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PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE   J  04        CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION 


SENATE— r/iursda^',  May  4,  1995 

(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  1,  1995) 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogrilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Almighty  God,  on  this  National  Day 
of  Prayer,  we  join  with  millions  across 
our  land  in  intercession  and  suppli- 
cation to  You,  the  Sovereign  Lord  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  As  we 
sound  that  sacred  word  Sovereign,  we 
echo  Washington,  Jefferson,  Madison, 
and  Lincoln  along  with  other  leaders 
through  the  years,  in  declaring  that 
You  are  our  ultimate  ruler.  We  make  a 
new  commitment  to  be  one  Nation 
under  You,  God,  and  we  place  our  trust 
in  You. 

You  have  promised  that  if  Your  peo- 
ple will  humble  themselves,  seek  Your 
face  and  pray.  You  will  answer  and 
heal  our  land.  Lord,  as  believers  in 
You,  we  are  Your  people.  You  have 
called  us  to  be  salt  in  any  bland  ne- 
glect of  cur  spiritual  heritage  and  light 
in  the  darkness  of  what  contradicts 
Your  vision  for  our  Nation.  Give  us 
courage  to  be  accountable  to  You  and 
Your  Commandments.  We  repent  for 
the  pride,  selfishness,  and  prejudice 
that  often  contradict  Your  justice  and 
righteousness  in  our  society. 

Lord  of  new  beginnings,  our  Nation 
needs  a  great  spiritual  awakening.  May 
this  day  of  prayer  be  the  beginning  of 
that  awakening  with  each  of  us  in  this 
Senate.  We  urgently  ask  that  our  hon- 
esty about  the  needs  of  our  Nation  and 
our  humble  confession  of  our  spiritual 
hunger  for  You  may  sweep  across  this 
Nation.  Hear  the  prayers  of  Your  peo- 
ple and  continue  to  bless  America.  In 
Your  holy  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The   PRESIDENT  pro   tempore.   The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  leader  time  has  been  re- 
served and  there  will  be  a  period  for 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of 
11:30,  with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
up  to  5  minutes  each;  at  11:30  today, 
the  Senate  will  resume  consideration 
of  H.R.  956,  the  product  liability  bill. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment reached  last  night,  there  will  be  a 
series  of  four  consecutive  rollcall  votes 
beginning  at  12:15  today.  The  fourth 
vote  in  the  series  will  be  on  invoking 
cloture  on  the  Gorton  substitute 
amendment;  therefore.  Senators  should 
be  aware  that  second-degree  amend- 
ments to  the  Gorton  substitute  must 
be  filed  1  hour  prior  to  that  vote;  fur- 
ther rollcall  votes  can  be  expected 
throughout  today's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbell*.  Under  the  previous  order, 
leadership  time  is  reserved. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
transaction  of  morning  business  for  not 
to  extend  beyond  the  nour  of  11:30  a.m, 
with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
therein  for  not  to  exceed  5  minutes 
each;  under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  [Mr.  Thomas], 
is  recognized  to  speak  for  up  to  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recog- 
nized. 


FRESHMAN  AGENDA 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Members  will  be  re- 
lieved to  know  that  there  will  be  oth- 
ers joining  me  during  this  30  minutes, 
other  Members  from  cur  freshman 
group,  to  continue  our  discussion  about 


the  agenda  for  the  Senate,  the  agenda 
for  the  Republicans,  and  of  course  the 
agenda  for  this  country. 

We  feel  very  strongly,  of  course,  that 
this  is  a  great  opportunity  to  move  for- 
ward on  the  issues  that  were  the  issues 
talked  about  and  voted  on  by  Ameri- 
cans in  the  1994  November  election. 

This  is  the  greatest  opportunity  that 
we  have  had  for  a  number  of  years  to 
evaluate  programs  that  have  been  in 
place,  rather  than  continuing  to  simply 
put  more  money  into  programs  when 
the  results  have  not  been  what  we  ex- 
pected. Now  is  an  opportunity  to  take 
a  look  at  the  programs  and  see,  in  fact, 
if  there  can  be  changes  made,  to  see  if 
in  fact,  there  are  programs  that  do  not 
need  to  be  continued,  that  could  better 
be  done  in  the  private  sector,  if  there 
are  consolidations  that  can  be  made  so 
that  we  can  do  away  with  repetition 
and  redundancy  in  programs.  There  is 
no  question  but  that  those  exist. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  excited  by  the 
opportunity.  There  are  11  Members  who 
are  in  our  first  year  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  are  very  proud  and  pleased  to  be 
there.  More  than  that,  I  think  we  are 
excited  at  the  chance  to  participate  in 
chanre  that  has  been  needed  for  some 
time,  participate  in  the  change  that 
voters  sent  Members  here  to  accom- 
plish this  year,  with  the  message  clear- 
ly that  there  is  too  much  Government 
and  that  it  costs  too  much. 

They  sent  Members  here  with  a  mes- 
sage that  there  are  better  ways  of  de- 
livering services.  We  are  not  inclined 
to  do  away  with  programs  and  leave 
people  without  the  assistance  that 
properly  comes  from  Government,  but 
rather  to  find  ways  to  help  people  help 
themselves  back  into  a  productive  soci- 
ety. That  is  what  it  is  all  about. 

I  am  very  pleased.  Mr.  President,  to 
be  joined  by  the  president  of  our  fresh- 
man class,  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 
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NOVEMBER  REVOLLTION 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
froni  Wyoming.  I  think  he  said  it  very 
well.  I  think  it  is  very  important,  and 
the  11  freshman  Members  are  probably 
in  a  better  position  than  anyone  else  to 
remind  the  people  that  what  happened 
on  November  8.  1994  in  an  appropriate 
way  at  the  ballot  box.  was.  in  fact,  a 
revolution. 

It  is  the  first  time  in  about  40  years 
that  we  have  been  able  to  look  at  Gov- 
ernment and  redefine  its  role  and  an- 
swer the  question,  has  Government  be- 
come involved  in  more  things  in  a 
heavyhanded  way.  than  it  was  intended 
to  be  involved  in? 

I  know  it  is  the  liberal  agenda  of  giv- 
ing away,  having  programs  for  all 
needs,  taking  care  of  everyone  from  the 
cradle  to  the  grave,  is  something  that 
is  easy  to  demagog,  but  to  stand  here 
and  know  that  there  are  limited  re- 
sources, I  think  it  is  irresponsible  to 
continue  that. 

I  think  the  people  in  November  voted 
for  changes,  not  so  much  Republican 
versus  Democrat.  Sure,  the  Repub- 
licans took  over  the  House,  and  they 
took  over  the  Senate.  That  is  the  first 
time  that  has  happened.  The  main 
thing  is  that  we  campaigned  for  things 
that  we  have  consistently  voted  for 
that  contradict  the  behavior  of  Con- 
gress for  the  past  40  years. 

When  we  look  at  Government's  role, 
we  have  to  ask  the  question,  is  Govern- 
ment's responsibility  to  take  care  of 
all  the  social  needs''  It  is  a  difficult 
thing  to  talk  about  because  it  is  easy 
to  demagog 

I  was  distressed  probably  as  much  as 
anyone  was  when  the  President  and 
others  went  out  and  said,  well,  the  Re- 
publicans are  tr>-ing  to  take  the  milk 
away  from  babies  during  the  nutrition 
program  debate  when,  in  fact,  the  Re- 
publicans were  suggesting  a  4M!  percent 
increase. 

This  is  very  disturbing.  The  people 
have  awakened  in  America  and  they  do 
not  buy  that  kind  of  talk  anymore. 
They  are  going  to  demand  changes. 

I  have  heard,  and  there  is  a  percep- 
tion that  the  U.S.  Senate  is  operating 
so  slowly,  that  we  are  not  getting  any- 
thing done.  Now,  I  suggest,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  we  operate  differently  in  the 
Senate,  and  as  one  who  used  to  serve  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  the  same 
as  the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  maybe 
we  like  the  way  that  operates  a  little 
bit  better  because  it  is  faster.  And,  the 
occupant  of  the  chair  was  also  there 
and  knows  what  I  am  talking  about. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  was  not  a 
day  that  went  by  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  when  I  wsis  over  there 
when  this  conversation  did  not  occur. 
One  would  say,  "Are  we  really  quite 
ready  to  vote  on  this?  Should  we  refine 
it  more?"  The  answer  is  always  "Do 
not  worry,  the  Senate  will  take  care  of 
that." 

For  the  first  time  in  my  life,  when  I 
was  elected  this  last  time  to  the  U.S. 


Senate,  I  realized  what  our  Founding 
Fathers  had  in  mind  when  they  said 
they  wanted  a  bicameral  system.  In 
fact,  we  have  to  slow  that  train  down. 

How  slow  has  the  train  been?  The 
agenda,  the  Contract  With  America. 
had  10  items  in  it.  In  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, they  were  able  to  pass  9 
of  the  10.  The  only  area  that  they  did 
not  pass  was  term  limitations.  In  the 
Senate,  in  just  the  first  3  months,  we 
passed  congressional  accountability, 
that  is  forcing  Government  to  live 
under  the  same  laws  we  pass. 

We  passed  an  unfunded  mandates  bill. 
As  a  former  mayor  of  a  major  city,  I 
can  say  that  the  major  problem  that 
exists  in  cities  in  America  today  is  the 
fact  that  the  Federal  Government  tells 
them  what  to  do  but  does  not  send  the 
money  down.  They  are  called  unfunded 
mandates.  We  have  passed  that  major 
reform  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  along 
with  congressional  accountability.  A 
line-item  veto— we  have  talked  about 
line-item  veto  now  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  Now  we  have  passed  it  here.  We 
passed  a  moratorium  on  endangered 
species. 

So  we  have  actually  handled  about 
three  or  four  of  the  major  contract 
items  and  we  are  on  schedule  to  handle 
the  rest  of  them.  But  I  honestly  believe 
it  is  a  responsibility,  as  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  said,  of  the  freshman 
class,  those  of  us  who  heard  the  man- 
date on  November  8,  1994.  to  keep  this 
train  on  track  and  to  keep  focused.  We 
still  have  to  finish  up  the  rest  of  the 
items. 

Right  now,  as  soon  as  I  leave  the 
floor.  I  will  be  going  over  to  the  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  Committee 
hearing.  Over  there  we  are  handling  an- 
other one  of  the  contract  items;  that 
is,  doing  something  about  the 
heavyhandedness  of  Government 
through  its  EPA  regulations:  what  is 
happening  in  this  country  with  the 
Superfund;  what  is  happening  with 
wetlands:  what  is  happening  with  en- 
dangered species. 

Oklahoma  is  somewhat  of  an  agricul- 
tural State.  As  I  traveled  through, 
campaigning,  I  do  not  remember,  of  the 
hundreds  of  farmers  I  talked  to  during 
the  campaign,  any  of  them  coming  up 
to  me  and  saying,  "I  want  to  know 
what  the  farm  bill  is  going  to  do.  I 
want  to  know  about  price  supports." 
What  the  farmers  in  Oklahoma  and 
throughout  America  are  concerned 
about  is  property  rights.  That  is  one  of 
the  things  we  talked  about  in  the  Con- 
tract With  America,  that  we  have  the 
fifth  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
and  the  14th  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution that  guarantee  our  property 
rights,  not  to  lose  our  property  without 
due  process.  We  all  know  when  farmers 
have  property  that  is  declared  to  be 
wetlands,  they  lose  the  value  of  that, 
and  I  have  every  expectation  we  are 
going  to  be  able  to  pass  the  Private 
Property  Protection  Act  that  is  going 


to  guarantee  the  protection  of  private 
property  and  the  value  of  that  property 
to  all  Americans.  Again,  this  is  one  of 
the  contracts. 

In  this  same  committee  meeting  we 
are  going  to  be  hearing  about  the 
Superfund  problems  that  exist.  We 
know,  and  it  is  a  fact  today,  that  there 
are  people  who  have  received  phone 
calls  and  letters  from  the  EPA  that 
have  put  them  out  of  business  for 
something  over  which  they  had  no  con- 
trol. One  such  case  was  a  lumber  store 
owner  in  Tulsa,  OK,  by  the  name  of 
Jim  Dunn.  He  got  a  letter  from  the 
EPA  that  would  have  put  him  out  of 
business,  invoking  $25,000  a  day  fines. 
Checking  to  see  what  he  was  guilty  of. 
we  found  that  for  10  years  he  used  the 
same  person  to  sell  his  crankcase  oil 
to.  This  contractor  was  licensed  by  the 
Federal  Government,  by  the  State  of 
Oklahoma,  even  by  the  county  and 
City  of  Tulsa,  yet  they  came  back  and 
traced  some  of  that  oil  to  a  Superfund 
site  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  he 
was  liable.  In  the  absence  of  joint  and 
several  reform,  he  could  be  liable  for 
the  whole  amount.  And  for  that  he  was 
threatened  to  be  charged  a  fine  of 
$25,000  a  day  and  possible  criminal 
sanctions.  That  is  the  very  thing  that 
we  are  net  going  to  allow  to  happen.  It 
is  the  overregulation,  the 

heavyhandedness  of  Government. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act — I  am 
very  proud  the  Senator  from  Texas, 
Senator  Hutchlson,  was  able  to  get  an 
amendment  through  on  the  floor  to  put 
somp  sanity  on  that,  to  slow  that  train 
down  so  that,  before  we  add  any  new 
critters  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
we  are  able  to  sit  back  and  look  at  the 
cost/benefit  of  all  these  things.  It  was 
not  long  ago  they  decided  to  put  the 
Arkansa.s  shir.T  iinrier  the  Kpriang-prprt 
Species  Act.  Here  is  a  little  minnow 
that  I  guess  they  have  decided  is  more 
important  than  people  are.  It  would 
cost  the  average  farmer  in  Oklahoma 
who  has  runoff  into  the  Canadian  sys- 
tem about  $2,000  to  protect  this  critter. 

This  is  the  type  of  foolishness  we  are 
going  to  stop.  We  are  all  sensitive  to 
the  environment  and  we  are  sensitive 
to  the  need  for  some  controls.  But  we 
are  not  going  to  allow  Government  to 
continue  its  heavyhanded  treatment  of 
its  citizens,  the  people  who  are  out 
there  who  are  paying  for  all  this  fun  we 
are  having  in  Washington. 

So  we  have  an  agenda.  Those  of  us 
who  are  the  freshmen,  the  11  fresh- 
men—I am  very  pleased  we  are  going  to 
be  driving  this  train,  keeping  it  on 
track,  keeping  the  focus,  and  not  for- 
getting. Let  me  give  assurances  to  ev- 
eryone out  there:  We  are  not  going  to 
forget  what  the  mandate  was  of  No- 
vember 8. 

I  yield  the  floor  now  to  my  very  close 
friend  from  the  House,  where  I  served 
with  him  and  was  elected  with  him, 
and  now  he  is  a  leader  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, the  Senator  from  Arizona,  Senator 
KYL. 


TAXATION,  REGULATION,  LITIGATION 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
campaign  that  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa was  just  talking  about  that  we 
just  went  through,  I  heard  a  phrase 
over  and  over  again,  "taxation,  regula- 
tion, litigation,"  the  three  problems  in 
this  country  that  we  have  to  do  some- 
thing about.  The  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa has  just  spoken  eloquently  about 
the  matter  of  regulation.  This  Congress 
is  going  to  do  a  lot  to  reform  the  regu- 
latory climate  in  this  country,  to  bring 
some  common  sense  back  into  it. 

The  Judiciary  Committee,  on  which  I 
serve,  just  passed  out  a  regulatory  re- 
form bill  sponsored  by  the  majority 
leader  that  is  really  going  to  get  to  the 
heart  of  some  of  the  regulatory  prob- 
lems in  our  society  today,  bringing 
costylienefit  analysis  and  economic  im- 
pact studies  and  risk  assessments  and 
peer  review  into  the  regulatory  proc- 
ess, so  you  do  not  have  the  kind  of 
noncommonsensical  imposition  of  reg- 
ulations such  as  those  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  was  just  talking  about. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  third  item  in  that 
trilogy,  the  matter  of  litigation.  We 
are  debating  today,  and  have  been  for 
almost  2  weeks  now,  legal  liability  re- 
form. It  is  part  of  what  the  House  of 
Representatives  did,  and  it  is  part  of 
what  this  Senate  is  committed  to  do  as 
well,  to  reform  our  broken  tort  system. 
Some  call  it  the  litigation  lottery.  It 
produces  a  tort  tax  on  all  of  America 
because  we  end  up  paying  higher  pre- 
miums for  insurance,  higher  costs  for 
products,  and,  frankly,  we  do  not  get 
the  benefit  of  a  lot  of  improvements 
that  could  be  made  in  pharmaceuticals 
and  in  products  and  so  on  because  the 
manufacturers  are  afraid  to  experiment 
with  anything  new  because  they  may 
gee  sued,  they  may  have  lu  pay  big 
damages,  and  their  costs  would  go  up. 

So  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  reform 
that  system  so  that  all  of  America  will 
benefit  from  improved  technology,  re- 
duced insurance  rates,  reduced  product 
costs,  and.  by  the  way.  particularly  for 
small  businesses,  not  constantly  suffer- 
ing under  the  threat  of  being  sued; 
also,  of  course,  the  physicians  and  the 
hospitals  and  other  health  care  provid- 
ers whose  medical  malpractice  pre- 
miums have  skyrocketed  in  recent 
years  because  of  the  possibility  that 
somebody  is  going  to  sue  them.  They 
end  up  practicing  defensive  medicine, 
offering  all  kinds  of  services  and  tests 
that  probably  are  not  necessary  but 
which  they  prescribe  in  order  to  make 
sure  that  nobody  can  say  they  did  not 
do  the  absolute  maximum  that  was 
necessary  for  the  patient's  good. 

So  these  are  parts  of  the  problem  we 
are  addressing  in  litigation  reform.  I 
would  like  to  just  isolate  one  specific 
one  that  I  will  be  talking  about  in 
about  an  hour  and  a  half  in  the  context 
of  the  bill  we  are  debating  today.  I 
have  laid  down  an  amendment  to  cor- 
rect a  small,   but   I   think   important. 


part  of  the  bill  that  is  before  us  today. 
Many  States — most  States,  I  suspect — 
have  what  are  called  alternative  dis- 
pute resolution  mechanisms,  ways  of 
resolving  disputes  short  of  going  to 
trial.  Trials  are  expensive.  In  the  end, 
the  people  who  win  are  the  lawyers.  So 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  get  peo- 
ple not  to  always  go  to  court  but  to  try 
to  resolve  their  differences  short  of 
going  to  court,  and  most  States  have 
those  procedures. 

There  is  an  error  in  the  bill  that  is 
before  us,  section  103.  It  deals  with  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution.  It  says 
when  a  State  has  alternative  dispute 
resolution,  the  parties  should  use  that. 
And  that  is  fine.  But  then  it  says,  if  a 
defendant  refuses  to  go  forward  when  a 
plaintiff  has  made  an  offer  in  good 
faith  and  that  defendant  has  refused 
the  offer  in  good  faith  to  go  forward 
with  the  alternative  dispute  resolution, 
then  you  can  assess  attorney's  fees  and 
costs  against  the  defendant.  But  there 
is  no  such  provision  with  regard  to  the 
plaintiff  refusing  to  go  forward  in  good 
faith. 

Mr.  President,  either  we  should  not 
have  a  penalty  for  either  party  refusingy> 
to  go  forward  or  there  should  be  the 
same  penalty  on  both  parties,  which- 
ever one  of  them  refuses  to  go  forward 
in  good  faith.  But  you  cannot  have  a 
situation  where  one  of  the  parties  has 
the  dagger  hanging  over  his  head  and 
the  other  party  with  no  downside  for 
refusing  to  go  forward  in  good  faith. 
One  way  or  the  other  that  has  to  be 
fixed. 

First,  I  said,  '  WTiy  don't  we  have  a 
penalty  for  both  parties?"  One  objec- 
tion wa^  we  should  not  be  dictating  at 
the  Federal  level  what  the  States 
should  do.   Whatever  people  advertise 


doing  the  same  thing — for  refusing  to 
go  forward  to  resolve  the  dispute  alter- 
native to  a  trial. 

So  my  amendment  will  simply  make 
it  the  same  for  both  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants and  reinstate  State  law  as  the 
guiding  principle. 

I  will  be  talking  about  this  a  little 
bit  later.  I  think  it  goes  back  to  the 
whole  notion  we  have  to  reform.  We 
have  to  do  things  fairly,  and,  if  we  do 
things  fairly  in  our  society  today,  if 
people  think  they  are  getting  a  fair 
break  regarding  regulation,  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  talked  about,  re- 
garding taxation  and  regarding  litiga- 
tion, then  people  gladly  shoulder  the 
burdens  inherent  in  supporting  the 
Government  and  society  at  large.  But 
when  they  do  not  think  they  are  get- 
ting a  fair  shake — that  is,  when  they 
begin  to  say  this  whole  thing  has  to  be 
changed — it  has  to  be  reformed. 

Fortunately,  at  least  the  Senate  Re- 
publicans who  were  just  elected  in  the 
last  election  are  here  speaking  every 
week  about  these  kind  of  reforms.  I 
think  we  are  making  a  difference,  Mr. 
President. 

I  know  my  colleague  from  Minnesota 
is  here  and  wishes  to  continue  the  de- 
bate. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams]  is 
recognized. 


ONE  HUNDRED  DAYS  OF  REFORM 
FOR  A  NEW  CENTURY  OF  RE- 
SPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  glad 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  join  with 


there  in  the  State,  let  that  be.  Then  I     my  fellow  freshmen  today  to  speak  on 


say  fine.  My  amendment  simply  strikes 
the  penalty  that  is  in  the  bill  at  the 
Federal  level  so  that  whatever  the 
State  law  is  the  State  law  is.  In  effect, 
my  amendment  would  return  this  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution  mecha- 
nism to  the  States  to  be  enforced  how- 
ever the  State  law  enforces  it.  Of 
course,  in  every  State,  if  there  is  a  pen- 
alty, the  penalty  applies  equally  to  the 
defendant  or  the  plaintiff,  whichever 
one  is  refusing  to  go  forward  unreason- 
ably. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  this  is 
something  I  will  be  talking  about  a  lit- 
tle bit  later  but  something  my  col- 
leagues will  want  to  fix.  Our  whole  jus- 
tice system  is  about  fairness.  The  rea- 
son we  are  willing  to  put  our  lives  and 
our  fortunes  into  the  hands  of  one  per- 
son, a  judge  or  12  people  on  a  jury,  is 
because  we  have  faith  that  the  system 
is  fair.  One  of  the  reasons  we  are  talk- 
ing about  litigation  reform  today  is  be- 
cause a  lot  of  people  do  not  think  it  is 
fair.  It  would  be  the  height  of  unfair- 
ness to  have  a  penalty  apply  to  one 
side,  the  defendant,  but  not  have  that 
same  penalty  apply  to  the  plaintiff  for 


the  topic  this  week,  "100  Days  of  Re- 
form for  a  New  Century  of  Responsible 
Government." 

Having  just  returned  from  a  series  of 
townhall  meetings  in  my  home  State  of 
Minnesota,  however,  it  would  be  more 
appropriate  to  refer  to  it  as  moving 
forward  with  the  people's  agenda. 

Over  the  Easter  recess,  I  held  town 
meetings  in  five  cities,  traveling  over 
1.000  miles,  talking  with  hundreds  of 
people  across  the  S!iate  of  Minnesota. 

And  the  mandate  they  delivered  last 
November  is  more  focused  than  ever — 
fix  things  in  Washington. 

From  Austin,  MN  to  Brainerd.  their 
message  focused  on  our  $4.8  trillion 
debt. 

The  folks  I  talked  with  agree  some- 
thing needs  to  be  done  now.  They  have 
waited  long  enough. 

They  are  not  content  to  have  a  Gov- 
ernment running  deficits  of  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  each  year  for  as 
far  £is  the  eye  can  see.  They  are  under- 
standably frustrated  by  decades  of 
Washington  doublespeak  when  it  comes 
to  making  the  tough  choices  necessary 
to  balance  the  budget. 
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And  most  importantly,  they  are  con- 
cerned for  their  children  and  grand- 
children who  will  be  forced  to  finance 
the  Government's  spending  spree. 

Because  of  that  massive  $4.8  trillion 
debt,  by  the  time  every  child  bom  after 
1992  enters  the  work  force,  they  will 
face  a  Federal,  State,  and  local  tax 
rate  between  84  and  94  percent. 

Think  about  it  If  Washington  keeps 
doing  what  it  is  doing,  spending  dollars 
it  does  not  have  and  passing  along  the 
bills,  every  child  born  after  1992  will 
spend  their  whole  life  working  just  to 
pay  off  a  Federal  spending  spree  that 
they  never  even  asked  for. 

Fortunately,  my  constituents  had  an 
opportunity  to  voice  their  concerns 
during  my  townhall  meetings  in  Min- 
nesota, and  today,  I  want  to  share  what 
they  had  to  say. 

I  brought  with  me  some  of  the  charts 
that  I  took  around  the  State  with  me 
in  these  town  meetings  to  try  to  point 
out  some  of  the  problems  that  I  think 
we  are  facing.  This  first  chart  we  were 
talking  about  is  Federal  i taxes  as  a 
share  of  the  median  family  income. 

FEDERAL  T.^XES  AS  A  SHARE  OF  MEDIAN  FAMILY 
INCOME 

The  percentage  of  income  paid  to  the 
Federal  Government  in  direct  taxes 
went  from  3  percent  in  1948  to  24.5  per- 
cent in  1992. 

In  the  5  years  between  1948  and  1953, 
Federal  taxes  rose  from  3  to  9  percent 
of  gross  income. 

You  have  to  remember  this  is  coming 
out  of  World  War  II  where  we  had  to  go 
into  debt  to  help  finance.  Only  3  per- 
cent at  that  time  was  going  to  the  Fed- 
eral taxes. 

In  the  8  years  between  1972  and  1980. 
the  average  family  saw  their  tax  bill 
rise  from  16  percent  of  their  annual  in- 
come to  23.5  percent  of  their  income. 

The  rise  of  the  Social  Security  pay- 
roll tax  and  the  erosion  of  the  personal 
exemption  have  been  the  largest  con- 
tributors to  the  reduction  .of  posttax 
income  for  families. 

It  is  no  wonder  middle  class  families 
are  finding  it  difficult  to  buy  a  house, 
put  their  kids  through  college,  or  put 
money  aside  for  their  retirement. 

AVERAGE  INCOME  FA.MILIES  WOULD  BE  TAXED 
JIO.OS)  LESS  PER  YEAR 

Let  us  look  at  chart  No.  2,  the  aver- 
age income  families  would  be  taxed 
$10,060  less  per  year. 

According  to  the  US.  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  the  total  pretax  income  for  a 
family  of  four  in  1992  was  $47,787.  After 
taxes,  this  same  family's  income  fell  to 
$36,915. 

Under  the  1948  tax  rates,  the  median 
income  family  of  four  would  pay  only 
$812  in  taxes  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, leaving  the  family  with  an  after 
tax  income  of  $46,975  when  adjusted  to 
1992  dollar  amounts. 

In  1992.  a  family  of  four,  with  the  me- 
dian income  of  $47,787.  paid  $10,060 
more  in  direct  taxes  to  the  Federal 
Government    than     the    same    family 


would  have  if  tax  rates  had  remained 
at  1948  levels. 

To  put  that  into  everyday  terms,  the 
median  price  of  a  single-family  home 
purchased  in  1992  was  $103,700.  The  av- 
erage annual  mortgage  payment  was 
$7,380. 

The  annual  family  income  lost  to  in- 
creasing Federal  tax  burdens  exceeds 
the  average  annual  mortgage  payments 
for  an  average  home  by  36  percent. 

What  could  you  do  if  you  could  keep 
another  $10,060  in  your  pockets?  You 
could  provide  for  the  things  your  fam- 
ily needs  without  turning  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  asking  for  more 
subsidies  and  more  help.  The  dollars 
would  remain  in  your  pocket. 

TWO-EARNER  .MEDIAN  INCOME— 19*1 

The  next  chart  that  I  was  able  to 
talk  with  Minnesotans  about  is  the  1994 
two-earner  median  income  chart. 

A  median  household  with  two  bread- 
winners spends  about  $2  out  of  every  $5 
it  earns  on  taxes;  40  percent  of  every- 
thing you  bring  in  goes  to  State.  Fed- 
eral, and  local  taxes.  The  average  fam- 
ily spends  more  money  on  Federal. 
State,  and  local  taxes  than  it  spends  on 
food,  clothing,  housing,  and  medical 
care  combined.  This  does  not  include 
sales  tax  or  your  Social  Security,  the 
FICA  tax.  That  brings  it  up  to  nearly 
49.6  percent  of  everything  an  average 
family  makes  in  this  country  which 
goes  to  pay  for  government. 

Why  are  Federal  taxes  so  high  today? 
After  all,  did  Ronald  Reagan  not  pass  a 
massive  income  tax  cut  in  1981?  Yes. 
Reagan  did  sign  a  25-percent  income 
tax  rate  cut  for  all  Americans  in  1981. 
However,  there  have  been  six  major  tax 
increases  since— 1982.  1983.  1987.  1988. 
1990,  and  1993.  These  have  nullified  the 
Reagan  tax  cuts. 

In  the  early  19th  century.  Chief  Jus- 
tice John  Marshall  wrote  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  case.  McCulloch  versus 
Maryland:  "The  power  to  tax  involves 
the  power  to  destroy." 

Today,  this  statement  still  rings 
true.  Taxes  are  destroying  the  income 
of  American  families,  leaving  only  60 
percent  of  what  it  earns  to  spend  on 
life's  necessities  and  joys. 

In  1966  the  median  income  family  of 
four  will  work  until  May  30  to  pay 
their  share  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
taxe&— 98  days. 

In  1948,  the  average  family  of  four 
worked  only  8  days  to  pay  their  share 
of  Federal  taxes.  i 

Had  Congress  adopted  the  Republican 
alternative  budget  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
roughly  35  million  families  could  have 
deducted  $500  per  year  from  their  tax 
bill  per  child  next  April  15.  For  the  av- 
erage family  of  four,  that  extra  $1,000 
would  be  handy. 

SOURCES  OF  GOVERNMENT  SPENDING  FISCAL 
YEAR  1995 

The  budget  is  composed  of  two  prin- 
cipal fund  groups.  Federal  funds  and 
trust  funds.  This  is  how  the  bills  are 
paid  in  Washington. 


Federal  funds  carr>'  out  the  general 
purposes  of  government,  whereas  trust 
funds,  such  as  Social  Security  and 
Medicare,  are  designated  by  law  and  fi- 
nanced by  specially  allocated  collec- 
tions. 

In  1994.  trust  fund  surpluses  totaled 
$95  billion.  Under  current  law.  the  sum 
of  the  trust  fund  surplus  and  Federal 
fund  deficit  equals  the  unified  deficit, 
which  is  commonly  referred  to  as  sim- 
ply the  deficit. 

Merging  these  trust  funds — this  is 
what  we  collect  in  tax  receipts  from 
your  income  tax.  the  1040  business 
taxes,  and  others— the  trust  funds 
bring  in  $511  billion  and  pay  for  Social 
Security  payments,  and  others.  But 
last  year  there  was  a  $107  billion  sur- 
plus in  that  trust  fund  which  the  Gov- 
ernment also  borrowed  along  with  the 
green  part  of  this  chart.  $192.5  billion. 

What  I  would  like  to  say  about  this 
green  and  what  came  out  of  the  trust 
fund  is  money  that  we  are  borrowing 
from  our  children.  We  are  taking  this 
out  of  their  future  accounts  to  supply 
the  dollars  ,.e  need  today  in  order  to 
deficit  spend,  and  the  trust  fund  re- 
ceipts in  general  revenues  will  total 
over  $1.2  trillion  or  81.5  percent  of  the 
Federal  spending. 

Unfortunately,  this  sum  does  not 
even  begin  to  cover  the  Government's 
expenditures.  The  Government  again 
will  borrow  from  our  children  this  $192 
billion. 

On  the  next  chart,  in  real  terms,  a 
family  of  five  making  about  $45,000 
would  have  10  percent  of  its  Federal 
tax  burden  reduced  through  the  $500 
per  child  tax  credit.  This  chart  shows 
where  many  argue  this  is  a  tax  credit 
for  the  rich.  They  talk  about  the 
$200,000  a  year  income.  In  real  terms, 
families  making  under  $75,000  a  year 
would  get  86  percent  of  the  tax  credit 
on  $500  per  child. 

If  you  make  under  $100,000.  about  95 
percent  of  the  families  making  under 
$100,000  would  receive  a  tax  credit. 

In  the  next  chart,  the  White  House 
and  congressional  Democrats  argue 
that  a  $500  per  child  tax  credit  is  un- 
necessary because  they  expanded  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  in  the  1993 
bill.  But  this  claim  ignores  the  dif- 
ference between  a  wage  subsidy  and  a 
tax  cut. 

The  EITC  is  a  wage  supplement  for 
working  families  with  children  with  in- 
comes up  to  $26,000  per  year.  It  is  in- 
tended to  offset  the  Social  Security  tax 
burden  on  these  families  and  to  in- 
crease their  wages  through  a  cash  sub- 
sidy. 

A  family  of  four  earning  $14,000  a 
year— slightly  below  the  official  pov- 
erty level— will  pay  no  income  taxes 
but  will  bear  a  Social  Security  tax  bur- 
den of  roughly  $2,140.  Now.  this  family 
is  then  eligible  to  receive  some  $2,400 
from  the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
nearly  $260  more  than  its  entire  tax 
burden. 
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A  family  earning  $28,000  a  year— and 
not  eligible  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit— would  have  57  percent  of  its  in- 
come tax  bill  and  17  percent  of  its  total 
Federal  tax  bill  erased  by  the  $500  per 
child  tax  credit. 

This  is  an  important  part  of  tax  re- 
lief to  these  families  that  do  not  qual- 
ify but  still  make  under  $35,000  a  year. 

Family  tax  relief.  I  believe,  should 
not  be  means  tested.  Every  working 
family  in  this  country  is  overtaxed, 
thus  every  working  family,  regardless 
of  income,  should  be  eligible  for  a  $500 
per  child  tax  credit.  The  Tax  Code 
should  not  penalize  children  simply  be- 
cause of  their  parents'  income. 

Now.  along  with  family  tax  relief,  the 
Minnesotans  with  whom  I  met  during 
the  past  recess  are  demanding  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget  with  or  without  a 
balanced  budget  amendment.  And  if 
that  means  putting  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment on  a  strict  low-fat  diet,  then 
so  be  it. 

One  thing  I  heard  over  and  over  again 
during  my  town  meetings,  from  Min- 
nesotans who  pay  their  own  bills  and 
balance  their  own  budget,  is  that  if 
they  can  do  it,  then  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can  do  it  as  well. 

One  thing  is  very  clear:  The  budget 
can  be  balanced,  and  we  can  do  it  with- 
out gutting  the  vital  programs  on 
which  millions  of  Americans  depend. 
We  will  do  it  by  containing  the  growth 
of  Government  while  continuing  to 
meet  the  needs  of  America's  families, 
children,  and  senior  citizens. 

By  streamlining  Federal  bureaucracy 
and  sending  the  money  back  to  the 
State  governments  in  the  form  of  block 
grants.  Minnesotans  know  that  they 
will  have  more  power,  not  less  power. 
more  resources,  not  fewer,  and  new  and 
belter  opportunities. 

I  have  every  confidence  that  the  peo- 
ple of  Minnesota  can  direct  those  re- 
sources and  provide  for  those  in  need 
better  than  W'ashington  bureaucrats 
could  ever  hope  to  do. 

That  is  my  motivation  as  we  move 
forward  during  these  next  100  days,  and 
it  is  my  hope  that  every  Senator  re- 
members the  messages  that  they  have 
heard  over  the  recess  and  join  in  the  ef- 
fort to  enact  what  we  call  the  people's 
agenda. 

We  need  to  restrict  or  restrain  the 
growth  of  spending  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, but  we  also  need  tax  relief  for 
Minnesota  families  and  for  the  Na- 
tion's families.  We  cannot  have  one 
without  the  other.  1  hope  very  strongly 
that  as  we  move  forward  in  these  next 
100  days  we  will  be  able  to  provide 
some  of  this  long  sought  tax  relief  for 
middle-class  American  families. 

I  thank  the  Chair  I  would  now  like 
to  turn  the  floor  over  to  my  colleague, 
the      Senator      from      Missouri      [Mr. 

A.SHCROFT]. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  The  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri. 


The  first  half  hour  of  time  which  was 
reserved  has  expired,  so  the  Senator 
has  up  to  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr,  President,  I 
would  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
can  speak  as  if  in  morning  business  for 
up  to  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


I  believe  those  are  the  kinds  of  senti- 
ments we  all  ought  to  be  expressing 
today.  I  pray  God's  blessing  upon  this 
land,  and  I  thank  those  who  are  assem- 
bling across  t^e  country  to  remember 
our  need  for  guidance. 


NATIONAL  DAY  OF  PRAYER 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
extend  my  appreciation  to  citizens  all 
across  America  who  are  recognizing 
the  observation  of  the  National  Day  of 
Prayer.  It  is  a  time  during  which  the 
people  of  America  pray  for  this  country 
and  pray  for  those  of  us  who  have  the 
responsibility  to  lead,  not  just  at  the 
national  level,  but  at  the  local  level  as 
well.  So  in  city  halls  across  America, 
in  State  capitals,  and  here  in  the  Na- 
tion's Capital,  individuals  are  seeking 
to  invoke  the  presence  of  God  upon  the 
deliberations  of  the  Government,  and 
upon  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

I  am  especially  grateful  for  this  fit- 
ting activity  and  for  the  fact  that  as  a 
nation  we  occasionally  stop  to  remem- 
ber the  Almighty.  In  particular.  I  am 
pleaised  to  express  appreciation  on  be- 
half of  myself  and  many  others  to  Shir- 
ley Dobson  who  is  leading  the  National 
Day  of  Prayer  this  year. 

As  our  Nation  heals  from  the  wounds 
inflicted  upon  us  by  the  Oklahoma  City 
tragedy,  and  as  we  continue  to 
confront  daily  the  tragedies  of  death 
and  violence  that  seem  to  plague  our 
land,  it  is  fitting  we  would  call  upon 
God  to  give  thanks  for  the  blessings  we 
have  enjoyed. 

The  Old  Testament  book  of  Chron- 

J-i-~     . ..i-t~~      -      ^^■u„.\^i^^     1^,-,      «■ « 

our  times.  It  says:  "If  my  people,  which 
are  called  by  my  name,  shall  humble 
themselves  and  pray  and  seek  my  face 
and  turn  from  their  wicked  ways,  then 
will  I  hear  from  Heaven  and  will  for- 
give their  sin  and  will  heal  their  land." 
Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think  there  is  a 
more  noble  aspiration  than  the  desire 
of  America  to  be  a  land  of  healing. 

Our  Nation  has  embodied  this  atti- 
tude of  humility  and  reverence  before 
God  from  the  very  earliest  days  of  its 
existence.  During  the  Constitutional 
Convention.  Benjamin  Franklin  rose  to 
say:  "If  a  sparrow  cannot  fall  to  the 
ground  without  his  notice,  is  it  prob- 
able that  an  empire  can  rise  without 
his  aid?" 

There  is  little  question  but  that  we 
owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  Almighty 
God  for  the  blessings  he  has  continued 
to  bestow  upon  us.  As  George  Washing- 
ton prayed:  "Almighty  God;  we  make 
our  earnest  prayer  that  Thou  wilt  *  *  * 
most  graciously  be  pleased  to  dispose 
us  all  to  do  justice,  to  love  mercy,  and 
to  demean  ourselves  with  *  *  *  charity, 
humility  and  a  pacific  temper  of 
mind." 


A  BALANCED  BUDGET 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  address  the  Issue  of  a  balanced 
budget,  but  I  want  to  start  by  talking 
about  the  shifting  balance  of  Federal- 
State  power.  Last  week,  in  United 
States  versus  Lopez,  the  Supreme 
Court  held  that  a  1990  Federal  statute 
did  not  "substantially  affect"  inter- 
state commerce.  While  the  decision  did 
not  overturn  any  precedents,  it  marked 
a  sharp  departure  from  the  modem 
Court's  expansive  view  of  congressional 
power  to  regulate  commerce.  By  limit- 
ing Congress'  ability  to  use  the  com- 
merce clause  to  legislate  social  policy, 
the  Court  highlighted  the  benefits  of 
the  Federal  system  envisioned  by  the 
Framers.  and  outlined  in  the  Constitu- 
tion. Moreover,  they  acknowledged 
what  the  American  people  have  recog- 
nized for  quite  some  time:  That  a  Con- 
gress with  the  power  to  do  everything 
for  you.  also  has  the  power  to  take  ev- 
erything from  you. 

In  the  Senate,  we  have  just  begun  to 
discuss  spending  priorities  for  the  com- 
ing fiscal  year.  When  the  budget  reso- 
lution comes  before  this  Chamber,  our 
actions  will  help  shape  the  ongoing  de- 
bate over  State  power  within  the  Fed- 
eral system. 

The  question  we  must  ask  is  not 
what  i)ower  the  Federal  Government 
ought  to  have,  but  what  powers  have 
been  extended  by  the  people.  We  must 
be  ever  mindful  of  the  fact  that  the 
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Government  by  the  Constitution  have 
proscribed  limits.  Clearly,  a  National 
Government  that  has  a  debt  of  $4.9  tril- 
lion—that is  over  $18,000  for  every  man. 
woman,  and  child— has  forgotten  this 
fact. 

Mr.  President,  if  efforts  are  not  made 
to  limit  spending,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  no  longer  be  able  to  fulfill  its 
most  basic  constitutional  obligations. 
In  just  17  years,  spending  on  entitle- 
ment and  the  national  debt  will 
consume  all  tax  revenues;  Medicare 
will  be  bankrupt  in  just  6  years;  and  in 
FY  1997.  we  will  pay  more  in  interest 
payments  on  the  national  debt  than  we 
will  spend  on  national  defense 

Last  November,  the  American  people 
spoke  with  a  clarity  and  an  intensity 
seldom  heard  in  American  government. 
What  was  their  message?  Return  to  us 
the  ability  to  control  our  own  lives, 
our  own  future,  our  own  destinies.  This 
was  not  some  radical,  foreign  concept. 
it  was  the  message  of  the  founding— 
the  message  embodied  in  the  capstone 
of  the  Bill  of  Rights,  the  10th  amend- 
ment, which  reads:  "The  powers  netr- 
delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
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Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to 
the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States 
respectively,  or  to  the  people."  I  would 
posit.  Mr  President,  that  this  fun- 
damental idea  should  animate  all  that 
we  do  here  in  the  coming  weeks. 

The  task  of  defining  the  constitu- 
tional line  between  Federal  and  State 
power  has  given  rise  to  many  of  the 
Court's  most  challenging  and  cele- 
brated cases.  In  United  States  versus 
Lopez,  the  Court  reaffirmed  the  belief 
that  the  powers  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment have  proscribed  limits.  Now,  it  is 
the  opportunity  of  this  Congress  to 
recreate  the  dual  sovereignty  that  the 
Framers  envisioned.  For  "in  the  ten- 
sion between  Federal  and  State  power 
lies  the  promise  of  liberty." 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE,  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  my  colleaigue  from  California  if  she 
has  come  to  the  floor  to  speak  on  budg- 
et and  Medicare.  She  was  here  first.  I 
will  be  pleased  to  follow  her 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  friend,  but  I  will  be  delighted  to 
follow  my  fnend.  So  if  he  would  like 
his  time  now,  that  is  just  fine. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
abk  unanimous  cnn.sent  that  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  might  need  from 
the  majority  leader's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEDICARE 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  we  are.  in  a  very  short 
period  of  time,  going  to  have  a  historic 
debate  about  the  budget  and  about  pri- 
orities in  our  Nation,  the  United  States 
of  America  Part  of  that  debate— and  I 
know  my  colleague  from  California 
will  be  speaking  to  this  as  well— will 
focus  on  Medicare. 

As  I  have  followed  over  the  last  cou- 
ple of  days  some  of  the  press  con- 
ferences and  some  of  the  discussions 
taking  place  about  Medicare,  I  think  it 
is  really  important  to  come  to  the  floor 
and  speak  about  Medicare,  not  so  much 
in  political  terms  but  in  substantive 
terms. 

We  are  faced  with  a  real  irony.  It 
may  very  well  be  that  a  good  many  of 
my  colleagues  will  now  discover  that 
health  care  reform— not  just  a  focus  on 
Medicare  or  Medicaid  but  real  health 


care  reform — Is  a  pressing,  compelling 
issue  in  this  country. 

First  of  all.  Medicare  is  a  benefit  pro- 
gram. It  is  not  just  an  actuarial  pro- 
gram. It  is  important  for  me  to  make 
this  point.  Mr.  President.  My  mother 
and  father  are  no  longer  alive.  Both  ac- 
tually had  Parkinson's  disetise,  but  I 
can  tell  you.  for  my  parents  in  their 
older  age,  Medicare,  imperfections  and 
all,  was  extremely  important  and  it 
continues  to  be  extremely  important  to 
senior  citizens  in  this  country. 

It  is  not  by  any  means  perfect.  It 
does  not  cover  catastrophic  expenses, 
it  does  not  cover  prescription  drug 
costs,  and  elderly  people  over  65  years 
of  age  pay  four  times  as  much  out  of 
pocket  as  citizens  under  65  years  of 
sige.  But  I  think  this  focus  on  the  budg- 
et is  going  to  get  us  to  the  point  where 
all  of  us  understand  some  realities 
about  health  care  and  health  care  pol- 
icy in  the  United  States. 

Eighty-five  percent  of  Medicare  ex- 
penditures pay  for  care  for  seniors  with 
household  incomes  of  less  than  $25,000  a 
year.  So  let  us  also  understand  that 
these  benefits  help  hard-pressed  people, 
not  people  who  have  plenty  of  income 
on  their  own. 

Second  point,  Mr.  President.  I  was  on 
the  floor  the  other  day  in  a  debate  with 
one  of  my  colleagues— I  think  it  was 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  Senator 
Gra.mm— and  he  was  talking  about  his 
efforts  to  block  health  care  reform  in 
the  last  Congress  and  he  was  proud  of 
that.  In  another  point  in  time,  we  will 
have  a  debate,  and  I  do  not  have  a  prac- 
tice of  debating  colleagues  when  they 
are  not  on  the  floor,  but  I  will  say,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  one  of  the  reasons 
that  we  are  now  dealing  with  the  whole 
question  of  Medicare  and  how  to  fi- 
nance ^•ACuicare  is  because  wo  did  uot* 
pass  any  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form last  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  89  percent  of  the 
growth  in  Medicare  spending  since  1980 
has  been  due  to  medical  inflation,  gen- 
eral inflation,  and  changes  in  enroll- 
ment. Let  me  go  over  those. 

Medicare  is  a  benefit  program  that, 
of  course,  we  have  to  finance.  It  is  part 
of  what  we  are  about  as  a  country.  It 
is,  indeed,  a  contract  with  senior  citi- 
zens, ailcl  as  we  move  into  the  next  cen- 
tury, a  larger  percentage  of  our  popu- 
lation are  older  Americans,  and  a  larg- 
er percental  of  those  older  Americans 
are  older.  That  means  that  the  cost  of 
the  program  goes  up. 

Then  there  is  the  issue  of  general  in- 
flation. There  is  not  much  we  can  do 
about  the  first  issue  that  I  mentioned. 
And  there  is  not  that  much  we  can  do 
about  general  inflation,  but  we  can 
look  at  medical  inflation. 

The  interesting  thing  is  that  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  made  it 
clear  last  Congress— I  did  not  say  Dem- 
ocrat. Republican,  but  CBO— that  there 
are  two  ways  you  can  contain  medical 
costs.  One  is  through  global  spending 


caps,  as  in  the  single  payer  proposal, 
or.  if  you  do  not  prefer  that,  by  placing 
some  limits  on  insurance  premiums. 
Some  limit  on  insurance  premiums  is  a 
very  effective  way  of  containing  costs. 

^ut.  Mr.  President,  if  you  just  focus 
on  one  segment  of  the  population  and 
you  cut  $250  to  $350  billion  between  now 
and  the  year  2002,  you  will  have  a  se- 
vere impact  on  that  population.  Let  me 
say  to  my  colleagues,  when  you  were 
talking  about  rationing  last  Congress 
when  we  were  talking  about  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform,  when 
you  were  yelling  and  screaming  about 
rationing  last  Congress,  I  did  not  think 
that  you  had  a  case  to  make.  But  if  you 
are  just  going  to  target  Medicare,  if 
you  are  going  to  cut  expenditures  for 
just  one  segment  of  the  population, 
then  you  will  ration  by  age.  you  will 
ration  by  disability,  and  if  you  throw 
Medicaid  into  the  equation,  you  will 
ration  by  income.  But  now  I  do  not 
hear  my  colleagues  talking  about  ra- 
tioning at  all. 

Second  of  all,  if  you  make  these  cuts 
in  Medicare,  you  are  going  to  throw 
this  whole  health  care  system  into — 
and  I  do  not  want  to  exaggerate — I 
would  say  a  fair  amount  of  chaos,  if 
not  utter  chaos. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  statement 
from  the  National  Leadership  Coalition 
for  Health  Care  Reform,  which  includes 
many  businesses  in  this  case. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  N.^tional  Leadership 
Coalition  for  Health  Care  Reform, 

Washington.  DC,  April  3.  1995. 
Senator  Paul  David  Wellstone. 
Hart  Senate  Of/ice  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Se.nator  Wellstone:  We  are  writing 
to  express  our  serious  concem.s  .ibniit  the 
proposed  cuts  in  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
programs.  Our  Coalition  is  the  nation's  larg- 
est nonpartisan  alliance  of  business,  labor, 
consumers,  and  providers  dedicated  to  im- 
proving the  health  care  system— in  order  to 
enhance  the  availability,  affordability.  and 
quality  of  care.  (Our  membership  list  is  at- 
tached.) 

We  have  long  been  on  record  as  strong  su{>- 
porters  of  cost  containment  for  both  public 
and  private  payers.  Until  we  contain  costs, 
our  citizens  cannot  be  secure  in  coverage  for 
themselves  and  their  families.  However,  we 
believe  that  further  drastic  cuts  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid,  coming  on  top  of  deep  cuts 
legislated  in  1993,  would  pose  program  dif- 
ficulties and  force  the  provider  community 
to  increase  the  shifting  of  costs  to  the  pri- 
vate sector.  Such  cost-shifting  would  result 
in  even  more  limited  access,  especially  for 
low  and  middle-income  Americans,  and  an 
increa.se  in  the  number  of  uninsured 

We  are  troubled  by  approaches  that  focus 
primarily  on  cutting  the  price  of  services 
One  of  our  central  concerns — as  patients, 
payers,  and  providers — is  that  the  quality  of 
care  be  enhanced  by  changes  in  the  health 
care  system.  If  draconian  cuts  are  made  in 
prices,  quality  could  further  suffer  We  urge 
a  balanced  approach,  one  that  would  control 
total  system  cost  while  improving  quality, 
stopping  cost-shifting,  and  expanding  univer- 
sal coverage. 
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We  believe  that  if  our  nation  were  to  con- 
centrate on  better  outcomes  and  quality  ini- 
tiatives in  addition  to  measures  targeted  on 
costs,  there  would  be  significant  gains  both 
in  the  appropriateness  and  efficiency  of  serv- 
ices, and  in  the  reduction  of  costs.  Strong 
quality  assurance  mechanisms  are  also  es- 
sential as  we  shift  more  to  better  systems  of 
managed  care. 

We  urge  Congress  to  take  an  integrated  ap- 
proach to  addressing  our  three  serious  and 
interrelated  problems  of  cost,  quality  and  ac- 
cess. We  fear  a  one-dlmenslonal  approach,  or 
one  dealing  only  with  federal  programs,  will 
only  make  matters  worse  We  stand  ready  to 
work  with  you  on  a  balanced  solution  that 
will  create  a  better  system  for  all  our  citi- 
zens. 

Sincerely. 

Paul  G,  Rogers. 

Co-Chair. 
Robert  D.  Ray. 

Co-Chair. 

Members  of  the  National  Leadership 
CoALmoN  FOR  Health  Care  Reform 

Acme  Steel  Company. 

Almalgamated  Clothing  &  Textile  Workers 
Union.  AFL-CIO 

American  Academy  of  Family  Physicians. 

American  Academy  of  Pediatrics. 

American  Association  of  Retired  Persons. 

American  Automobile  Manufacturers"  As- 
sociation. 

American  College  of  Physicians. 

.\merican  Federation  of  Teachers.  AFL- 
CIO. 

American  Iron  &  Steel  Institute. 

American  Nurses  Association.  Inc. 

American  Physical  Therapy  Association. 

American  Psychological  Association. 

American  Subacute  Care  Association 

Association  of  Academic  Health  Centers. 

Association  of  Minority  Health  Profes- 
sional Schools. 

B.  C  Enterprises. 

Bannon  Research. 

Bethlehem  Steel  Corporation. 

Blue  Cross  Blue  Shield  of  Iowa, 

Blue  Diamond  Growers 

Brown  &  Cole  Stores. 

Burlington  Coat  Factory. 

Ceridian  Corporation, 

Christian  Children's  Fund. 

Chrysler  Corporation. 

Cold  Finished  Steel  Bar  Institute. 

Communications  Workers  of  America. 

CoreStates  Financial  Corp. 

Del  Monte  Foods 

Designworks  Inc. 

Drummond  Company  Inc. 

Families  USA  Foundatioo. 

Filter  Materials. 

Ford  Motor  Company. 

GEC-Marconi  Electronic  Systems  Corpora- 
tion. 

General  Motors  Corporation. 

Giant  Food  Inc. 

The  Great  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Com- 
pany. Inc. 

Gross  Electric  Inc. 

The  Heights  Group. 

H,  J.  Heinz  Co. 

Inland  Steel  Company. 

INSIGHT  Treatment  Services. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers. 

International  Multifoods. 

Internatinal  Union  of  Bricklayers  and  Al- 
lied Craftsmen. 

Johnstown  Corporation. 

Keller  Glass  Company. 

Lincoln  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

LTV  Steel  Company, 


Lukens  Inc. 

Mankoff,  Inc. 

Maternity  Center  Association. 

Maytag  Corporation. 

MEDNET. 

National  Association  of  Childbearing  Cen- 
ters. 

National  Association  of  State  Boards  of 
Education. 

National  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in 
the  U.S.A. 

National  Education  Association. 

Natlnal  Steel  Corporation, 

Navistar  International  Transportation 
Corporation.  Inc. 

Norwest  Corporation. 

Olympla  West  Plaza.  Inc. 

PAR  Associates. 

Pella  Corporation. 

Preferred  Benefits. 

R.  R.  Donnelley  &  Sons  Co. 

Ralphs  Grocery  Company. 

Regis  Corporation. 

Rohm  &  Haas  Company. 

Safeway  Inc. 

Sara  Lee  Corporation. 

Scott  Paper  Co. 

Service  Employees  International  Union. 
AFL-CIO. 

Sokolov  Strategic  Alliance. 

Southern  California  Edison  Company. 

Strategic  Marketing  Information.  Inc. 

Texas  Heart  Institute. 

Time  Warner  Inc. 

United  Air  Llnes.lnc. 

United  Food  and  Commercial  Workers 
International  Union.  AFL-CIO. 

United  Paperworkers  International  Union. 
AFL-CIO. 

United  States  Catholic  Conference. 

United  Steelworkers  of  America,  AFL-CIO. 

U.S.  Bancorp. 

The  Vons  Companies.  Inc. 

Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation. 

Wheat.  First  Securities.  Inc. 

Wheeling-Pittsburgh  Steel  Corp. 

The  Whitman  Group. 

Wisconsin  Public  Service  Corporation. 

Xerox  Corporation 

Mr  WELLSTONE.  That  Is  why  the 
business  community  is  opposed  to 
these  cuts  in  Medicare,  because  they 
know  it  will  be  a  shell  game.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  will  result  in  utterly  irra- 
tional charge  shifting.  What  will  hap- 
pen is  that  the  providers  already  not 
receiving  reimbursement  they  need 
will  just  shift  the  cost  to  the  private 
sector,  to  those  of  us  who  have  private 
health  insurance  plans.  The  business 
community  knows  that. 

Some  of  my  friends  who  were  talking 
about  Medicare  just  as  a  way  of  reduc- 
ing the  deficit,  or  even  when  they  talk 
about  reforming  health  care  but  just 
focusing  on  Medicare,  I  think  really 
overlooked  problems. 

Third  of  all,  Mr.  President,  I  could 
tell  you  right  now,  I  would  fight  this 
tooth  and  nail  if  for  no  other  reason 
than  in  rural  Minnesota,  greater  Min- 
nesota, many  hospitals  and  clinics  will 
go  under.  In  some  cases,  75  percent  of 
their  revenues  comes  from  Medicare.  If 
you  are  going  to  take  a  meat-ax  ap- 
proach, a  slash-and-bum  approach,  if 
you  are  not  going  to  contain  costs  in 
the  health  care  field  but  you  are  going 
to  have  these  cuts  in  Medicare  alone, 
then  I  could  just  tell  you  right  now. 


many  of  our  hospitals  will  go  under 
and  clinics  will  go  under  in  our  rural 
communities. 

Fourth  of  all,  Mr.  President,  this  Idea 
of  vouchers— this  is  unbelievable.  Peo- 
ple are  going  to  have  to  get  real  with 
the  people  that  we  represent.  To  say  we 
will  just  give  you  a  voucher,  that  we 
will  set  some  kind  of  limited  per  capita 
payment,  and  then  you  go  out,  senior 
citizens,  and  sort  of  negotiate  whatever 
plan  works  well  for  you.  Mr.  President, 
with  preexisting  condition  exclusions, 
with  no  risk  adjustment  between  plans, 
with  no  community  rating,  how  do  you 
think  that  is  going  to  work?  How  do 
you  think  that  is  going  to  work?  If  you 
have  a  preexisting  condition,  you  may 
be  flat  out  of  luck.  If  there  is  no  risk 
adjustment,  under  a  capitated  system 
there  will  be  a  tremendous  incentive 
for  health  plans  not  to  accept  people 
who  are  older  and  sicker.  You  have  to 
make  an  allowance  for  that  and  that 
involves  serious  insurance  market  re- 
forms. 

Mr.  President,  my  colleagues  and  I 
were  able,  a  couple  weeks  ago,  to  re- 
store the  funding  for  an  insurance 
counseling  and  assistance  program — 
unwanted  by  Republicans,  unfortu- 
nately. They  wanted  to  even  eliminate 
a  small  program  providing  counselors 
for  elderly  people  to  make  sure  people 
do  not  get  ripped  off  by  some  of  these 
private  Medicare  supplementary  plans. 
It  is  as  if  they  are  just  going  to  give 
people  a  voucher  and  say,  good-bye, 
you  are  on  your  own. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  let  me  make 
a  point  that  the  Medicare  payment  sys- 
tem is  the  way  in  which  we  finance 
some  of  the  most  important  things  we 
do  in  medical  education.  If  we  take 
away  that  funding,  we  are  going  to  lose 
one  of  the  most  important  things  we  do 
In  this  country.  Training  residents  is  a 
public  good— the  competitive  private 
insurance  market  will  not  pay  for  it. 
You  would  have  to  ask  everyone  to  pay 
into  a  fund  in  order  to  eliminate  Medi- 
care funding.  But  I  have  not  heard  such 
a  proposal  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  in  Minnesota  we  have 
efficient  markets.  We  have  done  an  ex- 
cellent job  of  holding  down  the  costs. 
But  there  has  been  very  little  equity  in 
terms  of  the  kind  of  per  capita  pay- 
ment. Parts  of  New  York  get  $646  per 
month  per  enrollee,  and  Hennepin 
County  In  Minnesota,  urban  Minneapo- 
lis, gets  $363  per  month  per  enrollee. 
This  is  in  terms  of  our  reimbursement 
now  for  Medicare  managed  care  plans. 
My  State  does  not  have  any  fat.  If  you 
are  going  to  talk  about  acrose-the- 
board  cuts.  I  will  just  tell  you  right 
now  the  impact  on  a  State  like  Min- 
nesota will  be  severe.  We  are  in  a  very 
precarious  position. 

So,  Mr,  President,  let  me  conclude 
this  way.  No.  1,  the  idea  of  cutting  $300, 
$350,  $250  or  $400  billion  in  Medicare,  so 
that  we  can  have  across-the-board  tax 
cuts  flowing  to  the  wealthiest  segment 
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of    the     population,     Is    simply     out- 
rageous. It  is  simply  outrageous. 

A  family  making  under  $30,000  would 
be  getting,  roughly  speaking.  5100:  and 
families  with  incomes  of  over  $200,000 
would  be  getting,  roughly  speaking, 
$11,000.  And  for  that,  we  are  going  to 
have  these  kinds  of  draconian  cuts  in 
Medicare?  It  is  outrageous. 

No.  2.  if  we  do  not  have  that  trade- 
off—and I  think  some  of  our  more  re- 
sponsible colleagues  understand  we 
cannot  do  that — I  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  you  cannot  move  forward  with 
cuts  in  Medicare  unless  you  do  overall 
health  care  reform,  and  you  cannot  do 
it  unless  you  contain  overall  costs. 

I  say  to  the  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  welcome  to  health  care  re- 
form. Welcome  to  the  health  care 
issue.  It  is  back.  How  ironic  it  is  that 
when  historians  write  about  the  104th 
Congress,  they  are  going  to  say  that 
the  104th  Congress  had  to  address 
health  care  reform,  how  to  finance  it, 
how  to  deliver  health  care  to  people 
out  in  the  communities  in  an  afford- 
able, dignified  way.  The  reason  the 
104th  Congress  finally  moved  on  this 
question  is  that  some  Senators  real- 
ized, finally,  that  the  only  way  we  are 
really  going  to  have  deficit  reduction 
based  on  a  standard  of  fairness  and  the 
only  way  we  are  going  to  make  sure  we 
are  able  to  provide  decent  health  care 
coverage  for  all  of  our  citizens,  regard- 
less of  age  or  where  they  live  or  in- 
come, is  with  significant,  meaningful 
health  care  reform. 

I  am  ready  to  work  with  colleagues 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,   because   I 
think  that  will  now  have  to  be  one  of 
our  major  priorities. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  BOXER  addressed  the  Chair 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER   The  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  thank  my  colleague  for  really  put- 
ting out  in  very  clear  and  simple  terms 
the  kind  of  crisis  that  we  knew  about. 
Indeed,  President  Clinton  was  so  clear 
in  his  very  first  and  second  State  of  the 
Union  Address  when  he  said,  "If  we 
want  to  have  meaningful  deficit  reduc- 
tion, we  better  address  the  issue  of 
health  care  reform." 

Here  we  have  a  situation— and  I  serve 
on  the  Budget  Committee.  I  am  wait- 
ing for  the  Republican  budget,  by  the 
way.  It  is  way  late.  Since  I  came  here. 
I  have  been  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
and  the  Budget  Committee  has  been  on 
time.  Not  this  year.  Do  you  know  why'' 
Because  the  Republicans  have  promised 
certain  things  they  just  cannot  keep: 
huge  deficit  reduction,  increases  in  the 
military,  big  tax  breaks  for  some  of  the 
wealthiest  again.  Guess  what?  They 
said  they  would  not  touch  Social  Secu- 
rity. Thank  goodness.  Frankly,  I  think 
a  lot  of  my  colleagues  made  that  point 
clear  in  the  balanced  budget  debate.  So 
the  only  cash  cow  they  can  look  at  is 
Medicare.  And  at  this  point,  they  want 


to  cut  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
out  of  Medicare,  and  they  realize,  how 
can  we  sell  that  to  the  seniors?  So  they 
are  creating  this  big  crisis. 

We  talked  about  the  need  for  health 
care  reform.  My  friend.  Senator 
Wellstone,  was  one  of  the  leaders  in 
this  fight.  So  I  say  to  my  friend,  thank 
you  for  your  remarks  this  morning.  It 
is  almost  poignant  that  we  are  at  this 
point.  Does  he  not  agree? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  California  for 
her  gracious  remarks.  It  is  ironic  that 
indeed  we  have  now  come  full  circle 
back  to  the  last  Congress. 

The  very  people  who  were  so  proud  of 
having  blocked  health  care  reform  are 
now  talking  about  a  crisis  in  Medicare, 
talking  about  how  we  will  finance  it, 
and  are  now  making  a  proposal.  I  say 
to  my  colleague,  for  rather  draconian 
cuts  in  Medicare.  But  they  do  not  want 
to  talk  about  rationing  Now  they  real- 
ly are  making  proposals  that  will  ra- 
tion. 

I  think  there  are  certain  realities 
now  that  we  all  hope  we  will  face  up  to 
and  move  forward  on  health  care  re- 
form. It  is  the  only  way  to  do  it.  Other- 
wise, it  will  be  disastrous. 

The  kind  of  proposals  I  hear  people 
making  now  to  cut  Medicare  will  not 
only  hurt  senior  citizens,  but  as  I  said, 
will  create  absolute  utter  chaos  in  this 
health  care  system.  They  do  not  deal 
with  preexisting  conditions,  they  do 
not  deal  with  any  of  the  bias  of  not 
having  community  rating,  they  do  not 
deal  with  how  to  make  it  affordable.  If 
anything,  it  will  just  have  a  severe  im- 
pact. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  just  want  to  thank 
my  friend  again.  He  is.  of  course,  cor- 
rect. The  kinds  of  cuts  that  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Republican  side  are 
talking  about  out  of  Medicare  simply 
will  ruin  Medicare.  We  cannot  possibly, 
in  the  name  of  deficit  reduction,  de- 
stroy the  Medicare  system  or  the  Med- 
icaid system,  for  that  matter. 


May  4,  1995 


SENATE  AGENDA 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  that  the  leader  has  re- 
served some  time  to  discuss  general 
matters.  I  want  to  tie  a  few  pieces  to- 
gether. 

Before  Senator  Wellstone  took  to 
the  floor,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
was  praising  a  Supreme  Court  decision 
that  gave  more  power  to  the  States. 
Rather  than  get  into  that  decision,  I 
want  to  point  out  that  in  vote  after 
vote,  the  vast  majority  of  my  Repub- 
lican friends  here  in  the  Senate  have 
voted  in  these  last  few  days  to  replace 
State  product  liability  laws.  State 
medical  malpractice— indeed,  all  other 
civil  laws— with  Federal  laws,  with 
Federal  caps. 

We  certainly  know— at  least  I  cer- 
tainly feel  confident  in  stating  to  the 
American   people — that   these   changes 


are  going  to  hurt  them.  They  are  going 
to  hurt  consumers  in  our  Nation  by 
substituting  politicians'  judgments  for 
local  judges  and  juries. 

Here  we  have  spent  many,  many  days 
and  many,  many  hours  on  a  power 
grab— essentially,  a  Federal  Govern- 
ment power  grab— brought  by  this  Re- 
publican Congress  in  the  Contract  With 
America,  a  power  grab  to  say  that  we 
in  the  almighty  Senate  know  better 
than  a  judge  or  jury  what  someone  who 
has  been  burned  beyond  recognition 
ought  to  be  able  to  get  from  those  at 
fault;  what  someone  who  perhaps  was 
paralyzed  should  get;  what  someone 
would  be  able  to  get  if  a  physician,  per- 
haps in  a  stupor,  makes  a  dreadful  mis- 
take. We  have  heard  of  some  of  those 
situations  occurring. 

I  think  it  is  very  ironic  that  Senators 
would  come  to  the  floor  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  and  talk  about  how  they 
think  more  power  ought  to  be  invested 
in  the  States  and  then  support  this 
kind  of  a  bill. 

I  hope  today,  when  we  vote  cloture, 
that  we  will  be  able  to  stop  this  hor- 
rific bill  from  becoming  a  law  of  the 
land. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  feel  we  should 
not  be  doing  that,  there  are  many 
other  things  I  feel  we  should  be  doing 
here  in  the  Senate,  that  we  should  be 
working  on. 

One  of  those,  certainly,  to  my  mind, 
is  the  confirmation  of  a  new  Surgeon 
General  for  this  country.  Dr.  Henry 
Foster.  I  want  to  say  that,  in  between 
my  going  to  committees  and  my  work 
on  the  floor,  I  have  watched  Dr.  Foster. 
I  am  very  proud  of  the  way  he  handled 
himself. 

I  see,  today,  he  has  gained  the  sup- 
port of  one  Republican  on  the  commit- 
tee, assuring  that  there  will  be  at  least 
a  tie  vote.  I  want  to  reiterate  to  the 
majority  leader.  Senator  Dole,  what  I 
have  written  to  him  twice  about.  I  see 
that  the  Democrat  leader  is  on  the 
floor  and  I  want  to  thank  him  for  being 
so  clear  on  this  point. 

Americans  are  fair,  Mr.  President. 
Americans  are  just.  The  fact  is,  this 
man  deserves  to  be  heard  on  this  Sen- 
ate floor. 

We  have  an  AIDS  epidemic,  we  have 
a  breast  cancer  epidemic,  we  have  a 
lung  cancer  epidemic,  we  have  an  epi- 
demic of  teen  pregnancies,  we  have  too 
many  cases  of  Alzheimer's,  cancer,  and 
heart  disetise  in  this  country. 

We  have  too  much  smoking  going  on 
in  this  country,  too  many  young  kids 
taking  up  smoking.  We  need  a  Surgeon 
General.  I  do  not  know  why  14  has  to 
take  3  more  weeks  for  the  committee 
to  vote  out  Dr.  Foster,  but  so  be  it. 

I  want  to  say  today  on  the  floor  what 
I  have  written  to  Senator  Dole,  that  if 
Senator  Dole  refuses  to  bring  this 
nomination  to  the  floor,  even  if  it  is  a 
tie  vote  or,  Mr.  President,  even  if  it  is 
a  losing  vote,  if  Senator  Dole  refuses 
to  bring  this  nomination  to  the  floor,  I 
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reserve  my  right  as  a  Senator  to  object 
to  Senate  business  until  we  can  have 
this  nomination  on  the  floor.  Senator 
DODD  yesterday  said  he  thought  it 
would  be  childish  for  Members  to  avoid 
this  discussion  on  the  floor  and  I  want 
to,  again,  say  that  I  agree  with  that. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
speak  to  one  question  in  my  remaining 
5  minutes.  Where  is  the  Republican 
budget?  Where  is  the  Republican  budg- 
et? By  law,  the  Budget  Committee  was 
required  to  complete  work  on  that 
budget  by  April  1.  It  is  May  3,  33  days 
after  that  date,  and  we  still  have  no 
budget.  By  law,  the  entire  Congress  is 
required  to  complete  work  on  the  budg- 
et by  April  15.  It  is  May  3—18  days  after 
that  date — and  still  no  budget. 

For  years,  my  Republican  colleagues 
have  said  we  could  easily  eliminate  the 
deficit,  and  we  know  how.  Not  one  of 
my  Republicans  friends  voted  for  the 
budget  last  year,  which  cut  $600  billion 
from  the  deficit— not  one.  They  said, 
"We  can  do  it  better;  we  can  do  it 
quicker;  we  can  do  it."  WTiere  is  the 
budget? 

My  Republican  friends  have  over- 
promised:  More  militar>'  spending;  bal- 
ancing the  budget  by  2002;  tax  cuts, 
going  up  to  over  $200,000,  people  will 
get  tax  cuts.  Yes,  they  have  a  problem. 
They  looked  at  that  budget  and  they 
saw  only  one  place  to  go — Medicare. 
When  it  got  out  that  they  were  looking 
at  cuts  of  $250  billion  out  of  a  program 
that  75  percent  of  Americans  treasure, 
they  started  to  get  a  little  weak  in  the 
knees.  They  said:  What  are  we  going  to 
do?  Tell  the  people  that  Medicare  is  in 
crisis.  This  is  the  new  turn  of  events. 
Medicare  is  in  crisis,  they  say. 

Well,  I  have  looked,  looked  at  all  the 
reports  that  have  corne  from  the  Medi- 
care trustees  over  the  years.  There  has 
not  been  a  year  when  Medicare  trustees 
did  not  say,  at  some  point  in  the  fu- 
ture. Medicare  will  be  in  trouble.  This 
year  is  no  exception,  because  when  this 
Congress  wat  Democratic,  we  voted  to 
shore  up  the  Medicare  fund  by  making 
some  tax  law  changes. 

The  Republicans  in  the  House  re- 
pealed that.  If  their  law  continues. 
Medicare  will  be  in  trouble  in  1999.  If 
we  can  stave  them  off,  we  have  the 
fund  solvent  until  2002. 

Yes,  we  have  to  fix  Medicare.  Yes,  we 
have  to  reform  Medicare.  Yes,  we  have 
to  do  it  right.  But  not  slash  and  bum. 
And  not  outside  of  the  context  of  com- 
prehensive reform. 

I  will  say  that  if  the  Republicans  suc- 
ceed in  this,  our  seniors  will  be  thrown 
into  managed  care;  they  will  lose  the 
doctor  of  their  choice;  they  will  have 
to  pay  more  out-of-pocket  expenses, 
and  many  hospitals  in  California  are 
going  to  close. 

Let  Members  stand  tall  as  Democrats 
in  this  U.S.  Senate.  Let  Members  de- 
mand to  see  this  budget.  Let  Members 
say  to  our  seniors  that  we  will  stand 
for  seniors  and  we  will  not  allow  the 


seniors  of  this  country  to  have  the 
budget  balanced  on  their  backs.  They 
deserve  more  respect  than  that;  they 
deserve  much  more  than  that. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  minority  leader 
from  South  Dakota. 


WHERE  IS  THE  BUDGET? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  rise  to  commend  my 
colleagues  for  their  eloquent  presen- 
tation this  morning.  The  Senator  from 
California  could  not  have  said  it  better. 

The  Senator  from  California  knows, 
as  my  other  colleagues  have  also  indi- 
cated they  know,  the  ramifications  of 
this  budget  resolution  and  the  extraor- 
dinary problems  we  face  as  we  consider 
some  of  the  implications  of  the  huge 
cuts  in  Medicare  that  are  now  being 
proposed,  as  well  as  the  extraordinary 
link  between  those  cuts  and  the  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthy  that  some  of  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  have  proposed  over 
the  course  of  the  last  several  months. 
and,  as  we  have  already  indicated,  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  already 
passed. 

The  concern  1  want  to  address  just 
briefly  this  morning  has  to  do  with 
what  hapF>ens  when  nothing  happens. 
What  happens  when  the  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  come  to  the  floor  in  the 
manner  the  law  requires?  What  hap- 
pens to  the  debt?  What  happens  to  the 
cost  of  running  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment each  and  every  day  that  we 
delay? 

It  may  come  as  a  surprise  to  some 
who  may  be  listening  that  each  day  we 
delay  action  on  the  budget,  the  Federal 
debt  increases  by  $820  million.  The 
budget  resolution,  of  course,  was  due 
on  the  1st  of  April.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion was  due  almost  36  days  ago.  At 
that  time,  if  you  use  the  day  before  ais 
the  baseline,  we  increased  the  debt  on 
that  particular  day  by  $820  million.  On 
April  2,  only  2  days  after  the  budget 
resolution  was  supposed  to  have  been 
reported,  the  debt  increase  was  up  to 
$1.6  billion. 

As  you  can  see.  in  just  the  first  9 
days  since  April  1,  the  debt  increased 
by  $8.2  billion  simply  because  there  has 
been  no  budget  resolution  and  no  op- 
portunity for  Congress  to  address  the 
concern  that  so  many  of  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues  say  ought  to  have  the 
highest  priority  in  the  Congress  today 
Indeed,  it  should  have  that  priority. 

The  situation  is  beginning  to  look 
very  serious  as  you  go  from  this  chart 
to  the  next  one.  The  next  chart  indi- 
cates that  10  days  after  the  budget  res- 
olution was  due  the  debt  had  increased 
by  $9  billion;  20  days  after  the  budget 
resolution  was  due  the  debt  had  in- 
creased $16  billion.  So,  in  just  20  days, 
because  of  inaction,  because  we  have 
not  had  a  budget  resolution,   because 


we  have  not  been  given  an  opportunity 
to  address  the  extraordinary  con- 
sequences of  failure  in  leadership  here. 
in  just  20  days  we  have  seen  an  increase 
of  $16  billion  in  the  total  debt,  directly 
attributable  to  the  fact  that  we  have 
not  had  a  budget  resolution. 

It  gets  worse.  Mr.  President.  This 
chart  begins  to  depict  how  much  worse. 
On  April  21  that  debt  increased  to  $17.2 
billion.  As  you  can  see.  slowly  we  are 
going  off  the  chart  now.  The  chart  Is 
not  even  big  enough  to  show  the  debt 
that  has  accumulated  by  the  last  day 
of  the  month  in  which  the  budget  reso- 
lution was  due. 

As  we  all  said,  we  knew  the  implica- 
tions would  be  serious,  but  this  chart 
shows  just  how  serious.  On  April  30  we 
now  see  the  debt,  as  a  result  of  not 
having  a  budget  resolution,  go  off  the 
charts  to  $24.4  billion.  That  is  $24  bil- 
lion more  than  it  would  have  been  had 
we  been  able  to  stop  this  growth,  this 
excessive  increase  in  debt,  on  April  1 
when  the  resolution  was  due. 

The  real  story  then  comes  on  the 
final  chart.  At  least  we  hope  it  will  be 
the  final  ehart.  The  final  chart  shows 
that  on  May  1  the  increased  debt  was 
$25.2  billion;  on  May  2  it  was  $26  bil- 
lion; on  May  3,  another  $820  million 
more  than  the  day  before — $26.8  billion 
more  than  on  April  1. 

Today  I  will  add  yet  the  newest  bar. 
for  May  4,  $27.6  billion  in  additional 
debt  as  a  result  of  the  lack  of  action,  as 
a  result  of  the  Inaction  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  and  our  colleagues 
on  the  Republican  side  in  failing  to  ad- 
dress this  issue. 

This  is  what  we  are  facing.  We  are 
going  to  need  charts  that  I  will  not  be 
able  to  reach  here  by  the  end  of  this 
week,  simply  because  we  have  not  been 
given  the  budget  resolution  that  the 
law  requires.  We  all  understand.  When 
the  American  taxpayer  is  told  that  he 
has  to  produce  his  check  to  pay  his 
taxes  by  April  15.  people  join  long  lines 
at  the  post  office  in  order  to  ensure 
that  they  get  their  return  in  the  mail 
and  comply  with  the  law.  American 
taxpayers  go  down  to  the  post  office  at 
midnight  sometimes,  on  the  eve  of 
April  15.  to  ensure  that  they  comply 
with  the  law.  The  law  says  everybody 
has  to  pay  their  taxes  by  April  15.  and. 
indeed,  the  vast  majority  of  American 
people,  as  law-abiding  citizens,  comply 
with  the  law. 

The  law  also  says  that  the  budget 
resolution  has  to  be  passed  out  of  the 
Budget  Committee  by  April  1,  and  out 
of  the  Senate,  the  Congress,  by  April 
15.  But  we  have  now  seen  the  cost  of  in- 
action. We  have  now  seen  what  happens 
if  nothing  is  done.  We  have  now  seen 
how  it  is  compounded,  day  after  day. 
with  increases  in  cost,  increases  in 
debt,  increases  in  the  complexity  of  the 
problem  we  are  going  to  have  to  ad- 
dress in  the  coming  days. 

I  must  say.  I  think  the  biggest  con- 
cern  that  many  of  my  colleagues  on 
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the  other  side  have  as  they  consider  all 
of  the  ramifications  of  a  budget  resolu- 
tion is  a  promise  that  was  made  last 
November.  We  heard  it  time  and  time 
again.  We  heard  that  we  can  cut  taxes, 
we  can  increase  or  at  least  maintain 
defense  spending  levels,  we  can  balance 
the  budget,  and  we  can  do  all  of  that 
without  touching  Social  Security^, 

Now.  given  the  circumstances.  It  is 
becoming  increasingly  apparent"  that 
that  is  not  possible,  that  there  is  no 
way  to  do  all  of  that,  as  was  promised 
last  November.  So.  as  we  look  at  ways 
with  which  to  begin  to  address  it.  they 
are  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  one 
of  the  biggest  pools  of  resources  from 
which  to  draw  to  pay  for  the  tax  cut 
they  promised  is  Medicare.  Ln  the  name 
of  reform,  some  of  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  are  suggesting  that  is 
really  what  we  must  do.  Let  us  reform 
Medicare.  And  in  reforming  Medicare 
we  just  happen  to  see  this  new  pool  of 
resources  so  that  we  can  pay  for  a  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthy. 

Cutting  Medicare  benefits  for  the  el- 
derly in  this  way  has  nothing  to  do 
with  reform.  That  is  not  reform.  Cer- 
tainly there  has  to  be  some  apprecia- 
tion of  the  difficulties  we  are  facing  in 
Medicare  with  the  trust  fund.  Everyone 
is  willing  to  concede  that.  But.  to  say 
in  the  name  of  reform  we  are  going  to 
cut  benefits,  in  the  name  of  reform  we 
are  going  to  do  it  in  the  context  of  a 
budget  resolution,  in  the  name  of  re- 
form somehow  we  are  going  to  reduce 
Medicare  but  then  increase  the  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy,  all  with  the  same 
stroke  of  the  pen.  I  think  defies  credi- 
bility. I  think  most  Americans  under- 
stand the  fallacy  of  that  kind  of  logic 
and  that  kind  of  budgeting. 

So  I  do  not  think  there  is  much  sup- 
port for  that  proposal.  I  think  people 
are  beginning  to  understand  that  the 
promises  made  last  November  are  com- 
ing home  to  roost.  The  promises  made 
about  cutting  taxes  and  cutting  the 
budget  and  maintaining  defense  spend- 
ing and  not  touching  Social  Security- 
all  in  a  very  short  period  of  time,  with- 
out any  pain.  The  American  people  are 
coming  to  realize  that  it  just  cannot  be 
done. 

So  we  hoi>e  to  have  a  good  debate 
about  the  budget.  We  hope  we  can  talk 
about  our  priorities.  We  can  talk  about 
the  need  for  reforming  Medicare.  But. 
as  we  said  over  and  over  on  this  floor 
over  the  last  2  years,  you  are  not  going 
to  resolve  the  Medicare  problems  until 
you  deal  with  the  health  care  problems 
in  this  country.  We  all  understand 
that,  to  a  large  extent,  the  increase  in 
Medicare  costs  is  being  driven  by  the 
same  forces  driving  across-the-board 
health  care  costs.  Medicare's  increases 
in  costs  this  year  are  no  greater  than 
the  increases  in  cost  in  the  private  sec- 
tor. So  we  all  understand  that,  indeed, 
if  we  are  going  to  get  a  handle  on  Medi- 
care, if  we  really  are  g0i...g  to  reform 
Medicare,  then  we  have  to  reform  the 


overall  health  care  system.  Otherwise, 
there  will  be  no  real  reform — only  cost 
shifting. 

So  I  am  hopeful  we  can  stop  this 
steady  rise  In  the  debt.  I  hope  we  can 
begin  to  see  these  bars  go  back  down  as 
we  deal  with  the  budget  resolution.  But 
it  is  now  the  4th  of  May.  We  have  seen 
from  past  charts  just  what  has  hap- 
pened with  each  day,  the  daily  incre- 
mental increase  of  SB20  million  leading 
in  less  than  45  days  after  the  date  set 
for  the  Budget  Committee  to  produce  a 
budget  resolution  to  a  proliferation  In 
debt  of  J27.6  billion. 

We  will  bring  this  chart  out  again. 
We  will  continue  to  show,  as  we  have 
already  been  able  to  show,  that  we  can- 
not afford  delay.  We  cannot  afford  the 
lack  in  leadership  that  we  have  seen  on 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  with  re- 
gard to  a  budget  resolution.  We  need  to 
get  on  with  it.  We  want  to  work  in  a  bi- 
partisan way.  But  we  certainly  appre- 
ciate the  extraordinary  complexity  the 
Republican  Party  and  our  Republican 
colleagues  have  created  for  themselves 
as  we  try  to  grrapple  with  the  promises 
made  last  November. 

You  cannot  cut  taxes,  you  cannot  in- 
crease defense,  you  cannot  balance  the 
budget  and  not  touch  Social  Security, 
all  at  the  same  time.  Thus,  we  are  left 
with  what  we  see  on  these  charts.  We 
want  meaningful  budget  management. 
We  want  an  opportunity  to  see  a  reso- 
lution that  will  turn  this  chart  around, 
that  will  bring  this  debt  down,  that 
will  do  what  the  American  people  want 
us  to  do.  and  that  will  protect  Medi- 
care, that  will  protect  those  invest- 
ments in  people  that  we  believe  In  so 
strongly. 

So.  Mr.  President,  again  let  me  com- 
mend my  colleagues  for  their  partici- 
pation this  morning,  for  the  work  that 
they  have  done  in  laying  out  the  facts 
as  we  see  them  relating  to  the  budget. 
Medicare  and  the  implications  of  doing 
nothing.  We  need  leadership.  We  are 
very  hopeful  that,  in  the  not  too  dis- 
tant future,  we  will  see  a  lot  more  of  it 
coming  from  the  Republican  side. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESroENG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  en- 
joyed listening  to  the  minority  leader 
and  others  ask  the  question  this  morn- 
ing. 'Where  is  the  budget?"  I  indicated 
yesterday  that  I  thought  the  majority 
party  in  the  Senate  had  ridden  into  a 
box  canyon.  All  of  us  have  watched  the 
old  spaghetti  westerns,  old-time  cow- 
boy movies  in  America  and  understand 
what  riding  into  a  box  canyon  is.  In 
fact,  they  usually  show  them  as  riding 
into  the  box  canyon  whistling  and 
happy-go-lucky.  And  they  ride  into 
that  box  canyon,  look  around,  and  un- 
derstand they  are  in  very  big  trouble. 

What  has  happened  here  with  respect 
to  box  canyons?  The  majority  party 
promised    the    American    people    that 


they  were  going  to  increase  defense 
spending.  Ln  fact,  they  are  going  to  re- 
build now  a  new  star  wars  program,  in- 
crease defense  spending,  cut  taxes  and 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  But,  of 
course,  that  does  not  add  up.  Most  peo- 
ple know  it  does  not  add  up.  So  they 
had  an  urgency  about  this  program. 
Was  the  urgency  to  cut  spending  to 
balance  the  budget?  No.  The  urgency 
was  to  cut  taxes  in  what  they  called  a 
middle-class  tax  cut. 

The  middle-class  tax  cut  turns  out  to 
be  not  so  middle  class  after  all.  The 
middle-class  tax  cut  does  the  following. 
If  you  are  a  family  below  $30,000  in  in- 
come, you  get  a  big  old  tax  cut  from 
those  folks  over  there  of  $124  a  year.  If 
you  are  a  family  with  over  $200,000  in 
income,  those  folks  say.  "Guess  what? 
We  have  a  check  for  you  for  $11,200,  if 
you  are  such  good  Americans." 

I  think  everybody  is  a  good  Amer- 
ican. So  I  am  not  saying  we  ought  to 
discriminate.  But  it  seems  to  me.  when 
you  are  up  to  your  neck  in  Federal 
debt  and  the  first  job  is  to  cut  spending 
to  balance  the  budget,  and  If  with  the 
first  jump  out  of  the  chute  you  run 
over  with  a  tax  cut.  the  bulk  of  which 
goes  to  the  wealthiest  Americans,  then 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
claim  it  is  a  middle-class  tax  cut.  you 
need  an  award  for  fiction.  Get  your  tux 
on.  We  will  give  you  a  prize  for  fiction. 
The  truth  is  that  this  tax  cut  is  not  a 
middle-class  tax  cut.  This  gives  the 
cake  to  wealthy  and  the  crumbs  to  the 
rest. 

Once  they  decided  they  were  going  to 
do  this  and  started  adding  up  numbers, 
they  discovered  the  laws  of  arith- 
metic— which  most  of  us  learned  early 
in  life — do  not  allow  them  to  balance 
the  budget  after  all.  So  tgfcn  they  said 
to  us.  Now  that  we  have  done  this,  we 
want  you  to  join  us  in  cutting  spending 
for  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  I  guess  our 
response  is  we  certainly  ought  to  join 
together  to  reform  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid to  make  that  solvent,  whole,  for 
the  long  term.  But  my  response  to  the 
majority  is.  the  first  thing  you  ought 
to  do  is  find  a  place  to  deep-six  non- 
sense. Get  rid  of  tax  cuts  for  wealthy. 
Then  let  us  talk  about  reforming  the 
rest. 

All  of  us  have  a  resjxjnsibility.  The 
urgency  of  cutting  spending  and  the  ur- 
gency of  balancing  the  budget  is  not  in 
question.  Why  were  those  who  were 
most  urgent  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  to  change  the  Constitution  now 
walking  around  scratching  their  heads 
wondering.  "When  will  we  get  a  budg- 
et?" The  question  ought  not  be  much 
cause  for  wonder.  The  date  was  April  1. 
It  is  in  the  law.  We  can  read  the  law 
books  to  understand  when  the  require- 
ment to  bring  the  budget  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  was— April  1  and  April  15. 
Those  are  the  two  statutory  dates.  Now 
it  is  May. 

Those  folks  who  said  it  was  urgent  to 
do  something  about  the  Federal  budget 
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deficit  have  only  had  time  to  pass  a  tax 
cut.  a  big  tax  cut.  over  in  the  House. 
And  then  this  morning  we  see  people 
standing  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  jus- 
tifying it  as  a  middle-class  tax  cut. 
That  is  no  middle  class  in  any  town  I 
am  familiar  with— middle  class,  $200,000 
or  more.  $11,200  in  tax  cuts,  and  $120  for 
$30,000  or  less,  for  families  that  earn 
that  amount  of  money.  No.  I  think  the 
lessen  here  is  clear. 

I  do  not  think  we  have  a  budget  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  because  the 
folks  who  must  produce  the  budget  in 
the  Budget  Committee  understand  that 
the  dilemma  they  have  is  they  want  to 
give  (gix  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  Ameri- 
cans and  then  ask  us  to  help  them  cut 
spending  on  health  care  for  the  elderly 
and  the  poor  people.  That  does  not  add 
up.  It  is  not  going  to  happen. 

What  we  ought  to  do  is  back  away 
from  this  ideological  nonsense  and  de- 
cide to  start  over  completely.  We  ought 
to  join  hands  and  say.  let  us  stop  this 
agenda  stuff  that  we  have,  the  Con- 
tract With  America  agenda  that  says 
let  us  make  the  rich  richer  and  let  us 
cut  the  health  care  to  the  poor  and  let 
us  decide  to  do  this  together,  in  a 
sober,  serious,  thoughtful  way.  All  of 
us  understand.  Yes.  Federal  spending 
must  be  cut.  Let  us  cut  it  in  real  ways. 
Let  us  do  it  together  and  let  us  do  it 
first.  When  we  have  done  that  job,  we 
have  cut  spending  and  reduced  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit  and  have  a  plan  to 
balance  the  budget,  then  let  us  talk 
about  tax  cuts.  And,  when  we-do,  let  us 
talk  about  tax  cuts  for  real  American 
families.  Let  us  do  it  in  the  real  way. 
That  is  the  way  to  approach  this  budg- 
et dilemma. 

I  end  as  I  began.  The  question  is, 
"Where  is  the  budget?"  Let  us  find 
that  answer,  bring  it  to  the  floor,  pass 
it  in  a  reasonsible  way.  and  put  this  de- 
bate on  the  course  it  should  be  on. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
understand  we  are  in  morning  business. 
Unless  specified,  the  time  permitted 
for  debate  is  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  believe  we  have 
requested  10  minutes  of  time  for  the  in- 
troduction. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  be  ex- 
tended for  5  minutes  so  that  my  col- 
league from  California.  Senator  Ff.in- 
STEIN.  can  also  make  her  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  and 
Mrs.  Feinstein  pertaining  to  the  intro- 
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duction  of  S.  757  are  located  in  today's 
Rkcohd  under  "Statements  on  Intro- 
duced Bills  and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  thank  you.  Mr. 
President,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 


EXPOSING  THE  FRAUD 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore I  have  to  leave  to  attend  a  budget 
meeting.  I  would  like  to  try  and  expose 
the  fraud  in  statements  from  Members 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  claiming 
that  the  President  is  unwilling  to  lead 
and  that,  much  to  their  surprise,  they 
just  discovered  that  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  is  going  broke. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  they 
have  been  telling  us  for  a  while  now 
that  action  by  the  President  was  not 
even  necessary.  I  wish  I  could  take  us 
back  to  December  18  after  the  glorious 
Republican  victory  in  November  when 
Mr.  Kasich  and  others  were  on  the  TV 
saying. 

We're  not  going  to  wait  on  any  budg'ets.  We 
have  three  budgets.  In  fact,  we  are  going  to 
take  one  of  them  and  have  them  first  and 
we're  going  to  have  the  budget  cuts  before 
we  get  to  tax  cuts. 

I  want  the  people  to  go  back.  For 
months  they  totally  ignored  the  Presi- 
dent and  saying  that  his  proposals  were 
irrelevant,  that  they  had  their  own 
plan,  their  own  revolution,  and  were 
going  to  present  their  own  budget. 
Having  been  a  former  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  that  excited  me.  In 
January.  I  submitted  a  plan  for  the 
Record  that  showed  how  to  put  our 
Government  back  in  the  black  by  2002. 

But  then  having  gone  back  on  their 
promise  to  give  us  a  budget  in  January, 
they  said.  "We're  going  to  put  the 
spending  cuts  in  the  bank  before  giving 
any  tax  cuts."  Then,  we  had  the  circus 
out  on  the  lawn,  as  the  House  passed 
the  tax  cuts.  We  are  back  to  the  days 
of  Rome  under  K.«isicH,  Gingrich,  and 
that  crowd.  They  went  back  home,  had 
celebrations,  waved  flags,  and  every- 
thing else  of  that  sort. 

But  then,  they  came  back  to  Wash- 
ington and  said,  "Whoops,  we  just 
found  out  that  Medicare's  going 
broke."  As  a  result,  we  have  Medicare 
hearings  coming  out  of  our  ears. 

The  Budget  Committee  has  not  given 
us  the  budget.  They  will  not  mark  one 
up  even  though  by  law  they  are  re- 
quired to  report  out  a  budget  by  April 
1.  While  we  wait  for  the  markup,  they 
are  having  Medicare  hearings  all  over 
the  Hill.  Mr.  President,  let  me  get 
right  to  the  point  and  refer  to  the  re- 
port of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  Fed- 
eral Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
last  year,  dated  April  11,  1994.  and  ad- 
dressed to  Speaker  Foley  and  Vice 
President  GoRE: 

Gentlemen:  We  have  the  honor  of  trans- 
mitting to  you  the  1994  annual  report  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund. 


On  page  2,  it  says: 

The  trust  fund  ratio  defined  as  a  ratio  of 
assets  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  to  dis- 
bursements during  the  year  was  131  percent 
in  1993.  and  then  under  the  intermediate  as- 
sumptions is  projected  to  decline  steadily 
until  the  fund  is  completely  exhausted  in 
2001.  <tlnder  the  low-cost  assumptions,  the 
trust  fund  ratio  is  projected  to  decline  until 
the  fund  is  completely  exhausted  in  2004. 
Under  the  high-cost  assumptions,  the  trust 
fund  ratio  is  projected  to  decrease  rapidly 
until  the  fund  is  exhausted  in  the  year  2000. 
These  projections  clearly  demonstrate  that 
the  hospital  Insurance  program  is  severely 
out  of  financial  balance,  using  a  range  of 
plausible  economic  and  demographic  as- 
sumptions. 

Now.  that  makes  it  pretty  clear.  Why 
didn't  the  Contract  With  America  face 
up  to  that  point?  They  knew  about  it, 
but  did  not  want  to  face  up  to  it.  More- 
over, they  rebuffed  the  President's  at- 
tempts to  address  the  problem.  Let  us 
remember  that  the  President  of  the 
United  Statetf  did  not  cause  any  kind  of 
deficit  in  Medicare,  He  was  down  in 
Little  Rock;  if  it  was  caused,  it  was 
caused  by  me  and  other  Members  of 
Congress,  but  certainly  you  cannot  at- 
tribute it  to  him.  Still,  when  he  offered 
his  proposal,  we  could  not  get  any  co- 
operation whatsoever  from  Repub- 
licans. I  can  say  that  categorically  be- 
cause when  we  finally  got  a  $56  billion 
Medicare  cut  adopted,  it  was  without  a 
single  Republican  vote  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 
In  addition,  we  took  $25  billion  from 
the  wealthiest  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents, and  put  the  money  into  the  HI 
trust  fund.  What  does  the  Contract 
With  America  call  for?  It  says  repeal 
the  Social  Security  tax  increase  of  last 
year  and  thus  hasten  the  insolvency  of 
the  HI  trust  fund. 

We  ought  to  cut  out  this  nonsense 
and  tell  them  to  give  us  a  budget.  I 
yield  the  floor,  and  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  AMENDMENT  ON  JOINT  AND 
SEVERAL  LIABILITY 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  take  a  couple  of  minutes  today 
to  speak  once  again  in  support  of  the 
amendment  that  I  have  introduced 
along  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

The  purpose  of  our  amendment  which 
we  will  soon  be  voting  on  is  to  try  to 
expand  the  portion  of  the  underlying 
bill  on  product  liability  that  pertains 
to  joint  and  several  liability  beyond 
the  realm  of  product  liability  to  other 
aspects  of  civil  actions. 
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As  I  spoke  yesterday  on  several  occa- 
sions, and  as  I  have  argued  in  quite  a 
variety  of  settings  over  the  last  few 
weeks  during  this  debate,  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  is  what  I  believe  is 
an  underlying  principle  of  the  Amer- 
ican legal  process,  the  principle  of  fair- 
ness and  the  principle  of  justice.  These 
principles,  it  seems  to  me,  tend  to  be 
out  of  sj-nc  in  the  area  of  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability. 

As  I  have  demonstrated  in  the  floor 
statements  I  have  made,  we  have 
countless  incidents  where  persons  who 
are  only  minimally  responsible  for  the 
damages  involved  in  a  court  action,  or 
other  legal  action,  find  themselves 
shouldering  all  or  most  of  the  respon- 
sibility for  paying  damages  because  of 
the  fact  that  they  are  the  deep  pocket. 

Unfortunately,  this  is  not  just  some- 
thing that  afflicts  defendants  who  are 
big  businesses.  As  I  demonstrated,  it  is 
also  a  problem  for  municipal  govern- 
ments, for  county  governments,  for 
State  governments.  It  is  a  problem 
that  all  too  often  afflicts  nonprofit  or- 
ganizations, charitable  organizations, 
and  the  like. 

We  heard  talk  during  the  debate  yes- 
terday that  somehow  the  amendment 
we  are  speaking  of  would  be  adverse  to 
women.  But  the  fact  is  that  women  do 
not  just  find  themselves  as  plaintiffs  in 
legal  actions;  they  often  find  them- 
selves as  defendants.  They.  too.  could 
be  victimized  by  the  joint  and  several 
liability  process  that  we  have  today. 
Indeed,  30  percent  of  the  small 
businessowners  in  this  country  today 
are  women.  It  is  the  small  businesses 
who  a'-e  most  at  risk,  in  my  judgment, 
unless  we  repair  this  defect  in  the  legal 
system  at  this  time. 

For  those  reasons,  Mr.  President.  I 
just  wanted  to  conclude  the  debate  on 
this  topic— at  least  from  my  perspec- 
tive—by reiterating  the  arguments  I 
made  yesterday  and  by  calling  on  those 
people  who  have  been  supportive  of  re- 
form of  the  joint  liability  process  in 
the  context  of  product  liability,  to  sup- 
port this  effort  to  expand  this  notion 
beyond  product  liability. 

Every  argument  that  makes  sense  in 
the  product  liability  context,  where 
the  people  who  are  likely  to  be  bene- 
ficiaries are  the  producers  and  manu- 
facturers of  products,  also  makes  sense 
when  the  people  who  are  likely  to  be 
aided  are  average  American  families, 
small  businesses,  charitable  organiza- 
tions and  municipal  governments.  If 
this  reform  makes  sense  for  product 
manufacturers,  I  think  it  equally 
makes  sense  for  the  small  businesses, 
the  charitable  and  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions, and  for  the  local  governments  of 
this  country. 

For  that  reason,  I  sincerely  hope  that 
those  individuals  who  will  support  the 
product  liability  legislation  will  sup- 
port the  expansion  of  this  particular 
provision  of  that  legislation  to  help  the 
small  businesses,  the  cities  and  towns 


of  America,  the  average  American  fam- 
ilies and,  I  think  most  importantly, 
the  communities  of  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  my  understanding  that  we  are  in  the 
closing  minutes  of  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


JOINT  AND  SEVERAL  LIABILITY 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Abraham 
amendment.  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  and  I 
am  glad  that  I  can  take  a  chance  here, 
as  a  small  businessman,  to  bring  per- 
spective on  the  question  a  little  bit  out 
of  a  legal  arena.  This  whole  question  of 
joint  and  several  liability,  which 
means  to  an  everyday  person  that  if 
there  is  a  wrongdoing  that  occurs  and  a 
legal  dispute  emerges  about  it,  that  if 
several  parties  are  involved,  and  let  us 
say  party  A  is  responsible  for  90  per- 
cent of  the  wrongdoing  and  party  B  is 
responsible  for  10  percent  of  the  wrong- 
doing, and  a  suit  is  filed  against  the 
two  of  them,  if  it  is  determined  by  the 
legal  process  that  party  A,  who  was  re- 
sponsible for  90  percent  of  the  wrong- 
doing, does  not  have  any  money,  then 
the  person  to  go  after  is  party  B  who. 
while  only  sharing  10  percent  of  the  re- 
sponsibility, for  one  reason  or  another, 
has  access  to  large  sums  of  money. 
Therefore,  he  is  the  target. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  in  the  Amer- 
ican way  that  is  just  considered  not 
fair.  That  is  making  two  victims  out  of 
the  crisis:  The  person  to  whom  the 
wrongdoing  occurred,  and  then  this 
other  party  who  happens  to  be  in  the 
arena,  who  does  not  share  much  of  the 
responsibility,  but  just  has  resources. 
Therefore,  that  entity  becomes  the  tar- 
get. 

In  American  A-B-C  logic  all  across 
the  country,  it  is  not  right  for  some- 
body who  does  not  bear  the  responsibil- 
ity, or  much  of  it.  to  be  the  target  of 
paying  up  just  because  they  have 
money. 

We  have  read  several  of  these  ludi- 
crous stories  of  a  person  coming  out  of 
the  McDonald's,  spilling  their  milk 
shake,  getting  into  an  accident  with 
somebody,  suing  the  person  they  got 
into  the  accident  with  but  that  person 
is  uninsured,  so  they  sue  McDonald's. 

Mr.  President,  in  light  of  the  time.  I 
will  not  dwell  on  this  much  more  I  did 
take  an  interest  in  this  Newsweek  arti- 
cle— I  am  sure  it  has  been  talked  about 
before — with  the  legal  tax  on  the  every- 


day consumer.  Because  of  the  kinds  of 
things  I  have  just  been  talking  about, 
everybody  is  scared  to  death.  So  they 
build  in  all  kinds  of  defensive  tests  and 
costs  to  protect  themselves.  An  8-foot 
ladder  that  costs  $119.33.  $23  of  the  cost 
is  now  a  product  of  our  legal  system. 

A  tonsillectomy  which  costs  $578  has 
$191  built  into  it  because  of  our  legal 
system.  That  is  why  80  percent  of  the 
American  public  support  the  broaden- 
ing of  legal  reform  that  we  have  been 
battling  here  for  the  last  2  weeks. 

I  will  just  close  by  saying  once  again 
that  it  is  fundamentally  wrong  to 
make  people  who  have  a  very  small  re- 
sponsibility, if  any.  be  the  subject  of 
having  to  pay  damages  simply  because 
they  were  in  the  area  or  arena,  or  we 
had  a  situation  where,  as  I  said  a  mo- 
ment ago,  90  percent  of  the  responsibil- 
ity belongs  to  person  A  and  10  percent 
to  person  B,  but  person  B  has  re- 
sources, so  they  will  ruin  that  person's 
life,  ruin  that  victim's  personal  busi- 
ness, simply  because  they  had  re- 
sources and  were  responsible. 

That  is  fundamentally  unfair.  That  is 
why  so  many  Americans  support  this 
amendment  on  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity, which  means  a  person  is  respon- 
sible, financially,  for  their  propor- 
tional share  of  what  went  wrong. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 


NOTICE 

Financial  disclosure  reports  required 
by  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978,  as  amended  and  Senate  rule  34 
must  oe  filed  no  later  than  close  of 
business  on  Monday.  May  15.  1995.  The 
reports  must  be  filed  with  the  Senate 
Office  of  Public  Records.  232  Hart 
Building,  Washington.  DC  20510.  The 
Public  Records  Office  will  be  open  from 
8  a.m.  until  6  p.m.  to  accept  these  fil- 
ings, and  will  provide  written  receipts 
for  Senators'  reports.  Staff  members 
may  obtain  written  receipts  upon  re- 
quest. Any  written  request  for  an  ex- 
tension should  be  directed  to  the  Select 
Committee  on  Ethics.  220  Hart  Build- 
ing. Washington.  DC  20510. 

All  Senators'  rep>orts  will  be  made 
available  simultaneously  on  Wednes- 
day. June  14.  Any  questions  regarding 
the  availability  of  reports  should  be  di- 
rected to  the  Public  Records  Office 
(224-0322).  Questions  regarding  inter- 
pretation of  the  Ethics  in  Government 
Act  of  1978  should  be  directed  to  the 
Select  Committee  on  Ethics  (224-2981). 


GOVERNMENT  REORGANIZATION 
HEARINGS 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  in  early 
January  I  announced  my  intention  to 
have  the  Governmental  Affairs  Com- 
mittee develop  this  year  a  blueprint  for 
the  reorganization  of  executive  branch 
departments  and  agencies.  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  indicate 
that  this  effort  will  begin  with  hear- 
ings on  May  17  and  18.  That  first  day 


will  be  devoted  to  an  overview  of  the 
general  principles  relating  to  the  struc- 
turing of  the  Government.  The  second 
day  will  focus  on  specific  proposals 
that  have  been  made  regarding  the 
elimination  and  consolidation  of  execu- 
tive departments  and  agencies. 

A  number  of  such  proposals  have 
been  made  recently.  In  March,  for  ex- 
ample, our  majority  leader  suggested 
the  elimination  of  four  departments — 
Commerce,  Education.  Energy,  and 
HUD.  Similar  proposals  have  been 
made  by  other  Members,  both  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  In  early  Janu- 
ary. I  said  that  we  might  be  able  to  re- 
duce the  number  of  departments  by  up 
to  one-half  of  the  present  14. 

But  more  is  involved  in  such  an  ef- 
fort than  simply  outright  elimination 
of  departments  and  agencies.  We  may 
need  to  retain  certain  existing  pro- 
grammatic responsibilities  of  an  agen- 
cy that  is  itself  to  be  terminated.  We 
need  to  think  about  where  to  put  these 
programs.  And  to  really  do  this  right — 
to  begin  to  move  us  toward  a  Federal 
Government  that  is  appropriate  for  the 
21st  century— we  ought  to  be  thinking 
in  terms  of  a  fundamental  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  executive  branch. 

In  other  words,  rather  than  trying  to 
restructure  the  Federal  Government 
piecemeal — eliminating  a  couple  of  de- 
partments this  year,  consolidating  a 
couple  of  more  next  year,  and  leaving 
everything  else  untouched-  we  need  to 
take  a  more  comprehensive  approach. 

And  this  is  what  I  intend  to  have 
Government  Affairs  Committee  do.  As 
the  committee  with  the  jurisdiction 
over  the  reorganization  of  the  execu- 
tive branch,  including  the  creation  and 
elimination  of  Cabinet  departments, 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee 
is  ideally  suited  to  look  at  the  big  pic- 
ture, and  to  ensure  that  all  the  pieces 
of  a  reorganization  fit  together  Doing 
this  may  require  a  fundamental  re- 
thinking of  what  the  executive  branch 
ought  to  look  like  in  the  future. 

To  illustrate  what  this  might  mean.  I 
would  point  to  a  proposal  made  by  the 
Ash  Commission  during  the  Nixon  ad- 
ministration. It  was  then  proposed  that 
four  existing  departments  be  retained— 
State.  Treasury.  Defense,  and  Justice — 
and  that  all  the  others  be  folded  into 
four  new  departments  with  very  broad 
jurisdiction — Natural  Resources, 

Human  Resources,  Economic  Develop^- 
ment,  and  Community  Development.  In 
1991,  then-Congressman  Leon  Panetta 
proposed  that  the  executive  branch  be 
reorganized  into  just  six  departments — 
State.  Defense.  Justice.  Human  Serv- 
ices, Natural  Resources,  and  Economic 
Policy.  And  just  last  month  the  Herit- 
age Foundation  proposed  that  there  be 
only  five  cabinet  departments — State. 
Defense,  Justice,  Treasury,  and  Health 
and  Human  Services. 

But  before  launching  into  a  full-scale 
examination  of  Federal  departments, 
agencies,    and    programs — to   see    what 


should  be  eliminated,  consolidated,  or 
reorganized— I  think  we  need  a  better 
understanding  of  how  to  approach  this 
task. 

This  is  why  I  intend  first  to  begin 
with  an  overview  hearing.  The  purpose 
will  be  to  get  a  better  understanding  of 
the  principles  and  criteria  that  Con- 
gress should  apply  as  it  looks  to  spe- 
cific aspects  of  governmental  organiza- 
tion and  operation.  For  example,  is  it 
best  to  centralize  responsibility  Into 
fewer  departments,  so  as  to  focus  ac- 
countability and  enhance  policy  co- 
ordination? Or  is  it  best  to  decentralize 
responsibility,  in  order  to  eliminate 
layers  of  bureaucracy  and  improve  re- 
sponsiveness? Are  there  innovative 
ways  to  achieve  the  advantages  to  both 
approaches — such  as  through  semi- 
independent  agencies  located  within 
larger  departments? 

If  the  Federal  Government  Is  going 
to  retain  a  certain  programmatic  re- 
sponsibility— even  after  reorganization 
and  streamlining — are  there  better 
ways  of  doing  so?  When,  for  example, 
should  a  program  be  part  of  an  inde- 
pendent agency?  When  should  it  be 
part  of  a  cabinet  department?  And 
when  is  it  best  to  use  some  sort  of  au- 
tonomous government  corporation? 

We  will  also  ask  about  privatization. 
What  does  it  mean,  when  should  it  be 
used,  and  how  should  it  be  imple- 
mented? Are  there  alternative  forms 
that  might  be  appropriate,  sometimes 
referred  to  as  commercialization  or 
marketization.  And  what  about  con- 
tracting out? 

As  I  have  stated.  I  intend  that  the 
hearing  on  the  following  day.  May  18, 
will  address  specific  proposals  for  agen- 
cy consolidation  and  elimination,  and 
program  privatization.  I  would  invite 
Members  of  Congress  who  have  offered 
such  proposals  to  contact  the  commit- 
tee if  they  would  like  to  testify  on 
their  ideas. 

I  should  add  that  I  also  intend  to 
have  the  Governmental  Affairs  Com- 
mittee begin  an  examination  of  govern- 
mental operational  issues.  We  need  to 
improve  the  performance  of  govern- 
ment, as  we  reduce  its  size  and  com- 
plexity. This  means  a  serious  effort  at 
civil  service  reform,  as  well  as  looking 
at  budget  system  reform,  program  per- 
formance measurement,  and  financial 
accountability.  We  also  need  to  ask 
which  responsibilities  might  most  ap- 
propriately be  devolved  to  the  State 
and  local  governments. 

1  strongly  agree  with  the  demands  for 
cutting  the  size  and  costs  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  by  eliminating  obso- 
lete and  ineffective  programs  and  agen- 
cies. I  think  the  right  wiy  to  do  this  is 
to  approach  the  task  thoughtfully  and 
carefully— but  with  a  clear  intention  to 
develop  a  plan  that  is  both  bold  and 
comprehensive. 

Of  course,  another  way  to  do  this 
would  be  to  appoint  a  commission — 
modeled  on  the  Military  Base  Closing 


Commission — to  develop  the  plan,  and 
require  Congress  to  approve  or  dis- 
approve the  plan.  I  have  in  past  con- 
gresses introduced  legislation  that 
would  create  just  such  a  commission, 
and  I  am  still  willing  to  consider  it  as 
an  alternative  approach. 

But  regardless  of  what  mechanism  we 
use  to  develop  it,  we  need  a  blueprint 
for  the  organization  of  the  Federal 
Government  that  reflects  today's  prior- 
ities and  fiscal  realities,  and  that  pre- 
pares us  for  the  21st  century.  The  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  Committee  will  soon 
begin  work  on  this  task. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  SENATOR  JOHN  C. 
STENNIS 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to 
comment  on  the  life  and  career  of  our 
dei>arted  colleague  and  my  good  friend. 
Senator  John  C.  Stennis,  whose  long 
and  full  life  ended  on  Sunday.  April  23. 
at  the  age  of  93. 

When  Senator  Stennis  retired  In  Jan- 
uary 1989,  he  had  been  in  the  Senate  41 
years,  1  month,  and  29  days.  This  made 
his  service  in  the  Senate  longer  than 
all  but  one  other  person  in  history. 

When  I  came  to  the  U.S.  Senate  in 
November  1972,  Senator  Stennis  had 
been  a  Member  of  this  body  for  nearly 
25  years,  and  I  had  the  great  honor  and 
privilege  of  serving  with  Senator  Sten- 
nis for  16  years — until  he  retired  at  the 
close  of  the  100th  Congress  in  1989.  So  it 
is  with  sadness  that  I  pay  tribute  to 
the  memory  of  this  departed  colleague 
today. 

John  Stennis  was  a  man  who  anyone 
coming  to  know  him  well  would  love 
and  admire.  I  came  to  know  him  early 
on  my  arrival  in  the  Senate.  He  was 
from  my  neighboring  State,  and  I 
learned  to  follow  his  advice  and  leader- 
ship in  certain  areas  of  our  service  to- 
gether. 

It  was  also  my  privilege  to  serve  with 
John  Stennis  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  beginning  in  1975.  We  had 
nearly  identical  subcommittee  assign- 
ments on  the  committee.  He  was  chair- 
man of  the  then  Public  Works  Sub- 
committee, now  the  Energy  and  Water 
Subcommittee,  when  I  came  aboard 
and  I  succeeded  him  as  chairman  of 
that  subcommittee  when  he  became 
chairman  of  the  Defense  Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee  in  1978.  We  worked 
together  on  many  matters  of  mutual 
interest,  especially  the  Mississippi 
River  and  tributaries  flood  control 
works,  and  other  infrastructure  im- 
provements throughout  the  country. 
He  requested  my  assistance  on  the  Ten- 
nessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  project 
and  I  was  pleased  to  help  floor  manage 
the  successful  completion  of  that  mas- 
sive project  which  opened  in  1985.  The 
New  York  Times  called  the  Tenn-Tom 
Senator  Stennis'  'pyramid,  "  and  I  am 
pleased  to  have  had  a  role  with  Senator 
Stennis  on  this  impressive  project. 
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Mr.  President.  In  our  committee  as- 
signments and  work  together.  I  was 
blessed  as  much  as  a  fellow  Senator 
could  be  blessed  by  association,  coun- 
sel, and  advice  from  our  departed 
friend. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  it  has  been 
my  honor  and  privilege  to  be  closely 
associated  with  Senator  Stennis  for 
over  16  years  of  service  together.  As 
chairman  and  ranking  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  Senator 
Stennis  designated  and  commissioned 
me  to  floor  manage  and  handle  various 
appropriations  measures  including  sup- 
plemental bills  and  continuing  resolu- 
tions. He  was  my  chairman,  and  I  was 
always  happy  and  enthusiastic  to  carry 
out  his  wishes  on  these  matters. 

Mr.  President,  John  Stennis  was 
unqualifiedly  and  unreservedly  a  gen- 
tleman in  the  finest  American  tradi- 
tion. He  was  a  man  whose  word  was  as 
good  as  his  bond.  He  had  an  almost  rev- 
erent sense  of  discretion  and  personal 
taste  in  his  relations  to  the  greatest  af- 
fairs of  the  Nation  as  in  his  relations 
to  individuals.  He  was  indeed  a  giant  in 
the  Senate. 

John  Stennis  wais  a  Senator's  Sen- 
ator. He  was  gentle  and  courteous  In 
conduct,  but  tough  and  strong  In  con- 
viction and  character.  He  personified 
the  highest  ideals  of  honor  and  integ- 
rity within  the  Senate. 

John  Stennis  also  possessed  an  ex- 
traordinary, and  indomitable,  for- 
titude, spirit,  and  fearless  courage.  I 
think  of  the  several  personal  adversi- 
ties he  confronted  with  such  wonderful 
dignity  and  demeanor.  In  1973,  he  was 
shot  by  robbers  In  front  of  his  house 
and  left  for  dead.  In  1983,  his  beloved 
wife  of  52  years,  he  called  her  Miss  Coy, 
passed  away.  In  1984,  he  lost  a  leg  to 
cancer  and  was  confined  thereafter  to  a 
wheelchair  but.  Senator  Stennis  bore 
these  adversities  with  such  great 
strength  and  courage  that  he  served  as 
a  great  inspiration  to  us  all. 

We  are  thankful  for  his  character,  for 
his  modesty  and  selflessness,  for  his  de- 
votion to  the  Senate  and  his  family,  for 
his  outgoing  good  will  to  his  friends, 
for  his  high  honor  bls  a  man. 

Mr.  President,  I  traveled  with  a  num- 
ber of  my  colleagues  to  the  burial  serv- 
ices for  Senator  Stennis  on  Wednesday, 
April  26,  at  the  Pinecrest  Cemetery  In 
DeKalb,  MS.  He  was  bom  in  DeKalb 
County  in  the  red  clay  hills  of  eastern 
Mississippi  and  his  mortal  remains 
were  buried  there  in  the  family  plot 
next  to  his  beloved  "Miss  Coy"  and 
near  his  parents.  Many  of  the  Stennises 
buried  there  were  known  as  profes- 
sional people — doctors,  lawyers,  teach- 
er, and  legislators.  I  was  deeply  im- 
pressed with  the  tribute  given  Senator 
Stennis  by  his  son.  John  Hampton 
Stennis.  He  stated  Senator  Stennis' 
campaign  pledge  and  creed  when  Sen- 
ator Stennis  ran  for  the  Senate  in  1947, 
after  having  served  as  a  circuit  court 
judge  for  10  years.  That  political  creed 


was  "I  want  to  plow  a  straight  furrow 
right  down  until  the  end  of  my  row." 
Obviously,  Senator  Stennis  succeeded 
with  that  campaign  pledge.  And  that 
philosophy  seems  to  have  guided  his 
entire  political  career  and  his  life. 
With  those  words  John  Hampton  cap- 
tured the  spirit  and  philosophy  of  John 
C.  Stennis. 

Senator  Stennis  taught  through  ex- 
ample. He  has  left  both  a  challenge  and 
a  pattern  of  conduct  for  citizenship,  as 
well  as  public  life. 

What  can  our  citizens  today  find  in 
John  C.  Stennis  to  emulate?  A  course 
of  conduct  that  inspires  confidence;  ab- 
solute personal  dedication;  noble  pur- 
poses always  foremost  as  a  motive  and 
objective;  standards  in  public  and  pri- 
vate life  unexcelled;  a  willingness  to 
serve;  a  willingness  to  lead  and  end- 
lessly carry  the  penalty  of  leadership, 
and  above  all  else,  the  attainment  of 
being  an  honorable  man. 

I  believe  we  find  here  a  man  and  a 
record  that  fully  live  up  to  the  ever- 
lasting call  of  the  poet,  Gilbert  Hol- 
land, who  said: 
Gcxl.  g-ive  U3  meni  A  time  like  this  demands 

Strong  minds,  great  hearts,  true  faith  and 

ready  hands: 
Men  whom  the  lust  of  office  does  not  kill; 

Men  whom  the  spoils  of  office  cannot  buy; 
Men  who  possess  opinions  and  a  will; 

Men  who  have  honor:  men  who  will  not  lie: 
Strong  men.  who  live  above  the  fog 

In  public  duty  and  In  private  thinking. 

Mary  and  I  extend  our  heartfelt  sym- 
pathy to  the  family  of  Senator  Sten- 
nis—his  daughter.  Mrs.  Margaret  Jane 
Womble,  and  son,  John  Hampton  Sten- 
nis, and  to  his  grandchildren  of  whom 
he  was  so  proud. 


OF 
THE 


CENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION 
THE  McKIM  BUILDING  OF 
BOSTON  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr  President,  this  year 
marks  the  100th  anniversary  of  one  of 
the  most  beautiful  buildings  in  Amer- 
ica, the  McKlm  Building  of  the  Boston 
Public  Library. 

Founded  by  an  act  of  the  Massachu- 
setts Legislature  on  April  3.  1848,  the 
Boston  Public  Library  was  the  first 
free  and  publicly  supported  municipal 
library  in  the  world.  By  1880,  its  origi- 
nal 10.000  volumes  had  grown  to  357.440. 
and  the  legislature  empowered  the  city 
of  Boston  to  take  as  much  land  within 
its  limits  as  it  needed  to  build  a  new  li- 
brary. The  trustees  envisioned  the  new 
library  to  be  a  "palace  for  the  people, 
and  as  such  *  *  *  a  monumental  build- 
ing, worthy  of  the  city  of  Boston." 
They  hired  architect  Charles  Follen 
McKim.  a  senior  partner  in  the  New 
York  firm  of  McKim,  Mead  &  White,  to 
design  this  new  edifice. 

McKim  wanted  to  create  a  building 
which  would  fit  with  its  architectur- 
ally distinguished  neighbors— H.H. 
Richardson's  Romanesque  Trinity 
Church  and  the  Italian  Gothic  of  the 


New  Old  South  Church.  He  modeled  the 
building  on  Henri  Labrouste's 
Bibliotheque  Ste.  Genevieve  and  re- 
cruited such  outstanding  artists  as 
American  sculptors  Louis  and  Augus- 
tus Saint-Gaudens.  French  muralist 
Puvis  de  Chavannes.  and  American 
painters  John  Singer  Sargent  and 
Edwin  Austin  Abbey. 

Since  its  opening  in  1895,  the  collec- 
tion has  become  one  of  the  most  out- 
standing research  libraries  in  the  na- 
tion, including  papers  of  many  Colonia 
Americans  and  New  England  Abolition- 
ists such  as  William  Lloyd  Garrison; 
the  Sacco  and  Vanzetti  papers,  and  the 
manuscripts  and  personal  libraries  of 
such  figures  as  the  famous  conductor  of 
the  Boston  Symphony  Orchestra  Serge 
Koussevltszky  and  American  composer 
Walter  Piston. 

It  is  also  a  wonderfully  user-friendly 
library,  providing  many  services  for 
the  community.  It  was  the  first  to  have 
a  formal  system  of  branch  libraries 
throughout  the  city.  In  addition,  there 
are  programs  for  seniors,  for  children, 
and  for  young  adults  and  a  structured 
lecture  series  which  provides  college- 
level  humanities  couraes  free  to  library 
patrons.  The  new  Johnson  addition  to 
the  McKim  Building  is  also  where  I 
vote. 

The  McKim  Building  has  recently  un- 
dergone an  extensive  restoration.  I  in- 
vite by  colleagues  to  visit  its  marble 
lions,  view  the  mural  depicting  Sir 
Gawain's  quest  for  the  Holy  Grail,  and 
enjoy  the  courtyard.  The  statute  of 
"The  Baccahante,"  originally  designed 
to  be  the  centerpiece  of  the  fountain  in 
the  courtyard,  was  deemed  too  scantily 
clad  to  display  in  public.  She  was  hid- 
den away  in  a  dark,  unlit  recess  on  the 
third  floor,  unseen  and  unadmired,  but 
now  she  is  being  installed  in  her  in- 
tended home. 

Joshua  Bates,  for  whom  the  Great 
Reading  Hall  is  named,  wrote  to  the 
mayor  of  Boston. 

While  I  am  sure  that,  in  a  liberal  and 
wealthy  community  like  that  of  Boston, 
there  will  be  no  want  of  funds  to  carry  out 
the  recommendation  of  the  Trustees,  it  may 
accelerate  Its  accomplishment  and  establish 
the  library  at  once,  on  a  scale  to  do  credit  to 
the  City,  if  I  am  allowed  to  pay  for  the  books 
required,  which  I  am  quite  willing  to  do  The 
only  condition  that  I  ask  is,  that  the  build- 
ing shall  be  such  as  to  be  an  ornament  to  the 
City. 

Mr.  Bates,  your  wish  has  been  amply 
fulfilled. 


ADMINISTRATION'S  PLAN  TO  SELL 
STRATEGIC  PETROLEUM  RESERVE 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  th-?  Senate,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  CoNGREssioN.\L  RECORD  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  that  transmits 
administration-proposed  legislation. 
The  primary  purpose  of  this  legislation 
is  to  sell  strategic  petroleum  reserve 


[SPR]  oil  to  fund  the  decommissioning 
of  the  Weeks  Island  SPR  storage  facil- 
ity. I  am  having  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion printed  in  the  Record  instead  of 
introducing  it  because  I  disagree  with 
the  policy  of  selling  SPR  oil  to  raise 
money.  Let  me  explain. 

The  administration's  legislation  pro- 
poses three  things.  First,  it  authorizes 
the  sale  of  up  to  7  million  barrels  of 
crude  oil  from  the  SPR.  Second,  it  ear- 
marks the  moneys  from  that  sale  for 
the  decommissioning  of  the  Weeks  Is- 
land storage  facility,  and  for  other  un- 
specified activities  related  to  the  SPR. 
Third,  the  administration's  legislation 
allows  the  sale  of  the  SPR  oil  to  not 
count  adversely  under  the  budget  rules. 
I  will  not  speak  to  the  asset  sale  issue 
because  it  is  not  central  to  my  con- 
cerns. 

The  key  policy  issue  raised  by  this 
legislation  isn't  whether  the  Weeks  Is- 
land SPR  storage  facility  should  be 
drained  of  oil  and  decommissioned; 
that  must  occur.  Instead,  the  question 
facing  the  Senate  is  whether  we  should 
authorize  the  sale  of  SPR  oil  to  fund 
this  activity  and  a  host  of  other  un- 
specified SPR  activities  simply  because 
the  administration  is  unwilling  to  ask 
for  the  necessary  money  as  a  part  of 
DOE'S  regular  budget.  In  a  nutshell  the 
issue  is;  Should  SPR  oil  be  sold  to 
make  up  for  a  budget  shortfall,  or 
should  SPR  oil  be  kept  on  hand  in  case 
of  an  energy  emergency?  Before  I  ex- 
plain my  concerns  about  the  adminis- 
tration's proposal  to  sell  SPR  oil.  let 
me  first  describe  why  the  Weeks  Island 
SPR  storage  facility  must  be  emptied 
and  decommissioned. 

Weeks  Island  is  one  of  the  five  SPR 
crude  oil  storage  facilities.  Located  in 
Louisiana,  it  holds  73  million  of  the 
total  592  million  barrels  of  oil  stored  in 
the  SPR,  Weeks  Island  is  unique  among 
the  SPR  oil  storage  facilities.  It  was  a 
commercial  salt  mine  before  being  pur- 
chased by  the  Department  of  Energy 
and  converted  to  an  oil  storage  facil- 
ity. The  other  four  SPR  facilities  were 
created  specifically  to  store  oil. 

In  May  1992,  a  sinkhole  was  discov- 
ered on  the  ground  directly  above 
Weeks  Island.  The  cauSe  of  the  sink- 
hole was  determined  to  be  a  fracture  in 
the  salt  formation.  Over  time,  the  frac- 
ture has  enlarged  as  a  result  of  water 
leaking  through  it  and  into  the  Weeks 
Island  storage  cavern.  In  February 
1995.  a  second  sinkhole  was  discovered 
over  Weeks  Island,  but  it  has  not  yet 
been  determined  if  this  indicates  a  sec- 
ond leak. 

The  water  leaking  into  Weeks  Island 
is  accumulating  at  the  bottom  of  the 
oil  storage  chamber  and  it  is  pushing 
the  oil  up.  Although  the  leak  is  slow, 
water  intrusion  creates  a  risk  of  path 
enlargement  and  increased  water  in- 
flow. This  could  ultimatRly  result  in  a 
catastrophic  water  inflow,  which  would 
completely  displace  the  oil  stored  in 
the  facility.  Although  a  remote  possi- 


bility, if  that  occurred  the  73  million 
barrels  of  oil  stored  in  Weeks  Island 
could  enter  the  underground  water  aq- 
uifer. That  would  be  a  major  ecological 
disaster. 

After  extensive  engineering  studies. 
DOE  has  concluded  that  the  long-term 
integrity  of  Weeks  Island  cannot  be  as- 
sured. Thus,  the  most  prudent  option  is 
to  remove  the  oil  while  the  leak  is 
manageable.  Once  emptied  of  oil. 
Weeks  Island  will  then  be  decommis- 
sioned by  filling  the  facility  with  salt 
brine.  Plans  are  being  made  by  DOE  to 
move  the  oil  to  other  SPR  storage  sites 
beginning  in  the  fall  of  1995,  As  part  of 
this  activity,  DOE  will  put  a  freeze 
wall  around  the  facility  to  prevent  oil 
leakage.  Full  decommissioning  of 
Weeks  Island  will  take  2  to  3  years. 

I  agree  with  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy that  Weeks  Island  must  be 
emptied  of  oil  and  decommissioned  as 
soon  as  possible,  I  also  agree  that  the 
life  extension  activities  should  take 
place.  As  I  stated  before,  the  issue  fac- 
ing the  Senate  is  not  whether  these 
should  occur,  but  rather  how  they  are 
to  be  paid  for.  More  specifically,  should 
we  authorize  the  sale  of  SPR  oil  to 
fund  these  activities,  or  should  the 
money  come  from  DOE's  budget?  In  de- 
ciding whether  or  not  SPR  oil  should 
be  sold,  it  is  worth  reviewing  why  we 
have  an  SPR  in  the  first  place. 

The  SPR  was  created  by  Congress  in 
the  aftermath  of  the  1973  Arab  oil  em- 
bargo. Recall  that  the  oil  embargo 
caused  energy  shortages,  sharp  price 
increases,  long  gasoline  lines,  double- 
digit  interest  rates,  and  economic  stag- 
flation. The  SPR  protects  the  Nation 
by  having  on  hand  a  significant 
amount  of  immediately  available  crude 
oil. 

The  function  of  the  SPR  is  twofold. 
First,  it  discourages  foreign  oil  export- 
ing nations  from  using  the  oil  weapon 
against  the  United  States,  as  they  did 
back  in  1973,  Second,  it  protects  the 
United  States  from  shortages  and  price 
spikes  if  a  supply  interruption  does 
occur.  In  addition,  the  SPR  is  needed 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
International  Energy  Program,  which 
requires  member  nations  to  maintain 
oil  stocks  sufficient  to  sustain  con- 
sumption for  at  least  90  days  with  no 
net  oil  imports. 

Congress  intended  SPR  oil  to  be  used 
only  if  there  is  an  energy  emergency. 
The  1975  Energy  Policy  and  Conserva- 
tion Act  specifies  that  SPR  oil  can  be 
sold  only  if  the  President  finds  that  "it 
is  required  by  a  severe  energy  supply 
interruption  or  by  obligations  of  the 
United  States  under  the  international 
energy  program." 

The  SPR  has  been  tapped  only  once — 
other  than  for  test  purposes— but  when 
used  it  was  important  that  the  oil  be 
on  hand.  In  January  1991.  because  of 
the  Desert  Storm  war  with  Iraq.  Presi- 
dent Bush  declared  an  energy  emer- 
gency  and   sold   17   million   barrels  of 


SPR  oil.  Had  he  not  done  so,  oil  prices 
would  have  spiked,  consumers  would 
have  suffered,  and  our  economy  would 
have  been  harmed. 

Given  declining  U,S,  oil  production 
and  the  corresponding  increase  in  for- 
eign dependence,  if  anything  we  need 
more  oil  stored  in  the  SPRr— not  less 
Since  the  Arab  oil  embargo  in  1973, 
U.S.  crude  oil  production  has  declined 
by  28  percent  and  US,  dependence  on 
foreign  oil  has  grown  to  more  than  50 
percent.  Notwithstanding  additions  of 
oil  to  the  SPR,  because  of  our  growing 
foreign  dependence,  the  SPR  is  increas- 
ingly less  capable  of  offsetting  a  supply 
interruption,  Ln  1985,  the  SPR  con- 
tained 493  million  barrels  of  crude  oil — 
then  the  equivalent  of  116  days  of  net 
U,S,  oil  imports  Today,  the  SPR  con- 
tains 592  million  barrels  of  crude  oil— 
the  current  equivalent  of  74  days  of  net 
oil  imports.  Although  we  have  added 
nearly  100  million  barrels  of  crude  oil 
to  the  SPR,  due  to  our  growing  foreign 
dependence  it  is  41  days  less  capable  of 
handling  a  supply  interruption.  Thus,  I 
am  very  concerned  that  selling  SPR 
oil — even  as  little  as  7  million  barrels 
as  proposed  by  the  administration — re- 
duces the  protection  the  SPR  will  pro- 
vide in  case  of  an  energy  emergency. 

Let  me  again  say  that  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  Weeks  Island  facility 
must  be  emptied  and  the  oil  moved  to 
other  SPR  storage  sites.  We  cannot  af- 
ford an  ecological  disaster  of  the  mag- 
nitude posed  by  a  catastrophic  rupture 
of  Weeks  Island,  But  I  want  to  point 
out  that  those  actions  do  not  require 
the  amount  of  money  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  sale  of  7  million  bar- 
rels of  SPR  oil,  ais  is  proposed  by  the 
administration's  legislation. 

At  current  market  rates  of  S20  per 
'oarrei.  the  sale  of  7  niiilion  barrels  of 
SPR  crude  oil  will  generate  about  $140 
million.  Yet  the  Department  of  Energy 
needs  only  $89  million  to  move  the 
Weeks  Island  oil  to  other  SPR  storage 
sites  and  to  decommission  the  facility. 
Possibly  much  less  if  lower  cost  trans- 
portation options  were  used.  Moreover. 
only  about  $38  of  the  $89  million  is  ac- 
tually required  in  fiscal  year  1996  be- 
cause decommissioning  will  take  sev- 
eral years  to  complete.  Even  if  the  en- 
tire $89  million  were  required  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  that  still  leaves  $51  million 
from  the  $140  million  sale.  What  does 
DOE  plan  on  doing  with  that  money? 
They  plan  on  spending  a  large  share  on 
SPR  life  extension  activities  that  need 
to  occur,  but  more  properly  should  be 
part  of  the  regular  DOE  budget. 

DOE  could  have  proposed  to  use  part 
of  its  budget  for  Weeks  Island,  but  it 
elected  not  to.  For  fiscal  year  1996, 
DOE  asked  for  $17,833  billion,  a  $337 
million  increase  over  fiscal  year  1995. 
$89  million  is  only  ,005  of  the  DOE's 
total  budget,  and  only  one-quarter  of 
just  the  proposed  budget  increase. 
Surely,  the  administration  could  have 
found  the  necessary  moneys  within  its 
existing  budget  if  it  really  wanted  to. 
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A  fair  question  is  where  will  DOE  get 
the  money  it  needs  if  we  do  not  author- 
ize the  sale  of  SPR  oil  as  requested?  I 
say  again.  DOE  should  have  eisked  for 
the  money  as  a  part  of  their  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  request;  I  believe  that  we 
would  have  approved  it.  So  I  turn  the 
question  around  and  ask  the  adminis- 
tration: If  it  really  is  so  important  to 
undertake  these  activities,  what  are 
the  lower  priority  DOE  programs  that 
you  are  willing  to  forgo?  You  tell  us 
which  programs  you  want  to  cut. 

I  am  also  ver>'  concerned  that  selling 
SPR  oil  simply  to  raise  money  sets  a 
very  dangerous  precedent.  I  greatly 
fear  that  there  will  be  no  end  once  we 
start  doing  this.  Every  time  DOE's 
budget  is  put  in  a  squeeze,  there  will  be 
pressure  to  sell  a  few  barrels  of  SPR  oil 
to  protect  this  or  that  cherished  pro- 
gram. How  wiP  we  be  able  to  say  no  to 
otL  .  ^a..^  ..  SPR  pii?gy  bank,  if 

we  allow  it  here? 

Mr  President,  the  strategic  petro- 
leum reserve  is  this  Nation's  energy 
emergency  insurance  policy.  I  do  not 
believe  that  we  should  cash  part  of  it 
in  just  because  DOE  is  unwilling  to  use 
even  the  tiniest  fraction  of  its  $18  bil- 
l.on  budget  to  address  the  SPR's  prob- 
lems. We  may  need  the  SPR  some  day 
if  another  supply  disruption  occurs. 
After  all.  Saddam  Hussein  is  still  with 
us.  It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  oppose 
the  sale  of  SPR  oil  as  proposed  by  the 
administration  and  I  will  not  introduce 
their  legislation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  and 
letter  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  . 

S.  -      I 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resenlatwes  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That — 

(a)  Notwithstanding  section  161  of  the  En- 
ergy Policy  and  Conservation  Act.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy  may  draw  down  and  sell  up 
to  seven  million  barrels  of  oil  from  the  Stra- 
tegic Petroleum  Reserve  to  the  extent  that 
appropriations  acts  make  the  proceeds  from 
such  a  sale  available  for  the  purposes  speci- 
fied m  subsection  (b) 

(b)  The  proceeds  from  the  sale  described  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  deposited  into  a  spe- 
cial account  in  the  Treasury,  to  be  estab- 
lished and  known  as  the  'SPR  Decommis- 
sioning Fund."  and  shall  be  available  to  the 
extent  and  in  the  amounts  provided  in  ad- 
vance in  appropriations  acts  for  the  purpose 
of  removal  of  oil  from  and  decommissioning 
of  the  Weeks  Island  site,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses related  to  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Re- 
serve. 

(c)  The  proceeds  from  the  sale  described  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  included  in  the  budget 
baseline  required  by  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985 
and  shall  be  counted  as  an  offset  to  discre- 
tionary budget  authority  and  outlays  for  the 
purposes  of  section  251(a)(7)  of  that  Act,  if 
the  President  designates  that  the  proceeds 
should  be  so  counted,  notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 257(e)  of  that  Act. 

(d»  Ttie  authority  to  contract  for  sale  of  oil 
under  this  section  expires  September  30.  1996. 


The  Secretary  of  Energy, 
Washington.  DC.  March  27.  1995. 
Hon.  AL  Gore, 
President  of  the  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  legisla- 
tive proposal  to  "provide  for  the  sale  of  oil 
from  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  and 
the  transfer  of  oil  from  Weeks  Island,  and  for 
other  purposes."  This  legislation,  which  is 
proposed  in  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996 
Budget,  is  part  of  the  Administration's  ongo- 
ing effort  to  reinvent  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

The  Department  of  Energy  recently  an- 
nounced the  planned  decommissioning  of  the 
Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve's  Weeks  Island 
site.  Water  seeping  into  underground  storage 
chambers  is  compromising  the  structural  in- 
tegrity of  the  facility,  which  holds  nearly  73 
million  barrels  of  oil.  As  a  result  the  Depart- 
ment will  transfer  the  oil  to  other  sites  in 
Louisiana  and  Texas,  and  sell  up  to  seven 
million  barrels  of  oil  to  finance  the  transfer 
and  decommissioning,  and  other  SPR  activi- 
ties. Currently,  the  Department  has  legisla- 
tive authority  to  draw  down  and  sell  Strate- 
gic Petroleum  Reserve  oil  only  under  emer- 
gency authorities  vested  in  the  President  or 
as  part  of  a  test  sale  of  up  to  five  million 
barrels  of  oil.  New  authority  Is  required  for 
this  proposed  sale. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize 
to  the  extent  provided  in  appropriations  Acts 
the  sale  and  drawdown  of  up  to  seven  million 
barrels  of  oil  from  the  Reserve  for  purposes 
of  removing  the  oil  and  decommissioning  the 
site.  Seven  million  barrels  is  equivalent  to 
less  than  one  day  of  oil  imports,  and  would 
not  appreciably  affect  the  mission  of  the  Re- 
serve. Proceeds  from  the  sale  would  be  depos- 
ited in  a  special  account  known  as  the  "SPR 
Decommissioning  Fund"  and  would  offset 
the  cost  of  decommissioning  and  other  SPR 
activities.  This  bill  would  also  allow  the  sale 
proceeds  to  be  counted  as  offsets  to  spending. 
Authority  to  contract  for  sale  of  oil  under 
this  section  would  expire  on  September  30. 
19%. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Con- 
gress toward  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  enactment  of  this  proposal  would 
be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Sincerely, 

Hazel  R.  O'Leary. 


MARJORIE  S.  ARUNDEL 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  a  most  distin- 
guished 'Virginian,  Mrs.  Marjorie  S. 
Arundel,  of  The  Plains,  VA,  who  has 
devoted  her  life  to  the  conservation  of 
our  natural  resources. 

As  a  member  of  the  Garden  Club  of 
America,  Marjorie  Arundel  has  been 
recognized  for  her  conservation  efforts 
in  the  Commonwealth  of  'Virginia  and 
across  our  Nation.  Her  tireless  work 
has  throughout  more  than  30  years  con- 
tributed much  to  preserve  and  enhance 
the  natural  beauty. 

I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing 
both  Mrs.  Arundel  and  her  late  hus- 
band, Russell  M.  Arundel,  for  a  number 
of  years  in  Fauquier  County.  The  con- 
tributions which  they  have  made  to 
that  community  are  immeasurable. 

In  the  1960's,  the  Arundel  family  do- 
nated over  600  acres  of  their  own  land 


to  the  Nature  Conservancy,  which  cre- 
ated the  first  Nature  Conservancy  pre- 
serve in  Virginia.  It  is  now  known  as 
Wildcat  Mountain  Natural  Area.  Due 
to  her  endeavors  in  conservation,  Mrs. 
Arundel  was  awarded  the  Governor's 
Certificate  of  Recognition  from  former 
Governor,  Charles  Robe,  my  junior 
colleague  in  the  Senate. 

There  are  several  projects  that  are 
trademark  Marjorie  Arundel  with  her 
typical  ingenuity  and  spirit.  I  recall 
fondly  meeting  with  Mrs.  Arundel  in 
the  1980's  regarding  a  highway  widen- 
ing north  of  Warrenton.  Mrs.  Arundel 
promptly  brought  to  my  attention  a 
200-year-old  oak  tree  which  stood  di- 
rectly in  the  proposed  roadway.  In  an 
effort  to  spare  the  tree,  Mrs.  Arundel 
then  met  with  officials  from  the  'Vir- 
ginia Department  of  Transportation, 
who  agreed  to  bypass  the  removal  of 
the  tree.  Today,  that  "Loretta  Oak" 
stands  proudly  and  continues  to  live 
and  be  enjoyed  by  all. 

As  a  gardener  with  a  special  interest 
in  wild  plants,  Mrs.  Arundel  became 
aware  that  several  species  were  being 
dug  out  of  the  wild  and  sold  to  com- 
mercial interests.  These  actions  cre- 
ated serious  wildflower  depletions  in 
the  Virginia  mountainside  and  our 
neighboring  States.  Her  crusade  to  pro- 
tect the  wild  populations  from  both 
trade  domestic  and  abroad  was  truly  a 
labor  of  love.  Using  her  trademark  in- 
genuity, Mrs.  Arundel  drafted  the  sup- 
port of  World  Wildlife  Fund,  the  Natu- 
ral Resources  Defense  Council,  and  the 
Garden  Club  of  America. 

And  with  similar  success,  Mrs.  Arun- 
del has  taken  on  other  tough  environ- 
mentally conscious  issues,  like  pes- 
ticide and  pollution  abuses  in  the  envi- 
ronment 

Mrs.  Arundel's  achievements  include 
the  Award  of  Honor  presented  by  the 
World  Wildlife  Fund;  an  American 
Achievement  Medal  from  the  Garden 
Club  of  America;  a  Stewardship  of  the 
Land  Award  from  the  Virginia  Chapter 
of  the  America  Society  of  Landscape 
Architects;  Communicator  of  the  Year 
Award  from  the  American  Horti- 
cultural Society;  and  the  Delacy  Gray 
Memorial  Medal  for  Conservation  as  "a 
conservation  leader  who  demonstrates 
a  love  for  the  nature  environment  and 
a  responsibility  for  its  preservation." 

There  are  many  accolades  bestowed 
upon  this  great  lady,  but  "The  Land 
Ethic"  well  speaks  to  Marjorie 
Arundel's  testimony  to  natural  integ- 
rity as,  "Conservation  is  a  state  of  har- 
mony between  men  and  land." 
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NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  RE- 
TIRED FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 
WEEK 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  President,  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  at  this  time  to 
request  the  unanimous  consent  of  my 
colleagues    to    have    printed    in    the 


Record  a  proclamation  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  my  State  of  Tennessee;  Don 
Sundquist. 

On  March  21  of  this  year,  the  Honor- 
able Governor  Don  Sundquist  signed 
the  proclamation  that  the  week  of 
April  17-22,  1995,  shall  be  known  in  Ten- 
nessee as  National  Association  of  Re- 
tired Federal  Employees  Week. 

Our  State's  chapter  of  this  national 
organization  is  very  spirited  and  ac- 
tive. Many  members  of  this  association 
have  volunteered  their  time  and  energy 
to  help  organize  relief  and  recovery  ef- 
forts in  Oklahoma  City. 

It  is  this  spirit  of  contribution  that 
continues  to  distinguish  all  civil  serv- 
ants, retired  and  employed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  procla- 
mation was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  United  States  Civil  Service 
Act  of  1883  was  signed  into  law  by  then  Presi- 
dent Chester  A.  Arthur,  thereby  creating  the 
United  States  Civil  Service  System;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  Civil  Service 
Retirement  System  was  created  in  1920  and 
signed  into  law  by  then  President  Woodrow 
Wi'son;  and 

Whereas  virtually  every  State,  county,  and 
municipal  civil  service  system  have  devel- 
oped from  the  Civil  Service  Act;  and 

Whereas  untold  thousands  of  United  States 
Civil  Service  employees  have  worked  dili- 
gently, patriotically,  silently,  and  with  little 
notice  to  uphold  the  highest  traditions  and 
ideas  of  our  countrv:  and 

Whereas  thousands  of  Federal  employees 
are  retired  in  Tennessee  and  continue  to  de- 
vote inestimable  time  and  effort  toward  the 
betterment  of  our  communities  and  State 

Now  therefore.  I.  Don  Sundquist,  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Tennessee,  do  hereby  pro- 
claim the  week  of  April  17-22.  1995.  as  "Na- 
tional Association  of  Retired  Federal  Em- 
ployees Week  ■  in  Tennessee,  and  do  urge  all 
our  citizens  to  join  in  this  worthy  observ- 
ance. 


SOUTH  DAKOTA  SMALL 
BUSINESSMAN  OF  THE  'YEAR 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
be  a  little  biased,  but  I  have  always  be- 
lieved if  you  give  South  Dakotans  an 
even  break,  they  can  make  a  living 
even  under  the  toughest  \  cir- 
cumstances. 

Yesterday  I  met  with  a  man  who 
proves  my  point.  His  name  is  Randy 
Boyd,  and  he  was  just  named  South  Da- 
kota's 1995  Small  Business  Owner  of 
the  Year  by  the  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration. 

Randy  lives  in  a  town  of  300  people 
called  Geddes  in  southeast  South  Da- 
kota with  his  wife.  Sheila,  and  their 
two  young  children.  Cassidy  and  Vin- 
cent. 

He  moved  back  to  Geddes  in  1982. 
after  his  dad  had  a  heart  attack  and 
helped  move  his  father's  gunsmithing 
business  from  his  garage  into  a  400- 
square-foot  shop,  where  they  worked 
together  repairing  guns.  Later  that 
year.  Randy  and  his  father  bought  a 
two-spindle  carving  machine  that  could 
make  up  to  eight  gunstocks  a  day. 


Today,  Boyd's  Gunstocks  Industries 
is  one  of  the  largest  original-equip- 
ment manufactuers  of  gunstocks  in  the 
country.  It  has  grown  from  3  employees 
in  1986  to  22  full-time  and  10  part-time 
workers,  plus  10  who  do  contract  work 
at  home.  Company  sales  have  sky- 
rocketed from  $29,000  in  1986  to  more 
than  $1  million  last  year. 

In  1992,  with  help  from  the  Small 
Business  Administration,  Randy  was 
able  to  obtain  a  new  warehouse  for  raw 
materials,  as  well  as  new  computerized 
equipment  to  improve  efficiency.  The 
business  now  occupies  13.500  square 
feet. 

One  of  Randy's  biggest  challenges  is 
finding  enough  skilled  workers  in  a 
town  of  only  300  people.  He  is  exploring 
the  ix)3sibility  of  opening  a  second  fa- 
cility soon  in  another  town  in  order  to 
hire  new  workers  and  take  advantage 
of  new  international  trade  opportuni- 
ties. 

In  addition  to  creating  jobs  and  op- 
portunities for  South  Dakota  families. 
Randy  has  served  on  the  Geddes  City 
Council.  He  is  a  volunteer  firefighter 
and  emergency  medical  technician.  He 
is  also  a  black  belt  karate  instructor. 

In  South  Dakota,  small  business  has 
always  been  big  business.  This  week,  ais 
we  celebrate  Small  Business  Week  in 
our  State,  I  commend  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration  for  the  partner- 
ships it  is  forging  with  South  Dakota 
business  owners.  And  I  offer  my  con- 
gratulations to  Randy  Boyd  for  his 
hard  work  and  his  outstanding  con- 
tributions to  his  community. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  it  doesn't 
require  one  to  be  a  rocket  scientist  to 
realize  that  the  U.S.  Constitution  for- 
bids any  President's  spending  even  a 
dime  of  Federal  tax  money  that  has 
not  first  been  authorized  and  appro- 
priated by  Congress — both  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  U.S.  Senate. 

So  when  you  hear  a  politician  or  an 
editor  or  a  commentator  declare  that 
"Reagan  ran  up  the  Federal  debt"  or 
that  "Bush  ran  it  up,"  bear  in  mind 
that  the  Founding  Fathers,  two  cen- 
turies before  the  Reagan  and  Bush 
Presidencies,  made  it  very  clear  that  it 
is  the  constitutional  duty  of  Congress 
to  control  Federal  spending— which 
they  have  not  for  uhe  past  50  years 

The  fiscal  irresponsibility  of  Con- 
gress has  created  a  Federal  debt  which 
stood  at  $4,855,154,897,104.21  as  of  the 
close  of  business  Wednesday,  May  3. 
This  outrageous  debt— which  will  be- 
come the  debt  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren— averages  out         to 

$18,430.25  on  a  per  capita  basis. 


my  staff  who  is  leaving  Washington  to 
return  to  her  home  State  of  Connecti- 
cut, Tracy  Crowley.  Tracy  came  to 
Washington  12  years  ago  to  work  for 
the  Small  Business  Committee,  which 
at  the  time  was  chaired  by  Senator 
Lowell  Weicker.  I  was  fortunate  that 
Tracy  remained  with  the  committee 
when  I  became  chairman  in  1987.  In  1991 
she  joined  my  i)ersonal  staff  and  has 
been  a  valuable  member  of  the  office 
for  the  last  4  years. 

Mr.  President,  those  of  us  fortunate 
to  serve  in  the  Senate  are  often  blessed 
with  loyal  and  dedicated  staff  that 
make  us  look  good.  However,  very  rare- 
ly do  we  show  the  gratitude  that  these 
staffers  deserve.  The  hours  are  long, 
the  pay.  in  comparison  to  the  private 
sector,  is  not  very  good  and  the  work- 
ing conditions  can  be  difficult. 

There  is  no  one  on  my  staff  that  has 
been  more  dedicated  or  worked  longer 
and  harder  than  Tracy  Crowley.  Al- 
though she  is  not  a  native  of  Arkansas, 
she  treated  each  and  every  appropria- 
tions project  with  great  tenacity, 
fighting  to  make  sure  that  the  inter- 
ests of  Arkansans  were  preserved, 
rhere  is  not  a  fish  farmer,  park  super- 
intendent, forest  ranger  or  environ- 
mentalist in  the  State  of  Arkansas 
that  does  not  owe  Tracy  Crowley  a 
great  debt  for  her  work  on  the  annual 
Interior  appropriations  bills. 

Twelve  years  is  a  long  time  for  any- 
body to  work  in  one  place.  For  a  con- 
gressional staff  person,  12  years  of  serv- 
ice is  above  and  beyond  the  call  of 
duty.  Mr.  President,  while  I  am  sorry 
Tracy  is  leaving  the  office,  I  know  that 
she  will  have  great  success  in  her  fu- 
ture endeavors  and  I  wish  her  the  best. 
All  of  those  who  have  worked  with 
Tracy,  and  those  she  has  so  ably  served 
in  Arkansas  and  throughout  the  Na- 
tion, will  miss  Tracy  greatly. 

Mr.  President.  I  know  that  you  and 
the  entire  body  wishes  Tracy  well. 


TRIBUTE  TO  TRACY  CROWLEY 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  member  of 


OBSERVATIONS  ON  AGRICULTURE 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  returned  from  a  trip  through  the 
agricultural  region  of  my  State  and  the 
farmers  I  represent  are  very  worried 
about  their  own  future  and  the  future 
of  their  industry.  By  any  measure. 
American  fanners  are  one  of  this  coun- 
try's success  stories.  They  have  pro- 
vided their  fellow  citizens  with  a  stable 
food  supply  that  is  both  safe  and  af- 
fordable. In  fact.  Americans  pay  less 
for  food  than  any  other  industrialized 
nation  in  the  world.  They  have  also 
produced  enough  food  to  feed  the 
world's  hungry  and  are  one  of  the  few 
sectors  of  our  economy  that  has  con- 
sistently registered  a  positive  balance 
of  trade.  Their  success,  however,  seems 
to  get  lost  in  the  discussions  here  in 
Congress  and  the  political  rhetoric  of 
the  Nation. 

I  visited  with  farmers  in  Pullman, 
Colfax.  Walla  Walla,  and  Moses  Lake 
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and  they  do  not  feel  that  the  rest  of  the 
country  or  the  U.S.  Congress  appre- 
ciates their  efforts.  After  reviewing  the 
spate  of  proposals  advanced  this  Con- 
gress, I  am  forced  to  agree  with  them. 
There  seems  to  be  a  misconception 
around  here  that  farmers  are  the  only 
beneficiaries  of  the  commodity  pro- 
grams. Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  truth.  In  exchange  for  income  pro- 
tection, the  farmers  that  sign  up  for 
the  program  agree  to  accept  production 
controls  and  numerous  other  guidelines 
and  regulations  on  the  operation  of 
their  farms.  While  these  conditions 
were  often  put  in  place  to  achieve  a 
specific  public  policy  goal,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  remember  that  it  is  an  addi- 
tional cost  to  farmers  and  it  is  a  cost 
they  will  not  be  able  to  recoup  from 
the  sale  of  their  commodity. 

Because  wheat  farmers  face  many 
difficulties  in  providing  the  rest  of  us 
with  our  food,  it  is  easy  to  understand 
why  almost  90  percent  of  them  in 
Washington  State  sign  up  for  the  pro- 
gram. In  addition  to  a  regulatory  envi- 
ronment that  they  often  consider  unfa- 
vorable, they  face  unfair  trading  prac- 
tices by  cur  competitors,  nontariff 
trade  barriers,  escalation  costs,  and  a 
price  that  is  too  low  to  cover  their 
costs  of  production.  On  top  of  all  this, 
weather  conditicns  often  wreak  havoc 
on  all  the  producers'  hard  work.  Every 
economic  analysis  I  have  seen  paints  a 
very  bleak  picture  of  the  future  of 
rural  America  I  believe  the  conditions 
of  American  agriculture  justify  our 
continued  support  of  the  commodity 
programs,  the  export  promotion  pro- 
grams, and  the  conservation  programs. 

The  gloomy  conditions  In  farm  coun- 
try are  not  the  only  reason  to  supiwrt 
these  programs,  however,  and  I  am 
here  talking  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
because  I  believe  all  Americans  are 
well  served  by  these  programs,  not  just 
farmers.  In  my  State,  many  of  the  jobs 
In  urban  areas  depend  on  the  exports 
provided  by  agriculture.  If  we.  as  a  na- 
tion, wish  to  continue  to  guarantee 
that  we  have  a  stable  food  supply  and 
continued  economic  growth  in  our 
cities,  it  is  in  our  interest  to  continue 
to  adequately  fund  this  Nation's  agri- 
cultural program.  I  know  that  I  will 
have  to  continue  to  make  that  point  in 
the  urban  areas  of  my  State  ais  well  as 
here  in  Congress  so  that  there  will  be  a 
grreater  understanding  of  just  how  crit- 
ical our  aigricultural  industries  are  to 
all  of  us.  We  need  to  keep  these  things 
in  mind  as  we  consider  the  budget,  the 
farm  bill,  and  other  legislation  that 
impacts  farmers 


and  determination  of  the  Jewish  peo- 
ple. 

As  we  celebrate  nearly  five  decades 
of  Israeli  autonomy,  we  call  to  mind 
the  many  of  today,  yesterday,  and  cen- 
turies past  who  share  a  common  bond; 
The  dedication  of  their  lives  to  estab- 
lish and  maintain  a  country  that  every 
Jewish  person  can  call  home  As  Israeli 
President  Ezer  Weizman  recently  stat- 
ed, "The  State  of  Israel  achieved  its 
position  due  to  the  fact  that  its  people 
aimed  for  peace  and  fought  for  it,  de- 
spite all  difficulties."  For  the  Jewish 
people,  adversity  has  served  as  an  in- 
centive rather  than  a  deterrent.  Ac- 
cording to  Prime  Minister  Shimon 
Perez,  "Israel  will  continue  her  quest 
for  peace.  At  the  same  time,  she  will 
fight  those  who  fight  peace."  As 
friends,  the  people  of  the  United  States 
salute  the  conviction  and  perseverance 
the  Jewish  people  as  we.  on  this  occa- 
sion of  independence,  reaffirm  our 
shared  belief  in  Israel's  sovereignty. 

The  tiny  democracy  of  Israel  thrives 
in  a  region  historically  barraged  with 
anti-Western  sentiment.  Since  its  in- 
ception. Israel  has  experienced  regional 
opposition  from  dictators  such  as 
Egypt's  Gamal  Abdel  Nasser  and  Iraq's 
Saddam  Hussein.  Yet  Israel  has  flour- 
ished amidst  such  hostility.  Through 
open,  democratic  elections,  majority 
rule  representation,  and  the  support  of 
her  allies,  Israel  has  proven  that  a  de- 
mocracy can  succeed  in  a  region  of  oth- 
erwise undemocratic  nations.  Today  we 
applaud  the  tenacity  and  the  vision  of 
the  Israeli  people  and  their  success  in 
making  democracy  work  for  nearly 
half  a  century. 

Israel's  charter  reads  that  the  new 
state  "will  rest  upon  the  foundation  of 


ISRAELI  INDEPENDENCE  DAY 
Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  and  mil- 
lions around  the  world  in  celebrating 
Israel's  47th  year  of  independence.  Isra- 
el's rapid  economic  progress  and 
strength  are  testimony  to  the  vigilance 


sioned  by  the  prophets  of  Israel,  and 
that  it  will  be  loyal  to  the  principles  of 
the  United  Nations  Charter,"  Almost 
immediately.  President  Truman  recog- 
nized the  similarity  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  Constitution  and  the  Israeli 
proclamation  and  became  the  first  for- 
eign leader  to  endorse  the  newly 
formed  state.  With  the  help  of  allies 
like  the  United  States  and  the  path- 
breaking  leadership  of  individuals  such 
as  Menachim  Begin  and  Former  Egyp- 
tian President  Anwar  Sadat,  Israel  has 
been  able  to  maintain  and  even  expand 
its  strategic  alliances  throughout  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  the  State  of  Israel  has 
made  tremendous  progress  over  the 
past  47  years.  Israel  has  emerged  as  a 
scientific  and  technological  leader. 
Last  year,  the  Israeli  economy  grew 
more  than  7  percent — a  growth  rate 
higher  than  the  more  advanced  econo- 
mies. This  is  clear  evidence  of  Israel's 
commitment  to  progress,  and  the  will- 
ingness of  countries  all  over  the  globe 
to  recognize  Israel  as  a  viable  trade 
partner.  The  Israeli  people  have  repeat- 
edly looked  beyond  the  events  of  the 
day  and  maintained  a  focus  on  the  need 


building  a  strong  scientific  and  techno- 
logical base.  Neither  terrorism  nor  war 
has  diminished  their  desire  to  maintain 
a  strong,  independent  nation. 

Without  a  doubt,  the  people  of  Israel 
could  not  have  flourished  so  quickly 
without  the  support  of  friends  and  fam- 
ily living  abroad.  By  conveying  their 
support  for  Israel,  Jewish  people  living 
in  the  diaspora  have  demonstrated 
their  commitment  to  a  Jewish  home- 
land. Israeli  Foreign  Minister  Shimon 
Peres  recently  stated  that.  "No  nation 
has  been  helped  as  much  by  its  broth- 
ers and  sisters."  Americans  of  all  reli- 
gions and  creeds  are  brothers  and  sis- 
ters of  the  people  of  Israel.  Our  nations 
share  a  bond  of  similar  values.  Our  ex- 
periences are  their  lessons.  Israel  and 
the  United  States  of  America  have 
demonstrated  that  a  democratic  soci- 
ety can  withstand  the  forces  of  hate, 
oppression,  and  terror.  That  is  why  we 
have  embraced  Jews  living  within  this 
Nation  and  have  pledged  our  support  to 
their  homeland. 

In  spite  of  a  housing  shortage,  Israel 
maintains  an  open  door  to  Jewish  im- 
migrants. The  Israeli  Government  has 
made  it  clear  that  it  will  not  refuse  the 
admission  of  Jewish  immigrants  due  to 
external  political  pressures.  To  do  so 
would  contradict  a  major  principle  of 
the  Jewish  faith — that  "all  Jews  are  re- 
sponsible for  one  another."  President 
Weizman  recently  reaffirmed  this  be- 
lief by  insisting  that,  "The  significance 
of  sons  and  daughters  coming  to  Israel 
in  large  numbers  to  feel  and  breathe 
the  atmosphere  cannot  be  overempha- 
sized. Israelis,  on  their  part,  will  take 
them  to  their  hearts."  This  long-stand- 
ing policy  has  been  a  beacon  of  hop>e  for 
the  600.000  Soviet  and  50.000  Ethiopian 
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BUSINESS 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  now  closed. 


justice,    and    peace    as    envi-     .Tc 
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and  settled  in  their  new  homeland. 

Today's  celebration  of  Israeli  inde- 
pendence should  bring  to  mind  the  de- 
termined spirit  of  the  Jewish  people. 
After  centuries  of  struggle  and  persecu- 
tion, the  Jewish  people  finally  have  a 
cultural,  political,  and  religious  sanc- 
tuary. To  our  friends  in  Israel,  we 
Americans  share  in  your  continuing  ef- 
forts to  achieve  regional  peace  and  the 
further  economic  progress  of  your 
homeland.  The  celebration  of  Israeli 
independence  is  a  celebration  of  the 
permanence  of  democracy.  We  recog- 
nize that  no  force  can  defeat  your  spir- 
it of  self-determination.  In  the  words  of 
Foreign  Minister  Shimon  Peres,  "nei- 
ther war  no  holocaust  nor  threats  nor 
animosity  could  cut  the  energy  of  your 
people." 

Mr.  President,  today  is  a  great  day 
for  all  Jewish  people  and  all  people  in 
democratic  societies.  The  nation  of  Is- 
rael stands  as  a  great  tribute  to  the 
fortitude  of  the  human  spirit.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in 
wishing  the  Jewish  people,  especially 
those  in  my  home  State  of  South  Da- 
kota, a  happy  and  peaceful  47th  Yom 
Ha'atzmaut. 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  H.R.  956.  which 
the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  956)  to  esublish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
Kaiion.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 
Pending: 

(1)  Gorton  amendment  No.  596,  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute. 

(2)  Abraham  amendment  No.  600  (to  amend- 
ment No.  596).  to  provide  for  proportionate 
liability  for  noneconomic  damages  in  all 
civil  actions  whose  subject  matter  affects 
commerce. 

(3)  Kyi  amendment  No.  681  (to  amendment 
No.  596).  to  make  improvements  concerning 
alternative  dispute  resolution. 

(4)  Hollings  amendment  No.  682  (to  Amend- 
ment No.  596).  to  provide  for  product  liabil- 
ity insurance  reporting. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Washington  for  yielding. 
First.  I  want  to  begin  by  saying  that 
the  comments  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  just  now  are  right  on  the  mark 
in  terms  of  the  amendment  that  we 
will  be  voting  on.  I  certainly  subscribe 
both  to  what  he  said  and  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  has  previously 
saiu  auout  tiiis. 

My  conversation.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning,  has  to  do  with  a  very  specific 
amendment  which  we  will  be  voting  on. 
the  Kyl-McCain  amendment,  which 
will  have  the  effect  of  striking  section 
103  of  H.R.  956. 

This  amendment  preserves  State  law 
on  alternative  dispute  resolution  pro- 
cedures and  ensures  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  are  treated  equally  through 
the  ADR.  or  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion process. 

The  amendment  strikes  section  103, 
which  says  when  alternative  dispute 
resolution  procedures  are  employed, 
these  procedures  are  enforceable  only 
against  the  defendant,  not  against  the 
plaintiff.  Currently,  of  course,  under 
the  State  laws  under  which  this  would 
be  applied,  ADR  provisions  are  equally 
applicable  to  the  plaintiffs  and  to  the 
defendants.  Of  course,  it  should  remain 
that  way. 

Mr.  President,  a  fundamental  tenet 
of  American  jurisprudence  is  that  all 
parties  go  into  court  with  equal  rights. 
As  a  matter  of  fact.  Americans.  I  sub- 
mit, would  not  submit  their  disputes, 
their  lives,  and  their  fortunes  to  a  deci- 
sion by  the  judge  or  a  jury  if  they  knew 


that    the    deck    was    stacked    against 
them  when  they  began. 

That  is  precisely  what  this  section 
103  of  the  bill  does  today.  That  is  why 
we  are  striking  this  section. 

What  this  section  says  is  that  when  a 
State  has  an  alternative  dispute  reso- 
lution procedure,  the  parties  may  use 
it.  Well,  that  adds  nothing  to  current 
law.  That  is  the  law  of  the  States.  Par- 
ties can  take  advantage  of  those  alter- 
native dispute  procedures,  and  they 
should. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  are  trying  to 
encourage  more  alternatives  to  pro- 
ceeding through  the  actual  trial  of  the 
case.  The  second  part  of  section  103 
provides  for  the  notice  by  one  party  or 
the  other  that  that  party  wants  to  in- 
voke those  procedures.  Again,  this 
amendment  or  this  bill  changes  noth- 
ing in  that  regard. 

The  part  that  changes  the  law  and 
that  we  wish  to  strike  is  titled  "De- 
fendant's Penalty  for  Unreasonable  Re- 
fusal," meaning  unreasonable  refusal 
to  go  through  the  alternative  dispute 
resolution  process.  Defendant's  pen- 
alty; there  is  no  concomitant  plain- 
tiffs penalty. 

In  other  words,  the  authors  of  this 
section  have  provided  that,  although 
the  defendant  would  suffer  the  con- 
sequences of  refusing  to  go  through  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution,  if  the  de- 
fendant wishes  to  go  through  that 
process— and  we  all  encourage  them  to 
do  so — and  the  plaintiff  unreasonably 
refuses  to  do  so,  there  is  no  penalty  on 
the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  fundamentally 
unfair.  It  is  exactly  the  kind  of  thing 
the  American  people  wish  Members  to 
reform  in  this  litigation  process  that 
we  engage  in  in  our  country. 

ihe  wnoie  idea  ol  reform  here,  the 
whole  notion  of  what  we  are  debating, 
is  fairness.  This  provision  would  inject 
a  fundamental  element  of  unfairness 
where  one  party  is  penalized  for  not 
going  forward  with  alternative  dispute 
resolution,  and  the  other  party  suffers 
no  adverse  consequences  at  all.  It  is 
fundamentally  unfair. 

Now.  what  the  provision  states  is 
that  the  court  shall  assess  reasonable 
attorney's  fees  and  costs  against  a  de- 
fendant who  refuses  to  proceed;  final 
judgment  is  entered  against  that  de- 
fendant that  that  refusal  was  unrea- 
sonable or  not  made  in  good  faith. 

That  is  typical  of  the  State  alter- 
native dispute  procedures  here,  that 
where  either  parties  says.  "Let's  go  to 
alternative  dispute  rather  than  going 
all  the  way  through  trial",  and  the 
other  party  says,  "No.  I  do  not  want  to 
do  that,"  and  it  turns  out  the  other 
party  loses  and  the  court  finds  that 
that  party's  refusal  to  go  through  the 
alternative  dispute  resolution  proce- 
dure was  unreasonable  or  not  made  in 
good  faith,  then  costs  and  attorney's 
fees  can  be  assessed  against  that  losing 
party.  That  is  the  law  in  many  States 
today.  We  should  preserve  that  law. 


This  section  of  the  bill  changes  that 
procedure  in  State  law.  It  says,  "No, 
even  though  you  say  that  the  losing 
party  who  refuses  to  go  through  the  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution  in  good 
faith  should  have  a  penalty,  we  are 
going  to  strike  that  in  the  case  of  only 
one-half  of  the  parties,  the  plaintiff." 
The  plaintiff  gets  a  free  ride.  The 
plaintiff  can  refuse  alternative  dispute 
resolution  in  bad  faith  and  still  not  be 
penalized.  A  defendant  who  refuses  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution  and  who 
loses,  and  the  court  determines  he  has 
done  that  in  bad  faith,  has  a  penalty 
rendered  against  him. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  argue  either 
way  that  there  should  or  should  not  be 
a  penalty.  I  do  not  want  to  change  the 
State  law  in  that  regard.  That  is  why, 
instead  of  saying  that  the  penalty 
would  lie  to  both  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff,  which  we  could  have  done 
with  this  amendment,  we  have  simply 
said  "Let's  strike  the  section  and  leave 
State  law  the  way  it  is.  State  law 
treats  both  parties  fairly.  That  is  the 
way  it  should  be." 

So  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  who  for 
the  last  several  days  have  been  arguing 
that  this  is  not  something  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  be  in- 
volved in,  that  we  should  let  the  States 
experiment,  that  we  should  let  them 
decide  their  own  procedures  here — I 
urge  them  to  support  this  resolution, 
my  amendment,  because  my  amend- 
ment allows  the  State  law  to  be  pre- 
served as  it  is  today  with  no  change  on 
alternative  dispute  resolution.  I  think 
we  want  to  encourage  alternative  dis- 
pute resolution.  We  will  certainly  not 
be  encouraging  it  if  we  say  we  believe 
in  it  but  only  if  it  is  a  stacked  deck, 
only  if  it  can  be  used  against  the  de- 
fendant but  not  against  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  fundamentally  unfair,  and  we 
should  never  be  a  party  to  changing 
the  law  of  the  States  in  a  way  that  will 
result  in  unfairness  to  one  side  or  the 
other  in  litigation.  So  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues when  we  vote  in  about  an  hour 
on  these  various  amendments  to  the 
bill  to  support  the  Kyl-McCain  amend- 
ment to  strike  section  103  and  thus  pre- 
serve State  ADR  proceedings  and  pre- 
serve the  balance  between  plaintiffs 
and  defendants  proceeding  under  those 
procedures. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
can  respond  to  a  question  or  two? 

Mr.  K'YL.  I  will  be  happy  to  reply. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  have  come  to  some- 
what agree  with  the  Senator  in  regards 
to  this.  I  have  always  been  sort  of  puz- 
zled as  why  that  was  put  in  there. 

Of  course,  in  original  ideas  on  alter- 
nate dispute  resolution  methods,  some 
of  the  States  have  had  what  they  call 
court-annexed  arbitration,  and  they 
put  a  penalty  relative  to  the  failure  to 
bind  on  the  claimant,  plaintiff,  when 
this  occurs,  which  raises  an  issue  that 
it  could  be  a  violation  of  the  seventh 
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amendment,  of  the  right  to  a  trial  by 
jury,  by  saying  anything  is  mandatory 
under  the  concept  of  court-annexed 
provisions.  Previous  bills,  as  I  recall, 
said  if  the  judgment  that  occurred  was 
less  than  what  the  award  had  been  in 
an  arbitration  proceeding  which  is  a 
part  of  the  alternate  dispute  resolu- 
tion, that  then  plaintiff  would  have  to 
pay  the  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
court  costs  and  so  on.  And  that  raised 
the  question  of  whether  that  was  caus- 
ing a  claimant  to  be  deprived  of  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury. 

This  language  here  has.  in  section 
103(a)(1).  that  they  can  have  an  offer  to 
proceed  to  voluntary,  nonbinding  alter- 
nate dispute  resolution.  If  it  is  vol- 
untary and  nonbinding.  I  do  not  under- 
stand why  you  would,  in  effect — unless 
it  is  sort  of  an  effort  to  have  an  encour- 
agement for  defendants,  realizing  that 
claimants  would  be  the  ones  who  would 
probably  want  a  nonbinding.  voluntary 
alternate  dispute  procedure  to  start  in 
order  to  more  rapidly  dispose  of  their 
claims.  In  particular,  in  the  States 
that  have  had  procedure,  they  usually 
have  a  dollar  amount  limitation. 

Actually,  this  is  already  authorized 
under  existing  law  which  we  voted  on 
several  years  ago.  the  Biden  Civil  Jus- 
tice Act.  I  do  not  remember  the  spe- 
cific title  and  name  of  it.  but  it  author- 
ized nonbinding  alternate  dispute  reso- 
lutions in  the  Federal  courts.  You 
could  have  such  a  proceeding  under 
this  existing  statute. 

So.  I  have  been  puzzled  why  pro- 
ponents attempted  to  have  the  provi- 
sion for  a  possible  defendants'  penalty. 
The  only  reason  I  see  is  I  thought  they 
were  probably  doing  it  for  window 
dressing,  purely  for  the  purpose  of  try- 
ing to  say  we  are  giving  something  to 
the  claimant;  while  we  are  taking  away 
100  different  things,  we  are  going  to 
give  you  1  with  the  alternative  dispute 
resolution  provision. 

Of  course  they  use  the  word  "unrea- 
sonable "  in  this  section  which  allows 
for  some  leeway  on  behalf  of  a  defend- 
ant. 

But  overall,  in  fairness.  I  sort  of  tend 
to  support  the  Senator's  amendment 
here  to  strike  the  provision  from  the 
underlying  Gorton  substitute.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  others  will  do  but  as  it 
is  right  now.  unless  I  am  convinced 
otherwise.  I  may  well  vote  with  you. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  appreciate  the  comments 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama.  That 
helps  to  give  us  more  background  on 
this  as  well.  I  think  he  is  absolutely 
correct,  that  as  a  matter  of  States 
rights  many  States  have  these  proce- 
dures today.  If  they  have  them,  we 
leave  them  in  place.  But  to  the  extent 
that  we  change  them  by  saying  in  ef- 
fect they  only  apply  to  one  party,  we. 
at  the  Federal  Government  level,  will 
have  injected  an  element  of  unfairness 
and  I  just  do  not  think  we  want  to  be 
a  party  to  doing  that. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Waishington 
wishes  to  proceed  so  that  is  all  I  will 


say  about  that,  but  I  appreciate  the 
comments  of  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama. I  certainly  agree  with  him  on 
that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
at  this  last  half-hour  or  45  minutes  be- 
fore a  series  of  votes,  speaking  to  sev- 
eral amendments:  The  underlying 
broad  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  to  extend  the  joint  liability 
provisions  of  this  bill  to  all  litigation; 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  and  discussed  during 
the  course  of  the  last  few  minutes;  and 
an  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  on  insurance  data  col- 
lection and  reporting  requirements. 

While  he  spoke  briefly  to  that  last 
night,  I  think  it  important  to  outline 
for  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues  who 
will  soon  be  voting  on  it  what  that 
amendment  actually  does.  The  amend- 
ment is  not  so  much  an  insurance  re- 
porting act,  though  it  does  add  inevi- 
tably to  the  huge  amount  of  paperwork 
with  which  our  society  and  economy  is 
already  burdened,  as  it  is  another  skill- 
ful attempt  for  all  practical  purposes 
to  kill  this  bill,  this  whole  idea. 

What  the  amendment  would  do  would 
be  to  sunset  all  of  the  substantive  pro- 
visions of  the  proposal  which  is  now  be- 
fore us.  I  want  to  repeat  that.  It  would 
sunset  all  of  them. 

I  am  sorry.  Mr.  President.  I  apolo- 
gize. The  notes  I  have  here — the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has  crossed 
those  provisions  out  of  this  provision. 
Now,  it  simply  requires  costly  and  un- 
necessary reporting  requirements  and 
institutes  a  brandnew  Government  bu- 
reaucracy. 

T*.     .^^nn^n     fwn^^     ¥\\t\     •^»•f^T^^^a^  H r%r>      frr\m 

the  opponents  to  this  bill  that  the  only 
goal  of  the  bill  is  to  lower  insurance 
costs.  Yet,  I  do  not  believe  that  either 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  or  I 
have  ever  included  lower  interest  costs 
as  one  of  the  rationales  for  the  passage 
of  this  bill.  We  hope  that  it  might  well 
be  an  incidental  impact  of  the  passage 
of  the  bill.  But  it  is  not  central  to  our 
arguments. 

To  go  back  to  the  beginning,  each  of 
us  has  said  that  it  is  designed  to  im- 
prove the  competitiveness  of  American 
businesses,  large  and  small,  to  increase 
economic  growth  and  to  create  more 
jobs,  to  make  the  present  system  more 
fair  by  making  it  more  open  to  small 
claims  through  an  alternative  dispute 
resolution  mechanism  and  by  creating 
a  uniform  and  in  many  cases  in  many 
States  a  more  generous  statute  of  limi- 
tation on  claims  and  to  reduce  overall 
liability  costs.  But  whatever  the  situa- 
tion may  have  been  25  or  30  years  ago. 
overall  liability  costs  are  a  large  uni- 
verse, of  which  insurance  premium 
costs  are  only  one  and  one  increasingly 
less  important  element.  Why?  For 
three  reasons: 

First,  in  many  States,  punitive  dam- 
age awards  cannot  be  insured  against. 


It  is  not  true  in  all  cases  but  it  is  true 
in  many  States.  It  is  the  arbitrary  na- 
ture of  punitive  damage  verdicts, 
which  is  a  major  goal  of  the  reforms 
contained  in  this  bill. 

Second,  several  years  ago  through  a 
solution  developed  in  the  Commerce 
Committee,  of  which  both  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  and  I  are  mem- 
bers, a  market  solution  was  created  for 
the  nonresponsiveness  of  insurance  pre- 
miums to  market  changes  by  a  Federal 
Risk  Retention  Act  which  allows  small 
businesses  to  pool  themselves  together 
to  self-insure  in  the  area  of  product  li- 
ability, an  act  which  has  been  utilized 
by  thousands  of  small  businesses  across 
the  country.  So  they  are  outside  of  the 
insurance  field  entirely. 

Finally,  of  course,  most  very  large 
businesses,  many  of  the  business  enter- 
prises which  have  abandoned  product 
lines  or  decided  not  to  continue  to  de- 
velop new  product  lines,  are  self-insur- 
ers. They  do  not  go  to  insurance  com- 
panies to  insure  themselves  against 
product  liability  costs.  They  make 
their  own  business  judgments  about 
what  they  will  develop  and  what  they 
will  market. 

My  friend  and  colleague  from  West 
•Virginia  is  constantly  brought  up  as 
being  originally  a  sponsor  of  a  bill  like 
this  a  number  of  years  ago.  It  is  true 
that  he  was.  But  as  I  trust  is  the  case 
with  all  of  us,  changing  circumstances 
and  greater  thoughtfulness  change  our 
minds  on  particular  courses  of  action. 
It  has  changed  my  mind  on  the  sub- 
stance of  this  bill.  There  was  at  least 
one  previous  product  liability  bill  in 
the  Commerce  Committee  which  I  op- 
posed in  the  committee,  one  quite  dif- 
ferent from  this.  But  when  Senator 
Rockefeller,  several  Congresses  ago. 
offered  an  amendment  like  this,  the 
product  liability  bill  that  we  were  deal- 
ing with  included  strict  limits  on  li- 
ability, caps  on  pain  and  suffering  dam- 
ages, which  this  one  does  not.  We  did 
not  have  the  Risk  Retention  Act  in  ex- 
istence at  that  time.  It  was  a  much 
better  argument  at  that  point  that  this 
proposal  would  have  a  clear  cost-cut- 
ting effect  on  insurance. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Yes;  I  am  happy  to 
yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  was  interested  in 
what  the  Senator  had  to  say  about 
whether  the  Senator  really  does  antici- 
pate that  the  passage  of  this  bill  would 
reduce  insurance  costs.  The  Senator 
has  given  a  couple  of  reasons  why  cer- 
tain things  are  outside.  But  as  I  under- 
stand it,  one  of  the  main  ideas  has  been 
that  this  would  cut  transaction  costs, 
which  I  question,  because  it  bifurcates 
a  trial  requiring  additional  hearings. 
But  basically,  will  the  Senator  agree 
that  where  companies  have  liability  in- 
surance that  there  is  in  practically  all 
policies  no  limit  on  transactional 
costs?  The  defense  that  occurs  to  the 


company  as  a  result  of  liability  insur- 
ance is  borne  by  the  insurance  compa- 
nies. Therefore.  I  raise  the  issue. 

One  of  the  arguments  is  the  cost.  I 
have  heard  the  Senator  talk  about  it^ 
defense  fees,  the  deposition  fees,  and 
those  things  from  the  defense  side 
which  really  would  be  borne  by  the  in- 
surance companies.  Therefore,  it  would 
have  some  relationship  to  the  overall 
cost  of  insurance,  would  it  net? 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  am  not  entirely  cer- 
tain what  the  question  from  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  consists  of.  But  I 
think  I  understand  it.  I  will  do  the  best 
that  I  can  to  answer  it. 

Yes;  one  of  the  goals  of  this  bill  is  to 
reduce  transaction  costs.  It  is  to  see  to 
it  that  more  of  the  money  that  goes 
into  the  legal  system  goes  to  actual 
victims,  whether  product  liability  as 
the  bill  is  now  more  inclusive,  medical 
malpractice.  We  find  it  an  absolute 
scandal  that  for  every  dollar  that  goes 
into  the  product  liability  system  only 
40  cents  or  so  gets  to  victims.  And  60 
cents  goes  to  transaction  costs,  most  of 
which  goes  to  lawyers. 

We  have  not  separated  out  how  much 
of  those  lawyer  fees  are  defendants' 
fees.  That  is  a  matter  I  suspect  of  indif- 
ference to  the  victim.  It  is  60  percent. 
Of  course,  for  most  insurance  policies 
there  is  no  limit  on  the  amount  that 
the  insurance  company  will  spend  in 
defending  the  defendant  in  such  a  case. 
There  hardly  could  be  Under  those  cir- 
cumstances the  claimant's  attorney 
would  simply  drive  the  engine  until 
that  level  had  been  reached  and  then 
no  longer  would  have  any  opposition. 

What  we  are  attempting  to  do  in  this 
bill  is.  one.  create  more  situations  in 
which  there  was  a  prompt  settlement 
through  something  less  than  full  litiga- 
tion through  the  ADR  provisions  in  the 
bill;  second,  by  limiting  to  in  some  re- 
spects consistent  with  the  Constitu- 
tion—in fact,  a  response  to  the  invita- 
tion from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  under  the  Constitution 
to  do  so — somehow  limiting  the  possi- 
bility of  huge  punitive  damage  verdicts 
causing  cases  to  settle  earlier,  and  at  a 
more  reasonable  price  and  at  a  lower 
transaction  cost;  third,  of  course,  sim- 
ply doing  more  justice  in  the  system. 
We  hope  that  it  will  modestly  cut  back 
on  the  number  of  lawsuits  that  are 
brought  in  the  first  place,  especially 
frivolous  ones,  and  cause  the  meritori- 
ous lawsuits  to  be  settled  more  quickly 
and  even  when  they  go  to  trial  to  be 
settled  less  frequently  with  lengthy  ap- 
peals to  appellate  courts. 

This  Senator  did  not  say.  I  report, 
Mr.  President,  to  my  friend,  that  we 
did  not  believe  that  there  would  be  any 
reduction  in  liability  insurance  costs. 
The  Senator  said  that  we  were  not  uti- 
lizing that,  we  were  not  making  that 
prediction  as  an  argument  in  favor  of 
the  bill.  The  argument  in  favor  of  the 
bill  is  greater  justice,  especially  for 
smaller   claims,    the    increase    in    eco- 


nomic growth  and  the  creation  of  jobs, 
and  the  encouragement  of  the  develop- 
ment of  new  and  improved  products  on 
the  part  of  the  American  business  com- 
munity. 

If  you  ask  this  Senator  does  he  think 
that  liability  insurance  costs  will  go 
down,  he  does.  He  certainly  hopes  so. 
But  the  point  is  that  if  they  do  not.  un- 
like the  situation  8  or  10  years  ago. 
those  who  have  to  purchase  the  insur- 
ance or  who  face  product  liability 
claims  will  have  an  alternative,  an  al- 
ternative that  we  created  for  them  in 
risk  retention  pools.  If  the  competitive 
market  among  big  insurance  compa- 
nies does  not  lower  the  costs,  those 
risk  retention  pools  certainly  will,  and 
they  are  not  a  subject  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  I  might  inquire  of  the 
Senator  if  there  was  testimony— I  do 
not  know  whether  it  was  this  year  or 
last  year— from  the  American  Insur- 
ance Association,  one  of  their  officers, 
which  basically  said  that  passage  of 
the  bill  would  not,  I  repeat,  not,  bring 
about  any  reduction  in  liability  insur- 
ance premiums?  Some  words  are  that 
there  would  be  insurance  cost  savings. 
I  do  not  remember  right  offhand  the 
person  who  said  it.  but  I  remember  see- 
ing that  in  a  previous  report  of  the 
Commerce  Committee. 

Does  the  Senator  remember  that  tes- 
timony? 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  do  not  remember 
that  testimony  this  year.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  probably  cor- 
rect about  some  such  testimony  for 
years  past.  But  to  exactly  the  extent 
that  that  is  true,  the  amendment 
which  we  are  discussing  is  irrelevant 
and  has  no  impact  other  than  probably 
to  drive  up  costs  because  it  drives  up 
the  paperwork  involved  in  the  entire 
system. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  In  regard  to  the  alter- 
nate dispute  resolution,  if  I  recall 
right — I  do  not  have  it  before  me  right 
now— there  was  a  GAO  study  which  in- 
dicated that  they  thought  the  bill 
would  increase  the  transaction  costs 
and  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  it  was 
the  way  the  alternate  dispute  resolu- 
tion provision  was  contained  in  the 
bill.  Does  the  Senator  recall  that  testi- 
mony? 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  am  sorry;  I  was  dis- 
tracted. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  was  speaking  of  the 
GAO  report.  I  do  not  have  it  before  me. 
But  as  I  recall  the  GAO  report  indi- 
cated that  the  provisions  of  the  bill- 
maybe  it  was  a  predecessor  of  it — in 
their  judgment  would  not  reduce  trans- 
actions costs,  and  that  one  of  the  rea- 
sons was  they  felt  it  could  possibly  in- 
crease it  was  because  of  the  alternate 
dispute  resolution  methods  that  were 
there — increasing  it  another  hearing  as 
well  as  the  provisions  dealing  with  bi- 
furcation, separate  hearings  that  you 
would  have  to  go  through— thereby 
bringing  about  additional  lawyer's  fees 


in  regards  to  those  proceedings,  par- 
ticularly on  the  defendant's  side  where 
there  is  an  hour  billable  approach. 

Does  the  Senator  recall  that? 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  have  to  say  to  my 
friend  from  Alabama  I  do  not  recall 
that.  As  the  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion provisions  in  these  bills  have 
changed  from  year  to  year,  certainly 
no  such  report  has  been  filed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  alternative  dispute  reso- 
lution proceedings,  or.  rather,  sections 
in  this  bill. 

I  see.  Mr.  President,  it  is  now  5  min- 
utes after  12.  I  know  my  colleague  from 
West  Virginia  wishes  to  speak,  and  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tho?«as).  The  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
as  one  of  the  managers  of  what  was 
once  solely  a  bill  to  reform  our  product 
liability  system,  I  wish  to  speak  to  my 
colleagues,  those  who  share  in  a  gen- 
eral sense  the  purpose  of  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  here,  about  at  least  my 
views  on  the  business  before  us. 

At  12:15,  in  10  minutes,  the  Senate 
will  vote  on  three  pending  amendments 
to  this  bill,  and  then  vote  on  the  first 
of  two  cloture  motions.  The  second  clo- 
ture motion  vote  is  expected  at  2 
o'clock,  maybe  2:15.  I  am  not  sure. 

I  am  going  to  make  a  motion  to  table 
both  the  Abraham  amendment  on  joint 
and  several  liability  and  the  Kyi 
amendment  that  tries  to  delete  the  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution  section  of 
this  bill,  alter  it  in  ways  which  1  find 
distasteful,  but  the  message  I  wish  to 
get  across  most  strongly  is  that  I  will 

will  vote  against  the  one  at — whenever 
the  first  one  comes,  and  I  will  vote 
figainst  the  second  one.  I  will  not  vote 
for  one  and  against  the  other,  against 
one  and  for  the  other.  I  will  vote 
against  both.  I  want  both  to  fail  be- 
cause there  are  those  of  us  who  believe 
that  this  bill  needs  to  be  kept  to  prod- 
uct liability— and  I  think  there  are 
many  of  us — so  that  we  can  at  least  get 
some  tort  reform  accomplished,  which 
we  will  not  in  any  other  event.  Those 
folks  need  to  vote  in  their  conscience, 
if  that  is  where  their  conscience  dic- 
tates, against  both  cloture  motions,  to 
vote  no  on  both  cloture  motions.  And  I 
hope  anybody  interested  in  achieving 
actual  results  on  product  liability  re- 
form will  do  the  same  and  vote  no  on 
both  cloture  motions  today. 

This  past  week,  frankly,  has  been 
rather  astonishing  to  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. One  would  think,  when  a  major- 
ity of  Senators  get  the  chance  finally, 
without  a  filibuster  on  the  motion  to 
proceed,  when  we  finally  get  to  work 
on  a  bipartisan,  balanced,  focused  piece 
of  legislation  to  deal  with  this  very  se- 
rious problem,  that  is  precisely  how 
they  would  spend  their  time  here. 
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But,  no,  instead,  we  have  watched 
Senator  after  Senator  come  eagerly  to 
the  floor  to  add  one  more  ornament  to 
the  tree.  As  I  have  said  before,  anyone 
who  has  ever  decorated  a  Christmas 
tree  knows  that  if  at  some  point  you 
put  too  many  ornaments  on.  too  many 
bows  on  one  side  of  the  tree,  that  tree 
is  going  to  fall  over  and  crash  down 
and  you  lose  the  ornaments,  the  tree, 
the  Christmas  spirit,  and  it  is  a  ter- 
rible vacation  That  is  the  situation  I 
see  before  us  right  now  And  the 
amendments  from  Senators  Abraham 
and  Kyl  are  going  to  assist  in  sending 
this  tree  to  the  ground. 

The  Senate  has  had  absolutely  no  op- 
portunity that  I  know  of  to  consider 
whether  the  joint  and  several  provi- 
sions in  the  product  liability  bill  make 
sense  for  the  rest  of  civil  actions.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  hearing  on  the  topic. 
I  do  not  see  a  bill  from  the  Judiciary 
Committee  on  the  topic,  or  a  report 
laying  out  the  arguments  on  an  idea  as 
significant  as  this  one.  Yes,  the  House 
of  Representatives  made  a  sudden  deci- 
sion to  throw  the  idea  into  their  stew 
of  legislation  on  tort  reform  that 
passed  a  couple  weeks  ago  But  this 
body  is  supposed  to  keep  a  standard  of 
actually  thinking  about  what  it  is  on 
which  we  vote.  We  pride  ourselves  on 
that.  And  the  idea  of  deleting  the  sec- 
tion in  this  bill  that  promotes  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  is  appalling 
to  me. 

Maybe  I  need  to  restate  the  obvious. 
Legislation  becomes  law  when  inter- 
ests are  balanced,  when  legislators 
work  out  difficult  problems  together, 
when  problems  are  addressed  with 
practical  remedies. 

The  alternative  dispute  resolution 
provision  in  our  product  liability  bill  is 
there  for  these  reasons.  Here  is  one  of 
the  parts  of  this  bill  designed  solely 
and  specifically  to  deal  with  one  of  the 
most  maddening  problems  in  product 
liability.  Victims  have  to  wait  too  long 
for  compensation.  The  system  is  too 
slow  and  too  inefficient.  If  I  am  a  small 
farmer  from  West  Virginia  or  some 
other  place  and  I  do  not  have  any 
money,  and  I  do  not  have  any  money  to 
hire  lawyers  or  any  money  to  pay  for 
time  for  3  years  to  go  by,  I  can  avail 
myself  of  the  alternative  dispute  reso- 
lution. 

We  want  to  encourage  that  small 
farmer  who  does  not  have  the  re- 
sources, the  small  business  person,  the 
person  of  very  modest  means.  And  this 
is  the  way  we  do  it.  by  allowing  him 
this  particular  advantage.  That  is  why 
we  want  to  promote  alternative  dispute 
resolutions  in  a  way  that  will  speed 
things  up  30  that  that  small  farmer 
will,  in  fact,  come  in  and  probably  just 
speak  for  himself  and  the  case  will  be 
simply  handled  right  there  on  the  spot. 
no  lawyer,  no  problem,  no  time,  no  ex- 
penditure of  money 

1  really  do  not  think  we  have  to 
apologize  for  devising  an  approach  that 


is  slanted  toward  the  victim  when  we 
are  talking  about  encouraging  them  to 
resolve  their  cases  earlier.  Remember, 
they  have  wait  to  3  years  now.  We  are 
trying  to  encourage  people  to  get  that 
amount  of  time  down. 

So  in  the  strongest  possible  terms,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  both  of 
these  amendments.  And  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues, again,  to  vote  against  cloture, 
not  just  the  first  cloture  vote  but  also 
the  second  one  that  will  take  place  this 
afternoon  at  about  2  o'clock. 

We  now  have  a  bill  that  has  become 
deformed,  disfigured.  A  small  group  of 
Senators  has  refused  to  follow  the  dis- 
cipline of  working  out  with  the  rest  of 
us  who  are  interested  in  enacting  prod- 
uct liability  reform  what  we  will  do  to 
accomplish  that.  Until  they  do,  we 
should  bring  this  bill  to  a  halt. 

A  majority  of  Senators  are  clearly 
interested  in  a  balanced,  moderate 
product  liability  reform  bill— I  am  con- 
vinced of  that;  I  deeply  believe  that — 
that  serves  consumers,  victims  of  de- 
fective products,  and  business  in  a  bal- 
anced way.  We  still  have  that  oppor- 
tunity. The  pending  cloture  votes  will 
demonstrate  what  it  takes  to  succeed. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair  and 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMAS).  The  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  hear  Senator  Rockefeller 
state  that  the  way  the  bill  stands  now, 
it  is  deformed  and  disfigured.  That  re- 
minds me  that  this  bill,  as  it  stands 
right  now,  is  pretty  much  similar  to 
what  the  House  passed.  I  do  not  think 
whatever  we  pass  here  in  the  Senate, 
when  It  goes  to  conference,  is  going  to 
come  out  much  different  from  the 
House  bill.  I  think  we  know  that  the 
Speaker  over  there  has  great  influence. 

I  just  feel  that,  basically,  whatever 
we  do  here  which  passes  the  Senate  and 
goes  to  conference  will  reflect  the 
Speaker's  position  on  this  overall 
issue.  I  think  the  key  battle  is  the  bat- 
tle here  in  the  Senate  and  the  Senate's 
role  to  be  deliberate  and  to  prevent  un- 
wise, unfair  legislation. 

Now,  if  there  is  a  disfigurement  and  a 
deformity  by  extending  the  language 
pertaining  to  punitive  damages,  by  ex- 
tending the  language  eliminating  joint 
and  several  liability  to  cover  all  civil 
actions,  then  that  is  a  recognition  that 
there  is  a  fault  with  that  extension, 
there  is  a  fault  with  the  overall  under- 
lying principle  that  is  being  brought 
forth  here  in  regard  to  punitive  dam- 
ages and  also  to  eliminating  joint  and 
several  liability. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order,  a  vote  is  to  occur  at  12;15. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
proceed  for  3  more  minutes. 

Mr.  GORTON.  No  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  send  to  the  desk  and 
will  ask  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
a  letter,  dated  May  25,  1990,  to  the  Hon- 
orable Richard  H.  Bryan,  then  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Consumer 
Affairs.  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation,  pertain- 
ing to  the  GAO  study. 

One  of  the  questions  that  he  asked 
was: 

In  your  research  of  the  current  product  li- 
ability system,  have  you  found  any  evidence 
that  would  support  the  argument  that  the 
current  tort  system  has  led  to  an  increase  in 
transaction  costs? 

And  they  ended  up  saying:  "We  be- 
lieve that  S.  1400"— which  was  a  prede- 
cessor bill— "is  unlikely  to  reduce 
transaction  costs  in  product  liability 
suits." 

I  send  that  letter  to  the  desk  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Ge.nehal  accounting  Office, 
Washmgton.  DC.  May  25.  1990 
Hon.  RicH.\RD  H.  Bryan, 

Ctiatrman.  Subcommittee  on  Consumer,  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. U.S.  Senate 

Dear  Mr  Chairman:  Enclosed  are  my  re- 
sponses to  your  questions  regarding  my  Feb- 
ruary 28.  1990.  testimony  on  product  liabil- 
ity. If  you  have  additional  questions  or  if  I 
can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  call  me. 
or  Cynthia  Bascetta. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  F  Delfico, 
Director.  Income  Security  Issues. 

Enclosure. 

1.  In  your  research  of  the  current  product 
liability  system,  have  you  found  any  evi- 
dence that  would  support  the  argument  that 
the  current  tort  system  has  led  to  an  in- 
crease in  transaction  uusLs?  'A^lai,  aic  the 
major  factors  that  contribute  to  the  level  of 
transaction  costs?  Do  you  believe  that  S. 
1400  would  reduce  transaction  costs  in  prod- 
uct liability  suits? 

In  our  review,  we  did  not  collect  data  over 
time  to  assess  whether  the  current  tort  sys- 
tem has  led  to  an  increase  in  transaction 
costs.  We  reviewed  a  1987  study  by  the  Rand 
Corporation,  however,  that  reported  that  be- 
tween 1980  and  1985,  the  annual  growth  rate 
for  the  amount  of  tort  litigation  was  about  3 
or  4  percent.  Expenditures  for  this  litigation 
grew  at  about  6  percent  for  automobile  relat- 
ed litigation  and  about  15  percent  for  other 
tort  claims,  including  product  liability.'  Al- 
though the  literature  is  replete  with  general 
concerns  about  the  costs  of  litigation,  we  did 
not  find  any  other  research  documenting 
trends  in  transaction  costs  associated  with 
the  current  tort  system. 

The  major  factor  affecting  the  level  of 
transaction  costs  is  the  length  of  litigation. 
.\s  we  reported,  cases  we  reviewed  took  years 
to  process— almost  2-'-^  years  to  move  from 
filing  of  a  complaint  to  the  beginning  of  the 
trial.  On  average,  appealed  cases  took  10 
more  months.  In  our  review,  we  noted  two 
possible  reasons  for  lengthy  litigation  in 
product  liability  cases.   First,   the  law  has 
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been  evolving  in  many  states,  which  may  in- 
crease the  complexity  of  the  legal  decision- 
making process.  Breaking  new  ground  and 
establishing  new  precedents,  for  instance, 
take  more  time  than  cases  where  the  law  is 
clearer  and  requires  little  deliberation  or  in- 
terpretation Second,  both  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants have  little  incentive  to  cut  comers 
Although  plaintiffs  have  incentives  to  expe- 
dite the  process  so  that  they  can  receive 
compensation,  their  attorneys  may  want  to 
invest  substantial  resources  in  developing 
cases  to  deter  manufacturers  from  making 
harmful  products.  Defendants  may  prefer  not 
to  settle  cases  to  deter  further  suits  over  the 
same  product.  Pretrial  discovery  — a  time- 
consuming  and  expensive  feature  of  litiga- 
tion—therefore becomes  an  important  part 
of  product  liability  suits  for  both  parties. 

We  believe  that  S.  1400  is  unlikely  to  re- 
duce transactions  costs  in  product  liability 
suits.  For  oases  that  are  litigated,  the  proce- 
dural features  of  the  tort  system  would  not 
be  changed  by  the  bill.  It  is  also  not  clear 
that  the  bill  provides  strong  incentives  for 
alternative  dispute  resolution,  which  could 
cut  litigation  costs.  Moreover,  the  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  mechanisms  that 
may  be  used  are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
states.  If  these  mechanisms  are  not  binding, 
then  they  may  add  to  rather  than  substitute 
for  litigation.  If  this  happened,  costs  could 
actually  increase. 

2.  Your  study  found  that  product  liability 
cases  were  quite  time  consuming: 

A.  Could  you  please  identify  the  specific 
factors  that  make  these  cases  time  consum- 
ing? 

B.  Are  there  any  benefits  to  the  judicial 
process  for  having  prolongated  cases?  For  ex- 
ample, is  lengthy  litigation  ever  justified  in 
order  to  insure  an  accurate  record  in  a  com- 
plicated case? 

C.  What  are  the  disadvantages  for  having 
lengthy  litigation? 

D.  Do  you  believe  S.  1400  would  reduce  liti- 
gation time  in  product  liability  cases? 

A.  Specific  factors  that  make  these  cases 
time-consuming  are  the  steps  required  in  the 
legal  process.  In  the  vast  majority  of  cases 
we  reviewed,  we  noted  that  defendants  often 
used  the  maximum  amount  nf  time  legally 
required  Delays  caused  by  defendants  were 
also  common.  In  most  cases,  manufacturers 
have  little  incentive  to  settle  cases,  as  we 
said  in  response  to  the  first  question,  al- 
though some  may  be  concerned  about  ad- 
verse publicity  regarding  their  products. 

In  the  typical  case  in  our  review,  the  de- 
fense was  first  granted  30  days  to  respond  to 
a  petition  The  defense  typically  argued,  at 
the  end  of  the  30  aay  period,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  use  the  product  or  that  neg- 
ligence was  the  cause,  at  least  in  part,  of  the 
harm.  This  began  the  legal  process  known  as 
discovery,  in  which  the  burden  was  on  the 
plaintiff  to  build  a  record  by  collecting  data 
on  product  design,  specifications,  and  other 
(often  proprietary)  information  from  defend- 
ants. The  preparation  of  interrogatories- 
testimonial  evidence  from  eyewitnesses,  ex- 
pert witne.sses.  and  others — was  another 
lengthy  process  needed  for  the  record.  We 
also  found  frequent  motions  to  extend  and 
delay  court  dates. 

B.  In  any  case,  a  complete  and  accurate 
record  would  be  necessary  to  ensure  a  fair 
legal  outcome.  In  this  sense,  lengthy  litiga- 
tion and  its  attendant  costs  might  be  justi- 
fied. Generally,  however,  we  believe  litiga- 
tion should  be  shorter,  and  as  a  result,  we 
would  expect  lower  overhead  costs  and  high- 
er net  compensation  for  injured  parties.  In 
our  report,  we  concluded  that  we  cannot  de- 


termine the  degree  to  which  the  benefits  of 
the  judicial  process  balance  substantial  ad- 
ministrative costs.  We  also  noted  that  bene- 
fits thought  to  accrue  from  the  judicial  proc- 
ess include  providing  incentives  for  product 
safety.  The  Rand  Corporation  noted  in  its 
1987  study  that  "there  is  no  ready  measure  of 
the  inherent  reasonableness  of  the  systems 
transaction  costs  Especially  when  we  focus 
on  the  tort  system's  goal  of  deterrence,  we 
might  encounter  circumstances  in  which  we 
find  very  high  transactions  costs  accept- 
able." = 

C.  There  are  two  primary  disadvantages  of 
lengthy  litigation.  First,  as  we  have  already 
discussed,  time  greatly  increases  costs.  Sec- 
ond, protracted  litigation  means  that  injured 
parties  wait  longer  for  compensation 

D.  S.  1400  will  probably  not  reduce  litiga- 
tion time  in  product  liability  cases  because 
discovery  and  other  legal  processes  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  bill.  And,  because  the 
effect  of  S  1400  on  alternative  dispute  reso- 
lutions is  unclear,  we  cannot  predict  the  ex- 
tent to  which  lengthy  litigation  could  be 
avoided  if  product  liability  reform  were  en- 
acted. 

3  Your  study  indicated  that  the  data  need- 
ed to  give  a  complete  evaluation  of  the  ef- 
fects of  tort  reforms  is  not  readily  available. 
Do  you  have  any  recommendations  on  how 
the  relevant  and  necessary  data  might  be 
collected?  If  so,  what  is  your  projection  of 
the  length  of  time  it  would  take  to  collect 
such  data? 

When  we  began  our  review,  we  found  that 
with  the  exception  of  ongoing  work  at  the 
Rand  Corporation,  very  little  data  had  been 
gathered  in  any  systematic  way  about  the 
outx:omes  of  tort  reforms.  According  to  re- 
searchers at  Rand,  neither  critics  nor  defend- 
ers of  the  civil  justice  system  have  much 
solid  evidence  to  support  their  views.  In  fact, 
the  legal  system  is  notorious  for  its  frag- 
mentation and  dearth  of  records  on  finances 
and  workloads.  Our  review  confirmed  serious 
inadequacies  in  available  databases,  meth- 
odological difficulties  in  designing  rigorous 
studies,  and  an  overall  lack  of  empirical  evi- 
dence that  impede  efforts  to  evaluate  the  ef- 
fects of  tort  reforms. 

For  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  re- 
search prospects  in  this  area,  we  refer  you  to 
the  following  Rand  Corporation  publications: 
(1)  Hensler,  Deborah  R  .  "Researching  Civil 
Justice:  Problems  and  Pitfalls."  Summer 
1988:  (2)  Reuter,  Peter.  "The  Economic  Con- 
sequences of  Expanded  Corporate  Liability: 
An  Exploratory  Study,"  November  1988:  and 
(3>  Carroll.  Stephen  J.,  "Assessing  the  Ef- 
fects of  Tort  Reforms."  1987. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Senator  HOLLINGS  is 
unable  to  be  here.  He  was  called  down 
to  the  White  House  on  a  budget  matter. 

In  regard  to  his  amendment,  he  has 
asked  that  I  point  out  that  his  same 
amendment  was  accepted  by  unani- 
mous consent  last  year.  The  pro- 
ponents of  the  bill.  Senator  Gorton 
and  Senator  Rockefeller,  accepted 
the  amendment  by  unanimous  consent 
in  the  last  Congress.  So  I  am  just  re- 
peating that  at  the  request  of  Senator 
HOLLiNGS  relative  to  this  matter. 

But  overall,  this  bill  is  a  very  unfair 
bill.  It  has  added  to  it  to  make  it  much 
more  encompassing,  to  make  this  mat- 
ter of  punitive  damages  now  extend  to 
other  suits  far  into  what  it  does. 

There  are  other  provisions,  such  as 
the  Abraham  amendment,  that,  in  ef- 
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feet,  extends  the  elimination  joint  and 
several  liability  to  all  sorts  of  sulta. 
Now.  in  our  courts,  you  either  have 
criminal  cases  or  you  have  civil  caaes. 
Under  this,  it  extends  it  to  all  civil 
suits  brought  under  any  theory  whatso- 
ever. So  it  is  very  broad  and  com- 
prehensive, and  very  much  covering  al- 
most every  conceivable  type  of  civil 
lawsuit  that  you  might  have.  Including 
such  things  as  State  antitrust  laws. 

Sexual  harassment  in  State  laws 
would  be  covered;  disability  protec- 
tions in  State  laws;  Americans  with 
disabilities  would  be  covered,  as  it 
would  apply,  by  State  laws  relative  to 
this;  automobile  accident  cases,  all 
sorts  of  things  in  regard  to  it. 

It  is  an  extremely  broad  and  encom- 
passing bill.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  de- 
feated, 

ABRAHAM  AMENDMENT  NO    eOO  ON  JOINT  AND 
SEVERAL  UABILrrv 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  intend 
to  vote  against  the  Abraham  amend- 
ment to  extend  limitations  on  joint 
and  several  liability  for  noneconomic 
damages  to  all  civil  actions. 

The  sponsors  of  this  bill,  and  this 
amendment,  have  pointed  out  that 
there  are  problems  with  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability.  In  some  cases,  a  defend- 
ant who  has  only  a  marginal  role  in  the 
case  ends  up  holding  the  bag  for  all  of 
the  damages.  That  doesn't  seem  fair. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  good 
reasons  for  the  doctrine  of  joint  smd 
several  liability.  We  all  know  that 
cause  and  effect  cannot  accurately  be 
assigned  on  a  percentage  basis.  There 
may  be  many  causes  of  an  event,  the 
absence  of  any  one  of  which  would  have 
prevented  the  event  from  occurring. 
Because  the  injury  would  not  have  oc- 
curred without  each  of  these  so-called 
but  for  causes,  each  is.  in  a  very  real 
sense.  100  percent  responsible  for  the 
resulting  injury. 

This  bill  and  this  amendment,  how- 
ever, do  not  recognize  that  in  the  real 
world,  multiple  wrongdoers  may  each 
cause  the  same  injury  They  insist  that 
responsibility  be  portioned  out,  with 
damages  divided  up  into  pieces  Under 
this  approach,  the  more  causes  the 
event  can  be  attributed  to.  the  less 
each  defendant  will  have  to  pay. 

Unless  the  person  who  has  been  in- 
jured can  successfully  sue  all  guilty 
parties,  he  or  she  will  not  be  com- 
pensated for  his  or  her  entire  loss.  The 
real  world  result  is  that  most  plaintiffs 
will  not  be  made  whole,  even  if  they 
manage  to  overcome  the  burdens  or  our 
legal  system  and  prevail  in  court. 
Wouldn't  it  be  more  fair  to  say  that 
any  wrongdoers  who  caused  the  injury 
should  bear  the  risk  that  one  of  them 
might  not  be  able  to  pay  its  share?  Put 
another  way,  isn't  it  more  fair  for  all 
of  the  wrongdoers  who  cause  an  injury 
to  bear  this  risk  than  for  the  victim  to 
carry  the  burden  of  uncompensated 
loss? 
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More  than  30  States  either  maintain 
the  doctrine  of  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity or  have  come  up  with  creative  ap- 
proaches to  address  the  potential  un- 
fairness of  imposing  joint  and  several 
liability  in  some  cases  without  unfairly 
hurtingr  the  injured  party.  Because 
these  State  laws  are  more  favorable  to 
the  injured  party  than  the  approach 
adopted  in  this  amendment,  so  they 
would  all  be  preempted 

As  far  as  I  am  aware,  no  hearings 
have  been  held  on  this  broad  proposal 
to  abolish  joint  and  several  liability  for 
noneconomic  damages  in  all  civil 
cases.  There  has  been  no  discussion  of 
the  range  of  State  laws  that  would  be 
overridden  by  this  amendment  and  the 
effect  that  overriding  rhem  would 
have.  This  amendment  is  unfair  and 
unbalanced,  and  I  cannot  support  it. 

PUNmVE  D.\.M.\GE  C.^PS  FOR  SM.'iLL  BUSINESSES 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  support  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
from  Ohio,  Senator  DeWlne,  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  Senate  yesterday.  The 
amendment  provides  for  a  $250,000  cap 
on  punitive  damages  for  individuals 
whose  net  worth  does  not  exceed 
$500,000  and  corporations,  partnerships, 
associations,  and  units  of  local  govern- 
ments with  fewer  than  25  employees. 

Mr.  President,  small  businesses  are 
the  engine  that  drives  the  American 
economy  and  provide  for  at  least  half 
of  this  country's  new  employment  op- 
portunities. As  such,  Mr.  President,  as 
we  debate  the  issue  of  imposing  a  puni- 
tive damages  cap,  we  need  to  ensure 
that  small  businesses  are  not  punished 
disproportionately  when  they  take  ac- 
tions which  call  for  the  imposition  of 
such  damages. 

Mr.  President,  punitive  damages  are 
designed  to  punish  the  offender  and 
protect  the  public  by  deterring  conduct 
that  is  harmful.  I  am.  therefore,  a 
strong  proponent  of  the  right  of  courts 
to  police  egregious  conduct  through 
the  award  of  punitive  damages.  Thus, 
while  a  cap  on  punitive  damaige  awards 
should  be  sufficient  to  punish  and  deter 
future  action,  it  should  also  reflect  the 
fact  that  a  cap  that  may  be  sufficient 
to  punish  a  large  corporation  may  in 
fact  push  a  small  business  into  the 
abyss  of  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  spoken  to  small 
business  owners  in  New  Jersey  on  this 
issue.  What  I  have  heard  over  and  over 
again  is  that  if  they  commit  offenses 
that  merit  an  award  of  punitive  dam- 
ages, they  should  be  punished;  how- 
ever, the  punishment  and  deterrent  ef- 
fect should  reflect  the  economic  situa- 
tion of  the  small  business  offender.  Mr 
President,  a  $250,000  punitive  damage 
award  against  a  small  business  with  as- 
sets of  $400,000  may  drive  the  owner  out 
of  business,  while  a  $5  million  punitive 
award  against  a  large  corporation  with 
assets  in  excess  of  $500  million  will 
have  less  of  a  deterrent  effect.  I  cannot 
support  such  a  disproportionate  impact 


on  small  businesses  struggling  to  meet 
their  bottom  line. 

Therefore.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  colleague  from  Ohio  which 
serves  to  balance  our  national  interest 
in  punishing  and  deterring  harmful 
conduct  and  protecting  the  viability  of 
small  businesses. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  working  on  product  liability  re- 
form for  more  than  a  decade.  During 
that  time,  a  wide  range  of  my  constitu- 
ents— consumers,  manufacturers,  small 
businesses,  and  workers — have  told  me 
about  the  serious  problems  with  the 
present  system. 

Injured  people  are  upset  about  both 
the  length  of  time  it  takes  to  receive 
fair  compensation  and  the  high  cost  of 
legal  fees.  Manufacturers  are  reluctant 
to  introduce  new  products  because  of 
the  inconsistent  product  liability  laws 
in  the  50  States.  Small  businesses  are 
hurt  by  the  costs  of  defending  them- 
selves against  unjustified  lawsuits. 
Workers  fear  that  the  costs  in  the 
present  system  will  drag  the  economy 
down.  Consumers  question  whether 
they  are  getting  high  quality  products 
at  a  fair  price. 

We  need  reform  that  will  improve  the 
system  for  everyone.  To  do  that,  we 
must  strike  a  balance  between  many 
competing  interests.  We  must  not 
adopt  reform  that  tips  the  balance  too 
far  in  any  direction.  In  the  past.  I  have 
opposed  measures  that  unfairly  limited 
the  rights  of  consumers,  and  I  will  con- 
tinue to  do  so. 

Because  70  percent  of  all  products 
move  in  interstate  commerce,  this  is 
an  appropriate  area  for  Federal  stand- 
ards. A  national,  more  uniform  system 
would  lower  costs  and  speed  the  resolu- 
tion of  disputes.  At  the  same  time,  we 
need  to  be  careful  about  making  other 
changes  in  the  legal  system  that  have 
not  been  as  carefully  thought  out. 

The  original  bill,  crafted  by  Senators 
Rockefeller  and  Gorton,  offered  the 
kind  of  carefully  focused,  balanced  re- 
form that  would  improve  the  system 
for  everyone.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  that 
bill.  I  am  concerned,  however,  about  a 
number  of  changes  that  were  made  to 
the  legislation  during  the  past  week. 

For  example,  the  bill  now  contains  a 
separate  title  on  medical  malpractice 
reform.  I  agree  that  there  are  signifi- 
cant problems  with  medical  mal- 
practice litigation  and  that  Congress 
should  enact  carefully  considered  re- 
forms. The  proposal  that  was  added  to 
the  product  liability  bill,  however,  is 
flawed. 

It  contains,  for  example,  a  provision 
that  would  make  it  harder  to  bring 
lawsuits  against  obstetricians  who  are 
seeing  the  patiei.t  for  the  first  time. 
This  provision  might  not  have  much  of 
an  effect  on  wealthier  patients  who 
would  have  a  primary  doctor  super- 
vising the  obstetric  services.  But  what 
about  those  poor  women  who  only  see 
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the  doctor  during  the  actual  delivery  of 
the  baby?  If  they  were  injured,  they 
would  have  a  difficult  time  receiving 
compensation. 

The  Gorton-Rockefeller  bill  was  ex- 
panded in  other  ways.  For  example, 
there  is  now  a  cap  on  punitive  damages 
in  all  civil  cases — not  just  product  li- 
ability cases.  There  have  been  a  num- 
ber of  studies  and  commentaries  about 
the  problems  with  punitive  damages  in 
product  liability  cases.  Those  analyses 
suggest  that  some  reform  is  needed  for 
those  cases.  However,  it  is  not  clear 
that  we  need  to  reform  punitive  dam- 
age awards  in  all  civil  cases.  In  my 
view,  we  ought  to  engage  in  more  ex- 
tensive debate  before  taking  such  dras- 
tic steps. 

Additionally.  I  have  concerns  about 
putting  arbitrary  limits  on  damages. 
Because  caps  limit  flexibility,  they  can 
lead  to  unjust  results  in  some  cases.  I 
have  filed  an  amendment  that  would 
address  this  problem.  Under  my  amend- 
ment, the  jury  would  determine  wheth- 
er punitive  damages  are  appropriate, 
but  the  judge  would  set  the  amount. 
Hopefully,  we  will  resume  debate  on 
the  bill  and  consider  this  amendment. 

Because  of  these  and  other  concerns. 
I  will  vote  against  cloture.  There  is 
still  much  work  that  needs  to  be  done 
on  this  bill,  and  this  is  not  the  time  to 
cut  off  debate.  I  still  support  product 
liability  reform  and  will  work  with  my 
colleagues  to  enact  careful,  balanced 
reforms.  But  I  will  not  support  efforts 
to  ram  through  other  changes  in  the 
legal  system  that  go  far  beyond  the 
balanced  product  liability  bill  I  co- 
sponsored. 

We  have  a  real  chance  to  actually 
pass  meaningful  and  fair  product  liabil- 
ity reform  this  year,  and  I  will  not  sup- 
port anything  that  endangers  those 
chances.  In  my  view,  there  is  a  biparti- 
san majority  of  Senators  that  would 
support  that  approach,  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  them  to  pass  a 
good  bill. 

V()TE  ON  MOTION  TO  TABLE  AMEND.MENT  NO.  600 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  now 
occurs  on  amendment  No.  600. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Has  a  rollcall  been  or- 
dered? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
not. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

Mr  ROCKEFELLER.  If  the  Senator 
will  yield  for  a  moment.  I  move  to 
table  the  Abraham  amendment,  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  appears  to  be 
a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order,  the  question  now  occurs  on 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Rockefeller]  to  table 
amendment  No.  600,  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  [Mr.  Abraham], 
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The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "aye." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  51, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  148  Leg.] 
YEAS— 51 

Akaka  FelD«old 

Baucua  Felnstein 

Blden  Ford 

Blngaman  Gorton 

Boxer  Graham 

Bradley  Harkln 

Br«aux  Hf^nin 

Bryan  HolHnita 

Bumpers  Inouye 

Byrd  Jeffords 

Cohen  Johiuton 

Conrad  Kennedy 

D  Amalo  Kerrey 

Daschle  Kerry 

Dodd  Lautenberg 

Donfan  Leahy 

Exon  Levin 

NAYS— 18 

Abraham  Frist 

Ashcrofl  Glenn 

Bennett  Gramm 

Bond  Grams 

Brown  Grxssley 

Bams  Gre^ 

Campbell  Hatch 

Chafee  Hatfield 

Coats  Helms 

Cochran  Hutchison 

Coverdell  Inhofe 

Craig  Kassebaum 

DeWlne  Kemplhome 

Dole  Kohl 

Domenlcl  Kyi 

Falrcloth  Lieberman 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Pell 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  600)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO,  681 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
681,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona. 

Mr.  GORTON  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell],  would  vote  "nay." 


Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pack  wood 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simon 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thompson 

Wellstone 


Lett 

Lut;ar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowaki 

Nlckles 

Pressler 

Roth 

Eantorum 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Thomas 

Thurmond 

Warner 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  wels  announced— yeas  60, 
nays  39,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  149  Leg.] 
YEAS— 60 


[Rollcall  Vote  No.  150  Leg.] 
YEAS— 56 


Abraham 

Aahcroft 

BaucuB 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bumpers 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

CoaU 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenlcl 

Falrcloth 

Frist 


.^kaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breauz 

Bryan 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorian 


McConnell 

Murkowskl 

Nlckles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Held 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thoinas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 

Wells  tone 


Lautenbenr 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lleberm&n 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

F*ryor 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 


Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Grere 

Harkln 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Heflln 

Helms 

Rollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

NAYS— 39 

Exon 

Felngold 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Pell 

So  the  amendment  (No.  681)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  i  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was  agreed 
to. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  TABLE  AMEND.MENT  NO.  682 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Under 
the  order  the  question  occurs  on 
amendment  682  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings]. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  table  the  Hollings  amendment,  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Washington  to  lay 
on  the  table  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "nay." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  Are  there  any  other  Senators  in 
the  Chamber  who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  56. 
nays  43,  as  follows: 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenlcl 

Dorgan 


AkAka 

Blden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Felngold 

Felnstein 

Ford 


Exon 

McCain 

Falrcloth 

McConnell 

Frist 

Moseley-Braun 

Gorton 

Murkowskl 

Granun 

Nlckles 

Oranu 

Preialer 

Grassley 

Pryor 

Gregg 

Robb 

Heflln 

Rockefeller 

Helms 

Roth 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

Kyl 

Thomas 

Lott 

Thompson 

Lugar 

Warner 

Mack 

NAYS— 43 

Glenn 

Lieberman 

Graham 

Mikulski 

Harkln 

Moynihan 

Hatch 

Murray 

Hatneld 

Nunn 

Hollings 

Packwood 

Inouye 

Reld 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Kennedy 

Shelby 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Kerry 

Simpson 

Kohl 

Thurmond 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Leahy 

Levin 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Pell 

So,  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER      (Mr. 

Kyl).    Under    the    previous   order,    the 

clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  invoke 

cloture. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We  the  undersigned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  Gor- 
ton Amendment  No.  596  to  H.R.  956,  the 
Product  Liability  bill. 

Bob  Dole.  Slade  Gorton.  ...Ick  Santorum. 
Jim  Inhofe.  Conrsul  Bums.  Pete  V.  Do- 
menlci.  Hank  Brown.  Spencer  Abra- 
ham. Paul  D.  Coverdell.  Larry  E.  Craig. 
Dirk  Kempthome.  Bob  Smith.  Trent 
Lott.  Chuck  Grassley.  Judd  Gregg. 
Mitch  McConnell. 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  unan- 
imous consent,  the  call  of  the  roll  has 
been  waived. 


VOTE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  debate  on  the  Gorton  amend- 
ment  numbered   596   to   H.R.    956,    the 
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product  liability  bill,  shall  be  brought 
to  a  close?  The  yeas  and  nays  are  re- 
quired. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  aasistAnt  legrlslative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  PELL]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "aye." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  46. 
nays  53.  as  follows: 

CRollcall  Vote  No.  151  Leg.] 
YEAS— 46 


Abr&hAin 

A&hcroft 

Betuiatt 

Bond 

Brown 

Bunu 

CunpbeU 

ChAfm 

Co«U 

Co»erdell 

Cr»i« 

DeWtne 

Dole 

Domenlcl 

EZOD 

FalrcloOi 


Ak&lu 

Baucus 
BldcD 

BlDCUTUUl 

Boxer 

Brmdley 

Breftiu 

Bryui 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Cochrxn 

Cohen 

Conrmd 

D  Anuto 

Ductile 

Dodd 

Dorrio 

Feln«old 


Fnst 

Gorton 

Grmmin 

GrunA 

Grksaley 

Gregg 

H*u:b 

Hatneld 

Helms 

HutcbUon 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kasaebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lieberman 

NAYS— 53 

Feinslein 

Ford 

Glenn 

Grabann 

H&rlcln 

HeOln 

HolUngs 

Inouye 

Jobnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

LeTin 

Mikulvlci 

Moaeley-Braiin 

NOT  VOTING— 1 


Lou 

Lug&r 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkoviilcl 

Nlckles 

Pregsler 

San  to  rum 

Smith 

Snowe 

Steven* 

Thomas 

Warner 


Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pryor 

Reld 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Sarbasea 

Shelby 

Simon 

Slmpaoo 

Specter 

Thompeon 

Thurmond 

Wellatone 


Pell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  46,  the  nays  are  53. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn,  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLEIR  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
assuming  that  this  is  free  time.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  California,  Senator  Feinstein.  be 
allowed  to  speak  for  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time  is 
controlled  and  equally  divided.  With- 
out objection,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia is  recognized. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEEN.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
grinia. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  listened  care- 
fully over  the  past  weeks  of  this  de- 
bate— pro  and  con — on  product  liabil- 
ity. I  am  not  an  attorney,  so  I  have 
tried  hard  to  work  through  what  is  fair 


and  what  is  not.  While  I  would  like  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  for  cloture 
on  a  more  narrowly  crafted  bill.  I  can- 
not vote  for  this  bill  with  the  Dole 
amendment  included.  To  do  so.  I  be- 
lieve, would  extend  the  impact  of  the 
bill  far  beyond  the  limited  field  of 
product  liability,  and  impose  major 
limitations  to  redress  of  grievances 
across  the  board  in  all  civil  actions, 
without  the  opportunity  of  Committee 
hearings  in  the  Senate  and  consider- 
ation of  how  the  bill  would  impact 
other  specific  areas  of  the  law. 

Anyone  who  has  read  "The  Rain- 
maker." the  newest  best  seller,  can  see 
what  impact  the  Dole  amendment 
would  have,  for  example,  in  insurance 
cases.  Insurance  companies  would  be 
able  to  do  exactly  what  was  done  in 
that  book,  act  in  bad  faith.  And  I  sim- 
ply cannot  support  this. 

I  believe  that  Senators  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  have  worked  hard  to 
craft  a  bill  with  reasonable  reforms 
that  could  pass  this  body.  I  was  par- 
ticularly pleased  with  the  compromise 
reached  with  the  Snowe  amendment  to 
limit  punitive  damages  to  two  times 
compensatory,  which  is  now  part  of 
this  bill.  This  replaces  the  original 
fixed  cap  of  $250,000.  or  three  times  eco- 
nomic damages,  whichever  is  greater.  I 
believe  this  would  be  a  fair  model 
waich  takes  into  consideration  both 
women  and  children  whose  earnings 
may  be  limited  or  nonexistent. 

I  find  myself  in  strong  support  of 
other  major  provisions  of  this  bill,  ais 
well.  Specifically.  I  support  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  2-year  statute  of  limitations 
from  the  time  the  injury  and  its  cause 
are  discovered  for  a  plaintiff  to  bring  a 
lawsuit.  This  provision  is  actually 
more  permissive  than  that  in  many 
States,  and  California.  This  provision 
is  actually  victim  and  plaintiff  friend- 
ly. 

Two.  the  imposition  of  a  20-year  stat- 
ute of  repose,  an  outer  time  limit  on 
litigation  involving  workplace  durable 
and  capital  goods.  This  is  a  fair  stand- 
ard of  repose. 

The  bill  would  eliminate  product 
seller's  liability— including  that 
£igainst  wholesalers,  distributors,  and 
retailers — for  a  manufacturer's  errors. 
Sellers  would  remain  liable  in  cases  of 
their  own  negligence.  For  example,  if  a 
seller  removed  the  manufacturer's 
label  from  a  toy  that  said  it  is  not  ap- 
propriate for  children  under  6  years  of 
age,  and  a  child  was  subsequently  in- 
jured, the  seller  would  be  liable. 

The  bill  would  preserve  a  plaintiffs 
power  to  sue  one  defendant,  theoreti- 
cally the  deep  pocket,  for  the  full 
amount  of  economic  damages,  but 
eliminate  such  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity for  noneconomic  damages,  such  as 
pain  and  suffering. 

It  would  allow  either  party  to  offer 
to  participate  in  alternative  dispute 
resolution— something  that  I  very 
much  thought  and  hoped  would  be  part 


of  this  bill,  and  which  I  believe  is  an 
important  part,  especially  for  the 
plaintiffs  who  have  small  claims. 

The  bill  would  bar  recovery  of  a 
plaintiff  who  is  more  than  50  percent 
responsible  for  causing  their  accident 
due  to  intoxication  from  alcohol  or  any 
drug.  This  puts  a  fair  measure  of  the 
degree  of  culpability  on  a  plaintiff  in 
an  action. 

It  would  reduce  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  aigainst  the  defendant  if  the 
product  user  is  found  to  have  misused 
or  altered  the  product.  I  believe  this  is 
a  just  and  fair  provision.  It  would 
eliminate  liability  of  raw  material  sup- 
pliers for  medical  devices,  such  as  the 
supplier  of  tefion/dacron,  products 
often  used  to  coat  a  medical  device. 

Finally,  the  bill  would  deny  an  em- 
ployer at  fault  in  causing  a  workplace 
injury  the  right  of  reimbursement  for 
workers  compensation  benefits  from  an 
employee  who  wins  in  a  suit  against  a 
manufacturer. 

The  tort  liability  system  has  been  a 
particular  source  of  concern  to  many, 
and  that  includes  everyone:  consumers, 
professional  service  providers,  manu- 
facturers, and  public  agencies,  all  of 
whom,  in  recent  years,  have  faced  in- 
creasing liability  insurance  costs.  Over 
the  last  40  years,  general  liability  in- 
surance costs  have  increased  at  over 
four  times  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  na- 
tional economy.  American  manufactur- 
ers and  products  sellers  generally  pay 
product  liability  insurance  rates  that 
are  20  to  50  times  higher  than  those  of 
their  foreign  competitors.  In  a  global 
marketplace,  that  becomes  a  real  bar- 
rier to  competition. 

Many  believe  that  the  tort  liability 
system  of  delivering  compensation  is 
seriously  flawed,  requiring  high  trans- 
action costs  to  deliver  compensation 
that  some  see  as  inadequate  and  others 
as  too  generous,  but  which  most  agree 
is  uncertain  and  unpredictable. 

Putting  aside  the  size  of  the  judg- 
ment for  a  moment,  the  transaction 
costs  associated  with  the  current  prod- 
uct liability  system — including  plain- 
tiffs attorney's  fees,  defense  legal  fees, 
court  proceedings  and  other  public  ex- 
penditures, the  time  of  the  litigants- 
are  enormous.  The  Rand  Institute 
found  that  overall  transaction  costs  of 
the  tort  system  actually  exceed  com- 
pensation to  plaintiffs. 

Critics  of  product  liability  reform,  on 
the  other  hand,  argue  that  however 
well  or  poorly  the  system  performs  its 
compensation  function,  it  must  be  pre- 
served and  indeed  strengthened  because 
of  its  importance  as  a  means  of  deter- 
ring unlawful,  careless,  negligent  con- 
duct in  the  manufacturing  of  a  prod- 
uct. 

I  believe  the  basic  bill  provides  a  fair 
and  reasonable  balance.  Many  of  its 
provisions  are  either  consistent  with  or 
based  on  California  law. 

The  two  key  features  of  the  bill  that 
have  raised  the  most  concern  are  the 


cap  on  punitive  damages  and  the  joint 
and  several  liability  provisions. 

I  was  pleased  to  work  with  and  sup- 
port Senator  Snowe's  amendment  on  a 
modified  punitive  damages  formula 
that  is  responsive  to  the  concern  raised 
about  the  impact  on  women  and  chil- 
dren of  the  punitive  damages  cap  in  the 
original  bill. 

Instead  of  linking  the  punitive  dam- 
ages cap  to  a  formula  that  is  lopsided 
in  favor  of  those  with  high  amounts  of 
lost  wages,  the  modified  formula  links 
punitive  damages  to  what  I  consider  a 
fairer  measure— the  full  compensation 
received  by  the  plaintiff. 

This  formula  is  substantially  that 
recommended  by  both  the  American 
College  of  Trial  Lawyers  and  the  Amer- 
ican Law  Institute,  and  both  bodies 
have  given  a  great  deal  of  study  and  at- 
tention to  the  issue  of  punitive  dam- 
ages. 

Although  I  would  support  a  bill  with- 
out a  punitive  damages  cap.  I  have  con- 
cluded that  some  reform  of  this  area  is 
needed. 

The  American  College  of  Trial  Law- 
yers, for  example,  commented  that  pu- 
nitive damages  awards  "*  *  *  often 
bear  no  relation  to  deterrence  and 
merely  reflect  a  jury's  dissatisfaction 
with  a  defendant  and  a  desire  to  pun- 
ish, often  without  regard  to  the  true 
harm  threatened  by  a  defendant's  con- 
duct." They  further  note  that  "*  *  * 
punitive  damages  should  be  more  dif- 
ficult to  obtain  and  that  the  amounts 
of  such  awards  should  be  subject  to 
more  control." 

The  Supreme  Court,  as  well,  has  ex- 
pressed concern  about  punitive  dam- 
ages that  "run  wild."  and  have  clari- 
fied that  it  is  the  job  of  judges  to  re- 
view awards  for  their  reasonableness. 

In  a  recent  law  review  article,  it  was 
noted  that  in  recent  yeai-s.  the  scope  of 
lunitive  damages  law  has  broadened 
considerably  as  the  courts  have  applied 
then,  in  new  fields  of  law — such  as 
product  liability,  mass  tort  litigation 
where  punitive  damages  can  be  award- 
ed repeatedly,  and  contract  law— all 
areas  of  the  law  where  punitive  dam- 
ages did  not  traditionally  apply. 

As  a  result,  the  number  of  awards  has 
increased  significantly.  In  my  own 
State  of  California,  between  January  1, 
1990.  and  December  31,  1994,  there  were 
86  punitive  damage  jury  verdicts  in 
State  courts  that  were  equal  to  or 
greater  than  $1  million,  out  of  several 
hundred  cases,  resulting  totally  in 
judgments  of  $1.7  billion.  California  has 
one  of  the  largest  number  of  punitive 
damages  awards  and  size  of  awards  in 
the  Nation. 

The  Gorton  substitute  amendment, 
as  modified  by  the  Snowe  amendment. 
I  believe  is  the  right  approach.  It  re- 
tains punitive  damages,  which  are  a 
powerful  tool  for  deterring  conduct 
which  society  finds  offensive  and  fla- 
grant and.  at  the  same  time,  ensures 
that  more  reasonable  awards  will  be 
set. 


Another  area  that  has  been  of  great 
concern  are  the  provisions  on  joint  and 
several  liability.  This  provision  in  the 
bill  is  actually  based  on  reforms  en- 
acted in  California  in  1986  by  ballot  ini- 
tiative. 

It  neither  appears  reasonable  nor  fair 
to  hold  a  defendant  liable  for  more 
than  their  share  of  the  fault  just  be- 
cause they  are  the  deep  pocket  or  the 
only  available  party  to  be  sued.  The 
public  policy  has  been  that  in  selecting 
among  parties  to  bear  the  burden,  pick 
the  deep  pocket.  I  do  not  agree  with 
that. 

Again,  I  think  the  approach  of  the 
bill,  as  in  California,  is  the  fairest  com- 
promise, allowing  for  full  economic 
compensation,  but  an  apportioning  of 
noneconomic  losses  among  responsible 
parties  in  proportion  to  their  level  of 
fault. 

I  want  to  speak  for  a  minute  on  bio- 
materials,  which  impacts  the  growing 
medical  technology  sector  in  my  State. 
In  April  of  Isist  year,  the  New  York 
Times  reported  that  big  chemical  com- 
panies and  other  manufacturers  of  raw 
materials,  used  to  make  heart  valves, 
artificial  blood  vessels,  and  other  im- 
plants, began  warning  medical  equip- 
ment companies  that  they  intended  to 
cut  off  deliveries  because  of  fears  of 
being  joined  in  lawsuits. 

In  essence,  many  biomaterials  suppli- 
ers simply  will  not  provide  their  prod- 
uct to  medical  device  manufacturers 
because  such  transactions  involve  low 
returns  and  a  high  risk  of  substantial 
losses. 

Ms.  Peggy  Phillips,  an  attorney  with 
a  life-sustaining  medical  device,  testi- 
fied before  a  Commerce  subcommittee 
and  told  me  personally,  of  her  own 
story.  She  suffers  from  sudden  cardiac 
rioafh  syndrome—  a  disease  where  the 
patient's  heart  will  unexpectedly  stop 
beating  for  no  apparent  reason.  As  a  re- 
sult. Ms.  Phillips  had  a  life-saving  de- 
vice implanted  in  her  body  called  an 
implantable  defribillator.  Essentially, 
it  func'ions  to  shock  her  heart  back  to 
life  and  to  maintain  a  constant  heart 
beat. 

This  device  and  others  like  it.  how- 
ever, are  in  jeopardy,  because,  as  Ms. 
Phillips  noted,  it  does  not  make  sense 
for  biomaterial  suppliers  to  continue 
providing  those  materials  for  device 
manufacturers. 

She  related  a  story  of  one  supplier 
who  spent  $8  million  annually  defend- 
ing itself  in  cases  involving  an 
implantable  device  even  though  that 
supplier  had  no  role  in  the  design,  man- 
ufacture or  sale  of  the  device. 

She  noted  that  sales  by  all  suppliers 
to  the  device  "totaled  $418,000  while 
sales  of  this  same  raw  material  to  all 
other  markets  totaled  $282  million." 

The  provisions  of  this  bill,  both  pre- 
serve access  to  essential  supplies  and 
shorten  the  liability  chain  so  that 
those  who  are  truly  responsible  for  the 
design,  manufacture  or  sale  of  a  prod- 


uct will  be  the  party  hauled  into  court 
to  be  held  accountable. 

The  current  State-by-State  system  of 
product  liability  is  ever  changing  and 
filled  with  conflicting  rules  it  presents, 
today,  I  believe,  an  unfair  barrier  to 
competition,  and  creates  an  unpredict- 
ability which  is  neither  fair  to  business 
nor  consumers  because  it  translates 
into  less  development  of  new  products 
and  higher  product  costs  for  the 
consumer. 

It  is  my  hope  that  I  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  vote  on  a  narrow  bill 
which  includes  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  on  which  I  have  stated  my  support, 
but  which  does  not  include  the  Dole 
amendment  crippling  punitive  damages 
in  all  civil  actions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  addi- 
tional 2  minutes  has  expired. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Chair.  I  thank  the  leader  for 
his  courtesy,  and  I  want  to  thank  the 
two  authors  of  the  bill.  I  know  they 
have  labored  long  and  hard. 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr  President,  I  will  take 
2  or  3  minutes,  and  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Utah  wishes  to  speak,  and  maybe 
others.  There  will  be  one  more  cloture 
vote  on  the  substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield?  We  will  have  our  time?  I  know 
the  majority  leader  is  talking  on  lead- 
er's time. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  each  have  11  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority time  of  11  minutes  has  expired; 
the  majority  leader  has  time  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Are  we  talking 
about  those  for  and  against  the  bill? 
Are  we  deemed  the  minority  side?  I 
think  by  the  recent  vote  we  would  be 
the  majority  side. 

I'll  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  majority 
leader.  I  just  wanted  to  have  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  yielded  time 
to  the  Senator  from  California,  and  the 
time  of  the  minority  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  will  work  it  out.  We 
will  just  have  to  delay  the  vote.  We 
have  10  minutes  on  this  side. 

Mr  HOLLINGS.  Ten  minutes. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Maybe  it  will  not  take 
quite  10  minutes.  We  had  somebody 
that  wanted  to  leave  at  2  o'clock.  We 
will  work  it  out. 

Mr  HOLLINGS  We  will  work  it  out. 
We  have  regular  order  at  2  o'clock— an- 
other vote. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  will  delay  it  a  few 
minutes  so  that  the  Senator  will  have 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  wanted  to  remind  people 
before  the  next  cloture  vote  that  83 
percent  of  the  American  people  want  to 
reform  our  legal  system.  They  want  to 
eliminate  abusive,  large  damage 
awards  that  benefit  only  lawyers  and 
not  the  public,  and  they  want  common- 
sense,  not  dollars  and  cents,  legal  re- 
form. 
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Who  would  have  thought  that  2 
weeks  ago  a  majority  of  the  Senate 
would  vote  to  extend  punitive  damages 
to  all  civil  cases''  It  would  have  been 
hard  to  believe  2  weeks  ago  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  Senate  would  vote  to  add 
medical  malpractice  to  the  bill.  It 
would  have  been  hard  to  believe  2 
weeks  ago  when  we  started  on  this  bill 
that  a  majority  in  the  Senate  had 
proved  by  its  vote  that  it  wants  to  im- 
prove the  legal  system  so  that  it  bene- 
fits a  majority  of  the  Americans  and 
not  a  majority  of  the  trial  lawyers. 

Do  not  forget,  with  the  votes  we  have 
been  able  to  pretty  much  meet  what 
the  House  did  in  a  bipartisan  way  in 
the  Contract  With  America.  The  vote 
in  the  House  was  265  to  161.  We  had  a 
lot  of  Democrats  and  a  lot  of  Repub- 
licans come  together  and  respond  to 
the  voices  of  the  American  people. 

For  the  first  time  in  10  years,  we 
have  broken  the  stranglehold  of  the 
tort  lawyers  We  have  heard  the  voices 
of  the  American  people  and  passed 
amendments  that  protect  entities  as 
varied  as  small  businesses,  Girl  Scouts, 
churches.  Little  Leagues,  firefighters, 
and  policemen. 

For  all  this  endorsement  of  change, 
the  forces  of  status  quo  remain  as 
strong  as  ever.  They  continue  to  object 
and  delay,  and  our  constituents  pay 
more  in  the  cost  of  this  gridlock.  The 
cost  is  steep. 

Let  me  remind  the  Senate  and  the 
American  people  of  the  outrageous  cost 
of  our  legal  system:  It  adds  about  $8  to 
$11.50  to  a  dose  of  DPT  childhood  vac- 
cine; it  adds  $20  to  the  cost  of  a  $100 
stepladder;  it  adds  $100  to  the  price  of 
a  $200  high  school  football  helmet;  and 
$500  to  the  price  of  a  new  car. 

Experts  have  estimated  that  without 
reform  of  our  legal  =ystem.  it  costs 
every  American  $1,200.  or  $4,800  for  a 
family  of  four.  That  is  a  cost  of  $300 
billion  per  year,  a  tax  on  the  American 
people  .\ny  wonder  why  the  American 
people  want  change  and  want  Members 
to  make  as  many  changes  as  we  can? 

I  do  not  have  any  anticipation  that 
there  will  be  a  sudden  switch  and  we 
will  get  cloture  on  the  second  vote.  I 
think  there  were  46  voted  for  cloture — 
44  Republicans,  2  Democrats — and  the 
balance  who  ^oted  were  opposed  to  clo- 
ture. There  will  be  another  cloture 
vote  in  the  next  15  minutes  There  is  an 
opportunity  for  those  who  may  have 
not  fully  understood  the  import  or  the 
Impact  of  the  vote  "yes"  on  this  clo- 
ture vote 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  are  going  to  re- 
form our  legal  system  we  have  a  pretty 
good  package  here.  Not  everything  peo- 
ple wanted  is  in  it.  but  it  is  a  pretty 
strong  package  We  owe  it  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  in  my  view,  to  invoke  clo- 
ture on  this  bill  and  then  proceed  to 
pass  the  substitute  as  amended. 

If  that  falls,  there  will  be  a  sub- 
stitute offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Washington  and  the  Senator  from  West 


Virginia.  But  I  think  we  have  one  last 
opportunity  here  to  say  that  we  are  not 
doing  business  as  usual.  I  hope  that  my 
colleagues  will  grab  that  opportunity.  I 
yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  parliamentary  situation  now? 
How  much  time  is  on  either  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  ma- 
jority side  has  6  minutes  52  seconds; 
the  minority  time  is  expired.  The  time 
for  voting  was  earlier  extended  to  2 
minutes  after  2  o'clock. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Is  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  the  majority  or  the  mi- 
nority? We  have  not  clarified  that.  The 
time  was  supposed  to  be  equally  di- 
vided, and  we  have  not  said  a  word  on 
this  side. 

Mr   DOLE.  Five  minutes? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  don't  know  if  I 
need  5  minutes:  I  am  being  persuaded 
by  my  colleagues  they  have  heard 
enough  from  me. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  5  min- 
utes of  our  time.  That  would  leave  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  will  take  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  right  to  the  point.  We 
assume  that  the  contention  of  the 
sponsors  of  this  bill  is  that  we  need 
tort  reform.  This  contention,  however, 
has  been  totally  contradicted  by  the 
data  that  have  been  collected  on  the 
product  liability  system.  I  will  go  right 
to  the  heart  of  the  matter.  Of  all  civil 
claims  filed  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  9  percent  represent  tort 
claims;  and  of  all  the  tort  claims  filed. 
4  percent  of  that  9  percent  represent 
product  liability,  the  subject  matter  at 
hand. 

If  they  really  want  to  talk  reform, 
they  would  obviously  go  to  automobile 
accidents  and  many  other  tort  cases, 
which  represent  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  tort  cases  filed,  not  product  li- 
ability. That  refutes  that  particular 
contention. 

They  contend,  "Well,  wait  a  minute, 
there  is  a  litigation  explosion."  That 
was  refuted  at  all  the  hearings,  and 
studies  by  the  Rand  Corp..  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  and  Prof.  Marc 
Galanter  of  the  University  of  Wiscon- 
sin. What  these  studies  have  shown  is 
that  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
product  liability  claims  now  are  in  a 
diminishing  scale.  That  is  why  they 
say  at  the  State's  level,  "Look,  we  do 
not  have  a  problem.  We  oppose  this 
measure.  "  Both  the  Association  of 
State  Legislatures,  and  the  Association 
of  State  Supreme  Court  Justices  are  on 
record  as  opposing  this  bill. 

The  American  Bar  Association,  the 
Association  of  State  Supreme  Court 
Justices,  the  State  attorneys  general, 
everybody  connected  with  the  law  on 
this  particular  score  comes,  testifies, 
and  opposes  this  measure  for  the  sim- 


ple reason.  No.  1,  they  do  not  really 
find  a  crisis,  or  cause  for  Federal  ac- 
tion. 

And  in  the  context  of  eliminating  du- 
plicity and  confusion,  the  proponents 
of  this  bill  will  actually  add  to  the  con- 
fusion, add  to  the  complexity,  by  enun- 
ciating rules  of  guidelines  at  the  Fed- 
eral level,  to  be  interpreted  and  admin- 
istered by  the  50  States  in  accordance 
with  their  own  law.  However,  their  re- 
fusal to  establish  a  Federal  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  evidence  that  they  do  not  be- 
lieve in  their  own  bill. 

This  bill,  in  fact,  is  a  manufacturers 
bill— but  they  exempt  themselves.  I  see 
the  Chair  now  is  limiting  my  time.  It 
just  goes  against  any  kind  of  sound 
procedure. 

If  everybody  is  in  step.  Senator,  with 
the  contract,  this  is  exactly  opposed  to 
the  contract.  The  contract  says  that 
the  best  government  is  that  closest  to 
the  people. 

They  keep  quoting  Jefferson  around 
here,  and  instead  of  block  grants  like 
they  have  for  crime  and  block  grants 
for  welfare  back  to  the  States,  block 
grants  for  housing  back  to  the  States, 
here  they  want  to  take  the  authority, 
the  200-some-year  authority  from  the 
States  and  relegate  it  to  the  Federal 
bureaucrats. 

I  am  finally  getting  in  step  with  the 
contract.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
support  of  cloture  on  the  Gorton  sub- 
stitute for  the  product  liability  bill  as 
amended. 

The  American  people  support  these 
commonsense  changes  to  this  bill.  A 
majority  of  the  Senate  has  supported 
these  commonsense  changes  to  the  bill. 
But  defenders  of  the  status  quo  arc  now 
filibustering  the  bill  and  filibustering 
the  changes  Americans  want. 

Who  benefits  if  they  win?  Some — just 
some — of  our  Nation's  trial  lawyers 
benefit:  those  who  want  to  keep  the 
status  quo. 

N^'ho  benefits  the  most  in  the  status 
quo?  Who  has  the  largest  stake  in 
maintaining  this  out-of-control  civil 
justice  system  and  its  runaway  puni- 
tive damages?  I  think  most  of  my  col- 
leagues know  who  Some  of  our  Na- 
tion's trial  lawyers.  And  I  believe  most 
Americans  understand  that,  as  well. 

The  opponents  of  change  may  want 
to  shroud  this  issue  under  a  smoke- 
screen of  high-blown  rhetoric,  but 
when  the  smoke  clears  we  will  see 
some  of  the  Nation's  trial  lawyers 
laughing  all  the  way  to  the  bank.  Who 
else  could  defend  a  system  where  an 
undisclosed  $601  paint  refinishing  of  an 
automobile  results  in  a  $2  million  puni- 
tive damage  award?  Who  else  could  de- 
fend a  system  where  an  insurance 
agent's  misrepresentation  about  a 
$25,000  policy  could  result  in  a  jury 
award  of  $25  million  in  punitive  dam- 
ages? 
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We  could  go  on  and  on.  Now,  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is.  I  am  not  talking 
about  all  trial  lawyers,  just  some  who 
literally  have  milked  this  system  dry. 

Everybody  knows  we  have  to  make 
these  changes.  There  are  excesses  in 
the  system,  and  these  excesses  are  ones 
that  only  trial  lawyers,  some  trial  law- 
yers, could  love.  Runaway  punitive 
damages  is  one  of  those  excesses. 

I  urge  our  colleagues  to  vote  for  clo- 
ture on  this  next  vote  and  help  us  to 
bring  about  the  change  that  all  Amer- 
ica wants  and  only  a  few  trial  lawyers 
want  to  avoid. 

Mr  President,  I  rise  today  to  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  cloture  on 
the  Gorton  substitute  to  the  product  li- 
ability bill.  a£  amended.  The  American 
people  support  commonsense  change  in 
our  legal  system.  But  the  stubborn  de- 
fenders of  the  status  quo  are  now  fili- 
bustering the  change  Americans  want. 
Who  benefits?  Some  of  our  Nation's 
trial  lawyers,  that's  who. 

As  I  have  mentioned  earlier,  this  bill 
represents  the  culmination  of  a  long- 
standing, bipartisan  effort  to  correct 
some  of  the  more  egregious  faults  of 
our  product  liability  and  civil  justice 
systems.  The  defects  in  our  product  li- 
ability system  have  been  long  recog- 
nized. 

We  also  passed  a  provision  to  apply 
punitive  damage  reform  to  all  civil 
cases  whose  subject  matter  affects 
commerce.  As  I  noted  during  that  de- 
bate, punitive  damage  awards  have 
grown  out  of  control  in  this  country. 
They  have  been  out  of  control  in  all 
civil  litigation— not  just  product  liabil- 
ity cases  Even  opponents  of  this  legis- 
lation have  pointed  out  time  and  again 
that  excessive  punitive  damage  awards 
in  this  country  are  most  heavily  evi- 
dent in  nonproduct  liability  cases.  I 
agree.  That  is  why  I  cosponsored  the 
Dole  punitive  damages  amendment, 
and  why  I  was  so  pleased  that  a  major- 
ity of  my  colleagues  supported  it. 

That  amendment  improves  the  un- 
derlying bill  by  addressing  more  com- 
pletely the  crippling  litigation  costs 
that  have  been  imposed  not  only  on  our 
product  manufacturers  but  on  cities 
and  counties,  volunteer  organizations, 
service  providers,  small  businesses,  and 
others. 

We  have  also  added  medical  mal- 
practice reform  to  the  Gorton  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr  President.  I  have  listened  as  the 
champions  of  the  status  quo  have  mis- 
labeled this  bill  as  a  manufacturer's 
bill.  It  is  a  pro-consumer  bill  I  have 
listened  as  these  opponents  of  change 
in  our  civil  justice  system  talk  about 
the  bill  as  narrowly  drawn,  covering 
only  some  participants  in  our  national 
economy,  even  as  they,  ironically,  re- 
sist efforts  to  have  some  provisions  of 
the  bill  extended  to  cover  all  civil  ac- 
tions These  comments  are.  with  all 
due  respect,  diversionary  in  their  ef- 
fect. 


Who  benefits  the  most  from  the  sta- 
tus quo?  Who  has  the  largest  stake  in 
maintaining,  in  place,  this  out  of  con- 
trol civil  justice  system  and  a  runaway 
punitive  damages  system?  I  think  most 
of  my  colleagues  know  who — some  of 
our  Nation's  trial  lawyers.  I  believe 
most  Americans  understand  that,  as 
well. 

The  opponents  of  change  may  wish  to 
shroud  this  issue  under  a  smokescreen 
of  high  blown  rhetoric.  But  when  the 
smoke  clears,  there  are  some  of  the  Na- 
tion's trial  lawyers,  laughing  all  the 
way  to  the  bank.  Who  else  could  defend 
a  system  where  an  undisclosed  $601 
paint  refinishing  of  an  automobile  re- 
sults in  a  $2  million  punitive  damage 
verdict?  Who  else  could  defend  a  sys- 
tem where  an  insurance  agent's  mis- 
representation about  a  $25,000  policy 
could  result  in  a  jury  award  of  $25  mil- 
lion in  punitive  damages?  Who  else 
could  defend  a  $38  million  punitive 
damage  verdict  over  the  handling  of  a 
car  loan?  Who  else  could  defend  a  sys- 
tem where  liability  concerns  impede 
volunteer  organizations  and  are  so 
costly  to  them? 

Now.  I  am  not  talking  about  all  trial 
lawyers,  and  I  understand  the  vital  role 
lawyers  play  in  vindicating  individual 
rights.  But  lets  face  it:  there  are  ex- 
cesses in  the  system  only  some  trial 
lawyers  could  love. 

Runaway  punitive  damages  are  one 
of  those  excesses.  The  pending  measure 
fixes  this  problem,  and  others.  I  urge  a 
vote  for  cloture  and  allow  us  to  give 
the  American  people  the  commonsense 
legal  reform  they  want. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  2:02  hav- 
ing arrived,  the  cloture  motion  having 
been  presented  under  rule  XXII,  the 
Chair  directs  the  clerk  to  read  the  mo- 
tion. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motio.n 
We  the  undersig^ned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  Gor- 
ton Amendment  No.  596  to  H.R.  956,  the 
Product  Liability  bill. 

Bob  Dole.  Slade  Gorton.  Orrin  G.  Hatch. 
Dirk  Kempthome,  Pete  V.  Domenicl. 
Conrad  Burns.  John  Ashcroft.  Dan 
Coats.  Bill  Frist.  Olympia  J.  Snowe. 
Spencer  Abraham.  Nancy  Landon 
Kassebaum.  James  J.  Jeffords.  Ted  Ste- 
vens. Mark  O.  Hatfield.  Frank  H.  Mur- 
kowski. 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  unan- 
imous  consent,    the   quorum 
been  waived. 


ate  that  debate  on  the  Gorton  amend- 
ment No.  596  to  H.R.  956.  the  product  li- 
ability bill,  shall  be  brought  to  a  close? 
The  yeas  and  nays  are  required. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 

Mr.  FORD  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell)  would  vote  'aye." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ms. 
Snowe).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  47, 
nays  52,  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  152  Leg] 
YEAS— 47 


Abraham 

Frist 

Lott 

Ashcrofl 

Gorton 

Lu«ar 

Beooett 

Oramm 

Mack 

Bond 

GnuTU 

McCain 

Brown 

Greasley 

McConnell 

Bums 

Gr«« 

Murkowskl 

Campbell 

Hatch 

.Vickies 

Chafee 

Hatneld 

Preasler 

Coau 

Helms 

Saotorum 

Coverdell 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cralg 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

Dole 

Kassebaum 

Thomas 

Domenicl 

Kempthome 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Kyi 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Lleberman 
NAYS-52 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Moynihan 

Baucus 

Ford 

Murray 

Blden 

Glenn 

Nunn 

Blngaman 

Graham 

Packwood 

Boxer 

Harktn 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Henin 

Reld 

Breaux 

Holllngs 

Robb 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Roth 

Byrd 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Kemsy 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Kerry 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kohl 

Simpson 

D  AmaU) 

Lautenbert 

Specter 

Daschle 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dodd 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Mikulskl 

Feingold 

MoseleyBraun 

call    has 


VOTE 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 


NOT  VOTING— 1 

Pell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  47,  the  nays  are  52. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  not  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr  FORD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr   BRADLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  if 
in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Bradley  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  759  are 
located     in     today's     Record     under 


11914 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  4,  1995 


May  4,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11915 


"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions") 

Mr  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  be  allowed  to  continue  for 
up  to  15  minutes  as  jn  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  PRESEDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEDICARES  IMPENDING 
BANKRUPTCY 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Madam  President, 
last  evening,  as  I  sat  in  the  chair,  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  came  on 
the  floor  and  made  a  statement  about, 
among  other  things.  Medicare.  There 
were  many  of  the  things  he  said  on 
that  occasion  with  which  I  disagree 
and  so  I  take  this  opportunity,  while 
my  memory  is  still  fresh  on  the  minor- 
ity leauler's  comments,  to  register  my 
disagreement 

The  reason  I  am  doing  it  this  quick- 
ly, and  I  hope  this  completely,  is  be- 
cause I  believe  that  the  issue  of  Medi- 
care's impending  bankruptcy  is  so  im- 
portant that  we  should  not  allow  state- 
ments that  are  incorrect  to  stay  on  the 
Record  uncorrected  We  should  make 
sure  this  debate  is  as  careful  and  as 
correct  as  it  can  possibly  be.  The 
stakes  are  much  too  high  for  this  de- 
bate to  take  place  in  an  atmosphere 
that  some  might  consider  demagogic. 

I  will  take  several  of  the  minority 
leader's  statements  now  and  respond  to 
them  specifically.  The  first  one:  He 
said — and  I  am  quoting  from  this  morn- 
ing's CONGRES.SlON.\L  RECORD,  page  6128: 

Republicans  have  discovered  that  the  Med- 
icare Program  faces  challenges  In  the  years 
ahead  Democrats  Lold  Lhein  and  the  Nation 
that  2  years  ago  when  we  shored  up  the  Medi- 
care Program  and  cut  the  deficit,  all  without 
Republican  votes 

Madam  President,  I  apologize  for  not 
having  this  particular  chart  made  up  in 
a  chart  big  enough  to  show  the  world. 
Perhaps  the  television  can  pick  it  up 
for  those  that  are  watching  But  I  am 
sure  those  in  the  Chamber  can  at  least 
see  the  direction  of  the  curve,  which  is 
the  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  bal- 
ance, in  billions,  starting  in  1994;  it 
goes  up  slightly  in  1995  and  then  begins 
a  precipitous  plunge  to  zero  in  the  year 
2002. 

The  reason  I  hold  this  chart  up  is  be- 
cause the  minority  leader  has  said, 
"Democrats  told  the  Nation  that  2 
years  ago  "  This  chart.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, became  available  on  April  5.  1995, 
not  necessarily  2  years  ago 

I  sat  in  the  Chamber  in  the  other 
body  when  the  President  of  the  United 
States  addressed  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  September  1993,  roughly 
2  years  ago,  and  gave  a  masterful  dis- 
course on  health  care  He  did  not  men- 
tion anything  relating  to  the  facts  con- 
tained in  this  chart. 


If,  in  fact.  Democrats  told  Members 
this  2  years  ago,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  neglected  to  mention  it 
when  he  made  his  statement  to  the 
joint  session  of  Congress. 

I  will  not  claim  to  have  participated 
in  all  portions  of  the  health  care  de- 
bate last  year.  I  do  not  think  any  Mem- 
bertan  make  that  claim.  I  watched  the 
health  care  debate  very  closely.  I  can- 
not recall  a  single  instance  where  a 
single  Democratic  spokesman  told 
Members  in  last  year's  debate  that  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  was  in  any  kind  of 
trouble. 

The  minority  leader  talked  about  the 
budget.  I  jjarticipated  in  the  budget  de- 
bate when  the  new  administration 
came  in.  The  adoption  of  the  budget  of 
which  the  minority  leader  is  so  proud, 
and  I  cannot  recall— and  I  would  like  to 
have  him  point  out  to  me  if  I  am 
wrong— a  single  instance  during  that 
budget  debate  where  the  Democrats 
told  Members  that  this  trust  fund  was 
headed  for  disaster,  indeed,  extinct,  in 
the  year  2002. 

I  think  the  minority  leader  is  incor- 
rect when  he  says  the  Republicans  are 
just  discovering  something  that  the 
world  has  known  and  that  the  Demo- 
crats openly  told  Members  about  2 
years  aigo. 

Second,  he  says: 

House  Republicans  are  considering  reduc- 
tions In  Medicare  growth  on  the  order  of  J300 
billion.  Senate  Republicans  have  said  they 
will  need  to  reduce  normal  Medicare  growth 
by  S200  to  1250  billion. 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say  this  is  normal 
growth;  the  Republicans  are  cutting 
this  growth  in  a  way  that  is  irrespon- 
sible. 

What  he  does  not  tell  Members  is 
that  during  the  health  care  debate  last 
Congress,  the  President  himself  pro 
jected  that  we  needed  to  reduce  Medi- 
care by  $118  billion.  I  am  not  going  to 
quibble  with  him— yes.  the  $200  billion 
figure  that  is  talked  about  in  the  Sen- 
ate now  is  obviously  much  higher  than 
the  $118  billion  figure  that  the  Presi- 
dent talked  about. 

The  point  is  that  the  President,  in 
last  year's  debate,  and  Democrats  on 
this  floor  in  last  year's  debate  said, 
"We  must  reduce  Medicare."  and  the 
figure  the  President  came  up  with  was 
$118  billion. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  appropriate  to  say 
the  Republicans  have  suddenly  discov- 
ered the  idea  of  reducing  Medicare  in 
the  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars,  and 
is  that  not  terrible,  when  the  President 
himself  was  saying  we  have  to  reduce 
Medicare  from  the  projected  rates  by 
in  excess  of  $100  billion.  That  was  OK, 
then.  Now,  Republicans  are  being 
bashed. 

The  one  I  feel  the  most  strongly 
about.  Madam  President,  is  this  state- 
ment where  the  minority  leader  said: 

Medicare  Program  costs  are  increasing  be- 
cause all  health  insurance  costs  are  increas- 
ing. In  fact,  on  a  per  capita  basis.  Medicare 


and    Medicaid    costs   are    increasing   at    the 
same  rale  as  privately  insured  costs. 

On  this  one.  Madam  President,  I  did 
go  to  the  chart  makers  and  I  have  pro- 
duced a  chart.  I  will  put  it  here  and 
share  it  with  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  figures  contained  in  this  table  be 
printed  in  the  Record  following  my 
Statement. 

(See  exhibit  No.  1.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Here  are  medical  ex- 
penditures. The  dark  figure — no  meta- 
phor Intended— the  dark  figure  is  for 
public  expenditures  for  health  care;  the 
light  figure  is  for  private  expenditures. 

The  expenditures  are  calculated  in 
terms  of  percentage  growth.  That  is,  if 
we  look  at  1985,  in  that  year,  public  ex- 
penditures for  health  care  went  up  at  a 
rate  of  8.8  percent  per  year,  while  pri- 
vate expenditures  went  up  10  3  percent. 
We  can  see  in  these  years  there  is  a  dis- 
parity. 

Some  years  public  ones  go  up  faster 
than  private;  other  years  private  ex- 
penditures go  up  substantially  faster 
than  public  expenditures.  We  can  see 
that,  in  general  terms,  it  is  around  8  or 
9  percent  in  public  expenditures  and 
slightly  more  than  that  in  private  ex- 
penditures. 

Then  in  1989,  something  happened.  In 
1989,  the  rate  of  increase  for  public  ex- 
penditures went  to  its  highest  level— 
11.9  percent;  private  levels  going  up  at 
10.3  percent.  Then,  in  1990,  public  ex- 
penditures went  up  13.2  percent;  for  the 
second  year  in  a  row,  public  expendi- 
tures went  up  faster  than  private,  a 
trend  that  has  continued  to  this  day 
unabated. 

In  1991,  public  expenditures  are  still 


up 


12. t  perc 


lOr^.on  t 


but  market  forces  are  beginning  to  as- 
sert themselves  in  the  private  market- 
place, and  the  private  expenditures 
only  increased  5  6  percent.  It  did  not 
stay  down  that  low  the  next  year.  They 
came  up  to  6.9;  but  public  expenditures 
stayed  in  double  digits  at  10.8  percent. 

Now  they  have  been  getting  better 
In  1993,  public  expenditures  8.5,  but  pri- 
vate is  7  2  In  1994,  public  expenditures 
come  down  to  7  8;  but  private  drops  to 
5.3  percent. 

For  the  minority  leader  to  say  that 
the  reason  we  cannot  do  something 
about  the  expanding  growth  of  Medi- 
care is  because  Medicare  expenditures 
are  going  up  at  the  same  rate  as  pri- 
vate expenditures,  is  to  ignore  the 
facts  of  the  case. 

Private  expenditures  are  coming 
down  in  terms  of  the  percentage 
growth  at  a  faster  rate  than  public  ex- 
penditures are  coming  down.  Indeed. 
Madam  President,  if  we  were  to  take 
the  minority  leader's  statement  at  face 
value,  where  he  says: 

Medicare  Program  costs  are  increasing  be- 
cause all  health  care  insurance  costs  are  in- 
creasing on  a  per  capita  basis.  Medicare  and 


Medicare  costs  are   increasing  at  the  same 
rate  as  privately  in.sured  costs. 

If  that  statement  were  true,  that 
would  mean  that  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid costs  would  be  increasing  at  5.3  per- 
cent per  year,  which  figure.  Madam 
President,  is  within  the  band  the  Budg- 
et Committee  is  considering  for  in- 
creases for  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

I  have  sat  in  on  the  budget  briefing 
and  I  have  heard  the  budgeteers  say, 
"If  only  we  could  get  the  rate  of  in- 
crease down  to  5  percent,  we  could 
solve  all  of  our  problems."  The  rate  of 
increase  is  down  to  5  percent  in  private 
expenditures. 

The  minority  leader  thinks  the  two 
are  the  same.  Perhaps  he  has  them  con- 
fused and  thinks  that  the  private  peo- 
ple have  not  done  a  good  enough  job 
and  the  private  expenditures  are  up  in 
this  kind  of  level  for  public  expendi- 
tures. In  fact,  they  are  not.  They  have, 
ever  since  1989.  come  down  at  a  faster 
rate  than  the  public  expenditures  come 
down  and  they  are  leading  the  way. 

This  is  the  point  we  need  to  keep  in 
mind,  then,  Madam  President,  with  re- 
spect to  Medicare  and  the  reforms  that 
are  necessary.  We  cannot  demagog  this 
issue.  We  must  stick  with  the  facts. 
Our  goal  is  to  make  the  system  that 
takes  care  of  our  elderly  as  stable,  as 
secure,  and  as  certain  for  the  future  as 
the  system  that  takes  care  of  the  rest 
of  the  population. 

If  we  can  do  it  as  responsible  public 
servants  at  the  same  rate  of  increase 
that  exists  in  the  rest  of  the  popu- 
lation, we  can  solve  all  of  our  budg- 
etary problems  and  the  disastrous  cir- 
cumstance indicated  in  this  table  will 
go  away. 

Madam  President,  I  have  nothing  but 
respect  for  our  distinguished  minority 
leafier  I  consider  him  a  friend  and  one 
of  the  more  reasonable  and  certainly 
most  thoughtful  Members  of  this  body. 
I  feel  that  the  information  that  he 
shared  with  the  Senate  last  night  is  in- 
accurate, and  it  becomes  Members  in 
this  debate  to  make  sure  that  the 
record  is  set  straight  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible, because  the  stakes  in  this  debate 
are  so  high. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 
E.xHiBrr  No.  1. 

CBO  estimates  for  total  medical  and  health 
care  spending  in  the  public  and  private  sec- 
tor from  1985  until  1994.  The  figures  include 
spending  for  administrative  costs,  construc- 
tion, and  research  and  development  as  well 
as  personal  health  care  cost.s  associated  with 
doctors  and  hospitals.  The  figures  shown  rep- 
resent a  percentage  increase  over  the  pre- 
vious year's  spending  level. 

MEDICAL  EXPENDITURES 

Public       Pnvale 

Yeai  (per-         (pe>- 

cent)         cent) 

1985        8.8  10  3 

1986        8,9  6,1 

1987 „  8  9  8  5 

1988       9  0  12  6 

1989 119  10  3 

1990 _.. 13  2  10  6 
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MEDICAL  EXPENDITURES— Continued 
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Public 
(per- 
cent) 

Prryalt 
(pei- 
cent) 

1991       

126 
108 

56 

1992      ...     . 

69 

1993 

85 

72 

1994 

7  8 

53 
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Mr.  GORTON.  Madam  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
S.\NTORUM.)  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Hatch  and  Mr. 
PR'iOR.  pertaining  to  the  introduction 
of  S.  758  are  located  in  today's  RECORD 
under  "Statements  on  Introduced  Bills 
and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no 
other  Senator  seeking  recognition  at 
this  time.  Therefore,  I  yield  the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REGARDING  A  PRIVATE  VISIT  BY 
PRESIDENT  LEE  TENG-HUI,  OF 
THE  REPUBLIC  OF  CHINA  ON 
TAIWAN,  TO  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  53,  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  regard- 
ing a  private  visit  b^  the  President  of 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan  to  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  I  have  to  do  this,  but  in  behalf  of 
another  Senator  who  could  not  be  here 
at  this  time,  I  do  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


THE  SENATE  CHAMBER  DESKS— A 
BRIEF  HISTORY 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  recently 
I  announced  that  I  was  not  going  to  be 
seeking  another  term  in  the  Senate.  It 
has  been  a  wonderful  opportunity  these 
last  16^2  years  to  serve  in  this  great 
body,  to  be  serving  with  all  of  my  great 
colleagues  and  friends  from  all  the  50 
States,  and  all  the  wonderful  staff  peo- 


ple that  make  this  place  run.  I  just 
want  to  thank  all  of  them  so  much  for 
their  many  kindnesses  shown  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  cleaning  out  my 
desk  a  while  ago  and  just  looking 
through  something  I  have  had  in  my 
desk  for  some  time  that  was  prepared 
by  some  of  the  individuals,  I  think,  in 
the  Historian's  office.  That  is  not  the 
proper  name  for  those  who  prepared 
this.  But  I  thought  while  there  were  in- 
terested parties  involved,  I  might  read 
a  few  pages  of  some  of  the  history  of 
the  desks  in  this  Chamber.  This  is  a 
brief  history. 

When  British  troops  burned  the  U.S.  Cap- 
itol in  1814  during  the  War  of  1812.  they  se- 
verely damaged  the  Senate  Chamber  and  de- 
stroyed the  original  furnishings.  The  rebuilt 
Chamber  was  completed  in  1819  and  the  Sen- 
ate ordered  48  new  desks  at  a  cost  of  S34  each 
from  Thomas  Constantine.  A  New  York  cabi- 
netmaker, he  also  constructed  desks  for  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Many  of  these 
earlj  desks  remain  in  use  in  the  Senate 
Chamber  today.  As  new  states  have  entered 
the  Union  over  the  years,  additional  desks  of 
identical  design  have  been  built  and  placed 
in  use. 

Throughout  most  of  the  19th  century  a  sen- 
ator's only  office  was  bis  desk  on  the  Senate 
floor. 

We  did  not  have,  I  might  say.  the 
Senate  office  buildings.  This  was  our 
office,  the  desk  that  was  on  the  Senate 
floor. 

but  gradually  separate  rooms  were  assigned. 
The  earliest  offices  were  Committee  rooms 
occupied  by  their  chairmen;  additional  space 
later  became  available  under  the  Olmsted 
Terraces  on  the  West  Front  of  the  Capitol. 
Finally,  with  the  completion  of  the  first  Sen- 
ate office  building  [the  Russell  Building]  In 
1909.  all  senators  were  able  to  occupy  suit- 
able offices  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Over  the  years,  modifications  have  been 
made  to  the  Chamber  desks  to  provide  more 
room  for  books  and  papers.  Beginning  in  the 
1830s.  three-  to  four-inch  high  mahogany 
writing  boxes  were  added  to  each  dei>k.  The 
writing  boxes  were  not  installed  all  at  one 
time,  but  p>eriodicaIly  over  the  next  40  years, 
usually  at  the  request  of  a  desk's  occupant. 
Senate  vouchers  record  payments  to  car- 
penter R.  B.  Griffin  for  altering  nine  mahog- 
any sl.s  in  1860.  shortly  after  the  Senate 
movea  to  its  present  Chamber. 

Not  every  senator  preferred  the  modifica- 
tion, but  today  only  one  desk— "the  Web- 
ster—lacks a  writing  box.  Senator  Daniel 
Webster  reputedly  refused  to  have  his  desk 
added  to  on  the  grounds  that  if  his  prede- 
cessor had  managed  without  the  extra  space, 
so  could  he.  No  succeeding  occupant  of  Web- 
ster's desk  has  seen  fit  to  abandon  that  opin- 
ion. In  order  to  bring  the  height  of  the  Web- 
ster desk  into  visual  line  with  others  in  the 
Chamber,  a  raised  base  has  been  added.  Al- 
though he  was  born  in  New  Hampshire,  Web- 
ster represented  Massachusetts  in  the  Sen- 
ate, and  the  desk  has  continued  to  be  associ- 
ated with  Webster's  birth  state.  New  Hamp- 
shire Senators  Styles  Bridges  and  Norris 
Cotton,  for  example,  occupied  the  desk  for 
long  periods.  In  1974,  just  before  Cotton  re- 
tired from  the  Senate,  he  secured  the  adop- 
tion of  Senate  Resolution  467  (93rd  Cong.,  2nd 
sess.).  specifying  that  the  Webster  desk 
would  henceforth  always  be  assigned  to  the 
senior  senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Other  early  Senate  desks  bear  design  char- 
acteristics that  allow  their  differentiation. 
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The  oldest  desks  incorporate  wooden  inlays 
of  circular  and  rectangular  banding  at  the 
sides,  crotch  veneer  mahogany  across  the 
fronts,  and  narrow  reeding  on  the  feet.  These 
features  were  incorporated  in  desks  newly- 
made  throughout  the  third  quarter  of  the 
last  century  and  may  today  be  found  in  more 
than  seventy  of  the  present  number. 

The  difference  in  shape  and  dimension 
among  the  desks  is  due  to  the  original  semi- 
circular arrangement  in  the  Old  Senate 
Chamber. 

Not  this  Senate  Chamber,  but  the  Old 
Senate  Chamber. 

A  desk's  shape  conformed  to  its  position  in 
the  room:  if  on  the  aisle  it  was  narrow  and 
angled,  if  near  the  center  it  tended  to  be 
wider  and  more  square.  If  the  oldest  desks 
could  be  rearranged  to  the  original  configu- 
ration, it  is  believed  they  would  form  a  per- 
fect semicircle. 

During  the  mid-19th  century,  mahogany 
shelves  were  added  near  the  bases  of  the 
desks.  At  the  turn  of  the  20th  century,  the 
feet  were  enclosed  with  a  metal  grille  and 
connected  to  a  plenum  chamber  below  the 
floor  which  provided  ventilation. 

That.  Mr.  President,  was  the  air-con- 
ditioning system.  We  have  a  much  bet- 
ter air-conditioning  system  now  than 
they  had  then. 

Inkwells  and  sanders  atop  the  desks  have 
also  undergone  change.  Original  inkwells 
were  composed  of  clear  cut  glass,  covered 
with  square,  flat  tops  that  moved  hori- 
zontally. In  1933.  the  remaining  original  ink- 
wells were  replaced  by  containers  having 
hinged  covers,  because  the  earlier  design  was 
no  longer  manufactured. 

Over  the  years  the  desks  have  been  periodi- 
cally rearranged,  as  new  states  sent  senators 
and  as  party  representation  increased  and  di- 
minished. When  additional  desks  were  re- 
quired, these  were  generally  made  by  private 
cabinetmakers,  although  the  four  newest 
desks— those  constructed  for  .Alaska  (1959) 
and  Hawaii  (1960) — were  built  in  the  Senate's 
own  cabinet  shop. 

Seven  distinct  numbering  systems  have 
been  employed  over  the  years  to  track  the 
expanding  group  of  desks  and  their  locations. 
These  numbers — both  Roman  and  .\rabic— 
are  still  visible  below  and  inside  the  desks  in 
various  places.  The  current  system,  insti- 
tuted in  1957.  consists  of  Roman  numerals 
burned  into  the  right-hand  comer  of  the 
principal  crosspiece  beneath  the  desks.  The 
desks  are  not  arranged  on  the  Senate  floor  in 
numerical  order.  The  easiest  method  of  trac- 
ing the  heritage  of  each  desk  is  to  read  the 
names  carved  inside  desk  drawers. 

Now,  in  earlier  years,  the  Members  of 
the  Senate  carved  their  names  in  the 
desk  drawers.  I  hate  to  say  that  in 
modern  times  I  have  looked  in  my  desk 
drawer  and  some  of  the  occupants  of 
this  desk  even  wrote  their  name.  It  ap- 
pears, with  a  ball  point  pen.  That  is 
not  quite  as  classy  as  carving. 

It  appears  that  such  inscriptions  are  a 
20th-century  tradition,  for  the  earliest  re- 
corded names  date  back  only  to  the  first  dec- 
ade of  this  century.  Possibly  some  19th-cen- 
tury senators  inscribed  their  names  in  the 
desks,  but  these  names  have  been  lost  when 
drawers  were  refinlshed.  Not  all  names  in 
drawers  were  personally  inscribed  by  the 
senators.  Many  reveal  an  identical  hand, 
suggesting  either  that  older  drawer  bottoms 
were  replaced  and  the  names  recopied.  or 
that  staff  members,   rather  than  senators. 


took  responsibility  for  chronicling  certain 
holders.  In  recent  decades,  senators  have  ad- 
hered more  closely  to  a  tradition  of  person- 
ally inscribing  desks. 

One  difficulty  in  verifying  the  desks'  19th- 
century  assigmees  is  the  fact  that  for  many 
years  Senate  doorkeepers  closely  guarded 
such  privileged  information.  Isaac  Bassett. 
Senate  page  and  doorkeeper  from  1831 
through  1895.  feared  that  souvenir  hunters 
might  damage  the  historic  furniture  if  it  was 
widely  known  which  pieces  were  used  by  the 
famous  Senators  Clay.  Calhoun,  or  Senator 
Webster.  Bassett  the  page  and  the  door- 
keeper had  reasonable  cause  for  alarm.  In 
April  1861.  when  the  Sixth  Massachusetts 
Regiment  was  bivouacked  temporarily  in  the 
Senate  Chamber,  literally  living  in  the  Sen- 
ate Chamber.  Bassett  entered  the  room  just 
in  time  to  hear  the  sound  of  splitting  wood 
on  the  Democratic  side.  Rushing  to  inves- 
tigate, he  found  a  Union  soldier  bayonetting 
the  desk  recently  vacated  by  Jefferson 
Davis,  then  president  of  the  Confederacy. 
"Stop!  Stop!  What  are  you  doing?.  "  Bassett 
shouted.  "That  is  not  Jeff  Davis'  desk— it  be- 
longs to  the  government  of  the  United 
States.  You  were  sent  here  to  protect  gov- 
ernment property,  not  to  destroy  it  "  Today, 
a  small  block  of  wood  inlay  on  the  left  side 
of  the  desk  marks  the  spot  where  the  bayo- 
net once  struck  the  desk  of  Jefferson  Davis. 

Traditions  associated  with  Senate  desks 
continue  to  evolve.  A  recent  example  is  the 
so-called  "Candy  Desk".  Each  member  of  the 
Senate  knows  which  desk  is  the  candy  desk. 
Senator  George  Murphy  (R-CA)  originated 
the  practice  of  keeping  a  supply  of  candy  in 
his  desk  for  the  enjoyment  of  fellow  sen- 
ators. This  desk  was  subsequently  passed  on 
to  other  members  for  use.  but  the  tradition 
of  keeping  candy  in  the  desk  that  occupies 
that  particular  place  in  the  back  row  of  the 
Chamber  continues  today. 

The  custom  of  dividing  the  arrangement  of 
Senate  desks  by  party  is  almost  as  old  as  the 
parties  themselves.  Democrats  traditionally 
sit  on  the  presiding  officer's  right;  Repub- 
licans on  his  left.  But  the  division  has  not  al- 
ways been  definitive  as  it  is  today. 

In  the  Old  Senate  Chamber,  an  equal  num- 
ber of  desks  was  placed  on  each  side  of  the 
aisle,  without  regard  to  party  size.  When  one 
party  elected  more  than  half  the  senators, 
some  majority  party  members  had  to  find 
space  on  the  minority  side.  When  the  Senate 
moved  to  the  modem  Chamber  in  1859.  the 
practice  of  dividing  the  desks  equally  contin- 
ued for  several  years.  But  during  the  Civil 
War  many  Southern  Democrats  withdrew 
from  the  Senate  and  Republicans  took  their 
places  on  the  Democratic  side,  even  though 
empty  desks  were  available  on  "their  own  ' 
side. 

The  new  Chamber  was  large  enough  to  per- 
mit a  somewhat  flexible  seating  arrange- 
ment and  in  18T7  the  practice  began  of  mov- 
ing desks  back  and  forth  across  the  center 
aisle  to  permit  all  majority  members  to  sit 
together  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the  aisle. 
From  time  to  time  since  then,  one  party  has 
elected  such  an  overwhelming  majority  that 
it  has  become  necessary  to  again  have  ma- 
jority members  sit  on  the  minority  side  For 
instance,  during  the  60th  Congress  (1907-1909) 
ten  Republicans  sat  on  the  Democratic  side, 
while  during  the  75th  Congress  (1937-1939) 
thirteen  Democrats  sat  on  the  Republican 
side.  Such  seating  became  known  as  the 
"Cherokee  Strip."  meaning  that  the  over- 
flow of  majority  party  senators  were  'off 
their  reservation"  (the  Cherokee  Strip  in 
Oklahoma  was  land  belonging  neither  to  the 
Indian  Territory  nor  to  the  United  States]. 


By  then  it  had  become  the  practice  for  senior 
senators  to  take  front  row.  center  aisle 
seats;  junior  majority  party  members  who 
filled  the  "Cherokee  Strip"  were  assigned  ei- 
ther rear  row  or  end  seats  on  the  minority 
side  of  the  chamber. 

Senators  independent  of  either  party  have 
traditionally  chosen  on  which  side  of  the 
aisle  they  preferred  to  sit.  Once,  during  the 
1950s,  when  Senator  Wayne  Morse  of  Oregon 
had  left  the  Republican  party  but  not  yet 
joined  the  Democrats,  he  placed  his  chair 
temporarily  in  the  middle  of  the  center  aisle 
in  order  to  demonstrate  his  independence. 

The  seating  of  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders  at  the  front  row  desks  on  either  side 
of  the  center  aisle  is  a  relatively  recent  Sen- 
ate tradition,  dating  back  only  to  1927  for 
the  Democrats  and  1937  for  the  Republicans. 
In  the  19th  century,  party  leadership  was  not 
yet  institutionalized.  Certain  senators  were 
recognized  as  leaders  for  reasons  of  personal 
popularity  and  political  skill,  not  elected  to 
an  official  post  by  their  parties.  For  exam- 
ple. Henry  Clay  always  occupied  a  rear  seat 
near  the  Chamber  entrance.  From  that  posi- 
tion he  was  able  to  signal  party  members  as 
they  came  in  before  a  vote,  while  vigorously 
denying  the  role  of  party  floor  leader. 

Not  until  the  1890s  did  party  caucus  chair- 
men emerge  as  floor  leaders  and  for  the  most 
part  such  leaders  retain  regular  seats.  Front 
row  desks  went  to  senior  senators  in  the 
party.  For  many  years,  the  front  seat  on  the 
Republican  side  was  held  by  Senator  Robert 
La  Follotte.  Sr..  an  insurgent  who  was  fre- 
quently at  odds  with  his  party's  majority. 
Two  earlier  Democratic  leaders.  John  T 
Morgan,  in  1902.  and  Oscar  W.  Underwood,  in 
1921.  took  front  row  desks,  each  retaining 
that  position  after  his  service  as  leader  had 
end.  Not  until  Underwood  left  the  Senate  did 
Democratic  minority  leader  Joseph  Robin- 
son move  to  the  front  row  desk,  which  he 
continued  to  hold  as  majority  leader.  Fol- 
lowing Robinson's  death,  the  desk  went  to 
his  successor  majority  leader.  Alben  Bar- 
kley.  The  desk  has  been  used  by  Democratic 
leaders  ever  since.  On  the  Republican  side, 
the  front  row  desk  was  held  by  senior  sen- 
ators until  1937.  when  minority  leader 
Charles  McNary  moved  there,  setting  a 
precedent  that  continues  t(xlay. 

Mr.  President,  the  actual  office  that 
prepared  this  report,  and  it  was  done  in 
February  1995.  was  the  Office  of  Senate 
Curator.  I  want  to  thank  the  Senate 
Curator  for  preparing  this  report. 

Also,  in  the  back  of  this  report,  it 
gives  a  history  of  desk  No.  39.  This  is 
desk  No.  39.  Mr.  President,  and  it  lists 
all  of  the  Senators  who  have  occupied 
this  particular  desk. 

I  just  want  to  name  a  few  of  these. 
Some  of  these  names  may  stand  out. 
John  Bankhead  from  Alabama  occupied 
this  particular  desk.  John  Bankhead 
lived  over  on  19th  Street,  right  off  of 
Dupont  Circle.  John  Bankhead  was  the 
father  of  Tallulah  Bankhead.  Tallulah 
Bankhead  was  one  of  the  grand  ac- 
tresses during  that  period  of  time,  and 
they  lived  on  19th  Street,  where  I  used 
to  live. 

Now,  also.  Patrick  McCarran  of  Ne- 
vada occupied  this  particular  desk.  No. 
39.  He  was  the  author,  I  assume,  of  the 
McCarran-Ferguson  Act,  which  many 
people  will  recognize. 

Theodore  Francis  Green,  of  Rhode  Is- 
land,  occupied  desk  No.  39.  Theodore 


Francis  Green  may  have  been— I  do  not 

know,  that  record  may  have  been  bro- 
ken—but at  one  time  he  was  the  oldest 
Member  to  ever  serve  in  the  Senate. 
That  may  have  been  surpassed.  I  need 
to  check  and  correct  it.  But  he  was  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  immediately  preceding  the 
chairmanship  of  Senator  J.  William 
Fulbright  of  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

Another  very  illustrious  individual 
who  has  occupied  desk  39  is  Estes 
Kefauver,  from  Tennessee,  known  for 
his  coonskin  cap  and  all  his  grand  cam- 
paigning as  he  ran  for  President  and  as 
he  ran  for  Vice  President.  He  really 
was  a  major  force  in  the  1950's  in  the 
Democratic  Party  and  in  American  pol- 
itics. 

Another  great  Senator  who  has  occu- 
pied desk  No  39  is  Henry  M.  "Scoop" 
Jackson,  of  course  from  Washington 
State,  who  passed  away  just  a  few 
years  ago.  He  truly  was  one  of  the  gi- 
ants of  the  Senate.  He  occupied  desk 
39. 

Frank  J.  Lausche,  from  the  State  of 
Ohio,  occupied  this  desk,  desk  No.  39. 
For  some  of  you  who  may  not  know, 
Frank  J.  Lausche.  to  the  best  of  my 
recollection,  served  more  terms  as 
Governor  than  any  other  Governor 
elected  in  the  history  of  America.  I 
think  he  was  Governor  of  his  State 
for— it  eems  like  well  over  a_ decade 
and  perhaps  even  close  to  2  decades,  in 
the  State  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  this  may  not 
seem  too  important  to  a  lot  of  people, 
but  there  may  be  some  students  around 
who  someday  would  want  to  know 
more  about  the  Senate  Chamber  and 
about  the  desks  in  the  Chamber. 

As  Senator  Rockefeller  and  Sen- 
ator Coats  and  myself  take  ovir  con- 
stituents through  the  Capitol  and 
sometimes  sit  with  them  in  the  gal- 
leries, sometimes  people  ask  us  about 
the  aisle,  where  do  the  Republicans  sit 
and  where  do  the  Democrats  sit?  And 
so  we  thought  it  might  be  a  good  time 
to  put  a  little  statement  in  the  Record 
giving  a  little,  brief  history  about  this 
Chamber  and  some  of  the  desks  that 
make  up  this  wonderful  U.S.  Senate 
Chamber. 

Mr.  President.  I  see  no  other  Senator 
seeking  recognition. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEDICARE  INSOLVENCY 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  was 
not  in  the  Chamber  an  hour  ago  when 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Utah, 


my  colleague,  Senator  Bennett,  com- 
mented on  remarks  that  I  made  earlier 
this  morning.  He  is  a  person  for  whom 
I  have  immense  respect  and  who  I  be- 
lieve is  a  great  student  of  many  of  the 
issues  we  address  on  the  floor.  But  he 
and  I  have  a  very  fundamental  dif- 
ference of  opinion  with  regard  to  Medi- 
care, and  I  wish  to  respond  briefly  to 
comments  that  he  made  today  on  that 
issue.  I  invite  his  reaction  if  he  is  with- 
in the  sound  of  my  voice. 

He  said  in  his  remarks  the  Medicare 
trustees'  report  predicting  insolvency 
only  became  available  in  April  1995; 
that  it  was  not  available  2  years  ago 
when  the  President's  deficit  reduction 
package  was  debated. 

The  fact  is  that  the  Medicare  trust- 
ees' report  is  available  every  year  for 
all  Members  of  Congress  to  see,  and 
every  year  the  report  has  been  predict- 
ing insolvency  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund,  sometime  between  1999  and  the 
year  2003.  So  there  should  be  no  sur- 
prise with  regard  to  the  predictions  of 
this  year's  trustees'  report.  I  think  the 
question  is,  how  we  will  generate  Medi- 
care savings  over  the  course  of  the  next 
year,  and  how  will  we  use  those  sav- 
ings. 

There  are  some  who  have  advocated 
providing  a  significant  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
when  you  cut  Medicare  to  the  extent 
that  some  have  proposed  it  be  cut.  and 
then  you  propose  a  similar  decrease  in 
taxes  for  the  very  wealthiest  among  us, 
one  would  have  to  conclude  that  the 
cuts  in  Medicare  will  be  used  to  pay  for 
the  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy.  That  was 
the  main  point  I  was  making. 

Regardless  of  whether  people  are 
willing  to  make  that  association,  as 
valid  as  I  believe  it  is,  I  think  it  is  very 
CitrAi'  everyone  recognizes  tiiat,  inueeu, 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  is  in  serious 
trouble.  In  fact,  the  President's  1993 
deficit  reduction  package  addressed 
this  issue  through  proposals  designed 
to  delay  insolvency  for  several  more 
years.  Before  the  President's  deficit  re- 
duction package  was  enacted,  the 
trustees'  report  indicated  the  trust 
fund  would  be  insolvent  by  1999  As  a 
result  of  the  enactment  of  the  1993  rec- 
onciliation package,  which  all  Demo- 
crats supported  and  every  Republican 
opposed,  we  have  been  able  to  extend 
the  viability  of  the  trust  fund  for  3 
more  years,  from  the  year  1999  to  the 
year  2002.  So  we  have  made  progress. 

What  many  of  us  are  saying  now  is,  if 
we  are  going  to  continue  to  make 
progress,  then  clearly  we  have  to  go  be- 
yond what  the  reconciliation  package 
did  with  respect  to  strengthening  Medi- 
care. 

What  we  said  last  year  is  that  we 
have  to  pass  meaningful  health  care  re- 
form if  we  are  to  reduce  further  the 
rate  of  Medicare  growth,  without  hurt- 
ing beneficiaries  and  shifting  costs 
onto  families  and  businesses. 

That  is  what  we  attempted  to  do  last 
year.  The  Senator  from  Utah  indicated 


that  the  President  last  year  argued  we 
needed  $118  billion  in  additional  Medi- 
care cuts.  Well,  the  President  proposed 
these  reductions  in  the  rate  of  growth 
of  Medicare  in  the  context  of  a  health 
reform  proposal  that  assured  costs 
would  not  be  shifted  onto  the  private 
sector.  Clearly  we  get  cost  shifting  to 
the  private  sector  when  we  cut  Medi- 
care without  addressing  private  sector 
health  care  cost  problems.  That  is  why 
so  many  of  us  argued  for  so  long— and, 
unfortunately,  with  so  little  success- 
last  year  that  if  we  are  ever  going  to 
solve  Medicare's  problems,  we  have  to 
address  our  entire  health  care  system's 
problems.  Unfortunately.  Republicans 
opposed  that  effort  last  year. 

So,  Mr.  President,  my  point  in  ad- 
dressing this  issue  is  to  clarify  again 
what  I  believe  to  be  the  real  issue.  The 
real  issue  is  that  we  have  to  make 
meaningful  reforms  to  Medicare  with- 
out adversely  affecting  the  bene- 
ficiaries and  without  passing  whatever 
savings  we  generate  on  to  the  wealthi- 
est among  us  in  the  form  of  another 
tax  cut.  Real  reform  is  not  cutting  ben- 
efits to  the  elderly  or  simply  shifting 
more  costs  onto  them.  Real  reform 
must  ensure  more  efficient  functioning 
and  administration  of  the  program. 

The  last  issue  that  I  wish  to  i^ise 
with  regard  to  Medicare  has  to  do  with 
the  chart  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  used.  My  chart  is  not  nearly 
ais  fancy  because  we  didn't  have  time  to 
make  such  an  elegant  chart,  but  I 
think  it  illustrates  my  point. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  indicated 
that  Medicare  costs  were  going  up  fast- 
er than  costs  in  the  private  sector. 

Well,  this  is  only  true  if  you  look  at 
overall  costs.  But  if  you  look  at  a  more 
meanineful  statistic,  per  capita  health 
care  costs,  as  this  chart  indicates — on  a 
per  enrollee  basis,  from  1976  to  1984. 
Medicare  costs  rose  only  slightly  faster 
than  private  sector  costs,  14.2  percent, 
versus  14  percent  for  the  private  sector. 

But  look  what  has  happened  from  the 
yeai  1984  to  1993.  In  that  timeframe, 
1984  to  1993,  about  10  years,  the  actual 
increase  in  private  sector  per  enrollee 
costs  was  9.8  percent.  The  increase  in 
Medicare  per  enrollee  costs  was  7.7  per- 
cent. 

These  are  numbers  given  to  us  from 
HCFA.  and  I  think  they  make  the  point 
I  was  trying  to  make  again  this  morn- 
ing. On  a  per  enrollee  basis,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  Medicare  costs  over  the  last 
10  years  have  not  grown  as  quickly  as 
they  have  in  the  private  sector.  But 
that,  in  part,  is  because  we  are  con- 
tinuing to  do  what  I  just  said  we  do  not 
want  to  do  any  more.  We  do  not  want 
to  pass  Medicare  costs  on  to  the  pri- 
vate sector.  We  do  not  want  to  say,  in 
the  name  of  reform,  all  we  are  going  to 
do  is  let  the  private  sector  take  on 
greater  responsibility  for  health  costs. 

We  have  to  solve  the  problem  of  sky- 
rocketing costs  in  the  private  sector, 
as  well  as  those  costs  in  Government. 
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And  that  is  exactly  what  I  said  this 
morning  and  what  I  hope  we  can  con- 
tinue to  focus  on  as  we  consider  the 
Medicare  debate. 


DAVID  PRYOR  A  TRUE  PUBLIC 
SERVANT 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr  President,  I  could 
not  help  but  listen  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas  just  a  moment 
ago.  All  of  us  will  greatly  regret  his  ab- 
sence beginning  in  the  next  Congress. 

As  we  all  know,  last  week,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arkansas.  Sen- 
ator Pryor,  announced  his  plans  to  re- 
tire. 

As  the  Senate  Democratic  leader,  I 
feel  like  pleading  with  him  not  to  go; 
to  change  his  mind. 

What  we  heard  just  this  afternoon 
was  another  illustration  of  the  value 
that  he  is  to  all  of  us,  the  unique  indi- 
vidual that  he  truly  is. 

While  he  has  been  known  around 
town  as  one  of  the  President's  closest 
friends  on  Capitol  Hill,  he  is  one  of  my 
most  indispensable  allies  in  the  Senate 
and  one  of  the  closest  friends  that  most 
of  us  have  here  in  the  Senate. 

I  have  constantly  drawn  on  his  expe- 
rience and  wisdom  for  advice  and  guid- 
ance. And  I  have  constantly  found  his 
calming  influence  amidst  many  a  Sen- 
ate tempest  to  be  essential  for  my  own 
personal  well  being  as  well  as  that  of 
the  U.S.  Senate. 

But  while  I  recognize  that  he  is  a 
kind,  southern  gentleman  of  the  first 
order.  I  also  warn,  do  not  let  that  calm 
demeanor  fool  you.  In  the  Senate, 
there  is  not  a  more  tenacious  or  ag- 
gressive fighter  for  the  causes  in  which 
he  believes  than  D.wid  Pryor. 

Shortly  after  his  election  to  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Congressman 
Pryor  went  undercover  as  an  orderly 
to  investigate  conditions  in  nursing 
homes.  When  the  House  refused  to  con- 
duct hearings  on  the  plight  of  Ameri- 
ca's elderly,  he  rounded  up  volunteers 
from  local  colleges,  rented  a  trailer, 
and  conducted  his  own  hearings  in  an 
abandoned  gas  station  a  few  blocks 
away  from  the  House  Office  Building. 
When  the  Speaker  of  the  House  refused 
to  establish  a  Committee  on  Aging, 
then-Congressman  Pryor  turned  his 
trailer  into  the  ad  hoc  House  Trailer 
Committee  on  the  Aging  and  continued 
its  investigation. 

The  House  finally  established— to  no 
surprise  of  anyone  who  watched  all  of 
this— a  Select  Committee  on  Aging. 

When  0PM  claimed  to  have  cleaned 
up  its  act  and  made  Government  jobs 
accessible  to  all  applicants.  Senator 
Pryor  sent  his  office  interns  down  to 
that  agency  to  apply  for  jobs. 

He  then  called  them  to  testify  before 
his  Subcommittee  on  Federal  Services, 
where  they  informed  the  Senate  about 
the  continuing  abuses  in  that  most  im- 
portant Federal  job  recruiting  agency. 

The  list  does  not  end. 


He  has  taken  on  the  IRS  and  au- 
thored and  steered  to  passage  the  tax- 
payers' bill  of  rights  to  make  our  tax 
system  fair  and  equitable  to  every  citi- 
zen and  every  business. 

He  has  taken  on  the  Beltway  Bandits, 
as  he  has  conducted  hearings  and  de- 
manded more  than  40  GAO  reports  on 
Government  use  of  what  he  calls  Amer- 
ica's shadow  government — private  con- 
sultants. 

He  has  taken  on  the  pharmaceutical 
companies  for  the  high  prices  they 
charge  for  prescription  drugs. 

He  has  stopped  production  of  unsafe 
and  unworkable  chemical  weapons, 
even  though  it  meant  jobs  in  his  State 
of  Arkansas. 

He  has  conducted  a  longstanding  cru- 
sade against  what  he  considers  time- 
consuming  and  time-wasting  Senate 
procedures  like  filibusters,  dilatory 
floor  tactics,  quorum  calls,  and  ex- 
tended rollcall  votes. 

But  throughout  his  fights.  Senator 
Pryor  hss  remained  the  gentleman 
that  he  is.  His  fights  have  always  been 
constructive,  not  destructive,  to  the 
national  interest.  We  need  more,  not 
less,  positive-minded,  cooperative, 
dedicated  Senators  like  David  Pryor. 

While  I  am  tempted  to  ask  him  to 
stay,  as  his  friend,  I  fully  understand 
and  support  his  reason  for  leaving. 

He  has  given  a  lifetime  of  public 
service.  As  a  teenager,  he  worked  in 
Washington,  first  as  a  page  for  Rep- 
resentative Oren  Harris,  and  then  in 
the  post  office  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

He  had  successful  careers  as  an  edi- 
tor-publisher and  as  an  attorney,  but 
he  always  came  back  to  public  service. 
In  1960.  he  was  elected  to  the  first  of 
three  terms  in  the  Arkansas  State  Leg- 
islature. 

In  1966.  be  was  elected  to  the  first  of 
four  terms  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. He  served  two  terms  as 
Governor  of  Arkansas. 

Since  1979.  he  has  served  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  His  work  in  this  Chamber  has 
consumed  so  much  of  his  time  and  at- 
tention. In  addition  to  his  most  impor- 
tant work  as  chairman  of  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging,  he  has  been  ac- 
tive on  the  Finance  Committee,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  Joint 
Committee  on  the  Organization  of  Con- 
gress, the  Governmental  Affairs  Com- 
mittee. And,  yes,  even  the  Ethics  Com- 
mittee. 

In  addition  to  all  that,  he  has  also 
served  as  Democratic  Conference  sec- 
retary. 

Senator  Pryor  now  wants  to  enjoy 
life  after  politics — and  there  is  much  to 
say  for  that  kind  of  life.  Senator 
Mitchell  told  me  so  just  the  other  day. 

Senator  Pryor's  love  for  the  Senate 
is  exceeded  only  by  his  love  for  his 
family  and  his  love  for  the  beautiful 
State  of  Arkanssis — both  of  which  he 
will  now  be  able  to  enjoy  even  more.  I 
wish  Senator  Pryor.  Barbara,  and  his 


family  the  best  in  the  years  ahead  and 
can  only  say  that  their  gain  is  our  loss. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  what  is  the 
pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  H.R.  956,  and  the 
Gorton  amendment  is  the  pending 
amendment. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  there  now  be  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business  until  5:30 
p.m.,  with  Senators  allowed  to  speak 
for  not  to  exceed  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEDICARE 


Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  last 
month,  the  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees 
issued  its  annual  report.  Four  members 
of  this  committee  are  appointees  of 
President  Clinton— three  of  them  cur- 
rently serve  in  his  Cabinet. 

The  trustees  concluded  that  Medicare 
will  begin  to  go  broke  next  year,  and 
will  be  completely  bankrupt  by  the 
year  2002. 

If  this  were  to  occur,  no  payments, 
by  law,  can  be  made  by  Medicare  to 
pay  for  hospital  care  or  for  any  other 
services  paid  for  by  the  trust  fund. 

Thirty-three  million  seniors  and  four 
million  disabled  individuals  depend  on 
the  Medicare  Program  every  year. 

It  is  for  them,  and  for  those  who  will 
follow,  that  we  must  commit  to  pre- 
serving, improving,  and  protecting  the 
Medicare  Program. 

Tuesday,  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
and  I  extended  a  verbal  invitation  to 
President  Clinton  to  sit  down  with  us 
and  to  begin  working  on  a  bipartisan 
plan  to  preserve,  improve,  and  protect 
Medicare. 

Judging  from  the  President's  actions 
in  the  past  weeks,  and  from  remarks  he 
delivered  earlier  yesterday  at  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Aging,  it 
appears  that  the  President  has  once 
again  chosen  partisanship  over  leader- 
ship. 

Instead  of  heeding  the  advice  from 
his  trustees,  the  President  heeded  the 
advice  of  his  political  pollsters,  using 
yesterday's  speech  as  an  opportunity 
to  engage  in  scare  tactics  and  to  mis- 
lead America's  seniors. 

Nevertheless,  Speaker  Gi.n'grich  and  I 
are  willing  to  give  the  President  the 
benefit  of  the  doubt.  Perhaps  he  did  not 
watch  the  news  Tuesday  evening  or 
read  the  paper  yesterday  morning.  Per- 
haps no  one  at  the  White  House  told 
him  of  our  invitation. 

So,  yesterday  afternoon,  a  letter 
from  the  Speaker  and  myself  was  deliv- 
ered  to    the   White   House,   and    I   ask 


unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of 
that  letter  be  placed  in  the  Record  fol- 
lowing my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  In  this  letter,  we  once 
again  extend  our  invitation  to  the 
President,  asking  him  to  join  us  in  a 
bipartisan  effort  to  preserve,  improve, 
and  protect  Medicare.  It  was  precisely 
this  type  of  bipartisan  effort  which 
saved  Social  Security  in  1983,  and  it  is 
what  is  needed  today. 

And  I  know  a  little  about  the  1983  So- 
cial Security  effort,  because  I  was  a 
member  of  that  Commission,  along 
with  Democrats  and  members  from  the 
private  sector,  appointed  by  the  then 
majority  leader  Howard  Baker  in  the 
Senate,  appointed  by  then  Speaker 
O'Neill  in  the  House,  and  President 
Reagan.  And  it  worked.  A  lot  of  people 
felt  at  that  time  Social  Security  was  in 
deep  trouble,  and  it  was  in  deep  trou- 
ble. It  was  about  to  go  broke.  The 
trustees  had  warned  us  it  was  about  to 
go  broke.  It  warned  us  years  ahead  it 
was  about  to  go  broke.  As  often  hap- 
pens around  this  place,  nobody  really 
thought  it  was  going  to  happen. 

When  it  finally  became  critical,  we 
moved  and  we  acted,  and  thanks  to  the 
efforts  of  our  colleagues  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  both  sides  of  the  Capitol 
and  President  Reagan's  effort,  we  were 
able  to  put  together  a  compromise 
which,  since  1983.  has  secured  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds.  In  fact.  Social  Security  is  going 
to  be  in  good  shape  for  a  fairly  long 
time.  Some  day  we  will  have  to  address 
it.  but  right  now  the  1983  Social  Secu- 
rity fix  has  worked. 

It  also  appears  to  me  that  Treasury 
Secretary  Rubin,  Labor  Secretary 
Reich,  and  Health  and  Human  Services 
Secretary  Shalala.  all  trustees,  all  of 
whom  signed  the  report  calling  for  ac- 
tion now  have  a  great  deal  riding  on 
the  President's  response. 

The  President's  inaction  to  this  date 
suggests  one  of  two  things:  Either  he 
believes  his  trustees  are  incompetent 
and  have  reached  an  erroneous  conclu- 
sion, or  he  accepts  their  conclusion  and 
just  does  not  believe  it  is  the  duty  of 
his  administration  to  solve  the  prob- 
lem, in  which  case  his  trustees  are  ir- 
relevant. Relevancy  has  been  a  matter 
of  some  debate  around  this  town. 

If,  however,  he  treats  the  rec- 
ommendation of  his  trustees  seriously, 
then  he  has  only  one  choice:  To  stop 
searching  for  cam.paign  issues  and  to 
join  Congress  in  searching  for  solu- 
tions. 

I  hope  that  the  President,  in  the 
same  spirit  we  have  been  working  with 
the  President  on  welfare  reform,  on 
antiterrorism  legislation,  on  NAFTA. 
GATT.  and  other  examples  I  can  point 
out  where  Republicans  provided  the 
majority  of  the  votes,  working  with  a 
Democratic  President.  I  hope  the  Presi- 


dent of  the  United  States  will  take  a 
look  at  the  trustees'  report. 

I  know  there  is  a  conference  on 
aging,  and  I  know  the  temptation 
frightens  people,  scares  people  and 
they  may  pick  up  a  few  seniors'  votes 
for  the  President,  but  if  we  do  not  fix 
Medicare,  as  I  have  indicated,  we  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  make  the  pay- 
ments. 

The  year  2002  seems  like  a  long  way 
off.  Why  worry  about  it  in  1995?  Let  me 
just  suggest,  by  the  time  you  get  it  put 
together  and  by  the  time  you  start  to 
implement  it,  the  time  will  roll  by 
more  quickly  than  we  think. 

I  cannot  speak  for  everyone  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  but  I  think  most  of 
my  colleagues  are  ready  and  willing  to 
make  hard  choices.  We  are  not  talking 
about  cuts — the  President  says,  "Oh, 
we  can't  cut  services,  we  can't  do  this, 
we  can't  do  this."  We  are  suggesting 
every  dollar  saved  in  our  efforts  to  pro- 
tect, preserve  and  improve  Medicare  go 
back  into  Medicare:  not  to  cut  taxes 
for  the  rich — as  we  hear  from  time  to 
time  from  our  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle — or  not  for  budget  pur- 
poses, except  so  far  as  Medicare  is  part 
of  the  unified  budget. 

So  I  hope  that  the  President  has  re- 
ceived our  letter  and  that  he  will  seri- 
ously consider  it  and  that  he  will  come 
to  the  Capitol,  or  we  can  go  to  the 
White  House — it  makes  no  difference — 
or  we  can  meet  halfway,  whatever,  and 
talk  about  what  we  may  do  in  a  bipar- 
tisan way  to  begin  working  on  what  is 
a  serious  problem  with  Medicare. 

They  are  the  President's  trustees. 
They  are  people  of  integrity,  as  far  as 
I  know;  people  of  competence,  as  far  as 
I  know;  people  of  good  judgment,  as  far 
as  I  know.  I  assume  this  trustees'  re- 
port was  based  on  the  best  information 
available  and  they  said  we  should  act 
now.  Now  means  precisely  what  now 
means — now,  1995. 

So  we  are  prepared  to  work  with  the 
President  and  members  of  this  admin- 
istration, we  are  prepared  to  work  with 
our  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  we  are  prepared  to  work  with 
House  Members,  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans, and  my  view  is,  if  we  are  serious 
about  this,  we  can  do  it  in  a  very  brief 
period  of  time. 

So  I  hope  that  we  can  have  some  re- 
sponse from  the  President. 

The  other  day  I  suggested  we  maybe 
have  a  bipartisan  commission.  That  is 
how  we  made  recommendations  on  So- 
cial Security  in  1983.  The  President 
called  that  a  gimmick.  Well,  it  was  not 
a  gimmick.  It  was  an  idea  that  Speaker 
O'Neill  had  at  the  time  and  Majority 
Leader  Baker  and  President  Reagan 
had  at  the  time,  and  it  worked.  It  was 
not  a  gimmick.  The.y  made  solid  rec- 
ommendations to  Congress,  and  the 
Congress  adopted  the  recommendations 
of  the  commission.  I  was  proud  to  be  a 
member  of  that  commission,  along 
with  Claude  Pepper.  I  might  add.  who 


was  probably  the  seniors'  greatest  rep- 
resentative and  voice  in  Congress,  a 
Democrat  from  the  State  of  Florida. 

So,  Mr.  President.  I  certainly  hope 
the  President  will  follow  up. 


SENATE  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
with  reference  to  the  schedule,  right 
now  there  are  discussions  going  on  so 
we  can  have  a  substitute  offered  by 
Senators  Rockefeller  and  Gorton, 
and  then  it  would  be  my  intent  to  file 
cloture  so  we  can  bring  the  debate  on 
product  liability  to  a  close.  We  have 
been  on  this  now  last  week  and  most  of 
this  week.  I  am  not  quite  certain  when 
they  will  have  the  product  complete. 

I  do  not  believe  there  will  be  any  fur- 
ther votes  today  because,  frankly,  we 
wanted  to  move  to  another  matter  but 
it  was  objected  to  by  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side.  So  we  will  just  have  to 
wait  and  see  what  agreement  can  be 
reached,  and  then  the  substitute  will 
be  filed  and  then  the  cloture  motion 
will  be  filed. 

It  is  my  intent  to  have  the  first  clo- 
ture vote  on  Monday  and  if  cloture  is 
not  obtained,  to  have  a  second  cloture 
vote  on  Tuesday.  So  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, we  are  going  to  have  a  cloture 
vote  on  Monday.  It  is  very  important 
we  be  here.  We  have  been  on  this  bill 
for  2  weeks.  I  do  not  want  to  frighten 
anybody  or  discourage  anybody,  but  I 
can  see  the  August  recess  going  out  the 
window.  As  much  time  as  we  take  on 
every  piece  of  legislation  in  the  Sen- 
ate, it  does  not  leave  the  leader  any  al- 
ternative than  to  say,  well,  August 
would  have  been  a  great  month  to  be 
off;  a  lot  of  us  would  like  to  have  done 
a  lot  of  things. 

But  the  first  thing  we  must  do  is 
complete  our  work,  and  as  slowly  as  we 
are  proceeding,  I  do  not  see  how  it  can 
be  done.  Maybe  there  can  be  some 
agreements  in  the  next  few  weeks,  but 
we  are  behind  schedule  now  and.  I  must 
say,  unless  we  can  catch  up.  I  do  not 
believe  the  American  people  expect  us 
to  be  off  for  30  days  when  a  lot  of  the 
work  is  not  done. 

So  we  will  be  right  here  catching  up 
unless  we  can  do  so  in  the  next — we 
have  time  if  we  work  together,  let  me 
put  it  that  way. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I 
withhold  that  request. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  order  of  the  Senate,  morning 
business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate is  in  morning  business.  Senators 
have  up  to  5  minutes  each  to  speak. 


A  SERIOUS  PROBLEM  AND  A 
SERIOUS  SOLUTION 

Mr.     DOMENICI.     Thank     you,     Mr. 
President.  First.  I  just  happened  onto 
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the  floor  while  our  leader  was  speak- 
ing. I  compliment  him  for  the  subject 
matter  and  for  what  he  said.  It  is  obvi- 
ous we  have  a  very  serious  American 
problem,  and  that  is  Medicare,  and  a 
very  serious  solution  recommended  by 
trustees,  four  of  whom  were  the  Presi- 
dent's, two  of  whom  are  private  citi- 
zens. I  think  our  Republican  leader  has 
outlined  an  approach  which  might  re- 
solve this  issue. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  came  for  an- 
other purpose.  Obviously,  most  of  my 
time  and  attention  these  days  is  de- 
voted to  how  we  get  a  balanced  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  But  I  do  not  choose  to 
speak  about  that  today. 


UNITED        STATES         ENRICHMENT 
CORPORATION  PRIVATIZATION 

ACT 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  speak  about  a  bill  I  introduced 
yesterday  and  I  did  not  get  a  chance  to 
speak  on  it.  It  has  been  introduced  and 
has  been  referred.  It  is  now  known  as 
S.  755.  It  has  a  very  uninteresting  cap- 
tion and  name:  United  States  Enrich- 
ment Corporation  Privatization  Act. 

Actually,  while  that  does  not  sound 
like  much,  we  hear  a  lot  these  days 
about  Russia.  Iran,  and  Russian  sci- 
entists having  to  find  some  way  to  earn 
a  living.  We  hear  a  lot  about  the  fact 
that  Russia  has  a  very  significant 
amount  of  enriched  uranium  and  that 
we  have  agreed,  in  a  sense,  to  buy  it. 

Now  we  find  ourselves  kind  of  in  a 
quagmire.  Our  own  trade  laws  do  not 
let  us  buy  and  resell  the  material  be- 
cause that  is  dumping.  So  we  have  a  $4 
billion  commercial  transaction  going 
and  the  Russians  are  saying,  "Fine,  we 
made  a  deal,  let's  do  it."  And  so  we 
have  an  entity  here,  the  U.S.  Enrich- 
ment Corporation,  currently  in  exist- 
ence. It  is  Government  owned,  and  thus 
it  is  corporate  only  in  the  sense  that 
we  call  it  a  corporation.  The  U.S.  En- 
richment Corporation,  when  we  sell 
it — and  what  we  propose  here  has  been 
cleared  by  and  looked  at  by  a  lot  of 
marketplace  people — we  believe  it  will 
generate  $1.5  billion  for  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  when  we  take  the 
existing  Government  corporation  and 
put  it  on  the  market,  make  it  a  cor- 
poration. 

One  of  the  mott  difficult  issues  fac- 
ing this  enrichment  corporation  and 
the  uranium  mdustry  as  a  whole  is  how 
uranium  from  the  Soviet  Union  is  al- 
lowed to  enter  the  United  States  mar- 
ket. Currently,  the  Department  of 
Commerce  enforces  a  suspension  agree- 
ment that  limits  the  amount  of  ura- 
nium we  can  import  from  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  suspension  agreement  en- 
forces U.S.  trade  laws.  Obviously,  a 
straight  purchase  and  resale  into  the 
U.S.  market  would  result  in  dumping. 
So  it  will  not  work. 

In  1993.  Russia  and  the  United  States 
signed  an  agreement  under  which  the 


United  States  would  purchase  up  to  $4 
billion  worth  of  natural  uranium  de- 
rived from  highly  enriched  uranium 
from  Soviet  nuclear  weapons.  However, 
as  I  indicated,  the  U.S.  trade  law  pre- 
vents that  natural  uranium  from  being 
sold  in  the  United  States.  The  enrich- 
ment corporation  is  responsible,  none- 
theless, for  implementing  the  Russian 
agreement.  As  a  result,  the  $4  billion 
obligation  falls  squarely  on  the  enrich- 
ment corporation,  the  one  we  now 
have,  the  Government  corporation,  be- 
cause the  enrichment  corporation  is 
prevented  from  selling  the  natural  ura- 
nium into  the  U.S.  market,  which 
would  be  illegal  since  the  material  is 
below  market  price.  As  a  result,  the 
United  States  Enrichment  Corporation 
cannot  pay  the  Russians.  In  turn,  the 
Russians  argue  that  they  are  being 
shortchanged  $4  billion.  I  do  not  think 
one  can  blame  them  for  that.  We  have 
an  agreement.  But  our  enrichment  cor- 
poration cannot  buy  it.  because  if  they 
buy  it.  they  cannot  use  it. 

So  this  legislation  solves  that  prob- 
lem by  enabling  the  creation  of  a  fu- 
tures market  for  natural  uranium  de- 
rived from  the  Russian  agreement.  The 
material  could  only  enter  the  U.S. 
market  in  a  controlled  manner  starting 
in  2002.  Thus,  it  is  not  inconsistent 
with  our  trade  laws. 

So  this  proposal  preserves  the  United 
States  trade  commitment,  protects  the 
United  States  uranium  industry  from 
unfair  dumping,  and  encourages  Rus- 
sia's important  work  of  dismantling 
nuclear  weapons  to  continue.  This  pro- 
posal enables  the  Russians  to  be  able  to 
pay  the  people  that  are  doing  the  dis- 
mantlement work  that  with  some  of 
the  fruits  of  the  disarmament,  namely 
the  revenue  from  the  natural  uranium. 
The  money  would  provide  the  cash  flow 
necessary  to  keep  the  Russian 
minatom  employees  working  to  dis- 
mantle the  Russian  nuclear  capability 
and,  in  turn,  the  Russians  might  not  be 
so  adamant  about  selling  reactors  to 
Iran  for  a  billion  dollars. 

So  in  a  very  real  way,  the  notion  of 
privatization,  which  is  given  sort  of  a 
rebirth  because  of  the  last  election, 
finds  itself  settling  in  on  this  situa- 
tion. I  happen  to  have  the  privilege  of 
chairing  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy 
Research  and  Development  that  has 
this  as  one  of  its  responsibilities.  So 
the  idea  of  privatizing  it  fell  on  our 
subcommittee,  and  with  the  work  of 
some  experts  and  some  really  exciting 
ideas  encapsulated  in  this  bill,  we  may 
indeed  retain  the  enrichment  corpora- 
tion, that  is  privately  owned,  privately 
run,  that  can  indeed  make  money,  and 
we  will  succesfully  implement  the  Rus- 
sian agreement  using  the  futures  ap- 
proach. I  do  not  think  we  have  seen  a 
nicer  fit  and  match  than  this.  In  the 
meantime,  we  pick  up  $1.5  billion  for 
the  U.S.  Treasury. 

Now,  obviously,  there  will  be  a  lot  of 
questions  about  this,  and  we  are  under- 


standing of  that.  We  hope  that  within  a 
month,  as  soon  as  we  get  the  budget 
behind  us  a  little  bit  here,  we  can  have 
some  hearings  on  this  and  get  it  to  the 
floor  this  year.  We  think  it  is  an  excit- 
ing idea  of  privatization  which  accom- 
plishes so  many  good  things  at  one 
time  that  we  want  to  move  full  speed 
ahead  and  see  if  we  cannot  get  it  done. 
I  have  good  cosponsors.  I  invite  other 
Senators  to  take  a  look.  Mr.  Ford  is  a 
cosponsor.  He  is  ranking  member  of  the 
subcommittee.  We  have  Senators  John- 

.STON.  C.\.MPBELL.  TH0.M,\S.  and  Sl.MPSON. 

I  am  sure  we  will  have  others  as  soon 
as  they  understand  it.  I  look  for  some 
of  those  who  work  in  foreign  relations 
and  are  worried  about  Iran  and  the 
growing  relationships  of  a  monetary 
nature  between  Iran  and  Russia.  I  look 
to  them  to  analyze  this,  and  perhaps 
they  can  see  fit  to  join  us. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERREY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President.  I  come 
to  the  floor— and  I  listened  with  great 
interest  earlier  to  the  majority  leader. 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas, 
talking  about  a  letter  that  he  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  have  written  to 
the  President  asking  for  some  biparti- 
san cooperation  having  to  do  with  Med- 
icare. 

Mr.  President,  for  12  years  when  we 
had  a  Republican  President,  any  time 
anyone  would  say.  gee,  how  come  Ron- 
ald Reagan  does  not  submit  a  balanced 
budget,  or  George  Bush  does  not,  the 
standard  response  that  would  come  is — 
mostly,  I  must  say,  from  Republicans 
in  defense  of  their  Republican  Presi- 
dent— they  would  say,  "Gee,  the  Presi- 
dent does  not  spend  any  money.  Con- 
gress spends  the  money."  I  must  say, 
the  Republican  defense  is  accurate. 
Congress  does  spend  the  money.  For  us 
to  say,  gee,  the  President  has  the  re- 
sponsibility for  spending  the  money  is 
inaccurate.  It  is  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  of  America  that  passes 
laws  that  determine  how  much  money 
we  are  going  to  collect  and  in  what 
manner  we  are  going  to  collect  it  from 
the  American  people  and  how  we  are 
going  to  allocate  that  money  across  a 
whole  range  of  programs. 

In  fact,  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
requires  the  Congress  to  produce  a 
budget  resolution  by  the  15th  of  April, 
which  is  several  weeks  past. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  majority  leader 
wants  to  get  a  bipartisan  movement  to 
do  something  about  deficit  reduction, 
there  are  a  number  of  us  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  who  are  all  too  willing  to  do 
exactly  that.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
what  we  need.  If  we  are  going  to  get 
movement,  it  ought  to  be  movement 
inside  of  the  U.S.  Congress.  There  is  a 
ferocious  debate.  There  are  ideological 
differences.  The  biggest  task  that  faces 
us  is  that  deficit  reduction  is  tough. 
The    problem    with    Medicare    is    not 


caused  by  mean  and  nasty  Republicans 
or  mean  and  liberal  Democrats;  it  is 
caused  by  demographics  and  tech- 
nology. 

The  good  news  is  that  we  are  living 
longer.  The  bad  news  is  that  it  is  get- 
ting more  and  more  expensive  for  us  to 
pay  for  the  health  care  for  those  where 
we  have  made  a  commitment.  If  you 
think  it  is  bad  over  the  next  4,  5  years, 
you  ought  to  see  what  the  entitlement 
commission  says  this  looks  like  when 
my  generation  begins  to  retire.  This 
thing  goes  clear  off  the  charts  after  the 
year  2008.  So  the  insolvency  of  the  year 
2002  forecast  by  the  trustees  is  only  the 
tip  of  the  iceberg,  Mr.  President. 

Deficit  reduction  is  difficult  pre- 
cisely because  it  forces  us  to  make 
tough  choices.  This  Congress  needs  to 
get  about  the  business  of  doing  that.  I 
was  disappointed  when  the  President's 
budget  did  not  address  the  issue  of  en- 
titlements. Our  Presidential  commis- 
sion worked  for  an  entire  year.  We 
made  recommendations  to  the  Presi- 
dent to  try  to  do  something.  But  I 
think  the  President  made  a  calculated 
judgment.  He  has  to  say,  I  have  a  Re- 
publican Congress  and  I  had  a  1993  defi- 
cit reduction  act  and  did  not  get  a  sin- 
gle Republican  to  vote  for  it.  In  fact, 
part  of  the  Contract  With  America 
promises  to  take  the  increase  in  taxes 
on  a  small  number  of  Social  Security 
beneficiaries,  about  15  percent,  reduce 
that  tax  which  reduces  the  flow  in 
Medicare  and  makes  the  problem 
worse.  For  that  and  other  reasons,  per- 
haps the  President  decided  not  to  ad- 
dress the  issue  of  entitlements.  We 
know  what  we  need  to  do  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

I  am  very  much  concerned  that  this 
thing  is  going  to  degenerate  into  mere- 
ly an  attempt  by  Republicans  to  say, 
"No,  we  are  right  and  the  Democrats 
are  wrong.  "  or  the  Democrats  saying. 
"No.  we  are  right  and  the  Republicans 
are  wrong." 

For  Members  to  do  that  for  very 
much  longer.  Mr.  President,  maybe  we 
can  survive  for  a  week  or  two  or  three 
with  partisan  blasts  back  and  forth 
across  the  bow.  but  at  some  point  we 
have  a  lot  of  educating,  a  lot  of  ex- 
plaining, and  a  lot  of  leading  to  do. 

I  spoke  last  week  to  the  National 
Press  Club  and  unfortunately  the  an- 
swers that  I  gave  to  some  questions 
afterwards  got  most  of  the  attention. 
But  at  the  heart  of  my  message  is  that 
in  deficit  reduction,  there  is  not  a  free 
lunch.  Deficit  reduction  is  not  some- 
thing that  we  are  doing  just  to  seek  po- 
litical advantage  or  curry  favor  with 
the  voters,  because  the  voters  want 
deficit  reduction.  Deficit  reduction  has 
a  positive  effect  upon  our  economy  be- 
cause it  increases  savings. 

The  majority  leader  indicated  we  do 
not  need  to  do  anything  with  Social 
Security.  With  great  respect,  I  dis- 
agree. I  believe  Social  Security  also 
needs   to   be   reformed,   because   unlike 


the  common  perception  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, Social  Security  itself  is  not  a  sav- 
ings program. 

I  inform  anyone  who  might  be  listen- 
ing to  this  right  now  that  Social  Secu- 
rity is  a  commitment  on  the  part  of 
those  generations  that  are  in  the  work  1 
force  to  allow  themselves  to  be  taxed 
at  a  fixed  percentage  of  their  wages, 
the  money  going  to  those  generations 
that  are  out  of  the  work  force,  who  are 
retired. 

The  program  started  off  as  a  1-per- 
cent tax  on  wages.  The  retirement  age 
was  6  years  after  normal  life  expect- 
ancy when  the  program  started.  Today, 
it  is  12  i)ercent  of  our  wages.  And  12 
percent  of  our  wages,  promised  to  pay 
beginning  in  the  year  65,  which  is  11 
years  this  side  of  normal  life  expect- 
ancy. 

It  is  a  demographic  problem,  Mr. 
President.  I  appreciate  the  majority 
leader  saying  we  do  not  need  to  address 
it  because  we  have  enough  money  com- 
ing in,  but  do  not  tell  that  to  a  20-year- 
old,  a  30-year-old,  or  a  40-year-old. 

We  had  Director  Rivlin  before  the 
Treasury  Postal  Subcommittee  on  Ap- 
propriations this  afternoon,  and  I 
asked  her  about  the  deletion  of 
intergenerational  accounting  in  last 
year's  budget.  She  expects  the  report 
to  come  out. 

My  effective  tax  rate  over  the  course 
of  my  lifetime  is  about  34  percent — my 
generation.  But  the  generation  right 
behind,  if  we  do  not  take  action  with 
Social  Security  and  with  Medicare  rel- 
atively quickly,  they  are  looking  at  an 
effective  tax  rates  in  excess  of  80  per- 
cent— in  excess  of  80  percent^in  an 
economic  environment  where  their 
lives  are  apt  to  be  more  difficult  to 
begin  with. 

I  believe  what  is  needed  is  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  to  come  and  say,  OK, 
we  will  fire  a  few  shots  across  the  bow 
here  at  Democrats,  pointing  out  that 
Republicans,  for  12  years  when  a  Re- 
publican President  was  in  the  White 
House,  said  it  was  Congress'  rest)on- 
sibility.  Now  that  we  have  a  Democrat 
in  the  White  House  they  are  not  look- 
ing across  the  aisle  and  saying,  as  Con- 
gress we  should  fix  it.  They  sent  a  let- 
ter to  the  President  and  said,  "How 
come  you  are  not  doing  something 
about  this?" 

I  believe  it  is  our  responsibility 
under  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  to 
deal  with  this  budget  problem,  and  it  is 
going  to  be  tough.  I  note  with  great 
alarm  a  poll— in  fact  it  has  been  dis- 
tributed not  just  to  Democrats  but  to 
Republicans  as  well,  and  may,  in  fact, 
have  contributed  not  just  to  the  Presi- 
dent's address  to  his  Conference  on 
Aging,  but  to  a  remarkable  address  on 
the  part  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House, 
going  to  the  seniors  coalition.  He  got 
several  standing  ovations,  I  might 
point  out. 

Why  would  he  not?  He  made  it  sound 
like  the  Medicare  solution  is  easy.  "We 


will  give  seniors  choices.  We  will  let 
you  keep  the  savings  of  10  percent.  If 
you  find  waste,  fraud  and  abuse,  it  will 
be  easy.  We  do  not  have  it  get  Medicare 
all  tied  up  in  that  nasty  old  budget  def- 
icit debate,  we  will  move  it  aside,  and 
it  is  all  going  to  get  real  easy." 

It  is  not  easy.  We  either  ask  Ameri- 
cans to  pay  more  or  we  give  them  less, 
or  some  combination  of  the  two.  Or  we 
turn  and  honestly  say  to  our  kids  that 
their  effective  tax  rates  will  be  higher. 
It  will  not  be  15  percent  of  wages.  That 
is  what  it  is  today.  But  if  we  do  not 
take  action  in  the  next  couple  of  years, 
that  tax  rate  will  be  20  percent.  Or 
they  will  have  to  look  to  their  parents 
and  cut  their  benefits  enormously. 
Time  is  on  our  side  right  now,  Mr. 
President,  but  it  is  not  going  to  be  on 
our  side  for  very  much  longer. 

I  genuinely  hope  that  after  we  fired 
our  few  little  political  rounds  here  that 
the  Democrats  and  the  Republicans 
can.  in  fact,  get  together.  We  are  the 
ones  that  by  law  have  the  responsibil- 
ity for  passing  not  only  authorizing 
legislation  but  appropriation  legisla- 
tion and  we  have  to  change  our  laws. 

I  was  very  alarmed  to  read  in  the 
newspaper  this  polling  data  that  shows 
that  45  percent  of  the  American  people 
would  not  vote  for  any  representative 
who  voted  to  reduce  the  increases  in 
Medicare.  Fifteen  percent  would  vote 
for  them,  if  they  did. 

I  note  again  in  Gerald  Seib's  piece  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal.  I  believe  yes- 
terday, saying  that  a  full  48  percent  of 
the  American  people  think  that  we  are 
not  spending  enough  on  seniors.  48  per- 
cent. 

If  we  think  that  is  greedy  seniors,  it 
is  not.  Only  34  percent  of  the  people 
over  65  say  we  are  not  spending  enough. 
It  is  people  18  to  34.  by  over  50  percent. 
Less  than  5  percent  say  we  spend  too 
much. 

That  is  not  what  our  budget  shows. 
Mr.  President,  whether  it  is  at  the 
State  or  Federal  level.  No  one  who  seri- 
ously examines  our  budget  believes 
that  the  problem  is  we  are  not  spend- 
ing enough  on  people  over  the  age  of  65. 
That  is  not  the  problem  we  face. 

I  sincerely  hope— I  must  say  it  may 
require  me  to  do  more  than  hope.  I 
may  have  to  raise  my  voice  and  do  a 
lot  of  praying  before  we  can  bridge  the 
rhetorical  gap  that  divides  the  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  on  the  Senate 
floor.  I  think  there  is  a  bipartisan 
group  that  is  willing  to  come  to  the 
American  people  and  begin  by  simply 
saying  "This  is  the  truth,"  not 
hyperventilate  and  say  things  that 
sound  like  we  are  on  the  side  of  the  an- 
gels and  the  other  side  is  on  the  side  of 
devil,  but  just  say,  "This  is  the  truth." 

Look  at  the  numbers.  We  do  not  fix 
this  thing  by  getting  rid  of  waste, 
fraud,  and  abuse.  We  will  not  fix  this 
thing  by  sort  of  tinkering  at  the  edge 
and  say,  "I  will  give  you  choice.  We 
will  put  it  off  into  managed  care." 
That  is  not  going  to  work. 
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We  either  accept  responsibilities  that 
we  have  as  citizens  to  say  that  if  we 
ask  for  something  we  will  pay  for  it. 
And  we  are  not  going  to  ask  for  any 
subsidy  that  we  neither  need  or  de- 
serve. That  is  part  of  the  problem  now. 

We  have  an  awful  lot  of  people  in 
America,  whether  corporations  or  indi- 
viduals, that  do  not  need  subsidies  and 
we  are  giving  them  subsidies.  They 
make  a  good  case  for  it  for  social  or 
economic  reasons,  and  we  shovel  the 
money  out  and  find  ourselves  when  it 
comes  time  to  taking  care  of  people 
who  need  it.  we  are  woefully  short  of 
either  the  resources  of  trying  to  do 
anything. 

I  am  down  here  right  now  to  offer  a 
constructive  engagement  to  the  major- 
ity leader  saying  that  this  is  not  the 
President's  problem.  This  is  not  his 
fault.  The  President  of  the  United 
States  submits  his  budget.  I  was  criti- 
cal of  it  for  leaving  entitlements  out 
and  not  doing  the  intergenerational  ac- 
counting, but  by  law  it  is  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  of  America  that 
must  make  these  decisions. 

We  are  now  almost  4  weeks  late,  ac- 
cording to  the  Budget  Enforcement 
Act.  of  coming  up  with  a  budget  resolu- 
tion. I  trust  that  when  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
comes  up  with  a  budget,  that  he  will 
need  Democrats  on  this  Senate  floor  to 
come  with  him  and  say,  "We  will  join 
to  make  an  effort  to  go  out  and  explain 
it  to  the  American  people." 

I  will  say  what  my  price  is.  Mr. 
President,  so  it  can  be  clear.  I  do  not 
want  anybody  saying.  'I  wonder  what 
Kerrey  wants?"'  We  will  not  do  a  $300 
billion,  7-year  tax  cut.  That  is  for  open- 
ers. That  is  my  price.  Want  to  nego- 
tiate a  i^ipartioan  tashion.  rlave  to  give 
the  $300  billion  tax  cuf  That  is  non- 
sense. What  kind  of  nonsense  is  that? 
Give  up  $300  billion? 

Only  yourself  to  blame  when  people 
get  up  and  say.  -Gee.  $300  billion  tax 
cut  and  $300  billion  Medicare  cut. 
Aren't  you  paying  with  Medicare  for 
the  tax  breaks  to  individuals?"  It  looks 
that  way.  We  do  not  have  to  do  much 
in  the  way  of  pumping  hot  air  into  that 
argument.  It  looks  like  that  is  what  is 
going  on. 

Republicans  have  to  take  that  $300 
billion  tax  cut  and  forget  it.  Democrats 
on  the  other  hand,  will  have  to  say  we 
will  give  on  entitlements.  We  will  tell 
the  truth  on  entitlements.  We  will  in- 
form the  American  people. 

I  believe  Republicans  as  well  will 
have  to  say.  OK.  maybe  we  scored  some 
great  political  point  in  last  year's  elec- 
tion by  alleging  that  when  Democrats 
voted  for  the  1993  Deficit  Reduction 
Act  without  a  single  Republican  voting 
for  it  m  the  House  or  the  Senate,  we 
took  a  little  political  advantage  by 
saying  that  every  Social  Security  bene- 
ficiary had  a  tax  increase. 

Do  not  tell  me  that  Republicans  were 
not  saying  that.  I  have  heard  it.  I  have 


seen  it  in  advertisements.  It  worked.  If 
I  was  a  Republican  and  I  had  not  voted 
for  that.  I  would  have  done  the  same 
thing.  It  is  an  effective  way  to  score 
political  points. 

For  gosh  sakes.  we  cannot  take  that 
tax,  I  think,  fairly  applied  at  85  percent 
of  income,  reduce  it  to  50  percent,  that 
takes  money  out  of  the  Medicare  part 
A  fund.  That  makes  the  problem  worse, 
not  better.  That  is  my  two  opening 
steps. 

I  also  think,  by  the  way,  that  those 
of  us  who  worked  in  the  mainstream 
group  last  year.  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  led  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island— who 
worked  so  very  hard  to  hold  that  main- 
stream group  together— were  pretty 
close  to  being  on  target  when  it  came 
to  health  care.  We  did  ask  people  to 
pay  the  full  bill.  We  did  ask  people  to 
share  the  cost  of  health  care.  We  did 
not  say  there  is  a  free  lunch  here. 

We  had  a  reasonable  plan,  it  seems  to 
me,  that  was  in  the  middle.  Today,  of 
course,  health  care  reform  is  not  very 
fashionable.  But  we  had  a  bipartisan 
group  of  Republicans  and  Democrats 
who  worked  long  and  hard  and  got  very 
close  to  a  piece  of  legislation  that  I 
think,  frankly,  had  we  had  a  little 
more  time,  we  might  have  been  able  to 
pass  and  we  might  not  be  in  this  fix  we 
are  in  right  now,  trying  to  figure  out 
what  we  are  going  to  do  about  Medi- 
care. 

If  we  treat  Medicare  only  as  a  budget 
issue  and  not  as  a  health  care  issue,  we 
are  going  to  find  ourselves  doing  what 
none  of  us  wants  to  do,  in  my  judg- 
ment, and  that  is  taking  that  couple 
out  there  who  is  working  really  hard, 
that  American  couple  out  there,  where 
.you  have  both  the  husband  and  wife — 
and  we  all  know  who  we  are  talking 
about  here — working  for  $5  and  $6  and 
$7  an  hour  each  and  by  the  time  they 
pay  their  payroll  taxes  and  income 
taxes  they  have  precious  little  money 
left;  those  individuals  are.  right  now,  if 
we  treat  Medicare  only  as  a  budget 
issue,  going  to  find  themselves  paying 
a  lot  more  money  than  they  already 
are  for  health  insurance.  We  are  going 
to  make  their  lives  more  miserable. 
Those  Americans  who  say:  I  do  not 
want  to  be  on  welfare;  who  say  I  do  not 
want  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  give  me  food 
stamps;  I  do  not  want  to  be  on  AFDC: 
I  am  willing  to  work  at  McDonald's;  I 
am  willing  to  work  at  Radio  Shack;  I 
am  willing  to  work  wherever  I  have  to, 
but  I  am  going  to  earn  my  own  way— 
those  are  the  individuals  in  the  United 
States  of  America  today  that  are  in  the 
greatest  amount  of  trouble,  the  ones 
who  are  not  asking  us  for  anything. 
Those  individuals  are  going  to  suffer, 
in  my  judgment,  if  we  treat  Medicare 
only  as  a  budget  issue. 

So  I  say,  here  is  one  Democrat  who  is 
willing  to  work  with  Republicans.  I 
have    worked   with    the   Senator    from 


New  Mexico  on  budget  issues  before 
and  was  pleased  to  be  able  to  join  with 
him  on  his  U.S.A.  Tax,  an  item  that  I 
believe  in  fact  will  generate  more 
money  for  the  U.S.  Treasury  by  allow- 
ing people  not  to  pay  taxes  on  their 
savings  and  businesses  expense  off 
their  investments  that  they  made. 

We  have  to  look  not  just  at  how 
much  money  we  are  generating,  we 
have  to  look  at  ways  to  generate  tax 
money  that  encourage  economic 
growth,  because  in  the  end  that  is 
going  to  determine  whether  or  not  we 
are  able  to  pay  for  anything,  whether 
it  is  defense,  or  Medicare,  or  Social  Se- 
curity, or  whatever  it  is. 

So  I  hope  in  the  end  of  perhaps  the 
next  3  weeks,  after  we  have  all  had  a 
little  political  fun  here  and  scored  our 
political  points,  that  Democrats  come 
and  say:  Here  are  our  values.  I  am  a 
Democrat  and  I  believe  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  of  America  ought  to  say 
every  single  American  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  move  up  the  economic  ladder. 
I  am  willing  to  say  you  have  to  make 
an  effort.  There  is  no  free  lunch  here. 
You  have  to  work  hard  to  do  it. 

But  I  understand,  if  you  are  making 
$5,  $6.  $7  an  hour,  you  have  a  tough 
time  paying  for  health  insurance;  that 
retirement  does  not  mean  much  for 
you;  you  are  having  a  difficult  time 
with  child  care  because  it  is  $500  or  $600 
a  month  for  a  couple  of  kids.  I  under- 
stand you  are  frustrated  because  you 
read  in  the  newspaper  and  see  there  is 
an  80-percent  differential  between  what 
you  can  earn  with  a  college  degree  and 
what  you  can  earn  with  a  high  school 
degree,  and  yet  you  are  not  setting 
enough  money  aside  for  your  kids. 
Then,  when  it  comes  time  for  you  to 
ger  a  college  loan,  yon  are  told  you  are 
maybe  making  too  much  money;  you 
are  no  longer  eligible. 

So  I  am  prepared  to  come  and  say: 
Here  are  my  Democratic  values.  Here  is 
what  I  believe  in  as  a  Democrat.  I  will 
bring  those  arguments  to  the  table. 
But  when  it  comes  to  deficit  reduction. 
we  are  going  to  have  to  act  like  Ameri- 
cans. At  some  point.  I  am  going  to 
have  to  be  willing  to  give.  I  am  willing 
to  give  on  entitlements.  I  am  willing  to 
go  out  on  Medicare.  Medicaid,  Social 
Security,  and  say  to  the  American  peo- 
ple: Here  is  the  truth. 

This  is  not  the  time,  it  seems  to  me. 
for  us  merely  to  hope  we  can  score  po- 
litical points  over  the  other  party.  This 
is  the  time  for  us  to  surprise  the  mar- 
ketplace—and it  would  be  a  surprise  if 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  we 
have  a  budget  recommendation  that 
calls  for  $200  billion  deficits  and  no  ac- 
tion on  entitlements,  can  somehow 
manage  to  get  together.  Republicans 
and  Democrats  who  care  about  deficit 
reduction,  and  surprise  the  market- 
place and  enact  this  year  a  5-  or  6-  or 
7-year  deficit  reduction  plan  that 
would  get  us  to  a  balanced  budget. 
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I  think  the  American  people  would 
not  only  be  pleased— they  may  not  like 
some  of  the  cuts  we  put  in  place — but  I 
think  they  would  be  pleased  because 
the  economy  of  the  United  States  of 
America  would  grow,  long-term  inter- 
est rates  would  go  down,  the  dollar 
would  strengthen,  and  we  would  be  cre- 
ating more  jobs  again. 

I  hope  and  pray  in  fact  that  this  Con- 
gress does  what  the  laws  and  the  Con- 
stitution say  we  are  supposed  to  do, 
and  that  is  do  the  hard  work  of  budget- 
ing; make  the  hard  choices  that  are  re- 
quired in  budgeting.  Then,  once  we 
have  produced  a  budget  resolution  with 
both  Republicans  and  Democrats  on 
board,  then  it  is  time  for  us  to  chal- 
lenge the  executive  branch,  the  Presi- 
dent, to  pony  up  and  share  some  re- 
sponsibility by  going  to  the  American 
people  and  saying  he  believes  Congress 
has  finally  got  it  right. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  please  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-833.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  under 
the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  for  calendar 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

EC-834.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  under  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Act  for  calendar  year 
1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-835.  A  communication  from  the  Admin- 
istrator of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  report  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC~836.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Executive  Director  of  the  National  Medi- 
ation Board,  transmittins.  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  under  the  Freedom  of  Information 
Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-837.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's 
Designee  to  the  Federal  Housing  Finance 
Board,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
for  calendar  year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-838.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Inter-American  Foundation, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report 
under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  for 
calendar  year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


EC-839.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Selective  Service,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-840.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Neighborhood  Reinvest- 
ment Corporation,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-841.  A  communication  from  the  Senior 
Counsel  and  Negotiator  of  the  Office  of  the 
U.S.  Trade  Representative.  Executive  Office 
of  the  President,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act  for  calendar  year  1994:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-842.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting,  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  entitled  "The  Federal 
Courts  Improvement  Act  of  1995";  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-843.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  amendments 
to  the  Federal  Rules  of  Appellate  Procedure; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-844.  A  communication  from  the  Attor- 
ney General,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-845.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Foundation  of  the  Federal  Bar 
Association,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  the  audit  for  fiscal  year  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-846.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  American  Academy  of  Arts  and 
Letter,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  activities  for  calendar  year  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-847.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  and  recommendations  of  the 
Reporting  and  Disclosure  Work  Group  for  fis- 
cal year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-848.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  entitled  "The  Career 
Preparation  Education  Reform  Act  of  1995"; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-849.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  entitled  "Summary  of 
Chapter  2  Annual  Reports  1992-93";  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-850.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  and  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Pension  Benefit  Guaranty  Corpora- 
tion, transmitting  jointly,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  financial  statements  for  fiscal 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-851.  A  communication  from  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  the 
financial  statements  of  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guaranty  Corporation's  Single-Employer 
Fund  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EG-852.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Education  (Civil  Rights), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  annual  re- 
port for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-853.  A  communication  from  the  Board 
Members  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  "The  Railroad  Retirement  and  Rail- 
road Unemployment  Insurance  Amendments 


Act  of  1995';  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-854.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Communications  and  Legislative  Af- 
fairs. U.S.  Ek]ual  Employment  Opportunity 
Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-855.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  U.S.  Institute  of  Peace,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  financial 
statements  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-S56.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  'Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  the  report  on  cases  granted 
equitable  relief  in  calendar  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-857.  A  communication  from  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Com- 
munications. Computers  and  Support  Sys- 
tems), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  cost  comparison  study  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  operating  the  Mess  Attendant 
function;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EC-858.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Affairs), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  annual  re- 
port on  the  Panama  Canal  Treaties  for  fiscal 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EC-859.  A  communication  from  the  Chief  of 
Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  the  Navy, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  notice  of  the 
intention  to  offer  a  grant  transfer;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-860.  A  communication  from  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  plans  for  the  depot-level 
maintenance;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EO-861.  A  communication  from  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  a  report  relative  to  the  Trident  II  (D- 
5)  missile  program:  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

EC-862.  A  communication  from  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  enti- 
tled "The  Military  Construction  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996":  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 

EC-863.  A  communication  from  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  enti- 
tled "The  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  ";  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 
The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 
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By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources,  without 
amendment: 

S.  184.  A  bill  to  establish  an  Office  for  Rare 
Disease  Research  in  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
104-79). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By    Mr     LAUTENBERG    (for    himself. 

Mrs.  Feinstein.  Mr.  Si.mon.  and  Mr. 

Levi.n  >: 

S.  757.   A  bill   to  amend  title   10.   United 

States    Code,    to    terminate    the    Civilian 

Marksmanship  Program;  to  rescind  funding 

for  the  National  Board  for  the  Promotion  of 

Rifle  Practice;  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 

Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By     Mr.     HATCH     (for    himself.     Mr. 
Pryor.    Mr.    Si.MPSON.    Mr.    Breaux. 
Mr.      LL'gar.      Mr.      Leahy.      Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Mrs.  Mlrray.  Mr.  Bo.nd. 
Mr.  Kempthorne.  Mr.  Joh.vston.  Mr. 
Ford.   Mr.   Robb.   Mr.    Doroan.   Mr. 
Kerrey.  Mr.  Kyl.  Mr    Baucus.  Mr. 
Crajg.  Mr.  CocHRA.N.  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr. 
Grassley,   Mr.   DA.MATo.   Mr.   Ben- 
nett, and  Mr.  Binga.man): 
S.  758.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  S  corporation 
reform,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  BRADLEY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
HOLLINGS): 

S.  759.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  limit  the  adjustment 
of  status  of  aliens  who  are  unlawfully  resid- 
ing in  the  United  States;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER: 

S.  760.  A  bill  to  establish  the  National 
Commission  on  the  Long-Term  Solvency  of 
the  Medicare  Program;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mrs.  .MURRAY; 
S.  Con.  Res.  12.  .^  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  concern- 
ing the  trafficking  of  Burmese  women  and 
girls  into  Thailand  for  the  purposes  of  forced 
prostitution;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  him- 
self. Mrs.  Feinsteln.  Mr.  Simon 
and  Mr.  Levin): 
S.  757.  .\  bill  to  amend  title  10.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  terminate  the  Civil- 
ian Marksmanship  Program;  to  rescind 
funding  for  the  National  Board  for  the 
Promotion   of  Rifle   Practice;   and   for 
other  purposes;   to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

THE  CIVILIAN  MARKSMANSHIP  PROGRAM 
TER.MINATION  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr     LAUTENBERG     Mr.    President, 
this  morning  I  rise  to  introduce  a  bill 


to  terminate  a  program  that  I  think 
has  long  outlived  its  usefulness.  It  is 
called  the  Army  Civilian  Marksman- 
ship Program. 

It  is  no  secret  that  I  do  not  like  this 
program.  In  fact,  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  terminate  it  in  the  last  Con- 
gress. It  got  30  votes.  The  arguments 
then  may  not  have  been  persuasive. 
But  perhaps  recent  events  will  change 
that. 

Like  everyone  else,  I  read  the  reports 
that  come  out  about  the  terrorist 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City.  And  they 
are  shocked  by  the  scope  of  that  trag- 
edy. Every  day  we  hear  more  and  more 
news  about  confirmed  dead  and  the  fact 
that  the  search  may  in  fact  have  to  be 
abandoned.  It  is  a  tragedy  that  will 
live  on  forever  in  the  minds  of  our 
democratic  society  and  throughout  the 
world. 

But  in  one  of  these  stories.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  found  information  that  mem- 
bers of  extremist  militia  groups  in  this 
country  may  have  received  weapons, 
ammunition,  and  training  at  Army  fa- 
cilities under  the  auspices  of  the  Civil- 
ian Marksmanship  Program. 

Indeed,  Mark  Koemeke,  the  leader  of 
the  Michigan-based  militia  group,  told 
ABC's  "Prime  Time  Live"  that  he  had 
access  to  U.S.  military  bases  in  Michi- 
gan for  the  purpose  of  training  through 
this  program. 

We  all  know  that  one  of  the  individ- 
uals accused  of  masterminding  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing,  Timothy 
McVeigh,  was  associated  with  the 
Michigan-based  militia  group.  I  do  not 
know.  Mr.  President,  whether  Timothy 
McVeigh  received  training  and  ammu- 
nition under  the  Civilian  Marksman- 
ship Program.  But  I  know  it  is  possible 
that  he  did. 

A  few  days  ago,  Mr.  President,  I 
wrote  to  Secretary  Perry  and  urged 
him  to  conduct  an  investigation  to  de- 
termine the  veracity  of  the  reports 
linking  members  of  extremist  militia 
groups  to  the  Civilian  Marksmanship 
Program.  I  also  called  on  the  Pentagon 
to  immediately  suspend  the  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program  and  propose 
terminating  it  in  the  long  run. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  letter  I  sent  to  Secretary  Perry, 
along  with  a  press  report  related  to 
Mark  Koemeke's  comments,  be  in- 
serted in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

Exhibit  i 

U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC.  May  2. 1995. 
Hon.  William  J.  Perry, 
Secretary  of  Defense, 
The  Pentagon. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Secretary  Perry:  Recent  press  re- 
ports indicate  that  members  of  extremist 
militia  groups  in  this  country  may  have  re- 
ceived weapons,  ammunition,  and  training  at 
Army  facilities  under  the  auspices  of  the  Ci- 
vilian Marksmanship  Program  (CMP).  I  am 


writing  to  urge  you  to  conduct  an  investiga- 
tion to  determine  the  veracity  of  these  re- 
ports and  to  ask  that  you  provide  me  with  a 
list  of  all  the  clubs  that  participate  in  the 
CMP  program.  In  the  interim.  I  urge  you  to 
immediately  suspend  the  CMP  and  propose 
terminating  it  in  the  long  ran. 

As  you  know.  I  have  long  believed  the  CMP 
is  a  low  priorit.v  program  and  is  an  egregious 
example  of  waste  in  government.  The  pro- 
gram promotes  rifle  training  for  civilians 
through  a  system  of  affiliated  clubs  and 
other  organizations,  and  sponsors  shooting 
competitions.  As  part  of  these  activities,  the 
program  donates,  loans,  and  sells  weapons, 
ammunition  and  other  shooting  supplies. 

The  program  was  first  established  in  1903, 
at  a  time  when  civilian  marksmanship  train- 
ing was  believed  to  be  important  for  militai-y 
preparedness.  Yet.  according  to  a  report  by 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  program 
now  has  limited  military  value.  As  Army  of- 
ficials told  the  GAO,  no  Army  requirements 
exist  for  civilians  trained  in  marksmanship, 
and  no  system  is  in  place  to  track  program- 
trained  pereonnel.  In  a  March  15.  1994  hear- 
ing in  the  Senate  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  Army  Secretary  West  stated 
that  national  security  objectives  will  be  met 
with  or  without  the  CMP. 

In  essence,  the  CMP  provides  a  taxpayer 
subsidy  for  recreational  shooting.  In  light  of 
budget  deficit  we  face  and  the  military  needs 
we  ought  to  address,  this  simply  is  not  a  jus- 
tifiable use  of  scarce  resources.  After  all.  de- 
fense dollars  are  not  used  to  subsidize  other 
sports.  They  ought  not  to  be  used  to  sub- 
sidize a  shooting  program  which  has  no  rela- 
tionship to  military  needs  and  requirements. 

At  a  minimum  we  ought  to  ensure  the 
CMP  is  not  being  used  to  train  and  arm 
members  of  extremist  militia  groups.  The 
American  people  have  a  right  to  know  that 
their  tax  dollars  are  not  being  used  to  train 
people  who  pose  a  threat  to  law  abiding  citi- 
zens and  to  peace  and  order  in  this  country. 

I  appreciate  your  prompt  attention  to  this 
request. 

Sincerely. 

Frank  P.  Lautenberg. 

U.S.  Riflery  Program  May  Aid  MiLrriAS 
(By  Colum  Lynch) 

New  York.— Even  as  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration moves  to  monitor  extremist  groups 
that  hate  federal  agencies,  the  government 
continues  to  fund  a  $2.5  million  program  that 
may  have  provided  elements  of  such  groups 
with  low-cost  surplus  weapons,  free  bullets 
and  access  to  Army  training  facilities. 

Mark  Koernke.  the  shortwave  radio  broad- 
caster and  leader  of  the  Michigan  Militia 
group  that  disdains  the  federal  government, 
suggested  the  embarrassing  prospect  that 
the  government  was  aiding  some  of  its  do- 
mestic adversaries  when  he  told  ABC's 
"Prime  Time  Live  "  Tuesday  that  he  had 
gained  access  to  US  military  bases  in  Michi- 
gan to  train  through  the  92-year-old  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program. 

Critics  of  the  federal  program,  which  pro- 
vides about  1.150  civilian  gun  clubs  around 
the  country  with  access  to  military  firing 
ranges  and  more  than  40  million  rounds  of 
free  ammunition,  are  demanding  that  the 
Pentagon  immediately  suspend  the  financing 
and  launch  an  investigation  into  whether  the 
program  has  provided  training  facilities  and 
equipment  to  Koernke  and  to 
antigovernment  militia  groups. 

Investigators  al.so  want  to  probe  for  pos- 
sible links  to  Oklahoma  City  bombing  sus- 
pect Timothy  McVeigh,  and  brothers  James 
and  Terry  Nichols,  who  allegedly  helped 
McVeigh  produce  explosives  in  recent  years. 


"Our  government  may  be  inadvertently 
arming  and  training  individuals  and  groups 
whose  goal  is  to  harm  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials and  other  innocent  people."  said  Rep. 
Carolyn  Maloney.  a  New  York  Democrat  who 
has  led  an  unsuccessful  two-year  battle  in 
Congress  to  halt  the  program. 

To  be  sure,  many  thousands  of  law-abiding 
gun  enthusiasts  have  used  the  program  over 
the  years  to  hone  their  skills  with  no  other 
goal  than  to  operate  their  weapons  safely,  ef- 
fectively and  peacefully.  In  Michigan  alone. 
there  are  51  clubs  with  more  than  6,400  mem- 
bers in  the  riflery  program. 

Army  officials  yesterday  defended  the  pro- 
gram as  a  valuable  public  service,  particu- 
larly useful  in  training  youths  to  handle 
weapons.  .Still,  the  Pentagon  last  year  sug- 
gested the  program  might  have  outlived  its 
usefulness. 

The  program  was  started  in  1903.  Military 
officials  during  the  Spanish-American  War 
were  appalled  at  the  ineptitude  of  American 
marksmanship  and  sought  to  remedy  that  by 
providing  rifle  training  to  civilians  in  peace- 
time. 

"It  was  discovered  that  the  majority  of 
Americans  who  were  recruited  to  fight  in 
that  war  couldn't  hit  the  side  of  a  bam.  " 
said  Martha  Rudd.  an  Army  spokeswoman  in 
Virginia.  The  program  has  been  continued 
ever  since.  And  the  only  way  that  it  can  be 
made  to  go  away  is  if  Congress  makes  it  go 
away." 

In  addition  to  providing  civilian  marksmen 
with  access  to  military  facilities,  the  Army 
also  sells  up  to  6.000  surplus  M-1  rifles  annu- 
all.v  to  club  participants  at  a  bargain  cost  of 
J250  apiece  Each  year,  the  program  funds 
what  one  Army  official  called  "the  World  Se- 
ries of  marksmanship."  a  shooting  tour- 
nament at  Camp  Perry.  Ohio,  hosted  by  the 
.Army  and  the  National  Rifle  Association. 

.Army  officials  said  yesterday  that  the  ri- 
flery program  is  an  innocent  recreational  af- 
fair that  promotes  civic  virtue  and  in  par- 
ticular aicls  the  safe  training  of  youths  ages 
10  to  18.  In  the  1980s.  Rudd  said,  the  military 
worked  to  discourage  more  extreme  militia 
organizations  from  participating  by  insisting 
that  each  club  chapter  include  at  least  10 
youths 

But  she  said  that  adults  are  welcome  to 
participate  and  that  it  is  impossible  to  say 
whether  Koernke  or  other  groups  hostile  to 
the  government  received  ammunition  or  pur- 
chased weapons  through  the  program. 

In  a  letter  to  Defense  Secretary  William  J. 
Perry.  Maloney  requested  a  list  of  the  gun 
clubs  and  military  bases  participating,  as 
well  as  Information  on  "links  between  this 
program  and  militia  groups  or  individual  ex- 
tremists." Rudd  .said  no  investigation  into 
the  program  had  been  initiated. 

Maloney  also  circulated  a  bill  calling  on 
Congress  to  end  the  program. 

"Long  before  this  bombing,  the  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program  stood  out  as  one  of 
the  most  ridiculous  items  in  the  federal  gov- 
ernment budget."  she  said.  "Were  slashing 
funding  for  abused  children,  foster  care  and 
child  nutrition,  yet  we're  subsidizing  rec- 
reational marksmanship." 

Indeed,  the  Pentagon  issued  a  report  to 
Congress  last  year  that  said  the  program  no 
longer  served  a  military  purpose.  Even  con- 
servative commentator  George  Will  has  re- 
ferred to  it  as  "petrified  pork.  "  However, 
largely  because  of  lobbying  by  the  NRA  and 
resistance  from  some  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican supporters,  the  program  has  survived. 

"The  NR.A  has  been  the  official  agent  for 
the  Civilian  Marksmanship  Program,"  con- 
tended Bob  Walker,  the  legislative  director 


for  Handgun  Control  Inc.,  a  Washington- 
based  group  advocating  gun  control.  "In 
order  to  qualify  for  .surplus  rifles  and  free 
ammunition,  one  of  the  requirements  is  that 
you  belong  to  the  NRA.  This  program  is  a 
subsidy  for  the  NRA  and  its  members." 

The  NRA  press  office  did  not  respond  yes- 
terday to  .several  requests  for  an  interview. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  long  believed  the  Civilian  Marks- 
manship Program  is  a  low-priority  pro- 
gram and  an  egregious  example  of 
waste  in  government.  The  program  pro- 
motes rifle  training  for  civilians 
through  a  system  of  affiliated  clubs 
and  other  organizations,  and  sponsors 
shooting  competitions.  As  part  of  these 
activities,  the  program  donates,  loans, 
and  sells  weapons,  ammunition,  and 
other  shooting  supplies. 

The  program  was  first  established  in 
1903,  soon  after  the  Spanish-American 
War,  at  a  time  when  civilian  marks- 
manship training  was  believed  to  be 
important  for  military  preparedness. 
Back  then,  some  Federal  officials  were 
concerned  that  recruits  often  were  un- 
able to  shoot  straight.  The  officials  be- 
lieved that  a  trained  corps  of  civilians 
with  marksmanship  skills  would  be 
useful  to  prepare  for  future  military 
conflicts. 

Mr.  President,  that  may  have  made 
sense  in  1903.  But  this  is  1995.  The 
Spanish-American  War  ended  more 
than  90  years  ago,  and  things  have 
changed. 

According  to  a  report  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  the  program  now 
has  limited  military  value.  As  Army 
officials  told  the  GAO,  no  Army  re- 
quirements exist  for  civilians  trained 
in  marksmanship.  In  a  March  15,  1994, 
hearing  in  the  Senate  Defense  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee,  Army  Sec- 
retary West  stated  that  national  secu- 
rity objectives  will  be  met  with  or 
without  the  Civilian  Marksmanship 
Program. 

Unlike  the  situation  in  1903  and  the 
Spanish-American  War.  today  we  have 
well-trained  Reserves  and  National 
Guard  Forces,  and  we  have  advanced, 
high-technology  weapons  systems.  The 
military  does  not  need  a  ready  supply 
of  ordinary  civilians  who  know  how  to 
shoot  a  rifle. 

Even  if  we  did  need  such  a  corps,  the 
program  does  not  give  us  one.  No  sys- 
tem is  in  place  that  tracks  the  pro- 
gram-trained personnel,  and  the  pro- 
gram is  not  part  of  the  Army  plan  for 
mobilizing  forces  in  an  emergency. 

In  essence,  the  Civilian  Marksman- 
ship Program  provides  a  taxpayer  sub- 
sidy for  recreational  shooting.  In  light 
of  the  budget  deficit  we  face  and  the 
military  needs  we  ought  to  address, 
this  simply  is  not  a  justifiable  use  of 
scarce  resources. 

After  all.  defense  dollars  are  not  used 
to  subsidize  other  sports.  They  ought 
not  be  used  to  subsidize  a  shooting  pro- 
gram which  has  no  relationship  to 
military  needs  and  requirements. 
Training  young  people  to  play  baseball 


is  a  nice  thing  to  do.  but  the  Govern- 
ment does  not  subsidize  Little  League. 
We  do  not  give  children  free  baseballs? 
Why  should  we  give  them  bullets? 

Mr.  President,  Americans  are  deeply 
cynical  about  the  Congress.  They  think 
we  are  controlled  by  narrow  special  in- 
terests and  that  we  are  wsisting  tax- 
payers' money  on  useless  boondoggles. 
A  program  like  bucks  for  bullets  only 
reinforces  that  image. 

It  also  makes  people  wonder  about 
our  priorities.  After  all,  how  can  we 
close  military  bases  and  lay  off  thou- 
sands of  defense  workers  while  spend- 
ing money  on  recreational  gun  clubs? 
How  can  we  fail  to  fully  fund  Head 
Start  if  we  can  pass  out  free  bullets  to 
school  kids?  How  can  we  omit  funds  for 
people  unable  to  afford  a  college  edu- 
cation if  we  can  find  millions  to  teach 
kids  how  to  shoot? 

Where  is  our  sense  of  priorities? 
Where  is  our  common  sense? 

Mr.  President,  1  hope  my  collesigues 
will  agree  that  it  is  time  to  end  this 
program.  At  a  minimum.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  ought  to  ensure  the  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program  is  not  being 
used  to  train  and  arm  members  of  ex- 
tremist militia  groups.  The  American 
people  have  a  right  to  know  that  their 
tax  dollars  are  not  being  used  to  train 
people  who  pose  a  threat  to  law-abiding 
citizens  and  to  peace  and  order  in  this 
country. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor 
this  bill,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  757 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Cnngres.i  assernhled . 

SECTION  1.  TERMINAnON  OF  THE  CIVILIAN 
MARKSMANSHIP  PROGRAM. 

Chapter  410  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  sections  4307.  4308.  4310. 
4311.  4312.  and  4313; 

(2)  in  section  4309— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "and 
by  persons  capable  of  bearing  arms"  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "law  enforcement 
agencies";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  out  "ci- 
vilians "  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "law 
enforcement  agencies";  and 

(3)  in  the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  410  of  such  title,  by  striking  out 
the  items  relating  to  sections  4307,  4308.  4310. 
4311.  4312.  and  4313 

SEC.  2.  RESCISSION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  NATIONAL 
BOARD  FOR  THE  PROMOTION  OF 
RIFLE  PRACTICE. 

The  unobligated  balance  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated by  title  II  of  Public  Law  103-335 
under  the  heading  "National  Board  for  the 
Promotion  of  Rifle  Practice.  Army"  is  re- 
scinded. 

SEC.  3.  FISCAL  YEAR  IMS  FLNDDsG  NOT  AUTHOR- 
IZED FOR  THE  NATIONAL  BOARD 
FOR  THE  PROMOTION  OF  RIFLE 
PRACTICE. 

Funds  are  not  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  the  National  Board  for  the  Pro- 
motion of  Rifle  Practice. 
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Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  in  this  legislation  to  re- 
scind the  appropriation  for  the  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program.  I  do  so  for  a 
number  of  reasons,  and  I  want  to  brief- 
ly cite  them. 

At  a  time  when  our  Government  and 
this  body  is  cutting  virtually  every 
program  that  benefits  people  all  across 
the  board,  I  chink  the  Civilian  Marks- 
manship Program  is  one  program  that 
is  truly  expendable  and  can  be  re- 
scinded As  was  pomted  out,  the  mili- 
tary has  said  this  program  is  not  nec- 
essan,'  The  General  Accounting  Office 
in  1990  found  the  program  unnecessary 
and  not  related  to  the  military  mis- 
sion. 

In  March  1994,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense testified  before  the  Defense  Sub- 
committee on  Appropriations  that  the 
Civilian  Marksmanship  Program  was 
not  related  to  our  Nation's  military 
readiness  and  had  no  effect  on  our  na- 
tional security  objectives. 

About  a  week  ago.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  a  group  gathered  of  major  law  en- 
forcement organizations  to  talk  about 
the  intended  repeal  of  the  assault 
weapons  legislation,  and  the  head  of  a 
Federal  law  enforcement  organization 
handed  me  a  copy  of  the  National  Rifle 
Association's  letter,  a  6-page  direct- 
mail  piece  that  went  out,  and  said  to 
me  this  was  received  by  one  of  our  law 
enforcement  people  who  was,  frankly, 
amazed  that  this  kind  of  rhetoric  could 
appear  on  an  NRA  direct-mail  piece. 

I  took  a  look  at  it.  and  I  was  aston- 
ished by  what  I  saw.  Since  that  time,  a 
number  of  Members  of  the  Senate  have 
commented  in  the  Chamber  on  their 
concern  about  this  piece.  It  was 
thought  that  the  National  Rifle  Asso- 
ciation might  agree  that  it  wais  hyper 
hyperbole  and  that  it  seemed  to  have  a 
purpose  to  incite  people  to  take  action 
against  the  Federal  Government,  and  it 
made  statements  which  were  in  effect 
libelous;  they  were  untrue;  they  were 
slanderous;  statements  like  it  did  not 
matter  to  those  of  us  who  support  the 
assault  weapons  ban  that  it  gave 
"jack-booted  Government  thugs  more 
power  to  take  away  our  constitutional 
rights,  break  in  our  doors,  seize  our 
guns,  destroy  our  property,  and  even 
injure  or  kill  us.  " 

Mr  President.  I  have  had  a  lot  of 
things  said  about  me  but  never  that. 
That  is  untrue.  It  is  a  lie.  It  is  patently 
false  and  it  is  said  for  one  reason  and 
one  reason  only,  and  that  is  to  incite 
people. 

Then  it  goes  on  to  say,  "President 
Clinton's  army  of  antigun  Government 
agents  continue  to  intimidate  and  har- 
ass law-abiding  citizens.  In  Clinton's 
administration,  if  you  have  a  badge, 
you  have  the  Government's  go  ahead  to 
harass,  to  intimidate,  and  to  even  mur- 
der law-abiding  citizens.'' 

On  its  face,  that  is  slanderous  and  in 
writing  it  is  libelous.  It  is  factually  un- 


true. It  is  said  but  for  one  reason  and 
one  reason  only.  And  that  is  to  incite 
and  develop  hatred  against  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  very  people  who 
carry  out  the  intent  of  the  laws  that 
we  in  this  body  and  the  other  body  pass 
and  are  signed  by  the  President  and  be- 
come the  law  of  the  land.  I  do  not 
think  this  body  can  condone  this  kind 
of  rhetoric. 

Now,  is  this  connected  with  the  Civil- 
ian Marksmanship  Program?  Not  di- 
rectly. Not  directly.  But  indirectly  it 
is,  because  the  NRA  effectively  partici- 
pates in  this  program— it  is  estimated 
by  some  to  the  extent  of  SI  million  out 
of  the  $2.5  million  appropriation. 

Moreover,  given  the  association's  re- 
fusal to  recant  this  letter,  a  letter 
which  is  blatantly  political  and  incit- 
ing, certainly  not  one  of  a  nonpolitical 
organization,  should  Federal  funds  ben- 
efit a  political  organization  of  this 
type?  I  would  come  down  and  say  no. 
Federal  moneys  should  not  go  to  bene- 
fit an  organization  that  openly  admits 
it  plays  a  major  political  role  in  the 
election  and  in  the  unelection  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  members  of  other 
local  bodies. 

I  believe  letters  of  this  kind  really 
defeat  its  purpose  as  a  so-called  non- 
political  organization. 

In  addition,  I  am  disturbed  about  re- 
cent reports,  such  as  the  ABC 
■PrimeTime  Live"  episode  and  a  Bos- 
ton Globe  article,  that  describe  how 
militia  members  brag  that  they  have 
received  ammunition,  surplus  weap- 
onry, and  training  on  .A.rmy  bases 
through  the  Civilian  Marksmanship 
Program. 

I  do  not  know  whether  this  is  true  or 
not.  I  have  no  way  on  my  own  of  verify- 
ing it,  but  the  fact  is  they  did  brag  that 
this  was  the  case. 

In  fact,  my  staff  was  recently  told  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  about  a  re- 
cent incident  where  a  military  security 
patrol  monitoring  an  Army  rifle  range 
saw  that  club  members  were  using  the 
range  and  wearing  Michigan  militia 
patches.  These  club  members  were 
£isked  to  leave  the  range,  which  is  lo- 
cated at  Camp  Grayling,  MI,  on  April 
27. 

As  DOD  staff  admit,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  regulations  of  this  program  to 
prevent  militia  members  from  joining 
civilian  marksmanship  clubs  and  re- 
ceiving ammunition,  weaponry,  and  ac- 
cess to  military  training  facilities,  be- 
cause— and  I  stress  this — the  program 
does  not  check  members  for  their 
membership  in  other  organizations  or 
limit  the  number  of  adults  that  can 
join. 

So  in  light  of  these  reports,  which 
suggest  this  possibility  to  train,  sup- 
ply, or  subsidize  anti-Government  ex- 
tremist militias,  and  the  letter  which 
seems  to  indicate  to  me,  and  I  think  to 
other  reasonable  readers  of  the  letter. 
that  the  National  Rifle  Association  is 
willing  to  go  a  step  further  to  raise  the 


level  of  the  rhetoric,  to  increase  the 
hostility,  one  can  certainly  question 
the  wisdom  of  Federal  dollars  going  to 
provide  weapons  and  bullets  and  train- 
ing to  groups  who  may— and  I  say  may 
and  I  say  might — use  these  weapons 
and  use  that  training  against  the  very 
people  that  this  body  empowers  to 
carry  out  our  laws. 

So  I  believe  the  time  has  come  to 
take  definitive,  direct  action  and,  by 
that  action,  to  send  a  message  that  we 
will  not,  in  fact,  tolerate  this.  That  is 
why  I  am  cosponsoring  this  legislation, 
and  I  hope  this  body  will  be  receptive 
to  its  passage. 


By  Mr.  HATCH  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Pryor,  Mr.  Simpson,  Mr. 
Bre.\ux,  Mr.  LUGAR,  Mr.  Le.\hy, 
Mrs.  Hutchison,  Mrs.  Murray, 
Mr.  Bond,  Mr.  Kempthorne, 
Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Ford,  Mr. 
RoBB,  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mr.  Kerrey, 
Mr.  Ky-L,  Mr.  Baucus,  Mr. 
Craig.  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Cohen, 
Mr.  Grassley.  Mr,  D'A.mato. 
Mr.    Bennett,   and   Mr.    Binga- 

.MAN): 

S.  758.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  S 
corporation  reform,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  .S  CORPORATIO.N  REFORM  ACT  OF  I99,'i 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  Senator  Pryor,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  S  Corporation 
Reform  Act  of  1995.  We  are  pleased  to 
be  joined  by  Senators  Simpson, 
Breaux,  Lugar,  Leahy,  Hutchison, 
Murray.  Bond,  Kempthorne,  John- 
ston, Ford,  Robb,  Dorgan,  Kerrey  of 
Nebraska,  Kyl,  Baucus,  Craig,  Coch- 
ran. Grasslky,  D'Am.^to.  Cohen,  Ben- 
nett, and  BINGAMAN. 

Mr.  President,  today  almost  1.7  mil- 
lion businesses  pay  taxes  as  S  corpora- 
tions and  the  vast  majority  of  these 
are  small  enterprises.  As  we  all  know, 
small  business  is  the  engine  that  drives 
American  job  creation.  It  is  important 
to  note  that  while  in  ordinary  times, 
small  businesses  create  half  of  the  new 
jobs  in  this  country,  in  times  of  recov- 
ery, this  number  jumps  to  75  percent 
It  is  obvious  that  the  tax  and  economic 
policies  of  this  Nation  should  support 
and  sustain  the  creation  and  growth  of 
small  businesses.  Our  economic  future 
depends  on  the  health  and  strength  of 
our  small  business  sector. 

This  is  why  we  are  introducing  a  bill 
today  to  strengthen  small  businesses. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  will  help  to 
fine-tune  the  Nation's  job-creating  en- 
gine of  small  business  in  three  ways:  by 
improving  access  to  capital,  by  making 
it  easier  to  pass  on  family-owned  busi- 
nesses from  one  generation  to  the  next, 
and  by  simplifying  many  of  the  out- 
dated, unnecessary  and  complex  tax 
rules  that  apply  to  S  corporations. 

One  of  the  biggest  problems  facing 
small    business    is    that    of   attracting 


adequate  capital.  This  bill  helps  to  ex- 
pand access  to  capital  by  S  corpora- 
tions by  increasing  the  number  of  per- 
mitted shareholders  from  35  to  50,  by 
permitting  tax-exempt  organizations 
to  be  shareholders,  and  by  allowing 
non-citizens  to  own  S  corporation 
stock.  It  will  also  modernize  S  corpora- 
tion financing  by  allowing  them  to 
issue  preferred  stock  and  convertible 
bonds. 

Further,  this  legislation  will  make  it 
easier  for  one  S  corporation  to  own  an- 
other corporation.  Our  outmoded  rules 
already  permit  this,  but  not  without  a 
sizeable  diversion  of  capital  away  from 
productive  investment  and  into  the 
pockets  of  lawyers  and  accountants. 
This  bill's  provisions  will  streamline 
small  business  structure  and  return 
common  sense  to  the  realm  of  business 
ownership. 

Additionally,  the  bill  will  help  pre- 
serve family-owned  businesses  by  mak- 
ing it  easier  for  families  to  establish 
trusts  funded  by  S  corporation  shares, 
and  by  counting  all  members  of  a  fam- 
ily who  hold  S  corporation  stock  as  a 
single  shareholder.  These  are  impor- 
tant provisions,  Mr.  President,  because 
so  many  successful  small  businesses 
fail  to  survive  beyond  the  first  genera- 
tion. 

Finally,  the  bill  will  repair  a  number 
of  outmoded,  inefficient  provisions  of  S 
corporation  tax  law.  Among  the  revised 
rules  are  a  provision  giving  fringe  ben- 
efits in  S  corporations  the  same  tax 
treatment  provided  to  ordinary  cor- 
porations, and  another  which  will  stop 
corporate  elections  from  being  invali- 
dated by  mere  technicalities.  Most  im- 
portantly, all  of  the  bill's  provisions 
have  been  carefully  designed  to  avoid 
creating  future  difficulties  for  Ameri- 
ca's small  businesses. 

In  my  home  state  of  Utah,  there  are 
thousands  of  current  and  future  entre- 
preneurs for  whom  this  bill  will  provide 
much-needed  financial  and  legal  flexi- 
bility in  the  increasingly  competitive 
marketplace.  Throughout  the  country, 
small  businessmen  and  women  have 
been  clamoring  for  relief  from  our  Na- 
tion's outdated  and  inflexible  policies 
regarding  S  corporation. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  badly  needed  legislation,  which 
will  give  small  businesses  the  strength 
and  flexibility  they  will  need  to  thrive 
into  the  next  century. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  much  talk 
these  days  about  tax  simplification  and 
about  throwing  out  the  old  tax  system 
and  starting  over  again  with  a  better 
one  that  makes  more  sense.  This  de- 
bate is  a  very  positive  thing  for  this 
country  and  I  believe  it  will  eventually 
lead  to  some  vast  improvements  in  the 
way  our  economy  operates.  In  the 
meantime,  however,  let  us  not  over- 
look some  of  the  relatively  simple  and 
noncontroversial  changes  that  will 
make  our  tax  system  work  better.  This 
bill  represents  such  changes.  These  are 


improvements  that  we  can  make  right 
now  that  will  help  small  and  growing 
businesses. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  this  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  758 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE;  AMENDMENT  OF  1986 
CODE:  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title.  -This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "S  Corporation  Reform  Act  of  1995  ". 

(b)  AMENDMENT  OF  1986  CODE.— Except  as 
otherwise  expressly  provided,  whenever  in 
this  Act  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  an  amendment  to.  or  re- 
peal of.  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
section  or  other  provision  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

(c)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  amendment  of  1986  Code; 

table  of  contents. 
TITLE  I-ELIGIBLE  SHAREHOLDERS  OF  S 
CORPORATION 
Subtitle  A— Number  of  Shareholders 

101.  S  corporations  permitted  to  have  50 
shareholders. 

102.  Members   of   family    treated    as    1 
shareholder. 

Subtitle  B — Persons  Allowed  As 
Shareholders 

111.  Certain  exempt  organizations. 

112.  Financial  institutions. 

113.  Nonresident  aliens. 

114.  Electing  small  business  trusts. 
Subtitle  C — Other  Provisions 

121.  Expansion  of  post-death  qualifica- 
tion for  certain  trusts. 
TITLE     Il-QUALIFICATION    AND    ELIGI- 
BILITY   REQUIREMENTS    FOR    S    COR- 
PORATIONS 

Subtitle  A— One  Class  of  Stock 
Sec.  201.  Issuance    of   preferred    stock    per- 
mitted. 
Sec.  202.  Financial  institutions  permitted  to 
hold  safe  harbor  debt. 
Subtitle  B— Elections  and  Terminations 
Sec.  211.  Rules  relating  to  inadvertent  ter- 
minations   and     invalid     elec- 
tions. 

212.  Agreement  to  terminate  year. 

213.  Expansion      of      post-termination 

transition  period. 

Sec.  214.  Repeal  of  excessive  passive  invest- 
ment income  as  a  termination 
event. 
Subtitle  C— Other  Provisions 

Sec.  221.  S  corporations  permitted  to  hold 
subsidiaries. 

222.  Treatment  of  distributions  during 
loss  years. 

223.  Consent  dividend  for  AAA  bypass 
election. 

224.  Treatment  of  S  corporations  under 
subchapter  C. 

225.  Elimination    of    pre-1983    earnings 
and  profits. 

226.  Allowance  of  charitable  contribu- 

tions   of    inventory    and    sci- 
entific property. 
Sec.  227.  C   corporation   rules   to  apply   for 
fringe  benefit  purposes. 
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TITLE  III-TAXATION  OF  S 
CORPORATION  SHAREHOLDERS 
Sec.  301.  Uniform    treatment   of   owner-em- 
ployees under  prohibited  trans- 
action rules. 
Sec.  302.  Treatment  of  losses  to  sharehold- 
ers. 
TITLE  IV— EFFECTIVE  DATE 
Sec.  401.  Effective  date 

TITLE  I— EUGIBLE  SHAREHOLDERS  OF  S 

CORPORATION 

Subtitle  A — Numbor  of  Shareholders 

SEC.  lOI.  S  CORI»f)RATIONS  PERMnTTED  TO  HAVE 

SO  shak>;holders. 
Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1361(bHl)  (de- 
fining small  business  corporation)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking   "SS  shareholders"  and  insert- 
ing •50  shareholders  " 

SEC.    102.  MEMBERS  OF  FAMILY  TREATED  AS   I 
SHAREHOLDER. 

Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1361(c)  (relating  to 
special  rules  for  applying  subsection  <b))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)   Members  of   family  treated  as  i 

SHAREHOLDER.— 

■■(A)  In  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b)(1)(A)— 

"(i)  except  as  provided  in  clause  (ii),  a  hus- 
band and  wife  (and  their  estates)  shall  be 
treated  as  1  shareholder,  and 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  a  family  with  respect  to 
which  an  election  is  in  effect  under  subpara- 
graph (E).  all  members  of  the  family  shall  be 
treated  as  1  shareholder. 

•■(B)  Members  of  the  family— For  pur- 
poses of  subparagraph  (A)(ii),  the  term 
'members  of  the  family'  means  the  lineal  de- 
scendants of  the  common  ancestor  and  the 
spouses  (or  foimer  spouses)  of  such  lineal  de- 
scendants or  common  ancestor. 

■■(C)  Common  ancestor.— For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  an  individual  shall  not  be 
considered  a  common  ancestor  if,  as  of  the 
later  of  the  effective  date  of  this  paragraph 
or  the  time  the  election  under  section  1362(a) 
is  made,  the  individual  is  more  than  6  gen- 
erations removed  from  the  youngest  genera- 
tion of  shareholders. 

•■(D)  Effect  of  adoption,  etc.— In  deter- 
mining whether  any  relatiunship  specified  in 
subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  exists,  the  rules  of 
section  152(b)(2)  shall  apply, 

■•(E)  ELECTION— An  election  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) — 

•'(i)  must  be  made  with  the  consent  of  all 
shareholders. 

•■(ii)  shall  remain  in  effect  until  termi- 
nated, and 

"(ill)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  1 
family  in  any  corporation  ' 
Subtitle  B — Persona  Allowed  aa  Shareholders 
SEC.  in.  CERTAIN  EXEMPT  ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a)  Certain  Exempt  ORCANiZA-noNs  al- 
lowed To  Be  Shareholders  — 

(1)  In  GENERAL —Subparagraph  (B)  of  sec- 
tion 1361(b)(1)  (defining  small  business  cor- 
poration) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  have  as  a  shareholder  a  person  (other 
than  an  estate,  a  trust  described  in  sub- 
section (cM2).  or  an  organization  described  in 
subsection  (c)(7))  who  is  not  an  individual.". 

(2)  Eligible  exempt  organizations.— Sec- 
tion 1361(c)  (relating  to  special  rules  for  ap- 
plying subsection  (b))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

••(7)  Certain  exempt  organizations  per- 
MrrTED  AS  shareholders.— For  purposes  of 
subsection  (b)(1)(B),  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  401(a)  or  501(c)(3)  may  be  a 
shareholder  in  an  S  corporation." 

(b)  CONTRIBLTIONS      OF      S      CORPORA'nON 

Stock.— Section  170(e)(1)  (relating  to  certain 
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contributions  of  ordinary  income  and  capital 
gain  property)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following:  sentence:  "For  purposes  of 
applying  this  paragraph  in  the  case  of  a 
charitable  contribution  of  stock  in  an  S  cor- 
poration, rules  similar  to  the  rules  of  section 
751  shall  apply  in  determining  whether  gain 
on  such  stock  would  have  been  long-term 
capital  gain  if  such  stock  were  sold  by  the 
taxpayer." 

(c)  Special  Rules  Applicable  to  Part- 
nerships AND  S  Corporations.— 

(1)  In  general  —Subsection  <c)  of  section 
512  (relating  to  unrelated  business  tax  in- 
come) is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  S  corporation"  after 
"partnership"  each  place  it  appears  in  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (3). 

<B)  by  inserting  "or  shareholder"  after 
"member"  in  paragraph  (1).  and 

(C)  by  inserting  "and  S  Corporations" 
after  "Partnerships"  in  the  heading. 

(2)  Reporting  reqlire.ment— Section  6037 
(relating  to  return  of  S  corporation)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)  Separate  Stateme.nt  of  Items  of  Un- 
related Business  Taxable  Income —In  the 
case  of  any  S  corporation  regularly  carrying 
on  a  trade  or  business  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  512(c)(1)).  the  information  required 
under  subsection  (b)  to  be  furnished  to  any 
shareholder  described  in  section  1361(c)(7) 
shall  include  such  information  as  is  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  shareholder  to  compute 
its  pro  rata  share  of  the  corporation's  in- 
come or  loss  from  the  trade  or  business  in 
accordance  with  section  512(a)<l).  but  with- 
out regard  to  the  modifications  described  in 
paragraphs  (8)  through  (15)  of  section  512(b)." 

SEC.  1 12.  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONa 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1361(b)(2)  (de- 
fining ineligilile  corporation)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(B)  a  financial  institution  which  uses  the 
reserve  method  of  accounting  for  bad  debts 
described  in  section  585  or  590.". 
SEC.  113.  NONRESIDENT  ALIENS. 

(a)  Nonreside.nt  Aliens  allowed  To  Be 
Shareholders  — 

(1)  In  general —Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
1361(b)  (defining  small  business  corporation) 
is  amended— 

(A)  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B). 

(B)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C).  and 

(C)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (D)  as 
subparagraph  (C). 

(2)  Conforming  amendments— Paragraphs 
(4)  and  (5)(A)  of  section  1361(c)  (relating  to 
special  rules  for  applying  subsection  (b))  are 
each  amended  by  striking  "subsection 
(b)(1)(D)"  and  inserting  "subsection 
(b)(1)(C)". 

(b)  Nonresident  Alien  Shareholder 
Treated  .\s  Engaged  in  Trade  or  Business 
Within  United  St.\tes — 

(1)  In  general. — Section  875  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1). 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  ".  and",  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(3)  a  nonresident  alien  individual  shall  be 
considered  as  being  engaged  in  a  trade  or 
business  within  the  United  States  if  the  S 
corporation  of  which  such  individual  is  a 
shareholder  is  so  engaged." 

(2)  Application  of  withholding  tax  on 
nonreside.nt  .alien  shareholders.— Section 
1446  (relating  to  withholding  tax  on  foreign 
partners'  share  of  effectively  connected  in- 
come)   is    amended    by    redesignating    sub- 


section (0  as  subsection  (g)  and  by  inserting 
after  subsection  (e)  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

••(f)  S  Corporation  Treated  as  Partner- 
ship, Etc.— For  purposes  of  this  section— 

•'(1)  an  S  corporation  shall  be  treated  as  a 
partnership, 

■•(2)  the  shareholders  of  such  corporation 
shall  be  treated  as  partners  of  such  partner- 
ship, and 

••(3)  any  reference  to  section  7(M  shall  be 
treated  as  a  reference  to  section  1366." 

(3)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(A)  The  heading  of  section  875  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

-SEC.  875.  PARTNERSmPS:  BENTnCLUlIES  OF 
ESTATF.-S  \S11  TRUSTS;  S  CORPORA 

noNs.- 

(B)  The  beading  of  section  1446  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"sec.  144«.  withholding  tax  on  foreign 
partners'  a>fd  s  corporate 
shareholders'  share  of  effec- 
tivt.ly  (.  o.ntsected  income." 

(4)  Clerical  amendments — 

(A)  The  item  relating  to  section  875  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  subpart  A  of  part  II  of 
subchapter  N  of  chapter  1  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

•Sec.  875.  Partnerships;  beneficiaries  of  es- 
tates and  trusts:  S  corpora- 
tions." 

(B)  The  item  relating  to  section  1446  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  subchapter  A  of  chapter 
3  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1446.  Withholding  tax  on  foreign  part- 
ners'   and    S    corporate    share- 
holders'    share    of    effectively 
connected  income.  " 
(c)  Permanent  Establishme.nt  of  Part- 
ners AND  S  Corporation  Shareholders.— 
Section  894  (relating  to  income  affected  by 
treaty)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Per.manent  Establishment  of  Part- 
ners AND  S  Corporation  Shareholders— If 
a  partnership  or  S  corporation  has  a  perma- 
nent establishment  in  the  United  States 
(within  the  meaning  of  a  treaty  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party)  at  any  time  during 
a  taxable  year  of  such  entity,  a  nonresident 
alien  individual  or  foreign  corporation  which 
is  a  partner  in  such  partnership,  or  a  non- 
resident alien  individual  who  is  a  share- 
holder in  such  S  corporation,  shall  be  treated 
ais  having  a  permanent  establishment  in  the 
United  States  for  purposes  of  such  treaty  " 
SEC.  113,  ELECTING  SMALL  BUSINESS  TRUSTS. 

(a)  GENERAL  Rule.— Subparagraph  (A)  of 
section  1361(c)(2)  (relating  to  certain  trusts 
permitted  as  shareholders)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  clause  (iv)  the  following  new 
clause: 

■■(V)  An  electing  small  business  trust." 

(b)  Current  Beneficiaries  Treated  as 
Shareholders— Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
1361(c)(2)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  clause: 

•■(V)  In  the  case  of  a  trust  described  in 
clause  (V)  of  subparagraph  (A),  each  poten- 
tial current  beneficiary  of  such  trust  shall  be 
treated  as  a  shareholder;  except  that,  if  for 
any  period  there  is  no  potential  current  ben- 
eficiary of  such  trust,  such  trust  shall  be 
treated  as  the  shareholder  during  such  pe- 
riod." 

(c)  Electing  Small  Business  Trust  De- 
fined.—Section  1361  (defining  S  corporation) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(e)  Electing  Small  Business  Trust  De- 
fined— 

■■(1)  Electing  small  business  trust —For 
purposes  of  this  section — 


"(A)  In  gener-AL— Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B).  the  term  'electing  small 
business  trust'  means  any  trust  if— 

"(i)  such  trust  does  not  have  as  a  bene- 
ficiary any  person  other  than  an  individual. 
an  estate,  or  an  organization  described  in 
section  401(a)  or  501(c)(3), 

"(ii)  no  interest  in  such  trust  was  acquired 
by  purchase,  and 

"(iii)  an  election  under  this  subsection  ap- 
plies to  such  trust. 

••(B)  Certain  trusts  not  eligible.— The 
term  electing  small  business  trust'  shall  not 
include — 

••(i)  any  qualified  subchapter  S  trust  (as 
defined  in  subsection  (d)(3))  if  an  election 
under  subsection  (d)(2)  applies  to  any  cor- 
poration the  stock  of  which  is  held  by  such 
trust,  and 

"(ii)  any  trust  exempt  from  tax  under  this 
subtitle. 

•■(C)  Purchase.— For  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  term  •purchase'  means  any  ac- 
quisition if  the  basis  of  the  property  ac- 
quired is  determined  under  section  1012. 

■■(2)  Potential  current  beneficiary.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'potential 
current  beneficiary'  means,  with  respect  to 
any  period,  any  person  who  at  any  time  dur- 
ing such  period  is  entitled  to.  or  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  any  person  may  receive,  a  dis- 
tribution from  the  principal  or  income  of  the 
trust.  If  a  trust  disposes  of  all  of  the  stock 
which  it  holds  in  an  S  corporation,  then, 
with  respect  to  such  corporation,  the  term 
■potential  current  beneficiary'  does  not  in- 
clude any  person  who  first  met  the  require- 
ments of  the  preceding  sentence  during  the 
60-day  period  ending  on  the  date  of  such  dis- 
position. 

"(3)  Election.— An  election  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  made  by  the  trustee  in  such 
manner  and  form,  and  at  such  time,  as  the 
Secretary  ma.v  prescribe.  Any  such  election 
shall  apply  to  the  taxable  year  of  the  trust 
for  which  made  and  all  subsequent  taxable 
years  of  such  trust  unless  revoked  with  the 
consent  of  the  Secretary. 

■■(4)  Cross  reference.— 

"For  special  treatment  of  plprting  amall 
business  trusts,  see  section  MMd)." 

id)  Taxation  ok  Electing  Small  Business 
Trusts.— Section  641  (relating  to  imposition 
of  tax  on  trusts)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

'•(d)  Special  Rules  for  Taxation  of 
Electing  Small  Business  Tru.sts.— 

••(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this 
chapter— 

••(A)  the  portion  of  any  electing  small  busi- 
ness trust  which  consists  of  stock  in  1  or 
more  S  corporations  shall  be  treated  as  a 
separate  trust,  and 

"(B)  the  amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
chapter  on  such  separate  trust  shall  be  de- 
termined with  the  modifications  of  para- 
graph (2). 

■(2)  Modifications.— For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1).  the  modifications  of  this  para- 
graph are  the  following: 

••(A)  Except  as  provided  in  section  1(h),  the 
amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  section  1(e) 
shall  be  determined  by  using  the  highest  rate 
of  tax  set  forth  in  section  1(e). 

••(B)  The  exemption  amount  under  section 
55(d)  shall  be  zero. 

••(C)  The  only  items  of  income,  loss,  deduc- 
tion, or  credit  to  be  taken  into  account  are 
the  following: 

••(i)  The  items  required  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count under  section  1366. 

••(ii)  Any  gain  or  loss  from  the  disposition 
of  stock  in  an  S  corporation. 


(ill)  To  the  extent  provided  in  regula- 
tions. State  or  local  income  taxes  or  admin- 
istrative expenses  to  the  extent  allocable  to 
items  described  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii). 
No  deduction  or  credit  shall  be  allowed  for 
any  amount  not  described  in  this  paragraph, 
and  no  item  described  in  this  paragraph  shall 
be  apportioned  to  any  beneficiary. 

■(D)  No  amount  shall  be  allowed  under 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  .section  1211(b). 

■■(3)  Treatment  of  remainder  of  trust 
AND  distributions. — For  purposes  of  deter- 
mining— 

"(A)  the  amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
chapter  on  the  portion  of  any  electing  small 
business  trust  not  treated  as  a  separate  trust 
under  paragraph  (1).  and 

■•(B)  the  distributable  net  income  of  the 
entire  trust, 

the  items  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)(C) 
shall  be  excluded.  Except  as  provided  in  the 
preceding  sentence,  this  subsection  shall  not 
affect  the  taxation  of  any  distribution  from 
the  trust. 

■■(4)   Treatment   of    unused    deductions 

WHERE  termination  OF  SEPARATE  TRUST.— If  a 

portion  of  an  electing  small  business  trust 
ceases  to  be  treated  as  a  separate  trust  under 
paragraph  ( 1 ).  any  carryover  or  excess  deduc- 
tion of  the  separate  trust  which  is  referred 
to  in  section  642(h)  shall  be  taken  into  ac- 
count by  the  entire  trust. 

•■(5)  Electing  small  business  trust —For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term   elect- 
ing small   busine.ss  trust'  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  by  section  1361  lexl)," 
Subtitle  C — Other  Provisions 

SEC.    121.    EXPANSION    OF    POST-DEATH    QUALI- 
FICATION FOR  CERTAIN  TRUSTS. 

Subparagraph  (A)  of  .section  1361(c)(2)  (re- 
lating to  certain  trusts  permitted  as  .share- 
holders) is  amended  — 

(1)  by  striking  "60-day  period"  each  place 
It  appears  in  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  and  insert- 
ing '^-year  period',  and 

(2)  by  striking  the  last  sentence  in  clause 
(ii). 

TITLE  II— QUALIFICATION  MiD  ELIGI- 
BILITY REQUIRKME.NTS  FOR  S  COR- 
PORATION'; 

Subtitle  A— One  Class  of  Stock 

SEC.  201.  ISSUANCE  OF  PREFERRED  STOCK  PER- 
MITTED. 

(a)  In  General  —Section  1361ic).  as  amend- 
ed by  section  111(a)(2).  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

•■(8)  Treatment  of  qualified  preferred 
stock  — 

■•(A)  In  general.- Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (b)(1)(D).  an  S  corporation  ma.v  issue 
qualified  preferred  stock. 

•■(B)  Qualified  preferred  stock  de- 
fined—For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  qualified  preferred  stock'  means  stock 
described  in  section  1504(a)(4)  which  is  issued 
to  a  person  eligible  to  hold  common  stock  of 
an  S  corporation. 

■(C)  Distributions —A  distribution  (not  in 
part  or  full  payment  in  exchange  for  stock) 
made  by  the  corporation  with  respect  to 
qualified  preferred  stock  shall  be  includible 
as  interest  income  of  the  holder  and  deduct- 
ible to  the  corporation  as  interest  expense  in 
computing  taxable  income  under  section 
1363(b)  in  the  year  such  distribution  is  re- 
ceived." 

(b)  Conforming  Amendme.nts.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  1361(b)(1). 
as  redesignated  by  .section  113(a)(1)(C).  is 
amended  by  inserting  "except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (8).  "  before  'have". 

(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1366  is  amend- 
»'il  hy  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 


■  (3)  Ai,i,ocation  with  KEsi'EC-r  TO  quali- 
fied PREFERRED  STOCK— The  holders  of 
qualified  preferred  stock  shall  not.  with  re- 
spect to  such  stock,  be  allocated  any  of  the 
items  described  in  paragraph  <  1  >   " 

SEC.  202.   FINANCIAL  INSTrrmONS  PERMITTED 
TO  HOLD  SAFE  HARBOR  DEBT. 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1361(c)(5)  (de- 
fining straight  debt)  is  amended  by  adding 
"and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (i)  and  by  striking 
clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  and  inserting  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(ii)  in  any  case  in  which  the  terms  of  such 
promise  include  a  provision  under  which  the 
obligation  to  pay  may  be  converted  (directly 
or  indirectly)  into  stock  of  the  corporation, 
such  terms,  taken  as  a  whole,  are  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  terms  which  could 
have  been  obtained  on  the  effective  date  of 
the  promise  from  a  person  which  is  not  a  re- 
lated person  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
465(b)(3)(C))  to  the  S  corporation  or  its  share- 
holders, and 

■•(iii)  the  creditor  is — 

■•(I)  an  individual, 

••(II)  an  estate, 

••(III)  a  trust  described  in  paragraph  (2),  or 

■•(IV)  a  person  which  is  actively  and  regu- 
larly engaged  in  the  business  of  lending 
money. '■ 

Subtitle  B — Elections  and  Terminations 
SEC.    211.    RLXES    RELATLNG    TO    LNAD\'F:RTF:NT 
TERMINA-nONS  AN^D  CVTVALID  FXEC- 
TIONS. 

(a)  General  Rule— Subsection  (f)  of  sec- 
tion 1362  (relating  to  inadvertent  termi- 
nations) is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

■(f)    Inadvertent   Invalid    Elections   or 

TKK.MINA-nONS.- If— 

■(1)  an  election  under  subsection  (a)  by 
any  corporation— 

■■(A)  was  not  effective  for  the  taxable  year 
for  which  made  (determined  without  regard 
to  subsection  (b)(2))  by  reason  of  a  failure  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  section  1361(b)  or 
to  obtain  shareholder  consents,  or 

■■(B)  was  terminated  under  paragraph  (2)  of 
subsection  (d), 

•■(2)  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  cir- 
cumstances resulting  in  such  ineffectiveness 
or  termination  were  inadvertent. 

••(3)  no  later  than  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  after  discovery  of  the  circumstances  re- 
sulting in  such  ineffectiveness  or  termi- 
nation, steps  were  taken— 

■■(A)  so  that  the  corporation  is  a  small 
business  corporation,  or 

•■(B)  to  acquire  the  required  shareholder 
consents,  and 

■■(4)  the  corporation,  and  each  person  who 
was  a  shareholder  in  the  corporation  at  any 
time  during  the  period  specified  pursuant  to 
this  subsection,  agrees  to  make  such  adjust- 
ments (consistent  with  the  treatment  of  the 
corporation  as  an  S  corporation)  as  may  be 
required  by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to 
such  period, 

then,  notwithstanding  the  circumstances  re- 
sulting in  such  ineffectiveness  or  termi- 
nation, such  corporation  shall  be  treated  as 
an  S  corporation  during  the  period  specified 
by  the  Secretary." 

(b)  Late  Elections.— Subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 1362  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(5)  AUTHORITY  TO  TREAT  LATE  ELECTIONS 
ASTIMELY  — If— 

"(A)  an  election  under  subsection  (a)  is 
made  for  any  taxable  year  (determined  with- 
out regard  to  paragraph  (3))  after  the  date 
prescribed  by  this  subsection  for  making 
such  election  for  such  taxable  year,  and 

■•(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  there 
was  reasonable  cause  for  the  failure  to  time- 
ly make  such  election. 


the  Secretary  may  treat  such  election  as 
timely  made  for  such  taxable  year  (and  para- 
graph (3)  shall  not  apply). '• 

(c)  AuTOMA-nc  Waivers— The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  provide  for  an  automatic 
waiver  procedure  under  section  1362(0  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  in  cases  in 
which  the  Secretary  determines  appropriate. 

(d)  Effective  Date— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  elections  for  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31.  1982. 

SEC.  212.  AGREEMENT  TO  TERMINATE  YEAR 

Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1377(a)  (relating  to 
pro  rata  share)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(2)  Election  to  terminate  year — 

••(A)  In  general.— Under  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  if  any  shareholder 
terminates  the  shareholders  interest  in  the 
corporation  during  the  taxable  year  and  all 
affected  shareholders  agree  to  the  applica- 
tion of  this  paragraph,  paragraph  (1)  shall  t>e 
applied  to  the  affected  shareholders  as  if  the 
taxable  year  consisted  of  2  taxable  years  the 
first  of  which  ends  on  the  date  of  the  termi- 
nation. 

■■(B)  AFFECTTED  SHAREHOLDERS.  — For  pur- 
poses of  subparagraph  (A),  the  term  affected 
shareholders'  means  the  shareholder  whose 
interest  is  terminated  and  all  shareholders 
to  whom  such  shareholder  has  transferred 
shares  during  the  taxable  year.  If  such  share- 
holder ha5  transferred  shares  to  the  corpora- 
tion, the  term  affected  shareholders'  shall 
include  all  persons  who  are  shareholders  dur- 
ing the  taxable  year.  " 

SEC.    213.    EXPANSION    OF    POST-TERMINATION 
TRANSITION  PERIOD. 

(a)  In  General— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
1377(b)  (relating  to  post-termination  transi- 
tion period)  is  amended  by  striking  'and"  at 
the  end  Of  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignat- 
ing subparagraph  (B)  as  subparagraph  (C). 
and  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (A)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

••(B)  the  120-day  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  any  determination  pursuant  to  an 
audit  of  the  taxpayer  which  follows  the  ter- 
mination of  the  corporations  election  and 
which  adjusts  a  subchapter  S  item  of  income, 
loss,  or  deduction  of  the  corporation  arising 
during  the  S  period  (as  defined  in  section 
1368(e)(2)).  and". 

(b)  Determination  Defined —Paragraph 
(2)  of  section  1377(b)  is  amended  by  striking 
subparagraphs  (A)  and  iB).  by  redesignating 
subparagraph  (C)  as  subparagraph  (B).  and  by 
inserting  before  subparagraph  (B)  (as  so  re- 
designated) the  following  new  subparagraph: 

■•(A)  a  determination  as  defined  in  section 
1313(a).  or". 

(c)  Repeal  of  Special  audit  Provisions 
FOR  Subchapter  S  Ite.ms — 

(1)  General  rule.— Subchapter  D  of  chap- 
ter 63  (relating  to  tax  treatment  of  sub- 
chapter S  items)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(2)  Consistent  treatment  required.— Sec- 
tion 6037  (relating  to  return  of  S  corpora- 
tion), as  amended  by  section  111(c)(2),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

■■(d)  Shareholder's  Return  Must  Be  Con- 
SLSTE.NT  With  Corporate  Return  or  Sec- 
retary Notified  of  Inconsistency — 

■•(1)  In  general— a  shareholder  of  an  S 
corporation  shall,  on  such  shareholders  re- 
turn, treat  a  subchapter  S  item  in  a  manner 
which  is  consistent  with  the  treatment  of 
such  item  on  the  corporate  return. 

(2)  Notification  of  inconsistent  treat- 
men-t  — 

'■(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  sub- 
chapter S  item,  if— 
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••(i)(I)  the  corporation  has  filed  a  return 
but  the  shareholder's  treatment  on  his  re- 
turn IS  (or  may  be)  inconsistent  with  the 
treatment  of  the  item  on  the  corporate  re- 
turn, or 

■•(II)  the  corporation  has  not  filed  a  return, 
and 

"(ii)   the  shareholder  files  with  the  Sec- 
retary a  statement  identifying  the  inconsist- 
ency, 
parag-rapb  (I)  shall  not  apply  to  such  item. 

(B)  Shareholder  receiving  incorrect  in- 
FORM.'iTiON— A  shareholder  shall  be  treated 
as  having  complied  with  clause  (ii)  of  sub- 
paragraph (Ai  with  respect  to  a  subchapter  S 
Item  if  the  shareholder— 

■■(i)  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  that  the  treatment  of  the  sub- 
chapter S  Item  on  the  shareholder's  return  is 
consistent  with  the  treatment  of  the  item  on 
the  schedule  furnished  to  the  shareholder  by 
the  corporation,  and 

■■(ii)  elects  to  have  this  paragraph  apply 
with  respect  to  that  item. 

■■(3)  Effect  of  failure  to  notify.— In  any 
case — 

■i.^i  described  in  subparagraph  (AMiWi)  of 
paragraph  (2i.  and 

■■(B)  in  which  the  shareholder  does  not 
comply  with  subparagraph  (Axii)  of  para- 
graph (2). 

any  adjustment  required  to  make  the  treat- 
ment of  the  Items  by  such  shareholder  con- 
sistent with  the  treatment  of  the  items  on 
the  corporate  return  shall  be  treated  as  aris- 
ing out  of  mathematical  or  clerical  errors 
and  assessed  according  to  section  6213(b)(1). 
Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6213(b)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  assessment  referred  to  in  the 
preceding  sentence. 

■•(4)  Subchapter  s  ite.m.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  subchapter  S  item^ 
means  any  item  of  an  S  corporation  to  the 
extent  that  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  provide  that,  for  purposes  of  this 
subtitle,  such  item  is  more  appropriately  de- 
termined at  the  corporation  level  than  at  the 
shareholder  level. 

■•(5»  Addition  to  tax  for  failure  to  com- 
ply WTTH  section  — 

'For  addition  to  tax  in  the  case  of  a  share- 
holder's negligence  in  connection  with,  or 
disregard  of,  the  requirements  of  this  section, 
see  part  II  of  subchapter  A  of  chapter  68." 

l3)  CONFOR.Ml.NG  AMEND.MKNTS.— 

(A)  Section  1366  is  amended  by  striking 
subsection  (g). 

(B)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  6233  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

■(b)  Similar  Rule.s  in  certain  Cases.— If  a 
partnership  return  is  filed  for  any  taxable 
year  but  it  is  determined  that  there  is  no  en- 
tity for  such  taxable  year,  to  the  extent  pro- 
vided in  regulations,  rules  similar  to  the 
rules  of  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  " 

(C)  The  table  of  subchapters  for  chapter  63 
is  amended  by  striking  the  item  relating  to 
subchapter  D 

SEC.  214.  REPEAL  OF  EXCESSIVE  PASSIVE  IN- 
VESTMENT INCOME  AS  A  TERMI- 
NA'nON  EVX.NT 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1362(d)  (relating 
to  termination)  is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (3). 

(b)  Modification  of  Tax  I.mposed  on  Ex- 
CEs.sivE  Passive  Investment  Income.— 

(1)  Increase  in  threshold.— Subsections 
<a)(2)  and  (bKl)(A)(i)  of  section  1375  (relating 
to  tax  imfKJsed  when  passive  investment  in- 
come of  corporation  having  subchapter  C 
earnings  and  profits  exceeds  23  percent  of 
gross  receipts)  are  each  amended  by  striking 
■■25  percent"  and  inserting  "50  percenf. 

(2)  Tax  rate  increase  after  third  con- 
secutive YEAR.— Section  1375  is  amended  by 


redesignating  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  as  sub- 
sections (d)  and  (e).  respectively,  and  by  in- 
serting after  subsection  (b)  the  following  new 
subsection: 

•(c)  Tax  Rate  Increase  After  Third  Con- 
secutive Year.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— If  an  S  corporation  is  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  for  more  than  3  con- 
secutive taxable  years,  then  the  rate  of  tax 
imposed  under  subsection  (a)  with  respect  to 
each  succeeding  consecutive  taxable  year  (if 
any)  shall  be  determined  under  the  following 
table: 

"In  the  case  of  the—  The  rate  of  tax  Imposed 

under  8ul»ecCion  (a) 
shall  be  equal  to  such 
rate  of  tax  for  the  3rd 
taxable  year,  plus  the 
following  percentage 
points: 

4th  taxable  year 10 

5th  taxable  year 20 

6th  taxable  year 30 

7th  taxable  year  40 

8th  taxable  year  and  thereafter  50 

■■(2)  Years  taken  into  account— No  tax 
shall  be  increased  under  paragraph  (1)  for 
any  taxable  year  beginning  before  January  1. 
1996  •■ 

(c)  Conforming  amendme.nts — 

(U  Section  1362(0(1)  is  amended  by  striking 
•or  (3)". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1375  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  and  in- 
serting the  following  new  paragraphs: 

•■(3)  Subchapter  c  earnings  and  profits — 
The  term  subchapter  C  earnings  and  profits' 
means  earnings  and  profits  of  any  corpora- 
tion for  any  taxable  year  with  respect  to 
which  an  election  under  section  1362(a)  (or 
under  section  1372  of  prior  law)  was  not  in  ef- 
fect. 

"(4)  Gross  receipts  from  sales  of  cap- 
ital assets  (OTHER  THAN  STOCK  AND  SECURI- 
•nESi.  — In  the  case  of  dispositions  of  capital 
assets  (Other  than  stock  and  securities), 
gross  receipts  from  such  dispositions  shall  be 
taken  into  account  only  to  the  extent  of  the 
capital  gain  net  income  therefrom. 

■•(5)  Passive  inve.stment  income  DE- 
FINED— 

■■(A)  In  GENERAL —Except  ais  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  paragraph,  the  term  passive  in- 
vestment income'  means  gross  receipts  de- 
rived from  royalties,  rents,  dividends,  inter- 
est, and  annuities. 

■■(B)  Exception  for  interest  on  notes 
from  sales  of  inve.ntory  — The  term  ■pas- 
sive investment  income"  shall  not  include  in- 
terest on  any  obligation  acquired  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the  corporation's  trade  or 
business  from  its  sale  of  property  described 
in  section  1221(1). 

■(C)  Treatment  of  certain  lending  or  fi- 
nance companies— If  the  S  corporation 
meets  the  requirements  of  section  542(c)(6) 
for  the  taxable  year,  the  term  passive  in- 
vestment income^  shall  not  include  gross  re- 
ceipts for  the  taxable  year  which  are  derived 
directly  from  the  active  and  regular  conduct 
of  a  lending  or  finance  business  (as  defined  in 
section  542(d)(1)). 

■■(D)  Special  rule  for  options  and  com- 
modity DEALINGS.— 

■■(i)  In  GENERAL— In  the  case  of  any  op- 
tions dealer  or  commodities  dealer,  passive 
investment  income  shall  be  determined  by 
not  taking  into  account  any  gain  or  loss  (in 
the  normal  course  of  the  taxpayer'  activity 
of  dealing  in  or  trading  section  1256  con- 
tracts) from  any  section  1256  contract  or 
property  related  to  such  a  contract. 

"(ii)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this 
subparagraph— 


■■(I)  Options  dealer.— The  term  ■options 
dealer'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  1256(g)(8). 

■■(II)  CoMMODi'nES  dealer  -The  term 
commodities  dealer'  means  a  person  who  is 
actively  engaged  in  trading  section  1256  con- 
tracts and  is  registered  with  a  domestic 
board  of  trade  which  is  designated  as  a  con- 
tract market  by  the  Commodities  Futures 
Trading  Commission. 

■•(IIIi  Section  i25€  contractt.- The  term 
section  1266  contract'  has  the  meaning  given 
to  such  term  by  section  1256(b). 

•■(E)  Coordination  with  section  1374.— The 
amount  of  pa.ssive  investment  income  shall 
be  determined  by  not  taking  into  account 
any  recognized  built-in  gain  or  loss  of  the  S 
corporation  for  any  taxable  year  in  the  rec- 
ognition period.  Terms  used  in  the  preceding 
sentence  shall  have  the  same  respective 
meaning  as  when  used  in  section  1374.' 

(3)  The  heading  for  section  1375  is  amended 
by  striking  '  25"  and  inserting   "50" 

(4)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  111  of  sub- 
chapter S  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "25"  in  the  item  relating  to  section  1375 
and  inserting  "  50  " 

(5)  Clause  (i)  of  section  1042(c)(4)(A)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  1362(d)(3)(D)" 
and  inserting  ""section  1375(b)(5l". 

Subtitle  C — Other  Provisions 

SEC.  221.  S  CORPORATIONS  PERMITTED  TO  HOLD 
SUBSIDIARIES. 

(a)  In  General  -  Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
1361(b)  (defining  ineligible  corporation),  as 
amended  by  section  112.  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing subparagraph  (A)  and  by  redesignating 
subparagraphs  (B).  (C).  (D).  and  (E)  as  sub- 
paragraphs (A).  (B),  (C),  and  (D),  respec- 
tively. 

(b)  Treatment  of  Certain  Wholly  Owned 
S  Corporation  Subsidiaries —Section 
1361(b)  (defining  small  business  corporation) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

■■(3)  Treatment  of  certain  wholly  owned 
subsidiaries  — 

■■(A)  In  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  this 
title— 

•■(i)  a  corporation  which  is  a  qualified  sub- 
chapter S  subsidiary  shall  not  be  treated  as 
a  separate  corporation,  and 

■■(ii)  all  assets,  liabilities,  and  items  of  in- 
come, deduction,  and  credit  of  a  qualified 
subchapter  S  subsidiary  shall  be  treated  as 
assets,  liabilities,  and  such  items  (as  the 
case  may  be)  of  the  S  corporation 

■■(B)  Qualified  subchaiter  s  subsidiary  — 
For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
■qualified  subchapter  S  subsidiary'  means 
any  corporation  100  percent  of  the  stock  of 
which  is  held  by  an  S  corporation  as  of  the 
later  of  the  effective  date  of  the  S  election  of 
the  S  corporation  or  the  acquisition  of  the 
subsidiary,  and  at  all  times  thereafter. 

•(C)  Treatment  of  ter.minations  of 
qualified  subchaiter  s  subsidiary  sta- 
tus—For  purposes  of  this  subtitle,  if  any 
corporation  which  was  a  qualified  subchapter 
S  subsidiar.v  ceases  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  subparagraph  (B).  such  corporation  shall 
be  treated  as  a  new  corporation  acquiring  all 
of  its  assets  (and  assuming  all  of  its  liabil- 
ities) immediately  before  such  cessation 
from  the  S  corporation  in  exchange  for  its 
stock.  ". 

(c)  Certain  Dividends  Not  Treated  as 
Passive  Inve.stment  Income— Section 
1375(b)(5)  (defining  passive  investment  in- 
come), as  added  by  section  214(C)(2),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

••(F)  Treatment  of  certain  dividends.— If 
an  S  corporation  holds  stock  in  a  C  corpora- 
tion  meeting   the   requirements   of  section 


1504(aK2i.  the  term  "passive  investment  in- 
come' shall  not  include  dividends  from  such 
C  corporation  to  the  extent  such  dividends 
are  attributable  to  the  earnings  and  profits 
of  such  C  corporation  derived  from  the  active 
conduct  of  a  trade  or  business." 
(d)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1361.  as  amend- 
ed by  sections  in(a)(2)  and  201(a).  is  amended 
b.v  striking  paragraph  (6)  and  redesignating 
paragraphs  (7)  and  (8)  as  paragraphs  (6)  and 
(7),  respectively. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1504  (defining 
includible  corporation)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(8)  An  S  corporation" 
sec.  222.  treatment  of  distributions  dur- 
lng  loss  years. 

(a)  ad.just.ments  for  distributions  taken 
Into  Account  Before  Losses.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  lA)  of  section  1366(d)(1) 
(relating  to  losses  an(^  deductions  cannot  ex- 
ceed shareholder's  basis  in  stock  and  debt)  is 
amended  by  striking  "paragraph  (1)"  and  in- 
serting ""paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)(A)". 

(2)  Subsection  (dj  of  section  1368  (relating 
to  certain  adjustments  taken  into  account) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  an.v  distribution  made  during 
an.v  taxable  year,  the  adjusted  basis  of  the 
stock  shall  be  determined  with  regard  to  the 
adjustments  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 1367(a)  for  the  taxable  year." 

(b)  .ACCUMULATED  ADJUSTMENTS  ACCOUNT.— 

Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1368(e)  (relating  to 
accumulated  adjustments  account)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

•■(C)  Net  loss  for  year  disregarded.— 

■■(i)  In  general.— In  applying  this  section 
to  distributions  made  during  any  taxable 
year,  the  amount  in  the  accumulated  adjust- 
ments account  as  of  the  close  of  such  taxable 
year  shall  be  determined  without  regard  to 
any  net  negative  adjustment  for  such  tax- 
able year. 

"(ii)  Net  .negative  adjustment —For  pur- 
poses of  clause  (i).  the  term  ■net  negative  ad- 
justment' means,  with  respect  to  any  taxable 
year,  the  excess  i  if  any)  of— 

"(I)  the  reductions  in  the  account  for  the 
taxable  year  (other  than  for  distributions), 
over 

"(ID  the  increases  in  such  account  for  such 
taxable  year." 

(c)  Conforming  Amendments.— Subpara- 
graph (A)  of  section  1368(e)(1)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  'as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  "  and  inserting  "as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  paragraph  ".  and 

(2)  by  striking  'section  1367(b)(2KA)""  and 
inserting  '•section  1367(a)(2)^^. 

SEC.  223,  CONSENT  DIVIDEND  FOR  AAA  BYPASS 
ELECTION. 

Section  1368(ei(3)  (relating  to  election  to 
distribute  earnings  first)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)  Consent  dividend.— Under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  an  S  corpora- 
tion may.  subject  to  the  election  under  this 
paragraph,  consent  to  treat  as  a  distribution 
the  amount  specified  in  such  consent,  to  the 
extent  such  amount  does  not  exceed  the  ac- 
cumulated earnings  and  profits  of  such  cor- 
poration. The  amount  so  specified  shall  be 
considered— 

••(i)  as  distributed  in  money  by  the  cor- 
poration to  its  shareholders  on  the  last  day 
of  the  taxable  year  of  the  corporation  and  as 
contributed  to  the  capital  of  the  corporation 
by  the  shareholders  on  such  day.  and 

••(ii)  if  any  such  shareholder  is  an  organiza- 
tion described  in  section  511(a)(2),  as  unre- 


lated business  taxable  income  (as  defined  in 
section  512)  to  .such  shareholder," 
SEC.    224.     TREATMENT     OF     S     fORPORATIO.NS 
UNDER  SUBCHAPTER  C. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  1371  (relating  to 
application  of  .subchapter  C  rules)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

'•(a)  Application  of  Subchapter  C 
Rules.— Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
title,  and  except  to  the  extent  inconsistent 
with  this  subchapter,  subchapter  C  shall 
apply  to  an  S  corporation  and  its  sharehold- 
ers.'• 

SEC.  225.  EUMINA-nON  OF  PRE-1983  EARNINGS 
AND  PROFITS. 

(a)  In  General.— If— 

(1)  a  corporation  was  an  electing  small 
business  corporation  under  subchapter  S  of 
chapter  1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  before 
January  1.  1983.  and 

(2)  such  corporation  is  an  S  corporation 
under  subchapter  S  of  chapter  1  of  such  Code 
for  its  first  taxable  year  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31,  1995, 

the  amount  of  such  corporation's  accumu- 
lated earnings  and  profits  (as  of  the  begin- 
ning of  such  first  taxable  year)  shall  be  re- 
duced by  an  amount  equal  to  the  portion  (if 
any)  of  such  accumulated  earnings  and  prof- 
its which  were  accumulated  in  any  taxable 
year  beginning  before  January  1,  1983.  for 
which  such  corporation  was  an  electing 
small  business  corporation  under  such  sub- 
chapter S. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)(A)  Subsection  la)  of  section  1375  is 
amended  by  striking  ••subchapter  C"  in  para- 
graph (1)  and  inserting  "accumulated". 

(B)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1375.  as 
amended  by  section  214(c)(2),  is  amended  by 
striking  paragraph  (3)  and  by  redesignating 
paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  as  paragraphs  (3)  and 
(4),  respectively. 

(C)  The  section  heading  for  section  1375  is 
amended  by  striking  "•ubchapter  c"  and  in- 
serting ••accumulated". 

(D)  The  uible  of  sections  for  part  III  of  sub- 
chapter S  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing ••subchapter  C"  in  the  item  relating  to 
section  1375  and  inserting  ••accumulated" 

(2)  Clause  (i)  of  section  1042(c)(4)(A),  as 
amended  by  section  214(c)(5),  is  amended  by 
striking  "section  1375(b)(5)""  and  inserting 
•'section  1375(bii4i". 

SEC.  228.  AIXOWANCE  OF  CHAIUTABLE  CON- 
TRIBUTIONS OF  IN\TJ<TORY  AND 
SCIENTIFIC  PROPERTY. 

(a)  In  General —Section  170(e)  (relating  to 
certain  contributions  of  ordinary  income  and 
capital  gain  property)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(other  than  a  corporation 
which  is  an  S  corporation)"  in  paragraph 
(3)(A).  and 

(2)  by  striking  clause  (i)  of  paragraph  (4)(D) 
and  by  redesignating  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  of 
such  paragraph  as  clauses  (i)  and  (ii),  respec- 
tively. 

(b)  Stock  Basis  Ad.justment.— Paragraph 
(1)  of  section  1367(a)  (relating  to  adjustments 
to  basis  of  stock  of  shareholders,  etc.)  is 
amended  by  striking  •and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (B).  by  striking  the  period  at  the 
end  of  subparagraph  (C)  and  inserting  ", 
and",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  the  excess  of  the  deductions  for  chari- 
table contributions  over  the  basis  of  the 
property  contributed.  • 

SEC.  227.  C  CORPORATION  RLl.ES  TCJ  APPLY  FOR 
FRINGE  BEN-EFTT  PURPOSES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1372  (relating  to 
partnership  rules  to  apply  for  fringe  benefit 
purposes)  is  repealed. 


(b)  Partnership  Rules  To  apply  For 
Health  Insurance  Costs  of  Certain  S  Cor- 
poRA'noN  Shareholders.— Paragraph  (5)  of 
section  162(/)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(5)  Treatment  of  certain  S  corporation 
shareholders.— 

••(A)  In  general— This  subsection  shall 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  2-percent  share- 
holder of  an  S  corporation,  except  thatr— 

"(i)  for  purposes  of  this  subsection,  such 
shareholder's  wages  (as  defined  in  section 
3121)  from  the  S  corporation  shall  be  treated 
as  such  shareholder's  earned  income  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  401(c)(1)),  and 

"(ii)  there  shall  be  such  adjustments  in  the 
application  of  this  subsection  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  by  regulations  prescribe. 

"(B)     2-PERCENT     shareholder     DEFINED  — 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  '2- 
percent  shareholder'  means  any  f>erson  who 
owns  (or  is  considered  as  owning  within  the 
meaning  of  section  318)  on  any  day  during 
the  taxable  year  of  the  S  corporation  more 
than  2  percent  of  the  outstanding  slock  of 
such  corporation  or  stock  possessing  more 
than  2  percent  of  the  total  combined  voting 
power  of  all  stock  of  such  corporation." 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  part  III  of  subchapter  S  of  chap- 
ter 1  is  amended  by  striking  the  item  relat- 
ing to  section  1372. 

TITLE  in— TAXATION  OF  S  CORPORATION 
SHAREHOIJJERS 

SEC.  301.  UNIFORM  TREATMENT  OF  OWNTR  EM 
PLOYEES  UNDER  PROHIBITED 
TRANSACnON  RLIXS. 

The  last  sentence  of  section  4975(d)  (relat- 
ing to  exemptions  from  prohibited  trans- 
actions) is  amended  by  striking  "a  share- 
holder-employee (as  defined  in  section  1379. 
2is  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  the  Subchapter  S  Revision  Act 
of  1982).  " 

SEC.   302.   TREATMENT   OF   LOSSES   TO   SHARE- 
HOLDERS. 

(a)  Treatment  of  Losses  in  Liquida- 
■noNS— Section  331  (relating  to  gain  or  loss 
to  shareholders  in  corporate  liquidations)  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as 
subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(c)  Losses  on  Liquidations  of  S  Cor- 
poration.— 

••(1)  In  general.— The  portion  of  any  loss 
recognized  by  a  shareholder  of  an  S  corpora- 
tion (as  defined  in  section  1361(aKl))  on 
amounts  received  by  such  shareholder  in  a 
distribution  in  complete  liquidation  of  such 
S  corporation  which  does  not  exceed  the  or- 
dinary income  basis  of  stock  of  such  S  cor- 
poration in  the  hands  of  such  shareholder 
shall  not  be  treated  as  a  loss  from  the  sale  or 
exchange  of  a  capital  asset  but  shall  be 
treated  as  an  ordinal^-  loss. 

••(2)  Ordinary  lncome  basis— For  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  the  ordinary  income  basis 
of  stock  of  an  S  corporation  in  the  hands  of 
a  shareholder  of  such  S  corporation  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  the  portion  of  such 
shareholder's  basis  in  such  stock  which  is 
equal  to  the  aggregate  increases  in  such 
basis  under  section  1367(a>(l)  resulting  from 
such  shareholder's  pro  rata  share  of  ordinary 
income  of  such  S  corporation  attributable  to 
the  complete  liquidation." 

(b)  Carryover  of  Disallowed  Losses  and 
Deductions  Under  At-Risk  Rules  al- 
lowed.—Paragraph  (3)  of  section  1366(d)  (re- 
lating to  carryover  of  disallowed  losses  and 
deductions  to  post-termination  transition 
period)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  At-risk  umitations.— To  the  extent 
that  any  increase  in  adjusted  basis  described 
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in  subparagraph  (B)  would  have  increased 
the  shareholder's  amount  at  risk  under  sec- 
tion 465  if  such  increase  had  occurred  on  the 
day  preceding'  the  commencement  of  the 
post-termination  transition  period,  rules 
similar  to  the  rules  described  in  subpara- 
graphs (A)  through  (C)  shall  apply  to  any 
losses  disallowed  by  reason  of  section 
465(a).' 

TITLE  rv— EFFECTIVE  DATE 
SEC.  401.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  I.N  Ge.neral— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  Act.  the  amendments  made  by 
this  Act  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31.  1995. 

(b)  Tre.^tment  of  Cert.'MN  Elections 
Under  Prior  L.^w.— For  purposes  of  section 
1362(g)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
(relating  to  election  after  termination),  any 
termination  under  section  1362(d)  of  such 
Code  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
want  to  pay  specific  tribute  to  our  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Arkansas. 
Senator  Pryor.  Not  only  has  he  been  a 
great  Senator  here  but  he  has  been  the 
leader  on  this  particular  issue  for  years 
and  he  deserves  the  credit  for  these 
changes  in  the  S  corporation  law.  I 
have  agreed  to  assistance  this  year  in 
trying  to  get  this  done  and  we  intend 
to  get  it  done  this  year.  It  is  something 
that  is  long  overdue,  and  thanks  to  his 
leadership  and  his  intellectual  prowess 
I  think  we  will  be  able  to  get  it  done. 
So  I  want  to  personally  compliment 
him. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
would  like  to  thank  my  very  good 
friend,  my  long-time  friend  and  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Utah,  Senator 
H.\TCH. 

Senator  Hatch  and  I  have  worked  on 
this  proposal  for  a  long  time  and  we 
are  very  proud  today  to  be  able  to  in- 
troduce it  as  a  bill  and  to  also  an- 
nounce our  23  cosponsors  from  each 
side  of  the  aisle  in  support  of  the  S 
Corporation  Reform  Act  of  1995. 

Senator  Hatch  has  been,  certainly,  a 
teacher  for  me  in  this  whole  process.  I 
thank  him.  He  has  been  a  great  ally. 
Truly,  serving  on  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee together,  working  with  this  legisla- 
tion and  working  with  a  number  of  col- 
leagues that  we  have  in  support,  and 
also  the  number  of  organizations  that  I 
will  list  in  a  moment,  we  think  truly  in 
1995  we  can  make  this  reform  of  S  cor- 
poration law  become  a  reality. 

This  legislation  is  truly  the  culmina- 
tion of  the  efforts  of  many,  many  indi- 
viduals and  groups.  It  is  a  bipartisan 
effort,  and  certainly  represents,  I 
think,  a  step  that  Congress  can  and 
should  take  in  order  to  capitalize  on 
one  of  our  country's  most  valuable  re- 
sources, small  business,  as  Senator 
Hatch  has  just  so  elo(5uently  stated. 

I  want  to  thank  all  of  the  business- 
men and  women,  attorneys,  account- 
ants, and  small  business  organizations 
who  have  worked  with  me  and  my  staff 
to  help  us  to  understand  the  unique 
problems  of  subchapter  S  corporations. 


They  have  helped  us  arrive  at  solutions 
that  we  think  are  easily  administered 
and  targeted  to  encourage  economic 
growth. 

The  interest  and  enthusiasm  for  this 
effort  is  of  special  mention.  At  this 
date,  the  bill  is  endorsed  by  the  ; 

Members  of  the  S  Corp  Subcommit- 
tee of  the  American  Bar  Association's 
tax  section;  the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce; National  Federation  of  Inde- 
pendent Businesses  Small  Business 
Legislative  Council;  American  Insti- 
tute of  Certified  Public  Accountants; 
American  Vintners  Association;  Amer- 
ican Consulting  Engineers  Council; 
American  Electronics  Association;  As- 
sociated Builders  and  Contractors;  As- 
sociated Equipment  Distributors;  Na- 
tional Association  of  Life  Under- 
writers; National  Association  of  Real- 
tors; National  Association  of  Whole- 
sale-Distributors; National  Business 
Owners  Association;  National  Society 
of  Public  Accountants;  and  the  S  Corp 
Reform  Project. 

Mr.  President,  these  fine  organiza- 
tions we  think  represent  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  businesses  across  this 
country  that  will  be  impacted  in  a  good 
way  across  our  country.  It  is  quite  a 
team,  and  a  team  that  I  think  is  very 
rarely  put  together.  It  is  quite  a  team 
that  has  worked  thoughtfully  and  dili- 
gently, and  I  must  say.  patiently. 
through  this  system  to  help  produce  a 
bill  that  Congress  can  pass  and  we 
should  pass  overwhelmingly. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  my  colleagues  that  I  introduced 
similar  legislation  in  the  last  session 
of  Congress.  On  November  19,  1993,  S. 
1690  was  introduced  with  our  former 
colleague.  Senator  John  Danforth,  who 
retired  from  the  U.S.  Senate.  Working 
together,  we  were  joined  by  a  strongly 
bipartisan  group  of  40  of  our  colleagues 
who  cosponsored  that  bill  at  that  time. 

Today,  once  again,  I  am  so  proud  to 
be  able  to  join  my  friend  and  colleague. 
Senator  Hatch,  with  whom  I  very 
much  look  forward  to  working  in  order 
that  we  might  take  the  next  step  and 
move  this  bill  into  law. 

The  S  Corporation  Reform  Act  of  1995 
contains  27  provisions  designed  to 
usher  sub-S  corporations  into  the  fi- 
nancial environment  of  the  1990's. 

Subchapter  S  ^as  first  enacted  in 
1958.  In  fact,  I  think  it  might  have  been 
about  the  year  that  the  distinguished 
occupant  of  our  chair  was  born.  On 
that  particular  date  that  subchapter  S 
was  passed  into  law,  it  was  enacted  to 
remove  tax  considerations  from  small 
business  owners'  decisions  to  incor- 
porate. This  tax  treatment  has  proved 
helpful  to  small  business  over  the 
years,  especially  to  startup  businesses. 
to  new  businesses.  But  subchapter  S,  as 
originally  enacted  in  1958,  was  very 
limiting  and  contained  a  large  number 
of  pitfalls.  Today,  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  U.S.  businesses  are  S  corpora- 
tions. These  businesses  are  still  subject 


to  many  of  the  oppressive  restraints 
which  date  back  to  its  original  enact- 
ment in  1958. 

Mr.  President,  it  goes  without  saying 
that  times  have  changed  a  great  deal 
since  that  year.  The  financial  environ- 
ment is  far  more  complex  than  the 
1950's.  Sub  S  limitations  restrict 
growth  opportunities,  and  frankly  sub 
S  needs  an  overhaul,  and  it  needs  an 
overhaul  now. 

This  legislation  we  think  is  the  over- 
haul we  need.  It  is  an  overhaul  that  is 
doable.  It  is  an  overhaul  that  can  give 
a  boost  to  our  economic  recovery  by 
creating  more  opportunities  for  capital 
growth  and  jobs  throughout  every  seg- 
ment of  American  economic  activity. 

Mr.  President,  these  objectives  are 
met  by  this  legislation  in  ways  that 
have  been  carefully  thought  through. 
There  may  well  be  other  ways  to  en- 
courage these  goals  that  Senator 
Hatch  and  I  share  this  afternoon.  But 
I  hope  and  expect  my  colleagues  re- 
spectfully will  come  forward  with  their 
ideas  should  they  see  areas  where  we 
might  improve  upon  this  proposal.  I 
look  forward  to  this  dialog.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  examine  this  bill  closely 
and  to  join  with  Senator  Hatch  and 
myself  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  a  summary  descrip- 
tion of  the  major  provisions  of  this  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S  Corporation  Refor.m  Act  of  1995 

ACCELERATING  CAPITAL  FORMATION 
Shareholder  limitations 

Increase  the  number  of  permitted  share- 
holders from  35  to  50.  Currently  a  corpora- 
tion is  not  eligible  to  be  an  S  corporation  if 
It  has  more  than  35  shareholders.  Increasing 
the  number  of  permitted  shareholders  to  50 
will  make  S  corporation  status  available  to 
additional  closely-held  businesses,  allowing 
them  the  benefits  of  limited  liability.  Fur- 
ther, increasing  the  number  of  permitted 
shareholders  will  enable  S  corporations  to 
rai.se  more  capital. 

Permit  tax-exempt  organizations  to  be 
shareholders.  This  would  permit  charities 
and  pension  plans  to  be  eligible  shareholders 
of  an  S  corporation,  thereby  increasing  an  S 
corporation's  access  to  certain  capital  mar- 
kets. Specifically,  an  S  corporation  would  be 
able  to  establish  an  employee  stock  owner- 
ship plan  and  would  have  access  to  addi- 
tional capital  from  charitable  organizations 
and  pension  funds.  The  bill  further  provides 
that  the  flow-through  income  of  an  S  cor- 
poration would  be  treated  as  unrelated  busi- 
ne.ss  taxable  income  to  a  tax-exempt  share- 
holder as  if  the  S  corpioration's  activities 
were  conducted  directly  by  the  tax-exempt 
shareholder. 

.Allow  nonresident  alien  shareholders  to 
own  S  corporation  stock.  By  permitting  non- 
resident aliens  to  be  eligible  shareholders  of 
an  S  corporation,  the  bill  expands  an  S  cor- 
poration's access  to  capital.  In  addition,  it 
enhances  an  S  corporation's  ability  to  ex- 
pand into  international  markets  because  it 
provides  them  the  ability  to  offer  an  equity 
interest  to  individuals  ihev  are  trying  to  re- 
cruit to  grow  their  business  overseas.  To  en- 
sure collection  of  tax  on  nonresident  aliens. 


the  bill  subjects  these  shareholders  to  U.S. 
withholding  tax  on  S  corporation  income. 
Preferred  Stock  arid  Convertible  Debt 

Permit  S  corporations  to  issue  preferred 
stock.  Currently.  S  corporations  may  not 
issue  more  than  one  class  of  stock.  By  per- 
mitting S  corporations  to  issue  preferred 
stock,  the  bill  increases  access  to  capital 
from  investors  who  insist  on  having  a  pref- 
erential return.  The  provision  also  facili- 
tates family  succession  by  permitting  the 
older  generation  of  shareholders  to  relin- 
quish control  of  the  corporation  but  main- 
tain an  equity  interest.  The  bill  also  pro- 
vides that  a  distribution  made  with  respect 
to  qualified  preferred  stock  will  be  consid- 
ered interest  income  to  the  shareholder  and 
deductible  interest  expense  to  the  S  corp. 

Expand  Safe  Harbor  Debt  to  permit  con- 
vertible debt.  This  provision  permits  S  cor- 
porations to  issue  debt  that  may  be  con- 
verted into  stock  of  the  corporation  provided 
that  the  terms  of  the  debt  are  substantially 
the  same  as  the  terms  that  could  have  been 
obtained  from  an  unrelated  party.  The  provi- 
sion will  also  permit  the  debt  to  be  held  not 
only  by  qualified  shareholders,  but  also  by  a 
person  who  is  actively  and  regularly  engaged 
in  the  business  of  lending  money.  The  cur- 
rent law  provision,  which  prohibits  conver- 
sion of  the  debt  into  stock,  unnecessarily  im- 
pairs the  ability  of  an  S  corporation  to  raise 
investment  capital. 
•Subsidiaries 

Permit  an  S  corporation  to  own  greater 
that  80%  of  another  corporation.  Currently. 
S  corporations  may  not  own  more  than  79% 
of  a  C  corporation.  This  provision  removes 
this  limitation  to  allow  S  corporations  to 
hold  more  than  80%  of  the  stock  of  a  subsidi- 
ary C  corporations,  which  will  greatly  en- 
hance an  S  corporation's  ability  to  achieve 
significant  non-tax  objectives  in  structuring 
their  operations.  In  reality,  taxpayers  get 
around  current  rules  through  complex  ar- 
rangements used  by  expensive  tax  planners. 
So.  this  provision  allows  S  corporation  to  do 
directly,  what  they  now  do  indirectly. 

Permit  S  Corporations  to  own  wholly- 
owned  S  Corporation  Subsidiaries.  The  provi- 
sion would  permit  an  S  corporation  to  ser\'e 
as  a  holding  company  for  the  various  operat- 
ing S  corporations,  which  would  simplify 
management  of  the  group.  The  holding  com- 
pany could  enter  into  contracts  on  behalf  of 
the  group,  serve  as  a  common  paymaster, 
perform  other  centralized  management  serv- 
ices, and  facilitate  obtaining  financing  for 
the  group. 

PRESERVING  family-owned  BUSINESSES 

Kxpand  the  types  of  trusts  that  can  own  S 
corporation  stock  to  include  certain  complex 
trusts  that  qualify  as  'electing  small  busi- 
ness trusts."  This  provision  would  enable  S 
corporation  shareholders  to  accomplish 
many  estate  planning  goals  not  currently 
available  because  of  current  law  limitations 
on  the  types  of  trusts  that  can  be  S  corpora- 
tion shareholders.  Specifically,  this  provi- 
sion would  enable  S  corporation  shareholders 
to  establish  complex  trusts  with  multiple 
beneficiaries  and  permit  the  trustee  to  have 
discretion  as  to  which  beneficiary  to  make 
distributions.  Providing  this  type  of  flexibil- 
ity is  consistent  with  a  major  underlying 
purpose  of  the  .S  corporation— to  provide  a 
vehicle  for  famil.v-owned  corporations. 

Count  all  members  of  a  single  family  that 
own  an  S  corporation's  stock  as  a  single 
shareholder  An  election  could  be  made  with 
the  consent  of  all  shareholders  to  count  fam- 
ily members  that  are  not  more  than  six  gen- 
erations removed  from  a  common  ancestor 


as  one  shareholder  for  purposes  of  the  num- 
ber of  shareholder  limitation. 

REMOVnNC  TRAPS  FOR  THE  UNWARY 

Elections 

Permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
treat  invalid  elections  as  effective  and  per- 
mit late  elections.  This  provision  permits 
the  IRS  to  retroactively  validate  an  invalid 
S  corporation  election  in  cases  where  the 
corporation  inadvertently  failed  to  meet  the 
definition  of  a  small  business  corporation  or 
to  obtain  the  required  shareholder  consents. 
The  bill  sets  forth  the  criteria  under  which 
the  IRS  should  validate  such  elections.  The 
bill  also  provides  for  an  automatic  waiver 
procedure  for  certain  inadvertent  termi- 
nations. In  addition,  the  bill  provides  that  if 
a  corporation  fails  to  make  a  timely  S  elec- 
tion (i.e..  by  the  15th  day  of  the  third  month 
of  the  first  S  corporation  year)  and  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  there  was  reasonable 
cause  for  the  failure  to  make  such  election, 
the  Secretary  may  treat  the  election  as 
timely  made. 

Passive  Investment  Income 

Repeal  excessive  passive  income  as  a  ter- 
mination event.  Under  current  law.  if  more 
than  25  percent  of  the  gross  receipts  of  an  S 
corporation  are  passive  investment  income, 
a  corporate  level  tax  will  be  imposed  on  the 
excess  passive  income.  In  addition,  en  elec- 
tion of  S  corporation  status  will  be  termi- 
nated if  at  the  close  of  three  consecutive 
years  a  corporation  has  subchapter  C  earn- 
ings and  profits  and  more  than  25  percent  of 
gross  receipts  are  from  passive  investment 
income.  The  provision  would  increase  the 
threshold  for  taxing  excess  passive  income 
from  25  percent  to  50  percent.  Importantly, 
the  provision  would  also  provide  that  an  S 
corporation  would  not  lose  its  S  corporation 
status  if  it  has  excess  passive  income  for 
three  consecutive  years.  Instead,  the  cor- 
porate level  tax  rate  applied  to  the  excess 
passive  income  would  increase  by  10  percent 
for  each  successive  year.  The  provision  also 
makes  it  clear  that  items  of  income  con- 
nected with  an  S  corps  trade  or  business  will 
not  be  considered  passive  income. 
FRINGE  BENEFITS 

Place  S  corporation  shareholders  in  the 
same  position  as  regular  corporations  with 
respect  to  fringe  benefits  such  as  life  insur- 
ance premiums. 

Repeal  restrictions  on  qualified  plan  loans 
made  to  S  corporation  shareholders. 

TECHNICAL  PROPOSALS 

Treat  losses  on  liquidation  of  S  corpora- 
tions as  ordinary  to  the  extent  the  loss  cre- 
ated by  ordinary  income  passthrough  trig- 
gered the  liquidation.  In  the  case  of  a  liq- 
uidation of  an  S  corporation,  current  law  can 
result  in  double  taxation  because  of  a  mis- 
match of  ordinary  income  (realized  at  the 
corporate  level  and  passed  through  to  the 
shareholder)  and  a  capital  loss  (recognized  at 
the  shareholder  level  on  the  liquidating  dis- 
tribution). Although  careful  tax  planning 
can  avoid  this  result,  many  S  corporations 
do  not  have  the  benefit  of  sophisticated  tax 
counsel.  The  provision  in  the  bill  would 
eliminate  this  potential  trap. 

Allow  interim  closing  of  the  books  in  ter- 
mination of  shareholder  interest  with  con- 
sent of  corporation  and  affected  shareholder. 
Current  law  requires  that  if  a  shareholder 
terminates  his  interest  in  an  S  corporation 
during  the  taxable  year,  the  corporation  and 
all  persons  who  are  shareholders  during  the 
taxable  year  must  agree  to  close  the  books 
on  the  date  of  termination.  The  bill  would 
eliminate   the   requirement   that  all  share- 


holders consent  to  the  closing  and  instead 
requires  only  that  the  "affected  sharehold- 
ers" (the  shareholder  whose  interest  is  ter- 
minated and  all  shareholders  to  whom  such 
shareholder  transferred  shares  during  the 
year)  consent  to  the  closing.  This  change 
will  ease  procedural  problems  in  preparing 
and  filing  timely  corporate  tax  returns. 

Allow  charitable  contributions  of  Inven- 
tory and  scientific  property  to  be  the  same 
for  S  corporations  as  for  regular  corpora- 
tions. S  corporations  would  be  permitted  an 
increased  charitable  contribution,  equiva- 
lent to  the  deduction  amount  allowed  to  reg- 
ular corporations. 


By  Mr.  BRADLEY  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  HOLLINGS): 
S.  759.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  to  limit  the 
adjustment  of  status  of  aliens  who  are 
unlawfully  residing  in  the  United 
States;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

THE  ILLEGAL  IMMIGRATION  ENFORCEMENT  ACT 

OF  1995 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Madam  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce,  for  myself  and 
Senator  Hollings,  the  Illegal  Immigra- 
tion Enforcement  Act  of  1995.  This  is  a 
bill  to  improve  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  deter  illegal  immigra- 
tion by  enhancing  enforcement  of  ex- 
isting laws  that  prohibit  employment 
of  illegal  aliens  and  bar  overstays  by 
legally  admitted  visitors. 

Madam  President,  I  have  been  watch- 
ing the  unfolding  immigration  debate 
with  real  concern.  As  I  followed  Cali- 
fornia's proposition  187  campaign,  I  re- 
alized the  arguments  over  illegal  immi- 
gration are  occurring  in  a  vacuum.  We 
are  trying  to  address  the  impact  of  im- 
migration without  understanding  how 
it  relates  to  the  deeper  trans- 
formations that  are  shaping  our  soci- 
ety. We  find  ourselves  susceptible  to 
the  demagogic  quick  fix,  and  risk  un- 
dermining the  diversity  that  underlies 
our  strength  as  an  American  people. 

Peter  Drucker  once  said: 

Every  few  hundred  years  throughout  West- 
em  history,  a  sharp  transformation  has  oc- 
curred. In  a  matter  of  decades,  society  rear- 
ranges itself— its  world  view,  its  basic  val- 
ues; its  social  and  political  structures;  its 
art;  its  key  institutions.  Fifty  years  later, 
there  is  a  new  world.  And  the  people  born 
into  that  world  cannot  even  imagine  the 
world  in  which  their  grandparents  lived  and 
into  which  their  own  parents  were  bom. 

Madam  President,  we  are  currently 
living  through  such  a  period  of  trans- 
formation. Not  since  the  age  of  demo- 
cratic revolution  coincided  with  the  in- 
dustrial revolution  has  our  world  un- 
dergone such  sweeping  change  as  we 
are  having  today.  The  forces  at  work  in 
our  lives  today  are  as  dramatic  and 
powerful  as  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence and  the  steam  engine  were 
two  centuries  ago. 

We  face  today  a  rapidly  transforming 
world  full  of  new  opportunities.  But 
those  opportunities  are  accompanied 
by  profound  uncertainties  and  painful 
adaptations.  Progress  creates  losers  as 
well    as    winners.    For    example,    the 
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death  of  the  Soviet  Union  has  ended 
our  fear  of  nuclear  annihilation.  At  the 
same  time,  the  resulting  military 
downsizing  has  cost  over  1.1  million 
jobs  in  the  defense  sector  alone  since 
1987.  As  a  result,  and  not  for  the  first 
time  in  our  history,  politicians  and 
voters  have  seized  upon  immigration, 
especially  illegal  immigration,  as  a 
scapegoat  for  the  deeper  uncertainties 
we  feel. 

Illegal  immigration  has  also  become 
a  lightning  rod  for  worries  about  the 
budget  crises  we  face  at  all  levels  of 
Government  There  is  no  doubt  that  il- 
legal immigrants  impose  a  cost  on  tax- 
payers. According  to  the  estimates  by 
the  Urban  Institute,  the  seven  most  af- 
fected States  pay  approximately  $3.1 
billion  yearly  on  education,  $471  mil- 
lion on  incarceration,  and  $313  million 
on  providing  medical  treatment  for  un- 
documented aliens  The  Urban  Insti- 
tute's fiscal  year  1993  estimates  for  my 
own  State  of  New  Jersey,  which  has  the 
sixth  largest  population  of  illegal 
aliens,  are  $146  million  for  education, 
$6.6  million  for  incarceration,  and  $0.5- 
3.9  million  for  Medicaid,  for  a  total  of 
$153.1-156  5  million. 

Anger  over  illegal  immigration  inevi- 
tably creates  a  backlash  against  legal 
immigrants  and  even  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent ethnic  backgrounds.  However. 
this  is  a  self-defeating  response.  Our 
country  is  increasingly  a  mixture  of 
races,  languages,  and  religions,  as  new 
immigrants  arrive  in  search  of  eco- 
nomic promise  and  political  freedom. 
By  the  year  2000,  only  57  percent  of  the 
people  who  enter  the  work  force  in 
America  will  be  native-bom  white 
Americans.  That  means  that  the  eco- 
nomic future  of  all  Americans  will  de- 
pend increasingly  on  the  talents  of 
nonwhite  Americans.  We  will  all  either 
advance  together  or  each  of  us  will  be 
diminished. 

We  most  need  to  appreciate  the  re- 
markable opportunity  that  our  racial 
and  ethnic  diversity  represents  for  the 
future  of  our  country.  Our  immigrants 
and  new  citizens  can  be  our  guide  to 
the  cultural  rhythms  in  the  fastest 
growing  areas  of  the  world  economy. 
Given  high-quality  and  price-competi- 
tive goods,  the  cultural  knowledge 
they  have  can  American  the  advantage. 
Our  diversity  can  mean  more  jobs, 
more  prosperity  for  all  Americans,  if 
we  can  seize  the  moment  and  not  run 
away  from  it. 

To  do  so.  we  must  reinvigorate  the 
institutions  and  organizations  which 
integrate  new  arrivals  into  American 
society.  I  have  spoken  elsewhere  of  the 
crisis  afflicting  civil  society  in  this 
country.  One  of  the  effects  of  the  de- 
cline of  the  institutions  of  civil  society 
is  the  weakening  of  the  lodges,  clubs, 
churches.  Scout  troops,  and  other  orga- 
nizations which  used  to  give  immi- 
grants entree  into  American  society. 
As  a  result,  we  all  too  often  see  groups 
of    teenage    immigrants    operating    on 


the  fringes  of  society  instead  of  produc- 
tive new  members  integrating  into  the 
heart  of  American  society. 

We  cannot  realize  the  opportunity 
presented  by  our  diversity  if  we  let 
frustration  over  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's inability  to  control  its  borders 
spill  over  into  action  against  those  who 
are  here  legally.  We  must  control  ille- 
gal immigration  in  order  to  make  our 
country  safe  for  legal  immigration.  We 
must  control  illegal  immigration  if  we 
are  to  make  our  country  safe  for  diver- 
sity. 

There  is  no  shortage  of  laws  on  the 
books  to  control  illegal  immigration. 
There  are  laws  to  punish  employers 
and  smugglers  of  illegal  aliens,  to  deny 
illegal  aliens  most  Government  bene- 
fits and  even  to  compensate  the  States 
for  some  of  the  costs  associated  with  il- 
legal immigration. 

The  primary  problem,  however,  is  en- 
forcement. The  Immigration  and  Natu- 
ralization Service  is  underfunded  and 
hindered  by  a  history  of  incompetence 
that  the  current  management  is  hard 
put  to  reverse.  The  INS  cannot  keep  il- 
legal aliens  out  of  the  country,  track 
them  once  they  enter,  or  remove  them 
once  they  are  identified.  Its  various 
databases  are.  frankly,  a  shambles. 

At  the  same  time,  certain  economic 
interests  benefit  from  the  labor  of  ille- 
gal aliens.  They  profit  from  the  general 
climate  of  neglect  in  which  they  can 
demand  long  hours  of  labor  for  low 
wages  and  few  benefits. 

Madam  President,  sweatshops 
manned  by  illegal  men,  women,  and 
children  are  a  disgrace  to  America  and 
a  drag  on  the  fortunes  of  legal  immi- 
grant and  American  workers.  These  are 
the  very  inhumane  labor  conditions 
and  practices  we  try  to  improve  in 
countries  abroad,  but  they  are  here,  in 
America,  today.  American  workers  and 
honest  American  employers  should  not 
have  to  compete  against  this  exploited 
labor  force. 

That  brings  me.  Madam  President,  to 
my  bill,  the  Illegal  Immigration  En- 
forcement Act  of  1995.  This  legislation 
contains  three  major  provisions  which 
can  help  end  this  gentleman's  agree- 
ment and  will  enforce  the  laws  that  are 
on  the  books.  The  gentleman's  agree- 
ment is:  pass  tough  legislation,  but  do 
not  enforce  it.  Talk  about  being  tough 
on  illegal  immigrants,  but  allow  cer- 
tain economic  interests  to  benefit  from 
illegal  immigrant  labor. 

The  first  provision  goes  to.  I  think, 
the  root  problem,  which  is  employ- 
ment. Most  illegal  aliens  do  not  come 
to  the  United  States  for  health  care  or 
welfare  or  even  education.  They  come 
to  work.  That  means  that  the  way  to 
discourage  them  is  not  to  punish  their 
children  by  denying  them  medical  care 
or  education,  as  proposition  187  tries  to 
do,  but  instead  remove  the  employ- 
ment magnet  and  remove  the  incentive 
that  attracts  them  to  the  United 
States. 
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Existing  law.  starting  with  the  Immi- 
gration Reform  and  Control  Act  of  1986, 
contains  provisions  which  would  reduce 
employment  opportunities  for  illegal 
immigrants  if  they  were  simply  en- 
forced. Before  enacting  fundamental 
changes  in  this  bedrock  piece  of  legis- 
lation, we  should  try  enforcing  the 
laws  already  on  the  books.  Empty  leg- 
islating is  no  substitute  for  enforce- 
ment. 

The  place  to  start  is  employer  sanc- 
tions. The  1986  act,  better  known  as  the 
Simpson-Mazzoli  Act,  imposes  civil 
penalties  on  employers  of  illegal  aliens 
of  up  to  $10,000  per  alien  for  repeat  of- 
fenders. There  is  also  a  criminal  pen- 
alty of  up  to  6  months  imprisonment 
and  a  $3,000  fine  for  pattern  or  practice 
violations. 

Madam  President,  enforcement  of 
employer  sanctions  is  a  low  priority  at 
INS.  In  part,  this  is  because  the  labor 
regulatory  function  is  different  from 
the  policing  function  usually  done  by 
the  investigative  branch  of  the  Immi- 
gration and  Naturalization  Service.  As 
in  any  bureaucracy,  "different"  means 
"low  priority." 

In  addition,  this  branch  has  a  man- 
date to  focus  on  antismuggling  and  re- 
moval of  criminal  aliens.  By  implica- 
tion, everything  else  has  low  priority. 

This  low  priority  shows  up  in  the  fig- 
ures. The  1986  act  authorized  $100  mil- 
lion per  year  to  enforce  employer  sanc- 
tions, and  even  that  was  probably  too 
little,  but  by  fiscal  year  1994.  the  ap- 
propriation had  shrunk  to  $23  million. 
Funding  has  recovered  somewhat  since 
1994.  but  remains  well  under  the 
amount  necessary  to  implement  the 
law  properly. 

As  a  result,  the  number  of  cases  in- 
vestigated has  declined  by  nearly  50 
percent  from  1989  to  1994  In  particular, 
the  number  of  investigations  resulting 
from  leads,  the  most  productive  inves- 
tigations, declined  from  5,118  in  1989  to 
2.240  in  1994. 

It  is  clear  that  as  long  as  the  same 
INS  branch  tries  to  perform  investiga- 
tive and  employer  sanctions  functions, 
the  latter  will  have  to  take  a  back 
seat.  The  way  it  is  currently  struc- 
tured, employer  sanctions  will  always 
take  a  back  seat. 

My  bill  fixes  this  problem  by  creating 
a  separate  Office  for  the  Enforcement 
of  Employer  Sanctions  and  authorizing 
it  for  $100  million,  the  figure  that  was 
contained  in  the  1986  Act 

This  first  provision  of  my  bill  also 
addresses  the  potential  for  employment 
discrimination  that  exists  in  any  em- 
ployment eligibility  legislation.  For 
example,  in  1990.  a  GAO  study  found 
that  the  1986  act's  employer  sanctions 
provisions  resulted  in  employment  dis- 
crimination. The  study  suggested  three 
causes  for  this: 

First,  the  employers  do  not  under- 
stand the  law's  requirements:  second, 
employers  do  not  understand  how  to 
determine  employment  eligibility;  and 
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third,  the  prevalence  of  counterfeit 
documents  increases  employer  confu- 
sion. 

As  the  GAO  study  implies,  the  prob- 
lem is  not  with  the  law  but  with  the 
INS's  failure  to  educate  employers 
about  what  the  law  requires  them  to 
do.  Most  employers,  for  example,  still 
do  not  know  that  they  must  fill  out  an 
1-9  employment  eligibility  form  for 
every  employee,  whether  that  em- 
ployee is  white,  African-American,  His- 
panic. Asian,  or  otherwise.  This  is  the 
key  to  combating  discrimination,  edu- 
cating employers  that  this  form  applies 
to  all. 

Note  that  the  GAO  study  reports  that 
an  estimated  346,000  employers  said 
that  they  applied  the  1986  act's  ver- 
ification system  only  to  persons  who 
had  a  foreign  appearance  or  accent,  and 
recommends,  among  other  steps,  in- 
creasing employer  understanding 
through  effective  education  efforts. 

Madam  President,  my  bill  takes  this 
problem  head  on  by  mandating  that 
the  INS  Office  for  the  Enforcement  of 
Employer  Sanctions  be  charged  with 
■educating  employers  on  the  require- 
ments of  the  law.  and  in  other  ways  as 
is  necessary  to  prevent  employment 
discrimination." 

The  bottom  line.  then,  is  that  my  bill 
does  not  add  to  employers'  burdens;  it 
does  not  add  one  single  form  to  the 
mountain  of  paperwork  they  must  al- 
ready fill  out  when  they  hire  a  new 
legal  worker.  Instead,  it  requires  the 
Federal  Government  to  explain  the  ex- 
isting law  to  them.  In  this  way,  it  will 
reduce  the  burden  of  uncertainty  em- 
ployers now  bear. 

Let  me  point  out  as  well  that  the  bill 
complements  other  efforts  by  the  ad- 
ministration. Senator  Feinstein.  Sen- 
ator SiMP.soN— the  coauthor  of  the  1986 
act — and  others,  to  reduce  the  number 
of  documents  that  can  be  used  to  con- 
firm employment  eligibility,  make  it 
more  difficult  to  counterfeit  the  docu- 
ments and  develop  a  more  reliable  na- 
tional employment  eligibility  data 
base. 

So,  Madam  President,  the  first  initia- 
tive in  the  bill  is  to  tighten  up  em- 
ployer sanctions. 

Second,  the  bill  prevents  illegal 
aliens  from  reaping  the  rewards  of 
their  illegal  entry  into  the  United 
States.  It  prohibits  adjustment  of  sta- 
tus within  the  United  States  for  those 
seeking  employment-based  legal  immi- 
grant status.  Further,  it  disqualifies 
those  who  have  worked  illegally  in  the 
United  States  from  becoming  legal  im- 
migrants. Currently,  those  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  illegally  can  try  to  adjust  to 
a  legal  status,  based  upon  family  rela- 
tionship or  employment  in  a  hard-to- 
fill  job. 

While  I  do  not  advocate  separating 
families,  we  can  and  should  go  after 
those  who  come  to  the  United  States 
illegally  and  expect  to  find  an  em- 
ployer who  will  sponsor  them  for  ad- 
justment to  legal  status. 


My  bill  does  this  by  forcing  those 
who  want  to  adjust  for  work-related 
reasons  to  do  so  outside  the  United 
States.  So  that,  if  they  are  denied, 
they  cannot  simply  melt  back  into  the 
population.  In  addition,  by  making  pre- 
vious illegal  employment  a  disquali- 
fication for  adjustment  of  status  for 
work-related  reasons,  this  bill  denies 
illegal  workers  the  benefit  of  their 
lawbreaking. 

Finally,  Madam  President,  the  bill 
addresses  the  problem  of  overstays  by 
visitors  admitted  to  this  country  le- 
gally. The  debate  on  illegal  immigra- 
tion is  focused  on  the  United  States- 
Mexican  border.  This  is  understand- 
able, given  the  flow  of  illegal  aliens 
across  the  border  and  the  impact  of 
this  flow  on  border  States.  However, 
even  sealing  off  the  United  States- 
Mexican  border  would  not  solve  the 
problem  of  illegal  immigration. 

Indeed.  Madam  President,  the  United 
States-Mexican  border  is  less  than  half 
of  the  problem.  The  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  estimates  that 
52  percent  of  all  illegal  aliens  residing 
in  the  United  States  do  not  sneak 
across  the  U.S.  border.  Instead,  they 
enter  legally  on  visitor's  visas  and  then 
overstay  their  visas.  The  percentage  in 
my  State  of  New  Jersey  is  even  higher, 
given  its  distance  from  Mexico  and  the 
sources  of  our  illegal  alien  population. 
The  INS  estimates  that  60  percent  of 
New  Jersey's  illegal  aliens  enter  the 
country  legally  on  a  visitor's  visa  and 
then  just  overstay,  convinced  that  the 
INS  will  never  find  them.  And  most 
times  they  are  right. 

The  administration  and  Congress, 
fixated  on  the  Mexican  border,  are  ig- 
noring this  very  substantial  problem. 
My  bill  addresses  it  by  requiring  the 
INS  Lo  develop  an  entry  and  exit  data 
base  that  will  alert  it  to  overstays  by 
legally  admitted  nonimmigrants.  It  is 
pretty  simple.  We  cannot  hope  to  con- 
trol our  borders  unless  we  know  who  is 
inside  them.  Once  we  know  who  is 
overstaying  his  or  her  visa  and  where 
that  person  is  staying,  we  can  easily 
take  steps  to  remove  that  person  from 
our  country.  It  is  a  very  simple  step.  It 
is  not  taken  today,  so  you  have  52  per- 
cent of  the  people  who  come  on  legiti- 
mate visas  disappearing  into  the  soci- 
ety as  a  whole. 

Madam  President,  the  terrorist 
atrocity  in  Oklahoma  City  reminded  us 
that  we  live  in  a  dangerous  world.  Of 
course,  non-Americans  have  no  monop- 
oly on  terrorism.  That  is  what  Okla- 
homa City  said  as  well.  The  evidence 
indicates  that  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  was  not  perpetrated  by  an  il- 
legal alien.  However,  illegal  aliens 
overstaying  tourism  visas  have  been 
implicated  in  terrorism  in  this  coun- 
try. For  example,  take  Mohammad 
Salameh,  who  is  accused  of  having 
rented  the  van  used  in  the  World  Trade 
Center  bombing.  He  was  living  in  the 
United  States  illegally  at  the  time  of 


that  crime.  He  entered  this  country  le- 
gally, on  a  6-month  tourist  visa,  on 
February  17,  1988.  And  he  still  had  not 
departed  at  the  time  of  the  World 
Trade  Center  bombing  on  February  26, 
1993—5  years  later. 

Under  current  procedures,  the  INS 
had  no  idea  of  Salameh's  failure  to  de- 
part or  his  whereabouts  in  the  United 
States.  Under  this  bill,  the  INS  would 
have  been  alerted  to  Salameh's  over- 
stay and  illegal  residence  in  the  United 
States  nearly  4'/^  years  before  the 
crime. 

So,  Madam  President,  there  you  have 
it.  Enforcement  of  employer  sanctions, 
restrictions  on  rewarding  aliens  for  il- 
legal work,  and  measures  to  discourage 
overstays  by  legally  admitted  visitors. 
With  these  steps  toward  enforcing  ex- 
isting law,  we  can  help  to  build  com- 
mon ground  here  at  home,  to  parlay 
our  diversity  into  strength,  to  protect 
legal  immigration,  and  to  lead  the 
world  by  the  power  of  our  example. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  759 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  Stales  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Illegal  Im- 
migration Enforcement  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 
<1»  The  Government  of  the  United  States 
has   failed   to   curb   the    influx   of   undocu- 
mented aliens  into  the  United  States. 

(2)  The  social  and  economic  costs  of  illegal 
immigration  create  a  backlash  against  legal 
immigrants  and  citizens  of  different  ethnic 
backgrounds. 

(3)  The  primary  magnet  for  illegal  aliens  is 
work. 

(4)  Existing  law  contains  provisions  to  pre- 
vent the  employment  of  undocumented 
aliens. 

(5)  Properly  enforced,  these  provisions 
could  reduce  employment  opportunities  for 
illegal  immigrants  and  thereby  ireduce  the 
incentive  for  illegal  immigration. 

(6)  With  proper  enforcement  and  employer 
education,  the  employer  sanctions  laws 
should  not  result  in  employment  discrimina- 
tion. 

(71  However,  these  laws  are  not  now  ade- 
quately enforced. 

(8)  This  is  in  part  because  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  inspectors  have 
other,  legislatively  mandated^  priorities  that 
have  first  call  on  their  limited  resources. 

(9)  Many  illegal  immigrants  adjust  their 
status  to  become  legal  residents. 

(10)  This  prospect  is  another  encourage- 
ment to  illegal  immigration. 

(11)  Statistics  show  that  approximately 
one-half  of  all  illegal  aliens  living  in  the 
United  States  arrived  legally  on  non- 
immigrant visas,  then  failed  to  depart. 

(12)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  (INS)  is  currently  unable  to  identify 
or  locate  such  visa  overstayers  in  a  system- 
atic fashion. 
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SEC.    3.    ENFORCEMENT    OP    EMPLOYER    SANC- 
TIONS. 

(a)  EST.ABLISHMENT  OF  NEW  OFFICE.— There 
shall  be  in  the  Immigration  and  Naturaliza- 
tion Service  of  the  Department  of  Justice  an 
Office  for  the  Enforcement  of  Employer 
Sanctions  (in  this  section  referred  to  as  the 
••Office"). 

(b)  Functions.— The  functions  of  the  Office 
established  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be — 

(1)  to  investigate  and  prosecute  violations 
of  section  274A(a)  of  the  Immiffration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  US  C.  1324a(a));  and 

(2)  to  educate  employers  on  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  and  in  other  ways  as  nec- 
essary to  prevent  employment  discrimina- 
tion. 

(c)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Attorney  General  $100,000,000  to  carry 
out  the  functions  of  the  Office  established 
under  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  4.  limttation  on  adjustment  of  status. 
Section  243<c)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C.  1255(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or  (4)"  and  inserting  ■(4)"; 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  "(S)  any  alien  who  seeks  ad- 
justment of  status  as  an  employment-baised 
immigrant:  or  (6)  any  alien  who  was  em- 
ployed while  the  alien  was  an  unauthorized 
alien,  lls  ilefir.t^d  ;n  section  274(h)(3)". 

SEC.  5.  .MONTTORESG  OF  OVERSTAYS. 

The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  an 
entry  and  exit  data  baise  that  will  permit  the 
Attorney  General  to  identify  lawfully  admit- 
ted nonimmigrants  who  overstay  their  visas. 


By  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER: 
S.   760.    A    bill    to   establish   the   Na- 
tional  Commission  on   the  Long-Term 
Solvency  of  the  Medicare  Program;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  MEDICARE  COMMISSION  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of 
the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  760 

Be  It  enacted  ftv  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  Amertca  in 
Conqress  assembled. 
SECTION  i.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  .Act  may   be  cited  as  the  "Medicare 
Commission  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a)  E.sT.\Bi.isHMENT.— There  is  established  a 
commission  to  be  known  as  the  National 
Commission  on  the  Long-Term  Solvency  of 
the  Medicare  Program  (hereafter  in  this  Act 
referred  to  as  the  "Commission"). 

(b)  Membership.— The  Commission  shall  be 
composed  of  15  members  appointed  as  fol- 
lows: 

il>  Five  members  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President  from  among  officers  or  employees 
of  the  executive  branch,  private  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  or  both.  Not  more  than  3 
members  selected  by  the  President  shall  be 
members  of  the  same  political  party. 

(2)  Five  members  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate  from  among 
members  of  the  Senate,  private  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  or  both.  Not  more  than  3 
of  the  members  selected  by  the  Majority 
Leader  shall  be  members  of  the  same  politi- 
cal party. 

(3)  Five  members  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
Speaker    of   the    House    of   Representatives 


from  among  members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, private  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  or  both.  Not  more  than  3  of  the  mem- 
bers selected  by  the  Speaker  shall  be  mem- 
bers of  the  same  political  party. 

(4)  Date.— The  appointments  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  shall  be  made  no 
later  than  November  30,  1995. 

(c)  Period  of  appointment:  Vacancies.— 
Members  shall  be  appointed  for  the  life  of 
the  Commission.  Any  vacancy  in  the  Com- 
mission shall  not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall 
be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment. 

(d)  Lnitial  Meeting.— No  later  than  30  days 
after  the  date  on  which  all  members  of  the 
Commission  have  been  appointed,  the  Com- 
mission shall  hold  its  first  meeting. 

(e)  Meetings.— The  Commission  shall  meet 
at  the  call  of  the  Chairman. 

(f)  Quorum —A  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  quorum, 
but  a  lesser  number  of  members  may  hold 
hearings. 

(g)  Chairman.— The  Commission  shall  se- 
lect a  Chairman  from  among  its  members. 

SEC.  3.  DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  ANALYSES  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Commission  shall— 

(A)  review  relevant  analyses  of  the  current 
and  long-term  financial  condition  of  the 
medicare  trust  funds: 

(B)  identify  problems  that  may  threaten 
the  long-term  solvency  of  such  trust  funds: 

(C)  analyze  potential  solutions  to  such 
problems  that  will  both  assure  the  financial 
integrity  of  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.)  and  the  provision  of  ap- 
propriate health  benefits:  and 

(D)  provide  appropriate  recommendations 
to  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, the  President,  and  the  Congress. 

(2)  DEFINITION  OF  MEDICARE  TRUST  FUNDS.— 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
"medicare  trust  funds"  means  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  established 
under  section  1817  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  13951)  and  the  Federal  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  es- 
tablished under  section  1841  of  such  .'Vet  (42 
use.  1395t). 

(b)  Report.— The  Commission  shall  submit 
its  report  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
not  later  than  December  31,  1996. 

SEC.  4.  POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  Hearings— The  Commission  may  hold 
such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  take  such  testimony,  and  receive 
such  evidence  as  the  Commission  considers 
advisable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
Act. 

(b)  iNFOR.MA-nON  FROM  FEDERAL  AGEN- 
CIES.—The  Commission  may  secure  directly 
from  any  Federal  department  or  agency  such 
information  as  the  Commission  considers 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  Upon  request  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission,  the  head  of  such  department  or 
agency  shall  furnish  such  information  to  the 
Commission. 

(c)  Postal  Services.— The  Commission 
may  use  the  United  States  mails  in  the  .same 
manner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as 
other  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

SEC.  5.  COMMISSION  PERSt)NNEL  MATTERS. 

(a)  Compensation  of  Members.— 

(1)  OFFICERS  and  employees  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL governme.nt  — All  members  of  the 
Commission  who  are  officers  or  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government  shall  serve  without 
compensation  in  addition  to  that  received 
for  their  services  as  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States. 


(2)     Private     citizens    of     the     UNiTf:D 

.STATES,— 

(A)  In  general, — Subject  to  subpar.asraph 
(B).  all  members  of  the  Commission  who  are 
not  officers  or  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment shall  serve  without  compensation 
for  their  work  on  the  Commission, 

(B)  Travel  expenses,— The  members  of 
the  Commission  who  are  not  officers  or  em- 
ployees of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be 
allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence,  at  rates  authorized  for 
employees  of  agencies  under  subchapter  I  of 
chapter  57  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  of  business  in  the  performance  of  serv- 
ices for  the  Commission,  to  the  extent  funds 
are  available  therefor. 

(b)  Staff  — 

(1)  In  general.— The  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mission may.  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  and  regulations,  appoint  and 
terminate  an  executive  director  and  such 
other  additional  personnel  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  Commission  to  perform 
its  duties.  At  the  request  of  the  Chairman, 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall  provide  the  Commission  with  any  nec- 
essary administrative  and  support  services. 
The  employment  of  an  executive  director 
shall  be  subject  to  confirmation  by  the  Com- 
mission. 

(2)  Co.mpensation.— The  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  may  fix  the  compensation  of  the 
executive  director  and  other  personnel  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  classification  of  po- 
sitions and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  ex- 
cept that  the  rate  of  pay  for  the  executive  di- 
rector and  other  personnel  may  not  exceed 
the  rate  payable  for  level  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  section  5316  of  such  title. 

(c)  Detail  of  Government  Employees  — 
Any  Federal  Government  employee  may  be 
detailed  to  the  Commission  without  reim- 
bursement, and  such  detail  shall  be  without 
interruption  or  loss  of  civil  service  status  or 
privilege. 

(d)  Procurement  of  Temporary  and 
iNTER.MirrtNT  Sekvice.S.  Trie  Chai:;!i:i:i  uf 
the  Commission  may  procure  temporary  and 
intermittent  services  under  section  3109(b)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  at  rates  for  indi- 
viduals which  do  not  exceed  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  pre- 
scribed for  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
under  section  5316  of  such  title, 

SEC.  6.  TERMINATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

The   Commission   shall   terminate  30  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  sub- 
mits its  report  under  section  2(b), 
SEC.  7.  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COMMISSION. 

Any  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
paid  from  such  funds  as  may  be  otherwise 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  • 
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ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  216 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  HATCH,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D'AMATO]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  216,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  reduc- 
tion in  the  deductible  portion  of  ex- 
penses for  business  meals  and  enter- 
tainment. 

S.  230 

.\t  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Sarbane.s]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 


S.  230,  a  bill  to  prohibit  U.S.  assistance 
to  countries  that  prohibit  or  restrict 
the  transport  of  delivery  of  U.S.  hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

S.  327 

.At.  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D'A.MATO]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  237,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide 
clarification  for  the  deductibility  of  ex- 
penses incurred  by  a  taxpayer  in  con- 
nection with  the  business  use  of  the 
home. 

S.  457 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Si.mon,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr  BiDKN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  457,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  update  ref- 
erences in  the  classification  of  children 
for  purposes  of  U.S.  immigration  laws. 

S.  471 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Biden.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Reid)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
471,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment  to 
States  of  plot  allowances  for  certain 
veterans  eligible  for  burial  in  a  na- 
tional cemetery  who  are  buried  in 
cemeteries  of  such  States. 
s.  ."lOe 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  CRAIG,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LoTT)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  506,  a  bill  to  amend  the  general  min- 
ing laws  to  provide  a  reasonable  roy- 
alty from  mineral  activities  on  Federal 
lands,  to  specify  reclamation  require- 
ments for  mineral  activities  on  Federal 
lands,  to  create  a  State  program  for 
the  reclamation  of  abandoned  hard 
rock  mining  sites  on  Federal  lands,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  515 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  515,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Meat  Inspection  Act  and  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act  to  provide  for 
improved  public  health  and  food  safety 
through  the  reduction  of  harmful  sub- 
stances in  meat  and  poultry  that 
present  a  threat  to  public  health,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S,  .549 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Rockefeller. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr,  Dorcan)  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  548,  a  bill  to  provide 
quality  standards  for  mammograms 
performed  by  the  Department  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs. 

S.  5.53 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  MosELEY- 
Bratn.  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Chafee)  was  added 
as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  553,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Age  Discrimination  in  Employment 
Act  of  1967  to  reinstate  an  exemption 
for  certain  bona  fide  hiring  and  retire- 
ment plans  applicable  to  State  and 
local  firefighters  and  law  enforcement 
officers,  and  for  other  purposes. 


At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Feinstein,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Boxer]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  580,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  to  control  il- 
legal immigration  to  the  United 
States,  reduce  incentives  for  illegal  im- 
migration, reform  asylum  procedures, 
strengthen  criminal  penalties  for  the 
smuggling  of  aliens,  and  reform  other 
procedures. 

S.  641 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Kempthorne]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  641,  a  bill  to  reauthorize 
the  Ryan  White  CARE  Act  of  1990,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  650 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SHELBY',  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Heflin]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  650,  a  bill  to  increase  the  amount 
of  credit  available  to  fuel  local,  re- 
gional, and  national  economic  growth 
by  reducing  the  regulatory  burden  im- 
posed upon  financial  institutions,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  733 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kerry']  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  733,  a  bill  to  amend  title  23,  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  permit  States  to  use 
Federal  highway  funds  for  capital  im- 
provements to,  and  operating  support 
for.  intercity  passenger  rail  service, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  751 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Exon,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Kerrey]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
751,  a  hill  tn  provide  that  certain  games 
of  chance  conducted  by  a  nonprofit  or- 
ganization not  be  treated  as  an  unre- 
lated business  of  such  organization. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 12^  HUMAN  RIGHTS  ABUSES 
OF  BURMESE  WOMEN  AND  GIRLS 

Mrs.  MURRAY  submitted  the  follow- 
ing concurrent  resolution:  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 

S.  Con.  Res.  12 

Whereas  credible  reports  indicate  that 
thousands  of  Burmese  women  and  girls  are 
being  trafficked  into  Thailand  with  fal.se 
promises  of  good  paying  jobs  in  restaurants 
or  factories,  and  then  forced  to  work  in 
brothels  under  slavery-like  conditions  that 
include  sexual  and  physical  violence,  debt 
bondage,  exposure  to  HIV.  passport  depriva- 
tion, and  illegal  confinement: 

Whereas  credible  reports  also  indicate  that 
members  of  the  Thai  police  force  are  often 
actively  involved  in,  and  profit  from,  the 
trafficking  of  Burmese  women  and  girls  for 
the  purposes  of  forced  prostitution: 

Whereas  the  United  States  Government 
conducts  training  programs  for  the  Thai  po- 
lice and  United  States  arms  and  equipment 
are  sold  to  the  Thai  police: 

Whereas  the  Convention  on  the  Elimi- 
nation   of    All     Forms    of    Discrimination 


Against  Women  requires  all  States  Parties 
"to  take  all  appropriate  measures,  including 
legislation,  to  suppress  all  forms  of  traffic  in 
women  and  exploitation  of  prostitution  of 
women": 

Whereas  Article  1  of  the  1956  Supple- 
mentary Convention  on  the  Abolition  of 
Slavery,  the  Slave  Trade,  and  Institutions 
and  Practices  Similar  to  Slavery  calls  for 
the  complete  abolition  or  abandonment  of 
debt  bondage: 

Whereas  forced  labor,  defined  under  the 
1930  Forced  Labor  Convention  as  "all  work 
or  service  which  is  exacted  from  any  person 
under  the  menace  of  any  penalty  and  for 
which  the  said  person  has  not  offered  himself 
voluntarily,"  is  internationally  prohibited: 

Whereas  the  1949  Convention  for  the  Sup- 
pression of  Traffic  in  Persons  and  of  the  Ex- 
ploitation of  the  Prostitution  of  Others  finds 
the  traffic  in  persons  for  the  purposes  of 
prostitution  "incompatible  with  the  dignity 
and  worth  of  the  human  person,"  and  calls 
on  States  Parties  to  punish  any  person  who 
procures  for  the  purposes  of  prostitution, 
keeps,  manages  or  knowingly  finances  a 
brothel,  or  rents  premises  for  the  prostitu- 
tion of  others; 

Whereas  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Human  Rights  and  Humanitarian  Affairs 
John  Shattuck  has  testified  that  the  United 
States  "urgently  needs  to  encourage  coun- 
tries in  which  trafficking  of  women  and  chil- 
dren goes  on  with  impunity  to  enact  new 
laws,  and  to  enforce  existing  laws.  A  particu- 
lar target  of  this  stepped-up  law  enforcement 
should  be  government  officials  who  partici- 
pate in  or  condone  trafficking,  as  well  as 
brothel  owners  and  traffickers":  and 

Whereas  Secretary  of  State  Warren  Chris- 
topher stated  before  the  1993  World  Con- 
ference on  Human  Rights  that 
"(g)uaranteeing  human  rights  is  a  moral  im- 
perative with  respect  to  both  women  and 
men":  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  trafficking  in  persons  violates  the  fun- 
damental principle  of  human  dignity,  and 
torced  prostitution  involving  pnysicai  coer- 
cion or  debt  bondage  constitutes  a  fonn  of 
forced  labor  and  a  slavery-like  practice: 

(2)  the  United  States  State  Department 
should  continue  to  press  the  Thai  Govern- 
ment to  strictly  enforce  all  laws  that  can 
lead  to  the  prosecution  of  those  involved  in 
trafficking  and  forced  prostitution,  includ- 
ing procurers,  traffickers,  pimps,  brothel 
owners,  and  members  of  the  Thai  police  who 
may  be  complicit: 

(3)  the  State  Department  should  ensure 
that  Thai  police  participants  in  the  United 
States  Government-sponsored  police  train- 
ing programs  are  systematically  vetted  to 
exclude  those  who  are  implicated  in  traffick- 
ing and  forced  prostitution: 

(4)  the  executive  branch  should  take  steps 
to  assure  that  weapons  and  equipment  pro- 
vided or  sold  to  the  Thai  police  do  not  l>e- 
come  available  to  members  of  those  forces 
who  might  be  involved  in  trafficking,  forced 
prostitution,  or  abuse  of  women  and  girls 
who  are  apprehended, 

(5)  the  State  Department  should  urge  the 
Thai  Government  to  protect  the  rights  and 
safety  of  Burmese  women  and  girls  in  Thai- 
land who  are  freed  from  brothels  or  who  are 
arrested  as  illegal  immigrants  because  their 
status  as  trafficking  victims  is  unclear: 

(6)  the  United  States  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  should  target  a  por- 
tion of  its  assistance  to  Thailand  for  AIDS 
prevention  and  control  to  the  foreign  popu- 
lation   in    Thailand,    particularly    Burmese 
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women  and  girls  in  the  Thai  sex  industry; 
and 

(7)  the  State  Department  should  report  to 
Congress,  within  6  months  of  the  date  of  this 
resolution,  on  actions  that  it  has  taken  to 
advocate  that  the  Thai  Government  imple- 
ment Che  above  steps 

•  Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  submit  a  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  Congress  concerning  the  traf- 
ficking of  Bui-mese  women  and  girls 
into  Thailand  for  the  purpose  of  forced 
prostitution.  This  is  identical  to  a  res- 
olution submitted  in  the  House  by  Con- 
gresswoman  Louise  Slaughter. 

I  have  long  supported  steps  to  help 

improve  the  gross  human  rights  viola- 
tions inflicted  on  women  around  the 
world  I  am  outraged  at  reports  from 
Human  Rights  Watch  and  others  citing 
the  egregious  abuse  of  Burmese  women 
and  girls  who  are  lured  into  Thailand 
with  false  promises  to  work  at  good 
paying  jobs,  and  then  confined  in  ille- 
gal brothels.  These  women  and  girls 
live  in  brutal  conditions,  often  forced 
to  work  18  hours  a  day  with  several  dif- 
ferent clients.  They  are  subjected  to 
physical  and  sexual  abuse  that  makes 
escape  practically  impossible.  In  addi- 
tion, there  is  virtually  no  health  care 
or  birth  control  available,  and  the  HIV 
virus  is  rampant  among  these  women 
and  girls. 

Reportedly,  these  abuses  take  place 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  Thai  Gov- 
ernment and  the  likely  involvement  of 
the  Thai  police.  I  am  deeply  concerned 
by  reports  that  these  officials  not  only 
fail  to  protect  these  women  and  girls, 
but  actually  provide  support  to  the 
brothels  and  brothel  owners. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  seeks 
to  call  attention  tn  these  abuses.  In  ad- 
dition to  stating  that  sex  trafficking  is 
a  violation  of  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple of  human  dignity,  it  encourages 
the  State  Department  to  press  the  Thai 
Government  to  enforce  the  laws  that 
can  lead  to  the  prosecution  of  these 
traffickers.  It  also  encourages  the  Thai 
Government  to  ensure  the  rights  and 
safety  of  Burmese  women  and  girls  in 
Thailand  In  addition,  any  weapons  and 
equipment  sold  to  the  Thai  police  by 
the  United  States  should  be  kept  out  of 
the  hands  of  those  individuals  who  may 
be  involved  in  trafficking  these  women 
and  girls  And,  finally,  the  United 
States  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment should  target  a  portion  of  its 
assistance  to  Thailand  for  AIDS  pre- 
vention and  control. 

We  in  Congress  must  act  now  to  help 
stop  these  brutal  practices.  The  savage 
treatment  of  Burmese  women  and  girls 
in  Thailand,  and  the  abuses  they  are 
subjected  to.  must  cease.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  resolution  and 
help  send  a  message  that  the  traffick- 
ing and  forced  prostitution  of  women 
and  girls  around  the  world  is  simply 
unacceptable  • 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  COMMON  SENSE  LEGAL 
STANDARDS  REFORM  ACT  OF 
1995;  COMMON  SENSE  PRODUCT 
LIABILITY  REFORM  ACT  OF  199,5 


ROCKEFELLER  AMENDMENT  NO. 
686 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  645  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  596  proposed  by 
Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill  (H  R.  956)  to  es- 
tablish legal  standards  and  procedures 
for  product  litigation,  and  for  other 
purposes;  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  'Notwithstandini?"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ■section  197(bi(l).  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  be 
the  greater  of— 

■■(1)  the  amount  determined  under  section 
107(b)(1):  or 

■•(2)I250.000.". 


ROCKEFELLER  AMENDMENT  NO. 
687 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  646  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  596  proposed  by 
Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill  H.R.  956.  supra; 
as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  "Notwithstanding"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  'section  107(b).  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  not 
exceed  $500,000.". 


ROCKEFELLER  AMENDMENT  NO. 
688 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr  ROCKEFELLER  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  647  proposed  by 
him  to  amendment  No.  596  proposed  by 
Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill  H.R.  956,  supra; 
as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  -Notwithstanding"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "section  107(b)(1).  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  not 
exceed  3  times  the  sum  of  the  amounts  de- 
scribed in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  such 
section". 


BYRD  AMENDMENT  NO.  689 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  BYRD  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 
amendment  No.  596  proposed  by  Mr. 
Gorton  to  the  bill  H.R.  956,  supra,  as 
follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert 

Since,  the  United  States  and  Japan  have  a 
long  and  important  relationship  which 
serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  stability  m 
the  Pacific  region: 


Since,  the  overall  balance  in  the  U.S.- 
Japan relationship  has  been  eroded  as  a  re- 
sult of  persistent  and  large  trade  deficits 
which  are  the  result  of  practices  and  regula- 
tions which  have  substantially  blocked  le- 
gitimate access  of  American  products  to  the 
Japanese  market; 

Since,  the  current  account  trade  deficit 
with  Japan  in  1994  reached  an  historic  high 
level  of  $66  billion,  of  which  $.37  billion,  or  b6 
percent,  is  attributed  to  imbalances  in  the 
automobile  sector,  and  of  which  $12.8  billion 
is  attributable  to  auto  parts  flows: 

Since,  in  July.  1993.  the  .Administration 
reached  a  broad  accord  with  the  Government 
of  Japan,  called  the  "United  States-Japan 
Framework  for  a  New  Economic  Partner- 
ship", which  established  automotive  trade 
regulations  as  one  of  5  priority  .ireas  for  ne- 
gotiations, to  seek  market-opening  arrant'-' 
ments  based  on  objective  criteria  and  whii  h 
would  result  in  objective  progress: 

Since,  a  healthy  American  automobile  in- 
dustry is  of  central  importance  to  the  Amer- 
ican economy,  and  to  the  capability  of  the 
United  States  to  fulfill  its  commitments  to 
remain  as  an  engaged,  deployed.  Pacific 
power: 

Since,  after  18  months  of  negotiations  with 
the  Japanese,  beginning  in  September  1993. 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  concluded 
that  no  progress  had  been  achieved,  leaving 
the  auto  parts  market  in  Japan  "virtually 
closed": 

Since,  in  October.  1994.  the  United  States 
initiated  an  investigation  under  Section  301 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  into  the  Japanese 
auto  parts  market,  which  could  result  in  the 
Imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  a  variety  of 
Japanese  imports  into  the  United  States  un- 
less measurable  progress  is  made  in  pene- 
trating the  Japanese  auto  parts  market: 

Since,  negotiations  are  continuing  between 
the  United  States  and  Japan  to  achieve  last- 
ing market-opening  arrangements  into  the 
Japanese  automobile  and  parts  sector: 

Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Declared.  That  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
that- 

(1)  the  Senate  supports  the  efforts  of  the 
President  to  continue  to  strongly  press  the 
Government  of  Japan,  through  bilateral  ne- 
gotiations under  the  agreed  "Framework  for 
a  New  Economic  Partnership."  for  sharp  re- 
ductions in  the  trade  imbalances  in  auto- 
motive sales  and  parts  through  the  elimi- 
nation of  unfair  and  restrictive  Japanese 
market-closing  practices  and  regulations; 
and 

(2)  If  such  results-oriented  negotiations  are 
not  concluded  satisfactorily,  appropriate  and 
reasonable  measures,  up  to  and  including 
trade  sanctions,  should  be  imposed  in  accord- 
ance with  Section  301  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974;  and 

(3)  The  Senate  is  prepared  to  fully  support 
any  such  measures  that  might  be  taken 
against  Japanese  products,  including  appro- 
priate legislation. 


May  4,  1995 
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NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

SPECIAL  COMMITTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr  President,  I  wish  to 
announce  that  the  Special  Committee 
on  Aging  will  hold  a  hearing  on  Thurs- 
day, May  11,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room 
562  of  the  Dirkscn  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing. The  subject  of  the  hearing  is  long- 
term  care  financing. 


COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
that  the  nomination  of  Charles  Wil- 
liam Burton  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  U.S.  Enrich- 
ment Corporation  will  not  be  consid- 
ered on  Wednesday,  May  10.  1995,  as 
previously  announced. 

For  further  information,  please  call 
Camille  Heninger  at  (202)  224-5070, 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 
meet  on  Thursday,  May  4,  1995,  at  2 
p.m.  in  closed/open  session  to  receive 
testimony  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  De- 
fense Organization's  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  request  and  the  future  years  de- 
fense program;  and  on  the  future  of  the 
ABM  Treaty. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Finance 
Committee  be  permitted  to  meet 
Thursday,  May  4,  1995.  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
room  SI>-215,  to  conduct  a  hearing  on 
the  Vaccines  for  Children  Program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COM.MITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  May  4,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 
to  hear  testimony  on  China:  Illegal 
Trade  in  Human  Body  Parts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CO.M.MITTEE  ON  THE  .JUDICIARY 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday.  May  4,  1995,  at  2  p.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  judicial  nominees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HU.MAN  RESOURCES 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  be 
authorized  to  meet  for  a  hearing  on 
primary  Health  Care  Programs,  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
May  4,  1995,  at  9  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PERMANENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Perma- 
nent Subcommittee  on  Investigations 


of  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
May  4,  1995  to  hold  hearings  on  the 
Navy  T-AO-187  Kaiser  class  oiler  con- 
tract. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HOUSING  OPPORTUNITY  AND 
COMMUNTTi'  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Housing  Opportunity 
and  Community  Development  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  May  4,  1995,  to  conduct  a 
hearing  on  Federal  Housing  Adminis- 
tration Reform. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  SCIENCE.  TECHNOLOGY,  AND 
SPACE 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Science.  Technology, 
and  Space  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Technology  be 
authorized  to  meet  on  May  4.  1995.  on 
High  Performance  Computing  and 
Communications  and  the  World  Wide 
Web  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  SUPERFUND.  WASTE 
CONTROL.  AND  RISK  ASSESSMENT 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Superfund.  Waste  Con- 
trol, and  Risk  Assessment  be  granted 
permission  to  conduct  an  oversight 
hearing  Thursday,  May  4,  at  9  a.m.,  re- 
garding the  Comprehensive  Environ- 
mental P^spcnsc,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TERRORISM.  TECHNOLOGY, 
AND  GOVERNMENT  INFORMATION 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Terrorism,  Technology, 
and  Government  Information  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  be  au- 
thorized to  hold  a  hearing  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
May  4,  1995.  to  consider  "Counter-Ter- 
rorism Legislation." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  W'ithout 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


OKLAHOMA  CITY  BOMBING 

•  Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  sincere  condo- 
lences to  the  families  and  friends  who 
lost  their  loved  ones  in  the  horrible 
terrorist  act  which  took  place  in  Okla- 
homa City,  OK,  on  April  19,  1995.  My 
prayers  are  with  the  victims,  with 
those   who   lost  loved  ones,   and  with 


those  who  simply  had  to  suffer  through 
the  agony  of  uncertainty.  And.  like 
every  Member  of  this  Senate.  I  am  de- 
termined to  ensure  that  those  terror- 
ists who  committed  this  crime  will  be 
prosecuted  to  the  fullest  extent  of  the 
law. 

Our  top  priority  today  and  always 
ought  to  be  the  protection  and  safety 
of  all  the  citizens  of  our  country. 
Though  we  in  the  Senate  will,  as  we  al- 
ready have,  differ  about  the  role  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  scope  of 
Congress'  authority.  I  think  we  can  all 
agree  that  the  first  obligation  of  the 
Government  is  to  protect  its  citizens 
from  harm.  We  must  do  everything  we 
rightfully  can  to  prevent  future  trage- 
dies of  this  sort  and  to  see  to  it  that 
the  perpetrators  of  this  terrible  act  are 
brought  to  justice. 

One  hope  I  have  is  that,  in  the  proc- 
ess of  focusing  on  the  tragic  incident  in 
Oklahoma  City  involving  one  type  of 
crime,  we  don't  lost  sight  of  the  rising 
tide  of  all  violent  crime  in  this  coun- 
try. It  did  not  take  the  massive  de- 
struction of  this  bombing  to  make  vio- 
lence a  major  problem  in  America.  The 
rate  of  violent  crime  is  increasing  and 
will  continue  to  do  so  if  we  do  not  put 
a  stop  to  it  now.  Thus,  it  is  even  more 
urgent  that  government  at  all  levels — 
Federal.  State,  and  local— act  accord- 
ingly to  make  sure  that  all  types  of 
criminal  violence  are  prevented,  or, 
that  when  these  acts  occur,  to  see  to  it 
that  the  responsible  parties  are  se- 
verely punished  for  their  actions. 

In  my  view,  there  is  a  continuum  in 
our  society,  with  the  rights  of  crimi- 
nals on  one  end.  and  the  rights  of  both 
victims  of  crime  and  the  law-abiding 
on  the  other  More  rights  for  criminals 
ineluctably  translates  to  fewer  rights 
for  victims.  I  believe  the  pendulum  has 
swung  too  far,  and  for  too  long,  toward 
the  right  of  criminals.  It  is  time  for  us 
to  shift  things  in  the  direction  of  law- 
abiding  citizens  and  the  victims  of 
crime. 

Despite  our  best  efforts,  we  must  rec- 
ognize that,  no  matter  what  we  do.  we 
will  never  to  able  to  eradicate  crime, 
nor,  though  we  would  like  to.  eliminate 
the  possibility  of  a  violent  fanatic  det- 
onating a  fertilizer-based  bomb.  So 
long  as  human  nature  remains  imper- 
fect there  are  going  to  be  murderers, 
there  are  going  to  be  rapists,  there  are 
going  to  be  violent  fanatics.  Preven- 
tion is  critical,  and  all  appropriate 
tools  should  be  provided  to  law  enforce- 
ment officials  to  aid  their  preemptory 
efforts.  But  what  is  also  important  is 
the  response  which  our  criminal  justice 
system  is  able  to  muster  after  the  fact. 

In  short,  we  must  ensure  that  the 
perpetrators  of  all  criminal  acts  in  this 
country  are — as  the  President  promised 
in  this  case— brought  to  swift  and  cer- 
tain justice.  Legal  reforms  that  would 
permit  the  rapid  apprehension,  trial, 
and  punishment  of  the  perpetrators  of 
crime — all  crimes — would  go  a  long  way 
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toward  preventing  future  such  crimes 

and  assuring  the  victims  that  justice 
will  be  done 

I  believe,  with  regard  to  Oklahoma 
City  that  what  most  affects  us  all  is 
seeing  the  families  of  the  victims.  Like 
most  Americans.  I  want  to  see  justice 
for  those  families  prevail.  I  would  like 
to  be  able  to  assure  those  families  that 
they  will  not  have  to  suffer  through  a 
9-month  trial  on  TV— including,  for  ex- 
ample, several  weeks  devoted  to  select- 
ing the  perfect,  dispassionate  and  ade- 
quately uninformed  jury.  And  I  would 
like  to  be  able  to  tell  those  families 
that  they  will  not  then  have  to  endure 
years  upon  years  of  repetitive  trials 
and  appeals,  forcing  them  to  relive 
over  and  over  the  nightmare  of  the 
past  weeks.  But  I  cannot. 

Regrettably,  our  current  system  is 
all  too  often  exploited  by  the  guilty — 
at  the  expense  of  the  innocent.  That  is 
why.  as  we  move  ahead  with  any  pro- 
posed antiterrorist  legislation  as  well 
as  with  the  Senate  Republican  crime 
bill.  S.  3.  the  Violent  Crime  Control 
and  Law  Enforcement  Improvement 
Act  of  1995.  I  hope  we  will  seek  to  pass 
legislation  which  does  put  the  rights  of 
victims  and  law-abiding  citizens  first — 
where  they  belong. 

Mr.  President,  on  another  note,  I 
would  like  to  also  shed  light  on  an  un- 
fortunate incident  which  took  place 
during  the  aftermath  of  the  bombing  in 
Oklahoma  City.  Immediately  after  the 
bombing,  many  so-called  experts  and 
news  media  outlets  rushed  to  the  judg- 
ment that  this  attack  was  most  prob- 
ably the  result  of,  "Islamic  radical  fun- 
damentalist terrorists  from  the  Middle 
East."  This  inaccurate  and  pre- 
maturely reached  conclusion  did  great 
damage  to  the  millions  of  loval  Arab- 
and  Moslem-Americans  in  the  United 
States,  producing  a  wave  of  anti-Mos- 
lem. anti-Arab  hysteria  in  the  days 
after  the  bombing.  The  windows  of. a 
mosque  in  Oklahoma  City  were  shat- 
tered by  bullets  in  the  days  after  the 
bombing,  and  death  threats  were  called 
in  to  many  mosques  across  the  United 
States — mcluding  several  in  my  home 
State  of  Michigan.  In  addition,  many 
Arab-  and  Moslem-American  students 
were  harassed  at  their  schools  and  uni- 
versities. -■Ml  of  these  unfortunate  inci- 
dents could  have  been  avoided  had 
some  in  the  media  and  their  so-called 
terrorism  experts  refrained  from  jump- 
ing to  such  unsubstantiated  conclu- 
sions. 

The  news  media  has  a  clear  duty  to 
the  American  people  to  report  allega- 
tions of  this  type  responsibly.  The 
media  has  received  many  compliments 
about  its  coverage  of  Oklahoma  City, 
much  of  it  deserved.  However,  those 
outlets  which  failed  to  show  proper  re- 
straint or  which  countenanced  wildly 
speculative  finger-pointing  should,  I 
believe,  extend  an  apology  to  the  Arab- 
and  Moslem-American  communities  for 
the  damage  done   to  the  hardworking 


individuals  and  families  that  comprise 
them.  The  American-Moslem  commu- 
nity has  donated  $22,500  to  assist  the 
families  of  the  victims  of  the  bombing 
in  Oklahoma  City— a  story  which  I 
hope  the  media  will  also  be  reporting. 

That  said,  I  want  to  reemphasize  my 
comments  regarding  this  horrible  trag- 
edy in  Oklahoma.  Our  criminal  law  en- 
forcement community  needs  to  have 
the  appropriate  tools  for  prevention 
and  punishment.  If  we.  in  the  Senate, 
are  able  to  pass  the  appropriate  legisla- 
tion which  will  assist  the  law  enforce- 
ment officials  to  effectively  combat 
crime,  then  perhaps  criminals  will  be 
deterred  from  committing  another 
tragic  Oklahoma  City  incident  any- 
where in  the  United  States.  Amidst  all 
the  pain,  we  may  have  learned  a  very 
valuable  lesson  from  this  incident — the 
worst  terrorist  crime  in  our  Nation's 
history.  The  painful  lesson  learned 
may  be  that  Oklahoma  City  is  a  wake- 
up  call  to  all  Americans  that  we  des- 
perately need  to  reform  our  criminal 
laws.* 


OPEN  MARKETS  AND  FAIR  TRADE 
ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
seek  to  have  placed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  copy  of  the  "Open 
Markets  and  Fair  Trade  Act  of  1995," 
S.756.  that  was  formally  submitted  for 
the  Record  yesterday.  May  3.  1995,  but 
which  was  not  printed  in  full. 

The  "Open  Markets  and  Fair  Trade 
Act  of  1995,"  will  evaluate  the  current 
conditions  of  markets  around  the  world 
for  American  products  and  instigate  a 
process  of  negotiating  access  to  those 
markets.  It  also  gives  the  President 
and  Congress  a  new  tool  to  use  in  those 
negotiations — the  threat  of  reciprocal 
trade  action.  Basically  the  bill  tells 
our  trading  partners  that  if  they  refuse 
to  give  our  products  reasonable  market 
access,  we  may  impose  the  same  kind 
of  restrictions  on  their  products. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  was  written 
in  response  to  a  problem  that  persists 
year  after  year.  I  am  speaking,  of 
course,  of  our  trade  deficit,  which  is 
out  of  control.  Certainly,  we  are  mak- 
ing progress  on  some  micro-economic 
levels,  and  the  Clinton  Administration 
has  hammered  out  more  than  70  dif- 
ferent trade  agreements  over  the  last 
two-plus  years— 14  with  Japan  alone. 
These  are  helping  some  industries, 
some  workers,  and  some  parts  of  our 
economy.  But  they  have  done  nothing 
to  shrink  the  trade  deficit.  Clearly, 
more  must  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  does  not  sin- 
gle out  any  one  country.  It  is  designed 
to  pry  open  markets  wherever  they're 
closed,  wherever  in  the  world  American 
products  are  denied  access.  This  bill 
follows  up  on  the  Uruguay  Round  and 
looks  beyond  tariffs— it  is  designed  to 
deal  with  market  barriers;  the  internal 
rules    in    various    countries    that    are 
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practical  impediments  to  American 
businesses.  I  am  seeking  to  open  more 
markets  across  the  globe  in  order  to 
bring  about  the  increased  exports  and 
jobs  that  the  GATT  promised. 

And  I  think  it's  high-time  we  ques- 
tion the  wisdom  that  blames  almost  all 
of  America's  trade  deficit  problems 
solely  on  ourselves.  For  years,  we've 
heard  the  same  assertions:  "Americans 
spend    too    much    and    save    too    little 

*  *  *    the   budget   deficit   is   too   high 

*  *  *  we  are  growing  faster  than  other 
countries  so  we  have  more  money  to 
spend."  Yes,  these  economic  realities 
contribute  to  the  problem,  but  under 
President  Clinton's  leadership,  we  have 
reduced  the  Federal  fiscal  deficit  by 
over  $700  billion,  yet  the  trade  deficit 
goes  up  and  up. 

I  think  it's  time  we  reverse  the 
premise  and  look  at  how  the  trade  defi- 
cit fuels  our  savings  and  debt  problems. 
The  inability  of  American  companies 
to  sell  in  places  like  Japan,  China.  Ger- 
many and  elsewhere  costs  our  corpora- 
tions profits,  our  workers  job  opportu- 
nities, and  our  nation  revenues — all  of 
which  weigh  down  our  own  economic 
growth  and  add  to  our  fiscal  deficit. 

Whether  it  is  a  requirement  for 
American  firms  to  hire  local  agents  to 
conduct  business;  cumbersome  inspec- 
tion and  customs  procedures;  bans  on 
the  sale  of  products  for  dubious  claims 
of  national  sovereignty  or  some  other 
sort  of  prerogative,  the  simple  fact  is 
that  protected  sanctuary  markets 
abroad  are  a  major  contributor  to 
America's  economic  problems. 

To  explain  this  simply,  I  will  use  as 
an  example  the  well  known  case  of  how 
Japanese  manufacturers  sell  things 
like  electronics  in  the  United  States  at 
such  cheap  prices,  even  when  the  Yen 
is  at  a  record  height.  I  am  citine  Japan 
here,  but  it  could  be  ^ny  other  countrv 
that  has  a  sanctuary  market.  It  is  well 
known  that  many  Japanese-made  prod- 
ucts are  cheaper  in  the  United  States 
than  in  Japan.  That  is  because  Japan's 
closed  market  is  a  sanctuary  that  ef- 
fectively insulates  producers  from 
competition,  and  allows  them  to  over- 
charge Japanese  consumers,  giving 
them  enough  of  a  profit  margin  at 
home  to  sell  below  cost  here.  That 
means  American  companies  lose  on 
both  ends.  We  can't  export  into  these 
markets,  and  their  subsidized  exports 
harm  our  domestic  industries  and  costs 
us  jobs. 

My  trade  policy  is  quite  simple,  in 
addition  to  preserving  the  effectiveness 
of  America's  trade  laws,  I  support 
measures  that  will  increase  American 
exports,  and  West  Virginia  exports  spe- 
cifically. Every  $1  billion  in  exports 
supports  about  17,000  jobs.  So  it  follows 
that  if  we  increase  American  exports, 
we  will  create  more  jobs  here  in  the 
United  States.  And  export  related  jobs 
are,  on  average,  better,  higher  paying 
jobs.  That  is  why  I  have  worked  so  hard 
to  introduce  West  Virginia  businesses 
to  foreign  market  opportunities. 
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The  'Open  Markets  and  Fair  Trade 
Act  of  1995"  is  about  market  opportuni- 
ties for  American  firms  and  especially 
markets  for  American  industries  with 
the  most  export  potential  and  which 
promote  critical  technologies.  Most 
importantly,  it  instructs  the  Com- 
merce Department  to  look  at  markets 
which,  if  we  can  export  there,  offer  the 
greatest  employment  opportunities  for 
American  workers. 

America  cannot  afford  to  be  a  mar- 
ket for  everyone  else's  products  when 
we  don't  get  the  same  kind  of  access  in 
return.  Our  economy,  and  the  global 
economy,  cannot  sustain  that  kind  of 
imbalance.  The  American  people  will 
only  continue  to  support  free  trade  if  it 
means  we  are  able  to  sell  American 
products  abroad  as  easily  as  Asian  and 
European  and  Latin  American  manu- 
facturers have  access  to  our  shelves 
and  showrooms.  While  past  negotia- 
tions should  have  made  these  points 
perfectly  clear,  the  "Open  Markets  and 
Fair  Trade  Act  of  1995"  will  erase  any 
doubts  that  may  have  lingered  with 
our  trading  partners. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  following 
my  statement  the  full  text  of  the 
"Open  Markets  and  Fair  Trade  Act  of 
1995"  appear,  followed  by  a  summary  of 
S.  756. 

The  material  follows: 
S.756 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  Amenca  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTIO.N  1.  SHORT  TmJE. 

Thi-s  Act  may  be  cited  as?  the  "Open  Mar- 
kets and  Fair  Trade  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  REPORTS  ON  MARKET  ACCESS. 

(ai  Annual  Refort.s.— Not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  and  annually  thereafter,  the  Secretary 
shall  submit  to  the  Confrress  a  report  with 
respect  to  those  countries  selected  by  the 
Secretary  in  which  poods  or  services  pro- 
duced or  originating  in  the  United  States, 
that  would  otherwise  be  competitive  in  those 
countries,  do  not  have  market  access.  Each 
report  shall  contain  the  following  with  re- 
spect to  each  such  country: 

(1)  Assessment  of  potential  market  ac- 
cess.—An  assessment  of  the  opportunities 
that  would,  but  for  the  lack  of  market  ac- 
cess, be  available  in  the  market  m  that 
country,  for  goods  and  services  produced  or 
originating  in  the  United  States  in  those  sec- 
tors selected  by  the  Secretary.  In  making 
such  aissessment.  the  Secretary  shall  con- 
sider the  competitive  position  of  such  goods 
and  services  in  similarly  developed  markets 
in  other  countries  Such  assessment  shall 
specify  the  time  periods  within  which  such 
market  access  opportunities  should  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  be  obtained 

(2)  Criteria  for  measuring  market  ac- 
cess.—Objective  criteria  for  measuring  the 
extent  to  which  those  market  access  oppor- 
tunities described  in  paragraph  (ll  have  been 
obtained.  The  development  of  such  objective 
criteria  may  include  the  use  of  interim  ob- 
jective criteria  to  measure  results  on  a  peri- 
odic basis,  as  appropriate 

(3)  Compliance  with  trade  agreements.— 
An  assessment  of  whether,  and  to  what  ex- 
tent, the  country  concerned  has  materially 
complied  with— 


(A)  agreements  and  understandings 
reached  between  the  United  States  and  that 
country  pursuant  to  section  3.  and 

(B)  existing  trade  agreements  between  the 
United  States  and  that  country. 

Such  assessment  shall  include  specific  infor- 
mation on  the  extent  to  which  United  States 
suppliers  have  achieved  additional  access  to 
the  market  in  the  country  concerned  and  the 
extent  to  which  that  country  has  complied 
with  other  commitments  under  such  agree- 
ments and  understandings. 

(b)  Selection  of  Countries  and  Sec- 
tors.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  selecting  countries  and 
sectors  that  are  to  be  the  subject  of  a  report 
under  subsection  (a),  the  Secretary  shall  give 
priority  to — 

(.A)  any  country  with  which  the  United 
States  has  a  trade  deficit  if  access  to  the 
markets  in  that  country  is  likely  to  have 
significant  potential  to  increase  exports  of 
United  States  goods  and  ser\'ices;  and 

(B)  any  country,  and  sectors  therein,  in 
which  access  to  the  markets  will  result  in 
significant  employment  benefits  for  produc- 
ers of  United  States  goods  and  services. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  give  priority  to  sec- 
tors which  represent  critical  technologies, 
including  those  identified  by  the  National 
Critical  Technologies  Panel  under  section 
603  of  the  National  Science  and  Technology 
Policy.  Organization,  and  Priorities  Act  of 
1976  (42  use.  6683). 

(2)  First  report.— The  first  report  submit- 
ted under  subsection  (a)  shall  Include  those 
countries  with  which  the  United  States  has  a 
substantial  portion  of  its  trade  deficit. 

(3)  Trade  surplus  countries.— The  Sec- 
retary may  include  in  reports  after  the  first 
report  such  countries  as  the  Secretary  con- 
siders appropriate  with  which  the  United 
States  has  a  trade  surplus  but  which  are  oth- 
erwise described  in  subsection  (a)  and  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Other  Sectors.— The  Secretary  shall 
include  an  assessment  under  subsection  (a) 
of  any  country  or  sector  for  which  the  Trade 
Representative  requests  such  assessment  be 
made.  In  preparing  any  such  request,  the 
Trade  Representative  shall  give  priority  to 
those  barriers  identified  in  the  reports  re- 
quired by  section  181(b)  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  (19  use.  2241(b)). 

(d)  Information  on  Access  by  Foreign 
SuPPLiER-s— The  Secretary  shall  consult 
with  the  governments  of  foreign  countries 
concerning  access  to  the  markets  of  any 
other  country  of  goods  and  services  produced 
or  originating  in  those  countries.  At  the  re- 
quest of  the  government  of  any  such  country 
so  consulted,  the  Secretary  may  include  in 
the  reports  required  by  subsection  (a)  infor- 
mation, with  respect  to  that  country,  on 
such  access, 

SEC.  3.  negotiations  TO  ACHIEVE  MARKET  AC- 
CES& 

(a)  Negotiating  AUTHORmr— The  Presi- 
dent is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
or  other  understandings  with  the  govern- 
ment of  any  country  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  market  access  opportunities  de- 
scribed in  the  reports  of  the  Secretary  under 
section  2. 

(b)  Deter.mination  of  Priority  of  Nego- 
tiations.—Upon  the  submission  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  each  report  under  section  2,  the 
Trade  Representative  shall  determine — 

(1)  for  which  countries  and  sectors  identi- 
fied in  the  report  the  Trade  Representative 
will  pursue  negotiations,  during  the  6-month 
period  following  submi.ssion  of  the  report,  for 
the  purpose  of  concluding  sigreements  or 
other  understandings  described  in  subsection 


(a),  and  the  timeframe  for  pursuing  negotia- 
tions on  any  other  country  or  sector  identi- 
fied in  the  report;  and 

(2)  for  which  countries  and  sectors  identi- 
fied in  any  previous  report  of  the  Secretary 
under  section  2  the  Trade  Representative 
will  pursue  negotiations,  during  the  6-month 
period  described  in  paragraph  (1),  In  cases  in 
which— 

(A)  negotiations  were  not  previously  pur- 
sued by  the  Trade  Representative,  or 

(B)  negotiations  that  were  pursued  by  the 
Trade  Representative  did  not  result  in  the 
conclusion  of  an  agreement  or  understanding 
described  in  subsection  (a)  during  the  preced- 
ing 6-month  t>erlod,  but  are  expected  to  re- 
sult in  such  an  agreement  or  understanding 
during  the  6-month  period  described  in  para- 
graph (1). 

For  purposes  of  this  Act.  negotiations  by  the 
Trade  Representative  with  respect  to  a  par- 
ticular sector  shall  be  for  a  period  of  not 
more  than  12  months. 

(c)  Semiannual  Reports— At  the  end  of 
the  6-month  period  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary's  first  report  is  submit- 
ted under  section  2(aK  and  every  6  months 
thereafter,  the  Trade  Representative  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  containing 
the  following; 

(1)  Report  where  negotiations  pursued  in 
PREVIOUS  6-month  PERIOD— With  respect  to 
each  country  and  sector  on  which  negotia- 
tions described  in  subsection  (b)  were  pur- 
sued during  that  6-month  period— 

(A)  a  determination  of  whether  such  nego- 
tiations have  resulted  in  the  conclusion  of  an 
agreement  or  understanding  intended  to  ob- 
tain the  market  access  opportunities  de- 
scribed in  the  most  recent  applicable  report 
of  the  Secretary,  and  if  not — 

(i)  whether  such  negotiations  are  continu- 
ing because  they  are  expected  to  result  in 
such  an  agreement  or  understanding  during 
the  succeeding  6-month  period;  or 

(ii)  whether  such  negotiations  have  termi- 
nated; 

(B)  in  the  case  of  a  positive  determination 
made  under  subparagraph  (AMI)  in  the  pre- 
ceding report  submitted  under  this  sub- 
section, a  determination  of  whether  the  con- 
tinuing negotiations  have  resulted  in  the 
conclusion  of  an  agreement  or  understanding 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  during  that  6- 
month  period. 

(2)  Report  where  negotiations  not  pvr- 
SUED.— With  respect  to  each  country  and  sec- 
tor on  which  negotiations  described  in  sub- 
section (b)  were  not  pursued  during  that  6- 
month  period,  a  determination  of  when  such 
negotiations  will  be  pursued. 

SEC.  4.  MOVrrORING  OF  AGREEMENTS  AND  UN- 
DERSTANDINGS. 

(a)  In  General.— For  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing the  assessments  required  by  section 
2(a)(3).  the  Secretary  shall  monitor  the  com- 
pliance with  each  agreement  or  understand- 
ing reached  between  the  United  States  and 
any  country  pursuant  to  section  3.  and  with 
each  existing  trade  agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  any  country  that  is  the 
subject  of  a  report  under  section  2(a).  In 
making  each  such  assessment,  the  Secretary 
shall  describe — 

(1)  the  extent  to  which  market  access  for 
the  country  and  sectors  covered  by  the 
agreement  or  understanding  has  been 
achieved;  and 

(2)  the  bilateral  trade  relationship  with 
that  country  in  that  sector. 

In  the  case  of  agreements  or  understandings 
reached  pursuant  to  section  3.  the  descrip- 
tion under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  done  on  the 
basis  of  the  objective  criteria  set  forth  in  the 
applicable  report  under  section  2(aK2). 
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(b)  Treatment  of  Agreements  and  Under- 
standings —Any  agreement  or  understand- 
ing reached  pursuant  to  negotiations  con- 
ducted under  this  Act,  and  each  existing 
trade  agreement  between  the  United  States 
and  a  country  that  is  the  subject  of  a  report 
under  section  2(a).  shall  be  considered  to  be 
a  trade  agreement  for  purposes  of  section  301 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974, 
SEC.  5.  TRIGGERING  OF  SECTION  301  ACTIONS. 

la)  Failure  To  Conclude  .agree.ments.— In 
any  case  in  which  the  Trade  Representative 
determines  under  section  3(c)(1)  (A)(ii)  or  (B) 
that  negotiations  have  not  resulted  in  the 
conclusion  of  an  agreement  or  understanding 
described  in  section  3(ai.  each  restriction  on. 
or  barrier  or  impediment  to.  access  to  the 
markets  of  the  country  concerned  that  was 
the^  subject  of  such  negotiations  shall,  for 
PJ»iT>oses  of  title  III  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974. 
be  considered  to  be  an  act.  policy,  or  practice 
determined  under  section  304  of  that  Act  to. 
be  an  act.  policy,  or  practice  that  is  unrea- 
sonable and  discriminatory  and  burdens  or 
restricts  United  States  commerce.  The  Trade 
Representative  shall  determine  what  action 
to  take  under  section  301(b)  of  that  Act  in  re- 
sponse to  such  act.  policy,  or  practice. 

(b)    NONCO.VJPLIANCE    WITH    AGREEMENTS    OR 

Understandings.— In  any  case  in  which  the 
Secretary  determines,  in  a  report  submitted 
under  section  2(a).  that  a  foreign  country  is 
not  in  material  compliance  with — 

(1)  any  agreement  or  understanding  con- 
cluded pursuant  to  negotiations  conducted 
under  section  3.  or 

(2)  any  existing  trade  agreement  between 
the  United  States  and  that  country, 

the  Trade  Representative  shall  determine 
what  action  to  take  under  section  301(a)  of 
the  Trade  Act  of  1974.  For  purposes  of  section 
301  of  that  Act.  a  determination  of  non- 
compliance described  in  the  preceding  sen- 
tence shall  be  treated  as  a  determination 
made  under  section  304  of  that  Act 
SEC.  «.  EXPEDITED  PROCEDURES  FOR  CERTAIN 
PRESIDE.VnAL  ACTIONS. 

(a)  AUTHORiTv  FOR  Rec!pr(x:al  Actions.— 
In  any  case  in  which — 

(1)  section  5  applies. 

<2)  the  President  determines  that  reclp- 
r(x:al  action  should  be  taken  by  the  United 
States  in  response  to— 

(Ai  a  restriction,  barrier,  or  impediment 
referred  to  in  section  5<a)  with  respect  to  ac- 
cess to  the  market  of  a  country,  or 

(B)  noncompliance  with  an  agreement,  un- 
derstanding, or  trade  agreement  referred  to 
in  section  5<b). 
as  the  case  may  be.  I 

(3)  changes  in  existing  law  or  new  statu- 
tory authority  is  necessary  for  such  recip- 
rocal action  to  be  taken,  and 

(4)  the  President,  within  30  days  (excluding 
any  day  described  in  section  154<b)  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974 1  after— 

(.A I  the  determination  of  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative under  section  3(cHl>(A)(ii)  or  (B), 
or 

(B)  the  determination  of  the  Secretary  in 
the  applicable  report  under  section  2(a). 

as  the  case  may  be.  submits  to  the  Congress 
a  draft  of  implementing  legislation  with  re- 
spect to  the  changes  or  authority  described 
in  paragraph  (3). 
then  subsection  (c)  applies. 

(b)  Definitions  —For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(I)  the  term  reciprocal  action"  means  ac- 
tion that  is  taken  in  direct  response  to  a  re- 
striction on.  or  barrier  or  impediment  to,  ac- 
cess to  the  market  in  another  country  and  is 
comparable  or  of  equivalent  effect  to  such 
restriction,  barrier,  or  impediment;  and 


(2)  the  term  "implementing  legislation" 
means  a  bill  of  either  House  of  Congress 
which  is  introduced  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c)  and  which  contains  provisions  necessary 
to  make  the  changes  or  provide  the  author- 
ity described  in  subsection  (auS). 

(c)  Procedures  for  Implementi.ng  Legis- 
lation.— On  the  day  on  which  implementing 
legislation  is  submitted  to  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Senate  under  subsection 
(a),  the  implementing  legislation  shall  be  in- 
troduced and  referred  as  provided  in  section 
151(c)(1)  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  for  imple- 
menting bills  under  such  section.  The  provi- 
sions of  subsections  (d),  (e),  (O.  and  (g)  of 
section  151  of  such  Act  shall  apply  to  imple- 
menting legislation  to  the  same  extent  as 
such  subsections  apply  to  implementing 
bills. 

(d)  Rules  of  House  of  Representatives 
and  Senate.— This  section  is  enacted  by  the 
Congress — 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sen- 
ate, respectively,  and  as  such  is  deemed  a 
part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively, 
and  such  procedures  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
with  such  other  rules;  and 

(2)  with  the  full  recognition  of  the  con- 
stitutional right  of  either  House  to  change 
the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedures 
of  that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  man- 
ner, and  to  the  same  extent  as  any  other  rule 
of  that  House. 

SEC.  7.  URUGUAY  ROUND  AGREEMENTS  NOT  AF- 
FECTED. 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to 
violate  any  provision  of  the  agreements  ap- 
proved by  the  Congress  in  section  101(a)(1)  of 
the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act  (19 
use.  3611(a)(1)). 
SEC.  8.  DEFtNTnONS. 

As  used  in  this  Act: 

(1)  Existing  trade  agreeme.nt  between 
THE  united  states  AND  A  COUNTRY.— An  "ex- 
isting trade  agreement"  between  the  United 
states  and  another  country  means  any  trade 
agreement  or  understanding  that  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  United  States  and 
that  country  before  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  and  is  in  effect  on  such 
date.  Such  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited 
to— 

(A)  with  respect  to  Japan— 

(i)  the  Arrangement  Between  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan  and  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  Concerning  Trade 
in  Semiconductor  Products,  signed  in  1986, 

(ii)  the  Arrangement  Between  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan  and  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  Concerning  Trade 
in  Semiconductor  Products,  signed  in  1991. 

(iii)  the  United  States-Japan  Wood  Prod- 
ucts Agreement,  signed  on  June  5,  1990; 

(iv)  Measures  Related  to  Japanese  Public 
Sector  Procurements  of  Computer  Products 
and  Services,  signed  on  January  10.  1992; 

(v)  the  Tokyo  Declaration  on  the  U  S.- 
Japan Global  Partnership,  signed  on  January 
9.  1992;  and 

(vi)  the  Cellular  Telephone  and  Third- 
Party  Radio  Agreement,  signed  in  1989; 

(B)  with  respect  to  the  European  Union- 
(i)  the  Agreement  Concerning  the  Applica- 
tion of  the  GATT  Agreement  on  Trade  in 
Civil  Aircraft  Between  the  European  Eco- 
nomic Community  and  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  of  America  on  trade  in 
large  civil  aircraft,  with  annexes,  entered 
into  force  on  July  17.  1992; 

(ii)  the  Agreement  Concerning  Procure- 
ment Between  the  United  States  and  the  Eu- 
ropean Union,  signed  April  15,  1994;  and 


(1111  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  on  Procurement  Between  the  United 
States  and  the  European  Union,  signed  May 
25.  1993:  and 

(C)  with  respect  to  the  People's  Republic  of 
China— 

(i)  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  on  the  Protection  of  Intellectual 
Property  Rights  Between  the  United  States 
and  the  People's  Republic  of  China,  signed 
January  17.  1992; 

(ii)  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  on  Market  Access  Between  the  United 
States  and  the  People's  Republic  of  China, 
signed  October  10.  1992; 

(iii)  the  Bilateral  Textile  Agreement  Be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Peoples  Re- 
public of  China,  signed  January  17.  1994;  and 

(iv)  an  exchange  of  letters  with  an  at- 
tached action  plan  between  the  United 
States  and  the  People's  Republic  of  China, 
signed  February  26.  1995,  relating  to  intellec- 
tual property  rights. 

(2)  Secretary— The  term  'Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(3)  Trade  representative —The  term 
"Trade   Representative"   means   the   United 

States  Trade  Representative. 

The  Open  Markets  and  Fair  Trade  act  of 

1995— SUM.MARY 

goal 

The  legislation  will  help  the  United  States 
develop  a  systematic,  long-term  trade  policy 
that  will  pry  open  foreign  markets  for  Amer- 
ican exporters.  This  bill  supports  the  Clinton 
Administration's  results-oriented  trade  pol- 
icy. 

The  U.S.  has  accumulated  more  than  $1 
trillion  in  merchandise  trade  deficits  since 
1980.  Countries  like  Japan— which  accounted 
for  more  than  43%  of  last  years  deficit  and 
China,  which  accounted  for  almost  20%  of 
last  years  trade  deficit,  continue  to  exclude 
U.S.  products  from  their  markets. 

This  legislation  will  create  a  process  for 
defining  what  our  goals  and  objectives 
should  be  in  trade  negotiations.  It  will  help 
ensure  that  our  trade  negotiations  achieve 
measurable  results,  not  just  empty  promises. 
Additionally,  the  legislation  will  grant  the 
President  the  authority  to  have  Congress 
grant  him  reciprocal  trade  authority  on  an 
expedited  basis. 

SPECIFICS 

The  legislation  instructs  the  Commerce 
Department  to  choose  a  range  of  important 
American  goods  and  services,  and  study  how 
well  those  products  do  in  foreign  markets 
Then  we'll  understand  how  well  wp  should  be 
doing  if  trade  were  free  and  fair.  Commerce 
will  outline  clear,  objective  criteria  for  gain- 
ing market  access  and  the  USTR  will  be 
given  authority  to  negotiate  to  achieve  these 
or  similar  goals. 

The  bill  requires  that  in  developing  objec- 
tive criteria  the  Department  of  Commerce 
should  give  priority  to  industries  which  will 
result  in  the  greatest  employment  benefits 
for  the  United  States,  industries  which  have 
the  most  export  potential  and  industries 
that  promote  critical  technologies. 

The  legislation  doesn't  specify  what  objec- 
tive criteria  should  be  used  It  simply  en- 
dorses a  results-oriented  trade  policy.  The 
effect  will  not  be  'managed  trade".  Rather. 
It  will  provide  the  basis  for  our  negotiators 
and  our  trading  partners  to  know  what  'suc- 
cess" is.  It  seeks  to  create  a  basis  for  open, 
honest  negotiations  where  others  understand 
what  our  expectations  are. 


The  legislation  also  gives  the  President  the 
ability  to  come  to  Congress  to  authorize  re- 
ciprocal trade  actions  if  he  deems  it  appro- 
priate. This  reciprocal  trade  authority  would 
be  considered  on  an  expedited  basis. 

The  President  has  full  discretion  under 
this  legislation.  But  it  .sends  a  clear  message 
to  our  trading  partners:  follow  the  Golden 
Rule  in  trade.  If  another  country  believes 
that  its  market  access  impediments  are  ap- 
propriate and  should  be  continued,  then  they 
shouldn't  object  to  others  following  their 
lead. 

Nothing  in  this  legislation  violates  our 
commitment  to  the  GATT.  The  process  that 
the  bill  begins  simply  requires  that  we  define 
what  our  national  interests  and  what  fair 
play  would  achieve.  It  does  not  specify  how 
we  will  respond  to  the  market  barriers  our 
farmers,  workers  and  businesses  face,  al- 
though, through  the  expedited  procedures 
provided  for  in  the  bill,  it  shows  a  clear  pref- 
erence for  reciprocity.  Reciprocity  to  re- 
spond to  anticompetitive  practices.  Actions 
that  aren't  covered  by  the  GATT. 

Those  with  a  vested  interest  in  the  status 
quo  have  engaged  in  an  intensive  public  rela- 
tions campaign  to  discredit  the  President's 
trade  policy.  We  must  not  retreat  from  our 
desire  to  enforce  the  rights  of  our  farmers, 
workers  and  businesses.* 
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U.S.  COMMISSION  ON  CIVIL 
RIGHTS'  REPORT  ON  HATE 
CRIME  IN  OHIO 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  the  Ohio 

Advisory  Committee  to  the  U.S.  Com- 
mission on  Civil  Rights  has  released  a 
report  documentingr  hate  activity  in 
that  Stale.  The  Ohio  Advisory  Com- 
mittee compiled  hate  crime  statistics 
from  the  five  largest  cities  in  the 
State,  and  found  continuing  reports  of 
prejudice  and  hate  ranging  from  rac- 
ism, anti-Semitism,  and  homophobia. 
Unfortunately,  Ohio's  continued  prob- 
lem with  hate  crimes  mirrors  the  na- 
tinn.al  struggle  against  crimes  based  on 
prej'udice. 

The  Ohio  report  serves  as  a  reminder 
tha*;  there  is  still  much  work  to  be 
done  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  hate 
crimes.  The  Hate  Crimes  Statistics 
Act,  which  I  authored  in  1990,  has  been 
an  important  first  step  in  this  process. 
The  reporting  system  established  by 
this  law  sends  a  message  to  both  the 
victims  and  the  perpetrators  of  hate 
crimes  that  law  enforcement  officials 
are  committed  to  solving  the  problem 
of  hate  crimes. 

Unfortunately,  since  States  are  not 
required  to  provide  statistics  on  hate 
crimes  to  the  FBI.  many  States  have 
not  yet  fully  complied  with  this  impor- 
tant effort.  In  this.  Ohio  again  mirrors 
the  problems  in  many  States.  The  Ohio 
Advisory  Committee  found  that  the  re- 
porting of  hate  crime  by  local  law  en- 
forcement agencies  is  still  insufficient 
to  gauge  with  confidence  the  extent  of 
hate  crime  activity  in  Ohio.  Ohio  has 
seen  significant  progress  since  1991 
when  only  30  of  401-  7  percent^-law  en- 
forcement agencies  who  participate  in 
the  program  submitted  hate  crime  re- 
ports   to    the    FBI.    That    number    in- 


creased to  125  of  401—31  percent— law 
enforcement  agencies  reporting  in  1993. 
This  progress  is  encouraging,  but  a 
greater  commitment  is  needed. 

In  addition  to  the  problems  with  in- 
sufficient reporting,  the  report  found 
that  Ohio's  reporting  was  plagued  by 
wide  discrepancies  in  interpretation  of 
the  hate  crime  statute.  This  has  been  a 
problem  in  many  States,  and  high- 
lights the  importance  of  the  FBI  hate 
crime  training  programs.  The  FBI  of- 
fers outreach  and  training  programs 
for  local  law  enforcement  officials  to 
ensure  that  hate  crime  reporting  is 
consistent  and  in  keeping  with  the 
statute.  I  encourage  Ohio  law  enforce- 
ment officials  to  take  advantage  of 
this  useful  training. 

The  Ohio  report  made  several  rec- 
ommendations to  improve  Ohio's  hate 
crime  reporting,  from  encouraging 
local  law  enforcement  officials  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  hate  crime  training 
offered  by  the  FBI  to  the  creation  of  a 
central  depository  of  hate  crime  infor- 
mation in  Ohio.  These  changes  would 
not  only  boost  efforts  to  monitor  hate 
crimes,  but  facilitate  more  effective 
remedies  and  prosecutions  of  hate 
crimes  in  the  State.  I  encourage  Ohio 
officials  to  review  these  recommenda- 
tions. 

The  foundation  laid  by  the  1990  Hate 
Crimes  Statistics  Act  is  an  important 
step  in  solving  the  problem  of  hate 
crimes.  But  clearly  this  problem  is  not 
going  away.  The  problems  in  Ohio  are 
not  unique.  Government  officials,  from 
local  to  Federal,  need  to  look  for  ways 
to  assist  States  and  cities  interested  in 
training  their  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials to  report  hate  crimes,  and  to  en- 
courage all  States  to  participate.* 


IMMIGRATION  ENFORCEMENT 
IMPROVEMENTS  ACT  OF  1995 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
proud  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of 
the  Immigration  Enforcement  Im- 
provements Act  of  1995.  The  approach 
to  immigration  policy  reflected  in  the 
administration's  proposal  is  thoughtful 
and  comprehensive,  and  I  applaud  it. 

The  Clinton  administration's  bill  rec- 
ognizes, as  do  the  people  of  this  Nation, 
the  need  to  formulate  an  effective  re- 
sponse to  the  problem  of  illegal  immi- 
gration, and  proposes  increased  re- 
sources not  only  for  border  enforce- 
ment, but  also  increased  resources  to 
eliminate  the  job  magnet  that  will  con- 
tinue to  draw  undocumented  aliens 
into  the  Nation  regardless  of  the  suc- 
cess of  our  border  policy.  The  proposal 
also  strives  to  improve  our  ability  to 
deport  those  aliens  that  have  been 
identified  as  deportable. 

To  achieve  each  of  these  objectives 
the  administration  has  proposed  stern 
measures,  and,  in  its  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  request,  the  commitment  of 
substantial  resources;  yet,  at  the  same 
time,     the    administration's    proposal 


contains  little  that  feeds  the  rampant 
anti-immigrant  sentiment  that  has 
pervaded  the  immigration  policy  de- 
bate in  recent  years.  Rather,  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal  takes  a  meas- 
ured yet  aggressive  approach  to  the 
problems  we  must  face.  In  short,  while 
it  has  taken  an  imdeniably  firm  stance 
against  illegal  immigration,  the  ad- 
ministration has  not  succumbed  to  the 
belief  that  immigration  in  all  its 
shapes  and  forms  is  a  bad  thing.  Quite 
the  contrary:  this  legislation  reflects 
the  fact  that,  as  the  President  has  said, 
an  effective  immigration  policy  must 
combine  deterrence  of  illegal  immigra- 
tion with  an  encouragement  and  cele- 
bration of  legal  immigration. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
administration  and  my  colleagues  in 
the  Senate  to  effect  this  delicate  bal- 
ance, and  to  implement  an  immigra- 
tion policy  that  is  both  tough  and  fair. 
The  administration's  proposal  is  a 
great  step  in  this  direction.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  RAY  STOWERS 
•  Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  a  fellow  Oklaho- 
man,  Ray  Stowers.  DO.  on  his  recent 
appointment  to  the  Physicians  Pay- 
ment Review  Commission  [PPRC]. 

Dr.  Stowers  is  an  osteopathic,  family 
practice  physician  from  Medford,  OK, 
Since  his  first  year  in  practice,  Dr, 
Stowers  has  remained  dedicated  to  the 
advancement  of  rural  family  medical 
practice,  evidenced  by  his  service  as  a 
faculty  member  of  the  Oklahoma  State 
University  College  of  Osteopathic  Med- 
icine. During  this  time.  Dr.  Stowers 
maintained  his  office  at  the  rural  site 
for  the  Enid  Memorial  Hospital  provid- 
ing exceptional  health  care  for  the  in- 
dividuals in  that  community. 

One  of  Dr.  Stowers'  many  successes 
occurred  when  he  was  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  Oklahoma  to  serve  on  the 
board  of  the  Task  Force  on  Rural 
Health  Care  issues  which  was  respon- 
sible for  advising  the  Governor  on  the 
State's  health  care  manpower  needs, 
and  for  convening  a  statewide  con- 
ference to  discuss  rural  health  care  de- 
livery issues. 

Dr.  Stowers  is  also  an  expert  in  phy- 
sician payment  issues.  Since  1992.  he 
has  served  on  the  American  Medical 
Association's  Relative  Value  Update 
Committee  [RUC].  As  the  first  osteo- 
pathic physician  appointed  to  serve  on 
this  committee.  Ray  has  facilitated 
greater  understanding,  collaboration, 
and  teamwork  between  the  osteopathic 
m"&dical  profession  and  the  allopathic 
physician  community,  and  has  lent  his 
considerable  expertise  on  physician 
practices  to  the  RUC  proceedings. 
Since  1994,  he  has  also  served  as  the  os- 
teopathic profession's  liaison  to  the 
American  Academy  of  Physicians  re- 
garding reimbursement,  certification, 
legislation,  and  managed  care  options. 
Since  PPRC  was  established  by  Con- 
gress in  1986,  an  osteopathic  physician 
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has  never  served  on  the  Commission. 

Dr  Stowers'  appointment  makes  him 
the  first  osteopathic  physician  to  serve 
on  the  Commission  and  the  medical 
profession  could  not  have  put  forth  a 
finer  candidate.  Dr.  Stowers  represents 
what  is  best  about  medicine  and  physi- 
cians in  America  today.  During  the 
time  when  the  trend  to  become  a  spe- 
cialized physician  is  so  strong  and 
promises  such  great  rewards,  he  has  re- 
mamed  dedicated  to  the  path  of  provid- 
ing solo,  rural  family  medicine  for  over 
21  years. 

Dr.  Stowers  has  served  his  family,  his 
profession,  his  community,  and  his 
State  of  Oklahoma  well.  The  entire 
country  will  now  benefit  from  the  same 
service  of  compassion  and  integrity. 
Dr  Stowers.  the  State  of  Oklahoma  is 
proud  of  your  accomplishments.  I  am 
honored  to  join  your  family,  friends, 
and  colleagues  in  wishing  you  every 
success  as  you  embark  on  your  next 
challenge  of  serving  on  the  Physician 
Payment  Review  Commission.* 


ARSON  AWARENESS  WEEK 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
Arson  Awareness  Week.  In  the  time  it 
will  take  me  to  finish  my  first  sen- 
tence, arson  fires  will  destroy  at  least 
$600  worth  of  property  in  this  country. 
That  is  an  annual  cost  of  more  than  S2 
billion.  And  while  in  recent  years  arson 
has  accounted  for  just  over  15  p>ercent 
of  building  fires,  it  has  accounted  for 
more  than  30  percent  of  the  dollar  loss. 

This,  Mr.  President,  is  a  problem  we 
all  pay  for.  We  pay  for  it  in  higher 
property  insurance  premiums  and  in 
higher  taxes. 

Analysis  of  1987  to  1991  fires  by  the 
National  Fire  Protection  Association 
found  that  residential  arson  averaged  a 
cost  of  $14,000  per  fire.  Fires  set  in 
stores,  offices,  and  restaurants  aver- 
aged a  cost  of  $30,000  per  fire.  And 
arson  fires  in  manufacturing  sites  aver- 
aged more  than  $65,000. 

Beyond  the  obvious  economic  costs 
associated  with  homes  and  businesses 
lost  to  arson,  there  is  a  severe  social 
consequence.  In  many  cases  the  rem- 
nants from  acts  of  arson  end  up  as 
hangouts  and  havens  for  drug  dealers. 
prostitutes,  and  other  criminal  ele- 
ments. Put  simply,  arson  breeds  crime 
in  more  ways  than  one.  contributing  to 
fear  and  frustration,  especially  in  our 
Nation's  cities. 

Finally— and  more  importantly— we 
pay  for  the  heinous  crime  of  arson  in  a 
way  that  cannot  be  measured— a  loss 
that  is  beyond  monetary  consider- 
ations. This,  of  course,  is  the  loss  of 
life.  Every  year.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  700  people — men.  women,  and  chil- 
dren—die in  arson  fires.  Beyond  the 
deaths,  there  are  the  tortured  survi- 
vors, people  who  often  end  up  phys- 
ically or  emotionally  scarred. 

National  Arson  Awareness  Week 
sponsored  by   the   International   Asso- 


ciation of  Arson  Investigators  begins 
the  week  of  May  1.  It  serves  to  remind 
us  of  one  of  the  more  notorious  and  un- 
fortunate chapters  in  recent  American 
history,  the  series  of  devastating  fires 
set  over  3  days  in  Los  Angeles  in  1992. 
May  1  is  the  anniversary  of  the  day 
those  fires  ended.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  by  focusing  on  the  tragedy  that  is 
always,  in  one  way.  associated  with 
arson,  we  can  minimize,  and  even  bring 
an  end  to  this  horrible  crime. 

As  we  focus  attention  on  arson,  we 
will  better  understand  who  sets  fires 
and  under  what  circumstances.  Based 
on  arson  arrests,  juveniles  set  approxi- 
mately half  of  arson  fires,  usually  as  a 
way  to  commit  vandalism.  However, 
my  definition  of  juveniles  is  broader 
than  just  teenagers.  Of  those  arrested, 
6  percent  are  under  10  years  old. 

However,  it  is  the  adult  arsonists 
who  are  the  most  sophisticated  and 
who  cause  the  greater  amount  of  de- 
struction. Revenge  often  serves  as  a 
motive  for  their  arson.  In  1990.  in  New 
York  City,  a  man  who  was  angry  with 
his  girlfriend,  set  fire  to  the  restaurant 
where  she  worked.  The  end  result  was 
the  death  of  87  people  turning  his  hate- 
ful act  into  the  second-deadliest  fire  of 
the  past  30  years. 

What  is  being  done  to  reduce  the 
threat  of  arson?  Many  things. 

Insurance  companies  report  informa- 
tion on  suspicious  fires  to  the  Property 
Insurance  Loss  Register,  a  national 
database,  which  police  and  fire  officials 
use  to  investigate  fires  and  prosecute 
arsonists.  While  this  is  not  a  recent  de- 
velopment, increased  use  will  pay  big- 
ger dividends  as  the  amount  of  infor- 
mation in  the  database  grows. 

Also,  firefighters  have  long  received 
training  in  arson  detection.  Some  even 
specialize  in  the  field.  They  arc  highly 
trained  and  skilled  in  determining  a 
fire's  origin. 

Recently,  dogs  have  also  assumed  a 
new  role,  the  role  of  a  fire  investiga- 
tor's best  friend.  These  specially 
trained  dogs  are  sometimes  able  to 
sniff  out  what  started  a  fire,  such  as 
gasoline,  when  human  investigators 
cannot. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  progress  and 
the  dedicated  men  and  women  who 
dedicate  themselves  to  our  safety. 
Arson  Awareness  Week  is  one  way  we 
can  demonstrate  our  gratitude  and  en- 
courage the  rest  of  America  to  join  us 
in  fighting  this  destructive  and  point- 
less crime.* 


DEMOCRACY  IN  TANZANIA 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  speak  to 
you  today  about  an  African  country 
that  could,  this  year,  take  another 
major  step  on  the  path  toward  democ- 
racy. 

The  Republic  of  Tanzania  was  formed 
in  1964  through  the  merger  of  two  inde- 
pendent States:  the  East  African  State, 
Tanganyika,   and    the    independent    is- 


land. Zanzibar.  From  1965  until  his  re- 
tirement in  1985.  President  Julius 
Nyere.  one  of  the  greatest  of  African 
statesman,  headed  the  Tanzanian  Gov- 
ernment. 

For  most  of  its  history,  the  Republic 
of  Tanzania  has  had  a  single  party  po- 
litical system.  In  1985,  President  Nyere 
was  succeeded  by  their  current  leader. 
President  Ali  Hassan  Mwinyi  in  a  sin- 
gle party  election.  President  Mwinyi 
won  that  election  with  no  opposition 
and  96  percent  of  the  vote.  In  1990, 
President  Mwinyi  was  again  the  sole 
candidate  in  the  Presidential  elections. 
Again,  he  won  with  95.5  percent  of  the 
votes. 

In  1992.  Tanzania  formally  adopted 
constitutional  amendments  providing 
for  a  multiparty  system.  This  constitu- 
tional change  was  not  forced  on  the 
Government  by  a  popular  uprising.  In- 
stead, it  was  recommended  by  a  Presi- 
dential commission  and  adopted  by  the 
ruling  party,  the  Chama  Cha  Mapinduzi 
[CCM]  party.  I  commend  President 
Mwinyi  for  his  leadership  in  moving 
Tanzania  a  step  forward  on  the  road  to 
greater  democracy  and  freedom. 

Since  mid-1992,  numerous  opposition 
parties  have  been  registered  in  Tanza- 
nia and  multiparty  elections  have  been 
held  at  local  and  the  parliamentary  by 
election  levels.  Yet.  as  of  the  results 
available  at  the  end  of  1994,  new  politi- 
cal parties  won  only  7  percent  of  the 
seats  in  contested  elections.  Half  of  the 
elections  were  uncontested.  While  the 
Constitution  recognizes  a  multi-party 
system,  the  electoral  policies  and  prac- 
tices of  Tanzania  continue  to  support  a 
single-party  government. 

Clearly,  a  decision  to  hold  multi- 
party elections  does  not  mean  that  de- 
mocracy, political  rights  and  civil  lib- 
erties have  been  fullv  embraced.  Free- 
dom House,  a  highly  respected  non- 
profit organization  that  monitors  po- 
litical rights  and  civil  liberties  world- 
wide, rates  Tanzania  as  not  free.  Like- 
wise the  Carter  Center  describes  Tanza- 
nia as  being  moderately  democratic, 
reflecting  that  while  the  Government 
of  Tanzania  makes  formal  commit- 
ments to  a  democratic  transition,  their 
deeds  are  not  yet  commensurate  with 
their  pledges. 

In  October  1995.  Tanzania  will  hold 
its  first  national  multiparty  election. 
This  could  be.  given  transparent  and 
unbiased  election  practices,  a  major 
achievement  in  the  political  life  of 
Tanzania.  But  now  is  the  time  for  the 
Government  of  Tanzania  to  match  the 
rhetoric  of  democracy  with  the  tan- 
gible actions  needed  for  real  democracy 
to  blossom  and  flourish. 

Constitutional  adoption  of  multi- 
party elections  has  provided  an  oppor- 
tunity for  greater  democracy.  Freedom 
of  the  press,  equal  access  to  the  public 
media — particularly  the  national 
radio — for  all  political  parties,  and  a 
politically  independent  election  com- 
mission will  move  democracy  closer  to 
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a  reality.  Tanzania  has  made  some 
progress  in  recent  months.  It  can  make 
significantly  more  in  the  months 
ahead.  I  encourage  Tanzania's  leaders 
to  move  forward  to  provide  a  level 
playing  field  for  all  political  parties  for 
their  upcoming  national  elections.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11945 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY.  MAY  5.  1995 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  my  under- 
standing is  that  this  request  has  been 
cleared  with  the  Democratic  leader, 
Senator  D.«lSCHLE. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  completes  its  business 
today  it  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour 
of  10  a.m.  on  Friday,  May  5:  that,  fol- 
lowing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date; 
that  the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  day;  and. 
that  there  then  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  11  a.m.  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  therein 
for  up  to  5  minutes  each,  except  for  the 
following:  Senator  Dorgan  for  20  min- 
utes. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  the  hour  of  11  a.m.  the  Senate  re- 
sume consideration  of  H.R.  956,  the 
product  liability  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  DOLE.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  shortly  after  the  Senate  re- 
sumes consideration  of  the  product  li- 
ability bill  on  Friday.  I  hope  to  be  able 
to  lay  down  a  new  substitute  amend- 
ment for  discussion  for  the  remainder 
of  Friday's  session.  A  cloture  motion 
will  be  filed  on  the  substitute,  and  I 
hope  we  can  reach  an  agreement  for 
that  cloture  vote  to  occur  at  approxi- 
mately 1:30  on  Monday. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  If  there  is  no  further  busi- 
ness to  come  before  the  Senate.  I  now 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ate stand  in  recess  under  the  previous 
order  following  the  remarks  of  Senator 
Specter,  who  I  understand  is  on  the 
way  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  please  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLOTURE  VOTE  TO  OCCUR  AT  4 
P.M.  ON  MONDAY.  MAY  8,  1995 

Mr.  LOTT  Mr.  President,  at  the  di- 
rection of  the  majority  leader,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  minority,  I  would 
like  to  make  one  change  in  the  leader's 
earlier  announcement. 

A  cloture  motion  will  be  filed  on  the 
substitute,  and  the  cloture  vote  will 
occur  at  approximately  4  p.m.  on  Mon- 
day, instead  of  11:30.  This  is  to  accom- 
modate the  maximum  number  of  Mem- 
bers for  that  vote. 

Under  the  prior  arrangement,  I  be- 
lieve Senator  SPECTER  will  be  recog- 
nized at  this  point  for  his  remarks. 

I  yield  the  floor.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum,  Mr. 
President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRODUCT  LIABILITY  BILL 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments on  the  pending  product  liability 
bill  and  the  cloture  votes  which  were 
taken  today;  that  is,  the  vote  to  close 
off  debate  so  that  there  could  be  a  vote 
on  the  bill  ultimately  on  final  passage, 
with  the  rules  of  our  body  having  un- 
limited debate  and  the  rules  of  our 
Senate  requiring  there  be  60  Senators 
join  on  what  is  called  cloture  to  close 
off  debate,  and  we  had  two  such  votes 
today.  One  was  46  in  favor.  53  against. 
The  second  was  47  in  lavor  and  52 
against.  So  it  is  obvious  on  the  current 
State  of  the  record,  the  Senate  is  long 
away  from  having  60  votes  to  close  off 
debate  and  move  to  a  final  decision  on 
product  liability. 

I  think  that  when  there  are  signifi- 
cant, really  major,  really  fundamental 
changes  to  a  system  as  profoundly  im- 
portant as  the  legal  system  in  the 
United  States,  that  it  is  a  matter  that 
requires  very,  very  careful  delibera- 
tion, and  it  is  appropriate  for  the  clo- 
ture route  to  be  followed  and  for  60 
votes  to  be  required  to  pass  legislation 
of  this  importance,  of  this  far-reaching 
nature. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  stated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions that  I  believe  that  reforms  are 
warranted  on  product  liability,  but  I 
think  they  have  to  be  very,  very  care- 
fully crafted.  I  believe  that  after  expe- 
rience representing  both  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  in  litigation  and  having  had 
substantial  experience  in  products  li- 
ability litigation. 

The  matter  came  up  in  the  last  Con- 
gress, and  I  voted  for  cloture  at  that 
time  in  the  hopes  that  we  could  get  a 


carefully  crafted  bill.  1  think  that  it  is 
appropriate  to  have  a  bill  which  would 
provide  for  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion, as  is  provided  in  the  current  legis- 
lation, to  adopt  the  collateral  source 
rule  which  is  contested.  But  it  provides 
that  if  an  individual  has  bought  insur- 
ance and  has  collected  on  his  or  her 
own  insurance  policy,  then  that  indi- 
vidual cannot  collect  again  in  a  law- 
suit. The  plaintiffs  and  the  individuals 
and  the  consumers  objected  to  collat- 
eral source  rule  on  the  ground  that  the 
individual  has  paid  for  it  so  that  what- 
ever benefit  is  received  from  the  insur- 
ance policy  ought  not  to  be  discounted 
for  the  defendant.  But  I  think  that  on 
balance,  given  all  the  factors,  that  it  is 
appropriate  to  limit  that  aspect  of  a 
plaintifrs  recovery. 

I  believe  that  it  is  worthwhile  to 
have  a  tightening  of  the  rules  on  frivo- 
lous lawsuits,  and  perhaps  the  frivolous 
lawsuit  is  really  at  the  core  of  the  liti- 
gation problem  in  America  today,  law- 
suits which  are  brought  without  any 
real  merit  or  without  any  real  founda- 
tion. 

I  think  that  if  we  could  set  the  rules 
to  discourage,  to  eliminate  frivolous 
lawsuits,  we  would  have  really  solved 
most  of  the  problem  that  is  present  in 
the  litigation  system  today,  to  stop 
lawsuits  which  are  being  brought 
where  they  do  not  have  a  real  basis  in 
fact  and  in  law,  where  they  are  brought 
really  to  coerce  settlements  but  not  be- 
cause the  plaintiff  has  a  real  case. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado, Senator  Brown,  offered  an 
amendment  to  tighten  up  the  rules  on 
frivolous  lawsuits,  and  I  supported  that 
amendment. 

I  think  that  there  are  things  that  can 
be  done  within  the  course  of  the  pend- 
ing legislation  which  would  strengthen 
the  hand  of  the  defendants,  such  as  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arizona.  Senator 
K'i'L,  who  wanted  to  have  the  same  lim- 
itations on  defendants  as  on  plaintiffs 
on  the  alternative  dispute  resolution 
issue.  He  wanted  to  leave  it  up  to  the 
States,  many  of  which  have  provisions 
on  alternative  dispute  resolution— that 
is  a  fancy  name  for  arbitration— where 
if  a  plaintiff  failed  to  be  reasonable, 
there  could  be  sanctions  on  the  plain- 
tiff just  as  under  the  pending  legisla- 
tion. If  the  defendant  is  not  reasonable, 
there  can  be  sanctions  on  the  defend- 
ant. 

I  think  that  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee,  Senator  Thomp- 
so.N,  offered  a  very  important  amend- 
ment to  limit  product  liability  to  Fed- 
eral cases.  That  is  in  accordance  with 
the  principle  that  we  ought  to  allow 
States  to  make  determinations  and  to 
have  government  closest  to  the  ijeople, 
a  matter  related  to  an  issue  which  has 
been  handled  by,  promoted  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Idaho,  who 
now  presides  in  the  chair.  Senator 
Kemithorne.  He  has  been  here  only  2 
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years  and  4  months,  if  my  mathematics 
are  correct,  and  championed  legisla- 
tion to  eliminate  Federal  mandates, 
having  been  the  mayor  of  Boise.  ID. 
and  having  seen  the  imposition  of  man- 
dates coming  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment— may  the  Record  show  the  dis- 
tinguished Presiding  Officer  is  nodding 
in  the  affirmative — really  wanting  to 
have  government  closest  to  the  people. 
letting  the  mayors  and  State  govern- 
ments decide  these  issues  so  that  when 
Senator  Thompson  offered  the  amend- 
ment, that  it  really  ought  to  be  a  mat- 
ter of  federalism,  and  that  is  some- 
thing which  is  very  heavily  emphasized 
in  the  Contract  With  America.  I  think 
that  made  good  sense. 

When  it  comes  to  a  few  of  the  fun- 
damental issues.  Mr  President.  I  have 
grave  reluctance  to  make  very  fun- 
damental changes  in  the  present  sys- 
tem One  of  those  areas  is  on  the  mat- 
ter of  punitive  damages  I  do  not  think 
that  we  have  really  come  to  grips  with 
the  question  of  punitive  damages  in 
our  debate. 

Punitive  damages  are  set  up  as  a 
form  of  punishment  as  the  word  "puni- 
tive" says,  when  there  is  some  egre- 
gious, willful,  wanton  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  which  really 
has  to  be  controlled  in  a  civil  contest. 
And  a  number  of  the  cases  that  I 
brought  to  the  floor  to  illustrate  what 
this  really  means,  where  you  have  a 
matter  like  the  notorious  Pinto  case, 
where  the  gas  tank  was  in  the  rear  of 
the  car  and  exploded.  As  I  recollect  the 
figures,  it  would  cost  $11  apiece  to 
modify  that  dangerous  gas  tank.  Ford 
Motor  Co  made  a  calculated  decision. 
figuring  out  how  many  personal  injury 
cases  there  would  be.  how  many  death 
cases  and  injury  cases  there  would  be. 
wnere  tfie  motorists  and  tne  passengers 
would  bum  up.  and  figured  it  out  that 
it  made  dollars  and  cents,  economic 
value  to  them,  to  pay  the  cost  of  litiga- 
tion as  opposed  to  correcting  the  car. 

On  the  Cutter  blood  case  where  it 
was  shown  that  the  defendant  had 
knowledge  that  blood  was  being  trans- 
mitted which  contained  AIDS,  they 
made  a  calculation  as  to  what  it  would 
cost  to  cure  it  and  decided  not  to  issue 
the  warning  and  to  have  the  blood  cir- 
culated That  came  to  light,  as  in  the 
Pinto  case,  by  going  into  the  records  of 
the  defendant  and  finding  that  out.  Or 
the  lUD  case,  where  women  were  sub- 
jected to  the  lUD  which  caused  infec- 
tions, sterilizatioi,.  and  tremendous 
damages,  although  well  known  to  the 
defendant  company  that  that  was  a 
problem  Or  the  flammable  pajama 
case  Because  there  had  not  been  any 
standard  set  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, the  manufacturer  put  out  paja- 
mas that  they  knew  would  become 
flammable,  that  is  bum  up.  with  very 
little  provocation.  Some  of  the  cases 
put  into  the  Record— one  specifically 
that  I  recollect  involved  a  case  where 
the  conduct  of  the  defendant  corpora- 


tion was  so  aggravated  that  criminal 
charges  were  brought — really,  where 
you  have  a  willful  and  malicious  dis- 
regard for  human  life  that  constitutes 
malice  and  is  sufficient  to  have  a 
criminal  prosecution  for  murder  in  the 
second  degree. 

Some  of  the  cases  by  big  corpora- 
tions, by  big  companies,  on  the  cost 
benefit  analysis  as  to  what  it  would 
cost  to  leave  the  damaged  product  go 
on,  those  are  present  in  many  cases. 
They  have  been  put  into  the  Record. 
That  is  why  it  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  we  really  ought  not  to  be 
making  fundamental  changes  which 
would  give  a  green  light  and  a  license 
to  disregard  the  interests  of  the 
consumer.  What  we  are  really  talking 
about  is  the  interest  of  the  consumer 
here,  the  interest  of  the  general  public 
in  trying  to  weigh  what  is  fair  in  terms 
of  handling  the  issues  of  defendant 
companies. 

I  am  very  concerned  about  American 
productivity  and  especially  about  the 
ability  of  small  business  to  function.  I 
am  concerned  about  some  who  say. 
well,  the  claim  is  so  large  and  the  dam- 
ages are  so  enormous,  potentially,  even 
though  there  is  no  merit,  that  we 
would  be  betting  the  business  if  we 
went  to  trial  and  therefore  really  in- 
timidated and  intimidated  into  a  set- 
tlement. 

I  filed  an  amendment  which  would 
limit  recovery  on  punitive  damages  to 
10  percent  of  the  value  of  the  company 
I  filed  that  amendment  and  I  offered 
that  as  an  alternative  possibility,  with 
some  trepidation,  frankly,  because  of  a 
concern  I  have  that  if  you  limit  puni- 
tive damages,  it  may  be  an  incentive 
for  somebody  to  be  wantonly  disregard- 
ing of  the  safety  of  others.  It  may  be 
that  the  punitive  damage  issue  could 
be  further  contained  by  analogy  to  the 
libel  cases  where,  after  a  libel  verdict 
is  entered  under  a  very  tough  standard 
of  malice— New  York  Times  versus  Sul- 
livan, Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  On  appellate  review,  there  is  a 
de  novo  review,  the  Latin  word  which 
means  a  full  review.  It  is  not  a  matter 
limited  to  a  decision  on  whether  there 
is  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the 
verdict  of  the  jury. 

Customarily,  in  litigation,  when  the 
jury  enters  a  verdict  and  there  is  an 
appeal  taken,  the  appellate  court,  the 
reviewing  court,  will  look  to  see  if 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  support 
the  verdict  of  the  jury.  But  in  libel 
cases  because  of  the  interest  in  free- 
dom of  speech  and  the  interest  of  limit- 
ing the  liability  of  the  media^news- 
papers.  radio,  television— there  is  a  dif- 
ferent standard.  The  standard  is  ap- 
plied that  the  reviewing  court  will  look 
at  it  fresh  to  decide  if  there  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  so  that  we  will  have  a 
check  on  the  jury  system  if  they  are 
capricious  or  arbitrary  or  really  out  of 
line. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  expressed  the 
same  concern  on  changing  the  law  on 


joint  liability.  And  bear  in  mind  that 
as  the  cases  are  built  up  on  punitive 
damages  or  joint  liability,  they  are 
built  up  by  courts  which  have  a  very 
deliberate  process.  much  more 
thoughtful  process  than  the  legislative 
process.  WTien  we  have  hearings,  it  is 
well  known,  frequently  only  one  or  two 
Senators  are  present.  When  we  mark 
up  the  bill— that  is.  write  it  up— it  is 
not  really  the  essence  of  understanding 
of  all  of  the  provisions.  On  the  issue  of 
punitive  damages,  there  are  learned 
opinions  by  Justice  Scalia,  a  known 
conservative  writing  on  punitive  dam- 
ages, from  the  constitutional  perspec- 
tive, saying  there  is  a  constitutional 
basis  for  punitive  damages  and  reject- 
ing the  claim  that  punitive  damages 
ought  to  be  overturned.  That  is  in  the 
context  of  whether  there  is  a  constitu- 
tional basis  for  it  as  opposed  to  a  pub- 
lic policy  determination,  which  would 
be  up  to  the  Congress. 

But  those  kinds  of  issues  are  consid- 
ered and  considered  very  carefully  by 
the  courts.  I  think,  fairly  stated,  hav- 
ing been  a  party  to  the  judicial  process 
and  legislative  process.  I  say  unequivo- 
cally the  analysis  given  in  the  court  is 
much  more  intricate  and  more  thor- 
ough than  we  are  able  to  do  in  the  leg- 
islative process.  But  there  are  points 
where  we  ought  to  legislate.  When  the 
issue  of  joint  liability  comes  up,  I  have 
been  reluctant  to  disturb  that. 

One  of  the  cases  which  comes  to  my 
mind  is  the  case  involving  the  fatality 
of  our  distinguished  and  learned  col- 
league, the  late  John  Heinz,  who  was 
killed  in  April  1991  in  a  plane  crash 
when  he  was  riding  in  a  charter  plane 
and  there  was  a  noted  problem  with  the 
landing  gear,  and  they  went  by  the  air- 
port and  came  away,  and  a  helicopter 
owned  by  the  Sun  On  uo.  came  oy  try- 
ing to  observe,  and  there  was  a  crash. 
The  planes  fell  into  a  crowded  school 
yard  in  suburban  Philadelphia.  There 
were  terrible  injuries.  If  we  had  made 
changes  in  joint  liability  in  that  case, 
the  children,  some  of  whom  were 
killed,  and  some  of  whom  were  badly 
burned,  would  not  be  able  to  recover 
fully. 

So  when  you  have  a  case  where  there 
is  joint  liability  and  the  issue  is  raised, 
why  should  a  party  who  is  only  50  per- 
cent liable  pay  the  whole  thing  when 
the  other  party  is  insolvent,  or  under 
the  current  law  has  the  full  respon- 
sibility? The  law  has  been  established 
in  that  effect  because  joint  liability  is 
composed  when  there  is  substantial 
negligent  conduct  by  the  party  which 
causes  the  injuries.  If  you  have  to  bal- 
ance the  injustice  of  having  one  party 
only  partially  liable  pay  the  full  dam- 
ages, where  others  are  insolvent,  it 
turns  on  who  is  going  to  bear  the  loss, 
the  injured  plaintiff,  who  is  not  at 
fault,  as  the  children  were  not  at  fault 
in  the  air  collision  which  took  the  life 
of  Senator  Heinz  and  others  on  the 
ground,  and  very  serious  burn  injuries. 


I  filed  an  amendment  at  the  desk 
which  would  seek  to  limit,  to  an  ex- 
tent, joint  liability.  You  hear  about 
the  cases  where  somebody  is  liable  only 
for  1  or  2  percent  and  the  parties  liable 
for  98  or  99  percent  are  insolvent  and 
the  party  who  is  only  peripherally  in- 
volved has  to  pay  the  full  verdict.  It 
seems  to  me  that  perhaps  something  in 
the  nature  of  15  percent  might  be  an 
appropriate  cutoff.  That  joint  liability 
would  not  attach  if  somebody  were  not 
liable  beyond  the  extent  of  15  percent. 

Mr.  President.  I  offer  these  observa- 
tions about  ways  that  product  liability 
could  be  crafted  so  that  we  could  get 
legislation  out  of  the  Senate,  where  we 
might  have  a  different  standard  on  pu- 
nitive damages  to  accommodate  dif- 
ferent review  by  the  appellate  courts  to 
eliminate  the  really  outlandish,  run- 
away, or  arbitrary  jury  verdicts,  or 
limit  it  to  the  percentage  of  the  net 
worth  of  the  company — 10  percent  as  I 
have  suggested— so  that  a  company,  es- 
pecially a  small  company,  is  not,  in  ef- 
fect, intimidated  or  blackmailed  into  a 
settlement,  because  they  cannot  get 
the  whole  company.  Or  ways  where  we 
might  have  a  limitation  on  joint  liabil- 
ity. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress, the  Senate,  since  the  97th  Con- 
gress, when  we  reported  out  a  product 
liability  bill  from  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. Senator  Kasten.  It  was  a  long 
time  before  the  bill  came  to  the  floor 
after  that. 

Last  year,  as  I  say,  I  voted  for  clo- 
ture, thinking  we  might  get  a  bill.  I  be- 
lieve that  we  could  get  a  bill  which 
would  take  significant  steps,  most  em- 
phatically, on  the  issues  of  frivolous 
lawsuits.  So  that  in  opposing  cloture — 
on  a  vote,  we  have  only  46  Senators 
who  voted  for  cloture,  53  against;  on 
the  second  vote,  47  voted  for  cloture  a» 
against  52  against,  a  long  way  from  the 
60  votes. 

I  make  these  comments  because  I 
think  that  when  we  deal  with  the  judi- 
cial system,  it  is  not  the  plaintiffs 
trial  bar  which  establishes  these  rules. 
These  rules  were  established  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  States.  As  I  say,  I 
have  been  on  both  sides  of  the  fence 
representing  plaintiffs  and  defendants 
in  personal  injury  cases. 

I  think  where  we  have  so  many, 
many  cases  of  outlandish  conduct 
where  big  companies  put  products  on 


the  market  on  a  calculation  that  they 
would  rather  p»ay  for  the  deaths  and  the 
damages  than  to  make  the  correction, 
if  we  take  punitive  damages  away,  it  is 
not  a  wise  thing  for  the  Congress  to  do. 

I  do  not  think  many  of  our  colleagues 
understand  that.  After  I  talked  about 
some  of  the  cases,  talked  about  the 
blood  case  with  AIDS  virus  in  it,  being 
circulated  by  one  of  the  big  companies, 
and  one  of  my  colleagues  said,  "That  is 
awful,"  and  I  made  the  comment  about 
it.  They  had  not  heard.  I  do  not  think 
they  really  have  reached  all  of  our 
Members. 

Usually,  there  is  not  more  than  one 
Senator  present  or  two,  one  presiding. 
but  the  rule  of  this  body  is  that  these 
speeches  are  made  and  these  presen- 
tations are  made  with  not  more  than 
two  or  three  or  four  Senators  on  the 
floor.  Some  are  listening  in  their  of- 
fices, but  relatively  few. 

These  are  matters.  I  think,  which  yet 
have  to  be  considered.  It  is  my  hope 
that  we  can  craft  legislation  which  will 
be  curative  on  some  of  the  issues,  espe- 
cially that  of  frivolous  lawsuits,  which 
I  think  is  at  the  core  of  the  problem  in 
our  courts  today.  I  thank  the  Chair  for 
staying  late.  I  yield  the  floor. 


RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
in  recess  until  10  a.m.  Friday,  May  5, 
1995. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  6:13  p.m., 
recessed  until  Friday,  May  5,  1995,  at  10 
a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations   received   by 
the  Senate  May  4,  1995: 

THE  JUDICIARY 

ANDRE  M  DAVIS.  OF  MARY1.AND.  TO  BE  U.S.  DISTRICT 
JUDGE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  MARYIAND.  VICE  WALTER 
E.  BLACK   .IR    RETIRED 

CATHERINE  C  BLAKE.  OF  MAR'i'LAND.  TO  BE  US  DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  MARYLAND.  VICE 
JOHN  M   HARGROVE,  RETIRED. 

RESOLUTION  TRUST  CORPORATION 

HERBERT  F  COLLINS,  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  THRIFT  DEPOSITOR  PROTECTION  OVER- 
SIGHT BOARD  FOR  A  TERM  OF  3  YEARS.  VICE  PHILIP  C 
JACKSON.  JR  .  TERM  EXPIRED 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENER.AL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  PO- 
SITION OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601(A)  AND  3034: 


V^CE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF  OF  THE  ARMY 

To  be  general 

LT  OBN   RONALD  H  GRIFFITH  2M^U-6aM 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO 
A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER  TITLE  10  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  «UA): 

To  be  general 

GEN   JOHN  H  Tn.EI.LI.  JR  ,  14»-»-a«S3 

THE  FOLLOWINO-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OP  LIEin-ENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  SK- 
TION  «01(A1: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ   GEN  GEORGE  A   FISHER.  JR..  IM-f^-tOM 

THE  FOLLOWTNO  US  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OFFI- 
CERS FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  IN 
THE  RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS 
OF  SECTIONS  M«6  33K  AND  ia03cA)  TTTLE  10.  UNITKD 
STATES  CODE 


To  be  major  general 


BRIG  GEN  WOODROW  D   BOYCE,  231-J»-3Tri 

BRIG  GEN  ROBERT  J    BRANDT.  S«a-»»-«T9J 

BRIO  GEN  JOSEPH  H   LANGLEY  213-31-3303 

BRIG  GEN  JOHN  B   RAMEY  50J-4a-an 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL  JOHN  D  LARSON   393-40^X123 

COL   R08ETTA  Y    BURKE.  IQ-JHaO 

COL   BURNFi'  H   CNZOR,  4aM6-a3« 

COL    FRANK  r    BARAN,  a3a-33-»n 

COL   ROBERT  M   BENSON,  50«-S0-««r; 

COL   EDWARD  L  CX5RREA   JR  .  S74-0-22M 

COL   WILLIAM  R   LABRIE.  015-30-9881 

COL   NAMEN  X    BARNES,  ZD-SJJ0b3 

COL   RANDAL  M   ROBINSON,  liO-U-aer:  yi^ 

COL  PAUL  D   MONROE.  JR  .  56»-4S-01St 

COL  LLOYD  D   MC  DANIEL.  JR.  3at-iO-»ei 

COL  STANLEY  R  THOMPSON.  31t-3»-«214 

COL  HOLSEY  A   MOORMAN   2a3-«-7Sa7 

COL   BRADLEY  D   OAMBILL  Ml-S^TMJ 

COL   HARVEY  M   HAAKENSON.  S01-44-CIS< 

COL   DAVID  T  HARTLEY   2TS-36-H08 

COL   DONALD  F  HAWKINS  Hl-88-3267 

COL  EARL  L  DOYLE.  40I-S«.»96 

COL   DAVID  M   WILSON   3M-36-0577 

COL  JAMES  T  CARPER  24«-«6-T7S5 

COL   WILLUM  T  THIELEMANN,  J61-T0-4617 

COL   FREDERIC  J   RA^THOND.  110-30-74M 

THE  POLI>OWINO  US  ARMY  RESERVE  OFFICERS  FOR 
PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  IN  THE  RE- 
SERVE OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS  3371.  33M.  AND  12aoa(Al. 
TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

To  be  major  general 

BRIO  GEN  WnXIAM  J  COLLINS.  JR  .  Il»-3a-n3a 

BRIO   GEN  JOE  M   ERNST.  «S7  70-71»« 

BRIG    GEN  STEVE  L   REPlCMOVk SKI. /ID-iO- IWio 

BRIG  GEN  JOSEPH  A   SCHEWKOENIG.  3«0-3»-313« 

BRIG  GEN  JAMES  W   WARR.  iV-it-iOn 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL  STEPHEN  D  LFVINOSTON,  30e-«4-«SS2 
COL  JOSEPH  L  THOMPSON  III.  «»-44-2311 
COL.  ROGER  L  BRAUTIOAN,  5n-S«-152I 
COL.  JOHN  O  TOWNSEND.  358-40-7311 
COL.  MICHAEL  L   BOZEMAN   I4S-7g-nM 
COL  WILLIAM  B   RAINES   JR  .  411-73-a»7 
COL  JAMIE  S  BARKIN   058-36-3376 
COL  JOHN  L  ANDERSON.  404-60-8555 

THE  FOLLOWTNG  US  ARMY  RESERVE  OFFICER  FtMl 
PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  IN  THE  RESERVE 
OF  THE  ARMY.  UNDER  TITLE  10.  USC  SECTIONS  33»4 
AND123B9IA): 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL.  JAMES  R.  HELMLY.  3U-74-063S 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
(Mr.  Thi.'rmond). 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
opening  prayer  will  be  made  this  morn- 
ing by  Father  Thomas  Kuhn  of  Ohio. 
We  are  pleased  to  have  him  with  us. 


PRA'i'ER 

The  guest  Chaplain.  Father  Thomas 
A.  Kuhn,  Church  of  the  Incarnation, 
Centreville,  OH,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Lord  God,  we  have  consistently  be- 
lieved in  Your  great  love  for  us  and  for 
our  Nation.  We  know  that  we  are  Your 
children,  and  in  that  faith  have  not 
called  ourselves  simply  a  nation,  but 
"one  nation  under  God." 

The  tragedy  of  recent  weeks  in  Okla- 
homa City  points  out  the  need  we  have 
to  foster  Your  love  in  our  land.  Help  us 
to  reflect  the  love  You  have  for  us  in 
our  lives  and  in  our  dealing  with  oth- 
ers. We  know  that  You  have  a  plan  for 
us.  We  know  that  You  love  us.  Help  us 
to  keep  faith  that  You  will  always  be 
there  to  guide  and  direct  our  great  Na- 
tion. 

You  have  blessed  all  of  Your  children 
with  the  same  rights  that  come  from 
calling  You  our  Father.  Help  us  as  a 
nation  to  work  to  protect  the  rights  of 
all,  for  we  know  when  the  rights  of  one 
of  us  is  in  danger,  the  rights  of  all  are 
in  danger. 

You  have  blessed  us  with  a  beautiful 
land.  Help  us  to  preserve  it  so  the  gen- 
erations after  us  may  enjoy  it  as  we 
have. 

We  know  that  some  of  Your  children, 
particularly  the  aged,  the  sick,  the 
poor,  and  the  very  young,  are  in  need 
of  help  and  protection.  Give  us  the  in- 
sight as  a  people  to  always  protect 
those  who  cannot  care  for  themselves. 

Father,  we  pray  in  a  special  way  for 
our  Senators.  Give  each  of  them  a  pa- 
rochial, a  national,  and  a  world  vision, 
so  they  may  lead  us  safely  in  Your 
kingdom. 


Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

I 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday.  May  1,  1995) 

RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  leader  time  is 
reserved. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  until  the  hour  of  11  a.m.  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  therein 
for  not  to  exceed  5  minutes  each. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan] 
is  recognized  to  speak  for  up  to  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is 
recognized. 


TRADE.  ECONOMIC  STRATEGY. 
JOBS.  AND  INCOME 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  indi- 
cated the  other  day  that  I  intended  to 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  over  a 
period  of  some  weeks  and  offer  some 
comments  and  observations  and  discuss 
a  series  of  issues  relating  to  trade,  eco- 
nomic strategy,  jobs,  and  income  in 
our  country.  I  would  like  to  introduce 
that  topic  today.  I  will  finish  it  in 
other  presentations  in  the  coming  cou- 
ple of  weeks. 

I  was  a  speaker  at  a  college  com- 
mencement exercise  last  Sunday  at 
Concordia  College  in  Moorhead.  MN. 
where  nearly  600  young  men  and 
women  were  getting  their  4-year  bacca- 
laureate degrees  and  weie  getting 
ready  to  go  out  and  find  a  job  and 
make  their  way  in  the  world.  Yet. 
about  half  of  the  students  that  I  had  an 
opportunity  to  visit  with  indicated  to 
me  that  they  really  did  not  yet  have  a 
job  lined  up.  They  were  looking  and 
had  prospects  here  and  there,  but  did 
not  yet  have  a  job  lined  up  and  did  not 
yet  know  what  they  would  do.  That  is 
not  an  unusual  situation.  It  is  a  chron- 
ic problem  in  our  country,  even  for  col- 
lege graduates,  to  find  a  good  job,  to 
find  the  right  job  that  has  a  good  in- 
come. 

No  matter  where  you  are  on  the  eco- 
nomic ladder  in  this  country,  it  is  be- 
coming more  and  more  difficult  to  get 
a  good  job  that  pays  good  wages  and 
has  benefits.  It  certainly  is  true  for 
those  on  the  lowest  rungs  of  the  eco- 
nomic ladder,  but  it  is  also  true  in- 
creasingly for  those  who  are  among  the 
most  educated  in  our  country. 

I  want  to  give  a  series  of  addresses  in 
the  Senate  exploring  the  reasons  that 


in  the  United  States  we  see  fewer  and 
fewer  good  jobs  and  we  see  less  oppor- 
tunity. I  want  to  talk  a  little  about 
what  we  can  do  about  that.  I  want  to 
explore  the  relationship  of  the  global 
economy,  international  trade,  and  the 
role  of  international  finance  in  pushing 
our  country  into  an  economic  comer 
with  slower  growth,  fewer  jobs,  and 
lower  wages. 

I  think,  frankly,  the  root  of  much  of 
the  disaffection  in  this  country  relates 
to  these  issues.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
anxiety,  a  great  deal  of  political  dis- 
affection, a  great  deal  of  concern 
among  the  American  people.  And,  I 
think  it  is  because  they  see  an  econ- 
omy that  provides  less  opportunity 
than  they  are  accustomed  to  seeing. 
Most  people  know  that  despite  all  of 
the  rosy  talk  about  new  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic growth  that  they  are  now  work- 
ing harder  for  less  money.  Their  chil- 
dren who  graduate  from  college  have  a 
tough  time  finding  a  good  job. 

Those  are  the  realities  that  face  fam- 
ilies in  America.  It  causes  them  to  be 
anxious  about  the  future.  It  causes 
them  to  be  angry  about  lost  oppor- 
tunity. I  think  it  causes  the  kind  of  po- 
litical, social,  and  economic  turmoil 
we  have  in  our  country  today. 

I  indicated  on  Sunday  at  the  gradua- 
tion speech  just  one  symptom  of  this. 
Of  course,  there  are  a  lot  of  reasons  for 
what  is  happening  in  our  economy.  But 
I  described  in  our  country  the  inclina- 
tion for  us  to  buy  and  wear  Chinese 
shirts.  Mexican  shorts.  Malaysian 
shoes,  watch  television  sets  made  in 
Taiwan,  buy  cars  made  m  Japan,  ana 
then  wonder  where  all  the  jobs  went. 
Well,  it  is  not  hard  to  figure  out  where 
the  good  jobs  went  and  where  the  good 
income  is. 

I  am  going  to  begin  by  citing  some 
data  that  was  released  about  an  hour 
ago  by  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  on 
wages  and  jobs.  Today  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  reported  that  28.000 
more  manufacturing  jobs  were  lost  in 
April  in  the  United  States.  That  means 
that  generally  good  jobs,  higher  wage 
jobs — because  the  manufacturing  jobs 
are  normally  the  better  jobs — have 
been  lost.  They  have  been  replaced  by 
jobs  with  lower  productivity  and  gen- 
erally lower  wages  often  in  the  service 
industries.  It  is  not  that  those  jobs  are 
not  worthwhile  in  the  service  industry. 
They  are.  But  the  problem  is  that  we 
are  losing  so  many  good  jobs  and  re- 
placing them  with  lower  paying  jobs, 
largely  in  the  service  sector. 

In  fact,  this  morning's  report  is  not 
surprising.  I  figured  yesterday,  when  I 


•  This    bullet '  symbol  ideniifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  sp>oken  by  a  Member  ot  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 


May  5,  1995 

knew  the  report  was  coming  out  this 
morning,  that  that  is  what  the  report 
would  show.  We  would  see  that  we 
would  lose  more  manufacturing  jobs  in 
our  country  again  last  month  because 
it  has  been  going  on  and  on  and  on  for 
many,  many  years. 

We  are  now  in  the  50th  month  of  an 
economic  recovery  cycle.  Everyone 
who  knows  about  the  business  cycle 
knows  there  is  contraction  and  expan- 
sion, an  expansion  phase  and  an  eco- 
nomic recovery  phase.  We  are  now  in 
the  50th  month  of  a  recovery  that 
began  in  March  1991.  Unfortunately, 
after  50  months  of  economic  recovery 
we  have  lost  more  good  jobs  than  we 
have  gained.  What's  more,  wages  are 
not  rising  but  they  are  falling. 

I  want  to  show  this  chart  to  compare 
what  has  happened  in  periods  of  Amer- 
ican economic  recovery  following  re- 
cessions. In  nearly  every  circumstance 
in  the  last  35  years,  we  have  seen  a  net 
increase  in  manufacturing  jobs  during 
the  first  4  years  of  a  recovery.  There  is 
just  one  exception,  and  that  is  now.  In 
this,  the  50th  month,  of  this  economic 
recovery,  contrary  to  what  happened  to 
every  other  period  in  the  last  35  years, 
we  see  over  400,000  lost  manufacturing 
jobs.  In  other  words,  during  an  eco- 
nomic recovery,  a  period  when  you 
ought  to  have  economic  expansion,  we 
are  seeing  a  contraction  in  the  good 
jobs  in  this  country.  We  lose.  And  that 
is  a  symptom  of  the  root  of  what  is 
wrong  in  this  country. 

In  fact,  since  1985.  just  in  the  past  10 
years,  we  have  lost  a  million  jobs  in 
traded  industries,  which  is  manufactur- 
ing and  agriculture  and  mining  and  all 
the  sectors  in  which  we  produce  things 
for  sale. 

People  say,  well,  you  may  have  lost 
those,  hilt  there  were  a  lot  of  other  jobs 
created.  That  is  true.  There  were  a  lot 
of  other  jobs  created  in  nontraded  in- 
dustries, that  is.  industries  that  are 
not  subject  to  the  competitive  cycles 
of  international  trade. 

It  is  interesting  to  me;  if  you  take  a 
look  at  what  has  happened  with  manu- 
facturing employment  in  this  country 
and  the  decrease  in  manufacturing  em- 
ployment and  the  generally  diminished 
wage  opix)rtunity.  you  understand  the 
consequences  for  the  American  people. 

A  chart  was  presented  using  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  information— presented, 
incidentally,  by  MBG  Information 
Services — that  shows  what  happened  to 
growth  in  workers'  compensation  in 
this  country  from  1948  to  1973.  a  25-year 
period,  and  then  the  growth  in  com- 
pensation during  the  next  22  years,  up 
to  the  present,  and  that  is  the  red  line. 

You  will  see  that  in  the  first  25  years 
of  this  50-year  post-Second  World  War 
period  we  had  generally  robust  in- 
creased wages  in  this  country.  And 
then  you  will  see  that  after  the  first  25 
years,  we  have  seen  generally  stagnant 
wages  since  the  early  1970's. 

It  is  not  a  myth.  It  is  reality.  This  is 
what  the  American  families  have  faced. 
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and  this  is  why  they  are  so  concerned 

about  what  is  happening  to  their  eco- 
nomic fortunes  and  opportunities  for 
their  families. 

We  have  accumulated  since  1980  a  $1.4 
trillion  trade  deficit,  which  I  am  going 
to  relate  to  these  issues  at  some  point 
later — over  a  SI  trillion  trade  deficit  in 
manufactured  goods  alone.  Last  year, 
this  country  suffered  the  single  largest 
trade  deficit  in  the  history  of  the 
world. 

This  chart  shows  you  the  merchan- 
dise trade  deficits  of  our  country.  This 
shows  that  last  year  we  had  the  single 
largest  merchandise  trade  deficit  in 
the  history  of  the  world.  Now,  this 
must  be  repaid  with  a  lower  standard 
of  living  in  the  United  States  in  the  fu- 
ture. This  is  serious.  This  is  a  crisis. 
And  no  one  but  no  one  talks  about  it. 

I  am  going  to  bring  charts  to  the 
floor  and  describe  how  we  have  gotten 
to  this  point  and  why  we  have  gotten 
to  this  point  and  what  we  can  do  about 
it.  But  it  is  safe  to  say  that  anyone 
who  understands  economics  and  under- 
stands what  drives  the  American  econ- 
omy and  what  produces  good  jobs  with 
good  income  understands  this  is  a  cri- 
sis. This  is  not  President  Clinton's 
fault.  I  am  not  suggesting  this  admin- 
istration is  at  fault  for  these  red  bars 
or  these  red  lines.  In  fact,  this  adminis- 
tration has  been  more  aggressive  than 
past  administrations  in  dealing  with 
some  of  these  international  economic 
problems,  especially  trade. 

Unfortunately,  this  administration 
and  every  other  past  administration 
for  30  years  has  embraced  the  exact 
same  trade  policy.  Our  economic  pol- 
icy, and  especially  our  trade  policy,  is 
rooted  in  a  post-Second  World  War  no- 
tion that  much  of  what  we  do  inter- 
nationaiiy  relates  to  foreign  policy, 
but  not  sound  economic  policy  for  this 
country's  interests. 

The  chart  on  American  worker  com- 
pensation suggests  that  this  Nation's 
economic  policies  were,  fortunately, 
serving  its  citizens'  interests  during 
the  first  25  years  after  World  War  II. 
But  we  now  see  evidence  across  Amer- 
ica that  our  policies  are  contrary  to 
America's  economic  interests,  and  yet 
we  embrace  the  same  failed  inter- 
national economic  and  trade  strategy 
in  which  our  country  loses  and  others 
win. 

We  must  find  a  way  to  put  together  a 
much  better  strategy.  In  order  to  do 
that  we  need  to  begin  discussing  a 
range  of  issues  that  deal  with  jobs, 
with  income,  with  international  trade 
and  international  finance.  And  we 
must  especially  strip  away  the  myths 
and  deal  with  the  realities. 

If  we  talk  to  people  in  this  town 
toda.v  about  trade,  about  economics, 
about  our  country's  economy,  you 
would  find  those  whose  job  it  is  to  sell 
a  positive  story  say,  "Gee,  I  don't  know 
what  you  are  talking  about.  We  are  in 
the  50th  month  of  an  economic  expan- 


sion. Our  economic  growth  is  robust 
and  good.  In  fact,  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  is  worried  about  economic 
growth  being  so  high  that  it  has  in- 
creased interest  rates  seven  times  to 
bring  economic  growth  rates  down." 

They  would  give  a  scenario  that  sug- 
gests to  you:  What  are  we  thinking  of? 
America  is  in  great  shape  But,  of 
course,  the  real  test  of  whether  our 
country's  economy  is  in  good  shape  is 
whether  our  citizens  are  able  to  find 
work  at  decent  wages.  You  can  have  a 
bull  market  on  Wall  Street,  you  can 
have  economic  growth  at  5  or  6  per- 
cent, and  you  can  have  unemployment 
at  2  percent,  but  if  you  have  falling 
wages  and  lost  opportunity,  people  in 
this  country  are  not  going  to  be  con- 
vinced this  economic  strategy  works 
for  them  or  their  families  or  for  the  fu- 
ture of  this  country. 

We  have  a  great  deal  of  which  to  be 
proud  and  to  celebrate  about  our  econ- 
omy in  this  country,  about  where  we 
have  been,  about  what  we  have  done 
over  50  years,  all  over  this  world.  We 
have  helped;  we  have  invested;  we  have 
nurtured;  we  have  protected;  we  have 
been  a  part  of  what  has  built  an  enor- 
mously Important  private  sector  oppor- 
tunity internationally  that  has  ex- 
panded opportunity  for  many  years. 

What  has  happened  in  the  last  25  of 
these  50  years  is  that  we  have  become 
victims  of  a  system  that  helps  others 
and  hurts  us.  That  is  what  is  at  the 
root  of  the  political  disaffection  in  our 
country,  I  am  convinced. 

I  noticed  yesterday  in  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  something  that  relates 
to  what  we  are  talking  about  today. 
Economic  expansion,  great  opjwr- 
tunity.  good  times,  bull  market  on 
Wall  Street,  and  here  is  what  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  of  Thursday.  May  4, 
says  in  its  feature  story: 

Amid  record  profits  companies  continue  to 
lay  off  employees. 

This  is  the  reality  for  the  American 
families. 

Last  week.  Mobil  Corporation  posted  soar- 
ing first  quarter  earnings.  This  week  It  an- 
nounced plans  to  eliminate  4.700  jobs.  While 
corporate  profits  were  surging  to  record  lev- 
els last  year,  the  number  of  job  cuts  ap- 
proached those  seen  at  the  height  of  the  re- 
cession. 

Corporate  profits  rose  11  percent  in 
1994.  after  a  13-percent  rise  in  1993.  ac- 
cording to  DRLMcGraw-Hill.  a  Lexing- 
ton, MA,  economic  consultant.  Mean- 
while, corporate  America  cut  516,069 
jobs  in  1994,  according  to  an 
outplacement  firm.  Challenger,  Gray  & 
Christmas  in  Chicago.  That  is  far  more 
than  in  the  recession  year  of  1990  when 
316.047  jobs  were  cut. 

Let  me  restate  that  because  I  think 
it  is  important.  In  1990.  when  we  were 
in  a  recession,  corporate  America 
eliminated  316,000  jobs.  Laist  year,  when 
corporate  profits  were  at  a  record  level, 
we  saw  516,000  jobs  cut,  eliminated, 
lost.  Those  are  lost  opportunities  for 
America's  workers. 
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Again,  quoting  from  the  same  story: 
For  employees,  the  latest  layoffs,  coming 
amid  good  times  and  fat  profits,  seem  mean 
and  arbitrary.  It's  the  seemingly  relentless- 
ness  of  the  job  losses  that  aggravates  most. 
Workers  see  this  as  a  long-term  trend  that 
has  little  relationship  to  how  their  company 
is  performing.  Nobody  feels  very  secure. 

The  article  is  a  long  article,  and  I 
commend  people  to  read  it.  But  it  de- 
scribes at  its  roots  what  is  happening 
in  our  country  today— record  profits, 
fat  opportunities  for  corporations.  But. 
of  course,  corporations,  the  large  cor- 
porations, are  internationalists  now. 
They  are  not  American  citizens  who 
get  up  and  say  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance 
and  sing  the  "Star  Spangled  Banner." 
It  does  not  mean  they  are  un-Amer- 
ican. It  just  means  they  are  searching 
for  international  profits.  That  is  their 
Interest;  that  is  their  responsibility  to 
their  stockholders.  And  if  they  can 
produce  in  Indonesia  and  sell  in  Pitts- 
burgh and  move  the  jobs  from  Pitts- 
burgh to  Indonesia,  that  is  precisely 
what  they  will  do,  and  it  is  precisely 
what  they  have  done. 

If  their  actions  mean  they  will  sub- 
stantially increase  America's  trade 
deficit,  then  that  is  what  they  will  do, 
because  their  interest  is  not  in  our 
trade  deficit.  Their  interest  is  in  their 
profit  for  their  stockholders. 

We  must,  Mr.  President,  begin  to  dis- 
cuss these  issues,  these  economic  is- 
sues, international  and  national  eco- 
nomic issues,  in  the  context  of  what 
works  for  our  country,  what  is  best  for 
America,  what  produces  jobs  and  good 
income  and  opportunity  for  our  coun- 
try. 

We  must  start  thinking  in  those 
terms.  We  must  change  our  thinking. 
Virtually  every  discussion  you  have 
about  our  economic  policies  in  this 
town  is  a  debate  filled  with  myths.  I 
hope  in  the  next  couple  of  weeks,  in 
further  presentations  on  these  issues. 
to  strip  away  some  of  those  myths  and 
try  to  talk  about  the  economic  reali- 
ties. The  economic  reality  is  most 
American  families  sitting  down  to  have 
their  evening  meal  understand  they  are 
working  harder,  longer  hours,  but  mak- 
ing less  money. 

Why?  Because  of  a  whole  range  of 
reasons  dealing  with  national  and 
international  economic  strategy  and 
issues  that  we  largely  do  not  debate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  Without  a  new 
debate,  one  viewixjint  persists:  Our  cur- 
rent economic  strategy  is  good  for 
America,  and  this  globalization  of 
trade  is  just  fine;  works  just  great.  We 
have  economic  growth  and  that  is  all 
that  really  matters. 

Well,  all  of  the  positive  Government 
reports  and  news  stories  mean  nothing 
to  American  families  if  they  do  not 
mean  opportunity  and  do  not  mean  de- 
cent jobs  and  do  not  mean  decent  in- 
comes. And  that  is  the  dilemma. 

We  are.  and  this  year  have  been, 
talking  about  the  budget  deficit  in  our 


Federal  budget.  It  is  a  real  dilemma 
and  we  must  deal  with  it  because  it, 
too,  is  dangerous  for  this  country.  It 
injures  our  economic  future. 

But  it  is  no  more  dangerous  than 
this — the  largest  trade  deficit  in  his- 
tory. Or  than  this — in  the  50th  month 
of  an  economic  expansion,  to  find  that 
the  numbers  for  last  month  show  that 
we  lost  28.000  additional  manufacturing 
jobs.  That  is  serious.  When  you  lose  the 
kind  of  manufacturing  jobs  we  have 
lost  in  this  country,  you  lose  real  op- 
portunity. You  lose  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic propellant  that  moves  families 
up  the  economic  ladder,  that  moves 
families  into  the  middle  class.  It  was 
manufacturing  jobs  that  did  that,  not 
minimum-wage  service  jobs.  This  is  the 
dilemma  we  face  today. 

Now.  I  am  going  to  bring  some  charts 
to  the  floor  that  talk  about  specifics, 
talk  about  international  finance,  talk 
about  trade  policy,  talk  about  our 
trade  with  Japan,  our  trade  policy  with 
China,  our  trade  policy  with  Mexico, 
and  how  that  relates  to  what  I  am  dis- 
cussing here. 

But,  most  importantly,  when  I  do 
that,  I  want  to  see  if  we  cannot  finally 
begin,  all  of  us,  to  strip  away  the  myth 
and  talk  about  what  kind  of  strategy 
in  the  end  will  boost  this  country's  for- 
tune. Not  necessarily  what  will  boost 
all  the  aggregate  numbers  about  eco- 
nomic growth,  but,  in  fact,  boost  this 
country's  fortune  in  the  number  of 
good  jobs  with  good  incomes  that  it 
creates  for  American  families  who 
want  to  work. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


A  CLEAR  VIOLATION  OF  BASIC 
PRINCIPLES  OF  HUMAN  DECENCY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  on  Wednes- 
day, the  Capital  of  Croatia,  was  sub- 
jected to  a  vicious  attack  by  militant 
Serb  separatists.  This  was  the  second 
day  in  a  row  that  Zagreb  was  attacked 
by  rockets  armed  with  cluster  bombs. 
The  attack  occurred  at  noon,  when  ci- 
vilians were  out  having  lunch.  The 
principal  targets  were  the  children's 
hospital  and  the  national  theater 
where  a  ballet  company  was  rehears- 
ing. Several  people  were  killed  and  doz- 
ens were  wounded,  bringing  the  total 
number  of  casualties  to  about  200  peo- 
ple. 

There  are  those  who  say  that  the 
Croatian  Government  provoked  the  at- 
tack, by  conducting  a  military  oper- 
ation that  returned  a  200-square-mile 
area  back  to  Croatian  control.  That  ar- 
gument misses  the  point.  Nothing,  I  re- 
peat, nothing,  justifies  an  attack  on  in- 
nocent civilians — on  children  in  this 
case.  The  U.S.   Ambassador  was  right 


aggressors  and  victims.  But,  to  do  so — 
whether  in  this  case,  or  in  the  case  of 
attacks  on  civilians  in  Bosnia — is  rep- 
rehensible. 

Furthermore,  if  the  United  Nations 
were  doing  its  job  in  Croatia— if  the 
United  Nations  had  implemented  its 
mandate  to  demilitarize  the  sectors  of 
Croatia  under  their  control  thereby 
clearing  the  way  for  reintegration  of 
these  occupied  territories— the  Cro- 
atian Government  may  not  have  taken 
the  action  it  did  on  Monday.  Let  us  not 
forget,  the  occupied  areas  are  part  of 
the  territory  of  Croatia.  So  while  the 
international  community  should  urge 
the  Croatian  Government  and  its  forces 
to  fully  resi)ect  the  human  and  civil 
rights  of  the  population  in  the  areas 
they  have  retaken,  it  should  not  urge 
Croatia  to  give  up  control  of  reclaimed 
territory. 


NATIONAL  SMALL  BUSINESS 
WEEK— 1995 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  some  very  special 
businesses  in  my  home  State  of  South 
Dakota  during  National  Small  Busi- 
ness Week.  Through  work  on  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Small  Business  for 
17  of  my  21  years  in  Congress,  I  know 
small  businesses  have  not  always  en- 
joyed the  recognition  and  attention 
they  deserve.  For  too  long,  America's 
entrepreneurs  have  been  taken  for 
granted.  These  dynamic  men  and 
women  play  a  critical  role  in  this  Na- 
tion's economy.  During  the  last  major 
recession,  small  businesses  created  4.1 
million  jobs,  while  large  firms  reduced 
employment  by  500,000  jobs.  Without 
the  spirit,  drive,  and  determination  of 
small  businesses,  our  economy  would 
not  have  been  able  to  break  out  of  the 
economic  stagnancy  of  the  early  1990's. 
Clearly,  this  sector  of  our  economy  is 
finally  getting  the  respect  it  is  due. 

Wile  credit  availability  has  improved 
significantly  and  now  appears  stable, 
we  must  continue  to  monitor  this  situ- 
ation. Without  adequate  financing,  en- 
trepreneurs will  not  be  able  to  get  out 
of  the  gate.  Likewise,  I  am  encouraged 
by  recent  efforts  in  Congress  to  de- 
crease the  burdens  of  Federal  regula- 
tions and  paperwork.  And  while  the 
Senate  still  is  deliberating  S.  565,  the 
Product  Liability  Fairness  Act  of  1995, 
I  hope  we  will  be  able  to  protect  small 
manufacturers  from  frivolous  lawsuits 
by  enacting  sensible  tort  reforms. 

Though  we  have  worked  to  level  the 
playing  field  for  small  businesses, 
small  firms  new  face  unique  problems. 
America  and  the  world  are  in  the 
throws  of  an  information  technology 
revolution.  The  ability  of  an  enterprise 
to  use  high-technology  tools  very  well 
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provide  high-technology  goods  and 
services  have  access  to  credit  and  cap- 
ital. Because  the  very  nature  of  capital 
assets  tends  to  be  less  tangible,  small 
firms  may  have  difficulty  securing  the 
traditional  forms  of  collateral  lenders 
often  seek.  Is  it  possible  to  put  a  value 
on  the  time,  effort,  and  knowledge  of  a 
software  developer?  I  do  not  know. 
However,  from  my  position  as  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation.  I 
hope  to  identify  solutions  to  these  po- 
tential roadblocks. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  be  remiss  if  I 
also  did  not  raise  some  of  the  unique 
challenges  rural  small  businesses  face. 
South  Dakota's  1995  Small  Business 
Person  of  the  Year  has  defied  conven- 
tional wisdom  that  says  a  successful 
manufacturing  business  must  be  lo- 
cated in  an  urban  area.  In  1982.  Randy 
Boyd  returned  to  his  native  Geddes. 
SD,  where  he  joined  his  father  in  a  gun- 
smith and  gun  repair  business.  By  1986. 
their  operation  hired  three  employees 
to  assist  in  the  manufacturing  of  gun- 
stocks  for  shotguns  and  big  game  ri- 
fles. Since  then,  their  venture  has  ex- 
panded to  25  full  time.  10  part-time, 
and  10  contract  employees.  Boyd's  Gun- 
stock  Industries,  Inc.,  currently  is  one 
of  the  country's  leading  gunstock  man- 
ufacturers. 

I  commend  Randy  Boyd  for  the  well 
deserved  honor  of  being  named  South 
Dakota  Small  Business  Person  of  the 
Year.  He  is  an  inspiration  to  other  en- 
trepreneurs with  a  dream  and  a  will- 
ingness to  work  hard  to  see  that 
dreams  take  shape. 

During  my  visit  with  Randy  this 
week,  I  learned  he  would  like  to  expand 
Boyds'  Gunstock  even  further.  Unfor- 
tunately, he  has  encountered  a  limita- 
tion many  burgeoning  small  businesses 
face  in  rural  States  like  South  Dakota. 
Randy  wants  very  badly  to  keep  his  op- 
eration in  the  small  city  of  Geddes.  In 
order  to  overcome  the  community's 
limited  work  force.  Randy  has  aggres- 
sively pursued  workers  from  surround- 
ing communities.  Though  such  efforts 
have  been  successful  for  Randy  in  the 
past,  he  is  discovering  that  the  city  of 
Geddes  lacks  affordable  housing  for 
these  new  employees.  Indeed,  it  would 
be  a  tremendous  loss  for  the  commu- 
nity if  this  opportunity  is  lost. 

I  will  be  working  with  Randy  and  the 
community  of  Geddes  to  try  to  resolve 
a  problem  that  has  become  all  too  com- 
mon for  communities  across  my  State. 
Private  investments  in  real  estate 
must  be  both  appealing  and  lucrative. 
As  I  said  during  my  visit  with  Randy. 
I  will  promote  tax  incentives  that,  in 
turn,  will  promote  economic  growth.  It 
is  important  that  we  continue  to  cul- 
tivate a  climate  that  will  stimulate 
small  business  growth.  We  must  reward 
and  encourage  entrepreneurs  such  as 
Randy  Boyd  to  continue  their  efforts. 

I  again  congratulate  Randy  for  his 
success  and  the  success  of  Boyds'  Gun- 


stock.  I  also  would  like  to  recognize 
some  of  my  State's  other  businesses 
leaders.  I  congratulate:  Arlin  W.  An- 
derson of  the  South  Dakota  American 
Legion,  Veteran  Small  Business  Advo- 
cate of  the  Year;  William  F.  Carlson  of 
Tower  Systems,  Inc.,  Small  Business 
Exporter;  John  E.  Brewer  of  Rushmore 
State  Bank,  Financial  Services  Advo- 
cate; Eileen  Lunderman  of  the 
Sincangu  Enterprise  Center.  Minority 
Small  Business  Advocate:  Brenda  Wade 
Schmidt  of  the  Sioux  Falls  Argus  Lead- 
er. Media  Advocate.  and  Jan 
Steensland  of  Eyes  on  You  magazine. 
Women  in  Business  Advocate. 

Each  of  these  individuals  has  played 
a  very  important  role  in  making  small 
businesses  the  driving  force  behind 
South  Dakota's  vibrant  economy.  I  am 
proud  of  their  generous  efforts.  They 
have  contributed  tremendously  to  their 
neighbors  and  friends.  It  is  the  duty  of 
Congress  and  the  Federal  Government 
to  allow  them  to  continue  making  such 
important  contributions.  Often  this 
can  best  be  achieved  staying  out  of 
their  way. 

Again.  Mr.  President.  I  salute  South 
Dakota's  1995  National  Small  Business 
Week  Award  winners  and  thank  them 
for  their  efforts. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  as  of  the 
close  of  business  yesterday.  Thursday, 
May  4.  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,854,832,235,127.63.  On  a  per  capita 
basis,  every  man.  woman,  and  child  in 
America  owes  518.429.03  as  his  or  her 
share  of  that  debt. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  make  a  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  JEF- 
FORDS). Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  to  speak  for  a  short  period  of  time 
about  several  key  pieces  of  reform  leg- 
islation. I  ask  unanimous  consent  I  be 
allowed  to  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


POLITICAL  REFORM  LEGISLATION 
LONG  PAST  DUE 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  express  my  deep  concern — and 
even  some  indignation — that  several 
key  pieces  of  reform  legislation  con- 
tinue to  be  bottled  up  in  the  Congress, 
including  the  gift  ban.  the  lobbying  re- 
form bill,  and  tough,  sweeping  cam- 
paign finance  reforms.  I  am  more  con- 


vinced than  ever  that  one  of  the  key  is- 
sues, maybe  the  root  issue  of  American 
politics,  is  the  way  in  which  we  now 
have  to  finance  campaigns.  And  the 
sooner  we  move  toward  a  system  where 
we  are  able  to  get  a  lot  of  the  bigger 
money  out  of  politics  and  have  a  level 
playing  field  for  incumbents  and  chal- 
lengers and  figure  out  how  to  do  this  in 
a  sane  way.  the  sooner  we  will  have  a 
much  better  political  system. 

The  lobbying  disclosure  bill,  a  key 
piece  of  legislation  that  Senator  Levin 
has  taken  important  leadership  on.  is 
really  simple  and  straightforward.  But 
just  to  summarize,  what  this  legisla- 
tion says  is  that  those  who  are  actually 
paid  to  lobby,  hired  to  lobby,  ought  to 
be  officially  registered.  This  is  in  the 
spirit  of  accountability.  Nobody  is 
pointing  the  finger  at  those  who  lobby, 
or  suggesting  that  somehow  constitu- 
tional rights  for  citizens  to  petition 
our  Government  should  be  curtailed. 
We  are  simply  saying  that  we  ought  to 
have  openness  and  accountability  in 
this  political  process  by  requiring  all 
those  who  engage  in  lobbying  activities 
to  register. 

But  in  addition  to  lobbying  registra- 
tion and  campaign  finance  reform, 
what  I  want  to  focus  on  more  specifi- 
cally, at  least  for  a  short  time,  is  the 
gift  ban.  It  is  very  simple  and  very 
straightforward.  Americans  are  watch- 
ing closely  to  see  if  the  new  majority 
in  the  Congress  delivers  on  its  promise 
of  reform.  While  some  of  the  new  Mem- 
bers ran  for  office  on  reform  platforms. 
so  far  they  have  not  produced  much  of 
anything.  This  should  not  come  as  a 
surprise,  because  many  of  those  same 
people  who  talked  about  reform  were 
the  ones  who  blocked  major  reform  last 
year  in  each  of  these  areas.  I  think,  to- 
ward the  end  of  the  last  Congress— and 
I  will  just  editorialize  on  this  ques- 
tion—toward the  end  of  the  last  Con- 
gress I  think  the  effort  to  block  the 
gift  ban  reform  was  more  an  effort  to 
make  sure  that  Democrats  did  not  get 
any  credit  for  it.  It  really  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  high  ground  of  good  pub- 
lic policy.  I  believe  the  reform  prom- 
ises have  rung  hollow  all  along  and 
they  ring  even  more  hollow  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  an  editorial 
from  the  Washington  Post,  I  believe  it 
was  yesterday.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  it  be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  5.  1995J 
Would-Be  Reformers 

"Three  times  as  many  lobbyists  are  in  the 
streets  and  corridors  of  Washington  as  were 
here  20  years  ago,"  President  Clinton  de- 
clared in  his  State  of  the  Union  address  last 
January.  •The  American  people  look  at  their 
capital,  and  they  see  a  city  where  the  well- 
connected  and  the  well-protected  can  work 
the  system,  but  the  interests  of  ordinary 
citizens  are  often  left  out." 

"The  first  duty  of  our  generation  Is  to  re- 
establish integrity  and  a  bond  of  honesty  in 


11952 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


the  political  process."  said  Newt  Gingrich  in 
1990.  "We  must  punish  wrongdoers  in  politics 
and  government  and  pass  reform  laws  to 
clean  up  the  election  and  lobbying  systems. 
We  must  ensure  that  citizen  politics  defeats 
money  politics." 

Gosh— if  they  agree,  why  has  so  little  hap- 
pened in  this  Congress  on  behalf  of  political 
reform'!'  In  the  grand  days  of  January.  Con- 
gress took  a  step  forward  with  a  bill  requir- 
ing the  House  and  Senate  to  live  under  many 
of  the  same  labor  and  safety  laws  that  are 
applied  to  the  rest  of  the  country.  But  the 
major  items  that  might  change  the  system, 
such  as  lobbying  reform  and  new  laws  regu- 
lating campaign  fund-raising  and  spending, 
have  been.  well,  less  than  top  priorities  for 
either  the  new  Congress  or  the  president. 
Congress  put  on  a  big  show  over  that  crowd- 
pleasmg  issue,  term  limits.  But  a  Congress 
intent  on  taking  steps  to  restore  public  con- 
fidence does  not  have  to  resort  to  changing 
the  Constitution.  Simpler  measures  are 
available. 

Simplest  of  all  would  be  a  ban  on  the  var- 
ious sorts  of  gifts  lobbyists  and  others  can 
now  give,  perfectly  legally,  to  members  of 
Congress.  The  rules  covering  members  of 
Congress,  who  write  the  laws,  are  much 
looser  than  those  in  the  executive  branch. 
which  enforces  them.  It  would  not  take  great 
legislative  creativity  to  write  a  good  bill.  A 
fine  proposal  nearly  passed  Congress  last 
year.  It  would  ban  all  personal  gifts  from 
lobbyists  and  most  gifts  from  non-lobbyists, 
including  those  famous  "charity"  golf  and 
tennis  tournaments  through  which  interest 
groups  can  essentially  give  members  of  Con- 
gress and  their  families  tree  vacations.  A 
variant  of  the  bill  was  introduced  as  an 
amendment  in  the  Senate,  but  was  voted 
down  with  the  Republican  leadership  saying 
the  timing  was  inopportune.  Senate  Majority 
Leader  Robert  Dole  said  he'd  bring  the  issue 
back  this  month.  We'll  see. 

A  gift  ban  would  not  change  everything  in 
Washington.  It's  no  substitute  for  reforming 
the  campaign  spending  laws.  But  the  ban  is 
right  on  the  merits  and  would  be  a  potent 
way  for  members  of  Congress  to  back  up 
their  repeated  professions  that  they  want  to 
get  rid  nf  hu.sine.'vs  as  usual  in  Washington, 
shake  up  the  system  etc.  etc.  etc. 

In  the  last  Congress,  controlled  by  Demo- 
crats. Mr.  Clinton  failed  to  speak  out  force- 
fully for  political  reform  until  it  was  too 
late.  He  had  pledged— beginning  with  that 
State  of  the  Union  speech— to  fight  hard  for 
reform  this  time  around.  We're  waiting.  With 
the  administration  making  such  an  issue  of 
how  lobbyists  are  involved  in  writing  legisla- 
tion in  the  new  Congress,  you'd  think  the  re- 
form issue  would  be  a  natural  for  the  presi- 
dent. As  for  Mr.  Gingrich.  Mr.  Dole  and  all 
those  Republican  freshmen  who  say  they 
want  to  change  things,  they  have  the  major- 
ity. Will  they  make  good  on  their  words? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  This  editorial  in 
the  Washington  Post  yesterday  chal- 
lenged the  new  congressional  majority 
to  enact  a  number  of  cough,  sweeping 
political  reform  measures  that  have 
been  projxised  by  a  number  of  us  in 
Congress  but  that  have  been  bogged 
down  for  a  number  of  years. 

The  Post  observed  in  this  editorial 
that  the  simplest  and  most  straight- 
forward of  these  reforms  is  legislation 
to  impose  a  tough,  sweeping  ban  on 
gifts,  meals,  vacation  travel,  and  other 
perks — the  same  provisions  that  were 
killed  at  the  end  of  the  last  Congress. 


This  is  legislation  that  I  have  worked 
on  with  Senators  Levin.  Feingold. 
Lautenberg.  and  others.  Again,  the 
simplest  and  most  straightforward  of 
the  major  items  on  the  real  reform 
agenda,  if  we  are  serious  about  not  sep- 
arating the  lives  we  live  from  the 
words  we  speak,  is  legislation  that 
would  impose  a  tough  sweeping  ban  on 
gifts,  meals,  vacation,  travel,  and  other 
perks— the  same  provisions  that  were 
killed  by  a  Republican-led  filibuster  in 
the  waning  days  of  the  last  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  the  President  called 
for  lobbying  reform  and  a  gift  ban  in 
his  State  of  the  Union  Message.  But 
nothing  has  been  put  forward  by  my 
colleagues  in  the  majority.  Frozen  like 
deer  in  the  headlights,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  Chair,  they  refused  to  move 
forward  on  the  gift  ban.  Enthusiastic 
about  slashing  free  or  reduced-price 
school  lunches,  and  the  Chair  is  an  ex- 
ception, and  I  know  there  are  some 
other  colleagues  that  are  an  exception, 
but  I  will  hold  true  that  statement  I 
am  about  to  make — enthusiastic  about 
slashing  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
for  children,  reform  opponents  wither 
when  it  comes  to  eliminating  free 
lunches  for  MembPrs  of  the  Congress.  I 
mean  some  of  the  same  colleagues  who 
do  not  hesitate  to  vote  to  scale  back 
school  lunch  programs  are  also  the 
ones  who  voted  to  continue  to  allow 
free  lunches  for  themselves. 

I  do  not  think  this  bitter  irony  will 
be  lost  on  the  American  people.  I  in- 
tend to  make  sure,  along  with  other 
colleagues,  that  in  a  very  short  period 
of  time,  as  soon  as  appropriate,  we  will 
have  this  amendment  out  on  the  floor 
and  we  will  have  full-scale  debate  and 
every  Senator  will  again  be  asked  to 
vote  on  the  simple  proposition  that 
there  should  be  a  ban  on  gifts,  meals, 
vacation  travel,  and  other  perks  from 
special  interests  to  Members  of  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  long  past  time  for 
enactment  of  the  gift  ban.  This  bill 
would  significantly  change  the  Wash- 
ington culture.  It  is  larger  than  just 
the  piece  of  legislation.  People  want  to 
believe  in  this  political  process,  and 
when  people  read  about  or  find  out  that 
Senators  or  Representatives  have  this 
interest  or  that  interest  pay  for  vaca- 
tions trips  to  resorts  for  a  weekend  to 
play  golf  or  tennis  or  do  whatever,  peo- 
ple find  that  to  be  inappropriate.  And 
they  are  right. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  not  a  one  of 
us  that  likes  across-the-board  indis- 
criminate bashing  of  public  service.  We 
would  not  be  here  if  we  did  not  believe 
in  public  service.  But  if  you  want  peo- 
ple to  have  more  confidence  in  the  Con- 
gress, if  you  want  people  to  have  more 
confidence  in  this  institution,  and  you 
want  people  to  have  more  confidence  in 
each  individual  Member,  as  a  Senator 
representing  our  constituents  back 
home,  then  we  need  to  enact  this  tough 
gift  ban  legislation.  We  have  delayed 
for  far  too  long. 
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Mr.  President,  let  me  go  back  to  this 
Congress.  This  legislation  was  killed  at 
the  end  of  the  last  Congress  in  the  very 
last  days.  We  then  brought  back  the 
same  provisions  at  the  beginning  of 
this  session  in  January  when  we  had 
the  Congressional  Accountability  Act 
before  us  and  we  had  a  vote  on  the  gift 
ban  legislation.  At  that  time,  the  ma- 
jority leader  essentially  said  that  he 
intended  to  take  up  a  gift  ban  bill  in 
the  next  few  months,  and  to  have  it  on 
the  Senate  floor  in  May. 

Mr.  President,  I  remember  this  be- 
cause, first  of  all.  Senator  Levin,  my- 
self, Senator  Feingold,  Senator  Lau- 
tenberg, all  came  out  to  the  floor  and 
we  argued  that  the  congressional  ac- 
countability bill  provided  a  great  op- 
portunity for  us  to  impiose  a  com- 
prehensive ban  on  these  special  inter- 
est gifts.  That  was,  we  believed,  in 
keeping  with  the  general  theme  of  ac- 
countability to  the  citizenry,  and  not 
to  special  interests.  That  was  voted 
down,  on  a  virtually  party-line  vote. 

At  that  time,  the  majority  leader  in- 
dicated that  he  intended  to  take  up 
this  legislation  by  the  end  of  May.  or 
sometime  in  May. 

Then  I  came  back  with  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  which  would 
have  simply  put  the  Senate  on  record 
saying  that  we  will  take  this  up  by  the 
end  of  May.  That  too  was  voted  down. 
I  said,  wait  a  minute.  The  majority 
leader  just  said  that  he  intended  to  do 
this,  so  let's  put  the  whole  Senate  on 
record  that  by  May  we  will  have  this 
legislation  back  on  the  floor  for  full 
consideration.  Let  us  have  a  vote  to  af- 
firm what  the  majority  leader  had  just 
said  was  his  intention,  because  I  just 
had  this  sort  of  feeling  that  people 
were  going  to  continue  to  delay  and 
delay,  as  had  been  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  be  clear. 
Now  it  is  May  and  nothing  has  hap- 
pened; zero,  zippo,  nada.  nothing  has 
happened.  No  hearings  have  been  held. 
No  bills  have  been  introduced.  Nothing 
to  my  knowledge  on  the  gift  ban  legis- 
lation is  scheduled  for  floor  consider- 
ation any  time  soon. 

So  the  question  is:  Where  is  the  ma- 
jority party  on  this  issue,  where  are 
the  Republicans  with  their  version  of 
gift  reform?  Since  37  Republicans,  in- 
cluding the  majority  leader,  already 
cosponsored  at  the  end  of  last  year  the 
same  provisions  that  we  offered  in  Jan- 
uary and  will  offer  again,  as  I  said,  as 
soon  as  we  have  an  appropriate  vehicle 
on  the  floor,  what  changes  do  they  in- 
tend to  make  in  this  bill?  Do  they  in- 
tend again,  as  some  did  last  year— to 
try  to  gut  the  provisions  of  the  chari- 
table vacation  travel  to  golf  and  tennis 
hot  spots  like  Vail.  Aspen,  Florida,  or 
the  Bahamas  where  Members  are  wined 
and  dined  as  guests  of  lobbyists  and 
other  special  interests?  Because,  if 
they  intend  to  try  to  gut  those  provi- 
sions, we  intend  for  there  to  be  a  major 
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debate.  We  cannot  pass  something  say- 
ing we  are  not  going  to  take  gifts  with 
these  huge  gaping  holes  and  loopholes. 

Do  they  intend  again  to  try  to  hollow 
out  gift  ban  reforms  by  just  slightly 
lowering  the  thresholds  for  expensive 
meals,  sports  tickets,  and  other  gifts 
paid  for  by  special  interests  here  in 
Washington  so  that  they  can  say  they 
are  for  reform?  That  would  be  symbolic 
politics  at  its  worst. 

Let  me  just  simply  say  to  you,  Mr. 
President,  this  is  an  idea  whose  time 
has  come,  and  come,  and  come  again.  I 
have  been  working  on  this  for  just  over 
2  years  now,  and  the  real  standard  for 
gift  ban  reform  is  a  tightened-up  bill 
that  Senator  Levin  and  L  Senator 
Feingold  and  Senator  Lautenberg. 
put  forth  in  January.  We  will  come  to 
the  floor  and  we  will  offer  tough  gift 
ban  legislation.  I  believe  the  over- 
whelm.ing  majority  of  Senators,  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  alike,  should 
support  it.  We  really  have  had  exten- 
sive bipartisan  support  in  some  over- 
whelming votes  for  this  legislation. 
But  each  time  along  the  way  somebody 
or  somr  group  of  Senators  figures  out  a 
way  of  sidetracking  it. 

The  time  is  long  past  due  for  this  re- 
form. I  think  people  in  this  country 
really  are  in  a  reform  mood.  And  any 
Senator  or  Representative  who  believes 
that  campaign  finance  reform  or  lobby 
disclosure  or  gift  ban  is  just  something 
that  so-called  good  government  groups 
are  interested  in.  they  are  wrong.  Peo- 
ple want  us  to  represent  them  well. 
They  want  this  political  process  to  be 
open  and  accountable.  And  many  peo- 
ple, too  many  people,  believe,  and  un- 
fortunately I  think  they  are  right,  that 
too  few  people  have  too  much  access  to 
Senators  and  Representatives,  and  too 
many  people,  the  vast  majority  nf  peo- 
ple, are  left  out  of  the  decisionmaking 
loop,  left  out  of  the  equation. 

It  is  really  time  to  get  back  to  this 
reform  agenda  and  finish  up  our  work 
in  this  area.  There  are  three  critical 
parts,  all  of  which  I  intend  to  one  way 
or  another  help  bring  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  for  debate  One  is  campaign 
finance  reform.  That  is  fundamental. 
Another  is  the  lobby  disclosure,  on 
which  Senator  Levin  has  taken  a  key 
leadership  role.  The  other  is  the  gift 
ban,  where  I  will  continue  to  work  with 
Senators  Levin,  Lautenberg. 

Feingold.  and  others. 

I  look  forward  to  that  debate.  We  will 
have  that  amendment  out  here  on  the 
floor  soon  and  I  think  people  in  the 
country,  whether  they  are  Democrats, 
Republicans,  or  Independents,  will  hold 
us  accountable. 

I  look  forward  to  this  debate.  I  look 
forward  to  this  vote.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  our  tough,  sweeping 
gift  ban  legislation.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Vermont,  asks  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded.  And  without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECESS  UNTIL  12;30  P.M. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Vermont,  asks  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  until  the  hour  of  12:30  p.m. 
today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  11:36  p.m.,  recessed  until  12:30  p.m.: 
whereupon,  the  Senate  reassembled 
when  called  to  order  by  the  Presiding 
Officer  (Mr.  Grams). 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LL^BIL- 
ITY  AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Gorton  Amendment  No.  596,  In  the  nature 
of  a  substitute 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  the  Gorton  amend- 
ment numbered  596  to  the  bill  H.R.  956. 

In  my  capacity  as  a  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  might  pro- 
ceed for  15  minutes  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Chair 


TWO  U.S.  SENATORS 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  just 
want  to  say  a  few  words  about  two  U.S. 
Senators,  one  recently  deceased  and 
one  recently  embarked  on  a  spirited 
new  part  of  life,  both  of  them  dear 
friends  of  mine — Senator  John  Stennis 
of  Mississippi  and  Senator  David 
Pryor  of  Arkansas. 


SENATOR  JOHN  C.  STENNIS 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  Sen- 
ator Stennis  served  with  my  father  in 
the  U.S.  Senate.  My  father.  Milward  L. 
Simpson  of  Wyoming,  served  here  from 


1962  until  1966.  He  was  a  former  Gov- 
ernor of  Wyoming  from  1954  until  1958. 
then  came  to  the  US  Senate,  elected 
to  fulfill  a  4-year  term,  or  remaining  4- 
year  term,  of  a  young  man  who  had 
been  elected  to  the  Senate  and  died  be- 
fore he  was  sworn  in.  John  Stennis  and 
Mrs.  Stennis  immediately  greeted  my 
father  when  he  came  here  in  the  most 
cordial  way.  They  were  very  dear 
friends  of  my  parents 

I  must  say  that  the  philosophy  of  the 
western  Senator,  my  father,  and  the 
southern  gentleman,  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  were  much  the  same  with 
regard  to  national  defense,  fiscal  mat- 
ters, issues  of  substance  in  the  social 
area,  of  the  fabric  of  the  country,  and 
they  became  fast  friends.  I  recall  very 
distinctly  my  father  called  John  Sten- 
nis "Mr  Integrity."' 

My  father  invited  John  Stennis,  Sen- 
ator Willis  Robertson,  and  two  other 
persons  to  Wyoming.  I  recall  very  dis- 
tinctly. I  was  a  young  man  practicing 
law  in  Cody.  WY.  and  they  asked  me  to 
join  them.  Dad  took  his  two  Senate 
friends  fishing.  You  might  imagine 
that  John  had  not  ever  seen  too  much 
of  Rocky  Mountain  trout  fishing  nor 
the  attire  that  accompanies  such  ac- 
tivities. I  will  never  forget  him  coming 
from  his  cabin,  very  nattily  dressed, 
and  he  said.  "Milward.  is  this  what  we 
wear  when  we  fish  for  these  trout?"  My 
father  said.  "No.  I  think  we  need  some- 
thing more  than  that,  something  a  lit- 
tle different."  Off  they  went  to  enjoy  a 
remarkable  2  days  together. 

My  father  loved  John  Stennis.  and 
when  my  father  was  the  recipient  of 
the  Milward  L.  Simpson  Chair  of  Polit- 
ical Science  at  the  University  of  Wyo- 
ming, John  Stennis  served  as  his  hon- 
orary chairman,  and  said.  "If  there  is 
anything  I  can  do  for  my  friend, 
Milward  Simpson,  I  will  do  it."  So  it 
was  a  great  affection  and  relationship, 
a  true  friendship.  Then  when  I,  of 
course,  came  to  the  Senate.  John  Sten- 
nis was  the  first  to  greet  me.  He  said, 
■'If  there  is  anything  I  can  do  to  help 
you  or  smooth  your  path  here,  let  me 
do  it."  And  he  did. 

He  was  more  than  charitable,  kind, 
and  attentive  to  me  except,  of  course, 
when  I  tried  to  kill  off  the  Tennessee 
Tombigbee  Waterway.  Then  there  was 
a  definite  strain  in  our  relationship- 
momentary,  fleeting.  But  he  said, 
"Alan,  I  cannot  believe  that  you  would 
do  that."  And  he  was  right.  I  did  not 
believe  I  could,  and  did  not.  That  great 
waterway  is  a  great  tribute  to  person- 
ally the  perseverance  of  John  Stennis. 

But  what  he  told  me — and  I  shall 
never  forget— he  said  "Alan,  I  have 
been  watching  you."  I  had  been  here 
maybe  4  years  at  the  time.  "I  have  seen 
you  work.  I  know  how  hard  you  work." 
He  really  buoyed  me  up.  He  said.  "You 
want  to  remember  something  in  the 
Senate."  He  said.  "People  come  here, 
and  some  grow  and  some  swell."  I  shall 
never  forget  the  phrase.     "Some  grow 
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and  some  swell."  Indeed,  we  know  both 
categories.  I  think  I  have  done  a  little 
of  both.  But  when  I  did  swell,  I  was  put 
down  a  peg  or  two.  to  get  back  to  grow- 
ing instead  of  swelling. 

So  I  want  to  just  pay  tribute  to  John 
Stennis.  and  I  know  my  dear  parents, 
both  gone.  too.  would  have  wanted  me 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  very  dear  and  lovely 
friend,  and  to  his  memory,  which  will 
certainly  be  present  in  this  Chamber 
for  the  remainder  of  time.  He  was  deep- 
ly loved,  a  man  of  great  stature,  and 
truly  a  wonderful  gentleman,  truly  a 
gentleman. 

So  God  blesa  his  son  and  his  daughter 
who  survive  him.  They  have  a  wonder- 
ful heritage. 


SENATOR  DAVID  PRYOR 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  say  a  word  about  my  friend.  David 
Pryor. 

David  Pryor  has  determined  that  he 
will  now  retire  from  the  Senate,  and  we 
came  here  together  We  came  here  in 
the  class  of  1978.  There  was  a  class  of 
20.  the  largest  class  ever  to  come  into 
the  U.S.  Senate  at  one  time.  11  Repub- 
licans and  9  Democrats.  We  were  very 
close  Those  of  us  who  are  still  here  are 
still  very  close.  In  fact,  in  January  of 
this  year,  the  remaining  group  of  us 
met  together  and  had  dinner  together 
with  our  spouses,  and  shared  the  atti- 
tude of  how  can  we  make  the  place 
work  a  little  better  instead  of  just 
chopping  ourselves  to  pieces,  as  we 
sometimes  do  But  that  goes  with  the 
territory.  That  is  politics.  It  was  al- 
ways a  little  rough  and  tumble,  and  it 
still  will  be.  and  ever  shall  be,  world 
without  end. 

But  David  Pryor  and  Barbara— and 
there  is  a  remarkable  woman.  She  has 
chosen  to  take  a  little  of  a  secondary 
role  in  the  life  of  this  wonderful  man. 
Let  me  tell  you,  she  is  in  every  sense 
as  much  a  part  of  David's  success  in 
life  and  fiber  as  my  own  wife,  Ann,  is  of 
mine. 

So  David  and  I  came  here,  and  I  was 
placed  in  the  basement  of  the  Russell 
Building  because  it  was  thought  that  I 
was  No.  100.  Well,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  had  resigned  an  hour 
before  the  deadline  of  midnight  of  the 
New  Year.  So  I  was  not  100;  I  was  No. 
88,  which  was  a  significant  leapfrog.  We 
have  since  changed  that  We  do  not  do 
that  anymore.  But  nevertheless,  think- 
ing I  was  No.  100,  they  placed  me  in  the 
basement  of  the  Russell  Building,  with 
bars  on  the  windows,  which  were  not 
unfamiliar  to  me  from  some  of  my  ac- 
tivities in  youth.  But,  nevertheless,  it 
looked  like  the  sewers  of  Paris  down  in 
there. 

But  I  was  glad  to  have  any  kind  of 
opportunity  to  be  here,  thrilled  as  we 
all  are.  and  hope  always  will  be.  or  we 
shall  get  out.  David  Pryor.  who  I  had 
come  to  know  in  those  early  days, 
came  to  visit  me  in  my  dungeon  sur- 


roundings, the  durance  vile.  He  said. 
"This  is  quite  an  office  you  have  here." 
I  said.  "It  is.  But  at  least  I  am  here." 
He  said.  "You  need  something  to 
brighten  it  up."  I  said,  "Well,  that 
would  be  lovely.  I  think  you  are  right." 
So  later  in  the  afternoon  he  mailed  to 
me,  hand  carried  by  courier,  a  dead 
plant  with  the  leaves  dangling  in  gro- 
tesque, yellowish  brown  fashion.  He 
said  he  thought  that  the  plant  matched 
the  surroundings  of  what  I  had  there. 
And  then  he  later  showed  up  r>ersonall,v 
to  aissure  himself  that  I  had  received 
this  beautiful  plant  to  grace  my  new 
surroundings. 

Well,  that  is  part  of  David.  He  is  a 
wonderful  friend,  and  he  is  a  very  seri- 
ous man.  He  comes  to  this  floor,  and  he 
defends  his  friend,  his  principal  friend, 
who  is  a  man  named  Bill  Clinton. 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  used 
to  come  to  this  floor  and  defend  my 
friend,  a  man  I  had  known  for  35  years 
named  George  Bush,  President  of  the 
United  States.  And  David  and  I  have 
often  laughed  at  how  it  is  when  you  are 
a  close  friend  of  a  President,  because 
when  somebody  is  here  tearing  them 
up,  your  staff  says.  "Get  over  there; 
they  are  doing  something  bad."  and 
you  end  up  dropping  what  you  do  and 
you  come  over  to  defend  your  friend.  I 
have  done  that  with  George  Bush,  and 
I  have  seen  Dave  do  it  with  great  loy- 
alty for  his  friend  Bill  Clinton. 

I  have  always  admired  him.  I  have 
worked  with  him.  There  is  not  a  finer, 
more  principled  man.  a  man  of  remark- 
able honesty  and  directness,  and  a  man 
to  whom  I  once  said,  "David,  did  you 
run  for  president  of  the  first  grade''  Be- 
cause I  don't  think  you  have  missed 
any  part  of  politics.  I  think  you  have 
been  in  this  since  your  birth."  When 
you  look  at  the  public  record  that  he 
leaves  behind  as  a  legislator,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Arkansas  Assembly,  a  Con- 
gressman, a  Governor,  a  Senator,  the 
people  of  Arkansas  love  this  man.  and 
he  could  have  been  here  as  long  as  he 
wished.  He  has  decided,  however,  to  do 
something  many,  many  of  us  think 
about  more  and  more  often,  and  that  is 
stepping  away,  not  with  irritation  or 
hostility  or  angst  or  anguish,  just 
knowing  that  there  are  other  things  to 
do  in  life,  stepping  away  just  as  a  per- 
son such  as  Jack  Danforth  of  Mis- 
souri—no regret,  no  recrimination,  just 
stepping  away. 

That  is  what  David  has  chosen  to  do, 
and  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  wish  him 
well.  And  he  will  do  well.  He  looks  spir- 
ited and  relieved  and  released,  had  a 
snappy  tan  to  his  face,  lilt  to  his  step 
the  other  day— he  had  gone  golfing,  a 
shocking  revelation. 

And  so  to  David  and  to  Barbara,  spe- 
cial people  of  special  depth,  special 
substance  and  sensitivity,  and  their 
children,  David,  Jr.,  Mark,  and  Scott, 
who  are  great  friends  of  our  daughter 
Susan— they  grew  up  together  here  in 
Washington— to     DAV^D     and     Barbara 


Pryor.  with  whom  we  have  shared 
much,  spent  time  together,  talked  of 
things  much  deeper  than  legislation.  I 
say  Godspeed.  I  join  in  wishing  them 
well  in  a  new  chapter  of  their  lives 
which  will  be  very,  very  fulfilling  to 
them.  I  am  sure,  knowing  the  type  of 
people  they  are. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Coverdell).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


RECESS  UNTIL  1:50  P.M. 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  and  my 
colleagues  who  are  not  on  the  floor  but 
are  probably  in  their  offices,  we  are 
waiting  for  an  amendment  to  be  draft- 
ed. It  may  be  another  15  to  30  minutes. 
Rather  than  have  the  Senate  in  ses- 
sion. I  will  move  in  a  second  that  we 
recess  for  30  minutes. 

It  is  our  hope  to  have  an  amendment 
prepared  on  which  we  will  vote  Mon- 
day, followed  by  a  cloture  vote  on 
Tuesday.  We  are  trying  to  reach  that 
agreement,  and  right  now  they  are  in 
the  process  of  drafting  the  amendment. 

I  move  that  we  stand  in  recess  until 
1:50. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  1:16  p.m.. 
recessed  until  1:51  p.m.:  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order    by    the    Presiding    Officer    (Mr. 

COVERDEI,LK 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Georgia,  suggests  the 
absence  of  a  quorum.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


MOVED  BY  TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR 
JOHN  C.  STENNIS 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  recently  I 
received  a  letter  from  a  Dr.  Wayne  M. 
Miller  of  Killeen.  Texas.  The  letter  was 
in  reference  to  my  recent  eulogy  for 
the  late  and  beloved  Senator  John 
Cornelius  Stennis. 

Dr.  Miller  wrote  that  he  was  deeply 
moved  by  the  tribute,  so  much  so  that 
he  sat  down  and  composed  a  poem  after 
hearing  it.  I  call  attention  to  the  letter 
and  to  the  poem  enclosed  with  it  be- 
cause it  demonstrates  not  only  the  sen- 
sitivity and  talent  of  the  writer,  but 


also  the  power  and  the  passion  which 
words  can  evoke. 

In  these  days  of  often  destructive, 
rude,  and  even  dangerous  rhetoric,  let 
us  stop  and  reflect  on  the  tremendous 
power  of  our  words. 

Such  reflection  may  help  those  of  us 
in  public  life  and  in  the  media  to  strive 
to  use  our  voices  to  inspire  rather  than 
to  enflame. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Dr.  Wayne  M.  Miller's  letter 
and  poem  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

KlLLEEN,  TX. 
April  27.  1995. 
U.S.  Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Byrd.  when  I  tuned  in  to  a 
C-Span  telecast  last  night,  I  caught  the  lat- 
ter part  of  your  eloquent  tribute  to  the  late 
Senator  Stennis.  It  was  truly  one  of  the 
greatest  speeches  I  have  ever  heard.  To  be 
sure,  it  had  the  two  basic  ingredients  of  a 
great  speech:  substantive  thinking,  and  rhe- 
torical skills  to  effectively  express  it. 

Although  I  am  not  a  West  Virginian.  I  have 
admired  your  accomplishments  and  the  stat- 
ure of  your  leadership.  I  was  reared  just 
eighty  miles  north  of  Wheeling,  in  a  small 
town  of  Harmony,  Pennsylvania.  After  serv- 
ing as  chaplain  in  the  Air  Force.  I  became  a 
field  director  for  American  Red  Cross — and 
am  now  retired  with  that  organization.  For 
the  past  sixteen  years  I  have  been  teaching 
composition  and  rhetoric  at  Central  Texas 
College. 

Would  it  be  possible  to  have  a  copy  of  your 
outstanding  speech?  I  would  be  ever  so  grate- 
ful! 

I  am  so  happy  that  we  still  have  statesmen 
of  your  caliber  in  our  nation's  capital.  I  am 
enclosing  a  f>oem  which  I  wrote  after  listen- 
ing to  you  on  television.  It  reflects,  in  some 
small  measure,  my  responsiveness  to  your 
deeply.  movln»f  words. 
Respectfully, 

Wayne  M.  Miller. 

Enclosure. 
To  the  Honorable  Mr.  Byrd.  Distinguished  U.S. 
Senator  from  the  State  of  West  Virginia, 
after  hearing  the  stirring  tribute  delivered 
on  the  floor  of  Congress  for  the  late  Senator 
John  Stennis  of  Mississippi  (1901-1995): 

'i''our  well  selected  words,  like  highly  pol- 
ished marble 

(Uniquely  Mr.  Byrd'sl) 

Were   fitted   in   a  pyramid  of  architectural 

marvel- 
Arousing  such  a  sentiment  in  the  shaping  of 
your  thoughts 

Keen  emotions  were  unharnessed  from  what 
common  birth  allots 

And.  untouted.  undergirds 

The  daily  warp  and  woof  of  our  fabric  of  ex- 
istence. 

You  talked  about  our  too  brief  pilgrimage. 

And  you  pricked  our  unsuspecting  Achilles 
Heel 

When  you  sharpened  our  awareness  of  fragil- 
ity 

That  stamps  the  mold  of  our  mortality— 

And  your  sobering  reflection  of  the  little 
bird 

That  fluttered  through  the  crack  from  the 
raging  storm 

Into  the  blinding  light  of  the  banquet  hall. 

And  then,  so  very  soon,  fluttered  out  again- 


Demonstrated  our  fitful  wandering. 

Our    groping    sightlessness,    our    straining 

stammering. 
Our  hurried  exit  from  the  ever-bllndlng  light 
Of  the  babbling  banquet  hall  and    much  ado 

about  nothing." 

■You  addressed  so  poignantly  the  human  pre- 
dicament 

In  the  never  ending  journey  "east  of  Eden"— 

Never  ending,  that  is. 

Until  that  special  day  of  reckoning 

When  all  our  shattered  dreams,  our  broken 
vows .  .  . 

Will  have  their  consummation 

In  all-glorious  transformation 

From  the  ugly  to  the  beautiful 

And  the  painful  to  the  joyful 

Where  there  will  be  no  night. 

No  parting  and  no  sorrow. 

You  led  us  like  thirsting  sheep 

To  the  oasis  of  our  being— 

The  wells  of  spiritual  refreshment 

Where  first  we  saw  the  mirroring  of  our  Im- 
poverished selves 

And  then  experienced  the  waters  that  revive 
us 

And  show  us  the  way  of  day. 

You  showed  us  what  we  are — 

And  what  we  can  become 

In  the  "long  journey  into  night" 

While  we  suffer  in  our  little  rooms. 

Waiting  for  the  fateful  end- 
To  be  transposed  by  the  Great  Composer 

From  our  dlschords  into  harmonies. 

Rejoicing  with  the  Children  of  the  Light. 
Wayne  Meredith  Miller. 
1995  Nominee  for  Poet  of  the  Year. 

Mr.  B'YRD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  NAOMI  NOVER 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  on  April  22. 
the  Washington  journalism  community 
lost  one  of  its  most  enduring  figures. 
For  decades.  Naomi  Nover  was  a  dis- 
tinctive presence  on  Capitol  Hill  and  at 
the  White  House,  often  claiming  a 
front-row  seat  at  Presidential  news 
conferences.  Known  for  her  persever- 
ance and  her  determination  to  con- 
tinue her  passion  for  journalism, 
Naomi  fell  ill  last  month  while  renew- 
ing her  Senate  press  credentials.  It  was 
the  first  day  for  gallery  members  to 
renew  their  press  cards,  and  as  usual, 
Naomi  was  one  of  the  first  in  line. 

A  native  of  Buffalo,  NY.  she  and  her 
husband  Barney  moved  to  Washington 
in  1936.  After  receiving  a  masters  de- 
gree from  George  Washington  Univer- 
sity, she  worked  with  her  husband  for 
the  Denver  Post,  wrote  a  column  called 
"Washington  Dateline,  "  produced  a 
radio  program  called  "Views  and  Inter- 
views," and  when  Barney  Nover  retired 
from  the  Denver  Post  in  1971,  Naomi 
cofounded  the  Nover  News  Bureau. 
After  her  husband  passed  away  in  1973, 


Naomi  established  a  journalism  prize 
in  his  memory,  the  Bamet  Nover  Me- 
morial Award,  given  for  journalistic 
excellence  at  the  annual  White  House 
Correspondents  Association  dinner. 

Naomi's  perseverance  wais  legendary. 
Sam  Donaldson  tells  an  admiring  story 
about  the  time  Naomi  was  hit  by  a 
truck  while  crossing  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue. "The  vehicle  was  almost  to- 
talled," Donaldson  says.  "She  walked 
away  without  a  scratch  "  President 
Clinton  called  her  "years  of  dedication 
to  her  craft  and  her  efforts  to  cover 
events  *  *  *  a  lesson  to  us  all  in  hard 
work  and  the  persistence  of  the  human 
spirit." 

Mr.  President,  I  know  all  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  sending  our  warmest 
condolences  to  Naomi's  friends  and 
family. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr  President.  I  say  for 
the  benefit  of  my  colleagues  and  others 
who  would  probably  like  to  get  out  of 
here,  we  are  waiting  for  an  amendment 
to  be  drafted.  It  is  almost  complete. 
Upon  completion,  it  will  be  sent  to  the 
desk.  Then  there  will  be  a  cloture  peti- 
tion filed,  and  we  will  be  able  to  leave 
for  the  day. 

It  should  not  be  long.  I  am  told  15  or 
20  minutes. 


THE  STAKES  IN  LEGAL  REFORM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  we  con- 
tinue the  legal  reform  debate,  I  think 
it  is  important  to  take  a  few  minutes 
and  focus  on  what  is  and  is  not  at  stake 
here. 

WTiat  is  at  stake  is  whether  we  are 
going  to  continue  with  a  legal  system 
that  is  too  costly,  too  long,  and  too  un- 
fair. What  is  at  stake  is  whether  the 
powerful  trial  lawyers  lobby  will  con- 
tinue to  protect  their  privileges 
through  irresponsible  scare  tactics. 

Because,  let  Members  be  clear,  the 
last  week  has  demonstrated  not  only 
that  the  American  people — over  83  per- 
cent^want  reform;  a  majority  of  the 
Senate  wants  reform  too. 

Only  President  Clinton  and  his  trial 
lawyer  allies  defend  the  status  quo. 

What  they  will  not  do,  however.  Is 
engage  in  a  debate  on  the  merits.  I  was 
disappointed  to  see  President  Clinton 
I)arrot  the  standard  trial  lawyer  line 
that  legal  refomi  protected  "drunk 
drivers,  murderers,  rapists,  and  abusers 
of  women  and  children   " 

Mr.  President.  I  have  been  here 
awhile,  but  I  must  say  that  I  rarely 
have  seen  such  an  offensive  twisting  of 
the  truth.  President  Clinton  knows 
better  and  he  should  be  ashamed  of  en- 
gaging in  such  tactics. 

The  truth  is  that  we  have  State  and 
Federal  criminal  codes  to  deal  with 
these  people.  The  real  irony  that  is  ap- 
parently lost  on  President  Clinton  is 
that  those  same  criminal  codes  gen- 
erally  contain— in   addition   to  prison 
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terms— fines  and  penalties  that  are 
typically  $5,000  or  $10,000  for  serious 
felonies. 

Those  criminal  fines  are  only  a  very 
small  fraction  of  the  multimillion-dol- 
lar punitive  damage  award.  So  why  is 
President  Clinton  not  attacking  the 
criminal  code  for  protecting  criminals? 
Why  have  his  crime  proposals  not  ever 
addressed  this  issue? 

Because  this  is  about  politics,  not 
policy.  Our  legal  reforms  focus  on  the 
civil  code,  not  the  criminal  code.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  knows  that. 

But  President  Clinton  also  knows 
who  raised  millions  of  dollars  for  him 
in  1992 — the  trial  lawyers.  And  he 
knows  who  raised  $25  million  for  Demo- 
crat House  and  Senate  candidates  be- 
tween 1989  and  1994 — the  trial  lawyers 

Think  about  it.  There  is  a  lot  talk  of 
special  interests  in  this  town,  but  no 
single-issue  group  comes  anywhere 
close  to  bringing  this  much  money  to 
bear  on  Federal  campaigns.  And  no 
other  group  is  so  generous  and  so  ex- 
clusively for  the  party  of  President 
Clinton. 

So,  despite  the  evidence  that  there  is 
bipartisan  support  for  these  reports — 
and  expanding  them  so  that  every 
American  can  benefit — when  the  chips 
were  down,  the  trial  lawyers  and  Presi- 
dent Clinton  started  trying  to  scare 
the  American  people. 

And  yesterday,  that  tactic  worked. 
Only  two  Democrats  voted  for  reform. 
But  this  tactic  will  fail  in  the  end.  I  am 
proud  that  we  are  trying  to  pass  legal 
reform  that  benefits  as  many  Ameri- 
cans as  possible.  I  will  continue  to 
work  for  reforms  that  help  small  busi- 
nesses, and  volunteer  and  charitable 
organizations. 

I  believe  the  American  people  see 
past  the  irresponsible  rhetoric.  They 
know  we  are  continuing  to  fight  for 
their  interests. 

But  the  reality,  Mr.  President,  is 
that  we  cannot  bring  this  debate  to  a 
close  without  bipartisan  support. 
Forty-five  Republicans  did  their  part. 
Reform  will  not  happen  unless  the 
Democrats  put  the  interests  of  the 
American  people  ahead  of  the  interests 
of  the  trial  lawyers  and  their  huge  fi- 
nancial stake  in  the  Democrat  Party. 

I  plan  to  bring  this  bill  to  a  vote 
again  on  Monday  or  Tuesday.  The 
American  iJeople  need  and  deserve 
these  reforms,  and  I  for  one  do  not  in- 
tend to  allow  scare  tactics  to  deter  us 
from  our  responsibility  to  pass  a  legal 
reform  package. 

We  hope  to  bring  this  bill  to  a  vote. 
We  think  the  American  people  want 
Members  to  vote.  We  believe  there  is 
still  a  possibility  because  there  is  some 
bipartisan  support.  We  will  have  to 
have  60  votes.  That  is  what  happens  in 
this  place.  We  need  60  votes  to  shut  off 
debate,  so  we  can  pass  even  a  narrowed 
product  liability  bill. 

We  believe  it  is  a  big  step  in  the  right 
direction  and  I  hope  we  will  have  the 


bipartisan  support  that  Senator  Rocke- 
feller from  West  Virginia  and  Sen- 
ator Gorton  from  Washington  have 
been  working  for,  for  the  past  2  weeks. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a 
period  for  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MEASURES  READ  THE  FIRST  TIME 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
time: 

S.  761.  A  bill  to  improve  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  respond  to  the  inter- 
national terrorist  threat. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC— 864.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's 
Designee  to  the  Federal  Housing  Finance 
Board,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port under  the  Inspector  General  Act;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-865.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Affairs), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
a  Presidential  Determination  relative  to  the 
People's  Republic  of  China:  to  Che  Commit- 
tee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC— 866.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent and  Chairman  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port  relative   to   transaction   involving   ex- 


ports to  Chile;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

E0867.  A  communication  from  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  the  study  on  the  Impact  of  the 
payment  of  interest  on  reserves;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-868.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  interim  report  on  the  Com- 
mercial Vehicle  Information  System  fea- 
sibility study;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation 

EC— 869  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  for  the  Strategic  Petroleum 
Reserve  for  the  period  October  I  through  De- 
cember 31.  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EO-870.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  no- 
tice relative  to  the  Stafford  Act;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EO-871.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  provide  authorization  of  appro- 
priations for  the  U.S.  International  Trade 
Commission  for  fiscal  year  1997;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

EO-872.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  "The 
U.S.  Air  Traffic  Service  Corporation  Act";  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-873.  A  communication  from  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  re- 
vised deferral  and  two  revised  rescission  pro- 
posals; referred  jointly,  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  January  30.  1975.  as  modified  by  the 
order  of  April  11.  1986.  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  to  the  Committee  on  Finance,  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources, 
and  to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

EC-874.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  report  of  the  activities  re- 
lating to  the  Deepwater  Port  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1994;  referred  jointly,  pursuant  to  33 
U.S.C.  1519.  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation,  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

EO-875.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  cumulative  report 
on  rescissions  and  deferrals  for  fiscal  year 
1995;  referred  jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order 
of  January  30.  1975.  as  modified  by  the  order 
of  April  11.  1986.  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry,  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs,  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation, to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works,  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources,  and  to  the 
Committee  on  Small  Business. 


By  Mr.  HELMS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations: 

Treaty  Doc.  102-15  Treaty  With  Panama  on 
Mutual  Assistance  in  Criminal  Matters 
(Exec.  Rept.  104-3) 

Te.xt  of  the  Committee-Recommended 
Resolution  of  Advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate 
advise  and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  the 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica and  the  Republic  of  Panama  On  Mutual 
Assistance  in  Criminal  Matters.  With  An- 
nexes and  Appendices,  signed  at  Panama  on 
April  11.  1991.  The  Senate's  advice  and  con- 
sent is  subject  to  the  following  two  provisos, 
which  shall  not  be  included  in  the  instru- 
ment of  ratification  to  be  signed  by  the 
President: 

Nothing  in  this  Treaty  requires  or  author- 
izes legislation,  or  other  action, by  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  America  prohibited  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  as  interpreted 
by  the  United  SUtes. 

Pursuant  to  the  rights  of  the  United  States 
under  this  Treaty  to  deny  requests  which 
prejudice  its  essential  public  policy  or  inter- 
est, the  United  States  shall  deny  a  request 
for  assistance  when  the  Central  Authority, 
after  consultation  with  all  appropriate  intel- 
ligence, anti-narcotic,  and  foreign  policy 
agencies,  has  specific  Information  that  a  sen- 
ior government  official  who  will  have  access 
to  information  to  be  provided  under  this 
Treaty  is  engaged  in  or  facilitates  the  pro- 
duction or  distribution  of  Illegal  drugs. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By    Mr.    DASCHLE    (for    himself.    Mr. 
BiDEN.  Mr.  Kohl.  Mrs.  Feinstein.  and 
Mr.  DODD): 
S.  761.  A  bill  to  improve  the  ability  of  the 
United    States    to    respond    to    the    inter- 
national terrorist  threat;  read  the  first  time. 
By  Mr.  HARKIN: 
S.  762.   A  bill   to  implement  General   Ac- 
counting Office  recommendations  regarding 
the   use   of  commercial   software   to  detect 
billing  code  abuse  in  Medicare  claims  proc- 
essing, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The    following   executive    reports   of 
committees  were  submitted: 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By    Mr.    DASCHLE   (for   himself, 

Mr.     BiDEN,     Mr.     KOHL,     Mrs. 

Feinsteln,  and  Mr.  Dodd): 

S.  761.  A  bill  to  improve  the  ability  of 

the   United   States  to   respond   to   the 

international  terrorist  threat;  read  the 

first  time. 

THE  OMNIBUS  COUNTERTERRORISM  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  terrible  bombing  in  Oklahoma  City 
more  than  2  weeks  ago,  we  have  been 
forced  to  consider  what  the  society 
should  do  in  self-defense  against  poten- 
tially deadly  maniacs  who  think  that 
killing  defenseless  people  is  a  way  to 
send  a  political  message  or  effect  polit- 
ical change. 

This  is  an  enduring  challenge  for  a 
democracy.  We  have  faced  it  before. 
There  is  no  easy  answer. 


We  cannot  afford  to  give  the  terror- 
ists what  they  want  to  achieve — the 
subversion  of  our  free  institutions— in 
the  effort  to  prevent  their  terrorist 
acts.  But  we  cannot  remain  complacent 
in  the  face  of  determined  threats  ei- 
ther. 

The  President  has  sent  to  Congress 
his  proposal  to  give  Federal  law  en- 
forcement additional  resources  and 
tools  to  use  in  combating  domestic  and 
international  terrorism  on  American 
soil.  It  includes  commonsense  expan- 
sion of  FBI  investigative  authorities  in 
counterterrorism  cases,  such  as  access 
to  credit  reports  and  travel  and  hotel 
records,  which  are  routinely  available 
to  State  and  local  law  enforcement  au- 
thorities in  criminal  investigations. 

It  will  speed  the  process  of  adding 
chemical  taggants  to  explosives,  as 
well  as  moving  more  siggressively  into 
taggant  and  related  explosives  re- 
search. 

It  will  expand  the  FBI's  ability  to  use 
trace-and- track  devices  and  pen  reg- 
isters to  capture  the  phone  numbers 
dialed  from  or  coming  in  to  a  particu- 
lar telephone.  It  does  not  abandon  the 
requirement  of  American  law  that  no 
phone  may  be  tapped  without  an  ex- 
plicit warrant,  issued  only  when  there 
is  probable  cause  to  suspect  criminal 
activity. 

The  package  of  proposals  includes 
added  penalties  and  some  broader  Fed- 
eral felony  offenses,  whose  purpose  is 
to  conform  the  law  with  respect  to  ex- 
plosives to  the  existing  law  that  covers 
firearms. 

Coupled  with  the  President's  earlier 
antiterrorism  bill  directed  at  inter- 
national terrorism,  this  is  a  sound  step 
to  respond  to  a  national  threat  without 
throwing  overboard  the  civil  rights  of 
law-abiding  citizens. 

The  consensus  of  those  who  work  in 
this  field  is  that,  although  the  cold  war 
is  over,  the  war  against  terrorism  is 
Just  beginning.  Experts  make  some 
chilling— and  compelling— arguments. 

In  the  century  preceding  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing,  although  terrorist 
groups  were  numerous,  and  although 
horrible  murders,  kidnapings,  and 
other  crimes  by  them  were  frequent, 
there  were  fewer  than  a  dozen  terrorist 
attacks  that  cost  more  than  100  lives. 

There  is  reason  to  fear,  according  to 
experts,  that  this  trend  is  shifting. 
Where  once  terrorists  would  take  hos- 
tages and  threaten  the  lives  of  1  or  2  or 
20  people  if  their  demands  were  not 
met,  they  no  longer  issue  specific  de- 
mands. They  take  fewer  and  fewer  hos- 
tages. 

Instead,  they  attack  more  soft  tar- 
gets, where  civilian  casualties  are 
bound  to  be  higher.  They  are  aiming 
less  at  a  particular  demand  and  more 
at  terrorizing  the  entire  society. 

They  build  more  car  bombs  and  un- 
dertake more  suicide  attacks;  they  at- 
tack civilians  in  crowds— airplanes, 
subways,    and    office    buildings.    They 


make  fewer  explicit  demands,  but  their 
broader  demands  are  more  apocalyptic. 

If  this  trend  continues,  instead  of  a 
cold  war  atmosphere  of  threat  and 
counterthreat,  of  massive  nuclear 
stockpiles  poised  to  strike  each  other's 
targets,  we  face  the  prospect  of  random 
violence — impossible  to  predict,  impos- 
sible to  counter,  impossible  to  explain. 

A  civilized  society  can  live  with 
many  fears.  We  lived  with  the  fear  of 
nuclear  holocaust  for  almost  50  years, 
yet  our  society  became  freer  through- 
out that  time.  The  great  advances  in 
civil  rights  and  protections  against 
Government  were  postwar. 

But  no  civilized  society  will  survive 
the  threat  of  random  terror.  It  cannot. 
We  must  be  able  to  feel  secure  as  we 
travel  to  our  workplaces  each  day.  as 
we  sit  at  our  desks  or  man  our  service 
counters — that  we  will  end  the  day  pre- 
dictably, by  going  home,  making  din- 
ner, performing  the  normal  pattern  of 
tasks  and  duties  we  face. 

If  we  ever  reach  the  point  where  ran- 
domized terror  can  paralyze  us,  can 
make  Americans  distrust  each  other- 
distrust  the  safety  of  the  next  few 
hours — the  terrorists  will  have  won,  be- 
cause we  will  be  what  they  want  us  to 
be:  an  atomized  nation,  without  com- 
munity, without  security,  without  any- 
thing except  fear  for  immediate  indi- 
vidual survival. 

That  is  where  these  people  want  to 
take  us.  We  have  to  combat  this,  with- 
out becoming  savages,  without  losing 
our  perspective,  without  succumbing  to 
paralyzing  fear. 

It  is  not  going  to  be  easy.  If  the  ex- 
perts are  right,  and  apocalyptic  terror- 
ism is  what  the  future  holds,  we  will 
face  challenges  our  system  has  never 
before  been  forced  to  face.  We  will  have 
to  ask  ourselves  questions  that  we 
have  never  before  raised. 

A  growing  number  of  terrorist  groups 
believe  they  are  fighting  a  holy  war- 
That  change  has  changed  the  nature  of 
what  they  are  prepared  to  do.  the  risks 
they  themselves  are  prepared  to  run, 
and  the  damage  they  are  prepared  to 
inflict. 

This  change  presents  us.  as  a  society, 
with  a  challenge  as  well.  Americans  are 
of  diverse  faiths,  but  we  are  among  the 
most  religious  people  in  the  industri- 
alized world  today.  We  respect  the 
faith  of  others,  and  we  respect  the  de- 
mands of  their  religion.  Our  respect  for 
religious  belief  is  not  enshrined  only  in 
our  first  amendment.  It  is  an  instinc- 
tive American  habit  not  to  second- 
guess  the  faith  of  your  neighbor. 

And  yet.  if  terrorism  comes  claiming 
religious  sanction,  we  have  to  face  it. 
And  this  bill  will  help  us. 

Since  1990.  40  percent  of  all  terrorist 
acts  worldwide  have  been  committed 
explicitly  against  American  targets. 
That  is.  in  large  part,  because  the  suc- 
cess of  our  society  is  a  standing  refuta- 
tion of  the  beliefs  of  many  of  these 
groups.  Unless  our  system  can  be  de- 
stroyed, their  vision  cannot  be  vindi- 
cated. 
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This  is  believed  by  domestic  groups 
as  well  as  groups  overseas. 

Reports  that  some  Americans  think 
they  have  to  shoot  down  military  heli- 
copters on  routine  training  missions 
are  surfacing.  A  Member  of  Congress 
has  even  proposed  requiring  Federal 
law  enforcement  eigents  to  be  formally 
deputized  by  local  authorities  before 
they  can  carry  out  their  responsibil- 
ities. Reports  of  threats  against  local 
officials  have  discouraged  involvement 
in  local  government  meetings  in  some 
regions. 

I  do  not  believe  that  words  alone 
cause  terrorist  acts.  I  do  not  think 
anyone  seriously  believes  so.  But  I  do 
believe  that  a  culture  is  comprised  of 
many  factors,  feeding  into  its  hopes 
and  fears,  and  I  do  believe  that  a  cul- 
ture changes  as  the  factors  feeding  its 
hopes  and  playing  on  its  fears  change. 

When  people  in  the  mainstream  be- 
come careless  with  words,  they  breach 
barriers  that  create  a  new  set  of  as- 
sumptions. Barriers,  once  breached,  are 
permeable  in  both  directions.  The  lu- 
nacy of  the  fringe  enters  the  main- 
stream even  as  the  careless  or  cal- 
culated words  of  the  mainstream  cre- 
ate a  new  defining  normalcy.  Senator 
MOYNIHAN  has  spoken  about  a  society 
that  redefines  deviancy.  Those  aggres- 
sively seeking  to  make  their  mark  on 
our  society  should  examine  how  they 
are  defining  normalcy. 

We  are  warned  by  the  Tokyo  subway 
bombing  earlier  this  year  that  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  need  not  be  explo- 
sives. Easily  manufactured  chemical 
and  biological  weapons  can  be  as  dead- 
ly and  effective  when  the  goal  is  to  ter- 
rorize a  community. 

Before  it  collapsed,  the  Soviet  Union 
operated  the  largest  biological  warfare 
production  facility  in  the  world,  em- 
ploying 15.000  scientists.  These  people 
had  developed  a  form  of  bubonic  plague 
that  W81S  resistant  to  26  antibiotics,  a 
form  of  fast-spreading  meningitis. 
agents  that  could  be  introduced  into 
water  systems  or  into  the  air  in  cli- 
mate-controlled buildings. 

Today,  these  people  face  the  eco- 
nomic collapse  of  the  system  that  sup- 
ported them  as  highly  paid  and  privi- 
leged specialists.  All  they  need  to  re- 
create their  deadly  work  is  carried  in 
their  own  brains.  The  temptation  to 
sell  that  knowledge  outside  of  Russian 
borders  cannot  be  ignored  at  a  time 
when  the  value  of  their  monthly  wages 
has  fallen  to  less  than  S70. 

Again,  this  threat  is  not  limited  to 
international  terrorists.  In  August 
1994.  our  own  FBI  arrested  two  mem- 
bers of  a  group  calling  itself  the  Patri- 
ots' Council  in  Minneapolis.  This  group 
was  concocting  ricin.  a  neurotoxin  that 
can  be  produced  from  the  common 
castor  bean  plant. 

An  equally  deadly  potential  is  the 
contamination  of  a  conventional  bomb 
with  radioactivity.  Since  May  1994. 
there  have  been  39  separate  incidents  of 


nuclear  materials  diversion  in  Eastern 
and  Southern  Europe.  It  Is  not  nec- 
essary for  radioactive  material  to  be 
made  into  an  explosive  device  like  a 
bomb.  The  contamination  of  a  conven- 
tional bomb  with  radioactive  materials 
is  simpler;  its  terrifying  effect  would 
be  as  great. 

These  threats  are  not  speculative. 
Unfortunately,  they  are  all  too  real. 

We  cannot  and  must  not  succumb  to 
the  temptation  of  regarding  everyone 
with  oddball  notions  as  a  potential 
threat.  But.  unfortunately,  neither  can 
we  write  off  all  oddballs  as  harmless. 

It  is  the  goal  of  the  President's 
counterterrorism  approach  that  we  be 
able  to  make  the  distinctions  between 
the  harmless  and  the  potentially  dan- 
gerous before  the  dangerous  are  able  to 
strike  again,  not  afterward. 

I  believe  it  is  a  balanced  package  of 
proposals  that  does  not  go  too  far.  We 
should  pass  this  legislation  promptly, 
without  detouring  into  the  partisan  po- 
litical minefields  some  have  suggested. 
Curtailing  the  appellate  rights  of 
prisoners  on  death  row  is  not  going  to 
change  the  murderous  intentions  of 
terrorist  groups.  The  extraneous  politi- 
cally motivated  inclusion  of  these 
kinds  of  provisions  does  a  disservice  to 
the  cause  of  counterterrorism.  It  does 
not  move  us  forward:  it  is  intentionally 
and  purposefully  divisive. 

I  very  much  regret  that  this  is  on  the 
agenda  of  some  in  the  wake  of  a  na- 
tional tragedy.  I  would  hope  that  these 
issues  could  be  abandoned  for  the  time 
being,  out  of  respect  for  the  families  of 
the  victims  of  the  Oklahoma  bombing 
and  so  that  we  may  enact  the  nec- 
essary counterterrorism  legislation  ex- 
peditiously. We  have  plenty  of  time  for 
politics  later.  This  is  a  time  that  de- 
mands unity. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  section-by-section  analysis 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial weis  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

SEcnoN-BY-SEcnoN  Analysis 

Section  1. 

Section  1  states  that  the  short  title  for  the 
Act  is  ••The  Omnibus  Counterterrorism  Act 
of  1995. •• 

Section  2. 

Section  2  provides  a  Table  of  Contents  for 
the  Act. 

Section  3. 

Section  3  sets  forth  the  congressional  find- 
ings and  purposes  for  the  Act. 

Section  101. 

The  purpose  of  section  101  Is  to  provide  a 
more  certain  and  comprehensive  basis  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  respond  to  future 
acts  of  International  terrorism  carried  out 
within  the  United  States.  The  section  cre- 
ates an  overarchmg  statute  (proposed  18 
use.  2332b)  which  would  allow  the  Govern- 
ment to  incorporate  for  purposes  of  a  Fed- 
eral prosecution  any  applicable  Federal  or 
State  criminal  statute  violated  by  the  ter- 
rorist act.  so  long  as  the  Government  can  es- 
tablish any  one  of  a  variety  of  jurisdictional 
bases  delineated  In  proposed  subsection 
2332b<c). 


Subsection  lOKa)  creates  a  new  offense,  18 
use.  2332b.  entitled  'Acts  of  Terrorism 
Transcending  National  Boundaries.'  This 
statute  is  aimed  at  those  terrorist  acts  that 
talfe  place  within  the  United  States  but 
which  are  in  some  fashion  or  degree  Insti- 
gated, commanded,  or  facilitated  from  out- 
side the  United  States.  It  does  not  encom- 
pass acts  of  street  crime  or  domestic  terror- 
ism which  are  in  no  way  connected  to  over- 
seas sources. 

Subsection  2332b(a)  sets  forth  the  particu- 
lar findings  and  purposes  for  the  provision. 

Subsection  2332b(b)  sets  forth  the  prohib- 
ited acts  which  relate  to  the  killing,  kidnap- 
ping, maiming,  assault  causing  serious  bod- 
ily injury,  or  assault  with  a  dangerous  weap- 
on of  any  Individual  (U.S.  national  or  alien) 
within  the  United  States.  It  also  covers  de- 
struction or  damage  to  any  structure,  con- 
veyance or  other  real  or  personal  property 
within  the  United  States.  These  are  the 
types  of  violent  actions  that  terrorists  most 
often  undertake.  The  provision  encompasses 
any  such  activity  which  is  in  violation  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State,  pro- 
vided a  Federal  jurisdictional  nexus  is 
present. 

Subsection  2332b(c)  sets  forth  the  jurisdic- 
tional bases.  Except  for  subsections  (c)  (6» 
and  (7).  these  bases  are  a  compilation  of  ju- 
risdictional elements  which  are  presently 
utilized  in  federal  statutes  and  which  have 
been  approved  by  the  courts. 

Paragraph  (1)  covers  the  situation  where 
the  offender  travels  In  commerce.  Cf.  18 
use.  1952 

Paragraph  (2)  covers  the  situation  where 
the  malls  or  a  facility  utilized  in  any  manner 
in  commerce  is  used  to  further  the  commis- 
sion of  the  offense  or  to  effectuate  an  escape 
therefrom.  Cf.  18  U.S.C.  1951. 

Paragraph  (3)  covers  the  situation  where 
the  results  of  Illegal  conduct  affect  com- 
merce. Cf.  18  US.C.  1366(c). 

Paragraph  (4)  covers  the  situation  where 
the  victim  is  a  federal  official.  Cf.  18  U.S.C. 
115.  1114.  351.  1751.  The  language  Includes 
both  civilians  and  military  personnel  More- 
over, it  also  covers  an>  "a^eiiL"  of  a  ft^ueial 
agency.  Cf.  13  US  C.  1114  [i.e..  assisting  agent 
of  customs  or  internal  revenue)  and  1121.  It 
covers  all  branches  of  government,  including 
members  of  the  military  services,  as  well  as 
all  independent  agencies  of  the  United 
States. 

Paragraph  (5)  covers  property  used  In  com- 
merce (cf.  18  U.S.C.  844(i)).  owned  by  the 
United  States  (cf.  18  U.S.C.  1361),  owned  by 
an  Institution  receiving  federal  financial  as- 
sistance (cf.  18  use.  844(f))  or  insured  by 
the  federal  government  (cf.  18  U  S.C.  2113). 

Paragraph  (6)  provides  a  jurisdictional  base 
which  has  not  been  tested.  It  should,  how- 
ever, fall  with  the  federal  government's  com- 
merce power.  It  is  included  to  avoid  the  con- 
struction, given  to  many  federal  interstate 
commerce  statutes,  that  a  "commercial"  as- 
pect is  required.  Paragraph  (6)  would  cover 
both  business  and  personal  travel. 

Paragraph  (7)  covers  situations  where  the 
victim  or  perpetrator  is  not  a  national  of  the 
United  States.  The  victimization  of  an  alien 
In  a  terrorist  attack  has  the  potential  of  af- 
fecting the  relations  of  the  United  States 
with  the  country  of  which  the  alien  Is  a  citi- 
zen. Moreover,  some  other  statutes  base 
criminal  jurisdiction  on  the  involvement  of 
an  alien  as  the  perpetrator  or  victim.  E.g.. 
see  18  use.  1203  and  1116.  In  addition,  aliens 
are  a  special  responsibility  of  the  federal 
government,  as  it  is  Involved  in  admitting 
aliens,  establishing  the  conditions  for  their 
presence,  adjusting  them   to  resident  alien 


status,  deporting  aliens  for  violating  the  im- 
migration laws,  and  eventually  naturalizing 
aliens  as  citizens. 

Paragraphs  (8)  and  (9)  cover  the  territorial 
seas  of  the  United  States  and  other  places 
within  the  special  maritime  and  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  that  are  lo- 
cated within  the  United  States  (cf.  18  U.S.C. 
7). 

Jurisdiction  exists  over  the  prohibited  ac- 
tivity if  at  least  one  of  the  jurisdictional  ele- 
ments IS  applicable  to  one  perpetrator.  When 
jurisdiction  exists  for  one  perpetrator,  it  ex- 
ists over  all  perpetrators  even  those  who 
were  never  within  the  United  States. 

Subsection  (d)  sets  forth  stringent  pen- 
alties. These  penalties  are  mandatorily  con- 
secutive to  any  other  term  of  imprisonment 
which  the  defendant  might  receive  Consecu- 
tive sentences  for  •■identical'^  offenses 
brought  In  the  same  prosecution  are  con- 
stitutionally permissible.  See  Missouri  v. 
Hunter.  459  U.S.  359.  367  (1983).  However,  there 
is  no  statutory  mandatory  minimum.  The 
court  is  given  the  discretion  to  decide  the 
penalty  for  this  offense  under  the  sentencing 
guidelines. 

Subsection  (e)  limits  the  prosecutorial  dis- 
cretion of  the  Attorney  General.  Before  an 
indictment  is  sought  under  section  2332b.  the 
Attorney  General,  or  the  highest  ranking 
subordinate  of  the  Attorney  General  with  re- 
sponsibility for  criminal  prosecutions,  must 
certify  that  in  his  or  her  judgment  the  viola- 
tion of  section  2332b,  or  the  activity  pre- 
paratory to  its  commission,  transcended  na- 
tional boundaries.  This  means  that  the  At- 
torney General  must  conclude  that  some 
connection  exists  between  the  activities  and 
some  person  or  entity  outside  the  United 
States. 

Moreover,  the  certification  must  find  that 
the  offense  appears  to  have  been  intended  to 
coerce,  intimidate,  or  retaliate  against  a 
government  or  civilian  population.  This  is 
similar  to  the  certification  requirement  for 
•terrorism"  found  in  18  U.S.C.  2332(d).  The 
term  "civilian  population"  includes  any  seg- 
ment thereof  and,  accordingly,  is  consistent 
with  the  Congresslonally  intended  scope  of 
section  2332(d).  The  certilication  require- 
ment ensures  that  the  statute  will  only  be 
used  against  terrorists  with  overseas  connec- 
tions. Section  2332b  is  not  aimed  at  purely 
domestic  terrorism  or  against  normal  street 
crime  as  current  law,  both  federal  and  state, 
appears  to  adequately  address  these  areas. 
The  certification  of  the  Attorney  General  is 
not  an  element  of  the  offense  and.  except  for 
verification  that  the  determination  was 
made  by  an  authorized  official,  is  not  subject 
to  judicial  review. 

Subsection  (f)  states  that  the  Attorney 
General  shall  Investigate  this  offense  and 
may  request  assistance  from  any  other  fed- 
eral, state,  or  local  agency  Including  the 
military  services.  This  latter  provision,  also 
found  in  several  other  statutes,  see  e.g.,  18 
U.S.C.  351(g)  and  1751(1),  is  intended  to  over- 
come the  restrictions  of  the  posse  comitatus 
statute,  18  U.S.C.  1385.  It  is  not  intended  to 
give  intelligence  agencies,  such  as  the 
Central  intelligence  Agency,  any  mission 
that  is  prohibited  by  their  charters. 

Pursuant  to  28  CF  R  0.85<a),  the  Attorney 
General  automatically  delegates  investiga- 
tive responsibility  over  this  offense  to  the 
Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion (FBI).  Moreover,  under  28  C.F.R  0.85(1) 
the  FBI  has  been  designated  as  the  lead  fed- 
eral law  enforcement  agency  responsible  for 
criminal  investigation  of  terrorism  within 
the  United  States.  While  local  and  state  au- 
thorities retain  their  Investigative  authority 


under  their  respective  laws,  it  is  expected 
that  in  the  authority  under  their  respective 
laws,  it  is  expected  that  in  the  event  of 
major  terrorist  crimes  such  agencies  will  co- 
operate, consult,  coordinate  and  work  close- 
ly with  the  FBI.  as  occurred  in  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  World  Trade  Center  bombing  in 
New  York  City. 

Subsection  (g)  makes  express  two  points 
which  are  normally  inferred  by  courts  under 
similar  statutes,  namely,  that  no  defendant 
has  to  have  knowledge  of  any  jurisdictional 
base  and  that  only  the  elements  of  the  state 
offense  and  not  any  of  its  provisions  pertain- 
ing to  procedures  or  evidence  are  adopted. 
Federal  rules  of  evidence  and  procedure  con- 
trol any  case  brought  under  section  2332b. 

Subsection  (hi  makes  it  clear  that  there  is 
extraterritorial  jurisdiction  to  reach  defend- 
ants who  were  involved  in  crimes  but  who 
never  entered  the  United  States. 

Subsection  (i)  sets  forth  definitions,  many 
of  which  specifically  incorporate  definitions 
from  elsewhere  in  the  federal  code,  e.g..  the 
definition  of  •territorial  sea"  in  18  U.S.C. 
2280(e). 

Subsection  101(b)  makes  a  technical 
amendment  to  the  chapter  analysis  for  Chap- 
ter 1138  of  title  18,  United  States  Code. 

Subsection  101(c)  amends  18  U.S.C.  3286, 
which  was  created  by  section  120001  of  Pub. 
Law  103-322.  Section  3286  is  designed  to  ex- 
tend the  period  of  limitation  for  a  series  of 
enumerated  terrorism  offenses  from  five  to 
eight  years  The  wording  of  the  section,  how- 
ever, gives  rise  to  a  potential  interpretation 
that,  with  respect  to  violations  of  the  enu- 
merated offenses  that  are  capital  crimes,  the 
same  eight-year  period  applies  rather  than 
the  unlimited  period  that  previously  applied 
and  continues  to  apply  to  capital  offenses 
under  18  U.S.C  3281.  Section  3286s  introduc- 
tory language  is  as  follows: 

•'Notwithstanding  section  3282,  no  person 
shall  be  prosecuted,  tried,  or  punished  for 
any  offense  involving  a  violation  or'  the  enu- 
merated provisions  of  law  (emphasis  sup- 
plied). 

It  seems  clear  that  Congress  did  not  intend 
to  reduce  the  limitations  period  for  offenses 
under  the  enumerated  statutes  that  are  cap- 
ital due  to  the  killing  of  one  or  more  vic- 
tims. Rather,  the  intent  was  (as  the  title  of 
the  section  120001  provision  indicates  to  en- 
large the  applicable  limitation  period  for 
non-capital  violations  of  the  listed  offenses. 
Accordingly,  the  proposed  amendment  would 
insert  "non-capitar"  after  "any"  in  the 
above-quoted  phrase.  Notably,  the  drafters 
were  careful  to  include  the  word  "non-cap- 
itar" when  affecting  a  similar  period  of  limi- 
tations extension  applicable  to  arson  of- 
fenses under  18  US  C  844(1)  in  section  320917 
of  the  Pub.  L.  103-322. 

Subsection  101(c)  also  corrects  certain  er- 
roneous statutory  references  in  section  3286 
(i.e..  changes  "36  "  to  ""S?"",  '2331"  to  "'2332  " 
and  •'2339'  to  ■'2332a").  Finally,  the  sub- 
section adds  to  section  3286  the  new  18  U.S.C. 
2332b. 

Subsection  101(d)  amends  section  3142(e)  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  to  insure  that  a 
defendant  arrested  for  a  violation  of  the  new 
18  U.S.C.  2332b  is  presumed  to  be 
unreleasable  pending  trial.  The  factors,  most 
likely  to  be  present,  i  e.,  an  alien  perpetrator 
who  is  likely  to  flee  and  who  is  working  on 
behalf  of  or  in  concert  with  a  foreign  organi- 
zation, makes  such  an  individual  unsuitable 
for  release  pending  trial.  This  presumption, 
which  is  subject  to  rebuttal,  will  limit  the 
degree  of  sensitive  evidence  that  the  Govern- 
ment must  disclose  to  sustain  its  burden  to 
deny  release. 


Section  102. 

Section  102  is  designed  to  complement  sec- 
tion 101  of  this  bill  concerning  terrorist  acts 
within  the  United  SUtes  transcending  na- 
tional boundaries.  Just  as  a  better  basis  for 
addressing  crimes  carried  out  within  the 
United  States  by  international  terrorists  is 
needed,  it  also  is  appropriate  that  there 
should  be  an  effective  federal  basis  to  reach 
conspiracies  undertaken  in  part  within  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
terrorist  acts  in  foreign  countries. 

Section  102  covers  two  areas  of  activity  in- 
volving international  terrorists.  The  first  is 
conspiracy  in  the  United  States  to  murder, 
kidnap,  or  maim  a  i)erson  outside  of  the 
United  States.  The  second  is  conspiracy  in 
the  United  States  to  destroy  certain  critical 
types  of  property,  such  as  public  buildings 
and  conveyances,  in  foreign  countries.  The 
term  conveyance  would  include  cars,  buses, 
trucks,  airplanes,  trains,  and  vessels. 

Subsection  102(a)  amends  current  18  U.S.C. 
956  in  several  ways.  It  creates  a  new  sub- 
section 956<a)  which  proscribes  a  conspiracy 
in  the  United  States  to  murder,  malm,  or 
kidnap  a  person  outside  of  the  United  States. 
The  new  section  fills  a  void  in  the  law  that 
exists.  Currently,  subsection  956(a)  only  pro- 
hibits a  conspiracy  in  the  United  States  to 
commit  certain  types  of  property  crimes  in  a 
foreign  country  with  which  the  United 
States  is  at  peace.  It  does  not  cover  conspir- 
acy to  commit  crimes  against  the  person. 

Subsection  102(a)  thus  expands  on  the  cur- 
rent section  956  so  that  new  subsection  956(a) 
covers  conspiracy  to  commit  one  of  the  three 
listed  serious  crimes  against  any  person  in  a 
foreign  country  or  in  any  place  outside  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  such  as 
on  the  high  seas.  This  type  of  offense  is  com- 
mitted by  terrorists  and  the  new  subsection 
956(a)  is  intended  to  ensure  that  the  govern- 
ment is  able  to  punish  those  persons  who  use 
the  United  States  as  a  base  in  which  to  plot 
such  a  crime  to  be  carried  out  outside  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  United  States. 

New  subsection  956(a)  would  apply  to  con- 
spiracies to  commit  one  of  the  enumerated 
offenses  where  at  least  one  of  the  conspira- 
tors is  inside  the  United  States.  The  other 
member  or  members  of  the  conspiracy  would 
not  have  to  be  in  the  United  States  but  at 
least  one  overt  act  in  furtherance  of  the  con- 
spiracy would  have  to  be  committed  in  the 
United  States.  The  subsection  would  apply, 
for  example,  to  two  individuals  who  con- 
summatetl  an  agreement  to  kill  a  person  in  a 
foreign  country  where  only  one  of  the  con- 
spirators was  in  the  United  States  and  the 
agreement  was  reached  by  telephone  con- 
versations or  letters,  provided  at  least  one  of 
the  overt  acts  was  un(lertaken  by  one  co-con- 
spirator while  in  the  United  States.  In  such 
a  case,  the  agreement  would  be  reached  at 
least  in  part  in  the  United  States.  The  overt 
act  may  be  that  of  only  one  of  the  conspira- 
tors and  need  not  itself  be  a  crime. 

Suljsection  102(a)  also  re-enacts  current 
section  956(a)  of  title  18  (dealing  with  a  con- 
spiracy in  the  United  States  to  destroy  prop- 
erty in  a  foreign  country)  as  subsection 
956(b),  and  expands  its  coverage  to  other 
forms  of  property.  The  revision  adds  the 
terms  "airport  "  and  "airfield"  to  the  list  of 
•public  utilities"  presently  set  out  in  sec- 
tion 956(a).  since  they  are  particularly  at- 
tractive targets  for  terrorists.  New  sub- 
section 956(b)  also  adds  public  conveyances 
{e.g..  buses),  public  stnictures,  and  any  reli- 
gious, educational  or  cultural  property  to 
the  list  of  targets.  This  makes  it  clear  that 
the  statute  covers  a  conspiracy  to  destroy 
any  conveyance  on  which  people  travel  and 
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any  structure  where  people  assemble,  such  as 
a  store,  factory  or  office  buildinfr.  It  also 
covers  property  used  for  purposes  of  tourism, 
education,  religion  or  entertainment.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  words  'public  utility"  do  not 
limit  the  statutes  application  to  a  conspir- 
acy to  destroy  only  such  public  utility  prop- 
erty as  transportation  lines  or  power  gener- 
ating facilities. 

Consequently,  as  amended.  18  U.S.C.  956 
reaches  those  individuals  who  have  conspired 
within  the  United  States  to  commit  the  vio- 
lent offenses  overseas  and  who  solicit  money 
In  the  United  States  to  facilitate  their  com- 
mission. Moreover,  monetary  contributors 
who  have  knowledge  of  the  conspiracy's  pur- 
pose are  coconspirators  subject  to  prosecu- 
tion. 

Subsection  102(a)  also  increases  the  pen- 
alties in  current  18  U  S.C.  956(ai.  The  new 
penalties  are  comparable  to  those  proposed 
in  section  101  of  the  bill  for  the  new  18  U.S.C. 
2332b.  Finally,  subsection  102(a)  eliminates 
the  requirement  that  is  currently  found  in  18 
U.S.C.  956(b)  of  naming  in  the  indictment  the 
"specific  property"  which  is  being  targeted, 
as  this  requirement  may  be  difficult  to  es- 
tablish in  the  context  of  a  terrorism  conspir- 
acy which  does  not  result  in  a  completed  of- 
fense. Additionally,  even  in  a  completed  con- 
spiracy, the  parties  may.  after  agreeing  that 
a  category  of  property  or  person  will  be  tar- 
geted, leave  the  actual  selection  of  the  par- 
ticular target  of  their  conspirators  on  the 
ground  overseas.  Hence,  while  an  indictment 
must  always  describe  its  purposes  with  speci- 
ficity, it  need  not  allege  all  specific  facts,  es- 
pecially those  that  were  formulated  at  a  sub- 
sequent time  or  which  may  not  be  com- 
pletely known  to  some  of  the  participants. 

Section  956  is  contained  in  chapter  45  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  relating  to  in- 
terference with  the  foreign  relations  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  not  intended  to  apply  to 
duly  authorized  actions  undertaken  on  be- 
half of  the  United  States  Government.  Chap- 
ter 45  covers  those  individuals  who.  without 
appropriate  governmental  authorization,  en- 
gage in  prohibited  conduct  that  is  harmful  to 
the  foreign  relations  of  the  United  States. 

Section  103. 

This  section  would  correct  a  failure  to  exe- 
cute fully  our  treaty  obligations  and  would, 
in  addition,  clarify  and  expand  federal  juris- 
diction over  certain  overseas  acts  of  terror- 
ism affecting  United  States  interests. 

Subsection  103(a)  would  amend  49  U.S.C. 
46502(b)  (former  section  902(n)  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958.  as  amended  (49  U.S.C. 
.\pp.  1472(n)).  Section  46502(b)  currently  cov- 
ers those  aircraft  piracies  that  occur  outside 
the  "special  aircraft  jurisdiction  of  the  Unit- 
ed States."  as  defined  in  49  U.S.C.  46501(2).  It. 
therefore,  applies  to  hijackings  of  foreign 
civil  aircraft  which  never  enter  United 
States  airspace  As  a  State  Party  to  the  1970 
Hague  Convention  for  the  Suppression  of  Un- 
lawful Seizure  of  Aircraft,  the  United  States 
has  a  treaty  obligation  to  prosecute  or  extra- 
dite such  offenders  when  they  are  found  in 
the  United  Slates.  This  measure  is  based  on 
the  universal  jurisdiction  theory.  See  United 
States  V.  Yunis.  924  F.2d  1086  (DC.  Cir.  1991). 
However,  the  present  statute  fails  to  make 
clear  when  federal  criminal  jurisdiction  com- 
mences with  respect  to  such  air  piracies,  ab- 
sent the  actual  presence  within  the  United 
States  of  one  of  the  perpetrators. 

Paragraph  (aid)  would  establish  clear  fed- 
eral criminal  jurisdiction  over  those  foreign 
aircraft  hijackings  where  United  States  na- 
tionals are  victims  or  perpetrators.  While 
the  Hague  Convention  does  not  mandate  that 
State   Parties  criminalize   those   situations 


Involving  their  nationals  as  victims  or  per- 
petrators, it  does  allow  State  Parties  to  as- 
sert extraterritorial  jurisdiction  on  the  basis 
of  the  passive  personality  principle.  See 
Paragraph  3  of  Article  4.  In  addition,  other 
recent  international  conventions  dealing 
with  terrorism,  such  as  the  United  Nations 
Convention  Against  the  Taking  of  Hostages 
and  the  International  Maritime  Organization 
Convention  for  the  Suppression  of  Unlawful 
Acts  Against  the  Safety  of  Maritime  Naviga- 
tion, mandate  criminal  jurisdiction  by  a 
State  Party  when  its  national  is  a  perpetra- 
tor and  permit  the  assertion  of  jurisdiction 
when  its  national  is  a  victim  of  an  offense 
prohibited  by  those  conventions.  Further. 
experience  has  shown  that  it  is  often  the 
country  whose  nationals  were  victims  of  the 
hijacking  which  is  willing  to  commit  the 
necessary  resources  to  locate,  prosecute,  and 
incarcerate  the  perpetrators  for  a  period  of 
time  commensurate  with  their  criminal  acts 
For  those  foreign  civil  aircraft  hijackings  in- 
volving no  United  States  nationals  as  vic- 
tims or  perpetrators,  section  46602  would 
continue  to  carry  out  the  US.  obligation 
under  the  Convention  to  prosecute  or  extra- 
dite an  airline  perpetrator  who  was  subse- 
quently found  in  the  United  States. 

Under  the  clarified  statute,  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  over  the  offense  would  vest 
whenever  a  United  States  national  was  on  a 
hijacked  flight  or  was  the  perpetrator  of  the 
hijacking.  Where  a  United  States  national  is 
the  perpetrator,  all  perpetrators.  Including 
non-U. S.  nationals,  would  be  subject  to  in- 
dictment for  the  offense,  since  these  non-na- 
tional defendants  would  be  either  principals 
or  aides  and  abettors  within  the  meaning  of 
18  use.  2. 

Paragraph  (a)(2)  amends  49  U.S.C. 
46502(b)(2)  to  set  forth  the  three  different 
subject  matter  jurisdictional  bases.  It  has 
the  effect  of  repealing  the  current  provision 
which  failed  to  fully  execute  our  treaty  obli- 
gation. Presently,  paragraph  46502(b)(2) 
reads:  "This  subsection  applies  only  if  the 
place  of  takeoff  or  landing  of  the  aircraft  on 
which  the  individual  commits  the  offense  is 
located  outside  the  territory  of  the  country 
ot  registration  of  the  aircraft."  Paragraph 
(b)(2)  was  intended  to  reflect  paragraph  3  of 
Article  3  of  the  Hague  Convention,  which 
states  that  the  convention  normally  applies 
"only  if  the  place  of  take-off  or  the  place  of 
actual  landing  of  the  aircraft  on  which  the 
offense  is  committed  is  situated  outside  the 
territory  of  the  State  or  registration  of  that 
aircraft."  However,  the  authors  of  the  origi- 
nal legislation  apparently  overlooked  the  ob- 
ligation imposed  by  paragraph  5  of  Article  3 
of  the  Convention  which  applies  when  the  al- 
leged aircraft  hijacker  is  found  in  the  terri- 
tory of  a  State  Party  other  than  the  State  of 
registration  of  the  hijacked  aircraft  Para- 
graph 5  states:  "Notwithstanding  paragraphs 
3  and  4  of  this  Article.  Article  6,  7.  8  and  10 
shall  apply  whatever  the  place  of  take-off  or 
the  place  of  actual  landing  of  the  aircraft,  if 
the  offender  or  the  alleged  offender  is  found 
in  the  territory  of  a  State  other  than  the 
State  of  registration  of  that  aircraft." 

For  example,  under  the  Hague  Convention, 
the  hijacking  of  an  Air  India  flight  that 
never  left  India  is  not  initially  covered  by 
the  Convention.  (Article  3.  paragraph  3  ) 
However,  the  subsequent  travel  of  the  of- 
fender from  India  to  the  jurisdiction  of  an- 
other State  Party  triggers  treaty  obliga- 
tions. Paragraph  5  makes  the  obligation  of 
Article  7.  to  either  prosecute  or  extradite  an 
alleged  offender  found  in  a  party's  territory, 
applicable  to  a  hijacker  of  a  purely  domestic 
air  flight  who  flees  to  another  State. 


Paragraph  (a)(3)  creates  a  new  section 
46602(b)(3)  which  provides  a  definition  of  "na- 
tional of  the  United  States"  that  has  been 
used  in  other  terrorism  provisions,  see.  e.g.. 
18  use  2331(2)  and  3077(2)(A). 

Subsection  103(b)  amends  section  32(b)  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code.  Presently,  sec- 
tion 32(b)  carries  out  the  treaty  obligation  of 
the  United  States,  as  a  State  Part.y  to  the 
Montreal  Convention  for  the  Suppression  of 
Unlawful  Acts  Against  the  Safety  of  Civil 
Aviation,  to  prosecute  or  extradite  offenders 
found  in  the  United  States  who  have  engaged 
in  certain  acts  of  violence  directed  against 
foreign  civil  aircraft  located  outside  the 
United  States.  The  proposed  amendment 
would  fully  retain  current  jurisdiction  and 
would  establish  additional  jurisdiction  where 
a  United  States  national  was  the  perpetrator 
or  a  United  States  national  was  on  board 
such  aircraft  when  the  offense  was  commit- 
ted. Because  subsection  32(b)(3)  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  covers  the  placement  of 
destructive  devices  upon  such  aircraft  and  a 
"victim"  does  not  necessarily  have  to  be  on 
board  the  aircraft  at  the  time  of  such  place- 
ment, the  phrase  "or  would  have  been  on 
board"  has  been  used.  In  such  instances,  the 
prosecution  would  have  to  establish  that  a 
United  States  national  would  have  been  on 
board  a  flight  that  such  aircraft  would  have 
undertaken  if  the  destructive  device  had  not 
been  placed  thereon. 

Subsection  103(b)  is  drafted  in  the  same 
manner  as  paragraph  (a)(2).  above,  so  that 
once  subject  matter  jurisdiction  over  the  of- 
fense vests,  all  the  perpetrators  of  the  of- 
fense are  subject  to  indictment  for  the  of- 
fense. 

Subsections  103  (c).  (d).  (e)  and  (f)  would 
amend  18  U.S.C.  1116  (murder).  112  (assault). 
878  (threats),  and  1201  (kidnapping),  respec- 
tively. The  primary  purpose  of  these  pro- 
pose(l  amendments  is  to  extend  federal  juris- 
diction to  reach  United  States  nationals,  or 
those  acting  in  concert  with  such  a  national, 
who  commit  one  of  the  specified  offenses 
against  an  internationally  protected  person 
located  outside  of  the  United  States.  The  in- 
vocation of  such  jurisdiction  under  U.S.  law 
is  required  by  the  Convention  on  the  Preven- 
tion and  Punishment  of  Crimes  Against 
Internationally  Protected  Persons,  including 
diplomatic  agents.  It  was  apparently  omitted 
as  an  oversight  when  the  implementing  fed- 
eral legislation  was  enacted  in  1976  (P.L.  94- 
467). 

Additionally,  the  provisions  would  also 
clarify  existing  jurisdiction.  The  language 
used  in  the  first  sentence  of  sections  1116(e), 
112(e).  878(d).  and  1201(ei  is  ambiguous  ais  per- 
tains to  instances  in  which  the  victim  is  a 
United  States  diplomat.  The  first  sentence  in 
each  of  these  provisions  now  reads:  "If  the 
victim  of  an  offense  under  subsection  (a)  is 
an  internationally  protected  person,  the 
United  States  may  exercise  jurisdiction  over 
the  offense  if  the  alleged  offender  is  present 
within  the  United  States,  irrespective  of  the 
place  where  the  offense  was  committed  or 
the  nationality  of  the  victim  or  the  alleged 
offender." 

This  sentence  could  be  read  to  require  the 
presence  of  the  offender  in  the  United  States 
even  when  the  internationally  protected  per- 
son injured  overseas  was  a  United  States  dip- 
lomat. This  would  be  anomalous  and  was 
likely  not  intended.  Accordingly,  sub- 
sections (c)-(f)  rewrite  the  first  sentence  to 
read  as  follows: 

"If  the  victim  of  an  offense  under  sub- 
section (a)  is  an  internationally  protected 
person  outside  the  United  States,  the  United 
States  may  exercise  jurisdiction  over  the  of- 
fense if  (1)  the  victim  is  a  representative,  of- 
ficers,   employee,    or   agent   of   the    United 


States.  (2)  an  offender  is  a  national  of  the 
United  States,  or  (3)  an  offender  is  after- 
wards found  in  the  United  States." 

The  provision  is  drafted,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  aircraft  piracy  and  aircraft  de- 
struction measures,  so  that  once  subject 
matter  jurisdiction  over  the  offense  is  vest- 
ed, all  the  perpetrators  of  the  offense  would 
be  subject  to  indictment  for  the  offense 

Subsections  103(c>-(r)  also  would  incor- 
porate in  an  appropriate  manner  the  defini- 
tion of  "national  of  the  United  States'  in 
sections  1116.  112.  878.  and  1201  of  title  18. 

Subsection  103(g)  contains  an  amendment 
similar  in  nature  to  those  in  the  preceding 
subsections.  It  expands  federal  jurisdiction 
over  extraterritorial  offenses  involving  vio- 
lence at  international  airports  under  18 
U.S.C  37.  That  provision,  enacted  as  section 
60021  of  Public  Law  103  322.  presently  reaches 
such  crimes  committed  outside  the  United 
States  only  when  the  offender  is  later  found 
in  the  United  States.  There  is.  however,  good 
reason  to  provide  for  federal  jurisdiction 
over  such  terrorist  crimes  when  an  offender 
or  a  victim  is  a  United  States  national  In 
such  circumstances  the  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  are  equal  to.  if  not  greater  than, 
the  circumstance  where  neither  the  victim 
nor  the  offender  is  necessarily  a  United 
States  national  but  the  offender  is  subse- 
quently found  in  this  country. 

Subsection  103(h)  adds  the  standard  defini- 
tion of  the  term  "national  of  the  United 
States  "  to  18  U  S  C  178.  This  term  is  used 
earlier  in  the  chapter  (in  18  U.S.C  175(a). 
which  provides  for  extraterritorial  jurisdic- 
tion over  crimes  involving  biological  weap- 
ons "committed  by  or  against  a  national  of 
the  United  States'  )  but  no  definition  is  pro- 
vided 

Section  201 

In  recent  years,  the  Department  of  Justice 
has  obtained  considerable  evidence  of  in- 
volvement in  terrorism  by  aliens  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  Both  legal  aliens,  such  as  lawful 
permanent  residents  and  aliens  here  on  stu- 
dent visas,  and  illegal  aliens  are  known  to 
have  aided  and  to  have  received  instructions 
regarding  terrorist  acts  from  various  inter- 
national terrorist  groups.  While  many  of 
these  aliens  would  be  subject  to  deportation 
proceedings  under  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (IN.^).  these  proceedings 
present  serious  difficulties  in  cases  involving 
classified  information.  Specifically,  these 
procedures  do  not  prevent  disclosure  of  clas- 
sified information  where  such  disclosure 
would  pose  a  risk  to  national  security.  Con- 
sequently, section  201  sets  out  a  new  title  in 
the  INA  devoted  exclusively  to  the  removal 
of  aliens  involved  in  terrorist  activity  where 
classified  information  is  used  to  sustain  the 
grounds  for  deportation. 

The  new  title  would  create  a  special  court. 
patterned  after  the  special  court  created 
under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1801  et  seq).  When  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  believes  that  it  has  identi- 
fied an  alien  in  the  United  States  who  has 
engaged  in  terrorist  activity,  and  that  to  af- 
ford such  an  alien  a  deportation  hearing 
would  reveal  classified  national  security  in- 
formation. It  could  seek  an  ei  parte  order 
from  the  court.  The  order  would  authorize  a 
formal  hearing,  called  a  special  removal 
hearing,  before  the  same  court,  at  which  the 
Department  of  Justice  would  seek  to  prove 
by  clear  and  convincing  evidence  that  the 
alien  had  in  fact  engaged  in  terrorist  activ- 
ity .*.t  the  hearing,  classified  evidence  could 
be  presented  in  camera  and  not  revealed  to 
the  alien  or  the  public,  although  it^  general 
nature  would  normally  be  summarized. 


Enactment  of  section  201  would  provide  a 
valuable  new  tool  with  which  to  combat 
aliens  who  use  the  United  States  as  a  base 
from  which  to  launch  or  fund  terrorist  at- 
tacks either  on  U.S.  citizens  or  on  persons  in 
other  countries.  It  is  a  carefully  measured 
response  to  the  menace  posed  by  alien  ter- 
rorists and  fully  comports  with  and  exceeds 
all  constitutional  requirements  applicable  to 
aliens. 

Subsection  201(a)  sets  out  findings  that 
aliens  are  committing  terrorist  acts  in  the 
United  States  and  against  United  States  citi- 
zens and  interests  and  that  the  existing  pro- 
visions of  the  INA  providing  for  the  deporta- 
tion of  criminal  aliens  are  inadequate  to  deal 
with  this  threat.  These  findings  are  in  addi- 
tion to  the  general  findings  contained  in  sec- 
tion 3  of  the  bill.  The  findings  explain  that 
these  inadequacies  arise  primarily  because 
the  INA.  particularly  in  its  requirements 
pertaining  to  deportation  hearings,  may  re- 
quire disclosure  of  classified  information. 

The  findings  are  important  in  explaining 
Congressional  intent  and  purpose.  As  noted 
above,  section  201  creates  an  entirely  new 
type  of  hearing  to  determine  whether  aliens 
believed  to  be  terrorists  should  be  removed 
from  the  United  States.  At  such  a  "special 
removal  hearing"  the  government  would  be 
permitted  to  introduce  in  camera  and  ex 
parte  classified  evidence  that  the  alien  has 
engaged  in  terrorist  activity.  Such  hearings 
would  be  held  before  Article  III  judges.  The 
in  camera  and  ex  parte  portion  of  the  hear- 
ing would  relate  to  classified  information 
which,  if  provided  to  the  alien  or  otherwise 
made  public,  would  pose  a  risk  to  national 
security  Such  an  extraordinary  type  of 
hearing  would  be  invoked  only  in  a  very 
small  percentage  of  deportation  cases,  and 
would  be  applicable  only  in  those  cases  in 
which  an  Article  III  judge  has  found  probable 
cause  to  believe  that  the  aliens  in  question 
are  involved  in  terrorist  activity.  Although 
the  bill  provides  the  alien  many  rights  equal 
to — and  in  some  respects  greater  than— those 
enjoyed  by  aliens  in  ordinary  deportation 
proceedings,  the  rights  specified  for  aliens 
subject  to  a  special  removal  hearing  are 
deemed  exclusive  of  any  rights  otherwise  af- 
forded under  the  INA 

It  is  within  the  power  of  Congress  to  pro- 
vide for  a  special  adjudicatory  proceecling 
and  to  specify  the  procedural  rights  of  aliens 
involved  in  terrorist  acts.  The  Supreme 
Court  has  noted  that  "control  over  matters 
of  immigration  is  a  sovereign  prerogative, 
largely  within  the  control  of  the  Executive 
and  the  Legislature  ....  The  role  of  the  ju- 
diciary is  limited  to  determining  Whether 
the  procedures  meet  the  essential  standard 
of  fairness  under  the  Due  Process  Clause  and 
does  not  extend  to  imposing  procedures  that 
merely  displace  congressional  choices  of  pol- 
icy ""  Landon  v.  Plasenaa.  459  U.S.  21,  34-35 
(1982)  Moreover.  Congress  can  specify  what 
type  of  process  is  due  different  classes  of 
aliens.  "(A]  host  of  constitutional  and  statu- 
tory provisions  rest  on  the  premise  that  a  le- 
gitimate distinction  between  citizens  and 
aliens  may  justify  attributes  and  benefits  for 
one  class  not  accorded  to  the  other;  and  the 
class  of  aliens  itself  is  a  heterogeneous  mul- 
titude of  persons  with  a  wide-ranging  variety 
of  ties  to  this  country  '"  Mathews  v.  Diaz.  426 
U.S.  67.  78-79  (1976).  Because  the  Due  Process 
Clause  does  not  require  that  all  aliens  must 
be  placed  in  a  single  homogeneous  legal  clas- 
sification. "  id..  Congress  can  provide  sepa- 
rate processes  and  procedures  for  determin- 
ing whether  to  remove  resident  and  non- 
resident alien  terrorists. 

Subsection  201(b)  adds  a  new  title  V  to  the 
INA  to  provide  a  special  process  for  remov- 


ing alien  terrorists  when  compliance  with 
normal  deportation  procedures  might  ad- 
versely affect  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States.  However,  the  new  title  V 
is  not  the  only  way  of  expelling  alien  terror- 
ists from  the  United  States.  In  addition  to 
proceedings  under  the  new  special  removal 
provisions,  aliens  falling  within  8  U  S.C. 
1251(a)(4)(B)  alternatively  could  be  deported 
following  a  regular  deportation  hearing. 
Moreover,  like  all  other  aliens,  alien  terror- 
ists remain  subject  to  possible  expulsion  for 
any  of  the  remaining  deportation  grounds 
specified  in  section  241  of  the  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1251).  For  example,  alien  terrorists  who  vio- 
late the  criminal  laws  of  the  United  States 
remain  subject  to  "ordinary""  deportation 
proceedings  on  charges  under  INA  section 
241(a)(2).  The  special  removal  provisions  aug- 
ment, without  in  any  way  narrowing,  the 
prosecutorial  options  in  cases  of  alien  terror- 
ists. 

The  new  title  V  consists  of  four  new  sec- 
tions of  the  INA.  sections  501-504  (8  U.S.C. 
1601-1604).  Briefiy.  the  title  provides  for  cre- 
ation of  a  special  court  comprised  of  Article 
III  judges,  patterned  after  the  special  court 
created  under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Sur- 
veillance Act  (50  use.  1801  et  seq.).  When 
the  Department  of  Justice  believes  it  has 
identified  an  alien  terrorist,  that  is.  an  alien 
who  falls  within  8  U.S.C.  1251(a)(4)(Bi,  and 
determines  that  to  disclose  Lhe  evidence  of 
that  fact  to  the  alien  or  the  public  would 
compromise  national  security,  the  Depart- 
ment may  seek  an  order  from  the  special 
court.  The  order  would  authorize  the  Depart- 
ment to  present  the  classified  portion  of  Its 
evidence  that  the  alien  is  a  terrorist  In  cam- 
era and  ex  parte  at  a  special  removal  hear- 
ing. The  classified  portion  of  the  evidence 
would  be  received  in  chambers  with  only  the 
court  reporter,  the  counsel  for  the  govern- 
ment, and  the  witness  or  document  present. 
The  general  nature  of  such  evidence,  without 
identifying  classified  or  sensitive  particu- 
lars, would  than  normally  be  revealed  to  the 
alien,  his  counsel,  and  the  public  in  summa- 
rized form.  The  summary  would  have  to  be 
found  by  the  court  to  be  sufficient  to  permit 
the  alien  to  prepare  a  defense. 

Where  an  adequate  summary,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  court,  would  pose  a  risk  to  na- 
tional security,  and,  hence,  unavailable  to 
the  alien,  the  special  hearing  would  be  ter- 
minated unless  the  court  found  that  (1)  the 
continued  presence  of  the  alien  in  the  United 
States  or  (2)  the  preparation  of  the  adequate 
summary  would  likely  cause  serious  and  ir- 
reparable harm  to  the  national  security  or 
death  or  serious  bodily  Injury  to  any  person. 
If  such  a  situation  exists,  the  special  re- 
moval hearing  would  continue,  the  alien 
would  not  receive  a  summary,  and  the  rel- 
evant classified  information  could  be  intro- 
duced against  the  alien  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (j). 

If.  at  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the 
judge  finds  that  the  government  has  estab- 
lished by  clear  and  convincing  evidence  that 
the  alien  has  engaged  in  terrorist  activity, 
the  judge  would  order  the  alien  removed 
from  the  United  States.  The  alien  could  ap- 
peal the  decision  to  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Cir- 
cuit, and  ultimately  could  petition  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari  to  the  Supreme  Court 

Use  of  information  that  is  not  made  avail- 
able to  the  alien  for  reasons  of  national  secu- 
rity is  a  well-established  concept  in  the  ex- 
isting provisions  of  the  INA  and  immigration 
regulations.  For  example,  section  235(c)  pro- 
vides for  an  expedited  exclusion  process  for 
aliens  excludable   under  8  U.S.C.    1182(a)(3) 
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(providing  for  the  exclusion,  inter  alta.  of 
alien  spies,  saboteurs,  and  terrorists),  and 
states  in  relevant  part: 

If  the  Attorney  General  is  satisfied  that 
the  alien  is  excludable  under  [paragraph 
212(a)<3)]  on  the  basis  of  information  of  a 
confidential  nature,  the  disclosure  of  which 
the  Attorney  General,  in  his  discretion,  and 
after  consultation  with  the  appropriate  secu- 
rity agencies  of  the  Government,  concludes 
would  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  interest, 
safety,  or  security,  he  may  in  his  discretion 
order  such  alien  to  be  excluded  and  deported 
without  any  inquiry  or  further  Inquiry  by 
[an  immigration  judge]." 

Thus,  where  it  Is  necessary  to  protect  sen- 
sitive Information,  existing  law  authorizes 
the  Attorney  General  to  conduct  exclusion 
proceedings  outside  the  ordinary  immigra- 
tion court  procedures  and  to  rely  on  classi- 
fied Information  in  ordering  the  exclusion  of 
alien  terrorists. 

In  the  deportation  context.  8  C  F.R.  242.17 
(1990)  provides  that  in  determining  whether 
to  grant  discretionary  relief  to  an  otherwise 
deportable  alien,  the  Immigration  judge 
"may  consider  and  base  his  decision  on  infor- 
mation not  contained  in  the  record  and  not 
made  available  for  inspection  by  the  [alien), 
provided  the  Commissioner  has  determined 
that  such  information  is  relevant  and  is  clas- 
sified under  Executive  Order  No  12366  (47  FR 
14874,  April  6.  1982)  as  requiring  protection 
from  unauthorized  disclosure  in  the  interest 
of  national  security   ' 

The  constitutionality  of  this  provision  has 
been  upheld.  Suou  v.  INS.  755  F.2d  127  (8th 
Cir.  1986)  The  alien  in  that  case  had  been  in 
the  United  States  for  16  years  and  had  be- 
come deportable  for  overstaying  his  student 
visa,  a  deportation  ground  ordinarily  suscep- 
tible to  discretionary  relief  Nevertheless, 
the  court  held  that  it  was  proper  to  deny  the 
alien  discretionary  relief  without  disclosing 
to  him  the  reasons  for  the  denial.  Sucia  fol- 
lowed the  Supreme  Court's  holding  sustain- 
ing the  constitutionality  of  a  similar  prede- 
cessor regulation  in  Jay  v.  Boyd.  351  U.S.  345 
(1956). 

Section  501  (Applicability), 

Section  501  sets  forth  the  applicability  of 
the  new  title.  Section  501(a)  states  that  the 
title  may.  but  need  not,  be  employed  by  the 
Department  of  Justice  whenever  it  has  infor- 
mation that  an  alien  is  subject  to  deporta- 
tion because  he  is  an  alien  described  in  8 
use  1251(a((4)(B).  that  is.  because  he  has 
engaged  in  terrorist  activity. 

Section  501(b)  provides  that  whenever  an 
official  of  the  Department  of  Justice  deter- 
mines to  seek  the  expulsion  of  an  alien  ter- 
rorist under  the  special  removal  provisions, 
only  the  provisions  of  Che  new  title  need  be 
followed.  This  ensures  that  such  an  alien  will 
not  be  deemed  to  have  any  additional  rights 
under  the  other  provisions  of  the  INA.  Ex- 
cept when  specifically  referenced  in  the  spe- 
cial removal  provisions,  the  remainder  of  the 
INA  would  be  inapplicable.  For  example, 
under  the  special  removal  provisions  an  alien 
who  has  entered  the  United  Suites  (and  thus 
is  not  susceptible  to  exclusion  proceedings) 
need  not  be  given  a  deportation  hearing 
under  section  242  of  the  Act.  8  U.S.C  1252. 
and  will  not  have  available  the  rights  gen- 
erally afforded  aliens  in  deportation  proceed- 
ings le.g..  the  opportunity  for  an  alien  out  of 
status  to  correct  his  status). 

Section  501(c)  states  that  Congress  has  en- 
acted the  title  upon  finding  that  alien  ter- 
rorists represent  a  unique  threat  to  the  secu- 
rity interests  of  the  United  States.  Con- 
sequently, the  subsection  states  Congress" 
specific  intent  that  the  Attorney  General  be 


authorized  to  remove  such  aliens  without  re- 
sort to  a  traditional  deportation  hearing,  fol- 
lowing an  ex  parte  judicial  determination  of 
probable  cause  to  believe  they  have  engaged 
in  terrorist  activity  and  a  further  judicial 
determination,  following  a  modified  adver- 
sarial hearing,  that  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice has  established  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  aliens  in  fact  have  engaged 
In  terrorist  activity. 

Section  501(c)  is  designed  to  make  clear 
that  singling  out  alien  terrorists  for  a  spe- 
cial type  of  hearing  rather  than  according 
them  ordinary  deportation  hearings  is  a 
careful  and  deliberate  policy  choice  by  a  po- 
litical branch  of  government.  This  policy 
choice  is  grounded  upon  the  legislative  de- 
termination that  alien  terrorists  seriously 
threaten  the  security  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  that  the  existing  process  for  adju- 
dicating and  effecting  alien  removal  is  Inad- 
equate to  meet  this  threat.  In  accordance 
with  settled  Supreme  Court  precedent,  such 
a  choice  is  well  within  the  authority  of  the 
political  branches  of  government  to  control 
our  relationship  with  and  response  to  aliens. 

For  example,  in  Mathews  v.  Dtaj.  supra,  the 
Court  held  that  Congress  could  constitu- 
tionally provide  that  only  some  aliens  were 
entitled  to  Medicare  benefits.  The  Court  held 
that  it  was  "unquestionably  reasonable  for 
Congress  to  make  an  alien's  eligibility  de- 
pend on  both  the  character  and  duration  of 
his  residence.  "  and  noted  that  the  Court  was 
"especially  reluctant  to  question  the  exer- 
cise of  congressional  judgment"  in  matters 
of  alien  regulation.  426  US.  at  83.  84;  see 
Fiallo  V.  Bell.  430  US  787.  792  (1977)  (describ- 
ing the  regulation  of  aliens  as  a  political 
matter  "largely  immune  from  judicial  con- 
trol""). The  specific  findings  and  reference  to 
the  Intent  in  adopting  the  new  provisions  of 
title  V  make  clear  the  policy  judgment  that 
alien  terrorists  should  be  treated  as  a  sepa- 
rate class  of  aliens  and  that  this  choice 
should  not  be  disturbed  by  the  courts. 

Section  502  (Special  Removal  Hearing) 

Section  502  sets  out  the  procedure  for  the 
special  removal  hearing  Section  502(a)  pro- 
vides that  whenever  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice determines  to  use  the  special  removal 
process  it  must  submit  a  written  application 
to  the  special  court  (established  pursuant  to 
section  503)  for  an  order  authorizing  such 
procedure.  Each  application  must  indicate 
that  the  Attorney  General  or  Deputy  Attor- 
ney General  has  approved  its  submission  and 
must  Include  the  Identity  of  the  Department 
attorney  making  the  application,  the  Iden- 
tity of  the  alien  against  whom  removal  pro- 
ceedings are  sought,  and  a  statement  of  the 
facts  and  circumstances  relied  upon  by  the 
Department  of  Justice  as  justifying  the  be- 
lief that  the  subject  is  an  alien  terrorist  and 
that  following  normal  deportation  proce- 
dures would  pose  a  risk  to  the  national  secu- 
rity of  the  United  States. 

Section  502(b)  provides  that  applications 
for  special  removal  proceedings  shall  be  filed 
under  seal  with  the  special  court  established 
pursuant  to  section  503.  At  or  after  the  time 
the  application  is  filed,  the  Attorney  General 
may  take  the  subject  alien  into  custody.  The 
Attorney  General's  authority  to  retain  the 
alien  in  custody  is  governed  by  the  provi- 
sions of  new  title  V  which,  as  explained 
below,  provide  in  certain  circumstances  for 
the  release  of  the  alien. 

Although  title  V  does  not  require  the  At- 
torney General  to  take  the  alien  subject  to  a 
special  removal  applications  into  custody.  It 
Is  expected  that  most  such  aliens  will  be  ap- 
prehended and  confined.  The  Attorney  Gen- 
eral's decision  whether  to  take  a  non-resi- 


dent alien  into  custody  will  not  be  subject  to 
judicial  review.  However,  a  resident  alien  is 
entitled  to  a  release  hearing  before  the  judge 
assigned  by  the  special  court.  The  resident 
alien  may  be  released  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  prescribed  by  the  court  (including 
the  posting  of  any  monetary  amount),  if  the 
alien  demonstrates  to  the  court  that  the 
alien,  if  released,  is  not  likely  to  flee  and 
that  the  aliens  release  will  not  endanger  na- 
tional security  or  the  safety  of  any  person  or 
the  community  Subsequent  provisions  (sec- 
tion 504(aii  authorize  the  Attorney  General 
to  retain  custody  of  alien  terrorists  who 
have  been  ordered  removed  until  such  aliens 
can  be  physically  delivered  outside  our  bor- 
ders. 

Section  502(c)  provides  that  special  re- 
moval applications  shall  be  considered  by  a 
single  Article  III  judge  in  accordance  with 
section  503.  In  each  case,  the  judge  shall  hold 
an  ex  parte  hearing  to  receive  and  consider 
the  written  information  provided  with  the 
application  and  such  other  evidence,  whether 
documentary  or  testimonial  in  form,  as  the 
Department  of  Justice  may  proffer.  The 
judge  shall  grant  an  ex  parte  order  authoriz- 
ing the  special  removal  hearing  as  provided 
under  title  V  if  the  judge  finds  that,  on  the 
basis  of  the  information  and  evidence  pre- 
sented, there  is  probable  cause  to  believe 
that  the  subject  of  the  application  is  an  alien 
who  falls  within  the  definition  of  alien  ter- 
rorist and  that  adherence  to  the  ordinary  de- 
portation procedures  would  pose  a  risk  to  na- 
tional security 

Section  502(d)(1)  provides  that  in  any  case 
in  which  a  special  removal  application  is  de- 
nied, the  Department  of  Justice  within  20 
days  may  appeal  the  denial  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit,  In  the  event  of  a  timely 
appeal,  a  confined  alien  may  be  retained  in 
custody  When  the  Department  of  Justice  ap- 
peals from  the  denial  of  a  special  removal 
application,  the  record  of  proceedings  will  be 
transmitted  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  under 
seal  and  the  court  will  hear  the  appeal  ex 
parte.  Subsequent  provisions  (section  502(p)) 
authorize  the  Department  of  Justice  to  peti- 
tion the  Supreme  Court  for  a  writ  of  certio- 
rari from  an  adverse  appellate  judgment. 

Section  502(d)(2)  provides  that  if  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  does  not  seek  appellate 
review  of  the  denial  of  a  special  removal  ap- 
plication, the  subject  alien  must  be  released 
from  custody  unless,  as  a  deportable  alien, 
the  alien  may  be  arrested  and  taken  into 
custody  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  INA.  Thus, 
for  example,  when  the  judge  finds  that  the 
special  procedures  of  title  V  are  unwarranted 
but  the  alien  is  subject  to  deportation  as  an 
overstay  or  for  violation  of  status,  the  alien 
might  be  retained  in  custody  but  such  deten- 
tion would  be  pursuant  to  and  governed  by 
the  provisions  of  title  II. 

Subsection  502(d)(3)  provides  that  if  a  spe- 
cial removal  application  is  denied  because 
the  judge  finds  no  probable  cause  that  the 
alien  has  engaged  in  terrorist  activities,  the 
alien  must  be  released  from  custody  during 
the  pendency  of  an  appeal  by  the  govern- 
ment However,  section  502(rt)(3)  is  similar  to 
section  502(d)(2i  in  that  it  provides  for  the 
possibility  of  continued  detention  in  the  case 
of  aliens  who  otherwise  are  subject  to  depor- 
tation under  title  II  of  the  Act 

Section  ,502(d)(4)  applies  to  cases  In  which 
the  judge  finds  probable  cause  that  the  sub- 
ject of  a  special  removal  application  has 
been  correctly  identified  as  an  alien  terror- 
ist, but  fails  to  find  probable  cause  that  use 
of  the  special  procedures  are  necessary  for 
reasons  of  national  security,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  determines  to  appeal.  A  find- 
ing that  the  alien  has  engaged  in  terrorist 


activity — a  grround  for  deportation  that 
would  support  confinement  under  title  II  of 
the  Act— justines  retaining  the  alien  In  cus- 
tody. Nevertheless,  section  502(d)<4)  provides 
that  the  judge  must  determine  the  question 
of  custody  based  upon  an  assessment  of  the 
risk  of  flight  and  the  danger  to  the  commu- 
nity or  Individuals  should  the  alien  be  re- 
leased. The  judge  shall  release  the  alien  sub- 
ject to  the  least  restrictive  condition(s)  that 
will  reasonably  assure  the  alien's  appearance 
at  future  proceedings,  should  the  govern- 
ment prevail  on  Its  appeal,  and  will  not  en- 
danger the  community  or  individual  mem- 
bers thereof.  The  possible  release  conditions 
are  those  authorized  under  the  Bail  Reform 
Act  of  1984.  18  U.S.C.  3142  (b)  and  (c).  and 
range  from  release  on  personal  recognizance 
to  release  on  execution  of  a  ball  bond  or  re- 
lease limited  to  certain  places  or  periods  of 
time.  As  with  the  referenced  provisions  of 
the  Bail  Reform  Act,  the  judge  may  deny  re- 
lease altogether  upon  determining  that  no 
condition(s)  of  release  would  assure  the 
aliens  future  appearance  and  community 
safety. 

Section  502(e)(1)  provides  that  in  cases  in 
which  the  special  removal  application  is  ap- 
proved, the  judge  must  then  consider  each 
piece  of  classified  evidence  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  proposes  to  introduce  in 
camera  and  ex  parte  at  the  special  removal 
hearing.  The  judge  shall  authorize  the  in 
camera  and  ex  parte  introduction  of  any 
item  of  classified  evidence  if  such  evidence  is 
relevant  to  the  deportation  charge. 

Section  502(e)(1)  also  provides  that  with  re- 
spect to  any  evidence  authorized  to  be  intro- 
duced in  camera  and  ex  parte,  the  judge 
must  consider  how  the  alien  subject  to  the 
proceedings  is  to  be  advised  regarding  such 
evidence.  The  Department  of  Justice  must 
prepare  a  summary  of  the  classified  informa- 
tion. The  court  must  find  the  summary  to  be 
sufficient  to  inform  the  alien  of  the  general 
nature  of  the  evidence  that  he  has  engaged 
in  terrorist  activity,  and  to  permit  the  alien 
to  prepare  a  defense.  A  summary,  however, 
"shall  not  pose  a  risk  to  the  national  secu- 
rity." In  considering  the  summary  to  be  pro- 
vided to  the  alien  of  the  government's  prof- 
fered evidence,  it  is  intended  that  the  judge 
balance  the  alien's  interest  in  having  an  op- 
portunity to  hear  and  respond  to  the  case 
against  him  against  the  government's  ex- 
traordinarily strong  interest  in  protecting 
the  national  security.  The  Department  of 
Justice  shall  provide  the  alien  a  copy  of  the 
court  approved  summary. 

In  situations  where  the  court  does  not  ap- 
prove the  proposed  summary,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  can  amend  the  summary  to 
meet  specific  concerns  raised  by  the  court. 
Subsection  (e)(2)  provides  that  if  such  sub- 
mission Is  still  found  unacceptable,  the  spe- 
cial removal  proceeding  is  to  be  terminated 
unless  the  court  finds  that  the  continued 
presence  of  the  alien  in  the  United  States  or 
the  preparation  of  an  adequate  summary 
would  likely  cause  serious  and  irreparable 
harm  to  the  national  security  or  death  or  se- 
rious bodily  injury  to  any  person.  If  such  a 
situation  exists,  the  special  removal  hearing 
would  continue,  the  alien  would  be  notified 
that  no  summary  is  possible,  and  relevant 
classified  information  could  be  introduced 
against  the  alien  pursuant  to  subsection  (j). 

Section  502(e)(3)  provides  that,  in  certain 
situations,  the  Department  of  Justice  may 
take  an  interlocutory  appeal  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit  from  the  judge's  rulings  re- 
garding the  in  camera  anci  ex  parte  admis- 
sion and  summarization  of  particular  items 


of  evidence.  Interlocutory  appeal  is  author- 
ized if  the  judge  rules  that  a  piece  of  classi- 
fied information  may  not  be  introduced  in 
camera  and  ex  parte  because  it  is  not  rel- 
evant: or  if  the  Department  disagrees  with 
the  judge  regarding  the  wording  of  a  sum- 
mary (that  is.  if  the  Department  believes 
that  the  scope  of  summary  required  by  the 
court  will  compromise  national  security).  In- 
terlocutory appeal  is  also  authorized  when 
the  court  refuses  to  make  the  finding  per- 
mitted by  subsection  (e)(2).  Because  the 
alien  is  to  remain  in  custody  during  such  an 
appeal,  the  Court  of  Appeals  must  hear  the 
matter  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  \Mien 
the  Department  appeals,  the  entire  record 
must  be  transmitted  to  the  Court  of  Appeals 
under  seal  and  the  court  shall  hear  the  mat- 
ter ex  parte. 

Section  502(0  provides  that  in  any  case  in 
which  the  Department's  application  is  ap- 
proved, the  court  shall  order  a  special  re- 
moval hearing  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing whether  the  alien  in  question  has  en- 
gaged in  terrorist  activity.  Subsection  (0 
provides  that  "[l}n  accordance  with  sub- 
section (e),  the  alien  shall  be  given  reason- 
able notice  of  the  nature  of  the  charges 
against  him  and  a  general  account  of  the 
basis  for  the  charges."  This  cross-reference 
is  intended  to  make  clear  that  subsection  (f) 
is  not  to  be  construed  as  requiring  that  in- 
formation be  given  to  the  alien  aboiit  the  na- 
ture of  the  charges  if  such  information  would 
reveal  the  matters  that  are  to  be  introduced 
in  camera.  The  special  removal  hearing  must 
be  held  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

Section  502(g)  provides  that  the  special  re- 
moval hearing  shall  be  held  before  the  same 
judge  who  approved  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice's application  unless  the  judge  becomes 
unavailable  due  to  illness  or  disability. 

Section  502(h)  sets  out  the  rights  to  be  af- 
forded to  the  alien  at  the  special  removal 
hearing.  The  hearing  shall  be  open  to  the 
public,  the  alien  shall  have  the  right  to  be 
represented  by  counsel  (at  government  ex- 
pense if  he  cannot  afford  representation), 
and  to  introduce  evidence  in  his  own  behalf. 
Except  as  provided  in  section  502(j)  regarding 
presentation  of  evidence  in  camera  and  ex 
parte,  the  alien  also  shall  have  a  leasuna'uie 
opportunity  to  examine  the  evidence  against 
him  and  to  cross-examine  adverse  witnesses. 
As  in  the  case  of  administrative  proceedings 
under  the  INA  and  civil  proceedings  gen- 
erall.v.  the  alien  may  be  called  as  a  witness 
by  the  Department  of  Justice.  A  verbatim 
record  of  the  proceedings  and  of  all  evidence 
and  testimony  shall  be  kept. 

Section  502(i)  provides  that  either  the  alien 
or  the  government  may  request  the  issuance 
of  a  subpoena  for  witnesses  and  documents. 
A  subpoena  request  may  be  made  ex  parte, 
except  that  the  judge  must  inform  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  where  the  subpoena 
sought  by  the  alien  threatens  disclosure  of 
evidence  or  the  source  of  evidence  which  the 
Department  of  Justice  has  introduced  or 
proffered  for  introduction  in  camera  and  ex 
parte.  In  such  cases,  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice shall  be  given  a  reasonable  opportunity 
to  oppose  the  issuance  of  a  subpoena  and.  if 
necessary  to  protect  the  confidentiality  of 
the  evidence  or  its  source,  the  judge  may,  in 
his  discretion,  hear  such  opposition  in  cam- 
era. A  subpoena  under  section  502(1)  may  be 
served  anywhere  in  the  United  States.  Where 
the  alien  shows  an  inability  to  pay  for  the 
appearance  of  a  necessary  witness,  the  court 
may  order  the  costs  of  the  subpoena  and  wit- 
ness fee  to  be  paid  by  the  government  from 
funds  appropriated  for  the  enforcement  of 
title  II  of  the  INA.  Section  502(1)  states  that 


It  is  not  intended  to  allow  the  alien  access  to 
classified  information. 

Section  502(j)  provides  that  any  evidence 
which  has  been  summarized  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 502(e)(1)  may  be  introduced  into  the 
record,  in  documentary  or  testimonial  form. 
In  camera  and  ex  parte  The  section  also  per- 
mits the  introduction  of  relevant  classified 
information  if  the  court  has  made  the  find- 
ing permitted  by  subsection  (eM2).  While  the 
alien  and  members  of  the  public  would  be 
aware  that  evidence  was  being  submitted  In 
camera  and  ex  parte,  neither  the  alien  nor 
the  public  would  be  informed  of  the  nature  of 
the  evidence  except  as  set  out  In  section 
502(eKl).  For  example,  if  the  Department  of 
Justice  sought  to  present  in  camera  and  ex 
parte  evidence  through  live  testimony,  the 
courtroom  could  be  cleared  of  the  alien,  his 
counsel,  and  the  public  while  the  testimony 
is  presented.  Alternatively,  the  court  might 
hear  the  testimony  in  chambers  attended  by 
only  the  reporter,  the  govemment"s  counsel, 
and  the  witness.  In  the  case  of  documentary 
evidence,  sealed  documents  could  be  pre- 
sented to  the  court  without  examination  by 
the  alien  or  his  counsel  (or  access  by  the 
public) 

While  the  Department  of  Justice  does  not 
have  to  present  evidence  in  camera  and  ex 
parte,  even  if  it  previously  has  received  au- 
thorization to  do  so.  it  is  contemplated  that 
ordinarily  much  of  the  govemment"s  evi- 
dence (or  at  least  the  crucial  portions  there- 
of) will  be  presented  In  this  fashion  rather 
than  in  open  court.  The  right  to  present  evi- 
dence in  camera  and  ex  parte  will  have  been 
determined  in  the  ex  parte  proceedings  be- 
fore the  court  pursuant  to  subsections  (a) 
through  (c)  of  section  502. 

Section  502(k)  provides  that  evidence  in- 
troduced in  open  session  or  In  camera  and  ez 
parte  may  Include  all  or  part  of  the  informa- 
tion that  was  presented  at  the  earlier  ex 
parte  prcjceedings.  If  the  evidence  is  to  be  in- 
troduced in  camera  and  ex  parte,  the  attor- 
ney for  the  Department  of  Justice  could 
refer  the  judge  to  such  evidence  In  the  tran- 
script of  the  ex  parte  hearing  and  ask  that  it 
be  considered  as  evidence  at  the  removal 
hearing  itself.  The  Department  might 
present  evidence  in  open  court  rather  than  in 
camera  and  ex  parte  as  a  result  of  changed 
circumstances,  for  example,  where  the 
source  whose  life  was  at  risk  had  died  before 
the  hearing  or  if  the  Department  believes 
that  a  public  presentation  of  the  evidence 
might  have  a  deterrent  effect  on  other  ter- 
rorists. In  any  event,  once  the  Department  of 
Justice  has  received  authorization  to  present 
evidence  in  camera  and  ex  parte,  its  decision 
whether  to  do  so  is  purely  discretionary  and 
is  not  subject  to  review  at  the  time  of  the 
special  removal  hearing.  Of  course,  the  dis- 
closure of  any  classified  information  re- 
quires appropriate  consultation  with  the 
originating  agency. 

Section  502(1)  provides  that  following  the 
introduction  of  evidence,  the  attorney  for 
the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  attorney 
for  the  alien  shall  be  given  fair  opportunity 
to  present  argument  as  to  whether  the  evi- 
dence is  sufficient  to  justify  the  alien's  re- 
moval. At  the  judge's  discretion,  in  camera 
and  ex  parte  argument  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  attorney  may  be  heard  regarding  evi- 
dence received  in  camera  and  ex  parte. 

Section  502(m)  provides  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  has  the  burden  of  showing 
that  the  evidence  is  sufficient.  This  burden  is 
not  satisfied  unless  the  Department  estab- 
lishes by  clear  and  convincing  evidence — the 
standard  of  proof  applicable  in  a  deportation 
hearing— that  the  alien  has  engaged  in  ter- 
rorist activity.  If  the  judge  finds  that  the 
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Department  has  met  that  burden,  the  judge 
must  order  the  alien  removed.  In  cases  in 
which  the  alien  has  been  shown  to  have  en- 
gAged  in  terrorist  activity,  the  judge  has  no 
authority  to  decide  that  removal  would  be 
unwarranted.  If  the  alien  was  a  resident 
alien  granted  release,  the  court  is  to  order 
the  Attorney  General  to  take  the  alien  into 
custody. 

Section  502(n)(l)  provides  that  the  judge 
must  render  his  decision  as  to  the  alien's  re- 
moval in  the  form  of  a  written  order.  The 
order  must  state  the  facts  found  and  the  con- 
clusions of  law  reached,  but  shall  not  reveal 
the  substance  of  any  evidence  received  in 
camera  or  ex  parte. 

Section  502(nK2)  provides  that  either  the 
alien  or  the  Department  of  Justice  may  ap- 
peal the  judges  decision  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit.  Any  such  appeal  must  be 
filed  within  20  days,  and  during  this  period 
the  order  shall  not  be  executed.  Information 
received  in  camera  and  ex  parte  at  the  spe- 
cial removal  hearing  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  Court  of  Appeals  under  seal.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  must  hear  the  appeal  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible. 

Section  502(n)<3)  sets  out  Che  standard  of 
review  for  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals. Questions  of  law  are  to  be  reviewed  de 
novo,  but  findings  of  fact  may  not  be  over- 
turned unless  clearly  erroneous.  This  Is  the 
usual  standard  in  civil  cases. 

Section  502(o)  provides  that  in  cases  in 
which  the  judge  decides  that  the  alien  should 
not  be  removed,  the  alien  must  be  released 
from  custody.  There  is  an  exception  for 
aliens  who  may  be  arrested  and  taken  into 
custody  pursuant  to  title  U  of  the  INA  as 
aliens  subject  to  deportation.  For  such 
aliens,  the  issues  of  release  and/or  cir- 
cumstances of  continued  detention  would  be 
governed  by  the  pertinent  provisions  of  the 
INA 

Section  502(p)  provides  that  following  a  de- 
cision by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  either  the 
alien  or  the  government  may  seek  a  writ  of 
certiorari  in  the  Supreme  Court.  In  such 
cases,  information  submitted  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals  under  sea!  shall,  if  transmitted  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  remain  under  seal. 

Section  502(q)  sets  forth  the  normal  right 
the  Government  has  to  dismiss  a  removal  ac- 
tion at  any  stage  of  the  proceeding. 

Section  502(r)  acknowledges  that  the  Unit- 
ed States  retains  its  common  law  privileges. 

Section  503  (Designation  of  Judges) 

Section  503  establishes  the  special  court  to 
consider  terrorist  removal  cases  under  sec- 
tion 502.  patterned  on  the  special  court  cre- 
ated under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveil- 
lance Act.  50  use.  1801  et  seq.  Section  503(a> 
provides  that  the  court  will  consist  of  five 
federal  district  judges  chosen  by  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  United  States  from  five  dif- 
ferent judicial  circuits.  One  of  these  judges 
shall  be  designated  as  the  chief  or  presiding 
judge.  Should  the  Chief  Justice  determine  it 
appropriate,  he  could  designate  as  judges 
under  this  section  some  of  those  that  he  has 
designated  pursuant  to  section  1803(a)  of 
title  50.  United  SUtes  Code  for  the  Foreign 
Intelligence  Surveillaince  Court.  The  presid- 
ing judge  shall  promulgate  rules  for  the 
functioning  of  the  special  court.  The  presid- 
ing judge  also  shall  be  responsible  for  assign- 
ing cases  to  the  various  judges.  Section 
503<c)  provides  that  judges  shall  be  appointed 
to  the  special  court  for  terms  of  five  years, 
except  for  the  initial  appointments  the 
terms  of  which  shall  vary  from  one  to  five 
years  so  that  one  new  judge  will  be  ap- 
pointed each  year.  Judges  may  be  re- 
appointed to  the  special  court. 


Section  503<b)  provides  that  all  proceedings 
under  section  502  are  to  be  held  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible.  Section  503(b)  also  pro- 
vides that  the  Chief  Justice,  in  consultation 
with  the  Attorney  General,  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  and  other  appropriate 
officials,  shall  provide  for  the  maintenance 
of  appropriate  security  measures  to  protect 
the  ex  parte  special  removal  applications, 
the  orders  entered  in  response  to  such  appli- 
cations, and  the  evidence  received  in  camera 
and  ex  parte  sufficient  to  prevent  disclosures 
which  could  compromise  national  security. 

Section  504  (Miscellaneous  Provisions) 

Section  504  contains  the  title's  miscellane- 
ous provisions.  Section  504(a)  provides  that 
following  a  final  determination  that  the 
alien  terrorist  should  be  removed  (that  is. 
after  the  special  removal  hearing  and  com- 
pletion of  any  appellate  review),  the  Attor- 
ney General  may  retain  the  alien  in  custody 
(or  if  the  alien  was  released,  apprehend  and 
place  the  alien  in  custody)  until  he  can  be  re- 
moved from  the  United  Stales.  The  alien  is 
provided  the  right  to  choose  the  country  to 
which  he  will  be  removed,  subject  to  the  At- 
torney General's  authority,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  designate  an- 
other country  if  the  alien's  choice  would  im- 
pair a  Unitecl  States  treaty  obligation  (such 
as  an  obligation  under  an  extradition  treaty) 
or  would  adversely  affect  the  foreign  policy 
of  the  United  States.  If  the  alien  does  not 
choose  a  country  or  if  he  choose  a  country 
deemed  unacceptable,  the  Attorney  General, 
in  coordination  with  the  Secretary  of  State, 
must  make  efforts  to  find  a  country  that  will 
take  the  alien.  The  alien  may.  at  the  Attor- 
ney General's  discretion,  be  kept  in  custody 
until  an  appropriate  country  can  be  found, 
and  the  Attorney  General  shall  provide  the 
alien  with  a  written  report  regarding  such 
efforts  at  least  once  every  six  months.  The 
Attorney  General's  determinations  and  ac- 
tions regarding  execution  of  the  removal 
order  are  not  subject  to  direct  or  collateral 
judicial  review,  except  for  a  claim  that  con- 
tinued detention  violates  the  alien's  con- 
stitutional rights.  The  alien  terrorist  shall 
be  photographed  and  fingerprinted  and  ad- 
vised of  the  special  penalty  provisions  for 
unlawful  return  before  he  is  removed  from 
the  United  States. 

Section  504(b)  provides  that,  notwithstand- 
ing section  504(a).  the  Attorney  General  may 
defer  the  actual  removal  of  the  alien  terror- 
ist to  allow  the  alien  to  face  trial  on  any 
State  or  federal  criminal  charge  (whether  or 
not  related  to  his  terrorist  activity)  and.  if 
convicted,  to  serve  a  sentence  of  confine- 
ment. Section  504(b)(2)  provides  that  pending 
the  service  of  a  State  or  federal  sentence  of 
confinement,  the  alien  terrorist  is  to  remain 
In  the  Attorney  General's  custody  unless  the 
Attorney  General  determines  that  the  alien 
can  be  released  to  the  custody  of  State  au- 
thorities for  pretrial  confinement  in  a  State 
facility  without  endangering  national  secu- 
rity or  public  safety.  It  is  intended  that 
where  the  alien  terrorist  could  possibly  se- 
cure pretrial  release,  the  Attorney  General 
shall  not  release  the  alien  to  a  State  for  pre- 
trial confinement.  Section  503(b)(3)  provides 
that  if  an  alien  terrorist  released  to  State 
authorities  is  subseciuently  to  be  released 
from  state  custody  because  of  an  acquittal  In 
the  collateral  trial,  completion  of  the  alien's 
sentence  of  confinement,  or  otherwise,  the 
alien  shall  immediately  be  returned  to  the 
custody  of  the  Attorney  General  who  shall 
then  proceed  to  effect  the  alien's  removal 
from  the  United  States. 

Section  504(c)  provides  that  for  purposes  of 
sections  751  and  752  of  title  18  (punishing  es- 


cape from  confinement  and  aiding  such  an 
escape),  an  alien  in  the  Attorney  General's 
custody  pursuant  to  this  new  title — whether 
awaiting  or  after  completion  of  a  special  re- 
moval hearing— shall  be  treated  as  if  in  cus- 
tody by  virture  of  a  felony  arrest.  Accord- 
ingly, escape  by  a  or  aiding  the  escape  of  an 
alien  terrorist  will  be  punishable  by  impris- 
onment for  up  to  five  years. 

Section  504(d)  provides  that  an  alien  in  the 
Attorney  General's  custody  pursuant  to  this 
new  title — whether  awaiting  or  after  comple- 
tion of  a  special  removal  hearing— shall  be 
given  reasonable  opportunity  to  receive  vis- 
its from  relatives  and  friends  and  to  consult 
with  his  attorney.  Determination  of  what  is 
"reasonable"  usually  will  follow  the  ordi- 
nary rules  of  the  facility  in  which  the  alien 
is  confined. 

Section  504(d)  also  provides  that  when  an 
alien  is  confined  pursuant  to  this  new  title, 
he  shall  have  the  right  to  contact  appro- 
priate dipomatic  or  consular  officers  of  his 
country  of  citizenship  or  nationality.  More- 
over, even  if  the  alien  makes  no  such  re- 
quest, subsection  (d)  directs  the  Attorney 
General  to  notify  the  appropriate  embassy  of 
the  alien's  detention. 

Subsection  201(c)  sets  out  three  conforming 
amendments  to  the  INA.  First,  section  106  of 
the  INA,  8  U.S.C.  §U05a.  is  amended  to  pro- 
vide that  appeals  from  orders  entered  pursu- 
ant to  section  235(c)  of  the  Act  (pertaining  to 
summary  exclusion  proceedings  for  alien 
spies,  saboteurs,  and  terrorists)  shall  be  to 
the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  Circuit.  Thus,  in  cases 
involving  alien  terrorists,  the  same  court  of 
appeals  shall  hear  both  exclusion  and  depor- 
tation appeals  and  will  develop  unique  exper- 
tise concerning  such  cases. 

Second,  section  276  of  the  INA.  8  U.S.C. 
§1326.  is  amended  to  add  increased  penalties 
for  an  alien  entering  or  attempting  to  enter 
the  United  States  without  permission  after 
removal  under  the  new  title  or  exclusion 
under  section  235(c)  for  terrorist  activity. 
For  aliens  unlawfully  re-entering  or  at- 
tempting to  reenter  the  United  States,  the 
section  presently  provides  for  a  fine  pursu- 
ant to  title  18  andor  imprisonment  for  up  to 
two  years  (five  years  when  the  alien  has  been 
convicted  of  a  felony  in  the  United  States,  or 
15  years  when  convicted  of  an  "aggravated 
felony");  the  bill  increases  to  a  mandatory 
ten  years  the  term  of  imprisonment  for  re- 
entering alien  terrorists. 

Finally,  section  106  of  the  INA,  8  U.S.C. 
§1105a,  is  amended  to  strike  subsection  (a)(1) 
regarding  habeas  corpus  review  of  deporta- 
tion orders.  Originally  enacted  in  1961  to 
make  clear  that  the  exclusive  provision  for 
review  of  final  deportation  orders  through 
petition  to  the  courts  of  appeals  was  not  in- 
tended to  extinguish  traditional  writs  of  ha- 
beas corpus  in  cases  of  wrongful  detention, 
the  subsection  has  been  the  source  of  confu- 
sion and  duplicative  litigation  in  the  courts. 
Congress  never  intended  that  habeas  corpus 
proceedings  be  an  alternative  to  the  process 
of  petitioning  the  courts  of  appeals  for  re- 
view of  deportation  orders.  Elimination  of 
subsection  (a)(10>  will  make  clear  that  any 
review  of  the  merits  of  a  deportation  order 
or  the  denial  of  relief  from  deportation  is 
available  only  through  petition  for  review  in 
the  courts  of  appeals,  while  leaving  un- 
changed the  traditional  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus to  examine  challenges  to  detention  aris- 
ing from  asserted  errors  of  constitutional 
proportions. 

Subsection  201(d)  provides  that  the  new 
provisions  are  effective  upon  enactment  and 
"apply  to  all  aliens  without  regard  to  the 


date  of  entry  or  attempted  entry  Into  the 
United  States."  Aliens  may  not  avoid  the 
special  removal  process  on  the  grounds  that 
either  their  Involvement  in  terrorist  activity 
or  their  entry  Into  the  United  States  oc- 
curred before  enactment  of  the  new  title. 
Upon  enactment,  the  new  title  will  be  avail- 
able to  the  Attorney  General  for  removal  of 
any  and  all  alien  terrorists  when  classified 
information  is  involved. 

Section  202. 

This  section  makes  additional  changes  to 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Act 
(INA)  besides  those  contained  in  section  201 
It  improves  the  government's  ability  to  deny 
visas  to  alien  terrorist  leaders  and  to  deport 
non-resident  alien  terrorists  under  the  INA. 

Subsection  202(a)  amends  the  excludabillty 
provisions  of  the  INA  relating  to  terrorism 
activities  (section  212(a)(3)(B)  of  the  INA  (8 
U.S.C.  1182(a)(3)(B)).  Most  of  the  changes  are 
clarifying  In  nature,  but  a  few  are  sub- 
stantive. The  changes  are: 

(1)  ""Terrorist  "  is  changed  to  "terrorism" 
In  most  instances  in  order  to  direct  focus  on 
the  nature  of  the  activity  itself  and  not  the 
character  of  the  particular  individual  per- 
petrator. 

(2)  Definitions  of  ""terrorist  organization" 
and  "terrorism"'  are  added.  The  definition  of 

"terrorist  organization"  includes  subgroups. 
Although  a  terrorist  organization  may  per- 
form certain  charitable  activities,  e.g..  run  a 
hospital,  this  does  not  remove  its  character- 
ization or  being  a  terrorist  organization  if  it. 
or  any  of  its  subgroups,  engages  in  terrorist 
organization  if  it.  or  any  of  its  subgroups, 
engages  in  terrorism  activity.  The  definition 
of  "terrorism"  describes  terrorism  as  the 
"premeditated  politically  motivated  vio- 
lence perpetrated  against  noncombat  tar- 
gets.'"  This  is  consistent  with  existing  law 
found  elsewhere  in  the  federal  code.  See,  e.g.. 
22  use.  2656f(d). 

(3)  In  order  to  make  "representatives"  of 
certain  specified  terrorist  organizations  ex- 
cludable, the  term  has  been  expanded  to 
cover  any  person  who  directs,  counsels,  com- 
mands or  induces  the  organization  or  its 
members  to  engage  in  terrorism  activity. 
The  terms  "counsels,  commands,  or  induces" 
are  used  in  18  U.S.C.  2.  Presently,  only  the 
officers,  officials,  representatives  and 
spokesman  are  deemed  to  be  excludable.  This 
change  expands  coverage  to  encompass  those 
leaders  of  the  group  who  may  not  hold  for- 
mal titles  and  those  who  are  closely  associ- 
ated with  the  group  and  exert  leadership 
over  the  group  but  may  not  technically  be  a 
member.  TTils  is  not  a  mere  membership  pro- 
vision. 

(4)  In  order  to  make  the  ""leaders"  of  more 
terrorist  organizations  excludable  without 
having  to  establish  that  they  personally 
have  engaged  in  terrorist  activity,  the  revi- 
sion gives  the  President  authority  to  des- 
IgTiate  terrorist  organizations  based  on  a 
finding  that  they  are  detrimental  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  United  States.  (Presently,  only 
the  PLO  is  expressly  cited  in  the  existing 
statute.)  Implicit  with  the  right  to  designate 
is  the  authority  to  remove  an  organization 
that  the  President  has  previously  des- 
ignated. By  giving  the  President  this  author- 
ity, which  is  similar  to  subsection  (f)  of  sec- 
tion 212  (8  use.  212(f)).  the  President  can 
impose  stricter  travel  limitations  on  the 
leaders  of  terrorist  organizations  who  desire 
to  visit  the  United  States.  For  a  leader  of  a 
designated  terrorist  organization  to  obtain  a 
visa,  he  would  have  to  solicit  a  waiver  from 
the  Attorney  General  under  subsection 
212(d)(3)  (8  U.S.C.  1182(d)(3))  to  obtain  tem- 
porary admission.  In  deciding  whether  or  not 


to  grant  the  waiver,  the  Attorney  General 
could,  should  he/she  decide  to  grant  a  waiver, 
impose  whatever  restrictions  are  warranted 
on  the  allen"s  presence  in  the  United  States. 

(5)  The  words  "it  had  been  "  are  inserted  in 
the  first  sentence  of  the  definition  of  "ter- 
rorism activity  "  in  order  to  make  clear  that 
it  is  United  States  law  (federal  or  state) 
which  is  used  to  determine  whether  overseas 
violent  activity  is  considered  criminal. 

(6)  The  term  '"weapon""  is  added  to  clause 
(V)(b)  in  the  definition  of  "terrorist  activ- 
ity"' In  order  to  cover  those  murders  carried 
out  by  deadly  and  dangerous  devices  other 
than  firearms  or  explosives  (e.g..  a  knife). 

(7)  The  knowledge  requirement  in  clause 
(III)  of  the  definition  of  'engage  In  terrorism 
activity"  was  deleted  as  unnecessary,  as 
similar  language  has  been  added  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  definition. 

(8>  The  term  "'documentation  or"  has  been 
add  to  "false  Identification"'  In  clause  (III)  of 
the  definition  of  "engage  in  terrorism  activ- 
ity "  to  encompass  other  forms  of  false  docu- 
mentation that  might  be  provided  to  facili- 
tate terrorism  activity  The  term  "'false 
Identification"  would  include  stolen,  coun- 
terfeit, forged  and  falsely  made  Identifica- 
tion documents. 

Subsection  202(b)  amends  section 
241(a)(4)(B)  of  the  INA  (8  U.S.C.  12Sl(a)(4)(B)) 
to  reflect  the  change  in  section  212(a)(3)(B)  (8 
U.S.C.  1182(a)(3)(B))  from  "terrorist"  to  ""ter- 
rorism."' 

Subsection  202(ci  adds  a  sentence  to  sec- 
tion 291  of  the  INA  (8  U.S.C  1361)  to  clarify 
that  discovery  by  the  alien  in  a  deportation 
proceeding  is  limited  only  to  those  docu- 
ments in  the  INS  file  relating  to  the  alien's 
entry.  Section  291  was  never  intended  to  au- 
thorized discovery  beyond  this  limited  cat- 
egory of  documents. 

Subsection  202(d)  makes  an  important 
change  to  section  242(b)(3)  of  the  INA  (8 
U.S.C.  1252(b)(3)).  First,  in  the  case  of  non- 
resident aliens  it  precludes  the  alien's  access 
to  any  classified  information  that  is  being 
used  to  deport  them  Secondly,  it  denies  non- 
resident aliens  any  rights  under  18  U.S.C. 
3504  (relating  to  access  concerning  sources  of 
evidence)  and  50  U.S. (J.  1801  et  seq.  (relating 
to  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance  Act) 
during  their  deportation. 

Section  203. 

Section  203  amends  the  confidentiality  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (INA)  for  an  alien's  applica- 
tion relating  to  legalization  (section 
245A(C)(5)  of  the  INA  (8  U.S.C.  1255(aKc)(5))  or 
special  agricultural  worker  status  (section 
210(b)  (5)  and  (6)  of  the  INA  (8  U.S  C.  1160<b) 
(5)  and  (6)).  At  present,  it  Is  very  difficult  to 
obtain  crucial  information  contained  In 
these  files,  such  as  fingerprints,  photo- 
graphs, addresses,  etc..  when  the  alien  be- 
comes a  subject  of  a  criminal  investigation. 
In  both  the  World  Trade  Center  bombing  and 
the  killing  of  CIA  personnel  on  their  way  to 
work  at  CIA  Headquarters,  the  existing  con- 
fidentiality provisions  hindered  law  enforce- 
ment efforts. 

Subsection  203(a)  amends  the  confidential 
provisions  for  legalization  files.  It  permits 
access  to  the  file  if  a  federal  court  finds  that 
the  file  relates  to  an  alien  who  has  been 
killed  or  severely  incapacitated  or  is  the  sus- 
pect of  an  aiggravated  felony.  Subsection 
203(b)  makes  comparable  amendments  to  the 
confidentiality  requirements  relating  to  spe- 
cial agricultural  worker  status. 

Section  301. 

Section  301  authorizes  the  government  to 
regulate  of  prohibit  any  person  or  organiza- 
tion within  the  United  States  and  any  person 


subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  anywhere  from  raising  or  providing 
funds  for  use  by  any  foreign  organization 
which  the  President  has  designated  to  be  en- 
gaged in  terrorism  activities.  Such  designa- 
tion would  be  based  on  a  Presidential  finding 
that  the  organization  (1)  engages  in  terror- 
ism activity  as  defined  In  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  and  (2)  its  terrorism  ac- 
tivities threaten  the  national  security,  for- 
eign policy,  or  economy  of  the  United  States. 

The  fund-raising  provision  provides  a  li- 
censing mechanism  under  which  funds  may 
be  provided  to  a  designated  organization 
based  on  a  showing  that  the  money  will  be 
used  exclusively  for  religious,  charitable,  lit- 
erary, or  educational  purposes.  It  includes 
both  administrative  and  judicial  enforce- 
ment procedures,  as  well  as  a  special  classi- 
fied Information  procedures  applic^able  to 
certain  types  of  civil  litigation.  The  term 
""person"'  is  defined  to  include  individuals, 
partnerships,  associations,  groups,  corpora- 
tions or  other  organizations. 

Subsection  301(a)  creates  a  new  section 
2339B  In  title  18.  United  States  Code,  entitled 
"Fund-raising  for  terrorist  organizations." 

Subsection  2339B(a)  sets  forth  the  congres- 
sional findings  and  purposes  for  the  fund- 
raising  statute. 

Subsection  2339B(b)  gives  the  President  the 
authority  to  issue  regulations  to  regulate  or 
prohibit  any  person  within  the  United  States 
or  any  person  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  anywhere  from  raising  or 
providing  funds  for  use  by.  or  from  engaging 
in  financial  transactions  with,  any  foreign 
organization  which  the  President,  pursuant 
to  subsection  2339B(c).  has  designated  to  be 
engaged  in  terrorism  activities. 

Subsecticn  2339B(c)(l)  grants  the  President 
the  authority  to  designate  any  foreign  orga- 
nization, if  he  finds  that  (1)  the  organization 
engages  in  terrorism  activity  (as  defined  In 
section  212(aK3)(B)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1182(aK3)(B))  and 
(2)  the  organization's  terrorism  activities 
threaten  the  national  security,  foreign  pol- 
icy or  economy  of  the  United  States.  Sub- 
section 2339B(c>{2)  grants  the  President  the 
authority  to  designate  persons  who  are  rais- 
ing funds  for  or  are  acting  for  or  on  behalf  of 
a  foreign  organization  designated  pursuant 
to  subsection  (od). 

Such  designations  must  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register.  The  President  Is  author- 
ized to  revoke  any  designation.  A  designa- 
tion under  subsection  (c)(1)  is  conclusive  and 
is  not  reviewable  by  a  court  In  a  criminal 
prosecution. 

Subsection  2339B(d)  sets  forth  the  prohib- 
ited activities.  Paragraph  (1)  makes  it  un- 
lawful for  any  person  within  the  United 
States,  or  any  person  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  anywhere  in  the 
world,  to  raise,  receive,  or  collect  funds  on 
behalf  of  or  to  furnish,  give,  transmit,  trans- 
fer, or  provide  funds  to  or  for  a  organization 
designated  by  the  President  unless  such  ac- 
tivity is  done  in  accordance  with  a  license 
granted  under  subsection  2339B(e)  Paragraph 

(2)  makes  it  unlawful  for  any  pe-son  within 
the  United  States  or  any  person  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  any- 
where in  the  world,  acting  for  or  on  behalf  of 
a  designated  organization.  (1)  to  transmit, 
transfer,  or  receive  any  funds  raised  In  viola- 
tion of  sutjsection  2339B(dKl);  (2)  to  transmit, 
transfer  or  dispose  of  any  funds  in  which  any 
designated  organization  has  an  interest;  or 

(3)  to  attempt  to  do  any  of  the  foregoing. 
The  latter  provision  serves  to  make  it  a 
crime    for   any   person    within    the   '' 
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states,  or  any  person  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  anywhere,  to  trans- 
mit, transfer  or  dispose  of  on  behalf  of  a  des- 
ignated organization  any  funds  in  which 
such  organization  has  an  interest  until  after 
a  license  has  been  issued. 

Subsection  2339B(e)  requires  that  any  per- 
son who  desires  to  solicit  funds  or  transfer 
funds  to  any  designated  organization  must 
obtain  a  license  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  Any  license  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary shall  be  granted  only  when  the  Sec- 
retary is  satisfied  that  the  funds  are  In- 
tended exclusively  for  religious,  charitable, 
literacy,  or  educational  purposes  and  that 
any  recipient  in  any  fund-raising  chain  hats 
effective  procedures  In  place  to  insure  that 
the  funds  will  be  used  exclusively  for  reli- 
gious, charitable.  literacy,  or  educational 
purposes  and  will  not  be  used  to  affect  a 
transfer  of  funds  to  be  used  in  terrorism  ac- 
tivity. The  burden  is  on  the  license  applicant 
to  convince  the  Secetary  that  such  proce- 
dures do  in  fact  exist.  A  licensee  is  required 
to  keep  books  and  records  and  make  such 
books  available  for  inspection  upon  the  Sec- 
retary's request.  A  licensee  is  also  required 
to  have  an  agreement  with  any  recipient 
which  permits  the  Secretary  to  inspect  the 
recipient's  records. 

Subsection  2339B(f)  requires  that  a  finan- 
cial institution  which  becomes  aware  that  it 
is  In  possession  of  or  that  it  has  control  over 
funds  in  which  a  designated  organization  has 
an  interest  must  "freeze"  such  funds  and  no- 
tify the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  A  civil 
penalty  is  provided  for  failure  to  freeze  such 
funds  or  report  the  required  Information  to 
the  Secretary  The  term  'financial  institu- 
tion" has  the  meaning  prescribed  in  31  U.S.C. 
5312(a)(2)  and  regulations  promulgated  there- 
under. It  is  the  same  definition  as  utilized  in 
the  money  laundering  statute,  see  18  U.S.C. 
1956(c)(6). 

Subsection  2339B(g)  divides  Investigative 
responsibility  for  the  section  between  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Attorney 
General.  This  provision  thus  permits  the 
combination  of  the  administrative  and  finan- 
cial expertise  of  Treasury's  Office  of  Foreign 
Assets  Control  (OFAC)  and  the  intelligence 
capabilities  and  criminal  Investigative  tech- 
niques of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion (FBI)  to  be  combined  together  in  a  high- 
ly coordinated  manner  in  order  to  effectively 
enforce  the  requirements  of  this  section 
while  protecting  the  equities  of  the  nation's 
national  security  intelligence  gathering 
community.  The  provision  reflects,  as  does 
section  407  of  the  bill,  the  FBI's  role  as  the 
lead  federal  agency  for  the  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  terrorist  activity  as  well  as 
the  prime  federal  intelligence  agency  for 
gathering  national  security  information 
within  the  United  States. 

Section  2339B(h)  gives  authority  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Attorney 
General  to  require  recordkeeping,  hold  hear- 
ings, issue  subpoenas,  administer  oaths  and 
receive  evidence. 

Subsection  23398(1)  sets  forth  the  penalties 
for  section  2339B.  Any  person  who  knowingly 
violates  subsection  2339B(d)  can  be  fined 
under  title  18.  United  States  Code,  or  impris- 
oned for  up  to  ten  years,  or  both.  A  person 
who  fails  to  keep  records  or  make  records 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
upon  his/'her  request  is  subject  to  a  civil  pen- 
alty of  the  greater  of  J50.(X)0  or  twice  the 
amount  of  money  which  would  have  been 
documented  had  the  books  and  records  been 
properly  maintained.  A  financial  institution 
which  fails  to  take  the  actions  required  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (fXl)  is  subject  to  civil 


penalty  of  the  greater  of  S50.000  or  twice  the 
amount  of  money  of  which  the  financial  In- 
stitution was  required  to  retain  possession 
or  control.  Any  person  who  violates  any  li- 
cense, order,  direction,  or  regulation  issued 
pursuant  to  the  section  is  subject  to  a  civil 
penalty  of  the  greater  of  S50.(XX)  per  violation 
or  twice  the  value  of  the  violation.  A  person 
who  intentionally  falls  to  maintain  or  make 
available  the  required  books  or  records  also 
commits  a  crime  subject  to  a  fine  under  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  or  imprisonment  for 
up  to  five  years,  or  both.  Any  organization 
convicted  of  an  offense  under  subsections 
2339B(l)(l)  or  (3)  shall  forfeit  any  charitable 
designation  it  might  have  received  under  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code. 

Subsection  2339B(j)(l)  gives  the  Attorney 
General  the  right  to  seek  an  injunction  to 
block  any  violation  of  section  2339B.  An  in- 
junctive proceeding  is  normally  governed  by 
the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure,  but  if 
the  respondent  is  under  indictment,  discov- 
ery is  to  be  governed  by  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Criminal  Procedure. 

Subsection  2339B(k)  states  that  there  is 
extraterritorial  jurisdiction  over  activity 
prohibited  by  section  2339B  which  is  con- 
ducted outside  the  United  States.  This  in- 
sures that  foreign  persons  outside  the  United 
States  are  covered  by  this  statute  if  they 
aid.  assist,  counsel,  command,  induce  or  pro- 
cure, or  conspire  with,  persons  within  the 
United  States  or  persons  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States  anywhere  in  the 
world  to  violate  the  fund-raising  prohibition 
(18  U.S.C.  2339B.  2.  and  371). 

Subsection  2339B(1)  sets  forth  a  special 
process  to  protect  classified  Information 
when  the  government  Is  the  plaintiff  in  civil 
proceedings  to  enforce  section  2339B. 

Subsection  2339B(m)  sets  forth  the  defini- 
tion of  "classified  information.  "  'nnanclal 
institution."  "funds.  "  'national  security." 
"person."  and  "United  States."  Funds  are 
defined  to  include  all  currency,  coin,  and  any 
negotiable  or  registered  security  that  can  be 
used  as  a  method  of  transferring  money. 

Subsection  301(c)  further  amends  section 
212(a)(3)(B)(i)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C.  ll82(a)(3)(B)(i)>  to  in- 
clude leaders  of  any  terrorist  organization 
designated  under  the  fund-raising  statute  (18 
U.S.C.  2339B)  as  an  aliens  deemed  to  be  ex- 
cludable under  the  immigration  laws. 

Subsection  301(d)  makes  the  special  classi- 
fied Information  provisions  of  18  U.S.C. 
2339B(k)  applicable  to  similar  civil  proceed- 
ings under  the  International  Emergency  Eco- 
nomic Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq). 

Section  401. 

This  section  states  that  title  I'V  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives 
for  Detection  Act  " 

Section  402. 

This  section  sets  forth  the  congressional 
findings  concerning  the  criminal  use  of  plas- 
tic explosives  and  the  prevention  of  such  use 
through  the  marking  of  plastic  explosives  for 
the  purpose  of  detection.  This  section  also 
states  that  the  purpose  of  the  legislation  is 
to  Implement  the  Convention  on  the  Mark- 
ing of  Plastic  Explosives  for  the  Purpose  of 
Detection.  Done  at  Montreal  on  1  March  1991 
(the  Convention). 

Section  403. 

This  section  seta  forth  three  new  defini- 
tions for  18  use.  841.  It  amends  18  U.S.C.  841 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  (o)  which  defines 
the  term  "Convention  on  the  Marking  of 
Plastic  Explosives  "  The  definition  provides 
the  full  title  of  the  Convention.  Convention 
on  the  Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives  for  the 
Purpose  of  Detection.  Done  at  Montreal  on  1 


March  1991."  The  definition  eliminates  the 
need  to  repeat  the  full  title  of  the  Conven- 
tion each  time  It  Is  used  in  the  bill. 

Section  403  also  amends  section  841  by  add- 
ing a  new  subsection  (p)  which  defines  the 
term  "detection  agent."  The  term  has  been 
defined  to  include  four  specified  chemical 
substances  and  any  other  substance  specified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by  regula- 
tion. The  four  specified  chemical  substances, 
ethylene  glycol  dinitrate  (EGDN).  2.3-dl- 
methyl-2-3-dlnltrobutane  (DMNB).  para- 
mononltrotoluene  (p-MhfT).  and  ortho- 
mononitrotoluene  (o-MNT).  are  in  Part  2  of 
the  Technical  Annex  to  the  Convention.  The 
required  minimum  concentration  of  the  four 
substances  in  the  finished  plastic  explosives 
was  also  taken  from  the  Technical  Annex. 
The  definition  of  "detection  agent"  has  been 
drafted  to  require  that  the  particular  sub- 
stance be  introduced  into  a  plastic  explosive 
In  such  a  manner  as  to  achieve  homogeneous 
distribution  in  the  finished  explosive.  The 
purpose  of  homogeneous  distribution  Is  to 
assure  that  the  detection  agent  can  be  de- 
tected by  vapor  detection  equipment. 

New  section  841(p)(5)  would  permit  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  add  other  sub- 
stances to  the  list  of  approved  detection 
agents  by  regulation,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretaries  of  State  and  Defense.  Per- 
mitting the  Secretary  to  designate  detection 
agents  other  than  the  four  listed  in  the  stat- 
ute would  facilitate  the  use  of  other  sub- 
stances without  the  need  for  legislation. 
Only  those  substances  which  have  been 
added  to  the  table  In  Part  2  of  the  Technical 
Annex,  pursuant  to  Articles  VI  and  VII  of 
the  Convention,  may  be  designated  na  ap- 
proved detection  agents  under  section 
841(p)(5).  Since  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  is  the  largest  domestic  consumer  of 
plastic  explosives  (over  95  percent  of  domes- 
tic production),  it  is  appropriate  that  DOD 
provide  guidance  to  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment In  approving  substances  as  detection 
agents. 

Finally,  section  403  adds  a  new  subsection 
(q)  to  section  841  which  defines  the  term 
"plaistic  explosive."  The  definition  is  based 
on  the  definition  of  "explosives"  in  Article  I 
of  the  Convention  and  Part  I  of  the  Tech- 
nical Annex. 

Section  404. 

This  section  adds  subsections  (l>-(o)  to  18 
use.  842  proscribing  certain  conduct  relat- 
ing to  unmarked  plastic  explosives. 

Section  842(1)  would  make  it  unlawful  for 
any  person  to  manufacture  within  the  Unit- 
ed States  any  plastic  explosive  which ^does 
not  contain  a  detection  agent. 

Section  842(m)  would  make  it  unlawful  for 
any  person  to  import  into  the  United  States 
or  export  from  the  United  States  any  plastic 
explosive  which  does  not  contain  a  detection 
agent.  However,  importations  and  expor- 
tatlons  of  plastic  explosives  Imported  into  or 
manufactured  in  the  United  States  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  Act  by  Federal  law 
enforcement  agencies  or  the  National  Guard 
of  any  State,  or  by  any  person  acting  on  be- 
half of  such  entities,  would  be  exempted 
from  this  prohibition  for  a  period  of  15  years 
after  the  Convention  is  entered  into  force 
with  respect  to  the  United  States.  This  pro- 
vision implements  Article  IV.  paragraph  3.  of 
the  Convention.  Section  842(m)  Is  drafted  to 
specifically  Include  the  National  Guard  of 
any  State  and  military  reserve  units  within 
the  15-year  exemption. 

The  purpose  of  the  15-year  exemption  is  to 
give  the  military  and  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  a  period  of  15  years  to  use  up 
the  considerable  stock  of  unmarked  plastic 
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explosives  they  now  have  on  hand.  This  ex- 
ception would  also  permit  DOD  to  export  its 
unmarked  plastic  explosives  to  United 
States  forces  in  other  countries  during  the 
15-year  period. 

Section  842(n)(l)  would  make  it  unlawful 
for  any  person  to  ship,  transport,  transfer, 
receive,  or  possess  any  plastic  explosive 
which  does  not  contain  a  detection  agent. 
Section  842(n)(2)(A)  would  provide  an  excep- 
tion to  the  prohibition  of  section  842(n)(l)  for 
any  plastic  explosive  which  was  imported, 
brought  into,  or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  Act 
by  any  person  during  a  period  not  exceeding 
three  years  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
Act.  This  provision  implements  Article  IV. 
paragraph  2.  of  the  Convention,  and  provides 
an  exemption  from  the  prohibitions  of  sec- 
tion 842(n)(l)  for  any  person.  Including  State 
and  local  governmental  entities  and  other 
Federal  agencies,  for  a  period  of  three  years 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  Act. 

Section  842(n)(2)(B)  would  provide  an  ex- 
ception to  the  prohibition  of  section  842(n)(l) 
for  any  plastic  explosive  which  was  im- 
ported, brought  into,  or  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
the  Act  by  any  Federal  law  enforcement 
agency  or  the  United  States  military  or  by 
any  person  acting  on  behalf  of  such  entities 
for  a  period  of  15  years  after  the  date  of 
entry  into  force  of  the  Convention  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States.  This  provision 
implements  Article  IV.  paragraph  3.  of  the 
Convention.  The  provision  was  drafted  to 
specifically  include  the  National  Guard  of 
any  State  and  military  reserve  units  within 
the  15-year  exemption. 

Section  842(o)  would  make  it  unlawful  for 
any  person,  other  than  a  Federal  agency  pos- 
sessing any  plastic  explosive  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  Act.  to  fail  to  report  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  within  120  days  from 
the  effective  date  of  the  Act  the  quantity  of 
plastic  explosive  possessed,  the  manufac- 
turer or  importer  of  the  explosive,  any  iden- 
tifying markings  on  the  explosive,  and  any 
other  information  as  required  by  regulation. 
This  provision  implements  Article  IV.  para- 
graph 1,  of  the  Convention,  which  requires 
each  State  Party  to  take  all  necessary  meas- 
ures to  exercise  control  over  the  possession 
and  transfer  of  pos.session  of  unmarked  ex- 
plosives which  have  been  manufactured  in  or 
imported  into  its  territory  prior  to  the  entry 
into  force  of  the  Convention  with  resr>ect  to 
that  State.  This  provision  was  drafted  to 
specifically  Include  the  National  Guard  of 
any  State  and  military  reserve  units  as 
agencies  which  are  exempt  from  the  report- 
ing requirement. 

Section  405 

This  section  amends  18  U.S.C.  844(a)  which 
provides  penalties  for  violating  certain  pro- 
visions of  18  U.S  C.  842.  The  amended  section 
would  add  sections  842(1  >-(o)  to  the  list  of  of- 
fenses punishable  by  a  fine  under  18  U.S.C. 
3571  of  not  more  than  $250,000  in  the  case  of 
an  individual,  and  $500,000  in  the  case  of  an 
organization,  or  by  imprisonment  for  not 
more  than  10  years,  or  both. 

Section  406. 

This  section  amends  18  U.S.C.  845(a)(1), 
which  excepts  from  the  provisions  of  18 
U.S.C.  Chapter  40  any  aspect  of  the  transpor- 
tation of  explosive  materials  regulated  by 
the  United  States  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
make  it  clear  that  the  exception  in  section 
845(ai(l  1  applies  only  to  those  aspects  of  such 
transportation  relating  to  safety.  This 
amendment  would  overcome  the  effect  of  the 
adverse     decisions     in      United     States     v. 


Petrykievic^.  809  F.  Supp,  794  (WD.  Wash. 
1992),  and  Untied  States  v.  lUtngworth.  489  F  2d 
264  (10th  Cir.  1973).  In  those  cases,  the  court 
held  that  the  language  of  section  845(a)(1)  re- 
sulted in  the  defendant's  exemption  from  all 
the  provisions  of  the  chapter.  Including  the 
requirement  of  a  license  or  permit  to  ship, 
transport,  or  receive  explosives  in  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce 

The  list  of  offenses  which  are  not  subject 
to  the  exceptions  of  section  845(a)  has  also 
been  amended  to  include  the  new  plastic  ex- 
plosives offenses  in  sections  842(1  >-<m). 

Section  406  also  adds  a  new  subsection  (c) 
to  18  use.  845  to  provide  certain  affirma- 
tive defenses  to  the  new  plastic  explosives 
offenses  in  sections  842(l)-<o).  This  provision 
implements  Part  1,  paragraph  11.  of  the 
Technical  Annex  to  the  Convention,  which 
relates  to  exceptions  for  limited  quantities 
of  explosives.  The  affirmative  defenses  of  18 
U.S.C  84.^(0)  could  be  asserted  by  defendants 
In  criminal  prosecutions,  persons  having  an 
interest  in  explosive  materials  seized  and 
forfeited  pursuant  to  18  U.S.C.  844(c).  and 
persons  challenging  the  revocation  or  denial 
of  their  explosives  licenses  or  permits  pursu- 
ant to  18  U.S.C.  845(c). 

The  three  affirmative  defenses  specified  in 
section  845(cKl)  all  relate  to  research,  train- 
ing, and  testing,  and  require  that  the  pro- 
ponent provide  evidence  that  there  was  a 
"small  amount"  of  plastic  explosive  in- 
tended for  and  utilized  solely  in  the  specified 
activities.  The  representatives  to  the  Con- 
ference which  resulted  in  the  Convention 
agreed  that  the  amount  of  unmarked  explo- 
sive permitted  to  be  used  for  these  purposes 
should  be  "limited."  but  were  unable  to 
agree  on  a  specific  quantity.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  may  issue  regulations  defin- 
ing what  quantity  of  plastic  explosives  is  a 
"small  amount  "  or  may  leave  it  up  to  the 
proponent  of  the  affirmative  defense  to  prove 
that  a  "small  amount  "  of  explosives  was  im- 
ported, manufactured,  possessed,  etc.  The 
statute  is  drafted  to  require  that  the  pro- 
ponent establish  the  affirmative  defense  by  a 
preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

Section  815(c)(2)  would  create  another  af 
firmative  defense  to  the  plastic  explosives 
offenses,  which  implements  Article  IV  of  the 
Convention,  and  Part  I.  Paragraph  11(d).  of 
the  Technical  Annex.  This  provision  would 
require  that  proponent  to  prove,  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence,  that  the  plastic  ex- 
plosive was.  within  three  years  after  the  date 
of  entry  into  force  of  the  Convention  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States,  incorporated  in  a 
military  device  that  Is  intended  to  become 
or  has  become  the  property  of  any  Federal 
military  or  law  enforcement  agency.  Fur- 
thermore, the  proix>nent  must  prove  that  the 
plastic  explosive  has  remained  an  integral 
part  of  the  military  device  for  the  exemption 
to  apply.  This  requirement  would  discourage 
the  removal  of  unmarked  plastic  explosives 
from  bombs,  mines,  and  other  military  de- 
vices manufactured  for  the  United  States 
military  during  the  three-year  period.  The 
provision  was  drafted  to  specifically  include 
the  National  Guard  of  any  State  and  mili- 
tary reserve  units  within  the  exemption.  The 
term  "military  device"  has  been  defined  in 
accordance  with  the  definition  of  that  term 
in  Article  I  of  the  Convention. 

Requiring  that  the  exceptions  of  section 
845(c)  be  established  as  an  affirmative  de- 
fense would  facilitate  the  prosecution  of  vio- 
lations of  the  new  plastic  explosives  provi- 
sions by  terrorists  and  other  dangerous 
criminals  in  that  the  Government  would  not 
have  to  bear  the  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
burden  of  proving  that  the  explosives  were 


not  used  in  one  of  the  research,  training, 
testing,  or  military  device  exceptions  speci- 
fied In  the  statute.  The  proponent  to  estab- 
lish the  existence  of  one  of  the  exceptions. 

The  approach  Uken  in  section  845(0  Is  pat- 
terned after  the  affirmative  defense  provi- 
sion in  18  U.S.C.  176  and  177.  relating  to  the 
use  of  biological  weapons. 

Section  407. 

This  section  provides  the  Attorney  General 
investigative  authority  over  new  subsections 
(m)  and  (n)  of  section  842.  relating  to  the  im- 
portation, exportation,  shipping,  transfer- 
ring, receipt  or  possession  of  unmarked  plas- 
tic explosives,  when  such  provisions  are  vio- 
lated by  terrorist/revolutionary  groups  or  in- 
dividuals. This  authority  is  consistent  with 
the  existing  March  1.  1973.  memorandum  of 
understanding  on  the  investigation  of  explo- 
sives violations  between  the  Departments  of 
Justice  and  the  Treasury  and  the  United 
States  Postal  Service.  The  section  also 
makes  it  clear  that,  consistent  with  current 
national  policy,  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation (FBI)  is  the  lead  Federal  agency  for 
investigating  all  violations  of  Federal  law 
involving  terrorism  when  the  FBI  has  been 
given  by  statute  or  regrulatlon  investigative 
authority  over  the  relevant  offense.  See  28 
use.  523  and  28  C.F.R.  0.85(1). 

Section  408. 

This  section  provides  that  the  amendments 
made  by  title  IV  shall  take  effect  one  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment.  The  one  year 
delay  'should  be  adequate  for  manufacturers 
to  obtain  sources  of  one  of  the  specified  de- 
tection agents  and  to  reformulate  the  plastic 
explosives  they  manufacture  to  include  a  de- 
tection agent. 

Section  501. 

Section  501  expands  the  scope  and  jurisdic- 
tional bases  under  18  U.S.C.  831  (prohibited 
transactions  involving  nuclear  materials).  It 
is  an  effort  to  modify  current  law  to  deal 
with  the  Increased  risk  stemming  from  the 
destruction  of  certain  nuclear  weapons  that 
were  once  in  the  arsenal  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union  and  the  lessening  of  security  controls 
over  peaceful  nuclear  materials  in  the 
former  Soviet  Union.  Among  other  things, 
the  bill  expands  the  definition  of  nuclear  ma- 
terials to  include  those  materials  which  are 
less  than  weapons  grade  but  are  dangerous  to 
human  life  and/or  the  environment.  It  also 
expands  the  jurisdictional  bases  to  reach  all 
situations  where  a  U.S.  national  or  corpora- 
tion is  the  victim  or  perpetrator  of  an  of- 
fense. The  bill  expressly  covers  those  situa- 
tions where  a  treat  to  do  some  form  of  pro- 
hibited activity  is  directed  at  the  United 
States  Government. 

Subsection  501(a)(1)  sets  forth  a  series  of 
findings.  Subsection  501(a)(2)  sets  forth  the 
purpose. 

Subsection  501(b)  makes  many  technical 
changes  to  section  831  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code.  The  ones  of  substance  SLre: 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  adds  "nuclear  byproduct 
material"  to  the  scope  of  subsection  ^l(a). 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  ensures  coverage  of  situa- 
tions under  subsection  831(aXlKA)  where 
there  is  substantial  damage  to  the  environ- 
ment. 

(3)  Paragraph  (3)  rewrites  sut>section 
831(a)(1)(B)  in  the  following  ways: 

(A)  drops  the  requirement  that  the  defend- 
ant ""know"  that  circumstances  exist  which 
the  dangerous  to  life  or  property.  If  such  cir- 
cumstances are  created  through  the  inten- 
tional actions  of  the  defendant,  criminal 
sanctions  are  appropriate  due  to  the  inher- 
ently dangerous  nature  of  nuclear  material 
and  the  extraordinary  risk  of  harm  created. 

(B)  adds  substantial  damage  to  the  envi- 
ronment; and 


11968 


CONGRESSIONAL  R£CORI>— SENATE 


May  5,  1995 


May  5,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11969 


iC>  adds  language  (i.e..  "such  cir- 
cumstances are  represented  to  the  defendant 
to  exist")  to  cover  the  situation  of  sales  by 
undercover  law  enforcement  to  prospective 
buyers  of  materials  purported  to  be  nuclear 
materials.  This  is  comparable  to  the  new  18 
use.  21  created  by  section  320910  of  Pub.  L. 
103-322  for  undercover  operations. 

1 4)  Paragraph  (4i  expands  the  threat  provi- 
sion of  subsection  831(aK6)  to  cover  threats 
to  do  substantial  damage  to  the  environ- 
ment 

(5)  Paragraph  (5)  expands  the  jurisdiction 
in  subsection  831(ch2)  beyond  those  situa- 
tions where  the  offender  is  a  United  States 
national  As  revised,  it  includes  all  situa- 
tions, anywhere  in  the  world  where  a  United 
States  national  is  the  victim  of  an  offense  or 
where  the  perpetrator  or  victim  of  the  of- 
fense is  a  "United  States  corporation  or 
other  legal  entity." 

(6)  Paragraph  (6)  drops  the  requirement  in 
subsection  831(c><3)  that  the  nuclear  material 
be  for  peaceful  purposes '.  i.e..  non-military. 
and  that  it  t)e  in  use.  storage,  or  transport. 
Hence,  the  provision  now  reaches  any  alien 
who  commits  an  offense  under  subsection 
831(a)  overseas  and  is  subsequently  found  in 
the  United  States.  Of  course,  if  the  target  of 
the  offense  was  a  U.S.  national  or  corpora- 
tion or  the  U.S.  Government  there  would  be 
jurisdiction  of  the  offense  under  another  pro- 
vision of  subsection  831(c),  even  when  the 
perpetrator  is  still  overseas.  The  activities 
prohibited  by  subsection  831(a)  are  so  serious 
that  all  civilized  nations  have  recognized 
their  obligations  to  confront  this  growing 
problem  because  of  its  inherent  dangerous- 
ness. 

(7)  Paragraph  (8)  deletes  the  requirement 
for  subsection  831ic)<4)  that  the  nuclear  ma- 
terials being  shipped  to  or  from  the  United 
States  be  for  peaceful  purposes.  Hence,  mili- 
tary nuclear  materials  are  now  encompassed 
under  subsection  831(c)(4)  It  also  adds  nu- 
clear byproduct  material  to  the  provision 

(8)  Paragraph  (10)  adds  a  new  paragraph  (5) 
to  subsection  831(c)  to  ensure  that  there  is 
federal  jurisdiction  when  the  governmental 
entity  being  threatened  under  subsection 
831(a)(5i  IS  the  United  States  and  when  the 
threat  under  subsection  831(a)(6)  is  directed 
at  the  United  States. 

(9)  Paragraph  (11)  deletes  an  outmoded  re- 
quirement, so  that  all  plutonium  is  now  cov- 
ered 

(lOi  Paragraph  (14)  adds  "nuclear  byprod- 
uct material"  to  the  definitions  as  a  new 
subsection  831(0(2).  Nuclear  byproduct  mate- 
rial means  any  material  containing  any  ra- 
dioactive isotope  created  through  an  irradia- 
tion pr(x;ess  in  the  operation  of  a  nuclear  re- 
actor or  accelerator.  This  will  extend  the 
prohibitions  of  this  statute  to  materials  that 
are  not  capable  of  creating  a  nuclear  explo- 
sion, but  which,  nevertheless,  could  be  used 
to  create  a  radioactive  dispersal  device  capa- 
ble of  spreading  highly  dangerous  radio- 
active material  throughout  an  area. 

(11)  Paragraph  (17)  adds  to  subsection  831(0 
the  definitions  for  the  terms  "national  of  the 
United  States"  and  "United  States  corpora- 
tion or  other  legal  entity." 

Section  601. 

This  section  deletes  subsection  (o  of  the 
material  support  statute  (18  U.S.C.  2339A(c)) 
enacted  as  part  of  the  1994  crime  bill  (Pub.  L. 
103-322).  It  would  also  correct  erroneous  stat- 
utory references  and  typographical  errors 
(i.e..  changes  -36"  to  37."  -ZBl"  to  "2332." 
"2339"  to  "2332a."  and  "of  an  escape"  to  "or 
an  escape"). 

Subsection  2339A(c)  of  title  18.  United 
States  C(xle.  imposes  an  unprecedented  and 


impractical  burden  on  law  enforcement  con- 
cerning the  initiation  and  continuation  of 
criminal  investigations  under  18  U.S.C. 
2339A.  Specifically,  subsection  (c)  provides 
that  the  government  may  not  initiate  or 
continue  an  investigation  under  this  statute 
unless  the  existing  facts  reasonably  indicate 
that  the  target  knowingly  and  intentionally 
has  engaged,  is  engaged,  or  will  engage  in  a 
violation  of  federal  criminal  law.  In  other 
words,  the  government  must  have  facts  that 
reasonably  indicate  each  element  of  the  of- 
fense before  it  even  initiates  (or  continues) 
an  investigation.  The  normal  investigative 
practice  is  that  the  government  obtains  evi- 
dence which  indicates  that  a  violation  may 
exist  if  certain  other  elements  of  the  offense, 
particularly  the  knowledge  or  intent  ele- 
ments, are  also  present.  The  government 
then  seeks  to  obtain  evidence  which  estab- 
lishes or  negates  the  existence  of  the  other 
elements.  If  such  evidence  is  found  to  exist, 
the  investigation  continues  to  obtain  the 
necessary  evidence  to  prove  its  case  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt  on  every  element. 

As  drafted,  however,  subsection  (o  re- 
verses the  natural  flow  of  a  criminal  inves- 
tigation. It  is  an  impediment  to  the  effective 
use  of  section  2339A.  Moreover,  the  provision 
would  generate  unproductive  litigation 
which  would  only  sei^e  to  delay  the  prosecu- 
tion of  any  offender,  drain  limited  investiga- 
tive and  prosecutive  resources,  and  hinder  ef- 
forts to  thwart  terrorism.  It  is  the  position 
of  the  Department  of  Justice  that  the  inves- 
tigative guidelines  issued  by  the  Attorney 
General  adequately  protect  individual  rights 
while  providing  for  effective  law  enforce- 
ment. 

Section  601  deletes  subsection  (c)  retro- 
active to  September  13.  1994.  the  date  that 
the  1994  crime  bill  was  signed  into  law.  Since 
subsection  (c)  is  procedural  in  nature,  the 
retroactive  nature  of  the  proposed  deletion 
does  not  pose  a  constitutional  problem.  It 
should  suffice,  however,  to  preclude  a  defend- 
ant from  availing  himself  of  subsection  ( c )  in 
the  event  that  the  conduct  charged  in  a  sub- 
sequent indictment  arose  between  Septem- 
ber 1?l   1WM,  and  the  pnactment  of  section  601 

Section  102(c)  of  this  Act  also  proposes  to 
broaden  the  scope  of  the  material  support 
statute  by  incorporating,  as  one  of  the  predi- 
cate offenses,  the  proposed  statute  relating 
to  conspiracies  within  the  United  States  to 
commit  terrorist  acts  abroad. 

Section  602. 

This  section  would  add  coverage  for 
threats  to  the  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
statute  (18  U.S.C.  2332a)  The  offense  of  using 
a  weapon  of  mass  destruction  (or  attempting 
or  conspiring  to  use  such  a  weapon)  was  cre- 
ated by  section  60023  of  the  Violent  Crime 
Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994 
(P.L.  103-322).  However,  no  threat  offense  was 
included.  A  threat  to  use  such  a  weapon  is  a 
foreseeable  tactic  to  be  employed  by  a  ter- 
rorist group.  Further,  it  could  necessitate  a 
serious  and  costly  government  response,  e.g. 
efforts  to  eliminate  the  threat,  evacuation  of 
a  city  or  facility,  etc.  Accordingly,  it  seems 
clearly  appropriate  to  make  threatening  to 
use  a  weapon  of  mass  destruction  a  federal 
offense. 

This  section  amends  subsection  (a)  to  in- 
clude threats  among  the  proscribed  offend- 
ers. Further,  it  redesignates  subsection  (b)  of 
section  2332a  as  subsection  (c)  and  provides  a 
new  subsection  (b).  The  new  subsection  (b) 
ensures  jurisdiction  when  a  national  of  the 
United  States  outside  the  United  States  is 
the  perpetrator  of  the  threat  offense. 

Section  603. 

Section  603  adds  to  the  Racketeer  Influ- 
enced   and    Corrupt    Organizations    (RICO) 


statute  certain  federal  violent  crimes  relat- 
ing to  murder  and  destruction  of  property. 
These  are  the  offenses  most  often  committed 
by  terrorists.  Many  violent  crimes  commit- 
ted within  the  United  States  are  encom- 
passed as  predicate  acts  for  the  RICO  stat- 
ute. However.  RICO  does  not  presently  reach 
most  terrorist  acts  directed  against  United 
States  interests  overseas.  Hence,  this  section 
adds  to  RICO  extraterritorial  terrorism  vio- 
lations. When  an  organi2^tion  commits  a  se- 
ries of  terrorist  acts,  a  RICO  theory  of  pros- 
ecution may  be  the  optimal  means  of  pro- 
ceeding. 

The  offenses  being  added  to  as  predicate 
acts  to  RICO  are:  18  U.S.C.  (relating  to  the 
destruction  of  aircraft).  37  (relating  to  vio- 
lence at  international  airports).  115  (relating 
to  influencing,  impeding  or  retaliating 
against  a  federal  official  by  threatening  or 
injuring  a  family  member).  351  (relating  to 
Congre.ssional  or  Cabinet  officer  assassina- 
tion). 831  (relating  to  prohibited  transactions 
involving  nuclear  materials  as  amended  by 
section  501  of  this  bill).  844  (0  or  (i)  (relating 
to  destruction  by  explosives  or  fire  of  gov- 
ernment property  or  property  affecting 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce).  956  (relat- 
ing to  conspiracy  to  kill,  kidnap,  maim  or 
injure  property  certain  properly  in  a  foreign 
country  as  amended  by  section  102  of  this 
bill).  1111  (relating  to  murder).  1114  (relating 
to  murder  of  United  States  law  enforcement 
officials.).  1116  (relating  to  murder  of  foreign 
officials,  official  guests,  or  internationally 
protected  persons).  1203  (relating  to  hostage 
taking).  1361  (relating  to  willful  injury  of 
government  property).  1363  (relating  to  de- 
struction of  property  within  the  special  mar- 
itime and  territorial  jurisdiction),  1751  (re- 
lating to  Presidential  assassination).  2280 
(relating  to  violence  against  maritime  navi- 
gation as  amended  by  section  606  of  this  bill). 
2281  (relating  to  violence  against  maritime 
fixed  platforms),  2332  (relating  to  terrorist 
acts  abroad  against  United  States  nationals). 
2332a  (relating  to  use  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction as  amended  by  section  602  of  this 
bill).  2332b  (relating  to  acts  of  terrorism 
tran.scending  national  boundaries  created  by 
section  101  of  this  bill),  and  2339A  (relating 
to  providing  material  support  to  terrorists 
as  amended  by  sections  102(c)  and  601  of  this 
bill),  and  49  U.S.C  46502  (relating  to  aircraft 
piracy.) 

Section  604 

18  use  1956<a)(2)(A)  makes  it  a  felony  to 
transfer  funds  from  the  United  States  to  a 
place  outside  the  United  States  if  the  trans- 
fer is  done  with  the  intent  to  promote  the 
carrying  on  of  "specified  unlawful  activity." 
The  term  "specified  unlawful  activity"  is  de- 
fined in  section  1956<cm7)(B)  to  include  an  of- 
fense against  a  foreign  nation  involving  kid- 
napping, robbery,  or  extortion  as  well  as  cer- 
tain offenses  involving  controlled  substances 
and  fraud  by  or  against  a  foreign  bank.  It 
does  not.  however,  include  murder  or  the  de- 
struction of  property  by  means  of  explosive 
or  fire. 

In  recent  investigations  of  international 
terrorist  organizations,  it  has  been  discov- 
ered that  certain  of  these  organizations  col- 
lect money  in  the  United  States  and  then 
transfer  the  money  outside  the  United 
States  for  use  in  connection  with  acts  of  ter- 
rorism which  may  involve  murder  or  de- 
struction of  property  in  foreign  nations. 

In  order  to  prevent  terrorist  organizations 
from  collecting  money  inside  the  United 
States  which  is  used  to  finance  murders  and 
destruction  of  property,  subsection  (a)  would 
add  "murder  and  destruction  of  property  by 
explosive  or  fire"  to  the  list  of  specified  un- 
lawful   activity    in    section    1956<c>(7)(B)(ii). 


This  amendment  would  also  apply  to  cases 
where  the  proceeds  of  any  such  murder  or 
property  destruction  would  be  laundered  in 
the  United  States. 

Subsection  (b)  would  add  to  the  definitions 
of  "specified  unlawful  activity"  in  section 
1956(c)(7)(D)  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
those  violent  federal  offenses  most  likely  to 
be  violated  by  terrorists  overseas  Hence,  if 
during  the  course  of  perpetrating  these  vio- 
lent offenses  the  terrorists  transferred  funds 
in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  to  pro- 
mote the  carrying  on  of  any  of  these  of- 
fenses, they  would  also  violate  the  money 
laundering  statute.  The  offenses  added  are 
the  same  as  those  added  to  the  RICO  statute 
by  section  603  of  this  bill,  except  for  18  U.S.C 
1203  (relating  to  hostage  taking)  which  is  al- 
ready contained  as  a  money  laundering  pred- 
icate. It  should  be  noted  that  if  section  603  of 
this  bill  is  enacted,  subsection  604(b)  need 
not  be  enacted  because  any  offense  which  is 
included  as  a  RICO  predicate  is  automati- 
cally a  predicate  also  under  the  money  laun- 
dering statute. 

Section  605. 

This  section  would  add  a  number  of  terror- 
ism-related offenses  to  18  U  S.C  2516.  there- 
by permitting  court-authorized  interception 
of  wire.  oral,  and  electronic  communications 
when  the  rigorous  requirements  of  chapter 
119  (including  section  2516)  are  met  Pres- 
ently, section  2516  contains  a  long  list  of  fel- 
ony offenses  for  which  electronic  surveil- 
lance is  authorized.  The  list  has  grown  peri- 
odically since  the  initial  enactment  of  the 
section  in  1968  As  a  result,  coverage  of  ter- 
rorism-related offenses  is  not  comprehen- 
sive. Section  2516  already  includes  such  of- 
fenses as  hostage  taking  under  18  U  S.C.  1203. 
train  wrecking  under  18  U.S.C.  1992.  and  sab- 
otage of  nuclear  facilities  or  fuel  under  42 
use  2284. 

The  instant  proposal  would  add  18  U.S.C. 
956.  as  amended  by  section  103  of  this  bill, 
and  960  (proscribing  conspiracies  to  harm 
people  or  damage  certain  property  of  a  for- 
eign nation  with  which  the  United  States  is 
not  at  war  and  organizing  or  participating  in 
from  within  the  United  States  an  expedition 
against  a  friendly  nation),  49  U  S.C.  46502  (re- 
lating to  aircraft  piracy),  and  18  U  S.C  2332 
(relating  to  killing  United  States  nationals 
abroad  with  intent  to  coerce  the  government 
or  a  civilian  population).  It  would  also  add  18 
U.S.C.  2332a  (relating  to  offenses  Involving 
weapons  of  mass  destruction),  18  U.S.C.  2332b 
(relating  to  acts  of  terrorism  transcending 
national  boundaries,  which  offense  is  created 
by  section  101  of  this  bill),  18  U.S.C.  2339A 
(relating  to  providing  material  support  to 
terrorists),  and  18  U.S.C  37  (relating  to  vio- 
lence at  airports). 

Terrorism  offenses  frequently  require  the 
use  of  court-authorized  electronic  surveil- 
lance techniques  because  of  the  clandestine 
and  violent  nature  of  the  groups  that  com- 
mit such  crimes  Adding  the  proposed  predi- 
cate offenses  to  18  U.S.C.  2516  would  there- 
fore facilitate  the  ability  of  law  enforcement 
successfully  to  investigate,  and  sometimes 
prevent,  such  offenses  in  the  future 

Section  606. 

In  considering  legislative  proposals  which 
were  incorporated  into  the  19*4  crime  bill 
(Pub.  L.  103-322),  Congress  altered  the  De- 
partments proposed  formulation  of  the  ju- 
risdictional provisions  of  the  Maritime  Vio- 
lence legislation,  the  Violence  Against  Mari- 
time Fixed  Platforms  legislation,  and  Vio- 
lence at  International  Airports  legislation, 
because  of  a  concern  over  possible  federal 
coverage  of  violence  stemming  from  labor 
disputes.  The  altered   language  created  un- 


certainties which  were  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  Congress.  Subsequently,  the  labor  vi- 
olence concern  was  addressed  by  adoption  of 
the  bar  to  prosecution  contained  in  18  U.S.C. 
37(c),  2280(c)  and  2281(c)  With  the  adoption  of 
this  bar,  the  sections  were  to  revert  to  their 
original  wording,  as  submitted  by  the  De- 
partment of  Justice.  While  sections  37  and 
2281  were  properly  corrected,  the  disturbing 
altered  language  was  inadvertently  left  in 
section  2280. 

Consequently,  as  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  of 
subsection  228CKb)(l)(A)  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  are  presently  written,  there 
would  be  no  federal  jurisdiction  over  a  pro- 
hibited act  within  the  United  States  by  any- 
one (alien  or  citizen)  if  there  was  a  state 
crime,  regardless  of  whether  the  state  crime 
is  a  felony.  Moreover,  the  Maritime  Conven- 
tion mandated  that  the  United  States  assert 
jurisdiction  when  a  United  States  national 
does  a  prohibited  act  anywhere  against  any 
covered  ship.  Limiting  jurisdiction  over  pro- 
hibited acts  committed  by  United  States  na- 
tionals to  those  directed  against  only  foreign 
ships  and  ships  outside  the  United  States 
does  not  fulfill  our  treaty  responsibilities  to 
guard  against  all  wrongful  conduct  by  our 
own  nationals. 

Moreover,  as  presently  drafted,  there  is  no 
federal  jurisdiction  over  alien  attacks 
against  foreign  vessels  within  the  United 
States,  except  in  the  unlikely  situation  that 
no  state  crime  is  involved  This  is  a  poten- 
tially serious  gap.  Finally,  until  the  federal 
"riminal  jurisdiction  over  the  expanded  por- 
tion of  the  territorial  sea  of  the  United 
States  is  clarified,  there  remains  some  doubt 
about  federal  criminal  jurisdiction  over 
aliens  committing  prohibited  acts  against 
foreign  vessels  in  the  expanded  portion  of  the 
territorial  sea  of  the  United  States  (i.e..  from 
3  to  12  nautical  miles  out).  Consequently, 
striking  the  limiting  phrases  in  clauses  (ii) 
and  (iii)  ensures  federal  jurisdiction,  unless 
the  bar  to  prosecution  under  subsection 
2280(c)  relating  to  labor  disputes  is  applica- 
ble, in  all  situations  that  are  required  by  the 
Maritime  Convention. 

Section  607. 

This  section  expands  federal  jurisdiction 
over  certain  bomb  threats  or  hoaxes.  Pres- 
ently. 18  U.S.C.  844(e),  covers  threats  to  dam- 
age by  fire  or  explosive  property  protected 
by  18  use.  844  (f)  or  (i),  if  the  United  States 
mails,  the  telephone  or  some  other  instru- 
ment of  commerce  is  used  to  convey  the 
threat  or  the  false  information.  Section  607 
removes  any  jurisdictional  nexus  for  the 
means  used  to  convey  the  threat  or  false  in- 
formation A  sufficient  jurisdictional  nexus 
is  contained  in  the  targeted  property  itself. 
i.e  ,  the  property  (1)  belongs  to  the  United 
Stales  Government.  (2)  is  owned  by  an  orga- 
nization receiving  federal  funds,  or  (3)  is  used 
in  or  affects  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 
The  threat  provision  has  also  been  drafted  to 
cover  a  threat  to  commit  an  arson  in  viola- 
tion of  18  use  81  against  property  located 
in  the  special  maritime  and  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  United  Stales. 

Section  608, 

This  section  would  amend  the  explosives 
chapter  of  title  18  to  provide  generally  that 
a  conspiracy  to  commit  an  offense  under 
that  chapter  is  punishable  by  the  same  maxi- 
mum term  as  that  applicable  to  the  sub- 
stantive offense  that  was  the  object  of  the 
conspiracy.  In  contrast,  the  general  conspir- 
acy statute.  18  US  C.  371.  provides  for  a  max- 
imum of  five  years'  imprisonment.  This  pro- 
vision accords  with  several  recent  Congres- 
sional enactments,  including  21  U.S.C.  846 
(applfcable    to    drug    conspiracies)    and    18 


U.S.C.  1956(h)  (applicable  to  money  launder- 
ing conspiracies).  See  also  section  320105  of 
Pub.  Law  103-322.  which  raised  the  penalty 
for  the  offense  of  conspiracy  to  travel  inter- 
state with  intent  to  commit  murder  for  hire 
(18  use.  1958).  This  trend  in  federal  law. 
which  is  emulated  in  the  penal  codes  of 
many  States,  recognizes  that,  as  the  Su- 
preme Court  has  observed,  "collective  crimi- 
nal agreement — partnership  in  crime — pre- 
sents a  greater  potential  threat  to  the  public 
than  individual  delicts,"  Callajian  v.  United 
States.  364  U.S.  587.  593  (1961):  accord  United 
States  V.  Feola.  420  U.S.  671.  693-4  (1975), 

Section  608  includes  the  introductory 
phrase  "[ejxcept  as  provided  in  this  section" 
in  order  to  take  account  of  one  area  where  a 
different  maximum  penalty  will  apply.  Sec- 
tion 110518<b)  of  Pub.  Law  103-322  enacted  a 
special  twenty-year  maximum  prison  pen- 
alty (18  use.  844(m))  for  conspiracies  to  vio- 
late 18  U.S.C.  844(h).  which  prohibits  using 
an  explosive  to  commit  certain  crimes  and 
which  carries  a  mandatory  five-year  prison 
term  for  the  completed  crime.  Like  section 
844(m).  the  proposed  amendment  exempts  the 
penalty  of  death  for  a  conspiracy  offense 

Section  609. 

Section  609  would  cure  an  anomaly  in  18 
U.S.C.  115.  The  statute  presently  punishes 
violent  crimes  against  the  immediate  fami- 
lies of  certain  former  federal  officials  and 
law  enforcement  officers  (including  prosecu- 
tors) in  retaliation  for  acts  undertaken  while 
the  former  official  was  in  office.  However, 
the  former  official  is  not  protected  against 
such  crimes.  Federal  investigators,  prosecu- 
tors, and  judges  who  are  involved  in  terror- 
ism cases  are  often  the  subject  of  death 
threats.  The  danger  posed  to  the  safety  of 
such  officers  does  not  necessarily  abate  when 
they  leave  government  service.  Former  Unit- 
ed States  officials  should  be  protected  by 
federal  law  against  retaliation  directed  at 
the  past  performance  of  their  official  duties. 
Section  609  would  provide  such  protection. 

Section  610. 

The  changes  made  by  this  section  are  simi- 
lar to  that  made  by  section  608  for  explosives 
conspiracies. 

This  section  adds  "conspiracy"  to  several 
offenses  likely  to  be  committed  by  terror- 
ists. Conspiracy  is  added  to  the  offense  itself 
to  ensure  that  coconspirators  are  subject  to 
the  same  penalty  applicable  to  those  per- 
petrators who  attempt  or  complete  the  of- 
fense. Presently,  the  maximum  possible  im- 
prisonment provided  under  the  general  con- 
spiracy statute.  18  U  S.C,  371.  is  only  five 
years.  The  offenses  for  which  conspiracy  is 
being  added  are:  18  U.S.C.  32  (destruction  of 
aircraft),  37  (violence  at  airports  serving 
international  civil  aviation).  115  (certain  vio- 
lent crimes  against  former  federal  officials, 
added  by  section  609.  and  family  members  of 
current  or  former  federal  officials).  175  (pro- 
hibitions with  respect  to  biological  weap- 
ons). 1203  (hostage  taking).  2280  (violence 
against  maritime  navigation),  and  2281  (vio- 
lence against  maritime  fixed  platforms),  and 
49  use.  46502  (relating  to  aircraft  piracy). 

Section  701. 

This  section  sets  forth  the  congressional 
findings  for  title  VII. 

Section  702. 

Amending  subsection  573(d)  of  chapter  8  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2349aa2)  would  allow  more  nexibility  and  ef- 
ficiency in  the  Department  of  State's 
Antiterrorism  Training  Assistance  (ATA) 
program  by  permitting  more  courses  to  be 
taught  overseas  and  allowing  for  instructors 
to  teach  overseas  for  up  to  180  days.  Current 
law  allows  training  overseas  for  only  certain 


11970 


CONGRESSIONAL  R£CORI>— SENATE 


May  5,  1995 


May  5,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


11971 


specified  types  of  courses  and  only  for  up  to 
30  days.  Deleting  subsection  (f)  of  section  573 
would  allow  for  some  personnel  expenses  for 
administering  the  ATA  program  to  be  met 
through  the  foreign  aid  appropriation.  Cur- 
rently, all  such  costs  are  paid  from  the  De- 
partment of  State's  Salaries  and  Expenses 
account 

TITLE  vm— SUBSTANTIVE  INVESTIOATTVE 
ENHANCEMENTS 

Sec  801  Pen  registers  and  trap  and  trace 
devices  in  foreign  counterintelligence  and 
counterterronsm  investigations 

Section  801  permits  the  FBI  to  use  pen  reg- 
ister and  trap  and  trace  device  statutes — al- 
ready available  in  routine  criminal  cases— in 
foreign  counterintelligence  investigations. 
Pen  registers  are  devices  which  record  sig- 
nals pulsed  or  toned— simply  put.  the  num- 
ber dialed,  while  trap  and  trade  devices 
record  the  number  from  which  a  call  origi- 
nates, simply  put.  Caller  ID.  Neither  device 
permits  the  monitoring  of  the  actual  con- 
versation taking  place. 

Sec.  802.  Disclosure  of  Information  and 
consumer  reports  to  FBI  for  foreign  counter- 
intelligence purposes. 

Section  802  permits  the  FBI  to  obtain  ac- 
cess to  consumer  credit  reports  in  foreign 
counterintelligence  matters.  These  are  the 
same  reports  available  on  request  to  car 
salesmen  and  real  estate  agents  and  to  the 
FBI,  by  grand  jury  subpoena,  in  routine 
criminal  cases  Without  the  information  in 
these  reports,  the  FBI  cannot  determine 
where  terrorists  hold  their  assets  and  ac- 
cordingly a  major  part  of  the  investigations 
is  lost.  The  grand  jury  subpoena  process  is 
not  available  in  foreign  counterintelligence 
matters  because  these  are  not  necessarily 
criminal  in  nature. 

Sec  803  Study  and  requirements  for  tag- 
ging of  explosive  materials,  and  study  and 
recommendations  for  rendering  explosive 
components  inert  and  Imposing  controls  on 
precursors  of  explosives 

Section  803  requires  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  to  study  the  action  of  taggant*— 
microscopic  particles  which  will  survive 
combustion  and  which  are  unique  by  manu- 
facture and  date  and  which  therefore  will 
serve  to  identify  the  source  of  an  explosive — 
as  well  as  whether  it  is  possible  to  render 
certain  chemicals  inert  and  whether  certain 
explosives  precursors  can  be  controlled.  The 
study  must  be  completed  within  one  year  of 
enactment. 

The  provision  also  requires  Treasury  to 
promulgate  regulations  regarding  the  addi- 
tion of  these  taggants  by  private  manufac- 
turers and  criminalizes  possession,  transfer 
and  other  conduct  respecting  explosives  not 
containing  taggants.  The  criminal  provision 
does  not  become  effective  until  90  days  after 
the  promulgation  of  the  regulation  requiring 
the  taggant  addition 

Sec  804.  Access  to  records  of  common  car- 
riers, public  accommodation  facilities,  phys- 
ical storage  facilities  and  vehicle  rental  fa- 
cilities in  foreign  counterintelligence  and 
counterterrorism  cases. 

Section  804  permits  the  FBI  access  to  the 
same  records  already  available  to  the  DEA 
by  administrative  subpoena  in  routine  nar- 
cotics investigations  and  which  are  available 
to  the  FBI  and  all  other  law  enforcement 
agencies  in  criminal  cases  where  a  grand 
jury  subpoena  may  properly  be  obtained. 

Hotels  and  motels,  storage  facilities,  air- 
lines, trains  and  vehicle  rental  companies  all 
provide  services  and  maintain  records  which 
are  often  of  extraordinary  value  to  law  en- 
forcement— no  less  in  foreign  counterintel- 
ligence and  counterterrorism  cases. 


Records  would  be  produced  pursuant  to  a 
special  written  request  which  would  be 
signed  by  a  person  with  a  title  no  lower  than 
Assistant  Special  Agent  In  Charge  Such  an 
Individual  is  generally  a  senior  person  con- 
sidered middle-management  within  the  FBI 
structure. 

Sec.  805.  Limitation  of  statutory  exclusion- 
ary rule. 

Section  805  would  simply  extend  to  war- 
rants Issued  to  conduct  electronic  surveil- 
lance, the  same  "good  faith"  standard  which 
already  exists  by  Supreme  Court  decision  as 
to  routine  search  warrants.  There  is  no  pol- 
icy basis  to  apply  a  different  standard  to 
electronic  surveillance  warrants  than  is  ap- 
plied to  other  warrants 

Sec.  806.  Authority  for  wiretaps  in  any  ter- 
rorism-related or  explosives  felony. 

Section  806  would  expand  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  electronic  surveil- 
lance orders  for  oral  and/or  wire  intercepts 
could  be  issued  by  a  court,  to  include  any  fel- 
ony when  an  appropriate  high-ranking  De- 
partment of  Justice  official  certifies  that  the 
"felony  involves  or  may  involve  domestic  or 
international  terrorism.  '  While  most  such 
felonies  are  already  covered  in  the  Elec- 
tronic Communications  Privacy  Act  of  1986 
(ECPA).  18  use.  52510,  et  seg..  there  are  oc- 
casions when  those  engaged  in  terrorism 
may  have  violated  statutes  which  are  not 
enumerated.  In  such  instances,  although  the 
statute  may  not  ordinarily  merit  status  as  a 
predicate  under  ECPA.  the  specific  actions  of 
the  target(s)  may  raise  the  seriousness  of  the 
statute  to  a  level  where  an  ECPA  order  is  ap- 
propriate. 

Section  106  would  also  expand  the  list  of 
predicate  crimes  to  include  felony  explosives 
violations.  Such  violations  are  key  to  terror- 
ism and  violent  crime  prosecutions  and  ac- 
cordingly a  key  predicate  to  ECPA  orders 
which  may  be  required  in  such  cases 

Sec.  807.  Temporary  emergency  wiretap  au- 
thority involving  terroristic  crimes. 

Section  807  would  simply  permit  the  issu- 
ance of  emergency  wiretap  orders— already 
available  in  organized  crime  cases — to  situa- 
tions involving  domestic  or  international 
terrorism.  Such  orders  are  only  valid  for  48 
hours  but  are  essential  because  this  period  of 
time  is  sufficient  to  permit  the  FBI  to  obtain 
a  court-ordered  warrant,  a  process  which 
may  take  as  long  as  the  48  hours  permitted. 

Sec.  808.  Expanded  authority  for  roving 
wiretaps. 

Section  808  removes  a  needless  impediment 
to  the  issuance  of  roving  wiretaps— wiretaps 
which  protect  individual  rights  because  the 
"tap"  follows  the  target  from  phone  to 
phone  rather  than  remaining  on  one  phone 
which  others  may  use — by  deleting  the  re- 
quirement that  the  government,  which  must 
show  that  the  target  is  using  multiple 
phones  lines,  is  doing  so  in  order  to  avoid 
routine  surveillance. 

This  is  a  hard  standard  to  meet  and  bears 
no  direct  relevance  to  whether  the  roving 
wiretap  ought  to  be  authorized  by  a  court. 
Although  roving  wiretaps  have  been  author- 
ized since  at  least  1986.  the  additional  re- 
quirement of  proof  of  motive  has  foiled  sev- 
eral major  investigations. 

Sec.  809.  Enhanced  access  to  telephone  bill- 
ing records. 

Section  809  would  allow  the  FBI  to  obUin 
telephone  billing  information  already  avail- 
able in  routine  cases  by  way  of  grand  jury 
subpoena.  Although  toll  records  are  already 
available,  information  such  as  address, 
length  of  service  and  local  calling  informa- 
tion is  essential  in  many  investigations  and 
the  very  same  information  is  used  by  many 


telephone  companies  for  routine  marketing 
and  sales  promotion  programs. 

Sec  810.  Requirement  to  preserve  evidence. 

Section  810  would  require  telephone  com- 
panies to  preserve  their  records  on  demand, 
for  at  least  90  days,  possibly  more,  until  a 
court  order  to  preserve  records  can  be  ob- 
tained. Although  most  mainstream  phone 
companies  already  preserve  their  records  for 
more  than  this  period  of  time,  the  growth  of 
small  companies  in  the  industry  has  resulted 
in  services  which  discard  records  after  very 
short  periods  of  time.  Such  Information  is  of 
critical  importance  in  a  wide  variety  of  in- 
vestigations. 

Sec  811.  Permission  to  request  military  as- 
sistance with  respect  to  offenses  involving 
chemical  and  biological  weapons. 

Section  811  would  permit  the  Attorney 
General  to  request  military  assistance  in 
cases  involving  chemical  and  biological 
weapons.  New  subsections  enacted  by  section 
811  and  codified  at  §§175^ci  and  2332b(c)  would 
provide  a  limited  exception  to  the  Posse 
Comitatus  Act  to  permit  the  military  to  pro- 
vide technical  assistance  to  federal  law  en- 
forcement officials  in  enforcing  these  sub- 
sections Technical  assistance  could  include 
assistance  in  investigations,  in  conducting 
searches,  in  evidence  collection,  and  in  dis- 
arming and  disabling  individuals  but  would 
not  include  authority  to  arrest.  Further, 
these  subsections  do  not  authorize  any  intel- 
ligence agency  to  engage  in  any  activity 
that  is  not  otherwise  authorized  by  law  or 
executive  order. 

Section  811  would  also  amend  current  law 
concerning  chemical  weapons  to  include  all 
chemical  weapons,  whether  in  gaseous  form 
or  not.  Under  existing  law,  chemical  weapons 
are  covered,  only  if  in  gaseous  form.  Accord- 
ingly, an  individual  who  poisoned  a  city's 
water  supply  with  a  pellet  of  dioxin  would 
not  be  chargeable  under  current  law  because 
the  pellet  was  not  in  gaseous  form  until  it 
was  dropped  into  the  water 

Sec.  812.  General  reward  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General. 

Section  812  would  remove  the  existing 
JSOO.OOO  cap  on  the  Attorney  General's  re- 
ward authority  and  would  also  permit  the 
Attorney  General  to  receive  funds  from 
other  agencies  so  as  to  permit  "pooled  ' 
awards  when  multiple  agencies  are  involved. 
The  Administration  intends  to  submit  com- 
plementary appropriations  language  on  this 
subject. 

TITLE  IX— SUBSTANTIVE  PROSECUTIVE 
ENHA,S'CE.ME,VTS 

Sec.  901.  Possession  of  stolen  explosives 

Section  901  would  expand  federal  statutes 
which  already  criminalize  the  knowing  pos- 
session of  stolen  firearms  to  include  stolen 
explosive  materials 

Sec.  902  Protection  of  Federal  employees 
on  account  of  the  performance  of  their  offi- 
cial duties. 

Section  902  would  expand  federal  criminal 
murder  and  assault  jurisdiction  to  include 
all  feleral  employees  and  their  immediate 
families  The  provision  would  also  include 
the  uniformed  services  of  the  military. 
Under  existing  federal  law,  only  certain  enu- 
merated federal  employees  are  protected 
under  federal  law  and  as  federal  employees 
become  targets— not  only  as  the  result  of 
their  specific  job  titles,  but  merely  because 
they  are  federal  employees — the  need  for  fed- 
eral protection  grows 

TITLE  X— CRIMINAL  PENALTIES 

Sec.  1001.  Mandatory  penalty  for  transfer- 
ring a  firearm  knowing  that  it  will  be  used 
to  commit  a  crime  of  violence. 


Section  1001  would  increase  from  a  maxi- 
mum to  a  minimum  of  10  years,  the  sentence 
of  imprisonment  which  must  be  imposed 
when  an  individual  transfers  a  firearm  know- 
ing that  the  firearm  material  will  be  used  to 
commit  a  crime  of  violence  or  a  drug  traf- 
ficking crime.  Because  such  knowledge 
makes  the  crime  more  serious,  there  is  a 
greater  need  for  punishment. 

Sec.  1002.  Mandatory  penalty  for  transfer- 
ring an  explosive  material  knowing  that  it 
will  be  used  to  commit  a  crime  of  violence. 

Section  1002  would  create  a  parallel  offense 
to  that  involving  firearms  when  an  Individ- 
ual transfers  explosives  material  knowing 
that  the  material  will  be  used  to  commit  a 
crime  of  violence  or  a  drug  trafficking  crime. 

Sec.  1003.  Increased  period  of  limitations 
for  National  Firearms  Act. 

Section  1003  would  extend  the  current 
three-year  statute  of  limitations  which  ap- 
plies to  certain  serious  weapons  offenses,  to 
five  years,  the  same  statute  of  limitations  as 
applies  to  virtually  all  other  felony  offenses 
under  federal  criminal  law.  Some  of  the  of- 
fenses covered  include  the  possession  of  ma- 
chineguns,  sawed-off  shotguns,  silencers  and 
explosive  devices. 

TITLE  XI— FUNDLNG 

Sec.  1101.  Civil  monetary  penalty  sur- 
charge and  telecommunications  carrier  com- 
pliance payments. 

Section  1101  creates  a  mechanism  to  pay 
for  the  costs  of  Implementing  digital  teleph- 
ony programs.  Subject  to  appropriations  ac- 
tion, a  surcharge  of  40  percent  is  added  to 
each  civil  monetary  penalty  at  the  time  it  is 
assessed  by  the  United  States  or  an  agency 
thereof.  The  Administration  intends  to  sub- 
mit complementary  appropriations  language 
on  this  subject. 

Mr.  BEDEN.  Mr.  President,  2  weeks 
ago,  terrorists  destroyed  the  Federal 
building  in  Oklahoma  City,  took  hun- 
dreds of  lives,  and  destroyed  the  lives 
of  thousands  of  others.  Federal,  State, 
and  local  investigators  continue  the 
search  for  those  responsible  for  that 
heinous  act. 

In  the  weeks  since  the  attack,  there 
has  been  renewed  focus  on  S.  390,  the 
President's  comprehensive  counterter- 
rorism bill  I  introducing  in  February 
with  Senators  Specter  and  Kohl. 

Today,  I  am  pleased  to  join  with  Sen- 
ator Daschle  and  others  in  introducing 
expanded  counterterrorism  legislation, 
which  contains  additional  proposals  to 
assist  law  enforcement  in  the  fight 
against  terrorism. 

As  I  said  in  February,  I  believe  we 
must  take  strong  action  to  counteract 
terrorism.  Now,  in  the  wake  of  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing,  it  is  clear 
that  we  must  focus  our  attention  not 
just  on  foreign  terrorists,  but  on  do- 
mestic American  terrorists  as  well. 

There  are  steps  we  can  take,  and  this 
bill  combines  them.  We  should  ensure 
that  law  enforcement  has  the  tools  and 
resources  it  needs  to  effectively  inves- 
tigaf^  and  prevent  terrorist  acts,  what- 
ever their  origin. 

At  the  same  time,  we  should  not,  in 
the  heat  of  the  moment,  pass  legisla- 
tion that  we-  -and  the  American  pub- 
lic—will later  regret.  Our  freedoms  and 
our  Constitution  are  simply  too  valu- 
able to  be  put  at  risk  in  a  hurried  rush 
to  respond  to  this  terrible  tragedy. 


Several  important  provisions  in  this 
bill  come  from  S,  390,  introduced  ear- 
lier this  year.  For  instance,  the  bill  ex- 
pands the  circumstances  in  which  we 
can  prosecute  crimes  committed  over- 
seas which  affect  our  interests. 

It  also  prohibits  persons  from  raising 
funds  for  foreign  terrorist  organiza- 
tions, implements  treaties  on  plastic 
explosives,  and  takes  a  number  of  other 
important  actions. 

New  provisions  in  this  bill  add  to 
that  effort  by  providing  enhanced  au- 
thority to  obtain  records  in  foreign 
counterintelligence  investigations 

through  letter  requests  from  the  FBI, 
This  allows  access  to  records  such  as 
consumer  credit  reports  and  hotel/ 
motel  records. 

Because  foreign  counter-intelligence 
investigations  may  not  involve  a 
criminal  prosecution,  a  grand  jury  sub- 
poena may  not  be  an  option  in  these 
cases. 

This  bill  now  also  revises  current 
wiretap  laws  to  provide  authorization 
for  wiretaps  in  connection  with  any  fel- 
ony if  the  Department  of  Justice  cer- 
tifies that  it  is  connected  to  foreign  or 
domestic  terrorism,  and  it  allows  for 
emergency  wiretaps  in  terrorism  inves- 
tigations. 

The  bill  also  alters  the  standards  to 
obtain  a  so-called  roving  wiretap — tar- 
geted at  a  person  moving  from  phone 
to  phone  or  using  pay  phones. 

In  addition,  the  bill  allows  use  of  the 
military  to  investigate  offenses  involv- 
ing chemical  and  biological  weapons. 

And  it  allows  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  to  promulgate  regulations  re- 
quiring explosives  manufacturers  to 
use  methods  making  the  explosives 
traceable,  known  as  taggants. 

■While  I  believe  manv  of  the  provi- 
sions now  under  consideration  in  this 
bill  are  useful  and  desirable,  I  do  share 
some  of  the  concerns  about  the  bill. 

Specifically,  I  want  to  examine  close- 
ly the  need  for  and  the  full  scope  of  the 
additional  authority  sought  for  law  en- 
forcement in  wiretapping  and  in  col- 
lecting records,  particularly  where  do- 
mestic groups  are  targeted. 

As  I  said  in  February,  I  am  also  con- 
cerned about  the  alien  terrorist  re- 
moval provisions,  which  would  allow 
secret  evidence  to  be  used  to  deport  a 
person. 

Our  judicial  system  generally  re- 
quires that  a  defendant  be  given  the 
evidence  to  be  used  against  him — so 
that  he  can  prepare  a  defense.  Unseen, 
unheard  evidence  simply  cannot  be  de- 
fended against,  and  raises  the  possibil- 
ity of  erroneous  decisions. 

I  also  believe  we  should  look  closely 
at  proposals  which  would  ban  fundrais- 
ing  for  organizations  which  the  Presi- 
dent designates  as  terrorist. 

The  first  amendment  rights  of  asso- 
ciation and  free  speech  are  at  the  heart 
of  our  system  of  government.  While  we 
should  not  allow  people  to  knowingly 
support  terrorism,  we  also  must  ensure 


that  legitimate  political  activities  are 
not  curtailed. 

We  must  examine  these  and  other  is- 
sues closely  before  acting  on  terrorism 
legislation. 

But  I  do  believe  we  should  act.  Amer- 
icans enjoy  freedoms  unlike  those  in 
any  other  country  on  the  planet.  But 
freedoms  bring  responsibilities. 

Incidents  like  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  have  no  place  in  our  free  and 
democratic  society,  which  allows  full 
expression  of  all  types  of  political 
views  through  legitimate  means.  There 
is  simply  no  excuse  for  turning  to  vio- 
lence in  a  society  with  open  airwaves, 
uncensored  newspapers,  and  regular 
and  free  elections  of  the  peoples'  rep- 
resentatives. 


By  Mr.  HARKIN: 

S.  762.  A  bill  to  implement  General 
Accounting  Office  recommendations 
regarding  the  use  of  commercial  soft- 
ware to  detect  billing  code  abuse  in 
Medicare  claims  processing,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

THE  MEDICARE  BILUNG  ABUSE  PREVENTON  ACT 
OF  1995 

•  Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing the  Medicare  Billing  Abuse 
Prevention  Act  to  implement  rec- 
ommendations of  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  concerning  abusive  and  im- 
proper billing  practices  that  are  cost- 
ing the  American  taxpayer  and  individ- 
ual Medicare  beneficiaries  billions  of 
dollars.  There  is  controversy  over  what 
should  be  done  concerning  Medicare. 
But,  I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  all  agree 
that  medical  providers  should  receive 
what  they  are  entitled  to  and  should 
not  receive  payments  based  on  Im- 
proper billings. 

Last  year,  I  along  with  the  chairman 
and  ranking  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee  asked  the  GAO  to  look  at 
how  much  Medicare  loses  because  of  its 
inability  to  prevent  and  detect  abusive 
and  inappropriate  billings  by  health 
care  providers.  We  specifically  asked 
them  what  savings  the  taxpayers  and 
Medicare  beneficiaries  might  realize  If 
Medicare  was  to  use  the  commercially 
available  state  of  the  art  computer  pro- 
grams to  detect  and  stop  abusive  pay- 
ments. 

GAO  has  done  their  usual  excellent 
work.  The  results  of  their  review  are 
dramatic.  Medicare's  system  for  de- 
tecting abuse  is  failing  and  it's  costing 
American  taxpayers  and  senior  citizens 
millions  every  day.  Taxpayers  and 
those  on  Medicare  could  save  roughly 
$4  billion  over  the  next  5  years  if  Medi- 
care harnessed  the  power  of  the  private 
sector  and  used  state  of  the  art  anti- 
abuse  equipment. 

Although  I  believed  we  had  a  prob- 
lem, the  GAO  has  uncovered  losses 
from  improper  billings  that  are  far 
larger  than  I  expected.  They  also  sug- 
gested a  straightforward  solution  that 
will  conservatively  save  the  Medicare 
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trust  fund  about  $640  million  per  year 
and  Medicare  beneficiaries  over  $140 
million  a  year  in  their  out  of  pocket 
costs.  Those  estimates  are  based  on 
four  separate  samples  of  200.000  actual 
filed  claims  each  that  were  processed 
with  commercially  available  software 
developed  by  four  separate  computer 
companies  that  now  provide  the  soft- 
ware to  commercial  users,  primarily 
insurance  companies. 

I  was  pleased  to  hear  that  the  great 
majority  of  medical  care  providers 
billed  the  Government  correctly.  The 
losses  were  the  results  of  billings  sub- 
mitted by  8  percent  of  providers.  I  do 
want  to  point  out  that  all  errors  are 
not  purposeful.  But.  whatever  the  rea- 
son, the  Medicare  trust  fund  should 
have  the  best  protections  against  im- 
proper payments. 

In  a  hearing  held  by  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Labor.  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, Education  and  Related  Agencies 
today,  I  believe  that  a  solid  case  was 
made  for  immediate  action.  Losses  are 
mounting  by  about  $2  million  for  every 
day  we  wait. 

Many  in  Congress  are  proposing  dra- 
matic cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  and  reduce  the  deficit. 
They  are  suggesting  that  senior  citi- 
zens and  the  disabled,  most  of  whom 
live  on  limited,  fixed  incomes,  pay 
more  for  Medicare.  And  they  are  sug- 
gesting dramatic  cuts  in  payments  to 
doctors,  hospitals,  and  other  health 
care  providers — cuts  that  will  either  re- 
duce health  care  access  and  quality  of 
care  for  older  Americans,  or  simply  be 
shifted  on  to  the  millions  of  working 
Americans  who  have  private  health  in- 
surance. 

While  Medicare  for  years  led  the 
health  care  field  in  technology,  today 
it  has  been  left  in  the  dust.  \Miile  most 
of  the  Nation's  leading  private  health 
insurers  and  managed  care  plans  are 
saving  billions  by  using  this  state  of 
the  art  equipment.  Medicare  lags  be- 
hind. In  fact,  many  of  the  same  private 
health  insurers  that  Medicare  con- 
tracts with  to  process  its  claims  use 
this  new  technology  on  their  private 
sector  business  but  can't  use  the  same 
to  bring  American  taxpayers  and  sen- 
iors Medicare  savings.  This  is  part  of 
the  reason  why  Medicare's  costs  are 
rising  faster  than  private  sector  health 
care  costs. 

The  GAO  had  four  private  companies 
that  have  developed  sophisticated  com- 
puter technology  to  detect  and  stop 
billing  abuse  run  a  representative  sam- 
ple of  doctors  bills  Medicare  had  al- 
ready checked  and  paid  through  their 
systems.  The  private  sector  systems 
found  instance  after  instance  where 
Medicare,  with  Its  outdated  computer 
technology,  paid  abusive  or  inappropri- 
ate bills  that  should  have  been  denied. 
The  most  common  form  of  billing 
abuse  identified  was  unbundling,  where 
a  doctor  performs  a  procedure  and  bills 
Medicare  not  only  for  the  full  proce- 


dure, but  also  for  components  of  the 

procedure.  For  example,  a  doctor  bills 
Medicare  $5,000  for  gall  bladder  sur- 
gery, but  also  bills  Medicare  $1,000  for 
the  incision  and  closing  the  wound. 
Medicare  is  paying  twice  for  the  same 
service.  Other  examples  of  unbundling 
abuses  identified  Include:  billing  for 
multiple  visits  to  the  same  patient  on 
the  same  day;  billing  separately  for  in- 
jections and  chemotherapy  administra- 
tion when  those  injections  are  simply  a 
component  of  the  chemotherapy  ad- 
ministration; and,  billing  for  excessive 
numbers  of  Pap  smears  for  the  same 
woman  on  the  same  day. 

Billing  abuses  that  the  commercial 
computer  systems  would  identify  in- 
clude mutually  exclusive  procedures, 
the  use  of  an  Inappropriate  assistant  at 
surgery,  duplicate  billings,  and  global 
fee  period  violations  where  one  charge 
might  cover  a  physician's  services  for 
30  days  after  surgery  and  the  doctor 
separately  charges  for  services  pro- 
vided during  that  time  period. 

The  GAO  indicates  that  it  would  cost 
around  $20  million  or  less  to  install  the 
private  sector  technology  in  Medicare. 
And  they  have  clearly  demonstrated 
that  such  an  investment  would  save 
Medicare  taxpayers  and  beneficiaries 
over  $3.9  billion  in  5  years.  So,  for 
every  dollar  we  invest,  taxpayers  will 
get  a  $200  return.  I  call  that  a  bargain. 
I  want  to  reiterate:  for  every  day  we 
fail  to  invest,  taxpayers  will  lose  about 
$2  million.  And  more  will  be  lost  by  in- 
dividual Medicare  patients,  sometimes 
thousands  of  dollars  by  a  single  indi- 
vidual. I  call  that  a  scandal. 

The  Billing  Abuse  Prevention  Act 
will  do  three  things. 

First,  it  will  provide  a  definite  time 
when  commercially  available  computer 
systems  shall  be  in  actual  use  to  catch 
billing  code  abuses  by  all  of  the  32  Med- 
icare contractors  who  examine  Medi- 
care billings  so  errors  and  abusive  bill- 
ing practices  can  be  caught.  HCFA  has 
been  given  90  days  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment to  set  out  the  exact  require- 
ments under  which  the  32  Medicare 
contractors  shall  have  a  computer 
checking  system  in  place.  And,  it  re- 
quires that  the  contractors  actually 
have  the  system  in  use  within  180  days 
after  enactment. 

It  is  my  hop)e  and  expectation  that 
this  can  be  done  more  quickly  than 
that.  HCFA  should  now  begin  the  proc- 
ess to  develop  the  criteria  without 
waiting  for  the  legislation  to  pass. 
With  the  full  cooperation  of  the  agen- 
cy, I  am  hopeful  that  the  HCFA  imple- 
menting requirements  could  be  ready 
by  the  time  the  President  signs  the 
bill.  That  will  allow  the  contractors  to 
move  more  quickly  as  well. 

Many  of  the  32  contractors  are  al- 
ready using  the  commercially  available 
systems  to  review  private  Insurance 
claims.  But,  some  modifications  of  the 
systems  will  be  needed  to  modify  the 
program  to  match  HCFA  billing  prac- 


tices. And,  the  contractors  will  want  to 
review  all  of  the  systems  that  are 
available  that  meet  HCFA's  criteria 
and  go  through  the  appropriate  pro- 
curement practices. 

Second,  the  legislation  provides  that 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  may  keep  information  about 
the  system  confidential.  If  that  is  not 
done,  detailed  information  about  the 
system  could  be  used,  to  some  degree, 
to  get  around  the  system's  safeguards. 
The  legislation  also  provides  that  the 
proprietary  Information  about  the  sys- 
tems are  not  to  be  released.  If  it  be- 
came available,  the  companies  that 
created  it  might  lose  a  significant  part 
of  their  investment  since  other  compa- 
nies could  acquire  the  technical  details 
of  the  systems.  The  Secretary  is  ex- 
pected to  release  appropriate  informa- 
tion about  the  system  which  is  in  the 
public  Interest. 

It  is  important  to  use  commercially 
available  systems  because  we  already 
know  they  work  and  we  can  put  them 
into  place  relatively  quickly  with 
minor  modifications.  We  save  time 
which  results  in  real  savings  and  we 
avoid  what  might  be  a  large  develop- 
ment cost  if  HCFA  tried  to  create  their 
own  system.  Another  advantage  of 
commercial  systems  is  that  they  will 
be  continually  improved  as  the  private 
development  companies  work  to  fur- 
ther Improve  their  systems  to  acquire 
a  larger  share  of  the  private  market- 
place. 

Third,  the  Secretary  shall  order  a  re- 
view of  all  of  the  existing  regulations 
and  guidelines  governing  Medicare  pay- 
ment policies  and  billing  code  abuse  to 
see  what  modifications  might  be  appro- 
priate to  maximize  the  benefits  of  the 
computer  cuecicing  systems  an^^  avoi^ 
Ing  improper  payments. 

I  urge  that  this  legislation  be  rapidly 
considered  and  passed.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  326 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  326,  a  bill  to  nrohlblt  United 
States  military  assistance  and  arms 
transfers  to  foreign  governments  that 
are  undemocratic,  do  not  adequately 
protect  human  rights,  are  engaged  in 
acts  of  armed  aggression,  or  are  not 
fully  participating  in  the  United  Na- 
tions Register  of  Conventional  Arms. 

S.  440 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Dole]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
440,  a  bin  to  amend  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  designa- 
tion of  the  National  Highway  System, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  483 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  HATCH,  the 
name   of  the   Senator   from   Wyoming 


[Mr.  Simpson]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  483,  a  bill  to  amend  the  provisions 
of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  with  re- 
spect to  the  duration  of  copyright,  and 
for  the  other  purposes. 

S.  6ff7 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
RoBB]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
607,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensa- 
tion, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  to  clar- 
ify the  liability  of  certain  recycling 
transactions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  692 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leaitv']  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  692,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  preserve  fam- 
ily-held forest  lands,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


COMMON  SENSE  PRODUCT 
LIABILITY  REFORM  ACT 


COVERDELL  (AND  DOLE) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  690 

Mr.  COVERDELL  (for  himself  and 
Mr  Dole)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  amendment  No.  596.  proposed  by 
Mr.  Gorton,  to  the  bill  iH.R.  956)  to  es- 
tablish legal  standards  and  procedures 
for  product  liability  litigation,  and  for 
other  purposes;  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted, insert  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  citod  as  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  of  1995". 

TITLE  I— PRODUCT  LIABILITY 
SEC.  101.  nEFrNirioN.s. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following 
definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  Claimant —The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  bringrs  a  product  li- 
ability action  and  any  person  on  whose  be- 
half such  an  action  is  brought.  If  an  action  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of— 

(A)  an  estate,  the  term  includes  the  dece- 
dent; or 

(B)  a  minor  or  incompetent,  the  term  in- 
cludes the  legal  guardian  of  the  minor  or  in- 
competent. 

(2)  Claimant's  benefits— The  term 
"claimant's  benefits  "  means  the  amount 
paid  to  an  employee  as  workers'  compensa- 
tion benefits. 

(3)  Clear  and  convincing  evidence.— 

(A)  In  general —Subject  to  subparagraph 
(A),  the  term  "clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence" is  that  measure  of  degree  of  proof 
that  will  produce  in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of 
fact  a  firm  belief  or  conviction  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished. 

(B)  Degree  of  proof —The  degree  of  proof 
required  to  satisfy  the  standard  of  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  shall  be— 

(i)  greater  than  the  degree  of  proof  re- 
quired to  meet  the  standard  of  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence;  and 

(ii)  less  than  the  degree  of  proof  required 
to  meet  the  standard  of  proof  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt. 


(4)  Commercial  loss,— The  term  "commer- 
cial loss"  means  any  loss  or  damage  to  a 
product  Itself,  loss  relating  to  a  dispute  over 
its  value  or  consequential  economic  loss  the 
recovery  of  which  is  governed  by  the  Uni- 
form Commercial  Code  or  analogous  State 
commercial  law.  not  including  harm. 

(5)  Durable  good— The  term  "durable 
good  "  means  any  product,  or  any, component 
of  any  such  product,  which  has  a  normal  life 
expectancy  of  3  or  more  years  or  is  of  a  char- 
acter subject  to  allowance  for  depreciation 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  and 
which  is — 

(A)  used  in  a  trade  or  business; 

(B)  held  for  the  production  of  income;  or 

(C)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 
private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods. 
training,  demonstration,  or  any  other  simi- 
lar purpose. 

(6)  Economic  loss— The  term  "economic 
loss  "  means  any  pecuniary  loss  resulting 
from  harm  (including  any  medical  expense 
loss,  work  loss,  replacement  services  loss, 
loss  due  to  death,  burial  costs,  and  loss  of 
business  or  employment  opportunities),  to 
the  extent  that  recovery  for  the  loss  is  per- 
mitted under  applicable  State  law. 

(7)  Harm —The  term  "harm"  means  any 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  death,  or 
damage  to  property,  caused  by  a  product. 
The  term  does  not  include  commercial  loss 
or  loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself. 

(8)  Insurer.— The  term  "insurer"  means 
the  employer  of  a  claimant,  if  the  employer 
is  self-insured,  or  the  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer 

(9)  Manufacturer.— The  term  "manufac- 
turer "  means — 

(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  produce,  create,  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  component  part  of  a  prod- 
uct), and  who  designs  or  formulates  the  prod- 
uct (or  component  part  of  the  product),  or 
has  engaged  another  person  to  design  or  for- 
mulate the  product  (or  component  part  of 
the  product); 

(B)  a  product  seller,  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when,  before  placing  the  product  in 
the  stream  of  commerce,  the  product  seller 
produces,  creates,  makes,  constructs,  de- 
signs, or  formulates,  or  has  engaged  another 
person  to  design  or  formulate,  an  aspect  of  a 
product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another  person;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  that  is  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (B)  that  holds  itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  the  product. 

(10)  Noneconomic  loss.— The  term  "non- 
economic  loss"— 

(A)  means  subjective,  nonmonetary  loss  re- 
sulting from  harm,  including  pain,  suffering, 
inconvenience,  mental  suffering,  emotional 
distress,  loss  of  society  and  companionship, 
loss  of  consortium,  injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  and 

(B)  does  not  include  economic  loss. 

(11)  Person— The  term  "person"  means 
any  individual,  corporation,  company,  asso- 
ciation, firm,  partnership,  society,  joint 
stock  company,  or  any  other  entity  (includ- 
ing any  governmental  entity). 

(12)  Product  — 

(Ai  In  general— The  term  "product" 
means  any  object,  substance,  mixture,  or 
raw  material  in  a  gaseous,  liquid,  or  solid 
state  thatr— 

(i)  is  capable  of  delivery  itself  or  as  an  as- 
sembled whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient; 

(ii)  is  produced  for  introduction  into  trade 
or  commerce; 


(iii)  has  intrinsic  economic  value;  and 

(iv)  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to  persons 
for  commercial  or  personal  use. 

(B)  Exclusion— The  term  "product"  does 
not  include — 

(i)  tissue,  organs,  blood,  and  blood  products 
used  for  therapeutic  or  medical  purposes,  ex- 
cept to  the  extent  that  such  tissue,  organs, 
blood,  and  blood  products  (or  the  provision 
thereof)  are  subject,  under  applicable  State 
law.  to  a  standard  of  liability  other  than 
negligence;  and 

(ii)  electricity,  water  delivered  by  a  util- 
ity, natural  gas,  or  steam. 

(13)  Product  liabiuty  action— The  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product. 

(14)  Pkodvct  seller  — 

(A)  In  general— The  term  product  sell- 
er" means  a  person  who— 

(i)  in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that  purpose,  sells,  distributes,  rents,  leases, 
prepares,  blends,  packages,  labels,  or  other- 
wise is  involved  in  placing  a  product  in  the 
stream  of  commerce;  or 

(ii)  installs,  repairs,  refurbishes,  recondi- 
tions, or  maintains  the  harm-causing  aspect 
of  the  product. 

(B)  Exclusion— The  term  "product  seller" 
does  not  include — 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(ill)  any  person  who— 

(I)  acts  in  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  sale  of  product;  or 

(II)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  lessor  does  not  initially 
select  the  leased  product  and  does  not  during 
the  lease  term  ordinarily  control  the  dally 
operations  and  maintenance  of  the  product. 

(15)  State.— The  term  "State  "  means  each 
of  the  several  States  of  the  United  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and  any  other 
territory  or  pos-session  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof. 

(16)  Time  of  delivery— The  term  "time  of 
delivery"  means  the  time  when  a  product  is 
delivered  to  the  first  purchaser  or  lessee  of 
the  product  that  was  not  involved  in  manu- 
facturing or  selling  the  product,  or  using  the 
product  as  a  component  part  of  another 
product  to  be  sold. 

SEC,  J02.  APPUCABIUTY;  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  Applicability.— 

(1)  Actions  covered— Subject  to  para- 
graph (2),  this  title  applies  to  any  product  li- 
ability action  commenced  on  or  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  without  re- 
gard to  whether  the  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  action  or  the  conduct  that  caused  the 
harm  occurred  before  such  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

(2)  Actions  excluded  — 

(A)  Actions  for  damage  to  product  or 
commercial  loss.— a  civil  action  brought  for 
loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  com- 
mercial loss,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  title  governing  product  liabil- 
ity actions,  but  shall  be  subject  to  any  appli- 
cable commercial  or  contract  law. 

(B)  Actions  for  negligent  entrust- 
ment.— A  civil  action  for  negligent  entrust- 
ment  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  title  governing  product  liability  actions, 
but  shall  be  subject  to  any  applicable  State 
law. 
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(b)  Scope  of  Pr£emption.— 

(1)  In  general —This  Act  supersedes  a 
State  law  only  to  the  extent  that  State  law 
applies  to  an  issue  covered  under  this  title. 

(2)  Issues  not  covered  under  this  act  — 
Any  issue  that  is  not  covered  under  this 
title,  including-  any  standard  of  liability  ap- 
plicable to  a  manufacturer,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  this  title,  but  shall  be  subject  to  ap- 
plicable Federal  or  State  law. 

(c)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed  to- 
il i  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  soverelfrn 

immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
law: 

(2)  sup>ersede  or  alter  any  Federal  law; 

(3)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States; 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28.  United  States  Code; 

(5i  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  with 
respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreigrn  nation 
or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  inconvenient  forum;  or 

(7)  supersede  or  modify  any  statutory  or 
common  law.  including  any  law  providing  for 
an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance,  that  author- 
izes a  person  to  institute  an  action  for  civil 
damages  or  civil  penalties,  cleanup  costs,  in- 
junctions, restitution,  cost  recovery,  puni- 
tive damages,  or  any  other  form  of  relief  for 
remediation  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response.  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980.  42  use.  9601(8))  or  the 
threat  of  such  remediation. 

(d)  Construction  —To  promote  uniformity 
of  law  in  the  various  jurisdictions,  this  title 
shall  be  construed  and  applied  after  consid- 
eration of  Its  legislative  history. 

(8)  Effect  of  Court  of  appeals  Deci- 
sions—Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  any  decision  of  a  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals interpreting  a  provision  of  this  title 
(except  to  the  extent  that  the  decision  is 
overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by  the  Su- 
preme Court!  shall  be  considered  a  control- 
ling precedent  with  respect  to  any  subse- 
quent decision  made  concerning  the  inter- 
pretation of  such  provision  by  any  Federal  or 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  area  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals 

SEC.     103.     UABUJTY     RLXES     APPUCABLE     TO 
PRODUCT  SELLERS. 

(a)  General  Rule  — 

(1)  In  general  —In  any  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  filed  by  a 
claimant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a 
product  seller  other  than  a  manufacturer 
shall  be  liable  to  a  claimant,  only  if  the 
claimant  establishes — 

(Ai  that^ 

(i)  the  product  that  allegedly  caused  the 
harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  complaint 
was  sold,  rented,  or  leased  by  the  product 
seller; 

(li)  the  product  seller  failed  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  with  respect  to  the  product; 
and 

(iii)  the  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
was  a  proximate  cause  of  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(B) that— 

(i)  the  product  seller  made  an  express  war- 
ranty applicable  to  the  product  that  alleg- 
edly caused  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  complaint,  independent  of  any  express 
warranty  made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product; 


(ii)  the  product  failed  to  conform  to  the 
warranty;  and 

(iii)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform 
to  the  warranty  caused  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(C)  that^ 

(i)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  inten- 
tional wrongdoing,  as  determined  under  ap- 
plicable State  law;  and 

(ii)  such  intentional  wrongdoing  was  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  haim  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  complaint. 

(2)  Reasonable  opportunity  for  inspec- 
tion—For  purposes  of  paragraph  (iKAKiii.  a 
product  seller  shall  not  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  a  product  based  upon  an  alleged  fail- 
ure to  inspect  a  product  if  the  product  seller 
had  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
product  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant. 

(b)  Specul  Rule.— A  product  seller  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  liable  as  a  manufacturer  of 
a  product  for  harm  caused  by  the  product 
if— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to  serv- 
ice of  process  under  the  laws  of  any  State  in 
which  the  action  may  be  brought,  or 

(2)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection  only,  the 
statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  claims 
asserting  liability  of  a  product  seller  as  a 
manufacturer  shall  be  tolled  from  the  date  of 
the  filing  of  a  complaint  against  the  manu- 
facturer to  the  date  that  judgment  is  entered 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(c)  Re.vted  or  Leased  Products — 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  101  (14)(B))  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  any  person  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  renting  or  leasing  a 
product  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  claimant  for 
the  tortious  act  of  another  solely  by  reason 
of  ownership  of  such  product. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 
any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (li.  the  term 
■product  liability  action  "  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  p.")duct  or  product  use. 

SEC.    10*    DEFENSES    INVOLVING    INTOHCATING 
ALCOHOL  OR  DRUGS, 

(a)  General  Rule  —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  a  defendant  in  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title  shall  have  a  complete  defense  in  the  ac- 
tion if  the  defendant  proves  that — 

(1)  the  claimant  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug  that  may 
not  lawfully  be  sold  over-the-counter  with- 
out a  prescription,  and  was  not  prescribed  by 
a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant:  and 

(2)  the  claimant,  as  a  result  of  the  influ- 
ence of  the  alcohol  or  drug,  was  more  than  50 
percent  responsible  for  the  accident  or  event 
which  resulted  in  the  harm  to  the  claimant 

(b)  Construction —For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  determination  of  whether  a  per- 
son was  intoxicated  or  was  under  the  influ- 
ence of  intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law. 

SEC.    108.    REDUCTION   FOR   MISUSE   OR  ALTER 
ATION  OF  PRODUCT. 

(a)  General  Rule  — 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (c).  in  a  product  liability  action  that 
is   subject    to   this   title,    the   damages    for 
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which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
applicable  State  law  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
percentage  of  responsibility  for  the  harm  to 
the  claimant  attributable  to  misuse  or  alter- 
ation of  a  product  by  any  person  if  the  de- 
fendant establishes  that  such  percentage  of 
the  harm  was  proximately  caused  by  a  use  or 
alteration  of  a  product — 

(A)  in  violation  of.  or  contrary  to.  the  ex- 
press warnings  or  instructions  of  the  defend- 
ant if  the  warnings  or  instructions  are  deter- 
mined to  be  adequate  pursuant  to  applicable 
State  law;  or 

(B)  involving  a  risk  of  harm  which  was 
known  or  should  have  been  known  by  the  or- 
dinary person  who  uses  or  consumes  the 
product  with  the  knowledge  common  to  the 
class  of  persons  who  used  or  would  be  reason- 
ably anticipated  to  use  the  product. 

(2i  Use  intended  by  a  manufacturer  is 
not  misuse  or  alteration— P'or  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  a  use  of  a  product  that  is 
intended  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  product 
does  not  constitute  a  misuse  or  alteration  of 
the  product. 

(b)  State  Law— Notwithstanding  section 
3<b).  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  su- 
persede State  law  concerning  misuse  or  al- 
teration of  a  product  only  to  the  extent  that 
State  law  is  inconsistent  with  such  sub- 
section. 

(c)  Workplace  Injury— Notwithstanding 
subsection  (a),  the  amount  of  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
State  law  shall  not  be  reduced  by  the  appli- 
cation of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
conduct  of  any  employer  or  coemployee  of 
the  plaintiff  who  is.  under  applicable  State 
law  concerning  workplace  injuries,  immune 
from  being  subject  to  an  action  by  the  claim- 
ant. 

SEC.  106.  UNIFORM  STANDARDS  FOR  AWARD  OF 
PUNirnVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  General  Rule —Punitive  damages 
may.  to  the  extent  permitted  by  applicable 
State  law.  be  awarded  against  a  defendant  in 
a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject  to 
this  title  if  the  claimant  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  result  of 
conduct  that  was  carried  out  by  the  defend- 
ant with  a  conscious,  flagrant  indifference  to 
the  safety  of  others. 

(bi  Limitation  on  Amount.— 

(1)  In  general— The  amount  of  punitive 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  to  a  claimant 
in  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title  shall  not  exceed  2  times  the  sum 
of- 

(A)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  economic  loss;  and 

(B)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomic  loss. 

(2)  Special  Rule — 

(A)  The  amount  of  punitive  damages  that 
may  be  awarded  in  any  civil  action  against 
an  individual  whose  net  worth  does  not  ex- 
ceed $5(X).0(X)  or  against  an  owner  of  an  unin- 
corporated business,  or  any  partnership,  cor- 
poration, association,  unit  of  local  govern- 
ment, or  organization  which  has  fewer  than 
25  full-time  employees,  shall  not  exceed: 

1 1 1  Two  times  the  sum  of— 

(a)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss:  and 

(b)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
non-economic  loss:  or 

(2)  $250,000, 
whichever  amount  is  lesser 

(B)  Punitive  damages  may,  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  applicable  State  law,  be  award- 
ed against  a  defendant  in  any  civil  action 
whose  net  worth  does  not  exceed  S500,000  or 
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against  an  owner  of  an  unincorporated  busi- 
ness, or  any  partnership  corporation,  asso- 
ciation, unit  of  local  government,  or  organi- 
zation which  has  fewer  than  25  full-time  em- 
ployees, if  the  claimant  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  result  of 
conduct  that  was  carried  out  by  the  defend- 
ant with  a  conscious,  flagrant  indifference  to 
the  safety  of  others. 

(3)  Application  by  court.— This  subsection 
shall  be  applied  by  the  court  and  the  applica- 
tion of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  disclosed 
to  the  Jury. 

(c)  Bifurcation  at  Request  of  Either 
Part\' — 

(1)  In  general.— At  the  request  of  any 
party,  the  trier  of  fact  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  con- 
sider in  a  separate  proceeding  whether  puni- 
tive damages  are  to  be  awarded  for  the  harm 
that  is  the  subject  of  the  action  and  the 
amount  of  the  award. 

(2)  Inadmissibility  of  evidence  relative 

ONLY  to  a  claim  OF  PUNITIVE  DAMAGES  IN  A 
PROCEEDING  CONCERNING  COMPENSATORY  DAM- 
AGES.—If  any  party  requests  a  separate  pro- 
ceeding under  paragraph  d),  in  any  proceed- 
ing to  determine  whether  the  claimant  may 
be  awarded  compensatory  damages,  any  evi- 
dence that  is  relevant  only  to  the  claim  of 
punitive  damages,  as  determined  by  applica- 
ble State  law.  shall  be  inadmissible, 

SEC.  107.  UNIFORM  THE  LIMITATIONS  ON  LIABIL- 
ITY. 

(a)  Statute  of  Limitatigns.- 

il)  In  GENERAL.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2i  and  subsection  (b).  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
may  be  filed  not  later  than  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered,  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  action  and  the  cause  of  the  harm. 

(2)  Exceptions.— 

(.A)  Person  with  a  legal  disability' —A 
person  with  a  legal  disability  (as  determined 
under  applicable  law)  may  file  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  not 
later  than  2  years  after  the  date  on  which 
the  person  ceases  to  have  the  legal  disabil- 
ity. 

(B)  Effect  of  stay  or  injunction.— If  the 
commencement  of  a  civil  action  that  is  sub- 
ject to  this  title  is  sta.ved  or  enjoined,  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  under 
this  section  shall  be  suspended  until  the  end 
of  the  period  that  the  stay  or  injunction  is  in 
effect. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subject  to  paragraphs  (2) 
and  1 3).  no  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  concerning  a  product 
that  is  a  durable  good  alleged  to  have  caused 
harm  (other  than  toxic  harm)  may  be  filed 
after  the  20-year  period  beginning  at  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product. 

(2)  State  law.— Notwithstanding  para- 
graph (1).  if  pursuant  to  an  applicable  State 
law,  an  action  described  in  such  paragraph  is 
required  to  be  filed  during  a  period  that  is 
shorter  than  the  20-year  period  specified  in 
such  paragraph,  the  State  law  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  such  period. 

(3)  Exceptions — 

iA)  A  motor  vehicle,  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
train  that  is  used  primarily  to  transport  pas- 
sengers for  hire  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
subsection. 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  bar  a  product  li- 
ability action  against  a  defendant  who  made 
an  express  warr^inty  in  writing  as  to  the 
safety  of  the  specific  product  involved  which 
was  longer  than  20  years,  but  it  will  apply  at 
the  expiration  of  that  warranty. 


(C)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  affect  the  limi- 
tations period  established  by  the  General 
Aviation  Revitalization  Act  of  1994  (49  U.S.C. 
40101  note). 

(c)  Transitional  Provision  Relating  to 
Extension  of  Period  for  Bringing  Certain 
Actions.— If  any  provision  of  subsection  (a) 
or  (b)  shortens  the  period  during  which  a 
product  liability  action  that  could  be  other- 
wise brought  pursuant  to  another  provision 
of  law,  the  claimant  may,  notwithstanding 
subsections  (a)  and  (b).  bring  the  product  li- 
ability action  pursuant  to  this  title  not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

SEC.       108.      SEVERAL      LIABILITY      FOR      NON- 
ECONO.MIC  LOS.S. 

(a)  General  Rule —In  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  the  liabil- 
ity of  each  defendant  for  noneconomic  loss 
shall  be  several  only  and  shall  not  be  joint. 

(b)  Amount  of  Lability'. — 

(1)  In  general— Each  defendant  shall  be 
liable  only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomic 
loss  allocated  to  the  defendant  in  direct  pro- 
portion to  the  percentage  of  responsibility  of 
the  defendant  (determined  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2))  for  the  harm  to  the 
claimant  with  respect  to  which  the  defend- 
ant is  liable.  The  court  shall  render  a  sepa- 
rate Judgment  against  each  defendant  in  an 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  the  preced- 
ing sentence. 

(2)  Percentage  of  responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of  non- 
economic  loss  allocated  to  a  defendant  under 
this  section,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  determine 
the  percentage  of  responsibility  of  each  per- 
son responsible  for  the  claimant's  harm, 
whether  or  not  such  person  is  a  party  to  the 
action. 

SEC.    109.  WORKERS-  COMPENSATION  SUBROGA- 
TION STANDARDS. 

(a)  General  Rule — 

(1)  Right  of  subrogation  — 

(A)  In  General.— An  insurer  shall  have  a 
right  of  subrogation  against  a  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  to  recover  any  claimant's 
benefits  relating  to  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title 

(B)  Written  notification.— To  assert  a 
right  of  subrogation  under  subparagraph  (A), 
the  insurer  shall  provide  written  notice  to 
the  court  in  which  the  product  liability  ac- 
tion is  brought. 

(C)  Insurer  not  required  to  be  a  party.— 
An  insurer  shall  not  be  required  to  be  a  nec- 
essary and  proper  party  in  a  product  liability 
action  covered  under  subparagraph  (A). 

(2)  Settlements  and  other  legal  pro- 
ceedings,— 

(A)  In  general.— In  any  proceeding  relat- 
ing to  harm  or  settlement  with  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  by  a  claimant  who 
files  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title,  an  insurer  may  participate  to 
assert  a  right  of  subrogation  for  claimant's 
benefits  with  respect  to  any  payment  made 
by  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  by 
reason  of  such  harm,  without  regard  to 
whether  the  payment  is  made — 

(i)  as  part  of  a  settlement; 
(ii)  in  satisfaction  of  Judgment; 
(iii)  as  consideration  for  a  covenant  not  to 
sue;  or 
(Iv)  in  another  manner. 

(B)  Written  notification.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (C).  an  employee  shall 
not  make  any  settlement  with  or  accept  any 
payment  from  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  without  written  notification  to  the 
employer. 

(C)  Exemption.— Subparagraph  (B)  shall 
not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the  insurer 


has  been  compensated  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits. 

(3)  Harm  resulting  from  action  of  em- 
ployer or  coemployee.— 

(A)  In  general.— If.  with  respect  to  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title,  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  at- 
tempts to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that  the 
harm  to  the  claimant  was  caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  employer  of  the  claimant  or  any 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  issue  of  that 
fault  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact, 
but  only  after  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  has  provided  timely  written  notice  to 
the  employer. 

(b)  Rights  of  employer — 

(1)  In  general— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  with  respect  to  an 
issue  of  fault  submitted  to  a  trier  of  fact  pur- 
suant to  subparagraph  (A),  an  employer 
shall,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  party  in 
the  action  (even  if  the  employer  is  not  a 
named  party  in  the  action),  have  the  right 
to— 

(I)  appear: 

(II)  be  represented: 

(III)  introduce  evidence: 

(IV)  cross-examine  adverse  witnesses;  and 

(V)  present  arguments  to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(ii)  Last  issue.— The  issue  of  harm  result- 
ing from  an  action  of  an  employer  or  co- 
employee  shall  be  the  last  issue  that  is  pre- 
sented to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(C)  Reduction  of  damages —If  the  trier  of 
fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence 
that  the  harm  to  the  claimant  that  is  the 
subject  of  the  product  liability  action  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a  co- 
employee  of  the  claimant— 

(i)  the  court  shall  reduce  by  the  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits— 

( I )  the  damages  awarded  against  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  seller;  and 

(ID  any  corresponding  insurer's  subroga- 
tion lien;  and 

(ii)  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller 
shall  have  no  further  right  by  way  of  con- 
tribution or  otherwise  against  the  employer. 

(D)  Certain  rights  of  subrogation  not 
affected —Notwithstanding  a  finding  by  the 
trier  ot  lact  described  in  s'ubparagraph  (C), 
the  insurer  shall  not  lose  any  right  of  sub- 
rogation related  to  any— 

(i)  intentional  tort  committed  against  the 
claimant  by  a  coemployee;  or 

(ii)  act  committed  by  a  coemployee  outside 
the  scope  of  normal  work  practices. 

(b)  Attorneys  Fees —If.  in  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  section, 
the  court  finds  that  harm  to  a  claimant  was 
not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  shall  reimburse  the 
insurer  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
court  costs  incurred  by  the  insurer  in  the  ac- 
tion, as  determined  by  the  court. 

SEC.  no.  FEDERAL  CAUSE  OF  ACTION  PRE- 
CLUDED. 

The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  have  jurisdiction  under  section  1331 
or  1337  of  title  28.  United  SUtes  Code,  over 
any  product  liability  action  covered  under 
this  title. 


TITLE  II- 


BIOMATERLALS  ACCESS 
ASSURANCE 


SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Biomate- 
rials  Access  Assurance  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  202.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  each  year  millions  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  depend  on  the  availability  of 
lifesaving  or  life  enhancing  medical  devices. 
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many  of  which  are  permanently  implantable 
within  the  human  body; 

(2)  a  continued  supply  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  is  necessary  for  the  inven- 
tion, development,  improvement,  and  main- 
tenance of  the  supply  of  the  devices; 

(3)  most  of  the  medical  devices  are  made 
with  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
that— 

(A)  are  not  designed  or  manufactured  spe- 
cifically for  use  in  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  come  in  contact  with  internal  human 
tissue; 

(4)  the  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
also  are  used  in  a  variety  of  nonmedical 
products; 

(5)  because  small  quantities  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  are  used  for 
medical  devices,  sales  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices  con- 
stitute an  extremely  small  portion  of  the 
overall  market  for  the  raw  materials  and 
medical  devices; 

(6i  under  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  use  301  et  seq  ).  manufsu;tur- 
ers  of  medical  devices  are  required  to  dem- 
onstrate that  the  medical  devices  are  safe 
and  effective,  including  demonstrating  that 
the  products  are  properly  designed  and  have 
adequate  warnings  or  instructions; 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  suppliers  do  not 
design,  produce,  or  test  a  final  medical  de- 
vice, the  suppliers  have  been  the  subject  of 
actions  alleging  inadequate — 

(A)  design  and  testing  of  medical  devices 
manufactured  with  materials  or  parts  sup- 
plied by  the  suppliers;  or 

(B)  warnings  related  to  the  use  of  such 
medical  devices; 

(8)  even  though  suppliers  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  have  very  rarely  been 
held  liable  in  such  actions,  such  suppliers 
have  ceased  supplying  certain  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  use  in  medical  de- 
vices because  the  costs  associated  with  liti- 
gation in  order  to  ensure  a  favorable  judg- 
ment for  the  suppliers  far  exceeds  the  total 
potential  sales  revenues  from  sales  by  such 
suppliers  to  the  medical  device  industry; 

(9)  unless  alternate  sources  of  supply  can 
be  found,  the  unavailability  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  medical  devices  will 
lead  to  unavailability  of  lifesaving  and  life- 
enhancing  medical  devices: 

(10)  because  other  suppliers  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  in  foreign  na- 
tions are  refusing  to  sell  raw  materials  or 
component  parts  for  use  in  manufacturing 
certain  medical  devices  in  the  United  States, 
the  prospects  for  development  of  new  sources 
of  supply  for  the  full  range  of  threatened  raw 
materials  and  component  parts  for  medical 
devices  are  remote; 

(11)  it  is  unlikely  that  the  small  market 
for  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
in  the  United  States  could  support  the  large 
investment  needed  to  develop  new  suppliers 
of  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts; 

(12)  attempts  to  develop  such  new  suppliers 
would  raise  the  cost  of  medical  devices; 

(13)  courts  that  have  considered  the  duties 
of  the  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  have  generally  found  that 
the  suppliers  do  not  have  a  duty— 

(A)  to  evaluate  the  safety  and  efficacy  of 
the  use  of  a  raw  material  or  component  part 
in  a  medical  device;  and 

(B)  to  warn  consumers  concerning  the  safe- 
ty and  effectiveness  of  a  medical  device; 

(14)  attempts  to  impose  the  duties  referred 
to  in  subparagraphs  (Ai  and  (B)  of  paragraph 
(13)  on  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component   parts   would   cause   more   harm 


than  good  by  driving  the  suppliers  to  cease 
supplying  manufacturers  of  medical  devices: 
and 

(15)  in  order  to  safeguard  the  availability 
of  a  wide  variety  of  lifesaving  and  life-en- 
hancing medical  devices,  immediate  action 
is  needed — 

(A)  to  clarify  the  permissible  bases  of  li- 
ability for  suppliers  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  to  provide  expeditious  procedures  to 
dis[>ose  of  unwarranted  suits  against  the  sup- 
pliers in  such  manner  as  to  minimize  litiga- 
tion costs. 

SEC.  203.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  title: 

(1)  BlOMATEFUALS  SUPPLIER.— 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "biomaterials 
supplier"  means  an  entity  that  directly  or 
indirectly  supplies  a  component  part  or  raw 
material  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  an 
implant. 

(B)  Persons  included.— Such  term  in- 
cludes any  person  who — 

(i)  has  submitted  master  files  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  purposes  of  premarket  approval  of 
a  medical  device;  or 

(ii)  licenses  a  biomaterials  supplier  to 
produce  component  parts  or  raw  materials. 

(2)  Claimant.— 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  civil  action. 
or  on  whose  behalf  a  civil  action  is  brought, 
arising  from  harm  allegedly  caused  directly 
or  indirectly  by  an  implant,  including  a  per- 
son other  than  the  individual  into  whose 
body,  or  in  contact  with  whose  blood  or  tis- 
sue, the  implant  is  placed,  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  hard  as  a  result  of  the  implant. 

(B)  ACTION  BROUGHT  ON  BEHALF  OF  AN  ES- 
TATE.—With  respect  to  an  action  brought  on 
behalf  or  through  the  estate  of  an  individual 
into  whose  body,  or  in  contact  with  whose 
blood  or  tissue  the  implant  is  placed,  such 
term  includes  the  decedent  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action. 

(C)  ACmON  BROUGHT  ON  BEHALF  OF  A 

MINOR.— With  respect  to  an  action  brought 
on  behalf  or  through  a  minor,  such  term  in- 
cludes the  parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor. 

(D)  Exclusions —Such  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which — 

(I)  the  sale  or  use  of  an  implant  is  Inciden- 
tal to  the  transaction:  and 

(II)  the  essence  of  the  transaction  is  the 
furnishing  of  jud.gment.  skill,  or  services;  or 

(ii)  a  manufacturer,  seller,  or  biomaterials 
supplier. 

(3)  Component  part — 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "component 
part"  means  a  manufactured  piece  of  an  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Certain  components— Such  term  in- 
cludes a  manufactured  piece  of  an  implant 
that^ 

(i)  has  significant  nonimplant  applications: 
and 

(ii)  alone,  has  no  implant  value  or  purpose, 
but  when  combined  with  other  component 
parts  and  materials,  constitutes  an  implant. 

(4)  Harm.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "harm" 
means — 

(i)  any  injury  to  or  damage  suffered  by  an 
individual: 

(ii)  any  illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  in- 
dividual resulting  from  that  injury  or  dam- 
age: and 

(iii)  any  loss  to  that  individual  or  any 
other  individual  resulting  from  that  Injury 
or  damage. 

(B)  Exclusion.— The  term  does  not  include 
any  commercial  loss  or  loss  of  or  damage  to 
an  implant. 


(5)  Implant.— The  term  "implant"  means — 

(A)  a  medical  device  that  is  intended  by 
the  manufacturer  of  the  device — 

(i)  to  be  placed  into  a  surgically  or  natu- 
rally formed  or  existing  cavity  of  the  body 
for  a  period  of  at  least  30  days;  or 

(ii)  to  remain  in  contact  with  bodily  fluids 
or  internal  human  tissue  through  a  sur- 
gically produced  opening  for  a  period  of  less 
than  30  days;  and 

(B)  suture  materials  used  in  implant  proce- 
dures. 

(6)  Manufacturer.— The  term  ■manufac- 
turer" means  any  person  who.  with  respect 
to  an  implant — 

(A)  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 
ration, propagation,  compounding,  or  proc- 
essing (as  defined  in  section  510<a)(l)  of  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  360(a)(1))  of  the  implant;  and 

(B)  is  required— 

(i)  to  register  with  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  US  C.  360i  and  the  regula- 
tions issued  under  such  section,  and 

(ii)  to  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  US  C  360(jii 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion. 

(7)  Medical  device.— The  term  "medical 
device"  means  a  device,  as  defined  in  section 
201(h)  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  use  321(h)). 

(8)  Raw  material.— The  term  "raw  mate- 
rial" means  a  substance  or  product  that — 

(.A)  has  a  generic  use;  and 
(B)  may   be   used  in  an  application  other 
than  an  implant. 

(9)  Secretary —The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 

(10)  Seller  — 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "seller"  means 
a  person  who.  in  the  course  of  a  business  con- 
ducted for  that  purpose,  sells,  distributes. 
leases,  packages,  labels,  or  otherwise  places 
an  implant  in  the  stream  of  commerce. 

(B)  Exclusions.— The  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property: 
(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  an  im- 
plant is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(iii)  any  person  who  acts  in  only  a  finan- 
cial capacity  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  an 
implant. 

SEC.    204.    GENERAL    REQUIREMENTS;    APPUCA- 
BILITY;  preemption. 

(a)  General  Rkquikeme.nts  — 

(1)  In  general— In  any  civil  action  cov- 
ered by  this  title,  a  biomaterials  supplier 
may  raise  any  defense  set  forth  in  section 
205. 

(2)  Procedures.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  the  Federal  or  State 
court  in  which  a  civil  action  covered  by  this 
title  is  pending  shall,  in  connection  with  a 
motion  for  dismissal  or  judgment  based  on  a 
defense  described  in  paragraph  (1).  use  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  section  206. 

(b)  APPLICABILITY  — 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  this  title  applies  to  any 
civil  action  brought  by  a  claimant,  whether 
in  a  Federal  or  State  court,  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier,  on 
the  basis  of  any  legal  theory,  for  ham  alleg- 
edly caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Exclusion.— A  civil  action  brought  by  a 
purchaser  of  a  medical  device  for  use  in  pro- 
viding professional  services  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller  or  biomaterials  supplier  for 


loss  or  damage  to  an  implant  or  for  commer- 
cial loss  to  the  purcha.ser— 

(A)  shall  not  be  considered  an  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  and 

(B)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable  com- 
mercial or  contract  law 

(ci  Scope  of  Prekmption  — 

(1)  In  general.— This  title  supersedes  any 
State  law  regarding  recovery  for  harm 
caused  by  an  implant  and  any  rule  of  proce- 
dure applicable  to  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  for  such  harm  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  title  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  recovery  of  such  damages 

(2)  Applicability  of  other  laws— Any 
issue  that  arises  under  this  title  and  that  is 
not  governed  by  a  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  recovery  of  damages  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable 
Federal  or  State  law 

(d)  STATirroRY  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed— 

(li  to  affect  any  defense  available  to  a  de- 
fendant under  any  other  provisions  of  Fed- 
eral or  -State  law  in  an  action  alleging  harm 
caused  by  an  implant;  or 

(2)  to  create  a  cause  of  action  or  Federal 
court  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  section  1331  or 
1337  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  that  oth- 
erwise would  not  exist  under  applicable  Fed- 
eral or  State  law 

SEC.  206.  liability  OF  BIOMATERIALS  SUPPLI 
ERS. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Exclusion  from  liability— Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2).  a  biomaterials 
supplier  shall  not  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  cause  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Liability —A  biomaterials  supplier 
that-- 

1.^)  is  a  manufacturer  may  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  described  in  subsection 
(b); 

(B)  is  a  seller  may  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  described  in  subsection  (c);  and 

(C)  furnishes  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  that  fail  to  meet  applicable  contrac- 
tual requirements  or  specifications  may  be 
liable  for  a  harm  to  a  claimant  described  in 
subsection  (d). 

lb)  Liability  as  Manufacturer — 

(1)  In  general— a  biomaterials  supplier 
may.  to  the  extent  required  and  permitted 
by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an  implant  if 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  implant. 

(2)  Grounds  eor  liability  —The  biomate- 
rials supplier  may  be  considered  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  a  claimant  only  if  the  biomaterial 
supplier — 

(.■\i(i)  has  registered  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360)  and 
the  regulations  issued  under  such  section; 
and 

(ii)  included  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)) 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion; 

(B)  is  the  subject  of  a  declaration  issued  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  that 
states  that  the  supplier,  with  respect  to  the 
implant  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant,  was  required  to — 

(i)  register  with  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 510  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360),  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(ii)  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  devices 
filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section 
510(j)  of  such  Act  (21   U  S.C.  360(j))  and  the 


regulations   issued    under   such   section,   but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(C)  is  related  by  common  ownership  or  con- 
trol to  a  person  meeting  all  the  requirements 
described  in  subparagraph  ik)  or  (B).  if  the 
court  deciding  a  motion  to  dismiss  in  accord- 
ance with  section  206(c)(3)(B)(i)  finds,  on  the 
basis  of  affidavits  submitted  in  accordance 
with  section  206.  that  it  is  necessary  to  im- 
pose liability  on  the  biomaterial  supplier  as 
a  manufacturer  because  the  related  manu- 
facturer meeting  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  lacks  sufficient  finan- 
cial resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment  that 
the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter  should  the 
claimant  prevail. 

(3)  ADMIMSTTiATlVE  PROCEDURES.— 

(A)  In  general  —The  Secretary  may  issue 
a  declaration  described  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
on  the  motion  of  the  Secretary  or  on  peti- 
tion by  any  person,  after  providing — 

(i)  notice  to  the  affected  persons:  and 

(ii)  an  opportunity  for  an  informal  hearing. 

(B)  Docketing  and  final  decision —Imme- 
diately upon  receipt  of  a  petition  filed  pursu- 
ant to  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall 
docket  the  petition.  Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  petition  is  filed,  the  Secretary  shall 
issue  a  final  decision  on  the  petition. 

(C)  Applicability  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions.—Any  applicable  statute  of  limitations 
shall  toll  during  the  period  during  which  a 
claimant  has  filed  a  petition  with  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  paragraph 

(c)  Liability  as  Seller— A  biomaterials 
supplier  may.  to  the  extent  required  and  per- 
mitted by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable 
as  a  seller  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by 
an  implant  if— 

(1)  the  biomaterials  supplier— 

(A)  held  title  to  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant  as  a  result  of 
purchasing  the  implant  after— 

(i)  the  manufacture  of  the  implant;  and 
(ii)   the   entrance   of  the   implant   in   the 
stream  of  commerce;  and 

(B)  subsequently  resold  the  implant:  or 

(2)  the  biomaterials  supplier  is  related  by 
common  ownership  or  control  to  a  person 
meeting  all  the  requirements  described  in 
paragraph  (It.  if  a  court  deciding  a  motion  to 
dismiss  in  accordance  with  section 
206(c)(3)(B)(i)  finds,  on  the  basis  of  affidavits 
submitted  in  accordance  with  section  206. 
that  it  is  necessary  to  impose  liability  on 
the  biomaterials  supplier  as  a  seller  because 
the  related  manufacturer  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1)  lacks  sufficient 
financial  resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment 
that  the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter 
should  the  claimant  prevail. 

(d)  Liability  for  Violating  Contractual 
Re(JUIRE.ments  or  Specifications— a  bio- 
materials supplier  may.  to  the  extent  re- 
quired and  permitted  by  any  other  applicable 
law,  be  liable  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused 
by  an  implant,  if  the  claimant  in  an  action 
shows,  by  a  preponderance  of  che  evidence, 
that^ 

(1)  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
delivered  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  ei- 
ther— 

(A)  did  not  constitute  the  product  de- 
scribed in  the  contract  between  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  and  the  person  who  contracted 
for  delivery  of  the  product:  or 

(B)  failed  to  meet  any  specifications  that 
were — 

(i)  provided  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  prior  to  acceptance  of  delivery 
of  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts; 

(ii)il)  published  by  the  biomaterials  sup- 
plier: 


(ID  provided  to  the  manufacturer  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier:  or 

(III)  contained  in  a  master  file  that  was 
submitted  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  to 
the  Secretary  and  that  is  currently  main- 
tained by  the  biomaterials  supplier  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  of  medical  de- 
vices; or 

(iiiXI)  included  in  the  submissions  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  or  review  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  510,  513,  515,  or  520  of 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  use.  360.  360c.  360e.  or  360j);  and 

(II)  have  received  clearance  from  the  Sec- 
retary. 

if  such  speciTications  were  provided  by  the 
manufacturer  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  were  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier  prior  to  the  acceptance 
by  the  manufacturer  of  delivery  of  the  raw 
materials  or  component  parts;  and 

(2)  such  conduct  was  an  actual  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 
sec.  206.  procedlties  for  dismissal  of  ciml 

actio.ss    acainst    biomaterials 

suppliers. 

(a)  Motion  To  Dismiss —In  any  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier who  is  a  defendant  in  such  action  may, 
at  any  time  during  which  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss may  be  filed  under  an  applicable  law. 
move  to  dismiss  the  action  on  the  grounds 
that^ 

(1)  the  defendant  is  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; and 

(2)(A)  the  defendant  should  not,  for  the 
purposes  of— 

(i)  section  205(b),  be  considered  to  be  a 
manufacturer  of  the  implant  that  is  subject 
to  such  section:  or 

(ii)  section  205(c).  be  considered  to  be  a 
seller  of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  the  claimant;  or 

(B)(i)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  establish, 
pursuant  to  section  205(d).  that  the  supplier 
furnished  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
in  violation  of  contractual  requirements  or 
specifications:  or 

(ii)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  procedural  requirements  of  subsection 
(b). 

(b)  Manufacturer  of  Implant  Shall  Be 
Named  a  Party —The  claimant  shall  be  re- 
quired to  name  the  manufacturer  of  the  im- 
plant as  a  party  to  the  action,  unless— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  subject  to  service 
of  process  solely  in  a  jurisdiction  in  which 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  not  domiciled  or 
subject  to  a  service  of  process;  or 

(2)  an  action  against  the  manufacturer  is 
barred  by  applicable  law. 

(c)  Proceeding  on  Motion  To  Dismiss  — 
The  following  rules  shall  apply  to  any  pro- 
ceeding on  a  motion  to  dismiss  filed  under 
this  section: 

(1)  Affidavits  relating  to  listing  and 
declarations.— 

(A)  In  general— The  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tion may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that  defendant  has  not  included  the  implant 
on  a  list,  if  any,  filed  with  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  section  510(j)  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360<j)). 

(B)  Response  to  motion  to  dismiss —In  re- 
sponse to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  claim- 
ant may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that— 

(i)  the  Secretary  has.  with  respect  to  the 
defendant  and  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant,  issued  a  dec- 
laration pursuant  to  section  205(b)(2)(B):  or 

(ii)  the  defendant  who  filed  the  motion  to 
dismiss  is  a  seller  of  the  implant  who  is  lia- 
ble under  section  205(c). 
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(2)  Effect  of  motion  to  dismiss  on  discov- 
ery— 

(A)  In  general— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (21)  of 
subsection  (ai.  no  discovery  shall  be  per- 
mitted in  connection  to  the  action  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  motion,  other  than  discov- 
ery necessary  to  determine  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  until  such  time 
as  the  court  rules  on  the  motion  to  dismiss 
in  accordance  with  the  affidavits  submitted 
by  the  parties  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion. 

(Bi  Discovery— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  subsection  (a)(2)  on  the 
grounds  that  the  biomaterials  supplier  did 
not  furnish  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  m  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications,  the  court  may  per- 
mit discovery,  as  ordered  by  the  court.  The 
discovery  conducted  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  be  limited  to  issues  that  are 
directly  relevant  to— 

(i)  the  pending  motion  to  dismiss:  or 

(ii)  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

(3)  AFFIDAVITS  REU\TlNO  STATUS  OF  DE- 
FENDA.VT.— 

(A)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
clauses  li)  and  (in  of  subparagraph  (B).  the 
court  shall  consider  a  defendant  to  be  a  bio- 
materials supplier  who  is  not  subject  to  an 
action  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an 
implant,  other  than  an  action  relating  to  li- 
ability for  a  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications  described  in  sub- 
section (d). 

(B)  Response  to  motion  to  dismiss.— The 
court  shall  grant  a  motion  to  dismiss  any  ac- 
tion that  asserts  liability  of  the  defendant 
under  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  section  205  on 
the  grounds  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  man- 
ufacturer subject  to  such  section  205(b)  or 
seller  subject  to  section  205<c).  unless  the 
claimant  submits  a  valid  affidavit  that  dem- 
onstrates thatr— 

(i)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  con- 
tending the  defendant  is  not  a  manufacturer, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  manufacturer  under 
section  205(b);  or 

(iii  Aith  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss 
contending  that  the  defendant  is  nut  a  seller, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  seller  under  section 
205(c>. 

(4)  Basis  of  ruling  on  motion  to  dismiss.— 
(A)  In  general —The  court  shall  rule  on  a 

motion  to  dismiss  filed  under  subsection  (a) 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  pleadings  of  the 
parties  made  pursuant  to  this  section  and 
any  affidavits  submitted  by  the  parties  pur- 
suant to  this  section. 

iBi  Motion  for  summary  judgment.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  if 
the  court  determines  that  the  pleadings  and 
affidavits  made  by  parties  pursuant  to  this 
section  raise  genuine  issues  as  concerning 
material  facts  with  respect  to  a  motion  con- 
cerning contractual  requirements  and  speci- 
fications, the  court  may  deem  the  motion  to 
dismiss  to  be  a  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment made  pursuant  to  subsection  (d). 

«d>  Summary  Judgment  — 

(1)  In  general  — 

(A)  Basis  for  e.ntry  of  judgment —A  bio- 
materials supplier  shall  be  entitled  to  entry 
of  judgment  without  trial  if  the  court  finds 
there  is  no  genuine  issue  as  concerning  any 
material  fact  for  each  applicable  element  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section 
205(d) 

(B)  Issues  of  .material  fact —With  re- 
spect to  a  finding  made  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  court  shall  consider  a  genuine  issue 


of  material  fact  to  exist  only  if  the  evidence 
submitted  by  claimant  would  be  sufficient  to 
"allow  a  reasonable  jury  to  reach  a  verdict  for 
the  claimant  if  the  jury  found  the  evidence 
to  be  credible. 

(2)  Discovery  made  prior  to  a  ruling  on  a 
motion  for  summary  judgment —If.  under 
applicable  rules,  the  court  permits  discovery 
prior  to  a  ruling  on  a  motion  for  summary 
judgment  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
such  discovery  shall  be  limited  solely  to  es- 
tablishing whether  a  genuine  issue  of  mate- 
rial fact  exists. 

(3)  Discovery  wtth  respect  to  a  biomate- 
rials SUPPLIER— A  biomaterials  supplier 
shall  be  subject  to  discovery  in  connection 
with  a  motion  seeking  dismissal  or  summary 
judgment  on  the  baisis  of  the  inapplicability 
of  section  205<d)  or  the  failure  to  establish 
the  applicable  elements  of  section  205<d) 
solely  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  appli- 
cable Federal  or  State  rules  for  discovery 
against  nonparties. 

(e)  Stay  Pending  Petition  for  Declara- 
tion.— If  a  claimant  has  filed  a  petition  for  a 
declaration  pursuant  to  section  205(b)  with 
respect  to  a  defendant,  and  the  Secretary  has 
not  issued  a  final  decision  on  the  petition, 
the  court  shall  stay  all  proceedings  with  re- 
spect to  that  defendant  until  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  has  issued  a  final  decision  on 
the  petition. 

(D  MANUFACrrURER  CONDUCT  OF  PROCEED- 
ING—The  manufacturer  of  an  implant  that  is 
the  subject  of  an  action  covered  under  this 
title  shall  be  permitted  to  file  and  conduct  a 
proceeding  on  any  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment or  dismissal  filed  by  a  biomaterials 
supplier  who  is  a  defendant  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  manufacturer  and  any  other  de- 
fendant in  such  action  enter  into  a  valid  and 
applicable  contractual  agreement  under 
which  the  manufacturer  agrees  to  bear  the 
cost  of  such  proceeding  or  to  conduct  such 
proceeding. 

(g)  ATTORNEY  FEES— The  couft  shall  re- 
quire the  claimant  to  compensate  the  bio- 
materials supplier  (or  a  manufacturer  ap- 
pearing in  lieu  of  a  supplier  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f))  for  attorney  fees  and  costs,  if— 

(1)  the  claimant  named  or  joined  the  bio- 
materials supplier;  and 

(2)  the  court  found  the  claim  against  the 
biomaterials  supplier  to  be  without  merit 
and  frivolous. 

SEC.  207.  APPLICABILITY. 

This  title  shall  apply  to  all  civil  actions 
covered  under  this  title  that  are  commenced 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
including  any  such  action  with  respect  to 
which  the  harm  asserted  in  the  action  or  the 
conduct  that  caused  the  harm  occurred  be- 
fore the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  POST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL 
SERVICE 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  of 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, will  hold  hearings  on  May  15  and 
May  22.  1995,  on  Federal  pension  re- 
form. 

The  hearings  are  scheduled  for  2  p.m. 
in  room  342  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building.  For  further  information. 
please  contact  Dale  Cabaniss.  chief 
counsel,  or  John  Roots  at  224-2254. 

CO.MMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 


mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  full  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  receive  testi- 
mony on  administration  of  timber  con- 
tracts in  the  Tongass  National  Forest, 
and  administration  of  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act  of  1990, 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Thurs- 
day, May  18.  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD  366 
of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building 
in  Washington,  DC. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  should 
write  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources,  U.S.  Senate,  Wash- 
ington, DC  20510.  For  further  informa- 
tion, please  call  Mark  Rey  at  (202)  224- 
2878. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ACIJUISITION  AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Acquisition  and  Technology  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  at  9  a.m.  on  Friday, 
May  5,  1995,  in  open  session,  to  receive 
testimony  on  the  implications  of  the 
revolution  in  military  affairs  in  review 
of  S,  727,  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  fiscal  year  1996.  and  the 
future  years  defense  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TERRORISM  IN  AMERICA 
•  Mr,  KOHL  Mr,  President,  in  light  of 
the  recent  bombing  in  Oklahoma  City, 
I  rise  today  to  speak  about  a  related, 
but  equally  serious  problem  confront- 
ing both  the  world  community  and  the 
United  States,  This  problem  is  inter- 
national terrorism. 

As  a  world  superpower,  the  United 
States  has  an  obligation  to  help  main- 
tain peace  and  stability  and  to  promote 
democracy  throughout  the  globe.  By 
doing  this  we  create  and  strengthen 
many  international  friendships.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  we  encounter 
those  who  disagree  with  our  goals  and 
actions.  Most  of  this  criticism  comes 
peacefully:  some  of  it.  unfortunately. 
comes  violently 

The  culmination  of  this  violence  re- 
sults in  such  incidents  as  the  bombing 
of  Pan  Am  flight  109-  where  189  Ameri- 
cans died  over  Locherbie.  Scotland— or 
the  bombing  of  the  World  Trade  Cen- 
ter, where  6  Americans  were  killed  and 
more  than  1.000  were  injured  by  a  ter- 
rorist act  on  our  own  soil.  Fortunately, 
these  large  scale  anti-American  inci- 
dents are  more  the  exception  than  the 
rule. 

However,  American  citizens  are  often 
the  victims  of  many  smaller  inter- 
national terrorist  incidents.  Of  course. 


this  does  not  mean  that  the  average 
American  citizen  should  fear  a  terror- 
ist attack  while  walking  to  the  local 
grocery  store.  In  fact,  between  1988  and 
1994  there  were  only  10  terrorist  at- 
tacks throughout  all  of  North  America, 
compared  with  the  973  attacks  in  Latin 
America,  906  in  Western  Europe,  and 
628  in  the  Middle  East.  Relatively 
speaking,  Americans  are  still  quite 
safe  in  their  own  country. 

The  problem  occurs  when  U.S.  citi- 
zens are  working,  living,  and  traveling 
abroad.  In  fact,  in  1994  approximately 
21  percent  of  all  terrorist  attacks  were 
directed  at  American  targets.  This,  Mr. 
President,  is  a  relatively  large  percent- 
age. Since  Americans  can  be  found  in 
every  comer  of  the  Earth,  it  would  be 
near  impossible  for  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment to  ensure  the  safety  of  all  of  its 
nationals.  What,  then,  can  be  done  to 
help  protect  American  nationals  and 
their  property  from  the  threat  of  ter- 
rorism? 

The  answer:  We  must  strike  at  the 
roots  of  international  terrorist  organi- 
zations. This,  Mr.  President,  is  the  goal 
of  the  Omnibus  Counter-Terrorism  Act 
of  1995,  which  I  introduced  along  with 
Senators  BinEN.  Specter,  and  others. 
This  legislation  will  make  it  a  crime  to 
raise  funds  within  the  United  States 
for  terrorist  organizations  while  simul- 
taneously enhancing  the  Government's 
ability  to  expel  those  aliens  who  are,  or 
have  been,  engaged  in  terrorist  activi- 
ties, 

Mr,  President,  the  sad  truth  is  that 
fundraising  for  international  terrorism 
now  has  its  roots  in  America — and  has 
even  reached  the  Midwest,  In  fact,  in 
1993  a  group  of  Palestinian  immigrants, 
linked  to  the  infamous  Abu  Nidal  ter- 
rorist organization,  actively  raised 
iiioney  heie  ful  Ltjiioilsiu  tioiuttu.  Sui- 
prisingly,  this  terrorist  cell  extended 
from  St.  Louis  to  Dayton  to  Racine, 
WI.  After  their  arrest,  three  of  the  men 
were  accused  of  plotting  to  kill  Amer- 
ican Jews  and  to  blow  up  the  Israeli 
Embassy  in  Washington  on  behalf  of 
the  Abu  Nidal.  They  admitted  to  smug- 
gling money  and  information,  buying 
weapons,  and  planning  terrorist  activi- 
ties. In  July  1994.  they  pleaded  guilty 
to  Federal  racketeering  charges. 

How  can  we  work  as  hard  to  fight  ter- 
rorism abroad,  but  allow  foreign  ter- 
rorism to  flourish  within  our  own  bor- 
ders? The  Omnibus  Counter-Terrorism 
Act  will  put  an  end  to  this  ironic  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  our  legislation  is  sim- 
ple, effective  and  straightforward.  This 
bill  will  create  a  comprehensive  Fed- 
eral criminal  statue  to  be  used  against 
international  terrorists,  while  expand- 
ing current  U.S.  antiterrorism  laws  to 
apply  to  any  terrorist  attack  on  a  U.S. 
citizen,  regardless  of  location.  By  clari- 
fying and  elaborating  on  our  current 
laws,  this  bill  takes  a  firm  stand 
against  terrorism  both  in  the  United 
States  and  abroad. 
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Mr.  President,  our  Nation  has  the  re- 
sponsibility to  promote  stability  and 
to  protect  our  citizens  throughout  the 
world.  International  terrorists,  how- 
ever, undermine  these  goals  and  sabo- 
tage American  interests.  The  Omnibus 
Counter-Terrorism  Act  of  1995  is  not  a 
perfect  piece  of  legislation— we  do  need 
to  make  changes  so  that  we  do  not  cir- 
cumscribe civil  liberties.  Nevertheless, 
this  bill  does  take  a  step  toward  com- 
bating international  terrorism.  By  pre- 
venting terrorist  fundraising  and  en- 
hancing antiterrorist  laws,  this  act 
will  strike  at  the  roots  of  terrorism. 
Not  only  will  it  help  to  make  the  world 
safe  for  Americans,  it  will  help  to 
make  the  world  safe  for  all.* 


MONTANA  MEAN  TIME 


Militia  warns  of  tyranny  to  come;  the 
Freemen  say  it  exists  today.  A  Freeman 
leader  offers  the  following  'proor':  "A  So- 
cial Security  card/number,  marriage  li- 
censes, driver's  licenses,  insurance,  vehicle 
registration,  welfare  from  the  corporations, 
electrical  inspections,  permits  to  build  your 
private  home,  income  taxes,  property  taxes." 

Look  at  the  Freemen's  racial  theories  The 
same  fellow  who  says  marriage  licenses  are 
tyranny  believes  people  who  are  not  white 
are  'beasts."  Only  whites  go  to  heaven;  Jews 
are  children  of  Satan. 

The  rhetoric  of  these  groups  embraces  a 
range  of  enemies,  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  "the  New  World  Order  "  Their  real 
target,  however,  is  local  law  enforcement. 
Nick  Mumion.  the  Garfield  County  Attor- 
ney, recalls  threats  the  Freemen  made 
against  him  last  year.  "They  told  me  they 
weren't  going  to  bother  building  a  gallows. 
They  were  just  going  to  let  me  swing  from 
the  bridge."  he  says. 

A   month  ago.   armed   members  of  yet  a 


•  Mr.   SIMON.  Mr.   President.   Senatonr%ird  group,  the  North  American  Volunteer 
Max  Baucus  and  I  were  elected  to  th^     Militia,  threatened  the  marshal  in  the  town 

of  Darby.  He  had  pulled  over  a  car  whose  li- 
cense plates  expired  in  1992.  and  later  de- 


House  of  Representatives  the  same 
year,  1974,  and  through  the  years,  I 
have  been  impressed  by  Max  Baucus' 
consistent  and  thoughtful  leadership. 

His  stand  and  statement  in  behalf  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  this 
year,  in  my  opinion,  was  one  of  the 
high  points  of  our  debate. 

But  no  action  he  has  taken  has 
shown  more  courage  and  more  common 
sense  than  his  op-ed  piece  in  the  New 
York  Times  titled,  "Montana  Mean 
Time." 

It  is  a  candid  discussion  of  what  is 
happening  in  his  State. 

It  is  easy  for  those  of  us  in  public  life 
to  duck  these  things.  To  M.\x  Baucus' 
credit,  he  has  not  ducked. 

I  am  proud  to  have  him  as  a  col- 
league, and  I  ask  that  his  statement  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  statement  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  May  1.  1995] 

Montana  Mean  Time 

(By  Max  Baucus) 

Since  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  public 
attention  has  focused  on  private  militias.  I 
claim  no  great  expertise  on  the  movement  as 
a  whole,  but  I  have  watched  it  grow  in  my 
state.  And  as  an  example  of  the  national  phe- 
nomenon, the  Montana  militias  deserve  a 
close  look. 

We  Montanans  take  pnde  in  our  low  crime 
rate,  and  believe  honest  people  can  disagree 
without  being  disagreeable.  Maybe  extremist 
groups  believe  they  can  find  a  home  in  Mon- 
tana because  of  our  easygoing  ways.  The  so- 
called  Militia  of  Montana  is  one  such  group, 
.^t  least  one  of  its  founders  is  associated 
with  the  neo-Nazi  Aryan  Nations  It  says  it 
exists  so  that  "if  the  Government  uses  its 
force  against  the  citizens,  the  people  can  re- 
spond with  a  superior  amount  of  arms." 

The  Militia  of  Montana  frequently  uses 
anti-Semitic  code  words  like  "shadow  gov- 
ernment" and  "banking  elites."  Its  director. 
Bob  Fletcher,  defends  this  rhetoric  this  way: 
"If  the  bulk  of  the  banking  elite  are  Jewish. 
is  that  anti-Semitic''  The  people  who  are 
doing  this  are  the  international  banking 
elite,  and  if  they  are  all  Jews,  so  be  it.  but 
that's  not  the  case  I  don't  care  if  they're 
.\rabs  or  monkeys." 

.Associated  with  the  Militia  of  Montana  is 
the  more  extreme  Freemen  movement.  The 


scribes  what  followed:  "They  had  weapons 
and  they  were  shaking  them  at  us  and 
yelling  that  they  were  going  to  kill  us.  We 
backed  off  a  little  bit  and  then  left  because 
we  could  see  that  it  could  turn  into  a  blood- 
bath. " 

The  good  news  is  that  ringleaders  of  the 
hate  groups  are  few.  Nick  Mumion  believes 
there  are  no  more  than  30  around  Montana. 
Most  refuse  to  pay  taxes  and  obey  the  laws. 
They  should  be  arrested,  tried  and  jailed. 
Otherwise,  the  situation  may  worsen.  As  one 
prosecutor.  County  Attorney  John  Bohlman. 
says:  "The  more  the  Federal  and  local  law 
enforcement  agencies  behave  with  a  bands- 
off  attitude,  the  more  bold  and  daring  these 
groups  become." 

But  law  enforcement  is  only  part  of  it.  Cas- 
ual adherents  of  militias  statewide  are  not 
criminals.  And  a  united  community  can  deal 
with  them  by  taking  a  stand  against  hate 

Americans  have  the  right  to  say  what  they 
believe.  But  with  that  right  comes  the  re- 
bponsibility  to  re.spect  our  neighboi-s,  respect 
law  enforcement  and  obey  the  laws. 

In  November  1993.  a  group  of  skinheads 
threw  a  bottle  through  the  glass  door  of  a 
Jewish  family's  in  Billings,  A  few  days  later, 
they  ^ai  a  brick  through  a  window  of  an- 
othei  Jewish  household:  a  5-year-old  boy  was 
in  thi     -m  at  the  time. 

In  II  sponse,  Billings  rallied  behind  the 
Jewish  community.  The  Billings  Gazette 
printed  a  full-page  drawing  of  a  menorah. 
and  people  all  over  town  pasted  them  in 
their  windows.  We  held  our  biggest  Martin 
Luther  King  Day  march  ever  in  February. 
And  the  skinheads  fled. 

The  same  treatment  will  work  this  time. 
Americans  everywhere  must  speak  out.  We 
all  must  make  hatemongers  unwelcome  in 
our  towns  and  communities.  And  we  must 
stand  by  the  heroes  In  this  struggle,  the  po- 
lice and  county  prosecutors  who  stand  up  to 
the  extremists. 

It  is  that  simple.  And  after  Oklahoma  City. 
it  is  about  time.* 


CONFERENCE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  congratulate  the  White  House  Con- 
ference on  Aging  which,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  just  this  afternoon  passed  a 
resolution  that  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent be  made  part  of  the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Protecting  Medicare  and  medicaid 

Whereas  Congress  is  betfinning-  an  historic 
debate  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  as  the  1995 
White  House  Conference  on  Agin^  delib- 
erates on  its  recommendations  to  the  Na- 
tion: 

Whereas  U.S.  health  care  cost  and  coverage 
shortcoming's  continue  to  go  unaddressed; 

WTiereas  health  care  reform  and  the  sol- 
vency of  Che  Medicare  Trust  Fund  are  inex- 
tricably intertwined; 

Whereas  the  opening  session  of  the  Con- 
ference heard  statements  of  support  for  Med- 
icare and  Medicaid  from  both  Democratic 
and  Republican  members  of  Congress:  and 

Whereas  the  President  in  his  address  chal- 
lenged the  delegates  to  come  together  on  a 
multigenerational.  bipartisan  basis  to  ad- 
dress the  problems  facing  the  nation.  There- 
fore, be  it. 

Resolved  by  the  1995  White  House  Con- 
ference on  Aging  to  support  policies  that: 

Address  problems  facing  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  programs  in  the  context  of  broad- 
based  health  care  reform,  as  the  President 
has  proposed: 

Oppose  massive  cuts  soon  to  be  considered 
in  Congress: 

Protect  Medicare  and  Medicaid  from  any 
steps  backwards  by  way  of  reduced  health 
care  or  long  term  care  coverage: 

Apply  any  savings  that  may  come  from 
changes  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  as  a  result 
of  health  care  reform  to  strengthen  the  pro- 
grams and  expand  coverage,  including  long 
term  care,  rather  than  to  meet  arbitrary  def- 
icit reduction  targets: 

Prohibit  additional  costs  being  put  on 
beneficiaries  that  would  make  health  care 
unaffordable: 

Maintain  quality,  preserve  choice  of  pro- 
vider and  oppose  proposals  that  have  the  ef- 
fect of  financially  coercing  beneficiaries  into 
plans  that  do  iiot  guarantee  access  to  their 
own  physicians: 

Prohibit  the  use  of  savings  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  for  tax  cuts  for  well  off  citizens 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
resolution  is  entitled  "Protecting  Med- 
icare and  Medicaid." 

The  important  part  of  the  resolution 
simply  says: 

Therefore,  be  it  Resolved  by  the  1995  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  to  support  poli- 
cies that: 

Address  problems  facing  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  programs  in  the  context  of  broad- 
based  health  care  reform,  as  the  President 
has  proposed: 

Oppose  massive  cuts  soon  to  be  considered 
in  Congress: 

Prohibit  the  use  of  savings  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  for  tax  cuts  for  well-off  citizens. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  ev- 
eryone understand  the  ramifications  of 
the  proposals  to  cut  Medicare  in  the 
budget  resolution.  It  would  simply  be 
the  largest  insurance  rate  hike  in  Med- 
icare history.  The  plan  would  cost  $900 
per  person  in  additional  out-of-pocket 
expenses  for  Medicare  recipients  by  the 
year  2002.  a  total  of  about  $3,500  over 
the  next  7  years.  We  cannot  accept 
that.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  .'\merican  people  will  ac- 
cept it.  Certainly,  if  this  resolution  is 
any   indication,  senior  citizens  across 


the  country,  represented  by  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging,  will  not 
accept  it  as  part  of  our  budget,  as  part 
of  any  plan  relating  to  Medicare  re- 
form this  year. 

So  I  am  very  pleased  with  the  action 
taken  by  the  White  House  conference.  I 
hope  we  can  talk  more  about  that  in 
the  coming  days. 


May  5,  1995 
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REMEMBERING  VIETNAM  20  YEARS 
AFTER  THE  END  OF  THE  WAR 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  24.  1964.  Sergeant  First  Class 
Raymond  Adams,  a  10-year  Army  vet- 
eran, was  killed  by  a  hand  grenade  in 
South  Vietnam.  Sergeant  Adams  was 
30  years  old  and  married.  More  than  8 
years  later,  on  July  21,  1972,  Specialist 
Fifth  Class  Steven  Allen  Trant  died  in 
South  Vietnam.  He  was  21  years  old, 
and  had  been  in  the  Army  less  than  a 
year. 

They  were  the  first,  and  the  last 
South  Dakotans  to  die  in  Vietnam.  In 
between  their  too  early  deaths,  our 
country  was  changed  utterly. 

More  than  3  million  Americans 
served  in  Vietnam.  Hundreds  of  thou- 
sands were  injured,  some  permanently, 
and  more  than  58,000  young  Americans 
died  in  the  war. 

Today,  20  years  after  the  last  heli- 
copter lifted  off  the  roof  of  the  Amer- 
ican embassy  in  Saigon  we  pause  to  say 
thank  you  to  all  of  the  men  and  women 
who  served  in  that  long,  sad  war  and  to 
remember  those  who  did  not  return. 

One  of  the  most  important  ways  we 
can  show  our  thanks,  of  course,  is  by 
making  sure  Vietnam  veterans  get  the 
medical  care  and  compensation  they 
need  for  injuries  they  suffered  in  that 
war. 

Everv  man  or  woman  who  puts  on  a 
uniform  is  at  risk  of  harm.  They  accept 
that  risk  as  part  of  their  service.  In  re- 
turn, we.  as  a  nation,  must  accept  re- 
sponsibility to  care  for  men  and  women 
if  they  are  harmed  during  their  mili- 
tary service. 

Congress  took  a  big  step  toward  ful- 
filling that  responsibility  to  Vietnam 
veterans  in  1991  when  we  agreed  to 
allow  Vietnam  veterans  to  receive 
compensation  for  nine  different  ill- 
nesses and  disabilities  caused  by  their 
exposure  to  agent  orange. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  is 
now  investigating  possible  links  be- 
tween Jigent  orange  exposure  and  other 
illnesses.  I  suspect  that  additional  ill- 
nesses will  be  added  to  the  list  of  ail- 
ments for  which  Vietnam  veterans  may 
be  compensated  in  the  future,  and  I 
support  the  Academy  in  its  continuing 
research. 

It  doesn't  matter  whether  a  wound  is 
inflicted  with  a  bullet  or  a  piece  of 
shrapnel  or  a  toxic  defoliant.  In  each 
case,  the  wound  is  real,  and  so  is  our 
obligation  to  help  the  veteran  who  suf- 
fers it. 

We  also  need  more  research  into  our 
health  concerns  of  Vietnam  vets. 


In  all.  more  than  682.000  Vietnam  and 
Vietnam-era  veterans  are  now  di-sabled 
as  a  result  of  their  military  service. 

And  a  respected  study  by  the  inde- 
pendent Research  Triangle  institute  es- 
timates that  more  than  960.000  men 
who  fought  in  Vietnam  and  1.900 
women— nearly  one  in  three  Vietnam 
veterans — suffer  from  post- traumatic 
stress  disorder.  For  some,  the  effects 
are  few  and  fleeting.  For  others,  they 
are  chronic  and  debilitating. 

So  as  we  mark  this  20th  anniversary 
of  the  end  of  our  Nation's  most  painful 
period  this  century,  let  us  remember 
the  words  of  Abraham  Lincoln  as  he 
spoke  them  in  his  second  inaugural  to 
the  Nation  still  grieving  from  another 
terrible  war  that  divided  our  Nation. 
He  said: 

Let  us  strive  to  finish  the  work  that  we  are 
in.  to  bind  up  the  Nation's  wounds,  to  care 
for  him  who  shall  have  borne  the  battle  and 
for  his  widow  and  orphan,  to  do  all  which 
may  achieve  and  cherish  a  just  and  lasting 
peace. 

Let  us  show  our  thanks  to  Vietnam 
veterans  this  week,  next  week,  and  at 
all  times  in  the  future  by  pledging  to 
give  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs the  resources  it  needs  to  keep  the 
promises  we  made  to  all  Vietnam  vet- 
erans. 

Let  us  show  our  thanks  by  strength- 
ening community-based  veterans 
health  care  centers,  by  making  a  com- 
mitment to  keep  veterans  centers  vital 
and  independent.  These  centers  do  not 
duplicate  the  work  of  VA  hospitals. 
They  serve  different  people  with  dif- 
ferent needs,  and  we  ought  to  maintain 
them. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for 
this  Nation  to  move  toward  normaliz- 
ing relations  with  Vietnam.  I  know  the 
arguments  against  normalization,  and 
I  sym.pathize  with  them.  I  understand 
that  the  prospect  of  restoring  diplo- 
matic ties  with  Vietnam  is  painful  to 
many  Americans,  especially  those  who 
have  friends  and  family  members 
among  those  who  remain  unaccounted 
for  in  Vietnam. 

Experience  has  shown  that  it  is  pre- 
cisely by  expanding  our  ties  with  Viet- 
nam that  we  are  most  likely  to  learn 
what  happened  to  soldiers  who  never 
returned. 

In  the  years  when  we  had  no  contact 
with  Vietnam,  we  made  no  progress  on 
the  question  of  those  missing  in  action. 

So  I  stand  with  my  colleagues.  Sen- 
ator McCain.  Senator  Bond.  Senator 
Kerry  of  Massachusetts,  and  others  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  urging  that 
we  move  cautiously  toward  a  fuller  dia- 
log with  Vietnam  in  order  to  secure  an- 
swers for  the  families  and  healing  for 
our  Nation. 

We  can  never  repay  Sgt.  Raymond 
Adams  and  Specialist  Steven  Trant  or 
any  of  the  other  58.000  Americans  who 
lost  their  lives  in  Vietnam,  but  we  can 
show  our  respect  and  our  gratitude. 
and  we  can  continue  the  effort  to  bind 
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up    the    Nation's    wounds    from    a    war 
that,  in  some  ways,  still  divides  us. 


MEASURE  READ  FOR  THE  FIRST 

TIME— S.  761 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  un- 
derstand that  S.  761.  introduced  earlier 
today  by  myself  and  Senator  Biden,  is 
at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  its  first  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  bill  by  title. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  761)  to  improve  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  respond  to  the  inter- 
national terrorist  threat. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  second  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
an  objection.  This  bill  will  be  read  for 
the  second  time  on  the  next  legislative 
day. 

Is  the  Democratic  leader  finished? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Yes. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  276d-276g.  as 
amended,  appoints  the  following  Sen- 
ators as  Members  of  the  Senate  Delega- 
tion to  the  Canada-United  States  Inter- 
parliamentary Group  during  the  first 
session  of  the  104th  Congress,  to  be 
held  in  Huntsville.  ON.  Canada,  May 
18-22,  1995: 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Grass- 
ley],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
Hutchison]. 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  resume  the 
pending  business,  which  the  clerk  will 
report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (H.R.  956)  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
gation, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  my 
capacity  as  a  Senator  from  Alaska.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


A.MENDME.VT  .SO.  690  TO  AMENDME.NT  NO.  596 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  a  uniform  product 

liability  law  and  to  provide  assurance  of 

access  to  certain  biomaterials) 

Mr.  COVERDELL,  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment,  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
CovERDELi,].  for  himself  and  Mr.  Dole,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  690  to  amend- 
ment No.  596. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  further  reading 
be  dispensed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  is  print- 
ed in  today's  Record  under  "Amend- 
ments Submitted.") 


CLOTURE  MOTION 


Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  a  cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture   motion    having    been    presented 
under  rule  XXII.  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

CLOTURE  Motion 
We  the  undersigned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  pend- 
ing substitute  amendment  to  H.R.  956.  the 
product  liability  bill: 

Slade  Gorton.  Dan  Coats.  Richard  G. 
Lugar.  John  Ashcroft.  Rod  Grams.  Kay 
Bailey  Hutchison.  Judd  Gregg.  Strom 
Thurmond.  Jay  Rockefeller.  Trent 
Lott,  Rick  Santorum.  Larry  E.  Craig, 
Bob  Smith.  Don  Nickles.  R.F.  Bennett. 
John  McCain.  Connie  Mac's. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  ctnsent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  h    ;escinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  a  cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII.  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 
Cloture  Motion 

We  the  undersigned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  pend- 
ing substitute  amendment  to  H.R.  956.  the 
product  liability  bill: 

Slade    Gorton.    Dan    Coats.    Richard    G. 
Lugar.  John  Ashcroft.  Rod  Grams.  Kay 


Bailey  Hutchison.  Judd  Gregg.  Strom 
Thurmond.  Jay  Rockefeller.  Trent 
Lott.  Rick  Santorum.  Larry  E.  Craig. 
Bob  Smith.  Don  Nickles.  R.F.  Bennett. 
John  McCain.  Connie  Mack. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  resumes  the  pending  bill,  H.R. 
956.  on  Monday.  May  8,  at  12  noon,  that 
it  be  in  order  for  first-degree  amend- 
ments to  be  filed  at  the  desk  until  1 
p.m.,  and  second-degree  amendments  to 
be  filed  by  3  p.m.  on  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
further  ask  that  at  the  hour  of  4  p.m.. 
the  Senate  proceed  to  a  cloture  vote  on 
the  Coverdell-Dole  amendment,  and 
the  mandatory  quorum  under  rule  XXII 
be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  that  Saturday  count  as  the  inter- 
vening day,  under  the  provisions  of 
rule  XXII. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Rockefeller's  name  be  stricken  from 
both  cloture  motions  just  filed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  all  Senators,  cloture 
was  filed  on  the  new  substitute  amend- 
ment and,  therefore,  unles-s  an  agree- 
ment can  be  reached  regarding  sub- 
stantial second-degree  amendments  to 
the  substitute,  there  will  be  a  cloture 
vote  at  4  p.m.  Monday. 

If  an  agreement  is  reached  on  the 
seccad-degree  amendments,  cloture 
wou'''  ^e  postponed  until  Tuesday,  and 
the  v..tes,  4  p.m.  on  Monday,  would  be 
on  or  in  relation  to  those  second-degree 
amendments. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY.  MAY  8.  1995 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  11  a.m. 
on  Monday,  May  8,  1995;  that  following 
the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
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be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day.  and  there  then  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  12  noon  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each,  with 
the  exception  of  the  following:  Senator 
Feinstein.  15  minutes;  Senator  Byrd, 
for  up  to  30  minutes. 

I    further   ask    consent    that   at    the 

hour  of  12  noon  the  Senate  resume  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  956,  the  product  li- 
ability bill. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Without 


NOMINATIONS 


RECESS  UNTIL  11  A.M.,  MONDAY, 
MAY  8,  1995 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  3:53  p.m.,  recessed  until  Monday, 
May  8,  1995,  at  11  a.m. 


Executive    nominations    received    by 
the  Senate  May  5,  1995: 

NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND  RECORDS 
ADMINISTRATION 

JOHN  W.  CARLtN,  OP  KA.NSAS.  TO  BE  ARCHIVIST  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES.  VICE  DON  W   WILSON.  RESIGNED, 

U.S.  POSTAL  SERVICE 

ROBERT  F  RIDER.  OF  DELAWARE.  TO  BE  A  GOVERNOR 
OF  THE  US  PO.STAL  SERVICE  FOR  THE  REMALVDER  OF 
THE  TERM  FJCPIRING  DECEMBER  8,  1995.  VICE  JOHN  N 
GRIESEMER 

ROBERT  F  RIDER  OF  DELAWARE.  TO  BE  A  GOVERNOR 
OF  THE  US  POSTAL  SERVICE  FOR  THE  TERM  EXPIRING 
DECEMBERS.  aXM   (REAPPOINTMENT I 
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The  Senate  met  at  11  a.m.,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  Honorable  Craig  Thomas, 
a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Wyoming. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

O  God,  our  help  in  ages  past,  our  hope 
for  years  to  come,  our  refuge,  and  our 
strength,  we  join  our  hearts  and  voices 
with  people  across  our  Nation  and 
throughout  the  world  in  grateful  praise 
to  You.  Today,  as  we  remember  that 
triumphant  Victory  in  Europe  Day  a 
half  a  century  ago,  we  thank  You  for 
being  an  ever-present  help  in  trouble. 
Thank  You  for  the  gift  of  memory,  not 
only  to  remember  the  depths  of  deg- 
radation and  depravity  to  which  hu- 
mankind fell  under  the  dictatorship  of 
Adolf  Hitler  and  the  Third  Reich,  but 
most  of  all,  help  us  never  to  forget 
Your  divine  intervention  that  made 
possible  the  Allied  victory.  We  remem- 
ber the  supreme  sacrifice  of  so  many 
men  and  women  in  that  war  to  liberate 
humankind  from  the  grip  of  a  brutal 
enemy. 

Lord  of  history,  we  go  about  the 
work  of  this  Senate  today  with  a  re- 
newed assurance  that  You  do  have  the 
final  word.  When  the  enemies  of  right- 
eousness and  justice  have  done  their 
worst.  You  help  Your  people  to  fight 
for  freedom  and  You  do  bring  an  end  to 
suffering.  You  have  intervened  to  help 
us  in  just  wars  against  the  despots  and 

dictators    of    llistOiy.    As    we    leiueinuei 

the  victory  of  50  years  ago  that  broke 
the  back  of  Nazi  tyranny,  so  too  You 
call  us  to  live  expectantly  with  our 
hope  in  Your  power  as  we  confront  the 
forces  of  hate  and  terrorism,  injustice 
and  inequality  in  our  time.  In  Your 
name  Jehovah-Shalom,  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  ACTING 
PRESIDENT  PRO  TExMPORE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  please  read  a  communication 
to  the  Senate  from  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
the  following  letter: 

U.S.  Senate. 
President  pro  tempore, 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  199.^. 
To  the  Senate: 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  I.  section  3,  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate.  I  hereby 
appoint  the  Honorable  Craig  Thomas,  a  Sen- 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  1, 1995) 

ator  from  the  State  of  Wyoming,  to  perform 
the  duties  of  the  Chair. 

STROM  Thurmond, 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  THOMAS  thereupon  assumed  the 
chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tempore. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  recognizes  the  major- 
ity leader. 


THE  CHAPLAINS  PRAYER 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  first  let  me 
thank  the  Chaplain  for  his  prayer 
today.  This  is  a  very  important  day  for 
millions  of  Americans.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  time  for  reflection,  to  think 
about  America,  and  to  think  about  55- 
plus  million  people  who  lost  their  lives 
in  World  War  II.  That  includes  civil- 
ians, innocent  women  and  children, 
combatants  on  all  sides,  plus  about  6 
million  Jews  who  suffered  death  in  the 
Holocaust. 

This  is  a  very  important  day.  And 
later  today  I  hope  to  submit  a  resolu- 
tion about  V-E  Day,  which  I  am  cer- 
tain the  Senate  will  adopt.  I  will  be 
looking  for  sponsors  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  following 
leader  time,  there  will  be  morning 
business  until  the  hour  of  12  noon  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5 
minutes  each. 

At  12  o'clock  we  will  resume  consid- 
eration of  H.R.  956.  the  product  liabil- 
ity bill. 

At  4  o'clock  there  will  be  a  cloture 
vote  on  the  pending  substitute  unless 
second-degree  amendments  are  offered 
and  can  be  voted  upon.  That  may  slip 
just  a  little  bit.  I  understand  there  are 
one  or  two  Senators  who  cannot  be 
here  right  at  4  o'clock.  The  first  three 
amendments  should  be  filed  by  1 
o'clock  today.  Second-degree  amend- 
ments should  be  filed  by  3  o'clock 
today. 

A  second  cloture  vote  will  occur  to- 
morrow if  cloture  is  not  invoked  today. 

It  is  also  my  hope  that  we  might  at 
least  debate  this  evening  the  CIA  nomi- 
nation. Mr.  Deutch.  I  think  the  admin- 
istration would  like  to  have  that  done. 
I  think  it  is  a  2-hour  time  agreement. 
We  can  debate  that  this  evening,  and 
have  the  rollcall  vote  tomorrow  morn- 
ing. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  ACTING  PRESmENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  there 
will  now  be  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  morning  business  for  not  to  extend 
beyond  the  hour  of  12  noon  with  Sen- 
ators permitted  to  speak  therein  for 
not  to  exceed  5  minutes  each. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR  B'YRD 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog- 
nized to  speak  for  up  to  30  minutes. 

Mr.  B'YRD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


THE  BUDGET 


Mr.  B'YRD  Mr.  President,  section  301 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974  requires 
that  on  or  before  April  15  of  each  year 
the  Congress  shall  complete  action  on 
a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1  of  such  year.  The  failure  to  meet 
this  deadline,  however,  has  no  effect  on 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act.  In  fact.  Congress  has  met 
the  deadline  only  three  times  since  en- 
actment of  the  1974  Budget  Act;  name- 
ly, for  fiscal  years  1976,  1977,  and  1994. 
So,  it  is  not  unusual  that  Congress,  at 
the  April  15  deadline,  has  yet  to  com- 
plete action  on  the  1996  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

It  does  seem  a  little  unusual  that 
this  year's  budget  resolution  has  not 
been  reported  by  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee of  either  House.  Perhaps  our  friends 
on  the  Budget  Committees  are  finding 
it  somewhat  more  difficult  to  come  for- 
ward with  a  budget  resolution  which 
will  force  Congress  to  make  the  dif- 
ficult choices  that  will  be  necessary  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget,  than  it  was 
to  sign  the  mostly  empty  pledges  that 
were  contained  in  the  vacuous  rhetoric 
of  the  so-called  'Contract  With  Amer- 
ica." 

For  a  while,  everything  seemed  to  be 
going  along  swimmingly  for  the  new 
Republican  majority  in  Congress.  We 
have  been  told  over  and  over  again  by 
the  House  Republican  leadership  that 
they  would  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  while  at  the  same  time  they 
would  increase  military  spending,  cut 
taxes  by  some  $630  billion  over  the  next 
ten  years,  and  take  Social  Security  off 
the  budget-cutting  table. 
TTius  ornament  is  but  the  guiled  shore 
To  a  most  dangerous  sea:  the  beauteous  scarf 
Veiling  an  Indian  beauty:  in  a  word. 


♦  This  "bullet"  symbol  identiries  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  I"l<M»r 
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The  seeming  truth  which  cunning:  times  put 

on 
To  entrap  the  wisest. 

It  was  obvious  to  all  who  examined 
this  visionary  proposal  that  it  amounts 
to  a  return  to  the  failed  policies  of  sup- 
ply-side economics  undertaken  during 
the  Reagan-Bush  years.  The  problem 
with  the  Reagan  plan  was  that  we  did 
the  easy  part — we  massively  increased 
military  spending  and  we  drastically 
cut  taxes.  But  when  it  came  to  the 
hard  part — cutting  entitlement  spend- 
ing—everybody balked.  We  all  know 
what  resulted  from  those  actions — a 
string  of  unprecedented  budget  deficits 
which  were  the  largest  the  country  has 
ever  seen  and  which  ceased  to  grow 
only  after  the  election  of  President 
Clinton. 

In  other  words,  we  went  on  a  national 
spending  spree  on  credit — not  paying 
our  bills,  but  charging  them  to  future 
generations.  As  a  result,  the  national 
debt  rose  from  $932  billion  on  January 
20,  1981.  when  President  Reagan  was 
sworn  in.  to  $4.1  trillion  on  January  20, 
1993.  the  day  that  Bill  Clinton  was 
sworn  in  as  President. 

Immediately  following  his  election. 
President  Clinton  submitted  a  budget 
that  cut  the  projected  Bush  deficits 
drastically  and.  in  fact,  in  1993  Con- 
gress enacted  a  massive  deficit  reduc- 
tion bill,  which  President  Clinton 
signed  into  law.  That  package  of  budg- 
et cuts  reduced  the  projected  deficits 
over  5  years  by  roughly  $500  billion, 
and  it  was  passed  by  both  Houses  of 
Congress  without  a  single  Republican 
vote. 

The  economy  has  responded  well  to 
the  deficit  reduction  that  has  taken 
place  thus  far  under  the  leadership  of 
President  Clinton.  I  believe  that  the 
economy  will  continue  to  perform  well 
so  long  as  we  continue  our  efforts  to 
whittle  away  at  the  massive  deficits 
built  up  over  the  dozen  Reagan-Bush 
years. 

Tough  decisions  will  be  required  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  I  know 
that  it  will  require  drastic  action.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  American  people,  as  a 
whole,  are  prepared  to  face  the  tough 
choices  that  will  have  to  be  faced  in 
order  to  balance  the  Federal  budget,  so 
long  as  they  are  certain  that  their 
elected  representatives  are  administer- 
ing the  budget  cuts  fairly  across  every 
sector  of  the  country.  The  budget  axe 
should  not  be  wielded  indiscriminately. 
This  round  of  budget  cutting,  to  be  ef- 
fective, should  involve  priority  setting: 
it  should  involve  separating  out  the 
truly  effective  and  necessary  Federal 
Government  programs  from  those  that 
are  merely  nice  to  have  but  not  truly 
necessary  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  be  involved. 

Furthermore,  if  we  are  to  achieve 
fairness  in  our  deficit-elimination  ef- 
forts, we  cannot  ignore  the  huge  tax 
subsidies  that  are  written  into  the  Tax 
Code  from  time  to  time  and  are  never 


looked  at  again.  These  kinds  of  tax  ex- 
penditures, many  of  which  may  well 
serve  a  worthwhile  national  purpose, 
should  no  longer  be  allowed  to  escape 
scrutiny  along  with  evei^  other  area  of 
Federal  activity. 

We  are  told  by  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service  that  there  are  over  120 
separate  tax  expenditures  in  current 
law  which  will  cost  the  U.S.  Treasury 
$453  billion  this  fiscal  year.  That  figure 
will  rise  to  $568.5  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1999— unless  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent enact  changes  to  eliminate  and 
otherwise  cut  back  the  growth  in  some 
of  these  tax  subsidies.  If  we  fail  to  do 
so,  then  how  can  we  possibly  expect  the 
American  people  to  believe  that  we 
have  administered  budget  cuts  fairly? 

Incredibly,  Mr.  President,  we  have 
not  seen  any  indication  by  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  that  they  are  prepared 
to  even  examine  these  120  Federal  tax 
subsidies  to  see  if  they  are  necessary  or 
if  they  can  be  afforded  any  longer. 

Instead,  we  have  seen  the  House  pass 
a  massive  tax  cut  bill,  which  will  cost 
$630  billion  over  the  next  10  years.  And, 
who  will  get  the  benefit  of  those  tax 
cuts?  According  to  the  Treasury  De- 
partment: 

Nearly  half  the  tax  benefits — 47  per- 
cent—would go  to  the  wealthiest  10 
percent  of  households.  These  house- 
holds all  have  incomes  at  least  some- 
what above  $100,000,  according  to  the 
Treasury  measure. 

The  richest  1  percent  of  households — 
1.1  million  households — would  receive 
20  percent  of  the  benefits  from  the  tax 
package,  while  the  bottom  three-fifths 
of  households — 65  million  households — 
would  receive  only  15.6  percent  of  the 
total  tax  benefits,  according  to  the 
Treasury  data. 

The  average  tax  reduction  for  the 
wealthiest  10  percent  of  all  households 
would  be  nearly  nine  times  greater 
than  the  average  tax  reduction  for  the 
middle  fifth  of  households— $4,821  and 
$555,  respectively. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  totally  opposed 
to  tax  cuts  at  this  time.  I  will  not  vote 
for  President  Clinton's  tax  cuts,  I  will 
not  vote  for  the  House-passed  tax  cuts, 
or  any  other  tax  cuts  that  may  be  pro- 
posed at  this  time.  We  need  to  keep  an 
eye  on  the  target  of  reducing  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit  until  it  is  elimi- 
nated. From  press  accounts,  I  under- 
stand that  Senator  DoMENici,  the  very 
able  and  experienced  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  is  planning  to  rec- 
ommend to  the  Budget  Committee  a 
budget  resolution  which,  if  carried  out. 
would  result  in  a  balanced  budget  for 
fiscal  year  2002.  It  is  my  further  under- 
standing that  Senator  Domenici's  pro- 
posal will  not  include  a  tax  cut.  In- 
stead, a  tax  cut  would  have  to  wait 
until  Congress  has  enacted  the  nec- 
essary legislation  to  achieve  budget 
balance,  under  CBO  scoring,  by  2002. 

If  this  is  the  position  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  commend 


him  for  his  courage  and  foresight,  and 
for  his  integrity  in  placing  the  empha- 
sis in  this  year's  budget  resolution 
where  it  clearly  should  be — on  elimi- 
nating the  deficit  rather  than  on  cut- 
ting taxes.  I  have  long  admired  and  re- 
spected the  intelligence  and  wisdom  of 
Senator  Dome.mci.  He  is  a  Senator  who 
takes  his  responsibilities  very  seri- 
ously and  who  works  tirelessly  to  carry 
out  these  responsibilities. 

In  addition  to  containing  no  tax  cut, 
Mr,  President,  it  is  also  important  that 
cuts  in  spending  in  this  year's  budget 
resolution  be  administered  fairly  and 
equitably  to  both  entitlement  and  dis- 
cretionary spending.  As  all  Senators 
are  aware,  the  discretionary  portion  of 
the  budget  is  under  the  control  of  the 
Appropriations  Committees  and 
amounts  to  just  over  one-third,  or  $549 
billion,  of  the  President's  1996  budget. 
Of  the  remainder,  net  interest  on  the 
debt  will  be  $257  billion,  or  15.9  percent 
of  the  1996  budget.  The  other  one-half 
of  the  budget  consists  of  Social  Secu- 
rity—which will  equal  $351.4  billion,  or 
21.8  percent  of  the  1996  budgetr— Medi- 
care. Medicaid,  and  other  mandatory 
and  entitlement  programs. 

If  Social  Security  is  taken  off  the 
table,  and  if  we  pay  the  interest  on  the 
debt,  which  we  must,  then  we  have  re- 
moved almost  38  percent  of  the  budget 
from  budget  cuts.  We  are  told  that  the 
budget  resolution  will  also  not  cut 
military  spending,  and,  in  fact,  will 
propose  an  increase  in  military  spend- 
ing over  the  next  7  years.  If  this  is 
done,  then  we  will  have  shielded  54  per- 
cent of  the  budget  from  cuts,  leaving 
only  46  percent,  including  other  enti- 
tlements, to  undergo  budget-cutting 
surgery  over  the  next  7  years. 

I  ask  the  American  people:  Is  that  a 
fair  way  to  proceed?  Is  it  fair  to  cut 
$500  billion  over  the  next  7  years  from 
domestic  discretionary  programs, 
while  increasing  military  spending? 

The  military  consumes  $262.2  billion 
in  outlays  in  the  President's  1996  budg- 
et. That  amount  is  almost  equal  to  the 
$265.8  billion  that  is  in  the  budget  for 
all  domestic  discretionary  programs. 
This  includes  law  enforcement,  edu- 
cation, infrastructure  spending  on 
highways  and  transit,  environmental 
cleanup,  clean  air  and  water,  research 
and  development,  medical  research. 
NASA,  national  parks,  the  Justice  De- 
partment, the  judiciary,  the  FBI,  and 
the  operations  of  virtually  all  agencies 
and  departments  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

If  we  follow  the  Republican  plan,  we 
will  cut  all  of  these  domestic  discre- 
tionary programs  by  approximately  35 
percent  by  the  year  2002.  at  the  same 
time  we  increase  military  spending.  Is 
that  fair?  It  is  not  only  unfair,  it  is 
pure  folly. 

Furthermore,  under  the  Republican 
budget  plan,  the  elderly  will  be  asked 
to  pay  dearly.  Medicare  will  be  cut 
anywhere    from    $259-$333    billion    over 


the  next  7  years.  We  hear  that  these 
cuts  are  not  being  proposed  for  deficit 
reduction  but  only  because  .Medicare 
will  be  broke  if  we  do  not  fix  it  soon. 

Well,  Mr.  President.  I  see  no  proposal 
from  the  Republicans  on  how  the.y  in- 
tend to  fix  the  Medicare  program.  All  I 
see  is  a  cut  in  Medicare  spending  total- 
ing $259  to  $333  billion  over  the  next  7 
years.  Is  it  fair  to  ask  for  this  level  of 
sacrifice  from  Medicare  beneficiaries 
at  the  same  time  military  spending 
will  be  rising  from  a  starting  point  of 
$262.2  billion  over  the  same  7-year  pe- 
riod? 

Or.  is  it  fair  to  cut  $500  billion  from 
domestic  spending  on  education,  law 
enforcement,  highways,  research,  job 
training,  and  from  student  loans,  and 
veteran's  medical  care  while,  at  the 
same  time,  ignoring  the  subsidies  in 
the  Tax  Code  that  total  $453  billion  in 
1995  and  which,  as  I  say,  will  grow  by  a 
total  of  $283.9  billion  over  the  next  5 
years,  1995  to  1999.  In  1999  alone,  these 
tax  breaks  will  total  $568  5  billion,  an 
increase  of  $115.5  billion  over  their  1995 
cost. 

It  is  incredible — even  beyond  belief — 
that  Congress  would  enact  a  7-year, 
deficit-elimination  package  that  cuts 
$500  billion  from  domestic  investments 
and  cuts  between  $259  and  $333  billion 
from  Medicare,  while  it  cuts  nothing 
from  military  spending  and  while  we 
allow  permanent  tax  breaks  to  grow  by 
S283.9  billion!  How  can  we  expect  the 
American  people  to  accept  this  ap- 
proach to  budget  balancing?  It  is  not 
only  unfair,  it  is  irrational. 

What  this  amounts  to  is  protecting 
the  special  interest  groups  and  the 
wealthy.  They  will  get  to  keep  their 
existing  tax  breaks,  and,  to  make  mat- 
ters worse,  they  will  also  get  the  over- 
whelming share  of  the  tax  cuts  already 
passed  by  the  House,  which  amount  to 
a  $630  billion  drain  from  the  Treasury 
over  the  next  10  .years. 

On  a  related  matter,  there  has  been 
speculation  that  the  Republican  wel- 
fare reform  package  will  be  included  as 
part  of  this  year's  reconciliation  meas- 
ure. If  these  reports  are  accurate,  this 
should  be  a  cause  of  great  concern  to 
all  Senators  and  to  the  American  peo- 
ple 1  say  this  not  from  any  partisan 
perspective.  As  I  stated  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  in  a  letter 
dated  March  31,  1995,  I  agree  that  wel- 
fare reform  is  certainly  necessary.  But 
I  have  strong  reservations  about  tak- 
ing up  such  far-reaching  and  important 
legislation  as  part  of  a  reconciliation 
measure,  upon  which  very  limited  de- 
bate is  allowed. 

In  my  view,  the  reconciliation  proc- 
ess was  not  intended  to  allow  the  adop- 
tion of  major  legislative  proposals, 
such  as  welfare  reform,  under  condi- 
tions where  debate  is  limited.  This  is 
not  a  new  position  for  me.  I  opposed 
such  a  tactic  on  health  care  reform  last 
year,  when  both  the  then-majority 
leader  and  President  Clinton  urged  my 


support  for  including  health  care  in 
last  year's  reconciliation  measure. 
Major  proposals  of  this  kind  should  be 
thoroughly  and  thoughtfully  examined 
by  the  Members  of  both  parties  on  this 
Senate  floor  in  a  free  and  full  debate, 
not  under  the  extremely  limited  debate 
that  is  allowed  for  reconciliation  meais- 
ures. 

I  implore  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee, under  the  able  leadership  of  its 
chairman.  Senator  Domenici,  and  its 
equally  able  ranking  member,  Senator 
ExoN,  to  carefully  consider  these  very 
important  matters  as  the  committee 
marks  up  the  1996  budget  resolution. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  American  people  deserve, 
nor  will  they  support,  a  deficit-elimi- 
nation package  unless  its  effects  are 
distributed  fairly  across  all  segments 
of  the  population.  I  do  not  believe  they 
will  support  a  continuation  of  existing 
tax  breaks  along  with  new  massive  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy,  while  Medicare 
beneficiaries  are  being  asked  to  pony 
up  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  over 
the  next  7  years. 

I  urge  Senators  not  to  attempt  to 
balance  the  budget  on  the  backs  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans  by  savaging  their 
health  care  benefits,  while  at  the  same 
time  enacting  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars  in  new  tax  breaks  which  pri- 
marily benefit  the  wealthiest  in  our  so- 
ciety. No  amount  of  hollow  rhetoric  in 
a  so-called  Contract  With  America  can 
hide  the  perverted  policies  being  pro- 
posed by  those  who  signed  this  so- 
called  contract  which  was,  after  all, 
fashioned  by  pollsters  for  the  purpose 
of  gaining  political  advantage. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor,  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


NOMINATION  OF  DR.  HENRY 
FOSTER 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  announce  my  in- 
tention to  vote  to  confirm  Dr.  Henry 
Foster  to  be  Surgeon  General  of  the 
United  States.  I  hope  that  I  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  cast  that  vote,  that 
the  nomination  will  come  to  the  floor 
of  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  that  prelimi- 
nary proceedings  will  be  cleared  so 
that  there  will  a  vote  up  or  down  on 
whether  Dr.  Henry  Foster  should  be- 
come the  next  Surgeon  General  of  the 
United  States. 

When  Dr.  Foster's  name  was  for- 
warded to  the  Senate  by  the  President 


in  early  February.  I  was  a  little  dis- 
mayed to  hear  the  cry  arise  that  he 
should  be  disqualified  because  he  had 
performed  abortions.  I  was  surprised  to 
hear  that  cry  arise  because  abortions 
are  a  legal  medical  procedure  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  This 
is  not  a  matter  of  Roe  v.  Wade,  the  de- 
cision handed  down  in  1973.  This  is  re- 
affirmed by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Casey  v.  Planned  Par- 
enthood in  1992.  an  opinion  written  by 
three  Justices — Justice  Souter,  Justice 
O'Connor,  and  Justice  Anthony  Ken- 
nedy, all  nominated  by  Republican 
Presidents. 

So  it  seemed  to  me  curious,  to  say 
the  least,  that  there  should  be  a  call 
for  his  defeat  because  he  had  performed 
abortions,  a  medical  procedure  author- 
ized by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

Then  issues  were  cited  about  char- 
acter, about  what  representations  Dr. 
Foster  had  made  as  to  how  many  abor- 
tions he  had  performed.  It  then  came 
to  light  that  there  had  been  an  indica- 
tion from  the  White  House  about  some 
misinformation.  Then  other  issues 
arose  in  a  variety  of  contexts. 

I  believe  that  the  hearings  last  week 
have  laid  all  of  those  issues  to  rest.  Dr. 
Foster  wais  a  compelling  witness,  a 
forceful  witness  on  his  own  behalf  and 
he  answered  all  of  the  outstanding 
questions,  so  that  there  is  no  doubt 
about  his  good  character  or  about  his 
excellent  service  sis  a  physician,  or 
about  his  care  for  the  poor  and  down- 
trodden, and  about  his  excellent  work 
as  a  doctor  over  many  years. 

I  had  occasion  to  meet  personally 
with  Dr.  Foster  and  discuss  at  some 
length  his  own  background  and  the  is- 
sues which  had  been  raised  about  him. 
It  seemed  to  me  at  that  time  at  that 
meeting,  which  was  in  early  Februai-y, 
that  his  nomination  certainly  ought  to 
go  forward.  I  did  not  state  at  that  time 
support  for  his  nomination  because  it 
seemed  appropriate  to  me  that  we 
await  the  hearings  by  the  committee 
to  see  what  would  occur  at  that  time. 
After  reviewing  the  hearings  and  what 
occurred  at  the  hearings,  today  I  am 
confident  that  Dr.  Foster  ought  to  be 
confirmed  as  Surgeon  General  of  the 
United  States  and.  therefore,  announce 
my  intention  to  vote  for  him. 

1  was  encouraged  to  see  the  media  re- 
ports that  our  distinguished  majority 
leader  will  meet  with  Dr.  Foster,  and  I 
am  hopeful  that  that  meeting  will 
produce  a  result  that  Dr.  Foster's  nom- 
ination will  come  to  the  floor. 

I  note  the  comments  of  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee. 
Senator  Kassebaum,  that  Dr.  Foster's 
nomination  ought  to  come  to  the  floor 
and  ought  to  be  voted  upon,  although  I 
do  not  believe  at  this  stage  that  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum  has  stated  whether 
her  intention  is  to  vote  "aye"  or  "nay" 
on  the  nomination  itself. 

I  am  hopeful  that  there  will  not  be  a 
filibuster,  as  has  been  mentioned,  on 
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Dr.  Foster.  Any  Senator  has  the  right 
to  handle  that  in  any  way  that  any 
Senator  pleases,  and  any  Senator  has  a 
right,  as  I  now  express  my  right  to  say 
that  I  hope  that  we  will  not  be  con- 
fronted by  a  filibuster. 

But  if  we  are.  Mr  President,  it  is  my 
sense  of  the  Senate — and  this  is  only 
one  Senator  speaking— that  a  filibuster 
will  be  defeated  and  that  even  Senators 
who  think  that  Dr.  Foster  ought  not  to 
be  confirmed  as  Surgeon  General  of  the 
United  States  will  not  support  a  fili- 
buster; that  as  a  matter  of  fairness  to 
Dr.  Foster,  he  ought  to  get  his  day  in 
court,  his  day  in  the  Senate  for  a  "yes" 
or  "no"  vote:  and  that  he  ought  not  to 
have  been  railroaded  out  of  town,  as 
some  have  suggested,  even  without  a 
hearing  before  the  committee;  and  that 
he  ought  not  to  be  railroaded  out  of 
town  without  the  matter  coming  to  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  and  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  railroaded,  or  have  his 
fate  decided,  without  having  the  Sen- 
ators vote  "yes"  or  "no  '  on  his  con- 
firmation. 

So  I  am  pleased  to  be  in  a  position 
today.  Mr.  President,  to  say  what  I 
sensed  when  I  met  with  Dr.  Foster  in 
early  February,  that  he  is  truly  a  man 
who  merits  being  confirmed  as  Surgeon 
General  of  the  United  States. 

I  think  that  it  is  time  that  we  put  to 
rest  the  issue  of  what  is  the  law  of  the 
land  of  the  United  States  of  America 
with  respect  to  a  woman's  right  to 
choose  I  personally  am  very  much  op- 
posed to  abortion,  but  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  a  matter  that  can  be  con- 
trolled by  the  Government.  I  believe  it 
is  a  matter  for  the  woman's  choice,  it 
is  a  matter  for  the  family,  it  is  a  mat- 
ter for  priests,  rabbis,  and  ministers, 
and  it  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 
\Mien  we  have  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  separated  from  1992  back  to  1973 
and  the  law  of  the  land  stated  in  Casey 
v.  Planned  Parenthood,  a  decision  writ- 
ten by  three  Justices  for  a  majority  of 
the  Court.  Justices  appointed  by  Presi- 
dents Reagan  and  Bush,  that  that  is 
the  law  of  the  land,  we  ought  not  to  re- 
ject a  nominee  because  he  is  perform- 
ing medical  procedures  which  are  au- 
thorized by  the  Constitution. 

I  think  It  is  time  that  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  faced  up  to  that 
proposition  squarely  I  hope  it  will  be 
done  by  having  the  nomination  re- 
ported to  the  Senate  floor  and  by  hav- 
ing an  up-or-down  vote.  I  intend  to 
vote  "aye.  "  and  it  is  my  prediction 
that  Dr.  Foster  will  be  confirmed. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs  FEINSTEIN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized 
to  speak  up  to  15  minutes. 


A  LOOK  BACK  AND  A  LOOK 
FORWARD 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Thank  you  very 
much,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  today.  May  8,  is  'V-E 
Day,  which  stands  for  Victory  in  Eu- 
rope, and  it  marks  the  end  of  one  front 
of  the  most  disastrous  event  in  modern 
human  history. 

The  war  in  Europe  was  one  in  which 
50  million  civilians  and  military  per- 
sonnel alike  died.  It  was  not  only  a 
war,  but  a  major  crime  against  human- 
ity. 

Two  out  of  three  Jews  in  Europe  were 
scientifically  exterminated— a  total  of 
6  million— along  with  5  million  other 
victims.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  27  million 
people  lost  their  lives.  I  visited  Lenin- 
grad where  you  see  25,000  people  in  one 
mass  grave,  and  these  are  plot  after 
plot  after  plot.  No  country  lost  as 
much  as  did  the  people  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union. 

The  war  spread  death  across  six  of 
the  seven  continents  and  all  over  the 
world's  oceans.  In  the  end,  much  of  the 
heart  of  Western  civilization  lay  in 
ruins. 

Sixteen  million  one  hundred  twelve 
thousand  Americans  served  in  the  US. 
Armed  Forces  during  World  War  II,  and 
they  knew  the  ravages  of  war.  Of  these, 
more  than  1  million  were  Califomians; 
408,000  Americans  never  came  home.  To 
these  Califomians  and  these  Ameri- 
cans, I  want  to  say  you  have  my  deep- 
est respect,  and  I  know  I  join  with  all 
of  my  Senate  colleagues  in  saying 
thank  you. 

For  me.  I  was  one  of  the  lucky  ones: 
I  was  11  years  old,  a  girl,  living  in  a 
flat  in  the  Marina  District  of  San  PYan- 
cisco.  I  remember  the  blackout  shades, 
the  submarine  nets  unrtpr  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  troops  shipping  out  from 
Fort  Mason  6  blocks  from  my  home  and 
the  Nike  gun  emplacements  on  the  ma- 
rina headlands  and  in  the  Presidio.  As 
a  lucky  one  in  the  land  of  the  free  and 
the  home  of  the  brave,  for  me  there 
was  no  Auschwitz  or  Bergen-Belsen. 

V-E  Day  represents  a  victory  over 
fascism,  paranoia  and  the  most  dev- 
astating war  in  history,  all  sparked 
and  guided  by  one  man.  Probably  the 
most  infamous  demagog  the  world  has 
ever  seen.  Hitler  was  described  by  one 
of  his  early  associates.  Otto  Stresser. 
as  a  speaker  "who  touches  each  private 
wound  on  the  raw.  liberating  the  un- 
conscious, exposing  its  innermost  aspi- 
rations, telling  it  most  what  it  wants 
to  hear." 

Jews  and  Slavs  were  referred  to  as 
"untermenschen,"  subhumans.  Mos- 
cow. Leningrad,  and  Warsaw  were  hard 
hit,  their  industries  left  in  ruins. 

In  "Mein  Kampf,"  Hitler  described 
what  history  has  shown  to  be  correct. 
He  said: 

The  masses  more  readily  fall  victim  to  the 
big  lie  than  the  small  lie.  since  they  them- 
selves often  tell  small  lies  *  *  •  it  would 
never  come  into  their  heads  to  fabricate  co- 


lossal untruths,  and  they  would  not  believe 
that  others  have  the  impudence  to  distort 

the  truth  so  infamously. 

Millions,  indeed,  did  fall  victim  to 
the  big  lie.  Fanatical  in  his  quest  for 
personal  power.  Hitler  withdrew  Ger- 
many from  the  League  of  Nations, 
aproclaiming  that  the  European  powers 
will  "never  act  *  *  *  they'll  just  pro- 
test *  *  *  and  they  will  always  be  too 
late." 

In  fact,  the  West's  hesitance  in  the 
face  of  this  evil  has  sullied  the  word 
"appeasement  "  for  all  time. 

By  1943.  Hitler  held  the  power  of  life 
and  death  over  80  million  Germans  and 
more  than  twice  that  number  of  van- 
quished people. 

After  Hitler  took  his  own  life  on 
April  30.  1945.  and  the  end  of  the  war 
was  in  sight,  devoted  followers  pro- 
fessed their  determination  to  continue. 

A  Nazi-controlled  newspaper  said  at 
the  time: 

The  heart  which  beat  only  for  us.  the  will 
which  blazed  only  for  us.  the  creative  genius 
which  thought  and  acted  only  for  us,  the 
voice  which  so  often  galvanized  us— all  this 
no  longer  exists!  However  low  fate  has 
brought  events.  Hitlers  achievements  will 
illuminate,  far  into  the  distant  future,  the 
epoch  which  began  with  him 

Now,  50  years  later,  these  words  offer 
an  ominous  warning  Modem-day  para- 
noia, built  upon  elaborate  conspiracy 
theories  and  fears.  I  am  sorry  to  say,  is 
still  very  much  alive  today. 

For  several  years,  we  have  seen  an 
escalation  in  fundamentalist-inspired 
killings  in  Egypt  and  Algeria,  the  rise 
of  neo-Nazism  in  Germany,  nationalis- 
tic fervor  in  former  Communist  States, 
severe  anti-immigrant  backlash  in 
France,  and  poison  gas  attacks  in 
Japan. 

The  rise  of  fanaticism  and  the  terror- 
ism it  spawns  is  ever  increasing  right 
here  in  the  United  States  as  well. 

I  think  no  event  embodies  this  more 
than  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

Whatever  the  final  outcome  of  the  in- 
vestigation into  the  bombing,  a  new  - 
and,  I  believe  eye-opening  -look  at  the 
growing  trend  of  extremism  is  taking 
place  across  the  world. 

In  this  country,  so-called  militias  are 
growing  in  numbers,  stockpiling  vast 
arsenals,  preaching  hate  and  violence 
against  this  Government. 

Here  are  some  examples: 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  has  orders  for  Hispanics  and 
African-Americans  to  be  "rounded  up 
and  detained"  in  the  event  of  a  State  of 
domestic  national  emergency. 

That  is  false. 

They  say  tax  protesters,  demonstra- 
tors against  Government  military 
intervention  outside  United  States  bor- 
ders, and  people  who  maintain  weapons 
in  their  homes  are  the  next  targets. 

That  is  false. 

They  say  that  FEMA  advocates  "the 
rounding  up  and  transfer  to  'assembly 
centers  or  relocation  camps'  of  at  least 
21  million  American  Negroes." 


That  is  false. 

They  say  there  are  black  helicopters 
with  no  markings  spying  on  citizens. 
They  say  police  officers  were  met  by 
"armed  men  in  black  uniforms,"  re- 
portedly from  the  Federal  Government. 

That  is  false. 

They  say  U.N.  troops  are  training  to 
suppress  America's  people. 

That  is  false. 

They  say  Somalia  was  simply  a  prac- 
tice run  for  occupying  the  United 
States. 

That  is  false. 

They  point  out  that  Russian  trucks 
and  personnel  carriers  are  being  im- 
ported as  well  as  "100-car  trains  filled 
with  United  Nations  equipment." 

That  is  false. 

They  even  say  that  Crips  and 
Bloods — gangs  that  dominate  some 
urban  areas — are  being  trained  to  serve 
as  something  called  "shock  troops" 
and  "cannon  fodder"  for  house-to- 
house  searches  conducted  by  "New 
World  Order  officers." 

That  is  false. 

So  theories  about  black  helicopters, 
modem  day  concentration  camps,  and 
mass  raids  abound,  we  find,  throughout 
this  land  of  the  free  and  home  of  the 
brave.  Even  on  Internet,  this  system  is 
used  to  spread  conspiracy  theories 
across  our  land.  Even  a  terrorist  hand- 
book is  run  on  the  Internet  on  how  to 
build  a  bomb.  I  read  this  handbook,  and 
they  tell  you  how  to  break  into  univer- 
sity chemical  labs,  how  to  find  the 
chemicals  you  need,  and  how  to  steal 
those  chemicals. 

Finally,  we  see  neo-Nazism,  even 
signs  popping  up  here  and  there  saying 
"whites  only."  and  on  and  on  and  on. 

One  must  ask  the  question  on  this 
very  special  day:  Will  the  threats,  the 
fear  mongering,  ?.nd  the  ^?.ranoi?.  even- 
tually fuel  major  bloodshed?  Was  it  re- 
sponsible for  encouraging  the  terrible 
Oklahoma  City  bombing? 

Two  years  ago.  militia  members 
warned  about  U.N.  troops  poised  along 
the  United  States-Canadian  border, 
ready  for  invasion.  Thirty  years  ago, 
the  John  Birch  Society  warned  of  Chi- 
nese troops  in  box  cars  along  the  Mexi- 
can border.  Fifty  years  ago,  the  most 
deadly  of  all  wars  ended. 

History  can  teach  us  lessons  if  we 
want  to  learn.  Or  we  can  be  doomed  to 
repeat  history  time  and  time  again. 

We  all  pray  that  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  is  a  one-time-only  event. 

Yet,  as  a  country,  this  is  a  time  for 
us  to  come  together,  to  heal,  to  begin 
anew,  to  straighten  with  truth  vicious 
lies,  to  look  for  what  unites  us  and 
strengthens  us  as  a  people,  an  Amer- 
ican people,  to  strengthen  these  bonds, 
rather  than  to  seek  what  divides  us. 

The  wounds  of  the  past  can  guide  us 
in  the  future.  We  simply  need  the  de- 
termination and  the  political  will  to 
fight  the  fear  and  the  paranoia  that  is 
still  so  strong  in  our  society. 

V-E  Day  is  a  chance  to  celebrate  the 
conclusion  of  one  of  the  darkest  eras  in 


our  history.  It  is  a  chance  to  say  thank 
you  to  those  who  gave  their  lives  so 
that  we  might  remain  a  free  people. 

Let  us  use  this  day  to  also  look  deep- 
ly at  America  as  it  exists  today.  There 
is  a  great  deal  of  work  to  do  to  sort  it 
out,  to  pull  this  country  together  be- 
fore fear  and  intolerance  rips  us  apart. 

It  is  with  the  loving  memory  of  the 
millions  and  millions  of  victims  of 
World  War  11— and  the  hundreds  of  vic- 
tims of  the  Oklahoma  bombing— that  I 
make  these  remarks  today.  And  I  give 
thanks  to  those  who  fought  and  died  in 
Europe  so  that  we  may  know  freedom. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Grams]  is  recognized. 


PRODUCT  LIABILITY 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
last  2  weeks  we  have  had  a  serious  de- 
bate over  our  Nation's  broken  liability 
system. 

We  have  heard  stores  from  supporters 
of  the  plaintiffs  bar  who  claim  that 
manufacturers  are  putting  products  on 
the  market  with  little  regard  for 
consumer  safety. 

And  we  have  also  heard  from  support- 
ers of  manufacturers  who  have  anec- 
dotes of  honest  individuals  who  were 
sued  for  multimillion-dollar  awards 
and  settled  out  of  court  to  avoid  more 
costly  legal  fees,  even  when  they  were 
innocent. 

Later  today  or  tomorrow,  there  will 
be  an  effort  by  supporters  of  product  li- 
ability reform  to  end  debate,  but  before 
we  do  that,  I  wanted  to  make  sure  this 
body  heard  comments  from  a  few  of  my 
constituents 

An  all-too-lamiUar  story  trom  Amer- 
ica's small  businesses  is  exemplified  in 
a  letter  from  Trade  Mart  Furniture's 
Jerry  Johnson,  a  constituent  from 
Rochester,  MN. 

Jerry  writes: 

I've  experienced  firsthand  the  effects  of  a 
frivolous  lawsuit.  After  two  years  of  court 
appearances,  legal  fees  and  countless  hours,  I 
won.  It  cost  almost  JIO.OOO  to  defend  myself 
I  thought  the  legal  system  was  created  to 
protect  the  citizen,  not  the  profiteer. 

Ann     Hartman     of     Hartman     Tree 

Farms  in  Victoria.  MN,  states,  "I  am 
tired  of  seeing  lawyers  make  so  much 
money  off  the  tragedies  of  others." 

And  a  couple  from  Menahga,  MN. 
who  own  Burkel  Turkey  Farms  writes: 

The  system  now  is  a  free-for-all  for  the 
money-hungry  and  the  lawyers.  There  are  far 
too  many  people  out  there  that  feel  the  sys- 
tem owes  them  something. 

We  are  at  the  mercy  of  dishonest  people 
who  are  only  out  for  a  buck.  It's  different  if 
a  person  has  a  legitimate  claim,  but  some- 
thing must  be  done  to  maintain  a  fair  legal 
system  for  the  honest  people  of  this  world. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  just  a  few  of 
the  comments  I  have  received  through- 
out my  tenure  as  a  representative  from 
Minnesota,  and  as  a  small  businessman 


myself.  I  understand  the  effects  of  the 
threat  of  a  potential  lawsuit. 

The  fact  is  that  almost  90  percent  of 
all  U.S.  companies  can  expect  to  be 
named  in  a  product  liability  lawsuit. 
The  present  liability  system  costs 
Americans  $300  billion  a  year  and  like 
most  Americans,  my  Minnesota  con- 
stituents are  concerned  about  the  dev- 
astating effects  the  liability  system 
has  on  them. 

Recent  polls  continue  to  show  strong 
support  for  liability  reform:  83  percent 
believe  the  present  liability  system  has 
problems  and  should  be  improved, 
while  89  percent  believe  that  "too 
many  lawsuits  are  being  filed  in  Amer- 
ica today." 

Our  current  system  benefits  the  law- 
yers and  the  dishonest.  It  treats  both 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  unfairly.  In- 
consistent laws  force  both  sides  to  sac- 
rifice time  and  money  on  unpredictable 
litigation.  Both  consumers  and  manu- 
facturers end  up  losers.  Consumers  lose 
because  they  receive  inadequate  com- 
pensation. Some  estimates  have  shown 
that  our  tort  system  consumes  57  cents 
of  every  $1  awarded  in  lawsuits. 

In  addition,  consumers  wait  unrea- 
sonable amounts  of  time  before  they 
receive  compensation,  and  often  pay 
outrageous  fees  to  their  attorneys. 

Manufacturers  lose  because  liability 
concerns  stifle  research  and  develop- 
ment. 

A  recent  survey  showed  that  because 
of  fear  of  litigation,  47  percent  of  com- 
panies had  withdrawn  products  from 
the  market;  25  percent  had  discon- 
tinued some  kind  of  research;  and  8 
percent  actually  had  laid  off  workers. 

In  fact  in  1  year  alone,  Texas  lost 
79,000  jobs  due  to  the  cost  of  the  liabil- 
ity system. 

Each  year  there  are  more  than  70,000 
product  liability  lawsuits  filed  in  the 
United  States— yet  Great  Britain  only 
has  an  average  of  200. 

Now.  this  is  only  one  of  the  reasons 
liability  insurance  costs  are  20  times 
higher  in  the  United  States  than  in  Eu- 
rope. 

As  a  result  of  this  well-known  liabil- 
ity gold-rush,  the  United  States  as  a 
nation  loses  as  well. 

According  to  the  Product  Liability 
Coordinating  Committee,  the  cost  of 
product  liability  ranges  from  $80  to 
$120  billion  per  year. 

These  costs  are  passed  directly  on  to 
you  and  me  as  consumers.  Appro- 
priately, this  is  known  as  the  tort  tax. 

For  example,  manufacturers  of  foot- 
ball helmets  add  $100  to  the  cost  of  a 
$200  helmet.  Auto  manufacturers  add 
$500  to  the  price  of  a  new  car,  and  the 
makers  of  a  $100  stepladder  will  add  an- 
other $20  to  its  cost,  just  to  cover  po- 
tential liability. 

I  know  many  of  my  colleagues  have 
mentioned  this,  but  I  want  to  reiterate 
the  fact  that  right  here  in  Washington. 
DC.  the  Girl  Scout  Council  must  sell 
87.000  boxes  of  Girl  Scout  cookies  each 
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year  just  to  cover  the  cost  of  their  li- 
ability insurance. 

In  my  own  State  of  Minnesota.  At- 
torney General  Hubert  Humphrey  III. 
the  son  of  Minnesota's  great  U.S.  Sen- 
ator, recently  testified  before  the  State 
legislature  that  his  office  spent  $340,000 
in  1994  defending  Minnesota  against 
frivolous  lawsuits.  Attorney  General 
Humphrey  offered  a  top-10  list  of  law- 
suits from  Minnesota  inmates.  These 
are  just  a  few  of  the  ridiculous  claims 
that  prisoners  have  filed: 

One  prisoner  claimed  he  had  a  con- 
stitutional right  to  a  computer  in  his 
jail  cell  One  claimed  that  the  Presi- 
dent gave  him  a  fungus. 

Another  prisoner  claimed  underwear 
was  not  provided,  and  when  it  was  pro- 
vided, it  was  so  tight  that  it  con- 
stituted cruel  and  unusual  punishment. 

If  you  think  these  lawsuits  are  laugh- 
able, try  Mr  Humphrey's  No.  1  frivo- 
lous lawsuit:  One  prisoner  claimed  that 
his  primary  reason  for  filing  a  lawsuit 
was  "pure  delight  in  spending  tax- 
payers' money."  I  understand  that 
suits  like  these  may  be  rare.  However. 
they  typify  the  problems  with  our  cur- 
rent system. 

The  Gorton-Rockefeller  Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  will  address  many 
of  the  problems  faced  by  well-inten- 
tioned, honest  manufacturers. 

This  legislation  will  establish  alter- 
native dispute  resolution,  extend  pro- 
tection to  product  sellers,  provide  an 
absolute  defense  for  injuries  received 
when  the  plaintiff  was  under  the  influ- 
ence of  drugs  or  alcohol,  and  prevent 
automobile  rental  companies  from 
being  held  liable  for  damages  caused  by 
the  renters  of  its  cars  when  the  com- 
pany is  not  at  fault. 

In  addition,  the  Gorton-Rockefeller 
bill  will  provide  much-needed  relief  to 
suppliers  of  biomaterials.  Currently, 
raw  material  suppliers  who  have  no  di- 
rect role  in  the  raw  material's  ultimate 
use  as  a  biomaterial  share  extraor- 
dinary and  irrational  liability  risk 
with  device  manufacturers. 

Companies  such  as  DuPont.  Dow 
Chemical,  and  Dow  Coming  have  de- 
cided to  stop  supplying  manufacturers 
of  medical  devices  with  raw  materials 
for  fear  of  lawsuits.  This  legislation  is 
progress,  and  is  the  first  step  in  the 
right  direction. 

While  I  am  encouraged  by  the  hard 
work  of  the  Senators  from  Washington 
State  and  West  Virginia.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  we  may  be  opening  up  a 
new  can  of  worms,  when  this  legisla- 
tion is  signed  into  law. 

While  it  will  offer  protection  for 
product  manufacturers,  my  fear  is  that 
it  will  leave  the  service  industry  as  the 
only  remaining  deep  pocket. 

I  believe  the  Senate  should  continue 
moving  forward  to  reform  our  liability 
system,  making  sure  that  individuals 
who  deserve  compensation  are  made 
whole  and  that  individuals  who  are  not 
at  fault  are  not  held  liable  for  someone 
else's  actions. 


Mr.  President,  we  should  take  this 
historic  opportunity  today  to  approve 
the  Product  Liability  Fairness  Act, 
and  in  doing  so  ensure  that  our  liabil- 
ity system  is  fair  to  all  parties  in- 
volved, not  just  those  who  are  looking 
for  their  golden  nugget  in  the  liability 
gold-rush. 


EXTENSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  morning  busi- 
ness be  extended  until  the  hour  of  12:10. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Hearing  no  objection,  so  ordered. 


NEI  ADVERTISING  CAMPAIGN 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  an  advertisement  currently 
getting  wide  circulation  by  the  nuclear 
power  industry. 

This  advertisement  touts  the  virtues 
of  legislation  introduced  for  the  nu- 
clear ixjwer  industry  to  address  the  in- 
dustry's nuclear  waste  problem. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  are  aware, 
the  industry's  solution  to  its  waste 
problem  has,  for  a  number  of  years, 
been  very  simple:  ship  the  waste  to  Ne- 
vada. 

Since  1982.  Nevada  has  been  the  tar- 
get of  the  nuclear  powder  industry's  ef- 
forts to  move  its  toxic  high-level  waste 
away  from  reactor  sites. 

Under  current  law.  Yucca  Mountain. 
90  miles  north  of  Las  Vegas,  is  being 
studied,  supposedly  to  determine  its 
suitability  as  a  site  for  a  permanent 
geologic  repository. 

The  repository  program  has  had  im- 
mense problems. 

With  S4.5  billion  spent  to  date  on  the 
program.  Yucca  Mountain  is  no  closer 
to  accepting  the  nuclear  power  indus- 
try's waste  than  it  was  13  years  ago. 
when  Congress  passed  the  first  Nuclear 
Waste  Policy  Act. 

I  am  not  alone  in  my  opinion  that  a 
repository  will  never  be  built  at  Yucca 
Mountain. 

The  nuclear  power  industry  is  also 
frustrated. 

In  a  curious  juxtaposition  from  the 
Nevada  perspective.  the  industry 
thinks  the  DOE  is  being  too  careful, 
paying  too  much  attention  to  environ- 
mental concerns,  and  simply  not  mov- 
ing fast  enough. 

While  the  nuclear  power  industry 
still  maintains  that  Nevada  is  perfectly 
suitable  to  host  their  repository,  it  has 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  Yucca 
Mountain  will  never  solve  its  high- 
level  waste  problem. 

The  nuclear  power  industry  has  a 
new  solution,  and  of  course,  Nevada  is 
once  again  the  victim. 

The  nuclear  power  industry's  new 
strategy  is  to  designate  Nevada  as  the 
site  for  its  interim  storage,  beginning 
in  1998. 


While  the  "interim  "  designation  is 
supposed  to  imply  a  temporary  facility, 
the  nuclear  power  industry  defines  "in- 
terim" as  100  years,  subject  to  renewal. 

The  motive  is  patently  transparent: 
ship  high  level  nuclear  waste  to  Nevada 
as  soon  as  possible,  without  any  regard 
for  the  health  and  safety  of  Nevadans. 
and  then  forget  about  it. 

The  type  of  public  relations  cam- 
paign being  mounted  here  is  nothing 
new. 

While  we  in  Nevada  have  long  experi- 
ence with  such  campaigns  by  the  nu- 
clear power  industry  and  its  hired 
flacks.  I  have  to  admit  that  this  latest 
advertisement  is  a  masterpiece  of  de- 
ception and  misinformation. 

The  headline  alone  reveals  the  decep- 
tiveness  of  the  advertisement. 

"There  are  109  good  reasons  to  store 
nuclear  waste  in  1  place  "  proclaims  the 
nuclear  industry's  advertisement. 

The  headline  appeals  to  the  logic  of 
the  reader — of  course,  the  reader 
thinks,  1  site  is  better  than  109. 

The  problem  is,  of  course,  that  the 
advertisement  does  not  tell  the  true 
story. 

Unless  the  nuclear  power  industry 
has  some  well  kept  secret  plan  to  shut 
down  and  decommission  every  reactor 
at  each  of  these  109  reactor  sites,  by 
my  count  creation  of  a  new,  central 
site  for  waste  storage  makes  110  sites, 
not  1. 

How  the  nuclear  power  industry  gets 
down  to  one  site,  when  its  reactors  are 
still  running,  and  waste  is  still  stored 
in  pools  on  site,  is  beyond  me. 

The  advertisement  also  ignores  one 
of  the  key  problems  with  a  central 
high-level  waste  facility— the  transpor- 
tation of  the  toxic  waste  from  the  109 
reactor  sites  to  the  central  facility. 

The  nuclear  power  industry,  in  its 
obsession  to  dispose  of  its  waste  as 
quickly  as  possible,  is  proposing  to  cre- 
ate thousands  of  rolling  interim  stor- 
age facilities,  on  trucks,  and  rail  cars, 
in  43  States  across  the  Nation. 

The  nuclear  power  industry's  map 
shows  the  location  of  the  109  reactor 
sites,  but  not  the  proposed  location  for 
the  central  storage  facility. 

There  is  a  good  reason  for  this  over- 
sight— the  industry's  target  for  a 
central  storage  facility  is  not  central 
at  all. 

Not  even  close. 

Looking  at  the  map,  it  could  not  be 
clearer— only  15  of  the  109  sites  identi- 
fied are  west  of  the  Missouri  River. 

This  second  chart  shows  the  map 
that  the  nuclear  power  industry,  if  it 
was  being  honest,  should  have  run  in 
their  advertisement. 

This  map  shows  the  location  of  the 
current  reactor  sites,  the  proposed  lo- 
cation for  their  central  storage  facil- 
ity, and  the  likely  routes  through  43 
States  for  the  thousands  of  shipments 
necessary  to  move  the  high-level  waste 
from  around  the  Nation  to  Nevada. 


It  is  obvious  to  even  the  casual  ob- 
server that  the  nuclear  power  indus- 
try's interim  storage  proposal  could  re- 
sult in  an  unprecedented  level  of  ship- 
ments of  extremely  toxic,  highly  dan- 
gerous radioactive  materials. 

Every  Member  of  the  Senate  should 
take  a  careful  look  at  this  map. 

Nothing  could  make  clearer  the  true 
scope  of  what  the  nuclear  power  indus- 
try is  proposing. 

Over  the  years,  as  I  have  fought  the 
industry  and  the  DOE  in  their  efforts 
to  open  a  repository  in  Nevada.  I  have 
often  found  my  colleagues,  both  here  in 
the  Senate  and  among  the  Nation's 
Governors  in  my  previous  position, 
sympathetic  to  Nevada's  cause. 

Many  in  the  Senate  sympathize  with 
the  outrageous  abrogation  of  States 
rights. 

Others  understand  the  potential  envi- 
ronmental risks  associated  with  open- 
ing a  high-level  nuclear  waste  dump  90 
miles  from  the  fastest  growing  metro- 
politan area  in  the  United  States— a 
metropolitan  area  with  nearly  1  mil- 
lion residents. 

Still  others  have  understood  the  po- 
tentially grave  economic  damages  that 
could  result  from  the  transport  and 
storage  of  high-level  nuclear  waste  so 
close  to  the  premier  tourist  destination 
in  the  United  States. 

Unfortunately,  however,  these  ex- 
pressions of  sympathy  have  not  often 
translated  into  action. 

For  too  long,  the  commercial  nuclear 
waste  problem  has  been  identified  as  a 
solely  Nevada  issue. 

The  general  attitude  has  been  we  feel 
badly  for  Nevada— but  if  it  is  not  Ne- 
vada, who  would  be  the  nuclear  power 
industry's  next  target? 

This  map  should  make  clear  that  the 
nuclear  power  industry's  refusal  to  ac- 
cent res'^onsibili ty  for  the  storage  of 
its  own  waste  will  affect  every  citizen 
of  every  State  along  the  routes  the  in- 
dustry will  use  to  move  the  waste. 

Even  those  from  the  few  States  that 
are  not  targets  of  the  nuclear  power  in- 
dustry should  be  concerned.  I  do  not 
know  how  many  of  anyone's  constitu- 
ents are  anxious  to  share  the  road  with 
a  truck  moving  high-level  nuclear 
waste. 

Once  the  word  is  out  to  these  affected 
communities,  no  one  will  be  able  to 
continue  to  dismiss  the  issue  as  simply 
a  Nevada  problem. 

In  the  absence  of  a  permanent  solu- 
tion to  the  nuclear  waste  problem, 
there  is  simply  no  reason  to  move  nu- 
clear waste  away  from  the  reactor 
sites. 

The  only  crisis  facing  the  nuclear 
power  industry  is  a  public  relations  cri- 
sis, not  a  scientific  one. 

The  NRC  has  licensed  technology  to 
store  waste  in  dry  casks,  on  site,  for 
the  next  several  decades. 

Some  utilities,  of  necessity,  have 
taken  advantage  of  this  technology. 

Most  refuse  to  do  so. 


Why  are  utilities  so  adverse  to  ac- 
cepting the  responsibility  for  their  own 
waste?  The  answer  could  not  be  sim- 
pler. 

Recognizing  the  political  and  public 
relations  nightmare  of  seeking  permis- 
sion to  increase  storage  for  high-level 
waste  on  site,  utilities  are  seeking  an 
outside  solution. 

Nevada,  a  State  with  no  reactors  and 
about  as  far  as  you  can  get  from  a  geo- 
graphically central  location,  has  been 
chosen  as  the  target. 

Let  me  return  for  a  moment  to  the 
advertisement. 

I  have  not  even  touched  on  the  misin- 
formation provided  by  the  text. 

The  ad  generally  relies  on  the  tried 
and  true  tactic  of  the  nuclear  power  in- 
dustry to  create  the  impression  of  im- 
pending doom  if  its  demands  tor  relief 
are  not  met  immediately. 

Congress,  then,  is  pressured  to  act 
quickly,  irrespective  of  the  wishes,  or 
the  health  and  safety,  of  Nevadans,  or 
anyone  else. 

This  was  true  in  1980,  when  the  indus- 
try claimed  that  reactors  across  the 
Nation  would  soon  shut  down  if  they 
could  not  get  what  was  then  called 
away-from-reactor  storage  by  1983. 

No  away-from-reactor  storage  was 
ever  built,  and  no  reactor  has  ever  shut 
down  from  lack  of  storage. 

There  simply  was  no  crisis  in  1980— 
and  there  is  no  crisis  now. 

It  is  all  an  expensive,  dangerous  ruse. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  think  care- 
fully before  falling  for  this,  and  other, 
deceptive  misinformation  campaigns 
by  the  nuclear  power  industry  and  its 
advocates. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Shel- 
by). The  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  Chair  informs  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  that  at  12:10  morning  busi 
ness  is  set  to  expire  unless  it  is  ex- 
tended. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  morning  busi- 
ness be  extended  for  up  to  15  minutes, 
until  I  conclude  my  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CUBA 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
first  want  to  say  a  few  words  about  our 
policy  toward  a  neighboring  country. 
Cuba. 

The  United  States  objectives  in  Cuba 
are  not  in  dispute.  Our  primary  objec- 
tive is  to  move  Cuba  to  a  more  demo- 
cratic form  of  government  and  to  a 
government  with  a  greater  respect  for 
human  rights.  Also,  of  course,  we  want 
to  see  the  lives  of  the  Cuban  people  im- 
prove economically,  and  we  want  to  see 
our  historically  close  ties  with  this  is- 
land neighbor  restored. 

First,  let  us  review  some  of  the  facts 
that  led  us  to  the  present  cir- 
cumstances we  find  ourselves  in.  Fidel 


Castro  came  to  power  in  Cuba  some  34 
years  ago.  when  I  was  still  in  high 
school  and  before  several  Members  of 
this  Congress  were  even  born.  He 
quickly  established  an  authoritarian 
and  anti-United  States  regime.  He  de- 
clared himself  a  Marxist-Leninist  in 
December  1961.  Early  in  1961,  the  Unit- 
ed States  broke  diplomatic  relations 
with  Cuba. 

A  year  later,  in  February  1962,  we  im- 
posed a  comprehensive  trade  embargo. 
The  reasons  cited  for  that  were  three. 

First,  Castro's  expropriation  without 
compensation,  much  property  owned 
by  U.S.  citizens,  in  excess  of  SI  billion. 

Second,  the  Castro  regime's  obvious 
efforts  to  export  revolution  to  other 
parts  of  the  world. 

And,  third,  the  increasingly  close  ties 
that  existed  then  between  Castro's 
Government  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

That  was  33  years  ago.  During  the 
past  33  years,  we  have  maintained  the 
trade  embargo  in  place.  In  April  1961. 
we  tried  unsuccessfully  in  the  Bay  of 
Pigs  to  have  Castro  overthrown  mili- 
tarily. We  began  in  1985  to  use  Radio 
Marti  to  undermine  Cuban  support  for 
Fidel  Castro,  and  in  the  Bush  adminis- 
tration just  a  few  years  ago  we  added 
TV  Marti  to  the  mix,  as  well. 

In  1992,  we  passed  the  Cuban  Democ- 
racy Act  in  an  effort  to  tighten  our 
trade  sanctions.  This  year,  we  are 
being  urged  by  some  in  this  body  to 
pass  a  new  and  tough  measure  entitled 
"The  Cuban  Liberty  and  Democratic 
Solidarity  Act"  in  order  to  give  Castro 
what  the  supporters  of  that  legislation 
refer  to  as  the  "final  push." 

With  all  due  respect  to  President 
Clinton  and  to  many  here  in  Congress, 
our  policy  toward  Cuba  today  is  still 
captive  of  the  cold  war  mentality  that 
created  it  in  the  first  place.  Simply 
put,  the  world  has  changed,  and  we 
continue  to  pretend  otherwise. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  1995.  Our  34- 
year-old  policy  of  trying  to  remove  or 
alter  the  behavior  of  Fidel  Castro  by 
isolating  him  diplomatically,  politi- 
cally, and  economically  has  failed.  His- 
tory has  passed  that  policy  by.  And  the 
cold  war,  which  provided  much  of  the 
rationale  for  our  policy,  is  now  over. 

We  have  normalized  relations  with 
China — Communist  China.  I  point  out. 
We  have  normalized  relations  with  the 
countries  of  Eastern  Europe  and  Rus- 
sia, and  with  all  the  former  States  of 
the  Soviet  Union. 

This  morning.  President  Clinton  goes 
to  Moscow  to  meet  with  Boris  Yeltsin, 
not  to  find  ways  to  isolate  Moscow  or 
to  impose  sanctions  on  Moscow  for 
their  human  rights  abuses  in  Chechnya 
or  elsewhere;  our  President  travels  to 
Moscow  to  strengthen  our  relations 
with  that  impKDrtant  country. 

Mr.  President,  U.S.  policy  toward 
Cuba  needs  to  adjust  to  this  new  re- 
ality, just  as  our  policy  toward  those 
other  nations  has  adjusted.  For  over 
three  decades,  we  have  tried  to  exclude 
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Cuba  from  acceptance  by  other  na- 
tions. But  our  policy  of  trying  to  iso- 
late Cuba  diplomatically  has  made  the 
United  States  the  odd  man  out  in  the 
world  community  rather  than  Cuba.  Of 
the  35-member  nations  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States,  all  but  5  rec- 
ognize the  Cuban  Government  and  have 
normal  diplomatic  relations  with  it. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina, 
who  chairs  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  argues  that  the  way 
out  of  this  absurd  situation  is  to  turn 
up  the  pressure  on  Castro.  As  he  says, 
"It  is  time  to  give  Castro  the  final 
push." 

Mr  President,  the  sanctions  and  the 
embargoes  and  the  pressure  that  we 
put  on  Castro  in  the  past  34  years  have 
not  undermined  the  support  of  the 
Cuban  people  for  his  Government  as  we 
have  wished.  In  fact,  a  strong  case  can 
be  made  that  the  constant  menacing  by 
Uncle  Sam  has  been  used  very  effec- 
tively by  Castro  to  divert  the  attention 
of  the  Cuban  people  from  the  short- 
comings of  his  own  Government  and 
his  own  policies. 

Mr.  President,  this  administration 
has  been  slow  to  face  the  need  to 
change  in  our  policy  toward  Cuba.  But 
last  week,  we  hopefully  saw  the  begin- 
ning of  a  more  rational  policy  toward 
that  nation  Last  week,  the  adminis- 
tration announced  that  in  the  future, 
illegal  immigrants  from  Cuba  will  be 
treated  as  other  illegal  immigrants 
into  this  country,  and  I  for  one  hope 
that  more  steps  will  follow. 

For  example,  as  I  stated  here  in  the 
Senate  several  weeks  ago.  I  believe  the 
President  should  act  to  end  the  travel 
ban  on  Americans  who  wish  to  travel 
to  Cuba.  The  President  should  also  re- 
store the  right  of  Cuban-Americans  to 
make  small  remittances  to  their  fami- 
lies and  to  their  relatives  in  Cuba.  In 
my  view,  the  time  has  also  come  when 
we  should  begin  to  normalize  trade  re- 
lations with  that  country. 

Mr.  President.  I  realize  that  it  is  po- 
litically difficult  to  change  a  long-es- 
tablished policy  It  is  especially  dif- 
ficult given  the  political  posturing  that 
is  preceding  our  upcoming  Presidential 
election.  But  the  time  has  come  to  ac- 
knowledge that  our  current  policy  to- 
ward Cuba  has  failed  miserably.  Newt 
Gingrich  referred  yesterday  to  Cuba  as 
"a  relic  of  an  age  that  is  gone."  I  agree 
that  Castro's  Government  is  an  anach- 
ronism. But  it  is  no  more  so  than  our 
own  misguided  policy  for  dealing  with 
that  country. 

Most  agree  that  President  Nixon's 
greatest  achievement  was  his  decision 
to  change  United  States  foreign  policy 
and  move  toward  normal  relations  with 
Communist  China.  That  was  many 
years  ago.  when  the  cold  war  was  still 
very  much  with  us.  Now  the  cold  war  is 
over,  and  a  new  and  a  reasonable  policy 
for  our  relations  with  Cuba  is  long 
overdue. 


I  for  one  believe  that  the  responsible 
course  for  us  to  proceed  with  is  to  es- 
tablish a  new  policy  now. 


May  8,  1995 
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V-E  DAY 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  make  a  few  statements 
about  the  occasion  of  May  8.  1995.  V  E 
Day. 

It  is  rather  difficult  to  think  of  any 
event  in  the  life  of  a  nation  more  wor- 
thy of  commemoration  than  the  end  of 
a  world  war.  Remembrance  and  reflec- 
tion are  crucial  if  we  are  to  maintain 
our  sense  of  purpose  as  a  nation,  and 
our  appreciation  of  what  we  value 
most. 

The  service  and  sacrifice  of  those 
who  bore  the  battle  at  home  and  over- 
seas in  the  Second  World  War  can 
never  be  overstated.  It  was  that  will- 
ingness to  give  unstintingly  not  only  of 
effort  but  also,  in  many  cases,  their 
lives,  that  makes  the  war  years  such 
an  extraordinary  period  in  our  Nation's 
history. 

Americans  who  fought  the  war  came 
from  every  State  in  the  country,  and 
my  home  State  of  New  Mexico  cer- 
tainly did  its  part.  Our  own  friends  and 
neighbors  were  heroic  in  their  actions. 
in  their  service,  and  in  their  struggle. 
If  not  for  their  efforts,  what  would  the 
world  be  like  today? 

Franklin  Roosevelt,  whose  death  50 
years  ago  we  commemorated  on  the 
12th  of  last  month,  left  a  monumental 
legacy  for  this  country.  Words  from  a 
speech  that  he  wrote  for  delivery  on 
April  13.  1945,  had  he  lived  to  give  that 
speech,  still  sound  out  a  challenge,  one 
rooted  in  the  experience  of  the  war  and 
pinned  to  his  knowledge  of  his  country- 
men. He  wrote  for  that  speech: 

The  only  limit  to  our  reaiization  of  tomor- 
row will  be  our  doubts  of  today.  Let,  us  move 
forward  with  strong  and  active  faith. 

We  did  that  in  the  Second  World  War. 
So  we  must,  every  day.  move  forward 
now  from  the  conflict  that  threatened 
to  consume  the  world  half  a  century 
ago.  Without  the  service  and  the  sac- 
rifice that  we  honor  today,  we  would 
have  had  no  future  as  a  nation.  It  is 
our  obligation  to  those  who  secured 
that  future  for  us  to  build  on  it  as  we 
approach  the  new  century. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  are  we 
still  in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  are 
still  in  morning  business. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  V- 
DAY 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E 
Day.  the  day  that  saw  the  end  of  the 
Second  World  War  in  Europe. 

From  its  European  beginning  on  Sep- 
tember 1.  1939,  with  Hitler's  invasion  of 
Poland,  to  the  surrender  of  the  German 
armies  in  Italy,  on  April  29.  1945.  the 
war  that  was  supposed  to  usher  in  the 
1.000- Year  Reich  ended  after  6  years  of 
death,  genocide,  and  destruction  on  a 
scale  never  seen  before  or  since. 

The  outcome  of  the  war  changed  our 
world  profoundly,  with  effects  that 
still  resonate  today.  It  left  the  United 
States  the  sole  undamaged  world 
power.  With  that  status  came  respon- 
sibilities that  most  Americans  had  not 
imagined  at  the  outset.  In  the  50  post- 
war years,  those  responsibilities  have 
demanded  more  in  American  treasure 
and  lives  than  from  any  other  partici- 
pant. 

European  and  Japanese  cities  suf- 
fered the  destruction  of  repeated  artil- 
lery fire  and  massive  carpet  bombing. 
European  civilians  found  themselves 
uprooted,  fleeing  desperately  from 
their  historic  hometowns  as  massive 
armies  moved  back  and  forth  across 
frontiers.  But  Americans  paid  a  price, 
too. 

By  1990,  it  is  estimated  that  the  total 
cost  of  the  Second  World  War  to  the 
United  States  had  reached  $4.6  tril- 
lion—including the  postwar  cost  of  vet- 
erans care  and  benefits  The  cost  of 
caring  for  our  veterans  is  a  cost  of  war. 
and  should  be  recognized  as  such,  lest 
we  forget,  decades  later,  the  price  of 
war  in  the  form  of  our  greatest  treas- 
ure—our young  men  and  women  who 
served. 

In  total,  more  than  16  million  Amer- 
ican men  and  wnmpn  sen-'ed  their  Na- 
tion in  World  War  II.  More  than  291.000 
paid  the  ultimate  price  on  the  field  of 
combat;  113.000  others  died  of  wounds, 
accidents,  illness— all  the  risks  and 
dangers  that  attend  service  in  wartime. 
All  told,  more  than  405.000  American 
lives  were  cut  short  by  the  war. 

Another  670.000  Americans  were  cas- 
ualties in  that  war -men  and  women 
who  returned  with  their  health  dam- 
aged, their  bodies  scarred,  their  lives 
changed. 

Tens  of  thousands  from  every  State 
in  the  Nation  served  in  the  Second 
World  War.  South  Dakota,  one  of  the 
Nation's  least  populous  States,  sent  an 
estimated  60.000  men  and  women  to 
fight.  A  postwar  review  in  1950  esti- 
mated that  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
South  Dakotans  who  served  earned  ci- 
tations for  personal  bravery,  military 
valor,  and.  in  three  case,  the  highest 
military  honor  our  Nation  grants,  the 
award  for  service  'above  and  beyond 
the  call  of  duty."  the  Congressional 
Medal  of  Honor. 

The  Medal  of  Honor  is  the  decoration 
of  which  Harry  Truman  said  he  would 
rather  have  earned  than  be  President. 


Two  of  the  three  South  Dakotans 
who  won  the  Medal  of  Honor  served  in 
the  Pacific  War  and  returned  home 
after  the  war.  One.  Joe  Foss.  became 
Governor  of  South  Dakota.  The  third 
South  Dakotan  awarded  the  Medal  of 
Honor  served  in  the  European  theater. 
He  died  there,  having  established  a 
record  that  is  outstanding,  even  com- 
pared with  his  peers. 

Capt.  Arlo  L.  Olson,  of  Toronto, 
South  Dakota,  served  in  the  Italian 
campaign  in  1943.  For  26  grueling  days 
in  the  mountainous  terrain  northeast 
of  Naples,  he  led  his  company  by  foot 
across  the  Voltumo  River  into  enemy- 
held  territory,  directly  into  enemy  ma- 
chine gun  emplacement  in  some  of  the 
roughest  fighting  experienced  by  any 
American  units  in  the  war.  He  was  shot 
on  October  27.  1943,  but  refused  medical 
treatment  until  his  men  had  been 
taken  care  of.  He  died  as  he  was  being 
carried  down  Monte  San  Nicola. 

The  citations  honoring  South  Dako- 
tans are  stirring.  Harold  G.  Howey,  in 
July  1943  in  Sicily,  faced  a  cliff  for- 
tified by  the  enemy  and  fought  his  way 
to  the  top  under  intense  enemy  fire  de- 
spite his  wounds.  He  won  the  Distin- 
guished Service  Cross  and  the  Bronze 
Star  Medal  for  his  actions. 

David  Colombe  of  Winner  leapt  into  a 
German  foxhole,  armed  only  with  a 
knife,  seized  an  enemy  rifle  and  worked 
his  way  behind  enemy  lines,  demoraliz- 
ing the  withdrawing  soldiers  with 
heavy  fire  and  leading  to  the  collapse 
of  their  defense.  His  Distinguished 
Service  Cross  was  well  earned. 

Like  other  Americans.  South  Dako- 
tans were  captured.  Melvin  McNickle, 
one  of  the  famous  McNickle  brothers  of 
Doland.  both  of  whom  earned  the  Le- 
gion of  Merit,  maintained  morale  and 
discipline  and  preserved  the  lives  of  his 
fellow  internees  for  2  years  in  Stalag 
Luft  III  in  Germany. 

The  hometowns  of  the  men  and 
women  from  South  Dakota  who  fought 
in  the  war  span  the  length  and  breadth 
of  the  State.  They  came  from  Sioux 
Falls  and  Rapid  City.  Aberdeen  and 
Buffalo.  Belle  Fourche  and  Doland. 
Milbank  and  Spearfish. 

They  bore  names  that  reflect  the  his- 
tory of  our  State— Jorgenson.  Novotny. 
Lauer.  Kilbride.  Rossow.  Thompson. 
Fischer.  Haag.  Labesky.  McGregor. 
Adams.  Bianchi,  Soissons.  Zweifel— the 
people  who  settled  South  Dakota  and 
became  proud  Americans  from  every 
corner  of  the  Earth.  Many  of  them 
fought  on  ground  their  fathers  had 
called  home. 

South  Dakotans  take  special  pride  in 
the  heroism  and  courage  of  those  like 
David  Colombe  of  Winner.  V'incent 
Hunts  Horse  of  Wounded  Knee — who 
won  the  Silver  Star  for  the  part  he 
played  in  helping  the  United  States 
Army  capture  Gondorf  in  Germany  — 
and  Sampson  One  Skunk,  who  took 
part  in  the  raid  on  Dieppe  in  1942  and 
the  first  attack  on  Anzio.  and  won  the 
Silver  Star  for  his  exploits. 


They  are  part  of  a  proud  and  honor- 
able tradition  of  native  Americans  who 
have  served  courageously  and  honor- 
ably in  every  U.S.  conflict,  from  the 
Revolutionary  War  onward. 

Last  year  Congress  finally  approved 
legislation  to  establish  a  national  me- 
morial acknowledging  and  honoring 
the  heroism  and  service  of  native 
Americans  in  combat.  The  Native 
American  Veterans'  Memorial  will  pay 
an  overdue  tribute  to  those  who  served 
their  Nation,  even  when  their  Nation 
did  not  serve  them— to  those  who 
fought  under  the  U.S.  flag  before  they 
were  even  granted  citizenship  them- 
selves in  1924. 

Our  Lakota-speaking  people  played 
an  additional  role  in  the  Second  World 
War.  one  that  is  now  as  well  known  as 
it  deserves  to  be.  They,  like  Navajo  and 
Choctaw  speaking  native  Americans, 
were  the  famous  code  talkers  of  the 
war— the  people  who  manned  the  radio 
communications  in  native  languages 
that  no  code-breaker  or  cipher  special- 
ist could  decode,  because  language  has 
no  breakable  code. 

There  is  a  monument  in  Phoenix,  AZ. 
to  the  code  talkers  of  the  Navajo  Na- 
tion. But  there  were  others  besides 
them.  The  Lakota  speakers  of  the 
Sioux  Nations  of  South  Dakota  and 
neighboring  States  were  resironsible  for 
the  safety  and  lives  of  thousands  of 
their  fellow  Americans  in  combat. 

Philip  LaBlanc.  of  Rapid  City,  served 
with  the  1st  Cavalry  Division  from  1942 
to  1945.  Others— Baptiste  Pumpkinseed. 
Oglala  or  Redbud  Sioux,  Eddie  Eagle 
Boy  of  the  Cheyenne  River  Sioux,  Guy 
Rondell  of  the  Sisseton-Wahpeton  Da- 
kota Nation,  John  Bear  King  of  Stand- 
ing Rock— all  of  them  and  their  com- 
rades manned  radio  communications 
networks,  using  Lakota,  to  advise  of 
enemy  troop  movements,  num'oers  of 
enemy  guns,  information  crucial  to 
saving  the  lives  of  other  Americans. 

These  men  worked  24  hours  around 
the  clock  in  headphones  when  the  ac- 
tion was  heaviest,  without  rest  or 
sleep.  Most  famously,  they  served  in 
the  Pacific  theater,  but  there  were 
code  talkers  in  the  Italian  and  German 
theaters  in  Europe  as  well.  Their  work 
saved  the  lives  of  countless  other 
Americans.  Along  with  the  Navajo  and 
Choctaw  code  talkers,  the  Lakota  code 
talkers  deserve  their  own  page  in  our 
national  memory  of  the  world  war. 

Philip  LaBlanc  himself  served  for  3 
years  without  a  single  furlough.  He  left 
theater  operations  only  after  being  hit 
and  wounded  by  enemy  gunfire. 

As  well  as  the  men  who  manned  the 
combat  fronts  in  the  war,  the  Second 
World  War  was  the  first  one  in  which 
American  women  played  a  significant 
role.  They  did  so  both  at  home  and 
abroad. 

Although  the  myth  is  that  the  enemy 
declared  total  war,  it  was  America 
who,  in  fact,  declared  total  war.  While 
Hitler    imported    slave    laborers    from 


Eastern  Europe  to  work  for  the  Ger- 
man housewife,  American  women  ran 
the  factories  that  were  the  arsenal  of 
democracy.  American  women  enlisted 
in  support  battalions  of  all  kinds  on  ac- 
tive duty  as  well. 

South  Dakotan  women  were  no  ex- 
ception. Edith  Bolan  of  Rapid  City 
raised  three  children,  and  worked  as  a 
welder  during  the  war.  It  was  her  task 
to  crawl  into  the  small  spaces  that 
men  could  not  reach  to  put  the  finish- 
ing touches  on  Navy  ships.  She  made 
casings  for  bombs.  She  led  the  life  that 
so  many  other  American  women,  from 
coast  to  coast,  experienced  in  the  war. 

Those  who  served  on  the  homefront 
did  not  get  the  medals  and  citations  of 
those  serving  in  combat.  But  their 
work  and  dedication  were  every  bit  as 
important  to  the  final  victory.  So  was 
the  work  of  the  women  closer  to  the 
frontlines. 

Loretta  Hartrich,  a  native  of  Sioux 
Falls,  served  with  the  Red  Cross  in  the 
so-called  clubmobiles  that  traveled 
with  the  frontline  troops,  serving  cof- 
fee, doughnuts,  and  morale  to  the  men 
at  the  front.  The  clubmobiles  were 
often  in  harm's  way,  and  the  women 
who  ran  them  risked  death  and  entrap- 
ment when  a  fast-moving  front  shifted. 
Loretta  remembers  being  asked  to  sing 
the  "Indian  Love  Call"  and  having 
every  repetition  of  'when  I'm  calling 
you"  punctuated  by  German  artillery. 

American  women  served  as  nurses  in 
rear  units  and  on  the  front,  landing  on 
Normandy  4  days  after  the  first  Allied 
troops.  They  served  in  communica- 
tions, administrative,  and  intelligence 
work  throughout  the  duration  of  the 
war,  and  they,  too,  have  earned  the 
proud  title  of  veteran. 

Today,  those  once-young  men  and 
women  are  the  proud  veterans  of  serv- 
ice in  what  many  have  called  the  last 
good  war.  I  understand  what  those 
words  are  meant  to  convey,  but  for 
those  who  saw  active  duty,  who  saw 
friends  die,  who  felt  the  sheer  brutality 
of  heavy  artillery  attack  or  the  ran- 
dom terror  of  combat  on  unknown, 
rough  terrain  against  a  well-trained 
and  ruthless  opponent,  there  was  no 
good  war. 

Our  cause  was  good,  and  it  tri- 
umphed. But  we  triumphed  at  terrible 
personal  cost  to  those  Americans  who 
served. 

Some  of  our  Senate  colleagues 
served,  and  some  bear  the  outward 
scars.  Senator  LNOirvT;,  of  Hawaii, 
served  with  the  most  decorated  unit  in 
the  military  in  Italy  campaign,  and 
paid  a  high  price  for  his  valor.  Senator 
Dole  served  in  Italy  with  great  honor 
at  enormous  personal  price.  The  veter- 
ans of  the  war  who  still  serve  in  Con- 
gress were  honored  last  week  at  a  cere- 
mony at  the  National  Archives. 

I  am  proud  to  serve  in  the  Senate 
with  all  of  them,  and  I  express  my 
sense  of  respect  for  their  service,  my 
gratitude  as  a  citizen  for  their  sac- 
rifices,   and    my    great    pride,    as    an 
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American,  for  the  spirit  they  and  their 
colleagues  in  arms  showed  the  world 
more  than  50  years  ago. 

Great  celebrations  have  occurred  in 
the  old  Allied  capitals  in  Europe  to  cel- 
ebrate V'-E  Day.  Another  great  celebra- 
tion will  be  held  in  Moscow,  to  cele- 
brate the  end  of  what  the  Russians  call 
the  Great  Patriotic  War. 

In  America,  there  are  no  huge  cele- 
brations. We  were  the  arsenal  of  de- 
mocracy in  that  war,  the  productive 
force  without  which  it  might  not  have 
been  won  by  the  Allies.  Our  people  suf- 
fered death  and  injury  far  from  home. 
for  causes  and  quarrels  in  which  they 
had  no  direct  stake. 

The  distance  of  50  years  does  not 
erase  the  genuine  hardship,  difficulties, 
and  pain  they  suffered  or  the  price 
many  of  them  paid.  It  was  not  a  good 
war  because  there  are  no  good  wars  for 
those  in  the  line  of  fire.  Like  every 
war.  it  was  vicious,  uncaring  of  life, 
random  in  its  accidents  and  mistakes, 
brutal  for  its  participants. 

And  yet  .Americans  served,  and  did  so 
with  distinction.  We  ought  to  take 
pause  to  take  great  pride  in  the  kind  of 
people  we  are,  and  to  honor  the  memo- 
ries of  those  who  paid  the  ultimate 
price.  Those  who  served  have  done 
more  for  their  fellow  citizens  and  for 
the  future  than  any  words  can  describe. 
They  are  American  heroes,  one  and  all, 
and  we  salute  them. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor,  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  ,sn  nrrtered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr  President,  are  we  still 
in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  has  not  been  closed. 
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Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  50  years 
ago  today,  the  guns  were  silenced  in 
Europe,  and  that  continent  was  at  last 
freed  from  the  tyrants  who  had  plunged 
it  mto  war. 

And  across  the  world  on  May  8,  1954, 
there  were  moments  that  are  remem- 
bered today,  and  will  be  remembered 
for  generations  yet  to  come. 

Here  in  Washington,  at  the  White 
House.  President  Truman  spoke  to  the 
American  people  by  radio,  with  these 
dramatic  words: 

This  is  a  solemn  and  glorious  hour.  I  only 
wish  that  Franklin  Roosevelt  had  lived  to 
witness  this  day.  General  Eisenhower  in- 
forms me  that  the  forces  of  Germany  have 
surrendered  to  the  United  Nations.  The  flags 
of  freedom  fly  all  over  Europe. 

In  New  York  City,  a  half  a  million 
people  crowded  into  Times  Square,  and 


in  main  streets  and  town  squares 
across  America,  smaller  crowds  gath- 
ered to  celebrate. 

In  Paris,  the  boulevards  that  Hitler 
and  his  armies  had  once  controlled 
were  free  again,  and  the  French  people 
rallied  under  the  Arc  de  Triomphe. 

And  in  London,  Winston  Churchill 
spoke  before  a  large  crowd,  telling  the 
people  of  Britain,  "This  is  your  vic- 
tory." And  many  in  the  crowd  shouted 
back  that  the  victory  was  his.  Later 
that  night,  the  floodlights  illuminated 
Buckingham  Palace,  Big  Ben,  and  St. 
Paul's  Cathedral  for  the  first  time  in  6 
years. 

Anniversary  celebrations  are  a  time 
for  remembering  the  past,  but  they  are 
also  a  time  for  looking  to  the  future. 
And  as  we  celebrate  this  50th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Allied  victory,  let  us  re- 
member the  lessons  that  World  War  II 
taught  us — lessons  that  hold  for  us 
still. 

We  learned  that  we  cannot  turn  our 
backs  on  what  happens  in  the  rest  of 
the  world. 

We  learned  that  we  can  never  again 
allow  our  military  to  reach  low  levels 
of  readiness  and  supplies. 

We  learned  that  we  cannot  appease 
tyrants  and  despots,  and  perhaps  above 
all.  we  learned  the  critical  importance 
of  American  leadership. 

Yes.  before  our  involvement,  Britain 
courageously  fought  on  against  the 
odds.  And.  yes,  Russia,  after  initially 
siding  with  the  Axis  Powers,  helped  to 
turn  the  tide  when  the  Nazis  turned 
against  them. 

But.  the  war  could  not  have  been  won 
and  would  not  have  been  won  without 
the  commitment,  the  manpower,  and 
the  leadership  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  that  simple. 

It  was  American  leadership  that  built 
the  arsenal  of  democi'acy  which  made 
victory  possible. 

It  was  American  leadership  that  held 
the  Allies  together  through  the  darkest 
days  of  the  war. 

And  it  was  American  leadership 
which  conquered  the  forces  of  tyranny 
and  restored  liberty  and  democracy  to 
Europe. 

And  when  I  talk  about  leadership,  I 
do  not  mean  just  the  famous  names  of 
Roosevelt.  Truman,  Eisenhower.  Mar- 
shall. Churchill,  and  de  Gaulle.  And  I 
do  not  just  mean  the  soldiers  who 
fought  their  way  across  Europe  and  the 
Pacific.  For  we  must  also  thank  those 
who  served  at  home — the  Gold  Star 
moms,  the  factory  workers,  and  the 
farmers.  Without  their  contribution 
and  their  sacrifice,  the  war  effort  could 
not  have  been  successful. 

So,  today  is  a  day  for  all  of  us  to  cel- 
ebrate the  triumph  of  democracy,  and 
to  honor  those  who  served  and  those 
who  paid  the  ultimate  price  on  behalf 
of  their  country. 

And  the  best  way  we  can  do  that  is  to 
rededicate  ourselves  to  the  promise 
that  President,  Reagan  made  on  behalf 


of   America    on    the    beaches    of   Nor- 
mandy 11  years  ago: 

We  will  always  remember.  We  will  always 
be  proud.  We  will  always  be  prepared,  so  we 
may  always  be  free. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  indicated 
earlier,  I  will  have  a  resolution  con- 
cerning V-E  Day,  which  I  hope  we  will 
be  able  to  submit  to  the  Democratic 
leader  in  the  next  few  moments  and 
have  a  discussion  on  that  and,  hope- 
fully, have  a  vote  on  that  about  4 
o'clock.  We  still,  as  I  understand  it, 
have  a  cloture  vote  at  4  o'clock,  plus 
votes  on  any  amendments  that  may 
occur  prior  to  4  o'clock.  Following 
that,  it  is  our  intention  to  take  up  the 
Deutch  nomination  to  be  CIA  Director, 
and  have  that  debate  this  evening  and 
then  have  the  vote  tomorrow  morning 
on  the  nomination. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRODUCT  LL^BLLITY  BILL 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  sought  recogni- 
tion to  comment  about  the  pending 
legislation  on  products  liability  on 
which  there  is  a  cloture  vote  scheduled 
for  4  o'clock  this  afternoon,  that  is,  a 
vote  to  cut  off  debate. 

As  I  have  expressed  in  the  prior  de- 
bate, it  is  my  view  that  it  would  be  ap- 
propriate to  have  reform  on  product  li- 
ability, providing  the  reform  is  very, 
very  carefully  crafted. 

As  I  have  noted  in  previous  speeches. 
I  have  represented  both  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  in  personal  injury  cases.  I 
had  one  large  product  liability  case, 
which  I  litigated  many  years  ago.  Ac- 
tually, it  was  ultimately  settled.  But 
the  issue  in  the  case  concerning  privity 
and  coverage  for  a  passenger  in  an 
automobile  was  widely  noted  in  the  law 
reviews.  I  have  therefore  had  occasion 
to  do  very  extensive  research  in  the 
area,  although  that  was  some  substan- 
tial time  ago. 

I  believe  that  a  very  key  provision 
for  limiting  frivolous  lawsuits  would  be 
to  tighten  up  the  current  mechanism 
to  give  greater  authority  under  rule  11 
to  the  judges  who  sit  on  those  cases  to 
try  to  influence  or  discourage  frivolous 
lawsuits. 

My  reading  of  the  substitute  amend- 
ment shows  that  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Colorado.  Senator  Brown,  an 
amendment     which     I    supported    and 


which  I  think  would  be  of  substantial 
help  in  discouraging  frivolous  litiga- 
tion, and  therefore  a  provision  which  I 
think  ought  to  be  in  the  bill,  has  been 
deleted. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  of  punitive 
damages.  I  am  very  reluctant  to  see 
the  provisions  of  the  current  bill  en- 
acted into  law.  because  there  are  so 
many  cases  which  have  been  disclosed 
in  product  liability  litigation  where 
companies,  major  companies,  have 
made  a  calculated  determination  that 
it  is  in  their  financial  interest  not  to 
make  repairs  or  changes,  because  the 
damages  awarded  in  litigation  will  be 
lesser  than  the  costs  of  making  the 
modifications. 

Perhaps  the  most  celebrated  case — 
but  there  are  many  others  like  it — is 
the  Pinto  case,  where  the  gas  tank  was 
left  in  a  very  dangerous  position  in  the 
rear  of  the  car  and  resulted  in  explo- 
sions when  there  was  impact,  a  very 
common  kind  of  accident  in  auto- 
mobile driving,  rear-end  collisions. 

As  a  result  of  product  liability  litiga- 
tion, it  was  disclosed  that  there  was  a 
memorandum  in  the  files  of  the  defend- 
ant company.  Ford  Motor  Co.,  actually 
a  letter  to  the  National  Highway 
Transportation  Safety  Administration, 
in  which  there  was  a  computation  as  to 
what  it  would  cost  to  pay  damages  for 
people  injured  or  killed  as  a  result  of 
the  placement  of  the  gas  tank,  as  to 
what  it  would  cost  to  make  the  repairs. 
The  calculated  decision  was  not  to 
make  the  repairs. 

And  then  you  have  the  famous  cases 
of  lUD's  made  by  AH.  Robins,  in  which 
it  was  known  for  a  long  period  of  time 
they  would  cause  problems  for  women, 
such  as  infections  and  sterilization. 

There  were  blood  cases  with  AIDS 
being  transmitted,  and  a  failure  to 
take  appropriate  action.  And  there 
were  the  flammable  pajamas.  There 
have  been  many  cases,  some  even  re- 
sulting in  criminal  prosecutions.  I  dis- 
cussed many  of  these  cases  last  week. 

So  on  the  current  state  of  the  record, 
my  own  sense  is  that  there  needs  to  be 
further  refinement  of  the  provision  on 
punitive  damages. 

The  revised  bill  does  contain  an 
amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Ohio.  Senator 
DeWi.ne.  which  would  limit  punitive 
damages  to  small  businesses,  and  small 
businesses  are  defined  as  those  having 
fewer  than  25  employees  or  a  net  worth 
of  under  $500,000.  It  may  be  that  this 
provision  would  go  far  beyond  product 
liability  cases  and  would  affect  all 
ranges  of  tort  litigation,  including 
medical  malpractice  cases.  I  do  not 
know  if  that  is  the  intent. 

It  also  may  be  that  this  amendment 
to  protect  small  businesses  does  not 
bear  a  sufficient  nexus  to  interstate 
commerce  in  affecting  all  tort  cases,  so 
that  we  may  be  legislating  beyond  our 
authority,  as  interpreted  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  re- 


cently in  the  Lopez  case.  I  think  that 
is  another  matter  which  requires  some 
amplification. 

I  do  believe  that  there  is  some  limi- 
tation appropriate  on  punitive  damages 
where  small  businesses  are  involved.  I 
have  heard  the  complaint  that  a  de- 
fendant small  business  is  often  com- 
pelled to  make  a  settlement  that  it 
would  not  make  if  it  was  not  betting 
the  business  on  it.  I  have  filed  a  pro- 
posed amendment,  and  will  refile  it  so 
it  would  survive  postcloture.  if  cloture 
is  invoked,  so  that  the  amendment  will 
be  on  record  to  be  considered,  which 
would  limit  punitive  damages  to  10  per- 
cent of  the  net  worth  of  a  business,  so 
that  there  would  not  be  a  problem  of 
betting  the  business  in  litigation. 

The  substitute  also  deletes  alter- 
native dispute  resolution,  which  I  re- 
gret to  see.  because  I  think  that  is  a 
way  of  eliminating  many  cases  from 
the  litigation  process,  by  having  alter- 
native dispute  resolution,  which  is  a 
fancy  name  for  arbitration  or  medi- 
ation. That  is  not  present  in  the  cur- 
rent bill. 

I  express  again  the  concern  about  to- 
tally eliminating  joint  liability  for 
noneconomic  damages  as  a  Federal 
standard,  where  some  States  have 
elected  to  do  that  as  a  matter  of  States 
rights  and  others  have  not.  I  note 
again  my  support  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  Senator  Thompson. 
which  would  have  limited  this  bill  to 
litigation  in  Federal  courts,  which 
would  have  been  more  in  accordance 
with  the  mood  of  the  Congress  and  the 
country  now  to  let  the  States  decide 
these  matters  for  themselves. 

On  the  issue  of  joint  liability,  I  am 
very  sympathetic  to  the  claim  that 
some  people  or  some  defendants  are  in 
it,  people  or  individuals  or  companies, 
to  a  very  slight  extent— maj'be  1  per- 
cent— and  they  have  the  full  respon- 
sibility for  the  verdict.  I  have  filed  an- 
other iK)ssible  amendment  which  would 
limit  joint  liability  for  nonecbnomic 
damages  if  the  defendant  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  in  excess  of  15  percent  of 
the  injury,  which  I  think  would  provide 
a  better  balance  there. 

Again.  I  will  comment  about  the  case 
involving  the  death  of  our  late  col- 
league. Senator  John  Heinz,  where 
there  was  a  collision  between  a  heli- 
copter and  the  plane  in  which  Senator 
Heinz  was  a  passenger.  The  planes  fell 
into  a  schoolyard  where  there  were 
children  on  the  ground,  and  some  were 
killed  and  some  were  injured.  Those 
victims  could  not  have  been  com- 
pensated fully  if  joint  liability  had 
been  eliminated. 

While  it  is  always  a  difficult  choice 
as  to  who  will  bear  the  loss,  and  dif- 
ficult for  some  defendants  who  are  in- 
volved to  a  lesser  extent  where  other 
defendants  are  insolvent,  but  as  be- 
tween injured  plaintiffs  who  are  not  re- 
sponsible at  all  for  what  has  happened 


and  those  who  have  been  held  liable 
and  are  subject  to  payment  for  joint  li- 
ability, my  own  sense  is  that  there 
ought  not  to  be  the  total  elimination 
of  joint  liability  for  noneconomic  dam- 
ages, which  is  the  thrust  of  the  present 
legislation. 

I  am  hopeful,  Mr.  President,  that  we 
can  craft  legislation  which  will  make 
an  improvement  in  product  liability 
litigation.  But  on  the  current  state  of 
the  record,  I  think  the  substitute  still 
does  not  address  the  real  needs  of  con- 
sumers and  does  not  strike  an  appro- 
priate balance  between  those  who  are 
sued  and  those  who  are  bringing 
claims. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 


COMMEMORATING  THE  50TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY OF  THE  FORCED 
MARCH  OF  AMERICAN  PRIS- 
ONERS OF  WAR  FROM  STALAG 
LUFT  IV 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  commemorate  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  end  of  World  War  II  in  Europe. 
Victory  in  Europe  Day  is  one  of  the 
milestone  dates  of  this  century.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  group  of  Americans 
who  made  a  large  contribution  to  the 
Allied  victory  in  Europe  while  also  en- 
during more  than  their  fair  share  of 
personal  suffering  and  sacrifice:  The 
brave  men  who  were  prisoners  of  war. 

I  believe  it  is  appropriate  to  com- 
memorate our  World  War  11  POW's  by 
describing  one  incident  from  the  war 
that  is  emblematic  of  the  unique  serv- 
ice rendered  by  those  special  people. 
This  is  the  story  of  an  86-day,  488-mile 
forced  march  that  commenced  at  a 
POW  camp  known  as  Stalag  Luft  IV, 
near  Gross  Tychon,  Poland,  on  Feb- 
ruary 6,  1945,  and  ended  in  Halle,  Ger- 
many on  April  26,  1945.  The  ordeal  of 
the  9,500  men,  most  of  whom  were  U.S. 
Army  Air  Force  Bomber  Command 
noncommissioned  officers,  who  suffered 
through  incredible  hardships  on  the 
march  yet  survived,  stands  as  an  ever- 
lasting testimonial  to  the  triumph  of 
the  American  spirit  over  immeasurable 
adversity  and  of  the  indomitable  abil- 
ity of  camaraderie,  teamwork,  and  for- 
titude to  overcome  brutality,  horrible 
conditions,  and  human  suffering. 

Bomber  crews  shot  down  over  Axis 
countries  often  went  through  terrify- 
ing experiences  even  before  being  con- 
fined in  concentration  camps.  Flying 
through  withering  flak,  while  also  hav- 
ing to  fight  off  enemy  fighters,  the 
bomber  crews  routinely  saw  other  air- 
craft in  their  formations  blown  to  bits 
or  turned  into  fiery  coffins.  Those  who 
were  taken  POW  had  to  endure  their 
own  planes  being  shot  down  or  other- 
wise damaged  sufficiently  to  cause  the 
crews  to  bail  out.  Often  crewmates — 
close  friends — did  not  make  it  out  of 
the  burning  aircraft.  Those  lucky 
enough  to  see  their  parachutes  open. 
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had  to  then  go  through  a  perilous  de- 
scent amid  nak  and  gunfire  from  the 
ground. 

Many  crews  were  then  captured  by 
incensed  civilians  who  had  seen  their 
property  destroyed  or  had  loved  ones 
killed  or  maimed  by  Allied  bombs. 
Those  civilians  at  times  would  beat, 
spit  upon,  or  even  try  to  lynch  the  cap- 
tured crews.  And  in  the  case  of  Stalag 
Luft  rv,  once  the  POW's  had  arrived  at 
the  railroad  station  near  the  camp, 
though  exhausted,  unfed,  and  often 
wounded,  many  were  forced  to  run  the 
2  miles  to  the  camp  at  the  points  of 
bayonets.  Those  who  dropped  behind 
were  either  bayonetted  or  bitten  on  the 
legs  by  police  dogs.  And  all  that  was 
just  the  prelude  to  their  incarceration 
where  they  were  underfed,  over- 
crowded, and  often  maltreated. 

In  February  1945.  the  Toviet  offensive 
was  rapidly  pushing  toward  Stalag 
Luft  r\'  The  German  High  Command 
determined  that  it  was  necessary  that 
the  POW's  be  evacuated  and  moved 
into  Germany  But  by  that  stage  of  the 
war.  German  materiel  was  at  a  pre- 
mium, and  neither  sufficient  railcars 
nor  trucks  were  available  to  move  pris- 
oners Therefore  the  decision  was  made 
to  move  the  Allied  prisoners  by  foot  in 
a  forced  road  march. 

The  86-day  march  was.  by  all  ac- 
counts, savage.  Men  who  for  months, 
and  in  some  cases  years,  had  been  de- 
nied proper  nutrition.  p>ersonal  hy- 
giene, and  medical  care,  were  forced  to 
do  something  that  would  be  difficult 
for  well-nourished,  healthy,  and  appro- 
priately trained  infantry  soldiers  to  ac- 
complish. The  late  Doctor  [Major]  Les- 
lie Caplan.  an  American  flight  surgeon 
who  was  the  chief  medical  officer  for 
the  2.500-man  section  C  from  Stalag 
Luft  IV.  summed  up  the  march  up  this 
year: 

It  was  a  march  of  great  hardship  •  ♦  *  (W)e 
marched  long  distances  in  bitter  weather  and 
on  starvation  rations.  We  lived  in  filth  and 
slept  in  open  fields  or  barns.  Cothini?.  medi- 
cal facilities  and  sanitary  facilities  were  ut- 
terly inadequate.  Hundreds  of  men  suffered 
from  malnutrition,  exposure,  trench  foot,  ex- 
haustion, dysentery,  tuberculosis,  and  other 
diseases 

A  number  of  American  POWs  on  the 
march  did  not  survive.  Others  suffered 
amputations  of  limbs  or  appendages 
while  many  more  endured  maladies 
that  remained  or  will  remain  with 
them  for  the  remainder  of  their  lives. 
For  nearly  .500  miles  and  over  86  days. 
enduring  unbelievably  inhumane  condi- 
tions, the  men  from  Stalag  Luft  IV 
walked,  limped  and,  in  some  cases, 
crawled  onward  until  they  reached  the 
end  of  their  march,  with  their  libera- 
tion by  the  American  104th  Infantry 
Division  on  April  26.  1945. 

Unfortunately,  the  story  of  the  men 
of  Stalag  Luft  IV,  replete  with  tales  of 
the  selfless  and  often  heroic  deeds  of 
prisoners  looking  after  other  prisoners 
and  helping  each  other  to  survive 
under  deplorable  conditions,  is  not  well 


known.  I  therefore  rise  today  to  bring 
their  saga  of  victory  over  incredible 
adversity  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues. I  trust  that  these  comments 
will  serve  as  a  springboard  for  a  wider 
awareness  among  the  American  people 
of  what  the  prisoners  from  Stalag  Luft 
IV — and  all  prisoner  of  war  camps — en- 
dured in  the  pursuit  of  freedom. 

I  especially  want  to  honor  three  Sta- 
lag Luft  IV  veterans  who  endured  and 
survived  the  march.  Cpl.  Bob 
McVicker,  a  fellow  Virginian  from  Al- 
exandria. S.  Sgt.  Ralph  Pippens  of  Al- 
exandria. LA,  and  Sgt.  Arthur 
Duchesneau  of  Daytona  Beach.  FL. 
brought  this  important  piece  of  history 
to  my  attention  and  provided  me  with 
in-depth  information,  to  include  testi- 
mony by  Dr.  Caplan,  articles,  personal 
diaries  and  photographs. 

Mr.  McVicker.  Mr.  Pippens.  and  Mr. 
Duchesneau.  at  different  points  along 
the  march,  were  each  too  impaired  to 
walk  under  their  own  power.  Mr. 
McVicker  suffered  frostbite  to  the  ex- 
tent that  Dr.  Caplan  told  him.  along 
the  way,  that  he  would  likely  lose  his 
hands  and  feet^miraculously.  he  did 
not;  Mr.  Pippens  was  too  weak  from 
malnutrition  to  walk  on  his  own  dur- 
ing the  initial  stages  of  the  march;  and 
Mr.  Duchesneau  almost  became  com- 
pletely incapacitated  from  dysentery. 
By  the  end  of  the  march,  all  three  men 
had  lost  so  much  weight  that  their  bod- 
ies were  mere  shells  of  what  they  had 
been  prior  to  their  capture — Mr. 
McVicker.  for  example,  at  5  foot.  8 
inches,  weighed  but  80  pounds.  Yet  they 
each  survived,  mostly  because  of  the 
efforts  of  the  other  two — American 
crewmates  compassionately  and  self- 
lessly  helping  buddies  in  need. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  sure  that  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  saluting  Mr 
McVicker,  Mr.  Pippens,  Mr. 
Duchesneau.  the  late  Dr  Caplan.  the 
other  survivors  of  the  Stalag  Luft  IV 
march,  and  all  the  brave  Americans 
who  were  prisoners  of  war  in  World 
War  II.  Their  service  was  twofold:  first 
as  fighting  men  putting  their  lives  on 
the  line,  each  day.  in  the  cause  of  free- 
dom and  then  as  prisoners  of  war.  sto- 
ically enduring  incredible  hardships 
and  showing  their  captors  that  the 
American  spirit  cannot  be  broken,  no 
matter  how  terrible  the  conditions.  We 
owe  them  a  great  debt  of  gratitude  and 
the  memory  of  their  service  our  undy- 
ing respect. 


FRANKLIN.  NH.  MARKS  ITS 
CENTENNIAL 

Mr  GREGG.  Mr  President.  I  ask  my 
Senate  colleagues  to  join  me  in  rec- 
ognizing the  city  of  Franklin,  NH.  on 
the  occasion  of  its  centennial  and  in 
appreciation  of  the  contributions  its 
citizens  have  made  to  our  Nation. 

Founded  at  a  gathering  spot  of  the 
Penacook  Tribe,  where  the 

Pemigewasset  and  Winnipesaukee  Riv- 


ers meet  to  form  the  Merrimack  River. 
Franklin  proudly  traces  its  roots  deep 
into  the  history  of  our  State  and  our 
Nation.  It  is  here,  at  the  original  set- 
tlement of  Lower  Falls,  where  Frank- 
lin's most  famous  native  son.  Daniel 
Webster,  would  commence  a  career  as 
lawyer  and  statesman  and.  eventually, 
go  on  to  establish  both  an  honored 
place  in  this  Senate  and  a  prominent 
role  in  the  shaping  of  America. 

From  this  settlement.  Capt.  Ebenezer 
Webster.  Daniel's  father,  would  lead  a 
company  of  local  men  to  earn  distinc- 
tion in  the  Revolutionary  War  and  help 
win  the  independence  of  a  new  nation. 
Their  heroics  during  the  campaign  at 
Saratoga  begins  an  unbroken  line  of 
Franklin's  sons  and  daughters  serving 
our  Nation  and  the  cause  of  liberty 
with  honor,  loyalty,  and  valor. 

Successful  in  commerce,  Franklin 
was  incorporated  as  a  town  in  1828  and 
as  the  city  of  Franklin  in  1895.  The  his- 
toric mill  town  would  give  rise  to  the 
engineering  ingenuity  of  Boston  John 
Clark  and  the  technological  innova- 
tions of  Walter  Aiken  and  make  sig- 
nificant economic  contributions  to  our 
society.  Spurring  inventions  from  the 
deceptively  simple  hacksaw  and  the 
latch  needle  to  the  complexity  of  the 
circular  knitting  machine.  Franklin 
would  again  play  a  pivotal  role  in  the 
second  industrial  revolution,  which 
propelled  us  forward  as  a  modem  na- 
tion. 

Today,  the  city  of  Franklin  contin- 
ues to  exhibit  the  character  and  enter- 
prise of  its  distinguished  past.  Hard- 
working, first  in  citizenship,  and  stead- 
fast in  its  sense  of  community.  Frank- 
lin continues  to  show  the  can-do  spirit 
that  marked  its  beginnings  and  first 
100  years  as  a  city.  Recently,  named 
one  of  the  100  best  small  comm.unities 
in  America,  a  base  for  advanced  indus- 
try, rich  in  heritage,  and  energetic  in 
shaping  its  future.  P'ranklin  is  truly  a 
"Small  City  on  the  Move." 

Join  me  to  proudly  salute  Franklin. 
NH.  the  birthplace  of  Daniel  Webster, 
and  the  enterprising  spirit  that  has  en- 
riched a  community,  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire,  and  our  Nation. 


V-E  DAY  1995 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President.  50  years 
ago.  U.S.  forces,  along  with  those  of 
our  valiant  and  embattled  allies,  for- 
mally ended  the  victorious  struggle  to 
contain  a  horrific  evil  that  had  spread 
across  the  European  continent.  For 
those  Americans  who  attended  the 
ceremonies  that  marked  the  Nazi  sur- 
render, it  was  a  solemn  moment,  for 
the  struggle  had  been  long  and  bloody, 
and  the  price  to  defend  freedom  had 
come  at  a  very  high  cost.  For  the  world 
there  was  joy.  renewed  hope  of  lasting 
peace,  and  resolve  to  protect  the  free- 
dom for  which  so  many  had  offered  up 
their  lives.  Today  many  of  those  hopes 
which  are  held  deeply  in  the  hearts  of 


the  veterans  who  served,  their  families, 
and  a  generation  of  Americans  who 
lived  through  the  war,  have  become  a 
reality. 

For  Americans  too  young  to  remem- 
ber the  war  and  those  bom  into  this 
world  in  its  aftermath,  we  have  a  spe- 
cial obligation  this  day  to  our  parents, 
our  grandparents,  and  to  our  children 
and  future  generations  of  Americans; 
50  years  from  today  most  of  those  who 
remember  the  war  will  no  longer  be 
with  us.  It  is,  therefore,  our  respon- 
sibility to  learn  about  what  happened, 
and  why  it  happened.  We  must  ask 
those  who  fought  in  World  War  II  what 
it  was  all  about.  We  must  remember 
the  sufferings  and  the  sacrifice,  lest  we 
become  complacent  with  our  freedom 
and  suffer  the  consequences.  We  must 
all,  every  one  of  us,  learn  from  our  own 
history.  Now,  50  years  later,  we  must 
redouble  our  efforts  to  understand  by 
talking  to  those  who  were  there,  those 
who  remember  it. 

Americans  who  lived  through  this 
time  and  made  the  sacrifices,  have  one 
last  talk.  It  is  now  your  duty  to  pass 
on  to  those  of  us  who  weren't  on  the 
battlefields  of  Europe,  or  fighting  on 
the  "homefront"  what  happiened  during 
the  war.  so  that  we  can  learn  from  your 
experiences  and  pass  along  to  future 
generations  from  the  lesson's  of  the 
power  of  hatred  and  the  price  of  pro- 
tecting freedom  for  all. 

This  day  I  encourage  parents  and 
grandparents  to  take  some  time  to  talk 
to  your  children  and  grandchildren 
about  World  War  II.  You  heroic  veter- 
ans, tell  them  about  the  terrifying  face 
of  battle.  Do  not  try  to  protect  them 
from  the  brutal  images  that  you  have 
carried  with  you  for  all  these  years. 
Those  of  you  who  fought  on  the  home- 
front,  tell  them  about  the  hardships  of 
home,  the  fears,  the  rationing;  the 
friends,  loved  ones,  and  neighbors  who 
never  came  home.  Tell  them  why  it  all 
happened.  Tell  them  about  the  price  of 
acquiescence,  isolation,  and  compla- 
cency. 

You  children  and  grandchildren,  the 
future  of  the  world,  go  to  your  grand- 
parents and  parents,  call  them  on  the 
phone,  and  ask  them  what  it  was  like. 
And.  take  the  time  to  read  about  it, 
and  understand  that  they  bought  you 
the  freedom  that  we  now  enjoy.  Ask 
them  how  they  felt  when  its  future  was 
uncertain.  They  remember,  they  will 
be  glad  to  tell  you.  Listen  hard,  as  if 
your  life  depends  on  it.  because  it  does. 
And  thank  them  for  what  they  have 
done  for  you.  Your  job  is  never  to  for- 
get the  stories  they  have  to  tell  you. 
Your  job  is  to  learn  those  lessons  now 
so  that  your  children  will  never  again 
be  called  upon  to  smite  such  evil  from 
the  Earth. 

This  is  also  a  day  when  all  of  us 
should  turn,  particularly  to  those  vet- 
erans who  live  among  us,  and  offer  to 
them  our  humble  and  loving  thanks. 
The  great  State   of  Idaho  sent  thou- 


sands of  men  off  to  war  in  Europe. 
Many,  many  of  them  never  again  laid 
their  eyes  on  the  mountains,  deserts, 
the  forest,  of  Idaho,  and  lay  buried  in 
foreign  graves.  The  veterans  who  still 
walk  among  us,  might  have  suffered 
the  same  fate,  if  God  had  not  chosen 
for  them  a  different  path.  They  risked 
their  young  lives  for  us.  and  suffered 
unimaginable  horrors,  so  that  we 
might  not  have  to.  The  people  of  Idaho, 
the  Nation,  and  the  world,  owe  them 
everything. 

Once  in  a  while,  as  we  live  our  busy 
lives  with  all  of  the  challenges  and 
trials  that  accompany  them,  we  get  the 
chance  to  stop  and  think  about  why  we 
are  able  to  live  in  this,  the  greatest  Na- 
tion on  Earth,  in  such  freedom.  Today 
is  such  a  day.  When  envisioning  the 
drama  and  pain  of  that  conflict  become 
difficult  to  imagine,  draw  upon  those 
who  lived  through  it.  and  learn  from 
them. 

And  as  we  pay  solemn  tribute  to  the 
memories  of  the  victims,  and  the  survi- 
vors, the  brave,  and  the  victorious,  let 
us  be  mindful  of  what  led  to  this  ter- 
rible war  and  thankful  to  those  who 
fought  it.  Let  us  not  forget  the  cost  of 
freedom.  And  let  us  pray  that  God  give 
us  peace. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  OUR  NEIGHBORS. 
FRIENDS,  THE  FEDERAL  EM- 
PLOYEES 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
last  two  decades,  our  Federal  employ- 
ees seem  to  be  handy  scapegoats  for 
anything  that  goes  wrong  with  Govern- 
ment. Whenever  anyone  on  this  floor 
mentions  "those  Federal  bureaucrats," 
the  syntax  is  generally  pejorative  and 
the  reference,  unflattering.  The  collec- 
tive term  "bureaucracy"  is  uttered  in 
the  same  tone  of  revulsion  reserved  for 
former  leaders  of  the  "evil  empire." 

So  it  was  refreshing  to  read  an  edi- 
torial in  last  Saturday's  Times-Argus, 
which  serves  our  State  capital  of  Mont- 
pelier,  VT. 

The  editorial  simply  reminds  us  that 
many  victims  of  the  Oklahoma  City 
bomb  explosion  were  "our  friends, 
neighbors,  brothers,  and  sisters  who 
work  for  the  Federal  Government." 

It  seems  to  needful  reminder  in  these 
times  to  be  a  little  more  respectful  of 
the  effort  we  get  every  day  from  mil- 
lions of  these  men  and  women  who 
work  for  us  in  every  capacity,  from 
guarding  our  national  security  to  pro- 
tecting our  rights  as  citizens,  from 
fighting  crime  to  enforcing  public 
health  and  safety  standards,  from  ex- 
ploring space  to  cleaning  up  our  air 
and  water  here  on  Earth. 

I  ask  that  this  editorial  be  reprinted 
in  the  Conoression.'\l  Record.  I  am 
not  suggesting  that  criticism  of  Gov- 
ernment operations  is  off  limits.  I  am 
only  asking  that  it  be  fair.  The  hun- 
dreds of  Federal  workers  in  my  State 
of  Vermont,  are  among  the  most  dedi- 


cated and  hard  working  men  and 
women,  in  public  or  private  life,  in  our 
country.  Let  us  stop  careless  impugn- 
ing of  their  professional  integrity. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Times  Argus.  May  6.  1995) 

Neighbors.  Friends 

One  of  the  results  of  the  bombing  attack 

on  the  federal  building  in  Oklahoma  City  has 

been   to   put  a  human   face   on   the   entity 

known  as  the  "federal  government." 

The  people  whose  job  it  was  to  hand  out 
Social  Security  checks,  to  enforce  the  laws 
about  drugs  and  nrearms.  or  to  recruit  peo- 
ple for  the  military  were  the  neighbors, 
friends,  brothers,  sisters  of  the  people  of 
Oklahoma  City. 

In  Vermont  the  federal  govemment  con- 
sists of  Forest  Service  rangers  and  office 
workers,  agriculture  specialists,  the  Marine 
recruiter,  the  Social  Security  workers,  the 
court  personnel  and  others  who  live  every 
day  among  us.  These  are  our  neighbors. 
friends,  brothers,  sisters. 

And  yet  to  hear  the  more  virulent  strains 
of  attack  emanating  from  antl-govemment 
extremists,  these  people  are  an  exotic  com- 
bination of  Nazi.  Communist  and  Genghis 
Khan. 

A  Colorado  talk  show  host,  responding  to  a 
caller  who  thought  It  was  a  good  idea  to 
shoot  members  of  Congress,  advocated 
"armed  revolution." 

A  talk  show  host  in  Arizona  suggested  that 
Sarah  Brady,  the  gun  control  advocate  and 
wife  of  President  Reagan's  former  press  sec- 
retary, ought  to  be  "put  down  "  the  way  a 
veterinarian  puts  down  a  lame  horse. 

And.  of  course,  the  advice  of  Watergate 
burglar  G.  Gordon  Llddy  to  shoot  for  the 
head  when  confronted  by  federal  agents  has 
become  a  famous  example  of  the 
antlgovemment  rhetoric  that  has  become  so 
common. 

Imagine  for  a  moment  that  It  was  the  Rev. 
Jesse  Jackson  or  Ralph  Nader  or  Patricia 
Ireland  who  was  advising  people  to  shoot 
government  workers.  Would  conservatives 
hesltAte  for  a  moment  in  pointing  out  that 
such  violent  language  may  be  less  than  con- 
ducive to  the  good  of  the  public  weal?  'Vet 
when  President  Clinton  made  the  rather  ten- 
tative suggestion  that  this  language  was 
really  not  so  helpful,  media  Incldiarists 
whined  that  they  were  being  unfairly  at- 
tacked. 

Back  in  the  1960s  anti-war  dissenters, 
black  power  advocates,  and  other  dissatisfied 
souls  said  a  lot  of  stupid  things  that  embar- 
rassed even  those  who  opposed  the  war  or 
supported  the  civil  rights  struggle.  Talk 
then  of  armed  revolution  was  a  naive  delu- 
sion that  was  taken  all  too  seriously  by  a 
few  people,  who  sometimes  ended  up  getting 
innocent  people  killed. 

A  lot  of  stupid  things  are  being  said  again 
about  our  friends,  neighbors,  brothers,  sis- 
ters who  work  for  the  federal  govemment.  In 
the  West,  there  are  soreheads  with  a  griev- 
ance about  the  way  the  federal  govemment 
manages  public  lands  who  are  preventing 
federal  workers  from  doing  their  jobs. 

Everybody  ought  to  remember  that  federal 
lands  in  the  West  do  not  belong  only  to  the 
people  who  live  there.  They  belong  to  all  of 
us.  We  have  people  working  for  us  to  manage 
our  lands.  And  people  who  don't  like  the  way 
they  are  being  managed  have  a  democratic 
process  to  avail  themselves  of  to  change 
things. 

It  wasn't  true  in  the  1960s,  and  it  isn't  true 
now:  Our  govemment  Is  not  a  dictatorship. 
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and  armed  revolution  is  not  justifiable.  The 
government  in  Oklahoma,  in  Boise  or  in 
Montpelier  consists  of  our  friends,  neighbors, 
brothers  and  sisters,  who.  like  the  rest  of  us. 
are  not  always  right  about  everything  they 
do.  But  thafs  the  great  thing  about  democ- 
racy: We  have  peaceful  methods  for  making 
changes.  We  also  have  the  duty  to  hold  ac- 
countable those  who  break  the  law  in  an  ef- 
fort to  attack  our  svstem. 


VICTORY  IN  EUROPE  DAY 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  are  commemorating  one  of  the 
proudest  days  in  our  history— Victory 
in  Europe  Day.  World  War  II  was  no 
less  than  a  triumph  of  good  over  evil. 
As  President  Harry  Truman  said,  it 
was  "a  solemn  and  glorious  hour." 
Today  we  celebrate  our  victory  over 
the  Nazis — and  we  honor  those  who 
gave  their  lives  in  the  most  deadly  con- 
flict we  have  ever  seen. 

But  most  of  all.  we  honor  the  Ameri- 
cans whose  personal  sacrif'ces  gave  us 
our  greatest  victory.  In  Maryland, 
thousands  left  factories,  shops,  and 
farms  to  fight  on  the  front  lines.  Peo- 
ple like  my  uncles  Pete.  Fred.  Richard, 
and  Florene.  We  also  honor  those  on 
the  homefront  who  kept  the  steel  mills 
and  shipyards  going  24  hours  a  day  to 
serve  the  war  effort.  That  includes  the 
women— the  Rosie  the  Riveters  who 
kept  America  going  while  our  boys 
fought  on  the  battlefields. 

Eleanor  Roosevelt  said  that  those 
days  were  no  ordinary  time  and  that  no 
ordinary  solutions  would  be  sufficient 
to  defeat  the  enemies  of  America  and 
Western  civilization  Not  only  was  this 
no  ordinary  time,  this  was  no  ordinary 
generation. 

I  was  a  child  during  the  War.  I  grew 
up  seeing  the  heroism  and  patriotism 
of  our  soldiers — and  seeing  Annerica 
united  behind  a  common  goal.  I  saw 
the  sacrifices  that  individuals  were 
willing  to  make  for  our  country.  That 
was  the  only  America  I  knew. 

Our  veterans  of  World  War  II  are 
each  a  symbol  of  the  principles  that 
have  kept  this  country  strong  and  free. 
When  we  think  of  our  veterans,  we 
think  of  everything  that  is  good  about 
this  country— patriotism,  courage,  loy- 
alty, duty  and  honor.  Our  responsibil- 
ity is  to  live  up  to  the  standards  they 
have  set — to  foster  a  new  sense  of  citi- 
zenship and  a  new  sense  of  duty. 

That  is  why  it  troubles  me  that  too 
often,  young  Americans  do  not  learn 
enough  about  this  special  generation. 
It  is  our  responsibility  to  honor  our 
Nation's  veterans— not  just  on  V-E 
Day— but  every  day.  Let  us  honor  them 
in  our  homes,  our  schools,  our  church- 
es, and  our  synagogues.  And  here  in  the 
U.S  Senate — when  we  set  funding  for 
veterans  health  care  and  pensions. 

Every  day  that  we  live  in  freedom, 
we  should  remember  that  their  tri- 
umph was  democracy's  greatest  vic- 
tory. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
VICTORY  IN  EUROPE 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  the  anniversary  of  one  of  the 
most  important  moments  in  modem 
Western  history.  Fifty  years  ago  today, 
the  Allied  Powers  accepted  the  uncon- 
ditional surrender  of  Nazi  Germany, 
ending  the  most  devastating  war  in 
world  history.  It  was  a  great  victory 
for  freedom  and  for  civilization. 

The  Allied  victory  was  one  of  cour- 
age, valor  and  enormous  sacrifice.  Of 
the  hundreds  of  major  battles  fought 
during  the  war,  15  resulted  in  casual- 
ties numbering  no  less  than  5.000.  From 
the  beaches  at  Omaha  to  the  great 
campaigns  in  Europe.  American  lives 
were  sacrificed  in  the  name  of  freedom. 

The  victory  in  Europe  marked  the 
end  of  unparalleled  human  horror  and 
of  catastrophic  human  loss  on  that 
continent.  It  signified  the  end  of  one  of 
civilization's  darkest  moments.  In  es- 
sence, V-E  Day  marked  the  very  re- 
birth of  life  in  Europe's  scarred,  and 
war-torn  landscape.  But  that  rebirth 
did  not  come  without  a  price. 

We  must  never  forget  the  sacrifices 
made  to  ensure  our  final  victory.  Of 
the  400.000  American  soldiers  who  died 
in  this  horrible  war.  most  lost  their 
lives  on  the  ground,  in  the  trenches — 
literally  clawing  for  victory  inch  by 
inch.  The  magnitude  of  the  human 
price  of  this  effort  should  command  our 
deepest  personal  respect.  We  can  never 
adequately  thank  our  veterans  for 
their  supreme  sacrifice. 

Yet,  through  the  images  of  fire  and 
the  remnants  of  ashes  rises  the  hope 
that  never  again  will  we  face  such 
darkness.  Never  again  will  we  face  the 
prospect  of  such  global  sacrifice.  Never 
again  will  the  forces  of  freedom  be 
asked  to  lay  down  their  lives  en  masse 
in  the  name  of  peace  and  order. 

Today  marks  the  seminal  moment  in 
the  American  chapter  of  the  War  in  Eu- 
rope. It  reminds  us  of  our  absolute  re- 
solve to  maintain  and  preserve  what  is 
right  and  just.  I  join  my  colleagues  in 
what  is  perhaps  one  of  our  most  solemn 
moments  in  recognition  of  those  who 
sacrificed  so  much  for  our  freedom 

Mr.  President,  in  honor  of  our  fallen 
veterans,  I  rise  in  humble  tribute. 


debt  by  implementing  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  to  the  Constitution.  Un- 
fortunately, the  Senate  did  not  seize 
its  first  opportunity  to  control  this 
debt — but  there  will  be  another  chance 
during  the  104th  Congress. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  3  years  ago  I  began  these  daily  re- 
ports to  the  Senate  making  a  matter  of 
record  the  exact  Federal  debt  as  of 
close  of  business  the  previous  day 

As  of  the  close  of  business  Friday. 
April  28.  the  exact  Federal  debt  stood 
at  $4,857,682,676,296.70.  meaning  that  on 
a  per  capita  basis,  every  man.  woman, 
and  child  in  America  owes  $18,439.85  as 
his  or  her  share  of  the  Federal  debt. 

It's  important  to  note,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  United  States  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  begin  controlling  the  Federal 


A  PERSONAL  REMEMBRANCE  OF 
V-E  DAY 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  Samuel  Pisar,  a  distinguished 
survivor  of  the  Nazi  death  camps  at 
Auschwitz,  Sachsenhausen.  Leonberg, 
and  Dachau  delivered  the  keynote  ad- 
dress at  the  U.S.  Holocaust  Memorial 
Museum's  commemoration  of  the  50th 
anniversary  of  V  E  Day 

I  was  very  moved  by  Mr.  Pisar's  ex- 
pression of  gratitude  to  his  liberators, 
the  U.S.  Army.  He  recounted  his  first 
words  to  the  GI  in  the  American  tank 
which  rescued  him.  "I  .  .  .  summoned 
the  few  English  words  my  mother  used 
to  sigh  while  dreaming  of  our  deliver- 
ance, and  yelled:  'God  Bless  America!'  " 

That  gratitude,  in  Mr.  Pisar's  words, 
"as  intense  as  it  was  50  years  ago," 
serves  to  remind  us  all  of  the  role 
which  America  has  and  continues 
today  to  play  in  the  world  as  a  beacon 
of  hope  for  oppressed  people. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ex- 
cerpt of  Samuel  Pisar's  address  printed 
Sunday  in  the  Washington  Pos*  }..• 
printed  in  the  Co.noression.^l  R: 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  7.  1995] 
Escape  From  Dachau:  My  Own.  Private  V- 

E  Day— For  Prisoner  B-1317.  Salvation 

Was  a  U.S.  Army  Tank 

(By  Samuel  Pisar) 

World  War  11  was  coming  to  an  end.  yet  we 
ir.  the  death  camps  knew  nothing.  \\'hat  Is 
happening  in  the  world  outside?  Does  anyone 
out  there  know  what  is  happening  here  to 
us?  Do  they  care?  I  was  15  year«  old.  and  I 
wanted  to  live. 

The  day  the  Allies  landed  on  the  beaches  of 
Normandy  had  been  for  us  a  day  like  any 
other.  The  toll  in  the  gas  chambers  that  day 
was  higher  than  the  losses  suffered  by  the 
combined  armies  under  Gen.  Eisenhower's 
command  on  this,  their  longest  day. 

Judging  by  the  brutality  of  our  guards,  we 
had  every  reason  to  believe  that  all  of  Eu- 
rope was  irrevocably  lost,  the  Red  Army 
smashed.  England  fighting  alone,  its  back  to 
the  wall,  against  the  seemingly  invincible 
forces  of  darkness.  And  America?  America 
was  so  unprepared,  so  divided,  so  far  away. 
How  could  she  be  expected  to  reverse  the  col- 
lapse of  civilization  at  this  penultimate 
stage? 

It  took  weeks  for  news  of  the  U.S. -led  inva- 
sion, beamed  by  the  BBC  from  London, 
across  occupied  Europe,  to  slip  into  Ausch- 
witz. There  wels  also  an  amazing  rumor  that 
the  Russians  had  mounted  a  powerful  offen- 
sive on  the  Eastern  front. 

Incredible!  So  God  had  not  turned  His  face 
from  the  world  after  all.  Could  a  miracle 
still  prevent  the  millenium  of  the  Third 
Reich''  Oh  to  hang  on.  to  hang  on  a  little 
longer! 

We  could  guess  from  the  Nazis'  mounting 
nervousness  that  the  weight  of  battle  was 


changing  decisively.  With  the  ground  shrink- 
ing under  their  feet,  they  began  herding  us 
deeper  and  deeper  into  Germany.  I  was 
shunted  to  Sachsenhausen  near  Berlin,  then 
Leonberg  near  Stuttgart,  then  Dachau  near 
Munich— camps  normally  reserved  for  politi- 
cal prisoners,  common  criminals  and  homo- 
sexuals. 

It  was  a  slave-labor  enclave  50  miles  away 
that  I  heard  the  silence  of  night  torn  by  pow- 
erful explosions.  Fellow  inmates  with  mili- 
tary experience  thought  it  sounded  like  ar- 
tillery. Within  hours,  we  were  lined  up  to  be 
evacuated,  ahead  of  the  'enemy  advance." 
These  forbidden  words,  never  before  heard, 
and  even  names  of  "enemy"  commanders — 
Zhukov.  Montgomery,  Patton — were  now 
openly  murmured. 

I  was  beside  myself  with  excitement.  Who 
are  these  merciful  saviors— Russians?  Brit- 
ish? American?  Salvation  seemed  so  near, 
and  yet  so  far  away. 

Just  as  the  hope  of  pulling  through  became 
more  real,  the  danger  increased.  We  were 
headed  back  to  Dachau,  which  meant  that  at 
the  last  moment  our  torturers  would  destroy 
us.  The  final  solution  must  be  completed,  the 
witnesses  of  the  crime  wiped  out. 

The  death  march,  through  winding  back 
roads,  continued  day  and  night,  halting  only 
for  meager  rations  of  bread  and  water.  At 
dawn,  on  the  third  day.  of  squardron  of  Al- 
lied fighter  planes,  mistaking  our  column  for 
Wehrmacht  troops,  swooped  down  low  to 
strafe  us. 

As  the  SS-men  hit  the  dirt,  their  machine 
gun  blazing  in  all  directions,  someone  near 
me  shouted  'run  for  it!"  A  group  of  us 
kicked  off  our  wooden  clogs  and  made  a 
clumsy,  uncoordinated  sprint  for  the  trees. 
The  fire  caught  most  of  us.  Only  I  and  five 
others  made  it  into  the  forest  alive. 

We  ran  and  ran.  gasping  for  breath,  until 
we  were  sure  there  was  no  pursuit.  After 
nightfall  we  began  to  move  toward  the  West- 
em  front.  When  we  came  close  we  decided  to 
lie  low,  until  the  German  retreat  had  passed 
us  by. 

One  bucolic  afternoon,  holed  up  in  the  hay- 
loft of  an  abandoned  Bavarian  barn,  I  became 
aware  of  a  hum.  like  a  swarm  of  bees,  only 
louder,  metallic,  unearthly.  I  peeped  through 
a  crack  in  the  wooded  slats.  Straight  ahead, 
across  the  field,  a  huge  tank  leading  a  long, 
armored  convoy  lumbered  my  way. 

From  somewhere  to  one  side  I  could  hear 
the  sound  of  exploding  mortars.  The  tank's 
long  cannon  lifted  its  round  head,  turned 
slowly  and  let  loose  a  deafening  blast.  The 
firing  stopped.  The  tank  resumed  its  cau- 
tious advance. 

Automatically.  I  looked  for  the  hateful 
swastika,  but  there  was  none.  Instead  I  saw 
an  unfamiliar  emblem — a  five-pointed  white 
star. 

In  an  instant  the  unimaginable  flooded  my 
mind  and  my  soul.  After  four  years  in  the  pit 
of  the  inferno.  I.  convict  No.  B-1713.  also 
known  as  Samuel  Pisar.  son  of  a  loving  fam- 
ily that  has  been  wiped  off  the  earth,  have 
actually  survived  to  behold  the  glorious  in- 
signia of  the  United  States  Army. 

My  skull  seemed  to  burst.  With  a  wild  roar 
I  stormed  outside  and  darted  toward  the 
wondrous  vision.  I  was  still  running,  waving 
my  arms,  when  suddenly  the  hatch  of  an  ar- 
mored vehicle  opened,  and  black  face,  shield- 
ed by  helmet  and  goggles,  emerged,  swearing 
at  me  unintelligibly. 

Having  dodged  death  daily  for  so  long,  at 
the  awesome  moment  I  felt  immortal, 
though  to  the  G  1  my  condition,  at  the  heart 
of  a  battlefield,  must  have  seemed  desperate 
Pistol  in  hand,  he  jumped  to  the  ground  to 


examine  me  more  closely,  as  if  to  make  sure 
the  kid  was  not  booby-trapped. 

To  signal  that  I  was  a  friend,  and  in  need 
of  help,  I  fell  at  his  feet,  summoned  the  few 
English  words  my  mother  used  to  sigh  while 
dreaming  of  our  deliverance,  and  yelled: 
"God  Bless  America!" 

With  an  unmistakable  gesture,  the  tall 
American  motioned  me  to  get  up.  and  lifted 
me  through  the  hatch— into  the  womb  of 
freedom. 

On  V-E  Day  1995,  my  gratitude  to  this 
blessed  land,  never  trampled  by  tyrants  or 
invaders,  is  a  intense  as  it  was  50  years  ago, 
on  that  German  battlefield.  So  is  my  convic- 
tion that  the  five-pointed  star,  which 
brought  me  life  and  freedom,  must  remain  a 
symbol  of  hope  to  all  victims  of  ethnic  ha- 
tred, religious  Intolerance  and  terrorist  vio- 
lence. 


V-E  DAY— A  VICTORY  FOR 
AMERICAN  VALUES 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  join  my  fellow  Americans  and 
millions  of  freedom-loving  people 
around  the  world  in  celebrating  the 
50th  anniversary  of  Victory  in  Europe 
Day. 

I  am  enormously  proud  of  the  South 
Dakotans  who  answered  their  Nation's 
call  to  free  Europe  from  Nazi  terror. 
The  34th  Infantry  Division— the  first 
American  division  to  serve  in  the  Euro- 
pean theater— included  three  South  Da- 
kota National  Guard  units:  the  109th 
Engineer  Battalion,  the  109th  Quarter- 
master Regiment,  and  the  132d  Engi- 
neer Regiment  South  Dakotans  were 
with  Eisenhower,  Patton,  and  Bradley 
when  they  invaded  North  Africa  in  1942 
and  Italy  in  1943. 

More  than  2.200  South  Dakota  Na- 
tional Guardsmen  served  on  active 
duty.  More  than  41,000  South  Dakotans 
between  the  ages  of  21  and  36  were 
called  into  military  service  through 
the  draft  and  2.T.192  .=%niit.h  Dakotans  en- 
liSbCu.  iI'unurG^aS  more  served  as  ota^e 
guardsmen  to  respond  to  civil  and  mili- 
tary emergencies  at  home. 

South  Dakota  was  a  temporary  home 
to  many  of  our  brave  soldiers  in  train- 
ing. The  Sioux  Falls  Training  Base  pro- 
vided technical  instruction  to  45,000 
servicemen.  Pierre  and  Rapid  City  were 
sites  for  airbases.  The  latter  would  ul- 
timately become  Ellsworth  Air  Force 
Base.  Watertown  and  Mitchell  served 
as  subbases  for  the  Army.  Provo  was 
the  site  of  the  Black  Hills  or  Igloo  Ord- 
nance Depot.  .A.nd  an  area  in  the  Bad- 
lands, known  as  the  Gunnery  Range, 
was  used  for  bombing  practice  by  the 
military. 

I  join  with  all  Americans  in  saluting 
the  enormous  contributions  of  our  na- 
tive Americans  from  South  Dakota  in 
the  war  effort.  Congressman  Ben 
Reifel— bom  on  the  Rosebud  Reserva- 
tion—was in  the  Army  Reserve  when 
called  to  active  duty  in  1942.  He  served 
in  Europe.  Reifel  reached  the  rank  of 
lieutenant  colonel  by  the  time  of  his 
discharge  after  the  war. 

The  Lakota  and  Dakota  code  talkers' 
contributions  deserve  special   recogni- 


tion. Their  service  back  then  was  In- 
valuable. Their  story  is  still  legendary 
and  a  source  of  pride  to  all  Americans. 

My  former  colleeigue  and  dear  friend 
Senator  George  McGovem  was  a  World 
War  II  veteran  and  hero.  As  an  Army 
Air  Corps  pilot.  Senator  McGovem  flew 
35  bombing  missions  over  Europe  in  a 
6-month  period.  He  also  received  the 
Distinguished  Flying  Cross  for  safely 
crash-landing  his  B-24  bomber— the  Da- 
kota Queen— on  an  island  in  the  Adri- 
atic Sea. 

South  Dakotans  know  well  the  hero- 
ism of  Msgr.  Francis  Sampson,  known 
as  the  Jumping  Padre.  Monsignor 
Sampson  was  a  paratrooper — one  of  the 
first  American  liberators  in  the  82d  and 
101st  Airbomes  to  set  foot  on  European 
soil  on  D-Day.  He  was  captured  by  the 
Nazi  Army,  escaped  and  was  captured 
again,  spending  the  rest  of  the  war  in  a 
German  prison  camp. 

Mr.  President,  the  greatest  share  of 
gratitude  and  tribute  we  owe  to  our 
American  and  Allied  veterans— living 
and  dead.  For  it  is  they  who  put  their 
lives  on  the  line  so  that  their  children 
and  grandchildren  could  live  in  a  world 
free  of  Nazi  terror.  From  the  shores  of 
Normandy  to  the  forests  of  the 
Ardennes.  American  veterans  pryed 
open  Hitler's  tyrannical  stranglehold 
over  Europe.  But  we  must  not  forget 
Americans  at  home.  It  was  just  as 
much  a  Victory  in  America  as  it  was  a 
Victory  in  Europe. 

South  Dakotans  will  never  forget  the 
tremendous  service  of  Governors  Har- 
lan J.  Bushfield  and  M.Q.  Sharpe.  who 
met  the  enormous  challenges  of  raising 
the  State's  National  Guard  and  orga- 
nizing civil  defense  drills  and  bond 
drives  throughout  the  war  years. 

South  Dakotans  volunteered  and 
raised  funds  for  eight  United  Service 
Organization  [USOl  clubs  in  South  Da- 
kota. These  USO  clubs  were  much 
needed  to  boost  morale  among  the 
troops  stationed  in  our  State. 

South  Dakotans  young  and  old  dug 
deep  into  their  pockets  and  piggy 
banks  to  keep  American  troops  armed, 
fed.  and  clothed.  During  eight  national 
fund-raising  campaigns.  South  Dakota 
exceeded  its  quotas.  South  Dakota  con- 
sistently ranked  first  or  second  in  the 
per  capita  sale  of  the  Series  "E"  war 
bonds,  known  as  people's  bonds.  In 
total.  South  Dakotans  raised  $111.5 
million  from  the  sale  of  people's 
bonds— that's  $173  for  every  South  Da- 
kotan  adult  and  child.  Some  South  Da- 
kotans even  sacrificed  their  homes  and 
property  for  the  war  effort. 

South  Dakotans  worked  overtime  in 
the  fields  and  factories  of  our  State 
growing  the  food  and  building  the  sup- 
plies for  our  troops.  Workers  in  the 
K.O.  Lee  Co.  of  Aberdeen  made  grinders 
and  keyless  drill  chucks.  The  Dakota 
Sash  and  Door  Company,  also  of  Aber- 
deen, constructed  wooden  shell  boxes. 
The  Nichols  Co.,  located  in  Spencer, 
manufactured  leather  carbine  scab- 
bards for  jeeps. 


11998 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  8,  1995 


Mr.  President.  I  could  go  on  and  on     ly  illusionary.  For  example,  there  has     trary  to  nearly  200  years  of  State  tort 
to    note    the    tremendous    accomplish-     been   a   hue   and   cry   that   everything     law.  this  bill  would  virtually  immunize 
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ments  of  my  State  to  the  war  effort.  It 
is  a  story  that  each  one  of  my  col- 
leagues could  echo.  Each  State,  each 
American  had  a  hand  in  the  victory. 
Our  hearts  and  minds  were  with  our 
courageous  American  forces  overseas. 
They  answered  the  call.  They  stood 
face  to  face  with  Hitler's  machine  of 


should  be  turned  back  to  the  States, 
that  the  States  should  make  the  deci- 
sions on  their  own  destiny.  All  we  hear 
is  that  we  should  leave  them  alone  and 
let  the  States  decide  what  is  best  for 
them. 

In  the  so-called  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica, that  is  what  they  talk  about — re- 


hate  and  oppression.  They  turned  the     turning  as  much  back  to  the  States  as 
tide  of  Nazi  aggression.  they  could.  But  here  we  are,  Mr.  Presi- 


people  who  sold  defective  products. 

Another  troubling  matter,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  that  this  bill  overreaches  in  its 
efforts  to  protect  small  businesses  by 
placing  a  restrictive  cap  on  punitive 
damages,  or  any  "entity  or  organiza- 
tion with  fewer  than  25  full-time  em- 
ployees." This  overlybroad  language 
extends  the  protections  of  this  bill  well 
beyond  the  so-called  small  businesses. 


But  we  could  not  have  won  on  the     dent,   now   talking   about   tort   reform     This    cap.    for    example,    would    com 


European  front  without  a  victory  on 
the  home  front.  Our  American  forces  in 
Europe  were  the  best  trained,  best  fed, 
and  best  supplied  liberating  force  ever 
constructed  on  the  planet.  They  were 
the  best  ever  abroad  because  we  were 
the  best  ever  at  home. 

Let  there  be  no  mistake.  The  twisted 
power  and  oppression  of  Nazi  terror, 
hatred,  and  Holocaust  were  no  match 
for  the  collective  powers  of  freedom,  of 
democracy,  of  individual  initiative — 
the  very  essence  of  America  Today,  we 
honor  the  50th  anniversary  of  that  vic- 
tory We  honor  that  victory  every  day 
so  long  as  we  continue  to  stand  for 
these  values  at  home  and  abroad 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OPFICER  (Mr. 
Gr.\m.s).  The  Senator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr  President,  what  is  the 
issue  now  before  the  body? 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 

BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  now  closed 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  H.R.  956,  which 
the  clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
.\  bill  (H  R.  956)  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
gation, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Gorton  .Amendment  No.  596.  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

CoverdellDole  amendment  No.  690  (to 
Amendment  No.  596).  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr  President,  in  the 
State  of  Nevada,  and  particularly  in 
Las  Vegas,  we  have  some  great  illu- 
sionists. The  most  famous  are  two  men 
by    the    name    of   Siegfried    and    Roy 


and  standing  that  issue  on  its  head.  In- 
stead of  returning  everything  back  to 
the  States,  we  are  saying  in  this  area 
that  we  do  not  want  the  States  to  pre- 
vail, we  want  to  have  a  national  stand- 
ard, which  is  really  unusual  to  me  to 
find  out  how  people  could  reason  that 
way. 

For  example.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  of  Washington  does  not  allow  pu- 
nitive damages.  I  think  the  State  of 
Washington  is  wrong.  But  that  is  a  de- 
cision they  made  with  their  State  leg- 
islature and  the  Governor. 

Would  it  not  be  wrong,  Mr.  President, 
if  all  States  had  to  follow  the  same  law 
as  it  relates  to  innkeepers,  that  we 
have  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  In  the 
State  of  Nevada  we  have  over — in  Las 
Vegas  alone— over  100. OOO  rooms,  more 
rooms  in  Las  Vegas  than  any  other  city 
in  the  world. 

The  State  of  Nevada  basically  is  a  re- 
sort State.  Would  it  not  be  wrong  for 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Alabama  as  it 
relates  to  innkeepers  to  be  the  same  as 
the  State  of  Nevada?  Of  course,  it 
would.  We  have  special  problems  with 
tort  law  as  it  relates  to  innkeepers. 
Therefore,  the  State  of  Nevada  should 
be  left  alone.  We  should  be  able  to  de- 
cide on  our  own  what  the  law.  as  it  re- 
lates to  innkeepers,  should  be  for  the 
residents  of  the  State  of  Nevada 

The  legislation  that  i.s  before  this 
body  is  a  bill  that  usurps  and  desta- 
bilizes well-established  State  law  and 
principles  as  it  relates  to  seller  liabil- 
ity- 

The  legislature  of  the  State  of  Ne- 
vada is  meeting  as  we  speak.  They  are 
talking  about  tort  reform  in  Nevada  as 
this  debate  is  taking  place. 


pletely  take  away  the  right  that  we 
have  in  most  States  to  allow  punitive 
damages  against  drunk  drivers,  against 
child  molesters,  perpetrators  of  hate 
crimes,  and  even  by  those  who  sell 
drugs  to  children. 

I  have,  for  more  than  a  week,  lis- 
tened to  this  debate.  Prior  to  coming 
here.  I  was  a  trial  lawyer.  I  have  tried 
scores  of  cases  before  juries — almost 
100  jury  trials.  I  believe  that  the  jury 
system,  Mr.  President,  is  one  of  the 
things  that  we  should  be  very  proud  of 
as  a  country. 

We  ought  to  reflect  on  the  value  of 
the  Magna  Carta.  It  was  signed  in  a 
meadow  of  England,  in  a  place  called 
Runnymede.  King  John  could  not  write 
his  name.  He  had  to  put  a  mark  for  his 
name.  The  Magna  Carta  was  the  begin- 
ning of  the  English  common  law  that 
we  adopted  when  we  became  a  country. 
One  of  the  things  that  we  brought  over 
the  water  and  now  have  and  have  had 
for  over  200  years  is  a  jury  system, 
where  wrongs  that  are  perpetrated  can 
be  brought  before  a  group  of  people  and 
they  can  adjudge  the  wrong,  if  in  fact, 
there  were  any. 

My  experience  in  the  jury  system, 
Mr.  President,  is  that  most  of  the  time 
the  juries  arrive  at  the  right  decision. 
I  would  say  that  about  90  percent  of  the 
time,  they  arrive  at  the  right  decision. 
Not  always  for  the  right  reason,  but 
the  right  decision.  I  think  it  is  some- 
thing that  other  countries  have  looked 
on  with  awe  and  respect — our  jury  sys- 
tem. 

Again,  this  bill  would  take  away  and 
undermine  the  jury  system  and  places 
arbitrary  caps  on   damages.   The  sub- 


I  would  much  rather  rely  on  what  the     stitute  arbitrarily  caps  punitive  dam- 
State   legislature   does   regarding   tort     ages  at  two  times  other  damages  for  all 


reform  for  Nevada  than  what  we  decide 
back  here  should  be  the  standard  in  Ne- 
vada. 

The  State  of  Nevada  has  carefully  es- 
tablished rules  as  it  relates  to  product 
liability.  We  have  a  strict  liability 
standard  for  most  products  that  are 
sold  defectively.  We  are  not  unusual  in 


punitive  damages  cases.  In  order  to 
have  any  deterrent  impact,  punitive 
damages  should  be  based  on  conduct 
that  is  willful  and  wanton. 

We  have  heard  so  much  about  the 
McDonald's  case.  But  what  was  the 
McDonald's  case?  Let  me  explain,  Mr. 
President,  what  the  McDonald's  case 
was.   A  grandmother  took  her  grand- 


that  regard.  There  are  45  other  States 

tvery  night,   twice  a  night,   they  are     that  have,  through  their  courts  or  leg-  child  to  baseball  practice.  She  wanted 

sold  out.  Presently,  they  are  at  the  Mi-     islatures.  adopted  some  form  of  strict  a  cup  of  coffee.  She  drove  to  McDon- 

rage  Hotel  and  have  been  there  for  the     liability  as  it  relates  to  products.  aid's.  She  got  a  cup  of  coffee.  She  put 

Only  a  handful  of  States  have  chosen  the  cup  of  coffee  between  her  legs,  and 

to  remove  product  liability  from  this  as  she  removed  the  lid  from  the  cup  of 

general  rule.  Should  not  that  handful  coffee,  it  spilled.  She  had  third-degree 

of  States  be  left  alone?  burns  over  her  body.  Her  genitals  were 

This  bill  would  undo  the  law  in  at  burned.  She  had  to  undergo  numerous 

least    two-thirds    of   the    States.    Con-  painful  skin  grafts. 


last  4  or  5  years 

These  illusionists,  as  great  as  they 
are.  should  be  taking  lessons  from 
what  is  going  on  in  the  Congress  today 
and  during  the  past  several  weeks.  We 
are  talking  about  things  that  are  real- 


A  person  might  say,  why  should  she 
be  awarded  for  putting  a  cup  of  coffee 
between  her  legs?  The  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  the  reason  the  jury  reacted  in  the 
way  they  did  in  this  case  is  the  fact 
that  McDonald's  had  had  700  other  burn 
cases   where   people   had    been    burned 


eliminated.  This  would  take  any 
thought  about  having  punitive  dam- 
ages completely  out  of  the  law.  Nation- 
ally, there  would  be  no  punitive  dam- 
ages. 

Take  companies  like  McDonald's  or 
General  Motors,  and  let  us  say  we  have 


party  manufacturer  of  the  product  is 
limited.  But  the  owner  of  the  factory 
can  sue  to  his  heart's  content,  for  as 
much  lost  profits  as  he  deems  appro- 
priate; or  if  he  had  some  property  that 
was  damaged  there  as  a  result  of  the 
explosion  he  can  sue  all  he  wants.  So  as 


with  coffee.  They  had  been  warned  and     a  $250,000  punitive  damage  limit.  Does    a  result  of  an  injury  to  a  human  being 


warned  and  warned  that  they  served 
their  coffee  too  hot  —190  degrees  is  the 
temperature  they  served  their  coffee. 

Mr.  President,  if  a  person  buys  a 
coffeemaker  and  plugs  it  in  at  home, 
and  makes  his  or  her  own  coffee,  it 
comes  out  at  about  135  degrees— some- 
thing like  that.  McDonald's  served 
their  coffee  at  180  to  190  degrees  that  if 
accidentally  spilled  could  result  in 
third-degree  bums  in  a  matter  of  2  or  3 
seconds. 

The  jury  felt  that  McDonald's  had 
been  warned  enough  that  they  should 
not  serve  their  coffee  as  hot  as  they 
did.  Why  did  they  serve  it  so  hot? 
There  were  a  lot  of  reasons,  perhaps, 
but  one  reason  they  served  coffee  so 
hot  is  McDonald's  felt  they  got  more 
product  by  serving  their  coffee  hot. 
That  is,  they  got  more  juice  of  the 
beans,  so  to  speak. 

The  jury  award,  the  punitive  dam- 
ages award  in  this  case.  Mr.  President, 
was  the  amount  of  coffee  sold  by 
McDonald's  for  two  days.  That  is  why 
they  came  up  with  the  $2.3  million  ver- 
dict. The  jury  felt  that  McDonald's 
should  get  the  message  that  700  burn- 
ings or  warnings  were  enough 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
court  reduced  this  amount  to  $480,000 
and  the  parties  reached  an  out-of-court 
settlement  for  probably  even  less. 

She  had  skin  grafts,  and  as  I  indi- 
cated, the  jury  came  to  realize  this  was 
not  an  isolated  incident.  This  was  a 
wrong  that  had  to  he  correcteri,  a  will- 
ful wrong  in  the  mind  of  the  jury. 

If  a  State,  however,  feels  the  McDon- 
ald's case  sets  such  a  bad  precedent 
that  they  do  not  want  to  allow  punitive 
damages.  States  have  that  right  today. 
The  State  of  Nevada,  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota, the  State  of  Mississippi,  the 
State  of  Arizona— they  can  eliminate 
punitive  damages  if  they  want.  But 
why  should  it  not  be  done  by  the 
States?  Why  do  we  have  to  go  and  set 
a  standard  nationwide  for  how  they 
handle  their  punitive  damages? 

The  substitute  amendment  does  not 
allow  punitive  damages,  even  if  a  de- 
fendant's conduct  was  reckless  or  wan- 
ton. Punitive  damages  can  be  assessed 
only  if  an  injured  citizen  can  prove  the 
super-heightened  standard  of.  "con- 
scious, flagrant  indifference  to  safety." 
a  standard  I  never  came  across  in  all 
the  time  I  practiced  law.  I  never  heard 
of  that.  That  is  a  new  standard.  It  is 
one  that  is  set  up  to  eliminate  punitive 
damages.  Even  though  punitive  dam- 
ages is  the  amount  that  could  be 
awarded,  even  if  you  could  prove  con- 
scious, flagrant  indifference  to  safety, 
it    is   cut    down    significantly;    almost 


that  bother  General  Motors?  Of  course 
it  does  not. 

What  about  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil 
spill?  Keep  in  mind  the  facts  of  that 
case.  A  man  who  had  previously  been 
told  not  to  drink  on  the  job  is  drunk, 
controlling  the  ship  and  causes  all  this 
damage  to  the  environment.  Should 
Exxon  Valde2  not  be  required  to  respond 
in  punitive  damages?  I  think  it  should. 

Over  the  past  few  years  we  have  seen 
an  unfortunate  entrance  into  the  mar- 
ket of  too   many   dangerous  products 


no  recovery;  but  injury  to  property, 
you  can  sue  just  as  you  always  did.  So 
big  business  is  protected. 

There  is  a  lack  of  uniformity.  Pro- 
ponents of  this  measure  claim  it  will 
establish  uniformity  in  product  liabil- 
ity law.  In  reality,  it  creates 
prodefendant  disuniformity.  It  is  a  one- 
way preemption  at  its  worst.  The 
amendment  only  preempts  those  State 
laws  which  favor  consumers.  How?  It 
imposes  an  arbitrary  cap  on  punitive 
damages  in  those  States  which  allow  it 


that  are  marketed  toward  women:  The     ^"^  ^^  '^o^s  not  create  punitive  damages 


Dalkon  shield,  the  Copper-7  lUD,  DES, 
silicon  breast  implants,  are  just  a  few 
of  the  alarming  examples  of  dangerous 
products  placed  into  the  market  that 
affect  women.  Why  should  there  be 
some  arbitrary  standard  now  estab- 
lished that  affects  those  cases?  There 
should  not  be.  It  is  wrong.  To  come  up 
with  a  standard  called  "conscious,  fla- 
grant indifference  to  safety"  is  almost 
unconscionable.  So  a  vote  for  the  sub- 
stitute is  to  vote  to  eliminate  the  ex- 
isting legal  incentives  for  companies  to 
produce  the  safest  possible  products. 

The  substitute  eliminates  joint  and 
several  liability  for  the  people  who 
truly  rely  on  noneconomic  damages  the 
most:  women,  children  and  the  elderly. 
These  victims  will  now  be  required  to 
bear  the  risk  caused  by  potentially 
bankrupt  defendants.  The  joint  and 
several  liability  standard  came  about 
as  a  result  of  there  being  a  number  of 
defendants,  some  of  whom  who  could 
not  respond.  I  ask  the  question  rhetori- 
cally, is  it  fair  to  limit  companies'  li- 
ability to  the  most  vulnerable  when 
only  joint  and  several  liability  will  en- 
sure full  compensation? 

This  legislation  creates  a  huge  ex- 
emption for  big  business.  The  sub- 
stitute excludes  commercial  loss  from 
its  scope.  Is  that  not  interesting?  One 
of  the  reasons  the  products  liability 
legislation  was  defeated  last  year  is  be- 
cause it  directed  its  attention  to  indi- 
viduals suing  each  other,  it  directed  its 
attention  to  the  individual  suing  a 
company,  but  it  did  not  focus  on  com- 
panies suing  each  other,  and  that  is 
where  most  of  the  litigation  takes 
place  in  products  liability  litigation. 
Again,  this  year  the  same  problem  ex- 
ists because  this  provision,  the  com- 
mercial loss  exclusion,  essentially  ex- 
empts big  businesses  from  the  restric- 
tions in  the  bill  that  those  same  busi- 
nesses seek  to  impose  on  consumers 
and  workers  injured  by  the  products. 

Take  an  example.  If  a  product  used 
on  the  factory  floor  blows  up  because 
of  a  defect,  the  injured  worker's  right 
to  seek  compensation  from  the  third- 


in  those  States  which  do  not  allow  it. 
So  in  my  earlier  statement  when  I 
talked  about  the  State  of  Washington 
having  to  now  have  an  award  given  for 
punitive  damages,  some  of  those  who 
are  looking  at  this  legislation  say, 
"That  is  absolutely  wrong.  In  fact,  if 
your  standards  are  less  than  what  is  in 
the  bill  you  can  keep  those  "  How  un- 
fair. It  also  establishes  an  arbitrary 
statute  of  repose  for  20  years  but  al- 
lows States  to  impose  shorter  limita- 
tions if  they  so  desire. 

So  we  are  rushing  hastily  to  pass  a 
piece  of  legislation  that  dramatically 
favors  big  business.  It  dramatically 
will  change  centuries  of  State-devel- 
oped law.  It  is  ironic  that  those  who 
argue  most  vigorously  for  a  stronger 
10th  amendment  are  the  proponents  of 
this  amendment.  This  is  the  Siegfried 
and  Roy  illusion  I  talked  about  in  the 
beginning  of  my  statement.  The  State 
of  Nevada  knows  best  as  to  how  their 
litigation  should  be  handled.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  proponents  of  this  legisla- 
tion think  they  know  what  is  best  for 
Nevada. 

We  are  saying  to  the  American  peo- 
ple that  we  no  longer  trust  the  judg- 
ments of  State  legislatures.  We  are 
saying  we  no  longer  trust  people  sit- 
ting as  juries.  And  as  I  said  earlier,  the 
American  system  of  justice  and  the 
jury  system— while  there  are  some  de- 
cisions that  I  disagree  with  and  we  can 
all  point  to  some  of  the  criminal  ver- 
dicts that  have  come  about — the  jury 
system  is  a  uniquely  American  concept 
with  its  roots  in  the  Magna  Carta, 
grounded  in  democracy,  and  rooted  in 
the  ideal  that  ordinary  Americans  ap- 
plying their  inherent  common  sense 
can  often  best  fashion  a  judgment  or  a 
decision  that  results  in  justice  to  the 
injured  party. 

Who  knows  the  number  of  lives  saved 
and  the  catastrophes  prevented  because 
of  our  laws  relating  to  punitive  dam- 
ages? In  the  area  of  products  liability. 
I  pause  to  think  what  would  happen  if 
manufacturers,  especially  big  business, 
did  not  have  to  worry  about  their  prod- 
ucts being  safe. 
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So.  let  us  not  throw  this  standard  out 
of  the  window  and  invite  corporate 
wrongdoers  to  engage  in  a  cost-benefit 
analysis  of  whether  it  makes  sense  to 
place  defective  products  into  the  mar- 
ket. I  think  we  would  not  be  well 
served  bv  adopting  this  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr  President,  let  me  first 
inquire  if  we  are  in  a  period  of  general 
debate  on  the  product  liability  legisla- 
tion? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  extend  my  congratulations  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington. Senator  Gorton,  for  his  out- 
standing leadership  both  in  the  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation 
Committee  and  here  on  the  floor,  in  an 
effort  to  get  a  very  responsible  piece  of 
legislation  through,  the  Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act.  He  has  worked 
very  closely  with  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  Senator  ROCKEFELLER, 
and  they  really  have  done  yeomen's 
work  in  producing  this  legislation. 

The  bill  that  was  reported  from  the 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation Committee  has  been  expanded. 
A  number  of  amendments  have  been 
adopted.  And  in  my  opinion,  all  of 
those  amendments  are  improving 
amendments.  We  are  talking  about 
legal  reform,  not  just  product  liability 
reform. 

Having  said  that,  it  is  obvious  from 
votes  late  last  week  we  are  not  going 
to  be  able  to  get  through  the  broader 
bill,  as  much  as  I  would  like  for  that  to 
happen.  So  there  will  be  votes  shortly, 
either  later  on  this  afternoon  or,  I  as- 
sume, tomorrow  morning— maybe  this 
afternoon  and  tomorrow  morning — on 
exactly  what  will  be  the  final  bill.  I 
presume  we  will  have  a  narrower  bill 
than  now  exists  before  the  Senate,  one 
that  is  directed  primarily  at  product  li- 
ability but  with  some  additional  provi- 
sions, but  not  many,  that  have  been  ap- 
proved overwhelmingly  by  the  Senate. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to 
vote  to  invoke  cloture  to  stop  the  fili- 
buster and  allow  the  Senate  to  vote  on 
this  very,  very  important  issue.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  this  would  be  a 
rush  to  judgment.  Rush  to  judgment? 
We  have  been  debating  this  issue — 
product  liability— for  10  years  in  the 
Senate.  This  will  be  the  third  time  we 
have  voted  to  try  to  end  the  filibuster 
so  we  can  even  get  to  a  vote  since  I 
have  been  in  the  Senate.  This  is  my 
seventh  year.  We  know  the  issue.  We 
know  the  details.  This  is  not  a  rush  to 
judgment. 

Plus,  let  it  be  noted  once  again  that 
the  Senate  talks  and  the  Senate  stalls. 
The  Senate  is  now  in  its  third  week  on 
product  liability  and  the  effort  to  try 
to  broaden  it  to  have  genuine  legal  re- 
form. There  have  been  legitimate  nego- 
tiations going  on  led  by  Senator  Gor- 


ton and  Senator  ROCKEFELLER  to  bring 
this  to  a  conclusion.  We  should  be 
ready  to  do  that.  The  leaders  have  lis- 
tened to  the  Senate.  We  have  looked  at 
the  amendments  and  how  close  they 
were.  What  can  we  do  to  get  an  end  to 
the  filibuster  so  we  can  get  to  a  vote? 

This  legislation  will  be  narrow.  It 
will  be  targeted  primarily  at  product 
liability.  It  will  not  include  medical 
malpractice  reform  even  though  we 
clearly  need  that  and  the  Senate  voted 
for  it.  But,  if  it  is  included,  we  prob- 
ably cannot  get  the  60  votes  that  are 
necessary,  once  again,  to  end  the  fili- 
buster. 

This  bill  does  not  include  criminal 
matters.  The  President  suggested  that 
it  does.  I  have  heard  suggestions  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  it  does. 
It  does  not  apply  to  criminal  matters 
like  hate  crimes.  It  is  just  not  applica- 
ble here.  That  is  a  scare  tactic. 

Let  me  clarify  this  joint  and  several 
issues.  It  is  amazing  how  things  can  be 
turned  around  in  the  debate  here  in  the 
Senate.  Joint  and  several— what  does 
that  mean?  That  means  when  you  file  a 
lawsuit,  you  file  a  lawsuit  against  ev- 
erybody remotely  connected  or  even  in 
the  area  when  you  are  wanting  to  sue 
and  recover  damages.  But  even  though 
you  were  only  remotely  involved,  like 
say  maybe  5  or  10  percent  of  the  dam- 
ages attributable  to  you,  if  the  other 
defendants  are  broke,  you  can  be  forced 
to  pay  the  entire  judgment.  It  is  called 
deep  jxjckets.  If  you  happen  to  be  in 
the  area  and  you  happen  to  be  a  suc- 
cessful company  or  an  individual,  you 
are  the  one  who  will  get  hit  even 
though  you  were  just  involved  to  a 
very  small  degree.  We  are  saying  there 
ought  to  be  some  sensible  limit  there. 
You  ought  to  pay  for  the  damage  you 
caused  hut.  not  pay  for  everybody.  It 
makes  such  good  common  sense. 

Let  me  remind  my  colleagues  here 
today  that  the  American  people  over- 
whelmingly support  the  idea  of  legal 
reform — overwhelmingly.  We  have  a 
few  interest  groups  that  do  not  want 
that  to  happen.  But  the  people  under- 
stand who  pays.  I  mean  it  is  easy  to 
stand  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  say  let  us  make  you,  Exxon,  pay. 
Let  us  make  General  Motors  pay.  You 
know  who  pays?  The  consumer  pays.  It 
does  not  just  come  out  of  the  sky. 
Somebody  pays  the  bill. 

When  you  have  frivolous  lawsuits 
against  people  acting  in  good  faith. 
when  you  have  doctors,  ob-gyn's  that 
are  afraid  to  stay  in  their  profession 
because  they  are  liable  to  be  sued  pay- 
ing thousands  upon  thousands  of  dol- 
lars for  medical  malpractice  insurance. 
who  loses?  The  patients  lose.  They  pay 
more.  Or  you  have  doctors  getting  out 
of  the  business  because  they  cannot  af- 
ford to  stay  in  it  anymore. 

However,  we  will  have  to  reserve 
most  of  this  legal  reform  for  another 
day.  Here  we  are  only  talking  about 
product  liability.  We  are  trying  to  get 


some  uniformity  in  an  area  that  clear- 
ly involves  interstate  commerce.  We 
are  trying  to  get  some  commonsense 
answer  in  this  area  to  stop  forum  shop- 
ping where  a  small  company  in  my 
State  that  produces  heavy  equipment 
can  be  sued  in  all  kinds  of  forums  all 
over  the  country,  and  you  shop  around 
until  you  find  the  best  forum.  Then 
you  sue  them  there.  Some  uniformity 
is  all  we  are  seeking  here. 

When  scholars  write  the  legislative 
history  of  Congress  in  the  last  quarter 
of  the  century.  I  think  they  will  be 
puzzled  by  the  debate  the  Senate  has 
been  engaged  in  now  for  2  whole  weeks 
and  entering  the  third  week.  They  will 
wonder  why  so  much  time,  so  much 
passion,  so  much  pressure  was  ex- 
pended on  a  bill  that  should  have 
brought  us  together  in  unanimous 
agreement.  It  passed  overwhelmingly 
out  of  the  Commerce  Committee.  Yet 
when  it  gets  to  the  floor  the  talk  be- 
gins. 

The  scholars  will  note  that  the  sub- 
stance of  this  legislation  enjoyed  over- 
whelming approval  of  the  public,  that 
it  was  a  moderate  proposal  with  bipar- 
tisan sponsorship,  and  that  a  much 
more  expansive  measure  had  already 
passed  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
a  whopping  margin  of  265  to  161. 

Why  could  the  House  get  such  a 
broad  bill  providing  for  legal  reform 
passed  by  an  overwhelming  margin  but 
the  Senate  cannot  do  it?  Answer:  Be- 
cause it  takes  60  votes  to  stop  the  de- 
bate in  the  Senate.  Just  keep  talking. 
keep  talking,  keep  talking  and  never 
take  action.  This  time  we  should  take 
action.  I  believe  we  will. 

People  will  wonder  in  the  future 
what  could  have  been  so  controversial 
about  the  provisions  in  this  bill.  Na- 
tional uniformity  in  product  liability 
law  and  putting  American  m.anufactur- 
ers  on  equal  footing  with  foreign  com- 
petitors should  not  be  controversial. 
Encouraging  alternative  dispute  reso- 
lution in  place  of  lengthy  and  expen- 
sive court  proceedings  should  not  be 
controversial.  That  just  simply  says 
use  a  process  to  try  to  resolve  a  dispute 
instead  of  going  through  lengthy  trials. 
It  makes  good  common  sense  to  me. 

It  should  not  be  controversial  to  re- 
quire that  the  person  who  creates  harm 
must  take  responsibility  for  it.  If 
someone  who  is  drunk  or  under  the  in- 
fluence of  illegal  drugs  is  more  than  50 
percent  responsible  for  his  own  injury, 
he  should  not  be  able  to  extort  money 
from  others  by  blaming  them  for  what 
happened.  People  who  rent  or  lease 
cars  and  equipment  should  not  be  le- 
gally liable  for  the  acts  of  those  who 
rent  those  items  from  them.  If  you  rent 
a  car  and  go  out  and  get  drunk,  cause 
an  accident,  injure  people,  why  should 
the  rental  company  be  responsible  for 
your  misconduct? 

It  should  not  be  controversial  to  stop 
the  practice  of  holding  defendants 
jointly  liable  for  noneconomic  damages 
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usually  referred  to  as  "pain  and  suffer- 
ing." That  has  become  a  way  for  plain- 
tiffs to  get  into  the  deep  pockets  of  one 
defendant  that  I  talked  about  earlier, 
even  though  some  other  defendant, 
with  less  resources,  was  at  fault. 

Jury  awards  of  punitive  damages  in 
the  millions  of  dollars  have  become 
commonplace.  One  example  just  cited 
was  the  McDonald's  case.  That  is  just 
one  example  I  would  recommend  to 
people  that  when  they  buy  a  hot  cup  of 
coffee,  they  not  set  it  between  their 
legs  and  try  to  drive  an  automobile.  It 
seems  to  me  that  is  contributory  neg- 
ligence. 

It  certainly  should  not  be  controver- 
sialto  set  a  20-year  limit — a  statute  of 
repose — for  a  manufacturer's  liability 
for  a  product  used  in  the  workplace.  If 
a  product  is  more  than  two  decades  old 
it  should  not  be  subject  to  a  product  li- 
ability suit  unless  it  came  with  the 
written  safety  warranty  longer  than  20 
years. 

None  of  these  provisions  should  be 
terribly  divisive.  Indeed  to  most  of  us 
here,  as  to  most  of  the  public,  they  are 
just  common  sense.  I  have  referred  to 
that  several  times.  We  are  trying  to 
curb  excesses  in  the  civil — civil— jus- 
tice system,  not  the  criminal  justice 
system,  although  clearly  after  watch- 
ing television  the  last  few  weeks  we 
have  a  little  work  we  need  to  do  in  the 
criminal  justice  area,  too. 

Yet  somehow,  H.R.  956,  the  vehicle 
for  product  liability  reform,  has  be- 
come a  battleground.  We  have  allowed 
ourselves  to  get  into  heated  debate.  I 
have  been  guilty  of  that.  I  have  said 
some  things  about  the  Trial  Lawyers 
Association,  the  plaintiffs  bar,  that  I 
should  not  have.  I  have  had  things  at- 
tributed to  me  that  I  do  not  recall  say- 
ing. It  has  been  quoted  that  I  said 
"they  cheat  people  all  over  America." 
That  would  be  inappropriate.  I  reject 
that  kind  of  language.  Even  having  it 
attributed  to  me,  I  apologize  for  that. 
We  do  not  need  that  kind  of  rhetoric.  I 
should  not  contribute  to  it.  None  of  us 
should  contribute  to  it.  What  we 
should  do  instead  is  reason  together. 
That  is  what  is  happening  now.  We  are 
trying  to  find  a  solution  so  we  can  stop 
the  debate,  pass  the  legislation,  get 
into  conference  with  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  do  what  is  the  right 
thing. 

In  some  measures,  you  understand, 
with  the  intensity  of  the  debate,  that 
ideologically  divisive — left,  right — divi- 
sions come  into  play.  If  something  is 
good  in  the  South  but  not  good  in 
North,  we  get  pretty  hot  about  it  be- 
cause you  are  talking  about  our  con- 
stituency and  our  regions  of  the  coun- 
try. But  that  is  not  what  is  happening 
here.  This  is  something  that  involves 
economic  interests  of  all  the  people.  It 
involves  trying  to  get  some  legitimate 
litigation  reform.  I  think  we  will  be 
able  to  do  that  today. 


But  what  we  have  now  has  eroded — 
the  public's  respect  for,  and  confidence 
in.  the  administration  of  civil  justice. 

The  worst  of  it — and  the  most  impor- 
tant reason  why  this  bill  be  so  needed— 
is  that  litigation  involving  product  li- 
ability is  harming  consumers,  tax- 
payers, businesses,  and  investors.  It 
limits  job  creation,  stifles  creativity, 
thwarts  medical  and  scientific  ad- 
vances, and  lessens  our  country's  inter- 
national competitiveness. 

And  it  benefits  almost  no  one.  Cer- 
tainly not  the  hapless  defendants,  who 
often  spend  enormous  amounts  of 
money  either  defending  themselves 
against  frivolous  lawsuits  or  settling 
out  of  court  just  to  cut  their  losses. 
Nor  does  it  help  the  plaintiffs  all  that 
much  when  a  large  share  of  their  court 
winnings  goes  for  attorney's  fees,  pay- 
ments for  expert  witnesses,  and  court 
costs.  One  recent  settlement  against 
the  Nation's  major  airlines  gave  con- 
sumers coupons  for  future  flights, 
which  they  could  redeem  only  a  few 
dollars  at  a  time.  But  the  plaintifrs 
lawyers  walked  off  with  516,012,500  in 
cold  cash. 

I  do  not  mean  to  suggest  that  anyone 
who  finds  fault  with  some  provision  of 
H.R.  956  does  so  from  an  unworthy  mo- 
tive. Reform  of  product  liability  laws  is 
a  complicated  matter,  and  there  are  le- 
gitimate questions  as  to  how  far  one  or 
another  reform  should  be  taken.  I  will 
candidly  admit  that  this  bill  does  not 
go  as  far  as  I  would  like  it  to.  But  I  un- 
derstand that  some  of  its  supporters  do 
not  wish  to  broaden  its  provisions.  De- 
spite our  disagreement  in  that  regard, 
we  agree  on  the  need  for  reform  and  are 
forthrightly  working  together  toward 
common  ground. 

I  am.  disappointed,  however,  that 
more  Members  of  the  Senate  have  not 
endorsed  at  least  the  principle  of  prod- 
uct liability  reform,  even  if  they  might 
disagree  with  some  provisions  of  H.R. 
956.  I  wish  they  were  trying  to  modify 
the  bill  to  meet  their  objections,  much 
as  I  might  oppose  their  modifications, 
rather  than  trying  to  kill  it.  As  it  is, 
they  have  allowed  themselves  to  be- 
come champions  of  the  status  quo,  and 
that,  I  submit,  is  not  an  enviable  posi- 
tion in  the  eyes  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

And  that  is  why  the  Senate  has  been 
spending  all  this  time  on  what  should 
have  been  a  rather  brief  and  unifying 
exercise  in  legal  reform.  It  is  why  we 
still  have  the  threat  of  filibuster  hang- 
ing over  our  heads.  It  is  why  we  spent 
so  many  hours  over  the  last  2  weeks  on 
amendments — one  that  was  later  tabled 
by  a  vote  of  94  to  3. 

We  have  dealt  with  several  critical 
amendments,  which  have  been  accept- 
ed. One  dealing  with  punitive  damage 
awards  against  small  businesses  and 
charitable  and  volunteer  organizations, 
many  of  which  are  being  crippled  by  a 
justified  fear  of  liability  suits.  Another 
would  limit  the  use  of  joint  and  sever- 


able damage  awards.  A  third  will  offer 
badly  needed  reforms  in  medical  mal- 
practice law.  But  what  we  have  before 
us  is  a  good  start.  It  will  bring  about 
significant  improvements  in  the  way 
our  courts  operate,  in  the  way  our 
economy  operates.  It  will  make  our 
civil  justice  system  fairer,  less  costly, 
and  more  efficient.  So  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues here  this  afternoon  to  vote  clo- 
ture. We  still  have  some  more  amend- 
ments that  can  be  offered.  We  could 
still  discuss  the  final  result.  But  it  is 
time  we  vote  and  get  this  legislation 
moving  forward. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  at 
this  time  and,  observing  no  other  Sen- 
ator who  wishes  to  speak.  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  a  sub- 
stitute has  been  offered  and  I  want  to 
go  into  some  of  the  aspects  of  the  sub- 
stitute, and  I  will  later. 

First,  I  think  I  stated  in  the  begin- 
ning of  the  debate  that  I  considered 
this  to  be  an  extremely  unfair  bill. 
While  it  was  titled  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  "  bill,  there  were  nu- 
merous provisions  that  were  one-sided 
and  which  attempted  to  take  away 
rather  basic  rights  of  a  claimant  in  a 
lawsuit,  and  I  thought  it  was  ex- 
tremely unfair.  Also  this  bill  was  un- 
fair because  of  tne  fact  that  it  exempt- 
ed all  commercial  loss  and  made  com- 
mercial loss  come  under  the  category 
of  commercial  or  contract  law,  pri- 
marily the  Uniform  Commercial  Code. 

Commercial  loss  is  a  business  loss, 
not  a  personal  injury  loss.  Some  of  the 
most  egregious  punitive  damage  suits — 
practically  all  of  the  large  ones — have 
been  against  business.  Penzoil  versus 
Texaco.  $11  billion,  is  the  one  that 
stands  out  primarily  in  the  minds  of 
most  people.  But  commercial  loss 
would  be  in  most  all  instances  re- 
stricted to  corporate  America  suing 
corporate  America. 

Manufacturers  do  not  want  to  come 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  be- 
cause they  do  not  want  to  be  put  under 
the  same  laws  as  the  people  who  re- 
ceive personal  injuries. 

For  example,  under  the  statute  of 
limitations  on  implied  warranties  in 
contract  law,  it  is  substantially  longer. 
My  State  of  Alabama  has  a  contract 
statute  of  limitations  of  6  years.  Under 
the  Uniform  Commercial  Code,  under 
warranties,  it  is  4  years.  Yet,  under 
this  bill,  it  would  come  to  apply  to  per- 
sonal injury  which  is  2  years. 
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There  are  several  types  of  implied 
warranties  under  the  Uniform  Commer- 
cial Code.  For  example,  there  is  an  im- 
plied warranty  that  the  product  is  suit- 
ed for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  sold. 
However,  under  this  bill  implied  war- 
ranties are  not  recognized. 


and  companionship,  loss  of  consortium, 
injury  to  reputation,  and  humiliation- 
all  of  this  is  in  the  definition  of  non- 
economic  loss  that  is  in  the  substitute 
that  we  have  now  before  the  Senate. 

Now.  on  that  scenario  where  a  person 
died  as  a  result  of  injury,  what  would 
Therefore,  if  a  person  remains  silent,  be  the  situation?  That  same  55-year-old  come  victim  will  be  limited  to  a  very 
there  is  no  implied  warranty.  The  rules  CEO  who  was  making  $5  million  a  year,  low  punitive  damage  award  in  regards 
with  respect  to  implied  warranties  his  economic  loss  would  be  $50  million  to  these  instances.  Punitive  damages 
have  been  developed  over  the  years  and  on  a  work  expectancy  of  10  years  times  are  designed  to  punish  and  deter  egre- 
have  been  recognized  as  being  an  essen-     two  under  the  Snowe  amendment— or    gious    conduct.     They     are     not    nec- 


housewife.  and  elderly  person,  or  a 
child  or  student,  who  has  yet  to  begin 
making  a  living  for  herself. 

Under  the  Snowe  amendment,  a  high- 
income  victim  will  continue  to  be  able 
to  receive  a  high  punitive  award, 
whereas  a  homemaker,  retiree,  low-in- 


tial  element  in  sales  that  a  product 
ought  to  be  fit  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  is  sold. 

There  are  other  aspects  of  this  that 
have  emerged  relating  to  its  unfair  pro- 
visions, and  I  will  touch  on  some  of 
these  provisions  at  this  time. 

First.  I  want  to  address  my  remarks 
initially  to  the  Snowe  amendment.  The 
Snowe  amendment  has  been  touted  as 
eliminating  the  unfairness  of  the  origi- 
nal cap  or  punitive  damages  in  this 
product  liability  case  Under  the  origi- 
nal bill,  it  was  set  at  being  three  times 
the  economic  loss,  or  $250,000. 

There  were  those  that  said  that  non- 
economic  loss,  such  35  scarring  or  dis- 
figurement, the  infertility  or  loss  of 
childbearing  ability  of  a  woman,  or 
other  noneconomic  factors  such  as  loss 
of  consortium,  was  discriminatory  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  they  would  be 
limited  to  $250,000.  whereas  a  person's 
economic  loss  could  be  up  into  the  mil- 
lions. 

In  a  speech  I  made  last  week.  I  cited 
a  55-year-old  CEO  of  a  corporation  who 
is  making  $5  million  annually  who  has 
an  anticipated  work  expectancy  of  10 
years.  We  would  have  a  situation  where 
his  loss  of  earnings,  his  economic  loss, 
would  be  $5  million  a  year  times  10 
years,  or  $50  million,  and  then  multiply 


it  by  three.  He  would  have  a  cap  of  $150     and  we  have  $10,000. 


$100  million. 

Well,  that  is  less  of  a  cap  than  the 
$150  million  we  have.  But  what  do  we 
have  on  the  housewife?  She  also  dies 
immediately.  She  did  not  suffer  any 
pain  and  suffering,  emotional  distress, 
loss  of  society  and  companionship,  and 
so  forth,  so  she  would  really  be  in  a  sit- 
uation where  her  noneconomic  loss 
would  be  zero. 

Then  we  revert  back  to  what  the  sit- 
uation was  under  the  original  bill  She 
had  no  economic  loss  because  she  did 
not  work  outside  the  home,  and  there- 
fore her  total  economic  loss  and  her 
total  noneconomic  loss  would  be  zero. 
We  double  zero,  and  we  still  have  zero. 

Now.  some  might  say,  well,  she  would 
at  least  have  an  economic  loss  in  fu- 
neral expenses.  Well,  there  are  some 
States— and  I  do  not  know  whether  this 
is  the  majority  or  not^that  say  that 
death  is  inevitable,  like  taxes.  There- 
fore, we  have  a  situation  in  which  we 
are  going  to  have  to  be  buried,  and  that 
cannot  be  counted  as  an  economic  loss. 

Let's  say.  for  purposes  of  discussion 
and  debate,  that  all  of  the  States  were 
to  allow  it.  Instead  of  the  death  case 
with  the  elderly  or  the  housewife,  it 
would  be  an  economic  loss  of  maybe 
$5,000  for  funeral  expenses,  and  we  dou- 
ble that  under  the  Snowe  amendment 


million,  as  opposed  to  the  housewife 
who  has  no  economic  loss,  or  the  elder- 
ly who  have  no  economic  loss.  Their 
cap  would  be  $250,000— $150  million  ver- 
sus $250,000  That  is  quite  a  disparity  in 
regard  to  caps,  and  I  believe  my  point 
caused  some  Senators  to  reflect  on  the 
unfairness  of  the  original  punitive 
damage  provision  in  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller substitute. 


So  we  still  have  the  difference  be- 
tween the  55-year-old  CEO  who  is 
killed,  at  $100  million:  and  we  have,  for 
the  elderly  or  the  housewife,  maybe 
zero,  and  maybe  $10,000  for  funeral  ex- 
penses. 

That  shows,  to  me,  the  disparity  of 
the  Snowe  amendment,  and  a  situation 
in  which  it  would  not  operate  fairly.  At 
least,  under  the  original  bill,  we  would 


As  a   result,    there   have   been   some     have  had  a  cap  of  $250,000.  Now  the  cap, 
changes  made    The  Snowe  amendment     under   the   death   case   that   I   recited. 


essarily  designed  to  have  caps.  You 
have  to  deal  with  it  on  an  individual 
basis. 

As  to  the  McDonald's  hot  coffee  case, 
the  situation  was  that  the  jury  deter- 
mined that  punitive  damages  were  in 
order  to  send  a  message  to  McDonald's, 
after  700  instances  of  bum  cases.  The 
jury  in  that  situation  decided  on  a  pu- 
nitive damage  award  of  2  days  of  the 
gross  sales  of  coffee  by  the  McDonald's 
Corp  which  amounted  to  approxi- 
mately $2.5  million,  and  then  the  judge 
reduced  that  down  to  $460,000.  Later  it 
was  settled  for  an  undisclosed  sum  that 
was  protected  by  a  secrecy  order.  There 
were  third-degree  burns  in  this  case 
and  McDonald's  had  repeated  warnings 
that  its  coffee  was  being  served  way 
too  hot.  This  bill  takes  away  from  the 
ability  of  juries  to  determine  just  what 
type  of  egregious  conduct  warrants  an 
appropriate  amount  of  punishment  as 
to  damages. 

Other  language  that  appears  in  the 
Dole-Coverdell  substitute  has  been 
changed.  There  was  put  into  the  sub- 
stitute an  amendment  by  Senator 
DeWine  which  appeared  as  a  special 
rule.  It  says. 

The  amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may 
be  awarded  in  any  products  liability  action 
against  an  individual  whose  net  worth  does 
not  exceed  J500.000  or  against  an  owner  of  an 
incorporated  busine.ss  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  association,  unit  of  local  (gov- 
ernment or  organization  that  ha.s  fewer  than 
25  employees,  shall  not  exceed  J250.000 

Now  it  appears  in  the  substitute  that 
the  Dewine  exemption  applies  in  all 
civil  cases— not  just  product  liability 
cases — against  an  individual  whose  net 
worth  does  not  exceed  $500,000  or  a 
partnership,  corporation,  so  on— but  it 
has  as  its  cap,  two  times  the  sum  of  the 
economic  damages  and  the  non- 
economic      damages — still      Snowe — or 


now  has  a  formula  with  regard  to  puni-     would  either  be  zero  for  the  elderly  and     $250  000    but  then   it  has  the  lane-nac'e 
tive  damages  which  provides  for  twice     zero    for    the    housewife,    or    perhaps     Srsays'^hich  amount  fs  lesser  ' 


the  amount  of  total  economic  loss  and 
the  noneconomic  loss — or  twice  times 
compensatory  damages. 

Yet,  there  are  still  examples  in  which 
this  would  cause  an  even  worse  situa- 
tion In  the  case  where  death  occurs  in- 
stantaneously, there  is  no  non- 
economic— that  is  "pain  and  suffer- 
ing"—loss  under  the  laws  of  most 
States.  We  would  have  a  situation  de- 
fined as  meaning  noneconomic  loss 
means  subjective  nonmonetary  loss  re- 
sulting from  harm,  including  pain,  suf- 
fering, inconvenience,  mental  suffer- 
ing, emotional  distress,  loss  of  society 


maybe  $10,000.  or  possibly  $15,000,  at 
the  most,  in  regard  to  burial  expenses. 
So  this  Snowe  fix  supposedly  did 
come  up  under  a  situation  in  which 
death  occurs,  and  as  a  result,  if  there 
were  personal  injuries,  the  personal  in- 
juries would  have  a  different  cap.  But, 
therefore,  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wrongdoer  who  is  going  to  be  sued. 
A  tortfeasor  would  much  rather  see  the 
person  dead  than  that  he  would  be 
alive  and  incurring  some  pain  and  suf- 
fering and  giving  the  jury  some  leeway 
in  the  determination  of  noneconomic 
loss,  particularly  if  it  is  a  person  like  a 


So  a  suit  against  a  small  corporation, 
partnership  or  an  individual  where  the 
net  worth  does  not  exceed  $500,000— and 
of  course  a  small  business  has  fewer 
than  25  employees — that  has  as  its  caps 
Snowe,  which  is  double  the  compen- 
satory damages  or  $250,000,  but  which 
amount  is  lesser. 

This  exemption  applies  to  all  civil 
cases.  I  believe  the  President  called  a 
similar  provision  the  drunk  drivers' 
protection  act. 

It  is  still  a  drunk  drivers'  protection 
act  against  a  limited  number  of  people. 
It  just  says  that  if  you  are  drinking 


while  driving  you  better  not  be  worth 
more  than  $500,000  or  you  must  not  be 
an  owner  of  an  unincorporated  business 
or  be  involved  in  a  partnership  or  cor- 
poration. But  it  still  is  a  drunk  drivers' 
protection  act.  as  it  would  apply  to  the 
limits  that  are  placed  in  the  bill,  be- 
cause it  applies  to  any  civil  action,  not 
just  product  liability. 

But  let  us  also  look  at  these  caps  and 
see  how  they  apply.  That  55-year-old 
CEO  who  is,  we  will  say.  killed,  he  has 
a  situation  in  which  he  had  a  work  ex- 
pectancy of  10  years;  with  a  $5  million 
annual  salary  he  would  have  had  a  $50 
million  loss  as  his  economic  loss;  mul- 
tiply that  times  two  and  that  would  be 
$100  million.  But  under  this,  he  would 
be  limited  to  $250,000.  Because  that  is 
the  lesser  of  his  $250,000  or  two  times 
his  compensatory  damages.  So  if  he 
gets  killed  by  a  drunk  driver,  then  the 
drunk  driver  is  limited  under  the  now 
substituted  proposal  to  $250,000. 

Let  us  take  the  housewife,  the  elder- 
ly person,  or  the  child  in  some  in- 
stances. You  would  think  they  would 
still  be  under  the  $250,000.  but  that 
amount  is  greater.  It  is  not  lesser.  And 
the  language  here  says  "is  the  lesser." 
So  the  housewife  who  has  no  economic 
loss,  and  no  noneconomic  loss,  it  is 
still  zero.  For  the  elderly  person  who 
has  no  economic  loss,  the  cap  is  zero 
because  it  is  the  lesser.  Because  the 
compensatory  damages  that  they 
would  suffer,  in  a  death  case,  would  be 
less  than  the  $250,000.  therefore  the 
lesser  amount,  zero,  would  apply. 

This  amendment  also,  as  it  is  written 
now  affects  automobile  accidents  al- 
most every  type  of  conceivable  acci- 
dent, not  just  products  liability  inci- 
dents. It  fails  to  take  into  account  how 
much  insurance  an  individual  carries 
on  his  automobile  or  how  much  liabil- 
ity insurance  he  carries  in  his  business. 
An  individual  may  have  $1  million  or  $5 
million  in  liability  insurance.  But  he 
still  could  have  a  net  worth  of  less 
than  $500,000.  So  he  is  protected  under 
this  special  rule.  He  is  protected  by 
this  small  business  exemption  and  the 
individual  net  worth  figure,  and  his  in- 
surance goes  home  free.  Certainly,  if  he 
had  $1  million  worth  of  insurance,  ais  a 
lot  of  people  carry  on  their  various 
businesses  or  automobiles — many  indi- 
viduals carry  umbrella  policies  to  try 
to  protect  them  against  that  sort  of 
thing— then  that  cap  applies  to  him. 
But  as  to  the  housewife,  the  cap  is  zero 
or  to  the  elderly  the  cap  is  zero. 

So  I  just  point  these  out  to  show  how 
these  caps  would  apply  and  what  in- 
equities would  come  about  and  would 
occur.  These  also  would  apply  to  any 
civil  action.  I  wonder  in  regard  to  the 
Oklahoma  City  explosion  if  there  were 
attempts  to  bring  suits  against  those 
that  are  eventually  determined  to  be 
responsible  for  that  bombing. 

So  I  just  want  to  point  out  that  there 
are  many  problems  with  the  way  this 
amendment    is    written.    Certainly,    if 


somebody  carries  insurance,  the 
amount  of  the  insurance  ought  to  be 
counted  in  calculating  whether  or  not 
a  cap  goes  into  effect.  The  idea  Is  to 
protect  the  small  business  or  the  indi- 
vidual not  worth  more  than  $500,000.  He 
might  have  a  total  net  worth  of  $50,000 
or  $100,000  or  $150,000  and  carry  $100,000 
worth  of  insurance  or  carry  $1  million 
worth  of  insurance.  But  these  do  not 
take  into  account  his  insurance  that  he 
carries  on  his  car  in  the  way  it  is  writ- 
ten. 

I  mentioned  one  time  in  a  previous 
speech  about  the  situation  of  the 
homeowner  policy.  Homeowner  policies 
have  for  years  and  years  now  carried 
comprehensive  liability  coverage.  Com- 
prehensive liability  coverage  is  very 
comprehensive,  and  basically  it  is  writ- 
ten in  a  manner  in  which  it  has  to  ex- 
clude those  things  that  are  not  cov- 
ered. But  practically  all  homeowners 
carry  some  type  of  comprehensive  li- 
ability insurance.  Again,  that  insur- 
ance does  not  come  into  effect  as  the 
way  this  substitute — the  change  of  the 
language— took  place  from  the  DeWine 
amendment.  To  me.  that  is  another  ex- 
ample of  how  this  is  being  written  for 
the  advantage  of  insurance  companies. 
Therefore,  I  think  that  ought  to  be 
given  very  careful  consideration. 

There  are  numerous  aspects  of  this 
bill  that  are  unfair  as  they  apply  to 
real  life  situations.  I  think  it  is  very 
unfair  to  local  government.  There  are 
some  units  of  local  government  that 
are  included  under  the  DeWine  amend- 
ment, if  they  have  fewer  than  25  full- 
time  employees.  But  the  way  the  bill  is 
written,  a  claimant  is  defined  to  in- 
clude a  governmental  entity.  This  af- 
fects most  local  governments,  any- 
where from  a  city  that  has  about  25 
employees.  They  usually  define  that  a_<i 
a  city  of  anywhere  from  10,000  and  up 
with  various  types  of  departments: 
street  department,  fire  department,  po- 
lice department  and  so  on.  I  do  not 
know  the  exact  number.  But  it  includes 
in  the  claimant. 

So.  therefore,  a  city  or  county.  State 
government  or  Federal  Government 
which  has  a  claim  arising  out  of  this. 
or  property  damage,  may  have  some 
claim  in  regard  to  subrogation  rights 
under  certain  circumstances  and  would 
also  include  the  Federal  Government. 
Therefore,  they  come  within  the  pur- 
view of  this  relative  to  all  of  the  provi- 
sions that  are  in  this  substitute,  in- 
cluding the  misuse  and  alteration  of  a 
product  by  any  person,  not  the  claim- 
ant himself.  He  might  not  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  it.  But  they  are  enti- 
tled to  a  reduction  in  regard  to  the  per- 
centage of  fault  in  regard  to  misuse  or 
alteration. 

With  regard  to  the  statute  of  repose, 
many,  many  products  are  bought  by 
these  governmental  entities.  Then  the 
bill,  or  substitute,  includes  the  Federal 
Government,  the  Army,  the  services. 
Most  of  our  armed  services  utilize,  hel- 


icopter, trucks,  automobiles.  Jeeps, 
and  other  vehicles  all  of  which  are 
built  for  the  test  of  time.  Many  of 
them  today  are  far  in  excess  in  age  of 
over  20  years.  For  example,  many  of 
the  types  of  helicopters  that  were  used 
in  the  Vietnam  war  are  still  in  use 
today.  But  the  statute  of  repose  in  ef- 
fect applies  to  them. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  obviously 
to  save  money  for  business,  corporate 
America,  and  insurance  companies.  In 
this  instance,  who  are  they  going  to 
save  money  from  in  regard  to  their  de- 
fective product — governmental  enti- 
ties? 

There  are  provisions  relating  to  sev- 
eral liability  which  concern  me.  You  do 
not  even  have  to  be  a  party.  You  can 
prove  it  against  a  nondefendant  in  a 
suit.  You  prove  several  liability  on 
that,  and  that  includes  coemployees, 
which  in  most  States  you  cannot  sue 
the  employer.  It  has  a  provision  that,  if 
there  is  any  fault  to  be  allocated 
against  the  coemployee  and  the  em- 
ployer, then  that  is  the  last  item  that 
you  are  to  bring  up  in  the  priority  of 
how  you  present  your  case  before  a 
jury. 

There  are  many  other  aspects  of  this 
that  continue  to  be  of  concern,  and  I 
may  mention  some  of  these  later  as  I 
go  along.  But  there  are  numerous  pro- 
visions in  this  bill  that  are  written  in 
such  a  manner  which  are  directed  to- 
ward taking  away  rights  of  the  injured 
party  and  benefiting  the  wrongdoer. 

The  provision  that  says  you  cannot 
introduce  gross  negligence  or  any  puni- 
tive damage  elements  in  your  main 
trial  relative  to  compensation  if  you 
have  demanded  punitive  damages  and 
there  is  a  call  for  a  bifurcated  or  sepa- 
rated trial  is  further  evidence  of  the 
bill's  basic  unfairness.  To  me  that  is  a 
real  serious  situation.  A  claimant,  for 
example,  could  not  show  if  a  person 
was  guilty  of  drunkenness.  That  would 
be  a  punitive  damage  element,  and  you 
could  not  show  that  in  the  trial  in 
chief. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  time  being,  I 
am  going  to  yield  the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.'i.MEND.MENT  .NO.  709  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  SM 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  a  uniform  product 
liability  law  and  to  provide  assurance  of 
access  to  certain  biomaterials) 
Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  on  my 
behalf  and   on   behalf  of  the   Senator 
from  West  'Virginia  [Mr.  Rockefeller], 
I  have  just  filed  with  the  clerk  a  sec- 
ond-degree amendment,  and  I  ask  that 
that  second-degree  amendment  be  re- 
ported. 
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The      PRESIDING      OFFICER. 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  GoR- 
TON],  for  himself  and  Mr.  Rockefeller,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  709. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  is  print- 
ed in  today's  RECORD  under  "Amend- 
ments Submitted.") 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ad- 
dress these  remarks  to  the  President, 
and  through  him  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Alabama,  who  is  op- 
posed to  this  bill,  and  I  hope  to  all  Sen- 
ators or  to  their  staffs,  because  I  hope 
and  trust  that  this  will  be  the  final 
amendment  with  which  we  will  deal  on 
this  bill,  as  we  are  to  vote  cloture  on 
the  Coverdell  substitute  at  4  o'clock. 
But  as  the  proponents  of  product  liabil- 
ity hope  that  Coverdell  will  be  amend- 
ed as  per  this  proposal  by  Senator 
Rockefeller  and  myself,  I  believe  I 
should  outline  the  key  changes  be- 
tween the  Coverdell  proposal  of  last 
Friday  and  this  one.  because  either  be- 
fore or  after  cloture  it  will  be  this 
amendment  which  becomes  the  final 
product  liability  vehicle  for  the  Senate 
to  vote  on. 

We  can  discuss  a  bit  later  all  of  the 
details  of  the  proposal  But  as  the  Sen- 
ate will  remember,  last  week  what  had 
started  out  to  be  a  product  liability 
bill  was  very  considerably  expanded, 
first  by  an  amendment  by  Senator 
ABR.\H.\M  from  Michigan  on  relation- 
ships between  lawyers  and  clients  with 
respect  to  their  fees  and,  second,  by  a 
proposal  with  respect  to  civil  procedure 
11  on  frivolous  lawsuits. 

But  more  significantly,  there  was 
added  an  entirely  new  set  of  provisions 
on  medical  malpractice— a  new  medical 
malpractice  code — to  override,  in  many 
respects,  the  codes  of  the  States.  And, 
secondly,  a  broadening  amendment  by 
the  majority  leader,  Senator  Dole, 
which  extended  the  punitive  damage 
rules  contained  in  the  product  liability 
bill  at  that  point  to  all  civil  litigation; 
and,  of  course,  some  change  in  the 
rules  relating  to  punitive  damages  by 
the  adoption  of  the  Snowe  amendment 
which  limited  punitive  damages  in 
product  liability  cases  and  then,  by  ex- 
tension of  the  Dole  amendment,  to  all 
cases  to  an  amount  not  to  exceed  twice 
the  total  of  both  noneconomic  and  eco- 
nomic damages. 

When  on  two  occasions  last  Thursday 
cloture  was  rejected  on  that  broadened 
legal  reform  proposal.  Senator 
Coverdell.  with  the  help  of  the  major- 
ity leader.  Senator  Dole,  put  the 
Coverdell  substitute  on  the  desk  on 
Friday  and  filed  a  cloture  motion  on  it. 
It  returned  the  bill  pretty  much  to  the 
status  of  a  product  liability  bill,  with 
one  exception  that  I  will  speak  to  in  a 


moment.  It  restored  for  all  practical 
purposes  the  original  Rockefeller-Gor- 
ton bill  with  the  Snowe  and  DeWine 
changes  to  punitive  damages. 

The  Snowe  amendment,  as  I  have  al- 
ready said,  said  that  punitive  damages 
would  be  limited  to  an  amount  twice 
the  amount  of  the  total  of  all  compen- 
satory damages,  economic,  and  non- 
economic.  The  DeWine  amendment 
limited  the  amount  of  punitive  dam- 
ages to  $250,000  in  the  case  of  small 
businesses,  those  with  fewer  than  25 
employees,  and  individual  defendants 
of  modest  means  with  a  net  worth  of 
less  than  $500,000. 

There  was  no  Abraham  amendment 
in  the  Coverdell  substitute.  There  was 
no  change  in  rule  11  in  the  Coverdell 
substitute.  There  were  also  no  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  provisions  at 
all.  as  they  had  been  stricken  before 
the  cloture  vote  by  a  Kyi  amendment. 

However,  the  Coverdell  substitute  did 
extend  the  punitive  damage  rules  relat- 
ed to  small  businesses  only — that  is  to 
say,  the  DeWine  amendment  limiting 
punitive  damages  against  small  busi- 
nesses or  modest  individuals  to 
$250,000— to  all  litigation.  It  retained 
that  part  of  the  original  Dole  amend- 
ment. 

After  extensive  negotiations  Friday 
and  over  the  weekend  with  my  partner 
in  this.  Senator  Rockefeller,  and  his 
negotiations  with  as  many  as  15  mem- 
bers of  the  Democratic  Party  who  want 
some  product  liability  reform  but  who 
have  been,  to  a  greater  or  lesser  extent, 
opposed  to  any  theoretical  limitations 
on  the  potential  for  punitive  damages, 
we  have  arrived  at  this  Rockefeller- 
Gorton  second-degree  amendment. 

How  does  this  change  the  Coverdell 
proposal?  Mr.  President,  it  changes  it 
in  about  four  ways. 

First,  we  do  return  to  a  set  of  alter- 
native dispute  reasons  or  sections  in 
the  bill,  but  they  are  not  the  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  provisions 
that  were  stricken  by  the  Kyi  amend- 
ment. 

Senator  Kvx  opposed  those  for  two 
reasons;  First,  because  they  overrode 
the  alternative  dispute  rules  of  the  var- 
ious States;  and.  second,  because  they 
provided  sanctions  against  defendants 
but  no  comparable  sanctions  against 
plaintiffs  when  the  proposed  ADR  solu- 
tion was  more  favorable  to  the  winning 
party. 

The  new  Rockefeller-Gorton  proposal 
on  alternative  dispute  resolutions  sim- 
ply set  up  a  set  of  rules  under  which 
States  will  conduct  their  own  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  proceedings. 
We  do  not  override  State  rules  on  ADR. 
alternative  dispute  resolutions,  except 
with  respect  to  the  time  with  which 
they  must  be  commenced.  So  the  only 
places  in  which  these  rules  would  be 
more  or  less  mandatory  are  in  that 
tiny  handful  of  States  that  have  no 
ADR  provisions  whatsoever. 

The  second  and  most  important 
change  in  this  bill  relates  to  the  for- 
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mula  for  the  maximum  level  of  puni- 
tive damages. 

The  long  and  short  of  it  is,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  there  is  no  longer  any  theo- 
retical maximum  limit  on  punitive 
damages,  which  I  think  will  secure  the 
support  of  many  Senators  of  both  par- 
ties who  have  wanted  some  kind  of  re- 
form in  the  product  liability  field  but 
have  not  wanted  even  the  limitations 
that  were  contained  in  the  Snowe 
amendment.  So  let  me  describe  what 
they  are  now. 

In  cases  that  go  before  juries,  the 
Snowe  amendment  will  continue  to  be 
the  case  with  the  modifications  pro- 
posed by  Senator  DeWlne;  that  is  to 
say.  the  jury  will  have  an  upward  limit 
in  its  award  of  punitive  damages  of 
twice  the  total  of  both  economic  and 
noneconomic  damages. 

Economic  damages.  Mr.  President, 
are  those  for  lost  wages,  for  medical 
expenses  and  the  like,  the  full  out  of 
pocket  losses  of  the  claimant.  Non- 
economic  damages  are  those  for  pain 
and  suffering  which,  almost  by  defini- 
tion, are  more  subjective  in  nature. 

You  will  total  up  the  sum  of  non- 
economic  and  economic  damages  and 
punitive  damages  can  be  awarded  or,  of 
course,  not  awarded,  but  cannot  be 
awarded  by  the  jury  in  an  amount 
greater  than  twice  the  total  of  those 
economic  and  noneconomic  damages, 
except  that  if  that  total  is  less  than 
$250,000,  the  jury  can  award  up  to 
$250,000.  So  the  maximum  jury  award 
will  be  $250,000  or  twice  the  total  of  all 
compensatory  damages,  whichever  is 
higher. 

The  big  change,  Mr.  President,  how- 
ever, is  the  fact  that  the  judge  in  the 
case  may  add  to  that  award  of  punitive 
damages  if  the  judge  feels  that  it  is  in- 
adequate because  of  the  egregious  na 
ture  of  the  tort  which  led  to  the  puni- 
tive damages  in  the  first  place.  The 
judge  may  add  to  that  number  and  may 
do  so  in  an  unlimited  fashion,  there  is 
no  cap  in  this  Rockefeller-Gorton 
amendment,  except  that  if  a  judge  does 
do  so — in  other  words,  what  we  con- 
sider a  requirement  by  the  seventh 
amendment — the  defendant  would  have 
the  right  to  a  new  trial  to  go  back  and 
start  all  over  again. 

There  is  one  other  major  difference 
and  that  other  major  difference  is  a 
criticism  which  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama made  just  a  few  moments  ago 
against  the  Coverdell  amendment;  that 
is,  there  is  no  attempt  in  this  bill  to 
extend  these  punitive  damage  rules  or 
limitations  to  cases  other  than  product 
liability.  In  other  words,  that  portion 
of  the  Dole  amendment  of  last  week 
which  was  left  in  the  Coverdell  sub- 
stitute is  now  gone.  This  bill  now  ap- 
plies to  punitive  damage  cases  only,  as 
it  did  when  it  was  reported  by  the  Com- 
merce Committee. 

The  profound  difference  between  the 
form  in  which  it  finds  itself  here  and 
the  way  in  which  it  was  reported  from 
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the  Commerce  Committee  with  debate 
beginning  2  weeks  ago  today,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  correctly,  the  pro- 
found difference  is  in  respect  to  puni- 
tive damages.  You  will  remember  that 
the  original  bill  from  the  Commerce 
Committee  had  a  cap  of  $250,000  or 
three  times  economic  damages  only, 
whichever  was  higher.  The  Snowe 
amendment  effectively  lifted  that  cap, 
to  a  certain  degree.  'This  removes  the 
cap  entirely,  but  only  when  a  judge  de- 
termines that  that  limitation  would  be 
unreasonable  and  finds  the  actions  of 
the  defendant  sufficiently  egregious  to 
warrant  it. 

Excuse  me,  there  is  one  other  matter. 
the  DeWine  amendment,  which  does  set 
a  separate  rule  for  small  business  de- 
fendants and  for  individual  defendants 
whose  assets  do  not  exceed  half  a  mil- 
lion dollars,  designed  to  see  a  single 
case  does  not  bankrupt. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  recognize  that 
this  is,  oh,  if  not  a  complicated  set  of 
changes,  still  a  complicated  bill  be- 
cause the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
and  this  Senator  have  collaborated  on 
drafting  this  amendment  because  it  re- 
flects, I  believe — and  he  can  speak  to  it 
himself  when  he  gets  to  the  floor- be- 
cause it  reflects  the  views  of  the  more 
than  a  dozen  additional  members  of  the 
Democratic  Party  wno  have  been  work- 
ing with  Senator  Rockefeller,  and  be- 
cause it  represents  the  considered 
views  of  the  majority  leader  at  this 
point.  I  hope  that  we  will  be  permitted 
to  adopt  this  second-degree  amend- 
ment before  4  o'clock,  so  that  it  is  ab- 
solutely clear  exactly  what  the  cloture 
vote  is  on. 

I  can  say,  Mr.  President,  that  if  that 
does  not  happen,  if  we  have  not  adopt- 
ed the  second-degree  amendment  by  4 
o'clock.  I  can  assure  Mem'oers  that  this 
amendment  will  be  adopted  postcloture 
before  we  reach  a  vote  on  final  passage 
on  the  bill.  I  speak  in  this  case  for  my- 
self, for  Senator  Rockefeller  and  for 
the  majority  leader:  in  other  words,  I 
believe  that  among  us,  we  can  guaran- 
tee enough  votes  so  that  Members  can 
be  assured  that  what  they  are  bringing 
to  a  close  is  a  debate  on  this  modified 
proposal,  a  proposal  which  does  not 
have  the  caps  on  punitive  damages 
which  caused,  I  think,  the  great  bulk  of 
the  debate  on  this  issue  during  the 
course  of  the  last  2  weeks. 

I  can  say  rather  bluntly.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  I  do  not  regard  this  as  a  to- 
tally satisfactory  response.  I  believe 
that  the  desire  for  predictability  and 
for  economic  progress  and  opportunity 
in  this  country  calls  for  limitations  on 
punitive  damages  which  this  proposal 
lacks. 

So  I  have  given  up  ideas  which  I 
think  are  quite  important  in  connec- 
tion with  this  aspect  of  legal  reform, 
but  I  have  done  so  for  the  greater  good 
for  accomplishing  something,  for  doing 
something  to  bring  a  greater  degree  of 
balance  and  fairness  into  this  whole 
field  than  exists  at  the  present  time. 


I  expect  during  the  course  of  the  next 
hour  that  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  will  be  here.  I  believe 
that  the  majority  leader  will  ratify 
what  I  have  said.  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  on  his  feet,  and  I  will  let 
him  either  speak 'to  it 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  just  wanted  to  ask  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  and  respond  to  a 
couple  questions. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
this.  Is  the  Shelby  amendment  in- 
cluded? 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  single  printed 
copy  of  the  amendment  that  I  had  was 
submitted  to  the  desk  about  15  minutes 
ago.  and  it  is  in  the  process  of  being 
copied.  I  hope  within  the  next  5  min- 
utes we  will  have  copies  for  every 
Member. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  To  answer  my  question, 
is  the  Shelby  amendment  included  or 
not? 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Shelby  amend- 
ment is  not  included  in  it.  1  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama.  On  consider- 
ation and  on  speaking  to  a  wide  num- 
ber of  other  Members,  we  believe  that 
the  peculiar  rules  in  Alabama  with  re- 
spect to  wrongful  death  decisions,  that 
we  were  going  to  do  one  of  two  things: 
Either  create  a  hole  in  this  bill  big 
enough  to  drive  a  truck  through  or.  al- 
ternatively, encourage  the  Alabama 
Legislature  to  change  its  law  to  con- 
form with  those  of  other  States. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
this.  In  regard  to  the  DeWine  amend- 
ment, is  it  still  the  lesser  of  $250,000  or 
two  times  compensatory  plus  non- 
compensatory? Is  it  still  the  lesser? 

Mr.  GORTON.  No,  it  is  the  greater  of. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  What  I  have  written 
out  to  me  is  the  lesser  of  it.  This  was 
handed  out  as  some  sort  of  brief  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  GORTON.  That  is  a  very  good 
question,  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Alabama.  It  is  my  intention  to  have  it 
the  greater.  I  know  this  says  the  lesser. 
I  will  check  and  see  and  we  will  change 
it. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  think  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Washington 
wishes  to  speak.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Excuse  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Senator  from  Washington  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  can  I  have  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  Alabama? 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  need  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  I  believe  I 
misspoke  myself  because  there  are  two 
separate  uses  of  the  $250,000  figure. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Parliamentary  inquiry. 
What  is  the  status  of  the  floor  debate 
at  this  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Washington  has  the 


floor.  The  Gorton  substitute,  amend- 
ment No.  709,  a  second-degree  amend- 
ment is  the  pending  business.  He  yield- 
ed the  floor  to  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama for  a  question  and  he  is  respond- 
ing to  that. 

Mr.  GORTON.  There  are  two  separate 
uses  of  the  figure  $250,000  in  this  Gor- 
ton-Rockefeller second-degree  amend- 
ment. The  first  is  that  in  most  cases, 
in  normal  cases,  the  $250.000— rather 
the  Snowe  amendment  says  that  the 
maximum  punitive  damage  award  is 
twice  the  total  of  economic  and  non- 
economic  damages.  This  adds  to  that, 
or  $250,000.  whichever  is  greater. 

Let  us  say  in  a  case  the  total  eco- 
nomic and  noneconomic  damages  were 
$15,000.  Twice  that  is  $30,000.  Under  this 
amendment,  nonetheless,  the  jury 
could  award  $250,000  as  being  greater 
than  $30,000. 

In  the  case  of  the  small  business, 
however,  the  business  with  fewer  than 
25  employees  or  the  individual  defend- 
ant with  less  than  $500,000  in  assets, 
$250,000  or  twice  economic  and  non- 
economic  damages,  whichever  is  the 
lesser  is  the  ceiling 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  S.  565.  The  bill 
before  the  Senate  claims  to  promote 
fairness,  but  I  believe  it  is  actually  far 
from  fair  to  consumers  in  my  home 
State  of  Washington  and  throughout 
this  Nation. 

I  will  leave  it  to  the  lawyers  here  to 
discuss  the  legal  intricacies  of  the  bill. 
However.  I  want  to  raise  some  very  se- 
rious, commonsense  problems  I  have 
with  this  legislation 

First.  I  am  deeply  concerned  about 
the  bill's  potential  to  disproportion- 
ately harm  women. 

I  am  amazed  that  the  bill  before  us 
treats  a  corporate  executive's  loss  of 
salary  as  more  important  and  deserv- 
ing of  compensation  than  the  loss  of 
such  priceless  assets  as  the  ability  to 
bear  children,  the  senses  of  sight  and 
touch,  the  love  of  a  parent  or  husband, 
and  the  ability  to  move  freely — 
unhindered  by  disability,  disfigure- 
ment, or  lifelong  pain. 

Certainly,  this  body  must  believe 
that  raising  a  family,  and  having  chil- 
dren should  not  be  seen  as  unimportant 
in  our  legal  system. 

S.  565  would  eliminate  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  noneconomic  losses. 
And.  by  making  noneconomic  damages 
more  difficult  to  recover,  it  would  im- 
pair a  woman's  ability  to  recover  her 
full  damage  award. 

It  is  unfair  to  require  only  the  vic- 
tims of  noneconomic  losses — such  as  a 
woman  who  has  lost  the  ability  to  bear 
children,  or  a  child  disabled  in  his 
youth— to  bear  the  burden  of  pulling 
all  the  defendants  who  caused  them 
harm  into  court. 
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Joint  and  several  liability  allows  in- 
jured victims  to  receive  full  compensa- 
tion, and  leaves  it  to  the  guilty  defend- 
ants to  divide  the  damages  appro- 
priately among  themselves.  It  seems  to 
me  much  fairer  to  place  this  burden 
with  the  guilty  parties,  than  with 
those  who  are  injured. 

The  singling  out  of  noneconomic 
losses  for  adverse  treatment  will  pre- 
vent women  from  being  fully  and  fairly 
compensated.  This  is  especially  objec- 
tionable because  women  have  been  the 
victims  of  many  of  our  Nation's  most 
severe  drug  and  medical  device  disas- 
ters— DES,  Dalkon  shield  and  Copper-7 
lUD's,  and  silicon  breast  implants  are 
just  three  examples. 

I  have  met  with  many  women  from 
my  home  State  of  Washington  whose 
lives  have  been  devastated  by  these 
products.  Their  stories  are  tragic. 
Their  lives  have  been  changed  dramati- 
cally. They  deserve  a  system  of  laws 
that  treats  them  fairly. 

Mr.  President,  mandating  a  nation- 
wide cap  on  punitive  damages  also 
seems  ill-conceived  in  light  of  the  num- 
ber of  dangerous  products  that  have 
been  marketed  primarily  to  women  in 
this  country. 

S.  565  establishes  a  cap  on  punitive 
damages  of  three  times  a  person's  eco- 
nomic injury  or  $250,000,  whichever  is 
greater. 

We  should  not  forget  In  our  rush  to 
make  changes  in  this  Congress  that  the 
purpose  of  punitive  damages  is  to  deter 
bad  behavior  by  making  it  impossible 
to  calculate  the  risk  of  engaging  in 
such  behavior.  Under  S.  565's  cap.  I 
fear  wrongdoers  will  find  it  more  cost 
effective  to  continue  marketing  their 
dangerous  products  rather  than  remov- 
ing them  from  the  marketplace. 

Even  Senator  Snowe's  amendment  to 
change  the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to 
two  times  compensatory  damages  does 
not  remedy  the  unfairness  of  this  cap. 
Although,  Senator  Snowe's  amendment 
includes  noneconomic  damages  within 
the  formula  for  punitive  damages,  it 
does  not  acknowledge  the  important 
role  of  punitive  damages  in  deterring 
and  punishing  outrageous  misconduct. 

Last  year,  Senator  Kohl  introduced 
an  amendment  to  the  product  liability 
bill  that,  unfortunately,  was  not  adopt- 
ed. He  sought  to  incorporate  more  fair- 
ness in  this  legislation  by  restricting 
the  ability  of  Federal  courts  to  sanc- 
tion secrecy  in  cases  affecting  public 
health  and  safety.  I  was  proud  to  join 
him  as  a  cosponsor  of  his  antisecrecy 
amendment  last  year,  and  look  forward 
to  joining  him  again  when  he  raises  the 
issue  in  this  Congress. 

The  settlement  of  the  Stem  case  in 
1985  by  Dow  Coming  is  a  great  example 
of  why  such  a  change  is  necessary.  As 
a  result  of  a  secret  settlement  agree- 
ment. Dow  Coming  was  able  to  hide  its 
decade-old  knowledge  of  the  serious 
health  problems  its  silicon  breast  im- 
plants could  cause  for  6  additional 
years. 


The  damaging  information  did  not 
become  public  until  the  FDA  launched 
a  breast  cancer  implant  investigation 
in  1992.  In  the  meantime,  nearly  10. GOO 
women  received  breast  implants  every 
month,  and  countless  women  were 
harmed. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  would  not 
only  disproportionately  harm  women, 
it  would  also  deprive  injured  consum- 
ers in  my  home  State  of  Washington  of 
rights  they  currently  have. 

This  is  significant  because  Washing- 
ton has  one  of  the  most  conservative 
tort  law  schemes  in  the  Nation.  This 
bill  would  reduce  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions in  my  home  State  of  Washington 
from  3  years  to  2  years.  Injured  con- 
sumers would  have  less  time  in  which 
to  file  lawsuits  when  they  are  harmed 
by  dangerous  products.  The  bill  also 
would  reduce  the  number  of  situations 
in  which  product  sellers  can  be  held 
liable  in  Washington  State.  And  the 
bill  would  abolish  joint  and  several  li- 
ability for  noneconomic  damages  cur- 
rently available  in  Washington  when 
the  injured  person  has  not  contributed 
to  her  injury. 

As  the  Seattle  Times  editorialized 
just  last  week: 

Recent  polls  show  that  the  great  majority 
of  Americans  oppose  restrlctinfr  the  right  of 
individuals  to  hold  manufacturers  and  medi- 
cal workers  accountable  for  their  injurious 
act. 

The  National  Conference  of  State  Leifisla- 
tures  opposes  having  Congress  federalize  an 
area  of  law  that  has  been  the  exclusive  do- 
main of  state  lawmakers  for  200  years.  And 
state  judges  are  coming  out  against  federal 
statutes  that  would  tamper  with  century-old 
jurisprudence  developed  in  state  courts. 

The  rush  to  impose  federal  rules  on  tort 
claims  runs  counter  to  the  Republican  phi- 
losophy of  giving  more  power  to  the  states 
Surely  this  is  on»  area  where  state  judges 
and  legislators  are  better  suited  to  deter- 
mine what's  needed  in  their  communities. 

The  Washington  Legislature,  for  example. 
passed  a  comprehensive  tort-reform  law  in 
1986  Many  other  states  have  done  so  in  the 
past  decade.  Yet.  voters  in  some  places,  such 
as  Arizona  and  Michigan,  have  turned  down 
tort  reform  initiatives.  Why  should  Congress 
now  force  those  voters  to  live  with  legal 
changes  they  rejected  at  the  polls  *  *  * 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
editorial  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Seattle  Times.  Apr  30.  1995) 

Federal  Tort  Reform  Usurps  States 

Rights 

The  only  parties  pushing  for  tort  reform 
seems  to  be  big  businesses,  doctors  intent  on 
curbing  medical  malpractice  lawsuits,  and 
lawmakers  who  receive  financial  contribu- 
tions from  those  lobbies 

Recent  polls  show  that  the  great  majority 
of  Americans  oppose  restricting  the  right  of 
individuals  to  hold  manufacturers  and  medi- 
cal workers  accountable  for  their  injurious 
acts. 

The  National  Conference  of  State  Legisla- 
tures oppose  having  Congress  federalize  an 
area  of  law  that  has  been  the  exclusive  do- 
main of  state  lawmakers  for  200  years    And 


state  judges  are  coming  out  against  federal 
statutes  that  would  tamper  with  century -old 
jurisprudence  developed  in  state  courts. 

The  rush  to  impose  federal  rules  on  tort 
claims  runs  counter  to  the  Republican  phi- 
losophy of  giving  more  power  to  the  states. 
Surely,  this  is  one  area  where  state  Judges 
and  legislators  are  better  suited  to  deter- 
mine what's  needed  in  their  communities. 

The  Washington  Legislature,  for  example, 
passed  a  comprehensive  tort-reform  law  in 
1986.  Many  other  states  have  done  so  in  the 
past  decade.  Yet.  voters  in  some  places,  such 
as  Arizona  and  Michigan,  have  turned  down 
tort  reform  initiatives.  Why  should  Congress 
now  force  those  voters  to  live  with  legal 
changes  they  rejected  at  the  polls? 

The  Senate  product-liability  bill,  spon- 
sored by  Sen.  Slade  Gorton,  though  more 
limited  than  the  House  legislation,  is  still  an 
unnecessary  federal  intrusion  into  stale  law. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  include  the 
House's  onerous  "loser  pays  "  rule  that  would 
prevent  individuals  and  small  businesses 
from  filing  legitimate  lawsuits  for  fear  of 
having  to  pay  legal  fees  for  the  opposing 
side.  But  like  the  House  bill,  it  would  cap  pu- 
nitive damages  in  dangerous-product  cases 
to  $250,000  or  three  times  the  economic  loss, 
whichever  is  greater. 

The  change  might  make  sense  if  it  created 
a  uniform  rule  across  all  50  states  But  it 
won't.  Washington  law  does  not  allow  puni- 
tive damage  awards  at  all.  so  the  proposed 
federal  standard  won't  apply  here. 

Other  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill,  how- 
ever, will  affect  Washington  residents.  One 
provision  would  make  it  harder  for  people  in- 
jured by  defective  products  to  collect  for 
■pain  and  suffering."  The  bill  places  limits 
on  lawsuits  by  individuals,  yet  places  no 
such  limits  on  businesses. 

Tort  reform  will  not  unclog  the  court  sys- 
tems Though  businesses  routinely  complain 
about  the  litigation  explosion,  tort  claims 
account  for  only  9  percent  of  all  civil  suits, 
and  product-liability  cases  make  up  only  4 
percent  of  tort  claims.  The  real  problem  is 
with  companies  suing  each  other— a  phe- 
nomenon completely  unaddressed  by  the  pro- 
posed legislation 

But  this  isn'r.  about,  rlearini?  up  rniirt 
dockets  or  improving  the  way  judges  and  ju- 
ries handle  tort  claims  It  is  about  reducing 
the  financial  exposure  of  manufacturers  even 
when  there  are  serious  proven  injuries.  If 
states  believe  protection  is  needed  for  busi- 
nesses, they  are  free  to  enact  tort  reform 
without  congressional  interference. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
serious  concerns  about  S.  565  and  can- 
not support  passage  of  this  legislation. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  think  long  and 
hard  about  consumer  health  and  safe- 
ty, their  individual  State's  autonomy 
in  determining  its  own  tort  laws,  as 
well  £13  the  potential  impact  of  this  bill 
on  women. 

I  believe  this  bill  tilts  the  scales  of 
justice  far  too  dramatically  in  favor  of 
corporate  profits.  It  is  our  job  to  do  all 
we  can  to  assure  the  families  we  rep- 
resent that  the  products  they  use  are 
safe,  and  that  they  will  have  recourse 
if  they  are  harmed. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  hurts  the  lit- 
tle guy.  Is  it  not  time  we  all  stepped 
back,  and  remembered  the  adage — 
there  but  for  the  grace  of  God  go  I. 

Mrs.  BOXER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mrs,  Boxer]  is 
recognized. 
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Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  associate  myself  with  my  colleague 
from  Washington,  Senator  Murray,  be- 
cause I  think  that  she,  as  she  usually 
does,  puts  her  finger  on  real  people. 

Who  are  the  real  people  that  are 
going  to  be  impacted  by  this  change  in 
this  law  that  is  before  us?  I  hope  that 
we  do  not  vote  for  cloture.  The  bill 
that  would  be  before  us,  if  cloture  is 
voted,  is  a  bill  that  I  think  is  very, 
very  harmful  to  the  American  people. 
It  is  bad  for  consumers:  it  is  bad  for  a 
system  that  has  produced  the  safest 
products  in  the  world. 

With  all  our  problems,  we  still  have 
the  safest  products  because  we  have  a 
legal  system  out  there  that  acts  as  a 
deterrent  to  those  sitting  around  in  the 
boardrooms  deciding  if  they  can  write 
off  a  certain  number  of  injuries  and 
still  make  a  profit. 

I  said  the  last  time  I  debated  this 
that  this  so-called  reform  is  not  so 
much  about  what  will  go  on  in  the 
courtroom  as  what  goes  on  in  the 
boardroom,  because  it  is  in  the  board- 
room—and we  see  it  through  discovery 
in  other  products  cases — where  the  dol- 
lars and  cents  take  hold.  We  have 
heard  about  automobile  manufacturers 
who  knowingly  did  not  spend  enough 
time  on  safety  and  said,  "we  can  afford 
to  have  so  many  explosions  and  we  will 
still  make  money  "  We  want  to  make 
sure  that  that  kind  of  callous  attitude 
does  not  increase  in  America  today.  We 
want  the  safest  products. 

My  friend  from  Washington,  Senator 
Murray— I  have  to  be  clear  because  we 
have  the  two  Senators  from  Washing- 
ton on  different  sides  of  this — was  very 
clear  on  who  could  be  hurt  from  this 
so-called  reform.  Again,  I  want  to 
make  the  point  here  that  it  is  the  Re- 
publican Congress  that  keeps  on  say- 
ing, "We  want  the  people  of  the  States 
to  handle  everything.  They  are  better 
at  it."  Yet,  when  it  comes  to  product 
liability,  for  whatever  reason,  they 
want  big  brother  and  big  sister  and  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  dictate  to  every  judge 
and  jury  in  this  country  as  to  what 
damages  ought  to  be.  I  find  it  almost 
amusing,  if  it  were  not  such  a  serious 
matter. 

When  it  is  convenient,  you  are  for 
the  local  people,  and  when  it  is  not,  do 
not  let  philosophy  get  in  the  way.  I 
think  Senator  Thompson  from  Ten- 
nessee made  that  point  very  clearly,  as 
a  Republican  Senator  who  does  not  like 
this  bill,  asking  if  this  goes  against  the 
grain  of  what  he  said  Republicans  are 
trying  to  do.  I  applaud  him  for  that  di- 
rectness. 

Now,  we  know  that  there  are  going  to 
be  some  changes  to  the  bill  as  it  is  be- 
fore us  in  order  to  get  enough  votes  to 
move  forward.  I  was  very  pleased  to  see 
that  not  even  a  majority  of  this  Senate 
would  stand  up  for  that  Dole  amend- 
ment which  would  put  a  punitive  dam- 
ages cap  on  all  civil  cases.  It  was  so 
far-reaching  and  so  hurtful   that  Sen- 


ator Dole  could  not  even  get  50,  51 
votes.  I  think  he  got  47.  That  is  very 
far  from  shutting  off  debate. 

I  have  to  say  that  I  believe  the  sub- 
stitute bill  will  have  some  terrible  con- 
sequences. Yes,  it  stripped  out  the 
other  areas  of  law.  and  they  are  just 
sticking  to  products. 

I  think  there  will  be  three  con- 
sequences By  the  way.  I  am  not  sug- 
gesting that  the  people  who  support 
this  bill  want  these  consequences.  But 
I  believe  these  are  the  consequences  of 
the  bill. 

First,  it  will  make  our  products  less 
safe— less  safe — for  consumers. 

Second,  the  formula  for  punitive 
damages  is  blatantly  unfair.  It  favors 
the  wealthiest.  Let  me  repeat  that:  The 
formula  for  punitive  damages  is  bla- 
tantly unfair  and  favors  the  wealthy.  I 
will  show  a  particular  case  where  we 
have  a  wealthy  corporate  executive 
suffer  the  same  injury  from  the  same 
product  as  a  homemaker  and  wait  until 
we  see  the  difference  in  the  award  that 
they  get.  It  will  make  your  hair  stand 
on  end.  it  is  so  unfair. 

Third,  there  is  another  issue  that  has 
not  yet  been  raised  that  deals  with  the 
biomaterials  section,  which  I  believe 
will  unduly  restrict  liability  for  suppli- 
ers of  component  parts.  In  other  words, 
if  a  person  gets  hurt  by  a  product  that 
has  a  number  of  parts,  what  this  would 
do  is  put  some  of  the  manufacturers  of 
those  parts  off  limits.  They  would  have 
no  liability.  It  sets  up  a  real  problem, 
which  I  will  go  into. 

Moving  to  consumer  safety,  one 
study  done  on  tort  law  and  its  effect  on 
improved  safety,  reported  that  the 
State  system  of  product  liability  saves 
lives.  The  study  estimates  that  6,000  to 
7,000  accidental  deaths  are  prevented 
and  as  many  as  3  million  fewer  injuries 
occur  every  year  because  of  State  prod- 
uct liability  laws.  We  are  talking  here 
about  changing  laws  that  studies  have 
shown  saves  lives. 

WTiy  do  we  want  to  do  that?  Some 
6,000  to  7,000  deaths  are  prevented 
every  year.  Three  million  fewer  inju- 
ries. Why  do  we  want  to  change  a  sys- 
tem that  helps  this  country?  I  do  not 
believe  the  proponents  of  this  legisla- 
tion want  to  see  more  deaths  and  inju- 
ries, but  I  believe  that  is  an  unintended 
consequence  of  this  bill.  The  best  prod- 
ucts in  the  world,  and  we  are  messing 
with  it  over  here,  and  I  think  it  is 
wrong. 

Now,  I  want  to  talk  about  fairness. 
The  Dole  bill,  as  it  is  before  the  Sen- 
ate, and  I  know  that  Senator  GORTON 
plans  to  amend  it  so  I  will  address 
both,  would  do  the  following,  and  I  will 
prove  it  by  giving  a  case  and  walking 
through  a  case. 

There  is  a  CEO  who  earns  $400,000  a 
year.  His  auto  engine  explodes  and  he 
is  unable  to  work  for  a  year.  Then, 
there  is  a  45-year-old  female  home- 
maker.  She  earns  no  wages.  Same 
thing  happens  to  her.  Her  auto  engine 


explodes  and  she  is  unable  to  work  for 
a  year.  The  automaker  is  found  100  per- 
cent liable  by  the  jury. 

For  the  CEO,  the  jury  awards  eco- 
nomic damages  of  $425,000— the  $400,000 
he  makes  plus  $25,000  in  medical  bills; 
pain  and  suffering  damages  of  $25,000; 
he  gets  a  compensatory  damage  award 
of  $450,000.  'When  we  add  that  in  with 
the  punitive  damages,  which  is  two 
times  compensatory  dam£iges,  he  gets 
$1.35  million. 

Identical  injury,  different  results. 
Now  we  will  look  at  the  homemaker,  45 
years  old— same  age  as  the  CEO.  She 
earns  no  wages.  Her  auto  engine  ex- 
plodes and  she  cannot  work  for  a  year. 
She  is  not  working  anyway.  She  has  no 
wages.  The  automaker  is  found  100  per- 
cent liable.  She  gets  economic  damages 
of  $25,000.  She  has  no  lost  wages.  She 
ha^  $25,000  in  medical  bills,  pain  and 
suffering  of  $25,000.  Her  total  compen- 
satory damage  award  is  $50,000. 

Here  is  what  happens  to  her:  She  gets 
compensatory  damages  of  $50,000;  puni- 
tive damages  of  $100,000,  for  a  total 
award  of  $150,000.  Same  injury,  dif- 
ferent result. 

This  is  the  bill  that  is  before  the  Sen- 
ate. Senator  Gorton  wants  to  make  it 
better.  I  am  glad  he  does.  He  is  putting 
back  the  $250,000,  so  she  could  get 
$250,000  in  punitive  damages  if  his 
amendment  holds. 

Now,  giving  them  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt,  that  they  change  it  to  $250,000. 
it  is  $1.35  million  versus  $300.000— same 
injury,  different  result.  This  is  what  we 
are  voting  on. 

I  hate  to  say  it,  but  it  hurts  women 
the  most.  Women  still  earn  only  71 
cents  for  every  $1  earned  by  a  man. 
And  women  and  minorities  make  up 
only  5  percent  Ci  top  managemenu  jobs. 
The  consequences  of  that  disparity 
here  will  play  out. 

Who  will  get  hurt?  Middle-income 
people,  women,  the  elderly,  children. 
Who  gets  the  highest  award?  A  high- 
paid  executive.  Oh  good.  Just  what  we 
needed.  Robin  Hood  in  reverse.  A  court 
system  that  pays  this  man  $1.35  million 
and  pays  this  woman  $300,000  or 
$150,000,  depending  on  what  we  wind  up 
with. 

I  have  to  say  that  anyone  who  votes 
for  this  is  voting  for  something  that  is 
blatantly  unfair,  blatantly  unfair.  We 
in  the  almighty  Senate  are  putting  our 
imprimatur  on  this  kind  of  a  plan. 

Not  this  Senator.  I  hope  we  have 
enough  Senators  who  stand  up  and  be 
counted  for  the  little  guy,  as  my  col- 
league Senator  Murray  says,  the  little 
guy,  the  little  gal.  They  do  not  have 
pinstripe  suiters  around  here.  They  do 
not  get  on  the  plane  and  come  and 
knock  on  our  door.  But  the  big  guys 
can.  And  that  is  what  this  bill  is  for. 
Unfair,  blatantly  unfair. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  juries,  who 
see  these  cases  firsthand,  can  make 
these  decisions.  That  is  the  bottom 
line. 
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Now.  I  want  to  talk  about  medical 
devices.  This  is  something  that  hits 
home  again  to  a  large  number,  particu- 
larly of  women,  although  I  might  say 
men  who  have  pacemakers  or  other 
kinds  of  devices  implanted  should  be 
very  concerned  about  the  blomaterials 
section  in  this  bill.  Senator  Heflin  and 
I  have  discussed  this,  and  we  both 
agree  that  this  title  of  the  bill  has  not 
gotten  enough  attention. 

As  biomaterial  suppliers,  component 
parts  manufacturers  would  be  shielded 
from  liability  under  this  bill. 

I  am  concerned  that  these  provisions 
go  too  far.  We  know  about  silicone  gel 
implants.  Would  the  people  who  make 
that  silicone  be  immunized  under  the 
bill?  Will  they  be  protected  from  law- 
suits? 

We  know  Dow  Chemical  set  up  a  cor- 
poration just  to  make  breast  implants, 
and  they  called  it  Dow  Coming.  They 
tried  to  protect  Dow  Chemical  from  li- 
ability that  way  even  though  Dow 
Chemical  made  the  chlorinated  organic 
compounds,  the  solvents  and  the  cata- 
lyst that  went  into  these  implants. 

The  product  of  silicone  breast  im- 
plants, we  know,  is  the  subject  of  ongo- 
ing litigation,  but  will  this  title  in  the 
bill  that  is  still  in  the  bill  mean  that 
Dow  Chemical  could  be  dismissed  from 
the  case?  What  would  we  be  telling  the 
women,  infants,  and  children  whose 
lives  have  been  devastated  by  these 
leaking  silicone  implants''  What  would 
we  be  telling  them  now  that  they  are 
finally  ending  their  battle  with  the 
chemical  giants?  Are  they  going  to  be 
told.  "Sorry.  Congress  just  gave  ex- 
traordinary protection  to  Dow.  and  you 
are  left  with  no  way  to  be  made 
whole?"  I  hope  we  will  not  vote  cloture 
on  this  bill. 

We  are  not  sure  if  Dow  would  be 
shielded,  but  it  is  clear  that  manufac- 
turers will  try  for  this  absolute  de- 
fense. 

Mind  you.  in  that  section  they  will 
be  shielded  from  liability  for  compo- 
nent parts.  And  will  these  provisions 
encourage  device  manufacturers  to  set 
up  their  own  separate  entities  to  man- 
ufacture all  the  component  parts  and 
supply  all  the  raw  materials?  Would 
these  provisions  protect  these  shell 
corporations  from  reckless  conduct  or 
even  deliberate  harm? 

I  know  small  businesses  are  con- 
cerned about  this,  if  they  supply  a 
small  part.  I  am  not  talking  about  that 
situation.  I  am  talking  about  a  situa- 
tion that  could  occur  in  this  bill  with 
this  title  where  a  corporation  that 
makes,  say.  the  silicone  breast  im- 
plant, sets  up  another  corporation  at 
an  arm's  distance,  legally,  and  that 
second  corporation  supplies  all  of  the 
component  parts.  If  the  product  is  un- 
safe and  the  company  that  makes  the 
product  goes  out  of  business,  no  one 
can  go  after  the  company  that  makes 
component  parts  because — guess  why — 
they  are  shielded  under  this  bill. 


Let  us  not  mess  with  the  product  li- 
ability laws  in  this  land. 

In  the  beginning  we  heard  a  lot  of 
talk:  Oh.  there  is  a  crisis,  so  many 
cases.  There  have  been  about  350  cases 
in  25  years  where  there  have  been  puni- 
tive damage  awards.  I  think  we  have 
proven  that  on  this  floor  over  and  over 
again.  The  leadership  on  this,  from  my 
side  of  the  aisle,  has  been  magnificent. 
Senator  Rollings  and  Senator  Hefllv 
have  been  on  their  feet,  hour  after  hour 
after  hour,  peeling  away  the  talk  and 
looking  at  the  facts  of  what  this  bill 
will  do. 

I  think  the  American  people  are 
starting  to  get  scared,  because  just  be- 
cause somebody  says  "legal  reform" 
does  not  mean  necessarily  that  is  what 
it  is.  This  is  not  reform,  this  is  basi- 
cally the  Federal  Government  taking 
over  and  tying  the  hands  of  judges  and 
juries,  tying  their  hands,  so  if  someone 
is  disfigured  or  has  brain  damage  or 
cannot  have  a  child  and  suffers  might- 
ily and  his  or  her  family  suffers  might- 
ily, that  judge  and  that  jury  cannot  de- 
cide the  dollar  number  to  put  on  that 
case. 

We  know  there  are  enough  checks 
and  balances  in  the  system  today.  We 
do  not  need  to  take  over  this  area  of 
the  law.  I  hope  we  will  stand  strong 
today,  again,  against  cloture.  Just 
keep  in  mind  in  this  accident:  Identical 
injuries,  different  results— a  home- 
maker  getting  a  maximum  of  $150,000; 
with  the  Gorton  amendment  getting  a 
maximum  of  $300,000;  and  the  same 
identical  injury,  a  CEO  making  $400,000 
comes  away  with  $1.35  million. 

To  me  that  is  a  denial  of  equal  pro- 
tection under  the  law.  But,  yet,  that  is 
the  kind  of  law  we  are  looking  at. 

Let  us  beat  back  this  other  attempt 
at  cloture.  Let  us  protect  the  American 
people  from  this  bill.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary and  it  will  be  very  hurtful. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
ought  to  be  determined  kill  them,  not 
injure  them.  Certainly  in  regard  to  the 
DeWine  small  business  amendment, 
where  it  is  the  lesser  of  $250,000  or  two 
times  noneconomic  and  economic  dam- 
ages, you  can  have  instances  in  death 
cases  where  the  limit  would  be  zero  be- 
cause there  are  no  economic  damages 
and  because  death  occurs  immediately, 
without  pain  and  suffering,  or  with  a 
minimum  amount  of  time  in  which  one 
goes  through  that. 

But  the  whole  issue  comes  down  to 
the  role  of  the  Senate.  To  me,  the  role 
of  the  Senate  in  regards  to  this  is  ex- 
tremely important.  Some  of  my  col- 
leagues, I  am  afraid,  do  not  realize 
there  will  be  a  conference  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  bill,  which 
was  passed,  which  has  a  15-year  statute 
of  repose,  which  does  not  even  have  the 
Snowe  amendment,  which  I  consider 
not  to  be — an  improvement — does  not 


have  it  in  it.  And  when  you  go  to  con- 
ference what  is  going  to  happen?  I  do 
not  see  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  is  going  to  be  outdone 
by  my  good  friend,  Senator  Rocke- 
feller. I  think  he  will  come  out  with 
a  House  version  of  the  bill. 

So,  regardless  of  what  substitute  to  a 
substitute  might  be  offered  here,  if  clo- 
ture were  to  be  agreed  to  then  what  do 
you  do?  You  go  to  conference  and  what 
do  you  come  out  with?  You  come  out 
with  the  Gingrich  bill. 

The  role  of  the  Senate  is  to  be  a  de- 
liberative body.  We  are  not  a  body  that 
votes  aye  and  nay.  and  the  majority 
rules  in  the  event  a  person  desires  to 
take  advantage  of  the  rules.  You  have 
the  cloture  situation.  So  what  is  really 
at  stake  here  is  an  issue  in  regards  to 
the  role  of  the  Senate  and  the  rules  of 
the  Senate. 

Do  not  be  under  any  illusion  to  the 
effect  that  what  you  might  adopt  as  a 
substitute  to  a  substitute  is  going  to  be 
the  final  bill  that  goes  to  the  Presi- 
dent. It  goes  to  conference.  I  think  we 
ought  to  realize  very  clearly  what  the 
situation  will  be. 

There  are  just  so  many  bugs  in  this. 
One  of  the  lawyers  on  Senator  HoL- 
LLNGS  staff  mentioned  to  me  you  can 
organize  subsidiary  corporations  or 
you  can  keep  down  the  major  corpora- 
tions to  fewer  than  25  employees.  There 
are  so  many  maneuvers  and  various  ac- 
tivities that  can  occur  relative  to  that, 
that  opens  the  market  wide  open  per- 
taining to  this. 

So  I  have  already  spoken.  Senator 
HOLLINGS  is  here,  and  others  that  will 
probably  want  to  speak.  I  am  not  going 
to  speak  long  on  this,  but  this  is  basi- 
cally saying  that  life  in  the  United 
States,  if  a  wrongdoer  kills  you.  it  is 
worth  no  more  than  5250.000,  particu- 
larly in  the  event  that  you  fall  under 
the  small  business  protection.  I  say 
this  is  flawed  with  great  unfairness 
throughout.  I  have  outlined  it  before. 

But  the  main  issue  to  be  considered 
in  this  cloture  vote  that  is  upcoming  is 
the  role  of  the  Senate.  Do  not  forget 
there  is  going  to  be  a  conference.  Do 
not  forget  who  is  going  to  control  the 
conference.  I  hope  my  colleagues  bear 
that  in  mind  as  they  consider  their  clo- 
ture vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.    HOLLINGS.    Mr     President,    the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  right  on  tar- 
get. I  remember  my  children  years  ago 
used    to    listen    to    a    little    Saturday 
morning    radio   show.    "Big   John    and 
Sparky."  and  they  had  little  squeaky 
Sparky  with  the  voice: 
All  the  way  through  your  life. 
Make  this  your  goal. 
Keep  your  eye  on  the  doughnut. 
And  not  on  the  hole. 

Keeping  our  eyes  on  the  doughnut 
and  trying  to  avoid  falling  into  holes 
that  these  folks  have  on  course,  all  we 
need  do  is  go  to  the  contract,  the  con- 
tract and  what  is  really  intended. 


The  theme  of  the  contract  is  that 
Government  is  not  the  solution;  Gov- 
ernment is  the  problem.  The  Govern- 
ment is  the  enemy.  Abolish  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education;  abolish  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce;  abolish  the  Depart- 
ment of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment; abolish  the  Department  of  En- 
tergy; get  rid  of  public  TV;  get  rid  of 
private  TV;  abolish  the  Federal  Com- 
munications Commission;  abolish  the 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  on  the  one 
hand,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  on  the  other  hand.  And  then,  as 
concerns  fundamental  rights,  we  come 
to  trial  by  jury.  This  is  none  other 
than  an  assault  on  the  seventh  amend- 
ment, the  fundamental  right  given 
under  our  Government  for  a  jury  of 
your  peers. 

I  could  quote  Patrick  Henry,  James 
Madison,  Thomas  Jefferson.  We  could 
go  right  on  down  the  line,  up  to  Chief 
Justice  Rehnquist  —and  we  will  have 
time  to  do  that — very,  very  interesting 
observations,  right  up  to  date.  But  you 
can  see  it  in  that  contract,  the  English 
rule. 

Now.  you  have  to  watch  them  closely 
to  get  the  eye  on  the  doughnut.  It  is 
not  in  there — tort  reform — but  it  is 
over  in  H.R.  988.  a  separate  bill.  In  that 
separate  bill,  yes,  they  have  the  Eng 
lish  rule  on  the  one  hand,  and  interest- 
ingly. Mr.  President,  they  sneaked  in 
what  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
said.  Now  we  do  not  have  that  in  our 
bill  this  year;  that  is,  the  settlement 
process  whereby  if  you  are  offered  a 
settlement  and  decline,  and  you  get  a 
verdict  of  less  than  that  settlement, 
you  have  to  pay  the  attorney's  fees  on 
the  other  side.  That  is  the  English  rule 
of  intimidation,  and  they  have  it  in 
this  separate  bill.  You  can  bet  your 
boots  they  will  get  it  in  the  conference. 

Yes,  they  constantly  are  reminding 
us  that  we  lost.  You  are  right.  Tom 
Foley  is  not  over  there;  Newt  Gingrich 
is  over  there.  I  have  seen  him  whip 
these  young  Congressmen  from  my  own 
State  into  line.  It  was  said  conscien- 
tiously we  did  not  have  the  money  for 
a  tax  cut.  We  did  not  have  it;  no.  They 
are  opposed  to  a  tax  cut  because  we 
just  did  not  have  it.  What  we  needed  to 
do  was  pay  the  bill— on  and  en.  But  we 
are  now  in  the  bottom  nine  game.  You 
either  come  out  for  practice  or  you  do 
not  play  on  the  team 

Speaker  Gingrich  is  a  hard  task- 
master You  can  bet  your  boots  when 
this  bill  or  any  bill  gets  there,  it  needs 
little  fixes  at  the  end  before  cloture 
votes.  Essentially,  they  are  that;  just 
momentary  fixes  to  get  just  a  title  or 
anything  that  would  relate  to  it  over 
to  the  House  side,  for  they  know  what 
they  can  get  by  an  overwhelming  Ging- 
rich vote  over  there,  and  bring  it  back 
where  the  poor  majority  leader  has  to 
mimic  because  he  is  all  wound  up  in  a 
Presidential  race. 

I  know  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas  does  not  want  to  do  away 


with  punitive  damages  in  all  civil 
cases.  But  anything  you  can  do,  I  can 
do  better.  So  you  do  one.  So  I  up  the 
ante  and  go  to  all  civil  cases.  We  will 
find  out  who  is  for  who,  and  who  ought 
to  be  the  Republican  nominee,  and  we 
will  just  out-Republican  each  other. 
And  you  have  all  kinds  of  mischief 
afoot  if  you  do  not  keep  your  eye  on 
the  doughnut  and  watch  it  very,  very 
closely. 

They  never  would  apply  this  to  the 
manufacturers.  I  just  allude  here  to 
one  case  because  they  keep  talking 
about  punitive  damages.  It  is  the  case 
of  TXO  Production  Corp.  verses  Reli- 
ance Resources,  decided  just  2  years 
ago  by  whom?  The  U.S.  Supreme  Court, 
on  punitive  damages  What  were  the 
actual  damages?  They  were  $19,000. 
What  were  the  punitive  damages?  They 
were  $10  million.  You  get  all  of  this  an- 
ecdotal nonsense.  They  come  out  in  in- 
dividual injury  cases  like  it  is  so  out- 
rageous, that  the  poor  lady  who  was 
burned  with  the  McDonald's  coffee  was 
just  outrageous,  not  this  kind  of  per- 
centage. They  go  to  1,000  percent.  This 
is  way  more  than  that  $19,000  actual, 
$10  million  punitive,  the  most  recent 
case  on  punitive  damages  before  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  a  civil  action. 

So  there  it  is.  They  do  not  believe  in 
it  because  they  will  not  apply  that  to 
themselves.  They  have  the  unmitigated 
gall  to  come  around  saying  they  rep- 
resent the  consumers,  but  they  will  not 
let  it  apply  to  the  manufacturers. 
Come  on.  Come  on.  Do  not  give  me  that 
this  bill  is  for  consumers,  and  the 
consumer  and  the  injured  party  are  not 
getting  enough  money.  Do  not  come 
with  respect  to  the  trial  lawyers  that 
bought  the  crowd.  Come  on.  Everybody 
is  in  the  contribution  business.  I  would 
like  to  get  some  more  from  the  trial 
lawyers.  I  would  like  to  get  more  from 
the  chamber  of  commerce.  You  do  not 
think  that  the  chamber  of  commerce, 
the  National  Association  of  Manufac- 
turers, the  Conference  Board,  the  Busi- 
ness Round  Table,  and  the  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Businesses. 
yes.  they  have  PAC's.  And  they  give 
away  more  money.  But  you  cannot  find 
it  quoted  in  the  newspaper. 

They  not  only  give  more  in  contribu- 
tions but  they  have  a  better  currency. 
They  have  organized  PAC's  and  orga- 
nized focus.  I  see  them  in  my  elections. 
They  come  to  you.  and  they  say,  "How 
about  it.  now'.'  We  want  you  to  help  us 
on  this  bill."  I  am  getting  the  letters. 
I  am  getting  the  calls  now.  The  people 
in  a  position  of  objecting  to  this  hei- 
nous measure  here,  the  Consumer  Fed- 
eration of  America,  the  leading  one, 
they  do  not  have  a  PAC.  They  do  not 
give  you  a  nickel. 

Do  you  think  you  get  calls  at  elec- 
tion time?  The  NFIB  and  the  small 
business  people  out  there  are  calling, 
the  chamber  of  commerce  is  calling, 
big  boys  from  the  Business  Round 
Table  and  the  National  Association  of 


Manufacturers  in  my  State  are  calling. 
The  Consumer  Federation  of  America 
does  not  have  a  PAC.  Public  Citizen 
does  not  have  a  PAC.  The  Association 
of  State  Legislatures  does  not  have  a 
PAC.  The  Association  of  State  Su- 
preme Court  Justices  does  not  have  a 
PAC.  The  Attorneys  General  of  the 
United  States  does  not  have  a  PAC. 
The  American  Bar  Association  does  not 
have  a  PAC.  Let  us  clear  the  air  here 
and  find  out  who  is  who,  and  who  is 
supporting  who. 

This  insulting  reference  that  this  bill 
ought  to  just  whip  right  on  through, 
they  do  not  believe  in  it  themselves,  or 
their  own  manufacturers  that  they  rep- 
resent. They  do  not  believe  it  by  way  of 
contractors,  because  the  contractors 
are  sending  everything  back  to  the  peo- 
ple. This  bill  is  to  take  it  away,  take  it 
away  from  the  people;  bring  it  to  the 
Washington  bureaucrats  on  the  one 
hand,  and  take  away  the  rights  of  trial 
by  jury  on  the  other.  You  do  not  just 
outright  abolish  the  seventh  amend- 
ment. You  nibble  at  it.  You  nibble  at 
it.  You  just  erode  it  like  a  rat  just 
gnawing  at  it  gradually.  Yes,  get  rid  of 
punitive  damages.  Get  rid  of  joint  and 
several  liability.  Limit  the  evidence 
that  goes  in.  Get  a  bifurcated— a  di- 
vided— proof  of  actual  and  proof  of  pu- 
nitive. Go  right  on  down  the  list.  Give 
them  the  English  rule. 

Well,  that  is  not  170  years  ago.  I  had 
this  quote  from  none  other  than  the 
British  National  Council  for  Civil  Lib- 
erties, what  they  had  to  say  about  the 
systematic  erosion  of  the  English  jury 
system  between  1967  and  1978: 

The  jury  system  has  been  badly  under- 
mined in  recent  years.  The  prosecution  in 
criminal  cases,  otherwise  than  civil  cases, 
need  no  longer  convince  12  jurors.  They  can 
convict  on  the  views  of  only  10. 

They  state  that  to  come  in  now,  to 
allow  a  check  on  the  jurors'  back- 
grounds, while  the  defense  is  not  even 
allowed  to  know  his  occupation,  the 
prosecution  can  secretly  bet  your  all 
for  their  political  loyalty,  yet  the  de- 
fense is  not  even  allowed  to  ask  jurors 
questions  in  open  court.  The  principle 
of  randomness  has  been  used  to  cut 
down  defense  challenges  but  leave  pros- 
ecution challenges  unlimited.  A  large 
percentage  of  the  criminal  work  has 
been  removed  from  the  jury  to  the 
magistrates  court.  And  on  the  civil 
side,  we  find  that  less  than  2  percent  of 
the  civil  cases  are  tried  before  a  jury. 

I  had  a  lawyer  friend  that  went  to  the 
American  Bar  Association  seminars 
and  interviewed  the  prospective  jurors 
at  random.  He  kept  going  through,  try- 
ing to  find  any  that  would  serve.  He 
could  not  find  anybody  in  London.  He 
went  on  up  to  Scotland.  They  just  did 
not  serve  on  juries.  You  have  to  be  a 
member  of  the  elite.  So  do  not  come 
and  give  me  the  English  rule. 

I  know  about  the  unstudied  mind  of 
the  ideas  of  the  Magna  Carta,  King 
John  at  Runnymede.  I  remember,  I  say 
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to  the  Senator,  when  we  went  over  on 
one  of  these  tourist  trips  to  London. 
They  got  on  the  bus  one  afternoon  and 
stopped  at  Runnymede.  and  my  friend 
is  as  talkative  as  I  am.  He  said.  "Now. 
what  happened  here?"  The  bus  driver 
called  back  and  said.  "King  John,  the 
signing  of  the  Magna  Carta."  And  he 
said.  "Well,  when  was  thaf!""  The  driv- 
er shouted  back,  "1215."  He  looked  at 
his  watch.  He  said,  "Florence,  damn  it. 
you  are  2  hours  late  again.  We  are  be- 
hind time." 

That  is  about  how  much  this  crowd 
knows  about  Runnymede  and  the 
Magna  Carta.  They  do  not  know  about 
the  English  system.  They  do  not  know 
it  is  totally  eroded.  The  fundamental 
right  of  trial  by  jury  here  is  being  as- 
saulted. 

Let  us  look  at  that  so-called  English 
rule  that  they  have  on  another  bill 
that  they  hope  to  put  in  in  conference. 
I  will  never  forget  one  case  I  had  before 
I  got  elected  to  the  Senate  In  fact,  it 
was  settled  after  I  got  out  of  the  law 
practice  and  in  the  Senate.  My  law 
partner  and  I  were  the  only  two  who 
tried  the  case.  There  was  a  firm  of  12 
lawyers  in  Charleston.  There  was  a 
firm  of  17  lawyers  in  Columbia.  There 
were  some  from  New  York  that  came 
in.  They  had  20-some  lawyers.  They 
had  to  get  three  tables.  And  just  he  and 
I  had  an  injured  party  and  we  were  try- 
ing the  case 

I  think  back  to  the  fact  that  particu- 
lar case  never  even  received  an  offer  of 
any  kmd  of  settlement  until  it  went 
out  to  the  jury,  never  a  red  cent  of 
offer.  It  was  one  of  the  most  injurious 
cases— injuries,  clear-cut  proof— that  I 
had  ever  been  engaged  in.  I  never  could 
understand  why  they  would  not  make 
us  an  offer. 

But  you  have  these  insurance  com- 
pany lawyers  who  will  say.  "We  don't 
settle  cases."  They  think  that  is 
macho  and  everything  else.  Translated, 
we  factor  it  in  the  cost  of  litigation.  So 
we  have  no  idea  of  settling.  So  what 
happens?  You  intimidate  the  injured 
party 

Look  at  a  case  we  had  last  year  in 
the  district  court  under  Judge  Ross  An- 
derson with  General  Motors.  General 
Motors  was  represented  by  four  of  the 
biggest  law  firms.  They  had  a  grand 
total  from  those  firms  of  1,000  lawyers. 
Present  m  the  courtroom  representing 
General  Motors  was  the  former  Attor- 
ney General  Griffin  Bell,  the  former 
Attorney  General  William  Barr,  the 
former  Solicitor  General,  Kenneth 
Starr— you  can  go  down  the  listr— some 
of  the  most  well  known  attorneys  that 
you  will  ever  find.  They  have  to  be  paid 
$400  to  J500  an  hour 

You  would  think  that  the  plaintiff  in 
that  case  would  not  bring  the  case 
when  they  have  General  Motors  and  all 
of  those  lawyers  and  everything  else 
and  have  to  run  the  risk  of  not  prevail- 
ing and  getting  all  12  jurors.  They  talk 
about  consumers  and  everything  else. 


They  are  trying  inch  by  inch,  yard  by 
yard  to  get  rid  of  the  trial  by  jury.  It 
has  happened  in  England  and  they 
would  like  to  have  it  happen  right  now 
in  the  United  States  of  America. 

That  cannot  be  emphasized  too  much 
as  it  now  concerns  what  we  have  before 
us  because  we  have  to  look  at  the 
doughnut  and  not  the  hole.  We  look  at 
all  these  little  ramifications.  They  will 
put  in  any  and  every  kind  of  amend- 
ment that  you  can  possibly  think  of 
just  to  fix  this  vote  or  fix  that  vote  or 
change  the  vote  we  had  last  week, 
knowing  all  along  that  they  have  kept 
their  word  and  the  amendment  is  clear. 

Then  when  they  get  on  the  other 
side,  they  will  be  telling  the  truth 
again  when  they  say,  "Well,  you  know, 
Speaker  Gingrich  took  over  and  this  is 
his  bill,  and  that  is  all  we  could  get  the 
House  Members  to  vote  for  and  that  is 
what  we  got  in  the  conference  report." 
And  then  you  really  have  all  of  this 
thing  piled  on  you.  That  is  why  some  of 
us  in  this  Chamber  struggle  so  because 
we  can  see  exactly  what  is  occurring 
Everything  that  was  reprehensible  in 
these  previous  bills  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia,  in 
the  House  bills,  and  considered  in  sepa- 
rate bills  over  there  and  everything 
else  of  that  kind,  is  being  and  is  going 
to  be  reinserted.  And  so  when  they  get 
to  conference,  just  like  this  bill  started 
as  a  product  liability  measure;  it  soon 
became  a  malpractice,  a  medical  mal- 
practice measure.  And  just  as  soon  as 
it  became  a  medical  malpractice  meas- 
ure, the  next  thing  you  look  around  it 
was  all  civil  cases  that  it  would  apply 
to.  And  that  is  exactly  how  the  con- 
ference would  go  if  we  did  exactly  as 
they  wish,  and  that  is  let  us  get  this 
little  change  here  and  that  little 
change  there,  and  we  will  all  be  happy. 

We  all  have  been  working  hard.  We 
have  been  on  this  for  several  years. 
And  the  plea  is  to  what  you  commit- 
ted. Laws  are  really  passed  at  cam- 
paign time.  Too  often  it  is  that  these 
eminent  organizations  come-- the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  Independent  Busi- 
nesses— for  one  thing  only,  your  vote 
on  their  bill.  Necessarily  you  want 
their  support.  In  fact,  they  give  you  a 
little  award,  a  little  statue,  and  that  is 
the  NFIB  award.  And  it  is  the  treasure 
board  award  that  you  get  from  that 
small  business  group. 

They  have  thousands  of  mailouts.  I 
can  tell  you,  trial  lawyers  do  not  have 
any  thousands  of  mailouts.  The  others, 
as  well,  including  consumer  organiza- 
tions, do  not  mail  out  anything.  They 
just  do  not  have  any  PAC's  at  the  su- 
preme courts  of  the  50  States.  The 
American  Bar  Association,  which  op- 
poses this  measure,  does  not  have  any 
PAC.  They  do  not  have  political 
mailouts.  But  the  NFIB  mails  out;  the 
chamber  of  commerce  has  its  meetings 
as  well  as  the  mailouts.  The  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers  is  strong 
in   my  State.  They  come   around,  and 


they  have  not  only  mailouts  but  spe- 
cial manufacturers  come  around  and 
meet  with  you  and  everything  else  of 
that  kind. 

So  if  you  are  not  studied  as  to  the  in- 
dividual rights  of  injured  parties,  you 
may  not  realize  how  horrendous  this 
legislation  is,  and  the  detrimental  im- 
pact it  will  have  on  our  Nation's  civil 
justice  system.  What's  worse  is  that  it 
is  based  on  a  total  distorted  record. 
They  lament  and  lament  about  puni- 
tive damages.  However,  according  to 
the  hearing  record,  the  amount  of  all  of 
product  liability  punitive  damage 
awards  in  the  last  30  years  adds  up  to 
only  a  fraction  of  the  $3  billion  Penn- 
zoil  versus  Texaco  verdict,  or  the  $3 
billion  verdict  in  the  Exxon  Valdez 
case. 

Are  they  really  concerned  about  con- 
sumers'' Are  they  really  concerned 
about  the  injured  parties? 

Mr.  President,  of  all  civil  filings, 
torts  represent  9  percent,  and  of  those 
tort  filings  only  4  percent  of  the  9  per- 
cent, are  product  liability  cases— .38 — 
thirty -eight  one-hundredth&— percent. 
And  this  thing  has  taken  2  weeks  now. 
To  do  what?  To  take  it  away  from  the 
States  that  have  had  jurisdiction  for 
230  years,  the  English  law  and  every- 
thing else  of  that  kind,  or  the  regular 
statutes,  the  regular  burdens  of  proof. 
the  greater  weight  of  the  preponder- 
ance of  evidence,  all  12  jurors  have  to 
find  it  and  on  appeal  and  everything, 
injured  party  on  a  contingent  basis.  It 
has  worked.  The  States  themselves 
over  the  past  15  years  have  reformed 
their  laws,  and  there  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  that  they  are  handling  it  and 
handling  it  well.  My  judges  tell  me  so. 
particularly  my  Republican  judges  that 
we  have  confirmed  that  I  am  proud  of 
because  I  voted  for  their  confirmation. 

But  I  wanted  to  make  absolutely  sure 
that  we  did  not  have  that  problem.  I 
am  assured  of  it.  But  they  are  trying 
now  to  get  their  foot  in  the  door,  and 
the  ultimate  goal  is  to  restrict,  if  not 
totally  eliminate,  as  they  have  in  Eng- 
land, trial  by  jury. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CRAIG).  The  absence  of  a  quorum  has 
been  noted.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  PRIME 
MINISTER  OF  ISRAEL  YITZHAK 
RABIN 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  honor  of  presenting  to  the  Senate — 
and  I  shall  do  that  in  a  minute — the 
distinguished  Prime  Minister  of  Israel, 
Mr.  Rabin. 


RECESS 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  for  5  minutes  so  that 
Senators  may  greet  our  distinguished 
guest. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  4:02  p.m.,  recessed  until  4:07  p.m.; 
whereupon,  the  Senate  reassembled 
when  called  to  order  by  the  Presiding 
Officer  (Mr.  CRAIG). 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

ORDER  FOR  CLOTURE  VOTE  TO  BEGIN  AT  <:30  P.M. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  a  couple  of  our  col- 
leagues, one  on  each  side  of  the  aisle, 
may  not  be  available  until  4:15  or  4:20. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  clo- 
ture vote  scheduled  for  4  p.m.  today  be 
postponed  to  occur  at  4:20  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  Gorton  substitute  be  modified 
to  reflect  to  "Strike  all  after  the  first 
word,  and  insert,"  and  on  page  20,  line 
6,  strike  "or  (2)"  and  on  line  14,  strike 
"or  (2)". 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  discussed  this  with  the  leadership. 
I  would  have  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate we  were  trying  to  clear  up  a  pro- 
cedural problem.  The  Senator  certainly 
has  every  right  to  object.  It  may  mean 
that  this  will  be  corrected  tomorrow,  if 
cloture  is  not  invoked  today.  I  hope 
cloture  will  be  invoked  today. 


EXPRESSING  THE  SENSE  OF  THE 
SENATE  ON  50TH  ANNIVERSARY 
OF  V-E  DAY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today  is  a 
very  important  day  for  a  number  of 
people  on  this  Senate  floor.  It  is  V-E 
Day.  May  8,  1945,  was  a  very  important 
day.  We  have  a  V-E  Day  resolution 
that  I  think  deserves  a  rollcall.  I  hope 
my  colleagues  would  agree  that,  imme- 
diately after  the  cloture  vote,  we  would 
have  a  vote  on  the  V-E  Day  resolution. 

I  send  that  resolution  to  the  desk  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  115)  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  America's  World 
War  II  veterans  and  their  families  are  de- 
serving of  this  nation's  respect  and  apprecia- 
tion on  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day. 

The  resolution  is  as  follows: 


Whereas  on  May  7,  1945  In  Reims,  France, 
the  German  High  Command  signed  the  docu- 
ment of  surrender,  surrendering  all  air.  land 
and  sea  forces  unconditionally  to  the  Allies; 

Whereas  President  Harry  S  Truman  pro- 
claimed May  8.  1945  to  be  V-E  Day: 

Whereas  May  8.  1995  is  the  50th  Anniver- 
sary of  that  proclamation: 

Whereas,  the  courage  and  sacrifice  of  the 
American  fighting  men  and  women  who 
served  with  distinction  to  save  the  world 
from  tyranny  and  aggression  should  always 
be  remembered;  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Senate 
joins  with  a  grateful  nation  in  expressing  our 
respect  and  appreciation  to  the  men  and 
women  who  served  in  World  War  II.  and  their 
families.  Further,  we  remember  and  pay  trib- 
ute to  those  Americans  who  made  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  and  gave  their  life  for  their 
country. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a  very 
brief  resolution.  I  have  taken  the  lib- 
erty of  adding  World  War  II  veterans  as 
cosponsors.  If  some  do  not  want  to — I 
have  Senator  EIXON,  Senator  HOLLINGS, 
Senator  Glenn,  Senator  iNom'E,  Sen- 
ator Stevens,  Senator  Helms— I  think 
there  are  a  couple  of  others— Senator 
Heflin. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Senator  Thxjrmond. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Senator  Thurmond.  I  will 
furnish  those  names  at  the  desk. 

So  I  hope,  unless  there  is  some  objec- 
tion on  the  other  side,  that  that  vote 
could  follow  immediately  the  vote  on 
cloture. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  We  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

Mr.  DOLE.  So,  Mr.  President,  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  automatic  on  the 
cloture  vote.  Let  me  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  V-E  Day  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  AGREE- 
MENT—NOMINATION OF  JOHN  M. 
DEUTCH,  TO  BE  DIRECTOR  OF 
CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Finally,  Mr.  President,  as 
in  executive  session,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  immediately  following 
the  cloture  vote  and  the  vote  on  the  V- 
E  Day  resolution,  notwithstanding  rule 
XXII.  the  Senate  go  into  executive  ses- 
sion to  consider  the  nomination  of 
John  Deutch,  to  be  Director  of  the  CIA, 
and  that  it  be  considered  under  the  fol- 
lowing time  agreement:  2  hours  equally 
divided  between  the  chairman  and  vice 
chairman  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee, or  their  designees;  that  following 
the  conclusion,  or  yielding  back  of 
time,  the  nomination  be  set  aside;  and 
that  the  Senate  then  return  to  legisla- 
tive session,  with  the  vote  to  occur  on 
the  nomination  at  10:30  a.m.  on  Tues- 
day, May  9,  1995. 

I  believe  this  has  been  cleared  on 
both  sides.  We  will  have  debate  this 
afternoon  and  vote  tomorrow  morning. 


I  know  the  President  very  much  wants 
to  have  this  nomination  addressed.  We 
are  prepared  to  do  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  unless 
someone  would  like  to  speak  There  are 
8  minutes  before  the  cloture  vote  oc- 
curs. I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LLABIL- 
ITY  AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  again.  I 
want  to  emphasize  what  this  vote  is 
about.  It  is,  of  course,  about  product  li- 
ability, but  it  is  also  the  role  of  the 
Senate  in  the  legislative  process. 

The  House  has  passed  a  bill  that  con- 
tains vast  differences  from  what  is  pro- 
posed in  the  substitute  and  what  is  pro- 
posed in  the  substitute  to  the  sub- 
stitute. 

If  we  do  not  take  advantage  of  our 
rules  and  do  not  exercise  the  role  that 
is  intended  for  the  Senate  to  be  a  delib- 
erative body,  and  if  we  vote  cloture, 
there  is  no  question  what  will  happen 
is  it  will  go  back  to  the  House  and  I  do 
not  think  there  is  much  question  as  to 
what  will  happen. 

The  Speaker  of  the  House  will  con- 
trol the  conference,  and  this  is  going  to 
be  a  bill  regardless  of  what  fixes  may 
have  been  attempted  in  the  Senate,  the 
version  that  is  going  to  come  out  of  the 
conference  is  going  to  be  the  version  of 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. It  comes  back  here  and  people 
say,  "Well,  you  can  exercise  your  rules 
and  you  can  have  extended  debate  at 
that  time."  But  we  all  know  what  hap- 
pens on  conferences.  Their  reports 
come  back,  people  are  anxious  to  get 
away,  and  they  are  arranged  at  a  time 
to  come  up  where  you  are  in  a  situa- 
tion, and  we  end  up,  with  very  rare  ex- 
ceptions, approving  conference  reports. 

So  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  this  is  a 
vote  not  only  on  product  liability  but 
is  a  vote  on  the  role  of  the  Senate  on 
this  bill  and  other  bills  that  may  be 
coming  down  in  the  future. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  cloture.  It  is  very  important 
that  they  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that 
whatever  is  being  proposed  here  does 
not  mean  that  that  is  going  to  be  the 
final  version.  The  final  version,  I 
think,  in  the  judgment  of  anybody  who 
can  see  beyond  the  immediate  scene 
and  can  see  around  the  comer  will  be 
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that  it  will  be  in  conference  and  it  will 
come  out  as  a  Gingrich  version  of  this 
bill. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  simply 
want  to  announce  to  the  friends  and 
supporters  of  this  bill  that  this  will  not 
be  a  meaningful  cloture  vote.  In  the 
haste  to  draft  the  Gorton-Rockefeller 
amendment,  a  couple  of  drafting  errors 
were  made  that  can  only  be  removed  at 
this  point  by  unanimous  consent. 
Unanimous  consent,  as  the  body 
knows,  was  not  granted. 

Second,  because  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller amendment  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  had  cloture  been  granted 
and  had  the  Gorton-Rockefeller  amend- 
ment been  adopted,  which  it  would 
have  been,  it  would  have  cut  off  all 
other  postcloture  amendments  from 
the  opponents  to  the  bill  and  that.  too. 
could  only  have  been  waived  by  unani- 
mous consent. 

So  I  say  to  Members  who  have 
worked  on  this  compromise,  they  can 
vote  for  or  aigainst  cloture  at  will.  I  do 
not  expect  cloture  to  be  invoked.  I  can- 
not under  these  circumstances  vote  for 
cloture  myself.  The  bill  by  tomorrow 
morning  will  be  in  proper  form,  both 
for  its  own  passage  and  to  allow 
postcloture  amendments.  Tomorrow 
morning's  cloture  vote  will  be  the  sig- 
nificant one  on  this  bill  and  not  the 
vote  that  is  being  taken  this  evening. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  hour 

of  4:20  p.m.  having  arrived,  under  the 

previous  order,    the   clerk   will    report 

the  motion  to  invoke  cloture. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

Cloture  Motion 
We  the  undersigTied  Senators.  In  accord- 
ance with  the  provision  of  rule  XXn  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  a  sub- 
stitute amendment  to  H  R.  956.  the  product 
liability  bill: 

SlaUe  Gorton,  Dan  Coats,  Richard  G. 
Lugar.  .John  Ashcroft.  Rod  Grams.  Kay 
Bailey  Hutchison.  Judd  Gregg.  Strom 
Thurmond.  Jay  Rockefeller.  Trent 
Lott.  Rick  Santorum,  Larry  E.  Craig. 
Bob  Smith.  Don  Nlckles.  R.F.  Bennett, 
John  McCain.  Connie  Mack. 

VOTE  ON  .MOTION  TO  INVOKE  CLOTURE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  unan- 
imous consent  the  quorum  call  has 
been  waived. 


The  question  is:  Is  it  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  debate  on  amendment  No. 
690  to  H.R.  956.  the  product  liability 
bill,  shall  be  brought  to  a  close? 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  re- 
quired. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Akaka],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy], and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Kerrey]  are  necessarly  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "yea." 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Akaka]  would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Camp- 
bell], and  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Warner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  43, 
nays  49.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  153  Leg] 
YEAS-^3 


Abraham 

Gramm 

Lugar 

A»hcroft 

Grams 

Mack 

Bond 

Grassley 

McCain 

Brown 

Gregg 

McConaell 

Bums 

Hatch 

Murkowskl 

Chafe« 

Hacneld 

Nlckles 

CoaU 

Helms 

Presaler 

Coverdell 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Craig 

Inhofe 

Smith 

DeWlne 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Dole 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

Domenicl 

Kempthonie 

Thomas 

EZOD 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Falrcloth 

Lleberman 

FrUt 

Lott 

NAYS-^9 

Baucus 

Feins tein 

Murray 

Blden 

Ford 

Nunn 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Packwood 

Boxer 

Gorton 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Graham 

Reid 

Breauz 

Henin 

Robb 

Bryan 

Hoi  lings 

Rockefeller 

Bum  pert 

Inouye 

Roth 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Kerry 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Kohl 

Simon 

Conrad 

Lau ten berg 

Simpson 

D'Amato 

Leahy 

Specter 

DaKble 

Levin 

Thompson 

Dodd 

MlkuUkl 

Wellstone 

Dorian 

Moseley-Braun 

Felngold 

Moynlhan 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Akaka 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bennett 

Kennedy 

Warner 

Campbell 

Kerrey 

So  the  motion  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  43,  and  the  nays  are 
49.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  not  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 


The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  said 
just  before  this  vote,  for  technical  rea- 
sons, given  the  nature  of  the  amend- 
ment, with  our  3  o'clock  deadline  and 
the  haste  to  file  the  Rockefeller-Gor- 
ton substitute,  certain  drafting  errors 
were  made  which  could  not  be  cured 
without  unanimous  consent.  Unani- 
mous consent  was  not  granted.  There- 
fore. Senator  Rockefeller  and  I  both 
voted  no  on  cloture  this  time  around 
and  regard  this  last  vote  as  essentially 
meaningless. 

Between  now  and  the  adjournment  of 
the  Senate  today,  we  will  introduce  a 
revised  second-degree  amendment  with 
the  majority  leader  that  will  reflect 
our  precise  views  and  the  agreement 
that  has  been  made  with  the  consent 
of,  I  think,  a  very  substantial  majority 
of  the  Members,  as  to  the  final  form  of 
this  bill. 

Tomorrow  we  will  vote  on  cloture 
once  again.  If  we  have  not  been  allowed 
by  unanimous  consent  to  adopt  that 
second-degree  amendment,  the  spon- 
sors are  confident  in  making  a  guaran- 
tee it  will  pass  immediately  after  clo- 
ture is  invoked. 

Mr.  President,  inquiry:  Do  we  have 
an  order  to  go  on  to  another  subject  at 
this  point? 


EXPRESSING  THE  SENSE  OF  THE 
SENATE  ON  THE  50TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY OF  V-E  DAY 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 

clerk  will  report  Senate  Resolution  115. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S  Res.  !15)  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  America's  World 
War  n  veterans  and  their  families  are  de- 
serving of  this  Nation's  respect  and  apprecia- 
tion on  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  recolu- 
tion.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Camp- 
bell], and  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Warner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Akaka]  and  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii [Mr.  AKAKA].  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy] 
would  each  vote  "aye." 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  94. 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  154  Leg] 
YEAS— 94 


Abraham 

Ford 

Mack 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McCain 

Baucus 

Glenn 

McConnell 

Blden 

Gortfln 

Mlkulskl 

Bingaman 

GrsJiam 

Moseley-Braun 

Bond 

Gramm 

Moynlhan 

Boxer 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Bradley 

Grassley 

Murray 

Breaui 

Gregg 

Nlckles 

Brown 

Harkin 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Bumpers 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

Bums 

Heflin 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Helms 

Reld 

Chafee 

Holllngs 

Robb 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Rockefeller 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Roth 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Santorum 

Conrad 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Cralg 

Kassebaum 

Simon 

D  Amato 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Smith 

DeWlne 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dole 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Domenicl 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Ezon 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Falrcloth 

Lleberman 

Wellstone 

Felngold 

Lott 

Feins tein 

Lugar 

NOT  VOTING— 6 

Akaka 

Campbell 

Pell 

Bennett 

Kennedy 

Warner 

So,  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  115).  with 
its  preamble,  was  agreed  to;  as  follows: 
s.  Res.  115 

Whereas  on  May  7.  1945.  in  Reims.  France, 
the  German  High  command  signed  the  docu- 
ment of  surrender,  surrendering  all  air,  land 
and  sea  forces  unconditionally  to  the  Allies; 

Whereas  President  Harry  S  Truman  pro- 
claimed Mav  8.  1945.  to  be  V-E  Day; 

Whereas  May  8.  1995,  is  the  fiftieth  Anni- 
versary of  that  proclamation; 

Whereas,  the  courage  and  sacrifice  of  the 
American  fighting  men  and  women  who 
served  with  distinction  to  save  the  world 
from  tyranny  and  aggression  should  always 
be  remembered:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Senate 
joins  with  a  grateful  Nation  In  expressing 
our  respect  and  appreciation  to  the  the  men 
and  women  who  served  in  World  War  II.  and 
their  families.  Further,  we  remember  and 
pay  tribute  to  those  Americans  who  made 
the  ultimate  sacrifice  and  gave  their  life  for 
their  country. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

AMENDMENT  SO    709,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
modification  of  my  earlier  amendment 


to  the  desk  on  behalf  of  myself.  Sen- 
ator Rockefeller,  and  Senator  Dole. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  a  right  to  modify  the  amend- 
ment, and  the  amendment  is  so  modi- 
fied. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  is  as 
follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  first  word  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

«ECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  '■Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  of  1995' 

TITLE  I— PRODUCT  UABnJTY 
SEC.  101.  DETINmONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following 
definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  ACTUAL  MALICE.— The  term  "actual  mal- 
ice" means  specific  intent  to  cause  serious 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  damage 
to  property,  or  death. 

(2)  Claimant.— The  term  'claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  product  li- 
ability action  and  any  person  on  whose  be- 
half such  an  action  is  brought.  If  an  action  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of — 

(A)  an  estate,  the  term  includes  the  dece- 
dent; or 

(B)  a  minor  or  incompetent,  the  term  In- 
cludes the  legal  guardian  of  the  minor  or  in- 
competent. 

(3)  Claimants  BENEFrrs.— The  term 
"claimant's    benefits  '    means    the    amount 

paid  to  an  employee  as  workers'  compensa- 
tion benefits. 

(4)  Clear  and  convincing  evidence.— 

(A)  In  general.— Subject  to  subparagraph 
(A),  the  term  'clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence "  is  that  measure  of  degree  of  proof 
that  will  produce  in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of 
fact  a  firm  belief  or  conviction  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished. 

(B)  Degree  of  proof  —The  degree  of  proof 
required  to  satisfy  the  standard  of  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  shall  be — 

(i)  greater  than  the  degree  of  proof  re- 
quired to  meet  the  standard  of  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence:  ?iTi*i 

(ii)  less  than  the  degree  of  proof  required 
to  meet  the  standard  of  proof  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt. 

(5)  Commercial  loss  —The  term  "commer- 
cial loss"  means  any  loss  or  damage  to  a 
product  itself,  loss  relating  to  a  dispute  over 
its  value,  or  consequential  economic  loss  the 
recovery  of  which  is  governed  by  the  Uni- 
foi-TO  Commercial  Code  or  analogous  State 
commercial  law,  not  including  harm. 

(6)  Durable  good— The  term  "durable 
good"  means  any  product,  or  any  component 
of  any  such  product,  which  has  a  normal  life 
expectancy  of  3  or  more  years  or  is  of  a  char- 
acter subject  to  allowance  for  depreciation 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  and 
which  is — 

(A)  used  in  a  trade  or  business: 

(B)  held  for  the  production  of  income;  or 

(C)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 
private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods, 
training,  demonstration,  or  any  other  simi- 
lar purjxjse 

(7)  EcoNO.Mic  LOSS.— The  term  "economic 
loss"  means  any  pecuniary  loss  resulting 
from  harm  (including  any  medical  expense 
loss,  work  loss,  replacement  services  loss, 
loss  due  to  death,  burial  costs,  and  loss  of 
business  or  employment  opportunities),  to 
the  extent  that  recovery  for  the  loss  Is  per- 
mitted under  applicable  State  law. 

(8)  Harm —The  term  "harm"  means  any 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  death,  or 


damage  to  property,  caused  by  a  product. 
The  term  does  not  Include  commercial  loss 
or  loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself. 

<9)  Insurer— The  term  insurer"  means 
the  employer  of  a  claimant,  if  the  employer 
Is  self-insured,  or  the  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer. 

(10)  Manufacturer.— The  term  "manufac- 
turer" means — 

(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  In  a  busi- 
ness to  produce.  creat«.  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  component  part  of  a  prod- 
uct), and  who  designs  or  formulates  the  prod- 
uct (or  component  part  of  the  product),  or 
has  engaged  another  person  to  design  or  for- 
mulate the  product  (or  component  part  of 
the  product); 

(B)  a  product  seller,  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when,  before  placing  the  product  in 
the  stream  of  commerce,  the  product  seller 
produces,  creates,  makes,  constructs,  de- 
signs, or  formulates,  or  has  engaged  another 
person  to  design  or  formulate,  an  aspect  of  a 
product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another  person;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  that  is  not  descrttjed 
in  subparagraph  (B)  that  holds  Itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  the  product. 

(11)  Noneconomic  LOSS.— The  term  "non- 
economic  loss"— 

(A)  means  subjective,  nonmonetary  loss  re- 
sulting from  harm,  including  pain,  suffering. 
Inconvenience,  mental  suffering,  emotional 
distress,  loss  of  society  and  companionship, 
loss  of  consortium.  Injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  and 

(B)  does  not  include  economic  loss. 

(12)  PERSON— The  term  ""person"  means 
any  individual,  corporation,  company,  asso- 
ciation, firm,  partnership,  society,  joint 
stock  company,  or  any  other  entity  (Includ- 
ing any  governmental  entity). 

(13)  Product — 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "product" 
means  any  object,  substance,  mixture,  or 
raw  material  in  a  gaseous,  liquid,  or  solid 
state  that^ 

(i)  is  capable  of  delivery  itself  or  as  an  as- 
sembled whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient: 

(11)  Is  produced  for  introduction  into  trade 
or  commerce; 

(ill)  has  intrinsic  economic  value;  and 

(iv)  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to  persons 
for  commercial  or  personal  use. 

(B)  Exclusion— The  term  "product"  does 
not  include — 

(i)  tissue,  organs,  blood,  and  blood  products 
used  for  therapeutic  or  medical  purposes,  ex- 
cept to  the  extent  that  such  tissue,  organs, 
blood,  and  blood  products  (or  the  provision 
thereof)  are  subject,  under  applicable  State 
law,  to  a  sUndard  of  liability  other  than 
negligence;  and 

(ii)  electricity,  water  delivered  by  a  util- 
ity, natural  gas,  or  steam. 

(14)  Product  liabiuty  action —The  term 
"■product  liability  action  "  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product. 

(15)  Product  seller — 

(A)  In  general —The  term  "product  sell- 
er" means  a  person  who — 

(i)  in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that  purpose,  sells,  distributes,  rents,  leases, 
prepares,  blends,  packages,  labels,  or  other- 
wise is  involved  in  placing  a  product  In  the 
stream  of  commerce;  or 

(ii)  installs,  repairs,  refurbishes,  recondi- 
tions, or  maintains  the  harm-causing  aspect 
of  the  product. 

(B)  Exclusion— The  term  "product  seller" 
does  not  include — 
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(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(11)  a  provider  of  professional  services  In 
any  case  In  which  the  sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct Is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  Is  the  furnishing- 
of  judgment,  sliill.  or  services;  or 

(ill)  any  person  who— 

(I)  acts  In  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  sale  of  a  product;  or 

(II)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  lessor  does  not  initially 
select  the  leased  product  and  does  not  during 
the  lease  term  ordinarily  control  the  daily 
operations  and  maintenance  of  the  product. 

(16)  State.— The  term  "State"  means  each 
of  the  several  States  of  the  United  States. 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Vlr^n  Islands.  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and  any  other 
territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof. 

(17)  Time  of  delivery.- The  term  "time  of 
delivery"  means  the  time  when  a  product  is 
delivered  to  the  first  purchaser  or  lessee  of 
the  product  that  was  not  Involved  in  manu- 
facturing or  selling  the  product,  or  using  the 
product  as  a  component  part  of  another 
product  to  be  sold. 

SEC.  lOS.  APPUCABIUTY:  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  APPUCABIUTY.— 

(1)  Actions  covered— Subject  to  para- 
graph (2),  this  title  applies  to  any  product  li- 
ability action  commenced  on  or  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  without  re- 
gard to  whether  the  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  action  or  the  conduct  that  caused  the 
harm  occurred  before  such  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

(2)  ACTIONS  EXCLUDED.— 

(A)  Actions  for  damage  to  product  or 
COMMERCIAL  LOSS.— A  Civil  action  brought  for 
loss  or  damage  to  a  product  Itself  or  for  com- 
mercial loss,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  title  governing  product  liabil- 
ity actions,  but  shall  be  subject  to  any  appli- 
cable commercial  or  contract  law 

(B)  ACTIONS      FOR      NEGLIGENT      ENTRUST- 

MENT  — A  Civil  action  for  negligent  entnist- 
ment  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  title  governing  product  liability  actions, 
but  shall  be  subject  to  any  applicable  State 
law. 

(b)  Scope  of  Preemption — 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— This  Act  supersedes  a 
State  law  only  to  the  extent  that  State  law 
applies  to  an  issue  covered  under  this  title. 

(2)  Issues  not  covered  under  rms  act.— 
Any  Issue  that  is  not  covered  under  this 
title.  Including  any  standard  of  liability  ap- 
plicable to  a  manufacturer,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  this  title,  but  shall  be  subject  to  ap- 
plicable Federal  or  State  law. 

(c)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed  to— 

(1)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
law; 

(2)  supersede  or  alter  any  Federal  law; 

(3)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States; 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28.  United  States  Code: 

(5)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  with 
respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreign  nation 
or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  inconvenient  forum;  or 

(7)  supersede  or  modify  any  statutory  or 
common  law,  including  any  law  providing  for 
an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance,  that  author- 


izes a  person  to  institute  an  action  for  civil 
damages  or  civil  penalties,  cleanup  costs,  in- 
junctions, restitution,  cost  recovery,  puni- 
tive damages,  or  any  other  form  of  relief  for 
remediation  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response.  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980.  42  use.  9601(8))  or  the 
threat  of  such  remediation. 

(d)  Construction— To  promote  uniformity 
of  law  in  the  various  jurisdictions,  this  title 
shall  be  construed  and  applied  after  consid- 
eration of  its  legislative  history. 

(e)  Effect  of  Court  of  appeals  Deci- 
sions—Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  any  decision  of  a  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals interpreting  a  provision  of  this  title 
(except  to  the  extent  that  the  decision  Is 
overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by  the  Su- 
preme Court)  shall  be  considered  a  control- 
ling precedent  with  respect  to  any  subse- 
quent decision  made  concerning  the  Inter- 
pretation of  such  provision  by  any  Federal  or 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  area  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals. 

SEC.    lOa.   ALTERNATIVE    DISPUTE   RESOLUTION 
PROCEDUREa 

(a)  Service  of  Offer— A  claimant  or  a  de- 
fendant in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  may,  not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  service  of  the  initial  com- 
plaint of  the  claimant  or  the  applicable 
deadline  for  a  responsive  pleading  (whichever 
is  later),  serve  upon  an  adverse  party  an 
offer  to  proceed  pursuant  to  any  voluntary, 
nonblnding  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  established  or  recognized  under 
the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the  product  li- 
ability action  is  brought  or  under  the  rules 
of  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  main- 
tained. 

(b)  Written  Notice  of  Acceptance  or  Re- 
jection.—Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c),  not  later  than  10  days  after  the  service  of 
an  offer  to  proceed  under  subsection  (a),  an 
offeree  shall  file  a  written  notice  of  accept- 
ance or  rejection  of  the  offer. 

(c)  Extension —The  court  may.  upon  mo- 
tion by  an  offeree  made  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  10-day  period  specified  in  sub- 
section (b).  extend  the  period  for  filing  a 
written  notice  under  such  subsection  for  a 
period  of  not  more  than  60  days  after  the 
date  of  expiration  of  the  period  specified  in 
subsection  (b).  Discovery  may  be  permitted 
during  such  period. 

SEC.     104.     UABOJTY     RULES    APPUCABLE    TO 
PRODUCT  SELLERS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  Ln  general— In  any  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  filed  by  a 
claimant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a 
product  seller  other  than  a  manufacturer 
shall  be  liable  to  a  claimant,  only  If  the 
claimant  establishes — 

(A)  that^ 

(1)  the  product  that  allegedly  caused  the 
harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  complaint 
was  sold,  rented,  or  leased  by  the  product 
seller; 

(il)  the  product  seller  failed  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  with  respect  to  the  product; 
and 

(111)  the  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
was  a  proximate  cause  of  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(B)  that^ 

(1)  the  product  seller  made  an  express  war- 
ranty applicable  to  the  product  that  alleg- 
edly caused  the  harm  that  Is  the  subject  of 
the  complaint,  independent  of  any  express 
warrsmty  made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product; 


(11)  the  product  failed  to  conform  to  the 
warranty;  and 

(Hi)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform 
to  the  warranty  caused  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(C)  thatr- 

(1)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  inten- 
tional wrongdoing,  as  determined  under  ap- 
plicable State  law;  and 

(11)  such  intentional  wrongdoing  was  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  harm  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  complaint. 

(2)  Reasonable  opportunity  for  inspec- 
tion.—For  purposes  of  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii).  a 
product  seller  shall  not  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  a  product  based  upon  an  alleged  fail- 
ure to  Inspect  a  product  if  the  product  seller 
had  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  Inspect  the 
product  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant. 

(b)  Special  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general.— a  product  seller  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  liable  as  a  manufacturer  of  a 
product  for  harm  caused  by  the  product  if— 

(A)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to 
service  of  process  under  the  laws  of  any 
State  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought;  or 

(B)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(2)  Statute  of  limitations.— For  purposes 
of  this  subsection  only,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions applicable  to  claims  asserting  liability 
of  a  product  seller  as  a  manufacturer  shall  be 
tolled  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  com- 
plaint against  the  manufacturer  to  the  date 
that  judgment  is  entered  against  the  manu- 
facturer. 

(c)  Rented  or  Leased  Products.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  any  person  engaged  In  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  101  (14)(B))  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  any  person  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  renting  or  leasing  a 
product  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  claimant  for 
the  tortious  act  of  another  solely  by  reason 
of  ownership  of  such  product. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 
any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (1).  the  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product  or  product  use. 

SEC.    106.   DEFENSES   INVOLVING   INTOXICATING 
ALCOHOL  OR  DRUGS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  a  defendant  in  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  Is  subject  to  this 
title  shall  have  a  complete  defense  in  the  ac- 
tion if  the  defendant  proves  that^- 

(1)  the  claimant  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug  that  may 
not  lawfully  be  sold  over-the-counter  with- 
out a  prescription,  and  was  not  prescribed  by 
a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant;  and 

(2)  the  claimant,  as  a  result  of  the  influ- 
ence of  the  alcohol  or  drug,  was  more  than  50 
percent  responsible  for  the  accident  or  event 
which  resulted  in  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 

(b)  Construction.— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  determination  of  whether  a  per- 
son was  intoxicated  or  was  under  the  influ- 
ence of  Intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law 

SEC.    106.    REDUCTION   FOR  MISUSE   OR  ALTER- 
ATION OF  PRODUCT. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general— Except  as  provided  In  sub- 
section (C).  in  a  product  liability  action  that 


Is  subject  to  this  title,  the  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
applicable  State  law  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
percentage  of  responsibility  for  the  harm  to 
the  claimant  attributable  to  misuse  or  alter- 
ation of  a  product  by  any  person  if  the  de- 
fendant establishes  that  such  percentage  of 
the  harm  was  proximately  caused  by  a  use  or 
alteration  of  a  product— 

(A)  in  violation  of.  or  contrary  to,  the  ex- 
press warnings  or  instructions  of  the  defend- 
ant if  the  warnings  or  instructions  are  deter- 
mined to  be  adequate  pursuant  to  applicable 
State  law;  or 

(B)  involving  a  risk  of  harm  which  was 
known  or  should  have  been  known  by  the  or- 
dinary person  who  uses  or  consumes  the 
product  with  the  knowledge  common  to  the 
class  of  persons  who  used  or  would  be  reason- 
ably anticipated  to  use  the  product. 

(2)  Use  intended  by  a  manufactltrer  is 
not  misuse  or  alteration.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  a  use  of  a  product  that  is 
intended  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  product 
does  not  constitute  a  misuse  or  alteration  of 
the  product. 

(b)  State  Law.— Notwithstanding  section 
3(b),  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  su- 
persede State  law  concerning  misuse  or  al- 
teration of  a  product  only  to  the  extent  that 
State  law  is  inconsistent  with  such  sub- 
section. 

(c)  Workplace  Injury.— Notwithstanding 
subsection  (a),  the  amount  of  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
State  law  shall  not  be  reduced  by  the  appli- 
cation of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
conduct  of  any  employer  or  coemployee  of 
the  plaintiff  who  is,  under  applicable  State 
law  concerning  workplace  injuries.  Immune 
from  being  subject  to  an  action  by  the  claim- 
ant. 

SEC.  107.  UNIFORM  STAJVDARDS  FOB  AWARD  OF 
PUNITIVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  General  Rule —Punitive  damages 
may.  to  the  extent  permitted  by  applicable 
State  law,  be  awarded  against  a  defendant  in 
a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject  to 
this  title  if  the  claimant  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  result  of 
conduct  that  was  carried  out  by  the  defend- 
ant with  a  conscious,  flagrant  indifference  to 
the  safety  of  others. 

(b)  Limitation  on  A.mount.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3).  the  amount  of  puni- 
tive damages  that  may  be  awarded  to  a 
claimant  in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  shall  not  exceed  the 
greater  of — 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(i)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss;  and 

(ii)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomic  loss;  or 

(B)  $250,000. 

(2i  Special  rule.— The  amount  of  punitive 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  in  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
against  an  individual  whose  net  worth  does 
not  exceed  $500. 0(X)  or  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  busine.s.s.  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  association,  unit  of  local  gov- 
ernment, or  organization  which  has  fewer 
than  25  full-time  employees,  shall  not  cceed 
the  lesser  of— 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(i)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss;  and 

(ii)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomic  loss;  or 

(B)  $250,000. 

(3)  E.KCEPTION.— 


(A)  Determination  by  court.— Notwith- 
standing subsection  (C).  in  a  product  liabil- 
ity action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  if  the 
court  makes  a  determination,  after  consider- 
ing each  of  the  factors  in  subparagraph  (B), 
that  the  application  of  paraigraph  ( 1 )  would 
result  in  an  award  of  punitive  damages  that 
is  insufficient  to  punish  the  egregious  con- 
duct of  the  defendant  against  whom  the  pu- 
nitive damages  are  to  be  awarded  or  to  deter 
such  conduct  in  the  future,  the  court  shall 
determine  the  additional  amount  of  punitive 
damages  in  excess  of  the  amount  determined 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  to  be 
awarded  to  the  claimant  (referred  to  in  this 
paragraph  ais  the  "additur ')  in  a  separate 
proceeding  in  accordance  with  this  para- 
graph. 

(B)  Factors  for  consideration.- In  any 
proceeding  under  subparagraph  (A),  the 
court  shall  consider— 

(i)  the  extent  to  which  the  defendant  acted 
with  actual  malice; 

(ii)  the  likelihood  that  serious  harm  would 
arise  from  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant; 

(iii)  the  degree  of  the  awareness  of  the  de- 
fendant of  that  likelihood; 

(iv)  the  profitability  of  the  misconduct  to 
the  defendant; 

(V)  the  duration  of  the  misconduct  and  any 
concurrent  or  subsequent  concealment  of  the 
conduct  by  the  defendant; 

(vi)  the  attitude  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  discovery  of  the  misconduct 
and  whether  the  misconduct  has  terminated; 

(vii)  the  financial  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant; and 

(viii)  the  cumulative  deterrent  effect  of 
other  losses,  damages,  and  punishment  suf- 
fered by  the  defendant  as  a  result  of  the  mis- 
conduct, reducing  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  on  the  basis  of  the  economic  impact 
and  severity  of  all  measures  to  which  the  de- 
fendant has  been  or  may  be  subjected,  in- 
cluding— 

(I)  compen.satory  and  punitive  damage 
awards  to  similarly  situated  claimants; 

(II)  the  adverse  economic  effect  of  stigma 
or  loss  of  reputation; 

(III)  civil  fines  and  criminal  and  adminis- 
trative penalties;  and 

(IV)  stop  sale,  cease  and  desist,  and  other 
remedial  or  enforcement  orders. 

(C)  Requirements  for  awarding 
ADDITURS.— If  the  court  awards  an  additur 
under  this  paragraph,  the  court  shall  state 
its  reasons  for  setting  the  amount  of  the 
additur  in  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law.  If  the  additur  is — 

(i)  accepted  by  the  defendant,  it  shall  be 
entered  by  the  court  as  a  final  judgment; 

(ii)  accepted  by  the  defendant  under  pro- 
test, the  order  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal;  or 

(iii)  not  accepted  by  the  defense,  the  court 
shall  set  aside  the  punitive  damages  award 
and  order  a  new  trial  on  the  issue  of  punitive 
damages  only,  and  judgment  shall  enter 
upon  the  verdict  of  liability  and  damages 
after  the  issue  of  punitive  damages  is  de- 
cided. 

(4)  Application  by  court.— This  subsection 
shall  be  applied  by  the  court  and  the  applica- 
tion of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  disclosed 
to  the  jury. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  modify 
or  reduce  the  ability  of  courts  to  order 
remittiturs. 

(c)  Bifurcation  at  Request  of  Any 
Party.— 

(1)  In  general— At  the  request  of  any 
party,  the  trier  of  fact  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  con- 
sider in  a  separate  proceeding  whether  puni- 
tive damages  are  to  be  awarded  for  the  harm 


that   is   the   subject  of  the  action  and  the 
amount  of  the  award. 

(2)  Inadmissibility  of  evidence  relative 
only  to  a  claim  of  punittve  damages  in  a 
proceeding  concerning  compensatory  dam- 
AGES—If  any  party  requests  a  separate  pro- 
ceeding under  paragraph  (1».  in  any  proceed- 
ing to  determine  whether  the  claimant  may 
be  awarded  compensatory  damages,  any  evi- 
dence that  is  relevant  only  to  the  claim  of 
punitive  damages,  as  determined  by  applica- 
ble State  law.  shall  be  inadmissible 

SEC.    108.    UNIFORM   TIME   LIMITATIONS   ON    U- 
ABOJTy. 

(a)  Statitte  of  Limitations.- 

(1)  In  general —Elxcept  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  subsection  (b).  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
may  be  filed  not  later  than  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered,  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  action  and  the  cause  of  the  harm. 

(2)  Exceptions.— 

(A)  Person  with  a  legal  disability.— A 
person  with  a  legal  disability  (as  determined 
under  applicable  law)  may  file  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  not 
later  than  2  years  after  the  date  on  which 
the  person  ceases  to  have  the  legal  disabil- 
ity. 

(B)  Effect  of  stay  or  injunction.— If  the 
commencement  of  a  civil  action  that  Is  sub- 
ject to  this  title  is  stayed  or  enjoined,  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  under 
this  section  shall  be  suspended  until  the  end 
of  the  period  that  the  stay  or  injunction  is  in 
effect. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subject  to  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  no  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  concerning  a  product 
that  is  a  durable  good  alleged  to  have  caused 
harm  (other  than  toxic  harm)  may  be  filed 
after  the  20-year  period  beginning  at  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product. 

(2)  State  law.— Notwithstanding  para- 
graph (1).  if  pursuant  to  an  applicable  State 
law.  an  action  described  in  such  paragraph  is 
required  to  be  filed  during  a  period  that  is 
shorter  than  the  20-year  period  specified  in 
such  paragraph,  the  State  law  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  such  period. 

(3)  Exceptions.— 

(A)  A  motor  vehicle,  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
train  that  is  used  primarily  to  transport  pas- 
sengers for  hire  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
subsection. 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  bar  a  product  li- 
ability action  against  a  defendant  who  made 
an  express  warranty  in  writing  as  to  the 
safety  of  the  specific  product  involved  which 
was  longer  than  20  years,  but  it  will  apply  at 
the  expiration  of  that  warranty. 

(C)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  affect  the  limi- 
tations period  established  by  the  General 
Aviation  Revitalizatlon  Act  of  1994  (49  U.S.C. 
40101  note). 

(c)  TRANsmoNAL  Provision  Relating  to 
Extension  of  Period  for  Bringing  Certain 
AcmoNS.— If  any  provision  of  subsection  (a) 
or  (b)  shortens  the  period  during  which  a 
product  liability  action  that  could  be  other- 
wise brought  pursuant  to  another  provision 
of  law.  the  claimant  may.  notwithstanding 
subsections  (a)  and  (b).  bring  the  product  li- 
ability action  pursuant  to  this  title  not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

SEC.      109.      SEVERAL      UABIUTy      FOR      NW<- 
ECONOMIC  LOSS. 

(a)  GENERAL  Rule.— In  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  the  liabil- 
ity of  each  defendant  for  noneconomic  loss 
shall  be  several  only  and  shall  not  be  joint. 
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(b)  AMOUNT  OF  Liability  — 

(1)  In  general— Each  defendant  shall  be 
liable  only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomlc 
loss  allocated  to  the  defendant  In  direct  pro- 
portion to  the  percentage  of  responsibility  of 
the  defendant  (determined  in  accordance 
with  paragrraph  (2)i  for  the  harm  to  the 
claimant  with  respect  to  which  the  defend- 
ant IS  liable.  The  court  shall  render  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  against  each  defendant  in  an 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  the  preced- 
ing sentence 

(2)  Percentage  of  responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of  non- 
economic  loss  allocated  to  a  defendant  under 
this  section,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  determine 
the  percentage  of  responsibility  of  each  per- 
son responsible  for  the  claimant's  harm. 
whether  or  not  such  person  Is  a  party  to  the 
action. 

SEC.    na  WORKERS'  COMPENSATION   SUBROGA- 
TION STANDARDS. 

(a)  General  Rule  — 

(1)  Right  of  subrogation  — 

{.\\  In  general.— .\n  insurer  shall  have  a 
right  of  subrogation  against  a  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  to  recover  any  claimant's 
benefits  relating  to  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  a  product  liability  action  that  Is  subject 
to  this  title. 

iBi  Written  notification —To  assert  a 
right  of  subrogation  under  subparagraph  (A). 
the  insurer  shall  provide  written  notice  to 
the  court  in  which  the  product  liability  ac- 
tion is  brought. 

(Ci  Insurer  not  required  to  be  a  party.— 
An  insurer  shall  not  be  required  to  be  a  nec- 
essary and  proper  party  in  a  product  liability 
action  covered  under  subparagraph  (A). 

(2i  Settlements  and  other  legal  pro- 
ceedings- 

(.\>  In  general.— In  any  proceeding  relat- 
ing to  harm  or  settlement  with  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  by  a  claimant  who 
files  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title,  an  insurer  may  participate  to 
assert  a  right  of  subrogation  for  claimant's 
benefits  with  respect  to  any  payment  made 
by  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  by 
reason  of  such  harm,  without  regard  to 
whether  thp  payment  is  made — 

(i)  as  part  of  a  settlement; 

(ii)  in  satisfaction  of  judgrment; 

(Hi)  as  consideration  for  a  covenant  not  to 
sue;  or 

(Iv)  In  another  manner. 

(B)  Written  notification —Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparsigraph  (C).  an  employee  shall 
not  make  any  settlement  with  or  accept  any 
payment  from  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  without  written  notification  to  the 
employer. 

(C)  E.XEMPTION. —Subparagraph  (B)  shall 
not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the  insurer 
has  been  compensated  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits. 

(3)  Harm  resulting  from  action  of  em- 
ployer OR  coemployee.— 

(A)  In  general —If.  with  respect  to  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  Is  subject  to  this 
title,  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  at- 
tempts to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that  the 
harm  to  the  claimant  was  caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  employer  of  the  claimant  or  any 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  issue  of  that 
fault  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact, 
but  only  after  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  hais  provided  timely  written  notice  to 
the  employer. 

(B)  Rights  of  employer.— 

(i)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  with  respect  to  an 
Issue  of  fault  submitted  to  a  trier  of  fact  pur- 
suant   to    subparagraph    (A),    an    employer 


shall,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  party  in 
the  action  (even  if  the  employer  is  not  a 
named  party  In  the  action),  have  the  right 
to— 

(I)  appear: 

(ID  be  represented; 

(III)  introduce  evidence; 

(IV)  cross-examine  adverse  witnesses;  and 

(V)  present  arguments  to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(il)  Last  issue.— The  issue  of  harm  result- 
ing from  an  action  of  an  employer  or  co- 
employee  shall  be  the  last  Issue  that  is  pre- 
sented to  the  trier  of  fact 

(C)  Reduction  of  damages— if  the  tner  of 
fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence 
that  the  harm  to  the  claimant  that  is  the 
subject  of  the  product  liability  action  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a  co- 
employee  of  the  claimant — 

(1)  the  court  shall  reduce  by  the  amount  of 
the  claimants  benefits — 

(I)  the  damages  awarded  against  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  seller;  and 

(II)  any  corresponding  insurer's  subroga- 
tion lien;  and 

(ii)  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller 
shall  have  no  further  right  by  way  of  con- 
tribution or  otherwise  against  the  employer 

(D)  Certain  rights  of  subrogation  not 
affected —Notwithstanding  a  finding  by  the 
trier  of  fact  described  in  subparagraph  (C). 
the  Insurer  shall  not  lose  any  right  of  sub- 
rogation related  to  any — 

(I)  Intentional  tort  committed  against  the 
claimant  by  a  coemployee;  or 

(II)  act  committed  by  a  coemployee  outside 
the  scope  of  normal  work  practices. 

(b)  Attorney's  Fees —If.  in  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  section, 
the  court  finds  that  harm  to  a  claimant  was 
not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  shall  reimburse  the 
insurer  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
court  costs  incurred  by  the  insurer  in  the  ac- 
tion, as  determined  by  the  court. 

SEC.  III.  FEDERAL  CAUSE  OF  ACTION  PRE- 
CLUDED. 

The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  have  jurisdiction  under  section  1331 
or  13.T7  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  over 
any  product  liability  action  covered  under 
this  title. 

rmjE  II— BIOMATERIALS  ACCESS 
ASSURANCE 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Blomate- 
rials  Access  Assurance  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  202.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  each  year  millions  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  depend  on  the  availability  of 
llfesaving  or  life-enhancing  medical  devices, 
many  of  which  are  permanently  implantable 
within  the  human  body; 

(2)  a  continued  supply  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  is  necessary  for  the  inven- 
tion, development,  improvement,  and  main- 
tenance of  the  supply  of  the  devices; 

(3)  most  of  the  medical  devices  are  made 
with  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
that— 

(A)  are  not  designed  or  manufactured  spe- 
cifically for  use  in  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  come  in  contact  with  internal  human 
tissue; 

(4)  the  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
also  are  used  in  a  variety  of  nonmedical 
products; 

(5)  because  small  quantities  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  are  used  for 
medical  devices,  sales  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices  con- 


stitute an  extremely  small  portion  of  the 
overall  market  for  the  raw  materials  and 
medical  devices; 

(6)  under  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  U.S.C.  301  et  seq),  manufactur- 
ers of  medical  devices  are  required  to  dem- 
onstrate that  the  medical  devices  are  safe 
and  effective,  including  demonstrating  that 
the  products  are  properly  designed  and  have 
adequate  warnings  or  instructions; 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  suppliers  do  not 
design,  produce,  or  test  a  final  medical  de- 
vice, the  suppliers  have  been  the  subject  of 
actions  alleging  inadequate — 

(A)  design  and  testing  of  medical  devices 
manufactured  with  materials  or  parts  sup- 
plied by  the  suppliers;  or 

(B)  warnings  related  to  the  use  of  such 
medical  devices; 

(8)  even  though  suppliers  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  have  very  rarely  been 
held  liable  in  such  actions,  such  suppliers 
have  ceased  supplying  certain  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  use  in  medical  de- 
vices because  the  costs  associated  with  liti- 
gation in  order  to  ensure  a  favorable  judg- 
ment for  the  suppliers  far  exceeds  the  total 
potential  sales  revenues  from  sales  by  such 
suppliers  to  the  medical  device  industry; 

(9)  unless  alternate  sources  of  supply  can 
be  found,  the  unavailability  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  medical  devices  will 
lead  to  unavailability  of  life-saving  and  life- 
enhancing  medical  devices; 

(10)  because  other  suppliers  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  in  foreign  na- 
tions are  refusing  to  sell  raw  materials  or 
component  parts  for  use  in  manufacturing 
certain  medical  devices  in  the  United  States, 
the  prospects  for  development  of  new  sources 
of  supply  for  the  full  range  of  threatened  raw 
materials  and  component  parts  for  medical 
devices  are  remote; 

(11)  it  is  unlikely  that  the  small  market 
for  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
in  the  United  States  could  support  the  large 
investment  needed  to  develop  new  suppliers 
of  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts; 

(12i  attempts  to  develop  such  new  suppliers 
would  raise  the  cost  of  medical  devices: 

(13)  courts  that  have  considered  the  duties 
of  the  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  have  generally  found  that 
the  suppliers  do  not  have  a  duty— 

(A)  to  evaluate  the  safety  and  efficacy  of 
the  use  of  a  raw  material  or  component  part 
in  a  medical  device:  and 

(B)  to  warn  consumers  concerning  the  safe- 
ty and  effectiveness  of  a  medical  device: 

(14)  attempts  to  impose  the  duties  referred 
to  in  subparagraphs  (Ai  and  (B)  of  paragraph 
(13)  on  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  would  cause  more  harm 
than  good  by  driving  the  suppliers  to  cease 
supplying  manufacturers  of  medical  devices: 
and 

(15)  in  order  to  safeguard  the  availability 
of  a  wide  variety  of  lifesaving  and  life-en- 
hancing medical  devices,  immediate  action 
is  needed — 

(A)  to  clarify  the  permissible  bases  of  li- 
ability for  suppliers  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices:  and 

(B)  to  provide  expeditious  procedures  to 
dispose  of  unwarranted  suits  against  the  sup- 
pliers in  such  manner  as  to  minimize  litiga- 
tion costs, 

SEC.  203.  DEFPfmONS. 

As  used  in  this  title: 

(1)  Biomaterials  supplier.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "biomaterials 
supplier"  means  an  entity  that  directly  or 
indirectly  supplies  a  component  part  or  raw 


material  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  an 
implant. 

(B)  Persons  included.— Such  term  in- 
cludes any  person  who — 

(1)  has  submitted  master  files  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  purposes  of  premarket  approval  of 
a  medical  device;  or 

(ii)  licenses  a  biomaterials  supplier  to 
produce  component  parts  or  raw  materials. 

(2)  Claimant.— 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  civil  action, 
or  on  whose  behalf  a  civil  action  is  brought, 
arising  from  harm  allegedly  caused  directly 
or  indirectly  by  an  implant,  including  a  per- 
son other  than  the  individual  into  whose 
body,  or  in  contact  with  whose  blood  or  tis- 
sue, the  implant  is  placed,  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  harm  as  a  result  of  the  Im- 
plant. 

(B)  action  brought  on  behalf  of  an  es- 
tate.—With  respect  to  an  action  brought  on 
behalf  or  through  the  estate  of  an  individual 
Into  whose  body,  or  in  contact  with  whose 
blood  or  tissue  the  implant  is  placed,  such 
term  includes  the  decedent  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action. 

(C)  ACTION   BROUGHT   ON   BEHALF  OF   A 

MINOR —With  respect  to  an  action  brought 
on  behalf  or  through  a  minor,  such  term  in- 
cludes the  parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor 

(D)  Exclusions.— Such  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which— 

(I)  the  sale  or  use  of  an  implant  is  inciden- 
tal to  the  transaction;  and 

(II)  the  essence  of  the  transaction  Is  the 
furnishing  of  judgment,  skill,  or  services:  or 

(ii)  a  manufacturer,  seller,  or  biomaterials 
supplier. 

(3»  Component  part — 

(A»  In  GENERAL— The  term  "component 
part"  means  a  manufactured  piece  of  an  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Certain  components.— Such  term  in- 
cludes a  manufactured  piece  of  an  Implant 
that^ 

(II  has  significant  nonimplant  applications; 
and 

(11)  alone,  has  no  implant  value  or  purpose, 
but  when  romhinert  with  other  component 
parts  and  materials,  constitutes  an  implant. 

(4)  Harm.— 

(A)  In  general —The  term  •harm" 
means — 

(i)  any  Injury  to  or  damage  suffered  by  an 
Individual; 

(ii)  any  Illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  in- 
dividual resulting  from  that  injui'y  or  dam- 
age; and 

(iii)  any  loss  to  that  individual  or  any 
other  individual  resulting  from  that  injury 
or  damage. 

(B)  Exclusion.— The  term  does  not  include 
any  commercial  loss  or  loss  of  or  damage  to 
an  implant. 

(5)  Implant.— The  term  'implant"  means — 

(A)  a  medical  device  that  is  Intended  by 
the  manufacturer  of  the  device — 

(I)  to  be  placed  into  a  surgically  or  natu- 
rally formed  or  existing  cavity  of  the  body 
for  a  period  of  at  least  30  days;  or 

(ii)  to  remain  in  contact  with  bodily  fluids 
or  internal  human  tissue  through  a  sur- 
gically produced  opening  for  a  period  of  less 
than  30  days:  and 

(B)  suture  materials  used  in  implant  proce- 
dures. 

(6)  Manufacturer —The  term  "manufac- 
turer "  means  any  person  who.  with  respect 
to  an  implant — 

(Ai  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 
ration, propagation,  compounding,  or  proc- 


essing (as  defined  in  section  51(Ka)(l)  of  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  360(a)(1))  of  the  implant,  and 

(B)  is  required— 

(i)  to  register  with  the  Secretary-  pursuant 
to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  US  C  360)  and  the  regula- 
tions Issued  under  such  section:  and 

(il)  to  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)) 
and  the  regulations  Issued  under  such  sec- 
tion. 

(7)  Medical  device.— The  term  "medical 
device"  means  a  device,  as  defined  in  section 
201(h)  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  use.  321(h)). 

(8)  Raw  material  —The  term  "raw  mate- 
rial" means  a  substance  or  product  that — 

(A)  has  a  generic  use:  and 

(B)  may  be  used  in  an  application  other 
than  an  implant. 

(9)  Secretary —The  term  "Secretary"" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 

(10)  Seller.— 

(A)  In  general —The  term  "seller"  means 
a  person  who.  in  the  course  of  a  business  con- 
ducted for  that  purpose,  sells,  distributes, 
leases,  packages,  labels,  or  otherwise  places 
an  implant  in  the  stream  of  commerce. 

(B)  Exclusions —The  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(1)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property: 
(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  an  im- 
plant is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services:  or 

(iii)  any  person  who  acts  In  only  a  finan- 
cial capacity  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  an 
implant. 

SEC.    204.    GENERAL    REQUIREMENTS;    APPUCA- 
BOJTY;  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  General  Requirements.— 

(1)  IN  general— In  any  civil  action  cov- 
ered by  this  title,  a  biomaterials  supplier 
may  raise  any  defense  set  forth  in  section 
205. 

(2)  Procedures —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  Federal  or  State 
court  in  which  a  civil  action  covered  by  this 
title  is  pending  shall,  in  connection  with  a 
motion  for  dismissal  or  judgment  based  on  a 
defense  described  in  paragraph  (1).  use  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  section  206. 

(b)  APPLICABILITY'. — 

(1)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  this  title  applies  to  any 
civil  action  brought  by  a  claimant,  whether 
in  a  Federal  or  State  court,  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier,  on 
the  basis  of  any  legal  theory,  for  harm  alleg- 
edly caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Exclusion— A  civil  action  brought  by  a 
purchaser  of  a  medical  device  for  use  in  pro- 
viding professional  services  agafnst  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier  for 
loss  or  damage  to  an  Implant  or  for  commer- 
cial loss  to  the  purchaser— 

(A)  shall  not  be  considered  an  action  that 
Is  subject  to  this  title:  and 

(B)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable  com- 
mercial or  contract  law, 

(c)  Scope  of  Preemition.— 

(1)  In  general  —This  title  supersedes  any 
State  law  regarding  recovery  for  harm 
caused  by  an  implant  and  any  rule  of  proce- 
dure applicable  to  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  for  such  harm  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  title  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  recovery  of  such  damages. 

(2)  Applicability-  of  other  laws.— Any 
issue  that  arises  under  this  title  and  that  is 


not  governed  by  a  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  recovery  of  damages  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable 
Federal  or  State  law 

(d)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed— 

(li  to  affect  any  defense  available  to  a  de- 
fendant under  any  other  provisions  of  Fed- 
eral or  State  law  in  an  action  alleging  harm 
caused  by  an  implant:  or 

(2)  to  create  a  cause  of  action  or  Federal 
court  Jurisdiction  pursuant  to  section  1331  or 
1337  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  that  oth- 
erwise would  not  exist  under  applicable  Fed- 
eral or  State  law. 

SEC.  20S.  UABIUTY  OF  BIOMATERIALS  SUPPU- 
ERS. 

(a)  In  General  — 

(1)  Exclusion  from  liability' —Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2).  a  biomaterials 
supplier  shall  not  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Liability.— A  biomaterials  supplier 
that^ 

(A)  is  a  manufacturer  may  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  described  in  subsection 
(b>: 

(B)  is  a  seller  may  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  described  in  subsection  (c);  and 

(C)  furnishes  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  that  fall  to  meet  applicable  contrac- 
tual requirements  or  specifications  may  be 
liable  for  a  harm  to  a  claimant  described  in 
subsection  (d). 

(b)  LiABiLrn-  AS  Manufacturer — 

(1)  In  general— a  biomaterials  supplier 
may,  to  the  extent  required  and  permitted 
by  any  other  applicable  law,  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an  implant  if 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  implant. 

(2)  Grounds  for  liability —The  bio-  mate- 
rials supplier  may  be  considered  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  a  claimant  only  If  the  biomaterials 
supplier— 

(AMI)  has  registered  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360)  and 
the  regulations  issued  under  such  section; 
and 

(ii)  Included  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)) 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion; 

(B)  Is  the  subject  of  a  declaration  Issued  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  that 
states  that  the  supplier,  with  respect  to  the 
implant  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant,  was  required  to — 

(I)  register  with  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 510  of  such  Act  (21  use.  360).  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so:  or 

(ii)  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  devices 
filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section 
510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j))  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(C)  is  related  by  common  ownership  or  con- 
trol to  a  person  meeting  all  the  requirements 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B).  if  the 
court  deciding  a  motion  to  dismiss  In  accord- 
ance with  section  206(c)(3)(B)(i)  finds,  on  the 
basis  of  affidavits  submitted  in  accordance 
with  section  206.  that  it  is  necessary  to  im- 
pose liability  on  the  biomaterials  supplier  as 
a  manufacturer  because  the  related  manu- 
facturer meeting  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  lacks  sufficient  finan- 
cial resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment  that 
the  court  feels  it  Is  likely  to  enter  should  the 
claimant  prevail. 
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(3)  Administrati^t:  procedures.— 

(A)  Is  GENERAL— The  Secretary  may  issue 
a  declaration  described  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
on  the  motion  of  the  Secretary  or  on  peti- 
tion by  any  person,  after  providing- 

(1)  notice  to  the  affected  persons:  and 

(il)  an  opportunity  for  an  informal  hearing. 

(B)  DocKEmNO  AND  FINAL  DECISION  —Imme- 
diately upon  receipt  of  a  petition  filed  pursu- 
ant to  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall 
docket  the  petition.  Not  later  than  180  days 
after  Che  petition  is  filed,  the  Secretary  shall 
Issue  a  final  decision  on  the  petition. 

(C)  Applicability  of  statlte  of  limita- 
tions—Any  applicable  statute  of  limitations 
shall  toll  during  the  period  during  which  a 
claimant  has  filed  a  petition  with  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  paragraph. 

(c)  Ll\bility  as  Seller— a  biomaterlals 
supplier  may.  to  the  extent  required  and  per- 
mitted by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable 
as  a  seller  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by 
an  implant  if— 

(1)  the  biomaterlals  supplier— 

(A)  held  title  to  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant  as  a  result  of 
purchasmg  the  implant  after— 

(i)  the  manufacture  of  the  Implant;  and 
(ii)   the   entrance   of   the    implant   in   the 
stream  of  commerce;  and 

(B)  subsequently  resold  the  implant;  or 

(2)  the  biomaterlals  supplier  is  related  by 
common  ownership  or  control  to  a  person 
meeting  all  the  requirements  described  in 
paragraph  d ).  if  a  court  deciding  a  motion  to 
dismiss  m  accordance  with  section 
206<cK3)(BKi)  finds,  on  the  basis  of  affidavits 
submitted  in  accordance  with  section  206. 
that  it.  is  necessary  to  impose  liability  on 
the  biomaterlals  supplier  as  a  seller  because 
the  related  manufacturer  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1)  lacks  sufficient 
financial  resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment 
that  the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter 
should  ctje  claimant  prevail. 

(di  Liability  for  violating  Contractual 
Requirements  or  Specifications.— A  bio- 
materlals Supplier  may,  to  the  extent  re- 
quired and  permitted  by  any  other  applicable 
law.  be  liable  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused 
by  an  implant,  if  the  claimant  in  an  action 
shows,  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
tha^- 

(I)  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
delivered  by  the  biomaterlals  supplier  ei- 
ther— 

<Ai  did  not  constitute  the  product  de- 
scribed in  the  contract  between  the  bio-  ma- 
terials supplier  and  the  person  who  con- 
tracted for  delivery  of  the  product;  or 

(B)  failed  to  meet  any  specifications  that 
were — 

(i)  provided  to  the  biomaterlals  supplier 
and  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the  bio-  ma- 
terials supplier  prior  to  acceptance  of  deliv- 
ery of  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts; 

(ilMl)  published  by  the  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; 

(III  provided  to  the  manufacturer  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier:  or 

'III)  contained  in  a  master  file  that  was 
submitted  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  to 
the  Secretary  and  that  is  currently  main- 
tained by  the  biomaterials  supplier  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  of  medical  de- 
vices; or 

(liiKi)  included  in  the  submissions  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  or  review  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  510.  513.  515.  or  520  of 
the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  use.  360.  360c.  360e.  or  360j);  and 

(II)  have  received  clearance  from  the  Sec- 
reftary. 

if  such  specifications  were  provided  by  the 
manufacturer  to   the   biomaterials  supplier 


and  were  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the 
biomaterlals  supplier  prior  to  the  acceptance 
by  the  manufacturer  of  delivery  of  the  raw 
materials  or  component  parts:  and 

(2)  such  conduct  was  an  actual  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 
SEC.  HM.  PROCEDLTIES  FOR  DISMISSAL  OF  CIVU. 

ACTIONS     AGAINST     BIOMATERIALS 

SUPPUEHS. 

<a)  Motion  To  Dismiss  —In  any  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier who  is  a  defendant  in  such  action  may. 
at  any  time  during  which  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss may  be  filed  under  an  applicable  law. 
move  to  dismiss  the  action  on  the  grounds 
that— 

(1)  the  defendant  is  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; and 

(2)(A)  the  defendant  should  not.  for  the 
purposes  of— 

(I)  section  205(b),  be  considered  to  be  a 
manufacturer  of  the  implant  that  is  subject 
to  such  section;  or 

(II)  section  205(c).  be  considered  to  be  a 
seller  of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  the  claimant;  or 

(B)(i)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  establish, 
pursuant  to  section  205(d).  that  the  supplier 
furnished  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
in  violation  of  contractual  requirements  or 
specifications;  or 

(11)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  procedural  requirements  of  subsection 
(b). 

(b)  Manufacturer  of  Implant  Shall  Be 
Named  a  Party —The  claimant  shall  be  re- 
quired to  name  the  manufacturer  of  the  im- 
plant as  a  party  to  the  action,  unless— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  subject  to  service 
of  process  solely  in  a  jurisdiction  in  which 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  not  domiciled  or 
subject  to  a  service  of  process:  or 

(2)  an  action  against  the  manufacturer  is 
barred  by  applicable  law. 

(c)  Proceeding  on  Motion  To  Dismiss  — 
The  following  rules  shall  apply  to  any  pro- 
ceeding on  a  motion  to  dismiss  filed  under 
this  section: 

(1)    AFFIDAVITS    relating    TO    LISTING    AND 

declarations.— 

(A)  In  general  —The  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tion may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that  defendant  has  not  included  the  implant 
on  a  list,  if  any.  filed  with  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  section  510(j)  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)). 

(B)  Response  to  motion  to  dismiss.— In  re- 
sponse to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  claim- 
ant may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that^ 

(1)  the  Secretary  has.  with  respect  to  the 
defendant  and  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant,  issued  a  dec- 
laration pursuant  to  section  205(b)(2»(B);  or 

(ii)  the  defendant  who  filed  the  motion  to 
dismiss  is  a  seller  of  the  implant  who  is  lia- 
ble under  section  205(c). 

(2)  EFFEcrr  OF  motion  to  dismiss  on  discov- 
ery— 

(A)  In  general— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of 
subsection  (a),  no  discovery  shall  be  per- 
mitted In  connection  to  the  action  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  motion,  other  than  discov- 
ery necessary  to  determine  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  until  such  time 
as  the  court  rules  on  the  motion  to  dismiss 
in  accordance  with  the  affidavits  submitted 
by  the  parties  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion. 

(B)  Discovery —If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  subsection  (a)(2)  on  the 
grounds  that  the  biomaterlals  supplier  did 
not    furnish    raw    materials    or   component 


parts  in  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications,  the  court  may  per- 
mit discovery,  as  ordered  by  the  court.  The 
discovery  conducted  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  be  limited  to  issues  that  are 
directly  relevant  to- 
ll) the  pending  motion  to  dismiss;  or 
(11)  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

(3)  Affidavits  relating  status  of  de- 
fendant— 

(A)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (11)  of  subparagraph  (B),  the 
court  shall  consider  a  defendant  to  be  a  bio- 
materials supplier  who  is  not  subject  to  an 
action  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an 
Implant,  other  than  an  action  relating  to  li- 
ability for  a  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications  described  in  sub- 
section (d). 

(B)  Responses  to  motion  to  dismiss— The 
court  shall  grant  a  motion  to  dismiss  any  ac- 
tion that  asserts  liability  of  the  defendant 
under  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  section  205  on 
the  grounds  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  man- 
ufacturer subject  to  such  section  205(b)  or 
seller  subject  to  section  205(c).  unless  the 
claimant  submits  a  valid  affidavit  that  dem- 
onstrates that — 

(1)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  con- 
tending the  defendant  is  not  a  manufacturer, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  manufacturer  under 
section  205(b):  or 

(il)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss 
contending  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  seller, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  seller  under  section 
205(c). 

(4)  Basis  of  ruling  on  motion  to  dismiss  — 
(A)  In  general  —The  court  shall  rule  on  a 

motion  to  dismiss  filed  under  subsection  (a) 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  pleadings  of  the 
parties  made  pursuant  to  this  section  and 
any  affidavits  submitted  by  the  parties  pur- 
suant to  this  section, 

(Hi  Motion  for  summap.y  .judgment -Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  if 
the  court  determines  that  the  pleadings  and 
affidavits  made  by  parties  pursuant  to  this 
section  raise  genuine  issues  as  concerning 
material  facts  with  respect  to  a  motion  con- 
cerning contractual  requirements  and  speci- 
fications, the  court  may  deem  the  motion  to 
dismiss  to  be  a  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment made  pursuant  to  subsection  (d). 

(d)  Summary  Judgment — 

(1)  In  general — 

(A)  Basis  for  entry  of  judgment.— A  bio- 
materials supplier  shall  be  entitled  to  entry 
of  judgment  without  trial  if  the  court  finds 
there  is  no  genuine  issue  as  concerning  any 
material  fact  for  each  applicable  element  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section 
205(d). 

(B)  Issues  of  material  fact —With  re- 
spect to  a  finding  made  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  court  shall  consider  a  genuine  issue 
of  material  fact  to  exist  only  if  the  evidence 
submitted  by  claimant  would  be  sufficient  to 
allow  a  reasonable  jury  to  reach  a  verdict  for 
the  claimant  if  the  jury  found  the  evidence 
to  be  credible 

(2)  Discovery  made  prior  to  a  ruling  on  a 
motion  for  summary  judgment —If.  under 
applicable  rules,  the  court  permits  discovery 
prior  to  a  ruling  on  a  motion  for  summary 
judgment  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection, 
such  discovery  shall  be  limited  solely  to  es- 
tablishing whether  a  genuine  issue  of  mate- 
rial fact  exists. 

(3)  Discovery  with  respect  to  a  bio-  ma- 
terials -supplier— A  biomaterials  .supplier 
shall  be  subject  to  discovery  in  connection 
with  a  motion  seeking  dismissal  or  summary 


judgment  on  the  basis  of  the  inapplicability 
of  section  205(d)  or  the  failure  to  establish 
the  applicable  elements  of  section  205(d) 
solely  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  appli- 
cable Federal  or  State  rules  for  discovery 
against  nonparties. 

(e)  Stay  Pending  Petition  for  Declara- 
tion—If  a  claimant  has  filed  a  petition  for  a 
declaration  pursuant  to  section  205(b)  with 
respect  to  a  defendant,  and  the  Secretary  has 
not  issued  a  final  decision  on  the  petition, 
the  court  shall  stay  all  proceedings  with  re- 
spect to  that  defendant  until  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  has  issued  a  final  decision  on 
the  petition. 

(f)  Manufacturer  Conduct  of  Proceed- 
ing—The  manufacturer  of  an  Implant  that  is 
the  subject  of  an  action  covered  under  this 
title  shall  be  permitted  to  file  and  conduct  a 
proceeding  on  any  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment or  dismissal  filed  by  a  biomaterials 
supplier  who  is  a  defendant  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  manufacturer  and  any  other  de- 
fendant in  such  action  enter  into  a  valid  and 
applicable  contractual  agreement  under 
which  the  manufacturer  agrees  to  bear  the 
cost  of  such  proceeding  or  to  conduct  such 
proceeding. 

(g)  Attorney  Fees —The  court  shall  re- 
quire the  claimant  to  compensate  the  bio- 
materials supplier  (or  a  manufacturer  ap- 
pearing in  lieu  of  a  supplier  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f))  for  attorney  fees  and  costs,  if— 

(1)  the  claimant  named  or  joined  the  bio- 
materlals supplier;  and 

(2)  the  court  found  the  claim  against  the 
biomaterials  supplier  to  be  without  merit 
and  frivolous. 

SEC.  207.  APPUCABILITY. 

This  title  shall  apply  to  all  civil  actions 
covered  under  this  title  that  are  commenced 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
including  any  such  action  with  respect  to 
which  the  harm  asserted  in  the  action  or  the 
conduct  that  caused  the  harm  occurred  be- 
fore the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr,  GORTON.  I  yield  the  noor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  speak  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abraham).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  President,  there  was,  to  put  it 
mildly,  a  certain  amount  of  confusion 
as  to  what  just  happened  in  the  last 
hour  or  so.  I  found  myself  on  the  tele- 
phone advising  distinguished  Senators 
with  years  of  experience  to  vote  for 
what  we  just  voted  on  and  then  5  min- 
utes later  to  vote  against  it. 

That  is  not  my  normal  custom  in 
trying  to  be  wise  on  these  matters.  But 
the  fact  is  that,  as  the  Senator  from 
Washington  indicated,  there  were  pro- 
cedural and  technical  writing  prob- 
lems, and  the  technical  writing  prob- 
lems in  the  bill  in  fact  were  not  ad- 
dressed properly  and  were  not  done 
properly,  and  they  have  to  be  done 
properly.  But  make  no  mistake  about 
it;  the  news  of  the  day  is  not  that  we 
just  had  a  vote  on  which  some  people 
thought  they  were  going  to  vote  no  and 


they  turned  out  voting  yes  or  vice 
versa.  The  news  of  the  day  is  that  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  have  reached  a 
very  good  agreement  on  a  final  version 
of  the  product  liability  reform  that  we 
think  reflects  the  will  and  the  objec- 
tives of  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

That  is  where  the  activity  and  the 
time  today  has,  in  fact,  been  spent.  It 
was  not  spent  on,  unfortunately,  wrap- 
ping up  the  last-moment  details.  The 
4:20  cloture  vote  really  caught  me  by 
surprise.  But  the  time  today  has  been 
spent  between  the  Senator  from  WsLsh- 
ington  and  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia, the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
consulting  with  many  Senators  on  my 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  the  staff  of  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  the  staff 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
working  together. 

We  have  reached  agreement.  That  is 
the  news.  We  have  a  product  liability 
reform  bill  which  we  are  now  convinced 
will  pass.  After  13  years  of  attempting 
to  do  this  on  the  part  of  some,  only  9 
years  on  my  part,  this  is  remarkable, 
remarkable  news.  I  believe  that  we  are 
in  a  position  now  to  win  product  liabil- 
ity reform. 

Again,  I  want  to  apologize  to  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  that 
it  has  taken  us  so  long  to  get  here,  and 
then,  when  we  got  here,  at  the  very 
last  moment,  we  had  this  technical 
writing  problem  which  we,  in  fact,  had 
to  get  right  and  we  had  not  gotten  it 
right,  because  things  were  rushed.  We 
are  now  in  the  process  of  doing  that.  It 
is  very  easy.  It  will  be  done  before  the 
end  of  the  day  and  we  will  have  the  clo- 
ture motion  tomorrow,  which  is  al- 
ready ordered,  and  on  we  go. 

Then,  presumably,  those  who  oppose 
the  bill  will  try  to  amend  it.  But  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  the  ma- 
jority leader.  Senator  Dole,  and  I  are 
convinced  that  we  can  put  aiside  those 
amendments,  spend  the  20  hours  or 
whatever  it  is  that  we  have  remaining 
in  debate,  and  then  go  ahead  and  pass 
the  bill. 

This  is  the  story  of  the  legislative 
process.  It  is  not  always  beautiful  and 
today  was  an  example  of  it. 

We  have  on  the  other  hand,  I  have  to 
say,  listened  and  debated  and  analyzed 
and  argued  every  aspect  of  product  li- 
ability and  the  best  ways  to  do  reform. 
It  is  very  controversial.  It  is  something 
that  people  have  strong  feelings  on  and 
it  is  hard  to  come  to  an  agreement  on. 
which  makes  even  more  formidable,  it 
seems  to  me,  the  agreement  which  has 
been  reached  that  affects  the  majority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Washington,  the  junior  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  and  Senators  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
been  working  with  on  our  side  who 
favor  product  liability  reform. 

I  think  the  bill  that  has  been  put  to- 
gether,  which   is  now  agreed   on,   de- 


serves support,  and  I  think  it  will  get 
support.  I  think,  in  fact,  it  will  win 
rather  broad  support. 

So  I  want  the  Presiding  Ofricer  to  be 
of  good  cheer  and  look  forward  to  to- 
morrow and  maybe  a  day  or  two  after 
that. 

We  have  made  real  changes  to  the 
section  that  deals  with  punitive  dam- 
ages in  a  way  which  I  think  will  ease 
concerns,  particularly  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle.  We  have  made  changes  that 
directly  address  the  concerns  of  a  num- 
ber of  Senators. 

I  know  that  this  substitute  remains 
balanced,  represents  real  reform,  and 
will  solve  some  problems  that  have 
been  crying  out  for  solution  for  all  of 
these  years.  I  hope  the  process  will  un- 
tangle itself.  I  am  now  cKjnfident  it 
will — there  was  a  moment  there  when 
we  were  not  sure,  but  I  think  it  will 
and  I  think  it  has — and  we  will  then  be 
able  to  give  Senators  on  both  sides  a 
chance  to  vote  for  good  product  liabil- 
ity reform. 

This  is  not  a  product  of  the  Contract 
With  America.  It  is  not  a  product  of 
the  Democratic  Party.  It  is  a  product 
of  people  who  want  reform  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  working  within  the 
Senate,  within  our  ways,  within  our  be- 
liefs to  achieve  compromise.  That  is 
the  way  the  Senate  works. 

After  all.  the  President  of  the  United 
States  will  have  to  sign  the  bill  and 
put  it  into  law.  This  is  what  has  always 
struck  me  when  people  say  that  the 
conference  process  will  ruin  every- 
thing. I  have  never  felt  that.  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Washington  agrees 
with  me  on  that,  and  I  suspect  the  ma- 
jority leader  does.  I  know  I  do.  Because 
the  President,  if  he  does  not  want  to 
sign  the  bill,  if  it  does  not  meet  his  cri- 
teria, which  he  has  laid  out  to  us,  will 
simply  veto  it  and  that  will  be  that.  So 
there  is  a  discipline  that  works  there 
in  conference  process,  which  is  good. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  and  the  lead- 
ership in  the  other  body  of  what  I  have 
just  said.  We  have  tended  to  push  aside 
expansionism  here  and  focus  on  prod- 
uct liability  reform.  We  do  that  in  the 
agreement  between  the  Senator  from 
Washington  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia.  So,  let  the  leadership  on  the 
other  side  understand  that  we  are  firm 
in  our  resolution,  and  that  the  Presi- 
dent is,  too.  He  will  not  sign  anything 
other  than  what  stands  within  his  pa- 
rameters of  acceptability. 

So  I  conclude  simply  by  saying  that 
the  sidebar  of  the  day  was  that  there 
was  a  certain  amount  of  confusion  dur- 
ing the  process  at  the  end.  But  the 
story  is  that  the  two  sides  have 
reached  agreement — Democrats  who 
favor  reform  and  Republicans  who 
favor  reform.  I  have  been  through  this 
reform  with  most  of  my  colleagues  on 
my  side  and  have  met  with  a  very  good 
reaction,  and  I  assume  the  same  is  true 
on  the  Republican  side. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  simply  wanted  to 
say  that,  because  there  was  a  certain 
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amount  of  confusion,  but  that  pales  in 
comparison   to   the  good   news  of  the 
agreement. 
I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  M.  DEUTCH, 
OF  MASSACHUSETTS,  TO  BE  DI- 
RECTOR OF  CENTRAL  INTEL- 
LIGENCE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
go  into  executive  session  to  consider 
Calendar  Order  No.  114,  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomi- 
nation of  John  M.  Deutch,  of  Massa- 
chusetts, to  be  Director  of  Central  In- 
telligence. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  de- 
bate on  the  nomination  is  limited  to  2 
hours,  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  and 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  requests  only  from  Senator 
MOYNIHAN.  who  was  on  the  floor,  for  15 
minutes  and  from  Senator  HuTcmsoN 
for  10  minutes,  in  addition  to  state- 
ments which  will  be  made  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Nebraska,  the 
vice  chairman.  Senator  Kerrey,  and  a 
brief  opening  statement  which  I  will 
make.  So,  in  the  event  that  there  are 
any  other  Senators  who  wish  to  be 
heard  on  the  subject,  they  ought  to 
come  to  the  floor  now  or  at  least  let 
the  managers  know  of  their  interest  in 
speaking. 

Mr.  President,  the  nomination  of 
John  M.  Deutch  to  be  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  was  reported  to 
the  Senate  last  week,  pursuant  to  a 
unanimous  vote  in  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  with  a  rec- 
ommendation that  he  be  confirmed.  It 
was  a  unanimous  vote,  17  to  0. 

The  committee  held  hearings  on 
April  26  and  then  proceeded  to  that 
vote  last  week  on  May  3.  There  is  a 
need  to  move  expeditiously,  as  I  see  it, 
to  have  a  strong  Director  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

In  consideration  of  Mr.  John  Deutch 
to  be  Director,  we  took  up  a  wide  vari- 
ety of  issues.  We  examined  Mr. 
Deutch's  background  and  qualifica- 
tions. He  has  an  extraordinary  aca- 
demic record.  He  has  an  extraordinary 
professional  record.  He  hats  been  a  dis- 
tinguished professor  at  MIT.  He  has 
been  the  head  of  the  department  there. 
He  has  been  the  provost  there.  He  has 
worked  in  the  Energy  Department.  He 
has  worked  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. He  currently  serves  as  the  Dep- 
uty Secretary  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 


It  is  my  thought,  and  I  believe  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  committee 
members,  that  he  has  the  kind  of 
strength  to  take  over  the  management 
as  Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency. 

He  comes  to  this  position  at  a  time  of 
substantial  difficulty.  He  comes  to  this 
position  at  a  time  when  the  agency  is 
with  substantial  problems  of  morale,  in 
the  wake  of  the  Aldrich  Ames  case, 
where  the  agency  had  a  spy  within  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  which 
they  could  not  ferret  out  and  eliminate 
themselves;  hardly  a  recommendation 
for  an  agency  which  is  charged  with 
worldwide  responsibility  to  gather  in- 
telligence. 

There  is,  in  my  opinion,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  need  for  intelligence  gather- 
ing worldwide  for  the  security  of  the 
United  States. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  we 
explored  with  Mr.  Deutch  whether 
there  ought  to  be  a  reorganization.  His 
confirmation  hearings  came  in  the 
wake  of  extraordinary  success  by  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  on  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  case.  We  ex- 
plored with  Mr.  Deutch  whether  per- 
haps the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion ought  to  take  over  on  worldwide 
intelligence  gathering.  That  has  been 
suggested  by  some. 

It  would  be  an  extraordinary  change 
for  the  United  States  to  do  that.  It 
would  vest  enormous  authority  in  the 
FBI,  perhaps  more  than  is  wise,  in  a 
country  where  we  prize  limitations  on 
authority,  where  we  prize  separation  of 
power. 

The  FBI,  though,  is  right  now  en- 
gaged In  very  extensive  operations 
overseas  in  work  on  terrorism  as  it  re- 
lates at  least  to  prosecution,  work  on 
drug  trafficking,  work  on  organized 
crime,  many  of  those  activities  being 
undertaken  by  the  CIA  as  well.  But 
those  were  some  of  the  subjects  dis- 
cussed. 

I  expressed  at  the  hearings  consider- 
able concern  about  the  Director  of  CIA 
being  a  member  of  the  President's  Cab- 
inet. We  have  had  the  experience  with 
Cabinet  officers  before  of  the  CIA,  spe- 
cifically William  Casey,  where  we  had 
problems  on  Iran-Contra,  and  there  has 
been  a  concern  that  the  policymakers 
ought  to  be  separated  from  the  intel- 
ligence gatherers  to  the  extent  there 
not  be  the  motivation  to  shade  intel- 
ligence gathering  to  support  policy,  to 
sort  of  cook  the  evidence. 

The  Iran-Contra  Joint  Committee 
made  a  strong  recommendation  against 
that  kind  of  a  concern  and  that  kind  of 
activity.  But  in  the  final  analysis, 
there  is  a  need  to  move  ahead  with  the 
confirmation  of  the  CIA  Director,  so 
that  it  is  my  judgment,  amd  I  think  the 
judgment  of  others  on  the  committee 
who  were  concerned  about  having  the 
Director  in  the  Cabinet,  that  we  should 
not  hold  up  his  confirmation  in  that  re- 
spect. 


Mr.  Deutch  has  addressed  that  ques- 
tion very  forcefully  and  directly,  say- 
ing that  he  will  be  very  mindful  of 
those  policy  considerations  and  will 
comport  himself  so  that  intelligence 
gathering  is  separate  from  any  matters 
of  policy. 

Mr.  Deutch  has  made  a  very  forceful 
statement  on  taking  strong  action.  If 
there  are  those  in  the  CIA,  as  there 
were  in  the  Aldrich  Ames  case,  who 
failed  to  act  when  there  were  lots  of  in- 
dications that  Aldrich  Ames  was  in 
fact  not  doing  his  job — when  he  was  in- 
toxicated on  the  job,  when  there  were 
unexplained  visits  to  foreign  embas- 
sies, where  he  lost  his  files — Mr. 
Deutch  was  emphatic  that  if  anybody 
was  in  a  position  of  supervision  over 
another  Aldrich  Ames  and  did  not  take 
forceful  action,  that  person  would  be 
fired  peremptorily. 

Then  the  question  was  raised  with 
Mr.  Deutch  about  somebody  who  was  in 
a  supervisory  capacity  who  did  not 
know  but  should  have  known,  and  Mr. 
Deutch  answered  very  forcefully  that 
that  person  would  be  fired. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many  people 
in  the  CIA  who  have  long,  distin- 
guished careers,  and  there  are  many 
able  men  and  women  in  the  Agency 
who  can  carry  on.  It  is  my  hope,  I 
think  the  hope  of  the  committee,  that 
the  morale  can  be  restored  by  a  very 
firm  and  forceful  Director  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

We  have  recently  had  hearings  on 
Guatemala  which,  Eigain,  were  disturb- 
ing, with  the  Deputy  Director  of  the 
CIA  conceding  flatly  that  the  CIA 
failed  in  its  duty  to  notify  both  the 
House  Intelligence  Committee  and  the 
Senate  Intelligence  Committee  of  what 
was  going  on  in  Guatemala. 

In  sum  and  cubstance,  Mr.  President, 
it  is  my  view,  and  I  think  the  view  of 
the  committee,  that  John  Deutch  is 
well  qualified  to  take  on  a  very,  very 
tough  job  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  nomination  of 
John  M.  Deutch  to  be  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  was  reported  to 
the  Senate  last  week  pursuant  to  a 
unanimous  vote  of  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence,  with  a  rec- 
ommendation that  he  be  confirmed.  On 
behalf  of  myself  and  Senator  Kerrey, 
in  our  respective  capacities  as  chair- 
man and  vice  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, we  urge  the  Senate  to  act  favor- 
ably on  this  nomination. 

The  committee  made  a  complete  and 
thorough  inquiry  of  the  nominee's 
qualifications  as  well  as  his  views  on 
issues  of  mutual  concern,  and  con- 
cluded that  he  is  qualified  by  both  ex- 
perience and  temperament  to  hold  this 
sensitive  and  critical  position. 

The  Senate  has  moved  expeditiously 
in  this  important  nomination.  Never- 
theless, the  intelligence  community 
has  been  without  a  confirmed  director 
since  last  December— a  delay  that  is 
particularly  costly  when  the  commu- 
nity so  urgently  needs  a  strong  sense  of 


direction,  of  mission,  and  of  manage- 
ment. It  is  a  critical  time  for  the  intel- 
ligence community.  If  Mr.  Deutch  is 
confirmed  as  DCI,  he  will  come  to  the 
job  at  a  time  of  exceptional  promise 
and  peril. 

The  peril  is  clear.  It  is  now  conven- 
tional wisdom  that  the  euphoria  which 
erupted  after  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall 
and  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Em- 
pire was  premature.  While  nostalgia  for 
the  balance  of  terror  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  the  Soviet  Union  is  not 
in  order,  it  is  apparent  that  the  post- 
cold-war  world  is  not  any  less  dan- 
gerous or  unstable — as  the  bombing  in 
Oklahoma  City,  the  World  Trade  Cen- 
ter bombing,  and  the  gas  attack  in  the 
Tokyo  subway  have  made  shattering 
clear.  Global  threats  from  inter- 
national terrorism  and  narcotics  smug- 
gling, the  proliferation  of  weapons  of 
m£i88  destruction,  and  expanding  orga- 
nized crime  networks  present  the  intel- 
ligence community  with  targets  far 
more  dispersed  and  complicated  than 
the  traditional  focus  on  Soviet  mili- 
tary power.  The  role  and  the  priorities 
of  the  intelligence  community  in  the 
Government's  efforts  against  these  and 
other  threats — efforts  which  now  have 
significant  diplomatic,  economic,  and 
law  enforcement  implications — is  very 
much  in  need  of  redefinition  and  reor- 
dering. 

Moreover,  a  series  of  revelations  have 
illuminated  problems  in  the  intel- 
ligence community  that  have  severely 
damaged  morale  among  the  rank  and 
file  and  have  eroded  the  public  con- 
fidence and  trust  that  is  essential  for 
an  intelligence  apparatus  operating  in 
a  democracy.  From  the  abuses  of  power 
evident  in  Iran-Contra  to  the  incom- 
petence and  lack  of  accountability  that 
characterized  the  Aldrich  Ames  deba- 
cle, to  charges  of  widespread  sex  dis- 
crimination, to  the  latest  questions 
about  policies  and  practices  that  re- 
sulted in,  at  the  very  least,  an  impres- 
sion of  culpability  in  murders  in 
Central  America,  there  is  the  sense  of 
an  intelligence  bureaucracy  that  is  not 
only  incapable  of  meeting  our  national 
security  needs  but,  instead,  presents  a 
recurring  threat  to  our  Nation's  credi- 
bility and  legitimacy  overseais  through 
its  frequent  missteps,  miscalculation, 
and  mismanagement. 

The  American  people  are  looking  for 
a  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  who 
will  provide  strong  leadership,  account- 
ability, and  a  clearly  defined  mission. 
And  therein  lies  the  promise.  There  is 
growing  support  within  the  intel- 
ligence community,  the  Congress,  and 
the  public  for  significant  change  in  the 
way  we  conduct  intelligence.  The  end 
of  the  bipolar  sui)erpower  conflict  that 
dominated  the  cold  war  provides  new 
opportunities  to  build  coalitions  and 
achieve  consensus  on  international 
threats.  And  thoughtful  application  of 
continuing  advances  in  technology  can 
greatly  enhance  our  efficiency  and  ef- 
fectiveness. 


This  committee,  along  with  the 
House  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  and  a  congressionally 
mandated  commission  chaired  by  Les 
Aspin  and  Warren  Rudman,  will  be  tak- 
ing a  hard  look  at  the  intelligence 
community— what  it's  mission  should 
be  in  the  post-cold-war  world  and  how 
it  should  be  organized  to  accomplish 
that  mission— with  an  eye  to  legisla- 
tion early  next  year.  This  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  look  forward;  to  begin  a  new 
era  and  establish  a  new  American 
model  for  foreign  intelligence. 

A  key  issue  for  that  future  involves 
the  nature  of  the  office  that  Mr. 
Deutch  seeks  to  assume.  The  DCI  must 
have  the  ear  and  the  trust  of  the  Presi- 
dent. Yet  he  cannot  allow  his  role  as 
confidante  in  any  way  to  corrupt  the 
intelligence  process  or  his  role  as  intel- 
ligence advisor.  This  is  the  concern 
that  underlies  questions  about  the  wis- 
dom of  giving  the  DCI  Cabinet  status. 

We  have  examined  the  nominee's 
views  on  a  number  of  critical  issues 
facing  the  intelligence  community, 
sought  and  obtained  assurances  that 
his  position  as  a  member  of  the  Cabinet 
would  not  politicize  intelligence,  and 
examined  the  potential  impact  of  his 
earlier  involvement  with  issues  like 
the  Persian  Gulf  syndrome  on  his  new 
appointment.  Our  objective  has  been  to 
determine  whether  he  can  assert  the 
strong  and  independent  leadership  that 
is  so  desperately  needed.  I  have  con- 
cluded that  he  can  and  I  urge  his 
prompt  confirmation  by  the  Senate. 

In  the  remainder  of  my  remarks,  I 
will  summarize  for  my  colleagues  the 
nature  of  the  committee's  inquiry,  and 
highlight  the  key  features  of  Mr. 
Deutch's  testimony  to  the  committee. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMITTEE  INQl'IRV 

As  you  know,  the  former  UCl,  James 
Woolsey,  resigrned  last  December.  In 
February,  the  administration  an- 
nounced that  it  planned  to  nominate 
retired  Air  Force  General  Michael  C.P. 
Cams  to  replace  Woolsey  ais  DCI.  One 
month  later.  General  Cams  withdrew 
his  name,  citing  immigration  issues. 
The  administration  then  turned  to 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Deutch. 
In  announcing  on  March  11,  1995,  the 
decision  to  nominate  Mr.  Deutch  as 
DCI,  the  White  House  also  announced 
that  the  post  would  be  elevated  to  Cab- 
inet-level status.  Mr.  Deutch's  name 
W£i8  formally  submitted  to  the  commit- 
tee on  March  29,  1995. 

The  committee  required  Mr.  Deutch 
to  submit  sworn  answers  to  its  stand- 
ard questionnaire  for  Presidential  ap- 
pointees, setting  forth  his  background 
and  financial  situations.  These  were 
submitted  to  the  committee  on  March 
30,  1995. 

On  April  5,  1995,  the  committee  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Government  Ethics  transmit- 
ting a  copy  of  the  financial  disclosure 
statement  submitted  by  Mr.  Deutch. 
The    Director   advised   the   committee 


that  it  disclosed  no  real  or  potential 
conflict  of  interest. 

The  chairman  and  vice  chairman  also 
reviewed  the  FBI  investigation  done 
for  the  White  House  on  Mr  Deutch. 

The  committee  held  a  confirmation 
hearing  on  Mr.  Deutch  on  April  26,  1995. 
at  which  time  the  nominee  was  ques- 
tioned on  a  variety  of  topics.  Subse- 
quently, written  questions  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  nominee  for  additional 
responses. 

Based  upon  this  examination,  the 
committee  reported  the  nomination  to 
the  Senate  on  May  3.  1995,  by  a  unani- 
mous vote,  with  a  recommendation 
that  Mr.  Deutch  be  confirmed. 

HIGHLIGHTS  OF  TESTIMONY 
VIEWS  ON  THE  ROLE  OF  THE  DCI— CABINET 

STATUS 

In  his  opening  remarks  to  the  com- 
mittee, Mr.  Deutch  described  as  the 
primary  duty  of  the  DCI  "to  provide 
objective,  unvarnished  assessments 
about  issues  involving  foreign  events 
to  the  President  and  other  senior  pol- 
icymakers." He  emphasized  that  "with 
the  exception  of  policy  that  bears  on 
the  Intelligence  Community,  the  Direc- 
tor of  Central  Intelligence  should  have 
no  foreign  policy  making  role  "  Speak- 
ing directly  to  the  issue  of  making  the 
DCI  a  member  of  the  Cabinet,  the 
nominee  explained  his  belief  that  the 
President  intended  this  to  signal  the 
importance  he  places  on  intelligence 
and  the  confidence  the  President  has  in 
Mr.  Deutch.  The  nominee  went  on  to 
present  his  view  that  this  status  is  im- 
portant to  ensure  that  the  DCI  will  be 
present  when  policy  issues  are  delib- 
erated so  that  he  can  present  objective 
assessments  of  alternative  courses  of 
action  and  take  away  from  those  meet- 
ings a  better  understanding  of  policy- 
maker needs. 

I  questioned  Mr.  Deutch  on  this  issue 
in  meetings  prior  to  the  confirmation 
hearing  and  again,  for  the  record,  in 
open  session.  1  noted  my  own  view  that 
if  you  are  in  the  Cabinet,  you  are  much 
more  likely  to  get  involved  in  making 
policy  than  if  you  are  not  in  the  Cabi- 
net. I  referred  to  the  congressional  re- 
port on  Iran-Contra  and  Secretary 
Shultz's  assertion,  as  reported  therein. 
that  the  President  was  getting  faulty 
intelligence  about  terrorism  because 
there  was  a  problem  in  keeping  intel- 
ligence separated  from  policy.  The 
committee  concluded  in  that  report 
that  "the  gathering,  analysis,  and  re- 
cording of  intelligence  should  be  done 
in  a  way  that  there  can  be  no  question 
that  the  conclusions  are  driven  by  the 
actual  facts  rather  than  by  what  a  pol- 
icy advocate  hopes  these  facts  will  be  " 

This  need  to  separate  policymaking 
from  intelligence  gathering  and  analy- 
sis is  reflected  in  the  statute  defining 
the  National  Security  Council.  The  Na- 
tional Security  Act  of  1947  sets  forth 
the  members  of  the  NSC  and  then  des- 
ignates others,  including  the  DCI  and 
the  Chairman   of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
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Staff,  as  officials  who  are  not  members 
but  may  attend  and  participate  as  the 
President  directs.  It  is  my  strong  sense 
that  this  is  the  appropriate  status  for 
the  DCI  with  respect  to  the  Cabinet  as 
well. 

Mr.  Deutch  has  assured  the  commit- 
tee that  he  will  hold  to  the  proper 
standard  of  conduct  and  that  he  would 
"not  allow  policy  to  influence  intel- 
ligence judgements  and.  not  allow  in- 
telligence to  interfere  in  the  policy 
process." 

I  believe  that  Mr.  Deutch  has  the 
best  of  intentions  in  this  regard  and 
that  he  is  certainly  capable  of  rec- 
ognizing the  line  between  intelligence 
and  policy.  The  committee  will  be  sen- 
sitive to  any  indication  that  this 
standard  is  not  being  met.  Ultimately, 
however,  the  makeup  of  the  Cabinet  is 
a  Presidential  prerogative  and  is  not 
statutorily  defined. 

Given  the  delay  already  experienced 
in  naming  Mr.  Deutch,  and  given  his 
strong  qualifications  in  every  other  re- 
gard, I  do  not  think  this  issue  should 
stand  in  the  way  of  his  confirmation  by 
the  Senate. 

With  respect  to  DCI  authorities,  the 
nominee  noted  in  response  to  questions 
at  the  hearing  and  those  submitted 
later  for  the  record,  that  in  his  view, 
the  DCI  could  more  effectively  manage 
the  intelligence  community  if  he  or  she 
had  budget  execution  authority  over 
key  segments  of  the  community. 

In  further  response  to  questions,  Mr. 
Deutch  agreed  that  this  was  a  pro- 
pitious time  to  consider  establishing  a 
Director  of  National  Intelligence — who 
would  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
President  and  maneige  the  entire  intel- 
ligence community— and  a  separate 
head  of  the  CIA  who  would  have  a  10- 
year  tenure. 

VIEWS  ON  THE  MISSION  OF  THE  I.NTELUCENCE 
COMMU>aTY 

Mr.  Deutch's  prepared  statement  out- 
lined some  of  the  significant  dangers  to 
our  national  security  today:  Regional 
conflicts;  the  spread  of  weapons  of 
mass  destruction:  international  terror- 
ism, international  crime,  international 
drug  trafficking,  and  their  interconnec- 
tion; instability  in  the  former  Soviet 
Union;  and  China — as  a  threat  to  its 
neighbors  and  supplier  of  missiles. 

He  then  described  four  principal  pur- 
poses to  which  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity [IC]  should  direct  ita  efforts:  First. 
assuring  that  the  President  and  other 
policymakers  have  the  best  informa- 
tion available  before  making  decision: 
second,  support  to  military  operations: 
third,  addressing  international  terror- 
ism, crime,  and  drugs,  particularly  im- 
proving interagency  coordination  and 
support  to  law  enforcement;  and 
fourth,  counterintelligence  [CI]  that 
rigorously  adheres  to  high  security 
standards,  accords  priority  to  defensive 
CI  and  counterespionage,  and  includes 
full  and  early  cooperation  within  the 
CI  community. 
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He  emphasized  that  the  national  pri- 
orities for  intelligence  collection  es- 
tablished by  the  recent  Presidential 
Decision  Directive  need  to  be  imple- 
mented. 

^.^EWS  ON  MANAGEME.NT 

I  applaud  Mr.  Deutch  for  his  unusu- 
ally candid  and  forthright  opening 
statement.  In  it.  he  outlined  for  the 
committee  the  significant  actions  he 
would  take  immediately  upon  con- 
firmation to  begin  the  process  of 
change  that  is  so  long  overdue  in  the 
intelligence  community,  or  "IC."  First, 
he  indicated  he  would  bring  in  several 
new  people  to  fill  upper  management 
positions.  In  doing  so.  he  will  empha- 
size joint  operations  of  the  IC  agencies 
because  'we  can  no  longer  afford  re- 
dundant capabilities  in  several  dif- 
ferent agencies."  Second,  he  plans  to 
review  and  encourage  changes  in  the 
culture  and  operation  of  the  Direc- 
torate of  Operations.  Third,  he  will 
move  to  consolidate  the  management 
of  all  imagery  collection,  analysis,  and 
distribution  in  a  manner  similar  to  the 
NSA's  for  signals  intelligence.  Fourth, 
he  wants  to  manage  military  and  intel- 
ligence satellite  acquisition  in  a  more 
integrated  way.  Fifth,  he  will  put  in 
place  a  planning  process  for  meeting 
the  priorities  and  goals  established  by 
the  Presidential  Decision  Directive. 
Sixth,  what  he  described  as  his  most 
important  challenge  is  to  "improve  the 
management— and  thereby  the  mo- 
rale— of  the  dedicated  men  and  women 
who  make  up  the  IC." 

RESPONSE  TO  A.MES 

The  issue  of  management  is  particu- 
larly critical  in  the  wake  of  Ames.  I 
questioned  Mr.  Deutch  on  how  he 
would  ensure  that  he  knew  what  was 
going  on  within  the  CIA  so  that  he 
could  exert  the  proper  management.  I 
cited  former  Director  Gates'  admission 
that  by  1987,  he  had  only  been  advised 
of  about  4  or  5  compromises  of  U.S. 
agents,  at  a  time  when  there  were  in 
fact  40  or  more  compromised  oper- 
ations. Director  Gates  complained  that 
"nobody  bothered  to  share  that  infor- 
mation with  Judge  Webster,  my  prede- 
cessor, or  with  me,"  when  Gates  was^ 
his  Deputy. 

I  wanted  to  know  what  action  Mr. 
Deutch  would  take  if  he  identified  a 
person  that  had  a  pretty  good  idea  that 
Aldrich  Ames  wjis  a  mole  but  failed  to 
pass  that  information  on  up  the  chain 
of  command  to  the  Director.  Mr. 
Deutch  said  he  would  terminate  that 
individual.  Moreover,  when  asked 
about  reports  that  the  supervisor  of 
Ames,  who  knew  that  Ames  had  an  al- 
cohol dependency  and  had  observed  the 
negative  consequences  of  this  depend- 
ency, had  not  only  failed  to  fire  Ames, 
but  had,  instead,  written  a  highly  com- 
plimentary review  of  his  performance, 
Mr.  Deutch  indicated  that  supervisor 
should  be  fired.  When  questioned  fur- 
ther, he  conceded  that  if  the  super- 
visor's supervisor  should  have  known 


about  this  improper  conduct,  that  su- 
pervisor should  also  be  fired. 

The  key  in  this  exchange,  as  empha- 
sized by  the  nominee,  is  the  notion  of 
accountability.  It  is  a  sense  of  account- 
ability that  was  absent  under  the  last 
DCI  and  that  is  an  essential  ingredient 
of  any  plan  to  revitalize  our  foreigrn  in- 
telligence apparatus. 

Mr.  Deutch  has  told  the  committee 
that  if  confirmed,  he  will  review  the 
Ames  case  and  will  consider  the  com- 
mittee's report  on  Ames  in  connection 
with  any  personnel  action  affecting  the 
individuals  involved. 

VIEWS  ON  CONGRESSIONAL  OVERSIGHT 

On  the  issue  of  congressional  over- 
sight, Mr.  Deutch  emphasized  in  his 
opening  statement  that  he  could  not 
accomplish  the  significant  change  that 
is  needed  in  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity without  the  strong  support  of  Con- 
gress. "I  consider  you  my  board  of  di- 
rectors ",  he  said.  "I  realize  this  means 
I  must  keep  you  fully  and  currently  in- 
formed about  the  activities  for  which  I 
would  be  responsible — both  the  good 
news  and  the  bad  news.  I  understand 
that  I  am  accountable  to  you,  and  I  ex- 
pect you  to  hold  me  to  a  high  standard 
of  performance." 

Mr.  Deutch  conceded,  when  ques- 
tioned, that,  while  he  could  not  imag- 
ine it  happening,  if  the  President  ever 
told  him  not  to  inform  the  committee 
he,  Mr.  Deutch,  would  "go  happily 
back  to  Massachusetts." 

Moreover,  the  nominee  assured  the 
committee  that  he  interprets  the  re- 
quirement for  timely  notification  of  a 
covert  action  finding,  in  the  absence  of 
prior  notification,  to  mean  within  48 
hours.  Specifically,  Mr.  Deutch  said.  "I 
think  that  in  all  situations  there 
should  be  prior  notification.  There  may 
be  remote  instances  where  that  is  not 
possible,  in  a  very,  very  tiny  percent- 
ages of  the  cases.  Then  48  hours  is  what 
I  see  as  the  measure  of  timely  notifica- 
tion." 

COMMITMENTS  FOR  PROMPT  ACTION 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing.  I 
asked  for.  and  received,  a  commitment 
fSQjn  Mr.  Deutch  to  report  back  to  the 
cominittee  &s  promptly  as  possible  if 
confirmed— preferably  within  30  days  of 
confirmation— regarding  several  issues 
of  particular  importance; 

First,  report  on  any  needed  changes 
to  DCI  authorities; 

Second,  improving  the  intelligence 
community's  fulfillment  of  its  obliga- 
tion to  keep  Congress  fully  and  cur- 
rently informed; 

Third,  the  need  for  reorganization 
within  the  intelligence  community; 

Fourth,  changes  in  personnel; 

Fifth,  proposal  for  how  to  achieve 
downsizing  in  a  way  which  creates 
headroom,  weeds  out  poor  performers, 
and  leaves  the  intelligence  community 
with  the  mix  of  skills  required  to  ac- 
complish its  mission; 


Sixth,  intelligence  reassessment  of 
the  possibility  that  U.S.  forces  were  ex- 
posed to  chemical  or  biological  agents 
during  Desert  Storm; 

Seventh,  actions  taken  in  response  to 
events  in  Guatemala;  and 

Eighth,  improving  coordination  with 
law  enforcement. 

CONCLUSION 

The  foregoing  summarizes  only  the 
highlights  of  the  record  before  the 
committee,  which  is.  of  course,  avail- 
able to  all  Members  in  its  entirety  at 
the  Intelligence  Committee. 

Based  upon  the  nominee's  statements 
to  the  committee,  however,  his  record 
of  distinguished  service  and  the  ab- 
sence of  any  disqualifying  information 
concerning  him,  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  voted  to  re- 
port his  nomination  to  the  Senate  with 
a  recommendation  that  he  be  con- 
firmed by  the  full  Senate  as  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence. 

Mr.  President,  before  yielding  the 
floor,  I  want  to  commend  my  distin- 
guished vice  chairman.  Senator 
KERRE'i',  for  his  outstanding  work  gen- 
erally with  the  committee  and  on  this 
nomination. 

The  only  other  speaker  who  is  to 
come  to  the  floor  on  our  side  is  Senator 
Hutchison,  who  has  an  allotment  of  10 
minutes,  but  I  think  there  will  be  more 
time  within  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  if  Senator  Hctchiso.v  wants 
more  time.  Or  if  any  other  Republican 
Senators  wish  to  partake  in  the  discus- 
sion, they  can  take  time  on  our  side. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERREY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
enthusiastic  support  of  the  nomination 
of  John  M.  Deutch  to  be  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence.  While  I  cannot 
predict  a  length  in  time  that  he  will  be 
in  service  to  his  country  in  this  capac- 
ity. I  can  predict  with  confidence, 
should  he  be  confirmed,  he  will  turn 
out  to  be  one  of  the  most  effective  and 
influential  DCI's  in  the  history  of  this 
Agency. 

The  President  of  the  United  States, 
with  John  Deutch.  is  making  a  state- 
ment that  he  intends  to  send  a  man  to 
take  charge  of  Langley  during  what  is 
obviously  one  of  the  most  tumultuous 
periods  ever  experienced  by  Central  In- 
telligence. The  Aldrich  Ames  case  and 
recent  Guatemala  revelations  portray 
a  troubled  corporate  culture  at  CIA. 

In  addition,  many  question  whether 
the  intelligence  community  has  come 
to  grips  with  the  post-cold-war  world 
and  whether  new  collection  methods 
and  technologies  are  required  to  target 
the  new  threats  that  have  emerged. 

The  twin  threats  of  international  and 
domestic  terrorism  lead  many  to  ques- 
tion the  intelligence  community's 
proper  role  in  supporting  law  enforce- 
ment. The  very  structure  of  the  com- 
munity is  in  question,  as  a  joint  Presi- 


dential-congressional commission  and 
several  private  study  groups  ask 
whether  intelligence  is  necessary  at 
all. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  watch- 
ing, once  again,  another  50-year  cele- 
bration in  the  last  couple  of  days.  This 
time  the  celebration  is  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  the  day  that  victory  in  Eu- 
rope was  declared  over  Nazi  forces. 
That  victory  is  being  celebrated  in  part 
because  we  are  also  celebrating  the 
fact  that  over  the  last  47  or  so  years, 
we  have  avoided,  with  significant  ef- 
forts, a  third  world  war.  For  a  75-year 
period,  roughly  from  1914.  when  the 
guns  of  August  started  World  War  I. 
until  the  fall  of  1989  when  the  Berlin 
Wall  itself  collapsed  and  Eastern  Eu- 
rope began  to  liberate  itself,  during 
that  75-year  period,  it  is.  I  believe,  ac- 
curate to  say  we  experienced  the  blood- 
iest 75  years  in  the  history  of  mankind. 

During  that  75-year  period.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, many  things  occurred,  including 
the  institution  of  a  policy  that  had  the 
United  States  of  America  leading  an  ef- 
fort against  a  clearly  identified  enemy, 
and  the  celebration  that  takes  place 
this  year  is  not  just  a  celebration  of  a 
victory  over  that  enemy,  but  a  sense 
that  we  have  survived,  as  a  human  peo- 
ple, the  forecast  that  we  may  annihi- 
late ourselves  through  the  use  of  nu- 
clear weapons.  It  is  a  remarkable  vic- 
tory, and  I  dare  not  on  this  floor  take 
a  great  deal  of  time  describing  it.  but 
it  is  a  profound  change  that  the  new 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  must 
factor  in  as  that  individual,  hopefully 
John  Deutch.  begins  to  shape  the  agen- 
cies under  his  control  to  meet  the  new 
challenges  that  this  country  faces. 

You  might  expect  that  only  some- 
body who  was  a  glutton  for  punishment 
would  willingly  volunteer  and  walk 
into  the  set  of  problems  that  John 
Deutch  will  face.  But  I  can  assure  my 
colleagues,  as  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  committee  has  already  said. 
that  John  Deutch  knows  better  than 
this.  He  knows,  as  many  of  us  on  the 
Intelligence  Committee  know,  we  have 
a  superb  intelligence  instrument  in 
this  country  staffed  by  brave  and  intel- 
ligent people  who  take  risks  every  sin- 
gle day  and  make  sacrifices  for  their 
country.  They  provide  the  President, 
the  military,  the  Cabinet,  our  dip- 
lomats and  intelligence  analysts  a  ca- 
pability no  other  country  can  rival:  the 
capability  to  know  most  about  threats 
to  our  country's  freedom  and  independ- 
ence, and  threats  to  the  lives  and  live- 
lihoods of  Americans. 

Unlike  the  domestic  agencies,  our  in- 
telligence professionals  cannot  brag 
about  their  competence.  To  brag  would 
lose  the  all-important  source  of  infor- 
mation. So  they  are  generally  silent, 
but  they  are  of  immense  value.  They 
need  guidance,  they  need  leadership, 
they  need  a  visionary  who  can  help 
focus  their  talent  on  the  Nation's 
pressing  needs,  and  John  Deutch  is  the 


person  to  do  it.  Adm.  Bill  Studeman 
has  rendered  a  vital  service  as  Acting 
Director.  He  has  kept  a  complex  enter- 
prise on  track  during  a  difficult  period, 
and  the  Nation  owes  him  its  thanks  He 
would  be  the  first  to  agree  that  the  in- 
telligence community  needs  a  Presi- 
dentially  appointed,  senatorially  con- 
firmed director. 

Even  if  John  Deutch's  service  in  the 
Defense  Department  were  his  own  ac- 
complishment, he  would  be  a  strong 
candidate  to  be  DCI.  Most  intelligence 
funding  is  in  defense,  the  military  con- 
tinues to  be  the  leading  customer  for 
intelligence,  and  his  knowledge  of  de- 
fense intelligence  is  matched  by  few  In 
and  out  of  our  Government. 

But  another  part  of  John  Deutch's 
resume  appeals  to  me.  John  Deutch  is 
a  scientist  of  national  renown  and  a 
distinguished  science  professor  Tech- 
nical intelligence  collection  is  mainly 
a  science  problem.  The  scientific  deci- 
sion of  which  system  to  buy  or  develop 
to  best  collect  against  a  certain  threat 
is  typically  made  by  lawyers  advised 
by  scientists.  In  this  administration, 
however,  the  scientists  have  come  to 
the  fore.  I,  for  one.  feel  very  com- 
fortable knowing  that  the  scientific 
judgment  of  Bill  Perry  is  making  the 
ultimate  acquisition  decisions  in  de- 
fense, and  I  will  feel  equal  comfort 
with  John  Deutch's  scientific  judgment 
on  intelligence  acquisitions.  Tlie  fact 
that  he  is  a  teacher  and  can  explain 
these  complex  systems  to  those  of  us 
nonscientists.  who  are  charged  with  in- 
telligence oversight,  is  that  much  bet- 
ter for  the  American  people 

We  will  get  the  benefit  of  Dr. 
Deutch's  scientific  expertise  not  a  mo- 
ment too  soon  New  threats,  new  col- 
lection priorities,  and  a  rapidly  chang- 
ing collection  environment  mean  that 
we  cannot  stand  pat  on  our  collection 
technologies.  Just  to  maintain  the 
edge  we  have  now.  we  must  fund  re- 
search and  development  on  new  tech- 
nologies and  make  hard  decisions 
about  which  road  we  will  go  down. 

We  also  have  to  maintain  the  health 
of  our  intelligence  industrial  base,  the 
private  companies  that  produce  these 
remarkable  systems.  There  are  unique- 
ly talented  people  working  for  these 
companies,  engineers  and  technicians 
who  turn  the  requirements  statement 
into  reality.  If  we  do  not  keep  these 
people  at  work  in  profitable  undertak- 
ings, the  Government  will  never  be 
able  to  afford  new  systems  That  is 
why  Senator  Warner  and  I.  last  year, 
urged  the  administration  to  permit 
U.S.  companies  to  sell  1-meter  space 
imagery  and  imaging  equipment  We 
did  not  want  to  see  remote  sensing,  a 
technology  in  which  we  lead  the  world, 
go  the  way  of  the  space  launch.  We  also 
wanted  America  to  dominate  this 
growing  industry.  The  administration 
saw  it  the  same  way.  and  John  Deutch 
is  a  firm  supporter  of  the  administra- 
tion policy.  He  knows  that  our  indus- 
trial base  is  our  true  national  treasure. 
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and  he  will  continue  to  watch  over  its 
health. 

Intelligence  technology  routinely 
saves  American  lives,  but  we  should  be 
alert  to  opportunities  to  make  it  useful 
to  Americans  in  other  ways.  For  exam- 
ple, the  National  Information  Display 
Laboratory  in  Princeton.  NJ.  noticed 
that  the  technology  that  helped  im- 
agery analysts  understand  images  bet- 
ter could  also  be  helpful  to  radiologists 
scanning  a  mammogram  for  early  signs 
of  breast  cancer.  NIDL  teamed  with 
Massachusetts  General  Hospital  to 
adapt  the  technology,  and  the  outcome 
could  be  as  many  as  15.000  American 
lives  saved  each  year. 

Other  opportunities  abound  for  the 
dual-use  intelligence  technology.  We 
have  just  begun  to  make  public  use  of 
space  images  and  other  intelligence 
collected  during  the  cold  war.  The  de- 
classification process  has  begun  and  we 
must  push  the  process  until  we  can 
fairly  say  that  Intelligence  technology 
serves  not  just  a  handful  of 
decisionmakers  in  Washington  but  the 
250  million  decisionmakers  across  our 
country. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  was  a  young 
man  operating  in  the  U.S.  Navy  Seal 
team,  we  had  a  piece  of  advice  we  tried 
to  follow  all  of  the  time,  which  was 
that  unless  you  had  a  need  to  know 
something,  you  did  not  press  the  bet 
and  try  to  acquire  it.  We  did  not  dis- 
seminate intelligence  to  people  who  did 
not  have  r-  need  to  know  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  are  250  million  citizens  of 
the  United  States  of  America  who  need 
to  know  increasingly  a  set  of  complex 
facts  in  order  to  make  decisions  about 
our  foreign  policy,  in  order  to  make  de- 
cisions about  our  domestic  policy,  in 
order  to  make  decisions  about  all  sorts 
of  chings  thai,  are  increasingly  confus- 
ing our  citizens. 

Democracy  cannot  function  unless 
citizens  make  the  effort  to  understand 
those  complexities  and  come  to  the 
table  at  election  time  and  come  to  the 
table  when  it  is  time  to  influence  their 
Senator  or  Representative  or  President 
with  all  of  the  facts  and  information. 

The  Director  of  Central  Intelligence 
is  the  President's  national  intelligence 
officer.  John  Deutch's  Government 
background  is  in  defense,  and  his  testi- 
mony before  the  Committee  made  clear 
that  he  understands  the  priority  of  in- 
telligence support  to  the  military.  But 
he  also  understands  the  role  of  na- 
tional intelligence,  and  he  understands 
that  not  every  problem  facing  the 
country  is  a  military  problem.  He  is 
aware,  for  example,  of  the  intelligence 
community's  contributions  against 
international  terrorism,  against  drug 
trafficking,  against  illegal  trade  prac- 
tices. He  knows  how  important  intel- 
ligence is  to  this  administration's 
international  economic  decisionmak- 
ing, and  he  knows  that  warning  the 
President  about  the  economic  crisis  in 
Mexico  last  year  was  at  least  as  impor- 


tant as  warning  about  a  military  crisis 
in  some  less  important  region  of  the 
world.  It  is  ironic  that,  with  the  end  of 
the  cold  war,  the  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence  has  a  broader  national 
charter  than  ever.  It  is  an  irony  which 
John  Deutch  understands. 

The  intelligence  community  includes 
much  more  than  the  CIA.  The  National 
Security  Agency,  the  Defense  Intel- 
ligence Agency,  FBI,  and  the  State  De- 
partment's Bureau  of  Intelligence  and 
Research  all  play  their  largely  unique 
roles.  But  no  question,  CIA.  unfortu- 
nately, lately  has  been  at  the  center  of 
controversy  and  likely  will  continue  to 
be.  At  least  initially,  the  heart  of  John 
Deutch's  task  will  be  to  make  the  CIA 
more  efficient  and  accountable  to  the 
American  people.  I  am  greatly  encour- 
aged, as  the  chairman  indicated  ear- 
lier, by  his  testimony  on  the  sense  of 
accountability  and  responsibility  that 
he  intends  to  bring  to  CIA's  Direc- 
torate of  Operations.  I  have  visited  CIA 
officers  in  the  field,  and  I  know  the 
high  quality  of  the  people  John  Deutch 
will  lead.  These  are  clear-headed,  posi- 
tive, enthusiastic  Americans.  The  cur- 
rent senior  manaigers  should  get  credit 
for  recruiting  and  training  and  moti- 
vating a  fine  crop  of  younger  officers. 
Now  it  is  time,  as  Mr.  Deutch  put  it  in 
his  own  testimony,  for  the  seniors  to 
let  the  younger  officers  take  the  reins. 

As  they  take  over,  they  must  recruit 
and  retain  more  women  and  minorities, 
and  they  must  be  alert  to  gender  dis- 
crimination in  assignments  and  pro- 
motions. The  Directorate  of  Operations 
has  never  been  an  easy  place  for  women 
to  get  a  fair  opportunity  to  make  their 
mark.  Not  only  is  gender  discrimina- 
tion illegal,  it  is  also  stupid  because  it 
denies  the  American  people  the  brain 
powci  of  more  than  50  percent  of  our 
people.  It  also  creates  resentments 
which  can  dangerously  weaken  the 
agency.  I  have  heard  all  the  excuses  for 
discrimination,  and  none  of  them  wash. 
I  am  confident  that  John  Deutch  will 
not  permit  it. 

CIA's  human  intelligence  activities, 
which  consist  mainly  in  getting  for- 
eigners to  secretly  provide  informa- 
tion, will  always  take  place  in  the 
shadows.  Human  sources  will  have  to 
be  protected,  so  the  activities  will  not 
be  able  to  be  publicly  discussed.  But 
CIA,  no  less  than  any  other  agency  of 
Government,  must  operate  in  accord- 
ance with  American  law  and  American 
values.  One  purpose  of  congressional 
oversight  of  intelligence  is  to  ensure 
that  this  is  so.  Oversight  cannot  work 
if  CIA  does  not  inform  Congress,  or  an- 
swer Congress'  questions.  Failure  to 
promptly  inform  is  one  of  the  most 
troubling  aspects  of  both  the  Ames 
case  and  the  Guatemala  case.  Bad  news 
does  not  improve  with  age.  The  with- 
holding of  bad  news— withholding  in- 
formation on  an  intelligence  failure — 
jeopardizes  the  oversight  system  with- 
out  which   the    United   States   cannot 


conduct  foreign  intelligence  oper- 
ations. John  Deutch  clearly  under- 
stands his  reporting  responsibilities, 
and  I  believe  Directors  Gates  and  Wool- 
sey  and  Studeman  also  understood.  The 
challenge  for  John  Deutch  is  to  know 
what  is  happening  inside  his  organiza- 
tion, so  the  bad  news  gets  to  him  first. 

That  is  the  mark  of  a  tight,  con- 
fident, organization.  John  Deutch  has 
some  great  material  to  work  with,  but 
it  is  up  to  him  to  forge  that  kind  of  or- 
ganization. 

If  anybody  in  this  great  country  of 
ours  is  up  to  that  job,  John  Deutch  is 
the  person  to  get  the  job  done. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  MOYNfflAN]  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  my  gallant 
friend  from  Nebraska.  I  rise  very  much 
in  support  of  the  position  he  has  taken 
and  that  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 

I  would  say  by  way  of  introduction 
that  in  the  103d  Congress  and  then  on 
the  first  day  of  the  104th  Congress.  I  of- 
fered legislation  that  would  basically 
break  up  the  existing  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  and  return  its  compo- 
nent parts  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  the  Department  of  State  in 
the  manner  that  the  OSS,  the  Office  of 
Strategic  Services,  was  divided  and 
parceled  out  with  the  onset  of  peace  in 
1945  and  1946,  to  be  followed,  of  course, 
by  a  cold  war  which  has  persisted  al- 
most until  this  moment. 

I  had  hoped  to  encourage  a  debate  on 
the  role  of  intelligence  and  of  secrecy 
in  the  American  society.  That  debate 
has  taken  place.  Some  of  the  results,  I 
think,  can  be  seen  in  the  nomination  of 

servant  to  this  position. 

It  could  not  have  been  more  clear 
than  in  his  testimony  in  which  he 
made  a  point,  self-evident  we  would 
suppose,  but  not  frequently  to  be  en- 
countered in  the  pronouncements  of 
potential  DCI's.  He  said; 

Espionage  does  not  rest  comfortably  in  a 
democracy  Secrecy,  which  is  essential  to 
protect  sources  and  methods,  is  not  welcome 
in  an  open  society.  If  our  democracy  is  to 
support  intelliKence  activities,  the  people 
must  be  confident  that  our  law  and  rules  will 
be  respected. 

It  may  have  come  as  a  surprise — al- 
though it  ought  not  to  have — in  recent 
months  and  weeks,  to  find  how  many 
persons  there  are  in  this  country  who 
do  not  have  confidence  that  our  laws 
and  rules  will  be  respected:  who  see  the 
government  in  conspiratorial  modes, 
directed  against  the  people  in  ways 
that  could  be  of  huge  consequence  to 
Americans. 

I  am  not  talking  about  what  Richard 
Hofstadter  referred  to  when  he  spoke  of 
"the  paranoid  style  in  American  poli- 
tics." I  am  talking  about  the  wide- 
spread belief  that  the  CIA  was  some- 
how  involved   in   the  assassination   of 


President  Kennedy,  if  we  can  imagine. 
But  there  it  is. 

It  is  important  to  understand  how 
deep  this  is  in  our  society.  In  1956,  even 
before  Hofstadter  spoke  of  it;  Edward 
A.  Shils  of  the  University  of  Chicago — 
who  just  passed  away— that  great, 
great,  social  scientist,  published  his 
book.  "The  Torment  of  Secrecy,"  in 
which  he  wrote  "The  exfoliation  and 
intertwinement  of  the  various  patterns 
of  belief  that  the  world  is  dominated  by 
unseen  circles  of  conspirators,  operat- 
ing behind  our  backs,  is  one  of  the 
characteristic  features  of  modem  soci- 
ety." 

Such  a  belief  was  very  much  a  fea- 
ture of  the  Bolshevik  society  that  took 
shape  in  1917  and  1918.  The  conspira- 
torial decision  to  help  found  and  fund 
in  the  United  States,  a  Communist 
party,  half  of  which  would  be  class  des- 
tiny, the  discovery  from  the  archives 
in  Moscow  that  John  Reed  received  a 
payment  ot  $1.5  million  in  1920.  Even  as 
soft  money,  that  would  be  a  very  con- 
siderable sum  today. 

In  the  pattern  that  societies  go 
through,  it  is  said  that  organizations 
become  like  one  other.  To  an  extraor- 
dinary degree  we  emulate  the  Soviet 
model  in  our  own  intelligence  service. 

Unintentionally,  naturally,  it  hap- 
pens that  way,  but  a  very  powerful 
analyses  of  this  has  just  been  written 
by  Jefferson  Morley  in  the  Washington 
Post  under  the  headline  "Understand- 
ing Oklahoma"  in  an  article  entitled 
"Department  of  Secrecy:  The  Invisible 
Bureaucracy  That  Unites  Alienated 
America  in  Suspicion." 

Or  by  Douglas  Turner,  in  an  article 
this  weekend  in  the  Buffalo  News.  I 
spoke  of  these  concerns  in  an  earlier 
statement  on  the  Senate  floor  entitled 
"The  Paranoid  Style  in  American  Poli- 
tics," which  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
be  printed  \n  the  Record  along  with 
the  articles  by  Douglas  Turner  and  Jef- 
ferson Morley. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1  ) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  what 
we  have  is  so  much  at  variance  with 
what  was  thought  we  would  get. 

Allen  Dulles  was  very  much  part  of 
the  foundation  of  postwar  intelligence, 
having  been  in  the  OSS,  served  with 
great  distinction  in  Switzerland  during 
Worid  War  U. 

Peter  Grose,  in  his  new  biography. 
"Gentleman  Spy:  The  Life  of  Allen 
Dulles."  recounts  the  testimony  Dulles 
gave  before  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  April  25.  1947.  as  we  are 
about  to  establish,  passed  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  and  created  this 
small  coordinating  body,  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency. 

Personnel  for  a  central  intelligence 
agency,  he  argued,  '"need  not  be  very 
numerous  *  *  *.  The  operation  of  the 
service  must  be  neither  flamboyant  nor 
overshrouded  with  the  mystery  and  ab- 


racadabra which  the  amateur  detective 
likes  to  assume."  In  a  lecturing  tone, 
he  tried  to  tell  the  Senators  how  intel- 
ligence is  actually  assembled. 

Because  of  its  glamour  and  mystery,  over- 
emphasis is  generally  placed  on  what  is 
called  secret  intelligence,  namely  the  intel- 
ligence that  is  obtained  by  secret  means  and 
by  secret  agents.  In  time  of  peace  the 

bulk  of  intelligence  can  be  obtained  through 
overt  channels,  through  our  diplomatic  and 
consular  missions,  and  our  military,  naval 
and  air  attahces  in  the  normal  and  proper 
course  of  their  work.  It  can  also  be  obtained 
through  the  world  press,  the  radio,  and 
through  the  many  thousands  of  Americans, 
business  and  professional  men  and  American 
residents  of  foreign  countries,  who  are  natu- 
rally and  normally  brought  in  touch  with 
what  is  going  on  in  those  countries. 

A  proper  analysis  of  the  intelligence  ob- 
tainable by  these  overt,  normal,  and  above- 
board  means  would  supply  us  with  over  80 
percent,  I  should  estimate,  of  the  informa- 
tion required  for  the  guidance  of  our  na- 
tional policy. 

Mr.  President,  that  could  not  happen, 
did  not  happen.  We  entered  upon  a  five- 
decade  mode  of  secret  analysis,  analy- 
sis withheld  from  the  scrutiny,  which 
is  the  only  way  we  can  verify  the  truth 
of  a  hypothesis  in  natural  science  or 
the  social  sciences. 

The  result  was  massive  miscalcula- 
tion. Nicholas  Eberstadt  in  his  wonder- 
ful new  book.  "The  Tyranny  of  Num- 
bers." writes  "It  is  probably  safe  to  say 
that  the  U.S.  Government's  attempt  to 
describe  the  Soviet  economy  has  been 
the  largest  single  project  in  social 
science  research  ever  undertaken  "  He 
said  that.  sir.  in  1990.  in  testimony  be- 
fore the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. "The  largest  single  project  in  so- 
cial science  research  ever  undertaken." 
and  it  was  a  calamity. 

No  one  has  been  more  forthright  than 
AUm.  btansiieid  Turner  in  an  article  in 
Foreign  Affairs  about  this  time.  He 
said  when  it  came  to  predicting  the 
collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  cor- 
porate view  of  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity was  totally  wrong. 

I  can  remember  the  first  years  of  the 
Kennedy  administration.  I  remember 
having  a  meeting  with  Walt  Rostow. 
Chairman  of  the  Policy  Planning  Coun- 
cil in  the  Department  of  State,  in 
which  he  said  of  the  Soviet  Union,  I  am 
not  one  of  those  6  percent  forever  peo- 
ple, but  there  it  was,  locked  into  the 
analyses.  That  is  what  the  President 
knew. 

Mr  President,  in  Richard  Reeves  re- 
markable biography  of  John  F.  Ken- 
nedy, he  records  that  the  agency  told 
the  President  that  by  the  year  2000  the 
GNP  of  the  Soviet  Union  would  be 
three  times  that  of  the  United  States. 
And  that  is  what  the  President  knew.  A 
person  might  come  to  him  with  the 
most  reasonable  arguments,  as  did  any 
number  of  economists.  The  great  theo- 
rists. Friedman.  Hayek.  Stigler.  said  it 
could  not  happen,  it  would  be  theoreti- 
cally impossible.  Important  work  done 
by  Frank  Holzman.  at  Tufts,  and  the 


Russian  Research  Center  at  Harvard 
said,  "No,  no.  That  is  all  very  well 
what  you  say  professor.  What  I  know  is 
different." 

The  consequences  have  been  an  ex- 
traordinar>'  failure  to  foresee  the 
central  event  of  our  time.  A  vast  over- 
dependence  on  military  and  similar 
outlays,  that  leave  us  perilously  close 
to  economic  difficulty  ourselves. 

I  would  like  to  close  with  a  letter 
written  me  in  1991  by  Dale  W. 
Jorgenson,  professor  of  economics  at 
the  Kennedy  School  of  Government,  in 
which  he  said: 

I  believe  that  the  importance  of  economic 
intelligence  is  increasing  greatly  with  the 
much-discussed  globalization  of  the  U.S. 
economy.  However  the  cloak-and-dagger 
model  is  even  more  inappropriate  to  our  new 
economic  situation  than  it  was  to  the  suc- 
cessful prosecution  of  the  Cold  War  that  has 
just  concluded.  The  lessons  for  the  future 
seem  to  me  to  be  rather  transparent.  The 
U.S.  government  needs  to  Invest  a  lot  more 
in  international  economic  assessments.  •  •  • 
(I)t  should  reject  the  CIA  monopoly  model 
and  try  to  create  the  kind  of  intellectual 
competition  that  now  prevails  between  CBO 
and  0MB  on  domestic  policy,  aided  by 
Brookings,  AEI  [American  Enterprise  Insti- 
tute), the  Urban  Institute,  the  Kennedy 
School,  and  many  others. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  the  entire 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Those  are  the  re- 
marks I  would  like  to  make,  sir.  I  have 
the  confidence  that  John  Deutch,  as  a 
.scientist,  will  follow  them,  I  have  the 
concern  that  the  administration  will 
not. 

We  do  know  some  things  in  social 
science.  Mancur  Olson,  in  his  great 
book.  "The  Rise  and  Decline  of  Na- 
tions," on  this  day,  V  E  Day— I  was  a 
sailor  on  V-E  Day,  so  I  can  remember 
that — I  can  remember  the  Boston  Com- 
mon, actually—  Mancur  Olson  asked: 

Why  has  it  come  about  that  the  two  na- 
tions whose  institutions  were  destroyed  in 
World  War  II,  Germany  and  Japan,  have  had 
the  most  economic  success  since?  Wliereas 
Britain— not  really  much  success  at  all:  the 
United  States— yes.  but,"  And  he  came  up 
with  a  simple  answer.  The  defeat  wiped  out 
all  those  choke  points,  all  those  rents,  all 
those  sharing  agreements,  all  those  veto 
structures  that  enable  institutions  to  pre- 
vent things  from  happening  And  we  are  see- 
ing it  in  this  Government  today.  5  years 
after  the  wall  came  down. 

Remember,  2  years  before  the  wall 
came  down  the  CIA  stated  that  per  cap- 
ita GDP  was  higher  in  East  Germany 
than  in  West  Germany  I  hope  I  take  no 
liberty  that  I  mentioned  this  once  to 
Dr.  Deutch  and  added  Any  taxi  driver 
in  Berlin  could  have  told  you  that  was 
not  so.  "  And  Dr.  Deutch  replied,  "Any 
taxi  driver  in  Washington."  But  if  we 
cannot  summon  the  capacity  to  change 
our  institutions  in  our  changed  cir- 
cumstances, there  will  be  consequences 
and  let  nobody  say  they  were  not  pre- 
dictable. 
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Mr.   President,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas  for  her  ^raciousness  for  al- 
lowing me  to  speak  when  in  fact  in  al- 
ternation it  would  have  been  her  turn. 
Exhibit  l 

[From  the  Congrressional  Record.  Apr.  25. 

1995] 

The  Paranoid  Style  in  American  Poutics 

Mr  MOYNIHAN  Mr  President.  As  we  think 
and.  indeed,  pray  our  way  through  the  after- 
math of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  asking 
how  such  a  horror  might  have  come  about, 
and  how  others  might  be  prevented.  Senators 
could  do  well  to  step  outside  the  chamber 
and  look  down  the  mall  at  the  Washington 
Monument  It  honors  the  Revolutionary  gen- 
eral who  once  victorious,  turned  his  army 
over  to  the  Continental  Congress  and  retired 
to  his  estates.  Later,  recalled  to  the  highest 
office  in  the  land,  he  served  dutifully  one 
term,  then  a  second  but  then  on  principle 
not  a  day  longer  Thus  was  founded  the  first 
republic,  the  first  democracy  since  the  age  of 
Greece  and  Rome. 

There  is  not  a  more  serene,  confident, 
untroubled  symbol  of  the  nation  in  all  the 
capital.  Yet  a  brief  glance  will  show  that  the 
color  of  the  marble  blocks  of  which  the 
monument  is  constructed  changes  about  a 
quarter  of  the  way  up  Thereby  hangs  a  tale 
of  another  troubled  time,  not  our  first,  just 
as.  surely,  this  will  not  be  our  last. 

As  befitted  a  republic,  the  monument  was 
started  by  a  private  charitable  group,  as  we 
would  now  say.  the  Washington  National 
Monument  Society  Contributions  came  in 
cash,  but  also  in  blocks  of  marble,  many 
with  Intenor  inscriptions  which  visitors 
willing  to  climb  the  stefjs  can  see  to  this 
day.  A  quarter  of  the  way  up.  that  is.  For  in 
1852.  Pope  Plus  IX  donated  a  block  of  marble 
from  the  temple  of  Concord  in  Rome.  In- 
stantly, the  American  Party,  or  the  Know- 
Nothings  cI  know  nothing."  was  their 
standard  reply  to  queries  about  their  plat- 
form i  divined  a  Papist  Plot.  An  installation 
of  the  Pope's  block  of  marble  would  signal 
the  Catholic  Uprising  A  fevered  agitation 
began  As  recorded  by  Ray  Allen  Billington 
in  The  Protest  Crusade.  1800-1860 

■One  pamphlet.  The  Popes  Strategem: 
■■Rome  to  America'"  An  Address  to  the 
Protestants  of  the  United  States,  against 
placing  the  Pope  s  block  of  Marble  in  the 
Washington  Monument  (1852).  urged  Protes- 
tants to  hold  indignation  meetings  and  con- 
tribute another  block  to  be  placed  next  to 
the  Pofje's  bearing  an  inscription  by  which 
all  men  may  see  that  we  are  awake  to  the 
hypocrisy  and  schemes  of  that  designing, 
crafty,  subtle,  far  seeing  and  far  reaching 
Power,  which  is  ever  grasping  after  the 
whole  World,  to  sway  its  iron  scepter,  with 
bloodstained  hands,  over  the  millions  of  its 
inhabitants.'  " 

One  night  early  in  March.  1854,  a  group  of 
Know-Nothings  broke  into  the  storage  sheds 
on  the  monument  grounds  and  dragged  the 
Pope's  marble  off  towards  the  Potomac.  Save 
for  the  occasional  sighting",  as  we  have 
come  to  call  such  phenomena,  it  has  never  to 
be  located  since 

Work  on  the  monument  stopped  Years 
later,  in  1876,  Congress  appropriated  funds  to 
complete  the  job.  which  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, under  the  leadership  of  Lieutenant 
Colonel  Thomas  I  Casey  did  with  great 
flourish  in  time  for  the  centennial  observ- 
ances of  1888 

Dread  of  Catholicism  ran  its  course,  if 
slowly  (Edward  M.  Stanton,  then  Secretary 
of  War  was  convinced  the  assassination  of 
President  Lincoln  was  the  result  of  a  Catho- 


lic plot.)  Other  manias  followed,  all  bril- 
liantly described  in  Richard  Hofstadter's  re- 
velatory lecture  "the  Paranoid  Style  in 
American  Politics"  which  he  delivered  as  the 
Herbert  Spencer  Lecture  at  Oxford  Univer- 
sity within  days  of  the  assassination  of  John 
F  Kennedy.  Which  to  this  day  remains  a  fer- 
tile source  of  conspiracy  mongering  George 
Will  cited  Hofstadter^s  essay  this  past  week- 
end on  the  television  program  This  Week 
with  David  Brinkley  "  He  deals  with  the 
same  subject  matter  in  a  superb  column  in 
this  morning's  Waishington  Post  which  has 
this  bracing  conclusion 

"It  is  reassuring  to  remember  that 
paranoiacs  have  always  been  with  us.  but 
have  never  defined  us."' 

I  hope.  Mr.  President,  as  we  proceed  to 
consider  legislation,  if  that  is  necessary,  in 
response  to  the  bombing,  we  would  be  mind- 
ful of  a  history  in  which  we  have  often  over- 
reached, to  our  cost,  and  try  to  avoid  such  an 
overreaction 

We  have  seen  superb  performance  of  the 
FBI.  What  more  any  nation  could  ask  of  an 
internal  security  group  I  cannot  conceive. 
We  have  seen  the  effectiveness  of  our  State 
troopers,  of  our  local  police  forces,  fire  de- 
partments, instant  nationwide  cooperation 
which  should  reassure  us  rather  than  fright- 
en us. 

I  would  note  in  closing.  Mr.  President,  that 
Pope  John  Paul  II  will  be  visiting  the  United 
States  this  coming  October.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Mr.  WllTs  column  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

[From  the  Buffalo  News.  May  8.  1995) 

Government  Spooks.  Beware— Moynihan 

Alms  To  Reveal  Secrets 

(By  Douglas  Turner) 

Washington  —For  generations,  artists  like 
Jules  Verne.  Graham  Greene.  Steven 
Spielberg,  and  Peter  Benchley  in  his  novel 
■White  Shark,  "  have  harnessed  the  public's 
flirtation  with  fear  for  innocent  profit,  fame 
and  fun 

There  is  something  lurking  out  there,  or 
down  there  created  by  a  force  beyond  our 
knowing 

Far  down  the  creative  scale  are  (.unspiiacy 
freaks  Oliver  Stone.  Ian  Fleming  and  the 
publishers  of  checkout-counter  tabloids 

In  dank  comers  of  our  society  is  a  separate 
category  Those  who  subsist  utterly  in  para- 
noia; Oliver  North.  Gordon  Liddy.  David 
Duke.  Tim  McVeigh  and  those  who  put  on 
war  paint  and  military  fatigues,  play  with 
assault  weapons,  and  preach  war  against  a 
popularly-elected  constitutional  govern- 
ment 

Like  Sen.  Joseph  R.  McCarthy,  they  nurse 
on  paranoia  and  propagate  it. 

Sen  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan.  D-N.Y.. 
suggests  this  last  category  either  exploits,  or 
is  partly  driven  by  the  web  of  government  se- 
crets that  has  grown  like  spores  since  World 
War  II 

He  speaks  of  official  Washinton's  enor- 
mous secrecy  system  .  .  .  which  just  ex- 
pands, if  anything,  which  we're  in  on  and  ev- 
eryone out  there  is  not.  is  out  of.  and  easily 
it's  a  culture  that  breeds  paranoia   " 

For  years.  Sen.  Moynihan  has  been  sound- 
ing a  warning  about  what  he  calls  our  cul- 
ture of  paranoia.  In  an  article  he  penned  four 
years  ago.  Moynihan  said  Stone's  film. 
■JFK.^'  could  "spoil  a  generation  of  Amer- 
ican politics  just  when  sanity  is  returning  " 

Realizing  he  couldn't  do  much  about  popu- 
lar culture.  Moynihan  set  about  .stripping 
down  government's  role  in  creating  fear  by 
going  after  the  mountain  of  official  secrets 
generated  annually. 


To  that  end.  on  Jan.  22,  1993.  Moynihan  in- 
troduced a  bill  creating  a  bipartisan  commis- 
sion on  reducing  and  protecting  government 
secrecy.  A  Democratic  Congress  passed  it 
and  President  Clinton  made  it  law. 

The  commission  had  its  first  meeting  in 
January  and  elected  Moynihan  chairman. 
Other  members  include  Sen.  Jesse  Helms.  R- 
N.C  .  who  was  appointed  by  Sen.  Majority 
Leader  Bob  Dole.  R-Kansas:  Ellen  Hume  of 
.\nnenberg  Washington  Program,  who  was 
named  by  the  president,  a  Harvard  professor, 
and  Clinton's  nominee  to  head  the  CIA.  John 
Deutch. 

It  has  an  office  in  an  old  Navy  Building 
with  view  of  the  Potomac,  and  a  staff  direc- 
tor. Eric  Biel.  formerly  a  senior  Senate  staff- 
er. It  has  had  a  couple  of  organizational 
meetings,  all  public.  And  its  first  real  work- 
ing session  will  be  on  May  17. 

Moynihan  in  a  television  interview  joked 
"we've  managed  to  conceal  our  activities  so 
far  by  holding  public  hearings.  Nobody  goes 
to  public  hearings. ■" 

On  the  17th.  the  commission  will  hear 
about  official  secrets  from  officials  of  the 
National  Security  Council,  who  are  cooperat- 
ing as  a  result  of  an  executive  order  issued 
by  President  Clinton  three  weeks  ago 

Government  files  harbor  nearly  a  billion 
official  secrets. 

It  generates  about  7  million  of  them  a 
year  But  the  secret.  Moynihan  wrote,  is  that 
the  government  "only  counts  (secrets)  up  to 
the  level  of  Top  Secret. 

"AH  the  real  secrets  are  higher  than  that 
with  code  names  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  re- 
veal, having  taken  a  kind  of  vow  of  secrecy 
when  I  became  vice  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence."  he  said. 

Three  million  government  employees  have 
security  clearances  up  to  top  secret.  This  is 
fairly  common  stuff  as  most  field  grade  mili- 
tary officers,  beginning  with  lieutenants,  are 
entitled  to  top  secret  access. 

The  plethora  of  secrets,  security  levels  and 
'■cleared'^  employees  has  made  a  joke  of  the 
security  system  itself— with  "secret"'  mate- 
rial spilled  into  defense  and  intelligence 
trade  publications  every  day 

"They"  can  see  it.  but  you  can't. 

Then  there  are  the  active  classified  files  of 
the  FBI.  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  the  Secret  Service,  the  Customs. 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service,  the 
Border  Patrol,  the  Department  of  Energy. 
and  even  the  Department  of  Agriculture 

Official  secrecy,  endemic  to  big  govern- 
ment, dies  hard.  As  in  corporate  life,  and  in 
the  highest  aeries  of  journalism,  secrets  are 
not  just  the  key  to  power  They  are  power. 

Official  infatuation  with  secrecy  is  re- 
flected in  the  forbearance  in  President  Clin- 
tons  executive  order  Existing  secrets  must 
be  declassified  after  25  years,  he  said.  Future 
ones  after  10  years. 

This  would  matter  In  an  age  when  breech- 
load  rifles  were  on  the  cutting  edge  of  mili- 
tary science.  The  standard  is  ridiculous  in 
the  light  of  today"s  expanding  technology 

TTianks  to  the  reports  the  CIA  issued- 
based  on  "evidence"  you  and  1  could  never 
see  or  evaluate — on  Soviet  weaponry  and  the 
economy,  this  country  went  on  a  military 
spending  binge  beginning  with  the  Vietnam 
war  and  ending  only  three  years  ago 

But  these  CIA  fabrications  served  to  jus- 
tify quantum  leaps  in  spending  on  the  Amer- 
ican defense  establishment,  and  of  course 
covert  CIA.  We  will  be  paying  for  that  build- 
up for  the  rest  of  our  lives. 


[From  the  Washington  Post,  Apr.  30.  1995) 
Department  of  Secrecy 

the  INVISIBLE  bureaucracy  THAT  UNITES 
ALIENATED  AMERICA  IN  SUSPICION 

(By  Jefferson  Morley) 

Scapegoating  is  a  time-honored  spring 
sport  in  Washington.  Professionals  of  the 
pastime  are  already  in  fine  mid-summer 
form  on  Topic  A:  WTio  is  responsible  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing?  Skillful  soundbites 
indict  various  culprits:  Right-wing  talk 
radio,  the  NRA.  lone  nuts  and  (the  ever-reli- 
able) '60s  counterculture. 

But  while  the  theories  fly.  the  All-Stars  of 
the  Washington  blame  game  somehow  over- 
look one  of  the  leading  suspects  in  the  minds 
of  the  American  people:  the  Department  of 
Secrecy. 

There  is  no  official  department  of  secrecy, 
complete  with  Cabinet  officer  and  official 
seal.  But  there  is  the  functional  equivalent: 
the  federal  bureaucracy  that  keeps  the  gov- 
ernment's secrets.  It  consists  of  the  offices 
and  archives  in  the  Pentagon,  the  intel- 
ligence agencies,  the  FBI.  the  Bureau  of  Al- 
cohol Tobacco  and  Firearms  and  other  fed- 
eral agencies  that  classify  and  guard  all 
sorts  of  information  considered  too  sensitive 
to  be  shared  with  the  American  public.  The 
connection  between  this  empire  of  informa- 
tion and  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  is  not 
obvious  but  It  is  real 

First,  the  Department  of  Secrecy  is  a  sig- 
nificant presence  in  American  society  and 
politics.  Viewed  on  an  organizational  chart, 
the  federal  secrecy  system  is  bigger  than 
many  Cabinet  agencies.  According  to  a 
Washington  Post  report  last  year,  the  se- 
crecy system  keeps  an  estimated  32.400  peo- 
ple employed  full-time — more  than  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  and  the  De- 
partment of  Education  combined.  According 
to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the 
bureaucracy  of  secrets  may  cost  as  much  as 
$16  billion  a  year  to  run. 

Second,  mistrust  of  the  government  and  its 
many  secrets  Is  now  raging  out  of  control. 
The  assumption  that  the  government  is  not 
accountable  for  its  actions  is  no'*  the  norm. 

It  is  an  article  of  faith  among  many  on  the 
religious  and  paramilitary  right  (including, 
apparently,  one  of  the  bombing  suspects  in 
custody)  that  the  federal  government  has 
not  been  held  accountable  for  the  1993  raid  in 
Waco  which  left  85  people  dead. 

Liberals  and  the  left  were  angered  but  not 
surprised  by  the  recent  revelations  about  the 
CIA  In  Guatemala.  In  the  name  of  orotectlng 
Its  '■sources  and  methods.  "  the  agency 
shielded  from  justice  the  Guatemalan  colo- 
nel who  is  the  leading  suspect  in  the  murder 
of  an  American  Innkeeper  and  the  husband  of 
an  American  lawyer. 

Robert  McNamara's  memoirs  are  an  infuri- 
ating reminder  to  moderates  that  the  veil  of 
secrecy  allowed  utterly  respectable  main- 
stream Washington  officials  to  send  thou- 
sands of  American  boys  to  slaughter  in  a  dis- 
astrous and  still-divisive  war. 

In  the  movie  theaters  of  America,  the  most 
treacherous,  evil  Hollywood  villains  often 
work  inside  the  Department  of  Secrecy.  Pop- 
ular movies  like  ■Outbreak  "  and  "Clear  and 
Present  Danger"  routinely  depict  senior  offi- 
cials in  Washington  as  smooth-talking 
criminals  who  think  nothing  of  betraying 
the  public  trust  and  sending  innocent  Ameri- 
cans to  their  death. 

'The  pathology  of  public  attitudes  toward 
government  are  due  in  large  part  to  exces- 
sive and  unnecessary  secrecy."  says  Steven 


Aftergood  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Scientists,  a  leading  advocate  of  government 
openness  in  Washington. 

The  State  Department,  for  example,  re- 
tains the  right  to  withhold  information  that 
would  ■■seriously  and  demonstrably  under- 
mine ongoing  diplomatic  activities  of  the 
United  States."  Under  this  standard  the  CIA- 
in-Guatemala  story  would  almost  certainly 
still  be  secret  and  two  American  women 
would  still  be  wondering  who  murdered  their 
husbands. 

For  now,  the  effect  of  Clinton's  order  is  ex- 
pected to  be  modest. 

'■I  don^t  think  It's  going  to  make  much  dif- 
ference," said  retired  Lt.  Gen.  William 
Odom,  the  former  director  of  the  National 
Security  Agency  and  a  skeptic  of  openness 
efforts.  Odom  recalled  that  a  similar  direc- 
tive from  President  Carter  In  1978  had  little 
effect  on  how  he.  (3dom.  actually  classified 
information  for  the  government  at  the  time. 

Aftergood  praised  Clinton's  directive  as  a 
distinct  Improvement  over  the  old  secrecy 
rules  but  added  "I  just  hope  we  are  at  the  be- 
ginning of  a  reform  process,  not  the  end" 

That  will  depend,  in  part,  on  what  the  pub- 
lic, the  president  and  Congress  learn  from 
Oklahoma  City. 

Is  the  bombing  the  work  of  isolated  mad- 
men with  no  connection  to  the  larger  politi- 
cal culture?  Or  is  it  a  warning  of  the  patho- 
logical possibilities  opened  up  when  the  fed- 
eral government  loses  the  faith  of  its  people? 

These  questions  are  especially  pertinent 
for  people  working  within  the  secrecy  sys- 
tem. Most  of  them  do  not  hide  wrongdoing 
from  the  American  people  The  information 
they  guard  is  often  legitimately  secret:  mili- 
tary codes,  the  names  of  law  enforcement  in- 
formants, the  U.S.  position  in  international 
trade  talks  and  the  like. 

But  they  shrug  off  the  widespread  mistrust 
of  their  work  at  their  own  peril.  With  the 
government  generating  so  many  secrets  each 
year— an  estimated  6.3  million  in  1993— and 
continuing  revelations  about  governmental 
abuses  of  power,  the  line  between  the  para- 
noia of  a  few  and  legitimate  fears  of  the 
many  gets  harder  to  draw. 
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government  had.  over  the  course  of  several 
decades,  routinely  conducted  dangerous  radi- 
ation experiments  on  thousands  of  unwitting 
Americans  would  have  been  regarded  by 
most  reasonable  people  as  unfounded,  if  not 
ridiculous.  Today,  thanks  to  the  aggressive 
release  of  long-secret  documents  by  Sec- 
retary of  Energry  Hazel  O'Leary.  the  radi- 
ation experiments  are  cold,  disturbing  his- 
torical fact. 

O'Leary's  leadership  shows  that  full  disclo- 
sure of  embarrassing  material  is  not  politi- 
cal or  institutional  suicide.  In  fact,  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  by  all  accounts,  enjoys 
more  credibility  on  Capitol  Hill  and  with  the 
public  for  coming  clean. 

We  dont  know  what  other  abuses  of  gov- 
ernmental power,  if  any.  the  secrecy  system 
is  hiding.  But  we  do  know  that  a  citizenry 
without  access  to   its  own   history  has  no 
guarantee  of  democratic  accountability.  And 
as  long  as  democratic  accountability  is  in 
doubt,  the  citizenry,  not  just  government  of- 
fice buildings,  will  remain  vulnerable. 
ExHTBrr  2 
Harvard  Universitt.  John  f.  Ken- 
nedy School  of  (^\t:rnment. 

Cambudge.  MA,  March.  18.  1991. 
Senator  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  P.\t:  This  is  just  a  personal  note  of 
thanks  for  your  eloquent  and  stimulating 


contribution  to  the  lunch  discussion  with 
the  new  National  Research  Council  Board  on 
Science.  Technology,  and  Economic  Policy 
last  Friday.  Needless  to  say.  I  think  you  are 
absolutely  right  about  the  significance  of  the 
long-standing  intelligence  failure  in  assess- 
ing the  Soviet  economy  and  the  Soviet  mili- 
tary effort.  While  I  do  not  concur  with  your 
Galbraithian  view  of  economics  as  a  failed 
profession,  this  has  to  be  one  of  the  great 
failures  of  economics— right  up  there  with 
the  inability  of  economists  (along  with  ev- 
eryone else)  to  find  a  remedy  for  the  Great 
Depression  of  the  1930's. 

On  your  specific  arguments:  In  1965  Paul 
Samuelson  was  relying  on  the  CIA  estimates, 
so  that  this  is  not  an  independent  piece  of 
evidence.  For  every  quotation  you  can  give 
from  people  like  Lawrence  Klein,  you  can 
find  a  counter-argument  in  the  writings  of 
Friedman.  Hayek.  Stigler  and  many  others. 
All  three  have  been  amply  rewarded  for  their 
efforts  with  the  Nobel  Prize,  the  National 
Medal  of  Science,  and  the  esteem  of  their 
colleagues  (with  the  conspicuous  exception 
of  your  former  neighbor  on  Francis  Avenue). 
They  deserve  a  lot  of  credit  for  the  positions 
they  took  In  the  1930's  all  the  way  up  to  the 
1980's  and  they  are  getting  it. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  better  to  address 
the  issue  of  international  economic  assess- 
ments within  your  framework  of  post-Cold 
War  recoversion  that  Galbaith's  entertaining 
but  wrong-headed  view  of  economics  as  a 
failed  profession.  Given  the  importance  of 
economic  assessments  of  the  Soviet  Union,  it 
is  almost  incredible  that  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment established  an  In-house  monopoly  on 
these  assessments.  The  principal  academic 
centers  for  research  in  this  area  at  Columbia 
and  Harvard  were  allowed  to  wither  away. 
Over  the  past  decade.  Frank  Holzman  of 
Tufts  and  the  Russian  Research  Center  at 
Harvard  has  been  a  lonely  voice  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  CIA  view 

I  believe  that  the  importance  of  economic 
intelligence  is  Increasing  greatly  with  the 
much-discussed  globalization  of  the  U.S. 
economy.  However,  the  cloak-and-dagger 
model  is  even  more  inappropriate  to  our  new 
economic  situation  than  it  was  to  the  suc- 
cessful prosecution  of  the  Cold  War  that  has 
just  concluded.  The  lessons  for  the  future 
seem  to  me  to  be  rather  transpiarent.  The 
U.S.  government  needs  to  invest  a  lot  more 
in  international  economic  assessments.  Sec- 
ond, it  should  reject  the  CIA  monopwly 
model  and  try  to  create  the  kind  of  intellec- 
tual competition  that  now  prevails  between 
CBO  and  OMB  on  domestic  policy,  aided  by 
Brookings.  AEI.  the  Urban  Institute,  the 
Kennedy  School,  and  many  others. 

An  important  subsidiary  lesson  we  can 
learn  from  the  failure  of  the  CIA  Soviet  as- 
sessments is  the  importance  of  ""sunshine". 
Although  economic  intelligence  is  always 
going  to  be  sensitive  to  somebody,  it  should 
be  carried  out  in  full  sight  of  the  public.  In- 
cluding the  professional  peers  of  the  Intel- 
ligence analysts.  I  hope  that  the  new  Na- 
tional Research  Council  Board  can  contrib- 
ute to  the  post-Cold  War  re-conversion  of  our 
economic  intelligence  establishment  in  a 
positive  way  As  I  see  it.  this  is  a  daunting 
task.  To  use  a  medical  analogy,  this  will  re- 
quire something  more  like  a  "'life  style" 
change  than  a  simple  remedy  for  a  chronic 
disease. 

I  hope  that  you  can  find  the  time  to 
present  your  perspective  on  this  issue  to  the 
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policy  community,  say  In  the  form  of  an  ar- 
ticle for  Public  Interest.  This  would  be  an  In- 
teresting opportunity  to  bring  your  Ideaa 
about  post-Cold  War  conversion  to  a  specific 
problem  of  great  importance  to  the  national 
interest.  i 

With  best  regards.  I 

Yours  sincerely. 

Dale  w.  Jobgenson. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  always  happy  to  yield  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  York,  because  I  al- 
ways enjoy  hearing  what  he  has  to  say. 

Mr.  President,  the  importance  of  in- 
telligence gathering  for  our  Nation  is 
at  a  critical  jiincture.  Never  has  it  been 
as  important  as  it  is  today  that  we 
have  forelgrn  intelligence  gathering  ca- 
pabilities, particularly  because  we  are 
now  facing  a  time  when  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  nuclear,  chemical 
and  biological,  are  being  made  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  world.  Even  worse, 
the  weapons  that  transport  those  weap- 
ons are  also  being  developed  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  world.  There  is  an 
urgent  need  for  us  to  know  where  those 
weapons  are  and  where  the  capabilities 
are  to  transport  those  weapons,  either 
within  their  own  theater  or  over  to  our 
country. 

So,  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind 
that  we  must  have  a  strong  foreign  in- 
telligence gathering  capability.  We 
also  have  a  problem.  That  is  we  need  a 
leader  and  we  need  a  focus  and  we  need 
a  mission  for  the  people  who  are  in  our 
intelligence  gathering  operations  right 
now.  We  have  had  several  mishaps.  The 
Aldrich  Ames  case  is  one  that  has  been 
talked  about  on  this  floor  and  it  is  one 
that  is  very  troubling  to  us.  even 
today.  Many  people  feel  this  traitor 
was  not  dealt  with  in  a  way  that  will 
show  there  is  an  accountability  when  a 
drastic  mistake  happens. 

The  lack  of  management  account- 
ability did  demonstrate,  by  recent 
events  in  Guatemala,  the  lack  of  infor- 
mation that  the  oversight  committees 
had  about  the  situation  in  Guatemala. 
The  escalation  of  terrorism  all  over  the 
world  is  causing  an  ongoing  need  for  us 
to  have  intelligence-gathering  capabili- 
ties. 

So,  we  do  need  a  person  who  can  take 
control  of  our  central  intelligence- 
gathering  operation,  lift  the  morale  of 
the  wonderful  people  who  work  there. 
and  put  an  accountability  into  the  sys- 
tem. We  also  need  someone  who  can 
make  it  more  efficient.  As  we  are 
downsizing  our  budget  we  need  to  make 
sure  that  we  have  a  mission,  that  we 
are  using  our  assets  in  the  most  effi- 
cient way. 

So  we  need  someone  to  come  in  and 
show  that  leadership.  I  believe  John 
Deutch  is  that  person.  I  think  the 
President  has  made  a  good  decision. 

There  are  some  issues  that  must  be 
dealt  with.  First,  I  must  say  I  disagree 


with  the  President  giving  Cabinet  rank 
to  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 
The  National  Security  Act  of  1947  sets 
forth  the  members  of  the  National  Se- 
curity Council  and  then  designates  oth- 
ers, including  the  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence  and  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  as  officials  who 
are  not  members  but  may  attend  and 
participate  as  the  President  directs.  I 
believe  that  is  also  the  appropriate  role 
for  the  DCI  with  respect  to  the  Cabi- 
net. 

Mr.  Deutch  was  aisked  these  ques- 
tions in  our  Intelligence  Committee 
hearing  on  his  nomination  regarding 
the  Cabinet  status  of  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence.  He  assured  the 
committee  that  he  would  hold  to  the 
proper  standard  of  conduct  and  that  he 
would  not  allow  policy  to  influence  in- 
telligence judgments  and  not  allow  in- 
telligence to  interfere  in  the  policy 
process. 

That  is  a  very  important  distinction 
that  the  new  Director  has  adopted  and 
which  I  think  is  very  important  for  us 
to  keep — the  separation  between  intel- 
ligence gathering  and  policymaking. 
The  committee  is  going  to  be  sensitive 
to  any  indication  that  this  standard  is 
not  being  met,  but  I  believe  the  make- 
up of  the  Cabinet  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  President.  That  is  not  within  our 
mission  in  confirmation.  And,  there- 
fore, I  hope  the  standards  that  we  have 
discussed  will  be  adhered  to.  both  by 
the  President  and  by  the  new  Director 
of  Central  Intelligence. 

I  brought  up  two  major  issues  in 
committee  that  I  thought  were  impor- 
tant. First,  a  closer  working  relation- 
ship with  the  oversight  committees  in 
Congress,  the  Intelligence  Committee 
in  the  Senate,  and  the  one  in  the 
House.  I  think  it  is  most  important 
when  you  have  a  covert  operation 
which,  of  course,  intelligence  gathering 
is,  to  have  an  even  more  strong  rela- 
tionship and  communications  network 
with  the  oversight  committees  that 
can  assess  the  judgments  that  are 
being  made  in  these  covert  operations. 

It  is  good  for  Congress  and  it  is  good 
for  the  intelligence  gathering,  as  well. 
It  is  very  important  that  we  have  an 
oversight  and  we  have  the  ability  to 
make  judgments  by  the  duly  elected  of- 
ficials in  the  U.S.  Congress  when  we 
are  dealing  with  such  sensitive  intel- 
ligence matters. 

So  I  talked  to  the  new  Director-des- 
ignate about  that.  And  he  agreed  to- 
tally that  we  needed  to  have  that  line 
of  communication,  and  I  think  it  has 
been  reiterated  by  every  person  who 
has  spoken  on  the  floor  today,  and 
most  certainly  every  member  of  the 
committee. 

The  second  issue- that  was  very  im- 
portant to  me  was  complete  financial 
disclosure  of  every  person  who  works 
at  the  CIA  and  every  contractor  who  is 
working  on  CIA  projects.  I  felt  this  was 
important  because  one  of  the  obvious 


things  that  was  missed  in  the  Aldrich 
Ames  case  was  a  high-living  lifestyle 
by  Aldrich  Ames  and  his  family,  clear- 
ly one  that  could  not  be  shown  to  have 
been  supported  by  a  person  on  the  sal- 
ary of  Aldrich  Ames. 

If  we  had  the  vehicle  in  place  to  have 
total  financial  disclosure,  the  CIA 
could  immediately  have  begun  to 
check  on  this  lifestyle  to  see  if  there 
was  something  that  was  not  right. 
Clearly,  it  was  not  right  the  way  Al- 
drich Ames  was  living.  And  we  found 
out  later  it  was  because  he  was  receiv- 
ing millions  of  dollars  from  the  Rus- 
sian Government  for  secrets  that  he 
was  giving  to  them  from  our  CIA.  So 
we  need  the  basic  information. 

Mr.  Deutch  said,  and  promised,  that 
he  would  make  sure  that  every  person 
who  works  for  the  CIA,  who  willingly 
comes  to  work  for  the  CIA,  will  give 
basic  financial  disclosures.  I  think  that 
is  going  to  be  a  very  important  tool  for 
us  to  show  that  there  is  an  account- 
ability in  the  CIA  and  that  an  Aldrich 
Ames  case  will  not  as  easily  be  re- 
peated and,  if  it  is  repeated,  that  we 
will  have  the  ability  to  go  in  imme- 
diately and  see  what  the  assets  are 
that  have  been  disclosed  and  if  some- 
thing seems  to  be  amiss. 

So  these  are  two  areas  that  I  am  sat- 
isfied that  Mr.  Deutch  is  going  to  ad- 
dress, and  he  has  already  given  me  his 
word  that  there  is  going  to  be  financial 
disclosure  among  the  CIA  employees 
and  people  who  are  working  for  the  CIA 
under  contract. 

So  in  conclusion,  Mr.  President.  I 
support  Secretary  Deutch  for  the  role 
of  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 
This  is  one  of  the  most  important 
nominations  that  we  will  have  before 
us  this  year,  because  this  agency  needs 
such  direction.  I  believe  Mr  Deutch 
can  provide  that  direction.  I  have 
worked  with  him  as  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  in  his  ca- 
pacity as  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 
I  find  him  to  be  a  person  of  integrity. 
I  respect  his  judgment,  and  I  think  he 
did  a  fine  job  as  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense.  I  think  he  is  the  person  to  ful- 
fill this  mission  at  this  very  important 
time  in  our  intelligence  gathering  reor- 
ganization. 

I  think  we  must  take  our  responsibil- 
ity in  confirming  him,  to  do  this  in  a 
swift  and  timely  manner.  We  have  had 
five  DCI's  in  the  last  10  years.  This 
agency  needs  leadership.  We  need  some 
reorganization.  We  need  a  mission,  and 
we  need  to  make  sure  that  we  are  using 
our  assets  efficiently  and  well  so  that 
everyone  in  our  country  is  secure  so 
that  we  have  the  information  that  we 
need  to  keep  that  freedom,  independ- 
ence, and  liberty  that  we  have. 

So  I  am  supporting  Mr.  Deutch  for 
this  very  purpose.  I  wish  him  well.  It  is 
going  to  be  a  very  tough  job.  I  hope 
that  he  will  work  with  Members  of 
Congress  who  want  him  to  succeed,  and 
we  do.  For  all  of  our  country,  we  must 
succeed  with  this  new  Director. 


Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  today  to 
urge  confinnation  of  John  Deutch  as 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence.  As  a 
permanent  resident  of  Belmont,  MA, 
and  having  a  lifelong  involvement  in 
the  Massachusetts  community,  John 
Deutch  is  a  neighbor  and  a  man  who 
has  built  a  national  and  international 
reputation  as  a  leader  and  as  a  forceful 
and  effective  professional.  I  described 
him  publicly,  not  long  ago,  as  "superb 
and  first  rate",  and  I  reiterate  that  de- 
scription today,  without  hesitation  and 
with  renewed  respect  and  continued 
confidence  in  his  extraordinary  ability. 

Let  me  add  a  few  words  about  the 
task  he  will  face  and  the  talent  he  will 
bring  to  the  position  of  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence.  The  world  is  un- 
doubtedly changing.  It  will  continue  to 
change  more  quickly,  perhaps,  than  at 
any  other  time  in  our  history.  We  are 
seeing  old  threats  and  new  threats 
emerge  in  a  shifting  political  and  eco- 
nomic atmosphere  that  will  test  our  re- 
solve and  challenge  our  leadership. 

Mr.  President.  John  Deutch  is  un- 
doubtedly up  to  the  challenge,  and  he 
is  a  leader  for  his  time.  There  is  no 
question  about  that.  He  understands 
the  critical  task  that  he  will  face,  and 
the  importance  of  facing  it  with  re- 
solve, strength,  and  a  firm  hand.  He 
has  proven  that  he  knows  the  need  and 
hats  the  expertise  to  address  what  we 
all  acknowledge  are  operational  and 
administrative  problems  at  the  CIA.  As 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  he  will 
face  two  daunting  managerial  tasks: 
First,  he  must  try  to  restructure  the 
U.S.  intelligence  community  at  a  time 
when  many  believe  there  is  no  longer  a 
iieed — nor  the  funds — for  the  level  of  in- 
telligence activity  to  which  we  became 
accustomed  during  the  cold  war.  He 
will  have  to  balance  proper  and  appro- 
priate intelligence  activity  with  in- 
creasing congressional  and  public  scru- 
tiny of  scarcer  and  scarcer  tax  dollars. 

Second,  in  the  wake  of  recent  events 
at  the  CIA,  he  will  have  to  look  criti- 
cally at  internal  operations  and  move 
quickly  to  rebuild  morale,  public  trust, 
and  confidence  while  maintaining  the 
integrity  of  America's  intelligence  ca- 
pability. As  far  as  restructuring  the  in- 
telligence community.  I  believe  John 
Deutch  has  one  very  important  advan- 
tage over  many  who  could  have  been 
chosen  to  serve.  He  is  not  an  architect 
of  either  the  current  intelligence  sys- 
tem or  the  processes  that  have  been 
put  into  place.  He  is  a  fresh  face,  a  new 
voice,  a  real  leader  with  the  talent  and 
the  foresight  to  succeed. 

Now,  as  far  as  what  Secretary  Deutch 
will  face  at  the  CIA,  operationally  and 
administratively,  there  is  a  need  to  act 
expeditiously  to  turn  things  around 
even  if  it  means  significant  personnel 
changes,  and  I  am  confident  that  John 
Deutch    has    the    necessary    judgment 


and  will  to  quickly  act  in  the  best  in- 
terest of  the  Agency'and  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  intel- 
ligence community  will  be  well  served 
by  the  experience  and  leadership  of 
John  Deutch  who  rightfully  observed 
in  his  statement  to  the  Intelligence 
Committee  that  "changing  intelligence 
priorities,  as  well  as  intelligence  fail- 
ures, dictate  that  we  carefully  re-ex- 
amine the  need  for,  and  specific  mis- 
sions of.  intelligence."  He  added  that 
he  sees  "four  significant  dangers  to  our 
national  security  and  the  social  and 
economic  well-being  of  our  citizens." 
He  cites  major  regional  conflicts;  the 
spread  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction; 
international  terrorism,  crime,  and 
drug  trafficking;  and  the  present  nu- 
clear danger  that  still  exists  in  Russia 
and  the  Russian  republics  as  they  move 
toward  democracy. 

I  also  see  the  new  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence  moving,  as  he  said  he 
would,  to  improve  the  support  that  the 
intelligence  community  gives  to  law 
enforcement  agencies  in  areas  of  nar- 
cotics trafficking,  international  crime, 
and  terrorism.  I  agree  with  his  assess- 
ments and  I  am  confident  he  will  move 
expeditiously  to  address  the  continuing 
threat  of  the  proliferation  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction,  and  particularly 
the  emerging  threat  of  terrorist  at- 
tacks with  these  weapons.  I  see  the 
new  Director  re-defining  and  establish- 
ing new  standards  for  the  proper  role 
for  the  intelligence  community  in  the 
areas  of  economic  intelligence,  and  ad- 
dressing the  issue  of  making  informa- 
tion, when  appropriate,  more  readily 
available  by  lowering  classifications  or 
through  declassification.  And  I  see  the 
new  Director,  like  every  other  director 
of  a  Federal  agency,  looking  for  ways 
to  economize  and  streamline  the  oper- 
ations at  CIA  to  give  us  more  for  our 
tax  dollars. 

From  all  we've  heard  about  John 
Deutch,  I  believe  he  has  the  experience, 
the  expertise,  the  professionalism,  the 
reputation,  the  perseverance,  the  quali- 
fications and  the  integrity  to  do  the 
job,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  con- 
firm his  nomination. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President,  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 

THE  NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  DEUTCH  TO  BE 
DIRECTOR  OF  CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  add  my  voice  in  support  of  the 
nomination  of  Dr.  John  Deutch  to  be 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence.  This 
nomination  is  extremely  important. 
Mr.  President,  because  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  is  at  a  crossroads 
and  I  believe  John  Deutch  has  what  its 
going  to  take  to  redirect  the  Agency's 
course  during  its  next  few  crucial 
years. 

There  is  no  question  that  strong 
leadership  is  critical  for  the  CIA  to  be 
able  to  transform  the  Agency's  mission 
into  one  that  provides  policymakers 
with  timely,  useful,  and  target-specific 


intelligence.  CNN  can  cover  the  world; 
the  CIA  needs  to  bring  greater  atten- 
tion and  resources  to  bear  on  countries 
and  issues  that  represent  a  threat  to 
our  national  security  interests. 

Dr.  Deutch  wais  brutally  frank  in  his 
assessment  of  CIA  successes  and  fail- 
ures, and  refreshingly  candid  about 
what  he  would  like  to  accomplish  as 
DCI.  His  candor  was  unusual,  since 
nominees  normally  go  out  of  their  way 
to  avoid  categorical  statements  about 
agendas  and  work  plans.  Dr.  Deutch.  in 
contrast,  went  out  of  his  way  to  ex- 
plain exactly  where  he  is  headed  and 
what  he  would  like  to  do. 

During  his  confirmation  hearing,  I 
heard  Dr.  Deutch  speak  of  bringing  in  a 
new  generation  of  leaders  at  the  CIA. 
streamlining  imagery  operations,  and 
getting  to  the  root  of  problems  inside 
the  Operations  Directorate. 

Mr.  President.  John  Deutch  brings 
with  him  a  demonstrated  track  record 
of  achievement  in  both  government 
and  academia.  He  is  widely  respected 
within  the  defense  community  for  his 
performance  as  Secretary  Perry's  dep- 
uty at  the  Pentagon  and  within  the  sci- 
entific community  for  his  tenure  at  the 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology. 
I  believe  he  is  more  than  equal  to  the 
task  of  restoring  luster  to  the  CIA. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  I  have  worked  with  John 
Deutch.  and  I  have  seen  firsthand  the 
quality  of  his  work  and  his  conscien- 
tious commitment  to  our  national  de- 
fense and  to  the  men  and  women  who 
serve  our  country. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  as  a  Senator 
from  Virginia.  I'm  pleased  that  Dr. 
Deutch  understands  the  distress  of  tal- 
ented Agency  personnel  and  alumni 
who  have  watched  the  CIA  and  other 

patch.  He  is.  in  my  judgment,  the  right 
man  at  the  right  time  to  restore  dig- 
nity and  respect  to  deserving  and  hard- 
working public  servants  working  in  the 
Intelligence  Community. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  high  hopes  for 
Dr.  Deutch's  tenure  at  the  CIA.  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  his  nom- 
ination. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  M.  DEUTCH  TO  BE  THE 
DIRECTOR  OF  CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  nomination  of 
John  M.  Deutch  to  be  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence.  The  nomination 
of  Dr.  Deutch,  who  presently  serves  as 
the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  has 
received  the  unanimous,  bipartisan 
support  of  the  Senate  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence.  This  strong  support 
reflects  Dr.  Deutch's  outstanding 
qualifications,  including  his  first-rate 
performance  as  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Acquisition. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  work 
closely  with  Secretary  Deutch,  both  in 
my  prior  capacity  as  chairman  of  the 
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Armed  Services  Committee  and  in  my 
current  role  as  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber. He  has  made  an  outstanding  con- 
tribution at  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, and  is  well-qualified  to  serve  as 
the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

Secretary  Deutch  came  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  following  a  long 
and  distinguished  academic  and  gov- 
ernment career.  His  positions  in  aca- 
demia  included  service  as  provost  and 
institute  professor  at  the  Massachu- 
setts Institute  of  Technology.  His  prior 
Government  experience  included  serv- 
ice on  the  staff  of  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  during  the  early 
1960's,  and  sis  Under  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy during  the  late  1970's.  In  addition, 
he  served  on  the  Defense  Science  Board 
and  on  many  other  advisory  boards 
over  the  years. 

In  1993,  he  was  nominated  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  confirmed  by  the  Sen- 
ate to  serve  as  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition.  When  Bill 
Perry  became  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
in  1994,  Dr.  Deutch  was  nominated  and 
confirmed  to  his  current  position  as 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 

I  have  known  Secretary  Deutch  per- 
sonally for  many  years.  Including  the 
periods  of  his  service  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  during  his  tenure 
at  MIT.  His  entire  career— both  in  aca- 
demia  and  in  Government  service — has 
been  devoted  to  developing  creative 
and  thoughtful  approaches  to  national 
defense  and  intelligence  policy  issues. 

Secretary  Deutch  has  compiled  as 
solid  record  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense as  a  strong  manager.  He  has 
served  the  Nation  well,  not  only  in  the 
management  of  internal  Department  of 
Defense  functions,  but  also  as  the  DOD 
official  with  primary  responsibility  for 
interface  with  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity He  knows  how  to  solve  problems, 
make  clear  decisions,  and  address 
pressing  issues.  On  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  we  have  appreciated  his 
breadth  of  knowledge,  his  candor,  and 
his  willingness  to  engage  in  dialog.  He 
also  has  a  good  sense  of  humor,  which 
he  uses  to  put  difficult  issues  in  per- 
spective—a quality  that  will  be  most 
useful  in  his  new  position. 

The  intelligence  community  faces 
many  difficult  challenges  in  the  post- 
cold  war  era.  particularly  in  the  after- 
math of  the  Ames  espionage  matter. 
The  Oklahoma  City  tragedy  under- 
scores the  dangers  of  terrorism  in  the 
modem  world.  The  tensions  in  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  and  North  Asia,  as  well  as  the 
problems  faced  by  the  States  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  are  but  a  few  of 
the  difficult  challenges  facing  the  in- 
telligence community.  John  Deutch 
has  the  experience  and  background  to 
take  on  these  challenges.  I  strongly 
urge  the  Senate  to  confirm  his  nomina- 
tion to  be  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence. 
Mr.  KERREY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 


Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President,  there 
are,  to  my  knowledge,  no  other  Sen- 
ators who  wish  to  speak  on  this  nomi- 
nation. I  will  offer  a  couple  of  closing 
comments  and  then  yield  time,  alert- 
ing colleagues  who  are  watching  of  the 
possibility  that  we  may  be  yielding 
back,  and  they  have  not  told  us  they 
wanted  to  speak.  They  could  rush  over 
here  and  say  a  few  words. 

In  my  statement.  I  indicated,  and  it 
is  correct,  that  one  of  the  problems  we 
have  with  our  intelligence  effort  is 
that  as  a  consequence  of  needing  to 
protect  security,  we  are  unable — the  in- 
telligence people  are  unable— to  brag 
about  successes,  and  thus  not  only  is  it 
difficult  for  us  to  give  credit,  but  in- 
creasingly citizens  are  needing  and 
asking  for  information  that  will  enable 
them  to  judge  whether  or  not  their  tax 
dollars  are  being  well  spent.  I  would 
argue  that  this  condition  of  being  un- 
able to  disclose  sometimes  puts  us  in  a 
position  of  not  being  able  to  give  citi- 
zens information  or  having  them  say, 
"Now  I  understand  why  we  are  doing 
this,  and  I  believe  we  are  in  fact  get- 
ting our  money's  worth." 

I  would  like  as  a  consequence  to  iden- 
tify for  citizens  two  recent  events  that 
were  publicly  disclosed.  And  for  the  in- 
formation of  citizens,  it  is  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  who  has  the 
controlling  authority  both  to  make  a 
classification  decision  and  to  make  a 
declassification  decision.  That  decision 
is  spelled  out  in  statute.  It  is  not  a  de- 
cision that  can  be  made  by  either  the 
Congress,  in  the  absence  of  changing 
the  law,  or  an  individual  Member  of 
Congress.  But  two  recent  disclosures, 
probably,  I  suspect,  disclosed  by  a  deci- 
sion made  by  the  President  to  make 
the  disclosure,  underscore  the  impor- 
tance of  this  intelligence  effort. 

The  first  was  that  the  United  States 
of  America  presented  to  the  U.N.  Secu- 
rity Council  clear  and  present  evidence 
that  North  Koreans  were  engaged  in  a 
policy,  a  strategy,  an  active  effort  to 
acquire  nuclear  capacity.  We  could  say 
that  they  were,  and  people  did  or  did 
not  believe  it.  They  mostly  said,  "Well, 
maybe  that  is  just  the  United  States 
just  sort  of  hung  up  again."  Because  we 
had  the  intelligence  capacity,  we  pre- 
sented information — in  this  case,  im- 
ages—to the  Security  Council,  and  the 
Security  Council  sees  clearly  North 
Korea  is  building  nuclear  capability 
and  the  Security  Council  takes  actions 
supportive  of  the  United  States'  effort 
to  make  certain  that  North  Korea  does 
not  become  a  nuclear  nation. 

Again,  with  the  use  of  images  dis- 
closed to  the  public,  our  Ambassador  to 
the  United  Nations.  Madeleine 
Albright,  at  the  direction  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  at  the  time 
when  the  French  and  the  Russians  were 
weakening  in  their  resolve  in  regard  to 
sanctions  on  Iraq,  buying  into  the 
Iraqis'  assertions  that,  "We  are  impov- 
erished now;  we  don't  have  very  much 


money;  and,  no.  we  are  not  building 
any  chemical  or  biological  chemical 
capability,  and  we  are  not  really  a 
militaristic  nation.  You  need  not 
worry  about  us  any  longer." 

Our  Ambassador  presents,  in  a  week- 
long  trip  to  I  think  10  or  12  nations, 
again,  images  that  are  our  intelligence 
images  to  these  world  leaders  on  the 
Security  Council,  information  clearly 
indicating  that  the  Iraqi  leader  had 
built  a  $1.2  billion  palace,  hardly  the 
sort  of  action  taken  by  a  nation  that 
was  impoverished;  second,  that  chemi- 
cal and  biological  capability  continued 
to  be  a  problem;  and  that  the  acquisi- 
tion of  Kuwaiti  military  equipment 
during  their  occupation  of  Kuwait  was 
being  integrated  into  the  Iraqi  forces, 
giving  lie  to  all  three  of  the  statements 
made  by  the  Iraqi  leader  and  giving  the 
United  States  the  capacity,  the  Presi- 
dent the  capacity,  through  his  United 
Nations,  our  U.N.  Ambassador,  the 
ability  to  make  the  argument  to  keep 
the  sanctions  still  tightening  around 
the  nation  of  Iraq. 

In  both  cases,  the  United  States  of 
America  received  benefit.  Who  knows 
what  the  cost  to  the  world  would  have 
been  had  North  Korea  been  permitted 
to  continue  building  its  nuclear  capa- 
bility or  had  the  sanctions  been 
dropped  from  Iraq,  a  nation  that  con- 
tinues to  exhibit  dangerous  tendencies, 
indeed  dangerous  actions. 

I  cite  those  two  amongst  the  latest 
that  have  been  disclosed  publicly  be- 
cause citizens  deserve  to  get  enough  in- 
formation upon  which  they  can  make  a 
decision  about  whether  or  not  we  are 
either  sort  of  captive  to  the  intel- 
ligence community,  as  is  very  often 
suspected  by  many  who  are  not  on  this 
Intelligence  Committee,  and  perhaps 
other  citizens  as  well,  that  we  in  fact 
are  looking  at  these  successes,  insist- 
ing upon  accountability,  trying  to  as- 
sess the  threats  in  the  world  and  orga- 
nize our  intelligence  efforts  to  meet 
those  threats,  to  maintain  the  capabil- 
ity to  keep  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica as  safe  as  is  humanly  possible. 

Let  me,  in  addition,  Mr.  President, 
point  out  that  there  are  two  things  Mr. 
Deutch  is  going  to  be  addressing  which 
in  some  ways  are  a  consequence  of  both 
our  successes  and  at  times  our  failures 
of  the  past. 

The  first  is,  many  of  the  threats  that 
we  are  now  dealing  with  are  threats 
that  are  a  consequence,  sort  of  a  resid- 
ual, of  the  cold  war.  The  proliferation 
threat  on  the  nuclear,  biological,  and 
chemical  is  a  threat  that  came  as  a 
consequence  of  our  building  capacity 
and  the  Soviets'  building  capacity. 
This  proliferation  threat  is  a  very  real 
threat,  and  we  are  having  to  now  take 
the  sort  of  residual  problem  of  the  cold 
war  and  move  it  to  the  top  of  the  list 
knowing  that  the  bombing  in  Okla- 
homa City  would  be  magnified  several 
thousand  times  over  were  either  chemi- 
cal, biological,  or  nuclear  weapons  to 
be  used  in  a  terrorist  effort. 
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This  is  a  very  real  and  present  prob- 
lem. It  requires  the  United  States  of 
America  to  lead.  No  other  nation  is 
going  to  do  it.  We  saw  recently,  when 
the  President  put  sanctions  on  Iran, 
our  friends  in  Europe  said.  "Well,  we 
think  that's  a  bad  idea.  We  want  to 
continue  to  engage  with  a  country 
that's  involved  with  terrorism." 

I  do  not  know  what  they  are  going  to 
do;  I  suspect  wait  until  something  ter- 
rible were  to  happen.  Only  the  United 
States  of  America  can  lead  on  that 
issue,  lead  trying  to  get  Russia  not  to 
sell  nuclear  technology  to  Iran.  Only 
the  United  States  of  America,  I  believe, 
is  willing  to  make  the  kind  of  diplo- 
matic and  financial  effort  necessary  to 
make  this  world  safe  in  the  area  of  nu- 
clear, chemical,  and  biological  weapons 
and  the  terrorism  that  comes  from 
that. 

There  is  a  second  problem,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  our  new,  hopefully  new  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence  is  going 
to  have  to  be  dealing  with.  The  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  York  in  his 
comments  referenced  that,  and  that  is 
not  just  a  cynicism  toward  Govern- 
ment but  a  precise  suspicion  that  the 
CIA  is  involved  in  all  sorts  of  things 
that  are  bad.  That  the  CIA  is  possibly 
re.sponsible  for  the  assassination  of 
John  Kennedy  is  something  that  is  ac- 
tually honestly  believed  by  some 
Americans  who  see  a  conspiracy  in 
which  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
perhaps  played  some  central  role. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  face  an  awful 
lot  of  that,  Mr.  President,  and  we  are 
going  to  have  to  face  it  very  squarely 
and  very  honestly.  As  I  said  earlier,  I 
am  very  excited  watching  the  accounts 
of  the  celebration  of  the  victory  in  Eu- 
rope 50  years  ago.  watching  old  men  re- 
call the  stories  of  bravery  and  heroism 
and  sacrifice.  I  say,  with  no  interest  in 
disparaging  that  success — I  thrilled  in 
that  success  and  am  unable  to  measure 
truly  the  sacrifice  and  heroic  behavior 
that  was  necessary,  but  it  stands  in 
stark  contrast  to  an  event  that  oc- 
curred, oh,  I  guess  about  a  month  or  so 
ago  when  former  Secretary  of  Defense 
McNamara  published  a  mea  culpa  book 
saying  that  in  1966  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense of  the  United  States  of  America, 
with  all  the  intelligence  effort  at  its 
disposal,  had  actually  concluded  that 
the  war  in  Vietnam  was  unwinable. 

Well,  I  was  there  in  1969.  I  do  not  re- 
member McNamara  saying  anything 
about  it  then.  And  that  kind  of  a  state- 
ment is  the  example  of  the  sort  of 
thing,  unfortunately,  that  feeds  this 
cynicism  and  this  conspiracy  theory 
and  causes  people  to  say  that  the  Gov- 
ernment really  is  against  rather  than 
trying  to  be  on  their  side  in  making 
their  lives  not  only  safe  but  their  lives 
secure  as  well.  It  m.eans  that  we  are 
going  to  have  to  press  the  envelope  a 
bit  on  secrecy.  By  that  I  mean  we  are 
going  to  have  to  take  great  care  that  a 
secret  is,  indeed,  necessary  to  protect 


the  American  people  rather  than  pro- 
tecting those  who  are  operating,  either 
the  Director  of  Operations  or  other 
sorts  of  entities.  It  cannot  be  that  we 
keep  a  secret  from  the  American  peo- 
ple because  we  are  afraid  of  what  they 
will  do  to  us  if  we  tell  them  the  truth. 
It  must  be  that  a  secret  is  being  main- 
tained because  we  are  concerned  about 
our  inability  to  carry  out  an  important 
security  mission  if  full  disclosure  were 
to  occur. 

As  I  indicated,  there  is  a  tremendous 
capacity  in  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity to  help  citizens  in  a  very  difficult 
time  acquire  the  information  needed  to 
become  informed.  When  you  are  bom  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  you  are 
given  enormous  freedoms  at  birth  and 
should  have  been  told  at  some  point 
during  your  public  education  or  up- 
bringing by  your  parents  or  upbringing 
by  others,  you  should  have  been  told 
that  freedom  is  not  free;  that  a  con- 
tribution has  to  be  made  back  of  some 
kind.  And  our  citizens  are  increasingly 
aware  of  the  contribution  of  time  and 
effort  that  they  have  to  make  to  be- 
come informed  about  what  is  going  on 
in  Chechnya,  what  is  going  on  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia,  what  is  going  on  in 
Mexico,  what  is  going  on  in  places 
where  they  have  a  difficult  time  pro- 
nouncing the  name  let  alone  making 
decisions  about  what  our  foreign  policy 
ought  to  be.  I  believe  the  technologies 
that  we  have  at  our  disposal,  if  we 
press  the  envelope  judiciously  and  not 
in  a  reckless  fashion,  can.  indeed,  help 
our  citizens  make  decisions  and  make 
it  more  likely  that  government  of.  by, 
and  for  the  people  works  both  in  for- 
eign as  well  as  domestic  policy. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  has  traipsed 
over  to  the  floor  to  provide  additional 
testimony,  and  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  what  time  is  remaining  and  yield 
the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  We  will  also  yield 
back  our  time,  and  I  will  go  forward 
and  close. 


REMOVAL  OF  INJUNCTION  OF 
SECRECY 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Injunction  of  Secrecy 
be  removed  from  the  extradition  treaty 
with  Hungary  (Treaty  Document  No. 
104-5),  transmitted  to  the  Senate  by 
the  President  today;  and  the  treaty 
considered  as  having  been  read  the  first 
time;  referred,  with  accompanying  pa- 
pers, to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations and  ordered  to  be  printed;  and 
ordered  that  the  Presidents  message 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  message  of  the  President  is  as 
follows: 


To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

With  a  view  to  receiving  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate  to  ratifica- 
tion, I  transmit  herewith  the  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government 
of  the  Republic  of  Hungary  on  Extra- 
dition, signed  at  Budapest  on  December 
1,  1994.  Also  transmitted  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  is  the  report  of 
the  Department  of  State  with  respect 
to  this  Treaty. 

The  Treaty  is  designed  to  update  and 
standardize  the  conditions  and  proce- 
dures for  extradition  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Hungary.  Most  signifi- 
cantly, it  substitutes  a  dual-criminal- 
ity clause  for  the  current  list  of  extra- 
ditable offenses,  thereby  expanding  the 
number  of  crimes  for  which  extradition 
can  be  granted.  The  Treaty  also  pro- 
vides a  legal  basis  for  temporarily  sur- 
rendering prisoners  to  stand  trial  for 
crimes  against  the  laws  of  the  Request- 
ing State. 

The  Treaty  further  represents  an  im- 
portant step  in  combating  terrorism  by 
excluding  from  the  scope  of  the  politi- 
cal offense  exception  serious  offenses 
typically  committed  by  terrorists,  e.g.. 
crimes  against  a  Head  of  State  or  first 
family  member  of  either  Party,  air- 
craft hijacking,  aircraft  sabotage, 
crimes  against  internationally  pro- 
tected persons,  including  diplomats, 
hostage-taking,  narcotics-trafficking, 
and  other  offenses  for  which  the  United 
States  and  Hungary  have  an  obligation 
to  extradite  or  submit  to  prosecution 
by  reason  of  a  multilateral  treaty,  con- 
vention, or  other  international  agree- 
ment. The  United  States  and  Hungary 
also  agree  to  exclude  from  the  political 
offense  exception  major  common 
crimes,  such  as  murder,  kidnapping, 
and  placing  or  using  explosive  devices. 

The  provisions  in  this  Treaty  follow 
generally  the  form  and  content  or  ex- 
tradition treaties  recently  concluded 
by  the  United  States.  Upon  entry  into 
force,  it  will  supersede  the  Convention 
for  the  Mutual  Delivery  of  Criminals. 
Fugitives  from  Justice,  in  Certain 
Cases  Between  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the 
Austro-Hungarian  Empire,  signed  at 
Washington,  July  3,  1856,  with  certain 
exceptions. 

This  Treaty  will  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  international  coopera- 
tion in  law  enforcement.  I  recommend 
that  the  Senate  give  early  and  favor- 
able consideration  to  the  Treaty  and 
give  its  advice  and  consent  to  ratifica- 
tion. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  May  8, 1995. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mrs.    HUTCHISON.    As   in   executive 
session,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
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the  Senate  Immediately  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  following  nomina- 
tions on  the  Executive  Calendar  en 
bloc:  calendar  Nos.  107,  108.  109.  110.  111. 
and  112;  further,  that  the  nominations 
be  confirmed  en  bloc,  the  motions  to 
reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table  en 
bloc:  that  any  statements  relating  to 
the  nominations  appear  at  the  appro- 
priate place  in  the  Record,  the  Presi- 
dent be  immediately  notified  of  the 
Senate's  action,  and  that  the  Senate 
then  return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed en  bloc  are  as  follows; 
The  Judiciary 

Maxlne  M.  Chesney.  of  Califomta.  to  be 
United  States  District  Judge  for  the  North- 
ern District  of  California 

Eldon  E.  Fallon,  of  Louisiana,  to  be  United 
States  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana. 

Curtis  L.  Collier,  of  Tennessee,  to  be  Unit- 
ed States  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Tennessee. 

Joseph  Robert  Goodwin,  of  West  Virginia, 
to  be  United  States  District  Judge  for  the 
Southern  District  of  West  Virginia. 
Dep,\rtme.nt  of  Justice 

Joe  Bradley  Pigott,  of  Mississippi,  to  be 
United  States  .attorney  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Mississippi  for  the  term  of  four 
years. 

UNrrED  States  Instttute  of  Peace 

Harriet  M.  Zimmerman,  of  Florida,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
United  States  Institute  of  Peace  for  a  term 
expiring  January  19.  1999 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  What  is  the  pend- 
ing business,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 


COMMONSENSE    PRODUCT     LLABIL- 
ITY  AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  H.R.  956. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mrs.   HUTCHISON.    Mr.    President,   I 
send  a  cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture   motion    having    been    presented 
under  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the 
Coverdell  substitute  amendment  to  H.R.  956. 
the  product  liability  bill. 

Bob  Dole.  Slade  Gorton,  Pete  Domenici, 
Frank  Murkowski,  Spencer  Abraham, 
Trent    Lott,    Kay    Hutchison,    Chuck 


Grassley,  Rick  Santorum.  Jay  Rocke- 
feller. Larry  Pressler.  Larry  Craig.  Don 
Nickles.  Conrad  Burns.  Christopher 
Bond,  Bill  Frist. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mrs,  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  now 
be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morn- 
ing business  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 


RECOGNITION  AND  COMMENDA- 
TION OF  THE  LAKOTA  AND  DA- 
KOTA CODE  TALKERS 

Mr.  KERREY.  I  aisk  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  im- 
mediate consideration  of  Senate  Reso- 
lution 116.  a  resolution  to  recognize 
and  commend  the  Lakota  and  Dakota 
code  talkers  submitted  earlier  today  by 
Senator   Daschle   and   Senator   Pres- 

SI  ER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  116)  recognizing  and 
commending  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  resolution  and  pre- 
amble be  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and  the  mo- 
tion to  reconsider  be  laid  on  the  table; 
that  any  statements  appear  in  the 
RECORD  as  if  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  today, 
as  we  celebrate  the  50th  anniversary  of 
V-E  Day.  I  am  proud  to  submit  a  reso- 
lution honoring  a  special  group  of 
World  War  II  veterans,  the  code  talkers 
of  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  tribes. 

In  the  early  days  of  World  War  II. 
American  radio  codes  were  continually 
being  broken  by  Japanese  cryptog- 
raphers, placing  American  lives  at 
great  risk. 

That  changed  with  the  code  talkers, 
who  used  their  native  American  Indian 
languages  to  communicate  and  relay 
critical  communications.  It  was  a  code 
the  Japanese  could  not  decipher. 

The  heroic  efforts  of  the  Lakota  and 
Dakota  code  talkers  saved  many  lives. 
And  it  was  just  one  of  the  many  ways 
in  which  native  Americans  served  their 
Nation  with  great  honor  and  distinc- 
tion and  valor  during  World  War  II. 

On  December  1941,  there  were  ap- 
proximately 5.000  American  Indians  in 
the  armed  service.  By  the  end  of  the 
war,  more  than  44.500  American  Indians 
served  in  uniform  Indeed,  more  than  10 
percent  of  all  native  Americans,  alive 
at  the  time  served  in  World  War  II. 

In  1982,  Congress  and  a  Presidential 
proclamation     recognized     the    heroic 


contributions  of  the  Navajo  code  talk- 
ers and  their  communication  efforts 
during  World  War  II.  Today,  let  us  also 
recognize  the  patriotic  efforts  of  the 
Lakota  code  talkers  who  served  in  the 
same  line  of  duty. 

And  let  us  say  to  them 
"pilamayapelo."  thank  you. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  116).  with  its 
premable.  is  as  follows; 
s.  Res.  116 

Whereas  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers,  Native  Americans  who  were  mem- 
bers of  the  Sioux  Nation,  worked  in  radio 
communications  during  World  War  II  and 
used  their  Lakota  and  Dakota  languages  to 
relay  communications; 

Whereas  Japanese  cryptologists  never  deci- 
phered the  Native  American  languages  that 
were  used  as  codes  during  World  War  II.  in- 
cluding the  Lakota  and  Dakota  languages; 
and 

Whereas  the  Lakota  an  Dakota  Code  Talk- 
ers deserve  to  be  recognized  for  their  con- 
tribution to  the  successful  resolution  of  the 
war  effort  in  the  Pacific;  Now.  therefore,  be 
it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  recognizes  and 
commends  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers  for  their  invaluable  contribution  to 
the  successful  resolution  of  World  War  II. 


May  8,  1995 

He  served  the  American  people  well. 
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A  SALUTE  TO  GLEN  LEE  FOR  HIS 
33-YEAR  CAREER 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr,  President.  B.  Glen 
Lee  retired  the  other  day,  and  just 
about  everybody  who  ever  had  dealings 
with  the  gentleman  will  testify  that 
for  33  years  he  was  a  worthy  public 
seirvant — which  is  just  about  the  best 
monument  to  any  public  servant. 

Glen  Lee  is  indeed  admired  by  his  fel- 
low citizens.  It  was  Hawthorne  who  as- 
serted years  ago  that  nobody  who 
needs  a  monument  ever  ought  to  have 
one. 

Glen  Lee  does  not  need  a  monument, 
but  he  deserves  the  one  he  has. 

Mr.  President,  B.  Glen  Lee's  career 
was  devoted  to  his  diligent  work  with 
and  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. He  was  Deputy  Administrator 
of  the  USDA's  Plant  Protection  and 
Quarantine  Program — a  part  of  the  De- 
partment's Health  Inspection  Service. 
In  that  capacity,  Mr.  Lee  served  so  well 
that  last  year  he  was  1  of  6  winners  of 
the  1994  Executive  Excellence  Award 
presented  by  the  Professional  Develop- 
ment League. 

And.  Mr.  President,  in  that  connec- 
tion he  was  singled  out  for  praise  for 
having  persuaded  the  Peoples'  Republic 
of  China  to  allow  the  entry  of  United 
States  apples  and  other  produce. 

Glen  Lee  was  graduated  from  N.C. 
State  University  in  1962  and  began  his 
career  as  an  inspector  in  the  Plant 
Pest  Control  Division  of  the  Ag  Re- 
search Division  in  North  Carolina.  His 
retirement  rolled  around  while  he  was 
serving  as  the  top  plant  protection  offi- 
cial in  the  United  States. 


THE  MOSCOW  SUMMIT 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr,  President,  I  rise 
today  to  praise  President  Clinton  for 
his  determination  to  push  forward  our 
national  agenda  with  the  Russians  at 
this  week's  summit  in  Moscow. 

It  is  no  secret  that  recently  several 
items  of  dispute  have  arisen  to  cloud 
the  relationship  between  Russia  and 
the  United  States.  In  response,  there 
have  been  scattered  voices  calling  on 
the  President  to  cancel  his  trip. 

Mr.  President,  such  a  course  would 
have  been  a  profound  mistake,  and  I 
am  gratified  that  our  President  had  the 
wisdom  and  maturity  to  stay  the 
course.  Russia,  both  in  spite  of  and  be- 
cause of  her  current  difficulties,  re- 
mains fundamentally  important  to  this 
country.  We  must  remain  engaged  with 
the  world's  other  major  nuclear  power 
and  continue  to  strive  to  bring  her  into 
a  European  security  system  of  demo- 
cratic countries. 

Moreover,  British  Prime  Minister 
Major,  German  Chancellor  Kohl,  and 
French  President  Mitterrand  all  will  be 
attending  the  ceremonies  marking  the 
50th  anniversary  of  the  end  of  World 
War  II  and  honoring  the  heroic  sac- 
rifices that  the  Russian  people  made  in 
the  victorious  struggle  against  nazism. 
In  that  context  it  is  unthinkable  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
would  be  absent. 

But  President  Clinton's  attendance 
at  the  Moscow  summit  in  no  way  sig- 
nals tacit  approval  of  Russia's  brutal 
behavior  in  Chechnya.  On  the  contrary. 
President  Clinton  will  make  clear,  as 
he  has  done  in  the  past,  that  while  we 
support  the  territorial  integrity  of  the 
Russian  Federation,  we  strongly  oun- 
demn  Russian  attacks  on  civilians  in 
Chechnya.  The  President  will,  I  trust, 
also  call  on  President  Yeltsin  to  extend 
the  current  cease-fire  in  Chechnya  and 
make  it  permanent. 

Mr.  President,  another  area  of  pro- 
found difference  with  the  Kremlin  is 
the  proposed  sale  of  a  Russian  nuclear 
powerplant  and  delivery  of  nuclear 
technology  and  training  to  Iran.  Even 
though,  legally  speaking.  Moscow  is 
correct  that  its  proposed  sale  falls 
within  international  guidelines.  I  am 
convinced  that  Iran  has  embarked  upon 
a  program  to  build  nuclear  weapons 
and,  hence,  that  the  sale  would  be  a 
reckless  and  counter  productive  act. 

Although  it  is  highly  unlikely  at  this 
point  that  Russia  can  be  made  to  back 
down  totally.  President  Clinton — on 
site,  face-to-face  with  President 
Yeltsin — will  be  able  to  press  for  im- 
portant adjustments  such  as  prevent- 
ing the  sale  of  a  gas  centrifuge  plant, 
which  would  significantly  increase  the 
danger  of  Iran's  being  able  to  produce 
weapons-grade  enriched  uranium.  Also. 
the  President  may  push  for  an  agree- 
ment whereby  spent  nuclear  fuel  would 
be  returned  from  Iran  to  Russia. 


I  have  been  dismayed  at  recent  belli- 
cose statements  by  Senior  Russian  offi- 
cials against  NATO  expansion.  In  Mos- 
cow. President  Clinton  will  make  crys- 
tal-clear to  President  Yeltsin  that  Rus- 
sia does  not  have  veto  ixiwer  over  any 
actions  of  NATO,  including  the  alli- 
ance's enlargement. 

In  addition.  President  Clinton  will 
reiterate  that  NATO  has  always  been  a 
defensive  alliance  and  that  binding 
qualified  Central  and  East  European 
democracies  into  the  alliance's  com- 
prehensive security  system  will  en- 
hance stability  in  the  region  and  there- 
by be  a  gain,  not  a  danger,  for  Russia. 
The  President  might  pose  the  rhetori- 
cal question  to  Yeltsin  whether  Russia 
would  prefer  that  there  be  potential 
isolated  loose  cannon  countries  in  the 
middle  of  Europe  or  fully  integrated 
members  of  a  defensive  alliance  led  by 
the  United  States.  The  answer  is  surely 
the  latter. 

In  Moscow.  President  Clinton  will  be 
able  to  urge  President  Yeltsin  to  sign 
Russia  up  formally  as  a  member  of  the 
Partnership  for  Peace  so  that  it  can 
participate  on  an  ongoing  basis  in  a 
range  of  discussions  with  NATO. 

There  are  other  crucially  important 
outstanding  issues  to  discuss  with  the 
Russians  at  the  Moscow  summit.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  will  undoubtedly  urge 
that  Russia  continue  its  budget  auster- 
ity and  privatization  programs  and 
other  economic  reforms. 

Several  arms  control  issues  will  cer- 
tainly be  on  the  agenda,  including 
prospects  for  ratification  of  START  II, 
crafting  a  joint  strategy  in  support  of 
the  indefinite  extension  of  the  Nuclear 
Nonproliferation  Treaty,  demarcation 
between  antiballistic  missiles  and  tac- 
tical missile  defense,  and  holding  to 
the  terms  of  the  Conventional  Forces 
in  Europe  Treaty. 

President  Clinton  will.  I  am  certain, 
explain  in  Moscow  that  cooperation  on 
the  issues  1  have  enumerated  'would 
strengthen  Russia's  case  for  member- 
ship in  important  international  bodies 
such  as  the  Group  of  Seven  Advanced 
Industrial  Nations. 

On  the  other  hand,  threatening  to 
curtail  economic  and  technical  assist- 
ance to  Russia  because  of  disagree- 
ments with  Russian  policy,  as  some  in 
the  majority  party  in  Congress  have 
advocated,  would  be  "shooting  our- 
selves in  the  foot."  since  such  a  move 
could  only  serve  to  harm  the  transi- 
tions to  a  free-market  economy  and 
true  political  democracy  in  Russia  that 
are  very  much  in  the  United  States  na- 
tional interest. 

Mr.  President,  the  way  to  move  for- 
ward in  our  emerging  relationship  with 
the  new  Russia  is  not  to  sit  pouting  on 
the  sidelines.  Rather,  it  is  to  engage 
the  Russians  in  open,  frank,  even  con- 
tentious dialog. 

Americans  can  be  proud  that  we  have 
a  President  thoroughly  versed  in  all 
these  highly  complex  matters  and  able 


to  bring  the  full  weight  of  the  Presi- 
dency to  bear  in  face-to-face  negotia- 
tions. 

I  know  that  all  Americans  join  me  in 
wishing  President  Clinton  every  suc- 
cess in  his  vitally  important  mission. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated; 

EC-876.  A  communication  from  the  Comp- 
troller of  the  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  relative  to 
obligations  incurred  in  FY  1994  by  US  mili- 
tary obligations  in  Haiti;  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

EC^-877.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  Foreign  Comparative 
Testing  Program  for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-878.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
woman of  the  Strategic  Environmental  Re- 
search and  Development  Program  Council, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  Scientific 
Advisory  Board's  annual  report  for  fiscal 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EC-879.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  relative  to  the  Department's 
responses  to  recommendations  of  the  Defense 
Nuclear  Facilities  Safety  Board  for  calendar 
year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions  were    introduced,   read    the    first 
and   second    time   by   unanimous   con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated; 
By  Mr  INOUYE: 

S.  763.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation and  coastwise  trade  endorsement 
for  the  vessel  Evening  Star,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr  GLENN: 

S.  764.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Indian  Child 
Welfare  Act  of  1978  to  require  that  deter- 
minations concerning  the  status  of  a  child  as 
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an  Indian  child  be  proapeccive  the  child's 
date  of  birth,  and  that  determinations  of 
membership  status  In  an  Indian  tribe  be 
based  on  the  minority  status  of  a  member  or 
written  consent  of  an  initial  member  over 
the  Age  of  18.  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 
By  Mr  McCAIN: 
S.  765.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Buildings 
Act  of  1959  to  require  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  prioritize  construction 
and  alteration  projects  in  accordance  with 
merit-based  needs  criteria,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr  DOLE  (for  himself.  Mr  Inouye. 
Mr  Thur.mo.nd.  Mr  Hefi.in.  Mr.  Ste- 
vens. Mr.  Gorton.  Mr  Warner.  Mr. 
Bumpers.  Mr  Chafee.  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
Hatfield.  Mr.  Gle.nn.  Mr  Roth.  Mr. 
Helms.  Mr  Moynihan.  Mr.  Lauten- 
BERG.  Mr  ExoN.  Mr  Akaka,  Mr. 
Ford.  Mr  Hollings.  Mr  Daschle. 
Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr  Ashcroft.  Mr. 
Baucvs.  Mr  Bennett.  Mr  Biden.  Mr 
BiNGA.MAN.  Mr  Bond.  Mrs.  Boxer. 
Mr  Bradley.  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr. 
Brown.  Mr.  Bryan.  Mr  Burns,  Mr. 
Byrd.  Mr  Ca.mpbell.  Mr  Coats,  Mr 
Cochran.  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr  Conrad. 
Mr  CovERDELL.  Mr  Craig.  Mr 
D'A.MATO.  Mr.  DeWlne.  Mr.  Dodd.  Mr. 
DOMENICI.  Mr  DORGAN.  Mr. 

Faircloth.  Mr  Feingold.  Mrs.  Fein- 
stein.  Mr  Frist.  Mr.  Graham.  Mr. 
Gra.m.m.  Mr  Grams.  Mr  Grassley. 
Mr.  Gregg.  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr  Hatch. 
Mrs.  Hltchison.  Mr  Inhofe.  Mr.  Jef- 
fords. Mr  Johnston.  Mrs  Kasse- 
BAUM.  Mr  Kempthorne.  Mr  Ken- 
nedy. Mr  Kerrey.  Mr.  Kerry.  Mr 
Kohl,  Mr  Kyl.  Mr  Leahy.  Mr. 
Le\TN'.  Mr  I.rFBFRM^N.  Mr  LOTT.  Mr 
LUGAR.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.   McCain.  Mr. 

MCCONSELL.       Ms.        MlKULSKl.        Ms. 

Moseley-Braun.     Mr.      Murkowski, 

Mrs.     Murray.     Mr.     Nickles,     Mr 

Nunn.  Mr    Packwood.  Mr   Pressler. 

Mr    Pryor.  Mr    Reid.  Mr.  RoBB.  Mr. 

Rockefeller.    Mr     Santorum.    Mr 

Sarbanes.   Mr    Shelby.   Mr    Simon. 

Mr   Simpson.  Mr    Smith.  Ms    Snowe. 

Mr.     Specter.     Mr.     Thomas,     Mr. 

Thompson,  and  Mr  Wellstone): 
S.  Res.  115  A  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  America's  World 
War  11  veterans  and  their  families  are  de- 
serving of  this  nation's  respect  and  apprecia- 
tion on  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day: 
considered  and  agreed  to. 

By  Mr   DASCHLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Pressler  i: 
S    Res.   116.  A  resolution  recognizing  and 
commending  the   Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers;  considered  and  agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  INOUYE: 
S.  763.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  to  issue  a  cer- 
tificate of  documentation  and  coast- 
wise trade  endorsement  for  the  vessel 
Evening  Star,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 


the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

documentation  for  the  vessel  "EVENING 
STAR" 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  this  pri- 
vate relief  bill  that  I  am  introducing 
would  authorize  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation and  coastwise  trade  en- 
dorsement for  the  vessel  Evening  Star,  a 
small  boat  to  be  used  for  interisland 
charters.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  763 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  CERXmCATE  OF  DOCUMENTATION. 

Notwithstanding  sections  12106  through 
12108  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  and  sec- 
tion 27  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1920  (46 
U.S.C.  App.  883).  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation may  issue  a  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion and  coastwise  trade  endorsement  for  the 
vessel  EVENING  STAR,  hull  identification 
number  HA2833700774.  and  State  of  Hawaii 
registration  number  HA8337D 


By  Mr.  GLENN: 
S  764.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Indian 
Child  Welfare  Act  of  1978  to  require 
that  determinations  concerning  the 
status  of  a  child  els  an  Indian  child  be 
prospective  the  child's  date  of  birth, 
and  that  determinations  of  member- 
ship status  in  an  Indian  tribe  be  based 
on  the  minority  status  of  a  member  or 
written  consent  of  an  initial  member 
over  the  age  of  18,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

INDIAN  child  welfare  IMPROVEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Indian  Child 
Welfare  Improvement  Act  of  1995.  Rep- 
resentative Deborah  Pryce  has  intro- 
duced companion  legislation  in  the 
House.  The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to 
clarify  the  definition  of  "Indian  child" 
in  the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  of  1978. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  is  a  di- 
rect response  to  a  situation  involving  a 
family  in  Ohio.  The  Rost  family  of  Co- 
lumbus, OH  received  custody  of  twin 
baby  girls  in  the  State  of  California  in 
November  1993,  following  the  voluntary 
relinquishment  of  parental  rights  by 
both  birth  parents.  The  biological  fa- 
ther did  not  disclose  his  native  Amer- 
ican heritage  in  response  to  a  specific 
question  on  the  relinquishment  docu- 
ment. In  February  1994,  the  birth  fa- 
ther informed  his  mother  of  the  pend- 
ing adoption.  Two  months  later  in 
April  1994.  the  birth  father's  mother 
enrolled  herself,  the  birth  father  and 
the  twin  girls  with  the  Pomo  Indian 
Tribe  in  California.  The  adoption  agen- 
cy wais  then  notified  that  the  twins 
may  be  eligible  for  tribal  membership, 
and  that  the  adoption  could  not  be  fi- 
nalized without  a  determination  of  the 
applicability  of  the  Indian  Child  Wel- 
fare Act. 


May  8,  1995 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  clari- 
fies existing  law.  The  definition  of  In- 
dian child  in  my  bill  would  limit  the 
applicability  of  the  Indian  Child  Wel- 
fare Act  to  those  living  on  a  reserva- 
tion and  their  children,  and  those  who 
are  members  of  an  Indian  tribe.  In  ad- 
dition, the  bill  would  stipulate  that  for 
the  purpose  of  a  child  custody  proceed- 
ing involving  an  Indian  child,  member- 
ship in  an  Indian  tribe  is  effective  from 
the  actual  date  of  admission  in  the  In- 
dian tribe  and  cannot  be  applied  retro- 
actively. 

To  do  otherwise,  Mr.  President,  is 
not  acting  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
adopted  children,  and  that  is  my  prin- 
cipal concern — the  interests  of  the  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  this  bill 
does  not  in  any  way  weaken  or  com- 
promise current  law  or  protections  ex- 
tended to  Native  American  children 
and  families.  The  Indian  Child  Welfare 
Act  was  enacted  to  provide  safeguards 
or  standards  with  respect  to  State 
court  proceedings  involving  Indian 
child  custody  matters,  in  an  effort  to 
curb  involuntary  separation  of  Indian 
children  from  their  Indian  families, 
heritage,  and  culture.  These  objectives 
and  protections  are  not  threatened  by 
the  bill  I  am  introducing. 

Mr.  President,  the  Rost  family  is  now 
facing  a  very  difficult  situation.  This 
bill  and  the  one  introduced  by  Rep- 
resentative Pryce  will  clarify  the  In- 
dian Child  Welfare  Act,  and  I  urge  its 
passage  by  the  Senate. 
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By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
S.  765.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1959  to  require  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  General  Services  to 
prioritize  construction  and  alteration 
projects  in  accordance  with  merit- 
based  needs  criteria,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

federal  BUILDINGS  CONSTRUCmON  AND 
ALTERATION  FUNDING  IMPROVEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  to  help  en- 
sure that  funding  for  the  construction 
and  repair  of  Federal  buildings  is  allo- 
cated according  to  need  and  priority. 

First,  the  bill  would  require  the 
President  to  submit  the  administra- 
tion's building  construction  budget  re- 
quest in  the  form  of  a  prioritized  list  of 
projects.  Second,  and  most  impor- 
tantly, the  bill  would  require  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration  to  pre- 
pare and  maintain  a  ranked  priority 
list  of  all  ongoing  and  proposed  con- 
struction projects.  The  list  would  be 
updated  and  reprioritized  with  each 
new  project  added  either  through  ad- 
ministrative or  congressional  action. 

Last  year,  the  U.S.  Government 
spent  nearly  $400  million  on  Federal 
building  construction  and  repair.  That 
is  an  enormous  sum  of  money.  Clearly, 
the  Federal  building  construction  pro- 
gram can  and  must  share  in  the  sac- 
rifice as  we  seek  to  gain  control  over 
the  deficit. 


As  we  rein  in  spending,  it  is  more 
critical  now  than  ever  to  ensure  that 
scarce  financial  resources  are  allocated 
to  our  highest  priorities. 

In  order  to  trim  the  fat  in  an  in- 
formed and  efficient  manner,  Congress, 
the  administration,  and  the  taxpaying 
public  must  know  what  our  construc- 
tion priorities  are. 

Earlier  this  year,  during  debate  on 
the  rescission  bill,  the  Senate  consid- 
ered proposals  to  cut  Federal  construc- 
tion funding.  The  list  of  projects  pro- 
posed for  defunding  was  rather  arbi- 
trary and  capricious.  The  tenets  of 
good  government  dictate  that  when  we 
reduce  spending,  our  lowest  priorities 
should  be  put  on  the  chopping  block 
first.  Yet,  Congress  can  not  readily  de- 
termine what  those  priorities  are.  By 
requiring  the  General  Services  Admin- 
istration, which  administers  the  Fed- 
eral building  fund,  to  maintain  a 
ranked  list  of  project  priorities,  we  can 
be  sure  that  funding  decisions  will  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  merit  rather  than 
politics  or  congressional  caprice. 

Mr.  President,  foremost,  this  amend- 
ment will  help  us  address  the  pork  bar- 
rel politics  which  has  played  far  too 
great  a  role  in  the  process  of  Federal 
building  construction.  Currently,  when 
a  member  decides  a  new  building  is 
needed  in  his  or  her  State  or  district, 
the  General  Services  Administration 
conducts  what  is  known  as  an  lib  sur- 
vey to  determine  the  need.  In  most 
cases,  the  GSA  determines  that  a  need 
exists.  The  study  is  then  used  to  justify 
project  authorization  and  appropria- 
tion, even  though  a  finding  of  need  is 
not  a  finding  that  such  a  project  Is  a 
priority. 

As  projects  that  are  not  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request  are  added  by 
Congress  we  do  not  always  have  a  clear 
idea  of  where  they  are  ranked  among 
competing  priorities.  Passage  of  this 
legislation  will  ensure  that  this  vital 
information  is  readily  available. 

I  hope  that  the  relevant  committees 
will  expeditiously  examine  this  pro- 
posal in  the  hope  that  we  can  approve 
rapidly  this  relatively  minor  but  I  be- 
lieve important  and  helpful  change  in 
procedure. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  12 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D'Amato],  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mr.  Dole],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Faircloth],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Santorum], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
LoTT],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
McCoNNELL],  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming [Mr.  Simpson],  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Ms.  Snowe],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Abraham],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mrs.  Fein.stein],  and 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Ford] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  12,  a  bill 


to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  to  encourage  savings  and  invest- 
ment through  individual  retirement 
accounts,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  254 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  254,  A  bill  to  extend  eligibility 
for  veterans'  burial  benefits,  funeral 
benefits,  and  related  benefits  for  veter- 
ans of  certain  service  In  the  United 
States  merchant  marine  during  World 
Warn. 

S.  343 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Frist)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
343,  a  bill  to  reform  the  regulatory 
process,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  S51 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  IL^TCH,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Breaux]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  351,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  make  perma- 
nent the  credit  for  increasing  research 
activities. 

S.  426 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sarbanes,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mack]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
426.  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Alpha  Phi 
Alpha  Fraternity  to  establish  a  memo- 
rial to  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  457 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Levin]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  457.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  update  ref- 
erences in  the  classification  of  children 
for  purposes  of  United  States  immigra- 
tion laws. 

S.  641 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  was  added  as 
a  cosponsor  of  S.  641.  A  bill  to  reau- 
thorize the  Ryan  WTiite  CARE  Act  of 
1990,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  644 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Campbell,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
644,  a  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  reauthorize  the  estab- 
lishment of  research  corporations  in 
the  Veterans  Health  Administration, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  9 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  MURKOWSKi,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire [Mr.  Smith]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 9,  a  concurrent  resolution  express- 
ing the  sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
a  private  visit  by  President  Lee  Teng- 
hui  of  the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan 
to  the  United  States. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  MS 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bumpers  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 


kota [Mr.  DoRGAN],  and  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Simon]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  amendment  No.  545  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  to  H.R.  1158.  a 
bill  making  emergency  supplemental 
appropriations  for  additional  disaster 
assistance  and  making  rescissions  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1995,  and  for  other  purix>seB. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  115— RELAT- 
ING TO  THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY 
OF  V-E  DAY 

By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Inouy'e,  Mr.  Thurmont),  Mr.  Heflin, 
Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Gorton,  Mr.  War- 
ner. Mr.  Bumpers,  Mr.  Chafee.  Mr. 
Pell,  Mr.  Hatfield,  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr. 
Roth,  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Mo'i'NiHAN.  Mr. 
Lautenberg,  Mr.  Exon,  Mr.  Akaka. 
Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Daschle. 
Mr.  Abraham,  Mr.  Ashcroft,  Mr.  Bau- 
cus.  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Biden,  Mr. 
BiNGAMAN,  Mr.  Bond,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr. 
Bradley,  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr.  Brown.  Mr. 
Bryan.  Mr.  Burns,  Mr.  Byrd.  Mr. 
Campbell.  Mr.  Coats,  Mr.  Cochran. 
Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Conrad,  Mr 
COVERDELL,  Mr.  CRAIG,  Mr.  D'Amato. 
Mr.  DeWine.  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Domenici. 
Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Faircloth.  Mr. 
Feingold.  Mrs.  Feinstein.  Mr.  Frist. 
Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Gramm.  Mr.  Grams. 
Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Grei^g,  Mr.  Harkoj, 
Mr.  Hatch,  Mrs.  Hl'tchison.  Mr. 
Inhofe.  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Johnston, 
Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr. 
Kennedy,  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr. 
Kohl,  Mr.  Kyl,  Mr.  Leahy',  Mr.  Levin. 
Mr.  Lieberman.  Mr.  Lott.  Mr.  Lugar, 
Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  McCain,  Mr.  McCon- 
NELL,  Ms.  Mikulski,  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braun,  Mr.  Murkowski,  Mi-s.  Mukkay. 
Mr.  Nickles,  Mr.  Nunn.  Mr.  Packw(X)D. 
Mr.   Pressler.  Mr.   Pryor.  Mr.  Reid. 

Mr.      ROBB.      Mr.      ROCKEFELLER.      Mr. 

Santorum,  Mr.  Sarbanes,  Mr.  Shelby. 
Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Simpson,  Mr.  Smith, 
Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr.  THomas. 
Mr.  Thompson,  and  Mr.  Wellstone) 
submitted  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  considered  and  agreed  to: 
S.  Res.  115 

Whereas  on  May  7.  1945  in  Reims.  France, 
the  German  High  command  signed  the  docu- 
ment of  surrender,  surrendering  all  air,  land 
and  sea  forces  unconditionally  to  the  Allies; 

Whereas  President  Harry  S  Truman  pro- 
claimed May  8,  1945  to  be  V-E  Day: 

Whereas  May  8,  1995  is  the  50th  Anniver- 
sary of  that  proclamation: 

Whereas,  the  courage  and  sacrifice  of  the 
American  fighting  men  and  women  who 
served  with  distinction  to  save  the  world 
from  tyranny  and  aggression  should  always 
be  remembered;  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

Resolved,  the  United  States  Senate  joins 
with  a  grateful  nation  In  expressing  our  re- 
spect and  appreciation  to  the  men  and 
women  who  served  in  World  War  II.  and  their 
families.  Further,  we  remember  and  pay  trib- 
ute to  those  Americans  who  made  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  and  gave  their  life  for  their 
country. 
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SENATE  RESOLUTION  116— COM- 
MENDING THE  LAKOTA  AND  DA- 
KOTA CODE  TALKERS 

Mr.  DASCHLE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
LvouYE,  Mr.  McClain.  and  Mr.  Pres- 
SLER)  submitted  the  following  resolu- 
tion: which  was  agreed  to: 

S.  Res   116 

Whereas  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers.  Native  Americans  who  were  mem- 
bers of  the  Sioux  Nation,  worked  in  radio 
communications  during  World  War  II  and 
used  their  Lakota  and  Dakota  lang^uages  to 
relay  communications. 

Whereas  Japanese  cryptolo^ists  never  deci- 
phered the  Native  American  languages  that 
were  used  as  codes  during  World  War  II.  in- 
cluding the  Lakota  and  Dakota  languages: 
and 

Whereas  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers  deserve  to  be  recognized  for  their 
contribution  to  the  successful  resolution  of 
the  war  effort  in  the  Pacific;  Now.  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  recognizes  and 
commends  the  Lakota  and  Dakota  Code 
Talkers  for  their  invaluable  contribution  to 
the  successful  resolution  of  World  War  II. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT 
LIABILITY  REFORM  ACT 


MOSELEY-BRAUN  AMENDMENT  NO. 
691 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
her  to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by 
Mr.  CovERDELL.  to  amendment  No.  596. 
proposed  by  Mr.  Gorton,  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  956)  to  establish  legal  standards 
and  procedures  for  product  liability 
iitigation.  and  for  other  purposes;  as 
follows; 

In    the    pending   amendment,    on   page   21 
strike  lines  7  through  12. 


FEINGOLD  AMENDMENT  NO.  692 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  FEINGOLD  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
CovERDELL  to  amendment  No.  596.  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill. 
H.R.  956,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  7.  line  23,  insert  in  section 
101(12)<B)(i)  after  the  word  ■negligence"  the 
following:  "or  any  product  designed  or  mar- 
keted primarily  for  the  use  of  children". 


SHELBY  (AND  HEFLIN) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  693 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  SHELBY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Heflin)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to 
amendment  No  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
COVERDELL  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr  Gorton  to  the  bill. 
H.R.  956.  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  foUow- 
ing: 


SEC.    .  UABILmr  FOR  CERTAIN  CLAIMS  RELAT- 
ING TO  DEATH. 

In  any  civil  action  in  which  the  alleged 
harm  to  the  claimant  is  death  and.  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act.  the  applicable 
State  law  provides,  or  has  been  construed  to 
provide,  for  damages  only  punitive  in  nature, 
a  defendant  may  be  liable  for  any  such  dam- 
ages without  regard  to  this  section,  but  only 
during  such  time  as  the  State  law  so  pro- 
vides. 


DODD  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  694-695 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    DODD    submitted    two    amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  '■■ 
to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by  Mr. 
COVERDELL  to  the  bill.  H.R.  956.  supra; 
as  follows; 

AMENDMENT  NO.  694 

Strike  section  106  of  the  amendment  and 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  106.  L'NIFORM  STA.>fDAHDS  FOR  AWARDS  OF 
PtrNinVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act.  punitive  damages 
may,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  applicable 
State  law,  be  awarded  against  a  defendant  in 
an  action  that  is  subject  to  this  Act  if  the 
claimant  establishes  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  action  was  the  result  of  conduct  that  was 
carried  out  by  the  defendant  with  a  con- 
scious, flagrant  indifference  to  the  safety  of 
others. 

(b)  BIFURCATION  AND  JUDICIAL  DETERMINA- 
TION.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act.  in  an  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  Act  in  which  punitive  dam- 
ages are  sought,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  deter- 
mine, concurrent  with  all  other  issues  pre- 
sented, whether  such  damages  shall  be  al- 
lowed. If  such  damages  are  allowed,  a  sepa- 
rate proceeding  shall  be  conducted  by  the 
court  to  determine  the  amount  of  such  dam- 
ages to  be  awarded. 

(2)  ADMISSIBLE  EVIDENCE.— 

(A)  INADMISSIBILITY  OF  EVIDENCE  RELATIVE 
UNLY   TO   A   CLAIM   OF    PUNITIVE   D.AMAGE.S    IN    A 

BIFURCATED  PROCEEDING —Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  in  any  pro- 
ceeding to  determine  whether  the  claimant 
in  an  action  that  is  subject  to  this  Act  may 
be  awarded  compensatory  damages  and  puni- 
tive damages,  evidence  of  the  defendant's  fi- 
nancial condition  and  other  evidence  bearing 
on  the  amount  of  punitive  damages  shall  not 
be  admissible  unless  the  evidence  is  admissi- 
ble for  a  purpose  other  than  for  determining 
the  amount  of  punitive  damages. 

(B)  PROCEEDI.NG  WTTH  RESPECT  TO  PUNITIVE 

DAMAGES. — Evidence  that  is  admissible  in  a 
separate  proceeding  conducted  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  include  evidence  that  bears  on 
the  factors  listed  in  paragraph  (3). 

(3)  Factors.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  in  determining  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  awarded  in  an 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  Act,  the  court 
shall  consider  the  following  factors: 

(A)  The  likelihood  that  serious  harm  would 
arise  from  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant 
in  question. 

(B»  The  degree  of  the  awareness  of  the  de- 
fendant in  question  of  that  likelihood. 

(C)  The  profitability  of  the  misconduct  to 
the  defendant  in  question. 

(D)  The  duration  of  the  misconduct  and 
any  concealment  of  the  conduct  by  the  de- 
fendant in  question. 

(E)  The  attitude  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant in  question  upon  the  discovery  of  the 


misconduct  and  whether  the  misconduct  has 
terminated. 

(F)  The  financial  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant in  question. 

(G)  The  total  effect  of  other  punishment 
imposed  or  likely  to  be  imposed  upon  the  de- 
fendant in  question  as  a  result  of  the  mis- 
conduct, including  any  awards  of  punitive  or 
exemplary  damages  to  persons  similarly  sit- 
uated to  the  claimant  and  the  severity  of 
criminal  penalties  to  which  the  defendant  in 
question  has  been  or  is  likely  to  be  sub- 
jected. 

(H)  Any  other  factor  that  the  court  deter- 
mines to  be  appropriate. 
(4)  Reasons  for  setting  award  amount.— 

(A)  In  general— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  with  respect  to 
an  award  of  punitive  damages  in  an  action 
that  is  subject  to  this  Act,  in  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law  issued  by  the  court, 
the  court  shall  clearly  state  the  reasons  of 
the  court  for  setting  the  amount  of  the 
award.  The  statements  referred  to  in  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  shall  demonstrate  the  con- 
sideration of  the  factors  listed  in  subpara- 
graphs (A)  through  (G)  of  paragraph  (3).  If 
the  court  considers  a  factor  under  subpara- 
graph (Hi  of  paragraph  (3).  the  court  shall 
state  the  effect  of  the  consideration  of  the 
factors  on  setting  the  amount  of  the  award. 

(B)  Review  of  determination  of  award 
amount  —The  determination  of  the  amount 
of  the  award  shall  only  be  reviewed  by  a 
court  as  a  factual  finding  and  shall  not  be 
set  aside  by  a  court  unless  the  court  deter- 
mines that  the  amount  of  the  award  is  clear- 
ly erroneous. 

Amend.ment  No.  695 
At   the   appropriate   place   in    the   amend- 
ment, insert  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.    .     ALTERNATfVE     DISPUTE     RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES. 

(ai  In  General.— 

(1»  SERVICE  OF  offer.— A  claimant  or  a  de- 
fendant in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  may.  not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  service  of  the  initial  com- 
plaint of  the  claimant  or  the  applicable 
deadline  for  a  responsive  pleading  (whichever 
IS  later),  serve  upon  an  adverse  party  an 
offer  to  proceed  pursuant  to  any  voluntary, 
nonbinding  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  established  or  recognized  under 
the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the  product  li- 
ability action  is  brought  or  under  the  rules 
of  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  main- 
tained. 

(2)  Written  notice  of  acceptance  or  re- 
jection—Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(3).  not  later  than  10  days  after  the  service  of 
an  offer  to  proceed  under  paragraph  (1).  an 
offeree  shall  file  a  written  notice  of  accept- 
ance or  rejection  of  the  offer. 

(3>  Extension  —The  court  may.  upon  mo- 
tion by  an  offeree  made  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  10-day  period  specified  in  para- 
graph (2).  extend  the  period  for  filing  a  writ- 
ten notice  under  such  paragraph  for  a  period 
of  not  more  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  ex- 
piration of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph 
(2).  Discovery  may  be  permitted  during  such 
period. 

(b)  Defenda.nt's  Penalt:;-  for  Unreason- 
able Refusal — 

(1)  In  general.— The  court  shall  assess  rea- 
sonable attorney's  fees  (calculated  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (2)>  and  costs  against 
the  offeree,  incurred  by  the  offeror  during 
trial  if— 

(A)  a  defendant  as  an  offeree  refuses  to  pro- 
ceed pursuant  to  the  alternative  dispute  res- 
olution procedure  referred  to  subsection 
(a)(1); 


(B)  final  judgment  is  entered  against  the 
defendant  for  harm  caused  by  the  product 
that  is  the  subject  of  the  action;  and 

(C)  the  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  such  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion was  unrea.sonable  or  not  made  in  good 
faith. 

(2)  Reasonable  attorney's  fees.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  reasonable  at- 
torney's fee  shall  be  calculated  on  the  basis 
of  an  hourly  rate,  which  shall  not  exceed  the 
hourly  rate  that  is  considered  acceptable  in 
the  community  in  which  the  attorney  prac- 
tices law.  taking  into  consideration  the 
qualifications  and  experience  of  the  attorney 
and  the  complexity  of  the  case. 

(c)  Good  Faith  Refusal— In  determining 
whether  the  refusal  of  an  offeree  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  the  alternative  dispute  proce- 
dure referred  to  in  subsection  <a)(l)  was  un- 
reasonable or  not  made  in  good  faith,  the 
court  shall  consider— 

(1)  whether  the  case  involves  potentially 
complicated  questions  of  fact: 

(2)  whether  the  case  involves  potentially 
dispositive  issues  of  law; 

(31  the  potential  expense  faced  by  the 
offeree  in  retaining  counsel  for  both  the  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution  procedure  and 
to  litigate  the  matter  for  trial; 

(4)  the  professional  capacity  of  available 
mediators  within  the  applicable  geographic 
area:  and 

(5)  such  other  factors  as  the  court  consid- 
ers appropriate. 


HEFLIN  (BY  REQUEST) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  696 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  HEFLIN  (by  request)  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed 
by  Mr.  Coverdell  to  amendment  No. 
596.  proposed  by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill, 
H.R.  956.  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  amendment 
that  is  pending  insert  the  following: 

insurability  of  punitive  damages 

(11  Insurance  companies  properly  lirensed 
under  state  law  shall  be  permitted  to  issue 
policies  covering  liability  giving  rise  to  pu- 
nitive or  exemplary  damages. 

(2)  Nothing  herein  shall  require  Insurers  to 
offer  such  insurance  policies  for  punitive  or 
exemplary  damages. 

(3)  Such  policies  .shall  be  effective  in  all 
states  of  the  United  States,  notwithstanding 
state  law  to  the  contrary. 


BOXER  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  697-702 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mrs.  BOXER  submitted  six  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  her 
to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
Coverdell  to  amendment  No  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill.  H.R. 
956.  supra:  as  follows: 

Amend.ment  No.  697 

In  section  103.  strike  subsection  (a)  and  in- 
sert the  following  new  subsection: 

(a)  General  Rule.— Except  as  otherwise 
provided  under  applicable  State  law,  in  any 
product  liability  action  that  is  subject  to 
this  title  filed  by  a  claimant  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product,  a  product  seller  other  than  a 
manufacturer  shall  be  liable  to  a  claimant 
only  if  the  claimant  establishes  that  the 
product  that  allegedly  caused  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  complaint  was  sold, 
rented,  or  leased  by  the  product  seller. 


Amendment  No.  698 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "Notwithstanding  Section  106  with  re- 
gard to  Uniform  Standards  for  Award  of  Pu- 
nitive Damages,  the  limitation  of  amount  for 
punitive  damages  shall  not  apply  to  facial 
disfigurement." 

Amendment  No.  699 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 'Notwithstanding  Section  106  with  re- 
gard to  Uniform  Standards  for  Award  of  Pu- 
nitive Damages,  the  limitation  of  amount  for 
punitive  damages  shall  not  apply  to  brain 
damage." 

Amendment  No.  700 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "Notwithstanding  Section  106  with  re- 
gard to  Uniform  Standards  for  Award  of  Pu- 
nitive Damages,  the  limitation  of  amount  for 
punitive  damages  shall  not  apply  to  the  loss 
of  human  reproductive  function." 

Amendment  No.  701 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: ■Notwithstanding  Section  106  with  re- 
gard to  Uniform  Standards  for  Award  of  Pu- 
nitive Damages,  the  limitation  of  amount  for 
punitive  damages  shall  not  apply  to  the  loss 
of  a  limb." 

Amend.ment  No.  702 

Strike  all  of  Title  II  in  the  pending  amend- 
ment. 


HEFLIN  (BY  REQUEST) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  703 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  HEFLIN  (by  request)  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed 
by  Mr.  Coverdell  to  amendment  No. 
596,  proposed  by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill. 
H.R.  956,  supra:  as  follows: 

.■\t  the  appropriate  place  in  the  amendment 
that  is  pending  insert  the  following: 

insi:rabii.ity  of  punitive  damages 

(1)  Insurance  companies  properly  licensed 
under  State  law  shall  be  permitted  to  issue 
policies  covering  liability  giving  rise  to  pu- 
nitive or  exemplary  damages. 

(2)  Nothing  herein  shall  require  insurers  to 
offer  such  insurance  policies  for  punitive  or 
exemplary  damages. 

(3)  Such  policies  shall  be  effective  in  all 
States  of  the  United  States,  notwithstanding 
State  law  to  the  contrary. 


HARKIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  704 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  HARKIN  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by  Mr. 
Coverdell  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill.  H.R. 
956.  supra;  as  follows: 

In  section  106(bK2)(B)  of  the  matter  pro- 
posed to  be  inserted,  strike  "Punitive  dam- 
ages" and  all  that  follows  through  the  end  of 
the  subparagraph  and  insert  the  following: 

"(i)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  in  any  product  liability  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  business,  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  unit  of  local  government,  or  or- 
ganization that  has  25  or  more  full-time  em- 
ployees shall  be  the  greater  of— 


(I)  an  amount  determined  under  paragraph 
(1):  or 

(II)  2  times  the  average  value  of  the  annual 
compensation  of  the  chief  executive  officer 
(or  the  equivalent  employee)  of  such  entity 
during  the  3  full  fiscal  years  of  the  entity 
immediately  preceding  the  date  of  which  the 
award  of  punitive  damages  is  made. 

(ii)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  "compensation'  includes  the  value 
of  any  salary,  benefit,  bonus,  grant,  stock 
option,  insurance  policy,  club  membership, 
or  any  other  matter  having  pecuniary 
value.". 


SPECTER  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  70&- 
707 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  SPECTER  submitted  three 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed 
by  Mr.  Coverdell  to  amendment  No. 
596.  proposed  by  Mr.  (jORTON  to  the  bill. 
H.R.  956.  supra;  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  705 

On  page  23.  after  line  7.  add  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(c)  Exception.— 

(1)  In  general —Notwithstanding  sub- 
sections (a)  and  (b).  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion that  is  subject  to  this  title,  the  liability 
of  the  defendant  for  noneconomlc  loss  shall 
be  joint  and  several  if  the  percentage  of  re- 
sponsibility of  the  defendant  is  determined 
to  be  greater  than  or  equal  to  15  percent  of 
the  harm  to  the  claimant 

(2)  Determination  of  percentage  of  re- 
sponsibility'.—For  purposes  of  paragraph  <1). 
in  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  determine 
the  percentage  of  responsibility  of  eaich  de- 
fendant for  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 

Amendment  No.  706 
On  page  27.  after  line  23.  insert  the  follow- 
ing; 

SEC.  111.  FOREIGN  PRODUCTS. 

(a)  GENERAL  Rule  — 

(1)  IN  general —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  in  any  product  liabil- 
ity action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  for  any 
harm  sustained  in  the  United  States  that  re- 
lates to  the  purchase  or  use  of  a  product 
manufactured  outside  the  United  States  by  a 
foreign  manufacturer,  the  Federal  district 
court  in  which  the  action  is  filed  shall  have 
personal  jurisdiction  over  such  manufacturer 
if  the  court  determines  that  the  manufac- 
turer knew  or  reasonably  should  have  known 
that  the  product  would  be  imported  for  sale 
or  use  in  the  United  States. 

(2)  Service  of  process— Process  in  any  ac- 
tion described  in  paragraph  (1)  may  be  served 
at  any  location  at  which  the  foreign  manu- 
facturer Is  located,  has  an  agent,  or  regu- 
larly transacts  business. 

(b)  ADMISSION.— In  any  product  liability  ac- 
tion that  is  subject  to  this  title,  if  a  foreign 
manufacturer  of  the  product  fails  to  furnish 
any  testimony,  document,  or  other  thing 
upon  a  duly  issued  discovery  order  by  the 
court  in  such  action,  that  failure  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  admission  by  such  manufac- 
turer of  any  and  all  facts  to  which  the  dis- 
covery order  relates. 

Amendment  No.  707 

On  page  18,  strike  lines  18-25  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof: 

The  amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may 
be  awarded  to  a  claimant  in  any  civil  action 
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subject,  to  this  section  shall  not  exceed  ten 
(10)  percent  of  the  net  worth  of  the  defendiint 
against  whom  they  are  imposed 


May  8,  1995 


ROLLINGS  AMENDMENT  NO.  708 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  HOLLINGS  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by  Mr. 
Co^'ERDELL  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  (jOrton  to  the  bill,  H.R. 
956,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECENT  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS- 

Noc withstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law— 

(1)  if  the  leg-islature  of  that  State  consid- 
ered a  legislative  proposal  dealing  with  that 
provision  in  connection  with  reforming  the 
tort  laws  of  that  State  during  the  period  be- 
ginning on  January  1.  1980.  and  ending  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  without  re- 
gard to  whether  such  proposal  was  adopted. 
modified  and  adopted,  or  rejected;  or 

(2)  adopted  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 


GORTON  (AND  ROCKEFELLER) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  709 

Mr.    GORTON    (for   himself  and   Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER)  PROPOSED  .AN  AMENDMENT 

No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr.  Coverdell  to 
amendment  No.  596.  proposed  by  Mr. 
Gorton  to  the  bill.  H.R.  956.  supra;  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  language  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted insert  the  following: 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  .Act  of  1995" 

TITLE  I— PRODUCT  UABnJTY 
SEC.  101.  DEFINITIONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act.  the  following 
definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  .ACTLAL  MALICE.— The  term  "actual  mal- 
ice" means  specific  intent  to  cause  serious 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  damage 
to  property,  or  death. 

(2i  Clalma.vt  — The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  product  li- 
ability action  and  any  person  on  whose  be- 
half such  an  action  is  brought.  If  an  action  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of— 

(A)  an  estate,  the  term  includes  the  dece- 
dent; or 

(B)  a  minor  or  incompetent,  the  term  in- 
cludes the  legal  guardian  of  the  minor  or  in- 
competent. 

(3)  Claimants  be.ve  fits.— The  term 
"claimant's  benefits"  means  the  amount 
paid  to  an  employee  as  workers'  compensa- 
tion benefits 

(4)  Clear  and  convincing  evidence.— 

(A)  In  general— Subject  to  subparagraph 
(A),  the  term  "clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence" is  that  measure  of  degree  of  proof 
that  will  produce  in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of 
fact  a  firm  belief  or  conviction  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished. 

(B)  Degree  of  proof  —The  degree  of  proof 
required  to  satisfy  the  standard  of  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  shall  be— 

(i)  greater  than  the  degree  of  proof  re- 
quired to  meet  the  standard  of  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence;  and 


(11)  less  than  the  degree  of  proof  required 
to  meet  the  standard  of  proof  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt. 

(5)  Commercial  loss.— The  term  "commer- 
cial loss"  means  any  loss  or  damage  to  a 
product  itself,  loss  relating  to  a  dispute  over 
its  value,  or  consequential  economic  loss  the 
recovery  of  which  is  governed  by  the  Uni- 
form Commercial  Code  or  analogous  State 
commercial  law,  not  including  harm. 

(6)  DimABLE  good.— The  term  "durable 
good"  means  any  product,  or  any  component 
of  any  such  product,  which  has  a  normal  life 
expectancy  of  3  or  more  years  or  is  of  a  char- 
acter subject  to  allowance  for  depreciation 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  and 
which  is— 

(A)  used  in  a  trade  or  business; 

(B)  held  for  the  production  of  Income;  or 

(C)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 
private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods, 
training,  demonstration,  or  any  other  simi- 
lar purpose. 

(7)  Economic  loss.— The  term  "economic 
loss"  means  any  pecuniary  loss  resulting 
from  harm  (including  any  medical  expense 
loss,  work  loss,  replacement  services  loss, 
loss  due  to  death,  burial  costs,  and  loss  of 
business  or  employment  opportunities),  to 
the  extent  that  recovery  for  the  loss  is  per- 
mitted under  applicable  State  law. 

(8)  Rarm.— The  term  "harm  "  means  any 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  death,  or 
damage  to  property,  caused  by  a  product. 
The  term  does  not  include  commercial  loss 
or  loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself. 

(9)  Insurer.— The  term  "insurer  "  means 
the  employer  of  a  claimant,  if  the  employer 
is  self-insured,  or  the  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer. 

(10)  Manufacturer.— The  term  "manufac- 
turer" means — 

(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  produce,  create,  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  component  part  of  a  prod- 
uct), and  who  designs  or  formulates  the  prod- 
uct (or  component  part  of  the  product),  or 
has  engaged  another  person  to  design  or  for- 
mulate the  product  (or  component  part  of 
the  product); 

(B)  a  product  seller,  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when,  before  placing  the  product  in 
the  stream  of  commerce,  the  product  seller 
produces,  creates,  makes,  constructs,  de- 
signs, or  formulates,  or  has  engaged  another 
person  to  design  or  formulate,  an  aspect  of  a 
product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another  person;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  that  is  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (B)  that  holds  itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  the  product. 

(11)  NoNECONOMic  LOSS.— The  term  "non- 
economic  loss"— 

(A)  means  subjective,  nonmonetary  loss  re- 
sulting from  harm,  including  pain,  suffering, 
inconvenience,  mental  suffering,  emotional 
distress,  loss  of  society  and  companionship, 
loss  of  consortium,  injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  and 

(B)  does  not  include  economic  loss. 

(12)  Person.— The  term  "person"  means 
any  individual,  corporation,  company,  asso- 
ciation, firm,  partnership,  society,  joint 
stock  company,  or  any  other  entity  (includ- 
ing any  governmental  entity). 

(13)  Product — 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "product" 
means  any  object,  substance,  mixture,  or 
raw  material  in  a  gaseous,  liquid,  or  solid 
state  that — 

(i)  is  capable  of  delivery  itself  or  as  an  as- 
sembled whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient; 
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(ii)  is  produced  for  introduction  into  trade 
or  commerce; 

(ill)  has  intrinsic  economic  value;  and 

(iv)  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to  persons 
for  commercial  or  personal  use. 

(B)  Exclusion —The  term  "product  "  does 
not  include— 

(i)  tissue,  organs,  blood,  and  blood  products 
used  for  therapeutic  or  medical  purposes,  ex- 
cept to  the  extent  that  such  tissue,  organs, 
blood,  and  blood  products  (or  the  provision 
thereof)  are  subject,  under  applicable  State 
law.  to  a  standard  of  liability  other  than 
negligence;  and 

(ii)  electricity,  water  delivered  by  a  util- 
ity, natural  gas,  or  steam. 

(14)  Product  liability"  action —The  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product. 

(15)  Product  seller.— 

(A)  In  general  —The  term  "product  sell- 
er" means  a  person  who — 

(i)  in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that  purpose,  sells,  distributes,  rents,  leases, 
prepares,  blends,  packages,  labels,  or  other- 
wise is  involved  in  placing  a  product  in  the 
stream  of  commerce:  or 

(ii)  installs,  repairs,  refurbishes,  recondi- 
tions, or  maintains  the  harm-causing  aspect 
of  the  product. 

(B)  Exclusion  -  The  term  "product  seller'" 
does  not  include— 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services  in 
any  case  in  which  the  .sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(iii)  any  person  who — 

(I)  acts  in  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  sale  of  a  product;  or 

(II)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  lessor  does  not  initially 
select  the  leased  product  and  does  not  during 
the  lease  term  ordinarily  control  the  daily 
operations  and  maintenance  of  the  product. 

(16)  State, -The  term  "State"  means  each 
of  the  several  States  of  the  United  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands.  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and  any  other 
territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof. 

(17)  Tl.ME  OF  delivery— The  term  "time  of 
delivery"  means  the  time  when  a  product  is 
delivered  to  the  first  purchaser  or  lessee  of 
the  product  that  was  not  involved  in  manu- 
facturing or  selling  the  product,  or  using  the 
product  as  a  component  part  of  another 
product  to  be  sold. 

SEC,  102,  APPUCABILITY;  PREEMPTION. 
(a)  APPLICABILITY'  — 

(1)  .'\CTioNs  covered.— Subject  to  para- 
graph (2).  this  title  applies  to  any  product  li- 
ability action  commenced  on  or  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  .Act,  without  re- 
gard to  whether  the  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  action  or  the  conduct  that  caused  the 
harm  occurred  before  such  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

(2)  AcrriONS  EXCLUDED.— 

(A)  ACTIONS    FOR    DAMAGE    TO    PRODUCT   OR 

COMMERCIAL  LOSS —A  Civil  action  brought  for 
loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  com- 
mercial loss,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  title  governing  product  liabil- 
ity actions,  but  shall  be  subject  to  any  appli- 
cable commercial  or  contract  law 

(B)  Actions  for  negligf..st  entrust- 
MENT  — A  civil  action  for  negligent  entrust- 
ment  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  title  governing  product  liability  actions. 
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but  shall  be  subject  to  any  applicable  State 
law. 

(b)  Scope  of  Preemption — 

(1)  In  general.— This  Act  supersedes  a 
State  law  only  to  the  extent  that  State  law 
applies  to  an  issue  covered  under  this  title. 

(2)  Issues  not  covered  under  this  act.— 
Any  issue  that  is  not  covered  under  this 
title,  including  any  standard  of  liability  ap- 
plicable to  a  manufacturer,  .shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  this  title,  but  .shall  be  subject  to  ap- 
plicable Federal  or  State  law. 

(c)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed  to — 

(1)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
law; 

(2)  supersede  or  alter  any  Federal  law; 

(3)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States; 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28.  United  States  Code; 

(5)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  with 
respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreign  nation 
or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  inconvenient  forum;  or 

(7)  supersede  or  modify  any  statutory  or 
common  law.  including  any  law  providing  for 
an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance,  that  author- 
izes a  person  to  institute  an  action  for  civil 
damages  or  civil  penalties,  cleanup  costs,  in- 
junctions, restitution,  cost  recovery,  puni- 
tive damages,  or  any  other  form  of  relief  for 
remediation  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Respon.se.  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980.  42  U.S.C  9601(8))  or  the 
threat  of  such  remediation. 

(d)  Construction.  -To  promote  uniformity 
of  law  in  the  various  jurisdictions,  this  title 
shall  be  construed  and  applied  after  consid- 
eration of  its  legislative  history. 

(e)  Effect  of  Court  of  appeals  Deci- 
sions.—Notwithstanding  an.y  other  provision 
of  law.  any  decision  of  a  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals interpreting  a  provision  of  this  title 
(except  to  the  extent  that  the  decision  is 
overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by  the  Su- 
preme Court)  shall  be  considered  a  control- 
ling precedent  with  respect  to  any  subse- 
quent decision  made  concerning  the  inter- 
pretation of  such  provision  by  any  Federal  or 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  area  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals. 

SEC.    103.    ALTEILNATIVE    DISPUTE    RE,SOLUTION 
PROCEDURES. 

(a)  Service  of  Offer.— a  claimant  or  a  de- 
fendant in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  tit'e  may.  not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  service  of  the  initial  com- 
plaint of  the  claimant  or  the  applicable 
deadline  for  a  responsive  pleading  (whichever 
is  later),  serve  upon  an  adverse  party  an 
offer  to  proceed  pursuant  to  any  voluntary, 
nonbinding  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  established  or  recognized  under 
the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the  product  li- 
ability action  is  brought  or  under  the  rules 
of  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  main- 
tained. 

(b)  Written  N(3Tice  of  .Acceptance  or  Re- 
jection.—Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c),  not  later  than  10  days  after  the  service  of 
an  offer  to  proceed  under  subsection  (a),  an 
offeree  shall  file  a  written  notice  of  accept- 
ance or  rejection  of  the  offer. 

(c)  Extension,— The  court  may,  upon  mo- 
tion by  an  offeree  made  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  10-day  period  specified  in  sub- 


section (b),  extend  the  period  for  filing  a 
written  notice  under  such  subsection  for  a 
period  of  not  more  than  60  days  after  the 
date  of  expiration  of  the  period  specified  in 
subsection  (b).  Discovery  may  be  permitted 
during  such  period 

SEC,     104,     LIABIHTY     RULES    APPLICABLE    TO 
PRODUCT  SELLERS, 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general.  -In  any  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  filed  by  a 
claimant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a 
product  seller  other  than  a  manufacturer 
shall  be  liable  to  a  claimant,  only  if  the 
claimant  establishes — 

(A)  that^ 

(i)  the  product  that  allegedly  caused  the 
harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  complaint 
was  sold,  rented,  or  leased  by  the  product 
seller; 

(ii)  the  product  seller  failed  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  with  respect  to  the  product; 
and 

(iii)  the  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
was  a  proximate  cause  of  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(B)  that- 

(i)  the  product  seller  made  an  express  war- 
ranty applicable  to  the  product  that  alleg- 
edly caused  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  complaint,  independent  of  any  express 
warranty  made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product; 

(ii)  the  product  failed  to  conform  to  the 
warranty;  and 

(iii)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform 
to  the  warranty  caused  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(C) that— 

(i)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  inten- 
tional wrongdoing,  as  determined  under  blP- 
plicable  State  law;  and 

(ii)  such  intentional  wrongdoing  w±as  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  harm  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  complaint. 

(2)  Reasonable  opportunity  for  inspec- 
tion.—For  purposes  of  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii).  a 
product  seller  shall  not  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  a  product  based  upon  an  alleged  fail- 
ure to  inspect  a  product  if  the  product  seller 
had  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
product  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant. 

(b)  Special  Rule.— 

(1)  In  GENER.AL  — a  product  seller  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  liable  as  a  manufacturer  of  a 
product  for  harm  caused  by  the  product  if— 

(A)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to 
service  of  process  under  the  laws  of  any 
State  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought;  or 

(B)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(2)  Statute  of  limitations.— For  purposes 
of  this  subsection  only,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions applicable  to  claims  asserting  liability 
of  a  product  seller  as  a  manufacturer  shall  be 
tolled  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  com- 
plaint against  the  manufacturer  to  the  date 
that  judgment  is  entered  against  the  manu- 
facturer. 

(c)  Rented  or  Leased  Products.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  101(14)(B))  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  an.y  person  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  renting  or  leasing  a 
product  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  claimant  for 
the  tortious  act  of  another  solely  by  reason 
of  ownership  of  such  product. 


(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 
any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (1).  the  term 
""product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product  or  product  use. 

SEC.    105.   DEFENSES  INVOLVING   INTOXICATING 
ALCOHOL  OR  DRUGS. 

(a)  General  Rule— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  a  defendant  in  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title  shall  have  a  complete  defense  in  the  ac- 
tion if  the  defendant  proves  that — 

(1)  the  claimant  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug  that  may 
not  lawfully  be  sold  over-the-counter  with- 
out a  prescription,  and  was  not  prescribed  by 
a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant;  and 

(2)  the  claimant,  as  a  result  of  the  influ- 
ence of  the  alcohol  or  drug,  was  more  than  50 
percent  responsible  for  the  accident  or  event 
which  resulted  in  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 

(b)  Construction.— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  determination  of  whether  a  per- 
son was  intoxicated  or  was  under  the  influ- 
ence of  intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law. 

SEC,    106.    REDUCTION   FOR   MISUSE   OH  ALTER- 
ATION OF  PRODUCT. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (c).  in  a  product  liability  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  the  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
applicable  State  law  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
percentage  of  responsibility  for  the  harm  to 
the  claimant  attributable  to  misuse  or  alter- 
ation of  a  product  by  any  person  if  the  de- 
fendant establishes  that  such  percentage  of 
the  harm  was  proximately  caused  by  a  use  or 
alteration  of  a  product — 

(A)  in  violation  of.  or  contrary  to,  the  ex- 
press warnings  or  instructions  of  the  defend- 
ant if  the  warnings  or  instructions  are  deter- 
mined to  be  adequate  pursuant  to  applicable 
State  law;  or 

(B)  Involving  a  risk  of  harm  which  was 
known  or  should  have  been  known  by  the  or- 
dinary person  who  uses  or  consumes  the 
product  with  the  knowledge  common  to  the 
class  of  persons  who  used  or  would  be  reason- 
ably anticipated  to  use  the  product. 

(2)  Use  intended  by  a  manufacturer  is 
NOT  misuse  or  ALTERA"noN  —  For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  a  use  of  a  product  that  is 
intended  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  product 
does  not  constitute  a  misuse  or  alteration  of 
the  product. 

(b)  State  Law.— Notwithstanding  section 
3(b),  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  su- 
persede State  law  concerning  misuse  or  al- 
teration of  a  product  only  to  the  extent  that 
Stale  law  is  inconsistent  with  such  sub- 
section. 

(c)  Workplace  Injury.— Notwithstanding 
subsection  (a),  the  amount  of  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
State  law  shall  not  be  reduced  by  the  appli- 
cation of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
conduct  of  any  employer  or  coemployee  of 
the  plaintiff  who  is,  under  applicable  State 
law  concerning  workplace  injuries,  immune 
from  being  subject  to  an  action  by  the  claim- 
ant. 

SEC,  107.  UNIFORM  STAN^DARDS  FOR  AWARD  OF 
PUNmVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  General  Rule —Punitive  damages 
may,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  applicable 
State  law.  be  awarded  against  a  defendant  In 
a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject  to 
this  title  if  the  claimant  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  result  of 
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conduct  that  was  carried  out  by  the  defend- 
ant with  a  conscious.  Hagrant  indifference  to 
the  safety  of  others. 
(b)  Limitation  on  Amount  — 

(1)  In  general— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3i.  the  amount  of  puni- 
tive damages  that  may  be  awarded  to  a 
claimant  in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  shall  not  exceed  the 
greater  of — 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(i)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss;  and 

(ill  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomic  loss;  or 

(B)  J250.000 

(2)  Special  rule.— The  amount  of  punitive 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  in  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
against  an  Individual  whose  net  worth  does 
not  exceed  $500,000  or  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  business,  or  any  partnership. 
corporation,  association,  unit  of  local  gov- 
ernment, or  organization  which  has  fewer 
than  23  full-time  employees,  shall  not  exceed 
the  lesser  of— 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(i)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss;  and 

(ii)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomic  loss;  or 

(B)  $250,000, 

(3)  Exception.— 

(A)  Deter.mination  by  court.— Notwith- 
standing subsection  (c).  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  if  the 
court  makes  a  determination,  after  consider- 
ing each  of  the  factors  in  subparagraph  (B). 
that  the  application  of  paragraph  (1)  or  (2) 
would  result  in  an  award  of  punitive  dam- 
ages that  is  insufficient  to  punish  the  egre- 
gious conduct  of  the  defendant  against  whom 
the  punitive  damages  are  to  be  awarded  or  to 
deter  such  conduct  in  the  future,  the  court 
shall  determine  the  additional  amount  of  pu- 
nitive damages  in  excess  of  the  amount  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  or 
(2)  to  be  awarded  to  the  claimant  (referred  to 
In  this  paragraph  as  the  "additur")  in  a  sepa- 
rate proceeding  in  accordance  with  this  para- 
graph. 

(B)  Factors  for  consideration.— In  any 
proceeding  under  subparagraph  (A),  the 
court  shall  consider — 

(i)  the  extent  to  which  the  defendant  acted 
with  actual  malice: 

(ii(  the  likelihood  that  serious  harm  would 
arise  from  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant; 

(iii)  the  degree  of  the  awareness  of  the  de- 
fendant of  that  likelihood; 

(iv)  the  profitability  of  the  misconduct  to 
the  defendant; 

(V)  the  duration  of  the  misconduct  and  any 
concurrent  or  subsequent  concealment  of  the 
conduct  by  the  defendant; 

(vi)  the  attitude  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  discovery  of  the  misconduct 
and  whether  the  misconduct  has  terminated; 

(vii)  the  financial  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant: 

(vlii)  the  cumulative  deterrent  effect  of 
other  losses,  damages,  and  punishment  suf- 
fered by  the  defendant  as  a  result  of  the  mis- 
conduct, reducing  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  on  the  basis  of  the  economic  impact 
and  severity  of  all  measures  to  which  the  de- 
fendant has  been  or  may  be  subjected,  in- 
cluding— 

(I)  compensatory  and  punitive  damage 
awards  to  similarly  situated  claimants: 

(II)  the  adverse  economic  effect  of  stigma 
or  loss  of  reputation; 

(III)  civil  fines  and  criminal  and  adminis- 
trative penalties;  and 


(IV)  stop  sale,  cease  and  desist,  and  other 
remedial  or  enforcement  orders;  and 

(ix)  any  other  factor  that  the  court  deter- 
mines to  be  appropriate. 

(C)  Requirements  for  awarding 
ADDITURS.- If  the  court  awards  an  additur 
under  this  paragraph,  the  court  shall  state 
its  reasons  for  setting  the  amount  of  the 
additur  in  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law.  If  the  additur  is— 

(i)  accepted  by  the  defendant.  It  shall  be 
entered  by  the  court  as  a  final  judgment; 

(il)  accepted  by  the  defendant  under  pro- 
test, the  order  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal;  or 

(iii)  not  accepted  by  the  defense,  the  court 
shall  set  aside  the  punitive  damages  award 
and  order  a  new  trial  on  the  issue  of  punitive 
damages  only,  and  judgment  shall  enter 
upon  the  verdict  of  liability  and  damages 
after  the  issue  of  punitive  damages  is  de- 
cided. 

(4)  APPUCATION  BY  COURT.— This  subsection 
shall  be  applied  by  the  court  and  the  applica- 
tion of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  disclosed 
to  the  jury. 

(c)  Bifurcation  at  Recjuest  of  any 
Party — 

(1)  In  general.— At  the  request  of  any 
party,  the  trier  of  fact  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  con- 
sider in  a  separate  proceeding  whether  puni- 
tive damages  are  to  be  awarded  for  the  harm 
that  is  the  subject  of  the  action  and  the 
amount  of  the  award. 

(2)  Inadmissibility  of  evidence  relative 

ONLY  to  a  claim  OF  PUNITIVE  DA.MAGES  IN  A 
proceeding  concerning  COMPENSATORY  DAM- 
AGES.— If  any  party  requests  a  separate  pro- 
ceeding under  paragraph  (1).  in  any  proceed- 
ing to  determine  whether  the  claimant  may 
be  awarded  compensatory  damages,  any  evi- 
dence that  is  relevant  only  to  the  claim  of 
punitive  damages,  as  determined  by  applica- 
ble State  law.  shall  be  inadmissible. 
SEC.  108.  UNIFORM  TIME  LIMITATIONS  ON  U- 
ABILmr. 

(a)  Statute  of  Li.mitations.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  subsection  (b).  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
may  be  filed  not  later  than  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered,  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  action  and  the  cause  of  the  harm. 

(2)  Exceptions.— 

(A)  Person  with  a  legal  disability,— A 
person  with  a  legal  disability  (as  determined 
under  applicable  law)  may  file  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  not 
later  than  2  years  after  the  date  on  which 
the  person  ceases  to  have  the  legal  disabil- 
ity. 

(B)  Effect  of  stay  or  injunction.— If  the 
commencement  of  a  civil  action  that  is  sub- 
ject to  this  title  is  stayed  or  enjoined,  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  under 
this  section  shall  be  suspended  until  the  end 
of  the  period  that  the  stay  or  injunction  is  in 
effect. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subject  to  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  no  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  concerning  a  product 
that  is  a  durable  good  alleged  to  have  caused 
harm  (other  than  toxic  harm)  may  be  filed 
after  the  20-year  period  beginning  at  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product. 

(2)  State  law.— Notwithstanding  para- 
graph (1).  if  pursuant  to  an  applicable  State 
law.  an  action  described  in  such  paragraph  is 
required  to  be  filed  during  a  period  that  is 
shorter  than  the  20-year  period  specified  in 
such  paragraph,  the  State  law  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  such  period. 


(3)  Exceptions.— 

(Ai   A  motor  vehicle,   vessel,  aircraft,   or 

train  that  is  used  primarily  to  transport  pas- 
sengers for  hire  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
subsection. 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  bar  a  product  li- 
ability action  against  a  defendant  who  made 
an  express  warranty  in  writing  as  to  the 
safety  of  the  specific  product  involved  which 
was  longer  than  20  years,  but  it  will  apply  at 
the  expiration  of  that  warranty. 

(C)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  affect  the  limi- 
tations period  established  by  the  General 
Aviation  Revitalization  Act  of  1994  (49  U.S.C. 
40101  note). 

(ci  Transitional  Provision  Relating  to 
Extension  of  Period  for  Bringing  Certain 
Actions.— If  any  provision  of  subsection  (a) 
or  (b)  shortens  the  period  during  which  a 
product  liability  action  that  could  be  other- 
wise brought  pursuant  to  another  provision 
of  law.  the  claimant  may.  notwithstanding 
subsections  (a)  and  (b),  bring  the  product  li- 
ability action  pursuant  to  this  title  not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act, 

SEC.       109.      SEVERAL      LIABILITY      FOR      NON 
ECONOMIC  LOSS. 

(a)  General  Rule,— In  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  the  liabil- 
ity of  each  defendant  for  noneconomic  loss 
shall  be  several  only  and  shall  not  be  joint, 

(b)  AMOUNT  of  Liability,— 

(1)  In  GENERAL,— Each  defendant  shall  be 
liable  only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomic 
loss  allocated  to  the  defendant  in  direct  pro- 
portion to  the  percentage  of  responsibility  of 
the  defendant  (determined  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2))  for  the  harm  to  the 
claimant  with  respect  to  which  the  defend- 
ant is  liable.  The  court  shall  render  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  against  each  defendant  in  an 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  the  preced- 
ing sentence. 

(2)  Percentage  of  responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of  non- 
economic  loss  allocated  to  a  defendant  under 
this  section,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  determine 
the  percentage  of  responsibility  of  each  per- 
son responsible  for  the  claimant's  harm, 
whether  or  not  such  person  is  .a  party  to  the 
action, 

SEC.    110.   WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  SUBROGA- 
TION STANfDARDS. 

(a)  Gknerai.  Rule.— 

(1)  Right  of  subrog.ation.— 

(A)  In  general— An  insurer  shall  have  a 
right  of  subrogation  against  a  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  to  recover  any  claimant's 
benefits  relating  to  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title. 

(B)  Written  notification.— To  assert  a 
right  of  subrogation  under  subparagraph  (A), 
the  insurer  shall  provide  written  notice  to 
the  court  in  which  the  product  liability  ac- 
tion is  brought, 

(C)  Insurer  not  recjuired  to  be  a  party.— 
An  insurer  shall  not  be  required  to  be  a  nec- 
essary and  proper  party  in  a  product  liability 
action  covered  under  subparagraph  (A). 

(2)  Settlements  and  other  legal  pro- 
ceedings.— 

(A)  In  general —In  any  proceeding  relat- 
ing to  harm  or  settlement  with  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  by  a  claimant  who 
files  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title,  an  insurer  may  participate  to 
assert  a  right  of  subrogation  for  claimant's 
benefits  with  respect  to  any  payment  made 
by  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  by 
reason  of  such  harm,  without  regard  to 
whether  the  payment  is  made — 

(i)  as  part  of  a  settlement; 


(ii)  in  satisfaction  of  judgment. 
(iii)  as  consideration  for  a  covenant  not  to 
sue;  or 
(iv)  in  another  manner. 

(B)  Written  notification.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (C).  an  employee  shall 
not  make  any  settlement  with  or  accept  any 
payment  from  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  without  written  notification  to  the 
employer, 

(C)  Exemption.— Subparagraph  (B)  shall 
not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the  insurer 
has  been  compensated  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits. 

(3)  Harm  resulting  from  action  of  em- 
ployer OR  coemployee  — 

(A)  In  general,— If,  with  respect  to  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title,  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  at- 
tempts to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that  the 
harm  to  the  claimant  was  caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  employer  of  the  claimant  or  any 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  issue  of  that 
fault  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact, 
but  only  after  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  has  provided  timely  written  notice  to 
the  employer. 

(B)  Rights  of  employer.— 

(i)  In  general— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  with  respect  to  an 
issue  of  fault  submitted  to  a  trier  of  fact  pur- 
.suant  to  subparagraph  (A),  an  employer 
shall,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  party  in 
the  action  (even  if  the  employer  is  not  a 
named  party  in  the  action;,  have  the  right 
to— 

(I)  appear: 

(III  be  represented; 

(III>  introduce  evidence: 

(IV)  cross-examine  adverse  witnesses;  and 

(Vi  present  arguments  to  the  trier  of  fact, 

(ii)  Last  issue,— The  issue  of  harm  result- 
ing from  an  action  of  an  employer  or  co- 
employee  shall  be  the  last  issue  that  is  pre- 
sented to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(C)  Reduction  of  damages.— If  the  trier  of 
fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence 
that  the  harm  to  the  claimant  that  is  the 
subject  of  the  product  liability  action  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a  co- 
employee  of  the  claimant — 

(i)  the  court  shall  reduce  by  the  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits — 

(I)  the  damages  awarded  against  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  .seller;  and 

(II)  any  corresponding  insurers  subroga- 
tion lien;  and 

(ii)  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller 
shall  have  no  further  right  by  way  of  con- 
tribution or  otherwise  against  the  employer. 

(Di  Certain  rights  of  subrogation  not 
affected— Notwithstanding  a  finding  by  the 
trier  of  fact  described  in  subparagraph  (C). 
the  insurer  shall  not  lose  any  right  of  sub- 
rogation related  to  any— 

(i)  intentional  tort  committed  against  the 
claimant  by  a  coemployee;  or 

(ii)  act  committed  by  a  coemployee  outside 
the  scope  of  normal  work  practices. 

(b)  ATTORNEY'S  Fees— If.  in  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  section, 
the  court  finds  that  harm  to  a  claimant  was 
not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  shall  reimburse  the 
insurer  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
court  costs  incurred  by  the  insurer  in  the  ac- 
tion, as  determined  by  the  court, 
SEC.  Ill,  FEDERAL  CAUSE  OF  ACTION  PRE 
CLUDED, 

The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  have  jurisdiction  under  section  1331 
or  1337  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  over 
any  product  liability  action  covered  under 
this  title. 


TITLE  II- 


-BIOMATERIALS  ACCESS 
ASSURANCE 


SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Biomate- 
rials  Access  Assurance  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  202.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that —    ? 

(1)  each  year  millions  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  depend  on  the  availability  of 
lifesaving  or  life-enhancing  medical  devices. 
many  of  which  are  permanently  implantable 
within  the  human  body; 

(2)  a  continued  supply  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  is  necessary  for  the  inven- 
tion, development,  improvement,  and  main- 
tenance of  the  supply  of  the  devices: 

(3)  most  of  the  medical  devices  are  made 
with  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
that^ 

(A)  are  not  designed  or  manufactured  spe- 
cifically for  use  in  medical  devices:  and 

(B)  come  in  contact  with  internal  bunrian 
tissue; 

(4)  the  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
also  are  used  in  a  variety  of  nonmedical 
products; 

(5)  because  small  quantities  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  are  used  for 
medical  devices,  sales  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices  con- 
stitute an  extremely  small  portion  of  the 
overall  market  for  the  raw  materials  and 
medical  devices: 

(6)  under  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  use.  301  et  seq).  manufactur- 
ers of  medical  devices  are  required  to  dem- 
onstrate that  the  medical  devices  are  safe 
and  effective,  including  demonstrating  that 
the  products  are  properly  designed  and  have 
adequate  warnings  or  Instructions: 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  suppliers  do  not 
design,  produce,  or  test  a  final  medical  de- 
vice, the  suppliers  have  been  the  subject  of 
actions  alleging  inadequate — 

(A)  design  and  testing  of  medical  devices 
manufactured  with  materials  or  parts  sup- 
plied by  the  suppliers:  or 

(B)  warnings  related  to  the  use  of  such 
medical  devices: 

(8)  even  though  suppliers  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  have  very  rarely  been 
held  liable  in  such  actions,  such  suppliers 
have  ceased  supplying  certain  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  use  in  medical  de- 
vices because  the  costs  associated  with  liti- 
gation in  order  to  ensure  a  favorable  judg- 
ment for  the  suppliers  far  exceeds  the  total 
potential  sales  revenues  from  sales  by  such 
suppliers  to  the  medical  device  industry; 

(9)  unless  alternate  sources  of  supply  can 
be  found,  the  unavailability  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  medical  devices  will 
lead  to  unavailability  of  lifesaving  and  life- 
enhancing  medical  devices; 

(10)  because  other  suppliers  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  in  foreign  na- 
tions are  refusing  to  sell  raw  materials  or 
component  parts  for  use  in  manufacturing 
certain  medical  devices  in  the  United  States, 
the  prospects  for  development  of  new  sources 
of  supply  for  the  full  range  of  threatened  raw 
materials  and  component  parts  for  medical 
devices  are  remote; 

(11)  it  IS  unlikely  that  the  small  market 
for  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
in  the  United  States  could  support  the  large 
investment  needed  to  develop  new  suppliers 
of  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts; 

(12)  attempts  to  develop  such  new  suppliers 
would  raise  the  cost  of  medical  devices; 

(13)  courts  that  have  considered  the  duties 
of  the  suppliers  of  the  raw   materials  and 


component  parts  have  generally  found  that 
the  suppliers  do  not  have  a  duty — 

(A)  to  evaluate  the  safety  and  efficacy  of 
the  use  of  a  raw  material  or  component  part 
in  a  medical  device:  and 

(B)  to  warn  consumers  concerning  the  safe- 
ty and  effectiveness  of  a  medical  device; 

(14)  attempts  to  impose  the  duties  referred 
to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  paragraph 
(13)  on  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  would  cause  more  harm 
than  good  by  driving  the  suppliers  to  cease 
supplying  manufacturers  of  medical  devices: 
and 

(15)  in  order  to  safeguard  the  availability 
of  a  wide  variety  of  lifesaving  and  life-en- 
hancing medical  devices,  immediate  action 
is  needed— 

(A)  to  clarify  the  permissible  bases  of  li- 
ability for  suppliers  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  to  provide  expeditious  procedures  to 
dispose  of  unwarranted  suits  against  the  sup- 
pliers in  such  manner  as  to  minimize  litiga- 
tion costs. 

SEC.  203.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  title; 

(1)  Biomaterials  supplier — 

(A)  In  general— The  term  biomaterials 
supplier"  means  an  entity  that  directly  or 
indirectly  supplies  a  component  part  or  raw 
material  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  an 
implant. 

(B)  Persons  included —Such  term  In- 
cludes any  person  who — 

(i)  has  submitted  master  files  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  purposes  of  premarket  approval  of 
a  medical  device;  or 

(ii)  licenses  a  biomaterials  supplier  to 
produce  component  parts  or  raw  materials. 

(2)  Claimant.— 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  civil  action, 
or  on  whose  behalf  a  civil  action  is  brought, 
arising  from  harm  allegedly  caused  directly 
or  indirectly  by  an  implant,  including  a  per- 
son other  than  the  individual  into  whose 
body,  or  in  contact  with  whose  blood  or  tis- 
sue, the  implant  is  placed,  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  harm  as  a  result  of  the  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Action  brought  on  behalf  of  an  es- 
tate.—With  resp>ect  to  an  action  brought  on 
behalf  or  through  the  estate  o*'  an  individual 
into  whose  body,  or  in  contact  with  whose 
blood  or  tissue  the  implant  is  placed,  such 
term  includes  the  decedent  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action. 

(C)  Action  brought  on  behalf  of  a 
minor —With  respect  to  an  action  brought 
on  behalf  or  through  a  minor,  such  term  in- 
cludes the  parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor. 

(D)  Exclusions.— Such  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which— 

(I)  the  sale  or  use  of  an  implant  is  inciden- 
tal to  the  transaction;  and 

(II)  the  essence  of  the  transaction  is  the 
furnishing  of  judgment,  skill,  or  services:  or 

(ii)  a  manufacturer,  seller,  or  biomaterials 
supplier. 

(3)  Component  part.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "component 
part"  means  a  manufactured  piece  of  an  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Certain  components.— Such  term  in- 
cludes a  manufactured  piece  of  an  implant 
that— 

(i)  has  significant  nonimplant  applications: 
and 

(il)  alone,  has  no  implant  value  or  purpose, 
but  when  combined  with  other  component 
parts  and  materials,  constitutes  an  implant 
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(4)  Harm  — 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "hann" 
means— 

(i»  any  injury  to  or  damage  suffered  by  an 
Individual; 

(ii)  any  illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  in- 
dividual resulting  from  that  injury  or  dam- 
age: and 

(iii)  any  loss  to  that  individual  or  any 
other  individual  resulting  from  that  injury 
or  damage. 

iB)  Exclusion.— The  term  does  not  include 
any  commercial  loss  or  loss  of  or  damage  to 
an  implant. 

(5)  Implant  —The  term  "implant"  means — 

(A)  a  medical  device  that  is  intended  by 
the  manufacturer  of  the  device — 

(1)  to  be  placed  into  a  surgically  or  natu- 
rally formed  or  existing  cavity  of  the  body 
for  a  period  of  at  least  :30  days:  or 

(11)  to  remain  in  contact  with  bodily  fluids 
or  internal  human  tissue  through  a  sur- 
gically produced  opening  for  a  period  of  less 
than  30  days:  and 

(B)  suture  materials  used  In  implant  proce- 
dures. 

i6)  MANUFACTfRER  — The  term  "manufac- 
turer" means  any  person  who.  with  respect 
to  an  implant — 

(A)  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 
ration, propagation,  compounding,  or  proc- 
essing (as  defined  in  section  510<a)(l>  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C  360<a)(l))  of  the  implant;  and 

(B)  is  required— 

(i)  to  register  with  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C  360)  and  the  regula- 
tions issued  under  such  section;  and 

(ii)  to  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510<j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360<j)) 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion. 

(7)  Medical  device.— The  term  "medical 
device"  means  a  device,  as  defined  in  section 
201(h)  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  U.S.C.  321(h)). 

(8)  Raw  .material.— The  term  "raw  mate- 
rial" means  a  substance  or  product  that — 

(A)  has  a  generic  use:  and 
(Bi  may  be  used  in  an  application  other 
than  an  implant. 

(9)  Secretary —The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  , 

(10)  Seller.—  I 

(A)  In  general  —The  term  "seller"  means 
a  person  who.  in  the  course  of  a  business  con- 
ducted for  that  purpose,  sells,  distributes, 
leases,  packages,  labels,  or  otherwise  places 
an  implant  in  the  stream  of  commerce. 

(B)  Exclusions— The  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property: 
(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  an  im- 
plant is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services:  or 

(ill)  any  person  who  acts  in  only  a  finan- 
cial capacity  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  an 
implant. 

SEC.    204.    GENERAL    REQLIREMENTS;    APPLICA- 
BI1.ITY;  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  General  Rkqlireme.vts — 

(1>  In  general- In  any  civil  action  cov- 
ered by  this  title,  a  biomaterials  supplier 
may  raise  anv  defense  set  forth  in  section 
205 

(2)  Procedures —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  Federal  or  State 
court  in  which  a  civil  action  covered  by  this 
title  is  pending  shall,  in  connection  with  a 


motion  for  dismissal  or  judgment  based  on  a 
defense  described  in  paragraph  (1).  use  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  section  206. 

(b)  APPLICABILITY  — 

(1)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  this  title  applies  to  any 
civil  action  brought  by  a  claimant,  whether 
in  a  Federal  or  State  court,  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier,  on 
the  basis  of  any  legal  theory,  for  harm  alleg- 
edly caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Exclusion —A  civil  action  brought  by  a 
purchaser  of  a  medical  device  for  use  in  pro- 
viding professional  services  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier  for 
loss  or  damage  to  an  implant  or  for  commer- 
cial loss  to  the  purchaser— 

(A)  shall  not  be  considered  an  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title:  and 

(B)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable  com- 
mercial or  contract  law. 

(c)  Scope  of  Preemption — 

(1)  In  general— This  title  supersedes  any 
State  law  regarding  recovery  for  harm 
caused  by  an  implant  and  any  rule  of  proce- 
dure applicable  to  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  for  such  harm  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  title  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  recovery  of  such  damages. 

(2)  Applicability  of  other  laws— Any 
issue  that  arises  under  this  title  and  that  is 
not  governed  by  a  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  recovery  of  damages  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable 
Federal  or  State  law. 

(d)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed— 

(1)  to  affect  any  defense  available  to  a  de- 
fendant under  any  other  provisions  of  Fed- 
eral or  State  law  in  an  action  alleging  harm 
caused  by  an  implant:  or 

(2)  to  create  a  cause  of  action  or  Federal 
court  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  section  1331  or 
1337  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  that  oth- 
erwise would  not  exist  under  applicable  Fed- 
eral or  State  law 

SEC.  206.  LIABELITY  OP  BIOMATERIALS  SUPPLI- 


(a)  In  General  — 

(1)  Exclusion  from  liability —Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2).  a  biomaterials 
supplier  shall  not  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Liability.— A  biomaterials  supplier 
thatr- 

(A)  is  a  manufacturer  may  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  described  in  subsection 
(b); 

(B)  is  a  seller  may  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  described  in  subsection  (c):  and 

(C)  furnishes  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  that  fail  to  meet  applicable  contrac- 
tual requirements  or  specifications  may  be 
liable  for  a  harm  to  a  claimant  described  in 
subsection  (d). 

(b)  Liability  as  Manufacturer.— 

(1)  In  general— a  biomaterials  supplier 
may.  to  the  extent  required  and  permitted 
by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an  implant  if 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  implant. 

(2)  Grounds  for  liability.— The  biomate- 
rials supplier  may  be  considered  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  a  claimant  only  if  the  biomaterials 
supplier — 

(A)(i)  has  registered  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S,C.  360)  and 
the  regulations  issued  under  such  section: 
and 

(ii)  included  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 


section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)) 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion: 

(B)  is  the  subject  of  a  declaration  issued  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  that 
states  that  the  supplier,  with  respect  to  the 
implant  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant,  was  required  to — 

(i)  register  with  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 510  of  such  Act  (21  use.  360),  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(ii)  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  devices 
filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section 
510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C  360(j))  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(C)  IS  related  by  common  ownership  or  con- 
trol to  a  person  meeting  all  the  requirements 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B),  if  the 
court  deciding  a  motion  to  dismiss  in  accord- 
ance with  section  206(c)(3)(BKil  finds,  on  the 
basis  of  affidavits  submitted  in  accordance 
with  section  206.  that  it  is  necessary  to  im- 
pose liability  on  the  biomaterials  supplier  as 
a  manufacturer  because  the  related  manu- 
facturer meeting  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  lacks  sufficient  finan- 
cial resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment  that 
the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter  should  the 
claimant  prevail 

(3)  Administrative  procedures.  - 

(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  may  issue 
a  declaration  described  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
on  the  motion  of  the  Secretary  or  on  peti- 
tion by  any  person,  after  providing- 

(i)  notice  to  the  affected  persons;  and 

(ii)  an  opportunity  for  an  informal  hearing, 

(B)  DocKEmNG  AND  FINAL  DECISION. —  Imme- 
diately upon  receipt  of  a  petition  filed  pursu- 
ant to  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall 
docket  the  petition.  Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  petition  is  filed,  the  Secretary  shall 
issue  a  final  decision  on  the  petition. 

(C)  Applicability  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions—Any  applicable  statute  of  limitations 
shall  toll  during  the  period  during  which  a 
claimant  has  filed  a  petition  with  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  paragraph. 

(c)  Liability  as  Seller —A  biomaterials 
supplier  may.  to  the  extent  required  and  per- 
mitted by  any  other  applicable  law,  be  liable 
as  a  seller  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by 
an  implant  if— 

(1)  the  biomaterials  supplier — 

(A I  held  title  to  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant  as  a  result  of 
purchasing  the  implant  after— 

( i )  the  manufacture  of  the  implant:  and 

(li)  the  entrance  of  the  implant  in  the 
stream  of  commerce:  and 

(B)  subsequently  resold  the  implant:  or 

(2)  the  biomaterials  supplier  is  related  by 
common  ownership  or  control  to  a  person 
meeting  all  the  requirements  described  in 
paragraph  d),  if  a  court  deciding  a  motion  to 
dismiss  in  accordance  with  section 
206(c)(3)(B)(i)  finds,  on  the  basis  of  affidavits 
submitted  in  accordance  with  section  206, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  impose  liability  on 
the  bio-materials  supplier  as  a  seller  because 
the  related  manufacturer  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1)  lacks  sufficient 
financial  resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment 
that  the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter 
should  the  claimant  prevail. 

(d)  Liability  for  Violating  Contractual 
Requirements  or  Specifications.— A  bio- 
materials supplier  may.  to  the  extent  re- 
quired and  permitted  by  any  other  applicable 
law.  be  liable  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused 
by  an  implant,  if  the  claimant  in  an  action 
shows,  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence, 
that— 


(1)  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
delivered  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  ei- 
ther— 

(A)  did  not  constitute  the  product  de- 
scribed in  the  contract  between  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  and  the  person  who  contracted 
for  delivery  of  the  product:  or 

(B)  failed  to  meet  any  specifications  that 
were — 

(i)  provided  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  prior  to  acceptance  of  delivery 
of  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts: 

(ii)(I)  published  by  the  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; 

(II)  provided  to  the  manufacturer  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier;  or 

(III)  contained  in  a  master  file  that  was 
submitted  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  to 
the  Secretary  and  that  is  currently  main- 
tained by  the  biomaterials  supplier  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  of  medical  de- 
vices: or 

(iii)(I)  included  in  the  submissions  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  or  review  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  510.  513.  515.  or  520  of 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  use.  360.  360c.  360e.  or  360j);  and 

(II)  have  received  clearance  from  the  Sec- 
retary. 

if  such  specifications  were  provided  by  the 
manufacturer  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  were  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier  prior  to  the  acceptance 
by  the  manufacturer  of  delivery  of  the  raw 
materials  or  component  parts:  and 

(2)  such  conduct  was  an  actual  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 

SEC.  206.  PROCEDLTIES  FOR  DISMISSAL  OF  CIVIL 
ACTIONS  AGAINST  BIOMATERIALS 
SUPPLIERS. 

(a)  Motion  To  Dismiss.— In  any  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier who  is  ?.  defendant  in  such  action  may. 
at  any  time  during  which  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss may  be  filed  under  an  applicable  law. 
move  to  dismiss  the  action  on  the  grounds 
that^ 

(1)  the  defendant  is  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; and 

(2)(A)  the  defendant  should  not.  for  the 
purposes  of - 

(i)  section  205(b).  be  considered  to  be  a 
manufacturer  of  the  implant  that  is  subject 
to  such  section;  or 

(ii)  section  205(c).  be  considered  to  be  a 
seller  of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  the  claimant;  or 

(B)(i)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  establish. 
pursuant  to  section  205(d).  that  the  supplier 
furnished  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
in  violation  of  contractual  requirements  or 
specifications;  or 

(ii)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  procedural  requirements  of  subsection 
(b). 

(b)  Manufacturer  of  Implant  Shall  Be 
Named  a  Party.— The  claimant  shall  be  re- 
quired to  name  the  manufacturer  of  the  im- 
plant as  a  party  to  the  action,  unless — 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  subject  to  service 
of  process  solely  in  a  jurisdiction  in  which 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  not  domiciled  or 
subject  to  a  service  of  process:  or 

(2)  an  action  against  the  manufacturer  is 
barred  by  applicable  law. 

(c)  Proceeding  on  Motion  To  Dismiss.— 
The  following  rules  shall  apply  to  any  pro- 
ceeding on  a  motion  to  dismiss  filed  under 
this  section: 

(1)  Affidavits  relating  to  usting  and 
declarations.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tion may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
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that  defendant  has  not  included  the  implant 
on  a  list,  if  any.  filed  with  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  section  510(j)  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)). 

(B)  Response  to  .motion  to  dismiss.— In  re- 
sponse to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  claim- 
ant may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that^ 

(i)  the  .Secretary  has.  with  respect  to  the 
defendant  and  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant,  issued  a  dec- 
laration pursuant  to  section  205(b)(2)(B):  or 

(ii)  the  defendant  who  filed  the  motion  to 
dismiss  is  a  seller  of  the  implant  who  is  lia- 
ble under  section  205(c). 

(2)  Effect  of  motion  to  dismiss  on  discov- 
ery— 

(A)  In  general— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of 
subsection  (a),  no  discovery  shall  be  per- 
mitted in  connection  to  the  action  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  motion,  other  than  discov- 
ery necessary  to  determine  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  until  such  time 
as  the  court  rules  on  the  motion  to  dismiss 
in  accordance  with  the  affidavits  submitted 
by  the  parties  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion. 

(B)  Discovery —If  a  defendant  nies  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  subsection  (aK2)  on  the 
grounds  that  the  biomaterials  supplier  did 
not  furnish  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  in  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications,  the  court  may  per- 
mit discovery,  as  ordered  by  the  court.  The 
discovery  conducted  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  be  limited  to  issues  that  are 
directly  relevant  to — 

(i>  the  pending  motion  to  dismiss:  or 
(ii)  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

(3)  Affidavits  relating  status  of  de- 
fendant.— 

(A)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (B),  the 
court  shall  consider  a  defendant  to  be  a  bio- 
materials supplier  who  is  not  subject  to  an 
action  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an 
implant,  other  than  an  action  relating  to  li- 
ability for  a  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications  described  in  sub- 
section (d). 

(B)  Responses  to  motion  to  dismiss.— The 
court  shall  grant  a  motion  to  dismiss  any  ac- 
tion that  asserts  liability  of  the  defendant 
under  subsection  (b)  or  (O  of  section  205  on 
the  grounds  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  man- 
ufacturer subject  to  such  section  205(b)  or 
seller  subject  to  section  205(c).  unless  the 
claimant  submits  a  valid  affidavit  that  dem- 
onstrates that^- 

(i)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  con- 
tending the  defendant  is  not  a  manufacturer. 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  manufacturer  under 
section  205(b):  or 

(ii)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss 
contending  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  seller. 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  seller  under  section 
205(c). 

(4)  Basis  of  ruling  on  motion  to  dismiss.— 

(A)  In  general —The  court  shall  rule  on  a 
motion  to  dismiss  filed  under  subsection  (a) 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  pleadings  of  the 
parties  made  pursuant  to  this  section  and 
any  affidavits  submitted  by  the  parties  pur- 
suant to  this  section. 

(B)  Motion  for  summary  judgment.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  if 
the  court  determines  that  the  pleadings  and 
affidavits  made  by  parties  pursuant  to  this 
section  raise  genuine  issues  ais  concerning 
material  facts  with  respect  to  a  motion  con- 
cerning contractual  requirements  and  speci- 


fications, the  court  may  deem  the  motion  to 
dismiss  to  be  a  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment made  pursuant  to  subsection  (d). 

(d)  Summary  Judgment.— 

(1)  In  general.— 

(A)  Basis  for  entry  of  judgment.— A  bio- 
materials supplier  shall  be  entitled  to  entry 
of  judgment  without  trial  if  the  court  finds 
there  is  no  genuine  issue  as  concerning  any 
material  fact  for  each  applicable  element  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section 
205(d). 

(B)  Issues  of  material  fact— With  re- 
spect to  a  finding  made  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  court  shall  consider  a  genuine  issue 
of  material  fact  to  exist  only  if  the  evidence 
submitted  by  claimant  would  be  sufficient  to 
allow  a  reasonable  jury  to  reach  a  verdict  for 
the  claimant  if  the  jury  found  the  evidence 
to  be  credible. 

(2)  Discovery  made  prior  to  a  ruung  on  a 
motion  for  summary  judgment— If.  under 
applicable  rules,  the  court  permits  discovery 
prior  to  a  ruling  on  a  motion  for  summary 
judgment  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection, 
such  discovery  shall  be  limited  solely  to  es- 
tablishing whether  a  genuine  issue  of  mate- 
rial fact  exists. 

(3)  Discovery  wtfh  respect  to  a  biomate- 
rials supplier.— A  biomaterials  supplier 
shall  be  subject  to  discovery  in  connection 
with  a  motion  seeking  dismissal  or  summary 
judgment  on  the  basis  of  the  inapplicability 
of  section  205(d)  or  the  failure  to  establish 
the  applicable  elements  of  section  205(d) 
solely  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  appli- 
cable Federal  or  State  rules  for  discovery 
against  nonparties. 

(e)  Stay  Pending  Petition  for  Declara- 
tion—If  a  claimant  has  filed  a  petition  for  a 
declaration  pursuant  to  section  205(b)  with 
respect  to  a  defendant,  and  the  Secretary  has 
not  issued  a  final  decision  on  the  petition, 
the  court  shall  stay  all  proceedings  with  re- 
spect to  that  defendant  until  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  has  issued  a  final  decision  on 
the  petition. 

(0  Manufacturer  Conduct  of  Proceed- 
ing.—The  manufacturer  of  an  implant  that  is 
the  subject  of  an  action  covered  under  this 
title  shall  be  permitted  to  file  and  conduct  a 
proceeding  on  any  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment or  dismissal  filed  by  a  biomaterials 
supplier  who  is  a  defendant  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  manufacturer  and  any  other  de- 
fendant in  such  action  enter  into  a  valid  and 
applicable  contractual  agreement  under 
whi"h  the  manufacturer  agrees  to  bear  the 
cost  of  such  proceeding  or  to  conduct  such 
proceeding. 

(g>  Attorney  Fees.— The  court  shall  re- 
quire the  claimant  to  compensate  the  bio- 
materials supplier  (or  a  manufacturer  ap- 
pearing in  lieu  of  a  supplier  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f))  for  attorney  fees  and  costs,  if— 

(1)  the  claimant  named  or  joined  the  bio- 
materials supplier:  and 

(2)  the  court  found  the  claim  against  the 
biomaterials  supplier  to  be  without  merit 
and  frivolous. 

SEC.  207.  APPUCABILrry. 

This  title  shall  apply  to  all  civil  actions 
covered  under  this  title  that  are  commenced 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
including  any  such  action  with  respect  to 
which  the  harm  asserted  in  the  action  or  the 
conduct  that  caused  the  harm  occurred  l>e- 
fore  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


ROLLINGS  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  71&- 
728 

(Ordered  to  He  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  ROLLINGS  submitted  19  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
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to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
COVERDELL  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill.  H.R. 
956,  supra;  ais  follows: 

A.MEND.VENT  NO.  710 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  title  I.  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.    .    TRIXY   I-NIFORM    STANDARDS   FOR  ALL 
STATES. 

(a)  Pt.'NiTn,-E  Dam.\ges.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act  or  any  limi- 
tation under  State  law,  punitive  damages 
may  be  awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title.  The 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  may  not  exceed  2  times  the  sum  of— 

1 1>  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
the  economic  loss  on  which  the  claim  is 
based;  and 

(2)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
noneconomic  loss. 

(b)  St.^tt.'TE  of  Repose.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  .■\ct.  no  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title  concern- 
ing a  product  that  is  a  durable  good  alleged 
to  have  caused  harm  (other  than  toxic  hami) 
may  be  filed  more  than  20  years  after  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product.  This  sub- 
section supersedes  any  State  law  that  re- 
quires a  product  liability  action  to  be  filed 
during  a  period  of  time  shorter  than  20  years 
after  the  time  of  delivery. 

AME.VDMENT  NO.  711 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  title  I.  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.    .   TRLXY   L-NIFORM    STANDARDS   FOR  ALL 
STATES. 

(a)  PiNTTivE  Dam.\ges.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act  or  any  limi- 
tation under  State  law.  punitive  damsiges 
may  be  awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title.  The 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  may  not  exceed  the  greater  of— 

(1)  an  amount  equal  to  3  times  the  amount 
awarded  to  the  claimant  for  the  economic 
loss  on  which  the  claim  is  based,  or 

(2)  J250.000. 

(b)  St.'iTVTe  of  Repose.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  no  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title  concern- 
ing a  product  that  is  a  durable  good  alleged 
to  have  caused  harm  (other  than  toxic  harm) 
may  be  filed  more  than  20  years  after  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product.  This  sub- 
section supersedes  any  State  law  that  re- 
quires a  product  liability  action  to  be  filed 
during  a  period  of  time  shorter  than  20  years 
after  the  time  of  delivery. 

Amendment  No.  712 
On  page  22,  beginning  with  line  11.  strike 
through  line  7  on  page  23. 

.Amendment  No.  713 

On  page  8,  strike  lines  1  through  4  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

(13)  Product  liability  action.— The  term 
•■product  liability  action  "  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion, brought  against  a  manufacturer,  seller, 
or  any  other  person  responsible  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  a  product  in  the  stream  of  com- 
merce, involving  a  defect  or  design  of  the 
product  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused  by 
the  product. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  714 

strike  section  106,  relating  to  punitive 
damages. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  715 

On  page  18.  beginning  with  line  7,  strike 
through  line  2  on  page  20, 


AMENDMENT  NO.  716 

Strike  subsection  (b)  of  section  106,  relat- 
ing to  limitations  on  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  717 

On  page  18.  beginning  with  line  17.  strike 
down  to  line  11  on  peige  19. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  718 

Strike  subsection  (c)  of  section  106. 

Amendment  No.  719 
On  page  19,  beginning  with  line  12,  strike 
through  line  2  on  page  20. 

Amendment  No.  720 
Strike  lines  19  through  23  on  page  27. 

Amendment  No.  721 
Strike  lines  9  through  18  on  page  12. 

Amendment  No.  722 
Strike  lines  7  through  12  on  page  21. 

Amendment  No.  723 
On  page  5.  beginning  with  "The"  on  line  10, 
strike  through  line  12. 

Amendment  No,  724 
Strike  lines  8  through  14  on  page  10. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  725 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECENT  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law  incon- 
sistent with  this  Act  if  the  legislature  of 
that  State  considered  a  legislative  proposal 
dealing  with  that  provision  in  connection 
with  reforming  the  tort  laws  of  that  State 
during  the  period  beginning  on  January  1. 
1980,  and  ending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  without  regard  to  whether  such 
proposal  was  adopted,  modified  and  adopted. 
or  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  726 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECENT  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law  adopted 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  No.  727 
On  page  1,  after  line  3.  insert  the  following 

SEC.  2.  STATE  IMPLEMENTATION  REQUIRED. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  Act 
to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  su- 
persede any  provision  of  State  law  or  rule  of 
civil  procedure  unless  that  State  has  enacted 
a  law  providing  for  the  application  of  this 
Act  in  that  State. 

AMENDMENT  NO,  728 

On  page  27,  after  line  23,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  in.  APPUCATION  OF  ACT  UMITED  TO  DO- 
MESTIC PRODUCTS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  any 
product,  component  part,  implant,  or  medi- 
cal device  that  is  not  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Buy 


American  Act  (41  U.S.C.  10a)  and  the  regula- 
tions issued  thereunder,  or  to  any  raw  mate- 
rial derived  from  sources  outside  the  United 
States. 


BYRD  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  729 

(Ordered  to  He  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BYRD  (for  himself,  Mr.  Baucus, 
and  Mr.  Reid)  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  them 
to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
CovERDELL  to  amendment  No,  596.  pro- 
posed by  Mr,  Gorton  to  the  bill.  H.R. 
956.  supra;  as  follows: 

.\t  the  appropriate  place,  insert 

Inasmuch  as,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
have  a  long  and  important  relationship 
which  serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility in  the  Pacific  region; 

Inasmuch  as,  tension  exists  in  an  other- 
wise normal  and  friendly  relationship  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Japan  because 
of  persistent  and  large  trade  deficits  which 
are  the  result  of  practices  and  regulations 
which  have  substantially  blocked  legitimate 
access  of  American  products  to  the  Japanese 
market; 

Inasmuch  as,  the  current  account  trade 
deficit  with  Japan  in  1994  reached  an  historic 
high  level  of  $66  billion,  of  which  J37  billion, 
or  56  percent,  is  attributed  to  imbalances  in 
automotive  sector,  and  of  which  $12.8  billion 
is  attributable  to  auto  parts  flows: 

Inasmuch  as,  in  July.  1993.  the  .Administra- 
tion reached  a  broad  accord  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan,  called  the  "United  States- 
Japan  Framework  for  a  New  Economic  Part- 
nership", which  established  automotive 
trade  regulations  as  one  of  5  priorit.v  areas 
for  negotiations,  to  seek  market-opening  ar- 
rangements based  on  objective  criteria  and 
which  would  result  in  objective  progress; 

Inasmuch  as.  a  healthy  .■American  auto- 
mobile industry  is  of  central  importance  to 
the  .American  economy,  and  to  the  capability 
of  the  United  States  to  fulfill  its  commit- 
ments to  remain  as  an  engaged,  deployed. 
Pacific  power; 

Inasmuch  as,  after  18  months  of  negotia- 
tions with  the  Japanese,  beginning  in  Sep- 
tember 1993,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative 
concluded  that  no  progress  had  been 
achieved,  leaving  the  auto  parts  market  in 
Japan  "virtually  closed"; 

Inasmuch  as,  in  October.  1994,  the  United 
States  initiated  an  investigation  under  Sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  into  the  Jap- 
anese auto  parts  market,  which  could  result 
in  the  imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  a  va- 
riety of  Japanese  imports  into  the  United 
States  unless  measurable  progress  is  made  in 
penetrating  the  Japanese  auto  parts  market; 

Inasmuch  as,  the  latest  round  of  U.S.- 
Japan negotiations  on  automotive  trade,  in 
Whistler.  Canada,  collapsed  in  failure  on 
May  5,  1995.  and  the  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tive, Ambassador  Kantor,  stated  the  "gov- 
ernment of  Japan  has  refused  to  address  our 
most  fundamental  concerns  in  all  areas"  of 
automotive  trade,  and  that  "discrimination 
against  foreign  manufacturers  of  autos  and 
auto  parts  continues." 

Inasmuch  as.  President  Clinton  stated,  on 
May  5,  1995,  that  the  U.S.  is  "committed  to 
taking  strong  action"  regarding  Japanese 
imports  into  the  U.S.  if  no  agreement  is 
reached 

Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Declared,  That  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
that^ 

(1)  the  Senate  supports  the  efforts  of  the 
President  to  continue  to  strongly  press  the 


May  8,  1995                                     CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  12045 

Government  of  Japan,  through  bilateral  ne-  Subcommittee   on    Energy    Production  This  report  shows  the  effects  of  con- 

gotiations  under  the  agreed  "Framework  for  and  Regulation,  gressional      action      on      the      budget 

a  New  Economic  Partnership."  for  sharp  re-  -phe  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday,  through  May  5,  1995,  The  estimates  of 

ductions  in  the  trade   imbalances  in  auto-  j^^^  g    ^g^^    ^^  g.^  ^  j^     ^^  ^^^^  gj^  budget    authority,    outlays,    and    reve- 

motive  sales  and  part^  through  the  elimi^  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build-  nues.    which   are    consistent   with    the 

nation    of   unfair    and    restrictive    Japanese  .     ,,,     ^ .      ^         ^^^  ^    .      ,        j 

market-closing    practices    and    regulations;  »ng  in  Washington.  DC.  technical  and  economic  assumptions  of 
and  The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re-  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
(2)  If  such  results-oriented  negotiations  are  ceive  testimony  on  S.  708,  a  bill  to  re-  et  (H.  Con.  Res.  218).  show  that  current 
not  concluded  satisfactorily,  appropriate  and  peal   section  210  of  the   Public  Utility  level  spending  is  below  the  budget  reso- 
reasonable   measures,    up   to   and   including  Regulatory  Policies  Act  of  1978,  lution  by  J5.6  billion  in  budget  author- 
trade  sanctions,  should  be  imposed  in  accord-  Those   who   wish   to   submit   written  ity  and  $1.4  billion  in  outlays.  Current 
ance  with  Section  301  of  the  trade  Act  of  statements  should  write   to   the   Com-  level    is   $0,5   billion   over   the   revenue 
^^^■^  mittee    on    Energy    and    Natural    Re-  floor  in  1995  and  below  by  $9  5  billion 
-^ —  sources,  US,  Senate.  Washington.  DC  over  the  5  years  1995-99  The  current  es- 
NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS  20510.   For  further  information,  please  timate  of  the  deficit  for  purposes  of 

call  Judy  Brown  or  Howard  Useem  at  calculating      the      maximum      deficit 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL  202-224-6567.  amount    is    $238    billion,    $3.1    billion 

UK  sot  'RCFS 

.-     ^,^^,,^ -^r,   ^.     ^^   ^         r         ,j  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  FORESTS  AND  PUBLIC  LA.ND  bclow  the  maximum  deficit  amount  for 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  would  management  1995  of  $241  billion, 

like  to  announce  for  the  public  that  a  j^^,    cj^^jq    j^^    president.   I  would  Since  my  last  report,  dated  April  24. 

hearing  has  been  scheduled  before  the  j^^^^  ^^  announce  for  the  public  that  a  1995,  there  has  been  no  action  that  af- 

Subcommittee   on   Energy    Production  jje^^ing  has  been  scheduled  before  the  fects  the  current  level   of  budget  au- 

and  Regulation.  Subcommittee  on   Forests  and  Public  thority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

The  hearing  will   take  place  Thurs-  ^and  Management.  The  report  follows: 

t^oI^^\  ^\  ^^'  ^^  ^   c""  ■  '°  n?r ""  The  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday.  U.S.  Congress. 

SD-366    of   the    Dirksen    Senate    Office  j^ay  23    1995    at  9  30  a  m     in  room  SD-  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

Building  in  Washington.  DC.  366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build-  Washington.  DC.  May  8. 1995. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re-  ^  ■  ^^  Washington  DC  "°"  ^^^'^  Domenici, 
ceive  testimony  on  S.  283  a  bill  to  pro-  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^^  j^^^.j^^  ^^  .^  ,g.  cna.rman^  ^.t"ZT ^  ""  ^'"'*'^''  "'^^  ^' 
vide  for  the  extension  of  the  deadline  ,  »^„h_,„_^  rpo^arrtine'  ^  fi90  Rpp  ''"^'  ^^'as/jington,  DC. 
nnrter  the  Fprleral  Power  Art  annlicahle  ^^^^  testimony  regarding  b.  b20,  Rec-  dj-^r  j^r  CHAIRMAN:  The  attached  report 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act  applicable  jamation  Facilities  Transfer  Act.  for  fiscal  year  1995  shows  the  effects  of  Con- 
to  two  hydroelectric  projects  m  Penn-  .^^^^^  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish  gressional  action  on  the  1995  budget  and  is 
sylvania.  and  for  other  purposes,  S.  4M.  ^^  submit  written  statements  should  current  through  May  5,  1995.  The  estimates 
a  bill  to  provide  for  the  extension  of  ^.^..^^^  ^^  ^-^^  Committee  on  Energy  and  of  budget  authority,  outlays  and  revenues 
the  deadline  under  the  Federal  Power  j^jatural  Resources,  attention  Betty  ^^^  consistent  with  the  technical  and  eco- 
Act  applicable  to  the  construction  of  a  jvjgyj^t  u  s  Senate  Washington  DC  "0"i'c  assumptions  of  the  1995  Concurrent 
hydroelectric  project  in  Ohio,  and  for  ,„.,„  'p__  f,,rthPr  information  niease  Resolution  on  the  Budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  218). 
other  purposes,  S.  543.  a  bill  to  provide  ^^  jfm  Be'me  at  (S  224  2564^ r  '^'^'^  '''^I''  is  submitted  under  Section  308(b) 
fr>r  thPPvten'^ion  nf  the  deadline  under  tseime  at  (A)/)  ^Z4  ZOOT  or  and  in  aid  of  Section  311  of  the  Congressional 
for  the  extension  of  the  dead  me  iinder  g^^^y  j^^^^^^  ^^  202^224-0765.  Budget  Act,  as  amended,  and  meets  the  re- 
the  Federal  Power  Act  applicable  to  committee  on  energy  and  natural  quirements  of  Senate  scorekeeping  of  See- 
the construction  of  a  hydroelectric  resources  tion  5  of  S.  Con.  Res.  32.  the  1986  First  Con- 
project  in  Oregon,  and  for  other  pur-  ^^  President  I  would  like  to  an-  current  Resolution  on  the  Budget, 
poses,  S.  547,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  _'„_„„  ,__  .^  n^hlic  that  a  hearing  Since  my  last  report,  dated  April  24,  1995, 
extension  of  the  deadlines  applicable  to  To  h.L  uLoh?,iL  ni^r.!  fhP  fnVi  r^^  there  has  been  no  action  that  affects  the  cur- 
certain  hydroelectric  projects  under  i?.?,^"  t?*^^,t'tl'''f°H'  Nftlr^ai  Re-  ^^"^  '''''  °'  """^^^  *"^'°"''-  °"'*^^  •"" 
the  Federal  Power  Act.  and  for  other  --H  ^^  co^sidVr  s""^."  The^Insular  "^''""sincerely 

purposes.  S.  549.  a  bill   to  provide  for  Development  Act  of  1995.  "^             June  E.  O'Neill. 

the  extension  of  the  deadline  under  the  ^^^  ^^            ^.jj   ^^^     j^^^  r^^^_  ^,,^,,, 

Federal    Power   Act   applicable    to    the  ^    jgg      ^^  ^              .^  ^^^^ 

construction     of     three     hydroelectric  gj5_3gg   ^f   ^^^    Dirksen    Senate    Office  ^^^  CURRENT  LEVEL  REPORT  FOR  THE  U.S  SENATI,  FIS- 

projects  in  the  State  of  Arkansas,  S.  g^jj^jj^g  in  Washington  DC  CAL  YEAR  1995,  104TH  CONGRESS,  1ST  SESSION,  AS 

552,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  refurbish-  Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish  OF  CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS  MAY  5,  1995 

ment    and    continued    operation    of    a  ^^  ^^^^.^  written   statements  should  ii»  t„ii«n, « -cu^i 

small  hydroelectric  facility  in  central  ^^.^^  ^^  ^^^  Committee  on  Energy  and    ^;— ^ ^jjii^ir 

Montana  by  adjusting  the  amount  of  ^^^^^^,  Resources.  U.S.  Senate.  Wash-  'I'^m       o^      iX> 

charges  to  be  paid  to  the  United  States  ^^  20510,  For  further  informa-  ^„«r        "^^       "^^ 

under  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  for  ^on,  please  callJim  Beime  at  (202)  224 ^^^ 

other  purposes.  S.  595   a  bill  to  provide  2564  or  Betty  Nevitt  at  202-224-O765.  «««»" 

for    the    extension    of  a   hydroelectric  BuDjh juttwniy 1.2M7        i233i  -a 

project  located   in   the   State  of  West  '                                        l^^     - '^'"        '""         "'* 

Virginia,  and  S.  611  a  bill  to  provide  for  ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS                   i«5  vn          im            OS 

the  extension  of  time  limitation  for  a  wici"^" [    ~7         ''"o        'Imo         -'i 

FERC-issued  hydroelectric  license.  d»m  subi«ct to kiii  ~  4.9651        *.iui       -mi 

Those    who    wish    to   submit   written  BUDGET  SCOREKEEPING  REPORT  oFFjuocn 

statements  should  write   to   the  Com-  •  Mr.     DOMENICI.     Mr.     President,     I  socm  s«cunt» outun 

mittee    on    Energy    and    Natural    Re-  hereby  submit  to  the  Senate  the  budg-  j^^„                        ijjj'        ij^]          "?o 

sources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC  et  scorekeeping  report  prepared  by  the  socm  swutrty fwoiues 

20510.   For  further  information,  please  Congressional  Budget  Office  under  sec-          \^n "Zl~  '         i9M«        im«2          -oi 

call  Judy  Brown  or  Howard  Useem  at  tion  308(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311  of    — — — ;; — ; — ;; — - — — — " 

202-224-6567.  the  Congressional   Budget  Act  of  1974.  otoi-neutrai  reserve  tuna 

committee  on  energy  and  natural  as  amended.  This  report  meets  the  re-  -Cwent  ie«i  represents  tw  estim.ieo  rewnue  i.ki  "'"f  »e^i  ei- 

-         ...,,           .,                     .         _, ^r  lects  of  3ii  let'Siatiwi  that  Congress  has  enjctec  o*  seoi  to  trw  yrnntm 

RESOURCES  quirements  for  Senate  scorekeeping  of  ,„  „,j  ,j,(,^,i  ,„  ,jj„^  |„||.^„  ,„„,,„,  „i,mate5  unoer  cwem  m 

Mr   NICKLES    Mr    President   I  would  section  5  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu-  are  ™iu(jeD  iw  entniemem  ano  mar«uto(»  pit)|t»TO  redu.rmj  annwi  »»- 

,,.,_  nn     ^\.      r-      ..                            »             i»i.,  proonalpws  evw  i(  the  apOTpriations  law  not  been  made   Trie  cuncm 

like  to  announce  for  the  public  that  a  tion  32,  the  first  concurrent  resolution  i„ei  oi  aetn  subnet  to  i.rr-ii  renects  ti*  unst  u s  irejsury  ini«m»min(i 

hearing  has  been  scheduled  before  the  on  the  budget  for  1986,  iwbK  ntbt  ttinsictions 
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THE  ON-SUOGET  CURRENT  LEVEL  REPORT  FOR  THE  US 
SENATE.  104TH  CONGRESS.  1ST  SESSION.  SENATE 
SUPPORTING  DETAIL  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  AS  OF 
CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS  MAY  5,  1995 

jln  millions  of  dolllr^l 


Bud^el  au- 
tlwitf 


Outlays 


Rncflun 


EWKTtD  IN  PdtVKKJS 
SESSIONS 
Rnwufs 
P?fmawflts  and  other  soendmg 

*tlSIJtiOO 

A^prooratioo  «(!Siari«i 
Wsening  ■etetotj 

Total  Dmoustii  en- 
acM 

■n«:ted  mis  session 

1995  E^«iency  3upi)ieffl«mjis 
ana  Rettissions  Act  (Public 
Lj«  104-61 

Strttmpioiied  Mtaltn  Inuranct 
«ct  .?mUk  Law  101-7) 

Total  enacted  ttirs  s«- 
sion 

EKTmxKTs  mo 

MANOA  TORIES 

Budtet  'ndurion  tiasei'oe  esf- 

•nafK  3l  aoofopfiatwj  eflti- 

riements  :l^e^  Tianaalofii 


9't4«6 


7U.}a7 

(25O.0Z7) 


706.236 

757  ;u 

(250.027) 


123S.37S       1.213992 


978.466 


13.386)  (1.008) 


(248) 


(3.386)  (I.0O8) 


(248) 


P'Ojrams  ■\(t  «t  enacIeO 

(1.887) 

3.189 

Total  :ufrwi(  «wi 

1233.103 

1716.173 

978.218 

Total  »uO|«  resolution 

1.238.7a 

1.217.605 

977.700 

Aniouni  'emainini 

under  Sudjet  -esoiulwi 

5641 

1,432 

'>w  Sudjel  resolution 

518 

in  accotiance  •itti  -tie  Budget  Eiloreemenl  Ad,  tlie  total  does  not  in- 
clude 13  905  Tiiilion  "I  audjet  autixxity  and  $'442  million  m  outlays  m 
funding  '01  fmergencies  'Kat  ia«e  Been  Jesigialed  as  such  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  :ne  Congress  and  Jg41  ^idiion  n  Sudget  authonty  and  J917  mil- 
lion n  Mitiays  >v  emefgences  '"at  «uld  M  naiiaoie  only  upon  an  oMicial 
budget  ■jouest  ':»m  'tie  P'tsideni  lesgnali'g  ttw  entire  amount  reouesled 
as  an  emergenof  -equirement 

Notes  lumoers  n  oarentfieses  are  negatn«  Detail  may  not  add  due  to 
nxinding  • 


TIME  FOR  REAL  FARM  REFORM 
•  Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr  President,  no 
other  legislation  which  is  likely  to 
come  before  the  Corg^ress  this  year  will 
have  more  direct  impact  on  my  State, 
North  Dakota,  and  the  people  who  live 
there  than  the  1995  farm  bill.  For  a 
farm  State,  for  a  State  with  a  predomi- 
nantly rural  economy,  it  is  critically 
important  legislation. 

WTien  Congress  and  the  President 
begin  to  draft  that  legislation.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  essential  that  we  be  about 
the  business  of  fundamental  reform. 
The  time  for  farm  program  facelifts 
has  long  since  passed.  It  is  time  for 
real  change,  change  that  returns  the 
farm  program  to  its  fundamental  and 
original  mission:  helping  family  farm- 
ers survive  and  prosper. 

I  recently  wrote  a  guest  editorial 
which  was  published  in  a  number  of 
North  Dakota  newspapers  which  out- 
lined my  thinking  on  this  important 
issue  in  some  detail.  I  would  like  to 
share  that  article,  and  Chose  thoughts, 
with  my  colleagues  and  ask  that  it  be 
reprinted  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  editorial  follows: 

No  More  F.^celifts  f'or  the  F.^r.m 

F*ROGRA.M— It's  Tl.ME  FOR  REAL  REFOR.M 

(By  us.  Senator  Byron  L.  Dorian) 
The   new    US.    Secretary    of   Agriculture. 
Dan  Glickman.  is  coming  to  North  Dakota 


Friday  at  my  Invitation  to  meet  with  family 
farmers.  His  visit  comes  at  both  an  oppor- 
tune and  very  challenging  time 

This  year  Congress  will  cut  federal  spend- 
ing to  reduce  the  deficit.  It  will  also  write  a 
new  five  year  farm  program  The  two  are 
closely  related.  Budget  pressures  will  limit 
the  amount  of  money  available  for  a  farm 
program. 

Farm  program  price  supports  have  already 
been  cut  deeply— slashed  by  62%  since  1986— 
but  still,  some  leaders  in  the  new  Congress 
are  pushing  for  even  deeper  cuts  House  Ma- 
jority Leader  Dick  Armey  (R^TX)  and  Sen- 
ate Agriculture  Committee  Chair  Richard 
Lugar  (Rr-IN)  are  calling  outright  for  the  fed- 
eral farm  program  to  be  phased  down  and.  ef- 
fectively, abolished. 

Those  of  us  who  believe  that  a  decent  farm 
program  is  essential  to  the  survival  of  family 
farmers  face  a  major  challenge.  To  retain  a 
decent  farm  program,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  propose  new.  and  more  effective  ap- 
proaches. We  must  take  a  fresh  look  at  what 
works  and  what  doesn't  in  the  farm  program 

I  hope  that  will  be  the  focus  of  the  discus- 
sion in  North  Dakota  on  Friday  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

At  the  outset  we  have  to  admit  that  the 
current  farm  program  doesn't  work  very 
well. 

First,  price  supports  are  too  low  to  offer 
real  protection  to  family-sized  farms.  That's 
because  the  nation's  largest  farms — often  big 
corporate  farms — soak  up  too  much  of  the 
farm  program's  funds. 

Second,  the  current  farm  program  is  far 
too  complicated. 

Third,  it  is  built  on  a  "supply  manage- 
ment" approach  that  no  longer  works.  In  the 
new  global  market  place  of  the  1990's  and  be- 
yond, it  is  virtually  impossible  for  one  na- 
tion to  control  supplies.  When  we  cut  pro- 
duction of  a  commodity,  other  countries 
eargerly  step  in  and  fill  the  gap. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  current  farm 
program  does  not  do  a  good  job  serving  as  a 
safety  net  for  family  farmers  nor  does  it  do 
much  to  boost  market  prices  for  farm  com- 
modities. 

Under  the  current  program,  we  have  ended 
up  with  more  government  employees  to  run 
the  farm  program,  and  fewer  family  farmers. 
That's  moving  in  the  wrong  direction. 

So.  this  year  we  need  real  reform— not  an- 
other farm  program  facelift. 

A  NEW  APPROACH 

The  first  thing  we  must  do  in  re-thinking 
the  federal  farm  program  is  to  establish  a 
new  benchmark  for  farm  legislation,  one 
that  focuses  on  preserving  and  building  a 
network  of  family  farms  which  are  the  back- 
bone of  rural  America's  economy  and  its 
communities. 

The  first  sentence  in  the  new  1995  Farm 
Bill  should  state,  clearly,  that  the  objective 
of  the  federal  farm  program  is  to  help  pre- 
serve and  build  a  network  of  family  farms 
Everything  after  that  must  work  to  make 
that  goal  a  reality. 

If  the  purpose  of  the  farm  program  isn't  to 
give  family  farmers  an  opportunity  to  make 
a  living  on  the  farm,  then  we  ought  to  scrap 
it.  We  don't  need  a  farm  program  that  helps 
giant  agri-factories  plow  the  ground. 

THE  DORGAN  PLA.N  TO  STRENGTHEN  FAMlL'i' 
FARMS 

I  propose  a  family  farm-targeted  farm  pro- 
gram, which  would  provide  a  better  price 
safety  net  for  family  farmers. 

It  would  end  government  interference  so 
that  all  farmers  could  make  their  own  pro- 
duction decisions  based  on  the  best  use  of 


their  land  resources,  the  opportunities  of  the 
marketplace,  and  their  skills  and  knowledge 

as  producers 
Here  is  how  it  would  work: 

1.  My  plan  would  establish  a  new  Family 
Farm  Target  Price  at  $4.50  per  bushel  on 
wheat  (compared  to  the  current  target  price 
of  $4  00  per  bushel)  up  to  the  first  20.000  bush- 
els of  production.  Proportional  target  prices 
and  production  levels  would  be  set  to  cover 
feed  grains  or  a  producer's  mix  of  basic  farm 
program  commodities 

2.  Farmers  would  be  free  to  make  their 
own  decisions  about  what  they  produce  based 
on  the  market  situation.  Production  beyond 
the  amount  of  grain  eligible  for  target 
prices,  would  be  up  to  the  farmer,  and  would 
not  receive  farm  program  benefits. 

If  someone  wants  to  farm  an  entire  county. 
they  have  every  right  to  do  that.  But  under 
my  plan.  they,  like  family-sized  farms  would 
get  price  protection  for  20.000  bushels  of 
wheal  produced.  What  they  produce  above 
that,  they  do  without  any  government  inter- 
ference, and  without  price  .supports  -they  as- 
sume all  the  risks  of  the  market  place. 

3.  On  those  first  20.000  bushels  of  wheat, 
the  plan  would  provide  non-recourse  market- 
opportunity  loans  set  at  out-of-pocket  pro- 
duction costs  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Crops  produced  beyond  this 
benchmark  level  would  not  be  eligible  for 
this  loan 

4.  It  would  extend  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program  (CRP)  and  make  it  more  flexi- 
ble to  assist  producers  in  meeting  steward- 
ship and  environmental  goals.  Savings 
achieved  by  making  some  changes  in  the 
CRP  program  could  be  used  to  restore  fund- 
ing for  other  conservation  programs  that  as- 
sist farmers,  and  to  improve  farm  program 
support  prices. 

5.  It  would  limit  participation  in  the  farm 
price  support  program  to  those  who  are  ac- 
tively engaged  in  farming,  and  end  program 
payments  to  off-farm  investors.  We  could  use 
the  savings  to  improve  the  safety  net  of 
price  supports  for  family  farmers. 

My  plan  tightly  focuses  federal  farm  pro- 
grams—and dollars — on  family  farmers.  It 
would  put  price  supports  under  farnily  fann- 
ers, rather  than  under  farm  commodities. 

It  will  provide  our  farm  families  the  oppor- 
tunity to  make  a  living  at  efficient  levels  of 
production. 

It  will  provide  an  abundant  supply  of  effi- 
ciently produced  food  and  fiber  for  our  na- 
tion, and  make  the  best  use  of  limited  fed- 
eral farm  program  dollars.  It  will  provide  the 
strongest  price  support  for  the  first  incre- 
ment of  production  which  will  provide  the 
most  help  for  family  sized  farms. 

It  will  end  the  practice  of  providing  unnec- 
essary and  unlimited  price  protection  to  the 
nation's  largest  corporate  farms,  while 
shortchanging  the  nation's  family  farmers. 

My  farm  program  propo.sal  would  also  end 
the  practice  of  paying  price  supports  to  off- 
farm  investor^-  We  would  define  who  is  real- 
ly a  farmer  and  who  is  farming  the  system. 
Under  my  plan,  the  farm  price  safety  net 
would  go  to  actual  farm  operatore  (and  re- 
tired farmers  who  derive  a  majority  of  their 
income  from  crop-share  arrangements).  The 
safety  net  would  extend  only  to  those  who 
are  engaged  in  the  day-to-day  running  of  a 
farm  operation  or  depend  on  a  farm  oper- 
ation for  a  majority  of  their  income. 

We  would  repeal  and  close  the  loopholes  by 
which  some  of  the  biggest  landholders  and 
corporations  receive  multiple  farm  program 
entitlements 

We  need  to  get  back  to  the  original  pur- 
pose of  agricultural   programs:    to  preserve 


and  protect  a  network  of  family  farms  and 
help  them  compete  in  an  unpredictable  world 
in  which  weather,  niarket  conditions,  and 
economic  policies  constantly  undermine 
their  efficiency  and  their  productivity. 

My  family  farm  targeted  farm  program 
would  give  family  farmers  a  chance — an  op- 
portunity— to  preserve  a  production  system 
and  a  lifestyle  that  is  important  to  our  coun- 
try.* 


HONORING  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF 
CALIFORNIA  AT  LOS  ANGELES 
BASKETBALL  COACH  JIM 

HARRICK 

•  Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  great  man  and  a 
great  head  coach:  Jim  Harrick  of  the 
UCLA  Bruins. 

While  everyone  may  be  familiar  with 
Jim's  most  recent  accomplishment. 
winning  the  1995  NCAA  championship, 
those  that  have  followed  his  career  see 
a  man  that  has  accepted  challenge 
after  challenge  and  built  a  reputation 
for  success. 

Jim  attended  the  University  of 
Charleston  where,  in  addition  to  re- 
ceiving his  bachelor's  degree  in  speech, 
he  earned  a  place  in  the  Hall  of  Fame 
and  Alumni  Gallery  of  Achievement. 
He  then  went  on  to  complete  his  mas- 
ter's degree  in  education  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  Southern  California. 

Jim  began  his  coaching  career  at 
Momingside  High  in  Los  Angeles,  aver- 
aging over  25  victories  and  winning 
three  Sky  League  titles  in  four  sea- 
sons. After  distinguishing  himself  as  an 
assistant  coach  at  Utah  State  and  later 
UCLA.  Jim  accepted  the  head  coach  po- 
sition at  Pepperdine  University.  In  his 
nine  seasons  at  Pepperdine.  coach 
Harrick  won  five  conference  titles,  four 
WCAC  Coach  of  the  Year  .Awards,  and. 
of  course,  the  invitation  to  come  back 
to  UCLA  as  the  new  head  coach. 

The  UCLA  basketball  program  has 
flourished  under  Jim's  direction.  He  is 
the  first  UCLA  coach  to  have  7  con- 
secutive 20-win  seasons  and  7  straight 
tournament  bids  in  his  initial  7  sea- 
sons. At  146  wins  and  54  losses,  he  also 
owns  the  best  UCL.A  record  after  his 
first  200  games.  Under  coach  Harrick's 
tutelage,  the  Bruins  have  advanced  to 
the  NCAA  tournament's  second  round 
five  times,  the  Sweet  16  three  times, 
the  Elite  Eight  twice  and,  in  1995, 
earned  the  crowning  achievement  as 
NCAA  National  Champions. 

And  it  is  important  to  note  that  Jim 
Harrick's  successes  have  not  all  come 
on  the  basketball  court.  He  and  his 
wife.  Sally,  celebrate  34  years  of  mar- 
riage and  proudly  speak  of  their  three 
sons.  Monte.  Jim.  and  Glenn,  and  of 
their  granddaughter.  Morgan  Paige. 
His  integrity  and  character  are  well 
known  and  have  earned  him  invitations 


to   travel    the   world   as  an   American 
goodwill  ambassador. 

His  dedication  to  the  game,  his  con- 
cern with  the  well-being  of  the  players, 
his  focus  and  determination,  and  the 
integrity  of  the  UCLA  program  all 
show  his  fine  qualities  as  a  coach  and 
as  an  American.* 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY 
1995 


MAY  9. 


Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9:15 
a.m.  on  Tuesday.  May  9.  1995;  that  fol- 
lowing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day, 
and  there  then  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business,  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.. 
with  Senators  permitted  to  speak  for 
up  to  5  minutes  each,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  following:  Senator  Thomas, 
20  minutes;  Senator  Daschle  or  his 
designee,  20  minutes;  Senator  Levin,  20 
minutes;  Senator  Santorum,  10  min- 
utes; I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  at  the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.,  the  Sen- 
ate proceed  to  a  vote  on  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  nomination  of  John  Deutch 
to  be  Director  of  CIA,  to  be  imme- 
diately followed  by  a  vote  on  the  mo- 
tion to  invoke  cloture  on  the 
Coverdell-Dole  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Sen- 
ators have  until  10:15  a.m.  Tuesday  to 
file  first-degree  and  second-degree 
amendments;  further,  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  between  the  hours  of 
12:30  and  2:15  Tuesday  for  the  weekly 
policy  luncheons  to  meet. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  all  Senators,  there 
will  be  two  consecutive  rollcall  votes 
beginning  at  10:30  tomorrow  morning. 
The  first  vote  is  on  the  Deutch  nomina- 
tion, to  be  followed  by  a  vote  on  the 
cloture  motion  on  the  Coverdell-Dole 
amendment. 


the  104th  Congress,  to  be  held  in  Tuc- 
son, AZ.  May  12-14.  1995. 

The  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice 
President,  in  accordance  with  22  U.S.C. 
1928a-1928d,  as  amended,  appoints  the 
following  Senators  as  members  of  the 
Senate  delegation  to  the  North'  Atlan- 
tic Assembly  Spring  Meeting  during 
the  first  session  of  the  104th  Congress, 
to  be  held  in  Budapest.  Hungary,  May 
25-29,  1995: 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  MUR- 
KOWSKi]:  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Brown];  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  GREGG];  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mrs.  Hlttchison];  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Johnston]; 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Pryor];  and  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Akaka]. 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  276h-276k.  as 
amended,  appoints  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Bingaman]  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  Delegation  to  the 
Mexico-United  States  Interparliamen- 
tary Group  during  the  first  session  of 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:22  p.m.,  recessed  until  Tuesday. 
May  9,  1995,  at  9:15  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received   by 
the  Senate  May  8.  1995: 

CIVIL  LIBERTIES  PUBLIC  EDUCA'HON  FUND 

LEO  K  OOTO.  OF  COLORADO.  TO  BE  A  MEwlBER  OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  CfVIL  LIBERTreS  PUBUC 
EDUCATION  FUND  FOR  A  TERM  OP  2  YEARS    (NEW  POSI- 

•noNi 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

PATRICK  M  RYAN.  OF  OKLAHOMA  TO  BE  U  S  ATroR 
NEY  FOR  THE  WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  OKLAiiOMA  FOR 
TI!E  TEPJi!  OF  1  YEARS.  VICE  VlCKl  MILES-LAORANOR 
RESIGNED 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  8.  1995: 

U.S.  INSTITtm:  OF  PEACE 

HARRIET  M  ZIMMERMAN.  OF  FLORIDA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  US  INSTI- 
TI-TE  OP  PEACE  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRINO  JANUARY  1».  19» 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATION  WAS  APPROVED  SUBJECT  TO 
THE  NOMINEES  CO.MMrTMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY'  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSTTTUTED  COMMrTTEE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

MAXINE  M  CHESNEY.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  U.S  DIS- 
TRICT JUtXJE  FOR  THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OP  CALI- 
FORNIA 

ELDON  E  FALLON.  OF  LOUISIANA.  TO  BE  US  DISTRICT 
JUDGE  FOR  THE  EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  IXJUISIANA 

CURTIS  L  COLLIER.  OF  TENNESSEE.  TO  BE  US  DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE  FOR  THE  EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  TEN- 
NESSEE 

JO.SEPH  ROBERT  GOODWIN.  OF  WEST  VIRCINIA.  TO  BE 
C  S  DISTRICT  JUDGE  FOR  THE  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF 
»XST  VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

JOE  BRADLEY  PIGOTT.  OF  MISSISSIPPI.  TO  BE  US  AT- 
TORNEY FOR  THE  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  MISSISSIPPI 
FOR  THE  TERM  OF  1  YEARS 


^ 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


May  8,  1995 


May  8,  1995 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  rv'  of  Senate  Resolution  4. 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest— designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  mformation  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday.  May 
9.  1995.  may  be  found  in  the  Daily  Di- 
gest of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

MAY  10 
9:30  a.m. 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
James  John  Hoecker.  of  V'irg-inia.  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Federal  Emergency 
Regulatory  Commission.  Department 
of  Energy. 

I  SD-366 

Finance  I 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  16.  to  establish  a 
commission  to  review  the  dispute  set- 
tlement reports  of  the  World  Trade  Or- 
ganization. 

SD-215 
Judiciary 

Immigration  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  verification  of  appli- 
cant identity  for  purposes  of  employ- 
ment and  public  assistance. 

SD-226 
10:00  a.m. 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  440.  to 
provide  for  the  designation  of  the  Na- 
tional Highway  System. 

SEMOe 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Larry  C  Napper.  of  Texas,  to  be  Am- 
bassador to  Latvia,  Peter  Tomsen.  of 
California,  to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Re- 
public of  Tajikistan.  Lawrence  Palmer 
Taylor,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  Ambas- 
sador to  the  Republic  of  Estonia. 
Jenonne  R.  Walker,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  Ambassador  to  the 
Czech  Republic,  and  James  Alan  Wil- 
liams, of  Virginia,  for  the  rank  of  Am- 
bassador during  his  tenure  of  service  as 
the  Special  Coordinator  for  Cyprus. 

I  SD-419 


11:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Agriculture.  Rural  Development,  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  Food. 
Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services,  and 
Food  and  Consumer  Service,  each  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

SD-138 
1:30  p.m. 
Armed  Services 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  to  examine  the  role  of 
the  military  in  combatting  terrorism. 

SD-106 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  to  examine  the  role  of 
the  military  in  combatting  terrorism. 

SD-106 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory    Commissions    Notice    of 
Proposed     Rulemaking     and     Supple- 
mental Proposed  Rulemaking.  Promot- 
ing   Wholesale    Competition    Through 
Open-Access  Non-Discriminatory 

Transmission  Services  by  Public  Utili- 
ties (Docket  No.  RM95-8-000).  and  Re- 
covery Stranded  Costs  by  Public  Utili- 
ties and  Transmitting  Utilities  (Docket 
No.  RM94-7-001). 

SD-366 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 
3:00  p.m. 
Armed  Services 
Airland  Forces  Subcommittee 
To  hold  open  and  closed  (SR-222)  hear- 
ings on  S.  727.  authorizing  funds  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  for  military  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  fu- 
ture years  defense   program,   focusing 
on  tactical  intelligence  and  related  ac- 
tivities in  the  .^rmy  and  Air  Force 

SR-232A 
Joint  Library 
To  hold  an  organizational  meeting. 

S-^,  Capitol 

MAY  U 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Transportation  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Fed- 
eral  Transit   Administration,    Depart- 
ment of  Transportation. 

SD-192 
Finance 
To   resume   hearings  on   the   fiscal   sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices. 

SI>-215 
Judiciary 

Terrorism.   Technology,   and   Government 
Information  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  the  Internet  system. 

SD-226 


Rules  and  Administration 
To   hold   hearings   to   examine   manage- 
ment guidelines  for  the  future  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution. 

SD-106 
Special  on  Aging 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  ways  the 
private   sector   can   assist    in    making 
long  term  care  more  affordable  and  ac- 
cessible. 

SD-562 

10:00  am. 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs.  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

SD-116 
Foreign  Relations 

Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  .Affairs  Sub- 
committee 
To    hold    hearings    to    examine    United 
States  assistance  programs  in  the  Mid- 
dle East. 

SD--119 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Disability  Policy  Subcommittee 
To   hold   hearings   to   examine   proposed 
legislation  relating  to  the  education  of 
individuals  with  disabilities. 

SD-130 
V'eterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  reorganization  of 
the  Veterans  Health  Administration, 
and  the  requirement  of  38  U.S.C.  510(bi 
for  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
to  provide  90  days  notice  to  the  Con- 
gress before  an  administrative  reorga- 
nization may  take  effect. 

SR-418 
10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  foreign 
assistance   programs,    focusing   on    the 
Agency  for  International  Development. 

SR-325 
1:00  p.m. 
.Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  In- 
dian   Health    Service.    Department    of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 

SD-116 
1:30  p.m. 
Environment  and  Public  W'orks 
Superfund.    Waste   Control,    and   Risk    As- 
sessment Subcommittee 
To   resume   hearings   oversight   hearings 
on    the    implementation    of   the    Com- 
prehensive    Environmental     Response. 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act. 

SD--106 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,    Health   and    Human   Services,    and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  incidences 
of  violence  at  women's  health  clinics. 

SD-138 
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.Appropriations 

Commerce.  Justice.  State,  and  the  Judici- 
ary Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  propo.sed  legislation 
authorizing  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  disaster  assistance  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

SD-608 
2:30  p.m. 
Armed  Services 
Readiness  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727,  authorizing 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  future  years  defense  program, 
focusing    on    environmental,    military 
construction  and  BRAC  programs. 

SR-222 
Judiciary 

Immigration  Subcommittee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Immi- 
gration and  Naturalization  Service,  De- 
partment of  Justice. 

SD-226 

MAY  12 

9:30  am. 
Appropriations 

VA,  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  .Agency,  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  and 
the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and 
Disease  Registry. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  at 
Arms  and  Doorkeeper  of  the  Senate, 
the  Senate  Legal  Counsel,  and  the  Sen- 
ate Office  of  Fair  Employment  Prac- 
tices. 

'     SD-116 

MAY  15 

2:00  p  m 
.Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  and  the  US.  Capitol  Po- 
lice. 

SD-116 
Governmental  .Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Federal  pension  re- 
form. 

SD-342 

MAY  16 

9;30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  rural  development  and  credit. 

SR-328A 
.Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  envi- 
ronmental programs. 

SD-192 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To    hold    hearings    to    examine    NASA's 
space  shuttle  and  reusable  launch  vehi- 
cle programs. 

SR^253 
Finance 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  fiscal  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices, focusing  on  methods  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  Medicare  program. 

SD-215 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Disability  Policy  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  proposed 
legislation  relating  to  the  education  of 
individuals  with  disabilities. 

SEM30 

MAY  17 

9:30  a.m. 

Appropriations 

V.A.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Public  Administra- 
tions  study  on  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency. 

SD-G50 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service.  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
Finance 
To  continue  hearings  on  the  fiscal  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices, focusing  on  methods  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  Medicare  program 

SI>-215 
2:00  p.m. 
Armed  Services 

Acquisition  and  Technology  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S  727.  to  author- 
ize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996 
for  military  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  and  to  prescribe  mili- 
tary personnel  strengths  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  focusing  on  dual-use  technology 
programs. 

SR-232A 

MAY  18 

9.30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  admin- 
istration of  timber  contracts  in  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  and  adminis- 
tration of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform 
Act  of  1990. 

SD-366 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  manage- 
ment guidelines  for  the  future  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution. 

SI>-106 
Small  Business 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Small 
Business  Administration's  7(a)  business 
loan  program. 

SD-628 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  rec- 
ommendations   of    the    Joint    Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior/Bureau  of  Indian 
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Affairs/Tribal  Task  Force  on  Reorga- 
nization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

SR-48b 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-2a6 
10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  foreign 
assistance  programs. 

SH-216 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearingrs  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

SD-192 
Appropriations 

Tresisury.  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the 
Treasury  Department,  and  the  Federal 
Election  Commission. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy   Production   and   Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  extend  the  deadlines  of  certain  hy- 
droelectric projects,  including  S.  283.  S. 
468.  S.  543.  S.  547.  S.  549.  S.  552.  S.  595. 
andS.  611. 

SD-366 

MAY  19 

9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Ar- 
chitect of  the  Capitol,  and  the  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office. 

sD-ne 

MAY  22 

2:00  p.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearingrs  on  Federal  pension 
reform. 

SD-342 

MAY  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  nutrition  programs. 

SR-328A 
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Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  finan- 
cial management. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S   620.  to  direct  the 
Secretary    of   the    Interior   to   convey, 
upon  request,  certain  property  in  Fed- 
eral    reclamation     projects    to    bene- 
ficiaries of  the  projects  and  to  set  forth 
a    distribution    scheme    for    revenues 
from  reclamation  project  lands. 

SD-366 

Indian  Affairs 

To  hold  hearings  on  S   479.  to  provide  for 

administrative    procedures    to    extend 

Federal  recognition  to  certain  Indian 

groups. 

SR^85 

MAY  24 

9  30am  | 
Appropriations 

Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates   for    fiscal    year    1996    for    the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice. Department  of  the  Interior. 

SD-192 

10  00  am 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  research  and  the  future  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture. 

SR-328A 

MAY  25 
10  00  am 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Marketing.    Inspection,   and   Product   Pro- 
motion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to     strengthen     and     improve     United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  farm  export  programs. 

SR-328A 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sut)- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons (AARP). 

SD-215 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  638.  to  authorize 
funds  for  United  States  insular  areas 

SD-366 

MAY  26 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

SD-116 

JUNE  6 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  Revital- 
ization  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and     improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  intel- 
ligence programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production   and   Regulation    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion  210  of  the   Public   Utility   Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  welfare 
system's  effect  on  youth  violence. 

SD-226 
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JUNE  13 
9:30  a  m 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production  and  Price  Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 

Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy 

SR-328A 

JUNE  20 
9  30  am. 
.Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
counternarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  27 
9:30  am. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 


POSTPONEMENTS 

MAY  9 
9:00  a.m. 
Armed  Services 
Personnel  Subcommittee 
Readiness  Subcommittee 
To  hold  joint  hearings  on  S.  727.  author- 
izing funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  mili- 
tary  activities   of   the   Department   of 
Defense,  and  the  future  years  defense 
program,   focusing  on   military   family 
housing  issues. 

SR-232A 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:15  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Gracious  God,  our  Father,  help  us  to 
get  inside  what  is  happening  in  others 
so  that  we  may  see  things  with  their 
eyes,  think  things  with  their  minds, 
and  feel  things  with  their  hearts. 
Strengthen  us  to  be  as  kind  to  others 
as  we  wish  them  to  be  to  us.  Empower 
us  by  Your  Spirit  to  be  as  faithful  to 
others  as  You  have  been  to  us  in  spite 
of  our  shortcomings  and  failures. 

Help  us  to  make  the  same  allowances 
for  others  as  we  would  wish  them  to 
make  for  us. 

Help  us  to  express  the  same  empathy 
for  others  as  we  would  want  them  to 
have  for  us,  when  we  hurt. 

Help  us  to  have  the  same  respect  and 
tolerance  for  the  beliefs  and  ideas  of 
others  as  we  would  wish  them  to  have 
for  ours. 

Help  us  to  understand  others  as  we 
would  wish  to  be  understood. 

So  we  commit  this  day  to  seek  to  be 
to  others  the  giving  and  forgiving  love 
You  have  been  to  us.  Through  Him  who 
taught  us  the  secret  of  serving  others. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  time  for  the  two  leaders 
has  been  reserved  and  there  will  now  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  norning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  10:30  a.m..  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

At  the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.,  the  Senate 
will  begin  the  first  of  two  stacked  roll- 
call  votes.  The  first  vote  is  on  the  con- 
firmation of  John  Deutch,  to  be  Direc- 
tor of  the  CIA.  The  second  vote  is  on 
the  motion  to  invoke  cloture  on  the 
Coverdell-Dole  amendment.  Senators 
should  also  be  aware  that  they  have 
until  10:15  a.m.  to  file  first-  and  second- 
degree  amendments  to  the  Coverdell- 
Dole  amendment. 

The  Senate  will  recess  today  between 
the  hours  of  12:30  p.m.  and  2:15  p.m.  for 
the  weekly  policy  luncheons. 


WAIVING  MANDATORY  LIVE 
QUORUM 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr,  President,  I  now 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  man- 
datory live  quorum  be  waived  for  the 
purpose  of  this  morning's  cloture  vote. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  a  period  of  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  Democratic  leader,  or  his  des- 
ignee, is  recognized  to  speak  for  up  to 
20  minutes. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Thomas]  is 
recognized  to  speak  for  up  to  20  min- 
utes. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  [Mr.  Levin]  is  rec- 
ognized to  speak  for  up  to  20  minutes. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Santorum]  is  recognized  to  speak  for 
up  to  10  minutes. 


FRESHMAN  FOCUS 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  use  our  time  this  morning  as  a 
followup  on  the  freshman  focus  that  we 
have  been  carrying  on  for  several 
weeks  and  attempt  to  continue.  Some 
of  my  colleagues  will  join  later  in  the 
morning  and  then  again  on  Thursday. 

As  you  know,  the  freshman  class  has 
made  an  effort  to  talk  about  the  issues 
that  are  before  the  American  people, 
that  are  before  this  Congress,  and  to 
focus  on  solving  these  problems,  to 
focus  on  the  notion  that  we  need  to 
find  solutions— solutions  that  will  help 
us  to  deliver  services  more  efficiently, 
will  help  us  to  reduce  the  cost  of  Gov- 
ernment, and  will  help  us  to  be  more 
effective  in  dealing  with  the  problems 
of  this  country  and,  at  the  same  time. 
reduce  the  size  of  Government. 

So  we  are  interested  in  exercising  the 
first  opportunity  that  we  have  had  for 
a  number  of  years  to  really  analyze 
programs  that  have  been  in  effect,  in 
many  cases,  for  30  to  40  years.  Frankly, 
the  effort  that  has  been  made  during 
that  time  was  simply  to  add  more 
money  to  the  same  program.  I  think 
most  now  would  agree  that  it  is  time 
to  analyze  the  effect,  the  impact,  and 
the  product  of  those  programs.  And  we 
have,  for  the  first  time,  a  chance  to  do 
that. 


We  have  a  chance  to  change  some  of 
the  efforts  that  have  not  succeeded — 
and  there  are  some— so  they  are  done 
in  a  different  way.  We  hope  our  efforts 
will  help  us  move  forward  in  the  Sen- 
ate and  in  the  Congress,  to  solving 
problems  rather  than  to  obstruct  or 
just  set  down  political  issues  for  elec- 
tions. 

Today  we  want  to  talk  about  two  is- 
sues that  are  very  comp>elling  which 
are  before  us  and.  frankly,  issues  that 
we  have  no  alternative  other  than  to 
solve.  One  is  the  budget;  the  other  is 
Medicare. 

Our  purpose  this  week  is  to  talk 
largely  about  Medicare  It  is  clearly  re- 
lated to  the  budget  and.  as  a  result,  the 
two  must  be  talked  about  together. 

Mr.  President.  Thomas  Jefferson 
said.  "The  art  of  government  is  the  art 
of  being  honest."  I  think  that  is  what 
we  are  faced  with.  This  matter  of  Medi- 
care and  the  budget  is  not  a  problem  of 
the  Congress,  not  a  problem  of  those 
who  are  trustees;  it  is  a  problem  for  all 
of  us  who  are  citizens  of  this  country, 
not  only  for  the  benefits  that  it  pro- 
vides, but  each  of  us  who  must  also 
pay.  We  need  to  be  honest  with  one  an- 
other as  to  where  we  are.  The  idea  of 
covering  up  problems  because  it  is  po- 
litically expedient,  or  the  idea  that  you 
can  shift  problems  to  somebody  else 
because  it  is  an  uncomfortable  politi- 
cal position  simply  does  not  hold  We 
have  to  be  honest,  face  the  problems, 
and  talk  about  them.  There  are  clearly 
some  problems  in  this  area  of  finance. 

Let  me  talk  just  a  minute  about  the 
chart.  We  are  into  charts  around  here 
and  It  IS  not  a  bad  idea,  it  does  dem- 
onstrate where  we  are.  This  particular 
chart  talks  about  the  Medicare  hos- 
pital insurance  trust  fund.  It  talks 
about  the  fact  that  if  we  do  nothing,  it 
will  be  bankrupt  in  7  years.  The  chart 
shows  the  end-of-year  trust  fund  bal- 
ances up  to  1996.  and  then  projects  the 
balances  for  the  years  up  to  2004.  This 
is  not  just  a  chart  that  is  put  together 
for  these  kinds  of  purposes.  This  is  a 
chart  that  is  a  result  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees 
report  that  was  released  just  a  couple 
of  weeks  ago — the  trustees  being  at 
least  three  or  four  members  from  the 
Cabinet  and  some  public  members. 
They  have  indicated  this  fund  will  be 
bankrupt  in  the  year  2002  unless  we  do 
something.  The  balance  in  the  health 
care  insurance  trust  fund  was  J133  bil- 
lion in  1994  and  will  rise  to  $136  billion 
in  1995. 

In  1996.  however,  the  annual  deficits 
start  to  erode  the  balance  of  $136  bil- 
lion and  will  be  broke  in  2002.  So  that 
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is  the  problem.  It  is  a  solvable  problem. 
But  it  is  not  one  that  we  can  brush 
under  the  door,  one  that  we  can  ignore, 
or  one  to  make  political  issues  of.  It  is 
one  that  we  must  indeed  solve. 

The  next  chart  shows  the  impact  this 
spending  has  on  the  gross  domestic 
product.  The  blue  being  Medicare  part 
A;  and  the  yellow  part  is  Medicare  part 
B.  Part  A  is  the  hospital  portion  that  is 
funded  by  payroll  taxes.  Part  B  is  that 
portion  that  is  funded  by  general  funds 
and  beneficiary  premiums.  You  can  see 
how  it  grows.  Here  is  1970  and.  more 
currently,  in  1995;  here  we  are  in  the 
year  2020.  as  a  percentage  of  gross  do- 
mestic product.  This  current  period  is 
just  below  3  percent,  doubling  in  this 
period  of  time. 

So  we  clearly  have  an  issue  we  have 
to  deal  with.  The  alternative  is  for  the 
program  to  go  broke.  The  alternative  is 
not  to  have  the  services  and  that,  of 
course,  is  not  acceptable.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  current  administration's 
position  is  to  ignore  the  problem.  It  is 
to  say,  gee.  it  is  up  to  the  majority  to 
do  something  about  that.  I  think  that 
is  too  bad.  I  think  it  is  going  to  have  to 
be  something  that  we  do  collectively, 
but  we  can  do  something  about  it. 

Why  are  we  where  we  are?  Because 
this  program  has  grown  at  a  rate  of 
about  10  percent  per  year,  and  it  con- 
tinues to  do  so.  as  opposed  to  the  pri- 
vate sector  health  care  which  has  been 
growing  at  a  more  moderate  rate  of 
about  5  percent  a  year.  This  year,  it 
was  4.4  percent  and  it  is  on  its  way 
down.  Yet  the  Medicare  Program  con- 
tinues to  go  up.  Now.  some  say— and  I 
go  back  to  the  political  thing — "You 
Republicans  simply  want  to  cut  Medi- 
care so  you  can  give  tax  cuts."  That  is 
not  true.  That  is  not  where  we  are.  The 
issue  is  to  fix  Medicare  so  that  we  can 
continue  to  have  it  over  a  period  of 
time.  There  simply  is  not  enough 
money  to  leave  it  as  it  is  and  just  sim- 
ply fund  it  without  changing  it.  That  is 
not  an  alternative.  All  the  money  that 
we  have  would  be  in  this  program. 

So  the  alternative  is  to  find  some 
ways  to  reduce  this  growth.  VMiat  we 
are  talking  about  doing— and  I  think 
you  will  see  generally  in  the  budget, 
which  is  not  out  yet — you  will  see  an 
effort  to  reduce  it  from  the  10.5  percent 
growth  to  a  growth  of  maybe  7  percent. 
We  will  see  in  the  newspapers  that  they 
slashed  Medicare,  cut  Medicare.  But 
what  we  have  done  is  sought  to  reduce 
the  growth  of  Medicare,  and  then  we 
will  find  some  ways  to  do  it  more  effi- 
ciently. There  are  ways  to  do  that,  to 
give  some  options  For  example,  for 
those  elderly  who  choose  to  continue 
ais  is.  that  will  be  an  option.  For  those 
who  would  like  to  move  toward  some 
kind  of  medical  savings  account,  per- 
haps that  will  be  an  option  and  that 
would  be  a  choice,  and  it  will  be  a  re- 
duction in  the  cost  of  delivering  the 
same  medicine. 

The  point  is  that  we  need  to  be  hon- 
est with  ourselves  in  terms  of  what  we 


are  doing.  This  is  not  a  political  kind 
of  football  or  struggle  to  see  who  gets 
political  advanteige.  The  real  issue  is 
how  do  you  continue  to  provide  serv- 
ices to  people  who  need  services  and  do 
it  in  a  way  that  you  can.  over  time. 
pay  for  it.  That  is  the  issue.  Of  course, 
it  is  part  of  the  budget,  because  the 
budget  is  how  much  money  we  can  put 
out  to  run  Government  and  what  kind 
of  benefits  we  can  have. 

As  for  Medicare  part  B,  I  suspect 
there  will  be  an  effort  to  maintain  the 
contributions  that  are  now  there— ap- 
proximately 31  percent  instead  of  25 
percent  of  the  premium  that  is  re- 
quired to  finance  it.  We  have  been  mov- 
ing up  at  31  percent.  We  can  go  back, 
but  if  we  hold  it  at  31  percent,  the  pro- 
gram will  continue  to  be  preserved.  So 
there  are  alternatives.  They  are  not 
draconian. 

This  is  where  we  are  on  Medicare.  I 
think  it  is  an  excellent  example  of  our 
opportunity  in  this  Congress  to  find 
some  solutions  to  share  with  Ameri- 
cans— all  of  us — the  responsibility  of 
making  collective  decisions,  to  meet 
the  responsibility  of  continuing  to 
have  programs  where  there  is  need,  and 
to  do  it  in  a  responsible  financial  way. 

Mr.  President.  I  hope  that  we  can  go 
forward  with  the  bona  fide  discussion 
of  Medicare  and  a  bona  fide  discussion 
of  balancing  the  budget.  I  do  not  think 
anybody  will  suggest  that  it  is  going  to 
be  painless.  It  is  not  painless  in  your 
family  when  you  find  you  have  to  cut 
back  on  the  growth  of  expenditures.  It 
is  not  painless  in  your  business  when 
you  discover  that  it  is  necessary  to 
make  some  changes  in  order  to  make  it 
work.  But  it  is  very  possible.  It  is  very 
possible. 

It  can  be  done  by  continuing  to  pro- 
vide those  essential  services,  doing 
them  in  a  more  efficient  way,  and  we 
can  collectively  do  that. 

I  am  pleased  that  my  associates  from 
the  freshman  class  will  be  on  the  floor, 
talking  about  this  issue  and  other  is- 
sues, urging  Members  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  opportunity  and.  indeed, 
the  request,  if  not  demand,  from  voters 
for  change.  There  has  been  a  demand 
for  change.  There  will  be  change.  This 
is  our  opportunity  to  do  that. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  Democratic  leader  is 
recognized  for  20  minutes. 


COMPROMISE  NEAR 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  wish  the  President  a 
good  morning.  I  want  to  comment 
briefly  on  the  series  of  votes  that  we 
will  be  taking  this  morning.  As  the  dis- 
tinguished acting  majority  leader  indi- 
cated, there  will  be  a  cloture  vote  this 
morning. 

I  think  in  that  regard  it  is  important 
for  people  to  understand  the  current 
circumstances.    Senator   Dole   has   of- 


fered an  amendment.  Senator  Rocke- 
feller and  Senator  Gorton  have  also 
offered  an  amendment,  a  substitute. 
We  will  have  the  opportunity  at  some 
point  to  vote  on  those. 

I  would  hope  people  will  vote  against 
cloture  again  this  morning  simply  to 
preserve  the  options  that  we  think  are 
going  to  be  very  important,  if  indeed 
we  reach  a  compromise  here.  I  think 
we  are  getting  closer  now  in  the  last  48 
hours  to  meaningful  compromise. 

In  that  regard,  let  me  specifically 
single  out  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  for  his  remarkable 
efforts  to  bring  people  together,  to  at- 
tempt to  find  a  way  to  resolve  the  out- 
standing differences.  He  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Washington.  Sen- 
ator Gorton,  have  done  an  extraor- 
dinary job  in  the  last  couple  of  days  in 
addressing  many  of  the  concerns  that 
people  have  raised.  I  think  we  are  now 
beginning  to  come  together  in  a  way 
that  will  accommodate  some  of  the 
concerns  that  have  been  raised  during 
the  last  couple  of  weeks. 

I  know  that  others,  as  well,  have  con- 
cluded that  a  compromise  is  within 
reach.  My  distinguished  colleague  from 
Louisiana.  Senator  Breaux.  has  also 
been  working  on  ways  to  accommodate 
some  of  these  concerns  and  bring  all 
sides  together. 

Senator  Breaux  and  others  have  in 
the  last  couple  of  days  talked  with  peo- 
ple on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  an  ef- 
fort to  try  to  reach  a  compromise  on 
punitive  damages,  on  joint  and  several 
liability,  on  the  statute  of  repose.  I 
think  we  are  at  a  point  now  where  we 
may  be  able  to  resolve  these  outstand- 
ing issues  in  a  way  that  will  facilitate 
a  compromise  and  ultimately  bring 
Members  to  a  resolution  on  this  issue. 

In  order  to  allow  the  Senator  time  to 
discuss  this  particular  compromise,  I 
would  like  to  yield  the  balance  of  my 
leader  time  to  Senator  Breaux.  Again. 
I  commend  Senator  Breaux  for  his  ef- 
fort in  this  regard.  I  believe  that  he 
may  have  found  a  way  with  which  to 
bridge  the  differences  and  provide 
Members  with  an  opportunity  to  re- 
solve the  many  outstanding  issues  that 
still  exist.  With  that.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  Sen- 
ator Breaux. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  17M2  minutes  remaining. 

STAND.A.RD  OF  FAIRNESS  DESIRED 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Democratic  leader  for  his  com- 
ments and  his  effort  in  trying  to  bring 
about  a  compromise  that  makes  sense. 
A  lot  of  people  have  been  working  very 
diligently  on  this  issue  of  product  li- 
ability. The  Senate  and  the  Congress 
has  worked  on  it  for  a  number  of  years. 
We  have  all  struggled  with  it. 

I  think  the  standard  that  we  are  all 
trying  to  reach  is  a  standard  of  fair- 
ness, to  give  neither  people  who  are  in- 
jured by  faulty  products  an  advantage 
or  people  who  manufacture  those  prod- 
ucts an   unfair  advantage.  The   key  I 


think  is  a  level  playing  field.  The  key 
is  fairness  to  everyone.  That  is  some- 
thing that  has  been  very  difficult. 

I  want  to  particularly  commend  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Commerce 
Committee,  which  I  serve.  Senator 
HOLLINGS.  for  the  great  work  that  he 
has  done  in  trying  to  make  sure  that 
fairness  is  the  standard  by  which  we 
operate. 

Also.  Senator  Heflin.  I  think,  has 
made  a  great  contribution  to  ensuring 
that  we  do  not  act  in  haste,  but  do  this 
very,  very  carefully. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  Mem- 
bers on  the  Republican  side — the  dis- 
tinguished occupant  of  the  chair,  the 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate  this 
morning— has  also  been  very  involved 
in  trying  to  create  a  package  that  is 
fair  and  creates  that  level  playing  field 
that  we  are  all  striving  for. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  Senators 
I  have  not  mentioned  that  have  been 
involved  In  trying  to  bring  all  Members 
together  in  doing  something  that 
makes  sense.  My  own  preference  is  that 
this  is  something  that  the  States  ought 
to  do.  I  am  a  States  righter  when  it 
comes  to  personal  injury  and  the  tort 
system,  and  how  the  States  can  handle 
this  can  best  be  decided  by  the  States. 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  in  trying  to 
reach  an  agreement  here  today  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  no  on  the 
first  cloture  motion  this  morning  in 
order  to  allow  Members  to  present  to 
the  Senate  what  I  think  is  a  fair  and 
reasonable  compromise,  and  tries  to 
balance  those  who  think  that  nothing 
should  be  done  on  the  Federal  level  and 
those  that  think  that  everything 
should  be  done  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment here  in  Washington. 

I  think  that  the  pending  amendment 
that  is  out  there  that  has  been  talked 
about,  as  a  proposed  compromise,  the 
so-called  Gorton-Rockefeller,  their  sec- 
ond proposal,  is  defective  in  a  number 
of  ways,  and  can  be  improved  in  order 
to  reach  a  fair  settlement  of  this  issue, 
and  put  it  to  rest  once  and  for  all. 

I  think  Gorton-Rockefeller  is  effec- 
tive in  a  couple  of  ways.  My  substitute, 
which  I  will  offer  after  cloture  is  not 
invoked,  will  be  an  amendment  to  the 
Dole-Coverdell  substitute,  which  will 
still  be  pending,  tries  to  address  those 
defects  in  the  Gorton-Rockefeller  in 
the  following  ways:  No.  1.  on  punitive 
damages.  This  has  always  been  some- 
thing that  has  been  very  controversial, 
but  there  is  a  reason  for  punitive  dam- 
ages. It  says  to  a  manufacturer  of  de- 
fective products,  "Do  not  do  it  again,  ' 

The  damages  that  are  awarded  have 
to  be  In  relation  to  the  ability  of  the 
defendant  to  pay.  Obviously,  a  multi- 
billion-dollar  corporation  is  not  going 
to  really  be  affected  by  a  small  fine  of 
$100,000.  They  will  just  say  it  is  the 
cost  of  doing  business,  and  continue  to 
manufacture  the  defective  product. 

So  punitive  damages  serve  a  purpose. 
It  says  to  the  manufacturers  of  prod- 


ucts that  harm  people  in  this  country. 
"Do  not  do  it  anymore."  It  has  been 
very  effective.  There  are  products 
today  that  are  not  on  the  market  be- 
cause of  punitive  damages.  Companies 
have  said  "We  can't  afford  to  do  this 
anymore  and  we  are  not  going  to  do  it 
anymore."  There  are  a  number  of  prod- 
ucts that  are  no  longer  manufactured— 
Dalkon  shield,  asbestos  products,  prod- 
ucts dealing  with  breast  implants. 
Some  automobile  manufacturers  are  no 
longer  producing  types  of  cars,  because 
they  know  that  if  they  do  they  will 
cause  problems  and  they  will  be  penal- 
ized doing  it.  So  they  make  a  very 
practical  decision:  "We  are  not  doing  it 
anymore." 

The  problem  with  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller substitute  is  that,  I  think,  it  is 
fatally  flawed.  They  try  and  solve  this 
problem  by  saying  that  small  busi- 
nesses will  not  be  liable  for  punitive 
damages  if  they  have  25  or  fewer  em- 
ployees. They  make  a  separate  cat- 
egory for  small  businesses  of  25  or 
fewer  employees. 

That  is  an  interesting  way  of  ai>- 
proaching  it.  \VTiat  would  happen  is 
that  many  companies  would  just  struc- 
ture their  operations  with  25  or  fewer 
employees.  A  trucking  company,  each 
truck  could  be  a  separate  company.  A 
cab  company,  each  cab  could  be  a  sepa- 
rate company.  A  boat  company,  each 
one  could  be  a  separate  company.  What 
do  we  do  in  companies  that  have  23  em- 
ployees at  the  time  of  the  injury,  or  25 
employees  later  on  during  a  year? 

It  is  very  complicated  and  it  really,  I 
think,  calls  for  companies  to  structure 
themselves  so  they  can  avoid  ever  hav- 
ing to  pay  for  any  punitive  damages  for 
products  that  would  cause  problems  to 
individual  people. 

In  addition,  they  say  that.  well,  if 
the  judge  thinks  that  punitive  damages 
should  be  awarded  more  than  this  cap. 
then  the  judge  can  do  it;  but  if  the  de- 
fendant does  not  like  what  the  judge 
does,  he  can  ask  for  another  trial.  Why 
do  we  have  to  be  so  complicated?  That 
provision  just  calls  for  additional  liti- 
gation, more  cost,  more  expense,  addi- 
tional trials,  by  directing  a  very,  very, 
complicated  situation  I  think  is  not 
necessary. 

What  my  amendment  will  do  is  to 
take  from  the  suggestions  of  other 
Members  who  have  suggested  ideas 
that  address  this  problem  in  a  fair  way. 
Our  colleague.  Senator  Dodd  from  Con- 
necticut, has  suggested  something  that 
I  think  makes  sense  and  is  the  essence 
of  my  amendment.  It  says  that  when  a 
jury  finds  that  punitive  damages  are 
warranted  because  of  conscious  and  fla- 
grant violations  by  the  manufacturer 
of  a  product,  then  the  decision  on  how 
much  the  punitive  damages  should  be 
will  be  decided  by  the  judge.  He  does  it 
by  looking  at  that  particular  defend- 
ant, determining  their  ability  to  pay, 
determining  how  successful  economi- 
cally that  company  is,  looking  at  their 


Intent,  how  they  handle  everything, 
how  long  the  violations  continued,  and 
then  the  judge  will  make  a  decision  on 
the  amount  of  the  punitive  damages 
that  are  necessary  to  prevent  this  from 
happening  again  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  and  my  colleagues,  I 
think  that  is  a  fair  way  of  resolving 
this  problem.  A  very  complicated 
structure  that  says  25  or  less  has  one 
standard,  and  then  the  judge  can  over- 
rule the  jury  if  he  wants  to.  but  if  the 
defendant  does  not  like  it  they  can  ask 
for  another  trial,  is  too  complicated, 
too  time  consuming,  encourages  too 
many  additional  trials,  and  Is  not  the 
way  to  do  it. 

I  prefer  the  suggestion  of  Senator 
Dodd.  which  is  in  my  amendment, 
which  simply  says  if  the  jury  finds  the 
defendant  was  so  negligent  in  a  fashion 
that  deserves  punitive  damages  to  be 
awarded,  then  the  judge  will  decide 
what  is  an  effective  and  correct 
amount  to  be  awarded. 

Second,  on  the  statute  of  repose.  I 
think  the  Gorton-Rockefeller  amend- 
ment is  defective  again.  Remember 
this  uniformity  argument  we  talked 
about?  They  kept  saying  we  need  to 
pass  this  bill  because  we  want  to  make 
it  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States.  Their  bill  Is  defective  because 
It  says  the  statute  of  repose  will  be  25 
years  unless  the  State  wants  to  make 
It  less.  That  is  not  uniform.  It  says  we 
can  have  50  different  States  with  50  dif- 
ferent statutes  of  repose  and  50  dif- 
ferent standards  for  a  person  who  is  In- 
jured to  have  to  worry  about.  That  is 
not  uniformity  at  all. 

The  statute  of  repose,  of  course,  says 
that  after  a  product  has  been  in  place 
for  a  period  of  time  you  can  no  longer 
bring  a  cause  of  action  against  that 
product  because  it  is  defective.  My 
amendment  says  let  us  make  it  uni- 
form. 25  years  across  the  country,  na- 
tionwide; it  is  the  same  in  every  State. 
That  brings  about  uniformity  both  for 
the  person  who  manufactured  the  prod- 
uct and  uniformity  for  the  person  who 
may  be  injured  by  a  defective  product. 
I  think  that  makes  sense  and  is  the 
right  way  to  go. 

The  third  area  I  think  they  are  defec- 
tive in.  In  their  suggestion,  is  on  the 
question  of  joint  and  several  liability. 
What  they  are  trying  to  do  is  address 
the  problem  of  a  manufacturer  or  de- 
fendant that  is  just  a  little  bit  respon- 
sible, just  a  little  bit  negligent.  Their 
argument  is  if  someone  is  only  respon- 
sible for  3  percent  of  the  injur>'  he  or 
she  should  not  be  liable  for  100  percent 
of  the  damages  for  noneconomic  dam- 
ages, that  is  the  pain  and  suffering 
type  of  injuries  that  a  person  would  re- 
ceive from  a  defective  product.  But  the 
way  they  have  tried  to  handle  this 
problem  is  say  you  are  not  going  to 
have  any  joint  liability  for  non- 
economic  damages  and  that  will  take 
care  of  the  problem.  Yes.  that  takes 
care  of  the  problem.  It  wipes  out  the 
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possibility   of  an   injured   person,   per- 
haps, from  getting  any  recovery  at  all. 

What  I  am  going  to  suggest  in  my 
amendment  is  simply  this — and  this  is 
the  language,  again,  that  has  been  sug- 
gested by  Senator  Specter,  who  has 
come  up  with  I  think  a  very  good  idea 
to  solve  this  problem.  I  picked  some 
from  our  Democratic  colleagues.  Sen- 
ator DoDD.  some  from  our  Republican 
colleagues.  Senator  Specter,  and  tried 
to  put  them  together  because  that  is 
what  we  have  been  talking  about  for 
the  last  several  days.  Senator  Spec- 
ter's suggestion,  which  I  have  included 
in  my  suggestion,  is  simply  to  say 
there  is  a  de  minimis  standard.  If  a  de- 
fendant is  responsible  for  less  than  15 
percent  of  the  injuries  that  were 
caused,  they  cannot  be  held  jointly  lia- 
ble, they  can  only  be  held  liable  for 
that  percentage  of  the  damages  that  it 
has  been  determined  they  are  at  fault 
for.  that  they  caused.  If  it  is  3  percent 
they  can  only  be  responsible  for  3  per- 
cent. But  after  that  threshold,  if  they 
are  20  to  30  to  40  percent  responsible, 
then  they  can  be  held  jointly  liable.  I 
think  that  takes  care  of  the  so-called 
de  minimis  problem,  whereby  we 
should  not  hold  someone  responsible 
for  the  whole  amount  of  damages  if 
they  only  caused  a  very  small,  de 
minimis,  portion  of  those  dameiges.  But 
after  a  certain  point,  joint  liability 
should  prevail. 

We  picked  up  Senator  Specter's  sug- 
gestion, which  I  think  is  a  very  good 
one.  that  says  if  a  person  is  15  percent 
or  more  responsible  for  these  losses, 
then  they  can  be  held  jointly  liable  for 
noneconomic  losses  that  they  caused. 
That  defendant,  of  course,  has  a  cause 
of  action  for  anybody  else  who  is  liable 
for  the  other  portion  of  the  damages. 
That  is  what  normally  occurs.  The  de- 
fendant then  brings  in  the  other  party 
and  they  can  be  held  responsible — to 
the  defendant  who  has  paid  the  entire 
amount — for  their  portion.  So  the  sys- 
tem works  very  well.  But  my  sugges- 
tion. I  think,  takes  care  of  the  de 
minimis  concern  that  has  been  ex- 
pressed by  many  of  our  colleagues 

I  will  offer  this  amendment  and  will 
be  able  to  offer  it  if  the  cloture  motion 
is  voted  down.  I  think  it  would  be  a  big 
mistake,  when  we  are  so  close  to  com- 
ing up  with  a  compromise  agreement, 
to  at  this  time  invoke  cloture  and  pre- 
vent the  opportunity  to  offer  this 
amendment  with  a  chance  of  it  becom- 
ing law.  This  is  really  an  attempt  to 
try  to  reach  a  legitimate  compromise. 
We  can  debate  this  for  a  long  time.  We 
could  continue  to  prevent  cloture  from 
being  invoked. 

I  think  it  is  time  the  Senate  bring 
this  measure  to  a  close.  What  I  have 
tried  to  do  is  pick  some  of  the  best 
ideas  from  my  colleagues.  I  continue  to 
emphasize  that  many  of  the  things  I 
have  in  my  legislation  are  the  product 
of  the  suggestions  of  some  of  my  col- 
leagues—Senator Specter  in  particular 


with  this  de  minimis  standard,  my  col- 
league Senator  Dodd  with  the  concept 
of  punitive  damages  being  set  by  the 
judge  after  a  trial  has  occurred  that  de- 
termines that  punitive  damages  would 
be  justified.  I  think  that  makes  good 
sense,  to  try  to  incorporate  Republican 
ideas  and  Democratic  ideas,  to  put  to- 
gether a  package  which  is  truly  a  com- 
promise. 

One  of  the  things  the  advocates  of 
this  so-called  tort  reform  legislation 
have  advocated  is  a  national  standard 
when  it  talks  to  punitive  damages.  I 
have  incorporated  their  ideas  on  the 
national  standard  being  in  fact  that 
the  plaintiff  must  show  a  conscious  and 
flagrant  indifference  to  safety  con- 
cerns, and  the  plaintiff  must  do  it  and 
show  it  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence. That  will  be  a  national  standard 
now  for  punitive  damages  in  product  li- 
ability cases.  I  have  incorporated  that 
suggestion.  That  is  the  same  as  in  the 
Gorton-Rockefeller  legislation. 

In  fact,  much  of  what  this  substitute 
that  I  will  offer  really  incorporates  is 
the  better  features  from  the  Gorton- 
Rockefeller  language.  But  it  also  tries 
to  address  the  three  major  areas  in 
which  I  think  they  were  defective,  and 
those  are  how  punitive  damages  are 
set,  how  they  deal  with  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability,  and  how  they  deal  with 
the  statute  of  repose. 

So  I  hope  when  we  come  to  the  floor 
to  vote  on  cloture  this  morning,  which 
has  already  been  set,  our  colleagues 
will  know  there  is  an  effort  among 
many  of  us  who  have  been  involved  to 
some  extent  in  this  legislation  to  try 
to  put  together  a  package  of  amend- 
ments that  is  truly  a  genuine  com- 
promise, that  tries  to  treat  people  who 
are   injured   by   defective   products   on 
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trying  to  treat  defendants  who  in  fact 
have  manufactured  defective  products. 

It  is  improper  for  this  body  to  try  to 
give  advantage  to  one  group  over  the 
other  group.  If  we  conclude  there 
should  be  some  national  standards, 
then  the  national  standards  should 
apply  both  to  those  who  are  injured  as 
well  as  to  those  who  make  the  product 
that  has  caused  injury,  in  the  same 
way.  It  would  be  unfair  and  improper 
to  say  one  side  is  going  to  get  more  fair 
treatment  than  the  other.  I  am  con- 
cerned the  provisions  that  are  pending 
in  the  Gorton-Rockefeller  substitute  in 
fact  are  not  fair;  in  fact  they  do  allow 
for  more  loopholes  to  be  created  with 
the  25-employee  limitation,  they  do 
create  some  other  problems  with  re- 
gard to  the  establishment  of  punitive 
damages,  they  encourage  more  trials, 
and  they  encourage.  I  think,  abuse  of 
how  punitive  damages  would  be  set. 

We  have  tried  to  offer  something  that 
addresses  all  these  problems  in  a  fash- 
ion that  truly  represents  a  fair  and  just 
compromise.  But  we  do  need  to  ask  our 
colleagues — who  may  be  trying  to  fig- 
ure out  the  situation  as  to  where  we 
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are — ask  them  to  vote  against  the  clo- 
ture motion  and  allow  us  to  come  in 
with  a  compromise  that  I  think  for 
once  and  for  all  will  settle  this  very, 
very  difficult,  very  emotional  set  of  is- 
sues that  we  have  struggled  with  for  so 
many  days. 

The  alternative  I  will  offer,  and  hope 
to  be  joined  by  a  number  of  our  col- 
leagues, will  be  something  that  will 
give  everybody  an  opportunity  to  say 
we  made  some  reforms  but  we  did  it  ul- 
timately and  finally  in  a  fashion  that 
is  fair  to  everyone  involved.  With  that. 
Mr.  President,  is  there  any  time  left  on 
the  leader  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thirty 
seconds. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  will  just  reserve  that 
30  seconds  in  case  the  leader  needs  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hutchison).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 
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NRA'S  FUNDRAISING  LETTER 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Madam  President,  re- 
cently, the  National  Rifle  Association 
issued  a  widely  circulated  fundraising 
letter  over  the  signature  of  Executive 
Vice  President  Wayne  LaPierre  and 
that  letter  is  full  of  questionable  over- 
heated language.  I  wish  to  focus  on  one 
paragraph  in  particular.  The  letter 
states,  and  I  am  quoting  exactly: 

In  Clintons  adminislration.  if  you  have  a 
badge,  you  have  the  Government's  go-ahead 
to  harass,  intimidate,  and  even  murder  law- 
abidinK  citizens. 

Now,  as  if  the  force  of  the  words 
"even  murder"  as  applied  here  were 
not  repugnant  enough,  the  letter  un- 
derlines the  words  "even  murder." 

This  assertion  that  the  U.S.  law  en- 
forcement personnel  have  been  author- 
ized by  President  Clinton  "to  harass, 
intimidate,  even  murder  law-abiding 
citizens"  is  without  foundation,  and  it 
is  an  offensive  outrage  that  should  be 
condemned  by  members  of  the  NRA 
and  all  other  decent  Americans. 

On  April  28.  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
president  of  the  NRA.  Mr.  Tom  Wash- 
ington, asking  that  the  statement  be 
retracted.  The  statement  is  inflam- 
matory; it  is  inappropriate.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  single  Member  of  this 
body  who  would  stand  in  the  Chamber 
of  the  Senate  and  speak  such  words,  as- 
serting that  our  President  has  author- 
ized law  enforcement  personnel  to  mur- 
der law-abiding  citizens.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve the  overwhelming  majority  of 
NRA  members  would  countenance  such 
language. 


My  letter  to  Mr.  Washington  asked, 
"Can  you  honestly  justify  your  organi- 
zation's characterization  of  law  en- 
forcement officials  with  such  language, 
describing  them  as  on  a  mission  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Government  to  murder 
law-abiding  citizens'?" 

Madam  President,  on  May  3,  I  re- 
ceived a  reply  from  Mr.  Washington, 
and  his  letter  says: 

While  I  concede  that  some  of  the  language 
in  the  NRA  fundraising  letter  might  have 
been  rhetorically  impassioned — ais  is  most 
political  direct  mail— that  in  no  way  dispar- 
ages the  NRA.  nor  diminishes  the  serious- 
ness of  the  alleged  federal  law  enforcement 
abuses  to  which  the  letter  refers. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  relate  the  his- 
tory of  the  NRA's  interest  in  the  inves- 
tigation of  Federal  law  enforcement 
abuse.  The  letter  concludes  with  the 
statement  that  "blaming  the  rhetoric, 
whether  in  a  fundraising  letter  or  any- 
where else  in  political  discourse,  serves 
only  to  silence  dissent  and  aggravate 
that  distrust." 

Well.  Madam  President.  I  have  no  in- 
terest in  silencing  dissent.  I  never 
have.  There  is  nothing  more  American 
than  the  conscientious  expression  of 
dissent.  There  is  no  more  sacred  right 
guaranteed  by  our  Constitution  to  all 
Americans  than  freedom  of  speech,  and 
I  will  defend  the  NRA's  right  to  say 
what  it  said.  The  point  is  that  the 
reply  that  I  have  received  from  Mr. 
Washington  did  not  answer  the  ques- 
tion that  I  asked.  I  asked  Mr.  Washing- 
ton. "Can  you  honestly  justify  your  or- 
ganization's characterization  of  law  en- 
forcement officials  with  such  language, 
describing  them  as  on  a  mission  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Government  to  murder 
law-abiding  citizens?  "  The  question 
was  not  answered. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent.  Madam 
President,  that  the  NRA  letter  written 
by  Executive  Vice  President  Wayne 
LaPierre  and  my  letter  of  April  28  to 
Mr.  Washington  and  Mr.  Washington's 
letter  of  May  3  to  me  be  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  DC.  April  28.  1995. 
Mr.  Tom  W.'\shington. 
President.  National  Rifle  Association. 
Lansing.  MI. 

Dear  Tom:  Over  the  years  we  have  agreed 
on  some  things,  like  protecting  our  Great 
Lakes,  and  disagreed  on  others,  like  the  ban 
on  assault  weapons.  But  no  matter  what  po- 
sitions we  have  on  assault  weapons,  I  hope 
you  will  agree  that  the  language  of  the 
NRA's  recent  fundraising  letter  over  the  sig- 
nature of  Executive  Vice  President  Wayne 
LaPierre  is  highly  inflammatory  and  totally 
inappropriate. 

In  one  passage.  Mr.  LaPierre  writes.  "In 
Clintons  administration,  if  you  have  a 
badge,  you  have  the  government's  go-ahead 
to  harass,  intimidate,  even  murder  law-abid- 
ing citizens  "  Can  you  honestly  justify  your 
organization's  characterization  of  law  en- 
forcement officials  with  such  language,  de- 
scribing them  as  on  mission  sanctioned  by 


the  government  to  "murder  law-abiding  citi- 
zens"? 

This  is  but  one  example  of  the  inflam- 
matory, hateful  rhetoric  in  this  letter.  I  will 
defend  Mr.  LaPierre's  right  to  free  speech. 
but  the  public  also  has  a  right  to  expect  the 
NRA  to  retract  hateful  and  inflammatory 
statements  issued  in  its  name.  I  urge  the 
NR.\  to  retract  the  LaPierre  letter. 

Thank   you    for  giving   this   request   your 
consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Carl  Levin. 
U.S.  Senate. 

National  Rifle  Association. 

Dear  Fellow  American:  I've  worn  out  a 
lot  of  shoe  leather  walking  the  halls  of  Con- 
gress. I've  met  key  leaders,  I've  talked  with 
old  allies.  I've  met  with  the  new  Congress- 
men and  many  staff  members. 

WTiat  I'm  hearing  and  seeing  concerns  me. 

Many  of  our  new  Congressmen  are  ignoring 
America's  80  million  gun  owners.  Some  have 
forgotten  what  we  did  to  elect  them.  Others 
say  our  demands  to  restore  our  Constitu- 
tional freedoms  are  politically  out  of  line. 

Don't  get  me  wrong,  not  all  of  them  are 
like  this.  Senator  Phil  Gramm.  House  Speak- 
er Newt  Gingrich,  and  Congressmen  Bill 
McColIum.  Bill  Brewster  and  Harold  Volk- 
mer  are  all  coming  to  our  aid.  But  too  many 
others  are  not. 

And  without  a  major  show  of  force  by 
America's  80  million  gun  owners.  America 
will  resume  its  long  march  down  the  road  to 
gun  bans,  destruction  of  the  Constitution 
and  loss  of  every  sacred  freedom. 

I  want  you  to  know  I'm  not  looking  for  a 
fight. 

But  when  you  consider  the  facts  of  our  cur- 
rent situation,  you  too.  will  see  we  have  no 
other  choice. 

FACT  #1:  The  Congress'  leading  anti-gun- 
ners. Senators  Dianne  Feinstein.  Ted  Ken- 
nedy and  Congressmen  Charles  Schumer  and 
Major  Owens  all  survived  their  last  elec- 
tions. 

They've  pledged  to  fight  to  the  bitter  end 
for  Brady  II  and  its  ammo  taxes,  licensing 
and  registration  schemes,  gun  rationing,  bu- 
reaucrats with  the  power  to  determine  if  you 
•■need"  a  gun  and  yes,  the  repeal  of  the  Sec- 
ond Amendment. 

It  doesn't  matter  to  them  that  the  Brady 
Law  is  a  failure. 

It  doesn't  matter  to  them  that  the  Brady 
Law  has  become  one  more  tool  that  govern- 
ment agents  are  using  to  deny  the  Constitu- 
tional rights  of  law  abiding  citizens. 

It  doesn't  matter  to  them  that  the  semi- 
auto  ban  gives  jack-booted  government 
thugs  more  power  to  take  away  our  Con- 
stitutional rights,  break  in  our  doors,  seize 
our  guns,  destroy  our  property,  and  even  in- 
jure or  kill  us. 

Schumer.  Feinstein.  Kennedy.  Owens  and 
the  rest  of  the  anti-gunners  want  more  and 
more  gun  control. 

It  can  be  something  small  and  subtle  like 
a  regulation  expanding  the  disqualification 
criteria  for  the  Brady  Law.  They're  fighting 
for  anything  that  makes  it  harder  for  you  to 
own  a  gun. 

The  gun  banners  simply  don't  like  you. 
They  don't  trust  you.  They  don't  want  you 
to  own  a  gun.  And  they'll  stop  at  nothing 
until  they've  forced  you  to  turn  over  your 
guns  to  the  government. 

Fact  No.  2:  If  the  anti-gunners  fail  to 
achieve  their  goals  in  Congress,  they  have  a 
fall-back  position  in  Bill  Clinton,  the  most 
anti-gun  President  in  .\merican  history. 

In  two  short  years.  Bill  Clinton  launched 
two  successful  attacks  on  the  Constitution. 


He  signed  two  gun  control  bills  into  law.  He 
has  sworn  to  veto  any  repeal  of  the  semi- 
auto  ban  and  any  restoration  of  oiir  Con- 
stitutional rights. 

His  Interior  and  Agriculture  Departments 
have  set  their  sights  on  closing  hunting 
lands. 

And  his  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
is  attempting  to  take  jurisdiction  over  exist- 
ing uses  of  lead.  This,  of  course,  includes  gun 
ranges  and  spent  shot. 

What's  more,  gun  owners  aren't  the  only 
ones  Clinton's  EPA  has  set  its  sights  on. 
They're  after  fishermen,  too.  They  want  to 
BAN  the  use  of  small  lead  fishing  sinkers 
and.  of  gravest  concern,  they  want  to  stop 
the  home  casting  of  these  sinkers. 

If  fishing  sinkers  are  on  the  Clinton  bu- 
reaucrat's list,  you  know  what's  next:  lead 
shot,  lead  bullets,  bullet  casting  and  reload- 
ing. 

Clinton's  State  Department  is  also  adding 
to  the  attacks  on  gun  owners  and  our  Con- 
stitutional freedoms.  In  December,  he  signed 
the  Summit  of  the  America's  agreements 
which  pledges  that  the  U.S.  Government  will 
push  for  additional  gun  control. 

Over  in  the  Justice  Department.  Clinton's 
Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  has  signaled 
her  intent  to  "squash"  the  states'  rights 
movement  an  deny  states  their  Constitu- 
tional power. 

And  worst  of  all. 

Fact  No.  3:  President  Clinton's  army  of 
anti-gun  government  agents  continues  to  in- 
timidate and  harass  law-abiding  citizens. 

In  Clinton's  administration,  if  you  have  a 
badge,  you  have  the  government's  go-ahead 
to  harass,  intimidate,  even  murder  law-abid- 
ing citizens. 

Randy  Weaver  at  Ruby  Ridge  .  .  .  Waco 
and  the  Branch  Davldians  .  .  .  Not  too  long 
ago.  it  was  unthinkable  for  Federal  agents 
wearing  Nazi  bucket  helmets  and  black 
storm  trooper  uniforms  to  attack  law-abid- 
ing citizens. 

Not  today,  not  with  Clinton. 

Our  calls  to  investigate  these  outrageous 
assaults  on  our  Constitutional  freedoms  are 
routinely  silenced  by  the  anti-gun  media. 
But  that's  no  surprise. 

Fact  No.  4:  They've  launched  a  new  wave  of 
brainwashing  propaganda.  .  . 

CBS.  ABC.  NBC.  USA  Today.  Time.  News- 
week and  The  New  "York  Times  have 
launched  another  round  of  phony  polls  and 
slanted  stories  to  help  the  anti-gunners 
achieve  their  goals. 

Their  latest  phony  poll  shows  70%  of  Amer- 
ica support  the  "semi-auto"  assault  weapon 
ban. 

That's  simply  not  true.  When  it's  explained 
that  "semi-autos"  are  used  in  less  than  a 
fraction  of  one  percent  of  crimes;  that  the 
ban  only  affects  the  law-abiding;  and.  that 
the  ban  is  only  one  more  way  to  deny  Con- 
stitutional rights  to  the  law-abiding,  support 
for  the  ban  drops  to  30%. 

But  the  media  still  uses  this  70%  statistic 
to  trumpet  the  call  for  gun  control. 

What  scares  me  the  most  about  this  70% 
numljer  is  that  the  media  has  brainwashed 
70%  of  Americans  into  believing  that  the 
government— and  not  each  individual— is  re- 
sponsible for  their  personal  protection. 

Even  worse,  this  70%  number  means  that 
there  are  enough  people  who  can  be  br^aln- 
washed  by  the  media  to  vote  for  a  repeal  of 
the  Second  Amendment  if  it  were  put  to  a 
vote. 

The  media.  Clinton,  the  anti-gunners  in 
Congress  .  .  .  This  combination  is  a  powder 
key  that  could  blow  at  any  moment  and  it's 
set  squarely  underneath  the  Constitution 
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And  what  this  means  Is: 

FACT  »5:  Congress  must  be  forced  to  re- 
store the  Constitution,  repeal  the  ^n  bans. 
investigate  abuse  by  government  agents  and 
focus  the  public  debate  on  criminal  control, 
not  gun  control  .  .  . 

...  Or  what  we're  seeing  now  will  only  be 
a  momentary  patch  of  sunshine  on  the  road 
to  doom  for  the  Second  Amendment  and  our 
Constitution. 

There  is  hope,  though.  Despite  the  current 
situation.  I'm  encouraged  by  you  and  your 
fellow  NRA  members. 

Everywhere  I  go.  to  every  gun  show,  every 
NRA-ILA  grassroots  operation.  every 
Friends  of  NRA  Dinner,  even  in  cabs  and  air- 
ports around  the  country.  I  run  into  NRA 
members  who  understand  the  stakes  and 
stand  ready  to  fight. 

The  question  I  hear  from  almost  every  one 
of  these  NRA  members  is  the  same:  "What 
can  I  do  next?" 

If  you're  one  of  those  members.  I  want  to 
thank  you  for  your  courage,  your  conviction 
and  your  spirit.  You  keep  me  going.  You 
keep  me  on  the  road.  You  give  me  strength 
to  lead  the  battle. 

And  if  you  want  to  join  me  in  taking  the 
next  step.  I  need  you  to  do  these  two  things 
today. 

First,  I  need  you  to  sign  the  enclosed  Peti- 
tions to  the  United  States  Congress. 

These  petitions  are  addressed  to  the  lead- 
ers of  the  US.  Congress.  Senator  Robert 
Dole  and  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich,  and  your 
U.S.  Senators  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan. 
Alfonse  M.  D'Amato  and  Congresswoman  Sue 
Kelly. 

Please  be  sure  to  sign  all  five  petitions, 
then  fold  them  and  place  them  in  the  en- 
closed, postage-paid  envelope  addressed  to 
me  at  NRA  Headquarters. 

These  petitions  spell  out.  in  black  and 
white,  our  agenda  of  repeal,  reform,  inves- 
tigate and  limit  government  power. 

In  the  first  amendment  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights,  we  are  guaranteed  the  right  to  'peti- 
tion our  Government  for  a  redress  of  griev- 
ances." 

.•\nd  that's  exactly  what  we're  going  to  do: 
redress  our  grievances  in  the  biggest  and 
most  powerful  display  of  political  clout  and 
commitment  to  the  Constitution. 

I  want  to  personally  deliver  your  five  peti- 
tions, and  the  petitions  of  all  3.5  million  of 
your  fellow  NRA  members — 17.5  million  peti- 
tions in  all— to  Congress. 

.And  I  want  to  show  the  leadership  in  Con- 
gress, and' your  Senators  and  Congressmen 
from  New  York,  that  the  number  one  prior- 
ity in  their  Contract  with  America  must  be 
defending  and  restoring  our  Constitutional 
freedoms. 

17.5  million  Petitions  to  Congress  is  the 
largest  "redress  of  grievances"  since  the 
Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights  were 
written. 

So  I  KNOW  Congress  will  get  the  message. 
And  I  know  they'll  act  on  our  agenda  of  Re- 
peal, Reform  and  Investigate  if  only  you  and 
I  speak  out. 

Your  Petitions  to  Congress  also  sends  an- 
other message — a  message  not  spelled  out  on 
the  Petitions  themselves. 

Each  Congressman,  on  the  average,  will  re- 
ceive 8.000  Petitions  from  NRA  members  de- 
manding action.  8.000  messages  from  angry 
voters  sounds  an  alarm  in  every  Congress- 
mans  head. 

You  see.  most  Congressional  elections  were 
won  or  lost  by  5.000  votes  or  less.  So.  they'll 
realize  that  failing  to  defend  the  Second 
Amendment  and  failing  to  retake  the  Con- 
stitutional  freedoms  lost   to   the  anti-gun- 


ners, could  result  in  big  losses  at  the  next 
electionl 

That's  why  it's  critical  you  take  a  few 
minutes  to  sign  your  Petitions  to  Congress 
and  return  them  to  me  as  soon  as  possible. 

These  petitions  are  our  D-Day. 

Armed  with  these  petitions  and  our  First 
Amendment  rights,  we  are  going  to  storm 
Congress,  knock  out  anti-gunner  strongholds 
and  recapture  every  bit  of  ground  we  lost 
since  Bill  Clinton  took  office. 

And  if  we're  successful,  these  petitions  will 
be  the  turning  point  in  the  history  of  the 
Constitution  ...  A  day  when  our  sacred 
right  to  keep  and  bear  arms  will  be  secure 
for  the  next  generation  of  law-abiding  Amer- 
icans. 

Second,  when  you  return  your  signed  Peti- 
tions to  Congress.  I  need  you  to  make  a  spe- 
cial contribution  to  the  NRA  of  $15.  $20.  $25. 
$35.  $50  or  the  most  generous  amount  you  can 
afford. 

Most  Americans  don't  realize  that  our  free- 
doms are  slowly  slipping  away. 

They  don't  understand  that  politicians  and 
bureaucrats  are  chipping  away  at  the  Amer- 
ican way  of  life. 

They're  destroying  business,  destroying 
our  economy,  destroying  property  rights,  de- 
stroying our  moral  foundation,  destroying 
our  schools,  destroying  our  culture  .  .  .  De- 
stroying our  Constitution. 

And  the  attack,  either  through  legislation 
or  regulation,  on  the  Second  Amendment  is 
only  the  first  in  a  long  campaign  to  destroy 
the  freedoms  at  the  core  of  American  life 

You  can  see  it  in  the  gun  bans,  certainly. 
But  you  can  also  see  it  in  closed  ranges, 
closed  hunting  lands,  confiscated  collectors' 
firearms,  banned  magazines  and  ammunition 
taxes. 

You  can  see  it  when  jack-booted  govern- 
ment thugs,  wearing  black,  armed  to  the 
teeth,  break  down  a  door,  open  fire  with  an 
automatic  weapon,  and  kill  or  maim  law- 
abiding  citizens. 

America's  gun  owners  will  only  be  the  first 
to  lose  their  freedoms. 

If  we  lose  the  right  to  keep  and  bear  arms. 
then  the  right  to  free  speech,  free  practice  of 
religion,  and  every  other  freedom  in  the  Bill 
of  Rights  are  sure  to  follow. 

I  am  one  American  who  is  not  going  to  sit 
on  the  sidelines  and  watch  this  happen. 

And  if  you  want  to  help  me  stop  this  de- 
struction of  the  Constitution,  then  I  hope 
you  can  make  that  special  contribution  of 
$15.  $20.  $25.  $35  or  $50  to  the  NRA  today. 

With  your  special  contribution.  Ill  have 
the  financial  ammo  I  need  to  keep  Congress 
focused  on  the  mission  we've  assigned  them. 

First,  with  your  help.  I  will  expand  out  pe- 
tition campaign  to  involve  as  many  of  .Amer- 
ica's 80  million  gun  owners  as  possible. 

If  we  can  double  the  number  of  Petitions 
flooding  Congress,  we'll  double  the  speed 
Congress  deals  with  our  demands  to  repeal, 
reform  and  investigate.  And  with  double  the 
show  of  clout,  we'll  wipe  out  anti-gunner  op- 
position. 

Second,  with  your  special  contribution,  I 
can  increase  the  NRA's  public  exposure  on 
talk  shows,  at  rallies  and  shows,  in  radio  and 
T.V.  advertising  and  through  broadcasts  like 
the  NRA's  Town  Meeting  that  first  sounded 
our  alarm  in  16  million  households,  last  sum- 
mer. 

Part  of  our  problem  is  that  far  too  few 
Americans  understand  what's  at  stake  in 
these  battles. 

My  ultimate  goal  is  to  educate  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  this  issue  is  not  just  about 
guns,  not  just  about  hunting,  not  just  about 
personal  protection:  this  issue  is  about  free- 
dom—your freedom. 


I  want  to  use  the  power  of  T.V,  and  radio 
to  show  the  American  people  that,  if  the 
NRA  fails  to  restore  our  Second  Amendment 
freedoms,  the  attacks  will  begin  on  freedom 
of  religion,  freedom  of  speech,  freedom  from 
unreasonable  search  and  seizure,  ,   . 

And  that  unless  we  take  action  today,  the 
long  slide  down  the  slippery  slope  will  only 
continue  until  there's  no  freedom  left  in 
America  at  all. 

I  know  you  see  it.  The  elbow  room  you 
have  to  hunt,  shoot  and  live  life  the  way  you 
see  fit  is  slowly  di.sappearing. 

And  the  truth  is.  NRA  members  have  been 
hardened  by  legislative  battles.  And  only 
NRA  members  have  the  courage,  the  convic- 
tion to  draw  the  line  in  the  sand. 

That's  why  I'm  hoping  you  can  take  a  few 
moments  to  sign  and  date  the  enclosed  peti- 
tions and  return  them  to  me  with  your  spe- 
cial contribution  of  $15.  $20.  $25.  $35.  $50  or 
more  in  the  enclosed  postage-paid  envelope 
today.  Or.  you  can  charge  by  phone  by  call- 
ing 800-547 -INR A  today. 

You  know,  besides  going  shooting.  I  love  to 
go  to  football  games,  .A,nd  every  time  I  go.  I 
always  hear  my  fellow  fans  talk  about  the 
impact  of  "the  12th  man." 

The  11  playere  calling  the  plays  and  doing 
the  hitting  get  a  lot  of  their  motivation  from 
the  12th  man  in  the  stands.  I'm  talking 
about  the  crowd  who  cheers  wildly  when  our 
team  is  on  offense,  and  drowns  out  the  sig- 
nals of  the  opposing  team  when  they're  on 
the  defense, 

I  need  you  to  be  that  12th  man. 

I  need  you  to  sign  your  petitions  to  Con- 
gress and  return  them  to  me  today  That 
simple  act  will  give  our  allies  the  political 
courage  to  do  what's  right,  to  push  ahead 
with  our  agenda  of  Repeal.  Reform,  and  In- 
vestigate, 

Likewise,  your  signed  petitions  to  Con- 
gress will  confuse  and  demoralize  the  anti- 
gun  team  and  their  agenda  of  bans,  taxes,  in- 
timidation, harassment  and  destruction  of 
the  Constitution, 

I  know  I've  said  what  I'm  about  to  say  be- 
fore. But  this  is  a  message  that  resonates 
with  NRA  members  across  the  land.  It's 
something  I  hope  you,  too.  will  say  whenever 
you  have  the  occasion  to  defend  our  Con- 
stitutional freedoms. 

This,  the  battle  we're  fighting  toda.y.  is  a 
battle  to  retake  the  most  precious,  most  sa- 
cred ground  on  earth.  This  is  a  battle  for 
freedom. 

Please  tell  me  you're  ready  to  take  the 
next  step  by  returning  your  signed  petitions 
to  Congress  and  special  gift  to  me  in  the  en- 
closed postage-paid  envelope  today. 

Thank  you.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from 
you  soon. 

Yours  in  Freedom. 

Wayne  LaPierre. 
Executive  Vice  President. 

P.S.  As  a  special  thank  you  for  making  a 
special  contribution  of  $25  or  more.  I'd  like 
to  send  you  a  copy  of  my  national  best-sell- 
ing book.  Guns.  Crime,  and  Freedom,  Guns. 
Crime,  and  Freedom  is  263  pages  of  truth 
about  guns,  gun  control,  gun  owners,  the 
anti-gun  media  and  what's  happening  to  our 
freedoms, 

I  hope  you'll  read  it  and  use  it  in  your  own 
personal  campaign  in  New  York  to  defend 
the  Constitution.  Use  Guns.  Crime,  and  Free- 
dom to  help  you  keep  the  pressure  on  Con- 
gress, write  letters  to  the  editor  and  teach 
other  Americans  about  the  battle  we're 
fighting  today.  Thanks  again  for  your  sup- 
port and  friendship. 


National  Rifle 
Associ.ATiON  OF  America. 

Fairfax.  VA,  May  3.  1995. 
Hon,  Carl  Levin. 
( '  S-  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Levin:  While  I  concede  that 
some  of  the  language  in  the  NRA  fundraising 
letter  you  refer  to  might  have  been  rhetori- 
cally impassioned— as  is  most  political  di- 
rect mail  — that  in  no  way  disparages  the 
NRA.  nor  diminishes  the  seriousness  of  the 
alleged  federal  law  enforcement  abuses  to 
which  the  letter  refers.  And  it  is  certainly  in 
no  way  related  to  the  terrorist  bombing  in 
Oklahoma  City, 

You  asked  if  we  can  'honestly  justify  " 
rhetoric  decrying  such  abuses  of  federal 
power.  That's  what  we  want  to  find  out.  In 
January  1994.  the  American  Civil  Liberties 
Union,  the  National  Rifle  Association  and 
others  wrote  to  President  Clinton,  petition- 
ing him  to  appoint  a  commission  to  inves- 
tigate 25  documented  cases  of  alleged  federal 
law  enforcement  abuse.  Our  request  was  ig- 
nored So  again  in  .January  1996.  the  ACLU. 
NR.\  and  others  petitioned  the  President,  All 
we  ask  is  a  full,  fair  and  open  examination 
the  facts — a  request  that,  so  far.  has  been  de- 
nied. 

This  isn't  just  some  petty  gripe  against  the 
enforcement  of  anti-gun  laws  by  the  Bureau 
of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms  On  the 
contrary,  the  inquiry  we  requested  was  to 
focus  on  all  53  federal  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies, and  on  charges  ranging  from  the  denial 
of  basic  civil  rights,  to  the  confiscation  and 
destruction  of  property,  to  the  improper  use 
of  deadly  force  against  unarmed  civilians, 

I  agree,  senator,  that  the  partisan  postur- 
ing and  political  exploitation  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  tragedy  is  reprehensible  and 
should  stop.  But  before  you  condemn  NRA's 
criticism  of  federal  law  enforcement  abuses 
as  "totally  inappropriate."  I  urge  you  to 
help  us  find  out  if  it  really  is. 

Let's  get  all  the  facts  out  on  the  table  re- 
garding these  cases.  If  the  accusations 
against  federal  law  enforcement  are  baseless, 
let's  expose  them  as  such  and  vindicate  the 
officers  accused.  If.  on  the  other  hand,  par- 
ticular officers  are  operating  outside  the 
rule  of  law.  let's  find  them,  remove  them  and 
prosecute  them  for  the  good  of  the  whole 
Whatever  the  case,  let's  put  the  grievances 
to  rest  once  and  for  all. 

Doing  so.  I  believe,  could  help  reverse  the 
public's  documented  and  growing  distrust  of 
federal  power.  Blaming  the  rhetoric— wheth- 
er in  a  fundraising  letter  or  anywhere  else  in 
political  discourse — serves  only  to  silence 
dissent  and  aggravate  that  distrust. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Thomas  L  Washington, 

President, 
National  Rille  Association  of  America. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Madam  President,  I  will 
defend  LaPierre's.  Mr,  Washington's, 
and  the  NRA's  right  to  free  speech,  but 
I  continue  to  hope  that  the  member- 
ship of  the  NRA  and  the  American  pub- 
lic will  demand  that  this  patently  false 
statement  that  the  President  has  au- 
thorized the  murder  of  law-abiding 
citizens  be  retracted.  There  is  a  crucial 
difference  between  what  someone  has  a 
right  to  say  and  what  it  is  right  to  say. 
This  statement  in  the  NRA  letter  is 
wrong.  It  deserves  to  be  condemned, 
and  it  should  be  withdrawn. 

Madam  President.  I  believe  I  have  an 
allotted   amount   of  morning   business 


time,  and  if  so  I  would  yield  3  minutes 
to  mv  friend  from  Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized 
for  3  minutes. 

Mr,  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  giving  me  a  few 
minutes. 

Madam  President,  I  believe  the  tac- 
tics used  by  Mr.  LaPierre  in  his  recent 
fundraising  letter  for  the  National 
Rifle  Association  are  just  plain  wrong. 
This  letter  does  not  contribute  to  any 
informed  debate.  Instead,  it  is  inac- 
curate and  irrational.  It  borders  on  the 
hysterical.  And  this  kind  of  hysteria 
only  encourages  paranoia,  which  we 
certainly  do  not  need  at  this  time  in 
our  Nation. 

Madam  President,  I  know  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  touched  on 
some  of  the  quotes  from  the  letter,  but 
I  would  just  like  to  mention  a  few  that 
stand  out.  Here  is  one  paragraph  from 
the  letter: 

It  doesn't  matter  to  them  that  the  semi- 
auto  ban  gives  jack-booted  government 
thugs  more  power  to  take  away  our  Con- 
stitutional rights,  break  in  our  doors,  seize 
our  guns,  destroy  our  property,  and  even  in- 
jure or  kill  us. 

This  is  another  paragraph: 

In  Clinton's  administration,  if  you  have  a 
badge,  you  have  the  government's  go-ahead 
to  harass,  intimidate,  even  murder  law-abid- 
ing citizens.  Not  too  long  ago.  it  was  un- 
thinkable for  Federal  agents  wearing  nazi 
bucket  helmets  and  black  storm  trooper  uni- 
forms to  attack  law-abiding  citizens. 

And  another: 

They've  launched  a  new  wave  of  brain- 
washing propaganda  aimed  at  further  de- 
stroying our  Constitutional  freedoms. 

And  on  it  goes.  Madam  President. 

Now,  Madam  President,  the  apoca- 
lypse described  in  this  fundraising  let- 
ter is  not  familiar  to  me.  The  Govern- 
ment described  in  these  pages  is  not  fa- 
miliar to  me.  This  is  not  a  description 
of  reality.  It  is  a  description  of  terror 
designed  for  one  purpose:  to  provoke  a 
visceral  reaction  against  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment—and at  the  end  of  the  day,  to 
raise  money. 

There  are  many  powerful  and  ugly 
words  used  in  this  letter.  They  are  in- 
sulting to  American  law  enforcement 
and  to  American  citizens.  Why  does 
Mr.  LaPierre  use  them?  I  suppose  in 
order  to  tap  into  the  rage  that  some 
feel  against  the  U.S.  Government,  to 
feed  that  rage,  and  to  use  that  rage  to 
gain  donations. 

In  various  interviews,  Mr.  LaPierre 
has  acknowledged  the  NRA  letter  went 
too  far,  I  believe  it  behooves  him  and 
the  leadership  of  the  NRA  to  apologize 
to  the  men  and  women  in  Federal  law 
enforcement  and  to  the  American  peo- 
ple for  this  letter's  rhetoric,  and  to  re- 
frain from  this  kind  of  inflammatory 
prose  in  the  future. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  giving  me  a  few 
minutes. 


Mr.  LEVIN.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  for  his  comments  on  this 
letter. 

Madam  President,  on  another  mat- 
ter, we  have  a  bill  pending  before  us 
which  I  would  like  to  briefly  address  as 
part  of  my  time. 


THE  PRODUCT  LIABILITY 
FAIRNESS  ACT 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Madam  President,  the 
bill  that  we  will  be  voting  on  later  this 
morning  is  called  the  Product  Liability 
Fairness  Act  of  1995.  One  of  the  argu- 
ments for  it  is  that  we  need  uniformity 
in  a  tort  system.  As  a  matter  of  fact. 
Madam  President,  the  bill  is  carefully 
structured  to  authorize  States  to  di- 
verge from  these  standards  in  order  to 
provide  more  favorable  treatment  to 
defendants  than  the  bill  provides,  but 
the  bill  prohibits  States  from  providing 
more  favorable  treatment  to  plaintiffs. 

In  other  words,  this  bill  does  not  pro- 
vide us  with  uniformity.  When  we  look 
down  the  provisions  in  the  bill,  we  will 
see  in  a  moment  that  the  bill  does  not 
assure  that  there  will  be  a  uniform  ap- 
plication of  these  provisions  to  all 
plaintiffs  and  all  defendants.  The  bill 
prohibits  a  State  law  attempting  to 
provide  more  favorable  treatment  to 
those  who  have  been  injured,  but  it  al- 
lows State  laws  that  are  more  favor- 
able to  those  who  allegedly  cause  the 
injury. 

Now  there  is  a  reasonable  argument 
for  uniformity  in  product  liability  law, 
since  many  products  are  sold  across 
State  lines.  But,  this  bill  does  not  pro- 
vide that  uniformity.  States  can  be 
more  restrictive  than  the  so-called  na- 
tional standards  in  the  bill,  A  patch- 
work of  State  laws  is  still  permitted, 
provided  that  the  divergences  are  in 
the  direction  of  greater  restriction  on 
the  injured  party. 

For  instance,  the  bill  contains  a  so- 
called  statute  of  repose  barring  any 
product  liability  action  against  a  man- 
ufacturer of  a  product  that  is  more 
than  20  years  old.  This  provision  pro- 
hibits States  from  providing  a  longer 
period  for  those  who  are  injured.  But 
the  bill  expressly  authorizes  States  to 
adopt  a  shorter  and  more  restrictive 
period  in  order  to  benefit  defendants. 

Similarly,  the  bill  contains  standards 
for  the  imposition  of  punitive  damages, 
but  the  provision  by  its  own  terms  only 
applies  to  the  extent  that  punitive 
damages  are  permitted  by  State  law. 
The  committee  report  states  that: 

It  is  not  the  committee's  intention  that 
this  act  preempt  State  legislation  or  any 
other  rule  of  State  law  that  provides  for  de- 
fenses or  places  limitations  on  the  amount  of 
damages  that  may  be  recovered 

In  other  words,  if  a  State  has  more 
lenient  standards  for  the  award  of  pu- 
nitive damages,  the  bill  overrides  those 
standards — States  cannot  do  that— but 
if  a  State  has  more  restrictive  stand- 
ards, lower  caps,  additional  limita- 
tions, or  even  bars  punitive  damages 
altogether,  that  is  allowed  by  this  bill. 
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While  I  am  on  the  topic  of  punitive 
damages.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  so-called  fix  adopted  by  the  Gor- 
ton-Rockefeller substitute  is.  in  fact, 
no  fix  at  all  Punitive  damages  would 
be  capped  under  the  substitute  as  they 
are  capped  by  the  underlying  bill.  The 
substitute  limits  the  punitive  damages 
that  maybe  awarded  by  a  jury  at  two 
times  compensatory  damages.  or 
$250,000,  whichever  is  greater.  The  sub- 
stitute then  purports  to  authorize 
judges  to  increase  punitive  damages  in 
cases  where  a  jury  award  is  "insuffi- 
cient to  punish  the  egregious  conduct 
of  the  defendant." 

But.  Madam  President,  the  authority 
under  this  substitute  we  will  be  voting 
on.  which  is  given  to  the  judge,  is  an  il- 
lusion. Because  if  the  defendant  objects 
to  the  Increased  damages,  he  or  she  is 
entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  the  subject  of 
punitive  damages.  Judgment  is  not  en- 
tered on  liability  or  damages  until  the 
completion  of  the  new  trial.  So  the 
plaintiff  cannot  get  a  dime  until  after 
the  new  trial  is  completed. 

Nothing  in  the  substitute  indicates 
that  the  judge's  decision  to  increase 
the  punitive  damages  award  may  be 
considered  at  this  new  trial.  Nothing  in 
the  substitute  indicates  that  the  caps 
on  punitive  damages  would  be  waived 
at  the  new  trial.  So  it  even  appears 
that  the  same  old  caps  may  apply. 

Under  these  circumstances,  what  de- 
fendant would  not  insist  on  a  new  trial 
on  punitive  damages?  And  what  plain- 
tiff would  be  willing  to  forego  all  com- 
pensatory damages  while  awaiting  a 
new  trial  on  the  subject  of  punitive 
damages'' 

Those  of  my  colleagues  who  favor  pu- 
nitive damage  caps  should  feel  very 
comfortable  indeed  voting  for  cloture 
on  this  substitute.  But  those  who  op- 
pose caps  should  be  forewarned.  The 
caps  in  this  substitute  are  every  bit  as 
real  as  the  caps  in  the  underlying  bill. 

Back  to  the  uniformity  issue.  These 
are  one-way  limits. 

This  chart  shows  which  State  laws 
would  be  prohibited  and  which  would 
be  allowed.  Categories  of  State  laws 
that  would  be  prohibited  are  shown  in 
red.  Categories  of  State  laws  that 
would  be  allowed  are  shown  in  green. 
In  the  left-hand  column,  we  see  that 
every  single  type  of  State  law  that 
would  be  more  favorable  to  the  injured 
party  is  prohibited.  Every  State  law 
that  would  vary  from  the  so-called 
standard  in  order  to  benefit  a  plaintiff 
in  any  of  the  areas  covered  by  this  bill 
is  prohibited  by  the  bill:  it  is  pre- 
empted. But  in  the  right-hand  column, 
we  see  that,  with  one  exception.  State 
law  provisions  that  are  more  favorable 
to  defendants  are  allowed. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  the 
need  for  national  standards  for  product 
liability.  But  what  this  chart  shows  is 
that  where  the  bill  provides  true  na- 
tional standards,  it  is  only  where  plain- 
tiffs  are   prohibited    from   gaining   the 


benefit  of  any  State  law  that  varies 
from  the  so-called  standard.  But  with 
one  exception.  State  laws  are  allowed 
to  vary  from  the  so-called  standard  and 
to  have  more  restrictive  rules  that  ben- 
efit the  defendant. 

These  are  not  national  standards. 
These  are  one-way  rules  that  limit 
only  plaintiffs,  and  if  defendants  are 
able  to  get  more  restrictive  laws  passed 
by  the  States,  they  will  not  restrict  de- 
fendants. 

Let  us  look  at  one  example  of  how 
this  one-way  preemption  provision 
would  work.  The  bill  would  override 
State  laws  that  provide  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  noneconomic  dam- 
ages. Joint  and  several  liability  is  the 
doctrine  under  which  any  one  defend- 
ant may  be  held  responsible  for  100  per- 
cent of  the  damages  in  a  case,  even  if 
other  wrongdoers  also  contributed  to 
the  injury. 

The  sponsors  of  this  bill,  and  this 
amendment,  have  pointed  out  that 
there  are  problems  with  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability.  In  some  cases,  a  defend- 
ant who  has  only  a  marginal  role  in 
causing  the  damage  ends  up  holding 
the  bag  for  all  of  the  damages.  That 
does  not  seem  fair. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  good 
reasons  for  the  doctrine  of  joint  and 
several  liability.  Cause  and  effect  often 
cannot  be  assigned  on  a  percentage 
basis  with  accuracy.  There  may  be 
many  causes  of  an  event,  the  absence 
of  any  one  of  which  would  have  pre- 
vented the  event  from  occurring.  Be- 
cause the  injury  would  not  have  oc- 
curred without  each  of  these  so-called 
but-for  causes,  each  is.  in  a  very  real 
sense,  100  percent  responsible  for  the 
resulting  injury. 

This  bill,  however,  does  not  recognize 
that  in  the  real  world,  multiple  wrong- 
doers may  each  be  a  cause  of  the  same 
injury.  It  insists  that  responsibility  be 
portioned  out.  with  damages  divided  up 
into  pieces,  and  the  liability  of  each 
defendant  limited  to  a  single  piece. 
Under  this  approach,  the  more  causes 
the  event  can  be  attributed  to,  the  less 
each  defendant  will  have  to  pay. 

Unless  the  person  who  has  been  in- 
jured can  successfully  sue  all  parties 
who  contributed  to  the  injury,  he  or 
she  will  not  be  compensated  for  his  en- 
tire loss.  The  real  world  result  is  that 
most  plaintiffs  will  not  be  made  whole. 
even  if  they  manage  to  overcome  the 
burdens  of  our  legal  system  and  prevail 
in  court.  Would  it  not  be  more  fair  to 
say  that  the  wrongdoers,  each  of  whom 
caused  the  injury,  should  bear  the  risk 
that  one  or  more  of  them  might  not  be 
able  to  pay  its  share  than  it  is  for  the 
injured  party  to  be  only  partially  com- 
pensated for  his  or  her  loss? 

The  bill  before  us  completely  ignores 
the  complexity  of  this  issue  with  its 
one-way  approach  to  Federal  preemp- 
tion. States  which  are  more  favorable 
to  defendants  are  allowed  to  retain 
their  laws.  But  State  laws  that  try  to 
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reach  a  balanced  approach  between 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  would  be  pre- 
empted. 

Roughly  half  the  States  choose  to 
protect  the  injured  party  through  the 
doctrine  of  joint  and  several  liability. 
Another  half  dozen  States  have  adopt- 
ed creative  approaches  to  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability,  seeking  to  balance  the 
rights  of  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Let  me  give  you  a  few  examples. 

Louisiana  law  provides  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  only  to  the  extent  nec- 
essary for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  50 
percent  of  damages;  there  is  no  joint 
and  several  liability  at  all  in  cases 
where  the  plaintiffs  contributory  fault 
was  greater  than  the  defendant's  fault. 

Mississippi  law  provides  joint  and 
several  liability  only  to  the  extent  nec- 
essary for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  50 
percent  of  damages,  and  for  any  defend- 
ant who  actively  took  part  in  the 
wrongdoing. 

New  Jersey  law  provides  joint  and 
several  liability  in  the  case  of  defend- 
ants who  are  60  percent  or  more  re- 
sponsible for  the  harm;  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  economic  loss  only  in 
the  case  of  defendants  who  are  20  to  60 
percent  responsible;  and  no  joint  and 
several  liability  at  all  for  defendants 
who  are  less  than  20  percent  respon- 
sible. 

New  York  law  provides  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  defendants  who  are 
more  than  50  percent  responsible  for 
the  harm;  joint  and  several  liability  is 
limited  to  economic  loss  in  the  case  of 
defendants  who  are  less  than  50  percent 
responsible 

South  Dakota  law  provides  that  a  de- 
fendant that  is  less  than  50  percent  re- 
sponsible for  the  harm  caused  to  the 
claimant  may  not  be  liable  for  more 
than  twice  the  percentage  of  fault  as- 
signed to  it. 

Texas  law  provides  joint  and  several 
liability  only  for  defendants  who  are 
more  than  20  percent  responsible  for 
the  harm  caused  to  the  claimant. 

All  of  these  State  laws  are  efforts  to 
address  a  complex  problem  in  a  bal- 
anced manner,  with  full  recognition  of 
factors  unique  to  the  State.  Because 
they  are  all  more  favorable  to  the  in- 
jured party  than  the  approach  adopted 
in  this  bill,  however,  they  would  all  be 
prohibited. 

Perhaps  this  is  one  reason  why  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Legisla- 
tures opposes  this  bill.  As  the  NCSL  ex- 
plains: 

Tort  law  traditionally  has  been  a  state  re- 
.sponsibility.  and  the  imposition  of  federal 
products  standards  into  the  complex  context 
of  state  tort  law  would  create  confusion  in 
state  courts.  Without  imposing  one-size-fits- 
all  federal  standards,  states  may  act  on  their 
own  initiative  to  reform  product  liability 
law  in  ways  that  are  tailored  to  meet  their 
particular  needs  and  that  fit  into  the  context 
of  existing  state  law. 

The  proponents  of  .S  S&i  want  Washington 
to  dictate  the  lefjal  standards  and  evi- 
dentiary rules  that  fifty  stale  court  systems 
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use  to  adjudicate  injury  disputes  involving 
allegedly  defective  products.  There  is  no 
precedent  for  such  congressional  imposition 
of  federal  rules  by  which  state  courts  will  be 
forced  to  decide  civil  disputes. 

For  NOSL.  the  question  is  not  which  tort 
reforms  are  appropriate,  but  who  makes  that 
decision.  The  issue  is  who  has  responsibility 
for  state  civil  justice.  This  is  a  federalism 
i.ssue  of  major  consequence.  It  should  not  be 
ignored. 

Madam  President,  what  kind  of  na- 
tional standard  is  it  that  prohibits 
State  laws  only  when  they  are  more  fa- 
vorable to  plaintiffs  than  Federal  law 
and  not  when  they  vary  from  Federal 
law  to  favor  defendants?  What  kind  of 
fairness  bill  is  it  that  contains  such  a 
blatant  double  standard? 

Madam  President,  the  bill  before  us 
is  called  the  Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act  of  1995.  If  you  read  the  title,  it 
sounds  pretty  good.  Who  could  be 
against  bringing  greater  fairness  to  our 
product  liability  system,  or  to  our 
legal  system  in  general? 

There  is  a  list  of  problems  in  our 
legal  system  that  we  could  all  go 
through.  Going  to  court  takes  too 
much  time  and  it  costs  too  much 
money.  There  are  many  stories  of 
plaintiffs  winning  what  seem  like  ab- 
surdly high  verdicts  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  being  denied  a  day  in  court  by 
defendants  with  deep  pockets  who  en- 
gage in  such  hard-ball  tactics  as  inves- 
tigations into  the  private  lives  of 
plaintiffs,  grueling  depositions,  unrea- 
sonable requests  for  medical  and  psy- 
chological histories  of  plaintiffs,  and 
multiple  motions  to  dismiss. 

As  Senator  Gorton,  one  of  the  lead 
authors  of  the  bill  before  us,  explained 
at  the  outset  of  this  debate: 

[T]he  victims  of  this  system  are  very  often 
the  claimants,  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  who 
suffer  by  the  actual  negligence  of  a  product 
manufacturer,  and  frequently  are  unable  to 
afford  to  undertake  the  high  cost  of  legal 
fees  over  an  extended  period  of  time.  Fre- 
quently, they  are  forced  into  settlements 
that  are  inadequate  because  they  lack  re- 
sources to  pay  for  their  immediate  needs, 
their  medical  and  rehabilitation  expenses. 
their  actual  out-of-pocket  costs. 

In  1989.  a  General  Accounting  Office  study 
found  that  on  average,  cases  take  2Vi  to  3 
years  to  be  resolved,  and  even  longer  when 
there  is  an  appeal.  One  case  studied  by  the 
GAO  took  9''2  years  to  move  through  our 
court  system.  In  one  of  many  hearings  held 
on  this  issue  over  the  years.  University  of 
Virginia  law  professor  Jeffrey  O'Connell  ex- 
plained, and  I  quote  him:  "If  you  are  badly 
injured  in  our  society  by  a  product  and  you 
go  to  the  highly  skilled  lawyer,  in  all  hon- 
esty the  lawyer  cannot  tell  you  what  you 
will  be  paid,  when  you  will  be  paid  or.  in- 
deed, if  you  will  be  paid." 

Senator  Gorton  concluded  his 
thought  as  follows: 

Uncertainty  in  the  present  system  is  a  rea- 
son for  change.  Plaintiffs,  those  injured  by 
faulty  products,  need  quicker,  more  certain 
recovery—recovery  that  fully  compensates 
them  for  their  genuine  losses.  Defendants, 
those  who  produced  the  products,  need  great- 
er certainty  as  to  the  scope  of  their  liability. 

I  agree  with  Senator  Gorton  that 
there  is  unfairness  in  our  current  legal 


system.  There  Is  unfairness  to  defend- 
ants in  some  cases,  and  there  is  unfair- 
ness to  plaintiffs.  However,  this  bill 
does  not  address  the  problems  faced  by 
plaintiffs  at  all.  There  is  virtually 
nothing  in  this  bill  to  assist  those  who 
have  been  hurt  by  defective  products 
and  face  the  difficult  burdens  of  trying 
to  recover  damages  through  our  legal 
system. 

For  instance,  this  bill  does  nothing 
to  address  the  hardball  litigation  tac- 
tics used  by  some  defendants  in  prod- 
uct liability  cases,  such  as  excessive 
investigations,  depositions,  and  mo- 
tions practice  that  often  mars  such 
litigation.  It  does  nothing  to  help  bring 
to  public  light  documents  revealing  de- 
fendants' knowledge  of  product  defects, 
or  to  shorten  the  time  required  to  liti- 
gate these  cases  and  obtain  relief. 

Instead  this  bill  would  limit  the 
money  that  can  be  recovered  by  plain- 
tiffs who  manage  to  navigate  the  haz- 
ards of  our  legal  system  and  provide  in 
court  that  they  were  hurt  by  defective 
products.  The  bill  contains  any  number 
of  provisions  addressing  compensation 
to  plaintiffs  which  is  too  high,  but  not 
a  single  provision  addressing  the  cases 
in  which,  as  the  sponsors  themselves 
acknowledge,  compensation  is  too  low. 

This  bill  is  not  balanced,  it  is  not 
uniform,  and  I  cannot  support  it. 

Madam  President,  if  I  have  any  addi- 
tional time  remaining.  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLLN.  Madam  President.  I 
only  want  to  speak  briefly  right  now 
relative  to  this  matter.  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  covered  the 
issue  on  additur  very  adequately. 

In  the  case  of  Dimick  versus  Schiedt, 
a  1935  Supreme  Court  case,  the  High 
Court  ruled  that  the  district  court 
lacked  the  power  to  deny  a  plaintiff  a 
new  trial,  sought  on  the  ground  that 
the  jury  award  of  damages  was  too  low, 
when  the  trial  court  judge  proposed  to 
increase  the  damages  and  the  defend- 
ant had  consented  in  order  to  avoid  a 
new  trial.  The  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  power  to  increase  a  damage  award, 
known  as  an  additur.  was  a  violation  of 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  According  to 
the  Court,  the  amount  of  damages 
must  be  determined  by  juries,  not 
judges,  in  the  Federal  court,  subject  to 
the  right  of  courts  to  set  aside  jury 
awards  that  are  clearly  excessive. 
Some  State  courts  have  held  that 
additur  violates  their  State's  constitu- 
tion as  well. 

That  is  the  major  point  that  I  want 
to  make  on  this  issue.  Senator  Levin 
mentioned  this  matter  pertaining  to 
the  lack  of  uniformity. 

I  want  to  also  point  out  that  all 
State  courts  under  the  bill  and  the  sub- 
stitute— any  of  the  substitutes — are  to 
accept  as  binding  precedents  in  the 
construing  act,  the  decision  of  a  Fed- 
eral court  of  appeals  covering  this 
mandate. 

This  mandate,  in  my  judgment,  is 
clearly  unconstitutional  and  contrary 


to  article  lU  of  section  1  of  the  Con- 
stitution, which  provides  that  the  judi- 
cial power  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  which 
has  always  been  construed  to  mean 
that  State  courts  must  follow  the  deci- 
sions of  the  Supreme  Court  and  not  the 
lower  Federal  courts 

With  the  addition  of  the  punitive 
damage  additur  provision  in  the  sub- 
stitute, there  is  an  expansion  by  Con- 
gress of  an  extraordinary  nature  to  en- 
croach on  the  power  of  the  State 
courts.  Rules  concerning  the  use  of 
additur  and  remittitur  have  always 
been  left  to  the  Slate  courts,  as  have 
also  every  other  State  rule  of  civil  pro- 
cedure. 

I  just  wanted  to  mention  that.  I 
think  there  are  others  who  are  desiring 
to  speak.  I  yield  the  floor  at  this  time. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  is  recognized  to  speak  up 
to  10  minutes. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Parliamentary  inquiry. 
Is  there  a  5-minute  limit  on  speeches 
this  morning? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  has  been  allocated  10 
minutes  to  speak,  after  which  there  is 
a  10:30  a.m.  vote. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  SANTORUM,  Madam  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 


STOP  THE  DEMAGOGING 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Madam  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
for  yielding  a  portion  of  his  time.  I  do 
not  think  I  will  take  the  5  minutes. 

After  the  trauma  and  the  tragedy 
that  we  have  gone  through  in  Okla- 
homa, it  has  diverted  our  attention 
from  many  of  the  other  significant 
things  that  are  taking  place  in  this 
body.  I  think  the  most  significant 
thing,  second  only  to  that  tragedy  in 
Oklahoma,  is  the  tragedy,  the  revela- 
tion that  was  recently  discovered  of 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  Medicare  in 
America  and  the  demagoging  that  is 
taking  place  in  this  and  other  bodies 
concerning  that  trauma. 

Specifically,  a  report  was  released  by 
the  Medicare  trustees  that  has  come  to 
the  incontrovertible  conclusion  that 
our  Medicare  system,  in  absence  of 
change,  is  going  to  go  broke  in  the  year 
2002,  approximately  B'-i  years  from  now. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  look  and 
see  who  was  it  who  looked  at  the  data, 
who  studied  the  actuarial  reports  and 
came  to  that  conclusion. 

There  are  six  members  of  the  Board 
of  Trustees  of  Medicare.  They  are  Rob- 
ert Rubin,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, who  was  appointed  by  President 
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Clinton;  Robert  Reich,  Secretary  of 
Labor,  appointed  by  President  Clinton: 
Donna  Shalala,  Secretary  of  HHS,  ap- 
pointed by  President  Clinton;  Shirley 
Carter.  Commissioner  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, appointed  by  President  Clinton; 
and  Stanford  Ross  and  David  Walker. 

Four  of  the  six  members  are  appoint- 
ments and  work  in  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration, and  they  have  come  up  with 
the  conclusion  that  Medicare  will,  in 
fact,  go  broke  in  the  year  2002.  I  think 
we  know  the  reasons  for  it,  and  I  will 
not  get  into  that. 

Quoting  from  the  report,  it  says. 
Medicare  is  "severely  out  of  financial 
balance  and  the  trustees  believe  that 
Congress  must  take  timely  action  to 
establish  long-term  financial  stability 
for  the  program.  The  trustees  believe 
that  prompt,  effective  and  decisive  ac- 
tion is  necessary.'" 

Madam  President,  these  are  the 
trustees  that  were  appointed  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  and  what  has  happened 
since  that  time?  Absolutely  nothing. 
We  have  not  heard  one  word  out  of  the 
Clinton  administration.  We  hear  a  lot 
of  people  criticizing  Republicans  be- 
cause we  want  to  do  something  to  save 
a  system,  and  they  come  up  and  say, 
"The  Republicans  are  suggesting  that 
they  are  going  to  cut  Medicare  in  order 
to  pass  a  tax  reduction.  "  Nothing  could 
be  further  from  the  truth,  and  that  cer- 
tainly is  not  true.  But  for  the  Presi- 
dent to  do  nothing  in  facing  this  crisis 
is  something  that  cannot  be  tolerated. 

The  proposal  that  has  been  discussed 
by  the  Budget  Committee  chairman. 
Senator  Do.menici  from  New  Mexico, 
has  suggested  that  we  put  caps  on  the 
system,  somewhere  around  7  to  7.5  per- 
cent growth  caps.  In  other  words,  the 
Republican  budget  is  suggesting  not 
that  wc  nave  cuts  in  Medicare,  but  that 
we  have  increases  in  Medicare,  but 
those  increases  will  be  capped  some- 
where between  7  and  7.5  percent,  at  an 
amount  that  has  been  actuarially  de- 
termined that  we  will  now  have  Medi- 
care and  it  will  not  go  bankrupt  in  the 
year  2002. 

Right  now.  Madam  President,  we 
have  some  36  million  people  on  Medi- 
care. It  is  projected  by  the  time  2002 
comes,  we  will  have  something  like  50 
million  Americans.  20  percent  of  all 
Americans,  including  myself,  will  be 
eligible  for  Medicare  at  that  time. 

So  I  only  say.  it  is  time  to  stop  the 
demagoging.  We  have  a  very  serious 
problem  on  our  hands.  I  believe  the  Re- 
publicans have  a  solution  to  that  prob- 
lem, but  we  should  be  getting  some 
leadership  from  the  White  House  at 
this  time.  This  is  not  something  with 
which  we  should  be  playing  politics. 

I  yield  back  to  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 


A  CRISIS  IN  MEDICARE 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for 


his  comments.  I  wholeheartedly  agree 
with  him.  I  think  this  is  a  question  of 
leadership,  what  kind  of  leadership  we 
are  going  to  see  not  only  out  of  the 
White  House  but  out  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

I  think  the  rhetoric  to  date  has  not 
served  this  institution  well.  There  is, 
indeed,  a  crisis  in  Medicare.  I  know 
there  are  a  lot  of  folks  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  are  saying  we 
knew  about  this  crisis,  you  folks  de- 
nied there  was  a  health  care  crisis.  We 
are  not  talking  about  a  health  care  cri- 
sis, we  are  talking  about  a  Medicare 
crisis.  We  are  talking  about  a  trust 
fund  problem  that  says  there  is  not 
enough  money  in  the  trust  fund  to  be 
able  to  fund  Medicare  past  a  7-year 
window.  That  is  immediate,  that  is 
real,  and  that  is  something  that  we 
have  to  deal  with,  and  I  believe  we  will 
only  deal  with  if  we  do  so  in  a  biparti- 
san way. 

If  this  becomes  a  partisan  issue 
where  one  seeks  to  take  political  gain 
at  the  expense  of  doing  something  that 
is  responsible  action,  we  will  not  suc- 
ceed and  the  trust  fund  will  continue 
to  go  further  and  further  to  the  brink 
of  insolvency,  and  we  will  be  left  with 
not  a  lot  of  options  but  very  dramatic 
choices  that  are  going  to  affect  a  lot  of 
taxpayers  and  a  lot  of  seniors  and  the 
availability  of  Medicare  benefits  into 
the  future. 

The  other  comment  I  keep  hearing  is, 
"Well,  this  crisis  has  been  around  a 
long  time  and  we  have  known.  This  is 
not  the  first  trustees  report  that  has 
been  published  that  says  Medicare  is  in 
trouble  and  will  go  bankrupt  in  a  few- 
years." 

That  is  true.  In  fact,  over  the  last  10, 
15  years,  the  average  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  has  been  about  12 
years.  Now  it  is  at  7,  which  is  I  think 
a  low.  That  is  the  shortest  timeframe 
that  we  have  seen  recently  where  Medi- 
care is  in  trouble  and  scheduled  to  go 
bankrupt.  So  it  is  important,  but  we 
are  usually  running  around  12,  14  years 
as  the  average. 

So  why  the  big  hullabaloo  now?  The 
reason  for  that  is,  once  we  get  through 
the  next  12  years  or  so,  to  the  year  2010, 
we  can  do  that  pretty  well  by  doing  a 
fix.  Senator  DOMENici's  budget  calls  for 
roughly  $250  billion  in  reductions  in 
the  growth  rate  of  Medicare  over  the 
next  7  years.  That  will  fix  Medicare, 
again,  to  make  it  solvent  for  about  12 
years  from  now.  which  will  be  about 
average  of  where  the  fund  has  been. 

The  problem  with  that  is  not  the  12 
years,  it  is  what  happens  in  the  13th, 
14th,  15th  year  and  beyond,  because 
after  12  years  from  now  or  13  years 
from  now  that  is  when  the  baby 
boomers  begin  to  retire  and  that  is 
when  Medicare  really  takes  off. 

Spending  in  Medicare  just  goes  up  as- 
tronomically once  the  baby  boomers 
and  that  big  chunk  of  the  population 
starts  getting  into   this  program.   So 
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when  we  look  at  Medicare  funding  now, 
we  have  to  look  at  it  with  a  whole  new 
ball  game  in  mind.  We  have  to  preserve 
the  long-term  funding  and  solvency  of 
this  program  through  a  period  where 
■we  are  going  to  see  a  rapid  escalation, 
not  in  the  cost  of  Medicare  and  infla- 
tion, but  in  the  number  of  people  in  the 
program. 

So  when  we  look  at  Medicare  now, 
and  I  hope  we  will  have  this  informed 
discussion,  that  we  will  look  at  it  over 
the  long  term  recognizing  that  Medi- 
care costs,  just  by  demographic  rea- 
sons, are  going  to  escalate  beyond  what 
we  have  ever  seen  before  in  the  history 
of  the  Medicare  program. 

So  I  am  hoping  we  can  have  this  kind 
of  constructive  dialog  and  we  will  not 
use  brinkmanship  for  political  gain, 
that  we  will  have  a  good,  bipartisan  so- 
lution to  the  problem  that  faces  this 
country. 

I  yield  the  floor 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  NORTH  DAKOTA 
STATE  UNIVERSITY  WOMEN'S 
BASKETBALL  TEAM 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Madam  President,  I 
want  to  take  some  time  today  to  belat- 
edly honor  the  North  Dakota  State 
University  women's  basketball  team. 
Outside  of  North  Dakota,  most  people 
probably  don't  know  that  this  team 
won  the  NCAA  division  II  national 
championship.  Not  only  did  they  win  it 
this  year,  but  the  Bison  women  have 
won  this  honor  for  3  straight  years.  I 
think  they  deserve  some  national  rec- 
ognition. 

The  NDSU  women  had  the  additional 
honor  of  being  the  first  ever  division  II 
women's  team  to  make  it  through  a 
season  undefeated.  This  remarkable 
team  ended  its  seasuu  32-0,  a:;d  Ihcy 
did  it  by  focusing  on  one  game  at  a 
time. 

I  think  we  can  all  learn  some  impor- 
tant lessons  about  life  by  watching 
these  champions — about  perseverance, 
about  working  together  and  helping 
each  other,  about  being  a  good  sport. 

I  want  to  congratulate  each  of  these 
women  for  the  year  of  hard  work  that 
culminated  in  their  ultimate  victory: 
seniors  Linda  Davis  and  Lynette  Mund 
who  provided  experience  and  leader- 
ship, juniors  LaShalle  Boehm,  Jessica 
DeRemer,  Jenni  Rademacher,  and  Lori 
Roufs;  sophomore  Kasey  Morlock,  who 
was  the  most  valuable  player  of  the 
tournament,  and  her  fellow  sophomores 
Rhoda  Birch  and  Andrea  Kelly:  and 
freshmen  Tanya  Fischer,  Erica  Lyseng. 
Amy  Omell,  and  Rachael  Otto. 

These  women  are  even  more  special 
because  they  will  not  be  making  mil- 
lions of  dollars  playing  in  the  NBA 
when  they  graduate.  They  are  playing 
basketball  because  they  love  the  game, 
and  in  the  process  they  are  serving  as 
good  role  models  for  many  young  girls 
who  need  active,  successful  young 
women  to  look  up  to. 


A  lot  of  the  credit  for  the  success  of 
the  NDSU  program  rests  with  Head 
Coach  Amy  Ruley.  She  has  led  the 
Bison  to  four  championships  in  the  last 
five  seasons.  In  fact,  she  is  doing  such 
a  good  job  that  the  University  of  Illi- 
nois and  Long  Beach  State — two  divi- 
sion I  schools— both  wanted  her  for 
their  programs,  but  I  was  glad  to  hear 
recently  that  she  has  decided  to  stay 
with  us  in  North  Dakota. 

We  also  can  not  overlook  the  assist- 
ant coaches,  Kelli  Layman  and  Kathy 
Wall:  student  assistant  Darci  Steere: 
volunteer  assistant  Robin  Kelly;  stu- 
dent trainer  Nikki  Germann;  and  stu- 
dent manager  Mary  Schueller.  Their 
work  behind  the  scenes  plays  an  impor- 
tant role  in  the  team's  success. 

We  in  North  Dakota  have  a  lot  to 
look  forward  to  from  the  NDSU  wom- 
en's program  in  the  future.  All  but  the 
two  seniors  will  be  returning,  and  this 
team  knows  what  it  feels  like  to  win. 
For  now,  though,  we  can  just  savor  the 
feeling  of  having  national  champions 
in  our  midst. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Madam  President,  the 
skyrocketing  Federal  debt — which  long 
ago  soared  into  the  stratosphere — is  in 
a  category  somewhat  like  the  weath- 
er— everybody  talks  about  it  but  al- 
most nobody  had  undertaken  the  re- 
sponsibility of  trying  to  do  anything 
about  it  until  immediately  following 
the  elections  last  November. 

When  the  104th  Congress  convened  in 
January,  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives approved  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  In  the  Senate  only  one  of 
the  Senate's  54  Republicans  opposed 
the  balanced  budget  amendment:  only 
13  Democrats  supported  it.  Thus,  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  failed  by 
just  one  vote.  There  will  be  another 
vote  later  this  year  or  next  year. 

As  of  the  close  of  business  yesterday. 
Monday,  May  8,  the  Federal  debt 
stood— down  to  the  penny— at  exactly 
$4,856,502,980,514.90  or  $18,435.37  for 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  on  a  per 
capita  basis. 


YOUNG  AMERICA 

Mr.  COHEN.  Madam  President.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  captain  and 
crew  of  Young  America,  which  as  many 
of  my  colleagues  know,  is  the  yacht 
that  came  very  close  to  winning  the 
Defenders'  series  of  the  America's  Cup 
competition  on  April  26. 

Young  America,  owned  by  the  Maine- 
based  PACT  '95  syndicate  and  originat- 
ing out  of  my  hometown  of  Bangor, 
was  very  strong  in  the  competition  but 
was  beaten  in  the  finals  by  America's 
Cup  veterans  and  past  victor,  Dennis 
Conner  and  his  boat.  Stars  &  Stripes. 

While  Young  Amertca's  captain,  Kevin 
Mahaney,  did  not  have  Dennis  Conner's 


experience,  he  sailed  boldly  and  im- 
pressively and  displayed  the  kind  of 
leadership  and  perseverance  for  which 
Mainers  are  renowned.  Kevin  had  cap- 
tured the  silver  medal  in  sailing  at  the 
1992  Olympics,  bdt  it  was  his  first 
America's  Cup  competition.  He  and  his 
crew  sailed  with  excellence  throughout 
the  competition. 

Last  summer,  before  Kevin  even  had 
a  boat  to  compete  in,  he  started  to  as- 
semble a  crew  with  John  Marshall, 
head  of  the  PACT  '95  syndicate.  Mar- 
shall was  an  experienced  sailor  and 
former  crew  mate  of  Dennis  Conner  in 
past  America's  Cup  bids.  Even  so, 
many  people  on  the  sailing  circuit  did 
not  assign  much  credibility  to  their  ef- 
forts and  saw  little  threat  from  their 
entry.  However,  Mahaney  and  Marshall 
and  the  crew  they  assembled  soon 
made  yachting  enthusiasts  begin  to 
take  notice  of  the  boat  from  Bangor. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  Young  America 
encountered  smooth  waters  during  its 
assent  to  the  top  ranks  of  yachting. 
Mahaney  had  to  rely  heavily  on  the  te- 
nacious crew  that  he  assembled  to 
overcome  obstacles  and  make  it  as  far 
as  they  did. 

young  America's  bid  for  the  cup  was 
threatened  last  January  when  a  tor- 
nado ripped  through  the  compound 
where  it  was  stored,  causing  extensive 
damage  to  the  boat.  In  March,  bad  luck 
struck  again  when  Young  America  suf- 
fered significant  structural  damage 
while  being  towed  through  heavy 
waves.  This  damage  was  particularly 
ill-timed,  and  the  crew  had  to  rush  to 
make  repairs  in  the  final  days  before 
the  Defender  semifinals.  John  Marshall 
saw  the  silver  lining  in  these  clouds 
and  commented  that  the  times  of  hard- 
ship were  when  the  crew  really  came 
together  as  a  team. 

Ironically,  the  crew  that  worked  so 
hard  to  bring  Young  America  to  the 
forefront  of  the  yachting  world  had  the 
bittersweet  experience  of  now  seeing 
their  boat  compete  against  New  Zea- 
land in  the  America's  Cup  finals  with- 
out them  aboard.  Shortly  after  his  vic- 
tory, Dennis  Conner,  full  of  admiration 
for  Mahaney's  triumphs,  asked  John 
Marshall  if  he  and  his  crew  could  sail 
Young  America  in  the  final  competition. 
Diplomatic  to  the  Icist,  Marshall  hon- 
ored his  request.  He  said  that  both  the 
crews  from  Stars  &  Stripes  and  Young 
.America  will  emerge  as  victors  if  the 
Americans  beat  New  Zealand. 

The  quiet  but  determined  efforts  of 
Kevin  Mahaney  and  his  crew  justifiably 
make  Mainers  proud.  While  they  are 
not  manning  the  boat  that  is  compet- 
ing against  the  New  Zealand  vessel  this 
week,  everyone's  mind  will  be  on  the 
come-from-behind  boat  known  as 
Young  America. 


standing  achievement  of  the  Postal 
Service  in  Billings,  MT.  As  is  the  case 
most  of  the  time,  we  know  how  to  do  it 
right  in  Montana. 

Billings'  delivery  of  overnight  first- 
class  mail  is  first  in  the  Nation,  No.  1. 
The  lucky  residents  of  Billings  re- 
ceived their  mail  94  percent  on  time, 
the  country's  highest  performance 
level  this  year.  The  score  also  ties  for 
the  highest  mark  achieved  by  any  city 
since  the  measurement  began.  In  an 
era  when  public  and  private  mall  vol- 
ume continues  to  increase,  I  am  proud 
of  the  ability  of  the  Billings  Postal 
Service  to  rise  above  the  rest  and  top 
the  Nation. 

I  would  like  to  congratulate  and 
thank  everyone  involved  in  the  mail 
process  in  Billings  for  serving  Montana 
and  our  Nation  with  such  capability. 


RECOGNIZING  BILLINGS.  MT, 
POSTAL  SERVICE 
Mr.      BAUCUS.      Madam      President, 
today  I  would  like  to  recognize  the  out- 


PROTECTING  MEDICARE 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Madam  President,  yes- 
terday before  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee I  spoke  about  the  importance  of 
the  Medicare  Program  to  Montanans.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
share  those  comments  with  the  entire 
Senate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com- 
ments were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  in  Washlng^ton,  people 
often  lose  the  forest  for  the  trees.  I'm  afraid 
we  may  be  doing  just  that  on  Medicare.  So  I 
hope  we  can  begin  by  remembering  what  life 
was  like  for  older  Americans  before  Medi- 
care. 

The  fact  is.  before  we  created  Medicare, 
our  senior  citizens  lived  in  fear. 

Everyone  over  sixty  knew  that  private  in- 
surance was  shaky  and  expensive  at  best, 
and  would  cost  them  more  every  year. 

And  a  serious  illness — or  even  a  common 
ailment  that  required  treatment  but  did  not 
threaten  life — was  not  only  a  health  prob- 
lem, hut  something  that  could  reduce  a 
whole  family  to  poverty. 

Today.  Medicare  has  removed  that  fear 
from  our  lives.  Those  of  us  with  short  memo- 
ries have  forgotten  it  ever  existed.  But  let 
me  tell  you  about  some  people  who  don't. 

Two  weeks  ago  I  spent  some  time  at  the 
Seniors  Center  In  Great  Falls.  Montana.  The 
people  at  the  center  know  exactly  what  Med- 
icare and  Social  Security  mean  to  their 
lives. 

It  means  a  little  financial  security.  Some 
faith  that  illnesses  will  be  treated  amd  that 
families  won't  be  wiped  out  by  the  cost.  A 
hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand  Mon- 
tanans are  eligible  for  Medicare,  and  each 
one  of  them  knows  exactly  what  Medicare 
means. 

Listen  to  Margaret  and  Frank  Jackson  of 
Billings,  who  wrote  me  last  week: 

"Social  Security  and  Medicare  are  not 
only  necessary,  they  are  absolutely  essential 
to  our  survival  In  Montana.  Higher  costs 
such  as  higher  property  tax.  Increase  in 
school  levies,  fuel  in  a  cold  climate,  and 
medicine  take  a  toll.  There  Is  just  too  much 
month  at  the  end  of  our  money.  Needless  to 
say.  additional  cuts  would  put  a  burden  on 
us." 

Or  Joyce  Hert.  also  from  Billings: 

"I  am  58  years  old  and  for  the  past  18  years 
have  had  chronic  obstructive  pulmonary  dis- 
ease, asthma,  emphysema,  Renaud's  Disease, 
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degenerative  arthritis  and  a  disease  of  the 
connective  tissue  .  .  .  My  medication  costs 
approximately  $6T7  a  month*  *  *  Please 
don't  turn  your  back  on  those  of  us  who  need 
Social  Security  and  Medicare." 

The  leadership  now  proposes  something 
like  $250  billion  in  Medicare  cuts.  It  is  stag- 
gering. It  is  a  reduction  of  nearly  a  quarter 
in  Medicare  services  by  the  year  2002.  And  to 
add  insult  to  injury,  the  House  would  do  it  in 
part  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  Americans  who 
are  already  very  wealthy.  Some  in  the  Sen- 
ate want  to  do  the  same. 

What  would  it  mean  if  this  happens? 

Montana  Medicare  beneficiaries  would  pay 
up  to  $800  more  a  year  out  of  their  own  sav- 
ings. These  are  people  who  live  on  fixed  in- 
comes, and  eight  hundred  bucks  is  an  aw- 
fully big  bite. 

We  would  see  thousands  of  operations  and 
hospital  stays  put  off 

Thousands  of  people  would  decide  to  go 
without  home  health  care. 

And.  as  the  federal  government  cut  reim- 
bursement, more  rural  hospitals  would  be 
pushed  to  the  edge,  forced  to  choose  between 
serving  their  patients  and  remaining  solvent. 
Some  Montana  hospitals  get  60%  of  their 
revenue  from  Medicare.  This  plan  would  hit 
them  like  a  wrecking  ball. 

Now.  it  may  well  be  that  we  need  to  make 
changes  in  the  Medicare  program.  We  must 
be  realistic. 

The  answer  is  not.  however,  to  simply  ap- 
proach Medicare  reform  as  a  budget  cutting 
exercise.  Because  we  are  talking  about  pre- 
serving essential  health  services  for  126.000 
senior  citizens  in  Montana  and  thirty  mil- 
lion seniors  across  America. 

We  are  talking  about  good,  middle  class 
Americans  like  the  Jacksons. 

And  above  all.  we  must  not  use  Medicare 
as  a  piggy  bank.  Don't  take  money  that  buys 
health  care  for  .senior  citizens  and  use  it  for 
a  tax  break  for  rich  individuals  and  big  cor- 
porations. That  is  disgraceful. 

Perhaps  some  changes  lie  ahead.  But  If 
they  do.  they  should  be  made  for  the  single 
purpose  of  keeping  Medicare  services  for  sen- 
ior citizens  and  people  with  disabilities.  It  is 
an  issue  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  basic,  essential  health  services 
for  Americans. 


RETIREMENT  OF  GEORGE  K. 
ARTHUR 

Mr.  MOYNfflAN.  Madam  President, 
yesterday's  Buffalo  News  reported  the 
forthcoming  retirement  of  Buffalo.  NY. 
Common  Council  President  George  K. 
Arthur,  after  four  decades  of  public 
service.  Mr.  Arthur,  who  has  been  Com- 
mon Council  President  since  1983.  is  a 
distinguished  public  servant  who  has 
given  much  to  the  people  of  Buffalo.  I 
know  I  speak  for  the  people  of  Buffalo 
in  offering  George  Arthur  great  thanks 
and  congratulations.  He  will  indeed  be 
missed. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  article  from 
the  Buffalo  News  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Buffalo  News.  May  8.  1995) 

POLITIC.^L  LE.ADERS  PRAISE  ARTHUR'S 

Enduring  Legacy 
(By  Anthony  Cardinale) 
Geroge  K.   Arthur  will   leave  a  legacy  of 
lasting    achievement    as    Common    Council 


president  when  he  steps  down  on  Dec.  31.  sev- 
eral political  observers  said  Sunday. 

Never  mind  the  decade  of  Common  Council 
friction  with  then-Mayor  James  D  Griffin. 
who  reserved  his  most  stinging  invective  for 
the  Council  president  and  took  particular  de- 
light in  defeating  Arthur's  challenge  for  the 
mayor's  office  10  years  ago. 

Arthur's  proudest  hour  as  a  politician  was 
when  he  beat  the  Democratic  incumbent  for 
the  Democratic  Party's  endorsement  in  1985. 
these  observers  agreed.  And  he  would  have 
ousted  Griffin  from  City  Hall,  they  added,  if 
it  weren't  for  the  votes  siphoned  off  by  Nich- 
olas Costantino  as  an  independent  candidate 

Arthur.  62.  who  announced  over  the  week- 
end that  he  wont  seek  re-election,  was  first 
elected  to  the  former  Erie  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  1963  He  was  elected  EUicott 
District  Council  member  in  1969.  then  Coun- 
cil member  at  large,  and  he  has  been  Council 
president  since  1983. 

"I  believe  it's  probably  the  longest  politi- 
cal career  of  anybody  in  our  area."  said  Vin- 
cent J.  Sorrentino.  Erie  County  Democratic 
chairman. 

"He  was  part  of  the  emergence  of  the  black 
community  into  the  mainstream  of  the  polit- 
ical process  in  our  community— he  and 
(Council  President)  Delmar  Mitchell  a  little 
before  him."  said  Joseph  F  Crangel. 
Sorrentino's  predecessor  at  the  party  helm. 

"His  leadership  was  instrumental  in  help- 
ing much  of  the  rebirth  of  Buffalo."  said  Ar- 
thur O.  Eve.  deputy  Assembly  speaker,  who 
pointed  to  measures  to  improve  Buffalo's 
housing  stock  and  quality  of  life. 

Accolades  for  Arthur  even  came  from 
Council  Member  Alfred  T.  Coppola  of  the 
Delaware  District,  who  has  often  clashed 
with  him— and  who  now  wants  to  succeed 
him  as  Council  president. 

"We've  disagreed  on  various  projects,  but 
we've  also  agreed  on  some.  "  said  Coppola. 
who  has  asked  Sorrentino  for  his  backing. 

"George  has  always  been  a  unique  person.  " 
Coppola  went  on.  "He's  always  been  a  gen- 
tleman. There  were  times  when  George 
pulled  us  together.  He'd  say.  "Let's  sit 
around  a  breakfast  table  and  let  it  all  hang 
out  on  a  Saturday  morning.'  Those  were  ter- 
rific meetings." 

Arthur's  ability  to  bring  together  dissent- 
ing parties  was  the  common  theme  Sunday 
of  those  who  have  worked  with  him  over  the 
years. 

"George  did  an  excellent  job  in  helping  to 
forge  together  a  very  diverse  group  of  men 
and  women  into  a  fairly  cohesive  body."  Eve 
said.  "That  takes  a  lot  of  talent,  patience 
and  compassion.." 

Eve  said  he  will  work  to  help  Council  Ma- 
jority Leader  James  W.  Pitts  become  the 
next  Council  president. 

"We  certainly  will  miss  (Arthun  as  the 
Council  president."  Eve  said,  "but  I'm  in 
hopes  that  Jim  Pitts  will  emerge  as  his  re- 
placement and  the  tradition  that  George  Ar- 
thur started  will  continue  and  hopefully  will 
grow." 

Sorrentino.  who  reportedly  supports  Pitts, 
also  credited  Arthur  as  a  consensus  builder 

"He  had  a  great  quality  of  being  able  to 
bring  consensus  into  very  hostile  situa- 
tions— especially  during  the  Griffin  years.  " 
he  said.  "His  leadership  will  be  missed  at 
these  difficult  times." 

Sorrentino  said  he  recently  had  breakfast 
with  Arthur  and  learned  then  that  he  had  all 
but  decided  to  retire  after  this  year. 

"And  I  said,  'if  you  do.  we  certainly  expect 
you  to  play  a  role  in  the  campaign.'  While 
he'd  be  retiring  as  president  of  the  Common 
Council,  he's  not  retiring  from  politics." 


All  four  observers  rejected  the  notion  that 
Arthur  had  slowed  down  in  recent  years,  no 
longer  the  civil  rights  firebrand  who  once 
joined  the  plaintiffs  in  the  school  desegrega- 
tion suit  and  supported  two  other  discrimi- 
nation suits  against  the  city's  fire  and  police 
force. 

"Very  often  with  age  comes  wisdom— 
you're  more  prudent  how  you  express 
things.  '  said  Crangle.  "You  put  things  in 
more  perspective  and  focus  than  you  did 
when  you  first  started  out." 

Crangle  said  he  greatly  admires  Arthur  for 
standing  up  against  Griffin. 

He  was  one  of  the  towering  strengths  of 
the  Democratic  Party  in  City  Hall."  he  said. 
"He  did  not  get  intimidated;  he  didn't  in  any 
way  yield,  .^nd  many  times  it  was  very  lone- 
ly." 

Coppola  said  that  was  when  Arthur's  "pro- 
fessionalism "  shined  brightest. 

"There  were  moments  when  George  was 
the  acting  mayor  in  some  of  the  tougher 
years  when  .Jimmy  Griffin  was  really  playing 
hardball,  "  Coppola  said  "And  George  never 
took  advantage  of  the  situation,  especially 
when  the  mayor  was  out  of  town." 

The  former  mayor  was  asked  Sunday  for 
his  comment  on  Arthur's  decision  to  retire. 

"I  wish  him  luck."  Griffin  said.  "I  wish 
him  and  his  family  the  best." 


THE  MOSCOW  SUMMIT 

Mr.  PELL.  Madam  President,  today 
President  Clinton  is  joining  President 
Mitterrand,  Prime  Minister  Major. 
Chancellor  Kohl,  and  President  Yeltsin 
in  Moscow  to  commemorate  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  end  of  World  War  II. 
That  is  as  it  should  be.  Together,  after 
all.  the  United  States.  France.  Britain, 
and  the  Soviet  Union  rid  the  world  of 
the  Nazi  menace. 

The  anniversary  of  Allied  triumph 
over  the  Nazis  carries  great  signifi- 
cance for  us  all.  For  the  Russian  peo- 
ple, who  lost  more  than  20  million  of 
their  fellow  citizens  during  the  war. 
this  commemoration  is  particularly 
meaningful. 

Now  that  the  cold  war  is  over,  the  al- 
lies have  the  opportunity  to  stand  to- 
gether again— this  time  to  build  a  new 
Europe — democratic,  whole,  and  free. 
The  gathering  of  the  five  leaders  in 
Moscow  today  should  be  seen  as  a  com- 
mitment to  that  goal. 

We  have  an  enormous  stake  in  Rus- 
sia. United  States  engagement  with 
Russia  since  the  breakup  of  the  Soviet 
Union  has  yielded  significant  results — 
particularly  with  regard  to  the  reduc- 
tion of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
and  the  withdrawal  of  Russian  troops 
from  Europe.  It  is  in  the  U.S.  national 
interest  to  see  that  this  process  pro- 
ceeds. Russian  reformers  offer  the  best 
prospect  for  continued  progress  on  the 
issues  that  really  count  for  the  United 
States.  Accordingly,  we  should  be 
doing  what  we  can  to  bolster  Russia's 
democrats. 

President  Clinton  has  come  under 
fire  for  going  to  Moscow  at  a  time 
when  Russia  is  pursuing  some  policies 
to  which  the  United  States  is  opposed. 
I  believe  this  criticism  is  short-sighted 
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and  for  the  most  part,  politically  moti- 
vated. Some  of  the  same  people  who 
are  criticizing  the  President  for  going 
to  Moscow  are  also  demanding  that  the 
administration  deliver  a  tough  message 
to  Moscow  about  its  behavior  in 
Chechnya,  its  proposed  sale  of  a  nu- 
clear reactor  to  Iran,  and  its  views 
about  NATO  expansion.  What  better 
way  to  deliver  the  message  than  to  go 
to  Moscow  and  do  it  personally? 

By  going  to  Moscow,  President  Clin- 
ton is  demonstrating  to  Russian  lead- 
ers the  benefits  of  continued  engage- 
ment with  the  West.  If  he  had  decided 
to  cancel  his  trip.  President  Clinton 
would  be  missing  an  opportunity  to  tell 
President  Yeltsin  and  other  Russian 
leaders — face  to  face — where  he  be- 
lieves Russian  policy  is  on  the  wrong 
track. 

That  being  said,  we  should  not  have 
any  illusions  about  our  ability  to 
change  Russian  policy  overnight.  We 
must  be  realistic.  Russian  leaders,  like 
their  counterparts  worldwide  are  polit- 
ical creatures.  With  parliamentary 
elections  looming  at  the  end  of  this 
year,  and  Presidential  elections  sched- 
uled for  1996.  few  Russian  politicians 
want  to  be  perceived  as  buckling  to 
Western  pressure.  Russian  nationalists, 
whose  influence  is  regrettably  on  the 
rise,  would  be  quick  to  brand  them 
traitors. 

It  is  therefore  highly  unlikely  that 
President  Clinton  will  return  to  Wash- 
ington with  a  long  list  of  Russian  con- 
cessions. Those  who  are  demanding— or 
even  predicting— that  he  will  do  so  are 
setting  up  the  administration  for  fail- 
ure. We  can  and  should  expect,  how- 
ever. President  Clinton  to  discuss  our 
differences  candidly  and  construc- 
tively, and  to  lay  the  ground  work  for 
United  States-Russian  accommodation 
on  key  issues  like  arms  control,  the 
Iran  nuclear  deal,  Chechnya,  and  Euro- 
pean security. 

The  hallmark  of  a  successful  summit 
is  not  to  solve  all  of  the  world's  prob- 
lems or  even  to  resolve  all  of  the  bilat- 
eral issues  between  two  countries. 
President  Clinton's  trip  to  Moscow  is 
part  of  an  ongoing  process  between 
Russia  and  the  United  States.  We 
should  be  realistic  about  our  expecta- 
tions. 
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TRIBUTE   TO   DR.    WAYNE   TEAGUE, 
FORMER  ALABAMA  SUPER- 

INTENDENT OF  EDUCATION 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Madam  President,  Dr. 
Wayne  Teague  served  as  Alabama's  Su- 
perintendent of  Education  for  almost 
20  years,  from  October  1975  through 
March  31  of  this  year.  During  his  ten- 
ure as  Alabama's  top  educator,  public 
education  in  Alabama  has  prospered. 
His  many  years  of  public  service  are  a 
hallmark  of  exceptional  commitment 
and  dedication  to  public  education  and 
to  the  children  of  Alabama. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
progress   in   Alabama   education   since 


Wayne  Teague  took  over  as  super- 
intendent in  1975.  His  many  contribu- 
tions have  made  tremendous  improve- 
ments in  the  State's  public  school  sys- 
tem. His  many  successes  and  vast 
knowledge  were  once  recognized  by  the 
British  Council  of  Great  Britain,  when 
he  was  one  of  only  three  chief  State 
school  officers  invited  to  participate  in 
the  American  Education  Policy-Mak- 
ers' Study  Trip  to  Northern  Ireland  in 
1990. 

Of  Dr.  Teauge's  many  wonderful  per- 
sonal attributes,  the  one  that  probably 
served  him  best  while  he  was  super- 
intendent was  his  unique  leadership 
style.  He  was  able  to  master  the  art  of 
cooperation  with  a  myriad  of  groups 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public  schools. 
Government  officials,  parents,  teach- 
ers, students,  administrators,  and  busi- 
ness, civic,  and  educational  leaders  all 
gained  admiration  and  respect  for  him 
over  the  course  of  his  career  as  they 
observed  his  many  accomplishments 
for  Alabama's  school  children  and  for 
education  overall. 

Wayne  Teague  received  his  bach- 
elor's, master's,  and  doctoral  degrees 
all  from  Auburn  University.  Prior  to 
becoming  State  superintendent,  he  was 
a  local  superintendent,  college  profes- 
sor, principal,  and  teacher.  Since  then, 
he  has  become  widely  known  through- 
out the  State  and  country  not  only  as 
a  superb  superintendent,  but  also  as  an 
authority  on  State  and  Federal  legisla- 
tive relations,  a  civic  and  community 
activist,  a  public  speaker,  and  author. 
He  has  participated  in  several  inter- 
national activities  and  received  numer- 
ous honors  and  awards  for  his  service 
in  education. 

Dr.  Wayne  Teague  certainly  emerged 
as  one  of  the  giants  of  education  while 
hs  wa.s  siipprintendent.  He  possesses  all 
the  bkillb.  experience,  and  professional 
attitudes  that  make  an  outstanding 
leader.  As  much  as  he  will  be  missed.  I 
salute  and  congratulate  him  for  a  job 
well  done,  and  offer  my  best  wishes  for 
his  long,  healthy,  and  fulfilling  retire- 
ment. 


AID 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Madam  President,  I 
rise  this  morning  as  a  member  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
to  discuss  the  content  of  a  recent  inter- 
office electronic  memo  from  Sally 
Shelton.  the  Assistant  Administrator 
for  the  Bureau  of  Global  Programs.  Bill 
Support  and  Research  at  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  [AID] 
regarding  congressional  plans  to  merge 
AID  into  the  State  Department  and  to 
cut  the  somewhat  bloated  foreign  as- 
sistance budget.  For  the  benefit  of  my 
colleagues  who  may  not  have  seen  the 
memo,  dated  May  3,  let  me  quote  it 
here: 

The  Administrator  spokr  to  InterAction 
yesterday  *  *  *.  The  Administrator  would 
prefer  that  InterAction  stay  out  of  the  merg- 


er issue  and  there  is  indeed  no  consensus  on 
their  Board  as  to  what  position  to  take.  But 
some  want  to  be  involved— the  Adminis- 
trator reminded  us  of  Dean  Acheson's  com- 
ment "Don't  just  do  something,  sit  there!" 

Tony  Lake  is  addressing  InterAction  to- 
morrow-he is  pushing  the  phrase  "backdoor 
isolationist"  to  tar  the  anti-150  account  Con- 
gressmen with  *  *  *.  Shallkashvili  and  Wm. 
Perry  had  a  good  mtg  with  the  Speaker  on 
the  150  account  »  *  *  though  the  news  from 
the  Senate  is  not  so  good  *  *  •  Sen.  Domen- 
ici  is  pushing  for  bigger  cuts  than  had  been 
anticipated  earlier. 

Jill  Buckly  reports  that  the  Senate  For. 
Rels.  Comm.  staff  was  relatively  uncoopera- 
tive in  discussions  yesterday  and  somewhat 
surprisingly  the  HtRC  [House  International 
Relations  Committee]  staff  was  cooperative. 
The  strategy  is  "delay,  postpone,  obfuscate, 
derail""— if  we  derail,  we  can  kill  the  merger. 
Larry  Byrne  met  with  Sen.  Robb  and  got  his 
support  on  the  merger  though  Robb  is  not 
committed,  yet.  to  defend  the  150  account 
budget  levels.  Ofricial  word  is  we  don't  care 
if  there  is  a  State  authorization  bill  this 
year. 

Larry  B.  announces  that  we  are  62  percent 
through  this  fiscal  year  and  we  have  38  per- 
cent of  the  dollar  volume  of  procurement  ac- 
tions completed:  we  need  to  do  $1.9  billion  in 
the  next  5  months  *  *  *.  There  are  large 
pockets  of  money  in  the  field  and  about  $570 
million  in  Global  and  ENI  each.  So  lets  get 
moving  *  *  *.  Jim  Bond  called  Larry 
Byrne  *  «  *  then  yelled  at  him  about  our  ob- 
ligation rate,  said  it  imperils  our  ability  to 
argue  we  need  more  money  *  *  *. 

Madam  President,  I  am  incensed  by 
this  memo  and  by  the  mind-set  it 
manifests  at  AID.  It  seems  clear  to  me 
that  instead  of  looking  for  ways  to 
work  with  Members  of  Congress  to 
streamline  its  operations,  cut  waste 
and  bloating,  and  accept  the  same  kind 
of  downsizing  that  the  American  people 
expect  of  every  other  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government,  AID  has  taken  on 
as  its  first  priority  saving  its  own  skin. 

There  is  nothing  back-door  isolation- 
ist about  a  desire  to  down-size  AID  and 
get  rid  of  functions  it  carries  out  which 
are  duplicative  of  those  carried  out  by 
other  agencies;  it's  a  move  that  Sec- 
retary of  State  Christopher  himself 
supported  until  recently  overruled  by 
the  'Vice  President.  At  a  time  when  we 
don't  have  enough  money  to  take  care 
of  our  own  citizens  and  are  con- 
sequently forced  to  rethink  the  funding 
levels  in  our  domestic  budget,  to  argue 
that  we  can't  make  similarly  difficult 
cuts  in  our  foreign  aid  budget  is  both 
disingenuous  and  unrealistic. 

While  I  am  certainly  not  in  favor  of 
a  full-scale  gutting  of  foreign  aid.  there 
is  no  bureaucracy  in  this  Government 
that  in  my  estimation  couldn't  stand  a 
healthy  cut  in  its  budget— AID  among 
them.  For  those  who  might  doubt  that 
assertion,  the  following  information  is 
instructive.  AID  has  requested  $16  mil- 
lion in  aid  to  Jordan  so  that  it  could 
"attract  more  tourists  to  come  to  Jor- 
dan, enjoy  their  experience,  and  rec- 
ommend Jordan  to  others,"  AID  wants 
to  pay  $528,000  to  Vietnamese  contrac- 
tors who  were  not  paid  as  a  result  of 
the  Vietnam  War,  while  at  the  same 
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time  hundreds  of  American  contractors 
remain  unpaid.  AID  has  proposed  giv- 
ing the  AFIt-CIO  $5  miUion  to  make 
home  improvement  loans  to  San- 
danista  labor  union  members  in  Nica- 
ragua. AID  has  proposed  giving  $900,000 
to  the  lobbying  firm  TransAfrica  to  de- 
velop linkages  with  South  Africa.  The 
grant  would  enable  TransAfrica  to  buy 
a  TV.  V'CR.  camcorder  and  computers 
for  its  Washington.  DC.  lobbying  office. 
These  proposals  are  just  some  of  the 
highly  questionable  ways  in  which  AID 
allocates  its  funds. 

WTiile  speaking  about  funding,  let  me 
note  that  I  am  outraged  by  the  sugges- 
tion in  the  memo  that  as  the  fiscal 
year  draws  to  a  close  and  AID  has  only 
■"38  percent  of  the  dollar  volume  of  pro- 
curement actions  completed."  that  em- 
ployees would  be  encouraged  to  get  out 
there  and  spend,  spend,  spend  so  that 
their  ability  to  argue  we  need  more 
money  is  not  imperiled.  Statements 
such  as  that  are  a  perfect  example  of 
bureaucratic  thinking  run  amok,  and 
illustrate  to  me  precisely  why  their 
budget  is  in  need  of  some  substantial 
trimming. 

Madam  President,  policy  statements 
coming  from  AID  which  note  that  they 
intend  to  work  to  delay  and  derail  the 
legitimate  work  of  this  Congress  for 
their  own  selfish  needs  strike  me — and, 
I  am  sure,  other  Members — as  blatantly 
improper.  As  a  result  of  this  memo, 
you  can  be  sure  that  I  will  view  any- 
thing AID  has  to  say  on  reorganization 
or  budget  matters  in  the  next  few 
weeks  with  a  very  jaundiced  eye,  to  put 
it  very  mildly. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  closed. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  M.  DEUTCH, 
OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  DI- 
RECTOR OF  THE  CENTRAL  IN- 
TELLIGENCE AGENCY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  go 
into  executive  session  to  consider  the 
nomination  of  John  Deutch  to  be  Di- 
rector of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency,  which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

John  M.  Deutch.  of  Massachusetts,  to  be 
Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 

NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  DEUTCH  TO  BE  DIRECTOR 
OF  CENTR.AL  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr  LEVIN.  Madam  President,  it  is 
with  enthusiasm  that  I  will  vote  today 
to  confirm  the  President's  nomination 
of  John  Deutch  to  one  of  our  country's 
most  important  and  difficult  jobs.  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence. 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services    Committee.    I    have    worked 


closely  with  John  Deutch  in  both  his 
present  position  as  Deputy  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  in  his  prior  capacity  as 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisi- 
tion and  Technology.  I  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  admire  his  competence 
as  a  manager  and  his  broad  knowledge 
on  and  accomplishments  in  national  se- 
curity matters. 

Secretary  Deutch  has  firsthand  expe- 
rience in  improving  our  national  secu- 
rity institutions.  He  successfully  led 
the  Pentagon's  effort  to  reform  its  ac- 
quisition process,  a  long  overdue  and 
badly  needed  initiative.  He  also  took 
the  lead  on  the  controversial  C-17  air- 
craft negotiations  and  produced  a  good 
solution.  In  short,  he  has  taken  some 
of  the  thorniest  problems  in  our  largest 
national  security  institution  and  pro- 
duced positive  and  cost-effective  re- 
sults. 

The  U.S.  intelligence  community  is 
at  a  critical  crossroads  as  it  responds 
to  a  host  of  new  and  demanding  chal- 
lenges. With  the  end  of  the  cold  war, 
the  need  for  reliable  intelligence  for 
the  President  and  the  Nation's 
decisionmakers  has  not  vanished,  but 
it  has  changed.  We  have  seen  a  dra- 
matic shift  in  the  nature  of  the  threats 
to  U.S.  national  security.  We  have  seen 
a  sharp  rise  in  the  number  and  inten- 
sity of  regional  conflicts  including  the 
Persian  Gulf.  Bosnia.  Somalia,  and 
Haiti.  We  have  also  seen  the  need  to 
broaden  the  cope  of  our  intelligence  ef- 
forts to  include  work  on  emerging  chal- 
lenges in  interdiction  of  the  inter- 
national drug  trade,  anti-terrorism, 
nonproliferation  and  in  support  of  gov- 
ernment decisionmaking  in  economics 
and  trade. 

At  the  same  time,  the  intelligence 
community  faces  a  number  of  internal 
challenges.  The  community  should  not, 
has  not,  and  will  not  be  spared  the 
budget  cuts  and  downsizing  facing  all 
of  the  Federal  Government.  And,  the 
intelligence  community  must  work 
very  hard  to  recover  from  the  shocks  of 
the  Ames  case  and  the  current  con- 
troversy over  events  in  Guatemala. 

The  President  could  have  named  no 
more  qualified  nominee  to  grapple  with 
these  challenges.  John  Deutch's  vast 
knowledge  and  experience,  his  track 
record  in  government,  will  assure  that 
he  will  do  so  with  the  full  confidence  of 
those  who  work  within  the  intelligence 
community  and  those  in  the  Congress 
responsible  for  oversight.  While  I  have 
not  agreed  with  him  on  every  issue,  I 
admire  and  respect  his  considerable 
abilities  and  the  forthright  manner  in 
which  he  engages  debate. 

I  am  very  pleased  today  to  join  in 
what  I  hope  and  expect  will  be  the 
unanimous  confirmation  of  the  nomi- 
nation of  John  Deutch  to  be  the  next 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, it  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I 
support  John  Deutch's  nomination  to 
serve  as  the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
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ligence.  During  Dr.  Deutch's  service  at 
the  Department  of  Defense,  including 
his  service  as  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  John  Deutch  has  been  a 
thoughtful,  decisive,  and  professional 
public  servant. 

Over  the  last  2  years,  I  have  worked 
with  John  Deutch  on  a  number  of  im- 
portant, complicated,  and  diverse  is- 
sues. In  every  instance,  Dr.  Deutch  was 
extremely  knowledgeable  about  the 
issue,  he  demonstrated  diligent  follow- 
up,  and  he  never  deviated  from  his 
commitment  to  serve  the  national  in- 
terest. I  have  appreciated  working  with 
John  Deutch  and  he  will  be  missed  at 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

John  Deutch  will  be  an  excellent  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence.  This  is  a 
crucial  time  for  the  U.S.  intelligence 
community  as  it  tries  to  adapt  to  the 
post-cold-war  era.  I  have  every  con- 
fidence that  John  Deutch  will  lead  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  forward  in 
the  21st  century. 

Madam  President,  I  look  forward  to 
casting  my  vote  in  support  of  John 
Deutch's  nomination  to  serve  as  the 
next  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Madam 
President,  I  am  proud  to  support  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  nominee,  John  M. 
Deutch,  as  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence. This  is  a  difficult  time  for  the 
CIA,  but  John  Deutch  brings  consider- 
able skills  and  experience  to  the  posi- 
tion, and  I  have  every  confidence  that 
he  will  make  a  difference  at  the  CIA. 

Mr.  Deutch  has  an  impressive  aca- 
demic background.  He  has  been  a  dis- 
tinguished professor  at  the  Massachu- 
setts Institute  of  Technology.  He  was 
chair  of  the  department  of  chemistry 
there.  As  a  teacher  and  a  scientist.  Mr. 
Deutch  understands  the  technical  de- 
tails of  the  newest  emerging  intel- 
ligence technology,  and  he  also  has  the 
remarkable  ability  to  explain  this 
technology  in  plain  English,  so  that 
nonscientists  understand. 

Mr.  Deutch  has  also  served  with  dis- 
tinction in  Government.  He  worked  at 
the  Department  of  Energy,  as  Under 
Secretary  of  Energy  Technology.  In 
recognition  of  his  contributions  in  that 
position,  he  was  honored  with  the  Sec- 
retary's Distinguished  Service  Medal 
and  the  Department's  Distinguished 
Service  Medal.  More  recently,  he 
served  at  the  Department  of  Defense  as 
Under  Secretary  of  Acquisition  and 
Technology.  And  he  leaves  DOD  as  the 
distinguished  Deputy  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. 

Mr.  Deutch  will  have  to  draw  from 
this  extraordinary  experience  to  ad- 
dress a  number  of  concerns  at  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency.  His  re- 
sponsibility is  great.  The  CIA  has  been 
faced  with  a  number  of  scandals  of  its 
own  making.  The  Aldrich  Ames  spy 
case  compromised  U.S.  intelligence 
gathering  overseas.  For  years,  the  CIA 
was  unable  to  detect  his  treachery,  and 
more  recently,  the  CIA  appeared  un- 
willing to  appropriately  discipline  his 
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superiors.  This  is  unacceptable.  I  am 
confident  that  Mr.  Deutch  will  address 
the  flaws  in  the  internal  administra- 
tion of  the  CIA  which  allowed  Ames  to 
flourish  in  the  system  undetected.  He 
has  pledged  that  in  the  future,  anyone 
in  a  position  of  supervision  over  an 
agent  who  is  spying  on  the  United 
States,  and  does  not  take  forceful  ac- 
tion, will  be  fired. 

Mr.  Deutch's  nomination  also  comes 
at  a  time  when  very  serious  questions 
have  been  raised  about  CIA  operations 
in  Guatemala.  It  has  become  clear 
through  public  hearings  in  recent 
weeks  that  a  paid  CIA  informant  in  the 
Guatemalan  military  was  involved  in 
horrendous  human  rights  abuses 
against  Guatemalan  people,  and  par- 
ticipated in  the  torture  and  death  of  an 
American  citizen,  and  a  Guatemalan 
who  was  married  to  an  American  citi- 
zen. Further,  when  this  information  be- 
came known  to  CIA  officials,  it  was  not 
properly  reported  to  the  House  or  Sen- 
ate Intelligence  Committees.  The  Unit- 
ed States  must  stand  for  democracy 
and  the  protection  of  human  rights 
abroad.  I  am  deeply  offended,  as  are 
many  Americans,  to  learn  of  a  rela- 
tionship between  the  CIA  and  this  Gua- 
temalan colonel. 

These  and  other  scandals  have 
plagued  the  CIA.  Morale  is  low.  John 
Deutch  is  clearly  needed  at  this  time 
to  revitalize  the  CIA.  With  the  end  of 
the  cold  war,  America's  intelligence 
needs  have  changed.  But  they  have  not 
diminished.  Our  intelligence  commu- 
nity is  staffed  with  brave  men  and 
women  who  take  risks  every  day  to  as- 
sist our  policymakers  by  providing  the 
best  intelligence  in  the  world.  We  must 
restore  the  confidence  of  the  American 
people  in  these  men  and  women,  and  in 
our  intelligence  gathering  capabilities. 
John  Deutch  is  a  man  of  real  quality. 
He  is  fully  capable  of  meeting  the  chal- 
lenges that  lie  before  him. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOLE,  the  fol- 
lowing statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record.) 
•  Mr.  WARNER.  Madam  President,  1 
would  like  to  express  my  strong  sup- 
port for  the  nomination  of  John 
Deutch  to  serve  as  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  working 
with  Secretary  Deutch  since  1993  in  his 
various  capacities  in  the  Department 
of  Defense,  first  as  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology, and  most  recently  as  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense.  3 

Secretary  Deutch  has  served  his  Na- 
tion well  in  these  assignments,  and  I 
am  pleased  that  he  will  be  bringing  his 
considerable  expertise  to  the  Nation's 
intelligence  community. 

This  is  a  time  of  great  challenge  for 
the  various  elements  of  the  intel- 
ligence community  and.  in  particular, 
for  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency.  As 
it  continues  the  process  of  adapting  to 
the  intelligence  challenges  of  the  post- 


cold-war  world,  the  CIA  has  been 
rocked  recently  by  a  number  of  prob- 
lems—from the  Aldrich  Ames  spy  scan- 
dal to  the  recent  revelations  of  possible 
problems  with  CIA  activities  in  Guate- 
mala. I  am  concerned  about  the  well- 
being  of  this  agency,  and  the  morale  of 
the  fine  intelligence  professionals  who 
serve  our  country— at  great  personal 
risk— at  the  CIA.  The  work  of  the  CIA, 
and  the  many  other  agencies  of  the  in- 
telligence community,  remains  vital  to 
the  security  of  our  great  Nation.  We 
should  not  lose  sight  of  this  basic  fact 
as  we  contemplate  reforms. 

I  am  pleased  that  Secretary  Deutch 
will  be  taking  over  stewardship  of  the 
intelligence  community  at  this  critical 
time.  I  was  encouraged  by  Secretary 
Deutch's  testimony  at  his  confirmation 
hearing  regarding  the  changes  that  he 
believes  should  be  made  at  the  CIA.  I 
wish  him  well  as  he  undertakes  a  dif- 
ficult task  which  is  so  important  to  the 
future  well-being  of  this  Nation.* 

Mr.  KYL.  Madam  President.  I  rise  to 
support  the  nomination  of  Deputy  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  John  Deutch  to  be 
the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence.  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  meet  with 
Secretary  Deutch  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions to  discuss  defense  and  intel- 
ligence issues  and  am  impressed  with 
his  ability  in  both  of  these  critical 
areas. 

As  the  President's  new  senior  advisor 
on  intelligence,  John  Deutch  will  have 
the  responsibility  of  placing  before  the 
Congress  a  vision  for  the  intelligence 
profession  that  embodies  the  lessons 
learned  from  the  cold  war  and  lessons 
from  recent  unfortunate  mistakes 
within  the  agency.  He  will  also  be  re- 
quired to  steadfastly  guard  against  the 
politicization  of  the  intelligence  mis- 
sion by  government  officials  who  would 
use  intelligence  resources  for  other 
ends,  at  the  expense  of  the  core  pro- 
grams. My  impression  of  John  Deutch 
is  that  he  is  well  prepared  to  meet 
these  challenges. 

I  believe  John  Deutch  will  be  some- 
one who  is  prepared  to  think  seriously 
about  the  place  and  purpose  of  intel- 
ligence in  a  democracy,  both  as  he  ful- 
fills his  responsibilities  as  a  senior 
Government  official  and  as  he  lays  the 
President's  plans  and  programs  before 
the  Congress.  In  short.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. I  believe  John  Deutch  will  be  a 
fine  Director  of  Central  Intelligence 
and  have  every  confidence  in  his  abil- 
ity to  lead  the  intelligence  community 
into  the  21st  century.  I  wholeheartedly 
support  his  nomination. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  nomi- 
nation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Will  the  Senate  advise  and 
consent  to  the  nomination  of  John  M. 


Deutch.  of  Massachusetts,  to  be  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency?  On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  Warner]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  Moitnihan]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Mo^TJiHAN]  would  vote  "yea." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  98, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  155  Ex.] 
YEAS— 98 


Abraham 

Felngold 

Lott 

Akaka 

Feins teln 

Lugar 

Ashcroft 

Ford 

Mack 

Baucua 

Frist 

McCain 

Bennett 

Glenn 

McConnell 

Biden 

Gorton 

Mikulski 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Mo«eley-Braun 

Bond 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Boxer 

Grams 

Murray 

Bradley 

Grassley 

Nicklea 

Breaux 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Brown 

Harkin 

Packwood 

Bryan 

Hatch 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Hatneld 

PreMler 

Burns 

Henin 

Pry  or 

Byrd 

Helmi 

Held 

Campbell 

HolUngs 

Robb 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Rockefeller 

Coat8 

Inhofe 

Roth 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Santorum 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kaasebaum 

Simon 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

D  Amato 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Kerry 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Stevena 

Dole 

Kyi 

ThORUS 

Domenici 

Laut«nberg 

Thomiiaon 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Levin 

Wellstonc 

Faircloth 

Lieberman 

NOT  VOTING— 2 
Moynlhan  Warner 

So  the  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  this 
matter  has  been  cleared  with  the 
Democratic  leader  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  motion  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  Deutch  nomina- 
tion was  confirmed  be  tabled  and  that 
the  President  be  immediately  notified 
of  the  Senate's  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion and  resume  consideration  of  H.R. 
956. 


COMMONSENSE    PRODUCT    LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
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A  bill  (H.R.  956)  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
gation, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Gorton  amendment  No  596.  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

Coverdell-Dole  amendment  No.  690  (to 
amendment  No.  596).  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute 

Gorton-Rockefeller  modified  amendment 
No.  709  (to  amendment  No  690).  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Madam 
President,  as  I  stated  at  the  outset  of 
debate  on  this  bill.  I  believe  it  makes 
sense  to  have  some  basic,  national 
product  liability  standards  that  apply 
across  the  board.  In  1995.  products 
manufactured  in  Illinois  are  no  longer 
shipped  down  the  street;  instead,  they 
are  shipped  throughout  the  50  States, 
and  beyond  The  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  in  article  1.  section  8, 
grants  Congress  the  power  to  regulate 
interstate  commerce.  \^Tiere  our  prod- 
uct liability  system  acts  as  a  disincen- 
tive to  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
goods  in  interstate  commerce.  Con- 
gress has  not  only  a  right,  but  a  duty. 
to  reform  that  system  I  believe  the 
Product  Liability  Fairness  Act.  while 
not  perfect,  is  a  good  step  in  the  reform 
process,  and  I  am  proud  to  cast  my 
vote  in  favor  of  this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  add  how  pleased  I  am 
that,  during  the  past  weeks,  the  Senate 
very  carefully  considered  and  debated 
each  and  every  amendment  that  was 
offered  to  this  bill  I  am  particularly 
pleased  by  the  compromise  amendment 
that  will  soon  be  offered  as  a  substitute 
amendment  I  believe  that  the  amend- 
ment significantly  improves  the  com- 
mittee reported  bill,  and  I  know  that  it 
would  not  have  been  possible  without 
the  vigorous  debate  that  surrounded 
this  legislation. 

I  strongly  support  the  changes  being 
made  to  the  punitive  damages  section 
of  the  bill  Rockefeller-Gorton  sub- 
stitute. \^Tiile  the  original  bill  linked 
the  calculation  of  punitive  awards  to 
economic  damages,  the  amended  bill 
instead  links  punitives  to  compen- 
satory damages,  a  standard  that  is 
much  fairer  to  low-income  workers, 
women  who  don't  work  outside  the 
home,  children  and  the  elderly,  who 
may  not  have  a  great  deal  of  economic 
damages.  I  have  no  objection  to  mak- 
ing punitive  damages  proportionate  to 
the  harm  caused  by  the  product,  the 
goal  that  the  punitive  damage  limita- 
tion is  intended  to  accomplish.  That 
harm  should  not.  however,  be  limited 
to  out  of  pocket  costs  or  lost  wages. 
Noneconomic  damages  can  often  be  dif- 
ficult to  calculate,  but  that  does  not 
make  them  any  less  real. 

Indeed,  these  compensate  individuals 
for  the  things  that  they  value  most^ 
the  ability  to  have  children,  the  ability 
to  have  your  spouse  or  child  alive  to 
share  in  your  life,  the  ability  to  look  in 


the  mirror  without  seeing  a  perma- 
nently disfigured  face.  As  a  notion  of 
fundamental  fairness,  any  congres- 
sional attempts  to  create  a  punitive 
damage  standard  should  include  both 
economic  and  noneconomic  damages  in 
its  formula,  as  the  Rockefeller-Gorton 
substitute  now  does. 

In  addition,  the  amended  bill  con- 
tains a  provision  that  will  allow  a 
judge  to  increase  the  amount  of  a  puni- 
tive damage  award,  if  an  increased 
award  is  necessary  to  either  adequately 
punish  a  defendant  for  its  past  conduct. 
or  to  adequately  deter  a  defendant 
from  engaging  in  such  conduct  in  the 
future.  I  know  there  have  been  con- 
cerns raised  during  the  course  of  this 
debate  that,  in  some  cases,  punitive 
damages  awarded  pursuant  to  the  for- 
mula will  not  be  sufficient  to  either 
punish  or  deter.  I  believe  this  judge 
additur  provision  addresses  these  con- 
cerns, and  I  want  to  thank  Senators 
Rockefeller  and  Gorton  for  their 
willingness  to  add  this  provision  to 
their  legislation.  In  my  opinion,  it 
makes  a  good  bill  even  better,  and  it 
demonstrates  their  willingness  to  re- 
spond to  the  concerns  of  those  of  us  "in 
the  middle.  " 

Madam  President,  last  year  I  stood 
on  the  Senate  floor,  after  the  Senate 
failed  to  invoke  cloture  on  the  Product 
Liability  Fairness  Act,  and  stated  my 
desire  not  to  filibuster  this  bill  again. 
What  I  wanted  to  do  was  debate  what 
alterations  the  Federal  Government 
should  make  in  the  area  of  product  li- 
ability law.  and  to  act  on  a  narrow, 
moderate  product  liability  bill.  I  am 
pleased  to  have  a  chance  to  act  on  such 
a  bill  today. 

But  reporting  a  bill  out  of  the  Senate 
is  only  half  of  the  battle;  I  also  want  to 
see  this  legislation  enacted  into  law.  I 
believe  that  can  happen,  as  long  as  a 
House-Senate  conference  committee 
keeps  the  bill  limited  to  the  subject  of 
product  liability,  and  rejects  the  draco- 
nian,  anticonsumer  provisions  included 
in  legislation  which  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives.  The  votes  in  the 
Senate  during  the  pa.st  2  weeks  should 
send  a  strong  signal  to  the  House  that 
the  U.S.  Senate  does  not  intend  to  re- 
strict the  ability  of  ordinary  citizens 
to  access  the  courts,  under  the  guise  of 
civil  justice  reform. 

If  our  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives truly  want  a  product  li- 
ability reform  bill.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  we  can  obtain  one.  Our  votes  in 
the  Senate  spell  out  very  clearly  what 
will  and  will  not  be  acceptable  to  this 
body,  and  I  urge  my  House  colleagues 
to  consider  those  votes  very  carefully. 
For  despite  my  desire  to  enact  a  prod- 
uct liability  reform  bill,  nothing  has 
changed  about  my  underlying  commit- 
ment to  equal  justice  under  law.  I  re- 
main just  as  opposed  to  loser-pays  pro- 
visions, caps  on  noneconomic  damages, 
or  changes  that  would  restrict  the 
right  of  individuals  to  bring  suit  for 


civil  rights  violations,  employment 
discrimination,  and  sexual  harassment, 
among  other  issues,  as  I  have  been  in 
the  past,  and  I  will  be  compelled  to  op- 
pose any  legislation  that  returns  from 
a  conference  including  these  provi- 
sions. 

Madam  President,  in  closing,  I  would 
like  to  commend  Senators  Rocke- 
feller and  Gorton  for  all  of  their  hard 
work  to  enact  a  product  liability  re- 
form bill,  not  only  this  year,  but  in 
past  Congresses  as  well.  They  are  to  be 
commended  for  championing  an  issue 
that  needs  to  be  addressed,  and  for 
doing  so  in  a  way  that  is  balanced  and 
fair.  During  the  past  3  weeks,  they 
have  demonstrated  a  willingness  to  lis- 
ten and  resolve  the  concerns  raised  by 
myself  and  other  Senators,  and  have 
taken  steps  to  improve  this  legislation. 
I  commend  them  for  their  leadership, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  vote  with  them 
today. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  cloture  motion 
having  been  presented  under  rule  XXII. 
the  Chair  directs  the  clerk  to  read  the 
motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

CLOTURE  Motion 
We  the  undersigned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  pend- 
ing substitute  amendment  to  H.R.  956.  the 
Product  Liability  bill. 

Slade  Gorton.  Dan  Coats.  Richard  G 
Lugar.  John  Ashcroft.  Rod  Grams.  Kay 
Bailey  Hutchison.  .Judd  Gregg.  Strom 
Thurmond.  Trent  Lotl.  Rick 
Santorum.  Larry  E.  Craig.  Bob  Smith. 
Don  Nickles.  R.F  Bennett.  John 
McCain.  Connie  Mack. 


VOTE 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  debate  on  the  Coverdell-Dole 
amendment.  No.  690.  to  H.R.  956.  the 
product  liability  bill,  shall  be  brought 
to  a  close'' 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  required. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  W.\r.\er]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr  MoYNIHAN]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  60. 
nays  38.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  156  Leg] 
YEAS— 60 


Cochran 

Hatch 

.Mikulski 

Coverdell 

Hatfield 

Moseley-Braun 

CraiK 

Helm.s 

Murkowski 

DeWine 

Hutchison 

Nickles 

Dodd 

Inhofe 

Nunn 

Dole 

Jeffords 

Pell 

Domenici 

Johnston 

Pressler 

Dorgan 

Kassebaum 

Pryor 

E^on 

Kempthome 

Robb 

Faircloth 

Kohl 

Rockefeller 

Feinsteln 

Ky) 

Santorum 

Fnst 

Lieberman 

Smith 

Gorton 

Lott 

Snowe 

Gramm 

Lugar 

Sterena 

Grams 

Mack 

Thomas 

Grassley 

McCain 

Thompson 

GreKg 

McConnell 
NAYS— 38 

Thurmond 

Aliaka 

Daschle 

Leahy 

Baucus 

Feingold 

Levin 

Blden 

Ford 

Murray 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Packwood 

Boxer 

Graham 

Reld 

Bra.lley 

Harlcin 

Roth 

Breaux 

HeDin 

Sarbanes 

Bryan 

Hollings 

Shelby 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Simon 

Byrd 

Kennedy 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kerrey 

Specter 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Wellstone 

DAmato 

Lautenberg 

(Mr. 
who 


NOT  VOTING— 2 

Warner  Moynjhan 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER 
iNHOFE).  Are  there  any  Senators 
wish  to  change  their  vote?  If  there  are 
no  other  Senators  desiring  to  vote,  on 
this  vote,  the  yeas  are  60.  the  nays  are 
38.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn,  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  agreed  to. 


.Abraham 

Bond 

Campbell 

Ashcroft 

Brown 

Chafee 

Bennett 

Bums 

Coats 

REGARDING  THE  VISIT  BY  PRESI- 
DENT LEE  TENG-HUI  OF  THE  RE- 
PUBLIC OF  CHINA  ON  TAIWAN  TO 
THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  now  turn  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  103. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  53.  rel- 
ative to  the  visit  by  the  President  of 
China  on  Taiwan,  and  that  no  amend- 
ments be  in  order  to  the  resolution  or 
the  preamble. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report  the  resolution 
by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  53) 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  regard- 
ing a  private  visit  by  President  Lee  Teng-hui 
of  the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan  to  the 
United  States. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  to  speak  in  favor 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  53. 
which  is  a  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  President  of  the  Republic  of  China 
on  Taiwan.  Lee  Teng-hui.  be  allowed  to 
visit  the  United  States.  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  53  is  almost  identical 
to  my  concurrent  resolution.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  9,  which  has  52 


bipartisan  cosponsors.  including  both 
the  majority  and  minority  leaders,  for 
which  I  am  most  grateful.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  the  names  of  the  cospon- 
sors of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  9 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Cosponsors  of  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  9 

Abraham  (R-MI) 

Akaka  (IVHI) 

Ashcroft  (R-MO) 

Bond  (R-MO) 

Brown  (R-CO) 

Burns  (R  MT) 

Campbell  (R-CO) 

Chafee  (R-RI) 

Coats  (R-IN) 

Cochran  (R-MS) 

Cohen  (R-ME) 

Conrad  (D-ND) 

Coverdell  (R-GA) 

Craig  (R-ID) 

D'Amato  (R-NY) 

Daschle  (D-SD) 

DeWine  (R-OH) 

Dole  (R-KS) 

Dorgan  (D-ND) 

Faircloth  (R-NC) 

Feingold  (D-WD 

Gorton  <R-WA) 

Grams  (R-MN) 

Grassley  (R-IA) 

Gregg  (R-NH) 

Hatch  (R-UT) 

Hatfield  (R-OR) 

Helms  (R-NC) 

Hutchison  (R-TX) 

Inouye  (D-HI) 

Jeffords  (R-\T) 

Kassebaum  (R-KS) 

Kempthome  (R^ID) 

Kyi  (R-AZ) 

Lieberman  (D-CT) 

Lugar  (R-IN) 

Mack (R-FL) 

McCain  (R-AZ) 

Vf-Cnnne!!  'R-KY) 

Nickles  (Rr-OK) 

Pell  (R-RI) 

Robb  (D-VA) 

Rockefeller  (D-WV) 

Roth.  William  (R-DE) 

Simon  (D-IL) 

Simpson  (R-WY) 

Smith  (R-NH) 

Snowe  (R-ME) 

Specter  (R-PA) 

Thomas  (R-WY I 

Thompson  (R-TN) 

Thurmond  (R-SC) 

Warner  (R-VA) 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  9  was 
unanimously  reported  out  of  the  Sen- 
ate Foreign  Relations  Committee  in 
March  of  this  year.  That  resolution 
specifically  calls  on  President  Clinton 
to  allow  President  Lee  Teng-hui  to 
come  to  the  United  States  on  a  private 
visit,  and  I  wish  to  emphasize  private. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  53  was 
submitted  in  the  House  by  Congress- 
men Lantos.  Solomon,  and 
TORRICELLI.  and  adopted  by  the  House 
by  a  rollcall  vote  of  396  to  zero  last 
week. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  is. 
Should  we  let  the  People's  Republic  of 


China  dictate  who  can  visit  the  United 
States?  The  current  State  Department 
policy  of  claiming  that  allowing  Presi- 
dent Lee  to  visit  would  upset  relations 
with  the  People's  Republic  of  China  of- 
ficials personally  is  offensive  to  this 
Senator. 

Taiwan  is  a  friend.  They  have  made 
great  strides  toward  American  goals- 
ending  martial  law.  holding  free  and 
fair  elections,  allowing  a  vocal  press, 
and  steadily  improving  human  rights. 

Taiwan  is  friendly,  democratic,  and 
prosperous.  Taiwan  is  the  6th  largest 
trading  partner  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  world's  13th  largest.  The  Tai- 
wanese buy  twice  as  much  from  the 
United  States  as  from  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China.  Taiwan  has  the  largest 
foreign  reserves  and  contributes  sub- 
stantially to  international  causes. 

Unfortunately,  the  United  States 
continues  to  give  the  cold  shoulder  to 
the  leader  of  Taiwan.  You  will  recall 
last  May,  we  were  embarrassed  when 
the  State  Department  refused  an  over- 
night visit  for  President  Lee.  who  was 
in  transit  from  Taiwan  to  Central 
America.  His  aircraft  had  to  stop  for 
refueling  in  Hawaii  and  he  would  have 
preferred  to  stay  overnight  before  con- 
tinuing on.  Unfortunately,  the  State 
Department  continues  to  indicate  that 
the  administration  will  not  look  favor- 
ably on  a  request  for  a  private  visit. 

Mr.  President.  Taiwan  and  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  are  making  sig- 
nificant progress  in  relations  between 
the  two  of  them.  I  call  my  colleagues' 
attention  to  the  existence  of  an  organi- 
zation known  as  the  Association  for 
Relations  Across  the  Taiwan  Straits. 
That  organization  operates  in  Beijing. 
The  counter  to  that  is  the  Mainland 
Affairs  Council  in  Taiwan.  These  two 
groujjs  get  together  regularly  They 
talk  about  everything  conceivable  ex- 
cept the  political  differences  between 
the  two  countries.  That  conversation 
includes  such  things  as  hijacking;  it 
also  includes  such  things  as  eliminat- 
ing the  necessity  of  goods  from  Taiwan 
having  to  go  through  Hong  Kong  before 
they  can  come  into  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China.  They  are  addressing  now 
the  direct  shipment  of  goods  from  Tai- 
wan to  the  mainland  of  China. 

So  here  we  have  evidence  that  there 
is  this  dialog  based  on  trade  and  com- 
merce, but  still  the  United  States  is 
afraid  to  take  steps  to  encourage  our 
trade  and  commerce  with  Taiwan  be- 
cause of  the  objections  from  the  Peo- 
ples  Republic  of  China. 

Now.  we  know  that  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  will  object  to  a  visit  by 
President  Lee  because  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  complains  loudly  about 
many  United  States  initiatives  such  as 
United  States  pressure  at  the  United 
Nations  with  regard  to  China's  human 
rights  practices,  criteria  for  China's 
World  Trade  Organization  membership, 
and  anything  we  do  to  help  Taiwan. 
But  in  the  end,  the  People's  Republic  of 
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China  Government  makes  a  calculation 
about  when  to  risk  its  access  to  the 
United  States  and  our  market.  And  I 
think  we  should  make  the  same  cal- 
culation. 

The  precedent  does  exist,  my  col- 
leagues, for  a  visit  by  President  Lee. 
The  administration  has  welcomed 
other  unofficial  leaders  to  the  United 
States — the  Dalai  Lama  called  on  Vice 
President  Gore,  over  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China's  objections.  I  might 
add.  Yasser  Arafat  came  to  a  White 
House  ceremony.  Gerry  Adams  has 
been  granted  numerous  visits  over 
Britain's  objections. 

In  these  cases,  the  administration  I 
think  has  made  the  correct  choice  to 
allow  visits  to  advance  American  goals, 
and  President  Lee's  visit  would  do  the 
same  thing.  The  USA-ROC  Economic 
Council  Conference  is  going  to  be  held 
in  Anchorage.  AK.  in  September.  Visit- 
ing .\laska  would  not  be  a  political 
statement,  by  any  means.  We  consider 
ourselves,  as  my  Alaskan  colleague 
Senator  Steven.s  often  remarks,  al- 
most another  country.  President  Lee's 
alma  mater,  Cornell  University  in  New 
York,  would  like  him  to  visit  in  June 
to  give  a  speech.  It  is  completely  a  pri- 
vate matter.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  a 
state  ^isit. 

I  have  heard  suggestions  that  the 
Special  Olympics,  which  will  be  held  in 
Connecticut,  might  extend  an  invita- 
tion to  President  Lee.  as  well. 

So  I  would  call  on  my  colleagues  to 
vote  to  send  a  strong  signal  to  the  ad- 
ministration that  President  Lee  should 
be  allowed  to  make  a  private — and  I 
emphasize  "private"— visit.  I  call  on 
the  administration  to  change  the  pol- 
icy because  it  is  simply  the  right  thing 
to  do  and  it  is  the  right  time  to  do  it. 

If  the  administration  does  not  change 
the  policy  based  on  this  resolution,  I 
think  they  are  going  to  face  binding 
legislation  that  would  force  the  Presi- 
dent to  allow  the  visit.  The  administra- 
tion should  act  before  facing  such  a  sit- 
uation. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  intention  to 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this  reso- 
lution. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
editorials  from  cities  around  the  coun- 
try supporting  the  Lee  visit  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Boston  Globe.  Apr.  17,  1995] 
A  S.vuB  FOR  Taiwan's  De.mocr.ats 
Taiwan's  president,  an  alumnus  of  Cornell, 
wants  to  address  his  alma  mater  this  June. 
But  a  visit  to  the  United  States  by  Lee  Teng- 
hui  is  something  that  will  not  happen,  says 
the  assistant  secretary  of  state  for  East 
Asian  affairs. 

This  pusillanimous  attitude  ought  to 
change,  both  for  reasons  of  courtesy  and  as  a 
sign  the  United  States  applauds  Lee's  work 
In  moving  Taiwan  toward  full  democracy. 
The  United  States  has  a  vital  interest  in  the 
sustenance  of  democratic  governments  in 
Asia. 


At  issue  is  the  two-China  rjuestion.  one 
that  has  vexed  US  policy  makers  since  Mao 
Zedong's  Communists  took  over  all  of  China 
except  the  island  of  Taiwan  in  1949.  For  a 
generation.  The  United  States  erred  in  ignor- 
ing the  Communist  reality;  it  should  not 
now  denigrate  the  success  of  Taiwan. 

While  the  mainland  was  enduring  the  ex- 
cesses of  the  Cultural  Revolution,  the  people 
of  Taiwan  were  laying  the  groundwork  for  an 
economic  boom.  As  Beijing  cracked  down  on 
dissidents,  the  Nationalists  on  Taiwan  were 
opening  up  their  regime.  Last  December  an 
opposition  leader  was  elected  mayor  of  Tai- 
pei, the  capital. 

While  acknowledging  these  achievements. 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Winston  Lord 
said  last  year  that  the  United  States  should 
do  nothing  that  Beijing  would  perceive  as 
lending  ••officiality"  to  US  relations  with 
Taiwan.  This  fear  of  offending  Beijing  ex- 
plains why  Lee  was  denied  permission  to 
visit  Cornell  last  June  and  why  Lord  implied 
he  should  not  bother  to  apply  for  a  visa  this 
year. 

When  thousands  of  Taiwanese  regularly 
come  to  the  United  States,  it  is  inconsistent 
to  prohibit  a  private  visit  by  Lee.  Moreover, 
it  compounds  the  insulting  treatment  he  re- 
ceived last  year  when  he  was  denied  permis- 
sion to  spend  the  night  in  Honolulu  while  en 
route  to  Latin  America.  As  an  alumnus  of  an 
American  university,  he  has  ties  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  that  transcend  politics. 

Cornell  wants  Lee  to  give  a  speech  at  re- 
union weekend.  Lord  says  Taiwan  •has 
shown  that  political  openness  must  accom- 
pany political  reform  and  that  Asians  value 
freedom  as  much  as  other  people  around  the 
globe."  That  message  ought  to  be  heard  by 
university  alumni  and  a  billion  Chinese. 

[From  the  Providence  Sunday  Journal,  Mar. 

19.  1995] 

Dishonorable  Diplomacy 

Lee  Teng-hui  came  to  the  United  States  as 
a  foreign  student  and  earned  his  Ph.D.  in  1968 
from  Cornell  University,  one  of  the  nation's 
premier  institutions.  His  thesis  was  cited  as 
the  year's  best  dissertation  by  the  .American 
Association  of  Agricultural  Economics. 
After  returning  home,  he  had  an  eventful  ca- 
reer, topped  off  in  1990  by  being  elected  presi- 
dent of  his  native  land,  one  of  America's  old- 
est and  most  loyal  Asian  allies. 

To  honor  Mr.  Lee.  Cornell  officials  have  in- 
vited him  to  participate  in  a  three-day  alum- 
ni reunion  at  the  campus  in  Ithaca.  N.Y..  in 
June,  when  he  is  scheduled  to  deliver  the 
school's  prestigious  Olin  Lecture. 

A  heartwarming  story.  But  there's  one  big 
problem:  President  Clinton  may  bar  Mr.  Lee 
from  visiting  Cornell. 

Why?  Because  Mr.  Lee  is  the  president  of 
Taiwan,  and  the  Clinton  administration 
fears  that  the  Communist  regime  of  the  Chi- 
nese mainland  will  be  offended  if  he  is  al- 
lowed to  come  to  America.  It's  as  simple — 
and  as  outrageous — as  that. 

Now.  we  can  understand  why  officials  in 
Beijing  wouldn't  want  Mr.  Lee  to  visit  this 
country  and  receive  the  honors.  They  hate 
and  fear  him  and  what  he  stands  for  because 
his  regime  has  put  the  Communists  and  all 
their  works  to  shame.  He  heads  a  rival  Chi- 
nese government  that,  by  following  largely 
market-oriented  policies,  has  spearheaded 
the  relatively  small  (population:  20  million) 
island  of  Taiwan's  rise  ais  a  major  player  on 
the  world's  economic  scene.  Meanwhile,  the 
Communists— by  following  the  bizarre 
schemes  of  the  ••Great  Helmsman.  "  the  late 
Mao  Tse-tung — crippled  mainland  China's 
economic    development    (until,     in     recent 


years,    they   finally   started   to   move  away 
from  Marxist  follies). 

Furthermore,  the  regime  on  Taiwan  is  rap- 
idly democratizing  Itself,  allowing  the  pres- 
ence of  an  active  opposition  party,  which  has 
won  a  strong  minority  of  seats  in  the  legisla- 
ture. In  this  regard,  it  ought  to  be  empha- 
sized that  Mr.  Lee  is  the  freely  elected  presi- 
dent of  Taiwan.  Whereas  the  Communists 
now  ruling  in  Beijing— while  admittedly  not 
as  bad  as  the  mass  murderer.  Mao  Tse-tung— 
cling  to  their  dictatorial  power:  no  opposi- 
tion parties,  no  freedom  of  speech  or  press. 
no  free  elections.  And.  of  course,  no  freely 
elected  presidents. 

Which  gets  us  back  to  Mr.  Lee.  President 
Clinton,  a  Rhodes  Scholar,  is  a  clever  fellow 
.\nd  he  has  available  to  him  some  very  high- 
priced  legal  talent,  as  well  as  nunerous  fig- 
ures—in and  out  of  the  State  Department— 
with  considerable  experience  and  skill  in  the 
diplomatic  arts.  President  Clinton  should  be 
able  to  figure  out  an  adroit  way  to  allow  Mr. 
Lee  to  make  what  is  essentially  a  private 
visit  to  Cornell  and  receive  his  well-deserved 
honors. 

If  the  Communists  in  Beijing  want  to  fuss 
and  fume,  let  them.  They  may  no  longer  be 
our  enemies,  but  they  are  most  assuredly  not 
yet  our  friends.  Mr.  Lee,  on  the  other  hand, 
represents  a  brave  people  who  have  been  our 
friends  and  allies  for  more  than  four  decades. 
If  Mr.  Clinton  bars  Mr.  Lee  from  coming 
here,  he  would  dishonor  not  only  himself, 
which  would  be  his  business,  but  the  entire 
United  States  as  well,  and  the  American  peo- 
ple should  not  stand  for  that. 

(From  the  Washington  Times,  Apr.  9.  1995] 

Unwelco.me  Mat  for  Our  Frie.nds 

(By  .Arnold  Beichman) 

There  is  every  po.ssibility  that  President 
Lee  Teng-hui  of  Taiwan  may  one  day  be  al- 
lowed to  enter  the  United  States  just  like 
Yasser  Arafat  and  Gerry  Adams,  onetime 
terrorists,  and  other  statesmen  as  distin- 
guished as  the  head  of  the  Palestine  Libera- 
tion Organization  or  the  leader  of  Sinn  Fein 
who  have  been  allowed  to  do  so. 

The  possibility  of  a  visit  by  the  elected 
president  of  .■Asia's  island  democracy  ha.« 
arisen  because  the  House  of  Representatives 
International  Relations  Committee  has 
urged  President  Clinton  to  allow  Mr.  Lee  to 
enter  the  United  States.  Mr.  Lee  has  been  in- 
vited to  attend  graduation  exercises  at  his 
alma  mater,  Cornell  University. 

The  House  panel  didn't  ask  President  Clin- 
ton personally  to  receive  President  Lee.  How 
could  if  .^fter  all,  the  appointments  sched- 
ule of  the  president  of  the  United  States  Is 
controlled  by  the  Politburo  of  the  Chinese 
Communist  Party,  which  decides  what  Chi- 
nese the  president  may  or  may  not  receive. 
So  all  the  House  panel  asked  Mr.  Clinton  to 
do  is  to  allow  President  Lee  to  visit — that's 
it.  nothing  more — just  visit  the  United 
States.  If  Mr.  Clinton  turns  down  that  re- 
quest will  that  mean  the  Chinese  Politburo 
controls  our  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service,  too''  Perhaps  Mr.  Clinton  could  ask 
the  Chinese  Politburo  to  do  something  about 
illegal  immigration. 

It  isn't  the  first  time  that  the  appoint- 
ments schedule  of  the  president  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  was  under  the  control  of  a  foreign 
communist  power.  In  1975.  President  Ford  de- 
clined to  receive  Alexander  Solzhenitsyn 
since  such  an  act  of  hospitality  and  respect 
for  human  rights  would  have  offended  the 
Soviet  Politburo.  Or  so  Secretary  of  State 
Kissinger  believed.  After  his  election  defeat 
in  1976,  Mr.  Ford  confessed  that  he  had  erred 
in  barring  the  great  Russian  dissident  from 
the  White  House. 


The  power  of  the  Chinese  Communist  Po- 
litburo extends  not  only  to  which  Chinese 
can  visit  the  United  States  but  it  also  deter- 
mines who  can  overnight  on  our  soil.  Last 
year,  Mr.  Lee  was  barred  from  overnighting 
in  Honolulu  lest  such  a  simple  act  enrage  the 
Beijing  gerontocrats.  However,  it's  quite  all 
right  to  enrage  the  British  government  and 
Prime  Minister  John  Major  in  receiving 
Gerry  Adams  and  allowing  him  to  engage  in 
dubious  fund  raising. 

What  presidents  and  their  advisers  do  not 
understand  is  that  the  reaction  of  totali- 
tarlans  to  -American  policy  depends  less  on  a 
given  American  action  than  it  does  on  the 
party's  long-range  view.  It  didn't  matter  to 
Josef  Stalin  that  Adolf  Hitler  Inveighed 
against  the  Soviet  Union  or  communism. 
Wlien  it  suited  Stalin's  needs,  he  signed  a 
Nazi-Soviet  pact  In  .\ugust  1939.  And  when  it 
suited  Hitler,  he  attacked  the  U.S.S.R.  de- 
spite the  Nazi-Soviet  Pact.  President  Nixon 
ordered  the  bombing  of  North  Vietnam  while 
he  was  in  Moscow.  The  Soviet  Politburo 
didn't  order  Mr.  Nixon  out  of  the  Soviet 
Union  to  show  its  displeasure,  Moscow  nego- 
tiated with  the  United  States  despite  the 
bombing  of  its  military  ally.  North  Vietnam. 

Whenever  it  suits  Beijing  to  violate  its 
agreements  with  the  United  States,  it  will. 
Whenever  it  suits  Beijing  to  lose  Its  temper 
with  Mr.  Clinton,  it  will— regardless  of  prot- 
estations of  past  friendship. 

For  the  United  States  to  continue  to  treat 
Taiwan  as  an  outcast  nation  as  it  has  for  a 
quarter-century  because  of  the  Communist 
Politburo  is  a  sign  of  weakness  that  will  not 
be  lost  on  Deng  .Xiao-plng's  successors.  After 
all.  Taiwan's  democratic  credentials  are  of 
the  highest.  Its  market  economy  has  pro- 
pelled Taiwan— remember  this  is  a  country 
with  a  population  of  but  21  million— into  the 
13th  largest  trading  nation  in  the  world.  Tai- 
wan enjoys  a  rule  of  law  It  recognizes  prop- 
erty rights.  There  is  a  legal  opposition  and  a 
free  press. 

If  we  continue  to  treat  a  friendly  people,  a 
friendly  government  and  Its  chosen  rep- 
resentatives as  nonpersons  at  a  time  when 
we  would  like  to  see  a  world  of  democracies 
and  when  to  further  that  course  we  have 
even  sent  troops  overseas,  as  we  did  to  Haiti, 
isn  t  it  time — at  the  very  leastl — to  tell  the 
Beijing  totalitarlans  that  the  president  of 
Taiwan  can  overnight  on  American  soil  any- 
time he  wants  to?  And.  perhaps,  even  stay 
for  two  nights? 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  Mar.  31.  1995] 

Kowtow— The  State  Department's  Bow  to 

Beijing 

(By  Lorna  Hahn) 

Lee  Teng-hui.  president  of  the  Republic  of 
China  on  Taiwan,  wishes  to  accept  an  honor- 
ary degree  from  Cornell  University,  where  he 
earned  his  PhD  in  agronomy. 

Last  year,  when  Cornell  made  the  same 
offer,  Lee  was  refused  entry  into  the  United 
States  because  Beijing  belligerently  re- 
minded the  State  Department  that  granting 
a  visa  to  a  Taiwanese  leader  would  violate 
the  principle  of  'One  China"  (Cornell  subse- 
quently sent  an  emissary  to  Taipei  for  a  sub- 
stitute ceremony.)  This  year,  on  Feb  9,  As- 
sistant .Secretary  of  State  Winston  Lord  told 
a  congressional  hearing  that  our  government 
"Will  not  reverse  the  policies  of  six  adminis- 
trations of  both  parties." 

It  is  high  time  it  did.  The  old  policy  was 
adopted  at  a  time  when  China  and  Taiwan 
were  enemies,  Taiwan's  government  claimed 
to  represent  all  of  China,  and  Beijing's  lead- 
ers would  never  dream  of  meeting  cordially 
with  their  counterparts  from  Taipei.  Today, 
things  are  very  different. 


Upon  assuming  office  in  1988.  Lee  dropped 
all  pretense  of  ever  reconquering  the  main- 
land and  granted  that  the  Communists  do  in- 
deed control  it.  Since  then,  he  has  eased  ten- 
sions and  promoted  cooperation  with  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  through  the  Lee 
Doctrine,  the  pragmatic,  flexible  approach 
through  which  he  d)  acts  independently 
without  declaring  independence,  which 
would  provoke  Chinese  wrath  and  perhapis  an 
invasion;  (2)  openly  recognizes  the  PRC  gov- 
ernment and  its  achievements  and  asks  that 
it  reciprocate,  and  (3)  seeks  to  expand  Tai- 
wan's role  in  the  world  while  assuring 
Beijing  that  he  Is  doing  so  as  a  fellow  Chi- 
nese who  has  their  interests  at  heart  as  well. 

Lee  claims  to  share  Beijing's  dream  of 
eventual  reunification— provided  it  is  within 
a  democratic,  free-market  system.  Mean- 
while, he  wants  the  PRC: — and  the  world— to 
accept  the  obvious  fact  that  China  has  since 
1949  been  a  divided  country,  like  Korea,  and 
that  Beijing  has  never  governed  or  rep- 
resented Taiwan's  people.  Both  governments, 
he  believes,  should  be  represented  abroad 
while  forging  ties  that  could  lead  to  unity. 

To  this  end  he  has  fostered  massive  invest- 
ments in  the  mainland,  promoted  extensive 
and  frequent  business,  cultural,  educational 
and  other  exchanges,  and  offered  to  meet 
personally  with  PRC  President  Jiang  Zemin 
to  discuss  further  cooperation.  His  policies 
are  so  well  appreciated  in  Beijing— which 
fears  the  growing  strength  of  Taiwan's  pro- 
independence  movement — that  Jiang  re- 
cently delivered  a  highly  conciliatory  sf)eech 
to  the  Taiwanese  people  in  which  he  sug- 
gested that  their  leaders  exchange  visits. 

If  China's  leaders  are  willing  to  welcome 
Taiwan's  president  to  Beijing,  why  did  their 
foreigm  ministry  on  March  9,  once  again 
warn  that  "we  are  opposed  to  Lee  Teng-hui 
visiting  the  United  States  in  any  form"?  Be- 
cause Beijing  considers  the  "Taiwan  ques- 
tion "  to  be  an  •internal  affair^'  in  which,  it 
claims,  the  United  States  would  be  meddling 
if  it  granted  Lee  a  visa. 

But  Lee  does  not  wish  to  come  here  in 
order  to  discuss  the  'Taiwan  question"  or 
other  political  matters,  and  he  does  not  seek 
to  m.eet  with  any  American  officials.  He  sim- 
ply wishes  to  accept  an  honor  from  a  private 
American  institution,  and  perhaps  discuss 
with  fellow  Cornell  alumni  the  factors  that 
have  contributed  to  Taiwan's — and  China's— 
outstanding  economic  success. 

President  Clinton  has  yet  to  make  the 
final  decision  regarding  Lee's  visit.  As  Rep. 
Sam  Gejdenson  (D-Conn.)  recently  stated: 
•It  seems  to  me  illogical  not  to  allow  Presi- 
dent Lee  on  a  private  basis  to  go  back  to  his 
alma  mater."  As  his  colleague  Rep.  Gary 
Ackerman  (D-N.Y.)  added:  •It  is  embarrass- 
ing for  many  of  us  to  think  that,  after  en- 
couraging the  people  and  government  on  Tai- 
wan to  democratize,  which  they  have,  [we 
forbid  President  Lee]  to  return  to  the  United 
States  *  *  *  to  receive  an  honorary  degree. •' 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Mar.  15.  1995] 
Two  Visitors 
Gerry  Adams  can  tour  the  United  States, 
but  Lee  Teng-hui  can't.  Gerry  Adams  will  be 
feted  and  celebrated  Friday  at  the  White 
House,  but  when  Lee  Teng-hui's  plane  landed 
in  Honolulu  last  year,  the  U.S.  government 
told  him  to  gas  up  and  get  out.  The  Gerry 
Adams  who  is  being  treated  like  a  head  of 
state  by  the  Clinton  Administration  is  the 
leader  of  Sinn  Fein,  the  political  arm  of  the 
Irish  Republican  Army.  The  Lee  Teng-hui 
who  has  been  treated  like  an  international 
pariah  by  the  Administration  is  the  demo- 
cratically elected  President  of  the  Republic 


of  China,  or  Taiwan.  The  disparate  treat- 
ment of  these  two  men  tells  an  awful  lot 
about  the  politics  and  instincts  of  the  Clin- 
ton presidency. 

Gerry  Adams  face  will  be  all  over  the  news 
for  his  Saint  Paddy's  Day  party  with  Bill 
O'Clinton  at  the  White  House,  so  we'll  start 
with  the  background  on  the  less-publicized 
President  of  Taiwan. 

Cornell  University  has  invited  President 
Lee  to  come  to  the  school's  Ithaca,  NY. 
campus  this  June  to  address  and  attend  an 
alumni  reunion.  In  1968,  Mr.  Lee  received  his 
doctorate  in  agricultural  economics  from 
Cornell.  The  following  year,  the  American 
Association  of  Agricultural  Economics  gave 
Mr.  Lee's  doctoral  dissertation,  on  the 
sources  of  Taiwan's  growth,  its  highest 
honor.  In  1990.  Taiwan's  voters  freely  elected 
Mr.  Lee  as  their  President.  He  has  moved 
forcefully  to  liberalize  Taiwan^s  political 
system,  arresting  corrupt  members  of  his 
own  party.  Last  year,  the  Asian  Wall  Street 
Journal  editorialized:  ••Out  of  nothing,  Tai- 
wan's people  have  created  an  economic  su- 
perpower relative  to  its  population,  as  well 
as  Asia's  most  rambunctious  democracy  and 
a  model  for  neighbors  who  are  bent  on  shed- 
ding authoritarian  ways." 

Asked  last  month  about  President  Lee's 
visit  to  Ithaca.  Secretary  of  State  Chris- 
topher, who  professes  to  wanting  closer  links 
with  Taiwan,  said  that  •under  the  present 
circumstances' •  he  couldn't  see  it  happening. 
The  Administration  doesn^t  want  to  rile  its 
relationship  with  Beijing.  The  Communist 
Chinese  don^t  recognize  Taiwan  and  threaten 
all  manner  of  retaliation  against  anyone  who 
even  thinks  about  doing  so.  That  includes  a 
speech  to  agricultural  economists  in  upstate 
New  York.  This.  Secretary  Christopher  testi- 
fied, is  a  •'difficult  issue." 

Sinn  Fein's  Gerry  Adams,  meanwhile,  gets 
the  red  carpet  treatment  at  1600  Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue.  Mr.  Adams  assures  his  American 
audiences  that  the  IRA  is  out  of  the  business 
of  blowing  body  parts  across  the  streets  of 
London.  He  promises  the  doubter^s  that  if 
people  give  him  money,  it  won^t  be  used  to 
buy  more  guns,  bullets  and  bombs  for  the 
high-strung  lads  of  the  IRA. 

Now  before  the  Irish  American  commu- 
nities of  Queens  and  Boston  get  too  roiled 
over  our  skepticism  toward  Northern  Ire- 
land's most  famous  altar  boy,  we  suggest 
they  take  their  grievances  to  John  Bruton. 
who  is  Irish  enough  to  be  the  Prime  Minister 
of  Ireland.  He.  too,  will  be  at  Bill  Clinton's 
St.  Patrick's  Day  party  for  Gerry  Adams, 
and  he  has  a  message  for  the  two  statesmen: 
The  TRA  has  to  give  up  its  arms.  •This  is  an 
item  on  the  agenda  that  must  be  dealt 
with.^'  Premier  Bruton  said  Monday  in  Dub- 
lin. ••It's  a  very  serious  matter  There  are 
genuine  fears  felt  by  members  of  the  commu- 
nity that  have  been  at  the  receiving  end  of 
the  violence." 

We  don't  at  all  doubt  that  somewhere  amid 
the  Friday  merriment,  Mr.  Clinton  will  ask 
Mr.  Adams  to  give  up  the  guns  and  that  Mr. 
Adams  will  tell  the  President  that  is  surely 
the  IRA's  intent,  all  other  matters  being 
equal. 

It  is  hard  to  know  precisely  what  moti- 
vates Mr.  Clinton  to  lionize  a  Gerry  Adams 
and  snub  a  Lee  Teng-hui.  The  deference  to 
China  doesn't  fully  wash,  because  when  Brit- 
ain— our  former  ally  in  several  huge  wars 
this  century— expressed  its  displeasure  over 
the  Adams  meeting,  the  White  House  essen- 
tially told  the  Brits  to  lump  it.  Perhaps  the 
end  of  the  Cold  War  has  liberated  liberal 
heads  of  state  into  a  state  of  light- 
headedness about  such  matters.  We  note  also 
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this  week  that  Frances  President  Francois 
Mitterrand  has  been  entertaining  Fidel  Cas- 
tro at  the  Elysees  Palace. 

But  it's  still  said  that  Bill  Clinton  has  a 
great  sense  of  self-preservation.  So  if  he's 
willing  to  personally  embrace  Gerry  Adams 
while  stiffing  the  Prime  Minister  of  England 
and  forbidding  the  President  of  Taiwan  to 
spend  three  days  with  his  classmates  in  Itha- 
ca, there  must  be  something  in  it  somewhere 
for  him. 

[From  the  Memphis  Commercial  Appeal. 

Apr.  22.  1995) 

Let  Lee  Visit 

Eleven  months  after  Communist  China's 
old  tyrants  loosed  the  tanks  on  pro-democ- 
racy students  m  Tiananmen  Square.  Tai- 
wan's new  president.  Lee  Teng-Hui,  released 
several  political  prisoners — the  first  step  in 
his  rapid  march  to  democratizing  "the  other 
China  "  Now  guess  who — the  despots  or  the 
democrat — is  being  banned  from  setting  foot 
in  the  Land  of  the  Free. 

Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher 
drones  that  to  grant  Lee  a  visa  to  address  his 
alma  mater.  Cornell  University,  in  June 
would  b?  'inconsistent  with  the  unofficial 
character  of  our  relationship"  with  Taiwan. 

That  relationship  dates  from  1979.  when 
Jimmy  Carter  severed  diplomatic  ties  with 
Taiwan  to  stroke  Beijing,  which  views  the  is- 
land nation  as  a  rebellious  province.  Presum- 
ably, the  red  carpet  remains  out  for  the  mas- 
sacre artists  whose  sensibilities  Christopher 
cossets. 

Not  everyone  in  Washington  abides  this 
outrage  against  a  country  making  strides  to- 
ward real  political  pluralism  and  free-mar- 
ket economics  The  House  Committee  on 
International  Relations,  burying  partisan- 
ship, recently  voted  33-0  in  moral  support  of 
Lees  visit.  (The  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  backed  a  similar  resolution  in 
March.) 

With  more  bite.  Rep,  Robert  Torricelli  (D- 
N,J.)  has  introduced  legislation  that  would 
compel  the  State  Department  to  issue  visas 
to  democratically  elected  Taiwanese  leaders. 
Meanwhile.  Cornell  president  Frank  Rhodes 
says  Lee's  return  to  campus  "would  offer  an 
extraordinary  educational  opportunity." 

The  administration's  posture — stubborn 
pusillanimity— is  odd  Lee's  visit  clearly 
would  not  be  a  state- to-state  affair.  If  Com- 
munist China's  leaders  sulked  anyway,  so 
what?  How  would  they  retaliate?  Give  their 
tank  commanders  directions  to  California? 
Refuse  to  sell  us  the  J31,5  billion  in  goods 
they  exported  to  the  United  States  in  1994? 

Congress  should  reaffirm  America's  wel- 
come to  democracy's  friends  by  quickly  pass- 
ing the  Torricelli  bill:  as  for  the  administra- 
tion. Its  Christopher  is  obviously  no  patron 
saint  to  all  travelers, 

[From  the  Durham  Herald-Sun.  Apr.  20.  1995] 

T.Mw,^N  preside.nt:  Sorry.  You  Can't  Talk 

Here 

For  a  country  that  beats  its  chest  about 
freedom  of  speech,  we're  setting  a  very  hypo- 
critical example  in  the  case  of  Lee  Teng-Hui, 
the  president  of  Taiwan,  He  wants  to  come 
back  to  Cornell  University,  his  alma  mater, 
to  give  a  speech. 

No  way,  says  the  Clinton  administration. 
which  argues  that  mainland  China  is  the  one 
and  only  China  Presumably  that  leaves  Tai- 
wan, at  least  in  Washington's  eyes,  as  pretty 
much  what  Beijing  says  it  is:  a  rebellious 
province 

Rebellious  or  not.  at  least  Taiwan  Is  mov- 
ing toward  a  more  open  and  democratic  soci- 


ety than  the  mainland.  Yet  Lee  is  being  de- 
nied a  visa  for  his  Cornell  visit  because,  in 
the  words  of  Secretary  of  State  Warren 
Christopher,  it  would  be  "inconsistent  with 
the  unofficial  character"  of  this  country's 
relationship  with  Taiwan,  The  United  States 
recognized  Taiwan  as  the  legitimate  govern- 
ment of  China  until  1979.  when  then  Presi- 
dent Jimmy  Carter  decided  that  ties  with 
the  mainland  regime  were  more  vital  to  the 
interests  of  the  United  States, 

In  the  long  shadow  of  histor>'.  Carter's  de- 
cision is  likely  to  win  favor  as  the  correct 
one.  But  that  doesn't  mean  we  ought  to  slam 
the  door  on  the  elected  leader  of  Taiwan  just 
because  the  gerontocracy  in  Beijing  might 
get  a  case  of  political  heartburn.  These  fel- 
lows are.  after  all.  the  very  officials  who 
turned  the  Chinese  army  loose  in  Tiananmen 
Square. 

In  any  case.  Lee's  visit  to  Cornell  would 
not  be  a  pomp-and-clrcumstance  state  visit. 
but  rather  a  low-visibility  affair  The  House 
Committee  on  International  Relations  knew 
that  when  it  voted  33-0  on  a  resolution  back- 
ing Lee's  visit.  The  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  also  adopted  a  resolution  in  favor 
of  Lee.  In  addition.  Frank  Rhodes,  the  presi- 
dent of  Cornell,  has  spoken  up  for  Lee. 

Rep.  Robert  Torricelli.  a  New  Jersey  Dem- 
ocrat, is  so  incensed  by  the  administration's 
deliberate  snub  of  Lee  that  he  has  introduced 
a  bill  in  the  House  that  would  mandate  the 
State  Department  to  issue  a  visa  to  Lee  or 
any  other  freely  elected  official  from  Tai- 
wan. 

Good.  If  the  State  Department  won't  let 
Lee  into  the  motherland  of  the  First  Amend- 
ment, then  Congress  ought  to  see  to  it  that 
he  gets  a  visa.  As  for  the  State  Department, 
it  could  use  some  sensitivity  training  in 
good  manners. 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  May  2.  1995] 

A  Matter  of  Honors  Due  a  Staunch  Friend 

(By  James  Hackett) 

After  two  years  of  insulting  America's 
friends  and  allies  while  accommodating 
America's  enemies,  the  Clinton  .Administra- 
tion finally  has  hit  bottom  The  matter  in- 
volves Lee  Teng-hui.  president  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  China  on  Taiwan,  who  has  been  invited 
by  Cornell  University  to  receive  an  honored 
alumnus  award  at  ceremonies  at  Ithaca. 
N.Y..  in  early  June.  Mr.  Lee  received  his 
Ph.D.  at  Cornell  and  wants  to  accept  the 
honor  bestowed  by  his  alma  mater. 

President  Lee  is  a  native  of  Taiwan  and 
the  first  popularly  elected  president  of  a 
country  that  long  has  been  a  close  friend  and 
ally  of  the  United  States.  But  incredibly,  the 
State  Department  will  not  allow  Mr.  Lee  to 
visit  the  United  States,  even  for  such  an  un- 
official purpose,  lest  it  annoy  the  communist 
rulers  on  the  mainland. 

The  State  Department's  China  hands,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Clinton  White  House,  are 
trying  hard  to  accommodate  the  wishes  of 
the  government  in  Beijing.  Last  year.  Mr. 
Lee  and  his  minister  for  economic  affairs 
were  denied  permission  to  attend  an  Asian 
economic  summit  in  Seattle,  despite  Tai- 
wan's status  as  an  Asian  economic  power- 
house that  buys  more  than  twice  as  much 
from  the  United  States  sis  mainland  China 

The  worst  insult  to  Taiwan,  however,  wa.s 
a  disgraceful  episode  last  May  when  Mr.  Lee 
was  denied  permission  to  stay  overnight  in 
Honolulu  after  his  plane  stopped  there  to  re- 
fuel. The  State  Department  is  following  a 
policy  of  no  overnight  stays  on  US.  soil  for 
senior  Taiwan  officials,  treatment  more  ap- 
propriate for  criminals  than  for  friends  and 
allies. 


In  contrast,  the  administration  is  eager  to 
please  the  regime  in  Beijing,  a  government 
that  continues  to  test  nuclear  weapons  while 
developing  a  whole  new  series  of  ballistic 
missiles,  including  some  that  can  carry  nu- 
clear weapons  anywhere  in  jXsia  and  even 
across  the  Pacific,  China  also  is  buying 
frontline  Russian  SU-27  combat  aircraft. 
Russian  Kilo-class  submarines,  and  other 
equipment  under  a  major  military  mod- 
ernization program.  This  Chinese  develop- 
ment of  power  projection  capabilities  is  a  di- 
rect threat  to  Taiwan  and  the  other  democ- 
racies of  Asia. 

China's  military  buildup  is  being  achieved 
even  as  the  communist  regime  continues  to 
suppress  human  rights,  commits  systematic 
genocide  in  Tibet,  confronts  its  neighbors 
with  claims  on  oil  deposits  and  islands  in  the 
South  China  Sea.  and  threatens  to  invade 
Taiwan  if  that  democracy  declares  its  inde- 
pendence. Yet  the  Clinton  administration 
wants  close  relations  with  the  Chinese  mili- 
tary and  is  eager  to  sell  China  high-speed 
computers  and  other  advanced  technologies 
that  have  significant  military  applications. 
Last  October.  Mr,  Clinton  sent  Defense  Sec- 
retary William  Perry  to  Beijing  to  cement 
relations  with  the  Chinese  army,  and  Mr. 
Perry  wound  up  toasting  the  commanders 
who  crushed  the  democracy  uprising. 

Policy  toward  Taiwan,  however,  continues 
to  be  shaped  by  the  Shanghai  Communique 
that  was  signed  before  the  Tiananmen 
Square  uprising,  which  requires  the  United 
States  gradually  to  decrease  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  military  equipment  sold  to  Tai- 
wan, Consequently,  even  the  F-16AB  aircraft 
that  President  Bush  approved  for  sale  to  Tai- 
wan just  before  the  1992  election  are  the  old- 
est models  of  that  fighter,  inferior  even  to 
the  model  being  sold  to  Saudi  Arabia, 

As  China  builds  up  its  offensive  military 
force,  the  United  States  must  help  Taiwan 
defend  itself.  Congress  should  disavow  the 
ill-considered  Shanghai  Communique  and 
press  Mr,  Clinton  to  sell  first-line  military 
equipment,  including  the  best  available  air. 
sea.  and  missile  defenses,  to  our  friends  on 
Taiwan 

Members  of  Congress  of  both  parties  are  in- 
creasingly unhappy  with  Mr,  Clinton's  China 
policy  and  irate  at  the  treatment  of  Tai- 
wan's President  Lee  The  House  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  approved  by  a 
vote  of  33-0  a  resolution  calling  on  Mr  Clin- 
ton to  welcome  President  Lee  to  visit  Cor- 
nell University,  and  to  allow  him  to  attend  a 
planned  meeting  of  the  U,S, -Taiwan  Eco- 
nomic Council  in  Anchorage.  Alaska,  But  the 
administration  has  ignored  this  unanimous 
bipartisan  congressional  resolution. 

If  President  Lee  is  denied  permission  to  re- 
ceive his  honors  at  Cornell,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's lack  of  principle  will  have 
dragged  this  country  to  a  new  low.  The 
House  is  expected  to  bring  this  issue  to  a 
floor  vote  today  to  demand  prompt  approval 
of  a  visa  for  Mr,  Lee  and  the  restoration  of 
common  decency  to  our  relations  with  Tai- 
wan, The  Senate  should  quickly  follow  suit 

[From  the  Rocky  Mountain  News.  Apr,  19. 

1995] 

Odd  Way  To  Reward  a  Friend 

Eleven  months  after  Communist  China's 
old  tyrants  loosed  the  tanks  on  pro-democ- 
racy students  m  Tiananmen  Square.  Tai- 
wan's new  president,  Lee  Teng-Hui,  released 
several  political  prisoners — the  first  step  in 
his  rapid  march  to  democratizing  "the  other 
China,"  Now  guess  who— the  despots  or  the 
democrat— is  being  banned  from  setting  foot 
in  the  Land  of  the  Free.  Secretary  of  State 


Warren  Christopher  drones  that  to  grant  Lee 
a  visa  to  address  his  alma  mater.  Cornell 
University,  in  June  would  be  "inconsistent 
with  the  unofficial  character  of  our  relation- 
ship" with  Taiwan.  That  relationship  dates 
from  1979  when  Jimmy  Carter  severed  diplo- 
matic ties  with  Taiwan  to  stroke  Beijing, 
which  views  the  island-nation  as  a  rebellious 
province.  Presumably,  the  red  carpet  re- 
mains out  for  the  architects  of  the 
Tiananmen  massacre  whose  sensibilities 
Christopher  cossets. 

Not  everyone  is  Washington  abides  this 
outrage  against  a  country  making  strides  to- 
ward real  political  pluralism  and  free-mar- 
ket economics.  The  House  Committee  on 
International  Relations,  burying  partisan- 
ship, recently  voted  33-0  in  moral  support  of 
President  Lee's  visit.  (The  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  backed  a  similar  reso- 
lution in  March.)  With  more  bile.  Rep.  Rob- 
ert Torricelli.  D-N.J..  has  introduced  legisla- 
tion that  would  compel  the  State  Depart- 
ment to  i.ssue  visas  to  democratically  elected 
Taiwanese  leaders.  Meanwhile.  Cornell  presi- 
dent Frank  Rhodes  says  Lee's  return  to  cam- 
pus "would  offer  an  extraordinary  edu- 
cational opportunity." 

The  administration's  posture — stubborn 
pusillanimity— is  odd.  Lee's  visit  clearly 
would  not  be  a  state-to-state  affair.  If  Com- 
munist China's  leaders  sulked  anyway,  so 
what?  How  would  they  retaliate?  Give  their 
tank  commanders  directions  to  California? 
Refuse  to  sell  us  the  $31.5  billion  in  goods 
they  exported  to  the  United  States  in  1994? 

Congress  should  reaffirm  America's  wel- 
come to  democracy's  friends  by  quickly  pass- 
ing the  Torricelli  bill:  as  for  the  administra- 
tion, its  Christopher  is  obviously  no  iMitron 
saint  to  all  travelers. 

[From  the  Seattle  Times.  Feb.  11.  1995) 
The  Wrong  China  Policy 

President  Lee  Teng-hui  of  Taiwan  has 
again  been  denied  entry  into  this  country 
and  it's  time  once  again  to  ask  the  simple 
question:  Why? 

Lee  is  the  democratically  elected  leader  of 
the  22  million  Chinese  on  Taiwan  who  form 
an  economy  that  is  one  of  America's  most 
vigorous  trading  partners.  He  has  a  Ph.D. 
from  Cornell  University  in  upstate  New 
York,  something  one  would  wish  more  for- 
eign leaders  possessed. 

Cornell  wants  to  offer  this  distinguished 
graduate  an  honorary  degree.  The  Clinton 
administration,  following  the  policy  of  pre- 
vious administrations,  says  Lee  can't  come 
back  to  this  country.  The  reason  is  that  the 
mainland  Chinese  would  be  offended. 

That  policy  is  inexplicable.  Essentially, 
the  U.S.  is  allowing  mainland  China  to  dic- 
tate the  terms  of  our  relations  with  one  of 
our  best  trading  partners.  Lee's  policies  and 
economy  is  far  more  admirable  than  the 
mainland's,  but  we  keep  him  at  arm's  length. 
At  the  minimum.  Lee  should  be  allowed  to 
visit  his  alma  mater.  An  official  visit  to 
Washington,  D.C.  is  not  a  bad  idea,  either. 

[From  the  Richmond  Times-Dispatch,  Sept. 
26.  1994] 
Tale  of  Two  N.ations 
The  Clinton  administration  is  committing 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  and  poten- 
tially the  lives  of  many  American  military 
personnel,  to  the  "restoration"  of  democracy 
in  Haiti,   If  that  third-rate  nation's  brutal 
politicians     and     policemen     suspend     their 
practice  of  murdering  their  critics  and  op- 
pressing   the    populace,    the    United    States 
may  reward  the  country  with  generous  eco- 


nomic aid  for  years  to  come.  And,  of  course, 
its  diplomats  will  continue  to  receive  invita- 
tions to  White  House  soirees. 

Meanwhile,  how  does  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration reward  an  old  American  ally  that  is 
democratizing  by  choice,  that  has  estab- 
lished a  commendable  record  on  human 
rights,  that  has  embraced  the  free  enterprise 
system,  and  that  does  enough  business  with 
the  United  States  to  support  more  than 
300,000  American  jobs?  By  throwing  it  a  few 
crumbs  and  telling  it  to  keep  its  officials 
away  from  the  White  House  and  the  State 
Department, 

That  about  explains  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration's new  and  supposedly  improved  pol- 
icy on  the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan,  The 
President  has  condescendingly  allowed  Tai- 
wan to  rename  its  unofficial  mission  here 
from  "The  Coordination  Council  for  North 
American  Affairs"  to  "The  Taipei  Economic 
and  Cultural  Representative's  Office  in  the 
United  States,  "  which  more  clearly  de- 
scribed the  mission's  function. 

He  also  has  removed  the  ban  on  direct  con- 
tacts between  American  economic  and  tech- 
nical officials  of  non-Cabinet  rank  and  Tai- 
wanese government  ofncials  in  Taipei,  but 
Taiwanese  officials  stationed  in  the  United 
States  will  not  be  permitted  to  visit  the 
State  Department.  And  the  President  may 
support  Taiwan's  membership  in  certain 
international  organizations,  such  as  those 
concerned  with  trade,  when  he  can  do  so 
without  implying  diplomatic  recognition  of 
that  country. 

In  other  words,  Taiwan  is  to  remain  a  dip- 
lomatic pariah  whose  president  is  not  even 
permitted  to  land  on  American  soil  long 
enough  to  play  a  round  of  golf, 

Taiwan  deserves  better  treatment.  It  is  the 
United  States'  sixth-largest  trading  partner. 
It  stood  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  the  United 
States  during  the  darkest  and  most  dan- 
gerous phases  of  the  Cold  War,  It  has  used 
the  United  States  as  a  model  in  building  its 
economic  and  political  structures.  Volun- 
tarily and  enthusiastically,  it  is  developing 
exactly  the  kind  of  democracy  that  the  Unit- 
ed States  advocates. 

The  United  Stat.e.N  withdrew  diplomatic 
recognition  from  Taiwan  during  the  Carter 
administration,  and  denies  it  still,  in  an  ef- 
fort to  cultivate  the  friendship  of  mainland 
Communist  China,  which  asserts  sovereignty 
over  Taiwan  and  vows  to  reclaim  that  island 
someday,  Taiwan  is  also  committed  to  even- 
tual reunification.  The  two  countries  have 
develoijed  important  commercial  ties  in  re- 
cent years,  but  they  are  far  from  agreement 
on  the  terms  for  merging  politically  into  a 
new  united  China. 

Strong  arguments  based  on  both  principle 
and  political  reality  can  be  made  against  the 
United  States'  eagerness  to  appease  Com- 
munist China  at  the  expense  of  an  old  Amer- 
ican friend.  Tomorrow  Senator  Robb  will 
convene  a  hearing  of  his  Subcommittee  on 
East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  to  review  the 
administration's  China  policies.  The  ex- 
change promises  to  be  vigorous. 

Democratic  Senator  Paul  Simon  of  Illinois 
considers  it  wrong  as  a  matter  of  principle 
for  the  United  States  to  disdain  a  country 
that  has  "a  multi-party  system,  free  elec- 
tions, and  a  free  press — the  things  we  profess 
to  champion — while  we  continue  to  cuddle  up 
to  the  mainland  government  whose  dictator- 
ship permits  none  of  those.  "  Heritage  Foun- 
dation China  analyst  Brett  Lippencott  sug- 
gests that  by  developing  closer  ties  to  Tai- 
wan the  United  States  could  promote  the  re- 
unification of  China.  The  reason,  essentially, 
is    that    the    failure    to    enhance    Taiwan's 


"international  status  could  weaken  those  in 
Taiwan  who  favor  eventual  reunification  ,  ,  . 
and  strengthen  those  who  seek  an  independ- 
ent Taiwan." 

Obviously,  the  actual  existence  of  two  Chi- 
nas creates  a  difficult  and  delicate  problem 
for  the  United  States,  But  in  dealing  with  it, 
our  leaders  should  occasionally  do  what  is 
right  instead  of  always  doing  what  they 
think  will  please  the  tyrannical  rulers  of  the 
world's  last  remaining  major  Communist 
stronghold. 

[From  the  Dallas  Morning  News,  Sept.  27. 
1994] 

Taiwan— Senate  Should  Urge  Greater 
Whtfe  House  Support 

For  the  second  consecutive  year.  Taiwan's 
bid  for  membership  in  the  United  Nations 
has  been  thwarted.  But  however  many  "no" 
votes  may  have  been  cast  against  Taiwan  at 
the  U.N,,  the  island  democracy  off  the  coast 
of  mainland  China  deserves  far  better  treat- 
ment from  the  Clinton  administration. 

Last  week's  anti-Taiwan  vote  by  the  28- 
member  General  Assembly  steering  commit- 
tee was  hardly  surprising.  Because  Com- 
munist China  considers  Taiwan  to  be  a  "ren- 
egade province,"  China  has  waged  an  ongo- 
ing and  heavy-handed  campaign  against  Tai- 
wan since  1949, 

As  relations  have  warmed  between  the 
United  States  and  China.  US, -Taiwan  rela- 
tions have  suffered,  US,  policy  continues  to 
be  based  on  the  traditional  formula  that 
says,  "There  is  only  one  China,  and  Taiwan 
is  a  part  of  China."  To  be  sure.  President 
Clinton  attempted  to  boost  economic  and 
commercial  ties  with  Taiwan  earlier  this 
month  by  calling  for  more  high-level  visits. 
He  is  putting  special  emphasis  on  those  re- 
lating to  technical  and  economic  issues.  But 
that's  insufficient. 

Today  may  be  another  milestone  in  the 
evolution  of  U,S, -Taiwan  relations.  The  Clin- 
ton administration's  new  Taiwan  policy  is 
scheduled  to  be  examined  by  the  E^ast  Asian 
and  Pacific  affairs  subcommittee  of  the  Sen- 
ate Foreign  Relations  Committee.  As  Sen, 
Paul  Simon  of  Illinois  has  pointed  out.  the 
first  thing  the  Senate  should  note  is  that 
Taiwan  features  a  multi-party  system,  free 
elections  and  a  free  press.  He's  right. 

Earlier  this  year.  President  Clinton  said  in 
his  State  of  the  Union  message  that  "the 
best  strategy  to  ensure  our  security  and  to 
build  a  durable  peace  is  to  support  the  ad- 
vance of  democracy  elsewhere,"  The  East 
Asian  and  Pacific  affairs  subcommittee 
chairman.  Charles  Robb  of  Virginia,  should 
recite  those  words  in  his  hearing  room 
today. 

Taiwan  is  the  perfect  place  for  the  Clinton 
administration  to  translate  words  into  ac- 
tion. The  way  to  do  that  is  by  giving  Taiwan 
greater  recognition  for  its  democratic  ad- 
vances. 

(From  the  Boston  Herald.  Mar,  18.  1995) 
Let  Taiwan  President  Visit 

President  Clinton's  China  policy  (essen- 
tially, give  Beijing  whatever  it  wants)  is 
about  to  be  challenged  over  his  snubbing  of 
Taiwan. 

Cornell  University  has  invited  one  of  its 
graduates  to  address  an  alumni  reunion  in 
June,  He  is  Lee  Teng-hui.  who  received  a 
doctorate  in  agricultural  economics  from 
Cornell  in  1968,  He  is  president  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  China  on  Taiwan, 

Since  1979,  Washington  has  taken  the  posi- 
tion that  the  Communist  government  in 
Beijing,  one  of  the  most  repressive  on  earth. 
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Is  the  exclusive  representative  of  the  Chinese 
people.  Taiwan  is  a  democracy  and  one  of  our 
largest  trading  partners. 

To  placate  the  People's  Republic,  the 
president  of  Taiwan  isn't  allowed  to  visit  the 
United  States,  even  in  an  unofficial  capac- 
ity. Last  May,  when  Lee  stopped  in  Honolulu 
en  route  to  Costa  Rica,  the  State  Depart- 
ment generously  offered  to  permit  him  to 
enter  the  airport,  provided  he  remain  in 
quarantine.  Lee  chose  to  stay  on  his  plane. 

Why  the  administration  must  allow 
Beijing  to  jerk  its  strings  is  a  mystery.  The 
regime  is  not  the  least  cooperative  on  human 
rights  or  trade. 

Congressional  Republicans  are  threatening 
to  revolt.  Sen.  Frank  Murkowski  (R-Alaska) 
has  35  co-sponsors  on  a  resolution  calling  on 
the  administration  to  allow  Lee  to  visit  Cor- 
nell. If  the  resolution  is  ignored.  Murkowski 
is  threatening  to  reopen  the  issue  of  U.S.  re- 
lations with  Taiwan 

This  is  a  fight  the  president  doesn't  need. 
Beijing  may  bluster  but  ultimately  will  do 
nothing.  The  world  won't  come  to  an  end  if 
one  of  Cornells  more  distinguished  alumni 
visits  his  alma  mater. 

[From  the  Tampa  Tribune.  Mar  26.  1996] 
Why  Treat  T.^iwan  Like  Dirt? 

Standing  up  for  what  you  believe  is  not  al- 
ways easy  in  international  affairs,  and  Presi- 
dent Clinton  probably  wishes  people 
wouldn't  force  him  into  areas  of  diplomacy 
where  he  is  so  uncomfortable. 

But  its  happening  again.  Pesky  Cornell 
University  is  inviting  one  of  its  graduates. 
Taiwan's  President  Lee  Teng-Hui,  to  give  a 
speech  there  in  .June.  So  President  Clinton 
must  decide  whether  to  allow  the  visit,  sure 
to  anger  mainland  China,  or  to  continue  the 
policy  of  pretending  Taiwan's  top  leaders 
have  the  plague 

Helping  keep  the  issue  in  the  public  eye  is 
a  proposed  Senate  resolution,  sponsored  by 
Frank  Murkowski  of  Alaska  and  co-spon- 
sored by  Sen.  Connie  Mack  of  Florida  and  34 
others. 

Each  of  the  many  •whereea  "  paragraphs  in 
the  resolution  contains  a  bit  of  information 
sure  to  make  the  President  twitch.  Taiwan  is 
the  United  States'  sixth-largest  trading  part- 
ner: it  supports  democracy  and  human 
rights:  it  has  a  free  press  and  free  elections: 
its  elected  leaders  deserve  to  be  treated  with 
respect  and  dignity:  and  the  U.S.  Senate  has 
voted  several  times  last  year  to  welcome 
President  Lee  to  the  United  States. 

Perhaps  if  President  Clinton  were  more 
confident  in  the  diplomatic  skills  of  his  ad- 
ministration, he  would  be  less  cautious 
about  putting  a  few  old  Communist  tyrants 
in  a  temporary  huff.  i 

(From  the  Oregonian.  Feb.  24.  1995] 
Strengthen  U.S. -Taiwan  Ties 

Taiwan  has  made  remarkable  efforts  to  do 
the  kinds  of  things  that  United  States  for- 
eign policy  has  asked  of  it.  The  Clinton  ad- 
ministration ought  to  reward  that  effort  by 
further  loosening  the  shackles  on  U.S.  Tai- 
wanese relations.  It  made  some  hopeful 
changes  last  September,  but  badly  needs  to 
do  more. 

Members  of  both  parties  in  Congress  are 
dismayed — rightly  so — at  how  this  country 
has  treated  Taiwan's  reformist  President  Lee 
Tanghui.  It  forbade  him  to  stay  overnight 
when  his  plane  landed  in  Hawaii  for  refueling 
last  May  on  a  trip  to  Central  America,  and 
so  far  has  refused  permission  for  Lee  to  enter 
the  United  States,  even  as  a  private  citizen 
acting  in  a  wholly  unofficial  capacity,  to  re- 


ceive an  honorary  degree  from  his  alma 
mater.  Cornell  University. 

The  reason  for  that  is  the  "one  China  "  pol- 
icy adopted  in  1979.  when  the  United  States 
finally  abandoned  hope  that  the  rump  Na- 
tionalist government  on  Taiwan  would  ever 
regain  control  of  mainland  China,  the  com- 
munist People's  Republic. 

China  considers  Taiwan  a  rogue  province. 
By  a  combination  of  bluster  and  threat,  it 
has  long  persuaded  other  nations  and  inter- 
national organizations  to  isolate  Taiwan. 

But  that  doesn't  mean  the  United  States 
shouldn't  do  much  more  to  strengthen  its 
unofficial  economic,  political  and  cultural 
ties  with  Taiwan  pending  a  final  resolution 
of  the  Taiwan-China  dispute. 

Taiwan  is  our  fifth-largest  trading  partner 
(third-largest  for  the  Columbia-Snake  River 
Customs  District)  and  an  economic  power- 
house in  Asia.  We  ship  twice  as  many  goods 
to  the  island  of  20  million  people  as  we  do  to 
the  mainland. 

Taiwan  has  made  Immense  progress  along 
the  road  from  virtual  dictatorship  under  the 
late  Chiang  Kai-shek  and  his  son.  Chiang 
Ching-kuo,  to  representative  democracy. 

One  result  has  been  that  Lee's  ruling  Na- 
tionalist Party  faces  significant  opposition 
not  only  from  the  populist  Democratic  Pro- 
gressive Party,  which  favors  Taiwanese  inde- 
pendence from  China,  but  also  from  a  break- 
away Nationalist  group  calling  itself  the 
New  Party. 

Unlike  the  People's  Republic.  Taiwan  has  a 
free  press  and  a  television  system  that  is 
only  nominally  government-controlled.  The 
Taipei  government  tolerates  an  illegal  cable 
TV  system  that  broadcast  a  "democracy 
channel"  and  news  from  the  mainland. 

Unlike  the  People's  Republic.  Taiwan  has 
acknowledged  past  human-rights  abuses,  in- 
cluding the  Nationalist  slaughter  of  thou- 
sands of  native  Taiwanese  in  1947.  two  years 
before  Chiang's  forces  finally  lost  their  civil 
war  against  the  communists,  and  has  made 
far  more  human-rights  progress  than  the 
mainland. 

Taiwan  has  taken  more  positive  steps  then 
the  mainland  to  protect  U.S.  intellectual 
property— the  current  sore  point  between 
Washington  and  Beijing. 

These  are  exactly  the  combination  of  re- 
forms and  brisk  march  toward  democracy 
that  the  United  States  urges  on  Russia. 
China  and  some  Latin  American  nations, 
among  others.  The  only  difference  is  that 
Taiwan  is  getting  it  done. 

That  should  be  rewarded  with  closer  ties  to 
the  United  States  and  U.S.  help  in  getting 
Taiwan  full  participation  in  the  World  Trade 
Organization.  International  Monetary  Fund. 
World  Bank  and  other  organizations  that 
should  be  more  concerned  with  facts  as  they 
are  than  facts  s«  China  might  like  them  to 
be. 

And  let  Lee  visit  Cornell. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  in- 
tend to  offer  my  thoughts  on  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  53,  but  before 
doing  so,  I  would  like  to  know  if  my 
colleague  from  Alaska  might  engage  in 
a  colloquy  on  a  particular  point  about 
this  resolution  on  which  we  would 
agree:  that  it  is  important  to  maintain 
a  productive  relationship  with  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  would  be  happy 
to  enter  into  a  colloquy  with  my  good 
friend  from  Louisiana  on  this  point. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  wonder  if  it  is  the 
Senator's  intent  by  this  resolution  to 


begin  a  two  China  policy,  that  is  to 
violate  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the 
United  States  made  with  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  in  1979  to  recognize 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  as  the 
sole  legal  Government  of  China?  As  my 
colleague  knows,  since  signing  that 
agreement,  the  United  States  has 
maintained  only  unofficial  relations 
with  Taiwan,  keeping  commercial,  cul- 
tural, and  other  relations  without  offi- 
cial Government  representation  and 
without  diplomatic  relations. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  believe  this  reso- 
lution is  consistent  with  our  agree- 
ments with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  and  is  consistent  with  the  Tai- 
wan Relations  Act  as  well.  This  resolu- 
tion does  not.  in  this  Senator's  opin- 
ion, violate  our  one-China  policy.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  United  States  can  allow 
a  private  visit  by  President  Lee  to  his 
alma  mater.  Cornell  University,  and  to 
a  business  conference  in  Alaska  with- 
out compromising  United  States  for- 
eign policy  toward  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China. 

This  resolution  merely  calls  on  the 
administration  to  recognize  that  Presi- 
dent Lee  should  be  admitted  to  attend 
private  events  in  the  United  States  to 
promote  our  friendly,  albeit  unofficial, 
ties  with  the  Republic  of  China  on  Tai- 
wan, as  envisioned  under  the  Taiwan 
Relations  Act. 

Since  1979,  circumstances  have 
changed  between  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  and  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan.  I  would  direct  my  colleague's 
attention  to  the  relationship  that  has 
developed  between  the  People's  of 
China  and  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan  through  their  unofficial  enti- 
ties: the  Association  for  Relations 
Across  the  Taiwan  Straits  in  Beijing 
and  the  Mainland  Affairs  Council  in 
Taiwan.  The  two  sides  get  together  and 
talk  about  everything  but  politics. 
Trade  and  investment  has  ballooned.  It 
seems  entirely  appropriate  that  the 
United  States  should  also  be  able  to 
take  actions  to  increase  our  trade  and 
economic  ties  with  Taiwan. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  for  that  clarification.  As  I 
know  my  colleague  is  aware,  diplo- 
macy is  often  a  gray  area,  and  I  believe 
there  can  be  honest  disagreements  over 
when  an  action  crosses  a  sometimes  ar- 
bitrary line.  On  this  particular  issue, 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  and  I  might 
disagree  over  where  that  line  is  drawn. 
From  this  colloquy  I  think  we  agree 
that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  to  maintain  the  fundamental 
United  States-People's  Republic  of 
China  relationship. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Louisiana  for  that  colloquy. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
be  very  brief. 

Mr.  President,  even  with  this  impor- 
tant clarification.  I  remain  extremely 


concerned  about  how  actions  such  as 
this,  no  matter  how  harmless  they  may 
appear,  could  impact  the  United  States 
relationship  with  the  People's  Republic 
of  China.  For  almost  15  years,  the  Unit- 
ed States  has  remained  committed  to  a 
one-China  policy  that  includes  only  un- 
official recognition  of  Taiwan.  This 
commitment  is  backed  up  by  several 
joint  communiques  issued  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  and  by  the  Taiwan  Relations 
Act.  I  am  concerned  about  the  ambigu- 
ities and  confusion  a  visit  by  President 
Lee  to  the  United  States  could  raise  in 
the  eyes  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China.  Although  this  visit  would  be  a 
private  one.  Mr.  Lee  is  the  President  of 
Taiwan,  he  would  be  staying  on  Amer- 
ican soil  in  an  official  capacity,  and 
the  United  States  does  have  a  commit- 
ment to  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
to  maintain  only  unofficial  relations 
with  Taiwan.  I  hesitate  to  muddy  the 
waters  and  compromise  our  carefully 
crafted,  delicate  relations  with  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  by  initiat- 
ing vague  policies  of  recognition  of 
Taiwan's  leaders,  whether  such  visits 
are  private  or  not.  The  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  is  entering  a  period  of 
transition.  Deng  Xiaoping  is  over  90. 
and  it  is  unclear  who  will  succeed  him 
as  head  of  the  Chinese  Government. 
Now  is  not  the  time  to  look  as  if  we 
were  altering  the  United  States  stead- 
fast commitment  to  a  one-China  pol- 
icy. 

Should  this  resolution  pass,  as  I  ex- 
pect it  will,  I  urge  the  State  Depart- 
ment not  to  follow  this  nonbinding  res- 
olution and  not  to  issue  a  visa  to  Mr. 
Lee.  I  have  the  greatest  respect  for 
President  Lee  and  this  is  in  no  way 
meant  to  be  a  personal  affront  to  him. 
I  have  seen  relations  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Taiwan  grow  and  im- 
prove and  I  have  seen  Taiwan  take 
great  strides  toward  democracy.  In 
fact,  this  administration  completed  a 
comprehensive  review  of  our  policy 
with  Taiwan  last  year  and  imple- 
mented a  number  of  appropriate  steps 
to  further  improve  our  relationship 
with  Taiwan  Taiwan  has  held  free  and 
fair  elections  for  some  offices,  and  I 
hope  this  trend  of  expanding  free  and 
fair  elections  will  continue  in  the  near 
future,  including  for  the  office  of  the 
Presidency.  I  hope  the  United  States 
will  continue  to  maintain  its  ties  with 
Taiwan,  but  these  ties  must  remain  un- 
official. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  very,  very 
critical  time  for  China,  the  largest  na- 
tion in  the  world  upon  which  the  sta- 
bility of  all  of  Asia  and.  some  would 
say.  the  stability  of  all  of  the  world  de- 
pends. 

Deng  Xiaoping,  their  leader,  is 
transitioning  out.  New  leaders  are 
coming  in.  Therefore,  it  is  very  impor- 
tant that  the  United  States  not  do  any- 
thing to  upset  what  is  one  of  the  most 
important  pillars  of  our  relationship 
with  them,  which  is  a  one-China  policy. 


Now  the  question  is,  Does  this  vio- 
late the  one-China  policy? 

The  Secretary  of  State  testified  be- 
fore the  Budget  Committee  in  Feb- 
ruary that  the  United  States  has  com- 
mitted itself  to  the  concept  of  one 
China  and  to  having  an  unofficial  rela- 
tionship with  Taiwan.  He  also  stated 
that  if  the  President  of  Taiwan  "is 
wanting  to  transit  to  the  United  States 
when  he  is  going  someplace  else,  that 
would  be  acceptable  under  the  new  ar- 
rangements. But  it  is  regarded  as  being 
inconsistent  with  the  unofficial  char- 
acter of  our  relationships  with  Taiwan 
for  the  President  to  visit  here  in  what 
would  be.  in  effect,  an  official  capac- 
ity." It  is  my  hope  that,  should  this 
resolution  be  enacted  by  the  Congress, 
the  administration  will  continue  to 
hold  to  this  policy  and  will  not  issue 
the  travel  visa  to  President  Lee.  As  I 
said  earlier,  while  I  have  the  greatest 
respect  for  the  President  and  people  of 
Taiwan,  and  commend  them  on  the  sig- 
nificant progress  they  have  made  to- 
ward democracy,  the  United  States 
Congress  should  not  alter  over  15  years 
of  United  States  foreign  policy  with  a 
single  resolution.  Our  current  foreign 
policy  toward  China  and  Taiwan  brings 
maximum  benefit  to  the  United  States; 
we  have  official  diplomatic  ties  with 
Beijing  while  maintaining  trade  and 
cultural  relations  with  Taipei.  We 
should  not  change  a  policy  that  contin- 
ues to  serve  U.S.  interests  so  well. 

Our  Secretary  of  State  believes  this 
does  violence  to  the  one-China  policy. 
I.  therefore,  would  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  against  this  resolution,  and  I 
urge  the  Secretary  of  State  not  to 
issue  the  visa  called  for  by  this  resolu- 
tion. I  stand  second  to  no  one  in  my  af- 
fection and  regard  for  Taiwan.  But  the 
way  to  show  our  regard  and  affection 
for  Taiwan  and  President  Lee  is  not  by 
departing,  however  ambiguously,  from 
the  one-China  policy. 

Mr.  SIMON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
take  only  1  minute. 

I  think  this  is  a  sound  resolution.  I 
want  to  get  along  with  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China,  but  they  cannot  dic- 
tate what  we  do.  Taiwan  has  a  freely 
elected  government  and  a  free  press, 
all  the  things  we  say  that  we  allow. 
The  President  of  Taiwan  wants  to  come 
over  here  on  a  private  visit  and  go  to 
his  alumni  meeting  at  Cornell  Univer- 
sity. I  think  for  us  to  knuckle  under  to 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  under 
those  circumstances  just  goes  contrary 
to  everything  we  say  we  profess.  I 
strongly  support  the  resolution. 

Mr   HELMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  this  reso- 
lution has  one  fault:  It  is  too  late  in 
coming.  It  has  been  reported  out  favor- 
ably by  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 


tee. It  is  a  mistake  that  we  should  have 
corrected  a  long  time  ago. 

Senator  Murkowski  and  I,  and  oth- 
ers, have  for  a  long  time  been  protest- 
ing this  travesty  in  the  conduct  of  U.S. 
foreign  relations.  How  and  when  did 
the  United  States  reach  the  point  in 
United  States-Taiwanese  relations  that 
United  States  foreign  policy  could  pre- 
clude a  visit  to  the  United  States  of 
the  highest  ranking,  democratically 
elected  official  of  Taiwan? 

Though  I  did  not  often  disagree  with 
Ronald  Reagan— I  did  on  occasion,  and 
one  of  those  times  was  when  President 
Reagan's  advisers  made  a  regrettable 
decision  which  risked  jeopardizing  our 
relations  with  Taiwan  by  cuddling  up 
to  the  brutal  dictators  in  Beijing 
Since  that  time,  we  have  been  hiding 
behind  a  diplomatic  screen  when  dem- 
onstrating our  commitment  and  loy- 
alty to  the  Taiwanese  people. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  time  President 
Reagan's  advisers  made  that  grievous 
error.  Congress  was  promised  that  the 
United  States  would  continue  to  "pre- 
serve and  promote  extensive,  close  and 
friendly  *  *  *  relations"  with  the  peo- 
ple on  Taiwan.  But  successive  adminis- 
trations have  not  lived  up  to  that 
promise.  How  in  the  world  could  any 
one  consider  it  close  and  friendly  to  re- 
quire the  President  of  Taiwan  to  sit  in 
his  plane  on  a  runway  in  Honolulu 
while  it  was  refueled?  I  find  it  hard  to 
imagine  that  United  States  relations 
with  Red  China  would  have  come  to  a 
standstill  because  of  a  weekend  visit  to 
the  United  States  by  Taiwan's  Presi- 
dent Lee. 

The  President's  China  policy  is  in 
poor  shape  at  this  point — even  mem- 
bers of  his  team  recognize  that.  So. 
how  can  anyone  really  believe  that  al- 
lowing President  Lee  to  travel  to  his 
alma  mater — or  to  vacation  in  North 
Carolina— would  send  our  already  pre- 
carious relations  with  Red  China  plum- 
meting over  the  edge? 

Last  time  I  checked,  the  Mainland 
Chinese  were  obviously  enjoying  their 
relations  with  the  United  States— a 
small  wonder  since  they  are  benefiting 
$30  billion  a  year  from  the  American 
taxpayer  as  a  result  of  United  States 
trade  with  Red  China. 

Time  and  again,  the  U.S.  Congress 
has  urged  the  administration  to  grant 
President  Lee  a  visa.  We  have  amended 
our  immigration  law  so  that  it  now 
specifically  mentions  the  President  of 
Taiwan.  Congress  has  passed  resolution 
after  resolution  encouraging  the  Presi- 
dent to  allow  President  Lee  into  the 
United  States  for  a  visit.  All  to  no 
avail. 

But  today  the  delay  is  over.  I  hope  I 
will  have  the  privilege  of  being  one  of 
the  first  to  welcome  the  distinguished 
President  of  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan.  He  deserves  a  warm  welcome 
from  all  of  us. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
strongly  hope  that  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution will  be  agreed  to.  The  President 
of  Taiwan  has  studied  and  taught  at 
Cornell,  as  well  as  Iowa  State.  This  is 
a  single  visit.  It  Tits  within  the  guide- 
lines of  the  policy  review  carried  out 
by  the  White  House  and  the  National 
Security  Council.  It  is  a  resolution 
which  should  get  an   "aye"  vote. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Senator  Nickles  be  added 
as  the  54th  bipartisan  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
this  morning  ais  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs  to  join  in  the  senti- 
ments expressed  by  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator Mlrkowski.  on  Taiwan,  and  in 
particular  on  the  visit  of  President 
Lee 

I  need  not  repeat  in  detail  for  the 
Senate  Taiwan's  many  accomplish- 
ments, either  economic  or  political; 
these  have  often  been  discussed  on  the 
Senate  floor.  It  is  sufficient  to  note 
that  this  country  is  our  fifth  largest 
trading  partner,  and  imports  over  $17 
billion  worth  of  U.S.  products  annu- 
ally More  importantly,  though.  Tai- 
wan is  a  model  emerging  democracy  in 
a  region  of  the  world  not  particularly 
noted  for  its  long  democratic  tradition. 

The  Taiwanese  Government  has 
ended  martial  law.  removed  restric- 
tions on  freedom  of  the  press,  legalized 
the  opposition  parties,  and  instituted 
electoral  reforms  which  last  December 
resulted  in  free  elections.  Taiwan  is 
one  of  our  staunchest  friends;  I  think 
every  Member  of  this  body  recognizes 
that,  and  accords  Taiwan  a  special 
place  among  our  allies  Unfortunately. 
Mr.  President,  the  administration  ap- 
parently does  not  share  our  views. 
Rather,  the  administration  goes  out  of 
its  way  to  shun  the  Republic  of  China 
on  Taiwan  almost  as  though  it  were  a 
panah  state  like  Libya  or  Iran.  Sadly, 
the  administration's  shoddy  treatment 
of  Taiwan  is  based  not  on  that  coun- 
try's faults  or  misdeeds,  but  on  the  dic- 
tates of  another  country:  the  People's 
Republic  of  China. 

It  is  because  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  continues  to  claim  that  it  is  the 
sole  legitimate  Government  of  Taiwan, 
and  because  of  the  administration's  al- 
most slavish  desire  to  avoid  upsetting 
that  view,  that  the  State  Department 
regularly  kowtows  to  Beijing  and  mal- 
treats the  Government  of  Taiwan. 

The  administration  refuses  to  allow 
the  President  of  Taiwan  to  enter  this 
country,  even  for  a  private  visit.  A  pri- 
vate visit,  Mr.  President.  President  Lee 
is  a  graduate  of  Cornell  University, 
where  he  earned  his  Ph.D.  He  has  ex- 
pressed an  interest  in  attending  a  class 
reunion  at  his  alma  mater  this  June, 
and  a  United  States-Taiwan  Economic 


Council  Conference.  Yet  the  adminis- 
tration has  made  clear  that  it  will  not 
permit  him  entry. 

Mr.  President,  the  only  people  that 
this  country  systematically  excludes 
from  entry  to  its  shores  are  felons,  war 
criminals,  terrorists,  and  individuals 
with  dangerous  communicable  dis- 
eases. How  is  it  possible  that  the  ad- 
ministration can  see  fit  to  add  the 
President  of  Asia's  oldest  republic  to 
this  list?  We  have  allowed  representa- 
tives of  the  PLO  and  Sinn  Fein  to  enter 
the  country,  yet  we  exclude  a  visit  by 
an  upstanding  private  citizen? 

Mr.  President.  I  think  we  have  made 
clear  to  Beijing— I  know  I  have  tried 
to — the  great  importance  to  us  of  our 
strong  relationship  with  that  country. 
This  relationship  should,  in  my  opin- 
ion, transcend  squabbles  over  diplo- 
matic minutiae.  I  will  always  seek  to 
avoid  any  move  that  the  Government 
of  the  People's  Republic  of  China  rea- 
sonably could  find  objectionable,  I  be- 
lieve that  countries  like  ours  should 
try  hard  to  accommodate  each  others' 
needs  and  concerns,  in  order  to  further 
strengthen  our  relationship. 

However.  I  believe  that  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  needs  to  recognize 
the  reality  of  this  situation.  Both  Tai- 
wan and  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
are  strong,  economically  vibrant  enti- 
ties. Both  share  a  common  heritage 
and  common  culture,  yet  have  chosen 
political  systems  that  are  mutually  ex- 
clusive. And  despite  these  differences. 
the  United  States  has  a  strong  and  im- 
portant relationship  with  both 

I  strongly  believe  that  it  is  the  Chi- 
nese who  must  work  out  their  dif- 
ferences among  themselves,  without  re- 
sort to  or  interference  by  outside 
forces.  While  I  am  sure  that  a  solution 
will  come  eventually,  it  is  liable  to 
take  a  number  of  years.  In  the  mean- 
time, it  does  no  good  to  continually 
place  the  United  States  in  the  unpro- 
ductive position  of  having  to  walk  a 
tightrope  between  the  two,  of  contin- 
ually having  to  choose  sides. 

Mr.  President,  our  Taiwanese  friends 
have  been  very  understanding  about 
our  relationship  with  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China.  I  would  hope  that  our 
friends  in  Beijing  would  be  equally  re- 
spectful of  our  relationship  with  Tai- 
pei. I  fully  support  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  concurrent  res- 
olution offered  by  Senator  Murkowski. 
which  I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor 

This,  very  simply,  would  state  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  we  should  re- 
move existing  restrictions  on  the  right 
of  President  Lee  Teng-hui.  of  the  Re- 
public of  China  on  Taiwan,  to  travel  to 
the  United  States.  As  my  colleagues 
have  already  heard,  the  President  of 
Taiwan  wishes  to  come  here  to  visit  his 
alma  mater.  Cornell  University.  How- 
ever, he  cannot,  because  existing  U.S. 
policy  prevents  him  from  staying  here 
overnight. 


It  is  certainly  no  secret  to  my  col- 
leagues that  a  principal  reason  for  this 
restriction  is  the  particular  sensitivity 
of  the  Mainland  Chinese  Government 
to  how  the  United  States  deals  with 
and  treats  the  Taiwanese.  I  would  sim- 
ply say  that  I  speak  as  someone  who 
has — and  will— stoutly  defended  the 
United  States-China  relationship,  even 
when  Mainland  China  was  under  attack 
here  in  the  United  States  for  alleged 
human  rights  transgressions.  I  have 
consistently  argued  that  the  best  pol- 
icy toward  China  is  one  of  mutual  ex- 
change and  resi)ect,  of  cooperation  in 
trade,  environmental  work,  population 
issues,  and  all  else.  So  I  do  not  believe 
that  I  can  fairly  be  accused  of  being 
heedless  of  the  very  real  and  delicate 
sensitivities  that  the  Chinese  might 
display  regarding  this  matter. 

However.  I  believe  that  it  is  pos- 
sible— indeed,  imperative — that  we  be 
open  in  our  dealings  with  Mainland 
China  and  with  Taiwan  simulta- 
neously. We  must  not  insult  the  one  in 
order  to  please  the  other.  Indeed,  even 
China  and  Taiwan  are  coming  to  in- 
creasingly recognize  the  foolishness  of 
their  mutual  antagonism  of  the  last 
several  decades.  It  is  still  a  sensitive 
and  difficult  problem  for  each  govern- 
ment, but  "behind  the  scenes."  we  arc 
seeing  more  travel  across  the  Taiwan 
Strait,  more  investment,  more  eco- 
nomic and  cultural  exchange.  That  re- 
lationship is  beginning,  however  slow- 
ly, to  change. 

In  any  case,  there  are  limits  to  how 
much  we  should  rebuff  the  Taiwanese 
in  order  to  preserve  our  relationship 
with  Beijing.  We  should  strive  to  trade 
with  the  Chinese,  to  cooperate  with 
them  on  a  large  number  of  issues,  but 
not  to  refuse  to  participate  in  relation- 
ships that  are  beneficial  and  proper  for 
the  United  States.  One  of  these  is  with 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan. 

Mr  President.  I  have  always  been 
one  who  has  argued  that  there  is  a 
vital  stake  in  old  foes  coming  together 
to  hammer  out  their  ancient  dif- 
ferences and  eternal  conflicts.  I  believe 
that  backchannel  contacts  were  indis- 
pensable to  bringing  about  the  possibil- 
ity for  expanded,  public  talks  to  bring 
about  peace  in  the  Middle  East  and  in 
Ireland.  So  I  have  not  publicly  criti- 
cized the  administration  for  its  deal- 
ings with  Yasir  Arafat,  or  with  Gerry 
Adams,  or  any  of  a  number  of  at  times 
even  justifiable  blameworthy  inter- 
national figures. 

But  it  does  strike  me  as  very  odd 
that  we  can  reach  out  so  much  to  indi- 
viduals who  have  previously  engaged  in 
fully  criminal  conduct,  yet  we  cannot 
even  allow  one  of  our  true  friends,  the 
President  of  Taiwan,  to  come  to  the 
United  States  for  a  private — I  stress, 
private — visit. 

And  he  is  indeed  a  friend  to  the  Unit- 
ed States — his  administration  has 
made  it  far  easier  for  the  United  States 


to  pursue  a  desirable  economic  rela- 
tionship with  Taiwan  without  sacrific- 
ing any  of  our  principles  on  human 
rights.  Taiwan  has  recently  enjoyed 
the  freest  and  fairest  elections  in  its 
history.  There  is  unprecedented  politi- 
cal competition,  and  public  debate,  and 
fully  indulged  criticism  of  the  Govern- 
ment, in  that  country.  It  is  not  an 
American-style  democracy  by  any 
stretch.  But  the  progress  has  been 
quite  remarkable. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  policy  of  pun- 
ishment for  precisely  the  type  of  be- 
havior which  we  would  hope  to  see  in 
our  overseas  counterparts.  President 
Lee  has  not  only  worked  to  make  the 
United  States-Taiwan  relationship  less 
troublesome,  but  even  has  exerted  en- 
ergy to  lessen  strains  in  the  Taiwan- 
China  relationship  as  well.  That  takes 
genuine  political  courage. 

So  I  congratulate  my  fine  friend  the 
Senator  from  Alaska,  Frank  Murkow- 
ski, for  bringing  this  matter  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  Senate,  and  I  pledge  to 
him  my  full  support  in  this  and  future 
efforts  to  repair  and  resolve  this  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  concurrent  resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  is,  in  essence, 
a  statement  of  a  basic  American  prin- 
ciple: free  association,  or  our  right  to 
meet  and  speak  with  whomever  we 
choose.  It  is  strictly  limited  to  this 
issue,  and  raises  no  fundamental  ques- 
tions of  China  policy. 

This  resolution  welcomes  the  visit  of 
President  Lee  Teng-hui  of  Taiwan,  as  a 
private  citizen,  to  attend  the  United 
States-Republic  of  China  Business 
Council  conference  in  Alaska,  and  give 
a  speech  at  Cornell  University.  These 
activities  would  in  no  way  violate  any 
of  our  commitments  to  China,  and 
would  make  sure  we  give  President  Lee 
the  respect  he  has  earned  as  one  of 
Asia's  great  democrats. 

The  principal  objection  to  this  reso- 
lution is  the  claim  that  it  would  vio- 
lated American  commitments  to  the 
Chinese  Government.  Let  me  review 
precisely  what  these  commitments  are. 
In  1972,  1979,  and  1982,  we  signed  a  se- 
ries of  three  communiques  with  the 
People's  Republic  of  China.  In  the  last 
of  these,  to  quote  the  text: 

The  two  sides  a^eed  that  the  people  of  the 
United  States  would  continue  to  maintain 
cultural,  commercial,  and  other  unofficial 
relations  with  the  people  of  Taiwan. 

I  believe  we  should  keep  our  prom- 
ises. We  have  made  commitments  to 
China  to  maintain  a  one-China  policy 
and  keep  our  relationship  with  Taiwan 
on  an  unofficial  basis.  And  as  long  as 
China  keeps  its  side  of  the  bargain— to 
"strive  for  a  p)eaceful  resolution"  to  its 
differences  with  Taiwan — we  should 
keep  ours. 

But  the  text  of  the  communique  is 
very  clear.  It  says  that  our  relation- 
ship will  be  unofficial.  What  it  does  not 
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say  is  equally  clear.  That  is.  neither 
the  1982  communique  nor  the  other  two 
make  any  commitment  whatsoever 
which  Chinese  citizens  shall  be  eligible 
for  visas.  Thus.  I  am  convinced  that 
the  proposed  visit  by  President  Lee  as 
a  private  citizen  would  fall  entirely 
within  the  framework  of  "cultural. 
commercial  and  other  unofficial  rela- 
tions." 

Once  again,  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion, rightly  construed,  does  not  bear 
on  China  policy  at  all.  It  is  simply  a 
statement  of  our  right  as  Americans  to 
meet  and  speak  with  whom  we  choose; 
and  of  our  respect  and  friendship  for 
President  Lee  personally  and  the  peo- 
ple of  Taiwan  in  general.  I  support  it 
and  hope  my  colleagues  will  do  like- 
wise. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  could 
I  just  make  an  announcement?  The 
Budget  Committee  intended  to  go  back 
to  mark  up  and  vote  after  the  two 
votes.  I  would  like  to  tell  them  all  we 
are  going  to  go  back  to  committee  and 
have  two  votes,  one  after  another.  I 
hope  they  will  all  come.  No  proxy  votes 
allowed. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  "Virginia  [Mr.  Warner]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  Mo'i'NIHAN]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  97, 
nays  1,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  157  Leg.] 
"V^AS— 97 


Robb 

Simon 

Tbomu 

Rockefeller 

Simpson 

ThompMn 

Roth 

Smith 

Thurmond 

San  to  rum 

Snowe 

Wellslone 

Sarb&nes 

Specter 

Shelby 

Stevens 

NAYS— 1 
Johnston 

Abraham 

Dodd 

Kassebaum 

Akaka 

Dole 

Kempthome 

Ashcroft 

Domenicl 

Kennedy 

Baucus 

Don?an 

Kerrey 

Bennett 

Exon 

Kerry 

Biden 

Faircloth 

Kohl 

Bmgaman 

Feingold 

Kyi 

Bond 

Feins  tein 

Lautenberg 

Boxer 

Ford 

Leahy 

Bradley 

Frist 

Levin 

Breaux 

Glenn 

Lieberman 

Brown 

Gorton 

Lott 

Bryan 

Graham 

Lugar 

Bumpers 

Cramm 

Mack 

Bums 

Grams 

McCain 

Byrd 

Grassley 

McConnell 

Campbell 

Gregg 

Mlkulski 

Chafee 

Harkin 

Moseley-Braun 

Coaus 

Hatch 

Murkowski 

Cochran 

HatHeld 

Murray 

Cohen 

Henin 

NlcUes 

Conrad 

Helms 

Nann 

Coverdell 

HoUings 

Packwood 

Craig 

Hutchison 

Pell 

DAmato 

Inhofe 

Pressler 

Daschle 

Inouye 

Pryor 

DeWine 

Jeffords 

Reld 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Moynihan  Warner 

So  the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  53)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  there  now  be  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of 
12:30  p.m..  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  that  will 
give  everybody  interested  in  the  prod- 
uct liability  bill  an  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss what  their  remaining  strategy  or 
plans  may  be.  We  would  like  to  com- 
plete action  on  the  bill  today.  And 
then,  if  possible,  we  would  like  to  move 
to  the  trash  bill  sometime  this  after- 
noon and  try  to  complete  action  on 
that  bill  this  week. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  colleagues  for  the  evidence 
of  suptKDrt  to  extend  an  invitation  to 
President  Lee  Teng-hui  to  visit  the 
United  States  in  an  unofficial  capacity. 
I  think  the  support,  as  evidenced  by 
the  vote  of  97  to  1  is  a  clear  message  of 
the  prevailing  attitude  in  this  body  to- 
ward extending  this  invitation. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  administration 
and  the  State  Department  will  under- 
stand the  intensity  of  the  feelings  with 
regard  to  our  friends  in  Taiwan  as  evi- 
denced in  President  Lee  visiting  his 
alma  mater  and  to  a  send  him  to  the 
United  States-Republic  of  China  Ek;o- 
nomic  Council  Conference  in  Septem- 
ber of  this  year.  I  thank  my  colleagues 
for  their  assistance,  understanding, 
and  support  of  this  resolution. 

I  yield  the  floor,  and  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair. 
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(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Gorton  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  768  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  ROTH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROFT).  The  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Roth  and  Mr. 
D'AM.\TO  pertaining  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  S.  Res.  117  are  located  in  to- 
days  Record  under  "Statements  on  In- 
troduced Bills  and  Joint  Resolutions.") 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  SUMMIT  IN 
MOSCOW 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  par- 
ticipating in  Russia's  May  9  commemo- 
ration of  V-E  Day.  President  Clinton 
accepted  Russian  President  Boris 
Yeltsin's  invitation  to  this  event  de- 
spite the  fact  that  I  and  many  of  my 
colleagues  encouraged  him  to  select 
another  time  for  a  United  States-Rus- 
sian summit.  We  were  concerned  that 
because  of  the  moral  ambiguity  of  this 
commemoration,  United  States  partici- 
pation would  undermine  the  relation- 
ship we  seek  to  develop  with  Russia. 
We  must  not  forget  that  the  Soviet 
Union  contributed  to  the  outbreak  of 
World  War  II.  exploited  the  war's  end, 
and  committed  countless  atrocities  to 
Russians,  Ukrainians,  Lithuanians,  and 
other  peoples  subject  to  its  brutal 
domination. 

President  Clinton  should  not  have  ac- 
cepted this  invitation,  but  now  that  he 
has,  it  is  for  these  reasons  that  during 
his  visit  to  Moscow  he  must  meet  not 
only  with  Russia's  leaders,  but  the 
Russian  people  and  emphasize  three 
key  themes.  First,  he  must  emphasize 
human  rights.  Second,  democracy. 
And.  third,  rejection  of  empire.  In 
doing  so,  the  President  would  encour- 
age all  Russians  not  to  look  nostal- 
gically back  on  the  Soviet  Union,  but 
forward  toward  the  potential  of  a 
democratic  and  postimperial  Russia. 
That  should  be  the  principal  purpose  of 
President  Clinton's  visit. 

Toward  this  end.  President  Clinton 
must  emphasize  that  his  role  in  this 
celebration  is  not  to  honor  the  Soviet 
Union,  but  the  valor  and  sacrifices  of 
all  the  peoples  who  fought  in  opposi- 
tion against  Nazi  aggression. 

He  must  underscore  the  fact  that 
while  the  United  States,  as  a  whole, 
celebrates  victory  in  this  war.  it  has 
not  forgotten  the  victims  nor  any 
crimes  committed  during  that  era,  be 
it  by  the  Nazis,  Stalin  and  his  hench- 
men, or  others. 

This  will  not  slight  those  who  fought 
valiantly  against  fascism,  as  indeed  did 
millions  of  Russians.  It  will,  in  fact, 
honor  them  even  more  highly  by  ensur- 
ing that  their  contributions  are  distin- 
guished from  the  war-mongering  and 
atrocities  of  that  brutal  time.  And,  in 


this  way.  the  President  will  clearly  dif- 
ferentiate the  United  States  from  those 
who  seek  to  reanimate  the  Soviet  past. 

In  articulating  these  themes,  the 
President  must  publicly  and  forcefully 
address  the  ongoing  war  in  Chechnya. 
Moscow's  management  of  the 
Chechnyan  autonomy  movement  is  de- 
pressingly  reminiscent  of  the  policies 
that  Stalin,  himself,  used  to  terrorize 
the  peoples  incorporated  into  the 
former  Soviet  Union.  It  indicates  the 
fragility  of  democracy  in  Russia  and, 
perhaps,  even  a  weakening  of  its  im- 
pulse. 

President  Clinton  vowed  that  he 
would  not  visit  Russia  as  long  as  Mos- 
cow continues  the  war  against 
Chechnya.  Indeed,  Mr.  President,  in  the 
weeks  preceding  this  summit  meeting. 
President  Yeltsin  actually  stepped  up 
military  operations  against  the  Repub- 
lic, leveling  more  towns  and  killing 
more  innocent  civilians,  both  Russian 
and  Chechnyan. 

It  is  therefore  absolutely  essential 
that  President  Clinton  speak  forth- 
rightly  to  the  Russian  people,  not  hid- 
ing the  fact  that  America  condemns 
the  brutal  use  of  military  force  against 
Chechnya. 

He  should  state  that  America's  rela- 
tionship with  Russia  is  contingent 
upon  Moscow's  peaceful  resolution  of 
its  differences  with  the  Chechnyan  peo- 
ple. Hesitation  on  this  matter  will  un- 
dermine the  legitimacy  of  Russia's  true 
democrats  who  have  valiantly  pro- 
tested against  this  war  and  will  strip 
credibility  from  our  efforts  to  support 
Russia's  still  embryonic  democracy. 

The  bottomline,  Mr.  President,  is 
that  human  rights  is  an  international 
issue.  If  Russia  avows  to  be  a  member 
of  the  community  of  democracies 
founded  upon  respect  for  inalienable 
human  rights,  it  must  live  up  to  those 
standards. 

Third,  in  order  for  a  true  strategic 
partnership  to  evolve  between  the 
United  States  and  Russia,  Moscow 
must  respect  the  sovereignty  of  the 
non-Russian  nations  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  and  former  Warsaw  Pact. 

In  this  regard,  the  President's  deci- 
sion to  visit  Ukraine  is  crucially  im- 
portant. A  Kyiv  summit  will  be  an  im- 
portant signal  of  America's  commit- 
ment to  assist  the  consolidation  of 
Ukraine's  independence.  In  light  of 
Ukraine's  intertwined  history  with 
Russia,  the  success  of  Ukrainian  inde- 
pendence and  integration  into  the 
Western  community  of  nations  will  be 
a  critical  determinant  of  Russia's  evo- 
lution into  a  postimperial  state. 

An  important  underpinning  of  the 
constructive  role  we  desire  Russian- 
Ukrainian  relations  to  play  in  Euro- 
pean security  has  been  the  Tripartite 
Agreement  between  Russia.  Ukraine, 
and  the  United  States.  In  addition  to 
facilitating  the  elimination  of 
Ukraine's  nuclear  arsenal,  the  agree- 
ment   committed    Russia    to    resjiect 


Ukraine's  sovereignty  and  independ- 
ence. While  in  Moscow  President  Clin- 
ton must  underscore  America's  com- 
mitment to  this  agreement  and  our  ex- 
pectations that  Russia  do  the  same. 

The  President  must  also  emphasize 
that  NATO  enlargement  will  contrib- 
ute to  greater  peace  and  stability  in 
post-cold  war  Europe.  He  must  commu- 
nicate that  this  is  a  normal  process 
that  is  driven  not  only  by  the  need  to 
address  the  security  of  Central  Europe 
but  also  by  the  Central  Europeans  who 
have  clearly  articulated  their  desire 
for  membership. 

By  further  ensuring  stability  in 
Central  and  Eastern  Europe,  NATO  ex- 
pansion will  positively  and  signifi- 
cantly shape  the  futures  of  Russia  and 
Germany,  two  great  powers  now  en- 
gaged in  a  delicate  and  complex  proc- 
ess of  national  redefinition.  It  is  a  crit- 
ical step  toward  providing  the  security 
essential  to  enhance  the  prosperity  and 
stability  now  beginning  to  characterize 
Central  and  Eastern  Europe. 

It  is  a  requirement  for  preserving 
Germany's  progressive  role  in  Euro- 
pean affairs  and  promoting  Russia's 
postimperial  evolution.  By  creating 
greater  stability  along  Russia's  fron- 
tiers, NATO  enlargement  would  allow 
Moscow  to  spend  more  of  its  energy  on 
the  internal  challenges  of  political  and 
economic  reform. 

I  hope  that,  while  he  is  in  Moscow, 
our  President  will  underscore  the  fact 
that  Russia  cannot  and  will  not  have 
any  veto  over  the  future  membership  of 
NATO. 

We  all  must  recognize  that  NATO  en- 
largement is  a  process  whose  outcome 
Russia  will,  nonetheless,  inevitably  in- 
fluence. If  Russia  resists  the  process 
through  intimidation  or  aggression, 
NATO  enlargement  will  more  likely  he 
directed  against  Russia.  If  Russia  re- 
spects  the  rights  of  other  nations  to  de- 
termine their  own  geopolitical  orienta- 
tion, if  Russia  recognizes  the  objective 
benefits  of  NATO  enlargement,  and  if 
Russia  ultimately  works  with  the  alli- 
ance, enlargement  will  contribute  to  a 
broader  engagement  and  integration 
that  will  bring  Europe  and  Russia  clos- 
er together. 

As  it  was  well  put  in  one  of  the  re- 
cent hearings  of  the  Foreign  Relations' 
Committee  on  this  matter,  it  is  not 
NATO  enlargement  that  will  determine 
the  future  of  Russia's  relationship  with 
the  alliance,  but  Moscow's  reaction  to 
NATO  enlargement. 

Finally,  during  his  stay  in  Moscow 
President  Clinton  must  emphasize  that 
America  is  more  interested  in  the  fu- 
ture of  Russian  democracy  than  in  the 
fate  of  a  single  leader.  I  strongly  en- 
courage that  the  President  meet  with 
members  of  Russia's  beleaguered  press 
and  those  democratically  minded  legis- 
lators— particularly  Sergei  Kovalyov, 
the  Duma's  former  Human  Rights  Com- 
missioner who  was  recently  relieved  of 
his  duties  because   of  his  courageous 
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criticism  of  the  Russian  Government's 
Chechyn  policy.  Perhaps,  the  President 
should  even  meet  with  those  Russian 
generals  who  oppose  this  war,  such  as 
former  Deputy  Minister  of  Defense 
Boris  Gromov  who  also  lost  his  posi- 
tion for  his  criticism. 

I  say  this  because  the  future  of  our 
relationship  with  Russia  lies  not  with 
those  who  fall  back  on  the  brutal 
mechanisms  of  a  bygone  age,  but  with 
those  who  envision  Russia  as  a  prosper- 
ing democracy. 

Mr.  President,  America's  role  in  Mos- 
cow's 'V-E  Day  celebrations  should  be 
to  encourage  Russian  people  and  their 
leaders  to  concentrate  not  on  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  but  on  Russia's 
future.  These  themes — human  rights, 
democracy,  and  the  rejection  of  em- 
pire— are  the  keys  not  only  to 
unlocking  Russia's  potential  but  also 
to  a  true  strategic  partnership  between 
Russia  and  the  United  States.  Should 
Moscow's  leaders  respond  positively  to 
these  themes,  it  would  be  a  strong 
demonstration  that  Russia  is  shedding 
the  imperialist  ambitions  and  totali- 
tarian proclivities  of  the  Soviet  past. 

Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 


HEARINGS  SCHEDULED  BY  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TERRORISM. 
TECHNOLOGY  AND  GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  comment  briefly 
on  a  series  of  hearings  scheduled  by  the 
Subcommittee  on  Terrorism,  Tech- 
nology and  Government  Information  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee  in  the  wake 
of  Oklahoma  City,  although  one  had 
actually  been  scheduled  in  advance. 

We  have  so  far  had  hearings  on  the 
statutes  proposed  by  the  administra- 
tion and  others.  We  have  had  a  hearing 
in  response  to  certain  groups  concerned 
with  the  issue  of  constitutional  rights. 
A  hearing  is  scheduled  for  this  Thurs- 
day, May  11,  on  the  so-called  mayhem 
manuals,  where  you  can  find  out  how 
to  make  a  bomb,  and  a  hearing  is 
scheduled  on  May  18  on  the  incidents 
involving  Waco,  TX  and  Ruby  Ridge, 
ID. 

I  have  received  correspondence  from 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  full 
committee.  Senator  Hatch,  who  raises 
a  question  about  the  timeliness  of  the 
hearings  and  about  the  jurisdiction  of 
my  subcommittee.  I  have  responded  to 
Senator  H.'VTCH,  and  intend  to  put  the 
correspondence  in  the  Record  so  it 
may  be  available  for  the  public,  by  not- 
ing that  the  jurisdiction  is  clear-cut  on 
the  subcommittee,  both  under  the  au- 
thority on  terrorism  and  on  govern- 
mental information. 

It  is  my  view.  Mr.  President,  that  it 
is  important  and  the  hearings  are  long 
past  due  on  what  happened  at  Waco, 
TX  and  what  happened  at  Ruby  Ridge, 


ID.  There  can  be  no  misunderstanding 
or  no  question  that  whatever  happened 
at  Waco,  TX  and  Ruby  Ridge,  ID,  that 
there  is  absolutely,  positively  no  jus- 
tification for  the  bombing  of  the  Fed- 
eral building  in  Oklahoma  City,  OK. 

But  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
concern  about  whether  there  has  been 
a  candid  response  by  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  con- 
gressional oversight  responsibility,  we 
should  lay  all  the  facts  on  the  table  in 
the  interest  of  full  disclosure — let  the 
chips  fall  where  they  may.  The  virtue 
of  strength  of  a  democracy  is  that  we 
do  not  cover  our  mistakes:  that  if  there 
are  errors  and  if  there  are  problems,  we 
identify  them  forthrightly. 

There  had  been  some  concern  that  a 
hearing  on  Ruby  Ridge,  ID  might  in 
some  way  prejudice  the  investigation 
by  the  prosecuting  attorney  who  may 
intend  to  bring  some  charges,  perhaps 
even  against  Federal  officials.  I  have 
had  an  extended  discussion  with  Ran- 
dolph Day.  Esq.,  the  county  attorney 
for  Boundary  County,  who  has  advised 
me  that  he  sees  no  problem  in  our 
going  forward  with  hearings  by  the 
subcommittee. 

A  number  of  Senators  have  made 
public  statements  about  the  impor- 
tance of  having  such  hearings.  Others 
of  my  colleagues  have  discussed  the 
matters  with  me  privately.  I  do  think 
it  is  important  that  hearings  proceed 
and  that  other  Senators  and  the  public 
be  aware  of  the  status  of  this  matter. 

So  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  letter  from  Senator  Hatch 
to  me  dated  May  8,  with  my  reply  to 
him  dated  May  9,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 

Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 
Hon.  ARLEN  Specter. 
[7  5.  Senate. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Arlen:  I  am  writing  with  regard  to 
your  public  statements  concerning  the  con- 
vening of  a  hearing  in  the  Terrorism.  Tech- 
nology and  Government  Information  sub- 
committee to  review  the  incidents  at  Waco. 
Texas  and  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho.  This  letter  is 
intended  to  settle  any  misunderstanding 
that  may  exist  as  to  what  the  Senate  Judici- 
ary Committees  plans  are  surrounding  a  re- 
view of  these  matters. 

As  you  know,  I  share  your  deep  concern 
over  these  incidents  and  believe  that  a  thor- 
ough Congressional  review  of  these,  and  re- 
lated federal  law  enforcement  issues,  is  war- 
ranted However,  hearings  on  these  matters 
would  not  be  properly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Terrorism.  Tech- 
nology and  Government  Information.  Indeed, 
when  your  staff  raised  this  issue  with  Com- 
mittee staff  more  than  one  week  ago.  my  po- 
sition on  this  matter  was  promptly  con- 
veyed. Due  to  the  important  nature  of  these 
issues  and  their  ramifications  for  federal  law 
enforcement,  hearings  should  be  held  at  the 
Full  Committee.  I  intend  that  hearings  will 
be  held  in  the  near  future  following  Senate 


consideration  of  comprehensive  anti-terror- 
ism legislation.  Indeed.  I  believe  the  House 
Judiciary  Committee  has  announced  hear- 
ings as  well.  It  might  prove  beneficial  to 
hold  our  hearings  after  the  House  completes 
its  hearing. 

The  hearing  you  propose  is  an  Important 
one,  but  I  believe  that  it  is  unrelated,  in  any 
true  sense,  to  the  broader  issue  of  the  pre- 
vention of  domestic  terrorism.  Accordingly, 
to  hold  the  hearing  as  you  propose  at  this 
time  will  serve  only  to  confuse  these  Impor- 
tant issues.  Indeed,  by  linking  the  Waco  inci- 
dent to  the  terrorism  issue  through  hearings 
at  this  time,  the  Committee  could  inappro- 
priately, albeit  unintentionally,  convey  the 
wrong  message  regarding  the  culpability  of 
those  responsible  for  the  atrocity  in  Okla- 
homa City.  We  must  not  do  this. 

I  appreciate  your  concern  over  this  matter. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this 
and  all  other  matters  before  the  Judiciary 
Committee. 

Sincerely. 

Orrin  G.  Hatch. 

Chairman. 

U.S.  Senate. 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Washington.  DC.  May  9.  1995. 
Hon.  Orrin  G.  Hatch. 

Chairman,    Committee   on   the  Judiciary.    U.S. 
Senate.  Washington.  DC 
Dear  Orrin:  I  have  your  letter  of  May  8. 
I  disagree  with  you  on  three  counts: 

1.  Hearings  on  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge. 
Idaho,  should  be  held  promptly  (actually 
they  are  long  overdue)  rather  than  waiting 
to  some  unspecified  time  in  the  "near  fu- 
ture" or  "after  the  House  completes  its  hear- 
ings." 

2.  My  Subcommittee  on  Terrorism.  Tech- 
nology and  Government  Information  has 
clear  cut  jurisdiction  both  as  our  authority 
relates  to  terrorism  and  government  infor- 
mation. 

3.  I  categorically  reject  your  assertions 
that  the  Subcommittee's  scheduled  hearing 
will  "serve  only  to  confuse  these  important 
issues"  and  "convey  the  wrong  message  re- 
garding the  culpability  of  those  responsible 
for  that  atrocity  in  Oklahoma  City."  There 
can  be  no  conceivable  misunderstanding  that 
there  is  no  possible  justification  for  the 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City  regardless  of 
what  happened  in  Waco  or  Idaho.  The  public 
interest  requires  full  disclosure  of  those  inci- 
dents through  hearings  to  promote  public 
confidence  in  government. 

Since   I  have  had  and  am  continuing  to 
have  media  inquiries  on  these  hearings,  for 
your   information    I   am   releasing   this  ex- 
change of  correspondence. 
Sincerely. 

Arlen  Specter 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair  and 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 


EXTENSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  extend  the 
recess  period— my  understanding  is  the 
Senate  was  to  stand  in  recess  at  12:30 — 
I  ask  it  be  extended  to  allow  me  to 
speak  for  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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MEDICARE  AND  THE  BUDGET 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  i3  meeting 
today,  and  they  are  involved  in,  I 
think,  a  gripping,  wrenching  debate 
about  how  they  will  try  to  find  a  route 
toward  a  balanced  budget.  It  is  an  ef- 
fort that  I  think  needs  to  involve  all  of 
us  because  I  do  not  know  of  anybody  in 
this  Chamber  who  has  stood  on  the 
floor  and  said  they  do  not  agree  that  a 
balanced  budget  is  necessary  and  desir- 
able for  this  country. 

There  were  some  presentations  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  earlier  this 
morning  talking  about  the  issue  of 
Medicare,  and  I  wanted  to  stand  and  re- 
spond to  a  couple  of  those  comments, 
because  part  of  this  issue  of  balancing 
the  Federal  budget  involves  the  ques- 
tion of  Medicare. 

We  are  in  a  circumstance  described, 
interestingly  enough,  by  E.J.  Dionne 
today  in  the  Washington  Post.  I  would 
like  to  read  a  paragraph  or  two  from 
his  column: 

Wtien  the  House  Republicans  passed  their 
big  tax  cut  earlier  this  year,  they  were  not 
at  all  interested  in  what  President  Clinton 
or  the  Democrats  had  to  say  about  it.  They 
wanted  credit  for  doinjf  what  they  said  they 
would  do  in  the  Contract  With  America.  And 
they  got  it. 

But  now  the  time  has  come  to  pay  both  for 
the  tax  cut  and  for  even  a  bigger  promise,  a 
balanced  budget  by  year  2002.  Suddenly,  the 
Republicans  are  whining  that  the  President 
has  refused  to  take  the  lead  in  cutting  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  which  is  what  the  GOP 
needs  to  do  to  make  any  sense  of  its  budget 
promises 

Mr.  Dionne  says: 

Let's  see:  When  it  comes  to  passing  around 
the  goodies,  the  House  Republicans  are  pre- 
pared to  take  full  responsibility.  When  it 
comes  to  paying  for  the  goodies,  they  want  a 
Democratic  President  to  take  full  respon- 
sibility. And  thev  act  shocked,  shocked  when 
he  refuses  to  play  along 

You  cant  blame  the  Republicans  for  try- 
ing. Its  a  clever,  if  transparent,  strategy. 

The  point  is.  there  has  been  a  lot  of 
protest  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  in  the  last  few  days  about 
concerns  many  of  us  have  about  the 
Medicare  Program  and  the  tax  cut  that 
was  passed  recently  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

It  seems  to  me  that  at  least  some  in 
Congress  dived  off  the  high  board  and 
showed  wonderful  form  as  they  did 
their  double  twists  and  have  now  dis- 
covered there  is  no  water  in  the  pool. 

A  tax  cut  first,  for  the  middle  class 
they  said.  Of  course,  the  chart  shows 
something  different.  Who  benefits  from 
the  tax  cut  bill?  If  you  earn  over 
$200,000  as  a  family,  you  get  $11,200  a 
year  in  tax  cuts.  If  you  are  a  family 
earning  less  than  $30,000  a  year,  you  get 
$120  a  year  in  tax  cuts.  This  is  not  a 
middle  clciss  I  have  seen  anywhere  in 
America.  The  fact  is  that  it  is  a  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthy.  That  was  passed,  and 
now  they  say  we  should  cut  Medicare 
to  pay  for  it. 

Well,  we  are  going  to  have  to  reduce 
the  rate  of  growth  in  Medicare.  No  one 


disputes  that.  But  before  we  engage  in 
a  discussion  about  what  you  do  about 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  many  of  us  be- 
lieve that  the  first  thing  you  ought  to 
do  is  get  rid  of  this  tax  cut  for  the  rich. 
It  is  time  to  deep-six  this  kind  of  a  pro- 
posal, then  let  us  talk  about  Medicare. 
Otherwise,  what  you  have  is  a  direct 
circumstance  that  cannot  be  avoided. 

The  comparison  is  obvious:  $340  bil- 
lion in  tax  cuts,  for  $300  to  $400  billion 
in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  health  care 
cuts.  Let  us  back  away  from  the  tax 
cut.  As  soon  as  the  majority  party  does 
that^-and  I  hope  they  will— then  I 
think  this  Congress  ought  to  begin,  in 
a  joint  effort  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  virtually  every  other  area  of  the 
Federal  budget,  to  sift  through  these 
things  to  find  out  where  we  achieve  the 
means  by  which  we  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

But  you  know,  some  of  us  have  been 
through  all  of  this  before.  Talk  is 
cheap.  Talking  about  balancing  the 
budget  is  very,  very  easy.  Everyone 
talks  about  it. 

Last  week,  I  proposed  a  series  of 
budget  cuts,  real  budget  cuts  in  a 
whole  range  of  areas  that  totaled  some 
$800  billion,  and  I  am  going  to  propose 
more.  That  package  does  not  include 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  I  know  we 
have  to  reduce  the  rate  of  growth  on 
both  of  those.  But  I  also  feel  very 
strongly  that  as  we  approach  this  prob- 
lem, we  should  not  allow  the  other 
party  to  pass  a  very  big  tax  cut  first 
and  then  say  to  others  later,  "Now  help 
us  pay  for  that  by  taking  it  out  of  the 
hide  of  your  constituents.'" 

Let  us  join  together  and  work  to- 
gether, but  let  us  do  it  in  a  way  that 
gets  rid  of  the  tax  cut  that  was  ill-ad- 
vised, bad  public  policy,  not  middle 
class,  but  essentially  a  tax  cut  that 
benefits  the  wealthy.  Get  rid  of  it,  dis- 
avow it  and  then  move  on  together  in 
every  single  area  of  the  Federal  budget 
and  do  what  is  right  for  the  country. 

That  is  what  the  American  people  ex- 
pect and  deserve,  and  I  think  that  is 
what  will  benefit  this  country's  future 
in  a  real  and  meaningful  way. 

Let  me  thank  the  President  for  al- 
lowing me  to  extend  the  time.  With 
that,  I  yield  the  floor. 


RECESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  12:30 
p.m.,  plus  the  unanimous  consent  for 
additional  time,  having  arrived,  the 
Senate  will  stand  in  recess  until  the 
hour  of  2:15  p.m. 

Thereupon,  at  12:37  p.m.,  the  Senate 
recessed  until  2:15  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 
Coats). 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 


Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  What  is  the  pending 
business  and  what  is  the  status  of  the 
pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  unfinished  business  is  H.R.  956, 
and  the  pending  question  is  amend- 
ment No.  709.  The  Senate  is  operating 
under  cloture. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Is  that  the  Gorton- 
Rockefeller-Dole  amendment  to  the 
Coverdell-Dole  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  since 
we  are  now  under  cloture  and  without 
the  presence  of  my  colleague.  Senator 
Rockefeller,  I  should  like,  very  ten- 
tatively, to  announce  what  I  hope  the 
course  of  action  will  be  this  afternoon. 

I  will,  unless  there  is  objection,  with- 
in a  reasonable  period  of  time,  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  a  minor  but  sig- 
nificant amendment  to  the  Gorton- 
Rockefeller-Dole  amendment,  a  propo- 
sition that  does  require  unanimous 
consent  to  keep  the  undertaking  that 
Senator  Rockefeller  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  right  of  a  new  trial  after  a 
judge  imposed  additur. 

After  that,  I  would  propose  that  we 
go  forward  by  adopting  the  Gorton- 
Dole-Rockefeller  amendment  and  the 
underlying  amendment  and  then  hav- 
ing a  debate  on  any  further  amend- 
ments to  the  bill,  some  of  which  will 
require  unanimous  consent  in  order  to 
bring  them  up,  as  I  understand  from 
the  Parliamentarian,  because  of  the  po- 
sition in  which  we  find  ourselves. 

Senator  Rockefeller  and  I  have 
agreed  that  amendments  from  the 
other  side,  during  the  pendency  of  clo- 
ture, that  Members  opposed  to  this  bill 
want  to  bring  up  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
be  brought  up.  and  certainly  we  will 
grant  unanimous  consent  for  that  tak- 
ing place. 

Each  of  these  will  require  coopera- 
tion and  essentially  unanimous  con- 
sent. Senator  Rockefeller  is  not  back 
yet.  One  of  the  opponents  to  the  bill  is 
here.  I  am  going  to  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  so  that  Members  can  di- 
gest this  request,  so  that  the  leaders 
can  get  together  if  they  wish,  and  so 
we  can  proceed  for  the  rest  of  the  day. 
I  hope  that  we  will  end  up  being  able  to 
finish  the  entire  bill  and  having  our 
final  vote  on  final  passage  before  the 
day  is  out.  as  the  leader  would  like  to 
go  on  to  other  bills. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  If  the  Senator  will 
withhold  the  quorum  call,  regarding 
what  the  Senator  has  said  about  asking 
unanimous  consent,  I  think  Senator 
Hollings  should  be  on  the  floor  to  re- 
spond to  that.  I  think  he  has  some  feel- 
ings on  it.  However,  I  do  realize  this:  It 
is  my  information  that  unless  that 
happens,  then  unanimous  consent  is 
going  to  be  necessary  for  each  and 
every  amendment  to  occur.  Now,  I  have 


been  talking  with  various  people  on 
our  side  who  are  very  knowledgeable 
on  parliamentary  proceedings.  I  think 
it  is  something  we  will  want  to  look  at. 
If  we  enter  into  a  quorum  call,  we 
ought  to  investigate  and  see  exactly 
what  the  parliamentary  status  is  and 
what  Senator  Hollings"  feelings  are  on 
that.  He  articulated  to  me  earlier  rath- 
er strong  feelings  against  it.  But  he 
may  have  reconsidered  it  since  that 
time. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  is  correct  about  the  par- 
liamentary situation.  Certainly,  given 
Senator  Hollings'  views  on  the  sub- 
ject, I  want  his  full  knowledge  and  par- 
ticipation before  we  go  ahead.  My  an- 
nouncement was  just  in  hopes  that  we 
can  get  interested  people  here  to  make 
those  decisions.  Awaiting  our  ability  to 
do  so,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  am 
I  correct  that  we  are  now  on  the  prod- 
uct liabilitv  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate is  now  on  that  matter.  H.R.  956,  the 
product  liability  bill  under  cloture. 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President,  I  want  to  speak  about 
this  legislation  that  is  before  the  body, 
and  1  would  like  to  talk  about  what  I 
think  is  at  stake  in  the  vote  that  we 
just  cast  and  what  would  be  at  stake  in 
some  votes  that  we  will  also  be  casting 
uvei  the  next  day  or  day  and  a  half. 

As  I  see  it.  we  started  out  wil'n  a  'uiil 
that  was  unfair,  which  I  think  tipped 
the  scale  of  justice  away  from 
consumer  protection  and  in  favor  of 
corporate  wrongdoers.  Then  as  we  went 
along,  there  was  an  overreaching  by 
some  of  the  insurance  companies  and 
other  big  corporate  defendants,  and  yet 
more  amendments  were  attached  onto 
this  bill  making  it  truly  awful.  Then  as 
a  result  of  several  cloture  votes— when 
it  was  clear  that  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion with  all  of  the  additional  awful 
amendments  could  not  pass — it  was 
stripped  down  to  now  being  just  pro- 
foundly wrong  for  people  in  this  coun- 
try, which  is  not  what  1  would  call 
much  of  an  improvement. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  a  lawyer.  But 
as  I  understand  the  features  of  this  bill 
there  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  un- 
fairness. I  quite  frankly  cannot  figure 
out  why  this  body  went  ahead  and  in- 
voked cloture.  First  of  all.  there  is  still 
a  cap  on  punitive  damages,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  of  $250,000  or  twice  compen- 
satory damages.  Compensatory  means 
both  the  economic  and  the  non- 
economic  damages.  So  that,  for  exam- 


ple, if  you  were  not  an  executive  of  a 
large  company  but  a  wage  earner,  if 
you  did  not  make  as  much  money,  if 
you  were  a  woman — women  generally 
speaking  make  less  than  men  in  the 
work  force — or  if  you  were  a  senior  cit- 
izen, and  you  were  hurt  by  exactly  the 
same  behavior  and  received  exactly  the 
same  harm  from  exactly  the  same  de- 
fendant as  some  CEO,  there  would  be 
differences  in  terms  of  what  the  award 
would  be.  The  punishment  would  be 
greater  for  hurting  the  CEO. 

This  is  still  an  absurd  result  and  still 
an  indefensible  one.  When  I  spoke  last 
week  I  asked  my  colleagues  to  consider 
the  faces  of  people  who  will  be  hurt  by 
this  provision.  LeeAnn  Gryc  from  my 
State  of  Minnesota  was  4  years  old 
when  the  pajama  she  was  wearing  ig- 
nited leaving  her  with  second-  and 
third-degree  bums  over  20  percent  of 
her  body.  An  official  with  the  company 
that  made  the  pajamas  had  written  a 
memo  14  years  earlier  stating  that  be- 
cause the  material  they  used  was  so 
flammable  the  company  was  "sitting 
on  a  powder  keg  ".  This  latest  proposal, 
the  Gorton-Rockefeller  substitute, 
would  cap  the  punishment  the  defend- 
ant receives.  How  would  this  affect 
LeeAnn?  It  is  not  clear.  All  of  that 
would  depend  upon  what  kind  of  com- 
pensatory damages  the  jury  awards. 
Are  we  really  willing  to  sit  here  in 
Washington.  DC.  and  change  that  and 
preempt  Minnesota  law  and  make  that 
kind  of  determination? 

Mr.  President,  this  proposed  improve- 
ment has  new  language  which  would 
allow  a  judge  to  award  higher  punitive 
damages  than  the  caps  would  otherwise 
provide  if  the  judge  thinks  it  is  nec- 
essary to  serve  the  twin  purposes  of 
punishment  and  deterrence.  Again. 
first  of  all.  what  we  do  is  set  this  cap 
and  It  is  either  $250,000  or  twice  a  com- 
bination of  economic  and  noneconomic 
damages  which  is  discriminatory,  by 
the  way.  toward  low  income,  moderate 
income,  middle  income  in  terms  of  how 
that  formula  works  out.  Then  we  go  on. 

When  you  think  about  the  case  of 
LeeAnn  Gryc.  or  the  case  of  a  whole  lot 
of  other  people  who  are  hurt  in  this 
country,  who  is  prepared  to  say  that 
the  cap  ought  to  be  $260,000  or  a  little 
above?  Who  is  prepared  to  say  that  a 
defendant  should  be  punished  less  be- 
cause he  or  she  hurt  a  wage  earner  as 
opposed  to  a  CEO  of  some  of  the  largest 
companies  in  this  country?  I  do  not  see 
the  Minnesota  standard  of  fairness. 

The  new  language  then,  in  what  is 
apparently  supposed  to  be  an  improve- 
ment, allows  the  judge  to  award  more 
punitive  damages  than  the  caps  would 
otherwise  provide,  if  the  judge  thinks 
that  it  is  necessary  to  serve  the  twin 
purposes  of  punishment  and  deterrence. 
But  what  happened  to  the  jury?  People 
on  juries  elect  us  to  office.  We  have  all 
the  confidence  in  the  world  in  the  peo- 
ple who  sit  on  juries  to  elect  us  to  of- 
fice. But  all  of  a  sudden  we  do  not  trust 


them  to  sit  in  judgment  of  their  peers 
They  sit  in  judgment  of  us,  do  they 
not?  Are  not  they  usually  the  finders  of 
fact?  1  would  think  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  find  some  standard  of  fair- 
ness where  we  essentially  remove  ju- 
ries from  this  important  process. 

Then  I  was  surprised  to  find  in  what 
is  apparently  supposed  to  be  an  im- 
provement a  provision  saying  that  if 
we  are  worried  about  the  backlog  of 
cases  and  paperwork  reduction  and  all 
of  the  rest,  we  tell  judges  that  it  is  OK 
to  go  above  the  caps  whenever  they 
think  it  is  necessary,  but  we  can  also 
count  on  an  additional  court  proceed- 
ing. On  the  bottom  of  page  22  in  the 
Gorton-Rockefeller  substitute,  it  says 
that  if  a  defendant  does  not  like  the 
judge's  decision  to  go  above  the  caps, 
"the  court  shall  set  aside  the  punitive 
damages  award  and  order  a  new  trial 
on  the  issue  of  punitive  damages 
only.". 

So  what  we  get  back  to  is  essentially 
a  meaningless  provision  where  we  go  to 
yet  another  trial  if  the  defendant  does 
not  like  the  decision  the  judge  has 
made.  My  colleague.  Senator  Levin 
from  Michigan,  I  thought  came  out 
here  with  a  lucid  presentation  of  this 
problem. 

Joint  liability  I  think  is  the 
thorniest  issue.  Actually  in  the  Labor 
Committee,  when  we  were  talking 
about  this  question.  I  may  or  may  not 
have  said  thinking  out  loud  that  I 
struggled  with  this  question.  But  I  do 
not  think  the  substitute  does  anything 
to  correct  the  problem.  It  eliminates 
joint  liability  for  noneconomic  dam- 
ages. Some  of  my  colleagues  have  re- 
ferred to  this  as  the  "deep  pocket  pays 
problem."  But  I  think  they  are  wrong. 
This  is  really  a  "victim  pays  problem." 

I  will  tell  you  that  it  is  really  a  dif- 
ficult question.  Suppose  a  company  is 
responsible  for  only  a  portion  of  what 
it  would  take  to  restore  a  victim  to 
whole,  compensatory  damage.  Yet  with 
joint  liability  that  company  might 
have  to  be  responsible  for  more  than 
its  fair  share.  That  does  not  make  a  lot 
of  sense.  It  does  not  seem  as  if  it  is 
fair. 

But,  Mr.  President,  now  what  we 
have  is  a  provision  which  essentially 
says  to  the  consumer,  to  the  citizen 
that  is  hurt,  to  the  citizen  that  is  in- 
jured, maimed,  that  they  will  always 
have  to  assume  some  of  those  damages, 
if  one  of  the  responsible  parties  cannot 
pay.  I  do  not  see  the  standard  of  fair- 
ness. In  my  State  of  Minnesota  we 
came  up  with  what  I  think  is  a  reason- 
able compromise;  that  is,  we  set  a 
threshold.  I  think  it  was  15  percent. 
What  we  said  was  that,  if  you  are  re- 
sponsible for  less  than  15  percent  of  the 
overall  damage,  then  you  would  not 
have  to  be  responsible  for  more  than 
your  fair  share. 

But.  Mr.  President,  it  does  not  make 
any  difference  what  Minnesota  has 
done.  We  have  struggled  with  the  prob- 
lem. We  have  come  up  with  a  middle 
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ground.  But  that  all  is 
this  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  it  just  sounds  like  a 
clever  political  argument  But  it  really 
is  not.  So  many  people  have  talked 
about  decentralization.  So  many  people 
have  talked  about  relying  more  on 
States  and  local  governments  being  the 
decisionmakers.  But  in  this  particular 
case,  we  are  preempting  some  of  the 
good  work  that  has  been  done  in  a  good 
many  States  in  this  country,  and  I 
would  put  Minnesota  at  the  very  top. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  huge  prob- 
lems with  this  piece  of  legislation.  It  is 
a  giveaway  to  corporate  wrongdoers.  I 
think  it  is  a  profound  mistake.  We  did 
not  really  have  that  much  debate  on 
the  whole  question  of  the  20-year  stat- 
ute of  repose.  But.  again,  let  me  just 
simply  say.  that  regardless  of  how  you 
look  at  it,  I  think  again  this  is  arbi- 
trary and  indefensible  WTiat  possible 
justification  is  there  for  it?  After  all.  if 
a  product  is  defective  and  does  not  hurt 
anybody  until  it  is  over  20  years  old.  is 
the  harm  to  the  victim  any  less?  Is  the 
responsibility  of  the  manufacturer  any 
less'' 

I  talked  about  Patty  Fritz  from  Min- 
nesota. She  is  pretty  well  known  in  our 
State,  and  she  is  pretty  well  known  in 
our  country  for  her  courage.  In  her  par- 
ticular case,  her  daughter.  Katie,  was 
crushed  to  death  by  a  defective  garage 
door  opener. 

If  it  had  been  after  20  years,  if  the 
company  had  produced  this  product 
which  was  defective  from  the  word  go 
but  she  had  only  been  hurt  after  20 
years,  does  that  mean  the  damage  to 
that  family  is  any  less?  Does  that 
mean  the  responsibility  of  the  com- 
pany is  any  less? 

Mr  President,  we  are  closing  the 
cuui  Lhouse  door  to  people  who  are  hurt 
by  products  produced  by  some  of  the 
businesses— thank  God.  not  many  of 
the  businesses — within  our  country. 
Some  of  my  colleagues  came  out  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  with  a  bill  last 
week  Then  there  were  amendments, 
which,  as  I  said  before,  made  it  a  truly 
egregious  piece  of  legislation  We  were 
successful  in  opposing  a  good  number 
of  cloture  motions.  Now  the  bill  has 
been  stripped  away  of  some  of  the 
worst  provisions,  but  it  is  still  a  piece 
of  legislation  which  is  profoundly  anti- 
consumer,  profoundly  antiordinary  cit- 
izen, and  I  think  it  tips  the  scales  of 
justice  way  too  far  in  the  direction  of 
corporate  wrongdoers  and  really  denies 
people  some  of  the  redress  for  griev- 
ances that  they  currently  have  within 
our  court  system. 

Finally.  I  think  there  is  a  gigantic 
problem  with  this  Federal  preemption. 
If  a  State  like  the  State  of  Minnesota 
has  come  up  with  some  reasonable  mid- 
dle-ground proposals  to  deal  with  the 
problems  of  excessive  litigation,  to 
deal  with  some  of  the  problems  of  joint 
liability,  to  try  to  have  some  fairness 
between    the   businesses   and   the  con- 
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sumers  and  the  lawyers,  it  seems  to  me 
States  ought  to  be  able  to  hold  on  to 
some  of  the  legislation  they  passed  and 
not  be  preempted  by  this  national  leg- 
islation. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  we  will 
have  further  debate  on  this  piece  of 
legislation,  and  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  oppose  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  thank  my  southern 
neighbor.  Senator  Gorton  from  Wash- 
ington, for  agreeing  to  clarify  a  few 
points  about  S.  565,  the  Product  Liabil- 
ity Fairness  Act.  I  also  want  to  thank 
Senator  Gorton's  staff  for  their  will- 
ingness to  work  out  some  of  the  finer 
points  of  this  legislation. 

Section  102(c)  of  S.  565  lists  a  number 
of  laws  that  are  not  superseded  or  af- 
fected by  the  act.  My  first  question 
seeks  to  clarify  the  language  in  section 
102(c)(2).  Section  102(c)(2)  provides: 
"Nothing  in  this  title  may  be  con- 
strued to  •  *  *  (2)  supersede  or  alter 
any  Federal  law;" 

The  committee  report  at  page  28, 
footnote  101.  gives  examples  of  Federal 
statutes  that  are  not  superseded  by  S. 
565.  The  examples  in  the  committee  re- 
port include  the  Federal  Tort  Claims 
Act.  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990,  and 
the  Trans  Alaska  Pipeline  Authoriza- 
tion Act. 

My  question  to  my  friend  is  whether 
the  language  "any  Federal  law"  in  sec- 
tion 102(c)  also  includes  Federal  com- 
mon law.  I  assume  that  it  does  and. 
therefore,  that  S.  565  does  not  super- 
sede any  Federal  statutory  or  common 
law.  such  as  admiralty  law.  Would  my 
friend  clarify  this  point  for  me.  please? 
Mr  GORTON.  The  assumption  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  correct.  Sec- 
tion 102(c)(2)  provides  that  S.  565  does 
not  supersede  "any  Federal  law."  and 
that  includes  both  Federal  statutory 
law  and  Federal  common  law.  The  act. 
therefore,  would  not  affect  any  causes 
of  action  or  any  remedies,  including 
punitive  damages,  determined  under 
Federal  statutory  or  common  law,  in- 
cluding admiralty  law. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Washington  for  that  confirma- 
tion. My  second  question  seeks  to  clar- 
ify the  so-called  environmental  exclu- 
sion—section 102(c)(7)— which  I  sup- 
port. Could  you  elaborate  on  the  statu- 
tory exclusion  and  the  statement  in 
the  committee  report  that  provides: 
"The  exception  for  environmental 
cases  in  this  section  makes  clear  that 
this  act  does  not  apply  to  actions  for 
damage  to  the  environment."? 


Mr.  GORTON.  I  would  be  happy  to 
elaborate  on  this  section  for  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska.  Section  102(c)(7) 
reads: 

Nothing-  in  this  title  may  be  construed  to 
*  *  *  (7)  supersede  or  modify  any  statutory 
or  common  law,  including  any  law  providing 
for  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance,  that  au- 
thorizes a  state  or  person  to  institute  an  ac- 
tion for  civil  damages  or  civil  penalties, 
cleanup  costs,  injunctions,  restitution,  cost 
recovery,  punitive  damages,  or  any  other 
form  of  relief  for  remediation  of  the  environ- 
ment *  *  *  or  the  threat  of  such  remediation. 
As  the  Senator  notes,  the  committee 
report  explains  that  the  exception  for 
environmental  cases  is  intended  to  ex- 
clude from  S.  565  all  causes  of  action 
and  remedies  that  are  available  under 
Federal  or  State  statutory  or  common 
law  for  damage  to  the  environment. 
Therefore,  this  act  would  not  place  a 
cap  on  any  punitive  damage  award  or 
other  remedy  under  any  cause  of  action 
related  to  damage  to  the  environment, 
including  an  action  under  a  product  li- 
ability theory. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  focus  on  this  point  for  a 
moment,  if  I  may.  Section  102(c)(7)  ex- 
cludes from  coverage  under  the  bill  any 
actions  for  "remediation  of  the  envi- 
ronment." The  section  refers  to  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse, Compensation  and  Liability 
Act  of  1980  for  the  definition  of  "envi- 
ronment," which  includes  the  navi- 
gable waters,  the  waters  of  the  contig- 
uous zone,  the  ocean  waters  of  the 
United  States,  and  any  other  surface 
water,  ground  water,  drinking  water 
supply,  land  surface  or  subsurface  stra- 
ta, or  ambient  air  within  the  United 
States.  The  section  does  not  define  "re- 
lief for  remediation,"  which  is  not  a 
legal  term  of  art. 

It  is  not  clear  whether  "relief  for  re- 
mediation of  the  environment"  in- 
cludes all  other  remedies  to  make  in- 
jured parties  whole,  such  as  relief  for 
damage  to  private  property  and  lost 
revenues,  or  whether  the  exclusion  is 
limited  strictly  to  damage  to  the  envi- 
ronment. I  note  that  the  committee  re- 
port states  with  respect  to  section 
102(c)(7)  that  the  bill  "does  apply  to  all 
product  liability  actions  for  harm" 
which  is  defined  as  "any  physical  in- 
jury, illness,  disease,  death,  or  damage 
to  property  caused  by  a  product."  I  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  could  please  explain 
how  this  exclusion  is  intended  to  be  ap- 
plied in  the  case  of  an  oilspill  that 
causes  damage  to  the  environment  and 
damage  to  private  property? 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  exclusion  in  sec- 
tion 102(c)(7)  would  apply  to  all  causes 
of  action  and  remedies  for  damage  to 
the  environment.  As  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  has  correctly  noted,  the  bill 
would  apply  to  actions  under  State  law 
for  injury  to  persons  or  property  that 
are  caused  by  a  product.  As  mentioned 
earlier,  this  bill  would  not  apply  to  any 
Federal  statutory  or  common  law 
cause  of  action. 
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To  expand  on  the  Senator's  question. 
in  the  case  of  an  oilspill  caused  by  the 
failure  of  a  storage  tank  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  for  both  dam- 
age to  the  environment  and  loss  of 
property,  the  rules  in  the  bill  would  es- 
tablish the  standard  of  proof  and  the 
limit  of  punitive  damages  with  respect 
to  recovery  on  the  basis  of  damage  to 
property  under  any  applicable  State 
law. 

The  bill  would  not  apply  to  any  as- 
pect of  the  recovery  for  environmental 
damages,  including  any  recovery  for 
cleanup  costs,  remedial  measures,  dam- 
ages or  penalties  for  loss  of  wildlife,  or 
punitive  damages  that  are  assessed  for 
damage  to  the  environment,  whether 
under  State  or  Federal  law  and  even  if 
the  cause  of  action  is  based  on  a  prod- 
uct liability  theory.  As  is  noted  on 
page  22  of  the  committee  report  in  the 
discussion  of  the  definition  of  "harm" 
"it  is  the  nature  of  the  loss  that  trig- 
gers the  application  of  the  act"  with 
respect  to  State  law.  not  the  cause  of 
action  used. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  that  explanation.  My  final  question 
is  whether  the  owner  or  operator  of  a 
product,  such  as  a  tank  which  contains 
oil.  who  is  sued  following  an  environ- 
mental accident  may  sue  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  ship  or  tank  under  a  prod- 
uct liability  cause  of  action  without 
limitation  by  this  bill  if  it  was  product 
failure  that  caused  the  damage  to  the 
environment?  My  concern  is  that  the 
equipment  operator  will  be  unable  to 
recover  fully  from  the  manufacturer 
Ultimately,  the  original  plaintiff  may 
only  be  able  to  recover  to  the  extent 
that  the  operator  is  able  to  recover. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator's request  for  absolute  clarity.  Fur- 
ther reference  to  the  example  of  the 
ruptured  oil  tank  may  best  illustrate 
the  answer  to  your  question.  Supi»ose 
the  oil  tank  ruptures  as  a  result  of  a 
manufacturing  defect.  It  leaks  oil. 
causing  damage  to  the  environment 
and  the  neighboring  private  property, 
as  well  as  damage  to  the  tank  owner 
and  the  tank. 

The  statutory  construction  of  the  en- 
vironmental exemption  is  clear.  This 
bill  will  not  alter  any  law  under  which 
any  injured  party  could  recover  for 
damage  to  the  environment. 

To  the  extent  that  the  owner  or  man- 
ufacturer of  the  tank  is  liable  for  civil 
damages  or  civil  penalties,  cleanup 
costs,  restitution,  cost  recovery,  puni- 
tive damages  or  any  other  form  of  re- 
lief ordered  to  restore,  correct,  or  com- 
pensate for  damage  to  the  environ- 
ment, the  rules  in  this  bill  would  not 
apply.  The  bill  would  apply  to  an  ac- 
tion by  the  private  property  owner  to 
recover  under  State  law  for  damage  to 
that  property  based  on  the  failure  of 
the  tank  or  on  the  basis  that  the  oil. 
which  is  also  a  product,  caused  the 
harm. 

Similarly,  under  section  102(c)(7)  this 
bill  would  not  apply  to  third  party  ac- 
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tions  related  to  environmental  dam- 
ages. For  example,  the  tank  owner 
could  implead  or  cross-claim  against 
the  manufacturer  of  the  tank  for  dam- 
ages awarded  against  the  tank  owner 
for  remediation  of  the  environment 
under  any  theory,  including  product  li- 
ability. S.  565  would  not  apply  as  a  lim- 
itation on  the  causes  of  action  or  rem- 
edies available  to  the  tank  owner  in  an 
action  against  the  manufacturer,  but 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  tank  owner 
is  seeking  to  recover  against  the  manu- 
facturer for  damages  awarded  against 
the  tank  owner  for  remediation  of  the 
environment.  Applicable  Federal  or 
State  law.  other  than  this  bill,  would 
continue  to  govern  the  action  with  re- 
spect to  environmental  damage. 

However,  this  bill  would  apply  with 
respect  to  any  action  under  a  product 
liability  theory  by  the  tank  owner 
against  the  manufacturer  for  harm,  as 
defined  by  this  bill,  caused  by  the  prod- 
uct. In  the  case  of  a  tank  owner  which 
has  been  held  liable  under  a  strict  li- 
ability regime  such  as  that  found  in 
section  1002  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990.  any  damages  assessed  against  the 
tank  owner,  including  damages  for  in- 
jury to  real  or  personal  property 
caused  by  the  product,  should  be  con- 
sidered economic  damages  to  the  tank 
owner  for  purposes  of  this  bill,  and  an 
action  to  recover  those  economic  dam- 
ages from  the  manufacturer  under  a 
product  liability  theory  would  be  with- 
out limitation  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  good  friend  from  Washington 
for  taking  the  time  to  clarify  the  scope 
of  these  two  provisions.  I  want  to 
thank,  again,  him  and  his  staff  for  as- 
sisting me  and  Annie  Mclnervey  and 
Earl  Comstock  of  my  staff  to  clarify 
these  issues  which  are  of  vital  impor- 
tance to  my  kj^atc. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  do  be- 
lieve there  is  one  other  clarification 
that  needs  to  be  made.  The  questions 
that  have  been  propounded  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  refer  to  S.  565.  Tech- 
nically speaking.  S.  565  is  not  before 
us.  We  are  dealing  with  a  House  bill 
and  a  Senate  amendment  which  incor- 
porated all  of  the  provisions  of  S.  565  in 
it.  And  so  the  questions  and  answers 
are  applicable  equally  to  that  amend- 
ment as  they  would  be  if  the  identical 
S.  565  were  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Will  this  still  be 
called  the  Product  Liability  Fairness 
Acf 

Mr.  GORTON.  It  will  be. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Then  our  comments 
should  be  addressed,  for  legislative  his- 
tory, to  that  act.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Washington  for  clarifying  that. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  this  has 
truly  been  a  year  of  reform.  Since  the 
outset  of  this  Congress,  the  pervasive 
theme  has  been  to  fundamentally 
change  a  system  of  government  that 
has  gone  awry.  Thus  far.  most  of  these 
efforts  at  reform  have  been  targeted  at 


the  Congress,  and  rightfully  so.  As 
some  have  said,  we  must  first  stop  the 
bleeding.  However,  there  are  many 
very  formidable  tasks  before  us.  One  of 
which  we  discuss  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  today  to  dedi- 
cate my  support  to  the  effort  to  reform 
the  product  liability  system. 

Justice  in  America  is  fundamentally 
rooted  in  the  principles  of  the  equality, 
expedience,  and  accessibility.  Our  cur- 
rent system  of  product  liability  is  in 
conflict  with  all  of  these  principles. 

Where  product  liability  cases  are 
concerned,  we  certainly,  cannot  say 
that  there  is  equality  in  the  system. 
There  is  a  total  lack  of  uniformity  in 
the  current  product  liability  system. 
Due  to  the  broad  diversity  of  legal 
standards  from  jurisdiction  to  jurisdic- 
tion, it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  pre- 
dict what,  when  and  how  you  will  be 
compensated  for  losses  resulting  from  a 
faulty  product.  Where  businesses  are 
concerned,  this  unpredictability  leads 
to  disproportionately  high  risk  cal- 
culations and  insurance  rates  as  com- 
panies are  forced  to  calculate  the 
worst-case-scenario  in  assessing  liabil- 
ity risk. 

These  risk  costs  have,  not  only  an 
adverse  effect  on  those  directly  in- 
volved in  any  particular  case,  but  on 
all  Americans.  Disproportionately  high 
insurance  costs  have  several  negative 
effects  on  American  business.  In  each 
case,  that  negative  impact  effect  all  of 
us. 

Confronted  with  impossible-to-cal- 
culate  liability  costs,  American  busi- 
nesses often  choose  not  to  introduce 
new  technologies  and  innovations  into 
the  marketplace.  Thus  denying  con- 
sumers the  benefits  of  enhanced  prod- 
ucts and  services. 

Nowhere  is  this  more  evident  than 
the  biomedical  industry.  In  my  State 
of  Indiana,  there  is  a  large  biomedical 
industry.  Among  other  things,  these 
companies  make  artificial  limbs.  This 
is  an  industry  that  provides  hope  and 
freedom  to  so  many  people  who  may 
otherwise  find  their  lives  limited  by 
disability.  However,  due  to  dispropor- 
tionate liability  costs,  the  manufactur- 
ers of  the  raw  materials  utilized  in  the 
construction  of  these  prosthetic  device 
are  increasingly  choosing  to  forego  the 
market.  The  sales  to  the  biomedical  in- 
dustry represent  such  a  small  percent- 
age of  total  profits  that  liability  costs 
outweigh  benefits. 

Furthermore,  American  businesses 
are  confronted  with  insurance  costs  20 
times  greater  than  their  European 
competitors  and  15  times  greater  than 
those  of  Japanese  industries.  In  addi- 
tion to  making  American  products 
more  expensive  at  home,  this  adversely 
effects  competitiveness  in  a  global 
marketplace.  That  means  damage  to 
job  creation. 

An  excellent  example  of  this  is  a  case 
in  Coatesville,  IN.  A  small  community 
of  around  600  people,  Coatesville  is  the 
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home  of  the  Magic  Circle  Corp.— a  com- 
pany employing  around  30  people  from 
Coatesville  and  Filmore.  a  small  town 
next  door. 

Magic  Circle  is  a  small  business  that 
produces  riding  lawn  mowers.  The  en- 
gine of  these  mowers  is  manufactured 
to  automatically  shut  off  when  a  per- 
son gets  up  from  the  mower  seat.  Un- 
fortunately, in  a  cemetery  in  a  nearby 
State,  someone  decided  to  tape  down 
the  seat  so  that  the  mower  continued 
to  run  when  that  person  left  it  unat- 
tended on  a  hillside.  The  mower  rolled 
forward  and  injured  their  foot 

That  person,  the  one  who  taped  down 
the  seat  and  left  the  mower  unattended 
on  the  side  of  a  hill,  sued  Magic  Circle 
for  $7  million.  There  was  no  alteration 
or  misuse  defense  in  the  State  in  which 
the  incident  occurred.  The  amount  of 
damages  requested  exceeded  the  total 
of  all  Magic  Circle  profits  and  assets. 
In  the  end,  they  were  forced  to  pay 
$10,000  in  attorney  fees  and  its  insur- 
ance company  paid  out  $35,000  to  the 
claimant. 

There  is  an  interesting  footnote  to 
this  case.  Officials  of  a  foreign  govern- 
ment later  contacted  the  owners  of 
Magic  Circle  to  see  if  they  would  be  in- 
terested in  relocating  in  that  country. 
One  of  the  selling  points  of  their  pres- 
entation was  the  country's  product  li- 
ability laws. 

There  are  those  who  argue  that  the 
threat  of  large  punitive  damages  is 
what  makes  America's  products  safe. 
This  argument  is  fundamentally 
flawed.  What  makes  American  products 
the  best  in  the  world  is  not  a  lottery- 
style  product  liability  legal  system. 
The  American  consumer  operating  in  a 
free  market,  who  demands  quality  and 
excellence,  is  what  makes  American 
manufactured  products  the  most  high- 
quality  products  in  the  world  today. 
However,  the  impact  of  our  current 
product  liability  system  is  beginning 
to  take  its  toll.  If  we  do  not  take  ac- 
tion now,  we  will  be  in  danger  of  losing 
our  competitive  edge. 

Even  the  most  adamant  defenders  of 
our  current  system  certainly  cannot 
say  that  it  is  expedient  A  GAO  report 
shows  that  product  liability  cases  take 
an  average  of  2''2  years  to  move  from 
filing  to  verdict.  One  case  cited  took 
nearly  10  years  to  move  through  the  ju- 
dicial process. 

The  cynical  result  of  these  delays  is 
that  both  parties  are  ultimately  forced 
to  negotiate  compromises  because  they 
are  overwhelmed  with  legal  costs. 
These  compromises  often  have  little  to 
do  with  guilt  or  innocence  and  much  to 
do  with  predatory  lawyers  and  a  bi- 
zarre patchwork  of  legal  standards  and 
procedures 

Mr  President,  I  am  an  attorney. 
Many  of  my  distinguished  colleagues 
are  attorneys  I  am  not  here  to  attack 
lawyers.  However,  in  the  legal  indus- 
try, as  in  any  industry,  there  are  those 
who  lack  scruples.  There  are  those  who 


will  pursue  personal  financial  interests 
above  ethical  considerations.  In  civil 
liability  cases,  lawyer's  fees  account 
for  61  percent  of  funds  expended  on 
product  liability  claims.  These  ex- 
penses include  both  defendant  and 
plaintiff  costs.  The  net  effect  of  this  in- 
credible statistic  is  that  realistic  ac- 
cessibility to  the  legal  system  and 
legal  defense  is  a  mere  myth  in  most 
situations. 

Mr.  President,  clearly  there  is  a  need 
for  fundamental  reform  to  the  product 
liability  legal  system.  We  have  debated 
this  issue  since  I  came  to  Washington. 
Fundamental  product  liability  re- 
form offers  the  hope  of  removing  one  of 
America's  most  destructive  obstacles 
to  job  growth.  When  frivolous  suits  are 
traded,  when  weak  cases  are  brought, 
when  litigation  explodes,  our  economy 
is  crippled.  New  technology  never 
comes  to  market.  Medical  costs  in- 
crease. The  doors  to  factories  close.  In- 
surance costs  increase  American  prod- 
ucts are  unable  to  compete  around  the 
world.  Perhaps  most  sorrily,  a  legal 
system  that  was  once  the  envy  of  the 
world,  has  been  twisted  and  distorted 
to  a  point  where  the  very  principles  on 
which  it  was  originally  constructed 
cannot  even  be  recognized.  We  must 
turn  this  tide. 

A  Rand  Corp.  study  found  that  most 
of  the  money  awarded  in  injury  cases  is 
taken  by  the  legal  process  itself.  Less 
than  half  actually  gets  through  to  vic- 
tims. According  to  a  GAO  study.  50  per- 
cent or  more  of  payments  made  by  de- 
fendants in  a  product  liability  trial 
goes  to  lawyers.  'Victims  get  less  than 
50  percent.  This  same  report  discovered 
that  when  a  case  is  appealed,  defense 
costs  can  actually  double. 

Estimates  vary,  but  one  professor  at 
the  University  of  Virginia  has  esti- 
mated that  when  all  the  costs  are  fi- 
nally counted,  a  mere  15  percent  of  in- 
jury litigation  awards  go  to  a  victim. 

Innocent  victims  must  find  relief  and 
the  help  they  deserve— and  this  bill 
preserves  that  obligation.  But  a  run- 
away legal  system  must  not  be  allowed 
to  make  victims  of  us  all. 

The  current  state  of  product  liability 
law  does  not  work  for  victims,  it  does 
not  work  for  manufacturers,  for  con- 
sumers, for  America. 

Like  so  many  of  the  reforms  that  we 
have  already  passed  and  stand  to  take 
action  on.  product  liability  reform  is 
long  overdue  and  at  a  critical  stage. 
For  the  sake  of  our  workers,  for  our 
economy,  and  for  the  victims  trapped 
in  a  legal  morass.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER      (Mr 
S.\NTORUM).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll 
The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  by  con- 
sent of  all  parties,  I  ask  for  action  on 
the  Gorton-Rockefeller-Dole  amend- 
ment. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  709.  .AS  MODIFIED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment?  If 
not.  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  No.  709,  as  modified. 

The  amendment  (No.  709).  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas. 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  to  proceed  as  in  morn- 
ing business  for  the  next  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Dole  pertaining 
to  the  introduction  of  S.  770  are  located 
in  today's  Record  under  "Statements 
on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint  Resolu- 
tions.") 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  ihat  it  be  in  order 
for  me  to  offer  the  amendment  I  have 
in  my  hand  which  the  Democrats  have 
also  seen  and  it  be  in  order  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  rule  XXII. 
This  is  the  so-called  additur  fix  amend- 
ment requested  by  the  White  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senator  HoLLiNGs,  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  course  of  debate  in  discussing  the 
breadth  of  the  products  liability  bill,  I 
mentioned  that  a  nuclear  power  plant 
or  a  component  part  thereof  could  be 
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included  within  the  purview  of  the 
products  liability  bill.  I  also  stated 
that  maybe  the  bill  might  not  cover  a 
nuclear  power  plant  or  a  component 
part  thereof. 

I,  in  effect,  raise  two  issues:  One 
being  the  issue  of  pain  and  suffering, 
and  the  other  being  the  statute  of 
repose.  In  regard  to  these  issues,  I  men- 
tion the  Chernobyl  melt-down. 

Since  that  time,  my  office  has  been 
contacted  by  reliable  and  informed  in- 
dividuals who  feel  that  I  misspoke  on 
this  issue. 

First,  they  say  the  difference  be- 
tween design  and  operation  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Soviet  plants  make  a 
Chernobyl-style  accident  virtually  im- 
possible. 

Second,  they  state  that  the  bill 
would  not  in  any  way  prohibit  com- 
pensation for  injured  parties  in  the 
event  of  a  nuclear  accident  regardless 
of  the  time  of  the  manufacture  of  the 
plant  or  components.  They  particularly 
point  out  that  Congress  has  provided  a 
sure  and  certain  recovery  system  for 
any  member  of  the  public  injured  as  a 
result  of  a  nuclear  power  plant  acci- 
dent— the  Price-Anderson  Act — and. 
further,  that  Congress  in  1988  increased 
the  amount  of  funds  available  for 
claims  to  more  than  $6.8  billion  and 
pledged  to  review  the  situation  in  the 
case  of  an  accident  where  more  funds 
were  needed  to  compensate  the  injured. 
The  nuclear  power  industry.  I  am  told, 
has  willingly  agreed  to  be  assessed  up 
to  $63  million  against  each  licensed  re- 
actor in  order  to  pay  damage  claims. 
The  nuclear  power  industry  has  met 
this  obligation  to  provide  a  clear  and 
reliable  source  of  liability  compensa- 
tion when  it  is  justified. 

While  I  have  not  researched  this 
issue  completply,  T  do  find  that  follow- 
ing the  case  of  Khck  v.  Metropolitan 
Edison  Co.  (1986,  CA3  Pa)  784  F2d  490, 
which  limited  certain  damages  to  an 
"extraordinary  nuclear  occurrence," 
Congress  did  amend  the  Price-Anderson 
Act  to  include  a  "nuclear  incident." 

In  the  exclusion  clause  of  the  prod- 
ucts liability  bill  there  is  a  statement 
to  the  effect  that  the  bill  does  not  su- 
persede any  Federal  law. 

I  have  great  confidence  in  the  knowl- 
edge and  reliability  of  the  individuals 
who  have  brought  this  to  my  attention, 
and  I  would  like  to  put  the  record 
straight.  I  will  continue  to  research 
this  matter;  and  if  there  is  anything 
different  from  what  I  have  been  told,  I 
will  make  it  known  to  the  Senate. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  al- 
lowed to  proceed  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness for  the  next  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  BURNS  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  768  are 
printed  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  B"5fRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNITED  STATES-JAPAN  TRADE 
RELATIONS 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
Senate  resolution  which  has  been 
cleared  with  both  leaders,  and  they  are 
both  cosponsors.  I  have  the  clearance 
from  them  to  take  up  the  resolution 
and  proceed  with  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. I  therefore  send  a  Senate  reso- 
lution to  the  desk  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  read  the  resolution  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  118)  concerning  Unit- 
ed States-Japan  Trade  Relations. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  this  reso- 
luLiuu  is  being  jointly  cosponsored  by 
Senators  Dole,  Daschle,  baucus. 
Reid,  ashcroft,  Warner,  Levin,  Rol- 
lings, Pressler,  Dorgan,  Brown,  and 
Sarbanes. 

Mr.  President,  the  long  and  difficult 
negotiations  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan  over  United  States  access  to 
the  Japanese  automotive  market  col- 
lapsed last  Friday,  May  5,  1995.  in 
Whistler.  Canada.  Japan  simply  cannot 
kick  the  habit  of  a  closed  automotive 
market,  that  is  the  antithesis  of  free 
trade.  It  is  not  clear  as  to  whether  the 
Japanese  v.-ill  return  to  the  negotiating 
table  with  a  changed  position,  or 
whether  Japan's  automakers  will 
themselves  announce  an  agreement 
with  specific  measures  of  progress  to 
allow  American  products  to  compete 
fairly  there.  Let  us  hope  that  they  do 
break  the  impasse,  but  this  disappoint- 
ing result  of  strenuous,  long-term  ef- 
forts by  the  United  States  to  get  fair 
access  to  this  lucrative  market  brings 
us  to  a  watershed  in  our  trading  rela- 
tions' with  Japan.  This  blow  cannot 
help  our  overall  relationship  with  a  na- 
tion that  we  have  worked  with  for  dec- 
ades to  promote  our  mutual  goals  of  se- 


curity, stability,  and  peace  in  the  Pa- 
cific. 

My     distinguished     colleague     from 
West  Virginia,   Senator  Rockefeller, 
stated  on  this  floor  this  past  Wednes- 
day  that   the   nature   of  the   difficult 
problem  in  getting  fair  access  to  Ja- 
pan's market.  Japan  rigs  her  market 
against  us,  despite  economic  pressures 
to  be  more  open.  Despite  the  recent  in- 
crease in  the  value  of  the  yen.  which 
would    make    United    States    products 
more     competitive     in     Japan,     Japan 
keeps  her  market  closed  to  cheaper  im- 
ports and  overprices  goods  offered  to 
the  Japanese  consumer.  Increased  sav- 
ings which  should  be  passed  on  to  Japa- 
nese consumers,  resulting  from  the  in- 
creased strength  of  the   yen  vis-a-vis 
other  currencies  are  never  passed  on  to 
the  Japanese  consumer.  The  increased 
profits  which  are  accumulated  by  Japa- 
nese producers  are  used  to  subsidize  ex- 
ports,  keeping   prices   for   those   same 
goods  artificially  low  here  in  the  Unit- 
ed  States,    making   Japan   artificially 
more   competitive.    It   is  a   controlled 
pricing    situation,    not   based    on    free 
market  principles.  The  devastating  re- 
sult  of   these    practices   in    the   auto- 
motive industry,  for  both  new  cars  and 
parts,  has  been  an  unacceptably  high 
and  persistent  trade  deficit  with  Japan. 
The  result  in  1995  was  a  ballooning 
record  trade  deficit  with  Japan  of  $66 
billion,    up    10    percent    over    1994.    of 
which  $37  billion,  or  56  percent  of  the 
total  is  attributable  to  cars  and  auto 
parts.    The    automotive    trade    deficit 
with  Japan  constituted  some  22  percent 
of  our   entire    trade   deficit   with    the 
world.  American  manufacturers  cannot 
get  Japanese  distributors  to  put  Amer- 
ican cars  in  their  showrooms.  Overall, 
while  Japanese  automakers  hold  some 
22.5  percent  of  the  American  m.arket, 
the  share  of  the  Japanese  market  held 
by  the  Big  Three  United  States  auto- 
makers is  less  than  1  percent.  As  for 
parts,  it  is  extremely  difficult  for  Unit- 
ed States  parts,  which  are  highly  com- 
petitive from  both  a  price  and  value 
standpoint,       to       break       into       the 
"Karetsu"  system  of  interrelationships 
between  Japanese  car  manufacturers, 
suppliers  and  dealers.  Despite  the  fact 
that  United  States  government  studies 
show  that  Japanese  aftermarket  repair 
parts  cost,  on  average,  some  340  per- 
cent  higher   than   comparable    United 
States  parts,  the  Japanese  consumer  is 
essentially  denied   the  ability   to  buy 
those   American   parts.    The    result   is 
that   Japanese    vehicle    manufacturers 
control  about  80  percent  of  the  parts 
market,  as  compared   to   a  wide-open 
American  market  in  which  independent 
replacement   parts   producers   account 
for    some    80    percent    of    the    United 
States  market.  So,  our  market  is  open, 
Japan's  is  closed. 

These  important  economic  realities 
are  well  known  to  both  governments 
and  industry  on  both  sides  of  the  Pa- 
cific. The  impact  on  our  domestic  auto 
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industry  is  crucial.  Every  $1  billion  of 

U.S.  exports  means  some  17,000  jobs. 
The  health  of  our  aluminum,  glass, 
steel,  rubber,  electronics,  and  many 
other  industries  is  tied  to  the  auto  sec- 
tor. It  is  our  largest  manufacturing  in- 
dustry, with  some  700,000  people  em- 
ployed directly  by  the  automakers,  and 
another  2.3  million  employed  in  the 
parts  industry  supplying  the  auto- 
makers. 

There  is  extensive  support  across  the 
board  from  industry  and  labor  organi- 
zations   for    the    current    negotiations. 
They  have  been  grinding  on  for  some  18 
months   before    the   stinging   Japanese 
rebuff  on  Friday  in  Canada.  Last  Octo- 
ber   1994.     our    Trade    Representative 
opened  an  investigation  under  section 
301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  of  the  un- 
fair practices  in  the  aftermarket  parts 
market,    which    constitutes    about    a 
third   of  the   automotive   deficit   with 
Japan.  The   unwillingness  of  Japan  to 
address   this   unfair  automotive    trade 
balance  demands  a  strong  administra- 
tion response  and  equally  strong  sup- 
portive actions  by  this  body  and  Amer- 
ican industry,  both  business  and  labor. 
President  Clinton  and  our  Trade  Rep- 
resentative. Ambassador  Kantor.  have 
made  it  clear  that  the  end  of  long,  long 
American  tolerance  and  give  has  now 
been  reached  on  this  issue.  On  Friday. 
Ambassador  Kantor  indicated  that  the 
"government  of  Japan  has  refused  to 
address  our  most  fundamental  concerns 
in  all  areas"  of  automotive  trade,  and 
that    "discrimination    against    foreign 
manufacturers  of  auto  and  auto  parts 
continues."  The  President  indicated  on 
the  same  day  that  the  United  States  is 
"committed   to  taking  strong  action" 
regarding   Japanese    imports   into   the 
United    States    in    the    absence    of  an 
agreement. 

Pursuant  to  the  301  case,  trade  sanc- 
tions, meaning  tariff  retaliation 
against  a  variety  of  Japanese  goods  im- 
ported into  the  United  States,  are  now 
in  order.  Such  retaliation  has  been 
openly  discussed  regarding  these  nego- 
tiations for  months,  and  so  the  Japa- 
nese are  saying,  either  "we  do  not  be- 
lieve you  will  do  it."  or  "we  do  not 
care."  or.  lately,  that  "you  cannot  im- 
pose sanctions  under  the  301  law  bilat- 
erally on  Japan  because  it  is  illegal 
under  the  newly  created  World  Trade 
Organization  rules." 

Mr  President,  the  stakes  of  these 
automotive  negotiations  and  U.S.  ac- 
tions under  301  are  very  high.  The  auto 
trade  is  very  lucrative,  and  thus  there 
is  a  major  financial  stake.  But  there  is 
more  at  stake  than  money  here.  At 
issue  is  whether  nontariff  barriers,  dis- 
criminatory treatment  by  foreign  eco- 
nomic interests,  aided  by  a  maze  of 
regulatory,  bureaucratic  obstacles  to 
open  trade,  will  dominate  large  sectors 
of  international  trade.  As  opposed  to 
an  open  United  States  market,  our 
major  Asian  trading  partners  practice 
wide  discriminatory  treatment  against 


our  goods.  China  and  Korea  appear  to 
be  taking  a  cue  from  Japanese  behavior 
and  the  apparent  success  of  these  un- 
fair practices.  Other  sectors  will  con- 
tinue to  follow  suit,  such  as  the  highly 
explosive  and  rich  trade  in  tele- 
communications, where  we  are  experi- 
encing similar  problems. 

The  inability  of  our  two  nations  to 
resolve  our  differences  on  trade  in  a 
way  which  demonstrates  a  real  com- 
mitment to  fairness  by  Japan  will  in- 
evitably corrode  our  overall  relation- 
ship. It  is  unrealistic  to  expect  to  insu- 
late the  costly  effects  to  the  U.S.  econ- 
omy, to  jobs,  and  the  health  of  so  many 
of  our  important  industries  from  the 
total  relationship.  Our  economic 
health  is  critical  to  our  national  secu- 
rity and  to  our  staying  power  as  the 
key  deployed  military  power  in  the  Pa- 
cific, It  all  hangs  together.  The  fabric 
of  our  economic  health  and  Japan's  na- 
tional security  is  a  seamless  web.  and  a 
strong  United  States  auto  industry  is 
an  important  strand  in  that  web.  I  hope 
the  Japanese  will  come  to  understand 
that  this  is  all  interrelated. 

The    Japanese    have    threatened    to 
bring  a  case  against  United  States  im- 
position of  sanctions  under  section  301 
before   the  World  Trade  Organization, 
in    the    hope    the    WTO    would    rule 
against  the  United  States  and  declare 
the  imposition  of  sanctions  a  violation 
of  WTO  rules.  I  am  gratified  that  Am- 
bassador Kantor  has  said  he  would  wel- 
come  such   a   challenge,    because,    ac- 
cording to  his  comments  in   the  New 
York  Times  of  May  7.  1995.   "it  would 
give  us  an  opportunity  to  make  clear 
to  the  world  the  full  range  of  Japan's 
discriminatory  practices"  in  the  auto- 
motive   market.    I    hope    Japan    does 
bring  the  case  to  the  WTO.  I  am  fully 
confident  that  our  Trade  Representa- 
tive would  conduct  a  vigorous  defense 
of  United  States  actions,  and  turn  the 
tables    against    the    Japanese,    whose 
trade  sanctuary  regime  is  anathema  to 
the  goal  of  an  open  world  trading  sys- 
tem. We  should  insist  on  a  complete  re- 
view  of  Japan's   practices.    Either  we 
are  heading  toward  a  more  open  world 
system  or  we  are  not.  This  would  be  a 
litmus  test  of  the  actions  and  posture 
of  the  WTO,  It  would  be  a  key  test  of 
the  future  of  the  WTO.  I  cannot  con- 
ceive of  continued  U.S.  commitment  to 
an  organization  that  would  reward  bla- 
tant discrimination  and  the  perpetua- 
tion of  sanctuary  behavior.  Thus,  the 
case  would  be  a  welcome,  early  test  of 
what    kind   of  world   organization    we 
have  created, 

Mr.  President,  I  am  offering  this  res- 
olution as  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion that  puts  the  Senate  on  record  as 
supporting  the  President's  actions. 
First,  it  expresses  the  Senate's  regret 
that  negotiations  between  the  United 
States  and  Japan  for  sharp  reductions 
in  the  trade  imbalances  in  automotive 
sales  and  parts,  through  elimination  of 
restrictive     Japanese     market-closing 
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practices  and  regulations  have  col- 
lapsed. Second,  it  states,  if  negotia- 
tions under  section  301  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974  fail  to  open  the  Japanese 
auto  parts  market,  the  United  States 
Senate  strongly  supports  the  decision 
by  the  President  to  impose  sanctions 
on  Japanese  products  in  accordance 
with  section  301. 

There  is  still  opportunity  for  Japan 
to  return  to  the  negotiating  table  and 
satisfy  the  legitimate  case  of  the  Unit- 
ed   States    that    immediate    action    to 
open  Japan's  market  is  urgently  need- 
ed. I  hope  the  Japanese  see  the  light 
before  it  is  too  late.  There  are  press  re- 
ports that  the  Japanese  think  we  may 
shrink    from    the    imposition   of  sanc- 
tions. I  hope  that  we  here  in  the  Senate 
will  send  a  strong  message  of  support 
for  the  President  on  this  matter,  and 
help    disabuse    the    Japanese    of    that 
view. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
(Ms.  SNOWE  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
Chair  recognizes  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President.  I  am  a 
cosponsor  of  the  resolution.  I  thank  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  West  Vir- 
ginia for  adding  me  as  a  cosponsor  of 
the  resolution.  I  think  it  is  very  timely 
and  very  important.  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  strongly  support  the  ef- 
forts of  Senator  Byrd  in  this  area. 

This  resolution  is  not  an  example  of 
Japan-bashing.  The  United  States  has 
now  negotiated  in  good  faith  for  2 
years  in  this  administration.  Previous 
administrations  tried  to  pry  open  the 
Japanese  auto  market  through  serious 
negotiation.  The  results  have  been  dis- 
appointing, at  best. 

Congress  has  passed  market-opening 
trade  laws  because  U.S.  negotiators 
have  needed  effective  tools.  They  are 
there  to  be  used,  if  negotiations  fail. 
They  are  not  empty  threats. 

Section  301  is  not  a  threat,  it  is  an  ef- 
fective tool.  I  happen  to  believe  Am- 
bassador Kantor  has  wielded  this  tool 
responsibly. 

That  is  why.  if  a  negotiated  solution 
cannot  be  found,  I  support  the  use  of 
section  301  to  impose  appropriate  sanc- 
tions. 

Madam  President,  this  would  be 
strong  medicine.  Some  people  might 
not  like  it.  Some  people  might  think  it 
disruptive. 

But  there  has  always  been  bipartisan 
agreement  that  the  United  States  must 
pursue  more  open  markets.  We  have  al- 
ways provided  leadership  on  this  issue, 
and  we  will  continue  to  do  so. 

There  comes  a  time  in  every  trade 
negotiation,  when  all  other  means  have 
been  exhausted,  to  take  strong,  deci- 
sive action.  That  time  may  have  come. 
Madam  President,  if  a  last  minute  so- 
lution cannot  be  found.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  sense-of-the- 
Senate  and  stand  up  for  American  com- 
mercial interests  abroad. 


In  my  view,  if  nothing  else,  a  strong 
vote  on  this  resolution  will  send  an  ur- 
gent message  to  the  negotiators,  more 
particularly  the  Japanese  negotiators, 
that  we  are  serious,  we  mean  business, 
we  stand  behind  the  administration 
and  their  efforts  to  break  the  logjam. 

So  I  encourage  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  support  the  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Sen- 
ator Specter  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  majority  lead- 
er for  his  cosponsorship  and  for  his  fine 
statement.  I  believe  we  would  like  to 
have  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr,   DOLE,   Madam   President.   I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  resolution. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered, 
Mr,   BRADLEY.   Madam  President.   I 
rise  to  explain  my  opposition  to  this 
resolution.    Although    this    resolution 
calls  attention   to  a  serious  problem, 
the  persistence  of  Japanese  trade  bar- 
riers, it  does  not  identify  a  workable 
solution. 

Japanese  trade  barriers  need  to  come 
down.  They  need  to  come  down  because 
they  contribute  to  America's  bilateral 
trade  deficit  with  Japan.  Studies  cited 
by  the  administration  have  found  that 
removing  every  single  Japanese  barrier 
would  reduce  the  bilateral  merchandise 
trade  deficit  by  around  20  percent. 

Note,  however,  that  Japanese  trade 
barriers  do  not  themselves  account  for 
America's  global  trade  deficit,  only  its 
composition.  As  the  administration  it- 
self admits  in  the  President's  1994  an- 
nual report  on  the  Trade  Agreements 
Program: 

The  United  States  still  suffers  from  rel- 
atively low  savings  at  a  time  when  domestic 
investment  is  growing  rapidly.  The  shortfall 
between  domestic  saving  and  investment  was 
larger  in  1994  and  was  filled  by  a  net  increase 
in  foreign  capital  inflows.  The  United  States 
thus  had  a  large  surplus  on  its  international 
capital  account  and  a  large  offsetting  deficit 
on  its  trade  or  current  account. 

In  plain  English,  our  domestic  budget 
deficit  crowds  out  savings  and  requires 
us  to  import  capital.  This  leads  to  our 
global  trade  deficit. 

Japanese  trade  barriers  also  need  to 
come  down  because  they  reduce  the 
Japanese  people's  quality  of  life  and 
impede  the  process  of  democratization 
in  Japan.  Japan's  democratization  is 
also  in  our  interest:  it  is  the  only  way 
we  will  have  a  stable,  democratic,  pros- 
perous Japanese  partner  in  our  efforts 
to  secure  a  stable  international  envi- 
ronment. 

So.  on  this  point,  we  agree.  Japan's 
trade  barriers  must  come  down. 

However,  the  administration's  strat- 
egy, which  this  resolution  supports,  is 
the  wrong  way  to  do  this  Declaring 
unilateral    trade    war    on    Japan— and. 


make  no  mistake,  ^  what  we  are 

talking  about — wouia  once  again  leave 
the  United  States  isolated  in  the  world. 
Europeans,  Latin  Americans,  and 
Asians,  fearing  similar  treatment  from 
us  in  the  futureN  would  line  up  with 
Japan. 

Currency  markets  will  react  badly.  If 
you  think  a  rate  of  80  yen  to  the  dollar 
is  disadvantageous  to  this  country,  as  I 
do,  imagine  a  rate  of  75  or  even  70.  I  am 
not  alarmist  when  I  say  that  this  could 
threaten  the  position  of  the  dollar  as 
the  international  reserve  currency.  In- 
deed, Japan  is  already  talkmg  of 
switching  its  reserves  out  of  dollars 
and  into  deutschmarks. 

This  dispute  is  likely  to  end  in  the 
fledgling  World  Trade  Organization.  No 
matter  what  happened  there,  support 
would  be  weakened.  Either  the  United 
States  would  lose,  causing  a  tidal  wave 
of  calls  to  leave  the  World  Trade  Orga- 
nization, or  Japan  would  lose,  leading 
to  reduced  Japanese  support  for  the 
international  trading  system.  Either 
way.  we  all  lose. 

Finally,  by  strengthening  the  power 
of  the  bureaucrats,  who  are  standing 
up  to  the  Americans,  a  trade  war  would 
cut  across  the  forces  of  transparency, 
democratization,  and  accountable  elec- 
toral politics  which  are  the  ultimate 
answer  to  our  trade  imbalance, 

I  have  spoken  many  times  of  a  better 
way  to  reduce  Japan's  trade  barriers, 
one  that  works  with  the  forces  shaping 
Japan,  does  not  cut  across  our  inter- 
ests in  the  new  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion, and  depoliticizes  the  trade  rela- 
tionship. To  repeat,  I  believe  we  can 
best  address  Japan's  trade  barriers  by 
establishing  a  dispute  resolution  mech- 
anism, similar  to  the  ones  in  the  Unit- 
ed States-Japan  and  United  States- 
Canada  free  trade  agreements,  to  im- 
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Japan  trade  disputes. 

Madam  President,  it  is  ironic  that  we 
are  voting  on  this  resolution.  In  many 
ways,  it  is  like  judo.  What  appears 
strength  is  actually  revealed  as  weak- 
ness, 

I.  for  one,  believe  in  strength.  This  is 
why  I  believe  we  must  take  a  strategic, 
long-term  approach  to  the  United 
States-Japan  trade  relationship.  A 
strong  America  will  negotiate  and  ad- 
judicate, as  I  have  described.  A  weak 
America  will  only,  impotently.  bash. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  resolution?  If 
not.  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
resolution.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Spec- 
ter], and  the  Senator  from  'Virginia 
[Mr.  W.^rner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  MO^i-NlHAN]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Coats).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 


The  result  was  announced— yeas 
nays  8,  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  158  Leg.] 
•yEAS— «8 


Abraham 

Exon 

Lugar 

Akaka 

Falrcloth 

Mack 

Ashcroft 

Feingold 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Feinstein 

Mikulskl 

Bennett 

Ford 

MoseleyBraun 

Blden 

Frist 

MurkowBki 

Blngaman 

Glenn 

Murray 

Bond 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Boxer 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Gramm 

Pell 

Brown 

Graasley 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Grere 

Pryor 

BumperB 

Hark  in 

Reid 

Bums 

Hatch 

Robb 

Byrd 

Henin 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

Helms 

Rotb 

Chafee 

Hollln«B 

Santorum 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Jedords 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kemptbome 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Craig 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

D'Amato 

Kerry 

Stevens 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Lautenberg 

Thompson 

Dodd 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Domenlcl 

Ueberman 

Donran 

Lott 

NAYS-B 

Bradley 

Johnston 

McCain 

Hatneld 

Kassebaum 

Packwood 

Inouye 

Kyi 

NOT  VOTING— 4 

Grams 

Specter 

Moynlhan 

Warner 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res,  118)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows: 

S.  Res.  118 

Whereas,  the  United  States  and  Japan  have 
a  long  and  Important  relationship  which 
serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  stability  In 
the  Pacific  region: 

Wherea-s,  tension  exists  in  an  otherwise 
norma!  and  friendly  relationship  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  because  of  persist- 
ent and  large  trade  deficits  which  are  the  re- 
sult of  practices  and  regulations  which  have 
substantially  blocked  legitimate  access  of 
American  automotive  products  to  the  Japa- 
nese market: 

Whereas,  the  current  account  trade  deficit 
with  Japan  in  1994  reached  an  historic  high 
level  of  $66  billion,  of  which  $37  billion,  or  56 
percent,  is  attributed  to  imbalances  in  the 
automotive  sector,  and  of  which  $12.8  billion 
is  attributable  to  auto  parts  fiows: 

Whereas,  in  July.  1993.  the  Administration 
reached  a  broad  accord  with  the  Government 
of  Japan,  which  established  automotive 
trade  as  one  of  5  priority  areas  for  negotia- 
tions, to  seek  market-opening  arrangements 
based  on  objective  criteria  and  which  would 
result  in  objective  progress; 

Whereas,  a  healthy  American  automobile 
industry  is  of  central  importance  to  the 
American  economy,  and  to  the  capability  of 
the  United  SUtes  to  fulfill  its  commitments 
to  remain  as  an  engaged,  deployed.  Pacific 
power; 

Whereas,  after  18  months  of  negotiations 
with  the  Japanese,  beginning  in  September 
1993,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  con- 
cluded that  no  progress  had  been  achieved, 
leaving  the  auto  parts  market  in  Japan  "vir- 
tually closed"; 
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Whereas,  in  October.  1994.  the  United 
States  initiated  an  investigation  under  Sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  into  the  Jap- 
anese auto  parts  market,  which  could  result 
in  the  imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  a  va- 
riety of  Japanese  imports  into  the  United 
States  unless  measurable  progress  is  made  in 
penetrating  the  Japanese  auto  parts  market; 
Whereas,  the  latest  round  of  U.S. -Japan 
negotiations  on  automotive  trade,  in  Whis- 
tler. Canada,  collapsed  in  failure  on  May  5. 
1995.  and  the  US.  Trade  Representative.  Am- 
bassador Kantor.  stated  the  ■government  of 
Japan  has  refused  to  address  our  most  fun- 
damental concerns  in  all  areas"  of  auto- 
motive trade,  and  that  -discrimination 
against  foreign  manufacturers  of  autos  and 
auto  parts  continues." 

Whereas.  President  Clinton  stated,  on  May 
5.  1995.  that  the  U.S.  is  "committed  to  taking 
strong  action"  regarding  Japanese  imports 
into  the  U.S.  if  no  agreement  is  reached. 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
that— 

(1)  The  Senate  regrets  that  negotiations 
between  the  United  States  and  Japan  for 
sharp  reductions  in  the  trade  imbalances  in 
automotive  sales  and  parts,  through  elimi- 
nation of  restrictive  Japanese  market-clos- 
ing practices  and  regulations,  have  col- 
lapsed: 

<2)  If  negotiations  under  Section  301  of  the 
Trade  .^ct  of  1974  fail  to  open  the  Japanese 
auto  parts  market,  the  United  States  Senate 
strongly  supports  the  decision  by  the  Presi- 
dent to  impose  sanctions  on  Japanese  prod- 
ucts in  accordance  with  Section  301 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  reso- 
lution was  agreed  to,  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr  BYRD  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.A.MENDME.NT  .NO.  693  TO  .\ME.NDMENT  NO.  680 

(Purpose:  To  provide  that  a  defendant  may 
be  liable  for  certain  damages  if  the  alleged 
harm  to  a  claimant  is  death  and  certain 
damages  are  provided  for  under  State  law. 
and  for  other  purposes) 
Mr     SHELBY.    Madam    President.    I 

have  an  amendment  at   the  desk— No. 

693.  I  believe  it  is. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows. 
The  Senator  from  .Alabama  [Mr.  Shelby). 

for   himself   and    Mr.    Heflin.    proposes   an 

amendment  numbered  693  to  amendment  No 

690. 

Mr  SHELBY  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  Insert  the  follow 
ing; 


SEC.        UABILFTY  FOR  CERTAIN  CLAIMS  RELAT- 
LNG  TO  DEATH. 

In  any  civil  action  in  which  the  alleged 
harm  to  the  claimant  is  death  and.  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act.  the  applicable 
State  law  provides,  or  has  been  construed  to 
provide,  for  damages  only  punitive  in  nature. 
a  defendant  may  be  liable  for  any  such  dam- 
ages without  regard  to  this  section,  but  only 
during  such  time  as  the  State  law  so  pro- 
vides. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Madam  President.  I 
offer  today  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Heflin]  an  amendment  to  ensure  that 
individuals  guilty  of  wrongful  deaths 
are  not  provided  unfair  and  unwar- 
ranted protection  by  the  product  liabil- 
ity reform  legislation  we  are  consider- 
ing today. 

This  amendment  we  are  offering  was 
accepted  last  week  by  both  sides  but 
was  excluded  from  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller-Dole amendment  today.  I  believe 
that  all  of  my  colleagues  will  support 
this  measure  once  they  take  time  to 
examine  its  merits.  It  is  unique  to  the 
State  of  Alabama.  My  State  of  Ala- 
bama has  a  wrongful  death  statute,  the 
dam2iges  of  which  are  construed  as  only 
punitive  in  nature — not  compensatory 
but  only  punitive  in  nature.  Under  the 
product  liability  bill  that  we  are  con- 
sidering today,  along  with  some  of  the 
proposed  amendments  to  this  bill,  peo- 
ple who  have  committed  or  are  guilty 
of  a  wrongful  death  in  my  State  of  Ala- 
bama, the  damages  available  will  be  se- 
verely limited.  While  the  bill  here  al- 
lows for  additur.  the  additur  proce- 
dures in  this  legislation  are  cum- 
bersome at  best  and  possibly  unwork- 
able. 

Madam  President,  in  1852,  I  believe  it 
was,  the  Alabama  Legislature  passed 
what  is  known  as  the  Alabama  Homi- 
cide Act.  Tliis  act  permits  a  personal 
representative  to  recover  dam.ages  for  a 
death  caused  by  a  wrongful  act.  omis- 
sion, or  negligence.  For  the  past  140 
years,  the  Alabama  Supreme  Court  has 
interpreted  this  statute  as  imposing 
punitive  damages  for  any  conduct 
which  causes  death. 

Alabama  believes  that  all  people 
have  equal  worth  in  our  society  so  the 
financial  position  of  a  person  is  not 
used  as  a  measure  of  damages  in 
wrongful  death  cases  in  .Mabama  as  it 
possibly  is  in  other  States.  The  entire 
focus  of  Alabama's  wrongful  death  civil 
action  is  on  the  cause  of  death 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  today 
on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senator  Heflin 
will  provide  that  in  a  civil  action 
where  the  alleged  harm  to  the  claimant 
is  death  and  the  applicable  State  law 
only  allows  for  punitive  damages,  the 
punitive  damages  provision  of  this  bill 
will  not  apply.  In  other  words,  this 
amendment  will  only  apply  to  my 
State  of  Alabama. 

Madam  President.  I  believe  there  are 
legitimate  reasons  to  exclude  from  the 
coverage  of  this  bill  actions  such  as 
those  brought  under  Alabama's  wrong- 
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ful  death  statute.  Cases  of  wrongful 
death  are  often  some  of  the  most  legiti- 
mate instances  where  punitive  dam- 
ages should  be  awarded. 

Everyone  in  this  body  knows  that  I 
have  great  reservation  about  this  legis- 
lation now  before  us.  However,  I  do  be- 
lieve the  addition  of  this  amendment 
will  help  ensure  that  this  bill  will  not 
unduly— not  unduly.  Madam  President, 
penalize  the  citizens  of  my  State. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  amendment. 
Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  join  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Shelby]  in  his  amendment. 

Of  all  of  the  50  States.  Alabama  has 
a  different  method  pertaining  to  the  re- 
covery of  damages  when  a  death  occurs 
as  a  result  of  culpable  action,  regard- 
less of  whether  it  be  simple  negligence, 
gross  negligence,  willful  conduct,  in- 
tentional conduct,  wanton  conduct, 
any  type  of  conduct  that  allows  for  the 
recovery.  It  allows  under  the  interpre- 
tation given  for  this  statute  that  puni- 
tive damages  only  can  be  recovered.  It 
is  different  from  other  States  where 
most  of  the  other  States  allow  a  plain- 
tiff, the  executor  or  the  administrator 
or  the  parent  of  the  child,  if  deceased, 
to  be  able  to  introduce,  for  example, 
hospital  bills. 

A  person  may  have  died  after  6 
months  in  a  hospital,  and  under  hos- 
pital bills  of  today  they  can  accumu- 
late to  over  $150,000.  Burial  expenses  in 
most  States  can  be  introduced  into  evi- 
dence and  can  be  an  element  of  com- 
pensatory damages.  Loss  of  earning  ca- 
pacity, noneconomic  damages,  pain  and 
suffering  in  some  instances  in  some 
States  can  be  introduced  as  an  element 
of  damages,  and  su  on  down  the  list  of 
all  of  the  types  of  damages. 

But  in  Alabama  you  are  not  allowed 
to  introduce  any  of  that.  You  attempt 
to  introduce  a  hospital  bill,  and  a  doc- 
tor's bill,  and  whether  they  were 
$150,000  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand, 
they  amounted  to  $500  or  $25,  you  can- 
not introduce  that  in  evidence  as  an 
element  of  damages  under  the  Alabama 
wrongful  death  statute  as  has  been  in- 
terpreted, and  the  charge  to  the  jury  is 
that  it  is  a  matter  of  punishment  for 
the  wrongdoer,  and  therefore  it  is  lim- 
ited to  that. 

Over  the  years,  the  companies,  cor- 
porate America,  in  Alabama,  insurance 
companies,  defense  counsel  who  rep- 
resent them,  have  fought  to  maintain 
this,  and  over  the  years  the  plaintiffs' 
lawyers  have  come  to  live  with  it.  and 
therefore  it  is  accepted  as  being  the 
measure  of  damages. 

However,  under  the  provisions  that 
we  have  here  under  this  bill  in  product 
liability  cases  the  provisions  pertain- 
ing to  this  would  apply.  And  under  the 
DeWine  amendment,  you  would  be  lim- 
ited in  a  situation  with  regard  to  that 


to  almost  zero,  where  there  would  be 
nothing  that  could  be  recovered,  and  it 
would  limit  it.  restrict  it  substantially. 
So  I  support  the  Shelby  amendment 
in  this  regard.  This  is  a  situation  that 
applies  only  to  Alabama.  The  language 
of  this  bill  is  basically  the  same  lan- 
guage that  was  considered  in  the  101st 
Congress  and  in  the  102d  Congress. 
They  came  out  of  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. We  had  pointed  this  defect  out. 
and  the  drafters  of  the  bill,  including 
people  who  had  been  working  on  prod- 
uct liability,  put  a  provision  in  those 
bills  that  would  allow  for  the  Alabama 
law  to  prevail.  We  offered  it  as  an 
amendment  in  regard  to  the  Gorton 
and  Rockefeller  underlying  substitute, 
and  it  was  accepted  after  they  made 
some  changes  in  the  language.  Senator 
Shelby  and  I  are  agreeable  to  any 
changes  in  the  language  of  the  Shelby 
amendment  that  they  might  want  to 
propose  provided  it  allows  for  recov- 
ery—it is  limited  strictly  to  the  wrong- 
ful death  cases,  and  therefore  we  are 
amenable  to  any  change  that  they 
might  make  as  long  as  it  does  not  abol- 
ish, or  greatly  minimize  the  recovery 
under  the  Alabama  statute. 

So  we  feel  that  this  is  something 
which  should  be  adopted.  Otherwise,  it 
is  singling  out  Alabama,  and  Alabama 
has  a  very  unique,  they  argue,  uniform- 
ity, and  the  preemption  matters  ought 
to  be  uniform  among  all  of  the  50 
States.  But  what  it  means  is  that  in 
the  preemption  which  does  bring  about 
some  uniformity  as  it  would  apply  to 
the  preempted  sections,  that  it  will  not 
apply  to  Alabama,  .^nd  it  is  a  very  dis- 
criminatory act  in  regard  to  Alabama. 
I  would  think  that  it  has.  from  a  Fed- 
eral constitutional  basis,  some  imper- 
fections in  regard  to  it. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to 
support  the  Shelby-Hcflin  amendment. 

-AMENDMENT  NO.  693.  .\S  MODIFIED 

Mr.  SHELBY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  The  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  amend  the 
amendment  that  I  have  filed  that  is  the 
subject  of  debate. 

I  send  the  modification  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  modification? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  That  is  a  modification  to  the 
Senator's  amendment? 

Mr.  SHELBY.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
It  just  clarifies  this  amendment.  I 
mention  in  the  amendment  section  107. 
That  is  all  it  does. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Washington  and  I  had  a 
discussion  about  another  amendment.  I 
am  sitting  around  making  sure  that 
unanimous  consent  is  not  given  for 
that  amendment. 

Mr.  GORTON.  This  is  not  that 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  have  no  objection. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  so  modi- 
fied. 

The  amendment  (No.  693).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  LIABILITY  FOR  CERTAIN  CLAIMS  RELAT- 
ING TO  DEATH. 

In  any  civil  action  in  which  the  alleged 
harm  to  the  claimant  is  death  and.  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act.  the  applicable 
State  law  provides,  or  has  been  construed  to 
provide,  for  damages  only  punitive  in  nature, 
a  defendant  may  be  liable  for  any  such  dam- 
ages without  regard  to  section  107.  but  only 
during  such  time  as  the  State  law  so  pro- 
vides. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  assume  section  107,  I 
ask  Senator  Gorton,  is  the  section 
dealing  with  punitive  damages. 

Mr.  GORTON.  It  is. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  So  it  is  limited  to  that. 
But  does  that  include  the  DeWine 
amendment  and  language  in  regard  to 
small  business,  and  the  individual  rel- 
ative to  the  $500,000? 

Mr.  GORTON.  It  does.  That  is  in  sec- 
tion 107,  as  well. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  That  is  all  included  in 
section  107.  all  punitive  damages? 

Mr.  GORTON   It  is. 

I  simply  pointed  out  to  the  distin- 
guished junior  Senator  from  Alabama 
that  the  way  the  amendment  was  set 
up  it  did  not  have  any  reference  to  any 
section,  but  it  was  about  punitive  dam- 
ages. His  correction  is  to  see  to  it  that 
it  applies  to  the  punitive  damages  sec- 
tion. But  that  is  the  section  that  has 
all  the  punitive  damages  in  it. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  regret 
that  I  have  to  oppose  the  amendment 
sponsored  by  the  two  Senators  from 
Alabama.  In  some  respects,  I  am  sorry 
that  I  have  to  do  so,  but  I  believe  that 
I  have  good  and  sufficient  reasons  for 
doing  so. 

First,  the  senior  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama said  that  this  was  included  in 
previous  product  liability  bills,  which 
is  certainly  true.  But  those  previous 
product  liability  bills  did  not  have 
rules  like  this  relating  to  punitive 
damages. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Did  not  have  what?  I 
did  not  understand  the  Senator. 

Mr.  GORTON.  There  were  no  DeWine 
amendments  and  there  were  no  Snowe 
amendments  in  previous  bills. 

Second,  this  is,  Mr.  President,  to  be 
candid,  a  very  peculiar  rule  in  the 
State  of  Alabama  where  negligence  is 
accounted  to  be  the  subject  of  punitive 
damages.  It  is  not  the  rule  in  any  other 
State  in  the  Union. 

Nothing  in  this  bill,  without  this 
amendment,  prevents  Alabama  from 
providing  any  kind  of  damages  for 
wrongful  death  that  it  wishes  to.  either 
through  its  legislature  or  through  its 
court   interpretations.   So  Alabama  is 


not  going  to  be  penalized  any  more 
than  any  other  State  by  this  bill  unless 
Alabama  wants  to  be,  and  willfully  re- 
fuses to  conform  its  laws  to  those  of 
other  States. 

But,  more  significant  than  that.  Mr. 
President,  are  two  other  features  about 
this  amendment.  The  first,  one  of  the 
most  carefully  worked  out  elements  in 
this  entire  bill,  the  most  carefully 
worked  out  element  in  this  bill,  is  the 
triple  set  of  requirements  we  have  with 
respect  to  punitive  damages,  one  of 
which,  in  the  ultimate  analysis,  allows 
judges  to  impose  unlimited  punitive 
damages  when  they  find  the  conduct  of 
the  defendant  to  have  been  sufficiently 
egregious.  The  second  is  the  Snowe 
amendment  which,  in  most  cases,  will 
limit  punitive  damages  to  twice  the 
total  amount  of  all  compensatory  dam- 
ages. And  the  third,  Mr.  President,  is 
the  fact  that  this  body,  I  think,  with  a 
wide  majority,  determined  that  we 
were  not  going  to  allow  punitive  dam- 
ages in  a  single  case  simply  to  destroy 
small  businesses  or  individuals  of  rel- 
atively modest  assets,  with  total  assets 
of  less  than  $500,000. 

Now,  if  this  amendment  passes,  that 
will  be  the  rule  in  49  States— in  49 
States.  Mr.  President.  It  will  not  be  the 
rule  in  Alabama.  In  Alabama,  there 
will  not  be  any  Snowe  limitation  in 
general  cases,  and  there  will  not  be  any 
protection  for  small  businesses  or  for 
individuals  with  net  assets  of  less  than 
half  a  million  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  only  1  State 
out  of  50,  but  Alabama  is  the  single 
most  notorious  State  in  the  United 
States  of  America  related  to  its  size  for 
punitive  damage  awards.  It  is  a  cottage 
industry  in  that  State  to  award  very, 
very  large,  huge  punitive  damages 
awards  against,  generally  speaking  but 
not  necessarily  limited  to.  out-of-StAte 
corporations. 

So  what  we  are  saying  is  that  the  set 
of  rules  that  we  have  adopted,  in  most 
of  these  cases  by  very  large  majorities 
in  this  body,  will  apply  in  every  State 
except  the  State  that  comes  first  in  the 
alphabet,  Alabama,  and  none  of  the 
limitations  will  apply  in  the  State  of 
Alabama.  Why?  Because  it  has  a  pecu- 
liar law  which  can  be  changed  by  one 
word  by  its  State  legislature  or.  for 
that  matter,  by  its  supreme  court.  And 
we  are  going  to  do  this,  for  all  prac- 
tical purposes,  permanently. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  a  profound 
change  has  taken  place  in  this  body 
since  the  time  this  amendment  was 
first  proposed  in  this  debate.  When  it 
was  first  proposed  in  this  debate,  the 
absolute  maximum  for  punitive  dam- 
ages was  the  Snowe  amendment — twice 
compensatory  damages — which,  as  the 
two  Senators  from  Alabama  pointed 
out,  under  this  peculiar  Alabama  law. 
would  be  zero.  And,  of  course,  twice 
zero  is  zero.  So  that  is  no  longer  the 
case. 

So  the  bill,  the  way  it  exists  now,  the 
way  it  has  been  amended  now.  allows 
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more  years,  draws  his  interest,  and 
makes  his  investments  in  the  mean- 
time. 

Then  he  goes  back  and  retries  it  and 
gets  the  same  judgment.  Then  the  de- 


the  judge  in  any  case  on  certain  find-  I  am  rather  surprised  that  we  would 
ings  to  impose  punitive  damages  in  un-  hear  that  language  coming  from  such  a 
limited  amounts.  That,  in  the  bill  as  it  strong  supporter  of  the  concept  of  fed- 
exists  now.  without  this  amendment,  of    eralism.  If  the  Federal  Government  is 

course,   applies   in   Alabama,   and   will     going  to  tell  a  State  you  do  this  or  not.     „.-  ,__„ 

allow  those  Alabama  judges  to  impose  we  usually  give  them  a  carrot  or  some  fendant  says.  ""Arr  right.  rm"gorngTo 
whatever  they  wish,  if  they  meet  the  type  of  incentive.  But  my  colleague's  take  advantage  of  my  opportunity  for  a 
standards  for  punitive  damages,  them-     position  is,  to  me.  an  example  of  brute     new  trial"  and  receives  a  new  trial.  So 

force— "you  change  your  law  or  you're  the  case  is  tried  a  third  time  and.  fi- 
not  going  to  be  able  to  protect  your  nally.  the  plaintiff  says.  "It  doesn't 
People."  make   any   difference   what   the   judge 

Then  we  have  the  additur  provision  adds,  there  is  no  way  in  the  world  that 
pertaining  to  the  judge.  Clearly,  that  is  I  can  collect  it.  and  I  just  have  to  give 
unconstitutional.  The  Supreme  Court  in,  there  is  nothing  I  can  do."  The 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  judge  and  the  jury  felt  that  defendant's 
peculiar  fashion,  this  will  not  mean  Dimick  versus  Schiedt,  has  already  conduct  was  egregious  and  met  the  ex- 
that  there  cannot  be  any  recovery  in  ruled  on  that  issue.  In  practice  what  tremely  high  standards  of  this  bill 
wrongful  death  cases.  But  if  it  is  will  occur  is  where  an  additur  is  made  However  there  is  no  way  under  this 
passed,  we  set  one  rule  for  Alabama  in  by  the  judge  but  the  defendant  does  not 
which  everything  is  the  sky  is  the  want  to  accept  the  new  amount,  the  de- 
limit in  a  State  where  the  sky  is  higher  fendant  or  defendants  will  request  a 
already  than  it  is  in  any  other  State  in  new  trial.  However,  that  is  what  ap- 
peals are  for — new  trials. 

So.  automatically  a  defendant  will 
ask  for  a  new  trial  if  he  does  not  like 
what  the  judge  added  to  the  judgment. 
If  the  judge,  therefore,  feels  that  the 
punitive  damage  award  was  inad- 
equate,   because   the   defendant's   con- 
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selves.  So  at  that  level,  at  least,  this 
proposal  is  entirely  unnecessary  in  a 
way  that  was  not  the  case  or  not  the 
argument  just  a  few  days  ago  in  this 
bill. 

So     even     if    Alabama     is     perverse 
enough  to  keep  its  law  in  its  present 


the  Nation,  and  a  quite  different  rule 
for  49  other  States. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  absolutely  un- 
fair; that  is  profoundly  unfair  that  this 
State,  because  of  one  peculiar  rule, 
should  be  exempted  from  all  of  the 
rules  which  the  great  majority  of  Mem- 


bers here  have  said  are  appropriately     duct  was  extremely  egregious  and  the 


applied  to  all  of  the  States 
Mr.  SHELBY  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr   President.  I  will  be 
brief. 


plaintiffs     injuries     were     great,     the 
judge  could  award  additional  punitive 
damages. 
In  the  normal  course  of  events,  when 


language  that  a  defendant  can  ever  re- 
cover because  instead  of  having  the 
normal  event  of  trying  to  reverse  a 
case  on  appeal  and  have  a  new  trial, 
the  defendant  just  has  an  automatic 
right  to  a  new  trial  on  punitive  dam- 
ages." 

When  you  think  about  it,  the  situa- 
tion is  just  plain  ridiculous.  I  think 
Alabama's  legislature  and  its  courts 
have  the  clear  right  to  determine  that 
its  wrongful  death  statute  is  to  be  pu- 
nitive in  nature  only,  recognizing  the 
sacredness  and  value  of  human  life. 
The  concept  of  federalism  that  every 
State  has  its  right  to  choose  its  laws 


the    judge    adds    that    to    the    damage     ought  to  respect  that  right  of  my  state 
T  «,oniH  ^.,=t  HI,     .  TV,        ***i'<l-  a  defendant  takes  an  appeal  to     But  here  we  have  the  American  Federal 

L*°'?'l.^"^.^_^\^„5„^°..'^y.^^.^^°'  ^^^-     '•everse  it  where  he  could  get  a  new     Government   imposing,  and  intruding, 

and  saying:    "All   right,   you   can't   re 


lieve  It  was  in  1852.  the  Alabama  Su-  trial.  But.  the  punitive  damages  provi 

preme  Court  decreed  that  there  would  sions  of  this  bill  give  defendants  the 

be.  in  a  wrongful  death  action,  punitive  automatic    opportunity    to    request    a 

damages  only,  and  that  has  worked  in  new  trial. 


my  State  since  1852.  That  is  one  reason 
I  oppose  all  of  this  legislation. 

Every  State  has  different  problems. 
Alabama,  my  State,  is  unique  as  far  as 
measuring  the  wrongful  death  dam- 
ages. They  do  it  by  punitive  damages. 
It  is  not  anything  new.  It  goes  back 
way  over  100  years.  But  it  has  worked. 
It  has  worked  for  my  State.  This  would 
only  deal  in  wrongful  death  cases, 
nothing  else.  All  we  are  asking  the 
Senate  to  do  is  to  preserve  what  we 
have  and  what  we  have  had  for  over  100 
years. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr     HEFLIN.    Mr     President.    I    am 


Well,  what  defendant  is  going  to  not 
take  advantage  of  it?  Every  defendant 
is  going  to  say,  "Give  me  a  new  trial. 
I  can  keep  my  money,  draw  interest  on 
my  money  in  the  meantime,  and  delay 
a  new  trial  for  2  years  "  Therefore,  if 
the  overall  award  was  $300,000.  and  if 
the  judge  added  to  it  above  the  $250,000 
cap  that  is  in  this  bill,  the  defendant 
takes  its  $300,000  and  draws  interest  or 
makes  investments  with  it. 

Defendants  are  going  to  follow  that 
course  of  action  with  the  idea  also  that 
they  have  to  go  back  to  a  new  trial 
which  means  that  every  issue  will  have 
to  be  litigated  all  over  again.  There  is 
not  much  to  lose  in  following  this 
course  of  action.  So  automatically  you 


rather  surprised  to  hear  my  good  friend  are  going  to  find  that  every  defendant 

from  Washington,  who  has  long  been  an  is  going  to  demand  a  new  trial    What 

advocate  of  federalism,  come  forward  happens?  A  defendant  knows  he  is  not 

with  language  from  the  screaming  Fed-  going  to  get  any  more  than  what  was 

eral   Eagle   over  States  saying:    "Ala-  originally    put    in    the   judgment,    the 


cover  for  the  death  of  an  Alabamian  or 
the  death  of  a  Washingtonian  if  you  are 
traveling  in  Alabama  or  any  other  indi- 
vidual that  might  be  there." 

What  we  are  asking  is.  let  us  allow 
federalism  to  prevail,  and  if  the  State 
of  Alabama  wants  to,  it  can  continue 
to  recognize  the  validity  of  its  wrong- 
ful death  statute  which  is  designed  to 
protect  its  citizens  by  making  it  of  a 
punitive  nature  only. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  very 
briefly  on  the  subject.  No,  I  say,  Mr. 
President,  nothing  in  this  law  limits 
the  State  of  Alabama  from  providing 
unlimited  compensatory  damages  in 
the  case  of  wrongful  death.  It  is  Ala- 
bama that  has  said  that  it  will  not 
grant  compensatory  damages  in  the 
case  of  wrongful  death,  and  Alabama 
can  change  that  at  any  time  that  it 
wants.    Nothing   in   this  bill   puts  any 


bama.  you  change  your  law  or  else  you     amount  he  put  there.  Then  it  comes     limit  on  compensatory  damages  award- 


don't  get  even  peanuts 

In  other  words,  this  is  federalism  in 
reverse,  the  big  Federal  Government 
that  we  have  heard  so  much  about  tell- 
ing the  Alabama  Legislature  and  the 
Alabama  courts,  "You  change  your 
law.  '  Now  you  have  preemption  that 
takes  place.  This  is  a  mandate  as  to 
whether  a  claimant  is  going  to  recover 
or  not. 


back  to  the  judge  again  and  the  judge  ed  by  courts  in  the  State  of  Alabama 

says,  "Well,  I  believe  that  that  conduct  for  wrongful  death;  absolutely  nothing, 

was  so  egregious  and  find  this  is  a  ter-  What  this  bill  does  do  is  to  take  a 

rible  case  and  that  the  defendant  ought  modest  step  toward  bringing  under  a 

to  be   punished,  and   therefore.   I   will  certain  degree  of  control  punitive  dam- 


again  make  an  additur. 

What  does  the  defendant  say?  ■Well. 
I  have  under  this  bill  automatically  a 
right  to  a  new  trial,  and  I  demand  a 


ages  with  rules  for  small  business, 
rules  for  larger  organizations  and  an 
exception  when  a  judge  wishes  to  go 
above    any    of    the    latter    limitation. 


new  trial."  So  the  defendant  delays  it  2    That  is  all.  This  amendment  seeks  for 


a  single  State  to  be  totally  exempt 
from  that  rule,  therefore,  in  the  view  of 
this  Senator  is  wrong. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  going  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  because  it  is 
my  hope  that  we  are  about  to  reach  a 
unanimous  consent  agreement  on  all  of 
the  rest  of  the  amendments  that  are  to 
be  offered  and  perhaps  a  chance  to  vote 
on  them  all  and  on  final  passage  of  this 
bill  the  same  time  tomorrow  and  serve 
the  convenience  of  our  colleagues.  And 
so  I  will  do  that  in  just  a  moment, 
though  I  do  not  want  to  limit  anyone 
else  having  a  right  to  say  something. 

I  do  need  to  say  two  other  things. 
First,  with  respect  to  this  constant 
new  trials  for  large  punitive  damage 
awards,  the  Senator  from  West  "Vir- 
ginia  considered  that  last  night, 
worked  with  his  friends  and  supporters 
on  his  side  of  the  aisle  on  that  subject 
last  night  and  worked  with  staff  on 
this  side.  We  agreed  to  take  that  sec- 
tion or  subsection  out  of  the  bill.  Be- 
cause of  cloture  rules,  we  can  only  do 
that  by  unanimous  consent.  Opponents 
of  the  bill— Senator  Hollings— have  re- 
fused that  unanimous  consent. 

I  am  here  publicly  to  assure  all  Mem- 
bers that  it  will  not  appear  in  any  bill 
coming  out  of  conference,  because  Sen- 
ator Rockefeller  and  I  have  made 
that  commitment.  We  will  not  bring 
back  a  conference  report  with  that  pro- 
posal in  it.  We  wish  that  we  could  have 
the  courtesy  of  such  unanimous-con- 
sent agreement.  But  we  cannot,  and 
they  are  certainly  operating  under  the 
rules.  But  it  is  not  going  to  appear  in 
any  final  bill.  We  can  assure  them  of 
that. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  hoping  that 
we  will  soon  be  able  to  reach  a  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  about  votes.  I 
will  suegest-  I  withhold  that. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Wash- 
ington just  made  a  very,  very  impor- 
tant point,  one  which  he  and  I  have  al- 
ready made  in  public  at  a  press  con- 
ference which  we  held  several  hours 
ago,  and  that  is  that  we  are.  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina,  my  esteemed,  cherished 
ranking  member  of  the  Commerce 
Committee^who  is  a  very  good  friend 
and  has  been,  and  his  wife  and  my  wife 
for  a  long,  long  time-  does  not  wish  to 
give  consent  for  us  to  be  able  to  do 
this-  I  think  with  the  idea  being  that 
if  he  does  not  give  consent,  then  the 
chances  that  this  bill  would  be  less  at- 
tractive to  the  White  House  would  in- 
crease. 

Senator  Gorton  and  I  are  trying  to 
make  this  more  attractive  to  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate.  Members  of  the 
House,  and  the  White  House.  But  I  have 
also  taken  the  same  blood  oath  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  has,  and 


that  is  that  we  are  so  committed  in 
terms  of  the  additur  amendment  that 
we  will  not  come  back  from  conference 
without  its  being  in  the  proper  condi- 
tion, and  that,  in  fact,  if  it  does  not 
come  back  from  conference  in  the  prop- 
er condition,  as  we  said  at  our  press 
conference,  we  will  vote  against  a  mo- 
tion for  cloture. 

I  do  not  know  how  it  is  possible  for 
any  two  floor  managers  to  put  any- 
thing in  stronger  terms,  or  to  say  any- 
thing with  greater  faith  and,  therefore, 
it  grieves  me  very  much  that  we  will 
not  be  granted  unanimous  consent  to 
do  that  here  when  we  are  being  so  di- 
rect and  honest  and  forthright  with  our 
colleagues. 

There  were  just  timing  problems  in 
terms  of  submitting  this,  or  else  the 
amendment  would  have  been  filed  and 
could  have  been  brought  up  as  a  matter 
of  the  order  Nevertheless,  that  was  not 
done.  The  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
does  have  the  power  to  grant  us  unani- 
mous consent,  but  he  chooses  not  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  want  to  simply 
indulge  my  colleagues  in  a  couple  of 
thoughts,  to  make  some  comments  on 
the  discussion  here  about  the  section 
in  the  compromise  now  pending.  We  are 
there.  It  deals  with  punitive  damages. 
No.  1.  the  whole  section  is  the  result  of 
many,  many  months  of  negotiation  and 
discussion  on.  in  fact,  how  a  product  li- 
ability reform  bill  might  best  deal  with 
the  costs  and  the  problems  and  the  er- 
ratic nature  which  we  all  recognize  is 
at  play— punitive  damages. 

I  have  tried  to  represent  the  Clinton 
administration's  discomfort — expressed 
discomfort-  with  the  idea  of  imposing 
a  flat  cap  on  punitive  awards,  while  ac- 
commodating the  strong  desires  of  Sen- 
ators on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  in- 
clude some  reform  in  this  bill,  to  pur- 
sue the  idea  that  the  punishment 
impleaded  in  punitive  damages  should 
have  some  sense  of  connection,  in  fact, 
to  the  crime. 

I  also  have  to  say  that  in  my  own 
personal  experience,  I  do  not  like  to 
vote  for  caps.  I  am  on  the  Finance 
Committee,  and  when  medical  mal- 
practice was  before  us  last  year  and 
there  was  a  vote  on  a  cap  on  non- 
economic  damages,  I  voted  against  it.  I 
do  not  like  caps.  It  has  been  my  own 
personal  purpose  in  which  I  have  nego- 
tiated in  good  faith  with  Members  of 
my  own  party  and  the  other  party  to 
find  a  way  to  make  sure  that  the  cap 
would  be  uncapped.  I  think  we  have 
done  that.  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  knows  that.  And  I  say  this 
with  respect  because  he  is  within  his 
rights  and  he  is  a  ver>'  skilled  legisla- 
tor and  a  very  good  friend.  I  repeat 
that.  He  understands  that  we  are,  in 
fact,  trying  to  improve  the  bill  in  a 
way  which  would  appeal  to  virtually 
all  Members  on  my  side  of  the  aisle,  in- 
cluding, in  fact,  in  truth,  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  himself. 


because  it  would  be  a  better  amend- 
ment with  the  judge  additur  provision 
refined  and  nobody  could  dispute  that. 
It  would  be  better  than  simply  two 
times  compensatory  damages  with  an 
alternate  ceiling  of  $250,000  because  one 
can  construe  that — although  one  can 
never  guess  what  noneconomic  dam- 
ages will  be — one  can  construe  that,  in 
theory,  to  be  a  cap.  So  I  have  been  try- 
ing my  best  in  negotiating  with  both 
sides  to  try  and  get  that  out  and  have 
succeeded.  I  have  some  sense  of  accom- 
plishment in  that,  which  is  now  being 
put  aside  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  want  to  make  a 
correction  for  the  record  regarding  the 
discussions  of  the  constitutionality  of 
the  judge  additur  provision  in  the  Gor- 
ton-Rockefeller amendment. 

The  judge  additur  provision  in  sec- 
tion 107  (b)  of  our  amendment,  as  it  ex- 
ists now.  creates  a  right  to  a  new  trial 
for  defendants  if  they  do  not  accept  the 
additional  punitive  awards  set  by  the 
judge.  This  provision  was  inserted  to 
address  a  perceived  constitutionality 
concern  with  the  judge  additur  provi- 
sion—perceived. Senator  Gorton  and  I 
are  now  in  agreement  that  this  right  to 
a  new  trial  provision  is  in  fact  unneces- 
sary to  meet  any  constitutionality 
test. 

The  Associate  Attorney  General,  in 
several  conversations  with  my  staff, 
has  asserted  that  he  believes  the  judge 
additur  provision  in  Senator  Gorton's 
and  my  amendment  is  constitutional 
on  its  own— free  standing— without  the 
provision  creating  a  right  to  a  new 
trial  for  the  defendant  should  the  de- 
fendant object  to  an  award  which  re- 
sults from  the  judge  additur  provision. 

Indeed,  the  Department  of  ,Justice 
prepared  a  list  of  precedents  and  au- 
thorities for  judicial  determinations  of 
the  amount  of  punitive  damages  which 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

AUTHORITIES  Which  Support  the  Consttr- 
TioNALrrv  OF  Requiring  Judges  To  Deter- 
mine THE  AMOUNT  OF  PUNITIVE  DAMAGES 

SOME  OF  THE  CASES 

Tull  versus  United  States.  481  U.S.  412 
(1987).  held  it  did  not  violate  the  Seventh 
Amendment  to  have  a  judge  determine  the 
amount  of  a  civil  penalty  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  The  Supreme  Court  indicated 
that  "[nlothing  in  the  Amendment's  lan- 
guaire  supgrests  that  the  right  to  jury  trial 
extends  to  the  remedy  phase  of  a  civil  trial.  ' 
481  US.  426  n.9.  It  also  reasoned  that  "highly 
discretionary  calculations  that  take  into  ac- 
count multiple  factors  are  necessary  in  order 
to  set  civil  penalties  *  *  *  These  are  the  kind 
of  calculations  traditionally  performed  by 
judges."  481  U.S.  at  427. 

Smith  versus  Printup,  866  P.2d  985  <Kan. 
1993).  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  Kansas 
Stat.  §60-3701.  which  requires  courts  to  de- 
termine  the  amount  of  punitive  damages. 
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The  Kansas  Supreme  Court  reasoned:  'Be- 
cause a  plaintiff  does  not  have  a  right  to  pu- 
nitive damages,  the  legislature  could,  with- 
out infringing  upon  a  plaintiffs  basic  con- 
stitutional rights,  abolish  punitive  damages. 
If  the  legislature  may  abolish  punitive  dam- 
ages, then  It  also  may.  without  impinging 
upon  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  accomplish 
anything  short  of  that,  such  as  requiring  the 
court  to  determine  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  *  •  *' 

Federal  statutes.  Various  existing  federal 
statutes  require  judicial  assessment  of  puni- 
tive damages  See  Petroleum  Marketing 
Practices  Act  (PMP.'Vi.  15  U.S  C  §2805(d)(2); 
Fair  Credit  Reporting  Act,  15  U.S.C. 
§1681ni2i.  Patent  Act,  35  U.S.C  §284;  Equal 
Credit  Opportunity  Act.  15  USC  §1691e(b). 
None  of  these  statutes  has  ever  been  held  un- 
constitutional See  Swofford  versus  B  &  W. 
Inc  .  336  F  2d  406  (5th  Cir  1964)  (holding  that 
plaintiffs  in  patent  action  were  not  entitled 
to  jury  trial  on  issues  of  exemplary  dam- 
ages! 

Courts  have  also  upheld  judicial  deter- 
mination of  punitive  damages  in  a  variety  of 
other  contexts  See.  e.g.,  Tingely  Systems. 
Inc  versus  Norse  Systems.  Inc.,  49  F.3d  93  (2d 
Cir.  1995)  (holding  that  remittitur  of  jury 
verict  was  not  reversible  error  because  judge 
was  entiteld  to  determine  punitive  damages 
under  the  Connecticut  Unfair  Trade  Prac- 
tices Act). 

SOME  OF  THE  COMMENTATORS 

Dean  Dorsey  D  Ellis,  Jr  .  Punitive  Dam- 
ages. Due  Process,  and  the  Jury.  40  Ala.  L. 
Rev  975.  1005  il989i  (Under  a  traditional 
legal  analysis,  punitive  damages  are  more 
analogous  to  fines  than  to  damages.  The  de- 
termination of  the  appropriate  amount  of  a 
fine  is  traditionally  treated  as  a  question  of 
law,  hence  an  issue  for  the  judge,  and  not  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  By  analogy,  the 
judge,  not  the  jury,  should  decide  the 
amount  of  a  punitive  damage  award  *  *  *") 

Victor  E.  Schwartz  ii  Mark  A.  Behrens, 
The  American  Law  Institute's  Reports' 
Study  on  Enterprise  Responsibility  for  Per- 
sonal Injury  A  Timely  Call  for  Punitive 
Damages  Reform,  30  San  Diego  L.  Rev.  263 
(1993)  (  "Some  critics  have  challenged  judicial 
assessment  of  punitive  damages  as  a  viola- 
tion of  a  defendant's  right  to  jury  trial  under 
the  Seventh  Amendment  *  •  •  This  criticism 
is  unlikely  to  hold  up  if  asserted  in  court.  In 
the  past,  defendants  in  criminal  cases  have 
challenged  judges'  activity  in  sentencing  as 
a  violation  of  their  Sixth  Amendment  right 
to  a  jury  trial.  The  Supreme  Court,  however, 
has  held  that  no  violation  exists  because  sen- 
tencing is  not  a  determination  of  guilt  or  in- 
nocence *  •  *[A]  criminal  defendants  Sixth 
Amendment  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  given  a 
broader  scope  than  a  civil  defendant  or 
plaintiffs  rights  under  the  Seventh  Amend- 
ment. Thus,  we  believe  that  [judicial  deter- 
mination) is  constitutional  under  the  Sev- 
enth Amendment.") 

Robert  W.  Pritchard.  The  Due  Process  Im- 
plications of  Ohio's  Punitive  Damages  Law  A 
Change  Must  Be  Made.  19  U  Dayton  L.  Rev. 
1207  (1994).  ("Because  assessing  the  amount 
of  civil  penalties  is  not  a  fundamenul  ele- 
ment of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  and  be- 
cause judges  are  better  able  to  perform  the 
highly  discretionary  calculations  of  punitive 
damage  assessments,  the  statutory  mandate 
of  judicial  assessment  of  punitive  damages 
awards  is  constitutional." 

Colleen  P  Murphy.  Integrating  the  Con- 
stitutional Authority  of  Civil  and  Criminal 
Juries,  61  Geo.  Wash.  L.  Rev.  723  (1993).  (  "The 
Constitution  should  not  be  deemed  to  guar- 
antee jury  calculation  of  punitive  damages. 


just  as  It  does  not  guarantee  jury  participa- 
tion in  either  civil  penalty  assessment  or  in 
certain  aspects  of  sentencing  Federal  courts 
therefore  will  not  violate  the  Seventh 
Amendment  if  they  enforce  legislation  that 
*  *  *  authorizes  judges  to  calculate 
awards") 

Jonathan  Kagan.  Toward  a  Uniform  Appli- 
cation of  Punishment:  Using  the  Federal 
Sentencing  Guidelines  as  a  Model  for  Puni- 
tive Damage  Reform,  40  U  C.L  A  753.  767-68 
(1993).  (  "While  it  seems  clear  that  there  is  a 
right  for  juries  to  determine  if  plaintiffs 
have  met  their  evidentiary  burdens,  it  seems 
clear  whether  this  right  extends  to  the  cal- 
culation of  damages.  The  Supreme  Court  re- 
solved this  issue  in  Tull.  It  held  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  on  the 
issue  of  liability,  but  not  on  the  issue  of  civil 
damages") 

Stanley  L.  Amberg.  Equivalent  and  Claim 
Construction:  Critical  Issues  En  Banc  in  the 
Federal  Circuit.  PL.  Inst.  (1994)  (Consistent 
with  the  right  under  the  Seventh  Amend- 
ment to  have  a  jury  determine  entitlement 
to  punitive  damages,  *  •  *  Congress  may  au- 
thorize judges  to  assess  the  amount  of  puni- 
tive damages  or  civil  penalties  ") 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  This  list  sets 
the  precedents  a.nA  authorities  supp)ort- 
ing  the  constitutionality  of  requiring 
judges  to  determine  the  amount  of  pu- 
nitive damages.  And  is  therefore  valu- 
able information  to  be  considered  in 
this  debate. 

I  rely  on  the  word  and  the  integrity 
of  the  Associate  Attorney  General  and 
his  staff  at  the  President's  Justice  De- 
partment. They  believe,  as  I  have  indi- 
cated, that  a  freestanding  judge 
additur  provision  as  it  is  written  in  the 
Gorton-Rockefeller  amendment,  and 
we  would  like  to  modify  it  by  striking 
section  107(b)(3)(C).  passes  constitu- 
tional muster.  I  have  said  that  several 
times  purposely. 

In  my  view,  as  an  author  of  this  leg- 
islation, that  is  sufficient  authority  to 
say  that  a  severability  amendment  re- 
garding additur  is  superfluous. 

To  reiterate,  relying  on  the  Justice 
Department's  determination  that  a 
judge  additur  provision  is  constitu- 
tional, I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary 
to  further  amend  this  provision  to 
sever  the  judge  additur  requirements  of 
this  bill  in  an  effort  to  guard  against  a 
circumstance  where  this  provision 
would  be  deemed  unconstitutional.  It 
will  not  be  deemed  unconstitutional  for 
the  reasons  I  have  articulated. 

Mr.  President.  I  just  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  make  my  col- 
leagues aware  that  we  have,  in  fact,  ad- 
dressed the  concerns  raised  about  con- 
stitutionality. 

The  judge  additur  provision,  coupled 
with  the  modification  that  strikes  the 
defendant's  right  to  a  new  trial,  is  a 
constitutional  provision.  Again,  some 
of  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  would  like  to  add  additional 
language  which  makes  this  particular 
provision  severable,  to  make  abso- 
lutely certain  that  the  constitutional- 
ity of  this  bill  will  not  be  tested  as  a 
result  of  this  provision. 

I  have  assured  them,  based  upon  my 
conversations  with  the  Department  of 


Justice   and   others,    that    their   extra 
cautious  approach  is  not  required. 

In  concluding,  I  cannot  remember  in 
the  10  years  that  I  have  been  in  the 
Senate  where  the  two  managers  of  dif- 
ferent political  persuasions  have  pub- 
licly said  that  they  are  so  committed 
to  rectifying  something  which  is  of 
concern  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina,  to  some  of  my  colleagues, 
and  to  the  White  House;  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  has  said.  "We 
will  not  come  back  from  the  conference 
with  these  provisions:  "  and  where  the 
Senator  from  Washington  this  morning 
at  a  public  press  conference  said  that 
he  would  vote  against  the  motion  to  in- 
voke cloture,  assuming  that  the  con- 
ference report  was  filibustered.  I  share 
exactly  that  same  view. 

I  think  that  is  pretty  strong  and 
dealing  in  good  faith.  We  would  like  to 
hope  that  we  can  be  dealt  with  in  good 
faith  also. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  the  presiding 
officer.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Will  the  manager 
of  the  bill.  Senator  Gorton,  yield  for  a 
question  about  a  particular  section  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Yes,  I  would  be  glad  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. The  bill,  at  section  106.  sets  out  a 
provision  to  hold  individuals  who  mis- 
use or  alter  a  product  accountable  for 
any  injury  resulting  from  the  misuse 
or  alteration.  This  provision  would 
allow  for  the  reduction  of  damages 
based  on  such  misuse  or  alteration. 

This  section,  at  106(b),  also  provides 
that  this  provision  only  supersedes 
State  laws  that  do  not  already  impose 
such  apportioning  of  damages  among 
responsible  parties,  including  the  in- 
jured party  found  to  have  misused  or 
altered  the  product,  is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  GORTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  But,  this  appor- 
tioning of  damages  would  only  occur  if 
the  court  has  found  the  defendant  lia- 
ble for  at  least  some  portion  of  the 
plaintiffs  injuries.  In  other  words,  if, 
under  State  law,  the  defendant  has  no 
liability,  for  example  under  the  "com- 
mon knowledge"  doctrine,  then  this 
provision  would  not  change  that  result. 
Am  I  reading  this  section  correctly? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Indeed.  Under  the 
"common  knowledge"  doctrine  the  de- 
fendant is  not  held  responsible  for  inju- 
ries to  the  plaintiff  caused  by  the 
plaintiffs  misuse  of  a  product  that  is 
commonly  known  and  recognized  to  be 
dangerous  by  ordinary  users. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  So.  the  Senator 
shares  my  understanding  that  this  bill 
would  not  overturn  the  result  in.  for 
example.  Fnar  v.  CaterptllaT.  Inc..  (539 
So.  2d  509,  La.  App.  5th  Cir.,  1988)  or 
Colson  V.  Allied  Products  Corp.  (640  F.2d 
5,  1981)''  Those  both  involved  situations 
in  which  the  plaintiffs  were  injured 
using  products  that  the  courts  found 


presented  a  danger  of  which  plaintiffs 
were  aware, 

Mr.  GORTON.  Yes,  The  Friar  case  in- 
volved a  forklift  and  the  Colson  case 
involved  the  use  of  a  lawnmower.  In 
both  of  those  cases  the  courts  held 
there  was  no  duty  to  warn  where  the 
dangers  are  of  common  knowledge. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  This  basic  prin- 
ciple is  part  of  case  law  and  it  is  also 
set  forth  in  the  Restatement  of  Torts, 
at  section  402A,  which  I  would  like  to 
include  in  the  Record.  The  relevant 
part  provides  that  defendants 

Are  not  required  to  warn  with  respect  to 
products,  or  ingredients  in  them,  which  are 
only  dangerous,  or  potentially  so.  when 
consumed  in  excessive  quantity,  or  over  a 
long  period  of  time,  when  the  danger,  or  po- 
tentiality of  danger,  is  generally  known  and 
recognized.  Again  the  dangers  of  alcoholic 
beverages,  are  an  example,  as  are  also  those 
foods  containing  such  substances  as  satu- 
rated fats,  which  may  over  a  period  of  time 
have  a  deleterious  effect  upon  the  human 
heart. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  responding 
to  my  inquiries. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  am  glad  we  clarified 
the  meaning  of  section  106. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  been  at  the  Budget  Committee  all 
afternoon,  and  so  I  have  not  been  able 
to  monitor  all  the  nuances,  but  we  are 
now  hearing  that  reasoned  objections 
need  not  be  given  to  this  provision  be- 
cause the  distinguished  Senators  say 
that  they  are  going  to  take  care  of  this 
issue  in  conference. 

That  could  be.  I  have  served  on  many 
a  conference  committee  and  I  have 
learned  that  you  are  never  able  really 
to  control  it.  Each  Senator  is  given  a 
vote,  along  with  the  House  Members. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  I  will  not  give  the 
reasons  why  I  am  concerned  about  this 
provision  at  this  particular  time,  other 
than  to  say  that  I  am  also  honestly  ob- 
jecting. I  am  courteously  objecting.  I 
do  not  know  how  to  say  it  any  better 
than  that. 

When  the  proponents  make  a  request, 
a  unanimous-consent  request,  and  as- 
sume that  theirs  is  the  only  honest  re- 
quest, courteous  request,  and  sincere 
request,  and  how  they  can  be  more 
honest,  then  that  constrains  me  to 
stand  and  say  that  I  am  just  as  cour- 
teously objecting  and  honestly  object- 
ing as  I  know  how  to  object.  And  I  ob- 
ject. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 


UNANIMOUS  CONSENT 
AGREEMENTS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  notwithstanding 
rule  XXII.  that  the  following  amend- 
ments be  the  only  remaining  amend- 
ments in  order  to  H.R.  956.  and  not  be 
in  order  after  the  hour  of  11  o'clock 
a.m.  on  Wednesday;  Harkin,  punitive 
damages;  Boxer,  harm  to  women;  Dor- 


gan,  punitive  cap;  Heflin-Shelby.  Ala- 
bama wrongful  death  cases;  Heflin.  pu- 
nitive damage  insurance. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
vote  occur  in  relation  to  the  Shelby- 
Heflin  amendment  number  693  at  9:45 
a.m.  on  Wednesday,  to  be  followed  by  a 
vote  on  or  in  relation  to  the  Harkin 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  further  ask  that  follow- 
ing the  disposition  of  the  above  listed 
votes,  if  no  other  Senator  on  the  list  is 
seeking  recognition  to  offer  their 
amendment,  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Coverdell-Dole  sub- 
stitute, as  amended,  the  Gorton  sub- 
stitute, and  the  bill  be  advanced  to 
third  reading  without  any  intervening 
action  or  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  further  ask  that  follow- 
ing third  reading,  the  following  Mem- 
bers be  recogrnized  for  the  following  al- 
lotted times,  to  be  followed  imme- 
diately by  a  vote  on  H.R.  956,  as  amend- 
ed: 

Senator  Heflin,  followed  by  Senator 
Rockefeller,  15  minutes  each;  fol- 
lowed by  Senator  Gorton,  15  minutes; 
followed  by  Senator  Holllngs.  15  min- 
utes; and  followed  by  Senator  Levtn,  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  TO  PROCEED  TO  S.  534 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent,  and  this  has  been 
cleared  by  the  Democratic  leader,  at  12 
noon  on  Wednesday,  May  10,  the  Senate 
proceed  to  calendar  74,  S.  534,  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMONSENSE    PRODUCT    LIABIL- 
ITY' AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
Senator  Harkin  plans  to  offer  his 
amendment  in  about  20  minutes,  at  7 
o'clock.  I  am  not  certain  whether  the 
amendments  by  Senator  BOXER  or  DOR- 
GAN  will  be  offered. 

We  have  the  agreement,  in  any  event. 
I  want  to  thank  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  This  means  no  more 
votes  tonight.  We  can  alert  our  col- 
leagues but  there  will  be  debate  on  the 
Harkin  amendment,  and  I  assume  other 
amendments  if  they  want  to  be  called 
up.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  this  evening  in 
support  of  the  product  liability  reform 
bill  now  under  consideration,  and  I 
would  like  to  just  preface  my  remarks 
by  offering  my  compliments  to  the 
bill's  managers  for  their  tenacity  in 
sticking  with  this  process  as  we  have 
moved  through  all  the  various  perspec- 
tives to  find  a  point  of  common  agree- 
ment between  60  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate. I  think  both  Senator  Rcx'kefeller 
and  Senator  Gorton  worked  very  effec- 
tively on  this  product  liability  reform 
effort. 

I  believe  the  bill  represents  an  excel- 
lent start  at  reforming  our  civil  justice 
system,  a  system  that  eats  up  over  $300 
billion  a  year  in  legal  and  court  costs, 
awards,  and  litigants'  lost  time,  not  to 
mention  the  loss  to  consumers  and  the 
economy  from  higher  prices  for  prod- 
ucts, innovations  and  improvements 
not  on  the  market,  and  unnecessarily 
high  insurance  costs. 

By  placing  reasonable  limitations  on 
punitive  damages  in  product  liability 
suits,  this  legislation  will  begin  the 
■process  of  reforming  our  litigation  lot- 
tery without  harming  anyone's  right  to 
recover  for  damages  suffered. 

I  am  especially  pleased  that  the  bill 
now  includes  a  special  provision  limit- 
ing punitive  damages  for  individuals 
with  assets  of  less  than  $500,000  and  for 
small  businesses  with  fewer  than  25 
employees.  This  provision  is  modeled 
on  a  proposal  that  Senator  DeWlne  and 
I  cosix)nsored  and  provides  that  the 
maximum  award  against  such  individ- 
uals or  entities  is  the  lesser  of  $250,000 
or  twice  compensatorj*  damages. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  benefits  when 
businesses  go  hantcrupt  because  of  arbi- 
trary punitive  damage  awards.  Small 
businesses  are  particularly  susceptible 
to  such  problems  as  are  the  millions  of 
Americans  employed  by  them. 

The  bill  will  also  eliminate  joint  li- 
ability for  noneconomic  damages  in 
product  liability  cases.  Thus  the  bill 
would  end  the  costly  and  unjust  prac- 
tice of  making  a  company  pay  for  all 
damages  when  it  is  only  responsible 
for,  say,  20  percent  just  because  the 
other  defendants  are  somehow  judg- 
ment proof. 

The  bill  would  replace  the  outmoded 
joint  liability  doctrine  with  propor- 
tionate fault  in  which  each  defendant 
would  have  to  pay  only  the  amount 
necessary  to  cover  the  damage  for 
which  he  or  she  was  responsible. 

The  bill  also  creates  some  important 
limitations  on  the  liability  of  sellers  of 
products  generally  as  well  as  on  the  li- 
ability of  suppliers  of  raw  materials 
critical  to  the  production  of  lifesaving 
medical  devices. 

These  provisions  go  a  good  way  to- 
ward restoring  individual  responsibil- 
ity as  the  cornerstone  of  tort  law.  They 
also  recognize  an  important  fact  about 
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our  legal  system.  Ultimately,  in  its 
current  form,  it  is  profoundly 
anticonsumer.  By  raising  the  prices  of 
many  important  goods,  our  legal  sys- 
tem makes  them  unavailable  to  poor 
individuals  who  cannot  afford  them 
when  an  exorbitant  tort  tax  has  been 
added.  And  in  extreme  cases  our  legal 
system  can  literally  lead  to  death  or 
misery  by  driving  off  the  market  drugs 
that,  if  properly  used,  can  cure  terrible 
but  rare  diseases  or  medical  devices  for 
which  raw  materials  are  unavailable  on 
account  of  liability  risks. 

These  are  important  reforms.  Mr. 
President;  reforms  that  will  increase 
product  availability,  decrease  prices 
and  save  jobs. 

When  we  allow  our  tort  system  to 
stifle  production  and  innovation  the 
real  losers  are  consumers — who  must 
pay  higher  prices  and  choose  between 
fewer  and  less  advanced  goods — and 
workers— whose  job  opportunities  dis- 
appear. 

By  eating  up  4.5  percent  of  our  Gross 
Domestic  Product,  the  tort  system 
costs  jobs.  Besides  causing  companies 
to  discontinue  or  not  introduce  prod- 
ucts, it  also  hurts  American  businesses 
overall  by  making  them  less  competi- 
tive in  the  world  market. 

A  1994  Business  Roundtable  survey  of 
20  major  U.S.  corporations  reveals  that 
they  receive  55  percent  of  their  revenue 
from  inside  our  country,  but  incur  88 
percent  of  their  total  legal  costs  here. 
Clearly  such  discrepancies  in  legal 
costs  put  our  companies  at  a  disadvan- 
tage in  the  world  marketplace. 

It  is  no  secret  that  I  wish  we  had 
gone  farther  with  this  bill,  to  protect 
the  nonprofit  organizations,  the  towns 
and  villages  and  the  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans who  remain  victims  of  our  current 
hrokpn  legal  system  I  hope  that  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  who  support  this  leg- 
islation but  at  this  time  do  not  want  to 
apply  its  reforms  more  broadly  will  on 
further  reflection  see  their  way  clear 
to  taking  the  next  step;  to  enact  simi- 
lar reforms  to  assist  homeowners,  ac- 
countants, farmers,  volunteer  groups, 
charitable  organizations,  all  small 
businesses.  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, architects,  engineers,  doctors 
and  patients,  employers  and  employ- 
ees. But  I  feel  strongly  that  the  legisla- 
tion under  consideration,  even  limited 
to  its  present  scope,  is  an  important 
step  toward  making  our  civil  justice 
system  fair  and  efficient  and  improving 
the  lives  of  our  citizens  I  urge  its 
prompt  final  passage. 

I  urge  its  prompt  final  passage. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  say.  I  hope  that 
we  will  go  further  in  the  days  ahead. 
whether  in  the  form  of  independent  leg- 
islation or  as  part  of  further  discus- 
sions of  legal  reform  that  may  come 
before  the  Senate  in  the  context  of  se- 
curities litigation  or  some  other  issue 
before  us.  because  I  think  that  we  need 
an  overall  and  comprehensive  reform  of 
the  system. 


I  know  that  I  speak  for  a  number  of 
the  Senators  who  are  active  and  work- 
ing on  this  bill  in  saying  that  we  are 
delighted  with  the  progress  we  have 
made  so  far  and.  while  we  may  not 
think  we  are  yet  close  to  our  final  des- 
tination, we  have  taken  a  good  first 
step.  And,  most  importantly,  I  can  say 
that,  at  least  for  this  Senator.  I  am 
dedicated  and  committed  to  continuing 
the  fight  to  keeping  this  whole  issue  of 
reforming  our  legal  system  before  the 
Senate  and  I  remain  hopeful  that  we 
will  enact  more  reforma  in  the  months 
ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor,  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abraham).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
amendment  be  set  aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment I  am  about  to  send  to  the  desk  be 
made  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  749  TO  AMENDMENT  .VO.  690 

(Purpose:  To  adjust  the  limitations  on  puni- 
tive damages  that  may  be  awarded  against 
certain  defendants) 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Tbe  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  749  to  amend- 
ment No.  690. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  section  107(b)  of  the  amendment  as 
amended  by  amendment  No.  709  insert  the 
following: 

■■(6)<i)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1).  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  In  any  product  liability  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  business,  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  unit  of  local  government,  or  or- 
ganization that  has  25  or  more  full-time  em- 
ployees shall  be  the  greater  of— 

"(I)  an  amount  determined  under  para- 
graph (1 );  or 

•■(II)  2  times  the  average  value  of  the  an- 
nual compensation  of  the  chief  executive  of- 
ficer (or  the  equivalent  employee)  of  such  en- 
tity during  the  3  full  fiscal  years  of  the  en- 
tity immediately  preceding  the  date  on 
which  the  award  of  punitive  damages  is 
made. 


"(11)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  'compensation'  includes  the  value 
of  any  salary,  benefit,  bonus,  grant,  stock 
option,  insurance  policy,  club  membership, 
or  any  other  matter  having  pecuniary 
value". 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
very  straightforward  amendment.  It 
simply  provides  that  the  caps  on  puni- 
tive damages  that  are  in  the  amend- 
ment will  not  apply  in  cases  where  a 
business  is  sued  and  the  chief  executive 
officer's  salary  over  the  previous  3 
years  is  greater  than  the  total  compen- 
satory damages  in  the  case  for  busi- 
nesses with  25  or  more  employees. 

This  is  less  than  13  percent  of  all 
businesses,  according  to  the  Census  Bu- 
reau. In  those  instances,  the  cap  on  pu- 
nitive damages,  in  my  amendment, 
would  be  raised  to  twice  the  compensa- 
tion of  the  chief  executive  officer  for  1 
year  averaged  over  the  last  3  years. 

Again,  let  me  try  to  put  it  in  plain 
English.  What  my  amendment  provides 
is  that  if  a  corporation  is  sued  and  it 
has  over  25  employees,  then  the  cap  on 
punitive  damages  that  is  in  the  Gorton 
substitute  amendment  will  not  apply. 
The  formula  to  be  used  would  be  that 
punitive  damages  would  be  capped  at 
twice — just  twice — the  annual  com- 
pensation of  the  chief  executive  officer 
of  that  corporation  and  that  annual 
compensation  would  be  determined  by 
averaging  the  last  3  years. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  agree  that  puni- 
tive damages  that  are  paid  should  not 
be  disproportionate,  but  proportionate 
to  what?  This  legislation  basically  says 
that  a  multibillion-dollar  corporation 
can  consciously  and  flagrantly  dis- 
regard the  safety  of  others  and  have 
that  conduct  proven,  not  just  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  but  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence.  So  what  this 
means  is  that  the  legislation  before  us 
says  this  multibillion-dollar  corpora- 
tion can  consciously,  flagrantly  dis- 
regard the  safety  of  others,  be  sued  and 
go  to  court,  have  it  proven  that  they 
consciously  and  flagrantly  disregarded 
the  safety  of  others  by  clear  and  con- 
vincing evidence,  and  the  maximum 
punitive  damages  for  this  kind  of  hei- 
nous conduct  is  only  twice  the  compen- 
satory damages  of  the  plaintiff,  even  If 
those  damages  are  such  a  small 
amount  that  they  are  only  a  tiny  pro- 
portion of  the  company's  profits  and 
assets. 

I  believe  the  more  important  com- 
parison in  punitive  damage  cases  is  the 
proportion  of  the  damages  to  the  size 
and  the  financial  strength  of  the  busi- 
ness. 

The  compensation  package  of  the 
CEO  of  a  company  with  at  least  25  em- 
ployees, as  my  amendment  provides,  is 
inevitably  going  to  be  a  reasonably  fair 
proportion  of  the  total  cash  flow  of  the 
company.  Now.  I  have  chosen  to  have  it 
apply  to  only  those  businesses  that 
have  25  or  more  employees  so  that  a 
small  business,  a  sole  proprietor,  who 


retains  all  of  the  profits  of  the  com- 
pany as  his  or  her  compensation  is  not 
affected. 

There  is  only  one  purpose  for  puni- 
tive damages,  and  that  is  deterrence. 
That  is  the  only  purpose  of  punitive 
damages,  to  deter  that  flagrant,  irre- 
sponsible action,  that  disregard  from 
the  safety  of  others,  from  happening  in 
the  future.  Yet,  who  believes  that  a  pu- 
nitive damages  award  of  a  few  hundred 
thousand  dollars  is  going  to  have  a  sig- 
nificant impact  on  a  company  the  size 
of,  say,  a  major  motor  company,  a 
multibillion-dollar  corporation? 

The  CEO's  of  some  companies  make 
$250,000  a  week.  So  how  great  of  a  de- 
terrent will  it  be  to  a  big  corporation  if 
their  total  punitive  damages  is 
$250,000?  That  is  what  they  pay  their 
CEO  for  1  week. 

So  why  did  I  choose  the  compensa- 
tion packages  of  the  CEO's  of  these 
large  companies?  Because  I  believe 
that  unless  executive  compensation  is 
ruinously  disproportionate  to  the  re- 
sources of  the  company— and  that  is 
seldom  the  case — twice  that  compensa- 
tion package  will  not  be  so  large  that 
it  will  cause  the  company  to  close.  No 
one  can  argue  that  a  multibillion-dol- 
lar corporation  that  pays  its  CEO,  say, 
$6  million  a  year  is  going  to  close  its 
doors  because  a  punitive  damage  award 
comes  to  $10  million  or  2  years'  salary. 

The  other  reason  I  have  chosen  exec- 
utive compensation  is  because  it  is 
something  that  is  entirely  within  the 
control  and  discretion  of  the  compa- 
ny's management.  And  it  also  takes 
into  account  the  cash  flow  of  the  com- 
pany. It  is,  therefore,  more  fair  than  a 
system  based  on  the  total  assets  of  the 
company  which  may  be  fixed  produc- 
tive resources. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  read  a  few  ex- 
amples of  the  compensation  packages 
m  a  few  of  the  major  corporations. 
This  is  from  the  recent  issue  of  Forbes 
Magazine  in  the  May  22  issue.  The 
cover  says  "Pigging  it  up:  Corporate 
management  who  subdues  their  direc- 
tors into  submission."  In  this  issue  it 
says  800  chief  executives  are  paid  $1.3 
million  per  year.  That  would  be  one  of 
the  lower  ones.  Some  of  them  are  ex- 
tremely high.  I  am  just  going  to  read  a 
few.  These  are  some  of  the  companies 
that  may  be  involved  in  the  potential 
lawsuit  we  are  talking  about  here. 

Here  is  the  compensation  of  the  CEO 
of  General  Electric:  $8.6  million  per 
year.  Let  us  see  now;  that  would  come 
out  to  be  about  $300,000  every  2  weeks, 
or  about  $600,000  a  month.  So  you  can 
see.  if  General  Electric  were  to  make  a 
product  that  they  knew  consciously, 
flagrantly  disregarded  the  safety  of 
others — and  this  was  proven  in  a  court 
of  law  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence— under  the  bill  before  us,  they 
get  $250,000.  or  twice  the  compensatory 
damages.  Well,  as  I  showed  you,  the 
CEO  makes  almost  $250,000  a  week.  So 
what  kind  of  a  deterrent  is  that  going 
to  be? 


Here  is  Trinity  Industries.  The  CEO 
there  makes  $6.2  million  a  year.  That  is 
about  $250,000  every  couple  of  weeks. 

Here  is  Morton  International,  where 
the  CEO  makes  $7.5  million  a  year. 

Here  is  Chrysler,  where  the  CEO,  Mr. 
Eaton,  makes  $6.2  million  a  year. 

Here  is  Premark  International.  I  do 
not  even  know  what  they  do.  They  pay 
their  CEO  $12,121  million  a  year.  Well, 
let  us  see,  that  is  a  million  dollars  a 
month.  That  is  $250,000  a  week,  I  guess. 
So  if  Premark  consciously,  flagrantly 
made  a  product  in  disregard  of  the 
health  and  safety  of  others  and  were 
sued  and  taken  to  court,  and  that  was 
proved  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence, one  of  the  highest  standards, 
they  could  have  their  damages  capped 
for  a  figure  as  low  as  what  their  CEO 
makes  in  1  week. 

Do  you  think  that  is  a  deterrent? 
That  is  not  a  deterrent  at  all.  They 
would  laugh  that  off. 

Here  is  Colgate-Palmolive.  Mr.  Mark 
makes  $13,460  million  a  year  as  the 
CEO.  I  think  you  get  the  picture. 

Here  is  Mattel  Toys.  Their  CEO 
makes  $7.6  million  per  year.  Yet.  we 
are  going  to  say  that  some  kid  who  got 
injured  by  a  toy.  permanently  disabled 
for  life — and  again,  let  us  think  again; 
is  it  just  some  kid  who  got  hurt  by  a 
toy  because  they  were  misusing  it?  No, 
they  have  to  go  to  court  and  prove  that 
the  company  flagrantly  and  con- 
sciously disregarded  the  safety  of  that 
child  in  making  that  toy.  It  has  to  be 
not  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
but  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence,  a 
higher  standard.  After  all  that,  we  will 
slap  their  hands  and  cap  the  punitive 
damages  at  a  small  fraction  of  their 
company's  worth. 

So.  again,  I  think.  Mr.  President,  you 
get  the  picture.  There  are  800  compa- 
nies here  I  am  not  going  to  run 
through  them  all.  Again.  I  am  not  men- 
tioning these  companies  because  I  want 
to  cast  aspersion  on  these  companies.  I 
have  nothing  against  them.  In  fact, 
they  are  probably  pretty  decent,  good 
companies.  I  have  had  dealings  with 
some  of  them  before.  I  am  sure  they 
want  to  be  good  citizens  and  want  to 
employ  people,  and  they  want  to  make 
our  country  great.  I  am  not  saying 
these  companies  are  bad.  I  am  just 
using  this  as  an  example  of  the  kinds  of 
compensation  they  pay  their  CEOs. 

Again,  my  amendment  says  that  if 
you  go  through  all  of  these  hoops  and 
you  get  punitive  damages,  we  are  going 
to  cap  it  just  at  twice  the  annual  com- 
pensation of  the  CEO.  Mr.  President, 
here  is  an  article  from  the  Tampa. 
Florida.  Tribune.  April  13.  I  want  to 
read  the  first  couple  of  paragraphs.  It 
says: 

The  Nations  corporate  chief  executives 
find  their  Jobs  an  enriching  experience  these 
days.  "Greed  clearly  is  back  in  style."  says 
Robert  Mongs.  a  principal  of  Lenz.  Inc..  an 
activist  investment  fund  in  Washington. 

There  is  almost  a  feeling  among  CEO's 
that  the  money  is  there  to  be  taken. 


If  these  companies  want  to  pay  their 
CEO's  $12  million  a  year,  or  $7  million 
a  year,  that  is  their  business.  I  believe 
it  is  our  business  as  lawmakers  charged 
with  responsibility  to  provide  for  the 
general  welfare  of  our  people. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  the  word  "wel- 
fare" appears  twice  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  Most  people  do 
not  know  that.  It  first  appears  in  the 
Preamble  of  the  Constitution,  which  is 
part  of  the  Constitution,  where  it  lays 
out  the  reasons  for  the  Constitution. 
One  of  the  reasons  is  to  promote  the 
general  welfare.  It  does  not  say  stand 
back  and  let  the  States  do  it.  It 
charges  Congress  with  promoting  the 
general  welfare  of  our  people. 

Then  in  article  I,  section  8.  which 
lays  out  the  duties  and  responsibilities 
of  Congress  to  lay  and  impose  duties 
and  customs,  to  regulate  the  Army  and 
Navy— it  has  a  whole  list— to  regulate 
commerce,  a  whole  list  of  things  that 
Congress  is  specifically  charged  to  do. 
in  article  I.  section  8. 

One  of  those  is  to  provide  for  the 
common  welfare  of  the  people.  That  is 
our  responsibility.  We  are  charged  by 
that  when  we  raise  our  hand  and  swear 
our  oath  to  uphold  and  defend  the  Con- 
stitution. 

The  Constitution  says  clearly  that 
we  are  to  provide  for  the  general  wel- 
fare. In  providing  for  the  general  wel- 
fare, we  want  to  make  sure  that  peo- 
ple — average  citizens  of  this  country- 
have  the  assurance  that  when  they  buy 
a  product,  consume  a  product,  or  use  a 
product,  when  they  travel  on  our  high- 
ways, that  they  can  be  reasonably  cer- 
tain that  what  they  are  using,  what 
they  are  buying,  what  they  are  con- 
suming, is  not  going  to  harm  them. 
That  is  our  responsibility. 

That  is  why  we  pass  safety  and 
health  laws.  That  is  why  we  put  stop- 
lights on  our  intersections.  Now  a  stop- 
light, Mr.  President,  restricts  my  free- 
dom. I  want  to  go  down  that  street.  I 
do  not  want  to  stop  at  a  stoplight  but 
that  stoplight  restricts  my  freedom  of 
movement.  We  have  decided  for  the 
public  safety  that  we  will  regulate  the 
now  of  traffic  and  we  put  up  stoplights. 

That  is  why  we  have  food  inspection 
laws.  That  is  why  we  have  all  kinds  of 
safety  laws.  And  that  is  another  reason 
why  we  have  left  untouched  in  our 
country  for  these  200-plus  years  the 
common  law  that  we  inherited  from 
Great  Britain  that  goes  back  over  600 
years,  the  concept  of  tort  feasor,  the 
concept  that  someone  must  take  due 
care  and  concern  that  his  actions  do 
not  harm  others.  If  those  actions  do 
harm  others,  I  am  held  accountable 
and  responsible. 

I  believe  it  promotes  responsibility. 
It  makes  people  think  twice  about 
their  actions  and  about  what  we  make, 
how  we  act,  and  what  we  do.  That  is 
why  I  find  this  bill  before  the  Senate  so 
out  of  step  with  what  we  have  been 
doing  for  600  years  and  so  out  of  line 
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with  what  we  in  our  offices  and  in  our 
speeches  say  we  want.  We  want  people 
to  act  responsibly.  We  say  if  someone 
is  not  responsible  we  want  them  held 
accountable. 

In  the  bill  as  it  is,  a  corporation 
could  make  something,  hurt  somebody. 
As  I  pointed  out,  they  could  be  maimed 
for  life.  How  are  they  held  accountable 
in  terms  of  deterrence  and  punitive 
damages  if  we  have  these  low  caps? 

I  believe  that  is  a  modest  amend- 
ment. It  is  not  going  to  bust  any  com- 
pany. There  is  no  company— no  com- 
pany in  this  magazine,  not  one  com- 
pany— could  say  that  if  they  had  to 
give  up  2  years  of  their  CEO's  com- 
pensation, that  they  will  go  broke.  If 
they  are.  their  board  of  directors  will 
fire  everybody  running  that  company. 

I  believe  that  at  least  2  years  of  com- 
pensation of  what  a  CEO  makes  could 
be  a  deterrent  to  that  company  in 
terms  of  their  future  actions.  Cer- 
tainly. $250,000  is  not  a  deterrent. 

Does  any  person  think  that  a  com- 
pany with  the  resources  to  pay  one  per- 
son $12  million  a  year  would  flinch 
from  paying  even  $1  million  in  punitive 
damages?  Some  of  the  individuals 
make  as  much  money  as  the  salaries  of 
all  the  U.S.  Senators  combined,  and  no 
one  thinks  we  are  undercompensated 
here. 

We  all  agree  with  the  Dole  propor- 
tionality of  punitive  damages  award.  It 
ought  to  be  apportioned  to  the  dam- 
ages caused  and  the  pain  and  suffering 
and  the  injury  to  the  person.  It  also 
ought  to  be  apportioned  to  the  re- 
sources of  the  person  or  the  company 
that  caused  that  injury.  This  goal  of 
proportionality  has  been  served  for 
centuries  by  the  jury  system,  under  the 
watchful  eye  of  a  judge. 

Mr  President.  I  must  also  say  that 
this  bill  surprises  me.  Many  of  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  bill  keep  talking  about 
returning  power  to  the  local  level.  It 
does  not  get  any  more  local  than  put- 
ting a  decision  in  the  hands  of  a  jury  of 
one's  peers.  These  are  not  people  who 
ran  for  office.  These  are  not  people  who 
went  through  years  of  law  school  or 
other  special  training  for  their  jobs. 

The  people  who  the  proponents  of 
this  bill  apparently  think  can  appar- 
ently no  longer  be  trusted  to  come  up 
with  fair  verdicts  are  good  citizens,  the 
ones  who  serve  on  juries,  pay  their 
taxes,  and  go  to  the  polls. 

Now  we  are  being  told  by  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  bill,  'We  cannot  trust 
you."  Well,  considering  that  everyone 
here  was  put  here  by  those  same  citi- 
zens who  sit  on  the  juries,  how  can  we 
now  doubt  their  wisdom?  Juries,  by  and 
large,  are  fair  and  come  up  with  rea- 
sonable verdicts.  And  they  have  been 
doing  it  since  the  dawn  of  our  democ- 
racy. 

What  is  it  about  juries  that  now 
makes  them  constantly  make  these  so- 
called  foolish  decisions  that  the  bill's 
proponents  have  been  reading?  Will  the 


proponents  of  this  bill  say  that  the 
people  who  serve  on  juries  are  igno- 
rant? If  so.  stand  up  and  say  so.  Will 
the  proponents  of  this  bill  say  that  the 
people  who  serve  on  juries  are  easily 
misled?  If  so.  let  them  stand  up  and  say 
so.  Do  the  proponents  of  this  bill  say 
that  the  people  who  serve  on  juries 
lack  common  sense  or  they  have  no 
sense  of  fairness?  If  so.  let  them  get  up 
and  say  so.  Do  the  proponents  of  this 
bill  say  that  a  jury  cannot  look  at  a 
person  who  has  had  a  serious  injury 
and  then  go  on  to  decide  that  the  prod- 
uct that  was  involved  was  not  neg- 
ligently manufactured?  Do  the  pro- 
ponents say  that?  If  they  believe  so.  let 
them  get  up  and  say  it. 

The  facts  are  just  the  opposite.  In 
fact,  juries  decide  against  plaintiffs 
about  half  the  time.  Juries  have  had  a 
long  track  record  in  dispensing  wis- 
dom, a  record  about  three  or  four  times 
as  long  as  the  U.S.  Senate. 

I  find  it  very  interesting  that  the 
proponents  of  this  legislation,  some  of 
them  are  the  strongest  voices  about  re- 
turning government  to  the  local  level, 
giving  power  back  to  the  local  level. 
There  is  nothing  more  local  than  a  jury 
of  your  peers.  Now  the  prop)onents  of 
this  bill  are  saying.  "We  cannot  trust 
you  to  make  these  kind  of  decisions. 
We  will  take  it  out  of  your  hands." 

As  far  ais  I  know,  there  is  nothing 
more  fair,  there  is  nothing  that  dis- 
penses wisdom  and  justice  more  evenly, 
than  juries  of  our  peers.  I  may  not 
agree  with  every  jury  verdict.  Some- 
times I  believe  a  jury  makes  a  mistake. 
But  I  was  not  sitting  there.  I  did  not 
listen  to  all  the  testimony.  I  was  not 
able  to  weigh  all  the  pros  and  cons. 

So  what  I  read  in  the  paper  may 
upset  me.  I  can  honestly  say  that  there 
are  times  when  I  have  heard  oi  jury  de- 
cisions that  make  me  mad.  But  then 
after  I  dig  into  it.  find  out  about  it, 
and  read  more  about  it,  then  I  find  out 
why  the  jury  reached  the  decision  they 
did. 

So  juries  are  not  ignorant  Juries  are 
our  neighbors,  our  relatives,  our 
friends,  the  people  who  put  Members  in 
this  body  in  the  first  place. 

All  I  say.  Mr.  President,  is  that  I 
have  opposed  caps  on  damages,  but  if 
we  are  going  to  have  a  cap.  and  this 
bill  says  we  are  going  to  have  a  cap.  let 
it  at  least  be  high  enough  that  punitive 
damages  can  serve  their  purpose  to 
deter  truly  heinous  actions  by  the  larg- 
est companies  in  this  country. 

We  should  not  make  it  so  that  they 
would  be  so  high  as  to  bankrupt  a  com- 
pany. We  should  not  make  it  so  that  it 
would  put  small  businesses  out.  That  is 
why  I  have  exempted  those  businesses 
of  less  than  25  employees. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  I  have 
offered  accomplishes  that  fine  balance 
and  the  balance  of  deterrence,  punitive 
damages  high  enough  to  really  deter 
that  kind  of  action  in  the  future.  Not 
high  enough  to  bankrupt  the  company. 
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And  not  so  low  as  in  this  bill  as  to 
where  companies  will  just  laugh  it  off. 
Just  laugh  it  off— $250,000. 

Now,  I  know  the  proponents  of  the 
bill  will  say,  well,  the  judge  can  raise 
the  $250,000  if  he  wants.  True.  But  then 
the  defendant  can  say,  well.  I  do  not 
like  it.  I  want  to  go  back  to  another 
trial  and  go  right  back  to  the  process 
again.  And  again  these  multibillion- 
dollar  corporations  will  get  to  write 
off.  of  course,  all  the  attorney's  fees 
and  expenses  as  an  ordinary  business 
expense,  and  we  taxpayers  pick  that 
up.  They  go  right  back  through  the 
process  again.  Thus,  the  cycle  just 
keeps  going.  So  really  what  we  really 
have  in  this  bill  is  a  $250,000  cap.  That 
is  not  enough  to  be  a  deterrence. 

I  believe  this  amendment  will  be  a 
deterrence.  I  believe  it  is  fair,  and  I  be- 
lieve It  is  reasonable. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  assumes  the  ques- 
tion of  deterrence,  misconstrues  the 
actual  impact  of  punitive  damages,  and 
totally  misstates  the  provision  that  he 
purports  to  amend.  There  is  no  $250,000 
punitive  damage  cap.  In  the  case  of  se- 
rious injuries,  for  anything  other  than 
the  small  business,  which  is  exempted 
both  in  the  bill  and  in  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa,  for  anything 
other  than  a  small  business,  the  cap  is 
$250,000  only  if  the  damages  to  the 
plaintiff  are  minimal.  In  the  cases  re- 
pcctuediy  ciued  oy  uhe  Senator  from 
Iowa,  the  mdividual  maimed  for  life — 
that  was  the  last  quotation  I  remem- 
ber— it  is  obvious  that  the  economic 
damages  to  that  individual  together 
with  the  award  for  pain  and  suffering, 
unlimited  by  any  feature  of  this  bill, 
added  together  and  multiplied  by  two 
is  infinitely  greater  than  $250,000. 

Every  week  in  the  United  States  we 
have  compensatory  damage  awards 
well  up  into  the  millions  of  dollars,  and 
in  each  of  those  cases,  except  for  the 
very,  very  small  business,  the  maxi- 
mum award  of  punitive  damages  on  the 
part  of  the  jury  under  the  bill  as  it  ex- 
ists now  is  twice  whatever  those  dam- 
ages are.  The  $250,000  figure  was  only 
put  back  into  this  proposal  to  say  that 
you  could  go  that  high  in  case  of  a  jury 
award  for  actual  damages  that  was  ex- 
tremely small.  And.  Mr.  President,  if  a 
claimant  goes  all  the  way  through  a 
trial  and  proves  that  his  or  her  dam- 
ages are  only  $10,000,  why  should  we 
allow  a  $4  million  punitive  damage 
award?  That  is.  of  course,  the  essence 
of  what  this  debate  is  about. 

Moreover,  even  the  figure  twice  the 
sum  of  economic  and  noneconomic  or 
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pain  and  suffering  damages  contained 
in  the  bill  has  an  exception  pursuant  to 
which  the  judge  can  increase  that 
award,  if  the  judge  finds  the  conduct  of 
the  defendant  to  be  as  egregious  as  the 
description  propounded  to  us  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  I  have  said  that  this 
bill  in  its  final  form  will  not  contain 
any  automatic  new  trial  right  for  a  de- 
fendant in  any  such  cases. 

So.  Mr.  President,  the  present  bill 
that  we  are  being  asked  to  vote  on  does 
not  have  any  ultimate  cap  at  all  on  pu- 
nitive damages  in  that  extraordinarily 
rare  case  in  which  a  judge  felt  that  a 
very,  very  high  such  award  was  appro- 
priate. So  the  Senator  from  Iowa  is 
wrong  that  a  badly  injured,  maimed  in- 
dividual is  not  going  to  have  a  $250,000 
cap  on  punitive  damages  when  an  in- 
jury was  caused  by  the  deliberate  acts 
or  the  outrageous  acts  of  the  large  cor- 
poration. In  fact,  thai  individual  is  not 
going  to  be  subject  to  any  cap  at  all  if 
he  or  she  can  prove  the  kind  of  case 
which  was  given  us  here  as  this  horror 
story.  But  what  we  are  doing  in  this 
bill  is  to  provide  some  remote  connec- 
tion between  the  actual  losses  an  indi- 
vidual suffers  and  how  much  can  be 
added  to  that  amount  by  a  jury  acting 
without  any  rules  or  instructions  what- 
soever. It  is  neither  more  nor  less  than 
that. 

We  should  not  have  the  legal  system 
of  the  United  States  of  America  as  a 
national  lottery  where,  under  certain 
circumstances  with  a  handful  of  juries 
in  modest  cases  with  almost  no  dam- 
ages, the  lottery  can  create  a  bonanza 
partly  for  an  individual  but  basically. 
this  is  what  the  debate  is  all  about — for 
the  lawyer  class  in  this  country  who 
find  these  actions  to  bring. 

More  fuuuainentally.  and  we  have  not 
gotten  back  to  this  point  recently  in 
this  debate,  and  I  speak  not  just  of  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  but 
of  all  of  the  opponents  of  this  bill,  none 
has  shown  that  their  slogans  about  de- 
terrence have  any  true  meaning.  No 
single  study  has  ever  shown  that  puni- 
tive damages,  the  lottery  of  a  huge  pu- 
nitive damage  award,  has  any  real  ef- 
fect on  deterrence  or  on  safety. 

I  am  astounded  that  a  Member  of  this 
body  who  believes  so  firmly  in  the  pres- 
ence of  government  in  our  life  and  of 
its  regulatory  capacities  has  so  little 
faith  in  the  ability  of  all  of  the  stat- 
utes of  the  United  States  and  of  all  of 
the  statutes  of  the  States  dealing  with 
safety  in  the  production  of  products  to 
cause  them  actually  to  be  safe.  We 
passed  measures  on  automobile  safety. 
on  toy  safety,  and  on  all  other  kinds  of 
product  safety,  and  on  the  way  in 
which  we  license  drugs  and  the  way  in 
which  we  build  airplanes  to  see  to  it 
that  they  are  safe  and  effective.  Yet. 
apparently,  according  to  the  opponents 
of  this  bill,  nothing  would  be  safe  in 
America  if  we  did  not  have  unlimited 
punitive  damages.  That  is  the  only  way 


we  can  see  to  it  that  corporations  be- 
have, that  we  can  have  a  reasonable  so- 
ciety. 

Mr.  President,  retired  Justice  Powell 
said— and  I  paraphrase  him  but  I  agree 
with  him— the  jury  system  of  litigation 
taken  as  a  whole  is  the  most  irrational 
method  of  business  regulation  imag- 
inable. 

It  is  not  a  criticism  of  a  particular 
jury  to  say  so.  Mr.  President.  That  jury 
deals  with  a  single  instance.  It  does  not 
know  what  other  instances  there  are  in 
many  cases.  The  Congress  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  the  legislatures  of  the  sev- 
eral States,  when  they  determine  on 
regulation,  determine  it  on  the  basis  of 
all  of  the  evidence,  of  all  of  the  weigh- 
ing of  how  much  we  want  to  encourage 
certain  kinds  of  production  and  what 
kind  of  cautions  we  put  on  them.  This 
is  the  way  in  which  the  job  is  done. 

No  study  shows  that  punitive  dam- 
ages do  anything  other  than  have  an 
utterly  irrational  impact  of  telling 
many  companies  it  is  not  worthwhile 
going  into  a  new  line  of  business — it  is 
not  worthwhile,  as  one  of  our  major 
companies  has  said,  to  try  to  go  into 
the  business  of  finding  a  new  drug 
which  helps  AIDS.  We  cannot  make 
enough  money  on  it  to  risk  that  lot- 
tery that  some  lawyer  someplace  will 
persuade  some  jury  to  whack  us  with  a 
$25  million  punitive  damage  award. 

So  we  have  had  dozens  of  companies 
get  out  of  the  business  of  producing  the 
vaccine  against  whooping  cough.  Is 
that  a  triumph  of  the  American  sys- 
tem, that  the  cost  of  whooping  cough 
vaccine  has  gone  up  500  percent  and 
only  one  or  two  companies  are  even 
willing  to  make  it? 

Is  it  a  triumph  of  the  American  sys- 
tem that  18  of  the  20  companies  that 
used  to  manufacture  football  helmets 
are  not  in  the  business  anymore  be- 
cause it  just  simply  is  not  worthwhile? 
Is  it  a  vindication  of  the  American  sys- 
tem that  a  large  company  which  pro- 
duces plastic  piping  for  heart  implants, 
on  which  it  might  possibly  make  $1 
million  in  a  several-year  period,  has 
paid  close  to  40  times  that  in  defending 
successfully  product  liability  actions, 
and  looks  at  the  bottom  line  and  says. 
what  in  the  world  are  we  doing  this 
for?  Why  should  we  produce  this  par- 
ticular product?  Those  legal  fees  ad- 
here to  defendants  who  win  just  as 
much  as  they  do  to  those  who  lose.  And 
when  the  company  says  it  is  just  cost- 
ing us  too  much,  we  will  abandon  this 
line  of  research;  we  will  abandon  this 
product;  the  American  people  are  not 
benefited.  Who  is  benefited?  A  tiny 
handful  of  lucky  players  and  a  larger 
group  of  trial  lawyers. 

So  what  we  do  in  this  bill,  much 
more  modestly  than  I  would  prefer,  is 
to  say  at  least  in  the  great  bulk  of 
cases  there  ought  to  be  some  relation- 
ship to  how  badly  the  plaintiff  or 
claimant  is  actually  damaged  and  what 
the   maximum   punitive   damages   are. 


Let  there  be  a  ratio.  If  in  fact  the  indi- 
vidual is  maimed  for  life,  then  they  are 
going  to  be  entitled  to  huge  punitive 
damages.  But  if  in  fact  they  are  dam- 
aged $10,000  or  $500.  why  should  they 
win  the  lottery  when  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  this  does  anything  but  to 
constrict  our  economy? 

I  say  once  again,  the  State  imme- 
diately adjacent  to  the  State  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  Nebraska,  like  my 
own  State  of  Washington,  just  does  not 
have  punitive  damages  in  the  kind  of 
cases  we  are  talking  about  here.  It  does 
not  allow  them  at  all.  Why?  Because 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
protects  anyone  accused  of  a  crime. 
They  have  fifth  amendment  rights.  The 
case  against  them  has  to  be  proven  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt.  There  is  a 
maximum  sentence.  But  those  who  up)- 
hold  those  constitutional  protections 
as  fundamental  to  our  system  of  jus- 
tice say,  oh,  no,  but  a  civil  jury  can 
punish  without  any  limitation  or  with- 
out any  guidelines  whatsoever,  ration- 
ally or  totally  or  temporarily.  There 
just  is  no  connection  between  those 
two. 

Moreover,  there  is  also  no  relation- 
ship at  all  between  the  responsibility 
of  business  enterprises,  the  safety  with 
which  they  build  their  products,  that  is 
related  to  whether  or  not  they  operate 
in  a  State  which  has  punitive  damages 
or  one  which  bans  punitive  damages. 
Not  a  scintilla  of  evidence,  not  any  in- 
stance has  been  imparted  to  this  body 
that  oh.  boy,  we  better  keep  punitive 
damages  because  look  at  how  irrespon- 
sible companies  are  that  operate  in  Ne- 
braska or  Washington  or  one  of  the 
other  States.  Not  a  peep.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, about  that. 

The  bottom  line  is  we  are  dealing 
with  a  system  that  is  a  great  system 
for  a  handful  of  lawyers  in  this  coun- 
try. They  and  their  sidekicks  get  60 
percent  of  all  of  the  money  that  goes 
into  this  product  liability  system. 
Claimants  get  40  percent  of  it.  We  want 
to  make  it  a  little  bit  more  rational. 

The  Harkin  amendment  does  not 
make  it  more  rational.  The  Harkin 
amendment  does  not  even  recognize 
the  nature  of  the  $250,000  cap.  which 
does  not  apply  to  anything  he  talked 
about,  or  the  fact  that  there  is  no  cap 
at  all  when  the  judge  finds  that  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  has  been  par- 
ticularly egregious,  and  the  Harkin 
amendment  should  therefore  be  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROFT).  The  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
not  only  do  I  agree  with  everything 
that  my  able  colleague  from  the  State 
of  Washington  has  said,  the  Harkin 
amendment  adds  a  new  section  to  the 
bill  for  setting  punitive  damages 
against  businesses  with  25  or  more  em- 
ployees. It  has  to  be  greater  than  the 
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amount  recorded  or  using  a  formula 
laid  out  in  the  compromise  bill  which 
is  twice  compensatory  damages  or 
$250,000,  whichever  is  greater,  or  twice 
the  value  of  annual  compensation  of 
the  business'  chief  executive  officer 

Well,  that  last  one  obviously  is  an 
eye-catcher,  ear-catcher.  It  sounds  in- 
nocent enough— and  fun.  It  is  kind  of 
fun.  cute.  But  we  are  on  a  deadly  seri- 
ous bill.  The  people  who  voted  today  to 
make  sure  that  we  would  continue  to 
discuss  and  amend  product  liability  re- 
form were  not  trying  to  have  fun  with 
this. 

We  have  been  on  this  bill  for  several 
weeks  now.  I  have  been  doing  this  for  9 
years.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Washington  has  been  doing  it 
for  longer  than  that.  There  is  nothing 
in  any  of  my  efforts  to  sort  of  do  some- 
thing to  amuse  myself,  enjoy  myself.  I 
am  trying  to  make  America  better.  I 
am  trying  to  help  defendants  who  can- 
not get  their  claims  in  time.  I  am  help- 
ing to  make  things  more  predictable 
for  businesses  so  we  can  strike  a  bal- 
ance between  consumers  and  business. 

One  thing  this  is  not  is  just  kind  of 
fun.  When  I  say  it  is  deadly  serious,  I 
mean  deadly  serious  because  I  truly  be- 
lieve there  are  products  not  being  de- 
veloped today  which  could  save  lives, 
and  that  people  are  dying  because  that 
is  not  happening. 

There  are  a  couple  of  facts  which  I 
think  are  relevant.  There  is  not  a 
$250,000  cap  in  the  Gorton-Rockefeller 
compromise  on  product  liability  re- 
form, as  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Iowa.  There  is  not  that  cap. 

I  suggest  to  those  who  do  read  the 
bill,  in  product  liability  cases,  if  the 
jury  agrees  that  the  punitive  damages 
should  be  awarded,  the  jury  can.  and 
under  the  bill  punitive  damages  will, 
set  an  alternative  ceiling  of  $250,000,  or 
twice  the  amount  of  compensatory 
damages.  And  then  the  judge,  under 
the  additur  provision,  decides  if  that  is 
not  enough,  to  take  it  up.  So  there  is 
no  floor 

We  are  not  talking  about  treating 
people  unfairly.  In  fact.  I  think  we  are 
trying  to  talk,  for  the  first  time  in  a 
long  time,  about  treating  people  fairly. 

To  highlight  some  more  information 
about  the  suggestion  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  that  there  is  any  sort  of  spe- 
cial protection  for  businesses  which  are 
tempted  to  make  defective  or  unsafe 
products,  everybody  needs  to  remember 
that  juries  under  our  bill  can  award 
compensatory  damages  in  amounts 
that  span  from  hundreds  of  dollars  to 
millions  and  millions  of  dollars. 

I  have  made  this  point  several  times, 
but  I  will  make  it  again  and  I  will  give 
you  a  few  more  examples  this  time.  I 
have  already  talked  about  the  State  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  not  even 
considering  punitive  damages  at  all, 
and  within  the  last  5  or  6  weeks  there 
was  an  award  of  $40  million.  I  have  no 
idea  what  the  circumstances  were.  But 


that  was  economic  plus  noneconomic— 
compensatory  damages,  $40  million. 

You  do  not  need  punitive  damages  to 
get  a  big  award.  I  am  for  the  punitive 
damages,  but  you  do  not  need  them  to 
get  major  awards 

There  was  a  $70  million  compen- 
satory award,  again,  not  even  consider- 
ing punitive,  to  the  family  of  a  woman 
who  died  when  a  defective  helicopter 
crashed— in,  as  it  turns  out,  Missouri. 
But  that  did  not  stop  the  jury  from 
awarding  $70  million.  So  we  are  not 
kidding  here.  We  are  not  doing  any- 
thing fun  here. 

There  was  a  $15  million  compen- 
satory award — again,  not  even  consid- 
ering punitive  damages;  but  a  compen- 
satory award — to  a  boy  in  a  case  in- 
volving a  defective  seat  belt.  Now,  I  do 
not  know  the  circumstances.  This  was 
in  Los  Angeles  County,  1993.  I  do  not 
know  the  circumstances,  but  this  is 
just  compensatory  award. 

Almost  $20  million,  Mr.  President,  in 
compensatory  damages  was  awarded  to 
a  man  injured  in  some  circumstances 
in  which  a  motorcycle  spun  around  on 
the  ground  during  a  turn.  My  elo- 
quence cannot  exceed  that,  unfortu- 
nately, because  I  do  not  know  what  it 
was.  But  the  man  was  injured  by  a  mo- 
torcycle and  got  almost  $20  million— I 
say  again,  in  compensatory  damages 
alone. 

So  there  is  no  kind  of  joking  around 
here.  We  are  trying  to  do  the  right 
thing. 

I  might  say,  on  the  other  side  of  it^— 
and  I  do  not  want  to  stretch  this  outr- 
that  there  are  a  lot  of  things  that  are 
not  happening  in  this  country  because 
of  the  fact  that  our  punitive  damages 
situation  is  scaring  people  away  from 
new  products,  new  research,  new  im- 
provements, or  whatever. 

I  have  used  this  case  before  and  I  will 
use  it  again,  because  I  think  it  is  dev- 
aistatingly  powerful. 

I  care  a  lot  about  health  care  and  I 
have  worked  a  lot  on  health  care.  I 
have  been  into  kidney  dialysis  clinics. 
They  are  not  a  lot  of  fun  to  go  into. 
The  former  Governor  of  Missouri 
knows  what  I  am  talking  about,  the 
Presiding  Officer.  It  is  kind  of  dark  and 
people  are  lying  back  in  chairs,  and 
their  blood  is  being  completely 
changed.  It  is  kind  of  depressing  to  be 
there.  I  do  not  think  they  enjoy  it 
much.  Nobody  is  talking  to  anybody 
else.  They  cannot  work.  They  are  tied 
into  these  huge  machines  which  rise  up 
beside  them  and  behind  them. 

This  was  carried  a  little  step  further 
and  they  developed  a  dialysis  machine 
that  you  could  take  home  with  you  so 
that  if  you  worked  within  2  or  3  miles, 
or  4  or  5  miles  away,  you  could  come 
home  to  that  dialysis  machine,  do  it 
yourself  and  then  go  back  to  work.  It 
was  a  tremendous  improvement,  be- 
cause you  could  go  back  to  work,  if 
your  work  was  close  enough  so  that 
you  could  come  back  two  or  three 
times  to  do  that. 


But  then  Union  Carbide  comes  along 
and  really  comes  up  with  the  answer. 
They  put  the  whole  thing  into  a  suit- 
case-sized dialysis  machine  that  you 
can  take  to  your  job  with  you  and  do 
the  dialysis  on  the  job. 

My  15-year-old  son  has  one  of  his  best 
friends  who,  a  couple  of  years  ago,  we 
discovered  had  diabetes.  That  is  not  a 
lot  of  fun  for  a  young  kid  to  find  some- 
thing like  that  out.  I  cannot  get  over 
the  way  that  young  man,  12  years  old 
at  the  time,  simply  adjusted  to  his  new 
circumstances  and  was  able  to  give 
himself  insulin;  just  disappear  for  a  few 
minutes  and  do  it.  His  courage — he  ac- 
tually grew,  grew  in  my  eyes,  and  I 
think  he  grew  in  his  own  realization  in 
the  sense  of  mortality  and  what  he 
could  do  and  how  precious  everything 
was.  He  is  a  remarkable  boy.  In  fact,  I 
think  his  aunt  is  Madeleine  Albright, 
our  Ambassador  to  the  United  Na- 
tions— a  wonderful  boy. 

But  Union  Carbide,  when  they  came 
up  with  this  same  kind  of  you-can-do- 
it-right-on-the-spot  kidney  dialysis 
machine,  had  to  sell  their  business  to  a 
foreign  company  where  uniform  prod- 
uct liability  laws  did  not  give  the  same 
litigation  potential  because  Union  Car- 
bide, an  enormous  company,  deter- 
mined that  the  potential  liability  risk 
made  the  product  uneconomical. 

So  I  have  to  assume  there  are  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people  who  need 
these  blood  changes  in  this  country 
who  are  deprived  of  that  now  because 
Union  Carbide  could  not  do  that. 

I  have  20  examples.  I  will  not  give 
them.  It  is  late. 

So  I  know  that  the  amendment  has 
sort  of  a  nice,  populist  ring  to  it — 
CEO's  salary.  But  this  is  dead-serious 
business  that  we  are  involved  in 

Product  liability  reform  is  something 
I  have  fought  for  as  a  nonlawyer  be- 
cause I  want  to  see  people's  lives  get 
better  and  I  want  to  see  products  devel- 
oped and  I  want  to  see — just  on  per- 
sonal grounds,  my  mother  spent  years 
dying  from  Alzheimer's  disease.  There 
is  a  cure  out  there,  but  somebody  has 
to  put  the  money  up  to  find  that  cure. 
It  is  probably  not  going  to  be  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  because  we  are  cut- 
ting back. 

So  all  of  this  is  deadly  serious.  This 
is  not  a  bill  that  should  be  used  to  beat 
up  on  business.  This  is  a  bill  that 
should  be  used  to  beat  up  on  a  legal 
system  which  is  failing  us  and,  as  the 
Senator  from  Washington  said,  in 
which  the  lawyers  get  50  to  70  percent 
of  the  money.  I  do  not  respect  that.  I 
do  not  like  that.  I  want  to  change  that. 

And  for  that,  among  other  reasons,  I 
oppose  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 
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MORNING  BUSINESS  Obviously,  this  is  no  longer  the  case        Next  March,  the  Commission  on  the 

Mr.   GORTON.    Mr.    President.   I  ask     ^  America  is  coming  to  terms  with  a     Roles  and   Capabilities  of  the   United 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a     rapidly  changing  world.  And  having  a     States  Intelligence  Community— which 


business,   with   Senators  permitted   to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


period  for  the  transaction  of  morning  robust  and  effective  intelligence  com- 
munity is  an  indispensable  means  to 
that  end.  Timely  and  accurate  intel- 
ligence forms  the  foundation  of  our  for- 
eign policy  and  defines  the  threat  to 
U.S.  national  security  that  is — or 
should  be — the  basis  of  our  defense 
spending. 

Yet  with  the  end  of  the  cold  war, 
some  have  argued  that  the  CIA  is  a 
relic  which  has  outlived  its  usefulness, 
and  we  should  do  away  with  it.  I 
strongly  disagree  with  such  views.  In 
this  unprecedented  time  of  enormous 
change  and  uncertainty  in  the  world— 


NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  DEUTCH  TO 
BE  DIRECTOR  OF  CENTRAL  IN- 
TELLIGENCE [DCI] 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  nomination  of 
John  Deutch  to  become  Director  of 
Central   Intelligence  [DCI].   As  a  long- 


time   member    of    the    Senate    Armed 

Services    Committee.    I    have    enjoyed     as   the   on-going   problem   of  the   pro 

working  with  him  in  his  various  roles     liferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruc 


at  the  Department  of  Defense — and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  him  as 
DCI.  Dr.  Deutch  has  an  extremely  im- 
pressive resume,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  copy  of  his  biography  be 
included  in  the  Record  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr  President,  his  back- 
ground and  training  clearly  indicates 
that  Dr.  Deutch  brings  a  broad  back- 
ground to  the  DCI  position.  His  sci- 
entific background  makes  him  particu- 
larly prepared  to  deal  with  the  many, 
formidable  technical  issues  confronting 
the  Intelligence  Community  from  sat- 
ellites to  signals  intelligence  [SIGINT). 
Dr.  Deutch  also  brings  significant  ad- 
ministrative and  national  security  ex- 
pertise to  the  DCI  job  from  his  past  and 
current  senior  management  experi- 
ences at  the  Defense  Department.  His 
toughness  in  making  difficult  decisions 
and  his  knowledge  of.  and  experience 
in.  national  security  matters  will  make 
him  a  very  capable  manager  of  the  U.S. 
Intelligence  Community 

I  have  been  especially  pleased  with 
the  principal  purposes  Dr.  Deutch  has 
articulated  for  the  Intelligence  Com- 
munity: Striving  to  assure  that  the 
President  and  other  national  leaders 
have  the  best  information  available  be- 
fore making  decisions:  providing  ade- 
quate support  to  military  operations; 
the  need  for  intelligence  to  address  the 
growing  problems  of  international  ter- 


tion  and  recent  acts  of  terrorism  at 
home  and  around  the  world  clearly 
demonstrate,  our  need  for  the  intel- 
ligence community  and  a  robust  intel- 
ligence budget  is  greater  than  ever  be- 
fore. 

The  requirement  for  an  intelligence 
capability  is  by  no  means  a  cold  war 
aberration.  This  year,  we  are  celebrat- 
ing the  50th  anniversary  of  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  And  history  has  ulti- 
mately revealed  to  the  public  the  im- 
portant role  of  intelligence  in  that  war. 

Mr.  President,  like  all  veterans  of 
that  conflict,  the  50th  anniversary 
commemorations  of  specific  events  of 


was  initiated  by  this  committee  last 
year— will  issue  its  report,  including 
recommendations  to  reorganize  the  in- 
telligence community  in  the  post-cold- 
war  era.  While  I  look  forward  to  re- 
viewing the  Commission's  report,  I 
must  admit  that  1  have  been  somewhat 
skeptical  over  the  years  about  the  util- 
ity of  Government  by  "Blue  Ribbon 
Panel"— and  have  sought  to  educe  the 
number  of  such  commissions  through 
oversight  action  of  the  Senate  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee,  where  I  am 
now  the  ranking  member. 

As  Dr.  Deutch  assumes  his  duties  as 
DCI  and  he  perceives  significant  prob- 
lems— organizational  and  otherwise— 
that  are  impending  the  intelligence 
community's  ability  to  meet  its  re- 
quirements, I  sincerely  hope  that  he 
will  act  expeditiously  to  remedy  these 
problems  and  not  wait  for  the  Commis- 
sion's report  next  March. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleag^ues 
to  vote  in  support  of  Dr.  Deutch  as 
DCI. 

Exhibit  i 
John  M  Deutch 

The  Honorable  John  M.  Deutch  was  sworn 
in  as  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  on  11 
March  1994.  following  a  unanimous  vote  in 
the    Senate.    He    previously    served   as    the 


\r«^i,4  «•„„  TT  V,  ,  .        Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  and 

World  War  II  have  special  meaning  to     Technology)  from  15  April  1993  until  his  con- 

One    of    the    most    moving    cere-     firmation  as  Deputy  Secretary. 


me 

monies  I  have  ever  attended  was  last 
June's  ceremony  in  France  commemo- 
rating the  D-Day  invasion  of  Nor- 
mandy. 

And  unsurprisingly.  intelligence 
made  an  extraordinary  contribution  to 
the  success  of  D-Day's  planning  and 
implementation.  Intelligence  agents 
acquired  an  accurate  map  of  the  Ger- 
man Atlantic  Wall  fortifications,  and 
an  intelligence  deception  operation 
code-named  Body  Guard  used  German 
spies  captured  in  England  as  double 
agents  who  sent  false  messages  to  the 
Nazis  regarding  the  precise  location  of 
the  planned  invasion  of  Europe.  This 
latter  operation  also  successfully 
passed  along  false  information  regard- 
ing the  location  of  Allied  invasion 
forces  in  England. 

Intelligence  played  a  decisive  role  in 


Prior  to  his  nomination  to  these  positions. 
Mr.  Deutch  served  in  a  number  of  edu- 
cational government  posts.  Mr.  Deutch  be- 
came a  member  of  the  faculty  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Institute  of  Technology  in  1970  and 
since  then  has  been  an  associate  professor 
and  professor  of  chemistry,  chairman  of  the 
Department  of  Chemistry,  dean  of  science, 
provost,  and  Institute  Professor. 

His  government  assignments  include  serv- 
ice in  the  Department  of  Energy  as  Director 
of  Energy  Research.  Acting  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Energy  Technology,  and  Under 
Secretary  of  the  Department.  In  recognition 
of  his  contributions,  he  was  honored  with  the 
Secretary's  Distinguished  Service  Medal  and 
the  Department's  Distinguished  Service 
Medal.  He  has  been  a  member  of  the  White 
House  Science  Council,  the  Defense  Science 
Board,  the  Army  Scientific  Advisory  Panel, 
the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Executive 
Panel,  the  President's  Commission  on  Stra- 
tegic Forces,  the  President's  Foreign  Intel- 


rorism,  crime,  and  drugs;  and  that  our     Allied  victory  in  World  War  II  in  many     Hgence  Advisory  Board,  and  the  President's 


counterintelligence  capabilities  are 
able  to  assure  that  America's  enemies 
do  not  penetrate  our  national  security 
apparatus. 

The  new  CIA  Director  comes  along  at 
an  important  time  for  the  U.S.  intel- 
ligence community.  For  almost  half  a 
century,  the  intelligence  community- 
indeed  our  Nation's  entire  national  se- 
curity infrastructure — has  been  focused 
primarily  on  the  Soviet  threat.  And 
during  the  cold  war  period,  our  Govern- 
ment viewed  most  national  security  is- 
sues—justifiable or  not— through  the 
prism  of  the  United  States-Soviet  com- 
petition. 


ways.  Signals  intelligence  [SIGINT], 
for  example,  played  an  instrumental 
role  in  winning  World  War  II  as  Allied 
intelligence  successfully  broke  German 
and  Japanese  codes. 

And  as  we  enter  one  of  the  most  un- 
predictable and  dangerous  periods  in 
world  history,  we  must  ensure  that  our 
SIGINT  as  well  as  human  intelligence 


Nuclear  Safety  Oversight  Committee  He 
also  served  as  a  consultant  to  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

He  has  been  a  trustee  of  the  Urban  Insti- 
tute, a  member  and  Chair  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  Advisory  Panel  for 
Chemistry,  an  overseer  of  the  Museum  of 
Fine  Arts  in  Boston,  a  trustee  of  Wellesley 
College,  a  director  of  Resources  for  the  Fu- 
ture, a  member  of  the  Trilateral  Commls- 


[HUMINT]  and  other  intelligence  capa-     sion.  and  a  member  of  the  Governor  of  Mas- 


bilities  will  be  able  to  meet  the  intel- 
ligence challenges  of  tomorrow. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  the 
other  recommendations  being  made  to 
Dr  Deutch,  as  DCI,  I  would  like  to  add 
one  more. 


sachusetts  Technology  and  Economic  Devel- 
opment Council. 

A  graduate  of  Amherst  College  with  a  B.A. 
in  history  and  economics,  he  earned  both  a 
B.S.  in  chemical  engineering  and  a  Ph.D.  in 
physical  chemistry  from  MIT  He  holds 
honorary    doctoral    degrees    from    Amherst 
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Collesre  and  the  University  of  Lowell.  Mr. 
Deutch  has  been  a  Sloan  Research  Fellow 
and  a  Guggenheim  Fellow  and  is  a  member  of 
Sigma  Xi  and  the  American  Academy  of  Arts 
and  Sciences 

Mr  Deutch  was  bom  in  Brussels.  Belgium, 
and  became  a  US  citizen  in  1946.  He  has 
three  sons,  and  his  permanent  residence  is  in 
Belmont.  Massachusetts. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-880  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  lAcquisiton  and  Tech- 
nology i.  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  M1A2  Abrams  Upgrade: 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-881  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquislton  and  Tech- 
nology), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  Maneuver  Control  Sys- 
tem   tn  tbp  ("ommittpp  on  Armpd  Services 

EC-882  .■K  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  lAcquisiton  and  Tech- 
nology), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  ADDS.  C-17.  and  Javelin 
programs:  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EC-883.  A  communication  from  the  Deputy 
and  Acting  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Resolution  Trust  Corporation,  transmitting. 
pursuant  to  law.  a  report  relative  to  the  Af- 
fordable Housing  Disposition  Program  for 
calendar  year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-884  ,^  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent and  Chairman  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port relative  to  a  transaction  involving  Tur- 
key; to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  ,\ffairs. 

EC-885.  A  communication  from  the  Deputy 
and  Acting  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Resolution  Trust  Corporation,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  the  semi-annual  reports  of 
the  RTC.  FDIC  and  the  TDPOB  for  the  period 
October  1.  1994  to  March  31.  1995;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs 

EC-886.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  fiscal 
year  1993  report  of  the  Congregate  Housing 
Services  Program;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 


EC-887  A  comunication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  1993  re- 
port pursuant  to  the  Cigarette  Labeling  and 
Advertising  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-888.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Affairs), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  rel- 
ative to  the  incidental  harvest  of  sea  turtles; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

EC-889.  A  communciation  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a 
report  on  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary 
Logo  Pilot  Project;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-890  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  annual  report  of  the  Department 
for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  report  of 
committee  was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER.  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation; 

The  following  officer,  NOAA,  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  Rear  Admiral  (0-8), 
while  serving  in  a  position  of  importance  and 
responsibility  as  Director,  Office  of  NOAA 
Corps  Operations,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  title  33,  United  States  Code,  section 
853u:  Rear  Adm  (lower  halO  William  L 
Stubblefield.  NOAA. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were   introduced,   read   the   first 
and   second   time   by    unanimous   con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  SIMON; 
S.  766.  A  bill  to  protect  the  constitutional 
right  to  travel  to  foreign  countries;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
By  Mr.  DOMENICI: 
S.  767.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  to 
extend   the  deadline   for   the   imposition   of 
sanctions  under  section  179  of  the  Act  that 
relate    to   a    State    vehicle    inspection    and 
maintenance   program,   and   for   other   pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

By    Mr.    GORTON    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Johnston.  Mr.  Shelby,  Mr.  Breaux, 
and  Mr.  Packwood): 
S.  768.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  of  1973  to  reauthorize  the  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
vironment and  Public  Works. 
By  Mr   KOHL; 
S.  769.  A  bill  to  amend  title  11  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Code  to  limit  the  value  of  certain 
real  and  personal  property  that  the  debtor 
may   elect  to  exempt  under  State  or  local 
law,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary 

By  Mr    DOLE  (for  himself,   Mr.   Kyl, 
Mr.      INOUYE.     Mr.      D'Amato,     Mr. 


Helms,   Mr.    Brown,   Mr.    Mack,   Mr. 
Specter,  Mr.  Bond.  Mr.  Thurmond, 
Mr.     Pressler,     Mr      Dorgan,     Mr. 
Falrcloth,  and  Mr.  Bradley): 
S.  770.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to  Je- 
rusalem, and  for  other  purposes;  ordered  held 
at  the  desk.. 

By  Mr  PRYOR: 
S.  771.  A  bill  to  provide  that  certain  Fed- 
eral property  shall  be  made  available  to 
States  for  State  use  before  being  made  avail- 
able to  other  entities,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DORGAN  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 

Hutchison): 

S.  772.  A  bill  to  provide  for  an  assessment 

of  the  violence  broadcast  on  television,  and 

for    other    purposes;    to    the    Committee    on 

Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  (for  herself.  Mr 
Gregg.  Mr.  Gorton.  Mr    Coats.  Mr 
Jeffords,    Mr.    Fri.st,    Mr.    Harkin. 
Mr.  Craig,  Mr.   Lugar.   Mr    Inhofe. 
Mr    Grassley.   Mr.   McConnell,   Mr 
Kyl,  Mr   Santorum.  Mr   Heflin.  Mr 
Bond.  Mr    Pryor.  Mr.  Kerrey.  Mr 
Bennett,  and  Mr.  Helms): 
S.  773.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  provide  for  im- 
provements in  the  process  of  approving  and 
using  animal  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  MACK: 
S.  774.  A  bill  to  place  restrictions  on  the 
promotion  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
other  Federal  agencies  and  instrumentalities 
of  economically  targeted  investments  in  con- 
nection with  employee  benefit  plans;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
By  Mr   BAUCUS  (by  request): 
S.    775.    A   bill    to   amend   title   23.    United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  designation  of 
the  National  Highway  System,  the  establish- 
ment of  certain  financing  improvements,  and 
the  creation  of  State  infrastructure  banks, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works., 

By  Mr    CHAFEE  (for  himself  and   Mr 
KERRY): 
S.  776    A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Atlantic 
Striped     Bass    Conservation     Act     and     the 
Aradromous  Fish  Conservation  Act.  and  for 
other  purposes;   to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  SIMON: 
S.  777    A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  provide  equal  time  to  labor 
organizations  to  present  information  relat- 
ing to  labor  organizations,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses;   to    the    Committee    on    Labor    and 
Human  Resources. 

S.  778.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  permit  the  selection  of  an 
employee  labor  organization  through  the 
signing  of  a  labor  organization  membership 
card  by  a  majority  of  employees  and  subse- 
quent election,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
S.  779.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  require  the  arbitration  of 
initial  contract  negotiation  disputes,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

S.  780  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  require  Federal  contracts 
debarment  for  persons  who  violate  labor  re- 
lations provisions,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  781.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Occupational 
Safety   and   Health   Act   to   require    Federal 


contracts  debarment  for  persons  who  violate 
the  Act's  provisions,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  782.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  and  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act.  1947.  to  permit  additional 
remedies  in  certain  unfair  labor  practice 
cases,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  783.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  set  a  time  limit  for  labor 
rulings  on  discharge  complaints,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

S.  784.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  impose  a  penalty  for  en- 
couraging others  to  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD: 

S.  785.  A  bill  to  require  the  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  funds  to  report  recommenda- 
tions on  resolving  projected  financial  imbal- 
ance in  Medicare  trust  funds;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  ROTH  (for  himself,  Mr.  Baucus. 
Mr.  DAmato,  Mr.  Abraham,  and  Mr. 
Kempthorne): 
S.  Res.  117.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  current  Federal   in- 
come tax  deduction  for  interest  paid  on  debt 
secured  by  a  first  or  second  home  located  in 
the  United  States  should  not  be  further  re- 
stricted; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  BYRD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Dole. 

Mr   Daschle.  Mr.  Baucus.  Mr    Reid. 

Mr.     Ashcroit.    Mr.    Warner,     Mr. 

Levin,   Mr.    Hollinos,    Mr.    Dorgan. 

Mr.     S.\RBANES.     Mr.     SPECTER,     Mr 

Brown,  and  Mr.  DAmato): 

S    Res    118.  Resolution  concerning  United 

States-Japan  trade  relations;  considered  and 

agreed  to. 

By    Mr.    DOLE    (for    himself   and    Mr. 
Daschle): 
S    Res.  119.  Resolution  to  authorize  testi- 
mony by  Senate  employees  and  representa- 
tion by  Senate  legal  counsel;  considered  and 
agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  SIMON: 
S.  766.  A  bill  to  protest  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  travel  to  foreign  coun- 
tries; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 

freedom  TO  TRAVEL  ACT 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
introduce  legislation  dealing  with  the 
constitutional  right  of  American  citi- 
zens and  legal  permanent  residents  to 
travel  to  foreign  countries. 

Last  October  5,  I  held  a  hearing  in 
my  capacity  as  chainnan  of  the  Con- 
stitution Subcommittee  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  on  the  constitutional 
right  to  international  travel.  The  hear- 
ing focused  on  the  derivation  of  this 
well-established    constitutional    right. 


on  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
right  can  be  restricted,  and  on  the  wis- 
dom as  a  policy  matter  of  restricting 
the  ability  of  Americans  to  visit  na- 
tions with  whom  we  may  have  political 
differences. 

Ln  the  course  of  this  hearing,  it  be- 
came clear  to  me  that  there  are  lim- 
ited instances  in  which  the  right  of 
Americans  to  travel  abroad  should  be 
restricted— namely,  instances  where 
international  travel  endangers  the 
safety  of  the  traveler  or  implicates  na- 
tional security  concerns.  Otherwise,  as 
a  matter  of  both  constitutional  law, 
the  first  and  fifth  amendments  as  well 
as  other  constitutional  provisions,  and 
policy,  the  right  to  a  free  trade  In  ideas 
and  to  investigations  into  other  na- 
tions and  cultures  should  be  not  only 
left  untrammelled,  but  encouraged. 

When  such  restrictions  on  foreign 
travel  are  in  place,  they  do  great  dam- 
age to  a  number  of  interests  that  we 
hold  dear.  When  Americans  are  denied 
the  right  to  travel  to  a  foreign  coun- 
try: 

Businessmen  are  prevented  from  ex- 
ploring opportunities  in  that  country 
that  might  confer  economic  benefits  on 
this  country; 

American  scholars  are  denied  the  op- 
portunity to  engaige  in  a  dialog  with 
their  foreigrn  colleagues; 

Americans  with  families  abroad  are 
prevented  from  visiting  their  loved 
ones; 

Human  rights  organizations  con- 
cerned about  abuses  abroad  are  pre- 
vented from  seeing  those  abuses  first- 
hand, and  from  giving  corrupt  foreign 
governments  the  kind  of  close  scrutiny 
that  forces  reform  of  repressive  sys- 
tems; 

Average  Americans  with  an  interest 
in  world  affairs  are  denied  the  oppor- 
tunity to  become  better  informed  citi- 
zens by  virtue  of  their  direct  exposure 
to  nations  that  play  an  important  role 
in  our  own  foreign  policy; 

Finally,  our  own  Government  loses 
the  ability  to  influence  foreign  govern- 
ments through  the  transmission  of 
American  ideals  of  democracy  and  jus- 
tice. It  is  no  coincidence  that  in  those 
nations  to  which  American  travel  was 
not  restricted — such  as  the  nations  of 
the  former  Soviet  bloc — the  infusion  of 
American  ideas  contributed  mightily 
to  the  downfall  of  repressive  regimes. 

The  fact  that  travel  abroad  should  in 
most  cases  be  encouraged,  and  not  re- 
stricted, however,  has  not  prevented 
administrations  both  past  and  present 
from  limiting  the  right  of  Americans 
to  travel  abroad.  In  response  to  these 
efforts.  Congress  has  often  stepped  in 
to  limit  the  President  s  right  to  re- 
strict foreign  travel.  Most  recently, 
last  year's  Foreign  Relations  Author- 
ization Act  limited  the  President's  au- 
thority to  impose  travel  related  re- 
strictions on  Americans  seeking  to 
visit  foreign  countries  that  are  not  cur- 
rently the  subject  of  such  restrictions. 


The  Foreign  Relations  Authorization 
Act,  however,  permitted  the  President 
to  continue  to  impose  travel,  restric- 
tions to  those  countries  now  subject  to 
such  restrictions — even  though  none  of 
these  countries  pose  any  threat  to  the 
health  or  safety  of  prospective  visitors, 
or  to  America's  national  security. 
These  countries  include  Libya,  Iraq, 
North  Korea,  and,  most  controver- 
sially, Cuba, 

The  bill  I  now  Introduce— the  Free- 
dom to  Travel  Act  of  1996— would  ex- 
tend the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tions Act's  limitations  on  the  Presi- 
dent's power  to  restrict  travel  to  those 
countries  that  are  currently  the  sub- 
ject of  travel  restrictions.  The  bill 
would  also  make  clear  that  the  Presi- 
dent may  only  restrict  travel  to  coun- 
tries with  which  the  United  States  is 
at  war,  where  armed  hostilities  are  in 
progress,  or  where  there  is  imminent 
danger  to  the  public  health  or  the 
physical  safety  of  U.S.  travelers.  This 
is  the  standard  that  currently  governs 
the  Government's  right  to  deny  a  pass- 
port to  a  U.S.  citizen.  I  believe  that 
this  standard  should  apply  to  any  Gov- 
ernment effort  to  restrict  foreign  trav- 
el. 

I  believe  this  legislation  to  be  nec- 
essary both  as  a  matter  of  policy  and 
as  a  matter  of  international  and  con- 
stitutional law.  Protecting  the  right  of 
Americans  to  travel  abroad  is  constitu- 
tionally required,  is  internationally 
recognized  as  part  of  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights,  and  is  an 
important  way  of  safeguarding  and  fur- 
thering our  intellectual,  economic,  and 
political  interests.  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  join  our  efforts  to  work  for 
this  protection. 

Mr  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  biii  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  766 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Freedom  to 
Travel  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  TRAVEL  TO  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES. 

la)  Freedom  of  Travel  for  UNrrED  States 
Citizens  and  Legal  Residents.— The  Presi- 
dent shall  not  restrict  travel  abroad  by  Unit- 
ed States  citizens  or  legal  residents,  except 
to  countries  with  which  the  United  States  is 
at  war.  where  armed  hostilities  are  In 
progress,  or  where  there  Is  imminent  danger 
to  the  public  health  or  the  physical  safety  of 
United  States  travelers 

(b)  International  Emergency  Ecx)Nomic 
Powers  Act.— Section  203(b)  of  the  Inter- 
national Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act 
(50  U.S.C.  1702(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3);  and 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (4)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(4)  any  of  the  following  transactions  Inci- 
dent to  travel  by  individuals  who  are  citizens 
or  residents  of  the  United  States; 
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"(A)  any  transactions  ordinarily  Incident 
to  travel  to  or  from  any  country,  including 
the  importation  into  a  country  or  the  United 
States  of  accompanied  bag-gage  for  personal 
use  only; 

■•(B)  any  transactions  ordinarily  incident 
to  travel  or  maintenance  within  any  coun- 
try, including  the  payment  of  living  expenses 
and  the  acquisition  of  goods  or  services  for 
personal  use; 

••(C)  any  transactions  ordinarily  incident 
to  the  arrangement,  promotion,  or  facilita- 
tion of  travel  to.  from,  or  within  a  country: 

"(D)  any  transactions  incident  to  non- 
scheduled  air.  sea,  or  land  voyages,  except 
that  this  subparagraph  does  not  authorize 
the  carriage  of  articles  into  a  country  except 
accompanied  baggage;  and 

"(E)  normal  banking  transactions  incident 
to  the  activities  described  in  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  including  the 
issuance,  clearing,  processing,  or  payment  of 
checks,  drafts,  travelers  checks,  credit  or 
debit  card  instruments,  or  similar  instru- 
ments; 

except  that  this  paragraph  does  not  author- 
ize the  importation  into  the  United  States  of 
any  goods  for  personal  consumption  acquired 
in  another  country  other  than  those  items 
described  in  paragraphs  d)  and  (3);  or". 

(C)     AMENDMENTS    TO    TRADING     WITH     THE 

Enemy  Acrr— Section  5<b)  of  the  Trading 
With  the  Enemy  Act  (50  U.S.C.  App.  5<b))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

■(5 1  The  authority  granted  by  the  Presi- 
dent in  this  section  does  not  include  the  au- 
thority to  regulate  or  prohibit,  directly  or 
indirectly,  any  of  the  following  transactions 
incident  to  travel  by  individuals  who  are 
citizens  or  residents  of  the  United  States: 

•(A)  Any  transactions  ordinarily  incident 
to  travel  to  or  from  any  country,  including 
importation  into  a  country  or  the  United 
States  of  accompanied  baggage  for  personal 
use  only. 

■•(B)  Any  transactions  ordinarily  incident 
to  travel  or  maintenance  within  any  coun- 
try, including  the  payment  of  living  expenses 
and  the  acquisition  of  goods  or  services  for 
personal  use. 

■■(C)  Any  transactions  ordinarily  incident 
to  the  arrangement,  promotion,  or  facilita- 
tion of  travel  to.  from,  or  within  a  country, 

'■(D)  Any  transactions  incident  to  non- 
scheduled  air,  sea,  or  land  voyages,  except 
that  this  subparagraph  does  not  authorize 
the  carriage  of  articles  into  a  country  except 
accompanied  baggage. 

■■(E)  Normal  banking  transactions  incident 
to  the  activities  described  in  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  including  the 
issuance,  clearing,  processing,  or  payment  of 
checks,  drafts,  travelers  checks,  credit  or 
debit  card  instruments,  negotiable  instru- 
ments, or  similar  instruments. 
This  paragraph  does  not  authorize  the  im- 
portation into  the  United  States  of  any 
goods  for  personal  consumption  acquired  in 
another  country  other  than  those  items  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (4).". 

SEC.  3.  EDUCATIONAL,  CULTLTlAl,  AND  SCI- 
ENTIFIC ACrrVTITES  AND  EX- 
CHANGES. 

(a)    lNTERN.\TION.\L     EMERGENCY     ECONOMIC 

Powers  Act  -Section  203(b)  of  the  Inter- 
national Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act 
(50  use  1702(b))  Is  amended  by  adding  after 
paragraph  (4)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

■  (5)  financial  or  other  transactions,  or 
travel,  incident  to — 

•■(A)  activities  of  scholars; 

"(B)  other  educational  or  academic  activi- 
ties; 


'■(C)  exchanges  in  furtherance  of  any  such 

activities; 
•'(D)  cultural  activities  and  exchanges;  or 
"(E)  public  exhibitions  or  performances  by 

the    nationals   of   one   country    in    another 

country. 

to  the  extent  that  any  such  activities,  ex- 
changes, exhibitions,  or  performances  are 
not  otherwise  controlled  for  export  under 
section  5  of  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979  and  to  the  extent  that,  with  respect 
to  such  activities,  exchanges,  exhibitions,  or 
performances,  no  acts  are  prohibited  by 
chapter  37  of  title  18.  United  States  Code". 

(b)  Trading  With  the  Enemy  act.— Sec- 
tion 5(b)  of  the  Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act 
(50  U.S.C.  App.  5(b))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  The  authority  granted  to  the  Presi- 
dent in  this  subsection  does  not  include  the 
authority  to  regulate  or  prohibit,  directly  or 
indirectly,  financial  or  other  transactions,  or 
travel,  incident  to— 

"(A)  activities  of  scholars; 

"(B)  other  educational  or  academic  activi- 
ties: 

"(C)  exchanges  in  furtherance  of  any  such 
activities; 

"(D)  cultural  activities  and  exchanges;  or 

"(E)  public  exhibitions  or  performances  by 
the  nationals  of  one  country  in  another 
country, 

to  the  extent  that  any  such  activities,  ex- 
changes, exhibitions,  or  performances  are 
not  otherwise  controlled  for  export  under 
section  5  of  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979  and  to  the  extent  that,  with  respect 
to  such  activities,  exchjinges.  exhibitions,  or 
performances,  no  acts  are  prohibited  by 
chapter  37  of  title  18,  United  States  Code   ". 

SEC,  t.  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1981, 

Section  620(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U,S.C.  2370(a))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1).  the  au- 
thority granted  to  the  President  in  such 
paragraph  does  not  include  the  authority  to 
regulate  or  prohibit,  directly  or  indirectly. 
any  activities  or  transactions  which  may  not 
be  regulated  or  prohibited  under  paragraph 
(5)  or  (6)  of  section  5(b)  of  the  Trading  With 
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SEC.  5.  APPUCABUJTY. 

(a)  International  Economic  Emergency 
Powers  Act— The  amendments  made  by  sec- 
tions 2(a)  and  3(a)  apply  to  actions  taken  by 
the  President  under  section  203  of  the  Inter- 
national Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
which  are  in  effect  on  such  date  of  enact- 
ment, and  to  actions  taken  under  such  sec- 
tion on  or  after  such  date. 

(b)  Trading  With  the  Enemy  act— The 
authorities  conferred  upon  the  President  by 
section  5(b)  of  the  Trading  With  the  Enemy 
Act,  which  were  being  exercised  with  respect 
to  a  country  on  July  1.  1977.  as  a  result  of  a 
national  emergency  declared  by  the  Presi- 
dent before  such  date,  and  are  being  exer- 
cised on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  do  not  include  the  authority  to  regulate 
or  prohibit,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  activ- 
ity which  under  section  5(b)(5)  or  (6)  of  the 
Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act  (as  added  by 
this  Act)  may  not  be  regulated  or  prohibited. 


By  Mr  DOMENICI: 
S.  767.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air 
Act  to  extend  the  deadline  for  the  im- 
position of  sanctions  under  section  179 
of  the  act  that  relate  to  a  State  vehicle 
inspection  and  maintenance  program, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 


clean  .MR  ACT  amendment  LEGlSLA'nON 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  that  I  believe  will 
help  States  and  municipalities  in  their 
efforts  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Specifi- 
cally, this  bill  will  extend  the  deadline 
for  sanctions  under  section  179  of  the 
act  that  relate  to  State  vehicle  and  in- 
spection programs.  Congressman 
SCHIFF  has  introduced  similar  legisla- 
tion in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  President,  the  1990 
amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  set 
forth  requirements  for  areas  that  are 
not  in  attainment  for  certain  air  pol- 
lutants. These  requirements  include 
submission  and  implementation  by 
those  nonattainment  areas  of  extensive 
and  detailed  remediation  plans.  Since 
enactment  of  the  1990  amendments, 
many  States  and  municipalities  have 
made  great  strides  in  fulfilling  these 
requirements. 

Under  section  179  of  the  act,  however, 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
can  levy  sanctions  on  those  areas  that 
fail  to  meet  the  requirements,  sanc- 
tions which  include  the  cutting  off  of 
highway  funding.  Unfortunately,  im- 
plementation of  some  of  the  require- 
ments has  proven  to  be  much  more 
time-consuming  than  originally 
thought.  Prime  examples  of  this  prob- 
lem are  the  provisions  for  vehicle  in- 
spection and  maintenance  programs, 
also  known  as  I/M  programs.  The  EPA 
has  promulgated  very  complex— and 
often  controversial — rules  for  I/M  pro- 
grams. Although  States  and  munici- 
palities are  trying  very  hard  to  imple- 
ment the  lyM  rules,  and  although  many 
are  getting  very  close  to  compliance,  it 
has  become  clear  that  in  some  cases 
they  will  simply  need  more  time. 

This  bill  addresses  Lliis  situatiou  by 
delaying  sanctions  for  failure  to  imple- 
ment I/M  programs  by  12  months,  thus 
allowing  States  and  municipalities  to 
finish  coming  into  compliance  with 
these  Federal  mandates  without  losing 
critically  needed  highway  funds.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  this  effort. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  767 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembler'. 

SECTION    I.    EXTENSION    OF    SANCTIONS    DEAD- 
LINE. 

(a)  Extension.— Section  )79(a)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7509(a))  is  amended  in  the 
matter  following  paragraph  (4)  by  inserting 
"(or.  in  the  case  of  a  requirement  relating  to 
a  State  vehicle  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program.  30  months)"  after  •'18  months". 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  with 
respect  to  any  finding,  disapproval,  or  deter- 
mination made  under  section  179(a)  of  the 
Clean    Air    Act    after    the    date    that    is    18 


months  prior   to   the   date   of  enactment   of 
this  Act. 


By  Mr.  GORTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Johnston,  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr. 
Shelby,  and  Mr.  Packwood): 

S.  768.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  of  1973  to  reauthorize 
the  act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

endangered  species  act  reform  act 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  today  is 
an  important  day  for  working  people 
and  their  families  across  America 
whose  lives  have  been  impacted  by  the 
implementation  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Today  I  am  proud  to  in- 
troduce legislation,  together  with  Sen- 
ator Johnston,  Senator  Shelby,  Sen- 
ator Breaux,  and  Senator  Packwood  to 
amend  the  Endangered  Species  Act  to 
require  that  the  act  consider  people. 

For  6  years,  this  Senator  has  fought 
to  bring  legislation  before  the  Senate 
to  amend  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
For  much  of  these  6  years,  I  have  been 
unsuccessful  in  forcing  the  Senate  to 
debate  reauthorization  of  the  act. 

This  year,  however,  is  different.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  year  proponents  of  re- 
form have  a  unique  opportunity  to 
bring  legislation  to  reform  the  act  be- 
fore the  Senate  for  debate.  I  intend  to 
work  very  hard  to  see  that  this  does,  in 
fact,  happen.  I  am  committed  to  work- 
ing with  Senator  Chafee,  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  Environment  and  Public 
Works  Committee,  and  with  Senator 
Kempthorne.  as  chairman  of  the 
Drinking  Water,  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
Subcommittee,  to  see  that  legislation 
to  reauthorize  the  act  is  passed  by  the 
Senate  this  year. 

The  debate  over  the  ESA  is  all  about 
cnoices.  Difficult,  yet  fundamental 
choices  that  as  people  who  live  in  a 
free  and  productive  society  have  to 
make.  How  important  to  society  is  this 
species? 

What  is  the  biological  significance  of 
the  species?  Is  it  the  last  of  its  kind? 
Will  it  provide  a  cure  for  a  deadly  dis- 
ease? How  many  people  will  lose  their 
jobs  as  a  result  of  protecting  this  spe- 
cies? How  will  species  protection  im- 
pact the  lives  of  people,  their  families, 
and  their  communities?  In  short,  the 
debate  will  be  about  people,  and 
choices  we  must  make. 

Earlier  this  year,  a  wonderful  book 
entitled  "Noah's  Choice"  focused  on 
these  choices.  The  title  is  designed  to 
remind  us  of  the  story  in  the  book  of 
Genesis,  where  God  commands  Noah  to 
build  an  ark  to  house  his  family  and  a 
male  and  female  pair  of  every  species. 
As  the  story  goes,  it  then  rained  for  40 
days  and  nights,  and  when  the  rain 
stopped,  and  the  water  dried,  Noah  had 
saved  every  living  substance.  The  au- 
thors write: 

Noah  had  it  easy  The  materials  he  needed 
to  build  his  Ark  were  at  hand  and  the  design, 
provided  by  the  Supreme  Deity,  was  guaran- 


teed to  be  sufficient  for  the  task  Two  by 
two.  the  creatures  walked  aboard,  filling  the 
vessel  just  to  capacity  When  the  parade  fin- 
ished. Noah  had  fulfilled  his  obligations.  He 
had  saved  "every  living  substance."  There 
had  been  no  need  to  exercise  judgement  or 
agonize  over  tough  choices.  He  and  his  sons 
just  stood  on  the  gangplank  and  let  every- 
thing in.  When  no  creature  was  waiting  out- 
side, he  shut  the  door  and  waited  for  rain. 

Unfortunately  our  choices  are  not  so 
simple.  The  act  must  be  reformed  to  in- 
clude choices,  Mr.  President,  because 
currently  it  does  not.  The  current  act 
is  all  about  uncompromising,  intrusive, 
and  unrelenting  Federal  mandates,  and 
little  about  choices.  To  prove  this 
point,  you  only  have  to  take  a  look  at 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 
pacific  northwest  as  a  test  case  for  the 

ESA 

Consider  this:  less  than  a  decade  ago, 
rural  timber  communities  across  my 
State  were  thriving.  Families  were 
strong  and  together.  Fathers  had  a 
steady  job  at  the  mill,  that  paid  a  good 
family  wage.  Mothers  could  afford  to 
stay  home  and  take  care  of  the  chil- 
dren, to  be  there  when  they  got  home 
from  school.  Parents  could  save  for 
their  kids'  education.  Kids  could  be 
kids. 

These  were  good  places  to  live  and 
work.  Rural  areas,  surrounded  by  our 
national  parks  and  forest  lands.  Com- 
munities built  up  around  the 
timberlands.  Families  who  had  worked 
for  generations  in  the  woods,  continued 
to  pass  the  trade  down  to  the  next  gen- 
eration. These  were  communities 
where  you  didn't  have  to  lock  the  front 
door.  Places  where  strangers  get  a 
wave,  or  a  nod  of  acknowledgement  as 
they  drive  through  town.  That  was  10 
years  ago. 

Today  it's  different.  Unemployment 
is  up  Families  that  were  once  strong, 
and  together,  are  falling  apart.  Divorce 
and  incidents  of  domestic  violence 
have  dramatically  increased.  People 
can't  find  work.  Mills  have  shut  down. 
Food  bank  use  has  skyrocketed.  Homes 
are  for  sale.  Once  proud,  and  produc- 
tive members  of  our  society,  have,  re- 
luctantly, become  society's  burden. 

All  of  this,  Mr.  President,  in  the  pe- 
riod of  6  short  years. 

It  began  when  the  northern  spotted 
owl  was  listed  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  in  1989.  And  in  the  time 
since  that  listing,  the  destruction  of 
rural  timber  communities  has  fol- 
lowed. But  I  want  to  make  clear,  it  was 
not  the  listing  of  the  owl  that  caused 
this  devastation.  It  was  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  act  that  caused  it — the 
implementation  of  an  act  that  does  not 
consider  the  impacts  on  jjeople,  and 
their  communities. 

Last  month,  I  held  a  timber  family 
hearing  in  Olympia.  WA.  The  purpose 
of  my  hearing  was  to  hear  from  the 
people  whose  lives  have  been  impacted 
by  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  to  hear 
from  them,  once  again,  as  to  why  this 
act  must  be  changed.  Over  the  course 


of  6  years.  I  have  heard  the  personal 
stories  of  people  who  live — or  once 
lived— in  my  State's  timber  commu- 
nities. Their  stories  are  hard  to  listen 
to,  because  their  stories  could  have 
been  different— if  only  their  Federal 
Government  had  listened  to  their 
plight.  Here  are  a  few  of  the  stories  I 
heard. 

One  man,  probably  close  to  40  years 
old.  told  me  that  before  the  listing  of 
the  spotted  owl,  he  went  to  work  each 
day  and  came  home  to  his  wife  and 
children.  In  other  words,  he  lived  a  nor- 
mal life.  But  today  he's  got  to  go 
across  the  State  in  order  to  find  work. 
He's  away  from  home  for  weeks  at  a 
time.  He  told  me  that  he  can't  afford  to 
buy  a  video  camera  or  VCR  to  record 
his  children  as  they  grow  up  He  told 
me  that  he  misses  his  children,  that  he 
misses  his  wife.  He  asked  me  if  I  could 
fix  this  law  so  that  he  could  go  home  to 
stay,  so  that  he  could  live  with  his 
family  again. 

Another  story.  Barbara  Mossman  and 
her  husband  used  to  own  a  logging 
truck  company  Today  they  live  day  to 
day.  and.  if  they  are  lucky  enough  to 
find  work,  paycheck  to  paycheck.  Be- 
fore the  owl  crisis,  Barbara  and  her 
husband  were  hardworking  small  busi- 
ness owners. 

Barbara  told  me  about  the  first  time 
she  and  her  husband  had  to  go  t6  a  food 
bank.  They  didn't  want  to  do  it,  that's 
not  the  way  they  were  raised.  They 
were  brought  up  to  believe  that  if  you 
are  a  hard  worker,  you  will  always  find 
a  job,  that  you  should  take  care  of 
yourself,  your  family,  and  help  your 
neighbor.  They  were  proud.  But.  as 
Barbara  told  me.  they  had  to  set  aside 
their  pride  and  go  to  the  food  bank,  be- 
cause they  did  not  have  anything  to 
eat. 

But  if  anything  captured  the  spirit  of 
my  timber  family  hearing  it  was  a  plea 
from  Bill  Pickell,  of  the  Washington 
Contract  Loggers  Association  The  peo- 
ple in  this  room,  he  said,  do  not  want 
a  handout.  They  do  not  want  a  govern- 
ment program.  They  want  to  take  care 
of  their  neighbors,  help  their  commu- 
nity spring  back  to  life.  They  want  to 
work. 

Mr.  President,  the  stories  are  real. 
They  are  not  made  up.  There  are  hun- 
dreds of  stories  like  this  from  across 
my  State.  The  message  is  the  same — 
the  act  does  not  consider  people. 

Of  course,  if  you  read  the  newspapers, 
or  listen  to  the  nightly  news  you  would 
never  realize  that  people  are  suffering 
across  my  State,  and  the  Nation,  be- 
cause of  misguided  Federal  policies. 
The  media  spins  a  different  tale.  In 
1990,  in  the  media  frenzy  to  pit  people 
against  nature,  there  was  a  rush  to 
judgment.  A  judgment  was  made  that 
people  who  live  and  work  in  natural  re- 
source-based industries  cannot  coexist 
with  their  environment.  That  the  two 
are  mutually  exclusive  That  the  tim- 
ber worker  was  an  evil   raper  of  the 
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land.  That  the  environment  would  per- 
ish because  of  his  life's  work. 

In  this  rush  to  judgment,  Time  maga- 
zine put  a  spotted  owl  on  its  cover  with 
the  heading  "Who  Gives  a  Hoof  The 
timber  industry  says  that  saving  this 
spotted  owl  will  cost  30.000  jobs.  It  isn't 
that  simple." 

Time  got  one  thing  right — it  is  not 
that  simple.  But  I  wonder,  in  1995, 
would  Time  put  a  picture  of  the  unem- 
ployed timber  worker  and  his  commu- 
nity on  the  cover  of  its  magazine, 
under  the  heading  "Can  it  be  saved?" 
The  answer?  Probably  not. 

It's  a  tactic  often  used  by  the  media 
to  oversimplify.  To  make  it.  us  versus 
them.  Jobs  versus  the  environment. 
People  versus  owls.  This  Senator  be- 
lieves that  the  media  does  the  public  a 
great  disservice  in  its  efforts  to  provide 
trite,  oversimplifications  of  complex 
issues.  This  Senator  gives  the  Amer- 
ican public  more  credit. 

The  legislation  that  I  have  intro- 
duced today,  with  that  of  my  primary 
sponsors,  recognizes  that  in  order  to 
find  the  appropriate  balance  between 
people  and  their  desire  to  protect  the 
environment  difficult  choices  must  be 
made.  My  legrislation  recognizes  that 
these  decisions  are  not  simple,  and 
that  the  people  and  the  communities 
most  directly  affected  by  these  deci- 
sions must  have  a  say  in  the  process. 
My  legislation  attempts  to  achieve  the 
delicate  balance  that  has  long  been  ab- 
sent from  the  current  act. 

THE  ESA  REFOR.M  .\CT  OF  1996 

Mr.  President,  22  years  ago  Congress 
passed,  and  President  Nixon  signed, 
legislation  creating  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  The  legislation  was  writ- 
ten in  broad  brush  stokes — leaving  the 
details  to  Federal  bureaucrats  to  plug 
in  Not  having  been  a  Member  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  at  the  time  the  original 
law  was  enacted,  one  can  only  guess 
that  most  Members  of  Congress  were 
enthusiastic  about  passing  such  legis- 
lation. This  wais  legislation,  after  all. 
that  would  protect  our  Nation's  symbol 
of  freedom,  the  bald  eagle,  and  the 
other  precious  and  unique  creatures 
that  we  identified  with  as  Americans. 
Simply  put.  the  legislation  was  as 
American  as  baseball  and  apple  pie. 

In  writing  the  original  legislation. 
Congress,  in  all  its  wisdom,  decided 
that  it  could,  in  fact,  become  Noah. 
The  Endangered  Species  Act  was  devel- 
oped, as  most  laws  are,  to  address  a 
seemingly  one-dimensional  situation— 
to  stop  species  from  extinction.  But  22 
years  later,  the  details  of  the  legisla- 
tion have  been  filled  in,  and  slowly  peo- 
ple have  begun  to  realize  that  the 
original  act  was  written  without  an 
eye  to  the  consequences. 

Mr.  President,  from  the  start  of  this 
debate  in  1989.  I  have  advocated  for  a 
balance — a  delicate  balance  between 
the  needs  of  people  and  that  of  their 
environment.  The  two  are  not  mutu- 
ally exclusive.  In  1989,  my  call  for  bal- 


ance was  viewed  as  radical  and  ex- 
treme. In  1995,  newspaper  editorials  in 
my  State  consistently  use  the  word  to 
describe  how  the  act  should  be  re- 
formed. The  administration  has  even 
put  forward  10  principles  for  ESA  re- 
form that  advocate  for  a  more  balanced 
decisionmaking  process. 

Under  my  legislation,  sound,  peer  re- 
viewed science  would  drive  the  listing 
process.  Economic  considerations  are 
not  included  in  the  listing  process. 
Upon  a  final  decision  to  list  a  species, 
an  interim  management  period  would 
begin,  in  which  the  listed  species  would 
be  provided  with  the  protection  against 
a  direct  killing  or  injury  to  the  species. 
This  is  a  dramatic  departure  from  cur- 
rent law.  Under  current  law,  with  the 
final  listing  decision  comes  a  whole 
host  of  regulations  restricting  the  use 
of  property  and  ongoing  activities. 
Under  my  legislation,  the  Secretary  is 
required  to  make  a  well  informed  deci- 
sion before  designating  critical  habitat 
or  other  regulations. 

Once  a  final  listing  decision  is  made, 
the  Secretary  convenes  a  planning  and 
assessment  team  to  review  the  biologi- 
cal, economic,  and  intergovernmental 
impacts  of  the  listing  decision.  The 
team  would  consist  of  representatives 
of  affected  local  communities,  as  nomi- 
nated by  the  communities,  representa- 
tives from  the  State,  as  nominated  by 
the  Governor,  and  the  appropriate  bi- 
ologists, economists,  and  land  use  spe- 
cialists. 

The  cornerstone  of  the  legislation  is 
the  development  of  the  Secretary's 
conservation  objective  for  the  listed 
species.  The  team  provides  the  Sec- 
retary with  the  information  from 
which  he  will  develop  his  conservation 
objective  for  the  listed  species.  The 
team  provides  the  Secretary  with  the 
answers  to  questions  like  this;  What's 
the  biological  significance  of  the  spe- 
cies? What  is  the  critical  habitat  of  the 
species?  How  many  jobs  would  be  lost  if 
the  species  were  afforded  the  full  pro- 
tections of  the  act?  What  would  be  the 
impact  on  the  local  economy?  On  so- 
cial, and  community  values?  In  other 
words,  the  team  provides  the  Secretary 
with  the  information  to  select  the  con- 
servation objective  for  the  species. 

Under  current  law,  the  Secretary 
must  provide  for  the  full  recovery  of  a 
species  once  it  is  listed.  No  flexibility. 
No  questions  aisked.  My  bill  changes 
this  by  providing  the  Secretary  with  a 
range  of  options. 

In  developing  a  conservation  objec- 
tive for  the  species,  the  Secretary  se- 
lects an  objective  from  a  range  consist- 
ing of,  but  not  limited  to:  Full  recov- 
ery of  the  species,  conservation  of  the 
existing  population  of  the  species,  or  a 
prohibition  against  direct  injury  or 
killing  of  the  species.  The  Secretary 
must  always  provide  protection  for  the 
listed  species  from  direct  injury  or 
killing.  The  selection  of  this  objective 
is  solely  at  the  Secretary's  discretion. 
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This  is  a  revolutionary  concept.  No 
longer  will  the  Secretary's  hands  be 
tied  to  an  inflexible  standard. 

In  selecting  a  conservation  objective, 
and,  if  necessary,  developing  a  con- 
servation plan  for  the  listed  species, 
the  Secretary  is  provided  the  broadest 
discretionary  authority.  The  only  chal- 
lenge to  the  Secretary's  decision  in  the 
courts  would  be  if  it  could  be  proven 
that  the  Secretary  grossly  abused  his 
authority,  traditionally  a  very  hard 
challenge  to  meet.  What  does  this 
mean?  In  real  life  terms  it  means  that 
the  Secretary  cannot  hide  behind  the 
law  he  is  charged  with  implementing  in 
making  a  decision  to  conserve  a  spe- 
cies. The  administration  could  no 
longer  say  that  a  plan  it  put  together 
to  protect  a  species,  although  it  might 
be  bad  for  people,  was  the  best  plan  it 
could  put  forward  under  the  law.  Under 
my  legislation,  there  would  be  no  more 
excuses.  The 

Secretary  would  be  held  politically  ac- 
countable for  his  or  her  decision. 

After  the  Secretary  develops  a  con- 
servation objective  for  the  species,  the 
Secretary  is  directed  to  look  toward 
voluntary,  non-Federal  conservation 
proposals  that  meet  the  objective.  My 
legislation  recognizes  that  the  Federal 
Government  is  not  the  solution  to 
every  problem— that  individuals,  and 
State  and  local  governments,  if  given 
the  incentive  and  opportunity,  can  ef- 
fectively provide  for  the  conservation 
of  a  listed  species. 

There  is.  however,  a  degree  of  risk  to 
my  legislation.  The  Secretary  has  the 
discretion  to  totally  disregard  all  of 
the  information— all  of  the  social  and 
economic  consequences  of  draconian 
recovery  measures — and  mandate  full 
recovery,  for  every  single  species, 
every  time.  And.  if  the  Secretary 
makes  this  decision,  under  the  full  sun- 
shine of  public  review,  then  so  be  it. 
But  the  people  affected  by  his  decision 
will  know  that  it  was  his  decision — and 
his  alone — to  make.  If  the  people  af- 
fected by  the  decision  don't  like  it, 
they  have  a  recourse.  Their  recourse 
comes  every  other  November  in  the 
voting  booth.  Under  my  legislation,  the 
Secretary  and  his  boss,  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  will  be  held  po- 
litically accountable  for  their  decision. 

Throughout  my  legislation  everyday 
citizens  are  included  in  the  process. 
Contrary  to  old  ways  of  thinking,  I  be- 
lieve that  people,  their  families,  and 
local  communities  know  best.  They 
know  how  to  run  things  better  than 
Washington,  DC  bureaucrats.  To  some 
people — especially  for  the  opponents  of 
change — this  is  a  revolutionary  way  of 
thinking.  For  me,  and  for  the  people  I 
have  been  fighting  alongside  for  7 
years,  these  are  not  revolutionary 
ideas.  It  is  just  the  way  it  should  be. 

ADMI.NISTRATIONS  10  ESA  REFORM  PRINCIPLES 

Two  short  months  ago,  after  years  of 
insisting  that  the  ESA  did  not  need  to 
be    reformed,    the    administration    put 
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forward  10  principles  for  ESA  reforms. 
When  I  read  the  reforms,  I  found  my- 
self nodding  in  agreement  with  each 
one.  "Minimize  Social  and  Economic 
Impacts  of  the  Act"  reads  one.  This 
Senator  certainly  agrees  with  that 
principle.  "Base  ESA  Decisions  on 
Sound  and  Objective  Science"  reads 
another.  I  agree  with  this  principle  too. 
In  fact.  Senator  Johnston,  Senator 
Shelby,  and  I,  agreed  with  each  and 
every  principle  put  forward  by  the  ad- 
ministration and  included  them  in  our 
legislation.  I  applaud  the  administra- 
tion for  recognizing  that  the  act  must 
be  reformed. 

PEOPLE  MUST  BE  CONSmERED 

The  fundamental  flaw  of  the  current 
act  is  that  it  does  not  consider  people. 
In  the  case  of  the  spotted  owl  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  people,  their  jobs, 
and  their  communities  were  not  con- 
sidered at  all  in  the  decisionmaking 
process.  Their  life's  work  was  deni- 
grated. Their  views  were  not  consid- 
ered. Their  Federal  Government  did 
not  care  about  their  plight. 

The  decisions  we  must  make  to  pro- 
tect endangered  or  threatened  species 
will  involve  choices.  Sometimes  these 
choices  will  be  easy,  and  most  often 
they  will  not.  But  we  must  give  the 
people  whose  lives  are  directly  affected 
by  these  decisions  an  opportunity  to 
have  their  voices  heard.  To  know  that 
they  have  a  say  in  the  decisions  that 
will  forever  change  their  lives. 

Six  years  ago.  I  wish  that  the  people 
in  timber  communities  in  my  State 
had  the  opportunity  to  have  a  say  in 
the  decisionmaking  process.  To  tell  the 
Secretary  on  how  their  lives  would  for- 
ever be  changed  by  his  decision.  Maybe 
the  Secretary  would  have  ignored  their 
views,  but  at  least  they  could  say  that 
they  had  given  it  a  shot.  That  they  had 
participated  in  the  process.  That  they 
went  down  swinging.  But  they  were  not 
given  that  opportunity. 

We  must  change  the  act  to  give  peo- 
ple the  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

I  recall  again.  Bill  Pickell's  request 
of  me  last  month  at  my  timber  family 
hearing: 

The  people  in  this  room  do  not  want  a 
handout.  They  don't  want  a  government  pro- 
gram. They  want  to  take  care  of  their  neigh- 
bors, help  their  community  spring  back  to 
life.  They  want  to  work. 

A  simple,  heartfelt  plea  that  speaks 
more  eloquently  than  I  can  about  the 
need  for  us  to  bring  balance  to  this  act. 
To  give  communities  across  our  Nation 
the  ability  to  work,  to  provide  for  their 
families,  and  be  productive  members  of 
our  society. 

The  debate  that  we  will  have  this 
year  will  be  about  choices.  Choices 
that  will  impact  people's  lives,  their 
families,  their  communities.  This  Sen- 
ator believes  that  the  people  who  are 
directly  affected  by  these  decisions 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  be 
heard.  That  is  what  my  legislation 
seeks  to  accomplish,  and  I  hope  that 


my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  this  ef- 
fort. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  the  de- 
fenders of  the  current  wording  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  have  engaged 
in  a  desperate  attempt  over  the  past 
few  years  to  claim  that  the  act  is  flexi- 
ble, that  it  takes  account  of  human 
economic  and  social  needs  and  that  it 
actually  works  at  recovering  species. 
They  are  dead  wrong  on  each  of  these 
points.  The  ESA  currently  takes  al- 
most no  account  of  human  economic 
concerns,  provides  less  flexibility  for 
private  land  owners  than  for  Federal 
agencies,  and  is  an  open-ended  statute 
with  no  focus  on  the  recovery  of  endan- 
gered species. 

Less  than  20  species  have  ever  been 
delisted  and  most  of  these  actions  were 
the  result  of  listing  errors.  The  effort 
to  reform  this  law  is  about  bringing 
flexibility,  common  sense  and  effec- 
tiveness to  the  statute.  Something 
that  is  sorely  lacking  under  the  cur- 
rent law.  With  4,000  listed  and  can- 
didate species  and  virtually  the  entire 
country  covered  by  the  range  of  one  or 
more  endangered  species,  the  impera- 
tive to  act  to  change  the  law  has  never 
been  stronger. 

As  currently  constructed,  the  bill 
makes  many  needed  changes  to  what 
is,  in  its  design  and  application,  a  mis- 
guided and  overly  broad  statute.  The 
current  law  provides  no  mandatory  re- 
quirement for  the  independent  review 
of  the  science  supporting  listing  deci- 
sions. This  legislation  would  make 
such  a  peer  review  mandatory,  upon  re- 
quest of  an  affected  party.  In  addition, 
the  bill  would  create  a  binding  con- 
servation and  recovery  plan  for  each 
listed  species. 

Currently,  recovery  plans  are  not  re- 
quired for  each  listed  species  and  have 
no  binding  effect  on  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  even  when  they  are  promul- 
gated. As  a  result,  a  species  listing  be- 
comes an  open  ended  commitment  with 
no  focus  on  recovering  and  ultimately 
delisting  a  species. 

The  bill  also  provides  important 
flexibility  and  discretion  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  in  carrying  out 
the  requirements  of  the  act. 

Under  this  legislation,  the  Secretary 
will  be  given  broad  discretion  as  to  how 
to  proceed  with  a  species'  recovery  or 
to  decide  whether  recovery  is  at  all  fea- 
sible for  some  species.  In  addition,  the 
Secretary  will  be  given  the  authority 
to  issue  regional  exemptions  from  the 
take  provisions  of  the  act  for  particu- 
lar activities  that  may  or  may  not  af- 
fect the  habitat  of  a  given  species. 
Such  an  exemption  process  could  have 
dramatic  effects  in  preventing  future 
regional  train  wrecks  where  entire  cat- 
egories of  commercial  activities  are 
halted  by  a  species  listing. 

The  bill  also  narrows  the  definition 
of  harm  to  a  species  back  to  its  con- 
gressionally  intended  scor>e  of  meaning 
actual  injury  to  a  member  of  species. 


The  current  broad  interpretation  of 
"take  "  under  the  act  is  the  single  most 
egregious  provision  in  the  law  with  re- 
spect to  assaulting  the  property  rights 
of  individuals  caught  in  the  path  of  the 
ESA. 

Finally,  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
mention  that  I  do  not  regard  this  bill 
as  perfect  legislation,  but  instead  as  an 
excellent  starting  point  for  reform 

Indeed,  I  would  have  liked  for  this 
legislation  to  include  more  substantive 
protections  under  the  act  for  private 
property  owners.  Comprehensive  pri- 
vate property  rights  legislation  becom- 
ing law  is  far  from  guaranteed  in  this 
Congress  and  I  believe  that  this  legisla- 
tion should  have  included  a  provision 
to  compensate  property  owners  for  lost 
land  value  as  a  result  of  the  act. 
Eighty-five  percent  of  the  land  in  Ala- 
bama is  privately  owned  and  the  State 
is  fourth  in  the  Nation  in  candidate 
and  listed  species. 

These  two  statistics  speak  volumes 
for  the  concerns  I  have  about  protect- 
ing private  property  rights. 

In  addition,  I  would  have  preferred 
that  the  legislation  eliminate  the  abil- 
ity of  the  Interior  Department  to  list 
population  segments  of  larger,  healthy 
species.  In  Alabama,  and  across  the 
country,  a  substantial  percentage  of 
new  listings  and  proposed  listings  deal 
with  arcane  population  segments  like 
snuffbox  mussels  and  shoal  sprite 
snails. 

Preserving  these  population  seg- 
ments is  less  often  about  concerns  for 
the  larger  species  and  more  likely  to  be 
a  convenient  way  to  slow  or  impede 
commercial  activity.  Not  surprisingly, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  was  pre- 
pared last  year  to  list  the  Alabama 
Sturgeon  as  a  population  segment  after 
failing  for  years  to  establish  it  as  a  dis- 
tinct species. 

However,  we  have  a  long  way  to  go  in 
this  process  and  as  part  of  the  team  ef- 
fort to  reform  the  ESA,  I  will  work  to 
further  strengthen  this  legislation  in 
concert  with  my  colleagues  here  today. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  today  to  join  my  colleagues. 
Senator  Gorton  and  Senator  Shelby. 
in  introducing  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  Reform  Amendments  of  1995.  This 
is  the  first  step  in  reforming  and  reau- 
thorizing a  law  that,  although  well-in- 
tentioned, has  proven  to  be  unworkable 
and  unnecessarily  burdensome.  Our 
purpose  is  to  address  the  very  real 
shortcomings  of  the  law  while  main- 
taining our  Nation's  commitment  to 
the  vitality  of  our  living  natural  re- 
sources. 

Mr.  President.  Louisiana  has  plenty 
of  experience  with  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act.  Its  provisions  have  been  ap- 
plied with  resp)ect  to  the  Louisiana 
black  bear,  the  red  cockaded  wood- 
pecker, and  several  species  of  sea  tur- 
tles. My  experience  is  that  the  act 
sometimes  requires  private  parties  to 
take    extraordinary   and    unreasonable 
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actions,  such  as  the  overly  burdensome 
measures  that  are  imposed  on  the 
shrimping  industry  with  respect  to  the 
sea  turtle.  The  result  is  that  the  act 
has  become  enormously  unpopular  with 
large  groups  of  our  citizens,  particu- 
larly in  the  West  and  Southeast,  which 
the  Act  has  been  applied  most  fre- 
quently. 

Since  I  entered  the  Senate  in  1972,  I 
have  witnessed  the  evolution  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  from  a  non- 
controversial  bill  that  passed  the  Sen- 
ate by  voice  vote  in  1973  to  our  most 
restrictive  and  controversial  environ- 
mental law  I  particularly  remember 
the  prolonged  controversy  that  arose 
when  a  creature  known  as  a  snail  dart- 
er was  discovered  late  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Tellico  Dam  in  Tennessee. 
As  some  of  my  colleagues  may  recall. 
that  led  to  the  Supreme  Court's  deci- 
sion in  TVA  versus  Hill,  which  held 
that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  su- 
preme to  all  other  Federal,  State,  and 
local  law.  Congress  then  created  the  so- 
called  God  Committee  to  resolve  con- 
flicts between  the  act  and  other  na- 
tional goals,  but  this  mechanism  has 
proved  to  be  almost  entirely  unwork- 
able. Ironically,  the  only  good  news  is 
that  the  snail  darter  has  been  found  in 
many  others  rivers  since  the  battle 
over  the  Tellico  Dam. 

The  time  has  come  to  thoroughly  re- 
examine the  act  and  its  implementa- 
tion. The  act  has  been  due  for  reau- 
thorization since  1993.  and  we  should 
delay  no  further.  I  intend  to  do  every- 
thing I  can  to  enact  legislation  in  1995, 
and  I  believe  that  it  is  vitally  impor- 
tant that  the  debate  be  conducted  on  a 
solidly  bipartisan  basis.  Although  I 
have  no  doubt  that  there  is  room  for 
improvement  in  the  bill.  I  think  it  is  a 
sound  starting  point  for  that  debate. 

As  we  begin  the  process  of  reforming 
this  enormously  complex  law,  we 
should  be  guided  by  certain  principles 
that  I  believe  we  all  share.  Secretary 
Babbitt  did  an  admirable  job  of  articu- 
lating a  set  of  principles  in  his  March 
6  publication,  "Protecting  America's 
Living  Heritage:  a  Fair,  Cooperative, 
and  Scientifically  Sound  Approach  to 
Improving  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  " 

Those  10  principles  are: 

First,  Base  ESA  decisions  on  sound 
and  objective  science;  second,  minimize 
social  and  economic  impacts;  third, 
provide  quick,  responsive  answers  and 
certainty  to  landowners;  fourth,  treat 
landowners  fairly  and  with  consider- 
ation; fifth,  create  incentives  for  land- 
owners to  conserve  species;  sixth,  make 
effective  use  of  limited  public  and  pri- 
vate resources  by  focusing  on  groups  of 
species  dependent  on  the  same  habitat; 
seventh,  prevent  species  from  begin- 
ning endangered  or  threatened;  eighth, 
promptly  recover  the  delist  threatened 
and  endangered  species;  ninth,  promote 
efficiency  and  consistency;  and  last, 
provide  State,  tribal,  and  local  govern- 


ments with  opportunities  to  play  a 
greater  role  in  carrying  out  the  ESA. 

I  believe  that  our  bill  reflects  these 
principles.  However.  I  understand  that 
the  devil  is  in  the  details,  and  am  quite 
open  to  suggested  modifications  that 
will  better  achieve  these  principles. 

Although  I  will  not  attempt  to  sum- 
marize the  entire  bill,  there  are  several 
provisions  that  should  be  emphasized. 
First,  the  bill  requires  that  the  deci- 
sion to  list  a  species  be  based  solely  on 
sound  science,  and  that  the  science  be 
independently  peer-reviewed.  Specifi- 
cally, the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  as  the  case 
may  be,  appoints  a  three-person  peer 
review  panel  from  among  qualified  per- 
sons recommended  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences.  As  my  colleagues 
know,  the  promotion  of  sound  science 
is  a  high  priority  of  mine,  and  there  is 
no  place  where  science  is  more  impor- 
tant than  in  implementing  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act. 

Second,  the  bill  instills  political  ac- 
countability by  requiring  the  Sec- 
retary to  establish  a  specific  conserva- 
tion objective  for  each  listed  species. 
Before  we  expend  tens  of  millions  of 
public  and  private  dollars  on  efforts  to 
restore  a  particular  species,  we  need  a 
high-ranking  member  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  stand  up  and  take  re- 
sponsibility for  that  decision.  We  need 
the  official  to  explain  to  us  why  the 
species  is  important.  And  if  the  species 
is  important,  we  need  that  official  to 
set  forth  a  conservation  plan,  based  on 
the  best  reasonably  obtainable  science, 
that  will  actually  achieve  that  con- 
servation goal.  And  if  the  species  is  im- 
portant, and  there  is  a  conservation 
plan  that  will  actually  work,  we  need 
to  know  that  the  Secretary  has  formu- 
lated that  plan  after  considering  the 
economic  and  social  impacts  of  the 
plan. 

Third,  the  bill  encourages  and  facili- 
tates cooperative  actions  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  States,  local 
governments,  and  the  private  sector  to 
conserve  species  without  the  need  to 
trigger  the  more  restrictive  provisions 
of  the  act.  The  most  effective  and  effi- 
cient way  to  protect  species  is  to  take 
cooperative  measures  as  early  as  pos- 
sible, before  a  species  declines  to  the 
point  that  more  restrictive  and  expen- 
sive steps  are  needed. 

Finally,  I  want  to  mention  a  matter 
that  we  are  not  addressing  in  the  bill. 
At  least  one  of  the  outside  groups  urg- 
ing reform  of  the  ESA  asked  Senator 
Gorton  and  me  to  include  a  provision 
that  would  have  compensated  private 
landowners  whose  property  values  are 
lowered  by  the  restrictions  of  the  act. 
I  concluded,  and  Senator  Gorton  con- 
curred, that  this  legislation  is  not  the 
place  to  try  to  resolve  the  incredibly 
complex  issue  of  when  to  compensate 
landowners  for  reductions  in  property 
value  due  to  governmental  regulations. 
That  issue  cuts  across  all  of  our  envi- 


May  9,  1995 

ronmental  laws,  not  just  the  ESA.  and 
it  should  be  addressed  in  that  larger 
context.  Furthermore,  I  believe  that 
the  reforms  of  the  act  that  we  are  pro- 
posing in  this  bill,  along  with  the  re- 
quirement that  the  bill  be  adminis- 
tered so  as  to  minimize  impacts  on  pri- 
vate property,  will  greatly  reduce  the 
frequency  and  severity  of  the  impacts 
of  the  act  on  the  value  of  private  prop- 
erty. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  Sen- 
ator Gorton  and  Senator  Shelby,  the 
members  of  the  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works  Committee,  and  other  inter- 
ested Senators  to  revise  the  ESA  in  a 
way  that  allows  us  to  effectively  pro- 
tect our  natural  heritage  without  im- 
posing unnecessary  burdens  on  our  citi- 
zens. The  present  act  is  not  working, 
and  failure  to  address  its  problems  can 
only  lead  to  further  crisis  and  con- 
frontation, followed  by  calls  to  scrap 
the  act  altogether.  The  bill  we  are  in- 
troducing today  marks  the  opening  of 
the  debate  on  how  to  reform  the  ESA 
so  as  to  save  it.  This  bill  is  a  work  in 
progress,  and  I  invite  all  interested 
parties  to  contribute  their  efforts  to- 
ward improving  it  as  we  move  through 
the  legislative  process. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
State,  Senator  Gorton,  introduced  his 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act.  I  would  just  like  to  make  a 
few  comments  about  that  act  and  also 
the  amendments  that  will  be  offered  in 
its  reauthorization. 

Congress  was  scheduled  to  reauthor- 
ize it  this  year  and,  of  course,  last 
year,  and  it  has  been  a  while  since  it 
has  been  done.  I  think  it  is  about  time 
that  this  Congress  take  a  look  at  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  try  to 
make  it  more  workable. 

Currently,  there  are  about  60  listed 
or  candidate  species  in  Montana  on  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  There  always 
seems  to  be  new  species  from  some 
group  that  wants  it  put  on  the  list  just 
about  every  week.  In  a  recent  effort  by 
a  group  based  in  Colorado,  they  want 
the  black-tailed  prairie  dog  placed  on 
the  candidate  list.  This  petition  is  re- 
lated to  the  black-footed  ferret. 

If  you  want  to  hear  some  stories 
about  one  act  and  how  it  impacts  a 
State  or  community,  we  can  probably 
write  an  entire  book  about  this.  But 
our  largest  industry  in  the  State  of 
Montana  is  agriculture.  If  you  ask 
Montana  farmers  and  ranchers  what 
law  they  want  Congress  to  fix,  most 
will  say  this  act,  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act.  If  you  are  in  the  western  part 
of  the  State,  near  the  wood  products 
industry  and  those  folks  that  work  in 
the  woods,  and  you  ask  them  what  law 
needs  fixing,  they  would  also  reply  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  because  half 
of  the  economy  of  western  Montana  is 
based  on  wood  products.  They  will  tell 
you  a  lot  of  stories  about  infringing  on 
their  ability  to  make  a  living  for  their 
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families,  about  the  grizzly  bears,  the 
road  closures,  and  once  again,  coming 
back  to  the  old  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  we  must  re- 
form the  law.  It  is  the  single  most  re- 
strictive law  that  Montanans  and  other 
Americans  who  rely  on  the  land  to 
make  a  living  must  deal  with.  The 
communities  in  Montana  lack  the  eco- 
nomic stability  and  the  predictability 
that  they  deserve. 

When  we  have  38  percent  total  land 
mass  in  one  State  that  belongs  to  the 
Federal  Government,  it  is  hard  to  find 
that  stability  and  predictability  about 
the  policies  carried  out  on  those  public 
lands.  The  current  law  has  many  com- 
munities in  Montana  and  throughout 
our  Nation  living  on  pins  and  needles. 
Jobs  have  been  lost  because  of  this  act. 
The  bottom  line,  of  course,  is  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  communities,  and 
our  communities  are  suffering. 

We  need  to  change  the  act,  that  it 
really  does  protect  the  species  and  re- 
cover species,  that  it  does  not  cost  mil- 
lions of  dollars  per  species  and  it  will 
protect  the  private  properly  rights  and 
also  perhaps  bring  some  economic  via- 
bility and  predictability  to  our  com- 
munities. 

This  act  should  be  amended  so  we  can 
recognize  species  in  trouble  and  em- 
phasize restoring  the  populations  to 
healthy  levels.  Emphasis  must  be 
placed  on  recovery,  however. 

The  current  law  emphasizes  the  list- 
ing of  species  instead  of  protecting  and 
recovering  species.  In  order  to  do  this. 
the  new  act  should  contain  the  follow- 
ing principles.  The  new  act  needs  to  be 
amended  so  it  is  based  on  better 
science.  We  know  that  our  science  has 
not  been  too  good  in  the  past.  Peer  re- 
view procedures  need  to  be  added  to 
improve  the  overall  data  collected  so 
that  the  right  decision  can  be  made,  or 
at  least  to  arrive  at  some  decision 
based  on  proper  science.  We  must  have 
these  decisions  made  outside  of  poli- 
tics, and  instead  done  by  objective  in- 
dividuals who  have  a  background  in 
that  science. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  above  all,  we 
must  concentrate  our  efforts  on  recov- 
ery plans.  I  think  if  we  want  a  sim- 
plified solution  to  it,  we  have  to  decou- 
ple the  listing  process  from  the  recov- 
ery process.  If  we  do  that,  we  would 
focus  on  the  least  costly  alternative 
and  we  would  have  access  to  impacting 
the  decisions  made  under  the  act,  and 
of  course  take  into  consideration  local 
economics. 

In  addition,  this  would  force  prior- 
ities to  be  set  and  would  generate  re- 
covery plans  which  are  reasonable.  And 
yes.  they  are  attainable.  I  think  that  is 
very,  very  important  The  decoupling 
process  may  be  the  toughest  part  of 
this  entire  debate. 

The  best  decisions  are  those  that  are 
made  at  the  local  level.  I  believe  we 
need  increased  private  participation  in 


our  conservation  efforts.  The  fact  is 
that  local  individuals  are  the  best  peo- 
ple to  supfjort  any  kind  of  a  conserva- 
tion plan.  We  are  finding  that  out  now. 
with  the  farm  bill,  in  the  1985  farm  bill, 
which  required  conservation  plans  on 
farms  and  ranches  in  order  to  partici- 
pate in  the  farm  program. 

We  need  people  who  live  and  work  in 
the  areas  that  are  affected,  because 
they  have  a  stake  in  what  happens  in 
their  own  backyard.  Washington 
should  not  forget  that  these  people 
want  to  maintain  the  quality  of  life 
that  they  have  for  their  families  now. 

The  act  should  encourage  cooperative 
management  agreements  for  non-Fed- 
eral efforts.  We  just  talked  this  morn- 
ing about  several  activities  going  on  in 
Montana  that  have  the  cooperation  not 
only  of  private  landowners,  but  also 
several  environmental  groups  and  Fed- 
eral land  management  agencies  that 
are  cooperating  now  in  order  to  provide 
the  best  use  of  a  natural  resource  on 
public  lands,  but  also  to  protect  the  en- 
vironment and  hang  onto  the  economic 
viability  of  the  area.  Just  to  mention  a 
couple,  there  are  Willow  Creek  and 
Fleecer  up  in  Montana  and,  of  course, 
the  Blackfoot  challenge  that  we  talked 
about  this  morning  in  our  office. 

However,  we  cannot  solely  rely  on 
these  cooperative  management  agree- 
ments. Some  landowners  and  commu- 
nities will  not  have  the  resources  to 
pay  for  some  of  these  agreements. 

It  is  in  these  instances  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  have  to  play  a 
larger  role.  Local  involvement  is  still 
essential  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of 
recovering  species.  Any  proposal 
should  require  local  public  hearings  in 
the  affected  communities. 

Local  communities  must  be  given  the 
oppurtuuily  to  express  their  support, 
comments  and.  yes.  their  areas  of  con- 
cern. Also,  the  conservation  and  recov- 
ery process  must  recognize  State  and 
local  laws.  Federal  agencies  should  not 
be  allowed  to  run  roughshod  over  State 
management  agencies.  State  laws,  or 
their  agreements. 

Without  a  doubt,  compensation  must 
be  given  individuals  who  lose  the  use  of 
their  private  property  under  a  Federal 
Government  conservation  plan.  Our 
Constitution  and  property  rights  need 
protection  on  every  front.  Anything 
short  of  that  is  selling  our  constitu- 
tional rights  down  the  river. 

It  is  also,  if  one  has  to  wonder  why 
we  take  property  rights  so  seriously, 
because  when  we  pass  that  property  on 
to  our  children  and  our  offspring,  it  is 
our  only  thing  that  we  can  pass  along 
to  them  that  ensures  their  freedom  for 
generations  to  come. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  has  a 
good  goal.  It  does  make  everyone 
aware  of  the  world.  However,  since  it 
has  become  law.  it  has  been  twisted 
and  misused  for  other  purposes. 

We  need  some  common  sense  to  put 
back  in  not  only  recovering  the  species 


but  also  taking  into  account  the 
human  factor.  After  all.  part  of  the 
system,  the  ecosystem,  is  man  himself. 
Starting  from  a  new  viewpoint  in 
crafting  the  act.  which  would  truly  re- 
flect what  we  want  to  do  is  to  conserve 
and  recover  the  species,  has  to  be  the 
focus. 

It  cannot  let  the  existing  law  and 
regulations  run  multiple  use  off  of  our 
lands.  Most  of  our  lands  are  under  mul- 
tiple use,  use  for  the  highest  economic 
benefit.  Of  course,  most  of  the  time, 
that  is  either  logging,  mining,  running 
of  livestock,  or  grazing,  but  sometimes 
it  is  also  recreation.  Even  recreation 
can  be  in  conflict  with  the  recovery  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

The  bill,  introduced  by  Senators  Gor- 
ton, Johnston,  and  Shelby,  is  a  good 
starting  point.  I  have  added  my  name 
as  a  cosponsor  because  I  am  very  sup- 
portive of  this  process  moving  forward. 
I  am  supportive  of  the  basic  concepts  of 
this  reform  bill. 

The  bill  makes  sure  that  better 
science  is  used.  It  provides  peer  review. 
It  also  allows  for  more  local  participa- 
tion incentives  and  non-Federal  ef- 
forts, and  encourages  cooperative 
agreements  and  habitat  conservation 
plans. 

This  bill  places  the  emphasis  on  rec- 
ognizing the  species  that  are  in  trou- 
ble, coming  up  with  a  plan  to  protect 
them,  and  most  importantly,  recover- 
ing the  species. 

We  have  a  great  job  ahead  of  Mem- 
bers. It  takes  a  great  deal  of  coopera- 
tion between  private  landowners.  Gov- 
ernment agencies,  and  State  and  local 
communities  in  order  to  get  it  done. 
However,  I  am  a  supporter  of  the  bill. 

I  have  some  reservations  about  it. 
The  current  act  is  complicated.  I  would 
like  to  see  it  reformed,  simplified,  and 
made  eaisier  for  landowners  and  people 
who  use  the  public  lands  to  be  in  com- 
pliance with  the  law. 

Basically,  the  law  needs  to  be 
streamlined.  I  also  strongly  believe  in 
private  property  compensation  if  the 
need  arises.  The  bill  ensures  that  peo- 
ple are  not  denied  reasonable  use  of 
their  property.  However,  there  is  no 
compensation  provision.  The  consulta- 
tion provision  needs  to  be  strength- 
ened. There  are  just  too  many  in- 
stances where  other  Federal  agencies 
cannot  use  plain  old  common  sense  be- 
cause the  Interior  or  Commerce  De- 
partments will  not  let  them,  based  on 
this  and  other  areas  of  the  law  which  I 
think  we  need  to  take  a  closer  look  at. 

I  am  glad  that  we  have  finally  start- 
ed moving  the  process  forward.  I  am 
thankful  for  the  work  that  has  been 
done  by  the  sponsors  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

In  addition.  I  have  made  a  request  to 
Senator  Kempthorne  that  a  hearing  on 
this  issue  be  held  in  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana. I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  a 
State  in  the  Union  that  is  impacted 
more  by  this  action  than  the  State  of 
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Montana.  After  all.  we  have  been  deal- 
ing with  the  grizzly  bear  a  long,  long 
time. 

By  the  way.  the  recovery  has  been 
very  successful.  In  fact,  biologically, 
the  animal  now  can  be  delisted  and 
taken  off  the  list  of  those  endangered. 

I  hope  this  summer  Senator 
Kempthorne's  Subcommittee  on  Clean 
Water.  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  will  be 
able  to  come  to  my  home  State  of  Mon- 
tana and  hear  the  testimony  from  us 
folks  who  live  in  Montana. 

Reforming  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  is  essential.  It  is  essential  to  our 
economy.  Our  four  largest  industries, 
agriculture,  timber,  mining,  and  oil 
and  gas.  rely  on  the  use  of  those  lands. 
It  is  these  industries  which  supply  the 
jobs  and  the  tax  base  for  the  State  of 
Montana. 

Changing  the  laws  on  conserving  and 
recovering  endangered  species  is  im- 
portant for  jobs  for  Montana.  It  is  im- 
portant for  sound  land  management  ac- 
tivities. It  is  time  we  took  a  look  at 
this  area.  I  want  to  reiterate  on  how. 
possibly,  we  can  make  the  act  work 
There  has  to  be  a  different  process  of 
listing  a  species  and  then  the  process  of 
how  to  recover  the  species. 

Right  now  the  law  is  pretty  hard  and 
tough.  Once  a  species  is  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered,  the  law 
kicks  in  and  kicks  out  all  conversation 
or  any  flexibility,  in  order  to  recover 
the  species  without  large  impacts 
where  the  species  is  to  be  recovered. 

I  applaud  my  colleagues  for  their 
work  on  this  bill.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of 
it.  It  is  a  bill  that  needs  reforming  and 
the  time  has  come. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  in  the  Sen- 
ate to  get  involved  in  this  debate  and 
let  us  reform  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  so  it  will  work  for  this  country  and 
the  species  we  are  trying  to  recover. 


By  Mr.  KOHL: 
S.  769.  A  bill  to  amend  title  11  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  limit  the  value 
of  certain  real  and  personal  property 
that  the  debtor  may  elect  to  exempt 
under  State  or  local  law,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

B.^.NKRUPTCY  ABb'.SE  REFORM  ACT 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  legislation— the 
Bankruptcy  Abuse  Reform  Act  of  1995— 
to  address  a  problem  that  threatens 
Americans'  confidence  in  our  Bank- 
ruptcy Code.  The  measure  would  cap  at 
$100,000  the  State  homestead  exemption 
that  an  individual  filing  for  personal 
bankruptcy  can  claim  Let  me  tell  you 
why  this  legislation  is  critically  need- 
ed. 

In  chapter  7  Federal  personal  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings,  the  debtor  is  al- 
lowed to  exempt  certain  possessions 
and  interests  from  being  used  to  satisfy 
his  outstanding  debts.  One  of  the  chief 
things  that  a  debtor  seeks  to  protect  is 
his  home,  and  I  agree  with  that  in  prin- 
ciple. Few  question  that  debtors  should 


be  able  to  keep  roofs  over  their  heads. 
But  in  practice  this  homestead  exemp- 
tion has  become  a  source  of  abuse. 

Under  section  522  of  the  code,  a  debt- 
or may  opt  to  exempt  his  home  accord- 
ing to  local.  State  or  Federal  bank- 
ruptcy provisions.  The  Federal  exemp- 
tion allows  the  debtor  to  shield  up  to 
$15,000  of  value  in  his  house.  The  State 
exemptions  vary  tremendously:  some 
States  do  not  allow  the  debtor  to  ex- 
empt any  of  his  home's  value,  while  a 
few  States  allow  an  unlimited  exemp- 
tion. The  vast  majority  of  States  have 
exemptions  of  under  $40,000. 

My  amendment  to  section  522  would 
cap  State  exemptions  so  that  no  debtor 
could  ever  exempt  more  than  $100,000  of 
the  value  of  his  home. 

Mr  President,  in  the  last  few  years, 
the  ability  of  debtors  to  use  State 
homestead  exemptions  has  led  to  fla- 
grant abuses  of  the  Bankruptcy  Code. 
Multimillionaire  debtors  have  moved 
to  one  of  the  8  States  that  have  unlim- 
ited exemptions— most  often  Florida  or 
Texas — bought  multimillion-dollar 

houses,  and  continued  to  live  like 
kings  even  after  declaring  bankruptcy. 
This  shameless  manipulation  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Code  cheats  creditors  out 
of  compensation  and  rewards  only 
those  whose  lawyers  can  game  the  sys- 
tem. Oftentimes,  the  creditor  who  is 
robbed  is  the  American  taxpayer.  In  re- 
cent years,  S&L  swindlers,  insider 
trading  convicts,  and  other  shady  char- 
acters have  managed  to  protect  their 
ill-gotten  gains  through  this  loophole. 

One  infamous  S&L  banker  with  more 
than  $4  billion  in  claims  against  him 
bought  a  multimillion-dollar  horse 
ranch  in  Florida.  Another  man  who 
pled  guilty  to  insider  trading  abuses 
lives  in  a  7,000-square-foot  beachfront 
home  worth  S.T  7.S  million,  all  tucked 
away  from  the  $2.75  billion  in  suits 
against  him.  These  deadbeats  get 
wealthier  while  legitimate  creditors — 
including  the  US.  Government — get 
the  short  end  of  the  stick. 

Simply  put.  the  current  practice  is 
grossly  unfair  and  contravenes  the  in- 
tent of  our  laws:  People  are  supposed 
to  get  a  fresh  start,  not  a  head  start, 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Code. 

In  addition,  these  unlimited  home- 
stead exemptions  have  made  it  increas- 
ingly difficult  for  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation  and  the  Resolu- 
tion Trust  Corporation  to  go  after  S&L 
crooks.  With  the  S&L  crisis  costing  us 
billions  of  dollars  and  with  a  deficit 
that  remains  out  of  control,  we  owe  it 
to  the  taxpayers  to  make  it  as  hard  as 
possible  for  those  responsible  to  profit 
from  their  wrongs. 

Mr.  President,  the  legislation  I  have 
introduced  today  is  simple,  effective, 
and  straightforward.  It  caps  the  home- 
stead exemption  at  $100,000,  which  is 
close  to  the  average  price  of  an  Amer- 
ican house.  And  it  will  protect  middle 
class  Americans  while  preventing  the 
abuses  that  are  making  the  American 
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middle  class  question  the  integrity  of 
our  laws. 

Indeed,  it  is  even  generous  to  debt- 
ors. Other  than  the  eight  States  that 
have  no  limit  to  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion, no  State  has  a  homestead  exemp- 
tion exceeding  $100,000.  In  fact.  38 
States  have  exemptions  of  $40,000  or 
less.  My  own  home  State  of  Wisconsin 
has  a  $40,000  exemption  and  that,  in  my 
opinion,  is  more  than  sufficient. 

Mr.  President,  this  proposal  is  an  ef- 
fort to  make  our  bankruptcy  laws  more 
equitable.  We  owe  it  to  the  average 
American  to  ensure  that  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Code  is  more  than  just  a 
beachball  for  millionaires  who  want  to 
protect  their  assets.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  important 
measure,  and  I  ask  that  a  copy  of  the 
legislation  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S  769 

Be  tt  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFrLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  '•Bankruptcy 
Abuse  Reform  Act  of  1995  ". 
SEC.  2.  AME^fDMENTS. 

Section  522  of  title  11.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (bK2)(A)  by  inserting 
■'subject  to  subsection  (n)."  after  "<2)(A)", 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(n)  As  a  result  of  electing  under  sub- 
section (b)(2)(A)  to  exempt  property  under 
State  or  local  law,  the  debtor  may  not  ex- 
empt an  aggregate  interest  of  more  than 
S1(X),000  in  value  in  real  or  personal  property 
that  the  debtor  or  a  dependent  of  the  debtor 
uses  as  a  residence,  m  a  cooperative  that 
owns  property  that  the  debtor  or  a  dependent 
of  the  debtor  uses  as  a  residence,  or  in  a  bur- 
ial plot  for  the  debtor  or  a  dependent  of  the 
debtor  ' 
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By    Mr.    DOLE   (for   himself.    Mr. 
Kyl.  Mr.  INOUYE,  Mr.  D'Amato, 
Mr.    HFLM.S.    Mr.    Brown.    Mr. 
Mack,  Mr.  Specter,  Mr.  Bond, 
Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr.  Pressler, 
Mr.    Dorgan.    Mr.     Faircloth. 
and  Mr.  Bradley): 
S.  770.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  relo- 
cation of  the  United  States  Embassy  in 
Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: ordered  held  at  the  desk. 

.JERL'SALKM  EMBAS.SY  REI-OC'ATlO.N 
IMPLEME.STATION  ACT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today  I  am 
introducing  legislation,  along  with  the 
Senator  from  Arizona,  Senator  Kyl, 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii.  Senator 
Inouye.  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
Senator  D'Amato.  and  others,  to  move 
the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to 
the  capital  of  Jerusalem.  I  am  pleased 
to  be  joined  by  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
at  this  time  that  when  I  send  the  bill 
to  the  desk,  it  be  held  at  the  desk  until 
noon  tomorrow  for  additional  cospon- 
sors. 


Mr.  President,  I  know  the  interest  in 
this  legislation  is  considerable,  and 
that  is  why  I  have  asked  it  be  held  at 
the  desk. 

The  issue  of  Jerusalem  has  many  ele- 
ments— emotional,  religious,  cultural, 
spiritual,  historical,  and  political.  Je- 
rusalem may  be  the  most  remarkable 
city  in  the  world.  Three  of  the  world's 
great  religions  have  roots  in  Jerusa- 
lem. No  other  city  has  been  the  capital 
of  the  same  country,  inhabited  by  the 
same  people  speaking  the  same  lan- 
guage worshipping  the  same  God  today 
as  it  was  3,000  years  ago.  And  yet  the 
United  States  does  not  maintain  its 
Embassy  in  Jerusalem. 

This  issue  of  where  to  place  the 
American  Embassy  in  Israel  has  a  long 
history  in  the  United  States  Congress. 
Successive  Congresses  and  successive 
administrations  have  been  on  opposite 
sides. 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  commend  the 
leadership  of  some  of  my  colleagues  on 
this  issue,  in  particular  Senator  MOY- 
nihan  and  Senator  D'Amato.  They  have 
led  congressional  efforts  to  relocate 
the  U.S.  Embassy  for  many  years. 

Years  ago,  I  was  one  of  those  who  ex- 
pressed concerns  about  the  timing  of 
proposals  to  move  the  American  Em- 
bassy from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem.  I 
felt  that  doing  so  could  have  under- 
mined our  efforts  and  ability  to  act  as 
a  peacemaker.  However,  much  has 
changed  since  those  earlier  efforts.  The 
Soviet  Union  is  gone.  We  successfully 
waged  war— with  Arab  allies — to  liber- 
ate Kuwait.  Jordan  and  the  PLO  have 
joined  Egypt  in  beginning  a  formal 
peace  process  with  Israel.  The  peace 
process  has  made  great  strides  and  our 
commitment  to  that  process  is  unchal- 
lengeable. Delaying  the  process  of  mov- 
ing the  Embassy  now  only  sends  a  sig- 
nal of  false  hopes. 

I  was  proud  to  join  with  92  of  my  col- 
leagues— Republican  and  Democratic — 
in  signing  the  D'Amato-Moynihan  let- 
ter last  March  urging  the  administra- 
tion to  move  our  Embassy  no  later 
than  May  1999.  As  the  letter  pointed 
out  to  Secretary  Christopher,  the  Unit- 
ed States  enjoys  diplomatic  relations 
with  184  countries— but  Israel  is  the 
only  country  in  which  our  Embassy  is 
not  located  in  the  functioning  capital. 

Yesterday,  I  met  with  Prime  Min- 
ister Rabin,  and  we  discussed  this  leg- 
islation. As  Prime  Minister  Rabin  said 
after  our  meeting,  the  people  of  Israel 
"would  welcome  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  Jerusalem  is  the  capital"  of  Is- 
rael, and  "we  will  welcome  embassies 
that  will  come." 

The  time  has  come  to  move  beyond 
letters,  expressions  of  support  and 
sense  of  the  Congress  resolutions.  The 
time  has  come  to  enact  legislation  that 
will  get  the  job  done— to  move  the 
United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to  Je- 
rusalem by  May  1999.  The  Jerusalem 
Embassy  Relocation  Act  of  1995  is  that 
legislation. 
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This  is  not  a  partisan  effort,  and  this 
is  not  an  effort  to  undermine  the  peace 
process.  Democrats  have  historically 
supported  efforts  to  move  the  Embassy. 
In  fact,  as  the  Democratic  leader  ToM 
Daschle  pointed  out  in  a  speech  last 
night,  support  for  moving  the  Embassy 
to  Jerusalem  has  been  in  the  Demo- 
cratic Party's  platform  since  1968.  It 
has  been  in  the  Republican  platform 
for  many  years  as  well. 

Placing  the  American  Embassy  in  Je- 
rusalem is  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come.  Construction  will  take  time,  but 
we  should  begin  soon.  The  fact  is  that 
Jerusalem  hais  been  and  should  remain 
the  undivided  capital  of  Israel.  Let  me 
close  by  quoting  from  a  speech  I  gave 
18  years  Eigo  in  Jerusalem: 

In  the  search  for  a  solution  to  the  dilemma 
which  Israel's  first  President  called  'a  con- 
flict of  right  with  right.  "  whatever  else  may 
be  negotiable,  the  capital  of  Israel  clearly  is 
not. 

Let  me  also  thank  my  colleague  from 
Arizona.  Senator  K'YL,  who  has  actu- 
ally been  in  the  forefront  of  this  legis- 
lation, who  had  the  initial  idea.  We 
have  been  working  with  him  and  now 
put  together,  I  believe,  legislation  that 
can  be  sponsored  or  cosponsored  by 
nearly  all  of  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  We  certainly  wel- 
come cosponsors.  The  legislation  will 
be  held  at  the  desk  under  the  previous 
consent  agreement  until  noon  tomor- 
row. So  anybody'  wishing  to  cosponsor 
the  legislation  just  notify  the  clerk. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  summary  of  the  legislation 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
S.  770.  THE  Jerusalem  Embassy  Rel<x;ation 

I.MPLEMENTATION  A(?T  OF  1995 

Provides  that  construction  begin  on  a  new 
United  States  Embsissy  in  Jerusalem  in  1996, 
and  the  new  Embassy  open  by  May  31.  1999. 

Section  1  states  the  short  title  of  the  legis- 
lation is  the  Jerusalem  Embassy  Relocation 
Implementation  Act  of  1995. 

Section  2  states  Congressional  findings  on 
the  history  and  status  of  Jerusalem  as  the 
capital  of  Israel. 

Section  3  establishes  a  timetable  for  the 
relocation  of  the  United  States  Embassy  in- 
cluding groundbreaking  by  December  31. 
1996,  and  official  opening  no  later  than  May 
31,  1999.  Section  3(b)  withholds  50%  (approxi- 
mately $20^-250  million)  of  fiscal  year  1997 
State  Department  foreign  construction  funds 
until  the  Secretary  of  State  determines  and 
reports  to  Congress  that  construction  has 
begun.  Section  3(c)  withholds  50%  of  fiscal 
year  1999  foreign  construction  funds  until 
the  Secretary  of  State  determines  and  re- 
ports to  Congress  that  the  embassy  has 
opened. 

Section  4  earmarks  $5  million  of  already 
appropriated  fiscal  year  1995  funds  for  imme- 
diate costs  associated  with  relocating  the 
Embassy. 

Section  5  authorizes  $25  million  for  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $75  million  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
Estimates  are  based  on  new  embassy  con- 
struction in  a  high-threat  area. 

Section  6  requires  a  report  within  30  days 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  detailing  the  De- 


partment's plan  to  Implement  the  Act.  In- 
cluding estimated  dates  of  completion  and 
costs. 

Section  7  requires  semiannual  reports  to 
Congress  on  implementation  of  the  Act 

Section  8  defines  "United  States  Embassy" 
to  include  both  the  offices  of  the  diplomatic 
mission  and  the  residence  of  the  chief  of  mis- 
sion. 

moving  the  U.S.  embassy  TO  JERUSALEM 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  as  a  member 
of  the  committee  to  commemorate — in 
1996 — the  3.000th  anniversary  of  Jerusa- 
lem as  the  capital  of  the  Jewish  people, 
I  am  pleased  to  join  Senator  Dole  and 
introduce  the  Jerusalem  Embassy  Re- 
location Implementation  Act  of  1995.  to 
begin  immediate  construction  on  a 
United  States  Embassy  in  Jerusalem. 

It  is  historic  and  important  that  the 
majority  leader  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  are  the  primary  sponsors  of  this 
legislation  in  the  Senate  and  House. 

For  three  millennia— since  King 
David  established  Jerusalem  ais  the 
capital  of  the  Jewish  people — Jerusa- 
lem has  been  the  center  of  Jewish  lit- 
urgy. Twice  a  year,  for  the  last  2.000 
years.  Jews  from  around  the  world 
have  offered  a  simple  prayer:  "Next 
Year  in  Jerusalem." 

And  throughout  the  Jewish  people's 
long  exile  from  the  land  of  Israel, 
through  the  Holocaust,  pogroms,  and 
countless  expulsions  the  "City  Upon  a 
Hill  "  served  as  the  focal  point  of  their 
aspiration  to  rebuild  Israel. 

In  addition  to  Israel's  undisputable 
historical  and  biblical  claim  to  Jerusa- 
lem, upon  regaining  control  over  East 
Jerusalem  in  1967.  Israel  has  restored 
the  holy  city  as  a  place  open  to  all  for 
worship. 

Memories  may  be  short,  but  it  is  im- 
portant to  remember  that  while  Jordan 
occupied  East  Jerusalem— 1948-1967— 
Jews  were  expelled  and  many  Chris- 
tians, feeling  persecuted,  emigrated. 
During  this  period,  proper  respect  was 
not  given  to  the  spiritual  importance 
of  the  city.  A  highway  wsis  even  built 
on  ancient  burial  grounds  and  religious 
sites  desecrated. 

Yet,  successive  United  States  admin- 
istrations since  1948 — for  fear  of  inter- 
fering with  the  ability  of  the  United 
States  to  serve  as  an  honest  broker  for 
Arab  and  Israeli  claims — have  refused 
to  recognize  Israeli  sovereignty  over 
Jerusalem,  and  have  refused  to  locate 
the  United  States  Embassy  in  the  cap- 
ital of  Israel.  While  there  is  superficial 
logic  to  that  concern.  I  believe  it  bases 
United  States  policy  on  a  disingenuous 
position— that  if  Arab  leaders  hold  out 
long  enough,  the  United  States  might 
abandon  our  ally  and  force  it  to  do  the 
one  thing  Israel  has  made  clear  it  will 
never  do — abandon  its  claim  to  Jerusa- 
lem as  its  eternal  and  undivided  cap- 
ital. 

The  fact  is,  the  United  States  will 
not  do  that.  Better  that  all  parties  un- 
derstand that  at  the  outset,  rather 
than  learning  it  at  the  unsuccessful 
conclusions  of  negotiations. 
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United  States  Middle  East  diplomacy 
should  be  based  on  honesty  and  on  the 
power  and  loyalty  to  our  friends  and 
our  principles.  Moving  the  Embassy  to 
Jerusalem  should  aid  in  any  peace  be- 
tween Israel  and  her  neighbors  by  send- 
ing a  clear,  unambiguous  message  that 
the  status  of  Jerusalem  is  not  and 
never  will  be  negotiable. 

Israel  cannot  under  any  cir- 
cumstances negotiate  this  issue  any 
more  than  Americans  would  negotiate 
over  Washington  being  our  Capital. 

Moving  the  United  States  Embassy 
to  Jerusalem  does  no  injustice  to  the 
Arab  people,  nor  is  it  intended,  in  any 
way.  to  be  disrespectful  to  them.  Dur- 
ing the  hundreds  of  years  in  which  Je- 
rusalem was  under  Arab  or  Moslem 
rule.  Jerusalem  never  served  as  a  cap- 
ital city  for  the  rulers.  And  while  East 
Jerusalem  was  under  Jordanian  con- 
trol. Jordan's  capital  remained  in 
Amman  and  was  never  moved  to  Jeru- 
salem. Islam's  holiest  text,  the  Koran. 
does  not  mention  Jerusalem  a  single 
time. 

Even  Moslems  who  pray  at  the  Al- 
Aksa  Mosque  in  Jerusalem  face  Mecca 
when  they  pray.  No  one  can  dispute, 
however,  the  historical  and  spiritual 
vitality  of  Jerusalem  to  Israel. 

It  is  time  for  the  United  States  to  lo- 
cate its  embassy  in  the  capital  city  of 
Israel,  as  is  the  case  for  every  other 
country  that  the  United  States  recog- 
nizes, whether  it  be  ally  or  enemy. 

Those  who  have  expressed  support  for 
United  States  recognition  of  Jerusalem 
as  the  capital  of  Israel  now  have  a  way 
to  convert  words  to  action,  by  support- 
ing the  Dole-Kyl-Inouye  resolution,  so 
that  construction  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Jerusalem  will  commence 
in  time  for  the  city's  3.000  year  anni- 
versary as  the  capital  of  the  people  of 
Israel.  "Next  Year  in  Jerusalem.  " 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  join  the  distinguished  major- 
ity leader.  Senator  Dole,  as  an  original 
cosponsor  of  the  Jerusalem  Embassy 
Relocation  Implementation  Act  of  1995. 

It  is  outrageous  that  the  United 
States  has  diplomatic  relations  with 
184  countries  throughout  the  world  and 
in  every  one.  but  Israel,  our  Embassy  is 
In  the  functioning  capital.  In  Israel, 
our  Embassy  is  in  Tel  Aviv.  I  see  no 
reason  why  this  should  be  the  case.  It 
is  wrong  and  it  must  end  now.  Jerusa- 
lem should  not  be  thrown  around  like  a 
bone  to  Yasir  Arafat. 

Israel  has  endured  much  throughout 
her  history  and  for  her  to  have  to  suf- 
fer the  indignity  of  her  main  ally  refus- 
ing to  place  its  Embassy  in  her  func- 
tioning capital  is  an  insult.  With  the 
exception  of  the  Sinai  given  back 
under  the  treaty  with  Egypt,  she  has 
had  to  fight  again  and  again  for  the 
same  pieces  of  land.  Jerusalem,  how- 
ever, is  a  different  case.  Jerusalem,  the 
holy  city  and  ancient  capital  of  Israel, 
must  never  again  become  divided. 

It  was  for  this  reason  that  Senator 
MOYNIHAN,  myself,  and  91  other  Mem- 


bers of  the  Senate  sent  a  joint  letter  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  urging  him  to 
begin  planning  now  for  the  relocation 
of  the  Embassy  to  Jerusalem  by  no 
later  than  May  1999.  This  letter  was 
sent  in  March  of  this  year.  To  date, 
there  has  been  no  reply.  This  is  unfor- 
tunate. 

The  matter  is  simple.  Jerusalem  is 
and  will  remain  the  permanent  and  un- 
divided capital  of  a  sovereign  Israel. 
I'm  not  going  to  let  the  State  Depart- 
ment bureaucrats  forget  that. 

I  call  on  the  President  to  recognize 
this  and  to  begin  the  process  toward 
moving  the  U.S.  Embsissy  to  Jerusa- 
lem. It  is  shameful  that  the  United 
States  continues  to  bend  to  pressure  to 
place  the  American  Embassy  in  Tel 
Aviv  and  not  in  Jerusalem. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  understand 
that  the  present  negotiations  are  deli- 
cate, I  do  not  want  this  administration 
to  be  under  the  impression  that  Jerusa- 
lem is  some  prize  to  be  claimed  by  the 
Palestinians  or  anyone  else.  Let  the 
message  be  clear:  A  united  Jerusalem 
is  off  limits  for  negotiation.  Jerusalem 
belongs  to  Israel  and  our  Embassy  be- 
longs in  Jerusalem. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  bill  and  I  urge  its  swift  pas- 
sage so  that  our  Embassy  in  Israel  can 
finally  be  rightfully  located  in  Jerusa- 
lem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  remarks  appear  in  the 
Record  along  with  those  of  Senator 
Dole  and  the  other  cosponsors  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader,  Mr.  Dole, 
is  right  on  target  with  his  legislation 
to  move  the  United  States  Embassy 
from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem.  Action  by 
Congress  is  long  overdue,  and  I'm  de- 
lighted to  be  a  principal  cosponsor  of 
Senator  Dole's  legislation. 

There  has  been  some  murmuring  dur- 
ing the  past  few  days  by  those  who  op- 
pose moving  the  United  States  Em- 
bassy from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem. 
Their  contention  is  that  this  is  a  sen- 
sitive time  in  the  peace  process.  Fair 
enough,  but  I  need  to  be  informed  as  to 
when  no  sensitive  time  in  the  peace 
process  exists. 

I  remember  well  a  time  in  1988  when 
I  offered  legislation  to  move  the  United 
States  Embassy  to  Jerusalem.  After 
extensive  negotiations  with  the  De- 
partment of  State — that  also  was  a  sen- 
sitive time  in  the  peace  process — we 
ended  with  what  I  understood  to  be  an 
agreement  to  acquire  land  for  an  Em- 
bassy in  Jerusalem.  I  am  sorry  to  hear 
that  my  efforts  of  1988  are  being  used 
today  as  an  argument  against  passage 
of  the  legislation  before  us  today. 

Mr.  President,  the  mere  acquisition 
of  land  in  Jerusalem  is  not  enough.  My 
purpose  then,  as  now,  was  to  get  the 
United  States  Embassy  to  Jerusalem, 
not  to  begin  real  estate  negotiations. 

The  point.  Mr.  President,  is  this: 
There  is  only  one  nation  in  this  world 


where  the  United  States  mission  is  not 
in  the  capital  city,  and  that  is  Israel. 

Jerusalem,  the  Holy  City,  was  di- 
vided by  barbed  wire  for  almost  two 
decades.  Worshippers  were  denied  ac- 
cess to  the  Holy  places  under  Jor- 
danian rule  in  East  Jerusalem.  In  the 
28  years  during  which  Israel  has  pre- 
sided over  a  united  city  of  Jerusalem, 
the  rights  of  Christians.  Jews,  and 
Moslems  have  been  fully  respected. 

Time  and  again,  the  Senate  has  voted 
overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  recogrnizing 
United  Jerusalem  as  the  Capital  of  Is- 
rael. 

I  commend  Senator  Dole  for  his 
leadership  in  this  and  other  matters. 


By  Mr.  PRYOR: 
S.  771.  A  bill  to  provide  that  certain 
Federal  property  shall  be  made  avail- 
able to  States  for  State  use  before 
being  made  available  to  other  entities, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

SURPLUS  PROPERTY  LEGISL.'MION 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  discuss  a  matter  that  receives 
far  too  little  attention  here  in  Wash- 
ington, but  is  of  vital  importance  to  all 
of  our  States.  I  am  speaking  about  the 
surplus  property  donated  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  various  entities. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  once  a  Fed- 
eral agency  has  decided  that  a  desk  or 
a  computer  or  some  other  item  of  per- 
sonal property  has  been  declared  "ex- 
cess" to  that  agency,  that  piece  of 
property  is  then  offered  to  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  for  their  use.  If  no  other 
Federal  agency  has  a  need  for  that 
property,  then  the  surplus  property  can 
be  donated  to  the  States  or  other  enti- 
ties for  their  use.  In  1992,  603  million 
dollars  worth  of  surplus  property  was 
sent  to  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  the  surplus  property 
that  goes  to  our  States  is  very  impor- 
tant to  local  jurisdictions  throughout 
the  country.  For  example,  the  State  of 
Arkansas  has  received  high-quality 
equipment  that  enables  local  jurisdic- 
tions to  fight  forest  fires,  carry  out 
rescue  operations,  and  repair  State  and 
county  highways.  In  each  and  every 
State,  this  surplus  property,  from 
trucks  to  air  compressors,  provides 
critical  equipment  to  help  jurisdictions 
to  carry  out  their  programs.  Further- 
more, the  local  jurisdictions  receive 
this  equipment  at  a  vastly  reduced  rate 
which  provides  some  much-needed  fi- 
nancial relief  to  their  budgets. 

However,  as  a  result  of  years  of  legis- 
lation amending  the  property  disposal 
program.  States  are  being  denied  some 
useful  and  desirable  surplus  property. 
While  these  legislative  initiatives  were 
well-intended,  they  changed  the  prior- 
ities and  placed  other  entities  at  the 
front  of  the  line,  limiting  the  property 
available  to  States. 

For  example,  in  1986,  the  Defense  au- 
thorization bill  contained  a  provision 
that  permitted  the  Pentagon  to  make 
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some  of  its  excess  supplies  available  for 
humanitarian  relief.  Originally,  this 
program  was  desigrned  to  aissist  the  ref- 
ugee and  resistance  groups  in  Afghani- 
stan. While  this  program  had  a  very 
modest  beginning,  and  involved  only  4 
million  dollars  worth  of  property  the 
first  year,  which  was  mainly  clothing, 
this  program  has  grown  rapidly.  Some 
25.802  items,  worth  $227  million,  were 
shipped  in  1993.  Today,  our  States  are 
concerned  that  they  are  losing  oppor- 
tunities to  bid  on  Federal  surplus  prop- 
erty. While  none  of  our  States  object  to 
shipping  surplus  blankets  and  food 
items  to  needy  people,  this  program 
has  expanded  and  now  includes  heavy 
construction  equipment  as  well.  These 
road  graders,  front  loaders,  and  pick-up 
trucks  were  bought  and  paid  for  by 
U.S.  taxpayers,  but  our  States  did  not 
even  get  to  look  at  them.  This  is  the 
type  of  surplus  property  that  the 
States  would  very  much  like  to  re- 
ceive. 

Mr.  President.  I  share  the  concern  of 
our  States  about  this  program.  While  I 
am  glad  that  our  Nation  can  assist  ref- 
ugees around  the  world  with  blankets 
and  surplus  food.  I  think  the  time  has 
come  to  examine  this  donation  pro- 
gram. A  program  that  began  by  ship- 
ping clothes  to  one  or  two  countries 
now  involves  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  worth  of  items  going  to  117 
countries.  We  already  have  a  number  of 
foreign-aid  programs  and  I  do  not 
think  we  should  operate  yet  another 
one  out  of  the  Pentagon. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
heard  of  sketchy  reports  that  quite 
often  this  excess  equipment  is  not 
being  used  by  the  recipient  country. 
There  are  basically  two  ways  that  this 
well-intended  program  may  be  abused. 
First  of  all.  this  equipment  can  be  sold 
immediately  by  the  recipient  nation. 
Instead  of  being  put  to  good  use.  this 
valuable  equipment  can  be  sold  and  the 
money  spent  on  anything  the  recipient 
nation  wants.  Second,  there  have  been 
reports  that  some  of  this  heavy  con- 
struction equipment  is  sitting  idle  due 
to  the  lack  of  skilled  mechanics  and 
the  resources  to  repair  it.  I  have  been 
disappointed  to  discover  that  despite 
these  reports,  there  has  been  no  com- 
prehensive review  of  the  final  end-use 
of  this  equipment.  Today  I  am  writing 
to  the  inspector  general  at  the  Penta- 
gon to  ask  her  to  fully  investigate  this 
program  to  determine  if  these  reports 
are  factual. 

Another  provision  of  my  legislation 
addresses  another  program  that  has 
caused  concern  in  many  of  our  States. 
In  1990,  the  Congress  passed  a  provision 
that  permitted  DOD  to  make  available 
to  certain  African  countries  property 
for  use  in  the  preservation  of  wildlife. 
While  everyone  wants  to  help  preserve 
elephants,  the  States  have  a  legitimate 
question  as  to  why  does  this  program 
receive  a  higher  priority  than  the  in- 
terests of  U.S.  taxpayers?  The  simple 
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solution  is  to  put  the  States  first.  My 
legislation  would  allow  the  States  to 
take  a  first  look  at  this  surplus  prop- 
erty to  see  if  they  can  use  any  of  it. 
Then,  and  only  .  then,  it  could  be 
shipped  to  help  preserve  African  wild- 
life. 

Mr.  President,  the  legislation  I  am 
introducing  today  returns  to  the  basic 
principle  of  the  fair  and  equitable  dis- 
tribution of  surplus  Government  per- 
sonal property.  'While  there  are  many 
worthy  entities  interested  in  this  prop- 
erty. I  think  it  is  time  to  again  put  our 
States  first  in  line. 

My  bill  puts  States  at  the  head  of  the 
list  before  the  Humanitarian  Assist- 
ance Program  at  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  Foreign  Environ- 
mental Protection  Program;  ensures 
the  State  agencies  for  surplus  property 
are  part  of  the  process  in  the  Small 
Business  Donation  Program;  repeals 
the  authority  for  the  Department  of 
Energy  to  dispose  of  personal  property 
outside  of  the  regular  process  involving 
the  State  agencies;  allows  DOD  to  con- 
tinue to  donate  surplus  small  arms  and 
ammunition  to  local  law  enforcement 
agencies  while  excluding  surplus  motor 
vehicles  from  the  program;  and  re- 
quires the  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration to  review  the  entire  range  of 
surplus  personal  property  progrrams  to 
determine  how  effective  these  pro- 
grams are,  the  amount  of  property  do- 
nated through  these  programs,  and  to 
suggest  any  legislative  recommenda- 
tions to  improve  the  process  and  en- 
sure the  States  participation  in  this 
process.  GSA,  in  the  course  of  its  re- 
view, will  not  be  able  to  limit  the  ac- 
cess of  local  communities  impacted  by 
the  closure  of  a  military  base. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  time  to 
put  our  States  first  in  line  when  it 
comes  to  receiving  surplus  property. 
My  bill  does  just  that  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  it.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  bill  and  a  sum- 
mary be  printed  in  the  Record.  I  also 
have  a  letter  from  Mr.  Gerald  Marlin, 
manager  of  Federal  surplus  property  in 
Arkansas  that  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  771 
Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  J.  PRIORITY  TO  STATES  FOR  THE 
TRANSFER  OF  NONLETHAL  EXCESS 
SUPPLIES  OF  THE  DEPAKTME?>n'  OF 
DEFENSE. 

Section  2547  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "The 
Secretary  of  Defense  '  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Subject  to  subsection  (d).  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense '; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  sub- 
section (e);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (d): 

■(d)  Nonlethal  excess  supplies  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  shall  be  made  available 


to  a  State,  a  local  government  of  a  State,  a 
Territory,  or  a  possession,  upon  the  request 
of  the  State,  local  government.  Territory,  or 
possession  pursuant  to  authority  provided  in 
another  provision  of  law.  before  such  sup- 
plies are  made  available  for  humanitarian 
relief  purposes  under  this  section.  The  Presi- 
dent may  make  such  supplies  available  for 
humanitarian  purposes  before  such  supplies 
are  made  available  to  a  State,  local  govern- 
ment. Territory,  or  possession  under  this 
subsection  in  order  to  respond  to  an  emer- 
gency for  which  such  supplies  are  especially 
suited". 

SEC.  2.  AUTHORITIES  OF  SECRETARY  OF  DE- 
FENSE REGARDING  DISPOSAL  OF 
EXCESS  AND  SLTtPLUS  PROPERTY. 

(a)  Support  of  Counter  Drug  Acttvi- 
TIES.— Section  1208(a>(l)  of  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  'Vears  1990 
and  1991  (Public  Law  101-189;  10  U.S.C.  372 
note)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  excluding 
motor  vehicles"  after  "small  arms  and  am- 
munition". 

(b)  SUPPORT  FOR  Regional  Equipment  Cen- 
ters.— 

(1)  Newport  township  center.— Section 
210  of  Public  Law  101-302  (104  Sut.  220)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(2)  Cambria  county  center.— Section  9148 
of  Public  Law  102-396  (106  Stat.  1941)  is  re- 
pealed. 

sec.  3.  TRANSFERS  OF  PROPERTY  FOR  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROTECTION  IN  FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES. 

Section  608(d)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2357(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (L.  (2).  and 
(3)  as  subparagraphs  (A).  (B).  and  (C),  respec- 
tively; 

(2)  by  striking  "(d>  The"  and  inserting 
"(dxl)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
the ';  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  No  property  may  be  transferred  under 
paragraph  (1)  unless  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  determines  that  there  is  no 
Federal  or  Stat*  use  requirements  for  the 
property  under  any  other  provision  of  law.". 
SEC.  4.  AMENDMENT  TO  SMALL  BUSINESS  ACT. 

Section  7(j)(l3)(F)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act  (15  use.  636(j)(13KF))  Is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "TTiis  sub- 
paragraph shall  be  carried  out  under  the  su- 
pervision of  the  Administrator  of  General 
Ser\'ices  in  consultation  with  State  agencies 
responsible  for  the  distribution  of  surplus 
property.". 

SEC.  5.  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  SCIENCE  EDU 
CATION  ENHANCEMENT  ACT  AMENT>- 
MENT. 

Section  3166(b)  of  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy Science  Education  Enhancement  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7381e(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  paragraph  (2):  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3)  through 
(6)  as  paragraphs  (2)  through  (5).  respec- 
tively. 

SEC.  6.  STEVENSON  WYDLER  TECHNOLOGY  INNO- 
VATION ACT  OF  I  MO  AMENDMENT. 

(ai  Repeal— Section  ll(i)  of  the  Steven- 
son-Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  of 
1980  (15  use.  37l0<i))  is  repealed. 

(b)  Delegation  of  AUTHORmr  to  Direc- 
tors OF  Federal  Laboratories.— Section 
203(j)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis- 
trative Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  484(j)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(6)  Under  such  regulations  as  the  Admin- 
istrator may  prescribe,  the  Administrator 
may  delegate  to  the  director  of  any  Federal 
laboratory  (as  defined  in  section  12(d)<2)  of 
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the  Stevension-Wydler  Technologry  Innova- 
tion Act  of  1980  (15  use.  3710a(d)(2))  the  au- 
thority of  the  Administrator  under  this  sub- 
section with  respect  to  the  transfer  and  dis- 
posal of  scientific  and  technical  surplus 
property  under  the  manaffennent  or  control 
of  that  Federal  laboratory,  if  the  director  of 
the  Federal  laboratory  certifies  that  the 
equipment  is  needed  by  an  educational  insti- 
tution or  nonprofit  organization  for  the  con- 
duct of  scientific  and  technical  education 
and  research.  ". 

SEC.  7.  REPORT  ON  DISPOSAL  AVD  DONATION  OF 
SURPLUS  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

No  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  shall  review  all  statutes  re- 
lating to  the  disposal  and  donation  of  sur- 
plus personal  property  and  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  report  on  such  statutes  includ- 
ing— 

(1)  the  effectiveness  of  programs  adminis- 
tered under  such  statutes  (except  for  any 
program  that  grants  access  to  personal  prop- 
erty by  local  communities  impacted  by  the 
closure  of  a  military  base),  and  the  amount 
and  type  of  property  administered  under 
each  such  program  during  fiscal  years  1993 
and  1994;  and 

1 2)  legislative  recommendations  to  inte- 
grate and  consolidate  all  such  programs  to 
be  administered  by  a  single  Federal  author- 
ity working  with  State  agencies  while  ac- 
complishing the  purposes  of  such  programs. 

Bill  Svmm.^ry 

Purpose:  To  ensure  that  certain  surplus 
Federal  personal  property  is  available  to 
States  for  their  use  before  being  made  avail- 
able to  other  organizations. 

Background:  In  19T7  Congress  approved  leg- 
islation permitting  Federal  personal  prop- 
erty no  longer  needed  by  an  aigency  to  be  of- 
fered to  other  Federal  agencies  and  after- 
ward to  State  and  local  governments 
through  designated  state  agencies  for  sur- 
plus property  within  each  state  (Public  Law 
94-519)  The  regulations  require  that  the 
General  Services  Administration  administer 
the  disposition  of  this  personal  property  to 
ensure  ita  fair  and  equitable  distribution. 

This  program  was  a  good  example  of  Fed- 
eral-State cooperation.  However,  beginning 
in  1986  Congress  has  enacted  legislation  that 
placed  a  variety  of  interests  higher  on  the 
priority  list  to  receive  surplus  property.  The 
National  .Association  of  State  Agencies  for 
Surplus  Property  (N.ASASP)  has  compiled  a 
partial  listing  of  these  legislative  provisions: 

1986— Humanitarian  Assistance  Program. 
(Section  2547).  10  USC)  Program  gives  foreign 
countries  excess  DOD  property  before  it  is 
available  to  the  States. 

1987— Southern  Regional  Amendment.  Con- 
gress authorized  DOD  to  make  equipment 
available  to  base  rights  countries  prior  to  its 
being  available  to  other  Federal  agencies  or 
states. 

1989— Small  Business  .Administration.  Con- 
gress authorized  SBA  to  make  Federal  sur- 
plus property  available  to  8A  contractors  be- 
fore the  states. 

1990— Wildlife  Preservation  in  Africa.  Con- 
gress authorized  DOD  to  make  available  to 
certain  African  countries  excess  property  for 
use  in  the  preservation  of  wildlife,  prior  to 
its  becoming  available  to  other  Federal 
agencies  or  states 

1990— Law  Enforcement  Assistance.  Au- 
thorized DOD  to  make  property  available  di- 
rectly to  state  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
combat  drugs  prior  to  its  becoming  available 
to  other  Federal  agencies  or  states. 

The  total  effect  of  these,  and  other  provi- 
sions, has  been  to  erode  the  idea  that  one 


agency  within  each  state  would  work  with 
the  Federal  government  and  with  localities 
to  ensure  "fair  and  equitable  distribution." 
While  these  programs  are  worthwhile,  taken 
dA  a  whole,  they  fragment  our  surplus  prop- 
erty disposal  system. 

Summary  of  bill:  The  bill  has  seven  sec- 
tions: 

Section  1— Places  States  before  foreign 
countries.  The  humanitarian  assistance  pro- 
gram (HAP)  began  as  an  effort  to  get  food 
and  blankets  to  the  Afghanistan  refugees.  It 
has  grown  to  Include  the  shipping  of  con- 
struction equipment  and  motor  vehicles.  The 
dollar  value  of  the  property  shipped  in  1994 
was  $136  million.  Of  particular  interest  to 
the  States  is  construction  equipment  that  is 
being  sent  overseas.  The  bill  would  leave 
HAP  intact,  but  would  allow  states  to  review 
the  DOD  inventory  and  bid  on  any  item  for 
which  they  have  a  need.  The  truly  humani- 
tarian portion  of  the  property  (i.e.  food  ra- 
tions, blankets)  would  continue  without  dis- 
ruption. 

Section  2 — Excludes  motor  vehicles  from 
the  DOD  program  to  aid  law  enforcement. 
The  states  are  concerned  that  the  larger 
local  jurisdictions  are  receiving  trucks  and 
other  vehicles  before  other  jurisdictions 
have  a  chance  to  bid  for  them.  DOD  would 
still  be  able  to  provide  surplus  ammunition 
and  firearms  directly  to  local  police  depart- 
ments, however,  motor  vehicles  would  be  dis- 
tributed through  the  state  property  agen- 
cies. This  section  also  repeals  the  provisions 
creating  the  special  equipment  depots  that 
receive  the  surplus  before  the  States  bid  on 
It. 

Section  3— Amends  the  Wildlife  preserva- 
tion program  so  that  property  may  not  be 
transferred  unless  there  is  a  determination 
that  there  is  no  Federal  or  State  use  for  the 
property.  The  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  shall  make  this  de- 
termination. 

Section  4 — Amends  the  Small  Business  pro- 
gram to  ensure  distribution  of  property 
through  the  State  agencies.  The  property 
would  still  be  designated  for  and  allocated  to 
small  businesses,  but  it  would  be  coordinated 
through  the  existing  state  ager^ry  for  surplus 
property.  This  has  been  an  underutilized  pro- 
gram and  this  section  should  increase  the 
amount  of  property  going  to  small  busi- 
nesses. 

Section  5— Eliminates  the  Department  of 
Energy's  Science  education  program.  The 
program  is  designed  to  give  DOE  the  author- 
ity to  give  its  excess  property  directly  to 
schools.  However,  this  allows  certain  juris- 
dictions to  benefit  to  the  detriment  of  oth- 
ers. By  eliminating  this  special  program  this 
property  will  be  distributed  through  the 
state  agencies  and  give  each  and  every 
school  system  an  opportunity  to  receive  this 
equipment. 

Section  6— Modifies  the  Stevenson-Wydler 
Technology  program.  Instead  of  equipment 
going  directly  from  the  Federal  laboratories 
to  educational  institutions  without  any  di- 
rection from  the  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration, this  provision  requires  that  the  lab- 
oratory certify  to  GSA  that  the  particular 
equipment  is  needed  for  scientific  and  edu- 
cational research.  This  will  bring  this  pro- 
gram into  the  overall  surplus  property  pro- 
gram and  alleviate  concern  that  some  of  the 
scientific  equipment  has  been  sold  when  an 
institution  receives  it. 

Section  7— Requires  a  report  on  disposal 
and  donation  of  surplus  personal  property. 
While  the  other  sections  of  this  bill  will 
begin  the  process  of  returning  our  property 
disposal  system  to  its  original  focus  of  fair 


and  equitable  distribution  nationwide,  there 
are  still  other  issues  and  special  exemptions 
to  review.  The  GSA  is  able  to  study  this 
matter  and  report  to  Congress  on  the  volume 
of  property  going  out  under  other  authori- 
ties and  whether  legislative  changes  should 
be  considered  to  alleviate  any  concern  of  un- 
fair treatment  of  various  entities. 

The  bill  will  not  allow  GSA  to  recommend 
any  change  to  the  base  closure  authority. 
Congress  has  only  recently  begun  this  pro- 
gram which  gives  local  jurisdictions  access 
to  the  personal  property  on  the  military  base 
that  is  being  closed.  This  exemption  is  wide- 
ly supported  and  can  be  justified  due  to  the 
adverse  economic  impact  on  the  local  juris- 
diction of  the  closing  of  the  base. 

Arkansas  Department  of  Education. 

North  Little  Rock.  AR.  March  14.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Pryor, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Pryor:  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  the  support  of  Federal  Surplus  Property 
Donation  Program.  This  program  has  been  a 
great  help  to  the  state  for  the  many  years  it 
has  been  operating. 

I  am  sure  that  our  Donees  that  serve  all 
segments  of  our  state  are  pleased  with  your 
support.  Many  of  our  small  school  districts, 
counties,  cities,  and  rural  fire  departments 
tell  us  they  would  not  be  able  to  provide 
needed  services  without  help  from  this  dona- 
tion program. 

I  received,  from  our  National  Association 
of  State  Agencies  for  Surplus  Property,  a 
draft  of  your  Bill  to  provide  that  Federal 
Surplus  Property  be  made  available  to  states 
before  being  made  available  to  other  enti- 
ties. The  Chairman  of  our  Legislative  Com- 
mittee tells  me  our  association  is  working 
with  your  staff  on  this  and  is  thankful  for 
the  opportunity. 

In  fiscal  year  1994.  there  were  17,184  line 
items  valued  at  $136,752,392.00  transferred  to 
the  Humanitarian  Assistance  Program.  The 
State  of  Arkansas  receives  approximately 
$7,500,000  00  per  year,  and  this  is  property 
that  the  Humanitarian  Assistance  Program 
has  rejected. 

We  reaiiy  appreciate  your  work  aa  our  Scu- 
atorl 

Sincerely, 

Gerald  D.  Mari.in, 
.\tanager.  Federal  Surplus  Property 


By  Mr.  DORGAN  (for  himself  and 
Mrs,  Hutchison): 
S.  772,  A  bill  to  provide  for  an  assess- 
ment of  the  violence  broadcast  on  tele- 
vision, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

TELEVISION  VIOLENCE  REPORT  CARD  ACT 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
my  colleague  Senator  Hutchison  and  I 
are  introducing  legislation  that  will 
help  empower  parents  and  all  consum- 
ers to  take  the  responsibility  to  ad- 
dress the  problem  of  television  vio- 
lence. Our  legislation,  the  Television 
Violence  Report  Card  Act  of  1995  would 
authorize  grants  to  private,  not-for- 
profit  entities  to  conduct  quarterly  as- 
sessments of  violence  on  television. 

This  legislation  is  similar  to  a  bill  I 
introduced  in  the  last  Congress,  but  it 
has  some  significant  differences.  The 
primary  difference  is  that  this  bill 
would  not  involve  any  direct  govern- 
mental  assessment  of  the  content  of 


television.  Under  this  legislation,  the 
governmental  role  would  be  limited  to 
identifying  credible  and  qualified  re- 
search entities  which  will  be  awarded  a 
nominal  amount  of  funding  to  ensure 
that  regular  assessments  of  the  violent 
content  of  television  programming  is 
conducted  and  that  the  public  has  ac- 
cess to  this  information. 

Ninety-eight  percent  of  all  American 
households  have  a  least  one  television 
set.  More  Americans  have  televisions 
than  have  telephones  or  indoor  plumb- 
ing. The  average  American  watches 
over  4  hours  of  TV  each  day  and  the  av- 
erage household  watches  over  7  hours  a 
day.  Children  between  the  ages  of  2  and 
11  watch  television  an  average  of  28 
hours  per  week. 

Television  is.  beyond  a  doubt,  the 
most  influential  cultural  and  social 
teacher  of  American  children.  Consider 
the  fact  that  the  average  American 
teenager  spends  less  than  2  hours  per 
week  reading,  only  S'-^  hours  doing 
homework  and  21  hours  per  week 
watching  television. 

The  problem  is  that  children  and 
adults  are  getting  a  steady  diet  of  vio- 
lence through  television.  According  to 
a  1992  University  of  Pennsylvania 
study,  a  record  32  violent  acts  per  hour 
were  recorded  during  children's  shows 
and  several  other  studies  have  found 
that  television  violence  increased  dur- 
ing the  1980"s  during  prime  time  and 
children's  television  hours.  The  Amer- 
ican Academy  of  Pediatrics  estimates 
that  violence  on  television  tripled  in 
the  1980's  and  the  National  Coalition 
on  Television  Violence  found  that  25 
percent  of  prime-time  television  shows 
contain  "very  violent"  material.  The 
average  child  watches  8,000  murders 
and  100,000  acts  of  violence  on  tele- 
vision before  finishing  elementary 
school. 

Television  enables  the  television  in- 
dustry to  bypass  parents,  slip  past  the 
front  door  of  the  home,  and  enter  the 
family  living  room  where  they  can 
speak  directly  to  children.  For  better 
or  worse,  TV  is  one  of  the  most  power- 
ful instruments  of  social  and  behav- 
ioral instruction  in  the  life  of  a  child. 

Television,  unfortunately,  uses  its 
potency  and  influence  to  portray  vio- 
lence as  sexy  and  glamorous,  not  to 
mention  Hollywood's  obsession  with 
the  more  violence,  the  better.  To  the 
networks,  violence  is  a  quick  tool  to 
better  ratings.  To  our  children,  vio- 
lence becomes  the  way  of  life  that  is 
taught  over  the  airways  and  into  the 
fabric  of  our  culture. 

The  fact  is,  that  television  is  more 
than  just  entertainment,  it  is  a  potent 
force  that  shapes  everyday  life  in 
American  culture  and  society.  The 
question  is:  What  kind  of  a  force  is  it? 
Newton  Minow,  former  FCC  Chairman 
under  the  Kennedy  administration,  re- 
ferred to  television  as  a  "vast 
wasteland  *  *  *  of  blood  and  thunder, 
mayhem,    violence,    sadism,    murder." 


He  also  said:  "In  1961,  I  worried  that 
my  children  would  not  benefit  much 
from  television,  but  in  1991  I  worry 
that  my  children  will  actually  be 
harmed  by  it,"  And  according  to  a 
March  3,  1993.  poll  by  Times  Mirror, 
three-fourths  of  the  public  find  TV  too 
violent  and  even  a  higher  percentage  of 
TV  station  managers  agree  (Electronic 
Media  poll,  Aug.  2,  1993).  Even  children 
believe  television  is  a  bad  influence. 
According  to  a  "Children  Now"  survey 
released  in  February,  most  children 
say  what  they  see  on  television  encour- 
ages them  to  engage  in  aggressive  be- 
havior, to  take  part  in  sexual  activity 
too  soon,  to  lie,  and  to  show  disrespect 
for  their  parents. 

Children  that  are  continually  ex- 
posed to  television  violence  do  not  per- 
ceive their  own  aggressive  behavior  as 
deviant  or  unusual,  they  see  it  as  the 
way  life  is  and  that's  how  one  goes 
about  solving  problems.  Aggressive  be- 
havior is  learned. 

THE  PRORLEM  OF  TV  VIOLENCE 

Public  concern  about  TV  violence  is 
not  a  new  issue.  Congress  has  been 
down  this  road  before.  Congressional 
hearings  were  held  40  years  ago,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  television  age,  on  the 
impact  that  television  and  radio  was 
having  on  children  and  youth.  In  the 
sixties  and  seventies.  Congress  held 
more  hearings. 

Each  time,  the  pattern  has  been  the 
same.  The  public  expresses  outrage  and 
concern  over  the  bloodshed  that  a 
handful  of  media  magnates  pour  into 
the  Nation's  living  rooms.  The  indus- 
try either  denies  the  problem,  or  offers 
earnest  promises  of  reform,  but  no  re- 
sults. The  Nation's  attention  shifts  to 
other  problems,  as  it  always  does. 

Television  is  a  habit.  One  student  of 
the  industry  called  it  a  plug-in  drug, 
especially  where  children  are  con- 
cerned. Violence  on  TV  is  an  addiction 
too — children  become  addicted  to 
watching.  Television  violence  viewing 
leads  to  heightened  aggressiveness, 
which  in  turn  leads  to  more  television 
violence  viewing.  As  with  any  addic- 
tion, it  takes  constantly  bigger  doses 
to  achieve  the  same  effect. 

According  to  "Prime  Time:  How  TV 
Portrays  American  Culture,"  by 
Lichter  et  al.,  a  review  of  1  month  of 
prime-time  fictional  series  episodes 
found  over  1,000  scenes  involving  vio- 
lence. One  out  of  five  violent  scenes  in- 
volved gunplay,  and  nearly  half  in- 
cluded some  kind  of  serious  personal 
assault.  The  review  also  showed  that 
weekly  fictional  series  averaged  be- 
tween three  and  four  scenes  of  violence 
per  episode. 

In  addition,  Lichter's  study  found 
that  violent  crime  is  far  more  perva- 
sive on  television  than  in  real  life.  A 
comparison  between  real  life  crime  sta- 
tistics (FBI's  "Uniform  Crime  Reports: 
Crime  in  the  United  States")  and  tele- 
vision's crime  levels  shows  that: 

Since  1955  television  characters  have 
been   murdered  at  a   rate   1.000   times 


higher  than  real  world  victims.  In  the 
1950's.  there  were  7  murders  for  every 
100  characters  seen  on  TV — this  was 
over  1,400  times  higher  than  the  actual 
murder  rate  for  the  United  States  dur- 
ing the  same  period. 

Violent  crimes  not  involving  murder 
accounted  for  1  crime  in  8  on  TV  during 
the  decade  1956  to  1964,  which  occurred 
at  a  rate  of  40  for  every  1.000  char- 
acters. At  that  same  time,  the  real 
world  rate  for  crimes  involving  murder 
was  only  2  in  every  1,000  inhabitants. 

During  the  decade  covering  1965  to 
1975  crime  rose  both  on  TV  and  the  real 
world,  but  TV  crime  rate  remained 
more  than  five  times  that  of  the  real 
world,  at  140  crimes  per  1,000  char- 
acters. 

While  the  FBI-calculated  rate  for 
violent  crime  also  doubled  to  3  inci- 
dents per  1,000  inhabitants,  the  TV  rate 
for  violent  crimes  was  over  30  times 
greater  than  reality  at  a  rate  of  114  in- 
cidents per  1,000  characters. 

Although  television  crime  and  real 
life  crime  have  moved  closer  together 
in  the  past  20  years.  FBI  statistics 
showed  that  serious  crime  was  about 
half  the  rate  in  real  life  than  on  tele- 
vision. Violent  crime  rates  were  only 
one-eighth  the  rate  seen  on  television, 

TV  crime  not  only  presents  a  higher 
rate  of  violent  crime  than  the  real 
world,  it  portrays  a  different  type  of 
crime.  On  TV,  violent  crime  is  more 
often  calculated  and  felony  in  nature, 
whereas  in  real  life,  most^-40  percent — 
of  the  murders  committed  are  commit- 
ted out  of  passion  or  the  result  of  an 
argument. 

Guns  are  more  pervasive  on  TV,  In 
the  real  world,  about  one-fourth  of  all 
violent  crimes,  and  a  majority  of  mur- 
ders, involve  guns.  Almost  all  of  tele- 
vision's violent  crimes  involve  some 
type  of  gun. 

Television  is  not  only  more  crime- 
ridden  than  real  life,  it  also  highlights 
the  most  violent  serious  crimes.  A  ma- 
jority of  crimes  portrayed  on  TV  in- 
volve violence  and  23  percent  are  mur- 
ders. 

There  is  no  disputing  the  link  be- 
tween television  content  and  human 
behavior.  Twenty-six  people  died  from 
self-inflicted  gunshot  wounds  to  the 
head  after  watching  the  Russian  rou- 
lette scene  in  the  movie  "The  Deer 
Hunter"  when  it  was  shown  on  national 
TV.  It  has  been  alleged  that  the  car- 
toon Beavis  and  Butt-head's  depiction 
of  setting  objects  on  fire  recently  led  a 
5-year-old  in  Ohio  to  set  his  family's 
mobile  on  fire,  causing  the  death  of  his 
2-year-old  sister. 

The  American  Psychological  Associa- 
tion has  found  that  "since  1955,  about 
1,000  studies,  rep)orts,  and  com- 
mentaries concerning  the  impact  of 
television  violence  have  been  published 
*  *  *  the  accumulated  research  clearly 
demonstrates    a    correlation    between 
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viewing  violence  and  aggressive  behav- 
ior." Here  are  just  a  few  of  those  re- 
search studies  and  reports.  These  stud- 
ies, lead  to  one  conclusion:  violence  on 
television  is  a  threat  to  our  Nation's 
children  and  our  society  at  large: 

First,  report  to  the  Surgeon  General. 
"Television  and  Growing  up:  The  Im- 
pact of  Televised  Violence,'  1972.  The 
Surgeon  General  concluded  that  there 
is  indeed  a  causal  effect  of  viewing  vio- 
lent television  programs  and  subse- 
quent aggressive  behavior  in  children. 

Second,  a  technical  report  to  the 
Surgeon  General,  volume  III: 
Lefkowitz,  Eron.  Walder,  and  Huesman, 
"Television  Violence  and  Child  Aggres- 
sion: A  Follow-up  Study."  (Television 
and  Social  Behavior,  1972.)  "A  violent 
television  diet  is  related  to  violent  be- 
havior." This  study  shows  a  direct 
positive  correlation  between  the 
amount  of  television  viewed  by  third- 
grade  boys  and  aggressiveness  10  years 
later.  Early  aggression  in  boys  is  a  pre- 
dictor of  and  a  basis  for  later  aggres- 
sion. 

Third,  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health  [NIMH],  "Television  and  Behav- 
ior," 1982.  After  10  more  years  of  re- 
search, in  1982,  the  NIMH  did  a  follow- 
up  report  to  the  1972  Surgeon  General's 
report  and  concluded  that  violence  on 
television  does  lead  to  aggressive  be- 
havior by  children  and  teenagers  who 
watch  the  programs.  It  also  concluded 
that  television  violence  is  as  strongly 
correlated  with  aggressive  behavior  as 
any  other  behavioral  variable  that  has 
been  measured. 

Fourth,  "U.S.  Attorney  General's 
Task  Force  on  Family  Violence,  "  1984. 
This  report  says  that  "the  evidence  is 
overwhelming— TV  violence  contrib- 
utes to  the  acting  out  of  real  violence. 
Just  as  witnessing  violence  in  the 
home  may  contribute  to  normal  adults 
and  children  learning  and  acting  out 
behavior,  violence  on  TV  and  in  the 
movies  may  contribute  tx)  the  same  re- 
sult." 

Fifth,  Huesmann.  Eron,  Lefkowitz 
and  Walder,  "The  Stability  of  Aggres- 
sion Over  Time  and  Generations,  "  1984. 
(Developmental  Psychology.)  After 
studying  the  viewing  habits  and  behav- 
ior of  875  children  in  a  rural  New  York 
county  at  ages  8,  19,  and  30,  this  study 
concludes  that  the  more  a  subject 
watched  television  at  8,  the  more  seri- 
ous the  crime  he  was  convicted  for  at 
age  30. 

Sixth,  Singer,  Singer         and 

Rapaczynski,  "Family  Patterns  and 
Television  Viewing  as  Predictors  of 
Children's  Beliefs  and  Aggression," 
1984.  This  study  concluded  that  chil- 
dren who  watch  more  than  4  hours  of 
television  violence  per  day  during  pre- 
school years,  exhibit  later  aggressive 
behavior.  Children  who  view  violent 
adult  programs  were  suspicious  or  fear- 
ful of  their  neighborhood  and  world. 
And  they  tended  to  be  restless  when  re- 
quired to  wait. 


Seventh,  American  Psychological  As- 
sociation [APA],  "Violence  on  Tele- 
vision: APA  Board  of  Social  and  Ethi- 
cal Responsibility  for  Psychology," 
1985.  In  the  early  1980's,  the  APA  did  a 
complete  review  of  reports  and  lit- 
erature on  television  violence.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  APA  adopted  the  position  that 
television  violence  has  a  causal  effect 
on  aggressive  behavior. 

Eighth,  David  Phillips,  "Natural  Ex- 
periments on  the  Effects  of  Mass  Media 
Violence  on  Fatal  Aggression,"  1986. 
This  study  provides  evidence  that  some 
types  of  mass  media  violence  tend  to 
elicit  fatal  aggression — suicide,  homi- 
cide, and  accidents — among  adults  in 
the  United  States. 

Ninth,  L.  Rowell  Husemann  and  Lau- 
rie S.  Miller,  "Long-Term  Effects  of 
Repeated  Exposure  to  Media  Violence 
in  Childhood,  "  1994.  The  violent  scenes 
that  a  child  observes  on  television  can 
serve  to  teach  a  child  to  be  aggressive 
through  several  learning  processes,  as 
the  child  not  only  observes  aggressive 
patterns  of  behaviors  but  also  wit- 
nesses their  acceptance  and  reinforce- 
ment. This  study  finds  that  there  is  a 
severe  negative  outcome  for  children 
who  display  antisocial  behavior,  and 
that  televised  violence  is  regarded  as 
one  contributor  to  the  learning  envi- 
ronment of  children  who  eventually  go 
on  to  develop  aggressive  and  antisocial 
behavior. 

Tenth,  George  Comstock  and 
Haejung  Paik,  "The  Effects  of  Tele- 
vision Violence  on  Antisocial  Behavior: 
A  Meta- Analysis,  "  1994.  This  study  sug- 
gests that  the  influence  of  violent  tele- 
vision portrayals  is  not  confined  to 
childhood  or  early  adolescence  and 
concludes  that  the  findings  obtained  in 
the  last  15  years  strengthen  the  evi- 
dence that  televidiuu  violence  in- 
creases aggressive  and  antisocial  be- 
havior. 

THE  SOLUTION— PUBLIC  INFORM.^TION  AND  FREE 
M.\RKET  REGULATION 

In  my  judgment,  this  legislation  is  as 
critically  important  as  ever.  We  have 
to  make  the  television  industry  ac- 
countable, and  the  way  to  do  this  is 
through  public  information.  It  is  not 
the  role  of  Government  in  this  country 
to  tell  people  what  they  can  watch.  Nor 
should  we  try  to  tell  broadcasters  and 
sponsors  what  they  can  put  on  the  air. 
But  it  is  the  role  of  Government  to 
help  make  the  free  marketplace  work, 
by  providing  information  to  the  pub- 
lic—information on  which  they  can 
make  their  own  free  choices.  That's 
what  I'm  proposing  regarding  violence 
on  TV. 

Under  this  approach,  the  Government 
wouldn't  regulate;  parents  would.  Gov- 
ernment would  do  for  them  no  more 
than  it  does  for  businoss  of  all  kinds: 
gather  information  that  would  help 
parents  express  their  own  free  choices. 

Why  shouldn't  the  Government  start 
helping  parents,  the  way  it  helps  cor- 
porations?   The    Federal    Government 
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spends  millions  and  probably  billions 
of  dollars  a  year,  gathering  data  for  use 
by  business.  The  Census  Bureau  alone 
provides  a  treasure  drove  of  demo- 
graphic research  for  ad  agencies  and 
corporate  marketing  departments.  Cor- 
porations use  this  Government  data  to 
target  consumers.  Now  it's  time  to  give 
parents  data  by  which  they  can  target 
advertisers  who  are  abusing  their  chil- 
dren. 

If  Americans  don't  really  care  about 
this  violence,  then  it  would  continue.  If 
they  do  care  about  it,  and  send  their 
market  message  accordingly,  then  it 
would  change.  That's  the  way  a  democ- 
racy and  a  market  economy  are  sup- 
posed to  work. 

INDUSTRY  ACTIONS 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  public  con- 
cern over  television  violence  is  not 
new.  Several  hearings  were  held  in  the 
103d  Congress  on  this  issue.  In  addition, 
the  industry,  in  response  to  public  con- 
cern, has  adopted  some  measures  to  ad- 
dress this  problem. 

In  1990,  the  Congress  passed  legisla- 
tion, the  Television  Violence  Act  of 
1990,  which  provided  the  television  in- 
dustry a  3-year  antitrust  exemption  to 
allow  it  to  develop  standards  on  tele- 
vision violence.  In  December  1992,  the 
three  major  networks  adopted  "Stand- 
ards for  the  Depiction  of  Violence  in 
Television  Programs"  which  included 
commitments  by  the  industry  to: 

Only  include  depictions  of  violence 
when  such  depictions  are  relevant  and 
necessary  to  the  plot; 

Reject  gratuitous  or  excessive  depic- 
tions of  violence  as  "unacceptable"; 
and 

Not  use  depictions  of  violence  to 
shock  or  stimulate  the  audience. 

The  National  Cable  Television  Asso- 
ciation adopted  an  industry  policy  in 
January  1993  to  address  the  problems  of 
television  violence.  The  program  in- 
cludes voluntary  industry  standards 
and  encourages  cable  program  net- 
works to  adopt  their  own  standards  and 
practices. 

In  July  1993,  the  networks  adopted  an 
additional  plan  to  impose  warning  la- 
bels on  programming  that  contained 
violence,  "The  Advance  Parental  Advi- 
sory Plan"  which  will  use  the  following 
warning  label  preceding  violent  shows: 
"Due  to  some  violent  content,  parental 
discretion  advised."  A  similar  advisory 
program  was  adopted  by  the  Independ- 
ent Television  Association. 

And  late  last  year,  both  the  broad- 
cast networks  and  the  cable  industry 
agreed  to  finance  independent  studies 
that  are  currently  monitoring  and  ana- 
lyzing violence  on  television.  These  ac- 
tions are  good  and  I  applaud  the  indus- 
try's efforts.  In  particular,  I  believe 
their  monitoring  studies  will  provide  a 
positive  contribution  to  the  debate 
over  television  violence. 

In  addition  to  television  industry  ac- 
tions, the  Electronic  Industries  Asso- 
ciation   [EIA],    representing   television 
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manufacturers,  has  been  working  dili- 
gently over  the  past  year  and  a  half  to- 
ward establishing  a  voluntary  standard 
which  will  allow  for  the  implementa- 
tion of  technology  to  block  violent  pro- 
gramming. EIA's  efforts  reflect  the 
fact  that  television  manufacturers  rec- 
ognize consumers'  desires  and  are  at- 
tempting to  provide  adequate  choice  in 
the  marketplace. 

EIA's  leadership  demonstrates  that 
voluntary  efforts  can  be  effective.  It  is 
my  preference  that  voluntary  industry 
efforts  would  be  the  solution,  as  op- 
posed to  a  Government  mandate.  It  is 
my  hope  that  all  sectors  of  the  tele- 
vision industry  work  together  with  the 
EIA  in  their  effort  toward  empowering 
parents  and  providing  consumers  the 
tools  to  control  what  is  broadcast  into 
their  homes. 

CONCLUSION 

Although  industry  actions  are  com- 
mendable, legislation  is  necessary  that 
will  augment  the  industry-led  monitor- 
ing programs.  The  fundamental  pur- 
pose of  this  legislation  is  to  ensure 
that  consumers,  especially  parents, 
have  access  to  useable  information 
about  what  violent  shows  are  on  tele- 
vision and  who  sponsors  those  shows. 
Despite  all  the  research  and  the  mon- 
itoring studies  established  by  the 
broadcast  and  cable  industries,  there  is 
still  a  void  in  assuring  consumers  that 
regular,  usable  information  in  the  form 
of  a  report  card  will  be  available. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  approach  of 
establishing  television  violence  report 
cards,  created  by  private  entities,  is  a 
very  modest  and  appropriate  response 
for  the  Congress.  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  legislation  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Rfxord. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  biii  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  772 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TrtLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  '■Television 
Violence  Report  Card  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

Contfress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  Three  out  of  every  four  people  in  the 
United  States  consider  television  pro^ram- 
mms  too  violent,  according  to  a  1993  poll  by 
Electronic  Media. 

(2)  Three  Surgeon  Generals,  the  National 
Institute  of  Mental  Health,  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control,  the  .American  Medical  Asso- 
ciation, the  American  Academy  of  Pediat- 
rics, and  the  American  Psychological  Asso- 
ciation have  concurred  for  nearly  20  years  as 
to  the  deleterious  effects  of  televised  vio- 
lence on  children. 

(3)  In  conjunction  with  other  societal  fac- 
tors such  as  poverty,  drug  and  alcohol  abuse. 
and  poor  education,  the  depiction  of  violence 
in  all  forms  of  meilia  contribute  to  violence 
in  United  States  society. 

(4)  The  entertainment  industry  is  becom- 
ing increasingly  sensitive  to  public  senti- 
ment against  excessive  violence  in  television 
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programming.  A  recent  survey  of  867  enter- 
tainment executives  by  U  S.  News  and  World 
Report  and  the  University  of  California  in 
Los  Angeles  reveals  the  following: 

(A)  59  percent  of  such  executives  consider 
violence  on  television  and  in  movies  a  prob- 
lem. 

(B)  Nearly  9  out  of  10  such  executives  say 
that  violence  in  the  media  contributes  to  the 
level  of  violence  in  the  United  States. 

(C)  63  percent  of  such  executives  believe 
that  the  entertainment  media  glorify  vio- 
lence. 

(D)  83  percent  of  such  executives  believe 
that  the  debate  on  excessive  violence  in  tele- 
vision programming  has  affected  the  pro- 
gramming decisions  made  by  the  broadcast 
television  industry. 

{!))  The  broadcast  television  and  cable  pro- 
gramming industries  have  undertaken  ef- 
forts to  decrease  violence  on  television 
through  joint  standards  on  violence,  imple- 
mentation of  an  advance  parental  advisory- 
plan,  and  the  establishment  of  independent 
efforts  to  monitor  the  incidence  of  violence 
in  television  programming,  analyze  the  por- 
trayal of  violence  in  network  television  pro- 
gramming and  in  other  forms  of  video  pro- 
gramming, and  analyze  the  trends  and 
changes  in  the  treatment  of  violent  themes 
by  the  media. 

(6i  The  .American  Psychosocial  Association 
finds  that  approximately  l.OOO  studies  and  re- 
ports on  the  effects  of  violence  on  television 
have  been  published  since  1955.  The  accumu- 
lated research  clearly  demonstrates  a  cor- 
relation between  the  viewing  of  violence  on 
television  and  aggressive  behavior. 

(7)  To  the  fullest  extent  possible,  parents 
and  consumers  should  be  empowered  to 
choose  which  television  programs  they  con- 
sider appropriate  for  their  children  and 
which  programs  they  consider  too  violent. 

SEC.  3.  TELEVISION  VIOLENCE  REPORT  CARDS. 

(ai  In  General  —The  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce shall,  during  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
make  grants  directly  to  one  or  more  not-for- 
profit  entities  for  purposes  of  permitting 
such  entities  to  carry  out  in  such  fiscal 
years  an  assessment  of  the  violence  in  tele- 
vision programming.  The  amount  of  the 
grants  shall  be  sufficient  to  permit  such  en- 
tities to  carry  out  the  assessment. 

<b)  Assessment.— (1)  In  carrying  out  an  as- 
sessment under  this  section,  an  entity 
shall 

(A)  review  current  television  programs  (in- 
cluding programs  on  broadcast  television,  on 
independent  television  stations,  and  on  cable 
television)  in  order  to  determine  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  violence  depicted  in  each 
program: 

(B)  prepare  an  assessment  of  the  violence 
depicted  in  each  program  that  describes  and 
categorizes  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  vio- 
lence in  the  program:  and 

(C)  take  appropriate  actions  to  make  the 
assessment  available  to  the  public. 

(2)  An  entity  shall  carry  out  a  review  under 
paragraph  (IkA)  not  less  often  than  once 
every  90  days. 

(3)  In  making  an  assessment  public  under 
paragraph  (1)(C).  an  entity  shall  identify  the 
sponsor  or  sponsors  of  each  television  pro- 
gram covered  under  the  assessment. 

(c)  Gra.nt  Procedures.— The  Secretary 
shall  determine  the  entities  to  which  the 
Secretary  shall  make  grants  under  this  sec- 
tion using  competitive  procedures.  Applica- 
tions for  such  grants  shall  contain  such  in- 
formation as  the  Secretary  may  require  to 
carry  out  the  requirements  of  this  Act. 

(d)  AUTHORIZATION     OF     APPROPRIATIONS  — 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 


sums   as   may   be   necessary    to   make    the 
grants  required  under  this  section. 


By   Mrs.   KASSEBAUM  (for  her- 
self, Mr.  Grecx;.  Mr.  Gorton, 
Mr.  Coats,  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr. 
Frist,  Mr.  Harkin,  Mr.  Craig, 
Mr.    Lugar.    Mr.    INHOFE,    Mr. 
Grassley,  Mr.  MCCONNELL,  Mr. 
Kyl,  Mr.  Santorum,  Mr.  Hef- 
LIN,  Mr.  Bond,  Mr.  Pryor,  Mr. 
Kerrey,  Mr.  Bennett,  and  Mr. 
HELMS): 
S.  773.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  pro- 
vide for  improvements  in  the  process  of 
approving  and  using  animal  drugs,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

ANIMAL  DRUG  AVAILABILITY'  ACT 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
today,  together  with  a  bipartisan  group 
of  colleagues,  I  am  introducing  the 
Animal  Drug  Availability  Act  of  1995. 
This  legislation  will  reform  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration's  animal  drug 
approval  and  export  processes  and  poli- 
cies. 

There  is  a  serious  lack  of  drugs  for 
treating  animals,  in  part  because  the 
drug  review  process  at  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration's  Center  for  Vet- 
erinary Medicine  is  cumbersome  and 
unpredictable.  This  discourages  the  de- 
velopment of  new  drugs.  The  FDA  has 
approved  only  four  new  chemical  enti- 
ties (new  drugs)  for  food-producing  ani- 
mals in  the  last  5  years.  Further,  an  in- 
ternal study  by  the  Center  for  Veteri- 
nary Medicine  found  that  the  agency 
was  taking  an  average  of  58  months  to 
approve  drug  applications.  By  law,  the 
process  should  take  no  more  than  6 
months. 

The  extra-label  drug  bill  that  was 
signed  into  law  last  year  is  a  short- 
term  response  to  this  problem.  It 
assures  that  veterinarians  can  legally 
prescribe  drugs  approved  for  one  use  or 
species  for  other  uses  or  species.  But 
all  involved  in  the  extra-label  bill  last 
year  agreed  that  the  real  answer  to  the 
problem  was  reforming  the  animal  drug 
approval  process. 

Second,  because  our  approval  process 
is  so  slow,  unpredictable,  and  cum- 
bersome and  our  export  policies  very 
restrictive,  many  animal  drug  manu- 
facturers are  moving  research  and 
manufacturing  facilities— and  jobs— 
abroad  to  take  advantage  of  more  effi- 
cient and  predictable  review  and  ap- 
proval processes  and  lucrative,  growing 
world  markets. 

This  legislation  has  the  broad  sup- 
port of  the  animal  producer  groups,  the 
Animal  Health  Institute,  and  the 
American  Veterinary  Medical  Associa- 
tion. 

I  would  welcome  additional  cospon- 
sors  of  the  Animal  Drug  Availability 
Act  of  1995. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  cosponsor  this  legislation, 
which  is  intended  to  streamline  and  ex- 
pedite the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion's   approval     process     for    animal 
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drugs  without  diminishing:  the  human 
health  protections  contained  in  current 
law.  This  bill  represents  a  commend- 
able effort  to  address  serious  impedi- 
ments to  the  effective  treatment  of 
animal  health  problems,  and  is  thus 
particularly  important  to  veterinary 
practitioners  and  livestock  and  poultry 
producers. 

For  some  time  there  has  been  an  in- 
sufficient number  of  suitable,  fully  ap- 
proved and  labelled  drugs  for  the  treat- 
ment of  animals.  In  significant  part, 
this  lack  of  approved  drugs  is  attrib- 
utable to  delays  in  the  approval  proc- 
ess used  by  FDA's  Center  for  Veteri- 
nary Medicine.  Last  year  legislation 
was  enacted  to  sanction  the  extra-label 
use  of  FDA-approved  drugs  by  or  at  the 
direction  of  veterinarians.  Even  at  the 
time  that  legislation  was  passed,  how- 
ever, there  was  general  agreement  that 
the  best  solution  to  the  lack  of  fully- 
approved  and  labelled  animal  drugs  is 
to  remedy  the  unnecessary  delays  and 
other  problems  in  FDA's  animal  drug 
approval  process. 

The  legislation  introduced  today  is  a 
strong  and  substantial  step  toward  im- 
proving FDA's  animal  drug  approval 
process  by  reducing  the  potential  for 
delays,  making  the  process  more  pre- 
dictable and  rational,  and  lessening 
burdensome  aspects  of  the  current  pro- 
cedures. Again,  this  bill  is  not  designed 
or  intended  to  lessen  human  health 
protections  in  any  way.  Its  primary 
focus,  from  a  substantive  perspective, 
is  on  the  proof  of  efficacy  required  to 
gain  approval. 

As  we  continue  to  work  on  this  legis- 
lation, we  will  need  to  give  additional 
consideration  to  its  various  possible 
ramifications  in  actual  practice.  I  will 
be  closely  following  the  analysis  of 
these  issues  in  order  to  ensure  that  the 
bill  is  appropriately  modified  to  ad- 
dress concerns  that  may  arise.  In  par- 
ticular, we  must  carefully  consider 
whether  the  bill  might  have  the  unin- 
tended consequence  of  diminishing 
human  health  protections  in  some  way 
that  is  not  now  evident  or  anticipated. 
I  also  want  to  obtain  additional  infor- 
mation on  the  operation  of  the  exp)ort 
provisions  of  the  bill,  including  assur- 
ance that  FDA  will  continue  to  have 


geted  investments  in  connection  with 
employee  benefit  plans;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

PENSION  PROTKCnON  .■KCT 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  today  I  am 
introducing  legislation  which  will  help 
protect  the  pensions  of  our  Nation's 
seniors.  The  Pension  Protection  Act 
will  stop  the  administration's  ongoing 
efforts  to  raid  our  Nation's  pension 
funds. 

In  an  effort  to  find  capital  for  its  so- 
cial projects,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion has  effectively  been  chipping  away 
at  the  strict  fiduciary  standards  set  up 
by  the  Employee  Retirement  Income 
Security  Act  [ERISA].  The  Department 
of  Labor  has  issued  new  interpretations 
of  ERISA  fiduciary  standards  which 
challenge  the  requirement  that  pension 
funds  be  invested  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  increasing  the  economic  benefit  of 
the  pension's  beneficiaries.  This  relax- 
ing of  ERISA  standards  combined  with 
a  well-defined  strategy  to  encourage 
pension  plan  managers  to  invest  in  so- 
cial projects  puts  at  risk  the  hard- 
earned  pension  benefits  of  current  and 
future  retirees.  It  is  no  surprise  that 
this  administration  wants  to  finance 
its  social  projects  and  pet  political  pro- 
grams with  private  pension  funds.  Cur- 
rently, these  funds  hold  over  $3.5  tril- 
lion in  assets.  Many  see  this  pot  of 
money  as  a  lucrative  and  untapped 
source  of  funding  to  finance  their  own 
political  agenda. 

Mr.  President,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  always  viewed  pension 
funds  as  a  convenient  source  of  public 
funding.  In  fact,  in  his  book  "Putting 
People  First,  "  President  Clinton  pro- 
posed a  $20  billion  investment  program 
paid  for  with  pension  funds.  These  eco- 
nomically targeted  investments  [ETI's] 
would  use  pension  funds  to  pay  for 
Government  programs.  This  nice- 
sounding  term  is  merely  a  disguise  for 
the  systematic  raiding  of  our  pension 
funds. 

My  legislation  would  put  the  brakes 
on  a  dangerous  course  of  action  which 
is  being  orchestrated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor.  Specifically,  this  legis- 
lation would  abolish  the  ETI  Clearing- 
house recently  established  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor.  This  Clearinghouse 
is    designed    to    identify    investments 
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spending,  less  taxes,  and  less  govern- 
ment. But  this  administration  has  de- 
cided to  ignore  that  mandate  by  trying 
to  increase  spending  on  Government 
programs.  First  they  raised  taxes  to 
pay  for  their  programs  and  now  they 
seek  to  spend  our  retirees'  hard-earned 
pension  funds.  This  is  wrong. 

Mr.  President,  directing  private  pen- 
sion funds  to  replace  public  funding  of 
Government  programs  is  yet  another 
example  in  a  long  line  of  "spend  now, 
pay  later"  policies  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  adopted  over  the 
years.  Encouraging  pension  funds  to 
participate  in  risky  investments  de- 
serves our  strongest  opposition.  We 
should  not  be  compromising  fiduciary 
standards  and  the  financial  security  of 
our  Nation's  retirees  in  order  to  meet 
partisan,  political  goals. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  legislation. 


May  9,  1995 
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By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  KERRY): 
S.  776.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  At- 
lantic Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act 
and  the  Anadromous  Fish  Conservation 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

STRIPED  BAS.S  ACT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  leg- 
islation that  I  introduce  today  reau- 
thorizes a  law  that  has  been  a  great 
success:  The  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act.  This  legislation  will 
allow  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  to  continue  their  important  re- 
search and  oversight  role  in  support  of 
state  efforts  to  conserve  the  Atlantic 
striped  bass  fishery. 

From  Maine  to  North  Carolina,  the 
sLi  iptju  'oass  has  been  an  important  spe- 
cies for  Atlantic  coast  fishermen  for 
centuries.  And,  the  presence  of  the 
striped  bass  fishery  has  provided  sig- 
nificant economic  and  cultural  benefits 
to  the  Atlantic  Coastal  States,  and  to 
the  Nation. 

Striped  bass — often  called  rockfish  in 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  area — are  anad- 
romous fish.  They  spawn  in  freshwater 
streams  and   migrate   to   estuarine   or 


marine  waters.  During  their  relatively 
sufficient  authority  to  limit  exports  of  that  the  administration  deems  socially  'ong^  lives— up  to  29  years— stripers  are 
animal  drugs  on  the  basis  of  unaccept-  beneficial.  The  legislation  would  also  o"  the  move.  They  migrate  north  dur- 
able risk  to  human  health,  either  in  nullify  Secretary  Reich's  1994  Interpre-  i^g  the  summer  and  south  during  the 
this  country  or  in  foreign  countries.  tive  Bulletin  that  encourages  ETI's  and     winter.  Consequently,  striped  bass  pass 

In  conclusion,  this  legislation  ad-  would  in  effect  ensure  that  pension  through  the  jurisdictions  of  several 
dresses  a  pressing  need  in  the  field  of  managers  do  not  select  investments  States,  and  conservation  efforts  must 
animal  health.  A  good  deal  of  work  and     which  have  a  purpose  other  than  serv-     be  well  coordinated. 

ing  the  "sole  interest  of  the  plan  par- 
ticipant." In  addition,  this  legislation 

would  instruct  the  Labor  Department 

to  cease  acting  as  a  promoter  of  ETI's 

and    instead    act    as    the    enforcer    of 

ERISA's   fiduciary   standards.    Finally. 

this   bill   would   deny   funding   to   any 


thought  has  gone  into  the  bill  thus  far, 
and  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
Chairman  K.\ssebaum  and  other  sen- 
ators in  further  shaping  the  measure 
and  gaining  its  enactment. 


By  Mr.  MACK:  I 

S.  774.  A  bill  to  place  restrictions  on 
the  promotion  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  and  other  Federal  agencies  and 
instrumentalities  of  economically  tar- 


In  1979,  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
the  Anadromous  Fish  Conservation  Act 
that  directed  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service  to  conduct  an  emergency 
study  of  striped  bass.  Why  was  this 
study  necessary?  Fishermen  had  sound- 


million  pounds  in  1983.  The  Federal 
study  found  that,  although  habitat 
degradation  played  a  role,  overfishing 
was  the  primary  cause  of  the  popu- 
lation decline. 

In  order  to  prevent  overfishing,  re- 
strictions on  the  striped  bass  harvest 
were  necessary  in  14  jurisdictions.  The 
Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act 
helped  promote  a  coordinated  approach 
to  management  by  requiring  that  the 
States  fully  implement  a  striped  bass 
fishery  management  plan  developed  by 
the  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries 
Commission.  If  a  State  is  found  to  be 
out  of  compliance  with  the  Commis- 
sion's management  plan,  a  Federal 
moratorium  on  striped  bass  fishing  Is 
to  be  imposed  jointly  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  It  is  a  testament  to  the  ef- 
ficacy of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act  and  the  cooperative 
efforts  of  countless  Federal  and  State 
biologists  and  managers,  and  commer- 
cial and  recreational  fishermen,  that 
the  Federal  sanction  has  only  been  ap- 
plied once  in  the  past  10  years. 

What  else  has  happened  over  the  past 
decade?  The  Atlantic  striped  bass  popu- 
lations have  made  a  dramatic  recovery. 
All  Atlantic  striped  bass  populations 
are  recovering  or  improving.  In  the 
Chesapeake  Bay,  the  spawning  ground 
for  90  percent  of  the  Atlantic  striped 
bass,  the  population  has  been  declared 
recovered.  The  Delaware  stock  is  re- 
covering. The  Albemarle  Sound/Roa- 
noke  River  stock  is  improving.  Accord- 
ing to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice, without  the  State-imposed  mora- 
toria  and  restrictions  on  harvest,  fish- 
ing mortality  rates  on  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  striped  bass  stock  would  have  ex- 
ceeded the  level  where  the  population 
could  be  maintained.  In  other  words, 
without  the  State-Federal  partnership 
promoted  through  the  Atlantic  Striped 
Bass  Conservation  Act,  the  striper 
might  have  been  fished  to  oblivion. 

The  striped  bass  have  proven  once 
again  that,  given  half  a  chance,  nature 
will  rebound  and  overcome  tremendous 
setbacks.  But,  we  must  give  it  that 
half  a  chance.  Reauthorization  of  the 
Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act 
will  allow  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  continue  its  coastwise  tag- 
ging program,  populations  monitoring, 
and    other   data   collection    efforts    to 


There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  776 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hotise  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Striped  Bass 
Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  ATLANTIC  STRIPED  BASS  CONSERVATION 
ACT. 

Section  7(a>  of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 

Conservation    Act    (Public    Law    98-613:     16 

U.S.C.    1851    note)    is    amended    by    striking 

•1986'   and  all   that  follows  through   •1994  " 

and  inserting  ■IdQb  through  1998'. 

SEC.  3.  ANADROMOUS  nSH  CONSERVATION  ACT. 

Section  7id)  of  the  .Anadromous  Fish  Con- 
servation Act  (16  use.  757g(di)  is  amended 
by  striking  •1991.  1992.  1993.  and  1994"  and  in- 
serting '1995  through  1998'. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  pleased  to  join  my  friend  from 
Rhode  Island,  Senator  Chafee,  in  in- 
troducing the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 
Act  of  1995.  This  legislation  reauthor- 
izes the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Con- 
servation Act  and  the  Anadromous 
Fish  Conservation  Act.  Atlantic 
striped  bass  is  an  important  commer- 
cial and  game  fish  that  ranges  from 
Maine  to  North  Carolina.  Its  comeback 
from  overfishing  and  habitat  destruc- 
tion in  the  late  1980's  is  one  of  the 
great  success  stories  of  fisheries  man- 
agement. One  of  the  most  critical  con- 
tributors to  that  recovery  was  the  en 


time  to  labor  organizations  to  present 
information  relating  to  labor  organiza- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  778.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  permit  the  se- 
lection of  an  employee  labor  organiza- 
tion through  the  signing  of  a  labor  or- 
ganization membership  card  by  a  ma- 
jority of  employees  and  subsequent 
election,  and  for  other  purjwses;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  779  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  require  the  ar- 
bitration of  initial  contract  negotia- 
tion disputes,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources. 

S.  780.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  require  Federal 
contracts  debarment  for  persons  who 
violate  labor  relations  provisions,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  781.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Occupa- 
tional Safety  and  Health  Act  to  require 
Federal  Contracts  debarment  for  per- 
sons who  violate  the  act's  provisions, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources 

S.  782.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  and  the  Labor 
Management  Relations  Act.  1947.  to 
permit  additional  remedies  in  certain 
unfair    labor    practice    cases,    and    for 


actment  of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass    other  purposes;   to  the  Committee  on 


Conservation  Act  in  1984. 

The  Striped  Bass  Act  has  provided 
the  incentive  for  implementing  coordi- 
nated and  comprehensive  management 
of  a  wide-ranging  species  that  migrates 
throughout  Atlantic  coastal  waters. 
The  affected  States  came  together, 
made  the  hard  decisions,  and  enacted 
the  restrictions  on  fishing  that  were 
necessary  for  the  stocks  to  recover.  Al- 
though great  sacrifices  were  required 
during  the  rebuilding  period,  now  sport 
anglers  and  commercial  fishermen  are 
seeing  the  benefits  of  effective  manage- 
ment. In  Massachusetts,  the  commer- 
cial quota  has  been  increased  substan- 
tially, and  bag  limits  for  the  rec- 
reational fisherman  have  doubled. 
These  harvest  increases  are  even  more 
heartening  since  the  management  pro- 
gram for  striped  bass  is  still  very  con- 
servative— only  25  percent  of  the  avail- 


Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  783.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  set  a  time  limit 
for  labor  rulings  on  discharge  com- 
plaints, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  784.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  impose  a  pen- 
alty for  encoursiging  others  to  violate 
the  provisions  of  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  HumEm 
Resources. 

LABOR  RELA'nONS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will 
promote  a  more  even  playing  field  for 
workers  and  employers.  Conditions 
have  worsened  for  workers  and  their 
families  in  recent  years.  It  is  time  to 
reexamine  our  labor  laws  and  see  if  we 


provide  information  that  informs  the     able   adult   population   may   be    taken     can't  make  theni  fairer  for  the  average 
decisions     essential     to     this  year.  This  success  proves  that  con-     working  man  and  woman 


Government  agency  for  the  purjxjse  of  ed  the  alarm  that  striped  bass  landings 

operating  an  ETI  database  or  list.  had  declined   precipitously.   The  com- 

Last  year,  the  American  people  sent  mercial  striped  bass  harvests  dropped 

a    loud    and    clear    mandate    for    less  from   15  million   pounds   in   1973  to  3.5 


management 
maintaining  healthy  populations  of 
striped  bass.  The  oversight  authority 
shared  by  the  Interior  and  Commerce 
Departments  regarding  the  manage- 
ment of  the  striped  bass  fishery  will 
ensure  that  States  move  cautiously  as 
they  reopen  the  harvest.  I  believe  that 
a  continued  Federal  involvement  is  im- 
portant at  this  crucial  time — a  time  to 
celebrate,  and  to  monitor  closely,  the 
recovery  of  the  Atlantic  striped  bass. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 


servative  fishery  management  can 
work  and  provides  a  blueprint  for  other 
fisheries  that  face  difficult  manage- 
ment problems.  I  complement  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  for  his  leader- 
ship on  this  legislation  and  I  encourage 
my  colleagues  to  join  with  us  in  sup- 
porting the  extension  of  the  Striped 
Bass  Act  and  the  Anadromous  Fish 
Conservation  Act. 


By  Mr.  SIMON: 
S.  777.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  provide  equal 


To  improve  working  conditions  and 
enhance  workplace  productivity,  we 
must  reject  both  the  adversarial  ap- 
proach to  worker-management  rela- 
tions and  the  oppressive,  let's-hold- 
them-down  attitude  held  by  some  in 
management  and  government.  Both  of 
these  extreme  approaches  reduce  pro- 
ductivity by  destroying  workplace 
comity.  What  we  need  to  enhance  our 
productivity  is  a  strong  spirit  of  co- 
operation in  the  workplace.  And  in 
order  to  bring  this  about,  we  need 
strong,  vital  labor  unions. 
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While  unions  have  remained  strong 
in  other  industrialized  nations  over  the 
past  two  decades,  they  have  been  stead- 
ily declining  here  in  the  United  States. 
Union  membership  has  now  fallen  to 
about  15  percent  of  the  American 
workforce,  and  to  10.9  percent  of  pri- 
vate nonagricultural  workers.  In  Can- 
ada, by  contrast,  about  37  percent  of 
the  workers  belong  to  a  union;  in  Ger- 
many, about  39  percent:  in  Great  Brit- 
ain. 41  percent;  and  in  Japan,  about  24 
percent.  Of  all  the  industrialized  de- 
mocracies, only  South  Korea  ranks 
below  the  United  States  in  union  mem- 
bership. 

Not  coincidentally,  as  union  member- 
ship has  declined,  so  has  the  average 
manufacturing  wage.  As  late  as  1986, 
the  average  hourly  manufacturing 
wage  in  the  United  States  was  higher 
than  that  of  any  other  nation.  Today. 
10  nations  have  average  manufacturing 
wages  higher  than  ours. 

This  decline  in  American  workers' 
wages  relative  to  those  of  workers  in 
other  industrialized  countries  has  been 
accompanied  by  increased  income  dis- 
parities within  our  country.  A  recent 
study  of  worldwide  wealth  and  income 
trends  by  Prof.  Edward  Wolff  of  New 
York  University  concludes  that  the 
United  States  now  has  the  widest 
wealth  and  income  disparities  of  any 
advanced  industrialized  nation.  The 
wealthiest  1  percent  of  Americans  now 
own  40  percent  of  all  the  Nation's 
wealth  By  contrast,  in  England,  a  na- 
tion which  we  tend  to  think  of  as  much 
more  class-based  than  our  own,  the  top 
1  percent  own  only  18  percent  of  the 
wealth— less  than  half  the  share  of  the 
wealthiest  1  percent  of  Americans. 

The  distribution  of  income  in  the 
United  States  is  similarly  skewed. 
While  the  top  20  percent  of  house- 
holds—those making  $56,000  per  year  or 
more — take  home  55  percent  of  all 
after-tax  income  paid  to  individuals, 
the  lowest-earning  20  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans receive  only  5.7  percent  of  all 
after-tax  individual  income.  Since  1979. 
the  20  percent  of  families  in  the  lowest 
income  brackets  have  seen  their  aver- 
age real  wages  decline  by  15  percent. 
Those  in  the  second  20  percent  have 
suffered  a  7-percent  decrease.  In  con- 
trast, those  in  the  top  20-percent  in- 
come bracket  have  enjoyed  an  18-per- 
cent increase. 

To  reverse  these  unfortunate  trends, 
we  need  to  take  steps  to  facilitate  the 
revival  of  organized  American  labor. 

In  addition  to  their  importance  in 
fighting  for  a  fair  wage  for  American 
workers.  American  labor  unions  have 
played  a  vital  role  in  enhancing  work- 
place safety  and  in  supporting  progres- 
sive social  legislation  such  as  child 
labor  laws,  minimum  wage  laws,  and 
Social  Security.  And  there  is  no  ques- 
tion in  my  mind  but  that  we  would 
have  a  much  better  health  care  deliv- 
ery system  in  the  United  States  if  we 
had  as  high  a  percentage  of  our  work- 


CONGR£SSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

Germany 


May  9,  1995 


May  9,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12117 


ers  organized  as  do  Canada, 
and  many  other  nations. 

The  causes  of  the  decline  of  unions  in 
America  are  numerous  and  complex. 
Our  large  and  persistent  trade  deficits 
have  certainly  played  a  role  in  this  de- 
cline, as  have  our  Federal  budget  defi- 
cits. Part  of  the  decline  has  also  been 
caused  by  past  failures  on  the  part  of  a 
few  unions  to  include  women  and  mi- 
norities in  their  membership. 

But  the  principal  cause  of  this  de- 
cline, in  my  view,  has  been  a  public 
policy  that  has  permitted  and  even  en- 
couraged some  employers  to  actively 
resist  union  organizing  activities. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  seeks  to  reverse  this  trend  by  fa- 
cilitating workers'  efforts  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively  for  better 
wages  and  working  conditions,  to  re- 
ceive prompt  adjudication  of  their 
grievances  when  problems  arise,  and  to 
enjoy  better  working  conditions. 

I  am  well  aware  that  we  face  firm  op- 
position to  these  reforms.  Steps  taken 
in  recent  months  by  the  majority  party 
would  drive  down  the  wages  of  working 
families,  threaten  workplace  health 
and  safety,  and  further  weaken  labor 
unions.  Among  the  changes  that  have 
been  proposed  in  recent  months  are:  re- 
peal of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  which 
would  lower  the  wages  of  workers  in 
the  construction  industry;  the  weaken- 
ing of  workplace  safety  and  health 
laws;  and  a  watering  down  of  the  time- 
and-a-half  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act.  Even  proposals  to  help 
those  at  the  lowest  rung  of  the  income 
ladder  by  raising  the  minimum  wage, 
after  fifteen  years  of  decline  in  its  real 
purchasing  power,  have  been  greeted 
with  scorn  or  indifference  by  many  of 
those  in  power. 

Still.  I  believe  that  once  we  take  a 
serious  look  at  the  conditions  of  the 
hardest  working  and  most  vulnerable 
members  of  our  society,  the  conclusion 
will  be  unavoidable  that  we  must  do 
more  to  ensure  that  their  interests  are 
represented  fairly  and  equitably. 

Following  are  brief  descriptions  of 
the  eight  bills  I  am  introducing  today; 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
copy  of  each  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record  following  my  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

s.  777 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Labor  Orga- 
nizations Equal  Presentation  Time  Act  of 
1995- 

SEC.  2.  EMPLOYER  AND  LABOR  ORGANIZATIONS 
PRESENTATIONS. 

Section  8(c)  of  the  National  Labor  Rela- 
tions Act  (29  U.S.C.  158)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  -'(D'  after  the  subsection 
designation;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 


"(2)  If  an  employer  or  employer  represent- 
ative addresses  the  employees  on  the  em- 
ployer's premises  or  during  work  hours  on  is- 
sues relating  to  representation  by  a  labor  or- 
ganization, the  employees  shall  be  assured, 
without  loss  of  time  or  pay.  an  equal  oppor- 
tunity to  obtain,  in  an  equivalent  manner, 
information  concerning  such  issues  from 
such  labor  organization. 

"(3)  Subject  to  reasonable  regulation  by 
the  Board,  labor  organizations  shall  have— 

"(A)  access  to  areas  in  which  employees 
work; 

"(B)  the  right  to  use  the  employer's  bul- 
letin boards,  mailboxes,  and  other  commu- 
nication media;  and 

"(Ci  the  right  to  use  the  employer's  facili- 
ties for  the  purpose  of  meetings  with  respect 
to  the  exercise  of  the  rights  guaranteed  by 
this  Act.". 

S.  778 

fie  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Labor  Rela- 
tions Representative  Amendment  Act  of 
1995". 

SEC.  2.  RECOGNITION  OF  SELECTED  LABOR  REP- 
RESENTATIVE. 

Section  9  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Act  (29  use.  159)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(0(1)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  re- 
ceipt of  signed  union  recognition  cards. 
which  designate  an  entity  as  the  employee's 
labor  organization,  from  60  percent  of  the 
employees  of  the  employer,  the  Board  shall 
direct  an  expedited  election  with  respect  to 
the  selection  of  the  entity  as  the  exclusive 
collective  bargaining  representative  of  such 
employees. 

•■(2)  The  expedited  election,  as  directed  by 
the  Board,  may  not  be  delayed  for  any  rea- 
son or  purpose. 

"(3)  The  Board  shall  promulgate  regula- 
tions that  Implement  rules  and  procedures  to 
address  any  challenges  with  respect  to  the 
designation  or  selection  of  an  exclusive  col- 
lective bargaining  representative  under  this 
subsection. 

"(4)  The  challenges  described  in  paragraph 
(3)  may  be  brought  only  after  the  expedited 
election  described  in  paragraph  (1).". 

S.  779 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Labor  Rela- 
tions   First    Contract    Negotiations    Act    of 
1995". 
SEC.  2.  nvrriAL  contract  disputes. 

Section  8  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  158)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(ht(l)  If.  not  later  than  60  days  after  the 
certification  of  a  new  representative  of  em- 
ployees for  the  purpose  of  collective  bargain- 
ing, the  employer  of  the  employees  and  the 
representative  have  not  reached  a  collective 
bargaining  agreement  with  respect  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment,  the 
employer  and  the  representative  shall  joint- 
ly select  a  mediator  to  mediate  those  issues 
on  which  the  employer  and  the  representa- 
tive cannot  agree. 

"(2)  If  the  employer  and  the  representative 
are  unable  to  agree  upon  a  mediator,  either 
party  may  request  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service  to  select  a  mediator 


and  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  shall  upon  the  request  select  a  per- 
son to  serve  as  mediator. 

•■(3)  If.  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date 
of  the  selection  of  a  mediator  under  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2).  the  employer  and  the  rep- 
resentative have  not  reached  an  agreement, 
the  employer  or  the  representative  may 
transfer  the  matters  remaining  In  con- 
troversy to  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Con- 
ciliation Service  for  binding  arbitration.". 

S  780 
Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal  Con- 
tractor Labor  Relations  Enforcement  Act  of 
1995". 
SEC.  2.  DEBARMENT. 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Act  (29 
U.S.C.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"FEDERAL  CONTRACTS  DEBARMENT 
"Sec  20.  (a)  Any  person  or  entity  that, 
with  a  clear  pattern  and  practice,  violates 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  ineligible 
for  all  Federal  contracts  for  a  period  of  3 
years. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  promul- 
gate regulations  regarding  debarment  provi- 
sions and  procedures.  The  regulations  shall 
require  that  Federal  contracting  agencies 
shall  refrain  from  entering  into  further  con- 
tracts, or  extensions  or  other  modifications 
of  existing  contracts,  with  any  person  or  en- 
tity described  in  subsection  (.A)  during  the  3- 
year  period  immediately  following  a  deter- 
mination by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  that  the 
person  or  entity  is  in  violation  (as  described 
in  subsection  (a))  of  this  Act. 

"(c)  A  debarment  may  be  removed,  or  the 
period  of  debarment  may  be  reduced,  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  upon  the  submission  of 
an  application  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
that  is  supported  by  documentary  evidence 
and  that  sets  forth  appropriate  reasons  for 
the  granting  of  the  debarment  removal  or  re- 
duction, including  reasuiib  such  <ia  uompii- 
ance  with  the  final  orders  that  are  found  to 
have  been  willfully  violated,  a  bona  fide 
change  of  ownership  or  management,  or  a 
fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  the  charging 
party.". 

S.  781 
Be  it  enacted  by   the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
m  Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  'Federal  Con- 
tractor Safety  and  Health  Enforcement  Act 
of  1995  ". 
SEC.  2.  DEBARMENT. 

The  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act 
(29  use  651  et  seq  i  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  sections  33  and  34.  as 
sections  34  and  35.  respectively; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  32  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

"FEDERAL  CONTRACTS  DEBARMENT 
"Sec.  33.  (a)  Any  person  or  entity  that, 
with  a  clear  pattern  and  practice,  violates 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  ineligible 
for  all  Federal  contracts  for  a  period  of  3 
years. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  regu- 
lations regarding  debarment  provisions  and 
procedures.  The  regulations  shall  require 
that  Federal  contracting  agencies  shall  re- 
frain from  entering  into  further  contracts,  or 


extensions  or  modifications  of  existing  con- 
tracts, with  an.v  '^n  or  entity  described 
in  subsection  (a I  .  i;.g  the  3-year  period  im- 
mediately following  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  that  the  person  or  entity  is  in  vio- 
lation (as  described  in  subsection  (a))  of  this 
Act. 

"(c)  A  debarment  may  be  removed,  or  the 
period  of  debarment  may  be  reduced,  by  the 
Secretary  upon  the  submission  of  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Secretary  that  is  supported  by 
documentary  evidence  and  that  sets  forth 
appropriate  reasons  for  the  granting  of  the 
debarment  removal  or  reduction,  including 
reasons  such  as  compliance  with  the  final  or- 
ders that  are  found  to  have  been  willfully 
violated,  a  bona  fide  change  of  ownership  or 
management,  or  a  fraud  or  misrepresenta- 
tion of  the  charging  party.". 

S.  782 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  L  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Labor  Rela- 
tions Remedies  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  BOARD  REMEDIES. 

Section  10(c)  of  the  National  Labor  Rela- 
tions Act  (29  U.S.C.  160(C))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  fourth  sentence  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence:  "If  the  Board  finds  that  an 
employee  was  discharged  as  a  result  of  an 
unfair  labor  practice,  the  Board  in  such 
order  shall  (1)  award  back  pay  in  an  amount 
equal  to  three  times  the  employee's  wage 
rate  at  the  lime  of  the  unfair  labor  practice 
and  (2)  notify  such  employee  of  such  employ- 
ee's right  to  sue  for  punitive  damages  and 
damages  with  respect  to  a  wrongful  dis- 
charge under  section  303  of  the  Labor  Man- 
agement Relations  Act.  1947  (29  U.S.C.  187). 
as  amended  by  the  Labor  Relations  Remedies 
Act  of  1995  ". 
SEC.  3.  COLTIT  REMEDIES. 

Section  303  of  the  Labor  Management  Rela- 
tions Act.  1947  (29  use.  187),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
sections: 

"(c)  It  shall  be  unlawful,  for  purposes  of 
tnis  section,  for  any  employer  to  discharge 
an  employee  for  exercising  rights  protected 
under  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act  (29 
U.S.C.  158). 

"(d)  An  employee  whose  discharge  is  deter- 
mined by  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  under  section  10(c)  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  (29  U.S.C.  160<c))  to  be 
as  a  result  of  an  unfair  labor  practice  under 
section  8  of  such  Act  may  file  a  civil  action 
in  any  district  court  of  the  United  States, 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy, to  recover  punitive  damages  or  if 
actionable,  in  any  State  court  to  recover 
damages  based  on  a  wrongrful  discharge.". 

S.  783 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Labor  Relations  Board  Ruling  Time  Limit 
Act  of  1995  " 
SEC.  2.  BOARD  RULING. 

Section  10(b)  of  the  National  Labor  Rela- 
tions Act  (29  use.  160(b))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  second  sentence  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence:  "In  the  case  of  an  unfair 
labor  charge  filed  with  the  Board  that  in- 
volves the  discharge  of  an  employee,  the 
Board  shall  rule  on  such  charge  within  30 
days  of  the  receipt  of  such  charge  by  the 
Board.". 


S.  784 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Labor  Relations  Penalty  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  PENALTIES. 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Act  (29 
U.S.C.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"PENALTY 

"Sec.  20.  (a)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  including  a  consulting  firm  or  legal 
firm  to  encourage  an  employer  or  labor  orga- 
nization to  violate  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

"(b)  If  a  person  described  in  subsection  (a) 
violates  the  provisions  of  such  subsection, 
the  person  shall  be  fined  by  the  Secretary 
not  more  than  JIO.OOO.". 

Bill  Summaries 

The  "Labor  Organizations  Ek]ual  Presen- 
tation Time  Act  of  1995  "  will  counteract  the 
unfair  advantage  employers  enjoy  in  using 
company  time  and  resources  to  discourage 
union  organizing  by  giving  labor  organiza- 
tions equal  time  to  present  their  side  of  the 
story. 

This  Act  provides  that  If  an  employer  ad- 
dresses employees  on  issues  relating  to  rep- 
resentation by  a  labor  organization,  the  em- 
ployees shall  then  have  an  equal  opportunity 
to  obtain,  without  loss  of  time  or  pay.  infor- 
mation concerning  such  issues  from  the 
labor  organization.  The  Act  also  promotes 
fair  access  to  company  work  areas,  bulletin 
boards,  mailboxes,  and  other  facilities,  to  fa- 
cilitate the  free  flow  of  information  to  em- 
ployees. 

The  "Labor  Relations  Representative 
Amendment  Act  of  1995"  is  designed  to 
streamline  the  union  election  and  certifi- 
cation process  by  eliminating  undue  admin- 
istrative delays  at  the  Federal  level. 

At  present,  the  union  election  and  certifi- 
cation process  can  be  very  time-consuming. 
In  many  instances,  employees  have  had  to 
wait  for  years  for  this  process  to  be  com- 
pleted. My  bill  provides  that  once  the  NLRB 
receives  union  recognition  cards  from  60  per- 
cent of  the  employees  of  a  given  firm,  the 
Board  shall  have  30  days  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  labor  organization  shall  be  recognized 
as  the  bargaining  representative  of  employ- 
ees. 

In  the  United  States,  approximately  one- 
third  of  unions  never  get  a  first  collective 
bargaining  agreement  once  they  have  been 
certificated.  To  address  this  problem.  I  am 
Introducing  the  "Labor  Relations  First  Con- 
tract Negotiations  Act  of  1995."  a  bill  which 
will  require  the  arbitration  of  initial  con- 
tract negotiation  disputes. 

Under  this  Act.  if  an  employer  and  a  newly 
elected  representative  have  not  reached  a 
collective  bargaining  agreement  within  60 
days  of  the  representative's  certification,  the 
employer  and  the  representative  shall  joint- 
ly select  a  mediator  to  help  them  reach  an 
agreement.  If  they  cannot  agree  on  a  medi- 
ator, one  will  be  appointed  for  them  by  the 
Federal  Medication  and  Conciliation  Service. 
In  the  even  that  the  parties  do  not  reach  an 
agreement  in  30  days,  the  remaining  issues 
may  be  transferred  to  the  Federal  Medica- 
tion and  Conciliation  Service  for  binding  ar- 
bitration. 

The  Federal  government  can  do  more  to 
sanction  firms  that  demonstrate  a  pattern 
and  practice  of  National  Labor  Relations  Act 
violations.  By  debarring  such  firms  from 
Federal  contracts,  the  "Federal  Contractor 
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Labor  Relations  Enforcement  Act  of  1995" 
will  encourage  higher  levels  of  compliance 

with  the  law. 

Under  the  Act.  firms  that  are  detennined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  have  shown  a 
clear  pattern  the  practice  of  NLRA  viola- 
tions will  be  debarred  from  receiving  con- 
tracts, extensions  of  contracts,  or  modifica- 
tions of  existing  contracts  with  agencies  of 
the  Federal  government  for  a  period  of  three 
years. 

Similarly,  the  "Federal  Contractor  Safety 
and  Health  Enforcement  .^ct  of  1996"  directs 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  withhold  Federal 
contracts  in  cases  where  firms  show  a  clear 
pattern  and  practice  of  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  .Act  violations.  This  Act  will  help 
to  ensure  that  employees  who  repeatedly  dis- 
regard the  safety  and  health  of  their  workers 
will  face  consequences  for  their  failure  to 
abide  by  the  law. 

The  "Labor  Relations  Remedies  Act  of 
1995"  protects  workers  by  making  it  unlaw- 
ful for  an  employer  to  discharge  an  employee 
for  exercising  rights  protected  under  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Relations  Act.  The  Act  also  di- 
rects the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  to 
award  additional  damages  in  the  event  that 
it  finds  that  an  employee  has  of  his  right  to 
sue  for  punitive  damages  and  damages  under 
any  other  state  or  Federal  law. 

The  "National  Labor  Relations  Board  rul- 
ing Time  Limit  .Act  of  1995"  will  require  that 
employees  receive  a  prompt  ruling  on  claims 
of  wrongful  discharge.  The  .Act  provides  that 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  shall 
rule  on  wrongful  discharge  complaints  with- 
in thirty  days  of  receiving  them. 

I  am  also  introducing  legislation  today 
that  will  address  the  problem  of  law  firms 
and  consulting  firms  that  stray  over  the  line 
into  counseling  their  clients  to  implement 
illegal  policies  or  practices  Under  the  "Na- 
tional Labor  Relations  Penalty  Act"  persons 
or  firms  who  encourage  an  employer  or  a 
labor  organization  to  violate  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  will  be  subject  to  a  fine 
of  up  to  SIO.OOO 


By  Mr  PACKWOOD: 
S.  785.  A  bill  to  require  the  trustees 
of  the  Medicare  trust  funds  to  report 
recommendations  on  resolving  pro- 
jected financial  imbalance  in  Medicare 
trust  funds;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

.MEDICARE  LEGISL.'kTION 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  the 
1995  annual  reports  of  the  trustees  on 
the  status  of  the  two  Medicare  trust 
funds,  released  on  April  3.  1995,  raise 
serious  concerns  about  future  financial 
viability  of  the  Medicare  Program. 

The  trustees  conclude  that  the  Fed- 
eral hospital  insurance  trust  fund- 
called  Medicare  part  A: 

First,  has  taken  in  less  in  Medicare 
payroll  taxes  than  it  has  paid  out  in 
Medicare  benefits  every  year  since  1992; 

Second,  starts  having  to  liquidate  as- 
sets next  year.  1996;  and 

Third,  will  run  out  of  money  by  the 
year  2002. 

The  sUtus  of  the  supplemental  medi- 
cal insurance  trust  fund— called  Medi- 
care part  B— is  not  much  better.  The 
trustees  "note  with  great  concern  the 
past  and  projected  rapid  growth  in  the 
cost  of  the  program." 

Four  Cabinet  members  of  this  admin- 
istration are  trustees  of  the  Medicare 


trust  funds— the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  the  Secretary  •  ''  Labor,  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, and  the  Commissioner  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Administration.  These 
Cabinet  members  all  signed  the  1995 
trustee  report,  agreeing  with  the  con- 
clusions that  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
is  in  serious  financial  trouble. 

But  this  administration  refuses  to 
become  engaged  in  proposing  any  solu- 
tions. Repeatedly,  the  President  and 
his  Cabinet  members  have  said  they 
are  waiting  for  the  Republicans'  budget 
resolution  before  they  offer  any  sugges- 
tions to  save  Medicare. 

In  my  memory,  this  is  the  first  time 
an  administration  ha^  so  completely 
refused  to  be  a  part  of  the  budget  proc- 
ess. The  administration  claims  to  have 
done  its  part  because  it  submitted  its 
1996  budget  to  the  Congress.  However, 
the  President's  1996  budget  leaves  Med- 
icare virtually  untouched.  Medicare 
proposals  in  that  budget  do  not  even  do 
enough  to  delay  Medicare  insolvency 
for  1  year. 

The  financial  problems  of  the  Medi- 
care Program  are  real.  They  exist  re- 
gardless of  whether  or  not  there  is  a 
budget  resolution,  or  the  content  of  a 
budget  resolution.  We  simply  cannot 
avoid  addressing  this  issue,  and  the 
sooner  the  better. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  bill  requir- 
ing the  trustees  of  the  Medicare  trust 
funds  to  report  back  to  Congress  by 
June  30,  1995,  with  their  recommenda- 
tions for  the  specific  program  legisla- 
tion to  deal  with  Medicare's  financial 
condition  that  they  call  for  in  their 
1995  annual  reports  on  the  Medicare 
trust  funds.  This  is  an  urgent  respon- 
sibility of  this  administration  and  they 
must  come  forward  with  initiatives  so 
that  we  can  preserve  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, not  only  for  future  generations, 
but  for  our  current  senior  population. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record  as 
follows: 

S.  785 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  TRLSTEES'  CONCLUSIONS  REGARD- 
ING FINANCIAL  STATUS  OF  MEDI- 
CARE TRUST  FUNDS. 

(A)  HI  Trust  Fund. -The  1995  annual  re- 
port of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  submitted  on 
April  3.  1995.  contains  the  following  conclu- 
sions respecting  the  financial  status  of  such 
Trust  Fund: 

(1)  Under  the  Trustees'  intermediate  as- 
sumptions, the  present  financing  schedule 
for  the  hospital  insurance  program  is  suffi- 
cient to  ensure  the  payment  of  benefits  only 
over  the  next  7  years. 

(2)  Under  present  law.  hospital  insurance 
program  costs  are  expected  to  far  exceed  rev- 
enues over  the  75-year  long-range  period 
under  any  reasonable  set  of  assumptions. 

(3)  As  a  result,  the  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  and 


the  Trustees  believe  that  the  Congress  must 
take  timely  action  to  establish  long-term  fi- 
nancial stability  for  the  program. 

(b)  SMI  Trust  Fund— The  1996  annual  re- 
port of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal 
Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  submitted  on  April  3.  1995.  contains 
the  following  conclusions  respecting  the  fi- 
nancial status  of  such  Trust  Fund: 

(1)  Although  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  is  currently  actuarially 
sound,  the  Trustees  note  with  great  concern 
the  past  and  projected  rapid  growth  in  the 
cost  of  the  program. 

(2)  In  spite  of  the  evidence  of  somewhat 
slower  growth  rates  in  the  recent  past,  over- 
all, the  past  growth  rates  have  been  rapid, 
and  the  future  growth  rates  are  projected  to 
increase  above  those  of  the  recent  past. 

(3)  Growth  rates  have  been  so  rapid  that 
outlays  of  the  program  have  increased  53  per- 
cent in  aggregate  and  40  percent  per  enrollee 
in  the  last  5  years. 

(4)  For  the  same  time  period,  the  program 
grew  19  percent  faster  than  the  economy  de- 
spite recent  efforts  to  control  the  costs  of 
the  program. 

SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  RESOLVING  PRO- 
JECTED FINANCIAL  IMBALANCE  IN 
MEDICARE  TRUST  FUNDS. 

(a)  Report  -Not  later  than  June  30.  1995. 
the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Federal  Supplementary  Med- 
ical Insurance  Trust  Fund  shall  submit  to 
the  Congress  recommendations  for  specific 
program  legislation  designed  solely  — 

(1)  to  control  medicare  hospital  insurance 
program  costs  and  to  address  the  projected 
financial  imbalance  in  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  both  the  short- 
range  and  long-range;  and 

(2)  to  more  effectively  control  medicare 
supplementary  medical  insurance  costs. 

(b)  U.SE    OK    lNTER.MEDI.\TE    A.SSUMPTION.S.— 

The  Boards  of  Trustees  shall  use  the  inter- 
mediate assumptions  described  in  the  1995 
annual  reports  of  such  Boards  in  making  rec- 
ommendations under  subsection  (a). 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

3.  16 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Rockefeller, 
his  name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  16.  a  bill  to  establish  a  commission 
to  review  the  dispute  settlement  re- 
ports of  the  World  Trade  Organization, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  2S6 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  California  [Mrs, 
Feinstein]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  256.  a  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  procedures  for 
determining  the  status  of  certain  miss- 
ing members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and 
certain  civilians,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  3M 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Breaux,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  354,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  tax  in- 
centives to  encourage  the  preservation 
of  low-income  housing. 

.S.  4«9 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Faircloth]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  469.  a  bill  to  eliminate  the 


National  Education  Standards  and  Im- 
provement Council  and  opportunity-to- 
learn  standards. 

S.  471 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Biden,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Akaka]  and  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bryan]  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  S.  471.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment to  States  of  plot  allowances  for 
certain  veterans  eligible  for  burial  in  a 
national  cemetery  who  are  buried  in 
cemeteries  of  such  States. 

S.  495 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebau.m, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  9 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  NiCKLES]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  9.  a 
concurrent  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  a  pri- 
vate visit  by  President  Lee  Teng-hui  of 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan  to  the 
United  States. 

SEN.i^TE  RESOLUTION  83 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Feingold.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  83.  a  reso- 
lution expressing  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 


[Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from  South     ate  regarding  tax  cuts  during  the  104th 
Dakota  [Mr.  Pressler],  and  the  Sen-     Congress. 


ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Lugar]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  495.  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Higher  Education  Act  of 
1965  to  stabilize  the  student  loan  pro- 
grams, improve  congressional  over- 
sight, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  508 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  508.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  modify  certain 
provisions  relating  to  the  treatment  of 
forestry  activities.. 

S.  615 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Akak.\.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Dorgan]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  615.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
38.  United  States  Code,  to  require  the 
Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  to  fur- 
nish outpatient  medical  services  for 
any  disability  of  a  former  prisoner  of 
war. 

S.  641 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kennedy,  the 

name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Biden]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  641.  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Ryan 
White  CARE  Act  of  1990,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  674 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Exon.  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Lautenberg]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  674.  a  bill  entitled  the  "Rail  In- 
vestment Act  of  1995". 

S.  738 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thomas,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Warner]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
738,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Helium  Act  to 
prohibit  the  Bureau  of  Mines  from  re- 
fining helium  and  selling  refined  he- 
lium, to  dispose  of  the  United  States 
helium  reserve,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  749 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Akaka,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Dorgan]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  749.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  to  revise  the 
authority    relating   to   the   Center   for 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  97 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thomas,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  ROTH]  and  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii [Mr.  Inouye]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  97.  a  res- 
olution expressing  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate with  respect  to  peace  and  stability 
in  the  South  China  Sea. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  103 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOMENICI.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  103.  a  resolution  to 
proclaim  the  week  of  October  15 
through  October  21,  1995.  as  National 
Character  Counts  Week,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  709 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Coats]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
amendment  No.  709  proposed  to  H.R. 
956.  a  bill  to  establish  legal  standards 
and  procedures  for  product  liability 
litigation,  and  for  other  purposes. 


SENATE    RESOLUTION    IH-RELAT- 

ING   TO    DEDUCTIONS    FOR   HOME 

MORTGAGES 

Mr.  ROTH  (for  himself.  Mr.  D'Amato, 
and   Mr.   Kempthorne)   submitted   the 
following    resolution;    which    was    re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Finance: 
S.  RES.  117 

Whereas  homeownership  is  an  important 
factor  in  promoting  economic  security  and 
stability  for  American  families; 


Whereas  the  current  Federal  income  tax 
deduction  for  interest  paid  on  debt  secured 
by  first  homes  located  in  the  United  States 
has  been  a  valuable  cornerstone  of  this  Na- 
tion's housing  policy  for  most  this  century 
and  may  well  be  the  most  Important  compo- 
nent of  housing-related  tax  policy  In  Amer- 
ica today; 

Whereas  the  current  Federal  Income  tax 
deduction  for  interest  paid  on  debt  secured 
by  second  homes  located  in  the  United 
States  Is  of  crucial  importance  to  the  econo- 
mies of  many  communities;  and 

Whereas  the  Federal  income  tax  deduction 
for  Interest  paid  on  debt  secured  by  a  first  or 
second  home  has  been  limited  twice  in  the 
last  6  years,  and  was  further  eroded  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1990:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  current  Federal  income  tax  deduc- 
tion for  interest  paid  on  debt  secured  by  a 
first  or  second  home  located  in  the  United 
States  should  not  be  further  restricted. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  of  the 
challenges  confronting  America 
today — challenges  that  must  be  ad- 
dressed by  this  Congress — the  security 
of  the  American  family  is  paramount. 
Much  has  been  written  and  spoken 
about  the  welfare  of  family  life,  about 
the  need  to  keep  the  family  unit  strong 
in  our  effort  to  secure  a  bright  and  pro- 
ductive American  future. 

One  of  the  significant  resources  our 
families  have  is  home  ownership.  In- 
deed, this  resource  is  of  such  value  that 
home  ownership  is  considered  the  icon 
of  the  American  dream.  It  lends  to  eco- 
nomic, physical,  and  emotional  secu- 
rity. It  keeps  our  neighborhoods  strong 
and  contributes  to  a  necessary  sense  of 
community.  It  gives  families  not  only 
a  stake  in  the  future,  but  a  means  to 
improve  the  future.  Home  equity  and 
ownership  often  become  the  means  by 
which  we  send  our  children  to  college, 
finance  small  businesses,  or  prepare  for 
retirement. 

It's  clear  that  the  benefits  of  home 
ownership  go  far  beyond  the  family; 
they  contribute  to  society  as  a  whole. 
For  example,  the  property  tax  base  is 
often  the  foundation  for  public  edu- 
cation. And  as  a  Nation  we  have  been 
richly  rewarded  by  the  Government 
policies  that  have  encouraged  people  to 
realize  the  American  dream. 

What  concerns  me  today,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  that  a  full  60  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans can  no  longer  afford  a  median- 
priced  home.  It  concerns  me  that  the 
increase  in  the  cost  of  housing  over  the 


Whereas  homeownership  is  a  fundamental 
American  ideal,  which  promotes  social  and     jg^^  jq  years  has  been  greater  than  the 
economic  benefits  beyond  the  benefits  that     jncrease  in  family  income.  And  it  con- 


accrue  to  the  occupant  of  the  home; 

Whereas  homeownership  promotes  and  sta- 
bilizes neighborhoods  and  communities; 

Whereas  it  is  proper  that  the  policy  of  the 
Federal  Government  is  and  should  continue 
to  be  to  encourage  homeownership: 

Whereas  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  housing 


cems  me  that  for  the  first  time  in  50 
years,  the  percentage  of  people  in  the 
United  States  owning  their  own  homes 
has  declined. 

When  trends  like  these  threaten  the 
American  Dream,  and  these  trends  are 


percentage  of  people  in  the  United  States 
owning  their  own  homes  has  declined; 
Whereas  the  percentage  of  people  in  the 
Women  Veterans  of  the  Department  of  united  States  between  the  ages  of  26  and  29 
Veterans  Affairs,  and  for  other  pur-  who  own  their  own  homes  has  declined  from 
poses.  43  percent  in  1976  to  38  percent  today; 


over  the  last  10  years  has  been  greater  than     being  felt.  Mr.   President,   I  was  trou- 
the  increase  in  family  income;  bied  by  a  Gallup-CBS  polls  taken  re- 

Whereas  for  the  first  time  in  50  yeare,  the     gently  that  showed  that  8  out  of  every 

^^  Americans  believe  it  will  be  harder 
for  the  next  generation  to  achieve  the 
American   Dream— 8   out   of  every    10. 


■When  these  trends  threaten  the  Amer- 
ican   Dream    of   home    ownership,    we 
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must  be  clear  in  our  policies  here  in 
Washington,  that  we  will  continue  to 
work  to  promote  an  environment  of  se- 
curity and  opportunity. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Delaware,  Senator  Roth, 
in  submitting  a  resolution  to  prevent 
further  restriction  of  the  Federal  in- 
come tax  deduction  for  home  mortgage 
interest.  To  further  limit  or  eliminate 
the  deductibility  of  mortgage  interest 
for  homeowners— the  majority  of  which 
are  middle-income  Americans— would 
be  to  restrict  their  ability  to  buy  into 
the  American  dream. 

It  is  no  secret  that  homeownership  is 
a  fundamental  American  ideal.  Cutting 
or  wiping  out  this  deduction,  which  has 
been  available  to  Americans  since  1913. 
will  simply  put  the  possibility  of  home- 
ownership  out  of  reach  for  many  Amer- 
icans. The  mortgage  interest  deduction 
is  one  of  a  number  of  tax  benefits  that 
serves  a  good  social  purpose.  It  is  not 
an  unintended  loophole  but.  rather,  a 
provision  created  to  foster  investment 
by  the  private  sector.  The  home  mort- 
gage interest  deduction  has  served  as 
one  of  the  cornerstones  of  our  national 
housing  policy,  making  us  one  of  the 
best  housed  countries  in  the  world  and 
creating  safe  and  secure  neighbor- 
hoods. 

Further  restrictions  could  also  have 
a  disastrous  effect  on  the  American 
housing  industry,  especially  if  interest 
rates  continue  to  rise.  People  simply 
will  not  be  able  to  buy  homes,  which 
would  have  a  devastating  impact  on 
the  economy,  particularly  the  banking, 
lending  and  construction  industries. 
Higher  unemployment  rates  would  re- 
sult and  local  governments  would  suf- 
fer, as  shrinking  homeownership 
would,  in  turn,  mean  a  dwindling  tax 
base. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Home  Builders  estimates  that 
eliminating  the  home  mortgage  inter- 
est deduction  would  reduce  the  value  of 
an  average  American  home  by  about  20 
percent.  For  all  intents  and  purposes 
this  would  have  the  effect  of  a  heavy 
tax  increase.  For  the  sake  of  the  econ- 
omy and  middle-income  Americans  we 
cannot  erode  the  American  dream; 
homeownership  i 
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SENATE       RESOLUTION       118— CON- 
CERNING  UNITED   STATES-JAPAN 
TRADE  RELATIONS 
Mr.  BYRD  (for  himself,  Mr.  Dole.  Mr. 

Da-schle.   Mr.    B.^ucrs.   Mr.   Reid.   Mr. 

ASHCROFT.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Levin.  Mr. 

HOLLINGS.    Mr.    PRESSLER,    Mr.    DORGAN. 

Mr.  Sarbanes.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr. 
Brown,  and  Mr.  DA.mato)  submitted 
the  following  resolution;  which  was 
considered  and  agreed  to; 
s.  RE.S.  118 
Whereas,  the  United  States  and  Japan  have 
a  Ion?  and  important  relationship  which 
serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  stability  in 
the  Pacific  re^rion; 


Whereas,  tension  exists  in  an  otherwise 
normal  and  friendly  relationship  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  because  of  persist- 
ent and  large  trade  deficits  which  are  the  re- 
sult of  practices  and  re^rulations  which  have 
substantially  blocked  legitimate  access  of 
American  automotive  products  to  the  Japa- 
nese market; 

Whereas,  the  current  account  trade  deficit 
with  Japan  in  1994  reached  an  historic  high 
level  of  $66  billion,  of  which  J37  billion,  or  56 
percent,  is  attributed  to  imbalances  in  auto- 
motive sector,  and  of  which  J12.8  billion  is 
attributable  to  auto  parts  flows; 

Whereas,  in  July.  1993.  the  Administration 
reached  a  broad  accord  with  the  Government 
of  Japan,  which  established  automotive 
trade  as  one  of  5  priority  areas  for  negotia- 
tions, to  seek  market-opening  arrangements 
based  on  objective  criteria  and  which  would 
result  in  objective  progress; 

Whereas,  a  healthy  American  automobile 
industry  is  of  central  importance  to  the 
American  economy,  and  to  the  capability  of 
the  United  States  to  fulfill  its  commitments 
to  remain  as  an  engaged,  deployed.  Pacific 
power; 

Whereas,  after  18  months  of  negotiations 
with  the  Japanese,  beginning  in  September 
1993.  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  con- 
cluded that  no  progrress  had  been  achieved, 
leaving  the  auto  parts  market  in  Japan  'vir- 
tually closed"; 

Whereas,  in  October.  1994.  the  United 
States  initiated  an  investigation  under  Sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  into  the  Jap- 
anese auto  parts  market,  which  could  result 
in  the  imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  a  va- 
riety of  Japanese  imports  into  the  United 
States  unless  measurable  progress  is  made  in 
penetrating  the  Japanese  auto  parts  market: 
Whereas,  the  latest  round  of  U.S. -Japan 
negotiations  on  automotive  trade,  in  Whis- 
tler. Canada,  collapsed  in  failure  on  May  5, 
1995,  and  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative.  Am- 
bassador Kantor.  stated  the  government  of 
Japan  has  refused  to  address  our  most  fun- 
damental concerns  in  all  areas"  of  auto- 
motive trade,  and  that  'discrimination 
against  foreign  manufacturers  of  autos  and 
auto  parts  continues." 

Whereas.  President  Clinton  stated,  on  May 
5.  1995.  that  the  U.S.  is  "committed  to  taking 
strong  action"  regarding  Japanese  imports 
into  the  U.S.  if  no  agreement  is  reached. 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
that^ 

(1)  The  Senate  regrets  that  negotiations 
between  the  United  SUtes  and  Japan  for 
sharp  reductions  in  the  trade  imbalances  in 
automotive  sales  and  parts,  through  elimi- 
nation of  restrictive  Japanese  market-clos- 
ing practices  and  regulations,  have  col- 
lapsed; 

(2)  If  negotiations  under  Section  301  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  fail  to  open  the  Japanese 
auto  parts  market,  the  United  States  Senate 
strongly  supports  the  decision  by  the  Presi- 
dent to  impose  sanctions  on  Japanese  prod- 
ucts in  accordance  with  Section  301 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  119— AU- 
THORIZING REPRESENTATION  BY 
LEGAL  COUNSEL 

Mr.  GORTON  (for  Mr.  DOLE,  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Daschle)  submitted  the 
following  resolution;  which  was  consid- 
ered and  agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  119 

Whereas,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
George  C.  Matthews.  Case  No.  95-CR-ll.  pend- 


ing in  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin,  a  sub- 
poena for  testimony  has  been  issued  to  Darin 
Schroeder.  an  employee  of  the  Senate  on  the 
staff  of  Senator  Feingold; 

Whereas,  by  the  privileges  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  Rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
may.  by  the  judicial  process,  be  taken  from 
such  control  or  possession  but  by  permission 
of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  when  it  appears  that  evidence 
under  the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the 
Senate  may  promote  the  administration  of 
justice,  the  Senate  will  take  such  action  as 
will  promote  the  ends  of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privileges  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  sections  703<a)  and 
704(a)(2)  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978,  2  US.C.  §§288b(a)  and  288c(a)(2)  (1994), 
the  Senate  may  direct  its  counsel  to  rep- 
resent committees.  Members,  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  sub- 
poenas or  orders  issued  to  them  in  their  offi- 
cial capacity:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  Darin  Schroeder  and  any 
other  employees  in  Senator  Feingolds  office 
from  whom  testimony  may  be  necessary  are 
authorized  to  testify  and  to  produce  records 
in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  George  C.  .'Mat- 
thews, except  concerning  matters  for  which  a 
privilege  should  be  asserted. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  is 
directed  to  represent  Darin  Schroeder  and 
any  other  employee  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  authorized  ander  section  1. 
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AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT 
LIABILITY  REFORM  ACT 


BYRD  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  730 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  BYRD  (for  himself.  Mr.  DOLE,  Mr. 
Baucus.  Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  Levin.  Mr. 
ASHCROFT.  and  Mr.  Warner)  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  them  to  amendment  No.  690.  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Coverdell  to  amendment 
No.  596.  proposed  by  Mr.  GORTON  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  956)  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liabil- 
ity litigation,  and  for  other  purposes; 
as  follows: 

.At  the  appropriate  place,  insert 

Inasmuch  as,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
have  a  long  and  important  relationship 
which  serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility in  the  Pacific  region; 

Inasmuch  as.  tension  exists  in  an  other- 
wise normal  and  friendly  relationship  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  .lapan  because 
of  persistent  and  large  trade  deficits  which 
are  the  result  of  practices  and  regulations 
which  have  substantially  blocked  legitimate 
access  of  American  products  to  the  Japanese 
market; 

Inasmuch  as.  the  current  account  trade 
deficit  with  .Japan  in  1994  reached  an  historic 
high  level  of  $66  billion,  of  which  $37  billion, 
or  56  percent,  is  attributed  to  imbalances  in 
automotive  sector,  and  of  which  $12.8  billion 
is  attributable  to  auto  parts  flows; 

Inasmuch  as,  in  July  1993.  the  Administra- 
tion reached  a  broad  accord  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan,  which  established  auto- 
motive trade  regulations  as  one  of  5  priority 


areas  of  negotiations,  to  .seek  market-open- 
ing arrangements  based  on  objective  criteria 
and  which  would  result  in  objective  progress; 

Inasmuch  as,  a  healthy  American  auto- 
mobile industry  is  of  central  importance  to 
the  American  economy,  and  to  the  capability 
of  the  United  States  to  fulfill  is  commit- 
ments to  remain  as  an  engaged,  deployed. 
Pacific  power; 

Inasmuch  as.  after  18  months  of  negotia- 
tions with  the  Japanese,  beginning  in  Sep- 
tember. 1993,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representatives 
concluded  that  no  progress  has  been 
achieved,  leaving  the  auto  parts  market  in 
Japan   "virtually  closed;" 

Inasmuch  as.  in  October,  1994,  the  United 
States  initiated  an  investigation  under  Sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  into  the  Jap- 
anese auto  parts  market,  which  could  result 
in  the  imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  a  va- 
riety of  Japanese  imports  into  the  United 
States  unless  measurable  progress  is  made  in 
penetrating  the  Japanese  auto  parts  market; 

Inasmuch  as,  the  latest  round  of  U.S.- 
Japan negotiations  on  automotive  trade,  in 
Whistler.  Canada,  collapsed  in  failure  on 
May  5.  1995.  and  the  US  Trade  Representa- 
tive. Ambassador  Kantor  stated  the  'govern- 
ment of  Japan  has  refused  to  address  our 
most  fundamental  concerns  in  all  areas"  of 
automotive  trade,  and  that  "discrimination 
against  foreign  manufacturers  of  autos  and 
auto  parts  continues;" 

Inasmuch  as.  President  Clinton  stated,  on 
May  5.  1995.  that  the  U.S.  is  "committed  to 
taking  strong  action"  regarding  Japanese 
imports  into  the  U.S.  if  no  agreement  is 
reached:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Declared.  That  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
that— 

(1)  The  Senate  regrets  that  negotiations 
between  the  United  States  and  Japan  for 
sharp  reductions  in  the  trade  imbalances  in 
automotive  sales  and  parts,  through  elimi- 
nation of  restrictive  Japanese  market-clos- 
ing practices  and  regulations,  have  col- 
lapsed; 

(2)  The  Senate  therefore  strongly  supports 
the  decision  by  the  President  to  impose 
trade  sanctions  on  Japanese  products  in  ac- 
cordance with  Section  301  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  unless  an  acceptable  accord  with  Japan 
is  reached  in  the  interim  that  renders  such 
action  unnecessary. 


HOLLINGS  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  731- 
745 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  HOLLINGS  submitted  15  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by  Mr. 
Coverdell  to  amendment  No.  596.  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton,  to  the  bill,  H.R. 
956.  supra:  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  731 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.        TRL1.Y    UNIFORM    STA.VDARDS   FOR   ALL 

STATES. 

(a)  Punitive  Dam.«lGES.  — .Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act  or  any  limi- 
tation under  State  law.  punitive  damages 
may  be  awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title.  The 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  may  not  exceed  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(1)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
the  economic  loss  on  which  the  claim  is 
based;  and 

(2)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
noneconomic  loss. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  no  product 


liability  action  subject  to  this  title  concern- 
ing a  product  that  is  a  durable  good  alleged 
to  have  cau.sed  harm  (other  than  toxic  harm) 
may  be  filed  more  than  20  years  after  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product.  This  sub- 
section supersedes  any  State  law  that  re- 
quires a  product  liability  action  to  be  filed 
during  a  period  of  time  shorter  than  20  years 
after  the  time  of  delivery. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  732 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECENT  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS. 
Notwithstanding    any    other    provision    of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law— 

(1)  if  the  legislature  of  that  State  consid- 
ered a  legislative  proposal  dealing  with  that 
provision  in  connection  with  reforming  the 
tort  laws  of  that  State  during  the  period  be- 
ginning on  January  1.  1980.  and  ending  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  without  re- 
gard to  whether  such  proposal  was  adopted, 
modified  and  adopted,  or  rejected;  or 

(2)  adopted  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  733 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing; 

SEC.    .   TRULY   UNIFORM   STANDARDS   FOR  ALL 

STATES. 

(a)  Punitive  DAM.^GES.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act  or  any  limi- 
tation under  State  law,  punitive  damages 
may  be  awarded  to  a  claimant  in  a  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title.  The 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  may  not  exceed  the  greater  of— 

(1)  an  amount  equal  to  3  times  the  amount 
awarded  to  the  claimant  for  the  economic 
loss  on  which  the  claim  is  based,  or 

(2)  $250,000 

(b)  STATUTE  OF  REPOSE.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  no  product 
liability  action  subject  to  this  title  concern- 
ing a  product  that  is  a  durable  good  alleged 
to  have  caused  harm  (other  than  toxic  harm) 
may  be  filed  more  than  20  years  after  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product.  This  sub- 
section supersedes  any  State  law  that  re- 
quires a  product  liability  action  to  be  filed 
during  a  period  of  time  shorter  than  20  years 
after  the  time  of  delivery. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  734 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .   APPU  CATION   OF  ACT   LIMFTED  TO   DO- 
MESTIC PRODUCTS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  any 
product,  component  part,  implant,  or  medi- 
cal device  that  is  not  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Buy 
American  Act  (41  US.C.  10a)  and  the  regula- 
tions issued  thereunder,  or  to  any  raw  mate- 
rial derived  from  sources  outside  the  United 
States. 

Amendment  No.  735 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  state  IMPLEMENTATION  REQUIRED. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  Act 
to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  su- 
persede any  provision  of  State  law  or  rule  of 
civil  procedure  unless  that  State  has  enacted 
a  law  providing  for  the  application  of  this 
Act  in  that  State. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  736 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 


SEC. 


NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECENT  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law  adopted 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  737 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  NO  PREEMPTION  OF  RECEI^  TORT  RE- 
FORM LAWS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  to  the  contrary,  nothing  in  this  Act 
preempts  any  provision  of  State  law  incon- 
sistent with  this  Act  if  the  legislature  of 
that  State  considered  a  legislative  proposal 
dealing  with  that  provision  in  connection 
with  reforming  the  tort  laws  of  that  State 
during  the  period  beginning  on  January  1. 
1980.  and  ending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  without  regard  to  whether  such 
proposal  was  adopted,  modified  and  adopted, 
or  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  738 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  section  101(7)  of 
this  Act.  the  term  "harm"  includes  commer- 
cial loss  or  loss  of  damage  to  a  product  itself; 
and  notwithstanding  section  102(a)  of  this 
Act.  the  provisions  of  title  I  apply  to  any 
product  liability  action  brought  for  loss  or 
damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  commercial 
loss. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  739 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  section  102(e)  of 
this  Act.  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  require 
that  any  decision  of  a  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals interpreting  a  provision  of  this  Act  be 
considered  a  controlling  precedent  with  re- 
spect to  any  subsequent  decision  made  con- 
cerning the  interpretation  of  such  provision 
by  any  Federal  or  State  court. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  740 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
preclude  the  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  from  having  jurisdiction  under  sec- 
tion 1331  or  1337  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code,  over  any  product  liability  action  cov- 
ered by  this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  741 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  nothing  in  this  Act  requires 
the  trier  of  fact  in  a  product  liability  action, 
at  the  request  of  any  party,  to  consider  in  a 
separate  proceeding  whether  punitive  dam- 
ages are  to  be  awarded  for  the  harm  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  action  and  the  amount  of 
the  award. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  742 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  nothing  in  this  Act  limits 
the  amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  in  a  product  liability  action  or  any 
other  civil  action. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  743 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 
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Sec.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to 
the  award  of  punitive  damages  in  any  prod- 
uct liability  action  or  any  other  civil  action. 

Ame.ndment  No.  744 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing- 

Sec  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  the  term  -product  liability 
action"  means  a  civil  action  brought  on  any 
theory  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  against 
a  manufacturer,  seller,  or  any  other  person 
responsible  for  the  distnbution  of  the  prod- 
uct in  the  stream  of  commerce,  that  involves 
a  defect  or  design  of  the  product. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  745 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

Sec.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  nothing  in  this  Act  requires 
that,  in  a  product  liability  action,  the  liabil- 
ity of  each  defendant  for  noneconomic  loss 
shall  be  several  only  and  shall  not  be  joint. 
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BREAUX  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  746-747 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  ) 
Mr  BREAUX  submitted  two  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690.  proposed  by  Mr. 
COVERDELL  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton,  to  the  bill.  H.R. 
956.  supra;  as  follows: 

A.MENDMENT  NO    746 

In  lieu  of  the  language  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted, insert  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SBORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act", 
SEC.  2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  of  this  Act  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

1.  Short  title 

2.  Table  of  contents. 
3    Derinltions  I 

4.  Applicability:  preemption. 

5.  Jurisdiction  of  Federal  courts. 

6.  Effective  date. 

TITLE  I-EXPEDITED  JUDGMENTS  AND 
ALTERNATIVE  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES 

Sec.  102.  Alternative  dispute  resolution  pro- 
cedures. 

TITLE  II-STANDARDS  FOR  CIVIL 
ACTIONS 
Civil  actions. 
Uniform  standards  of  product  seller 

liability. 
Uniform  standards  for  award  of  pu- 
nitive damages. 
Uniform  time  limitations  on  liabil- 
ity. 
205.  Workers'     compensation     subroga- 
tion standards. 
Defenses  involving  intoxicating  al- 
cohol or  drugs. 

SEC.  3.  DEFTNmONS. 

.As  used  in  this  Act.  the  terra— 

<li  "claimant"  means  any  person  who 
brings  a  civil  action  pursuant  to  this  Act. 
and  any  person  on  whose  behalf  such  an  ac- 
tion is  brought:  if  such  an  action  is  brought 
through  or  on  behalf  of  an  estate,  the  term 
includes  the  claimant's  decedent,  or  if  it  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of  a  minor  or 
incompetent,  the  term  includes  the  claim- 
ant's parent  or  guardian: 


Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec 


201. 
202. 

203. 

204. 


Sec    207 


<2)  "Clear  and  convincing  evidence  "  is  that 
measure  or  degree  of  proof  that  will  produce 
in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of  fact  a  firm  belief 
or  conviction  as  to  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tions sought  to  be  established:  the  level  of 
proof  required  to  satisfy  such  sUndard  is 
more  than  that  required  under  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  but  less  than  that  re- 
quired for  proof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt; 

(4)  'commerce  "  means  trade,  traffic,  com- 
merce, or  transportation — 

(A)  between  a  place  in  a  State  and  any 
place  outside  of  that  State:  or 

(B)  which  affects  trade,  traffic,  commerce, 
or  transportation  described  in  subparagraph 
(A); 

(5)  "commercial  loss"  means  any  loss  in- 
curred in  the  course  of  an  ongoing  business 
enterprise  consisting  of  providing  goods  or 
services  for  compensation; 

<6)  "economic  loss"  means  any  pecuniary 
loss  resulting  from  harm  'including  but  not 
limited  to  medical  expense  loss,  work  loss. 
replacement  services  loss,  loss  due  to  death. 
burial  costs,  loss  of  business  or  employment 
opportunities  and  the  fair  market  value  of 
any  property  loss  or  property  damage),  to 
the  extent  recovery  for  such  loss  is  allowed 
under  applicable  State  law; 

(7 1  "exercise  of  reasonable  care"  means 
conduct  of  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  and 
intelligence  using  the  attention,  precaution, 
and  judgment  that  society  expects  of  its 
members  for  the  protection  of  their  own  in- 
terests and  the  interests  of  others; 

(8)  'harm  "  means  any  bodily  injury  to  an 
individual  sustained  in  an  accident  and  any 
illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  individual 
resulting  from  that  injury;  the  term  does  not 
include  commercial  loss  or  loss  or  damage  to 
a  product  itself: 

(9)  "manufacturer"  means — 

(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  produce,  create,  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
and  who  designs,  formulates  or  constructs 
the  product  (or  component  part  of  the  prod- 
uct) or  has  engaged  another  person  to  design, 
formulate  or  construct  the  product  (or  com- 
ponent part  of  the  product); 

(B)  a  product  scll.-r.  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when  the  product  seller  produces,  cre- 
ates, makes,  or  constructs  and  designs  or 
formulates,  or  has  engaged  another  person  to 
design,  formulate  or  construct,  an  aspect  of 
a  product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  not  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  which  holds  itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  a  product; 

(lOi  "noneconomic  loss"  means  subjective, 
nonmonetary  loss  resulting  from  harm,  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  pain,  suffering,  in- 
convenience, mental  suffering,  emotional 
distress,  loss  of  society  and  companionship, 
loss  of  consortium,  injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  the  term  does  not  include  eco- 
nomic loss; 

(11)  "person"  means  any  individual,  cor- 
poration, company,  association,  firm,  part- 
nership, society.  Joint  stock  company,  or  any 
other  entity  (including  any  governmental 
entity); 

(12)  'preponderance  of  the  evidence"  is 
that  measure  or  degree  of  proof  which,  by 
the  weight,  credit,  and  value  of  the  aggre- 
gate evidence  on  either  side,  establishes  that 
it  IS  more  probable  than  not  that  a  fact  oc- 
curred or  did  not  occur: 

(13)  "product"  means  any  object,  sub- 
stance, mixture,  or  raw  material  in  a  gase- 
ous, liquid,  or  solid  state— 


(Ai  which  is  capable  of  delivery  itself  or  as 
an  assembled  whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient: 

(B)  which  is  produced  for  Introduction  into 
trade  or  commerce: 

(C)  which  has  intrinsic  economic  value: 
and 

(D)  which  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to 
persons  for  commercial  or  personal  use; 

the  term  does  not  include  human  tissue, 
blood  and  blood  products,  or  organs  unless 
specifically  recognized  as  a  product  pursuant 
to  State  law; 

(14)  "product  seller  "  means  a  person  who, 
in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that  purpose,  sells,  distributes,  leases,  or 
otherwise  is  involved  in  placing  a  product  in 
the  stream  of  commerce;  the  term  does  not 
include — 

(A)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(Bi  a  provider  of  professional  services  in 
any  case  In  which  the  sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(C)  any  person  who— 

(1)  acts  in  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  .sale  of  a  product:  and 

(ii)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  selection,  possession, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  the  product 
are  controlled  by  a  person  other  than  the  les- 
sor; and 

(15)  "State"  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia.  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  Vir- 
gin Islands,  Guam.  American  Samoa,  and 
any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  or  any  political  subdivision  there- 
of. 

SEC.  4.  APPUCABILmf;  PREEMPTION. 

(al     APPLIC^HILIT."     TO     PRODUirr     Ll.^BIUTY 

At-TIONS.— This  Act  applies  to  any  civil  ac- 
tion brought  against  a  manufacturer  or  prod- 
uct seller,  on  any  theory,  for  harm  caused  by 
a  product.  A  civil  action  brought  against  a 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  for  loss  or 
damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  commercial 
loss  is  not  subject  to  this  Act  and  shall  be 
governed  by  applicable  commercial  or  con- 
tract law.  A  civil  action  for  negligent  en- 
trustment  is  .similarly  not  subject  to  this 
Act  and  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  State 
law. 

(b)  Scope  of  Preemption.— <1)  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2).  this  Act  super- 
.sedes  any  State  law  regarding  recovery  for 
harm  caused  by  a  product  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  Act  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  any  such  recovery.  Any  issue  arising 
under  this  Act  that  is  not  governed  by  any 
such  rule  of  law  shall  be  governed  by  applica- 
ble State  or  Federal  law. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  title  I  shall  not  super- 
sede or  otherwise  preempt  any  provision  of 
applicable  State  or  Federal  law. 

ic)  Effect  on  Other  L.\w.— Nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to — 

(1)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
provision  of  law; 

(2)  supersede  any  Federal  law: 

(31  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States. 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28.  United  States  Code: 

(5)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  in- 
cluding those  with  respect  to  claims  brought 
by  a  foreign  nation  or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign 
nation; 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  forum  non  conveniens;  or 


(7)  supersede  any  statutory  or  common 
law.  including  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance, 
that  authorizes  a  State  or  person  to  institute 
an  action  for  civil  damages  or  civil  penalties, 
cleanup  costs,  injunctions,  restitution,  cost 
recovery,  punitive  damages,  or  any  other 
form  of  relief  resulting  from  contamination 
or  pollution  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response.  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980;  42  U.S.C.  9601(8)).  or  the 
threat  of  such  contamination  or  pollution. 

(d)  CONSTRUcnoN.— This  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued and  applied  after  consideration  of  its 
legislative  history  to  promote  uniformity  of 
law  in  the  various  jurisdictions. 

(e)  Effect  of  Court  of  Appeals  Deci- 
sions—Any  decision  of  a  United  States 
court  of  appeals  interpreting  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  considered  a  controlling 
precedent  and  followed  by  each  Federal  and 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  circuit  in  which  such  court  of  ap- 
peals sits,  except  to  the  extent  that  the  deci- 
sion is  overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

SEC.  8.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  its 
enactment  and  shall  apply  to  all  civil  ac- 
tions pursuant  to  this  Act  commenced  on  or 
after  such  date,  including  any  action  in 
which  the  harm  or  the  conduct  which  caused 
the  harm  occurred  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act.  but  shall  not  apply  to  claims  ex- 
isting prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 
TITLE  I— ALTERNATIVE  DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION  PROCEDURES 

SEC.    102.   ALTERNATIVE    DISPITT    RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES. 

(a)  In  General.— a  claimant  or  defendant 
in  a  civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  may. 
within  the  time  permitted  for  making  an 
offer  of  judgment  under  section  101.  serve 
upon  an  adverse  party  an  offer  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  any  voluntary,  nonbinding  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  procedure  estab- 
lished or  recognized  under  the  law  of  the 
State  in  which  the  civil  action  is  brought  or 
under  the  rules  of  the  court  in  which  such 
action  is  maintained.  An  offeree  shall,  '.vith- 
in  ten  days  of  such  service,  file  a  written  no- 
tice of  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  offer; 
except  that  the  court  may.  upon  motion  by 
the  offeree  make  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
such  ten-day  period,  extend  the  period  for  re- 
sponse for  up  to  sixty  days,  during  which  dis- 
covery may  be  permitted. 

(b)  Deff.ndant.s  Penalty  for  Unreason- 
able Refusal.— The  court  shall  assess  rea- 
sonable attorney's  fees  (calculated  in  the 
manner  described  in  section  101(0)  and  costs 
against  the  offeree,  if— 

(Da  defendant  as  offeree  refuses  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  such  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion procedure: 

(2)  final  judgment  is  entered  against  the 
defendant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product;  and 

(3)  the  defendant's  refusal  to  proceed  pur- 
suant to  such  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  was  unreasonable  or  not  in  good 
faith. 

(c)  Good  Faith  Refusal.— In  determining 
whether  an  offeree's  refusal  to  proceed  pur- 
suant to  such  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  was  unreasonable  or  not  in  good 
faith,  the  court  shall  consider  such  factors  as 
the  court  deems  appropriate. 

TITLE  II-STANDARDS  FOR  CIVIL 
ACTIONS 

SEC.    202.    UNIFORM    STANDARDS    OF    PRODUCT 
SELLER  LL\BnjTY. 

(a)  Standards  of  Liability.— In  any  civil 
action  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a  prod- 


uct seller  other  than  a  manufacturer  is  liable 
to  a  claimant,  only  if  the  claimant  estab- 
lishes by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that^ 

(1)(A)  the  individual  product  unit  which  al- 
legedly caused  the  harm  complained  of  was 
sold  by  the  defendant:  (B)  the  product  seller 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  the  product:  and  (C)  such  failure  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  was  a  proximate 
cause  of  the  claimant's  harm;  or 

(2)(A)  the  product  seller  made  an  express 
warranty,  independent  of  any  express  war- 
ranty made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product;  (B)  the  product  failed  to  con- 
form to  the  product  seller's  warranty;  and 
(C)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform  to 
the  product  seller's  warranty  caused  the 
claimant's  harm;  or 

(3)(i)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  conduct 
representing  a  conscious  or  flagrant  indiffer- 
ence to  safety  or  in  conduct  representing  in- 
tentional wrongdoing:  and 

(iii  such  conduct  was  approximate  cause  of 
the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  com- 
plaint. 

(b)  Conduct  of  Product  Seller.— <l)  In 
determining  whether  a  product  seller  is  sub- 
ject to  liability  under  subsection  (a)(1).  the 
trier  of  fact  may  consider  the  effect  of  the 
conduct  of  the  product  seller  with  respect  to 
the  construction,  inspection,  or  condition  of 
the  product,  and  any  failure  of  the  product 
seller  to  pass  on  adequate  warnings  or  in- 
structions from  the  product's  manufacturer 
about  the  dangers  and  proper  use  of  the  prod- 
uct. 

(2)  A  product  seller  shall  not  be  liable  in  a 
civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  based  upon  an 
alleged  failure  to  provide  warnings  or  in- 
structions unless  the  claimant  establishes 
that,  when  the  product  left  the  possession 
and  control  of  the  product  seller,  the  product 
seller  failed— 

(.A)  to  provide  to  the  person  to  whom  the 
product  seller  relinquished  possession  and 
control  of  the  product  any  pamphlets,  book- 
lets, labels,  inserts,  or  other  written 
warnings  or  instructions  received  while  the 
product  was  in  the  product  seller's  posses- 
sion and  control;  or 

(B)  to  make  reasonable  efforts  to  provide 
users  With  the  warnings  and  instructions 
with  it  received  after  the  product  left  its 
possession  and  control. 

(3)  A  product  seller  shall  not  be  liable  in  a 
civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  except  for 
breach  of  express  warranty  where  there  was 
no  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
product  in  a  manner  which  would  or  should, 
in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  have  re- 
vealed the  aspect  of  the  product  which  alleg- 
edly caused  the  claimant's  harm. 

(c)  Treat.ment  as  Manufacturer.— a 
product  seller  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
manufacturer  of  a  product  and  shall  be  liable 
for  harm  to  the  claimant  caused  by  a  prod- 
uct as  if  it  were  the  manufacturer  of  the 
product  if— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to  serv- 
ice of  process  under  the  laws  of  any  State  in 
which  the  action  might  have  been  brought; 
or 

(2)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(d)  Rented  ok  Leased  Products.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  314(a)(b)(c)  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  shall  not  be 


liable  to  a  claimant  for  the  tortious  act  of 
another  solely  by  reason  of  ownership  of 
such  product. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 
any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (1).  the  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  barm  caused 
by  a  product  or  product  use. 

SEC.  203.  UNIFORM  STANDARDS  FOR  AWARD  OF 
PUNTTTVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  In  General— Punitive  damages  may  be 
awarded  in  any  civil  action  subject  to  this 
Act  to  any  claimant  who  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  suf- 
fered by  the  claimant  was  the  result  of  con- 
duct manifesting  a  manufacturer's  or  prod- 
uct seller's  conscious  or  flagrant  indifference 
to  the  safety  of  those  persons  who  might  be 
harmed  by  the  product.  A  failure  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  in  choosing  among  alter- 
native product  designs,  formulations,  in- 
structions, or  warnings  is  not  of  itself  such 
conduct.  Punitive  damages  may  not  be 
awarded  in  the  absence  of  an  award  of  com- 
pensatory damages. 

(b)  Judicial  Determination. 

SEC.   KM.    UNIFORM    TIME   UMTTA'nONS   ON   U- 
ABnjTY. 

(a)  Statute  of  LiMrrATiONS— Any  civil  ac- 
tion subject  to  this  Act  shall  be  barred  un- 
less the  complaint  is  Tiled  within  two  years 
of  the  time  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered  the  harm  and  its  cause,  except 
that  any  such  action  of  a  person  under  legal 
disability  may  be  filed  within  two  years 
after  the  disability  ceases.  If  the  commence- 
ment of  such  an  action  is  stayed  or  enjoined, 
the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
under  this  section  shall  be  suspended  for  the 
period  of  the  stay  or  injunction. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose  for  Capital 
Goods. — (l)  Any  civil  action  subject  to  this 
Act  shall  be  barred  if  a  product  which  is  a 
capital  good  is  alleged  to  have  caused  harm 
which  is  not  a  toxic  harm  unless  the  com- 
plaint is  served  and  filed  within  twenty-five 
years  after  the  time  of  delivery  of  the  prod- 
uct. This  subsection  shall  apply  only  if  the 
court  determines  that  the  claimant  has  re- 
ceived or  would  be  eligible  to  receive  com- 
pensation under  any  State  or  Federal  work- 
ers' compensation  law  for  harm  caused  by 
the  product. 

(2)  A  motor  vehicle,  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
train,  used  primarily  to  transport  passengers 
for  hire,  shall  not  be  subject  to  this  sub- 
section. 

(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term — 

(A)  "capital  good"  means  any  product,  or 
any  component  of  any  such  product,  which  Is 
of  a  charswter  subject  to  allowance  for  depre- 
ciation under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986.  and  which  was— 

(i)  used  in  a  trade  or  business; 

(ii)  held  for  the  production  of  income;  or 

(ill)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 

private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods. 

for  training,  for  demonstration,  or  for  other 

similar  purposes;  and 

(B)  "time  of  delivery"'  means  the  time 
when  a  product  is  delivered  to  its  first  pur- 
chaser or  lessee  who  was  not  involved  in  the 
business  of  manufacturing  or  selling  such 
product  or  using  it  as  a  component  part  of 
another  product  to  be  sold. 

(C)  EXTENSION     OF     PERIOD     FOR     BRINGING 

Certain  Actions.— If  any  provision  of  this 
section  would  shorten  the  period  during 
which  a  civil  action  could  be  brought  under 
otherwise  applicable  law.  the  claimant  may. 
notwithstanding  such  provision  of  this  sec- 
tion, bring  the  civil  action  pursuant  to  this 
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Act  within  one  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act. 

(d)  Effect  on  Right  to  Contribution  or 
Indemnity  —Nothing  in  this  section  shall  af- 
fect the  right  of  any  person  who  is  subject  to 
liability  for  harm  under  this  Act  to  seek  and 
obtain  contribution  or  indemnity  from  any 
other  person  who  is  responsible  for  such 
harm. 

(e)  Paragraph  (b)(1)  does  not  bar  a  product 
liability  action  against  a  defendant  who 
made  a  warranty  in  writing  as  to  the  safety 
of  the  specific  product  involved  which  was 
longer  than  25  years,  but  it  will  apply  at  the 
expiration  of  that  warranty. 

SEC.  20S.  WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  SUBROGA- 
TION STANDARDS. 

(a)  In  General.— (1)  An  employer  or  work- 
ers' compensation  insurer  of  an  employer 
shall  have  a  right  of  subrogation  against  a 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  to  recover 
the  sum  of  the  amount  paid  as  workers"  com- 
pensation benefits  for  harm  caused  to  an  em- 
ployee by  a  product  if  the  harm  is  one  for 
which  a  civil  action  has  been  brought  pursu- 
ant to  this  Act.  To  assert  a  right  of  subroga- 
tion an  employer  or  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer  shall  provide  written 
notice  that  it  is  asserting  a  right  of  subroga- 
tion to  the  court  in  which  the  claimant  has 
filed  a  complaint.  The  employer  or  workers' 
compensation  insurer  of  the  employer  shall 
not  be  required  to  be  a  necessary  and  proper 
party  to  the  proceeding  instituted  by  the 
employee. 

(2)  In  any  proceeding  against  or  settlement 
with  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller,  the 
employer  or  the  workers'  compensation  in- 
surer of  the  employer  shall  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  assert  a  right  of  subrogation  upon 
any  payment  and  to  assert  a  right  of  sub- 
rogation upon  any  payment  made  by  the 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  by  reason  of 
such  harm,  whether  paid  in  settlement,  in 
satisfaction  of  judgment,  as  consideration 
for  covenant  not  to  sue.  or  otherwise.  The 
employee  shall  not  make  any  settlement 
with  or  accept  any  payment  from  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  seller  without  notifying 
the  employer  in  writing  prior  to  settlement. 
However,  the  preceding  sentence  shall  not 
apply  if  the  employer  or  workers'  compensa- 
tion insurer  of  the  employer  is  made  whole 
for  all  benefits  paid  in  workers"  compensa- 
tion benefits  or  has  not  asserted  a  right  of 
subrogation  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(3)  If  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller 
attempts  to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that 
the  claimant  s  harm  was  caused  by  the  fault 
of  the  claimant  s  employer  or  coemployees, 
then  the  issue  whether  the  claimant"s  harm 
was  caused  by  the  claimant's  employer  or  co- 
employees  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of 
fact.  If  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  so 
attempts  to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact,  it 
shall  provide  written  notice  to  the  employer. 
The  employer  shall  have  the  right  to  appear, 
to  be  represented,  to  introduce  evidence,  to 
cross-examine  adverse  witnesses,  and  to 
argue  to  the  trier  of  fact  as  to  this  issue  as 
fully  as  though  the  employer  were  a  party 
although  not  named  or  joined  as  a  party  to 
the  proceeding.  Such  issue  shall  be  the  last 
issue  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact.  If  the 
trier  of  fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  claimant's  harm  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  claimant's  em- 
ployer or  coemployees.  then  the  court  shall 
proportionally  reduce  the  damages  awarded 
by  the  trier  of  fact  against  the  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  (and  correspondingly  the 
subrogation  lien  of  the  employer)  by  deduct- 
ing from  such  damages  a  sum  equal  to  the 
percentage  at  fault  found  attributable  to  the 


employer  or  coemployee  multiplied  by  the 
sum  of  the  amount  paid  as  workers"  com- 
pensation benefits.  The  manufacturer  or 
product  seller  shall  have  no  further  right  by 
way  of  contribution  or  otherwise  against  the 
employer  for  such  sums.  However,  the  em- 
ployer shall  not  lose  its  right  of  subrogation 
because  of  an  intentional  tort  committed 
against  the  claimant  by  the  claimant"s  co- 
employees  or  for  acts  committed  by  co- 
employees  outside  the  scope  of  normal  work 
practices. 

(4)  If  the  verdict  shall  be  that  the  claim- 
ant"s  harm  was  not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the 
claimant"s  employer  or  coemployees.  then 
the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  shall  re- 
imburse the  employer  or  workers"  compensa- 
tion insurer  of  the  employer  for  reasonable 
attomey"s  fees  and  court  costs  incurred  in 
the  resolution  of  the  subrogation  claim,  as 
determined  by  the  court. 

(b)  Effect  on  Cert.mn  Civil  Actions.— (D 
In  any  civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  in 
which  damages  are  sought  for  harm  for 
which  the  person  injured  is  or  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  compensation  under 
any  State  or  Federal  workers'  compensation 
law.  no  third  party  tortfeasor  may  maintain 
any  action  for  implied  indemnity  or  con- 
tribution against  the  employer,  any  co- 
employee,  or  the  exclusive  representative  of 
the  person  who  was  injured. 

(2)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  affect  any  provision  of  a  State  or  Federal 
workers"  compensation  law  which  prohibits  a 
person  who  Is  or  would  have  been  entitled  to 
receive  compensation  under  any  such  law.  or 
any  other  person  whose  claim  is  or  would 
have  been  derivative  from  such  a  claim,  from 
recovering  for  harm  caused  by  a  product  in 
any  action  other  than  a  workers'  compensa- 
tion claim  against  a  present  or  former  em- 
ployer or  workers"  compensation  insurer  of 
the  employer,  any  coemployee,  or  the  exclu- 
sive representative  of  the  person  who  was  in- 
jured. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  affect  any  State  or  Federal  workers'  com- 
pensation law  which  permits  recovery  based 
on  a  claim  of  an  intentional  tort  by  the  em- 
ployer or  coemployee,  where  the  claimant"s 
harm  was  caused  by  such  an  intentional  tort. 

SEC.      206.      SEVERAL      LIABILITY      FOR      NON- 
ECONOMIC  LOSS. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  in  any  civil  action  subject  to 
this  Act,  the  liability  of  each  defendant  for 
noneconomic  loss  shall  be  joint  and  several. 

(b)  De  Minimis  Exception.— Notwithstand- 
ing subsection  (a),  in  any  civil  action  subject 
to  this  Act.  the  liability  for  noneconomic 
loss  of  each  defendant  found  to  be  less  than 
15%  at  fault  shall  be  several  only  and  shall 
not  be  joint.  Each  such  defendant  shall  be 
liable  only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomic 
loss  allocated  to  such  defendant  in  direct 
proportion  to  such  defendant's  percentage  of 
responsibility  as  (ietermined  under  sub- 
section (c).  A  separate  judgment  shall  be  ren- 
dered against  such  defendant  for  that 
amount. 

(c)  Proportion  of  Responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  trier  of  fact 
shall  determine  the  proportion  of  respon- 
sibility of  each  party  for  the  claimant's 
harm, 

(b)  Other  Civil  actions.- In  any  civil  ac- 
tion subject  to  this  Act  in  which  not  all  de- 
fendants are  manufacturers  or  product  sell- 
ers and  the  trier  of  fact  determines  that  no 
liability  exists  against  those  defendants  who 
are  not  manufacturers  or  product  sellers,  the 
court  shall  enter  a  judgment  notwithstand- 
ing  the   verdict   in   favor  of  any   defendant 


which  is  a  manufacturer  or  product  seller  if 
it  is  proved  that  the  claimant  was  intoxi- 
cated or  was  under  the  influence  of  intoxi- 
cating alcohol  or  any  drug  and  that  as  a 
proximate  cause  of  such  intoxication  or  the 
infiuence  of  the  alcohol  or  drug  the  claimant 
was  more  than  50  percent  responsible  for  the 
accident  or  event  which  resulted  in  such 
claimant's  harm. 

(c)  I.NTOXlc.^TION  Determination  To  Be 
Made  Under  State  Law.— For  purpo.ses  of 
this  section,  the  determination  of  whether  a 
person  was  intoxicated  or  was  under  the  in- 
fiuence of  intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law. 

(d)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  "drug  "  means  any  non-over-the- 
counter  drug  which  has  not  been  prescribed 
by  a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant. 

In  lieu  of  the  language  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted, insert  the  following: 

AMENDMEN"T  NO,  747 
section  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act". 
SEC.  2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  of  this  Act  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 
Sec.  1.  Short  title. 
Sec.  2.  Table  of  contents. 
Sec.  3.  Definitions. 
Sec.  4.  Applicability:  preemption. 
Sec.  5.  Jurisdiction  of  Federal  courts. 
Sec.  6.  Effective  date. 

TITLE    I— EXPEDITED    JUDGMENTS    AND 
ALTERNATIVE    DISPUTE    RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES 
Sec.  102.  Alternative  dispute  resolution  pro- 
cedures. 
TITLE  II— STANDARDS  FOR  CIVIL 
ACTIONS 
Sec.  201.  Civil  actions. 
Sec.  202.  Uniform  standards  of  product  seller 

liability. 
Sec.  203.  Uniform  standards  for  award  of  pu- 
nitive damages. 
Sec.  204.  Uniform  time  limitations  on  liabil- 
ity. 
Sec.  205.  Workers'     compensation     subroga- 
tion standards. 
Sec,  207.  Defenses  involving  intoxicating  al- 
cohol or  drugs, 

SEC,  3,  DEFINmONS. 

As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term — 

(1)  "claimant"  means  any  person  who 
brings  a  civil  action  pursuant  to  this  Act, 
and  any  person  on  whose  behalf  such  an  ac- 
tion is  brought;  if  such  an  action  is  brought 
through  or  on  behalf  of  an  estate,  the  term 
includes  the  claimant"s  decedent,  or  if  it  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of  a  minor  or 
incompetent,  the  term  includes  the  claim- 
ant"s  parent  or  guardian; 

(2)  "clear  and  convincing  evidence"  is  that 
measure  or  degree  of  proof  that  will  produce 
in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of  fact  a  firm  belief 
or  conviction  as  to  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tions sought  to  be  established;  the  level  of 
proof  required  to  .satisfy  such  standard  is 
more  than  that  required  under  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  but  less  than  that  re- 
quired for  proof  beyond  a  resisonable  doubt; 

(4)  "commerce  "  means  trade,  traffic,  com- 
merce, or  transportation- 

(A)  between  a  place  in  a  State  and  any 
place  outside  of  that  State:  or 

(B)  which  affects  trade,  traffic,  commerce. 
or  transportation  described  in  subparagraph 
(A); 


(5)  "commercial  loss""  means  any  loss  in- 
curred in  the  course  of  an  ongoing  business 
enterprise  consisting  of  providing  goods  or 
services  for  compensation; 

(6)  "economic  loss"  means  any  pecuniary 
loss  resulting  from  harm  (including  but  not 
limited  to  medical  expense  loss,  work  loss, 
replacement  services  loss,  loss  due  to  death, 
burial  costs,  loss  of  business  or  employment 
opportunities  and  the  fair  market  value  of 
any  property  loss  or  property  damage),  to 
the  extent  recovery  for  such  loss  is  allowed 
under  applicable  State  law; 

(7)  "exercise  of  reasonable  care"  means 
conduct  of  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  and 
intelligence  using  the  attention,  precaution, 
and  judgment  that  society  expects  of  its 
members  for  the  protection  of  their  own  in- 
terests and  the  interests  of  others: 

(8)  "harm"  means  any  bodily  injury  to  an 
individual  sustained  in  an  accident  and  any 
illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  individual 
resulting  from  that  injury;  the  term  does  not 
include  commercial  loss  or  loss  or  damage  to 
a  product  itself; 

(9)  "manufacturer"  means — 

(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  produce,  create,  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
and  who  designs,  formulates  or  constructs 
the  product  (or  component  part  of  the  prod- 
uct) or  has  engaged  another  person  to  design, 
formulate  or  construct  the  product  (or  com- 
ponent part  of  the  product); 

(B)  a  product  seller,  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when  the  product  seller  produces,  cre- 
ates, makes,  or  constructs  and  designs  or 
formulates,  or  has  engaged  another  person  to 
design,  formulate  or  construct  an  aspect  of  a 
product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  not  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  which  holds  itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  a  product; 

(lOi  "noneconomic  loss"  means  subjective. 
nonmonetary  loss  resulting  from  harm,  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  pain,  suffering,  in- 
convenience,   mental    suffering,    emotional 
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loss  of  consortium,  injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  the  term  does  not  include  eco- 
nomic loss; 

(11)  "person  "  means  any  individual,  cor- 
poration, company,  association,  firm,  part- 
nership, society,  joint  stock  company,  or  any 
other  entity  (including  any  governmental 
entity): 

(12)  "preponderance  of  the  evidence""  is 
that  measure  or  degree  of  proof  which,  by 
the  weight,  credit,  and  value  of  the  aggre- 
gate evidence  on  either  side,  establishes  that 
it  is  more  probable  than  not  that  a  fact  oc- 
curred or  did  not  occur; 

(13)  "product"  means  any  object,  sub- 
stance, mixture,  or  raw  material  in  a  gase- 
ous, liquid,  or  solid  state— 

(A)  which  is  capable  of  delivery  itself  or  as 
an  assembled  whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient; 

(B)  which  is  produced  for  introduction  into 
trade  or  commerce; 

(C)  which  has  intrinsic  economic  value: 
and 

(D)  which  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to 
persons  for  commercial  or  personal  use: 

the  term  does  not  include  human  tissue, 
blood  and  blood  products,  or  organs  unless 
specifically  recognized  as  a  product  pursuant 
to  State  law; 

(14)  "product  seller""  means  a  person  who. 
in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that   purpose,   sells,   distributes,    leases,   or 


otherwise  is  involved  in  placing  a  product  In 
the  stream  of  commerce;  the  term  does  not 
include — 

(A)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(B)  a  provider  of  professional  services  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(C)  any  person  wh(5 — 

(i)  acts  in  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  sale  of  a  product;  and 

(11)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  selection,  possession, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  the  product 
are  controlled  by  a  person  other  than  the  les- 
sor: and 

(15)  "State'"  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia.  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  Vir- 
gin Islands,  Guam,  .American  Samoa,  and 
any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  or  any  political  subdivision  there- 
of. 

SEC,  4,  APPLICABILITY;  PREEMPTION. 

(ai  .Applicability  to  Product  Llvbility 
ACTIONS —This  Act  applies  to  any  civil  ac- 
tion brought  against  a  manufacturer  or  prod- 
uct seller,  on  any  theory,  for  harm  caused  by 
a  product.  A  civil  action  brought  against  a 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  for  loss  or 
damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  commercial 
loss  IS  not  subject  to  this  Act  and  shall  be 
governed  by  applicable  commercial  or  con- 
tract law.  A  civil  action  for  negligent  en- 
trustment  is  similarly  not  subject  to  this 
Act  and  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  State 
law. 

(b)  Scope  of  Preemption.— <l)  Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2),  this  Act  super- 
sedes any  State  law  regarding  recovery  for 
harm  caused  by  a  product  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  Act  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  any  such  recovery.  Any  issue  arising 
under  this  Act  that  is  not  governed  by  any 
such  rule  of  law  shall  be  governed  by  applica- 
ble State  or  Federal  law. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  title  I  shall  not  super- 
sede or  otherwise  preempt  any  provision  of 
applicable  State  or  Federal  law. 

(c)  Effect  on  Other  Law —Nothing  In  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to— 

(1)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
provision  of  law; 

(2)  supersede  any  Federal  law; 

(3)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States; 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28,  United  States  Code: 

(5)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  in- 
cluding those  with  respect  to  claims  brought 
by  a  foreign  nation  or  a  citizen  of  a  foreigrn 
nation: 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  forum  non  conveniens;  or 

(7)  supersede  any  statutory  or  common 
law,  including  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance, 
that  authorizes  a  State  or  person  to  institute 
an  action  for  civil  damages  or  civil  penalties, 
cleanup  costs,  injunctions,  restitution,  cost 
recovery,  punitive  damages,  or  any  other 
form  of  relief  resulting  from  contamination 
or  pollution  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response.  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980:  42  U.S.C.  9601(8)).  or  the 
threat  of  such  contamination  or  pollution. 

(d)  Construction —This  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued and  applied  after  consideration  of  its 
legislative  history  to  promote  uniformity  of 
law  in  the  various  jurisdictions. 


(e)  Effect  of  Court  of  appeals  Dect- 
SIONS.— Any  decision  of  a  United  States 
court  of  appeals  interpreting  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  considered  a  controlling 
precedent  and  followed  by  each  Federal  and 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  circuit  in  which  such  court  of  ap- 
peals sits,  except  to  the  extent  that  the  deci- 
sion is  overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 
SEC.  5.  JLTUSDICnON  OF  FEDERAL  COURTS. 

The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  have  jurisdiction  over  any  civil  ac- 
tion pursuant  to  this  Act,  based  on  section 
1331  or  1337  of  title  28,  United  SUtes  Code, 
SEC.  8.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  Its 
enactment  and  shall  apply  to  all  civil  ac- 
tions pursuant  to  this  Act  commenced  on  or 
after  such  date,  including  any  action  in 
which  the  harm  or  the  conduct  which  caused 
the  harm  occurred  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act.  but  shall  not  apply  to  claims  ex- 
isting prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 
TITLE  I— ALTERNATIVE  DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION  PROCEDURES 

SEC.    102.    ALTERNATIVE    DISPtTE    RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES. 

(a)  In  General —A  claimant  or  defendant 
in  a  civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  may. 
within  the  time  permitted  for  making  an 
offer  of  judgment  under  section  101.  serve 
upon  an  awlverse  party  an  offer  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  any  voluntary,  nonbinding  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  procedure  estab- 
lished or  recognized  under  the  law  of  the 
State  in  which  the  civil  action  is  brought  or 
under  the  rules  of  the  court  in  which  such 
action  is  maintained.  An  offeree  shall,  with- 
in ten  days  of  such  service,  file  a  written  no- 
tice of  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  offer: 
except  that  the  court  may.  upon  motion  by 
the  offeree  make  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
such  ten-day  period,  extend  the  period  for  re- 
sponse for  up  to  sixty  days,  during  which  dis- 
covery may  be  permitted. 

(b)  DEFENDANT"S  PENALTi"  FOR  UNREASON- 
ABLE Refusal —The  court  shall  assess  rea- 
sonable attomey"s  fees  (calculated  in  the 
manner  described  in  section  101(f))  and  costs 
against  the  offeree,  if- 

(1)  a  defendant  as  offeree  refuses  to  proceed 
pursuant  to  such  alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion procedure; 

(2)  final  judgment  is  entered  against  the 
defendant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product;  and 

(3)  the  defendant"s  refusal  to  proceed  pur- 
suant to  such  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  was  unreasonable  or  not  in  good 
faith. 

(c)  Good  Faith  Refusal.— In  determining 
whether  an  offeree's  refusal  to  proceed  pur- 
suant to  such  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  was  unreasonable  or  not  in  good 
faith,  the  court  shall  consider  such  factors  as 
the  court  deems  appropriate. 

TITLE  II— STANDARDS  FOR  CIVIL 
ACTIONS 
SEC,  201,  CIVIL  ACTIONS. 

A  person  seeking  to  recover  for  harm 
caused  by  a  product  may  bring  a  civil  action 
against  the  product's  manufacturer  or  prod- 
uct seller  pursuant  to  applicable  State  or 
Federal  law.  except  to  the  extent  such  law  is 
inconsistent  with  any  provision  of  this  Act. 

SEC.    202.    UNIFORM    STANDARDS    OF    PRODUCT 
SELLER  UABIUTY. 

(a)  Standards  of  Liability —In  any  civil 
action  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a  prod- 
uct seller  other  than  a  manufacturer  is  liable 
to  a  claimant,  only  if  the  claimant  estab- 
lishes by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that^ 
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(IKA)  the  Individual  product  unit  which  al- 
legedly caused  the  ham  complained  of  was 
sold  by  the  defendant;  (B)  the  product  seller 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  the  product;  and  (C)  such  failure  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  was  a  proximate 
cause  of  the  claimant's  harm:  or 

(2)iA)  the  product  seller  made  an  express 
warranty  independent  of  any  express  war- 
ranty made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product;  (B)  the  product  failed  to  con- 
form to  the  product  seller's  warranty;  and 
(C)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform  to 
the  produjt  seller's  warranty  caused  the 
claimant's  harm:  or 

(3)(i)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  conduct 
representing  a  conscious  or  flagrant  indiffer- 
ence to  safety  or  in  conduct  representing  in- 
tentional wrongdoing;  and 

(ii)  such  corduct  was  approximate  cause  of 
the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  com- 
plaint. 

(b)  Conduct  of  Product  Seller.— <l)  In 
determining  whether  a  product  seller  is  sub- 
ject to  liability  under  subsection  (aXl).  the 
trier  of  fact  may  consider  the  effect  of  the 
conduct  of  the  product  seller  with  respect  to 
the  construction,  inspection,  or  condition  of 
the  product,  and  any  failure  of  the  product 
seller  to  pass  on  adequate  warnings  or  in- 
structions from  the  product's  manufacturer 
about  the  dangers  and  proper  use  of  the  prod- 
uct. 

(2)  A  product  seller  shall  not  be  liable  in  a 
civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  based  upwn  an 
alleged  failure  to  provide  warnings  or  in- 
structions unless  the  claimant  establishes 
that,  when  the  product  left  the  possession 
and  control  of  the  product  seller,  the  product 
seller  failed— 

(A)  to  provide  to  the  person  to  whom  the 
product  seller  relinquished  pos-session  and 
control  of  the  product  any  pamphlets,  book- 
lets, labels,  inserts,  or  other  written 
warnings  or  instructions  received  while  the 
product  was  in  the  product  seller's  posses- 
sion and  control;  or 

(B)  to  milfe  reasonable  efforts  to  provide 
users  with  the  warnings  and  instructions 
with  it  received  after  the  product  left  its 
possession  and  control. 

(3)  A  product  seller  shall  not  be  liable  in  a 
civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  except  for 
breach  of  express  warranty  where  there  was 
no  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
product  in  a  manner  which  would  or  should, 
in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  have  re- 
vealed the  aspect  of  the  product  which  alleg- 
edly caused  the  claimant's  harm. 

<c)  Tre.\tme.nt  .\s  Manufacturer.— a 
product  seller  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
manufacturer  of  a  product  amd  shall  be  liable 
for  harm  to  the  claimant  caused  by  a  prod- 
uct as  if  it  were  the  manufacturer  of  the 
product  if— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to  serv- 
ice of  process  under  the  laws  of  any  State  in 
which  the  action  might  have  been  brought; 
or 

(2)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(d)  Rented  or  Leased  Products.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  314(aKb)(c)  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  shall  not  be 
liable  to  a  claimant  for  the  tortious  act  of 
another  solely  by  reason  of  ownership  of 
such  product. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 


any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (1),  the  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product  or  product  use. 

SEC.  203.  UNIFORM  STANDARDS  FOR  AWARD  OF 
PUNITIVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  In  General.— Punitive  damages  may  be 
awarded  in  any  civil  action  subject  to  this 
Act  to  any  claimant  who  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  suf- 
fered by  the  claimant  was  the  result  of  con- 
duct manifesting  a  manufacturer's  or  prod- 
uct seller's  conscious  or  flagrant  indifference 
to  the  safety  of  those  persons  who  might  be 
harmed  by  the  product.  A  failure  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  in  choosing  among  alter- 
native product  designs,  formulations,  in- 
structions, or  warnings  is  not  of  itself  such 
conduct.  Punitive  damages  may  not  be 
awarded  in  the  absence  of  an  award  of  com- 
pensatory damages. 

(b>  Judicial  Determination— 

(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  in  an  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  Act  in  which  punitive  dam- 
Eiges  are  sought,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  deter- 
mine, concurrent  with  all  other  issues  pre- 
sented, whether  such  damages  shall  be  al- 
lowed. If  such  damages  are  allowed,  a  sepa- 
rate proceeding  shall  be  conducted  by  the 
court  to  determine  the  amount  of  such  dam- 
ages to  be  awarded. 

(2)  Factors.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act,  in  determining  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  awarded  in  ac- 
tion that  is  subject  to  this  Act.  the  court 
shall  consider  the  following  factors: 

(A)  The  likelihood  that  serious  harm  would 
arise  from  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant 
in  question. 

(B)  The  degree  of  the  awareness  of  the  de- 
fendant in  question  of  that  likelihood. 

(C)  The  profitability  of  the  misconduct  to 
the  defendant  in  question. 

(D)  The  duration  of  the  misconduct  and 
any  concealment  of  the  conduct  by  the  de- 
fendant in  question. 

(E)  The  attitude  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant in  question  upon  the  discovery  of  the 
misconduct  and  whether  the  misconduct  has 
terminated. 

(F)  The  financial  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant in  question. 

(G)  The  total  effect  of  other  punishment 
imposed  or  likely  to  be  imposed  upon  the  de- 
fendant in  question  as  a  result  of  the  mis- 
conduct including  any  awards  of  punitive  or 
exemplary  damages  to  persons  similarly  sit- 
uated to  the  claimant  and  the  severity  of 
criminal  penalties  to  which  the  defendant  in 
question  has  been  or  is  likely  to  be  sub- 
jected. 

(H)  Any  other  factor  that  the  court  deter- 
mines to  be  appropriate. 

SEC.   204.    UNIFORM   TIME    UMTTA'nONS   ON   U- 
ABIUTY. 

(a)  Statute  of  Limita-hons.- Any  civil  ac- 
tion subject  to  this  Act  shall  be  barred  un- 
less the  complaint  is  filed  within  two  years 
of  the  time  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered  the  harm  and  its  cause,  except 
that  any  such  action  of  a  person  under  legal 
disability  may  be  filed  within  two  years 
after  the  di-sability  ceases.  If  the  commence- 
ment of  such  an  action  is  stayed  or  enjoined, 
the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
under  this  section  shall  be  suspended  for  the 
period  of  the  stay  or  injunction. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose  for  Capital 
Goods. — (D  Any  civil  action  subject  to  this 
Act  shall  be  barred  if  a  product  which  is  a 
capital  good  is  alleged  to  have  caused  harm 
which  is  not  a  toxic  harm  unless  the  com- 


plaint is  served  and  filed  within  twenty-five 
years  after  the  time  of  delivery  of  the  prod- 
uct. This  subsection  shall  apply  only  if  the 
court  determines  that  the  claimant  has  re- 
ceived or  would  be  eligible  to  receive  com- 
pensation under  any  State  or  Federal  work- 
ers' compensation  law  for  harm  caused  by 
the  product. 

(2)  A  motor  vehicle,  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
train,  used  primarily  to  transport  passengers 
for  hire,  shall  not  be  subject  to  this  sub- 
section. 

(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term — 

(A)  'capital  good"  means  any  product,  or 
any  component  of  any  such  product,  which  is 
of  a  character  subject  to  allowance  for  depre- 
ciation under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986,  and  which  was — 

(i)  used  in  a  trade  or  business: 
(il)  held  for  the  production  of  income;  or 
(iii)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 
private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods, 
for  training,  for  demonstration,  or  for  other 
similar  purposes;  and 

(B)  "time  of  delivery"  means  the  time 
when  a  product  is  delivered  to  its  first  pur- 
chaser or  lessee  who  was  not  involved  in  the 
business  of  manufacturing  or  selling  such 
product  or  using  it  as  a  component  part  of 
another  product  to  be  sold. 

(c)  Exten.sion  of  Period  for  Bringing 
Certain  Actions.— If  any  provision  of  this 
section  would  shorten  the  period  during 
which  a  civil  action  could  be  brought  under 
otherwise  applicable  law.  the  claimant  ma.v. 
notwithstanding  such  provision  of  this  sec- 
tion, bring  the  civil  action  pursuant  to  this 
Act  within  one  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act. 

(d)  Effect  on  Right  to  Contribution  or 
Indemnitii'  —Nothing  in  this  section  shall  af- 
fect the  right  of  any  person  who  is  subject  to 
liability  for  harm  under  this  Act  to  seek  and 
obtain  contribution  or  indemnity  from  any 
other  person  who  is  responsible  for  such 
harm. 

(e)  Paragraph  (bnl)  does  not  bar  a  product 
liability  action  against  a  defendant  who 
made  a  warranty  in  writing  as  to  the  safety 
of  the  specific  product  involved  which  was 
longer  than  25  years,  but  it  will  apply  at  the 
expiration  of  that  warranty. 

SEC.   206.   WORKERS'  COMPENSA^nON  SUBROGA- 
TION STANDARDS. 

(a)  In  General— (li  An  employer  or  work- 
ers' compensation  insurer  of  an  employer 
shall  have  a  right  of  subrogation  against  a 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  to  recover 
the  sum  of  the  amount  paid  as  workers'  com- 
pensation benefits  for  harm  caused  to  an  em- 
ployee by  a  product  if  the  harm  is  one  for 
which  a  civil  action  has  been  brought  pursu- 
ant to  this  Act.  To  assert  a  right  of  subroga- 
tion an  employer  or  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer  shall  provide  written 
notice  that  it  is  asserting  a  right  of  subroga- 
tion to  the  court  in  which  the  claimant  has 
filed  a  complaint.  The  employer  or  workers' 
compensation  insurer  of  the  employer  shall 
not  be  required  to  be  a  necessary  and  proper 
party  to  the  proceeding  instituted  by  the 
employee. 

(2(  In  any  proceeding  against  or  settlement 
with  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller,  the 
employer  or  the  workers'  compensation  in- 
surer of  the  employer  shall  ha%'e  an  oppor- 
tunity to  assert  a  right  of  subrogation  upon 
any  payment  and  to  assert  a  right  of  sub- 
rogation upon  any  payment  made  by  the 
manufacturer  or  product  seller  by  reason  of 
such  harm,  whether  paid  in  settlement,  in 
satisfaction  of  judgment,  as  consideration 
for  covenant  not  to  sue.  or  otherwise.  The 
employee   shall    not   make   any   settlement 


with  or  accept  any  payment  from  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  seller  without  notifying 
the  employer  in  writing  prior  to  settlement. 
However,  the  preceding  sentence  shall  not 
apply  if  the  employer  or  workers'  compensa- 
tion insurer  of  the  employer  is  made  whole 
for  all  benefits  paid  in  workers'  compensa- 
tion benefits  or  has  not  asserted  a  right  of 
subrogation  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(3)  If  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller 
attempts  to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that 
the  claimant's  harm  was  caused  by  the  fault 
of  the  claimant's  employer  or  coemployees. 
then  the  issue  whether  the  claimant's  harm 
was  caused  by  the  claimant's  employer  or  co- 
employees  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of 
fact.  If  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  so 
attempts  to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact,  it 
shall  provide  written  notice  to  the  employer. 
The  employer  shall  have  the  right  to  appear, 
to  be  represented,  to  introduce  evidence,  to 
cross-examine  adverse  witnesses,  and  to 
argue  to  the  trier  of  fact  as  to  this  issue  as 
fully  as  though  the  employer  were  a  party 
although  not  named  or  joined  as  a  party  to 
the  proceeding.  Such  issue  shall  be  the  last 
issue  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact.  If  the 
trier  of  fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  claimant's  harm  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  claimant's  em- 
ployer or  coemployees,  then  the  court  shall 
proportionally  reduce  the  damages  awarded 
by  the  trier  of  fact  against  the  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  (and  correspondingly  the 
subrogation  lien  of  the  employer)  by  deduct- 
ing from  such  damages  a  sum  equal  to  the 
percentage  at  fault  found  attributable  to  the 
employer  or  coemployee  multiplied  by  the 
sum  of  the  amount  paid  as  workers'  com- 
pensation benefits.  The  manufacturer  or 
product  seller  shall  have  no  further  right  by 
way  of  contribution  or  otherwise  against  the 
employer  for  such  sums.  However,  the  em- 
ployer shall  not  lose  its  right  of  subrogation 
because  of  an  intentional  tort  committee 
against  the  claimant  by  the  claimant's  co- 
employees  or  for  acts  committed  by  co- 
employees  outside  the  scope  of  normal  work 
practices. 

(4)  If  the  verdict  shall  be  that  the  claim- 
ant's harm  was  not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the 
claimant's  employer  or  coemployees,  then 
the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  shall  re- 
imburse the  employer  or  workers'  compensa- 
tion insurer  of  the  employer  for  reasonable 
attorney's  fees  and  court  costs  incurred  in 
the  resolution  of  the  subrogation  claim,  as 
determined  by  the  court. 

(b)  Effect  on  Certain  Civil  Actions.— (D 
In  any  civil  action  subject  to  this  Act  in 
which  damages  are  sought  for  harm  for 
which  the  person  injured  Is  or  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  compensation  under 
any  State  or  Federal  workers'  compensation 
law.  no  third  party  tortfeasor  may  maintain 
any  action  for  implied  indemnity  or  con- 
tribution against  the  employer,  any  co- 
employee,  or  the  exclusive  representative  of 
the  person  who  was  Injured. 

(2)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  affect  any  provision  of  a  State  or  Federal 
workers'  compensation  law  which  prohibits  a 
person  who  is  or  would  have  been  entitled  to 
receive  compensation  under  any  such  law.  or 
any  other  person  whose  claim  is  or  would 
have  been  derivative  from  such  a  claim,  from 
recovering  for  harm  caused  by  a  product  in 
any  action  other  than  a  workers'  compensa- 
tion claim  against  a  present  or  former  em- 
ployer or  workers'  compensation  insurer  of 
the  employer,  any  coemployee.  or  the  exclu- 
sive representative  of  the  person  who  was  In- 
jured. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  affect  any  State  or  Federal  workers'  com- 


pensation law  which  permits  recovery  based 
on  a  claim  of  an  intentional  tort  by  the  em- 
ployer or  coemployee.  where  the  claimant's 
harm  was  caused  by  such  an  intentional  tort. 

SEC.      206.      SEVERAL      LL^BtLITV      FOR      NON- 
ECONOMIC  LOSS. 

(a)  In  General— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  in  any  civil  action  subject  to 
this  Act,  the  liability  of  each  defendant  for 
noneconomic  loss  shall  be  joint  and  several. 

(b)  De  Minimis  Exception.— Notwithstand- 
ing subsection  (a),  in  any  civil  action  subject 
to  this  Act,  the  liability  for  noneconomic 
loss  of  each  defendant  found  to  be  less  than 
15%  at  fault  shall  be  several  only  and  shall 
not  be  joint.  Each  defendant  shall  be  liable 
only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomic  loss  al- 
located to  such  defendant  in  direct  propor- 
tion to  such  defendant's  percentage  of  re- 
sponsibility as  determined  under  subsection 
(c).  A  separate  judgment  shall  be  rendered 
against  such  defendant  for  that  amount. 

(c)  Proportion  of  Responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  trier  of  fact 
shall  determine  the  proportion  of  respon- 
sibility of  each  party  for  the  claimant's 
harm. 

(b)  Other  Civil  Actions.— In  any  civil  ac- 
tion subject  to  this  Act  In  which  not  all  de- 
fendants are  manufacturers  or  product  sell- 
ers and  the  trier  of  fact  determines  that  no 
liability  exists  against  those  defendants  who 
are  not  manufacturers  or  product  sellers,  the 
court  shall  enter  a  judgment  notwithstand- 
ing the  verdict  in  favor  of  any  defendant 
which  is  a  manufacturer  or  product  seller  if 
it  Is  proved  that  the  claimant  was  Intoxi- 
cated or  was  under  the  Influence  of  Intoxi- 
cating alcohol  or  any  drug  and  that  as  a 
proximate  cause  of  such  intoxication  or  the 
Influence  of  the  alcohol  or  drug  the  claimant 
was  more  than  50  percent  responsible  for  the 
accident  or  event  which  resulted  in  such 
claimant's  harm. 

(c)  Intoxication  Determination  to  be 
Made  Under  State  Law.— For  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  determination  of  whether  a 
person  was  Intoxicated  or  was  under  the  in- 
fluence of  intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law. 

(d)  Definition.— As  used  In  this  section, 
the  term  "drug"  means  any  non-over-the- 
counter  drug  which  has  not  been  prescribed 
by  a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant. 


(iv)  with  which  the  United  States  has  a 
Consular  Agreement,  or  the  equivalent,  per- 
mitting consular  service  of  process  within 
that  country; 

at  the  time  a  relevant  product  liability  ac- 
tion is  Initiated. 


McCONNELL  AMENDMENT  NO.  748 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BREAUX  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  amendment  No.  690,  proposed  by  Mr. 
CoxTiRDELL  to  amendment  No.  596,  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton,  to  the  bill,  H.R. 
956.  supra;  as  follows: 

In  amendment  No.  655.  add  the  following 
new  subsection  (c): 

(c)  This  Section  shall  not  apply  to  foreign 
manufacturers  located  in  a  country: 

(i)  with  which  the  United  States  has  an 
Agreement  of  Friendship.  Commerce  and 
Navigation,  or  the  equivalent,  which  pro- 
vides for  nationals  of  that  country  to  receive 
national  treatment  with  respect  to  access  to 
the  courts  of  justice  within  the  territory  of 
the  United  States: 

(ID  with  that  is  a  signatory  to  the  Hague 
Convention  on  the  Service  Abroad  of  Judi- 
cial and  Extrajudicial  Documents  in  Civil  or 
Commercial  Matters; 

(iii)  with  that  is  a  signatory  to  the  Hague 
Convention  on  the  Taking  of  Evidence 
Abroad  In  Civil  or  Commercial  Matters;  or 


HARKIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  749 
Mr.  HARKIN  proposed  an  amendment 
to  amendment  No.  690  proposed  by  Mr. 
Coverdell  to  amendment  No.  596  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Gorton  to  the  bill  H.R. 
956,  supra;  as  follows: 

In  section  107(b)  of  the  amendment  as 
amended  by  amendment  No.  709.  insert  the 
following: 

(6)(i)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  the 
amount  of  punitive  damages  that  may  be 
awarded  in  any  product  liability  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  business,  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  unit  of  local  government,  or  or- 
ganization that  has  25  or  more  full-time  em- 
ployees shall  be  the  greater  of— 

(I)  an  amount  determined  under  paragraph 
(1):  or 

(II)  2  times  the  average  value  of  the  annual 
compensation  of  the  chief  executive  officer 
(or  the  equivalent  employee)  of  such  entity 
during  the  3  full  fiscal  years  of  the  entity 
immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which  the 
award  of  punitive  damages  Is  made. 

(il)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  'compensation'  Includes  the  value 
of  any  salary,  benefit,  bonus,  grant,  stock 
option,  insurance  policy,  club  membership, 
or  any  other  matter  having  pecuniary 
value.". 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMMriTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRA'HON 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SD-106.  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building, 
on  Thursday.  May  11,  1995.  at  9:30  a.m.. 
to  receive  testimony  on  the  Smithso- 
nian Institution:  Management  Guide- 
lines for  the  Future. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contact  Christine 
Ciccone  of  the  committee  staff  on  224- 
5647. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  full  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  review  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  licensing  ac- 
tivities with  regard  to  the  Department 
of  Energy's  civilian  nuclear  waste  dis- 
posal program  and  other  matters  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  Nuclear  Regu- 
latory Commission. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday. 
May  16,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m..  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington,  DC. 

Witnesses  may  testify  by  invitation 
only.  For  further  information,  please 
call  Karen  Hunsicker  at  (202)  224-4971. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PARKS.  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION  AND  RECREA-HON 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
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that  an  oversight  hearing  has  been 
scheduled  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Parks.  Historic  Preservation  and 
Recreation. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday, 
May  23.  1995.  at  2:30  p.m.  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Wsishington.  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  oversight  hearing 
is  to  review  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior's programs,  policies,  and  budget 
implications  on  the  reintroduction  of 
wolves  in  and  around  Yellowstone  Na- 
tional Park. 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearing,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only  However,  those 
wishing  to  submit  written  testimony 
for  the  hearing  record  should  send  two 
copies  of  their  testimony  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation and  Recreation.  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  U.S. 
Senate.  304  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washmgton.  DC  20510-6150. 

For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  (202)  224-5161. 

SUBCO.MMITTEE  ON  FORESTS  .\ND  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate  and  the  public  that  a  hear- 
ing has  been  scheduled  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Forests  and  Public 
Lands  to  receive  testimony  on  the 
property  line  disputes  within  the  Nez 
Perce  Indian  Reservation  in  Idaho. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  May 
25.  1995.  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD  366  of 
the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building  in 
Washington,  DC. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who 
which  to  submit  written  statements 
should  write  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources,  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, Washington.  DC  20510.  For  further 
information.  please  call  Andrew 
Lundquist  at  (202)  224-^170. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMriTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  ROTH  Mr  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee be  permitted  to  meet  Tuesday, 
May  9.  1995,  beginning  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
room  SI>-215.  to  conduct  a  hearing  on 
Medicare  solvency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DISABILITY  POLICY 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Disability  Policy.  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources,  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday.  May  9,  at  9 
a.m.,  to  conduct  a  hearing  on  "Part  B 
of  the  Individuals  with  Disabilities 
Education  Act." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  O.N  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  subcommittee 


on  personnel  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Readiness  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  be  authorized  to  meet  at  9 
a.m.  on  Tuesday,  May  9,  1995.  in  open 
session,  to  receive  testimony  regarding 
military  family  housing  issues  in  re- 
view of  S.  727,  the  national  defense  au- 
thorization bill  for  fiscal  year  1996.  and 
the  Future  Years  Defense  Program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  SEAPOWER 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Seapower  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  be  authorized  to  meet 
at  9:30  a.m.  on  Tuesday.  May  9,  1995.  in 
open  session,  to  receive  testimony  on 
the  Department  of  the  Navy's  imple- 
mentation of  its  strategy  for  littoral 
warfare  in  review  of  S.  727.  the  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  the  Future  Years  Defense  Pro- 
gram. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCO.MMrrTEE  ON  SUPERFUND.  WASTE 
CONTROL.  AND  RISK  ASSESSMENT 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Superfund.  Waste  Control,  and  Risk 
Assessment  be  granted  permission  to 
conduct  an  oversight  hearing  Tuesday. 
May  9,  at  9  a.m.,  regarding  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Respionse, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


from  the  corrupt  rule  of  the  terrorist 
regime  that  calls  itself  the  Govern- 
ment of  Iran.* 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


REGARDING  IRAN 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  discuss  the  ongoing  situation 
in  Iran. 

Clearly,  the  situation  in  Iran  today  is 
one  of  desperation.  The  Iranian  people, 
suffering  the  depredations  of  16  years 
of  rule  by  a  corrupt,  terrorist,  regime, 
deserve  better.  They  deserve  to  have  a 
government  that  respects  the  rich  and 
dignified  history  of  the  Iranian  people. 
Unfortunately,  what  they  have  gotten 
is  a  government  that  violates  their 
human  rights  and  has  brought  a  for- 
merly rich  and  varied  economy  down 
upon  the  shoulders  of  the  people,  suffo- 
cating them. 

While  we  know  that  the  regime  in 
Teheran  practices  terrorism  with  great 
frequency  throughout  the  world,  most 
people  forget  that  they  also  inflict  ter- 
ror against  their  own  people.  If  they 
will  torture  and  execute  their  own  peo- 
ple, what  respect  will  they  have  for 
those  of  other  nations? 

Mr.  President,  today  we  must  under- 
stand one  simple  fact:  the  terrorist  re- 
gime in  Iran  does  not  represent  the  Ira- 
nian people.  It  represents  murder,  ter- 
ror, and  destruction,  nothing  more  and 
nothing  less.  The  Iranian  people  de- 
serve better,  and  they  deserve  freedom 


GOVERNOR  EDWARDS  ON  THE 
CONTRACT  WITH  AMERICA 

•  Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  speech  by 
Louisiana  Gov.  Edwin  Edwards  be 
printed  in  the  Congressional  Record. 
Governor  Edwards  recently  made  re- 
marks concerning  the  House-passed 
Contract  With  America  and  its  effect 
on  Louisiana.  I  found  Governor  Ed- 
ward's remarks  very  informative,  and  I 
wanted  to  share  them  with  my  col- 
leagues. 

The  speech  follows: 

Speech  by  Governor  Edwards 

I  have  said  repeatedly  that  I  do  not  believe 
the  actions  of  American  voters  la.st  fall  were 
an  endorsement  of  the  so-called  Republican 
■Contract  with  America"  so  much  as  a  gen- 
eral dissatisfaction  with  the  status  quo  and 
a  desire  for  new  faces. 

National  surveys  indicate  that  few  voters 
knew  anything  about  the  contents  of  the  so- 
called  contract  when  they  went  to  the  polls, 
and  still  fewer  based  their  votes  on  support 
for  its  provisions. 

As  the  Republican  Con(?ressional  leaders 
continue  to  act  upon  what  they  claim  is  a 
mandate  for  their  so-called  contract,  how- 
ever, it  has  been  necessary  for  me  as  a  re- 
sponsible Governor  of  a  small  state  (1.7  per- 
cent of  U.S.  population)  with  a  large  percent- 
age of  poor  people  to  take  a  closer  look  at 
just  what  the  provisions  mean  to  the  people 
of  Louisiana. 

I  don't  like  what  I  see.  I  am  convinced  that 
Louisianians.  at  least,  would  not  have  voted 
for  the  contract.  I  am  alarmed  because  it  ap- 
pears that  the  end  result  effectively  will  be 
a  contract  "on"  the  children  of  Louisiana 
and.  ultimately,  on  the  well-being  of  the  en- 
tire state. 

Neither  Louisiana  nor  our  nation  can  af 
ford  to  balance  the  federal  budget  on  the 
backs  of  its  most  vulnerable  and  its  most 
precious  resources— its  children.  But  what 
makes  these  particular  efforts  even  more  on- 
erous is  that  the  cuts  will  not  be  applied  to 
reduce  the  federal  deficit  and.  thus,  reduce 
the  price  these  same  children  will  be  paying 
on  behalf  of  the  nation  in  the  future  Rather, 
the  cuts  will  be  used  to  compen.sate  for  tax 
breaks  to  wealthy  individuals  and  corpora- 
tions. 

This  "contract  on  Louisiana  children" 
means  that  while  families  with  incomes  of 
$200. (XX)  a  year  get  tax  breaks  that  will  put 
cash  in  their  pockets,  many  of  our  poor  chil- 
dren will  have  food  taken  out  of  their 
mouths.  Literally.  59.000  of  Louisiana's  poor 
children  will  lose  school  lunches;  28.500  poor 
children  will  lose  meals  and  snacks  in  child- 
care  and  Head  Start  programs,  and  about 
410.000  children  will  lose  10  percent  of  their 
food  stamp  benefits. 

Under  the  welfare  block  grant  proposal  of 
House  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich.  Louisiana 
will  lose  about  $1,68  billion  over  the  next  five 
years  that  otherwise  would  be  used  for  our 
children— especially  those  who  are  poor,  hun- 
gry, disabled,  abused  or  neglected,  or  sick. 

Even  setting  aside  the  devastating  human 
effect,  the  state  would  suffer  economically 
The  $1.68  billion  potentially  lost  to  the 
state's  economy  represents  almost  twice  as 
much  as  Louisiana's  annual,  net  income-tax 


revenues.  The  ripple  effect  throughout  our 
business  community— whether  it  be  "Mom 
and  Pop  "  service  stations,  shoe  shops  or  gro- 
cery chains  would  be  a  disaster  that  would 
have  a  ruinous  'trickle  down"  effect  on  our 
parishes  and  towns. 

Louisiana  already  is  struggling  to  meet  Its 
obligations  to  serve  the  health-care  needs  of 
our  poor  people  under  new  federal  Medicaid 
requirements  that  have  reduced  federal  aid 
to  the  stale  and  threaten  to  wipe  out  new 
economic  gains  the  slate  is  making.  We  can- 
not afford  this  contract  on  our  state's  econ- 
omy. 

And  that  would  only  be  the  start.  Louisi- 
ana would  get  a  smaller  share  of  federal  dol- 
lars that  it  does  today,  despite  having  a  larg- 
er proportion  of  poor  people  than  most  other 
slates  and  an  average  per-caplta  income  that 
is  only  80  percent  of  the  U.S.  average.  His- 
tory shows  that  block  grants  tend  to  shrink 
over  years  as  the  spotlight  fades  away  from 
them.  Further,  if  the  national  economy  fell 
Into  a  decline,  there  would  be  no  strengthen- 
ing of  the  assistance  safety  net. 

And  there  is  more.  The  contract  threatens 
the  433.958  children  under  age  21  who  re- 
ceived Medicaid-covered  services  in  1993  in 
Louisiana  at  a  cost  of  about  $L928  per  child. 

In  1991,  31.420  births  were  financed  by  Med- 
icaid, and  payments  for  maternity  and  new- 
born care  were  4.5  percent  of  total  Medicaid 
expenditures  in  the  state.  Meanwhile  the  in- 
fant mortality  rale  decreased  by  22  percent 
between  1984  and  1992— from  12.1  to  9.4  per 
1.000  live  births— obviously  a  result  of  better 
access  to  health  care,  among  other  factors. 

What  will  happen  to  the  birth  rate,  to  the 
pregnant  mothers,  the  infants,  and  to  our 
children  if  that  access  is  reduced  because  of 
budget  cuts?  That  is  a  campaign  "contract" 
victory  I  for  one  would  not  care  to  claim. 

I  am  Ihe  very  embodiment  of  the  difference 
a  good  education  can  make  in  the  future  of 
a  poor  child.  However,  if  Republicans  suc- 
ceed with  their  slated  intentions:  101.621 
Louisiana  college  students — who  already  pay 
more  than  the  Southern  states'  average  in 
tuition— will  pay  more  for  student  loans:  670 
of  Louisiana's  young  people  will  not  partici- 
pate in  national  service  jobs  thai  allow  ihem 
to  earn  college  tuition;  62  of  our  states  66 
school  districts  will  lose  money  now  avail- 
able to  help  them  make  their  schools  safe 
and  drug-free;  2.400  Louisiana  students  with 
special  needs  will  lose  extra  help  they  need 
to  learn  and  to  succeed,  and  27.000  teenagers 
in  Louisiana  will  lose  summer  jobs. 

Our  young  people  cannot  afford  this  "con- 
tract on  their  future." 

And  there  is  more:  7.460  Louisiana  children 
are  at  risk  of  losing  access  to  safe,  affordable 
child  care — a  move  which  not  only  threatens 
the  well-being  of  the  children  but  also  the 
psychological  well-being  of  the  parents  while 
they  are  at  work;  another  1.700  abused  and 
neglected  children  will  lose  foster  care;  28.500 
blind  and  disabled  children  lose  SSI  cash  as- 
sistance immediately,  and  114.000  low-income 
children  lose  cash  assistance. 

The  contract  falls  also  on  41.531  senior  citi- 
zens and  families  with  children  in  our  state 
who  will  lose  assistance  they  depend  upon  to 
provide  heal  during  the  winter,  and  17.747 
Louisiana  families  who  otherwise  could 
count  on  an  KHA  loan,  their  only  access  to 
an  affordable  home  loan,  to  help  them  buy 
their  first  houses. 

These  are  only  some  of  the  disastrous  ef- 
fects of  the  contract  on  Louisiana  that 
threaten  the  young,  the  weak  and  the  poor— 
in  short,  the  very  people  who  need  our  help 
the  most.  I  do  not  believe  that  was  the  in- 
tent of  the  American  voters  nor  is  the  wish 


of  Louisiana  voters.  And  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  in  the  best  interests  of  either  the  Amer- 
ican people  or  their  elected  representatives. 

I  am  reminded  of  the  words  of  Jesus  who 
described  in  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew 
(Chapter  25.  verses  44-45)  how  on  Judgement 
Day  those  on  the  left  hand  of  God  would  ask: 
Lord,  when  saw  we  Thee  an  hungred.  or 
athirst.  or  a  stranger,  or  naked,  or  sick,  or  in 
prison,  and  did  not  minister  unto  Thee?  Then 
shall  He  answer  them,  saying.  Verily  I  say 
unto  you.  Inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not  to  one  of 
the  least  of  these,  ye  did  it  not  to  Me.' 

May  I  respectfully  suggest  as  we  open  our 
ears  to  listen  to  the  popular  political  rhet- 
oric of  tax  cuts  and  budget  balancing  that  we 
pause  for  a  moment  and  open  our  eyes  to  the 
consequences  on  those  who  can  least  afford 
to  bear  the  burdens  which  will  be  heaped 
upon  them  in  the  attempt  to  achieve  these 
goals.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  CATONS  CHAPEL- 
RICHARDSON  COVE  VOLUNTEER 
FIRE  DEPARTMENT 

•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  commend  the  Catons  Chapel- 
Richardson  Cove  Volunteer  Fire  De- 
partment in  Sevierville,  TN,  for  their 
dedication  and  service  to  their  commu- 
nity. In  east  Tennessee's  Sevier  Coun- 
ty, the  county-operated  fire  depart- 
ment is  often  unable  to  reach  the  re- 
mote areas  of  Catons  Chapel  and  Rich- 
ardson Cove  in  time  to  save  a  burning 
house  or  building— the  distance  is  just 
too  great.  As  a  result,  residents  in 
those  areas  of  the  county  obtained  a 
State  charter  in  1992  to  create  a  volun- 
teer fire  department  that  could  better 
serve  those  communities. 

The  fire  department  began  with  a 
handful  of  volunteers,  who  met  in  the 
basement  of  a  local  store  to  plant  the 
development  and  cost  of  a  fully  oper- 
ational fire  department.  With  about 
$18,000  from  the  county  to  get  started, 
the  volunteers  held  small  fundraisers 
and  obtained  a  bank  loan  to  raise  the 
additional  money  they  needed  to  con- 
struct a  firehouse  and  purchase  fire 
trucks  and  other  equipment.  A  local 
resident  donated  land,  and  in  Novem- 
ber 1993.  the  community  broke  ground 
for  the  firehouse. 

Mr.  President,  not  only  did  the 
Catons  Chapel-Richardson  Cove  volun- 
teers do  much  of  the  construction  on 
the  fire  station  themselves,  they  have 
built  this  entire  department  from  the 
ground  up.  These  volunteer  firefighters 
are  the  true  definition  of  public  serv- 
ants— they  recognized  a  need  in  their 
community  and  have  worked  hard  to 
satisfy  it. 

Now,  all  of  that  work  is  beginning  to 
pay  off.  The  fire  department  has  22  vol- 
unteer firefighters,  most  whom  have 
been  trained  by  the  Sevier  Firefighters 
School.  The  department  also  has  three 
fire  trucks,  including  one  that  can 
pump  more  than  1.000  gallons  of  water 
per  minute,  protective  clothing,  air 
packs,  and  experience — volunteers  from 
the  Catons  Chapel-Richardson  Cove  de- 
partment have  responded  to  and  as- 
sisted on  many  calls  in  the  area. 


Mr.  President,  the  most  important 
thing  about  these  firefighters  is  that 
they  are  all  volunteers.  Every  time  the 
department  receives  a  call  to  respond, 
these  citizens  leave  their  families  and 
risk  their  lives  to  help  save  a  neigh- 
bor's life  and  home  or  to  prevent  a 
local  business  from  losing  everything 
that  it  has.  Mr.  President,  this  country 
is  full  of  dedicated  public  servants  like 
the  volunteers  in  Sevier  County,  but 
all  too  often,  their  work  goes  unno- 
ticed. Today,  I  would  like  to  recogmize 
the  firefighters  in  the  Catons  Chapel- 
Richardson  Cove  Volunteer  Fire  De- 
partment and  the  nine  members  of  the 
department's  volunteer  advisory  board 
and  thank  them  for  their  efforts  and 
dedicated  service  to  their  community.* 


THE  75TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  OUR 
LADY  OF  REDEMPTION  CHURCH 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  recognize  an  impressive  mile- 
stone which  will  soon  be  achieved  by  a 
church  in  Warren.  MI.  On  May  13,  1995. 
Our  Lady  of  Redemption  Church  will 
celebrate  its  75th  anniversary.  The 
church  serves  over  4,000  parishioners  in 
the  Detroit  area.  In  fact,  it  is  the  larg- 
est Melkite-Catholic  Eastern  Rite  Par- 
ish in  the  United  States. 

The  Detroit  community  benefits 
from  a  number  of  community  service 
activities  performed  by  members  of 
this  historic  church.  Our  Lady  of  Re- 
demption regularly  holds  food  drives 
and  their  contributions  reach  far  and 
wide  to  Detroit  area  food  banks.  Pa- 
rishioners provide  volunteer  help  to 
area  hospitals,  they  support  the  Hun- 
ger Action  Coalition,  and  they  partici- 
pate in  the  Metro  Detroit  Youth  Day. 
The  parish  annually  donates  its  facili- 
ties for  use  by  the  city  of  Warren's 
Parks  and  Recreation  Department.  Not 
only  is  Our  Lady  of  Redemption  the 
spiritual  center  for  its  members,  but 
the  church  regularly  organizes  activi- 
ties with  parishes  of  other  denomina- 
tions to  interchange  fellowship  in  the 
spirit  of  ecumenism. 

Please  join  me  in  saying  congratula- 
tions to  an  integral  member  of  the  De- 
troit community — Our  Lady  of  Re- 
demption Church.  I  thank  the  clergy 
and  members  of  this  church  for  their 
dedicated  service  and  wish  them  many 
more  years  of  fellowship.* 


SUBMISSION  OF  MOTION  ADOPTED 
IN  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  THE 
BUDGET 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  2  of  rule  XXVI  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate.  I 
submit  for  printing  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  motion  adopted  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  on  May  6, 
1995,  governing  consideration  of  amend- 
ments during  deliberations  on  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  resolution. 
The  motion  follows: 
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Pay-As-You-Go    Motion     Making    Out    of 
Order  Amendments  That  Are  Not  Deficit 

NELTRAL 

Motion  that,  during  deliberations  on  the 
fiscal  year  1996  budget  resolution,  it  not  be 
in  order  for  the  committee  to  consider  any 
perfecting  amendment  to  the  Chairman's 
Mark  that  is  not  deficit  neutral  in  each  year 
as  measured  against  that  Mark  or  any  com- 
plete substitute  amendment  that  fails  to 
achieve  and  sustain  balance  by  fiscal  year 
2002  under  a  Unified  budget;  provided  that 
the  President  Clintons  fiscal  year  1996  budg- 
et shall  be  in  order  as  a  complete  sub- 
stitute.* 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  22  U  B.C.  276h-276k,  as 
amended,  appoints  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mrs.  Feinstein]  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  delegation  to  the 
Mexico-United  States  Inter- 

parliamentary Group  during  the  first 
session  of  the  104th  Congress,  to  be 
held  in  Tucson,  AZ,  May  12-14,  1995. 

The  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice 
President,  pursuant  to  22  US  C  276d- 
276g,  as  amended,  appoints  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr,  Akaka]  as  a  member 
of  the  Senate  delegation  to  the  Canada- 
United  States  Interparliamentary 
Group  during  the  first  session  of  the 
IMth  Congress,  to  be  held  in  Hunts- 
ville,  ON,  Canada.  May  18-22.  1995. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS— S.  768 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Brealx],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr  Packwood], 
be  added  as  original  cosponsors  to  S. 
768.  the  Endangered  Species  Act  Re- 
form Amendments  of  1995,  which  I  in- 
troduced earlier  today. 

The  PRESIDING  o'fFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SEQUENTIAL  REFERRALS-S.  776 
AND  H  R    1139 

Mr.   GORTON.    Mr.    President,   I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  if  and  when 
the  Senate's  Commerce  Committee  re- 
ports S.  776.  a  bill  to  authorize  the  At- 
lantic Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act. 
introduced  by  Senators  Chafee  and 
Kerry,  it  be  sequentially  referred  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  20  session  days  of  the  Senate; 
and  that  if  the  bill  has  not  been  re- 
ported by  that  time,  it  be  automati- 
cally discharged  and  placed  on  the  Sen- 
ate Calendar;  provided  further,  that  if 
and  when  the  Senate  Commerce  Com- 
mittee reports  H  R  1139,  it  be  sequen- 
tially referred  to  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  20  session 
days  of  the  Senate;  and  that  if  the  bill 
is    not    reported    by    that    time,    it   be 


automatically    discharged    and    placed 
on  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZING  TESTIMONY  BY  SEN- 
ATE EMPLOYEE  AND  REPRESEN- 
TATION BY  SENATE  LEGAL 
COUNSEL 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Resolution  119.  submit- 
ted earlier  today  by  Senators  Dole  and 
Daschle,  authorizing  representation 
by  Senate  legal  counsel. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

a  resolution  (S,  Res.  119)  to  authorize  tes- 
timony by  Senate  employee  and  representa- 
tion by  Senate  legal  counsel. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  resolution 
be  considered  and  agreed  to.  the  pre- 
amble be  agreed  to  and  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table;  and 
that  any  statements  relating  to  the 
resolution  appear  at  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  119)  was 
considered  and  agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows; 

Whereas,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
George  C.  Matthews.  Case  No  95-CR-ll.  pend- 
ing in  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin,  a  sub- 
poena for  testimony  has  been  issued  to  Darin 
Schroeder,  an  employee  of  the  Senate  on  the 
staff  of  Senator  Feingold; 

Whereas,  by  the  privilege"  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  Rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
may,  by  the  judicial  process,  be  taken  from 
such  control  or  possession  but  by  permission 
of  the  Senate; 

WTiereas,  when  it  appears  that  evidence 
under  the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the 
Senate  may  promote  the  administration  of 
justice,  the  Senate  will  take  such  action  as 
will  promote  the  ends  of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privileges  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  sections  703(a)  and 
704(a)(2)  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978,  2  use.  §§288b(a)  and  288c(a)(2)  (1994). 
the  Senate  may  direct  its  counsel  to  rep- 
resent committees.  Members,  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  sub- 
poenas or  orders  issued  to  them  in  their  offi- 
cial capacity:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  Darin  Schroeder  and  any 
other  employees  in  Senator  Feingold's  office 
from  whom  testimony  may  be  necessary  are 
authorized  to  testify  and  to  produce  records 
in  the  case  of  United  States  v  George  C.  Mat- 
thews, except  concerning  matters  for  which  a 
privilege  should  be  asserted. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  is 
directed  to  represent  Darin  Schroeder  and 
any  other  employee  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  authorized  under  section  1 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  United 
States  has  issued  a  subpoena  for  Darin 


Schroeder.  an  employee  on  the  staff  of 
Senator  Feingold.  to  testify  at  the 
trial  of  a  defendant  who  was  indicted 
last  January  for  threatening  to  bring  a 
bomb  to  a  post  office  building  in  Mil- 
waukee to  kill  or  injure  individuals 
and  to  damage  or  destroy  the  building. 
The  defendant  is  alleged  to  have  made 
the  threat  in  a  telephone  conversation 
with  Mr.  Schroeder.  who  handles  postal 
service  constituent  casework  for  Sen- 
ator Feingold. 

This  resolution  would  authorize  Mr. 
Schroeder,  as  well  as  any  other  em- 
ployees on  Senator  Feingold's  staff 
from  whom  testimony  may  be  required, 
to  testify  and  to  produce  records  at 
trial,  and  to  be  represented  by  the  Sen- 
ate Legal  Counsel. 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY.  MAY  10. 
1995 

Mr  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9:30 
a.m..  Wednesday.  May  10,  1995;  that  fol- 
lowing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day 
and  the  Senate  then  immediately  re- 
sume consideration  of  H  R  956,  the 
product  liability  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  the  Senate 
will  resume  consideration  of  the  prod- 
uct  liability   bill   at  9:30   a.m.    At  9:45 

,111.,     UHClC      ytii*     i^C    ctw    l«.,ttov;     o  »»  sj    ot^i*^4k^..» 

rollcall  votes  on.  or  in  relation  to. 
amendments  to  the  substitute  amend- 
ment. 

ORDER  FOR  LENGTH  OF  TIME  OF  VOTES 

Mr    GORTON.    Mr    President,   I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  first  vote 
of  the  9:45  a.m.  voting  sequence  be  15 
minutes  in  length,  with  the  remaining 
votes  in  the  sequence  limited  to  10 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr  GORTON  Mr  President,  a  final 
passage  vote  is  expected  on  the  product 
liability  bill  at  approximately  11:30 
a.m.  Also,  at  12  noon,  the  Senate  will 
begin  consideration  of  calendar  No  74, 
the  solid  waste  disposal  bill.  Therefore, 
votes  can  be  expected  to  occur 
throughout  the  day  on  Wednesday. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
is  no   further  business  to  come  before 


the  Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  8:13  p.m.,  recessed  until  Wednesday, 
May  10,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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the  Senate  May  9,  1995; 

DEPARTME.NT  OF  DEFENSE 

JOHN  P    WHrrE.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  DEPUTY 
SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE.  VICE  JOHN  M   DEUTCH 
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CONFIRMATION 

confirmed  by 


Executive  nomination 
the  Senate  May  9,  1995: 

CENTItAL  INTELLIGENCE 

JOHN  M    DEUTCH.  OP  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  OIRBC- 
TOR  OF  CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Tuesday,  May  9,  1995 


The  House  met  at  12:30  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  DICKEY].  I 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

W.\SHINGT0N.  DC. 

May  8.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Jay  Dick- 
ey to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this 
day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  Janu- 
ary 4,  1995,  the  Chair  will  now  recog- 
nize Members  from  lists  submitted  by 
the  majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  for  5  minutes. 


CLEARING  OUT  GUANTANAMO 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  said  it 
before  and  I  will  say  it  again:  The  prob- 
lem in  Cuba  is  Fidel  Castro  and  until 
Castro  is  gone  the  United  States  can- 
not and  should  not  normalize  relations 
with  the  closest  of  our  Caribbean 
neighbors.  Indeed,  we  should  tighten 
the  embargo,  not  relax  it.  Last  week, 
many  of  my  colleagues  were  surprised 
to  learn  that  I  consider  the  administra- 
tion's new  Cuban  immigration  policy  a 
positive  step  in  the  right  direction. 

As  a  Representative  from  Florida 
who  does  not  support  normalizing  rela- 
tions with  Castro's  Cuba,  I  believe  that 
we  must  take  steps  to  regularize  Cuban 
immigration,  to  bring  order  to  what 
has  been  a  chaotic  situation  for  far  too 
long.  Last  year,  the  President  and  his 
foreigrn  policy  team  created  a  prob- 
lem— this  year  we  are  trying  to  deal 
with  the  mess  left  over  from  some  slop- 
py efforts  at  a  Caribbean  policy. 

Now  there  are  no  good  choices,  only 
necessary  choices.  Why?  Because  sit- 
ting in  Guantanamo  are  more  than 
21,000  Cuban  refugees  and  several  hun- 
dred Haitians.  Even  after  the  current 
paroling  process  is  completed,  the 
White  House  expects  there  will  still  be 


more  than  15.000  refugees,  mostly 
young  men,  left  in  primitive,  stressful, 
living  conditions.  Add  to  that  an  infi- 
nite boredom,  a  hopeless  future,  and  a 
long  hot  summer  and  you  have  ignition 
for  launching  a  disaster. 

My  last  trip  to  Guantanamo  was  in 
March  with  Senator  Bob  Graham.  We 
came  back  deeply  concerned  about  the 
situation,  about  the  cost  of  running 
the  camp,  and  about  the  clear  security 
risk  for  our  troops  in  Guantanamo  if 
something  was  not  done  soon.  The  ad- 
ministration's new  approach  should  at 
least  diffuse  this  potentially  explosive 
situation.  Those  15.000  young  men,  who 
have  fled  from  Castro's  Cuba  now  have 
a  realistic  hope  they  will  not  waste 
away  in  a  Guantanamo  containment 
camp.  Under  the  agreement,  the  ad- 
ministration plans  to  use  15,000  of  the 
existing  60,000  Cuban  visa  slots  for  the 
next  3  years  for  an  orderly  exodus  of 
the  refugees  from  Guantanamo — a 
camp  that  American  taxpayers  are 
paying  SI  million  a  day  to  run.  In  addi- 
tion, the  agreement  seeks  to  head  off 
future  inundations  of  refugees  by  pro- 
viding a  safer,  fully  organized  Cuban 
Immigration  Program  for  those  yet  to 
come  from  Castro's  Cuba.  The  continu- 
ing visa  allowances  will  enable  signifi- 
cant numbers  of  Cubans  to  take  refuge 
in  our  country  through  orderly  chan- 
nels and  without  risking  their  lives  on 
the  high  seas.  Obviously,  good  screen- 
ing processes  will  be  necessary  by  the 
Coast  Guard  to  ensure  no  political  ref- 
ugees picked  up  on  the  high  seas  will 
be  repatriated  in  hot  pursuit  or  life- 
threatening  situations.  This  will  re- 
quire constant  and  effective  human 
nghcs  monitoring. 

Handled  properly,  the  administra- 
tion's new  approach  could  disarm  one 
of  Castro's  most  effective  gambits — the 
deliberate  victimization  of  his  people 
by  releasing  them  as  waves  of  refugees 
to  pressure  the  United  States  on  for- 
eign policy  matters.  If  this  agreement 
works,  it  should  have  the  net  effect  of 
drastically  reducing  the  danger  of  an- 
other Mariel  overwhelming  Florida's 
shores  and  resources.  It  should  also 
have  the  added  bonus  of  allowing  the 
Federal  Government — rather  than  the 
State  of  Florida — to  cope  with  the  im- 
pacts of  Cuban  migration.  That  means 
that  all  Americans,  not  just  Floridians, 
will  provide  locations  and  will  share 
the  financial  cost  of  resettling  refugees 
in  an  orderly,  organized  way. 

Of  course,  there  remain  plenty  of  is- 
sues to  be  dealt  with.  Impacted  States 
will  have  to  work  with  the  Federal 
Government  to  ensure   that  costs  are 


reimbursed.  And  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  to  perform  the  difficult 
task  of  providing  monitoring  for  those 
repatriated  to  Castro's  Cuba— the  new 
Clinton  policy  will  all  fall  apart  quick- 
ly and  completely  if  we  find  we  are  in 
any  way  aiding  Castro's  regime  to  com- 
mit human  rights  violations  on  politi- 
cal opponents  or  on  those  just  simply 
seeking  more  freedom. 

Finally,  it  demands  emphasis  that  we 
have  an  obligation  to  the  Cuban  people 
as  well  as  ourselves  not  to  let  up  the 
pressure  on  the  brutal,  oppressive,  re- 
gime of  Fidel  Castro,  even  while  we 
work  on  ways  to  put  more  safety  and 
order  in  the  way  we  accommodate 
present  and  future  refugees.  That 
means  a  stepped-up  embargo  and  work- 
ing for  a  commitment  from  our  allies 
to  cut  off  Castro's  economic  lifeblood. 

The  ultimate  solution  to  the  refugee 
problem  and  the  key  to  a  free  and 
democratic  life  for  Cubans  is  not  to 
bring  them  all  to  America.  The  solu- 
tion is  to  bring  Cuba  out  of  the  cold 
war  by  ending  the  regime  of  Fidel  Cas- 
tro. And  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  bot- 
tom line.  Fidel  Castro  is  still  what  is 
wrong.  We  cannot  escape  that  fact,  but 
we  can  help  change  it. 


CONGRESS  MUST  SAVE  STUDENT 
LOANS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4.  1995.  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]  is  recog- 
nized during  morning  business  for  5 
minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today. 
House  Republicans  will  release  their 
long-awaited  and  overdue  budget  pro- 
posal. While  much  of  the  public  atten- 
tion has  focused  on  the  Republican 
plan  to  cut  Medicare,  there  is  another 
aspect  of  the  plan  that  is  equally  trou- 
blesome. The  GOP  budget  plan  cuts 
$12.4  billion  over  the  next  5  years  from 
the  Stafford  Student  Loan  Program. 
These  cuts  translate  into  the  largest 
increase  in  college  tuition  costs  in  his- 
tory. 

In  Connecticut,  the  Republican  cuts 
in  student  aid  would  mean  that  39,000 
students  would  pay  $127  million  more 
for  college  over  5  years.  By  eliminating 
interest-deferred  Stafford  loans.  Re- 
publicans will  add  $4,547  to  the  cost  of 
an  education  for  the  average  college 
student  in  Connecticut.  Now,  $4,500 
may  not  be  much  money  to  Newt  Ging- 
rich or  Dick  Armey,  but  I  assure  you 
that  $4,500  is  plenty  to  working  fami- 
lies   in    my    district.    It    is    plenty    of 
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money  to  Gail  Baxter  of  West  Haven, 
CT. 

Just  recently.  I  met  Gail  at  a  student 
loan  forum  I  sponsored.  Gail  told  me 
that  she  was  worried  about  what  cuts 
in  student  loan  programs  would  mean 
for  her  family.  And.  it  is  no  wonder  she 
is  worried.  You  see.  Gail  is  a  single 
mother  who.  in  the  fall  of  1995,  will 
have  four  children  in  college.  That 
means  four  college  tuitions.  And,  under 
the  Republican  plan,  it  means  four  in- 
creases of  $4,500.  All  totaled  the  Repub- 
lican plan  to  cut  student  loans,  could 
cost  this  working  family  nearly  $20,000. 

But,  any  single  mother  who  can  get 
four  children  to  college,  is  not  someone 
who  throws  up  her  hands  when  faced 
with  an  obstacle.  And,  Gail  Baxter 
wasn't  about  to  take  these  student 
loan  cuts  sitting  down.  So,  she  got  to 
work  and  started  a  petition  drive.  I 
told  her  if  she  collected  the  signatures 
that  I  would  deliver  them  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  House  Budget  Committee. 
In  just  a  few  weeks  time,  Gail  collected 
the  signatures  of  630  parents,  like  her- 
self. 

The  petition  simply  reads:  We  the  un- 
dersigned oppose  any  attempts  to  cut 
Federal  student  assistance  that  assist 
hard-working  American  families. 

Like  the  parents  who  signed  Gail 
Baxter's  petition,  students  in  my  dis- 
trict are  also  concerned  about  cuts  in 
student  aid.  They  do  not  think  it  is 
right  that  government  cut  student 
loans  in  order  to  pay  for  another  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthy.  And,  they  are 
right. 

Students  from  Quinnipiac  College  in 
Hamden,  CT,  organized  a  letter  writing 
campaign  to  bring  their  message  to 
Congress.  The  wrote  hundreds  of  let- 
ters to  various  leaders  in  Congress. 
Here  is  one  sample  from  Laurel  Drumm 
of  Quinnipiac  College.  She  writes: 

Recent  reports  suKgesi  you  are  considering 
the  biggest  cuts  in  the  history  of  student  aid. 
While  we  applaud  congressional  efforts  for 
responsible  deficit  reduction,  cuts  in  student 
aid  just  don't  make  sense.  Student  aid  actu- 
ally saves  taxpayers  money  by  stimulating 
economic  growth,  expanding  the  tax  base 
and  increasing  productivity.  That's  why 
every  major  opinion  poll  shows  strong  sup- 
port for  student  aid  programs. 

The  cuts  under  consideration  would  in- 
crease the  student  loan  indebtedness  by  up 
to  50  percent  and  reduce  grants  and  work- 
study  funding.  The  bottom  line  is  these  cuts 
will  make  a  college  education  unobtainable 
for  many  of  us. 

The  opportunity  to  go  to  college  is  a  privi- 
lege that  should  be  everyone's  right.  Please 
don't  cut  our  future  short.  Don't  cut  student 
aid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  student  loans  are  the 
ladder  to  the  American  dream.  Many  of 
us  in  this  body  relied  on  student  loans 
to  pay  for  our  educations.  Let  us  not 
pull  up  the  ladder  of  opportunity  be- 
hind us.  The  Gail  Baxters  and  the  Lau- 
rel Drumms  of  the  world  are  counting 
on  us  to  do  what  is  right  and  save  stu- 
dent loans. 


JOB  SKILLS  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 
OF  1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Knollenberg]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  the  Job  Skills 
Development  Act  of  1995.  This  bill 
amends  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938  to  ease  the  restrictions  on  vol- 
unteers. 

The  FLSA  requires  covered  employ- 
ers to  compensate  individuals  defined 
as  "employees"  according  to  manda- 
tory minimum  wage  and  overtime  re- 
quirements. While  there  are  exceptions 
to  the  employer-employee  relationship 
for  volunteers,  the  restrictions  on 
permissable  volunteer  activities  are  ex- 
cessively rigid. 

As  a  result,  individuals  seeking  to 
gain  valuable  work  experience  and  ex- 
posure in  a  competitive  profession  by 
volunteering  their  services  to  an  em- 
ployer are  often  prohibited  from  doing 
so,  even  if  the  individual  has  no  expec- 
tation of  receiving  compensation  and 
adamantly  denies  that  they  are  an  em- 
ployee. 

When  determining  whether  or  not  an 
individual  is  a  volunteer  and  exempt 
from  the  minimum  wage  and  overtime 
requirements  of  the  FLSA.  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  and  the  Federal  courts 
take  into  consideration  the  type  of 
services  provided  by  an  individual,  who 
benefits  from  the  rendering  of  the  serv- 
ices, and  how  long  it  takes  to  provide 
the  services. 

Because  business-related  services  are 
not  considered  to  be  typical  volunteer 
activities,  individuals  are  often  prohib- 
ited from  volunteering  their  services  to 
businesses  in  exchange  for  work  experi- 
ence. 

The  Department  of  Labor  has  carved 
out  exceptions  for  student  learners  and 
trainees.  However,  if  an  employer  gains 
an  immediate  advantage  from  the  serv- 
ices provided  by  a  volunteer,  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  will  consider  the 
volunteer  to  be  an  employee  and  re- 
quire that  the  individual  be  paid  the 
minimum  wage. 

The  restrictions  on  volunteer  activi- 
ties are  intended  to  safeguard  against 
employer  coercion.  Protecting  workers 
from  unscrupulous  employers  is  an  im- 
portant goal  and  must  be  preserved  in 
our  labor  laws.  However,  the  current 
immediate  advantage  test  is  too  re- 
strictive and  should  be  altered. 

The  Job  Skills  Development  Act 
eases  the  restrictions  on  volunteer  ac- 
tivities without  jeapordizing  the  im- 
portant safeguards  against  employer 
coercion  and  worker  displacement. 
These  changes  will  help  recent  college 
graduates  and  individuals  who  have 
been  out  of  the  work  force  develop  pro- 
fessional skills  and  gain  exjjerience. 

Today,  individuals  face  many  obsta- 
cles   in    landing    good    jobs.    Unfortu- 
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nately,  the  FLSA  imposes  unnecessary 
burdens  on  ambitious  individuals.  Al- 
lowing businesses  to  provide  opportuni- 
ties for  volunteers  will  benefit  both 
employers  and  individuals  attempting 
to  break  into  a  crowded  job  field. 

Capitol  Hill  provides  an  excellent  ex- 
ample of  the  benefits  of  allowing  indi- 
viduals to  volunteer  their  services  to 
employers.  Young  individuals  partici- 
pating in  unpaid  congressional  intern- 
ships gain  a  better  understanding  of 
the  legislative  process,  develop  office 
skills  and  make  contacts  that  are  in- 
valuable in  securing  employment. 

In  my  Washington  office,  six  of  my 
eight  employees  were  unpaid  interns 
before  landing  jobs  on  Capitol  Hill. 
Two  of  my  staffers  volunteered  in  my 
office  for  several  months  before  they 
were  hired  on  as  full-time  paid  employ- 
ees. Both  of  these  individuals  have 
been  promoted  twice  during  the  last 
year. 

Because  these  two  staffers  were  re- 
cent college  graduates  and  produced 
work  that  benefited  my  office  during 
their  internships,  they  would  have  been 
prohibited  from  volunteering  their 
services  if  I  would  have  been  forced  to 
comply  with  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act. 

On  the  opening  day  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress, we  passed  legislation  that  brings 
us  under  the  Nation's  labor  laws.  The 
Congressional  Accountability  Act  ex- 
empts interns  from  the  employer-em- 
ployee relationship  covered  by  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Congress  should  give  in- 
dividuals attempting  to  gain  competi- 
tive private  sector  jobs  the  same  oppor- 
tunities that  individuals  wishing  to 
work  on  Capitol  Hill  have  enjoyed  for 
years.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Job  Skills  Development  Act  of  1995. 


PRESERVE  MEDICARE  AND  PRO- 
VIDE COVERAGE  TO  UNINSURED 
AMERICANS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Stark]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  Repub- 
licans talking  about  saving  Medicare 
remind  me  of  the  man  who  murdered 
his  parents  and  begged  for  mercy  as  an 
orphan. 

They  are  making  a  blatant  attempt 
to  distract  the  public  from  a  tax  bill 
that  takes  $87  billion  out  of  the  Medi- 
care Part  A  Trust  Fund  over  the  next 
10  years  and  gives  it  to  the  rich.  And 
Republicans  are  crying  crocodile  tears 
about  the  trust  fund  being  in  danger? 

"Hello.  Earth  to  Republican.<;:  Your 
hypocrisy  is  showing." 

I  urge  Republicans  to  reread  their 
views  on  last  year's  health  reform  bill. 
In  that  bill.  Democrats  saved  the  Medi- 
care Trust  Fund  by  getting  all  health 
spending  under  control.  The  billions  we 
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saved  in  Medicare  helped  the  unin- 
sured, expanded  Medicare  benefits  and 
provided  a  prescription  drug  benefit  for 
everyone.  Democrats  used  Medicare 
savings  to  improve  the  entire  health 
care  system. 

Where  were  the  Republicans?  They 
voted  against  any  and  all  Medicare  sav- 
ings. In  their  dissent  10  months  ago. 
they  said  'reimbursement  levels  *  *  * 
have  reached  potentially  disastrous 
levels  "  and  "additional  massive  cuts  in 
reimbursement  to  providers  *  *  *  will 
reduce  the  quality  of  care  for  the  Na- 
tion's elderly." 

Now  the  militant  radical  right  wants 
to  cut  three  or  four  times  more  than 
we  did.  How  can  they  now  say  it  will 
not  hurt  quality? 

Newt  can't  reform  the  system  with 
more  managed  care  and  vouchers.  I 
rather  resent  Republicans  suggesting 
that  my  mother  and  the  Nation's  sen- 
iors are  either  senile  or  so  stupid  that 
they  will  not  see  through  his  double- 
talk. 

My  mother  knows  that  managed  care 
costs  more  and  means  less  choice  of 
doctors  and  hospitals.  My  mother 
knows  that  Republican  vouchers  to  buy 
private  insurance  will  never  be  worth 
enough  to  pay  for  her  health  care. 
Newt's  plan  to  push  America's  seniors 
into  plans  with  less  choice — all  the 
while  saying  he  gives  them  more 
choice — is  a  dog  that  just  will  not 
hunt. 

Republicans  intend  to  disrupt  peo- 
ple's health  plans,  force  them  into 
managed  care,  and  they  know  it  will 
save  little  or  nothing.  Last  week,  CBO 
said  that  Medicare  spends  more  for 
HOMO  enrollees  than  had  they  re- 
mained in  the  fee-for-service  sector — 
about  5.7  percent  more.  Until  you  Re- 
publicans know  more  about  how  to  pay 
for  seniors  in  managed  care,  you  are 
just  whistling  in  the  dark,  and  playing 
fast  and  loose  with  a  sacred  trust. 

We  Democrats  have  always  worked 
with  responsible  Republicans  on  ways 
to  improve  Medicare  and  reform  the 
entire  health  care  system.  But  $300  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  cuts  for  the  sake  of 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich  will  destroy  not 
only  Medicare,  but  the  entire  U.S. 
health  care  system. 

We  must  not  only  preserve  Medicare, 
but  we  must  provide  coverage  to  47 
million  Americans  who  are  today  with- 
out coverage.  You  Republicans  proved 
your  political  dominance  over  the 
House  in  the  past  4  months.  Now,  why 
not  show  us  you  stand  for  something 
besides  insurance  company  profits  and 
tax  cuts  for  the  very  rich.  You  are  in 
complete  control  of  this  Congress  and 
must  be  judged  by  your  ability  to  legis- 
late in  the  best  interests  of  all  Ameri- 
cans— not  just  white,  rich,  suburban 
radicals. 

So  let  us  get  together  and  fix  the 
"break"  the  way  it  ought  to  be  fixed, 
with  universal  coverage  and  reform  for 
all  Americans. 


THE  PENSION  PROTECTION  ACT  OF 
1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  is  recognized  dur- 
ing morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  in- 
troducing a  bill  today  which  is  known 
as  the  Pension  Protection  Act  of  1995.  I 
must  say  that  usually  I  am  pleased  to 
introduce  a  bill.  Today  I  say  that  I  re- 
gret that  it  is  necessary  to  introduce 
this  bill.  But  it  is,  because  when  Amer- 
ican workers  get  their  check  at  the  end 
of  the  pay  period  and  they  look  at  the 
check  stub,  they  look  to  see,  how  much 
has  been  deducted  for  their  contribu- 
tion to  their  pension  plan.  And  those 
pension  plans  have  become  very,  very 
important,  because  those  are  essen- 
tially savings  that  the  American  work- 
er is  putting  aside  for  his  or  her  retire- 
ment. 

The  Clinton  administration  has  been 
up  to  some  mischief,  I  believe,  that  is 
destructive  to  that  process.  So  the 
Pension  Plan  Act  of  1995.  which  is  co- 
sponsored  by  our  leadership  on  the  Re- 
publican side,  and  I  certainly  invite 
our  Democrat  friends  to  join  with  us  as 
well,  is  an  attempt  to  protect  the 
American  worker  from  the  mischief  of 
the  Clinton  administration. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  some- 
thing over  $3.5  trillion  are  in  private 
pension  funds  today.  This  is  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  risk  that  has  been 
brought  about  by  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. Why?  Because  the  administra- 
tion has  targeted  private  pension  funds 
as  a  new  way  to  finance  their  liberal 
social  agenda. 

Faced  with  an  angry  revolt  of  voters 
last  November  against  too  much  Fed- 
eral spending.  President  Clinton  and 
his  Department  of  Labor  are  trying  to 
use  private  pensions  to  do  what  they 
used  to  do  through  old  fashioned  tax- 
ing-and-spending.  These  social  invest- 
ments include:  Public  housing,  infra- 
structure, and  pork-barrel  projects. 

The  administration  has  dubbed  these 
social  projects  "Economically  Tar- 
geted Investments"  or  ETI's.  but  I  pre- 
fer to  call  them  PTI's  or  "Politically 
Targeted  Investments." 

Let  me  emphasize  that  targeting  pri- 
vate pension  fund  investments  is  a  rad- 
ical and  dangerous  idea.  ETI's  violate 
the  clear  mandate  of  the  Federal  law 
that  Congress  passed  to  protect  private 
pensions — the  Employee  Retirement 
Income  Security  Act  or  ERISA— which 
requires  that  a  pension  fund  manger 
must  give  complete  and  undivided  loy- 
alty to  the  pension  beneficiaries. 

Let  me  quote  directly  from  ERISA:  A 
pension  fund  manager  must  "discharge 
his  duties  with  respect  to  a  plan  solely 
in  the  interest  of  the  participants  and 
beneficiaries  and  for  the  exclusive  pur- 
pose of  (I)  providing  benefits  to  partici- 
pants and  their  beneficiaries;  and  (II) 
defraying  reasonable  expenses  of  ad- 
ministering the  plan." 


Besides  ETI's  obvious  conflict  with 
ERISA,  the  best  economic  research  in- 
dicates that  pension  funds  that  target 
social  investments  produce  below  mar- 
ket returns. 

The  Clinton  administration's  ulti- 
mate objective  is  to  establish  an  ETI 
quota  for  every  private  pension  fund. 

What  Secretary  Reich  would  make 
permissible  today,  will  become  compul- 
sory tomorrow. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  bill  that 
will  protect  the  36  million  private  pen- 
sion participants  from  President  Clin- 
ton's pension  fund  grab.  My  bill,  the 
Pension  Protection  Act  of  1995,  will  not 
alter  the  fiduciary  duties  laid  out  in 
ERISA.  Instead,  my  bill  will  simply  re- 
iterate that  the  act  means  what  it 
says,  no  more,  no  less. 

ERISA  could  not  be  clearer.  Trustees 
may  not  invest  in  ETI's  because  by  def- 
inition ETI's  seek  to  benefit  someone 
other  that  solely  the  participants  and 
beneficiaries  of  the  pension  plan;  and 
ETI's  pursue  an  objective  other  than 
exclusively  the  interest  of  the  plan's 
participants  and  beneficiaries. 

The  security  of  our  pension  funds  is 
no  small  issue.  Every  American  who 
plans  on  retiring  someday  should  be 
very  concerned  about  that  the  Clinton 
administration  is  up  to.  I  believe  that 
if  we  act  quickly,  we  can  ensure  that 
everyone  working  today  can  rest  easier 
if  my  bill  to  protect  their  pensions  is 
passed. 


TAKING  THE  COWBOY  HAT  OFF 
THE  MILITIA  PROBLEM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995.  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  [Mrs.  Schroeder)  is  recog- 
nized during  morning  business  for  5 
minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  at  this  time  to  take  the  cowboy 
hat  off  the  militia  problem  that  the 
Speaker  tried  to  put  on  it  this  weekend 
on  national  television. 

For  any  of  you  who  were  watching 
the  Speaker  this  weekend  on  national 
television,  he  said,  "We  have  to  under- 
stand there  is  in  rural  America,  par- 
ticularly in  the  West,  a  genuine  fear  of 
the  Federal  Government."  He  added 
that  this  genuine  fear  seemed  to  be 
driving  otherwise  average  Westerners 
into  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  create 
some  kind  of  a  Rocky  Mountain  guer- 
rilla group  or  some  such  thing. 

Well,  I  rise  to  say  that  is  not  true, 
that  that  is  an  extremist  position  in 
the  West,  and  that  we  in  the  West  are 
not  encouraging  that  type  of  thing.  I 
also  find  all  of  this  very  interesting, 
because  I  would  be  terribly  surprised  if 
the  Speaker  or  any  other  Member  of 
this  body  rose  to  talk  about  the  genu- 
ine fear  of  the  Crips  and  the  Bloods  or 
the  genuine  fear  of  the  Members  of  the 
Aryan  Nation,  or  the  genuine  fear  of 
the  Ku  Klux  Klan,  or  on  and  on  and  on. 


May  9,  1995 

We  would  tell  them  all  to  grow  up  and 

get  a  life. 

Now,  what  about  these  militias  and 
what  about  the  paranoid  style  of  poll- 
tics  that  has  been  practiced  by  some  of 
these  overgrown,  overaged.  GI  Joes 
that  appear  to  be  rather  on  a  lost  pa- 
trol? Well,  first  of  all,  unfortunately,  it 
is  not  a  regional  phenomenon.  They  are 
not  all  hunkered  into  the  Rocky  Moun- 
tains. The  militia  pup  tents  have  raised 
their  heads  all  over  the  country.  They 
are  in  Georgia,  they  are  in  New  York, 
they  are  in  Michigan,  they  are  in  Mon- 
tana, and,  yes,  unfortunately,  they  are 
in  my  State  too.  So  let  us  not  try  and 
just  put  a  cowboy  hat  on  it.  Let  us  deal 
with  the  fact  that  they  are  everywhere. 
Let  us  not  romanticize  this.  Let  us  re- 
alize that  this  is  not  a  genuine  fear, 
this  is  ridiculous,  and  this  is  paranoid 
politics  at  its  absolute  worse. 

The  second  part  that  comes  into  all 
of  this  is  an  attempt  to  try  and  draw 
some  kind  of  a  urban-rural,  and  there- 
fore Western-Eastern,  polarization  on 
this.  What  I  want  to  point  out  is  the 
Rocky  Mountain  States  are  71  percent 
urban.  That  may  come  as  a  surprise  to 
people  that  Arizona  is  more  urban  that 
Ohio,  and  Nevada  as  urban  as  Penn- 
sylvania. That  even  a  hot  topic  of  ban- 
ning assault  weapons  that  people  often 
want  to  say  is  impossible  to  do  in  the 
West,  when  you  poll,  you  find  people  in 
the  Rocky  Mountain  States  poll  the 
same  as  any  other  State.  So  those  kind 
of  regional  differences  do  not  pan  out. 

Finally,  the  paranoid  fear  of  govern- 
ment is  an  extremist  position,  and 
every  one  of  us  ought  to  say  that.  Peo- 
ple who  have  a  fear  of  government 
should  go  to  the  ballot  box  and  not 
their  bullets.  Ballots,  not  bullets,  is 
the  way  to  approach  this  government.  I 
am  very  troubled  when  I  hear  people 
saying  that  we  should  accept  this,  pat 
people  on  the  head,  and  not  take  it  on. 

I  am  especially  surprised  the  Speaker 
has  not  done  more  to  abuse  the  notion 
of  this  paranoia.  I  really  hope  that  all 
of  us  in  this  body  look  at  what  we 
might  be  contributing  to  this  kind  of 
paranoia  and  ask  if  we  are.  As  Pogo 
once  said  to  us,  we  ought  to  look  in  the 
mirror  and  meet  the  enemy  and  find 
out  if  it  is  us. 

I  hope  all  of  this  reglonallstlc  roman- 
ticism and  everything  else  stops,  and 
we  start  saying  there  is  no  reason  to  be 
paranoid  about  a  democratic  form  of 
government. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Montana. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  As  the  gentlewoman 
knows,  I  represent  Montana,  all  of  it, 
the  little  bit  of  urban  we  have  out 
there  and  the  lot  of  rural  we  have.  Like 
the  gentlewoman,  I,  too,  was  watching 
television  and  heard  Speaker  Gingrich 
make  his  latest  in  a  series  of  wedge 
statements,  in  which  he  seemed  to  try 
to  divide  the  West  out  as  a  place  that 
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was  somewhat  paranoid  about  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  I  do  not  know  what 
part  of  the  West  our  good  Speaker  was 
talking  about,  but  he  was  not  talking 
about  Montana. 

Montanans  are  frightened  by  the  mi- 
litia, not  the  Federal  Government. 
Montanans  are  frightened  by  outlaws, 
not  by  those  who  would  enforce  the  law 
at  local,  county.  State  and  Federal  lev- 
els. My  Montanans.  as  with  your  con- 
stituents in  Colorado  and  our  col- 
leagues and  constituents  throughout 
the  West,  recognize  full  well  that  the 
West,  for  the  most  part,  has  been  a 
wonderful  partner  in  having  settled 
and  developed  the  West.  The  Federal 
Government  plumbed  the  West.  We  are, 
after  all,  a  hydraulic  society  that  In- 
sists on  making  the  deserts  flourish.  It 
is  the  Federal  Government  that  set  out 
the  Interstate  Highway  Systems  and 
has  done  so  much  to  help  the  economy 
of  the  West,  and  we  appreciate  the  In- 
volvement of  the  Federal  Government. 
We  do  not  fear  it. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Nor  do  we  in  Col- 
orado. 


SUDDENLY  A  CRISIS  IN  MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  suddenly 
the  Republican  leadership  has  discov- 
ered a  crisis  in  the  funding  of  Medi- 
care, and  they  want  to  fix  it.  Well,  they 
are  not  sure  they  want  to  fix  it.  They 
want  the  President  to  make  a  proposal 
to  cut  Medicare  spending  over  the  next 
decade.  They  want  the  Democrats  in 
Congress  to  make  a  proposal  to  cut 
Medicare  spending  over  the  next  dec- 
ade. Maybe  they  want  a  bipartisan 
commission  to  make  proposals  to  cut 
Medicare  spending  over  the  next  dec- 
ade. 

The  bottom  line  is  they  want  some- 
one to  come  out  and  get  ahead  of  them 
and  propose  cuts  in  Medicare  spending 
over  the  next  decade,  under  the  guise 
of  saving  Medicare  from  bankruptcy,  a 
new  crisis  that  no  one  could  have  an- 
ticipated a  year  ago  during  the  health 
care  debate.  A  year  ago  during  the 
health  care  debate,  we  heard  from  Re- 
publican leaders  on  both  sides  of  the 
Hill  that  there  is  no  crisis  in  health 
care  in  America,  none  at  all.  We  need 
no  congressional  action  regarding 
health  care.  That  was  only  12  months 
ago. 

More  recently,  we  had  the  much 
vaunted  Contract  on  America,  which 
laid  out  the  10  most  important  issues 
confronting  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, the  10  must-do  pieces  of  legislation 
to  bring  our  country  into  the  next  cen- 
tury. And  you  know  what?  Medicare 
was  not  on  the  list.  I  guess  there  was 
not  a  crisis  in  Medicare,  or  at  least 
they  did  not  know  about  it.  when  they 
were  writing  the  contract. 
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Then  we  brought  the  contract  to  the 

floor  again.  Still,  no  mention  of  Medi- 
care. We  brought  a  dire  emergency  sup- 
plemental spending  bill  to  the  floor  of 
the  House;  $2.3  billion  additional  for 
the  Pentagon,  because  you  cannot  ask 
the  Pentagon  to  do  anything  without 
giving  them  more  money.  We  add  a  few 
billions  of  dollars  for  the  crisis  In  Cali- 
fornia, for  the  earthquakes  and  the 
floods  and  various  and  assorted  sundry 
other  things  that  Congress  always 
throws  in  when  we  do  a  dire  emergency 
supplemental  spending  bill,  but  not  a 
penny  for  Medicare.  I  guess  2  months 
ago  there  was  not  a  crisis  in  Medicare. 

What  has  happened  since  is  the  Re- 
publican leadership  in  this  House 
pushed  through  a  bill  cutting  revenues, 
cutting  taxes,  by  $340  billion  over  the 
next  5  years.  And  guess  what?  Now 
they  think  we  need  to  cut  Medicare 
somewhere  in  the  vicinity  of  $300  bil- 
lion. But  there  is  no  linkage.  There  is 
no  linkage  between  the  massive  tax 
cuts  which  they  shoved  through  this 
Chamber  for  the  largest,  most  profit- 
able corporations,  for  foreign  and  mul- 
tinational corporations,  for  people 
earning  $200,000  a  year,  under  the  guise 
of  some  scant  relief  for  middle  income 
families  and  people  with  children.  No. 
there  was  no  crisis  in  Medicare  then. 
But  now  there  is. 

Suddenly  there  is  a  crisis  in  Medicare 
that  just  happens  to  come  close  to  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  proposed  in 
the  massive  tax  cuts.  The  crisis  has 
come  now  because  they  have  sat  down 
and  tried  to  write  their  budget,  and 
they  found  out  you  cannot  hold  the 
Pentagon  harmless  and  in  fact  increase 
their  spending,  you  cannot  hold  all  of 
that  massive  part  of  the  Federal  budg- 
et harmless.  You  cannot  deal  with  the 
existing  debt  and  the  interest  pay- 
ments, and  you  cannot  cut  taxes  and 
balance  the  budget.  It  just  simply  is 
not  there. 

So  suddenly  we  have  a  crisis  in  Medi- 
care that  cries  out  for  Immediate  ac- 
tion, for  immediate  cuts  totaling  80 
percent  of  the  money  they  need  to  fund 
their  tax  cuts.  No,  the  crisis  is  not  so 
much  in  Medicare,  and  it  is  not  a  new 
crisis.  In  fact.  Medicare,  according  to 
the  trustees,  is  in  better  condition 
today  than  it  was  a  year  ago.  They 
have  put  off  its  potential  insolvency 
for  12  months  into  the  next  century. 

No,  the  crisis  is  in  the  corporate 
board  rooms.  The  crisis  is  In  the  coun- 
try club  cocktail  lounges.  The  crisis  is 
that  the  Republicans  in  their  contract 
promised  the  most  powerful  and  the 
most  wealthy  and  the  most  well  off 
Americans  a  nice,  big,  fat,  juicy  tax 
cut,  and  they  promised  everybody  else 
in  America  they  would  balance  the 
budget.  And  now  they  want  to  balance 
the  budget  on  the  backs  of  the  seniors 
by  cutting  Medicare  to  fund  their  tax 
cuts. 

Congress  is  going  to  say  no  to  this 
outrage,   this  new  abomination  worse 
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than  the  worst  aspects  of  the  first  100 
days  of  this  Congress. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12.  rule  I. 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  until  2 
p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  1  o'clock  and  5  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  2  p.m.  i 
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AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Ewing]  at  2  p.m. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Rev  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  reminded  during  these  days  of 
the  momentous  occasion  of  the  ending 
of  conflict  in  Europe  50  years  ago.  As 
our  thoughts  go  out  in  thanksgiving 
for  the  blessings  of  peace,  we  remember 
specially  those  members  of  our  Armed 
Forces  whose  dedication  and  sacrifice 
brought  new  hope  to  so  many  people 
who  had  known  destitution  and  suffer- 
ing and  death.  We  laud  all  those  who 
labored  for  freedom  and  recall  with 
praise  their  commitment  and  their  al- 
legiance to  liberty  O  gracious  God. 
whose  power  created  the  Heavens  and 
the  Earth  and  whose  grace  is  all  about, 
may  Your  blessing  be  upon  those  who 
gave  of  themselves  that  others  might 
live.  In  Your  name,  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I.  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  JONES  Mr  Speaker,  pursuant  to 
clause  1.  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Chair's  approval  of  the 
Journal. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  Chair's  approval  of 
the  Journal 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5,  rule  I,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  vote  will  be  postponed  and 
the  vote  will  be  taken  later  today. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Chabot] 
come  forward  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  CHABOT  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all 


AWOL 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 

Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title: 

H.  Con.  Res.  53.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
a  private  visit  by  President  Lee  Teng-hui  of 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan  to  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  follow- 
ing title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested: 

S.  103.  An  act  entitled  the  'Lost  Creek 
Land  Exchange  Act  of  1995  ". 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  1928a-1928d  of  title 
22.  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mr.  Murkowski.  Mr.  Brown. 
Mr.  Gregg.  Mrs.  Hutchison.  Mr.  John- 
ston. Mr.  Pryor.  and  Mr.  Akaka  as 
members  of  the  Senate  delegation  to 
the  North  Atlantic  Assembly  Spring 
Meeting  during  the  First  Session  of  the 
One  Hundred  Fourth  Congress,  to  be 
held  in  Budapest.  Hungary,  May  25-29. 
1995. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276h-276k  of  title 
22.  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mr.  Bingaman  as  a  member  of 
the  Senate  delegation  to  the  Mexico- 
United  States  Interparliamentary 
Group  during  the  First  Session  of  the 
One  Hundred  Fourth  Congress,  to  be 
held  in  Tucson,  AZ.  May  12-14.  1995. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276d-276g  of  title 
22.  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mr.  Grassi.ey  and  Mrs. 
Hutchison  to  the  Senate  delegation  to 
the  Canada-United  States  Interpar- 
liamentary Group  during  the  First  Ses- 
sion of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress, to  be  held  in  Huntsville.  ON. 
Canada,  May  18-22,  1995. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276d-276g  of  title 
22,  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mrs.  Murray  as  vice  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  delegation  to  the 
Canada-United  States  Interparlia- 
mentary Group  during  the  One  Hun- 
dred Fourth  Congress. 


(Mr.  Delay  asked  and  was  given  i)er- 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Presi- 
dent Clinton  goes  to  Moscow,  he  once 
again  has  dodged  his  responsibility. 

This  time,  he  has  failed  to  exhibit 
any  leadership  when  it  comes  to  saving 
Medicare. 

According  to  the  Medicare  Board  of 
Trustees,  a  group  which  includes  three 
members  of  the  President's  Cabinet. 
Medicare  will  go  bankrupt  by  the  year 
2002. 

Republicans  are  developing  a  plan 
which  will  protect,  improve  and  pre- 
serve the  Medicare  system.  We  will  do 
this  by  eliminating  fraud  and  abuse, 
while  slowing  the  explosive  growth  in 
costs. 

Instead  of  joining  with  us  in  our  re- 
form efforts  or  offering  solutions  of  his 
own,  the  President  has  gone  AWOL. 
Yes,  he  is  absent  without  leadership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
want  real  leadership  from  their  Presi- 
dent, 

They  want  us  to  take  steps  to  save 
Medicare,  not  allow  its  costs  to  con- 
tinue to  skyrocket  to  the  point  of 
bankruptcy. 

I  urge  the  President  to  live  up  to  his 
responsibilities  and  work  with  Con- 
gress to  save  Medicare. 


REFORMING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad- 
dress the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  re- 
vise and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr. 
Speaker,  anyone  reading  the  paper  or 
watching  the  news  last  week  knows 
that  Medicare  is  on  the  front  line  in 
the  battles  that  lie  ahead.  Seniors  are 
watching  and  what  they  see  is  trou- 
bling. Yes,  we  do  need  to  reform  Medi- 
care— but  there  is  a  right  way  and  a 
wrong  way.  Last  year  we  had  the 
chance  to  strengthen  Medicare  the 
right  way— in  the  context  of  health 
care  reform.  Now  we  have  to  make  up 
for  a  lost  opportunity.  And  now  seniors 
will  bear  the  burden  and  pay  the  price 
for  gridlock.  Let  us  agree  that  the  first 
rule  of  reform  will  be  the  same  as  it  is 
in  medicine:  First,  do  no  harm. 

Let  us  agree  to  put  partisan  interests 
aside  and  put  seniors  first. 

Let  us  agree  that  while  good  health 
care  requires  choice,  managed  care, 
when  it  is  just  managed  profit,  is 
wrong. 

That  prevention,  home  care,  prescrip- 
tion medicine  is  quality  health  care  for 
high  quality  lives. 

Finally,  let  us  pledge  that  we  will 
not  destroy  Medicare  in  our  effort  to 
reform  Medicare. 


REPUBLICANS  TACKLE  FINANCIAL 
PROBLEMS,  SEEK  A  BALANCED 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the 
last  4  months  the  liberal  Democrats  in 
Congress  have  been  feeding  the  public  a 
steady  diet  of  class  warfare  rhetoric. 
Somehow  they  think  that  the  budget 
problems  we  face  will  magically  dis- 
appear if  the  phrase  tax  cut  for  the  rich 
is  repeated  over  and  over. 

This  strategy  exposes  the  fact  that 
liberal  Democrats  have  a  lack  of  con- 
viction in  solving  the  Nation's  prob- 
lems. They  offer  no  leadership  and  they 
seek  to  divide  America  along  class 
lines. 

Since  the  start  of  the  104th  Congress, 
Republicans  have  offered  a  vision  of 
America  that  can  solve  its  problems 
and  we  proved  that  we  can  keep  our 
promises. 

Republicans  here  in  the  House  are 
convinced  that  we  must  balance  the 
budget.  But  balancing  the  budget  is  not 
just  about  money  it  is  about  our  chil- 
dren's future.  For  too  long  now,  the 
Federal  Government  has  operated  in 
the  red.  The  resulting  debt  is  a  threat 
to  America's  future  generations  that 
must  be  dealt  with. 

So  while  Democrats  offer  class  divi- 
sion and  dance  around  the  tough  is- 
sues. Republicans  offer  a  return  to  a 
balanced  budget. 


REPUBLICANS  CONSIDERING 
CUTTING  MEDICARE 

(Mr  HILUARD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  Republicans  in  Congress  are  consid- 
ering proposals  which  will  cut  Medi- 
care funding  by  billions  of  dollars, 
causing  large  reductions  in  Medicare 
services  which  will  have  a  devastating 
effect  on  our  senior  citizens.  We  cannot 
allow  this  to  occur.  Our  seniors  are  al- 
ready on  fixed  incomes,  with  many  of 
them  having  a  tough  time  making  ends 
meet  from  month  to  month.  How  can 
the  Republicans  in  the  light  of  day 
even  contemplate  slashing  our  senior 
citizens  at  a  time  like  this,  when  they 
deserve  more  and  more  health  care? 

Mr.  President  and  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  the  speakers  mentioned  a  minute 
ago  that  the  President  did  not  partici- 
pate, that  he  is  AWOL  in  the  Medicare 
debate.  I  would  like  to  say  that  the 
President  is  not  AWOL,  there  is  no 
need  today  to  deal  with  the  Medicare 
crisis.  The  Medicare  crisis  is  only  the 
political  crisis  that  the  Republicans 
have  started  this  date. 


USING  COMMON  SENSE  TO  FIX 
THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute. ) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  an  aver- 
age American  were  to  pile  up  huge 
debts  and  engage  in  reckless  financial 
behavior,  that  person  would  eventually 
be  held  accountable,  either  by  the  law 
or  by  his  creditors. 

But  here  in  Washington,  somehow, 
the  reverse  is  true.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  become  immune  to  ac- 
countability. They  have  racked-up  tril- 
lions in  debt  and  yet  continue  their  ir- 
responsible spending.  Unfortunately 
there  is  a  price  for  all  this  irrespon- 
sibility. That  price  will  be  shouldered 
by  average  Americans  who  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  failed  policies  of  the 
past. 

If  we  do  nothing  to  remedy  the  out- 
of-control  spending  here  in  Washing- 
ton, our  children  will  suffer  a  very  dim 
future.  It  does  not  take  a  rocket  sci- 
entist to  figure  out  that  spending  more 
than  you  earn  is  not  the  wisest  thing — 
especially  in  the  long  run.  And,  it  does 
not  take  a  wizard  to  fix  the  budget.  All 
it  takes  is  commonsense,  determina- 
tion, honesty,  and  a  realization  that  we 
simply  cannot  continue  with  the  old 
Washington  way  of  doing  things. 


REPUBLICAN  DOUBLESPEAK  ON 
MEDICARE  CUTS 

(Mr.  McDERMOTT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr,  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  warn  my  colleagues  to  be- 
ware of  Republican  doublespeak  on 
Medicare  cuts. 

The  greatest  doublespeak  is  that  Re- 
publicans will  reform  Medicare  to  give 
seniors  more  choices  by  giving  them 
vouchers  to  buy  private  insurance. 

What  they  do  not  say  is  that  the 
vouchers  will  not  be  worth  enough  to 
enable  them  to  buy  an  insurance  policy 
that  gives  them  the  choices  they  have 
today. 

They  do  not  say  that  the  value  of  the 
vouchers  will  force  seniors  into  the 
lowest  cost  and  most  restrictive 
HMO's. 

They  do  not  say  that  the  value  of  the 
voucher  is  going  to  be  ratcheted  down 
every  year  to  become  worth  less  and 
less  until  seniors  are  saddled  with  vir- 
tually all  the  costs  of  their  health  care. 

They  do  not  say  that  the  vouchers 
will  toss  seniors  to  swim  alone  in  the 
perilous  and  confusing  currents  of  the 
private  insurance  market — the  same 
market  that  has  reduced  their  chil- 
dren's choices. 

Vouchers  are  not  more  choice.  They 
spell  the  end  of  Medicare  coverage  that 
seniors — and  their  families — rely  on. 
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FIXING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  GOSS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  takes  guts 
to  do  what  is  right  instead  of  just 
doing  what  is  popular.  President  Clin- 
tons  own  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees, 
which  includes  Cabinet  Secretaries 
Donna  Shalala,  Robert  Rubin,  and  Rob- 
ert Reich,  believe  that  under  current 
law.  Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  by  the 
year  2002.  or  possibly  even  earlier. 
These  are  the  President's  people  telling 
us.  Doing  nothing  is  disaster;  doing 
nothing  is  a  formula  for  bankruptcy. 
But  what  solutions  have  the  Clinton 
Democrats  proposed  to  correct  this 
problem?  None.  I  hear  rhetoric  today, 
but  I  do  not  hear  solutions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clinton  Democrats 
are  showing  a  willingness  to  let  the 
system  collapse  by  maintaining  the 
status  quo.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Re- 
publican majority  will  rise  to  the  chal- 
lenge of  trying  to  show  some  guts  and 
offer  some  real  solutions  to  preserve, 
to  protect  and  to  improve  Medicare. 
The  Republican  majority  is  committed 
to  honor  our  contract  with  older  Amer- 
icans. I  know  I  am  one,  and  I  represent 
a  lot  of  others. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  real  simple.  The 
program  is  going  broke,  and  we  are 
going  to  fix  it  because  we  care  about 
senior  citizens.  We  want  them  to  have 
good  quality,  affordable  health  care  op- 
tions, and  we  know  doing  nothing  is 
disaster,  so  we  are  going  to  do  some- 
thing. 


HOW  NOT  TO  CUT  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr,  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
first  there  was  school  lunches.  Repub- 
licans voted  to  cut  school  lunches  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  for  American's 
wealthiest  citizens.  Then  Republicans 
proposed  cuts  in  student  loans  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  special 
interests.  Now  Republicans  want  to  cut 
Medicare  services.  They  want  to  in- 
crease premiums,  and  copayments  and 
deductibles. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a  deficit  hawk.  I 
want  to  balance  the  budget.  But  we 
cannot  balance  the  budget,  we  should 
not  balance  the  budget,  by  cutting 
taxes  for  the  rich,  by  building  star 
wars,  and  increasing  military  spending, 
and  by  cuts  in  Medicare,  in  school 
lunches,  and  in  student  loans. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  HOUSE  RESO- 
LUTION OPPOSING  REPEAL  OF 
GUN  CONTROL  LAWS 

(Mr  SKAGGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 
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Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing  has  left  Americans 
looking  for  ways  to  prevent  other  ter- 
rorist assaults  on  innocent  victims. 
One  thing  Congress  can  do  is  refuse  to 
let  the  gun  lobby  blow  away  the  land- 
mark gun  control  laws  passed  during 
the  103d  Congress. 

Today  I  am  introducing  a  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  Brady  bill,  the  assault  weapons 
ban.  and  the  juvenile  handgun  ban 
should  not  be  repealed.  These  laws  are 
balanced  efforts  to  control  crime  that 
are  proving  effective  in  keeping  guns 
out  of  the  wrong  hands,  while  respect- 
ing the  rights  of  law-abiding  Ameri- 
cans to  own  firearms.  To  let  these  laws 
be  tossed  aside  as  a  political  favor  to  a 
special  interest  would  be  a  national 
tragedy. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  Congress, 
the  gun  lobby  announced  its  plan  to 
get  these  laws  taken  off  the  books. 
They  have  paused  in  their  effort  in  the 
wake  of  the  Oklahoma  tragedy.  But 
rest  assured,  it  is  only  a  tactical  pause, 
and  it  will  not  last  long. 

Oklahoma  City  is  chilling  evidence 
that  a  few  individuals  with  extremist 
views  can  use  weapons  of  enormous 
power  to  kill  and  maim.  Tragically,  the 
toll  inflicted  each  day  with  handguns 
and  military-style  assault  weapons  is 
almost  as  great. 

Our  commitment  to  fighting  domes- 
tic terrorism  should  start  with  keeping 
the  Brady  bill,  the  assault  weapons 
ban.  and  the  juvenile  handgun  ban  in 
effect.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  resolution. 
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HAPPY  TALK  ON  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  wais  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 

minute  ) 

Mr.  BONIOR  Mr  Speaker,  don't  be 
fooled  by  all  the  Republican  happy  talk 
on  Medicare 

They're  not  cutting  Medicare  in 
order  to  fix  the  system. 

The  Republicans  are  cutting  Medi- 
care for  one  reason  and  one  reason 
only:  to  pay  for  their  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy 

You  see.  the  Republicans  made  an 
amazing  discovery 

To  pay  for  their  tax  cuts,  they  can- 
not just  cut  student  loans  and  child  nu- 
trition programs  and  cops  on  the  beat. 

Even  though  they  are  cutting  each 
and  every  one  of  those  things  it  still 
leaves  them  about  $300  billion  short. 

So.  now  they're  targeting  Medicare. 

And  what  is  this  going  to  mean  to 
the  average  senior  citizen? 

It  is  going  to  mean  higher  copay- 
ments.  higher  premiums,  less  choice  of 
doctors  and  it  is  going  to  cut  into  So- 
cial Security  COLAs. 

And  this  isn't  just  going  to  affect 
senior  citizens. 


Where  is  the  average  working  family 
going  to  come  up  with  the  extra  money 
to  care  for  their  parents  and  grand- 
parents? 

Mr.  Speaker.  Medicare  is  not  a  cash 
cow  for  tax  cuts. 

It  is  a  sacred  trust  between  the  Gov- 
ernment and  the  people. 

It  is  time  we  keep  that  promise. 


REPUBLICANS  AND  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  RICHARDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Republicans  are  having  a  hard  time  ex- 
plaining to  35  million  Americans  who 
rely  on  Medicare  that  their  benefits 
will  be  cut  to  pay  for  a  $350  billion  tax 
break  for  the  wealthy. 

Now,  Republican  leaders  are  attack- 
ing the  President  because  he  refuses  to 
join  them  in  slashing  Medicare  to  pay 
for  their  unjust  tax  break.  Republicans 
also  fail  to  mention  that  the  President 
has  in  fact  extended  the  life  of  the 
Medicare  fund  in  legislation  that  Re- 
publicans voted  against  last  year. 

The  truth  is  that  Republican  cuts  to 
Medicare  would  make  the  average  Med- 
icare recipient  cough  up  $900  more  each 
year  out  of  their  own  pockets. 

In  my  State  of  New  Mexico  alone, 
200.000  Americans  will  be  forced  to  re- 
duce their  food  budget  or  their  heating 
costs  to  pay  for  this  unfair  tax  cut. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  is  right. 
We  should  favor  Medicare  reform  that 
protects  benefits  for  Americans,  but 
cuts  in  Medicare  should  not  pay  for  a 
tax  break  for  the  wealthy.  The  Amer- 
ican people  will  not  be  fooled. 


MEDICARE  AND  VETERANS 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
we  all  celebrate  V-E  Day  and  the  won- 
derful generation  that  saved  Europe 
from  Nazi  Germany  and  Fascist  Italy, 
what  are  we  doing  to  them?  Well,  the 
Republicans  are  trying  to  take  their 
Medicare  and  slash  it  away.  What  a 
way  to  salute  them.  This  is  the  genera- 
tion that  saved  the  world.  This  is  the 
generation  that  paid  for  the  Marshall 
plan  to  rebuild  the  world,  and  now  we 
are  telling  them  they  have  also  got  to 
pay  for  the  deficit  so  that  the  fat  cats 
can  have  more  tax  cuts. 

That  is  not  fair.  That  is  not  the 
America  they  fought  for.  I  hope  that 
all  this  Medicare  scare  goes  away. 


MORE  ON  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 


Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  Medicare  should  not  become  a 
political  football  because  millions  of 
our  seniors  in  America  depend  so  heav- 
ily on  it  for  their  health  care. 

In  today's  edition  of  the  Houston 
Chronicle  that  I  picked  up  before  I  left 
home  this  morning,  it  talks  about  the 
Republicans  laying  plans  to  slash  bil- 
lions from  the  budget.  The  Republican 
majority  should  come  up  with  a  plan  to 
reform  the  Medicare  system  but  not 
cut  $250  billion.  $300  billion.  $400  billion 
out  of  it. 

I  spoke  and  met  with  many  seniors 
yesterday  in  my  district,  and  they 
want  the  fraud  and  abuse  out  of  Medi- 
care. But  they  do  not  want  less  health 
care  than  they  have  today. 

The  Medicare  system  was  made  sol- 
vent for  3  more  years  in  1993  without 
one  Republican  vote.  Now  the  Repub- 
lican majority  is  planning  to  cut  it  in 
the  name  of  reform.  The  savings  should 
be  used  to  increase  the  benefits  for  sen- 
iors and  increase  the  reimbursement 
rates  and  not  just  to  pay  for  tax  cuts. 
I  cannot  support  billions  in  Medicare 
cuts  when  they  would  not  help  the  sys- 
tem become  more  solvent  in  7  years. 

Medicare  should  be  reformed  but  not 
to  save  $380  billion  and  help  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich  U.S.  citizens. 


SLASHING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
in  opposition  to  the  Republican  pro- 
posal to  slash  Medicare  spending  over 
the  next  5  years.  I  am  reminded  of  the 
riddle,  the  riddle  is.  what  is  the  dif- 
ference between  the  Contract  With 
America  and  a  contract  with  the  devil? 
The  riddle  is.  what  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  Contract  With  America  and 
the  contract  with  the  devil? 

The  devil's  contract  still  provides  for 
our  seniors  and  our  children. 

The  fact  that  such  cuts  will  dev- 
astate our  hospitals  across  the  country 
forcing  many  rural  hospitals  who  rely 
on  Medicare  benefits  to  close  sums  up 
the  problem. 

This  is  not  the  way  to  provide  the 
money  that  is  needed  to  make  the  tax 
cuts  that  have  been  promised  in  this 
contract. 


REPUBLICANS  WANT  TO  REFORM 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  we 
go.  once  again,  down  the  path  of 
spreading  fear,  fear  that  we  are  going 
to  slash  this  and  slash  that. 

The  American  people  know  instinc- 
tively that  a  government  cannot  con- 
tinue to  spend  money  that  it  does  not 


have.  Only  one  time  in  the  last  50  years 
has  Congress  actually  balanced  the 
budget. 

We,  as  Republicans,  believe  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  is  our  contract  with 
our  children,  because  we  cannot  con- 
tinue to  spend  money  that  we  do  not 
have,  giving  our  children  and  theirs  the 
bill. 

When  it  comes  to  Medicare,  we  are 
going  to  protect,  preserve,  and  improve 
Medicare.  We  are  going  to  spend  hun- 
dreds of  billions  of  dollars  more  over 
the  next  7  years  as  we  balance  the 
budget.  Medicare  spending  is  going  to 
increase  from  $4,700  per  enrollee  to 
$6,400  at  the  end  of  7  years. 

So  when  you  hear  people  talking 
about  cutting  Medicare,  they  are 
wrong.  We  are  going  to  increase  spend- 
ing for  Medicare  and  protect  this  pro- 
gram that  is  so  vital  to  our  seniors. 


the  average  $900  a  year?  The  real  con- 
cern I  have  is.  why  is  this  being  done? 

Is  it  being  done  to  help  Medicare?  It 
is  not  being  done  to  help  Medicare.  It  is 
being  done  to  pay  for  the  tax  cut.  That 
is  right,  the  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
individuals  in  this  country  where  51 
percent  of  the  benefits  of  that  tax  cut 
go  to  those  earning  over  $100,000.  The 
only  problem  is.  if  you  are  going  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  you  have  to  make  up 
for  the  over  $300  billion  of  lost  revenue 
that  is  going  to  come  because  of  that 
tax  cut. 

Where  does  it  come  from?  Out  of  the 
hide  of  Medicare,  out  of  the  hide  of  sen- 
ior citizens  and  out  of  the  hide  of 
health  care. 


THE  HEALTH  CARE  DEBATE 

(Ms.  NORTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  nobody 
was  home  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
last  year  when  the  President  pressed 
health  care  reform  as  the  only  way  to 
contain  runaway  costs.  Suddenly  Re- 
publicans have  discovered  the  cost  side 
of  his  equation,  but  it  will  not  balance 
without  health  care  reform. 

Tax  cuts  for  the  rich  just  passed  by 
the  House  make  this  a  mass  problem 
with  no  possible  solution.  In  the  Sen- 
ate some  Republicans  are  trying  to 
dodge  the  bullet  by  disowning  the  tax 
cuts,  while  other  Republicans  over 
there  would  rather  die  than  give  them 
up. 

This  is  no  way  to  celebrate  May, 
which  is  Older  Americans  Month.  Their 
equation  is  already  out  of  balance  with 
20  percent  of  their  income  going  for 
out-of-pocket  health  care  expenses. 

The  only  way  to  relieve  them  and  cut 
costs  at  the  same  time  is  to  mop  up  all 
the  inefficiency  in  health  care  with 
across-the-board  reform. 

Medicare  is  not  out  of  control.  The 
health  care  system  is.  Tax  cuts  for  the 
rich  make  a  bad  situation  worse. 


MORE  ON  REPUBLICANS  AND 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  not 
let  the  last  Republican  speaker  pass 
unchallenged  who  says  we  are  really 
going  to  increase  Medicare.  Well.  I 
guess  it  is  sort  of  like  Medicare,  you 
are  going  to  get  the  same  level  of  serv- 
ices, but  we  are  going  to  cut  you  back 
a  significant  percent. 

If  it  is  going  to  then  be  increased, 
why  is  it  so  many  senior  citizens  un- 
derstand that  they  are  going  to  lose  on 
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tradeoff.  $305  billion  in  Medicare  cuts 
will  pay  for  a  $345  billion  tax  cut  for 
the  wealthy. 

This  budget  debate  is  all  about  prior- 
ities. All  of  us  agree  that  we  need  to 
cut  spending,  but  the  question  is  where 
do  you  start.  The  wrong  place  to  start 
is  by  cutting  health  care  for  seniors.  If 
we  truly  want  to  honor  the  men  and 
women  who  secured  our  future  50  years 
ago,  let  us  secure  their  futures  today, 
let's  protect  Medicare. 


DON'T  MAKE  SENIORS  PAY  FOR 
TAX  CUTS  FOR  THE  RICH 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  today  to  say  to  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle;  Do  not  cut 
Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich. 

Under  some  Republican  plans,  sen- 
iors— 37  million  seniors — will  pay  an 
additional  $900  each  year  for  health 
care.  These  cuts  will  be  used  to  pay  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  For  people  who 
earn  more  than  $230,000, 

That  is  not  right.  That  is  not  fair. 

Medicare  is  the  lifeline  for  many  of 
our  seniors. 

It  is  time  to  be  frank  and  honest  with 
the  American  people.  Tell  them  what 
you  are  doing  and  why.  Lay  all  your 
cards  on  the  table,  face  up. 

Do  not  take  health  care  from  our 
senior  citizens  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich.  That  is  not  Medicare  reform. 
And  our  senior  citizens  will  not  be 
fooled. 


CUTTING  MEDICARE  NO  WAY  TO 
HONOR  WORLD  WAR  II  VETERANS 

(Ms.  DeLAURC  a.ked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
celebrate  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
end  of  World  War  II,  we  honor  the 
brave  American  soldiers  who  put  their 
lives  on  the  line  to  secure  our  freedom. 

But.  we  owe  World  War  II  veterans 
more  than  parades  down  Main  Street, 
medal  ceremonies,  and  memorials.  We 
owe  them  the  security  of  a  decent  and 
dignified  retirement.  Medicare  is 
central  to  that  promise.  By  cutting 
Medicare  for  seniors.  Republicans 
break  that  promise. 

Under  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
posal, 37  million  seniors  will  lose  $900  a 
year,  while  1.1  million  wealthy  Ameri- 
cans get  a  $20,000  windfall.  A  side-by- 
side    comparison    reveals    the    painful 


BANKRUPTCY  IN  AMERICA 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  while 
everybody  is  celebrating  V-E  Day,  vic- 
tory in  Europe.  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  B-A  Day.  Bankruptcy  in  Amer- 
ica Day.  Think  about  it.  For  50  years 
America  has  given  trillions,  trillions  of 
dollars  to  Europe  and  Japan.  And  in  re- 
turn Japan  keeps  ripping  us  off  with  il- 
legal trade.  And  as  we  speak.  Russia  is 
now  concluding  a  deal  to  build  nuclear 
reactors  in  Iran. 

Beam  me  up.  With  friends  like  this, 
my  colleagues,  why  does  America  have 
to  worry  about  any  enemies?  I  say  let 
us  stop  this  cash  giveaway  to  Europe 
and  Japan,  start  investing  that  money 
in  America.  Then  we  would  not  have  to 
tinker  with  Medicare. 

Wake  up.  Congress.  Our  policies  are 
so  misdirected,  if  you  threw  at  the 
ground  they  would  probably  miss. 


TRADE  WITH  JAPAN 

(Mr.  LEVIN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
mirks.) 

i  r.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  box 
is  a  part.  It  is  a  universal  joint.  I 
bought  it  on  Main  Street  America  yes- 
terday. Main  Street,  Royal  Oak,  MI.  It 
costs  $11.47  In  Japan,  this  part  would 
cost  over  $100. 

What  does  it  mean,  this  differential? 
It  means  fewer  jobs  here  in  the  United 
States  because  our  products  are  locked 
out  in  Japan.  It  means  fewer  jobs  and 
smaller  profits  for  our  industry  which 
could  be  invested. 

It  also  means  the  Japanese  consum- 
ers are  overcharged,  and  it  also  means 
that  Japanese  companies  use  profits 
from  their  sheltered  markets  to  gain 
market  share  here  to  invest  in  the  rest 
of  Asia  and  elsewhere  with  an  unfair 
advantage. 

It  is  long  overdue  that  Japan  oi)en  up 
their  automotive  sector  to  parts  and  to 
cars.  Talk  has  not  worked.  Action  is 
necessary.  We  support  the  administra- 
tion's efforts, 


12140 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


□  1430 


REPUBLICANS  WILL  SAVE,  PRO- 
TECT. PRESERVE.  AND  IMPROVE 
THE  MEDICARE  SYSTEM 

(Mr.  TATE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  ex- 
citing day  in  America,  because  the  Re- 
publicans on  the  House  side  are  making 
real  change,  just  as  we  promised,  with 
the  Contract  With  America. 

Now  we  are  going  to  take  on  the  bal- 
ancing of  our  national  budget.  Let  me 
tell  the  Members,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  child 
bom  today,  if  we  do  nothing,  will  be 
saddled  with  $187,150  in  their  lifetime 
just  in  taxes,  just  to  pay  the  service  on 
our  national  debt.  That  is  unaccept- 
able. The  Republicans  are  willing  to 
take  that  on.  We  are  also  willing  to 
save  our  Medicare  system. 

If  we  do  nothing,  if  we  just  sit  back 
on  our  hands,  like  some  are  saying  we 
should  do.  it  is  going  to  go  bankrupt. 
Republicans  are  committed  to  save  it, 
to  protect  it,  to  preserve  it,  to  improve 
it.  We  are  not  going  to  bury  our  heads 
in  the  sand,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  are  going 
to  take  on  the  issues  that  are  impor- 
tant to  working  people,  saving  our  fu- 
ture and  saving  our  children's  future. 


REPUBLICANS  TRY  TO  REFORM  A 
HUGE  MAGICAL  ILLUSION  IN  AT- 
TEMPTING TO  CUT  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks. ) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  it 
comes  to  attempts  to  cut  Medicare  for 
our  Nation's  seniors,  our  Republican 
colleagues  are  trying  to  perform  one 
huge  magical  illusion.  I  like  magic 
tricks  just  about  as  much  as  the  next 
person,  but  I  prefer  to  see  them  in  the 
circus,  not  here  on  the  floor  of  Con- 
gress. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  what  is  up  the 
sleeves  of  the  Gingrichites.  They  want 
to  cut  Medicare  to  37  million  seniors  by 
about  $900  each  year.  This  painful  cut 
is  for  the  very  men  and  women  who  we 
have  been  celebrating  on  this  50th  an- 
niversary of  our  victory  in  Europe,  peo- 
ple that  we  here  applauded,  who  fought 
for  this  country  abroad,  or  who  worked 
for  it  here  at  home. 

Yet,  at  this  very  time  we  find  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  scheduled  for 
tomorrow  here  in  the  House  the 
Gingrichites'  proposal  to  cut  the  Medi- 
care benefits  that  are  so  critical  to 
these  senior  citizens. 

I  would  say  that  David  Copperfield 
should  beware,  because  with  the  kind 
of  magic  bemg  performed  here  and  the 
kind  of  illusion  here,  this  is  an  act  that 
is  ready  for  the  Las  Vegas  strip. 


PERMISSION  FOR  CERTAIN  COM- 
MITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY  DURING 
THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  SAJCTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  on 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule: 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture;  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services;  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities:  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight;  the  Committee  on  House 
Oversight;  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations;  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary;  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources; and  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence, 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted, 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  the  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. The  Democrat  side  has  been  con- 
sulted, and  we  have  no  objections. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwiNG).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
mcauiOn  irom  i^uc  dcVti  ci  the  House  of 
Representatives: 

Office  of  the  Clerk. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich, 

The  Speaker.    U.S.   House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  per- 
mission granted  in  Clause  5  of  Rule  III  of  the 
Rules  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  I 
have  the  honor  to  transmit  a  sealed  envelope 
received  from  the  White  House  on  Wednes- 
day. May  3,  1995  at  7:05  p.m   and  said  to  con- 
tain a  message  from  the  President  whereby 
he   transmits   proposed   legislation   entitled 
•■Antiterrorism  Amendments  Act  of  1995." 
With  great  respect.  I  am 
Sincerely  yours. 

Robin  H,  Carle, 

Clerk. 


THE  ANTITERRORISM  AMEND- 
MENTS ACT  OF  1995— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  104- 
71) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from     the    President    of    the     United 
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states;  which  was  read  and,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services,  and 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Today  I  am  transmitting  for  your  im- 
mediate consideration  and  enactment 
the  "Antiterrorism  Amendments  Act 
of  1995."  This  comprehensive  Act,  to- 
gether with  the  "Omnibus 
Counterterrorism  Act  of  1995,"  which  I 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  Feb- 
ruary 9,  1995,  are  critically  important 
components  of  my  Administration's  ef- 
fort to  combat  domestic  and  inter- 
national terrorism. 

The    tragic   bombing  of  the   Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City  on 
April  19th  stands  as  a  challenge  to  all 
Americans  to  preserve  a  safe  society. 
In  the  wake  of  this  cowardly  attack  on 
innocent    men.    women,    and    children, 
following   other   terrorist   incidents  at 
home  and  abroad  over  the  past  several 
years,    we   must   ensure    that   law   en- 
forcement  authorities   have   the   legal 
tools  and  resources  they  need  to  fight 
terrorism.   The  Antiterrorism   Amend- 
ments Act  of  1995  will  help  us  to  pre- 
vent  terrorism    through   vigorous  and 
effective    investigation    and    prosecu- 
tion.    Major    provisions    of    this    Act 
would: 
—Permit    law   enforcement   agencies 
to    gain    access    to    financial    and 
credit     reports     in     antiterrorism 
cases,    as    is    currently    permitted 
with     bank     records.     This    would 
allow  such  agencies  to   track   the 
source    and    use    of   funds    by   sus- 
pected terrorists. 
-  Apply  the  same  legal  standard  in 
national  security  cases  that  is  cur- 
rently used  in  other  criminal  cases 
for  obtaining  permission   to  track 
telephone    traffic    with    "pen    reg- 
isters"  and   "trap  and   trace"   de- 
vices. 
—Enable  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
utilize  the  national  security  letter 
process  to  obtain  records  critical  to 
terrorism   investigations   from   ho- 
tels, motels,  common  carriers,  stor- 
age facilities,  and  vehicle  rental  fa- 
cilities. 
—Expand   the   authority   of  law   en- 
forcement agencies  to  conduct  elec- 
tronic   surveillance,     within     con- 
stitutional safeguards.  Examples  of 
this  increased  authority  include  ad- 
ditions to  the  list  of  felonies  that 
can  be  used  as  the  basis  for  a  sur- 
veillance  order,   and   enhancement 
of    law    enforcement's    ability    to 
keep      pace      with      telecommuni- 
cations   technology    by    obtaining 
multiple  point  wiretaps  where  it  is 
impractical  to  specify  the  number 
of  the  phone  to  be  tapped  (such  as 
the    use    of    a    series    of    cellular 
phones). 
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—Require  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury's  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  To- 
bacco, and  Firearms  to  study  the 
inclusion  of  taggants  (microscopic 
particles)  in  standard  explosive  de- 
vice raw  materials  to  permit  trac- 
ing the  source  of  those  materials 
after  an  explosion;  whether  com- 
mon chemicals  used  to  manufac- 
ture explosives  can  be  rendered 
inert;  and  whether  controls  can  be 
imposed  on  certain  basic  chemicals 
used  to  manufacture  other  explo- 
sives. 
—Require  the  inclusion  of  taggants 
in  standard  explosive  device  raw 
materials  after  the  publication  of 
implementing  regulations  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
—Enable  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
call  on  the  special  expertise  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  address- 
ing offenses  involving  chemical  and 
biological  weapons. 
—Make  mandatory  at  least  a  10-year 
penalty  for  transferring  firearms  or 
explosives  with  knowledge  that 
they  will  be  used  to  commit  a 
crime  of  violence  and  criminalize 
the  possession  of  stolen  explosives. 
—  Impose  enhanced  penalties  for  ter- 
rorist attacks  against  current  and 
former  Federal  employees,  and 
their  families,  when  the  crime  is 
committed  because  of  the  employ- 
ee's official  duties. 
—Provide  a  source  of  funds  for  the 
digital  telephony  bill,  which  I 
signed  into  law  last  year,  ensuring 
court-authorized  law  enforcement 
access  to  electronic  surveillance  of 
digitized  communications. 
These  proposals  are  described  in 
more  detail  in  the  enclosed  section-by- 
section  analysis. 

The  Administration  is  prepared  to 
work  immediately  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  antiterrorism  legislation.  My 
legislation  will  provide  an  effective  and 
comprehensive  response  to  the  threat 
of  terrorism,  while  also  protecting  our 
precious  civil  liberties.  I  urge  the 
prompt  and  favorable  consideration  of 
the  Administration's  legislative  pro- 
posals by  the  Congress. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House.  May  3. 1995. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 
I.  the  Chair  announces  that  he  will 
postpone  further  proceedings  today  on 
the  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on 
which  a  recorded  vote  or  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  ordered,  or  on  which  the  vote 
is  objected  to  under  clause  4  of  rule 
XV. 

Such  rollcall  vote,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  at  the  end  of  legislative  busi- 
ness today. 


STRIPED  BASS  CONSERVATION 
ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1995 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  1139)  to  apiend  the  Atlantic 
Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  1139 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act  Amendments  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  REAUTHORIZATION. 

Section  7(a)  of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1851  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  "For  each  of  fiscal 
years  1986,"  and  all  that  follows  through 
'1994. '■  and  inserting  "For  each  of  fiscal 
years  1995  and  1996.". 

SEC.  3.  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AME.^fD- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Commission  Monitoring  of  Implemen- 
tation OF  Interstate  Plan.— Section  4(a)(1) 
of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation 
Act  (16  use.  1851  note)  is  amended  in  the 
material  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  by 
striking  "of  fiscal  year  1987.  and  of  each  fis- 
cal year  thereafter."  and  inserting  "of  each 
fiscal  year,". 

(b)  Repeal  of  Inoperative  Provisions.— 
Sections  8  and  10  of  the  Atlantic  Striped 
Bass  Conservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1851  note) 
are  repealed. 

SEC.  4.  PU-BLIC  participation  IN  PREPARATION 
OF  PLANS  AND  AMENDME.NTS  TO 
PLANS  FOR  ATLANTIC  STRIPED 
BASS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Atlantic  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1851  note),  as 
amended  by  section  3(b)  of  this  Act.  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  after  section  7  the 
following  new  section: 

•^EC.  8.  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION  IN  PREPARA 
TION  OF  PLANS  AND  AMENDME.NTS 
TO  PLANS  FOR  ATLANTIC  STRIPED 
BASS. 

•'The  Commission  shall  establish  standards 
and  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  Commis- 
sion provides  an  adequate  opportunity  for 
public  participation  in  the  preparation  of 
any  plan  for  the  management  of  Atlantic 
Striped  Bass  and  any  amendment  to  such  a 
plan  (including  any  amendment  to  the  Inter- 
state Fisheries  Management  Plan  for  Striped 
Bass,  dated  October  1.  1981).  including  public 
hearings  and  procedu:  'S  for  the  submission 
of  written  comments  to  the  Commission". 

lb)  DEADLINE— Within  6  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Atlan- 
tic States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission 
shall  issue  standards  and  procedures  under 
section  8  of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Con- 
servation Act  (16  use.  1851  note),  as  amend- 
ed by  subsection  (a».  of  this  section. 
SEC.  5.  TRANSFER  OF  EXISTING  PROVISION  TO 
ATLANTIC  STRIPED  BASS  CON- 
SERVATION ACT. 

So  much  of  section  6  of  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  authorize  appropriations  to  carry 
out  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation 
Act  for  fiscal  years  1989  through  1991.  and  for 
other  purposes"  (approved  November  3.  1988: 
Public  Law  100-589.  102  Stat.  2986)  as  precedes 
subsection  ig)  of  that  section — 

(1)  is  transferred  from  that  Act  to  the  At- 
lantic Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act  (16 
use.  185  note): 

(2i  shall  appear  immediately  after  section  8 
of  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation 
Act.  as  amended  by  section  4  of  this  Act;  and 


(3)  is  redesignated  as  section  9  of  the  At- 
lantic Striped  Ba.ss  Conservation  Act. 

SEC.  6.  AMENDMENT  AND  EXTENSION  OF  AU- 
THORIZATION FOR  ANADROMOU8 
FISH  CONSERVATION  ACT. 

(a)  Scope  of  Studies —Section  7(a)  of  the 
Anadromous  Fish  Conservation  Act  (16 
U.S.C.  757g(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "and" 
after  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(2),  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (3)  and  inserting  ":  and",  and  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  the  effects  of  water  quality  and  other 
habitat  changes  on  the  recruitment,  spawn- 
ing potential,  mortality  rates,  and  popu- 
lation abundance  of  the  Delaware  River 
striped  bass  population.  ". 

(b)  Extension  of  Authorization.— Section 
7(d)  of  the  Anadromous  Fish  Conservation 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  757g(d))  is  amended  by  striking 
"each  of  the  fiscal  years  1991,  1992.  1993.  and 
1994"  and  inserting  "each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1995.  1996.  1997.  and  1998-. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Studds]  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  are  consider- 
ing H.R.  1139,  the  Striped  Bass  Con- 
servation Act  Amendments  of  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  I  proceed  to  ex- 
plain the  bill,  I  would  like  to  make 
note  that  this  bill  is  a  product  of  a 
high  degree  of  bipartisan  work  and  a 
high  degree  of  bipartisan  support. 

While  H.R.  1139  carries  my  name  as 
the  primary  sponsor  this  year,  in  jMist 
years  very  similar  legislation  carried 
the  names  of  others,  including,  as 
prime  sponsor,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Studds].  And.  as  a 
member  of  t'ne  minority,  I  was  pleaaed 
to  have  had  a  great  deal  of  input  from 
the  then  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Fish  and  Wildlife,  so  to  the  extent 
that  I  can  extend  to  past  Congresses 
and  to  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
sei  .  [Mr.  Studds],  congratulations  for 
bringing  us  to  this  point,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  explain  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  result  of  a  sig- 
nificant population  decline  that  began 
in  the  1970's,  the  Atlantic  States  Ma- 
rine Fisheries  Commission  developed 
an  interstate  fishery  management  plan 
for  striped  bass.  Congress  also  re- 
sponded to  the  decline  of  striped  bass 
populations  by  authorizing  the  Emer- 
gency Striped  Bass  Study  in  1979. 

In  1984,  Congress  enacted  the  Atlan- 
tic Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act.  The 
act  was  originally  introduced  by  my 
good  friend,  Gerry  Studds,  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Fisheries, 
Wildlife  and  Oceans  Subcommittee. 
This  act  requires  a  Federal  morato- 
rium on  striped  baiss  fishing  in  States 
that  do  not  implement  management 
measures  consistent  with  the  Commis- 
sion's striped  bass  plan  Implementa- 
tion of  this  plan  has  led  to  a  resurgence 
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in  Atlantic  Coast  striped  bass  which 
are  now  considered  fully  recovered. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this  is  one  of 
the  times  when  we  can  collectively  say 
that  this  House  did  something  right 
which  culminated  in  the  fully  desired 
result. 

H.R.  1139  extends  the  authorization 
for  the  Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act 
through  fiscal  year  1996,  and  extends 
the  striped  bass  study  through  fiscal 
year  1998. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
continuation  of  this  vital  and  highly 
successful  conservation  effort  by  vot- 
ing "aye"  on  this  important  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  for  his 
graciousness.  This  is.  indeed,  an  ut- 
terly nonpartisan  success.  It  is  biparti- 
san. In  fact.  I  never  expected  it  to  be 
completely  bipartisan  in  my  life.  It  has 
always  had  majority  and  minority  sui>- 
port.  and  I  never  expected  it  to  be  on 
both  sides,  but  here  we  are. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  say  a  word 
and  supplement  what  the  gentleman 
says.  This  is  really  a  success  story,  a 
decade  after  the  passage  of  the  original 
act.  an  inspiration  to  fishermen  and  to 
managers  that  conservation  can,  in 
fact,  work. 

Ten  years  ago  striped  bass  stocks 
along  the  Atlantic  coast  had  declined 
to  dangerously  low  levels  as  a  result 
both  of  overfishing  and  pollution.  Fish- 
ermen and  managers  alike  were  con- 
cerned that  this  fishery  would  soon  be- 
come endangered.  In  an  unprecedented 
move.  Congress  passed  the  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act.  designed  to  support 
State  efforts  to  reverse  this  trend.  The 
management  program  established 
under  the  act  was  at  the  time  of  its  in- 
ception in  1984  unique. 

It  relies  upon  the  States  to  develop 
regulations  for  their  waters  that  are 
consistent  with  the  Atlantic  States 
Marine  Fisheries  Commission's  man- 
agement plan  for  striped  bass.  If  a 
State  fails  in  its  efforts,  a  Federal  mor- 
atorium is  imposed. 

This  partnership  was  so  successful 
that  in  January  of  this  year,  the  com- 
mission declared  the  striper  to  be  fully 
recovered.  The  implementation  of  the 
Federal-State  partnership  embodied  in 
the  act  has  restored  the  striper  to  its 
former  glory  as  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant sport  and  commercial  fisheries  on 
the  East  Coast.  Fishermen  in  my  State 
from  Martha's  Vineyard  to 

Mattapoisett  are  celebrating  the  re- 
turn of  the  striper,  but  are  mindful  of 
the  need  to  continue  the  conservation 
and  management  programs  that  have 
brought  this  fishery  back  from  the 
crash  of  the  preceding  decade.  This  bill 
will  ensure  this  is  the  caise.  and  I  en- 
thusiastically urge  Members  to  support 
it  today. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  an- 
other gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Pallone. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
wanted  to  thank  the  two  gentlemen, 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton],  and  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Studds],  for  putting  together  this 
legislation.  In  particular,  both  of  them 
have  been  supportive  of  language  which 
was  placed  in  the  bill  that  would  en- 
sure public  participation  on  all  striped 
bass  management  plans. 

Many  people  who  are  involved  with 
striped  bass  management  know  that 
there  is  a  large  and  vociferous  group  of 
recreational  fishermen  out  there  who 
become  very  concerned  about  any 
changes  that  are  made  in  the  manage- 
ment plan.  One  of  the  things  that  they 
continually  tell  us  is  that  they  want  to 
be  involved  at  every  stage  in  whatever 
management  plan  changes  are  put  for- 
ward. 

This  bill  and  the  language  that  is  in 
the  bill  guarantee  that  public  partici- 
pation will  do  what  is  necessary  to 
make  sure  that  they  have  their  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard. 

I  certainly  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Studds]  for  their  cooperation  in 
putting  that  language  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  m  support  ot  the  Striped  Bass 
Consen/ation  Act  amendments  and  I  com- 
pliment the  author  of  the  bill,  Jim  Saxton.  for 
his  leadership  in  moving  this  important  meas- 
ure. 

The  Atlantic  coast  stock  of  striped  bass  are 
found  in  waters  from  North  Carolina  to  Maine. 
They  are  highly  migratory  but  move  primarily 
along  the  coast  withm  the  3-mile  zone,  which 
IS  subject  to  State  fishery  management 

While  striped  bass  populations  have  fluc- 
tuated dramatically  in  the  past,  the  population 
suffered  a  drastic  decline  m  the  1970s.  In  fact, 
striped  bass  harvests  dropped  from  15  million 
pounds  m  1973  to  3  5  million  pounds  in  1983. 

In  response  to  this  serious  problem,  Con- 
gress approved  an  emergency  striped  bass 
study  and  the  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  conserva- 
tion Act  of  1984  This  law  requires  all  affected 
coastal  States  to  implement  management 
measures  to  conserve  and  protect  the  remain- 
ing stocks  of  Atlantic  striped  bass. 

While  the  resurgence  of  striped  bass  is  a 
ma)or  fishery  management  success,  H.R. 
1139  will  ensure  that  this  remarkable  recovery 
IS  not  compromised  in  the  days  ahead. 

As  reported  from  my  committee,  this  legisla- 
tion will  reauthorize  both  the  Striped  Bass 
Conservation  Act  and  section  7  of  the  Anad- 
romous  Fish  Conservation  Act,  which  funds 
ongoing  striped  bass  population  studies.  In  ad- 
dition, the  bill  focuses  attention  on  stripers  m 
the  Delaware  River  and  encourages  greater 
public  particifjation  in  the  writing  of  manage- 
ment plans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  an  "aye'  vote  on  H.R. 
1139  and  again  compliment  Jim  Saxton  and 
Gerry  Studds  for  their  outstanding  leadership 
in  this  major  conservation  effort.  I  would  hope 
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more  of  our  fishery  management  eflorts  prove 
to  be  this  successful  in  the  future. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton],  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  1139,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and  to 
include  extraneous  material,  on  the 
bill  just  considered  and  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  1361,  COAST  GUARD  AU- 
THORIZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL 
YEAR  1996 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  139  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H    Res.  139 

Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop 
tion  of  this  resolution  the  speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Commitlee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1361)  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996  for 
the  Coast  Guard,  and  for  other  purposes.  The 
first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed 
with  Points  of  order  against  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with  section 
302(0.  section  308(ai.  or  section  401(b»  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  oi"  1974  are  waived 
General  debate  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  shall  not  exceed  one  hour  equally  di- 
vided and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure.  After 
general  debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It 
shall  be  in  order  to  consider  as  an  original 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure now  printed  in  the  bill.  The  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute shall  be  considered  by  title  rather 
than  by  section.  The  first  two  sections  and 
each  title  of  the  committee  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  shall  be  considered 
as  read  Points  of  order  against  the  commit- 
tee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 


for  failure  to  comply  with  clause  5(a)  of  rule 
XXI  or  section  302(f)  or  section  401(b)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  are  waived. 
.\t  the  conclusion  of  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted.  Any 
Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the 
House  on  any  amendment  adopted  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  to  the 
committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute.  The  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend- 
ments thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter- 
vening motion  except  one  motion  to  recom- 
mit with  or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  is  rec- 
ognized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  the 
customary  30  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Frost],  pending  which  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume.  During 
consideration  of  this  resolution,  all 
time  yielded  is  for  the  purposes  of  de- 
bate only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  pleased  to 
present  this  wide  open  rule  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  authorization  of  our 
smallest— but  hugely  important— na- 
tional armed  services,  the  Coast  Guard. 
I  am  delighted  that  our  Rules  Commit- 
tee, by  unanimous  voice  vote,  agreed  to 
bring  this  important  bill  to  the  House 
floor  under  an  open  rule,  allowing  all 
Members  the  chance  to  offer  amend- 
ments under  the  standing  rules  of  this 
House.  I  wish  to  commend  Chairman 
Shl'ster,  Chairman  Coble,  and  rank- 
ing members  Mineta  and  Traficant  of 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  for  their  efforts  in  bringing 
us  H.R.  1361. 

D  1445 
Mr.  Soeaker,  as  Members  know,  this 
year  marks  the  first  time  the  Coast 
Guard  authorization  has  been  moved 
through  the  Transportation  Committee 
and.  by  all  accounts,  the  transition  has 
gone  smoothly.  This  rule  provides  for  1 
hour  of  general  debate,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  the  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Committee.  It 
makes  in  order  the  committee's 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute as  the  original  bill  for  the  pur- 
pose of  amendment  and  provides  that 
the  substitute  shall  be  considered  as 
read  by  title.  Members  should  be  aware 
that  this  rule  does  provide  four  specific 
waivers,  including  three  technical 
budget  act  waivers  related  to  section 
205  of  the  bill,  and  a  waiver  of  the  rule 
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that  prohibits  appropriations  within 
legislative  bills,  related  to  section  201 
of  the  bill.  This  waiver  should  not 
cause  Members  any  heartache,  since  it 
is  necessary  to  allow  the  shifting  of 
funds  from  pre-existing  accounts  in 
order  to  pay  for  damages  to  homes  of 
Coast  Guard  personnel  caused  by  hurri- 
cane Andrew.  I  think  that  is  eminently 
fair  and  makes  great  good  common 
sense  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  particu- 
larly   precedent-setting,    Let    us   hope 

not. 

The  budget  act  waivers  are  necessary 
because  of  a  provision  in  the  bill  that 
allows  Coast  Guard  officers  who  were 
twice  passed  over  for  promotion,  and 
have  18  years  of  service,  to  continue  in 
active  duty  until  they  have  served  20 
years  and  are  eligible  for  retirement. 

Technically  this  provides  new  enti- 
tlement authority,  although  sub- 
committee Chairman  COBLE  assured 
the  Rules  Committee  that  this  is  not  in 
any  way  a  budget  buster.  In  fact,  the 
total  cost  of  this  provision  has  been  es- 
timated to  at  less  than  $500,000  a  year. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  commend  Rules  Chair- 
man SOLOMON  and  the  committee  of  ju- 
risdiction for  ensuring  that  Members 
have  a  detailed  explanation  of  the 
waivers  needed  for  this  bill.  I  think  it 
is  most  important  that  all  committees 
take  seriously  the  standing  rules  of  the 
House  and  come  to  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee well  prepared  to  discuss  any  spe- 
cific rules  violations  in  their  bills— 
whether  technical  or  substantive.  This 
to  me  is  great  progress  in  the  104th 
Congress.  I  think  it  makes  pretty  clear 
what  the  issues  are  and  what  is  being 
protected  and  what  is  not  and  what  the 
justifications  may  be. 

Finally,  this  rule  provides  the  minor- 
ity with  its  traditional  right  to  a  mo- 
tion to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
may  be  small  in  size  but  it  is  mighty  in 
missions.  It  is  something  of  a  jack  of 
all  trades— its  responsibilities  cover  a 
broad  expanse  of  activity,  from  drug 
interdiction  and  border  control  to 
search  and  rescue.  At  any  given  time 
the  Coast  Guard  might  be  called  upon 
to  support  military  deployments— as  in 
the  Persian  Gulf— or  respond  to  disas- 
ters—as in  the  midwestem  floods  of 
1993.  Especially  in  coastal  areas— but 
also  across  this  land— Americans  de- 
pend on  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of 
the  Coast  Guard.  Because  of  its  reputa- 
and   its   unfailing 
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to  shoulder  more  duties.  In  response  to 
the  Haiti  crisis  in  the  past  2  years,  the 
Coast   Guard   was   asked    to   become   a 
floating  picket  line  to  deter  desperate 
Haitians  from  taking  to  the  seas  in  un- 
safe boats.  Coast  Guard  personnel  be- 
came directly  involved  in  rescue  oper- 
ations and  the  very  difficult  process  of 
repatriation  in  that  Haitian  affair  as 
we  know.  While  the  exodus  from  Haiti 
has  ebbed  momentarily,  just  last  week, 
the  administration  announced  a  change 
in   its   policy    toward   Cuban    refugees 
that  once  again  places  the  Coast  Guard 
on  the  front  lines  of  enforcement  upon 
the    high    seas,    to    turn    back    Cuban 
rafters    and    enforce    a    more    orderly 
process    of   immigration.    That    is    no 
small    order    for    them    to    undertake 
that.    But  despite   its  ever  expanding 
list  of  missions,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
not  been  given  corresponding  resources 
to  ensure  that  its  traditional  respon- 
sibilities do  not  suffer.  In  the  last  Con- 
gress, this  House  adopted  language  re- 
affirming our  commitment  to  provid- 
ing additional  resources  to  the  Coast 
Guard  if  new  missions  are  added  to  its 
plate.  That  is  just  common  sense.  If  we 
ask  them  to  do  more,  we  are  going  to 
give  them  the  money  to  pay  for  it. 

Today.  I  am  pleased  that  the  com- 
mittee has  agreed  to  include  that  lan- 
guage  in   its  amendment,   so   we   will 
have  that  again  this  year.  On  a  more 
parochial  note,  Mr.  Speaker,  under  this 
open    rule   all   of  our   colleagues   will 
have    the    opportunity    to    assist    our 
local  communities  and  private  citizens 
who  are  involved  in  seeking  to  navi- 
gate the  confusing  bureaucracy  of  the 
Jones  Act.  In  my  district,  we  have  one 
city  and  four  private  citizens  who  find 
themselves    wound    up    in    redtape    as 
they  seek  to  use  vessels  for  legitimate 
municipal     or    commercial     purposes. 
H.R.  1361  already  includes  a  provision 
that  covers  one  of  the  southwest  Flor- 
ida victims  of  the  Jones  Act  redtape  in 
my  case,  and  I  am   pleased   that  the 
committee    amendment    will     include 
waivers    to    address    the    other    three 
cases  I  know  about,  and  perhaps  the 
bulk  of  my  colleagues'  concerns  as  well 
will  be  included  in  that  amendment.  If 
not.  if  there  is  still  more  to  be  done  in 
this  area,  this  open  rule  allows  Mem- 
bers the  chance  to  bring  their  amend- 
ments forward.  I  hope  all  Members  will 
support  this  open  rule,  and  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  the  following 
for  the  RECORD: 


tion   for   excellence   and   its 
willingness  to  tackle  new  missions,  the 
Coast  Guard  has  repeatedly  been  asked 
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Mr.  GOSS-  Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  mv  time. 

Mr  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  my 
Republican  colleagues  for  the  rule  they 
are  recommending  today.  So  far  this 
year,  the  rules  they  have  recommended 
have  been  TO  percent  closed.  This  is  in 
spite  of  their  promises  to  open  the 
process  in  the  House. 

However,  smce  the  rule  before  us 
today  is  an  open  rule.  I  must  commend 
the  Republican  majority. 

As  my  colleague  described,  this  rule 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  a  rel- 
atively noncontroversial  Coast  Guard 
authorization. 

It  authorizes  $3.7  billion  for  the  Coast 
Guard— exactly  the  amount  requested 
by  the  administration  and  only  slight- 
ly more  than  last  year's  authorization. 

The  37.000  members  of  the  Coast 
Guard  provide  this  Nation  with  invalu- 
able maritime  service  for  everything 
from  search  and  rescue  to  drug  inter- 
diction and  this  $3  7  billion  will  sup- 
port their  good  work. 

I  would  like  to  commend  Chairman 
Shu.ster  and  ranking  member  MINETA 
for  putting  together  a  truly  bipartisan 
bill  which  should  pass  the  House  with 
little  opposition. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
rare  open  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr,  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  yield  4  minutes  to  my 
colleague,  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Ms.  Ros- 
LEHTINEN). 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  denounce  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's decision  to  use  this 
great  American  institution,  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  to  serve  the  purposes  of  a 
tyrant. 

We  in  south  Florida  are  very  knowl- 
edgeable about  the  Coast  Guard  be- 
cause of  the  wonderful  work  they  per- 
form during  periods  of  natural  disas- 
ters such  as  during  Hurricane  Andrew 
where  they  played  a  crucial  role  in  the 
rescue  operations. 

Those  of  us  who  are  residents  of 
south  Florida  also  know  the  Coast 
Guard  as  a  humanitarian  institution 
because,  for  years,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
rescued  freedom-seeking  Cubans  from 
the  waters  of  the  Florida  Straits  while 
on  their  journey  to  freedom. 

This  humanitarian  aspect  of  the 
Coast  Guard,  for  which  all  of  America 
should  be  proud,  was  surprisingly  re- 
versed last  week  when  the  Clinton  ad- 


ministration announced  the  United 
Stated  will  now  repatriate  freedom- 
seeking  Cubans  back  to  the  island  pris- 
on they  risked  their  lives  to  escape. 

The  President  has  now  made  the 
Coast  Guard  an  extension  of  the  Cuban 
authorities,  in  order  to  keep  the  Cuban 
people  under  the  Castro  repression. 

Just  this  afternoon,  the  first  victims 
of  the  President's  latest  flipflop  were 
turned  over  to  the  blood.y  henchmen  of 
Castro. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  change  of  policy  is 
an  embarrassment  to  the  longstanding 
record  of  the  United  States  as  the  bea- 
con of  hope  and  freedom  for  the  op- 
pressed of  the  world. 

With  one  swift  and  misguided  deci- 
sion, the  Clinton  administration  has 
successfully  allied  itself  with  the 
bloodiest  tyrant  the  Americas  has  ever 
known,  and  has  crushed  the  aspirations 
of  freedom  for  millions  of  Cubans. 

The  administration  has  once  again 
proven  that  it  does  not  comprehend 
how  to  deal  with  Cuba. 

Instead  of  attacking  the  root  of  the 
problem.  Fidel  Castro,  the  President 
continues  to  treat  Cuba  as  an  immigra- 
tion problem,  not  as  legitimate  foreign 
policy  matter. 


Most  disturbing  is  that  the  President 
is  using  the  Coast  Guard  to  help  main- 
tain Cubans  under  the  oppressive  hand 
of  Castro. 

This  accord,  Mr.  Speaker,  was 
reached  in  secret  negotiations  led  by 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State.  Peter 
Tarnoff. 

Not  even  the  head  of  the  Cuban  Af- 
fairs desk  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
State  knew  about  these  dealings,  nor 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Interamer- 
ican  Affairs  at  State. 

Moreover.  Congress  was  never  con- 
sulted on  the  matter  and  the  adminis- 
tration has  been  stalling  on  details 
about  the  talks. 

Many  questions  still  remain  unan- 
swered such  as  what  concessions  were 
given  to  Castro,  and  whether  it  is  just 
a  simple  coincidence  that,  just  few 
days  before  the  new  policy  announce- 
ment, the  administration  publicly  de- 
clared its  opposition  to  the  Helms-Bur- 
ton bill. 

The  administration  must  come  forth 
with  answers  to  these  and  other  ques- 
tions which  are  critical  to  untangling 
the  purpose  of  this  new  policy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
been  an  exemplary  institution  of  this 
country  for  decades. 

We  should  not  allow  the  administra- 
tion to  use  it  as  a  tool  to  aid  a  totali- 
tarian tyrant. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  raise  their 
voices  against  this  distortion  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  mission. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Tr.^fic.ilNT]. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  rule,  and  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  bill  and  in  support  of 
the  new  chairman  of  this  subcommit- 
tee, the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr  CnBi.K].  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  anybody  better  prepared  in  the  Con- 
gress to  head  the  mission  of  this  Con- 
gress in  deliberating  these  matters, 
save  for  maybe  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Studijs],  his  vast 
knowledge  of  working  with  the  com- 
mittee over  the  years. 

However.  I  have  one  concern  with  the 
bill.  I  am  going  to  vote  for  this  bill  re- 
gardless if  the  amendment  I  propose 
passes  or  not,  but  the  Coast  Guard, 
Congress,  has  been  known  for  safety. 
There  is  a  provision  in  this  bill  that  al- 
lows for  the  closing  of  23  small  boat 
stations. 

The  bill  gives  an  opportunity  for  the 
Coast  Guard  to  work  out  all  kinds  of 
safety  parameters  here,  to  ensure  that 
there  will  be  adequate  safety,  et  cetera, 
et  cetera,  but  the  truth  of  the  matter 
is,  "Scarlett,  quite  frankly.  I  don't  buy 
it." 

We  have  had  testimony  offered  to  us 
that  the  last  time  some  of  these  small 
boat  stations  were  closed,  there  was  an 
accompanying  loss  of  life.  The  Coast 
Guard  has  one  mission.  That  is  safety. 
What  the  Traficant  amendment  is 
dealing  with  financially.  Congress,  is  $3 


million;  $3  million  could  be  taken  out 
of  transportation,  taken  out  of  some 
expense  account.  Under  the  Traficant 
amendment,  it  says  they  could  transfer 
everything  out  of  these  small  boat  sta- 
tions but  they  must  leave  one  pair  of 
eyes  of  a  Coast  Guard  full-time  official, 
one  pair  of  hands,  one  pair  of  eyes. 

Let  me  caution  Congress:  With  all  of 
these  beautiful  ideas  of  these  weekend 
warriors,  be  careful.  Congress.  There 
are  an  awful  lot  of  other  good  amend- 
ments, after  the  Traficant  amendment 
is  considered,  that  will  put  some  ex- 
tenuating circumstances  and  criteria 
that  speak  to  safety. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  there  is 
only  one  amendment  today  that  will 
stop  these  closings.  Every  one  of  those 
other  amendments  will  get  a  quick- 
over,  fancy  report  and  they  will  close 
those  small  boat  stations. 

The  Traficant  amendment  says  those 
small  boat  stations  will  not  be  closed. 
They  could  transfer  everything  they 
want  out  of  there,  but  they  must  leave 
one  full-time  personnel  to  coordinate 
those  local  efforts. 

Congress,  that  is  good  sense.  We  are 
here  to  set  policy.  We  have  given  the 
executive  branch  so  much  authority  in 
so  many  areas,  we  are  now  not  even 
getting  votes  on  major  issues,  includ- 
ing bailouts  of  Mexico. 

I  am  recommending  to  the  Congress 
that  the  policy  of  the  Congress  be  the 
Coast  Guard  is  an  excellent,  excellent 
American  service.  Its  No.  1  mission  is 
safety.  We  will  retain  it  and  keep  its 
mission  as  safety.  When  you  get  a 
chance,  consider  that  in  any  regard. 

I  will  support  this  bill  under  any  cir- 
cumstances. It  is  a  good  bill.  I  com- 
mend the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble)  for 
his  outstanding  effort. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  P.\LLONE]. 

Mr.  PALLONE  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also 
wanted  to  commend  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  as  well  as  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Coast  Guard  and 
Maritime  Transportation,  for  support- 
ing an  open  rule  on  this  Coast  Guard 
authorization  bill. 

I  did  want  to  say.  though,  that  I  to- 
tally, 100  percent  agree  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant],  the 
ranking  member,  that  his  amendment, 
the  Traficant  amendment,  if  you  will, 
is  the  only  amendment  that  will  assure 
that  the  23  small  boat  unit  stations  are 
not  closed. 

I  remember  because  when  I  was  first 
elected  to  Congress  back  in  1988,  they 
had  recently,  the  Coast  Guard  had  re- 
cently proposed  closing  a  number  of 
stations.  Coast  Guard  stations  around 
the  country,  including  the  one  that  I 
represent  at  the  Shark  River  Inlet.  The 
effects  of  those  closures  at  the  time 
were  widespread. 

I  think  many  Members  know  that 
over  the  years,  the  Coast  Guard  com- 
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mittee  and  this  Congress  have  added 
more  and  more  responsibilities  to  the 
Coast  Guard,  whether  it  be  to  enforce 
against  drug  trafficking,  to  enforce  our 
environmental  laws,  to  enforce  our 
fishing  laws.  More  and  more  work 
every  year  goes  to  the  Coast  Guard, 
and  at  the  same  time  we  have  been  pro- 
viding some  additional  funds  for  the 
Coast  Guard. 

D  1500 

But  to  suggest,  as  this  small  boat 
unit  closure  plan  does,  that  all  of  a 
sudden  now  there  are  this  minute  23 
stations  around  the  country  that  are 
no  longer  needed  at  a  time  when  the 
amount  of  incidents,  search  and  rescue 
incidents  as  well  as  all  of  the  other  ju- 
risdiction the  Coast  Guard  now  has. 
and  that  traffic  increases  every  year, 
to  suggest  this  is  the  time  to  make 
these  kinds  of  closures  I  think  makes 
no  sense. 

In  addition,  although  I  understand 
there  are  amendments  out  there  and 
the  rule  provides  for  an  open  rule 
where  all  of  these  amendments  can  be 
heard,  all  of  the  other  amendments,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Trafi- 
cant) said,  will  basically  allow  the 
Coast  Guard  to  close  these  23  stations 
and  others  and  look  for  some  sort  of  al- 
ternative, either  the  State  or  locality 
or  auxiliary,  to  step  in  and  perform 
those  functions  also,  let  me  assure  my 
colleagues  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
it  is  not  possible  through  our  State  of 
New  Jersey  through  our  marine  police 
or  Coast  Guard  auxiliary  or  local  fire 
departments  or  whatever  to  step  in  and 
take  over  the  responsibilities  that  the 
Coast  Guard  has  at  these  various  sta- 
tions. That  is  why  it  is  very  important 
we  pass  the  Traficant  amendment 
today. 

1  appreciate  the  fact  we  have  an  open 
rule,  and  I  also  appreciate  the  fact  that 
the  chairman,  Mr.  Coble,  has  tried 
very  hard  to  do  what  he  can  to  coojjer- 
ate  with  those  of  us  who  are  concerned 
about  these  closures.  But  I  sincerely 
believe  the  only  way  we  can  make  sure 
that  the  closures  do  not  occur  is  by 
passing  the  Traficant  amendment. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
other  Members  in  the  Chamber  re- 
questing time  at  this  point,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


REPORT   ON    RESOLUTION    PROVID- 
ING     FOR      CONSIDERATION      OF 
HR.    961,    CLEAN    WATER    AMEND- 
MENTS OF  1995 
Mr.   GOSS.   from   the   Committee   on 

Rules,   submitted   a   privileged   report 
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(Repc.  No.  104-114)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  140)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R  961)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed 


AUTHORIZING  1995  SPECIAL  OLYM- 
PICS TORCH  RELAY  TO  BE  RUN 
THROUGH  CAPITAL  GROUNDS 

Mr.  GELCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  64)  authorizing  the 
1995  Special  Olympics  Torch  Relay  to 
be  run  through  the  Capitol  Grounds. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland'' 

Mr  WISE  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. Mr  Speaker.  I  do  not  plan  to  ob- 
ject, and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  for  an  explanation  of  his  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  GILCHREST  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion before  us  would  authorize  the  1995 
Special  Olympics  Torch  Relay  to  be 
run  through  the  Capitol  Grounds  on 
May  19.  1995.  as  part  of  the  journey  of 
the  special  Olympics  torch  to  the  Spe- 
cial Olympics  Summer  Games  at  Gal- 
laudet  University  here  in  the  District. 

Under  the  resolution,  the  Capitol  Po- 
lice Board  will  oversee  the  run  and  the 
Architect  of  the  Capitol  is  responsible 
for  establishing  the  conditions  and 
making  preparations  necessary  for  the 
event. 

This  is  an  annual  event  and  one 
which  Congress  has  approved  several 
times  before.  This  year  approximately 
60  local  and  Federal  law  enforcement 
agencies  throughout  the  region  will 
participate  in  this  26-mile  relay  run 
through  the  city  in  support  of  the  Spe- 
cial Olympics.  As  we  all  know,  this 
program  gives  handicapped  children 
and  adults  the  opportunity  to  partici- 
pate in  athletic  events. 

Because  of  laws  prohibiting  open 
flames  on  Capitol  Grounds,  and  because 
of  safety  concerns  about  activities  tak- 
ing place  thereon,  this  resolution  is 
necessary  to  permit  the  relay  to  occur. 
The  resolution  authorizes  the  Capitol 
Police  Board  to  take  necessary  action 
to  insure  the  safety  of  the  Capitol,  and 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  may  set 
forth  conditions  on  participation  in 
this  event. 

Activities  will  begin  on  Capitol  Hill 
where  the  U.S.  Capitol  Police  will  host 
opening  ceremonies  and  thereafter  over 
1.000  law  enforcement  officials  will 
relay  the  torch  through  the  city  to 
Gallaudet  University  where  the  DC. 
Special  Olympics  Summer  Games  will 
be  held. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  worth- 
while endeavor  and  I  strongly  encour- 


age my  colleagues  to  support  the  reso- 
lution which  authorizes  the  event. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr  Speaker,  I  join  my 
colleague  in  supporting  use  of  the  Cap- 
itol Grounds  for  the  Special  Olympics 
Torch  Relay  Run.  As  has  been  the  cus- 
tom, law  enforcement  officials  from 
over  65  Federal  and  local  agencies  will 
relay  the  special  Olympics  torch 
through  the  District  to  Gallaudet  Uni- 
versity to  signal  the  beginning  of  the 
Special  Olympics. 

The  event  is  scheduled  this  year  for 
May  19.  Since  this  date  is  a  week  from 
this  Friday,  we  need  to  act  on  this  leg- 
islation expeditiously. 

This  is  a  very  worthwhile  event 
which  benefits  not  only  the  families 
and  participants  but  also  the  volun- 
teers and  sponsors  who  contribute 
their  time  and  efforts  for  handicapped 
children  and  adults. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  in  sup- 
porting this  resolution. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr  Speaker,  the  Special 
Olympics  IS  a  program  which  gives  handi- 
capped children  and  adults  the  opportunity  to 
compete  in  sporting  events  and  thereby  en- 
hance their  sell-esteem  and  self-image 

The  Torch  Relay  Run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds  is  an  annual  event  which  this  com- 
mittee has  traditionally  supported  and  I  am 
very  pleased  once  again  to  support  the  resolu- 
tion authorizing  use  o(  the  grounds  for  this 
very  worthwhile  endeavor. 

I  commend  both  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GiLCHREST],  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Public  Buildings  and  Economic 
Development,  and  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  WiSE).  the  subcommittee's  rank- 
ing Democrat  for  moving  this  resolution  in  a 
timely  fashion.  The  event  is  scheduled  for  May 
19. 

I  |Oin  my  colleagues  in  urging  passage  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  WISE,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
mv  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution, as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  64 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concumnq). 

SECTION  J.  ALTUORI/ATTON  OF  RLNNING  OF 
SPF.riAl.  OLYMPICS  TORCH  RELAY 
THROUGH  CAPrrOL  GROL'NDS. 

On  May  19.  1995.  or  on  such  olher  dale  as 
the  Speaker  of  the  Hou.se  of  Representatives 
and  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 
may  jointly  desig-nate.  the  1995  Special 
Olympics  Torch  Relay  may  be  run  through 
the  Capitol  Grounds,  as  part  of  the  journey 
of  the  Special  Olympics  torch  to  the  District 
of  Columbia  Special  Olympics  summer 
games  at  Gallaudet  University  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia 

SEC.  2.  RESPONSIBILrrY  OF  C  APnXJL  POLICE 
BOARD. 

The  Capitol  Police  Board  shall  take  such 
action  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 1. 

SEC.  3.  COlVDmONS  RELATING  TO  PHYSICAL 
PREPARATIONS. 

The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  may  prescribe 
conditions  for  physical  preparations  for  the 
event  authorized  by  section  1. 
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The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  include  therein  extraneous 
material,  on  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 64. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwiNG).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  743 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  remove  my 
name  as  cosponsor  of  H.R.  743,  the 
Teamwork  for  Employees  and  Manage- 
ment Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and 
include  extraneous  matter  on  H.R.  1361. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COAST  GUARD  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  139  and  rule 
XXIII.  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill.  H.R.  1361. 

D  1507 

IN  THK  rOMMITTKF,  OK  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H  R.  1361)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1996  for  the  Coast  Guard,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Mr.  Dickey  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble)  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Tr.^fic.ant] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble]. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Chairman,  many  Americans,  and 
for  that  matter  many  Members  of  this 
body,  do  not  really  know  the  Coast 
Guard.  I  want  to  introduce  the  Coast 
Guard  that  I  know  to  those  uninformed 
about  America's  oldest  continuous  sea- 
going service. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  the  butt  of  many 
jokes,  some  submitted  good-naturedly, 
some  submitted  maliciously.  Many 
refer  to  the  Coast  Guard  as  the  shallow 
water  Navy,  hooligan  Navy,  as  shallow- 
water  sailors  or  hooligan  sailors. 

Even  Hollywood  gets  into  the  act.  A 
recently  released  movie  depicted  a 
military  force  about  to  depart  on  a 
combat  mission.  The  commander  of  the 
force  said  to  his  group,  "Be  careful, 
men."  One  of  his  troops  replied,  "If  I 
wanted  to  be  careful,  I  would  have 
joined  the  Coast  Guard." 

This  comment,  of  course,  drew  wild 
laughter  from  the  moviegoers  and  was 
yet  another  example  of  a  joke  at  the 
expense  of  the  Coast  Guard.  Permit  me 
to  identify  those  who  do  not  consider 
the  Coast  Guard  a  joke. 

The  wife  whose  husband  was  adrift  in 
a  treacherous  sea  was  rescued  by  the 
Cosist  Guard.  The  husband  whose  wife 
was  stranded  at  sea  in  a  disabled  vessel 
rescued  by  the  Coast  Guard.  Property 
owners  whose  property  could  have  been 
destroyed  by  oil  spills,  property  pro- 
tected and  saved  by  the  Coast  Guard. 
Seamen  who  rely  upon  accurately 
marked  aids  to  navigation  maintained 
by  the  Coast  Guard.  The  mama  and 
daddy  whose  child  is  hauled  from  the 
grasp  of  an  angry  sea  by  a  Coast  Guard 
helicopter  crew. 

In  the  poem,  Mr.  Chairman,  entitled 
"The   Coast   Guard   Cutter,"    the   poet 
vividly  and  emotionally  portrays  these 
lifesavers  as  legitimate  heroes: 
But  the  men  that  sail  the  ocean 

In  a  wormy,  rotten  craft. 
When  the  sea  ahead  is  mountains 

With  a  hell-blown  gale  abaft; 
When  the  mainmast  cracks  and  topples 

And  she's  lurchin'  in  the  trough— 
Them's  the  Ruys  that  greets  the  Cutter 
With  the  smiles  that  won't  come  off. 
When  the  old  storm  signal's  flyin' 

Every  vessel  seeks  a  lee. 
"Cept  the  Cutter,  which  ups  anchor 

And  goes  ploughin'  out  to  sea. 
When  the  hurricane's  a-blowin' 

From  the  Banks  to  old  Cape  Cod. 
Oh,  the  Cutter,  with  her  searchlight. 
Seems  the  messenger  of  God. 

***** 
She  goes  thumpin'  and  a  bumpin' 

When  the  waters  are  a  hell. 
Savin'  ships.  Here's  to  you.  Cutter. 
For  we  like  you  mighty  welll 
This  is  the  Coast  Guard,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  introduce  to  my  col- 
leagues today  who  may  not  know  her, 
as  we  debate  and  discuss  the  1996  au- 
thorization bill  for  the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  H.R.  1361.  Before  I  discuss  this 
bill,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  full  commit- 
tee, Mr.  Shuster,  our  ranking  minor- 
ity member,  Mr.  Mineta,  and  the  rank- 


ing minority  member  of  the  Coast 
Guard  and  Maritime  Transportation 
Subcommittee,  Mr.  TRAFiCAfrr,  and 
their  staff  for  their  help  and  coopera- 
tion on  this  legislation.  H.R.  1361  was 
developed  in  a  bipartisan  manner,  and 
deserves  the  support  of  all  the  Mem- 
bers. 

The  primary  purpose  of  H.R.  1361  is 
to  authorize  funds  for  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  for  fiscal  year  1996.  H.R.  1361  au- 
thorizes the  portion  of  the  Coast  Guard 
budget  that  requires  an  annual  author- 
ization at  the  level  requested  by  the 
President,  approximately  $3.7  billion. 
This  is  compared  to  the  fiscal  year  1995 
appropriated  level  for  these  programs 
of  $3.6  billion. 

Specifically,  this  legislation  includes 
approximately  $2.6  billion  for  operating 
expenses.  $428  million  for  acquisition  of 
vessels,  aircraft,  and  shore  facilities, 
and  $582  million  for  retired  pay.  The 
bill  also  authorizes  reductions  in  Coast 
Guard  operations,  including  personnel 
reductions  and  the  closure  of  23  search 
and  rescue  stations. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  is  a  provi- 
sion to  allow  us  to  more  closely  mon- 
itor the  Coast  Guard  drug  interdiction 
mission.  In  1989,  the  Coast  Guard  spent 
24  percent  of  its  operating  budget  on 
drug  interdiction.  Since  fiscal  year 
1994,  Coast  Guard  drug  interdiction 
funding  has  been  reduced  by  $21  mil- 
lion. Last  year,  less  than  9  percent  of 
the  Coast  Guard's  operating  funds  were 
devoted  to  drug  interdiction  because 
the  Coast  Guard  was  forced  to  divert  a 
large  amount  of  its  resources  to  re- 
spond to  the  crises  in  Haiti  and  Cuba.  I 
fear  that  a  continuation  of  this  low 
level  of  fimding  will  increase  the 
amount  of  illegal  narcotics  being 
smuggled  into  our  country.  Admiral 
Kramek  testified  before  our  Coast 
Guard  and  Maritime  Transportation 
Subcommittee  that  the  Coast  Guard 
plans  to  spend  about  12  percent  of  its 
operating  budget  on  drug  interdiction 
during  the  next  fiscal  year.  Because 
this  is  such  an  important  Coast  Guard 
mission,  section  103  of  H.R.  1361  re- 
quires the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  submit  to  our  committee  quarterly 
reports  on  Coast  Guard  drug  interdic- 
tion expenditures.  This  will  give  us 
timely  information  on  this  important 
topic,  and  allow  us  to  act  to  prevent  a 
diversion  of  resources  to  any  other 
Coast  Guard  activity. 

Title  II  of  H.R.  1361  deals  with  sev- 
eral internal  Coast  Guard  personnel 
management  matters. 

Title  III  of  the  bill  addresses  issues 
related  to  navigation  safety  and  water- 
way services  management.  This  title 
renews  several  important  navigation 
safety  advisory  committees  which  ad- 
vise the  Coast  Guard  on  matters  relat- 
ing to  marine  safety  issues. 

Title  IV  of  this  legislation  includes 
several  miscellaneous  provisions.  One 
of  these  sections  exempts  dedicated  oil- 
spill  response  vessels  from  certain  re- 


quirements that  apply  to  oil  tank  ves- 
sels. It  is  not  appropriate  to  regulate 
oilspill  cleanup  vessels  in  the  same 
manner  as  commercial  oil  tank  vessels. 
This  section  in  the  bill  gives  the  Coast 
Guard  the  authority  to  prescribe  ap- 
propriate manning  requirements  for 
oilspill  response  vessels  by  regulation. 

Title  rv  also  contains  several  com- 
monsense  amendments  to  the  Oil  Pol- 
lution Act  of  1990.  including  a  provision 
which  requires  the  Coast  Guard  to  reg- 
ulate edible  vegetable  oils  differently 
than  toxic  petroleum  oils.  I  strongly 
support  this  change  which  will  end  an 
unnecessary  and  damaging  burden  on 
our  Nation's  farmers. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  1361.  Coast  Guard 
Regulatory  Reform,  is  important  in  es- 
tablishing US  ship  construction  and 
operational  standards  that  are  com- 
parable to  international  standards. 
These  provisions  will  allow  the  U.S. 
maritime  industry  to  be  more  competi- 
tive with  foreign  ocean  carriers. 

Title  VI  of  the  bill  contains  several 
provisions  related  to  U.S.  vessel  docu- 
mentation, including  several  limited 
Jones  Act  waivers. 

Title  VII  of  the  bill  contains  many 
technical  and  conforming  amendments 
suggested  by  the  Coast  Guard,  includ- 
ing provisions  to  implement  the  new 
International  Tonnage  Convention  for 
the  measurement  of  vessels. 

Finally,  title  vm  of  H.R.  1361  con- 
tains amendments  to  allow  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  Auxiliary,  a  36.000  member 
voluntary  organization,  to  provide  as- 
sistance to  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
boating  public  that  the  Commandant 
finds  appropriate. 

At  the  appropriate  time,  I  will  offer 
an  en  bloc  amendment  which  makes 
several  technical  corrections  and  in- 
cludes several  noncontroversial  amend- 
ments to  the  bill. 

I  urge  the  Members  tx)  support  this 
legislation. 

D  1515 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  an  original  cospon- 
sor of  this  bill.  I  rise  in  strong  support. 
It  represents  a  commonsense  approach 
to  a  wide  range  of  issues  that  face  our 
Coast  Guard. 

The  bill  was  drafted  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion,  and  I  commend  the  distin- 
guished Chair  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Coble],  for  his  efforts.  Nobody  in  the 
Congress  is  better  prepared  to  leawl  this 
subcommittee  than  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble]  who 
is  in  fact  a  veteran  of  Coast  Guard  af- 
fairs. I  am  sure  the  other  person  in 
here,  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Studds],  who  is  not  present, 
after  the  wealth  of  knowledge  he 
gained  on   that  committee   for  years. 
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also  I  think  is  a  valuable  resource.  I 
commend  the  chairman.  I  am  proud  to 
work  with  him. 

I  want  to  also  commend  the  chair- 
man of  the  new  Transportation  Infra- 
structure Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster].  He 
has  done  a  tremendous  job.  I  am  proud 
to  support  him,  and  our  ranking  mem- 
ber, the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MlNET.\].  I  want  to  commend  the 
Coast  Guard  and  also  the  administra- 
tion for  their  assistance. 

Many  of  the  provisions  before  us  were 
proposed  by  the  Coast  Guard.  They  had 
merit  and  were,  in  fact,  thus  incor- 
porated into  this  bill. 

I  want  to  specifically  commend  the 
Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard,  Ad- 
miral Kramek,  for  the  strong  commit- 
ment he  has  to  fighting  drugs  and  the 
extraordinary  efforts  the  Coast  Guard 
has  made  in  the  area  of  drug  interdic- 
tion. 

I  am  confident  that  under  the  leader- 
ship of  the  good  admiral,  the  Coast 
Guard  will  continue  to  play  a  vital  role 
in  the  war  on  drugs  as  well  as  the  other 
missions. 

This  bill  includes  a  provision  that  re- 
quires the  Coast  Guard  to  report  quar- 
terly to  Congress  on  the  amount  of 
money  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  devot- 
ing, in  fact,  to  drug  interdiction.  This 
provision  will  allow  the  committee  to 
monitor  and  get  an  accurate  account,  a 
snapshot,  if  you  will,  of  how  well  the 
Coast  Guard  is  perhaps  performing  its 
duties  in  the  areas  of  drug  interdiction. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Coble],  and  Admiral 
Kramek  to  ensure  that  the  Coast 
Guard  has  the  resources  necessary  to 
get  that  job  done. 

I  would  like  to  note  the  bill  includes 
a  Buy  American  provision  I  inserted  in 
the  bill.  It  is  a  modest  provision.  It 
puts  the  Coast  Guard  on  notice  that 
Congress  expects  the  Coast  Guard, 
whenever  practicable,  to  purchase 
American-made  equipment  and  prod- 
ucts. 

But  for  the  time  being.  I  would  like 
to  talk  about  an  amendment  I  intend 
to  offer  that  I  believe  makes  the  bill  a 
great  bill.  As  well  as  other  Members  of 
this  Congress,  I  have  concerns  of  the 
closing  of  23  multimission  small  boat 
stations  that  are  on  track  here  to  be  in 
fact  closed. 

Now,  I  know  there  are  a  number  of 
amendments  that  speak  to  some  cri- 
teria and  procedures  about  this  safety 
concern  and  this  closing  apparatus,  but 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is,  any  and  all 
of  these  amendments,  if  passed,  will 
amount  to  one  official  action  here 
today:  These  23  stations  will  be  closed. 
They  will  have  some  nice  language. 
There  will  be  some  little  exercises  peo- 
ple will  go  through,  but  they  will  be 
closed 

And  here  is  my  concern:  Passage  of 
the  Traficant  amendment,  or  failure  to 


pass  it,  will  have  no  bearing  on  my 
final  vote.  I  support  this  bill.  But  let 
me  get  right  to  the  point.  We  have  had 
testimony  before  the  Congress  that  is 
clear  and  explicit. 

The  last  time  Congress  allowed  for 
the  closing  of  small  boat  stations,  lives 
were  lost.  The  Coast  Guard  has  a  major 
mission:  safety. 

The  Traficant  amendment  deals  with 
$3  million  in  finances.  Now,  my  staff 
tells  me  maybe  $2  million:  $2  million  in 
savings  from  the  closing  of  the  stations 
to  jeopardize  possible  lives  could  be 
garnered  by  making  some  administra- 
tive adjustments  in  travel  or  expense. 
So  let  us  not  talk  about  money. 

When  the  Coast  Guard  starts  to  be 
driven  by  financial  concerns,  then  the 
major  issue  of  the  Coast  Guard,  safety, 
has  been  in  fact,  compromised. 

The  Traficant  amendment  would  bar 
the  Coast  Guard  from  closing  any  of 
these  stations,  but  it  would  still  give 
the  Coast  Guard  the  flexibility  in 
transferring  resources  as  long  as  some 
active-duty  personnel  remain.  For  ex- 
ample, here  is  what  the  Traficant 
amendment  will  do:  They  could  trans- 
fer out  nearly  every  part  of  that  sta- 
tion, but  the  Traficant  amendment 
says  one  full-time  Coast  Guard  person- 
nel officer  shall  remain  to  coordinate 
and  stabilize  programs  that  are  in  fact 
operated  with  cooperation  of  the  auxil- 
iary. 

I  use  the  words  "weekend  warriors"; 
that  is  not  a  fair  explanation  of  our 
auxiliary.  The  auxiliary  is  a  great  force 
we  have  for  the  Coast  Guard.  I  do  not 
want  my  words  to  seem  demeaning. 

As  a  former  sheriff,  let  me  tell  you 
something,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  when 
you  take  away  full-time  personnel,  you 
do  not  have  the  same  focus  that  you 
once  had. 

Now,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  vol- 
untary Coast  Guard  in  23  stations,  that 
will  be  the  decision  that  you  will  make 
and  you  will  vote  for,  Ji.m  Traficant 
cannot  accept  that,  and  I  am  saying  for 
this  $3  million.  Congress,  do  not  close 
these  stations. 

Now,  I  have  heard  all  of  that  business 
about  the  Congress  cannot  microman- 
age.  My  God,  let  us  forget  micromanag- 
ing.  We  set  policy.  The  policy  the  Con- 
gress would  be  setting  through  the 
Traficant  amendment  is.  "Coast  Guard, 
save  lives.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  charges  you  with  saving  lives." 
If  there  is  a  problem  on  money,  we  will 
talk  about  it.  But  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  saying  our  policy  is  find 
that  $3  million  somewhere  else. 

Now,  I  do  not  know  how  else  we  can 
save  that.  The  Coast  Guard's  own  anal- 
ysis indicated  that  for  each  small  boat 
station  closure,  there  would  be  at  least 
one  additional  life  lost  every  12  years. 
I  find  any  Government  prospectus  that, 
in  fact,  delineates  the  future  loss  of  life 
from  an  action  taken  by  this  Congress 
is  totally  unacceptable,  without  merit, 
and  should  not  be  tolerated  by  the  Con- 
gress itself. 


But  in  any  regard,  there  has  been  a 
substitute  passed  in  the  committee. 
That  substitute  gives  flexibility  to  the 
Coast  Guard  to  deal  with  safety  issues, 
but  I  do  not  believe  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  should  delegate  lives 
when  there  is  documented  evidence  of 
the  loss  of  life  on  record. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
had  a  question  to  the  gentleman  and 
the  chairman,  if  he  might. 

Is  it  your  understanding  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  chairman, 
and  adopted  in  committee,  which 
amends  section  1016(c)  of  the  Oil  Pollu- 
tion Act  of  1990  provides  an  exemption 
for  marinas  from  the  requirement  to 
demonstrate  $150  million  in  financial 
responsibility  under  that  section? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  The  answer  I  would 
have  would  be  yes.  I  would  defer  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  concur 
with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  that 
is,  indeed,  correct. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  I  thank  both  gen- 
tlemen, for  this  is  an  issue  critically 
important.  It  would  have  devastated 
most  of  the  small  boatyards  along  the 
shore.  I  commend  them  for  their  ac- 
tion. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  1361,  the  Coast  Guard  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  I  want  to 
thank  Chairman  Shuster  and  Ranking  Mem- 
ber MiNETA  for  bnnging  this  bill  to  the  floor 
today. 

This  bill  authorizes  tie  important  activities  of 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  lor  fiscal  year  1996.  My 
district  IS  home  to  the  Coast  Guard  Academy 
and  the  Coast  Guard  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Center.  I  am  pleased  that  the  bill  author- 
izes $22.5  million  for  R&D.  The  R&D  Center 
serves  the  entire  Coast  Guard  and  is  involved 
in  wideranging  research  to  improve  mantime 
safety,  aids  to  navigation,  and  oil  spill  detec- 
tion. As  everyone  knows,  the  Academy  is  re- 
sponsible for  training  the  next  generation  of 
Coast  Guard  officers. 

I  also  support  this  bill  because  it  includes 
language  similar  to  legislation  I  have  intro- 
duced, H.R.  1002,  to  provide  relief  to  mannas 
from  onerous  financial  responsibility  require- 
ments of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  [OPA 
90).  Under  section  1016  of  OPA,  offshore  fa- 
cilities handling  petroleum  products  are  re- 
quired to  demonstrate  $150  million  in  financial 
responsibility  to  cover  the  costs  of  cleaning  up 
oil  spills.  While  I  believe  this  is  entirely  appro- 
priate for  entities  handling  large  volumes  of 
heavy  oil,  the  Minerals  Management  Service 
[MMS],  which  IS  writing  the  regulations  govern- 
ing this  section,  has  interpreted  it  to  apply  to 
marinas.  This  interpretation  would  be  dev- 
astating to  mannas  and  detrimental  to  millions 
of  boaters  coast  to  coast. 


As  my  colleagues  know,  marinas  are  over- 
whelmingly small  businesses  which  handle  rel- 
atively small  amounts  of  gasoline  and  diesel 
fuel.  They  do  not  pose  a  major  threat  to  the 
environment.  In  fact,  according  to  the  Coast 
Guard,  in  fiscal  year  1993  fuel  spills  from  ma- 
nnas totaled  a  little  more  than  9,000  gallons 
nationwide.  Under  the  MMS  proposal,  marinas 
would  be  required  to  have  insurance  policies 
providing  $150  million  in  liability  coverage.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Marina  Operators  Association  of 
America  [MOAA],  such  policies  would  carry 
premiums  between  $150,000  and  $450,000 
per  year.  The  vast  majority  of  mannas  could 
not  aflord  this  expense  and  would  be  forced  to 
close  their  fuel  docks.  This  would  have  ad- 
verse effects  on  their  businesses  as  well  as 
millions  of  Americans  who  fuel  their  boats 
safely  and  conveniently  at  marinas.  I  am  also 
concerned  that  if  fuel  docks  are  closed,  many 
boaters  would  begin  carrying  fuel  in  their  cars 
and  transfernng  it  to  boats  with  funnels.  This 
practice  would  substantially  increase  the  likeli- 
hood of  spills  and  accidents. 

Under  an  amendment  ottered  by  Mr.  Coble 
and  adopted  by  the  Transportation  Committee, 
marinas  would  be  exempt  from  the  financial 
responsibility  requirements.  While  this  amend- 
ment goes  beyond  the  scope  of  my  bill,  l  am 
pleased  that  mannas  will  be  protected.  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  Mr.  COBLE 
and  Mr.  Traficant  and  their  staffs  for  working 
with  me  on  this  issue.  This  amendment  will 
protect  small  businesses  as  well  as  ensure 
that  boaters  continue  to  have  access  to  fuel  in 
a  safe,  convenient,  and  environmentally  sound 
manner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port H.R.  1361. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  I  believe 
the  language  that  goes  beyond  Con- 
gress' stopping  these  closures  will  ulti- 
mately bring  us  into  concerns  that  you 
ultimately  have.  I  would  recommend,  if 
your  concern  lies  in  those  areas,  to 
give  us  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Shuster],  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  legislation. 

Sometimes  here  in  Washington  we 
confuse  what  is  controversial  with 
what  is  important,  and  even  though 
this  legislation  is  not  controversial,  it 
is  extremely  important. 

Let  me  share  with  you  what  the 
Coast  Guard  does  for  America  on  the 
average  day,  365  days  out  of  the  year. 
Every  day,  on  average,  our  Coast  Guard 
boards  90  large  vessels  for  port  security 
checks,  processes  120  seamen's  docu- 
ments, seizes  209  pounds  of  marijuana 
and  170  pounds  of  cocaine,  worth  $9.2 
million,  conducts,  and  get  this,  con- 
ducts 191  search  and  rescue  missions, 
responds  to  34  oil  or  hazardous  chemi- 


cal spills,  conducts  120  law  enforcement 
boardings,  identifies  65  violations,  in- 
vestigates 17  marine  accidents,  in- 
spects 64  commercial  vessels,  saves  14 
lives,  assists  328  people,  saves  $2.5  mil- 
lion in  property,  services  150  aids  to 
navigation,  and  interdicts  176  illegal 
immigrants. 

So,  while  this  legislation  is  not  con- 
troversial, has  strong  bipartisan  sup- 
port, it  is  extremely  important  legisla- 
tion. In  fact,  it  provides  $3.7  billion  a 
year  to  perform  these  missions. 

Our  Coast  Guard  today  is  represented 
by  37,000  active  duty  personnel,  8,000  re- 
servists, 6,000  civilians,  and  over  35,000 
volunteers.  I  know  of  few  agencies  in 
Government  where  the  number  of  vol- 
unteers, over  35.000,  virtually  equals 
the  number  on  active  duty  as  in  the 
Coast  Guard. 

So  we  have  a  Coast  Guard  that  is 
deeply  involved  every  day  in  making 
life  better  for  the  American  people. 

Our  Defense  Department  and  the  peo- 
ple in  the  military  certainly  do  a  fine 
job.  but  they  spend  most  of  their  time 
training.  In  fact,  we  hope  that  they 
never  have  to  go  into  actual  action. 
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The  Coast  Guard,  however,  quite  to 
the  contrary,  every  day  is  involved  in 
performing  vital  services  for  the  Amer- 
ican people  365  days  a  year.  So  I  urge 
strong  support  for  this  legislation.  Our 
Coast  Guard  deserves  nothing  less. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  a  fine  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Trafi- 
cant] for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  going  to  speak 
particularly  to  the  Traficant  amend- 
ment which  will  be  before  this  body 
soon.  The  question  that  must  be  de- 
cided by  this  Congress: 

Is  one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  the  Coast 
Guard  budget  too  much  to  prevent  loss 
of  life? 

We  heard  already  the  actuarial  sta- 
tistics from  the  Coast  Guard,  cold 
numbers;  that  is,  once  in  12  years  each 
of  these  23  stations  will  experience  a 
loss  of  life  because  of  the  closures. 
That  means  two  lives  per  year.  We  are 
saving  $2.6  million  for  two  lives  per 
year  if  we  believe  the  Coast  Guard  esti- 
mate. The  last  time  the  Coast  Guard 
closed  these  two  life  saving  stations  in 
my  district  five  people  drowned  within 
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is  not  a  penny  of  waste,  then  we  should 
put  them  in  charge  of  the  Pentagon,  we 
should  put  them  in  charge  of  HUD,  we 
should  put  them  in  charge  of  all  of  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America.  Is  there  anybody  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  who  believes  there 
is  any  Federal  operation,  any  Federal 
agency,  that  doesn't  have  one-tenth  of 
1  percent  of  savings  they  can't  find  if 
they  look  hard?  That's  what  we  are  de- 
bating here,  lives.  We're  going  to  lose 
lives;  people  are  going  to  die.  I  can  put 
names  to  the  people  who  died  in  my 
district  the  last  time  we  did  this.  Five 
people  in  2  months,  but  they  tell  us. 
"No,  it  will  only  be  two  people  a  year." 
Well,  even  if  it's  one  person  a  year.  I 
believe  that  this  body  will  be  making  a 
mistake  if  it  doesn't  tell  the  Coast 
Guard  to  go  back  to  the  drawing 
boards,  find  that  one-tenth  of  1  percent 
of  savings  and  fully  fund  these  life  sav- 
ing stations. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone], 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  again. 
as  part  of  the  general  debate.  I  wanted 
to  indicate  very  strongly  that  this  is  a 
good  bill  other  than  the  fact  that  the 
Coast  Guard  has  proposed  closing  these 
23  stations  around  the  country.  The 
problem  that  I  see.  and  again  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  al- 
ready pointed  it  out,  is  that,  when 
these  closures  occurred  back  in  1988, 
for  a  period  of  time  there  were  deaths, 
and  there  were  serious  incidents  that 
occurred  without  the  Coast  Guard  pres- 
ence, and  we  do  not  want  that  to  occur 
again.  We  have  had  documentation  of 
the  problems  that  occurred  when  many 
of  these  stations  that  are  now  proposed 
for  closure  were,  in  fact,  closed  going 
back  6  or  7  years  ago. 

I  always  try  to  look  at  these  thmgs 
from  what  I  would  call  a  cost-benefit 
analysis,  if  my  colleagues  will.  Think 
about  what  we  are  talking  about  here. 
The  Coast  Guard  has  estimated  that 
closing  these  stations  will  save  about 
$6  million  Various  estimates  that  have 
been  composed  today  go  lower  than 
that,  to  $3  million,  or  perhaps  $2  mil- 
lion, but  all  of  those  things  assuine 
that  a  certain  number  of  lives  will  be 
lost  because  of  these  stations  being 
closed.  Again  I  find  that  unacceptable. 

One  of  the  biggest  problems  that  I 
have  also  with  the  proposed  streamlin- 
ing and  closure  of  the  stations  is  the 
fact  that  it  assumes  that  State,  or 
local  or  nonprofit  agencies  will  take  up 
the  slack,  that  somehow,  if  we  close 
these  stations,  that  the  State;  for  ex- 


a  2-month  period,  so  maybe  they  are  off    ample,  in  New  Jersey  the  State  Marine 
by  factor  of  two,  or  three,  or  five. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  however  you 
look  at  it,  if  you  use  the  most  conserv- 
ative estimates,  we're  going  to  say 
that  there  is  not  one-tenth  of  1  percent 
of  waste  in  the  entire  $2,7  billion  oper- 
ating budget  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard? 
If  that  agency  is  run  so  well  that  there 


Police,  or  the  local  municipal  fire  de- 
partment, or  the  Coast  Guard  Auxil- 
iary, are  going  to  step  in  and  pursue 
those  search-and-rescue  functions.  It  is 
not  the  case.  That  assumption  is  a 
false  one. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  if  you  look  at 
my  own  State  of  New  Jersey,  our  own 
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State  Marine  Police  has  been 
downsized  considerably  during  the  last 
few  years.  The  local  fire  departments 
in  some  cases  may  have  a  boat  or  some 
person  who  has  some  knowledge  of  boat 
safety,  but  not  enough  to  s^ep  in.  and 
even  when  we  talk  about  the  Coast 
Guard  Auxiliary  and  suggest  somehow 
they're  going  to  take  over  this  respon- 
sibility, let  me  assure  you  that,  if  the 
station  closes  and  there  is  no  regular 
Coast  Guard  personnel  at  that  station, 
the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  won't  be 
able  to  perform  these  function  either. 
One  of  the  beauties  of  the  Auxiliary  is 
that  they  work  with  the  Coast  Guard, 
so  what  we're  saying  over  and  over 
£igain  is  this  is  not  an  acceptable  solu- 
tion. 

We  need  support  for  the  Traficant 
amendment. 

Mr.  TRAFICA>rr.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak]. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Trafi- 
cant] for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Coast  Guard  bill  and.  in  particular,  the 
Traficant  amendment  to  H.R.  1361 

In  my  district  in  northern  Michigan, 
it  has  more  co2ist  line  than  any  other 
congressional  district  except  Alaska, 
but  yet  the  Coast  Guard  is  projKDsing  to 
close  Station  Marquette  located  in  the 
middle  of  the  Upper  Peninsula  of 
Michigan,  and  they  plan  there  to  oper- 
ate a  search  and  rescue  on  this  vast 
Northern  Michigan  Peninsula  from  the 
extreme  ends  of  the  peninsula  in  Por- 
tage and  Ste.  St.  Marie.  Now  the  shore 
line  of  Lake  Superior  up  there  is  about 
500  miles  long,  and  our  search-and-res- 
cue  missions  will  be  on  the  extreme 
ends  instead  of  in  the  middle  where 
Marquette  is,  and  at  Marquette  they 
have  a  ll-foot  life  boat  capable  of  oper- 
ating in  the  hazardous  waters  of  Lake 
Superior.  Now,  if  we  are  going  to  have 
to  rely  upon  Ste.  St.  Marie  and  Portage 
to  come  over  with  a  44-foot  boat  for 
search  and  rescue  from  Ste.  St.  Marie, 
it  takes  14  hours  in  a  44-foot  boat.  and. 
from  Portage.  6M2  hours. 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  chair- 
man may  argue,  and  has  argued  in  a 
Dear  Colleague  letter,  that  the  Coast 
Guard  has  a  nationwide  system  of  air 
stations  with  helicopters  for  search 
and  rescue  which  is  much  faster  than 
these  40-foot  boats.  I  would  agree  that 
the  problem  is  in  northern  Michigan 
there  are  no  helicopters  in  the  Upper 
Peninsula.  They  must  come  from  the 
Lower  Peninsula,  and  then,  when  they 
finally  get  from  the  Lower  Peninsula 
to  the  Upper  Peninsula  of  Michigan, 
they  have  to  stop  and  refuel.  So  it 
costs  not  only  precious  lives,  but  also 
many  valuable  seconds  in  search  and 
rescues  and  having  to  wait  for  heli- 
copters coming  from  another  part  of 
the  State  to  try  to  patrol  the  areas  of 
northern  Michigan.  In  Marquette  Coun- 
ty   alone    there    are    over    8.000    rec- 


reational boaters,  and  we  should  not 
put  these  people  at  risk  by  closing 
down  their  station.  Marquette  is  a 
major  shipping  destination. 

Marquette  is  also  a  major  shipping 
destination  in  the  Great  Lakes,  and 
more  than  T'^^  million  tons  of  iron  ore 
flows  from  Marquette,  but  the  Coast 
Guard,  besides  search  and  rescue,  must 
also  enforce  our  environmental  laws, 
our  law  enforcement  laws,  fishing  regu- 
lations, so  it  does  not  seem  practical, 
at  least  from  this  point  of  view,  that 
we  close  down  Marquette,  not  just  for 
search  and  rescue,  but  also  for  enforce- 
ment of  environmental  laws,  pollution 
laws,  and  fishing  laws. 

So  we,  in  the  past  few  years,  have 
asked  the  Coast  Guard  to  continue  to 
expand  their  services.  They  have.  It 
has  put  great  strain  on  their  budget. 
We  understand  that,  but  I  do  not  think 
at  this  time  we  can  stand  here  and  in  a 
straight  face  say  we  can  jeopardize 
lives,  environmental  laws,  law  enforce- 
ment of  our  Nation's  waters,  to  save  a 
mere  $3  million  in  a  multibillion  dollar 
budget.  So  I  strongly  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  bill  and.  more 
importantly,  to  support  the  Traficant 
amendment. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Before  yielding 
back  my  time,  let  me  say  this: 

With  60-mile-per-hour  winds  and  no 
visibility  these  real  high-technology 
helicopters  are  about  as  useful— I  bet- 
ter not  say  it.  My  colleagues  know 
what  I  am  talking  about  from  razor- 
back  country. 

This  is  an  excellent  bill.  None  of  the 
debate  that  has  come  from  this  side  of 
the  aisle  is  to  any  way  take  away  from 
this  bill  and  the  first  effort  of  this  fine 
chairman. 

I  was  hoping  that  maybe  we  would 
come  to  some  understanding  on  the 
limited  amount  of  money  and  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  would  say: 
"Fine,  we're  willing  to  negotiate  and 
give  you  a  free  rein.  You've  done  a 
good  job,  Coast  Guard,  but  one  thing 
we  can  be  sure  of.  When  we  have  infor- 
mation that  says  lives  can  be  placed  at 
risk,  the  decision  is  easy  The  Congress 
will  not  allow  the  dice  to  be  rolled." 

I  am  hoping  the  Congress  will  be  able 
to  look  at  that,  pass  that  one  amend- 
ment. It  could  make  this  a  great  bill. 
But  in  any  regard  I  am  going  to  vote 
for  this  bill.  I  support  the  efforts  of 
this  fine  chairman.  I  commend  him  for 
his  efforts  here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  talked  so  long. 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Farr]. 

Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  between 
myself  and  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Coble]. 

I  rise  today  to  engage  in  a  colloquy 
to  confirm  my  understanding  of  the 
impact  of  the  Coast  Guard  reauthoriza- 
tion bill  on  Santa  Cruz.  CA. 

Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding  of 
the  bill  that  the  substation  will  not  be 
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closed  if  public  safety  is  endangered  by 
departure  of  the  Coast  Guard  presence? 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FARR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I  cor- 
rect in  assuming  that  a  substation 
could  remain  open  according  to  this 
bill  if  a  community  could  come  to- 
gether to  create  a  reasonable  solution 
to  maintaining  limited  Coast  Guard 
presence  without  incurring  costs  asso- 
ciated with  maintaining  a  Coast  Guard 
substation  facility? 

Mr.  COBLE.  Is  there  a  situation  such 
as  that  in  the  Santa  Cruz  Port  Dis- 
trict? 

Mr.  FARR.  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
Santa  Cruz  Port  District  has  offered  to 
retain  crew  quarters  in  the  current 
building.  It  has  also  offered  to  provide 
patrol  boat  berthing  adjacent  to  the 
current  Coast  Guard  building,  and  pro- 
vide a  communications  network.  The 
Port  District  would  also  maintain  the 
premises  and  provide  administrative 
support  to  meet  any  needs  that  the 
Coast  Guard  has  in  deploying  resources 
to  the  Santa  Cruz  Harbor  District.  Per- 
sonnel cost  would  be  minimal  as  Coast 
Guard  reservists  would  man  the  facil- 
ity and  a  Coast  Guard  presence  would 
be  required  only  on  weekends  during 
summer  months.  Essentially,  the  com- 
munity would  provide  for  all  costs  as- 
sociated with  maintaining  the  sub- 
station. Does  this  sound  like  a  reason- 
able solution? 

Mr.  COBLE.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  it  does  indeed  sound  reasonable, 
and  it  is  my  belief  that  this  bill  would 
not  prohibit  such  an  approach  from  oc- 
curring. 

Mr.  FARR.  T  thark  the  genV.err.?^ 
very  much  for  that  understanding,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  say  to  the  gentleman. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
urge  the  Congress  to  support  the  Trafi- 
cant amendment  and  the  bill,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  ot  H.R.  1361,  the  Coast  Guard  Au- 
thorization Act.  When  the  House  considered 
similar  legislation  in  the  previous  Congress,  I 
offered  an  amendment  directing  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  submit  an  annual  report  to 
the  relevant  House  committee  and  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation  no  later  than  Apnl  1 . 

This  report  was  to  have  descnbed  in  detail 
the  status  of  implementation  of  the  vessel  traf- 
fic service  [VTS]  in  all  ports  ranked  in  the  port 
needs  study  issued  by  the  Coast  Guard  m 
1991.  However,  the  Coast  Guard  authonzation 
was  not  enacted  in  the  103d  Congress. 

While  the  VTS  system  has  yet  to  be  imple- 
mented in  Tampa,  after  a  number  ot  meetings 
with  Coast  Guard  officials,  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  Coast  Guard  is  committed  to  implementa- 
tion ot  this  important  service  as  soon  as  is 
practicable.  For  this  reason,  I  am  not  offering 
my  amendment  today. 
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My  interest  in  the  VTS  began  when  on  Au- 
gust 10,  1993,  a  collision  occurred  in  a  navi- 
gation channel  outside  the  entrance  to  Tampa 
Bay  in  Flonda.  between  two  tug/barges  and  a 
357-foot  freighter.  This  accident  resulted  in  a 
thunderous  explosion  that  shot  a  fireball  hun- 
dreds of  feet  into  the  air.  In  addition,  approxi- 
mately 380,000  gallons  of  oil  spilled  into  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  cost  of  the  cleanup  of  this 
spill  was  enormous — several  million  dollars  at 
least 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  was  not  the  first  accident 
to  occur  at  the  mouth  of  Tampa  Bay.  Many  of 
us  remember  the  disaster  that  occurred  in 
May  1980,  when  a  freighter  ran  into  the  Sun- 
shine Skyway  Bridge  causing  one  of  its  spans 
to  collapse.  Some  40  people  were  killed. 

In  fact,  the  Tampa  Bay  area  has  been 
prominently  listed  by  the  Coast  Guard  as  a 
danger  area  for  cargo  ships  carrying  hazard- 
ous materials.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  in  1991, 
the  Coast  Guard  conducted  a  port  needs 
study  on  23  ports  across  the  United  States. 
The  goal  of  this  study  was  to  recognize  the 
ports  that  are  most  prone  to  accidents.  The 
study  ranked  Tampa  Bay  as  one  of  the  top  1 0 
most  dangerous  ports. 

The  Coast  Guard  VTS  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent these  types  of  accidents,  and  the  VTS 
has  been  successfully  implemented  by  the 
Coast  Guard  in  several  major  port  areas. 

The  VTS  functions  like  an  air  traffic  control 
system.  It  tracks  vessels  by  radar  and  assists 
them  in  navigating  through  hazardous  areas. 

Unfortunately,  however,  under  the  fiscal 
year  1995  transportation  appropriation  bill,  fur- 
ther implementation  of  the  VTS  was  pushed 
back  yet  another  year  because,  and  I  quote 
from  that  bill's  report  language:  "Subsequent 
to  the  transmittal  of  the  budget,  the  committee 
was  advised  by  the  Coast  Guard  that  the 
schedule  for  the  VTS  2000  program  had 
slipped  " 

The  report  goes  on  further  to  say:  "Review 
of  the  program's  operational  requirements  and 
associated  cost  estimates  took  the  Coast 
Guard  much  longer  than  anticipated  " 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  VTS  is  a  vital  program 
that  can  potentially  save  lives  and  save 
money.  Therefore,  we  cannot  afford  vague 
promises  and  further  delays  due  to  undeter- 
mined slippage — and  1  believe  we  have  moved 
beyond  this  state  of  affairs.  However.  I  will  be 
working  closely  with  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
Department  of  Transportation  to  ensure  that 
the  VTS  IS  implemented  as  soon  as  possible 
This  was  the  purpose  of  my  amendment  in 
the  last  Congress  and  I  was  pleased  that  it 
was  adopted  by  this  Chamber  without  dissent. 
VTS  IS  a  cost-effective  answer  to  environ- 
mental disasters,  such  as  the  one  that  took 
place  in  Tampa  Bay  in  1993.  Nationally,  the 
cost  to  clean  up  these  types  of  accidents  far 
exceeds  the  funding  requested  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  to  operate  the  VTS 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  be  clear  that  1  be- 
lieve the  Coast  Guard  must  speed  up  its  im- 
plementation of  the  VTS  in  all  the  ports  listed 
in  the  port  needs  study.  Likewise,  I  believe  it 
is  imperative  that  this  Congress  work  with  the 
Coast  Guard  in  making  sure  that  this  fiscally 
responsible  program  is  put  into  place. 

I  express  this  desire,  not  only  in  memory  of 
the  lives  that  have  been  lost  in  accidents  such 


as  those  that  I  have  descnbed,  but  for  the 
sake  of  the  lives  we  will  save  through  the  VTS 
Program. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  H.R.  1361,  the  fiscal  year  1996  Coast 
Guard  authorization  bill. 

In  particular,  1  want  to  thank  the  chairman 
and  ranking  Democrat  of  the  Coast  Guard  and 
Maritime  Transportation  Subcommittee  tor  in- 
cluding a  number  of  Rhode  Island  specific 
amendments  m  the  bipartisan  en  bloc  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Coast  Guard  is  vital  to 
the  safety  of  our  Nation's  commercial  fisher- 
men, pleasure  boaters,  and  merchant  man- 
ners. Each  year.  Coast  Guard  men  and 
women  save  thousands  of  Americans  from 
death  at  sea.  in  addition,  these  brave  men 
and  women  help  prevent  many  more  tragedies 
through  education  and  prevention  programs, 
including  efforts  to  curb  twating  under  the  in- 
fluence. H.R.  1361  aims  to  continue  this  tradi- 
tion of  vigilance,  and  it  has  my  full  supp)ort. 

This  legislation  will  also  provide  specific  re- 
lief to  several  vessel  owners  m  Rhode  Island, 
who  currently  cannot  engage  m  the  coast-wise 
trade  because  of  the  Jones  Act.  By  providing 
Jones  Act  waivers  for  the  Isabella  and  three 
Harbor  Marine  barges  and  a  fisheries  waiver 
for  the  Abonginal.  the  House  will  ensure  that 
the  owners  of  these  vessels  will  be  able  to 
use  their  boats  as  intended.  The  Isabelle.  an 
historic  ketch  built  in  Scotland  in  1924,  will  be 
used  as  a  charter  boat.  Harbor  Marine  Cor- 
poration's barges  will  have  clear  titles.  Last, 
the  Aboriginal's  owner,  a  disabled  firelighter 
and  Vietnam  veteran,  will  finally  be  able  to 
start  his  charter  fishing  business. 

In  addition,  the  chairman's  en  bloc  amend- 
ment will  permit  the  transfer  of  un-used  Coast 
Guard  property  on  Block  Island,  Rl,  to  the 
town  ot  New  Shoreham  The  people  of  Block 
Island  have  leased  this  property  lor  a  number 
of  years  for  education,  police  activities,  harbor 
safety  efforts,  and  environmental  protection.  In 
addition,  the  town  has  made  over  $60,000  m 
repairs  and  alterations  to  the  buildings  on  the 
property,  including  new  wiring,  heating,  win- 
dows, and  a  roof,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Coast  Guard  supports  this  transfer,  and  1 
thank  the  chairman  and  Mr.  Traficant  tor  in- 
cluding this  provision  in  the  en  bloc  amend- 
ment. 

While  I  believe  this  legislation  contains 
many  important  initiatives.  I  am  concerned  that 
H.R.  1361  would  allow  the  Coast  Guard  to 
close  a  number  of  important  small  boat  sta- 
tions. These  stations,  many  of  which  have 
been  m  existence  tor  decades,  are  usually  lo- 
cated in  areas  where  a  high  visibility  Coast 
Guard  presence  sends  a  signal  of  reassur- 
ance and  deterrence.  Such  is  the  case  with 
the  Point  Judith  Station  in  Narragansett,  Rl. 
Point  Judith  IS  the  home  to  my  State's  fishing 
fleet.  It  IS  also  a  focal  point  tor  the  State's 
pleasure  boaters  and  fishing  charter  boats. 
The  same  can  be  said  of  the  summer  station 
on  Block  Island.  Although  I  have  met  with  the 
Coast  Guard  to  discuss  their  proposals,  1  must 
agree  with  the  town  of  Narragansett  and  oth- 
ers in  Rhode  Island  that  these  stations  should 
not  be  closed.  Therefore.  1  will  support  the 
Traficant  amendment  which  prohibits  the  clo- 
sure of  small  boat  stations  and  ensures  rapid, 
local  response  to  emergency  calls,  unless  the 
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Secretary  of  Transportation  finds  that  maritime 
safety  will  not  be  diminished 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port H.R  1361,  and  I  thank  the  sutxximmittee 
tor  the  concern  it  has  shown  lor  Rhode  Is- 
land's needs 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today 
in  support  of  the  Transportation  and  Infrastnjc- 
ture  Committee's  en  bloc  amendment  to  H.R 
1361.  This  amendment  contains  an  important 
provision  to  ensure  that  the  so-called  Jonnson 
Act  does  not  interfere  with  nverboat  gambling 
in  Indiana.  This  noncontroversiai  measure, 
which  has  the  bipartisan  support  of  Transpof- 
tation  Committee  members,  is  based  upon 
legislation  I  introduced  m  April,  H.R.  1419. 

I  would  like  to  danty  for  my  colleagues  that 
this  provision  would  not  affect  any  other  State. 
or  State  laws  regarding  gambling,  since  the 
Johnson  Act  exemption  would  apply  only  to  In- 
diana nverboats  operating  withm  the  temtonal 
junsdiction  ot  the  State  ot  Indiana.  Indeed,  my 
goal  IS  to  ensure  that  an  outdated  Federal 
statute  does  not  prevent  the  State  of  Indiana 
from  implementing  its  nvertjoat  gambling  legis- 
lation. 

In  1993,  the  Indiana  General  Assembly  ap- 
proved nvertxsat  gambling  legislation  to  allow 
gambling  on  Lake  Michigan.  However,  as 
cities  in  northwest  Indiana  prepare  to  imple- 
ment the  Indiana  Riverboat  Gambling  Act, 
concerns  have  been  raised  that  the  Johnson 
Act.  passed  m  i951  to  prohibit  the  transpor- 
tation of  gambling  devices  on  US  -flag  ships 
in  special  maritime  and  temtonal  waters  of  the 
United  States,  may  prohibit  the  use  of  casino 
gambling  tx)ats  on  Lake  Michigan 

The  U.S.  Department  ot  Justice  has  not  yet 
decided  it  the  Johnson  Act  would  actually  pro- 
hibit the  operation  ot  nverboat  casinos  This 
legislation  would  ensure  smooth  sailing  re- 
gardless ot  the  Justice  Departments  decision 

Its  better  to  be  sale  than  sorry  The  people 
of  Indiana  have  spoken  and  1  want  to  ensure 
that  a  section  of  an  archaic  law  doesn't  stand 
in  the  way  of  the  peoples  will  and  continued 
efforts  to  create  jobs  and  improve  the  ecorv 
omy  in  northwest  Indiana. 

I  would  like  to  thank  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure Committee  Chairman  Shuster. 
ranking  member  Mineta.  Coast  Guard  and 
Maritime  Transportation  Subcommittee  Chair- 
man Coble,  ranking  member  Traficant.  and 
the  Republican  and  Democratic  committee 
and  subcommittee  staff  for  their  cooperation 
and  assistance. 

Mr  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  to 
voice  opposition  to  the  Coast  Guard's  current 
lee  schedule  that  took  ettect  on  May  1.  1995 
This  user  tee  schedule  is  overty  burdensome 
to  small  operators 

The  final  rule  states  that  as  ol  May  1.  1995, 
all  inspected  commercial  vessels,  including 
vessels  carrying  as  lew  as  seven  passengers 
will  be  required  to  pay  the  Coast  Guard  a  user 
fee  for  the  inspection  of  their  vessels  The 
fees  tor  inspected  operators  with  vessels  less 
than  54  feet  would  be  S670  per  year,  escalat- 
ing up  to  $1,200  tor  larger  vessels.  For  small 
seasonal  marine  businesses,  this  tee  rep- 
resents a  large  percentage  ol  their  net  reve- 
nue. 

I  believe  these  fees  would  have  a  dispropor- 
tionate impact  on  small  business.  In  my  dis- 
tnct.  thousands  of  small  operators  would  be 
hurt  by  this  rule. 
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The  Coast  Guard  should  adjust  its  proposed 
(ees  for  small  operators  to  ensure  that  they 
are  not  regressive.  This  can  be  done  by  bas- 
ing user  (ees  on  the  actual  time  it  takes  to  in- 
spect a  small  vessel,  usually  2  to  4  hours, 
which  would  translate  mto  a  tee  much  lower 
than  announced. 

The  Coast  Guard  states  that  its  fee  is  S87 
per  hour  tor  inspections.  The  one  topside  in- 
spection done  each  year  and  the  one  drydock 
inspection  done  every  18  months,  takes  ap- 
proximately 3  hours  per  year  per  vessel. 
Therefore,  the  inspection  fee  should  be  no 
higher  than  S261  per  year.  In  addition,  a  num- 
ber of  vessels  could  be  inspected  at  one  time, 
thus  increasing  the  efficiency  of  the  travel  time 
spent  by  the  Coast  Guard,  arxl  possibly  lower- 
ing the  fees  further. 

I  support  the  efforts  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Tauzin]  to  eliminate  the  regres- 
sive nature  of  these  fees.  I  urge  my  colleague 
from  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Coble  to  work  with 
us  toward  this  end. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  to  express 
my  strong  support  for  the  Coast  Guard  and 
the  cntical  work  that  it  performs. 

The  First  Disfnct  of  Oregon,  which  I  rep- 
resent, IS  extremely  grateful  for  the  prominent 
presence  of  the  Coast  Guard  m  several  loca- 
tions along  our  shoreline.  This  agency  saves 
lives,  helps  prevent  accidents  from  occurnng, 
and  responds  quickly  to  clean  up  oil  spills. 
This  agency  is  also  responsible  for  drug  inter- 
diction and  the  enforcement  of  numerous  laws 
and  treaties  governing  the  high  seas.  The 
Coast  Guard  m  northern  Oregon  is  also  close- 
ly involved  with  our  local  communities  in  im- 
proving response  to  oilspills  and  training  civil- 
ian oilspill  cleanup  volunteers. 

In  particular.  I  can't  overemphasize  how 
heavily  dependent  we  m  coastal  States  are 
upon  the  marine  safety  assistance  services 
the  Coast  Guard  provides.  During  the  last  year 
and  a  half,  the  Coast  Guard  m  Astoria  partici- 
pated in  more  than  1,200  search  and  rescue 
nperatmns.  saving  more  than  70  lives  and  pro- 
tecting more  than  150  million  dollars'  worth  of 
property 

I  am  concerned  that  we  do  not  take  for 
granted  the  role  of  this  extremely  valuable 
agency.  Plans  to  close  or  consolidate  Coast 
Guard  stations  must  be  carefully  scrutinized  to 
ensure  that  they  will  result  m  no  decrease  m 
public  safety  Yes.  we  need  to  do  all  we  can 
to  downsize  and  streamline  our  Government — 
but  not  at  the  expense  of  human  life  In  the 
past.  Coast  Guard  station  closures  have  led  to 
the  loss  of  lives  because  the  agency  was 
stretched  too  thin  to  respond  adequately  to 
marine  emergencies. 

I  am  pleased  to  add  my  voice  to  the  support 
expressed  by  my  colleagues  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  authonzation  for  the  Coast  Guard.  The 
amount  authorized  under  H.R.  1361  provides 
an  increase  from  1995  levels  and  I  am 
pleased  to  see  this  rise  m  funding.  In  past 
years,  this  agency  has  consistently  been  un- 
derfunded. Its  time  to  give  the  Coast  Guard 
the  resources  ihey  nee<j  to  do  their  |ob.  The 
work  they  do  is  essential  to  our  coastal  com- 
munities and  Our  entire  Nation  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  1361 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr  Chairman,  I  nse  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  1361,  which  authonzed  appropna- 
tions  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  U.S.  Coast 
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Guard.  The  bill  funds  vital  areas  for  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  so  that  it  can  perform  its  mission. 
Those  areas  include  operations  and  mainte- 
nance, acquisition,  construction  and  improve- 
ments; research  and  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  of  technologies,  matenals,  and 
human  factors  directly  relating  to  improving 
the  performance  of  the  Coast  Guard;  retired 
pay;  alterations  or  removal  of  bndges  over 
navigable  waters;  and  environmental  compli- 
ance and  restoration  functions. 

I  also  strongly  support  provisions  m  the  bill 
to  extend  advisory  committees  until  the  year 
2000.  These  statutory  committees  were  estab- 
lished to  advise,  consult  with  and  make  rec- 
ommendations to  the  secretary  of  the  depart- 
ment in  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  operating  on 
matters  relating  to  the  transit  of  vessels  and 
products  to  and  from  ports.  These  committees 
are  very  effective  The  Port  of  Houston,  which 
IS  in  my  district  has  2  members  on  the  18- 
member  committee. 

1  do.  however,  have  some  concerns  over  a 
provision  in  the  bill  to  consolidate  the  Coast 
Guard  marine  safety  office  in  Houston  and 
Galveston  into  a  single  site  I  believe  it  is  im- 
perative that  the  Coast  Guard  remains  on  the 
industnalized  portion  of  the  channel,  and  I 
wholeheartily  support  Congressman  Green's 
amendment  to  prohibit  this  move.  The  pro- 
posed consolidation  of  the  Galveston  and 
Houston  facilities  from  Galena  Park  to  Clear 
Lake  would  senously  threaten  the  response 
time  in  cases  of  accidents  or  spills  in  the 
upper  reaches  of  the  Houston  ship  channel. 

Additionally,  i  have  some  concerns  as  to 
why  the  provisions  of  the  wreck  removal  bill 
were  not  incorporated  in  this  bill.  I  understand 
that  an  attempt  was  made  by  Congressman 
Laughlin  Io  have  a  wreck  removal  amend- 
ment added,  he  was  informed  that  it  was  not 
germane  to  this  bill.  This  is  an  important  issue 
for  the  Port  of  Houston,  and  I  suspect  that  it 
IS  equally  important  for  other  ports  across  the 
country.  Our  Nation's  ports  and  waterways  are 
vital  to  the  economy,  trade,  and  national  secu- 
nty.  The  closure  of  ports  and  waterways  for 
any  length  of  time  due  to  obstruction  by  sunk- 
en or  grounded  vessels  blocks  the  flow  of 
commerce  and  results  m  significant  financial 
loss.  I  believe  this  should  be  addressed,  and 
I  commend  Congressman  Laughlin  for  his  ef- 
fort in  frying  to  get  such  an  amendment  added 
to  this  bill. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased 
to  |Oin  my  colleagues  m  supporting  H.R.  1361, 
the  Coast  Guard  Authorization  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1996 

Among  the  bill's  provisions  is  one  which  I 
and  other  members  of  our  delegation  reintro- 
duced as  a  bill  earlier  this  session  to  help 
California's  tourism  industry.  That  provision 
closes  an  existing  loophole  through  which 
California  loses  an  estimated  S82  million  an- 
nually. 

Currently,  under  the  Johnson  Act.  a  cruise 
ship  which  makes  an  intrastate  stop  is  subject 
to  State  law  even  if  that  ship  travels  in  inter- 
national waters  and  is  destined  for  another 
State  or  foreign  country  Using  this  loophole 
and  Its  authority  to  regulate  gambling.  States 
like  California  prohibit  gambling  aboard  these 
ships. 

Section  408  of  H.R.  1361,  like  our  original 
bill,  would  allow  gambling  on  internationally 


bound  cruises.  The  provision  would  not  cause 
mainland  gambling  to  expand  beyond  current 
State  controls.  Instead,  the  provision  simply 
amends  the  Johnson  Act  to  allow  Federal  con- 
trol over  voyages  that  begin  and  end  in  the 
same  State  so  long  as  any  stopovers  are  part 
of  a  voyage  to  another  State  or  foreign  coun- 
try which  IS  reached  within  3  days  of  the  start 
of  the  voyage.  Cruises  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  State  of  Hawaii  are  expressly  excluded 
from  the  effect  of  this  provision. 

This  Issue  IS  one  of  great  interest  to  the  citi- 
zens of  San  Pedro  and  Catalina  Island  whom 
I  represent.  According  to  Catalina's  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  the  city  of  Avalon  itself  loses 
$1.5  million  annually  in  canceled  port  visits  be- 
cause of  existing  law. 

Similarly,  the  city  of  San  Diego,  from  which 
many  cruises  ongmate.  is  affected.  In  the  last 
Congress,  San  Diego's  representative,  Lynn 
Schenk,  introduced  the  original  legislation  on 
behalf  of  her  constituents  and  the  cruise  in- 
dustry. That  measure  passed  the  House,  only 
to  die  in  the  Senate.  Today's  action  is  a  tribute 
to  her  dedicated  efforts. 

I  urge  support  for  this  provision,  and  for  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HILLEARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Coast  Guard  and 
Maritime  Transportation  Subcommittee  for  in- 
cluding the  language  of  my  bill,  H.R.  1550,  in 
his  en  bloc  amendment  to  H.R.  1361,  the 
Coast  Guard  Authonzation  Act. 

My  language  is  noncontroversial.  It  con- 
cerns the  vessel  Carolyn  which  has  been  op- 
erating safely  in  Hardin  County  in  my  district 
for  several  decades.  This  vessel  has  passed 
numerous  inspections  but  does  not  have  doc- 
umentation as  to  where  it  was  built. 

This  IS  a  violation  of  the  Jones  Act  which  re- 
quires documented  proof  that  a  vessel  was 
built  in  the  United  States  in  order  to  be  cer- 
tified. 

The  vessel  Carolyn  is  owned  and  operated 
by  the  Hardin  County  Highway  Department.  II 
is  used  to  push  a  barge  holding  automobiles 
across  the  Tennessee  River  in  Saitilio,  TN. 

There  is  no  bridge  in  Saltiiio.  Many  families 
and  incomes  depend  on  the  Saltillo  Ferry  to 
give  access  to  txith  shores  of  the  Tennessee 
River.  Ending  this  ferry  service  would  severely 
impact  the  entire  community. 

The  language  of  my  bill  provides  for  a  waiv- 
er of  the  Jones  Act  for  the  Carolyn  so  that 
Coast  Guard  can  certify  the  ferry  for  operation. 
This  would  simply  allow  the  Carolyn  to  con- 
tinue Its  important  service  to  my  constituents 
in  Hardin  County  as  it  has  dependably  served 
for  many  years. 

Again,  I  appreciate  the  chairman  for  includ- 
ing my  bill  in  this  en  bloc  amendment  to  H.R. 
1361  and  encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Coast 
Guard's  mission  in  helping  to  provide  for  pub- 
lic boating  safety  is  most  important.  As  a 
Member  whose  district  contains  more  shore- 
line than  most  other  States,  I  sincerely  appre- 
ciate the  need  for  the  Coast  Guard. 

It  IS  also  why  I  am  upset  about  proposals  to 
close  small  Coast  Guard  facilities.  We  face  a 
situation  in  my  distnct  where  the  facility  at 
Harbor  Beach  may  be  closed,  and  the  nearest 
coverage  will  come  from  60  miles  away.  No 
realistic  individual  believes  that  adequate  as- 
sistance can   be  provided  to  boaters  facing 
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emergencies  from  such  a  distance.  Certainly 
Mike  Gage,  the  sheriff  of  Huron  County,  dis- 
agrees with  the  Coast  Guard's  assessment 
that  his  department  can  provide  adequate  cov- 
erage for  the  area. 

Public  safety  is  also  broader  than  the  pres- 
ence of  a  Coast  Guard  station.  It  is  also  af- 
fected by  the  provision  of  other  Coast  Guard 
services.  Now  we  are  hearing  of  several  cases 
in  which  the  Coast  Guard  will  not  place  mark- 
er buoys  in  waterways  this  year  because 
these  waterways  have  not  been  dredged.  The 
Coast  Guard  doesn't  want  the  liability  for  plac- 
ing the  buoys,  because  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers will  not  dredge  these  nverways  as  they 
have  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  people  wonder  what  is 
wrong  with  Washington  and  agency  bureau- 
crats, they  need  look  no  further  than  their  own 
personal  needs  tor  day-to-day  routine  serv- 
ices. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  about  public  safety 
Small  stations  should  stay  open,  and  I  will 
support  the  Traficant  amendment  for  this  rea- 
son. Marker  buoys  need  to  be  placed  for  the 
safety  of  the  boating  public,  and  if  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  to  reestablish  its  ability  to 
provide  the  dredging  that  recreational  txiaters 
need  before  the  Coast  Guard  can  replace  the 
buoys,  then  I  will  do  all  that  I  can  to  help  re- 
store that  ability. 

Our  citizens  want  their  Government  to  rec- 
ognize their  needs.  They  deserve  better  treat- 
ment than  they  have  been  getting.  Not  every 
ship  wreck  will  be  as  dramatic  as  that  of  the 
Edmund  Fitzgerald,  but  every  life  lost  and 
every  injury  sustained  is  just  as  important.  We 
must  find  ways  to  make  room  for  recreational 
boating  activities. 

Mr.  MtNETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  in  strong 
support  of  H.R.  1361.  the  Coast  Guard  author- 
ization for  fiscal  year  1996  and  urge  our  col- 
leagues to  support  it  as  well. 

This  IS  the  first  time  the  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Committee  has  brought  a  Coast 
Guard  authorization  bill  to  the  House  floor  as 
it  IS  new  to  our  jurisdiction.  When  the  House 
reorganized  the  committee  structure  at  the  be- 
ginning of  this  session,  our  committee  was  as- 
signed the  transportation  jurisdiction  of  the  old 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  I 
believe  that  that  was  an  excellent  step  m  the 
interest  of  good  public  policymaking,  since 
there  are  many  areas  m  which  our  transpor- 
tation policies  need  to  be  considered  together. 
I  had  long  supported  this  area  being  placed 
under  the  Transportation  Committee's  jurisdic- 
tion. It  IS  clear  that  this  new  arrangement  is 
working  very  well. 

This  bill  authorized  the  Coast  Guard  at  the 
level  requested  by  the  administration,  approxi- 
mately S3.8  billion  While  this  is  a  slight  in- 
crease over  the  current  year  level,  t-his  amount 
assumes  a  major  streamlining  in  Coast  Guard 
personnel  and  budget  already  unden^ay  that 
will  reduce  the  Coast  Guard's  size  by  12  per- 
cent by  1999.  The  Coast  Guard  is  an  agency 
in  the  lead  of  finding  ways  to  do  more  with 
less. 

The  Coast  Guard's  responsibilities  are  enor- 
mous. They  must  conduct  drug  interdiction  tor 
the  entire  coastline  of  the  United  States,  per- 
form search  and  rescue  along  the  entire 
coastline;  ensure  maritime  safely  m  all  navi- 
gable waters;  be  the  frontline  agency  in  all  oil- 


spills;  protect  our  fisheries  within  the  U.S.  eco- 
nomic zone;  respond  to  human  migration  cn- 
ses,  and  enforce  all  US.  laws  on  the  high 
seas.  Beyond  these  broad  responsibilities. 
Congress  has  enacted  a  score  of  specific  laws 
over  the  past  20  years  which  have  given  them 
specific  new  duties,  particularly  m  the  environ- 
mental and  safety  areas.  The  Coast  Guard  is 
doing  all  of  this  with  a  staff  that  is  smaller  than 
the  size  of  the  New  YorV  City  Police  Depart- 
ment. 

Beyond  authorizing  the  necessary  funds  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities,  this  bill  makes  a 
number  of  important  policy  changes  which  are 
being  described  m  detail  by  the  distinguished 
subcommittee  leaders.  Chairman  CoblE  and 
the  ranking  Democrat,  Mr,  Traficant.  But  I 
would  like  to  call  attention  to  some  of  them. 

The  bill  takes  very  significant  steps  to  re- 
form Coast  Guard  safety  laws  so  that  the 
Coast  Guard  and  vessel  operators  can  ensure 
safety  in  a  better,  but  also  more  cost-ettective 
way  The  bill  brings  a  number  of  our  naviga- 
tion codes  into  conformance  with  inlernational 
standards.  It  makes  a  number  of  narrow,  but 
commonsense  changes,  m  the  Oil  Pollution 
Act  of  1990,  as  that  law  pertains  to  the  car- 
nage of  vegetable  oil,  marinas  and  certain 
other  offshore  facilities.  The  bill  also  provides 
some  direct  safety  benefits  such  as  requmng 
emergency  locator  beacons  on  vessels  in  the 
Great  Lakes  and  raising  the  penalties  for  not 
reporting  accidents  or  operating  a  vessel  with- 
out a  licensed  operator.  The  bill  also  makes 
important  clarifications  in  the  legal  status  of 
the  Coast  Guard  auxiliary. 

Finally,  I  want  to  commend  Chairman  COBLE 
and  Congressman  Traficant  for  their  good 
work  on  this  bill.  It  has  been  a  cooperative,  bi- 
partisan effort,  and  the  fine  bill  before  us  today 
reflects  the  manner  m  which  they  have  ap- 
proached their  responsibilities. 

Mr  Chairman,  this  is  a  bill  that  deserves  all 
of  our  support.  I  urge  that  it  be  passed. 

Ms  PELOSI.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  nse  today  to 
offer  my  support  for  MR.  1361,  the  Coast 
Guard  Authorization  Act  of  1996. 

Since  1915,  the  Coast  Guard  has  played  a 
critical  role  m  the  protection  of  life  and  prop>- 
erty  on  the  high  seas  and  m  the  enforcement 
of  all  applicable  federal  laws  on,  over,  and 
under  our  oceans.  The  Coast  Guard  has 
maintained  coastal  navigation  aids,  engaged 
in  icebreaking  activities  and  has  protected  our 
fragile  environment.  The  Coast  Guard  is  also 
responsible  for  the  safety  and  security  of  ves- 
sels, ports,  waterways,  and  their  related  facili- 
ties 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  addition  to  these  maritime 
safety  responsibilities,  the  Coast  Guard  also 
performs  drug  interdiction  tor  the  entire  U.S. 
coastline,  responds  to  all  coastal  oil  spills,  pro- 
tects US  fisheries,  and  responds  to  human 
migration  crises. 

H.R.  1361.  which  reflects  a  slight  increase 
over  this  year's  funding  level,  recognizes  the 
enormous  responsibilities  performed  by  the 
men  and  women  of  the  Coast  Guard  every 
day  and  it  deserves  our  bipartisan  support  I 
urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support  this  legis- 
lation. 

Mr  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  1361.  the  Coast 
Guard  Authorization  Act. 

The  men  and  women  of  the  Coast  Guard 
are  life  savers,  they  protect  our  national  secu- 
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nty,  they  fight  crime,  and  they  protect  our  envi- 
ronment. 

The  people  of  Fionda  have  a  special  appre- 
ciation for  the  work  of  the  Coast  Guard  As  the 
chairman  of  the  Florida  congressional  delega- 
tion, I  in  particular  pay  tnbute  to  the  7th  Dis- 
trict which  serves  Fionda.  the  busiest  Coast 
Guard  district  in  our  Nation 

It  IS  a  privilege  for  me  to  represent  Pinellas 
County,  FL,  which  is  home  to  three  Coast 
Guard  stations  including  Group  St.  Petersburg, 
which  IS  responsible  for  protecting  Flonda's 
west  coast  down  through  the  Carnbbean,  the 
Clearwater  Air  Station,  the  largest  Coast 
Guard  Air  Station  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
Sand  Key  Station,  which  respxands  regularly  to 
emergencies  at  sea  and  m  our  inland  waters. 

Because  the  Coast  Guard  has  consistently 
responded  to  uniraditional  challenges  to  our 
Nation  with  determination,  creatrvity,  and  ef- 
fectiveness, the  Congress  has  seen  fit  year 
atter  year  to  add  to  its  long  list  of  multifaceted 
responsibilities.  In  the  early  1980's.  when  the 
flow  of  illegal  narcotics  through  the  Carnbbean 
threatened  the  nationality  security  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  the  US.  Coast  Guard  was  charged 
with  slamming  the  door  on  this  drug  trade. 
The  vigilance  with  which  the  Coast  Guard  un- 
dertook this  mission  forced  drug  smugglers  to 
abandon  Florida  as  a  pnmary  pomt  of  entry 
into  the  United  States  Those  who  persist  m 
trying  to  bring  drugs  into  our  Nation  through 
Florida  have  been  met  with  the  fimn  response, 
such  as  last  year  when  the  St.  Petersburg 
based  Coast  Guard  Cutter  Po/r7f  Countess 
intercepted  the  freighter  Inge  Frank  near  the 
Sunshine  Skyway  bridge  at  the  entrance  to 
Tampa  Bay.  escorted  it  to  its  moonng,  and 
joined  the  DEA  and  Customs  Service  m  a  raid 
that  seized  more  than  6,000  pounds  of  co- 
caine, preventing  S272  million  in  illegal  drugs 
from  reaching  our  streets. 

Most  recently,  when  our  Nation  was  faced 
with  an  exodus  of  tens  of  thousands  of  Cuban 
and  Haitian  refugees,  the  Coast  Guard  re- 
sponded. The  7th  District  rescued  more  ihan 
23,000  Haitians  at  sea  m  unsafe  vessels  last 
Spnng,  and  expanded  its  opjerations  last  Sum- 
mer, pulling  more  than  35,000  Cubans  from 
the  waters  of  the  Florida  Straits.  Aircraft  from 
the  Clearwater  Air  Station  flew  3.200  flymg 
hours  In  suf>port  of  these  missions,  and  deliv- 
ered over  600  tons  of  cargo  to  the  US  forces 
implementing  our  immigration  policies  on 
shore. 

It  IS  the  Coast  Guard  which  is  responsiWe 
tor  enforcing  all  United  States  laws  at  sea, 
v^ether  they  t>e  immigration,  narcotics,  envi- 
ronmental, fishery,  or  safety-related 

It  IS  the  Coast  Guard  which  is  responsible 
for  Its  well  known  search  and  rescue  missions 
at  sea.  This  mission  not  only  saves  lives  just 
about  every  day  of  the  year,  but  also  saves 
significant  amount  of  public  and  private  prop- 
erty. Recently  the  Florida  pilot  of  a  small  plane 
learned  this  lesson  the  hard  way,  when,  far 
from  land,  he  radioed  a  mayday,  saying  he 
had  only  15  minutes  of  fuel  left.  His  plane  hit 
the  water  70  miles  west  of  Tampa  Bay,  and 
sank  within  60  seconds  A  neartoy  Coast 
Guard  Falcon  Fanjet  used  direction-finding 
equipment  to  locate  the  plane,  witnessed  it  hit 
the  water,  and  dropped  a  iife-raft  and  emer- 
gency locating  transmitter  which  enabled  the 
pilot  to  be  rescued  later    Similar  air  rescues 
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have  saved  188  lives  ofl  the  coasts  of  Florida 
alone  since  last  April,  and  will  continue  to  pro- 
vide Americans  with  a  level  of  safety  at  sea. 

It  IS  also  the  Coast  Guard  which  is  respon- 
sible lor  the  less  glamorous,  but  vitally  impor- 
tant responsibility  of  maintaining  vital  aids  to 
navigation  that  keep  ships  and  txiats  out  of 
jeopardy  Though  some  take  channel  markers, 
ocean  buoys,  loran  stations,  and  other  nec- 
essary navigational  aids  for  granted,  they  are 
the  critical  signposts  that  allow  for  the  safe 
passage  of  txjaters  on  our  waterways. 

The  Coast  Guard  receives  invaluable  help  in 
fulfilling  many  of  these  diverse  responsibilities 
from  the  volunteers  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxil- 
iary. The  572  active  members  of  Auxiliary  Divi- 
sion 8,  who  provide  support  to  Group  St.  Pe- 
tersburg, make  up  the  largest  auxiliary  unit  in 
the  Nation.  Auxiliary  members  are  very  active 
in  educating  the  public  about  boating  safety  is- 
sues, providing  free  boating  safety  classes 
and  dockside  courtesy  manne  examinations. 
Last  year  alone,  m  addition  to  training  1,330 
students  and  conducting  8.104  courtesy  ma- 
rine examinations.  Division  8  also  conducted 
1,364  support  missions,  logged  over  14,607 
underway  hours,  saved  five  lives,  assisted  393 
boaters,  and  saved  more  than  $2.6  million  in 
property 

Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  the  least  known  and 
understood  of  the  Coast  Guards  mission  is 
one  for  which  I  have  funding  and  oversight  re- 
sponsibility defense  readiness  When  acti- 
vated by  the  President,  the  Coast  Guard  as- 
sists the  U  S.  Navy  m  time  of  conflict,  guard- 
ing the  foreign  and  domestic  ports  we  use  to 
deliver  troops  and  vital  supplies  m  support  of 
operations  such  as  Desert  Shield/Desert 
Storm.  Grenada,  and  most  recently  in  Haiti.  In 
recognition  of  these  readiness  and  port  secu- 
nty  missions,  the  Appropnations  Sutxommit- 
tee  on  National  Security,  which  I  chair,  has 
consistently  provided  funding  support  for  the 
Coast  Guard  In  addition.  I  have  worked  to  en- 
sure that  we  better  link  our  military  intelligence 
assets  with  the  Coast  Guard  to  provide  great- 
er assistance  m  its  drug-mterdiciion  and  secu- 
nty-related  efforts  Such  intelligence  and  de- 
tection capabilities  dramatically  improve  the 
Coast  Guard's  ability  to  do  its  )0b.  and  I  look 
forward  to  promoting  more  eflective  coopera- 
tion between  the  services  m  the  future 

While  the  duties  and  expectations  of  the 
Coast  Guard  continue  to  grow,  the  funding 
necessary  to  fully  meet  them  has  not  Over 
the  years,  the  Coast  Guard  has  worked  to  find 
cost-effective  ways  to  meet  the  demands 
placed  upon  it  withm  an  extremely  tight  budg- 
et, and  I  commend  them.  It  is  difficult  to  find 
another  part  of  Government  that  does  so 
much,  so  well,  with  so  little.  The  last  2  years 
serve  as  the  greatest  example  of  this  conflict 
between  goals  and  resources  This  administra- 
tion has  recommended  sharp  reductions  in 
funding  for  drug  interdiction,  and  as  a  result 
reports  now  indicate  Caribbean  trafficking  may 
again  be  rising. 

Changing  administration  policies  with  regard 
to  Haiti  and  Cuba  have  encouraged  greater 
and  greater  numbers  of  refugees  to  take  to 
the  water,  forcing  the  Coast  Guard  to  shift  as- 
sets from  other  important  areas  to  tackle  this 
overwhelming  burden.  In  each  of  these  in- 
stances, the  Coast  Guard  has  become  our 
Nation's  last  line  of  defense,  and  the  line  is 
being  stretched  thinner  and  thinner. 


If  past  performance  is  any  guide,  the  men 
and  women  of  the  Coast  Guard  will  continue 
to  meet  the  new  threats  to  America's  national 
and  economic  security  with  creativity,  perse- 
verance, and  professionalism.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
salute  them  and  their  importan;  mission  and 
nse  in  support  of  this  legislation  to  give  them 
the  tools  to  continue  to  undertake  their  impor- 
tant work  which  saves  lives  and  protects  our 
coastline. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute now  printed  in  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  by  titles  as  an  original  bill 
for  purposes  of  amendment.  The  first 
two  sections  and  each  title  are  consid- 
ered as  read 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  1. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  rnay  be  cited  as  the  "Coast  Guard 
Authomatwn  Act  For  Fiscal  Year  1996". 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  the  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  made  in  order  as 
original  text  by  the  rule  be  printed  in 
the  Record  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SEC  i.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 
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try Vessel  Advisory  Committee. 

Sec.  306.  Nondi.iclosure  of  port  security  plans 
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gram civil  penalty. 
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Sec.  309.  Increased  nril  penalties. 

Sec.  310.  .Amendment  to  require  emergency  posi- 
tion indicating  radio  beacons  on 
the  Great  Lakes. 
TITLE  IV— MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec  401  Transfer  of  Coast  Guard  property  m 
Traverse  City.  Michigan. 

Sec.  402.  Transfer  of  Coast  Guard  property  in 
Ketchikan.  Alaska. 

Sec.  403.  Electronic  filing  of  commercial  instru- 
ments. 

Sec  404.  Board  for  correction  of  military 
records  deadline. 

Sec.  405.  Judicial   sale   of  certain    documented 
vessels  to  aliens. 
Improved  authority  to  sell  recyclable 
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Recruitment  of  women  and  minorities. 
Limitation  of  certain  State  authority 
over  vessels. 

Sec.  409.   Vessel  financing. 

Sec.  410.  Sense  of  Congress:  requirement  regard- 
ing notice. 
Special  selection  boards. 
Availability   of  extrajudicial  remedies 
for  default  on  preferred  mortgage 
liens  on  vessels. 

Sec.  413.  Implementation  of  water  pollution 
laws  with  respect  to  vegetable  oil. 
414.  Certain  information  from  marine  cas- 
ualty investigations  barred  in 
legal  proceedings. 

Sec    415.  Report  on  LORAN-C  requirements. 

Sec.  416.  Limited  double  hull  exemptions. 

Sec.  417.  Oil  spill  response  vessels. 

Sec.  418.  Offshore  faality  financial  responsibil- 
ity requirements. 

Sec.  419.  Manning  and  watch  requirements  on 
towing  vessels  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 

Sec.  420.  Limitation   on   application   of  certain 
laws  to  Lake  Teioma. 
TITLE  V— COAST  GUARD  REGULATORY 
REFORM 

Sec.  501.  Short  title. 

Sec.  502.  Safety  management. 

Sec.  503.  Use  of  reports,  documents,  records, 
and  examinations  of  other  per- 
sons. 
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Sec.  602.  Vessel  documentation  for  charity 
cruises. 

Sec.  603.  Extension  of  deadline  for  conversion 
of  vessel  MV  TWIN  DRILL. 

Sec.  604.  Documentation  of  vessel  RAINBOWS 
END. 

Sec.  605.  Documentation  of  vessel  GLEAM. 

Sec.  606.  Documentation  of  various  vessels. 

Sec.  607.  Documentation  of  4  barges. 

TITLE  Vll-TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  701.  Amendment  of  inland  navigation 
rules. 

Measurement  of  vessels. 

Longshore  and  harbor  workers  com- 
pensation. 

Radiotelephone  requirements. 

Vessel  operating  requirements. 

706.  Merchant  .Marine  Act.  1920. 

707.  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1956. 

708.  Maritime  education  and  training. 

709.  General  definitions. 

Sec.  710.  Authority  to  exempt  certain  vessels. 
Sec.  711    Inspection  of  vessels. 
Sec.  712.  Regulations. 
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732. 
733. 
734. 
735. 
736. 


Sec.  737. 


Penalties— inspection  of  vessels. 

Application — tank  vessels. 

Tank  vessel  construction  standards. 

Tanker  minimum  standards. 

Self-propelled  tank  vessel  minimum 
standards. 

Definition— abandonment  of  barges. 

Application-load  lines. 

Licensing  of  individuals. 

Able  seamen— limited. 

Able  seamen— offshore  supply  vessels. 

Scale  of  employment — able  seamen. 
724.  General  requirements — engine  depart- 
ment. 

Complement  of  inspected  vessels. 

Watchmen. 

Citizenship  and  naval  reserve  require- 
ments. 

Watches. 

Minimum  number  of  licensed  individ- 
uals. 

Officers'  competency  certificates  con- 
vention. 

Merchant  mariners'  documents  re- 
quired. 

Certain  crew  requirements. 

Freight  vessels. 

Exemptions. 

United  States  registered  pilot  service. 

Definitions — merchant  seamen  protec- 
tion. 

Application— foreign  and  intercoastal 
voyages. 

Application — coastwise  voyages. 

Fishing  agreements. 

Accommodations  for  seamen. 

Medicine  chests. 

Logbook  and  entry  requirements. 

Coastwise  endorsements. 

Fishery  endorsements. 

Clerical  amendment. 

Repeal  of  Great  Lakes  endorsements. 

Convention  tonnage  for  licenses,  cer- 
tificates, and  documents. 
TITLE  VIII— COASTGUARD  AUXILIARY 
AMENDMENTS 

Administration  of  the  Coast  Guard 
Auxiliary. 

Purpose  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary. 

Members  of  the  Auxiliary:  status. 

Assignment  and  performance  of  duties. 

Cooperation  with  other  agencies. 
States,  territories,  and  political 
subdivisions. 

Vessel  deemed  public  vessel. 

Aircraft  deemed  public  aircraft. 

Disposal  of  certain  material. 

TITLE  I— AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC.  101.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds  are  authorized  to  tie  appropriated  for 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Coast  Guard  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Coast  Guard.  S2.618.316.000.  of  which  S25.000.000 
shall  he  derived  from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability 
Tru.U  Fund. 

(2)  For  the  acquisition,  construction,  rebuild- 
ing, and  improvement  of  aids  to  navigation, 
shore  and  offshore  facilities,  vessels,  and  air- 
craft, including  equipment  related  thereto. 
S42S.200.000.  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
of  which  S32.50O,0OO  shall  be  derived  from  the 
Oil  Spill  Liability  Tru.st  Fund  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  section  1012(a)(5)  of  the  Oil  Pollu- 
tion Act  of  1990. 

(3)  For  research,  development,  test,  and  eval- 
uation of  technologies,  materials,  and  human 
factors  directly  relating  to  improving  the  per- 
formance of  the  Coast  Guard's  mission  in  sup- 
port of  search  and  re.icue.  aids  to  navigation, 
marine  safety,  marine  environmental  protection, 
enforcement  of  laws  and  treaties,  ice  operations, 
oceanographic  research,  and  defense  readiness. 
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S22.500.000.  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
of  which  S3.150.00O  shall  be  derived  from  the  Oil 
Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund. 

(4)  For  retired  pay  (including  the  payment  of 
obligations  otherwise  chargeable  to  lapsed  ap- 
propriations for  this  purpose),  payments  under 
the  Retired  Serviceman's  Family  Protection  and 
Survivor  Benefit  Plans,  and  payments  for  medi- 
cal care  of  retired  personnel  and  their  depend- 
ents under  chapter  55  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  S582.022.000. 

(5)  For  alteration  or  removal  of  bridges  over 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  constitut- 
ing obstructions  to  navigation,  and  for  person- 
nel and  administrative  costs  associated  with  the 
Bridge  Alteration  Program,  SI6,200.000.  to  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

(6)  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
Coast  Guard's  environmental  compliance  and 
restoration  functions,  other  than  parts  and 
equipment  associated  with  operations  and  main- 
tenance, under  chapter  19  of  title  14,  United 
States  Code,  at  Coast  Guard  facilities. 
S25.000.000.  to  renwin  available  until  expended. 
SEC.     102.    AUTHORIZED    LEVELS    OF    MUTARY 

STRENGTH  AND  TRAINING. 

(a)  Active  Duty  Strength. —The  Coast 
Guard  IS  authorized  an  end-of-year  strength  for 
active  duty  personnel  of  38,400  as  of  September 
30,  1996. 

(b)  Military  Training  Student  Loads.— For 
fiscal  year  1996.  the  Coast  Guard  is  authorized 
average  military  training  student  loads  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  recruit  and  special  training,  1,604  stu- 
dent years. 

(2)  For  flight  training.  85  student  years. 

(3)  For  professional  training  in  military  and 
civilian  institutions.  330  student  years. 

(4)  For  officer  acquisition.  874  student  years. 

SBC.  103.  QUARTERLY  REPORTS  ON  DRUG  INTER- 
DICTION. 

Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  end  of  each 
fiscal  year  quarter,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation  of  the  Sen- 
ate a  report  on  all  expenditures  related  to  drug 
interdiction  activities  of  the  Coast  Guard  during 
that  quarter. 

SEC.  104  fiAFFTY  DFTFRMINATION  FOR  SMALL 
BOAT  CLOSURES. 

None  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  this  Act  may  be  used  to  close 
Coast  Guard  multimission  small  boat  stations 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  deter- 
mines that  maritime  safety  will  not  be  dimin- 
ished by  the  closures. 

TFTLE  II— PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT 
IMPROVEMENT 
SEC.  201.  HURRICANE  ANDREW  REUEF. 

Section  2856  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993  (Public  Law 
102-184)  applies  to  the  military  personnel  of  the 
Coast  Guard  who  were  assigned  to.  or  employed 
at  or  m  connection  with,  any  Federal  facility  or 
installation  m  the  vianity  of  Homestead  Air 
Force  Base.  Florida,  including  the  areas  of 
Broward.  Collier.  Dade,  and  Monroe  Counties, 
on  or  before  August  24,  1992,  except  that— 

(1)  funds  available  to  the  Coast  Guard,  not  to 
exceed  a  total  of  S25,000.  shall  be  used:  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  shall  ad- 
minister that  section  with  respect  to  Coast 
Guard  personnel. 

SEC.  202.  EXCLUDE  CERTAIN  RESERVES  FROM 
K.VD  OF  l£AR  STRENGTH 

Section  712  o;  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  Reserve  members  ordered  to  active  duty 
under  this  section  shall  not  be  counted  in  com- 
puting authorized  strength  of  members  on  active 


duty  or  members  in  grade  under  this  title  or 

under  any  other  law". 

SEC.   203.   PROVISION  OF  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES. 

Section  93  of  title  14.  United  Stales  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "and"  after  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  of  paragraph  (t)(2).  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (u)  and  inserting 
":  and",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(V)  make  child  development  sermces  available 
to  members  of  the  armed  forces  an:".  Federal  ci- 
vilian employees  under  terms  and  conditions 
comparable  to  those  under  the  Military  Child 
Care  Act  of  1989  (10  U.S.C.  113  note).". 
SEC.  204.  ACCESS  TO  S.ATIONAL  DRIVER  REG- 
ISTER INFORMATION  ON  CERTAIN 
COAST  GUARD  PERSON'N'EL. 

(a)  AMENDMENT  TO  TITLE  14— Section  93  of 
title  14.  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 203,  is  further  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (u): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (V)  and  inserting  ";  arid":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(w)  require  that  any  officer,  chief  warrant 
officer,  or  enlisted  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  or 
Coast  Guard  Reserve  (including  a  cadet  or  an 
applicant  for  appointment  or  enlistment  to  any 
of  the  foregoing  and  any  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  who  is  assigned  to  the  Coast  Guard)  re- 
quest that  all  information  contained  in  the  Na- 
tional Driver  Register  pertaining  to  the  individ- 
ual, as  described  m  section  30304(a)  of  title  49. 
be  made  available  to  the  Commandant  urider 
section  30305(a)  of  title  49,  may  receive  that  in- 
formation, and  upon  receipt,  shall  make  the  in- 
formation available  to  the  individual.". 

(b)  AMENDMENT  TO  TITLE  49.— Section  30305(b) 
of  title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  re- 
designating paragraph  (7)  as  paragraph  (8)  and 
inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(7)  An  individual  who  is  an  officer,  chief 
warrant  officer,  or  enlisted  rnember  of  the  Coast 
Guard  or  Coast  Guard  Reserve  (including  a 
cadet  or  an  applicant  for  appointment  or  enlist- 
ment of  any  of  the  foregoing  and  any  member  of 
n  tiniformerl  ^f^vire  who  is  n^'hnrtpd  to  the  Cnaft 
Guard)  may  request  the  chief  driver  licensing  of- 
ficial of  a  State  to  provide  information  about  the 
individual  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  to 
the  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard.  The  Com- 
mandant may  receive  the  information  and  shall 
make  the  information  available  to  the  individ- 
ual. Information  may  not  be  obtained  from  the 
Register  under  this  paragraph  if  the  information 
was  entered  in  the  Register  more  than  3  years 
before  the  request,  unless  the  information  is 
about  a  revocation  or  suspension  still  in  effect 
on  the  date  of  the  request." 

SEC.   20S.   OFFICER   RETENTION   LENTIL   RETIRE- 
MENT EUGIBLE. 

Section  283(b)  of  title  14,  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(b)": 

(2)  by  striking  the  last  sentence:  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  Upon  the  completion  of  a  term  under 
paragraph  (1),  an  officer  shall,  unless  selected 
for  further  continuation — 

"(A)  except  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B), 
be  honorably  discharged  with  severance  pay 
computed  under  section  286  of  this  title: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  an  officer  who  has  com- 
pleted at  least  18  years  of  active  service  on  the 
date  of  discharge  under  subparagraph  (A),  be 
retained  on  active  duty  and  retired  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  in  which  the  officer  completes 
20  years  of  active  service,  unless  earlier  removed 
under  another  provision  of  law:  or 
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"(C)  if.  on  the  date  specified  for  the  officer's 
discharge  m  this  section,  the  officer  has  com- 
pleted at  least  20  years  of  active  service  or  is  eli- 
gible for  retirement  under  any  law.  be  retired  on 
that  date  ". 

TITLE  lIl—SAVIGATtOS  SAFETY  \SD 
V/.KTERV/AY  SERVICES  MASAGE\tEST 

SEC  301  FORElG\  PASSE.SGER  VESSEL  USER 
FEES. 

Section  3303  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  striking  "(a)  Except 
as"  and  inserting  "Except  as":  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  Ibi. 
SEC.  302.  FLORIDA  AVENUE  BRIDGE. 

For  purposes  of  the  alteration  of  the  Florida 
Avenue  Bridge  (located  approximately  1.63  miles 
east  of  the  .Mississippi  River  on  the  Gulf  Intra- 
coastal  Waterway  in  Orleans  Parish.  Louisiana) 
ordered  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
under  the  .ict  of  June  21.  1940  (33  (J.S.C.  511  et 
seq.:  popularly  known  as  the  Truman-Hobbs 
Act),  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  shall  treat 
the  drainage  siphon  that  is  adjacent  to  the 
bridge  as  an  appurtenance  of  the  bridge,  includ- 
ing with  respect  to  apportionment  and  payment 
of  costs  for  the  removal  of  the  drainage  siphon 
m  accordance  with  that  .Act 

SEC.    303.    RE.^EWAL    OF    HOUSTO.W  GALVESTON 
NAVIGATlO.\       SAFETi-        ADVISORY 
CO.H.WTTEE       A.VD       LOWER       IMS- 
SISSIPPI     RFVER     WATERWAY    ADVI- 
SORY tOMMITTF.E 
The  Coast  Guard  Authorisation  Act  of  1991 
(Public    Law    102-241.    105    Stat.    220»-2235)    is 
amended — 

(1)  in  section  18  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(h)  The  Committee  shall  terminate  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  2000. ":  and 

(2)  in  section  19  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(g)  The  Committee  shall  terminate  on  Octo- 
ber i.  2000  ■■ 

SEC  304.  RE.\EW.\L  OF  THE  SAVIGATIOS  SAFETY 
ADVISORY  COUNCIL. 

(a)  RESEViAL.— Section  5(d)  of  the  Inland 
Navigational  Rules  Act  of  1990  (33  U.S.C.  2073) 
IS  amended  by  striking  "September  30.  1995"  and 
inserting  "Sept ember  .to,  2000". 

(b)  CLERICAL  A.\tE.\D.ME.\T.—The  section  head- 
ing for  section  5(d)  of  the  Inland  Navigational 
Rules  Act  of  1980  (33  U.S.C.  2073)  is  amended  by 
stri)ang  "Rules  of  the  Road  Advisory  Counal" 
and  inserting  "Navigation  Safety  Advisory 
Council". 

SEC.  30S  RENEWAL  OF  COMMERCIAL  FISHING  IN- 
DUSTRY VESSEL  ADVISORY  COMMIT- 
TES. 

Subsection  (e)(1)  of  section  4503  of  title  46, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
"September  30.  1994"  and  inserting  "October  1. 
2000". 

SEC.  306.  NONDISCLOSURE  OF  PORT  SECURITY 
PLANS. 

Section  7  of  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety 
Act  (33  use.  1226).  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection  (c): 

"(C)      NO.VDISCLOSURE      OF      PORT     SECURITY 

Pla.'^s.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  information  related  to  security  plans,  pro- 
cedures, or  programs  for  passenger  vessels  or 
passenger  terminals  authorised  under  this  Act  is 
not  required  to  be  disclosed  to  the  public". 
SEC.  307.  MARITIME  DRUG  A.VD  .KLCOHOL  TEST- 
l.\G  PROGRAM  CniL  PENALTY. 

(a)  Pesalti'  IMPOSED.—Chapter  21  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  section 
"§3115.  Civil  penalty  to  enforce  alcohol  and 

dangerous  drug  letting 

".iny  person  who  fails  to  comply  with  or  oth- 
erwise violates  the  requirements  prescribed  by 


the  Secretary  under  this  subtitle  for  chemical 
testing  for  dangerous  drugs  or  for  evidence  of 
alcohol  use  is  liable  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
SI. 000  for  each  violation.  Each  day  of  a  continu- 
ing violation  shall  constitute  a  separate  viola- 
tion.". 

(b)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENT.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  21  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  section  2114  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

"2115.  Civil  penalty  to  enforce  alcohol  and  dan- 
gerous drug  testing.". 
SEC.  308.  WrrHHOLDING  VESSEL  CLEARANCE  FOR 
VIOLATION  OF  CERTAIN  ACTS. 

(a)  Title  49.  United  State.s  Code. —Section 
5122  of  title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(c)  Withholding  of  Clearance.— (l)  If  any 
owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
is  liable  for  a  civil  penalty  under  section  5123  of 
this  title  or  for  a  fine  under  section  5124  of  this 
title,  or  if  reasonable  cause  exists  to  believe  that 
such  owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  may 
be  subject  to  such  a  civil  penalty  or  fine,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  upon  the  request  of 
the  Secretary,  shall  with  respect  to  such  vessel 
refuse  or  revoke  any  clearance  required  by  sec- 
tion 4197  of  the  Flevised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States  (46  App.  U.S.C.  91). 

"(2)  Clearance  refused  or  revoked  under  this 
subsection  may  be  granted  upon  the  filing  of  a 
bond  or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the  Sec- 
retary.". 

(b)  Port  and  Waterways  Safety  .Act.— Sec- 
tion 13(f)  of  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety 
Act  (33  U.S.C.  1232(f))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(f)  Withholding  of  clearance.— (l)  If  any 
owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
is  liable  for  a  penalty  or  fine  under  this  section, 
or  if  reasonable  cause  exists  to  believe  that  the 
owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  may  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  or  fine  under  this  section, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  upon  the  request 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  with  respect  to  such  ves- 
sel refuse  or  revoke  any  clearance  required  by 
section  4197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  (46  App.  U.S.C.  91). 

"(2)  Clearance  refused  or  revoked  under  this 
subsection  may  be  granted  upon  filing  of  a  bond 
or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary. ". 

(c)  Inland  Navigation  Rules  Act  of  1980.— 
Section  4(d)  of  the  Inland  Navigational  Rules 
Act  of  1980  (33  use.  2072(d))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Withholding  of  Clearance.— (1)  If  any 
owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vessel 
is  liable  for  a  penalty  under  this  section,  or  if 
reasonable  cause  exists  to  believe  that  the 
owner,  operator,  or  person  in  charge  may  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  under  this  section,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Secretary,  shall  with  respect  to  such  vessel 
refuse  or  revoke  any  clearance  required  by  sec- 
tion 4197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States  (46  App.  U.S.C.  91). 

"(2)  Clearance  or  a  permit  refused  or  revoked 
under  this  subsection  may  be  granted  upon  fil- 
ing of  a  bond  or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary.". 

(d)  Title  46.  United  States  Code.— Section 
3718(e)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)(1)  If  any  owner,  operator,  or  person  in 
charge  of  a  vessel  is  liable  for  any  penalty  or 
fine  under  this  section,  or  if  reasonable  cause 
exists  to  believe  that  the  owner,  operator,  or  per- 
son in  charge  rruiy  be  subject  to  any  penalty  or 
fine  under  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary, 
shall  with  respect  to  such  vessel  refuse  or  revoke 


any  clearance  required  by  section  4197  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  (46  U.S.C. 
App.  91). 

"(2)  Clearance  or  a  permit  refused  or  revoked 
under  this  subsection  may  be  granted  upon  fil- 
ing of  a  bond  or  other  surety  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary.". 

SEC.  309.  INCREASED  CIVIL  PENALTIES. 

(a)  Penalty  for  Fah.l-re  to  Report  a  Cas- 
ualty.—Section  6103(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "$1,000"  and  in- 
serting "not  more  than  $25,000". 

(b)  Operation  of  Uninspected  Vessel  in 
Violation  of  Manning  Requirements.— Sec- 
tion 3906  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "$1,000"  and  inserting  "not 
more  than  $25,000". 

SEC.  310.  AME.\DMENT  TO  REQUIRE  EiBiRGENCY 
POSITIO.\   INDICATING    RADIO    BEA 
CONS  ON  THE  GREAT  LAKES. 
Paragraph   (7)   of  section  4.502(a)   of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or 
beyond  three  nautical  miles  from  the  coastline 
of  the  Great  Lakes"  after  "high  seas". 
TITLE  IV— MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC.  401.  TRANSFER  OF  COAST  GUARD  PROPERTY 
IN  TRAVERSE  CITY.  MICHIGAN 

(a)  Requirement.— The  Secretary  of  Tran.s- 
portation  (or  any  other  official  having  control 
over  the  property  described  in  subsection  (b)) 
shall  expeditiously  convey  to  the  Traverse  City 
Area  Public  School  District  in  Traverse  City, 
Michigan,  without  consideration,  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the 
property  described  in  subsection  (b).  subject  to 
all  easements  and  other  interests  in  the  property 
held  by  any  other  person. 

(b)  PROPERTY  Described.— The  property  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  is  real  property  lo- 
cated in  the  city  of  Traverse  City.  Grand  Tra- 
verse County.  Michigan,  and  consisting  of  that 
part  of  the  southeast  'i  of  Section  12.  Township 
27  North.  Range  11  West,  described  as:  Com- 
mencing at  the  southeast  '/<  corner  of  said  Sec- 
tion 12.  thence  north  03  degrees  05  minutes  25 
seconds  east  along  the  East  line  of  said  Section. 
1074.04  feet,  thence  north  86  degrees  36  minutes 
50  seconds  west  207.66  feet,  thence  north  03  de- 
grees 06  minutes  00  seconds  east  572.83  feet  to 
the  point  of  beginning,  thence  north  86  degrees 
54  minutes  00  seconds  west  1,751.04  feet,  thence 
north  03  degrees  02  minutes  38  seconds  east 
330.09  feet,  thence  north  24  degrees  04  minutes  40 
seconds  east  439.86  feet,  thence  south  86  degrees 
56  minutes  15  seconds  east  116.62  feet,  thence 
north  03  degrees  08  minutes  45  seconds  east 
200.00  feet,  thence  south  87  degrees  08  minutes  20 
seconds  east  68.52  feet,  to  the  southerly  right-of- 
way  of  the  C  &  O  Railroad,  thence  south  65  de- 
grees 54  minutes  20  seconds  east  along  said 
right-of-way  1508.75  feet,  thence  south  03  de- 
grees 06  minutes  00  seconds  west  400.61  to  the 
point  of  beginning,  consisting  of  27.10  acres  of 
land,  and  all  improvements  located  on  that 
property  including  buildings,  structures,  and 
equipment. 

(c)  REVERSIONARY  l.^'TEREST.-ln  addition  to 
any  term  or  condition  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  any  conveyance  of  property  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  shall  be  subject  to  the 
condition  that  all  right,  title,  and  interest  m 
and  to  the  property  so  conveyed  shall  imme- 
diately revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  prop- 
erty, or  any  part  thereof,  ceases  to  be  used  hv 
the  Traverse  City  School  District. 

SEC.  402.  TRANSFER  OF  COAST  GUARD  PROPERTY 
IN  KETCHIKAN,  ALASKA. 

(a)  Conveyance  RF.QUiRE.MEsr.  —  Tke  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  shall  convey  to  the 
Ketchikan  Indian  Corporation  in  Ketchikan. 
Alaska,  without  reimbursement  and  by  no  later 
than  120  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and   to  the  property   known  as  the 


"Former  .Marine  Safety  Detachment"  as  identi- 
fied in  Report  of  Excess  Number  CG-689  (GSA 
Control  .\'umber  9-U~AK-0747)  and  described  m 
subsection  (b).  for  use  by  the  Ketchikan  Indian 
Corporation  as  a  health  or  social  sermces  facil- 
ity. 

(b)  PROPERTY  DESCRIBED.  — The  property  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  is  real  property  lo- 
cated in  the  city  of  Ketchikan.  Township  75 
south,  range  90  east.  Copper  River  Meridian. 
First  Judicial  District.  State  of  Alaska,  and  com- 
mencing at  corner  numbered  10.  United  States 
Survey  numbered  1079.  the  true  point  of  begin- 
ning for  this  description  Thence  north  24  de- 
grees 04  minutes  east,  along  the  10-11  line  of 
said  survey  a  distance  of  89.76  feet  to  corner 
numbered  1  of  lot  5B:  thence  south  65  degrees  56 
minutes  east  a  distance  of  345.18  feet  to  corner 
numbered  2  of  lot  58:  thence  south  24  degrees  04 
minutes  west  a  distance  of  101.64  feet  to  corner 
numbered  3  of  lot  5B:  thence  north  64  degrees  01 
minute  west  a  distance  of  346.47  feet  to  corner 
numbered  10  of  said  survey,  to  the  true  point  of 
beginning,  consisting  of  0.76  acres  (more  or  less), 
and  all  improvements  located  on  that  property, 
including  buildings,  structures,  and  equipment. 

(C)  REVERSIONARY  INTEREST.— In  addition  to 
any  term  or  condition  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  any  conveyance  of  property  de- 
scribed m  subsection  (b)  shall  be  subject  to  the 
condition  that  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
and  to  the  property  so  conveyed  shall  imme- 
diately revert  to  the  United  States  if  the  prop- 
erty, or  any  part  thereof,  ceases  to  be  used  by 
the  Ketchikan  Indian  Corporation  as  a  health 
or  social  services  facility. 

SEC.  403.  ELECTRONIC  FIUNG  OF  COMMERCIAL 
INSTRUMENTS. 

Section  3I32Ua)  ot  title  46,  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(4)(A)  A  bill  of  sale,  conveyance,  mortgage, 
assignment,  or  related  instrument  may  be  filed 
electronically  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

"(B)  A  filing  made  electronically  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  not  be  effective  after  the  10- 
day  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  filing 
unless  the  original  instrument  is  provided  to  the 
Secretary  uithm  that  10-day  period". 
SEC.  404  BOARD  FOR  CORRECTION  OF  MIUTARY 
RECORDS  DEADLINE. 

(a)  Re.\iei)Ies  Deemed  Exhausted.— Ten 
months  after  a  complete  application  for  correc- 
tion of  military  records  is  received  by  the  Board 
for  Correction  of  .Military  Records  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  administrative  remedies  are  deemed  to 
have  been  exhausted,  and— 

(1)  if  the  Board  has  rendered  a  recommended 
deci.'iion.  its  recommendation  shall  be  final 
agency  action  and  not  subject  to  further  review 
or  approval  within  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, or 

(2)  if  the  Board  has  not  rendered  a  rec- 
ommended decision,  agency  action  is  deemed  to 
have  been  unreasonably  delayed  or  withheld 
and  the  applicant  is  entitled  to— 

(.A)  an  order  under  section  706(1)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  directing  final  action  be 
taken  uithm  30  days  from  the  date  the  order  is 
entered,  and 

(B)  from  amounts  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation,  the  costs  of  obtaining 
the  order,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

(b)  E.xi.sTisa  Deadline  .Mandatory— the  10- 
month  deadline  established  in  section  212  of  the 
Coast  Guard  Authomation  .Act  of  1989  (Public 
Law  101  225.  103  Stat.  19141  is  mandatory. 

(c)  APPLICATION.  — This  section  applies  to  all 
applications  filed  with  or  pending  before  the 
Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  on  or 
after  June  12.  1990.  For  applications  that  were 
pending  on  June  12.  1990.  the  lO-month  deadline 
referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  shall  be  calculated 
from  June  12.  1990. 


SEC.    405.    JUDICIAL    SALE    OF    CERTAIN   DOCU- 
MENTED VESSELS  TO  ALIENS. 

Section  31329  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(f)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  docu- 
mented vessel  that  has  been  operated  only— 

"(1)  as  a  fishing  vessel,  fish  processing  vessel, 
or  fish  tender  vessel:  or 

"(2)  for  pleasure". 
SEC.  406.  IMPROVED  AUTHORrFY  TO  SELL  RECT- 
CLABLE  MATERIAL. 

Section  641(c)(2)  of  title  14,  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period 
the  following:  ",  except  that  the  Commandant 
may  conduct  sales  of  materials  for  which  the 
proceeds  of  sale  will  not  exceed  $5,000  under  reg- 
ulations prescribed  by  the  Commandant". 
SEC.  407.  RECRUITMENT  OF  WOMEN  AND  MINORI- 
TIES. 

Not  later  than  January  31.  1996.  the  Com- 
mandant of  the  Coast  Guard  shall  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation of  the  Senate,  on  the  status  of  and  the 
problems  in  recruitment  of  women  and  minori- 
ties into  the  Coast  Guard.  The  report  shall  con- 
tain specific  plans  to  increase  the  recruitment  of 
women  and  minorities  and  legislative  rec- 
ommendations needed  to  increase  the  recruit- 
ment of  women  and  minorities. 

SEC.    408.    UMTTATION   OF   CERTAIN  STATE  AU- 
THORITY OVER  VESSELS. 

(a)  Short  Title.  — This  section  may  be  cited 
as  the  "California  Cruise  Industry  Revitaliza- 
tion  Act". 

(b)  Limitation.— Section  5(b)(2)  of  the  Act  of 
January  2.  1951  (15  U.S.C.  1175(b)(2)).  commonly 
referred  to  as  the  "Johnson  Act",  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(C)  EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  VOYAGES  AND 
SEG.MENTS.— Except  for  a  voyage  or  segment  of  a 
voyage  that  occurs  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii,  a  voyage  or  segment  of  a  voy- 
age is  not  described  in  subparagraph  (B)  if  it  in- 
cludes or  consists  of  a  segment — 

"(i)  that  begins  and  ends  m  the  same  State: 

"(ii)  that  IS  part  of  a  voyage  to  another  State 
or  to  a  foreign  country:  and 

"(ill)  171   which   the  vessel  reaches  the  other 
.'^tntp   nr  foreign   country   within   3  days  after 
leaving  the  State  in  which  it  begins.". 
SEC.  409  VESSEL  FINANCING. 

(a)  Fli\iis.ation  of  Mortgagee  Restric- 
Tio.'^s.— Section  31322(a)  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)    A    preferred    mortgage    is    a    mortgage, 
whenever  made,  that — 
"(I)  includes  the  whole  of  the  vessel: 
"(2)  is  filed  m  substantial  compliance  with 
section  31321  of  this  title:  and 
"(3)(A)  covers  a  documented  vessel:  or 
"(B)  covers  a  vessel  for  which  an  application 
for  documentation  is  filed  that  is  m  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  chapter  121 
of  this  title  and  the  regulations  prescribed  under 
that  chapter.". 

(b)  Elimination  of  Trustee  Restrictions.— 

(1)  REPEAL.— Section  31328  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendments.— Section 
31330(b)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  m  paragraphs  (1).  (2).  and  (3)  by  strik- 
ing "31328  or"  each  place  it  appears. 

(3)  Clerical  AMEND.MENT.—The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  313  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the 
Item  relating  to  section  31328. 

(c)  Removal  of  Mortgage  Restrictions  — 
Section  9  of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  App. 
U.S.C.  808)  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  by  striking  "31328"  and  inserting 
"12106(e)":  and 
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(B)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "mortgage." 
each  place  it  appears:  and 
(2)  in  subsection  (d)— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "transfer,  or 
mortgage"  and  inserting  "or  transfer": 

(B)  m  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  "transfers,  or 
mortgages"  and  inserting  "or  transfers": 

(C)  in  paragraph  (3)(B)  by  striking  "transfers, 
or  mortgages"  and  inserting  "or  transfers":  and 

(D)  in  paragraph  (4)  by  striking  "transfers,  or 
mortgages"  and  inserting  "or  transfers". 

(d)  Lease  FiNANClNC.—Section  12106  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(e)(1)  A  certificate  of  documentation  for  a 
vessel  may  be  endorsed  with  a  coastwise  en- 
dorsement if— 

"(A)  the  vessel  is  eli0ble  for  documentation 
under  section  12102: 

"(B)  the  vessel  is  otherwise  qualified  under 
this  section  to  be  employed  in  the  coastwise 
trade: 

"(C)  the  person  that  owns  the  vessel,  a  parent 
entity  of  that  person,  or  a  subsidiary  of  a  parent 
entity  of  that  person,  is  engaged  in  leasing: 

"(D)  the  i>essel  is  under  a  demise  charter  to  a 
person  qualifying  as  a  citisen  of  the  United 
States  for  engaging  in  the  coastwise  trade  under 
section  2  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and 

"(E)  the  demise  charter  is  for — 

"(i)  a  period  of  at  least  3  years:  or 

"CJO  such  shorter  period  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary. 

"(2)  On  termination  of  a  demise  charter  re- 
quired under  paragraph  (1)(D),  the  coastwise 
endorsement  may  be  continued  for  a  period  not 
to  exceed  6  months  on  any  terms  and  conditions 
that  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  may  pre- 
scribe. 

"(f)  For  purposes  of  the  first  proviso  of  section 
27  of  the  Merchant  .Marine  Act.  1920.  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916.  and  section  12102(a) 
of  this  title,  a  vessel  meeting  the  criteria  of  sub- 
section (d)  or  (e)  IS  deemed  to  be  owned  exclu- 
sively by  citisens  of  the  United  States". 

SEC.   410    SENSE  OF  CONGRESS:  REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING  NOTICE. 

(a)  PURCHASE  OF  AMERICAN-MADE  EQUIP.MENT 

AND  Products.— It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  all 
equipment  and  products  purchased  with  funds 
made  available  under  this  Act  should  be  Amer- 
ican-made. 

(b)  Notice  to  Recipients  of  Assistance.— In 
providing  financial  assistance  under  this  Act. 
the  official  responsible  for  providing  the  assist- 
ance, to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  shall 
provide  to  each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a  no- 
tice describing  the  statement  made  in  subsection 
(a)  by  the  Congress. 

SEC  411.  SPECIAL  SELECTION  BOARDS. 

(a)   Requirement —Chapter  21    of  title   14. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  section: 
"#747.  Special  telection  board* 

"(a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  special 
selection  boards  to  consider  the  case  of  any  offi- 
cer who  IS  eligible  for  promotion  who— 

"(I)  was  not  considered  for  selection  for  pro- 
motion by  a  selection  board  because  of  adminis- 
trative error:  or 

"(2)  was  considered  for  selection  for  pro- 
motion by  a  selection  board  but  not  selected  be- 
cause— 

"(A)  the  action  of  the  board  that  considered 
the  officer  was  contrary  to  law  or  ini>olved  a 
material  error  of  fact  or  material  administrative 
error;  or 

"(B)  the  board  that  considered  the  officer  did 
not  have  before  it  for  its  consideration  material 
information. 

"(b)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Coast  Guard  Authorization 
Act   For  Fiscal    Year  1996.  the  Secretary  shall 
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issue  regulations  to  implement  this  section.  The 
regulations  shall  conform,  as  appropriate,  to  the 
regulations  and  procedures  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  special  selection  boards 
under  section  628  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code.'. 

(b)  CLERICAL  AMESDMEST .—The  table  of  sec- 
tions for  chapter  21  of  title  14.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  adding  after  the  item  for 
section  746  the  following: 
"747.  Special  "selection  hoards  ". 
SEC.  412.  AVAJLABlUn  OF  EXT IH./ 1  DlCl.M.  REM- 
EDIES FOR  DEF.A.ILT  OS  PREFERRED 
MORTGAGE  UE.\S  OS  VESSELS. 

(a)  AVAILABILJTY     OF     EXTR.VUDICIAL     REM- 

EDIES. —Section  31325(b)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended— 

il)  m  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  by 
striking  "mortgage  rnay"  and  inserting  "mort- 
gagee may": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by— 

(A)  striking  "perferred"  and  inserting  "pre- 
ferred": and 

(B)  striking  ":  and"  and  inserting  a  semi- 
colon: and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 

"(3)  enforce  the  preferred  mortgage  lien  or  a 
claim  for  the  outstanding  indebtedness  secured 
by  the  mortgaged  vessel,  or  both,  by  exercising 
any  other  remedy  (including  an  eitrajudicial 
remedy)  against  a  documented  vessel,  a  vessel 
for  which  an  application  for  documentation  is 
filed  under  chapter  121  of  this  title,  a  foreign 
vessel,  or  a  mortgagor,  maker,  comaker,  or  guar- 
antor for  the  amount  of  the  outstanding  indebt- 
edness or  any  deficiency  in  full  payment  of  that 
indebtedness,  if— 

"(A)  the  remedy  is  allowed  under  applicable 
law.  and 

"(B)  the  exercise  of  the  remedy  will  not  result 
in  a  violation  of  section  9  or  37  of  the  Shipping 
Act.  1916  (46  App.  U.S.C.  SOS.  835).". 

(b)  Notice.— Section  31325  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(f)(1)  Before  title  to  the  documented  vessel  or 
vessel  for  which  an  application  for  documenta- 
tion is  filed  under  chapter  121  is  transferred  by 
an  extra;udicial  remedy,  the  person  exercising 
the  remedy  shall  give  notice  of  the  proposed 
transfer  to  the  Secretary,  to  the  mortgagee  of 
any  mortgage  on  the  vessel  filed  in  substantial 
compliance  with  section  31321  of  this  title  before 
notice  of  the  proposed  transfer  is  given  to  the 
Secretary,  and  to  any  person  that  recorded  a 
notice  of  a  claim  of  an  undischarged  lien  on  the 
vessel  under  section  31343  (a)  or  (d)  of  this  title 
before  notice  of  the  proposed  transfer  is  given  to 
the  Secretary. 

"(2)  Failure  to  give  notice  as  required  by  this 
subsection  shall  not  affect  the  transfer  of  title  to 
a  vessel.  However,  the  rights  of  any  holder  of  a 
maritime  lien  or  a  preferred  mortgage  on  the 
vessel  Shalt  not  be  affected  by  a  transfer  of  title 
by  an  extrajudicial  remedy  exercised  under  this 
section,  regardless  of  whether  notice  is  required 
by  this  subsection  or  given. 

"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations 
establishing  the  time  and  manner  for  providing 
notice  under  this  subsection". 

(c)  RULE  OF  Construction —The  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  rruiy  not  be  con- 
strued to  imply  that  remedies  other  than  judicial 
remedies  were  not  available  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section  to  enforce  claims  for 
outstanding  indebtedness  secured  by  mortgaged 
vessels. 

sec.  41s.  implemest.atios  of  water  pollv- 
tios  laws  with  respect  to  vege- 
table oil 

(a)  differentiation  among  fats.  oils.  and 
Gre.ases  — 

(1)  In  general— In  issuing  or  enforcing  a  reg- 
ulation, an  interpretation,  or  a  guideline  relat- 


ing to  a  fat,  oil.  or  grease  under  a  Federal  law 
related  to  water  pollution  control,  the  head  of  a 
Federal  agency  shall— 

(.A)  differentiate  between  and  establish  sepa- 
rate classes  for— 

(i)(I)  animal  fats:  and 

(II)  vegetable  oils:  and 

(il)  other  oils,  including  petroleum  oil:  and 

(B)  apply  different  standards  to  different 
classes  of  fat  and  oil  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2). 

(2)  Co,''isiDERATIONS.—ln  differentiating  be- 
tween the  classes  of  animal  fats  and  vegetable 
oils  referred  to  m  paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  and  the 
classes  of  oils  described  in  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii), 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall  consider  dif- 
ferences in  physical,  chemical,  biological,  and 
other  properties,  and  m  the  environmental  ef- 
fects, of  the  classes. 

(b)  FINANCIAL  Responsibility  — 

(1)  Limits  on  liability —Section  1004(a)(1)  of 
the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (33  U.S.C. 
2704(a)(1))  is  amended  by  striking  "for  a  tank 
vessel,"  and  inserting  "for  a  tank  vessel  carry- 
ing oil  in  bulk  as  cargo  (unless  the  only  oil  car- 
ried is  an  anirrujl  fat  or  vegetable  oil,  as  those 
terms  are  defined  m  section  413(c)  of  the  Coast 
Guard  Authomation  Act  For  Fiscal  Year 
1996),". 

(2)  FINANCIAL  responsibility  —The  first  Sen- 
tence of  section  1016(a)  of  the  Act  (33  U.S.C. 
2716(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "in  the  case  of 
a  tank  vessel,"  and  inserting  "in  the  case  of  a 
tank  vessel  carrying  oil  in  bulk  as  cargo  (unless 
the  only  oil  carried  is  an  animal  fat  or  vegetable 
oil,  as  those  terms  are  defined  in  section  413(c) 
of  the  Coast  Guard  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996),". 

(c)  Definitions.— In  this  section,  the  follow- 
ing definitions  apply: 

(1)  ANIMAL  fat— The  term  "animal  fat" 
means  each  type  of  animal  fat,  oil,  or  grease,  in- 
cluding fat.  oil,  or  grease  from  fish  or  a  marine 
mamrruil  and  any  fat,  oil.  or  grease  referred  to  m 
section  61(a)(2)  of  title  13,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Vegetable  OIL— The  term  "vegetable  oil" 
means  each  type  of  vegetable  oil.  including  veg- 
etable oil  from  a  seed,  nut,  or  kernel  and  any 
vegetable  oil  referred  to  in  section  61(a)(1)  of 
title  13,  United  States  Code. 

SSC.  414.  CERTAIS  ISFOR.MATIOS  FROM  MARISE 
CASUALTY  I.WESTIGATIOSS  BARRED 
IN  LEGAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

(a)  In  General.  — Title  46.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  section  6307  the 
following  new  section: 

"§6308.  Information  barred  in  legal  proceed- 
ing* 

"(a)  .Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  opinion,  recommendation,  deliberation, 
or  conclusion  contained  in  a  report  of  a  marine 
casualty  investigation  conducted  under  section 
6301  of  this  title  with  respect  to  the  cause  of.  or 
factors  contributing  to,  the  casualty  set  forth  m 
the  report  of  the  investigation  is  not  admissible 
as  evidence  or  subject  to  discovery  m  any  civil, 
administrative,  or  State  criminal  proceeding 
arising  from  a  marine  casualty,  other  than  with 
the  permission  and  consent  of  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  in  his  or  her  sole  discretion 
Any  employee  of  the  United  States  or  military 
member  of  the  Coast  Guard  investigating  a  ma- 
rine casualty  or  assisting  in  any  such  investiga- 
tion conducted  pursuant  to  section  6301  of  this 
title,  shall  not  be  subject  to  deposition  or  other 
discovery,  or  otherwise  testify  or  give  informa- 
tion m  such  proceedings  relevant  to  a  marine 
casualty  investigation,  without  the  permission 
and  consent  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
m  his  or  her  sole  discretion.  In  exercising  this 
discretion  m  cases  where  the  United  States  is  a 
party,  the  Secretary  shall  not  withhold  permis- 
sion for  an  employee  to  testify  solely  on  factual 
matters  where  the  information  is  not  available 


elsewhere  or  is  not  obtainable  by  other  means. 
Nothing  m  this  section  prohibits  the  United 
States  from  calling  an  employee  as  an  expert 
witness  to  testify  on  Us  behalf. 

"(b)  The  information  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  not  be  considered  an  ad- 
mission of  liability  by  the  United  Stales  or  by 
any  person  referred  to  m  those  conclusions  or 
statements.". 

(b)  Clerical  A.VEND.ME.^T—The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  63  of  title  46, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  after 
the  item  related  to  section  6307  the  following: 
"6308.  Information  barred  in  legal  proceed- 
ings". 
SEC.  415  REPORT  ON  LORAN-C  REQIIREMENTS 

,\'ot  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science  and  Transportation  of  the 
Senate,  prepared  in  consultation  with  users  of 
the  LORAN-C  radionavigation  system,  defining 
the  future  use  of  and  funding  for  operations, 
maintenance,  and  upgrades  of  the  LORAN-C 
radionavigation  system.  The  report  shall  ad- 
dress the  following: 

(1)  An  appropriate  timetable  for  transition 
from  ground-based  radionavigation  technology 
after  it  is  determined  that  satellite-based  tech- 
nology IS  available  as  a  sole  means  of  safe  and 
efficient  navigation. 

(2)  The  need  to  ensure  that  LORAN-C  tech- 
nology purchased  by  the  public  before  the  year 
2000  has  a  useful  economic  life. 

(3)  The  benefits  of  fully  utilizing  the  compat- 
ibilities of  LORAN-C  technology  and  satellite- 
based  technology  by  all  modes  of  transportation. 

(4)  The  need  for  all  agenaes  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  other  relevant  Fed- 
eral agencies  to  share  the  Federal  Government's 
costs  related  to  LORAN-C  technology . 

SEC.  416.  UMtTED  DOVBLE  HULL  EXEMPTIONS. 

Section  3703a(b)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  IS  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2): 

(2)  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(3)  and  inserting  a  semicolon:  and 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graphs: 

"(4)  a  vessel  equipped  with  a  double  hull  be- 
fore August  12,  1992:  or 

"(5)  a  barge  of  less  than  2.000  gross  tons  that 
IS  primarily  used  to  carry  deck  cargo  and  bulk 
fuel  to  Native  villages  (as  that  term  is  defined  in 
section  3  of  the  Alaska  .\'ative  Claims  Settlement 
Act  (43  use  1601))  located  on  or  adjacent  to 
bays  or  rivers  above  58  degrees  north  latitude.". 
SEC  417  OIL  SPILL  RESPONSE  VESSELS. 

(a)  Dkfimtiu.^-  -Section  2101  of  title  46.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (20a)  as  para- 
graph (20b):  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (20)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(20a)  'oil  spill  response  vessel'  means  a  vessel 
that  is  designated  m  its  certificate  of  in.spection 
as  such  a  vessel,  or  that  is  adapted  to  respond 
to  a  discharge  of  oil  or  a  hazardous  material.". 

(b)  Ex  EM  PI  ION  From  Liquid  Bulk  Carriage 
Require.'^ESTS— Section  3702  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  This  chapter  does  not  apply  to  an  oil  spill 
response  vessel  if — 

"(1)  the  vessel  is  used  only  m  response-related 
activities:  or 

"(2)  the  vessel  is— 

"(A>  not  more  than  500  gross  tons: 

"(B)  designated  m  its  ccrtijicate  of  inspection 
as  an  oil  spill  response  vessel,  and 

"(C)  engaged  in  response-related  activities.", 


(c)  Manning,— Section  8I04(p)  of  title  46,  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(p)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  the 
watchstanding  requirements  for  an  oil  spill  re- 
sponse vessel.". 

(d)  Minimum  Number  of  Licensed  Individ- 
uals.—Section  8301(e)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  the  minimum 
number  of  licensed  individuals  for  an  oil  spill  re- 
sponse vessel.". 

(e)  MERCHANT  Mariner  Document  Require- 
ments—Section  8701(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  IS  amended  by  striking  "and"  after  the 
semicolon  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (7).  by  strik- 
ing the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8)  and 
inserting  ":  and",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(9)  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  the  individ- 
uals required  to  hold  a  merchant  mariner's  doc- 
ument serving  onboard  an  oil  spill  response  ves- 
sel". 

(f)  EXEMPTION  From  Towing  Vessel  Re- 
quirement.—Section  8905  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Section  8904  of  this  title  does  not  apply  to 
an  oil  spill  response  vessel  while  engaged  in  oil 
spill  response  or  training  activities.". 

(g)  Inspection  Requirement.— Section  3301  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(14)  oil  sptlt  response  vessels.". 

SEC.    418.    offshore   FACILITY   FINA.\CLAL    RE 
SPONSIBILITY  requirements. 

(a)  Definition  of  HEsro\.siBi.E  Party.— Sec- 
tion 1001(32)(C)  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990 
(33  U.S.C.  2701(32)(C))  is  amended  by  striking 
"applicable  State  law  or"  and  inserting  "appli- 
cable State  law  relating  to  exploring  for,  pro- 
ducing, or  transporting  oil  on  submerged  lands 
on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  in  accordance 
with  a  license  or  permit  issued  for  such  purpose, 
or  under". 

(b)  AMOUNT  of  Financial  Re.'sponsibility.- 
Section  1016(c)(1)  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990  (33  U.S.C.  2716(c)(1))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(1)  In  general.— 

"(A)  Evidence  of  financial  respo.nsibility 
REQUIRED.— Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2),  each  respon.fihle  party  with  respect  to  an 
offshore  facility  described  in  section  I001(32)(C) 
located  seaward  of  the  line  of  mean  high  tide 
that  is — 

"(i)  used  for  drilling  for.  producing,  or  proc- 
essing oil:  and 

"(ii)  has  the  capacity  to  transport,  store, 
transfer,  or  otherwise  handle  more  than  1,000 
barrels  of  oil  at  any  one  time, 
shall  establish  and  maintain  evidence  of  finan- 
cial responsibility  m  the  amount  required  under 
subparagraph  (B)  or  (C).  applicable. 

"(B)  Amount  required  generally.— Except 
as  provided  in  subparagraph  (C),  for  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A)  the  amount  of  financial  re- 
sponsibility required  is  S35.000.000. 

"(C)  Greater  .iMOUNT.—lf  the  President  de- 
termines that  an  amount  of  financial  respon- 
sibility greater  than  the  amount  required  by 
subparagraph  (B)  is  necessary  for  an  offshore 
facility,  based  on  an  assessment  of  the  risk 
posed  by  the  facility  that  includes  consideration 
of  the  relative  operational,  environmental, 
human  health,  and  other  risks  posed  by  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  oil  that  is  transported, 
stored,  transferred,  or  otherwise  handled  by  the 
facility,  the  amount  of  financial  responsibility 
required  shall  not  exceed  il50.000.000  determined 
by  the  President  on  the  basts  of  clear  and  con- 
vincing evidence  that  the  risks  posed  justify  the 
greater  amount. 

"(D)  Multiple  F.ACiLiTiES.—In  a  case  in 
which  a  person  is  responsible  for  more  than  one 


facility  subject  to  this  subsection,  evidence  of  fi- 
nancial responsibility  need  be  established  only 
to  meet  the  amount  applicable  to  the  facility 
having  the  greatest  financial  responsibility  re- 
quirement under  this  subsection. 

"(E)  Guarantee  method.— Except  with  re- 
spect of  financial  responsibility  established  by 
the  guarantee  method,  subsection  (f)  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  this  subsection.". 
SEC.  419.   MANNING  AND  WATCH  REQUIREMENTS 

O.V  TOWl.NG  VESSEUS  OS  THE  GREAT 

LAKES. 

(a)  Section  8104(c)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "or  permitted":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "day"  the  following:  "or 
permitted  to  work  more  than  15  hours  in  any  24- 
hour  period,  or  more  than  36  hours  in  any  72- 
hour  period". 

(b)  Section  8104(e)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "subsections  (c) 
and  (d)"  and  inserting  "subsection  (d)". 

(c)  Section  8104(g)  of  title  46.   United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "(except  a  vessel  to 
which  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  applies)". 
SEC.  420.  UMITATION  ON  APPUCATION  OF  CER- 
TAIN LAWS  TO  LAKE  TEXOMA. 

(a)  Limitation.— The  laws  administered  by 
the  Coast  Guard  relating  to  documentation  or 
inspection  of  vessels  or  licensing  or  documenta- 
tion of  vessel  operators  do  not  apply  to  any 
small  passenger  vessel  operating  on  Lake 
Texoma. 

(b)  Definitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "Lake  Texoma"  means  the  im- 
poundment by  that  name  on  the  Red  River,  lo- 
cated on  the  border  between  Oklahoma  and 
Texas. 

(2)  The  term  "small  passenger  vessel"  has  the 
meaning  given  that  term  in  section  2101  of  title 
46.  United  .States  Code 

TITLE  V— COAST  GUARD  REGULATORY 
REFORM 

SEC.  501.  SHORT  TITLE 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Coast  Guard 
Regulatory  Reform  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  502.  SAFETY  MANAGEMENT. 

(a)  A/.4.v.4C£.Mi-,vT  OF  VESSELS.— Title  46,  Unit- 
ed States  Code,   is  amended  by  adding  after 
chapter  31  the  following  new  chapter: 
"CHAPTER  32—MAN.\GE.ME.\T  OF  VESSELS 
"Sec. 

"3201.  Definitions. 
"3202.  .Application. 
"3203.  Safety  management  system. 
"3204.    Implementation   of  safety   management 

system. 
"3205.  Certification. 
"§3201.  DefinitionM 

"In  this  chapter — 

"(/;  International  Safety  Management  Code' 
has  the  same  meaning  given  that  term  in  chap- 
ter IX  of  the  Annex  to  the  International  Con- 
vention for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea.  1974: 

"(2)  'responsible  person'  means — 

"(A)  the  owner  of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chap- 
ter applies:  or 

"(B)  any  other  person  that  has— 

"(i)  assumed  the  responsibility  for  operation 
of  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  from 
the  owner:  and 

"(ii)  agreed  to  assume  with  respect  to  the  ves- 
sel responsibility  for  complying  with  all  the  re- 
quirements of  this  chapter  and  the  regulations 
prescribed  under  this  chapter: 

"(3)  'vessel  engaged  on  a  foreign  voyage' 
means  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies — 

"(A)  arriving  at  a  place  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  from  a  place  in  a  foreign 
country: 

"(B)  making  a  voyage  between  places  outside 
the  United  States:  or 
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"(C)  departing  from  a  place  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States  for  a  place  in  a  for- 
eign country. 

"§3202.  Application 

(a;  Masd.atory  Application.— This  chapter 
applies  to  the  following  vessels  engaged  on  a 
foreign  voyage: 

"(1)  Beginning  July  1. 1998— 

"(A)  a  vessel  transporting  more  than  12  pas- 
sengers described  in  section  2101(21)(A)  of  this 
title:  and 

"(B)  a  tanker,  bulk  freight  vessel,  or  high- 
speed freight  vessel,  of  at  least  500  gross  tons. 

"(2)  Beginning  July  1.  2002,  a  freight  vessel 
and  a  mobile  offshore  drilling  unit  of  at  least 
500  gross  tons. 

"(b)  Voluntary  application.— This  chapter 
applies  to  a  vessel  not  described  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  if  the  owner  of  the  vessel  re- 
quests the  Secretary  to  apply  this  chapter  to  the 
vessel. 

"(c)  Exception. — Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section,  this  chapter  does  not 
apply  to— 

"(1)  a  barge: 

"(2)  a  recreational  vessel  not  engaged  in  com- 
mercial service: 

"(3)  a  fishing  vessel: 

"(4)  a  vessel  operating  on  the  Great  Lakes  or 
its  tributary  and  connecting  waters:  or 

"(5)  a  public  vessel. 
"§3203.  Safety  management  tyttem 

"(a)  Is  General— The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  which  establish  a  safety  man- 
agement system  for  responsible  persons  and  ves- 
sels to  which  this  chapter  applies,  including— 

"(1)  a  safety  and  environmental  protection 
policy: 

"(2)  instructions  arui  procedures  to  ensure 
safe  operation  of  those  vessels  and  protection  of 
the  environment  in  compliance  with  inter- 
national and  United  States  law: 

"(3)  defined  levels  of  authority  and  lines  of 
communications  between,  and  among,  personnel 
on  shore  and  on  the  vessel: 

"(4)  procedures  for  reporting  accidents  and 
nonconformities  with  this  chapter: 

"(5)  procedures  for  preparing  for  and  respond- 
ing to  emergency  situations:  and 

"(6)  procedures  for  internal  audits  and  man- 
agement reviews  of  the  system. 

"(b)  Compliance  with  Code— Regulations 
prescribed  under  this  section  shall  be  consistent 
with  the  International  Safety  Management  Code 
with  respect  to  vessels  engaged  on  a  foreign  voy- 
age. 
"§3204.  Implementation  of  tafety  management 

tyttem 

"(a)  Safety  Management  Plan.— Each  re- 
sponsible person  shall  establish  and  submit  to 
the  Secretary  for  approval  a  safety  management 
plan  describing  how  that  person  and  vessels  of 
the  person  to  which  this  chapter  applies  will 
comply  with  the  regulations  prescribed  under 
section  3203(a)  of  this  title. 

"(b)  Approval.— Upon  receipt  of  a  safety 
management  plan  submitted  under  subsection 
(a),  the  Secretary  shall  review  the  plan  and  ap- 
prove it  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is 
consistent  with  and  will  assist  in  implementing 
the  safety  management  system  established  under 
section  3203. 

"(c)  Prohibition  on  vessel  Operation.— A 
vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies  under  sec- 
tion 3202(a)  rruiy  not  be  operated  without  having 
on  board  a  Safety  Management  Certificate  and 
a  copy  of  a  Document  of  Compliance  issued  .for 
the  ve'ssel  under  section  3205  of  this  title. 
"§3205.  Certification 

"(a)  Issuance  of  Certificate  and  Docu- 
ment.—After  verifying  that  the  responsible  per- 
son for  a  vessel  to  which  this  chapter  applies 
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and  the  vessel  comply  with  the  applicable  re- 
quirements under  this  chapter,  the  Secretary 
shall  issue  for  the  vessel,  on  request  of  the  re- 
sponsible person,  a  Safety  .Management  Certifi- 
cate and  a  Document  of  Compliance. 

■■(b>  .M.ilSTESASCE  OF  CERTIFICATE  ASD  DOCU- 
MEST.—A  Safety  Management  Certificate  and  a 
Document  of  Compliance  issued  for  a  vessel 
under  this  section  shall  be  maintained  by  the  re- 
sponsible person  for  the  vessel  as  required  by  the 
Secretary. 

YO  Verification  of  Compliance.— The  Sec- 
retary shall— 

"(1)  periodically  review  whether  a  responsible 
person  having  a  safety  management  plan  ap- 
proved under  section  3204(b)  and  each  vessel  to 
which  the  plan  applies  is  complying  with  the 
plan,  and 

"(2)  revoke  the  Secretary's  approval  of  the 
plan  and  each  Safety  .Management  Certificate 
and  Document  of  Compliance  issued  to  the  per- 
son for  a  vessel  to  which  the  plan  applies,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  the  person  or  a  vessel 
to  which  the  plan  applies  has  not  complied  with 
the  plan. 

"Id)  ESFORCE»EST.—At  the  request  of  the 
Secretary,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
withhold  or  revoke  the  clearance  required  by 
section  4197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46  App. 
use.  91)  of  a  vessel  that  is  subject  to  this 
chapter  under  section  3202(a)  of  this  title  or  to 
the  International  Safety  Management  Code,  if 
the  vessel  does  not  have  on  board  a  Safety  Man- 
agement Certificate  and  a  copy  of  a  Document 
of  Compliance  for  the  vessel.  Clearance  may  be 
granted  on  filing  a  bond  or  other  surety  satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary.  '. 

(b)  Clerical  i4.M£.VDM£.vr.— T/ie  table  of 
chapters  at  the  beginning  of  subtitle  II  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  chapter  31  the  follow- 
ing 
"32.  Maruigement  ofoemeU 3201". 

(C)  STIDY.— 

(I)  STVDY.  —  The  Secretary  of  Transportation 
shall  conduct,  m  cooperation  with  the  owners, 
charterers,  and  rnanagmg  operators  of  vessels 
documented  under  chapter  121  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  and  other  interested  persons,  a 
study  of  the  methods  that  may  be  used  to  imple- 
ment and  enforce  the  International  Manage- 
ment Code  for  the  Safe  (Jperation  of  Ships  and 
for  Pollution  Prevention  under  chapter  IX  of 
the  Annex  to  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea.  1974. 

12)  Report.  — The  Secretary  shall  submit  to 
the  Corigress  a  report  of  the  results  of  the  study 
required  under  paragraph  (1)  before  the  earlier 
of- 

(A)  the  date  that  final  regulations  are  pre- 
scribed under  section  3203  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code  (as  enacted  by  .lubsectwn  (a));  or 

(B)  the  date  that  is  I  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  .Act. 

SEC.  503.  LSE  OF  REPORTS.  DOCUME.\TS. 
RECORDS,  4.VD  EXA-WNATIOSS  OF 
OTHER  PERSO.SS. 

(a)  Reports.   Doct.\.tE\Ts.   a\d  Records  — 
Chapter  31  of  title  46.   United  States  Code,   is 
amended  bu  adding  the  following  new  section 
"§3103.     Ute     of    reports,     document*,     and 

rtcorda 

"The  Secretary  may  rely,  as  evidence  of  com- 
pliance with  this  subtitle,  on — 

"(II  reports,  documents,  and  records  of  other 
persons  who  have  been  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary to  be  reliable:  and 

"(2)  other  methods  the  Secretary  has  deter- 
mined to  be  reliable.". 

(b)  CLERICAL  AMESDMENT.—The  table  of  sec- 
tions for  chapter  31  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"3103.  Use  of  reports,  documents,  and  records.". 


(c)  Examinations.— Section  330S  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or 
have  examined"  after  "examine". 
SEC.  504.  EQUIPMENT  APPROVAL. 

(a)  In  general.— Section  3306(b)  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(b)(1)  Equipment  and  material  subject  to  reg- 
ulation under  this  section  may  not  be  used  on 
any  vessel  without  prior  approval  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

"(2)  Except  with  respect  to  use  on  a  public 
vessel,  the  Secretary  may  treat  an  approval  of 
equipment  or  materials  by  a  foreign  government 
as  approval  by  the  Secretary  for  purposes  of 
paragraph  (1)  if  the  Secretary  determines  that— 

"(A)  the  design  standards  and  testing  proce- 
dures used  by  that  government  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  International  Convention  for  the 
Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1974: 

"(B)  the  approval  of  the  equipment  or  mate- 
rial by  the  foreign  government  will  secure  the 
safety  of  individuals  and  property  on  board  ves- 
sels subject  to  inspection:  and 

"(C)  for  Ufesaving  equipment,  the  foreign  gov- 
ernment- 

"(i)  has  given  equivalent  treatment  to  approv- 
als of  Ufesaving  equipment  by  the  Secretary: 
and 

"(ii)  otherwise  ensures  that  Ufesaving  equip- 
ment approved  by  the  Secretary  may  be  used  on 
vessels  that  are  documented  and  subject  to  in- 
spection under  the  laws  of  that  country.". 

(b)  Foreign  approvals.— The  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  in  consultation  with  other  in- 
terested Federal  agencies,  shall  work  with  for- 
eign governments  to  have  those  governments  aj>- 
prove  the  use  of  the  same  equipment  and  mate- 
rials on  vessels  documented  under  the  laws  of 
those  countries  that  the  Secretary  requires  on 
United  States  documented  vessels. 

(c)  Technical  Amendment.— Section 
3306(a)(4)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "clauses  (l)-(3)"  and  in- 
serting "paragraphs  (I).  (2).  and  (3)". 

SEC.  SOS.  FREQUENCY  OF  INSPECTION. 

(a)  Freque.\cy  of  I.'^spection,  Generally.— 
Section  3307  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  m  paragraph  (1)— 

(A\  by  striking  "nautical  school  vessel"  and 
inserting  ".  nautical  school  vessel,  and  small 
passenger  vessel  allowed  to  carry  more  than  12 
passengers  on  a  foreign  voyage":  and 

(B)  by  adding  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 
the  end: 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  (2)  and  redesignat- 
ing paragraph  (3)  as  paragraph  (2):  and 

(3)  m  paragraph  (2)  (as  so  redesignated),  by 
striking  "2  years"  and  inserting  "5  years". 

(b)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT —Section  3710(b) 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  "24  months"  and  inserting  "5  years". 
SEC.  S06.  CERTIFICATE  OF  INSPECTION. 

Section  3309(c)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended  by  striking  "(but  not  more  than  60 
days)". 

SEC.  507.  DELEGATION  OF  AiTHORITY  OF  SEC 
RETARY  TO  CLASSIFICATION  SOCI 
ETIES. 

(a)  AUTHORITY  To  DELEGATE— Section  3316  of 
title  46,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  subsections  (a)  and  (d): 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  as 
subsections  (a)  and  (b),  respectively:  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (b),  as  so  redesignated,  by— 

(A)  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 
(3):  and 

(B)  striking  so  much  of  the  subsection  as  pre- 
cedes paragraph  (3),  as  so  redesignated,  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(b)(1)  The  Secretary  may  delegate  to  the 
American  Bureau  of  Shipping  or  another  classi- 
fication society  recognised  by  the  Secretary  as 


meeting  acceptable  standards  for  such  a  society, 
for  a  vessel  documented  or  to  be  documented 
under  chapter  121  of  this  title,  the  authority 
to— 

"(A)  review  and  approve  plans  required  for  is- 
suing a  certificate  of  inspection  required  by  this 
part: 

"(B)  conduct  inspections  and  examinations: 
and 

"(C)  issue  a  certificate  of  inspection  required 
by  this  part  and  other  related  documents. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  may  make  a  delegation 
under  paragraph  (1)  to  a  foreig.:  classification 
soaety  only — 

"(A)  to  the  extent  that  the  government  of  the 
foreign  country  in  which  the  society  is 
headquartered  delegates  authority  and  provides 
access  to  the  American  Bureau  of  Shipping  to 
inspect,  certify,  and  provide  related  services  to 
vessels  documented  m  that  country:  and 

"(B)  if  the  foreign  classification  soaety  has 
offices  and  maintains  records  in  the  United 
States.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  The  heading  for  section  3316  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"$3316.  Claasification  tocietiet". 

(2)  The  tabic  of  sections  for  chapter  33  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
the  item  relating  to  section  3316  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"3316  Classification  societies." 
TITLE  VI—DOCUMESTATION  OF  VESSELS 
SEC.  601    AITHORITY  TO  ISSUE  COASTWISE  EN- 
DORSE.HE.\TS. 

Section  12106  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(g)  A  coastwise  endorsement  may  be  issued 
for  a  vessel  that— 

"(1)  is  less  than  200  gross  tons: 

"(2)  is  eligible  for  documentation: 

"(3)  was  built  in  the  United  States:  and 

"(4)  was — 

"(A)  sold  foreign  in  whole  or  m  part:  or 

"(B)  placed  under  foreign  registry.". 
SEC.  602.  VESSEL  DOCUMENTATION  FOR  CHARITY 
CRUISES. 

(a)  AUTHORITY  To  Document  Vessels.— 

(1)  In  general —Notwithstanding  section  27 
of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920  (46  .1pp. 
U.S.C.  883),  the  Act  of  June  19,  1886  (46  App. 
U.S.C.  289),  and  section  12106  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  and  sub)ect  to  paragraph  (2),  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  may  issue  a  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  with  a  coastwise  endorse- 
ment for  each  of  the  following  vessels: 

(A)  GALLANT  LADY  (Feadship  hull  number 
645,  approximately  130  feet  in  length). 

(B)  GALLANT  LADY  (Feadship  hull  number 
651,  approximately  172  feet  in  length). 

(2)  Limitation  on  operation— Coastwise 
trade  authorized  under  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation issued  for  a  vessel  under  this  section 
"hall  be  limited  to  carriage  of  passengers  m  as- 
sociation with  contributions  to  charitable  orga- 
nisations no  portion  of  which  is  received,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel. 

(3)  Condition.— The  Secretary  may  not  issue 
any  certificate  of  documentation  under  para- 
graph (1)  unless  the  owner  of  the  vessel  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  (m  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  "owner"),  withm  90  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  submits  to  the 
Secretary  a  letter  expressing  the  intent  of  the 
owner  to  enter  into  a  contract  before  October  1, 
1996,  for  construction  m  the  United  States  of  a 
passenger  vessel  of  at  least  130  feet  in  length. 

(4)  Effective  date  of  certificates —A  cer- 
tificate of  documentation  issued  under  para- 
graph (D— 

(A)  for  the  vessel  referred  to  m  paragraph 
(1)(A),  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  issuance 
of  the  certificate,  and 
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(B)  for  the  vessel  referred  to  m  paragraph 
(1)(B).  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  delivery 
of  the  vessel  to  the  owner. 

(b)  Termination  of  Effectiveness  of  Cer- 
tificates.—a  certificate  of  documentation  is- 
sued for  a  vessel  under  section  (a)(1)  shall  ex- 
pire— 

(1)  on  the  date  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  by  the 
owner: 

(2)  on  October  1.  1996.  if  the  owner  has  not  en- 
tered into  a  contract  for  construction  of  a  vessel 
m  accordance  with  the  letter  of  intent  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  under  subsection  (a)(3),  and 

(3)  on  any  date  on  which  such  a  contract  is 
breached,  rescinded,  or  terminated  (other  than 
for  completion  of  performance  of  the  contract) 
by  the  owner. 

SEC.  603.  EXTE.NSION  OF  DEADUNE  FOR  CONVER- 
SION OF  VESSEL  M/V  TWIN  DRILL 
Section  601(d)  of  Public  Law  103  206  (107  Stat. 
2445)  IS  amended— 

(1)  m  paragraph  (3),  by  striking  "1995"  and 
inserting  "1996":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  striking  "12"  and  in- 
serting "24" 

SEC.    604.    DOCUhfENTATION    OF    VESSEL    RAIN- 
BOWS END 

Notwithstanding  section  27  of  the  Merchant 
.Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C.  883).  the  Act  of 
June  19.  1886  (46  App.  U.S.C.  289).  and  sections 
12106,  12107,  and  12108  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  may  issue 
a  certificate  of  documentation  with  appropriate 
endorsements  for  employment  m  the  coastwise 
trade.  Great  Lakes  trade,  and  the  fisheries  for 
the  lesic/  RAINBOWS  END  (official  number 
1026899:  hull  identification  number 

MYI3708C787). 
SEC.  605.  DOCUMENTATION  OF  VESSEL  GLEAM. 

.\'otutlhstanding  section  27  of  the  .Merchant 
.Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C.  883).  the  Act  of 
June  19.  1886  (46  .4pp.  U.S.C.  289).  and  section 
12106  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  may  issue  a  certificate 
of  documentation  with  appropriate  endorsement 
for  employment  m  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  GLEAM  (United  States  official  number 
921594). 

SEC.    606     DOCUMENTATION   OF    VARIOUS    VES- 
SELS. 

(a)  Is  Gesehal  -  Notwithstanding  section  27 
of  the  Merchant  .Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App. 
U.S.C  883).  the  Act  of  June  19.  1886  (46  App. 
U.S.C  289).  the  Act  of  May  28.  1906  (46  .App. 
use.  292),  and  sections  12106,  12107,  and  12108 
vf  title  46,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of 
the  department  m  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  op- 
erating may  issue  a  certificate  of  documentation 
with  appropriate  endorsements  for  each  of  the 
vessels  listed  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Vessels  Described —The  vessels  referred 
to  m  subsection  (a)  are  the  following: 

(1)  ANNAPOLIS  (United  States  official  num- 
ber 999008). 

(2)  CHESAPEAKE  (United  States  official 
number  999010). 

(3)  CONSORT  (United  States  official  number 
999005). 

(4)  CURTIS  BAY  (United  States  official  num- 
ber 999007). 

(5)  HAMPTON  ROADS  (United  States  official 
number  999009). 

(6)  JA.MESTOWN  (United  States  official  num- 
ber 999006). 

SEC.  607.  DOCUMENTATION  OF  4  B.KRGES. 

(a)  Is  General.  -Notwithstanding  section  27 
of  the  Merchant  .Marine  Act,  1920  (46  App. 
use.  883).  section  1  of  the  Act  of  May  28.  1906 
(46  App  use.  292).  and  section  12106  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation may  issue  a  certificate  of  documenta- 
tion uith  appropriate  endorsements  for  each  of 
the  ves.sels  listed  m  subsection  (b). 

(b)  VE.'iSELs  Described.— The  vessels  referred 
to   in   subsection   (a)   are  4   barges   owned   by 


McLean  Contracting  Company  (a  corporation 
organised  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Mary- 
land) and  numbered  by  that  company  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  Barge  76  (official  number  1030612). 

(2)  Barge  77  (official  number  1030613). 

(3)  Barge  78  (official  number  1030614). 

(4)  Barge  100  (official  number  1030615) 
TITLE  VII— TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING 

AMENDMENTS 

SEC.   701    amendment  OF  INLAND  NAVIGATION 
RULES. 

Section  2  of  the  Inland  Navigational  Rules 
Act  of  1980  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  Rule  9(e)(1)  (33  U.S.C. 
2009(e)(1))  to  read  as  follows: 

"(i)  In  a  narrow  channel  or  fairway  when 
overtaking,  the  power-driven  vessel  intending  to 
overtake  another  power-driven  vessel  shall  indi- 
cate her  intention  by  sounding  the  appropriate 
signal  prescribed  m  Rule  34(c)  and  take  steps  to 
permit  safe  passing.  The  power-driven  vessel 
being  overtaken,  if  in  agreement,  shall  sound 
the  same  signal  and  may.  if  specifically  agreed 
to  take  steps  to  permit  safe  passing.  If  m  doubt 
she  shall  sound  the  danger  signal  prescribed  in 
Rule  34(d).": 

(2)  in  Rule  15(b)  (33  U.S.C.  2015(b))  by  insert- 
ing "power-driven"  after  "Secretary,  a": 

(3)  m  Rule  23(a)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  2023(a)(1))  after 
"masthead  light  forward":  by  striking  "except 
that  a  vessel  of  less  than  20  meters  in  length 
need  not  exhibit  this  light  forward  of  amidships 
but  shall  exhibit  it  as  far  forward  as  is  prac- 
ticable:". 

(4)  by  amending  Rule  24(f)  (33  U.S.C.  2024(f)) 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(f)  Provided  that  any  number  of  vessels  being 
towed  alongside  or  pushed  in  a  group  shall  be 
lighted  as  one  vessel,  except  as  provided  m 
paragraph  (iii)— 

"(I)  a  vessel  being  pushed  ahead,  not  being 
part  of  a  composite  unit,  shall  exhibit  at  the  for- 
ward end,  sidelights  and  a  special  flashing 
light, 

"(II)  a  vessel  being  towed  alongside  shall  ex- 
hibit a  sternlight  and  at  the  forward  end, 
sidelights  and  a  special  flashing  light,  and 

"(111)  when  vessels  are  towed  alongside  on 
both  sides  of  the  towing  vessels  a  stern  light 
shall  be  exhibited  on  the  stern  of  the  outboard 
vessel  on  each  side  of  the  towing  vessel,  and  a 
single  set  of  sidelights  as  far  forward  and  as  far 
outboard  as  is  practicable,  and  a  single  speaal 
flashing  light.": 

(5)  m  Rule  26  (33  U.S.C  2026)— 

(A)  m  each  of  subsections  (b)(i)  and  (c)(i)  by 
striking  "a  vessel  of  less  than  20  meters  m 
length  may  instead  of  this  shape  exhibit  a  bas- 
ket:": and 

(B)  by  amending  subsection  (d)  to  read  as  fol- 
lows 

"(d)  The  additional  signals  described  m 
Annex  II  to  these  Rules  apply  to  a  vessel  en- 
gaged in  fishing  m  close  proximity  to  other  ves- 
sels engaged  m  fishing. ".  and 

(6)  by  amending  Rule  34(h)  (33  U.S.C.  2034)  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(h)  A  vessel  that  reaches  agreement  with  an- 
other vessel  in  a  head-on.  crossing,  or  overtak- 
ing situation,  as  for  example,  by  using  the  ra- 
diotelephone as  prescribed  by  the  Vessel  Bridge- 
to-Bridge  Radiotelephone  Act  (85  Stat.  164:  33 
U.S.C.  1201  et  seq).  is  not  obliged  to  sound  the 
whistle  signals  prescribed  by  this  rule,  but  may 
do  so.  If  agreement  is  not  reached,  then  whistle 
signals  shall  be  exchanged  m  a  timely  manner 
and  shall  prevail. ". 
SEC  702.  MEASUREMENT  OF  VESSELS. 

Section  14104  o)  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  redesignating  the  existing  text  after 
the  section  heading  as  subsection  la)  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(b)  If  a  statute  allows  for  an  alternate  ton- 
nage to  be  prescribed  under   this  section,   the 


Secretary  may  prescribe  it  by  regulation.  The  al- 
ternate tonnage  shall,  to  the  rruiximum  extent 
possible,  be  equivalent  to  the  statutorily  estab- 
lished tonnage.  Until  an  alternate  tonnage  is 
prescribed,  the  statutorily  established  tonnage 
shall  apply  to  vessels  measured  under  chapter 
143  or  chapter  145  of  this  title  ". 
SEC.  703  LONGSHORE  A.\D  HARBOR  WORKERS 
COMPENSATIO.W 

Section  3(d)(3)(B)  of  the  Longshore  and  Har- 
bor Workers'  Compensation  Act  (33  U.S.C. 
903(d)(3)(B))  IS  amended  by  inserting  after 
"1,600  tons  gross"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  704.  RADIOTELEPHONE  REQUIREMENTS. 

Section  4(al(2)  of  the  Vessel  Bridge-to-Bridge 
Radiotelephone  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1203(a)(2))  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "one  hundred  gross 
tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title.". 
SEC.  70S.  VESSEL  OPERATING  REQUIREMENTS. 

Section  4(a)(3)  of  the  Ports  and  Waterways 
Safety  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1223(a)(3))  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  "300  gross  tons"  the  following: 
"as  measured  under  section  14502  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonriage 
measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  14104 
of  that  title". 
SEC.  70S.  MERCHANT  MARINE  ACT,  I9t0. 

Section  27A  of  the  .Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920 
(46  U.S.C.  App.  883-1).  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  "five  hundred  gross  tons"  the  following 
"as  measured  under  section  14502  of  title  46, 
United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage 
measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  14104 
of  that  title," 
SEC.  707.  MERCHANT  MARINE  ACT.  1956. 

Section  2  of  the  Act  of  June  14.  1956  (46  U.S.C. 
App.  883a),  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "five 
hundred  gross  tons"  the  following  "as  meas- 
ured under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured 
under  section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  ht/ 
the  Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  70S.  MARITIME  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING. 

Section  1302(4)(A)  of  the  Merchant  .Marine 
.Act,  1936  (46  use.  App.  1295a(4)(a))  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  "1.000  gross  tons  or  more" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46,  United  Slates  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  709.  GENERAL  DEFINmONS. 

Section  2101  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (13).  by  inserting  after  "15 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title", 

(2)  in  paragraph  (13a),  by  inserting  after 
"3,500  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  rrwasured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(3)  171  paragraph  (19),  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  in  paragraph  (22),  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
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section  14S02  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  tfiat  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(■5)  in  paragraph  (30)(A>.  by  inserting  after 
"500  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(6)  m  paragraph  (32).  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(7)  m  paragraph  (33).  by  inserting  after  "300 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(8)  m  paragraph  (35).  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons'  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

<9)  m  paragraph  (42).  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  toris"  each  place  it  appears,  the  following: 
"as  measured  under  section  14502  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage 
measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  14104 
of  that  title". 

SEC.  no.  AVTHORTTY  TO  EXEHPT  CEHTAIS  VES- 
SELS. 

Section  2113  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  m  paragraph  (4),  by  inserting  after  "at 
least  100  gross  tons  but  less  than  300  gross  tons" 
the  following  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title":  and 

(2)  m  paragraph  (5).  by  iriserting  after  "at 
least  100  gross  tons  but  less  than  500  gross  tons" 
the  following  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  thai  title" 

SEC.  711.  INSPECTION  OF  VESSELS. 

Section  3302  of  title  46.  United  Stales  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  m  subsection  (c)(1).  by  inserting  after 
"5.000  gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(3)  m  subsection  (c)(3).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  m  subsection  (c)(4)(.A).  by  inserting  after 
"500  gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(5)  in  subsection  (d)(1).  by  inserting  after  "150 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured   under  section 


14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(6)  in  subsection  (i)(l)(A).  by  inserting  after 
"300  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(7)  in  subsection  (i).  by  inserting  after  "15 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  undci  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  7/2.  REGULATIONS. 

Section  3306  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (h).  by  inserting  after  "at 
least  100  gross  tons  but  less  than  300  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title":  and 

(2)  m  subsection  (t),  by  inserting  after  "at 
least  100  gross  tons  but  less  than  500  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  713.  PENALTIES-INSPECTION  OF  VESSELS. 

Section  3318  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  171  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  rneasured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(2)  m  subsection  (j)(l).  by  inserting  after 
"1.600  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  714.  APPUCATION—TANK  VESSELS. 

Section  3702  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  m  subsection  (b)(1).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(2)  m  subsection  (c).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title",  and 

(3)  m  subsection  (d).  by  in.tertmg  after  "5.000 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title" 

SEC.   7/5.  TANK  VESSEL  CONSTRUCTION  STAND- 
ARDS. 

Section  3703a  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  m  subsection  (b)(2).  by  inserting  after 
"5.000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(2)  m  subsection  (c)(2).  by  inserting  after 
"5.000  gross  tons"  each  place  it  appears  the  fol- 
lowing "as  measured  under  section  14502  of  title 
46.  United  Slates  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage 
measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  14104 
of  that  title": 


(3)  in  subsection  (c)(3)(A).  by  inserting  after 
"15.000  gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  in  subsection  (c)(3)(B).  by  inserting  after 
"30.000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  mea.iured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title",  and 

(5)  m  .lubsection  (cl(3HC).  by  inserting  after 
"30.000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  bv  the 
Secretary  under  •icctwn  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  7 IS.  TANKER  MINIMUM  STANDARDS. 

Section  3707  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  after  "10.000 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title",  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  inserting  after  "10.000 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  "Sionnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.    7/7.   SELF  PROPELLED  TANK  VESSEL  MINI- 
MI M  STA.\DARDS. 

Section  3708  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "10.000  gro.is  tons" 
the  following  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title" 

SEC.       718.       DEFINmON—ABANDONME.\T       OF 
BARGES. 

Section  4701(1)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  7/9.  APPLICATION— LOAD  UNBS. 

Section  5102(b)  of  title  46,  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  inserting  after  "5.000 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (5).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (10).  by  inserting  after  "150 
gross  tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title" 

SEC.  720.  LICE.\SI.\C  OF  INDIVIDUALS. 

Section  7101(e)(3)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "1.600  gross 
tons"  the  following  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  721.  ABLE  SEAMEN— LIMITED. 

Section  7308  o!  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross  tons"  the 


following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  ton- 
nage measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title 
as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  722.  ABLE  SEAMEN— OFFSHORE  SUPPLY  VES- 
SELS, 

Section  7310  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  iriserting  after  "500  gross  tons"  the 
following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  ton- 
nage measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title 
as  prescribed  by  the  .Secretary  under  .'iection 
14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.    723.    SCALE    OF   EMPLOYMENT— ABLE    SEA 
MEN. 

Section  7312  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (b).  by  inserting  after  "1.600 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(2)  in  subsection  (Oil),  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

(3)  in  subsection  (d).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  in  subsection  (f)(1),  by  inserting  after 
"5,000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(5)  m  subsection  (f)(2).  by  inserting  after 
"5,000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United  Stales 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC,  72<.  GENERAL  REQUIREMENTS— ENGINE  DE- 
PARTMENT 

Section  7313(a)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code, 
IS  amended  by  in.serting  after  "100  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title" - 
SEC.  725.  COMPLEMENT  OF  INSPECTED  VESSELS. 

Section  SlOUh)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14.J02  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  726.  WATCHMEN. 

Section  8102(b)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  727.  CITIZENSHIP  AND  NAVAL  RESERVE  RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

Section  8103(b)(3)(.A)  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "1,600  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  728.  WATCHES. 

Section  8104  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 

amended— 


(!)  in  subsection  (b).  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(2)  in  subsection  (dl.  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  and  after  "5.000  gross  tons"  the  fol- 
lowing: "as  measured  under  section  14502  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage 
measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  14104 
of  that  title": 

(3)  m  subsection  (l)(J),  by  inserting  after 
"1.600  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  m  subsection  (m)(l).  by  inserting  after 
"1.600  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(5)  in  subsection  (o)(l).  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(6)  in  subsection  (o)(2),  by  inserting  after  "500 
gross  toris"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  nf  that  title". 

SEC.  729.  MINIMUM  NUMBER  OF  UCENSED  INDI- 
VIDUALS. 
Section  8301  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(2),  by  inserting  after 
"1,000  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14.502  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title": 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(3).  by  inserting  after  "at 
least  200  gross  tons  but  less  than  1,000  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title": 

(3)  in  subsection  (a)(4).  by  inserting  after  "at 
least  100  gross  tons  but  less  than  200  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  rrwasured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title": 

(4)  m  subsection  (a)(5).  by  inserting  after  "300 
gross  toris"  the  following:  "as  rneasured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title",  and 

(5)  m  subsection  (b).  by  inserting  after  "200 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC  730.  OFFICERS-  COMPETENCY  CERTIFICATES 
CONVENTION. 
Section  8304(b)(4)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "200  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  731.  MERCHANT  MARINERS'  DOCUMENTS  RE- 
QUIRED. 

Section  8701  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 
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(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following,  "as  rneasured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(6),  by  iriserting  after 
"1,600  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  732.  CERTAIN  CREW  REQUIREMENTS. 

Section  8702  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  after  "100 
gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under 
section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or 
an  alternate  tonnage  measured  under  section 
14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
under  section  14104  of  that  title":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(6).  by  inserting  after 
"1.600  gross  tons"  the  following:  "as  measured 
under  section  14502  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  rneasured  under 
section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescnt>ed  by  the 
Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  733.  FREIGHT  VESSELS. 

Section  8901  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  iriserting  after  "lOO  gross  toris"  the 
following:  "as  rneasured  under  section  14502  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate  ton- 
nage measured  under  section  14302  of  that  title 
as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  734.  EXEMPTIONS. 

Section  8905(b)  of  title  46.  United  States  Code. 
IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "200  gross  tons" 
the  following:  "as  measured  under  section  14502 
of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alternate 
tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of  that 
title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section 
14104  of  that  title". 

SBC.    73S.    UNITED   STATES   REGISTERED    PILOT 
SERVICE. 

Section  9303(a)(2)  of  title  46,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "4,000  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC,      736.     DEFINTTIONS— MERCHANT     SEAMEN 
PROTECTION. 

Section  10101(4)(B)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "1,600  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.    737.    APPUCATION— FOREIGN   AND    INTER- 
COASTAL  VOYAGES. 

Section  10301(a)(2)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "75  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  738.  APPUCATION— COASTWISE  VOYAGES. 

Section  10501(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "50  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title" . 
SEC.  739.  FISHING  AGREEMENTS. 

Section  10601(a)(1)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  iriserting  after  "20  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
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that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 

sectiori  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  740.  ACCOMMODATIOSS  FOR  SEAMEN. 

Section  11101(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

^C.  741   .MEDICINE  CHESTS. 

Section  11102(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "75  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 

SEC.  742.  LOGBOOK  AND  ENTRY  REQUIREMENTS. 

Section  11301(a)(2)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  inserting  after  "100  gross 
tons"  the  following:  "as  measured  under  section 
14502  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  or  an  alter- 
nate tonnage  measured  under  section  14302  of 
that  title  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under 
section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  743.  COASTWISE  ENDORSEMENTS. 

Section  12106(c)(1)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  amended  by  striking  "two  hundred 
gross  tons"  and  inserting  "200  gross  tons  as 
measured  under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United 
Stales  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured 
under  section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  744.  FISHERY  ENDORSEMENTS. 

Section  12108(c)(1)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "two  hundred 
gross  tons"  and  inserting  "200  gross  tons  as 
measured  under  section  14502  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  or  an  alternate  tonnage  measured 
under  section  14302  of  that  title  as  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  under  section  14104  of  that  title". 
SEC.  745.  CLERICAL  AMENDMENT. 

Chapter  121  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  first  section  12123:  and 

(2)  m  the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
the  chapter  by  striking  the  first  item  relating  to 
section  12123.  ^ 

SEC.    746.    REPEAL   OF  GREAT  LAKES  ENDORSE 
MENTS. 

(a)  REPEAL.— Section  12107  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(b)  COSFORMISG  AMESDMESTS.— 

(1)  The  analysis  at  the  beginning  of  chapter 
121  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  the  item  relating  to  section  12107. 

(2)  Section  12101(b)(3)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code.  IS  repealed. 

(3)  Section  4370(a)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  (46  App.  U.S.C.  316(a))  is 
amended  by  striking  "or  12107". 

(4)  Section  2793  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  (46  App.  U.S.C.  HI.  123)  U  amend- 
ed- 

(A)  by  striking  "coastwise.  Great  Lakes  en- 
dorsement" and  all  that  follows  through  "for- 
eign ports."  and  inserting  "registry  endorse- 
ment, engaged  in  foreign  trade  on  the  Great 
Lakes  or  their  tributary  or  connecting  waters  m 
trade  with  Canada.":  and 

(B)  by  striking  ".  as  if  from  or  to  foreign 
ports". 

SEC.  7<7.  CONVENTION  TONNAGE  FOR  UCENSES, 
CERTIFICATES.  A.\X>  DOCUMENTS. 

(a)    AUTHomrY    To    Use   Cosvestios   Ton- 
sage— Chapter    75   of  title  46.    United   States 
Code.  IS  amended  hv  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing 
"$7506.  Convention  tonnage  for  lieenaet,  cer- 

tifieatet,  and  document* 
Notwithstanding    any    provision    of  section 
14302(c)    or    14305   of  this    title,    the   Secretary 
may— 


"(1)  evaluate  the  service  of  an  individual  who 
is  applying  for  a  license,  a  certificate  of  registry. 
or  a  merchant  mariner's  document  by  using  the 
tonnage  as  measured  under  chapter  143  of  this 
title  for  the  vessels  on  which  that  service  was 
acquired,  and 

"(2)  issue  the  license,  certificate,  or  document 
based  on  that  service.". 

(b)  Clerical  AMENDUEsr.—The  analysis  to 
chapter  75  of  title  46.   United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  a  new  item  as  follows: 
"7506.  Convention  tonnage  for  licenses,  certifi- 
cates, and  document.'<" 

TITLE  Vm— COAST  GUARD  AUXILIARY 
AMENDMEMTS 
SSC.     801.     ADMI.\'ISTRATION     OF     THE     COAST 
GUARD  AUXILIARY. 

(a)  Is  General —Section  821  of  title  14.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows 
"§821.    Adminittration    of  the    CoaM    Guard 

Auxiliary 

"(a)  The  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  is  a  non- 
military  organization  administered  by  the  Com- 
mandant under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary. 
For  command,  control,  and  administrative  pur- 
poses, the  Auxiliary  shall  include  such  organi- 
zational elements  and  units  as  are  approved  by 
the  Commandant,  including  but  not  limited  to,  a 
national  board  and  staff  (to  be  knoum  as  the 
'Auxiliary  headquarters  unit'),  districts,  re- 
gions, divisions,  flotillas,  and  other  organiza- 
tional elements  and  units.  The  Auxiliary  organi- 
zation and  its  officers  shall  have  such  rights, 
privileges,  powers,  and  duties  as  may  be  granted 
to  them  by  the  Commandant,  corisistent  with 
this  title  and  other  applicable  provisioris  of  law. 
The  Commandant  may  delegate  to  officers  of  the 
Auxiliary  the  authority  vested  in  the  Com- 
mandant by  this  section,  in  the  manner  and  to 
the  extent  the  Commandant  considers  necessary 
or  appropriate  for  the  functioning,  organiza- 
tion, and  internal  administration  of  the  Auxil- 
iary. 

"(b)  Each  organizational  element  or  unit  of 
the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary  organization  (but  ex- 
cluding any  corporation  formed  by  an  organiza- 
tional element  or  unit  of  the  Auxiliary  under 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section),  shall,  except 
when  acting  outside  the  scope  of  section  822.  at 
all  times  be  deemed  to  be  an  instrumentality  of 
the  United  .'states,  for  purposes  of— 

"(1)  chapter  26  of  title  28  (popularly  known  as 
the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act): 

"(2)  section  2733  of  title  10  (popularly  known 
as  the  Military  Claims  Act): 

"(3)  the  Act  of  March  3.  1925  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
781-790:  popularly  known  as  the  Public  Vessels 
Act): 

"(4)  the  Act  of  March  9.  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
741-752:  popularly  knoum  as  the  Suits  in  Admi- 
ralty Act): 

"(5)  the  Act  of  June  19.  1948  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
740:  popularly  known  as  the  Admiralty  Exten- 
sion Act),  and 

"(6)  other  matters  related  to  noncontractual 
civil  liability. 

"(c)  The  national  board  of  the  .Auxiliary,  and 
any  Auxiliary  district  or  region,  may  form  a  cor- 
poration under  State  law  in  accordance  with 
policies  established  by  the  Commandant.  ". 

(b)  Clerical  A.MBSOMEST.-The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  23  of  title  14. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the 
item  relating  to  section  821,  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"821.  Administration  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxil- 
iary.". 
SEC.  80S.  PURPOSE  OF  THE  COAST  GUARD  AUXIL- 
IARY. 

(a)  Is  General —Section  822  of  title  14.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows 
'§822.  Purpose  of  the  Coaat  Guard  Auxiliary 

"The  purpose  of  the  Auxiliary  is  to  assist  the 
Coast  Guard  as  authorized  by  the  Commandant, 


m  performing  any  Coast  Guard  function,  power, 
duty,  role,  mission,  or  operation  authorized  by 
law.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  23  of  title  14. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the 
Item  relating  to  section  822  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"822.  Purpose  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary.". 
SEC.  803.  MEMBERS  OF  THE  AUXILIARY:  STATUS. 

(a)  In  General— Section  823  of  title  14.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  m  the  heading  by  adding  ",  and  ttatuM" 
after  "enrollment*": 

(2)  by  inserting  "(a)"  before  "The  Auxiliary": 
and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(b)  A  member  of  the  Coast  Guard  .Auxiliary 
is  not  a  Federal  employee  except  for  the  follow- 
ing purposes: 

"(1)  Chapter  26  of  title  28  (popularly  known 
as  the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act). 

"(2)  Section  2733  of  title  10  (popularly  known 
as  the  Military  Claims  Act). 

"(3)  The  Act  of  March  3.  1925  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
781-790:  popularly  known  as  the  Public  Vessel 
Act). 

"(4)  The  Act  of  March  9,  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
741-752:  popularly  known  as  the  Suits  in  Admi- 
ralty Act). 

"(5)  The  Act  of  June  19.  1948  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
740:  popularly  known  as  the  Admiralty  Exten- 
sion Act). 

"(6)  Other  matters  related  to  noncontractual 
avil  liability. 

"(7)  Compensation  for  work  injuries  under 
chapter  81  of  title  5. 

"(8)  The  resolution  of  claims  relating  to  dam- 
age to  or  loss  of  personal  property  of  the  member 
incident  to  service  under  section  3721  of  title  31 
(popularly  known  as  the  Military  Personnel  and 
Civilian  Employees'  Claims  Act  of  1964). 

"(c)  A  member  of  the  .Auxiliary,  while  as- 
signed to  duty,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  person 
acting  under  an  officer  of  the  United  States  or 
an  agency  thereof  for  purposes  of  section 
1442(a)(1)  of  title  28.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  23  of  title  14, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the 
item  relating  to  section  823  and  insertinq  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"823  Eligibility,  enrollments,  and  status.". 
SEC.   804.   ASSIGNMENT  AND   PERFORMANCE  OF 
DUTIES. 

(a)  Travel  and  Subsistence  Expe.'^se.— Sec- 
tion 830(a)  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "specific". 

(b)  .Assignment  of  General  Duties— Section 

831  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  "specific"  each  place  it  appears. 

(c)  Benefits  for  Injury  or  Death. ^Section 

832  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  "specific"  each  place  it  appears. 
SEC.  80S   COOPERATION  WITH  OTHER  AGENCIES. 

STATES,   TERRITORIES.  AND  POLITI- 
CAL SUBDIVISIONS. 

(a)  In  General —Section  141  of  title  14.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  section  heading  and  insert- 
ing the  following 

"§141.  Cooperation  with  other  agenciet, 
Statet,  territoriei,  and  political  lubdivi- 
§ion»"; 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a),  by 
inserting  after  "personnel  and  facilities"  the 
following:  "(including  members  of  the  Auxiliary 
and  facilities  governed  under  chapter  23)":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  the 
following  new  sentence  "The  Commandant  may 
prescribe  conditions,  including  reimbursement, 
under  which  personnel  and  facilities  may  be 
provided  under  this  subsection.". 


(b)  Clerical  amendment— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  7  of  title  14. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the 
Item  relating  to  section  141  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"141.  Cooperation  with  other  agencies.  States, 
territories,   and  political  subdivi- 
sions." 
SEC.  80e.  VESSEL  DEEMED  PUBUC  VESSEL. 

Section  827  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§827.  Vettel  deemed  public  veitel 

"While  assigned  to  authorized  Coast  Guard 
duty,  any  motorboat  or  yacht  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  public  vessel  of  the  United  States  and  a 
vessel  of  the  Coast  Guard  within  the  meaning  of 
sections  646  and  647  of  this  title  and  other  appli- 
cable provisions  of  law. " 
SEC.  807.  AIRCRAFT  DEEMED  PUBUC  AIRCRAFT. 

Section  828  of  title  14.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§828.  Aircraft  deemed  public  aircraft 

"While  assigned  to  authorized  Coast  Guard 
duty,  any  aircraft  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  Coast 
Guard  aircraft,  a  public  vessel  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  vessel  of  the  Coast  Guard  within 
the  meaning  of  sections  646  and  647  of  this  title 
and  other  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Subject 
to  the  provisions  of  sections  823a  and  831  of  this 
title,  while  assigned  to  duty,  qualified  Auxiliary 
pilots  shall  be  deemed  to  be  Coast  Guard  pi- 
lots". 
SEC.  808.  DISPOSAL  OF  CERTAIN  MATERIAL. 

Section  641(a)  of  title  14,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended—^ 

(1)  by  inserting  after  "with  or  without 
charge,"  the  following:  "to  the  Coast  Guard 
Auxiliary,  including  any  incorporated  unit 
thereof.":  and 

(2)  by  striking  "to  any  incorporated  unit  of 
the  Coa,vr  Guard  Auxiliary,". 

The  text  of  the  remainder  of  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  is  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COBLE 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  CoBl.K:  On  page 
5,  line  20.  strike  the  period  and  add  "to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  section  1012(aK5)  of  the 
Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990.". 

At  the  end  of  title  III  (pape  18.  after  line 
12)  add  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.    .    EXTENSION    OF    TOWING    SAFETY    ADVI- 
SORY COMMnTEE. 

Subsection  (e)  of  the  Act  to  establish  a 
Towing  Safely  Advisory  Committee  in  the 
Department  of  Transportation  (33  U  S.C. 
1231a(ei),  is  amended  by  striking  'September 
30,  1995"  and  inserting   'October  1.  2000" 

On  page  25.  strike  line  9  through  page  28. 
line  7.  and  insert  the  following; 
SEC.  40».  VESSEL  FINANCING. 

(a)  Documentation  Citizen  Eligible 
Mortgagee  ^Section  31322(a)(lKD)  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of 
31322(a)(l)(D)(v)  and  inserting  "or"  at  the 
end  of  31322(a)(ll(D)(vi),  and 

(21  by  adding  at  the  end  a  new  subpara- 
graph as  follows: 

"(vih  a  person  eligible  to  own  a  docu- 
mented vessel  under  chapter  121  of  this 
title  " 

(b)  Amendment  to  Trustee  Restric- 
TTOns.— Section  31328(a)  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  31328(a)(3) 
and  inserting  "or  "  at  the  end  of  31328(a)(4), 
and  / 
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(2)  by  adding  at  the  end 
graph  as  follows: 

"(5)  is  a  person  eligible  to  own  a  docu- 
mented vessel  under  "chapter  121  of  this 
title." 

(c)  Lease  Financing— Section  12106  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(e)(1)  .\  certificate  of  documentation  for  a 
vessel  may  be  endorsed  with  a  coastwise  en- 
dorsement if— 

'"(A)  the  vessel  is  eligible  for  documenta- 
tion under  section  12102: 

"(B)  the  person  that  owns  the  vessel,  a  par- 
ent entity  of  that  person  or  a  subsidiary  of  a 
parent  entity  of  that  person,  is  engaged  in 
lease  financing; 

"■(C)  the  vessel  is  under  a  demise  charter  to 
a  person  qualifying  as  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  for  engaging  in  the  coastwise  trade 
under  section  2  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916; 

"(D)  the  demise  charter  is  for— 

"(i)  a  period  of  at  least  3  years;  or 

"(ii)  a  shorter  period  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary;  and 

"(E)  the  vessel  is  otherwise  qualified  under 
this  section  to  be  employed  in  the  coastwise 
trade. 

■•(2)  Upon  default  by  a  bareboat  charterer 
of  a  demise  charter  required  under  paragraph 
(1>(D),  the  coastwise  endorsement  of  the  ves- 
sel may.  in  the  sole  discretion  of  the  Sec- 
retary, be  continued  after  the  termination 
for  default  of  the  demise  charter  for  a  period 
not  to  exceed  6  months  on  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  section  2  of  the  Ship- 
ping Act.  1916.  and  section  12102(a)  of  this 
title,  a  vessel  meeting  the  criteria  of  this 
subsection  is  deemed  to  be  owned  exclusively 
by  citizens  of  the  United  States.". 

(d)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section  9<c) 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916.  as  amended  (46 
App.  use.  808(c))  is  amended  by  inserting 
""12106(e).  "  after  the  word  "sections  "  and  be- 
fore 31322(a)(1)(D). 

On  page  33.  strike  lines  11  through  page  34. 
line  2  and  insert  the  following: 

"(h)  Financing  Re.sponsibility.— 

"(1)  Li.MiTs  ON  LIABILITY —Section 
1004(aKl)  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (33 
use.  2704'aKl))  is  amended  by  striking  "for 
a  tank  vessel."  and  inserting  '"for  a  tank  ves- 
sel carrying  oil  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  cargo  res- 
idue (except  a  tank  vessel  on  which  the  only 
oil  carried  is  an  animal  fat  or  vegetable  oil. 
as  those  terms  are  defined  in  section  413(c)  of 
the  Coast  Guard  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1996)". 

"  (2)    FINANCIAL    RESPONSIBILrrV.— The    first 

sentence  of  section  1016(a)  of  the  Act  (33 
use.  2716(a))  is  amended  by  striking  ".  in 
the  case  of  a  tank  vessel,  the  responsible 
party  could  be  subject  under  section  1004 
(a)(1)  or  (d)  of  this  Act.  or  to  which,  in  the 
case  of  any  other  vessel,  the  responsible 
party  could  be  subjected  under  section  1004 
(a)(2)  or  (d)"  and  inserting  "the  responsible 
party  could  be  subjected  under  section  1004 
(a)  or  (d)  of  this  Act"." 

On  page  37,  line  14,  strike  "or". 

On  page  37,  line  20,  strike  "latitude."."  and 
insert  ""latitude;" 

On  page  37,  after  line  20,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(6)  a  ve-ssel  in  the  National  Defense  Re- 
serve Fleet  pursuant  to  section  11  of  the 
Merchant  Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946  (50  App. 
use.  1744). ••. 

On  page  40.  line  18.  strike  "the  line  of 
mean  "  through  line  19,  and  insert  "the  line 
of  ordinary  low  water  along  that  portion  of 
the  coast  that  is  in  direct  contact  with  the 
open  sea  and  the  line  marking  the  seaward 
limit  of  inland  waters  that  is — "'. 


On  page  40.  line  20.  strike  "drllUng  for.  pro- 
ducing, or"  through  line  21.  and  insert  "ex- 
ploring for.  producing,  or  transporting  oil' 
and". 

At  the  end  of  title  IV  (page  43.  after  line  13) 
add  the  following  new  sections: 

SEC.  .  LftOTATIONS  ON  CONSOUDA'HON  OR  RE- 
LOCATION OF  HOUSTON  AND  GAL- 
VESTON MARINE  SAFETY  OFFICES. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  may  not 
consolidate  or  relocate  the  Coast  Guard  Ma- 
rine Safety  Offices  in  Galveston.  Texas,  and 
Houston.  Texas. 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
FUNDING  FOR  COAST  GUARD. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  ap- 
propriating amounts  for  the  Coast  Guard  the 
Congress  should  appropriate  amounts  ade- 
quate to  enable  the  Coast  Guard  to  carry  out 
all  extraordinary  functions  and  duties  the 
Coast  Guard  is  required  to  undertake  in  ad- 
dition to  its  normal  functions  established  by 
law. 

SEC.  .  CONVEYANCE  OF  UGHT  STATION, 
MONTAUK  POINT.  NEW  YORK. 

(a)  CONVEYANCE  REQUIREMENT — 

(1)  Requirement.— The  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation shall  convey  to  the  Montauk  His- 
torical Association  in  Montauk.  New  York, 
by  an  appropriate  means  of  conveyance,  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  property  comprising  Light  Station 
Montauk  Point,  located  at  Montauk.  New 
York. 

(2)  Determination  of  property —The  Sec- 
retary may  identify,  describe,  and  determine 
the  property  to  be  conveyed  pursuant  to  this 
section. 

(b)  Terms  of  Conveyance  — 

(1)  In  general.— a  conveyance  of  property 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  made — 

(A)  without  the  payment  of  consideration: 
and 

(B)  subject  to  the  conditions  required  by 
paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  and  such  other  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  con- 
sider appropriate. 

(2)  Reversionary  interest —Any  convey- 
ance of  property  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  MontAuk 
Light  Station  shall  immediately  revert  to 
the  United  States  if  the  Montauk  Light  Sta- 
tion ceases  to  be  maintained  as  a  nonprofit 
center  for  public  benefit  for  the  interpreta- 
tion and  preservation  of  the  material  culture 
of  the  United  States  Coast  Guard,  the  mari- 
time history  of  Montauk.  New  York,  and  Na- 
tive American  and  colonial  history 

(3)  Maintenance  of  navhcation  and  func- 
tions—Any  conveyance  of  property  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  considers  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  that— 

(A)  the  light,  antennas,  sound  signal,  and 
associated  lighthouse  equipment  located  on 
the  property  conveyed,  which  are  active  aids 
to  navigation,  shall  continue  to  be  operated 
and  maintained  by  the  Unit«d  States  for  as 
long  as  they  are  needed  for  this  purpose; 

(B)  the  Montauk  Historical  Association 
may  not  interfere  or  allow  interference  in 
any  manner  with  such  aids  to  navigation 
without  express  written  permission  from  the 
United  SUtes; 

(C)  there  is  reserved  to  the  United  States 
the  right  to  replace,  or  add  any  aids  to  navi- 
gation, or  make  any  changes  to  the  Montauk 
Lighthouse  as  may  be  necessary  for  naviga- 
tion purposes; 

(D)  the  United  States  shall  have  the  right, 
at  any  time,  to  enter  the  property  conveyed 
without  notice  for  the  purpose  of  maintain- 
ing navigation  aids; 
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(E)  the  United  States  shall  have  an  ease- 
ment of  access  to  such  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  maintaining  the  navigational  aids  in 
use  on  the  property:  and 

(F)  the  Montauk  Light  Station  shall  revert 
to  the  United  States  at  the  end  of  the  30-day 
period  beginning  on  any  date  on  which  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  provides  written 
notice  to  the  Montauk  Historical  Associa- 
tion that  the  Montauk  Light  Station  is  need- 
ed for  national  security  purposes. 

(4)  MAiNTENANCE    OF    LIGHT    STATION.— Any 

conveyance  of  property  under  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  the 
Montauk  Historical  Association  shall  main- 
tain the  Montauk  Light  Station  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  National  His- 
toric Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  470  et  seq.) 
and  other  applicable  laws. 

(5)  Limitation  on  obligations  of  montauk 
HISTORICAL  ASSOCIATION.— The  Montauk  His- 
torical Association  shall  not  have  any  obli- 
gation to  maintain  any  active  aid  to  naviga- 
tion equipment  on  property  conveyed  pursu- 
ant to  this  section. 

(ci  DEFINITIONS.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  the  term  •Montauk  Light  Station" 
means  the  Coast  Guard  light  station  known 
as  Light  Station  Montauk  Point,  located  at 
Montauk,  New  York,  including  the  keeper's 
dwellings,  adjacent  Coast  Guard  rights  of 
way,  the  World  War  II  submarine  spotting 
tower,  the  lighthouse  tower,  and  the  paint 
locker;  and 

(2)  the  term  "Montauk  Lighthouse"  means 
the  Coast  Guard  lighthouse  located  at  the 
Montauk  Light  Station 

SEC.  .  CONVEYANCE  OF  CAPE  ANN  UGHT- 
HOUSE,  THACHERS  ISLAND.  MASSA- 
CHUSETTS. 

(a)  .\LTHORm'  To  Convey.— 

(1)  In  general  —The  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation shall  convey  to  the  town  of  Rock- 
port.  Maissachusetts.  by  an  appropriate 
means  of  conveyance,  all  right,  title,  and  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the 
property  comprising  the  Cape  Ann  Light- 
house, located  on  Thachers  Island.  Massa- 
chusetts. 

(2)  Identification  of  property.— The  Sec- 
retary may  identify,  describe,  and  determine 
the  property  to  be  conveyed  pursuant  to  this 
subsection. 

(b)  Ter.ms  of  Con-veyance  — 

(1)  In  general— The  conveyance  of  prop- 
erty pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  made — 

(Ai  without  payment  of  consideration;  and 
iB)  subject  to  the  conditions  required  by 
paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  and  other  terms  and 
conditions  the  Secretary  may  consider  ap- 
propriate. 

(2)  Reversionary  interest  —In  addition  to 
any  term  or  condition  established  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (1).  the  conveyance  of  property 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
the  condition  that  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est in  the  Cape  .\nn  Lighthouse  shall  imme- 
diately revert  to  the  United  States  if  the 
Cape  .\nn  Lighthouse,  or  any  part  of  the 
property— 

(.A I  ceases  to  be  used  as  a  nonprofit  center 
for  the  interpretation  and  preservation  of 
maritime  history; 

(B>  ceases  to  be  maintained  in  a  manner 
that  ensures  its  present  or  future  use  as  a 
Coaist  Guard  aid  to  navigation;  or 

(C)  ceases  to  be  maintained  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Na- 
tional Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (16 
use  470  et  seq  ) 

(3)  Mai.stenance  and  navigation  func- 
tions—The  conveyance  of  property  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  made  subject  to  the 


conditions  that  the  Secretary  considers  to  be 
necessary  to  assure  that — 

(A)  the  lights,  antennas,  and  associated 
equipment  located  on  the  property  conveyed, 
which  are  active  aids  to  navigation,  shall 
continue  to  be  operated  and  maintained  by 
the  United  States; 

(B)  the  town  of  Rockport  may  not  interfere 
or  allow  interference  with  any  manner  with 
aids  to  navigation  without  express  written 
permission  from  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation; 

(C)  there  is  reserved  to  the  United  States 
the  right  to  relocate,  replace,  or  add  any  aid 
to  navigation  or  make  any  changes  to  the 
Cape  Ann  Lighthouse  as  may  be  necessary 
for  navigational  purposes; 

(D>  the  United  States  shall  have  the  right. 
at  any  time,  to  enter  the  property  without 
notice  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  aids  to 
navigation;  and 

(E)  the  United  States  shall  have  an  ease- 
ment of  access  to  the  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  maintaining  the  aids  to  navigation  in 
use  on  the  property. 

(4>  Obligation  limitation —The  town  of 
Rockport  is  not  required  to  maintain  any  ac- 
tive aid  to  navigation  equipment  on  property 
conveyed  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(5)  Property  to  be  maintained  in  accord- 
ance wvTH  certain  laws.— The  town  of  Rock- 
port shall  maintain  the  Cape  Ann  Light- 
bouse  in  accordance  with  the  National  His- 
tonc  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C.  470 
et  seq.).  and  other  applicable  laws. 

(c)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "Cape  .Ann  Lighthouse" 
means  the  Coast  Guard  property  located  on 
Thachers  Island.  Massachusetts,  except  any 
historical  artifact,  including  any  lens  or  lan- 
tern, located  on  the  property  at  or  before  the 
time  of  the  conveyance. 

SEC.    .  AMENDMENTS  TO  JOHNSON  ACT. 

For  purposes  of  section  5<b)(li(Ai  of  the 
Act  of  January  2.  1951  (15  U.S.C. 
1175(b)(1)(A)).  commonly  known  as  the  John- 
son Act.  a  vessel  on  a  voyage  that  begins  in 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  Stale  of  In- 
diana and  that  does  not  leave  the  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  of  Indiana  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  vessel  that  is  not  within 
the  boundaries  of  any  State  or  possession  of 
the  United  States. 

SEC.    .  TRANSFEK  OF  COAST  GUAKJD  PROPERTY 
IN  GOSNOLD.  MASSACHUSETTS. 

(a)  Conveyance  Requirement.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  may  convey  to  the 
town  of  Gosnold.  Massachusetts,  without  re- 
imbursement and  by  no  later  than  120  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  the  property  known  as  the  "United 
States  Coast  Guard  Cuttyhunk  Boathouse 
and  Wharr'.  as  described  in  subsection  (o 

(b)  Conditions.— Any  conveyance  of  prop- 
erty under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  subject  to 
the  condition  that  the  Coast  Guard  shall  re- 
tain in  perpetuity  and  at  no  cost — 

(1)  the  right  of  access  to.  over,  and  through 
the  boathouse.  wharf,  and  land  comprising 
the  property  at  all  times  for  the  purpose  of 
berthing  vessels,  including  vessels  belonging 
to  members  of  the  Coast  Guard  Auxiliary: 
and 

(2)  the  right  of  ingress  to  and  egress  from 
the  property  for  purposes  of  access  to  Coast 
Guard  facilities  and  performance  of  Coast 
Guard  functions. 

(c)  Property  Described— The  property  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  is  real  property  lo- 
cated in  the  town  of  Gosnold.  Massachusetts 
(including  all  buildings,  structures,  equip- 
ment, and  other  Improvements),  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 


SEC.  .  TRANSFER  OF  COAST  GUARD  PROP- 
ERTY IN  NEW  SHOREHARM.  RHODE 
ISLAND. 

(a)  Require.ment  - The  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation (or  any  other  official  having  con- 
trol over  the  property  described  in  sub- 
section (b))  shall  expeditiously  convey  to  the 
town  of  New  Shoreham.  Rhode  Island,  with- 
out consideration,  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  prop- 
erty known  as  the  United  States  Coast 
Guard  Station  Block  Island,  as  described  in 
subsection  (b).  subject  to  all  easements  and 
other  interest  in  the  property  held  by  any 
other  person. 

(b)  Property  Described.— The  property  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (ai  is  real  property 
(including  buildings  and  improvements)  lo- 
cated on  the  west  side  of  Block  Island.  Rhode 
Island,  at  the  entrance  to  the  Great  Salt 
Pond  and  referred  to  in  the  books  of  the  Tax 
Assessor  of  the  town  of  New  Shoreham. 
Rhode  Island,  as  lots  10  and  12,  comprising 
approximately  10.7  acres. 

(c)  Revolutionary  I.vtere.st  — In  addition 
to  any  term  or  condition  established  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (a),  any  conveyance  of 
property  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  condition  that  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  property  so  conveyed 
shall  immediately  revert  to  the  United 
States  if  the  property,  or  any  part  thereof, 
ceases  to  be  used  by  the  town  of  New 
Shoreham.  Rhode  Island, 

(d)  Inde.mnification  for  Preexisting  Envi- 
ron.mental  Liabilities,— Notwithstanding 
any  conveyance  of  property  under  this  sec- 
tion, after  such  conveyance  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  shall  indemnify  the  town  of 
New  Shoreham.  Rhode  Island,  for  any  envi- 
ronmental liability  arising  from  the  prop- 
erty, that  existed  before  the  date  of  the  con- 
veyance 

SEC.  .  VESSEL  DEE.MED  TO  BE  A  REC 
REATIONAL  VESSEL. 

The  vessel,  an  approximately  96  meter  twin 
screw  motor  yacht  for  which  construction 
commenced  in  October  1993.  (to  be  named  the 
LIMITLES.S)  is  deemed  to  be  a  recreational 
vessel  under  chapter  43  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code 

SEC.  .  REQUIREMENT  FOR  PROCUREMENT  OF 
BUOY  CHAIN. 

(a)    REiiUiREMENT     Chapter   5   of   title    14. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following; 
i  96.  Procurement  of  buoy  chain 

■■(a)  The  Coast  Guard  may  not  procure 
buoy  chain — 

■(1)  that  is  not  manufactured  in  the  United 
States:  or 

"(2)  substantially  all  of  the  components  of 
which  are  not  produced  or  manufactured  in 
the  United  States, 

'(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (aM2),  sub- 
stantially all  of  the  components  of  a  buoy 
chain  shall  be  considered  to  be  produced  or 
manufactured  in  the  United  States  if  the  ag- 
gregate cost  of  the  components  thereof 
which  are  produced  or  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  is  greater  than  the  aggregate 
cost  of  the  components  thereof  which  are 
produced  or  manufactured  outside  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

"(c)  In  this  section— 

"(1)  the  term  buoy  chain'  means  any 
chain,  cable,  or  other  device  that  is — 

■•(Ai  used  to  hold  in  place,  by  attachment 
to  the  bottom  of  a  body  of  water,  a  floating 
aid  to  navigation:  and 

"(B)  not  more  than  4  inches  in  diameter; 
and 

"(2)  the  term  manufacture'  includes  cut- 
ting, heat  treating,  quality  control,  welding 


(including    the    forging    and    shot    blasting 
process),  and  testing,". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— 

The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of  title 
14.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 
"96.  Procurement  of  buoy  chain". 
SEC.        .  CRUISE  VESSEL  TORT  REFORM. 

(a)  Section  4283  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  (46  App.  183).  is  amended 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  (g)  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(g)  In  a  suit  by  any  person  in  which  a 
shipowner,  operator,  or  employer  of  a  crew 
member  is  claimed  to  have  direct  or  vicari- 
ous liability  for  medical  malpractice  or 
other  tortious  conduct  occurring  at  a  shore- 
side  facility,  or  in  which  the  damages  sought 
are  alleged  to  result  from  the  referral  to  or 
treatment  by  any  shoreside  doctor,  hospital, 
medical  facility  or  other  facility  or  other 
health  care  provider,  the  shipowner,  operator 
or  employer  shall  be  entitled  to  rely  upon 
any  and  all  statutory  limitations  of  liability 
applicable  to  the  doctor,  hospital,  medical 
facility  or  other  health  care  provider  in  the 
state  in  which  the  shoreside  medical  care 
was  provided". 

(b)  Section  4283b  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  (46  App.  183c)  is  amended 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(b)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  prohibit  pro- 
visions or  limitations  in  contracts,  agree- 
ments, or  ticket  conditions  of  carriage  with 
passengers  which  relieve  a  manager,  agent, 
master,  owner  or  operator  of  a  vessel  from  li- 
ability for  infliction  of  emotional  distress, 
mental  suffering  or  psychological  injury  so 
long  as  such  provisions  or  limitations  do  not 
limit  liability  if  the  emotional  distress,  men- 
tal suffering  or  psychological  injury  was — 

"(1)  the  result  of  substantial  physical  in- 
jury to  the  claimant  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence or  fault  of  the  manager,  agent,  mas- 
ter, owner  or  operator:  or 

"(2)  the  result  of  the  claimant  having  been 
at  actual  risk  of  substantial  physical  injury, 
which  risk  was  caused  by  the  negligence  or 
fault  of  the  manager,  agent,  master,  owner 
or  operator;  or 

"(3)  intentionally  inflicted  by  the  man- 
ager, agent,  master,  owner  or  operator". 

(c)  Section  20  of  chapter  153  of  the  Act  of 
March  4.  1915  (46  App.  688)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing a  new  subsection  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Limitation  for  certain  aliens  in  case  of 
contractual  alternative  forum. 

"(1)  No  action  may  be  maintained  under 
subsection  (a)  or  under  any  other  maritime 
law  of  the  United  States  for  maintenance 
and  cure  or  for  damages  for  the  injury  or 
death  of  a  person  who  was  not  a  citizen  or 
permanent  legal  resident  alien  of  the  United 
States  at  the  time  of  the  incident  giving  rise 
to  the  action,  if  the  incident  giving  rise  to 
the  action  occurred  while  the  person  was  em- 
ployed on  board  a  vessel  documented  other 
than  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
which  vessel  was  owned  by  an  entity  orga- 
nized other  than  under  the  laws  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  by  a  person  who  is  not  a  citizen 
or  permanent  legal  resident  alien. 

•'(2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  shall 
only  apply  if— 

"(A)  the  incident  giving  rise  to  the  action 
occurred  while  the  person  bringing  the  ac- 
tion was  a  party  to  a  contract  of  employ- 
ment or  was  subject  to  a  collective  bargain- 
ing agreement  which,  by  its  terms,  provided 
for  an  exclusive  forum  for  resolution  of  all 
such  disputes  or  actions  in  a  nation  other 
than  the  United  States,  a  remedy  is  avail- 
able to  the  person  under  the  laws  of  that  na- 


tion, and  the  party  seeking  to  dismiss  an  ac- 
tion under  paragraph  (1)  is  willing  to  stipu- 
late to  jurisdiction  under  the  laws  of  such 
nation  as  to  such  incident;  or 

"(B)  a  remedy  is  available  to  the  person 
bringing  the  action  under  the  laws  of  the  na- 
tion in  which  the  person  maintained  citizen- 
ship or  permanent  residency  at  the  time  of 
the  incident  giving  rise  to  the  action  and  the 
party  seeking  to  dismiss  an  action  under 
paragraph  (1)  is  willing  to  stipulate  to  juris- 
diction under  the  laws  of  such  nation  as  to 
such  incident. 

"(3)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  shall  not  be  interpreted  to  require 
a  court  in  the  United  States  to  accept  juris- 
diction of  any  actions". 

On  page  59.  after  line  18k  add  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

(7)  2  barges  owned  by  Roen  Salvage  (a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin)  and  numbered  by  that 
company  as  barge  103  and  barge  203. 

(8)  RATTLESNAKE  (Canadian  registry  of- 
ficial number  802702). 

(9)  CAROL'YN  (Tennessee  State  registra- 
tion number  TN1765C). 

(10)  SMALLEY  (6808  Amphibious  Dredge, 
Florida  State  registration  number 
FL1865FF). 

(11)  BEULA  LEE  (United  States  official 
number  928211). 

(12)  FINESSE  (Florida  State  official  num- 
ber 7148HA). 

(13)  WESTEJORD  (Hull  Identification 
Number  X-53-109). 

(14)  MAGIC  CARPET  (United  States  offi- 
cial number  278971). 

(15)  AURA  (United  States  official  number 
1027807). 

(16)  ABORIGINAL  (United  States  official 
number  942118). 

(17)  ISABELLE  (United  States  official 
number  600655). 

(18)  3  barges  owned  by  the  Harbor  Marine 
Corporation  (a  corporation  organized  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island)  and  re- 
ferred to  by  that  company  as  Harbor  221. 
Harbor  223.  and  Gene  Elizabeth. 

(19)  SHAMROCK  V  (United  SUtes  official 
number  900936 ) 

(20)  ENDEAVOUR  (United  States  official 
number  947869). 

(21)  CHRISSY  (State  of  Maine  registration 
number  4778B). 

(22)  EAGLE  MAR  (United  States  official 
number  575349). 

At  the  end  of  title  VI  (page  60.  after  line  11) 
add  the  following  new  sections: 
SEC.    .  LIMITED  WATVER  FOR  ENCHANTED  ISLE 
AND  ENCHANTED  SEAS. 

Notwithstanding  section  27  of  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  Act.  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C.  883). 
the  Act  of  June  19.  1886  (46  App.  U.S.C.  289). 
section  12106  of  title  46.  United  States  Code, 
section  506  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  1156).  and  any  agreement  with 
the  United  States  Government,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  may  issue  a  certifi- 
cate of  documentation  with  a  coastwise  en- 
dorsement for  the  vessels  ENCHANTED 
ISLE  (Panamanian  official  number  14087- 
84B).  and  ENCHANTED  SEAS  (Panamanian 
official  number  14064-84D).  except  that  the 
vessels  may  not  operate  between  or  among 
islands  in  the  State  of  Hawaii. 

SEC.    .  LLMITED  WATVER  FOR  M\"  PLATTE. 

Notwithstanding  any  otlj^r  law  or  any 
agreement  with  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment, the  vessel  MV  PLATTE  (ex-SPIRIT 
OF  TEXAS)  (United  States  official  number 
653210)  may  be  sold  to  a  person  that  is  not  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  and  transferred 
to  or  placed  under  a  foreign  registry. 
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Mr.  COBLE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  contains  many  non- 
controversial,  technical  and  clarifying 
changes  to  H.R.  1361.  The  amendment 
also  extends  the  termination  date  of 
the  Towing  Safety  Advisory  Commit- 
tee until  October  1,  the  year  2000.  Ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  on  Coast 
Guard  funding  conveys  several  Coast 
Guard  lighthouses  and  other  Coast 
Guard  property  to  local  communities 
and  provides  many  waivers  of  vessel 
documentation  restrictions.  This 
amendment  was  developed  and  agreed 
to  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  and  I  urge  the 
Members  to  support  it. 

D  1545 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  we  have  ex- 
amined this  amendment,  and  we  sup- 
port it.  We  urge  it  be  passed  without 
controversy. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  include 
for  the  Record  a  series  of  letters  be- 
tween the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means: 

committee  on  transportation  and 
Infrastructure,  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, 

Washington.  DC.  May  9. 1995. 
Hon.  Bill  archer. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Bill;  I  am  writing  in  response  to 
your  letter  of  May  9.  1995  regarding  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  1361.  the  Coast  Guard  Author- 
ization Act  for  FY  1996 

As  indicated  in  your  letter,  we  are  agree- 
ing to  offer  a  technical  amendment  on  the 
fioor  to  clarify  that  the  Coast  Guard  expend- 
itures authorized  in  Section  101  of  H.R.  1361 
that  are  derived  from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability 
Trust  Fund  are  specifically  limited  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  Section  1012(aK5)  of  the 
Pollution  Act  of  1990. 

I  understand  that  this  addresses  the  juris- 
dictional   concerns    of    the    Committee    on 
Ways  and  Means.  Thank  you  for  your  assist- 
ance and  cooperation  in  this  matter. 
With  warm  regards.  I  remain. 
Sincerely. 

Bud  Shuster. 

Chairman. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC.  May  9.  1995. 
Hon.  Bud  Shuster. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Chairman  Shuster;  I  am  writing  you 
regarding  your  Committee's  consideration  of 
H.R.  1361,  the  Coast  Guard  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
your  assistance  in  clarifying  certain  juris- 
dictional issues  involving  this  legislation. 

Specifically,  section  101  of  H  R  1361  would 
authorize  expenditures  for  the  Coast  Guard 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  including  funds  derived 
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from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund  for 
(1)  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Coast 
Guard:  <2)  acquisition,  construction,  rebuild- 
ing, and  improvement  of  aids  to  navigation, 
shore  and  offshore  facilities,  vessels,  and  air- 
craft, including  equipment  related  thereto; 
and  (3)  research  development,  test,  and  eval- 
uation of  technologies,  materials,  and 
human  factors  directly  relating  to  improving 
the  performance  of  the  Coast  Guard's  mis- 
sion in  support  of  search  and  rescue,  aids  to 
navigation,  marine  safety,  marine  environ- 
mental protection,  and  enforcement  of  laws 
and  treaties,  ice  operations,  oceanographic 
research,  and  defense  readiness. 

As  you  know,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  has  jurisdiction  over  the  expenditure 
purposes  of  the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust 
Fund,  as  set  forth  in  section  9509  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986.  as  amended. 
Section  9509(c)  provides  that  amounts  in  the 
Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund  shall  be  avail- 
able, as  provided  in  appropriation  Acts  or 
section  6002(bi  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990,  only  for  purposes  of  making  certain 
enumerated  expenditures  related  to  oil  spills 
or  discharges,  including  'the  payment  of  re- 
moval costs  and  other  cost,  expenses,  claims, 
and  damages  referred  to  in  section  1012  of 
such  Act  ". 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  agreeing  to  offer  a 
technical  amendment  on  the  Floor  with  lan- 
guage clarifying  that  the  Coast  Guard  ex- 
penditures authorized  in  section  101  of  H.R. 
1361  derived  from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability 
Trust  Fund  are  specifically  limited  'to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  section  1012(a)(5)  of  the 
Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990".  as  referred  to  in 
Code  section  9509.  This  amendment,  if 
passed,  should  address  the  jurisdictional  con- 
cerns of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

I  understand  that  you  would  inform  me  if 
any  further  legislative  changes  concerning 
the  Oil  Spill  Liability  Trust  Fund  are  con- 
templated during  subsequent  consideration 
of  H.R.  1361.  I  also  understand  that  you  will 
insert  copies  of  our  exchange  of  correspond- 
ence in  the  Record  during  Floor  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  1361.  Based  on  this  understand- 
ing. I  do  not  believe  any  action  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  is  required  at  this 
time. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  assistance  and 
cooperation  in  this  matter.  With  best  per- 
sonal regards. 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Archer. 

Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Coble]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

.^.MENDMKNT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TRAFICANT 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
.\mendment    offered    by    Mr.    TR.^FICANT: 
Strike  Sec   104  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof: 

SEC.  I(M.  PROKIBmON  ON  SMALL  BOAT  STATION 
CLOSLTIES. 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  not  use  amounts  ap- 
propriated under  the  authority  of  this  Act  to 
close  any  multimission  small  boat  station. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  Implement  manage- 
ment efficiencies  within  the  small  boat  unit 
system,  such  as  modifying  the  operational 
posture  of  the  units  or  reallocating  resources 
as  necessary  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  mar- 
itime public,  provided  that  there  are  ade- 
quate active  duty  and  reserve  Coast  Guard 
personnel  to  perform  search  and  rescue  mis- 
sions at  existing  small  boat  units. 


Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill  has  a  provision  in  it  which  in  effect 
terminates  and  closes  23  multi-mission 
small  boat  stations.  No  one  has  greater 
respect  for  the  chairman  of  this  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Shuster],  than  myself  and  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Coble].  I  think  this  is  the  one  element 
of  the  bill  that  we  should  change  on 
the  floor. 

You  have  a  number  of  amendments 
that  are  going  to  follow  this  and  try 
and  put  some  gingerbread  and  criteria 
on  this  closing.  But  in  essence  the 
Coast  Guard  has  already  determined 
they  shall  be  closed,  and  all  we  are 
doing  here  is  political  window  dressing. 

The  decision  today  is  do  we  close  23 
stations  and  save  $3  million,  roll  the 
dice,  or  do  we  in  fact  say  as  a  policy 
our  mission  is  safety,  not  dollars,  and 
the  last  time  the  Congress  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  allowed  bases  to  be  closed, 
five  people  lost  their  lives  off  the  shore 
of  Oregon. 

Now,  you  hear  all  about  these  big 
high  class  helicopters  and  all  these 
radar  evading  planes.  Quite  frankly.  I 
do  not  buy  it.  When  there  are  winds  of 
65  miles  per  hour  and  someone  is  out  at 
sea,  they  are  not  going  to  be  seeing  no 
big  chopper  come  in  for  them.  You 
know  it  and  I  know  it. 

The  bill  says,  and  this  is  what  would 
become  the  law,  none  of  the  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  this 
act  may  be  used  to  close  Coast  Guard 
multi-mission  small  boat  stations,  un- 
less the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
determines,  the  Secretary  determines, 
that  maritime  safety  will  not  be  dimin- 
ished by  these  closures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  after  the  fact 
bit  of  language.  The  Coast  Guard  has 
already  determined  to  close  them.  The 
Secretary  of  Transportation  is  in 
agreement  to  close  them.  These  bases 
are  going  to  be  closed. 

The  Coast  Guard  admits  there  will  be 
a  loss  of  life,  at  least  one  every  12 
years,  in  these  resi>ective  stations. 
They  admit  to  it.  The  Traficant 
amendment  is  very  simple  and  to  the 
point:  The  Coast  Guard  is  prohibited 
from  closing.  The  Congress  has  set  a 
policy;  lives  at  stake  are  the  policies  of 
the  Congress.  That  is  the  mandate  we 
give  to  the  Coast  Guard. 

Now,  we  could  cover  it  with  a  lot  of 
different  words,  but,  yes,  the  Traficant 
amendment  does  say  the  Congress  tells 
the  Coast  Guard  you  cannot  close 
them,  because  we  are  not  satisfied  that 
we  can  adequately  stop  loss  of  life.  If 
that  is  not  our  mission,  what  is? 

But  the  Traficant  amendment  would 
allow  the  Coast  Guard  to  implement 
management  efficiencies  within  that 
system.  There  can  be  the  transfer  of  re- 
sources. There  can  be  the  development 
of  other  strategies.  But  those  small 
boat  stations  would  be  incorporated 
with  active  personnel  into  that  strat- 
egy   to   ensure    that   along   with    these 


fancy  helicopters,  there  is  going  to  be 
good  old  Coast  Guard  personnel, 
trained  to  interact  with  local  volun- 
teers. 

If  these  stations  are  closed,  no  mat- 
ter who  speaks  to  the  contrary,  even  by 
the  Coast  Guard's  own  admission,  lives 
will  be  lost.  What  is  a  life  worth.  Con- 
gress? I  do  not  know  anymore. 

For  each  small  boat  station  the 
Coast  Guard's  own  analysis  states 
there  will  be  an  additional  life  lost 
every  12  years  at  each  small  boat  sta- 
tion. Whose  constituent  is  it  going  to 
be  this  year?  What  if  we  have  a  real 
bad  weather  year?  How  many  do  we 
lose,  folks? 

Hey,  I  am  willing  to  cut  the  budget, 
but  this  is  not  cutting  the  budget.  This 
is  a  commonsense  approach  that  I  can- 
not believe  that  we  are  here  debating. 

The  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeFazio]  has  noted  here  to  the  Con- 
gress, and  I  want  to  commend  him  on 
his  leadership,  and  I  can  understand  his 
passion,  in  1988  the  Coast  Guard  closed 
some  small  boat  stations  off  of  Oregon, 
and  they  lost  five  lives  in  3  months.  I 
am  asking  that  we  review  this  care- 
fully before  we  in  fact  close  these  sta- 
tions. I  ask  for  your  support. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments from  my  good  friend,  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Ohio,  and  I 
wish  we  could  go  through  life  and  never 
have  to  close  a  Coast  Guard  station. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  told  this  story,  you 
all  bear  with  me,  in  the  committee,  but 
I  think  it  is  pertinent.  Coast  Guard 
stations,  where  we  used  to  call  them 
lifeboat  stations  in  the  old  days,  the 
old  salts,  small  boat  stations  now,  but 
they  have  a  way  of  becoming  very  per- 
sonally involved  in  the  communities 
where  they  are  located,  particularly 
sparsely  settled  communities.  Coast 
Guard  stations  become  not  unlike 
churches,  schools,  the  country  store. 
the  volunteer  fire  department,  and  the 
communities  involved  warmly  embrace 
them. 

I  was  having  an  evening  meal  in  the 
home  of  a  retired  Coast  Guardsman  and 
his  wife  on  the  Outer  Banks  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr.  Chairman,  about  two  dec- 
ades ago.  At  that  time  there  was  a  pro- 
posal to  decommission  or  to  shut  down 
one  of  the  lifeboat  stations  along  the 
Outer  Banks.  This  Coast  Guard  wife 
said  to  me.  with  tears  in  her  eyes,  if 
they  shut  down  that  Cost  Guard  sta- 
tion, things  will  never  be  the  same 
along  the  Carolina  cost. 

What  she  was  saying,  without  using 
the  words,  she  was  saying  the  Coast 
Guard  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  re- 
spond. If  we  shut  down  that  station, 
the  Coast  Guard  is  ineffective.  That 
had  not  been  the  case  at  all.  In  fact, 
the  Coast  Guard  probably  has  been 
more  effective  through  modernization. 

Now,  if  any  entity  in  this  country 
and  in  our  society  places  a  high  value 


upon  life,  it  is  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
and  I  am  confident  that  no  loss  of  life 
is  going  to  result  from  this.  But  I 
think,  like  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Tr.^ficant],  said  $2  mil- 
lion; the  Coast  Guard  indicates  $6  mil- 
lion. Let  us  indicate  for  the  sake  of  ar- 
gument $6  million  are  involved.  By 
Washington  standards.  $6  million  is  not 
a  lot  of  money,  the  way  we  blow  money 
on  this  Hill.  To  me  it  is  a  lot.  but  by 
Washington  standards,  it  is  not.  Let  us 
use  the  late  Everett  Dirksen's  line, 
well-known  to  all  of  us.  I  think  he  was 
reported  to  have  said  a  million  here 
and  a  million  there,  boys,  and  then  we 
are  talking  about  real  money. 

So  we  must  make  a  start.  The  Coast 
Guard  is  streamlining,  and  in  order  to 
do  that  effectively,  they  are  going  to 
have  to  be  able  to  perform  some  sort  of 
self-assessment.  And  it  is  they,  better 
than  any,  who  know  what  bases  and 
what  stations  can  best  be  closed. 

I  am  confident.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I 
say  to  my  friend  from  Ohio,  I  am  con- 
fident that  safety  is  not  going  to  be 
compromised.  We  have  been  told  ear- 
lier today  that  at  some  of  these  small 
boat  stations,  some  Coast  Guard  men 
and  women  are  working  90  hours  a 
week.  I  think  that  may  well  be  another 
reason  to  downsize.  We  are  in  an  era 
now.  Mr.  Chairman,  of  downsizing,  not 
just  with  Government  but  in  the  com- 
mercial arena.  And  oftentimes 
downsizing  does  not  mean  less  effec- 
tiveness or  less  efficiency.  Conversely, 
many  times  it  means  an  enhanced 
quality  of  efficiency  and  response  time. 

As  much  respect  as  I  have  for  my 
good  friend  from  Ohio.  I  must  oppose 
him  on  this  amendment  and  urge  it  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  listened  to  what  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Coble]  said,  and  again  I  know  of  his 
distinguished  career,  both  here  in  Con- 
gress as  well  as  having  been  a  member 
of  the  Coast  Guard,  but  I,  listening  to 
him,  believe  in  some  ways  he  was  mak- 
ing the  case  for  the  Traficant  amend- 
ment, even  though  I  know  that  was  not 
his  intention. 

He  said  that  the  small  boat  stations 
tend  to  get  involved  with  the  local 
community.  They  are  almost  like  the 
church.  I  have  to  agree.  But  that  is  the 
very  reason  why  the  Coast  Guard  pres- 
ence is  necessary  to  small  boat  sta- 
tions. 

Again.  I  would  reiterate  that  one  of 
the  propositions  that  the  Coast  Guard 
is  putting  forward  is  that  somehow 
when  these  stations  close,  that  other 
State  or  local  or  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions are  going  to  take  up  the  slack. 

The  bottom  line  is.  and  I  will  use  my 
own  station  at  Shark  River  in  New  Jer- 
sey as  an  example,  the  only  reason  why 
those  other  organizations  are  involved. 
like   the   auxiliary,   is   because   of  the 


presence  of  the  Coast  Guard.  If  the  sta- 
tion closes  and  there  is  no  permanent 
Coast  Guard  presence  there  with  full- 
time  personnel,  then  it  would  be  impos- 
sible in  most  situations  for  the  auxil- 
iary, and  particularly  in  these  times 
with  downsizing  of  State  government 
and  local  government,  for  the  State 
government  to  step  in.  In  my  own 
State  of  New  Jersey,  that  would  not 
happen.  The  marine  police  has 
downsized  and  has  less  money  today 
than  it  did  a  few  years  before. 

The  gentleman  also  mentioned  mod- 
ernization. It  is  true  of  course  there 
have  been  a  lot  of  changes  in  their 
technologies  now.  But  those  tech- 
nologies are  not  that  helpful  for  those 
in  the  immediate  scene.  Back  in  1988. 
when  they  closed  the  Shark  River  sta- 
tion, sure,  between  1988  and  now  there 
are  more  helicopters  and  new  tech- 
nology, but  everyone  on  the  scene  will 
tell  you  the  presence  of  people,  of  full- 
time  Coast  Guard  personnel,  at  the  lo- 
cation, in  the  inlet,  in  this  case  Shark 
River,  and  you  could  use  it  throughout 
the  country,  their  immediate  response 
is  what  is  necessary,  the  fact  that  you 
have  the  people  there,  the  hands  on  sit- 
uation. 

The  chairman  mentioned  the  $6  mil- 
lion in  savings  that  is  cited  by  the 
Coast  Guard.  Once  again.  I  know  our 
ranking  Member.  Mr.  Traficant.  has 
noted  that  the  actual  cost  is  closer  to 
$2.5  or  $2.6  million.  That  $6  million  is 
for  consolidation  and  a  lot  of  other 
things  that  are  part  of  this  plan.  It  is 
not  specifically  for  closing  the  sta- 
tions. We  are  talking  about  probably  $2 
to  $3  million  being  saved.  I  know  that 
seems  like  a  lot.  but  in  the  overall 
scheme  of  things,  when  you  are  talking 
about  23  stations  and  you  are  talking 
about  risk  of  life,  it  is  not  a  lot  of 
money. 

Some  stations,  it  was  mentioned  by 
the  chairman,  have  men  working  90 
hours  a  week.  We  are  not  saying  in  this 
Traficant  amendment  that  resourfces 
cannot  be  shifted  around.  The  billets, 
as  they  say,  or  men,  can  be  shifted,  so 
some  stations  have  less  personnel  and 
others  more.  What  we  are  saying  is  we 
do  not  want  the  stations  closed.  Some 
of  them  maybe  can  get  by  with  less 
personnel  or  can  rely  through  a  com- 
bination on  auxiliary  or  other  volun- 
teer efforts,  but  they  cannot  be  closed 
and  cannot  not  have  a  full-time  Coast 
Guard  presence. 

I  have  to  stress,  you  know,  one  of  the 
issues  that  is  being  raised  here  is  that 
the  Coast  Guard  maintains  that  at 
some  of  the  stations  the  amount  of 
search  and  rescue  has  not  increased 
significantly  in  the  last  few  years.  I 
will  point  out.  in  making  their  analysis 
for  this  streamlining  plan,  they  did  not 
take  into  consideration,  and  they  will 
tell  you  they  did  not,  all  the  other 
functions  that  have  been  added  by  this 
body  and  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  Coast  Guard.  They  did  not  in- 
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elude  the  increase  in  dealing  with  envi- 
ronmental laws,  fishing  laws,  in  drug 
trafficking  prevention.  All  of  these 
extra  things  we  have  put  on  the  Coast 
Guard  for  the  last  few  years  are  being 
carried  out  at  a  lot  of  these  small  boat 
stations. 

D  1600 

They  are  on  the  increase.  The 
amount  of  traffic  in  a  lot  of  these  loca- 
tions is  also  on  the  increase.  It  is  ridic- 
ulous for  us  to  assume  that  with  all  the 
extra  burdens  for  us  to  assume  that 
with  all  the  additional  pleasure  craft 
that  exist  at  these  various  locations 
around  the  country  that  somehow  the 
amount  of  work  has  been  reduced  or 
somehow  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  get 
by  without  the  presence  of  these  sta- 
tions. 

If  we  talk,  and  I  know  many  of  us 
have  during  the  break,  we  went  back  to 
our  districts.  I  had  a  town  meeting, 
and  I  talked  to  the  people  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  my  station.  They  were  horrified 
to  think  that  the  station  would  close. 
The  experience  in  1988  showed  that  it 
does  not  work.  Let  us  not  put  our  popu- 
lation, our  constituents  through  this 
again.  Support  the  Traficant  amend- 
ment as  the  only  way  to  go  to  assure 
that  lives  are  saved  and  let  the  Coast 
Guard  presence  continue  in  these  var- 
ious communities. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  reluctantly 
rise  in  strong  opjxisition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  my  good  friend  from 
Ohio.  Certainly  it  is  well-intentioned, 
but  I  must  point  out  that  this  amend- 
ment, if  adopted,  represents  the  ulti- 
mate in  micromanagement.  This 
amendment  says  to  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard,  which  is  charged  with  safety, 
says  to  them:  Congress  is  telling  you 
you  are  not  allowed  to  manage  your 
own  operations.  Congress  knows  better 
than  you  about  safety.  Congress  is  tell- 
ing you  you  cannot  close  a  single  Coast 
Guard  station. 

Indeed,  many  of  these  stations  are 
over  100  years  old.  when  row  boats,  yes. 
row  boats  were  used  ais  the  means  of 
getting  out  to  perform  search  and  res- 
cue operations. 

But  it  is  not  1896.  We  are  approaching 
1996.  And.  therefore,  we  should  recog- 
nize the  advances  in  technology  and 
modem  capability  and  give  the  Coast 
Guard  the  freedom  to  make  these  kinds 
of  decisions,  particularly  when  GAO 
has  looked  carefully  at  their  proposals 
and  GAO  has  concluded  that  not  only  is 
the  process  used  by  the  Coast  Guard 
reasonable  but  that  they  reviewed 
them  and  they  endorse  what  the  Coast 
Guard  is  attempting  to  accomplish. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  we 
give  this  flexibility  to  the  Coast  Guard. 
And  I  would  emphasize  that  in  commit- 
tee, in  order  to  be  certain  that  we  were 
not  going  to  give  safety  a  second  place 
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position  in  these  considerations,  we  in- 
cluded in  the  bill  language  that  re- 
quires the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  determine  that  safety  will  not  be  di- 
minished before  any  search  and  rescue 
station  can  be  closed. 

So  I  say,  let  us  recognize  the  Coast 
Guard  as  modernized.  The  Coast  Guard, 
indeed,  cares  about  safety.  That  is 
their  mission.  And  we  should  not  tie 
the  hands  of  the  Coast  Guard  by  telling 
them  that  what  they  were  doing  in  1896 
they  still  must  continue  to  do  in  1996. 

For  all  of  those  reasons.  I  urge  the 
defeat  of  this  well-intentioned  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  STUDDS  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  Traficant  amendment. 

Mr  Chairman.  I  fail  to  understand 
why  the  Republicans  feel  absolutely 
compelled  to  support  the  administra- 
tion's every  initiative  Now.  I  under- 
stand. I  will  remind  Members,  this  is 
not  some  evil  Republican  budget  cut- 
ting proposal.  This  is  a  proposal  by  the 
Democratic  Administration  to  cut 
some  $2  or  $3  million,  in  the  case  of 
these  small  stations,  out  of  Coast 
Guard.  While  I  appreciate  the  intense 
loyalty  of  the  new  majority  around 
here,  I  think  you  should  feel  free  to  op- 
pose the  administration  when  you 
think  they  are  wrong.  I  certainly  do. 
This  is  one  of  those  cases. 

I  am  aware  that  downsizing,  God  help 
us  all.  is  in.  It  is  in.  in  corporations,  it 
is  in.  in  government.  Democrats  are 
busy  reinventing  government,  and  you 
folks  are  busy  eliminating  government. 
But  everybody  is  downsizing  in  one 
way  or  another.  If  there  is  anything 
that  is  not  too  big  today,  it  is  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard.  I  defy  any  Member  of  this 
Congress  to  suggest  that  the  Coast 
Guard  has  too  many  resources.  I  know 
that  the  gentleman  may  speak  for  him- 
self, but  I  do  not  think  anybody  really 
believes  that. 

Year  after  year,  decade  after  decade 
we  have  piled  more  responsibilities  on 
the  Coast  Guard,  not  less:  law  enforce- 
ment, marine  environmental  protec- 
tion, boating  safety,  drug  law  enforce- 
ment and.  of  course,  the  most  impor- 
tant mission  of  all.  search  and  rescue. 
They  are  one  of  most  grossly  under- 
funded and  understaffed  agencies  in  the 
Government. 

To  stand  up  here  and  suggest  that  we 
need  to  downsize  them  I  think  is  a  bit 
much. 

We  are  going  to  have  more  debates 
this  year.  I  suspect,  of  a  calculus  kind 
of  how  much  is  a  human  life  worth.  I 
do  not  choose  to  participate  in  that  de- 
bate, because  I  do  not  think  it  can  be 
done.  I  do  not  think  any  of  us  is  able  to 
put  a  dollar  value  on  a  human  life.  We 
are  talking  about  $2  or  $3  or.  if  you  say 
$5  or  $6,  no  more  than  $6  million.  God 
knows  how  many  human  lives  we  are 
talking  about.  But  if  it  were  only  one. 
is   a    human    life    worth    $3    million?    I 


guess  it  depends  whose  life  it  is.  If  it  is 
yours  or  your  spouse's  or  your  child's. 
I  doubt  you  would  hesitate  very  long  in 
answering  the  question. 

We  all  have  parochial  concerns  here. 
In  my  district,  the  original  idea  of 
Coast  Guard  was  to  close  two  stations 
and  make  one  of  them  seasonal,  sum- 
mer only. 

The  first  thing  they  ought  to  do  is 
make  Provincetown  on  the  tip  of  Cape 
Cod  summer  only.  I  am  pleased  to  re- 
port that  we  talked  them  out  of  that 
inane  idea.  I  have  lost  five  fishing  ves- 
sels with  all  hands  since  I  have  been  in 
this  office  out  of  that  port,  every  one 
of  them  in  the  winter.  Talk  about  clos- 
ing such  a  station  in  the  winter.  You 
can  fill  in  your  own  adjective. 

Now  they  want  to  close  the  station  in 
Scituate  just  south  of  Boston  and  the 
station  in  Menemsha  on  Martha's  Vine- 
yard. If  we  look  at  the  criteria,  they 
are  looking  at  response  times.  They  are 
saying,  well,  we  need  j  numbers  to  re- 
spond. Would  you  believe  they  use  the 
same  response  time  in  Florida  as  they 
do  in  Massachusetts  and  Maine?  I 
doubt  there  is  any  Member  of  this 
House  who.  if  told  you  have  to  spend  10 
minutes  in  the  water  in  January, 
would  choose  Cape  Cod  rather  than 
southern  Florida.  The  odds,  to  put  it 
mildly,  are  very,  very  different. 

But  the  calculus,  as  we  understand 
it.  used  by  the  Coast  Guard  to  say  how 
many  minutes  response  time  there 
needs  to  be  were  uniform  across  the 
Nation.  That  is  crazy.  That  does  not 
make  any  sense. 

In  New  England,  furthermore,  as  you 
may  have  heard  we  have  a  fishing  cri- 
sis. We  are  about  to  put  into  effect  dra- 
matic, new.  stringent  reductions  in 
fishing  efforts.  This  is  going  to  mean 
dramatically  increased  law  enforce- 
ment responsibilities  for  the  Coast 
Guard.  Sadly,  it  is  probably  going  to 
mean  greater  search  and  rescue  de- 
mands because  people  are  going  to 
stretch  a  little  bit  further  and  go  out 
in  weather  they  probably  should  not  go 
out  in,  fish  longer  than  they  should 
with  smaller  crews  than  they  should 
have  to  try  to  eke  a  living  out  of  what 
they  are  still  allowed  to  do.  That 
means  more  search  and  rescue  respon- 
sibilities for  the  Coast  Guard. 

Let  me  finally  say,  if  I  may.  having 
conceded  that  this  is  not  an  evil  Re- 
publican budget  cutting  amendment 
and  sadly  conceding  that  it  is  coming 
from  my  own  administration,  I  hear 
that  there  is  going  to  be  released  to  the 
public  a  Republican  budget  this  week 
sometime.  I  do  not  know,  and  I  am  cer- 
tainly not  privy  to  the  consultations 
going  on,  but  I  would  not  be  surprised 
if  we  were  to  see  an  order  of  magnitude 
cut  across  the  board  in  the  Department 
of  Transportation  far  exceeding  what 
we  are  talking  about  here. 

This  heat,  this  emotion  that  is  being 
engendered  in  this  debate  is  about  a 
cut    in    the   Coast   Guard    budget   of   a 
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fraction  of  1  percent.  What  would  hap- 
pen if  the  new  Republican  budget,  in 
the  spirit  of  downsizing  of  our  times, 
asked  for  a  10-  or  a  20-  or  30-percent  cut 
in  all  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation?  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  is  going  to  happen,  but  I  would 
not  be  surprised  if  that  happens  in  all 
so-called  discretionary  programs.  And 
if  it  does,  the  debate  we  have  just  had 
on  this  floor  will  be  as  nothing  com- 
pared to  the  human  lives  that  will  be 
at  stake  if  we  are  presented  with  that. 

So  let  us  take  this  opportunity.  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  together,  to 
rally  against  one  of  the  few  instances 
where  this  Democratic  administration 
has  been  wrong. 

I  urge  the  support  of  this  amend- 
ment 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  ottered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio.  I  have  grave  reservations  with  regard  to 
the  Coast  Guard's  small  boat  unit  streamlining 
initiative.  In  particular.  I  am  concerned  with  the 
impact  of  this  proposal  on  the  maritime  safety 
in  New  England  The  Coast  Guard  has  pro- 
posed closing  three  stations  m  Massachusetts, 
including  two  m  my  district — Station  Scituate 
and  Station  Menemsha  on  Martha's  Vineyard. 

I  fully  understand  the  Coast  Guard's  need  to 
periodically  reallocate  its  personnel  and  equip- 
ment resources  and,  generally,  to  do  more 
with  less.  However,  there  are  several  issues 
which,  in  my  view,  require  the  Coast  Guard  to 
maintain  a  high  level  of  search-and-rescue 
[SAR]  capacity  in  the  region.  For  the  past  sev- 
eral months,  I  have  been  working  closely  with 
area  fishermen,  lobstermen,  and  municipal  of- 
ficials to  study  the  merits  of  the  streamlining 
plan.  We  have  compiled  what  I  believe  are 
compelling  reasons  why  these  stations  should 
remain  open.  However,  while  we  are  most  fa- 
miliar with  the  circumstances  m  the  Northeast, 
these  issues  raise  fundamental  questions  with 
the  national  "ripact  o'  'he  Coast  Gnarri'?  nian 

In  my  view,  the  Coast  Guard's  rec- 
ommendations have  not  adequately  taken  into 
account  the  severe  weather  conditions,  par- 
ticularly water  temperature,  prevalent  m  the  re- 
gion. The  difference  between  life  and  death 
can  be  a  matter  of  minutes  m  the  freezing  wa- 
ters off  Northeast  shores.  Yet  m  recommend- 
ing stations  for  closure  the  Coast  Guard  ap- 
plied the  same  response  time  to  Massachu- 
setts as  It  did  to  Florida. 

Additionally,  there  are  serious  questions 
about  closing  Stations  Scituate  and 
Menemsha  in  the  larger  context  of  personnel 
and  asset  relocations  throughout  New  Eng- 
land. When  taken  together  they  appear  to 
spread  SAR  resources  too  thinly.  The  Coast 
Guard  plans  to  move  three  HIJ-25A  Aireye 
)ets  from  Air  Station  Cape  Cod  to  Texas  and 
transfer  the  cutler  Point  Jackson  from  Woods 
Hole  to  Flonda.  Under  the  streamlining  initia- 
tive, the  Coast  Guard  has  also  recommended 
the  closure  of  several  other  stations  m  Massa- 
chusetts, Maine,  and  Rhode  Island.  I  have 
seen  little  evidence  that  the  Coast  Guard  fully 
considered  the  broader  ramifications  of  these 
recommendations. 

In  fact,  a  recent  event  has  demonstrated 
that  the  Coast  Guard's  SAR  assets  m  the  re- 
gion may  already  be  overextended.  This  past 
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weekend  a  helicopter  from  the  New  York  Na- 
tional Guard  responded  to  two  separate  SAR 
situations  ott  Rhode  Island  because  Coast 
Guard  units  based  at  Air  Station  Cape  Cod 
were  occupied  with  SAR  operations  else- 
where. It  should  be  noted  that  this  incident 
took  place  before  the  busy  summer  boating 
season  and  with  all  the  Massachusetts  SAR 
stations  in  operation. 

Finally,  the  Coast  Guard's  closure  study  did 
not  adequately  take  into  consideration  the 
other  missions  that  these  stations  perform,  in- 
cluding marine  environmental  protection,  boat- 
ing safety,  and  maritime  law  enforcement. 

In  particular,  the  collapse  of  groundfish 
stocks  in  New  England — which  has  had  se- 
vere ramifications  on  the  fishing  industry  in  the 
region — will  require  an  increase  in  Coast 
Guard  activities  both  in  terms  of  a  potential 
rise  in  SAR  operations  and  administration  of 
fisheries  regulations. 

While  I  am  working  with  the  Commerce  De- 
partment to  secure  Federal  assistance  for  fish- 
ermen, the  only  feasible  solution  to  this  cnsis 
is  to  close  the  fishing  grounds  on  Georges 
Bank  to  allow  depleted  stocks  to  recover.  Ex- 
perience suggests,  however,  that  many  fisher- 
men will  fish  longer  hours  and  in  more  inclem- 
ent weather,  forgo  maintenance,  and  operate 
with  smaller  crews  to  make  ends  meet. 

At  the  same  time,  new  groundfish  regula- 
tions currently  being  promulgated  by  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  to  help  rebuild 
stocks  will  require  vigorous  enforcement  by 
the  Coast  Guard.  Both  Stations  Scituate  and 
Menemsha  are  also  responsible  for  enforce- 
ment of  laws  and  treaties,  which  includes  the 
inspection  of  catches  and  equipment.  Further- 
more, Station  Menemsha  is  responsible  for 
New  Bedford,  one  of  the  busiest  fishing  ports 
on  the  east  coast. 

In  my  view,  the  potential  public  safety  con- 
sequences make  a  review  of  the  Coast 
Guard's  plans  imperative  and  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Traficant  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  and,  speaking  as  a 
member  of  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Transportation  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  which  has  jurisdiction 
over  the  Coast  Guard.  I  would  like  to 
bring  a  couple  of  points  to  the  body's 
attention. 

First,  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  knows  his  budget  is  being  re- 
duced as  it  is  for  every  other  part  of 
the  Federal  Government.  In  a  response, 
not  necessarily  anybody  other  than  the 
Commandant  has  analyzed  in  depth  the 
need  for  maintaining  all  of  the  serv- 
ice's small  boat  stations. 

What  the  Commandant  found  is  that 
the  service  does  not  need  all  of  the  sta- 
tions they  have  today.  That  is  because 
of  demographic  changes  and  better  op- 
erating procedures  and  the  procure- 
ment of  faster  boats  and  helicopters. 
New  technology  enables  us  today  to 
search  a  wider  territory  and  get  on 
scene  in  the  required  time  without  hav- 
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Ing  a  boat  station  right  around  the  cor- 
ner. 

I  understand  that  no  Member  wants 
to  lose  a  Coast  Guard  station  in  their 
district  or  in  their  State.  I  also  under- 
stand that  some  States  are  harder  hit 
by  the  Coast  Guard  plan  than  others. 
However,  Members  should  know  before 
voting  on  this  amendment,  this  is  not 
a  budget-driven  measure.  It  is  done  be- 
cause it  is  sufficient. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
reviewed  the  Coast  Guard's  processes 
for  reviewing  its  needs  for  boat  sta- 
tions. They  said  it  provides,  and  I 
quote,  "a  reasonable  basis  for  deter- 
mining the  appropriate  number  of  sta- 
tions and  the  appropriate  resources  of 
the  stations." 

In  fact,  when  GAO  came  up  before 
the  committee,  we  asked  them  about 
this,  as  we  also  did  when  we  asked  the 
Coast  Guard.  This  was  the  same  GAO.  I 
would  remind  the  Members,  who  5 
years  ago  refused  to  endorse  the  clo- 
sure of  any  stations  because  the  Coast 
Guard  had  not  done  its  homework.  This 
time  they  have. 

According  to  the  Coast  Guard  they 
can  perform  the  safe  level  of  life  saving 
with  fewer  stations  and  with  the  budg- 
et being  reduced  and  then  being  more 
efficient. 

I  also  should  let  Members  know  that 
funds  are  not  included  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  for  these  stations. 
They  are  low-activity  stations,  and 
that  is  why  they  are  on  the  Coast 
Guard  list.  If  we  prevent  these  stations 
from  being  closed,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
will  have  to  cut  $6  million  from  other 
parts  of  the  Coast  Guard's  operating 
budget  to  pay  for  them,  parts  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  operating  budget  that 
they  do  not  want  to  see  cut.  This  will 
have  a  much  greater  impact  on  safety, 
in  my  opinion. 

And  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say,  as  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts said,  this  amendment  is  opposed 
by  the  Department  of  Transportation 
and  by  the  Coast  Guard.  There  are  no 
funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  to 
implement  it  without  harming  other 
programs. 

I  urge  the  body  to  vote  the  amend- 
ment down. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  just  heard  that 
people  with  the  green  eyeshades  down- 
town here  in  Washington,  DC,  reviewed 
the  Coeist  Guard  process  and  they 
found  that  it  was  meritorious.  People 
with  the  green  eyeshades  in  downtown 
Washington,  DC,  have  never  tried  to 
cross  a  bar  entrance  in  Oregon  with  an 
outgoing  tide  and  a  strong  wind.  It  is 
pretty  tough.  In  fact,  the  Commandant 
of  the  Coast  Guard,  in  this  bulletin  of 
January  of  this  year  said,  and  I  quote, 
this  is  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  the  same  gentleman  rec- 
ommending these  cuts  referring  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest: 


This  area  has  always  challenged  mariners 
with  Its  isolated,  storm-battered  coastline, 
strenuous  harbor  entrance.  From  seasoned 
flshernien  to  unwary  vacationers,  thousands 
of  people  annually  learn  hard  lessons  due  to 
suddenly  changing  tides  and  weather 

This  is  the  same  Commandant  who 
wants  to  close  two  lifesaving  stations 
in  my  district.  The  last  Commandant 
closed  those  two  lifesaving  stations  in 
my  district,  and  within  2  months  five 
people  drowned,  five  people  who  could 
have  been  saved. 

The  GAO  and  the  people  with  the 
green  eyeshades  think  you  can  tread 
water  for  40  minutes.  Well,  you  cannot 
tread  water  for  40  minutes,  ais  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  pointed 
out,  when  it  is  cold  in  the  Atlantic,  not 
in  the  summertime  but  in  other 
months  of  the  year.  You  cannot  tread 
water  for  40  minutes  while  you  are 
waiting  for  the  helicopter  in  the  bar 
entrances  in  my  district  either,  not  at 
the  Coquille  River,  not  at  the  Rogue 
River,  not  at  the  other  areas  scheduled 
for  cuts. 

We  are  talking  about  one-tenth  of  1 
percent  of  the  operating  budget  of  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard.  If  this  is  an  agency 
that  does  not  have  one-tenth  of  1  per- 
cent of  cuts  that  it  can  make  some- 
where else  except  in  lifesaving.  then 
this  agency  should  be  running  the  en- 
tire Government  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  because  I  cannot  say  that 
about  any  other  agency  of  the  U.S. 
Government.  And  I  do  not  believe  that 
anybody  in  this  House,  particularly 
Members  from  that  side  of  the  aisle, 
would  make  that  assertion  about  any 
other  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, one-tenth  of  1  percent.  Is  that 
too  much  to  save  lives? 

By  the  Coast  Guard's  own  estimates, 
two  people  will  drown  this  year  to  save 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  their  operat- 
ing budget. 

D  1615 

You  might  say  that  is  a  reasonable 
cost,  about  $1  million  per  person.  What 
if  it  is  your  father,  your  mother,  your 
kid,  just  a  friend,  a  neighbor?  Do  you 
think  it  was  worth  that  cut? 

Do  you  think  it  was  worth  abandon- 
ing the  principal  historic  mission  of 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  on  120  miles  of 
the  Oregon  coast  in  the  Northern 
Michigan  Peninsula,  in  New  Jersey,  in 
Massachusetts,  in  other  areas?  Is  it 
worth  abandoning  to  save  one-tenth  of 
1  percent,  or  so  the  admiral  will  not 
have  to  find  one-tenth  of  1  percent 
somewhere  else  in  his  budget  to  cut? 

I  do  not  believe  so,  and  I  do  not  be- 
lieve it  should  be  the  judgment  of  this 
body,  because  if  that  is  the  judgment  of 
this  body,  then  the  blood  of  the  people 
who  will  drown,  and  they  will  drown, 
the  Coast  Guard  says  two  will  drown,  I 
think  maybe  10  or  20  will  drown,  given 
the  experience  in  my  district  7  years 
ago,  people  will  die  because  of  this 
vote. 

This  is  a  little  more  serious  than  a 
lot  of  the  other  votes  cast  here.  The 
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green  eyeshades  downtown  do  not 
know  anything  when  it  comes  to  this. 
The  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard 
does.  He  says  these  are  treacherous  en- 
trances, but  he  is  going  to  abandon 
them  and  serve  them  from  120  miles 
away  with  a  helicopter. 

As  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  the  committee  worked  out,  that  is  a 
pretty  tough  thing  to  do  in  high  winds 
and  low  visibility,  let  alone  talking 
about  the  water  temperatures  and  sur- 
vival times,  none  of  which  was  factored 
into  this  great  equation  that  the  GAO 
said  was  OK.  What  the  GAO  said  is 
they  did  their  math  right.  They  did  not 
say  that  this  makes  sense  for  people  on 
the  ground  or  in  the  water  around  the 
United  States  of  America. 

This  is  an  ill-intentioned  cut,  and 
this  body  should  not  let  this  cut  be 
made,  and  we  should  vote  for  the  Trafi- 
cant  amendment. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  thank  the 
members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Transportation,  especially  the  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Shuster).  and  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Coble],  for  including  my 
legislation  in  this  year's  Coast  Guard 
reauthorization  bill. 

Because  the  Coast  Guard  is  not  bound 
by  the  same  procurement  p)olicies  as  is 
the  Department  of  Defense.  U.S.  manu- 
facturers of  buoy  chain  are  unable  to 
compete  with  foreigm  manufacturers. 
Historically,  the  Coast  Guard  has  pur- 
chaised  the  majority  of  buoy  chain  from 
the  People's  Republic  of  China. 

My  legislation,  as  included  in  the  en 
bloc  amendment,  would  subject  the 
Coast  Guard  to  the  same  procurement 
policies  as  the  Department  of  Defense, 
therefore  restricting  the  purchase  of 
chain  not  manufactured  in  the  United 
States.  In  addition,  all  of  the  compo- 
nents of  the  buoy  chain  must  be  pro- 
duced or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States. 

This  legislation  will  help  us  maintain 
an  even  economic  playing  field  in 
international  trade.  American  laborers 
are  hardworking  and  our  goods  are 
among  the  best  in  the  world,  but  we 
must  ensure  American  businesses  are 
not  undercut  by  cheap  foreign  labor 
costs. 

It  would  be  unwise  to  enact  protec- 
tionist trade  measures  which  ulti- 
mately hurt  consumers  and  producers 
by  reducing  competition.  However,  we 
must  be  on  equal  terms  with  foreign 
producers.  Countries  such  as  China  are 
able  to  undercut  United  States  produc- 
tion and  underbid  United  States  firms 
for  large  contracts. 

"Buy  American"  is  sound  policy  for 
American  jobs,  a  strong  economy  and 
national  defense.  If  we  put  out  chain 
manufacturers  out  of  business,  we  may 
find  ourselves  without  a  supply  should 


a  conflict  arise.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  join  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Studds]  in  congratulating  the  major- 
ity for  rising  to  the  support  of  the  Clin- 
ton administration,  though  expressing 
my  regrets  that  they  have  chosen  this 
unfortunate  moment  on  such  an  ill- 
conceived  issue. 

To  make  clear.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
represent  no  Coast  Guard  stations,  in- 
deed, no  beach  areas,  I  seek  no  sta- 
tions, and  indeed,  do  not  think  they 
should  be  built  in  my  own  district  of 
New  Jersey,  but  I  rise  to  the  defense  of 
the  capabilities  of  the  Coaist  Guard,  be- 
cause this  issue  is  more  than  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  Coast  Guard  station  in 
New  Jersey  or  Massachusetts  or  Or- 
egon. This  goes  to  the  central  mission 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  its  re- 
sponsibility to  our  people. 

Because  there  are  things  that  our 
Government  has  done,  agencies  it 
maintains,  expenditures  that  it  makes 
which  are  inappropriate,  expenditures 
which  should  be  eliminated  and  activi- 
ties which  should  be  curtailed,  there 
are  many  who  would  now  come  to  this 
floor,  and  indeed,  today  they  have  the 
Clinton  administration  with  them,  to 
end  those  activities  which  are  central, 
things  which  only  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment can  do,  things  upon  which  the 
people  of  our  country  depend  upon  the 
Federal  Government  to  do. 

For  200  years  people,  from  mariners 
to  the  boating  public  to  fishermen 
across  America,  have  come  to  rely  for 
their  safety  and  for  rescue  at  moments 
of  peril  upon  the  Coast  Guard.  We  are 
now  presented  with  a  plan  to  close  23  of 
those  stations,  some  of  them  that  have 
or)erated  for  generations,  saved  hun- 
dreds of  people  at  moments  of  peril,  to 
save  one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  the  Coast 
Guard  budget. 

In  an  incredible  calculation,  the 
Coast  Guard  can  even  demonstrate  the 
cities,  the  oceans,  the  rivers,  the 
places,  and  the  numbers  of  lives  that 
will  be  lost.  And  for  what?  Six  million 
dollars,  $6  million  that  we  justifiably 
seek  to  reduce  in  areas  where  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  activities  are  inap- 
propriate and  should  be  curtailed,  or 
should  be  ended.  But  instead,  we  return 
to  a  central  function  of  the  Federal 
Government,  maintaining  safety  on  the 
seas  and  in  our  waterways,  and  in 
doing  so,  risk  enormous  danger  for  our 
citizens. 

Most  ironic  is  that  while  we  reduce 
these  Coast  Guard  activities  in  these  23 
stations,  we  ask  for  greater  surveil- 
lance to  ensure  that  our  fishing  stocks 
are  not  depleted,  we  increase  respon- 
sibility for  drug  interdiction,  to  ensure 
that  narcotics  are  not  reaching  our 
coasts,  we  ask  for  higher  environ- 
mental  standards   to   make  sure   that 


international  shipping  does  not  dump 
their  cargoes  or  their  waste  or  their  oil 
into  our  waters.  We  mount  their  re- 
sponsibilities, we  increase  the  stand- 
ards, we  want  the  American  people  to 
believe  that  they  are  safe  in  moments 
of  leisure  or  work,  but  we  take  away 
their  very  resources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  been  bash- 
ful when  it  came  to  moments  to  vote  to 
cut  Government  spending  or  end  its 
missions,  but  there  is  a  time  in  which 
Members  of  this  institution  must  un- 
derstand those  items  of  safety  and  se- 
curity which  are  central  to  the  func- 
tions of  the  Federal  Government,  mis- 
sions that  if  we  do  not  do,  no  one  else 
will  do,  missions  if  they  are  not  com- 
pleted will  take  the  lives  of  our  people. 

The  people  of  our  country  do  not  gen- 
erally ask  a  lot  of  this  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Usually  they  ask  simply  that  it 
do  less.  This  is  one  instance  where  for 
200  years,  as  certainly  as  people  have 
come  to  expect  if  their  car  or  their 
truck  breaks  down  along  a  highway,  a 
patrolman  will  come  to  their  rescue, 
so,  too,  through  these  generations  peo- 
ple have  come  to  expect  that  if  they 
are  lost  at  sea,  if  their  boat  is  in  peril, 
they  will  see  a  Coast  Guard  ship  come 
to  their  rescue.  That  expectation  need 
not  change,  not  for  $6  million,  not  for 
such  a  small  saving,  not  when  there  are 
so  many  other  opportunities. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I.  too,  rise  in  support 
of  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Tr.aiFICant].  Let  me 
first  acknowledge  that  for  the  several 
Congresses  we  have  just  come  through 
I  have  had  the  extraordinary  privilege 
of  chairing  the  Coast  Guard  Sub- 
committee of  the  former  Committee  on 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  and  so 
I  know  the  awesome  task  and  the  dif- 
ficult job  that  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina,  Mr.  How- 
ard Coble,  has  now  in  shepherding  this 
bill  and  dealing  with  these  very  com- 
plex and  controversial  issues,  particu- 
larly at  a  time  of  deep  budget  strain 
and  stress. 

I  take  my  hat  off  to  no  one  in  voting 
to  make  budget  cuts  around  here.  I  do 
a  lot  more  of  that  than  many  of  the 
Members  do.  and  we  have  a  lot  more  of 
that  coming,  but  part  of  the  process  by 
which  we  make  budget  cuts,  and  we 
reach  toward  that  incredibly  difficult 
goal  of  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002,  is  a  process  called  prioritizing. 

It  is  a  process  by  which  in  the  var- 
ious budgets  and  the  various  moneys 
that  we  collect  from  the  American  pub- 
lic and  spend  back  for  their  benefit,  we 
hope,  that  we  list  and  indeed  fund  first 
those  things  which  are  most  critical  to 
the  function  of  a  given  agency,  to  the 
function  of  a  given  department  of  our 
Government. 

If  there  is  one  function  that  is  most 
central    to   the   operation   of  the   U.S. 


Coast  Guard,  it  is  the  function  of 
search  and  rescue.  If  there  is  one  func- 
tion above  all  else  that  I  would  rank  as 
the  No.  1  priority  of  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard,  it  is  to  be  the  guardians  of  the 
sea. 

We.  as  previous  speakers  have  point- 
ed out,  lump  enormous  responsibilities 
upon  the  Coast  Guard.  Every  year  we 
seem  to  find  something  new  for  them 
to  do.  Every  year,  as  we  peel  back  some 
responsibility  on  some  other  agency, 
we  give  it  to  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 
They  have  become,  as  someone  pointed 
out.  environmental  agents  for  the  Na- 
tion now.  They  are  now  part  of  the 
fisheries  enforcement  apparatus  of 
America.  They  are  in  many  cases 
called  upon,  as  I  said,  to  do  things  we 
had  not  envisioned  the  Coast  Guard 
doing  when  we  first  appointed  and 
placed  in  service  the  men  and  women  of 
this  incredible  branch  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment. 

With  fewer  men  and  women  serving 
than  those  who  serve  in  the  New  York 
Metropolitan  Police  Department,  we 
carry  out  these  enormous  functions  for 
our  country. 

However,  what  are  we  doing  today? 
What  are  we  doing  today  in  debating 
seriously  a  Coast  Guam  attempt  to 
shut  down  its  most  important  function 
first,  instead  of  maybe  dealing  with  all 
the  other  things  it  does  that  perhaps 
we  ought  to  be  talking  about  curtain- 
ing or  somehow  cutting  down?  What 
are  we  doing  discussing  closing  the 
small  boat  stations  of  America  that 
provide  the  ready  access  to  relief  and 
search  and  rescue  in  cases  where  Amer- 
ican boaters  are  put  at  risk,  and  some- 
times their  lives  are  at  stake? 

There  is  no  greater  honor  bestowed 
upon  a  Coast  Guard  man  or  women 
than  the  honor  of  being  a  lifesaver. 
There  is  nothing  that  Coast  Guard  men 
and  women  speak  more  proudly  of  than 
the  number  of  lives  they  save  each 
year,  and  they  save  a  ton  of  lives  each 
year.  They  do  a  tremendous  job  for  us. 
Why  would  we  even  be  considering,  in 
whatever  budget  cuts  or  whatever  cur- 
tailments of  expenditures  we  want  to 
make  here,  stopping  the  most  impor- 
tant function  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard; 
in  fact,  imperiling  lives  on  some  kind 
of  an  arbitrary  formula  that  does  not 
take  into  account  very  dangerous  en- 
trances and  exits  and  storm  conditions, 
temperatures  of  water;  getting  a  for- 
mula that  closes  Coast  Guard  stations 
based  upon  some  arithmetic  calcula- 
tion made  here  in  Washington,  DC? 

I  challenge  Members,  please,  let  us 
support  this  amendment.  Let  us  make 
sure  that  in  this  and  every  budget  we 
do  what  we  are  supposed  to  do, 
prioritize.  The  function,  indeed,  of  sav- 
ing lives  ought  to  be  No.  1  within  the 
Coast  Guard.  We  ought  to  make  it  No. 
1  in  this  Chamber. 

We  ought  to  tell  the  American  public 
we  are  prepared  to  make  tough  cuts. 
but  we  are  also  prepared  to  do  the  most 


important  thing  Government  is  sup- 
posed to  do.  and  that  is  protect  lives, 
protect  liberty,  and  protect  property  in 
America. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Ohairman,  I  support  the 
amendment  oflered  by  the  distinguished  rank- 
ing Democrat  on  the  Coast  Guard  and  Mari- 
time Transportation  Subcommittee,  Mr.  Trafi- 
CANT.  Closing  23  small  search  and  rescue  sta- 
tions, as  the  Coast  Guard  has  proposed, 
would  save  only  a  relatively  small  amount  of 
money.  However,  it  would  remove  a  vital  ma- 
nne  safety  presence  from  the  affected  coastal 
communities. 

I  believe  the  Coast  Guard  has  done  a  good 
job  in  how  it  has  gone  about  reorganizing  and 
rationalizing  its  small  boat  station  staffing. 
Most  of  that  will  be  realized  under  the  Trafi- 
cant  amendment.  And  the  Coast  Guard  may 
well  be  able  to  respond  to  emergencies  ade- 
quately with  other  resources.  My  concern  is 
that  if  these  stations  are  closed,  there  would 
be  a  dimunition  of  safety,  simply  because  the 
safety  professionals  from  the  Coast  Guard 
would  no  longer  be  in  the  community. 

The  Coast  Guard  would  no  longer  be  there 
to  offer  safety  advice  or  take  an  enforcement 
action  against  a  boater  doing  something  stu- 
pid. People  admire  and  look  up  to  the  Coast 
Guard.  That  role  model  for  good  safety  prac- 
tices would  be  removed,  and  I  believe  that 
would  hurt  safety  m  the  long  run. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  Traficani  amendment. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr  Chairman,  I  support 
Mr.  Traficant's  amendment  because  I  feel 
that  It  IS  necessary  that  before  the  Coast 
Guard  closes  a  station,  they  should  develop 
and  implement  a  transition  plan  in  consultation 
with  the  affected  communities.  I  have  ex- 
pressed this  desire  to  the  Coast  Guard  and 
while  they  are  supportive  of  the  idea,  they 
have  yet  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  en- 
sure the  transition  will  be  a  smooth  one  for  the 
communities.  This  amendment  sets  a  1-year 
moratorium  on  closings.  Dunng  this  time,  I 
would  hope  that  the  Coast  Guard  would  work 
with  the  affected  communities  to  develop  a 
plan  that  will  ensure  the  safety  of  the  boaters 
and  residents  of  the  area. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RFXORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  vote  will  be  for 
17  minutes. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  146,  noes  272, 
not  voting  16.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No  308) 
AYES— 146 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

.\ndrews 

Baker  (LAi 

Baldacci 

B&rcia 

Beilenaon 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonlor 


Borekl 

Boucher 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  lOH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Camp 

Cardln 

Clayton 


Clement 

Clybum 

Collins  (XL) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

de  la  Garra 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

DIzon 

Doyle 


Ehlers 
En«el 
Eshoo 
Evani 
Fan- 
Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglletca 
Forbes 
Frank  <MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
GiUmor 
Gutierrei 
Hall  (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings  (FLl 
Hayes 
Hefner 
HilUard 
Hlnchey 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 
Johnson  (SDi 
Johnson.  E  B. 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klink 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
BachuB 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 

Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 

Bate  man 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Brown  back 
Bryant  iTN) 
Bunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chrlstensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Combeat 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 


Lantos 

Laughlln 

L«vin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llpinskl 

LoBlondo 

Lolgren 

Lowey 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Meek 

Menendet 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Murtha 

Nadler 

Ney 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Petri 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Rivers 

NOES— 272 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutscb 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Doreett 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Dunc&n 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  iNJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Ckiodling 

Gordon 

Gobs 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 


Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-AItard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Suidera 

Sawyer 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Skaggi 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Stark 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Staddi 

Stupak 

Tauzln 

Thompson 

Thornton 

TorrlcelU 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

WaUh 

Wanl 

Water* 

Wise 

Woolsey 

WydsD 

Wynn 

Yatet 

Young  (AK) 


HalKTX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WAI 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Heloeman 

Herger 

Hllleanr 

Hobsoa 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

HouKtaton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

InglU 

Utook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kaaich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

L,aFalc« 

LaHood 

Laivent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

L,azio 

Leach 

L«wls  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llgbtfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

L,ongley 

Lucas 

Luther 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

McCarthy 
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McCollum 

Pomeroy 

Souder 

McCrery 

Porter 

Spence 

McDade 

Portman 

Spratt 

McHugh 

Poshard 

Steams 

Mclnnis 

Pryce 

Stenholm 

Mcintosh 

Quillen 

Stump 

McKeon 

Quinii 

Talent 

McNulty 

Radanovicb 

Tanner 

Meehan 

Rams  tad 

Tate 

Me  teal  f 

Repila 

Taylor  iNC) 

Meyers 

Richardson 

Tejeda 

Mica 

Rl«g» 

Thomas 

Miller  (FLi 

Roberts 

Thomberry 

Mlnge 

Roemer 

Thurman 

Molinarl 

Rohrabacher 

Tiahrt 

MoUohan 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Torklldsen 

Montgomery 

Roukema 

Torres 

Moorhead 

Royce 

Upton 

Moran 

Salmon 

Volkmer 

Morella 

Sanford 

Vucanovlch 

Myers 

Sax  ton 

Waldholtz 

Myrtck 

Scarborough 

Walker 

Nml 

Schaefer 

Wamp 

Nechercutt 

SchilT 

Watt  (NO 

Neumann 

Schroeder 

Watts  (OK) 

Norwood 

Seastrand 

Waxman 

Nussle 

Shades 

Weldon  (FLi 

Ortiz 

Shaw 

WeldoniPA] 

Orton 

Shays 

Weller 

Oxley 

Shuster 

White 

Pic  Icird 

Sisisky 

Whltneld 

Par  Iter 

Skeen 

Wicker 

Paion 

Skelton 

Williams 

Payne  (VA) 

Smith  (MI) 

Woir 

Peterson  (MNl 

Smith  (TXi 

Young  (FL) 

Picliett 

Smith  (WA) 

Zelltr 

Pombo 

Solomon 
NOT  VOTING- 

-16 

Berrnan 

Ford 

Rogers 

Boehlert 

Gonzalez 

Taylor  (MS) 

Brown  (CAi 

Jetferson 

Wilson 

Collins  (Ml) 

Maloney 

Zimmer 

Dingell 

Moakley 

FattAh 

Peterson  iFLi 

D  1651 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mrs.  THURMAN.  and 
Messrs.  MEEHAN,  NEAL  of  Massachu- 
3'^tts,  and  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  PETRI.  WALSH,  and  SAND- 
ERS changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  are  taking  up 
the  Coast  Guard  authorization  bill  we 
are  also  taking  it  up  on  a  day  that  is 
truly  a  dark  day  in  the  Coast  Guards 
history  and  in  America's  history.  This 
is  a  day  that  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  has 
joined  forces  with  one  of  the  evil  re- 
gimes in  the  world  and  in  world  his- 
tory, the  Castro  government.  The  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  who  has  had  such  a  glori- 
ous history  over  hundreds  of  years. 
today  escorted  people  for  the  first  time 
in  American  history  back  to  a  Com- 
munist dictatorship.  It  truly  is  a  dark 
day  not  just  in  the  Coast  Guard's  his- 
tory but  in  America's  history. 

It  is  a  policy  which  has  never  been 
done  before  and  hopefully  will  never  be 
done  aigain.  There  are  many  of  us  in 
this  Chamber  and  throughout  this 
country  who  are  urging  the  President 
to  stop  this  policy.  Coaist  Guard  vessels 
which  have  been  used  to  save  lives  for 
hundreds  and  hundreds  of  years,  in  fact 
within  the  last  year  have  saved  hun- 
dreds of  lives,  thousands  of  lives,  were 


used  today  to  bring  13  people  back  to 
what  we  do  not  know,  what  might  be 
death,  what  might  be  torture.  It  is  to- 
tally naive  by  this  administration  to 
believe  that  those  people  will  not  be 
suffering  for  their  consequences.  It  de- 
fies the  logic  of  history,  it  defies  what 
we  do  know.  It  defies  recent  history 
where  this  Government  has  continually 
pointed  to  the  Castro  regime  as  one  of 
the  worst  human  rights  abusers  in  the 
world,  in  fact  in  the  history  of  the 
world,  and  yet  that  is  what  our  Govern- 
ment's resources  and  our  Coast  Guard 
was  involved  in  today. 

Now  is  not  the  time  to  particularly 
reduce  Coast  Guard  authorization  for 
that  action.  But  our  hope  and  I  believe 
again  the  majority  of  the  Members  in 
this  Chamber  and  a  majority  of  people 
throughout  this  country  is  that  this 
policy  will  change  and  will  change  in 
short  order. 

Mr  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  respond  very 
briefly  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 
I  am  not  going  to  take  my  5  minutes, 
but  I  feel  obliged  to  at  least  respond  to 
what  he  said.  I  cannot  disagree  with 
most  of  what  he  said,  but  since  we  are 
now  debating  the  authorization  bill  for 
the  Coast  Guard.  I  think  I  need  to 
make  it  clear  to  my  colleagues  that  we 
should  not  kill  the  messenger  in  this 
case. 

The  Coast  Guard  after  all  is  the  ap- 
propriate agency  for  implementing  the 
President's  policy.  Whether  or  not  we 
agree  with  the  President's  policy,  that 
may  well  be  another  ball  game,  but  I 
do  not  think  we  can  be  justified  in 
pointing  accusatory  fingers  to  the 
Coast  Guard  for  taking  its  part  in  repa- 
triating those  Cubans  back  to  Cuba. 

I  am  advised  that  those  Cubans  who 
were  picked  up  by  the  Coast  Guard 
from  a  cruise  ship  have  been  aboard  a 
Coast  Guard  cutter  since  that  day. 
which  I  think  was  last  Thursday,  and 
the  repatriation  process  is  going  on 
now. 

I  just  want  to  insert  my  oars  in  the 
water.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the 
Coast  Guard.  I  do  not  disagree  with 
what  the  gentleman  from  Florida  said, 
but  I  think  it  needs  to  be  made  clear 
that  the  Coast  Guard  is  merely  imple- 
menting the  President's  policy. 

AMENDME.NT  OFFERED  BY  MR    ROTH 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had 
risen  previously  and  I  am  a  member  of 
the  committee.  What  is  the  procedure 
here.  I  have  an  amendment  at  the  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  rec- 
ognized the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
already,  and  as  a  committee  member, 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  will  be  rec- 
ognized next. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  reserves  a  point  of 
order  on  the  amendment. 


The    Clerk    will    report    the    amend- 
ment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendnnent  offered  by  Mr.  Roth:  At  the 
end  of  title  IV  (pajje  43.  after  line  13).  add  the 
following  new  section  (and  amend  the  table 
of  contents  accordingly): 

SEC.  .  LIMITATION  ON  FEES  AND  CHARGES 
WITH  RESPECT  WTTH  RESPECT  TO 
FERRIES. 

The  Secretary  of  the  department  in  which 
the  Coast  Guard  is  operating  may  not  assess 
or  collect  any  fee  or  charge  with  respect  to 
a  ferry.  Not  withstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  reduce  expenditures  in  an  amount  equal 
to  the  fees  or  charges  which  are  not  collected 
or  assessed  as  a  result  of  this  section. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
too  many  laws  in  our  country,  too 
many  taxes  that  do  not  make  sense, 
and  that  is  the  purpose  of  this  amend- 
ment. Ferry  boats  provide  not  only  es- 
sential transportation  but  for  many 
purposes  they  are  the  only  form  of  pub- 
lic transportation  to  many  places. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  debating  an 
issue  here  today  that  is  affecting  the 
lives  of  many  people  in  our  country, 
and  that  is  why  I  think  it  is  important 
for  us  to  give  due  deliberation  to  these 
amendments. 

Ferry  boats  are  really  the  lifeline  to 
many  communities.  Now,  under  U.S. 
law,  the  Coast  Guard  is  allowed  to  ex- 
empt a  ferry  boat  from  paying  taxes  if 
it  is  determined  to  be  of  a  public  inter- 
est. 

In  my  home  State  of  Wisconsin,  fer- 
ries are  considered  public,  so  public 
that  the  public  service  commission  reg- 
ulates them. 

The  only  way  to  get  to  Washington 
Island,  for  example,  in  my  district, 
which  is  off  of  the  coast  of  the  beau- 
tiful Door  County  area  in  Wisconsin, 
you  have  to  go  by  ferry.  This  island  is 
inhabited  by  some  650  residents  year 
around,  many  more  in  the  summer. 
The  only  way  to  get  to  the  island  is  by 
ferry  boat. 

These  boats  are  the  lifeline  to  the 
community.  They  take  care  of  the  am- 
bulance service,  mail  service,  grocer- 
ies, fuel  and  heat. 

Now,  citizens  rely  on  ferries  all  over 
the  United  States.  So  this  is  not  only 
affecting  Wisconsin,  this  is  affecting 
many,  many  areas  in  your  States  also. 

During  one  of  the  many  destructive 
floods  on  the  Mississippi,  for  example, 
many  families  and  towns  relied  on  the 
ferries  to  get  them  to  the  hospital  and 
to  safe  shelter.  When  San  Francisco, 
for  example,  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge, 
for  example,  was  damaged  by  an  earth- 
quake, the  bay  area  relied  on  ferry 
boats. 

If  these  new  destructive  taxes  go  into 
effect,  as  scheduled  on  May  1,  one  ferry 
boat  operator,  for  example,  on  the 
Washington  Island  line  will  be  penal- 
ized by  some  $5,175,  that  is  over  $5,000. 

When  this  amendment  goes  into  ef- 
fect,  what  it  will  do   is  return  some 
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fairness,  and  that  is  all  I  am  asking.  I 
am  asking  that  the  Congress  consider 
this  as  a  public  service. 

Let  us  not  tax  these  people  to  death. 
Let  us  not  choke  off  this  vital  lifeline 
from  Door  County  to  Washington  Is- 
land. 

As  I  say,  this  is  not  the  only  area  in 
the  country,  but  there  are  many  areas 
like  this,  and  I  ask  the  Members  to  ap- 
prove this  amendment. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  COBLE]  insist 
on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COBLE.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  want  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  that  much 
of  what  he  said  I  am  not  in  disagree- 
ment with,  but  I  do  not  think  this  is 
the  proper  forum,  for  this  reason:  I 
think  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth] 
violates  section  302(f)  of  the  Budget 
Act  by  providing  negative  budget  au- 
thority for  the  fiscal  year  1995. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  be 
heard  on  that? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Roth]. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  realize 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Coble]  is  probably  one  of  the  most 
gifted  lawyers  in  the  House. 

I  wanted  to  point  out  that  whenever 
we  cut  taxes,  it  is  never  in  order. 

Let  me  say  something:  When  you 
read  this  amendment,  and  the  appro- 
priate statute,  you  find  that  the  ferry 
is  defined  as  a  public  ser\'ice.  Then  the 
tax  does  not  apply. 

Also,  I  want  to  point  out  that  the 
second  argument  is  that  the  amend- 
ment gives  the  Secretary  the  authority 
to  reduce  expenditures  in  the  amount 
equal  to  the  tax  not  collected. 

Therefore,  this  amendment  is  in 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  DiCKEY).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule.  Based  on  the 
last  argument  from  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  that  the  record  new 
budget  authority  would  be  offset,  the 
Chair  holds  that  the  amendment  is  in 
order. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Well.  I  thank  the  Chair 
very  much,  and  I  ask  for  an  affirmative 
vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  ruling  is  based 
on  the  last  sentence  of  the  amendment. 

Are  there  other  Members  who  wish  to 
be  heard  on  the  amendment? 

If  not.  the  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  ROTH]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

.•\MENDMENT  OKFERKD  BY  MR.  DEFAZIO 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DeFazio: 
At  the  end  of  title  I.  add  the  following 
new  section: 
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SEC.  .  LIMrrATION  OF  USE  OF  AMOUNTS  TO 
CLOSE  MULTnvnSSION  SMALL  BOAT 
STATIONS. 

Amounts  appropriated  under  the  authority 
of  this  Act  may  not  be  used  to  close  any 
multimission  small  boat  station  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  determines  that 
the  closing  will  have  less  negative  impact  on 
maritime  safety  than  the  elimination  of 
Coast  Guard  administrative  aircraft. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  Traficant  amendment,  the  issue 
was  raised  that  we  should  not  ask  the 
Coast  Guard  to  go  back  to  the  well; 
they  could  not  find  the  few  million  dol- 
lars necessary  to  keep  those  23  small 
boat  lifesaving  stations  open.  As  I 
pointed  out,  it  is  one-tenth  of  1  percent 
of  the  budget. 

But  since  we  did  not  want  to  man- 
date that  the  Coast  Guard  return  to 
their  budget  and  apply  a  magnifying 
glass,  I  decided,  if  the  Traficant 
amendment  failed,  to  offer  one  of  my 
own  and  help  them  out. 

I  referred  to  a  report  of  the  Govern- 
ment, of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation and  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  and  in  regard  to  the  transpor- 
tation activities  of  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard,  in  particular,  my  amendment 
goes  to  one  part  of  those  transpor- 
tation activities;  that  is.  the  private 
jet  of  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  of  the  United  States. 

For  the  last  year  for  which  they  have 
figures,  the  private  jet  utilized  by  the 
Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard  of  the 
United  Slates  and  others  cost  the 
Coast  Guard  $3,363,263.  more  money 
than  is  necessary  to  keep  those  23 
small  boat  life-saving  stations  open. 

So  the  decision  before  this  Congress 
is:  Should  we  maintain  a  private  jet 
which  has  been  utilized  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation? He  also  has  private  jets  in 
other  parts  of  his  budget  and  can  also 
utilize  the  private  jets  at  Andrews  Air 
Force  Base,  and  the  Commandant  of 
the  Coast  Guard,  who  used  it  about  half 
the  time,  vice  commandant,  area  com- 
manders, other  Coast  Guard  personnel, 
and  surprise,  surprise.  Members  of  the 
US.  Congress  utilized  the  private  jet  of 
the  Commandant,  of  the  Coast  Guard 
for  an  estimated  $323,385  last  year. 

So  is  it  better  that  we  spend  $323,385 
ferrying  Members  of  Congress  around 
in  the  Commandant's  private  jet.  or  we 
save  people  who  are  drowning  off  the 
coast  of  Michigan  and  the  Great  Lakes 
and  off  the  coast  of  Massachusetts  and 
New  Jersey? 

I  think  that  in  these  days  where  we 
are  asking  people  to  cut  to  the  bone. 
and  in  these  days  when  Congress  Is  cut- 
ting back  on  its  privileges,  how  can  it 
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justify  a  private  jet  which  is  used  for 
Members  of  Congress,  other  people,  and 
about  half  the  time  for  the  Com- 
mandant of  the  Coast  Guard? 

I.  as  one  Member  of  Congress,  would 
be  quite  willing  to  pony  up  a  bunch  of 
my  frequent  flier  miles  so  the  com- 
mandant would  never  have  to  fly  in 
coach.  He  could  always  fly  first  class. 
Now,  I  am  sure  it  is  not  going  to  be  the 
same  as  a  private  jet.  If  there  was  an 
emergency  and  he  needed  a  private  jet, 
he  could  go  to  Andrews  Air  Force  Base, 
where  they  maintain  about  40  private 
jets  for  bigwigs  in  the  military,  and  I 
am  certain  they  would  let  him  use  one. 

So  why  do  we  have  private  jets  in  the 
Coast  Guard,  private  jets  in  the  High- 
way Department,  private  jets  in  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government, 
and  then  a  whole  bunch  of  private  jets 
in  the  military?  If  we  are  going  to  keep 
private  jets  to  ferry  around  Members  of 
Congress  and  other  bigwigs,  let  us  get 
more  efficient,  put  them  all  in  one 
place.  Let  us  operate  them  all  out  of 
Andrews  Air  Force  Base. 

This  amendment  is  very  simple.  It 
would  say  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation would  have  to  decide  what  is 
more  important  to  the  lifesaving  mis- 
sion of  the  Coast  Guard:  a  private  jet 
for  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  others,  in- 
cluding Members  of  Congress,  or  the  23 
small  boat  lifesaving  stations? 

I  think  that  many  Members  would 
join  me  in  determining  that  in  times 
where  we  have  to  cut  back,  we  should 
make  the  cuts  in  the  areas  where  it 
hurts  least,  and  1  think  cutting  private 
jets  for  Members  of  Congress  and  the 
Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard  would 
be,  in  this  case,  by  most  Americans 
considered  to  be  a  better  cut  than  cut- 
ting 23  small  boat  lifesaving  stations. 

I  do  not  believe  that  a  person  tread- 
ing cold  water  off  Nantucket  Island  or 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  Great  Lakes 
or  off  the  Oregon  coast  should  have  to 
wait  40  minutes  to  1  hour  for  a  Coast 
Guard  rescue.  I  would  rather  the  brass 
in  the  Coast  Guard  and  Members  of 
Congress  waited  40  minutes  for  a  com- 
mercial jet  at  National  Airport. 

Again.  I  would  be  happy  to  contrib- 
ute some  of  my  mileage  upgrades  so 
none  of  those  people  will  have  to  fly  in 
coach. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  am  not  sure  I  follow  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon.  Maybe  it  is  very  cleverly  draft- 
ed, or.  in  any  event,  I  am  not  with  it. 

But  I  am  going  to  have  to  oppose 
this.  Much  of  this  is  what  we  discussed 
on  the  last  amendment  regarding  the 
fact,  folks,  that  1  think  the  Coast 
Guard  needs  to  have  some  flexibility  as 
it  conducts  its  self-assessment,  stream- 
lining program. 

Now,  some  of  my  Democrat  friends 
earlier  were,  tongue-in-cheek,  and  I  did 
not  object  to  this,  were  admonishing 
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me  for  signing  off  on  the  administra- 
tion's proposal. 

Well,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation, whom  I  do  not  know  well,  and 
perhaps  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
may  well  know  him  better  than  I.  but 
he  had  no  problem  at  all  with  extend- 
ing to  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard  the  flexibility  to  determine 
what  stations  are  to  be  downsized,  and 
as  far  as  the  jet,  that  obviously  is  a 
part  of  the  Coast  Guard  air  fleet. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COBLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  does  not  mandate  that  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  delete  the 
private  jet  for  the  Commandant  of  the 
Coast  Guard  and  Members  of  Congress. 
It  merely  says  that  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  must  determine  what  is 
more  important  to  the  maritime  safety 
of  this  Nation,  private  jet  for  the  Com- 
mandant of  the  Coast  Guard.  Members 
of  Congress  and  others,  or  23  small  boat 
lifesaving  stations. 

I  think  that  we  are  just  sending  the 
issue  back  to  Secretary  Pena  for  an- 
other look,  because  I  think  perhaps, 
hopefully,  his  mind  was  not  clouded  by 
his  two  private  jet  trips  the  Com- 
mandant provided  last  year  for  $55,000. 
and  hopefully  he  would  look  at  this  ob- 
jectively and  determine  we  do  not  need 
that  private  jet  It  is  a  luxury  jet.  It  is 
a  personal  aircraft.  It  is  not  a  member 
of  the  fleet.  It  is  not  used  for  strategic 
or  military  purposes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  com- 
mend my  colleague  from  Oregon  for 
proBosing  this  amendment. 

As  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  CoBLEj  said,  in  terms  of  the 
background  of  it.  it  is  very  similar  to 
the  previous  amendment,  but  I  do  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon [Mr.  DeF.-\zio].  because  he  has.  in 
effect,  identified  a  source  of  funding  in 
the  Coast  Guard  to  pay  for  us  keeping 
open  these  small  boat  stations. 

As  was  mentioned  by  some  of  the 
speakers  in  the  debate  on  the  Traficant 
amendment,  this  is  really  a  question  of 
priority.  We  all  know  we  have  a  limited 
amount  of  funds  and  that  we  have  to 
prioritize  where  we  spend  those  funds. 
But  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeF.\z[0]  is  saying  the  priority  should 
be  on  saving  lives  and  keeping  open 
those  Coast  Guard  stations  which  over 
the  years  have  generated  support  not 
only  with  Coast  Guard  and  Federal 
money  but  other  auxiliary  moneys  and 
volunteer  efforts  to  continue  the 
search  and  rescue  operations  and  the 
other  things  that  the  Coast  Guard  is 
involved  with. 

It  certainly  makes  sense,  in  my  opin- 
ion, to  eliminate  a  private  jet,  clearly 


something  that  is  frivolous  and  not 
needed.  There  have  to  be  other  ways 
the  Commandant  can  go  about  travel- 
ing from  one  place  to  another  and  save 
the  money  by  striking  that  item  from 
the  budget. 

Now,  I  know  the  amendment  does  not 
go  so  far  as  to  actually  mandate  that 
be  done.  I  personally  would  not  have  a 
problem  with  that,  but  what  he  is  say- 
ing is  he  is  setting  forth  the  Coast 
Guard  has  to  make  a  decision  and  de- 
cide which  is  the  higher  priority. 

I  think  there  are  very  few  of  us  that 
think  that  eliminating  the  jet  and 
keeping  these  stations  open  is  not  a 
higher  priority.  I  support  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  for  bringing  this  option  to 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague  from  Or- 
egon knows  full  well  what  kind  of  serv- 
ice the  Coast  Guard  provides  to  our 
fishermen  on  the  coast  of  Oregon.  We 
are  in  a  very  dangerous  water. 

The  small  boat  stations  are  extraor- 
dinarily important  to  not  just  fisher- 
men but  also  to  the  people  who  are  on 
their  own  boats  on  the  coast. 

It  shocks  me.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  find 
out  that  there  is  this  private  jet  avail- 
able, and  the  cost  saving  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeF.\zio]  is  extraor- 
dinarily sensible. 

We  have  to,  in  this  Congress,  be  hon- 
est when  we  say  we  believe  in  cost  cut- 
ting. We  have  to  say  what  we  are  going 
to  cut  and  what  we  are  not  going  to 
cut.  It  is  no  good  saying  we  are  going 
to  be  fiscally  responsible  and  cut  budg- 
ets if.  in  fact,  we  are  cutting  things 
that  are  so  vital  to  our  own  citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  cannot  tell  you  how 
important  those  Coast  Guard  stations 
are  to  the  people  of  Oregon  and  the 
people  of  Washington,  and  it  is  a  great 
favor  for  me  to  serve  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 
who  understands  that.  too. 

Let  us  cut  this  jet.  Let  us  make  sure 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  knows 
what  transportation  is  important  to 
the  country  and  to  the  people  of  this 
great  Nation. 

I  really  support  and  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment. 

D  1715 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  have  a  Coast 
Guard  mini  boat  station  in  my  district, 
and  I  did  not  really  have  a  dog  in  the 
fight  as  far  as  losing  any  jobs,  if  that  is 
the  argument  being  taken,  and  I  sup- 
ported the  efforts  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 
and  others  because,  quite  frankly,  I 
thought  they  were  right.  I  support  this 
amendment,  and  I  want   to  commend 
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the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeFazio]. 

The  last  time  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  allowed  for  closings  of 
small  boat  stations,  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  lost  five 
lives  of  his  constituency.  Now  I  do  not 
think  the  amendment  is  going  to  pass. 
I  say  to  the  gentleman,  "I  am  going  to 
support  your  amendment,  but  I  believe 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
today  has  done  something  in  concert 
with  actions  that  have  been  much  too 
often  taken  in  this  hall.  Congress  con- 
tinues to  pass  the  authority  of  govern- 
ance to  the  White  House,  and  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  in  many 
cases  is  not  being  conferred  with.  Mr. 
DeFazio,  I  think  you  have  made  a  val- 
iant effort.  You  have  certainly  brought 
forward  the  issue,  and  nobody  has  done 
it  better  than  you  have,  and  you  and 
Mr.  Pallone  deserve  a  tremendous 
amount  of  credit  for  it.  I'm  going  to 
support  your  amendment;  I  hope  it 
passes." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

The  amendment  weis  rejected. 

A.ME.NDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HOEKSTRA 

Mr.    HOEKSTRA.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment     offered     by     Mr      Hoekstra: 
Page  7,  strike  lines  12  and  13  and  insert  the 
following: 

SEC.  104.  ENSURING  MARITIME  SAFETY  AFTER 
CLOSURE  OF  SMALL  BOAT  STATION 
OR  REDUCTION  TO  SEASONAL  STA- 
TUS. 

Page  7.  line  14.  before  'None  of  the  funds" 
insert  the  following:  '(a)  Maritime  Safetii' 
Determination.—". 
Page  7.  after  line  18.  insert  the  following: 
(bi  Transition  Plan  Required.— None  of 
the  funds  appropriated  under  the  authority 
of  this  .^ct  may  be  used  to  close  or  reduce  to 
sea.sonal  status  a  small  boat  station,  unless 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  community  affected  by  the  clo- 
sure or  reduction,  has  developed  and  imple- 
mented a  transition  plan  to  ensure  that  the 
maritime  safety  needs  of  the  community  will 
continue  to  be  met. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  rep- 
resenting a  district  that  you  are  well 
aware  of:  I  understand  you  have  a  sum- 
mer residence  in  west  Michigan;  you 
appreciate  the  beauty  of  the  west 
Michigan  shoreline.  We  are  also  very 
aware  of  the  critical  role  that  the 
Coast  Guard  plays  in  ensuring  the  safe- 
ty of  boaters  and  residents  in  my  dis- 
trict. I  do  believe  that  it  is  necessary 
for  the  Coast  Guard  to  streamline  their 
operations,  to  be  both  efficient  and 
cost  effective,  and  also  to  represent  the 
changing  nature  of  their  mission. 
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However.  I  do  not  believe  this  should 
come  at  the  cost  of  safety. 

As  a  Representative  of  a  district  that  lines 
the  coast  of  west  Michigan,  I  am  well  aware 
of  the  essential  role  the  Coast  Guard  plays  in 
ensuring  the  safety  of  boaters  and  residents  in 
my  district.  While  I  believe  that  it  is  necessary 
for  the  Coast  Guard  to  streamline  their  oper- 
ations to  be  both  efficient  and  cost  effective,  I 
do  not  believe  that  this  should  come  at  the 
cost  of  safety.  H.R.  1361  already  states  that 
the  Coast  Guard  cannot  close  a  station  until 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  can  certify  that 
the  action  will  not  have  a  detrimental  impact 
on  public  safety. 

My  amendment  would  add  to  this  provision, 
stating  that  before  the  Coast  Guard  can  close 
a  small  boat  unit,  they  will  have  to  work  in  co- 
operation and  consultation  with  the  affected 
communities  m  developing  a  transition  plan 
that  ensures  that  the  safety  needs  of  that 
community  are  being  met. 

By  pulling  in  the  community,  the  Coast 
Guard  will  hear  the  inputs  and  proposals  from 
the  people  that  are  affected  by  their  decisions 
and  a  healthy  dialog  can  take  place  about 
possible  alternative  solutions  The  Coast 
Guard  has  already  informally  agreed  to  this 
procedure  but  has  failed  to  take  action  on  it. 
My  amendment  will  make  communication  with 
the  communities  a  requirement  before  a  clos- 
ing can  occur.  Through  this  dialog,  commu- 
nities can  work  with  the  Coast  Guard  so  that 
t)oth  parties  will  be  comfortable  with  the  end 
result. 

Mr.  COBLE  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  I  apologize  to  the  gen- 
tleman for  interrupting,  but  I  think  I 
am  correct  that  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Traeicant].  his  staff  and  my 
staff  have  signed  off  on  this  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoekstra],  and  we  will  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  We  have  no  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment,  however,  the 
amendment  is  going  to  make  every- 
body feel  good.  However,  we  have  no 
opposition. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Hoekstra-Castle  amendment. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  proposed  closing  23 
bases  and  reducing  13  bases  to  seasonal 
subunit  status. 

Many  bases  are  outdated  or  inefficient.  The 
intent  of  the  amendment  is  not  to  oppose  base 
restructunng — but  to  elevate  community  par- 
ticipation in  the  planning  process. 

In  Delaware,  the  Coast  Guard  has  proposed 
closing  the  station  at  Roosevelt  mlet  and  re- 
ducing the  station  at  Indian  River  to  seasonal 
duty. 

As  you  may  know,  the  Commandant  of  the 
Coast  Guard  recently  indicated  they  intend  to 
prepare  transition  plans  for  communities  af- 
fected by  base  closure.  This  amendment  sup- 
ports and  expands  on  this  promise. 

The  Hoekstra-Castle  amendment  requires 
the  Coast  Guard  to: 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


First,  work  in  cooperation  with  communities 
affected  by  base  closures  or  base  reduction  to 
seasonal  duties. 

Local  communities  should  be  active  partici- 
pants in  the  policy  making  process. 

Currently,  Coast  Guard  plans  do  not  nec- 
essanly  include  any  further  consultation  with 
local  communities. 

Second,  develop  a  transition  plan  to  ensure 
safety  needs  are  met. 

Currently,  transition  plans  will  not  be  pre- 
pared for  bases  reduced  to  seasonal  duties. 
The  amendment  requires  transition  plans  for 
both  base  closures  and  reductions  to  seasonal 
subunit  status. 

A  wntten  plan  will  better  identity  the  roles, 
responsibilities,  and  requirements  necessary 
for  a  safe  and  smooth  transition 

It  IS  important  to  note  that  this  amendment 
does  not  increase  costs. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Oflice  has  indi- 
cated that  the  amendment  will  not  change  the 
scoring  of  the  bill. 

The  base  restructuring  initiative  will  still  save 
S6  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  NADLER 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nadler:  At  the 
end  of  title  IV  (page  43,  after  line  13).  add  the 
following  new  section  (and  amend  the  table 
of  contents  accordingly): 

SEC.  .  TRANSITION  FOR  CIVILL\N  PEBSONKfEL 
ITNEMPLOYED  DirE  TO  CLOSURE  OR 
REALIGN-ME.NT  OF  COAST  GUARD  IN- 
STALLATIONS. 

(a)  Eligibility  for  RtrriREMENT.— A  civil- 
ian employee  of  the  Coast  Guard  a.ssigned  to 
the  Coast  Guard  installation  located  at  Gov- 
ernors  Island.  New  York,  who  becomes  un- 
employed as  a  result  of  a  closure  or  realign- 
ment of  that  installation  and  who  would 
have  been  eligible  for  retirement  within  5 
years  after  becoming  unemployed  shall  be  el- 
igible for  full  retirement  benefits. 

(b)  Eligibility  for  Reemployment.— For 
purposes  of  seeking  new  employment,  the  au- 
thorized geographic  area  of  a  civilian  -em- 
ployee of  the  Coast  Guard  assigned  to  the 
Coast  Guard  installation  located  at  Gov- 
ernor's Island,  New  York,  who  becomes  un- 
employed is  deemed  to  be  all  United  States 
Coast  Guard  installations  located  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  NADLER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble)  re- 
serves a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Nadler]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  does  two  things  with  re- 
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spect  to  the  Coast  Guard  base  on  Gov- 
ernors Island.  The  Coast  Guard  base  on 
Governors  Island  has  been  there  since 
the  Revolutionary  War  and  is  the  larg- 
est Coast  Guard  base  anywhere  in  the 
United  States. 

The  amendment,  as  I  said,  does  two 
things.  It  permits  civilian  employees 
who  work  at  the  Governors  Island  base 
in  my  district  to  compete  for  available 
jobs  at  bases  anywhere  in  the  countr>' 
should  their  jobs  be  eliminated  because 
of  closure  or  relocation  of  the  Gov- 
ernors Island  base,  which  closure  would 
eliminate  approximately  600  Federal 
civilian  positions.  These  hardworking 
people  under  current  law  would  not  be 
allowed  to  follow  their  work  if  it  were 
relocated  elsewhere  in  the  country  be- 
cause their  authorized  geographical 
area  within  which  they  are  entitled  to 
follow  the  work  is  limited  to  New 
York,  and  there  are  no  Federal  Coast 
Guard  jobs  left  in  New  York,  and  if  the 
Governors  Island  base  is  relocated  to, 
for  example,  Virginia  or  Florida,  under 
current  regulations  these  civilian  em- 
ployees would  not  be  allowed  to  pursue 
those  new  positions.  So  the  first  thing 
the  amendment  does  is  permit  them  to 
do  so. 

The  second  thing  the  amendment 
would  do  would  be  to  permit  civilian 
employees  currently  working  at  the 
Governors  Island  base  who  are  within  5 
years  of  retirement  to  become  eligible 
for  full  retirement  benefits  if  they  are 
displaced  as  a  result  of  the  base  clo- 
sure. This  amendment  would  affect, 
this  provision,  affects,  approximately 
43  people  who  are  within  5  years  of  re- 
tirement and  would  not  otherwise  be 
eligible  for  retirement  benefits,  and  I 
would  be  pleased  to  support  colleagues 
in  offering  the  same  protections  with 
civil  employees  who  work  at  other 
Coast  Guard  bases  that  may  oe  closed 
or  realigned.  These  people  have  loyally 
served  the  Coast  Guard  and  have  loy- 
ally served  our  country  for  over  a  dec- 
ade and  should  not  be  cast  aside  when 
the  Government  goes  on  doing  its  busi- 
ness. If  the  base  closes,  they  will  not 
have  the  opportunity  to  work  at  all  to 
earn  full  time  retirement  benefits  be- 
cause there  are  no  Federal  jobs  in  the 
area.  The  civilian  men  and  women  at 
the  Governors  Island  installation  have 
worked  hard,  they  have  played  by  the 
rules,  they  should  be  treated  fairly, 
and  that  is  what  this  amendment  in 
both  its  provisions  does,  and,  therefore, 
I  ask  for  the  enactment  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  COBLE)  per- 
sist in  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  COBLE.  I  do.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COBLE.  It  is  my  belief.  Mr, 
Chairman,  that  the  amendment  from 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
Y^ork    [Mr.    Nadler)    violates    section 
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401(b)(1)  of  the  Budget  Act  of  1974.  It 
provides  new  entitlement  authority  for 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Nadler]  wish  to 
be  heard? 

Mr.  NADLER.  I  await  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  DiCKEY).  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
makes  a  point  of  order  under  section 
401-B  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  provides 
new  entitlement  authority  effective 
during  fiscal  year  1995  on  a  bill  re- 
ported to  the  House  in  calendar  year 
1995. 

The  Chair  finds  that  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
provides  new  entitlement  authority  in 
the  form  of  public  retirement  benefits. 
The  Chair  also  finds  that  the  new  enti- 
tlement authority  would  be  effective 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill. 
Finally,  the  Chair  is  constrained  to 
contemplate  immediate  enactment  of 
the  bill. 

Accordingly,  the  Chair  holds  that  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  fails  to  comply  with  section  401- 
B  of  the  Budget  Act.  Accordingly,  the 
point  of  order  is  sustained. 

Are  there  any  other  amendments? 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR    .NADLER 

Mr  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  Offered  by  Mr.  Nadler:  At  the 
end  of  title  IV  ipa^e  43.  after  line  13),  add  the 
following  new  section  (and  amend  the  table 
of  contents  accordinsrlv) 

SEC.  .  PROCEDURES  AND  REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
CLOSURE  OR  REALIGNMENT  OF 
COAST  GUARD  INSTALLATIONS. 

The  Secretary  of  the  department  in  which 
the  Coast  Guard  is  operating  may  not  close 
or  realign  any  Coast  Guard  installation  ex- 
cept in  accordance  with  procedures  set  forth 
in  Public  Law  101-510 

Mr.  NADLER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  provides  that  the  Sec- 
retary may  not  close  or  realign  any 
Coast  Guard  installation  except  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  set  forth 
in  Public  Law  101-510,  which  is  to  say 
except  in  accordance  with  the  proce- 
dures utilized  by  the  Base  Closure 
Commission.  This  amendment  would 
ensure  that  decisions  regarding  which 
installation  of  the  Coast  Guard  may  be 
closed  in  the  future  would  be  fair  and 
impartial  by  requiring  they  be  made 
according  to  the  procedures  that  we 
have  established  for  the  Defense  base 
closure  and  realignment  by  the  Defense 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act.  We 


have  established  an  independent  com- 
mission to  determine  military  base  clo- 
sures. This  has  achieved  its  purpose  of 
providing  a  fair  process  that  preserves 
the  national  interests  and  safety  while 
affording  fairness  to  affected  regions. 
The  same  procedure  is  equally  relevant 
and  necessary  if  we  are  going  to  em- 
bark upon  a  course  of  closing  Coast 
Guard  installations  to  ensure  a  good 
Federal  policy  and  fairness  to  different 
regions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  streamline  Gov- 
ernment, we  must  maintain  maritime 
safety,  and  we  should  use  fair  and  im- 
partial procedures  to  determine  which 
Coast  Guard  bases  are  appropriate  to 
close  or  realign,  and  I  believe  that  the 
existing  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  could  undertake  this  addi- 
tional duty  without  a  greater  addi- 
tional cost.  So  I  submit  this  amend- 
ment, and  I  ask  its  enactment. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Nadler]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Nadler]  would  not  allow  the 
Coast  Guard  to  close  or  realign  any 
Coast  Guard  installation  except  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedure  of  the 
Base  Closing  Act,  and  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman, "Mr.  Nadler,  I  may  be  mis- 
taken, but  I  don't  believe  the  Base 
Closing  Act  extends  its  jurisdiction  to 
Coast  Guard  facilities.  No.  1.  and.  No. 
2,  I  want  to  reiterate  again,  I  favor  giv- 
ing the  Coast  Guard  the  flexibility  to 
deal  with  search  and  rescue  station  clo- 
sures, to  reallocate  resources  appro- 
priately, and  I  think  that  what  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  is  doing  now 
is  to.  perhaps,  attempt  to  do  indirectly 
what  has  been  failed  earlier  today." 

I  therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  efforts,  but  I  reluc- 
tantly, too,  have  to  oppose  this  amend- 
ment. 

Let  me  say  this  amendment  would,  in 
fact,  place  jurisdiction  subject  to  this 
committee  into  a  whole  other  legisla- 
tive jurisdictional  authority  and  would 
complicate  severely  the  business  at 
hand  by  our  committee  to  provide  such 
jurisdiction  over  the  Coast  Guard. 

I  am  willing  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman on  the  problems  that  he  has, 
but  I  believe  with  this,  and  I  have  to 
agree  with  the  chairman,  it  would  not 
be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Congress 
and  this  committee,  and,  with  that  I 
reluctantly 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  sentiment  expressed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant] 


in  his  willingness  to  work  with  me  in 
seeking  to  attain  the  aim  of  fairness 
and  adequate  consideration  of  closure 
of  major  facilities,  and  I  must  say  that 
I  did  not  intend  this  amendment,  Mr. 
Coble,  to  apply  to  small  boat  stations. 
I  had  in  mind  major  facilities  such  as 
the  Coast  Guard  station  on  Governors 
Island  and  other  such  major  facilities 
which  are  really  analogous  to  major 
military  bases  and,  I  think,  should  get 
analogous  treatment,  and  I  certainly 
would  not  want  to  tamper  with  the 
committee's  jurisdiction,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  on  which  I  sit. 

So  I  would  look  forward  to  working 
with  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Coble]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]  to  work  out 
this  question  to  afford  a  fairer  way  of 
determining  which  major  installations 
should  be  closed,  if  any,  in  a  fair  and 
impartial  manner  and  with  the  assur- 
ances that  they  would  be  willing  to 
work  on  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Nadler]  is 
withdrawn. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AME.VD.MENT  0KFF;RKD  BY  MR.  TAUZIN 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Tauzin:  At  the 
end  of  title  IV  (page  43.  after  line  13).  add  the 
following  new  section  (and  amend  the  table 
of  contents  accordingly): 

SEC.  .  AMOL^NT  OF  FEE  FOR  INSPECTION  OR  EX- 
AMINATION OF  SMALL  PASSENGER 
VESSELS. 

(a)  Amount  of  Fee  —Section  2110  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(ki  The  amount  of  any  fee  under  this  title 
for  inspection  or  examination  of  a  small  pas- 
senger vessel  may  not  exceed— 

•■(1)  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  under  65  feet  in 
length.  $300.  or 

■■(2i  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  65  or  more  feet 
in  length.  $600." 

(b)  Increa.se  in  Fee  —The  Secretary  of  the 
Department  in  which  the  Coast  Guafd  is  op- 
erating shall  increase  the  amount  of  the  fee 
charged  by  the  Coast  Guard  for  inpection  or 
examination  of  large,  luxury  foreign-flag 
crui.se  ships  under  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  in  an  amount  adequate  to  offset  any 
reduction  in  the  total  amount  received  by 
the  United  States  m  the  form  of  such  fee  as 
a  result  of  the  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a). 

Mr.  TAUZIN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  a 
point  of  order. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  of- 
fered an  amendment  that  violates  rule 
XXI.  clause  5(b).  because  the  increase 
of  fees  to  foreign  cruise  vessels  is  not 
related  to  the  cost  of  providing  the 
service  of  the  Coast  Guard.  It  is  not  re- 
lated to  the  cost  of  providng  the  serv- 
ice of  Coast  Guard  inspections,  and 
this,  therefore.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  no 
longer  a  fee  but  a  tax. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  wish  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  pro- 
vides for  capping  the  fees  that  are  as- 
sessed for  inspecting  small  vessels  at 
$300  and  $600,  more  closely  related  to 
the  actual  cost  of  inspecting  these 
small  vessels,  and  requiring  the  Coast 
Guard  instead  to  assess,  whenever  the 
money  is  required  to  cap,  these  fees  on 
the  larger  foreign  cruise  ships. 

The  problem  is,  of  course,  a  budget 
one.  We  cannot  put  a  cap  on  the  fees  on 
the  low  end  unless  we  provide  for  col- 
lection of  those  same  amounts  on  the 
high  end  of  the  scale. 

The  problem  is  that  there  is  a  tax  in 
this  bill.  The  tax  is  on  the  small  boat 
owners.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  point 
out  two  things  to  you:  The  first  is  that 
under  the  current  fee  schedule  small 
boat  owners  are  being  ripped  apart.  In 
many  cases  the  cost  of  insp)ection  bears 
no  relationship  whatsoever  to  the  time 
spent  by  the  Coast  Guard  in  inspecting 
those  vessels. 

Let  me  illustrate  for  you.  In  Louisi- 
ana, Mr.  and  Mrs.  Torres  operate  a 
small  swamp  tour  boat,  25  feet  in 
length.  It  is  a  small  boat  They  take 
passengers  out  to  look  at  alligators. 
Twenty-five  in  length. 

The  Coast  Guard  says  that  they  are 
charging  $87  an  hour  to  inspect  the  ves- 
sels. But  the  Torreses,  who  went 
through  an  inspection  that  took  less 
than  an  hour,  it  should  not  have  taken 
more  than  that,  were  billed  for  $545  of 
expenses  for  that  inspection  under  this 
fee  schedule. 

In  Galliano,  LA,  Mr.  Jimmy  Martin 
has  three  boats  85  feet  in  length.  One  of 
those  boats  was  inspected  for  a  total  of 
one  hour.  He  was  not  charged  $87;  he 
was  charged  $1,135.  A  similar  case  with 
Mr.  Earl  Griffin  of  Larose,  LA,  one  of 
three  boats  inspected,  each  one  110  feet 
in  length;  the  inspection  took  a  little 
over  2  hours.  $1,135. 

If  there  is  a  tax  in  this  bill,  it  is  a 
horrible  confiscatory  tax  on  small  boat 
owners.  But  that  is  not  the  only  prob- 
lem. The  other  problem  is  that  re- 
cently the  Coast  Guard  initiated  a  pro- 
gram called  streamlined  inspections. 
Now,  under  that  program,  if  you  have  a 
great  safety  record,  if  your  record  in 
the  boat  business  is  so  spotless,  you  are 
allowed  to  self-inspect  and  to  self-cer- 


tify to  the  Coast  Guard  that  you  meet 
all  these  criteria.  That  is  a  new  pro- 
gram initiated  to  save  people  money, 
to  save  the  Coast  Guard  the  trouble 
and  time  of  inspection,  to  just  inspect 
the  boats  that  need  inspection,  in  ef- 
fect. 

Guess  what?  The  Coeist  Guard  is 
charging  those  boat  owners  the  same 
price  they  charge  other  boat  owners 
who  they  have  to  go  out  and  inspect. 
They  are  calling  it  a  cost  of  overseeing 
the  self-inspection  program. 

This  is  a  mess,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
Coast  Guard  user  fee  is  using  people  all 
right.  It  is  using  them  to  death.  And  I 
suggest  this  amendment  is  vital  and 
needs  to  get  passed. 

The  gentleman  says  we  are  raising  a 
tax  by  reallocating  these  user  fees.  We 
are  not  raising  a  tax.  All  we  are  doing 
is  stopping  this  awful  confiscatory  tax 
on  the  smaller  boat  owners.  What  this 
amendment  says  is  that  the  inspection 
fees  ought  to  be  capped  at  something 
reasonably  related  to  the  real  cost  and 
the  time  of  inspection:  $300  for  a  boat 
under  65  feet.  $600  for  a  boat  over  65  fee. 
That  makes  sense.  For  the  Coast  Guard 
to  assess  a  $1,135  fee  for  less  than  an 
hour's  worth  of  inspection,  to  assess  a 
fee  on  those  who  self-inspected  under  a 
good-faith  streamlined  policy  provision 
we  adopted  la^t  year,  is  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ought  to  pass  this 
amendment.  You  ought  to  rule  against 
this  point  of  order  if  for  no  other  rea- 
son than  the  amendment  makes  such 
good  sense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  other 
Member  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
understand  the  position  taken  by  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  and  be- 
cause of  the  tax  implications  I  believe 
there  probably  exists  technical  points 
that  speak  to  sustaining  this  point  of 
order. 

But  I  would  like  to  make  this  state- 
ment in  lieu  of  that,  and  I  believe  that 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Tauzin]  is  a  very  valuable  Member  of 
this  Congress.  I  believe  he  struck  on  a 
point  here  that  deserves  the  concerns 
of  our  committee.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  chairman  if  in  fact  this  is  stricken 
by  a  point  of  order  because  of  those 
technicalities,  the  Budget  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1990  did  allow  for  an  oppor- 
tunity to  exist  that  does  fit  into  this 
strategy  that  is  offered  by  this  legisla- 
tion, perhaps  we  could  visit  that  issue 
and  see  if  we  can  mitigate  some  of 
those  problems,  because  I  think  Mr. 
Tauzln  makes  an  awful  lot  of  sense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  other 
Member  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be 
very  brief.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]  raises  a  good 
point.  I  think  the  gentleman  and  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
zin] and  I  can  visit  this  and  perhaps 
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bring  the  appropriate  Coast  Guard  offi- 
cials to  the  table.  If  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tauzin] 
says  is  accurate,  and  I  have  no  reason 
to  doubt  it.  some  redress  is  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  other 
Member  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  am  a 
bit  puzzled  as  to  how  we  can  rule  that 
the  Coast  Guard,  in  levying  a  confis- 
catory tax— that  is.  a  t)oat  operator  in 
the  southern  part  of  my  district  last 
year  was  assessed  one  fee  for  five  boats, 
and  this  year  was  assessed,  because  the 
Coast  Guard  person  had  to  travel  there, 
he  did  not  think  that  was  unreason- 
able, this  year  he  was  assessed  five  fees 
for  the  five  boats  as  though  five  sepa- 
rate trips  had  been  made  and  those 
were  done  in  one  trip.  I  am  a  bit  puz- 
zled how  it  can  be  that  we  are  con- 
fronted with  a  confiscatory  tax.  which 
has  been  unilaterally  imposed  by  the 
Coast  Guard,  and  yet  in  this  case  when 
we  are  attempting — but  it  is  being  jus- 
tified as  a  user  fee — when  we  are  at- 
tempting to  adjust  the  user  fee  under 
the  gentleman's  amendment,  we  are  de- 
termining it  is  a  tax  and  we  are  out  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  other 
Member  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tauzin].  I  would 
hope  that  my  friend  from  North  Caro- 
lina would  reflect  upon  his  raising  of 
this  point  of  order. 

I  have  for  a  long  time  been  express- 
ing my  own  concerns  about  the  pro- 
posed user  fees  for  inspection  and  ex- 
amination of  commercial  vessels.  The 
final  rule  was  issued  Dy  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  on  March  18. 
Despite  the  fact  that  the  department 
spent  3"^  years  on  this  rulemaking.  I  do 
not  believe  that  it  has  adequately  ad- 
dressed the  concerns  of  the  small  busi- 
nesses. In  February  1992  as  the  depart- 
ment began  the  rulemaking  process.  I, 
and  others,  expressed  concerns  to  the 
Subcommittee  on  Coast  Guard  and 
Navigation  about  user  fee  proposals 
that  were  disproportionately  high  for 
small  vessel  operators. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Tauzin].  from  his  own  constituency  in 
Louisiana,  has  mentioned  fees  that 
went  over  $1,000  for  the  inspection  of 
small  vessels.  Small  business  cannot 
tolerate  that. 

Over  the  past  few  years  this  has  con- 
tinued to  be  a  priority  for  me  and  I 
know  for  the  committee.  It  certainly 
has  been  a  priority.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
many  of  the  charter  boat  operators  in 
my  own  State  of  Maryland  and  my  dis- 
trict. My  district,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  is  t>ordered  by  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  and  the  Potomac  River,  two  of  the 
great  waterways  of  our  country,  and 
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there  are  many  small  vessels  in  south- 
em  Maryland  that  are  owned  and  oper- 
ated by  small  businesses.  Some  are 
family  operations,  as  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble] 
knows,  that  have  passed  down  through 
the  generations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  makes  sense  to 
limit  the  amount  that  these  small 
businesses  and  family-operated  oper- 
ations would  pay  for  their  inspections. 
We  are  not  against  inspections,  but  we 
want  to  have  a  reasonable  fee  to  effect 
them. 

On  May  2,  I  joined  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  T,\uziN]. 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GiLCHREST],  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  LoBiondo]  in  reiterat- 
ing our  concern  about  this  issue.  In  a 
letter  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Coble],  we  noted  the 
Coast  Guard  has  indicated  its  fee  for 
inspection  is  about  $87  an  hour.  Mr. 
T.M'ZLN  has  referenced  how  quickly 
that  $87  becomes  $587  and  then  $1,087. 
Yet  small  vessel  operators  are  being 
asked  to  pay  hundreds  of  dollars  for  in- 
spections that  take  less  than  1  hour. 

I  regret  the  committee  did  not  ad- 
dress this  issue.  The  chairman  happens 
to  be  a  very  close  friend  of  mine,  and  I 
have  great  respect  for  him  I  know  he 
cares  about  this  issue.  I  know  that  he 
feels  constrained  under  the  rules  to 
raise  this  point  of  order,  but,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  you  have  to  press  the 
point  of  order,  and  I  would  hope  you 
might  reconsider,  but  if  you  cannot  re- 
consider. I  certainly  would  hope  very 
seriously  that  you  would  take  the  rec- 
ommendation of  my  friend  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Tp..\F!C.\.\t],  and  that  we  pursue 
this  vigorously,  so  that  in  the  very 
near  future,  on  one  bill  or  another,  we 
can  fix  this. 

We  talk  about  small  businesses,  we 
talk  about  decreasing  regulation,  we 
talk  about  cutting  taxes.  Here  is  a  spe- 
cific example  of  where  we  are  driving 
small  businesses  out  of  business,  fam- 
ily-owned sole  proprietorships  out  of 
business,  because  they  cannot  pay  it. 
This  is  almost  confiscatory. 

Mr  Chairman.  I  want  to  join  with 
Representative  T.-\uziN  in  expressing 
my  concern  about  the  proposed  user 
fees  for  inspection  and  examination  of 
commercial  vessels. 

The  final  rule  was  issued  by  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  on  March 
18.  Despite  the  fact  that  the  depart- 
ment spent  3^'b  years  on  this  rule- 
making. I  do  not  believe  that  it  has 
adequately  addressed  the  concerns  of 
small  businesses. 

In  February  1992,  as  the  department 
began  the  rulemaking  process.  I  ex- 
pressed concern  to  the  Subcommittee 
on  Coast  Guard  and  Navigation  about 
user  fee  proposals  that  were  dispropor- 
tionately high  for  small  vessel  opera- 
tors. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  this  has  con- 
tinued   to    be    a   priority   for   me   and 


many  of  the  charter  boat  operators  in 

my  district.  Maryland's  Fifth  Congres- 
sional District  is  bordered  by  two  of 
our  Nation's  great  waterways — the 
Chesapeake  Bay  and  the  Potomac 
River. 

I  regret  that  the  committee  did  not 
address  this  issue  in  the  reauthoriza- 
tion bill.  I  support  the  concept  of  ask- 
ing those  who  rely  on  the  Coast  Guard 
to  help  pay  for  its  services  and  I  re- 
main strongly  committed  to  the  Coast 
Guard's  safety  inspection  program. 
However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  we  can  ask  small  vessel  oper- 
ators to  pay  more  than  their  share. 

Mr.  Tauzin's  amendment  places  a  cap 
on  fees  to  ensure  that  they  are  not  ex- 
cessive. I  commend  him  for  bringing 
this  issue  to  the  floor  and  I  hope  that 
all  Members  will  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  protecting  charter  boat  and 
other  small  vessel  operators. 

On  May  2,  I  joined  with  Representa- 
tives Tauzin,  GiLCHREST,  and  LoBiondo 
in  reiterating  our  concern  about  this 
issue.  In  a  letter  to  Chairman  Coble. 
we  noted  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  in- 
dicated that  its  fee  for  inspections  is 
about  $87  per  hour.  Yet  small  vessel  op- 
erators are  being  asked  to  pay  hun- 
dreds of  dollars  for  inspections  that 
take  less  than  an  hour. 

There  are  many  small  vessels  in 
southern  Maryland  that  are  owned  and 
operated  by  small  businesses.  Some  are 
family  operations  that  have  passed 
down  through  the  generations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  makes  sense  to 
limit  the  amount  that  these  small 
businesses  would  pay  for  their  inspec- 
tions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Coble]  wish 
to  be  heard  further  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may  be 
twisting  it  procedurally,  but  let  me 
plow  along. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  would  say  to 
my  friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Hoyer]  is  this:  I 
feel  obliged  to  insist  upon  my  point  of 
order.  But  I  commend  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Youngstown,  OH  [Mr. 
Traficant],  and  my  friend  from  the 
Bayou,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Tauzin],  did  not  hear  me  when  I 
said  this  earlier,  but  I  said  in  response 
to  what  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Traficant]  said,  if  what  you  indicate 
is  true,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt 
it,  redress  is  needed.  This  needs  to  be 
corralled. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Hover],  assuming  I  got 
a  favorable  ruling  from  the  Chair,  we 
will  make  that  happen  as  far  as  getting 
with  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Tauzin],  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Traficant],  and  I,  and  hopefully 
pursue  a  course  that  will  be  beneficial. 
Mr.  HOYER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  thank  him  for  his  consider- 
ation. I  know  all  of  us  would.  I  thank 


the  chairman  for  his  consideration.  I 
would  hope  that  we  did  not  have  the 
point  of  order.  Again,  if  we  feel  we  have 
to  do  that,  I  am  pleased  we  will  pursue 
it  in  another  forum. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Dickey).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
makes  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  on  the  ground  that  it 
carries  a  tax  measure  in  a  bill  reported 
by  a  committee— the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure— 
not  having  jurisdiction  to  report  tax 
measures,  in  violation  of  clause  5(b)  of 
rule  XXI. 

Current  law  authorizes  the  collection 
of  certain  user  fees  to  cover  the  costs 
to  the  Coast  Guard  of  various  vessel  in- 
spections. The  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  proposes 
to  limit  some  of  those  fees  and.  as  an 
offset,  to  increase  anolher  such  fee.  In 
doing  so,  the  amendment  destroys  the 
character  of  the  increased  levy  as  a 
user  fee. 

By  increasing  the  fee  charged  by  the 
Coast  Guard  for  inspecting  large,  lux- 
ury, foreign-flag  cruise  ships  by  what- 
ever amount  is  necessary  to  offset 
specified  reductions  in  the  fees  charged 
for  inspecting  other  vessels,  the 
amendment  attenuates  the  relation- 
ship between  the  amount  of  the  in- 
creased fee  and  the  cost  of  the  particu- 
lar government  activity  for  which  it  is 
assessed. 

Under  the  precedents  recorded  in  sec- 
tion 846b  of  the  House  Rules  and  Man- 
ual, a  fee  that  is  calculated  in  an 
amount  that  is  not  merely  commensu- 
rate with  the  cost  of  the  governmental 
activities  that  the  class  of  assessed 
parties  make  necessary,  hut  instead  is 
collected  as  a  proxy  for  general  reve- 
nue financing  of  general  governmental 
activity  of  broader  benefit,  may  con- 
stitute a  tax  or  tariff  within  the  mean- 
ing of  clause  5<b)  of  rule  XXI. 

The  Chair  finds  that  the  proposed  in- 
crease in  the  fee  charged  for  inspecting 
cruise  ships  overcollects  for  the  costs 
of  the  governmental  activities  occa- 
sioned by  the  parties  on  whom  it  is  as- 
sessed to  such  a  degree  that  it  is  prop- 
erly characterized  as  a  tax  or  tariff 
under  the  rule. 

Accordingly,  the  point  of  order  is 
sustained. 

D  1745 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  particularly  want  to 
address  these  comments  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  COBLE],  with  whom  I  have 
worked  many,  many  years  on  Coast 
Guard  matters  and  for  whom  I  have  the 
deepest  personal  high  regards. 

I  wanted  to  first  of  all  commend  him 
for  recognizing  the  serious  problem  and 
for  his  commitment  to  work  with  me 
and  others  to  see  if  we  cannot  address 
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it  in  this  or  some  other  forum.  This  bill 
is  not  finished.  It  goes  to  the  Senate.  It 
goes  through  a  conference,  and  there 
may  be  an  opportunity  somewhere 
along  the  way  for  us  to  fix  this  mess.  It 
may  be  that  we  have  to  do  it  in  some 
other  bill. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
for  working  with  me.  I  would  encour- 
age him  to  hold  a  hearing  so  we  can 
hear  from  people  around  the  country 
about  the  real  effects  of  this  fee  sched- 
ule. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  I  thank 
him  for  that.  I  can  pretty  well  assure 
the  gentleman  that  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]  and  I  and 
perhaps  others  on  the  subcommittee 
and  full  committee  will  meet  with  the 
gentleman.  And  thinking  aloud,  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  a 
hearing  might  not  be  a  bad  course  to 
pursue.  In  fact,  I  think  it  would  prob- 
ably be  a  good  course  to  pursue. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  While  I  brought  up  the 
case  of  my  friend  in  Kraemer,  LA  who 
does  the  swamp  tours,  I  want  to  remind 
Members  that  not  all  the  alligators  in 
America  live  in  the  swamps  of  Louisi- 
ana. This  is  a  bad  piece  of  regulation, 
and  I  think  we  have  got  some  alli- 
gators to  deal  with  until  we  wrestle  it 
to  the  ground. 

With  the  gentleman's  help,  I  think 
we  can  do  it.  I  thank  him  for  his  com- 
mitment today  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

The  question  is  on  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourette)  having  assumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Dickey,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  1361)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996  for 
the  Coast  Guard,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
139,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  an  amendment  adopted  by 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment   in    the    nature    of   a    substitute 
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adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole?  If  not,  the  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

The  amendmi       '-is  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKi:.  .  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  406.  nays  12, 
not  voting  16.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  309] 
YEAS— 406 


Abercromble 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
.Archer 
.Armey 
Bachua 
Baesler 
Baker (CAl 
Baker  (LA) 
Balilacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (Wl) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 

Bateman 
Beterra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Herman 
Bevill 
Bihrakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borakt 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Banning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardln 
Castle 
Chabot 
ChambUsa 
Chenoweth 
Chrysler 


Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

dinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Colenmn 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  IIL) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLay 

Delluma 

Deutscb 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Esboo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 


Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelingbuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hosteltler 


Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lanlos 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GAi 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llgbtfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Llplnski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugb 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 


Christ*  naen 
Duncan 
Ensign 
Foley 


Bilbray 
Brown  (CA) 
Chapman 
Collins  (MI) 
DeLauro 
Durbin 


Meyers 

Mfume 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mineta 

Mlnge 

.Mink 

Molinari 

Mollohao 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrtck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nuasle 

Oberatar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pastor 

Pazon 

Payne  ( N  J ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Pothard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rlgg« 

Rivers 

Roberta 

Roemer 

RohrahRrher 

Ros-Lebtinen 

Rose 

Rotb 

Roukema 

RoybKl-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

SchUT 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

NAYS-12 

Hancock       * 
Johnson.  Sam 
Klug 
Pallone 


NOT  VOTING— 16 

Cunderson 
Jefferson 
Miller  (CA) 
Moakley 
Peterson  (FL) 
Pickett 


Sbadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuater 

SlalskT 

Skaggt 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Te)eda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldaen 

Torres 

Torrlcelll 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlcb 

WaldholU 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon  <FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zellff 


Ramstad 
Royce 
Sanford 
Senaenbrenner 


Rogers 
Scarborough 
Studda 
Zlmmer 


D  1809 

Mr.  HANCOCK  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 
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So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  rollcall  vote  No.  309  on  the 
Coast  Guard  Reauthorization  Act.  I 
was  in  a  meeting  in  the  Capitol  here 
where  the  lights  and  bells  that  notify 
Members  of  the  vote  malfunctioned 
and  we  were  unaware  that  the  vote  was 
taking  place.  Had  I  been  here,  I  would 
have  voted  in  the  affirmative  on  roll- 
call  vote  309. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  309  I  was  recorded  as  not  voting.  I 
was  in  a  room  in  the  Capitol  where  the 
voting  notification  system  malfunc- 
tioned and  there  was  no  indication  that 
a  vote  was  taking  place.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  same  request  as 
my  two  colleagues.  I  was  in  the  same 
meeting  with  them,  and  I  missed  the 
vote  on  rollcall  309. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.   BILBRAY.    Mr.    Speaker,   I  was 

unavoidably  deUined  for  rollcall  309. 
which  was  the  final  passage  of  H.R. 
1361,  the  fiscal  year  1996  Coast  Guard 
Authorization  Act.  Had  I  been  present  I 
would  have  voted  "aye." 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  CORRECTIONS  IN  EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  H.R.  1361.  THE 
COAST  GUARD  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Clerk  be  au- 
thorized to  make  technical  corrections 
in  the  engrossment  of  the  bill.  H.R. 
1361.  including  corrections  in  spelling, 
punctuation,  section  numbering,  and 
cross  referencing. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourette).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  • 

There  was  no  objection. 


WITHDRAWAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEM- 
BER AS  COSPONSOR  OF  HOUSE 
JOINT  RESOLUTION  87 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  request 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
name  as  a  cosponsor  of  House  Joint 
Resolution  87. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  the  Speak- 
er's approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This 
will  be  a  17-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  364.  nays  40, 
answered  "present"  2,  not  voting  28.  as 
follows; 

[Roll  No.  310] 
AYES— 364 


Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
BachuB 
Baealer 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
BaldaccI 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beileoson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bllbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (FL> 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cardln 
Castle 
Chabot 
Cbamblisa 
Chrlstensen 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clybum 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Collins  (IL) 
Combest 
Condi  t 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Cox 


Coyne 

Oamer 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

DIaz-Balan 

Dickey 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Do  man 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrllcb 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

r'arr 

Pattah 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  iMAi 

Franks  (CTi 

Franks  i.NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Ceren 

Gilchrest 

GlUmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Cordon 


Goss 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Haslert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

HiUiard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

llyuc 

Inglts 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

Johnson  (CTT) 

Johnson  (SO) 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (Rl) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leacb 

Levin 

Lewis  (CAi 

Lewis  iKY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Llpinskl 


Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

ManzuUo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

MatBUl 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Mc.Nulty 

.VJeehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mfume 

Mica 

Miller  (CA) 

Minge 

Mink 

Molinarl 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

MorelU 

.Murtha 

Myers 

Mynck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 


Abercrombie 
Barcia 

Bonlor 

Clay 

Cosiello 

Crane 

DeFazio 

Dicks 

Durbln 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Furse 


Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  i.NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MNi 

Petri 

Pickett 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Rams  tad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Ro8-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanfonl 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skag^s 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (Mil 

Smith  (NJ) 

NOES— 50 

Gibbons 

Green 

Cutknecht 

Hastings  iFLi 

Heney 

Hinchey 

Jacobs 

LaFalce 

Lewis  (G.^) 

McKinney 

Meyeni 

Mineta 

Oberstar 

Orton 
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Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thorn  berry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Tomcelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Tucker 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

WVldon  (FLI 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 
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(Dwens 

Pomtm 

Roemer 

Schroeder 

Slaughter 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thompson 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Wise 


ANSWERED  ■PRESENT"— 2 
Graham  Harman 


NOT  VOTING— 28 


Ballenger 

Brown  (CAi 

Callahan 

Canady 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

CI  I nger 

Cobum 

Collins  (MI) 

Dreier 


Rogers 
Sax  ton 
Scarborough 
Stokes 
Studds 
Taylor  (NCi 
Yates 
Zimmer 


Edwards 

Gunderson 

Jefferson 

Kennedy  iM.^i 

Largent 

Miller  (FLi 

Moakley 

Nussle 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pomeroy 

n  1828 

So  the  Journal  was  approved. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


WRESTLING  WITH  FEDERAL 
BUREAUCRATS 


(Mr.  HASTERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
wrestle  with  a  way  to  save  Medicare.  I 
rise  today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
help  me  save  college  wrestling  and 
other  sports  that  have  fallen  victim  to 
an  intrusive  Federal  bureaucracy. 

In  my  home  State  of  Illinois,  four  of 
the  major  State-funded  universities 
have  either  dropped  or  threatened  to 
drop  wrestling  as  a  varsity  sport. 

These  schools  have  been  forced  to 
consider  these  cuts  because  of  a  mis- 
interpretation of  title  IX.  The  Office  of 
Civil  Rights  in  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation has  demanded  that  schools  drop 
men  sports,  such  as  wrestling,  soccer, 
and  swimming,  in  order  to  achieve  nu- 
merical proportionality  with  women 
sports. 

This  is  another  example  of  what  hap- 
pens when  good  intentions  turn  into 
unintended  consequences. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  title  EX 
is  not  to  limit  opportunity.  The  pur- 
pose is  to  create  even  greater  oppor- 
tunity for  all  of  our  young  athletes. 

As  a  former  wrestling  coach,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  consider  common- 
sense  changes  to  title  EX.  Let  us  not 
allow  Federal  bureaucrats  to  pin  down 
the  hopes  and  dreams  of  millions  of 
America's  athletes. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE  HON- 
ORABLE FRANK  TEJEDA,  MEM- 
BER OF  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
L.'VTouRETTE)  laid  before  the  House  the 
following  communication  from  the 
Honorable  Frank  Tejeda,  Member  of 
Congress: 

congress  of  the  united  states. 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC,  April  II,  1995. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House. 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  write  to  notify  you 
formally  pursuant  to  rule  L  (50)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House  that  a  member  of  my  staff  has 
been  served  with  a  subpoena  issued  by  the 
District  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  After 
consultation  with  the  General  Counsel.  I 
have  determined  that  compliance  with  the 
subpoena  is  consistent  with  the  privileges 
and  precedents  of  the  House. 
Sincerely. 

Frank  Trieda. 
Member  of  Congress. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order 
of  the  House  the  following  Members  are 
recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  PETER  AVILLANOZA— 

VICTIM      OF      OKLAHOMA       CITY 

BOMBING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Hawaii  [Mrs.  Mink]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  want  to  remember  a  native  son 
of  Hawaii,  Peter  Avillanoza,  who  re- 
cently went  to  Oklahoma  City  to  begin 
a  new  mission,  as  director  of  equal  op- 
portunity for  the  Department  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development.  He  moved 
to  Oklahoma  City  only  a  few  months 
ago.  He  was  56  years  old  when  he  died 
in  the  senseless  bombing  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  Federal  Building. 

Peter  Avillanoza  cared  passionately 
about  the  people  he  served.  He  was  a 
pioneer.  Peter  was  assigned  by  HUD  to 
work  in  Honolulu  to  help  people  com- 
ply with  fair  housing  laws.  He  had  been 
working  in  HUD's  Orange  County,  CA 
office.  He  didn't  come  in  with  a  big  reg- 
ulatory stick  and  levy  penalties.  In- 
stead, he  prevented  violations  from  oc- 
curring in  the  first  place.  For  2  years, 
he  reached  out  into  the  community  to 
encourage  consumers  and  industry  to 
buy  into  the  concept  of  equal  housing 
opportunity  for  all.  He  made  sure  ev- 
eryone— residents,  landlords,  realtors, 
financiers  and  public  officials— knew 
their  rights  and  their  responsibilities, 
before  the  law  was  implemented. 
Today,  as  just  one  measure  of  his  suc- 
cess, real  estate  industry  in  Hawaii  re- 
quires all  its  professionals  to  be  in- 
structed about  fair  housing  law  before 
granting  them  certificates  to  practice. 

Peter  Avillanoza  was  born  and  edu- 
cated in  Hawaii.  After  graduating  from 
Kaimuki  High  School  in  1956,  Peter 
Avillanoza  joined  the  Army,  got  mar- 
ried and,  after  finishing  his  tour,  used 
the  GI  bill  to  get  master's  degrees  in 
business  and  criminology.  While  going 
to  school,  he  worked  as  a  Honolulu  po- 
lice officer  and  in  the  fire  department. 

Peter  Avillanoza  loved  music,  played 
several  instruments  and  composed 
songs.  Hawaiian  music  being  one  of  his 
favorites.  Friends  and  family  recall  the 
day  he  began  singing  gospel  music. 
That  happened  just  last  August,  when, 
at  an  outdoor  religious  revival,  Peter 
walked  up  to  the  stage  and  made  his 
peace  with  God. 

Peter  Avillanoza  leaves  behind  a 
great  legacy:  his  wife  Darlene  Dohi- 
Avillanoza,  10  children,  14  grand- 
children, and  10  brothers  and  sisters. 
He  raised  his  children  with  descipline, 
fairness,  and  love.  And  he  stayed  con- 
nected to  them.  No  matter  where  he 
was,  he  called  his  children  every  week, 
thereby  becoming  the  keeper  of  family 
news. 

After  the  bombing,  relatives  rushed 
to  Oklahoma  City,  struggling  to  find 
out  any  details  they  could.  After  10 
days  of  heartbreaking  uncertainty,  res- 
cuers found  his  body  on  Saturday, 
April  29. 
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Yesterday  in  Honolulu,  hundreds  of 
friends,  family  and  colleagues  gathered 
to  lay  him  to  rest.  Their  memories  of 
Peter  Avillanoza.  his  love  and  his  dedi- 
cation will  give  them  the  strength  to 
endure  his  loss. 

And  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  Ha- 
waii. I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  pre- 
cious life  of  Peter  Avillanoza  and  note 
the  deep  personal  loss  suffered  by  his 
family. 

There  will  be  no  consolation  for  this 
family.  The  sadness  they  feel  must  be 
felt  by  all  Americans.  Only  then,  can 
we  take  the  necessary  steps  to  make 
sure  that  his  life  was  not  taken  in  vain. 
Hate  and  violence  must  be  expunged 
from  our  culture,  and  replaced  with  the 
love  and  compassion  exemplified  in  the 
life  of  Peter  Avillanoza. 


REPATRIATION  OF  CUBAN 
REFUGEES  TO  CASTRO'S  CUBA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Menendez]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  express  condemnation  of  the 
secret  meetings  that  were  held  between 
the  Department  of  State  and  the  Cas- 
tro dictatorship,  and  sp)ecifically  be- 
tween Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Po- 
litical Affairs.  Peter  Tamoff  and  Com- 
munist Cuban  official  Ricardo  Alarcon. 
which  resulted  today,  a  dark  day  in 
American  history,  in  18  Cuban  refugees 
forcibly  being  repatriated  to  the  Castro 
dictatorship. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  to  hold  hearings  and  re- 
ceive a  full  accounting  of  who  specifi- 
cally authorized  such  a  process,  and  all 
details  lelevaDt  to  that  process.  D'uring 
March  I  was  assured  by  senior  adminis- 
tration officials  that  no  other  options 
prior  to  those  that  had  been  publicly 
debated  and  discussed  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  administration.  And  we 
had  the  head  of  the  Cuban  desk  appear 
in  my  district  talking  to  people  from 
within  the  community,  and  yet,  despite 
all  of  those  statements  made  in  public 
and  private,  this  type  of  clandestine 
action  occurred,  and  it  belies  private 
and  public  assurances  made  to  me  and 
others  and  therefore  betrays  trust. 

I  would  like  to  know  what  weis  the 
specific  role  of  the  State  Department 
in  this  latest  process  which  was  con- 
cluded in  the  joint  statement  of  May  2 
with  the  Castro  dictatorship.  What  was 
the  specific  role  of  the  National  Secu- 
rity Council,  and  what  individuals  from 
the  National  Security  Council  were  in- 
volved? I  would  also  like  to  know  if 
there  are  any  other  actual,  understood, 
or  implied  agreements  with  the  Castro 
dictatorship  that  have  been  made  or 
are  in  the  process  of  being  made. 

No  doubt  our  Government  should  be 
keenly  aware  of  the  physical  and  psy- 
chiatric abuse   and  attacks  and  other 
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forms  of  harassment  and  intimidation 
on  dissidents  to  this  day  by  Castro  se- 
curity forces.  The  State  Department 
has  documented  it  over  the  years  in 
the  "Country  Reports  on  Human 
Rights  Practices."  including  the  report 
for  1994.  and  the  United  Nations  Human 
Rights  Connmission  in  Geneva.  Switzer- 
land, has  annually  condemned  Cuba  for 
its  gross  violations  of  human  rights. 
We  salute  such  condemnation. 

We  also  are  aware  of  the  deliberate 
sinking  of  the  tugboat  13th  of  March 
which  this  House  of  Representatives 
unanimously  condemned  which  re- 
sulted in  the  deaths  of  40  people,  in- 
cluding over  20  children.  In  congres- 
sional testimony  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  stated  that  the  sinking  dem- 
onstrated the  brutal  nature  of  the  Cas- 
tro regime.  How  does  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment intend  to  ensure  the  rights  of  in- 
dividual dissidents,  of  human  rights  ac- 
tivists, of  former  political  prisoners, 
and  other  objectors  to  the  Castro  dicta- 
torship with  legitimate  claims  to  polit- 
ical asylum  if  they  are  picked  up  at  sea 
and  returned  automatically  to  Cuban 
officials?  Will  there  be  any  form  of  INS 
personnel  on  board,  or  where  will  they 
be  taken  to  process  their  political  asy- 
lum cases?  Those  questions  remain  un- 
answered. 

Under  Secretary  Tamoff  suggests  the 
Cuban  dictatorship  can  be  trusted.  Yet 
it  is  my  understanding  that  a  group  of 
20  Cuban  nationals  who  recently  were 
deported  by  the  Government  of  Belize 
to  Cuba  have  been  detained  in  Cuba  by 
Castro's  security  forces.  How  can  you 
ensure  that  Cubans  whom  the  United 
States  repatriates  will  be  treated  dif- 
ferently and  that  they  will  not  suffer 
retribution?  Can  you  be  certain  they 
will  be  able  to  keep  their  jobs,  ration 
cards,  apartments,  and  any  personal  ef- 
fects that  they  put  at  risk  upon  leav- 
ing? What  further  ability  will  U.S.  staff 
have  to  monitor  the  increasing  flow  to 
the  U.S.  Interest  Section?  I  do  not  be- 
lieve we  have  that  capacity.  And  what 
is  the  State  Department's  position  and 
this  administration's  position  regard- 
ing Cuban  law  which  was  reinstated 
after  the  September  9,  1994  accords 
which  forbids  illegal  exit  from  the 
country''  It  is  my  understanding  that 
under  that  Cuban  law,  people  who  flee 
the  country  are  considered  as  having 
created  a  crime  punishable  as  treason. 
If  the  law  is  in  effect,  how  is  it  possible 
to  believe  that  repatriated  Cubans  will 
not  suffer  under  said  law? 

Finally,  we  stated,  this  administra- 
tion has  stated  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  stated,  that  we  want  to  fos- 
ter change  in  Cuba.  But  if  change  is 
ever  to  come  to  Cuba,  the  human 
rights  activists,  the  dissidents,  and  po- 
litical prisoners  who  are  willing  to  risk 
their  lives  under  a  brutal  dictatorship 
must  know  that  political  asylum  is 
available  to  them  m  the  United  States, 
and  I  do  not  believe  the  State  Depart- 
ment has  the  necessary  safeguards  to 
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ensure  that  those  who  fight  for  demo- 
cratic change  can  acquire  political  asy- 
lum if  their  lives  are  in  danger. 

That  is  the  reality  of  this  policy  that 
is  forthcoming.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  we  could  have  sought  the  family 
reunification  we  seek  to  do  with  the 
people  in  Guantanamo.  saved  the  tax- 
payers a  million  dollars  a  year,  and  not 
have  negotiated  with  the  Castro  dicta- 
torship in  violating  basic  tenets  of 
human  rights,  one.  that  we  are  a  signa- 
tory to.  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights,  which  is  to  ensure  that 
people  have  the  right  to  freely  leave 
their  country. 

D  1845 

And  in  our  case,  in  our  own  immigra- 
tion law.  to  ensure  that  those  who 
truly  have  a  case  for  political  asylum 
can  purport  it.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  this  policy  simply  does  not  create 
that  possibility,  and  in  fact  it  dooms 
those  who  are  political  dissidents, 
human  rights  activists,  the  people  who 
could  make  change  in  Cuba  to  knowing 
that  the  United  States  has  closed  their 
door  on  them. 

It  is  a  sad  day  in  our  history. 


THE  CLEAN  WATER  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  P.iiLLONE] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
discuss  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  re- 
authorization that  the  House  will  begin 
to  consider  tomorrow  and  for  the  re- 
mainder of  this  week. 

The  Clean  Water  Act,  as  we  know  it. 
in  my  opinion,  and  the  resources  it  pro- 
tects are  in  jeopardy  pursuant  to  this 
reauthorization  that  we  are  about  to 
consider  tomorrow. 

In  the  committee  process,  waivers 
and  exemptions  have  been  expanded 
while  bill-strengthening  amendments 
repeatedly  met  with  defeat,  and  the  re- 
sult of  this  legislation  which  we  begin 
with  tomorrow,  H.R.  961,  in  my  opin- 
ion, will  be  deterioration  of  over  20 
years  of  clean  water  efforts,  efforts 
that  have  successfully  moved  us  in  the 
direction  of  fishable,  swimmable  wa- 
ters. 

With  H.R.  961,  esoteric  costs  and  ben- 
efits will  rule  the  day  at  the  expense  of 
human  health  and  safety  and  protec- 
tion of  invaluable  natural  resources.  If 
H.R.  961.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  it  now  exists, 
is  passed  it  will  be  more  difficult,  in 
my  opinion,  to  explain  to  my  constitu- 
ents and  others  why  they  cannot  fish  in 
local  streams,  why  they  are  losing 
business  due  to  beach  closings  and 
other  reductions  in  recreation  and 
tourism,  and  why  their  property  values 
have  decreased  or  why  their  drinking 
water  is  not  usable. 

I  would  hope  over  the  next  few  days, 
as  the  number  of  amendments  are  pro- 
posed on  the  House  floor  that  would 


seek  to  strengthen  the  Clean  Water  Act 
and  reauthorization  and  bring  back,  if 
not  improve,  the  existing  law,  that  we 
would  see  many  of  our  colleagues  join 
in  targeting  a  number  of  detrimental 
provisions  of  H.R.  961,  of  which  I  would 
like  to  list  a  few. 

One  is  the  existing  waivers  for  com- 
bined sewer  overflows  and  industrial 
pretreatment.  Another  is  ocean  dis- 
charge in  place  of  full  secondary  treat- 
ment. Another  is  the  loss  of  wetlands 
protection,  the  abolition  of  the  coastal 
zone  nonpoint  source  program,  the  ero- 
sion of  the  Great  Lakes  initiative,  the 
elimination  of  the  EPA  from  dredged 
material  disposal  decisions,  insuffi- 
cient enforcement  and  lack  of  citizen 
rights  provisions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  just  read  some 
sections  of  an  article  that  appeared  in 
the  New  York  Times  on  April  2  which 
outlines  some  of  the  problems  with 
H.R.  961.  It  says,  and  I  am  reading  from 
sections,  that  the  Clean  Water  Act  of 
1972,  the  existing  bill,  has  done  much 
to  make  Americas  water  fishable  and 
swimmable.  Experts  in  both  parties  re- 
gard it  as  the  most  successful  of  the 
environmental  mandates  passed  in 
Congress  since  Earth  Day  1970.  How- 
ever, the  new  provision  we  are  about  to 
consider  tomorrow  in  H.R.  961  blasts  so 
many  holes  in  this  law  it  is  hard  to 
know  where  to  begin.  Basically,  they 
would  demolish  the  underlying  strat- 
egy of  the  original  act.  The  1972  law 
conceded  it  was  impossible  to  measure 
the  dollar  benefits  of  clean  water 
against  the  costs  of  cleaning  it  up.  So. 
in  fact,  if  industry  was  instructed  to 
use  the  best  available  technology  to 
control  pollution,  even  though  that 
may  not  be  the  perfect  answer,  it  has 
worked. 

The  new  law.  by  contrast,  would 
postpone  any  further  improvement  in 
water  quality  unless  it  could  be  pro- 
vided the  benefits  in  health,  swim- 
mable. fish  stocks  are  worth  the  cost. 
That  means  monetizing  the  value  of  a 
cleaner  environment,  a  nearly  impos- 
sible process. 

The  bill  that  we  are  going  to  consider 
this  week  would  relax  national  water 
quality  standards,  provide  certain  in- 
dustries with  further  exemptions  from 
whatever  laws  remain  on  the  books, 
and  make  voluntary  a  program  that 
now  requires  States  and  cities  to  con- 
trol storm  water  pollution.  Not  least, 
it  would  reverse  a  25-year  effort  to  pre- 
serve diminishing  wetlands.  Scientists 
now  estimate  there  are  100  million 
acres  of  wetlands  remaining  in  the 
United  States,  doing  what  the  wetlands 
do  so  well,  filtering  pollutants  an  nour- 
ishing organisms  essential  to  the  food 
chain. 

By  drastically  narrowing  the  defini- 
tion of  what  a  wetland  is.  the  bill 
would  make  millions  of  acres  available 
to  developers  and  the  oil  and  gas  indus- 
try. 


In  brief,  the  bill  we  are  about  to  con- 
sider would  make  it  much  easier  for 
polluters  to  pollute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  decry  this  leg- 
islation because  I  know  for  the  last  7  or 
8  years  or  so.  since  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress, at  the  Jersey  shore  we  have  seen 
a  steady  increase  in  water  quality. 
Beaches  that  in  1988.  when  I  was  first 
elected,  were  closed  and  were  not  avail- 
able for  tourism  and  were  basically 
making  almost  impossible  for  the  Jer- 
sey shore  to  come  back  economically, 
those  beaches  are  now  open,  the  water 
quality  is  improved,  my  constituents 
are  looking  forward  to  a  great  summer 
beginning  the  end  of  this  month.  But 
they  can  not  believe  that  this  House  or 
this  Congress  would  seek  to  gut.  if  you 
will,  the  very  legislation  that  has  made 
that  possible. 

I  hope  that  many  of  my  colleagues 
over  the  next  few  days  will  join  with 
me  in  passing  some  strengthening 
amendments  so  that  the  Clean  Water 
Act  will  continue  to  be  viable  into  the 
next  century. 


FIGHTING  THE  WAR  ON 
TERRORISM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  April  19  a  tragedy  occurred 
which  rocked  the  Nation.  For  the  sec- 
ond time  in  recent  years,  terrorists 
struck  a  target  in  the  United  States 
and.  at  the  same  time,  dealt  a  blow  to 
our  national  sense  of  security.  As  ev- 
eryone now  knows,  a  terrorist,  or  group 
of  terrorists,  exploded  a  car  bomb  in 
front  of  the  Federal  office  building  in 
Oklahoma  City,  killing  hundreds  of 
adults  and  children  and  leaving  scores 
injured. 

We.  as  a  Nation,  now  realize  that  it 
could  happen  to  any  of  us.  anywhere, 
and  none  of  us  are  immune — not  even 
our  children. 

In  the  painful  days  which  have  fol- 
lowed, citizens  began  to  lake  stock  of 
the  situation  and  Congress  will  con- 
sider its  legislative  options  to  address 
this.  How  can  we  prevent  this  kind  of 
disaster  from  ever  happening  again? 
The  most  truthful  answer  is  that  we 
can't  completely  prevent  these  kinds  of 
tragedies,  but  we  can  take  appropriate 
steps  to  reduce  the  number  and  sever- 
ity of  them. 

As  the  magnitude  of  the  horror  in 
Oklahoma  City  was  fully  felt,  all 
Americans  began  to  realize  that  the 
terrorist  bombing  had  profoundly 
changed  all  our  lives,  not  just  those  of 
us  who  have  lost  loved  ones  in  the 
nightmare  attack. 

We  experienced  a  tragic  lesson  that 
day.  Terrorism  is  not  just  something  to 
be  feared  from  foreign  nationalists;  it 
can  be  a  horror  from  within  our  coun- 
try as  well.  There  are  obvious  and  dra- 


matic lessons  to  be  learned  by  the 
American  people  in  the  wake  of  this 
disaster.  We  need  to  examine  the  bal- 
ance of  power  between  the  authority  of 
the  state  versus  the  rights  of  the  indi- 
vidual. 

In  the  House,  we  are  considering  sev- 
eral measures.  The  State-Sponsored 
Terrorism  Responsibility  Act  would 
hold  state  sponsors  of  terrorism  re- 
sponsible for  their  actions  and  allow 
American  victims  to  have  a  means  of 
redress.  This  bill  will  amend  the  For- 
eign Sovereign  Immunities  Act  to  pro- 
vide specific  jurisdiction  for  lawsuits 
against  countries  that  support  or  con- 
done terrorism,  torture  or  genocide. 

International  terrorism  poses  a  grave 
threat  to  the  interests  and  security  of 
the  United  States  both  at  home  and 
abroad.  Outlaw  states  continue  to 
serve  as  sponsors  and  promoters  of  this 
reprehensible  activity  by  providing  a 
safe  haven,  terrorist  training  and 
weapons.  This  legislation  will  make 
those  states  responsible  for  their  ac- 
tions and  the  actions  of  those  they  sup- 
port in  their  terroristic  efforts. 

Other  bills  in  the  House  would  place 
new  restrictions  on  the  granting  of 
visas  to  aliens  linked  to  terrorism  ac- 
tivities and  would  remove  restrictions 
on  a  database  that  helps  identify  aliens 
with  ties  to  terrorists  seeking  admis- 
sion to  the  United  States. 

The  House  measure  would  also  repeal 
the  1990  law  that  forbids  consular  offi- 
cials from  denying  visas  based  solely 
on  an  alien's  membership  in  a  known 
terrorist  organization  and  would  estab- 
lish deportation  proceedings  against 
aliens  living  in  the  United  States  and 
engaged  in  terrorist  activities. 

It  would  further  restrict  the  use,  pur- 
chase, sale  and  transfer  of  nuclear  ma- 
terials, plastic  explosives  and  toxic 
gases  and  would  encourage  broader  dis- 
closure by  consumer  reporting  agencies 
to  the  FBI  for  counterintelligence  and 
counterterrorism  investigations. 

Finally,  the  House  is  considering  leg- 
islation which  would  give  the  FBI 
greater  access  to  hotel/motel  records 
for  the  purpose  of  identifying  subjects 
of  terrorism  investigations. 

Each  bill  before  Congress  deserves 
careful  consideration  and  I  hope  we 
will  be  able  to  incorporate  the  best 
ideas  of  each  into  a  bipartisan 
antiterrorism  package  with  sufficient 
teeth  to  help  us  put  an  end  to  the 
senseless  criminal  violence  we  have 
seen  in  Oklahoma  City,  at  the  World 
Trade  Center,  on  the  Achille  Lauro  and 
in  the  skies  over  Lockerbie,  Scotland. 

And  for  the  families  of  those  who 
were  killed  in  Oklahoma  City  we  offer 
our  prayers  and  condolences.  We  will 
do  everything  within  our  power  to  en- 
sure that  those  who  committed  the 
cowardly  acts  of  violence  will  be 
brought  to  justice  and  punished.  It 
won't  bring  back  those  who  lost  their 
lives,  but  it  will  send  a  strong  signal 
that   our  Government   will   no   longer 
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tolerate  such  acts  against  the  freedom- 
loving  people  of  this  great  Nation. 


A  DARK  DAY  IN  AMERICAN 
HISTORY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Deutsch]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  about 
12  o'clock  this  afternoon,  a  United 
States  Coast  Guard  vessel  brought  13 
Cubans  who  had  left  Cuba  in  a  raft 
back  to  a  military  base  inside  of  Cuba. 
That  Coast  Guard  vessel  was  escorted 
by  two  Cuban  naval  warships  in  this 
act. 

It  is  a  first  time.  Today  is  truly,  un- 
fortunately, a  dark  day  in  American 
history,  a  dark  day  for  the  Coast 
Guard,  a  day  which  hopefully  will  be  a 
very  short  day  and  short  time  period  in 
American  history. 

But  if  we  do  not  act,  it  will  be  a  day 
that  in  years  to  come  people  will  look 
back,  I  am  sure,  with  remorse  and  re- 
gret, the  first  time  in  American  his- 
tory that  the  U.S  Government  has  re- 
patriated people  to  a  Communist  dicta- 
torship. 

It  is  a  symptomatic  problem  of  a 
Cuban  policy  by  this  administration 
that  has  been  schizophrenic,  at  beat. 
We  were  told  during  the  Guantanamo 
exodus  that  it  was  impossible  to  block- 
ade the  island.  Yet  the  administration, 
in  fact,  has  blockaded  the  island  with 
the  help  of  the  Cuban  Government  and 
Cuban  Navy  in  a  one-way  blockade, 
preventing  people  from  leaving. 

The  island  could  have  been  blockaded 
several  months  ago,  in  fact,  even  up  to 
a  year  ago,  to  prevent  a  migration 
which  did  occur  of  tens  of  thousands  of 
people. 

Our  country  has  become  a  partner 
with  Castro  in  repression  of  his  people 
at  this  point  in  time.  The  13  people 
that  have  been  returned  to  Cuba  were 
not  sent  back  to  Canada,  were  not  sent 
back  to  Mexico,  were  sent  back  to  a 
country  which  this  Government  has 
continuously  called,  and  by  accurate, 
independent  accounts  from  Amnesty 
International,  press  accounts,  the  most 
repressive  government  in  this  hemi- 
sphere, a  terrorist  government,  a  gov- 
ernment in  terms  of  world  history  that 
stands  out  as  one  of  the  worst  abusers 
of  human  rights  in  the  history  of  this 
planet. 

The  Attorney  General,  in  announcing 
this  change  in  policy,  said  that  those 
who  returned  to  Cuba  were  to  be  guar- 
anteed no  reprisals.  I  asked  the  Attor- 
ney General  this  evening  why  then  the 
secrecy  in  the  return,  why  then  the 
delay  in  the  actions?  These  people  were 
picked  up  in  a  boat  on  Friday.  Today  is 
Tuesday. 

It  defies  logic,  based  on  the  history  of 
the  country  of  terrorist  incidents  that 
occur  in  Cuba  almost  on  a  daily  basis 
that  we  know  about,  obviously  scores 
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that  we  do  not  know  about,  that  there 
will  not  be  reprisals.  It  defies  logic. 

You  do  not  have  to  be  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  United  States,  you  do 
not  have  to  have  gotten  a  Ph.D.  in 
international  relations  to  understand 
the  nature  of  the  Cuban  Government. 

And  again.  I  aisked  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral why  into  a  military  base,  why  not 
into  Havana  Harbor  where  there  would 
have  been  at  least  some  foreign  press 
to  record  the  incident,  some  stringers 
from  local  papers  in  south  Florida  to 
record  the  incident? 

There  is  a  real  question  as  well  in 
terms  of  the  process  of  determining  po- 
litical asylum  of  those  123  people  while 
they  were  on  the  vessel.  The  adminis- 
tration has  given  myself  as  well  as 
other  Members  of  Congress  who  have 
inquired  totally  conflicting  reports  in 
terms  of  the  status  hearings  of  those 
people. 

This  administration  and.  in  fact,  this 
Congress  is  faced  with  a  choice.  We 
cannot  have  it  both  ways.  We  all  pro- 
fess that  our  desire  is  to  bring  down 
the  Castro  dictatorship,  which  we  must 
bring  down,  a  relic  of  decades  past,  an 
evil  empire  90  miles  from  our  shore. 
And  yet  in  order  to  do  that,  we  have 
the  resources  at  our  disposal  to  do  it. 
Yet  we  have  chosen  not  to. 


D  1900 

HAVE  WE  LEARNED  NOTHING 
FROM  OKLAHOMA  CITY"' 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourettte).  Under  a  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Rahall]  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
outrage  to  take  exception  to  words  at- 
tributed to  a  constituent  of  a  Member 
of  this  House,  as  reported  in  the  April 
26.  1995  edition  of  The  South  N^Tiidbey 
Record  published  in  2nd  District  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  that  a  revered, 
senior  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
should  be  killed,  and  that  the  person 
killing  him  should  be  given  a  medal 
during  a  Town  hall  meeting  which  I  as- 
sume was  called  at  taxpayers'  expense. 

I  take  even  greater  exception  to  the 
fact  that  a  Member  of  this  body  did  not 
disavow  or  dissociate  himself  from,  his 
constituent  for  calling  for  the  murder 
of  a  sitting  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 
Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd  of  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

I  take  great  exception  to  a  Member 
of  this  House,  who  not  only  did  not 
censure  or  otherwise  refute  his  con- 
stituent's call  for  murder,  but  alleg- 
edly went  on  to  state,  and  I  quote: 

"He  should  be  tarred  and  feathered 
and  run  out  of  the  country." 

Peter  Coogan.  staff  reporter  for  the 
aforementioned  newspaper  in  south 
Whidbey  Island,  WA.  who  opens  his  ar- 
ticle with  the  words:  "To  Kill  a  U.S. 
Senator  or  merely  to  tar  and  feather 


him."  reports  that  a  Member  of  this 
body,  whom  he  claims  was  elected 
based  on  a  campaign  that  attacked  the 
Federal  Government,  allegedly  made 
the  statement  at  a  town  meeting  in  re- 
sponse to  his  constituent's  call  for  the 
•killing"  of  Senator  Robert  Byrd. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  dangerous 
times  for  unguarded,  irresponsible 
speech,  and  we  have  every  reason  and 
every  right  to  expect  a  Member  of  this 
body  to  strongly  disavow  such  speech 
and  to  advise  any  constituent  that 
murder  is  not  an  option  in  this  coun- 
try. 

Am  I  in  a  total  state  of  stunned  dis- 
belief that  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  let  this  kind  of  state- 
ment about  killing  a  U.S.  Senator  go 
unchallenged  when  such  rhetoric  may 
have  led  to  the  killing  of  more  than  160 
innocent  people  in  Oklahoma  City's 
Federal  building?  Yes.  I  am. 

Have  we  learned  nothing  from  that 
evil  act  that  shook  a  nation  to  its 
core? 

Should  I  be  surprised  at  such  rhetoric 
being  used  in  just  days  after  Oklahoma 
City,  when  the  OOP's  national  commit- 
tee planned  to  have  as  its  honored 
guest  a  convicted  felon-turned-radio- 
talk-show-host  at  a  gala  party  fund- 
raiser only  days  before  the  last  body 
was  brought  out  of  that  bombed  out 
Federal  building''  A  talk-show  host 
who  advised  his  listeners  to  shoot  for 
the  head  of  Federal  agents,  as  the  best 
way  of  killing  them,  and  who  bragged 
about  using  profiles  of  our  President 
for  target  practice?  Why  be  surprised? 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  request  that  the  news- 
paper article  to  which  I  have  reference 
be  printed  in  the  Record  immediately 
following  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  newspaper  article  to 
which  I  referred  is  as  follows: 

[From  the  South  Whidbey  Record,  Apr  26. 
1995) 

METCALF  Says  Byrd  Should  Be  Tarred, 

Feathered 

(By  Peter  Coosran) 

To  kill  a  U.S.  Senator,  or  merely  to  tar 
and  feather  him. 

The  question  sparked  some  lipht-hearted 
banter  between  U.S.  Rep  Jack  Metcalf  and 
one  of  his  constituents  at  a  Congressional 
Town  Hall  Meeting  in  Oak  Harbor  .Saturday 

It  came  up  when  Metcalf  tried  to  explain 
why.  as  a  rule,  he  votes  against  large,  heav- 
ily amended  'omnibus"  spending  bills,  even 
if  they  contain  some  good  ideas. 

As  an  example  of  past  abuse,  he  said  a  sen- 
ator had  hidden  the  cost  of  a  Coast  Guard  fa- 
cility for  an  East  Coast  state  in  the  emer- 
gency relief  spending  for  victims  of  the  Cali- 
fornia earthquake.  He  asked  the  crowd  to 
guess  which  eastern  state. 

•West  Virginia."  said  Angelo  Kolvas  of 
Oak  Harbor 

Yes.  Metcalf  said.  The  culprit  was  former 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  Chairman 
Robert  Byrd.  D-West  Virginia,  who  "steals 
money  all  over  America  " 

Metcalf  started  to  suggest  some  punish- 
ment for  Byrd.  saying  •he  should  be " 

Kolvas  interrupted  with  "somebody  should 
kill  him  and  give  them  a  medal." 

Metcalf  said:  "He  should  be  actually  tar 
and  feathered  and  run  out  of  the  country.  I 


mean.  I'm  serious.  He  steals  money  because 
he"s  chairman  of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  or  one  of  the  committees,  and 
he's  always  the  one  on  the  conference  com- 
mittee, in  the  middle  of  the  night.  He's  stuff- 
ing pork  in  there  for  West  Virginia,  bru- 
tally." 

Kolvas  suggested  that  other  congress- 
people  are  guilty  of  the  same  thing. 

'This  gentleman  is  right.  "  Metcalf  said. 
"It  is  the  fault  of  Congress,  but  Senator  Byrd 
still  should  be  tarred  and  feathered." 

Telephoned  later.  Kolvas  said,  'I  am  not  a 
vindictive  person  but  if  that  guy  would  die 
today,  that  wouldn't  bother  me  a  damn  bit   " 

He  added.  "I  really  don't  think  anybody 
should  kill  Byrd.  That  was  a  little  strong  " 


RETURNING  FISCAL  SANITY  TO 
OUR  BUDGET  PROCESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Ehrlich]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  I  rise.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
engage  my  colleague  from  California  in 
the  5th  installment  of  our  series  of  col- 
loquys. The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Radanovich]  and  I  have  in  the 
past  now  120  days.  I  believe  approxi- 
mately, talked  about  the  Contract 
With  America,  and  the  themes  behind 
the  Contract  With  America,  and  the 
regulatory  reform,  and  legal  reform, 
welfare  reform,  and  a  lot  of  the  initia- 
tives that  we  campaigned  on  that 
formed  the  Contract  With  America, 
and.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  thinking 
about  that  a  lot  these  last  days  as  now 
this  great  House  turns  its  attention  to 
Medicare,  and  the  Federal  budget,  and 
doing  what  a  lot  of  us  were  sent  here  to 
do,  which  is  to  return  a  sense  of  fiscal 
sanity  to  this  country  and  to  the  budg- 
et process  of  this  House.  And,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  i  thought  about  ail  this. 
and  I  thought  about  a  lot  of  the  rhet- 
oric being  heard  around  this  town 
these  days.  I  again  thought  about  the 
common  themes  that  seem  to  occur  or 
recur  every  time  we  discuss  an  impor- 
tant issue  in  this  House,  and  the 
premise,  whenever  comes  to  an  eco- 
nomic issue,  Mr.  Speaker,  seems  to  be 
all  tax  cuts  cost  the  United  States 
Treasury  in  direct  proportion  to  the 
tax  cuts.  Tax  cuts  are  mutually  exclu- 
sive of  the  budget  cuts.  There  is  no 
multiplier  effect  when  tax  cuts  put 
more  money  into  the  pockets  of  indi- 
viduals and  business. 

Premise  number  two  seems  to  be  that 
we  ignore  the  accepted  economic  reali- 
ties and  real  life  experiences  of  tax  in- 
creases on  the  one  hand  and  tax  de- 
creases on  the  other,  and.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thought  of  all  this  in  the  context  of 
Medicare  and  what  this  majority  is 
now  planning  to  do  with  respect  to 
Medicare,  because  there  is  certainly  a 
lot  of  talk  these  days,  a  lot  of  heat,  and 
smoke  and  mirrors  on  this  floor  and 
around  this  town,  and  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
order  to  create  a  context  for  this  de- 
bate I  thought  to  myself  what  example 


could  I  think  of  in  the  recent  past 
where  good  politics  and  bad  economics 
came  together. 

And  Mr.  Speaker  before  I  get  to  that, 
I  would  like  just  to  tell  the  House  an 
example  of  what  I  am  talking  about. 
Today's  message  from  the  House  Demo- 
crat leadership: 

GOP  makes  its  choice.  Seniors  cough 
up  $900  a  year  to  pay  for  the  wealthy's 
tax  cut.  House  Republicans  returned 
from  the  party  conference  last  week 
united  by  a  plan  to  cut  Medicare  to  pay 
for  the  $345  billion  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy.  Under  the  pretense  they  will 
be,  quote  unquote,  fixing  Medicare.  Re- 
publicans have  identified  Medicare  cuts 
as  the  cash  cow  for  their  tax  give  away 
to  the  wealthy. 

As  I  was  thinking  about  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thought  about  the  debate  we 
had  in  this  House  before  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Radano'vich]  and  I 
came  here.  I  know  I  was  in  the  State 
legislature.  That  was  the  great  debate 
concerning  the  luxury  tax,  and  Mr. 
Radanovich  will  talk  about  the  luxury 
tax  in  its  place  in  the  middle  of  this  de- 
bate in  a  minute,  but  I  see  the  gen- 
tleman brought  some  famous  tax 
quotes  with  him  today,  and  I  ask  why 
you  brought  those  quotes. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman, "Thank  you,  Mr.  EHRILICH.  A 
couple  of  past  quotes  from  two  dif- 
ferent periods,  one  in  1990,  then  one  in 
1995,  one  representing  the  majority 
held  by  the  other  party,  this  1995  rep- 
resenting the  majority  that  now  cur- 
rently exists,  the  Republican  majority 
in  the  House. 

It  is  the  same  old  game.  Republicans 
are  out  to  cut  taxes,  and  strictly  for 
the  rich,  for  their  sole  benefit,  and  I 
think  that  nothing  seems  to  change. 

The  gentleman  may  have  a  quote 
here. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  This  bill  is  fair,  it 
raises  more  money,  again  on  a  progres- 
sive basis,  from  those  who  can  afford  to 
pay  and  who  have  paid  least  during  the 
decade  of  the  1980s.  That  is  the  quote 
from  a  Member  of  this  House,  the  con- 
text of  the  debate  during  the  luxury 
tax;  correct? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Right,  and  the 
same  quote  being  is  this  sacrifice  bal- 
anced and  fair.  And  indeed  it  is.  Fifty 
percent  of  the  revenue  burden  falls  on 
the  wealthiest  income  earners  in  this 
country,  and  that  is  the  way  it  should 
be. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  Now  the  people  of  this 
country  will  remember  the  great  lux- 
ury tax.  It  placed  a  10-percent  sur- 
charge on  a  portion  of  a  purchase  price 
over  $100,000  on  private  boats  and 
yachts.  Congress  established  similar 
taxes  on  furs,  jewelry,  cars  and  air- 
planes. 

Now,  this  in  my  view,  Mr. 
RADANovacH,  is  the  best  example  I  can 
think  of  where  good  class  warfare  poli- 
tics meets  economics  101,  and  you 
know  what?  Politics  always  loses  be- 


cause combined  with  the  recession,  Mr. 
Si)eaker,  the  tax  nearly  killed  an  en- 
tire industry  in  this  country.  The  tax 
adversely  effected  every  segment  of  the 
industry,  manufacturers,  retailers,  and 
blue  collar  workers,  and  is  that  not  the 
ultimate  irony,  Mr.  Radanovtch.  that 
tax  warfare  ends  up  hurting  blue  collar 
workers  because  blue  collar  workers 
have  the  jobs  that  build  the  items  that 
are  now  overtaxed  that  put  them  out  of 
business? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  And  history  pro- 
vided that  example  as  a  result  of  the 
yacht  tax  in  the  last  2  years;  is  that 
not  right? 

Mr,  EHRLICH.  We  have  seen  that 
every  year/  In  fact  it  is  very  interest- 
ing for  me  to  go  back,  check,  have  my 
staff  to  go  back  and  check  the  revenue 
projections  from  the  luxury  tax,  be- 
cause obviously  it  is  a  static  score; 
right?  You  tax  something,  you  get 
more  of  it. 

Wrong.  The  new  10  percent  luxury 
tax  on  boats,  cars,  furs,  et  cetera,  was 
to  raise  $25  million,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  its 
first  year,  1991,  and  almost  $1.5  billion 
over  5  years,  from  1991  to  1996.  And  you 
know  what  it  did?  Sales  of  boats  under 
$100,000  purchase  price  dropped  12.2  per- 
cent. Sales  of  boats  over  $100,000 
dropped  52.7  percent.  The  sales  of  vol- 
ume of  boats  under  $100,000  of  value 
dropped  28  percent,  to  $129  million. 
Sales  of  boats  over  $100,000  dropped  71 
percent,  to  $73  million.  According  to 
the  National  Marine  Manufacturers  As- 
sociation at  the  time  of  repeal,  big 
boat  sales  were  down  70  percent  from 
peak  levels  in  1988. 

And  here  is  the  ultimate  irony  as  we 
have  discussed.  At  the  time  of  the  re- 
peal. Mr.  Speaker,  the  National  Marine 
Manufacturers  Association  estimated 
that  the  luxury  tax  created  a  net  loss 
of  30,000  American  jobs  and  destroyed 
dozens  of  companies  in  the  process. 
Other  estimates  were  higher,  up  to 
$45,000.  And  I  would  direct  a  question 
to  my  colleague  from  California:  What 
does  this  teach  us? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  The  big  lesson  is 
that,  if  you  want  to  raise  revenue,  you 
have  to  got  to  cut  taxes.  You  cannot 
raise  revenue  by  raising  taxes,  and  I 
think  that  is  the  big  lesson  we  have 
learned  over  the  last  4  years,  and  I 
think  that  is  what  this  new  majority  is 
trying  to  implement  in  their  tax  cuts. 

Now  there  is  two  arguments  when  the 
Democrats  accuse  the  Republicans  of 
gutting  Medicare  to  benefit  the 
wealthiest  Americans.  There  is  two  ar- 
guments here.  One  is  that  the  basic  ar- 
gument is  that,  if  you  cut  taxes,  if  you 
regulate  people  less,  and  you  tax  them 
less,  they  are  going  to  be  more  produc- 
tive, and  I  think  that  is  one  basic  ques- 
tion. The  other  basic  question  on  Medi- 
care is  the  fact  that  on  its  own  Medi- 
care will  go  bankrupt  in  5  to  7  years. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  And  who  says  that? 
Who  makes  that  statement? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  All  you  have  to 
do  is  look  at  the  books,  and  you  will 
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know  that  is  what  is  going  to  happen 
with  Medicare,  so  regardless  of— bal- 
ancing the  budget  is  not  an  issue  with 
Medicare.  It  is  fixing  the  system  and 
doing  what  is  necessary  in  order  to 
make  that  system  not  only  work  for 
the  people  that  are  currently  drawing 
benefits,  but  it  also  worked  for  people, 
you  and  I.  and  those  that  are  18  and  20 
years  old.  when  they  come  into  the 
time  of  their  life  when  they  need  that 
service  as  well. 

So  there  are  two  basic  issues  there 
that  are  not  commingled,  and  the  fact 
if  we  wanted  to.  if  the  Republicans 
wanted  to  benefit  the  rich,  what  they 
do  is  cut  taxes  and  cut  regulations. 
Then  that  would  not  only  benefit  the 
rich,  but  the  middle  class  and  the  poor 
Because  the  Democratic  assumption 
that  cutting  taxes,  for  example,  capital 
gains,  would  be  a  benefit  to  the  rich  is 
an  insult  to  the  poor  because,  not  only 
would  it  make  more  capital  available 
for  venture  capital  and  expansion  to 
the  rich,  but  also  the  middle  class  and 
the  poor,  and  it  is  almost  an  insult  to 
the  poor  to  say  they  could  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  that. 

Mr  EHRLICH.  Does  anyone  doubt 
that  the  capital  gains  tax  cut  will  in- 
crease revenue  flowing  into  the  Treas- 
ury? Tax  cuts  work.  The  Reagan  tax 
cuts  of  the  80's.  the  greedy  80's  we  hear 
about  so  much,  increased  revenue  into 
the  Federal  Treasury.  The  problem 
during  that  decade  was.  as  we  know, 
spending  went  out  of  control,  and  I  see 
the  1995  quote  from  a  Member  of  this, 
of  this  body,  and  this  is  my  favorite  I 
have  to  say.  It  combines  a  lot  of  dif- 
ferent themes  that  we  have  talked 
about.  The  hard  fact  is  that  voodoo  ec- 
onomics, trickle  down  economics  too. 
which  this  package  happens  to  be,  re- 
ferring to  the  Lax  package  and  the  Con- 
tract With  America,  is  nothing  more  or 
less  than  a  raid  on  the  poor,  a  slap  to 
the  rich  and  a  benefit  to  those  who 
have  no  need  of  tax  expense,  sweat  it 
out  the  hides  of  those  who  have  the 
least. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Not  so. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  Why? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  It  just  is  not 
true,  and  I  think,  if  you  pose  the  argu- 
ment that  if  a  person  is  taxed  less  and 
regulated  less,  then  they  will  be  more 
productive,  is  an  argument  that  both 
sides  of  this  aisle  will  buy. 
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But  if  you  go  to  the  next  stage  of  the 
argument  and  say  OK,  how  do  they 
begin  to  regulate  and  tax  less  to  the 
benefit  of  the  American  people,  this 
side  of  the  aisle  says  all  right,  let's  go. 
Let's  work  this  plan  out. 

That  side  of  the  aisle  says  no.  But 
there  is  no  logic  behind  why  they  are 
saying  no,  because  that  side  of  the 
aisle  will  also  agree  to  the  fact  that  if 
we  are  taxed  less  and  regulated  less,  we 
will  be  more  productive.  But  their 
logic  starts  there.  God  knows  why. 
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Mr.  EHRLICH.  Maybe  the  answer  is 
in  the  1996  elections.  I  simply  do  not 
know.  But  is  it  not  interesting  how 
these  quotes  are  so  similar?  A  proposal 
that  obviously  failed  miserably  in  1990, 
they  used  the  same  rhetoric  against 
the  tax  cuts  contained  in  the  Contract 
With  America,  and  now.  most  disturb- 
ing to  me  and  I  think  to  you.  is  now 
the  offshoot  of  class  warfare.  You  see 
claiss  warfare  here,  and  the  American 
people  recognize  class  warfare  when 
they  see  it.  That  is  all  they  see. 

I  know  the  gentleman  wants  to  dis- 
cuss it.  I  know  the  gentleman  wants  to 
comment  on  my  point,  which  is  now 
that  with  Medicare  in  the  budget,  we 
not  only  have  class  warfare,  we  have 
the  offshoot,  generational  warfare. 
"Let's  turn  the  generations  and  not 
just  the  classes  against  each  other." 
That  is  the  most  unfortunate  aspect  of 
this  national  debate  occurring  today. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  would  say  the 
bottom  line  motive  behind  that  ap- 
proach from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
is  to  retain  more  control  in  Washing- 
ton, because  the  big  debate  in  Washing- 
ton is  not  necessarily  balancing  the 
budget,  although  that  is  very  impor- 
tant; it  is  who  is  going  to  have  control. 
Is  it  going  to  remain  here  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  or  is  it  going  to  get  down  to 
the  most  local  level  possible,  via  the 
States  down  to  local  governments  and 
closest  to  the  American  people  in  their 
own  homes?  That  is  really  the  threat. 

That  is  why  you  see  baseless  argu- 
ments like  this.  You  see  people  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  class  warfare 
baiting,  only  for  one  reason,  and  that 
is  to  keep  control  in  this  House,  in  the 
other  body,  in  this  town,  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  It  is  called  centralized  govern- 
ment. It  is  where  you  have  a  lot  of  con- 
trol over  a  lot  of  people. 

Some  people  like  that.  Those  of  us 
newly  elected  to  Washington  do  not 
want  that.  We  want  the  American  peo- 
ple to  have  the  control,  and  that  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  here  in  Wash- 
ington. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  Is  it  not  refreshing 
with  our  class,  the  new  leadership,  the 
Speaker,  we  have  people  here  who  are 
willing  to  challenge  assumptions  that 
really  have  been  accepted  by  many 
Americans,  many  well-meaning  Ameri- 
cans, for  the  last  40  years.  We  are  will- 
ing to  challenge  those  exceptions.  And 
we  have  one  person  in  Washington 
right  now.  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
and  the  leadership,  willing  to  go  to  the 
American  people  and  say.  look,  we 
have  got  a  problem  And  the  Speaker 
has  gone  out  of  his  way  to  ask  the 
President  to  help  in  a  nonpartisan  way. 

We  have  people  who  are  willing  to 
challenge  assumptions  and  make  a  po- 
litical gut  check,  cast  tough  votes,  be- 
cause we  both  know,  we  just  got  back 
from  break  in  our  districts,  if  we  do 
not  cast  tough  votes,  if  we  do  not  fol- 
low through  on  our  promises,  honey- 
moons are  short  in  American  politics 
today.  We  will  not  be  here  for  long. 


We  are  both  freshman.  This  is  not  a 
bad  job.  We  kind  of  like  it.  I  like  rep- 
resenting the  people  of  the  second  dis- 
trict of  Maryland,  I  have  to  tell  you. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  will  say,  us 
being  new  Members,  we  could  remain 
here  a  long  time,  if  it  were  not  for  two 
things,  and  not  do  the  business  of  our 
district.  In  the  past  I  think  it  used  to 
be  elected  representatives  would  come 
to  Washington.  They  would  say  one 
thing  in  their  district,  they  would  do 
the  other  thing  here  in  Washington. 
For  a  long  time  the  tolerant  American 
people  gave  their  elected  representa- 
tives the  benefit  of  the  doubt  that  they 
were  doing  the  right  thing  in  Washing- 
ton. 

Well,  two  things  changed  that.  One  is 
C-SPAN  and  the  other  is  talk  radio.  I 
do  not  think  anybody  can  afford  to 
come  to  this  body  anymore  and  say  one 
thing  in  their  district  and  not  do  the 
same  thing  here,  because  there  will  be 
a  lot  to  pay  on  election  day.  So  that 
motivation  and  that  way  of  operating 
is  now  unmasked. 

If  this  gentleman  and  this  gentleman 
want  to  stay  in  this  House  for  very 
long  at  all  and  serve  the  needs  of  their 
district,  they  better  do  what  they  say 
in  their  district  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  I  think  C-SPAN  and  talk  radio 
are  the  big  changes  that  made  that 
possible. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  I  agree.  When  we  have 
a  tough  vote,  the  phones  and  faxes  go 
off  immediately.  The  American  people 
are  tuned  into  what  is  happening  on 
this  floor  and  they  know  facts. 

I  think  the  best  news  I  brought  back 
from  our  3-week  break  in  my  district 
was  the  fact  that  this  kind  of  stuff  no 
longer  goes  over  with  the  American 
people.  They  see  it  for  what  it  is.  It  can 
work  at  times.  It  certainly  worked  a 
few  years  ago  in  the  course  of  the  Pres- 
idential race.  But  dividing  people, 
labor-management,  poor-rich-middle 
class-lower  middle  class,  young  and 
old,  is  no  longer  the  answer,  not  politi- 
cally, and  it  has  never  been  the  answer 
economically,  at  least  in  my  district. 

I  would  direct  a  question  to  the  gen- 
tleman. In  my  district  the  people  said 
look.  Bob,  we  know  we  are  not  going  to 
agree  with  you  on  every  vote.  But  we 
like  the  fact  you  had  an  agenda,  you 
ran  on  that  agenda,  you  passed  that 
agenda,  and  now  you  are  willing  to  do 
the  tough  things  that  we  sent  you  to 
Washington  to  do. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  think  that  peo- 
ple in  my  district  sent  me  to  Washing- 
ton to  make  the  tough  decisions.  If  I 
listen  and  do  what  I  think  is  right  ac- 
cording to  the  philosophy  that  they 
knew  what  I  believed  in  when  they 
elected  me.  then  I  have  their  support. 
If  I  betray  any  of  that.  I  do  not  have 
their  support.  That  is  the  way  this 
game  works.  That  is  just  the  way  it  is. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  a  couple 
of  things,  one  being  Medicare,  and  the 
other  one  also  being  the  tax  cuts.  If  the 
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Democrats,  people  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  are  v/illing  to  sit  down  and 
have  a  debate,  rather  than  resorting  to 
what  we  call  class  warfare  baiting, 
which  it  is  nothing  more  than  class 
warfare  baiting  to  keep  a  strong  cen- 
tralized government  in  Washington, 
then  let's  agree  on  two  things.  Let's 
agree  that  the  Medicare  system,  num- 
ber one,  is  going  bankrupt,  and  let's 
work  together  to  solve  that,  be  it  cuts, 
additional  money,  anything  else,  let's 
solve  that  problem. 

The  second  problem  that  needs  to  be 
solved  is  let's  together  realize  if  people 
are  taxed  less  and  regulated  less,  they 
are  going  to  be  more  productive,  and 
let's  build  a  tax  cut  structure  that  will 
allow  that  to  happen  in  this  country.  If 
you  really  want  a  cooperative  effort  in 
this  House,  you  will  agree  on  those  two 
things  and  proceed  from  there. 

We  do  not  need  this  stuff.  The  Amer- 
ican people  do  not  buy  it,  we  do  not 
buy  it,  it  is  not  true.  There  is  no  class 
warfare  baiting  here.  The  Republicans 
are  not  here  for  the  rich.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  Republicans  are  rich  any- 
way. I  am  not  a  rich  Republican.  But  it 
just  does  not  work. 

This  was  an  article,  editorial,  in  the 
Washington  Times  today,  "Not  Rising 
to  Class  Warfare  Battle."  And  that  is 
exactly  what  Republicans  are  doing. 
They  are  not  rising  to  the  class  warfare 
battle. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  I  am  not  going  to  em- 
barrass the  gentleman.  We  have  a  fa- 
mous quiz  at  the  bottom.  I  will  not  em- 
barrass the  gentleman  by  asking  which 
year  and  which  bill  these  quotes  were 
directed  toward.  The  fact  is  you  see  the 
quotes.  "Cheesy  tax  cut  promises  only 
make  Americans  cynical  about  govern- 
ment." 

Can  you  imagine  that,  putting  more 
money  back  in  your  pocket  so  you  can 
grow,  so  you  can  take  a  risk,  begin  a 
business  and  hire  people?  That  makes 
you  cynical  about  government? 

I  think  tax  fairness  is  an  idea  that  all 
Americans  understand  and  endorse  ir- 
respective of  income  level  and  party  af- 
filiation. 

Fairness.  That  is  an  interesting  con- 
cept. Fairness  and  equity.  My  idea  of 
fairness  and  equity  and  who  is  rich  and 
who  is  not  may  not  comport  with 
yours.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  believe  so,  yes. 
I  think  that  this  is  a  smack  in  the  face 
of  every  individual  American  in  this 
country  that  wants  to  do  good  and  be 
prosperous,  and  be  personally  respon- 
sible for  their  own  actions.  I  think  that 
first  quote  is  right  there.  And  you 
know,  it  does  boil  down  to  different 
viewpoints  of  how  we  treat  individuals 
in  this  country  and  how  this  side  of  the 
aisle  looks  at  the  individual  and  says 
you  have  that  responsibility,  go  for  it, 
and  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  looks 
and  says  you  cannot  do  these  things, 
we  need  to  do  it  for  you.  There  is  a  big 
difference  between  those  two  outlooks. 
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Mr.  EHRLICH.  Absolutely.  I  agree. 
There  is  my  final  observation  here.  I 
hope  that  what  we  saw  in  1990  with  re- 
spect to  the  luxury  tax.  what  we  saw  2 
months  ago  with  respect  to  welfare  and 
tax  reform,  are  theories  and  strategies 
of  the  past,  because  one  of  the  more 
frustrating  parts  of  our  job  is  when  we 
go  back  home  and  meet  with  groups 
and  they  repeat  rhetoric  they  hear  on 
C-SPAN  and  talk  radio,  and  read  in  the 
newspapers,  and  that  rhetoric  conflicts 
with  facts. 

I  know  in  the  course  of  the  welfare 
debate,  in  the  course  of  school  lunches, 
for  instance,  in  the  course  of  now  the 
Medicare  and  the  budget  debate,  we  all 
want  to  debate  ideas  and  numbers.  We 
have  legitimate  differences  with  the 
other  side.  Reasonable  people  can  dis- 
agree about  our  budget  proposal  and 
Medicare.  And  I  know  I  join  with  the 
gentleman  asking  just  one  simple 
thing,  that  when  the  debate  begins  to- 
morrow, or  tonight  actually,  that  the 
other  side  uses  real  numbers,  facts.  I 
am  glad  to  debate  facts.  I  do  not  like 
debating  rhetoric. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  And  do  not  use 
class  warfare  baiting.  It  is  not  fair  to 
say  someone  is  for  the  poor  any  more 
than  anyone  else  is.  We  are  all  here 
to  do  good  for  everybody.  Nor 
generational  warfare. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  California.  It  is  good  to 
see  him.  I  am  sure  we  will  revisit  this 
issue,  and  maybe  when  we  come  back 
to  this  floor  in  a  week  or  two  or  three, 
we  will  be  able  to  report  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  we  had  a  real  good  de- 
bate about  the  budget  and  about  Medi- 
care, and  it  never  broke  out  into 
generational  warfare.  And  the  Presi- 
dent actually  was  relevant,  became 
part  of  the  process  as  well.  I  would  love 
to  report  that  to  the  people  of  the  Sec- 
ond District,  and  I  would  look  forward 
to  joining  the  gentleman  again  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  You  bet. 


KEEP  EDUCATION  IN  THE  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourette).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  January  4.  1995.  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Owe.n's] 
is  recognized  for  60  minutes  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
about  to  move  into  the  most  important 
phase  of  the  legislative  process,  and 
that  is  the  budget.  The  Committee  on 
the  Budget  I  understand  will  be  delib- 
erating this  week  and  by  this  time  next 
week  we  will  have  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
the  proposed  budget  of  the  House  com- 
mittee. 

The  announcement  is  that  one  of  the 
proposals  in  that  budget  coming  to  the 
floor  will  be  a  recommendation,  a  pro- 
posal to  eliminate  the  Department  of 
Education. 


The  attack  on  education  is  one  of  the 
most  baffling  elements  of  the  approach 
by  the  present  majority  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  its  priorities.  The  attack  on 
education  comes  at  a  time  when  we  are 
in  a  global  competition  with  other  in- 
dustrialized nations  for  the  markets  of 
the  world,  and  that  competition  is  like- 
ly to  get  worse.  Everybody  has  con- 
ceded that  education  is  a  vital  compo- 
nent of  whatever  effort  this  Nation 
puts  forward  in  order  to  be  economi- 
cally competitive,  now  and  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

We  have  had  a  continuum  of  concern 
expressed  about  education  since  Presi- 
dent Reagan  appointed  a  commission, 
and  that  commission  came  back  with  a 
report  entitled  "A  Nation  at  Risk."  'A 
Nation  at  Risk"  was  a  report  that 
alarmed  many  leaders  in  America. 
President  Reagan  never  appropriated 
any  money  of  any  kind  to  follow 
through  on  the  recommendations  of 
the  report,  but  he  did  endorse  the  find- 
ings of  the  report  and  called  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  American  people  the  fact 
that  it  was  a  very  serious  problem,  we 
had  a  very  serious  problem. 

President  Bush  came  along  and  began 
to  try  to  take  steps  to  implement  some 
Federal  policies  with  respect  to  edu- 
cation which  would  provide  greater 
guidance  to  the  localities  and  the 
States.  Education  is  primarily  a  state 
function.  The  Federal  Government  pro- 
vides leadership  and  guidance  that  is 
very  vital  and  important,  but  when  it 
comes  to  expenditures  for  education,  it 
is  the  States  and  the  localities  that 
provide  most  of  the  funds  for  edu- 
cation. 

I  think  about  7  to  8  percent  of  the 
total  education  budget  may  be  feder- 
ally financed.  Out  of  more  than  $360 
billion  spent  on  education  from  kinder- 
garten to  postgraduate,  only  about  7  or 
8  percent  of  that  was  Federal  funding. 
It  went  down  during  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration to  as  low  as  6  percent,  and 
began  to  come  back  up  under  the  Clin- 
ton administration,  moving  toward  8 
percent.  So  although  we  provide  only  a 
small  amount  of  the  funding,  the  Fed- 
eral guidance,  the  Federal  sense  of  di- 
rection, has  been  considered  very  im- 
portant, since  the  report  "A  Nation  at 
Risk  "  was  released. 

"A  Nation  at  Risk"  showed  the  in- 
dustrialized nations  have  some  kind  of 
centralized  guidance  with  respect  to 
their  education  systems.  Many  of  the 
industrialized  nations,  of  course,  go 
much  further  than  we  would  ever  want 
to  go  in  terms  of  they  not  only  guide 
education,  they  administer  it  and  set 
the  policies  and  dominate  education. 

In  France.  Great  Britain,  you  have 
most  of  Europe  with  centralized  edu- 
cation policymaking.  Traditionally,  in 
this  country  it  has  always  been  edu- 
cation is  a  state  and  local  matter,  and 
the  freedom  of  local  school  boards  to 
operate  has  always  been  a  cherished 
one.  Nobody  wants  to  change  that. 
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But  there  are  extremes.  I  think  the 
European  model  of  centralized,  highly 
centralized  education  or  the  Japanese 
model  of  highly  centralized  ministers 
of  education  dictating  to  all  parts  of 
the  country  what  happens  in  schools  is 
one  extreme.  The  other  extreme  is  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  take  no 
meaningful  role  at  all.  At  one  time  our 
Government  had  no  meaningful  role. 
There  was  a  long,  long  debate  as  to 
how  much  our  Government  should  be- 
come involved  in  education.  We  became 
involved  in  high  education,  univer- 
sities and  college  education  long  before 
the  Federal  Government  ever  became 
involved  in  public  education,  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  education.  There 
was  a  long,  long  debate. 

It  was  during  the  Great  Society  years 
that  President  Lyndon  Johnson  moved 
us  into  support  for  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary education,  and  that  came  in  the 
form  of  attempting  to  come  to  the  aid 
of  the  poorest  school  districts  in  Amer- 
ica. The  poorest  districts  needed  help. 
And  the  original  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary education  legislation  was  tar- 
geted to  the  poorest  districts,  and  to  a 
great  degree  that  is  still  the  case.  Most 
of  our  aid  is  theoretically  targeted  to 
the  poorest  school  districts  and  the 
poorest  children  in  America. 

There  was  a  long  debate  before  the 
Federal  Government  took  this  step. 
The  creation  of  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation took  a  long,  long  time  also,  a 
great  deal  of  discussion  and  debate. 
And  finally,  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation was  created  by  President  Jimmy 
Carter.  After  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation was  created  by  Jimmy  Carter,  of 
course,  he  lost  the  election  and  Ronald 
Reagan  became  the  President.  And  he 
was  ambivalent  about  the  Department 
of  Education.  Some  days  he  wanted  to 
eliminate  it:  some  days  he  was  willing 
to  support  it. 

There  were  always  these  forces  at 
work  which  because  they  were  schizo- 
phrenic did  nothing  to  enhance  the 
work  of  the  Department  of  Education. 
The  Department  fell  into  some  extrem- 
ist patterns  on  the  one  hand  and  was 
not  very  useful  during  those  years 
when  it  existed  under  a  cloud. 

It  survived,  however.  And  it  existed 
for  the  4  years  of  the  Bush  administra- 
tion and  it  still  exists.  Now  we  are  told 
that  for  budgetary  reasons,  in  order  to 
streamline  the  Government,  downsize 
the  Government,  save  money,  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  artificially  cre- 
ated emergency,  the  emergency  is  the 
need  to  have  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002,  that  emergency  is  an  artifi- 
cial one  created  primarily  to  have  an 
excuse,  rationale,  rationalization  for 
eliminating  social  programs. 

The  safety  net  programs  are  going  to 
be  eliminated  and  we  are  going  to  do 
that  under  the  rubric  of  having  to  do  it 
in  order  to  balance  the  budget.  And  the 
Department    of    Education    now    falls 
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into  that  category.  It  is  one  of  those 
programs  that  has  been  labeled  expend- 
able. We  have  labeled  the  whole  De- 
partment, the  whole  function  as  being 
expendable  We  can  eliminate  it. 

I  think  this  is  another  example  of 
what  I  have  called  before  a  barbaric 
act.  It  is  a  barbaric  act.  It  is  like  sack- 
ing a  segment  of  our  civilization.  It  is 
like  Attila  the  Hun  with  torches  going 
through  a  civilized  city  and  destroying 
everything  that  he  does  not  understand 
or  does  not  want  to  exist  because  he 
has  the  power  to  do  it.  Because  the  ma- 
jority of  Republicans  have  the  power  to 
do  it,  they  are  going  to  move  through 
the  budget  to  wipe  out  a  department 
which  exists  as  a  result  of  a  long  series 
of  discussions  and  debates. 

In  2  years,  we  are  going  to  wipe  out 
what  took  20  years;  it  took  20  years  to 
finally  get  to  this  point.  In  a  2-year  pe- 
riod, while  they  are  in  the  majority, 
the  Republicans  in  the  House  are  pro- 
posing to  just  wii)e  out  this  Depart- 
ment of  Education  in  an  era  and  a  time 
when  education  is  recognized  as  being 
critical  to  our  competitiveness  in  the 
global  marketplace.  No  other  nation  in 
the  world  would  dare  contemplate 
eliminating  its  Department  of  Edu- 
cation or  its  governmental.  Federal 
Government  function  of  education. 

Japan  would  never  contemplate  that. 
Germany  would  never  contemplate 
that.  Great  Britain.  France,  they 
would  consider  us  to  be  quite  foolish 
indeed,  and  they  would  consider  it 
quite  a  serious  matter  to  watch  the 
United  States  Congress  wiping  out  the 
Department  of  Education  at  a  time 
like  this.  A  Department  of  Education 
which  is  already  the  weakest,  the  most 
feeble  Federal  department  among  the 
industrialized  nations.  It  does  not  com- 
mand a  great  segment  of  the  Federal 
budget  already.  It  is  one  of  the  small- 
est departments  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

When  you  take  away  the  large 
amount  of  the  budget  that  goes  toward 
higher  education  loans,  then  it  is  a 
very  tiny  department  in  budgetary 
terms.  It  is  the  department  that  has 
suffered  the  greatest  number  of  cuts  in 
personnel  over  the  last  10.  12  years.  It 
has  always  been  kept  on  a  very  tight 
leash  and  not  been  able  to  perform 
properly.  Now  we  are  going  to  elimi- 
nate it.  wipe  it  out  altogether. 

It  is  a  barbaric  act.  It  is  an  act  com- 
mitted by  people  who  do  not  feel  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  in- 
volved in  providing  education  guidance 
and  coordination  for  the  whole  Nation. 
There  are  some  people  who  feel  that 
the  primary  and  maybe  only  role  of  the 
Federal  Government  is  defense  and  ev- 
erything else  is  not  the  proper  role  for 
the  Federal  Government.  That  is  non- 
sense. That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
oath  that  we  take  when  we  are  sworn 
in  to  Congress. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States   starts   with    the    Preamble.    It 


talks  about  promoting  the  general  wel- 
fare; promoting  the  general  welfare  is 
as  important  as  defense.  How  do  you 
define  defense?  It  really  does  not  talk 
so  much  about  defense  as  security.  The 
security  of  the  country  is  of  great  con- 
cern and  should  be  a  priority  concern 
of  the  Nation.  But  how  do  we  define  se- 
curity in  1995? 

Does  security  mean  military  pre- 
paredness only?  That  all  we  need  is  a 
powerful  Army,  Navy.  Air  Force.  Ma- 
rines, et  cetera?  All  we  need  is  fantas- 
tic superweapons?  Is  that  going  to 
guarantee  the  security  of  the  United 
States  in  the  world  to  come,  the  year 
2000  and  the  next  century?  Is  that  the 
definition  of  what  we  need  for  security? 
Or  is  it  more  complicated  than  that? 

In  addition  to  military  strength,  do 
we  need  also  to  be  strong  in  terms  of 
our  brainpower?  Is  brainpower  prob- 
ably the  most  important  element  of  se- 
curity? It  is  brainpower  that  produced 
these  fantastic  modem  weapons.  It  is 
brainpower  that  allowed  us  to  outwit 
our  foes  in  World  War  li  on  every  front. 
Brainpower  cracked  the  Japanese  code 
and  brainpower  cracked  the  German 
code,  in  addition  to  the  creation  of 
weapons  to  counteract  the  tremendous 
superweapons  that  were  developed  by 
the  German  military  machine. 

In  the  final  analysis,  we  cannot  pre- 
dict the  nature  of  warfare  in  terms  of 
strictly  violent  and  military  terms  in 
the  future.  Whatever  they  are,  we 
know  they  are  going  to  be  different, 
and  whatever  weapons  are  going  to  be 
required  will  be  developed  by  people 
who  have  a  tremendous  amount  of 
brainpower.  Brainpower  does  not  mean 
individuals.  It  means  teams  of  people; 
it  means  a  whole  culture,  a  culture  of 
people  who  understand  how  to  apply 
science  and  technology  where  they 
want  to  apply  it. 

It  may  be  that  there  will  not  be  any 
hot  wars  in  the  future,  no  violent  wars 
of  any  significance  challenging  the  se- 
curity of  the  United  States.  It  is  very 
likely  that  we  will  not  have  any  vio- 
lent wars  which  are  a  threat  to  the  se- 
curity of  the  United  States  in  the  next 
100  years,  very  likely.  What  we  do 
know,  as  a  fact,  is  that  the  challenge 
to  the  security  of  the  United  States  is 
there  already  and  will  increase  in 
terms  of  the  challenge  to  our  economy, 
whether  we  can  hold  our  own  in  the 
world  in  terms  of  economic  competi- 
tion as  an  industrialized  nation,  which 
depends  on  exports  and  high  tech- 
nology in  order  to  keep  its  high  stand- 
ard of  living.  Will  we  be  able  to  com- 
pete with  our  good  friends  the  Germans 
and  the  Japanese  and  the  British  and 
the  French?  We  will  not  be  able  to 
compete  if  we  throw  overboard  any 
Federal  involvement  in  education. 

It  is  a  barbaric  act.  It  is  a  dangerous 
act.  It  is  an  act  contrary  to  the  Con- 
stitution that  we  have  sworn  to  uphold. 
We  are  not  promoting  the  general  wel- 
fare. We  are  not  helping  this  country 


at  all  when  we  do  such  reckless  and 
barbaric  things  as  destroy  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  talk  in 
some  detail  about  what  is  In  this  De- 
partment of  Education  and  what  we  are 
about  to  throw  overboard.  What  Attila 
the  Hun.  the  spirit  of  Attila  the  Hun 
that  rides  through  the  budget  propos- 
als, what  that  spirit  is  ready  to  bum 
down,  what  they  are  ready  to  destroy 
with  the  scorched  earth  policy  and  the 
blitzkrieg  that  is  sweeping  over  the 
Washington  scene  in  terms  of  what  is 
not  considered  to  be  good  for  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  what  is  considered 
good. 

I  hope  that,  I  know  that  most  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  are  responding 
and  aware  of  the  same  public  opinion 
polls.  I  know  both  Republicans  and 
Democrats  are  aware  of  the  same  focus 
groups  and  what  the  focus  groups  are 
showing.  The  American  people,  again, 
in  the  public  opinion  polls  that  we  get 
and  in  the  focus  groups,  they  are  again 
showing  that  they  are  collectively  far 
wiser  than  the  people  in  Washington. 
They  are  collectively  far  wiser  than 
the  leadership  of  both  parties.  Whereas 
I  am  accusing  the  Republicans  of  be- 
having in  a  barbaric  way  toward  edu- 
cation, the  Democrats,  on  the  other 
hand,  have  certainly  not  made  a  force- 
ful statement  in  support  of  education. 

We  have  done  some  great  things  with 
education  in  the  past  year.  The  first 
year,  the  first  2  years  of  the  Clinton 
administration.  President  Clinton 
moved  in  a  continuum  from  the  work 
that  had  been  done  by  President  Bush. 
It  was  a  good  example,  although  there 
were  disagreements  and  things  that 
were  not  supported  by  the  new  admin- 
istration, t.hpy  took  much  of  the  Rush 
program  on  education  as  reflected  in 
America  2000.  President  Bush  had  had  a 
conference  of  Governors,  and  President 
Clinton  was  one  of  the  Governors  who 
was  in  attendance  at  that  conference 
that  was  held  in  Virginia  where  they 
came  up  with  the  six  goals  for  Amer- 
ican education.  All  that  was  endorsed 
by  President  Clinton.  All  of  that  was 
taken  forward  by  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration from  the  Bush  administration. 

So  you  had  a  kind  of  continuum, 
even  though  there  were  disagreements 
from  Reagan  to  Bush  to  Clinton.  Now 
all  that  is  going  to  be  thrown  aside,  all 
that  agreement  means  nothing. 

In  the  rescissions  that  the  Repub- 
licans have  made  on  education  already, 
the  rescission  bill  that  was  passed  in 
the  House  which  cut  $17.4  billion— I  am 
not  sure  whether  it  was  point  4  or  point 
5— more  than  $17  billion  was  cut  out  of 
this  year's  budget.  In  those  rescissions, 
education  was  a  primary  target. 

The  first  target,  of  course,  the  most 
devastating  cuts  were  aimed  at  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. Low-income  housing,  low-in- 
come housing,  we  have  not  solved  the 
problem  of  homelessness.  We  have  not 


solved  the  problem  of  providing  decent 
low-income  housing  for  poor  people. 
Nevertheless  in  that  rescission  package 
more  than  $7  billion  of  the  $17  billion 
was  taken  away  from  low-income  hous- 
ing programs  in  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

The  second  biggest  budget  hit,  the 
cuts  were  at  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. Almost  $2  billion  was  taken  out 
of  the  Department  of  Education.  So  it 
was  a  preview  of  coming  attractions. 
What  we  are  hearing  now  and  seeing 
now  developing  in  the  budget  that  is 
going  to  be  prepared  for  a  whole  year, 
the  budget  year  1996,  is  reflective  of 
what  was  started,  of  course,  in  the  re- 
scission budget. 

I  wanted  to  just  read  from  a  very 
well-written  letter  by  Secretary  Riley. 
I  will  not  read  the  whole  letter,  but  I 
would  like  to  enter  it  into  the  Record. 

I  will  enter  into  the  Record  a  letter 
by  Secretary  Riley  regarding  the  pro- 
posed rescissions  to  investments  in 
education.  On  February  23,  1995,  Mr. 
Riley  sent  this  letter  out.  I  just  think 
it  summarizes  what  we  are  up  against 
here.  I  would  like  the  American  people 
to  follow  along  carefully. 

As  I  said  before,  what  the  polls  and 
the  focus  groups  have  shown  is  that  the 
American  people  are  wiser  than  the 
leadership  here.  They  have  indicated 
education  is  one  of  their  highest  prior- 
ities. Education,  in  terms  of  the  Amer- 
ican public  at  this  point  in  history 
wanting  to  see  Federal  support,  edu- 
cation is  still  one  of  those  high  prior- 
ities. They  do  not  want  to  see  the 
budget  cuts  that  are  being  proposed  by 
the  Republicans.  The  Republican  ma- 
jority knows  this  as  well  as  I  do. 

The  fact  that  they  have  gone  ahead 

that  they  have  contempt  for  the  wis- 
dom of  the  American  people.  They 
think  you  can  put  a  spin,  you  can  in- 
terpret the  will  of  the  people  in  a  way 
which  confuses  them  and  you  can  get 
away  with  it. 

D  1945 

I  think  they  are  wrong.  I  think  there 
is  a  basic,  deep-seated  fundamental  de- 
sire of  the  American  people  to  see  that 
as  much  opportunity  is  provided  as 
possible  in  the  area  of  education  for  as 
many  people  as  possible.  I  think  that 
the  middle  class,  which  the  majority 
always  pretends  to  be  concerned  with, 
the  middle  class  is  hardest  hit  when 
you  make  cuts  in  education. 

We  are  talking  specifically,  these 
days,  about  the  proposed  Republican 
cuts  with  respect  to  student  loans,  the 
fact  that  they  want  to  take  away  the 
Federal  subsidy  for  the  loans  so  that 
the  interest  that  the  loans  accumulate 
during  the  time  that  students  are  at 
school  is  not  paid  anymore  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  but  attached  onto 
the  bill  that  the  student  has  to  pay 
when  they  come  out.  which  means  that 
the  education  of  each  student  goes  up  a 


great  deal,  because  4  years  of  interest 
will  be  added  to  that  bill.  That  is  being 
discussed  a  great  deal,  and  there  is  a 
great  reaction  from  the  middle  class  as 
to  having  them  bear  an  unnecessary 
burden  that  they  do  not  really— should 
not  have  to  bear. 

The  public  knows  that  education 
ought  to  be  a  higher  priority.  My  plea 
is  that  the  public  will  become  more 
vocal,  and  that  the  public,  the  stu- 
dents, the  parents,  the  middle  class  out 
there  will  talk  more  and  contact  their 
Congressmen  or  take  delegations,  and 
let  it  be  known  that  you  are  wiser  than 
the  people  you  have  elected,  and  you  do 
not  want  the  nonsense  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  education  as  a  priority  in  the 
coming  budget,  you  will  not  tolerate  it. 

Let  them  know  now.  before  they  do  a 
great  deal  of  harm.  Before  Attila  the 
Hun  and  the  spirit  of  destruction  rides 
across  the  Department  of  Education, 
let  us  intervene.  Let  the  public  come 
forward. 

Listen  to  the  words  of  Secretary 
Reilly.  and  I  quote: 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  severe 
and  shortsiprhted  cuts  imposed  by  the  House 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Labor, 
HHS.  and  Education  yesterday.  The  mag- 
nitude of  these  kinds  of  cuts,  at  precisely  the 
time  thai  our  Nation  needs  to  invest  in  our 
future,  represents  a  grave  misunderstanding 
of  the  direction  Americans  want  for  their 
children  and  grandchildren.  Coming  on  the 
heels  of  the  attack  on  the  school  lunch  pro- 
gram, these  actions  break  faith  with  Ameri- 
ca's children.  ^ 

At  a  time  when  every  poll  sbows  that 
crime  and  school  safety  are  a  number  one 
concern  of  Americans,  the  committee's  ac- 
tions to  eliminate  funding  for  programs  for 
safety  and  drug  prevention  programs  in 
schools  represent  a  rejection  of  what  the 
American  public  wants.  Polls  also  show  that 
an  overwhelming  majority  of  citizens  favor 
increa.sed  investment  in  quality  edunation 
The  committee's  actions  to  slash  bipartisan 
initiatives  to  support  States  and  local  com- 
munities in  their  work  to  raise  academic 
standards  and  improve  their  local  schools  is 
a  dismissal  of  the  public  interest. 

I  am  continuing  to  read  from  the  let- 
ter of  Secretary  Reilly  on  February  23. 
1995. 

And  the  sharp  reduction  in  funding  for  edu- 
cation technology  programs  will  enable 
fewer  local  communities  to  put  state-of-the- 
art  tools  of  learning  in  classrooms  where 
they  are  most  needed  to  prepare  our  students 
for  the  future.  This  certainly  cannot  be  what 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  had  in  mind  when 
he  .said  "We  must  bring  technology  into  the 
classroom,  and  radically  rethink  our  edu- 
cation system." 

Continuing  with  Secretary  Reilly's 
letter: 

The  Republican  administration  changed 
the  name  of  the  former  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  and  added  the  word 
■opportunity."  but  the  measure  of  the 
Congress's  commitment  to  students  must  be 
evaluated  not  by  titles,  but  by  actions.  Yes- 
terday's actions  mean  less  opportunity  for 
America's  students. 

The  Secretary  goes  on  to  list  each 
one  of  the  programs  that  are  being  cut 
by  the  rescission  bill,  and  those  pro- 


grams, the  details  become  important 
for  the  American  people.  I  said  before 
that  Goals  2000,  Goals  2000  was  legisla- 
tion we  passed  with  the  support  of  Re- 
publican Members  of  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  and  of  the  Con- 
gress. It  passed  overwhelmingly.  It  got 
more  than  300  votes.  Nevertheless. 
Goals  2000  is  now  being  threatened,  not 
only  by  the  rescission  cuts  that  are 
being  discussed  in  this  letter  of  Sec- 
retary Reilly,  but  in  the  new  budget 
they  will  try  to  wipe  out  Goals  2000 
completely,  and  I  am  told  that  the 
committee  that  I  serve  on,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities,  a  bill  is  being  prepared 
there  to  repeal  Goals  2000. 

Remember  what  I  said  before:  Goals 
2000  was  a  result  that  flowed  from 
America  2000,  which  was  President 
Bush's  education  program,  and  Amer- 
ica 2000  flowed  from  President  Roo- 
sevelt's report  called  "A  Nation  at 
Risk,"  so  a  continuum  of  three  Presi- 
dents, a  continuum  of  12,  14  years  went 
into  the  preparation  of  Goals  2000. 

Now  Secretary  Reilly  states  that: 

With  respect  to  Goals  2000.  a  38  percent  re- 
duction in  funds  for  State  and  local  edu- 
cational improvement  would  severely  curtail 
the  efforts  nationwide  to  develop  and  Imple- 
ment comprehensive  strategies  for  system- 
atic educational  reform.  An  estimated  4.000 
fewer  schools  would  receive  the  seed  money 
they  need  to  implement  reforms  based  on 
challenging  academic  standards.  Moreover, 
the  rescission  would  eliminate  all  funds  for 
Goals  2000  national  programs.  This  action 
would  end  targeted  support  for  educational 
reform  activities  in  poor  communities.  Thus 
it  would  deprive  the  Federal  Government  of 
the  means  for  evaluating  the  impact  of  edu- 
cational reforms  on  student  achievement, 
and  it  would  end  other  national  leadership 
and  technical  assistance  activities. 

Let  me  iust  talk  for  a  minute  about 
what  Goals  2000  does.  In  simple  terms, 
the  heart  of  Goals  2000  is  three  sets  of 
standards  it  establishes.  It  establishes 
curriculum  standards,  a  process  for  de- 
veloping curriculum  standards.  Before 
I  go  any  further,  let  me  just  stress  that 
the  curriculum  standards  that  are  to 
be  established  under  Goals  2000  are  vol- 
untary standards.  It  is  only  a  model, 
only  examples  of  how,  in  each  one  of 
the  six  major  areas  that  are  laid  out  in 
the  six  education  goals,  mathematics, 
science,  history,  geography,  in  all  of 
those  areas  the  standards  would  be  es- 
tablished so  that  with  the  collective 
participation  of  scholars  and  teachers 
and  students  across  the  country,  you 
would  come  up  with  an  idea,  a  model  of 
some  of  the  things  that  ought  to  be 
taught  in  that  area  in  order  for  us  to 
better  relate  to  the  world  of  1995  and 
the  world  of  the  year  2000. 

What  is  it  in  this  new  global  econ- 
omy, what  is  it  in  this  new  global 
world  that  we  need  to  know?  When  I 
was  a  kid  my  mother  used  to  have  us 
reciting  the  capitals  of  all  the  States. 
That  was  cute.  I  learned  the  capitals  of 
the  States.  Any  knowledge  may  be  use- 
ful, but  I  suspect  in  this  time  and  age. 
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it  will  be  far  better  if  you  teach  your 
kids  how  to  use  the  encyclopedia  and 
the  library  and  various  books  to  learn 
the  capitals  of  the  States  and  the  cap- 
itals of  all  the  countries  in  the  United 
Nations,  and  what  they  do  in  these  var- 
ious countries  for  a  living,  the  econom- 
ics of  it.  the  trade  patterns. 

If  you  want  to  export  business  in  the 
future,  how  far  is  it  from  South  Africa 
to  Washington,  or  how  far  is  it  from 
China  to  New  York?  What  is  the  cost  of 
producing  products  and  then  paying  for 
the  transportation? 

There  are  a  number  of  things  that 
are  known,  that  need  to  be  known  in 
the  year  2000  by  our  youngsters,  or  this 
year,  in  order  for  them  to  survive  and 
understand  a  world  that  is  far  different 
from  the  old  world  that  would  be  cov- 
ered by  a  collective  set  of  scholars, 
teachers,  and  students  trying  to  pre- 
pare those  standards.  That  is  one  im- 
portant thing  that  Goals  2000  is  seeking 
to  do.  to  develop  standards  so  that  ev- 
erybody across  the  country  will  get 
some  idea  of  what  is  important  to  be 
taught  in  history,  what  is  important  to 
be  taught  in  geography,  what  things 
are  most  important  to  teach  in  mathe- 
matics. 

The  world  has  an  exploding  amount 
of  information,  information  that  is  in- 
creasing geometrically.  There  is  twice 
as  much  information  available  this 
year  as  was  available  last  year.  With 
all  that  information  about  so  many  dif- 
ferent things,  what  do  you  single  out  to 
teach  the  children  in  the  schools?  Do 
you  put  a  great  stress  on  learning 
facts — and  those  facts  are  exploding, 
more  and  more  of  them  all  the  time — 
or  do  you  put  a  greater  stress  on  learn- 
ing skills  and  principles,  so  they  will 
know  how  to  approach  getting  the  in- 
funnaLiuu  Lhey  want''  Computers,  the 
use  of  libraries,  the  use  of  cable  tele- 
vision, and  a  number  of  new  kinds  of 
instruments  that  can  be  utilized  for 
education,  where  do  they  come  into 
this  whole  process?  So  that  is  one  of 
the  achievements  of  Goals  2000.  That  is 
one  of  the  goals  of  Goals  2000,  objec- 
tives of  Goals  2000.  was  to  establish 
these  standards. 

The  second  objective  was  to  establish 
a  set  of  assessments,  tests  and  other 
means  of  assessing  what  do  the  stu- 
dents know,  a  national  set  of  standards 
and  assessments,  voluntary,  again. 
strictly  voluntary.  If  your  school  board 
did  not  want  to  get  involved,  would  not 
want  to  use  them,  they  would  not  have 
to  do  it.  Any  State  did  not  have  to  do 
it  if  they  did  not  want  to.  but  they 
would  have  available  to  them  a  set  of 
assessments,  tests  based  on  the  stand- 
ards that  have  been  developed,  so  from 
one  State  to  another,  among  those 
States  and  school  systems  that  choose 
to  participate,  you  could  compare  rel- 
atively how  are  they  doing  in  this  cur- 
riculum that  has  been  developed  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  modem  world:  all 
of  it.  again,  voluntary. 


Those  are  two  of  the  simple  goals  and 
objectives  of  Goals  2000  that  they  are 
preparing  to  wipe  out  now.  One  is  to 
develop  standards  for  curriculum,  the 
other,  to  develop  assessment  standards, 
standards  for  tests  and  assessments 
that  are  going  to  be  made  of  those 
standard  curricula. 

The  third  ingredient  was  the  most 
controversial  one.  because  there  are 
many  of  us  who  felt  if  you  have  a  set  of 
national  standards  for  curricula,  if  you 
have  a  set  of  national  assessments  for 
curricula,  you  also  should  have  a  re- 
quirement that  there  be  some  under- 
standing that  there  are  standards  in 
opportunities  to  learn;  that  is,  what  do 
you  do,  what  should  schools  be  doing, 
what  should  they  have  available  in 
terms  of  resources,  equipment,  books. 
in  order  to  guarantee  that  the  young- 
sters, the  students,  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  the  standard  curricu- 
lum? 

When  they  learn  the  standard  cur- 
riculum and  they  are  going  to  be  tested 
on  the  standard  curriculum,  is  it  fair 
to  have  a  national  test  when  you  do 
not  have  some  standards  as  to  what  is 
it  that  you  ought  to  have  available  in 
order  for  youngsters  to  learn  what  is 
necessary  to  pass  these  tests?  Should 
there  not  be  standards  which  say  that 
if  you  are  going  to  teach  science,  you 
have  to  have  a  certain  amount  of  sci- 
entific equipment:  you  have  to  have 
laboratories  and  equipment?  You  can- 
not have  youngsters  competing  on 
tests  which  are  national  tests,  and 
some  have  never  stepped  inside  of  a 
science  laboratory.  If  they  go  to  a 
science  laboratory,  there  is  no  equip- 
ment in  the  laboratory. 

You  cannot  have  youngsters  compet- 
ing on  tests  if  their  library  books  are 
as  old  as  some  of  the  library  books  in 
my  district  in  New  York  City.  Some  of 
the  books  go  back  to  1925  and  1930. 
They  are  useless.  You  cannot  have  en- 
cyclopedias which  do  not  have  the 
countries  that  have  become  independ- 
ent in  the  last  10  years.  You  cannot 
teach  geography  from  those  kinds  of 
tools. 

The  third  simple  ingredient  of  Goals 
2000  was  opportunity  to  learn  stand- 
ards. That  upset  more  people  than  any 
other  part  of  it.  because  Governors 
complained  that  this  may  mean  that 
"Somebody  is  going  to  judge  us  and 
say  we  are  inadequate  because  we  are 
not  providing  laboratories,  we  are  not 
providing  enough  books.  We  do  not 
want  to  have  a  situation  where  we  will 
have  to  spend  some  money  in  order  to 
meet  these  standards." 

We  stressed  in  every  way  possible, 
again,  that  the  standards  are  vol- 
untary. Nobody  is  required  to  do  any- 
thing unless  they  want  to  in  all  three 
of  these  sets  of  standards:  curriculum 
standards,  assessment  standards,  or  op- 
portunity to  learn  standards.  With  all 
of  that  guarantee  and  reassurance  that 
it  is  all  voluntary,  the  Goals  2000  has 
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been  attacked  by  certain  very  vocal 
Members  of  the  Republican  majority  as 
being  what  it  is  not.  a  mandatory  set 
of  standards,  imposing  curriculum 
standards  on  school  boards  across  the 
country.  Some  people  have  called  it 
the  National  Board  of  Education, 
which  is  a  deliberate  distortion  of  its 
purpose  and  its  mission. 

All  of  this,  all  of  this  has  led  to  a 
frenzy  which  results  in  an  attempt  that 
is  being  mounted  now  to  repeal  Goals 
2000.  If  you  do  not  repeal  it  by  discuss- 
ing the  authorization,  it  can  be  wiped 
out  by  just  taking  the  money  out  of 
the  budget.  You  eliminate  the  funding 
in  the  budget  for  Goals  2000.  That  is 
one  thing  that  the  Secretary  objected 
to. 

Another  item  that  he  objected  to  was 
school-to-work  opportunities,  $25  mil- 
lion cut,  $12.5  million  each  from  the 
Department  of  Education  and  the  De- 
partment of  Labor,  School-to-work  op- 
portunities was  divided  between  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education.  $12.5  million  went 
to  the  Department  of  Education,  and 
$12.5  million  went  to  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

What  would  it  do?  It  would  do  what 
numerous  educators,  community  lead- 
ers, and  Congressmen  have  been  calling 
for  all  the  time,  make  school  more  rel- 
evant to  youngsters  who  are  not  going 
to  go  to  college,  make  school  more  rel- 
evant for  those  who  will  have  to  make 
the  transition  from  high  school  into 
work.  The  industries,  the  private  sec- 
tor has  complained  about  the  fact  that 
the  graduates  they  get  have  to  be 
trained.  The  graduates  do  not  fit  in. 
This  was  an  attempt  to  meet  a  require- 
ment and  a  complaint  that  industry 
has  had  for  a  long  time. 

D  2000 

It  is  a  small  program.  A  $25  million 
cut  is  a  cut  of  a  program  which  to 
begin  with  was  very  small.  Of  course 
this  is  one  of  those  they  are  proposing 
now  to  eliminate  directly.  The  biggest 
program  in  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation which  the  Secretary  also  talks 
about  is  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Title  I.  Title  I  has  existed 
for  30  years  now. 

Title  I  was  the  primary  thrust  of  the 
Lyndon  Johnson  Great  Society  entry 
into  education  in  the  public  school  sec- 
tor. We  moved  from  assistance  to  high- 
er education  to  a  program  to  assist  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education 
under  President  Johnson,  and  Title  I 
was  the  basic  thrust,  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act.  which 
goes  to  schools  on  the  basis  of  the  pov- 
erty population  of  the  school.  The 
number  of  poor  children  in  a  particular 
school  decides  the  amount  of  funds 
that  that  school  will  get. 

In  the  deliberations  about  Title  I  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
cation Act  last  year,  both  sides.  Repub- 
licans  and    Democrats,    supported    the 
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refunding,  the  reauthorization  of  title 
I.  Both  sides  fought  for  every  penny 
they  could  get  for  their  States.  We  fi- 
nally had  a  $7  billion  program  which 
flows  to  every  school  district  almost  in 
the  country. 

There  are  some  school  districts  that 
are  wealthy  and  should  not  be  getting 
money  but  they  have  been  getting 
funding  through  various  loopholes  that 
were  established,  and  we  tried  to  elimi- 
nate that  in  the  last  legislation.  So 
there  will  be  fewer  schools  that  are  not 
deserving  getting  the  money,  but  the 
targeting  to  its  original  purpose,  to 
help  schools  with  the  largest  number  of 
poor  students,  that  targeting  is  still 
left  for  a  program  of  almost  $7  billion. 

That  was  cut.  also,  in  the  rescission 
which  is  a  preview  of  coming  attrac- 
tions. If  the  rescission  bill  cut  it,  we 
are  afraid  there  will  be  more  cuts  in 
the  budget  that  is  being  prepared  now 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 

The  Eisenhower  Professional  Devel- 
opment Grants:  Everybody  agreed  that 
one  of  the  best  things  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment could  do  was  provide  training. 
ways  in  which  teachers  could  get  more 
training.  In  the  local  education  budg- 
ets and  State  education  budgets,  they 
are  hard  pressed  to  keep  enough  money 
in  there  just  for  operations,  to  keep 
things  going  from  day  to  day.  So  the 
training  money,  the  equipment  money, 
a  lot  of  other  things  that  are  needed, 
they  felt  should  come  from  the  Federal 
Government,  and  there  was  great 
agreement  that  the  emphasis  would  be 
placed  on  training  and  the  Federal 
Government  would  support  training. 
Now  we  have  cut  the  Eisenhower  Pro- 
fessional Development  Grants. 

Safe  and  drug-free  schools:  Safe 
schools,  an  initiative  that  we  also 
agreed  upon  by  the  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  overwhelmingly  voted  on 
on  the  floor,  more  than  300  people 
voted  for  it  last  year,  now  that  is  being 
wiped  out  completely. 

The  original  rescission  bill  of  the  Re- 
publican Majority  was  to  zero  out  the 
whole  program,  about  $600  million. 
Zero  it  out  completely.  Then  they  put 
back.  I  think.  $10  million  on  the  floor 
as  a  result  of  some  sentimental  appeal 
for  one  little  program  called  DARE. 
But  basically  the  safe  and  drug-free 
schools  and  communities  programs 
would  be  wiped  out  if  the  rescission  bill 
that  was  passed  by  the  Majority  Re- 
publicans here  in  the  House  were  to  be- 
come law. 

Of  course  we  know  on  all  these  mat- 
ters, the  deliberations  are  now  moving 
into  a  conference  committee  between 
the  Senate  and  the  House.  The  Senate 
does  not  take  the  same  approach  on 
many  of  these  items  that  the  House 
has  taken. 

But  the  Secretary  of  Education  was 
trying  to  point  out  some  of  the  serious 
harm  caused  by  these  cuts.  Education 
for  homeless  children  and  youth,  a  spe- 
cial program  that  was  put  in  there  in 


response  to  local  education  depart- 
ments with  a  large  amount  of  homeless 
children,  that  program  was  wiped  out 
completely,  zero.  Bilingual  education 
was  cut  drastically.  Vocational  edu- 
cation, adult  education.  State  and 
pyost-secondary  review  program,  the 
State  student  incentive  grants,  the 
TRIO  programs  were  cut. 

TRIO  is  one  of  the  most  successful 
programs  ever  developed  by  the  Gov- 
ernment. $11.2  million  was  reduced 
from  that  program,  which  provides  for 
college  preparation  for  youngsters  in 
poor  communities  through  its  Upward 
Bound  programs  and  its  talent  search 
programs  on  college  campuses.  They 
provide  for  special  counseling. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  that 
they  have  been  doing  which  have  been 
highly  successful,  and  both  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  in  the  Congress 
have  come  to  the  point  where  they  sup- 
port these  programs.  TRIO  has  gotten 
increased  funding  over  the  years  as  a 
result  of  the  approval  of  both  parties. 
Now  suddenly  the  barbarians  are  arriv- 
ing, and  TRIO  is  under  the  axe  also  and 
they  have  to  be  cut.  The  Secretary 
calls  that  to  our  attention. 

International  education  exchange 
programs.  Telecommunications  dem- 
onstration for  mathematics.  Tele- 
communications used  for  education  is 
one  of  the  high  priority  items  that 
ought  to  be  on  everybody's  agenda. 
You  might  be  able  to  greatly  bring 
down  the  cost  of  education  by  using 
distance  learning,  by  using  more  edu- 
cational television,  more  cable  tele- 
vision, and  projecting  the  instruction 
over  the  airwaves  for  students  to  pick 
up  in  their  own  homes.  You  could 
greatly  reduce  the  cost  of  education  at 
the  higher  education  level,  you  could 
greatly  reduce  the  cost  certainly  at  the 
high  school  level,  and  you  could  prob- 
ably provide  a  much  better  quality  of 
education  at  the  same  time. 

What  we  discovered  in  a  survey  that 
was  done  of  junior  high  schools  in  New 
York  City  2  years  ago  was  that  iri  the 
junior  high  schools  of  two-thirds  of  the 
city,  two-thirds  which  serve  primarily 
Hispanic  and  African-American  stu- 
dents, in  those  two-thirds  of  the  junior 
high  schools  none  of  the  teachers  who 
were  teaching  math  and  science  had 
majored  in  math  and  science  in  college. 
None  of  the  teachers  who  were  teach- 
ing math  and  science  had  majored  in  it. 
They  could  not  get  qualified  math  and 
science  teachers  which  meant  that 
those  youngsters  in  junior  high  school 
were  certainly  greatly  handicapped. 

If  you  had  that  kind  of  shortage  of 
teachers  and  you  had  a  well-developed 
hookup  for  distance  learning,  you 
could  have  top-quality  teachers  teach- 
ing via  videos  and  via  cable  television 
and  broadcast  educational  television, 
and  they  could  make  up  for  the  deficit 
that  you  have  in  terms  of  qualified 
teachers.  They  could  do  it  better,  they 
could  do  it  cheaper. 


So  telecommunications  and  edu- 
cation technology  were  high  priorities. 
We  did  not  appropriate  very  much 
money  to  begin  with  because  they  are 
new,  but  we  did  have  them  in  the  budg- 
et, and  we  did  emphasize  in  the  reau- 
thorization legislation  for  education 
that  these  are  very  important  fron- 
tiers. This  is  the  way  American  edu- 
cation should  be  going. 

Star  schools  wais  one  of  those  pro- 
grams where  we  provided  money  for 
telecommunications  in  situations 
where  rural  schools  were  spread  out 
and  students  not  able  to  get  to  quality 
schools.  You  could  provide  top-flight 
instruction  and.  using  various  tele- 
vision hookups,  beam  it  into  those  var- 
ious schools  and  into  the  homes  of 
those  students,  and  the  Star  schools 
made  up  for  what  you  could  not  have 
been  able  to  acquire  even  if  you  spent 
millions  of  dollars  on  the  new  transpor- 
tation system. 

So  what  you  have  is  everything  that 
is  going  to  take  us  into  the  next  cen- 
tury, the  21st  century,  everything  that 
moves  us  in  a  more  progressive  way  to- 
ward the  year  2000  in  education  is  being 
cut.  The  national  diffusion  network, 
ready  to  learn  television,  educational 
television,  as  I  just  said  before. 

Then,  finally,  library  construction, 
library  research  and  demonstrations, 
everything  related  to  libraries  is  cut, 
even  though  it  is  only  a  tiny  amount  in 
the  budget  to  begin  with.  We  only  have 
tiny  amounts  of  money  in  our  budget. 
We  have  never  supported  libraries  at 
the  Federal  Government  level  in  any 
significant  way. 

If  you  add  up  all  the  money  that  has 
been  appropriated  in  terms  of  Federal 
aid  to  libraries  over  the  history  of  the 
Federal  Government's  aid  to  libraries, 
it  would  not  equal  the  cost  of  one  half 
of  one  nuclear  aircraft  carrier.  It  would 
not  equal  the  cost  of  one-half  of  one 
nuclear  aircraft  carrier,  which  costs 
about  $3  billion.  If  you  added  up  every- 
thing that  we  have  ever  done  for  librar- 
ies, it  would  not  equal  the  cost  of  one- 
half  of  an  aircraft  carrier. 

The  library  community  was  here  on 
the  Hill  today.  The  American  Library 
Association  program  is  presented.  They 
are  begging  to  just  keep  what  they 
have,  the  relative  pennies  that  they  re- 
ceive for  libraries. 

Every  community  that  considers  it- 
self a  civilized  community  in  America 
has  a  library.  A  library  is  probably  the 
cheapest  form  of  education.  The  best 
value  you  get  for  your  money  comes 
through  public  libraries.  You  get  the 
most  education  made  possible,  you  get 
the  best  resources  made  possible  to  the 
community  for  the  cheapest  amount  of 
money.  Not  to  fund  libraries  and  not  to 
support  libraries  even  in  a  small  way  is 
another  barbaric  act.  It  is  barbarism  to 
not  want  to  fund  libraries. 

We  have  said  a  lot  about  going  into 
the  21st  century  and  updating  our  tech- 
nology  for  education.   We   talk   a   lot 
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about  the  information  superhighway, 
and  we  make  statements  about  want- 
ing to  make  the  information  super- 
highway available  to  all  Americans. 
We  do  not  make  it  available  to  all 
Americans  unless  we  find  ways  to  let 
the  awjcess  it. 

Moat  American  homes  do  not  have 
any  computers.  Most  American  homes 
can  never  get  on  the  Internet  if  they 
have  to  use  their  own  equipment.  One 
way  to  guarantee  that  Americans  have 
access  is  to  have  public  places  where 
you  can  make  use  of  the  best  of  modem 
information  technology,  and  one  of 
those  public  places  should  be  the  public 
library. 

In  addition  to  our  schools,  which 
need  more  equipment  and  should  be 
funded  with  the  help  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  acquire  that  equip- 
ment, our  libraries  are  an  access  point 
for  everybody.  You  do  not  have  to  be  a 
student  enrolled  in  a  school.  All  you 
have  to  be  is  a  member  of  the  public. 
and  if  you  made  the  technology  avail- 
able to  public  libraries,  it  would  guar- 
antee that  poverty  is  not  a  barrier  to 
being  able  to  enter  the  information 
age.  Poverty  is  not  a  barrier  to  being 
able  to  learn  what  is  necessary  to  be 
able  to  qualify  for  various  employment 
opportunities  that  are  dependent  on 
some  knowledge  of  how  to  use  modem 
technology  to  access  information. 

So  the  American  Library  Association 
is  proposing  that  we  support  what  they 
call  the  Library  Services,  and  Tech- 
nology Act  to  supplement  the  Library 
Services  and  Construction  Act.  When 
you  put  all  the  library  programs  that 
they  are  proposing  to  fund  together, 
they  are  talking  about  spending  $1  per 
person  to  support  these  various  pro- 
grams. $1  per  person  in  America.  When 
you  have  more  than  225  million  Ameri- 
cans, it  would  be  a  very  small  amount 
of  money  to  spend  for  education  via  li- 
braries, and  libraries  are  available  to 
every  citizen. 

They  are  asking  that  Congress  pass 
the  Library  Services  and  Technology 
Act  quickly  because  it  is  proposed  to 
consolidate,  simplify  and  update  all 
the  other  components  of  the  Library 
Services  and  Construction  Act.  It  will 
reduce  eight  titles  to  two  priorities  for 
libraries.  Those  two  priorities  are  in- 
formation access  through  technology 
and  information  empowerment  through 
special  services.  It  would  increase  the 
flexibility  and  accountability  in  the 
program.  It  would  emphasize  libraries 
as  change  agents.  Libraries  would  be 
enhanced  as  change  agents  and  self- 
help  institutions  through  these  kinds 
of  Federal-State  partnerships. 

We  have  examples  in  my  hometown 
of  Brooklyn  of  libraries  that  are  being 
overwhelmed  by  the  number  of  young 
people  who  want  to  come  in.  In  poor 
communities  where  they  stayed  away 
from  the  library  in  the  past,  one  or  two 
computers  established  in  the  library 
has    resulted    in    long    waiting    list    of 


youngsters  who  flood  into  the  place 
every  day  and  they  want  to  make  use 
of  the  computers. 

It  is  a  whole  new  ball  game  in  terms 
of  libraries  being  overwhelmed  by  stu- 
dents voluntarily  coming  after  school 
and  wanting  to  be  a  part  of  what  is 
going  on.  It  is  the  computers  and  the 
new  technology  that  attracts  them. 
They  would  never  be  able  to  get  it  any- 
where else  and.  therefore,  it  is  an  area 
where  we  certainly  could  guarantee 
that  everybody  is  a  part  of  the  new  in- 
formation age,  everybody  has  access  to 
the  information  superhighway. 

There  is  one  representative  of  the  li- 
brary community  on  Vice  President 
Gore's  committee  to  advise  on  the  in- 
formation superhighway  and  we  hope 
that  they  are  listened  to.  We  hope  that 
there  is  more  than  just  rhetoric  in 
terms  of  including  libraries  in  the 
process  of  developing  this  information 
superhighway  and  Federal  support  for 
the  information  superhighway. 

What  we  get  from  Brooklyn,  my  own 
hometown,  is  a  statement  from  the  li- 
braries that  none  of  them  are  wired 
sufficiently  to  really  receive  updated 
state  of  the  art  technology.  They  do 
not  have  the  wiring.  In  most  of  the  big 
cities  of  America,  the  institutions  like 
schools  and  libraries  do  not  have  the 
wiring  necessary  to  be  hooked  up  prop- 
erly. They  need  a  great  amount  of 
money  to  pay  for  the  installation  of 
new  wiring,  or  they  need  some  legisla- 
tion from  the  Federal  level,  because 
only  the  Federal  Government  can  do  it. 
which  requires  telecommunications 
companies  to  wire  schools,  to  wire  li- 
braries and  educational  institutions  at 
a  discount  or  maybe  for  free,  as  part  of 
their  contribution  for  the  benefits  they 
are  receiving  from  the  overall  partici- 
pation in  the  Federal  Government's  in- 
formation superhighway  activities. 

D  2015 

Something  hais  to  be  done  to  give  pri- 
ority to  the  general  public  and  to  pro- 
vide an  opportunity  for  the  general 
public.  One  of  the  concrete  steps  that 
can  be  taken  is  to  deal  with  the  prob- 
lem that  most  libraries  in  most  schools 
in  the  big  cities,  it  is  not  the  same  as 
the  suburbs  and  the  rural  communities, 
they  have  problems  too.  rural  commu- 
nities and  big  cities,  it  is  easier  to  do 
it.  to  wire  the  rural  communities,  less 
costly  to  wire  a  school.  In  the  big  cities 
to  wire  the  library  is  very,  very  costly. 

The  support  began  for  libraries  in  the 
local  communities  at  a  time  when  New 
York  City  was  undergoing  a  great 
budget  crisis.  The  citizens  made  clear 
that  they  did  not  want  their  library 
services  cut.  In  fact,  library  service 
was  cut  drastically,  and  whereas  librar- 
ies had  been  opened  6  days  a  week,  they 
were  down  to  4,  and  the  citizens  rose  up 
and  said,  no  matter  what  the  costs  are. 
how  dire  our  financial  situation  is.  we 
do  not  see  great  amounts  of  money 
being  required  to  keep  libraries  open. 
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And  in  the  last  political  campaign  for 
mayor,  both  candidates  made  pledges 
that  libraries  would  remain  a  priority. 
That  is  the  same  case  throughout  the 
Nation.  Most  citizens  feel  that  they  are 
due  decent  public  libraries.  It  may  be 
more  complicated  to  get  first-class 
schools  and  get  the  funding  necessary, 
but  it  is  a  fairly  simple  matter  to  pro- 
vide enough  support  to  help  provide  de- 
cent libraries  and  have  the  Federal 
Government  continue  to  participate  in 
this  process. 

I  hope  that  the  coming  budget  debate 
will  be  conducted  with  the  majority 
party  as  well  as  the  minority  party 
having  its  ears  to  the  public.  I  hope  we 
listen  to  the  public.  I  hope  we  check 
the  polls  and  we  follow  the  polls  in 
many,  many  ways,  and  we  follow  the 
focus  groups  in  many,  many  ways.  Let 
us  not  try  to  put  a  spin  on  and  ignore 
and  distort  the  information  that  comes 
from  the  public.  The  American  public 
clearly  wants  support  for  education 
programs.  The  American  public  does 
not  want  to  see  the  Department  of 
Education  eliminated.  The  American 
public  does  not  want  that  kind  of  bar- 
baric act  to  be  taken  in  the  name  of 
streamlining  government. 

There  is  a  majority  out  there  that  is 
going  to  have  to  be  reckoned  with,  and 
that  majority,  whatever  questions  we 
may  have  about  it.  one  thing  is  clear, 
they  think  education  is  the  key  to 
their  own  individual  family's  future. 
and  they  think  education  is  the  key  to 
the  future  of  the  Nation.  They  do  not 
accept  the  argument  that  defense  is 
only  a  military  matter,  that  security  is 
only  a  military  matter.  Security  they 
understand  is  partially  a  matter  of 
being  prepared  with  the  kind  of  edu- 
cated population  that  you  need  to  have 
and  brain  jxiwer  becomes  a  major  part 
of  it.  They  do  not  think  the  Federal 
Government  should  only  be  concerned 
about  security.  They  think  promoting 
the  general  welfare  as  stated  in  the 
Constitution  is  as  much  a  part  of  the 
duty  and  responsibilities  of  the  Federal 
Government  as  any  other  duty  and  re- 
sponsibility. 

So  let  us  promote  the  general  welfare 
in  1995  terms.  Let  us  go  into  the  21st 
century  promoting  the  general  welfare 
in  the  most  up-to-date,  state-of-the-art 
manner  that  it  can  be  promoted.  That 
is  to  provide  for  a  first-class  edu- 
cational effort. 

We  have  spent  a  tremendous  amount 
of  money  and  resources  to  update  our 
defenses,  our  Department  of  Defense 
and  our  military  installations.  We 
would  never  have  dreamed  30  years  ago 
or  50  years  ago  following  the  end  of 
World  War  II  that  we  would  ever  be  in- 
vesting billions  and  billions  of  dollars 
in  certain  kinds  of  weapons  systems, 
but  we  saw  it  as  necessary.  Modern 
technology  demanded  that  we  spend 
more  money  on  very  complicated  weap- 
ons systems.  Now  the  modern  chal- 
lenge is  we  spend  more  money  on  edu- 
cation.   Instead    of  cutting   education. 
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we  should  be  doubling  the  budget  for 
education.  Instead  of  cutting  edu- 
cation, we  should  be  looking  at  new 
ways  to  make  certain  that  our  whole 
environment  is  saturated  with  funds 
for  learning.  Instead  of  cutting  the 
budget  for  education,  we  should  be 
making  it  the  No.  1  priority. 

The  American  people  have  already 
stated  that  they  consider  it  one  of  our 
top  priorities.  Anyone  who  fails  to  lis- 
ten to  that  will  have  to  reckon  with 
the  American  people. 

I  hope  that  the  caring  majority  out 
there,  the  people  out  there  who  are  the 
majority  and  want  to  see  education  as 
a  priority,  will  have  their  voices  heard, 
and  let  it  be  soon.  I  hope  they  will  be- 
come very  visible.  I  hope  they  will 
make  it  clear  to  every  decisionmaker 
here  in  Washington,  both  in  the  Con- 
gress and  the  executive  branch,  that 
education  is  a  priority  of  the  American 
people.  We  would  like  to  see  our  rep- 
resentatives represent  the  people  and 
not  their  own  agenda,  not  their  own 
distorted  agenda. 


CALL  FOR  AN  INVESTIGATION 
INTO  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourette).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  January  4.  1995,  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
ziN]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes  as  the 
minority  leader's  designee. 

WEATHER  TRAGEDY  IN  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
begin  tonight,  I  want  to  call  to  the  Na- 
tion's attention  the  fact  that  there  are 
quite  a  few  folks  in  my  home  State  of 
Louisiana  who  are  indeed  suffering  to- 
night. Yesterday  and  up  until  about  1 
o'clock  this  morning  we  were  deluged 
with  about  18  Inches  of  rain  in  the  New 
Orleans  area.  That  is  18  inches  In  1  day 
for  those  of  you  who  live  in  States  that 
may  only  get  as  much  as  4  inches  a 
year.  I  see  my  friend  from  out  West  in 
the  audience. 

The  18  inches  of  rainfall  has  inun- 
dated communities  all  over  my  district 
and  the  districts  adjacent  to  mine,  that 
of  Bill  Jefferson  and  Bob  Livingston 
and  others  out  West,  and  we  have  situ- 
ations ongoing  right  now  of  tragedy, 
tornadoes  and  homes  destroyed.  People 
have  drowned  in  their  cars  as  they 
were  trying  to  get  to  and  from  their 
work  and  residences. 

I  just  spoke  to  my  mother  in 
Chackbay,  and  God  bless  her,  she  is  an 
awfully  wonderful  and  devout  woman, 
and  I  think  her  prayers  saved  her.  I  un- 
derstand a  tornado  just  hopped  over 
our  house  and  just  missed  her,  and  I 
wanted  to  say  a  word  of  thanks  to  the 
Good  Lord  for  sparing  her  and  others 
tonight,  and  a  word  of  comfort  and 
consolation  for  families  who  have 
losses  and  who  are  grieved  in  this  awful 
flood  that  is  unfortunately  still  unfold- 


ing in  many  communities  in  south 
Louisiana.  To  all  of  you  who  are  suffer- 
ing, please  know  that  my  office  and 
other  offices  up  here  are  working  in  co- 
ordination with  the  Governor's  office 
in  Louisiana  to  see  as  rapidly  as  pos- 
sible that  we  get  every  bit  of  Federal 
assistance  we  can  to  families  who  are 
in  need,  and  that  we  get  a  disaster  dec- 
laration as  rapidly  as  we  can  in  place 
to  help  you  and  your  families. 

In  the  meantime,  we  are  all  in  the 
Good  Lord's  care  tonight,  and  we  hope 
and  pray  your  grief  and  losses  are  kept 
to  a  minimum. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend  from  California. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding.  I  would  like  to  echo 
the  concerns  about  the  disaster  in  Lou- 
isiana. As  my  wife,  who  is  from  New 
Orleans,  would  point  out,  it  is  an  al- 
ways ongoing  threat  for  everyone  who 
lives  in  different  parts  of  the  country, 
one  that  the  people  in  Louisiana  face, 
and  the  threat  that  you  do  have  those 
rains.  She  always  sort  of  scoffs  at  Call- 
fomlans,  and  what  we  call  rain  she 
calls  a  drizzle,  and  sadly  those  condi- 
tions have  turned  more  severe  than 
normal  in  Louisiana. 

I  would  like  to  say  for  those  of  us  in 
California  who  understand  tragedy 
from  nature,  we  appreciate  that  it 
comes  in  different  forms,  and  we  are 
sorry  you  have  to  confront  a  different 
form  at  this  time. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments  and  concerns,  and  in- 
deed those  of  you  who  live  in  California 
understand  tragedy  and  natural  disas- 
ter, and  I  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
comments  tonight. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  this  special  order 
tonight  not  out  of  a  great  pleasure,  but 
actually  with  some  real  degree  of  re- 
gret and  sorrow  that  it  has  to  be  done. 
Today,  at  a  press  conference  here  in 
Washington,  I  announced  a  call  for  an 
investigation  into  activities  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency  in  re- 
gion 6.  Dallas,  activities  which  clearly 
violated  the  rights  of  a  citizen  in  my 
district  and  his  family,  activities 
which  may  have,  in  fact,  violated  Fed- 
eral criminal  statutes,  certainly  vio- 
lated the  civil  rights  of  that  citizen, 
and  are  going  to  result  almost  cer- 
tainly in  a  lawsuit  by  the  citizen 
against  his  own  Government,  and  in 
my  opinion  should  result  in  a  dismissal 
of  the  Federal  employee  responsible  for 
what  has  occurred. 

The  case  involves  a  case  that  I  cited 
on  this  House  floor  when  we  debated 
the  property-rights  bill  that  was  passed 
by  this  House  and  sent  onto  the  Senate 
and  now  awaits  action  by  that  body. 
When  we  debated  that  property-rights 
bill  In  the  context  of  one  of  the  amend- 
ments offered  to  gut  the  bill.  I  told  the 
story,  a  true  story,  of  two  families  in 
my  district  who  were  embroiled  in  a 
bitter  lawsuit,  one  against  the  other, 
and   who    were   also    embroiled   in   an 
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awful  conflict  with  the  EPA  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  New  Orleans  in  a 
wetlands  dispute.  Now  there  are  many 
allegations  flying  back  and  forth  in 
that  lawsuit.  But  the  facts  as  we  know 
them  are  these: 

The  facts  are  that  in  1990  one  of  the 
families,  the  Gautreau  family,  decided 
to  build  a  pond  on  their  property  in  As- 
cension Parish  in  my  district.  In  desir- 
ing to  build  this  farm  pond,  they  con- 
tacted the  LSU  Agricultural  extension 
personnel  who  came  out  and  examined 
the  site  with  them.  In  that  initial  ex- 
amination of  the  site,  those  LSU  offi- 
cials suggested  to  the  Gautreaus  that 
they  should  contact  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers to  make  sure  that  they  did  not 
need  a  permit  for  the  construction  of 
the  pond. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  one  of  the 
Gautreau  brothers,  Jeff,  did  call  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  the  next  day.  Ap- 
proximately on  or  about  September 
1990,  I  think  it  weis  around  September 
10,  he  contacted  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, and  according  to  Mr.  Jeff 
Gautreau.  the  Corps  of  Engineers  rep- 
resentative, the  then  Dr.  Tom  David- 
son, told  them  that  if  he  was  going  to 
build  a  livestock  pond  on  his  farm  that 
he  really  did  not  need  a  permit,  all  he 
needed  to  do  was  send  a  letter  describ- 
ing what  he  intended  to  do  and  includ- 
ing a  sketch  of  the  site,  and  that  his 
activity  would  be  exempt  under  the 
wetlands  laws  as  they  then  understood 
them  in  1990  and  as  they  applied  them 
from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  office  in 
New  Orleans. 

According  to  Jeff  Gautreau.  in  the 
chronology  of  events  that  he  supplied 
to  me.  Dr.  Davidson  told  him  to  do 
whatever  he  wanted  with  the  dirt,  and 
the  Corps  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
than.  In  fact,  the  Corps  did  send,  at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Gautreau.  who  wrote 
him  a  letter  the  next  day.  a  letter  indi- 
cating that  the  pond  construction  was 
exempt,  and  that  he  could  proceed 
without  a  Corps  of  Engineers  wetlands 
permit.  No  mention  was  made  in  that 
letter  that  he  was  in  any  way  re- 
stricted as  to  what  to  do  with  that  dirt. 

Mr.  Gautreau  proceeded  to  dig  that 
pond.  He  proceeded  to  spread  the  dirt 
on  his  property,  and  later  on  con- 
structed a  home  on  that  same  prop- 
erty. 

In  1993  all  hell  broke  loose.  In  1993 
Mr.  Gautreau  was  interested  in  selling 
that  home  and  that  property  In  the 
context  of  selling  it,  he  decided  to 
shape  the  pond  a  bit  more,  and  also 
spread  a  little  more  dirt  to  fill  in  any 
little  holes  in  the  lawn  of  the  property 
where  the  house  was.  So  he  began  that 
work,  only  to  be  met  with  a  cease-and- 
desist  order  from  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. In  the  context  of  those  d-\yB  and 
that  event,  Mr.  Gautreau  ended  up  sell- 
ing that  home.  In  those  same  months, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  by  a  written 
letter  to  him  in  the  cease-and-desist 
order,  indicate  he  could  make  every- 
thing right  by  simply  applying  for  an 
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after-the-fact  pemnit.  which  if  the 
Corps  granted  it  would  make  every- 
thing right.  He.  in  fact,  applied  for  an 
after-the-fact  permit.  In  that  letter 
from  the  Corps,  Mr.  Gautreau  was  told 
that  while  the  Corps  could  take  action 
against  him.  they  had  decided  that 
there  was  no  willful  violation,  and  that 
he  should  proceed  either  to  restore  the 
site  or  apply  for  an  after-the-fact  per- 
mit. Mr.  Gautreau  applied  for  that 
after-the-fact  permit.  It  was  never 
granted.  Today,  they  are  in  an  awful 
wetlands  dispute. 

D  2030 

Today  as  we  meet  here  in  this  Cham- 
ber tonight,  Mr.  Gautreau  and  his  pur- 
chaser. Mr.  Chaconas,  are  in  an  awful 
lawsuit  over  rescission  of  that  sale. 
The  agents  who  handled  the  sale  are 
part  of  the  lawsuit.  The  insurance  com- 
panies for  the  real  estate  agents  are 
part  of  the  lawsuit.  Both  parties  are 
currently  listed  as  co-violators  of  the 
wetland  laws  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  EPA  are  still  considering  an 
enforcement  action  that  could  require 
the  Gautreaus  or  the  Chaconases.  who- 
ever owns  the  land,  to  take  down  that 
home,  to  destroy  it. 

In  fact,  a  lane  leading  to  that  prop- 
erty and  to  another  property  across  the 
street  is  also  built  on  that  property, 
and  while  no  decision  has  yet  been 
made,  an  enforcement  option  still 
available  to  the  EPA  and  the  Corps  is 
removal  of  that  lane. 

I  told  the  House  that  day  in  the  de- 
bate how  in  conversations  with  rep*- 
resentatives  of  the  Corps  and  the  EPA, 
when  the  parties  asked  how  they  might 
get  to  their  home  if  the  lane  were  re- 
moved, someone  said.  "Take  a  heli- 
copter." I  pointed  out  the  arrogance  of 
the  State  agency  that  would  do  that 
sort  of  thing. 

During  our  break,  when  we  went 
away  to  do  our  hometown  meetings,  to 
take  a  break  from  the  100-day  session, 
my  office  began  to  be  contacted  by 
scores  of  agencies  wanting  to  do  a  news 
story  on  this  awful  piece  of  wetlands 
drama  going  on  in  my  State.  As  we 
began  to  check  into  what  the  news  peo- 
ple were  interested  in,  it  became  clear 
the  focus  of  the  news  story  was  to 
make  a  case  that  we  had  not  told  the 
truth  about  that  story  on  the  House 
floor  in  the  middle  of  that  debate. 

One  of  the  news  agencies.  NBC.  con- 
tacted us  and  asked  for  an  interview.  I 
gave  them  the  interview.  I  was  still  in 
town.  In  the  course  of  the  interview,  it 
became  clear  what  was  going  on. 

There  was  an  attempt  to  say.  "Did 
you  really  tell  the  story  the  way  it 
really  happened?  Mr.  Chaconas  does 
not  believe  you  told  the  story  right." 

I  asked  the  NBC  interviewer  if  he  had 
bothered  to  talk  to  the  other  family, 
the  Gautreaus.  He  had  not  at  that 
point.  I  suggested  to  him  he  ought  to 
do   that.  This  was  a  lawsuit  between 


two  parties.  They  each  had  different 
versions  of  the  facts.  He  ought  to  at 
least  talk  to  the  other  side.  He  did.  He 
called  the  attorney  for  the  Gautreaus. 
and  in  an  hour  conversation  with  the 
Gautreaus'  lawyer,  a  new  fact  emerged. 
NBC  was  in  possession  of  a  document, 
possession  of  a  document  that  rep- 
resented itself  to  be  an  enforcement 
memo  from  the  EPA  in  Region  6,  Dal- 
las, which  in  fact  discussed  what  they 
considered  to  be  the  willful,  criminal 
violations  of  the  Gautreaus  violating 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  in  a 
criminal  way. 

NBC  was  in  possession  of  this  con- 
fidential memo  that  w£is  not  available 
to  the  Gautreau  family  despite  the  fact 
that  Mr.  Gautreau  and  his  lawyers  had 
filed  a  Freedom  of  Information  request 
upon  the  agency  for  all  documents  that 
should  be  available  to  them. 

Where  did  NBC  get  this  document? 
The  Gautreaus'  lawyers  asked  for  a 
copy  of  it.  NBC  was  kind  enough  to  fax 
it  to  the  Gautreaus'  lawyers.  And  when 
it  arrived  and  when  it  was  examined, 
the  little  muddy  footprint  led  right 
back  to  the  scene  of  the  crime.  The  lit- 
tle muddy  footprints  in  this  case  are 
the  fax  numbers,  the  fax  transmittal 
numbers  that  appear  on  the  top  of  the 
transmittals. 

Next  to  me  is  a  copy  of  the  NBC  fac- 
simile transmission  sheet  sending  this 
document  to  the  Gautreaus'  attorney. 
The  document  is  next,  the  trans- 
mission fax  numbers  are  right  on  the 
header  of  the  document.  Those  trans- 
mission fax  numbers  tell  the  story. 

This  document,  pertaining  to  highly 
sensitive  considerations  by  the  EPA 
that  the  work  was  performed  willfully, 
flagrantly,  and  justifiably  should  be 
treated  as  a  crime,  that  confidential 
memo  had  been  faxed  by  the  EPA  Re- 
gion 6,  to  the  Defense  Fund  of  the  Si- 
erra Club  in  New  Orleans  upon  their  re- 
quest. A  document  denied  the 
Gautreaus  had  been  sent  to  a  lobby  or- 
ganization, a  document  referring  to  po- 
tential criminal  activity  on  the  part  of 
an  American  family,  and  the  Sierra 
Club,  shame  on  them,  transmitted  this 
confidential  data,  implying  criminal 
activity  on  the  part  of  an  American  to 
NBC,  and  heaven  knows  who  else. 

This  transmittal  of  this  confidential 
memo  by  the  EPA,  denied  the  parties 
under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act, 
may  constitute  a  criminal  violation  of 
the  National  Privacy  Act.  The  Na- 
tional Privacy  Act,  in  part,  provides 
that  no  record  contained  by  an  agency 
that  refers  to  a  particular  individual 
and  an  enforcement  action  can  be 
shared  with  anyone  without  the  writ- 
ten consent  of  the  person  it  talks 
about,  and  any  agent/employee  of  the 
Federal  Government  who  willfully 
does,  in  fact,  send  a  document  out  to 
individuals  other  than  the  person  it 
talks  about  without  their  written  con- 
sent is  guilty  of  a  Federal  criminal  vio- 
lation and  subject  to  criminal  pen- 
alties under  the  statutes. 
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Certainly,  the  rights  of  the 
Gautreaus  have  been  awfully  violated 
here.  They  intend  to  file  a  lawsuit  now 
against  the  Federal  Government,  the 
EPA,  for  the  damage  they  have  done 
their  reputation,  the  damage  it  may 
have  done  their  lawsuit,  the  damage  it 
may  do  to  them  eventually  if,  in  fact, 
they  are  ordered  to  tear  down  a  house 
they  may  be  ordered  to  repurchase 
from  the  Chaconases  in  a  lawsuit. 

This  illegal  transmission  also  con- 
tains the  following  language:  "Restora- 
tion should  include  removal  of  the 
House  and  fill.  How  to  handle  removal 
of  the  house,  restoration  work,  while 
Chaconas  still  owns  the  property  is 
under  debate."  In  short,  it  tells  the 
story  of  EPA,  Region  6,  contemplating 
enforcement  action  to  order  the  de- 
struction of  that  house,  but  obviously 
reluctant  to  do  so  as  long  as  the 
Chaconases  own  it. 

The  next  sentence,  at  the  bottom, 
says  the  Chaconas'  suit  against  the 
Gautreaus  is  scheduled  for  April  5.  1995. 
In  fact,  that  suit  has  been  continued 
until  June. 

This  little  muddy  footprint  facsimile 
transmission  is.  in  fact,  evidence  that 
officials  within  the  EPA  are  working 
hand  in  glove  with  environmental 
lobby  groups  in  Washington,  in  an  ob- 
vious attempt  to  influence  the  debate 
on  the  property  rights,  the  Clean  Water 
bill  which  comes  up  just  tomorrow  in 
this  House,  and  those  environmental 
organizations  are  working  hand  in 
glove  with  friends  of  theirs  in  the 
media  to  attempt  to  influence  this  de- 
bate, and  in  this  case  sharing  with 
them  a  confidential  memo  implying 
criminal  guilt  on  a  party  in  America 
that  should  never  have  been  in  their 
hands  in  the  first  place,  protected 
under  the  Privacy  Act  that  we  thought 
protected  us  all  in  this  country. 

This  is  a  transmittal  from  the  EPA 
on  the  next  day  to  the  Sierra  Club, 
again  in  New  Orleans.  "Thought  I'd 
send  a  copy  of  the  Corjjs  of  Engineers' 
delineation.  Let  me  know  if  you  need 
anything  else."  You  can  see  how  cooi>- 
erative  they  are. 

When  the  parties  requested  a  Free- 
dom of  Information  from  the  EPA,  a 
whole  list  of  documents  that  were  not 
shared  with  them  is  contained  on  the 
transmittal  to  the  Gautreaus.  but  you 
can  see  how  cooperative  the  EPA  is 
with  the  Sierra  Club  in  not  only  an- 
swering their  request  illegally,  but  in 
sending  more  documents  the  next  day 
just  because  they  thought  they  ought 
to  have  them. 

This  is  part  of  the  chronology  of 
events  that  was  shared  with  me  and  my 
office  when  both  the  Chaconases  and 
the  Gautreaus  appealed  to  us  for  assist- 
ance in  this  matter  way  back  last  year, 
early  in  the  year.  In  this  chronology  of 
events,  you  can  see  that  Mr.  Jeff 
Gautreau  pointed  out  and  was  ques- 
tioned further  by  Dr.  Davidson,  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  stated  Roger  could 
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do  whatever  he  wanted  with  the  dirt 
from  the  pond,  as  the  corps  had  no  au- 
thority and  could  not  tell  him  what  to 
do  with  the  dirt.  That  is  what  Mr. 
Gautreau  says  he  was  told  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  when  he  applied  for  the 
right  to  build  that  pond  and,  in  fact,  to 
do  what  he  did  on  his  property. 

What  followed  his  written  request 
was  the  following  letter  from  the  De- 
partment of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers: 

De.^r  Mr.  G.^ltreau:  This  is  In  response  to 
your  letter  of  approximately.  September  12. 
1990.  in  which  you  indicate  your  intention  to 
dig  a  farm  pond  to  provide  water  for  your 
livestock  in  Ascension  Parish.  Louisiana.  We 
have  reviewed  your  project  as  proposed  and 
have  determined  the  farm  pond  work  is  ex- 
empt from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' jurisdiction  a-s  authorized  in  33  CFF 
323.4.  83  of  our  retaliations,  dated  November 
13,  1986 

That  is  the  wetlands  regulations,  404 
permits. 

I  enclose  the  photocopy  of  this  regulation 
for  your  convenience.  Should  you  have  fur- 
ther questions  regarding  the  matter,  please 
contact  Dr.  Tom  Davidson. 

again  at  that  number  and  that  address. 
This  letter  telling  the  Gautreaus  they 
were  exempt  and  could  proceed  with 
the  pond  contains  no  restriction  on  the 
use  of  that  dirt,  and  yet  in  1993  the  De- 
partment of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers sends  this  letter  to  Mr.  Gautreau, 
this  letter  saying — 

You  are  in  violation  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  You  are  in  violation  of  404  wetlands 
laws  You  cannot  move  dirt  around  that 
property.  That  is  a  wetland,  and  in  fact  you 
have  got  two  choices.  You  may  apply  for  an 
after-the-fact  permit,  or  you  can,  in  fact,  re- 
store the  site  to  its  existing  conditions  be- 
fore the  unauthorized  work. 

In  the  letter  the  corps  says.  "Removal 
of  the  existing  unauthorized  work." 
which  later  came  to  be  interpreted  as 
not  only  the  construction  of  fill  around 
the  house  but  also  the  house  itself— 

May  be  necessary  if  the  permit  is  denied 
after  we  complete  a  public  interest  review  of 
the  application  You  can  also  see  in  the  let- 
ter that  this  work  could  have  subjected  you 
to  judicial  proceedings.  However,  after  a 
careful  review  of  Che  investigative  findings 
and  the  nature  of  the  work  involved.  I  have 
decided  against  such  action  at  this  time. 

Things  change.  Things  changed 
mightily.  And  as  this  lawsuit  proceeds 
and  as  the  parties  await  the  determina- 
tion of  the  judge  as  to  who  should  own 
the  house,  we  continue  our  debate  on 
the  property  rights  laws  of  America 
and  the  wetlands  reform  bill  that  will 
be  before  us  tomorrow. 

Could  this  have  been  prevented? 
Could  this  have  been  prevented?  I 
think  so.  If  we  only  had  a  law  on  the 
books  that  said  parties  have  a  right  to 
contest  the  finding  by  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers that  their  property  is  wetlands, 
that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  were  re- 
quired to  inspect  the  site  before  they 
sent  a  letter  saying.  "We  have  no  prob- 
lems when  you  are  doing  something  on 
your  property,  "  if  the  Corps  of  Engi- 


neers would  have  posted  publicly  in 
some  public  place  a  notice  that  they 
think  a  violation  has  occurred  so  that 
owners  might  not  sell  their  property 
and  buyers  might  not  buy  without 
knowing  what  is  going  on  so  they  can 
avoid  lawsuits  like  this,  and  finally,  if 
the  corps  does  want  to  take  somebody's 
property  and  destroy  their  home  be- 
cause they  think  it  is  a  wetland,  then, 
by  golly,  somebody  ought  to  be  willing 
to  pay  an  American  the  price  of  his 
property  when  the  Government  takes 
it  from  him.  That  is  what  this  fight  to- 
morrow is  going  to  be  all  about. 

Now,  NBC  was  not  the  only  news 
agency  that  was  apparently  invited  to 
do  a  story  on  the  Chaconas-Gautreau 
case.  CNN  was  one  of  the  other  agen- 
cies, CNN  Headline  News,  to  be  precise. 
Unlike  NBC,  they  did  their  little  stor>' 
while  we  were  away.  I  did  not  get  a 
chance  to  get  interviewed  on  that 
story.  We  were  away  at  home. 

But  in  that  story,  CNN  proceeded  to 
show  this  horrible  wetlands  case,  to 
interview  Mr.  Chaconas.  They  did  not 
contact  the  lawyers,  as  the  Gautreaus 
suggested,  to  clear  an  interview  with 
the  Gautreaus.  They  only  interviewed 
Mr.  Chaconas.  Then  they  proceeded  to 
do  a  hit  piece.  Why  do  I  call  it  a  hit 
piece?  Because  it  was  just  what  we  ex- 
pected. 

Before  they  did  this  piece  on  Head- 
line News,  hour  after  hour,  every  day 
all  day,  rather,  on  the  day  they  ran  the 
story,  my  office  sent  them  all  the  docu- 
ments I  have  shown  you  and  more  doc- 
uments which  indicated  that  we  had  re- 
sponded when  the  Chaconases  and  the 
Gautreaus  asked  us  for  help,  that  we 
received  letters  of  thanks  from  the  par- 
ties thanking  us.  that  we  received  let- 
ters from  Mr.  Chaconas  supporting  our 
efforts  on  property  rights,  that  we  re- 
ceived a  copy  of  the  letter  Mr. 
Chaconas  sent  to  the  EPA  demanding 
payment  for  taking  property  in  viola- 
tion of  the  fifth  amendment  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

We  also  sent  them  documents  that 
contained  information  unequivocally 
that  indicated  the  corps  and  the  EPA 
had.  as  an  enforcement  option,  as  I 
demonstrated  to  you  earlier,  the  re- 
moval of  the  House  and  the  rug.  Those 
were  clearly  options  EPA  had  on  its 
desk  and,  by  the  way,  continues  to  po- 
tentially have  on  its  desk. 

And  yet  I  wanted  to  show  you  this 
CNN  piece  tonight.  I  was  not  allowed 
to  bring  a  monitor.  I  would  have  loved 
to  have  run  the  piece  for  you  to  show 
you  what  they  did.  In  the  piece,  they 
asked  the  question,  "What  about  the 
congressman's  claim,  "  speaking  of  me, 
"that  the  Federal  regulators  might 
force  the  Chaconases  to  tear  the  House 
down?  "  The  CNN  reporter  asked  that, 
and  immediately  they  turned  to  Ron 
Ventola.  an  employee  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  New  Orleans,  LA,  who,  by 
the  way,  signed  that  letter,  who  signed 
the  letter  indicating  that  the  property. 
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the  pond,  was  exempt  under  the  wet- 
lands laws,  Mr.  Ron  Ventola. 

D  2045 

Mr.  Ron  'Ventola  appears  on  CNN  in 
this  piece  and,  he  says,  "Oh,  no,  no  one 
from  this  agency  told  them  they  would 
have  to  tear  down  their  house  or  re- 
move the  road."  leaving  the  clear  im- 
pression that  we  had  told  a  falsehood 
in  the  House  in  the  debate  on  property 
rights.  That  was  the  purpose  of  the 
CNN  piece  apparently.  CNN  knew  this 
was  a  lie.  CNN  had  documents  that  we 
sent  to  them  indicating  that  the  Corjjs 
and  the  EPA  indeed  has  discussed  tear- 
ing this  man's  house  down.  In  fact,  in 
fact,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  had  a  copy 
of  Mr.  Chaconas'  letter  to  the  EPA 
dated  September  22  which  reads  in 
part: 

The  house  Is  situated  in  the  wetland,  and 
the  three  alternatives  the  EPA  is  consider- 
ing, a  demolition,  moving  or  elevating  the 
structure. 

And  yet  the  Corps  reported  on  CNN, 
no,  no  one  from  this  agency  told  them 
they  would  have  to  tear  down  their 
house  or  remove  the  road.  What  a  lie 
told  on  national  television  hour  after 
hour  and  repeated  hour  after  hour  in  an 
attempt  by  those  in  this  environmental 
community  working  with  those  liberal 
friends  in  the  environmental  sector  of 
CNN  Headline  News  to  make  it  look 
like  those  of  us  who  believe  in  property 
rights  who  are  fighting  this  battle  do 
not  tell  our  stories  right.  What  a 
shame.  What  a  despicable  piece  of  jour- 
nalism from  an  awfully  good  and  credi- 
ble news  agency. 

What  a  credit  NBC  earned  for  sharing 
this  scandal  to  us,  for  giving  us  a 
chance  to  expose  it  to  the  American 
public. 

I  wanted  to  show  you  also  Mr. 
Chaconas'  request  to  the  EPA  dated 
September  22.  1994.  Here  is  his  words  to 
the  EPA  on  that  date; 

We  received  the  wetlands  determination 
from  the  Corps.  The  Federal  Government  has 
thus  taken  control  of  a  majority  of  our  prop- 
erty in  the  residence  We  consider  this  a  tak- 
ing of  our  private  property  for  the  public 
good  and  demand  fair  and  just  compensation 
from  the  EPA  Consider  this  as  my  formal 
request. 

Does  that  sound  like  a  gentleman 
who  would  testify  in  the  Senate 
against  the  property  rights  bill?  Does 
that  sound  like  a  gentleman  who  would 
go  to  a  House  committee  and  attempt 
to  testify  against  the  property  rights 
bill  allegating  all  the  facts  that  he 
thought  were  correct  in  his  lawsuit?  A 
gentleman  who  made  a  formal  demand 
on  EPA  for  payment  for  taking  his 
property?  A  gentleman  who  wrote  us. 
in  fact,  on  June  27  that  property  rights 
are  very  important,  and  my  wife  and  I 
continue  to  support  your  efforts.  The 
point  is  that  buyers  and  existing  land 
owners  are  slipping  through  the  cracks 
because  of  Federal  Government  agen- 
cies. EPA  and  the  Corps,  are  really 
doing  a  poor  job  of  enforcement.  June 
27. 
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Same  letter.  June  27  again: 

Please  commend  Mr  Constien  who  is  my 
district  director.  His  efforts  have  served  to 
diminish  my  role  as  a  coviolator.  EPA  did 
assure  me.  as  long  as  I  cooperated  with  them 
and  allowed  access  to  the  property  for  cor- 
rective measures,  they  would  not  seek  dam- 
ages from  me.  Well  who  would  they  seek 
damages  from? 

You  get  the  picture?  Cooperate  with 
us  or  else. 

Well,  the  Chaconases  apparently  have 
started  to  cooperate  with  the  EPA  and 
the  Sierra  Club.  Here  again  on  June  28. 
I  listened  to  Mike  Reeigan's  show  on 
11:50  a.m..  WJBO.  on  Monday  after- 
noon, caught  the  taped  show  you  guest- 
hosted  for  Mr.  Reagan.  I  was  quite  im- 
pressed. It  was  at  this  time  we  caught 
the  reference  to  our  case  that  you  had 
mentioned  on  the  air.  You  are  doing  a 
good  job  in  Washington,  my  birth 
place.  Everybody  down  here  is  talking 
about  it. 

Does  this  sound  like  a  man  going  to 
the  Senate  and  attack  this  Congress- 
man for  misrepresenting  his  case? 
What  happened?  Who  poisoned  Mr. 
Chaconas'  mind?  What  made  him  come 
out  against  property  rights  when  he 
was  demanding  payment  for  the  taking 
of  his  property  of  the  September  22  let- 
ter? Who  suggested  to  him  that  his 
Congressman  was  no  longer  on  his  side? 

Well,  in  that  memo,  in  that  first 
memo,  we  get  a  hint,  we  get  a  hint. 
How  to  handle  removal  of  a  house  or 
restoration  work  while  the  Chaconases 
still  own  the  property  is  still  under  de- 
bate. We  get  a  hint  of  what  happened. 
Cooperate  or  else.  We  will  enforce  the 
demolition  order  against  the 
Gautreaus.  but  maybe  not  against  the 
Chaconcises.  Cooperate  with  us. 

Now  I  am  sure  Mr.  Chaconas  would 
not  ever  admit  that  he  wais  coerced 
into  changing  his  mind  so  dramat: 
cally,  that  he  came  to  Washington,  just 
on  his  own,  that  he  did  not  have  the 
help  of  the  Sierra  Club,  that  he  did  not 
have  the  cooperative  arm  of  the  EPA. 
whom  I  have  just  shown  has  violated 
Federal  privacy  laws  in  this  case,  in 
Dallas  Region  6.  I  am  sure  he  would  say 
that.  I  do  not  blame  him  frankly.  He  is 
trying  to  protect  his  home,  and  the  gun 
of  regulation  is  pointed  at  his  head.  We 
could  demolish  your  home.  Cooperate 
with  us,  and  we  will  not  penalize  you. 
Maybe  the  Gautreaus.  but  not  you. 

What  a  story.  What  a  disgusting 
story  of  a  person's  own  government 
treating  him  that  way.  What  a  rotten 
mess.  What  an  example  for  us  as  we  to- 
morrow take  up  the  wetlands  reform 
bill  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  we  try 
once  and  for  all  to  reign  in  those  Fed- 
eral aigents  and  agencies  who  dare  to 
treat  people  that  way.  who  violate  the 
Gautreau's  privacy  rights,  who  inflict 
these  after-the-fact  determinations  of 
wetlands  on  people  and  threaten  them 
with  demolition  of  their  home  and  who. 
in  my  opinion,  end  up  coercing  people 
to  change  their  opinion  on  an  issue  and 
to  cooperate  with  them  or  else  face  the 


disaster  of  destruction  of  their  prop- 
erty. What  a  mess.  What  an  awful 
mess. 

Tomorrow  we  get  a  chance  to  change 
it.  Tomorrow  we  begin  the  debate  on 
the  Clean  Water  Act  which  contains 
those  regulations,  those  404  wetlands 
laws  that  are  so  often  abused,  so  often 
are  used  to  coerce  people  in  my  State 
and  all  over  America,  so  often  end  up 
taking  property  away  from  people 
without  just  compensation.  But  worse 
than  that,  in  this  case  putting  one 
neighbor  in  a  lawsuit  against  his  neigh- 
bor, making  it  almost  impossible  then 
for  them  to  live  next  to  one  another, 
putting  them  now  in  a  lawsuit  against 
their  own  government,  and  perhaps,  if 
the  Justice  Department  and  Carol 
Browner  do  their  job,  perhaps  costing 
some  people  their  job  in  Dallas. 

And  I  have  called  upon  Carol 
Browner  to  clean  up  that  mess,  and,  if 
she  cannot  clean  up  that  mess  in  her 
agency,  maybe  she  ought  to  think 
about  cleaning  out  her  desk.  But  we  in 
America  ought  to  say  enough  is 
enough,  and  Federal  agencies  ought 
not  be  our  master.  The  government 
ought  to  be  our  servant  again  in  this 
country,  and  then  when  the  govern- 
ment becomes  such  a  master  that  it 
can  so  willingly  violate  our  rights,  as 
they  did  the  Gautreaus'  in  this  case, 
that  it  can  create  such  a  mess  as  it  has 
in  Ascension  Parish,  Louisiana,  and 
when  it  can  work  so  hand  and  glove 
with  lobbyists  here  in  Washington,  DC 
bent  on  influencing  this  issue,  who 
then  work  hand  and  glove  with  their 
liberal  friends  and  some  of  the  media 
to  distort  the  facts  and  propagandize 
their  case  again  reform,  then  some- 
thing needs  to  change.  Tomorrow  we 
get  a  chance  to  change  that.  I  hope,  I 
pray  wc  do  not  n^.iss  that  chance.  We 
need  to  pass  reforms  of  the  wetlands 
laws,  and  we  need  to  make  sure  that 
property  compensation  is  a  part  of  that 
law.  and  if  the  President  dares  to  veto 
it,  as  he  threatened  to  do  without  even 
reading  the  bill,  I  hope  we  have  the 
guts  in  this  Congress  to  override  his 
veto  and  to  give  the  Americans  the 
protection  they  deserve  under  the  Con- 
stitution, protection  against  employees 
of  this  Government  who  would  take  ad- 
vantage of  them  the  way  these  employ- 
ees have. 

I  am  going  to  file  a  new  bill,  by  the 
way,  to  make  it  a  Federal  crime  to  do 
what  they  have  done  to  the  Gautreaus 
and  to  do  it  and  make  it  a  Federal 
crime  to  do  what  they  have  done  to  the 
Chaconases.  No  regulatory  agency 
ought  to  ever  have  the  power  to  curse 
somebody  with  the  threat  of  enforce- 
ment action,  and  no  Federal  agent 
ought  to  keep  his  job  when  he  violates 
the  privacy  rights  of  Americans  and  co- 
operates with  lobby  groups  with  sen- 
sitive memos  detailing  protential 
criminal  activity.  That  has  gone  too 
far.  and  we  ought  to  end  it  in  this  body. 
Tomorrow  we  strike  a  blow  for  land 
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owners  and  citizens  all  over  this  coun- 
try, and,  if  this  Congress  has  the  will 
and  the  fortitude  to  override  the  ex- 
pected veto  whenever  it  comes,  perhaps 
we  can  remake  a  relationship  in  this 
country  between  the  Government  and 
its  people  again,  where  there  is  credi- 
bility, and  trust,  and  fairness,  and 
where  we  do  not  have  to  be  suing  our 
Government,  and  ordering  investiga- 
tions and  criminal  charges  brought 
against  Government  officials  who 
ought  to  know  better,  who  ought  to  do 
better  than  Ron  Ventola  did  in  the  New 
Orleans  office  and  lying  on  television 
and  who  ought  to  do  better  than  those 
EPA  officials  did  in  Dallas. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Mic.\]. 

Mr.  MICA.  First  of  all  I  want  to  take 
just  a  moment  to  express  my  apprecia- 
tion to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Tauzin]  for  bringing  this  matter 
to  the  attention  of  the  House.  For  too 
long  the  Agency.  EPA,  has  really 
reigned  out  of  control,  and  I  come  here 
tonight,  I  know  the  hour  is  late,  before 
the  House,  but  I  want  to  commend  you 
again  on  bringing  this  matter  to  the 
attention  of  both  the  House  and  the 
Congress,  another  example  of  misdeed, 
of  malfeasance,  of  misfeasance  in  of- 
fice, which  has  been  conducted  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

I  come  here  also  to  commend  you  in 
a  bipartisan  effort.  I  am  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  and  thank  you  for  your 
leadership  in  questions  relating  to  wet- 
lands, to  revision  of  some  of  the  laws 
such  as  the  Clean  Water  legislation 
which  the  House  will  be  taking  up  to- 
morrow, and  again  for  bringing  before 
the  Congress  and  the  American  people 
the  question  of  how  this  agency  is 
functioning  out  of  control. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  gentleman  from 
Louisiana.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  sit 
as  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  in 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  during  the  last  session  of 
Congress.  I  came  as  a  new  member.  I 
came  as  someone  from  business  with  a 
business  background. 

Quite  frankly  I  sat  in  absolute 
stunned  fashion  to  listen  day  after  day 
in  hearing  after  hearing  of  how  an 
agency  which  is  so  well-intended— in 
fact  it  is  a  Republican  initiative  that 
created  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Everyone  wants  to  protect  the 
environment.  Everyone  wants  to  look 
out  for  the  environment.  Everyone 
wants  to  preserve  wetlands  and  our 
natural  areas  for  this  generation  and 
future  generations.  But  to  sit  as  a 
member  of  that  committee  and  consist- 
ently hear  the  abuse,  the  misuse,  the 
misdirection  of  billions  of  taxpayer 
dollars,  I  was  just  stunned  and  ap- 
palled, and  that  is  why  I  got  involved 
in  this  issue.  That  is  why  during  the 
last  Congress,  as  a  new  Member  of  this 
Congress.  I  was  able  to  get  support 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  when  the 
question  of  elevating  EPA  from  a  de- 
partment  to  a  Cabinet  level   position 


May  9,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12199 


came  before  the  House,  and  we  defeated 
that  measure,  not  because  people  do 
not  want  to  protect  the  environment, 
not  because  people  are  not  concerned 
about  the  environment,  not  because 
people  have  any  interests  in  lowering 
the  standards  for  environmental  pro- 
tection in  this  country,  but  because  of 
exactly  the  reason  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  is  on  the  floor  tonight,  be- 
cause this  agency  is  out  of  control,  and 
you  have  brought  to  the  House  again 
another  example  that  should  be  inves- 
tigated, and  I,  too,  demand  an  inves- 
tigation and  will  do  everything  in  my 
power  to  see  that  the  majority  acts  on 
your  request  because  again  this  agency 
is  out  of  control.  This  agency  is  so 
inept,  so  out  of  control,  again  I 
brought  this  matter  before  the  atten- 
tion of  the  House,  and  let  me  cite  to 
you  what  they  did  to  me. 

Here,  just  several  months  ago,  they 
sent  a  fax  to  my  office  inviting  me  to 
a  briefing  on  wetlands.  They  sent  the 
fax.  and  the  cover  sheet  is  addressed  to 
two  individuals.  Both  were  my  oppo- 
nents in  the  election.  In  fact  their  list 
predated  the  qualifying  date  for  elec- 
tion in  the  State  of  Florida.  So  they 
used  a  list  that  was  even  out  of  date 
and  then  they  gave  me  this  lame  ex- 
cuse as  a  response. 

n  2100 

But  here  they  have  the  time  to  send 
me  a  fax  addressed  to  my  opponents 
with  my  name  on  it.  to  my  congres- 
sional office,  months  after  the  election. 
If  this  is  not  an  example  of  abuse  of  of- 
fice, and,  if  nothing  else,  ineptness  in 
office. 

Now,  you  bring  tonight  an  example 
to  the  floor  of  what  this  agency  is 
doing  in  your  instance.  Here  is  a  little 
example  of  what  they  are  doing  in  my 
particular  situation.  I  called  for  an  in 
vestigation  back  in  the  spring  of  this 
year,  in  February,  I  believe  it  was,  of 
this  year,  and  this  is  the  lame  excuse 
that  I  got. 

This  is  an  agency  that  is  out  of  con- 
trol. And  when  they  have  time  to  in- 
timidate people,  to  act  in  a  manner  in 
which  the  gentleman  has  brought  be- 
fore the  House  tonight,  they  deserve 
investigation.  And  I  intend  as  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  majority  side  of  the  House  to 
see  that  in  fact  this  agency  inves- 
tigates the  matter  you  brought  before 
the  House. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  I,  too,  had 
great  hopes.  Carol  Browner.  Adminis- 
trator Browner,  came  from  my  State, 
the  State  of  Florida.  It  was  my  hope 
she  had  seen  some  of  the  problems  with 
this  agency  from  serving  in  a  capacity 
at  the  State  level  that  protected  the 
environment  in  the  State  of  Florida, 
and  would  come  here  and  try  to  make 
changes  in  this  agency,  make  some 
sense  out  of  it.  But  it  is  the  situation 
where  the  inmates  are  running  the  asy- 
lum. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  My  friend  will  love 
this.  This  is  a  letter  I  just  received  this 


last  couple  of  months  from  attorneys 
writing  to  the  office  of  the  General 
Counsel,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  one  of  the  envi- 
ronmental agencies  working  hand-in- 
globe  with  EPA.  It  is  regarding  settle- 
ment discussions  of  the  turtle/shrimp 
litigation.  You  have  shared  my  prob- 
lems in  Florida  with  this  and  requiring 
more  and  more  regulations  upon  the 
shrimpers  in  my  State  because  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  Listen  to  this 
paragraph. 

Finally,  on  a  public  policy  note,  my  clients 
are  becoming  deeply  distressed  about  how 
the  agency  appears  to  be  more  responsive  to. 
and  to  some  extent  acting  in  collusion  with. 
representatives  of  the  environmental  com- 
munity with  respect  to  the  shrimp/turtle 
controversy.  Although  Andy  Kemmerer  and 
RoUie  Schmitten  app>ear  anxious  to  hear  in- 
dustry's concerns,  we  still  sense  the  agency 
is  responding  to  what  appears  to  be  a  "shad- 
ow government"  formed  by  certain  environ- 
mental groups. 

The  link  I  talked  about  tonight,  this 
illegal  transmission  of  confidential 
data  to  one  of  the  environmental 
groups,  is  part  and  parcel  of  what  this 
is  all  about,  an  agency  out  of  control, 
acting  on  its  own.  working  with  lobby- 
ists here  to  accomplish  their  agenda. 

Mr.  MICA.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield 
back,  again  the  gentleman  cities  an  ex- 
ample that  needs  and  demands  and  re- 
quires investigation,  and  I  support  the 
gentleman  in  that,  and  now  this  side  of 
the  aisle  will  support  you  in  that. 

I  brought  another  matter,  it  is  not  a 
major  matter  of  life  and  death,  but  a 
matter  that  concerned  me.  Chairman 
MCINTOSH,  David  McIntosh.  who  heads 
the  Subcommittee  on  National  Eco- 
nomic Growth.  Natural  Resources,  and 
Regulatory  Affairs,  is  in  the  process 
now  of  also  investigating  the  use  of 
taxpayer  money  to  lobby  the  Congress 
on  issues,  which  is  totally  illegal. 

So  there  are  a  number  of  these  very 
pressing  examples  of  misuse  of  this  of- 
fice that  need  to  be  investigated  by 
this  Congress.  Again,  I  join  you  tonight 
and  make  a  commitment  to  you  to- 
night that  we  will  pursue  these  mat- 
ters. And  I  will  tell  you,  first  of  all.  we 
have  to  get  the  attention  in  revising 
this  legislation,  and  we  will  have  that 
opportunity  to  look  at  clean  water  and 
some  of  the  other  issues  that  are  before 
the  House. 

But  if  we  cannot  get  the  agency's  at- 
tention with  these  investigations,  we 
will  get  the  agency's  attention  through 
the  budgetary  process  and  through  the 
appropriations  process.  Because  there 
are  many  Members,  like  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  and  other  Members  of 
this  Congress,  who  have  absolutely  had 
it,  right  up  to  here,  with  this  agency.  It 
is  out  of  control,  it  needs  to  be  brought 
into  control,  and  we  can  do  a  much  bet- 
ter job  in  protecting  the  environment 
of  this  country. 

I  consider  myself  an  environmental- 
ist. I  consider  myself  as  someone  who 
is  concerned  about  the  future  of  the  en- 


vironment that  we  live  in.  I  want  to 
leave  to  my  children  and  my  grand- 
children a  better  world,  a  better  United 
States,  a  better  environment.  But  we 
cannot  do  it  when  an  agency  is  out  of 
control,  it  is  misdirected,  and  the  funds 
that  it  is  getting  are  expended  in  ways 
in  which  they  were  not  Intended  by 
this  Congress. 

So  we  have  to  rein  that  in.  We  have 
to  investigate  what  is  going  on  there. 
And  we  can  do  a  better  job  and  we  are 
demanded  to  do  a  better  job  because  we 
have  limited  resources.  We  have  lit- 
erally run  out  of  the  taxpayer  dollar  in 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and 
we  have  to  find  a  better  way  to  do  a 
better  job  with  less  money. 

So  we  are  demanding  that.  I  join  the 
gentleman  in  asking  my  colleagues  in 
the  Congress  and  the  House  on  both 
sides  to  look  at  these  matters,  to  bring 
this  agency  into  control,  and  to  do  a 
better  job  in  protecting  the  environ- 
ment. I  am  so  pleased  to  join  you. 

Before  I  conclude,  I  just  want  to 
again  quote,  and  we  have  had  questions 
raised  about  EPA  and  its  being  brought 
out  under  control.  During  some  of  the 
debate  you  have  an  opportunity  to  sit 
and  read  different  documents,  and  I 
had  an  opportunity  to  sit  here  and  read 
during  one  of  our  last  debates  the  Dec- 
laration of  Independence. 

When  you  look  back  at  the  reasons 
that  this  country  was  formed,  they  are 
very  enlightening.  They  were  very  en- 
lightening 200  years  ago.  and  they 
should  be  enlightening  to  all  the  Mem- 
bers. But  I  have  to  repeat  this,  and  I 
made  this  comment  from  the  Declara- 
tion. This  cites  one  of  the  reasons  for 
the  founding  of  this  country,  and  it 
talks  about  here  the  King  of  England, 
and  you  can  substitute  the  King  with 
the  Federal  bureaucracy  and  EPA 

It  says: 

He  has  erected  a  multitude  of  new  offices 
and  sent  hither  swarms  of  officers  to  harass 
our  people  and  eat  out  their  substance. 

The  same  thing  that  happened  200 
years  ago  is  happening  today  with  this 
agency  and  other  agencies  that  are  out 
of  control. 

Again.  I  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  for  bringing  this  mat- 
ter to  the  attention  of  the  House  in 
such  detail.  I  commend  you  on  docu- 
menting every  point  here  and  showing 
how  again  this  agency  has  misused  the 
position  of  trust  given  to  this  agency 
by  the  Congress  and  by  the  American 
people,  and  it  demands  our  attention 
and  our  investigation. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Mica]  who  has  been  a 
leader  in  the  fight  as  I  said  to  rein  in 
this  agency.  I  appreciate  your  offers  of 
help.  We  are  going  to  need  a  lot  of  help 
in  that  regard. 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  a  leading 
defender  in  the  rights  of  private  prop- 
erty owners,  for  yielding  to  me.  I  want 
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to  add  my  support  to  your  investiga- 
tion into  this  newest  allegation  of  the 
abuse  of  power  at  EPA.  Our  Sub- 
committee on  National  Economic 
Growth.  Natural  Resources,  and  Regu- 
latory Affairs,  we  often  call  it  the  sub- 
committee to  cut  red  tape,  has  been  in- 
vestigating EPA  activity,  and  that  ac- 
tivity closely  mirrors  what  you  have 
encountered  at  the  agency. 

Let  me  stop  to  say  I  also  want  to 
commend  you  for  your  efforts  on  behalf 
of  property  owners  who  have  encoun- 
tered regulatory  overreach  in  the  wet- 
lands area. 

I  have  got  several  constituents  in  my 
district  who  have  encountered  similar 
problems.  One  gentleman.  Bob  Floyd, 
owns  a  farm  in  my  hometown  of  Mun- 
cie.  and  he  had  been  farming  this  land 
for  50  years.  One  day  his  neighbor 
accidently  destroys  the  drainage  tile 
which  is  necessary  to  irrigate  his  land, 
and  suddenly  a  mud  puddle  developed 
on  one  comer  of  the  field.  In  swooped 
EPA  and  said  he  could  no  longer  farm 
the  land  because  this  might  be  an  en- 
dangered wetland. 

It  is  that  type  of  overreach  and  abuse 
of  the  program  that  have  led  to  many 
of  our  problems.  But  today  we  are 
looking  at  and  you  have  raised  a  very 
serious  question  on  the  standard  of 
ethics  and  the  propriety  of  the  agen- 
cy's activities  in  defending  their  ac- 
tions. The  activity  that  we  are  inves- 
tigating in  the  subcommittee  appears 
to  violate  several  Federal  statutes,  in- 
cluding provisions  of  the  Anti-Lobby- 
ing  Act  and  the  Federal  conspiracy 
statute. 

Our  subcommittee  has  shown  that 
EPA  has  been  using  taxpayer  funds  to 
create  and  send  out  illegal  lobbying 
material  to  over  100  grassroots  lobby- 
ing organizations.  Most  of  that  mate- 
rial was  dishonest  propaganda.  All  of 
this  was  designed  to  incite  these  out- 
side organizations  to  attack  Members 
of  Congress  who  supported  regulatory 
reform  in  the  last  period  of  Congress 
during  the  100  days. 

Our  evidence  suggests  a  high  degree 
of  coordination  and  cooperation  be- 
tween EPA  and  these  outside  lobbying 
groups  to  convey  the  agency's  some- 
what hysterical  message  against  any 
type  of  real  meaningful  regulatory  re- 
form. Sometimes  I  was  reminded  in  the 
debate  of  Chicken  Little,  who  cried 
over  and  over  again  the  sky  is  falling, 
the  sky  is  falling,  and  we  all  know 
what  our  effort  is,  is  to  protect  the  en- 
vironment, but  to  do  it  in  a  better  way 
that  does  not  overregulate  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

Well,  top  EPA  officials,  many  of 
whom  came  from  various  environ- 
mental advocacy  groups  engaged  in 
this  lobbying,  do  not  seem  to  under- 
stand that  their  responsibility  is  now 
one  to  the  American  people.  It  is  a  re- 
sponsibility that  comes  with  their  of- 
fice, and  they  can  no  longer  act  as  lob- 
byists or  partisan  political  operatives. 


They  have  a  fiduciary  duty  to  the 
American  people  to  use  taxpayer 
money  in  accordance  with  the  law.  One 
of  the  laws  requires  that  agencies  not 
engage  in  this  type  of  outside  lobbying 
activity,  and  it  is  very  clear  that  they 
have  intended  to  orchestrate  that  sort 
of  a  program  with  these  outside  lobby- 
ing groups. 

You  know,  when  the  first  contacted 
EPA  about  this  lobbying  activity,  we 
expected  the  agency  to  cooperate  with 
our  probe.  We  assumed  that  it  had  been 
something  that  perhaps  had  not  been 
reviewed  by  the  highest  levels  in  the 
government.  But  instead,  the  top  polit- 
ical appointees  have  stonewalled  the 
investigation,  they  have  continued  to 
engage  in  very  similar,  highly  ques- 
tionable conduct,  and  Administrator 
Browner,  herself,  has  shown  contempt 
for  our  investigation  and  for  the  Con- 
gress in  her  public  speeches  and  com- 
ments to  the  press,  all  the  while  deny- 
ing that  anyone  at  EPA  could  possibly 
have  done  anything  wrong,  because 
they  are  at  EPA  acting  in  what  they 
see  as  the  interests  of  the  agency.  Yet 
the  very  act  that  you  have  exposed  as 
violating  the  Privacy  Act  is  part  of  a 
troubling  pattern  of  evidence  that  indi- 
cates that  these  top  agency  officials 
may  have  violated  other  Federal  stat- 
utes and  Federal  appropriations  laws. 

We  have  evidence  that  EPA  conduct 
you  have  been  exposing  may  be  part  of 
a  larger  plan  to  use  taxpayer  dollars  to 
spread  disinformation  about  the  Con- 
tract with  America  and  the  reforms 
that  we  were  trying  to  pass.  In  a  way. 
they  politicized  the  agency  and  have 
taken  it  beyond  its  legitimate  purpose. 
This  does  not  serve  the  goal  of  preserv- 
ing the  environment,  but  undermines 
the  credibility  of  the  agency  in  the 
eyes  of  the  Am.erican  people.  I  want  to 
commend  you  for  your  personal  cour- 
age and  welcome  your  call  for  an  inves- 
tigation into  this  troubling  activity.  I 
very  much  appreciate  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  for  yielding 
to  me  on  this  important  matter  of  Gov- 
ernment ethics,  and  want  to  commend 
him  in  that  endeavor. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  not  only 
for  his  efforts  in  uncovering  more  and 
more  of  the  evidence  that  leads  ines- 
capably to  some  of  the  conclusions  you 
and  I  and  others  are  coming  to.  The 
agency  is  out  of  control.  It  is  literally 
engaging  in  political  activities  it  was 
never  designed  to  engage  in  and  in  vio- 
lation of  citizens'  rights,  but  also  for 
accepting  the  challenge  as  other  com- 
mittees have  already  done,  by  the  way. 
The  INI  Subcommittee  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce  has  al- 
ready started  an  investigation  of  this 
matter.  We  have  enough  investigators 
out  there.  We  might  just  uncover 
enough  to  put  a  stop  to  some  of  this 
stuff. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  all 
of  his  efforts  in  regulatory  reform  and 


for  the  courage  many  Members  of  the 
House  have  shared  with  him  in  passing 
legislation  that  the  Senate  I  hope  will 
take  up  soon  and  pass  for  us  and  give  it 
to  the  President,  and  hopefully  the 
American  people  and  we  soon  can  end 
some  of  those  abuses  as  rapidly  as  we 
can. 

Mr.  Mcintosh,  if  the  gentleman 
will  yield  again.  I  wanted  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  also  showing  this  is 
a  bipartisan  effort,  that  the  standards 
of  high  ethical  conduct  and  obeying  the 
law  are  something  that  Democrats  and 
Republicans  want  all  public  servants  to 
obey  in  this  country,  and  I  appreciate 
his  courage  and  effort  to  point  that 
out,  that  that  fiduciary  duty  and  the 
standards  of  obeying  the  law  and  im- 
plementing the  laws,  is  something  that 
we  can  share  as  Members  of  both  politi- 
cal parties  in  endeavoring  to  make  sure 
that  the  Government  does  what  is 
right  and  what  is  best  for  the  American 
people.  So  I  commend  the  gentleman  in 
that  effort,  and  am  pleased  to  be  asso- 
ciated with  the  gentleman's  effort. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  also 
wanted  to  point  out  I  am  not  sure  that 
everyone  in  America  understands  that 
it  does  take  some  real  courage  on  the 
part  of  this  House  to  take  on  some  of 
these  people.  The  Sierra  Club  is  livid 
right  now.  They  are  livid  that  we  un- 
covered this. 

I  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Peter  Dykster 
of  CNN  Headline  News  complaining 
about  the  despicable  piece  of  journal- 
ism he  performed  on  behalf,  I  think,  of 
the  environmental  community.  And 
guess  what?  The  Sierra  Club  wrote  me 
a  letter  today  distributed  all  over  the 
Hill.  The  Sierra  Club  has  received  a 
copy  of  the  letter  you  sent  Mr.  Peter 
Dykster  of  CNN  News  dated  April  13. 
They  got  the  letter  already. 
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They  are  good  old  buddies.  They  are 
working  hand  and  glove.  The  letter  es- 
tablishes again  this  connection,  this 
connection  that  weaves  through  some 
of  these  liberals  in  the  media  who  are 
prepared  to  do  anything  to  propa- 
gandize this  effort. 

These  environmental  groups  are 
working  with  taxpayer  funds  in  some 
cases;  in  some  other  cases,  in  direct 
collusion  with  EPA  officials  that  do 
not  mind  violating  the  law  to  help 
them  out  to  spread  their  disinforma- 
tion. And  the  fabric,  this  weave  of  col- 
lusion and  interaction  is  beginning  to 
be  exposed. 

I  am  not  a  conspiracy  theorist,  but  I 
see  what  I  see.  and  I  read  what  I  read. 
And  when  an  agency  of  the  Govern- 
ment is  willing  to  violate  a  citizen's 
rights  to  help  a  lobby  group  who  then 
runs  to  the  media  with  something  as 
confidential  as  that  and  gets  livid  when 
we  expose  it.  I  think  you  understand 
what  is  going  on. 

They  will  attack.  The  Sierra  Club 
will    attack    you.    will    attack    every 
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Member  of  this  body  who  dares  to  take 
them  on.  But  it  is  time  we  take  them 
on.  They  are  wrong.  And  the  agencies 
of  Government  are  wrong  when  they 
work  with  them  in  order  to  take  away 
the  rights  of  Americans. 

We  are  in  this  fight  to  win.  not  for 
you  and  I,  but  for  the  sake  of  those 
landowners  and  Americans  who 
thought  they  could  depend  upon  the 
Constitution  who  now  need  a  law  to 
protect  them  as  rapidly  as  we  can  pass 
them. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  The  gentleman  is  ex- 
actly on  point.  The  American  people 
expect  us  to  have  a  higher  standard 
and  to  have  the  courage  to  stand  up  for 
these  groups.  They  are  tired  of  seeing 
Government  abuse  its  power,  and  they 
find  it  a  refreshing  change  that  we 
have  now  got  Members  of  Congress  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are  going  to 
make  an  issue  of  that  and  stand  up  for 
what  is  right.  And  the  consequences 
may  be  difficult  for  us  in  a  political 
way,  but  we  know  in  our  hearts  that  we 
are  doing  what  the  American  people 
want  and  what  is  right. 

I  am  reminded  of  another  farmer  in 
Indiana,  Mr.  Bart  Dye,  who  came  to 
our  subcommittee  hearing.  We  had  a 
field  hearing  in  my  hometown,  Indian- 
apolis, over  the  recess  about  the  prob- 
lems of  regulations.  And  he  summed  up 
his  testimony  by  saying,  "I  fought  in 
World  War  II  to  protect  the  freedoms 
that  we  held  dear  in  our  hearts.  I  didn't 
expect  the  country  to  turn  on  me  as  I 
am  now  entering  the  twilight  days  of 
my  life." 

So  it  is  for  people  like  Mr.  Dye  who 
we  have  to  stand  up  for  those  freedoms, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  being  will- 
ing to  do  that. 

Mr.  TAUZIN  I  thank  the  gentleman 
so  much  for  his  statement. 

Let  me  assure  you,  it  does  not  just 
happen  to  farmers  and  to  little  land- 
owners like  Mr.  Gautreau.  They  do  not 
care  who  they  pick  on. 

I  just  got  a  fax  tonight  from  the  Sec- 
ond Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  judge  in 
Shreveport.  LA.  I  was  in  Shreveport 
last  weekend.  He  told  me  about  this 
and  promised  to  send  me  a  fax  on  it 
and  authorized  me  to  tell  the  story  to- 
night. 

This  is  a  court  of  appeals  judge  who 
bought  460  acres  in  Tangipahoa  Parish 
across  the  lake  from  New  Orleans.  The 
tract  is  about  I'M  miles  frontage  on 
Louisiana  Highway  22  between 
Ponchatoula  and  Madisonville.  It  has 
been  owned  by  the  family  for  80  years, 
primarily  used  as  timber  land.  In  1993. 
he  spent  $10,000  to  map  an  aerial  sur- 
vey, do  soil  studies,  and  to  submit  all 
those  studies  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

On  December  14,  1993,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  in  a  two-page  document 
signed  by.  guess  who.  Dr.  Thorn  David- 
son of  Gautreau-Chaconas  fame.  Dr. 
Thorn  Davidson,  which  document  was 
identified  with  a  survey  that  was  at- 
tached, declared  over  90  percent  of  the 
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460  acres  nonwet.  Only  41  acres  out  of 
the  460  was  determined  to  be  wet.  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
He  has  that  document  signed  by  Thorn 
Davidson. 

Well,  spring  of  1994  comes  along. 

I  entered  into  a  venture  with  a  partner  "to 
test  the  real  estate  market"  by  beginning:  a 
residential  development  on  58  acres  of  a  larg- 
er tract.  Not  one  part  of  the  58  acres  was 
wetland.  Absolutely  none. 

Here  comes  the  horror  part. 

He  is  away  in  Europe  for  the  50th  an- 
niversary of  D-day  in  June  1994, 

*  *  *  when  several  of  the  bearded  wonders 
of  the  U.S.  Army  came  out  and  told  my  part- 
ner to  get  off  his  bulldozer  and  stop  his 
work,  as  he  was  violating  wetlands.  Since 
then,  the  Army  has  reevaluated  the  58  acres 
and  has  declared  over  half  of  it  to  be  wet- 
lands. We  have  been  stopped  since  last  June. 
11  months  ago.  while  attempting  the  so- 
called  permitting  process.  The  cost,  expenses 
and  damages  resulting  from  this  invasion 
have  yet  to  be  determined.  If  folks  in  Wash- 
ington. D.C.  do  not  understand  why  so  many 
people  in  this  country  are  angry,  then  they 
really  do  not  get  it. 

This  is  not  a  militia  man.  This  is  not 
an  angry  man  with  a  gun  on  talk  radio. 
This  is  a  Second  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals judge  who.  4  years  after  the  corps 
wrote  him  a  letter  saying  the  land  is 
not  wetlands,  shows  up  with  a  cease 
and  desist  order  and  has  now  got  him 
all  tangled  up  in  a  wetlands  dispute, 
much  like  the  Gautreaus  and  the 
Chaconases  who.  3  years  after  the  home 
was  built,  showed  up  to  say.  We  now 
think  it  is  a  wetland  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  we  sent  you  a  letter  earlier  saying 
this  property  was  exempt.  Now  you  are 
in  trouble. 

That  is  the  kind  of  mess  Americans 
are  going  through.  Farmers,  little 
homeowners,  court  of  appeals  judges. 
Who  have  they  missed? 


MORE  ON  PROPERTY  RIGHTS 

The  SPEAKI5R  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaTourette).  Under  a  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  MclNTOSH]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  Mr.  speaker,  the 
gentleman  asked  a  rhetorical  question. 
is  there  anyone  who  is  perhaps  left  un- 
affected by  this?  I  think  the  answer  is 
no.  I  am  reminded  of  another  group  of 
people  that  were  gravely  affected  in  my 
district  and  that  is  the  workers  in  my 
district. 

There  is  a  town  in  the  second  district 
of  Indiana.  Anderson,  which  for  years 
has  been  a  very  strong  auto  manufac- 
turing town.  GM  has  had  numerous 
plants  there. 

At  one  point  I  believe  they  employed 
quite  a  large  percent  of  the  population 
in  that  town,  almost  50  percent.  As 
they  have  been  downsizing  some  of 
their  operations,  the  town  of  Anderson 
has  been  seeking  to  gain  new  employ- 
ers.    And     one     of     the     development 
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projects  that  they  sought  to  bring  into 
their  town  was  the  new  plant  by  the 
Nestle  Corp.  that  would  diversify  some 
of  the  jobs  in  that  area,  create  hun- 
dreds of  new  jobs  for  people  in  the  town 
of  Anderson. 

As  they  looked  at  the  site.  Nestle 
was  considering  Anderson  and  another 
town  out  of  the  district  in  Indiana,  a 
couple  other  sites,  and  were  about 
ready  to  locate  this  new  facility  there 
when  they  discovered  that  there  might 
be  a  wetlands  problem  in  the  land  that 
they  were  looking  at  to  build  this  new 
plant.  The  land  had  been  farmland  for 
generations,  was  not  something  that 
you  would  think  of  as  an  environ- 
mentally sensitive  area.  But  because  of 
the  threat  that  the  government  might 
come  in  under  the  wetlands  law  and 
deny  them  the  permit  to  build  this 
plant,  the  Nestle  Co.  says,  we  are  going 
to  look  elsewhere  and  located  the  facil- 
ity son.ewhere  else.  Thank  goodness  we 
were  lucky  they  chose  another  place  in 
the  United  States.  Sometimes  we  are 
not  so  fortunate  and  we  are  sending 
jobs  overseas. 

So  the  working  man  and  woman  in 
this  country  suffer  when  these  regula- 
tions cause  jobs  to  be  relocated  so  that 
they  cannot  be  built  in  our  commu- 
nities, another  example  of  people  who 
are  affected  by  this  abuse  of  the  regu- 
latory powers. 

Again,  let  me  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  for  his  courage 
and  effort  in  this  area.  I  whole- 
heartedly support  that. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield.  I  want  to 
thank  him  and  again  particularly  ex- 
press my  appreciation  for  accepting  the 
challenge  to  help  us  in  this  investiga- 
tion, to  get  to  the  bottom  of  this,  put 
a  stop  to  it.  then  eventually  to  change 
some  laws  in  this  country  so  that  the 
fifth  amendment  of  the  Constitution  is 
not  just  some  piece  of  paper,  that  it  is 
a  real  and  enforceable  right  for  Ameri- 
cans who  are  being  deprived  of  their 
property  without  just  compensation 
through  these  regulatory  overkills. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
gentleman,  thank  him  for  joining  me 
tonight.  And  I  think  we  both  owe  a 
debt  of  thanks  to  the  Chair  for  being  so 
patient  with  us  this  evening. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Miss  Collins  of  Michigan  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  GEPHARDT),  for  today,  on 
account  of  illness  in  the  family. 

Mr.  Rogers  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey),  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  a  death  in  the 
family. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 
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(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  DeLauro)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  DeFazio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts,  for  5 
minutes,  today 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  for  5  minutes. 
today 

Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Ms.  Kaptur.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Menendez.  for  5  minutes,  today 

Mr.  Deltsch.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Rahall.  for  5  minutes,  today 

Mr.  Pallone.  for  5  minutes,  today 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ehrlich)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Graha.m.  for  5  minutes,  on  May  9. 
10.  11.  and  12. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  for  5  minutes,  on  May 
10. 

Mr.  Klngston,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Member  lat  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Mr.  McLntosh,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS. 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  DeLauro )  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:)  i 

Mr  Obey 

Mr  Ward. 

Mr.  Hamilton  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  KiLDEE  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Becerra. 

Mr.  Rangel. 

Ms.  Pelosi  in  two  instances. 

Mr  Acker.man  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Engel. 

Mr.  DeFazio. 

Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Underwood. 

Mrs.  Maloney  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Stokes.  | 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Jacobs  in  two  instances. 

Mr  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Farr.  I 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CONDIT 

Mr.  DINGELL. 
Mr,  HILLL\RD. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  Berman. 

Mr.  LaFalce. 

Mr.  Torres. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ehrlich  )  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 


Mr.  Baker  of  California. 

Mr.  Rogers. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Weller. 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Martini. 

Mr.  Ney. 

Mr.  Forbes. 

Mr.  Castle. 

Mr.  Saxton. 

Mr.  Flanagan. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  EwiNG. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr  Stump. 

Mr.  COOLEY. 

Mr.  Tate. 
Mr.  Leach. 
Mr.  Emerson. 

Mr.  BREW.STER. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr  MclNTOSH)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY. 

Ms.  FURSE. 

Mr.  Bachus. 

Mr.  Laughlin. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and,  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  103.  An  act  entitled  the  'Lost  Creek 
Land  Exchange  Act  of  1955";  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 


BILLS  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  THOMAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  this  day 
present  to  the  President,  for  his  ap- 
proval, bills  of  the  House  of  the  follow- 
ing titles: 

On  May  8.  1995: 

H.R.  421.  An  act  to  amend  the  Alaska  Na- 
tive Claims  Settlement  Act  to  provide  for 
the  purchase  of  common  stock  of  Cook  Inlet 
region,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  517.  An  act  to  amend  title  V  of  Public 
Law  96-550.  designating  the  Charo  Culture 
Archeological  Protection  Sites,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

H.R.  1380.  An  act  to  provide  a  moratorium 
on  certain  class  action  lawsuits  relating  to 
the  Truth  in  Lending  Act. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  9  o'clock  and  24  minutes 
p.m.).  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Wednesday,  May  10.  1995.  at  11 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 


the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

824.  A  letter  from  the  director,  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  transmitting  the 
cumulative  report  on  rescissions  and  defer- 
rals of  budget  authority  as  of  May  1.  1995. 
pursuant  to  2  U.S.C.  685(e)  (H.  Doc.  No.  104- 
69).  to  the  Committee  on  .Appropriations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 

825.  A  letter  from  the  President  and  Chair- 
man. Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  transmitting  a  report  involving  Unit- 
ed States  exports  to  South  Korea,  pursuant 
to  12  use  635(b)(3)(l);  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

826.  A  letter  from  the  Counsel  to  the  Presi- 
dent. The  White  House,  transmitting  notifi- 
cation that  the  White  House  is  delivering  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services  classified  documents  that  are 
responsive  to  the  request  for  documents  con- 
tained in  House  Resolution  80  and  described 
in  paragraphs  (li  through  (28i  of  that  resolu- 
tion; to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

827.  A  letter  from  the  .Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  .\ffairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  the  provi- 
sion of  defense  hardware  and  services  to  Can- 
ada (Transmittal  No  DTC-19-951.  pursuant 
to  22  use.  2776(ci;  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations 

828.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  the  provi- 
sion of  defense  hardware  and  services  to  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  (Transmittal  No. 
DTC^8-95).  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(c);  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

829.  A  letter  from  the  .Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  -Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  the  provi- 
sion of  defense  hardware  and  services  to 
Greece  (Transmittal  No.  DTC-18-95),  pursu- 
ant to  22  U  S  C,  2776(C);  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

830  A  letter  from  the  .As.sistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  .Affairs,  Departrnent  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  the  provi- 
sion of  defense  hardware  and  services  to  Ar- 
gentina (Transmittal  No.  DTC-20-95).  pursu- 
ant to  22  use  2776(c);  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

831  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  .Affairs,  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  production 
of  major  military  equipment  with  the  Czech 
Republic  (Transmittal  No.  DTC-21-95),  pur- 
suant to  22  use.  2776(d);  to  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations 

832.  .A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  his  dec- 
laration of  a  national  emergency  with  re- 
spect to  Iran,  pursuant  to  50  U.S.C  1703(b) 
and  50  U  S.C  1631  (H.  Doc,  No  104-70);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed 

833.  A  letter  from  the  .Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Legislative  .Affairs,  transmitting 
copies  of  the  original  report  of  political  con- 
tributions by  Timothy  Michael  Carney,  of 
Washington,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraor- 
dinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  to  the  Republic  of  the  Sudan,  and 
members  of  his  family,  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
3944(b)(2);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations 

834.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser    for    Treaty     Affairs,     Department     of 


State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered  into 
by  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  1  U.S.C. 
112b(a);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

835.  A  letter  from  the  Navy  Exchange  Serv- 
ice Command.  Department  of  the  Navy, 
transmitting  the  annual  pension  plan  report 
for  the  plan  year  ending  December  31.  1992. 
pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  9503(a)(1)(B);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

836  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  amend  title  49.  United  States 
Code  (Transportation),  to  eliminate  the  re- 
quirement for  preemployment  alcohol  test- 
ing in  the  mass  transit,  railroad,  motor  car- 
rier, and  aviation  industries,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure, 

837  A  letter  from  the  U.S.  Trade  Rep- 
resentative, transmitting  a  report  on  recent 
developments  regarding  implementation  of 
section  301  of  the  Trade  .Act  of  1974,  covering 
the  period  January  through  December  1994 
and  reflects  the  effectiveness  of  this  trade 
remedy  in  eliminating  or  reducing  foreign 
unfair  trade  practices,  pursuant  to  19  U.S  C. 
2419;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

838.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  US 
International  Trade  Commission,  transmit- 
ting a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  pro- 
vide authorization  of  appropriations  for  the 
U.S.  International  Trade  Commission  for  fis- 
cal year  1977.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1110;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

839.  A  letter  from  the  President.  U.S.  Insti- 
tute of  Peace,  transmitting  first,  the  report 
of  the  audit  of  the  Institute's  accounts  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994;  and  second,  the  Institute's 
report  entitled  ■Building  Peace — The  First 
Decade  and  Beyond.  "  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
4607(h);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities  and 
International  Relations. 

840  .A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's Annual  Report  to  the  Congress  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  Department  of  Energy  in  re- 
sponse to  recommendations  and  other  inter- 
actions with  the  Defense  Nuclear  Facilities 
Safety  Board,  pursuant  to  42  U.S.C.  2286etb). 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Commerce  and 
National  Security. 

841  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  amend  title  23.  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  for  the  designation  of  the 
National  Highway  System,  the  establish- 
ment of  certain  financing  improvements,  the 
creation  of  State  infrastructure  banks,  and 
for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
and  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

842  .A  letter  from  the  .Administrator. 
.Small  Business  Administration,  transmit- 
ting the  annual  report  on  minority  small 
business  and  capital  ownership  development 
for  fiscal  year  1994,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
100-656,  section  408  (102  Stat,  3877),  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Small  Business  and  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight 

843,  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Energy, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  authorize  privatization  of  the  Naval  Pe- 
troleum Reserves,  and  for  other  purposes; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Commerce, 
National  Security,  the  Budget,  and  Re- 
sources. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
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for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr  SHUSTEH  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  64  Resolution  authorizing  the 
1995  Special  Olympics  Torch  Relay  to  be  run 
through  the  Capitol  Grounds  (Rept.  104-113). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  QUILLEN:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  140.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  961 1  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (Rept 
104-114)  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska:  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. H.R.  1266  A  bill  to  provide  for  the 
exchange  of  lands  within  Admiralty  Island 
National  Monument,  and  for  other  purpo.ses; 
with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104-115).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  TORRES: 
H.R.  1578.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Indian  Gam- 
ing Regulatory  Act  to  provide  adequate  and 
certain  remedies  for  sovereign  tribal  govern- 
ments; to  the  Committee  on  Resources,  and 
in  addition  to  the  Committees  on  the  Judici- 
ary, and  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio; 
H.R.  1579.  A  bill  to  require  providers  of 
home  infusion  therapy  services  to  be  li- 
censed and  to  limit  physician  referrals  for 
home  infusion  therapy  services  in  which  the 
physician  has  a  financial  interest;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in  addition  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska  (for  himself. 
Mr.     Calvekt.     Mr.     Okton,     Mrs. 
VucANOVicH.     Mr.     Crf.mean.s.     Mr 
Hayworth.  Mr.   Stump.   Mr.  Skeen. 
Mr.    Crapo.    Mr.    Emerson,   and   Mr. 
Shadegg): 
H.R.  1580.  A  bill  to  amend  the  general  min- 
ing  laws    to   provid'   a   reasonable   royalty 
from  mineral  activities  on  Federal  lands,  to 
specify   reclamation   requirements   for  min- 
eral activities  on  Federal  lands,  to  create  a 
State  program  for  the  reclamation  of  aban- 
doned  hard   rock    mining   sites  on    Federal 
lands,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 
By  Mr  COOLEY: 
H  R.  1581.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture   to  convey  certain   lands  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture to  the  city  of  Sumpter.  OR;  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources 

By  Mr  CUNNINGHAM  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BiLBRAY.  Mr   Hunter,  and  Mr.  Pack- 
ard): 
H  R    1582.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air 
.Act   to   provide    for   the   reclassification   of 
downwind     nonattainment    areas,     and     for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

By  Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania: 
H  R    1583.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage;  to  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities. 


By  Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts: 
H.R.  1584.  A  bill  to  provide  that  Federal 
and  State  courts  and  agencies  may  not  re- 
quire that  legal  citations  in  which  copyright 
subsists  be  the  only  acceptable  submission  to 
such  courts  and  agencies  where  alternatives 
exist;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr  HERGER: 
H.R.  1585.  A  bill  to  expand  the  boundary  of 
the  Modoc  National  Forest  to  include  lands 
presently  owned  by  the  Bank  of  California. 
N.A.  Trustee,  to  facilitate  a  land  exchange 
with  the  Forest  Service,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Resources, 

By  Mr.  JACOBS: 
H  R.  1586.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  establish  a  continuing 
disability  review  account  in  the  Federal  dis- 
ability insurance  trust  fund  which  shall  be 
available  solely  for  expenditures  necessary 
to  carry  out  continuing  disability  reviews;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  JACOBS: 
H.R  1587.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  and  the  Social  Security  Act 
with  respect  to  the  establishment  and  juris- 
diction of  a  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  So- 
cial Security  Circuit;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr  JOHNSON  of  South  DakoU; 
H.R.  1588  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  relating  to  the  treatment 
of  livestock  sold  on  account  of  weather-re- 
lated conditions;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  KNOLLENBERG: 
H.R.  1589.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  exempt  from  the 
minimum  wage  and  overtime  requirements 
individuals  who  volunteer  their  time  in  order 
to  enhance  their  occupational  opportunities: 
to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  Rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  Rule  XXII,  bills  and  resolutions  of 
the  following  titles  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  ARCHER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

THOMAS): 

H.K  16J0.  A  bill  to  require  the  Trustees  of 
the  Medicare  trust  funds  to  report  rec- 
ommendations on  resolving  projected  finan- 
cial imbalance  in  Medicare  trust  funds;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  for 
a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by 
the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration 
of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By   Mr.   MARTINEZ  (for  himself.   Mr. 

Fattah.  Mr.  Dellums.  Ms    Waters. 

Mr.  Clav.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr. 

ABERCROMBiE.  Mr.  OWENS.  Mr  Scott. 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Ms.  VELAZ<5UE2. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Torres, 
Mr.  Serrano.  Mr.  Foglietta.  and  Mr. 
McDermott): 
H.R.   1591.   A   bill   to  establish  a  national 
public  works  program  to  provide  incentives 
for  the  creation  of  jobs  and  address  the  res- 
toration  of   infrastructure   in   communities 
across  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational   Opportunities,   and   in  addition 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
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detennined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  McKEON: 
H.R.  1592.  A  bill  to  require  the  Postmaster 
General  to  redraw  ZIP  code  boundaries  to  co- 
incide with  community  boundaries;  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

By  Mr.  MONTGOMERY  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Clybur.v.  and  Mr.  M.'iscarai: 
H.R.  1593.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  a  Veterans'  Em- 
ployment and  Training  Bill  of  Riphts.  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SAXTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Armey.  Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  Istook. 
Mrs.  Kelly.  Mrs.  Seastrand.  Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington,  Mr.  Hoke, 
Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Manzullo.  Mr.  Ewlng. 
Mr.  Sanford.  Mr.  LaHood.  Mrs.  Mey- 
ers of  Kansas.  Mr.  STUMP.  Mr. 
Scarborough.  Mr.  Upton.  Mr. 
Heine.ma.n.  Mr.  Lahgent.  Mr.  Smith 
of  Texas.  Mr.  Thornberry.  Mr.  Doo- 
little.         Mr  Ehrlich.         Mr. 

Rohrabacher.  Mr.  Cunni.ngham.  Mr. 
Salmon.  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  Boehner.  Mr.  Miller  of  Florida. 
Mrs.    Che.noweth.    Mr.    Herger.    Mr. 
Barton  of  Texas,  Mr.  Latham,  Mr. 
Livingston,        Mr.       Gekas.       Mr. 
Hilleary.  Mr.  Talent.  Mr.  Walsh. 
and  Mr.  DeLaY): 
H.R.  1594.  A  bill  to  place  restrictions  on  the 
promotion  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
other  Federal  agrencies  and  instrumentalities 
of  economically  targeted  investments  in  con- 
nection with  employee  benefit  plans;  to  the 
Committee    on    Economic    and    Educational 
Opportunities. 

By  Mr.  GINGRICH  <for  himself.  Mr. 
GiLMAN.  Mr.  Horn.  Mr.  Lazio  of  New 
York.  Mr.  Zi.mmer.  Mr.  Smith  of  New 
Jersey.  Mr.  Weller.  Mr.  DeLay.  Mr. 
Paxon.  Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  McIntosh. 
Ms.  Molinari.  Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  Ar- 
cher. Mrs.  Myrick.  Mr.  Nl'ssle.  Mrs. 
Vlcanovich.         Mr  Barr.         Mr. 

TORKILDSEN,  and  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana): 
H.R.  1595.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  reloca- 
tion of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel 
to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

By  Mr  SAXTON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey): 
H.R.  1596  A  bill  to  require  the  President  to 
notify  the  Congress  of  certain  arms  sales  to 
Saudi  Arabia  until  certain  outstanding  com- 
mercial disputes  between  United  States  na- 
tionals and  the  government  of  Saudi  Arabia 
are  resolved;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

By  Mr.  STUMP  (for  himself.  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan, and  Mr  EveretT): 
H.R.  1597.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  with  respect  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  Attorney  General  to  parole 
aliens  into  the  United  States;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  TRAFICANT: 
H  R   1598  A  bill  to  establish  a  definition  of 
made  in  .America  or  the  equivalent  thereof 
for  purtx)ses  of  Federal  law;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr  SKAGGS  (for  himself.  Ms. 
DeLauro.  Mr.  .Abercrombie.  Mr. 
Johnston  of  Florida.  Mr  Yates.  Mr. 
Fattah.  Mr  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Shays. 
Mr.  ToRRiCELLi.  Mr.  Owens.  Mrs. 
Clayton.  Ms.  Pelosi.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr. 


Berman.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Engel.  Mr. 
Torres.  Mr.  Ward.  Mr.  Serrano.  Mr. 
Romero-Barcelo.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr. 
McDERMarr.    Mr.   Tucker.    Ms.    Wa- 
ters.  Mr.    Frazer.   Mr.   Coyne.   Mr. 
Underwood,  Mr.  Manton.  Ms.  Lowey. 
Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Stark. 
Mr.  Markey.  and  Mr.  Schu.mer): 
H.  Con.  Res.  65.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Brady  Handgun  Violence  Prevention  Act.  the 
assault  weapons  ban.  and  the  restrictions  on 
the  transfer  of  handguns  to  juveniles  are  rea- 
sonable,  important,  and  effective  measures 
to  re^luce  crimes  of  violence;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By   Mr.    LEVIN  (for  himself  and   Mrs. 
Johnson  of  Connecticut): 
H.  Res.  141.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  House  regarding  United  States-Japan 
trade;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  SCOTT  (for  himself.  Mr   Reed. 
Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  Fattah.  Mr.  Frank 
of  Massachusetts,  and  Mr.  Berman  ); 
H.  Res.  142.  Resolution  amending  the  Rules 
of   the    House    of   Representatives    to   allow 
proxy    voting    in   committee    in    particular, 
limited  circumstances;  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

68.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  relative  to  urging 
the  U.S.  Congress  to  renew  the  highly  suc- 
cessful U.S.  Sugar  Program  in  the  1995  farm 
bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

69.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii,  relative  to  urging  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  renew  the  highly  successful  U.S. 
Sugar  Program  in  the  1995  farm  bill;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

70.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
Stale  of  Washington,  relative  to  requesting 
the  United  States  to  advocate  for  the  admis- 
sion of  Taiwan  to  the  United  Nations;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

71.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  relative  to  water  adju- 
dication; to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

72.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Maine,  relative 
to  Federal  mandates;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

73.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Washington,  rel- 
ative to  urging  Congress  to  use  transpor- 
tation funds  for  transportation  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

74.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  rel- 
ative to  memorializing  Congress  to  fund  the 
Amtrak  system  to  enable  it  to  continue  to 
serve  Minnesota;  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

75.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
sylvania, relative  to  memorializing  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  enact  legisla- 
tion to  allow  Federal  income  tax  deductions 
on  medical  expenditures  and  health  insur- 
ance premiums  purchased  by  the  self-em- 
ployed, and  other  individuals'  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII.  private 
bills   and   resolutions   were   introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 
By  Mr.  DAVIS: 

H.R.  1599.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of 
documentation  with  appropriate  endorse- 
ment for  employment  in  the  coastwise  trade 
of  the  United  States  for  the  vessel  Too  Much 
Fun.  to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mr  WISE: 

H.R.  1600.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Robert  and 
Dorothy  Shickle;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows; 

H  K  13:  Mr  SCHUMER.  Mr.  MEEHAN.  and 
Ms.  Lokoren. 

H.R.  58:  Mr  Barton  of  Texas  and  Mr. 
McCrery. 

H  R.  65:  Mr.  DeFazio  and  Mr.  Brya.nt  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  67:  Mr.  Minge.  Mr.  Petri,  and  Mr. 
Porter. 

H.R.  70:  Mr.  Bentsen  and  Mr.  Barton  of 
Texas 

H.R   89:  Mr.  HOSTETTLER. 

H.R.  103:  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr.  McHugh.  Mr 
Foley.  Mr.  Emkr.son.  and  Mr.  Cramer. 

H  R    104:  Mr.  DELAY. 

H  R.  109:  Mr.  JoHrJ.soN  of  South  Dakota  and 

Mrs.  ROUKK.MA. 

H  R   110:  Mr.  BURTONof  Indiana. 

H.R  244:  Mr.  Blute  and  Mr  NEAL,of  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

H.R.  248:  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  303:  Mr.  DeFazio  and  Mr.  Bryant  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  332:  Mr.  Faleomavaeoa. 

H.R.  390  Mr.  Cremeans.  Mr.  Bryant  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Whitfield.  Mr.  Salmon,  Mr. 
CR.'.PO.  and  Mr.  B.'.RRKTT  of  Wisconsin 

H.R.  393:  Mr.  Gf..)UEN.son. 

H.R.  394:  Mr.  Nethercutt.  Mr.  Callahan. 
Mr.  Rohrabacher.  Mr.  Horn.  Mr.  Hasting  of 
Washington.  Mr  John.ston  of  Florida.  Ms. 
Lofghen.  Mr.  Miller  of  Florida.  Mr.  Schae- 
fer.  Mr  DeFazio.  Mr.  Foley.  Mr.  Cramer. 
Mr.  Barton  of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Canady. 

H.R  407:  Mr  Ganske 

H.R   452:  Mr   Mkehan. 

H.R  468:  Mr  Frost.  Mr.  Weller.  Mr. 
Evans.  Mr  Filner.  Mr  Solomon.  Mr 
SCHIFF.  Mr  Gf„jdenson.  and  Mr  Gene  Green 
of  Texas 

H.R.  470:  Mr  Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Schiff.  Mr.  BLUTE, 
and  Mr.  Menendez 

H  R  488:  Mr.  Castle.  Mr.  Deutsch.  Mr. 
Fattah.  Mr.  Frisa.  Ms.  Norton.  Mr. 
Underwood.  Mr  Manton.  Mr  Lewis  of  Geor- 
gia, Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Klug.  and  Mr.  Mar- 
tinez. 

H.R.  520:  Mr.  HostettleR. 

H.R.  522:  Mrs.  JoHNSON  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  526:  Mr.  BuRR.  Mr.  Bliley.  and  Mr 
Johnson  of  South  Dakota 

H  R  530:  Mr  CLEMENT.  Mr  FiLNER.  Mr 
Tanner.  Mr.  Orton.  Mr.  Gallegly.  Mr 
McNuLTY.  and  Mr.  Duncan. 

H  R.  553:  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida  and  Ms. 
Jackson-Lee. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  Hayes.  Mr  Hall  of  Ohio.  Mr. 
Kolbe.  Mr  Ensign.  Mr.  Riggs.  Mr  Young  of 
Florida.     Mr.     Goodling.     Mr      Rose.     Mr 


Spratt.  Mrs.  Lincoln.  Mr.  McInnis.  Mr. 
Bunn  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Ehlers.  Mrs.  Chenoweth.  Mr.  Gutknecht. 
and  Mr.  Camp. 

H.R.  623:  Mr.  HEFNER. 

H.R.  661:  Mr.  Emerson. 

H  R.  704:  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo.  Mr. 
Hkkley.  Mr.  Fro.st.  and  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 

H.R.  733:  Mr.  Zimmer  and  Mr.  Rush. 

H.R.  734:  Mr.  ZiM.MER  and  Mr.  RUSH. 

H  R.  745:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  752:  Mr.  LaTourette. 

H.R.  753:  Ms.  EsHOO.  Mr.  SERRANO,  and  Mr. 
Vento. 

H.R.  757:  Mr.  STARK. 

H.R.  772:  Ms.  Danner.  Mr.  Ki.ECZKA,  Mr. 
Pomeroy.  Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Ja- 
cobs. Ms.  Roybal-Allard.  Mr.  Mineta.  Mr. 
Meehan.  Mr.  Cardin.  Ms.  Eshoo.  Mr.  An- 
drews. Mr.  Moakley.  Ms.  McCarthy.  Mr. 
Studds.  Mr.  Yates,  and  Mr.  Kildee. 

H.R.  783:  Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Skeen.  Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Holden.  Mr. 
Graham.  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Hoekstra. 
Mr.  Brownback.  Mr.  Thornberry.  and  Mr. 
Calvert. 

H.R.  784:  Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  McCRERY,  Mr. 
Thornberry,  Mr.  Gallegly.  and  Mr. 
Ho.stettler. 

H.R.  788:  Mr.  BartoN  of  Texas. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  Norwood.  Mr.  Hekger.  Mr. 
Heine.man.  Mr.  Doyle.  Mr.  Hobson,  Mr. 
Laughlin.  Mr.  GiLLMOR.  and  Mr.  Murtha. 

H  R  820:  Mrs.  Myrick.  Mr.  Ballenger.  Mr. 
Ki.iNK.  Mr.  Weldon  of  Pennsylvania.  Ms. 
Roybal-Allard,  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  Murtha,  and 
Mrs.  Fowler. 

H.R   833:  Mr.  SHAYS. 

H.R.  864:  Mr.  HiNCHEY.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr. 
Boucher.  Mr.  Parker,  Mr.  Cooley.  and  Mr. 
Shaw. 

H.R.  873:  Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr.  Nadler.  Mr. 
Luther.  Mr.  Farr.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr. 
TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Pallone.  Mr. 
Lewis  of  Georgia,  and  Mr.  Brownback. 

H  R  911:  Mr.  Holden  and  Mr.  Sisisky. 

MR  931:  Ms.  LowEY  and  Mr.  Gutierrez. 

H.R  940:  Ms.  Brown  of  Florida,  Mr.  DEL- 
lums.  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr.  Matsui,  Ms.  Norton. 
Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Saw^'ER,  Mr. 
Scott.  Mr.  Thompson.  Ms.  Woolsey.  and  Ms. 
Velazquez. 

H  R  945:  Mr.  Serrano.  Ms.  Lofgren,  Mr. 
Weldon  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Holden.  Mr. 
Gekas.  Mr.  Sa.xton.  Mr.  Bass.  Mr.  Yates. 
Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Pombo.  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr. 
Underwood.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  .Ackerman. 
Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida.  Ms.  Pelosi.  Mrs.  Mey- 
ers of  Kan.sas.  Mr.  OXLEY.  Ms.  Lowey.  Mr. 
Engel.  Mr.  Hutchin.son.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wis- 
consin. Mr.  Tiahrt.  Mr.  Zi.mmek.  Mr.  Riggs. 
Mr.  Whitfield.  Mr.  Lazio  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Buyer.  Mr.  Schumer.  Mr.  Forbes.  Mr. 
Merger.  Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Weller.  Mr.  Wise. 
Mr.  Frisa.  Mr,  Kan.iorski.  and  Mr.  Emerson, 

H.R.  966:  Mr,  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Conyers.  Mr.  Fazio  of  California.  Ms. 
Banner.  Mr,  Heineman.  Mr.  McCollum.  Ms. 
Norton,  and  Mr.  Sanders. 

H.R.  972:  Mr.  Hefner. 

H.R.  983:  Mr.  Clay.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr. 
Farr.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Oberstar. 
Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Yates.  Mr.  Torres,  and 
Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois. 

H.R.  1021:  Mr,  Andrews  and  Mr,  Stark. 

H.R,  1023:  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  .Andrews.  Mr. 
Doyle,  and  Mr.  Ober.star. 

H.R.  1024:  Mr.  Gocidlatte.  Mr.  GREENWOOD. 
Mr.  Boehner.  and  Mr.  Duncan, 

H,R,  1043:  Mrs,  FowLER, 

H,R.  1045:  Mr.  Buyer  and  Mr.  Burton  of  In- 
diana. 

H.R.  1066:  Mr.  Talent. 

H.R.  1073:  Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr,  Farr.  Mr. 
Gutierrez.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  LaFalce. 
and  Mr.  DURBIN. 


H.R.  1074:  Mr.  Farr.  Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr. 
Acker.man.  and  Mr.  LaFalce. 

H  R.   1079:   Mr.   DIAZBaLART.  Mr.  SERRANO, 

Mrs,  Seastrand.  Mr.  Wolf.  Ms.  Lowey.  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr. 
Stump.  Ms.  Brown  of  Florida.  Mr.  Dornan. 
Mr.  Blute.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mrs.  John.son  of  Con- 
necticut, and  Mr.  Bilirakis. 

H.R.  1085:  Mr.  Bunn  of  Oregon  and  Mr. 
Trafica.nt. 

H.R.  1090:  Mr.  Bishop.  Mr.  FiLNER.  and  Mr. 
Serrano. 

H.R.  1099:  Mr.  Saxton.  Mr.  Crapo,  Mr. 
Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr.  McCrery.  Mr. 
Herger.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Ensign. 
and  Ms.  WooLSEY. 

H.R.  1103:  Mr.  FOGLIETTA 

H  R.  1114:  Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  RoYCE,  Mr. 
DeLay.  Mr.  Pete  Geren  of  Texas.  Ms.  Dunn 
of  Washington.  Mr.  Bilbray.  Mr.  Ehlers. 
Mr.  Hilliard,  Mr.  Rohrabacher,  and  Mr. 
Livingston. 

H.R.  1118:  Mr.  HUNTER  and  Mr.  Norwood. 

H.R.  1119:  Mr.  Abercrombie,  Mr.  KING.  Mr. 
Martinez,  and  Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Da- 
kota. 

H.R.  1120:  Mr.  Cooley  and  Mrs. 
Waldholtz. 

H.R.  1136:  Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Becerra.  Mr. 
Bishop,  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  Clyburn.  Mr. 
Engel.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr. 
M.\TSUI.  Mr.  McDermott.  Mr.  Menendez.  Mr. 
Pallone.  Ms.  Rivers.  Mr.  Sanders.  Mr. 
Scott.  Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  Towns,  and  Mr. 
Wynn. 

H.R.  1143:  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  1144:  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  1145:  Mr.  Serra.no. 

H.R.  1152:  Mr.  LiPINSKl.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Ms. 
Norton.  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey.  Ms.  Kaptu;r.  Ms. 
Lowey,  and  Ms.  Furse. 

H.R.  1160:  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  1172:  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Washington.  Mr.  Pickett.  Mr  Schiff.  and 
Mr.  Manton. 

H.R.  1173:  Mr.  Tiahrt. 

H.R.  1204:  Mr.  BoEHNER.  Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr. 
Franks  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pete  Geren  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Ehlers.  Mr.  Wyden. 
and  Mr.  P.\yne  of  Virginia. 

H.R.  1229:  Mr.  Torricelli.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr. 
Bentsen.  Mr.  Stupak.  Mr.  Martinez,  and 
Mr.  DE  LA  Garza. 

H.R.  1243:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  1255:  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Cooley.  and  Mr.  Manzullo. 

H.R.  12.59:  Mr.  THOMPSON. 

H  R.  1264:  Mrs.  CLA^•TON.  Mr.  Fattah.  and 
Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.   1274:  Mr.  VELAZQUEZ  and  Mr.  MOOR- 

HEAD. 

H.R.  1291:  Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr. 
PosHARD.  and  Mr.  ZiMMER. 

H.R.  1318:  Mr.  Norwood. 

H.R.  1328:  Ms.  Molinari  and  Mr.  Fattah. 

H.R.  1331:  Mrs.  CLAPTON  and  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jerse.v. 

H.R.  1362:  Mr.  Knollenberg.  Mr.  Metcalf. 
Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Lucas, 
Mr.  Minge.  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr.  Barr.  Mr. 
LiNDER.  Mrs.  Waldholtz.  Mr.  Pickett,  Mr. 
Gallegly.  Mr  .Iones.  and  Ms.  Furse. 

H.R.  1385:  Mr.  Hefner. 

H  R  1422:  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Stupak.  Mr. 
Hilliard.  Ms.  Rivers,  and  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  1442:  Mrs.  Kennelly  and  Mrs.  SCHROE- 

DER. 

H.R.  1445:  Mr  BONO.  Mr.  Barr.  and  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  1448:  Mr.  Lewis  of  California.  Mr. 
TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Martinez.  Mr.  Jefferson, 
Mr.  McHale.  Mr.  Pickett.  Mr.  Skelton,  Mr. 
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Rohrabacher,  Mr.  Cox,  Mr.  Livingston,  and 
Mr.  Young  of  Florida. 

H.R.  1458:  Mr.  Hefner. 

H.R.  1460:  Mr.  King.  Ms.  Brown  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Hefley.  Mr.  McCollum.  Mr.  Minge.  Mr. 
RoYCE.  Mr.  Underwood,  and  Mr.  Schumer. 

H.R   1468:  Mr.  Hefner. 

H.R.  1482:  Mr.  HEFNER. 

H.R.  1487:  Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  METCALF.  Mr. 
RoYCE.  and  Mr.  Bono. 

H.R.  1496:  Mr.  Barton  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1499:  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mrs.  Seastrand.  Ms. 
Kaptur.  Mrs.  Morella.  Mr.  Stupak,  Mr. 
Canady,  Mr,  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr. 
Upton.  Ms.  Lofgren.  and  Mr.  Ney. 

H.R.  1500:  Ms.  DeLauro.  Mr.  DiXON.  Ms. 
Eshoo.  Mr.  Gordon.  Mr,  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  Mr.  Lipinski. 

H.R.  1512:  Mrs.  Chenoweth. 

H.R.  1516:  Mr.  Minge  and  Mr.  Po.shard. 

H.R.  1522:  Mr.  STARK  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  1523:  Mr  STARK  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  1524:  Mr.  STARK  and  Mr.  Lewts  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  1525:  Mr.  Stark  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  1533:  Mr.  BUYER.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr. 
Sensenbrenner.  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr.  Goodlatte, 
Mr.  Flanagan.  Mr,  Foley.  Mr.  Hanccx'K.  Mr. 
Hilleary.  Mrs.  Myrick.  and  Mr.  Du.ncan. 

H.R.  1547:  Mr.  OLVER. 

H.R.  1555:  Mr.  Deutsch. 

H.R.  1559:  Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr. 
Frost.  Mr.  Kleczka.  Mr.  Lipinski.  Mr.  Smith 
of  New  Jersey.  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mr.  Schu- 
mer. Mr.  Spratt.  and  Mr.  Stark. 

H.R.  1560:  Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr.  Murtha.  and 
Mr.  Sabo. 

H.J.  Res.  48:  Mr.  Barton  of  Texas. 

H.J.  Res.  74:  Mr.  RoYCE  and  Mr.  Souder. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Mr.  Hamilton.  Mr.  Kanjorski. 
Mr.  Lewis  of  California.  Mr.  Roemer.  and 
Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen. 

H.  Con.  Res.  21:  Ms.  Lowey  and  Ms. 
Lofgren. 

H.  Con.  Res.  25:  Mr.  Shays. 

H.  Con.  Res.  35:  Mr.  Manton. 

H.  Con.  Res.  42:  Mr.  HAMILTtiN.  Mr,  Trafi- 
cant.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr.  Klink. 
Mr.  Sisisky.  Mr  Meehan.  Mrs.  Morella.  Mr. 
Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Torres,  and 
Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.  Con.  Res.  45:  Mr.  Pastor.  Mr.  Evans, 
Mr.  Pomero-Barcelo,  Mr.  Clinger.  and  Mr. 
Ackerman. 

H.  I  -  Res.  50:  Mr.  Sisisky.  Mr.  Frank  of 
Massacnusetts.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Schumer. 
and  Mr.  Meehan. 

H.  Con.  Res.  54:  Mr.  Klink. 

H.  Con.  Res.  63:  Mr.  Barton  of  Texas,  Mr. 
Schumer.  Mr.  Zim.mer.  and  Mr.  Jones. 

H.  Con.  Res.  64:  Mr.  Traficant. 

H.  Res.  122:  Mr.  DeFazio  and  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.  Res.  124:  Mr.  Andrews.  Ms.  McKinney, 
and  Mr.  Torres. 

H.  Res.  138:  Mr.  Shays.  Mr  Herger,  Mr. 
Smith  of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Largent. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R.  743:  Mr.  Fattah. 

H.J.  Res.  87:  Mr.  Salmon. 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 
Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII. 
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20.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition  of 
the  Alexandria  City  Council.  Alexandria.  VA. 
relative  to  welfare  reform;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follow: 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  B.\chus 
AME.ND.MENT  No.  1;  Page  146.  line  21.  after 
the  period  insert  the  following; 
At  a  minimum,   the   term    small   business' 
shall  include  a  corporation,  partnership,  un- 
incorporated business,  and  sole  proprietor- 
ship employing  100  or  fewer  full  time  em- 
ployees. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Bachus 
AMENDMENT  No  2:  Page  213.  after  line  5.  in- 
sert the  followinET 

SEC.   5»7.   FEDERAL   POWER   ACT   PART   I 
PRajECTS. 

Section  SUiai  <X3  U  S  C.  1371(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  '.  or  (3)  "  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing; •;  (3)  applying  to  hydropower 
projects  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission  or  its 
successors  under  the  authority  of  part  I  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.); 
except  that  water  quality  certification,  un- 
less waived  or  denied,  shall  be  issued  for  such 
projects  under  section  401  and  the  water 
quality  conditions  in  those  certifications 
shall  become  conditions  on  project  licenses 
and  except  that  any  water  quality  certifi- 
cation conditions  or  denial  issued  under  sec- 
tion 401  shall  be  limited  to  consideration  of 
narrative  and  numeric  water  quality  criteria 
adopted  in  water  quality  standards  under 
section  303  and  such  conditions  shall  not  reg- 
ulate, or  such  denial  be  based  on.  water  use 
or  water  quantities;  or  (4)". 

Renumber  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
and  conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By;  Mr.  Boehlert 

AMENDMENT  No.  3;  Page  239.  strike  line  3 

and  all  that  follows  through  line  22  on  page 

322  and  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  VIII-WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 

.■KND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  801.  SHORT  TVTLE. 

This  ticlp  rr.iv   be  cited  as  the    'Wetlands 
and  Watershei  Management  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  802.  nNDINGS  ASD  PITIPOSES. 

(a>  Flsding.s— Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources; 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  flood 
and  storm  waters; 

(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
and  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources; 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species);  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  birding.  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation. 


(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3)  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are.  therefore, 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis.  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts. 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area.  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
gies must  take  into  consideration  private 
property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efficient 
use  of  scarce  Federal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

(2)  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner; 

(3)  to  reduce  inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal.  State,  and 
local  levels; 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners; 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  as  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  point  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control; 

(6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic general  permits  and  other  ap- 
proaches and  the  tailoring  of  policies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources; 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources; 

(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners; 

(9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed-based 
restoration  strategies  involving  all  levels  of 
government; 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  Increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States;  and 


(11)  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State. 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testine 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  1 1- 
sources  such  a.s  mitigation  bankint;. 
SEC.  803.  STATE,  LOCAL,  AND  LANDOWNER  TECH 

NICAL   A-SSrSTANCE  AND   COOPERA 

Tt\E  TKAININC. 

(a)  STATE  A.ND  Local  Technical  .'Assist- 
ance.—Upon  request,  the  Administrator,  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  St.i- 
and  local  governments  in  the  developmeiii 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404(e)  and  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pull  : 
tion  Control  Act.  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805.  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  Cooperative  Training.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804.  shall  conduct 
training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utiliza- 
tion of  wetlands  in  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  w  ■ 
land  planning,  wetland  evaluation.  mitKa 
tion  banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary. 

(c)  Private  Landowner  Technical  Assist- 
ance.— The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appropriate  Federal  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act.  and  restoring  wetlands. 
SEC.  804.  FEDERAL,  .STATE,  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 
MENT cck>rdinatim;  committee. 

(a)  Estahlishment.— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal. 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ordinating Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Committee"). 

(b)  Functions.— The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal.  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts, 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government; 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks; 

(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  cooperative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803: 

(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating  State  con- 
servation plans  and  strategies,  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  permitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6i  help  develop  a  national  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership— The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 


(2i  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
.Secretary. 

(3i  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

(4i  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

ifii  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
i-'ritor  who  will  represent  the  National 
(.'Tiivernor's  Association. 

(7)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National  As- 
.sociation  of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
;  Titor  who  will  represent  the  National 
1.'  MfTue  of  Cities. 

(9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  jointly  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
r>  k'ion.  If  the  Governors  from  a  region  can- 
I  ■  agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
•  I  h  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
'iitor  and  the  .Administrator  will  select  a 
representative  from  such  region. 

(d)  Terms.— Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6).  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  Vacancies.— A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  Pay— Members  shall  serve  without  pay. 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  .5703  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  CocHAiRPERSONS.— The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6).  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members)  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum —Two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings.— The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter.  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public 

SEC.  805.  STATE  AND  LOCAL  WETLAND  ION 
SERVA'nON  PLANS  AN'D  STRATE- 
GIES; GRANTS  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
IMPLEME.MTATION  OF  SECTION  404. 

(a)  State  Wetland  Conservation  Plans 
AND  Strategies.— Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  conservation 
plans  and  strategies  may  include: 

(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  resources. 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  those  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3)  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal. 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4>  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 


(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
management. 

(8)  Establishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  Local  Wetland  Plan- 
ning. Regulation,  and  Management  Pro- 
grams.—Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 
agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
.'Vet.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  ap- 
proaches. 

(3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

(c)  Grants  To  Facilitate  the  Implemen- 
tation OF  Section  404.— Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  permitting  pursuant  to  sections 
404(g)  and  404(h)  of  such  Act  through  State 
permitting  through  a  State  program.matic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 
force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404(e)  of  this 
Act. 

(d)  Maximu.m  Amount.— No  State  may  re- 
ceive more  than  S500.000  in  total  grants 
under  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (o  in  any  fis- 
cal year  and  more  than  S300.000  in  grants  for 
subsection  (a),  (b),  or  (o.  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share— The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent. 

(f)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  S15. 000.000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996,  1997,  1998. 
1999.  and  2000. 


SEC.  808.  NATIONAL  COOPERATIVE  WETLAND 
ECOSYSTEM  RESTORATION  STRAT 
ECY. 

(a)  Developme.nt— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals —The  goal  of  the  National  Co- 
operative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802,  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(c)  Functions —The  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 

(1)  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State, 
regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal.  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

(2)  involve  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3)  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  management  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  l)eing  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration;  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
methods  to  reduce  such  obstacles. 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DREDGED 
OR  FILL  MATERIAI. 

(a)  Section  401(a;  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: "The  Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Administrator,  establish  a  permit 
monitoring  and  tracking  programs  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis  to  monitor  the  cumulative  im- 
pact of  individual  and  general  permits  issued 
under  this  section.  This  program  shall  deter- 
mine the  impact  of  permitted  activities  in 
relationship  to  the  no  net  loss  goal.  Results 
shall  be  reported  biannually  to  Congress". 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  404(e)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "local,"  before  "State,  re- 
gional, or  nationwide  basis"  in  the  first  sen- 
tence. 

(c)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  404(e)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting "or  a  State  or  local  government  has 
failed  to  adequately  monitor  and  control  the 
individual  and  cumulative  adverse  effects  of 
activities  authorized  by  State  or  local  pro- 
grammatic general  permits.". 

(d)  Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Consistent  with  the  following  require- 
ments, the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  comment,  issue  State 
or  local  programmatic  general  permits  for 
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the  purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplica- 
tion of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and 
local  regulatory  programs: 

•(A>  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  State, 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  by  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(a).  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps  District  Engineer  and  the  Regional 
Administrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv'ice.  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and,  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addressed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activity.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  Engi- 
neer will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to.  national  security,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance.  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (b)(1). 

■•(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic genera!  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  government's  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan.  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include — 

■■<ii  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regulatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area; 

■■(ii)  mapping  of— 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 

••(II)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  areas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan;  and 

■■(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  in- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion; 

••(iii)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area;  and 

■  (iv)  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
monitoring  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 


ing, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan". 

(e)  Section  404(0  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following: 

■■(3)(A)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
following  shall  not  be  considered  navigable 
waters: 

••(i)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands. 

•(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

••(iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 
retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusively 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

•■(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
reasons. 

■■(v)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

■■(vi)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill.  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  States. 

■■(vii)  Artificial  stormwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

••(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a 
particular  water  body  unless  the  person  de- 
siring to  conduct  an  activity  in  that  water 
body  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption from  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion". 

SEC.  808.  TECHNICAI.  AS.SISTANCE  TO  PRIVATE 
LANDOWNERS,  CODIFICATION  OF 
REGULATIONS  AND  POLICIES. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include — 

••(.\)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
permit  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  J1,5,(K)0:  and 

••(B)  the  provision  of  technical  a.ssistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  meet  other 
goals  of  this  Act,  including  control  of 
nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

••(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation containing  all  Federal  regulations. 
general  permits,  and  regulatory  guidance 
letters  relevant  to  thp  permitting  of  activi- 
ties in  wetland  areas  pursuant  to  section 
404(a).  The  Secretary  and  the  Administrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochures 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing— 

•'(A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands, 

"(B)  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 

••(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant.". 
SEC.  809.  DELINEATION. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 


"(v)  The  United  States  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, the  United  States  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  other  Federal  agen- 
cies shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of  Engineers 
Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Jurisdictional 
Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  section  until  a 
new  manual  has  been  prepared  and  formally 
adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  with  input  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural 
Resources.  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service,  and  other  relevant  agencies  and 
adopted  after  field  testing,  hearing,  and  pub- 
lic comment.  .\ny  new  manual  shall  take 
into  account  the  conclusions  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  panel  concerning  the 
delineation  of  wetlands  The  Corps  in  co- 
operation with  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  shall  develop  materials  and  con- 
duct training  courses  for  consultants.  State, 
and  local  governments,  and  landowners  ex- 
plaining the  use  of  the  corps  1987  wetland 
manual  in  the  delineation  of  wetland  areas. 
The  Corps  in  cooperation  with  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  may  also,  in  co- 
operation with  the  States,  develop  supple- 
mental criteria  and  procedures  for  identi- 
fication of  regional  wetland  types.  Such  cri- 
teria and  procedures  may  include  supple- 
mental plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation" 

SEC.  810.  FAST  TRACK  FOR  MINOR  PF.RMITS. 

Section  104  i33  U  .S  C  l:111i  i.s  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(wKl)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
impacts. 

••(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

••(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities.". 

SEC.  811.  COMPENSATORY  MITIGATION. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C,  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(X)  Gener.^1,  Recjuirements.— (1)  Each 
permit  Lssued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  (C).  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 

••(A)  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 
wetlands  caused  by  activities  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

■•(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided; 

■■(C)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age; 

■■iD)  where  compensatory  mitigation  is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

■■(E)  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fail  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  andor  out-of-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 


the  watershed  including  participation  In  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y). 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permitee — 

••(A)  is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required; 

"(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

"(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  it  is  required" 

SEC.  812.  COOPERATTVTi  MITKiATION  VENTURES 
AND  MITIGATION  BANKS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(y)(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  .system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

"(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologic  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Mitigation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  b.v 
locating  projects  in  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance. 

••(B)  Parties  who  may  establish. mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  individuals. 

••(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

••(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  bod.v  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(xi. 

■•(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  shall  be  insured  to 
protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 

•'(F)  Methods  shall  be  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  discharges  or  alternations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c).  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

'•(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  Impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 


'■(H)  Compensation  ratios  for  restoration, 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting and  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of 
function  and  the  status  of  scientific  knowl- 
edge with  regard  to  compensation  for  indi- 
vidual wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  rel- 
evant factors  shall  be  specified.  A  minimum 
restoration  compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation. 

■■(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site;  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

••(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
specified. 

••(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided. 

••(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101(a)(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401  and  403). 
The  Secretary  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate; 

■•(.\)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks. 

■•(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
land functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

"(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

••(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values. 

■•(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

•'(F)  Techniques  and  incentives  for  involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 
Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  evaluat- 
ing mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures. The  Secretary  shall  also,  within  this 
time  period,  prepare  educational  materials 
and  conduct  training  programs  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive ventures.". 

SEC.     813.     WETLANDS     MONITORING    AND     RE- 
SEARCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  appro- 
priate Stale  and  local  government  entities, 
shall  initiate,  with  opportunity  for  public 
notice  and  comment,  a  research  program  of 
wetlands  and   watershed  management.   The 


purposes  of  the  research  program  shall  in- 
clude, but  not  be  limited— 

"(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  and 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23.  1985.  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection; 

••(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text: 

••(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  floodplain. 
stormwater.  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

••(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a).  404(e).  and  404(h)  in 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The  tracking  program  shall 
also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 
the  amount  required,  types  required,  and 
compliance.'. 
SEC.  814.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(28)  The  term  'wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 
water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  saturated  soil  conditions. 

••(29)  The  term  'discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material'  means  the  act  of  discharging  ana 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining, 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization,  flood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  flow,  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  typp  fii«;trihul:ion.  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

••(30)  The  term  •mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be. 
as  yet,  undefined. 

"(31)  The  term  'cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 
primary  goal  of  providing  compensation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

H.R.  961 
OFFERED  By:  MR.  BOEHLERT 

AMENDMENT  No.  4:  Page  115.  Strike  line  5 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  3  on  page 
117  and  insert  the  following; 

(n)  COASTAL  Zone  Management— Section 
6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization 
Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  1451  note)  is 
amended— 

(IJ  in  subsection  (aXl)— 
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(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  ■"Program  de- 
velopment.—"; and 

«B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 
approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 
agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
use.  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
dace  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  State's  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram"; 

(2i  in  subsection  (b).  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  il).  by  striking  'to  protect 
coastal  waters  generally  "  and  inserting  "'to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded": 

(3)  in  subsection  ib)(3>— 

(A)  by  striking  "The  implementation"  and 
inserting  -A  schedule  for  the  Implementa- 
tion"; and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years."  after  "from  time  to 
time"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)  by  adding-  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(7)  Identification  of  prioritv  areas.— A 
prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
which  management  measures  will  be  imple- 
mented."; 

(5i  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(5)  Conditional  approval.— The  Sec- 
retary and  Administrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  State's  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply"; 

i6)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  '".  1993. 
and  1994'    and  inserting  "through  2000";  and 

(7)   in  subsection  (h)(2MB)(iv)  by  striking 
"fiscal  year  1995"  and  inserting  "each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000". 
K.H  »t>i 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Boehlert 

.Amendment  No.  5;  Page  133.  strike  line  15 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  9  on  page 
170  and  insert  the  followins: 

SEC.        322.        .HLTVICIPAL       A.N'D        INDUSTRIAL 
STOR.WWATER  DISCHARGES. 

(a)  De.adli\e»— Section  402(p>  (33  U.S.C. 
1343(pii  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  '"1994"  and 
inserting  -^OOS  ";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  ""1993"  and 
inserting  "^OOS". 

(b)  PROHiBi-noN  ON  Numeric  Effluent  Lim- 
iTA"noNs  FOR  Municipal  Disch.arges.— Sec- 
tion 402(p)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  of  the  following: 

"(C)    Prohibition    on    numeric   effluent 

LIMITATIONS      FOR      MUNICIPAL     DISCHARGES.— 

Permits  for  municipal  separate  storm  sewers 
shall  not  include  numeric  effluent  limita- 
tions. ' 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 

accordingly. 

H.R.  961 
(Amendment  m  the  .Mature  of  a  Substitute) 

OFFERED  BY:  MR.  BOEHLERT 

A.MENDMEN-T  No.  6:  Strike  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  and  insert  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  .\ct  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995". 


(b)  Table  of  Contents.— 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  table  of  contents. 
Sec.  2.  Definition. 

Sec.  3.  Amendment  of  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 


TITLE  I- 


-RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 


Sec.  101.  Research,  investigations,  training, 
and  information. 

Sec.  102.  State  management  assistance. 

Sec.  103.  Mine  water  pollution  control. 

Sec.  104.  Water  sanitation  in  rural  and  Na- 
tive Alaska  villages. 

Sec.  106.  Authorization  of  appropriations  for 
Chesapeake  program. 

Sec.  106.  Great  Lakes  management. 

TITLE  II— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 

Sec.  201.  Uses  of  funds. 

Sec.  202.  Administration  of  closeout  of  con- 
struction grant  program. 

Sec.  203.  Sewage  collection  systems. 

Sec.  204.  Value  engineering  review. 

Sec.  205.  Grants  for  wastewater  treatment. 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

Sec.  301.  Arid  areas. 

Sec.  302.  Secondary  treatment. 

Sec.  303.  Federal  facilities. 

Sec.  304.  National  estuary  program. 

Sec.  305.  Nonpoint  source  management  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  306.  Coastal  zone  management. 

Sec.  307.  Comprehensive  watershed  manage- 
ment. 

Sec.  308.  Revision  of  effluent  limitations. 
TITLE  IV— PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 

Sec.  401.  Waste  treatment  systems  for  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  oper- 
ations. 

Sec.  402.  Municipal  and  industrial 

stormwater  discharges. 

Sec.  403.  Intake  credits. 

Sec.  404.  Combined  sewer  overflows. 

Sec.  405.  Abandoned  mines. 

Sec.  406.  Beneficial  use  of  biosolids. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Publicly  owned  treatment  works 
defined. 

Sec.  502.  Implementation  of  water  pollution 
laws  with  respect  to  vegetable 
oil. 

Sec.  503.  Needs  estimate. 

Sec.  504.  Food  processing  and  food  safety. 

Sec.  505.  Audit  dispute  resolution. 
TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

Sec.  601.  General  authority  for  capitaliza- 
tion grants. 

Sec.  602.  Capitalization  grant  agreements. 

Sec.  603.  Water  pollution  control  revolving 
loan  funds. 

Sec.  604.  Allotment  of  funds. 

Sec.  605.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  606.  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollu- 
tion control  revolving  funds. 
TITLE  VII-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  Technical  amendments. 

Sec.  702.  John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh 
Water  Quality  Research  Lab- 
oratory. 

Sec.  703.  Wastewater  service  for  colonias. 

Sec.  704.  Savings  in  municipal  drinking 
water  costs. 

TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  801.  Short  title. 

Sec.  802.  Findings  and  purposes. 

Sec.  803.  State,  local,  an<i  landowner  tech- 
nical assistance  and  coopera- 
tive training. 


Sec.  804.  Federal.  State,  and  Local  Govern- 
ment Coordinating  Committee. 

Sec.  805.  State  and  local  wetland  conserva- 
tion plans  and  strategies; 
grants  to  facilitate  the  imple- 
mentation of  section  404. 

Sec.  806.  National  cooperative  wetland  eco- 
s,ystem  restoration  strategy. 

Sec.  807.  Permits  for  discharge  of  dredged  or 
fill  material. 

Sec.  808.  Technical  a.ssistance  to  private 
landowners,  codification  of  reg- 
ulations and  policies. 

Sec.  809.  Delineation. 

Sec.  810.  Fast  track  for  minor  permits. 

Sec.  811.  Compensatory  mitigation. 

Sec.  812.  Cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
and  mitigation  banks. 

Sec.  813.  Wetlands  monitoring  and  research. 

Sec.  814.  Administrative  appeals. 

Sec.  815.  Cranberry  production. 

Sec.  816.  State  classification  systems. 

Sec.  817.  Definitions. 

SEC.  2.  DEFINITION. 

In  this  Act.  the  term  "Administrator" 
means  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  .\gency. 

SEC.  3.  AMENDMENT  OF  ^■EDERAL  WATER  POLLU- 
TION CO.VTROL  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251- 
1387). 

TITLE  I— RESEARCH  .\ND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

SEC.    101.    Rj:SF.ARrH.    INVESTIGATIONS,    TRAIN- 
ING. AND  INFORMATION. 

(a)  National  Pkogram.s.— Section  104(a)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  "":  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

""(7)  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  Fed- 
eral. State,  and  local  agencies,  conduct,  pro- 
mote, and  enconrage  to  t>i»  maximum  extent 
feasible,  in  watersheds  that  may  be  signifi- 
cantly affected  by  nonpoint  sources  of  pollu- 
tion, monitoring  and  measurement  of  water 
quality  by  means  and  methods  that  will  help 
to  identify  the  relative  contributions  of  par- 
ticular nonpoint  sources.  ". 

(b)  Grants  to  Local  Governme.nts. —Sec- 
tion 104(b)(3)  (33  use.  1254(b)(3))  is  amended 
by  inserting  "local  governments,"  after 
""interstate  agencies.". 

(c)  Technical  Assistance  for  Rural  and 
Small  Treatment  Works— Section  104(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1254(bi)  is  amended- 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

■■(8)  make  grants  to  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions to  provide  technical  assistance  and 
training  to  rural  and  small  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  to  enable  such  treatment 
works  to  achieve  and  maintain  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  Act;  and 

"(9)  disseminate  information  to  rural, 
small,  and  disadvantaged  communities  with 
respect  to  the  planning,  design,  construc- 
tion, and  operation  of  treatment  works.". 

(d)  Wastewater  Treatment  in  Impover- 
ished CoMMUNrriEs. —Section  104(q)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(q))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 


"(5)  Small  impoverished  communities.— 
"(A)  Grants— The  Administrator  may 
make  grants  to  States  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  to  provide 
wastewater  services  to  rural  communities  of 
3.000  or  less  that  are  not  currently  served  by 
any  sewage  collection  or  water  treatment 
system  and  are  severely  economically  dis- 
advantaged, as  determined  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

"(B)  Authorization —There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  para- 
graph $50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.". 

(6)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
Section  104(u)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(u))  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  "and  "  before  "(6)";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  "";  and  (7)  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(3),  (b)(8),  and 
(b)(9).  except  that  not  le.ss  than  20  percent  of 
the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
clause  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(8)  and  (b)(9)"'. 
SEC.  102.  STATE  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  106(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1256(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking   "and"  before  ""$75,000,000'"; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1990  "  the  following: 
■".  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1991  through  1995.  and  $150,000,000 
per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000"';  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"Stales    or    interstate    agencies    receiving 

grants  under  this  section  may  use  such  funds 
to  finance,  with  other  States  or  interstate 
agencies,  studies  and  projects  on  interstate 
issues  relating  to  such  programs. '". 
SEC.  103.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

Section  107  (33  U.S.C.  1257)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
-SEC.  107.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

■'(a)  Acidic  and  Othkr  Toxic  Mink  Drain- 
age.—The  Administrator  shall  establish  a 
program  to  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of 
measures  for  abatement  of  the  causes  and 
treatment  of  the  effects  of  acidic  and  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  within  qualified  hydro- 
logic  units  affected  by  past  coal  mining  prac- 
tices for  the  purpose  of  restoring  the  biologi- 
cal integrity  of  waters  within  such  units. 

"(b)  Grants.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Any  State  or  Indian 
tribe  may  apply  to  the  Administrator  for  a 
grant  for  any  project  which  provides  for 
abatement  of  the  causes  or  treatment  of  the 
effects  of  acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  affected 
by  past  coal  mining  practices. 

""(2)  Application  REguiREMENTs.— An  appli- 
cation submitted  to  the  Administrator  under 
this  section  shall  include  each  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(A)  An  identification  of  the  qualified  hy- 
drologic unit. 

""(B)  A  description  of  the  extent  to  which 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  is  affect- 
ing the  water  quality  and  biological  re- 
sources within  the  hydrologic  unit. 

"■(C)  An  identification  of  the  sources  of 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within 
the  hydrologic  unit 

•"(D)  An  identification  of  the  project  and 
the  measures  proposed  to  be  undertaken  to 
abate  the  causes  or  treat  the  effects  of  acidic 
or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within  the  hy- 
drologic unit. 

"(E)  The  cost  of  undertaking  the  proposed 
abatement  or  treatment  measures. 


•(c)  FEDERAL  Share.— 

•'(1)  In  general —The  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  receiving  grant  assistance 
under  this  section  shall  be  50  percent. 

••(2)  Lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way— Contributions  of  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  shall  be  credited  toward  the 
non-Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  a  project 
under  this  section  but  not  in  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding 25  percent  of  the  total  project  cost. 

••(3)  Operation  and  mai.ntenance— The 
non-Federal  interest  shall  bear  100  percent  of 
the  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  a 
project  under  this  section. 

••(d)  Prohibited  Projects— No  acidic  or 
other  toxic  mine  drainage  abatement  or 
treatment  project  may  receive  assistance 
under  this  section  if  the  project  would  ad- 
versely affect  the  free-flowing  characteris- 
tics of  any  river  segment  within  a  qualified 
hydrologic  unit. 

••(e)  Applications  From  Federal  Enti- 
ties.—Any  Federal  entity  may  apply  to  the 
Administrator  for  a  grant  under  this  section 
for  the  purposes  of  an  acidic  or  toxic  mine 
drainage  abatement  or  treatment  project 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  located  on 
lands  and  waters  under  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  such  entity. 

•■(f)  Approval— The  Administrator  shall 
approve  an  application  submitted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  or  (e)  after  determining 
that  the  application  meets  the  requirements 
of  this  section. 

••(g)  Qualified  Hydrologic  Unit  De- 
fined—For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  qualified  hydrologic  unit'  means  a  hy- 
drologic unit — 

••(1)  in  which  the  water  quality  has  been 
significantly  affected  by  acidic  or  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  from  past  coal  mining 
practices  in  a  manner  which  adversely  im- 
pacts biological  resources;  and 

••(2)  which  contains  lands  and  waters  eligi- 
ble for  assistance  under  title  IV  of  the  Sur- 
face Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977. "•. 

SEC.  1(M.  WATER  SANrTA^nON  IN  RURAL  AND  NA- 
TIVE ALASKA  VIU^GES. 

(a)  In  General —.Section  113  (33  U.S.C. 
1263)  is  amended  by  striking  the'  section 
heading  and  designation  and  subsections  (a) 
through  (f)  and  inserting  the  following: 

-SEC.  113.  ALASKA  VILLAGE  PROJECTS  AND  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  Grants— The  Administrator  is  au- 
thorized to  make  grants— 

•■(1)  for  the  development  and  construction 
of  facilities  which  provide  sanitation  serv- 
ices for  rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages; 

••(2)  for  training,  technical  assistance,  and 
educational  programs  relating  to  operation 
and  maintenance  for  sanitation  services  in 
rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages;  and 

"(3)  for  reasonable  costs  of  administering 
and  managing  grants  made  and  programs 
and  projects  carried  out  under  this  section; 
except  that  not  to  exceed  4  percent  of  the 
amount  of  any  grant  made  under  this  section 
may  be  made  for  such  costs. 

"(b)  Federal  Share— A  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
program  or  project  being  carried  out  with 
such  grant. 

""(c)  Specl\l  Rule— The  Administrator 
shall  award  grants  under  this  section  for 
project  construction  following  the  rules 
specified  in  subpart  H  of  part  1942  of  title  7 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

"(d)  Grants  to  State  for  Benefit  of  Vil- 
lages—Grants  under  this  section  may  be 
made  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  rural 
Alaska  villages  and  Alaska  Native  villages. 

'"(e)  Coordination.— In  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  subsection,  the  Administrator 
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is  directed  to  coordinate  efforts  between  the 
State  of  Alaska,  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  recipients  of  grants. 

"(f)  Funding— There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,000.0(X)  for  fiscal  years  be- 
ginning after  September  30.  1995.  to  carry  out 
this  section."'. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment —Section 
113(g)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(g)"'  the 
following:  "DEFINITIONS—  " 

SEC.   105.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  CHESAPEAKE  PROGRAM. 

Section  117(d)  (33  U.S.C.  1267(d))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  through  1995.  and  $3,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000"  after  "1990.  ":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  through  1995.  and  $18,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000"  after  "1990.  " 

SEC.  106.  GREAT  LAKES  MANAGEMENT. 

(a)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council  — 
(1)  In  general —Section  118  (33  U  S  C.  1268) 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(3) — 

(1)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B)  and  insert- 
ing the  following: 

"•(E)  'Council'  means  the  Great  Lakes  Re- 
search Council  established  by  subsection 
(d)(1);"; 

(ii)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (1); 

(iii)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (J)  and  inserting  ";  and":  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•"(K)  "Great  Lakes  research'  means  the  ap- 
plication of  scientific  or  engineering  exper- 
tise to  explain,  understand,  and  predict  a 
physical,  chemical,  biological,  or  socio- 
economic process,  or  the  interaction  of  1  or 
more  of  the  processes,  in  the  Great  Lakes 
ecosystem.": 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(d)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council  — 

"(1)  Establishment  of  council— There  is 
established  a  Great  Lakes  Research  Council. 

"'(2)  Duties  of  council— The  Council— 

••(A)  shall  advise  and  promote  the  coordi- 
nation of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  ac- 
tivities to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and 
ensure  greater  effectiveness  in  achieving 
protection  of  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
through  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Agreement; 

■"(B)  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph  and  bi- 
ennially thereafter  and  after  providing  op- 
portunity for  public  review  and  comment, 
shall  prepare  and  provide  to  interested  i>ar- 
ties  a  document  that  includes — 

""(i)  an  assessment  of  the  Great  Lakes  re- 
search activities  needed  to  fulfill  the  goals  of 
the  Great  Lakes  Water  Quality  Agreement; 

■•(ii)  an  assessment  of  Federal  expertise 
and  capabilities  in  the  activities  needed  to 
fulfill  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Agreement,  including  an  inventory 
of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  programs, 
projects,  facilities,  and  personnel;  and 

"(iii)  recommendations  for  long-term  and 
short-term  priorities  for  Federal  Great 
Lakes  research,  based  on  a  comparison  of  the 
assessments  conducted  under  clauses  (i)  and 
(li): 

•■(C)  shall  identify  topics  for  and  partici- 
pate in  meetings,  workshops,  symposia,  and 
conferences  on  Great  Lakes  research  issues: 
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"(D)  shall  make  recommendations  for  the 
uniform  collection  of  data  for  enhancingr 
Great  Lakes  research  and  management  pro- 
tocols relating  to  the  Great  Lakes  eco- 
system; 
"(E)  shall  advise  and  cooperate  in— 
"(i)  improving  the  compatible  integration 
of  multimedia  data  concerning  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem:  and 

■•(ii)  any  effort  to  establish  a  comprehen- 
sive multimedia  data  base  for  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem;  and 

■(F)  shall  ensure  that  the  results,  findings, 
and  information  regarding  Great  Lakes  re- 
search programs  conducted  or  sponsored  by 
the  Federal  Government  are  disseminated  in 
a  timely  manner,  and  in  useful  forms,  to  in- 
terested persons,  using  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable  mechanisms  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  the  dissemination,  such  as  the 
Great  Lakes  Research  Inventory  prepared  by 
the  International  Joint  Commission. 
"•(3i  Membkrship.— 

•■(A I  I.N  CENER.'LL.— The  Council  shall  con- 
sist of  1  research  manager  with  extensive 
knowledge  of.  and  scientific  expertise  and 
experience  in.  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
from  each  of  the  following  agencies  and  in- 
strumentalities: 
■■(i)  The  Agency. 

■•(ii)   The    National    Oceanic    and    Atmos- 
pheric Administration, 
"(iii)  The  National  Biological  Service, 
••(iv)  The  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

•■(V)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  expends  S1.(XX).(XX)  or  more  for 
a  fiscal  year  on  Great  Lakes  research. 

■•(vi)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  a  majority  of  the  Council 
membership  determines  should  be  rep- 
resented on  the  Council. 

•■(B)  No.s-VOTING  .MEMBERS.— At  the  request 
of  a  majority  of  the  Council  membership, 
any  person  who  is  a  representative  of  a  Fed- 
eral agency  or  instrumentality  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (A)  or  any  person  who  is  not 
a  Federal  employee  may  serve  as  a  nonvot- 
ing member  of  the  Council. 

■■(4)  Chairperson —The  chairperson  of  the 
Council  shall  be  a  member  of  the  Council 
from  an  agency  specified  in  clause  u).  (li).  or 
(iii)  of  paragraph  (3)(A)  who  is  elected  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Council. 
The  chairperson  shall  serve  as  chairperson 
for  a  period  of  2  years.  A  member  of  the 
Council  may  not  serve  as  chairperson  for 
more  than  2  consecutive  terms. 

■■(5)  EXPE.N.SES— While  performing  official 
duties  as  a  member  of  the  Council,  a  member 
shall  be  allowed  travel  or  transportation  ex- 
penses under  section  5703  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

■•(6)  Interage.ncy  cooperation.— The  head 
of  each  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality 
that  is  represented  on  the  Council— 

■I  A I  .shall  cooperate  with  the  Council  in 
implementing  the  recommendations  devel- 
oped under  paragraph  (2); 

■■(B)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson 
of  the  Council,  may  make  available,  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis  or  otherwise,  such  person- 
nel, services,  or  facilities  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  assist  the  Council  in  carrying  out 
the  duties  of  the  Council  under  this  section; 
and 

■(C)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson, 
shall  furnish  data  or  information  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Council  under 
this  section. 

(7)  International  cooperation— The 
Council  shall  cooperate,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable,  with  the  research  coordina- 
tion efforts  of  the  Council  of  Great  Lakes 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

of    the    International 


May  9,  1995 


May  9,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Research    Managers 
Joint  Commission. 

•■(8)  Reimbursement  kor  requested  ac- 
tivities.—Each  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality represented  on  the  Council  may 
reimburse  another  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality or  a  non-Federal  entity  for  costs 
associated  with  activities  authorized  under 
this  subsection  that  are  carried  out  by  the 
other  agency,  instrumentality,  or  entity  at 
the  request  of  the  Council. 

■■(9)  Federal  advisory  committee  act.— 
The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (5 
use.  App.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  Council. 

•■(10)  Effect  on  other  law.— Nothing  in 
this  subsection  affects  the  authority  of  any 
Federal  agency  or  instrumentality,  under 
any  law.  to  undertake  Great  Lakes  research 
activities."; 

(C)  in  subsection  ley— 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ••the  Pro- 
gram Office  and  the  Research  Office  shall 
prepare  a  joint  research  plan"^  and  inserting 
•the  Program  Office,  in  consultation  with 
the  Council,  shall  prepare  a  research  plan"; 
and 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (3)(A)  by  striking  ■the  Re- 
search Office,  the  Agency  for  Toxic  Sub- 
stances and  Disease  Registry,  and  Great 
Lakes  States'  and  inserting  "the  Council, 
the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry,  and  Great  Lakes  States.";  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (hi— 

(i)  by  adding  ••and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(1): 

(ii)  by  striking  •;  and^  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  inserting  a  period;  and 

(iii)  by  striking  paragraph  (3). 

(2)  Conforming  Amend.ment.— The  second 
sentence  of  section  403(a)  of  the  Marine  Pro- 
tection. Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  (16  U.S.C.  H47b<a))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing 'Great  Lakes  Research  Office  authorized 
under"  and  inserting  ■Great  Lakes  Research 
Council  established  by^". 

(b)  Consistency  of  Programs  With  Fed- 
eral Guidance —Section  118(c)(2)(C)  (33 
use.  1268(c)(2)(C))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  'For  purposes  of  this 
section,  a  State's  standards,  policies,  and 
procedures  shall  be  considered  consistent 
with  such  guidance  if  the  standards,  policies, 
and  procedures  are  based  on  scientifically 
defensible  judgments  and  policy  choices 
made  by  the  State  after  consideration  of  the 
guidance  and  provide  an  overall  level  of  pro- 
tection comparable  to  that  provided  by  the 
guidance,  taking  into  account  the  specific 
circumstances  of  the  State's  waters .". 

(c)  Reauthorization  of  Assessment  and 
Remediation  of  Contaminated  Sediments 
Program —Section  118(0(7)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)  Reauthorization  of  as.sessment  and 
remediation    of    contaminated    sediments 

PROGRAM  — 

"(i)  In  general— The  Administrator,  act- 
ing through  the  Program  Office,  in  consulta- 
tion and  cooperation  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  having  responsibility  for 
civil  works,  shall  conduct  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  involving  promising  technologies 
and  practices  to  remedy  contaminated  sedi- 
ments (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology)  at 
sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System,  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  appropriate. 

■■(ii)  Selection  of  sites.— In  selecting 
sites  for  the  pilot  projects,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  give  priority  consideration  to— 

■■(I)  the  Ashtabula  River  in  Ohio: 

■■(II)  the  Buffalo  River  in  New  York; 

••(III)  Duluth  and  Superior  Harbor  in  Min- 
nesota: 


••(IV)  the  Fox  River  in  Wisconsin: 

•■(V)  the  Grand  Calumet  River  in  Indiana: 
and 

■■(VI)  Saginaw  Bay  in  Michigan. 

"(iii)  Deadlines.— In  carrying  out  this  sub- 
paragraph, the  .^dministrator  shall— 

■■(I)  not  later  than  18  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph,  iden- 
tify at  least  3  sites  and  the  technologies  and 
practices  to  be  demonstrated  at  the  sites  (in- 
cluding at  least  1  full-scale  demonstration  of 
a  remediation  technology):  and 

"(II)  not  later  than  5  years  after  such  date 
of  enactment,  complete  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology). 

"(iv)  Additional  projects— The  Adminis- 
trator, acting  through  the  Program  Office,  in 
consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Army  having  re- 
sponsibility for  civil  works,  may  conduct  ad- 
ditional pilot-  and  full-scale  pilot  projects 
involving  promising  technologies  and  prac- 
tices at  sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System 
other  than  the  sites  selected  under  clau.se  (ii. 

■■(V)  Execution  of  projects.— The  Admin- 
istrator may  cooperate  with  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  having  responsibility 
for  civil  works  to  plan,  engineer,  design,  and 
execute  pilot  projects  under  this  subpara- 
graph 

■■(Vi)  Non-federal  contribltions.— The 
Administrator  may  accept  non-Federal  con- 
tributions to  carry  out  pilot  projects  under 
this  subparagraph 

••(vii)  Authorization  of  appropriations — 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subparagraph  J3. 500. 000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000. 

■■(E)  Technical  inform.ation  and  assist- 
ance.— 

"(i)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  act- 
ing through  the  Program  Office,  may  provide 
technical  information  and  assistance  involv- 
ing technologies  and  practices  for  remedi- 
ation of  contaminated  sediments  to  persons 
that  request  the  information  or  assistance 

■•(ii)  Technical  assistance  priorities —In 
providing  technical  assistance  under  this 
subparagraph,  the  Administrator,  acting 
through  the  Program  Office,  shall  give  spe- 
cial priority  tu  requests  for  integrated  as- 
sessments of.  and  recommendations  regard- 
ing, remediation  technologies  and  practices 
for  contaminated  sediments  at  Great  Lakes 
areas  of  concern. 

■•(iii)  Coordination  with  other  de.m- 
ON-STRations  — The  Administrator  shall- 

••(I)  coordinate  technology  demonstrations 
conducted  under  this  subparagraph  with 
other  federally  assisted  demonstrations  of 
contaminated  sediment  remediation  tech- 
nologies: and 

■■(II)  share  information  from  the  dem- 
onstrations conducted  under  this  subpara- 
graph with  the  other  demonstrations. 

■  (iv)  Other  sedi.ment  remedia'hon  activi- 
■nES— Nothing  in  this  subparagraph  limits 
the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  carry 
out  sediment  remediation  activities  under 
other  laws. 

■■(V)  Authorization  of  appropriations  — 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry    out    this    subparagraph    $1000.000    for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  throuRh  2000   ' 
(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.- 

(1)  Research  and  management— Section 
118(e)(3)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1268(e)(3)(B))  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ■.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  year  1995.  and  $4,000,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997. 
and  1998' 

(2)  Great  lakes  programs —Section  118(h) 
(33  U.S.C.  1268(h))  is  amended— 


i.-\)  by  striking  ■and'^  before  ■$25,000,000"": 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  "". 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1995.  and  $17,500,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000". 

TITLE  II-CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 
SEC.  201.  USES  OF  FtTNDS. 

(a)  Nonpoint  Source  Program.— Section 
201(KK1>  (33  U.S.C.  1281(gMl))  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence  and  all  that  follows  through  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  of  the  last  sentence  and  in- 
serting the  following:  "'and  for  any  purpose 
for  which  a  grant  may  be  made  under  sec- 
tions 319(h)  and  319(i)  of  this  Act  (including 
any  innovative  and  alternative  approaches 
for  the  control  of  nonpoint  sources  of  pollu- 
tion).". 

(b)  Retroactive  Eligibility.— Section 
201(g)(1)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following:  "The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  States,  shall  develop 
procedures  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  ret- 
roactive eligibilit.v  and  provision  of  grant 
funding  for  facilities  already  under  construc- 
tion."'. 

SEC.    202.    ADMINISTRATION    OF    CLOSEOLT    OF 
CONSTRUCTION  GRANT  PROGRAM. 

Section  205(g)(1)  (33  U.S.C  1285(g)(1))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■The  .'\dministrator  may  negotiate  an  an- 
nual budget  with  a  State  for  the  purpose  of 
administering  the  closeout  of  the  State"s 
construction  grants  program  under  this 
title.  Sums  made  available  for  administering 
such  closeout  shall  be  subtracted  from 
amount.s  remaining  available  for  obligation 
under  the  State's  construction  grant  pro- 
gram under  this  title.". 
SEC.  203.  SEWAGE  COLLECHON  SYSTEMS. 

Section  211(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1291(aii  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  clause  (I)  by  striking  "an  existing 
collection  system"'  and  inserting  "a  collec- 
tion system  existing  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995":  and 

(2)  in  clause  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  ""an  existinjj  community" 
and  inserting  "a  community  existing  on  such 
date  of  enactment"":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "sufficient  existing"  and 
inserting  "sufficient  capacity  existing  on 
such  date  of  enactment". 

SEC.  204.  VALUE  ENGINEERING  REVIEW. 

Section  218(ci  (33  U.S.C.  1298(c))  is  amended 
by  striking  $10,000,000"  and  inserting 
"$25,000,000". 

SEC.    205.    GRA.NTS    FOR    WASTEWATER    TREAT 
MENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Localities.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  under  title  II  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  ap- 
propriate instrumentalities  for  the  purpose 
of  construction  of  treatment  works  (includ- 
ing combined  sewer  overflow  facilities)  to 
serve  coastal  localities.  No  less  than 
$10,000,000  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall 
be  used  for  water  infrastructure  improve- 
ments in  New  Orleans,  no  less  than  $3,000,000 
of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be  used 
for  water  infrastructure  improvements  in 
Bristol  County.  Massachusetts,  and  no  less 
than  '%  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be 
used  to  assist  localities  that  meet  both  of 
the  following  criteria: 

(1)  Nkkd.— A  locality  that  has  over 
$2,000,000,000  in  category  I  treatment  needs 
documented  and  accepted  in  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency's  1992  Needs  Sur- 
vey database  as  of  February  4.  1993. 


(2)  Hardship.— A  locality  that  has 
wastewater  user  charges,  for  residential  use 
of  7.000  gallons  per  month  based  on  Ernst  & 
■young  National  Water  and  Wastewater  1992 
Rate  Survey,  greater  than  0.65  percent  of  1989 
median  household  income  for  the  metropoli- 
tan statistical  area  in  which  such  locality  is 
located  as  measured  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census. 

(b)  Federal  Share.— Notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 202(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act.  the  Federal  share  of  grants 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  80  percent  of 
the  cost  of  construction,  and  the  non-Federal 
share  shall  be  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  con- 
struction. 

(c)  Small  Communities.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  to  States  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  assistance  for  the  con- 
struction of  treatment  works  to  serve  small 
communities  as  defined  by  the  State:  except 
that  the  term  "small  communities  "  may  not 
include  any  locality  with  a  population  great- 
er than  75.000.  Funds  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  subsection  shall  be  allotted  by  the 
Administrator  to  the  States  in  accordance 
with  the  allotment  formula  contained  in  sec- 
tion 604(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
making  grants  under  this  section  $300,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  Such  sums  shall  rema.  i 
available  until  expended  and  shall  be  equally 
divided  between  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  of 
this  section.  Such  authorization  of  appro- 
priation shall  take  effect  only  if  the  total 
amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996  to 
carry  out  title  VI  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  .Act  is  at  least  $3,000,000,000. 

TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 
SEC.  301.  AKID  AREAS. 

(a)  Constructed  Water  Conveyances.— 
Section  303(C)(2)  (33  U.S.C.  1313(c)(2))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)  Standards  for  constructed  water 
conveyances.— 

"(i)  Relevant  factors— If  a  State  exer- 
cises jurisdiction  over  constructed  water 
conveyances  in  establishing  standards  under 
this  section,  the  State  may  consider  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(I)  The  existing  and  planned  uses  of  water 
transported  in  a  conveyance  system. 

■■(II)  Any  water  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  any  return  flow  from  a  constructed 
water  conveyance  to  navigable  waters  and 
the  need  to  protect  downstream  users. 

••(Ill)  Management  practices  necessary  to 
maintain  the  conveyance  system. 

■■(IV)  Stale  or  regional  water  resources 
management  and  water  conservation  plans. 

"(V)  The  authorized  purpose  for  the  con- 
structed conveyance. 

•■(ii)  Relevant  uses.— If  a  State  adopts  or 
reviews  water  quality  standards  for  con- 
structed water  conveyances,  it  shall  not  be 
required  to  establish  recreation,  aquatic  life, 
or  fish  consumption  uses  for  such  systems  if 
the  uses  are  not  existing  or  reasonably  fore- 
seeable or  such  uses  impede  the  authorized 
uses  of  the  conveyance  system.". 

(b)  Criteria  and  Guidance  for  Ephemeral 
and  Effluent-Dependent  Streams.— Sec- 
tion 304(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(a))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(9)  Criteria  and  guidance  for  ephem- 
eral and  effluent-dependent  streams.— 

■■(A)  Development —Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  develop  and  publish — 
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"(i)  criteria  for  ephemeral  and  effluent-de- 
pendent streams:  and 

■■(ii)  guidance  to  the  States  on  develop- 
ment and  adoption  of  water  quality  stand- 
ards applicable  to  such  streams. 

"(B)  Factors.— The  criteria  and  guidance 
developed  under  subpara^jraph  (A)  shall  take 
into  account  the  limited  ability  of  ephem- 
eral and  effluent-dependent  streams  to  sup- 
port aquatic  life  and  certain  designated  uses, 
shall  include  consideration  of  the  role  the 
discharge  may  play  in  maintaining  the  flow 
or  level  of  such  waters,  and  shall  promote 
the  beneficial  use  of  reclaimed  water  pursu- 
ant to  section  lOKaidO).". 

(c)  Factors  recjuired  To  Be  Considered 
BY  administrator— Section  303(c)<4)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 
"In  revising  or  adopting  any  new  standard 
for  ephemeral  or  effluent-dependent  streams 
under  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator 
shall  consider  the  factors  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 304(a)(9)(B).". 

(d)  Definitions.— Section  502  (33  U.S.C. 
1362)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(21)  The  term  effluent-dependent  stream" 
means  a  stream  or  a  segment  thereof— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  which  the  flow  (based 
on  the  annual  average  expected  flow,  deter- 
mined by  calculating  the  average  mode  over 
a  10-year  period)  is  primarily  attributable  to 
the  discharge  of  treated  wastewater; 

"(B)  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  discharge  of 
treated  wastewater  and  other  primary  an- 
thropogenic surface  or  subsurface  Hows, 
would  be  an  ephemeral  stream;  or 

■■(C)  that  is  an  effluent-dependent  stream 
under  applicable  State  water  quality  stand- 
ards. 

"(22)  The  term  "ephemeral  stream'  means  a 
stream  or  segments  thereof  that  flows  peri- 
odically in  response  to  precipitation, 
snowmelt.  or  runoff. 

"(23)  The  term  ■constructed  water  convey- 
ance' means  a  manmade  water  transport  sys- 
tem constructed  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
porting water  in  a  waterway  that  is  not  and 
never  was  a  natural  perennial  waterway". 

SEC.  302.  SECONDARY  TREATMENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Discharges —Section  304(d) 
(33  U.S.C.  13H(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Coastal  discharges.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  any  municipal  wastewater 
treatment  facility  shall  be  deemed  the  equiv- 
alent of  a  secondary  treatment  facility  if 
each  of  the  following  requirements  is  met: 

"(A)  The  facility  employs  chemically  en- 
hanced primary  treatment. 

•■(B)  The  facility,  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  paragraph,  discharges  through 
an  ocean  outfall  into  an  open  marine  envi- 
ronment greater  than  4  miles  offshore  Into  a 
depth  greater  than  300  feet. 

"(C)  The  facility's  discharge  is  in  compli- 
ance with  all  local  and  State  water  quality 
standards  for  the  receiving  waters. 

"(D)  The  facility's  discharge  will  be  sub- 
ject to  an  ocean  monitoring  program  accept- 
able to  relevant  Federal  and  State  regu- 
latory agencies.". 

(b)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treat- 
ment Requirements.— 

(1)  In  general —Section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(s)  Modification  of  secondary  Treat- 
ment Requirements  — 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State,  shall  issue  a  10- 
year  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of 
this  section  with  respect  to  the  discharge  of 
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any  pollutant  from  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  into  marine  waters  which  are  at 
least  150  feet  deep  through  an  ocean  outfall 
which  discharges  at  least  1  mile  offshore,  if 
the  applicant  demonstrates  that — 

■<A)  there  is  an  applicable  ocean  plan  and 
the  facility's  discharge  is  in  compliance  with 
all  local  and  State  water  quality  standards 
for  the  receiving  waters; 

"(B)  the  facility's  discharge  will  be  subject 
to  an  ocean  monitoring  program  determined 
to  be  acceptable  by  relevant  Federal  and 
State  regulatory  agencies; 

■■(C>  the  applicant  has  an  Agency  approved 
pretreatment  plan  in  place;  and 

"(D)  the  applicant,  at  the  time  such  modi- 
fication becomes  effective,  will  be  discharg- 
ing effluent  which  has  received  at  least 
chemically  enhanced  primary  treatment  and 
achieves  a  monthly  average  of  75  percent  re- 
moval of  suspended  solids. 

•  (2l  DlSCH.\RGE  OF  ANY  POLLUTANT  INTO  MA- 
RINE WATERS  DEFINED.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  discharge  of  any  pol- 
lutant into  marine  waters'  means  a  dis- 
charge into  deep  waters  of  the  territorial  sea 
or  the  waters  of  the  contiguous  zone,  or  into 
saline  estuarine  waters  where  there  is  strong 
tidal  movement. 

••<3)  DEADLINE.— On  or  before  the  90th  day 
after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an  application 
for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1).  the 
Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  applicant  a 
modified  permit  under  section  402  or  a  writ- 
ten determination  that  the  application  does 
not  meet  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
subsection. 

"(4)  Effect  of  failure  to  respond.— If  the 
Administrator  does  not  respond  to  an  appli- 
cation for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  90th  day  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (3).  the  application  shall  be  deemed  ap- 
proved and  the  modification  sought  by  the 
applicant  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  succeed- 
ing 10-year  period.". 

(2)  Extension  of  application  deadline.— 
Section  301(j)  (33  U.S.C.  1311(j))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"(6)  Extension  of  application  deadline.— 
In  the  365-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  munici- 
palities may  apply  for  a  modification  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (s)  of  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section.". 

(c)  Modifications  for  S.mall  System 
Treat.ment  Technologies.— Section  301  (33 
U.S.C.  1311)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following; 

■■(t)  Modifications  for  Small  System 
Treatme.nt  Technologies— The  Adminis- 
trator, with  the  concurrence  of  the  State,  or 
a  State  with  an  approved  program  under  sec- 
tion 402  may  issue  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(l)(Bi  of  this  section  with  respect 
to  the  discharge  of  any  pollutant  from  a  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  serving  a  com- 
munity of  20.000  people  or  fewer  if  the  appli- 
cant demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Administrator  that — 

■■(1)  the  effluent  from  such  facility  origi- 
nates primarily  from  domestic  users;  and 

"(2)  such  facility  utilizes  a  properly  con- 
structed and  operated  alternative  treatment 
system  (including  recirculating  sand  filter 
systems,  constructed  wetlands,  and  oxida- 
tion lagoons)  which  is  equivalent  to  second- 
ary treatment  or  will  provide  in  the  receiv- 
ing waters  and  watershed  an  adequate  level 
of  protection  to  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment and  contribute  to  the  attainment  of 
water  quality  standards". 

(d)  Puerto  Rico.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C. 
1311)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 


"(u)  Puerto  Rico.— 

"(1)  Study  by  government  of  puerto 
RICO. — Not  later  than  3  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Govern- 
ment of  Puerto  Rico  may.  after  consultation 
with  the  Administrator,  initiate  a  study  of 
the  marine  environment  of  Anasco  Bay  off 
the  coast  of  the  Mayaguez  region  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  con- 
structing a  deepwater  outfall  for  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  located  at  Maya- 
guez. Puerto  Rico.  Such  study  shall  rec- 
ommend one  or  more  technically  feasible  lo- 
cations for  the  deepwater  outfall  based  on 
the  effects  of  such  outfall  on  the  marine  en- 
vironment. 

"(2)  Application  for  modification.— Not- 
withstanding subsection  (j)(l)(A).  not  later 
than  18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  an  application  may  be 
submitted  for  a  modification  pursuant  to 
subsection  (h)  of  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section  by  the  owner 
of  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  at 
Mayaguez.  Puerto  Rico,  for  a  deepwater 
outfall  at  a  location  recommended  in  the 
study  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

"(3)  iNmAL  determination —On  or  before 
the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an 
application  for  modification  under  paragraph 
(2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  ap- 
plicant a  draft  initial  determination  regard- 
ing the  modification  of  the  existing  permit. 

"(4)  Final  determin.ation.- On  or  before 
the  270th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of 
an  application  for  modification  under  para- 
graph (2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  a 
final  determination  regarding  such  modifica- 
tion. 

"(5)  EFFECmvENESS.— If  a  modification  is 
granted  pursuant  to  an  application  submit- 
ted under  this  subsection,  such  modification 
shall  be  effective  only  if  the  new  deepwater 
outfall  is  operational  within  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection.  In 
all  other  aspects,  such  modification  shall  be 
effective  for  the  period  applicable  to  all 
modifications  granted  under  subsection 
(h),". 

SEC.  303.  FEDERAL  FACILmES. 

(a)  Application  of  Certain  Provisions.— 
Section  313(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1323(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  all  preceding  subsection  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"SEC.  313.  FEDERAL  FACDJTIES  POLLUTION  CON- 
TROL. 

"(a)  applicability  of  federal.  state. 
Interstate,  and  Local  Laws.— 

"(l)  In  general.— Each  department,  agen- 
cy, or  instrumentality  of  the  executive,  leg- 
islative, and  judicial  branches  of  the  Federal 
Government — 

"(A)  having  jurisdiction  over  any  property 
or  facility,  or 

"(B)  engaged  in  any  activity  resulting,  or 
which  may  result,  in  the  discharge  or  runoff 
of  pollutants, 

and  each  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
in  the  performance  of  his  official  duties, 
shall  be  subject  to.  and  comply  with,  all  Fed- 
eral. State,  interstate,  and  local  require- 
ments, administrative  authority,  and  process 
and  sanctions  respecting  the  control  and 
abatement  of  water  pollution  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  any  non- 
governmental entity,  including  the  payment 
of  reasonable  service  charges. 

"(2)  Types  of  acthons  coveired.- Para- 
graph (1)  shall  apply— 

"(A)  to  any  requirement  whether  sub- 
stantive or  procedural  (including  any  record- 
keeping or  reporting  requirement,  any  re- 
quirement respecting  permits,  and  any  other 
requirement). 


"(B)  to  the  exercise  of  any  Federal.  State. 
or  local  administrative  authority,  and 

"(C)  to  any  process  and  sanction,  whether 
enforced  in  Federal.  State,  or  local  courts  or 
in  any  other  manner 

"(3)  Penalties  and  fines— The  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  and  local  substantive  and 
procedural  requirements,  administrative  au- 
thority, and  process  and  sanctions  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  include  all  administrative 
orders  and  all  civil  and  administrative  pen- 
alties and  fines.  regardle.ss  of  whether  such 
penalties  or  fines  are  punitive  or  coercive  in 
nature  or  are  imposed  for  isolated,  intermit- 
tent, or  continuing  violations. 
"(4)  Sovereign  immunity.— 
"(A)  Waiver.— The  United  States  hereby 
expressly  waives  any  immunity  otherwise 
applicable  to  the  United  States  with  respect 
to  any  requirement,  administrative  author- 
ity, and  process  and  sanctions  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  (including  any  Injunctive  re- 
lief, any  administrative  order,  any  civil  or 
administrative  penalty  or  fine  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (3).  or  any  reasonable  service 
charge). 

■(B)  Processing  fees.— The  reasonable 
service  charges  referred  to  in  this  paragraph 
include  fees  or  charges  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  processing  and  issuance  of  per- 
mits, renewal  of  permits,  amendments  to 
permits,  review  of  plans,  studies,  and  other 
documents,  and  inspection  and  monitoring  of 
facilities,  as  well  as  any  other  nondiscrim- 
inatory charges  that  are  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  a  Federal.  State,  interstate,  or 
local  water  pollution  regulatory  program. 
"(5)  Exemptions.— 

"(A)  General  authority  of  preside!^.— 
The  President  may  exempt  any  effiuent 
source  of  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality in  the  executive  branch  from  com- 
pliance with  any  requirement  to  which  para- 
graph (1)  applies  if  the  President  determines 
it  to  be  in  the  paramount  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  do  so;  except  that  no  ex- 
emption may  be  granted  from  the  require- 
ments of  section  306  or  307  of  this  Act. 

"(B)  Limitation.— No  exemptions  shall  be 
granted  under  subparagraph  (A)  due  to  lack 
of  appropriation  unless  the  President  shall 
have  specifically  requested  such  appropria- 
tion as  a  part  of  the  budgetary  piucess  and 
the  Congress  shall  have  failed  to  make  avail- 
able such  requested  appropriation. 

"(C)  Time  period.— Any  exemption  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  1  year,  but  additional  exemptions 
may  be  granted  for  periods  of  not  to  exceed 
1  year  upon  the  President's  making  a  new  de- 
termination. 

"(D)  Military  property— In  addition  to 
any  exemption  of  a  particular  effluent 
source,  the  President  may.  if  the  President 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  paramount  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  to  do  so.  issue  regu- 
lations exempting  from  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  any  weaponr.v. 
equipment,  aircraft,  vessels,  vehicles,  or 
other  classes  or  categories  of  property,  and 
access  to  such  property,  which  are  owned  or 
operated  by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  (including  the  Coast  Guard)  or  by  the 
National  Guard  of  any  State  and  which  are 
uniquely  military  in  nature.  The  President 
shall  reconsider  the  need  for  such  regula- 
tions at  3-year  intervals. 

"(E)  Reports— The  President  shall  report 
each  January  to  the  Congress  all  exemptions 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  grant- 
ed during  the  preceding  calendar  year,  to- 
gether with  the  President's  rea.son  for  grant- 
ing such  exemption. 

"(6)  Venue  —Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
be   construed    to    prevent   any   department. 


agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government,  or  any  officer,  agent,  or  em- 
ployee thereof  in  the  performance  of  official 
duties,  from  removing  to  the  appropriate 
Federal  district  court  any  proceeding  to 
which  the  department,  agency,  or  instrumen- 
tality or  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
is  subject  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any 
such  proceeding  may  be  removed  in  accord- 
ance with  chapter  89  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code. 

"(7)  Personal  liability  of  federal  em- 
ployees.—No  agent,  employee,  or  officer  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  personally  liable 
for  any  civil  penalty  under  any  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  or  local  water  pollution 
law  with  respect  to  any  act  or  omission 
within  the  scope  of  the  official  duties  of  the 
agent,  employee,  or  officer. 

"(8)  Criminal  sanctions— An  agent,  em- 
ployee, or  officer  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  subject  to  any  criminal  sanction  (includ- 
ing any  fine  or  imprisonment)  under  any 
Federal  or  State  water  pollution  law.  but  no 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial  branch 
of  the  F'ederal  Government  shall  be  subject 
to  any  such  sanction.". 

(b)  Funds  Collected  by  a  State.— Section 
313  (33  U.S.C.  1323)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(c)  Limitation  on  State  Use  of  Funds.— 
Unless  a  State  law  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection  or  a  State 
constitution  requires  the  funds  to  be  used  in 
a  different  manner,  all  funds  collected  by  a 
State  from  the  Federal  Government  in  pen- 
alties and  fines  imposed  for  the  violation  of 
a  substantive  or  procedural  requirement  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  used  by  a 
State  only  for  projects  designed  to  improve 
or  protect  the  environment  or  to  defray  the 
costs  of  environmental  protection  or  en- 
forcement.". 

(c)  Enforcement.— Section  313  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  Federal  Facility  Enforcement.— 

"(1)  Administrative  enforce.ment  by 
EPA.— The  .Administrator  may  commence  an 
administrative  enforcement  action  against 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
of  the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  pursuant 
to  the  enforcement  authorities  contained  in 
this  Act. 

"(2)  Procedure— The  Administrator  shall 
initiate  an  administrative  enforcement  ac- 
tion against  a  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality under  this  subsection  in  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  circumstances 
as  an  action  would  be  initiated  against  any 
other  person  under  this  Act.  The  amount  of 
any  administrative  penalty  imposed  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  309(d)  of  this  Act. 

■■(3)  Voluntary  settlement.— Any  vol- 
untary resolution  or  settlement  of  an  action 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  set  forth  in  an 
administrative  consent  order. 

"(4)  Conferral  with  epa— No  administra- 
tive order  issued  to  a  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  under  this  section  shall  be- 
come final  until  such  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
confer  with  the  Administrator.". 

(di  Li.mitation  on  Actions  and  Right  of 
Interve.ntion.— Section  313  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••<e)  Li.mitation  on  Actions  and  Right  of 
Intervention.— Any  violation  with  respect 
to  which  the  Administrator  has  commenced 
and  is  diligently  prosecuting  an  action  under 
this  subsection,  or  for  which  the  Adminis- 
trator has  issued  a  final  order  and  the  viola- 


tor has  either  paid  a  penalty  or  fine  assessed 
under  this  subsection  or  is  subject  to  an  en- 
forceable schedule  of  corrective  actions. 
shall  not  be  the  subject  of  an  action  under 
section  505  of  this  Act.  In  any  action  under 
this  subsection,  any  citizen  may  intervene  as 
a  matter  of  right.". 

(e)  Definition  of  Person.— Section  502(5) 
(33  U.S.C.  1362(5))  is  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  "and 
includes  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States". 

(f)  Definition  of  Radioactive  Mate- 
RL^LS.— Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(24)  The  term  'radioactive  materials'  in- 
cludes source  materials,  special  nuclear  ma- 
terials, and  byproduct  materials  (as  such 
terms  are  defined  under  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954)  which  are  used,  produced,  or 
managed  at  facilities  not  licensed  by  the  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission;  except  that 
such  term  does  not  include  any  material 
which  is  discharged  from  a  vessel  or  other  fa- 
cility covered  by  Executive  Order  12344  (42 
U.S.C.  7158  note;  relating  to  the  Naval  Nu- 
clear Propulsion  Program).". 

(g)  Conforming  amendments.— Section 
313(b)  (33  U.S.C  1323(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)(1)"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(b)  Wastewater  Facilities.— 

"(1)  Cooperation  for  use  of  wastewater 

CONTROL  systems.—"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "Limita- 
tion ON  construction.—"  before  "Construc- 
tion"; and 

(3)  by  moving  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  2  ems 
to  the  right. 

(h)  Effective  Date— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall 
only  apply  to  violations  occurring  after  such 
date  of  enactment 

SEC.  304.  NA'nONAL  ESTUARY  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  Nation's  estuaries  are  a  vital  natu- 
ral resource  to  which  many  regional  econo- 
mies are  closely  tied. 

(2)  Many  of  the  Nation's  estuaries  are 
under  a  severe  threat  from  point  source  pol- 
lution and  polluted  run-off  (nonpoint  source 
pollution)  and  from  habitat  alteration  and 
destruction. 

(3)  Only  through  expanded  investments  in 
waste  water  treatment  and  other  water  and 
sediment  pollution  control  and  prevention 
efforts  can  the  environmental  and  economic 
values  of  the  Nation's  estuaries  be  restored 
and  protected. 

(4)  The  National  Estuary  Program  created 
under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  has  significantly  advanced  the  Nation's 
understanding  of  the  declining  condition  of 
the  Nation's  estuaries. 

(5)  The  National  Estuary  Program  has  also 
provided  precise  information  about  the  cor- 
rective and  preventative  measures  required 
to  reverse  the  degradation  of  water  and  sedi- 
ment quality  and  to  halt  the  alteration  and 
destruction  of  vital  habitat  in  the  Nation's 
estuaries. 

(6)  The  level  of  funding  available  to  States, 
municipalities,  and  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
is  inadequate,  and  additional  financial  re- 
sources must  be  provided. 

(7)  Funding  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
should  be  provided  under  the  State  revolving 
loan  fund  program  authorized  by  title  VI  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 


(8)  Authorization  levels  for  State  revolving 
loan  fund  capitalization  grants  should  be  in- 
creased by  an  amount  necessary  to  ensure 
the  achievement  of  the  goals  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(b)  Technical  Amendment.— Section 
320(a)(2)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(aK2)(B))  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  Priority  consideration.— The  Admin- 
istrator shall  give  priority  consideration 
under  this  section  to  Long  Island  Sound, 
New  York  and  Connecticut;  Narragansett 
Bay,  Rhode  Island;  Buzzards  Bay.  Massachu- 
setts; Massachusetts  Bay.  Massachusetts  (in- 
cluding Cape  Cod  Bay  and  Boston  Harbor); 
Puget  Sound.  Washington;  New  York-New 
Jersey  Harbor.  New  York  and  New  Jersey; 
Delaware  Bay.  Delaware  and  New  Jersey; 
Delaware  Inland  Bays.  Delaware;  Albemarle 
Sound.  North  Carolina;  Sarasota  Bay.  Flor- 
ida; San  Francisco  Bay.  California;  Santa 
Monica  Bay.  California;  Galveston  Bay. 
Texas;  Barataria-Terrebonne  Bay  estuary 
complex.  Louisiana;  Indian  River  Lagoon. 
Florida;  Charlotte  Harbor,  Florida;  Bamegat 
Bay.  New  Jersey;  and  Peconic  Bay.  New 
York". 

(c)  Grants.— Section  320(g)(2)  (33  U.S.C. 
1330(gK2))  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  im- 
plementation monitoring"  after  "develop- 
ment". 

(d)  Ain-HORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS  — 

Section  320(i)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(i))  is  amended 
by  striking  "1987"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "1991"  and  inserting  the  following: 
"1987  through  1991,  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1995,  and 
J19.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000". 

SEC.  305.  NONPOINT  SOURCE  MA.NAGE.MENT  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  Review  and  Revision —Section  319(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1329(b))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Review  and  revision —Not  later  than 
18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  paragraph,  the  State  shall  review  and 
revise  the  report  required  by  this  subsection 
and  submit  such  revised  report  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval". 

(b)  Approval  or  Disapproval  of  Manage- 
ment Programs.— Section  319(d)(1)  (33  U.S.C. 
1329(d)(1))  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  re- 
vised management  program"  after  "manage- 
ment program"  each  place  it  appears. 

(c)  Grants  for  Protecting  Ground  Water 
Quality.— Section  319<i)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 
1329(i)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  "'$150,000  " 
and  inserting  "'$500,000". 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
Section  319(j)  (33  U.S.C.  1329(j))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking    'and  "  before    "$130,000,000"; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1991  "  the  following: 
".  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1995.  $100,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  $150,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$200,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998.  $250,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1999,  and  $300,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  2000";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "$7,500,000"  and  inserting 
"•$25,000,000  ". 

(e)  Agricultural  Inputs— Section  319  (33 
use.  1329)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(O)  AGRICULTURAL  INPUTS.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act.  any  land  application  of 
livestock  manure  shall  not  be  considered  a 
point  source  and  shall  be  subject  to  enforce- 
ment only  under  this  section." 
SEC.  306.  COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEMENT. 

Section  6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reau- 
thorization Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C. 
1451  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1) — 
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(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "Program  de- 
velopment.—"; and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
•(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 

approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 
agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
use.  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  State's  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b),  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "to  protect 
coastal  waters  generally  "  and  inserting  "to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded": 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(3>— 

(A)  by  striking  'The  implementation"  and 
inserting  "A  schedule  for  the  implementa- 
tion": and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years."  after  "from  time  to 
time"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(7)   iDENTIFICA'nON  OF  PRIORTTY   AREAS.— A 

prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
which  management  measures  will  be  imple- 
mented.'; 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(5)  CONDITIONAL  APPROVAL.— The  Sec- 
retary and  Administrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  State's  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply."; 

(6)  in  subsection  (hXl)  by  striking  ".  1993. 
and  1994"  and  inserting  "through  2000";  and 

(7)  In  subsection  (h)(2)(B)(iv)  by  striking 
"fiscal  year  1995  "  and  inserting  "each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000". 

SEC.    307.    COMPREHENSrVE    WATERSHED    MAN- 
AGEMENT. 
(a)  IN  Gener.m,  -Title  III  (33  U.S.C.  1300- 
1330)  is  amended  bv  aMing  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

-SEC.    321.   COMPREHENSIVE   WATERSHED    MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

"(a)  Findings.  Purpose,  and  Defini- 
tions.— 

"(1)  Findings —Congress  finds  that  com- 
prehensive watershed  management  will  fur- 
ther the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  Act  by — 

■■(A)  identifying  more  fully  water  quality 
impairments  and  the  pollutants,  sources,  and 
activities  causing  the  impairments: 

■(B)  integrating  water  protection  quality 
efforts  under  this  Act  with  other  natural  re- 
source protection  efforts,  including  Federal 
efforts  to  define  and  protect  ecological  sys- 
tems (including  the  waters  and  the  living  re- 
sources supported  by  the  waters): 

"(C)  defining  long-term  social,  economic, 
and  natural  resource  objectives  and  the 
water  quality  necessary  to  attain  or  main- 
tain the  objectives: 

"(D)  increasing,  through  citizen  participa- 
tion in  the  watershed  management  process, 
public  support  for  improved  water  quality: 

"(E)  identifying  priority  water  quality 
problems  that  need  immediate  attention: 
and 

"(F)  identifying  the  most  cost-effective 
measures  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
Act. 


■•(2)  PURPOSE.— The  purpose  of  this  section 
is  to  encourage  comprehensive  watershed 
management  in  maintaining  and  enhancing 
water  quality,  in  restoring  and  protecting 
living  resources  supported  by  the  waters,  and 
in  ensuring  waters  of  a  quality  sufficient  to 
meet  human  needs,  including  water  supply 
and  recreation. 

"(3)  Definitions.— In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Ecosystem.— The  term  ecosystem' 
means  the  community  of  plants  and  animals 
(including  humans)  and  the  environment  (in- 
cluding surface  water,  the  ground  water  with 
which  it  interacts,  and  riparian  areas)  upon 
which  that  community  depends. 

"(B)  Environmental  objectives.— The 
term  'environmental  objectives'  means  the 
goals  specified  by  States  or  State-designated 
watershed  management  entities  to  protect, 
restore,  and  maintain  water  resources  and 
aquatic  ecosystems  within  a  watershed,  in- 
cluding applicable  water  quality  standards 
and  wetlands  protection  goals  established 
under  the  Act. 

"(C)  State.— The  term  State"  Includes  In- 
dian tribes  eligible  under  section  518(e). 

••(b)  State  Watershed  Pr(X}ram.— 

••(1)  Submittal.— A  State,  at  any  time, 
may  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval a  watershed  management  program  for 
the  State. 

■•(2)  Approval.— The  Administrator  shall 
approve  a  State  watershed  program  submit- 
ted under  paragraph  (1)  if  the  program,  at  a 
minimum,  contains  the  following  elements: 

•■(A)  An  identification  of  the  State  agency 
generally  responsible  for  overseeing  and  ap- 
proving watershed  management  plans  and  a 
designation  of  watershed  management  enti- 
ties and  lead  responsibilities  for  such  enti- 
ties. Such  entities  may  include  other  State 
agencies  and  sub-State  agencies. 

"(B)  A  description  of  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram. In  determining  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram, the  State  may  choose  to  address  all 
watersheds  within  the  State  over  a  period  of 
time  or  to  concentrate  efforts  on  selected 
watersheds.  Within  each  watershed,  the  is- 
sues to  be  addressed  should  be  based  on  a 
comprehensive  analysis  of  the  problems 
within  the  watershed.  The  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram may  expand  over  a  period  of  time  both 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  watersheds  and 
the  issues  addressed  by  the  program. 

■•(C)  An  identification  of  watershed  man- 
agement units  for  which  watershed  manage- 
ment plans  will  be  developed.  In  selecting 
such  units,  the  State  shall  consider  those 
waters  in  the  State  that  are  water  quality 
threatened  or  impaired  or  are  otherwise  in 
need  of  special  protection.  To  the  extent 
practicable,  the  boundaries  of  each  water- 
shed management  unit  shall  be  consistent 
with  United  States  Geological  Service 
hydrological  units. 

'•(D)  A  description  of  activities  required  of 
watershed  management  entities  (as  specified 
under  subsection  (0(1))  and  a  description  of 
the  State's  approval  process  for  watershed 
management  plans. 

■■(E>  A  specification  of  an  effective  public 
participation  process,  including  procedures 
to  encourage  the  public  to  participate  in  de- 
veloping and  implementing  watershed  man- 
agement plans. 

"(F)  An  identiSication  of  the  statewide  en- 
vironmental objectives  that  will  be  pursued 
in  each  watershed.  Such  objectives,  at  a  min- 
imum, shall  include  State  water  quality 
standards  and  goals  under  this  Act.  and.  as 
appropriate,  other  objectives  such  as  habitat 
restoration  and  biological  diversity. 

■■(2)  Deadline.— The  Administrator,  after 
consultation   with   other   Federal   agencies. 


shall  approve  or  disapprove  a  State  water- 
shed program  submitted  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  180th  day  following  the  date 
of  the  submittal.  If  a  State  watershed  pro 
gram  is  disapproved,  the  State  may  moiiifv 
and  resubmit  its  program  under  paragraph 
(1). 

■•(3)  Annual  report —a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  sub- 
section shall  provide  to  the  .Administrator 
an  annual  report  summarizing  the  status  of 
the  program,  including  a  description  of  any 
modifications  to  the  program.  An  annual  re- 
port submitted  under  this  section  may  be 
used  by  the  State  to  satisfy  reporting  re- 
quirements under  sections  106.  314.  319.  and 
320. 

■(4)  Effective  period  of  approvals— An 
approval  of  a  Stale  watershed  program  under 
paragraph  (2)  shall  remain  in  effect  for  a  5- 
year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  ap- 
proval and  may  be  renewed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

■■(5)  Withdrawal  of  approval— Whenever 
the  Administrator  determines  after  public 
hearing  that  a  State  is  not  administering  a 
watershed  program  approved  under  para- 
graph (2)  in  accordance  with  requirements  of 
this  section,  he  shall  so  notify  the  State  and, 
if  appropriate  corrective  action  is  not  taken 
within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  90 
days,  the  Administrator  shall  withdraw  ap- 
proval of  such  program.  The  .Administrator 
shall  not  withdraw  approval  of  any  such  pro- 
gram unless  he  shall  first  have  notified  the 
State,  and  made  public,  in  writing,  the  rea^ 
sons  for  such  withdrawal. 

■(c)  Designation  of  Additional  Watkr 
SHED  Management  Units  and  Entities.— a 
State  with  an  approved  watershed  program 
under  this  section  may  modify  such  program 
at  any  time  in  order  to  designate  additional 
watershed  management  units  and  entities. 
including  lead  responsibilities,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  and  implementing  water- 
shed management  plans. 

••(d)  Eligible  w.\tershed  Management 
and  Planning  .Activities.— The  following 
watershed  management  activities  are  eligi- 
ble to  receive  assistance  from  the  Adminis- 
trator under  sections  205(j),  319(h),  and  604(b): 

••(1)  Characterizing  waters  and  land  uses. 

••(2)  Identifying  problems  within  a  water- 
shed. 

••(3)  Selecting  short-term  and  long-term 
goals  for  watershed  management. 

■■(4)  Developing  and  implementing  meas- 
ures and  practices  to  meet  identified  goals. 

■■(5)  Identifying  and  coordinating  project.s 
and  activities  necessary  to  restore  and  main- 
tain water  quality  or  meet  other  environ- 
mental objectives  within  the  watershed. 

■■(6)  Identifying  the  appropriate  institu- 
tional arrangements  to  carry  out  an  ap- 
proved watershed  management  plan. 

■■(7)  Updating  an  approved  watershed  man- 
agement plan. 

•(8)  .Any  other  activities  deemed  appro- 
priate by  the  .Administrator. 

■■(e)  Support  for  Watershed  Manage.ment 
AND  Planning  — 

"(1)  Interagency  committee.— There  is  es- 
tablished an  interagency  committee  to  sup- 
port comprehensive  watershed  management 
and  planning.  The  President  shall  appoint 
the  members  of  the  committee.  The  mem- 
bers shall  include  a  representative  from  each 
Federal  agency  that  carries  out  programs 
and  activities  that  may  have  a  significant 
impact  on  water  quality  or  other  natural  re- 
source values  that  may  be  appropriately  ad- 
dressed through  comprehensive  watershed 
management. 

(2)  Use  of  other  FUNDS  UNDER  THIS  ACT.— 
The  planning  and  implementation  activities 


carried  out  by  a  management  entity  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  may  be  carried  out  with 
funds  made  available  through  the  State  pur- 
suant to  sections  20,5(j).  319(h).  and  604(b). 
■(fi  Approved  Plans.— 
■■(li  MiNi.MUM  requirements.— A  State  with 
an  approved  watershed  program  may  approve 
a  watershed  management  plan  when  such 
plan  satisfies  the  following  conditions: 

■■(A)  If  the  watershed  includes  waters  that 
are  not  meeting  applicable  water  quality 
standards  under  this  Act  at  the  time  of  sub- 
mission, the  plan— 

"(i)  identifies  the  environmental  objectives 
of  the  plan  including,  at  a  minimum,  State 
water  quality  standards  and  goals  under  this 
Act.  and  any  other  environmental  objectives 
the  planning  entity  deems  appropriate; 

"(ii)  identifies  the  stressors,  pollutants, 
and  sources  causing  the  impairment; 

"(iii)  identifies  actions  necessary  to 
achieve  the  environmental  objectives  of  the 
plan,  including  source  reduction  of  pollut- 
ants to  achieve  any  allocated  load  reductions 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  section 
303(d)  and  the  priority  for  implementing  such 
actions; 

"(iv)  contains  an  implementation  plan, 
with  schedules,  milestones,  projected  com- 
pletion dates,  and  the  identification  of  those 
persons  responsible  for  implementing  the  ac- 
tions, demonstrating  that  water  quality 
standards  will  be  attained  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  deadlines 
in  applicable  sections  of  this  Act  and  all 
other  environmental  objectives  identified  in 
the  watershed  management  plan  will  be  at- 
tained as  expeditiously  as  practicable; 

'•(V)  contains  an  effective  public  participa- 
tion process  in  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  plan; 

"(vi)  specifies  a  process  to  monitor  and 
evaluate  progress  toward  meeting  environ- 
mental objectives;  and 

"(vii)  specifies  a  process  to  revise  the  plan 
as  needed. 

•■(B)  For  those  waters  in  the  watershed  at- 
taining water  quality  standards  at  the  time 
of  submission  (including  threatened  waters), 
the  plan  identifies  those  projects  and  activi- 
ties necessary  to  maintain  water  quality 
standards  and  attain  or  maintain  other  envi- 
ronmental objectives  in  the  future. 

■■(2)  Terms  of  plan  and  plan  approval.— 
Each  plan  submitted  and  approved  under  this 
subsection  shall  extend  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  5  years  and  include  a  planning  and 
implementation  schedule  with  milestones 
and  completion  dates  within  that  period.  The 
approval  by  the  State  of  a  plan  shall  apply 
for  a  period  not  exceed  5  years.  A  revised  and 
updated  plan  may  be  submitted  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  period  specified  in  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  for  approval  pursuant  to  the 
same  conditions  and  requirements  that  apply 
to  an  initial  plan  for  a  watershed  that  is  ap- 
proved pursuant  to  this  subsection, 

■■(g)  Incentives  for  Watershed  Manage- 
ment.— 
••(1)  Point  source  per.mits.— 
"(A)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  section 
301(b)(1)(C),  a  permit  may  be  issued  under 
section  402  with  a  limitation  that  does  not 
meet  water  quality  standards,  if— 

■■(i)  the  receiving  water  is  in  a  watershed 
with  an  approved  watershed  plan; 

■■(ii)  the  plan  includes  enforceable  require- 
ments under  State  or  local  law  for  nonpoint 
source  pollutant  load  reductions  that  in 
combination  with  point  source  requirements 
will  meet  water  quality  standards  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  plan:  and 

••(iii)  the  point  source  does  not  have  a  his- 
tory of  significant  noncompliance  with  its 


permit  effluent  limitations,  as  determined 
by  the  Administrator  or  the  State  (in  the 
case  with  an  approved  permit  under  section 
402). 

'•(B)  Synchronized  permit  terms.— Not- 
withstanding section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  term  of 
a  permit  issued  under  section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended by  5  years  if  the  discharge  is  located 
in  a  watershed  planning  area  for  which  a  wa- 
tershed management  plan  is  to  be  developed. 

••(C)  10-YEAR  PER.MIT  TERMS.— Notwith- 
standing section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  term  of  a 
permit  issued  under  section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended to  10  years  for  any  point  source  lo- 
cated in  a  watershed  management  unit  for 
which  a  watershed  management  plan  has 
been  approved  if  the  plan  provides  for  the  at- 
tainment and  maintenance  of  water  quality 
standards  (including  designated  uses)  in  the 
affected  waters  and  unless  receiving  waters 
are  not  meeting  water  quality  standards  due 
to  the  point  source  discharge.  Such  permits 
may  be  revised  at  any  time  if  necessary  to 
meet  water  quality  standards. 

■(2)  Nonpoint  source  controls.— Not  later 
than  30  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  section 
may  make  a  showing  to  the  Administrator 
that  nonpoint  source  management  practices 
different  from  those  established  in  national 
guidance  issued  by  the  Administrator  under 
section  319  will  attain  water  quality  stand- 
ards as  expeditiously  as  practicable  and  not 
later  than  the  deadlines  established  by  this 
Act.  If  the  Administrator  is  satisfied  with 
such  showing,  then  the  Administrator  may 
approve  the  State's  nonpoint  source  manage- 
ment program  that  relies  on  such  practices 
as  meeting  the  requirements  of  section  319. 
Alternative  watershed  nonpoint  source  con- 
trol practices  must  be  identified  in  the  wa- 
tershed management  plan  adopted  under  sub- 
section (0(2)  of  this  section. 

■■(3)  Funding— The  Administrator  may 
provide  assistance  to  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  management  program 
under  this  section  in  the  form  of  a  multipur- 
pose grant  that  would  provide  for  single  ap- 
plication, workplan  and  review,  matching, 
oversight,  and  end-of-year  closeout  require- 
m.ents  for  grant  funding  under  sections 
104(b)(3),  104(g),  106,  314(b).  319.  320.  and  604(b). 
A  State  with  an  approved  multipurpose 
grant  may  focus  activities  funded  under  such 
sections  on  a  priority  basis  consistent  with 
State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

■(h)  Guidance.— Not  later  than  12  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  after  consultation  with  other  &p- 
propriate  agencies,  the  Administrator  shall 
issue  guidance  on  recommended  provisions 
to  be  included  in  State  watershed  programs 
and  State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

"(i)    AUTHORlZA'nON    OF    APPROPRIATIONS,— 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Administrator  for  providing  grants  to  States 
to  assist  such  States  in  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  section  $25,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.- Section 
401(a)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1341(a)(1))  is  amended  by 
inserting  "and  with  the  provisions  of  a  man- 
agement plan  approved  by  a  State  under  sec- 
tion 321  of  this  Act"  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence. 

SEC.  308.  REVISION  OF  EFFLUENT  LIMITA'nONS. 

(a)  Eli.mination  of  Require.ment  for  An- 
NU.^L  Revision.— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  is  amended  in  the  matter  preceding 
paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "and.  at  least  an- 


nually thereafter."  and  inserting  "and  there- 
after shall". 

(b)  SPECIAL  Rule.— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting 
the  following:  ■;  except  that  guidelines  is- 
sued under  paragraph  (ixA)  addressing  pol- 
lutants identified  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)(4)  shall  not  be  revised  after  February  15. 
1995.  to  be  more  stringent  unless  such  revised 
guidelines  meet  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (4)(A).". 

TITLE  IV-PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 
SEC.  401.  WASTE  TREATMENT  SYSTEMS  FOR  CON- 
CE.VFRATED    ANIMAL    FEEDING    OP- 
ERA'nONS. 

Section  402(a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

(6)  CONCE.VTRATED  ANIMAL  FEEDING  OPER- 
ATIONS.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  waste 
treatment  systems,  including  retention 
ponds  or  lagoons,  used  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  Act  for  concentrated  animal 
feeding  operations,  are  not  waters  of  the 
United  States.  An  existing  concentrated  ani- 
mal feeding  operation  that  uses  a  natural 
topographic  impoundment  or  structure  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  which  is  not 
hydrologically  connected  to  any  other  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States,  as  a  waste  treat- 
ment system  or  wastewater  retention  facil- 
ity may  continue  to  use  that  natural  topo- 
graphic feature  for  waste  storage  regardless 
of  its  size,  capacity,  or  previous  use   " 

SEC.       402.       MUNICIPAL       AND       INDUSTRIAL 
STORMWATER  DISCHARGES. 

(a)  Deadlines.— Section  402ip)  (33  U.S.C. 
1343(p))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  •1994"  and 
inserting  '^OOS":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  "iggS"  and 
inserting  ■■2005'. 

(b)  PROHIBITION  on  NUMERIC  EFFLUENT  LIM- 
ITATIONS FOR  Municipal  Discharges —Sec- 
tion 402(p)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

■•(C)    Prohibition   on    numeric   effluent 

limitations     for     MUNiaPAL     DISCHARGES  — 

Permits  for  municipal  separate  storm  sewers 
shall  not  include  numeric  effiuent  limita- 
tions.", 

SEC.  403.  INTAKE  CREDITS. 

Section  402  (33  US  C.  1342)  Is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(q)  I.NTAKE  Credits — 

••(1)  In  GENERAL— Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  this  Act.  in  any  effiuent  limita- 
tion or  other  limitation  imposed  under  the 
permit  program  established  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  section,  any  State  permit 
program  approved  under  this  section  (includ- 
ing any  program  for  implementation  under 
section  118(c)(2)).  any  sUndards  established 
under  section  307(a).  or  any  program  for  In- 
dustrial users  established  under  section 
307(b).  the  Administrator,  as  applicable,  shall 
or  the  State,  as  applicable,  may  provide 
credits  for  pollutants  present  in  or  caused  by 
intake  water  such  that  an  owner  or  operator 
of  a  point  source  is  not  required  to  remove, 
reduce,  or  treat  the  amount  of  any  pollutant 
in  an  effiuent  below  the  amount  of  such  pol- 
lutant that  Is  present  In  or  caused  by  the  in- 
take water  for  such  facility— 

"(A)(i)  If  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
and  the  receiving  waters  into  which  the  ef- 
fiuent is  ultimately  discharged  are  the  same: 

"(ii)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
meets  the  maximum  contaminant  levels  or 
treatment  techniques  for  drinking  water 
contaminants  established  pursuant  to  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  for  the  pollutant  of 
concern:  or 
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"(iii)  if.  at  the  time  the  limitation  or 
standard  is  established,  the  level  of  the  pol- 
lutant in  the  intake  water  is  the  same  as  or 
lower  than  the  amount  of  the  pollutant  in 
the  receiving  waters,  taking  into  account  an- 
alytical variability:  and 

■■(B)  if.  for  conventional  pollutants,  the 
constituents  of  the  conventional  pollutants 
in  the  intake  water  are  the  same  as  the  con- 
stituents of  the  conventional  pollutants  in 
the  effluent. 

■'(2)  ALLOWANCE  FOR  INCIDENTAL 

AMOUNTS.— In  determining  whether  the  con- 
dition set  forth  in  paragraph  (IMAKi)  is  being 
met.  the  Administrator  shall  or  the  State 
may.  as  appropriate,  make  allowance  for  in- 
cidental amounts  of  intake  water  from 
sources  other  than  the  receiving  waters. 

••(3)  Credit  for  nonqu.alifying  pollut- 
ants.—The  Administrator  shall  or  a  State 
may  provide  point  sources  an  appropriate 
credit  for  pollutants  found  in  intake  water 
that  does  not  meet  the  requirement  of  para- 
graph ( 1 ). 

•(4)  Monitoring.— Nothing  in  this  section 
precludes  the  .Administrator  or  a  State  from 
requiring  monitoring  of  intake  water,  efflu- 
ent, or  receiving  waters  to  assist  in  the  im- 
plementation of  this  section." 
SEC.  404.  COMBDSXD  SEWER  OVERFLOWS. 

Section  402  i33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•'(r)  Combined  Sewer  Overflows  — 

"(1)  Reql'irement  for  PER.MITS.— Each  per- 
mit issued  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary 
sewer  shall  conform  with  the  combined  sewer 
overflow  control  policy  signed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator on  .\pri)  11.  1994. 

■■(2)  Ter.m  of  per.mit.— 

■■(A)  Compliance  deadline.— Notwith- 
standing any  compliance  schedule  under  sec- 
tion 301(bt.  or  any  permit  limitation  under 
section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  Administrator  (or  a 
State  with  a  program  approved  under  sub- 
section (b))  may  issue  a  permit  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  a  discharge  from  a  combined 
storm  and  sanitary  sewer,  that  includes  a 
schedule  for  compliance  with  a  long-term 
control  plan  under  the  control  policy  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1).  for  a  term  not  to 
exceed  15  years. 

■■(B)  Extension —Notwithstanding  the 
compliance  deadline  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  Administrator  or  a  State  with 
a  program  approved  under  subsection  (b) 
shall  extend,  on  request  of  an  owner  or  oper- 
ator of  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
and  subject  to  subparagraph  (C).  the  period 
of  compliance  beyond  the  last  day  of  the  15- 
year  period — 

■(i)  if  Che  Administrator  or  the  State  de- 
termines that  compliance  by  such  last  day  is 
not  within  the  economic  capability  of  the 
owner  or  operator:  and 

■■(ii)  if  the  owner  or  operator  demonstrates 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  reasonable  further  progress  to- 
wards compliance  with  a  long-term  control 
plan  under  the  control  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1). 

'•(C)  Ll.MITA'nONS  ON  extensions.— 

■•(i)  Extension  not  appropriate.— Not- 
withstanding subparagraph  (B).  the  Adminis- 
trator or  the  State  need  not  grant  an  exten- 
sion of  the  compliance  deadline  specified  in 
subparagraph  i  A)  if  the  Administrator  or  the 
State  determines  that  such  an  extension  is 
not  appropriate. 

■(ii)  New  York-New  Jersey— Prior  to 
granting  an  extension  under  subparagraph 
(B)  with  respect  to  a  combined  sewer  over- 
flow discharge  originating  in  the  State  of 
New  YoTk  or  New  Jersey  and  affecting  the 


other  of  such  States,  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  from  which  the  discharge  origi- 
nates, as  the  case  may  be,  shall  provide  writ- 
ten notice  of  the  proposed  extension  to  the 
other  State  and  shall  not  grant  the  exten- 
sion unless  the  other  State  approves  the  ex- 
tension or  does  not  disapprove  the  extension 
within  90  days  of  receiving  such  written  no- 
tice. 

"(3)  Savings  clause —Any  consent  decree 
or  court  order  entered  by  a  United  States 
district  court,  or  administrative  order  issued 
by  the  Administrator,  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection  establishing 
any  deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables,  in- 
cluding any  interim  deadlines,  schedules,  or 
timetables,  for  the  evaluation,  design,  or 
construction  of  treatment  works  for  control 
or  elimination  of  any  discharge  from  a  mu- 
nicipal combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
system  shall  be  modified  upon  motion  or  re- 
quest by  any  party  to  such  consent  decree  or 
court  order,  to  extend  to  December  31.  2009. 
at  a  minimum,  any  such  deadlines,  sched- 
ules, or  timetables.  Including  any  interim 
deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables  as  is  nec- 
essary to  conform  to  the  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  otherwise  achieve  the  objec- 
tives of  this  subsection.  Notwithstanding  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  period  of  compliance 
with  respect  to  a  discharge  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2MCKii)  may  only  be  extended  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (2)(C)(ii).". 

SEC.  406.  ABAIVDONEO  MINES. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (o)  the 
following: 

■(p)  Permits  for  Remedl\ting  Party  on 
Abandoned  or  Inactive  Mined  Lands.— 

••(1)  applicability.— Subject  to  this  sub- 
section, including  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (3).  the  Administrator,  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  concerned  State  or  Indian 
tribe,  may  issue  a  permit  to  a  remediating 
party  under  this  section  for  discharges  asso- 
ciated with  remediation  activity  at  aban- 
doned or  inactive  mined  lands  which  modi- 
fies any  otherwise  applicable  requirement  of 
sections  301(b),  302,  and  403,  or  any  sub- 
section of  this  section  (other  than  this  sub- 
section). 

■•(2)  Application  for  a  permit.— A  remedi- 
ating party  who  desires  to  conduct  remedi- 
ation activities  on  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands  from  which  there  is  or  may  be  a 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  from  which  there  could  be  a  sig- 
nificant addition  of  pollutants  from  nonpoint 
sources  may  submit  an  application  to  the 
Administrator.  The  application  shall  consist 
of  a  remediation  plan  and  any  other  informa- 
tion requested  by  the  Administrator  to  clar- 
ify the  plan  and  activities. 

■(3)  Remediation  plan —The  remediation 
plan  shall  include  (as  appropriate  and  appli- 
cable) the  following: 

'■(A)  Identification  of  the  remediating 
party,  including  any  persons  cooperating 
with  the  concerned  State  or  Indian  tribe 
with  respect  to  the  plan,  and  a  certification 
that  the  applicant  is  a  remediating  party 
under  this  section. 

"(B)  Identification  of  the  abandoned  or  in- 
active mined  lands  addressed  by  the  plan. 

"(C)  Identification  of  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  impacted  by  the  abandoned  or 
inactive  mined  lands. 

"(D)  A  description  of  the  physical  condi- 
tions at  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands  that  are  causing  adverse  water  quality 
impacts. 

"(E)  A  description  of  practices,  including 
system  design  and  construction  plans  and 
operation  and  maintenance  plans,  proposed 


to  reduce,  control,  mitigate,  or  eliminate  the 
adverse  water  quality  impacts  and  a  sched- 
ule for  implementing  such  practices  and.  if  it 
is  an  existing  remediation  project,  a  descrip- 
tion of  practices  proposed  to  improve  the 
project,  if  any. 

"(F)  An  analysis  demonstrating  that  the 
identified  practices  are  expected  to  result  in 
a  water  quality  improvement  for  the  identi- 
fied waters. 

"(G)  A  description  of  monitoring  or  other 
assessment  to  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the 
success  of  the  practices  during  and  after  im- 
plementation, including  an  assessment  of 
baseline  conditions. 

■■(H)  A  schedule  for  periodic  reporting  on 
progress  in  implementation  of  major  ele- 
ments of  the  plan. 

■■(I)  A  budget  and  identified  funding  to  sup- 
port the  activities  described  in  the  plan. 

■■(J)  Remediation  goals  and  objectives. 

■■(K)  Contingency  plans. 

"(L)  A  description  of  the  applicant's  legal 
right  to  enter  and  conduct  activities. 

■■(M)  The  signature  of  the  applicant. 

■■(N)  Identification  of  the  pollutant  or  pol- 
lutants to  be  addressed  by  the  plan. 

■•(4)  Per.mits  — 

■■(A)  Contents.— Permits  issued  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall— 

■■(i)  provide  for  compliance  with  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  remediation  plan  which,  fol- 
lowing issuance  of  the  permit,  may  be  modi- 
fied by  the  applicant  after  providing  notifi- 
cation to  and  opportunity  for  review  by  the 
Administrator: 

■■(ii)  require  that  any  modification  of  the 
plan  be  reflected  in  a  modified  permit: 

"(iii)  require  that  if.  at  any  time  after  no- 
tice to  the  remediating  party  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment  by  the  remediating 
party,  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  remediating  party  is  not  implementing 
the  approved  remediation  plan  in  substantial 
compliance  with  its  terms,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  the  remediating  party  of 
the  determination  together  with  a  list  speci- 
fying the  concerns  of  the  Administrator: 

■■(iv)  provide  that,  if  the  identified  con- 
cerns are  not  resolved  or  a  compliance  plan 
approved  within  180  days  of  the  date  of  the 
notification,  the  Administrator  may  take  ac- 
tion under  section  309  of  this  Act: 

•■(V)  provide  that  clauses  (iii)  and  (iv)  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  action  under  section 
309  to  address  violations  involving  gross  neg- 
ligence (including  reckless,  willful,  or  wan- 
ton misconduct)  or  intentional  misconduct 
by  the  remediating  party  or  any  other  per- 
son; 

"(vi)  not  require  compliance  with  any  limi- 
tation issued  under  sections  301(b).  302,  and 
403  or  any  requirement  established  by  the 
Administrator  under  any  subsection  of  this 
section  (other  than  this  subsection):  and 

"(vii)  provide  for  termination  of  coverage 
under  the  permit  without  the  remediating 
party  being  subject  to  enforcement  under 
sections  309  and  505  of  this  Act  for  any  re- 
maining discharges — 

(I)  after  implementation  of  the  remedi- 
ation plan: 

■  (II)  if  a  party  obtains  a  permit  to  mine 
the  site:  or 

■■(III)  upon  a  demonstration  by  the  remedi- 
ating party  that  the  surface  water  quality 
conditions  due  to  remediation  activities  at 
the  site,  taken  as  a  whole,  are  equal  to  or  su- 
perior to  the  surface  water  qualities  that  ex- 
isted prior  to  initiation  of  remediation. 

■■(B)  Limitations.— The  .Administrator 
shall  only  issue  a  permit  under  this  section. 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section, to  a  remediating  part.v  for  dis- 
charges associated  with  remediation  action 


at  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands  if  the 
remediation  plan  demonstrates  with  reason- 
able certainty  that  the  actions  will  result  in 
an  improvement  in  water  quality. 

■■(C)  Public  participation —The  Adminis- 
trator may  only  issue  a  permit  or  modify  a 
permit  under  this  section  after  complying 
with  subsection  (b)(3). 

■■(Di  EFFEcrr  of  failure  to  co.mply  with 
per.mit  —Failure  to  comply  with  terms  of  a 
permit  issued  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  a  violation  of  an 
effluent  standard  or  limitation  issued  under 
this  Act. 

■(E)  Limitations  on  statutory  construc- 
tion—This  subsection  shall  not  be  con- 
strued— 

"(i)  to  limit  or  otherwise  affect  the  Admin- 
istrator's powers  under  section  504:  or 

■(ii)  to  preclude  actions  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 309  or  505  for  any  violations  of  sections 
301(a>.  302.  402.  and  403  that  may  have  existed 
for  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  land 
prior  to  initiation  of  remediation  covered  by 
a  permit  issued  under  this  subsection,  unle,ss 
such  permit  covers  remediation  activities 
implemented  by  the  permit  holder  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  permit. 

■■(5)  Definitions —In  this  subsection  the 
following  definitions  apply: 

■■(A)  Remediating  party.— The  term  Te- 
mediating  party^  means— 

■■(i)  the  United  States  (on  non-Federal 
lands),  a  State  or  its  political  subdivisions, 
or  an  Indian  tribe  or  officers,  employees,  or 
contractors  thereof:  and 

■•(ii)  any  person  acting  in  cooperation  with 
a  person  described  in  clause  (i).  including  a 
government  agency  that  owns  abandoned  or 
inactive  mined  lands  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting remediation  of  the  mined  lands  or 
that  is  engaging  in  remediation  activities  in- 
cidental to  the  ownership  of  the  lands. 
Such  term  does  not  include  any  person  who. 
before  or  following  issuance  of  a  permit 
under  this  section,  directly  benefited  from  or 
participated  in  any  mining  operation  (in- 
cluding exploration)  associated  with  the 
abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands. 

■■(B)  Abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands —The  term  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands'  means  lands  that  were  formerly 
mined  and  are  not  actively  mined  or  in  tem- 
porary shutdown  at  the  time  of  submission 
of  the  remediation  plan  and  issuance  of  a 
permit  under  this  section. 

■■(C)  Mined  lands— The  term  mined  lands' 
means  the  surface  or  subsurface  of  an  area 
where  mining  operations,  including  explo- 
ration, extraction,  processing,  and 
beneficiation.  have  been  conducted.  Such 
term  includes  private  ways  and  roads  appur- 
tenant to  such  area,  land  excavations,  under- 
ground mine  portals,  adits,  and  surface  ex- 
pressions a.ssociated  with  underground  work- 
ings, such  as  glory  holes  and  subsidence  fea- 
tures, mining  waste,  smelting  sites  associ- 
ated with  other  mined  lands,  and  areas 
where  structures,  facilities,  equipment,  ma- 
chines, tools,  or  other  material  or  property 
which  result  from  or  have  been  used  in  the 
mining  operation  are  located. 

■■(6)  Regulations —The  Administrator 
may  issue  regulations  establishing  more  spe- 
cific requirements  that  the  .Administrator 
determines  would  facilitate  implementation 
of  this  subsection.  Before  issuance  of  such 
regulations,  the  Administrator  may  estab- 
lish, on  a  case-by-case  basis  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  comment  as  provided 
by  subsection  (b)(3).  more  specific  require- 
ments that  the  Administrator  determines 
would  facilitate  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section in  an  individual  permit  issued  to  the 
remediating  party.". 


SEC.  406.  BENERCLU,  USE  OF  BIOSOLIDS. 

(a)  Refekences— Section  405(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1345(a))  is  amended  by  inserting  '(also  re- 
ferred to  as  biosolids)  "  after  ■'sewage 
sludge"  the  first  place  it  appears. 

(b)  Approval  of  State  Programs.— Sec- 
tion 405(f)  (33  U.S.C.  1345(f))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(3)  APPROVAL  OF  .state  programs —Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection  State  programs  that  meet 
the  standards  for  final  use  or  disposal  of  sew- 
age sludge  established  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d).". 

(c)  Studies  and  Projects.— Section  405(g) 
(33  U.S.C.  1345(g))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  by 
inserting  'building  materials,"  after  ■agri- 
cultural and  horticultural  uses.  ": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following:  ■Not  later  than  January  1. 
1997.  and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  issue  guidance  on  the  beneficial 
use  of  sewage  sludge":  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  "September 
30,  1986."  and  inserting  ■September  30.  1995." 

■HTLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  501  PI  BLlt  LY  OWNED  TRJ-JVTMENT  WORKS 
DEFINED. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■•(25)  The  term  publicly  owned  treatment 
works'  means  a  treatment  works,  as  defined 
in  section  212.  located  at  other  than  an  in- 
dustrial facility,  which  is  designed  and  con- 
structed principally,  as  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  to  treat  domestic  sewage  or  a 
mixture  of  domestic  sewage  and  industrial 
wastes  of  a  liquid  nature  In  the  case  of  such 
a  facility  that  is  privately  owned,  such  term 
includes  only  those  facilities  that,  with  re- 
spect to  such  industrial  wastes,  are  carrying 
out  a  pretreatment  program  meeting  all  the 
requirements  established  under  section  307 
and  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9)  of  section  402(b) 
for  pretreatment  programs  (whether  or  not 
the  treatment  works  would  be  required  to 
implement  a  pretreatment  program  pursuant 
to  such  sections)  ■' 

SEC.  502.  IMPU.MENTATION  OF  WATER  POLLU- 
TION LAWS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  VEGE- 
TABLE OIL. 

(a)  Differentiation  among  Fats.  Oils, 
AND  Greases.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  issuing  or  enforcing  a 
regulation,  an  interpretation,  or  a  guideline 
relating  to  a  fat.  oil.  or  grease  under  a  Fed- 
eral law  related  to  water  pollution  control, 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall— 

(A)  differentiate  between  and  establish  sep- 
arate classes  for— 

(i)(l)  animal  fats:  and 

(II)  vegetable  oils:  and 

(ii)  other  oils,  including  petroleum  oil:  and 

(B)  apply  different  standards  and  reporting 
requirements  (including  reporting  require- 
ments based  on  quantitative  amounts)  to  dif- 
ferent classes  of  fat  and  oil  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2). 

(2)  Considerations— In  differentiating  be- 
tween the  classes  of  animal  fats  and  vegeta- 
ble oils  referred  to  in  paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  and 
the  classes  of  oils  described  in  paragraph 
(l)(A)(ii).  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  consider  differences  in  physical,  chemi- 
cal, biological,  and  other  properties,  and  in 
the  environmental  effects,  of  the  classes. 

(b)  Definitions.— In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

(1)  Anlmal  fat— The  term  ■animal  fat" 
means  each  type  of  animal  fat.  oil.  or  grease, 
including  fat.  oil.  or  grease  from  fish  or  a 
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marine  mammal  and  any  fat,  oil,  or  grease 
referred  to  in  section  61(a)(2)  of  title  13,  Unit- 
ed States  Code. 

(2)  Vegetable  oil— The  term  "vegetable 
oil"  means  each  type  of  vegetable  oil.  includ- 
ing vegetable  oil  from  a  seed.  nut.  or  kernel 
and  any  vegetable  oil  referred  to  in  section 
61(a)(1)  of  title  13.  United  SUtes  Code. 
SEC.  503.  NEEDS  ESTIMATE. 

Section  516(b)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1375(b)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "bien- 
nially revised"  and  inserting  "quadrennially 
revised":  and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking 
"February  10  of  each  odd-numbered  year  " 
and  inserting  -December  31.  1997.  and  De- 
cember 31  of  every  4lh  calendar  year  there- 
after" 

SEC.  504.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY 
Title  V  i33  use.  1361-1377)  is  amended  by 
redesignating  section  519  as  section  521  and 
by  inserting  after  section  518  the  following: 
-SEC.  519.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFimr. 

"In  developing  any  effluent  guideline 
under  section  304(b).  pretreatment  standard 
under  section  307(b).  or  new  source  perform- 
ance standard  under  section  306  that  is  appli- 
cable to  the  food  processing  industry,  the 
Administrator  shall  consult  with  and  con- 
sider the  recommendations  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, and  Department  of  Commerce.  The 
recommendations  of  such  departments  and 
agencies  and  a  description  of  the  Adminis- 
trators  response  to  those  recommendations 
shall  be  made  part  of  the  rulemaking  record 
for  the  development  of  such  guidelines  and 
standards.  The  Administrator's  response 
shall  include  an  explanation  with  respect  to 
food  safety,  including  a  discussion  of  relative 
risks,  of  any  departure  from  a  recommenda- 
tion by  any  such  department  or  agency.". 
SEC.  505.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

Title    V    (33    U.S.C.    1361-1377)    is    further 
amended  by  inserting  before  section  521.  as 
redesignated  by  this  Act.  the  following: 
•^EC.  520.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

"(a)  Establishment  of  Board— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  an  independent 
Board  of  Audit  Appeals  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  Board)  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  this  section 

■■(b)  Duties.— The  Board  shall  have  the  au- 
thority to  review  and  decide  contested  audit 
determinations  related  to  grant  and  contract 
awards  under  this  Act.  In  carrying  out  such 
duties,  the  Board  shall  consider  only  those 
regulations,  guidance,  policies,  facts,  and 
circumstances  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the 
grant  or  contract  award 

"(c)  Prior  Eligibilpty  Decisions —The 
Board  shall  not  reverse  project  cost  eligi- 
bility determinations  that  are  supported  by 
an  decision  document  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  including  grant  or  con- 
tract approvals,  plans  and  specifications  ap- 
proval forms,  grant  or  contract  payments, 
change  order  approval  forms,  or  similar  doc- 
uments approving  project  cost  eligibility,  ex- 
cept upon  a  showing  that  such  decision  was 
arbitrary,  capricious,  or  an  abuse  of  law  in 
effect  at  the  time  of  such  decision. 

"(d)  Membership — 

■■(1)  Appointment.— The  Board  shall  be 
composed  of  7  members  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Administrator  not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

""(2)  Terms— Each  member  shall  be  ap- 
pointed for  a  term  of  3  years. 

"(3)  Qualifications —The  Administrator 
shall  appoint  as  members  of  the  Board  indi- 
viduals who  are  specially  qualified  to  serve 
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on  the  Board  by  virtue  of  their  expertise  in 
grant  and  contracting-  procedures.  The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  make  every  effort  to  en- 
sure that  individuals  appointed  as  members 
of  the  Board  are  free  from  conflicts  of  inter- 
est in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Board. 
••(e)  Basic  Pay  and  Tr.avel  Expenses.— 
•■(1)  Rates  of  pay.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  members  shall  each  be  paid  at 
a  rate  of  basic  pay.  to  be  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time  I  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Board. 

■■(2)  PROHIBITION  OF  COMPENSATION  OF  FED- 
ERAL employees.— Members  of  the  Board 
who  are  full-time  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States  may  not  receive  additional 
pay.  allowances,  or  Ijenefits  by  reason  of 
their  service  on  the  Board. 

••(3)  Travel  expenses— Each  member 
shall  receive  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  accordance 
with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5,  United 
Slates  Code. 

•■(0    ADMINISTRATIVE    SUPPORT    SERVICES.— 

Upon  the  request  of  the  Board,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  provide  to  the  Board  the  admin- 
istrative support  services  necessary  for  the 
Board  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  under 
this  section. 

■(g)  DisPLTES  Eligible  for  Review —The 
authority  of  the  Board  under  this  section 
shall  extend  to  any  contested  audit  deter- 
mination that  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  has  yet  to  be  formally  con- 
cluded and  accepted  by  either  the  grantee  or 
the  .^dmini.strator  ' 

TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNT)S 

SEC.  601.  GENERAL.  ALTHORITy  FOR  CAPITALIZA- 
TION GRANTS. 

Section  601(ai  i33  L'  S  C.  1381(a))  is  amended 

by  striking    -(l)   for  construction"   and  all 

that  follows  through  the  period  and  inserting 

■to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  .■Xct   " 

SEC.  802.  CAPITALIZATION  GRANT  AGREEMENTS. 

(a)  Requirements  for  Constrlction  of 
Treatme.nt  Works— Section  602(b)(6)  (33 
U.S.C.  1382(b)(6))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ■before  fiscal  year  1995 '•; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  -^OKb)"  and  all  that  follows 
through  ••218  "  and  inserting  ••211". 

(b)  Compliance  With  Other  Federal 
Laws —Section  602  (33  U.S.C.  1382)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(c)  Other  Federal  Laws  — 

••(1)      COMPLLANCE      WITH      OTHER      FEDERAL 

LAWS.— If  a  State  provides  assistance  from 
its  water  pollution  control  revolving  fund  es- 
tablished in  accordance  with  this  title  and  in 
accordance  with  a  statute,  rule,  executive 
order,  or  program  of  the  State  which  ad- 
dresses the  intent  of  any  requirement  or  any 
Federal  executive  order  or  law  other  than 
this  Act,  as  determined  by  the  State,  the 
State  in  providing  such  assistance  shall  be 
treated  as  having  met  the  Federal  require- 
ments. 

■•(2)  Limitation  on  applicability  of  other 
FEDERAL  LAWS —If  a  Sute  does  not  meet  a 
requirement  of  a  Federal  executive  order  or 
law  other  than  this  Act  under  paragraph  (1). 
such  Federal  law  shall  only  apply  to  federal 
funds  deposited  in  the  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  established  by  the  State 
in  accordance  with  this  title  the  first  time 
such  funds  are  used  to  provide  assistance 
from  the  revolving  fund". 

(c)  Guidance  for  Small  Syste.ms.— Sec- 
tion 602  (33  use.  1382)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(d)  Guidance  for  Small  Systems. -- 


■■(1)  Simplified  procedures.— Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  the  Administrator  shall 
assist  the  States  in  establishing  simplified 
procedures  for  small  systems  to  obtain  as- 
sistance under  this  title. 

••(2)  Publication  of  manual— Not  later 
than  I  year  utter  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  and  after  providing  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  publish  a  manual  to  assist 
small  systems  in  obtaining  assistance  under 
this  title  and  publish  in  the  Federal  Register 
notice  of  the  availability  of  the  manual. 

•■(3)  Small  system  defined— For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  term  small  system^  means 
a  system  for  which  a  municipality  or  inter- 
municipal,  interstate,  or  State  agency  seeks 
assistance  under  this  title  and  which  serves 
a  population  of  20.000  or  less .". 

SEC.  603.  WATER  POLLimON  CONTROL  REVOLV- 
ING LOAN  nrNDS. 

(a)  Activities  Eligible  for  Assistance — 
Section  603(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(c))  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

••(c)  Activities  Eligible  for  Assistance.— 

••(1)  In  GENERAL— The  amounts  of  funds 
available  to  each  State  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  shall  be  used  only  for 
providing  financial  assistance  to  activities 
which  have  as  a  principal  benefit  the  im- 
provement or  protection  of  water  quality  to 
a  municipality,  intermunicipal  agency, 
interstate  agency.  State  agency,  or  other 
person.  Such  activities  may  include  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  Construction  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  if  the  recipient  of  such  as- 
sistance is  a  municipality. 

■■(B)  Implementation  of  lake  protection 
programs  and  projects  under  section  314. 

■■(C)  Implementation  of  a  management  pro- 
gram under  section  319. 

■■(D)  Implementation  of  a  conservation  and 
management  plan  under  section  320. 

■(E)  Implementation  of  a  watershed  man- 
agement plan  under  section  321. 

••(F)  Implementation  of  a  stormwater  man- 
agement program  under  section  322. 

■•(G)  Acquisition  of  property  rights  for  the 
restoration  or  protection  of  publicly  or  pri- 
vately owned  riparian  areas. 

••(H)  Implementaf ion  of  mpa='i'"e=  to  im- 
prove the  efficiency  of  public  water  use. 

•■(I)  Development  and  implementation  of 
plans  by  a  public  recipient  to  prevent  water 
pollution. 

••(J)  Acquisition  of  lands  necessary  to  meet 
any  mitigation  requirements  related  to  con- 
struction of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works. 

••(2)  Fund  amounts —The  water  pollution 
control  revolving  fund  of  a  State  shall  be  es- 
tablished, maintained,  and  credited  with  re- 
payments, and  the  fund  balance  shall  be 
available  in  perpetuity  for  providing  finan- 
cial assistance  described  in  paragraph  (li 
Fees  charged  by  a  State  to  recipients  of  such 
assistance  may  be  deposited  in  the  fund  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  financing  the  cost  of  ad- 
ministration of  this  title.". 

(b)  Extended  Repayment  Period  for  Dis- 
advantaged Communities —Section  603(d)(1) 
(33  U.S.C  1383(d)(  1 ))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  inserting  after 
•20  years"  the  following:  ■or.  in  the  case  of 

a  disadvantaged  community,  the  lesser  of  40 
years  or  the  expected  life  of  the  project  to  be 
financed  with  the  proceeds  of  the  loan^;  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  ■not 
later  than  20  years  after  project  completion^ 
and  inserting  "upon  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  the  loan". 

(c)  Loan  Guarantees  for  Innovative 
Technology— Section  603(d)(5)  (33  U.S.C 
1383(d)(5))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


••(5)  to  provide  loan  guarantees  for— 
••(A)  similar  revolving  funds  established  by 
municipalities   or   intermunicipal    agencies; 
and 

■■(B)  developing  and  implementing  Innova- 
tive technologies .". 

(d)  Administrative  Expenses.— Section 
603(d)(7)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(d)(7))  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: ■or  X400.000  per  year,  whichever  is 
greater,  plus  the  amount  of  any  fees  col- 
lected by  the  State  for  such  purpose  under 
subsection  (c)(2)". 

(e)  Technical  and  Planning  assistance 
for  Small  Systems.— Section  603(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1383(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ■and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  ■;  and':  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

■•(8)  to  provide  to  small  systems  technical 
and  planning  assistance  and  assistance  in  fi- 
nancial management,  user  fee  analysis, 
budgeting,  capital  improvement  planning, 
facility  operation  and  maintenance,  repair 
schedules,  and  other  activities  to  improve 
wastewater  treatment  plant  operations:  ex- 
cept that  such  amounts  shall  not  exceed  2 
percent  of  all  grant  awards  to  such  fund 
under  this  title.". 

(f)  Consistency  With  Planning  Require- 
ments—Section  603(n  (33  use.  1383(0)  is 
amended  by  striking    and  320"  and  inserting 

■320.  321.  and  322'. 

(g)  Limitations  on  Construction  Assist- 
ance—Section  603(g)  (33  use.  1383(g))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(g)  Li.mitations  on  Construction  Assist- 
ance.—The  State  may  provide  financial  as- 
sistance from  its  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund  with  respect  to  a  project  for 
construction  of  a  treatment  works  only  if— 
■(1)  such  project  is  on  the  State's  priority 
list  under  section  216  of  this  .\ct;  and 

••(2)  the  recipient  of  such  assistance  is  a 
municipality  in  any  case  in  which  the  treat- 
ment works  is  privately  owned.  ". 

(h)  Interest  Rates. -Section  603  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(i)  I.vterest  Rates.— In  any  case  in  which 
a  State  makes  a  loan  pursuant  to  subsection 
(d)(1)  to  a  disadvantaged  community,  the 
State  may  charge  a  negative  interest  rate  of 
not  to  exceed  2  percent  to  reduce  the  unpaid 
principal  of  the  loan.  The  aggregate  amount 
of  all  such  negative  interest  rate  loans  the 
State  makes  in  a  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
20  percent  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  all 
loans  made  by  the  State  from  its  revolving 
loan  fund  in  such  fiscal  year. 

•'(j)  Disadvantaged  Community  Defined  — 
As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  disadvan- 
taged community'  means  the  service  area  of 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  with  re- 
spect to  which  the  average  annual  residen- 
tial sewage  treatment  charges  for  a  user  of 
the  treatment  works  meet  affordability  cri- 
teria established  by  the  State  in  which  the 
treatment  works  is  located  (after  providing 
for  public  review  and  comment)  in  accord- 
ance with  guidelines  to  be  established  by  the 
Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  the 
States. ■', 

(1)  Sale  of  Treatme.nt  Works.— Section 
603  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

■•(k)  Sale  of  Tre.\tment  Works.— 

••(1)  In  general— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provisions  of  this  .^ct,  any  State,  mu- 
nicipality, intermunicipality,  or  interstate 
agency  may  transfer  by  sale  to  a  qualified 
private  sector  entity  all  or  part  of  a  treat- 
ment works  that  is  owned  by  such  agency 
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and  for  which  it  received  Federal  financial  ■(ii)  does  not  receive  subsidies  from  a  for- 

assistance    under    this    Act    if   the    transfer  eign  government.". 

price  will  be  distributed,  as  amounts  are  re-  sec  604.  aixotment  OF  FUNDS. 

ceived,  in  the  following  order:  ,a,  is  Gkneral  -Section  604(a)  (33  U.S.C. 

••(A)  First  reimbursement  of  the  agency  of  1384(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 
the  unadjusted  dollar  amount  of  the  costs  of  -.(a)    Formula    for    Fiscal    Years    1996- 
construction  of  the  treatment  works  or  part  2000.-Sums   authorized   to   be   appropriated 
thereof  plus  any  transaction  and  fix-up  costs  pursuant   to   section   607   for  each   of  fiscal 
incurred  by  the  agency  with  respect  to  the  years  1996,  1997.  1998.  1999,  and  2000  shall  be 
transfer  less  the  amount  of  such  Federal  fi-  allotted  for  such  year  by  the  Administrator 
nancial  assistance  provided  with  respect  to  ^ot  later  than   the   10th  day  which  begins 
such  costs.  af^ej,  ^■^^  ^^^g  ^f  ^^^  enactment  of  the  Clean 
■(B)  If  proceeds  from  the  transfer  remain  vt'aier  Amendments  of  1995.  Sums  authorized 
after  such  reimbursement,  repayment  of  the  f^^  each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  in 
Federa    Government  of  the  amount  of  such  accordance  with  the  following  table: 
Federal  financial  assistance  less  the  applica- 
ble   share    of   accumulated    depreciation    on  .                                                           Percentage  of  sums 
such  treatment  works  (calculated  using  In-  States. 
ternal  Revenue  Service  accelerated  deprecia-  '"'"'?'rnin 

tion     schedule     applicable     to     treatment  Alabama  :  rl}? 

works).  ■^'^'^»  "5^11 

••(C)  If  any  proceeds  of  such  transfer  re-  Arizona  nlnfl 

main  after  such  reimbursement  and  repay-  Arkansas 7  9031 

ment.  retention  of  the  remaining  proceeds  by  ^  :'  ornia n  79T9 

such  agency.  Loioraao ».l£SZ. 

••(2)  Release  of  condition. -Any  require-  „                                          Percentage  of  swm 

ment  imposed  by  regulation  or  policy  for  a  Connecticut  1.JW7 

showing  that   the   treatment  works  are  no  i;^  f^^J^  , ■;,■,■ w" l!'..on 

,                   J    ■  .               .w                     1  District  of  Columbia  0.4438 

longer  needed  to  serve  their  original  purpose  ri„„ii                                                        n  aa^ 

shall  not  apply.  Geonria                                                        1  8683 

■•(3)   Selection  of   buyer.— A   State,   mu-  Hawaii    0  7002 

nicipality.    intermunicipality,   or   interstate  Idaho      0  4438 

agency  exercising  the  authority  granted  by  Illinois 4  9976 

this  subsection  shall  select  a  qualified  pri-  Indiana 9  fifiai 

vate  sector  entity  on  the  basis  of  total  net  ,               ,o<«e 

...                         .          .     .          ,    ,.   ,,  Iowa  1.2236 

cost  and  other  appropriate  criteria  and  shall  icansa.s                                                   n  8fi.qo 

utilize  such  competitive  bidding,  direct  ne-  v^^t  ,  w ^  icnn 

_. .   . .   _           .,         _..     .      _  .            J  t^entucKy i.ooiu 

gotiation.  or  other  criteria  and  procedures  as  ,       .                                                           ,  „«-- 

.                  1  u    o.   .    1  Louisiana 1.0060 

may  be  required  by  State  law.  vr^inn                                                        n  kqoq 

■(1)    Private    Ownership    of    Tre.atment  Maine  ..   „  ? rxi 

Works—  Maryland  2.1867 

••(1)    regulatory   review— The    Adminis-  Massachusetts  3.7518 

trator  shall  review  the  law  and  any  regula-  Michigan  3.88^75 

tions.  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Envi-  Minnesota  1.6618 

ronmental   Protection  Agency  affecting  the  Mississippi  0.8146 

construction,  improvement,  replacement,  op-  Missouri  t'y^Z. 

MnntAna  0  4438 

eration.  maintenance,  and  transfer  of  owner-  tjuv    n^^A 

ship  of  current  and  future  treatment  works  Nebraska n  dd^ 

owned     by     a     State,     municipality,     inter-  ij"     „*  V,'- nonT^ 

municipality,   or   interstate   agency.    If  per-  f^"*  Hampshire  0.90J6 

mitted  by  law,  the  Administrator  shall  mod-  ?^®*  vf '^^^   o  44^ 

ify  such  regulations,  policies,  and  procedures  t:^*  '7*''"°o .„  ,?i? 

tU     t;illMlll<tLC     Aii:y      OUOttlClCO      tU      LliC     V..Uiial.i  U*-"  -^          f  V,    r"              1  i                                                                                              1    00,1*) 

tion,  improvement,  replacement,  operation.  Ij     t v!  n  ir°  r   '^ n  44TB 

and  maintenance  of  such  treatment  works  by  nh        ^^'^°^  "■^ 

qualified  private  sector  entities.  ni!i°>, n'^S 

■(2)  report. -Not  later  than  180  days  after  Oklahoma  0.^ 

the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Oregon i'^^ 

Administrator  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  re-  ot"!!    T^i*"!f  n  cn7i 

port  identifying  any  provisions  of  law  that  Khode  Island O.wm 

must  be  changed  in  order  to  eliminate  any  1°"^^  S*v°  !"*  n'^ 

obstacles  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  South  Dakota  0.4438 

•  (3)  Definition  -For  purposes  of  this  sec-  lennessee  dlltfi 

tion.  the  term    qualified  private  sector  en-  it?*h*  n47fi4 

tity'  means  any  nongovernmental  individual,  Utah n  IIm 

group,  association,  business,  partnership,  or-  J^?"^"."     9  5kis 

ganization,  or  privately  or  publiclv  held  cor-  ,;,"^'"'*  T'IStS 

r^^,.o,i„„  fhof                  -J        f           .  Wa.shington  1.9217 

poration  that —  vc     t  \'                                                      1  494Q 

(A)  has  sufficient  experience  and  exper-  vvest  v  irginia i.4^4» 

tise    to    dischar-ge    successfully    the    respon-  Wisconsin ^.444^ 

sibilities  associated  with  construction,  oper-  p'^°T"if' 11 709 

ation.    and    maintenance    of    a    treatment  Puerto  Kico „iiir 

works  and  to  satisfy  any  guarantees  that  are  Northern  Marianas  0.^77 

agreed  to  in  connection  with  a  transfer  of  American  Samoa  0.M12 

treatment  works  under  subsection  (k);  r^^^l?  ■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■ •••••; •• 

■•(B)  has  the  ability  to  assure  protection  P*^^^"=    I«l*"<^«   ^rust  Tern- 

against  insolvency  and  interruption  of  serv-  \t-^  t  i     rt n  (K7fi  •■ 
ices  through  contractual  and  financial  guar-  virgin  isianos  u.uo/o.   . 

antees;  and  <''>      Conforming      Amendment.— Section 

"(C)  with  respect  to  subsection  (k).  to  the  604(c)(2)  is  amended  by  striking  "title  II  of 

extent  consistent  with  the  North  American  this  Act"  and  inserting  "this  title". 

Free    Trade    Agreement    and     the    General  SEC,  80S.  ALTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIA'nONS. 

Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade —  Section  607  (33  U.S.C.  1387iaii  is  amended— 

••(i)   is  majority-owned  and  controlled  by  (1)  by  striking  'and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
citizens  of  the  United  Slates;  and  graph  (4); 
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(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(6)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fis- 
cal year  1995; 

"(7)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 
"(8)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 
••(9)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 
••(10)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and 
•(11)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000   " 
SEC.  606.  STATE  NONPOINT  SOITICE  WATER  POL 
LUnON         CONTROL         REVOLMNG 
FUNDS. 

Title  VI  (33  U.S.C.  1381-1387)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  607  by  inserting  after  '•title" 
the  following:   •(other  than  section  608)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

-SEC.  608,  STATE  NONPOINT  SOURCE  WATER 
POLLUTION  CONTROL  REVOLVING 
FUNDS. 

"(a)  General  Authority  —The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  capitalization  grants  to 
each  State  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
nonpoint  source  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund  for  providing  assistance— 

"(1)  to  persons  for  carrying  out  manage- 
ment practices  and  measures  under  the  State 
management  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 319;  and 

"(2)  to  agricultural  producers  for  the  devel- 
opment and  implementation  of  the  water 
quality  components  of  a  whole  farm  or  ranch 
resource  management  plan  and  for  imple- 
mentation of  management  practices  and 
measures  under  such  a  plan. 
A  State  nonpoint  source  wat«r  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  shall  be  separate  from 
any  other  State  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund;  except  that  the  chief  executive 
officer  of  the  State  may  transfer  funds  from 
one  fund  to  the  other  fund. 

"(b)  Applicability  of  Other  Require- 
ments OF  This  TTtle— Except  to  the  extent 
the  Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the 
chief  executive  officers  of  the  States,  deter- 
mines that  a  provision  of  this  title  is  not 
consistent  with  a  provision  of  this  section, 
the  provisions  of  sections  601  through  606  of 
this  title  shall  apply  to  grants  made  under 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  they  apply  to  grants  made 
under  section  601  of  this  title.  Paragraph  (5i 
of  section  602(b)  shall  apply  to  all  funds  in  a 
State  revolving  fund  established  under  this 
section  as  a  result  of  capitalization  grants 
made  under  this  section;  except  that  such 
funds  shall  first  be  used  to  assure  reasonable 
progress  toward  attainment  of  the  goals  of 
section  319,  as  determined  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State.  Paragraph  (7)  of  section  603(d) 
shall  apply  to  a  State  revolving  fund  estab- 
lished under  this  section,  except  that  the  4- 
percent  limitation  contained  in  such  section 
shall  not  apply  to  such  revolving  fund. 

"(C)      APPORTIONMENT      OF      FUNDS.— FundS 

made  available  to  carry  out  this  section  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  among  the 
States  by  the  Administrator  in  the  same 
manner  as  funds  are  allotted  among  the 
States  under  section  319  in  such  fiscal  year. 

••(d)    AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS  — 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $500,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.". 

TITLE  VII-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 
SEC.  701.  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Section  118— Section  118(c)(1)(A)  (33 
U.S.C,  1268(c)(1)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 
the  last  comma. 

(b)  Section  120 —Section  120(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1270(d))  is  amended  by  striking  "(1)". 
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(c)  SECTION  204— Section  204(a)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 
1284(a)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  the  final 
period  and  inserting  a  semicolon. 

(d)  Section  205— Section  205  (33  U.S.C. 
1285)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking  "and 
1985"'  and  inserting   '1985.  and  1986"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking 
"through  1985"  and  inserting  "through  1986"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (gMl)  by  striking  the  pe- 
riod following  "4  per  centum";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (mXlxB)  by  striking 
"this"  the  last  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"such". 

(e)  Section  208.— Section  208  (33  U.S.C.  1288) 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  "de- 
signed" and  inserting  "desigrnated";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (jxi)  by  striking  "Sef)- 
tember  31,  1988"  and  inserting  "September 
30.  1988". 

(f)  SECTION  301.— Section  SOKjHlXA)  (33 
U.S.C.  1311(j)(l)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 
"that"  the  first  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing "than". 

(g)  Section  309.— Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1319(d))  is  amended  by  striking  the  second 
comma  following  "Act  by  a  State". 

(h)  Section  311— Section  311  (33  U.S.C. 
1321)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  moving  paragraph 
(12)  (including  subparagraphs  (A).  (B)  and 
(C))  2  ems  to  the  right;  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (h)(2)  by  striking  "The" 
and  inserting  "the". 

(i)  Section  505.— Section  505(0  (33  U.S.C. 
1365(0)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
comma. 

(j)  Section  516.— Section  516  (33  U.S.C.  1375) 
is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (g) 
as  subsection  (f). 

(k)  Section  518— Section  518(0  (33  U.S.C. 
13T7(0)  is  amended  by  striking  "(d)"  and  in- 
serting "(e)". 

SEC.  702.  JOHN  A.  BLATVTK  NATIONAL  FRESH 
WATER  QLA1.ITV  IU:SEARt  H  LAB- 
ORATORY. 

(a)  Designation— The  laboratory  and  re- 
search facility  established  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 104(e)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1254(e))  that  is  located 
in  Duluth.  Minnesota,  shall  be  known  and 
designated  as  the  "John  A.  Blatnik  National 
Fresh  Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory" 

(b)  References —Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map,  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  the  laboratory 
and  research  facility  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference 
to  the  "John  A  Blatnik  National  Fresh 
Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory" 

SEC.  703.  WASTEWATER  SERVICE  FOR  COLONIAS. 

(a I  Gr.\.vt  AssisT.\.nce.— The  Administrator 
may  make  grants  to  States  along  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
treatment  works  to  provide  wastewater  serv- 
ice to  the  communities  along  such  border 
commonly  known  as  "colonias ". 

(b)  Federal  Share.— The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  a  project  carried  out  using  funds 
made  available  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
50  percent.  The  non-Federal  share  of  such 
cost  shall  be  provided  by  the  State  receiving 
the  grant. 

(CI  Treatment  Works  Defined.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "treatment 
works"  has  the  meaning  such  term  has  under 
section  212  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(d>  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
making  grants  under  subsection  (a) 
J50.(X)0.000  for  fiscal  year  1996  Such  sums 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
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sec.   704.  savings   in   .municipal  dr1nkin<; 
water  costs. 

(a)  Study.— The  Administrator  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  shall  review,  analyze, 
and  compile  information  on  the  annual  sav- 
ings that  municipalities  realize  in  the  con- 
struction, operation,  and  maintenance  of 
drinking  water  facilities  as  a  result  of  ac- 
tions taken  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Contents.— The  study  conducted  under 
subsection  (a),  at  a  minimum,  shall  contain 
an  examination  of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  con- 
struction of  drinking  water  filtration  facili- 
ties resulting  from  actions  taken  under  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(2)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  drinking  water  fa- 
cilities resulting  from  actions  taken  under 
such  Act. 

(3)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  health  ex- 
penditures resulting  from  actions  taken 
under  such  Act. 

(c)  Report.— Not  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a 
report  containing  the  results  of  the  study 
conducted  under  subsection  (a). 

TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 

AND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  80L  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Wetlands 
and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  802.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Findings —Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources; 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  flood 
and  storm  waters; 

(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
and  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources: 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species);  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  birding.  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation. 

(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3)  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are,  therefore, 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis.  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts. 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area.  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
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gies  must  take  into  consideration  private 
property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efficient 
use  of  scarce  Federal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

(2)  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner; 

(3)  to  reduce  inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  levels; 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners; 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  as  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  point  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control; 

(6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic general  permits  and  other  ap- 
proaches and  the  tailoring  of  policies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources; 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources; 

(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners: 

(9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed-based 
restoration  strategies  involving  all  levels  of 
government; 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States;  and 

(11)  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State, 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testing 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  re- 
sources .such  a.s  mitigation  bankine, 

SEC.  803.  STATE.  L(X:AL,  AND  LANDOWNER  TECH- 
MCAl.  ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERA- 
TIVE TRAINING. 

(a)  STATE  AND  LOCAL  TECHNICAL  ASSKST- 
ance.— Upon  request,  the  .Administrator  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404(e)  and  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act.  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805,  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  Cooperative  Training.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804,  shall  conduct 
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training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utiliza- 
tion of  wetlands  in  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  wet- 
land planning,  wetland  evaluation,  mitiga- 
tion banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary 
(c)  Private  Landowner  Technical  Assist- 
ance.—The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appropriate  Federal  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  A'^x .  and  restonn^c  wetlands. 
SEC,  804,  FEDERAL.  STATE.  A.ND  L(K;AL  GOVERN- 
MENT COORDINATING  COMMnTEE. 

(a)  EsTABl-LsHMENT— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  .Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal. 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ordinating Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Committee"), 

(b)  Functions —The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts, 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government; 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks; 

(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  cooperative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803; 

(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating  State  con- 
servation plans  and  strategies,  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  peiTiiitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6)  help  develop  a  national  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership.— The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 

(2)  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
Secretary. 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

(4)  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

(6)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
Governor's  Association. 

(7)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
League  of  Cities. 

i9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 


tion .Agency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  jointly  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
region.  If  the  Governors  from  a  region  can- 
not agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
each  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Administrator  will  select  a 
representative  from  such  region. 

(d)  Terms.— Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6).  (7),  (8),  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  Vacancies.— A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  Pay.— Members  shall  serve  without  pay, 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  Cochairpersons— The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6),  (7),  (8),  or  (9)  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members)  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum —Two- thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings —The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public. 

SEC.  805.  state  AND  LOCAI,  WETIJUMD  CON- 
SERVATION PLA.NS  ,VND  STRATE 
GIES:  GRA.NTS  TO  FACILfTATT:  THE 
IMPLE^lENTA'nON  OF  SECTION  404. 

(a)  STATE  Wetland  Con.skrvation  Plans 
and  Strategies.— Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  conservation 
plans  and  strategies  may  include: 

(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  resources, 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  those  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3)  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4)  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 

(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
management. 

(8)  Establishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  L(x:al  Wetland  Plan- 
ning, Regulation,  and  Management  Pro- 
grams—Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 


agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
Act.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal,  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  ap- 
proaches. 

(3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basts. 

(c)  Grants  To  Facilitate  the  Implemen- 
tation, of  Section  404 —Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  permitting  pursuant  to  sections 
404(g)  and  404(h)  of  such  Act  through  State 
permitting  through  a  State  programmatic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 
force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404(e)  of  this 
Act. 

(d)  Maximum  amount.— No  State  may  re- 
ceive more  than  S500.000  in  total  grants 
under  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c)  in  any  fis- 
cal year  and  more  than  $300,000  in  grants  for 
subsection  (a),  (b).  or  (o.  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share —The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent. 

(O     AUTTIORIZATION     OF     APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There   is  authorized   to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  S15.000.000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997,  1998. 
1999.  and  2000 
SEC.    80«.    NA'nONAL    COOPERATTVT     WJ-T1.AND 

ECOSYSTEM    RESTORATION    STRAT 

EGY. 

(a)  Development —Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals.— The  goal  of  the  National  Coop- 
erative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802,  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(c)  FUN(moNS  — Tlie  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 
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(1>  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State, 
regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning.  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal.  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

(2)  involve  the  Federal.  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3)  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  management  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  being  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration;  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
method.s  Co  reduce  such  obstacles. 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DREDGED 
OR  FILL  MATERIAL 

(a)  Permit  Monitoring  and  Tracking.— 
Section  404(a)  (33  U  S  C  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  'The 
Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Ad- 
ministrator, establish  a  permit  monitoring 
and  tracking  program  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  monitor  the  cumulative  impact  of  individ- 
ual and  general  permits  issued  under  this 
section.  This  program  shall  determine  the 
impact  of  permitted  activities  in  relation- 
ship to  the  no  net  loss  goal.  Results  shall  be 
reported  biannually  to  Congress.". 

(b)  Issuance  of  General  Permits.— Para- 
graph (I)  of  section  404(e)  Is  amended  by  in- 
serting local.'  before  "State,  regional,  or 
nationwide  basis"  in  the  first  sentence. 

(CI  Revocation  or  Modification  of  Gen- 
eral Permits —Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
404(e)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  "or  a  State  or  local 
government  has  failed  to  adequately  monitor 
and  control  the  individual  and  cumulative 
adverse  effects  of  activities  authorized  by 
State  or  local  programmatic  general  per- 
mits.". 

(d)  Programmatic  General  Per.mits  — 
Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Pr(x;ram.matic  general  permits  — 
Consistent  with  the  following  requirements, 
the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  issue  State  or 
local  programmatic  general  permits  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplication 
of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and  local 
regulatory  programs: 

"(A)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  State. 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  by  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(a).  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps   District   Engineer  and   the   Regional 


Administrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and.  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addressed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activity.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  Engi- 
neer will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to.  national  security,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act.  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance.  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (bKl). 

"(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  government's  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include — 

"(i)  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regulatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area; 

"(ii)  mapping  of— 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 

'(II)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  areas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan;  and 

"(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  in- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion; 

"(iii)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area;  and 

"(iv)  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
monitoring  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 
ing, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan". 

(e)  Grandfather  of  Existing  General 
Permits.— Section  404(e)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(4)  Grandfather  of  e.xisting  general 
permits.— General  permits  in  effect  on  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Wet- 
lands and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995 
shall  remain  in  effect 'until  otherwise  modi- 
fied by  the  Secretary". 

(f)  Discharges  Not  Requiring  a  Permit  — 
Section  404(0  (33  U.S.C.  1344(0)  is  amended 
by  striking  the  subsection  designation  and 
paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  the  following: 

'•(f)  Exemptions.— 

"(1)  Activities  not  re<3uiring  permit.— 
"(A)   In   general.— Activities  are   exempt 
from   the  requirements  of  this  section  and 


are  not  prohibited  by  or  otherwise  subject  to 
regulation  under  this  section  or  section  301 
or  402  of  this  Act  (except  effluent  standards 
or  prohibitions  under  section  307  of  this  Act) 
if  such  activities — 

"(i)  result  from  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture.  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities and  practices,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  plowing,  seeding,  cultivating,  haying, 
grazing,  normal  maintenance  activities, 
minor  drainage,  burning  of  vegetation  in 
connection  with  such  activities,  harvesting 
for  the  production  of  food,  fiber,  and  forest 
products,  or  upland  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion practices; 

"(ii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance, 
including  emergency  reconstruction  of  re- 
cently damaged  parts,  of  currently  service- 
able structures  such  as  dikes,  dams,  levees, 
flood  control  channels  or  other  engineered 
flood  control  facilities,  water  control  struc- 
tures, water  supply  reservoirs  (where  such 
maintenance  involves  periodic  water  level 
drawdown.s)  which  provide  water  predomi- 
nantly to  public  drinking  water  systems, 
groins,  riprap,  breakwaters,  utility  distribu- 
tion and  transmission  lines,  causeways,  and 
bridge  abutments  or  approaches,  and  trans- 
portation structures; 

■■(iii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm,  stock  or  aquaculture 
ponds,  wastewater  retention  facilities  (in- 
cluding dikes  and  berms)  that  are  used  by 
concentrated  animal  feeding  operations,  or 
irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or  the  mainte- 
nance or  reconstruction  of  drainage  ditches 
and  tile  lines; 

■■(IV)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  of 
temporary  sedimentation  basins  on  a  con- 
struction site,  or  the  construction  of  any  up- 
land dredged  material  disposal  area,  which 
does  not  include  placement  of  fill  material 
into  the  navigable  waters; 

■■(V)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm  roads  or  forest  roads,  in 
accordance  with  best  management  practices. 
to  assure  that  flow  and  circulation  patterns 
and  chemical  and  biological  characteristics 
of  the  waters  are  not  impaired,  that  the 
reach  of  the  waters  is  not  reduced,  and  that 
any  adverse  effect  on  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment will  be  otherwise  minimized; 

■■(vi)  are  undertaken  on  farmed  wetlands, 
except  that  any  change  in  use  of  such  land 
for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  activities 
that  are  not  exempt  from  regulation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  to  the  extent  that 
such  farmed  wetlands  are  wetlands'  under 
this  section; 

■■(vii)  are  undertaken  in  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands,  unless  such  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands  have  exhibited  wetlands  func- 
tions and  values  for  more  than  5  years  in 
which  case  activities  undertaken  in  such 
wetlands  shall  be  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section;  and 

■■(viiii  are  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and 
enhancing  aviation  safety  or  are  undertaken 
in  order  to  prevent  an  airport  hazard.". 

(g)  Areas  Not  Considered  To  Be  Navi- 
gable Waters.— Section  404(0  is  further 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

■■(3)  AREAS  not  considered  to  be  navi- 
gable waters  — 

■(A)  In  general— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  shall  not  be  considered 
navigable  waters: 

"(i)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands. 

"(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

"(iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 
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retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusively 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

"(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
reasons. 

"(V)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

"(vi)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill.  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  States. 

"(vili  Artificial  stormwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

■■(B)  Demonstration  rec^uired. -Subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a  particular 
water  body  unless  the  person  desiring  to  dis- 
charge dredged  or  fill  material  in  that  water 
body  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption from  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion.". 

SEC.  808.  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  PRIVATE 
LANDOWNERS.  CODmCATION  OF 
REGULATIONS  AND  POUCIES. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Admirtis- 
trator  shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include— 

■■(A)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
permit  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  $15,000:  and 

"(B)  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  meet  other 
goals  of  this  Act.  including  control  of 
nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

•■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation containing  all  Federal  regulations, 
general  permits,  and  regulatory  guidance 
letters  relevant  to  the  permitting  of  activi- 
ties in  wetland  areas  pursuant  to  section 
404(a).  The  Secretary  and  the  Administrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochures 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing — 

■■(A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands, 

"(B)  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 

"(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant.". 

SEC.  809.  DELINEATION, 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(v)  Delineation.— 

■•(1)  In  general —The  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  United  States  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  and  other 
Federal  agencies  .shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of 
Engineers  Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Ju- 
risdictional Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion until  a  new  manual  has  been  prepared 
and  formally  adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  with 
input  from  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild- 


life Service.  Natural  Resources.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  other  rel- 
evant agencies  and  adopted  after  field  test- 
ing, hearing,  and  public  comment.  Any  new 
manual  shall  take  into  account  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
panel  concerning  the  delineation  of  wet- 
lands. The  Corps,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  develop 
materials  and  conduct  training  courses  for 
consultants.  State,  and  local  governments, 
and  landowners  explaining  the  u.se  of  the 
Corps  1987  wetland  manual  in  the  delineation 
of  wetland  areas.  The  Corps,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  may 
also,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  develop 
supplemental  criteria  and  procedures  for 
identification  of  regional  wetland  types. 
Such  criteria  and  procedures  may  include 
supplemental  plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation. 

"(2)  Agricultural  lands.— 
"(A)  Delineation  by  secretary  of  agri- 
culture.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  wet- 
lands located  on  agricultural  lands  and  asso- 
ciated nonagricultural  lands  shall  be  delin- 
eated solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  accordance  with  section  1222(  j)  of  the  Food 
Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3822(j)). 

"(B)  Exemption  of  lands  exempted  under 
food  security  act— Any  area  of  agricul- 
tural land  or  any  discharge  related  to  the 
land  determined  to  be  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirements of  subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821  et 
seq.)  shall  also  be  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  for  such  period  of  time 
as  those  lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands. 

"(C)  Effect  of  appeal  determination 
pursuant  to  food  security  act.— Any  area 
of  agricultural  land  or  any  discharge  related 
to  the  land  determined  to  be  exempt  pursu- 
ant to  an  appeal  taken  pursuant  to  subtitle 
C  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985 
(16  U.S.C.  3821  et  seq.)  shall  be  exempt  under 
this  section  for  such  period  of  time  as  those 
lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands.". 

SEC.  810.  FAST  TRACK  FOR  MINOR  FERMrTS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(w)(l)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
impacts. 

"(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities. '■. 

SEC.  811.  COMPENSATORY  MITIGATION. 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(X)  General  requirements— <1)  Each 
permit  issued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred .sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (.A)  and  (C).  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 

•■(A)  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 
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wetlands  caused  by  activities  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

••(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided; 

"(C)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age; 

"(D)  where  compensatory  mitigation  Is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

••(E)  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fail  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  andor  out-of-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 
the  watershed  including  participation  in  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y ). 

•■(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permitee — 

"(A)  is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required: 

•■(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

•■(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  it  is  required". 

SEC.  812,  COOPERATIVE  MmCA"nON  VENTURES 
AND  MITIGA'nON  BANKS. 

Section  404  (33  US  C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"(y)(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

•■(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologic  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Mitigation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  by 
locating  projects  in  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance. 

•'(B)  Parties  who  may  establish  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  individuals 

■•(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

'•(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  body  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(x). 

"(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  shall  be  Insured  to 
protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 
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"(F)  Methods  shall  be  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  discharges  or  alternations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c).  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

■•(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 

"(H)  Compensation  ratios  for  restoration. 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting and  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of 
function  and  the  status  of  scientific  knowl- 
edge with  regard  to  compensation  for  indi- 
vidual wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  rel- 
evant factors  shall  be  specified,  A  minimum 
restoration  compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation, 

•■(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site;  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

■■(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
specified. 

"(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided, 

"1 2 1  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  .Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101iai(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U  S  C  401  and  403), 
The  Secretary  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate: 

■•(A)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks 

"(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
land functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

"(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

■■(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values 

■■(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

•■(F)  Techniques  and  Incentives  for  Involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  tills  subsection,  the  Secretary 


shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  evaluat- 
ing mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures. The  Secretary  shall  also,  within  this 
time  period,  prepare  educational  materials 
and  conduct  training  programs  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive ventures.". 

SEC.    813.     WETLANDS     MONITORING     AND     RE- 
SEARCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'■(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
the  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  appropriate  State  and 
local  government  entities,  shall  initiate. 
with  opportunity  for  public  notice  and  com- 
ment, a  research  program  of  wetlands  and 
watershed  management.  The  purposes  of  the 
research  program  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited— 

"(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  and 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23.  1985.  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection; 

•'(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text; 

"(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  floodplain. 
stormwater,  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

"(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a).  404(e).  and  404(h)  in 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The  tracking  program  shall 
also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 
the  amount  required,  types  required,  and 
compliance" 

SEC.  »M.  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(aa)  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS.— 

"(1)  Regulations  establishing  prcxje- 
DITRES,— Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Wetlands  and  Water- 
shed Management  Act  of  1995,  the  Secretary 
shall,  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  issue  regulations  estab- 
lishing procedures  pursuant  to  which— 

•'(A)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion of  regulatory  jurisdiction  under  this 
section  with  respect  to  a  parcel  of  the  land- 
owner's property; 

•■(B)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  wetlands 
classification  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  a  parcel  of  the  landowner's  property; 

"((3)  any  person  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  the  proposed  activity  on  the  land- 
owner's property  is  not  exempt  under  sub- 
section (f); 

"(D)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  an  activity  on  the  landowner's 
property  does  not  qualify  under  a  general 
permit  issued  under  this  section; 

"(E)  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under  this 
section  may  appeal  a  determination  made 
pursuant  to  this  section  to  deny  issuance  of 
the  permit  or  to  impose  a  requirement  under 
the  permit;  and 

"(F)  a  landowner  or  any  other  person  re- 
quired to  restore  or  otherwise  alter  a  parcel 
of  property  pursuant  to  an  order  issued 
under  this  section  may  appeal  such  order. 

"(2)  Deadune  for  filing  appeal— An  ap- 
peal   brought   pursuant    to    this   subsection 


shall  be  filed  not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  decision  or  action  on 
which  the  appeal  is  based  occurs. 

■■(3)  Deadli.ne  for  decision.— An  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  he 
decided  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  appeal  is  filed. 

■■(4)  Participation  in  appeals  process.- 
Any  person  who  participated  in  the  public 
comment  process  concerning  a  decision  or 
action  that  is  the  subject  of  an  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  may 
participate  in  such  appeal  with  respect  to 
those  issues  raised  in  the  person's  written 
public  comments. 

"(5)  Decisionmaker —An  appeal  brought 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  heard 
and  decided  by  an  appropriate  and  impartial 
official  of  the  Federal  Government,  other 
than  the  official  who  made  the  determina- 
tion or  carried  out  the  action  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  appeal, 

■■(6)  Stay  of  penalties  and  mitigation,— A 
landowner  or  any  other  person  who  has  filed 
an  appeal  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  penalty  or  perform  mitiga- 
tion or  restoration  assessed  under  this  sec- 
tion or  section  309  until  after  the  appeal  has 
been  decided", 
SEC.  815.  CRANBERRY  PRODUCTION. 

Section  404  (33  USC.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•'(bb)  Cranberry  Production, -Activities 
associated  with  expansion,  improvement,  or 
modification  of  existing  cranberry  produc- 
tion operations  shall  be  deemed  in  compli- 
ance, for  purposes  of  sections  309  and  505, 
with  section  301.  if— 

■■(1)  the  activity  does  not  result  in  the 
modification  of  more  than  10  acres  of  wet- 
lands per  operator  per  year  and  the  modified 
wetlands  (other  than  where  dikes  and  other 
necessary  facilities  are  placed)  remain  as 
wetlands  or  other  waters  of  the  United 
States;  or 

■■(2)  the  activity  is  required  by  any  State 
or  Federal  water  quality  program". 
SEC.  818.  STATE  CLASSIFICA'HON  SYSTEMS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(CO  State  Classification  .System.s.— 

"(1)  Guidelines.— Not  later  than  1  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  .Agri- 
culture, and  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  estab- 
lish guidelines  to  aid  States  and  Indian 
tribes  in  establishing  cla.ssification  systems 
for  the  planning,  managing,  and  regulating 
of  wetlands, 

■•(2)  Establishment.— In  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  established  under  paragraph 
(1).  a  State  or  Indian  tribe  may  establish  a 
wetlands  classification  system  for  lands  of 
the  State  or  Indian  tribe  and  may  submit 
such  classification  system  to  the  Secretary 
for  approval.  Upon  approval,  the  Secretary 
shall  use  such  classification  system  in  mak- 
ing permit  determinations  and  establishing 
mitigation  requirements  for  lands  of  the 
State  or  Indian  tribe  under  this  section. 

■■(3)  Limitation  on  statutory  con.struc- 
tion.— Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  a  State  with  an  approved 
program  under  sub.section  (h)  or  a  State  with 
a  wetlands  classification  system  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section  ". 

SEC.  817.  DEFINrnONS. 

Section  502  i33  USC  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'■(26)  The  term  wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 


water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  saturated  soil  conditions. 

"(27)  The  term  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material'  means  the  act  of  discharging  and 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining, 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization,  flood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  flow,  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  type,  distribution,  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

"(28)  The  term  'mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be, 
as  yet.  undefined. 

"(29)  The  term  "cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 
primary  goal  of  providing  compen.sation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party. 

•■(30)  The  term  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities" means  normal  practices  identified 
as  such  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in 
consultation  with  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  for  each  State  and  the  land  grant 
university  system  and  agricultural  colleges 
of  the  State,  taking  into  account  existing 
practices  and  such  other  practices  as  may  be 
identified  In  consultation  with  the  affected 
Industry  or  community. 

■(31)  The  term  'agricultural  land'  means 
cropland,  pastureland,  native  pasture,  range- 
land,  an  orchard,  a  vineyard,  nonindustrial 
forest  land,  an  area  that  supports  a.  water  de- 
pendent crop  (including  cranberries,  taro. 
watercress,  or  rice),  and  any  other  land  used 
to  produce  or  support  the  production  of  an 
annual  or  perennial  crop  (including  forage  or 
hay),  aquaculture  product,  nursery  product, 
or  wetland  crop  or  the  production  of  live- 
stock.". 

H.R,  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Bonior 

Amendment  No.  7:  Page  22,  strike  lines  12 
through  22. 

Page  22.  line  23.  strike  "(c)"  and  insert 
••(b)". 

Page  27.  line  8.  strike  ••(d)"  and  insert 
"(c)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Borski 

A.mendment  No.  8;  Page  239.  strike  line  3 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  22  on  page 
322  and  insert  the  following: 
TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 

AND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  801.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Wetlands 
and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  802.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Findings. -Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 


chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources; 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  flood 
and  storm  waters; 

(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
end  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources; 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species);  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  blrding.  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation, 

(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3)  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are.  therefore, 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis.  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts. 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area.  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
gies must  take  into  consideration  private 
property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efncient 
use  of  scarce  t'ederal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

(2)  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner; 

(3)  to  reduce  inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal.  State,  and 
local  levels; 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners: 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  as  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  point  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control; 

(6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic  general   permits  and   other  ap- 


proaches and  the  tailoring  of  policies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources; 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources; 

(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners; 

(9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed-based 
restoration  strategies  Involving  all  levels  of 
government; 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States;  and 

(lit  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State. 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testing 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  re- 
sources such  as  mitigation  banking. 
SEC.  SOiJ.  STATE,  LOCAU  AND  LANDOWNER  TECH- 
NICAL ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERA- 
TIVE TRAINING. 

(a)  State  and  Local  Technical  Assist- 
ance.—Upon  request,  the  Administrator,  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404(e)  and  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act.  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805.  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  Cooperative  Training.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804.  shall  conduct 
training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utiliza- 
tion of  wetlands  in  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  wet- 
land planning,  wetland  evaluation,  mitiga- 
tion banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary. 

(c)  PrUvATE  Landowner  Technical  Assist- 
ance.—The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall.  In  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appiopiiaLe  Fedeial  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act,  and  restoring  wetlands. 
SEC.  804.  FEDERAL,  .STATE,  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 

MENT  COORDINATING  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  Establishment,— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal. 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ordinating Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Committee"), 

(b)  Functions.— The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal.  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts, 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government; 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks; 
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(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  coop)erative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803; 

(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating-  State  con- 
servation plans  and  stratepies.  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  permitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6)  help  develop  a  nationa.1  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership.— The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows; 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 

(2)  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
Secretary. 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

(4)  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

(6)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
Governor's  Association. 

(7>  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent,  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
League  of  Cities. 

(9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  jointly  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
region.  If  the  Governors  from  a  region  can- 
not agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
each  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Administrator  will  select  a 
representative  from  such  region. 

(d)  Terms.— Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6).  (7),  (8),  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  Vacancies.— A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  Pa ■y.— Members  shall  serve  without  pay. 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  Ccx;hairpersons  — The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6),  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members)  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum  —Two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  (quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings.— The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter.  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public 

SEC.  805.  STATE  A.VD  LOCAL  WEnA,M)  (  ()N- 
SERVATION  plans  A-M)  STRATE- 
GIES: GRANTS  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
LMPLEME.NTATION  OF  SECTION  404. 

(a)  STATE  Wetla.s'd  Conservatio.n  Plans 
AND  STRATEGIES— Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 


of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  consei^ration 
plans  and  strategies  may  include; 

(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  resources, 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  those  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3)  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4)  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 

(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
management. 

(8)  Establishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  Local  Wetland  Plan- 
ning. Regulation,  and  Management  Pro- 
GRA.MS.— Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 
agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
Act.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to; 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal,  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  ap- 
proaches. 

(3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

(C)  GRANTS  To   FaCIHTATE  THE  IMPLEMEN- 

t.ation  of  Section  404— Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  permitting  pursuant  to  sections 
404(g)  and  404(h)  of  such  Act  through  State 
permitting  through  a  State  programmatic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 


force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404(e)  of  this 
Act. 

(d)  Maximum  Amou.vt— No  State  may  re- 
ceive   more    than    $500,000    in    total    gmnts 
under  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  in  any  !. 
cal  year  and  more  than  $300,000  in  grants  ;ui 
subsection  (a),  (b),  or(c),  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share. -The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent. 

(f)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $15,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996,  1997,  1998, 
1999,  and  2000. 

SEC.  806.  national  COOPERATLVE  WETIA.M) 
ECOSYSTE.M  IU':STOR^\n()N  STR/\T 
EGY. 

(a)  Development.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals.— The  goal  of  the  National  Coop- 
erative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802.  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(c)  Functions— The  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 

(1)  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State, 
regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning.  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal,  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

(2)  involve  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3)  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  management  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  being  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration;  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
methods  to  reduce  such  obstacles 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DRFIDGED 
OR  FlU,  MATERIAL. 

(a)  Section  404(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: "The  Secretary  .shall,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Administrator,  establish  a  permit 
monitoring  and  tracking  programs  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis  to  monitor  the  cumulative  im- 
pact of  individual  and  general  permits  issued 
under  this  section.  This  program  shall  deter- 
mine the  impact  of  permitted  activities  in 
relationship  to  the  no  net  loss  goal.  Results 
shall  be  reported  biannually  to  Congress.". 


(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  404(e)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "local."  before  "State,  re- 
gional, or  nationwide  basis"  in  the  first  sen- 
tence. 

(c)  Paragraph  {2)  of  section  404(e)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting "or  a  State  or  local  government  has 
failed  to  adequately  monitor  and  control  the 
individual  and  cumulative  adverse  effects  of 
activities  authorized  b,v  State  or  local  pro- 
grammatic general  permits.". 

(d)  Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph; 

"(3)  Consistent  with  the  following  require- 
ments, the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  comment,  issue  State 
or  local  programmatic  general  permits  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplica- 
tion of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and 
local  regulatory  programs: 

"(A)  The  Secretary  may  i.ssue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate .safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  State, 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  by  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(a).  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps  District  Engineer  and  the  Regional 
Administrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and.  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addre.s,sed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activit.v.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  Engi- 
neer will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to.  national  security,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance.  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (b)(1). 

"(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  government's  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan.  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include — 

"(1)  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regulatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area: 
"(ii)  mapping  of — 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 


•111)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  areas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan;  and 

"(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  in- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion; 

"(iii)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area;  and 

"(ivi  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
monitoring  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 
ing, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan". 

(e)  Section  404(f)  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following: 

•■(3i(A)  VoT  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
following  shall  not  be  considered  navigable 
waters: 

'(i)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands. 

"(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

"(iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 
retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusivel.v 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

"(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
rea.sons. 

"(v)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

"(vi)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill.  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  States. 

"(vii)  Artificial  stormwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

■•(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a 
particular  water  body  unless  the  person  de- 
siring to  conduct  an  activity  in  that  water 
body  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption from  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion." 

SEC.  80K.  TFXHNICAI.  ASSISTANCE  TO  PRIVATE 
LANDOWNERS,  CODIFICATION  OF 
REGLXATIONS  and  POLICIES. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include — 

••(A)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
permit  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  $15.0(X);  and 

••(Bl  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  meet  other 
goals    of    this    Act.    including    control    of 
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nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

••(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation  containing   all    Federal    regulations, 
general    permits,    and    regulatory    guidance 
letters  relevant  to  the  permitting  of  activi- 
ties in  wetland  areas   pursuant   to  section 
404(a).  The  Secretary  and  the  Administrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochure® 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing— 
•(A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands, 
"(B)  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 
"(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant.". 

SEC.  809.  DELINEA'nON. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(V)  The  United  States  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, the  United  States  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  other  Federal  agen- 
cies shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of  Engineers 
Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Jurisdictional 
Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  section  until  a 
new  manual  has  been  prepared  and  formally 
adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  with  input  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural 
Resources.  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service,  and  other  relevant  agencies  and 
adopted  after  field  testing,  hearing,  and  pub- 
lic comment.  Any  new  manual  shall  take 
into  account  the  conclusions  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  panel  concerning  the 
delineation  of  wetlands.  The  Corps  in  co- 
operation with  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  shall  develop  materials  and  con- 
duct training  courses  for  consultants.  State, 
and  local  governments,  and  landowners  ex- 
plaining the  use  of  the  Corps  1987  wetland 
manual  in  the  delineation  of  wetland  areas. 
The  Corps  in  cooperation  with  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  may  also,  in  co- 
operation with  the  States,  develop  supple- 
mental criteria  and  procedures  for  identi- 
fication of  regional  wetland  types.  Such  cri- 
teria and  procedures  may  include  supple- 
mental plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation". 

SEC.  810.  FAST  TRACK  FOR  MINOR  PERMITS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(w)(l)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
impacts. 

••(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
-shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

••(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities.". 

SEC.  811.  COMPENSATORY  MITIGA'nON. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(X)  General  Requirements.— (D  Each 
permit  issued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  (C).  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 
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•■(Ai  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 
wetlands  caused  by  activitaes  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

••(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided; 

"(C)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age: 

••(D»  where  compensatory  mitigation  is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

•■(El  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fail  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  andor  out-of-kind  compen- 
sator>'  mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 
the  watershed  including  participation  in  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y). 

■•(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permitee— 

••(A)  is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required; 

••(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

"(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  It  is  required  '• 

SEC.  812.  COOPERATTVT  MITIGATION  VE.NTLRES 
AND  .MITIGATION  BA.NKS. 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C  1344 1  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(y»(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

■■(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologic  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Mitigation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  by 
locating  projects  in  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance. 

•■(B)  Parties  who  may  establish  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  individuals. 

■•(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

••(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  body  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(x). 

■•(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted   shall   be   insured   to 
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protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 

■■(F)  Methods  shall  be  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  discharges  or  alterations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c).  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

■■(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 

"(H)  Compensation  ratios  for  restoration, 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting an  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  func- 
tion and  the  status  of  scientific  knowledge 
with  regard  to  compensation  for  individual 
wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  relevant 
factors  shall  be  specified.  A  minimum  res- 
toration compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation. 

■■(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site:  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

■■(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
specified. 

■■(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided. 

••(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  hanks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101(a)(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3.  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401  and  403). 
The  Secretary  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate: 
■■(A)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks. 

•■(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
land functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

■■(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

■■(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values. 

•■(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

■•(F)  Techniques  and  incentives  for  involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 


tive mitigation  ventures.  Not  later  than  3 
years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to 
Congress  a  report  evaluating  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  ventures.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  also,  within  this  time  period, 
prepare  educational  materials  and  conduct 
training  programs  with  regard  to  the  use  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures.". 

SEC.    813.     WETLANDS     MONTTORINC;     AND     RE 
SEARCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  appro- 
priate State  and  local  government  entities. 
shall  initiate,  with  opportunity  for  public 
notice  and  comment,  a  research  program  of 
wetlands  and  watershed  management.  The 
purposes  of  the  research  program  shall  in- 
clude, but  not  be  limited^ 

■■(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  an<i 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23,  1985,  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  sub.section; 

"(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text; 

••(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  floodplain. 
stormwater.  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

••(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a).  404(e).  and  404(h)  in 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The  tracking  program  shall 
also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 
the  amount  required,  types  required,  and 
compliance  ■', 
SEC,  814.  DEFCVI-nONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(28)  The  term  wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 
water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  .saturated  soil  conditions. 

••(29)  The  term  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material'  means  the  act  of  discharging  and 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining, 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization.  Hood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  fiow.  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  type,  distribution,  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

••(30)  The  term  mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be. 
as  yet,  undefined. 

••(31)  The  term  •cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 


63.   line   4.   strike   ■•(e)"   and  insert 

63,  line  24.  strike   "(f)"   and  insert 

64.  line   4.   strike   "(g)"   and   insert 


primary  goal  of  providing  compensation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party.". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingl.v. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan 

A.MENDMENT  No.  9:  Page  62.  after  line  14,  in- 
sert the  following: 

(d)  Consideration  of  Consumption  Pat- 
terns.—Section  304(a)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(13)  Consideration  of  consumption  pat- 
terns.—In  developing  human  health  and 
aquatic  life  criteria  under  this  subsection. 
the  Administrator  shall  take  into  account, 
where  practicable,  the  consumption  patterns 
of  diverse  segments  of  the  population,  in- 
cluding segments  at  disproportionately  high 
risk,  such  as  minority  populations,  children, 
and  women  of  child-bearing  age.". 

Page  62.  line  15,  strike  "(d)"  and  insert 
•■(e)^'. 

Page 
■■(f)". 

Page 
"(g)". 

Page 
"(h)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mlss  Collins  of  Michigan 

AMENDMENT  No.  10:  Page  73.  strike  lines  19 
through  22  and  insert  the  following: 

(c)  Fish  Consumption  Advisories.— Sec- 
tion 304  (33  use.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(o)  Fish  Consumption  Advisories.— 

■■(1)  Posting.— Not  later  than  18  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Administrator  shall  propose  and  issue 
regulations  establishing  minimum,  uniform 
requirements  and  procedures  requiring 
States,  either  directly  or  through  local  au- 
thorities, to  post  signs,  at  reasonable  and  ap- 
propriate points  of  public  access,  on  navi- 
gable waters  or  portions  of  navigable  waters 
that  significantly  violate  applicable  water 
quality  standards  under  this  Act  or  that  are 
subject  to  a  fishing  or  shell-fishing  ban,  advi- 
sory, or  consumption  restriction  (issued  by  a 
Federal,  State,  or  local  authority)  due  to 
fish  or  shellfish  contamination. 

"(2)  Signs.— The  regulations  shall  require 
the  signs  to  be  posted  under  this  sub- 
section— 

"(A)  to  indicate  clearly  the  water  quality 
standard  that  is  being  violated  or  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  restriction  on  fish  or  shell- 
fish consumption; 

■■(B)  to  be  in  English,  and  when  appro- 
priate, any  language  used  by  a  large  segment 
of  the  population  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  navigable  waters; 

■■(C)  to  include  a  clear  warning  symbol; 
and 

■■(D)  to  be  maintained  until  the  body  of 
water  is  consistently  in  compliance  with  the 
water  quality  standard  or  until  all  fish  and 
shellfish  consumption  restrictions  are  termi- 
nated for  the  body  of  water  or  portion  there- 
of. ". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan 

Page  73,  after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 

(c)  Fish  and  Shellfish  Samplings.— Sec- 
tion 304  (33  use.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(n)  Fish  and  Shellfish  Samplings;  Mon- 
itoring.—Not  later  than  18  months  after  the 


date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  propose  and  issue  regula- 
tions to  establish  uniform  and  scientifically 
sound  requirements  and  procedures  for  fish 
and  shellfish  sampling  and  analysis  and  uni- 
form requirements  for  monitoring  of  navi- 
gable waters  that  do  not  meet  applicable 
water  quality  standards  under  this  Act  or 
that  are  subject  to  a  fishing  or  shell-fishing 
ban,  advisory,  or  consumption  restriction 
(issued  by  a  Federal,  State,  or  local  author- 
ity) due  to  fish  or  shellfish  contamination.". 
Page  73,  line  19,  strike  "(c)"  and  insert 
■•(d)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan 
Amendment  No.  12:  Page  203,  after  line  8, 
insert  the  following: 

SEC.  410,  ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  REVIEW. 

Section  402  (32  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(u)  Environmental  Justice  Review.— No 
permit  may  be  issued  under  this  section  un- 
less the  Administrator  or  the  State,  as  the 
case  may  be.  first  reviews  the  proposed  per- 
mit to  identify  and  reduce  disproportion- 
ately high  and  adverse  impacts  to  the  health 
of.  or  environmental  exposures  of.  minority 
and  low-income  populations". 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of  contents 
of  the  bill  accordingly. 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By:  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan 

Amendment  No.  13:  Page  213.  after  line  14. 
insert  the  following: 
SEC.  508.  DATA  COUJX^TION. 

Section  516  i33  U.S.C.  1375)  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  following: 

••(D  D.^TA  Collection.— 

••(1)  In  general.— The  Administrator  shall, 
on  an  ongoing  basis — 

"(A)  collect,  maintain,  and  analyze  data 
necessary  to  assess  and  compare  the  levels 
and  .sources  of  water  pollution  to  which  mi- 
nority and  low-income  populations  are  dis- 
proportionately exposed;  and 

■■(B)  for  waters  receiving  discharges  in  vio- 
lation of  permits  issued  under  section  402  or 
waters  with  levels  of  pollutants  exceeding 
applicable  water  quality  standards  under 
this  Act,  collect  data  on  the  frequency  and 
volume  of  discharges  of  each  pollutant  for 
which  a  violation  occurs  into  waters  adja- 
cent to  or  u.sed  by  minority  and  low-income 
communities. 

■■(2)  Publication.— The  Administrator 
shall  publish  summaries  of  the  data  col- 
lected under  this  section  annually.'". 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of  contents 
of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  236.  strike  lines  13  and  14. 

Page  236.  line  15,  strike  '•(k)"  and  insert 
"(j)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Crane 

amendment  No.  14:  Page  311.  strike  line  16 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  9  on  page 
312. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Emerson 

Amendment  No.    15:   Insert  the  following 
new  section  into  H.R.  961: 
SEC.    .  FEDERAL  POWER  ACT  PART  I  PROJECTS, 

Section  SlKa)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  §1371)  is  amended 
by  adding  after  ■subject  to  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3.  1899,"  the  following,  and  by 
renumbering  the  remaining  paragraph  ac- 
cordingly: 


"(3)  applying  to  hydropower  projects  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  or  its  successors 
under  the  authority  of  Part  I  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  §§791  et  seq.):'". 
H.R  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  English 

Amendmen-t  No.  16:  Page  284.  strike  lines  10 
through  18. 

Page  284,  line  19,  strike  "(3)"  and  insert 
"(2)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By  Mr  English 
amendment  No.  17:  Page  249,  line  13,  strike 
■'20  percent"  and  insert  ■30  percent". 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey 

AMENDMENT  No.  18:  Page  323.  strike  line  1 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  23  on  page 
326  and  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  IX— NAVIGATIONAL  DREDGING 
SEC.  901.  REFERENCES  TO  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Marine 
Protection.  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  (33  U.S.C.  1401  et  seq  ) 

SEC.  902.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECnON  AGEN- 
CY PERMITS. 

Section  102(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1412(c))  is  amend- 
ed— 

( 1 )  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3)  by 
striking  ■the  Administrator,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Secretary."  and  inserting  ••the  Sec- 
retary, in  conjunction  with  the  Adminis- 
trator."": and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (3) 
by  striking  "the  Administrator  and  the  Sec- 
retary" and  inserting  "the  Secretary  and  the 
Administrator". 

SEC.  903.  CORPS  OF  ENGINTERS  PERMITS. 

(a)  Disposal  Sites— Section  103(b)  (33 
U.S.C.  H13(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1) 
by  striking  •.  with  the  cuiicurrenct;  of  Uie 
Administrator.";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator" and  inserting  •Secretary". 

(b)  Consultation  With  the  adminis- 
trator.—Section  103(c)  (33  use.  1413(c))  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(c)  Consultation  With  the  Adminis- 
trator—Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  to  any 
person  under  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  first  consult  with  the  Administrator.'". 

SEC.  904.  PENALTIES. 

Section  106  (33  U.S.C  1415)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  'or. 
with  respect  to  violations  of  section  103.  the 
Secretary"  before  the  period  at  the  end; 

(2)  in  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  sentences 
by  inserting  "or  the  Secretary,  as  the  case  ■ 
may  be."  after  ■Administrator"  each  place 
it  appears;  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (g)(2)(C)  by  inserting  '■or 
the  Secretary,  as  the  case  may  be,""  after 
•"the  Administrator""  the  first  place  it  ap- 
pears. 

SEC.  905.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  112  (33  U.S.C.  1421)  is  amended  by 
striking  ""with  the  concurrence  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator"". 

SEC.  906.  REFERENCE  TO  COMMITTEE. 

Section  104(i)(3)  (33  U.S.C.  1414(i)(3))  is 
amended  by  striking  '"Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries""  and  inserting  "•Transportation 
and  Infrastructure". 
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Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
according'ly. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey 
Amendment  No.  19:  Page  101.  line  18.  before 
the  period  insert  the  following: 
except  that  a  coastal  State  may  submit  a 
portion  of  its  management  program  relating 
to  the  coastal  areas  of  the  State  at  an  earlier 
date  in  which  case  the  Administrator  shall 
approve   or  disapprove   such   portion   under 
subsection  (d>  within  6  monChs  of  the  date  of 
such  submission 

H.R.  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Fr.'\nks  of  New  Jersey 
Amendme.nt  No.  20:  Page  108.  line  7.  after 
the  first  period  insert  the  following: 
Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for 
priority  consideration  in  the  award  of  grants 
to  coastal   States   under  this  section   to  a 
coastal  State  which  receives  approval  of  its 
management  program,  or  any  portion  of  such 
program  relating  to  the  coastal  zones  of  the 
State,  on  or  before  December  31.  1995. 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey 
Amend.me.nt  No.  21:  Page  SH.  line  22.  before 
the  closing  quotation  marks  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

and.  in  watersheds  of  impaired  or  threatened 
waters  in  coastal  zones,  with  coastal  zones 
being  defined  as  the  federally  approved  State 
coastal  management  programs  under  the 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972.  to  im- 
plement model  management  practices  and 
measures  within  5  years  of  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments 
of  1995 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
Amendment  No.  22:  Page  305,  after  line  4. 
insert  the  following: 

■■(8)    TREAT.ME.NT    of    EXI.STING    PROGRAM.S.— 

.■\ny  State  which  has  received  approval  to  ad- 
minister a  program  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation 
ami  Management  Act  of  1995  shall  not  be  ic 
quired  to  reapply  for  approval  and  shall  be 
permitted  to  continue  administering  such 
program. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
Amendment  No.  23:  In  the  matter  proposed 
to  be  inserted  as  .section  404(1)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  by  section  803 
of  the  bill  (as  amended  by  Mr.  Shuster's 
amendment)  strike  paragraph  (8)  and  insert 
the  following: 

(8)    TRE.ATME.NT   of    existing    PROGRA.MS.— 

Any  State  which  has  received  approval  to  ad- 
minister a  program  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation 
and  Management  Act  of  1995  shall  not  be  re- 
(juired  to  reapply  for  approval  and  shall  be 
permitted  to  continue  administering  such 
program. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
Amendment  No.  24:  Page  305.  after  line  4. 
insert  the  following: 

•  (8)    TREATME.NT    OF    E.XISTLNG    PRCXIRAMS.— 

Any  State  which  has  received  approval  to  ad- 
minister a  program  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation 
and  Management  Act  of  1995  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  reapply  for  approval  and  shall  be 


permitted   to   continue   administering   such 
program. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gilchrest 

A.mendment  No.  25:  Page  243.  strike  line  9 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  7  on  page 
249  and  insert  the  following: 

■•(c)  Wetlands  Classification.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  issue  regulations  for  the  classi- 
fication of  wetlands  to  the  extent  prac- 
ticable based  on  the  best  available  science. 
Requirements  of  this  title  based  on  the  clas- 
sification of  wetlands  as  type  A.  type  B.  or 
type  C  wetlands  shall  not  become  effective 
until  regulations  are  issued  under  this  sub- 
section. 

Page  282.  line  11.  strike  "subparagraphs  (B) 
and  (C)  "  and  insert  "subparagraph  (B)"'. 

Page  282.  strike  line  12  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  22  on  page  283. 

Page  283.  strike  line  23  and  all  that  follows 
through  "any"  on  line  25  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(B)  NOR.MAL  circu.msta.nces.— Any 

Page  311.  line  17,  strike  "section."  and  in- 
sert "section  and". 

Page  311.  lines  18  through  20,  strike  ".  and 
no  exception  shall  be  available  under  sub- 
section (g)(1)(B).". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gilchrest 

amendment  No.  26:  Page  309,  strike  lines  8 
through  12. 

Page  309.  line  13.  strike  "(10)"  and  insert 
"(9)". 

Page  312.  line  10.  strike  "(11)"  and  insert 
"(10)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Lipi.nski 
AMEND.MENT    No.    27:    Pages    231    and    232. 
strike  the  table  and  insert  the  following: 

Percentage  of  sums 
authorized: 

"States: 

Alabama  0.7736 

Alaska   0.2500 

.Arizona  1.1526 

Arkansas 0.3853 

California 9  .39.57 

Colorado  0.6964 

Connecticut  1.3875 

Delaware  0.2500 

District  of  Columbia 0.3203 

Florida  3.4696 

Georgia  2  0334 

Hawaii   0.2629 

Idaho  0.2531 

Illinois  5.6615 

Indiana  3.1304 

Iowa  0  6116 

Kansas  0.8749 

Kentucky  1.3662 

Louisiana  1.0128 

Maine  0.6742 

Maryland  1.6701 

Massachusetts  4.3755 

Michigan  3.8495 

Minnesota  1.3275 

Mississippi  0.6406 

Missouri 1.7167 

Montana  0.2500 

Nebraska 0.4008 

Nevada  0  2500 

New  Hampshire  0.4791 

New  Jersey   4.7219 

New  Mexico 0.2500 

New  York  14.7435 

North  Carolina 2.5920 

North  Dakota  0.2500 

Ohio  4.9828 

Oklahoma  ." 0.6273 

Oregon  1.2483 


Pennsylvania  

Rhode  Island  

South  Carolina  

South  Dakota  

Tennessee  

Texas  

Utah  

Vermont  

Virginia  

Washington  

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Puerto  Rico  

Northern  Marianas 
American  Samoa  ... 

Guam  

Palau  

Virgin  Islands  


May  9,  1995 

Percentage  of  sums 
auf/ionjpd 

4.2431 

0.4454 

0.7480 

0.2500 

1.4767 

4.6773 

0.29:1" 

0.27r 

2.47Mi 

2.2096 

1.4.346 

1.4261 

0.2500 

1.0866 

0.0308 

0.0908 

0.0657 

0.1295 

0.0527". 
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H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  McIntosh 

amendment  No.  28:  Page  99.  line  5,  strike 
the  closing  quotation  marks  and  the  final  pe- 
riod. 

Page  99.  after  line  5.  insert  the  following: 

"(J)  An  assurance  that  the  State  will  not 
take  any  action  under  the  program  limiting 
the  use  of  any  portion  of  private  property  in 
a  manner  that  diminishes  the  fair  market 
value  of  that  portion  by  20  percent  or  more 
without  providing  just  compensation  to  the 
property  owner.". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Miller  of  California 

AMEND.MENT  No.  29:  Title  III  of  the  bill  is 
amended— 

(a)  on  page  33.  by  striking  line  7  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  10  on  page  34: 

(b)  on  page  62.  by  striking  line  21  and  all 
that  follows  through  fine  3  on  page  63; 

(c)  on  page  64.  by  striking  line  4  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  14: 

(d)  on  page  77.  by  striking  line  1  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  23  on  page  80; 

(e)  on  page  83.  by  striking  line  1  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  13; 

(f)  on  page  93.  by  striking  line  7  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  22  on  page  95: 

(g)  on  page  99.  by  striking  line  12  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  10  on  page  101; 

(h)  on  page  121.  by  striking  line  22  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  2  on  page  122; 

(i)  on  page  167.  by  striking  line  12  and  all 
that  follows  through  line  14  on  page  169;  and 
(j)    renumber    all    sections,    subsections, 
paragraphs,  and  subparagraphs  accordingly. 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mlneta 
AMENDMENT  No.  30:  Page  133.  strike  line  15. 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  9  on  page 
170  and  insert  the  following: 

SEC.    .322.    .ML-NICIPAI.    STORMWATER    MANAGE- 
MENT pr<x;ra.ms. 
(ai  STATK  Programs. -Title  III  (33  U.S.C. 
1311  et  seq.)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  emi  the  following  new  .section: 
"SEC.    .122.    .MfXICIPAI.    STORMWATER    MA.NAt;E- 
.ME.NT  PRCKiRAMS. 

"(a)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  section 
is  to  assist  States  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  municipal  stormwater 
control  programs  in  an  expeditious  and  cost 
effective  manner  so  as  to  enable  the  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act  to  be  met  in 
each  State  no  later  than  15  years  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  the  municipal 
stormwater  management  program  of  the 
State.  It  is  recognized  that  State  municipal 
stormwater  management  programs  need  to 
be  built  on  a  foundation  that  voluntary  pol- 
lution prevention  initiatives  represent  an  ap- 
proach most  likely  to  succeed  in  achieving 
the  objectives  of  this  Act. 


•(b)  State  Assess.ment  Reports.— 

••(1)  Contents.— After  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Governor  of 
f'arh  State,  consistent  with  or  as  part  of  the 
:issc.ssment  required  by  section  319.  shall  pre- 
pare and  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval, a  report  which— 

••(A)  identifies  those  navigable  waters 
within  the  State  which,  without  additional 
action  to  control  pollution  from  municipal 
stormwater  discharges,  cannot  reasonably  be 
expected  to  attain  or  maintain  applicable 
water  quality  standards  or  the  goals  and  re- 
quirements of  this  Act; 

•■(B)  identifies  those  categories  and  subcat- 
t^gories  of  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
that  add  significant  pollution  to  each  por- 
tion of  the  navigable  waters  identified  under 
subparagraph  (A)  in  amounts  which  contrib- 
ute to  such  portion  not  meeting  such  water 
quality  standards  or  such  goals  and  require- 
ments; 

■■(C)  describes  the  process,  including  inter- 
governmental coordination  and  public  par- 
ticipation, for  identifying  measures  to  con- 
trol pollution  from  each  category  and  sub- 
category of  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
identified  in  subparagraph  (B)  and  to  reduce, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  the 
level  of  pollution  resulting  from  such  dis- 
charges: and 

••(D)  identifies  and  describes  State  and 
local  programs  for  controlling  pollution 
added  from  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
to.  and  improving  the  quality  of.  each  such 
portion  of  the  navigable  waters. 

■■(2)  Information  used  in  preparation.  -In 
developing,  reviewing,  and  revising  the  re- 
port required  by  this  subsection,  the  State 

•■(Ai  may  rely  upon  information  developed 
pursuant  to  sections  208.  303(ei.  304(fi.  30.5(b). 
314.  319.  320,  and  321  and  subsection  (h)  of  this 
section,  information  developed  from  any 
group  stormwater  permit  application  process 
in  effect  under  section  402(p)  of  this  Act  and 
such  other  information  as  the  State  deter- 
mines is  appropriate:  and 

"(Bi  may  utilize  appropriate  elements  of 
the  waste  treatment  management  plans  de- 
veloped pursuant  to  sections  208(b)  and  303. 
to  the  extent  such  elements  are  consistent 
with  and  fulfill  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

••(31  Review  and  revision.— Not  later  than 
18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995.  and 
every  5  years  thereafter,  the  State  shall  re- 
view, revise,  and  submit  to  the  Adminis- 
trator the  report  required  by  this  subsection. 

■■(c)  State  Management  Progra.ms.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— In  substantial  consulta- 
tion with  local  governments  and  after  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the 
Governor  of  each  State  for  the  State  or  in 
combination  with  the  Governors  of  adjacent 
States  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval  a  municipal 
stormwater  management  program  based  on 
available  information  which  the  State  pro- 
poses to  implement  in  the  first  5  fiscal  years 
beginning  after  the  date  of  submission  of 
such  management  program  for  controlling 
pollution  added  from  municipal  stormwater 
discharges  to  the  navigable  waters  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  State  and  improving 
the  quality  of  such  waters. 

••(2)  Specific  contents— Each  manage- 
ment program  proposed  for  implementation 
under  this  subsection  shall  include  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•■(A)  Identification  of  model  management 
PRAcrriCES  and  measures.— identification  of 
the  model  management  practices  and  meas- 
ures which  will  be  undertaken  to  reduce  pol- 


lutant loadings  resulting  from  municipal 
stormwater  discharges  designated  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B).  taking  into  account  the  im- 
pact of  the  practice  and  measure  on  ground 
water  quality. 

■•(B)  Identification  of  progr.\ms  and  re- 
sources—Identification  of  programs  and  re- 
sources necessary  (including,  as  appropriate, 
nonregulatory  programs  or  regulatory  pro- 
grams, enforceable  policies  and  mechanisms, 
technical  assistance,  financial  assistance, 
education,  training,  technology  transfer,  and 
demonstration  projects)  to  manage  munici- 
pal stormwater  discharges  to  the  degree  nec- 
essary to  provide  for  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  goal  of  attainment  of 
water  quality  standards  which  contain  the 
stormwater  criteria  established  under  sub- 
section (h)  for  designated  uses  of  receiving 
waters  identified  under  subsection  (b)(1)(A) 
taking  into  consideration  specific  watershed 
conditions,  by  not  later  than  the  last  day  of 
the  15-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  State  program. 

■■(C)  Program  for  reducing  pollutant 
loadings —A  program  for  municipal 
stormwater  discharges  identified  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  to  reduce  pollutant  loadings 
from  categories  and  subcategories  of  munici- 
pal stormwater  discharges. 

■■(D)  Schedule.— A  schedule  containing  in- 
terim goals  and  milestones  for  making  rea- 
sonable progress  toward  the  attainment  of 
standards  as  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B) 
established  for  the  designated  uses  of  receiv- 
ing waters,  taking  into  account  specific  wa- 
tershed conditions,  which  may  be  dem- 
onstrated by  one  or  any  combination  of  im- 
provements in  water  quality  (including  bio- 
logical indicators),  documented  implementa- 
tion of  voluntary  stormwater  discharge  con- 
trol measures,  or  adoption  of  enforceable 
stormwater  discharge  control  measures. 

■•(E)  Certification  of  adequate  author- 
ity.— 

••(i)  In  general.— A  certification  by  the 
Attorne.v  General  of  the  State  or  States  (or 
the  chief  attorney  of  any  State  water  pollu- 
tion control  agency  that  has  authority  under 
State  law  to  make  such  certification)  that 
the  laws  of  the  State  or  States,  as  the  case 
may  be,  provide  adequate  authority  to  im- 
plement such  management  program  or,  if 
there  is  not  such  adequate  authority,  a  list 
of  such  additional  authorities  as  will  be  nec- 
essary to  implement  such  management  pro- 
gram. 

■■(ii)  Commitment.— A  schedule  for  seeking, 
and  a  commitment  by  the  State  or  States  to 
.seek,  such  additional  authorities  as  expedi- 
tiously as  practicable. 

•■(Fi  Identification  of  federal  financial 
assistance  programs —An  identification  of 
Federal  financial  assistance  programs  and 
Federal  development  projects  for  which  the 
State  will  review  individual  assistance  appli- 
cations or  development  projects  for  their  ef- 
fect on  water  quality  pureuant  to  the  proce- 
dures set  forth  in  Executive  Order  12372  as  in 
effect  on  September  17.  1983.  to  determine 
whether  such  assistance  applications  or  de- 
velopment projects  would  be  consistent  with 
the  program  prepared  under  this  subsection: 
for  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  identi- 
fication shall  not  Iw  limited  to  the  assist- 
ance programs  or  development  projects  sub- 
ject to  Executive  Order  12372  but  may  in- 
clude any  programs  listed  in  the  most  recent 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
which  may  have  an  effect  on  the  purposes 
and  objectives  of  the  State's  municipal 
stormwater  management  program. 

■■(G)  Monitoring.— A  description  of  the 
monitoring  of  navigable  waters  or  other  as- 


sessment which  will  be  carried  out  under  the 
program  for  the  purposes  of  monitoring  and 
assessing  the  effectiveness  of  the  program, 
including  the  attainment  of  interim  goals 
and  milestones. 

•■(H)  Identification  of  certain  inconsist- 
E.NT  FEDERAL  ACTIVITIES —An  identification 
of  activities  on  P'ederal  lands  in  the  Slate 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  State  manage- 
ment program. 

•■(I)  iDEN-nFICATION  OF  GOALS  AND  MILE- 
STONES—An  identification  of  goals  and  mile- 
stones for  progress  in  attaining  water  qual- 
ity standards,  including  a  projected  date  for 
attaining  such  standards  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable  but  not  later  than  15  years  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  the  State  program  for 
each  of  the  waters  listed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b). 

■■(3)  Utilization  of  local  and  private  ex- 
perts—In  developing  and  implementing  a 
management  program  under  this  .subsection. 
a  State  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, involve  local  public  and  private 
agencies  and  organizations  which  have  ex- 
pertise in  stormwater  management. 

••(4)  Development  on  watershed  basis  — a 
State  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, develop  and  implement  a  stormwater 
management  program  under  this  subsection 
on  a  watershed-by-watershed  basis  within 
such  State. 

••(d)  Administrative  Provisions  — 

••(1)  CooPERA'noN  REQUIREMENT.- Any  re- 
port required  by  subsection  (bi  and  any  man- 
agement program  and  report  required  by 
subsection  (o  shall  be  developed  in  coopera- 
tion with  local,  substate.  regional,  and  inter- 
state entities  which  are  responsible  for  im- 
plementing municipal  stormwater  manage- 
ment programs. 

••(2)  Time  period  for  submission  of  man- 
ageme.nt  PRixiRAMs.— Each  management  pro- 
gram shall  be  submitted  to  the  Adminis- 
trator within  30  months  of  the  issuance  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  final  guidance 
under  subsection  (1)  and  every  5  years  there- 
after. Each  program  submission  after  the  ini- 
tial submission  following  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  .Amendments  of 
1995  shall  include  a  demonstration  of  reason- 
ablp  further  progress  toward  the  goal  of  at- 
taining water  quality  standards  as  set  forth 
in  subsection  (c)(2)  established  for  de.s- 
ignated  uses  of  receiving  waters  taking  into 
account  specific  watershed  conditions  by  not 
later  than  the  date  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)(2)(B),  including  a  documentation  of  the 
degree  to  which  the  State  has  achieved  the 
interim  goals  and  milestones  contained  in 
the  previous  program  submission.  Such  dem- 
onstration shall  take  into  account  the  ade- 
quacy of  Federal  funding  under  this  section. 

■•(3)  Transition  — 

••(A)  In  general.— Permits  issued  pursuant 
to  section  402(p)  for  discharges  from  munici- 
pal storm  sewers,  as  in  effect  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, shall  remain  in  effect  until  the  effec- 
tive date  of  a  State  municipal  stormwater 
management  program  under  this  section. 
Stormwater  dischargers  shall  continue  to 
implement  any  stormwater  management 
practices  and  measures  required  under  such 
permits  until  such  practices  and  measures 
are  modified  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph 
or  pursuant  to  a  State  municipal  stormwater 
management  program.  Prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  a  State  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement program,  municipal  stormwater 
dischargers  may  submit  for  approval  pro- 
posed revised  stormwater  management  prac- 
tices and  measures  to  the  Slate,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  with  an  approved  program  under 
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section  402.  or  the  Administrator.  Upon  no- 
tice of  approval  by  the  State  or  the  Adminis- 
trator, the  municipal  stormwater  discharger 
shall  implement  the  revised  stormwater 
management  practices  and  measures  which 
may  be  voluntary  pollution  prevention  ac- 
tivities. A  municipal  stormwater  discharger 
operating  under  a  permit  continued  in  effect 
under  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be  subject 
to  citizens  suits  under  section  505. 

••(B)  A.N'TIBACKSLIDINC— Section  402(0) 
shall  not  apply  to  any  activity  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  this  paragraph. 

••(e)  Approv.\l  or  Disapprov.\l  of  Re- 
ports OR  Ma.n.\ge.ment  Programs.— 

••(1)  Deadline.— Subject  to  paragraph  (2). 
not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  sub- 
mission to  the  Administrator  of  any  report 
or  revised  report  or  management  program 
under  this  section,  the  Administrator  shall 
either  approve  or  disapprove  such  report  or 
management  program,  as  the  case  may  be. 
The  Administrator  may  approve  a  portion  of 
a  management  program  under  this  sub- 
section. If  the  Administrator  does  not  dis- 
approve a  report,  management  program,  or 
portion  of  a  management  program  in  such 
180-day  period,  such  report,  management 
program,  or  portion  shall  be  deemed  ap- 
proved for  purposes  of  this  section. 

■■(2)  Procedure  for  disapproval.— If.  after 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  comment 
and  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal 
and  State  agencies  and  other  interested  per- 
sons, the  Administrator  determines  that — 

"(A)  the  proposed  management  program  or 
any  portion  thereof  does  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
or  is  not  likely  to  satisfy,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act; 

■•(B)  adequate  authority  does  not  exist,  or 
adequate  resources  are  not  available,  to  im- 
plement such  program  or  portion;  or 

■■(C)  the  practices  and  measures  proposed 
in  such  program  or  portion  will  not  result  in 
reasonable  progress  toward  the  goal  of  at- 
tainment of  applicable  water  quality  stand- 
ards as  set  forth  in  subsection  (c)(2)  estab- 
lished for  designated  uses  of  receiving  waters 
taking  into  consideration  specific  watershed 
conditions  as  expeditiousl,v  as  possible  but 
not  later  than  15  years  after  approval  of  a 
State  municipal  stormwater  management 
program  under  this  section; 
the  Administrator  shall  within  6  months  of 
the  receipt  of  the  proposed  program  notify 
the  State  of  any  revisions  or  modifications 
necessary  to  obtain  approval.  The  State 
shall  have  an  additional  6  months  to  submit 
its  revised  management  program,  and  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  or  disapprove 
such  revised  program  within  3  months  of  re- 
ceipt. 

••(3)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  report — 
If  a  Governor  of  a  State  does  not  submit  a 
report  or  revised  report  required  by  sub- 
section (b)  within  the  period  specified  by 
subsection  (d)(2),  the  Administrator  shall, 
within  18  months  after  the  date  on  which 
such  report  is  required  to  be  submitted  under 
subsection  (b),  prepare  a  report  for  such 
State  which  makes  the  identifications  re- 
quired by  paragraphs  (IXA)  and  (1)(B)  of  sub- 
section (b).  Upon  completion  of  the  require- 
ment of  the  preceding  sentence  and  after  no- 
tice and  opportunity  for  a  comment,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  report  to  Congress  of  the 
actions  of  the  Administrator  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

•■(4)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  manage- 
ment PROGRAM.— 

(A)  Program  management  by  ad.minis- 
TRATOR— Subject  to  paragraph  (5).  if  a  State 
fails  to  submit  a  management  program  or  re- 


vised management  program  under  subsection 
(c)  or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve 
such  management  program,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  prepare  and  implement  a  man- 
agement program  for  controlling  pollution 
added  from  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
to  the  navigable  waters  within  the  State  and 
improving  the  quality  of  such  waters  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (c). 

"(B)  Notice  and  hearing.— If  the  Adminis- 
trator intends  to  disapprove  a  program  sub- 
mitted by  a  State  the  Administrator  shall 
first  notify  the  Governor  of  the  State,  in 
writing,  of  the  modifications  necessary  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The 
Administrator  shall  provide  adequate  public 
notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  public  hear- 
ing for  all  interested  parties. 

•■(C)  St.ate  revision  of  its  program.- If. 
after  taking  into  account  the  level  of  fund- 
ing actually  provided  as  compared  with  the 
level  authorized,  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines that  a  State  has  failed  to  demonstrate 
reasonable  further  progress  toward  the  at- 
tainment of  water  quality  standards  as  re- 
quired, the  State  shall  revise  its  program 
within  12  months  of  that  determination  in  a 
manner  sufficient  to  achieve  attainment  of 
applicable  water  quality  standards  by  the 
deadline  established  by  this  section.  If  a 
State  fails  to  make  such  a  program  revision 
or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such 
a  revision,  the  Administrator  shall  prepare 
and  implement  a  municipal  stormwater 
management  program  for  the  State. 

■■(5)  Local  .manage.ment  prcxjrams;  tech- 
nical assistance.— If  a  State  fails  to  submit 
a  management  program  under  subsection  (o 
or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such 
a  management  program,  a  local  public  agen- 
cy or  organization  which  has  expertise  in. 
and  authority  to.  control  water  pollution  re- 
sulting from  municipal  stormwater  sources 
in  any  area  of  such  State  which  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  is  of  sufficient  geographic 
size  may.  with  approval  of  such  State,  re- 
quest the  Administrator  to  provide,  and  the 
Administrator  shall  provide,  technical  as- 
sistance to  such  agency  or  organization  in 
developing  for  such  area  a  management  pro- 
gram which  is  described  in  subsection  (c)  and 
can  be  approved  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
After  development  of  such  management  pro- 
gram, such  agency  or  organization  shall  sub- 
mit such  management  prot,ram  to  the  Ad- 
mrnistrator  for  approval. 

••(f)  Interstate  Management  Con- 
ferf.nce.- 

■■(1)  Convening  of  conference;  notifica- 
tion; purpose.— 

■•(A)  Convening  of  conference.— If  any 
portion  of  the  navigable  waters  in  any  State 
which  is  implementing  a  management  pro- 
gram approved  under  this  section  is  not 
meeting  applicable  water  quality  standards 
or  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act  as 
a  result,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  pollution 
from  stormwater  in  another  State,  such 
State  may  petition  the  Administrator  to 
convene,  and  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
vene, a  management  conference  of  all  States 
which  contribute  significant  pollution  re- 
sulting from  stormwater  to  such  portion. 

■(B)  Notification.— If.  on  the  basis  of  in- 
formation available,  the  Administrator  de- 
termines that  a  State  is  not  meeting  applica- 
ble water  quality  standards  or  the  goals  and 
requirements  of  this  Act  as  a  result,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  of  significant  pollution  from 
stormwater  in  another  State,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  such  States. 

■■(C)  Time  limit— The  Administrator  may 
convene  a  management  conference  under 
this  paragraph  not  later  than  180  days  after 


giving  such  notification  under  subparagraph 
(B).  whether  or  not  the  State  which  is  not 
meeting  such  standards  requests  such  con- 
ference. 

■■(D)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  • 
ference  shall  be  to  develop  an  ak'i  •■:::.  r.i 
among  the  States  to  reduce  the  level  of  pol- 
lution resulting  from  stormwater  in  the  por- 
tion of  the  navigable  waters  and  to  improve 
the  water  quality  of  such  portion. 

■■(E)  Protection  of  water  rights— N'S; 
ing  in  the  agreement  shall  supersede  or  alio 
gate  rights  to  quantities  of  water  which  have 
been  established  by   interstate  water  com- 
pacts. Supreme  Court  decrees,  or  State  water 
laws. 

■■(F)  Limitations— This  subsection  shall 
not  apply  to  any  pollution  which  is  subject 
to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Act.  The  requirement  that  the  Adminis- 
trator convene  a  management  conference 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 505  of  this  Act. 

■(2)  State  .management  program  require- 
ME.NT.- To  the  extent  that  the  States  rea^  h 
agreement  through  such  conference.  ■;.• 
management  programs  of  the  States  which 
are  parties  to  such  agreements  and  which 
contribute  significant  pollution  to  the  navi- 
gable waters  or  portions  thereof  not  meeting 
applicable  water  quality  standards  or  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act  will  be  revised 
to  reflect  such  agreement.  Such  manage- 
ment programs  shall  be  consistent  with  Fed- 
eral and  State  law. 

•■(g)  Gra.nts  for  Stormwater  Research  — 

■■(1)  In  general.— To  determine  the  m.  -^r 
cost-effective  and  technologically  fea.^i'  : 
means  of  improving  the  quality  of  the  navi- 
gable waters  and  to  develop  the  criteria  re- 
quired pursuant  to  subsection  (g).  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  an  initiative 
through  which  the  Administrator  shall  fund 
State  and  local  demonstration  programs  and 
research  to — 

■■(A)  identify  adverse  impacts  of 
stormwater  discharges  on  receiving  waters: 

■•(B)  identify  the  pollutants  in  stormwater 
which  cause  impiict;  and 

■■(C)  test  innovative  approaches  to  address 
the  impacts  of  source  controls  and  model 
management  practices  and  measures  for  run- 
off from  municipal  storm  sewers. 

Persons  conducting  demonstration  programs 
and  research  funded  under  this  subsection 
shall  also  take  into  account  the  physical  na- 
ture of  episodic  stormwater  flows,  the  vary- 
ing pollutants  in  stormwater.  the  actual  risk 
the  flows  pose  to  the  designated  beneficial 
uses,  and  the  ability  of  natural  ecosystems 
to  accept  temporary  stormwater  events. 

■■(2)  Award  of  funds— The  Administrator 
shall  award  the  demonstration  and  research 
program  funds  taking  into  account  regional 
and  population  variations. 

■■(3)  Authorization  of  appropri.ations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  $20,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  Such 
sums  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

■■(h)  Developme.vt  of  Stormwater  Cri- 
teria.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— To  reflect  the  episodic 
character  of  stormwater  which  results  in  sig- 
nificant variances  in  the  volume,  hydraulics, 
hydrology,  and  p>ollutant  load  associated 
with  stormwater  discharges,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  establish,  as  an  element  of  the 
water  quality  standards  established  for  the 
designated  uses  of  the  navigable  watei-s. 
stormwater  criteria  which  protect  the  navi- 
gable waters  from  impairment  of  the  des- 
ignated beneficial  uses  caused  by  stormwater 


discharges.  The  criteria  shall  be  techno- 
logicall.v  and  financially  feasible  and  may  in- 
clude performance  standards,  guidelines, 
guidance,  and  model  management  practices 
and  measures  and  treatment  requirements, 
as  appropriate,  and  as  identified  in  sub- 
.section  (g)(1). 

■■(2)  iNFORMATIcAi  TO  BE  USED  IN  DEVELOP- 
MKNT.— The  stormwater  discharge  criteria  to 
lie  established  under  this  subsection — 

"(A)  shall  be  developed  from— 

'■(i)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the 
demonstration  programs  and  research  con- 
ducted under  subsection  (g): 

■■(ii)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  re- 
search and  monitoring  activities  of 
stormwater  dischargers  performed  in  compli- 
ance with  permit  requirements  of  this  Act; 
and 

"(iii)  other  relevant  information,  including 
information  submitted  to  the  Administrator 
under  the  industrial  group  permit  applica- 
tion process  in  effect  under  section  402  of 
this  Act; 

■(B)  shall  be  developed  in  consultation 
with  persons  with  expertise  in  the  manage- 
ment of  stormwater  (including  officials  of 
State  and  local  government,  industrial  and 
commercial  stormwater  dischargers,  and 
public  interest  groups);  and 

"(C)  shall  be  established  as  an  element  of 
the  water  quality  standards  that  are  devel- 
oped and  implemented  under  this  Act  by  not 
later  than  December  31.  2008. 

■(ii  Collection  of  Information.— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  collect  and  make  available. 
through  publications  and  other  appropriate 
means,  information  pertaining  to  model 
management  practices  and  measures  and  im- 
plementation methods,  including,  but  not 
limited  to — 

■■(1)  information  concerning  the  costs  and 
relative  efficiencies  of  model  management 
practices  and  measures  for  reducing  pollu- 
tion from  stormwater  discharges;  and 

■•(2)  available  data  concerning  the  relation- 
ship between  water  quality  and  implementa- 
tion of  various  management  practices  to 
control  pollution  from  stormwater  dis- 
charges. 

■■(j)  Reports  of  .Administrator. -- 

■■(1)  Biennial  reports— Not  later  than 
January  1.  1996.  and  biennially  thereafter. 
the  .Administrator  shall  transmit  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate,  a  report  for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  on  the  activities  and 
programs  implemented  under  this  section 
and  the  progress  made  in  reducing  pollution 
in  the  navigable  waters  resulting  from 
stormwater  discharges  and  improving  the 
quality  of  such  waters. 

■■(2)  Contents.— Each  report  submitted 
under  paragraph  (1).  at  a  minimum  shall  — 

■■(A)  describe  the  management  programs 
being  implemented  by  the  States  by  types  of 
affected  navigable  waters,  categories  and 
subcategories  of  stormwater  discharges,  and 
types  of  measures  being  implemented; 

"(B)  describe  the  experiences  of  the  States 
in  adhering  to  schedules  and  implementing 
the  measures  under  subsection  (c); 

•■(C)  describe  the  amount  and  purpose  of 
grants  awarded  pursuant  to  subsection  (g); 

■•(Di  identify,  to  the  extent  that  informa- 
tion is  available,  the  progress  made  in  reduc- 
ing pollutant  loads  and  improving  water 
qualit.v  in  the  navigable  waters; 

■■(E)  indicate  what  further  actions  need  to 
be  taken  to  attain  and  maintain  in  those 
navigable  waters  (i)  applicable  water  quality 
standards,  and  (ii)  the  goals  and  require- 
ments of  this  Act; 
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■■|F)  include  recommendations  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator concerning  future  programs  (in- 
cluding enforcement  programs)  for  control- 
ling pollution  from  stormwater;  and 

■■(G)  identify  the  activities  and  programs 
of  departments,  agencies,  and  instrumental- 
ities of  the  United  States  that  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  municipal  stormwater  manage- 
ment programs  implemented  by  the  States 
under  this  section  and  recommended  modi- 
fications so  that  such  activities  and  pro- 
grams are  consistent  with  and  assist  the 
States  in  implementation  of  such  manage- 
ment programs. 

■■(k)  Guidance  on  Model  Stormwater 
Management  Practices  and  Measures.— 

■■(1)  In  general— The  Administrator,  in 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal. 
State,  and  local  departments  and  agencies. 
and  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  shall  publish  guidance 
to  identify  model  management  practices  and 
measures  which  may  be  undertaken,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  State  or  appropriate  entity. 
under  a  management  program  established 
pursuant  to  this  section.  In  preparing  such 
guidance,  the  Administrator  shall  consider 
integration  of  a  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement program  of  a  State  with,  and  the  re- 
lationship of  such  program  to.  the  nonpoint 
source  management  program  of  the  State 
under  .section  319 

■(2)  Publication.— The  Administrator 
shall  publish  proposed  guidance  under  this 
subsection  not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection  and 
shall  publish  final  guidance  under  this  sub- 
section not  later  than  18  months  after  such 
date  of  enactment.  The  Administrator  shall 
periodically  review  and  revise  the  final  guid- 
ance upon  adequate  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment  at  least  once  every  3 
years  after  its  publication. 

■■(3)  Model  management  practices  and 
measures  defined— For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  ■model  management 
practices  and  measures"  means  economi- 
cally achievable  measures  for  the  control  of 
pollutants  from  stormwater  discharges 
which  reflect  the  most  cost-effective  degree 
of  pollutant  reduction  achievable  through 
the  application  of  the  best  available  prac- 
tices, technologies,  processes,  siting  criteria, 
operating  methods,  or  other  alternatives. 

■■(I)  Enforce.ment  With  Respect  to  Munic- 
ipal Stormwater  Dischargers  Viola^hng 
State  Management  Programs.— Municipal 
stormwater  dischargers  that  do  not  comply 
with  State  management  program  require- 
ments under  subsection  (c)  are  subject  to  ap- 
plicable enforcement  actions  under  sections 
309  and  505  of  this  Act. 

■(m)  Entry  and  Inspection.— In  order  to 
carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  section,  an 
authorized  representative  of  a  State,  upon 
presentation  of  his  or  her  credentials,  shall 
have  a  right  of  entry  to.  upon,  or  through 
any  property  at  which  a  stormwater  dis- 
charge or  records  required  to  be  maintained 
under  the  State  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement program  are  located. 

■■(n)  Limitation  on  Discharges  Regulated 
Under  Watershed  Management  Program.— 
Municipal  stormwater  discharges  regulated 
under  section  321  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
section.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendments  to  Indus- 
trial Stormwater  Discharge  Program.— 
Section  402(p)  (33  U.S.C  1342(p))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  subsection  heading  by  striking 
■■Municipal  and^'; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ■1994"  and 
inserting  -^OOl"; 
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(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph 
(1)  the  following:  '■This  subsection  does  not 
apply  to  municipal  stormwater  discbarges 
which  are  covered  by  section  322."; 

(4)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  subpara- 
graphs (C)  and  (D)  and  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraph (E)  as  subparagraph  (C); 

(5)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  by  striking  the  heading  for  subpara- 
graph (A); 

(B)  by  moving  the  text  of  subpara^rraph  (A) 
after  the  paragraph  heading;  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B); 

(6)  in  paragraph  (4>— 

(A)  by  striking  the  heading  for  subpara- 
graph (A); 

(B)  by  moving  the  text  of  subparagraph  (A) 
after  the  paragraph  heading; 

(C)  by  striking  ■and  <2)(C)":  and 

(D)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B); 

(7)  by  striking  paragraph  (5); 

(8)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (6)  as  para- 
graph (5);  and 

(9)  in  paragraph  (5)  as  so  redesignated— 

(A)  by  striking  -iggS"  and  inserting  ■2000"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  ■paragraph  (2)"  the 
following:  'and  other  than  municipal 
stormwater  discharges". 

(c)  Definitions— Section  502  (33  U.S.C. 
1362)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■■(25)  The  term  ■stormwater'  means  runoff 
from  rain,  snow  melt,  or  any  other  precipita- 
tion-generated surface  ninoff. 

■■(26)  The  term  ■stormwater  discharge' 
means  a  discharge  from  any  conveyance 
which  is  used  for  the  collecting  and  convey- 
ing of  stormwater  to  navigable  waters  and 
which  is  associated  with  a  municipal  storm 
sewer  system  or  industrial,  commercial,  oil. 
gas.  or  mining  activities  or  construction  ac- 
tivities.". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Mineta 

Amendment  No.  31;  Page  65.  strike  line  2 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  9  on  page 
68. 

Page  68.  line  10.  strike  •■(c)"  and  insert 
■■(a)"'. 

Page  69.  line  7.  strike  "■(d)"  and  insert 
■■(b)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mineta 

Amendment  no.  32:  Page  284,  strike  lines  10 
through  18. 

Page  284.  line  19.  strike  •'(3)"  and  insert 
"(2)'. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mineta 

Amendment  No.  33:  Page  32.  strike  line  19 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  6  on  page 
33. 

Page  33.  line  7.  strike  '(c)"  and  insert 
■■(b)". 

Page  33.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  follows 
though  line  10  on  page  34. 

Pages  34  through  47.  strike  section  302  of 
the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  47.  strike  line  20  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  8  on  fiage  48  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing; 

SEC.  303.  REVISION  OF  STATE  WATER  QUALITY 
STANDARDS. 

Section  303(C)i  1 1  is  amended  by  striking' 
Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 

accordingly. 
Page  48.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  follows 

through  line  10  on  page  52. 
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Page  64.  strike  lines  4  through  14. 

Pages  73  through  80.  strike  sections  311  and 
312  of  the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingl.v. 

Pages  93  through  95.  strike  section  318  of 
the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  130,  line  2.  after  the  period  insert 
closing  quotation  marks  and  a  period. 

Page  130.  strike  lines  3  through  25. 

Page  131.  strike  lines  5  through  22  and  m- 
sert  the  following: 

"(r)  Synchronized  Per.mit  Terms.— 
Notwith-*  •  * 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Minet.\ 

AMENDMENT  No,  34:  Page  181.  strike  line  17 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  9  on  page 
182. 

Page  184.  strike  line  10  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  21  on  page  185. 

Page  204.  strike  line  11  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  13  on  page  207. 

Redesignate  the  remaining  sections  of  title 
IV  of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table 
of  contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mineta 

AMENDMENT  No.  35:  Page  208.  strike  lines  20 
through  24. 

Page  209.  strike  lines  1  through  17. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  V 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  mineta 

Amendment  No.  36: 

Page  170.  line  19.  strike  "issuing". 

Page  170.  line  20.  before  "any"  insert  "issu- 
ing". 

Page  170.  line  24.  strike  "or". 

Page  171.  line  1.  before  "any"  insert  "issu- 
ing". 

Page  171.  line  3.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert a  semicolon. 

Page  171.  after  line  3,  Insert  the  following: 

"(3)  granting  under  section  301(g)  a  modi- 
fication of  the  requirements  of  section 
301(b)(2)(A): 

"(4)  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  under  section  301(p)(5)  modifies  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301.  302.  306.  or  307: 

"(5)  extending  under  section  301(k)  a  dead- 
line for  a  point  source  to  comply  with  any 
limitation  under  section  301(b)(1)(A). 
301(b)i2)(A).  or  301(b)(2)(E)  or  otherwise  modi- 
fying under  section  301(k)  the  conditions  of  a 
permit  under  section  402: 

"(6)  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  under  section  301(q)  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301(b).  306.  or  307; 

"(7)  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  under  section  301(r)  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301ib).  306.  or  307; 

"(8)  renewing,  reissuing,  or  modifying  a 
permit  to  which  section  401(ok1)  applies  if 
the  permittee  has  received  a  permit  modi- 
fication under  section  301(q)  or  301(r)  or  the 
exception  under  section  402(oi(2)(F)  applies; 

"(9)  extending  under  section  307(e)  the 
deadline  for  compliance  with  applicable  na- 
tional categorical  pretreatment  standards  or 
otherwise  modifying  under  section  307(e) 
pretreatment  requirements  of  section  307(b); 

"(10)  waiving  or  modifying  under  section 
307(0  pretreatment  requirements  of  section 
307(b); 

"(11)  allowing  under  section  307(g)  any  per- 
son  that   introduces  silver  into  a  publicly 


owned  treatment  works  to  comply  with  a 
code  of  management  practices  in  lieu  of  com- 
plying with  any  pretreatment  requirement 
for  silver; 

"(12)  establishing  under  section  316(b)(3)  a 
standard  other  than  best  technology  avail- 
able for  existing  point  sources; 

"(13)  approving  a  pollutant  transfer  pilot 
project  under  section  321(g)(1);  or 

"(14)  issuing  a  permit  pursuant  to  section 
402(r>(l)  with  a  limitation  that  does  not  meet 
applicable  water  quality  standards. 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mlneta 

amend.ment  No.  37: 

Page  172.  line  14.  insert  "similar"  before 
"risks". 

Page  172.  line  15.  before  the  period  insert 
the  following:  "regulated  by  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  resulting  from 
comparable  activities  anil  exposure  path- 
ways". 

Page  172.  after  line  15.  insert  the  following: 
Comparisons  under  paragraph  (7)  should  con- 
sider relevant  distinctions  among  risks  such 
as  the  voluntary  or  involuntary  nature  of 
risks  and  the  preventability  and  nonprevent- 
ability  of  risks. 

Page  173.  line  18.  after  the  period  insert 
closing  quotation  marks  and  a  period. 

Page  173.  strike  line  19  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  175.  line  17. 

Page  176.  lines  10  and  11.  strike  "the  re- 
quirement or  guidance  maximizes  net  bene- 
fits to  society"  and  insert  "the  incremental 
benefits  to  human  health,  public  welfare,  and 
the  environment  of  the  requirement  or  guid- 
ance will  likely  justify,  and  be  reasonably 
related  to.  the  incremental  costs  incurred  by 
State,  local,  and  tribal  governments,  the 
Federal  Government,  and  other  public  and 
private  entities". 

Page  178.  line  4.  insert  "and  benefits"  after 
"costs". 

Page  179.  strike  line  3  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  180.  line  22. 

Page  180.  line  23.  strike  "(g)"  and  insert 
"(0". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Ms.  Molinari 

amendment  no.  3«: 

Page  247.   line  3.  before  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  insert  the  following: 
(other  than  prior  converted  cropland  within 
a    watershed    providing    public,    unfiltered 
drinking  water  supplies) 
H.R.  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Nadler 

Amendment  No.  39:  Page  50.  strike  line  19 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  10  on  page 
52. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Oberstar 

Amendment  No.  40:  Page  100.  strike  line  5 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  first  period 
on  line  10  on  page  101. 

Page  102.  line  1.  strike  "Such  demonstra- 
tion" and  all  that  follows  through  the  first 
period  on  line  3. 

Page  114.  strike  line  17  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  4  on  page  115. 

Page  115.  line  5.  strike  "(n)"  and  insert 
"(m)". 

Page  117.  line  4.  strike  "(o)"  and  insert 
"(n)". 

Page  117.  line  6.  strike  "(q)"  and  insert 
"(P)". 

Page  117.  line  10.  strike  "(p)  '  and  insert 
"(o)". 

Page  117,  line  12.  strike  "(r)"  and  insert 
"(q)". 


H  R  961 
Gfferf.d  By:  Mr.  Pallone 
Amendment  No.  41:  Page  81.  after  line  1.  in- 
sert the  following: 

(a)  Finding  With  Re.spect  to  Har.m  Cau.sed 
BY  Violations.— Section  101  (33  U.S.C.  1251) 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(i)  Finding  With  Respect  to  Harm 
Caused  by  Violations  —Congress  finds  thai 
a  discharge  which  results  in  a  violation  of 
this  Act  or  a  regulation,  standard,  limita- 
tion, requirement,  or  order  issued  pursuant 
to  this  Act  interferes  with  the  restoration 
and  maintenance  of  the  chemical,  physical, 
and  biological  integrity  of  any  waters  into 
which  the  discharge  flows  (either  directly  or 
through  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works), 
including  any  waters  into  which  the  receiv- 
ing waters  flow,  and,  therefore,  harms  those 
who  use  or  enjoy  such  waters  and  those  who 
use  or  enjoy  nearby  lands  or  aquatic  re- 
sources associated  with  those  waters. 

"(j)  Finding  With  Respect  to  Citizen 
Suits.— Congress  finds  that  citizen  suits  are 
a  valuable  means  of  enforcement  of  this  .\ct 
and  urges  the  Administrator  to  take  actions 
to  encourage  such  suits,  including  providing 
information  concerning  violators  to  citizen 
groups  to  assist  them  in  bringing  suits,  pro- 
viding expert  witnesses  and  other  evidence 
with  respect  to  such  suits,  and  filing  amicus 
curiae  briefs  on  important  issues  related  to 
such  suits.". 

(b)  Violations  of  Recjuirements  of  Local 
Control  Authorities— Section  307(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1317(d))  is  amended  by  striking  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  the  following: 
"After  the  date  on  which  (1)  any  effluent 
standard  or  prohibition  or  pretreatment 
standard  or  requirement  takes  effect  under 
this  section  or  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  under  section  402(a)(3i 
or  402(bi(8)  of  this  Act  takes  effect,  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  owner  or  operator  of  any 
source  to  operate  such  source  m  violation  of 
the  effluent  standard.  prohibition, 
pretreatment  standard,  or  requirement.". 

(c>  lNspE(rrioNs.  Monitoring,  and  Provid- 
ing Infor.mation.— 

(1)  Applicability  of  requiremk.nts. —Sec- 
tion 308(a)  (33  U.S.C  1318(a))  is  amended  by 
striking  "the  owner  or  operator  of  any  point 
source"  and  inserting  "a  person  subject  to  a 
requirement  of  this  Act". 

(2)  Public  access  to  information.— The 
first  sentence  of  section  308(bi  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(including  information 
contained  in  the  Permit  Compliance  System 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency)" 
after  "obtained  under  this  section"; 

(B)  by  inserting  "made"  after  "shall  be"; 
and 

(C)  by  inserting  "by  computer  tele- 
communication and  other  means"  after 
"public"  the  first  place  it  appears. 

(3)  Public  infor.mation.— Section  308  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■(e)  Public  Information.— 
"(1)  Posting  of  notice  of  polluted  wa- 
ters.— At  each  major  point  of  public  access 
(including,  at  a  minimum,  beaches,  parks, 
recreation  areas,  marinas,  and  boat  launch- 
ing areas)  to  a  body  of  navigable  water  that 
does  not  meet  an  applicable  water  quality 
standard  or  that  is  subject  to  a  fishing  and 
shell  fishing  ban,  advisory,  or  consumption 
restriction  (issued  by  a  Federal.  State,  or 
local  authority)  due  to  fish  or  shellfish  con- 
tamination, the  State  within  which  bound- 
aries all  or  any  part  of  such  body  of  water 
lies  shall,  either  directly  or  through  local 
authorities,  post  and  maintain  a  clearly  visi- 
ble sign  which— 


"(Ai  indicates  the  water  quality  standard 
that  is  being  violated  or  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  the  restriction  on  fish  or  shellfish 
consumption,  as  the  case  may  be; 

"(Bl  includes  (i)  information  on  the  envi- 
ronmental and  health  effects  associated  with 
the  failure  to  meet  such  standard  or  with  the 
consumption  of  fish  or  shellfish  subject  to 
the  restriction,  and  (ii)  a  phone  number  for 
obtaining  additional  information  relating  to 
the  violation  and  restriction:  and 

"(Ci  will  be  maintained  until  the  body  of 
water  is  in  compliance  with  the  water  qual- 
ity standard  or  until  all  fish  and  shellfish 
consumption  restrictions  are  terminated 
with  respect  to  the  body  of  water,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

"(2)  Notice  of  discharges  to  navigable 
waters.— Except  for  permits  issued  to  mu- 
nicipalities for  discharges  composed  entirely 
of  stormwater  under  section  402  of  this  Act, 
each  permit  issued  under  section  402  by  the 
Administrator  or  by  a  State  shall  ensure 
compliance  with  the  following  require- 
ments: 

"(A)  Every  permittee  shall  conspicuously 
maintain  at  all  public  entrances  to  the  facil- 
ity a  clearly  visible  sign  which  indicates 
that  the  facility  discharges  pollutants  into 
navigable  waters  and  the  location  of  such 
discharges:  the  name,  business  address,  and 
phone  number  of  the  permittee;  the  permit 
number:  and  a  location  at  which  a  copy  of 
the  permit  and  public  information  required 
by  this  paragraph  is  maintained  and  made 
available  for  inspection  or  a  phone  number 
for  obtaining  such  information. 

"(B)  Each  permittee  which  is  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  shall  include  in  each 
quarterly  mailing  of  a  bill  to  each  customer 
of  the  treatment  works  information  which 
indicates  that  the  treatment  works  dis- 
charges pollutants  into  the  navigable  waters 
and  the  location  of  each  of  such  discharges: 
the  name,  business  address  and  phone  num- 
ber of  the  permittee:  the  permit  number;  a 
location  at  which  a  cop.v  of  the  permit  and 
public  information  required  by  this  para- 
graph is  maintained  and  made  available  for 
inspection  or  a  phone  number  for  obtaining 
such  information;  and  a  list  of  all  violations 
of  the  requirements  of  the  permit  by  the 
treatment  works  over  the  preceding  12- 
month  period. 

"(3)  Regulations.— 

"(A)  Issuance.— The  .Administrator— 

"(i)  not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  shall 
propose  regulations  to  carry  out  this  sub- 
section; and 

"(ii)  not  later  than  18  months  after  such 
date  of  enactment,  shall  issue  such  regula- 
tions. 

"(B)  CONTENT.— The  regulations  issued  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  shall  establish — 

"(i)  uniform  requirements  and  procedures 
for  identifying  and  posting  bodies  of  water 
under  paragraph  (1); 

"(ii)  minimum  information  to  be  included 
in  signs  posted  and  notices  issued  pursuant 
to  this  subsection: 

"(iii)  uniform  requirements  and  procedures 
for  fish  and  shellfish  sampling  and  analysis; 

"(iv)  uniform  requirements  for  determin- 
ing the  nature  and  extent  of  fish  and  shell- 
fish bans,  advisories,  and  consumption  re- 
strictions which— 

"(I)  address  cancer  and  noncancer  human 
health  risks; 

"(II)  take  into  account  the  effects  of  all 
fish  and  shellfish  contaminants,  including 
the  cumulative  and  synergistic  effects; 

"(III)  assure  the  protection  of  subpopula- 
tions    who    consume    higher    than    average 


amounts  of  fish  and  shellfish  or  are  particu- 
larly susceptible  to  the  effects  of  such  con- 
tamination; 

"(IV)  address  race,  gender,  ethnic  composi- 
tion, or  social  and  economic  factors,  based 
on  the  latest  available  studies  of  national  or 
regional  consumption  by  and  impacts  on 
such  subpopulations  unless  more  reliable 
site-specific  data  is  available: 

"(V)  are  based  on  a  margin  of  safety  that 
takes  into  account  the  uncertainties  in 
human  health  impacts  from  such  contamina- 
tion; and 

"(VI)  evaluate  assessments  of  health  risks 
of  contaminated  fish  and  shellfish  that  are 
used  in  pollution  control  programs  developed 
by  the  Administrator  under  this  Act.". 

(4)  STATE  REPORTS.— Section  305(b)(1)  (33 
U.S.C.  1315(b)(1))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (D); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (E)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 
"(F)  a  list  identifying  bodies  of  water  for 

which    signs    were    posted    under    section 
308(e)(1)  in  the  preceding  year.". 
(d)  Civil  Penalties.— 

(1)  ENFORCEME.NT  of  LOCAL  PRETREATMENT 

REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A)  Compliance  orders.— 

(i)  Initial  action.— Section  309(a)(1)  (33 
U.S.C.  1319(a)(1))  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  "of  this  Act."  the  following:  "or  is  in 
violation  of  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 402(a)(3)  or  402(b)(8)  of  this  Act.". 

(ii)  Issuance  of  orders.— Section  309(a)(3) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  "he  shall" 
the  following:  "or  is  in  violation  of  any  re- 
quirement imposed  in  a  pretreatment  pro- 
gram approved  under  section  402(a)(3)  or 
402(b)(8)  of  this  Act.". 

(B)  Criminal  penalties.— Section 
309ici(3)( A)  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
"and  who  knows"  the  following:  "or  know- 
ingly violates  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 402(a)(3)  or  402(b)(8)  of  this  Act.". 

(C)  Admini.^^trative  penalties.— Section 
309(g)(1)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "or  by 
a  State."  the  following:  "or  has  violated  any 
requirement  imposed  in  a  pretreatment  pro- 
gram approved  under  section  402(a)(3)  or 
402(b)(8)  of  this  Act  or  an  order  issued  by  the 
Administrator  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.", 

(2)  Treatment  of  single  operational  up- 
sets— 

(A)  Criminal  penalties.— Section  309(c)  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraph  (5)  and  redes- 
ignating paragraphs  (6)  and  (7)  as  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6(,  respectively. 

(B)  Civil  penalties —Section  309(d)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  last  sentence. 

(C)  Administrative  penalties.— Section 
309(g)(3)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last  sen- 
tence. 

(3)  Use  of  civil  penalties  for  mitigation 
projects  — 

(A)  In  GENERAL.— Section  309(d)  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence  the 
following:  "The  court  may.  in  the  court's 
discretion,  order  that  a  civil  penalty  be  used 
for  carrying  out  mitigation  projects  which 
are  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
and  which  enhance  the  public  health  or  envi- 
ronment". 

(B)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.— Section 
505(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1365(a))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
last  sentence  the  following:  ".  including  or- 
dering the  use  of  a  civil  penalty  for  carrying 
out  mitigation  projects". 


(4)  Determination  of  amount  of  pen- 
alties— 

(A)  CiVTL  penalties.— Section  309(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1319(d))  is  amended  by  inserting  "the 
amount  of  any  penalty  previously  Imposed 
on  the  violator  by  a  court  or  administrative 
agency  for  the  same  violation  or  violations." 
after  "economic  impact  of  the  penalty  on  the 
violator.". 

(B)  ADMINISTRATIVE  PENALTIES.— Section 
309(g)(3)  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  "or  savings";  or 

(ii)  by  inserting  "the  amount  of  any  pen- 
alty previously  imposed  on  the  violator  by  a 
court  or  administrative  agency  for  the  same 
violation  or  violations."  after  "resulting 
from  the  violation.". 

(5)  Limitation  on  defenses.— Section 
309(g)(1)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following:  "In  a  proceeding  to  assess  or  re- 
view a  penalty  under  this  subsection,  the 
adequacy  of  consultation  between  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  the  case 
may  be.  and  the  State  shall  not  be  a  defense 
to  assessment  or  enforcement  of  such  pen- 
alty.". 

(6)  Amounts  of  administrative  civil  pen- 
alties.— 

(A)  general  RULE— Section  309<g)<2)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"(2)  AMOUNT  OF  penalties;  NOTICE;  HEAR- 
ING.— 

"(A)  Maximum  amount  of  penalties— The 
amount  of  a  civil  penalty  under  paragraph 
(1)  may  not  exceed  S25.000  per  violation  per 
day  for  each  day  during  which  the  violation 
continues. 

"(B)  Written  notice.— Before  issuing  an 
order  assessing  a  civil  penalty  under  this 
subsection,  the  Administrator  shall  give  to 
the  person  to  be  assessed  the  penalty  written 
notice  of  the  Administrator's  proposal  to 
issue  the  order  and  the  opportunity  to  re- 
quest, within  30  days  of  the  date  the  notice 
is  received  by  such  person,  a  hearing  on  the 
profjosed  order. 

"(C)  Hearings  not  on  the  record.— If  the 
proposed  penalty  does  not  exceed  S25.000.  the 
hearing  shall  not  be  subject  to  section  554  or 
556  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  but  shall 
provide  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  be  heard 
and  to  present  evidence. 

•(D)  Hearings  on  the  record.— If  the  pro- 
posed penalty  exceeds  S25.000.  the  hearing 
shall  be  on  the  record  in  accordance  with 
section  554  of  title  5.  United  States  Code.  The 
Administrator  may  issue  rules  for  discovery 
procedures  for  hearings  under  this  subpara- 
graph.". 

(B)  Conforming  amendments— Section 
309(g)  is  amended— 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "class  I 
civil  penalty  or  a  class  II"; 

(ii)  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph 
(4)(C)  by  striking  ••(2)(A)  in  the  case  of  a 
class  I  civil  penalty  and  paragraph  (2)(B)  in 
the  case  of  a  class  II  civil  penalty"  and  in- 
serting "(2)";  and 

(iii)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (8) 
by  striking  "assessment—"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "by  filing"  and  inserting  "as- 
sessment in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  or  in  the  district 
in  which  the  violation  is  alleged  to  have  oc- 
curred by  filing", 

(7)  State  enforcement  actions  as  bar  to 
federal  enforcement  AcnoNs.— Section 
309(g)(6)(A)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or"  after  the  comma  at 
the  end  of  clause  (i); 

(B)  by  striking  clause  (ii):  and 

(C)  in  clause  (iii) — 

(i)  by  striking  "or  the  State";  and 
(ii)  by  striking  "or  such  comparable  State 
law.  as  the  case  may  be.". 
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(8)  Recovery  of  economic  benefit.— Sec- 
tion 309  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

■■(h)  Recovery  of  Economic  Benefit  — 
•■(1)  General  rule— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  section,  any  civil  pen- 
alty assessed  and  collected  under  this  sec- 
tion must  be  in  an  amount  which  is  not  less 
than  the  amount  of  the  economic  benefit  (if 
any)  resulting  from  the  violation  for  which 
the  penalty  is  assessed. 

"(2)  REGULA-noNS.— Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Administrator  shall  issue  regru- 
lations  establishing  a  methodology  for  cal- 
culating the  economic  benefits  or  savings  re- 
sulting from  violations  of  this  Act.  Pending 
issuance  of  such  regulations,  this  subseccion 
shall  be  in  effect  and  economic  benefits  shall 
be  calculated  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  on 
a  case-by-case  basis.'". 

(9)  LiMiT.\TiON  ON  COMPROMISES.— Section 
309  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

■■(i)  Limitation  on  Co.mpromises  of  Civil 
Penalties.— Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  section,  the  amount  of  a  civil 
penalty  assessed  under  this  section  may  not 
be  compromised  below  the  amount  deter- 
mined by  adding— 

■■(1)  the  minimum  amount  required  for  re- 
covery of  economic  benefit  under  subsection 
(h).  to 

■■(2)  50  percent  of  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  the  civil  penalty  assessed  and 
such  minimum  amount.". 

(10)  Minimum  amount  for  serious  viola- 
tions.—Section  309  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(j)  MiNi.MUM  Civil  Penalties  for  Serious 
Violations    and    Significant    Noncompli- 

ERS  — 

"(l)  Serious  violations.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  section  (other 
than  paragraph  (2)).  the  minimum  civil  pen- 
alty which  shall  be  assessed  and  collected 
under  this  section  from  a  person — 

■'(A)  for  a  discharge  from  a  point  source  of 
a  hazardous  pollutant  which  exceeds  or  oth- 
erwise violates  any  applicable  effluent  limi- 
tation established  by  or  under  this  Act  by  20 
percent  or  more,  or 

•'(B)  for  a  discharge  from  a  point  source  of 
a  pollutant  (other  than  a  hazardous  pollut- 
ant) which  exceeds  or  otherwise  violates  any 
applicable  effluent  limitation  established  by 
or  under  this  Act  by  40  percent  or  more. 

shall  be  $1,000  for  the  first  such  violation  in 
a  180-day  period. 

■•(2)  Significant  noncompliers.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  section, 
the  minimum  civil  penalty  which  shall  be  as- 
sessed and  collected  under  this  section  from 
a  person— 

•■(A)  for  the  second  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  period  from  a  point  source  of  a  haz- 
ardous pollutant  which  exceeds  or  otherwise 
violates  any  applicable  effluent  limitation 
established  by  or  under  this  Act  by  20  per- 
cent or  more. 

■■(B)  for  the  second  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  iDeriod  from  a  point  source  of  a  pol- 
lutant (other  than  a  hazardous  pollutant) 
which  exceeds  or  otherwise  violates  any  ap- 
plicable effluent  limitation  established  by  or 
under  this  Act  by  40  percent  or  more. 

■(C)  for  the  fourth  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  period  from  a  point  source  of  any 
pollutant  which  exceeds  or  otherwise  vio- 
lates the  same  effluent  limitation,  or 

••(D)  for  not  filing  in  a  IBO-day  period  2  or 
more    reports    in    accordance    with    section 
402{rMl). 
shall  be  $5,000  for  each  of  such  violations. 


"(3)  Mandatory  inspections  for  signifi- 
cant NONCOMPLIERS.— The  Administrator 
shall  identify  any  person  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  as  a  significant  noncomplier  and 
shall  conduct  an  inspection  described  in  sec- 
tion 402(q)  of  this  Act  of  the  facility  at  which 
the  violations  were  committed.  Such  inspec- 
tions shall  be  conducted  at  least  once  in  the 
180-day  period  following  the  date  of  the  most 
recent  violation  which  resulted  in  such  per- 
son being  identified  as  a  significant  noncom- 
plier. 

■•(4)  Annual  reporting— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  transmit  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Governors  of  the  States,  and  shall  publish  in 
the  Federal  Register,  on  an  annual  basis  a 
list  of  all  persons  identified  as  significant 
noncompliers  under  paragraph  (3i  in  the  pre- 
ceding calendar  year  and  the  violations 
which  resulted  in  such  classifications. 

■•(5)  Hazardous  pollutan^t  defined.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  haz- 
ardous pollutant'  has  the  meaning  the  term 
hazardous  substance'  has  under  subsection 
(c)(7)  of  this  section.". 

(11)  State  program.— Section  402(b)(7)  (33 
U.S.C.  1342(bM7))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

'•(7)  To  abate  violations  of  the  permit  or 
the  permit  program  which  shall  include,  be- 
ginning on  the  last  day  of  the  2-year  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Clean  Water  Compliance  and  Enforce- 
ment Improvement  Amendments  Act  of  1995. 
a  penalty  program  comparable  to  the  Fed- 
eral penalty  program  under  section  309  of 
this  Act  and  which  shall  include  at  a  mini- 
mum criminal,  civil,  and  civil  administra- 
tive penalties,  and  may  include  other  ways 
and  means  of  enforcement,  which  the  State 
demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator are  equally  effective  as  the  Fed- 
eral penalty  program;". 

(12)  Federal  procurement  compliance  in- 
centive—Section  508(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1368(a))  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  second 
comma  'or  who  is  identified  under  section 
309(j)(3)  of  this  Act.". 

(e)  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimi- 
n.ation  Permits.— 

(li  Withdrawal  of  state  program  ap- 
proval—Section  402(b)  (33  U.S.C  1342(h))  is 
amended  by  striking  "unless  he  determines 
that  adequate  authority  does  not  exist:"  and 
inserting  the  following:  ■•only  when  he  deter- 
mines that  adequate  authority  exists  and 
shall  withdraw  program  approval  whenever 
he  determines  that  adequate  authority  no 
longer  exists:". 

(2)  Judicial  review  of  rulings  on  applica- 
tions for  state  permits.- Section  402(b)(3) 
is  amended  by  inserting  "and  to  ensure  that 
any  interested  person  who  participated  in 
the  public  comment  process  and  any  other 
person  who  could  obtain  judicial  review  of 
that  action  under  any  other  applicable  law 
has  the  right  to  judicial  review  of  such  rul- 
ing "  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end. 

(3)  Inspections  for  .major  industrial  and 
municipal  dischargers.— Section  402(b)  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  'and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (8); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(10)  To  ensure  that  any  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  major  industrial  or  municipal 
facility,  as  defined  by  the  Administrator  by 
regulation,  includes  conditions  under  which 
such  facility  will  be  subject  to  at  least  an- 
nual inspections  by  the  State  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (q)  of  this  section;". 

(4)  Monthly  reports  for  significant  in- 
dustrial users  of  potws.— Section  402(b)  is 


further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

■(111  To  ensure  that  any  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  in  the  State  includes  conditions  under 
which  the  treatment  works  will  require  any 
significant  industrial  user  of  the  treatment 
works,  as  defined  by  the  Administrator  by 
regulation,  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  .-Ad- 
ministrator, the  State,  and  the  treatment 
works  a  monthly  discharge  monitoring  re- 
port as  a  condition  to  using  the  treatment 
works;". 

(5)  Permits  required  for  introduction  of 
pollutants  into  pcrrws.— Section  402(b)  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

•'(12)  To  ensure  that,  after  the  last  day  of 
the  2-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  any  signifi- 
cant industrial  user,  or  other  source  des- 
ignated by  the  Administrator,  introducing  a 
pollutant  into  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  has.  and  operates  in  accordance  with. 
a  permit  issued  by  the  treatment  works  or 
the  State  for  introduction  of  such  pollutant: 
and". 

(6)  Granting  of  authority  to  potws  for 
inspections  and  penalties.— Section  402(b) 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

••(13)  To  ensure  that  the  State  will  grant  to 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  in  the 
State,  not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  authority, 
power,  and  responsibility  to  conduct  inspec- 
tions under  subsection  (q)  of  this  section  and 
to  assess  and  collect  civil  penalties  and  civil 
administrative  penalties  under  paragraph  (7i 
of  this  subsection.". 

(7)  Inspection— Section  402  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(n  Inspection.— 

••(1)  General  rule —Each  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge into  the  navigable  waters  or  intro- 
duction of  pollutants  into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  issued  under  this  section 
shall  include  conditions  under  which  the  ef- 
fluent being  discharged  will  be  subject  to 
random  inspections  in  accordance  with  thi.s 
subsection  by  the  Administrator  or  the 
State,  in  the  case  of  a  State  permit  program 
under  this  section. 

••(2)  MiNI.MUM  standards.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  establish  minimum  standards  for 
inspections  under  this  subsection.  Such 
standards  shall  require,  at  a  minimum,  the 
following: 

••(A)  An  annual  representative  sampling  by 
the  Administrator  or  the  State,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  permit  program  under  this  sec- 
tion, of  the  effluent  being  discharged;  except 
that  if  the  discharge  is  not  from  a  major  in- 
dustrial or  municipal  facility  such  sampling 
shall  be  conducted  at  least  once  every  3 
years. 

•■(B)  An  analysis  of  all  samples  collected 
under  subparagraph  (A)  by  a  Federal  or 
State  owned  and  operated  laboratory  or  a 
State  approved  laboratory,  other  than  one 
that  is  being  used  by  the  permittee  or  that  is 
directly  or  indirectly  owned,  operated,  or 
managed  by  the  permittee. 

"(C)  An  evaluation  of  the  maintenance 
record  of  any  treatment  equipment  of  the 
permittee. 

•'(D)  An  evaluation  of  the  sampling  tech- 
niques used  by  the  permittee. 

••(E)  A  random  check  of  discharge  monitor- 
ing reports  of  the  permittee  for  each  12- 
month  period  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  or  not  such  reports  are  consistent 
with  the  applicable  analyses  conducted 
under  subparagraph  (B). 


••(F)  An  inspection  of  the  sample  storage 
facilities  and  techniques  of  the  permittee.". 

(8)  Reporting.— Section  402  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(s)  Reporting.— 

•■(1)  General  rule.— Each  person  holding  a 
permit  issued  under  this  section  which  is  de- 
termined by  the  Administrator  to  be  a  major 
industrial  or  municipal  discharger  of  pollut- 
ants into  the  navigable  waters  shall  prepare 
and  submit  to  the  Administrator  a  monthly 
discharge  monitoring  report.  Any  other  per- 
son holding  a  permit  i.ssued  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Admin- 
istrator quarterly  discharge  monitoring  re- 
ports or  more  frequent  discharge  monitoring 
reports  if  the  Administrator  requires.  Such 
reports  shall  contain,  at  a  minimum,  such 
information  as  the  Administrator  shall  re- 
quire by  regulation. 

••(2)  Reporting  of  hazardous  dis- 
charges.— 

•  (A)  General  rule.— If  a  discharge  from  a 
point  source  for  which  a  permit  is  issued 
under  this  section  exceeds  an  effluent  limita- 
tion contained  in  such  permit  which  is  based 
on  an  acute  water  quality  standard  or  any 
other  discharge  which  may  cause  an 
exceedance  of  an  acute  water  quality  stand- 
ard or  otherwise  is  likely  to  cause  injury  to 
persons  or  damage  to  the  environment  or  to 
pose  a  threat  to  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment, the  person  holding  such  permit 
shall  notify  the  Administrator,  in  writing,  of 
such  discharge  not  later  than  2  hours  after 
the  later  of  the  time  at  which  such  discharge 
commenced  or  the  time  at  which  the  f)ermit- 
tee  knew  or  had  reason  to  know  of  such  dis- 
charge. 

"(B)  Special  rule  for  hazardous  pollut- 
ants.— If  a  discharge  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  is  of  a  hazardous  pollutant  (as  de- 
fined in  section  309(ji  of  this  Act),  the  person 
holding  such  permit  shall  provide  the  Ad- 
ministrator with  such  additional  informa- 
tion on  the  discharge  as  may  be  required  by 
the  Administrator.  Such  additional  informa- 
tion shall  be  provided  to  the  Administrator 
within  24  hours  after  the  later  of  the  time  at 
which  such  discharge  commenced  or  the 
time  at  which  the  permittee  became  aware 
of  such  discharge.  Such  additional  informa- 
tion shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  an  esti- 
mate of  the  danger  posed  by  the  discharge  to 
the  environment,  whether  the  discharge  is 
continuing,  and  the  measures  taken  or  being 
taken  (i)  to  remediate  the  problem  caused  by 
the  discharge  and  any  damage  to  the  envi- 
ronment, and  (ii)  to  avoid  a  repetition  of  the 
discharge. 

"(3)  Signature.— All  reports  filed  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  must  be  signed  by  the  highest 
ranking  official  having  day-to-day  manage- 
rial and  operational  responsibility  for  the  fa- 
cility at  which  the  discharge  occurs  or.  in 
the  absence  of  such  person,  by  another  re- 
sponsible high  ranking  official  at  such  facil- 
ity. Such  highest  ranking  official  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  accuracy  of  all  information 
contained  in  such  reports;  except  that  such 
highest  ranking  official  may  file  with  the 
.Administrator  amendments  to  an.v  such  re- 
port if  the  report  was  signed  in  the  absence 
of  the  highest  ranking  official  by  another 
high  ranking  official  and  if  such  amend- 
ments are  filed  within  7  days  of  the  return  of 
the  highest  ranking  official. •'. 

(9)  Limitation  on  Issu.^NCE  of  permits  to 
significant  NONCfiMPLiER.s.  — Section  402  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(t)  Significant  Noncompliers. -No  per- 
mit may  be  issued  under  this  section  to  any 
person  (other  than  a  publicly  owned  treat- 


ment works)  identified  under  section  309(j)(3) 
of  this  Act  or  to  any  other  person  owned  or 
controlled  by  the  identified  person,  owning 
or  controlling  the  identified  person,  or  under 
common  control  with  the  identified  person, 
until  the  Administrator  or  the  State  or 
States  in  which  the  violation  or  violations 
occur  determines  that  the  condition  or  con- 
ditions giving  rise  to  such  violation  or  viola- 
tions have  been  corrected.  No  permit  appli- 
cation submitted  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection  may  be  approved  un- 
less the  application  includes  a  list  of  all  vio- 
lations of  this  Act  by  a  person  identified 
under  section  309(j)  of  this  Act  during  the  3- 
year  period  preceding  the  date  of  submission 
of  the  application  and  evidence  indicating 
whether  the  underlying  cause  of  each  such 
violation  has  been  corrected. '•. 

(10)  .Applicability.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  per- 
mits issued  before,  on.  or  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act;  except  that — 

(A)  with  respect  to  permits  issued  before 
such  date  of  enactment  to  a  major  industrial 
or  municipal  discharger,  such  amendments 
shall  take  effect  on  the  last  day  of  the  1-year 
period  beginning  on  such  date  of  enactment; 
and 

(B)  with  respect  to  all  other  permits  issued 
before  such  date  of  enactment,  such  amend- 
ments shall  take  effect  on  the  last  day  of  the 
2-year  period  beginning  on  such  date  of  en- 
actment. 

(f)  Expired  State  Permits.— Section  402(d) 
(33  U.S.C.  1342(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

••(5)  Expired  state  permits,— In  any  case 
in  which— 

••(A)  a  permit  issued  by  a  State  for  a  dis- 
charge has  expired. 

•■(B)  the  permittee  has  submitted  an  appli- 
cation to  the  State  for  a  new  permit  for  the 
discharge,  and 

■■(C)  the  State  has  not  acted  on  the  appli- 
cation before  the  last  day  of  the  18-month 
period  beginning  on  the  date  the  permit  ex- 
pired, 

the  Administrator  may  issue  a  permit  for 
the  discharge  under  subsection  (a).". 

(g)  Compliance  Schedule.— Section 
302(b)(2)(B)  (33  U  S  C  1312(h)(2)(B))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "The 
Administrator  may  only  issue  a  permit  pur- 
suant to  this  subparagraph  for  a  period  ex- 
ceeding 2  years  if  the  Administrator  makes 
the  findings  described  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  this  subparagraph  on  the  basis  of  a  public 
hearing.". 

(h)   E.mergency    Powers— Section  504   (33 
U.S.C.  1364)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 
-SEC.  504.  COMMUNITY  PROTECTION. 

"(a)  Issuance  of  Orders;  Court  Action.— 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
Act.  whenever  the  Administrator  finds  that, 
because  of  an  actual  or  threatened  direct  or 
indirect  discharge  of  a  pollutant,  there  may 
be  an  imminent  and  substantial 
endangerment  to  the  public  health  or  welfare 
(including  the  livelihood  of  persons)  or  the 
environment,  the  Administrator  may  issue 
such  orders  or  take  such  action  as  may  be 
necessary  to  protect  public  health  or  welfare 
or  the  environment  and  commence  a  suit  (or 
cause  it  to  be  commenced)  in  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  district  where 
the  discharge  or  threat  occurs.  Such  court 
may  grant  such  relief  to  abate  the  threat 
and  to  protect  against  the  endangerment  as 
the  public  interest  and  the  equities  require, 
enforce,  and  adjudge  penalties  for  disobe- 
dience to  orders  of  the  Administrator  issued 
under  this  section,  and  grant  other  relief  ac- 
cording to  the  public  interest  and  the  equi- 
ties of  the  case. 
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"(b)  Enforcement  of  Orders.— Any  person 
who.  without  sufficient  cause,  violates  or 
fails  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the  Adminis- 
trator issued  under  this  section,  shall  be  lia- 
ble for  civil  penalties  to  the  United  States  in 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  $25,000  per  day  for 
each  day  on  which  such  violation  or  failure 
occurs  or  continues.". 

(i)  Citizen  Suits.— 

(1)  Suits  for  past  violations.— Section  505 
(33  U.S.C  1365)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(1)  by  inserting  "to 
have  violated  or"  after  "who  is  alleged"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(ii)  by  striking 
"occurs"  and  inserting  "has  occurred  or  is 
occurring";  and 

(C)  in  subsection  (0(6)  by  inserting  "has 
been  or"  after  "which". 

(2)  Time  LiMrr- Section  505(b)(1)(A)  is 
amended  by  striking  "60  days"  and  inserting 

"30  days'. 

(3)  Effect  of  judgments  on  citizen 
suits.— Section  505(b)  is  further  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (ixB)— 

(i)  by  striking   ".  or  a  State";  and 

(ii)    by    striking    "right."    and    inserting 

"right  and  may   obtain  costs  of  litigation 

under  subsection  (d).  or";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■"The  notice  under  paragraph  (1)(A)  need  set 
forth  only  violations  which  have  been  spe- 
cifically identified  in  the  discharge  monitor- 
ing reports  of  the  alleged  violator.  An  action 
by  a  State  under  subsection  (a)(1)  may  be 
brought  at  any  time.  No  judicial  action  by 
the  Administrator  or  a  State  shall  bar  an  ac- 
tion for  the  same  violation  under  subsection 
(a)(1)  unless  the  action  is  by  the  Adminis- 
trator and  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph.  No  administrative  action  by  the 
Administrator  or  a  State  shall  bar  a  pending 
action  commenced  after  February  4.  1987,  for 
the  same  violation  under  subsection  (a)(1) 
unless  the  action  by  the  Administrator  or  a 
State  meets  the  requirements  of  section 
309(g)(6)  of  this  Act.". 

(4)  Consent  judgments.— Section  505(c)(3) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: ••Consent  judgments  entered  under  this 
section  may  provide  that  the  civil  penalties 
included  in  the  consent  judgment  be  used  for 
carrying  out  mitigation  projects  in  accord- 
ance with  section  309(d)."'. 

(5)  Pretreatment  requirements —Section 
505(f)(4)  is  amended  by  striking  "or 
pretreatment  standards"  and  inserting  "or 
pretreatment  standard  or  requirement  de- 
scribed in  section  307(d)". 

(6)  Effluent  standard  definition.- Sec- 
tion 505(f)(6)  is  amended  by  inserting  "nau"- 
rative  or  mathematical"  before  "'condition". 

(7)  DEFiNi-noN  of  citizen.— Section  505(g)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(g)  Citizen  Defined— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  'citizen'  means  a  person  or 
persons  having  an  interest  (including  a  rec- 
reational, aesthetic,  environmental,  health, 
or  economic  interest)  which  is,  has  been,  or 
may  be  adversely  affected  and  includes  a  per- 
son who  uses  or  enjo.vs  the  waters  into  which 
the  discharge  flows  (either  directly  or 
through  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works), 
who  uses  or  enjoys  aquatic  resources  or  near- 
by lands  associated  with  the  waters,  or  who 
would  use  or  enjoy  the  waters,  aquatic  re- 
sources, or  nearby  lands  if  they  were  less 
polluted.". 

(8)  Offers  of  judgment.- Section  505  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(i)  Applicability  of  Offers  of  Judg- 
ment.— Offers  of  judgment  pursuant  to  Rule 
68  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  actions  brought 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  of  this  section.". 
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(J)  Issuance  of  Subpoenas— Section 
509(a)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1369<a)(l))  is  amended  by 
stnkintr  obtaining  information  under  sec- 
tion 305  of  this  Act.  or  carrying  out  section 
507(6)  of  this  Act,"  and  inserting  "carrying 
out  this  Act.". 

(k)  Judicial  Review  of  EPA  AcnoNs.— 
Section  509(bKl)  (33  U.S.C.  1369(b)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end 
of  clause  (D)  "including  a  decision  to  deny  a 
petition  by  interested  person  to  veto  an  indi- 
vidual permit  issued  by  a  State."; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end 
of  clause  (E)  ■including  a  decision  not  to  in- 
clude any  pollutant  in  such  effluent  limita- 
tion or  other  limitation  if  the  Administrator 
has  or  is  made  aware  of  information  indicat- 
ing that  such  pollutant  is  present  in  any  dis- 
charge subject  to  such  limitation.";  and 

i3i  by  striking  'and  (G)"  and  inserting  the 
following:  "(G)  in  issuing  or  approving  any 
water  quality  standard  under  section  303(c) 
or  303(d).  (H)  in  issuing  any  water  quality 
criterion  under  section  304(a).  including  a  de- 
cision not  to  address  any  effect  of  the  pollut- 
ant subject  to  such  criterion  if  the  Adminis- 
trator has  or  is  made  aware  of  information 
indicating  that  such  effect  may  occur,  and 
(J)". 

(1)  National  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund  — 

(1)  In  general.— Title  V  (33  U.S.C.  1361- 
1377)  is  amended  by  redesignating  section  519 
as  section  522  and  by  inserting  after  section 
518  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  519.  NATIONAL  CLEAN  WATER  TRUST  FUND. 

■  lai  Cre.\tio.n  of  Tru-st  Find —There  is 
established  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  a  trust  fund  to  be  known  as  the  'Clean 
Water  Trust  Fund'. 

"(b)  Transfers  to  Trust  Fund.— There 
are  hereby  appropriated  to  the  Clean  Water 
Trust  Fund  amounts  equivalent  to  the  pen- 
alties collected  under  section  309  of  this  Act 
and  the  penalties  collected  under  section 
505(a)  of  this  Act  (excluding  any  amounts  or- 
dered to  be  used  to  carry  out  mitigation 
projects  under  section  309  or  505(a).  as  the 
case  may  be). 

■I CI  Administration  of  Trust  Fund.— The 
.■\dmmistrator  shall  administer  the  Clean 
Water  Trust  Fund.  The  Administrator  may 
use  moneys  in  the  Fund  to  (jarry  out  inspec- 
tions and  enforcement  activities  pursuant  to 
this  Act.  In  addition,  the  Administrator  may 
make  such  amounts  of  money  in  the  Fund  as 
the  Administrator  determines  appropriate 
available  to  carry  out  title  VI  of  this  Act.". 

(2)  Confor.ming  a.mend.ment  to  st.ate  re- 
volving FUND  pr(x;r.am.— Section  607  (33 
U.S.C.  1387)  IS  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  (a)  In  General.—"  before 
"There  is";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)     Treatment    of    Tr.ansfers     From 

Clean  Water  Trust  Fund  —For  purposes  of 
this  title,  amounts  made  available  from  the 
Clean  Water  Trust  Fund  under  section  519  of 
this  Act  to  carry  out  this  title  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  title  and  as  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  title.". 

(m)  APPLICABILITY.— Sections  101(h). 
309(g)(6)(A).  505(ai(l).  505(b).  505(g).  and  505(i) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
as  inserted  or  amended  by  this  section,  shall 
be  applicable  to  all  cases  pending  under  such 
Act  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  all  cases  brought  on  or  after  such  date  of 
enactment  relating  to  violations  which  oc- 
curred before  such  date  of  amendment. 

Redesignate  subsequent  subsections  of  sec- 
tion 313  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  81.  line  4,  strike  "(h)"  and  insert 
••<k) ". 
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Page   131.    line  5.   strike   "(r)"   and    insert 
"(u)". 
Page   188.   line  21   strike   "(s)"  and   insert 

"(V)". 

Page   192.   line  6.   strike   "(t)"   and   insert 

"(W)". 

Page  216.  line  11.  strike  "by"  and  all  that 
follows  through  '518"  on  line  13  and  insert 
"by  inserting  after  section  519". 

Page  216.  line  14.  strike  "519"  and  insert 
"520". 

Page  217.  line  7.  strike  "before"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  comma  on  line  8 
and  insert  "after  section  520". 

Page  217.  line  9.  strike  "520"  and  Insert 
"521". 

Page  321.  line  3.  strike  "(8)"  and  insert 
"(7)". 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By;  Mr.  Pallone 

Amendment  No.  42:  Page  240,  line  23.  after 
the  semicolon  insert  "and" 

Page  241.  line  5,  strike  the  semicolon  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line  9 
and  insert  a  period. 

Page  242,  line  4,  after  the  semicolon  insert 
"and". 

Page  242,  line  7,  strike  the  semicolon  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line  11 
and  insert  a  period. 

Page  276,  line  10.  strike  the  comma  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  comma  on  line  11. 

Page  292.  line  17.  after  the  semicolon  insert 
"and". 

Page  292.  strike  lines  18  through  20. 

Page  292.  line  21,  strike  "(G)"  and  insert 
"(F)". 

Page  292.  strike  line  24.  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  6  on  page  294. 

Page  294.  line  7.  strike  "(3)"  and  insert 
"(2)". 

Page  295.  line  3.  strike  '(4)"  and  Insert 
"(3)". 

Page  296.  line  16,  strike  "(5)"  and  insert 
"(4)". 

Page  315.  strike  lines  11  through  15. 

Page  315.  line  16.  strike  "(K) "  and  insert 
"(J)". 

Page  315.  line  19.  strike  "(L)"  and  insert 
"(K)". 

Page  315.  line  21.  strike  "(M)"  and  Insert 
"(L)". 

Page  316,  line  14.  strike  "(N)"  and  insert 
"(M)". 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Pallone 

amendment  No.  43:  Strike  title  IX  of  the 
bill  (pages  323  through  326). 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Pallone 

amendment  No.  44:  Page  72.  strike  line  20 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  18  on  page 
73  and  insert  the  following: 

(b)  Beaches  Environmental  Assessment. 
Closure,  and  Health.— 

(1)  Water  quality  criteria  and  stand- 
ards.— 

(A)  Issuance  of  criteria.— Section  304(a) 
(33  U.S.C.  1314(a))  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

"(13)  Coastal  recreation  waters.— (A) 
The  Administrator,  after  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies  and 
other  interested  persons,  shall  issue  within 
18  months  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
paragraph  (and  review  and  revise  from  time 
to  time  thereafter)  water  quality  criteria  for 
pathogens  in  coastal  recreation  waters.  Such 
criteria  shall — 

"(i)  be  based  on  the  best  available  sci- 
entific information: 

"(ii)  be  sufficient  to  protect  public  health 
and  safety  in  case  of  any  reasonably  antici- 


pated exposure  to  pollutants  as  a  result  of 
swimming,  bathing,  or  other  body  contact 
activities;  and 

"(iii)  include  specific  numeric  criteria  cal- 
culated to  reflect  public  health  risks  from 
short-term  increases  in  pathogens  in  coastal 
recreation  waters  resulting  from  rainfall, 
malfunctions  of  wastewater  treatment 
works,  and  other  causes. 

'■(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  'coastal  recreation  waters'  means 
Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  waters  com- 
monly used  by  the  public  for  swimming, 
bathing,  or  other  similar  primary  contact 
purposes.  ". 

(B) Standards.— 

(i)  Adoption  by  states.— A  State  shall 
adopt  water  quality  standards  for  coastal 
recreation  waters  which,  at  a  minimum,  are 
consistent  with  the  criteria  published  by  the 
Administrator  under  section  304(a)(13)  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  not 
later  than  3  years  following  the  date  of  such 
publication.  Such  water  quality  standards 
shall  be  developed  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  section  303(c)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  A  State  shall 
incorporate  such  standards  into  all  appro- 
priate programs  into  which  such  State  would 
incorporate  water  quality  standards  adopted 
under  section  303(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act. 

(ii)  Failure  of  states  to  adopt.— If  a 
State  has  not  complied  with  subparagraph 
(.A)  by  the  last  day  of  the  3-year  period  be- 
ginning on  the  date  of  publication  of  criteria 
under  section  304(aKl3)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act.  the  Administrator 
shall  promulgate  water  quality  standards  for 
coastal  recreation  waters  for  the  State  under 
applicable  provisions  of  section  303  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  The 
water  quality  standards  for  coastal  recre- 
ation waters  shall  be  consistent  with  the  cri- 
teria published  by  the  Administrator  under 
such  .section  304(a)(13).  The  State  shall  use 
the  standards  issued  by  the  .Administrator  in 
implementing  all  programs  for  which  water 
quality  standards  for  coastal  recreation  wa- 
ters are  used. 

(2)  Coastal  beach  water  quality  monitor 
INC.- Title  IV  (33  U.S.C.  1341-1345)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

-SEC.    406.    COASTAL    BEACH    WATER    QUALITY 
MONITORING. 

"(a)  Monitoring— Not  later  than  9  months 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Administrator 
publishes  revised  water  quality  criteria  for 
coastal  recreation  waters  under  section 
304(a)(13).  the  Administrator  shall  publish 
regulations  specifying  methods  to  be  used  by 
States  to  monitor  coastal  recreation  waters, 
during  periods  of  use  by  the  public,  for  com- 
pliance with  applicable  water  quality  stand- 
ards for  those  waters  and  protection  of  the 
public  safety.  Monitoring  requirements  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall, 
at  a  minimum— 

"(1)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  periods  of  recreational  use  of 
such  waters; 

"(2)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  extent  and  degree  of  use  during 
such  periods; 

"(3)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  proximity  of  coastal  recreation 
waters  to  pollution  sources; 

"(4)  specify  methods  for  detecting  short- 
term  increases  in  pathogens  in  coastal  recre- 
ation waters; 


'(5)  specify  the  conditions  and  procedures 
under  which  discrete  areas  of  coastal  recre- 
ation waters  may  be  exempted  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator from  the  monitoring  require- 
ments of  this  subsection,  if  the  .Adminis- 
trator determl'hes  that  an  exemption  will  not 
impair — 

"(A)  compliance  with  the  applicable  water 
quality  standards  for  those  waters:  and 

"(B)  protection  of  the  public  safety;  and 

"(6)  require,  if  the  State  has  an  approved 
coastal  zone  management  program  under 
section  306  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1455).  that  each  coastal 
zone  management  agency  of  the  State  pro- 
vide technical  assistance  to  local  govern- 
ments within  the  State  for  ensuring  that 
coastal  recreation  waters  and  beaches  are  as 
free  as  possible  from  floatable  materials. 

"(b)  Notification  Require.ments.— Regula- 
tions published  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
shall  require  States  to  notify  local  govern- 
ments and  the  public  of  violations  of  applica- 
ble water  quality  standards  for  State  cioastal 
recreation  waters.  Notification  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  shall  include,  at  a  mini- 
mum— 

"(1)  prompt  communication  of  the  occur- 
rence, nature,  and  extent  of  such  a  violation, 
to  a  designated  official  of  a  local  government 
having  jurisdiction  over  land  adjoining  the 
coastal  recreation  waters  for  which  a  viola- 
tion is  identified;  and 

"(2)  posting  of  signs,  for  the  period  during 
which  the  violation  continues,  sufficient  to 
give  notice  to  the  public  of  a  violation  of  an 
applicable  water  quality  standard  for  such 
waters  and  the  potential  risks  associated 
with  body  contact  recreation  in  such  waters. 

"(c)  Floatable  Materials  Monitoring 
Procedures— The  Administrator  shall— 

"(1)  issue  guidance  on  uniform  assessment 
and  monitoring  procedures  for  floatable  ma- 
terials in  coastal  recreation  waters;  and 

"(2)  specify  the  conditions  under  which  the 
presence  of  floatable  material  shall  con- 
stitute a  threat  to  public  health  and  safety. 

"(d)  Delegation  of  Responsibility.- A 
State  may  delegate  responsibility  for  mon- 
itoring and  posting  of  coastal  recreation  wa- 
ters pursuant  to  this  section  to  local  govern- 
ment authorities 

"(e)  Review  and  Revision  of  Regula- 
tions.—The  .Administrator  shall  review  and 
revise  regulations  published  pursuant  to  this 
section  periodically. 

"(0  Definitions— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section— 

"(1)  the  term  'coastal  recreation  waters' 
means  Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  wa- 
ters commonly  used  by  the  public  for  swim- 
ming, bathing,  or  other  similar  body  contact 
purposes;  and 

(2)  the  term  floatable  materials'  means 
any  matter  chat  ma.v  float  or  remain  sus- 
pended in  the  water  column  and  includes 
plastic,  aluminum  cans.  wood,  bottles,  and 
paper  products". 

(3)  Study  to  identify  indicators  of 
human-specific  pathoens  in  coastal  recre- 
ation waters.— 

(A)  Study —The  Administrator,  in  co-oper- 
ation with  the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  shall  conduct  an 
ongoing  study  to  provide  additional  informa- 
tion to  the  current  base  of  knowledge  for  use 
for  developing  better  indicators  for  directly 
detecting  in  coastal  recreation  waters  the 
presence  of  bacteria  and  viruses  which  are 
harmful  to  human  health. 

(B)  Report— Not  later  than  4  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and 
periodically  thereafter,  the  Administrator 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  de- 


scribing the  findings  of  the  study  under  this 
paragraph,  including — 

(i)  recommendations  concerning  the  need 
for  additional  numerical  limits  or  conditions 
and  other  actions  needed  to  improve  the 
quality  of  coastal  recreation  waters; 

(ii)  a  description  of  the  amounts  and  types 
of  floatable  materials  in  coastal  waters  and 
on  coastal  beaches  and  of  recent  trends  in 
the  amounts  and  types  of  such  floatable  ma- 
terials; and 

(iii)  an  evaluation  of  State  efforts  to  im- 
plement this  section,  including  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  section. 

(4)  Grants  to  states.— 

(1)  Grants— The  Administrator  may  make 
grants  to  States  for  use  in  fulfilling  require- 
ments established  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  (including  any  amendments  made  by 
such  paragraphs). 

(Bi  Co.sT  sharing— The  total  amount  of 
grants  to  a  State  under  this  paragraph  for  a 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the 
cost  to  the  State  of  implementing  require- 
ments established  pursuant  to  such  para- 
graphs. 

(5)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection— 

(A)  the  term  "coastal  recreation  waters" 
means  Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  wa- 
ters commonly  used  by  the  public  for  swim- 
ming, bathing,  or  other  similar  body  contact 
purposes;  and 

(B)  the  term  "floatable  materials"  means 
any  matter  that  may  float  or  remain  sus- 
pended in  the  water  column  and  includes 
plastic,  aluminum  cans,  wood,  bottles,  and 
paper  products. 

(6)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Administrator— 

(A)  for  use  in  making  grants  to  States 
under  paragraph  (4)  not  more  than  S3.000.000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  and 

(B)  for  carrying  out  the  other  provisions  of 
this  subsection  not  more  than  $1,000,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 

Page   204,    line   14,   strike     "406"   and   insert 
"407". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Pallone 
.A.mend.ment  No.  45:   Strike  section  309  of 
the  bill  (pages  66  through  70). 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly  and  conform  the  table 
of  contents  of  the  bill. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Riggs 
amendment  No.   45:   Insert  at  the  appro- 
priate place  In   title  IV   the  following  new 
section: 

"  Discharge  Volume.— Section  402(o)(2) 
(33  U.S.C.  1342(0X2))  is  amended  in  the  first 
sentence  by  inserting  ",  or  a  change  in  the 
volume  of  wastewater  discharge,  "  after  the 
word   "pollutant". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Riggs 
Amendment  No.  47:   Insert  at  the  appro- 
priate place  in  title  IV  the  following  new 
section: 

•"    Discharge    Volume.— Section    402(o)(2) 
(33  U.S.C.  1342(o)(2))  is  amended  in  the  first 
sentence  by  inserting  "the  concentration  or 
loading  of  after  the  words  "applicable  to". 
H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Riggs 
Amendment   No.   48;   On   page   276.   strike 
lines  3  through  7  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"ponds,    wastewater   management    facilities 
(including  pipelines,  dikes  and  berms)  that 
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are  used  by  concentrated  animal  feeding  or 
municipal   wastewater  reuse   operations,   or 
irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or  the  mainte- 
nance of  drainage  ditches;". 
H.R.  961 
Amendment  in  the  Nature  of  a  Substitute 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Saxton 
Amendment  No.  49:  Strike  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  and  insert  the  following: 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title— This  .Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents — 

Sec.  1.  Short  title:  table  of  contents. 

Sec.  2.  Definition. 

Sec.  3.  Amendment  of  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 
TITLE  I-RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  101.  Research,  investigations,  training, 
and  information. 

Sec.  102.  State  management  assistance. 

Sec.  103.  Mine  water  pollution  control. 

Sec.  104.  Water  sanitation  in  rural  and  Na- 
tive Alaska  villages. 

Sec.  105.  Authorization  of  appropriations  for 
Chesapeake  program. 

Sec.  106.  Great  Lakes  management. 

TITLE  II— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 

Sec.  201.  Uses  of  funds. 

Sec.  202.  Administration  of  closeout  of  con- 
struction grant  program. 

Sec.  203.  Sewage  collection  systems. 

Sec.  204.  Value  engineering  review. 

Sec.  206.  Grants  for  wastewater  treatment. 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

Sec.  301.  Arid  areas. 

Sec.  302.  Secondary  treatment. 

Sec.  303.  Federal  facilities. 

Sec.  304.  National  estuary  program. 

Sec.  305.  Nonpoint  source  management  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  306.  Coastal  zone  management. 

Sec.  307.  Comprehensive  watershed  manage- 
ment. 

Sec.  308.  Revision  of  effluent  limitations. 
TITLE  IV— PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 

Sec.  401.  Waste  treatment  systems  for  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  oper- 
ations. 

Sec.  402.  Municipal  and  industrial 

stormwater  discharges. 

Sec.  403.  Intake  credits. 

Sec.  404.  Combined  sewer  overflows. 

Sec.  406.  Abandoned  mines. 

Sec.  406.  Beneficial  use  of  biosolids. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  601.  Publicly  owned  treatment  works 
defined. 

Sec.  602.  Implementation  of  water  pollution 
laws  with  respect  to  vegetable 
oil. 

Sec.  603.  Needs  estimate. 

Sec.  604.  Food  processing  and  food  safety. 

Sec.  606.  Audit  dispute  resolution. 
TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

Sec.  601.  General  authority  for  capitaliza- 
tion grants. 

Sec.  602.  Capitalization  grant  agreements. 

Sec.  603.  Water  pollution  control  revolving 
loan  funds. 

Sec.  604.  Allotment  of  funds. 

Sec.  605.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  606.  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollu- 
tion control  revolving  fun(ls. 
TITLE  VII— MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  Technical  amendments. 
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Sec.  702.  John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh 
Water  Quality  Research  Lab- 
oratory. 

Sec.  703.  Wastewater  service  for  colonias. 

Sec.  704.  Savings     in     municipal     drinking 

water  costs. 
TITLE  VIII— WETL.ANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  801.  Short  title. 

Sec.  802.  Findings  and  purposes. 

Sec.  803  State,  local,  and  landowner  tech- 
nical assistance  and  coopera- 
tive training. 

Sec.  804.  Federal.  State,  and  Local  Govern- 
ment Coordinating  Committee. 

Sec.  805.  State  and  local  wetland  conserva- 
tion plans  and  strategies: 
grants  to  facilitate  the  imple- 
mentation of  section  404. 

Sec.  806.  National  cooperative  wetland  eco- 
system restoration  strategy. 

Sec.  807.  Permits  for  discharge  of  dredged  or 
fill  material. 

Sec.  808.  Technical  assistance  to  private 
landowners,  codification  of  reg- 
ulations and  policies. 

Sec    809.  Delineation. 

Sec.  810.  Fast  track  for  minor  permits. 

Sec.  811.  Compensatory  mitigation. 

Sec.  812.  Cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
and  mitigation  banks. 

Sec.  813.  Wetlands  monitoring  and  research. 

Sec.  814.  Administrative  appeals. 

Sec.  815.  Cranberry  production. 

Sec.  816.  State  classification  systems. 

Sec.  817.  Definitions. 

TITLE  K— MISCELLANEOUS 
Sec.  901.  Obligations  and  expenditures  sub- 
ject to  appropriations. 

SEC.  2.  DEFEVmON. 

In  this  .Jict.  the  term  "Administrator" 
means  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

SEC.  3.  AME.>fDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLU- 
TION CONTROL  .ACT. 

Except  as  otherwuse  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  r33  U.S.C.  1251- 
1387). 

XnXJ:  I— RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

SEC.    101.    RESEARCH.    INVESTIGATIONS,    TRAIN- 
CSC,  AND  INTOR.MATION. 

(a)  N.ATION.AL  PROGR.1MS.— Section  104(a)  (33 
use.  1254(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  inserting   •;  and";  and 

(3 1  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■(7)  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  Fed- 
eral. State,  and  local  agencies,  conduct,  pro- 
mote, and  encourage  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  in  watersheds  that  may  be  signifi- 
cantly affected  by  nonpoint  sources  of  pollu- 
tion, monitoring  and  measurement  of  water 
quality  by  means  and  methods  that  will  help 
to  identify  the  relative  contributions  of  par- 
ticular nonpoint  sources.". 

(b)  Gra.vts  TO  Local  GovER.NMENn's.— Sec- 
tion 104(b)(3)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(b)(3))  is  amended 
by  inserting  "local  governments."  after 
"interstate  agencies.". 

(c)  Technical  Assistance  for  Rural  and 
Small  Treatment  Works.— Section  104(b) 
(33  use.  1254(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 


(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(8)  make  grants  to  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions to  provide  technical  assistance  and 
training  to  rural  and  small  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  to  enable  such  treatment 
works  to  achieve  and  maintain  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  Act;  and 

"(9)  disseminate  information  to  rural, 
small,  and  disadvantaged  communities  with 
respect  to  the  planning,  design,  construc- 
tion, and  operation  of  treatment  works". 

(d)  Wastewater  Treatment  in  Impover- 
ished Communities.— Section  I04(q)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(q))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(5)  Small  lmpoverished  communities  — 
"(A)  Grants— The  Administrator  may 
make  grants  to  States  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  to  provide 
wastewater  services  to  rural  communities  of 
3,000  or  less  that  are  not  currently  served  by 
any  sewage  collection  or  water  treatment 
system  and  are  severely  economically  dis- 
advantaged, as  determined  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

"(B)  Authorization —There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  para- 
graph $50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000". 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  — 
Section  104(u)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(u))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  "(6)";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ";  and  (7)  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(3),  (b)(8).  and 
(bM9).  except  that  not  less  than  20  percent  of 
the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
clause  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(8)  and  (bi(9)". 
SEC.  102.  state  management  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  106(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1256(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  ■$75,000,000": 

(2)  by  inserting  after  -1990"  the  following: 
".  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1991  through  1995.  and  $150,000,000 
per  fi.scal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"States  or  interstate  agencies  receiving 
grants  under  this  section  may  use  such  funds 
to  finance,  with  other  States  or  interstate 
agencies,  studies  and  projects  on  interstate 
issues  relating  to  such  programs.". 

SEC.  103.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

Section  107  (33  U.S.C.   1257)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
-SEC.  107.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

"(a)  Acidic  and  Other  Toxic  Mine  Drain- 
age.— The  Administrator  shall  establish  a 
program  to  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of 
measures  for  abatement  of  the  causes  and 
treatment  of  the  effects  of  acidic  and  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  within  qualified  hydro- 
logic  units  affected  by  past  coal  mining  prac- 
tices for  the  purpose  of  restoring  the  biologi- 
cal integrity  of  waters  within  such  units. 

"(b)  Grants.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— Any  State  or  Indian 
tribe  may  apply  to  the  Administrator  for  a 
grant  for  any  project  which  provides  for 
abatement  of  the  causes  or  treatment  of  the 
effects  of  acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  affected 
by  past  coal  mining  practices. 

"(2)  APPLICATION  requirements— An  appli- 
cation submitted  to  the  Administrator  under 
this  section  shall  include  each  of  the  follow- 
ing: 


■(.A)  An  identification  of  the  qualified  hy- 
drologic unit. 

"(B)  A  description  of  the  extent  to  which 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  is  affect- 
ing the  water  quality  and  biological  re- 
sources within  the  hydrologic  unit. 

"(C)  An  identification  of  the  sources  of 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within 
the  hydrologic  unit. 

"(D)  An  identification  of  the  project  and 
the  measures  proposed  to  be  un(lertaken  to 
abate  the  causes  or  treat  the  effects  of  acidic 
or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within  the  hy- 
drologic unit. 

"(E)  The  cost  of  undertaking  the  proposed 
abatement  or  treatment  measures. 

"(c)  Federal  Share.— 

"(1)  In  general —The  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  receiving  grant  assistance 
under  this  section  shall  be  50  percent. 

"(2)  Lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way.— Contributions  of  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  .shall  be  credited  toward  the 
non-Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  a  project 
under  this  section  but  not  in  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding 25  percent  of  the  total  project  cost. 

"(3)  OPERATION  and  maintenance.- The 
non-Federal  interest  shall  bear  100  percent  of 
the  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  a 
project  under  this  section. 

"(d)  Prohibited  Projects.— No  acidic  or 
other  toxic  mine  drainage  abatement  or 
treatment  project  may  receive  assistance 
under  this  section  if  the  project  would  ad- 
versely affect  the  free-flowing  characteris- 
tics of  any  river  segment  within  a  qualified 
hydrologic  unit. 

■(e)  Applications  From  Federal  Enti- 
ties.—Any  Federal  entity  may  apply  to  the 
Administrator  for  a  grant  under  this  section 
for  the  purposes  of  an  acidic  or  toxic  mine 
drainage  abatement  or  treatment  project 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  located  on 
lands  and  waters  under  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  such  entity. 

■■(f)  .Approval —The  Administrator  shall 
approve  an  application  submitted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  or  (e)  after  determining 
that  the  application  meets  the  requirements 
of  this  section. 

■■(g)  Qualified  Hydrologic  Unit  De- 
fined—For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  qualified  hydrologic  unit'  means  a  hy- 
drologic unit — 

"(1)  in  which  the  water  quality  has  been 
significantly  affected  by  acidic  or  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  from  past  coal  mining 
practices  in  a  manner  which  adversely  im- 
pacts biological  resource?;  and 

■■(2)  which  contains  lands  and  waters  eligi- 
ble for  assistance  under  title  IV  of  the  Sur- 
face Mining  and  Reclamation  .Act  of  1977." 
SEC.  104.  WATER  SA-VITATION  IN  RURAL  AND  NA- 
TIVE ALASKA  VILLAGES. 

(a)  In  General. —Section  113  (33  U.S.C. 
1263)  is  amended  by  striking  the  section 
heading  and  designation  and  subsections  (a) 
through  (f)  and  inserting  the  following: 
"SEC.  113.  ALASKA  VILLAGE  PRftlECTS  AND  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

■■(a)  Grants— The  Administrator  is  au- 
thorized to  make  grants — 

•■(1)  for  the  development  and  construction 
of  facilities  which  provide  sanitation  serv- 
ices for  rural  and  Native  .Alaska  villages; 

■•(2)  for  training,  technical  a.ssistance.  and 
educational  programs  relating  to  operation 
and  maintenance  for  sanitation  services  in 
rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages;  and 

"(3)  for  reasonable  costs  of  administering 
and  managing  grants  made  and  programs 
and  projects  carried  out  under  this  section; 
except  that  not  to  exceed  4  percent  of  the 
amount  of  any  grant  made  under  this  section 
may  be  made  for  such  costs. 
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"(b)  Federal  Share.— A  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
program  or  project  being  carried  out  with 
such  grant. 

■■(c)  Special  Rule.— The  Administrator 
shall  award  grants  under  this  section  for 
project  construction  following  the  rules 
specified  in  subpart  H  of  part  1942  of  title  7 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

"(d)  Grants  to  State  for  Benefit  of  Vil- 
lages.—Grants  under  this  section  may  be 
made  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  rural 
Alaska  villages  and  Alaska  Native  villages. 

"(e)  Coordination— In  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  subsection,  the  Administrator 
is  directed  to  coordinate  efforts  between  the 
State  of  Alaska,  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  recipients  of  grants. 

■■(f)  Funding— There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  years  be- 
ginning after  September  30.  1995.  to  carry  out 
this  section.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section 
113(g)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(g)"  the 
following:  'Definitions.-", 

sec.   105.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  CHESAPEAKE  PROGRAM. 

Section  117(di  (33  U.S.C.  1267(d)i  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  <1).  by  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  through  1995.  and  $3,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000"  after  ■1990.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  through  1995.  and  $18,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000'  after  ■1990,". 

SEC.  106.  GREAT  LAKES  MANAGEMENT. 

(a)  GREAT  Lakes  Research  Council.— 
(1)  In  general.— Section  118  (33  U.S.C.  1268) 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(3) — 

(i)  by  striking  subparagraph  (E)  and  insert- 
ing the  following: 

"(E)  'Councir  means  the  Great  Lakes  Re- 
search Council  established  by  subsection 
(d)(1);"; 

(ii)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (I); 

(iii)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (J)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(K)  Great  Lakes  research'  means  the  ap- 
plication of  scientific  or  engineering  exper- 
tise to  explain,  understand,  and  predict  a 
physical,  chemical,  biological,  or  socio- 
economic process,  or  the  interaction  of  1  or 
more  of  the  processes,  in  the  Great  Lakes 
ecosystem."; 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(d)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council.— 
"(1)  Establishment  of  council.— There  is 
established  a  Great  Lakes  Research  Council. 
"(2)  Duties  of  council— The  Council— 
"(A)  shall  advise  and  promote  the  coordi- 
nation of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  ac- 
tivities to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and 
ensure    greater    effectiveness    in    achieving 
protection    of   the    Great    Lakes   ecosystem 
through  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  .Agreement; 

■•(B)  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph  and  bi- 
ennially thereafter  and  after  providing  op- 
portunity for  public  review  and  comment, 
shall  prepare  and  provide  to  interested  par- 
ties a  document  that  includes — 


"(i)  an  assessment  of  the  Great  Lakes  re- 
search activities  needed  to  fulfill  the  goals  of 
the  Great  Lakes  Water  Quality  Agreement; 

"(ii)  an  assessment  of  Federal  expertise 
and  capabilities  in  the  activities  needed  to 
fulfill  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Agreement,  including  an  inventory 
of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  programs, 
projects,  facilities,  and  personnel;  and 

••(iii)  recommendations  for  long-term  and 
short-term  priorities  for  Federal  Great 
Lakes  research,  based  on  a  comparison  of  the 
assessments  conducted  under  clauses  (i)  and 
(ii): 

"(C)  shall  identify  topics  for  and  partici- 
pate in  meetings,  workshops,  symposia,  and 
conferences  on  Great  Lakes  research  issues; 

■■(D)  shall  make  recommendations  for  the 
uniform  collection  of  data  for  enhancing 
Great  Lakes  research  and  management  pro- 
tocols relating  to  the  Great  Lakes  eco- 
system; 

"(E)  shall  advise  and  cooperate  in— 

"(i)  improving  the  compatible  integration 
of  multimedia  data  concerning  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem;  and 

•■(ii)  any  effort  to  establish  a  comprehen- 
sive multimedia  data  base  for  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem;  and 

■•(F)  shall  ensure  that  the  results,  findings, 
and  information  regarding  Great  Lakes  re- 
search programs  conducted  or  sponsored  by 
the  Federal  Government  are  disseminated  in 
a  timely  manner,  and  in  useful  forms,  to  in- 
tereste(i  persons,  using  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable  mechanisms  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  the  dissemination,  such  as  the 
Great  Lakes  Research  Inventory  prepared  by 
the  International  Joint  Commission. 

■■(3)  Membership.— 

■■(A)  In  general.— The  Council  shall  con- 
sist of  1  research  manager  with  extensive 
knowledge  of.  and  scientific  expertise  and 
experience  in.  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
from  each  of  the  following  agencies  and  in- 
strumentalities: 

"(i)  The  Agency. 

"(ii)  The  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration. 

"(iii)  The  National  Biological  Service. 

■■(IV)  The  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

••(V)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  expends  $1,000,000  or  more  for 
a  fiscal  year  on  Great  Lakes  research. 

•'(vi)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  a  majority  of  the  Council 
membership  determines  should  be  rep- 
resented on  the  Council. 

••(B)  Nonvoting  me.mbers.— At  the  request 
of  a  majority  of  the  Council  membership, 
any  person  who  is  a  representative  of  a  Fed- 
eral agency  or  instrumentality  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (A)  or  any  person  who  is  not 
a  Federal  employee  may  serve  as  a  nonvot- 
ing member  of  the  Council. 

•■(4)  Chairperson.— The  chairperson  of  the 
Council  shall  be  a  member  of  the  Council 
from  an  agency  specified  in  clause  (i),  (ii).  or 
(iii)  of  paragraph  (3)(A)  who  is  elected  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Council. 
The  chairperson  shall  serve  as  chairperson 
for  a  period  of  2  years.  A  member  of  the 
Council  may  not  serve  as  chairperson  for 
more  than  2  consecutive  terms. 

■■(5)  Expenses.— While  performing  official 
duties  as  a  member  of  the  Council,  a  member 
shall  be  allowed  travel  or  transportation  ex- 
penses under  section  5703  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

••(6)  Interagency  cooperation.— The  head 
of  each  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality 
that  is  represented  on  the  Council — 
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"(A)  shall  cooperate  with  the  Council  in 
implementing  the  recommendations  devel- 
oped under  paragraph  (2): 

"(B)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson 
of  the  Council,  may  make  available,  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis  or  otherwise,  such  person- 
nel, services,  or  facilities  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  assist  the  Council  in  carrying  out 
the  duties  of  the  Council  under  this  section; 
and 

"(C)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson, 
shall  furnish  data  or  information  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Council  under 
this  section. 

"(7)  International  cooperation.— The 
Council  shall  cooperate,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable,  with  the  i-esearch  coordina- 
tion efforts  of  the  Council  of  Great  Lakes 
Research  Managers  of  the  International 
Joint  Commission. 

"(8)  Reimbursement  for  requested  ac- 
tivities.— Each  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality represented  on  the  Council  may 
reimburse  another  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality or  a  non-Federal  entity  for  costs 
associated  with  activities  authorized  under 
this  subsection  that  are  carried  out  by  the 
other  agency,  instrumentality,  or  entity  at 
the  request  of  the  Council. 

•■(9)  Federal  advisory  committee  act.— 
The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  App.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  Council. 

••(10)  Effect  on  other  law.— Nothing  in 
this  subsection  affects  the  authority  of  any 
Federal  agency  or  instrumentality,  under 
any  law.  to  undertake  Great  Lakes  research 
activities."; 

(C)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  •'the  Pro- 
gram Office  and  the  Research  Office  shall 
prepare  a  joint  research  plan"  and  inserting 
•'the  Program  Office,  in  consultation  with 
the  Council,  shall  prepare  a  research  plan"; 
and. 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (3)(A)  by  striking  "the  Re- 
search Office,  the  Agency  for  Toxic  Sub- 
stances and  Disease  Registry,  and  Great 
Lakes  States"  and  inserting  'the  Council, 
the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry,  and  Great  Lakes  States,";  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (h) — 

(i)  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(1); 

(ii)  by  striking  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  inserting  a  period;  and 

(iii)  by  striking  paragraph  (3). 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— The  second 
sentence  of  section  403(a)  of  the  Marine  Pro- 
tection. Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  (16  use.  1447b(a))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "Great  Lakes  Research  Office  authorized 
under"  and  inserting  "Great  Lakes  Research 
Council  established  by". 

(b)  Consistency  of  Programs  Wrrn  Fed- 
eral Guidance.— Section  118(c)(2kC)  (33 
use.  1268(cK2)(C))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  •For  purposes  of  this 
section,  a  State's  standards,  policies,  and 
procedures  shall  be  considered  consistent 
with  such  guidance  if  the  standards,  policies, 
and  procedures  are  based  on  scientifically 
defensible  judgments  and  policy  choices 
made  by  the  State  after  consideration  of  the 
guidance  and  provide  an  overall  level  of  pro- 
tection comparable  to  that  provided  by  the 
guidance,  taking  into  account  the  specific 
circumstances  of  the  State's  waters.". 

(c)  Reauthorization  of  Assessment  and 
Remediation  of  Contaminated  Sediments 
Pr(x;ram.— Section  118(c)(7)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)  Reauthorization  of  assessment  and 
remediation    of    contaminated    sediments 
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■•(i)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  act- 
ing: through  the  Profrram  Office,  in  consulta- 
tion and  cooperation  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  havinff  responsibility  for 
civil  works,  shall  conduct  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  involving  promising  technologies 
and  practices  to  remedy  contaminated  sedi- 
ments (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology)  at 
sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System,  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  appropriate. 

■■(ii)  Selection  of  sites.— In  selecting 
sites  for  the  pilot  projects,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  give  priority  consideration  to — 

'•(I)  the  .Ashtabula  River  in  Ohio; 

■•(II)  the  Buffalo  River  in  New  York: 

■(III)  Duluth  and  Superior  Harbor  in  Min- 
nesota: 

'■(IV)  the  Fox  River  in  Wisconsin: 

■■(V)  the  Grand  Calumet  River  in  Indiana: 
and 

•■(VI)  Saginaw  Bay  in  Michigan. 

■'(iii)  De.\dlines.— In  carrying  out  this  sub- 
paragraph, the  Administrator  shall— 

■•(I)  not  later  than  18  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph,  iden- 
tify at  least  3  sites  and  the  technologies  and 
practices  to  be  demonstrated  at  the  sites  (in- 
cluding at  least  1  full-scale  demonstration  of 
a  remediation  technology):  and 

"(II)  not  later  than  5  years  after  such  date 
of  enactment,  complete  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology). 

■(iv)  ADDITION.^L  PROJECTS— The  Adminis- 
trator, acting  through  the  Program  Office,  in 
consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Army  having  re- 
sponsibility for  civil  works,  may  conduct  ad- 
ditional pilot-  and  full-scale  pilot  projects 
involving  promising  technologies  and  prac- 
tices at  sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System 
other  than  the  sites  selected  under  clause  (1). 

•■(V)  Execution  of  projects —The  Admin- 
istrator may  cooperate  with  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  having  responsibility 
for  civil  works  to  plan,  engineer,  design,  and 
execute  pilot  projects  under  this  subpara- 
graph. 

■•(vi)  Non-federal  co.ntributions.— The 
Administrator  may  accept  non-Federal  con- 
tributions to  carry  out  pilot  projecf-s  under 
this  subparagraph 

■■(Vii)  .\LTHORIZA-nON  OF  APPROPRLATIONS — 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subparagraph  S3. 500. 000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000. 

■'(E)  Technical  information  and  assist- 
ance.— 

■■(i)  In  general— The  Administrator,  act- 
ing through  the  Program  Office,  may  provide 
technical  information  and  assistance  involv- 
ing technologies  and  practices  for  remedi- 
ation of  contaminated  sediments  to  persons 
that  request  the  information  or  assistance. 

■■(in  Technical  assistance  priorities.- In 
providing  technical  assistance  under  this 
subparagraph,  the  .Administrator,  acting 
through  the  Program  Office,  shall  give  spe- 
cial priority  to  requests  for  integrated  as- 
sessments of.  and  recommendations  regard- 
ing, remediation  technologies  and  practices 
for  contaminated  sediments  at  Great  Lakes 
areas  of  concern. 

■■(iiii  Coordination  wtth  other  dem- 
onstrations —The  Administrator  shall— 

■'(I)  coordinate  technology  demonstrations 
conducted  under  this  subparagraph  with 
other  federally  assisted  demonstrations  of 
contaminated  sediment  remediation  tech- 
nologies: and 

■■(III  share  information  from  the  dem- 
onstrations conducted  under  this  subpara- 
graph with  the  other  demonstrations. 


••(iv)  Other  sediment  remedia'hon  activi- 
ties.—Nothing  in  this  subparagraph  limits 
the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  carry 
out  sediment  remediation  activities  under 
other  laws. 

••(v)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subparagraph  $1,000,000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  ' 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations — 

(1)  Research  and  management —Section 
U8(e)(3)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1268(e)(3)(B))  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ".  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  year  1995.  and  J4.0OO.0OO  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997, 
and  1998". 

(2)  GREAf  LAKES  PROGRAMS —Section  118(h) 
(33  use.  1268(h))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  ••and"  before  ••$25,000,000  ": 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  •. 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1995.  and  $17,500,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000' ■ 

TITLE  U— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 
SEC.  201.  USES  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  Nonpoint  Source  Program —Section 
201(g)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1281(g)(1))  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence  and  all  that  follows  through  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  of  the  last  sentence  and  in- 
serting the  following:  "•and  for  any  purpose 
for  which  a  grant  may  be  made  under  sec- 
tions 319(h)  and  319(i)  of  this  Act  (including 
any  innovative  and  alternative  approaches 
for  the  control  of  nonpoint  sources  of  pollu- 
tion).". 

(b)  Retroactive  Eligibility— Section 
201(g)(1)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following:  "The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  States,  shall  develop 
procedures  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  ret- 
roactive eligibility  and  provision  of  grant 
funding  for  facilities  already  under  construc- 
tion.'•. 

SEC.    202.    administration    OF    CLOSEOUT    OF 
CONSTRL'C'nON  GRA.NT  PROGRAM. 

Section  205<g)(Ii  (33  U  S.C  12aS(gKl)i  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
••The  Administrator  may  negotiate  an  an- 
nual budget  with  a  State  for  the  purpose  of 
administering  the  closeout  of  the  State's 
construction  grants  program  under  this 
title.  Sums  made  available  for  administering 
such  closeout  shall  be  subtracted  from 
amounts  remaining  available  for  obligation 
under  the  State's  construction  grant  pro- 
gram under  this  title". 

SEC.  203.  SEWAGE  COLLECTION  SYSTEMS. 

Section  211(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1291(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  In  clause  (1)  by  striking  "an  existing 
collection  system"  and  inserting  "a  collec- 
tion system  existing  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995";  and 

(2)  in  clause  (2>— 

(A)  by  striking  'an  existing  community^ 
and  inserting  "a  community  existing  on  such 
date  of  enactment";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "sufficient  existing"  and 
inserting  "sufficient  capacity  existing  on 
such  date  of  enactment  " 

SEC.  204.  VALUE  ENGINEERING  REVIEW. 

Section  218(c)  (33  U  S.C  1298(c))  is  amended 
by  striking  ■•$10,000,000'  and  inserting 
"$25,000,000  ". 

SEC.    205.    GRANTS    FOR    WASTEWATER    TREAT- 
MENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Localities.- The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  under  title  II  of  the 


Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  ap- 
propriate instrumentalities  for  the  purpose 
of  con.struction  of  treatment  works  (includ- 
ing combined  sewer  overfiow  facilities)  to 
serve  coastal  localities.  No  less  than 
$10,000,000  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall 
be  used  for  water  infrastructure  improve- 
ments in  New  Orleans,  no  less  than  $3,000,000 
of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be  used 
for  water  infrastructure  improvements  in 
Bristol  County.  Mas-sachusetts,  and  no  less 
than  ''3  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be 
used  to  assist  localities  that  meet  both  of 
the  following  criteria: 

(1)  Need, -.A  locality  that  has  over 
$2,000,000,000  in  category  I  treatment  needs 
documented  and  accepted  in  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency's  1992  Needs  Sur- 
vey database  as  of  February  4,  1993 

(2)  Hardship.— A  locality  that  has 
wastewater  user  charges,  for  residential  use 
of  7.000  gallons  per  month  based  on  Ernst  & 
Young  National  Water  and  Wastewater  1992 
Rate  Survey,  greater  than  0  65  percent  of  1989 
median  household  income  for  the  metropoli- 
tan statistical  area  in  which  such  locality  is 
located  as  measured  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census. 

(b)  Federal  Share.— Notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 202(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act.  the  Federal  share  of  grants 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  80  percent  of 
the  cost  of  construction,  and  the  non-Federal 
share  shall  be  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  con- 
struction. 

(c)  Small  Communities.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  to  States  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  assistance  for  the  con- 
struction of  treatment  works  to  serve  small 
communities  as  defined  by  the  Stale:  except 
that  the  term  "small  communities"  may  not 
include  any  locality  with  a  population  great- 
er than  75.000  Funds  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  subsection  shall  be  allotted  by  the 
Administrator  to  the  .States  in  accordance 
with  the  allotment  formula  contained  in  sec- 
tion 604(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(di    Authorization   of    appropriations. - 
There   is  authorized   to  be  appropriated   for 
making  grants  under  this  section  $300,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1996,  Such  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  and  shall  be  equally 
divided  between  subsections  (a)  and  (o  of 
this  section.   Such  authorization   of  appro- 
priation shall  take  effect  only  if  the  total 
amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996  to 
carry  out  title  VI  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act  is  at  least  $3,000,000,000, 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 
SEC.  301.  arid  AREAS. 

(a)  Constructed  Water  Conveyances.— 
Section  303(c)(2)  (33  U.S.C  1313(c)(2))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(D)  Standards  for  con.structed  water 
conveyances — 

"(1)  Relevant  factors— if  a  SUte  exer- 
cises jurisdiction  over  constructed  water 
conveyances  in  establishing  standards  under 
this  section,  the  State  may  consider  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■  (I)  The  existing  and  planned  uses  of  water 
transported  in  a  conveyance  system. 

■'(II>  Any  water  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  any  return  flow  from  a  constructed 
water  conveyance  to  navigable  waters  and 
the  need  to  protect  downstream  users, 

"I III)  Management  practices  necessary  to 
maintain  the  conveyance  system, 

■■(IV)  State  or  regional  water  resources 
management  and  water  conservation  plans, 

■■(V)  The  authorized  purpose  for  the  con- 
structed conveyance. 


"(ii)  Relevant  uses.— If  a  State  adopts  or 
reviews  water  quality  standards  for  con- 
structed water  conveyances,  it  shall  not  be 
required  to  establish  recreation,  aquatic  life. 
or  fish  consumption  uses  for  such  systems  if 
the  uses  are  not  existing  or  reasonably  fore- 
seeable or  such  uses  impede  the  authorized 
uses  of  the  conveyance  system.', 

(b)  Criteria  and  Guidance  for  Ephemeral 
AND  Effluent-Dependent  Streams,— Sec- 
tion 304(a)  (33  USC,  1314(a)>  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(9)  Criteria  and  guidance  for  ephem- 
eral and  effluent-dependent  streams,— 

■■(A)  Development,— Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  develop  and  publish— 

"(i)  criteria  for  ephemeral  and  effluent-de- 
pendent streams:  and 

■■(ii)  guidance  to  the  States  on  develop- 
ment and  adoption  of  water  quality  stand- 
ards applicable  to  such  streams, 

■•(B)  Factors —The  criteria  and  guidance 
developed  under  subparagraph  (Ai  shall  take 
into  account  the  limited  ability  of  ephem- 
eral and  effiuent-dependent  streams  to  sup- 
port aquatic  life  and  certain  designated  uses, 
shall  include  consideration  of  the  role  the 
discharge  may  play  in  maintaining  the  flow 
or  level  of  such  waters,  and  shall  promote 
the  beneficial  use  of  reclaimed  water  pursu- 
ant to  section  101(a)(10).". 

(c)  Factors  Required  To  Be  Considered 
BY  Administrator.— Section  303(c)(4)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"In  revising  or  adopting  any  new  standard 
for  ephemeral  or  effluent-dependent  streams 
under  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator 
shall  consider  the  factors  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 304(ai(9)(B),", 

(d)  Definitions,— Section  502  (33  U.S.C. 
1362)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(21)  The  term  'effluent-dependent  stream' 
means  a  stream  or  a  segment  thereof— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  which  the  How  (based 
on  the  annual  average  expected  How.  deter- 
mined by  calculating  the  average  mode  over 
a  10-year  period)  is  primarily  attributable  to 
the  discharge  of  treated  wastewater, 

"(B)  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  discharge  of 
treated  wastewater  and  other  primary  an- 
thropogenic surface  or  subsurface  flows, 
would  be  an  ephemeral  stream:  or 

"(C)  that  is  an  effluent-dependent  stream 
under  applicable  State  water  quality  stand- 
ards, 

"(22)  The  term  'ephemeral  stream'  means  a 
stream  or  segments  thereof  that  fiows  peri- 
odically in  response  to  precipitation, 
snowmelt.  or  runoff, 

"(23)  The  term  constructed  water  convey- 
ance' means  a  manmade  water  transport  sys- 
tem constructed  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
porting water  in  a  waterway  that  is  not  and 
never  was  a  natural  perennial  waterway,". 

SEC.  302.  SECONDARY  TREATMENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Dlscharges— Section  304(d) 
(33  U.S.C.  1314(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Coastal  dlscharges —For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  any  municipal  wastewater 
treatment  facility  shall  be  deemed  the  equiv- 
alent of  a  secondary  treatment  facility  if 
each  of  the  following  requirements  is  met: 

"(A)  The  facility  employs  chemically  en- 
hanced primary  treatment, 

'"(B)  The  facility,  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  paragraph,  discharges  through 
an  ocean  outfall  into  an  open  marine  envi- 
ronment greater  than  4  miles  offshore  into  a 
depth  greater  than  300  feet. 


'■(C)  The  facility's  discharge  is  in  compli- 
ance with  all  local  and  State  water  quality 
standards  for  the  receiving  waters. 

"(D)  The  facility's  discharge  will  be  sub- 
ject to  an  ocean  moni' """-ing  program  accept- 
able to  relevant  I  :■  .il  and  State  regu- 
latory agencies.". 

(b)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treat- 
ment Requirements.— 

(1)  In  general —Section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

■■(s)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treat- 
ment Requirements.- 

"(1)  In  general —The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State,  shall  issue  a  10- 
year  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of 
this  section  with  respect  to  the  discharge  of 
any  pollutant  from  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  into  marine  waters  which  are  at 
least  150  feet  deep  through  an  ocean  outfall 
which  discharges  at  least  1  mile  offshore,  if 
the  applicant  demonstrates  that — 

"(A)  there  is  an  applicable  ocean  plan  and 
the  facility's  discharge  is  in  compliance  with 
all  local  and  State  water  quality  standards 
for  the  receiving  waters; 

"(B)  the  facility  s  discharge  will  be  subject 
to  an  ocean  monitoring  program  determined 
to  be  acceptable  by  relevant  Federal  and 
State  regulatory  agencies; 

"(C)  the  applicant  has  an  Agency  approved 
pretreatment  plan  in  place:  and 

"(D)  the  applicant,  at  the  time  such  modi- 
fication becomes  effective,  will  be  discharg- 
ing effiuent  which  has  received  at  least 
chemically  enhanced  primary  treatment  and 
achieves  a  monthly  average  of  75  percent  re- 
moval of  suspended  solids, 

■'(2)  Discharge  of  any  pollutant  into  ma- 
rine waters  defined —For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  discharge  of  any  pol- 
lutant into  marine  waters'  means  a  dis- 
charge into  deep  waters  of  the  territorial  sea 
or  the  waters  of  the  contiguous  zone,  or  into 
saline  estuarine  waters  where  there  is  strong 
tidal  movement. 

"(3)  Deadline— On  or  before  the  90th  day 
after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an  application 
for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1).  the 
.Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  applicant  a 
modified  permit  under  section  402  or  a  writ- 
ten determination  that  the  application  does 
not  meet  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
subsection. 

■■(4)  Effect  of  failure  to  respond —If  the 
Administrator  does  not  respond  to  an  appli- 
cation for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  90th  day  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (3).  the  application  shall  be  deemed  ap- 
proved and  the  modification  sought  by  the 
applicant  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  succeed- 
ing 10-year  period.". 

(2)  Extension  of  application  deadline.— 
Section  301(j)  (33  U.S.C.  1311(j))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(6)  Extension  of  application  deadline.— 
In  the  365-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  munici- 
palities may  apply  for  a  modification  pursu- 
ant to  sub.section  (s)  of  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section.". 

(c)  Modifications  for  Small  System 
Treatment  Technologies.— Section  301  (33 
use.  1311)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(t)  Modifications  for  Small  System 
Treatment  Technologies.— The  Adminis- 
trator, with  the  concurrence  of  the  State,  or 
a  State  with  an  approved  program  under  sec- 
tion 402  may  issue  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section  with  respect 
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to  the  discharge  of  any  pollutant  from  a  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  serving  a  com- 
munity of  20.000  people  or  fewer  if  the  appli- 
cant demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Administrator  that^ 

"(1)  the  effluent  from  such  facility  origi- 
nates primarily  from  domestic  users,  and 

"(2)  such  facility  utilizes  a  properly  con- 
structed and  operated  alternative  treatment 
system  (including  recirculating  sand  filter 
systems,  constructed  wetlands,  and  oxida- 
tion lagoons)  which  is  equivalent  to  second- 
ary treatment  or  will  provide  in  the  receiv- 
ing waters  and  watershed  an  adequate  level 
of  protection  to  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment and  contribute  to  the  attainment  of 
water  quality  standards.". 

(d)  Puerto  Rico— Section  301  (33  U.S.C. 
1311)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(u)  Puerto  Rico.— 

"(1)  Study  by  government  of  Puerto 
RICO.— Not  later  than  3  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Govern- 
ment of  Puerto  Rico  may.  after  consultation 
with  the  Administrator,  initiate  a  study  of 
the  marine  environment  of  .Anasco  Bay  off 
the  coast  of  the  Mayaguez  region  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  con- 
structing a  deepwater  outfall  for  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  legated  at  Maya- 
guez. Puerto  Rico.  Such  study  shall  rec- 
ommend one  or  more  technically  feasible  lo- 
cations for  the  deepwater  outfall  based  on 
the  effects  of  such  outfall  on  the  marine  en- 
vironment. 

"(2)  APPLICATION  for  MODIFICATION —Not- 
withstanding subsection  (j)(l)(A).  not  later 
than  18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  an  application  may  be 
submitted  for  a  modification  pursuant  to 
subsection  (h)  of  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section  by  the  owner 
of  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  at 
Mayaguez.  Puerto  Rico,  for  a  deepwater 
outfall  at  a  location  recommended  in  the 
study  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

"(3)  iNmAL  determination —On  or  before 
the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an 
application  for  modification  under  paragraph 
(2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  ap- 
plicant a  draft  initial  determination  regard- 
ing the  modification  of  the  existing  permit. 

"•(4)  Final  determination— On  or  before 
the  270th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of 
an  application  for  modification  under  para- 
graph (2),  the  Administrator  shall  issue  a 
final  determination  regarding  such  modifica- 
tion. 

"(5)  Effectiveness.— If  a  modification  is 
granted  pursuant  to  an  application  submit- 
ted under  this  subsection,  such  modification 
shall  be  effective  only  if  the  new  deepwater 
outfall  is  operational  within  5  year^  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection.  In 
all  other  aspects,  such  modification  shall  be 
effective  for  the  period  applicable  to  all 
modifications  granted  under  subsection 
(h).". 

SEC.  303.  FEDERAL  FAdLITIES. 

(a)  APPLICATION  OF  Certain  Provisions.— 
Section  313(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1323(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  all  preceding  subsection  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

-SEC.  313.  FEDERAL  FACILITIES  POLLUTION  CON- 
TROL. 

"(a)  applicability  of  federal.  state. 
Interstate,  and  Local  Laws — 

"(1)  In  general.— Eiach  department,  agen- 
cy, or  instrumentality  of  the  executive,  leg- 
islative, and  judicial  branches  of  the  Federal 
Governmentr- 

"(A)  having  jurisdiction  over  any  property 
or  facility,  or 
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■iBi  engaged  in  any  activity  resulting,  or 
which  may  result,  in  the  discharge  or  runoff 
of  pollutants. 

and  each  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
in  the  performance  of  his  official  duties. 
shall  be  subject  to.  and  comply  with,  all  Fed- 
eral. State,  interstate,  and  local  require- 
ments, administrative  authority,  and  process 
and  sanctions  respecting  the  control  and 
abatement  of  water  pollution  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  any  non- 
governmental entity,  including  the  payment 
of  reasonable  service  charges. 

•'(2)  Types  of  actions  covered.— Para- 
graph (li  shall  apply— 

"(A)  to  any  requirement  whether  sub- 
stantive or  procedural  (including  any  record- 
keeping or  reporting  requirement,  any  re- 
quirement respecting  permits,  and  any  other 
requirement). 

■'(Bi  to  the  exercise  of  any  Federal.  State, 
or  local  administrative  authority,  and 

"(C)  to  any  process  and  sanction,  whether 
enforced  in  Federal.  State,  or  local  courts  or 
in  any  other  manner. 

•■(3)  Pe.nalties  and  fines.— The  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  and  local  substantive  and 
procedural  requirements,  administrative  au- 
thority, and  process  and  sanctions  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  include  all  administrative 
orders  and  all  civil  and  administrative  pen- 
alties and  fines,  regardless  of  whether  such 
penalties  or  fines  are  punitive  or  coercive  in 
nature  or  are  imposed  for  isolated,  intermit- 
tent, or  continuing  violations. 

••(4)  SOV-EREICN  I.MMrNITY.— 

"(A)  Waiver— The  United  States  hereby 
expressly  waives  any  immunity  otherwise 
applicable  to  the  United  States  with  respect 
to  any  requirement,  administrative  author- 
ity, and  process  and  sanctions  referred  to  in 
paragraph  di  (including  any  injunctive  re- 
lief, any  administrative  order,  any  civil  or 
administrative  penalty  or  fine  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (3>.  or  any  reasonable  service 
charge  1 

■iBi  Processing  fees —The  reasonable 
service  charges  referred  to  in  this  paragraph 
include  fees  or  charges  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  processing  and  issuance  of  per- 
mits, renewal  of  permits,  amendments  to 
permits,  review  of  plans,  studies,  and  other 
documents,  and  inspection  and  monitoring  of 
facilities,  as  well  as  any  other  nondiscrim- 
inatory charges  that  are  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  a  Federal.  State,  interstate,  or 
local  water  pollution  regulatory  program. 

■•(5(  EXE.MPnONS  — 

••(A>  General  authority  of  president.— 
The  President  may  exempt  any  effluent 
source  of  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality in  the  executive  branch  from  com- 
pliance with  any  requirement  to  which  para- 
graph (11  applies  if  the  President  determines 
it  to  be  in  the  paramount  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  do  so;  except  that  no  ex- 
emption may  be  granted  from  the  require- 
ments of  section  306  or  307  of  this  .\ct. 

••(B)  LiMiT,\-noN  — No  exemptions  shall  be 
granted  under  subparagraph  (A)  due  to  lack 
of  appropriation  unless  the  President  shall 
have  specifically  requested  such  appropria- 
tion as  a  part  of  the  budgetary  process  and 
the  Congress  shall  have  failed  to  make  avail- 
able such  requested  appropriation 

••(C)  Time  period  —Any  exemption  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  1  year,  but  additional  exemptions 
may  be  granted  for  periods  of  not  to  exceed 
1  year  upon  the  Presidents  making  a  new  de- 
termination. 

••(D)  Military  property— In  addition  to 
any  exemption  of  a  particular  effluent 
source,  the  President  may.  if  the  President 


determines  it  to  be  in  the  paramount  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  to  do  so.  issue  regu- 
lations exempting  from  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  any  weaponry, 
equipment,  aircraft,  vessels,  vehicles,  or 
other  classes  or  categories  of  property,  and 
access  to  such  property,  which  are  owned  or 
operated  by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  (including  the  Coast  Guard)  or  by  the 
National  Guard  of  any  State  and  which  are 
uniquely  military  in  nature.  The  President 
shall  reconsider  the  need  for  such  regula- 
tions at  3-year  intervals. 

••(E)  Reports— The  President  shall  report 
each  January  to  the  Congress  all  exemptions 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  grant- 
ed during  the  preceding  calendar  year,  to- 
gether with  the  President's  reason  for  grant- 
ing such  exemption. 

••(6)  Venue —Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  prevent  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government,  or  any  officer,  agent,  or  em- 
ployee thereof  in  the  performance  of  official 
duties,  from  removing  to  the  appropriate 
Federal  district  court  any  proceeding  to 
which  the  department,  agency,  or  instrumen- 
tality or  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
is  subject  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any 
such  proceeding  may  be  removed  in  accord- 
ance with  chapter  89  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code. 

•■(7)  Personal  llability  of  federal  em- 
ployees.— No  agent,  employee,  or  officer  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  personally  liable 
for  any  civil  penalty  under  any  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  or  local  water  pollution 
law  with  respect  to  any  act  or  omission 
within  the  scope  of  the  official  duties  of  the 
agent,  employee,  or  officer. 

•■(8)  Criminal  sanctions.— An  agent,  em- 
ployee, or  officer  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  subject  to  any  criminal  sanction  (includ- 
ing any  fine  or  imprisonment)  under  any 
Federal  or  State  water  pollution  law.  but  no 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be  subject 
to  any  such  sanction.". 

(b)  Funds  Collected  by  a  State— Section 
313  (33  U.S.C.  1323)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(c)  Limitation  on  State  Use  of  Fu.vds.— 
Unless  a  State  law  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection  or  a  State 
constitution  requires  the  funds  to  be  used  in 
a  different  manner,  all  funds  collected  by  a 
State  from  the  Federal  Government  in  pen- 
alties and  fines  imposed  for  the  violation  of 
a  substantive  or  pr(x;edural  requirement  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  used  by  a 
State  only  for  projects  designed  to  improve 
or  protect  the  environment  or  to  defray  the 
costs  of  environmental  protection  or  en- 
forcement.". 

(c)  Enforcement.— Section  313  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(d)  Federal  Facility  Enforceme.nt  — 
•'(1)  Administrative  enforcement  by 
EPA. — The  Administrator  may  commence  an 
administrative  enforcement  action  against 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
of  the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  pursuant 
to  the  enforcement  authorities  contained  in 
this  Act. 

"(2)  Procedure —The  Administrator  shall 
initiate  an  administrative  enforcement  ac- 
tion against  a  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality under  this  subsection  in  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  circumst.ances 
as  an  action  would  be  initiated  a.gainst  any 
other  person  under  this  Act.  The  amount  of 
any  administrative  penalty  imposed   under 


this  subsection  shall  be  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  309(d)  of  this  Act. 

•■(3)  Voluntary  settlement.— Any  vol- 
untary resolution  or  settlement  of  an  action 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  set  forth  in  an 
administrative  consent  order. 

■•(4)  Conferr.\l  with  epa  — No  administra- 
tive order  issued  to  a  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  under  this  section  shall  be- 
come final  until  such  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
confer  with  the  Administrator.". 

(di  Lkmitation  on  Actions  and  Right  of 
I.vTERVEN-noN.— Section  313  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(P)  Limitation  on  Actions  and  Right  of 
Intervention.— Any  violation  with  respect 
to  which  the  Administrator  has  commenced 
and  is  diligently  prosecuting  an  action  under 
this  subsection,  or  for  which  the  Adminis- 
trator has  issued  a  final  order  and  the  viola- 
tor has  either  paid  a  penalty  or  fine  assessed 
under  this  subsection  or  is  subject  to  an  en- 
forceable schedule  of  corrective  actions, 
shall  not  be  the  subject  of  an  action  under 
section  505  of  this  Act.  In  any  action  under 
this  subsection,  any  citizen  may  intervene  as 
a  matter  of  right.  '. 

(e)  Definition  of  Per.son— Section  502(5) 
(33  use.  1362(5))  is  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  •and 
includes  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States". 

(f)  Definition  of  Radioactive  Mate- 
rials.—Section  ,502  (33  use.  1362)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(24)  The  term  Tadioactive  materials'  in- 
cludes source  materials,  special  nuclear  ma- 
terials, and  byproduct  materials  (as  such 
terms  are  defined  under  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954)  which  are  used,  produced,  or 
managed  at  facilities  not  licensed  by  the  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission;  except  that 
such  term  does  not  include  any  material 
which  is  discharged  from  a  vessel  or  other  fa- 
cility covered  by  Executive  Order  12344  (42 
U.S.C.  7158  note;  relating  to  the  Naval  Nu- 
clear Propulsion  Program)   ". 

(g)  Conforming  -Amendments.- Section 
313(b)  (33  U.S.C.  1323(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ■(bid)"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

•■(b)  Wastewater  Facilities.— 
■■(1)  Cooperation  for  use  of  wastewater 
control  systems.—"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "LlMITA- 
•noN  ON  roNSTRL(7noN.— "  before  "Construc- 
tion^^;  and 

(3)  by  moving  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  2  ems 
to  the  right. 

(h)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall 
only  apply  to  violations  occurring  after  such 
date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  304.  .NATIONAL  ESTUARY  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Fi.ndings.— The  Congre.ss  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  Nation's  estuaries  are  a  vital  natu- 
ral resource  to  which  man.y  regional  econo- 
mies are  closely  tied. 

(2)  Many  of  the  Nation's  estuaries  are 
under  a  severe  threat  from  point  .source  pol- 
lution and  polluted  run-off  (nonpoint  source 
pollution)  and  from  habitat  alteration  and 
destruction, 

(3)  Only  through  expanded  investments  in 
waste  water  treatment  and  other  water  and 
sediment  pollution  control  and  prevention 
efforts  can  the  environmental  and  economic 
values  of  the  Nation's  estuaries  be  restored 
and  protected. 

(4)  The  National  Estuary  Program  created 
under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 


Act  has  significantly  advanced  the  Nation's 
understanding  of  the  declining  condition  of 
the  Nation's  estuaries. 

(5)  The  National  Estuary  Program  has  also 
provided  precise  information  about  the  cor- 
rective and  preventative  measures  required 
to  reverse  the  degradation  of  water  and  sedi- 
ment quality  and  to  halt  the  alteration  and 
destruction  of  vital  habitat  in  the  Nation's 
estuaries, 

(6)  The  level  of  funding  available  to  States, 
municipalities,  and  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
is  inadequate,  and  additional  financial  re- 
sources must  be  provided. 

(7)  Funding  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
should  be  provided  under  the  .State  revolving 
loan  fund  program  authorized  by  title  VI  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(8)  Authorization  levels  for  State  revolving 
loan  fund  capitalization  grants  should  be  in- 
creased by  an  amount  necessary  to  ensure 
the  achievement  of  the  goals  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

lb)  Technical  Amendment.— Section 
320<a)(2)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(a)(2)(B))  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

•(B)  Priority  consideration— The  Admin- 
istrator shall  give  priority  consideration 
under  this  section  to  Long  Island  Sound. 
New  York  and  Connecticut;  Narragansett 
Bay.  Rhode  Island;  Buzzards  Bay.  Massachu- 
setts; Massachusetts  Bay.  Massachusetts  (in- 
cluding Cape  Cod  Bay  and  Boston  Harbor); 
Puget  Sound.  Washington;  New  York-New 
Jersey  Harbor.  New  York  and  New  Jersey: 
Delaware  Bay.  Delaware  and  New  Jersey: 
Delaware  Inland  Ba.vs.  Delaware;  Albemarle 
Sound.  North  Carolina:  Sarasota  Bay.  Flor- 
ida; San  Francisco  Bay.  California;  Santa 
Monica  Bay.  California:  Galveston  Bay. 
Texas;  Barataria-Terrebonne  Bay  estuary 
complex.  Louisiana;  Indian  River  Lagoon. 
Florida;  Charlotte  Harbor.  Florida;  Bamegat 
Bay.  New  Jersey;  and  Peconic  Bay,  New 
York.". 

(c)  Grants.— Section  320(g)(2)  (33  U.S.C, 
1330(g)(2))  is  amended  by  inserting  'and  im- 
plementation monitoring'^  after  ••develof)- 
ment^', 

(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
Section  320(i)  (33  U  S.C,  1330(i))  is  amended 
by  striking  ■1987'^  and  all  that  follows 
through  ■•1991"  and  inserting  the  following: 

■1987  through  1991.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fi.scal  years  1992  through  1995.  and 
Jig.OCHO.OOO  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000" 

SEC.  305.  NONPOINT  SOURCE  MANAGEMKNT  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  Review  and  Revision —Section  319(b) 
(33  use,  1329(bi)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

■■(5)  Review  and  revision.- Not  later  than 
18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  paragraph,  the  State  shall  review  and 
revise  the  report  required  by  this  subsection 
and  submit  such  revised  report  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval, ■', 

(b)  Approval  or  Dlsapproval  of  Manage- 
ment Programs —Section  319<d)(l)  (33  U,S.C. 
1329(d)(1))  is  amended  by  inserting  ••or  re- 
vised management  program"  after  "manage- 
ment program  "  each  place  it  appears, 

(c)  Grants  for  Protecting  Ground  Water 
Quality.— Section  319(1x3)  (33  US.C, 
1329(i)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  •$150,000" 
and  inserting  ••$500,000", 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations,— 
Section  319(j)  (33  USC,  1329(j))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking    'and"  before  "$130,000,000": 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1991"  the  following: 
",  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 


years  1992  through  1995.  $100,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  $150,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$200,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998.  $250,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1999.  and  $300,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  2000";  and 

(3)  by  striking  ■$7,500,000"  and  inserting 
■  $25,000,000". 

(e)  Agricultural  Inputs.— Section  319  (33 
U.S.C,  1329)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

••(0)  AcRicuLTi-iRAL  INPUTS,— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act.  any  land  application  of 
livestock  manure  shall  not  be  considered  a 
point  source  and  shall  be  subject  to  enforce- 
ment only  under  this  section. '■ 

SEC.  306.  COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEME.NT. 

Section  6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reau- 
thorization Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C. 
1451  note  I  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1) — 

(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "I^rcxjram  de- 
velopment,—■';  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■■(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 

approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 
agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
use,  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  State's  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram,"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "to  protect 
coeistal  waters  generally"  and  inserting  "to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(3>— 

(A)  by  striking  •The  implementation"  and 
inserting  •A  schedule  for  the  implementa- 
tion ";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years."  after  "from  time  to 
time"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(7)  Identification  of  priority  areas.— A 
prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
which  management  measures  will  be  imple- 
mented,"; 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

••(5)  Conditional  approval— The  Sec- 
retary and  Administrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  State's  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply,"; 

(6)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  ".  1993. 
and  1994  "  and  inserting  -through  2000";  and 

(7)  in  subsection  (h)(2)(B)(iv)  by  striking 
•fiscal  year  1995  "  and  inserting  "each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000' ■, 

SEC.    307.    COMPREHENSIVE    WATERSHED    MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

(a)  In  General, -Title  III  (33  U.S.C.  1300- 
1330)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"SEC.   321.    COMPREHENSIVE   WATERSHED   MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

•■(a)  Findings,  Purpose,  and  Defini- 
tions.— 

••(1)  Findings. — Congress  finds  that  com- 
prehensive watershed  management  will  fur- 
ther the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  Act  by— 
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■•(A)  identifying  more  fully  water  quality 
impairments  and  the  pollutants,  sources,  and 
activities  causing  the  impairments; 

■(B)  integrating  water  protection  quality 
efforts  under  this  Act  with  other  natural  re- 
source protection  efforts,  including  Federal 
efforts  to  define  and  protect  ecological  sys- 
tems (including  the  waters  and  the  living  re- 
sources supported  by  the  waters); 

••(C)  defining  long-term  social,  economic, 
and  natural  resource  objectives  and  the 
water  quality  necessary  to  attain  or  main- 
tain the  objectives; 

"(D)  increasing,  through  citizen  participa- 
tion in  the  watershed  management  process, 
public  support  for  improved  water  quality; 

"(E)  identifying  priority  water  quality 
problems  that  need  immediate  attention: 
and 

"(F)  identifying  the  most  cost-effective 
measures  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
Act. 

••(2)  Purpose.— TTie  purpose  of  this  section 
is  to  encourage  comprehensive  watershed 
management  in  maintaining  and  enhancing 
water  quality,  in  restoring  and  protecting 
living  resources  supported  by  the  waters,  and 
in  ensuring  waters  of  a  quality  sufficient  to 
meet  human  needs,  including  water  supply 
and  recreation. 

••(3)  Defi.vitions.— In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Ecosystem —The  term  'ecosystem' 
means  the  community  of  plants  and  animals 
(including  humans)  and  the  environment  (in- 
cluding surface  water,  the  ground  water  with 
which  it  interacts,  and  riparian  areas)  upon 
which  that  community  depends. 

•'(B)  Environmental  objectives —The 
term  environmental  objectives'  means  the 
goals  specified  by  States  or  State-designated 
watershed  management  entities  to  protect, 
restore,  and  maintain  water  resources  and 
aquatic  ecosystems  within  a  watershed,  in- 
cluding applicable  water  quality  standards 
and  wetlands  protection  goals  established 
under  the  Act. 

■'(C)  State— The  term  'State'  includes  In- 
dian tribes  eligible  under  section  518(e), 

"(b)  State  Watershed  Program — 

••(1)  Submittal— A  State,  at  any  time, 
may  submit  to  t'ne  Administrator  fur  ap- 
proval a  watershed  management  program  for 
the  State. 

■■(2)  APPROVAL— The  Administrator  shall 
approve  a  State  watershed  program  submit- 
ted under  paragraph  (1)  if  the  program,  at  a 
minimum,  contains  the  following  elements: 

"(A)  An  identification  of  the  State  agency 
generally  responsible  for  overseeing  and  ap- 
proving watershed  management  plans  and  a 
designation  of  watershed  management  enti- 
ties and  lead  responsibilities  for  such  enti- 
ties. Such  entities  may  include  other  State 
agencies  and  sub-State  agencies, 

•(B)  A  description  of  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram. In  determining  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram, the  State  may  choose  to  address  all 
watersheds  within  the  State  over  a  period  of 
time  or  to  concentrate  efforts  on  selected 
watersheds.  Within  each  watershed,  the  is- 
sues to  be  addressed  should  be  based  on  a 
comprehensive  analysis  of  the  problems 
within  the  watershed.  The  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram may  expand  over  a  period  of  time  both 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  watersheds  and 
the  issues  addressed  by  the  program 

••(C)  An  identification  of  watershed  man- 
agement units  for  which  watershed  manage- 
ment plans  will  be  developed.  In  selecting 
such  units,  the  State  shall  consider  those 
waters  in  the  State  that  are  water  quality 
threatened  or  impaired  or  are  otherwise  in 
need  of  special   protection.   To  the  extent 
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practicable,  the  boundaries  of  each  water- 
shed management  unit  shall  be  consistent 
with  United  States  Geoloerical  Service 
hydrologica!  units. 

■■(D)  A  description  of  activities  required  of 
watershed  management  entities  (as  specified 
under  subsection  (f)(1))  and  a  description  of 
the  State's  approval  process  for  watershed 
management  plans. 

(E)  A  specification  of  an  effective  public 
participation  process,  including  procedures 
to  encourage  the  public  to  participate  in  de- 
veloping and  implementing  watershed  man- 
agement plans 

■(F)  An  identification  of  the  statewide  en- 
vironmental objectives  that  will  be  pursued 
In  each  watershed.  Such  objectives,  at  a  min- 
imum, shall  include  State  water  quality- 
standards  and  goals  under  this  Act.  and.  as 
appropriate,  other  objectives  such  as  habitat 
restoration  and  biological  diversity. 

■■(2)  Deadline  —The  Administrator,  after 
consultation  with  other  Federal  agencies, 
shall  approve  or  disapprove  a  State  water- 
shed program  submitted  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  180th  day  following  the  date 
of  the  submittal  If  a  State  watershed  pro- 
gram is  disapproved,  the  State  may  modify 
and  resubmit  its  program  under  paragraph 
(1). 

"(3)  Annual  report.— a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  sub- 
section shall  provide  to  the  Administrator 
an  annual  report  summarizing  the  status  of 
the  program,  including  a  description  of  any 
modifications  to  the  program.  An  annual  re- 
port submitted  under  this  section  may  be 
used  by  the  State  to  satisfy  reporting  re- 
quirements under  sections  106,  314,  319,  and 
320. 

"(4)  Effective  period  of  approvals— An 
approval  of  a  State  watershed  program  under 
paragraph  (2)  shall  remain  in  effect  for  a  5- 
year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  ap- 
proval and  may  be  renewed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator 

"(5)  Withdrawal  of  approval.— Whenever 
the  Administrator  determines  after  public 
hearing  that  a  State  is  not  administering  a 
watershed  program  approved  under  para- 
graph (2)  in  accordance  with  requirements  of 
this  section,  he  shall  su  notify  the  State  and. 
_  If  appropriate  corrective  action  is  not  taken 
'  within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  90 
days,  the  Administrator  shall  withdraw  ap- 
proval of  such  program.  The  Administrator 
shall  not  withdraw  approval  of  any  such  pro- 
gram unless  he  shall  first  have  notified  the 
State,  and  made  public,  in  writing,  the  rea- 
sons for  such  withdrawal. 

■■(c)  Desig.nation  of  Additional  Water- 
shed Management  Units  and  Entities —A 
State  with  an  approved  watershed  program 
under  this  section  may  modify  such  program 
at  any  time  in  order  to  designate  additional 
watershed  management  units  and  entities, 
including  lead  responsibilities,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  and  implementing  water- 
shed management  plans. 

■■(d)  Eligible  Watershed  Management 
and  Planning  A(rnviTiES.— The  following 
watershed  management  activities  are  eligi- 
ble to  receive  assistance  from  the  Adminis- 
trator under  sections  205<j>.  319(h).  and  604(b): 

■■(1)  Characterizing  waters  and  land  uses. 

"(2)  Identifying  problems  within  a  water- 
shed. 

"(3)  Selecting  short-term  and  long-term 
goals  for  watershed  management. 

■•(4)  Developing  and  implementing  meas- 
ures and  practices  to  meet  identified  goals. 

■•(5)  Identifying  and  coordinating  projects 
and  activities  necessary  to  restore  and  main- 
tain water  quality  or  meet  other  environ- 
mental objectives  within  the  watershed. 


"(6)  Identifying  the  appropriate  institu- 
tional arrangements  to  carry  out  an  af>- 
proved  watershed  management  plan. 

"(7)  Updating  an  approved  watershed  man- 
agement plan. 

"(8)  Any  other  activities  deemed  appro- 
priate by  the  Administrator. 

"(e)  Support  for  Watershed  M.anagement 
and  Planning — 

"(1)  Interagency  committee.— There  Is  es- 
tablished an  interagency  committee  to  sup- 
port comprehensive  watershed  management 
and  planning.  The  President  shall  appoint 
the  members  of  the  committee  The  mem- 
bers shall  include  a  representative  from  each 
Federal  agency  that  carries  out  programs 
and  activities  that  may  have  a  significant 
impact  on  water  quality  or  other  natural  re- 
source values  that  may  be  appropriately  ad- 
dressed through  comprehensive  watershed 
management. 

"(2)  Use  of  other  funds  under  this  act.— 
The  planning  and  Implementation  activities 
carried  out  by  a  management  entity  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  may  be  carried  out  with 
funds  made  available  through  the  State  pur- 
suant to  sections  205<j).  319(h).  and  604(b). 

■•(D  APPROVED  Plans.— 

■■(1)  Minimum  requirements— a  State  with 
an  approved  watershed  program  may  approve 
a  watershed  management  plan  when  such 
plan  satisfies  the  following  conditions 

"(A)  If  the  watershed  includes  waters  that 
are  not  meeting  applicable  water  quality 
standards  under  this  Act  at  the  time  of  sub- 
mission, the  plan— 

■•(i)  identifies  the  environmental  objectives 
of  the  plan  Including,  at  a  minimum,  State 
water  quality  standards  and  goals  under  this 
Act,  and  any  other  environmental  objectives 
the  planning  entity  deems  appropriate; 

"(11)  identifies  the  stressors,  pollutants, 
and  sources  causing  the  impairment; 

"(Hi)  identifies  actions  necessary  to 
achieve  the  environmental  objectives  of  the 
plan,  including  source  reduction  of  pollut- 
ants to  achieve  any  allocated  load  reductions 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  section 
303(d)  and  the  priority  for  implementing  such 
actions: 

"(iv)  contains  an  implementation  plan. 
with  schedules,  milestones,  projected  com- 
pletion dates,  and  the  identification  of  those 
persons  responsible  for  implementing  the  ac- 
tions, demonstrating  that  water  quality 
standards  will  be  attained  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  deadlines 
in  applicable  sections  of  this  Act  and  all 
other  environmental  objectives  identified  in 
the  watershed  management  plan  will  be  at- 
tained as  expeditiously  as  practicable; 

"(v)  contains  an  effective  public  participa- 
tion process  in  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  plan; 

"(vi)  specifies  a  process  to  monitor  and 
evaluate  progress  toward  meeting  environ- 
mental objectives;  and 

"(vii)  specifies  a  process  to  revise  the  plan 
as  needed. 

"(B)  For  those  waters  in  the  watershed  at- 
taining water  quality  standards  at  the  time 
of  submission  (Including  threatened  waters), 
the  plan  Identifies  those  projects  and  activi- 
ties necessary  to  maintain  water  quality 
standards  and  attain  or  maintain  other  envi- 
ronmental objectives  in  the  future. 

"(2)  Terms  of  plan  and  plan  approval.— 
Each  plan  submitted  and  approved  under  this 
subsection  shall  extend  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  5  years  and  include  a  planning  and 
implementation  schedule  with  milestones 
and  completion  dates  within  that  period.  The 
approval  by  the  State  of  a  plan  shall  apply 
for  a  period  not  exceed  5  years.  A  revised  and 


updated  plan  may  be  submitted  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  period  specified  in  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  for  approval  pursuant  to  the 
same  conditions  and  requirements  that  apply 
to  an  initial  plan  for  a  watershed  that  is  ap- 
proved pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

"(g)  Incentives  for  Watershed  Manage- 
ment.— 

"(1)  Point  source  permits.— 

"(A)  In  general— Notwithstanding  section 
301(bKl)(C).  a  permit  may  be  issued  under 
section  402  with  a  limitation  that  does  not 
meet  water  quality  standards,  if— 

•li)  the  receiving  water  is  in  a  watershed 
with  an  approved  watershed  plan; 

■■(in  the  plan  includes  enforceable  require- 
ments under  State  or  local  law  for  nonpoint 
-source  pollutant  load  reductions  that  in 
combination  with  point  source  requirements 
will  meet  water  quality  standards  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  plan;  and 

"(Hi)  the  point  source  does  not  have  a  his- 
tory of  significant  noncompliance  with  its 
permit  effluent  limitations,  as  determined 
by  the  Administrator  or  the  State  (in  the 
case  with  an  approved  permit  under  section 
402) 

"(B)  Synchronized  permit  ter.ms.— Not- 
withstanding section  402(b)(l)(Bi.  the  term  of 
a  permit  issued  under  section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended by  5  years  if  the  discharge  is  located 
in  a  watershed  planning  area  for  which  a  wa- 
tershed management  plan  is  to  be  developed 

"(C)  10-year  permit  terms— Notwith- 
standing section  402(b)(1)(B),  the  term  of  a 
permit  issued  under  .section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended to  10  years  for  any  point  source  lo- 
cated in  a  watershed  management  unit  for 
which  a  watershed  management  plan  has 
been  approved  if  the  plan  provides  for  the  at- 
tainment and  maintenance  of  water  quality 
standards  (including  designated  uses)  in  the 
affected  waters  and  unless  receiving  waters 
are  not  meeting  water  quality  standards  due 
to  the  point  source  discharge.  Such  permits 
may  be  revised  at  any  time  if  necessary  to 
meet  water  quality  standards. 

■■(2)  Nonpoint  source  controls.— Not  later 
than  30  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  section 
may  make  a  showing  to  the  Administrator 
that  nonpoint  source  management  practices 
different  from  those  established  in  national 
guidance  issued  by  the  .Administrator  under 
section  319  will  attain  water  quality  stand- 
ards as  expeditiously  as  practicable  and  not 
later  than  the  deadlines  established  by  this 
Act.  If  the  Administrator  is  satisfied  with 
such  showing,  then  the  Administrator  may 
approve  the  States  nonpoint  source  manage- 
ment program  that  relies  on  such  practices 
as  meeting  the  requirements  of  section  319. 
Alternative  watershed  nonpoint  source  con- 
trol practices  must  be  identified  in  the  wa- 
tershed management  plan  adopted  under  sub- 
section (f)(2)  of  this  section. 

"(3)  Fundi.ng  — The  Administrator  may 
provide  assistance  to  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  management  program 
under  this  section  in  the  form  of  a  multipur- 
pose grant  that  would  provide  for  single  ap- 
plication, workplan  and  review,  matching, 
oversight,  and  end-of-year  closeout  require- 
ments for  grant  funding  under  sections 
104(b)(3).  104(g).  106,  314ib).  319.  320.  and  604(b). 
A  State  with  an  approved  multipurpose 
grant  may  focus  activities  funded  under  such 
sections  on  a  priority  basis  consistent  with 
State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

"(h)  Guidance.— Not  later  than  12  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  after  consultation  with  other  ap- 
propriate agencies,  the  Administrator  shall 


issue  guidance  on  recommended  provisions 
to  be  included  in  State  watershed  programs 
and  State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

"(i)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Administrator  for  providing  grants  to  States 
to  assist  such  States  in  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  section  $25,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section 
401(a)(1)  (33  use.  1341(a)(1))  is  amended  by 
inserting  ■■and  with  the  provisions  of  a  man- 
agement plan  approved  by  a  State  under  sec- 
tion 321  of  this  Act"  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence, 
SEC.  308.  REVISION  OF  EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS. 

(a)  Elimination  of  Requirement  for  an- 
nual Revision.— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  is  amended  in  the  matter  preceding 
paragraph  (1)  by  striking  'and,  at  least  an- 
nually thereafter."  and  inserting  "and  there- 
after shall". 

(b)  Special  Rule.— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting 
the  following:  ■;  except  that  guidelines  is- 
sued under  paragraph  (1)(A)  addressing  pol- 
lutants identified  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)(4)  shall  not  be  revised  after  February  15, 
1995,  to  be  more  stringent  unless  such  revised 
guidelines  meet  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (41(A). ". 

TITLE  IV— PERMITS  AND  UCENSES 

SEC.  401.  WASTE  TREATMENT  SYSTEMS  FOR  CON- 
CENTRATED ANIMAL  FEEDING  OP- 
ERA'nONS. 

Section  402(a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

■•(6)  Concentrated  animal  feeding  oper- 
ations.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  waste 
treatment  systems,  including  retention 
ponds  or  lagoons,  used  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  Act  for  concentrated  animal 
feeding  operations,  are  not  waters  of  the 
United  States.  An  existing  concentrated  ani- 
mal feeding  operation  that  uses  a  natural 
topographic  impoundment  or  structure  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  which  is  not 
hydrologically  connected  to  any  other  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States,  as  a  waste  treat- 
ment system  or  wastewater  retention  facil- 
ity may  continue  to  use  that  natural  topo- 
graphic feature  for  waste  storage  regardless 
of  its  size,  capacity,  or  previous  use  '. 

SEC.  402.  MUNICIPAL  AND  CVDUSTRIAL 
STORMWATER  DISCHARGES. 

(a)  Deadlines. ^Section  402(p)  (33  U.S.C. 
1343(p))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "1994"  and 
inserting  '^CWS";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  "1993"  and 
inserting  "2005". 

(b)  Prohibition  on  Nu.meric  Effluent  Lim- 
itations FOR  Municipal  Dlscharges— Sec- 
tion 402(p)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(C)  Prohibition  on  numeric  effluent 
limitations  for  municipal  di.scharges  — 
Permits  for  municipal  separate  storm  sewers 
shall  not  include  numeric  effiuent  limita- 
tions.". 

SEC.  403,  INTAKE  CREDITS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C  1342)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(q)  Intake  Credits  — 

"(1)  In  general —Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  this  Act.  in  any  effiuent  limita- 
tion or  other  limitation  imposed  under  the 
permit  program  established  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  section,  any  State  permit 
program  approved  under  this  section  (includ- 


ing any  program  for  implementation  under 
section  118(C)(2)),  any  standards  established 
under  section  307(a).  or  any  program  for  in- 
dustrial users  established  under  section 
307(b).  the  Administrator,  as  applicable,  shall 
or  the  State,  as  applicable,  may  provide 
credits  for  pollutants  present  in  or  caused  by 
intake  water  such  that  an  owner  or  operator 
of  a  point  source  is  not  required  to  remove, 
reduce,  or  treat  the  amount  of  any  pollutant 
in  an  effiuent  below  the  amount  of  such  pol- 
lutant that  is  present  in  or  caused  by  the  in- 
take water  for  such  facility— 

■•(A)(i)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
and  the  receiving  waters  into  which  the  ef- 
fiuent is  ultimately  discharged  are  the  same; 

■•(ii)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
meets  the  maximum  contaminant  levels  or 
treatment  techniques  for  drinking  water 
contaminants  established  pursuant  to  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  for  the  pollutant  of 
concern;  or 

'(Hi)  if,  at  the  time  the  limitation  or 
standard  is  established,  the  level  of  the  pol- 
lutant in  the  intake  water  is  the  same  as  or 
lower  than  the  amount  of  the  pollutant  in 
the  receiving  waters,  taking  into  account  an- 
alytical variability;  and 

"(B)  if.  for  conventional  pollutants,  the 
constituents  of  the  conventional  pollutants 
in  the  intake  water  are  the  same  as  the  con- 
stituents of  the  conventional  pollutants  in 
the  effiuent. 

"(2)  Allowance  for  incidental 
amounts —In  determining  whether  the  con- 
dition set  forth  in  paragraph  (1)(A)(1)  is  being 
met.  the  .Administrator  shall  or  the  State 
may.  £is  appropriate,  make  allowance  for  in- 
cidental amounts  of  intake  water  from 
sources  other  than  the  receiving  waters. 

"(3)  Credit  for  nonqualifying  pollut- 
ants.— The  Administrator  shall  or  a  State 
may  provide  point  sources  an  appropriate 
credit  for  pollutants  found  in  intake  water 
that  does  not  meet  the  requirement  of  para- 
graph (1). 

■■(4)  Monitoring.— Nothing  in  this  section 
precludes  the  Administrator  or  a  State  from 
requiring  monitoring  of  intake  water,  effiu- 
ent. or  receiving  waters  to  assist  in  the  im- 
plementation of  this  section". 

SEC.  40;.  COMBINED  SEWER  OVERFI-OWS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(r)  Combined  Sewer  Overflows.— 

"(1)  Requirement  for  permits.— Each  per- 
mit issued  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary 
sewer  shall  conform  with  the  combined  sewer 
overfiow  control  policy  signed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator on  April  11.  1994. 

"(2)  Term  of  permit.— 

"(A)  Compliance  deadline.— Notwith- 
standing any  compliance  schedule  under  sec- 
tion 301(b),  or  any  permit  limitation  under 
section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  Administrator  (or  a 
State  with  a  program  approved  under  sub- 
section (b))  may  issue  a  permit  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  a  discharge  from  a  combined 
storm  and  sanitary  sewer,  that  includes  a 
schedule  for  compliance  with  a  long-term 
control  plan  under  the  control  policy  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1),  for  a  term  not  to 
exceed  15  years. 

"(B)  Extension.— Notwithstanding  the 
compliance  deadline  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  Administrator  or  a  State  with 
a  program  approved  under  subsection  (b) 
shall  extend,  on  request  of  an  owner  or  oper- 
ator of  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
and  subject  to  subparagraph  (C),  the  period 
of  compliance  beyond  the  last  day  of  the  15- 
year  period — 

■•(i)  if  the  Administrator  or  the  State  de- 
termines that  compliance  by  such  last  day  is 
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not  within  the  economic  capability  of  the 
owner  or  operator;  and 

"(ii)  if  the  owner  or  operator  demonstrates 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  reasonable  further  progress  to- 
wards compliance  with  a  long-term  control 
plan  under  the  control  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1). 

"(C)  LiMrrATioNs  on  extensions.— 

"(1)  Extension  not  appropriate.— Not- 
withstanding subparagraph  (B),  the  Adminis- 
trator or  the  State  need  not  grant  an  exten- 
sion of  the  compliance  deadline  specified  in 
subparagraph  (A)  if  the  Administrator  or  the 
State  determines  that  such  an  extension  is 
not  appropriate. 

"(ii)  New  York-New  Jersey— Prior  to 
granting  an  extension  under  subparagraph 
(B)  with  respect  to  a  combined  sewer  over- 
fiow discharge  originating  in  the  State  of 
New  'York  or  New  Jersey  and  affecting  the 
other  of  such  States,  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  from  which  the  discharge  origi- 
nates, as  the  case  may  be,  shall  provide  writ- 
ten notice  of  the  proposed  extension  to  the 
other  State  and  shall  not  grant  the  exten- 
sion unless  the  other  Slate  approves  the  ex- 
tension or  does  not  disapprove  the  extension 
within  90  days  of  receiving  such  written  no- 
tice. 

"(3)  Savings  clause —Any  consent  decree 
or  court  order  entered  by  a  United  States 
district  court,  or  administrative  order  issued 
by  the  Administrator,  before  the  dale  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection  establishing 
any  deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables,  in- 
cluding any  interim  deadlines,  schedules,  or 
timetables,  for  the  evaluation,  design,  or 
constniction  of  treatment  works  for  control 
or  elimination  of  any  discharge  from  a  mu- 
nicipal combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
system  shall  be  modified  upon  motion  or  re- 
quest by  any  party  to  such  consent  decree  or 
court  order,  to  extend  to  December  31,  2009, 
at  a  minimum,  any  such  deadlines,  sched- 
ules, or  timetables,  including  any  interim 
deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables  as  is  nec- 
essary to  conform  to  the  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  otherwise  achieve  the  objec- 
tives of  this  subsection.  Notwithstanding  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  period  of  compliance 
with  respect  to  a  discharge  referred  to  In 
paragraph  (2)(C)(ii)  may  only  be  extended  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (2KC)(ll).". 
SEC.  405.  ABANDONED  MINES. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (o)  the 
following: 

"(p)  PERMrrs  for  Remediating  Party  on 
abandoned  or  Inactive  Mined  Lands  — 

"(1)  APPUCABiLmf.— Subject  to  this  sub- 
section, including  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (3),  the  Administrator,  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  concerned  State  or  Indian 
tribe,  may  issue  a  permit  to  a  remediating 
party  under  this  section  for  discharges  asso- 
ciated with  remediation  activity  at  aban- 
doned or  inactive  mined  lands  which  modi- 
fies any  otherwise  applicable  requirement  of 
sections  301(b),  302.  and  403.  or  any  sub- 
section of  this  section  (other  than  this  sub- 
section). 

"(2)  APPLICATION  for  a  PERMIT.— A  remedi- 
ating party  who  desires  to  conduct  remedi- 
ation activities  on  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands  from  which  there  is  or  may  be  a 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  from  which  there  could  be  a  sig- 
nificant addition  of  pollutants  from  nonpoint 
sources  may  submit  an  application  to  the 
Administrator.  The  application  shall  consist 
of  a  remediation  plan  and  any  other  informa- 
tion requested  by  the  Administrator  to  clar- 
ify the  plan  and  activities. 
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"(3)  Remediation  Plan.— The  remediation 
plan  shall  include  (as  appropriate  and  appli- 
cable) the  following: 

"(A)  Identification  of  the  remediatinR 
party,  including  any  persons  cooperating 
with  the  concerned  State  or  Indian  tribe 
with  respect  to  the  plan,  and  a  certification 
that  the  applicant  is  a  remediating  party 
under  this  section. 

■■(B)  Identification  of  the  abandoned  or  in- 
active mined  lands  addressed  by  the  plan 

"(C)  Identification  of  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  impacted  by  the  abandoned  or 
Inactive  mined  lands. 

■(D)  A  description  of  the  physical  condi- 
tions at  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands  that  are  causing  adverse  water  quality 
Impacts. 

■■(E)  A  description  of  practices,  including 
system  design  and  construction  plans  and 
operation  and  maintenance  plans,  proposed 
to  reduce,  control,  mitigate,  or  eliminate  the 
adverse  water  quality  impacts  and  a  sched- 
ule for  implementing  such  practices  and.  if  it 
is  an  existing  remediation  project,  a  descrip- 
tion of  practices  proposed  to  improve  the 
project,  if  any. 

■■(F)  An  analysis  demonstrating  that  the 
identified  practices  are  expected  to  result  in 
a  water  quality  improvement  for  the  identi- 
fied waters. 

■•(G)  A  description  of  monitoring  or  other 
assessment  to  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the 
success  of  the  practices  during  and  after  im- 
plementation, including  an  arsessment  of 
baseline  conditions. 

"(H)  A  schedule  for  periodic  reporting  on 
progress  in  implementation  of  major  ele- 
ments of  the  plan. 

••(I)  A  budget  and  identified  funding  to  sup- 
port the  activities  described  In  the  plan. 

"(J)  Remediation  goals  and  objectives. 

■•(K)  Contingency  plans. 

"(L)  A  description  of  the  applicant's  legal 
right  to  enter  and  conduct  activities. 

••(M)  The  signature  of  the  applicant. 

••(N)  Identification  of  the  pollutant  or  pol- 
lutants to  i>e  addressed  by  the  plan 

■■(4)  Permits. — 

■•(A)  Contents.— Permits  issued  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall— 

"(i)  provide  for  compliance  with  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  remediation  plan  which,  fol- 
lowing issuance  of  the  permit,  may  be  modi- 
fied by  the  applicant  after  providing  notifi- 
cation to  and  opportunity  for  review  by  the 
Administrator; 

■■(ii)  require  that  any  modification  of  the 
plan  be  refiected  in  a  modified  permit. 

■■(iii)  require  that  if.  at  any  time  after  no- 
tice to  the  remediating  party  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment  by  the  remediating 
party,  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  remediating  party  is  not  implementing 
the  approved  remediation  plan  in  substantial 
compliance  with  its  terms,  the  .Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  the  remediating  party  of 
the  determination  together  with  a  list  speci- 
fying the  concerns  of  the  .Administrator; 

••(iv)  provide  that,  if  the  identified  con- 
cerns are  not  resolved  or  a  compliance  plan 
approved  within  180  days  of  the  date  of  the 
notification,  the  Administrator  may  take  ac- 
tion under  section  309  of  this  Act; 

"(V)  provide  that  clauses  (iii)  and  (iv)  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  action  under  section 
309  to  address  violations  involving  gross  neg- 
ligence (including  reckless,  willful,  or  wan- 
ton misconduct)  or  intentional  misconduct 
by  the  remediating  party  or  any  other  per- 
son; 

"(vi)  not  require  compliance  with  any  limi- 
tation Issued  under  sections  301(b),  302.  and 


403  or  any  requirement  established  by  the 
Administrator  under  any  subsection  of  this 
section  (other  than  this  subsection);  and 

"(vii)  provide  for  termination  of  coverage 
under  the  permit  without  the  remediating 
party  being  subject  to  enforcement  under 
sections  309  and  505  of  this  .Act  for  any  re- 
maining discharges — 

■•(I)  after  implementation  of  the  remedi- 
ation plan; 

"(II)  if  a  party  obtains  a  permit  to  mine 
the  site;  or 

"(III)  upon  a  demonstration  by  the  remedi- 
ating party  that  the  surface  water  quality 
conditions  due  to  remediation  activities  at 
the  site,  taken  as  a  whole,  are  equal  to  or  su- 
perior to  the  surface  water  qualities  that  ex- 
isted prior  to  initiation  of  remediation. 

■■(B)  LiMTTATiONS.— The  Administrator 
shall  only  issue  a  permit  under  this  section, 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section, to  a  remediating  party  for  dis- 
charges associated  with  remediation  action 
at  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands  if  the 
remediation  plan  demonstrates  with  reason- 
able certainty  that  the  actions  will  result  in 
an  improvement  in  water  quality. 

■'(C)  Public  participation.— The  Adminis- 
trator may  only  issue  a  permit  or  modify  a 
permit  under  this  section  after  complying 
with  subsection  (b)(3). 

"(D)  Effect-  of  failure  to  comply  with 
PERMFT.— Failure  to  comply  with  terms  of  a 
permit  issued  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  a  violation  of  an 
effiuent  standard  or  limitation  issued  under 
this  Act. 

'■(E)  Limitations  on  statutory  construc- 
tion—This  subsection  shall  not  be  con- 
strv;ed — 

■  (i)  to  limit  or  otherwise  affect  the  Admin- 
istrator's powers  under  section  504;  or 

"(ii)  to  preclude  actions  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 309  or  505  for  any  violations  of  sections 
301(a).  302.  402.  and  403  that  may  have  existed 
for  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  land 
prior  to  initiation  of  remediation  covered  by 
a  permit  issued  under  this  subsection,  unless 
such  permit  covers  remediation  activities 
implemented  by  the  permit  holder  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  permit. 

■•(5)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection  the 
following  definitions  apply: 

•'(A)  Remediating  PARTi'.— The  term  're- 
mediating party'  means— 

"(i)  the  United  States  (on  non-Federal 
lands),  a  State  or  its  political  subdivisions, 
or  an  Indian  tribe  or  officers,  employees,  or 
contractors  thereof,  and 

"(ii)  any  person  acting  in  cooperation  with 
a  person  described  in  clause  (i).  including  a 
government  agency  that  owns  abandoned  or 
inactive  mined  lands  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting remediation  of  the  mined  lands  or 
that  is  engaging  in  remediation  activities  in- 
cidental to  the  ownership  of  the  lands. 
Such  term  does  not  include  any  person  who. 
before  or  following  issuance  of  a  permit 
under  this  section,  directly  benefited  from  or 
participated  in  any  mining  operation  (in- 
cluding exploration)  associated  with  the 
abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands. 

■■(B)  Abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands— The  term  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands'  means  lands  that  were  formerly 
mined  and  are  not  actively  mined  or  in  tem- 
porary shutdown  at  the  time  of  submission 
of  the  remediation  plan  and  issuance  of  a 
permit  under  this  section. 

"(C)  Mined  lands —The  term  'mined  lands' 
means  the  surface  or  subsurface  of  an  area 
where  mining  operations,  including  explo- 
ration, extraction.  processing.  and 
beneficiatlon.    have    been    conducted.    Such 


term  includes  private  ways  and  roads  appur- 
tenant to  such  area,  land  excavations,  under- 
ground mine  portals,  adits,  and  surface  ex- 
pressions associated  with  underground  work- 
ings, such  as  glory  holes  and  subsidence  fea- 
tures, mining  waste,  smelting  sites  associ- 
ated with  other  mined  lands,  and  areas 
where  structures,  facilities,  equipment,  ma- 
chines, tools,  or  other  material  or  property 
which  result  from  or  have  been  used  in  the 
mining  operation  are  located. 

■■(6)  Regulations— The  Administrator 
may  issue  regulations  establishing  more  spe- 
cific requirements  that  the  Administrator 
determines  would  facilitate  implementation 
of  this  subsection.  Before  issuance  of  such 
regulations,  the  Administrator  may  estab- 
lish, on  a  case-by-case  basis  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  comment  as  provided 
by  subsection  (b)(3),  more  specific  require- 
ments that  the  Administrator  determines 
would  facilitate  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section in  an  individual  permit  issued  to  the 
remediating  party.". 

SEC.  406.  BEIVEFICIAL  USE  OF  BIOSOLIDS. 

(a)  References.— Section  405(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1345(a))  is  amended  by  inserting  '(also  re- 
ferred to  as  biosolids')"  after  "sewage 
sludge'  the  first  place  It  appears. 

(b)  Approval  of  State  Programs.— Sec- 
tion 405(f)  (33  U.S.C.  1345(0)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(3)  Approval  of  state  programs —Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection  State  programs  that  meet 
the  standards  for  final  use  or  disposal  of  sew- 
age sludge  established  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d).". 

(c)  Studies  and  Projects.— Section  405(g) 
(33  U.S.C.  1345(g))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  by 
Inserting  'building  materials."  after  "agri- 
cultural and  horticultural  uses."; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following:  ■Not  later  than  January  1. 
1997,  and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  issue  guidance  on  the  beneficial 
use  of  sewage  sludge .";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  'September 
30,  1986.  "  and  inserting   -September  30.  1995. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  501.  PUBLICLY  OWNED  TREATMENT  WORKS 
DEFINED. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(25)  The  term  publicly  owned  treatment 
works'  means  a  treatment  works,  as  defined 
In  section  212.  located  at  other  than  an  in- 
dustrial facility,  which  is  designed  and  con- 
structed principally,  as  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  to  treat  domestic  sewage  or  a 
mixture  of  domestic  sewage  and  industrial 
wastes  of  a  liquid  nature.  In  the  case  of  such 
a  facility  that  is  privately  owned,  such  term 
Includes  only  those  facilities  that,  with  re- 
spect to  such  industrial  wastes,  are  carrying 
out  a  pretreatment  program  meeting  all  the 
requirements  established  under  section  307 
and  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9)  of  section  402(b) 
for  pretreatment  programs  (whether  or  not 
the  treatment  works  would  be  required  to 
implement  a  pretreatment  program  pursuant 
to  such  sections).". 

SEC.  S02.  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  WATER  POLLU- 
•nON  LAWS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  VEGE- 
TABLE OIL. 

(a)  Differentiation  a.mong  Fats.  Oils, 
and  Grea.ses — 

(1)  In  general— In  issuing  or  enforcing  a 
regulation,  an  interpretation,  or  a  guideline 
relating  to  a  fat.  oil,  or  grease  under  a  Fed- 
eral law  related  to  water  pollution  control, 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall— 


(A)  differentiate  between  and  establish  sep- 
arate cla.sses  for— 

(i)(I)  animal  fats;  and 

(III  vegetable  oils;  and 

(11)  other  oils,  including  petroleum  oil;  and 

(B)  apply  different  standards  and  reporting 
requiremenus  (including  reporting  require- 
ments based  on  quantitative  amounts)  to  dif- 
ferent classes  of  fat  and  oil  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2). 

(2)  Con.siderations.— In  differentiating  be- 
tween the  classes  of  animal  fats  and  vegeta- 
ble oils  referred  to  in  paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  and 
the  classes  of  oils  described  in  paragraph 
(l)(A)(ii).  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  consider  differences  in  physical,  chemi- 
cal, biological,  and  other  properties,  and  in 
the  environmental  effects,  of  the  classes. 

(bi  Dekinition.s— In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

(1)  A.M.MAi.  fat— The  term  '•animal  faf 
means  each  type  of  animal  fat.  oil.  or  grease. 
including  fat.  oil.  or  grease  from  fish  or  a 
marine  mammal  and  any  fat,  oil.  or  grease 
referred  to  in  section  61(a)(2)  of  title  13.  Unit- 
ed States  Code. 

(2)  Vegetable  oil— The  term  "vegetable 
oil"  means  each  type  of  vegetable  oil.  includ- 
ing vegetable  oil  from  a  seed.  nut.  or  kernel 
and  any  vegetable  oil  referred  to  in  section 
61(a)(1)  of  titl<?  13,  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  503.  NEEDS  ESTIMATE. 

Section  516(b)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1375(b)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  ■bien- 
nially revised"  and  inserting  "quadrennially 
revised  ";  and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking 
■'February  10  of  each  odd-numbered  year' 
and  inserting  'December  31.  1997.  and  De- 
cember 31  of  every  4th  calendar  year  there- 
after ". 

SEC.  504.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

Title  V  (33  U.S.C.  1361- 1377 1  is  amended  by 
redesignating  section  519  as  .section  521  and 
by  inserting  after  section  518  the  following: 
"SEC.  519.  FOOD  PR0C:ESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

■'In  developing  any  effluent  guideline 
under  section  304(b),  pretreatment  standard 
under  section  307(b),  or  new  source  perform- 
ance standard  under  section  306  that  is  appli- 
cable to  the  food  processing  industry,  the 
.Administrator  shall  consult  with  and  con- 
sider the  recommendations  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, and  Department  of  Commerce.  The 
recommendations  of  such  departments  and 
agencies  and  a  description  of  the  Adminis- 
trator's response  to  those  recommendations 
shall  be  made  part  of  the  rulemaking  record 
for  the  development  of  such  guidelines  and 
standards.  The  Administrator's  response 
shall  include  an  explanation  with  respect  to 
food  safety,  including  a  discussion  of  relative 
risks,  of  any  departure  from  a  recommenda- 
tion by  any  .such  department  or  agency.". 
SEC.  505.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

Title    V    (33    U.S.C.    1361-1377)    is    further 
amended  by  inserting  before  section  521.  as 
redesignated  by  this  .Act,  the  following: 
-SEC.  520.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

'■(a)  E.'JTAm.isHMENT  OF  BOARD.— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  an  independent 
Board  of  Audit  Appeals  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  Board^i  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

•■(b)  Duties— The  Board  shall  have  the  au- 
thority to  review  and  decide  contested  audit 
determinations  related  to  grant  and  contract 
awards  under  this  Act.  In  carrying  out  such 
duties,  the  Board  shall  consider  only  those 
regulations,    guidance,    policies,    facts,    and 


circumstances  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the 
grant  or  contract  award. 

••(c)  Prior  Eligibility  Decisions.— The 
Board  shall  not  reverse  project  cost  eligi- 
bility determinations  that  are  supported  by 
an  decision  document  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  including  grant  or  con- 
tract approvals,  plans  and  specifications  ap- 
proval forms,  grant  or  contract  payments, 
change  order  approval  forms,  or  similar  doc- 
uments approving  project  cost  eligibility,  ex- 
cept upon  a  showing  that  such  decision  was 
arbitrary,  capricious,  or  an  abuse  of  law  in 
effect  at  the  time  of  such  decision. 

"(d)  Mkmber.ship — 

■(1)  APPOINTMENT.— The  Board  shall  be 
composed  of  7  members  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Administrator  not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

■■(2)  Terms— Each  member  shall  be  ap- 
pointed for  a  term  of  3  years. 

■■(3)  Qualifications.— The  Administrator 
shall  appoint  as  members  of  the  Board  indi- 
viduals who  are  specially  qualified  to  serve 
on  the  Board  by  virtue  of  their  expertise  in 
grant  and  contracting  procedures.  The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  make  every  effort  to  en- 
sure that  individuals  appointed  as  members 
of  the  Board  are  free  from  confiicts  of  inter- 
est in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Board. 

••(e)  Basic  Pay  and  Travel  Expenses.— 

••(1)  Rates  of  pay —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  members  shall  each  be  paid  at 
a  rate  of  basic  pay,  to  be  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Board. 

••(2)  Prohibition  of  compensation  of  fed- 
eral EMPLOYEES —Members  of  the  Board 
who  are  full-time  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States  may  not  receive  additional 
pay.  allowances,  or  benefits  by  reason  of 
their  service  on  the  Board. 

•■(3)  TRAVEL  expenses.— Each  member 
shall  receive  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  accordance 
with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

■■(f)  Administrative  Support  Services.— 
Upon  the  request  of  the  Board,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  provide  to  the  Board  the  admin- 
istrative support  services  necessary  for  the 
Board  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  under 
this  section. 

■•(g)  Disputes  Eligible  for  Review.— The 
authority  of  the  Board  under  this  section 
shall  extend  to  any  contested  audit  deter- 
mination that  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  has  yet  to  be  formally  con- 
cluded and  accepted  by  either  the  grantee  or 
the  .Administrator.". 

TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 
SEC.  601.  GENERAL  AUTHORITY  FOR  CAPITALIZA- 
■nON  GRANTS. 

Section  601(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1381(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  "(1)  for  construction"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  period  and  inserting 
••to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  Act". 

SEC.  602.  CAPITALIZATION  GRANT  AGREEMENTS. 

(a)  Reqvire.ments  For  Construction  of 
TREATMENT  WORKS —Section  602(b)(6)  (33 
U.S.C.  1382(b)(6))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "before  fiscal  year  1995"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  •■201(b)"  and  all  that  follows 
through  '218"  and  inserting  "211". 

(b)  Compliance  With  Other  Federal 
Laws.— Section  602  (33  U.S.C.  1382)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(c)  Other  Federal  Laws.— 
"(1)    Compliance    with    other    federal 
LAWS.— If  a  State  provides  assistance  from 
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its  water  pollution  control  revolving  fund  es- 
tablished in  accordance  with  this  title  and  in 
accordance  with  a  statute,  rule,  executive 
order,  or  program  of  the  State  which  ad- 
dresses the  intent  of  any  requirement  or  any 
Federal  executive  order  or  law  other  than 
this  Act.  as  determined  by  the  State,  the 
State  in  providing  such  assistance  shall  be 
treated  as  having  met  the  Federal  require- 
ments. 

••(2)  Limitation  on  applicability  of  other 
FEDERAL  LAWS.— If  a  State  does  not  meet  a 
requirement  of  a  Federal  executive  order  or 
law  other  than  this  Act  under  paragraph  (1), 
such  Federal  law  shall  only  apply  to  Federal 
funds  deposited  in  the  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  established  by  the  State 
in  accordance  with  this  title  the  first  time 
such  funds  are  used  to  provide  assistance 
from  the  revolving  fund". 

(c)  Guidance  for  Small  Systems —Sec- 
tion 602  (33  use.  1382)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(d)  Guidance  for  Small  Systems — 

••(1)  Simplified  procedures —Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  the  Administrator  shall 
assist  the  States  In  establishing  simplified 
procedures  for  small  systems  to  obtain  ais- 
sistance  under  this  title. 

"(2)  PuBLiCA-noN  OF  manual— Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  and  after  providing  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  publish  a  manual  to  assist 
small  systems  in  obtaining  assistance  under 
this  title  and  publish  in  the  Federal  Register 
notice  of  the  availability  of  the  manual. 

■■(3)  Small  system  defined— For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  term  small  system'  means 
a  system  for  which  a  municipality  or  inter- 
municipal,  interstate,  or  State  agency  seeks 
assistance  under  this  title  and  which  serves 
a  population  of  20,000  or  less  " 
SEC.  603.  WATER  POLLimON  CONTROL  REVOLV- 
ING LOAN  FUNDS. 

(a)  ACTIVITIES  Eligible  for  Assistance.— 
Section  603(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(C))  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Activities  Eligible  for  assistance — 

"(1)  In  general.— The  amounts  of  funds 
available  to  each  State  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  shall  be  used  only  for 
providing  financial  assistance  to  activities 
which  have  as  a  principal  benefit  the  im- 
provement or  protection  of  water  quality  to 
a  municipality,  intermunicipal  agency, 
interstate  agency.  State  agency,  or  other 
person.  Such  activities  may  include  the  fol- 
lowing: 

'■(A)  Construction  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  if  the  recipient  of  such  as- 
sistance is  a  municipality. 

•■(B)  Implementation  of  lake  protection 
programs  and  projects  under  section  314. 

■•(C)  Implementation  of  a  management  pro- 
gram under  section  319. 

■(D)  Implementation  of  a  conservation  and 
management  plan  under  section  320. 

■■(E)  Implementation  of  a  watershed  man- 
agement plan  under  section  321. 

■•(F)  Implementation  of  a  stormwater  man- 
agement program  under  section  322. 

'■(G)  Acquisition  of  property  rights  for  the 
restoration  or  protection  of  publicly  or  pri- 
vately owned  rif)arian  areas. 

••(H)  Implementation  of  measures  to  im- 
prove the  efficiency  of  public  water  use. 

•'(I)  Development  and  implementation  of 
plans  by  a  public  recipient  to  prevent  water 
pollution. 

••(J)  Acquisition  of  lands  necessary  to  meet 
any  mitigation  requirements  related  to  con- 
struction of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works. 
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••(2)  Fund  amounts.— The  water  pollution  20  percent  of  the  a^^regate  amount  of  all  Administrator  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  re- 
control  revolving  fund  of  a  State  shall  be  es-  loans  made  by  the  State  from  its  revolving  port  identifying  any  provisions  of  law  that 
tablished.  maintained,  and  credited  with  re-  loan  fund  in  such  fiscal  year.  must  be  changed  in  order  to  eliminate  any 
payments,  and  the  fund  balance  shall  be  "(j)  Disadvantaged  Com.munity  Defined.—  obstacles  referred  to  in  paragraph  (D. 
available  in  perpetuity  for  providing  finan-  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  disadvan-  'O)  Definition  —For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
cial  assistance  described  in  paragraph  (1).  taged  community'  means  the  service  area  of  tion.  the  term  Qualified  private  sector  en- 
Fees  charged  by  a  State  to  recipients  of  such  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  with  re-  tity' means  any  nongovernmental  individual, 
assistance  may  be  deposited  in  the  fund  for  spect  to  which  the  average  annual  residen-  group,  association,  business,  partnership,  or- 
the  sole  purpose  of  financing  the  cost  of  ad-  tial  sewage  treatment  charges  for  a  user  of  ganization.  or  privately  or  publicly  held  cor- 
ministration  of  this  title.  ".  the  treatment  works  meet  affordability  cri-  poration  that — 

(b)  Extended  Repayment  Period  for  Dis-  teria  established  by  the  State  in  which  the  "(A)  has  sufficient  experience  and  exper- 
ADVANTAGED  COM.MUNITIES— Section  603(d)(1)  treatment  works  is  located  (after  providing  tise  to  discharge  successfully  the  respon- 
(33  U.S. C.  1383(d)(1))  is  amended—  for  public  review  and  comment)  in  accord-  sibilities  associated  with  construction,  oper- 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  inserting  after  ance  with  guidelines  to  be  established  by  the  ation.    and    maintenance    of    a    treatment 
•■20  years"  the  following:  "or.  in  the  case  of  Administrator,     in     cooperation     with     the  works  and  to  satisfy  any  guarantees  that  are 
a  disadvantaged  community,  the  lesser  of  40  States.".  agreed  to  in  connection  with  a  transfer  of 
years  or  the  expected  life  of  the  project  to  be  (i)   Sale,  of  Treatment  Works.— Section  treatment  works  under  subsection  (k); 
financed  with  the  proceeds  of  the  loan";  and  603  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  "(B)  has  the  ability   to  a-ssure  protection 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "not  the  following:  against  insolvency  and  interruption  of  serv- 
later  than  20  years  after  project  completion"  "(k)  Sale  of  Treatment  Works.—  ices  through  contractual  and  financial  guar- 
and   inserting  "upon   the  expiration  of  the  "(1)    In    general.— Notwithstanding    any  antees;  and 

term  of  the  loan".  other  provisions  of  this  Act.  any  State,  mu-  "(C)  with  respect  to  subsection  (k).  to  the 

(c)  Loan  Guara.ntees  for  Innovative  nicipality.  intermunicipality,  or  interstate  extent  consistent  with  the  North  American 
Technology —Section  603(d)(5)  (33  U.S.C.  agency  may  transfer  by  sale  to  a  qualified  Free  Trade  Agreement  and  the  General 
1383(d)(5))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  private  sector  entity  all  or  part  of  a  treat-  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade— 

"(5)  to  provide  loan  guarantees  for—  ment  works  that  is  owned  by  such  agency  "(i)   is   majority-owned   and  controlled  by 

"(A)  similar  revolving  funds  established  by  and  for  which  it  received  Federal  financial  citizens  of  the  United  States;  and 

municipalities   or   intermunicipal    agencies;  assistance    under   this   Act    if   the    transfer  "(iii  does  not  receive  subsidies  from  a  for- 

and  price  will  be  distributed,  as  amounts  are  re-  eitrn  irovernment 

■(B)  developing  and  Implementing  Innova-  ceived.  in  the  following  order:  sec.  604.  allotment  OF  funds. 

tive  technologies'.  -(A)  First  reimbursement  of  the  agency  of  ,a)  in  General— Section  604(a)  (33  U.S.C. 

(d)  Ad.ministrative  Expenses. — Section  the  unadjusted  dollar  amount  of  the  costs  of  1384(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows- 
603(d)(7)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(d)(7))  is  amended  by  construction  of  the  treatment  works  or  part  -(a)  Formula  for  Fkscal  Years  1996- 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol-  thereof  plus  any  transaction  and  fix-up  costs  2000— Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
lowing:  ■or  $400,000  per  year,  whichever  is  incurred  by  the  agency  with  respect  to  the  pursuant  to  section  607  for  each  of  fiscal 
greater,  plus  the  amount  of  any  fees  col-  transfer  less  the  amount  of  such  Federal  fi-  years  1996,  1997.  1998,  1999.  and  2000  shall  be 
lected  by  the  State  for  such  purpose  under  nancial  assistance  provided  with  respect  to  allotted  for  such  year  by  the  Administrator 
subsection  (c)(2)".  such  costs.  not  later  than   the   10th  dav   which   begins 

(e)  Technical  and  Planning  Assistance  '(B)  If  proceeds  from  the  transfer  remain  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean 
FOR  Small  Systems —Section  603(d)  (33  after  such  reimbursement,  repayment  of  the  Water  .Amendments  of  1995  Sums  authorized 
U.S.C.  1383(d))  is  amended—  Federal  Government  of  the  amount  of  such  for  each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  m 

(1)  by  striking    'and  "  at  the  end  of  para-  Federal  financial  assistance  less  the  applica-  accordance  with  the  following  table: 

graph  (6);  ble   share   of  accumulated   depreciation   on 

(2i  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  such  treatment  works  (calculated  using  In-  Percentage  of  sums 

paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  ■';  and";  and  ternal  Revenue  Service  accelerated  deprecia-  -sfates                                                  authorucd 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  tion  schedule  applicable  to  treatment  .,  .  '  ,n,,A 
paragraph:  works).                                                                               A^k^     O^U 

•■(8)  to  provide  to  small  systems  technical  ■(C)  If  any  proceeds  of  such  transfer  re-        Arizona 07464 

and  planning  assistance  and  assistance  in  fi-  main  after  such  reimbursement  and  repay-         Arkansas 0^914 

nancial     management,     user     fee     analysis,  ment.  retention  of  the  remaining  proceeds  by         California 7  9031 

budgeting,    capital    improvement    planning  such  agency                                                                      Colorado    0  7232 

facility  operation  and  maintenance,   repair  ■(2)  Release  of  condition.— Any  require-        Connecticut 1  3537 

schedules,   and  other  activities  to  improve  ment  imposed  by  regulation  or  policy  for  a        Delaware        0  4438 

wastewater  treatment  plant  operations:  ex-  showing  that  the  treatment  works  are   no        District  of  Columbia 0  4438 

cept  that  such  amounts  shall  not  exceed  2  longer  needed  to  serve  their  original  purpose        Florida                         3  4462 

percent   of   all    grant   awards   to   such    fund  shall  not  apply.                                                                Georgia 18683 

under  this  title'.  ■(3)  Selection  of  buyer.— A  State,   mu-        Hawaii    0  7002 

(0  Consistency  With  Planning  Require-  nicipality.   intermunicipality.   or  interstate        Idaho     0  4438 

.ments— Section  603(0  (33  U.S.C.   1383(0)  is  agency  exercising  the  authority  granted  by        Illinois    .!!!!"  "" 4  9976 

amended  by  striking   'and  320"  and  inserting  this  subsection  shall  select  a  qualified  pri-        Indiana 2  6631 

■320.  321.  and  322".  vate  sector  entity  on  the  basis  of  total  net         lowa     ..^'^''^"  ". 12236 

(g)  Limitations  on  Construction  Assist-  cost  and  other  appropriate  criteria  and  shall        Kansas 0  8690 

ance— Section   603(g)   (33   U.S.C.    1383(g))   is  utilize  such  competitive  bidding,  direct  ne-  Kentucky  """""!!!!!!!!!!!!!;."!!!!!"!            1  3570 

amended  to  read  as  follows:  gotiation.  or  other  criteria  and  procedures  as        Louisiana 1  0060 

■■(g)  Li.mit.ations  ON  Construction  Assist-  may  be  required  by  state  law.                                 Maine    ....!!!r.r77"  ..  7 "             0  6999 

ance— The  State  may  provide  financial  as-  ■'(1)    Private    Ownership    of    Treatment  Maryland7!!777!!.7!!7!7!7^!           21867 

sistance  from  its  water  pollution  control  re-  Works  —  Massachusetts     '""T!!""""               3  7518 

volving  fund  with  respect  to  a  project  for  ■(!)   Regulatory    review —The    Adminis-        Michigan '"'""7.77"'. !!7!           3  8875 

construction  of  a  treatment  works  only  if—  trator  shall  review  the  law  and  any  regula-        Minnesota  1  6618 

■■(1)  such  project  is  on  the  State's  priority  tions.  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Envi-        Mississippi  0  8146 

list  under  section  216  of  this  Act:  and  ronmental  Protection  Agency  affecting  the        Missouri  2.5063 

■■(2)  the  recipient  of  such  assistance  is  a  construction,  improvement,  replacement,  op-         Montana  0.4438 

municipality  in  any  case  in  which  the  treat-  eration,  maintenance,  and  transfer  of  owner-        Nebraska 0  4624 

ment  works  is  privately  owned".  ship  of  current  and  future  treatment  works        Nevada  0  4438 

(h)  I.nterest  Rates —Section  603  is  further  owned    by    a    State,     municipality,     inter-         New  Hampshire 0  9035 

amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  municipality,  or  interstate  agency.   If  per-        New  .Jersey  4  5156 

■■(i)  Interest  Rates— In  any  case  in  which  mitted  by  law.  the  Administrator  shall  mod-        New  Mexico 0.4438 

a  State  makes  a  loan  pursuant  to  subsection  ify  such  regulations,  policies,  and  procedures        New  'Vork  12  1969 

(d)(1)    to   a  disadvantaged   community,    the  to  eliminate  any  obstacles  to  the  construe-        North  Carolina 19943 

State  may  charge  a  negative  interest  rate  of  tion.  improvement,  replacement,  operation.        North  Dakota  0  4438 

not  to  exceed  2  percent  to  reduce  the  unpaid  and  maintenance  of  such  treatment  works  by        Ohio  5.0898 

principal  of  the  loan.  The  aggregate  amount  qualified  private  sector  entities.                                 Oklahoma  0.7304 

of  all  such  negative  interest  rate  loans  the  '(2)  Report —Not  later  than  180  days  after        Oregon  1.2399 

State  makes  in  a  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the        Pennsylvania  4.2145 
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Percentage  of  sums  progress  toward  attainment  of  the  goals  of 

authomed  section  319.  as  determined  by  the  Governor  of 

Rhode  Island  0  6071  the    State     Paragraph    (7)   of  section   603(d> 

South  Carolina  0.9262  shall  apply  to  a  State  revolving  fund  estab- 

South  Dakota   0.4438  Ushed  under  this  section,  except  that  the  4- 

Tennessee  1.4668  percent  limitation  contained  in  such  section 

Texas  4.6458  shall  not  apply  to  such  revolving  fund. 

Utah 0.4764        -(c)    Apportionment    of    Funds.— Funds 

Vermont  0.4438  made  available  to  carry  out  this  section  for 

Virginia  2.2615  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  among  the 

Washington  1.9217  states  by   the   Administrator   in   the   same 

West  Virginia 1.4249  manner    as    funds    are    allotted    among    the 

Wisconsin „  jdon  States  under  section  319  in  such  fiscal  year. 

Wyoming ^t,^        ""^^  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 

Puerto  Rico I  Jzz  There   is  authorized   to  be  appropriated   to 

Northern  Marianas  0.0377  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  g^^^j^^^  $500,000,000  per  fiscal 

American  Samoa  0.0812  ^.^^^  f^^.  ^^^^  ^j  ^^^^^^  ^^  jggg   through 

Guam  0.0587  2000  " 

Pacific  Islands  Trust  Territory  0.1158        __  „ 

Virgin  Islands  .  0  0576  TITLE  VII— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

(b)      Conforming      Amendment.— Section  sec.  701.  technical  amendments. 
604(c)(2)  is  amended  by  striking    'title  11  of        <a)    Section    118.-Section    118(c)(1)(A)   (33 

this  Act"  and  inserting   'this  title'  U.S.C.  1268(c)(1)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 

SEC.  605.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRL^'nONS.  ^^'^  ^^^  comma 

a^^,ir,r.  fin7  .-n  11  c  r-    nn7,,,,  i^  .,,„or,H<.H  "^^  SECTION   120.— Section   120(d)  (33  U.S.C. 

Section  607  (33  U.b.C.  1387(a))  is  amended —  ,~,„,  j,,  ■  j   j  i.       .     ,  ..,,,.. 

,i>  1,,.   ~i-^ii,i„„  ■■r.^^--  .,f  ,>,„  „^  1  „f  r,,,.o  1270(d)    IS  amended  by  striking  "(1)   . 

(1)  by  striking     and     at  the  end  pf  pa.a-         ,c)  SECTION  204.-Sect.on  204(a)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 

^'',^,   u       .   -1  ■        .V-  ■   J      »    .V,  J      f  1284(a)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  the  final 

(2)  by  striking   the   period   at   the   end  o  penod  and  inserting  a  semicolon, 
paragraph  (5)  and  insertmg  a  semicolon;  and         ,^,    g^^,^^    205.-Section    205    (33    U.S.C. 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  1285)  is  amended- 
■■(6)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fis-         ,jj   ^^   subsection   (c)(2)   by   striking   ■'and 

'^'••('7rs2.m0O0,OO0  for  fiscal  year  .996;  ^'^^  -„^  '''::^;^'';:^^,  ^^^/   .inking 

')V  IIZZZ  'r  r"'1  ''^'  \Z  '-^Sough  1<^  "nd  inserUng -through  S' 
■■(9)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998;  ,    ;„ %„bsection  (e)(1)  bv  striking  the  oe- 

■■(10)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  vear  1999;  and  . ' j,' ,'^,^"  j^l  .  -i^l  .Inf,;^-    In, 

.    ,,    .r.  c^  ,ij,n  ,^/^n /■     r        i  r,r^^  •  ■  riod  foUowing    4percentum     and 

"(11 1  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000.  ,4,    j^    subsection    (m)(l)(B)    by    striking 

SEC.  606.  S-TA-reNW^POI^f^^^l^^CE  ^^R^^L-  ■•this';  the  last  place  it  appears  and  inserting 

P1TND*4  such     . 

T^  .,    ^r,  .nnVitr^   ,^Q.   ,00-.  .    ,  ( e )  SECTION  208.— SectlOH  208  (33  U.S.C.  1288) 

Title  VI  (33  use.  1381-1387 1  is  amended—  .    amended— 

(Din  section  607  by  inserting  after    -title"         ,,,    .„   subsection    (hid)   by   striking   "de- 

the  following:     (other  than  section  608)   :  and  ^  .  ^^^  inserting   ■designated":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  ,3)   in   subsection   (j)(l)   bv   striking   "Sep- 

-SEC.   608.   STATE   NOP^iNTSOURC^WATTR  j^^nber  31,   1988  "  and  inserting  "September 

POLLUTION     CONTROL     REVOLVING  „„    ,noo  ■ 

Fiiivns  "^^  ^^'^ 

'.  ^^      .,4  (f)    Section    301.— Section    301(j)(l)(A)    (33 

-a)   GENERAi    AUTHORm-.-The   Adm.nis-  ^g^    i3n(j„i),A))  is  amended  by  striking 

trator  shall   make  capitalization  grants  to  ..^^^^..  ^^^  ^^^^  j^  ^„^  ^^^^^_ 

each  State  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  .       ..fhan" 

nonpoint  source  water  pollution  control  re-         ,g,  section  309.-Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C. 

volving  fund  for  providing  assistance-  igjg^^,,  ^^  amended  by  striking  the  second 

■■(1)  to  persons  for  carrying  out  manage-  ^^^^^  following  "Act  by  a  State". 
ment  practices  and  measures  under  the  SUte         ,j,)    SECTION    311.-Section    311    (33    U.S.C. 

management   program   approved   under  sec-  1321)  is  amended— 
tion  319;  and                                   ,       ^    _,       ,  (1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  moving  paragraph 

■■(2)  to  agricultural  producers  for  the  devel-  ^2)   (including   subparagraphs   (A).    (B)   and 

opment   and    implementation    of   the    water  (O)  2  ems  to  the  right;  and 
quality  components  of  a  whole  farm  or  ranch        ^2)  in  subsection  (h)(2)  by  striking  "The" 

resource   management   plan  and   for  imple-  ^j^^  inserting  ■the" 

mentation    of    management    practices    and        (j,  Section  505.-Section  505(0  (33  U.S.C. 

mea.sures  under  such  a  plan.  1365(0)    is    amended    by    striking    the    last 

A  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollution  con-  comma. 

trol  revolving  fund  shall  be  separate  from        (j)  Section  516.— Section  516  (33  U.S.C.  1375) 

any  other  State  water  pollution  control  re-  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (g) 

volving  fund;  except  that  the  chief  executive  as  subsection  (0. 

officer  of  the  State  may  transfer  funds  from        (k)  Section  518.— Section  518(0  (33  U.S.C. 

one  fund  to  the  other  fund.  1377(0)  is  amended  by  striking  "(d)"  and  in- 

■■(b)    Applicability    of    Other    Require-  serting  ■(e)  ". 

MENTS  OF  This  Title.— Except  to  the  extent  sEC.  702.  JOHN  a.  blatnik  na-honaj.  fresh 
the  Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the  water   quality    research    lab- 

chief  executive  officers  of  the  States,  deter-  ORATORY. 

mines  that  a  provision  of  this  title  is  not  (a)  Designation.— The  laboratory  and  re- 
consistent  with  a  provision  of  this  section,  search  facility  established  pursuant  to  see- 
the provisions  of  sections  601  through  606  of  tion  104(e)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
this  title  shall  apply  to  grants  made  under  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1254(e))  that  is  located 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  in  Duluth.  Minnesota,  shall  be  known  and 
same  extent  as  they  apply  to  grants  made  designated  as  the  ■'John  A.  Blatnik  National 
under  section  601  of  this  title.  Paragraph  (5)  Fresh  Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory", 
of  section  602(bi  shall  apply  to  all  funds  in  a  (b)  References.— Any  reference  in  a  law. 
State  revolving  fund  established  under  this  map.  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
section  as  a  result  of  capitalization  grants  record  of  the  United  States  to  the  laboratory 
made  under  this  section;  except  that  such  and  research  facility  referred  to  in  sub- 
funds  shall  first  be  used  to  assure  reasonable  section  (a)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference 
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to    the    "John    A.    Blatnik    National    Fresh 

Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory" 

SEC.  703.  WASTEWATER  SERVICE  FOR  COLONIAS. 

(a)  Grant  Assistance —The  Administrator 
may  make  grants  to  States  along  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
treatment  works  to  provide  wastewater  serv- 
ice to  the  communities  along  such  border 
commonly  known  as  "colonias  " 

(b)  Federal  Share— The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  a  project  carried  out  using  funds 
made  available  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
50  percent.  The  non-Federal  share  of  such 
cost  shall  be  provided  by  the  State  receiving 
the  grant. 

(c)  Treatment  Works  Defined.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "treatment 
works"  has  the  meaning  such  term  has  under 
section  212  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(d)  AlTTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS  — 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
making  grants  under  subsection  (a) 
$50,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996.  Such  sums 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

SEC.    704.    SAVINGS    IN    MUNICIPAL    DRINKING 
WATER  COSTS. 

(a)  Study —The  Administrator  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  shall  review,  analyze, 
and  compile  information  on  the  annual  sav- 
ings that  municipalities  realize  in  the  con- 
struction, operation,  and  maintenance  of 
drinking  water  facilities  as  a  result  of  ac- 
tions taken  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Contents— The  study  conducted  under 
subsection  (a),  at  a  minimum,  shall  contain 
an  examination  of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  con- 
struction of  drinking  water  filtration  facili- 
ties resulting  from  actions  taken  under  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(2)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  drinking  water  fa- 
cilities resulting  from  actions  taken  under 
such  Act. 

(3)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  health  ex- 
penditures resulting  from  actions  taken 
under  such  Act. 

(c)  Report —Not  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a 
report  containing  the  results  of  the  study 
conducted  under  subsection  (ai 

TTTLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVA'nON 
AND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  801.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  'Wetlands 
and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  802.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources; 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  Hood 
and  storm  waters; 

(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
and  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources; 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species);  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  birding.  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation. 


12254 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  9,  1995 


May  9,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12255 


(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3>  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are.  therefore, 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts. 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area.  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
gies must  take  into  consideration  private 
property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(I)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efficient 
use  of  scarce  Federal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

r2)  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner; 

(3)  to  reduce  inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  levels; 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners: 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  as  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  pomt  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control; 

(6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic general  permits  and  other  a,p- 
proaches  and  the  tailoring  of  jwlicies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources; 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources; 

(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners; 

t9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed-based 
restoration  strategies  involving  all  levels  of 
government; 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States;  and 


(11)  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State. 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testing 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  re- 
sources such  as  mitigation  banking. 
SEC.  803.  STATE,  LOCAl,  AND  I.A.>fDOWNER  TECH- 
IsnCAL  ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERA- 
TIVE TRAINING. 

(a)  STATE  .\.vD  Loc.^L  Technical  Assist- 
.\NCE. — Upon  request,  the  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404(e)  and  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act,  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805.  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  CcxjPERATivE  Training.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804,  shall  conduct 
training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utiliza- 
tion of  wetlands  in  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  wet- 
land planning,  wetland  evaluation,  mitiga- 
tion banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary. 

(c)  Private  Landowner  Technical  Assist- 
ance.—The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appropriate  Federal  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act.  and  restoring  wetland.s. 
SEC.  804.  FEDERAL.  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 
MENT COORDINATING  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  Establishment— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal. 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ordinating Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  ■Committee"). 

(b)  Functions.— The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts, 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government; 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks; 

(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  cooperative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803: 

(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating  State  con- 
servation plans  and  strategies,  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  permitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6)  help  develop  a  national  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership —The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 


(2)  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
Secretary. 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

( 4 )  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

(6)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
Governor's  Association. 

(7)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
League  of  Cities. 

(9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion .\gency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  .shall  be  jointly  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
region.  If  the  Governors  from  a  region  can- 
not agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
each  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Administrator  will  select  a 
repre-sentative  from  such  region. 

Id)  Terms— Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6).  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  Vacancies— A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  Pay.— Members  shall  serve  without  pay. 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  CocHAiRPERSONS.— The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6),  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members)  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum —Two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings— The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter.  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public. 

SEC.  805.  STATE  AND  LOCAl.  WETLA.ND  CON- 
SERVA'nON  PLANS  AND  STRATE- 
GIES; GRANTS  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  SECTION  404. 

(a)  State  Wetland  Conservation  Plans 
AND  Strategies.  — Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  .Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  conservation 
plans  and  strategies  may  include: 

(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  resources, 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  thoiie  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3)  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal. 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4)  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 


(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  .Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
management. 

(8)  Establishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  .Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  Local  Wetland  Plan- 
ning. Regulation,  and  Management  Pro- 
grams—Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 
agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
Act.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  .Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  ap- 
proaches. 

i3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

(c)  Grants  To  Facilitate  the  Implemen- 
tation OF  Secttion  404.  -Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  permitting  pursuant  to  sections 
■104igi  and  404(h)  of  such  .Act  through  State 
permitting  through  a  State  programmatic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 
force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404<e)  of  this 
Act. 

(d)  Maximum  Amount. -No  State  may  re- 
ceive more  than  $500,000  in  total  grants 
under  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (o  in  any  fis- 
cal j'ear  and  more  than  $300,000  in  grants  for 
subsection  (a),  (b).  or  (c).  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share —The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent, 

(f)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $15,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997,  1998, 
1999,  and  2000. 


SEC.  806.  NATIONAL  COOPERATIVE  WETLAND 
ECOSYSTEM  RESTORATION  STRAT- 
EGY. 

(a)  Development.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals.— The  goal  of  the  National  Coop- 
erative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  .Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802.  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(C)  Functions.— The  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 

(1)  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State, 
regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning.  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal,  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

(2)  involve  the  Federal.  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3)  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  manaigement  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  being  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration;  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
methods  to  reduce  such  obstacles. 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DREDGED 
OR  FILL  MATERIAL. 

(a)  Permit  Monitoring  and  Tracking.— 
Section  404(a)  i33  U  S  C  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "The 
Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Ad- 
ministrator, establish  a  permit  monitoring 
and  tracking  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  monitor  the  cumulative  impact  of  individ- 
ual and  general  permits  issued  under  this 
section.  This  program  shall  determine  the 
impact  of  permitted  activities  in  relation- 
ship to  the  no  net  loss  goal.  Results  shall  be 
reported  biannually  to  Congress". 

(b)  Issuance  of  General  Permits.— Para- 
graph (1)  of  section  404(e)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "local,  "  before  "State,  regional,  or 
nationwide  basis  "  in  the  first  sentence. 

(c)  Revocation  or  Modification  of  Gen- 
eral Permits.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
404(e)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  "or  a  State  or  local 
government  has  failed  to  adequately  monitor 
and  control  the  individual  and  cumulative 
adverse  effects  of  activities  authorized  by 
State  or  local  programmatic  general  per- 
mits.". 

(d)  Proora.mmatic  General  Permits  — 
Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Programmatic  general  permits.— 
Consistent  with  the  following  requirements. 


the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  issue  State  or 
local  programmatic  general  permits  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplication 
of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and  local 
regulatory  programs: 

"(A)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  State, 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  by  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(a).  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps  District  Engineer  and  the  Regional 
Administrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and,  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addressed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activity.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  En^- 
neer  will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  national  security,  navigation,  fiood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance.  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  Issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (b)<l). 

"(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  governments  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan.  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include — 

"(i)  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regulatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area; 

"(ii)  mapping  of— 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 

"(II)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  areas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan;  and 

"(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  in- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion; 

"(iii)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area;  and 

"(iv)  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
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monitortng  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 
ing-, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan.". 

(ei     GR.'kNDF.ATHER     OF     EXISTING     GENERAL 

Permits.— Section  404(e)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■(4)  Grandf.\ther  of  existing  general 
PERMITS  —General  permits  in  effect  on  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Wet- 
lands and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995 
shall  remain  in  effect  until  otherwise  modi- 
fied by  the  Secretary.". 

(f)  Discharges  Not  Requiring  a  Permit  — 
Section  404(0  (33  U  S.C.  1344(f^)  is  amended 
by  striking  the  subsection  designation  and 
paragraph  ( 1 )  and  inserting  the  following: 

•'(f)  Exemptions.— 

"(1)  Activities  not  requiring  permit — 

"(A I  In  general —Activities  are  exempt 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
are  not  prohibited  by  or  otherwise  subject  to 
regulation  under  this  section  or  section  301 
or  402  of  this  Act  (except  effluent  standards 
or  prohibitions  under  section  307  of  this  Act) 
if  such  activities — 

"(i)  result  from  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture.  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities and  practices,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  plowing,  seeding,  cultivating,  haying, 
grazing,  normal  maintenance  activities. 
minor  drainage,  burning  of  vegetation  in 
connection  with  such  activities,  harvesting 
for  the  production  of  food,  fiber,  and  forest 
products,  or  upland  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion practices; 

"(li)  are  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance, 
including  emergency  reconstruction  of  re- 
cently damaged  parts,  of  currently  service- 
able structures  such  as  dikes,  dams,  levees, 
flood  control  channels  or  other  engineered 
flood  control  facilities,  water  control  struc- 
tures, water  supply  reservoirs  (where  such 
maintenance  involves  periodic  water  level 
drawdowns!  which  provide  water  predomi- 
nantly to  public  drinking  water  systems, 
groins,  riprap,  breakwaters,  utility  distribu- 
tion and  transmission  lines,  causeways,  and 
bridge  abutments  or  approaches,  and  trans- 
portation structures; 

"(iii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm,  stock  or  aquaculture 
ponds,  wastewater  retention  facilities  (in- 
cluding dikes  and  bermsi  that  are  used  by 
concentrated  animal  feeding  operations,  or 
irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or  the  mainte- 
nance or  reconstruction  of  drainage  ditches 
and  tile  lines: 

•■(iv)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  of 
temporary  sedimentation  basins  on  a  con- 
struction site,  or  the  construction  of  any  up- 
land dredged  material  disposal  area,  which 
does  not  include  placement  of  fill  material 
into  the  navigable  waters; 

"(v)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm  roads  or  forest  roads,  in 
accordance  with  best  management  practices, 
to  assure  that  flow  and  circulation  patterns 
and  chemical  and  biological  characteristics 
of  the  waters  are  not  impaired,  that  the 
reach  of  the  waters  is  not  reduced,  and  that 
any  adverse  effect  on  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment will  be  otherwise  minimized: 

"(vi)  are  undertaken  on  farmed  wetlands, 
except  that  any  change  in  use  of  such  land 
for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  activities 
that  are  not  exempt  from  regulation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  to  the  extent  that 
such  farmed  wetlands  are  'wetlands'  under 
this  section; 

"(vii)  are  undertaken  in  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands,  unless  such  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands  have  exhibited  wetlands  func- 


tions and  values  for  more  than  5  years  in 
which  case  activities  undertaken  in  such 
wetlands  shall  be  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section:  and 

"(viii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and 
enhancing  aviation  safety  or  are  undertaken 
in  order  to  prevent  an  airport  hazard  ". 

(g)  AREAS  Not  Considered  To  Be  Navi- 
gable Waters.— Section  404(0  is  further 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

"(3)  Areas  not  considered  to  be  navi- 
gable WATERS  — 

"(A)  In  general— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  shall  not  be  considered 
navigable  waters: 

"(i)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands'. 

"(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

"(iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 
retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusively 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

"(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
reasons. 

"(V)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

"(Vi)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill,  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  Stales. 

"(vii)  Artificial  stormwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

"(B)  Demonstration  required -Subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a  particular 
water  body  unless  the  person  desiring  to  dis- 
charge dredged  or  fill  material  in  that  water 
body  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption from  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion.". 

SEC.  808.  TF.rHNirAI.  AS-SLSTANCE  •TX>  PRIVATK 
l^VDOWNFRS,  CODIFICATION  OK 
REGULATIONS  AND  POLICIES. 

Section  404  (33  US  C.  1344i  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include — 

"(A)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
permit  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  115.000:  and 

"(B)  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wet,lands  and  meet  other 
goals  of  this  Act,  including  control  of 
nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation containing  all  Federal  regulations, 
general  f)ermits,  and  regulatory  guidance 
letters  relevant  to  the  permitting  of  activi- 


ties  in   wetland  areas  pursuant  to  section 
404(a)   The  Secretary  and  the  .'Kdministrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochures 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing— 
"(.A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands. 
"iBi  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 
"(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant". 

SEC.  809.  DELINEA-nON. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(V)  DELlNEA-noN.— 

"(1)  In  general— The  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  United  States  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  and  other 
Federal  agencies  shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of 
Engineers  Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Ju- 
risdictional Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion until  a  new  manual  has  been  prepared 
and  formally  adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  with 
input  from  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service.  Natural  Resources.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  other  rel- 
evant agencies  and  adopted  after  field  test- 
ing, hearing,  and  public  comment.  Any  new 
manual  shall  take  into  account  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
panel  concerning  the  delineation  of  wet- 
lands. The  Corps,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  develop 
materials  and  conduct  training  courses  for 
consultants.  State,  and  local  governments, 
and  landowners  explaining  the  use  of  the 
Corps  1987  wetland  manual  in  the  delineation 
of  wetland  areas.  The  Corps,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agenc.v 
and  the  Department  of  .■\griculture.  ma.v 
also,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  develop 
supplemental  criteria  and  procedures  for 
identification  of  regional  wetland  types 
Such  criteria  and  procedures  may  include 
supplemental  plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation. 

"(2)  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS.— 

"(A)  Delineation  by  secretary  of  agri- 
culture.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  wet- 
lands located  on  agricultural  lands  and  asso- 
ciated nonagricultural  lands  shall  be  delin- 
eated solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  accordance  with  section  1222(j)  of  the  Food 
Security  Act  of  1985  (16  US  C.  3822(j)). 

"(B)  Exemption  of  lands  exempted  under 
FOOD  security'  AcrT- Any  area  of  agricul- 
tural land  or  any  discharge  related  to  the 
land  determined  to  be  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirements of  subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821  et 
seq.)  shall  also  be  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  for  such  period  of  time 
as  those  lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands, 

"(C)  Effect  of  appeal  determination 
pursuant  to  FOOD  SECURITY'  ACT  —Any  area 
of  agricultural  land  or  any  discharge  related 
to  the  land  determined  to  be  exempt  pursu- 
ant to  an  appeal  taken  pursuant  to  subtitle 
C  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  19^5 
(16  use,  3821  et  seq.)  shall  be  exempt  under 
this  section  for  such  period  of  time  as  those 
lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands", 

SEC,  810,  FAST  TRACK  FOR  MINOR  PERMITS, 

Section  404  (.33  U  S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(w)(l)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
impacts. 


"(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities.". 

SEC,  81 1,  COMPENSATORY  MITIGATION, 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(X)  General  Requirements.— (D  Each 
permit  issued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  (C),  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 

"(A)  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 
wetlands  caused  by  activities  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided; 

"iC)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age; 

"(D)  where  compensatory  mitigation  is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

"(E)  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fail  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  and/or  oul-of-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 
the  watershed  including  participation  in  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y). 

""(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permitee — 

"(A)  is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required; 

"(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

"(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  it  is  required.". 

SEC,  812,  COOPERATIVE  MITIGA'nON  VENTLTIES 
AND  MITIGA'nON  BANKS, 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(y)(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

"(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologic  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Mitigation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  by 
locating  projects  in  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance 

"(B)  Parties  who  may  establish  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 


for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  individuals, 

"(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section, 

"(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  body  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(x), 

"(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  shall  be  insured  to 
protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 

"(F)  Methods  shall  be  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  discharges  or  alternations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c),  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

"(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 

"(H)  Compensation  ratios  for  restoration, 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting an  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  func- 
tion and  the  status  of  scientific  knowledge 
with  regard  to  compensation  for  individual 
wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  relevant 
factors  shall  be  specified.  A  minimum  res- 
toration compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation. 

"(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site:  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

"(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
specified. 

"(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided. 

"(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101(a)(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401  and  403). 
The  Secretary'  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate: 

"(A)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks. 


"(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
lamd  functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

"(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

"(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values. 

"(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

"(F)  Techniques  and  incentives  for  involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 
Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  evaluat- 
ing mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures. The  Secretary  shall  also,  within  this 
time  period,  prepare  educational  materials 
and  conduct  training  programs  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive ventures". 

SEC,  813.  WETLANDS  MONITORING  AND  RE- 
SEARCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.SC.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
the  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  appropriate  State  and 
local  government  entities,  shall  initiate, 
with  opportunity  for  public  notice  and  com- 
ment, a  research  program  of  wetlands  and 
watershed  management.  The  purposes  of  the 
research  program  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited — 

"(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  and 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23,  1985,  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection: 

"(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text; 

"(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  n(x>dplain, 
stormwater,  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

"(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a),  404(e),  and  404(h)  In 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The  tracking  program  shall 
also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 
the  amount  required,  types  required,  and 
compliance", 

SEC,  814,  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS. 

Section  404  (33  US.C,  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(aa)  Administrative  Appeals.— 

"(1)  Regulations  estabushing  proce- 
dures.—Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Wetlands  and  Water- 
shed Management  Act  of  1995,  the  Secretary 
shall,  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  issue  regulations  estab- 
lishing procedures  pursuant  to  which — 

"(A)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion  of   regulatory   jurisdiction    under   this 
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section  with  respect  to  a  parcel  of  the  land- 
owner's property; 

■(B)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  wetlands 
classification  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  a  parcel  of  the  landowner's  property: 

••(C)  any  person  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  the  proposed  activity  on  the  land- 
owners  property  is  not  exempt  under  sub- 
section (f); 

•■(D)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  an  activity  on  the  landowner's 
property  does  not  qualify  under  a  general 
permit  issued  under  this  section; 

••(E)  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under  this 
section  may  appeal  a  determination  made 
pursuant  to  this  section  to  deny  issuance  of 
the  permit  or  to  impose  a  requirement  under 
the  permit;  and 

■(F)  a  landowner  or  any  other  person  re- 
quired to  restore  or  otherwise  alter  a  parcel 
of  property  pursuant  to  an  order  issued 
under  this  section  may  appeal  such  order. 

•■(2)  Deadline  for  filing  appeal.— An  ap- 
peal brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  be  filed  not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  decision  or  action  on 
which  the  appeal  is  based  occurs. 

■■(3)  Deadline  for  decision.— An  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
decided  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  appeal  is  filed. 

■■(4)  Participation  in  appeals  pr(x;ess.— 
Any  person  who  participated  in  the  public 
comment  process  concerning  a  decision  or 
action  that  is  the  subject  of  an  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  may 
participate  m  such  appeal  with  respect  to 
those  issues  raised  in  the  person's  written 
public  comments. 

•■(5)  Decisionmaker —An  appeal  brought 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  heard 
and  decided  by  an  appropriate  and  impartial 
official  of  the  Federal  Government,  other 
than  the  official  who  made  the  determina- 
tion or  carried  out  the  action  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  appeal. 

■(6i  Stay  of  penalties  and  MmcATioN.— A 
landowner  or  any  other  person  who  has  filed 
an  appeal  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  penalty  or  perform  mitiga- 
tion or  restoration  assessed  under  this  sec- 
tion or  section  309  until  after  the  appeal  has 
been  decided 

SEC.  815.  CRA>'BERHY  PRODUCTION. 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

■■(bb)  Cranberry  Production.— Activities 
associated  with  expansion,  improvement,  or 
modification  of  existing  cranberry  produc- 
tion operations  shall  be  deemed  in  compli- 
ance, for  purposes  of  sections  309  and  505. 
with  section  301.  if— 

••(1)  the  activity  does  not  result  In  the 
modification  of  more  than  10  acres  of  wet- 
lands per  operator  per  year  and  the  modified 
wetlands  (other  than  where  dikes  and  other 
necessary  facilities  are  placed)  remain  as 
wetlands  or  other  waters  of  the  United 
States;  or 

••(2)  the  activity  is  required  by  any  State 
or  Federal  water  quality  program.". 

SEC.  81«.  STATE  CLASSIFICA-nON  SYSTEMS. 

Section  404  i33  USC  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
••(CO  ST.\TE  CLASSIFICA'nON  SYSTEMS.— 
"(1)  GUIDELINES.— Not  later  than  1  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, and  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  estab- 
lish guidelines  to  aid  States  and  Indian 
tribes  in  establishing  classification  systems 
for  the  planning,  managing,  and  regulating 
of  wetlands 


•■(2)  ESTABLISHMENT— In  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  established  under  paragraph 
(1),  a  State  or  Indian  tribe  may  establish  a 
wetlands  classification  system  for  lands  of 
the  State  or  Indian  tribe  and  may  submit 
such  classification  system  to  the  Secretary 
for  approval.  Upon  approval,  the  Secretary 
shall  use  such  classification  system  in  mak- 
ing permit  determinations  and  establishing 
mitigation  requirements  for  lands  of  the 
State  or  Indian  tribe  under  this  section. 

"(3)  LiMITA'nON  ON  STATUTORY  CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  a  State  with  an  approved 
program  under  subsection  (h)  or  a  State  with 
a  wetlands  classification  system  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section." 

SEC.  817.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(26)  The  term  wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 
water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  saturated  soil  conditions. 

•'(27)  The  term  'discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material'  means  the  act  of  discharging  and 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining. 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization,  flood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  flow,  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  type,  distribution,  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

••(28)  The  term  mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be. 
as  yet.  undefined. 

"(29)  The  term  "cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 
primary  goal  of  providing  compensation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party. 

"(30)  The  term  'normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities' means  normal  practices  identified 
as  such  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in 
consultation  with  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  for  each  State  and  the  land  grant 
university  system  and  agricultural  colleges 
of  the  State,  taking  into  account  existing 
practices  and  such  other  practices  as  may  be 
identified  in  consultation  with  the  affected 
industry  or  community. 

••(31)  The  term  agricultural  land'  means 
cropland,  pastureland.  native  pasture,  range- 
land,  an  orchard,  a  vineyard,  nonindustrial 
forest  land,  an  area  that  supports  a  water  de- 
pendent crop  (including  cranberries,  taro. 
watercress,  or  rice),  and  any  other  land  used 
to  produce  or  support  the  production  of  an 
annual  or  perennial  crop  (including  forage  or 
hay),  aquaculture  product,  nursery  product, 
or  wetland  crop  or  the  production  of  live- 
stock.". 


TITLE  DC— MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC.  901.  OBLIGATIONS  AND  EXPENDITURES  SU'B- 
JECT  TO  APPROPRIATIONS. 

No  provision  or  amendments  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  make  funds  available 
for  obligation  or  expenditure  for  any  purpose 
except  to  the  extent  provided  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acts. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Studds 

Amendment  No.  50:  Page  115.  strike  line  5 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  3  on  page 
117  and  insert  the  following: 

(n)  A.mendments  to  Coastal  Zone  Act  Re- 
AUTHORiZA'noN  Amend.ments  OF  1990.— Sec- 
tion 6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthor- 
ization Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  1451 
note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1)— 

(A)  by  inserting  ••(A)"  after  '•Program  de- 
velopment.—": and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■■(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 

approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 
agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
U.S.C.  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  State's  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram."; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1).  by  striking  'to  protect 
coastal  waters  generally"  and  inserting  '■to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (bK3)— 

{A)  by  striking  ■'The  implementation"  and 
inserting  "A  schedule  for  the  implementa- 
tion"; and 

(B)  by  inserting  '•.  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years."  after  'from  time  to 
time": 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

••(7)  Identification  of  priority  areas.— A 
prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
which  management  measures  will  be  imple- 
mented."; 

(5>  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

••(5)  Conditional  approval.— The  Sec- 
retary and  Administrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  State's  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply"; 

(6)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  ".  1993. 
and  1994"  and  inserting  ••through  2000";  and 

(7)  in  subsection  (h)(2)(B)(iv)  by  striking 
•fiscal  year  1995"  and  inserting  'each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Tate 

Amendment  No.   51;   Insert  the  following 
new  section  into  H.R.  961: 
SEC.     .  FEDERAL  POWER  ACT  PART  I  PROJECTS. 

Section  511(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  .^ct  (33  U.S.C.  §1371)  is  amended 
by  adding  after  ••subject  to  section  10  of  the 
.■\ct  of  March  3.  1899."  the  following,  and  by 
renumbering  the  remaining  paragraph  ac- 
cordingly: 

••(3)  applying  to  hydropower  projects  with- 
in   the   jurisdiction    of   the    Federal    Energy 


Regulatory  Commission  or  its  successors 
under  the  authority  of  Part  I  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  §791  et  seq.);  except 
that  State  water  quality  agencies  may  sub- 
mit recommendations  pursuant  to  this  Act 
to  the  Commission  as  to  those  projects  and 
the  Commission  shall  consider  those  rec- 
ommendations along  with  other  agency  rec- 
ommendations under  the  comprehensive  pub- 
lic interest  licensing  standard  set  out  in  .sec- 
tion 10(ai  of  the  Federal  Power  .Act  (16  U.S.C. 
§803(a));^'. 

H  R  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 
Amendment  No.  52:  Page  35.  after  line  23. 
insert  the  following: 

■•(2)  Limitation.— The  Administrator  or  a 
State  may  extend  the  deadline  for  point 
source  compliance  and  encourage  the  devel- 
opment and  use  of  an  innovative  pollution 
prevention  technology  under  paragraph  d) 
only  if  the  technology,  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible,  is  produced  in  the  United  States. 
Page  35.  line  24.  strike  •(2)"  and  insert 
(3)". 

Page   35.    line   7.   strike   "(3)"   and   insert 
(4)". 

Page  35.  line  18.  strike  "(4)"  and  insert 
■■(5)". 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 
.■\mknd.ment  No.  53:  Page  216.  line  12.  strike 
■■,521"  and  insert   '522  ". 

Page  217.  line  7,  strike  •521"  and  insert 
■•.522" 

Page  219.  after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  512.  AMERICAN-MADE  EQUIP.MENT  AND 
PRODUCTS. 
Title  V  (33  use.  1361-1377)  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  before  section  522.  as 
redesignated  by  section  510  of  this  Act.  the 
following- 

-SEC.     521.    AMERICAN-MADE     EQUIPME.NT    AND 
PRODUCTS. 

■■(a)  Puhcha.se  of  American-Made  Equip- 
ment and  Products.— It  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that,  to  the  greatest  extent  prac- 
ticable, all  equipment  and  products  pur- 
chased with  funds  made  available  under  this 
.Act  should  be  American-made. 

■■(bi  Notice  to  Recipients  of  Assist- 
ance.—In  providing  financial  assistance 
under  this  .Act.  the  Administrator,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  shall  provide  to 
each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a  notice  de- 
scribing the  sense  of  Congress  expressed  by 
subsection  (a)." 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By:  Mr  Visclosky 

Amendmk.nt  No.  54:  Page  82.  after  line  21. 
insert  the  following: 

(ci  National  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund.— 
Section  309  (33  U.S.C.  1319)  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■  (i)  National  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund.— 


•■(li  Estahi.ishment— There  is  established 
in  the  Treasury  a  National  Clean  Water 
Trust  Fund  (hereinafter  in  this  subsection 
referred  to  as  the  Fund')  consisting  of 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Fund  under  para- 
graph (2)  and  amounts  credited  to  the  Fund 
under  paragraph  (3). 

•■(2)  Transfer  of  amounts.— For  fiscal 
year  1996.  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transfer,  to 
the  extent  provided  in  advance  in  appropria- 
tions Acts,  to  the  fund  an  amount  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  be  equal  to  the 
total  amount  deposited  in  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
from  fines,  penalties,  and  other  moneys  ob- 
tained through  enforcement  actions  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  this  section  and  section 
505(a)(li.  including  moneys  obtained  under 
consent  decrees  and  excluding  any  amounts 
ordered  to  be  used  to  carry  out  mitigation 
projects  under  this  section  or  section  505(a). 
as  the  case  may  be. 

■•(3i  Investment  of  amounts— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  invest  in  inter- 
est-bearing obligations  of  the  United  States 
such  portion  of  the  Fund  as  is  not.  in  the 
Secretary's  judgment,  required  to  meet  cur- 
rent withdrawals.  Such  obligations  shall  be 
acquired  and  ,sold  and  interest  on.  and  the 
proceeds  from  the  .sale  or  redemption  of. 
such  obligations  shall  be  credited  to  the 
Fund  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
section  9602  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986. 

••(4)  Use  of  amounts  for  remedial 
projects —Amounts  in  the  Fund  shall  be 
available,  as  provided  in  appropriations  Acts, 
to  the  Administrator  to  carry  out  projects  to 
restore  and  recover  waters  of  the  United 
States  from  damages  resulting  from  viola- 
tions of  this  Act  which  are  subject  to  en- 
forcement actions  under  this  section  and 
similar  damages  resulting  from  the  dis- 
charge of  pollutants  into  the  waters  of  the 
United  States. 

•■(5)  Selection  of  projects.— 

••(A)  Priority'. —In  selecting  projects  to 
carry  out  under  this  subsection,  the  .Admin- 
istrator shall  give  priority  to  a  project  to  re- 
store and  recover  waters  of  the  United 
States  from  damages  described  in  paragraph 
(4).  It  an  eniorcement  action  conaucted  pur- 
suant to  this  section  or  section  505(a)(1) 
against  such  violation,  or  another  violation 
in  the  same  administrative  region  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency  as  such  vio- 
lation, resulted  in  amounts  being  deposited 
in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

••(B)  Consultation  with  states— In  se- 
lecting projects  to  carry  out  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Administrator  shall  consult  with 
States  in  which  the  Administrator  is  consid- 
ering carrying  out  a  project. 

""(C)  Allocation  of  amounts— In  deter- 
mining an  amount  to  allocate  to  carry  out  a 
project  to  restore  and  recover  waters  of  the 
United  States  from  damages  described  in 
paragraph  (4),  the  Administrator  shall,  in 
the  case  of  a  priority  project  under  subpara- 
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graph  (A),  take  into  account  the  total 
amount  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  as  a  result  of  enforcement  actions 
conducted  with  respect  to  such  violation 
pursuant  to  this  section  or  section  S05<aHl). 

"(6)  Impleme.ntation  — The  Administrator 
may  carry  out  a  project  under  this  sub- 
section either  directly  or  by  making  grants 
to,  or  entering  into  contracts  with,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  or  any  other  public  or 
private  entity. 

"(7)  Report  to  congress —Not  later  than  1 
year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  and  every  2  years  thereafter,  the 
Administrator  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a 
report  on  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section.", 

(d)  Use  of  Civil  Penalties  for  Mitication 
Projects  — 

(1)  In  general— Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C 
1319(d))  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
second  sentence  the  following:  "The  court 
may.  in  the  court's  discretion,  order  that  a 
civil  penalty  be  used  for  carrying  out  mitiga- 
tion projects  which  are  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  and  which  enhance  the 
public  health  or  environment". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
505<a)  (33  U.S.C.  1365(a))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
last  sentence  the  following:  '.  including  or- 
dering the  use  of  a  civil  penalty  for  carrying 
out  mitigation  projects  in  accordance  with 
section  309(d)". 

H  R  961 

Offered  By;  Mr  Wyden 

Amendment  No.  55:  Page  251.  after  line  2. 
insert  the  following: 

"(C)  Prevention  of  reduction  in  fair 
market  value  of  private  homes— No  com- 
pensation shall  be  made  under  this  section 
with  respect  to  an  agency  action  that  pre- 
vents or  restricts  any  activity  that  is  likely 
to  result  in  a  total  reduction  in  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  of  one  or  more  private  homes  of 
$10,000  or  more. 

Page  315.  after  line  15.  insert  the  following: 

"(K)    Private    home— The    term     private 

home'  means  any  owner  occupied  dwelling, 

including  any  multi-family  dwelling  and  any 

condominium. 

Page  315.  line  16.  strike  "(K)"  and  insert 
"(L)". 

Page  315,  line  19.  strike  "(L)"  and  insert 
""(Mi- 
Page  315.  line  21.  strike  "(M)  "  and  insert 
"(N)". 

Page  316.  line  14.  strike  "(N)"  and  insert 
"(O)". 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska 

Amendment  No.  56;  On  page  72.  after  line 
10.  insert  the  following: 

"(e)  Secondary  Treatment  Standards,— 
Subsection  301(h)  (33  U.S.C.  1311(h))  is 
amended  by  striking  "of  the  biological  oxy- 
gen demanding  material  and' ". 
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INTRODUCING  THE  PENSION 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1995 

HON.  JLM  SAXrON 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr  SAXTQN  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  here  to 
speak  to  you  this  morning  because  S3-5  tnlhon 
in  private  pension  funds  are  at  risk.  Why''  Be- 
cause the  Clinton  administration  has  targeted 
private  pension  (unds  as  a  new  way  to  finance 
their  liberal  social  spending  agenda. 

Faced  with  an  angry  revolt  of  voters,  fed  up 
with  an  oversized  and  ovenntrusive  Federal 
Government,  Clinton's  advisers  devised  a  be- 
hind the  scenes,  incremental  strategy  to 
achieve  Clinton's  pension  grab. 

The  overall  strategy  came  from  a  campaign 
document  called.  A  National  Economic  Strat- 
egy calling  for  an  S80  billion  investment  in  an 
array  of  social  projects  that  will  be  leveraged 
with  public  and  pnvate  pensions. 

President  Clinton  and  his  Department  of 
Labor  are  trying  to  use  private  pensions  to 
fund  social  investments.  These  social  invest- 
ments include:  Public  housing,  infrastructure, 
and  pork-barrel  projects.  The  administration 
has  dubbed  these  social  projects  economically 
targeted  investments  or  ETl's,  but  i  prefer  to 
call  them  PTi's  or  politically  targeted  invest- 
ments. 

Stage  2  m  Clinton's  great  pension  grab 
came  in  June  1994.  when  Labor  Secretary 
Rotjert  Reich  issued  an  interpretive  bulletin 
which  defined  ETl's  m  a  way  that  makes  them 
seem  consistent  with  the  Employee  Retire- 
ment Income  Security  Act,  or  ERISA  This  law 
was  specifically  designed  to  ensure  the  safety 
of  America's  private  pension  funds.  The 
strength  and  force  of  this  law  has  now  been 
undermined. 

Stage  3  m  Clinton's  pension-fund  gi-ab  was 
the  establishment  of  a  clearinghouse  intended 
to  showcase  ETI  investments  and  give  them 
the  Federal  Government's  seal  of  approval. 
The  Clinton  Labor  Department,  without  con- 
gressional authonzation  I  note,  has  already 
contracted  to  spend  S1.2  million  to  get  the 
cleannghouse  up  and  running. 

Stage  4  is  now  m  the  pro<;ess  of  unfolding. 
As  members  of  the  press  know,  it  has  been 
widely  reported  that  the  President  will  likely 
nominate  Assistant  Treasury  Secretary  Alicia 
Munnell  to  be  the  next  Governor  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board.  Not  long  ago,  Munnell 
proposed  a  15-percent  Federal  tax  on  private 
pension  funds  to  help  finance  the  Federal 
Government's  liberal  spending  habits.  Once 
planted  at  the  Fed.  not  only  will  Munnell  be 
completely  outside  of  the  reach  of  Congress, 
she  will  also  be  strategically  situated  to  help 
the  administration  execute  its  grab  for  pnvate 
pensions. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  targeting  private 
pension  fund  investments  is  a  radical  and  dan- 


gerous idea.  ETl's  violate  the  clear  mandate  of 
ERISA  that  a  pension  fund  manager  must  give 
complete  and  undivided  loyalty  to  the  pension 
beneficianes.  Let  me  quote  directly  from 
ERISA:  a  pension  fund  manager  must  "dis- 
charge his  duties  with  respect  to  a  plan  solely 
in  the  interest  of  the  participants  and  bene- 
ficianes and  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  (0 
providing  benefits  to  participants  and  their 
beneficianes;  and  (n)  defraying  reasonable  ex- 
penses of  administering  the  plan." 

Besides  ETl's  obvious  conflict  with  ERISA, 
the  best  economic  research  indicates  that 
pension  funds  that  target  social  investments 
produce  yi6lds  well  below  market  averages. 
For  instance,  a  1983  study  by  none  other  than 
Alicia  Munnell  found  that  public  pension  funds 
that  targeted  social  investments  had  assets 
that  were  significantly  riskier,  less  liquid,  and 
earned  lower  yields.  Also,  a  1993  study  by 
Roberta  Romano  of  Yale  Law  School  con- 
cluded that  the  greater  the  political  influence 
on  the  investment  decision,  the  lower  the  cor- 
responding return.  And,  a  1994  University  of 
Pennsylvania  study  by  Olivia  Mitchell  deter- 
mined that  public  pension  funds  required  to 
make  a  certain  portion  of  m-State  investments 
generated  lower  investment  returns. 

In  light  of  the  empirical  research  on  ETl's 
and  given  their  dubious  legal  standing,  stage 
five  and  beyond  in  the  great  pension  fund 
grab  becomes  easy  to  predict  The  President 
and  his  administration  will  seek  ways  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  offer  subsidies,  guar- 
antees, and  other  imaginative  techniques  to 
shield  pension  trustees  from  blame  when  ETI 
investing  pension  funds  get  into  trouble. 

Richard  Ferlauto  of  the  Center  for  Policy  Al- 
ternatives gives  us  a  clue  to  their  plans:  "ETI 
programs  must  be  enhanced  through  the  de- 
velopment and  use  of  appropriate  nsk  reduc- 
tion mechanisms  Examples  include  state- 
funded  loan  guarantee  programs,  state  or  pri- 
vate insurance  pools,  and  insurance 
premiums  .  .  ." 

This  means  taxpayers  will  be  put  at  risk  as 
well. 

The  ultimate  objective  would  be  to  imple- 
ment a  social-responsibility  requirement  for 
private  pension  funds  similar  to  the  one  now 
being  imposed  on  banks — an  ETI  quota  for 
every  private  pension  fund.  One  need  only 
refer  to  the  ETI  quota  bill  introduced  on  Fet>- 
ruary  24,  1995,  m  California  to  realize  the  fx> 
tential  damage  to  the  pension  community. 

What  would  a  5-percent  quota  mean  if  en- 
forced at  the  national  leveP  In  1993,  total  pn- 
vate pension  fund  assets  in  the  United  States 
amounted  to  S3. 5  trillion.  A  5-percent  ETI 
quota  would  mean  that  the  Government  would 
suddenly  have  at  its  command  a  whopping 
Si  75  billion  with  which  to  enact  the  liberal  so- 
cial agenda.  More  insidiously  still,  a  quota  of 
even  this  magnitude  would  mean  that  politi- 
cians had  succeeded  m  conscripting  private 
pension  funds  into  the  compulsory  economic 
service  of  the  U.S.  Government. 


What  Secretary  Reich  would  make  permis- 
sible today,  will  become  compulsory  tomorrow. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  bill  that  will  pro- 
tect the  36  million  private  pension  participants 
from  President  Clinton's  pension  fund  grab. 
My  bill,  the  Pension  Protection  Act  of  1995, 
will  not  alter  the  fiduciary  duties  laid  out  in 
ERISA  Instead,  my  bill  will  simply  reiterate 
that  the  act  means  what  it  says,  no  more,  or 
less. 

ERISA  couldn't  be  clearer.  Trustees  may 
not  invest  in  ETl's  because  by  definition  ETl's 
seek  to  benefit  someone  other  than  solely  the 
participants  and  beneficianes  of  the  pension 
plan;  and  ETl's  pursue  an  objective  other  than 
exclusively  the  interest  of  the  plan's  partici- 
pants and  beneficianes. 

My  bill  removes  any  uncertainly  by  making 
it  unambiguously  clear  that  solely  means  sole- 
ly not  primarily  or  even  overwhelmingly;  and 
my  bill  makes  it  unambiguously  clear  that  ex- 
clusively means  exclusively  not  almost  only  or 
even  just  about  completely.  Exactly  what  parts 
of  solely  and  exclusively  doesn't  the  Clinton 
Labor  Department  understand'' 

My  bill  also  will  prohibit  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment from  guaranteeing,  subsidizing,  or  en- 
couraging social  investments.  And,  it  will  put 
an  end  to  the  clearinghouse. 

The  security  of  our  pension  funds  is  no 
small  issue.  Every  American  who  plans  on  re- 
tiring someday  should  be  very  concerned 
about  what  the  Clinton  administration  is  up  to. 
I  believe  that  if  we  act  quickly,  we  can  ensure 
that  everyone  working  today  can  rest  easier  if 
my  bill  to  protect  their  pensions  is  passed. 


FUNDING  FOR         THE  INTER- 

NATIONAL MILITARY  EDUCATION 
AND  TRAINING  [IMET)  PROGRAM 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OK  INDl.«i.N.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  .May  9,  1995 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  will  be  consider- 
ing the  American  Overseas  Interests  Act  of 
1995,  authorizing  foreign  assistance  programs 
for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997,  this  week. 

The  International  Military  Education  and 
Training  [IMET]  Program  will  be  among  those 
authorized  in  this  legislation.  The  administra- 
tion considers  IMET  a  cost-effective  and  cnti- 
cally  important  program  in  advancing  the  U.S. 
interest  in  enhancing  allies'  defense  profes- 
sionalism and  promoting  professional  militaries 
under  civilian  control.  Accordingly.  Under  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Slocombe  has  written  to  me. 
urging  full  funding  of  the  administration's  $39.8 
million  request  for  IMET  (or  each  fiscal  year. 
The  letter  follows: 
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The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Washington,  DC.  May  5.  199.S. 
Hon.  Lee  H.^milton. 

Ranking  Democratic  Member.  Committee  on 
International  Relations.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Hamilton:  I  ask  your  support  for 
full  fundinK'  of  the  Administration's  FY96 
budget  request  for  the  critically  important 
International  Military  Education  and  Train- 
in^r  (IMETi  program. 

I  am  sensitive  to  the  austere  budget  envi- 
ronment, but  believe  that  less  than  full  fund- 
ing will  make  it  virtually  impossible  to  con- 
duct a  viable  worldwide  LMET  program  re- 
sponsive to  the  changing  international  situa- 
tion. Our  modest,  but  essential.  $39. 8M  re- 
quest will  request  will  reach  more  than  3. ,500 
personnel  from  over  100  countries.  It  will  en- 
hance friends  and  allies'  defense  profes- 
sionalism, strengthen  their  own  training  ca- 
pabilities, and  give  us  access  and  influence. 
The  IMET  program  directly  supports  the 
United  States'  National  Security  and  Na- 
tional Military  Strategies.  Our  regional 
Commanders  in  Chief  forcefully  and  repeat- 
edly emphasize  the  program's  centrality  to 
the  success  of  their  regional  security  strate- 
gies. 

While  the  FY96  request  may  appear  to  be  a 
significant  expansion  of  the  program,  in  re- 
ality it  would  simply  return  IMET  closer  to 
traditional  funding  levels.  From  FY88 
through  FY93,  annual  IMET  appropriations 
ranged  from  J47.4M  to  $42.5M.  Then,  in  FY94, 
funding  was  precipitously  cut  in  half,  to 
J2I.25M.  with  only  a  modest  recovery  to 
$25. 5M  in  FY95. 

Implementing  the  IMET  program  within 
dramatically  lower  funding  levels  of  the  past 
two  years  has  been  very  difficult.  Since 
FY91.  our  overriding  national  interest  in  the 
promotion  and  expansion  of  democracy 
around  the  world  has  required  us  to  initiate 
IMET  programs  with  28  new  and  emerging 
democracies,  primarily  in  Central  Europe 
and  the  Newly  Independent  States.  FY94-95 
funding  levels  compelled  us  to  curtail  these 
new  programs'  growth,  eliminate  some  tradi- 
tional programs,  and  slash  many  more,  par- 
ticularly in  Latin  America.  Asia,  and  Africa. 
Moreover,  inilation  and  a  smaller  pool  of 
U.S.  students  have  significantly  increased 
training  costs  for  foreign  students,  reducing 
each  IMET  dollar's  purchasing  power.  For 
example,  the  Army  War  College  now  costs 
$14,498  per  student,  vice  $11,429  in  FY93. 

WTiile  we  seek  to  return  close  to.  though 
still  below,  the  FY93  funding  level,  it  is  im- 
portant to  understand  we  are  not  simply  re- 
turning to  the  earlier  program  Important, 
positive  changes  have  been  made  to  the  pro- 
gram's content  and  focus  over  the  past  two 
years.  IMET  has  been  tightly  focused  on  pro- 
fessional military  education  and  Expanded 
IMET  (E-IMET).  High  cost  education,  such 
as  pilot  training,  has  been  eliminated.  The 
technical  training  that  is  still  supported  is 
focused  on  "training  the  trainer"  so  that 
countries  can  assume  more  responsibility  for 
their  own  equipment-oriented  instruction 
Proposed  FY96  funding  for  new  democracies 
is  160  percent  higher  than  in  FY93.  while 
funding  for  traditional  programs  is  25  per- 
cent less. 

If  we  are  to  build  upon  our  investments  in 
the  new  and  emerging  democracies,  maintain 
support  for  countries  important  to  Middle 
East  peace,  and  restore  some  of  the  funding 
for  other  traditional  programs  important  to 
our  regional  strategies,  the  FY96  IMET  re- 
quest needs  to  be  fully  funded.  For  the  De- 
fense Department,  IMET  is  critically  impor- 
tant. I  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  these  is- 


sues with  you,  and  greatly  appreciate  your  Ecuador.  The  wort<  of  these  outstanding  Calt- 

support  for  this  important  program.  fornians  reminds  each  of  us  the  value  of  self- 

Sincerely  yours,          „     _  „,        .  less  service.  I  am  pleased  to  recognize  them 

Walter  B.  Slocombe.  ,^3^  ,^  ,^g  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD. 


HONORING  DR.  ED  WAYBURN 


HON.  NANCY  PELOSI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  the  achievements  of  Dr.  Edgar 
Wayburn  and  to  congratulate  him  on  receiving 
the  1995  Albert  Schweitzer  Prize  for  Humam- 
tananism.  In  his  illustnous  career.  Ed  has 
achieved  distinction  as  a  physician,  environ- 
mentalist, and  humanitanan.  He  is  a  worthy 
recipient  of  this  award  and  I  join  his  friends 
and  colleagues  m  congratulating  him. 

Many  people  have  described  Ed  as  the 
present  day  incarnation  of  John  Muir.  This  is 
not  only  an  accurate  description,  but  one 
which  complements  the  legacy  of  Mr.  Muir 
himself.  During  his  50  years  of  service  with 
the  Sierra  Club,  Ed  was  responsible  for  over 
103  million  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  United 
States  being  designated  as  protected  areas. 
These  lands  included  portions  of  the  Redwood 
National  Park,  the  Golden  Gate/Point  Reyes 
region,  and  vast  tracts  in  Alaska.  Their  pro- 
tected status  IS  a  tnbute  to  Ed's  tireless  en- 
ergy and  his  lifetime  commitment  to  the  pres- 
ervation of  our  Nation's  wild  lands. 

On  behalf  of  the  millions  of  Amencans  who 
seek  respite  in  these  natural  sanctuanes,  I  sa- 
lute you  Ed  and  wish  you  and  Peggy  the  best 
in  the  years  to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MEDICAL  GROUP 
MISSIONS 


HON.  BILL  BAKER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
cently a  physician  from  my  distnct.  Dr.  Neil 
Wilson  of  Onnda,  traveled  to  Ecuador  for  2 
weeks  to  help  Indians  in  three  Andean  vil- 
lages. He  went  with  a  group  called  Medical 
Group  Missions,  a  nondenominational  associa- 
tion designed  to  provide  assistance  to  needy 
people  woridwide. 

The  trip  was  put  together  by  nurse  Diana 
Bennett,  with  whom  Dr.  Wilson  had  served  on 
the  staff  of  Mt.  Diablo  Hospital. 

As  related  by  Dorothy  Bowen  in  an  article  m 
The  Contra  Costa  Sun,"  Dr.  Wilson  m  1993 
journeyed  to  Zimbabwe,  treating  AIDS  pa- 
tients, living  in  cement  block  houses  and  work- 
ing with  senous  ill  patients. 

This  year  he  traveled  to  South  America.  In 
descnbing  his  trip  to  Ecuador,  Dr.  Wilson  said: 

We  represent  Jesus  and  His  teaching  and 
also  our  country  *  *  *.  The  greatest  gift  was 
from  them  to  us.  They  are  beautiful  people 
who  have  the  courage  to  carry  on  day  after 
day.  It's  hard  to  complain  about  my  life 
after  I  get  home. 

It's  an  honor  for  me  to  recognize  Dr.  Wilson, 
Diana  Bennett  and  the  team  that  traveled  to 


KILDEE  HONORS  VFW  POST  NO. 
4087 


HON.  D.ALE  L  KILDEE 

OK  .MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  P,  1995 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  for 
me  to  nse  before  you  today  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  Post  No  4087. 
VFW  Post  No.  4087  celebrated  its  50th  anni- 
versary on  April  29,  1995  at  their  beautiful  fa- 
cility that  IS  located  in  my  district  in  Davison, 
Ml. 

VFW  Post  No.  4087  boasts  one  of  the  larg- 
est memberships  m  the  State  of  Michigan, 
with  over  1300  members.  The  officers  and 
members  of  VFW  Post  No.  4087  are  known 
throughout  the  community  for  their  chantabie 
work  on  behalf  of  children.  VFW  Post  No 
4087  IS  a  major  supporter  of  the  VFW  National 
Home,  which  has  provided  care  to  the  children 
and  grandchildren  of  America's  veterans  since 
1925.  VFW  Post  No,  4087  has  also  been  an 
active  supporter  of  Little  League  Baseball  in 
our  community,  helping  to  provide  equipment 
and  uniforms  so  that  young  people  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  play  baseball  VFW  Post 
No.  4087  has  also  been  an  energetic  sup- 
porter of  the  Boy  Scouts  of  Amenca,  playing 
host  to  a  local  Boy  Scout  troop 

VFW  Post  No  4087  has  played  a  key  role 
in  providing  much  needed  medical  equipment 
to  residents  of  the  community.  The  generosity 
of  the  members  of  Post  No  4087  have  as- 
sured wheelchairs  and  hospital  t>eds  for  those 
who  might  have  otherwise  gone  without  these 
essential  items.  Members  of  VFW  Post  No. 
4087  frequently  contnbute  their  time,  and  trav- 
el many  miles,  to  the  nearest  Veterans  Hos- 
pital. The  visits  have  helped  to  cheer  and 
comfort  these  veterans  who  are  sick  and  in- 
firm. Many  times  through  the  years  the  Color 
Guards  and  the  Firing  Squad  of  Post  No  4087 
have  participated  in  events  honoring  our  coun- 
try. Their  reputation  precedes  them.  This  has 
resulted  in  many  invitations  to  attend  parades 
and  vanous  functions  in  other  communities, 
adding  a  touch  of  class  and  dignity  to  what- 
ever event  they  might  attend 

Mr  Speaker.  VFW  Post  No.  4087  has  pn> 
vided  a  dignified  home  to  the  bronze  plaques 
that  honor  those  m  our  area  who  served  in 
Worid  War  II.  The  plagues  were  formerty 
housed  in  the  Industnal  Mutual  Association 
Auditorium  but  needed  new  home  when  that 
auditorium  was  discontinued  1  am  particulariy 
pleased  to  read  on  these  plaques  the  name  of 
my  brother,  Kenneth  Kildee,  who  served  our 
country  in  both  Worid  War  II  and  the  Korean 
War. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great  pnde  that  I 
stand  Isefore  you  today,  asking  you  and  my 
fellow  Memtjers  of  Congress  to  honor  the  Vet- 
erans of  Foreign  Wars  Post  No.  4087  For  50 
years  they  have  stood  firmly  to  their  commit- 
ment to  this  Nation.  Their  dedication  to  pro- 
tecting and  promoting  the  enhancement  ot  the 
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human  dignity  of  all  Amencans  serves  as  in- 
spiration to  the  entire  community. 


50TH  ANNIVERSARY  MANHASSET 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YOFIK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  my  constituents  and  the  residents 
of  Manhasset  as  the  Manhasset  Public  Library 
celebrates  its  50th  anniversary.  With  an  in- 
tense community  spirit  and  desire  to  develop 
neighborhood-related  services,  the  residents 
of  Manhasset  initiated  a  program  m  May  1945 
that  would  provide  the  community  with  library 
services  for  half  a  century. 

Organized  by  the  local  branch  of  the  Amer- 
ican Association  of  University  Women,  the 
Manhasset  Library  came  into  being  m  a  small 
rented  store  with  an  initial  collection  of  i  ,500 
volumes.  Its  first  director  was  Ruth  Coweil, 
who  served  m  that  capacity  until  1972.  Re- 
sponding to  the  growth  of  the  community  and 
the  increasing  demand  tor  more  materials,  the 
library  grew  and  a  new  facility  was  constructed 
to  house  Its  every-growing  matenals  and  serv- 
ices. Ten  short  years  later,  the  library  contin- 
ued its  expansion  and  a  new  children's  room 
was  added.  Shortly,  thereafter,  the  Manhasset 
Public  Library  joined  the  54  member  Nassau 
Library  System.  In  1972,  Elaine  Seaton  as- 
sumed the  position  of  library  director.  It  was 
dunng  her  tenure  that  the  library's  Sunday 
program  was  developed  and  the  Friends  of 
the  Library  was  organized.  In  1983,  with  Sylvia 
Levlne  serving  as  the  director,  the  children's 
room  was  enlarged  and  the  community  room 
created.  Dunng  the  past  8  years,  under  the 
leadership  of  Marian  Robertson,  the  library 
has  witnessed  a  rapid  growth  m  the  expansion 
of  computerized  services,  audio-visuai  nidie- 
nals,  business  and  general  reference  services. 

As  the  Manhasset  community  looks  forward 
to  an  additional  50  years  of  outstanding  library 
service,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  |oin  with  me  in 
applauding  its  eflorts  to  help  create  and  main- 
tain a  truly  exceptional  community. 


BELARUS  ON  THE  EVE  OF 
ELECTIONS 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Sunday,  May  14,  Belarus  will  bie  holding  its 
first  pariiamentary  elections  since  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  Soviet  Union  in  1991.  Some  2,400 
registered  candidates  are  running  for  240 
seats.  Concerns  have  been  raised  about  ac- 
tions of  the  Belarusian  Government  dunng  the 
pfe-election  period.  These  concerns  center  pn- 
manly  on  restrictions  on  the  press  and  the  as- 
sault last  month  on  19  parliamentanans  con- 
ducting a  hunger  stnke  in  the  parliamentary 
chambers.  Nearly  100  paratroopers,  armed 
with  submachine  guns  or  weanng  black  masks 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

entered  the  parliament,  accosted  the  par- 
liamentanans, beat  them  and  dragged  them 
into  the  street.  The  parliamentanans  were  pro- 
testing President  Alyaksandr  Lukashenka's  ini- 
tiative to  hold  a  referendum  that  they  felt 
would  violate  the  Belarusian  Constitution. 

Restrictions  on  the  press  in  Belarus,  Mr. 
Speaker,  also  appear  to  be  growing.  On  April 
25,  President  Lukashenka  fired  the  editor  of  a 
youth  newspaper— the  fourth  editor  of  a  na- 
tionwide newspaper  he  has  fired  since  the 
Presidential  election  last  July.  Earlier,  on 
March  17,  Lukashenka  dismissed  the  editor  of 
the  Belarusian  parliament's  daily  Narodnaja 
Hazeta,  for  publishing  a  letter  cnticizing  the 
President's  pro-Russian  policies.  Cntics  are 
understandably  distressed  about  this  and 
other  attempts  to  reign  in  the  more  independ- 
ent voices  within  the  state-subsidized  press, 
especially  since  the  independent  press  re- 
mains relatively  weak.  In  addition,  according  to 
the  newspaper  Segodnya,  the  Belarusian 
media  have  refrained  from  reporting  on  the 
election  campaign  so  as  not  to  anger  the 
President. 

Mr  Speaker,  until  recent  months,  Belarus 
appeared  to  be  making  slow  but  steady 
progress  on  human  rights  and  democracy. 
Last  year.  Belarus  held  presidential  elections 
that  were  generally  free  and  fair,  and  Mr. 
Lukashenka  defeated  an  entrenched  incum- 
bent by  a  large  and  unexpected  margin.  I 
have  become  increasingly  concerned,  though, 
about  the  apparent  backsliding  in  the  demo- 
cratic process  in  this  strategic  country  on  the 
eve  of  parliamentary  elections.  It  would  be  un- 
fortunate if  Mr  Lukashenka  should  turn 
around  and  use  pressure  tactics  to  hinder  free 
and  fair  elections  to  the  legislative  branch.  As 
Chairman  of  the  Helsinki  Commission,  I  urge 
the  Belarusian  Government  to  respect  its  inter- 
national human  rights  commitments,  but  most 
importantly,  respect  its  commitments  to  the 
people  of  Belarus  through  the  guarantee  of 
unhindered,  open  elections. 


May  9,  1995 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JESSE  J.  LEWIS, 
JR. 


HON.  EARL  F.  HILLIARD 

OF  AL.^BAM.^ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  Jesse  J.  Lewis, 
Jr ,  was  a  graduate  of  Miles  College,  where  he 
obtained  a  bachelor  of  science  degree  in  busi- 
ness administration.  He  continued  his  concern 
for  education  throughout  his  life,  attending  nu- 
merous executive  continuing  education  pro- 
grams at  colleges  and  universities  around  the 
country. 

Mr.  Lewis  began  his  illustnous  advertising 
and  communications  career  in  1979  with 
Jesse  J  Lewis  and  Associates,  where  he  held 
several  important  positions.  Under  his  direc- 
tion, clients  won  numerous  prestigious  awards 
for  advertising,  including  a  Telly  which  is 
awarded  for  regional  and  local  television  ad- 
vertising His  unrelenting  dedication  and  lead- 
ership enabled  his  clients  to  grow  and  suc- 
ceed. 

In  addition  to  man<eting  and  communica- 
tions expertise,  Jesse  worked  extensively  m 


the  production  field.  He  was  chief  engineer  at 
the  New  London  Record  Studios,  where  he 
supervised  the  production  of  radio  spots,  jin- 
gles, and  custom  music  for  local  and  national 
clients. 

As  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors  for 
the  police  athletic  team,  the  Alabama  Ballet 
Theater  and  the  Magic  City  Art  Connection, 
Jesse  was  actively  involved  in  civic  and  social 
work  throughout  Alabama.  He  was  a  member 
of  the  National  Association  of  Marketing  De- 
velopers, the  Urban  League,  the  Birmingham 
Area  Musicians  Association,  and  the  Metro- 
politan Business  Association.  He  was  also 
chairman  of  special  projects  for  Toys  for  Tots, 
and  chairman  of  the  Birmingham  Crime  Com- 
mission. 

Jesse  passed  away  suddenly  due  to  a  tragic 
car  accident  on  February  26,  1995.  He  is  sur- 
vived by  his  loving  mother,  Helen;  his  devoted 
father,  Jesse  Lewis,  Sr.,  former  President  of 
Lawson  State  Community  College  and  Pub- 
lisher of  the  Birmingham  Times  newspaper, 
and  his  brother,  James  Lewis. 

Jesse  Lewis,  Jr.,  contributed  immeasurably 
to  the  communications  and  business  area  of 
the  African-American  community  of  Bir- 
mingham, as  well  as  to  the  constructive  rela- 
tionships with  diverse  business  entities  for  the 
State  of  Alabama.  Jesse  will  be  greatly  missed 
by  family  and  friends.  However,  the  legacy  he 
leaves  behind  shall  preserve  an  indelible  im- 
pression for  all  of  us  who  came  to  know  and 
love  him. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  RAYMOND 
CLARKE  ELLIS 


HON.  MICHAa  P.  FORBES 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
congratulate  Mr.  Raymond  Clarke  Ellis  of 
Setauket,  Long  Island,  NY  upon  his  retirement 
from  Phoenix  Home  Life  Mutual  Insurance  Co. 
on  May  15,  1995. 

Mr.  Ellis'  retirement  is  a  very  special  occa- 
sion. It  marks  the  conclusion  of  his  80  years 
of  service  to  the  Phoenix  Insurance  Co.  That's 
hght.  Eighty  years.  That's  a  remartcable 
amount  of  time  for  anybody  to  remain  em- 
ployed, especially  at  the  very  same  company. 

On  June  1,  1915,  Mr.  Ellis  joined  what  was 
then  called  the  Home  Life  Insurance  Co.  as  an 
office  staff  person.  He  spent  7  years  as  a  field 
underwriter  and  then  became  an  assistant  su- 
pervisor of  agencies.  In  1928 — 1  year  before 
the  Great  Depression — Mr.  Ellis  was  named 
head  of  the  New  YorV  City  agency.  And  Mr. 
Ellis  has  been  producing  business  for  the 
company  ever  since. 

Raymond  Ellis  still  commutes  on  the  Long 
Island  Railroad  from  his  home  in  beautiful 
Setauket,  Long  Island  to  New  York  City.  An 
avid  swimmer  and  accomplished  handball 
player,  I'm  sure  that  Mr.  Ellis  could  continue 
this  commute  for  at  least  another  25  years. 

Mr.  Ellis  IS  also  an  active  member  of  his 
community,  serving  in  several  charitable  orga- 
nizations, including  the  Fraternity  of  the  Ma- 
sons which  he  joined  in  1919.  As  a  community 
leader,  Mr.  Ellis  has  proven  that  the  strongest 
people  are  those  who  serve  others. 
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Raymond  Ellis  is  certainly  a  model  of  hard 
work  and  dedication.  I'm  confident  that  if  we 
all  reflected  upon  the  contributions  that  Mr. 
Ellis  has  already  given,  we  would  all  be  in- 
spired to  try  a  little  harder  and  give  a  little 
more.  He  truly  is  an  exemplary  role  model. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  of  Long  Island,  I 
congratulate  Mr.  Ellis  on  a  job  well  done.  We 
wish  him  the  best  of  luck  for  his  retirement. 


WELCOME  TO  OLIVL\  ALEXANDRA 
BECERRA 


HON.  XAVTER  BECERRA 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BECERRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
joy  that  I  Inform  my  colleagues  that  on  April 
25,  1995,  my  wife,  Carolina,  gave  birth  to 
Olivia  Alexandra,  our  second  daughter. 

Because  she  was  born  near  the  end  of  the 
Easter  district  work  period,  I  elected  to  remain 
in  Los  Angeles  during  the  week  of  May  1  to 
be  with  and  help  care  for  her  dunng  her  first 
week  home.  As  such,  I  missed  a  numtjer  of 
recorded  votes  when  the  House  met  on  May 
2.  I  would  have  voted  on  each  amendment 
and  bill: 

On  motion  to  instruct  conferees  on  H.R. 
1158,  Omnibus  Rescissions  and  Supplemental 
Appropriations  (rollcall  303)— Aye. 

On  final  passage  of  H.  Con.  Res.  53,  visit 
by  President  of  Taiwan  (rollcall  304) — Aye. 

On  final  passage  of  H.  Res.  135,  con- 
demnation of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  (roll- 
call 305)— Aye. 

Olver  amendment  to  H.R.  655,  Hydrogen 
Future  Act  (rollcall  306)— Aye. 

Brown  of  California  amendment  to  H  R  655 
(rollcall  307)— Aye. 


THE  SARAH  WEBER  HOME  INFU- 
SION CONSUMER  PROTECTION 
ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  SHERROD  BROWN 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I 
introduce  the  Sarah  Weber  Home  Infusion 
Consumer  Protection  Act  of  1995  in  honor  of 
Sarah  Weber,  a  young  girl  from  Ohio. 

Unfortunately,  many  of  the  most  vulnerable 
patients  who  depend  on  home  infusion  ther- 
apy are  currently  at  the  mercy  of  certain  un- 
scrupulous home  infusion  providers.  This  leg- 
islation will  ensure  that  patients  are  served 
more  appropriately  by  these  providers. 

Let  me  share  with  you  Sarah's  story.  Sarah 
was  a  happy  little  girl  from  Cleveland  Heights, 
OH,  who  suffered  from  cerebral  palsy  and  a 
rare  digestive  disorder  that  would  not  allow 
her  to  tolerate  food.  Given  her  condition,  she 
needed  to  be  fed  and  medicated  intra- 
venously. Wanting  to  stay  with  her  family  at 
home,  Sarah  received  this  treatment  with  her 
mother  as  her  nurse.  It  sounds  like  the  perfect 
situation.  Unfortunately  for  Sarah  and  her  fam- 
ily, it  was  not. 
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Instead,  Marie  was  plagued  by  bill  collectors 
once  her  $2  million  insurance  policy  ran  out. 
Sometimes,  the  wrong  medications  were  deliv- 
ered. Thankfully,  Mane  was  astute  enough  to 
recognize  the  mistake  and  resolve  the  situa- 
tion before  harm  could  be  done.  Sarah  was 
dropped  by  one  provider,  without  notice,  left 
hanging  by  a  thread  between  life  and  death, 
with  only  a  day's  worth  of  life  sustaining  sup- 
plies. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  examples  of  the 
lack  of  quality  standards  and  harmful  practices 
that  exist.  My  bill  will  require  home  infusion 
companies  to  be  licensed  according  to  quality 
standards  included  m  the  law  Further,  the  bill 
would  crack  down  on  fraud  in  the  industry  by 
extending  the  current  restnctions  on  physician 
referrals  to  companies  in  which  they  have  a  fi- 
nancial interest  to  home  infusion  companies 
and  all  payers. 

I  believe  this  bill  will  go  far  to  eliminate  the 
abuses  and  will  restore  families  faith  in  home 
infusion.  Many  senously  ill  patients  depend  on 
home  infusion  for  their  medication  or  nutnents 
In  many  cases,  the  available  technology  has 
enabled  them  to  remain  in  the  comfort  of  their 
own  homes  while  they  receive  treatment  Yet, 
what  good  is  treatment  at  home  if  it  is  of  ques- 
tionable quality?  We  must  ensure  that  the  care 
patients  receive  at  home  is  of  the  utmost  qual- 
ity and  that  the  patient's  physician  is  involved 
in  the  process. 

A  summary  of  the  bill  follows.  I  invite  all  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  cosponsonng  this  im- 
portant legislation. 

Summary  of  Sarah  Weber  Home  Infusion 
Consumer  Protection  act  of  1995 

1.  Licensure  Require  home  infusion  pro- 
viders to  be  licensed  according  to  the  stand- 
ards defined  in  the  bill. 

The  language  of  the  bill  requires  persons 
providing,  or  arranging  for  the  provision  of 
services,  to  hold  a  license.  In  this  context, 
persons  will  apply  to  individuals  or  compa- 
nies, whichever  applies. 

Further,  the  bill  defines  home  infusion 
broadly  to  encompass  all  types  of  home  Infu- 
sion providers. 

2.  Standards:  The  bill  would  require  provid- 
ers: to  maintain  clinical  records;  adhere  to 
written  protocols  and  policies:  make  services 
available  24  hours  a  day.  seven  days  a  week; 
coordinate  all  home  infusion  therapy  serv- 
ices with  the  patient's  physician;  conduct  a 
quality  assessment  and  assurance  program 
including  drug  regimen  and  review  and  co- 
ordination of  patient  care;  assure  that  only 
trained  (and  licensed  if  necessary  i  personnel 
provide  infusion  products  or  services;  assume 
responsibility  for  the  quality  of  services  pro- 
vided by  others  under  arrangements  with  the 
person;  establish  appropriate  protocols  and 
explain  protocols  clearly  to  patients  prior  to 
the  initiation  of  treatment  plan;  and.  meet 
other  requirements  which  the  Secretary  may 
determine  are  necessary  to  assure  the  safe 
and  effective  provision  of  home  infusion 
therapy  services. 

3  Authorizes  Funds  for  Start  up  Grants  to 
the  States:  The  bill  provides  for  the  author- 
ization of  funds  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
states  in  establishing  a  licensing  system.  It 
further  states  to  require  the  payment  of  a 
fee  for  the  processing  and  licensing  of  com- 
panies. 

4.  Restrictions  on  Referrals:  The  legisla- 
tion will  ban  physicians  from  referring  pa- 
tients to  home  infusion  providers  in  which 
they  have  a  financial  interest.  This  require- 
ment would  apply  to  all  payers. 
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5.  Enforcement:  The  bill  would  be  enforced 
via  civil  monet  .ry  penalties  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
but  not  to  exceed  $10,000.  The  Secretary  may 
also  file  an  action  to  enjoin  persons  from 
violating  the  Act. 

6.  Study:  The  bill  would  require  the  study 
of  the  feasibility  ^nd  economic  impact  of 
coverage  of  infusion  services  that  may  other- 
wise be  covered  in  a  hospital  setting. 


DR.  BARBARA  BARLOW,  A  GUARD- 
LAN  ANGEL  FOR  THE  CHILDREN 


HON.  CHARLES  B.  RANGR 

OK  .SEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT ATI\'^S 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr  RANGEL.  Mr  Speaker,  t  would  like  to 
bring  to  your  attention  and  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  here  m  the  house,  a  story 
about  a  very  dedicated  doctor  committed  to 
helping  save  the  lives  of  our  children  in  the 
Harlem  community  and  beyond. 

This  guardian  angel  of  which  I  speak  is  Dr. 
Barbara  Barlow,  chief  of  Pediatric  Surgery  at 
Harlem  Hospital  Center. 

Her  push  for  prevention  in  helping  keep  our 
children  on  the  playgrounds  and  out  of  emer- 
gency rooms,  was  depicted  recently  m  a  story 
in  Parade  Magazine,  Apni  i6.  1995 

I  am  proud  to  have  such  a  remarkable  arid 
devoted  individual  canng  for  the  children  in  the 
Harlem  community. 

Her  Push  for  Prevention  Keeps  Kids  Out 

OF  ER 

(By  Peter  Hellman) 

Dr.  Barbara  Barlow  still  recalls  the  4-year- 
old  boy  who  arrived  at  Harlem  Hospital  Cen- 
ter 20  years  ago.  soon  after  she  had  t>een  ap- 
pointed chief  of  pediatric  surgery.  "He  tum- 
bled head-first  out  a  fourth-floor  window 
while  his  mother  went  to  answer  the  phone," 
she  told  me.  "Multiple  fractures.  Brain  dead. 
An  only  child.  It  was  just  so  incredibly  sad  " 

Dr.  Barlow  was  then  treating  an  average  of 
one  dozen  children  annually  who'd  fallen 
from  windows.  "I  only  saw  kids  who  were 
still  breathing."  said  Barlow.  "Others  had 
been  taken  directly  to  the  morgue." 

Convinced  that  "prevention  is  better  than 
sewing  them  up."  Dr.  Barlow  decided  to  get 
involved.  She  knew  that  installing  inexpen- 
sive window  gates  would  remedy  the  problem 
and  that  a  new  law  required  New  York  City 
Landlords  to  install  the  guards  upon  request. 
But  compliance  was  spotty,  so  Barlow  put 
her  energy  into  a  campaign,  started  by  the 
city's  health  department,  called  "Children 
Can't  Fly."  Harlem  students  acted  our  dram- 
as about  window  falls.  They  were  sent  home 
from  hospital  clinics  with  window-guard  re- 
quest forms.  At  the  culmination  of  the  cam- 
paign. "Children  Can't  Fly  "  l>alloons  were 
tied  to  window  gates  all  over  Harlem. 

The  result?  Last  year.  Dr  Barlow  treated 
only  one  window-fall  victim 

If  window  falls  could  be  so  decisively  re- 
duced by  attacking  root  causes,  reasoned  Dr. 
Barlow,  why  not  also  the  other  kinds  of  trau- 
ma injuries  to  Harlem's  children?  Through 
the  mid-19808,  they  were  being  hurt  at  a  rate 
that  was  double  the  national  average.  Now. 
thanks  to  the  Injury  Prevention  Program 
that  Dr.  Barlow  established  in  1988,  admis- 
sions of  children  with  trauma  injuries  to 
Harlem  Hospital  have  been  reduced  by  44  per- 
cent. 
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Dr  Barlow  first  focused  on  Harlem's  dirty 
and  dangerous  playgrounds.  Emergency- 
roonn  data  showed  that  they  caused  many  in- 
juries. To  help  upgrade  the  playgrounds,  she 
persuaded  the  nonprofit  Robert  Wood  John- 
son Foundation  of  Princeton,  N.J..  to  pro- 
vide a  S240.000  grant.  (A  very  untraditional 
use  for  our  money  in  terms  of  health  care." 
admitted  Michael  Beachler.  a  program  offi- 
cer for  the  foundation  ) 

Though  she  was  outwardly  confident.  Dr. 
Barlow  remembers  "lying  awake  all  night 
and  thinking.  What  if  we  can't  get  anyone 
to  fix  these  playgrounds ''"  But  it  turned  out 
Barlow  could  put  people  together  as  well  as 
bodies.  With  the  cooperation  of  city  agen- 
cies, schools  and  volunteer  groups  (she  calls 
her  own  role  'coalition-building"),  more 
than  a  dozen  playgrounds  were  made  safer. 
Metal  swings — which  too  often  smashed  into 
children,  sometimes  fracturing  skulls — were 
replaced  by  soft  rubber  ones.  Broken  climb- 
ing bars  with  jagged  points  also  were  re- 
placed. Pocked  aisphalt.  which  so  easily 
tripped  dashing  feet,  yielded  to  rubberized 
surfaces  Graffiti-strewn  walls  were  painted 
over  with  cheerful  murals  by  schoolchildren. 
Five  entirely  new  playgrounds  with  Harlem 
motifs  were  created. 

Dr.  Barlow  didn't  stop  there.  When  a  child 
was  raped  in  the  darkness  of  unkempt  Jackie 
Robinson  Park  in  northern  Harlem,  where 
the  lights  had  long  been  out.  she  demanded 
that  city  officials  get  the  lights  back  on. 
Now.  Little  League  teams  once  again  play  on 
the  park's  renovated  fields,  and  two  of  the 
teams  are  sponsored  by  Harlem  Hospital. 

While  sports  have  their  place,  they  can't 
give  a  child  what  gardening  can.  according 
to  Bemadette  Cozart.  a  gardener  for  the  city 
parks  department.  Her  "Greening  of  Har- 
lem "  project  works  in  cooperation  with  the 
Injury  Prevention  Program.  Under  Cozarfs 
eye.  children  fill  vacant  lots  and  playground 
plots  with  flowers  and  vegetables.  Typical  is 
the  garden  at  P.S  197.  an  elementary  school. 
Roses,  lilies,  tomatoes,  eggplants,  even  col- 
lard  greens  thrive  there.  "I  have  kids  who 
wouldn't  eat  anything  green  until  they  start- 
ed growing  it."  said  Cozart. 

Like  gardening,  the  hospital's  popular 
dance  program  might  seem  far  afield  from 
injury  prevention.  But  time  spent  dancing  is 
time  away  from  the  mean  streets  of  the 
inner  city  "Why  shouldn't  these  children  be 
loaded  up  with  afterschool  activities,  just 
like  suburban  children  are?"  asked  Dr.  Bar- 
low 

No  Harlem  child,  however,  can  avoid  the 
streets:  48  percent  of  pediatric  trauma  inju- 
ries at  Harlem  Hospital  involve  motor  vehi- 
cles. So  "Safety  City.  "  a  course  for  third- 
graders  on  how  to  be  a  safe  pedestrian,  is 
part  of  the  Injury  Prevention  Program  (aided 
by  the  city's  department  of  transportation). 
Another  part  of  the  program  is  the  Urban 
Youth  Bike  Corps,  which  provides  helmets 
and  bicycle-repair  instruction,  while  the 
KISS  (Kids.  Injuries  and  Street  Smarts) 
project  educates  teens  about  gun  violence. 

So  varied  has  the  Injury  Prevention  Pro- 
gram become  that  it's  easy  to  assume  Dr. 
Barlow  has  little  time  left  for  old-faishioned 
doctoring  That  would  be  a  mistake.  She  still 
takes  a  turn  of  duty  every  fourth  night, 
though,  as  a  department  chief,  she  doesn't 
have  to. 

Dr  Barlow's  pioneering  program  is  now 
going  national,  thanks  to  a  new  $11  million 
grant  from  the  Robert  Wood  Johnson  Foun- 
dation. Pittsburgh.  Chicago  and  Kansas  City. 
Mo.,  are  the  first  cities  to  replicate  it.  At 
Harlem  Hospital,  meanwhile,  the  surest  sign 
of  the  continuing  downward  trend  in  trauma 
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injuries  is  a  dark  comer  of  the  pediatric 
ward.  "We  used  to  have  patients  hanging  off 
the  rafters  when  I  first  came  here."  said  Dr. 
Barlow.  "Now  I've  closed  off  six  beds.  We 
don't  need  them  anymore." 
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DOD  INCREMENTAL  COSTS  IN 
SUPPORT  OF  U.N.  PEACEKEEPING 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  COURT  OF 
APPEALS  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  JACOBS  Mr  Speaker.  I  am  today  intro- 
ducing the  Social  Security  Court  of  Appeals 
Act  of  1995  which  creates  a  court  to  adju- 
dicate appeals  from  Federal  district  court  relat- 
ed to  Social  Security.  A  summary  prepared  by 
the  minority  staff  of  the  Subcommittee  on  So- 
cial Security  follows; 

The  past  decade  has  witnessed  increasing 
regional  variation  m  the  standards  of  eligibility 
used  by  the  Social  Security  Administration 
[SSA]  to  evaluate  applications  for  disability 
benefits.  A  significant  cause  of  this  vanation  is 
the  Federal  courts'  increased  role  in  reviewing 
SSA  decisions  and  interpreting  agency  regula- 
tions Court  intervention  has  been,  and  contin- 
ues to  be.  vitally  important  in  protecting  the 
nght  of  claimants.  However,  the  regional  na- 
ture of  court  jurisdiction  can  also  serve  to  frag- 
ment Social  Security  disability  standards  along 
geographic  lines  and  result  in  dispanties  in 
treatment  of  similarly  situated  claimants. 

To  address  this  problem,  this  legislation 
would  establish  a  single,  national  Social  Secu- 
nty  Court  of  Appeals.  This  court  would  be 
modeled  after  the  rni.irt  of  appeals  for  the 
Federal  circuit,  which  has  junsdiction  over  pat- 
ent and  trademark  law,  international  trade,  and 
the  Court  of  Claims.  The  new  court  would  re- 
place the  12  Federal  circuit  courts  of  appeal  m 
adjudicating  S(xial  Secunty  and  Supplemental 
Secunty  Income  [SSI]  benefit  appeals  from 
Federal  district  courts.  The  court  would  consist 
of  five  ludges  with  lifetime  appointments.  It 
would  render  appeal  decisions  in  panels  of 
three  judges,  as  is  the  case  at  present  with 
Federal  circuit  courts  of  appeal.  The  new  court 
would  be  located  m  Washington.  DC,  but 
would  have  authority  to  travel  as  it  deemed 
necessary  As  the  single  txxjy  to  adjudicate 
Social  Security  and  SSI  appeals  from  Federal 
district  courts,  this  court  would  be  positioned 
to  articulate  a  consistent  body  of  case  law  and 
to  eliminate  regional  discrepancies  in  SSA  pol- 
icy- 
Claimants'  rights  to  appeal  SSA  decisions  to 
Federal  district  courts  would  be  unaffected  by 
this  legislation.  Moreover,  decisions  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Court  of  Appeals  would  be  ap- 
pealable to  the  US.  Supreme  Court,  just  as 
Social  Security  decisions  by  the  circuit  courts 
of  appeal  are  under  current  law. 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  mem- 
bers have  expressed  interest  in  the  scope  and 
nature  of  incremental  costs  incurred  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  support  of  peace- 
keeping operations  conducted  or  authonzed 
by  the  United  Nations.  This  issue  was  the  sut>- 
ject  of  some  confusion  dunng  the  delsate  in 
the  House  on  H.R.  7,  the  National  Secunty 
Revitalization  Act. 

On  January  13,  I  wrote  to  Secretary  of  De- 
fense William  Perry  requesting  detailed  infor- 
mation on  these  costs.  On  February  15,  I  re- 
ceived an  interim  response  from  Under  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Walter  Slocombe,  followed 
by  further  clanfication  in  a  letter  from  Under 
Secretary  Slocombe  on  Apnl  18. 

The  Department  of  Defense  now  estimates 
Its  voluntary  incremental  costs  in  support  of 
nonassessed  U.N.  peacekeeping  operations  at 
$1  41  billion  in  fiscal  year  1994.  As  Under 
Secretary  Slocombe  points  out  in  his  latest  let- 
ter: 

Were  the  United  States  to  credit  amounts 
of  this  size  against  our  annual  U.N.  peace- 
keeping assessment,  it  would  cancel  out  our 
entire  yearly  contribution,  thereby  seriously 
impairing  the  U.N.'s  capability  to  conduct 
peacekeeping  operations. 

Because  these  are  now  the  latest  official 
Department  of  Defense  estimates  of  these 
costs,  I  ask  that  this  correspondence  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Record. 

Committee  on 
i.nternational  relations, 
Washington.  DC.  January  13.  1995. 
Hon.  WiLLiA.M  J.  Perry. 

Secretary  of  Defense.   Department  of  Defense. 
The  Pentagon.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Secretar'i'  Perry.  I  write  coni^ein- 
ing  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions impending  markup  of  H.R.  7.  the  for- 
eign affairs  portion  of  the  "Contract  with 
.\merica",  and  information  we  need  prior  to 
that  markup  in  order  to  defend  the  Adminis- 
tration's position. 

Two  provisions  in  H.R.  7.  if  enacted  as  cur- 
rently drafted,  would  cripple  the  ability  of 
the  United  States  to  support  UN.  peacekeep- 
ing operations,  and  might  well  shut  down 
such  operations  altogether.  Sections  501  and 
508  of  that  legislation,  taken  together,  would 
prohibit  effectively  the  ability  of  the  De- 
fense Department  to  support  U.N.  peacekeep- 
ing operations,  and  off-set  any  DOD  support 
for  UN.  authorized  actions  against  the  U.S. 
peacekeeping  assessment  to  the  U.N. 

I  believe  that  these  provisions  stem  from  a 
political  perception  that  DOD  participation 
in  or  support  for  U.N.  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations and  related  activities  has  had  a  nega- 
tive imjpact  on  U.S.  military  readiness. 
While  I  anticipate  a  lengthy  debate  this  year 
in  Congress  on  the  subject  of  U.S.  military 
readiness  generally,  my  problem  is  that  we 
in  Congress  do  not  have  the  necessary  infor- 
mation to  have  an  informed  debate  on 
whether  and  how  DOD  support  for  U.N. 
peackeeping  operations  might  contribute  to 
the  readiness  issue. 

I  therefore  would  urge  you  to  provide  at 
your  earliest  possible  convenience  the  fol- 
lowing information: 


How  does  DOD  differentiate  between  direct 
and  indirect  support  for  'Contingency  Oper- 
ations", and  for  direct  and  indirect  support 
for  U.N.  peackeeping  operations'' 

WTiat  costs  has  DOD  incurred  in  Fiscal 
■year  1994  for  contingency  operations  for  U.N. 
authorized  operations,  such  as  the  no-fly 
zone  in  Iraq?  For  "Blue  Helmet  "  operations 
such  as  UNSOM  W 

How  much  was  DOD  reimbursed  by  the 
U.N.  in  Fiscal  Year  94  for  support  of  U.N. 
peacekeeping  operations?  In  each  case,  at 
what  time  were  DOD  costs  incurred,  on  what 
date  did  DOD  request  each  such  reimburse- 
ment, and  when  did  each  such  U.N.  reim- 
bursement occur'' 

How  much  of  these  costs  in  Fiscal  Year 
1994  have  been  covered  by  U.S  supplemental 
appropriations''  In  cases  where  supplemental 
appropriations  have  been  provided  and  the 
U.N.  has  subsequently  reimbursed  those 
costs,  how  much  has  DOD  returned  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury? 

Who  within  DOD  compiles  information  on 
incremental  costs  associated  with  U.N. 
peackeeping  operations?  Is  it  done  by  each 
service,  then  collated  by  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense?  Or  some  other  way? 

I  look  forward  to  your  prompt  response. 

With  best  regards. 
Sincerely. 

Lee  H.  Hamilton. 
Hanking  Democratic  Member. 

The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Washington.  DC.  February  15,  1995. 
Hon.  Lee  H.  H.'^milton, 

Ranking  Democrat.  Committee  on  International 
Relations.  House  of  Representatives.  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Dear  Congressman:  Secretary  Perry  asked 
me  to  respond  to  your  letter  of  January  13 
about  the  effect  of  HR-7  on  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  support  UN  peacekeeping 
activities.  The  provisions  of  the  "Contract 
with  America  "  embodied  in  HR-7  that  ad- 
dress this  issue  could  certainly  significantly 
reduce  the  funding  available  to  the  United 
Nations  for  these  efforts,  especially  if  the 
U.S.  position  becomes  the  model  for  all  na- 
tions to  use.  Let  me  discuss  my  concerns 
with  three  particular  sections  of  Cue  bill. 

Section  501  would  require  that  we  deduct 
from  our  UN  peacekeeping  assessment  the 
"costs  of  United  States  support  for,  or  par- 
ticipation in.  United  Nations  Peacekeeping 
activities  for  that  preceding  fiscal  year."  We 
oppose  this.  If  this  provision  is  broadly  inter- 
preted and  recent  experience  is  a  guide,  re- 
quiring the  United  States  to  deduct  these 
costs  from  our  peacekeeping  assessment 
would  end  all  U.S.  assessment  payments  to 
UN  peace  operations — in  violation  of  our 
commitment  under  the  UN  charter— or  force 
us  to  cease  tho.se  military  activities  which 
we  voluntarily  undertake  to  support  UN  op- 
erations when  they  serve  our  national  secu- 
rity interests. 

Further,  this  section  would  invite  chaos  in 
the  United  Nations  financial  system  by 
prompting  member  states  to  adopt  our  uni- 
lateral policy.  For  example,  other  NATO 
states  may  seek  credit  for  costs  incurred  in 
enforcing  the  Bosnia  and  Iraq  no-fly  zones; 
Japan  might  seek  reimbursement  for  the 
fund  it  established  to  underwrite  the  logis- 
tics costs  in  Somalia  or  for  its  large  vol- 
untary contributions  to  the  United  Nations 
peace  operation  in  Cambodia. 

The  Department  also  takes  strong  excep- 
tion to  Section  507.  which  would  prohibit  the 
United  States  from  paying  UN  peacekeeping 
assessments  until  we  are  reimbursed  for  all 
prior-year  aissistance  to  the  United  Nations. 
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The  fact  is.  the  United  Stales  already  re- 
ceives preferential  treatment  in  being  reim- 
bursed promptly.  Nevertheless,  the  process  is 
sufficiently  complex  and  time  consuming 
that  reimbursement  takes  some  months  to 
complete.  In  addition,  any  delays  are  due  in 
part  to  the  fact  that  many  member  states, 
including  the  United  States,  are  perennially 
behind  in  paying  their  peacekeeping  assess- 
ments to  the  United  Nations. 

Section  508  would  prohibit  the  Department 
from  paying  incremental  costs  associated 
with  participation  in  United  Nations  peace 
operations  unless  Congress  has  specifically 
appropriated  funds  for  this  purpose.  This 
Section  is  an  unacceptable  infringement  on 
the  President's  constitutional  authority  and 
could  spell  the  end  of  many  important  U.S. 
operations.  This  provision  would  bar  the 
President  from  deploying  forces  or  otherwise 
supporting  peace  operations  unless  Congress 
first  authorizes  such  operations.  For  exam- 
ple, this  prohibition  would  have  delayed  the 
time  sensitive  Desert  Shield'Desert  Storm 
actions  ordered  by  President  Bush,  thereby 
jeopardizing  the  success  of  this  model  of  co- 
ordinated international  efforts  undertaken 
to  sustain  world  order. 

The  effect  of  participiation  in  United  Na- 
tions peace  operations  on  the  readiness  of 
our  armed  forces  has  been  a  much  discussed 
topic.  This  should  not  be  an  issue.  As  you  are 
aware,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  made 
readiness  a  top  priority.  The  readiness  of  our 
military  forces  has  clearly  been  dem- 
onstrated through  superb  performance  in  a 
wide  range  of  contingency  operations.  Over- 
all, the  readiness  ratings  of  our  units  remain 
at  very  high  levels  and  the  Secretary  is  com- 
mitted to  devoting  the  necessary  resources 
to  see  our  forces  remain  ready.  Next  year,  in 
fact,  our  readiness  funding  per  capita  re- 
mains high,  and  in  November  1994.  the  Sec- 
retary announced  a  $2.7  billion  quality  of  life 
initiative  tailored  to  ensure  we  sustain  our 
well-trained  military  personnel. 

We  all  know  that  peace  operations  are  not 
a  substitute  for  vigorous  alliances  or  strong 
unilateral  U.S.  action  when  it  is  necessary  to 
protect  our  vital  interests.  However,  well- 
planned  and  well-managed  United  Nations 
peace  operations  have  a  demonstrated  capac- 
ity to  effectively  protect  and  advance  U.S. 
security  and  humanitarian  interests.  We  do 
ourselves  a  disser\'ice  as  a  nation  if  in  the 
process  of  identifying  and  taking  steps  to  re- 
dress the  shortcomings  of  United  Nations 
peace  operations,  we  disregard  or  disparage 
the  concrete  U.S.  interests  advanced  by  the 
more  than  60.000  United  Nations  troops— 98 
percent  of  them  non-American — serving  in 
seventeen  peace  operations  around  the  globe. 
For  example,  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  a  1,200  per- 
son observer  mission— which  includes  15 
Americans— monitors  Iraqi  troop  movements 
along  the  Iraq-Kuwait  border,  demonstrating 
the  international  community's  continued  re- 
solve to  contain  Saddam  Hussein's  expan- 
sionist ambitions  Another  longer  term  ef- 
fort has  been  the  UN  presence  in  Cyprus, 
where  1.200  UN  troops — all  non-American— 
have  successfully  prevented  a  flareup  of  vio- 
lence between  two  key  NATO  allies. 

The  enclosed  fact  sheet  responds  to  each  of 
your  questions  on  FY  1994  funding  and  reim- 
bursement for  contingency  operations,  as 
well  as  providing  information  on  how  the  De- 
partment compiles  relevant  cost  data.  I  trust 
that  the  information  provided  advances  in- 
formed congressional  debate  on  this  issue. 
Walter  B.  Slocombe. 
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Responses  to  Representative  Hamilton's 

Questions 
(1.  How  does  DoD  differentiate  between  di- 
rect and  indirect  .support  for  "Contingency 
Operations."   and   for  direct  and  indirect 
support  for  UN  peacekeeping  operations?) 
The   Department   incurs   costs   associated 
with  a  wide  range  of  unplanned  "contingency 
operations."  Many,  but  not  all  of  these  oper- 
ations, are  authorized  by  the  United  Nations. 
UN  peace  operations  are  among  these  UN-au- 
thorized activities. 

U.S.  involvement  in  UN  related  operations 
falls  into  three  different  categories. 

(1)  U.S.  Participation  in  UN  Peace  Oper- 
ations. A  small  number  of  U.S.  troops  par- 
ticipate in  UN  mandated  and  assessed  "blue- 
helmeted"  operations.  These  include  some 
800  U.S.  military  personnel  serving  with 
UNPROFOR  contingents  in  Croatia  and  Mac- 
edonia and  the  more  than  2.000  U.S.  troops 
that  served  in  UNOSOM  II  in  1993  and  1994. 

(2)  Support  to  UN  Peace  Operations.  DoD 
provides  various  forms  of  support  on  a  reim- 
bursable basis  to  UN  blue-helmeted  peace  op- 
erations under  the  authorities  of  Section  607 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  and  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act.  This  support  takes  the 
form,  for  example,  of  military  services  to 
move  troops  or  equipment  to  and  from  UN 
peace  operations  and  the  lease  or  sale  of  var- 
ious types  of  equipment  for  such  operations. 

(3)  U.S.  Participation  in  Operations  Au- 
thorized by  the  UN.  Other  U.S  troops  par- 
ticipate in  several  operations  that  are  au- 
thorized by  the  UN.  often  at  the  request  of 
the  United  States  as  a  means  to  gain  wider 
international  participation  and  support. 
Some  of  these  operations  are  carried  out  in 
close  coordination  with  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
ongoing  UN  peace  operations.  Examples  in- 
clude U.S.  forces  involved  in  conducting  the 
Deny  Flight  operation  over  Croatia  and 
Bosnia,  sanctions  enforcement  directed 
against  Iraq  and  several  states  of  the  former 
Yugoslavia,  and  the  Multinational  Force  op- 
eration in  Haiti.  Also  included  in  this  cat- 
egory is  support  to  UN  peace  operations  for 
which  the  U.S.  is  not  reimbursed  (e.g.,  trans- 
portation support  in  Angola). 

The  Department  does  not  differentiate  be- 
tween U.S.  direct  and  indirect  support  for 
contingency  operations  in  general,  nor  for 
UN  peace  operations  in  particular.  Incremen- 
tal costs  are  calculated  for  all  contingency 
operations,  including  those  operations  iden- 
tified as  UN  related. 

Pending    clarification    of   the    deflnitlons 
contained  in  H.R.  7.  the  Department  has  not 
determined  which  of  the  above  types  of  oper- 
ations and  the  costs  associated  with  them 
should  be  considered  "direct"  and  "indirect" 
support  of  UN  peace  operations. 
(2.  What  costs  has  DoD  incurred  in  Fiscal 
Year  1994  for  contingency  operations  for 
UN  authorized  operations,  such  as  the  no- 
fly  zone  in  Iraq?  for  "Blue  Helmet"  oper- 
ations such  as  UNOSOM  II?) 
The  table  below  provides  FY  1994  incre- 
mental costs  for  each  of  the  UN  authorized 
operations.    (Note    that    total    incremental 
costs  incurred  by  DoD  for  all  contingency 
operations  in  FY  1994  were  in  excess  of  $19 
billion,  including  responses  to  increased  ten- 
sions in  Korea,  and  support  to  pick  up  and 
process  the  Cuban  migrants  in  Guantanamo 
and  Panama  as  well  as  many  UN  authorized 
oi)e  rations. ) 

Fiscal  year  1994  U .N .-related  operalioris  DOD 
incremental  costs ' 
[Id  millions  of  dollaraj 
U.S.    Participation    in    Peace    Oper- 
ations: 
Former  Yugoslavia  (Macedonia)  ..  3.0 
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Fiscal  year  1994  UN. -related  overations  DOD 
incremental  costs'— Continued 

Somalia^  528.0 

Support  to  UN  Peace  Operations: 

Cambodia  5.0 

Rwanda  (UN  requested  airlift) 10.8 

U.S.  Participation  in  Operations  Au- 
thorized by  the  UN; 

Angola  2.6 

Former   Yugoslavia   (Bosnia/Cro- 
atia)    289.0 

Haiti  (InterdictioaSanctions)  65.8 

Haiti  (Uphold  Democracy)  200.8 

Ira(}  (Provide  Comfort)  91.8 

Iraq  (Southern  Watch)  333.0 

Rwanda  95.9 

Western  Sahara  .1 

Total  1.625.8 

'Excludes  costs  of  longstandinir  UN  Operations 
such  as  Korea  and  the  Multinational  Observer  Force 
in  the  Slnal 

'Includes  both  the  U.S.  troops  participating  In  the 
UN  operation  and  the  Quick  Fteaction  Force  operat- 
ing in  support  of  this  effort  as  these  costs  cannot  be 
differentiated. 

(3.  How  much  was  DoD  reimbursed  by  the  UN 
in  Fiscal  Year  1994  for  support  of  UN  peace- 
keeping operations'"  Ln  each  case,  at  what 
time  were  DoD  costs  incurred,  on  what 
date  did  DoD  request  each  such  reimburse- 
ment, and  when  did  each  such  UN  reim- 
bursement occur''! 

During  FY  1994.  the  Department  received 
$95.9  million  in  reimbursements  from  the  UN 
for  goods  and  services  provided  to  and  per- 
sonnel participation  in  UN  peace  operations. 
Most  of  the  reimbursements  (J92.8  million) 
were  for  Somalia.  Of  these.  $11.5  million  was 
for  costs  incurred  in  FY  1994.  with  the  bal- 
ance related  to  FY  1993  costs.  At  the  mini- 
mum, it  takes  90  days  for  the  DoD  to  forward 
a  bill  to  the  United  Nations,  and  60  days  for 
the  United  Nations  to  complete  reimburse- 
ment. 

(4.  How  much  of  these  costs  in  Fiscal  Year 
1994  have  been  covered  by  U.S  supple- 
mental appropriations'"  In  cases  where  sup- 
plemental appropriations  have  been  pro- 
vided and  the  UN  has  subsequently  reim- 
bursed those  costs,  how  much  has  the  DoD 
returned  to  the  US.  Treasury?) 

The  information  follows: 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  UN-RELATED  OPERATIONS 

lln  millions  of  M\in\ 

costs        ^- 

U  S  Pjrticipalioii  in  Peace  Oiwations 

Formw  Jugoslavia  (MaceOooial      ,  3  0  3  0 

Somalia                          ^ sa.0  424.1 

Suopct  to  U  N  Peact  Oowationsi 

Cambodia                       , 5.0 

RwaiHia  (U  N  rjoiKSlM  IWiit)    10.«    

U  S    Participation  m  Operations  Autnonnd  bi  the 
UN 

Acioti                                        2.6     

Formef  Yinoslavia  (Bosnia)             ., 289.0  273.7 

Haiti  Ontefdiction/Sanctions)          ,....___. 6S.I  5O.0 

Haiti  (UphoM  DemocracTl _!__  ZOO.J  CI 

Irao  (Prwide  Comlort)                             )  91,8  920 

Iran  (Southern  »(atcti|                            j  JJ3.0  332J 

Rwanda  (Unilatefal  Support) ^__  9S.9  122J 

Western  Saliara                  ^_ .1    ._ 

Total   162S8      1.297  5 

'  rtie  Sectrtani  ot  Defense  used  ttie  Feed  and  Foiije  juttwitir  to  covet 
tl26  3  million  of  (tie  costs  incurred  in  this  etiort  TV  approonations  to 
co»«  tlwse  costs  ire  'eouested  m  ttie  ry  1995  Emetgencf  Supplemental 

No(e  Hie  Department  refjmed  to  ttie  Treasunj  all  reimbursements  fof 
costs  already  funded  tHrouJ^  supplemental  appropriations  for  Pt  1994  me 
total  amount  ms  $25  million  ot  ndiicri  J22  million  ns  associated  wfti 
IKIOSOtl  11  (Jnmaliai  and  tfw  saianct  related  to  'JKPlMfO«  'Fonnei  »ujo- 
slawal 
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(5.  Who  within  DoD  compiles  information  on 
incremental  costs  associated  with  UN 
peacekeeping  operations?  Is  it  done  by 
each  Service,  then  collated  by  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense?  Or  some  other 
way?) 

The  DoD  Components  determine  the  incre- 
mental costs  for  contingency  operations  in 
which  each  is  involved.  They  report  these 
costs  to  the  Department  of  the  Army,  which 
ais  Executive  Agent  for  these  efforts  prepares 
a  consolidated  report  for  all  operations.  The 
DoD  is  in  the  process  of  transferring  the  re- 
porting responsibility  to  the  Defense  Fi- 
nance and  Accounting  Service,  an  organiza- 
tion that  has  the  basic  mission  of  providing 
this  type  of  service  to  the  Department. 

The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington.  DC.  April  18.  1995. 

Hon.  Lee  Hamilton, 

Ranking  Democrat.  Committee  on  International 
Relations,  House  of  Representatives.  Wash- 
ington, DC. 

Dear  Congressman;  As  I  indicated  In  our 
15  February  response  to  your  January  13  let- 
ter regarding  the  impact  of  H.R.  7  on  the 
ability  of  the  United  States  to  support  UN 
peacekeeping  activities,  we  initiated  another 
examination  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  costs  as- 
sociated with  contingency  operations.  In 
particular,  we  wanted  to  provide  you  a  more 
specific  breakout  of  the  costs  associated 
with  contingency  operations  related  to  Unit- 
ed Nations  Security  Council  resolutions, 
where  possible.  The  attached  information 
provides  the  best  data  available. 

At  the  time  that  some  of  these  UN-related 
operations  commenced,  we  did  not  foresee 
the  requirement  to  account  for  costs  accord- 
ing to  the  authority  under  which  U.S.  forces 
participated,  and  therefore,  did  not  require 
the  Services  or  Defense  Agencies  to  collect 
data  at  the  level  of  detail  requested  in  your 
letter.  We  have  since  remedied  this  through 
new  financial  procedures  directed  by  the 
Undersecretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller).  In 
the  interim,  working  with  the  Services  and 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  we 
have  been  able  to  use  existing  information  to 
develop  a  better  estimate  of  the  costs  for 
certain  operations.  I  stress,  however,  that 
the  attached  figures  are  our  best  estimate" 
of  the  incremental  costs  since  we  did  not  re- 
quire the  Services  and  Defense  Agencies  to 
capture  these  precise  data. 

The  most  important  point  about  this  infor- 
mation is  that  it  indicates  that  crediting  the 
incremental  expenditures  associated  with 
our  voluntary  participation  in  these  UN-re- 
lated operations  would,  at  a  minimum,  re- 
duce significantly  the  USG's  payment  of 
United  Nations  peacekeeping  assessments  if 
DoD's  incremental  costs  were  credited 
against  the  USGs  assessment.  The  United 
States  spent  $14  billion  in  fiscal  year  1994  on 
operations  voluntarily  undertaken  in  con- 
nection with  UN  Security  Council  resolu- 
tions. Were  the  United  States  to  credit 
amounts  of  this  size  against  our  annual  UN 
peacekeeping  assessment,  it  would  cancel 
out  our  entire  yearly  contribution,  thereby 
seriously  impairing  the  UN's  capability  to 
conduct  peacekeeping  operations. 

I  hope  the  following  provides  you  with  use- 
ful information  and  is  of  value  during  any 
further  debate  of  this  issue  in  the  Congress. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Walter  b.  Slocombe. 
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INCREMENTAL  COSTS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  "NON-BLUE 
HELMET"  BUT  UN-RELATEO  OPERATIONS  ' 

Operation  iJ'^L,         UNSCR 

(million) 

Former  Yugoslavia-  $289 

Sanctions  Enforcement  (Sharp  Guard)  . (751                 787 

Humanttanan  Airdrop  (Provide  Promise)  ..„......,  (77)                770 

No-Fly  Zone  (Denj  fligtit)  _ „....  1851        781,816 

836 

Ollw  Costs __ (52) 

Haiti 

Multinational  Force  (Upliold  Democracy)  197                 940 

Sanctions  Enfon:ement  (Support  Democracy)  65                 841 

Southwest  Asia 
Sanctions     EnforcementHo-Fly    Zone-S,     Iraq 

(Southern  Watch)               333                 687 

No-Fly    2one;Kurdish    Relief-M.    Iraq    (Provide 

Comfort)                       92                 688 

Somalia  Inon-UNOSOM  11)'        434                  794 

Total        1,410 

'  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis  ttie  opetations  were  limited  to  those 
earned  out  m  relation  to  a  UN  Security  Council  Resolution  (UNSCR)  but  not 
including  UN  mandated  and  assessed    blue  helmet    peace  operations 

'  Estimates  based  on  reports  from  the  Services  The  category  tilled  Other 
Costs'  includes  costs  that  are  not  attributable  to  the  blue-helmet 
UNPROfOR  operation  but  are  related  to  the  other  three  operations  m  the 
fofmer  Yugoslavia  Further,  these  costs  could  not  be  allocated  accurately  to 
a  specific  DoO  component  All  other  costs  were  related  directly  to  a  Military 
Department 

'Estimate  based  on  reports  from  Itie  Services 
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IN    RECOGNITION    OF    THE    FROMM 
INSTITUTE  FOR  LIFELONG 

LEARNING 


HON.  NANCY  PELOSI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  in 
recognition  of  the  University  of  San  Francis- 
co's Fromm  Institute  for  Lifelong  Learning, 
which  celebrates  its  20th  anniversary  on  May 
6,  1995. 

Alfred  and  Hanna  Fromm  are  a  living  exam- 
ple of  the  Amencan  dream.  As  a  married  cou- 
ple fleeing  Hitler's  Germany  in  the  1930's. 
they  came  to  this  country  as  refugees,  and 
reaped  the  rewards  of  their  hard  work.  Alfred 
was  instrumental  in  reviving  a  dormant  wine 
industry    in    California    following    Prohibition, 

uSiny  ilia  taleiiib  iu  iidii&iuini  Ciiii^iidii  Dioth- 

ers,  and  then  Paul  Masson,  into  world-re- 
nowned labels  of  wine.  His  distributorship, 
Fromm  &  Sichel,  became  the  largest  distribu- 
tor of  California  wines  in  the  world. 

Alfred  and  Hanna  have  never  forgotten  the 
needs  of  their  community.  They  have  involved 
themselves  deeply  and  generously  in  the  civic 
and  cultural  life  of  San  Francisco.  They  are 
cofounders  of  the  Jewish  Community  Mu- 
seum, and  have  served  on  the  boards  and 
supported  organizations  as  diverse  as  the 
opera  and  Amnesty  International.  Their  dedi- 
cated service  to  the  San  Francisco  community 
and  the  Nation  is  a  model  and  inspiration  for 
all. 

In  1976,  Hanna  and  Alfred  recognized  the 
need  to  expand  and  enhance  the  then  se- 
verely limited  educational  opportunities  and 
options  available  to  senior  San  Franciscans 
living  in  retirement.  Together,  they  set  to  work 
to  provide  a  suitable  setting  where  retired 
members  of  the  community  could  pursue  seri- 
ous academic  study  among  their  peers  and 
under  the  tutelage  of  their  peers,  but  with  the 
resources  of  a  modern  great  urban  university 
at  their  disposal. 

Thus  was  born  the  Fromm  Institute  for  Life- 
long Learning.  Thousands  of  seniors  have  en- 
rolled in  this  "university  within  a  university," 


presenting  8-week,  noncredit,  academic 
courses  three  times  a  year.  Courses  span  the 
disciplines  of  psychology,  literature,  philoso- 
phy, science,  theology,  history,  art,  music,  pol- 
itics, and  creative  writing. 

Mr,  Speaker,  Hanna  and  Alfred  have  re- 
ceived recognition  and  commendations  from 
Presidents,  Governors,  and  mayors.  Yet,  their 
deepest  satisfaction  comes  from  seeing  their 
peers  who  enter  the  halls  of  the  Fromm  Insti- 
tute lor  Lifelong  Learning  and  continue  the 
lourney  of  learning  through  their  retirement 
years.  That  may  be  the  best  and  greatest  leg- 
acy of  these  two  extraordinary  people,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  Congress,  let  us  )Oin  the  entire 
San  Francisco  community  in  thanking  Alfred 
and  Hanna  Fromm  on  the  occasion  of  the 
20th  anniversary  of  the  Fromm  Institute  lor 
Lifelong  Learning. 


CAPT.  RANDOLPH  L.  GUZMAN 


HON.  BILL  BAKER 

<jy  C.^LIFOKNI.-S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  .May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California,  Mr,  Speaker,  the 
entire  Nation  continues  to  mourn  the  tragedy 
in  Oklahoma  City.  This  cowardly  and  vicious 
act  was  an  assault  on  our  country,  a  wanton 
act  of  political  terrorism  and  social  destruction 

It  was  also  an  act  m  which  dozens  of  indi- 
vidual lives  were  brutally  ended.  From  small 
children  to  semor  Federal  employees,  we  have 
Witnessed  the  heartbreaking  spectacle  of  bat- 
tered bodies  carried  out  of  the  Murrah  Federal 
Building,  one  by  one. 

One  of  these  bodies  was  covered  with  an 
American  flag.  It  was  that  of  Marine  Capt. 
Randolph  L  Guzman,  a  native  of  Castro  Val- 
ley. CA.  a  city  in  the  East  Bay  area  I  am  privi- 
leged to  represent  in  Congress. 

Captain  Guzman  was  the  recruiting  station 
executive  ofiicer  m  me  Murran  Buiiainy,  A  ma- 
rine since  1983.  he  was  a  graduate  ol  Califor- 
nia State  University  at  Hayward  and  was  com- 
missioned a  second  lieutenant  m  1988. 

A  participant  in  Operation  Desert  Shield/ 
Desert  Storm,  his  service  included  tours  m  Vir- 
ginia, Hawaii.  Japan,  and  finally  m  Oklahoma. 
Among  his  many  decorations  are  the  Navy 
and  Marine  Corps  Achievement  Medal,  the 
Combat  Action  Ribbon,  and  the  Navy  Unit 
Commendation,  To  say  that  Captam  Guzman 
sen/ed  faithfully  is  to  understate  the  obvious. 
His  presence  m  the  Marine  Corps  was  an 
honor  for  our  country. 

When  Marine  Reserve  1st  Sgt,  Michael  S, 
Curtain  and  several  former  mannes  carried  out 
Captain  Guzman's  flag-draped  body  from  the 
rubble  in  Oklahoma  City,  all  work  around  the 
site  stopped.  According  to  Mr.  Curtain: 

Cranes  had  stopped  It  was  completely 
4Uiet.  Rescuers  stopped  and  looked;  people 
had  lined  the  street  outside  the  building.  Ev- 
eryone was  watching  in  silence  as  we 
brought  our  Marine  out  *  *  *  You  could  tell 
the  veterans.  They  were  the  ones  with  tears 
in  their  eyes. 

It  IS  with  enormous  pride  that  a  grateful  Na- 
tion today  salutes  Capt.  Randolph  Guzman 
and  his  service  to  his  country.  All  California 
mourns  the  loss  of  this  sterling  young  man, 
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but  does  so  with  the  knowledge  that  this  son 
ol  the  East  Bay  lived  his  life  with  a  commit- 
ment to  duty,  honor  and  country  that  stands  m 
the  finest  tradition  ol  the  Marines  Corps.  His 
life  was  a  testimony  to  the  Marine  Corps 
motto:  "Semper  Fidelis,"  always  faithful. 

To  Captain  Guzman's  parents.  Eriinda 
Guzman  and  Rudolph  Guzman,  I  offer  my 
deepest  sympathy  There  is  nothing  I  can  say 
that  can  lessen  their  sense  of  loss.  But  I  can 
assure  them  of  Amenca's  abiding  pride  in  their 
son  and  encourage  them  with  the  truth  that 
the  One  the  Bible  calls  "the  God  of  all  com- 
fort" will  be  there  lor  them  through  all  the  days 
ahead. 

May  God  guide  and  bless  the  Guzman  fam- 
ily, and  may  He  guide  and  bless  our  beloved 
country. 


KILDEE  PAYS  TRIBUTE  TO 
WALTER  REUTHER 


HON.  DALE  L  KILDEE 

OF  M1CHIG.\N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
urge  my  colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House  of  f^ep)- 
resentatives  to  |oin  me  m  paying  tnbute  to  the 
late  Walter  P,  Reuther.  Mr  Reuther,  and  his 
late  wile  May.  are  being  honored  by  the  Unit- 
ed Auto  Workers  with  a  commemorative  trib- 
ute to  be  held  on  Tuesday,  May  9,  1995.  This 
tribute  marks  25  years  to  the  day  they  per- 
ished in  a  plane  crash, 

Walter  Reuther  was  a  true  giant  to  the  latxjr 
movement.  He  was  the  leader  in  the  fight  that 
gave  birth  to  the  labor  movement  m  Amenca. 
He  committed  his  life  to  the  wortcers  of  this 
Nation,  assuring  them  lustice  and  change  in 
the  workplace  Walter  Reuther  was  a  vision- 
ary. He  established  revolutionary  precedents 
for  workers  including  pensions,  health  care, 
and  supplemental  unemployment  benefits 
Walter  Reuther  is  directly  responsible  for  the 
standard  of  living  that  millions  of  Americans 
enjoy  today. 

Walter  Reuther  was  a  patnot.  He  was  a 
confidante  of  Presidents.  During  World  War  II, 
his  dramatic  "500  Planes  a  Day"  plan  was 
adopted  by  President  Franklin  D,  Roosevelt,  it 
was  this  plan  that  helped  galvanize  the  Na- 
tion's industrial  might,  converting  automobile 
plants  into  producers  of  tanks  and  planes, 
leading  to  the  eventual  defeat  of  the  Axis 
Powers  President  Kennedy  was  provided  with 
the  concept  of  the  Peace  Corps  by  Walter 
Reuther  in  1960,  having  first  outlined  the  idea 
in  a  1956  speech  to  the  National  Education 
Association.  He  believed  that  the  enemies  of 
democracy  could  be  defeated  with  enlighten- 
ment, knowledge,  and  the  free  exchange  of 
ideas. 

Walter  Reuther  realized  the  labor  movement 
should  be  a  catalyst  for  social  change.  He 
waged  a  veritable  war  against  racism,  and 
was  a  tenacious  champion  of  the  civil  rights 
movement.  He  was  an  ally  and  close  sup- 
porter of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  throughout  the 
bittersweet  days  of  the  fifties  and  sixties. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  indeed  an  honor  and 
pleasure  for  me  to  rise  today  to  pay  tnbute  to 
a  true  American  hero,  Walter  P.  Reuther.  In 
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recognition  of  his  dedication  to  his  country  he 
has  been  nominated  posthumously  to  receive 
the  Presidential  medal  ol  Freedom  in  1995 
He  has  been  an  inspiration  to  me  and  count- 
less other  working  men  and  women  I  know 
the  entire  US.  House  of  Representatives  will 
jOin  me  today  in  hononng  this  great  American, 
Walter  P.  Reuther. 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  MIMI 
GALGANO  AND  SALLY  CAMP- 
BELL; WOMEN  WHO  ARE  MAKING 
A  DIFFERENCE 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMVN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
with  great  pnde  to  share  with  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  the  mspinng 
story  of  two  women,  Mimi  Galgano  and  Sally 
Camptjell,  who  are  making  a  difference  m  the 
Long  Island  community  These  women  have 
taken  a  hands-on  approach  to  aiding  individ- 
uals in  their  neighborhoods  and  far  tjeyond. 

Mimi  Galgano.  a  vibrant  and  enthusiastic 
leader,  is  the  vice  president  of  the  Huntington 
Breast  Cancer  Action  Coalition,  director  of  the 
Breast  Cancer  Health  Survey  Protect,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Huntington  Advisory  Recycling 
Board  and  the  first  environmental  chairperson 
of  Commack. 

Sally  Campbell  has  volunteered  her  time 
and  efforts  to  the  community  for  the  past  15 
years  Currently,  her  volunteer  efforts  have 
been  aimed  at  the  betterment  of  the  Cold 
Spnng  Hartx>r  Whaling  Museum.  In  1982,  Ms 
Campbell  recruited  the  museum's  first  group 
of  volunteers,  which  reached  the  current  force 
of  65  in  1994.  She  has  served  the  museum  on 
the  txDard  of  directors  as  treasurer  and  vice 
president. 

On  April  28.  1995,  these  two  remarkable 
women  were  honored  at  a  special  ceremony 
hosted  by  the  Junior  League  of  Long  Island, 
an  organization  of  women  committed  to  pro- 
moting volunteensm  and  to  improving  the 
community  through  the  effective  action  and 
leadership  of  trained  volunteers.  Its  purpose  is 
exclusively  educational  and  chantable.  Ms 
Galgano  and  Ms  Campbell  were  nominated 
by  the  organizations  they  work  with  for  their 
significant  contributions  to  twth  their  agencies 
and  their  communities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  )oin  with  me  now 
in  saluting  Mimi  Galgano  and  Sally  Campbell, 
who  have  exhibited  the  ultimate  commitment 
by  working  so  diligently  for  the  betterment  of 
their  communities. 


HONORING  JEANIE  NERESON 


HON.  BOi  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  %  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  June 
marks  the  end  of  an  era  in  Los  Alamos,  NM 
A  school   teacher,   who   has  Ijeen   with  the 
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school  system  as  long  as  there  has  been  a 
school  system  m  Los  Alamos,  is  retiring  after 
50  years  of  service 

Mrs.  Jeanie  Nereson  started  working  for  the 
Los  Alamos  Public  Schools  m  the  fall  of  1944. 
That  was  the  first  year  of  the  new  school  sys- 
tem— a  system  set  up  specifically  to  teach  the 
children  of  the  employees  and  scientists  work- 
ing on  the  Manhattan  Proiect  located  on  an 
isolated  mountain  m  northern  New  Mexico. 

That  project  of  course  helped  us  wm  World 
War  II  and  the  facilities  later  became  the  Los 
Alamos  National  Laboratories.  The  school  sys- 
tem grew  and  Mrs  Nereson  returned  every 
September  for  50  years  to  teach  another 
group  of  children  of  laboratory  workers. 

Mrs.  Nereson  was  reared  in  New  York  City, 
the  daughter  of  Greek  parents.  Her  childhood 
wasn't  easy  as  Enghsh  was  her  second  lan- 
guage She  persevered  and  went  onto  college 
in  Denton,  TX  After  just  3  years  of  schooling, 
she  graduated  from  college  at  the  age  of  19. 

She  began  her  57  year  teaching  career  in 
Phar.  TX.  She  starled  out  with  69  first  grade 
Students.  By  Christmas,  she  was  assigned 
140  students  After  i '6-years  m  Phar,  she 
took  a  teaching  assignment  in  Port  Arthur,  TX 
for  3'/2-years  and  then  onto  Corpus  Chnsti  for 
1  year. 

While  studying  for  her  masters  degree  dur- 
ing the  summer  at  the  University  of  Minnesota 
she  met  an  educator  who  was  given  the  re- 
sponsibility of  setting  up  a  school  system  in 
Los  Alamos,  NM.  Shortly  thereafter  she 
moved  to  Los  Alamos  and  was  with  the  school 
system  from  day  one. 

In  her  first  year  in  Los  Alamos  in  1944.  Mrs. 
Nereson  taught  a  combination  5th  and  6th 
grade  class  Over  the  next  50  years,  she 
v/orked  in  five  different  buildings  and  taught  in 
every  grade  from  one  through  six. 

She  used  her  summers  off  to  travel  around 

the  world.  She's  been  to  every  continent  ex- 
cept Antarctica.  Each  of  her  excursions  was 
an  educational  trip  as  she  would  bnng  back 
artifacts  and  other  material  and  incoiporate 
her  findings  in  her  lessons.  Her  classroom  is 
described  as  a  museum  She  travelled  as 
much  for  the  children  as  for  herself 

Dunng  the  1  year  she  took  a  sabtiatical.  she 
travelled  to  Brazn  and  did  what  she  does  best, 
she  taught. 

Over  the  years  Mrs  Nereson  has  taught 
some  1 .800  students — many  of  them  the  sons 
and  daughters  of  some  of  our  Nation's  most 
distinguished  scientists  Some  of  these  stu- 
dents have  returned  to  Los  Alamos  in  recent 
days  to  bid  farewell  to  Mrs.  Nereson,  a  local 
hero  who  will  be  sorely  missed  this  September 
when  students  return  to  classes — never  Ijefore 
has  the  Los  Alamos  Public  Schools  opened  its 
doors  Without  Mrs  Nereson  welcoming  chil- 
dren :nto  a  classroom. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  congratu- 
lating Mrs.  Nereson  for  her  57  years  of  edu- 
cating our  youth  and  wish  her  well  dunng  her 
retirement.  Los  Alamos  County  will  be  paying 
special  tnbute  to  Mrs.  Nereson  on  Friday.  May 
19  which  IS  being  declared  Jeanie  Nereson 
Day  in  Los  Alamos. 
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CONGRATULATIONS  TO  TONY 
D'AMICO.  CITIZEN  OF  THE  YEAR 

HON.  JERRY  WELLER 

OK  ILLINOI.S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  tonight  we  are 
here  to  honor  a  gentleman  who  has  brought 
so  much  to  Joliet  and  to  this  region.  He  is 
being  honored  by  UNICO  National  as  their  Cit- 
izen of  the  Year  for  his  struggle  as  a  young 
txjy  growing  up  in  Italy  and  for  his  many  suc- 
cesses as  a  restaurateur  here  m  Joliet 

Mr.  Anthony  "Tony"  D'Amico  grew  up  m 
Eufemia,  Italy  as  1  of  1 1  children  Realizing 
his  opportunities  were  limited  m  his  hometown, 
he  migrated  to  America  in  a  steamship  In 
1920  at  the  age  of  16.  His  first  venture  in 
America  was  in  Pennsylvania  where  he 
worked  at  a  steel  company.  He  then  moved  to 
Joliet  where  he  served  as  a  member  of  the 
Local  #75  Laborers  Union  for  22  years 

However,  Mr.  D'Amico's  true  calling  was  the 
restaurant  business.  He  ran  the  lunch  counter 
in  Anderson's  Gas  Station  from  1947-1951 
and  then  opened  his  own  full-time  restaurant 
in  Troy  called  Tony's.  The  short,  but  popular 
menu  made  Tony's  a  well-known  eatery 

His  success  has  not  been  short-lived.  At  the 
age  of  91.  Tony  D'Amico  is  famous  in  Joliet 
restaurant  history.  He  owns  D'Amico's  on  Jef- 
ferson. D'Amico's  214.  Earf's  Cafe,  the  Sports 
Bar  and  Grill,  and  D'Amico's  Catering,  all  em- 
ploying 130  people. 

It  is  Mr.  D'Amico's  dedication,  hard  work 
and  success  that  brings  us  here  tonight  to 
honor  him.  He  is  a  model  citizen  who  rep- 
resents all  immigrants  that  have  molded  this 
great  Nation  of  the  United  States  of  Amenca. 

So.  thank  you  Mr.  D'Amico  for  your  inspira- 
tion and  commitment  to  quality  of  life,  herit- 
age, family  values  and,  of  course,  good  food. 

Congratulations  Tony  D'Amico  on  being 
named  "Citizen  of  the  Year  " 


HONORING  A  KNOX  COUNTY 
LEADER 


HON.  HAROLD  ROGERS 

OK  kk:.;  ..CKi 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  deeply 
saddened  by  the  death  of  my  good  fnend, 
Herman  "Vance"  Mills.  My  family  and  thou- 
sands of  others  throughout  Knox  County  and 
Kentucky  are  devastated  by  this  terrible  and 
sudden  loss. 

Our  community  has  lost  a  topnotch  busi- 
nessman, an  active  church  leader,  an  inspiring 
civic  and  community  volunteer,  a  political  lead- 
er, and  a  good  Chnstian  friend.  He  helped  ev- 
eryone he  could  and  always  was  willing  to 
sacrifice  his  time  for  others. 

Vance's  businesses  employed  dozens  of 
local  fjeople  and  his  high-energy,  fnendly  style 
is  what  always  stood  out  most. 

One  of  Knox  County's  most  prominent  citi- 
zens, he  was  a  man  who  always  was  known 
for  taking  care  of  business.  In  1992,  Vance  re- 
ceived the  Daniel  Boone  Festival  Award  lor 
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Outstanding  Citizen  because  of  his  outstand- 
ing work  for  our  community. 

At  15,  Vance  starled  drilling  wells  alongside 
his  father.  Kail.  In  the  60's,  Vance  became  a 
partner  in  a  gas  distributorship.  He  also  owned 
gas  stations,  a  rock  quarry,  a  concrete  com- 
pany, a  bank,  and  two  hotels. 

Vance  was  a  man  who  could  see  the  future 
for  Barbourville,  Knox  County  and  southern 
and  eastern  Kentucky.  He  also  had  the  drive 
and  resourcefulness  to  make  his  vision  a  re- 
ality. These  improvements  meant  more  jobs 
and  a  better  economy  for  the  region 

Vance  Mills  was  a  great  leader  and  a  good 
man.  He  offered  hope  to  many  people  in  Knox 
County,  and  he  will  be  sorely  missed. 
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HONORING  DR.  PHILIP  SEGAN 


HON.  EUOT  L  LNGEL 

OK  SKV.   YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr  ENGEL  Mr  Speaker.  On  May  7,  1995 
Dr.  Philip  Segan  will  be  honored  at  the  Stu- 
dent Sponsorship  Breakfast  to  be  held  by  the 
Riverdaie  Temple 

It  has  been  noted  that  most  of  the  signifi- 
cant life  cycle  events  in  Dr.  Segan's  adult  life 
are  connected  to  the  Riverdaie  Temple.  It  is 
rare  that  we  find  someone  so  committed  to  his 
community  and  his  religious  ideals. 

Dr  Segan  has  sen/ed  as  co-president  of  the 
Parents'  Association  and  then  as  chairperson 
of  the  schools  committee  But  Dr.  Segan's 
work  with  the  temple  did  not  stop  when  his 
children  grew  up  He  went  on  to  become  tem- 
ple vice  president  and  then  m  1990  became 
the  temples  I8th  president — a  number  with 
great  significance  m  Judaism. 

Dr.  Segan  and  his  family  have  also  worked 
with  indigent  families  m  the  surrounding  com- 
munity through  the  Kmgsbridge,  Riverdaie, 
Marble  Hill  Food  and  Hunge'  •^'oject.  f-Jow  a 
former  Schools  Committee  chairperson,  still  an 
active  member,  and  past  president  of  the  tem- 
ple. Dr  Segan  remains  actively  involved  m  so- 
cial and  educational  causes  both  in  the  temple 
and  the  community. 

I  join  with  Dr.  Segan's  family,  friends  and 
fellow  temple  members  in  congratulating  him 
on  this  honor. 


THE  NEED  FOR  UNITED  NATIONS 
REFORM 

HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIA.NA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  grow- 
ing pressure  in  the  Congress  for  meaningful 
reforms  in  the  United  Nations  system.  Due  to 
U.S.  budgetary  constraints,  the  need  to  pare 
down  our  contributions  to  the  United  Nations 
and  focus  our  resources  on  its  most  effective 
programs  has  become  more  urgent. 

On  April  7,  I  wrote  to  Secretary  of  State 
Warren  Chnstopher  urging  high-level  attention 
to  the  issue  of  U.N.  reform.  On  May  4.  I  re- 
ceived the  State  Department's  resfwnse. 


Because  there  is  a  high  degree  of  congres- 
sional interest  in  this  issue.  I  ask  that  this  cor- 
respondence be  included  in  the  Record. 
U.S.  Dep.\rtment  of  State, 
Washington.  DC.  May  •/.  1995. 
Hon.  Lee  Hamilton, 
Hou.se  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Ha.milton;  Secretary  Chris- 
topher h.as  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  let- 
ter of  April  7  regarding  our  UN  reform  ef- 
forts and  the  possibility  that  Congress  will 
not  approve  the  full  amount  of  our  request 
for  contributions  for  the  UN  System. 

We  agree  that  UN  reform  is  a  high  priority. 
Like  most  international— and  national — in- 
stitutions, the  UN  must  adapt  to  changing 
times  if  it  is  to  succeed.  Today,  that  means 
learning,  whenever  possible,  to  deliver  better 
results  at  a  lower  cost.  That  is  a  goal  we  are 
working  with  other  UN  members  and  the  UN 
Secretariat  to  achieve. 

As  you  rightly  note,  this  Administration 
has  taken  the  lead  on  UN  reform  in  prepara- 
tions for  the  Halifax  Summit.  We  believe 
that  the  Group  of  Seven  should  commit 
themselves  to  improve  the  UN's  efficiency. 
productivity  and  professionalism,  and  to 
make  more  equitable  the  scale  of  assess- 
ments for  peacekeeping.  We  are  working  co- 
operatively with  our  G-7  partners  in  an  ef- 
fort to  reach  consensus  on  these  issues  and 
to  increase  the  likelihood  that  we  will  gain 
support  elsewhere.  It  is  a  fact  of  life  that 
real  reform  cannot  be  achieved  at  the  United 
Nations  without  broad  support  from  other 
countries. 

Overall,  the  Administration  supports 
peacekeeping,  management,  personnel  and 
budgetary  reforms  designed  to  produce 
greater  value  for  each  dollar  we — and  oth- 
ers— contribute  to  the  UN.  We  agree  with 
you  that  the  success  of  the  new  Office  of  In- 
ternal Oversight  Services  (OIOS)  is  impor- 
tant. A  strong  UN  Inspector  General  is  an  es- 
sential ingredient  for  true  UN  reform.  We  be- 
lieve that  the  appointment  of  Karl  Paschke 
of  Germany  to  this  post  was  a  good  choice. 
To  help  ensure  his  success,  our  own  Inspec- 
tor General  has  agreed  to  detail  a  member  of 
our  OIG  staff  to  the  UN.  We  have  also  for- 
warded to  the  OIOS  the  names  of  several 
Americans  for  the  position  of  Principal  In- 
vestigator. We  are  doing  our  best  to  see  that 
OIOS  is  adequately  funded,  and  we  appre- 
ciate the  support  you  tiave  shown  for  our  ef- 
forts. 

OIOS  has  the  authority  already  to  under- 
take audits  and  investigations  of  separately 
administered  UN  organs  such  as  UNDP. 
UNICEF.  and  UNEP.  We  have  recently  taken 
steps  to  pursue  the  institutionalization  of  an 
"IG-type  "  function  in  the  specialized  agen- 
cies, beginning  with  the  largest — UNIDO. 
IAEA.  FAO.  WHO.  and  ILO.  We  believe  there 
is  no  organizational  substitute  for  an  over- 
sight mechanism  modeled  after  the  UN  Sec- 
retariat's OIOS.  which  affords  the  qualities 
of  accountability,  transparency,  and  oper- 
ational independence  to  the  membership  of 
these  organizations. 

In  addition,  following  up  on  President  Clin- 
ton's proposal  at  last  fall's  UN  General  As- 
sembly, we  are  working  with  the  President 
of  the  General  Assembly  to  establish  a  spe- 
cial high-level  working  group  to  review  ex- 
isting studies  on  UN  reform  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  a  practical  strategy  for  imple- 
menting key  recommendations  on  a  timely 
basis. 

We  still  believe  that  the  Administration's 
budget  request  to  meet  our  commitments  to 
the  United  Nations  and  other  international 
organizations  is  essential  to  our  national  in- 
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terests.  However,  if  our  requests  are  not  met. 
we  will  act  to  preserve  U.S.  leadership  where 
it  counts  most. 

Let  us  share  with  you  some  of  our 
thoughts  and  actions  as  we  prepare  for  that 
possibility: 

First,  we  are  continuing  to  closely  scruti- 
nize peacekeeping  budgets,  especially  as  we 
take  factors  from  Presidential  Decision  Di- 
rective 25  (PDD-25)  into  consideration.  For 
example,  we  limited  operations  in  Georgia 
and  Tajikistan  to  a  small  number  of  military 
observers,  a  relatively  inexpensive  means  of 
maintaining  a  UN  monitoring  presence.  The 
UN  Mission  for  the  Referendum  in  Western 
Sahara  (MINURSO)  has  continued  longer 
than  we  expected  and  has  encountered  sev- 
eral delays  in  achieving  its  objectives.  Re- 
cently, however,  the  parties  have  dem- 
onstrated a  commitment  to  the  process  and 
real  gains  have  been  made  in  registering  and 
identifying  potential  voters,  the  first  step 
necessary  for  holding  the  referendum.  We 
agree  with  you  that  we  cannot  continue  to 
support  an  operation  that  does  not  accom- 
plish its  goals  and  is  not  cost-effective.  We 
will  review  MINURSO's  progress  in  all  areas 
to  determine  if  it  should  be  terminated  or  if 
an  extension  should  be  granted  and  a  ref- 
erendum can  be  successfully  held. 

Second,  we  are  examining  the  ways  and 
means  of  withdrawing  from  some  organiza- 
tions whose  activities  are  of  lesser  priority 
to  us. 

Third,  we  are  pushing  for  UN  agency  and 
other  international  organization  budgets  for 
the  coming  biennium  that  are  l)elow  the  zero 
real  growth  rate  we  have  historically  sup- 
ported. 

Fourth,  we  are  actively  reviewing  options 
for  reducing  waste,  decreasing  costs  and  im- 
proving performance  through  the  possible 
consolidation  of  agencies  and  programs 
where  that  is  possible. 

Fifth,  we  are  opposing  the  scheduling 
under  UN  auspices  of  new  global  conferences 
or  summits  (and  note  that  each  of  the  con- 
ferences this  Administration  has  partici- 
pated in  was  scheduled  prior  to  1993). 

Finally,  we  are  prepared  to  signal  to  orga- 
nizations in  which  we  continue  to  partici- 
pate that  tJ  S  withdrawal  frnm  some  i.s  po.s- 
sible  if  they  are  unwilling  to  undertake  need- 
ed reforms. 

In  the  context  of  considering  how  we  can 
pare  down  our  contributions  while  limiting 
damage  to  our  leadership,  it  is  important  to 
recognize  that  in  the  case  of  most  UN  orga- 
nizations, we  are  obligated  either  by  the 
terms  of  the  treaty  or  other  international 
agreement  establishing  the  organization  or 
by  general  principles  of  international  law  to 
pay  assessment  through  calendar  year  1996. 
even  if  we  notify  our  intent  to  withdraw 
now.  We  also  remain  similarly  obligated  for 
arrears  from  previous  withholdings. 

We  note,  as  well,  that  a  number  of  the  ac- 
tivities you  cite  specifically  in  your  letter 
fall  within  the  core  programs  of  the  UN  Sec- 
retariat; these  are  not  separate  organiza- 
tions from  which  we  can  "withdraw.  "  Any 
decision  on  our  part  to  reduce  our  contribu- 
tions in  an  amount  equal  to  our  share  of 
such  an  activity  would  simply  be  carried  on 
the  books  by  the  UN  as  an  arrearage  to  the 
organization  as  a  whole.  This  underlines  the 
importance  of  gaining  UN  member  support 
and  understanding  for  any  actions  that  we 
might  take. 

Man.v  UN  activities  are  important  to  us;  so 
is  the  success  of  the  organization  as  a  whole. 
There  is  a  grave  risk  that  substantial  budget 
reductions  will  harm  our  leverage  and  lead- 
ership within   the  UN  system.  We  must  be 
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frank  about  the  possibility  that  substantial 
damage  to  our  interests  will  result.  Nowhere 
is  this  more  clearly  illustrated  than  with 
peacekeeping  operations  which  provide  us 
options  in  between  doing  nothing  and  going 
it  alone.  The  strategy  of  this  Administration 
Is  to  make  the  case  for  our  budget  as  persua- 
sively as  we  can.  and  to  develop  a  plan  for 
minimizing  harm  to  our  interests  should  the 
reductions  nevertheless  occur.  In  doing  so. 
we  want  to  emphasize  that  Congress  must 
allow  us  to  decide  where  to  cut  and  not  tie 
our  hands  by  earmarking  funds.  We  welcome 
your  support  and  counsel  with  respect  to  this 
strategy. 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  we  want  to  see  a 
leaner,  less-costly,  more  productive  United 
Nations.  We  are  making  progress  in  this  di- 
rection. Our  prospects  will  be  better,  how- 
ever, if  it  is  clear  to  our  allies  and  those 
around  the  world  that  our  emphasis  is  on 
helping  international  organizations  to  work 
better,  rather  than  on  reducing  costs  to  our- 
selves regardless  of  consequences.  One  ap- 
proach reflects  the  essence  of  leadership:  the 
other  retreats  from  it. 

It  is  not  possible  to  paint  a  comprehensive 
picture  of  our  thinking  on  this  important 
issue  in  one  letter.  Accordingly,  we  would  be 
happy  to  discuss  this  with  you  in  more  detail 
or  put  together  a  briefing  team  to  meet  with 
you  at  your  convenience. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  provocative  and 
timely  letter,  and  for  your  continued  leader- 
ship and  support. 
Sincerely, 

Wendy  R  Sherman. 

Assistant  Secretary. 
Legislative  Affairs. 

committee  on 
International  Relations, 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC.  April  7.  199S. 
Hon.  Warren  Christopher. 
Secretary  of  State.  Department  of  State.  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman.  I  write  to  urge  you  to 
continue  to  give  your  personal  attention  to 
the  issue  of  reforming  the  United  Nations. 

I  know  you  face  many  crises  every  day. 
and  there  is  much  which  demands  your  at- 
tention. But  U.N.  reform  has  become  a  seri- 
ous and  urgent  issue  because  of  pending  Con- 
gressional budget  cuts  for  the  U.N. 

I  believe  this  Administration  generally  has 
the  right  policy  on  U.N.  reform.  I  also  com- 
mend the  Administration  for  the  efforts  un- 
dertaken thus  far.  such  as  establishing  an  of- 
fice of  Inspector  General  at  the  United  Na- 
tions. 'Your  efforts  to  put  U.N.  reform  on  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  summit  in  Halifax 
is  an  excellent  way  to  demonstrate  our  seri- 
ousness of  purpose  on  this  issue.  We  need  to 
keep  pushing  for  concrete  action  to  imple- 
ment our  U.N.  reform  policy. 

It  is  quite  possible  if  not  likely  that  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  are  going  to  be 
cut  from  the  U.N.  budget,  both  assessed  and 
voluntary.  Supporters  of  the  U.N.  and  peace- 
keeping will  not  be  able  to  stop  these  cuts, 
and  I  doubt  the  Administration  can  veto 
them  at  the  end  of  the  day. 

The  Congress  will  be  faced  with  the  tough 
choice  of  either  cutting  indiscriminately 
across  the  board,  or  deciding  which  U.N.  pro- 
grams are  most  important  to  us.  and  trying 
to  save  those  programs  by  de-funding  or 
withdrawing  from  those  which  are  less  im- 
portant. 

I  believe  the  second  option  is  the  proper 
one.  It  is  better  to  have  a  smaller,  more  ef- 
fective United  Nations  than  a  crippled  and 
ineffective  United  Nations. 
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Reforming-  the  U.N.  is  so  tough  that  it  will 
require  sustained,  high-level  attention.  Am- 
bassador Albright,  who  is  doing  an  excellent 
job  in  a  critical  assignment,  needs  your  con- 
tinued, full  support  and  the  support  of  the 
President  on  U.N.  reform. 

I  would  urge  you  to  take  the  following 
steps. 

First,  the  0-7  reform  initiative  is  a  good 
step,  but  this  step  needs  to  be  tightly  fo- 
cused, and  coordinated  with  US/UN  reform 
efforts.  The  state  Department  might  want  to 
consider  some  sort  of  Task  Force  on  U.N.  re- 
form, perhaps  on  an  inter-agency  basis. 

Second,  the  Administration  must  decide 
its  priorities  in  the  U.N.  assessed  and  vol- 
untary budgets,  and  communicate  those  to 
Congressional  Democrats.  1  would  suggest 
that  we  closely  examine  whether  we  still 
need  UNCTAD.  UNIDO.  the  regional  U.N. 
economic  commissions,  the  ILO.  and  the 
FAO.  The  funding  crisis  is  reaching  the  point 
where  we  must  consider  withdrawal  from,  or 
de-funding  of.  some  of  these  activities. 

Third,  we  must  be  prepared  to  push  for  a 
stronger  U.N.  Inspector  General.  He  should 
have  authority  over  the  whole  U.N.  system, 
as  well  as  adequate,  trained  staff  and  a  rea- 
sonable budget.  And.  his  reports  must  be 
made  available,  unchanged,  to  Members 
States.  This  has  not  yet  happened,  to  my 
knowledge. 

Fourth,  we  must  give  greater  scrutiny  to 
U.N.  peacekeeping  budgets.  And.  you  must 
consider  whether  we  can  continue  to  vote  for 
operations,  which  are  very  expensive  and 
have  operated  for  years  without  tangible 
progress,  such  as  MINURSO  in  the  Western 
Sahara. 

All  of  these  efforts  will  require  close  co- 
ordination with  other  major  donor  countries, 
as  you  have  recognized  through  the  G-7  initi- 
ate. We  must  continue  working  hard  with 
those  countries  in  order  to  make  these  re- 
forms happen. 

We  will  likely  face  these  issues  in  a  HIRC 
markup  in  early  May.  If  the  Administration 
doesn't  decide  on  its  priorities  and  let  Demo- 
crats try  to  help  you  support  them.  Repub- 
licans will  make  these  decisions  for  you.  The 
only  line  of  defense  against  those  who  want 
to  destroy  the  U.N.  is  to  reform  it.  But  it 
must  be  real  reform  in  order  to  get  votes  for 
U.N.  funding. 

I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  this  let- 
ter, and  I  stand  ready  to  work  with  you  in 
any  way  I  can  to  help  make  these  reforms 
happen.  I  would  stress  once  again  the  gravity 
and  urgency  of  these  problems,  and  urge  that 
we  press  ahead  on  U.N.  reform  efforts. 

With  best  regards. 
Sincerely. 

Lee  H  h.\milton. 
Ranking  Democratic  Member. 


SOCLA.L  SECURITY  CONTINUING 
DISABILITY  REVIEW  ACCOUNT 
ACT  OF  1995 

HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS.  JR. 

OF  INDI.^.SA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr  Speaker,  I  am  today  intro- 
ducing the  Social  Security  Continuing  Disabil- 
ity Review  Account  Act  of  1995.  A  summary  of 
the  legislation  prepared  by  the  mmonty  staff  of 
the  Social  Security  Subcommittee  follows. 

The  goal  ol  the  legislation  is  to  protect  the 
integrity  of  the  Social  Secunty  Disability  Insur- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

ance  program.  It  would  do  this  by  increasing 
the  availability  of  funds  for  conducting  Con- 
tinuing Disability  Review  [CDRs] — so  that  peo- 
ple who  are  no  longer  disabled  can  be  re- 
viewed and  removed  from  the  disability  rolls. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration [SSA]  to  use  a  portion  of  the  ben- 
efit savings  it  derives  from  conducting  CDRs 
to  conduct  additional  CDRs.  Under  the  pro- 
posal, the  benefit  savings  from  removing  those 
who  are  no  longer  disabled  from  the  disability 
rolls  are  credited  to  a  newly  established  CDR 
account  in  the  disability  insurance  [Dl]  trust 
fund.  It  would  operate  as  follows: 

No  later  than  September  1  of  each  year,  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  would  esti- 
mate the  present  value  of  Dl  trust  fund  sav- 
ings for  all  future  years  resulting  from  ces- 
sation of  benefit  payments  during  the  pnor 
year  based  on  CDRs.  the  Commissioner 
woi'ld  certify  these  savings  to  the  managing 
trustee  of  the  Dl  trust  fund. 

Upon  receiving  the  Commissioner's  certifi- 
cation, the  managing  trustee  would  transfer  to 
the  CDR  account  from  amounts  otherwise  in 
the  Dl  trust  fund  a  portion  of  these  estimated 
savings.  This  amount  would  vary  depending 
on  the  CDR  account  balance  but  could  not  ex- 
ceed 50  percent  of  estimated  savings.  No  later 
than  September  15  of  each  year,  the  Commis- 
sioner would  certify  to  the  managing  trustee 
the  expienditures  required  to  perform  man- 
dated CDRs  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
These  expenditures  would  include  the  cost  of 
staffing,  training,  purchase  of  medical  and 
other  evidence,  and  processing  related  to  ap- 
peals and  overpayments. 

Upon  commencement  of  the  fiscal  year,  the 
managing  trustee  would  make  available  to  the 
Commissioner  from  the  CDR  account,  to  the 
extent  that  funds  were  available,  the  amount 
that  the  Commissioner  certified  as  necessary 
to  perform  mandated  CDRs  dunng  that  year. 
These  funds  could  then  be  used  by  the  Social 
Secunty  Administration  to  perform  the  required 
CDRs. 


SLOVENIA:  A  MODEL  FOR 
EASTERN  EUROPE 


HON.  JAMES  L  OBERSTAR 

OF  MIN.NESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9. 1995 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  February 
16  I  stood  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  during 
debate  on  the  NATO  expansion  bill,  and 
asked  that  any  efforts  to  bring  Eastern  Europe 
into  the  Western  community  not  ignore  the 
former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Slovenia. 

A  country  of  just  over  2  million  people,  inde- 
pendent for  less  than  4  years,  Slovenia  has 
successfully  thrown  off  the  economic  shackles 
of  the  Socialist  Yugoslav  system  and  is  lead- 
ing the  newly  emergent  countries  of  Eastern 
Europe  and  the  Balkan  States  in  conversion  to 
a  free  and  open  market  economy. 

In  per  capita  terms,  Slovenia  is  the  20th 
largest  exporter  in  the  world,  exporting  over  S7 
billion  in  goods  each  year,  which  accounts  for 
60  percent  of  Slovenia's  GNP.  Slovenia  now 
enjoys  a  lively  trade  with  the  United  States, 
shipping  $229  million  worth  of  goods  to  the 
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United  States  each  year  and  importing  some 
Si  80  million  in  United  States  goods  annually. 
It  IS  with  great  pride,  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
a  Slovenian-Amencan,  that  I  return  to  the  floor 
today  to  bring  my  colleagues  more  accolades 
over  Slovenia's  accomplishments.  This  time, 
the  praise  comes  from   none  less  than  the 
Journal    of   Commerce,   which    headlined   an 
Apnl  6  editorial  "A  Model  for  Eastern  Europe." 
I  commend  this  article  to  my  colleagues  and  to 
the  leadership  of  our  various  executive  branch 
departments.  I  ask  that  you  remember  to  in- 
clude Slovenia  and  its  hard  working,  enterpris- 
ing  people  when   making   decisions   on   our 
country's   future   relationship   with   the   transi- 
tional   economies    and    governments    which 
have  replaced  the  former  Communist  regimes 
of  Eastern  and  central-southeastern  Europe. 
(From  the  Journal  of  Commerce.  April  6. 
1995] 
A  Model  for  e.^sth^in  Europe 
(By  Timothy  Ashby) 
Eastern  Europe  has  had  its  share  of  ha.i 
news  recently.  Painful  economic  reforms  ar;  i 
factional  strife  in  Russia,  political   turmuU 
in  Poland,  continuing  ethnic  warfare  in  parts 
of  former  Yugoslavia— all  have  made  West- 
ern  businessmen  cautious  about  trade  and 
investment  in  the  region. 

Yet  one  small  country.  Slovenia,  has 
emerged  as  an  economic  and  political  model 
for  the  old  socialist  bloc.  Slovenia's  accom- 
plishments over  the  past  year  read  like  a 
wish  list  for  its  neighbors. 

1994  exports  were  more  than  14%  greater 
than  the  previous  year,  and  now  account  for 
60.4%  of  gross  domestic  product.  Manufactur- 
mg  production  increased  6.8%  last  year  while 
unemployment  fell  1.5%. 

The  tolar,  Slovenia's  national  currency, 
appreciated  11%  against  the  deutsche  mark 
in  1994.  The  country  has  a  very  low  debt  serv- 
ice ratio  of  onl.v  5.5%. 

At  $6,957.  Slovenia  has  the  highest  GDP  per 
head  of  all  former  socialist  bloc  republics  in 
Eastern  Europe,  nearly  twice  that  of  the 
Czech  Republic.  GDP  grew  more  than  5%  in 
1994  and  the  country  enjoyed  a  healthy  cur 
rent  account  surplus  of  J2.6  billion  at  the  end 
of  last  year. 

Foreigners  made  direct  investments  of 
$72. 3  million  last  year. 

Three  factors  account  for  Slovenia's  suc- 
cess. The  first  is  its  geographical  location. 
Lying  at  the  crossroads  of  Western  and  East- 
ern Europe.  Slovenia  borders  European 
Union  members  Italy  on  the  west,  .'\ustria  on 
its  northern  border.  Hungary  to  the  north- 
east and  the  Republic  of  Croatia  to  the  east 
and  south.  Slovenia  also  has  a  coast  on  the 
Adriatic  Sea.  where  the  major  Port  of  Koper 
serves  £is  a  gateway  for  international  sea- 
borne trade  with  all  of  Central  Europe. 

The  second  factor  is  political  stability. 
Prime  Minister  Janez  Dmovsek  presides  over 
a  Western  European-style  coalition  govern- 
ment. Slovenia  is  a  healthy  young  democ- 
racy, with  parties  in  its  Parliament  running 
the  gamut  from  Christian  Democrats  and 
Greens  to  reformist  communists. 

Despite  rivalry  between  the  parties,  an  un- 
usually high  degree  of  consensus  over  eco- 
nomic policy  has  been  achieved,  a  fact  for- 
eign investors  find  reassuring.  All  sides  are 
committed  to  the  transformation  to  a  West- 
ern-style market  economy,  but  also  to  main- 
taining a  strong  social  safety  net  and  to 
forcing  money-losing  state  enterprises  to  be- 
come competitive  in  the  private  sector. 

Slovenia's  carefully  conceived  strategy  for 
creating  a  modem  free  market  economy  is 
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the  third  reason  for  its  succe.ss.  The  (govern- 
ment has  adopted  a  gradualist  approach  to 
economic  restructuring,  striking  a  prag- 
matic middle  ground  between  the  Czech  Re- 
public's shock  therapy  methods  and  the  me- 
andering reforms  undertaken  by  some  former 
Soviet  republics. 

To  lessen  the  political  and  social  impact  of 
widespread  redundancies,  privatization  has 
been  undertaken  at  a  slower  pace  than  in 
other  former  socialist  countries.  The  govern- 
ment occasionally  intervenes  and  provides 
help  to  ailing  companies  by  guaranteeing  fi- 
nance-for-debt  rescheduling  in  return  for 
moderation  in  dividend  distribution  and 
wage  increases. 

By  the  end  of  1994.  a  quarter  of  all 
Slovenia's  state-owned  enterprises  had  been 
privatized.  The  process  will  be  accelerated 
during  1995  to  achieve  the  goal  of  placing 
50%  to  65°o  of  public  assets  in  private  hands. 
Preference  is  given  to  privitization  via  man- 
agement and  emplo.yee  buyouts.  While  ini- 
tially criticized  by  some  as  a  method  that 
would  do  little  to  attract  foreign  capital  and 
technology,  many  privatized  companies  have 
established  joint  ventures  both  domestically 
and  internationally.  As  a  result.  Slovenia 
has  not  .suffered  from  a  lack  of  investment  in 
new  plant  and  capital  equipment. 

Domestic  savings  play  a  major  role  in  the 
modernization  of  Slovenia's  industrial  sec- 
tor. The  growth  in  all  areas  of  demand  has 
stimulated  a  continuous  expansion  in  indus- 
trial capacity.  Much  of  this  is  fueled  by  the 
capital  city's  Ljubljana  Stock  Exchange, 
which  together  with  the  rest  of  the  private 
financial  services  sector  contributes  3.2%  of 
the  country's  GDP.  Slovenia's  growing  num- 
ber of  financial  institutions,  as  well  as  its 
beautiful  Alpine  landscaps.  justify  its  nick- 
name, "the  Switzerland  of  Eastern  Europe." 

Compared  to  many  of  its  neighbors,  where 
red  tape  can  seriously  impede  foreign  direct 
investment.  Slovenia  has  implemented  one 
of  the  least  restrictive  investment  climates 
in  Eastern  Europe.  Foreign  investments  in 
any  form  enjoy  full  national  treatment — 
that  is.  they  have  the  same  status  as  Slovene 
legal  entities.  All  sectors  of  the  economy  are 
open  to  foreigners  operating  through  joint 
ventures.  Legal  entities  established  and  reg- 
istered in  Slovenia,  even  if  they  have  100% 
foreign  ownership,  may  own  real  estate.  The 
Slovenian  Parliament  is  considering  legisla- 
tion to  change  real  estate  and  other  busi- 
ness-related laws  to  harmonize  them  with 
the  EU. 

With  a  30*/o  flat  tax  on  corporate  profits. 
Slovenia  hats  one  of  the  lowest  tax  burdens  in 
Europe.  The  tax  rate  is  further  reduced  to 
20%  in  the  case  of  reinvestment,  which  actu- 
ally lowers  the  tax  rate  to  24%.  All  foreign 
investors  are  guaranteed  free  transfer  of 
profits  and  repatriation  of  invested  capital, 
while  no  restrictions  are  placed  on  foreign 
shareholders  in  Slovene  enterprises  who 
want  to  transfer  their  profits  abroad  in  for- 
eign currency. 

Germany.  Austria  and  Italy  now  account 
for  65.9%  of  all  Slovenian  foreign  invest- 
ment. Businessmen  in  these  countries  see 
great  profit  potential  in  Slovenia  because  of 
its  proximity  to  major  markets,  its  political 
stability  and  the  high  probability  that  it  will 
become  an  early  member  of  both  the  Euro- 
pean Union  and  NATO.  U.S.  businesses, 
which  account  for  less  than  1%  of  FDI  in  Slo- 
venia, have  not  yet  awakened  to  these  in- 
vestment opportunities.  Even  Australia, 
which  contributed  2.3%  of  the  country's  for- 
eign direct  investment  in  1994.  invested  more 
in  Slovenia- -with  a  population  of  only  2  mil- 
lion—than in  giant  but  strife-torn  Russia. 
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Slovenia's  lesson  for  other  developing 
countries  is  that  political  and  economic  sta- 
bility can  only  be  attained  by  a  true  com- 
mitment to  democracy  and  the  creation  of  a 
free  market.  As  Slovenia  rapidly  approaches 
the  time  when  it  will  be  ready  for  member- 
ship in  the  European  Union  and  NATO,  its 
eastern  and  western  neighbors  can  point  to 
it  as  an  example  of  one  of  the  world's  great 
success  stories. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  KENTUCKY 
DERBY 


AWARD  WINNING  STUDENTS  OF 
CAESAR  RODNEY  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  MICHAEL  N.  CASTLE 

OF  DELAWARE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Apnl  29— 
May  1,  1995,  more  than  1,200  students  from 
49  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  will  be 
in  our  Nation's  Capital  to  compete  in  the  na- 
tional finals  of  the  We  the  People — The  Citi- 
zen and  the  Constitution  program  I  am  proud 
to  announce  that  the  class  from  Caesar  Rod- 
ney High  School  will  represent  Delaware. 
These  young  scholars  have  worked  diligently 
to  reach  the  national  finals  by  winning  local 
competitions  m  their  home  state 

The  distinguished  members  of  the  team  rep- 
resenting Delaware  are:  Ben  Alexander,  Lon 
Arellano,  Samantha  Batista,  Andrea  Bourey, 
Jason  Cooke,  Nick  Davenport,  Dawn  Deakins. 
Stephen  Eggan,  Angela  Foor,  Matt  Harker, 
Jennifer  Hitzig,  Cindy  Houghtalmg,  Lisa 
Huang,  Barbara  Jandasek,  Megen  Kelly, 
Danielle  Kiefer,  Erica  Mahar,  Molly  McGmty, 
Lisa  Moller.  Adam  Perza,  Katie  Queen,  Robin 
Reinhard,  Alison  Robinson,  Jayne  Ruggles. 
Kealy  Russell,  Theresa  Siemanowski,  Jessica 
Tenney,  Angel  Tucker,  Matt  Welch,  Sean 
Whaley,  Huei  Wong,  Alison  Woodall. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  their  teacher. 
Bill  Windett,  who  deserves  much  of  the  credit 
tor  the  success  of  the  team.  The  district  coor- 
dinator Diane  Courtne^,  and  the  State  ccordi- 
nator,  Lewis  Huffman,  also  contnputed  a  sig- 
nificant amount  of  time  and  effort  to  help  the 
team  reach  the  national  finals. 

The  We  the  People — The  Citizen  and  the 
Constitution  program,  supported  and  funded 
by  Congress,  is  the  most  extensive  edu- 
cational program  in  the  country  developed 
specifically  to  educate  young  people  atxiut  the 
Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The  3-day 
national  competition  simulates  a  congressional 
hearing  in  which  students'  oral  presentations 
are  judged  on  the  basis  of  their  knowledge  of 
constitutional  principles  and  their  ability  to 
apply  them  to  histoncal  and  contemporary  is- 
sues. 

Administered  by  the  Center  for  Civic  Edu- 
cation, the  We  the  People  program,  now  in  its 
8th  academic  year,  has  provided  curricular 
materials  at  upper  elementary,  middle,  and 
high  school  levels  for  more  than  60,000  teach- 
ers, 22,000  schools,  and  20  million  students 
nationwide. 

The  We  the  People  program  provides  an 
excellent  opportunity  lor  students  to  gam  an 
informed  perspective  about  the  history  and 
principles  of  our  Nation's  constitutional  govern- 
ment. I  wish  these  young  constitutional  ex- 
perts the  best  of  luck  and  look  forward  to  their 
future  participation  m  politics  and  government. 


HON.  .MKE  WARD 

OF  KENTUCKY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9, 1995 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr  Speaker,  today,  I  would  like 
to  pay  tnbute  to  one  of  Amencas  most  historic 
sporting  events,  the  Kentucky  Derby. 

Last  Saturday,  the  first  Saturday  m  May,  the 
Kentucky  Derty,  also  known  as  the  greatest  2 
minutes  in  sports,  made  its  121st  running  at 
Churchill  Downs  in  Louisville.  The  Kentucky 
Derby,  dating  back  to  1875,  is  nch  in  Amer- 
ican history  and  intense  sporting  drama.  It 
may  stnke  many  as  excessive  that  so  many 
events,  including  a  fireworks  display,  a  pa- 
rade, a  boat  race,  a  hot  air  balloon  race,  and 
many  others,  precede  an  event  that  only  lasts 
2  minutes,  however,  there  is  no  other  sporting 
event  like  the  Kentucky  Derby. 

The  Kentucky  Derby,  the  first  leg  of  the  Tn- 
ple  Crown,  is  the  mark  by  which  all  other 
races  are  judged  and  this  year,  as  in  previous 
years,  it  will  set  the  stage  for  a  possible  Tnple 
Crown  winner. 

Over  130.000  people  are  estimated  to  have 
attended  this  year's  running  of  the  Kentucky 
Derby  with  neariy  50  million  people  estimated 
to  have  watched  the  televised  coverage,  mak- 
ing the  Kentucky  DertDy  one  of  the  most 
watched  sporting  events  in  the  world 

Mr  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  pay  tnbute 
and  draw  attention  to  a  truly  remarkable  pro- 
gram which  was  in  place  at  last  Saturday's 
running  of  the  Kentucky  Derby. 

The  program,  coordinated  by  the  Party 
Smart  Organization,  is  a  designated  driver 
program  at  Churchill  Downs  in  Louisville. 
which  asked  spectators  to  sign  a  pledge  that 
they  would  be  a  designated  dnver.  Designated 
drivers,  individuals  who  pledge  not  to  dnnk  al- 
cohol so  that  they  may  dnve  others  home 
safely,  have  for  years  played  an  invaluable 
role  at  such  sporting  functions.  It  is  through 
their  restraint  and  leadership  that  many  lives 
have  been  saved. 

Designated  driver  programs  throughout  the 
United  States,  at  parVs  such  as  the  Astro- 
dome, Candlestick  Park,  the  Meadowlands, 
and  Yankee  Stadium,  have  reminded  millions 
ol  people  of  the  importance  of  responsible 
drinking  and  have  reminded  people  of  the  mil- 
lions of  lives  that  are  placed  in  jeopardy  by 
drinking  and  driving. 

When  I  attended  the  Kentucky  Derby  this 
year,  I  left  Churchill  Downs  feeling  more  se- 
cure that  my  dnve  home  would  tie  safer  due 
in  large  part  to  the  efforts  of  these  designated 
driver  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  everyone  to  support  and 
participate  m  their  local  designated  dnver  pro- 
grams. Together,  we  can  help  end  the  thou- 
sands of  senseless  deaths  caused  each  year 
by  drunk  driving. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  FORMER-SPEAKER 
FLORENCIO  (LARRY)  TORRES  RA- 
MIREZ 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  LTVDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 
tN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  island 
of  Guam  lost  one  of  its  premier  citizens  and 
public  servants  on  Apnl  12  of  this  year.  The 
Hon.  Fiorencio  Torres  Ramirez,  a  former 
speaker  of  the  Guam  Legislature,  was  called 
to  his  eternal  rest  at  the  age  of  79 

The  passing  of  former-Speaker  Ramirez 
marks  the  end  of  an  era.  Considered  nothing 
short  of  legendary  by  Guam's  politicians.  Larry 
Ramirez  dedicated  more  than  63  years  m  pub^- 
iic  service.  His  government  service  dated  back 
to  1931  when,  Ounng  his  teenage  years,  he 
worked  for  the  Naval  Governor  of  Guam. 

Long  considered  as  one  of  Guam's  most 
popular  lawmakers.  Larry  went  on  to  hold  put>- 
iic  office  longer  than  any  other  elected  official 
in  the  island's  history  He  first  got  into  politics 
in  1949  when  he  was  elected  as  councilman 
from  the  village  of  Yigo.  He  later  went  on  to 
serve  as  a  senator  'n  the  first  12  Guam  Legis- 
latures. After  having  been  elected  as  Speaker 
in  1971,  he  chose  to  retire  after  the  12th 
Guam  Legislature. 

Having  been  one  of  Guam's  premier  political 
pioneers,  he  is  considered  by  many  of  today's 
leaders  as  a  fitting  role  model  and  a  ma)or  in- 
fluence. He  IS  remembered  as  a  man  of  integ- 
nty.  Despite  countless  years  of  political  in- 
volvement, not  once  did  he  compromise  his 
principles.  Never  pretentious,  he  did  not  let  his 
political  successes  take  the  better  of  him. 
Amid  all  the  changes  that  he  had  been  forced 
to  live  through,  he  remained  a  true  islander 
and  an  exceptional  leader 

The  late  Hon.  Fiorencio  Torres  Ramirez  left 
a  legacy  of  service  and  devotion  to  the  island 
of  Guam,  to  Is  people  and  to  the  United 
States  as  a  whole  His  distinguished  career 
served  as  an  inspiration  to  many  of  us  who 
-serve  as  elected  officials  of  today.  His  passing 
is  a  great  loss  and  his  presence  will  surely  be 
missed.  On  behalf  of  the  people  of  Guam.  I 
offer  my  condolences  and  jom  his  bereaved 
children,  and  grandchildren  in  mourning  the 
loss  of  a  father,  and  a  fellow  servant  to  the 
people  of  Guam. 


SALUTE  TO  MS.  DOLORES  FAIR 

FIELDS 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEHA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  FQGLIETTA.  Mr  Speaker.  I  hse  today 
to  salute  Ms.  Dolores  Fair  Fields  on  the  occa- 
sion of  her  retirement  As  a  native  of  South 
Philadelphia.  Mrs.  Fields  has  contnbuted  a 
great  deal  to  her  community  throughout  her 
lifetime. 

Twenty-nine  years  ago.  Ms.  Fields  began  a 
Government  career  with  the  US  Electronics 
Command.  After  working  there,  and  at  the 
US.  Mint.  Ms.  Fields  joined  the  Head  Start 
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Regional  Office  in  Philadelphia  in  1970. 
Throughout  her  career  at  Head  Start.  Ms. 
Fields  was  responsible  for  grants  in  Penn- 
sylvania and  Maryland.  Ms.  Fields  was  also 
responsible  for  training  the  new  staff  at  the 
Head  Start  Regional  Office  As  a  trainer,  Ms. 
Fields  brought  many  new  Head  Start  Special- 
ists to  the  Regional  Office  Ms.  Fields  abilities 
have  helped  the  Head  Start  Office  grow  to 
meet  the  changing  needs  of  families  through- 
out Pennsylvania. 

Ms.  Fields  has  been  recognized  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government  for  her  outstanding  public 
service.  She  is  a  recipient  of  the  Federal  Ex- 
ecutive Board  Bronze  Medal  Certificate  of 
Achievement,  the  Assistant  Secretary's  Excep- 
tional Achievement  Award,  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary's Certificate  of  Appreciation  and  numer- 
ous other  awards  and  citations. 

In  addition  to  her  full  time  work  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  Ms.  Fields  is  the  single  par- 
ent of  two  sons.  Ms.  Fields  did  an  admirable 
job  of  raising  her  sons  who  have  both  served 
with  distinction  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 

With  her  remaining  spare  time,  Ms.  Fields 
has  served  as  a  mentor  for  the  literacy  pro- 
gram in  the  Philadelphia  School  System  and 
as  an  active  member  ol  the  Tasker  Street 
Baptist  Church. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  |oin  me  today  in 
recognizing  Ms.  Fields  for  her  fine  contnbu- 
tions  to  her  country  and  community  and  I  wish 
her  the  best  of  luck  as  she  enters  the  next 
chapter  of  her  life. 
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JENNIFER  BREYER  VOICE  OF 
AMERICA  SCHOLARSHIP  WINNER 


HON.  PETER  A.  DeFAZIO 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 
Mr.   DeFAZIO    Mr.   Speaker,  a  young  con- 
stituent from  Oregon's  Fourth  District  has  ex- 
pressed through  her  wntinq  a  aeep  and  patri- 
otic understanding  of  our  Nation    The  Veter- 
ans of  Foreign  Wars  and  its  Ladies  Auxiliary 
presented  Ms.  Jennifer  Breyer  with  the  state 
award  of  the  Voice  of  America  Scholarship 
program.  I  ask  that  her  Vision  of  Amenca  be 
included  in  the  Congressional  Record. 
My  Vision  For  America 
(By  Jennifer  Breyer) 

"I  want  to  be  thoroughly  used  up  when  I 
die.  for  the  harder  I  work,  the  more  I  live. 
Life  is  no  brief  candle  for  me.  it  is  a  sort  of 
splendid  torch  that  I  have  got  hold  of  for  a 
moment,  and  I  want  to  make  it  bum  as 
brightly  as  possible  before  handing  it  on  to 
future  generations."— George  Bernard  Shaw 

This  is  my  vision  for  America.  Wouldn't  it 
be  wonderful  if  each  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America  could  take  their  candle 
and  make  it  burn  as  brightly  as  possible  for 
as  long  as  they  live?  Wouldn't  it  be  exciting 
if  every  citizen  in  this  country  could  have 
this  opportunity  to  make  their  dreams  come 
true? 

In  America  we  are  known  to  live  in  a  Land 
of  Prosperity,  a  Land  of  Ho'pe.  and  a  Land  of 
Freedom,  but  are  we  trul.y  free  if  we  have  not 
had  the  opportunity  to  accomplish  our 
dreams  but  instead  have  been  confined  to 
small,  everyday  tasks?  We  are  free  only  if  we 
are  able  to  accomplish  our  dreams  and  make 
our  vision  for  America  become  reality. 


My  vision  for  America  is  to  make  this 
country  be  as  strong  as  it  possibly  can  be 
and  make  it  clear  to  the  world  that  we  are 
truly  the  luckiest  people  on  this  earth.  But 
in  order  to  do  that,  each  citizen  in  this  great 
nation  has  a  responsibility,  not  only  to 
themselves  but  also  to  their  country.  You 
see.  all  of  us  are  given  a  candle,  but  it  is  up 
to  us.  as  individuals  to  take  our  candle  and 
make  it  burn  as  brightly  as  we  can. 

They  say  you  can  always  tell  where  the 
lamplighter  has  been  by  the  path  he  has  lit. 
But  what  if  each  and  every  one  of  us  didn't 
have  to  follow  the  lamplighter's  course  but 
instead  took  our  candles  and  made  our  own 
paths.  We  could  make  this  nation  shine  like 
a  great  star  in  the  sky. 

Wouldn't  it  be  wonderful  if  each  American 
citizen  could  take  their  candle  and  pass  it  on 
to  a  newborn  child,  and  explain  that  he  has 
one  chance,  and  only  one  chance  in  his  life- 
time to  make  his  stand  in  this  nation. 

Can  the  people  of  this  nation  join  together 
for  one  final  stand?  Can  they  unite  and  join 
candles  so  that  every  individual  may  feel  as 
if  they  were  part  of  another?  Can  we  put 
aside  the  race  or  religion  of  people  and  say. 
'You  are  my  fellow  citizen,  you  can  stand 
next  to  me.  and  you  can  fight  with  me  for 
our  country,  the  beautiful  United  States  of 
America." 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  my  vision  is  one  of 
a  far  off  dream,  one  that  may  never  come 
true,  but  that  has  made  my  life  worth  living 
for.  My  vision  may  not  come  true  in  reality 
but  in  my  mind  and  in  my  dreams  it  has  al- 
ways been.  For  if  I  accomplish  one  thing  in 
my  life,  it  will  be  to  pass  my  candle  on  to  a 
newborn  child,  and  let  the  legacy  for  the 
next  generation  live  on.  If  the  world  is  a  bet- 
ter place  for  just  one  person,  then  my  life 
and  yours  has  been  a  success. 

I  wish  you  all  the  best  of  luck  in  your 
quest  for  your  Vision  of  America.  I  have 
found  my  vision,  and  I  hope  you  will  find 
yours  as  well.  Thank  you. 
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another — a  time  of  unity.  Remembrance  and 
togetherness  are  the  greatest  thanks  we  can 
give. 


HONORING  VETERANS  OF  WORLD 
WAR  II 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  MARTIiM 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr    MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 

recognition  of  the  sacrifices  and  accomplish- 
ments of  the  men  and  women  throughout  the 
world  who  so  bravely  served  in  World  War  II 
with  the  faith  that  there  would  one  day  be  vic- 
tory in  Europe  against  hate  and  aggression  It 
was  their  bravery  and  character  that  delivered 
the  nations  of  this  globe  from  the  tyranny  of 
evil  men.  To  merely  thank  these  men  and 
women  does  not  suffice.  We  must  learn  from 
them.  We  must  learn  from  their  experiences. 

Those  of  us  who  are  not  old  enough  to  re- 
member must  hold  on  to  the  stories  and  to  the 
history.  While  we  must  never  forget  the  horror. 
we  must  more  importantly  remember  the  valor 
and  unity  of  our  Nation,  the  likes  of  which  has 
not  since  been  revisited. 

We  honor  the  veterans  not  only  because 
they  protected  our  freedom  and  defended  our 
honor,  but  also  because  they  taught  us  about 
patriotism,  lor  it  is  our  patriotism  that  wins 
over  hateful  aggression.  Let  us  never  forget 
that  the  day  of  victory  in  Europe,  50  years 
ago.  was  a  time  when  people  looked  after  one 


ADMINISTRATION 
COMMITMENT 
CUBAN  INFLUX 


RENEGES       ON 
TO         PREVENT 


HON.  BOB  STUMP 

OF  ARIZONA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral again  intends  to  use  her  parole  powers  to 
sidestep  immigration  law.  In  a  rather  abrupt 
and  unwise  change  of  policy,  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration announced  that  thousands  of 
Cuban  refugees  held  at  Guantanamo  Bay  will 
be  brought  to  the  United  States. 

The  Attorney  General  defends  this  latest  ac- 
tion as  "another  important  step  toward  regu- 
larizing migration  procedures  with  Cuba."  I  am 
convinced  that  it  will  have  the  opposite  effect. 
In  fact,  this  is  just  another  m  a  long  line  of  im- 
prudent immigration  decisions  made  by  the 
Administration.  Undoubtedly,  it  will  have  a 
devastating  economic  impact  and  send  a  clear 
message  that  the  United  States  has  no  inter- 
est in  controlling  its  borders. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  simply  cannot  continue  to 
allow  the  Attorney  General  to  use  her  parole 
authority  to  exploit  immigration  laws  and  ex- 
pand the  definition  of  who  is  eligible  to  immi- 
grate to  the  United  States.  Consequently,  I  am 
compelled  to  once  again  introduce  the  Emer- 
gency Immigration  Parole  Correction  Act.  The 
bill  would  amend  the  Attorney  General's  pa- 
role authority  to  prohibit  her  from  carrying  out 
this  blatant  circumvention  of  our  immigration 
policies.  I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  put 
the  interests  of  American  citizens  first  and  join 
me  in  stopping  further  deterioration  of  our  im- 
migration policies. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MACK  FARR 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OF  VIRGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to  rec- 
ognize and  commend  the  accomplishments  of 
an  outstanding  individual  and  fellow  Virginian 
who  has  done  exceptional  work  in  the  devel- 
opment and  manufacture  of  night  vision  equip- 
ment. This  equipment,  enabling  armies  to  tight 
in  the  dark,  represents  one  of  the  most  pro- 
found changes  m  military  capability  in  history. 
It  was  a  critical  factor  in  the  low  loss  of  life 
and  played  a  major  role  in  the  success  of  Op- 
eration Just  Cause  in  Panama  and  Operation 
Desert  Storm  in  Kuwait.  These  examples 
alone  prove  conclusively  that  night  vision  tech- 
nology has  revolutionized  military  tactics  and 
strategy 

Mack  Farr  has  demonstrated  himself  to  be 
a  leader  in  the  development  and  application  of 
increasingly  more  sophisticated  night  vision 
imaging  systems  for  military  use  over  a  com- 
mercial and  federal  career  that  spans  37 
years.  In  the  early  days  of  the  Vietnam  con- 
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flict,  Mr.  Farr  worked  first  as  a  government 
contractor,  and  later  as  a  physicist  in  the 
Army's  Night  Vision  Laboratory  m  Northern 
Virginia,  developing  and  fielding  the  first  usa- 
ble image  mlensifiers  for  use  by  the  U.S.  mili- 
tary. His  later  efforts  m  the  improvement  of  the 
technology  led.  in  part,  to  Generation  III  Night 
Vision  Goggles  that  could,  for  the  first  time,  be 
used  as  head  mounted  systems  for  ground 
troops.  Similarly,  when  the  aviators  of  rotor 
winged  aircraft  attempted  to  use  this 
headmounted  technology  to  improve  their 
night  flying  operations,  Mr.  Farr  and  members 
of  his  government  and  industry  team  re- 
sponded by  developing  a  Third  Generation 
Image  Intensifier  System,  specifically  designed 
for  DOD  aviators. 

These  systems  have  now  been  fielded  in 
quantity  and  with  ever  increasing  quality  over 
time.  As  the  Technology  Director  for  the  Army 
Project  Management  Office  for  Reconnais- 
sance, Surveillance  and  Target  Acquisition 
since  1984,  each  of  the  new  image  intensifica- 
tion products  the  result  from  Mr.  Farr's  tech- 
nical and  managerial  oversight  has  created  a 
new,  and  sought  after,  world  standard  for  ex- 
cellence. His  expertise  has  also  greatly  aided 
the  U.S.  Government  in  the  formulation  of  ex- 
port [X)licy  opinions  that  are  a  foundation  for 
munitions  control  policy  decisions  by  twenty- 
two  signatory  nations. 

In  recognition  of  his  many  achievements. 
Mack  Farr  was  inducted  into  the  Association 
of  Night  Vision  Manufacturers  Image  Inten- 
sification Hall  of  Fame  on  April  19,  1995.  He 
was  the  first  Government  recipient  to  receive 
thiS  honor. 

Now  that  we  are  poised  on  the  threshold  of 
a  new  century.  Mack  Farr  is  guiding  his  team 
in  the  pursuit  of  new  technologies  and  sys- 
tems for  the  future.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  salute  Mack 
Farr  for  his  hard  work,  diligence  and  outstand- 
ing accomplishments  m  the  development  of 
night  vision.  We  all  owe  him  a  debt  of  grati- 
tude for  his  years  of  dedication  and  join  to- 
gether in  commending  him  for  showing  great 
foresight  and  commitment  to  the  night  vision 
industry.  We  thank  him  lor  his  genuine  con- 
tributions to  our  Nation's  security  and  wish  all 
the  best  m  his  future  endeavors. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  TITLE  IX 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  the 
Sutx;ommittee  on  Post-Secondary  Education, 
Training  and  Lifelong  Learning  held  oversight 
hearings  on  title  IX  and  its  effect  on  college 
sports.  These  hearings  are  particulariy  timely 
in  view  of  the  recent  distnct  court  ruling  that 
Brown  University  violated  title  IX  when  it  elimi- 
nated its  women's  gymnastic  and  volleyball 
teams.  Title  IX  has  had  an  impact  that  goes 
beyond  the  limited  effect  of  expanding  wom- 
en's opportunities  to  participate  m  sprarts  at 
the  college  level.  It  has  also  expanded  oppor- 
tunities for  women  to  attend  college  through 
sports  scholarships  and  to  develop  skills  they 
will  use  after  college,  such  as  teamwork,  re- 
sponsibility and  self-confidence. 
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Since  title  IX  became  law  in  1972,  participa- 
tion of  women  m  sports  at  the  secondary  and 
college  level  has  increased  dramatically  Much 
of  that  growth  has  come  since  Congress 
passed  the  Civil  Rights  Restoration  Act  In 
1988,  requinng  compliance  with  title  IX  by  any 
college  that  receives  Federal  funds  for  any 
purpose.  Women  now  comprise  37  percent  to 
43  percent  of  athletes  m  college  sports. 
Women  have  come  a  long  way,  but  we  still 
have  a  long  way  to  go  to  achieve  panty  with 
the  men's  sports  programs. 

Sports  have  long  been  used  as  a  vehicle  lor 
young  men  from  disadvantaged  backgrounds 
to  attain  higher  education.  Since  the  enact- 
ment of  title  IX,  sports  have  opened  doors  for 
their  sisters  as  well.  Top  high  school  women 
athletes  are  actively  recruited  by  colleges.  As 
the  competition  for  positions  on  the  best 
teams  increases,  the  level  of  play  increases. 
Better  equipment  and  better  coaching,  made 
possible  through  title  IX,  enables  women  ath- 
letes to  improve  their  game  to  a  level  thought 
impossible  just  a  few  years  before.  By  offering 
women  opportunities  m  a  vanety  of  sports, 
more  women  choose  to  liecome  involved  in 
sports.  Those  who  are  not  interested  in  field 
hockey  or  tennis,  can  try  rugby  or  hockey  or 
volleyball.  Greater  variety  encourages  greater 
participation. 

The  excitement  surrounding  women's 
achievement  in  sports  in  some  cases  has 
equaled  that  of  their  male  counterparts.  This 
year  the  undefeated  University  of  Connecti- 
cut's women's  basketball  team  played  to  a 
sellout  crowd  of  over  18.000  in  Minnesota, 
winning  the  NCAA  baskettjall  championship  in 
a  come  from  behind  victory  that  thnlled  sports 
fans  of  txjth  sexes.  Women's  ice  hockey  has 
reached  a  level  of  play  sufficient  to  permit 
women  goalies,  such  as  Manon  Rheaume  and 
Erin  Whitten.  to  be  recruited  by  the  National 
Hockey  League's  minor  league  teams,  t  be- 
lieve that  more  women  would  choose  to  par- 
ticipate in  sports  if  there  were  more  opportuni- 
ties for  women  to  continue  their  athletic  ca- 
reers after  college.  Men's  star  baskett>all  play- 
ers can  look  forward  to  lucrative  careers  in  the 
National  Basketball  Association.  The  women 
must  hope  for  a  place  on  one  of  the  teams 
playing  women's  basketball  m  Europ>e  if  they 
wish  to  continue  to  play  ball  senously.  This 
year  women  baseball  players  can  hope  to  be 
selected  by  the  new  professional  baseball 
league  will  begin  competition  m  Southern 
France,  Italy  and  Spain.  The  enormous  profit- 
ability of  women's  ice  skating,  not  to  mention 
the  sellout  crowds  for  NCAA  basketball,  dem- 
onstrates that  there  is  an  audience  for  women 
athletes. 

Participation  in  spwrts  provides  women  with 
something  beyond  mere  achievement  in  the 
athletic  realm.  They  acquire  confidence  and 
assertiveness  which  works  to  their  advantage 
in  their  careers.  Those  who  participate  in 
spxjrts  such  as  basketball,  baseball  or  even 
rugby  report  a  heightened  sense  of  teamwork 
and  responsibility.  Title  IX  has  given  nse  to  a 
growth  in  the  number  of  young  women  who 
achieve  the  kind  of  training  that  only  sports 
can  provide 

Title  IX  does  not  require  schools  to  elimi- 
nate men's  teams  in  order  to  offer  women's 
teams.  That  is  not  to  say  that  schools  do  not 
use  title   IX  as  a  convenient  excuse  when 
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men's  teams  are  dropped.  We  should  look  be- 
yond the  reasons  schools  give  tor  cutting 
men's  teams  and  (ocus  instead  at  the  many 
benefits  colleges  receive  from  the  inclusion  of 
men  and  women  m  their  athletic  programs. 


THE  YEAR  OF  THE  VETERAN 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr  Speaker,  one  thing  has 
remained  constant  throughout  our  Nation's 
history:  The  unquestioned  loyalty,  dedication, 
and  bravery  of  our  military  personnel.  As  we 
mark  the  fiftieth  anniversary  of  V-E  Day,  we 
must  never  forget  the  pnce  that  our  troops 
paid.  The  sacnflce  made  by  our  fighting  men 
and  women  should  never  be  forgotten 

Dnven  by  a  sense  of  duty,  our  troops 
stormed  the  beaches  of  Inchon  and  Iwo  Jima. 
staved  off  encirclements  at  Bastogne  and 
Chosan,  went  head-to-head  with  superior 
numbers  at  Guadalcanal  and  Midway,  and 
came  away  victonous.  From  the  battle  at  Con- 
cord Bndge  to  the  final  actions  m  Somalia, 
American  troops  have  proven  to  the  world  that 
they  are  the  best  in  the  world. 

In  my  home  State  of  California,  Governor 
Pete  Wilson,  the  county  of  San  Diego,  and  the 
cities  of  San  Marcos  and  Escondido  have  al- 
ready proclaimed  1 995  as  the  Year  of  the  Vet- 
eran. These  proclamations  call  on  all  to  re- 
member those  that  were  so  quick  to  answer 
the  call  in  Amenca's  time  of  need. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  honoring  all  of  the  brave  men  and 
women  who  have  put  on  the  uniform  to  defend 
their  country  by  proclaiming  1995  the  Year  of 
the  Veteran 


PROCLAMATION  CONORATUI.ATING 
JOHN  L.  AND  MABLE  A. 
MARSTRELL  , 


HON.  ROBERT  W.  NEY 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9. 1995 

Mr.  NEY.  Mr  Speaker.  I  commend  the  fol- 
lowing article  to  my  colleagues: 

WrTiereas,  Mr  John  L.  of  Barnhill.  OH.  and 
Mrs.  Mable  A.  Marstrell  of  Delaware,  OH. 
celebrate  75  years  of  marriage:  and. 

Whereas.  John  and  Mable  have  resided  in 
Stillwater.  OH  for  all  of  those  75  years  rais- 
injr  two  sons— Dr.  John  V.  and  Mr.  Keane  O 
Marstrell,  four  grandchildren  and  nine  great- 
grandchildren, and. 

Whereas,  John  served  his  community  as 
president  and  manager  of  the  Laurel  Valley 
Oil  Co.,  president  of  the  United  Bank  of 
Uhrichsville.  founder  of  the  Old  Timers  Base- 
ball Association,  and  last  year  as  an  in- 
ductee into  Ohio's  Baseball  Hall  of  Fame; 
and 

WTiereas.  John  has  the  honor  of  beingr  the 
last  living  player  to  bat  against  the  legend- 
ary Cy  'Voung  and  serving  aa  one  of  his  pall 
bearers:  and. 

Whereas,  over  the  course  of  Mable's  many 
years    as    organist    in    the    Pleasant   Grove 
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United  Methodist  Church  her  music  became 
an  inspiration  and  comfort  to  family, 
friends,  and  her  church  family:  and. 

Whereas,  members  of  the  Rotary  club  since 
1935.  65  year  member  of  the  Masonic  Order, 
and  activity  in  various  other  civil  projects 
together  in  the  community  they  have  volun- 
teered hours  in  building  character,  citizen- 
ship, and  leadership  in  their  community  and 
family;  and. 

Whereas,  the  city  of  Stillwater  and  all  the 
surrounding  areas  of  Ohio,  with  a  real  sense 
of  pleasure  commend  John  L.  and  Mable 
Marstrell  as  outstanding  citizens,  role  mod- 
els, and  parents  and  join  in  the  celebration 
of  their  seventy-fifth  anniversary  this  eighth 
day  of  May  in  the  year  one  thousand  nine 
hundred  ninety-five 


100th  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
FOUNDING  OF  ALL  SAINTS  CA- 
THEDRAL PARISH  OF  THE  POL- 
ISH NATIONAL  CATHOLIC 
CHURCH  OF  CHICAGO.  IL 


HON.  MICHAa  PATRICK  FLANAGAN 

OF  ILUNOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  recognition 
of  the  100th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  All 
Saints  Cathedral  Pansh  of  the  Polish  National 
Catholic  Church  of  Chicago.  IL,  we  in  Con- 
gress salute  Its  pastor,  the  Right  Reverend 
Robert  M.  Nemkovich,  the  clergy  and  parish- 
ioner on  this  special  occasion. 

One  hundred  years  ago,  through  the  leader- 
ship of  Bishop  Anthony  Kozlowski  and  a  large 
group  of  Polish  immigrants,  All  Saints  Cathe- 
dral Pansh  was  organized.  The  cathedral  par- 
ish has  been  a  force  for  good  in  the 
Chicagoland  area,  the  State  of  Illinois  and 
throughout  our  great  country  for  10  decades. 
The  Polish-American  parishioners  and  their 
ancestors  have  made  significant  contributions 
to  the  cultural,  economic,  educational  and  civic 
growth  of  out  Nation. 

The  ancestors  of  the  cathedral's  panshion- 
ers  fled  Poland  for  want  of  a  better  life  here 
In  America.  They  brought  with  them  their  cher- 
ished national  customs,  their  love  of  closely- 
knit  family  life,  and  their  love  (or  their  adopted 
country,  the  United  States  of  America. 

May  21,  1995,  is  hereby  especially  noted  as 
All  Saints  Cathedral  Parish  Centennial  Day. 
The  Centennial  Mass  of  Praise  and  Thanks- 
giving, celebrated  this  day,  will  commence  a 
year-long  celebration.  We  m  Congress  ac- 
knowledge the  accomplishments  of  the  past 
and  extend  best  wishes  for  the  future  as  you 
stnve  to  serve  the  spiritual  needs  of  so  many 
individuals.  We  urge  all  to  join  with  the  mem- 
bers of  All  Saints  Cathedral  in  the  observance 
of  this  memorable  and  happy  occasion. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HELEN  LEWIS 


HON.  THOMAS  W.  EWING 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois is  known  for  many  things;  the  mighty  nv- 
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ers  which  run  on  its  eastern  and  western  bor- 
ders, fertile  farmland  which  produces  food  that 
feeds  the  entire  world,  villages  and  small 
towns  with  an  unmatched  quality  of  life,  and 
the  city  of  big  shoulders,  the  international  cen- 
ter for  business  and  industry  known  as  Chi- 
cago. 

Illinois  IS  known  for  all  of  these  things,  which 
makes  all  of  us  justifiably  proud  to  call  Illinois 
home.  But  what  we  are  best  known  for  is  our 
people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay  tnbute  to  one  of 
Illinois'  finest,  a  woman  who  has  carried  the 
banner  for  our  State  here  in  the  Nation's  cap- 
ital for  over  50  years,  Helen  Lewis. 

Helen,  a  graduate  of  Western  Academy  in 
her  hometown  of  Macomb,  came  to  Washing- 
ton in  1942  to  work  for  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation.  As  he  tells  it,  "there  was  a  war 
on, "  and  with  three  brothers  in  military  service, 
she  came  here  to  help. 

In  1945,  Helen  began  attending  dances 
sponsored  by  the  Illinois  State  Society,  In 
1947,  Helen  recognized  that  your  membership 
card  got  you  into  the  dances  free,  and  she  de- 
cided to  join.  Well,  the  spark  fanned  the  flame, 
and  Helen  has  been  warming  the  hearts  of 
Washington-based  lllmoisans  for  more  than 
half  a  century. 

In  the  1958-59  season  of  the  society,  Helen 
became  an  officer,  and  proceeded  to  hold 
every  position  the  board  had  to  fill,  including 
two  terms  as  president.  This  lead  to  her  being 
elected  president  of  the  Conference  of  State 
Societies  in  the  1973-74  season. 

The  signature  event  for  the  society  has  al- 
ways been  the  inaugural  ball.  Helen's  first  in- 
augural party  was  for  the  inauguration  of 
President  Nixon,  and  she  has  been  a  dnving 
force  in  every  event  since  then.  Of  course,  it's 
not  difficult  to  find  people  willing  to  help  with 
the  glamorous  events.  It's  a  little  bit  tougher  to 
find  people  willing  to  commit  of  their  time  and 
energy  to  keep  the  mailing  lists,  select  loca- 
tions for  events  and  keep  the  membership  in- 
formed. For  the  Illinois  State  Society,  we  have 
always  turned  to  Helen  Lewis,  who  has  orga- 
nized the  meetings,  kept  us  faithful  to  our  by- 
laws and  made  sure  that  everything  was  done 
with  class  and  made  everyone  feel  welcome. 

Many  people  live  here  tor  many  years  with- 
out giving  up  what  Helen  has.  In  fact,  Helen 
says  she's  gone  "home,  to  my  real  home.  Illi- 
nois," back  to  Macomb,  where  she  is  settling 
in,  making  new  friends  and  renewing  old  ac- 
quaintances. She  IS  genuinely  missed. 

When  the  history  of  Illinois  in  our  capital  city 
IS  written,  the  names  Lincoln,  Stevenson,  Dirk- 
sen  and  Michel  will  surely  be  included.  But  no 
chronicle  will  be  complete  without  recognizing 
the  contnbutions  of  Helen  Lewis,  who  helped 
make  any  prairie  State  transplant  feel  at 
home.  Helen,  for  all  you've  done  for  the  thou- 
sands of  people  who  have  been  a  part  of  the 
society,  we  are  eternally  thankful.  Good  luck 
and  God  bless. 


THANKS  TO  LORRAINE  HURLEY 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  C.AI.IFOR.NI.aL 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 
Mr.   STARK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  achievements  of  Ms.  Lorraine 
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Hurley  who  is  retiring  after  40  years  of  dedi- 
cated service  to  the  school  children  of  the 
13th  Congressional  District. 

Ms.  Hurley  was  born  and  raised  in  San 
Lorenzo.  She  graduated  at  age  15  from  Hay- 
ward  High  School  and  dedicated  the  rest  of 
her  life  to  teaching.  She  taught  in  the  Oakland 
School  District  for  10  years  and  then  returned 
to  the  San  Lorenzo  Unified  School  District  to 
teach  for  the  next  31  years. 

She  has  been  the  recipient  of  many  awards, 
including  the  AlamedayContra  Costa  Teacher 
of  the  Year.  She  was  a  member  of  Delta 
Kappa  Gamma,  the  Teachers'  Honor  Society. 
Ms.  Hurley  is  also  an  advocate  for  and  sup- 
porter of  her  fellow  teachers.  She  was  very 
active  in  the  San  Lorenzo  Teachers'  Associa- 
tion and  an  officeholder  in  the  National  Edu- 
cation Association.  She  was  chosen  to  be  a 
mentor/teacher. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  recognize  Ms. 
Lorraine  Hurley  tor  her  commitment  to  our 
children  and  am  certain  that  she  will  be  sorely 
missed 


TRIBUTE  TO  GREG  STEEL 


HON.  GARY  A.  CONDIT 

OF  CALIFOR.M.A 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  CONDIT  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  and  congratulate  Mr,  Greg  Steel  on 
the  completion  of  21  years  of  dedicated  serv- 
ice to  the  Stanislaus  Area  Association  of  Gov- 
ernments, the  last  5  of  which  he  spent  as  ex- 
ecutive director. 

Among  his  many  accomplishments,  Greg 
was  most  instrumental  m  preparing  the  air 
quality  maintenance  plan  which  was  adopted 
by  the  local  governments  and  the  California 
Resources  Board,  and  approved  by  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Greg  also 
prepared  the  nonattamment  plan  for 
Stanislaus  County,  of  which  the  applicable 
portions  were  adopted  by  the  county  and  the 
nine  surrounding  cities  which  make  up  the  As- 
sociation, This  plan  included  a  commitment 
from  each  of  the  jurisdictions  to  implement 
control  measures,  tor  the  purposes  of  improv- 
ing air  quality. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  28,  1995,  the 
Stanislaus  Area  Association  of  Governments 
will  formally  recognize  Greg  Steel  for  his  many 
years  of  dedicated  service. 

On  behalf  of  the  I8th  Congressional  District 
of  California,  I  would  like  to  extend  to  Greg  my 
best  wishes  for  continued  success  and  for 
many  years  of  personal  happiness. 


LEGISLATION  AMENDING  THE  IN- 
TERNAL REVENUE  CODE  RELAT- 
ING TO  THE  TREATMENT  OF 
LIVESTOCK  SOLD  ON  ACCOUNT 
OF  WEATHER-RELATED  CONDI- 
TIONS 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

that  would   make   our  Tax  Code  fairer  and 

more  equitable  for  farmers  and  ranchers  who 
are  forced  to  sell  their  livestock  prematurely 
on  account  of  weather-related  conditions. 

Our  current  Tax  Code  contains  two  provi- 
sions dealing  with  livestock  sold  because  of 
drought  conditions.  One  ot  these  provisions 
allow  producers  to  defer  tax  on  any  gam  from 
these  sales  by  reinvesting  the  proceeds  in 
similar  property  withm  2  years.  The  other  pro- 
vision permits  producers  who  do  not  reinvest 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  in  similar  property 
to  include  these  proceeds  m  their  taxable  in- 
come in  the  following  year. 

While  these  provisions  provide  some  assist- 
ance to  producers  who  have  experienced  a 
drought,  they  do  not  apply  to  livestock  sold  on 
account  of  flooding.  However,  floods  can  be 
just  as  devastating  to  producers  as  drought 
conditions,  and  can  cause  the  destruction  of 
crops  grown  to  teed  livestock,  damage  to 
fences,  and  high  losses  of  young  stock.  The 
heavy  rains  and  flooding  we  have  been  expe- 
riencing in  my  State  of  South  Dakota  have 
caused  calf  losses  as  high  as  40  percent  in 
some  areas. 

In  addition,  farmers  who  lose  crops  due  to 
any  natural  disaster,  including  flooding,  are 
able  to  benefit  from  certain  provisions  m  the 
Tax  Code.  For  example,  farmers  who  receive 
insurance  or  disaster  payments  when  their 
crops  are  lost  or  damaged  due  to  severe 
weather  conditions  are  often  permitted  to  in- 
clude these  payments  in  the  year  following  the 
disaster.  Provisions  such  as  this  are  designed 
to  spread  out  the  impact  of  taxes  on  farmers 
in  these  situations  I  find  it  difficult  to  justify  the 
fact  that  farmers  who  lose  crops  on  account  ot 
flood  conditions  are  covered  by  these  provi- 
sions, while  producers  who  are  forced  to  sell 
livestock  because  of  flooding  are  not. 

This  legislation  would  broaden  the  existing 
provisions  of  the  Tax  Code  regarding  live- 
stock, adding  flooding  and  other  weather-relat- 
ed conditions  to  drought  as  conditions  allowing 
thp  ij5e  of  the  special  rules  relating  to  pro- 
ceeds from  livestock  sales.  It  would  also  result 
m  more  equitable  treatment  of  crops  and  live- 
stock relative  to  tax  payments  atter  disasters. 
However,  it  would  not  reduce  the  total  amount 
ot  taxes  paid  by  livestock  producers  who  suf- 
fer disasters,  but  instead  would  merely  delay 
the  payment  of  taxes  under  these  cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  certain  that  you  and  the 
rest  of  my  colleagues  would  agree  that  it  is 
unfair  to  deny  the  disaster-related  provisions 
of  the  Tax  Code  to  livestock  producers  just 
because  the  disaster  involved  is  a  flood  and 
not  a  drought.  I  ask  you  to  join  me  m  making 
this  commonsense  change  to  the  Federal  Tax 
Code,  and  provide  some  needed  assistance  to 
our  Nation's  livestock  producers 


HON.  TIM  JOHNSON 

OF  .SOITH  DAKOT.A 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 
Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  am  pleased  today  to  introduce  legislation 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  V-E 
DAY 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GII31AN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  celebrations  are 
being  held  this  week  throughout  our  Nation 
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and  across  the  European  continent  to  com- 
memorate the  fiftieth  anniversary  of  the  end  of 
World  War  II  m  Europe  In  London  on  Sunday, 
in  Pans  yesterday,  and  m  Moscow  today,  mil- 
lions of  Europeans  have  gathered  to  give 
prayerful  thanks  for  the  hand-won  peace 
which  encompassed  to  continent  50  years  ago 
this  week. 

Although  we  Americans,  as  far  as  casualties 
go,  got  ofl  light  compared  to  our  European  al- 
lies. In  fact  all  nations  involved  m  World  War 
II  suffered  and  suffered  greatly  By  crossing 
the  oceans  to  assist  m  the  overthrow  of  the 
Nazi  and  Fascist  empires,  Amencan  soldiers, 
sailors,  airman  and  marines  not  only  disrupted 
and  risked  their  own  lives,  they  also  disrupted 
the  lives  of  the  loved  ones  they  left  behind. 

The  massive  task  of  supporting  our  brave 
Americans  necessitated  a  radical  readjustment 
of  our  economy  here  at  home  Automobiles 
and  most  household  appliances  were  simply 
not  available  You  could  not  buy  tire  Ijecause 
rubber  was  one  of  the  many,  many  commod- 
ities essential  to  the  war  effort. 

While  World  War  II  was  m  progress,  the  So- 
viet government,  led  by  Joseph  Stalin,  de- 
manded that  the  Americans  and  Bntish  invade 
the  coast  of  France  m  order  to  take  the  pres- 
sure oft  the  Russian  army,  which  was  beanng 
the  brunt  of  the  battle  against  the  Nazis.  There 
was  also  intense  pressure  here  at  home  to  get 
the  job  done  with  and  invade  France. 

Fortunately,  our  national  leaders  had  a  great 
deal  of  experience  with  warfare  in  France. 
During  World  War  I,  President  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  was  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  U.S. 
Navy,  and  Pnme  Minister  Winston  Churchill 
was  First  Lord  of  the  Admiralty,  which  is  the 
direct  equivalent  of  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
They  both  knew  from  sad  experience,  that  a 
land  war  in  the  north  ot  France,  with  both 
sides  equal,  would  result  m  bloody  trench  war- 
fare. Dunng  the  4  years  ot  World  War  I,  lit- 
erally millions  of  young  men — on  both  sides — 
sacrificed  their  lives  m  futile,  pointless  eflorts 
to  recapture  a  few  feet  of  ground  It  has  been 
said  that  Bntain  scarified  entire  generations  of 
young  men  in  the  trenches  of  World  War  I. 
even  though  the  refusal  of  President  Roo- 
sevelt and  Prime  Minister  Churchill  to  replay 
that  tragedy  m  many  ways  led  to  the  distrust 
and  bitter  feelings  between  the  Russian  gov- 
ernment and  our  own  for  the  past  50  years, 
we  should  all  be  thankful  that  both  Roosevelt 
and  Churchill — along  with  Supreme  Allied 
Commander  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower — refused 
to  initiate  any  invasion  of  France  until  we  were 
assured  of  massive  supenonty  in  forces  and 
materiel. 

Their  patience  paid  off  handsomely:  less 
than  1 1  months  after  D-Day— a  day  that  many 
observers  predicted  would  not  succeed — we 
had  not  only  successfully  invaded  the  coast  of 
France,  but  we  had  totally  conquered  the 
Third  Reich  of  Adolf  Hitler.  We.  together  with 
our  Russian  allies  advancing  from  the  east. 
brought  to  an  end  that  evil  nation  which  Hitler 
predicted  would  "last  a  thousand  years"  but  in 
reality  existed  slightly  more  than  a  dozen 

A  new  book  by  David  Fromkin.  In  The  Time 
of  the  Americans,  underscores  the  extent  of 
the  revolutionary  changes  World  War  II 
brought  to  the  United  States,  in  i94i,  there 
was  a  sincere  and  heated  debate  m  this  na- 
tion alxiut  whether  or  not  we  should  involve 
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ourselves  in  what  were  called  foreign  wars.  In 
1945,  our  membership  and  leadership  in  the 
United  Nations  were  taken  for  granted. 

In  1941,  It  was  almost  universally  believed 
that  the  oceans  could  protect  us  against  any 
hostile  forces  and  that  thus  there  was  no  rea- 
son for  us  to  become  involved  m  the  aflairs  of 
Europe,  By  1945.  there  was  no  question  we 
were  the  leaders  of  the  free  world.  As  soon  as 
1946  and  1947,  we  Americans  were  prepared 
to  send  assistance  to  protect  freedom  and  lib- 
erty first  in  Greece  and  Turkey  and  then  in 
Western  Europe.  By  1950,  we  recognized  our 
responsibility  to  repel  aggression  on  the  Ko- 
rean peninsula. 

In  1941,  Americans  were  m  many  ways  a 
prejudiced  society  Most  of  our  south  was 
deeply  segregated  and  many  public  accom- 
modations refused  service  to  Jews.  The  Ku 
Klux  Klan  had  a  following. 

By  the  time  the  war  ended,  Americans  of  all 
races,  creeds  and  colors  fought  side  by  side 
and  thus  learned  that  far  more  binds  us  to- 
gether than  separates  us  There  was  a  long 
path  to  travel  yet.  but  the  first  steps  were 
taken  on  the  road  to  racial  equality. 

The  newsreel  cameras  and  the  magazine 
photos  showed  Amencan  troops  liberating  the 
concentration  camps  of  Germany,  thus  send- 
ing us  ail  a  message  of  what  racial,  ethnic  or 
religious  bigotry  can  lead  to.  Anyone  who  lived 
through  the  Holocaust  can  not  help  but  vow 
that  nothing  like  this  will  ever  hiappen  again. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  past  Sunday  I  was  deeply 
honored  to  have  been  able  to  participate  in 
ceremonies  at  Camp  Shanks  Museum  in 
Orangeburg.  NY  Camp  Shanks  was  the  major 
east  coast  point  of  embarkation  during  World 
War  II,  and  it  was  titling  that  ceremonies  com- 
memorating the  end  of  the  war  be  conducted 
there.  "Ruptured  Duck"  awards  were  pre- 
sented to  nearly  150  sun/ivors  of  World  War  II, 
and  an  array  of  local  officials  shared  their 
views  on  World  War  II  with  us. 

The  ceremonies  were  held  under  the  guid- 
ance of  Jerry  Donnellan,  who  as  Director  of 
the  Veterans  Service  Agency  of  RocklaniJ 
County,  NY,  has  earned  a  reputation  as  one 
of  the  more  compassionate  and  qualified 
fnends  of  all  our  veterans. 

In  my  remarks  on  tfiis  solemn  occasion,  I 
reminded  my  fellow  World  War  II  veterans  of 
the  importance  of  our  passing  on  to  future 
generations  the  reasons  the  war  was  fought 
and  what  we  experienced  on  the  battlefields  of 
Europe  and  the  Pacific.  I  warned  that  we  must 
not  allow  our  revisionist  historians  to  alter  the 
truths  of  World  War  II. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  pause  dunng  our  busy 
schedule  to  reflect  on  the  monumental 
changes  which  took  place  50  years  ago  this 
week,  when  the  guns  and  the  bombs  fell  silent 
in  Europe,  and  let  us  also  pause  to  remember 
those  who  did  not  return  and  all  those  WW. 
II  Veterans  who  are  still  lingering  m  Veterans 
Hospitals  across  our  land. 


WHAT  THE  FLAG  MEANS  TO  ME 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

much  of  themselves  in  the  Second  World  War, 
I  thought  it  an  opportune  moment  to  reflect  on 
the  meaning  of  patriotism  with  the  words  of  a 
special  young  man  from  my  congressional  dis- 
trict. 

Josh  Pntchard,  a  5th  grade  student  at 
Capitola  Elementary  School,  placed  first 
among  all  students  for  the  following  essay  on 
the  meaning  of  the  Amencan  flag: 

Wkat  The  Fl.\g  Means  To  Me 
(By  Josh  Pritchard/ 

To  me.  the  American  flag  represents  a 
dream,  a  great  dream.  A  dream  that  someday 
America  will  be  a  place  where  everyone  is 
treated  equally,  and  no  one  is  judged  by 
their  creed  or  religion. 

When  Betsy  Ross  made  the  American  flag, 
she  meant  it  to  represent  America  and  free- 
dom. Around-the  time  when  Betsy  Ross  made 
the  flag,  everyone  wanted  America  to  some- 
day be  a  place  where  everyone  is  treated 
equally,  and  no  one  is  judged  by  their  creed 
or  religion.  That  wasn't  true  back  then  and 
it's  still  not  true  now.  In  the  last  219  years, 
we've  come  a  lot  closer  to  the  dream,  but 
we're  still  not  there. 

To  me.  the  flag  is  something  to  be  proud 
of.  The  flag  is  what  reminds  me  that  some- 
day America  is  going  to  be  an  even  greater 
place. 

The  flag  represents  a  place  where  there  is 
no  one  creed  but  a  place  where  all  creeds  join 
together  as  one.  A  place  where  it  doesn't 
matter  what  religion  you  are.  what  color 
hair  you  have,  or  what  kind  of  clothes  you 
wear— as  long  as  you  are  you. 

That's  the  end  of  my  essay  but  the  dream 
still  stands.  Maybe  in  the  next  100  years,  the 
dream  will  come  true 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  MAX  MCCARTHY 


HON.  SAM  FARR 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOU.se  of  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 
Mr.  FARR.  Mr.   Speaker,  as  we  honor  the 
brave  young  men  and  women  who  gave  so 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LafALCE 

OF  .NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  UFALCfc.  Mr  Speaker,  it  was  with 
deep  regret  and  sadness  that  we  learned  over 
the  weekend  of  the  passing  of  Richard  "Max" 
McCarthy,  who  served  here  in  the  House,  rep- 
resenting the  Buffalo,  NY  area  from  1965  to 
1970. 

In  addition  to  his  congressional  service 
where  he  was  a  leader  on  environmental  is- 
sues and  the  effort  to  ban  germ  and  gas  war- 
fare, Mr.  McCarthy  had  a  distinguished  career 
as  a  journalist  with  the  Buflalo  News,  serving 
as  its  Washington  Bureau  chief  from  1978 
until  1989  and  continuing  as  a  weekly  col- 
umnist. He  was  press  attache  at  the  U.S.  Em- 
bassy in  Iran  in  1975  and  1976,  authored  two 
books  and  served  m  the  Navy  at  the  end  of 
World  War  II  and  in  the  Army  dunng  the  Ko- 
rean War 

Mr.  McCarthy  was  an  affable,  congenial, 
and  gregarious  man,  who  will  be  missed  by 
his  many  fnends  and  colleagues.  Murray  Light, 
the  editor  and  senior  vice  president  of  the  Buf- 
falo News,  captured  the  spirit  of  the  Max 
McCarthy  so  many  of  us  knew  so  well,  in  his 
comments  m  the  following  obituary  from  the 
News; 

Max  was  an  outstanding  citizen  of  Buffalo, 
outstanding  patriot  and  a  fine  newspaper- 
man. All  of  us  associated  with  him  will 
greatly  miss  his  insight,  his  unending  opti- 


mism and  his  enormous  loyalty  to  his  com- 
munity, his  friends,  his  country  and  his 
newspaper. 

Ma.x  McCarthy  Dies:  News  Writer.  Ex- 

co.ngressman 

(By  Karen  Brady) 

Max  McCarthy— the  retired  Buffalo  News 
Washington  Bureau  chief,  former  congress- 
man, and  foreign  service  diplomat — died  Fri- 
day (May  5.  1995)  in  his  .Arlington.  Va..  home 
at  the  age  of  67  after  an  extended  illness. 

A  journalist  first  and  last  during  his  long 
public  career— which  included  U.S.  military 
service  in  two  wars— McCarthy  continued  to 
write  his  weekly  Washington  column  for  The 
News,  including  a  column  that  will  appear 
this  Sunday. 

■Max  was  an  outstanding  citizen  of  Buf- 
falo, outstanding  patriot  and  a  fine  news- 
paperman. All  of  us  who  have  been  associ- 
ated with  him  will  greatly  miss  his  insight, 
his  unending  optimism  and  his  enormous 
loyalty  to  his  community,  his  friends,  his 
country  and  his  newspaper."  said  Murray 
Light,  editor  and  senior  vice  president  of  The 
News. 

McCarthy  in  the  last  few  months  had  been 
living  in  a  McClean.  Va..  nursing  home  be- 
cause of  the  debilitating  effects  of 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  often  referred 
to  as  Lou  Gehrig's  disease. 

Nonetheless.  McCarthy  continued  to  write 
his  weekly  columns  for  The  News  by  dictat- 
ing to  a  neighbor  who  typed  the  material 
into  his  laptop  computer,  recalled  David 
Breasted,  an  independent  television  producer 
and  long-time  friend. 

McCarthy,  a  Democrat,  represented  Buf- 
falo in  the  House  of  Representatives  from 
1965  to  1970. 

He  later  became  press  attache  for  the  U.S. 
Embassy  in  Iran,  and  was  working  at  the 
White  House,  as  an  adviser  in  legislative  af- 
fairs, when  he  joined  The  News'  Washington 
Bureau  in  1978. 

He  was  also  one  of  the  original  leaders  of 
the  campaign  to  rid  Lake  Erie  of  pollution, 
and  was  a  nationally  recognized  pioneer  in 
other  environmental  causes. 

He  organized  Buffalo's  first  Department  of 
Human  Resources,  under  Mayor  Stanley 
Makowski.  and  was  the  author  of  two 
book.s— "The  Ultimate  Folly.  "  an  expose  of 
the  evils  of  chemical-biological  warfare,  and 
Elections  for  Sale."  a  book  on  political 
fundraising  and  spending. 

Born  Richard  Dean  McCarthy  in  Buffalo 
but  always  called  -Max."  he  came  from  a 
family  active  in  Buffalo's  political  life. 

His  great-great-grandparents,  on  his  moth- 
er's side,  were  Irish  immigrants  whose  son. 
Peter  B.  Walsh,  was  elected  to  the  old  Buf- 
falo Board  of  Aldermen  in  1059. 

His  son— McCarthy's  grandfather.  Richard 
W.  Walsh— was  an  attorney,  and  the  official 
court  stenographer  at  the  trial  of  Leon 
Czolgosz.  the  man  convicted  of  assassinating 
President,  William  McKinley  at  the  Pan- 
American  Exposition  in  Buffalo  in  1901. 

McCarthy's  father,  the  late  Ignatius  D 
McCarthy,  also  an  attorney,  ran  twice  for 
Buffalo  City  Court  judge. 

McCarthy's  mother,  the  late  Kathleen 
Walsh  McCarthy,  not  only  assisted  her  hus- 
band in  his  City  Court  bids,  but  was  also  of- 
fice manager  during  her  son's  successful  1964 
congressional  campaign.  She  was  a  co-found- 
er as  well  of  Housewives  to  End  Pollution 
here. 

Max  McCarthy  attended  St  Joseph's 
Catholic  Elementary  School.  He  graduated 
from  Canisius  High  School  and  Canisius  Col- 
lege, where  he  was  a  regular  in  the  college's 
Little  Theatre  productions.  He  did  graduate 
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and  Harvard. 

He  served  in  the  Navy  in  the  Pacific  at  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  and  in  the  Army  in  the 
Far  East  during  the  Korean  War. 

In  1952— as  a  corporal  with  the  24th  Infan- 
try Division  of  the  Army,  stationed  in 
Sendei,  Japan— he  sent  accounts  of  military 
life  to  The  Buffalo  Evening  News.  The  paper 
printed  his  accounts  and  then  hired  McCar- 
thy as  a  reporter  following  his  discharge. 

Three  years  later,  he  was  named  public  re- 
lations director  of  the  National  Gypsum  Co.. 
based  in  Buffalo,  and  remained  in  that  posi- 
tion until  196-1  when  he  was  first  elected  to 
Congress,  a  Democrat  representing  Buffalo's 
heavily  Republican  old  39th  Congressional 
District. 

It  was  a  startling  victory.  McCarth.v.  a  po- 
litical novice  of  36.  beat  six-term  incumbent 
Rep.  John  R.  Pillion,  a  Hamburg  Republican. 

McCarthy's  campaign  theme  was  "a  young 
man  looking  into  the  future."  A  chief  aim, 
he  said  at  the  time,  was  to  serve  on  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee — because  he 
wanted  to  rid  Lake  Erie  of  pollution. 

McCarthy's  first  book.  "The  Ultimate 
Folly"  was  published  by  Knopf  in  1969.  It  re- 
sulted in  congressional  hearings,  a  national 
policy  review  and  canceling  a  plan  to  dump 
outdated  nerve  gases  from  three  U.S.  arse- 
nals into  the  sea. 

In  constant  demand  as  a  speaker,  McCar- 
thy appeared  on  national  television  and  was 
featured  in  major  publications.  He  was  se- 
lected to  give  a  prestigious  Chubb  series  of 
lectures  at  Yale  University. 

In  1970.  he  was  persuaded  by  New  'York 
State  Democrats  to  run  for  a  U.S.  Senate 
seat,  it  was  a  move  that  cost  him  his  seat  in 
the  House  of  Representatives — and  sent  his 
personal  political  career  on  a  downward  spi- 
ral. 

McCarthy's  former  House  seat  went  to  the 
Republican  candidate— newcomer  and  former 
Buffalo  Bill,  .lack  Kemp. 

"As  a  three-term  member  of  Congress.  Max 
was  a  strong  progressive  and  had  an  unblem- 
ished reputation  for  integrity.  He  did  pio- 
neering work  on  the  environment  and  cam- 
paign finance  reform.  It  was  fitting  that  the 
last  column  published  in  his  lifetime  was  an 
appeal  for  sanity  on  firearms.  That  coura- 
geous stand  cost  him  a  great  deal  of  support 
in  the  1960s,  "  said  Douglas  Turner.  The 
News'  Washington  Bureau  chief. 

McCarthy  took  a  position  as  vice  president 
and  director  of  community  development  for 
A.  Victor  and  Co.  here. 

A  year  later— after  considering  a  run  for 
Erie  County  executive — he  was  named  a  Har- 
vard fellow,  lecturing  in  the  university's  In- 
stitute of  Politics  of  the  John  Fitzgerald 
Kennedy  School  of  Government. 

He  completed  his  second  book.  "Elections 
for  Sale."  and  served  for  a  time  as  a  Grover 
Cleveland  fellow  at  UB. 

In  1972.  he  sought  election  to  the  then-new 
38th  District  but  lost. 

He  subsequently  became  a  visiting  profes- 
sor of  political  science  at  Canisius  College 
and  Niagara  University. 

In  1973.  Buffalo  Mayor  Makowski  made 
McCarthy  a  member  of  his  Cabinet,  charging 
him  with  formation  of  the  city  Department 
of  Human  Resources. 

In  1974.  President  Gerald  Ford  appointed 
McCarthy  to  the  U.S.  Information  Agency— 
and.  for  the  next  two  years,  he  served  as 
press  attache  at  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Iran. 

In  1976,  McCarthy  was  named  to  the  Carter 
administration  White  House  staff— where  he 
was  Involved  with  legislative  affairs  until 
joining  The  News'  Washington  Bureau  in 
June  of  1978. 
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Three  months  later,  he  was  named  W,ash- 
ington  bureau  chief  for  The  Buffalo  News. 
McCarthy  held  the  position  until  his  own  re- 
tirement in  1989,  but  continued  to  write  a 
weekly  Washington  column  for  The  News. 

In  1985,  McCarthy  became  the  sixth  mem- 
ber of  The  News  to  be  elected  to  the  pres- 
tigious Gridiron  Club  in  Washington.  He  also 
was  a  member  of  the  National  Press  Club. 

He  was  a  founder  of  the  Greater  Buffalo 
Development  Foundation  which  he  served  as 
vice  president  for  eight  years. 

McCarthy  also  was  a  lover  of  opera  and 
collected  fine  literature,  especially  books  on 
Irish  history. 

Survivors  include  his  former  wife.  Gail; 
three  sons.  Dean  of  Buffalo,  and  Barry  and 
Brendan,  both  of  Chicago,  and  two  daugh- 
ters. Maura  of  New  York  City  and  Deidre  of 
San  Remo.  Italy. 

Funeral  arrangements  are  incomplete. 


TRIBUTE  TO  AL  GUNTHER 


HON.  JACK  REED 

OK  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  9, 1995 

Mr.  REED.  Mr  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  rise  today  and  salute  Al  Gunther, 
a  distinguished  individual  from  Rhode  Island 
who  is  being  honored  for  his  outstanding  con- 
tributions to  the  Boy  Scouts  of  America  on  the 
occasion  of  his  retirement  from  his  position  as 
Ranger  of  Camp  Yawgoog 

He  first  came  to  Camp  Yawgoog  in  1959 
with  his  wife  Diane  and  for  the  past  36  years 
he  has  devoted  his  time  and  talents  to  provid- 
ing young  people  with  the  rewarding  experi- 
ences of  camping.  His  leadership  of  Yawgoog 
was  also  enhanced  by  a  unique  blend  of  man- 
agement skill  and  a  special  affection  for  his 
fellow  man. 

The  Boy  Scouts  of  Rhode  Island  owe  a  debt 
of  gratitude  to  Al  Gunther  for  his  dedication 
and  commitment.  During  his  stewardship, 
Camp  Yawgoog  has  prevailed  through  tires, 
floods,  droughts,  hurricanes,  blizzards,  and 
other  adversities.  His  efforts  have  ensured  that 
the  camp  has  not  only  survived  but  flounshed. 
Over  a  quarter  of  a  million  boys  and  campers 
have  benefited  from  Al  Gunthers  hard  work 
and  from  the  humanitanan  spirit  which  has 
prevailed  at  Camp  Yawgoog. 

I  respectfully  request  that  my  colleagues  join 
me  in  saluting  Albert  R.  Gunther  and  recogniz- 
ing his  contributions  to  generations  of  young 
people,  and  toward  the  betterment  of  our  com- 
munity. 


DEDICATION  OF  TEMPLE  ISRAEL 


HON.  TONY  P.  HALL 

OK  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  to  call 
attention  to  the  dedication  of  a  new  syna- 
gogue building  tor  Temple  Israel  of  Dayton, 
OH,  within  my  district.  The  building  is  an  im- 
portant milestone  for  the  Dayton  Jewish  com- 
munity. 

Temple  Israel  traces  its  roots  to  1850,  when 
12  Jews  in  Dayton  formed  a  Hebrew  Society. 
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The  congregation,  which  was  incorporated  as 
Kehillah  Kodesh  B'nai  Yeshurun,  bought  a 
building  in  1863,  In  1893,  the  congregation 
had  grown  enough  to  construct  a  new  syna- 
gogue at  the  corner  ol  First  and  Jefferson 
Streets  m  downtown. 

Downtown  was  severely  damaged  by  the 
great  Dayton  flood  of  1913.  By  1925,  the  con- 
gregation began  construction  of  a  new  building 
at  the  corner  of  Salem  and  Emerson  Avenues, 
in  the  neighborhood  of  Dayton  View.  This 
building  was  expanded  in  1953  with  the  addi- 
tion of  a  new  sanctuary. 

In  November  i994.  the  congregation  moved 
into  its  new  home  at  One  Riverbend,  on  the 
west  bank  of  the  Great  Miami  River,  just  north 
of  downtown.  On  Friday,  May  5,  the  building 
was  formerly  dedicated  at  a  service.  The  fol- 
lowing Sunday,  Temple  Israel  opened  its 
building  and  grounds  to  the  Dayton  community 
at  an  open  house. 

I  offer  my  congratulations  to  Temple  Israel's 
Rabbi  P.  Irving  Bloom,  whose  vision  and  lead- 
ership have  led  to  this  moment.  I  further  ex- 
tend my  best  wishes  to  the  entire  congrega- 
tion to  find  fulfillment  in  using  the  building  for 
generations  to  come. 


THREATS  TO  CUT  USL\  THREATEN 
AMERICAN  SECURITY 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BER.MAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BERMAN  Mr  Speaker,  next  week  the 
International  Relations  Committee  will  mark  up 
legislation  that  threatens  major  changes  m 
Americas  foreign  policy  institutions.  This  legis- 
lation— that  appears  to  be  largely  driven  by 
pledges  from  Senator  Helms  to  consolidate 
Americas  foreign  policy  instruments — was  just 
received  this  morning  by  Congressman  Hamil- 
ton and  has  not  yet  been  reviewed  by  most 
Democrats,  nor,  I  venture  to  say,  by  many  Re- 
publicans. Yet,  the  committee  appears  to  be 
determined  to  move  its  legislation  forward. 

Through  press  statements,  we  have  learned 
that  Senator  Helms'  agenda  is  to  eliminate  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
[ACDA],  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment [AID],  and  the  U.S.  Information  Agency 
[USIA].  The  functions  of  these  agencies  are  to 
be  combined  into  a  mega-bureaucracy  in  the 
Department  of  State.  Senator  Helms  claims 
major  savings  m  this  reform  although  he  ac- 
knowledges that  few  actual  savings  will  be  re- 
alized In  the  first  2  years  of  his  proposed  con- 
solidation. 

I  tjelieve  that  there  is  even  a  greater  cost  to 
this  proposal.  It  is  m  the  cost  to  our  national 
secunty.  In  this  day  of  increasing  threats  from 
terrorism  and  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  now  is  not  the  time  to  dis- 
mantle the  first  line  of  Americas  defense:  our 
foreign  policy  institutions  which  sensed  this 
country  so  well  in  the  cold  war 

We  all  believe  that  m  this  post-coid-war  era. 
when  threats  to  Amencan  citizens  and  our  na- 
tion can  come  equally  from  the  actions  of  a 
lone  terronst  or  another  country,  when  threats 
can  be  economic  as  well  as  military,  we  do 
need  to  reexamine  our  Nation's  foreign  policy 
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bureaucracy  in  order  to  make  !t  more  efficient. 
But  this  effort  is  already  underway  tfirough 
Vice  President  GORE's  National  Policy  Review 
and  Secretary  of  State  Christopher's  internal 
strategic  management  initiative. 

We  need  a  reasoned,  rational  approach  to 
reform  that  matches  obiective  with  means  m  a 
manner  that  protects  and  advances  American 
national  security.  Legislation  designed  by  polit- 
ical impulse  and  railroaded  through  the  politi- 
cal process  without  time  for  full  regard  to  cost 
or  benefit  is  dangerous  tinkering  with  Ameri- 
ca's security. 

I  am  not  alone  in  my  desire  for  hesitation  or 
in  my  concern  for  the  result.  A  bipartisan 
group  from  Freedom  House  recently  released 
a  statement  opposing  the  elimination  of  USIA. 
This  group,  which  includes  among  others 
former  U.N.  Ambassador  Jeane  Kirkpatnck, 
Edward  Fuelner,  Jr.,  president  of  the  Hentage 
Foundation,  former  Senator  Malcolm  Wallop, 
and  Emmett  Tyrrell,  Jr.,  editor  of  the  American 
Spectator,  cogently  and  persuasively  argues 
that  "this  proposed  consolidation  and  cen- 
tralization would  weaken  Amencan  public  di- 
plomacy." 

The  arguments  that  they  make  on  behalf  of 
presen/ing  one  agency,  USIA,  I  believe  can  be 
made,  and  will  be  made  next  week,  on  behalf 
of  the  other  agencies  now  threatened  by  the 
proposed  legislation.  Weakening  the  inde- 
pendent voices  and  undermining  the  effective- 
ness of  ACDA  and  USAID  will  not  strengthen 
American  foreign  policy.  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  read  closely  the  statement  issued 
by  Freedom  House  and  review  carefully  the 
legislation  once  it  is  introduced  by  the  Repub- 
licans. 

I  ask  that  the  Freedom  House  report  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  FtTURE  ijF  U.S.  Public  Diplomacy 

New  proposals  have  been  advanced  to  place 
the  United  States  Information  Agency 
(USIA)— long  the  chief  instrument  of  Amer- 
ican public  diplomacy— under  the  centralized 
control  of  the  State  Department.  We  believe 
this  proposed  consolidation  and  centraliza- 
tion would  weaken  American  public  diplo- 
macy. 

Why  should  the  USIA  remain  independent? 
Through  its  broadcasting,  numerous  ex- 
change programs  and  links  with  people 
throughout  the  world,  it  already  is  highly 
successful  in  promoting  American  interests 
and  articulating  who  we  are  and  how  our 
policies  and  values  are  shaped.  The  State  De- 
partment has  a  different  though  related  role. 
It  explains  US  foreign  policy  to  Americans 
and  presents  our  government's  official  posi- 
tions to  foreign  governments.  The  State  De- 
partment values  quiet  negotiations,  govem- 
ment-to-govemment  contacts,  protracted 
discussion,  compromise  and  sometimes  se- 
crecy. A  credible  public  diplomacy,  by  con- 
trast, requires  openness,  the  ability  to  re- 
spond quickly  to  rapidly  changing  world 
events,  and  independence  in  reporting,  anal- 
ysis and  comment.  In  short,  the  culture  of 
the  State  Department  differs  substantially 
from  the  culture  of  the  USIA. 

There  are  other  important  reasons  to  re- 
tain the  USIA's  present  status. 

Public  diplomacy  and  formal  diplomacy. 
WTiile  formal  diplomatic  relations  conducted 
by  the  State  Department  are  an  important 
aspect  of  our  government's  diverse  engage- 
ment with  other  societies,  public  diplo- 
macy—our open  efforts  to  win  understanding 
and  support  among  the  peoples  of  foreign 
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countries  on  matters  that  affect  U.S.  na- 
tional interests — suffers  when  it  is  subordi- 
nated to  the  demands  of  formal  diplomacy. 
We  have  long-term  interests  in  developing 
flexible  relationships  with  foreign  educators, 
journalists,  cultural  leaders,  minority  and 
opposition  leaders  that  must  not  be  sub- 
jected to  the  daily  pressures  of  official  gov- 
ernment-to-government affairs.  USIA  has 
filled  this  niche  by  setting  up  exchanges  that 
introduce  foreign  representatives  to  U.S. 
governmental,  non-govemmental,  private, 
business  and  cultural  institutions. 

American  values;  independent  voices,  one 
theme.  The  promotion  of  American  political 
and  economic  values  has  been  an  auspicious 
aspect  of  our  foreign  policy  in  recent  times. 
The  spread  of  democracy  and  the  global  com- 
munication revolution  indicate  that  this 
form  of  engagement  in  foreign  affairs  will  be 
of  great  importance  in  the  future.  Diver- 
sification and  independence — not  centraliza- 
tion and  uniformity— make  the  U.S.'s  mes- 
sage more  meaningful  and  credible.  The 
USIA's  broadcasting  and  exchange  programs 
should  remain  free  of  interference  from  offi- 
cials with  responsibilities  in  other  areas. 
Radio  Free  Europe/Radio  Liberty,  Voice  of 
America  and  Radio  Marti  remain  vital 
sources  of  information  around  the  world.  In 
East-Central  Europe  and  the  former  Soviet 
Union  (where  independent  media  continue  to 
face  difficulties)  RFE/RL  is  trusted  precisely 
because  of  its  journalistic  integrity.  This 
would  be  seriously  compromised  if  they  were 
perceived  as  official  organs  of  State  Depart- 
ment policy. 

Re-orientation  before  re-organization.  The 
structure  of  our  foreign  affairs  agencies 
needs  to  be  considered  in  light  of  America's 
global  strategy  in  a  rapidly  changing  inter- 
national environment.  Re-organization  not 
rooted  in  a  clear  and  comprehensive  under- 
standing and  consensus  about  goals  and  mis- 
sions cannot  work  or  last.  The  USIA  and  fed- 
erally-funded international  broadcasting 
have  track  records  of  success  and  will  con- 
tinue to  work.  Indeed,  with  today's  menac- 
ing phenomena  of  international  criminal  ac- 
tivity, terrorism,  inter-ethnic  hatreds  and 
anti-democratic  forces  around  the  world,  the 
work  of  USIA  is  more  critical  than  ever. 

We  understand  that  there  will  have  to  be 
some  significant  re-organization  and  re- 
prioritization  in  foreign  policy.  Those  who 
have  offered  proposals  for  change  have  done 
some  service.  The  world  has  changed,  in  no 
small  measure  because  of  our  multi-layered 
and  multi-faceted  foreign  policy  structures. 
Our  goal  should  be  coordination  between 
agencies,  not  the  kind  of  consolidated  ad- 
ministrative centralism  that  will  not  work. 
The  tasks  of  the  State  Department  and  the 
public  diplomacy  agencies  should  nurture 
one  another,  but  must  remain  separate  to  be 
truly  effective. 


HONORING  TUDOR  CITY  GREENS 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  stand  be- 
fore my  distinguished  colleagues  to  honor  the 
invaluable  work  of  Tudor  City  Greens. 

Tudor  City  Greens  is  a  not-for-profit  organi- 
zation that  maintains  two  parks  within  the 
Tudor  City  complex;  one  of  New  York  City's 
most  densely  p)opulated  neigfit>ortioods.  Sur- 
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rounded  by  the  steel  and  glass  of  towering 
skyscrapers,  these  two  parks  have  provided 
tranquility  and  beauty  for  the  public's  enjoy- 
ment since  the  late  I920's. 

The  importance  of  the  parks  to  New  York's 
quality  of  life  was  brought  to  the  forefront 
when  the  very  existence  of  the  parks  were 
threatened  in  1972.  That  year  a  real  estate 
developer  bought  the  Tudor  City  complex  and 
planned  to  build  apartments  on  the  parks.  The 
community  rallied  against  the  developer  and 
vehemently  battled  to  save  the  parks.  After  a 
15-year  legal  battle,  the  properties  were  sold 
to  Time  Equities  who  donated  the  parks  to  the 
Trust  for  Public  Land.  The  parks  were  deemed 
only  for  recreational  and  cultural  use  and  m 
1988  Tudor  City  and  its  parks  were  des- 
ignated an  histonc  district  by  the  Landmarks 
Presen/ation  Commission  in  1988. 

Tudor  City  Greens  was  founded  in  January 
of  1987  by  residents  of  the  complex  to  pre- 
serve and  maintain  the  parks.  Since  its  con- 
ception, the  organization  has  worked  diligently 
to  develop  and  implement  a  comprehensive 
plan  to  restore  and  maintain  the  parks.  They 
have  cultivated  new  gardens,  initiated  a  tree 
care  program  and  organized  annual  events 
such  as  Easter  egg  hunts,  caroling  and  a  Hal- 
loween parade. 

On  May  10.  Tudor  City  Greens,  will  sponsor 
Its  Parks  Celebration  to  focus  the  city's  atten- 
tion on  the  beauty  of  the  parks,  and  the  con- 
tinuing efforts  to  preserve  them.  I  would  like  to 
personally  thank  the  directors  of  Tudor  City 
Greens  for  their  dedication  and  outstanding 
work  in  preserving  one  of  New  York's  cultural 
treasures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  pay  tnbute  to 
Tudor  City  Greens  lor  providing  the  citizens  of 
New  York  with  this  emerald  isle  deep  within 
the  heart  of  New  York. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  AMENDMENT  TO 
BE  OFFERED  TO  THE  CLEAN  AIR 
ACT 

HON.  RANDY  TATE 

OF  WASHI.NGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 
Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  today  I  had 
preprinted  m  the  Congressional  Record  an 
amendment  offered  by  myself,  and  my  distin- 
guished colleague.  Representative  Mike 
Parker,  to  H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Amend- 
ments of  1995. 
The  explanation  follows: 

AME.NDMENT  TO  H.R.  961  TO  RESOLVE  THE  TA- 
COMA  CASE  BY  INCLUDI.NG  STATE  WATER 
QUALITY  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THE  FERC  LI- 
CENSING PROCESS— EXPLANATION 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  ad- 
dress the  serious  concerns  that  the  Supreme 
Court's  1994  Tacoma  decision  are  creating  for 
the  nation's  hydropower  projects.  These 
projects  are  the  leading  source  of  clean,  re- 
newable electric  energy  in  this  country.  But 
they  are  operating  under  a  cloud  because  the 
Supreme  Court  has  interpreted  the  Clean 
Water  .\ct,  in  particular  section  401  of  the 
.\ct.  so  broadly  as  to  effectively  supersede 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
(FERC)'s  licensing  authority  over  the 
projects  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

This  amendment  would  rectify  that  situa- 
tion. It  directs  state  water  quality  agencies 


to  provide  their  Clean  Water  Act  rec- 
ommendations— for  hydropower  projects 
under  the  Commission's  jurisdiction  — to  the 
Commission  to  consider  under  the  Federal 
Power  Act.  Section  10(a)  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  requires  FERC  to  conduct  a 
lengthy,  comprehensive  review  of  both  pro- 
posed hydropower  projects  and  existing 
projects  upon  relicensing.  That  review  fo- 
cuses heavily  on  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  each  project  and  best  ways  to 
mitigate  or  avoid  those  impact.  Further- 
more, section  10(a)  specifically  requires  the 
Commission  to  take  into  account  the  rec- 
ommendations of  state  and  federal  agencies, 
Indian  tribes,  and  the  public.  Therefore,  in 
the  context  of  hydropower  projects  under 
FERC's  jurisdiction,  it  makes  sense  to  fold 
state  water  quality  agency  recommendations 
into  the  comprehensive  licensing  process 
that  already  exists  under  the  Federal  Power 
Act.  This  amendment  accomplishes  that  ob- 
jective. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

MONEY  TO  BURN 


TRIBUTE  TO  CPL  BRUCE  BARDELL 


HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL 

OK  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  a  distinguished  police  officer 
who  IS  retiring  as  a  hero  from  the  Allen  Park, 
Ml,  Police  Department.  Cpl.  Bruce  Bardell  was 
honored  last  month  by  the  city  he  has  served 
with  bravery  and  skill  for  29  years. 

Since  being  wounded  by  a  gunshot  fired  by 
a  fleeing  felon  in  1978,  ciorporal  Bardell  has 
undergone  lour  major  surgeries,  the  most  re- 
cent of  which  was  in  January  of  this  year.  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  a  little 
about  the  incident  that  le(j  to  this  injury  be- 
cause It  reveals  much  about  the  character  of 
this  officer,  and  the  other  officers  on  the  Allen 
Park  police  force. 

On  June  3,  1978,  Corporal  Bardell  was 
among  the  officers  dispatched  when  a  larceny 
was  reported  m  the  north  end  of  the  city  The 
suspects  lied  in  a  car.  After  the  police  gave 
chase,  the  suspects  abandoned  their  vehicle 
and  escaped  through  back  yards  on  foot  in  the 
dark.  When  a  resident  reported  a  prowler.  Offi- 
cer Bardell  responded  Upon  arriving  to  the 
area  of  the  report,  he  viewed  a  shadowy  figure 
darting  in  a  nearby  yard,  and  gave  chase  on 
loot.  Officer  Bardell  was  surpnsed  by  a  sec- 
ond suspect  hiding  behind  a  garage,  who  fired 
two  shots  at  point  blank  range,  striking  Officer 
Bardell  in  the  abdomen.  He  managed  to  return 
fire,  sinking  the  suspect,  who  was  immobilized 
until  otfier  officers  arnved  on  the  scene. 

Officer  Bardell  returned  to  duty  following  his 
recovery  from  his  injunes,  and  I  am  pleased  to 
be  able  to  report  that  his  assailant  is  still  im- 
prisoned, serving  a  60-  to  100-year  term. 
However,  I  must  also  note  that  Corporal 
Bardell  has  suffered  continuing  health  prot>- 
lems  as  a  result  of  this  craven  criminal  act. 
Despite  these  problems,  he  has  continued  to 
serve  with  distinction  and  honor. 

For  his  years  of  dedicated  service  to  the 
people  of  Allen  Park,  for  his  bravery  in  the 
face  of  great  danger,  and  tor  his  record  as  a 
good  and  faithful  citizen,  I  call  upon  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House  to  jom  me  in  saluting 
this  great  Amencan. 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  am  sure 
you  know.  Arson  Awareness  Week,  com- 
memorating the  end  of  the  Los  Angeles  fires 
set  during  the  1992  nots,  just  ended,  with 
communities  all  across  the  country  focussing 
public  attention  on  the  terrible  costs  m  lives 
and  money  from  arson  lor  profit  Arson  Aware- 
ness Week  has  the  support  ol  firefighters 
around  the  Nation,  many  of  whom  have  orga- 
nized with  consumers,  government  agencies 
and  insurers  to  combat  this  form  of  insurance 
fraud  through  public  information  and  the  advo- 
cacy ol  such  groups  as  the  Coalition  Against 
Insurance  Fraud.  The  coalition  recently  pub- 
lished in  its  newsletter  the  following  article, 
"Money  To  Burn",  which  I  would  like  inserted 
in  the  Congressional  Record  m  recognition 
of  our  firelighters  and  the  arson  problem: 
Money  To  Burn 
(By  Michael  E.  Diegel) 
ARSON-FOH-PROFIT  AND  ITS  MANY  FACES  ARE  A 

DANGEROUS— SOMETIMES    DEADLY— FORM     OF 

INSURANCE  FRAUD 

In  560  cases  in  1993,  someone's  world  ended 
just  as  biblical  writers  predicted— in  a  blaze 
of  fire. 

The  560  dead  were  the  victims  not  of  apoc- 
ryphal wrath  but  of  arson. 

P'or  at  least  80  other  people  living  in  apart- 
ments above  a  New  York  warehouse,  salva- 
tion came  in  the  form  of  investigators  who 
unearthed  a  plot  to  bum  the  warehouse  for 
the  insurance  money. 

There's  no  way  to  know  how  many  of  the 
,560  were  killed  in  cases  of  arson  for  profit, 
but  experts  believe  at  least  15  percent  of  re- 
ported fires  are  deliberately  set  for  several 
reasons,  including  insurance  fraud  and  other 
profit-seeking  motives. 

"It's  as  difficult,  or  perhaps  even  more  so. 
as  determining  the  level  of  [other  types  of] 
insurance  fraud."  said  Rick  Oilman  of  the 
Insurance  Committee  for  Arson  Control. 
"It's  perhaps  more  difficult  because  arson 
covers  a  wide  variety  of  motives  where  gen- 
erally insurance  fraud  is  strictly  for  profit." 

He  defines  arson  for  profit  as  "an  inten- 
tionally set  fire  to  recover  some  financial 
gain.  Maybe  it's  financial  gain  through  in- 
surance proceeds,  maybe  it's  financial  gain 
through  reducing  the  competition,  maybe 
it's  financial  gain  through  some  other  ave- 
nue. 

"There  isn't  any  information  as  to  how 
common  it  is."  Gilman  continued.  "The 
whole  issue  is  one  that's  very  difficult  to 
find  out  anything  about  because  there  hasn't 
been  an  effective  study  of  that  aspect  of 
arson  for  over  a  decade," 

A  1982  study  of  closed  claims  files  from  1980 
was  conducted  by  the  Insurance  Research 
Council's  organizational  predecessor.  Gilman 
said. 

"In  general,  what  they  found  in  the  vol- 
untary [insurance]  market,  the  percentage  of 
arson  cases  was  15-17  percent,  but  when  you 
got  into  the  F"AIR  [Fair  Access  to  Insurance 
Requirement)  plan  market,  they  found 
[arson  ca.ses  were]  upwards  of  40-50  percent.  " 
Gilman  reported. 

What  is  known  are  recent  cases  that  illus- 
trate the  variety  of  arson-for-profit  schemes, 
such  as: 
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A  seven-person  ring  operating  in  Florida 
for  at  least  six  years.  Participants  torched 
houses,  usually  under  the  guise  of  renovation 
or  construction  projects.  The  group  also 
buraed  cars  and  at  least  15  insurance  compa- 
nies. 

A  New  Jersey  couple  accused  in  February 
of  setting  fire  to  their  home  after  it  lan- 
guished on  the  real  estate  market  for  more 
than  a  year. 

Three  San  Francisco  men  were  arrested  in 
March  and  accused  of  buying  a  house  in  1990, 
enhancing  its  value  by  presenting  a  ficti- 
tious lease-to-purchase  agreement  and  filing 
a  claim  after  setting  the  house  afire.  Inves- 
tigators said  one  of  the  men  had  been  pur- 
sued since  the  late  1970s  for  suspected  arson, 
but  this  was  the  first  time  they'd  gotten 
enough  evidence  to  charge  him. 

A  Prince  George's  County  (Md.)  man  who 
owns  a  topless  bar  recently  was  accused  of 
hiring  others  to  set  fire  to  the  county's  only 
other  topless  bar. 

While  large  commercial  arson  cases  and 
homeowner  arson-related  fraud  is  fairly  com- 
mon, arson  for  profit  crosses  all  socio- 
economic groups.  Investigators  in  Buffalo, 
a.Y.,  report  a  rash  of  arson  fires  in  apart- 
ments occupied  by  people  on  public  assist- 
ance. Officials  cited  one  woman  who  had 
fires  break  out  in  five  separate  apartments 
over  three  years.  Relatives  of  hers  experi- 
enced at  least  three  fires. 

In  these  cases,  burned  out  welfare  clients 
move  into  public  housing  They  refuse  to  pay 
any  rent  and  eventually  are  evicted.  Then 
the  apartment  is  torched,  usually  after  all 
belongings  have  been  surreptitiously  re- 
moved. The  client  moves  into  a  hotel,  which 
is  paid  for,  gets  all  her  meals  paid  for,  and 
collects  on  claims  for  the  "destroyed"  be- 
longings. 

Typically,  the  "victim"  can  collect  around 
S3.000  plus  pocketing  what  would  have  gone 
to  rent.  Fire  investigators  believe  that  more 
than  a  third  of  the  city's  more  than  300  arson 
fires  can  be  attributed  to  the  scheme,  which 
they  say  is  increasingly  popular.  In  a  couple 
of  blatant  cases,  they  report  welfare  clients 
related  to  each  other  had  fires  at  the  same 
time. 

Cases  like  these  earn  headlines  or  are  part 
of  the  anecdotes  told  among  arson  invef.tiea- 
tors.  So,  too.  are  tales  of  arson  by  juvenile  or 
serial  offenders.  Usually  these  cases  aren't 
fraud-motivated  arson.  Residential  fires,  too, 
are  less  likely  to  be  suspected  arson  for  prof- 
it. 

"It  may  be  that  the  grease  fire  in  the 
kitchen  may  have  l)een  intentionally  set," 
Gilman  said,  "but  it's  the  local  fire  depart- 
ment and  the  local  homeowner  that  maybe 
they  know,  [so]  I  think  there  may  be  less  of 
a  tendency  to  investigate  residential  fires 
unless  it's  glaringly  evident— multiple  igni- 
tion sights  or  other  glaring  evidence  of 
arson." 

Gilman  also  suspects  investigators  are  less 
likely  to  look  closely  at  residential  fires  be- 
cause there's  not  as  much  money  involved  as 
in  commercial  arson  fires.  Again,  he  la- 
mented. "There's  all  too  few  facts  in  this 
arena." 

Still,  he  added,  companies  are  investigat- 
ing fires  more  than  in  the  past. 

"The  same  intensity  that  is  being  ad- 
dressed to  insurance  fraud  is  being  found  in 
the  arson  investigation  arena.  "  Gilman  said 
Companies  are  creating  and  expanding  spe- 
cial investigation  units,  using  resources  such 
as  property  loss  databases  and  public 
records,  trying  to  identify  patterns  aoid  mo- 
tives. They  also  go  low-tech 

"Some  companies  train  arson  dogs  and 
give  them  to  local  fire  departments."  Gil- 
man said,  "Nationwide  has  its  own  arson  dog 


12280 


they  use  for  their  investigations,  which  I 
think  IS  kind  of  neat." 

Passage  of  arson  immunity  laws  has 
helped,  loo.  All  50  states  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  have  some  form  of  arson  immunity 
to  protect  insurers  who  give  information  to 
law  enforcement. 

In  some  cases,  the  law's  scope  is  limited. 
For  example.  14  states  do  not  allow  reciproc- 
ity; law  enforcement  cannot  share  informa- 
tion with  insurers.  Most  insurers  support  full 
reciprocity  in  immunity  laws  and  also  would 
like  to  see  legislation  protecting  insurer-to- 
insurer  information  sharing. 

And  there  is  good  news.  The  number  of  sus- 
pected arson  fires  has  dropped  for  three 
straight  years  and  there  was  a  reported  11 
percent  drop  in  arson  cases  in  cities  with 
more  than  1  million  residents.  However,  the 
cost  of  those  fires  was  up  in  1993  by  more 
than  $350  million. 

The  National  Arson  Forum,  a  group  of 
companies  and  organizations  concerned 
about  arson,  developed  Arson  Awareness 
Week  (the  first  week  of  Mayj  to  bring  the 
cost  of  this  crime  to  the  attention  of  the 
public.  It  also  commemorates  the  end  of  the 
Los  Angeles  fires  set  during  the  1992  riots. 

While  the  dollar  costs  are  something  that's 
borne  by  all  of  us.  its  also  a  good  time  to  re- 
member that  some  of  us  pay  with  our  lives. 


TWO  HUNDRED  YEARS  AGO 


HON.  JOSEPH  P.  KENNEDY  II 

OF  .M.^SS.^CHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  it  would  be  fitting  for  me  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  a  poignant  poem 
written  by  Carrie  B  H.  Collins  of  Denver.  CO. 
Ms.  Collins'  poem  expresses  the  essence  of 
our  great  Nation,  and  will  make  an  important 
contnbution  to  the  record. 

Two  Hundred  Years  Ago 
(By  Came  B.H  Collins) 
Two  hunJied  yeais  ago 

America  started  to  grow 
Her  work  was  tedious  and  slow 

And  England  had  to  go. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

They  thought  they  had  to  fight 
For  freedom  and  for  right 

The  Red  Coats  with  their  might. 
Two  hundreds  years  ago 

We  found  the  Indians  here 
They  farmed  and  fished  and  sought 

To  hold  their  land  they  fought. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

The  Brown  folks  lived  here  too 
Their  horses  they  did  ride 

And  brand  their  cattle's  hides. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

Black  folks  were  shackled  and  chained 
Free  labor  they  did  give 

Some  died  that  others  may  live. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

They  came  from  far  and  near 
Some  came  because  of  fears 

And  others  shedding  tears. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

.America  wanted  more 
She  looked  from  coast  to  coast 

For  help  without  a  toast. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

Some  peole  had  a  dream 
That  one  day  it  would  seem 
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Like  the.y  could  live  as  Kings. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

Men  worked  hard  with  the  land 
And  some  of  them  couldn't  stand 

Hardships  of  their  fellow-man. 
Two  hundred  years  ago 

They  came  with  all  they  had 
High  hopes,  courage  and  faith 

To  live  and  grow  in  grace. 
Two  hundred  years  and  here 

America,  stand  up  and  cheer 
For  men  have  worked  sincere 

Thank  God.  move  on  without  fear. 
Two  hundred  years  and  here 

America,  stand  up  and  cheer 
Brave  men  have  bled  and  died 

For  freedom  side  by  side. 


May  9,  1995 


VETERANS'  EMPLOYMENT  ASSIST- 
ANCE MUST  BE  MAINTAINED 


May  9,  1995 


TRIBUTE  TO  GIRL  SCOUT  GOLD 
AWARD  RECIPIENT 


HON.  DAVID  R.  OBEY 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  would  like 
to  salute  an  outstanding  young  woman  who 
has  been  honored  with  the  Girl  Scouts  of  the 
U.S.A.  Gold  Award  by  Birch  Trails  Girl  Scout 
Council  in  my  home  town  of  Wausau,  Wl.  She 
is  Molly  Olsen  of  Girl  Scout  Troop  291. 

She  was  honored  on  March  11.  1995  for 
earning  the  highest  achievement  award  m  Girl 
Scouting.  The  Girl  Scout  Gold  Award  symbol- 
izes outstanding  accomplishments  in  the  areas 
of  leadership,  community  service,  career  plan- 
ning, and  personal  development. 

Girl  Scouts  of  the  USA.,  an  organization 
serving  over  2.6  million  girls,  has  awarded 
more  than  20,000  Girl  Scout  Gold  Awards  to 
Senior  Girl  Scouts  Since  Ihe  inception  of  the 
program  in  1980.  To  receive  the  award,  a  Girl 
Scout  must  fulfill  five  requirements:  earn  four 
interest  protect  patches,  earn  the  Career  Ex- 
ploration pin,  earn  the  Senior  Girt  Scout  Lead- 
ership Award  project,  earn  the  Senior  Girl 
Scout  Challenge,  and  design  and  implement  a 
Girt  Scout  Gold  Award  project.  A  plan  for  ful- 
filling the  requirements  of  the  award  is  created 
by  the  Senior  Girl  Scout  and  is  earned  out 
through  close  cooperation  between  the  girl 
and  an  adult  Girl  Scout  volunteer. 

As  a  member  of  the  Birch  Trails  Girl  Scout 
Council,  Molly  began  working  toward  the  Girl 
Scout  Gold  Award  in  1994.  She  completed  her 
project  in  the  areas  of  Bat  Education  and 
Presen/alion.  She  worked  countless  hours  re- 
searching the  bat  population  and  finding  dona- 
tions to  build  eight  bat  houses  at  Camp  Del 
O'Claire.  She  also  donated  books  about  t)ats 
to  the  camp  library  m  hope  that  girls  will  be- 
come more  educated  about  the  species. 

The  earning  of  the  Girl  Scout  Gold  Award  is 
a  major  accomplishment  for  Molly  Olsen,  and 
I  believe  she  should  receive  the  public  rec- 
ognition due  her  for  this  significant  service  to 
her  community  and  her  country. 


HON.  G.V.  (SONNY)  MONTGOMERY 

OF  M1SSI.SSIPPI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
today  introducing  the  Veterans'  Employment 
and  Training  Bill  of  Rights  Act  of  1995.  Under 
this  measure,  which  would  amend  section 
4100,  title  38,  United  States  Code,  veterans' 
eligibility  for  priority  services  under  any  feder- 
ally funded  work-force  preparation,  develop- 
ment, and/or  delivery  program  would  be  clan- 
fied.  An  eligible  veteran  would  be  required  to 
meet  program  eligibility  requirements  and  be 
within  10  years  of  his  or  her  date  of  discharge 
or  release  from  active  duty.  Special  disabled 
veterans  would  be  given  pnonty  and  pref- 
erence under  this  section. 

Additionally,  the  act  would  require  entities 
that  administer  or  deliver  services  under  the 
above-described  programs  to  provide  informa- 
tion and  effective  referral  assistance  to  veter- 
ans regarding  benefits  and  services  that  may 
be  obtained  through  other  entities  or  service 
providers.  The  bill  further  provides  that  entities 
or  services  providers  would  be  required  to  en- 
sure that  veterans  are  informed  of  their  em- 
ployment-related rights,  benefits,  and  privi- 
leges provided  under  this  measure. 

The  act  would  also  require  each  State  or 
local  council,  board,  or  advisory  body  estab- 
lished in  support  of  the  employment  and  train- 
ing programs  addressed  by  this  measure  to  in- 
clude representation  from  the  veterans'  com- 
munity. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  veterans  are  being 
served  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  this 
legislation,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  would  be 
required  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
Committees  on  Veterans'  Aflairs  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Senate.  It  would 
be  the  Secretary's  responsibility  to  determine 
what  data  is  necessary  to  obtain  the  required 
information. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  country  has  a  longstanding 
commitment  to  providing  pnonty  services  to 
veterans  seeking  employment  and  training  as- 
sistance. We  are  now  in  the  midst  of  an  in- 
depth  review  and  redesign  of  our  national 
labor  exchange  and  job  training  programs.  As 
ranking  member  on  the  Veterans'  Aflairs  Sub- 
committee on  Education,  Training,  Employ- 
ment, and  Housing,  I  feel  strongly  that  our 
commitment  to  veterans  must  be  protected 
and  even  strengthened  during  this  era  of 
change.  The  men  and  women  who  defend  our 
lives  and  liberty  through  military  service  earn 
the  priority  of  services  they  have  traditionally 
been  provided  and  will  continue  to  be  provided 
under  this  bill. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  no  fewer  than  17 
States  have  implemented  bills  of  employment 
rights  for  veterans.  The  Federal  Government 
can  and  should  do  no  less. 


A  SPECIAL  TRIBUTE  TO  KATHRYN 
ELIZABETH  RICHARDSON  TYLER: 
CELEBRATING  A  LIFE  OF  COM- 
MUNITY SERVICE 


HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATI'VES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday, 
May  15,  1995,  the  city  of  Cleveland  will  cele- 
brate the  dedication  of  a  new  building  addition 
to  the  Kathryn  R.  Tyler  Neighborhood  Center. 
The  dedication  ceremony  will  celebrate  the 
strong  commitment  and  vision  of  an  individual 
who  dedicated  her  life  to  serving  the  commu- 
nity and  improving  the  lives  of  others. 

The  Cleveland  community  mourned  the 
passing  of  Kathryn  Elizabeth  Richardson  Tyler 
on  Apnl  5,  1995.  For  32  years,  Mrs.  Tyler 
served  as  Administrator  of  the  Kathryn  Tyler 
Neighborhood  Center.  As  we  gather  to  break 
ground  for  the  new  building  addition,  we  ac- 
knowledge her  enormous  contnbutions  to  our 
ceremony.  I  am  proud  to  join  the  community 
for  the  special  dedication  ceremony.  I  wish  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  and  the  Nation 
some  information  regarding  Kathryn  Tyler. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Kathryn  Elizabeth  Richardson 
Tyler  was  born  in  Dawson,  GA,  and  attended 
college  in  Knoxville,  TN.  She  received  two 
master  degrees;  the  first  was  a  Masters  of  So- 
cial Work  from  Atlanta  University;  and  the  sec- 
ond was  a  Masters  of  Social  Work  Administra- 
tion from  Case  Western  Reserve  University  in 
Cleveland. 

Early  in  her  professional  career,  Kathryn 
Tyler  was  a  teacher  in  Sheffield,  AL.  She  was 
also  an  instructor  of  social  science  at  Albany 
State  College,  and  North  Carolina  A&T  Col- 
lege. Further,  Mrs.  Tyler  served  as  Director  of 
Field  Services  in  the  Mediterranean  and  Euro- 
pean theaters  during  World  War  II  for  the 
American  Red  Cross. 

Mr.  Speaker,  throughout  her  life,  Kathryn 
Tyler  exhibited  a  concern  lor  the  sociai  welfare 
of  the  community.  Shortly  after  relocating  to 
the  Cleveland  area,  Mrs.  Tyler  founded  and 
served  as  the  first  Director  of  the  Glenville 
Neighborhood  and  Community  Centers.  She 
ran  the  operation  out  of  store  fronts  and  in  the 
old  Glenville  High  School.  However,  Kathryn 
Tyler  never  gave  up  on  the  dream  of  a  perma- 
nent home  to  address  the  needs  of  the  com- 
munity through  basic  social  work. 

In  1976,  the  Kathryn  Tyler  Neighborhood 
Center  was  named  in  honor  of  this  individual's 
tireless  eftorls  and  commitment  to  the  commu- 
nity where  she  resided  and  served.  During  her 
32  years  as  Administrator  of  the  Center,  the 
Cleveland  community  benefited  from  important 
programs  such  as  after  school  tutorial  pro- 
grams and  Head  Start  for  the  children;  mental 
health  outreach  sen/ices  for  families;  adult 
education  and  job  training  classes  for  individ- 
uals throughout  the  community;  and  special 
programs  to  serve  the  elderly  population. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Kathryn  Elizabeth  Richardson 
Tyler  was  a  beacon  of  light  in  our  community. 
She  had  a  love  of  people  and  a  special  gift  of 
reaching  out  to  those  in  need.  Mrs.  Tyler  lived 
by  the  adage,  "Have  a  dream  .  .  .  and  reach 
for  it."  Due  to  her  lifelong  efforts,  the  commu- 
nity is  better  able  to  reach  out  to  individuals 
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and  families  in  need.  More  importantly,  be- 
cause of  Kathryn  Tyler,  our  children  have 
brighter  and  more  promising  futures.  I  was 
privileged  to  have  known  Kathryn  Tyler.  She 
was  a  close  friend  and  someone  whom  I 
greatly  admired. 

I  am  proud  to  participate  m  the  ground 
breaking  ceremony  for  the  new  addition  to  the 
Kathryn  Tyler  Neighborhood  Center.  It  rep- 
resents a  special  tribute  to  an  individual  who 
dedicated  her  life  to  serving  others. 
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growing  number  of  those  in  need  The  UBF  is 
definitely  meeting  unmet  needs  m  the  Wash- 
ington metropolitan  area  and  throughout 
America. 


"I  LOVE  LIFE  AND  I  WANT  TO 
LFVE"  IS  THEME  ONCE  AGAIN 
FOR  THE  UNITED  BLACK  FUND 
23D  ANNUAL  VICTORY  LUNCHEON 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
enthusiastically  extend  my  heartfelt  congratu- 
lations to  Ms.  Wilhelmina  J.  Rolark,  Esq., 
president/CEO,  and  the  staft  of  the  United 
Black  Fund  [UBF]  in  celebration  of  its  23d  An- 
nual Victory  Luncheon. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  the  staft  of  the 
UBF  and  its  many  member  agencies  for  their 
continuous  and  much  needed  work  m  serving 
the  community.  It  seems  that  the  needs  that 
were  once  taken  care  of  by  families  and 
friends  has  now  been  placed  in  the  lap  of  or- 
ganizations such  as  the  UBF. 

Today,  we  face  the  possibility  of  many  so- 
cial programs  being  eliminated  from  our  na- 
tional landscape.  We  see  our  communities  in 
distress  and  our  Government  has  been  thus 
far  unable  to  provide  for  the  growing  numbers 
of  people  requesting  assistance.  This  organi- 
zation, and  the  many  agencies  it  supports,  are 
helping  fill  that  void.  I  encourage  UBF  to  con- 
tinue to  go  forward,  and  to  fight  the  good  fight. 

I  know  it  is  not  easy  to  be  called  upon  to  do 
iTioie  and  rriore  with  less.  But  with  the  kind  of 
dedication  the  UBF  has  shown  m  the  past, 
and  the  commitment  it  is  making  toward  the 
future  with  programs  such  as  "I  Love  Life  and 
I  Want  To  Live,"  the  road  to  wellness  is  at 
hand,  and  the  tide  will  be  turned.  As  a  former 
community  worker,  I  know  that  it  takes  a 
strong  will  to  constantly  put  the  needs  of  oth- 
ers before  one's  own.  I  have  the  deepest  re- 
spect and  admiration  for  those  who  continue 
to  do  this  day  after  day,  year  after  year.  Their 
selfless  eftorls  make  a  diflerence  in  the  lives 
of  so  many  now  and  will  do  so  in  the  years  to 
come. 

I  find  UBF's  never-ending  eftorls  a  steadfast 
source  of  personal  strength  in  my  daily  en- 
counters with  forces  that  seek  an  end  to  any 
and  all  programs  that  do  not  fit  into  their  par- 
ticular agenda.  I  know  that  without  the  UBF. 
there  are  many  among  us  who  would  go  hun- 
gry, who  would  be  in  the  cold,  and  many  more 
who  would  be  without  hope.  I  would  like  to 
thank  UBF  for  caring  for  those  people  who 
need  a  helping  hand.  I  know  my  friend,  the 
late  Dr.  Calvin  W.  Rolark,  Jr.,  is  pleased  as  he 
peers  down  from  above  and  witnesses  the 
continuation  of  his  lifelong  work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  jOin  me 
in  saluting  an  organization  that  is  serving  a 


THE  METAMORPHOSIS  OF  CZECH 
SOCIETY 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENMLLY 

OF  CONNECnCLT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Mrs.  KENNELLY  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Center 
for  Democracy  last  Wednesday  honored  the 
Prime  Minister  of  the  Czech  Republic.  Vaclav 
Klaus,  by  awarding  him  its  prestigious  inter- 
national Democracy  Medal  tor  1995. 

The  Center  lor  Democracy  is  a  nonpartisan, 
nonprofit  organization  dedicated  to  supporting 
the  democratic  process  throughout  the  world. 
In  previous  years,  the  center  has  honored 
Presidents  Raul  AMonsm.  Corazon  Aqumo, 
Oscar  Anas.  Patricio  Aylwin,  Vioieta 
Chamorro,  Arpad  Goncz,  and  Bons  Yeltsin 

I  was  fortunate  to  be  at  the  dinner  award 
ceremony  and  hear  Pnme  Minister  Klaus'  ac- 
ceptance address.  His  comments  on  the  de- 
mocratization process  are  profound,  and  I  am 
including  the  text  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
The  Metamorphosis  of  Czech  SociETi' 

It  is  a  great  honor  for  me  to  be  awarded 
the  International  Democracy  Medal  from 
your  distinguished  society.  And  it  is  ex- 
tremely intellectually  stimulating  to  have 
the  unique  opportunity  to  speak  here  today 
and  share  with  you  some  of  my  ideas  about 
the  fundamental  systemic  change  which  has 
been  going  on  in  the  Czech  Republic  for  the 
last  five  years. 

.As  well  known,  the  Czech  Republic  suffered 
for  many  decades  under  an  oppressive,  un- 
democratic and  totally  inefficient  com- 
munist political,  social  and  economic  sys- 
tem. It  was  a  system  irresponsive  to  human 
wants  and  desires.  It  is  over  now  I  have  to 
admit  that  I  do  not  feel  enough  motivated 
these  days  to  discuss  at  length  the  intrinsic 
logic  as  well  as  peculiarities  of  the  function- 
ing of  such  a  system  although  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  standard  "sovietologist's" 
paradigm  of  explaining  it  needs  substantial 
rewriting  and  though  communism  is  not  an 
unrepeatable,  singular  event  which  can  never 
happen.  But  we  are  already  on  the  other  side 
of  the  Rubicon. 

The  task  of  our  time  has  been  positive — to 
replace  such  a  system  with  a  free,  demo- 
cratic society,  based  on  political  pluralism 
and  the  rule  of  law.  with  a  well-functioning, 
efficient  market  economy,  based  on  private 
property,  private  initiative  and  limited  gov- 
ernment. 

I  will  try  to  argue  here  tonight  that  the 
Czech  Republic  has  already  introduced  basic 
elements  of  such  a  system  and  by  having 
done  so.  the  country  has  entered  what  we 
call  the  early  posttransformation  stage. 

In  all  our  effort  during  the  last  few  years 
to  dismantle  communism  and  institute  free 
society  and  market  economy  the  central 
idea  was  that  of  democracy.  Several  years 
ago  I  coined  the  phrase  "market  economy 
without  any  adjectives  "  in  an  attempt  to  re- 
ject all  forms  of  "third  ways"  of  economic 
organization  and  it  seems  to  me  now  that  I 
can  say  as  well  "democracy  without  adjec- 
tives" because  it  contains  the  same  message. 
We  do  not  want  to  make  the  term  fuzzy. 
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therefore,  we  don't  like  people's  democracy, 
socialist  or  social  democracy,  christian  de- 
mocracy, etc.  Whether  this  is  really  under- 
stood or  not  is  exactly  what  distinguishes 
successful  from  unsuccessful  approaches  to 
the  transformation  of  the  postcommunist 
countries. 

Talking  about  the  metamorphosis  of  Czech 
society  (and  those  of  other  Central  and  East 
European  countries),  the  most  important 
thing  now  is  to  avoid  falling  into  the  dan- 
gerous reform  trap  of  half-measures  and  use- 
less political  and  social  concessions,  and  not 
to  give  up  the  fight  against  an  already 
emerging  ■•refonne  fatigue".  The  trans- 
formation has  nonzero  "transformation" 
costs  and  our  task  is  to  minimize  them.  This 
cannot  be  achieved  only  by  spontaneous  evo- 
lution of  social  institutions.  The  profound 
systemic  change  can  be  successful  only  if  it 
is  based  on  a  clear  and  transparent  vision  of 
the  future,  the  ability  of  politicians  to  sell 
such  a  vision  to  the  citizens  of  the  country 
and  a  pragmatic,  and  rational  (and  definitely 
not  simple)  transformation  strategy. 

To  structure  the  logic  of  the  whole  process, 
to  differentiate  between  the  intentional  and 
the  unintentional  the  organized  and  the 
spontaneous  parts  of  it.  it  Is  helpful  to  dis- 
tinguish between  passive  and  active  trans- 
formation measures. 

The  passive  (nonconstructivistic  and  non- 
interventionist)  side  coincides  with  deregu- 
lation and  liberalization.  The  political  trans- 
formation was  fully  based  on  this.  i.e.  on  cre- 
atiJig  preconditions  for  a  free  entry  into  the 
political  market  We  realized  very  soon  that 
this  was  sufficient  and  that  no  direct  meas- 
ures were  indispensable  (it  was  almost  not 
necessary  to  prohibit  anything).  This  is  not 
a  trivial  conclusion  The  free  political  space 
was  very  soon  filled  with  new  political  enti- 
ties and  by  now.  in  my  country  at  least,  the 
standard  political  structure — characterized 
by  ideologically  well-defined  political  par- 
ties—has been  developed.  The  political  struc- 
ture is  more  European  than  American,  with 
more  than  two  political  parties,  which  re- 
sults in  a  coalition  government  and  standard 
pressures  between  the  cabinet  and  par- 
liament. 

The  economic  transformation  was.  of 
course,  based  on  liberalization  as  well.  It  has 
been  proved  that  liberalization  of  markets. 
that  is  of  prices,  foreign  trade  and  private 
entrepreneurship,  is  necessary  for  the  fun- 
damental change  of  the  system,  but  we  real- 
ized that  this  IS  not  sufficient.  As  I  said  be- 
fore, the  passive  transformation  plus  waiting 
for  evolutionary  emergence  of  efficient  mar- 
kets and  strong  economic  agents  would  last 
too  long  and  be  too  costly.  It  was,  therefore. 
supplemented  with  positive,  more  or  less  ac- 
tive transformation  meaisures. 

As— I  am  sure— you  expect,  the  most  im- 
portant shift  at  the  microeconomic  level  was 
achieved  by  privatization.  In  our  country  we 
managed  to  effect  the  fastest  and  most  ex- 
tensive transfer  of  property  rights,  at  least 
in  this  direction.  As  you  know,  it  is  much 
easier  to  nationalize  than  to  privatize,  it  is 
more  difficult  to  build  than  to  destroy.  The 
job  required  a  very  special  mix  of  standard 
and  nonstandard  privatization  methods,  and 
the  innovative  Czech  voucher  privatization, 
which  involved  millions  of  our  citizens, 
proved  to  be  a  catalyst  of  the  economic 
transformation.  Now.  five  years  after  the 
Velvet  Revolution  and  four  years  after  the 
beginning  of  privatization,  the  massive. 
"wholesale"  privatization  is  practically 
over.  We  have  to  settle  some  residual  cases, 
but  these  are  already  part  of  our 
posttransformation  tasks  and  challenges. 
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Speaking  of  the  posttransformation  stage. 
we  have  to  complete  the  process  of  liberal- 
ization, deregulate  the  few  still  regulated 
prices  (though  the  list  of  regulated  prices  in 
the  Czech  Republic  is  not  longer  than  in  the 
Western  countries)  and  institute  full  con- 
vertibility of  the  currency:  complete  the  pri- 
vatization process,  which  is  anyway  coming 
to  its  close. 

This  kind  of  institutional  refinement  is  the 
posttransformation  task  of  the  government. 
In  addition,  we  need  to  deepen  the  markets 
and  to  strengthen  the  health  of  participating 
economic  agents.  This  is.  however,  already  a 
part  of  the  Hayekian  evolutionary  process, 
in  which  the  role  of  government  is  marginal 

But  it  is  connected  with  another  important 
challenge  which  is  no  more  an  integral  part 
of  our  original  transformation  task.  That  is 
the  need  to  safeguard  economic  freedom  and 
resist  the  temptations  for  the  govenxment 
(magnified  by  strong  lobbyist  pressures)  to 
introduce  the  same  forms  of  regulation,  con- 
trol, licensing,  etc.  as  we  can  see  in  some 
Western  countries  these  days. 

I  know  you  have  your  own  experience  in 
this  respect  in  your  country,  you  have  your 
own  prophets  of  a  limited  or  expanding  gov- 
ernment, and  I  can  assure  you  that  we  fol- 
lowed your  domestic  political  debates  with 
great  interest  before  our  'Velvet  Revolution 
and  we  do  with  enormous  interest  now. 

Let  me  make  a  few  comments  about  how  I 
see  it  from  Prague.  The  ideological  conflict 
over  communism  is  over  and  it  makes  us 
very  happy.  There  are  new  conflicts  and  new 
dubious,  but  attractive  and  fashionable  ideas 
which  must  be  discussed  and  their  pitfalls 
and  unintended  consequences  must  be  ex- 
posed. I  have  in  mind  the  protectionist  argu- 
ments for  the  so-called  fair  trade  (I  always 
try  to  relate  the  dispute  between  free  and 
fair  trade  to  the  difference  between  free  and 
fair  speech);  competition  constraining  argu- 
ments based  on  the  criticism  of  the  alleged 
social  and  ecological  dumping;  coUectivistic 
features  of  communitarianism  and  the  ideol- 
ogy of  civil  society;  environmental  extre- 
mism and  overkill,  etc. 

The  protectionist  blueprint  is  an  illusion. 
based  on  fear.  In  the  end.  it  will  not  protect 
jobs  but  destroy  them.  The  accusations  of 
"dumping"  neglect  the  law  of  comparative 
advantage,  different  levels  of  productivity  of 
labor  and  wages  (and  related  working  condi- 
tions), as  well  as  the  connection  between 
wealth  and  externalities. 

Communitarianism.  instead  of  advocating 
the  importance  of  voluntary  associations 
and  naturally  emerging  intermediating 
structures,  preaches  nostalgic  reminiscences 
about  a  past  that  never  existed  and  criticizes 
modem  society.  Environmentalism  with  its 
distinctly  Calvinistic  flavour  and  an  obvious 
biblical  quality  is  based  on  widespread  mis- 
Information,  myths,  sensationalism  and  pro- 
motes a  coUectivist,  redistributionist  politi- 
cal agenda. 

Our  experience  gives  us  special  sensitivity 
to  all  that  and  we  see  the  similarities  of  ar- 
guments used  in  our  country  in  the  past  and 
now  in  the  sophisticated  debates  in  your 
country  and  elsewhere.  It  is  our  duty  to  re- 
mind of  that.  We  all  have  to  watch  our  own 
policies  and  institutions.  There  is  always  the 
danger  of  creeping  etatism  and  stronger  gov- 
ernment powers.  And  it  is  our  duty  not  to  let 
it  destroy  our  fragile  free  and  democratic  so- 
ciety. 
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HON.  BOB  STUMP 

OF  .^R1Z0N.^ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9,  1995 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  sacrifice.  It's  a 
wor(j  we  all  know.  All  of  us  have  made  some 
sacrifices  in  our  lives.  We  make  sacrifices  for 
our  family,  for  our  close  fnends,  even  for  our 
neighbors  and  coworkers.  Persons  in  the 
Armed  Forces  make  many  sacrifices,  and  over 
one  million  Americans  have  given  their  lives, 
the  ultimate  sacnfice,  while  serving  In  our  Na- 
tion's armed  forces.  Throughout  history,  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  have  risked  their 
lives  not  merely  for  their  family  or  their  co- 
workers, but  for  a  cause  represented  by  the 
Amehcan  flag,  and  the  freedom  to  choose  and 
the  liberty  to  succeed  which  it  embodies. 

Some  Americans  are  too  young  to  remem- 
ber; others  have  too  quickly  forgotten.  How 
important,  therefore,  that  we  honor  our  veter- 
ans, that  we  learn  from  them,  and  that  we 
teach  others  about  history,  about  war,  about 
sacnfice.  We  are  still  reminded  about  Korea. 
Vietnam,  and  more  recent  encounters.  We 
should  not,  however,  allow  the  memory,  the 
lessons,  and  the  sacrifices  of  our  terrible  world 
wars  to  fade.  Proud  veterans  of  those  wars 
are  among  us  today.  Their  presence  bears 
witness  to  sacrifice. 

Fifty  years  ago  this  month,  our  Nation  was 
beginning  to  absorb  the  meaning  of  victory  in 
Europe,  to  realize  what  the  final  tally  was  in 
terms  of  lives  lost  or  shattered  as  the  result  of 
the  awful  conflict  in  Europe  and  North  Africa. 
In  Apnl  of  1945,  President  Roosevelt  had  died 
of  a  cerebral  hemorrhage  at  Warm  Springs, 
GA.  The  battle  in  the  Pacific  still  raged  as  sci- 
entists neared  completion  of  the  first  atomic 
bomb.  The  sacrifices  would  continue  for  4 
more  months,  and  then  the  bloodiest  of  all 
wars  would  be  over. 

Veterans  of  World  War  I  saw  staggering 
losses  In  bitter  trench  warfare  and  history's 
first  use  of  such  horrible  tactics  as  gas  war- 
fare. Fewer  than  20.000  veterans  of  that  brutal 
conflict  are  still  alive  today. 

Cemeteries  in  two  small  towns  in  northwest 
Maryland  contain  the  dead  from  the  bloodiest 
day  of  the  Civil  War.  The  United  States  and 
the  world  learned  of  the  awful  toll  of  war  when 
two  of  Mathew  Brady's  assistants  photo- 
graphed the  dead  of  the  1-day  battle  at  Antie- 
tam.  The  pictures  brought  home  the  shocking 
toll  of  war  and  its  accompanying  sacnfice 
when  they  were  first  displayed  in  1862,  and 
they  are  no  less  shocking  today.  Each  Memo- 
rial Day,  the  2,100  graves  of  the  Union  dead 
are  decorated  with  small  American  flags,  a 
scene  which  stirs  the  conscience,  but  which 
only  hints  at  the  sacnfices  which  took  place  on 
the  day  of  the  battle.  The  nearby  cemetery 
containing  2,400  Confederate  dead,  no  less 
valiant,  is  undecorated  on  most  Memonal 
Days,  because  there  are  not  sufficient  funds  to 
remember  the  sacnfice  of  these  equally  self- 
less men  and  boys. 

Battlefields  and  cemeteries  remind  us  of  the 
ternble  sacnfices  and  loss  of  life  in  war.  But 
many  of  us  or  our  family  members  remember 
all  too  directly  the  experience  of  war.  The  first 
half  of  this  century  saw  two  world  wars.  These 


were  the  "wars  to  end  all  wars".  How  wrong 
we  were  to  think  the  experience  of  war  was 
behind  us!  Consider  Korea,  Vietnam,  Leb- 
anon, Grenada,  and  Panama.  The  Persian 
Gulf,  Somalia,  and  Haiti.  We  have  asked 
much  of  our  lighting  men  and  women. 

Although  many  members  ot  our  Armed 
Forces  are  buried  on  foreign  soils,  there  are 
cemeteries  throughout  this  country  which  con- 
tain the  remains  of  the  very  best  that  America 
had  to  offer  Remembering  is  what  Memorial 
Day  IS  lor,  and  what  gives  it  meaning  is  how 
each  one  of  us  remembers  the  great  sacrifices 
which  have  made  possible  the  blessings  we 
share  as  Americans  today. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

AN  AMENDMENT  ADDRESSING  THE 
DEFINITION  OF  A  SMALL  BUSI- 
NESS IN  SECTION  322 
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AN  AMENDMENT  TO  RESOLVE  THE 
TACOMA  DECISION 


LOS   ANGELES    STUDENTS   RECEIV- 
ING THE    "TOOLS  FOR  SUCCESS" 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRB 

OK  CALIKOR.MA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  .May  9.  1995 

Mr  TORRES  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  the  Miller  Brewing  Company  and 
the  Los  Angeles  Trade  Technical  College 
(LATTC)  for  establishing  the  "Tools  for  Suc- 
cess' Scholarship  Program. 

Since  it  began  4  years  ago,  the  scholarship 
program  has  built  a  nationwide  reputation  and 
expanded  into  six  more  cities.  Instead  of 
awarding  students  with  scholarship  funds. 
"Tools  for  Success "  provides  graduates  with 
the  actual  tools  they  wiii  need  to  excel  m  their 
profession.  Whether  it  is  automotive  repair  or 
fashion  design,  students  embarking  on  a  ca- 
reer will  have  both  the  skills  and  the  imple- 
ments to  compete  in  the  marketplace. 

The  top  two  graduates  from  16  selected 
trade  professions  at  Los  Angeles  Trade  Tech- 
nical College  are  honored  annually.  Each  of 
the  32  honorees  will  receive  a  complete  set  of 
tools  to  help  them  begin  their  career.  Since 
Miller  Brewing  started  the  Tools  lor  Success 
Program  more  than  100  graduates  have  bene- 
fitted. Each  honoree  receives  a  set  of  tools 
donated  by  Snap-On  Tools,  valued  between 
Si. 500  and  S2.000.  Southern  California  Edi- 
son IS  also  a  partner  in  making  this  nationwide 
program  a  reality  Each  of  the  scholarship 
sponsors  deserves  credit  lor  developing  a 
well-trained  workforce  that  will  stand  ready  to 
face  the  challenges  of  the  21st  century 

Unfortunately,  congressional  duties  will  pre- 
vent me  from  attending  the  fourth  annual 
awards  ceremony  I  say  this  partly  because 
the  College's  renewed  culinary  arts  students 
will  prepare  the  awards  luncheon. 

The  program  is  the  brainchild  of  Victor  Fran- 
co, Public  Relations  Manager,  Miller  Brewing 
Company  at  the  Inwmdale  Brewery.  Victor  real- 
ized that  vocational  students  have  often  been 
shortchanged  at  the  scholarship  table.  Ninety 
percent  of  vocational  graduates  are  required 
to  have  their  own  tools  before  they  are  hired. 
Often  students  cannot  afford  to  make  the  large 
investment.  By  putting  the  tools  in  their  hand, 
the  students  are  well  on  their  way  to  finding  a 
job  and  honing  their  skills  in  the  working 
world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  |Oin  me 
in  hononng  their  year's  Tools  for  Success 
scholarship  awardees  and  to  all  of  the  individ- 
uals who  have  made  this  program  thnve. 


HON.  SPLNCER  BACHl'S 

OK  ALABAMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Speaker,  under  Chairman 
Shuster's  bill,  H.R.  961— Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments  of  1995,  general  and  site-spe- 
cific permits  are  required  unless  the  entity  can 
prove  that  its  activities  do  not  pose  a  signifi- 
cant risk  to  health  and  the  environment,  in 
which  case,  a  permit  would  be  required.  How- 
ever, an  exemption  is  provided  for  small  busi- 
nesses that  meet  the  definition  of  "small  busi- 
ness"  as  promulgated  by  the  EPA.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  committee  bill,  a  small  busi- 
ness IS  exempt  from  general  and  site-specific 
permits  unless  the  State  finds  that,  without 
permits,  stormwater  discharges  would  have  a 
significant  adverse  ettect  on  water  quality.  In 
this  case,  a  permit  would  be  required  regard- 
less of  whether  the  entity  was  a  small  busi- 
ness or  not. 

While  the  reformed  permitting  process  is  a 
tremendous  positive  step  in  the  right  direction, 
the  bill  leaves  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  EPA 
to  define  "small  business."  We  fear  that  EPA 
will  attempt  to  circumvent  the  clear  intent  of 
the  bill  and  define  "small  business"  so  nar- 
rowly that  it  has  no  practical  application. 

The  amendment  which  I  plan  to  otter,  a 
copy  of  which  follows,  uses  similar  language 
from  section  507  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  as  it  re- 
lates to  defining  "small  business"  based  on 
number  of  employees.  Under  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Stationary  Source  Technical  and  Envi- 
ronment compliance  Mssistance  r-rogram, 
small  business  is  defined  as  having  100  or 
fewer  employees.  Our  amendment  as  wntten 
would  still  allow  EPA  to  define  "small  busi- 
ness," but  any  definition  would  have  to  include 
language  to  define  "small  business"  as  having 
100  or  fewer  employees. 

Even  if  this  amendment  is  adopted,  a  State 
would  still  maintain  authority  to  require  permits 
by  certain  small  businesses  if  it  found  that  the 
stormwater  discharges  from  the  business 
would  have  a  significant  adverse  ettect  on 
water  quality.  The  amendment  is  intended  to 
reduce  the  cost  and  paper-work  that  literally 
thousands  of  small  business  would  be  bur- 
dened with  if  they  were  not  initially  excluded 
from  the  permitting  process. 

AME.NDMENT  TO  H  R.  961,  AS  REPORTED 
OKKEHED  by  MH.  BACHUS  of  ALABAMA 

Page  146,  line  21.  after  the  period  insert  the 

following: 

At  a  minimum,  the  term  "small  business" 
shall  include  a  corporation,  partnership,  un- 
incorporated business,  and  sole  proprietor- 
ship employing  100  or  fewer  full  time  em- 
ployees. 


HON.  BILL  EMERSON 

>  ■'  v;.->  ■   (■.: 

HON.  BILL  IC  BREWSTER 

OF  OKLAHOMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment  is  to  resolve  the  friction 
and  conflict  that  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  inter- 
preted by  the  Supreme  Court  m  its  1994  Ta- 
coma  decision,  is  creating  with  the  Federal 
Power  Act.  The  Supreme  Court  has  inter- 
preted the  Clean  Water  Act.  m  particular  sec- 
tion 401  of  the  Act.  so  broadly  as  to  ettectiveiy 
supersede  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commissions  licensing  authority  over  hydro- 
power  projects  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
This  amendment  would  rectify  that  situation  by 
exempting  hydropower  projects  from  regula- 
tion under  the  Clean  Water  Act 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
already  conducts  a  comprehensive  review  of 
proposed  new  hydropower  projects  when  first 
deciding  whether  to  issue  a  license  and  again 
upon  relicensing  That  review  takes  mto  ac- 
count the  inputs  of  state  and  federal  agencies. 
Indian  tribes,  and  the  public.  The  review  also 
carefully  evaluates  and  addresses  the  poten- 
tial environmental  impacts  of  each  proposed 
and  existing  project.  Therefore,  in  the  context 
of  hydrofxjwer  projects  under  the  Commis- 
sion's jurisdiction,  there  is  no  need  for  the  ad- 
ditional, duplicative  layer  of  regulation  that  the 
Clean  Water  Act  now  creates.  This  amend- 
ment eliminates  the  duplicative  layer  ot  federal 
regulation. 


CUTS  IN  NUCLEAR  ARSENALS 
NEEDED 


HON.  ELIZ4Brm  Fl'RSE 

OK  OREGD.S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  9.  1995 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouW  like  to 
submit  for  the  Record  the  letter  i  and  24  ol 
my  colleagues  sent  to  President  Clinton  last 
Friday.  In  it,  we  urged  tiim  to  propose  tjegin- 
ning  negotiations  with  Russia  on  a  START  III 
agreement,  to  further  limit  our  two  nations' 
massive  nuclear  weapons  arsenals. 

Depending  on  the  outcome  of  this  week's 
summit  in  Moscow.  I  will  consider  introducing 
a  resolution  similar  to  this  letter,  i  t>elieve 
these  reductions  are  vital  in  order  to  achieve 
a  safer  wortd  for  all  of  us. 

Elizabeth  Furse. 
U.S.  House  of  REPP.ESENTATrvES. 

May  5.  1995 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton. 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America. 
The  White  House.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Mr.  President:  We  wish  you  success 
in  your  upcoming  summit  with  President 
Boris  Yeltsin  in  Moscow. 

The  substantial  improvement  in  relations 
between  Russia  and  ourselves  in  this  post- 
Cold  War  era  offers  a  historic  opportunity  to 
secure  further  reductions  in  nuclear  arms, 
thereby  reducing  the  nuclear  risk  and  cost 
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for  the  United  States.  Russia  and  the  world. 
As  you  know,  at  your  September  1994  sum- 
mit with  President  Yeltsin,  you  agreed  that 
our  two  nations  would  discuss  possibilities 
for  further  limits  on  our  remaining  nuclear 
forces,  including  further  reductions.  As  you 
prepare  for  the  summit,  we  urge  you  to 
prompt  the  United  States  Senate  to  com- 
plete START  II  approval  of  ratification.  In 
Moscow,  we  urge  you  to  encourage  Russia 
also  to  ratify  START  II. 

We  believe  that  the  United  States  should 
begin  negotiations  with  Russia  as  quickly  as 
possible  on  a  START  III  agreement  to 
achieve  deeper  cuts  in  our  strategic  nuclear 
arsenals.  Such  an  agreement  should  require 
dismantling  excess  warheads  and  placing  the 
resulting  nuclear  materials  in  storage  under 
international  or  bilateral  monitoring.  We 
also  encourage  you  to  initiate  negotiations 
with  Russia  to  retire  and  disrhantle  all  tac- 
tical nuclear  weapons  in  our  respective  arse- 
nals. 

Additional  measures  toward  nuclear  disar- 
mament enjoy  broad  support  among  the 
American  public  and  are  vital  to  reducing 
the  threat  of  nuclear  conflict.  We  hope  you 
will  include  these  practical  steps  in  the  sum- 
mit agenda. 

Sincerely. 
Tom  Barrett,  Howard  Herman.  Sherrod 
Brown.  Bob  Clement.  Peter  DeFazio, 
Ron  Dellums.  Michael  Doyle.  Lane 
Evans.  Elizabeth  Furse.  Sam  Gejden- 
son.  Maurice  Hinchey.  Zoe  Lofgren.  Ed 
Markey.  David  Minge.  Connie  Morella. 
Jim  Oberstar.  Major  Owens.  Frank 
Pallone.  Nancy  Pelosi.  Martin  Sabo. 
Pat  Schroeder.  Jose  Serrano.  Louise 
Slaughter.  Pete  Stark.  Ron  Wyden. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

AN  AMENDMENT  ADDRESSING  HY- 
DROELECTRIC POWER  GENERA- 
TION 


HON.  SPLNCER  BACHUS 
HON.  GREG  LALGHUN 

OF  TEX.\S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.^TIVES 

Tuesday.  May  9.  1995 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  year,  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  issued  a  decision  com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Tacoma  decision  that 
has  created  friction,  conflict,  and  unnecessary. 
duplicative  regulation  (or  the  Nations  hydro- 
power  protects.  Specifically,  the  Court  has  in- 
terpreted section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
so  broadly  as  to  supersede  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission's  licensing  au- 
thority over  the  projects  under  the  Federal 
Power  Act. 

The  Court's  opinion  allows  Slate  water  qual- 
ity agencies  to  set  conditions  directly  on  the 
operation  of  hydropower  proiecls,  not  )ust  the 
discharges  they  produce.  Fur<hermore,  these 
conditions  are  not  limited  to  standards  set 
under  the  act  but  can  be  based  on  independ- 
ent State  laws  that  may  not  have  water  quality 
as  their  objective.  The  Court  also  said  that 
water  quality  agencies  can  evaluate  whether  a 
project  IS  consistent  with  the  agency's  des- 
ignated uses  for  the  water  body,  not  ]ust  nar- 
rative and  numeric  water  quality  criteria.  Most 
troubling,  the  Court  also  said  that  the  condi- 
tions can  directly  address  stream  (lows,  even 
for  aesthetic,  fish  and  wildlife,  or  recreation 
purposes. 

The  following  amendment,  which  we  plan  to 
offer  to  H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments  of  1995,  would  restore  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission's  hcens- 
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ing  authority  by  narrowing  the  reach  o(  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  m  particular  section  401.  as 
to  hydroelectric  projects.  The  amendment 
would  limit  State  water  quality  agencies  to  ap- 
plying narrative  and  numeric  water  quality  cri- 
teria to  the  project  discharges.  I(  an  agency 
wants  to  go  beyond  those  dedmtive  criteria, 
then  it  would  need  to  submit  its  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Commission  (or  consideration  as 
part  o(  the  Commission's  comprehensive  li- 
censing review  o(  the  projects.  Under  section 
10(a)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act,  such  rec- 
ommendations would  get  serious  consider- 
ation, along  with  the  numerous  other  environ- 
mental, recreational,  and  other  recommenda- 
tions the  Commission  reviews  for  each  project. 

.■\MKNDMENT  TO  H  R.  961,  .^S  RKPORTED 

Okfeked  by  Mr.  Bachus  of  Alabam.\ 
Page  213.  after  line  5.  insert  the  following; 

SEC       507.      FEDERAL      POWER      ACT      PART      I 
PROJECTS. 

Section  5U<a)  (33  U.S.C.  137I(an  i.s  amended 
by  striking  '.  or  (3)"  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: ■■;  (3)  applying  to  hydropower 
projects  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission  or  its 
successors  under  the  authority  of  part  I  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791  et  seq  ): 
except  that  water  quality  certification,  un- 
less waived  or  denied,  shall  be  issued  for  such 
projects  under  section  401  and  the  water 
(juality  conditions  in  those  certifications 
shall  become  conditions  gn  project  licenses 
and  except  that  any  water  quality  certifi- 
cation conditions  or  denial  issued  under  sec- 
tion 401  shall  be  limited  to  consideration  of 
narrative  and  numeric  water  quality  criteria 
adopted  in  water  quality  standards  under 
section  303  and  such  conditions  shall  not  reg- 
ulate, or  such  denial  be  based  on.  water  use 
or  water  quantities;  or  (4)". 

Renumber  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
and  conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 


May  10,  1995 
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The  Senate  met  at  9;30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer; 

Let  us  pray; 

God  is  able  to  make  all  grace  abound  to- 
ward you,  that  you,  always  having  all 
sufficiency  in  all  things,  may  have  an 
abundance  for  every  good  work.—U  Co- 
rinthians 9:8. 

Gracious  Father,  we  claim  this  Bib- 
lical promise  as  we  begin  this  new  day. 
■We  thank  You  for  Your  amazing  grace. 
Your  unqualified  love,  and  forgiveness 
that  flows  from  Your  heart  into  our 
hearts  filling  up  our  diminished  re- 
serves. We  are  energized  by  the  idealiza- 
tion that  You  have  chosen  to  be  our 
God  and  have  chosen  us  to  belong  first 
and  foremost  to  You.  So  we  clarify  our 
priorities  and  commit  ourselves  to 
seek  first  Your  will  and  put  that  above 
all  else.  It  is  liberating  to  know  that 
You  will  supply  all  we  need,  in  all  suffi- 
ciency, to  discern  and  do  what  glorifies 
You.  Grant  us  wisdom.  Lord,  for  the  de- 
cisions of  this  day. 

We  ask  this  not  for  our  own  personal 
success  but  for  our  beloved  Nation. 
America  deserves  the  very  best  from  us 
today.  Experience  has  taught  us  that 
You  alone  can  empower  us  to  be  the 
leaders  America  needs.  Fill  us  with  a 
new  passion  for  patriotism  and  fresh 
commitment  for  the  responsibilities  of 
leadership  You  have  entrusted  to  us. 

In  the  name  of  Him  who  helps  us  live 
every  day  to  the  fullest    Ampn 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

iSCHEDUI.E 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  leader  time  has  been  re- 
served and  the  Senate  will  resume  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  956.  the  product  li- 
ability bill. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment reached  last  night,  there  will  be 
at  least  two  rollcall  votes  beginning  at 
9:45  this  morning  on  or  in  relation  to 
amendments  to  the  substitute  amend- 
ment. Further  rollcall  votes  are  ex- 
pected following  the  9:45  a.m.  stacked 
votes,  and  a  vote  on  final  passage  can 
be  expected  at  about  11:30  this  morn- 
ing. 

Senators  should  also  be  aware  that 
the  Senate  will  begin  consideration  of 
the  solid  waste  disposal  bill  at  noon. 


COMMONSENSE  PRODUCT  LIABIL- 
ITY AND  LEGAL  REFORM  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbell).  The  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  H.R.  956.  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H  R.  956)  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
gation, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Gorton  amendment  No.  596.  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

Coverdell-Dole  amendment  No.  690  (to 
amendment  No.  596),  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute. 

Shelby-Heflin  modified  amendment  No.  693 
(to  amendment  No.  690).  to  provide  that  a  de- 
fendant may  be  liable  for  certain  damages  if 
the  alleged  harm  to  a  claimant  is  death  and 
certain  damages  are  provided  for  under  State 
law. 

Harkin  amendment  No.  749  (to  amendment 
No.  690).  to  adjust  the  limitation  on  punitive 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  against  cer- 
tain defendants 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  just  announced  on  behalf  of  the 
majority  leader,  we  will  have  two  votes 
in  about  10  minutes.  Seeing  nobody 
here  at  the  moment  to  speak.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  nnnnim  pp.ll  hp  rpscinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  (S3.  AS  FURTHER  MODIFIED.  TO 
AMENDMENT  NO.  596 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
amend  the  Shelby-Heflin  amendment, 
which  is  slated  to  be  voted  on  in  a  few 
minutes,  by  inserting  at  the  end  of  the 
amendment:  "This  paragraph  shall 
cease  to  be  effective  September  1. 
1996." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  693),  as  further 
modified,  is  as  follows: 

.■\t  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  UABILITY  FOR  CERTAIN  CLAIMS  RELAT 
DSG  TO  DEATH. 

In  any  civil  action  in  which  the  alleged 
harm  to  the  claimant  is  death  and.  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  .^ct.  the  applicable 
State  law  provides,  or  has  been  construed  to 
provide  for  damages  only  punitive  in  nature. 


a  defendant  may  be  liable  for  any  such  dam- 
ages without  regard  to  section  107  but  only 
during  such  time  as  the  State  law  so  pro- 
vides. This  paragraph  shall  cease  to  be  effec- 
tive September  1.  19% 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
now  a  reasonable  amendment.  There 
was  a  debate  on  the  Shelby-Heflin 
amendment  yesterday  to  which  I  had 
certain  objections,  but  it  is  clear  that 
the  law  of  Alabama  is  unique  and  pecu- 
liar. 

I  think  it  can  easily  be  amended,  and 
the  two  Senators  from  Alabama  will 
want  to  give  the  Alabama  Legislature 
sufficient  time  to  consider  that  amend- 
ment. I  think  that  is  appropriate,  and  I 
believe  that  we  can  now  accept  the 
Shelby-Heflin  amendment  by  voice 
vote.  Assuming  that  we  do  so,  Mr. 
President,  there  will  only  be  one  vote 
at  9:45. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment, as  further  modified. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  693),  as  fur- 
ther modified,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
reservations  about  this  in  regard  to 
what  has  occurred,  but  I  am  faced  with 
reality,  the  reality  of  votes,  and  the  re- 
ality of  conference. 

Senator  SHELBY  and  I.  therefore,  are 
approaching  this  issue  from  a  prag- 
matic, not  philosophical,  viewpoint.  I 
just  want  to  make  that  clear. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  regard- 
ing the  amendment  we  have  worked 
out  and  that  has  been  voted  on,  I  agree 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Alabama. 
We  can  both  count.  We  were  counting 
votes  and  we  were  looking  reality  in 
the  face. 

Our  State  of  Alabama  is  unique 
among  the  50  States  in  that,  as  I  have 
said  before  on  the  floor,  we  have  had  a 
wrongful  death  statute  that  sissesses 
punitive  damages  only  where  someone 
is  killed  and  there  is  a  civil  action  be- 
cause of  the  death.  Most  States  in  the 
Union— I  guess  all  of  them  except  Ala- 
bama—have compensatory  damages. 

If  I  had  my  "druthers,"  I  would  leave 
this  like  it  was  or  like  it  is  today,  but 
this  will  give  the  Alabama  Legislature 
until  September  12,  1996.  to  consider 
changing  it.  if  this  proposed  legislation 
were  to  become  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 


'  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor 
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The      PRESIDING      OFFICER, 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  T.\BLE  .AMENDMENT  NO    749 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  occurs 
on  amendment  No.  749.  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  H..-\rkin]. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  move  to  table  the 
Harkin  amendment,  and  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays 

The  PRESIDLNG  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  Warner]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Lieberman] 
is  absent  because  of  death  in  the  fam- 
ily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BURN.S).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  78. 
nays  20.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  159  Leg.] 
YEAS— 78 


Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

(Later  the  following  occurred.) 


Abraham 

Feins cein 

•Mack 

.\ahcroft 

Ford 

McCain 

Bennett 

Frist 

McConnell 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bin^;iman 

Gorton 

.Moynihan 

Bond 

Graham 

Murkowski 

Bradley 

Gramm 

Murray 

Br»aax 

Grams 

Nickles 

Brown 

Graaaley 

Nunn 

Brran 

Ongg 

Packwocd 

Burns 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Campbell 

Heflin^ 

Pressler 

Chafee 

Helms 

Pryor 

Coau 

Hutchison 

Robb 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Rockefeller 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Roth 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Santorum 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Simon 

DAmato 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Smith 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Dole 

Kohl 

Specter 

Domenici 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Eion 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Faircloth 

Lott 

Thompson 

Feingold 

Lugar 

NAYS— 20 

Thurmond 

Aicaka 

Dorgan 

Levin 

Bauciu 

Harltln 

Mikulski 

Boier 

Hatch 

Reid 

Bumpers 

HoUings 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Wellstone 

Daschle 

Leahy 
NOT  VOTING- 

-2 

Lieberman 

Wamer 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  749)  was  agreed  to. 


CHANGE  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  on 
rollcall  vote  159  I  voted  "no."  It  was 
my  intention  to  vote  "yea."  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  permitted  to 
change  my  vote.  This  will  in  no  way 
change  the  outcome  of  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  629  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  690.  .AS 
AMENDED 

(Purpose:  To  eliminate  caps  on  punitive 
damage  awards) 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  offer  amendment  No.  629.  The 
amendment  is  at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dor- 
OAN]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  629 
to  amendment  No.  690.  as  amended: 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Insert  at  the  appropriate  place:  "Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  Act. 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  impose  limitations 
on  punitive  damage  awards.  " 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  is  not 
identical  but  nearly  identical  to  the 
amendment  I  offered  prior  to  cloture. 
The  amendment  deals  with  the  puni- 
tive damage  cap.  The  amendment  I  of- 
fered previously  I  offered  to  the  Dole 
substitute.  I  now  offer  this  amendment 
to  the  underlying  bill. 

Very  simply,  my  amendment  would 
remove  the  cap  on  punitive  damages 
that  exists  in  the  bill.  The  amendment 
that  I  offered  previously  was  defeated 
by  a  vote  of  51  to  49.  I  would  like  for 
the  Senate  to  express  itself  on  that 
issue  in  light  of  the  activities  on  this 
legislation  since  the  Senate  voted  on 
it.  While  I  think  there  is  merit  in  a 
product  liability  reform  bill  and  while 
I  think  there  is  merit  on  both  sides  of 
this  issue,  I  believe  the  legislation 
should  be  like  the  legislation  on  prod- 
uct liability  we  considered  last  year. 
That  legislation  came  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  and  was  voted  on  with  re- 
spect to  the  last  cloture  vote  without 
any  cap  on  punitive  damages. 

Last  year,  the  bill  that  originated  in 
the  Commerce  Committee  and  brought 
to  the  floor,  did  not  include  a  cap  on 
punitive  damages.  This  year,  the  legis- 
lation, as  it  emerged  in  the  Commerce 
Committee  by  the  same  authors,  in- 
cluded a  cap  on  punitive  damages.  I  be- 


lieve they  were  right  last  year  and 
wrong  this  year  on  that  particular  sec- 
tion of  the  bill. 

I  believe  some  reform  necessary  in 
this  area,  but  I  believe  their  best  im- 
pulses and  best  instincts  last  year 
served  them  better  than  this  year  when 
they  decided  to  impose  an  arbitrary 
cap  on  punitive  damages. 

After  all.  the  legislation  requires  you 
to  provide  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence as  a  burden  of  proof  that  the 
harm  caused  was  carried  out  with  a— 
let  me  quote  this— "conscious  and  fla- 
grant indifference  to  the  safety  of  oth- 
ers." If  a  plaintiff  has  gone  through 
trial  and  provided  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  harm  was  caused  or  car- 
ried out  with  a  conscious  and  flagrant 
indifference  to  the  safety  of  others, 
then  I  do  not  understand  why  someone 
would  suggest  we  ought  to  have  a  cap 
on  punitive  damages. 

The  legislation  that  is  before  us  con- 
tains a  cap  on  punitive  damages  in  sev- 
eral different  steps.  It  is.  as  I  under- 
stand it.  two  times  compensatory  dam- 
ages to  a  maximum  of  $250.CX)0.  a  dis- 
tinction from  that  particular  cap  for 
small  businesses,  certain  designated 
small  businesses  in  the  bill,  and,  third, 
a  provision  that  a  judge  could  increase 
the  punitive  damage  award  upon  a  peti- 
tion by  the  plaintiff.  That  is  my  under- 
standing of  what  is  in  the  legislation 
that  is  before  the  Senate.  My  amend- 
ment says,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  act,  nothing  in  this 
act  shall  impose  limitations  on  puni- 
tive damage  awards. 

Again  and  finally,  let  me  say  that 
this  is  the  same  position  Senator 
Rockefeller  and  Senator  Gorton  had 
last  year,  no  cap  on  punitive  damages. 
And  I  think  it  is  appropriate.  The  rea- 
son I  think  it  is  appropriate  is  we  have 
changed  the  bar  that  you  must  get  over 
in  order  to  prove  punitive  damages.  It 
requires  clear  and  convincing  evidence 
that  the  harm  caused  was  carried  out 
with  conscious  and  flagrant  indiffer- 
ence to  the  safety  of  others. 

I  just  do  not  understand  how.  if  you 
meet  that  burden  of  proof  and  dem- 
onstrate conscious  and  flagrant  indif- 
ference to  the  safety  of  others,  you  can 
say  to  a  corporation  worth  several  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  it  would  cost  less  to 
pay  awards  than  it  would  to  fix  the 
problems.  A  punitive  damages  cap  is 
appropriate.  I  really  believe  the  Senate 
would  improve  this  legislation  by 
adopting  the  very  position  the  two 
managers  of  the  bill  had  last  year. 
Their  first  and  best  instinct  was  not  to 
have  a  punitive  damages  cap  then.  I  be- 
lieve that  is  the  position  the  Senate 
ought  to  adopt  now. 

Mr.  President,  with  that,  I  would 
hope,  when  we  have  another  vote  on 
this,  the  Senate  will  decide  to  elimi- 
nate the  punitive  damages  cap.  With 
that.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 
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Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  unlike 
the  situation  at  the  time  at  which  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  presented 
this  amendment  a  week  or  so  ago,  we 
now  have  a  bill  in  the  Chamber  in 
which  there  is  no  cap  on  punitive  dam- 
ages. I  say  that  not  in  triumph  but  in 
regret.  I  believe  that  one  of  the  great 
vices  at  which  legislation  of  this  sort 
properly  should  be  aimed  is  at  creating 
some  kind  of  relationship  between  the 
actual  damages  caused  by  a  tort, 
caused  by  a  wrong,  and  the  damages 
that  can  be  recovered  as  a  result.  But 
with  the  latest  set  of  amendments 
here,  we  have  permitted  a  judge  on  cer- 
tain findings  of  egregious  conduct  to  go 
beyond  what  juries  are  piermitted  suc- 
cessfully to  impose  in  the  way  of  puni- 
tive damages. 

The  entire  matter.  Mr.  President,  is 
at  one  level  an  argument  on  philosophy 
but  at  another  level  it  is  a  debate 
about  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  Supreme  Court  in  several 
recent  cases,  while  not  setting  a  spe- 
cific ceiling  or  cap  on  punitive  dam- 
ages itself,  has  spoken  of  serious  con- 
stitutional questions  caused  by  unlim- 
ited punitive  damages,  or  by  punitive 
damages  that  are  not  related  in  an.y  ra- 
tional fashion  to  actual  damages  found 
by  a  jury  or  determined  by  a  court. 

In  other  words,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  has  invited  the  Con- 
gress to  do  exactly  what  I  had  hoped 
we  would  do  more  successfully  than  we 
have  accomplished  in  this  bill. 

But  just  to  go  over  it  again,  we  have 
said  that  the  maximum  punitive  dam- 
ages that  can  effectively  be  awarded  by 
a  jury  are  in  an  amount  twice  the  total 
of  all  economic  damages  and  all  non- 
economic  damages  that  go  for  pain  and 
suffering.  And  since  those  damages,  in 
very  serious  cases  of  people  being 
maimed  for  life,  can  well  go  into  eight 
figures,  and  sometimes  do,  we  have  a 
very  large  potential  remaining  for  pu- 
nitive damages.  But  in  addition  to  that 
provision,  in  the  so-called  Snowe 
amendment  is  a  $250, (X)0  figure  when 
twice  the  total  of  economic  and  non- 
economic  damages  would  be  less  than 
$250,(XX),  together  with  the  right  of  a 
judge  to  go  beyond  even  the  Snowe  for- 
mula where  the  judge  feels  that  for- 
mula to  be  too  limited  not  to  permit 
proper  punitive  damages  for  particu- 
larly egregious  conduct. 

So  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota, 
in  a  number  of  respects,  has  already 
succeeded.  There  is  no  number.  There 
is  no  specific  formula  which  limits  pu- 
nitive damages. 

As  I  have  said  frequently,  I  think 
there  should  be.  Working  with  the  laws 
of  my  own  State  and  a  handful  of  other 
States  where  punitive  damages  are  not 
allowed  at  all.  where  the  cap  is  zero  in 
most  cases,  we  find  no  difference  in  the 
safety  or  carefulness  of  business  enter- 
prises in  those  States.  No  case  has  been 
proven  for  the  efficacy  of  punitive 
damages  as  a  deterrent,  in  any  event. 
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My  own  view  is  that  the  original  limi- 
tation in  this  bill  was  an  appropriate 
one.  but  that  original  limitation  has 
twice  been  liberalized  in  the  course  of 
this  debate.  And  I  express  the  fervent 
hope  that  in  concerning  ourselves  with 
the  proposition  that  we  should  not  per- 
mit absolutely  unlimited  discretion  on 
the  part  of  juries,  we  should  not  have 
no  maximum  sentence  in  civil  cases  for 
wrongs,  that  we  will  make  the  partial 
and  halting  move  toward  some  kind  of 
rationalization  which  is  now  contained 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  in  a  peculiar 
situation  here  this  morning  in  that  we 
have  a  potential  of  this  amendment 
and  one  other  to  be  dealt  with  and  we 
do  not  have  specific  limitations  on  the 
amount  of  time  that  can  be  utilized  for 
them.  So  I  hope  that,  when  either  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  or  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  next  speaks, 
we  can  get  an  indication  as  to  when 
they  will  finish  to  allow  the  other 
amendment  to  take  place.  There  will 
be  votes  on  any  other  amendments 
which  come  up.  but  we  will  be  asking 
unanimous  consent  that  those  votes 
take  place  after  closing  arguments  and 
before  the  vote  on  final  passage.  So  the 
sooner  we  know  how  long  these  two 
amendments  will  be  debated,  the  ear- 
lier we  will  be  able  to  predict  to  our 
Senators  who  are  not  here  when  they 
will  have  to  come  back  to  the  floor  to 
vote. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr  President. 
a  couple  of  points.  I  agree  with  what 
the  Senator  from  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton said  in  argument  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Just  for  the  edification  of  my  col- 
leagues— this  fact  has  not  been  brought 
out.  I  do  not  believe,  in  the  debate — we 
have  removed  caps,  but  people  do  not 
realize.  I  think,  often  that  there  are 
caps  on  some  rather  extraordinary 
crimes  in  the  Federal  statutes.  I  will 
give  some  examples. 

Many  Federal  criminal  fines,  even  for 
particularly  egregious  crimes,  do  not 
exceed  $250,000.  And  that  was  our  origi- 
nal proposal,  economic  damages  times 
three  or  $250,000,  whichever  is  greater. 

Listen  to  this.  If  you  tamper  with 
consumer  products  and  it  results  in 
death,  the  Federal  statute  limitation  is 
$100,000  for  punitive  damages.  If  you  re- 
taliate against  a  witness,  it  is  $250,000. 
If  you  assault  the  President,  it  is 
$10,000.  If  you  rob  a  bank  with  the  use 
of  a  deadly  weapon,  the  punitive  dam- 
age limit  cap  is  $10,000.  Sexual  exploi- 
tation of  children  for  an  individual. 
$100,000;  in  terms  of  an  organization— 
however  that  would  work  out — $200,000. 
For  treason— for  treason— $10,000. 

Now  I  say  that  in  no  way  to  defend 
caps,  because  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  has  fought  for  the  removal  of 


caps  and  we  have,  I  believe,  been  able 

to  do  that. 

I  would,  in  closing,  remind  my  es- 
teemed friend  and  colleague  from  the 
State  of  North  Dakota,  who  is  as  prin- 
cipled a  person  as  I  have  ever  met,  that 
the  Senator  from  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton and  I  have  so  bloodied  ourselves  in 
making  sure  we  come  back  with  effec- 
tive removal  of  caps  that  we  have  said, 
and  that  we  have  been  unable  to  obtain 
unanimous  consent  in  this  body  to.  in 
effect,  make  the  cap  total  and  com- 
plete because  of  a  matter  of  60  seconds 
in  filing  the  amendment,  that  if  we 
bring  back  the  amendment  with  any- 
thing but  the  cap  removed,  that  we  will 
vote  against  the  motion  for  cloture 
should  there  be  a  filibuster  on  the  con- 
ference report. 

So  I  really  do  believe  that  we  are  oi>- 
erating  not  only  in  good  faith  but  in 
good  substance  on  removal  of  the  cap. 
I  hope,  therefore,  that  what  I  consider 
a  redundant  amendment  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  would  be  de- 
feated. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  shall  not  prolong  the 
debate.  When  I  have  completed  with 
my  remarks,  I  see  no  reason  that  you 
could  not  enter  a  unanimous-consent 
request  to  have  a  vote.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion to  a  vote. 

First,  let  me  make  a  couple  of  com- 
ments. The  Senator  from  Washington 
said,  and  I  think  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  also  seemed  to  say,  the 
way  the  bill  is  constructed,  there  real- 
ly are  not  caps  on  punitive  damage 
awards.  If  that,  in  fact,  is  the  case, 
then  I  would  think  that  they  would 
have  no  objection  to  accepting  lan- 
guage tnat  says  there  are  no  caps  on 
punitive  damage  awards.  That  is  what 
my  amendment  says. 

That  was  the  Commerce  Committee 
p)osition  last  year  on  this  bill.  It  was 
the  right  position.  We  raised  the  bar  on 
what  you  must  prove  to  receive  a  puni- 
tive damage  award.  Once  we  raised  the 
bar.  we  felt  it  inappropriate  to  include 
caps.  Now  this  year  they  want  to  in- 
clude caps 

When  the  two  Senators  say  there  are 
not  really  caps.  I  understand  what  they 
are  referencing.  But.  honestly.  I  think 
the  claimants  will  find  there  are  caps. 
There  is  $250,000  written  in.  That  is 
written  there  for  a  reason.  Because, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  that 
will  be  a  cap,  two  times  compensatory 
damages. 

Let  me  make  two  other  quick  points. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  DORGAN   I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Just  as  a  point 
of  clarification,  the  reason  that  the 
$250,000  was  put  in  there  in  its  new  con- 
figuration was  not  in  terms  of  the  caps. 
We  made  certain  that  there  was  an  al- 
ternate ceiling.  So  that  if  the  economic 
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damages  and  the  noneconomic  damages 
did  not  appear  to  arrive  at  $250,000  mul- 
tiplied by  two.  that  the  claimant  would 
be  guaranteed  the  $250,000.  It  is  an  al- 
ternate ceiling. 

Mr  DORGAN.  If  the  Senators  were 
building  a  floor  rather  than  creating  a 
cap,  I  say,  God  bless  the  noor  and  let 
us  just  get  rid  of  the  cap.  Let  us  vote 
for  my  amendment  and  we  will  solve 
this. 

But,  let  me  make  two  other  com- 
ments. First,  if  a  company,  a  large 
company  with  vast  resources,  produces 
a  product  or  a  device  that  will  be  used 
in  the  field  of  medicine  discovers,  dur- 
ing its  testing,  the  product  is  suffi- 
ciently faulty  in  its  operation  and  it 
may  cause  some  deaths;  if  the  company 
fails  to  disclose  that  information  and 
the  product  goes  to  market  and  some 
unsuspecting  patient  lies  on  a  hospital 
gumey  going  into  the  operating  room 
and  dies  during  a  routine  procedure 
and  later  the  family  discovers  that  per- 
son died  because  the  product  used  was 
faulty  and  the  company  knew  it,  I  sup- 
pose they  would  want  to  bring  a  law- 
suit against  the  company.  In  that  case, 
I  think  society  would  want  that  com- 
pany to  be  punished  sufficiently  so 
that  other  companies  would  under- 
stand you  cannot  do  that,  that  kills 
people:  you  ought  to  be  punished  for  it. 
You  ought  not  get  a  slap  on  the  wrist, 
you  ought  to  be  punished  for  it. 

That  is  what  punitive  damage  awards 
are  for.  The  case  I  just  mentioned  is  a 
real  case,  and  there  are  plenty  of  cases 
like  that. 

There  is  not  an  epidemic  of  punitive 
damage  awards  in  this  country.  It  hap- 
pens rarely  because  it  requires  a  sub- 
stantial burden  of  proof,  and  we  have 
increased  that  burden.  There  is  no  liti- 
gation crisis  with  respect  to  punitive 
damages.  In  25  years,  the  survey  that  I 
have  seen— 1965  to  1990— says  that  355 
punitive  damages  were  awarded  in 
State  and  Federal  product  liability 
lawsuits  nationwide.  This  is  a  country 
of  250  million  people;  355  punitive  dam- 
age awards  nationwide.  Of  those 
awards.  35  are  larger  than  $10  million. 
All  but  one  of  these  awards  were  re- 
duced, and  11  of  the  35  were  reduced  to 
zero. 

The  point  I  make  is,  this  is  not  an 
epidemic  or  crisis.  Punitive  damage 
awards  have  not  been  escalating  out  of 
control.  But  I  do  think  there  are  cer- 
tain circumstances  where  an  enterprise 
worth  billions  makes  a  conscious  deci- 
sion that  we  will  risk  whatever  awards 
exist  out  there  because  we  will  gain 
more  profit  by  selling  this,  knowing 
the  defects,  than  we  will  risk  paying 
the  damages  to  someone  injured  or 
killed  by  that  product. 

My  own  view  is  that  there  is  merit  on 
both  sides  of  the  debate  on  product  li- 
ability. That  is  why  I  have  decided  to 
support  and  have  supported  moving 
forward,  increasing  the  standards,  try- 
ing to  shut  down  some  of  the  litigation 


in  this  country,  because  there  is  too 
much  frivolous  litigation,  as  a  matter 
of  fact.  The  country  is  just  prone  to 
litigate  almost  everything.  We  have 
too  many  lawyers  in  America.  And  we 
keep  training  more  and  more  every 
year. 

I  think  there  is  merit  to  the  position 
of  the  two  Senators,  that  we  ought  to 
do  something  in  a  reasonable  way  on 
product  liability.  I  think  there  is  no 
merit  to  putting  a  cap  on  punitive 
damages.  There  was  not  merit  to  it  last 
year.  They  did  not  have  it  in  the  bill 
last  year.  They  changed  their  minds. 
Their  first  instinct  is  correct.  Always 
stick  with  your  first  instinct.  My 
amendment  will  allow  us  to  stick  with 
your  first  instinct.  If  the  Senate 
agrees,  we  will  live  with  your  victory 
of  last  year  deciding  there  shall  not  be 
punitive  damages  in  the  product  liabil- 
ity bill. 

Mr.  President,  with  that,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Very  briefly,  Mr. 
President.  I  think  that  Members  should 
know  that  this  am.endment  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  is  all -encom- 
passing and  that  it  overrides  the 
amendment  which  was  supported  by 
the  vast  majority  of  Members  of  the 
Senate  that  does  have  strict  limits  on 
punitive  damages  in  cases  involving 
small  businesses,  businesses  with  fewer 
than  26  employees  and  individuals  of 
relatively  modest  means  whose  total 
assets  are  less  than  half  a  million  dol- 
lars. 

So  they,  after  having  been  the  bene- 
ficiary of  the  last  week  of  that  very 
careful  protection,  protection  against 
absolute  bankruptcy,  should  the  Dor- 
gan  amendment  be  adopted,  they  will 
be  thrown  into  a  situation  in  which  ab- 
solutely unlimited  punitive  damages 
can  be  awarded  against  them.  It  is  im- 
portant for  Members  to  understand 
that. 

UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  AGREE.MENT 

Mr.  GORTON.  With  that.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, now  having  cleared  this  with  the 
Democratic  side,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  vote  on,  or  in  relation  to, 
the  Dorgan  amendment,  or  in  relation 
to  any  other  amendment  in  order,  and 
final  passage  occur  back  to  back  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  previously  allotted 
time  with  the  first  vote  limited  to  15 
minutes  and  the  other  consecutive 
votes  in  the  voting  sequence  limited  to 
10  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
going  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr  GORTON.  I  move  to  table  the 
Dorgan  amendment  and  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
speak  against  passage  of  this  bill.  I  re- 
alize that,  with  cloture  having  been  in- 
voked, my  words  may  not  change  many 
votes,  but  maybe  they  might  change 
one  or  two.  And  then  I  feel  like  maybe 
my  remarks,  in  a  strong  adversarial 
posture,  might  appeal  to  the  reason  of 
Senators  to  encourage  them  to  elimi- 
nate some  of  the  grossly  unfair  provi- 
sions that  are  in  this  bill. 

I  might  say  in  the  beginning  that  I 
believe  the  difference  between  the  caps 
that  are  put  in  this  bill  and  the  fact 
that  there  were  no  caps  in  the  last  bill 
reflects  a  change  in  the  makeup  of  the 
Senate,  as  a  result  of  last  November's 
elections. 

There  are  caps  in  this  bill  with  an 
additur  provision  whereby  a  judge 
could  increase  a  jury's  award  of  puni- 
tive damages.  Clearly,  that  has  already 
been  ruled  on  by  the  Supreme  Court  as 
being  unconstitutional.  The  case  of 
Dimick  versus  Schiedt  was  decided  in 
1935  on  that  issue  and  makes  the 
additur  provision  unconstitutional. 

In  my  judgment,  there  are  a  number 
of  other  unconstitutional  elements 
that  should  be  pointed  out.  One  is  the 
matter  pertaining  to  the  role  of  the 
U.S.  circuit  courts  of  appeal  being  able 
to  determine  controlling  precedent  on 
the  State  courts  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Federal  circuit. 

Article  III  of  section  1  of  the  Con- 
stitution, which  provides  that  the  judi- 
cial power  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  has  been 
construed  to  mean  that  the  State 
courts  must  follow  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  and  not  the  lower  Fed- 
eral courts. 

The  case  of  Erie  versus  Tompkins  ba- 
sically says  that  the  Federal  courts,  in 
diversity  cases,  shall  follow  the  sub- 
stantive law  of  the  State.  There  is  no 
question  that  the  Federal  courts, 
through  its  rulemaking  process  and 
Congress,  pursuant  to  its  powers  under 
the  Rules  Enabling  Act,  control  in  re- 
gards to  procedural  matters.  I  just 
want  to  mention  that. 

I  want  to  direct  the  Senate's  atten- 
tion to  a  chart  that  Senator  Levin  pro- 
duced and  used  in  a  previous  argument. 
I  thought  it  was  an  excellent  presen- 
tation, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  table  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

PREEMPTION  Of  STATE  PRODUCT  LIABILITY  LAWS  UNDER 
S  565.  AS  REPORTED 
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PREEMPTION  OF  STATE  PRODUCT  LIABILITY  lAHS  UNDER  So  the  cost  to   the  Government  has  commercial    loss,    which    is   a   business 

S  565,  AS  REPORTED — Continued  never  been  calculated,  and  there  are  so  loss,  is  excluded  from  being  within  the 

many  things  that  are  involved,  particu-  purview  of  this  bill. 

mwe'talm      mOTiam  ^^rly   like    the   statute   of  limitations  Of  course,  I  have  given  illustrations 

Ciiiis       'fe'dams'  arid  statute  of  repose  as  to  helicopters,  on  the  floor  about  the  fact  that  if  a  fac- 

[^^ mjiM^  tanks.    NASA    equipment,    and    all    of  tory  blows  up  and  people  that  are  in- 

totioi  0.  drug  abuse  defense                   i'               °'  GSA's  equipment,  and  every  conceiv-  jured  from  the  faulty,  defective  prod- 

Misuse  Of  alteration  ot  ofoduci  defense          ...do   .    ..            Do  1..1                               j-             ^.    i.            j       ^  ,                                                    -v^w»    v.    >y>w< 

Punitive  damage  limitations _ do Do  ^^^^  ^ay  regarding  which  products  are  uct,  they  come  under  this  bill;  but  for 

Ste ?! lr'se'°"^  " ~   -"do Hma'  purchased    by    the    Government.    The  commercial  law.  they  do  not. 

loint  and  several  iiabiiitylmiHinwi^   Zd» '~        Do  issue  of  costs  to  the  Government  ought  Some   say    the   commercial   loss   ex- 

BioSisprovisit^s                          do               D.  *^°  ^^   ^^""^^^  '^^  '"°™  ^^^^^^  ^°  ^^  cmption  might  be  applied  to  individ- 
.  judgment.  uals.   I  remember  there  was  a  "Dear 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  this  is  Now,  there  is  also  a  provision  dealing  Colleague"  letter  circulated  on  this 
chart  entitled  "Preemption  of  State  ^ith  foreign  nationals  and  foreign  gov-  iggue.  I  would  imagine  in  that  instance 
Product  Liability  Laws,"  and  it  has  a  emments,  and  I  realize  that  this  is  we  would  find  it  would  be  rarely  ever 
column  of  State  laws  more  favorable  to  under  statutory  construction,  that  used,  we  might  find  out  of  2,000  em- 
plaintiffs  and  State  laws  more  favor-  nothing  in  this  title  can  be  construed  pioyees  in  a  factory  where  a  boiler 
able  to  defendants  and  what  happens  as  to  preempt  State  choice  of  law  rules  blows  up,  we  might  find  that  there 
regards  preemption  under  this  legisla-  with  respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  niight  be  one  moonlighting  sock  sales- 
tion.  First  as  to  the  liability  of  product  foreign  nation  or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  man.  That  would  be  the  only  way  that 
sellers,  that  is  retailers,  this  bill  pro-  nation  and.  in  effect,  the  right  of  any  we  would  have,  basically,  any  commer- 
hibits  any  laws  more  favorable  to  court  to  transfer  venue,  or  to  apply  the  cial  loss  that  would  occur  to  that  indi- 
plaintiff.  but  it  allows  laws  more  favor-  law  of  a  foreign  nation,  or  to  dismiss  a  vidual. 

able  to  the  defendants.  Second,  with  re-  claim  of  a  foreign  nation,  or  of  a  citi-  Now,  most  of  all  of  the  business  liti- 

spect  to  the  alcohol  or  drug  abuse  de-  zen  of  a  foreign  nation,  on  the  grounds  nation  and  most  of  the  punitive  dam- 

fense,    the    bill    prohibits    State    laws  of  inconvenient  forum.  ^ges  awards  that  have  come  about  are 

more  favorable  to  plaintiffs  but  it  al-  In    the    world    of    terrorism    today,  business    or    commercial    losses     The 

lows  State  laws  more  favorable  to  de-  these    issues    ought    to    be    addressed,  case  of  Pennzoil  versus  Texaco  was  for 

fendants.  Third,  as  to  the  misuse  or  al-  Hopefully,  in  the  terrorist  bill  that  will  example,  probably  the  largest  punitive 

teration   of  product   defense,    the    bill  come  before  the  Senate  in  the  coming  damaiges    case     that    has    ever    been 

prohibits  State  laws  more  favorable  to  weeks,  we  will  give  some  consideration  awarded,  and  it  was  a  commercial  liti- 

plaintiffs  but  allows  State  laws  more  regarding  this  issue.  The  Senate  ought  ^ion  where  business  was  suing  other 

favorable  to  defendants.  to  make  certain  that  the  provisions  of  business 

Punitive     damage     limitations     are  this    product    liability    bill    do    not    in  rp>,„^„  '  ^„  „,v,„^  „.„.,i„i„„o  ,>...«„,.>, 

treated  the  same  way-unfavorable  as  some  unintended  way  give  some  advan-  ^,^^'t  ^'^  rS  Lp  vJit  nnf«^^«nH  i 

to  plaintiffs  and  favorable  as  to  defend-  tage  to  a  terrorist  entity  """^  ^^^  ^''^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^"^  '"'^*"^-  *""*  ' 

ants.  As  to  the  statutes  of  limitations,  T  think  one  of  the  most  unfair  provi-  ^^^      ff        T  r'^^'^^Jn""^  ^^^' 

that  is  the  one  and  only  provision  that  sions  in  this  legislation  is  the  provision  "'^°^„  ^  ^°^   ^^^\  ^^'^   ^'"   *'"   ^^ 

unillfrmir  '"  ^'^^  "'"'^  '"'  "  ^'  "  ^'f^  T^  ^'^^^^  "^"^^'  Party  cannot  ^Te^ll  L'th^remot^l  ^/g^t^nur 

.;,,•'■              ,  introduce  in  the  compensator^'  damage     .         „    ;„ „  i„j „ 

With  regard  to  the  statute  of  repose  ,  ^f  ^  ^.^^j  elements  of  conduct  that  ^''^  .""^'^  provisions, 

provision  of  20  years,  this  bill  preempts  constitute  a  cause  of  action  for  puni-  ^  ^"^^^  t^^^^  ^°  ^^f  conscience  of  the 

State  laws  more  favorable  to  plaintiffs  ^^^^    damages     Therefore     as    I    have  P^OP^^  ^*^at  are  involved  who  will  be  in 

but  not  those  State  laws  more  favor-  -^^^^   ^^,   ^^^^^              3   j^egligence.  ^°°.'f''^°'=^  ""^  ,'^\^'  ^J"^  ^^J^.^^  '^\^,*'^ 

able  to  defendants.  recklessness     wantonness     intentional  ^^'^®   """^^^   ^°   '°°^   ^^   ^^^^   matter 

On  the  issue  of  eliminating  joint  and  „„„H>,,^f    or,H  an  ■int^^rUv'r^f  o  cimnor.  when  it  reaches  conference  between  the 

several  liability  for  noneconomic  dam-  conauct.  ana  an  activity  01  a  similar  Senate.  It  just  shocks  the 

00.00     fv,io    >,iii    ,„.oo,v,r,fc    cfoto    1 ., ,.,o  nature.  IS  prohibitcd  from  beittg  coHsid-  """°<=  «*""  ^"^""""^  j^^  j"""^  "  ^"^"^'>  "^"^ 

ages,    this    bill    preempts    State    laws  ^                                    comnen-  conscience  to  see  the  unfairness  that 

which  are  more  favorable  to  plaintiffs  ^f^^J^  ^^^LIT  ^„  ZT tlZ  ^fZf^r  exists  in  all  the  various  provisions  of 

but  allow  State  laws  which  are  more  ff  ^^^^  damages.  To  me,  that    s  one  of  ^.^.^  ^.jj  ^^^  ^             ^^^^  j  ^^^^       ^^^^^ 

favorable  to  defendants.  And  you  have  JJ^  "J^f  ^^^^^^  provisions  that  exist  in  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  issufvery  clearly  for  mv 

the  biomaterials  provisions  which  are  il^'iVor^.,, „,..,,,  confir^n  a„H  fy,^  ^of  colleagues  to  consider.  Mr.  President,  I 

treated  in  the  same  manner.   I  think  ^^^  biomaterials  section  and  the  def-  ^j^^             ^^                fj     j  passage 

rhi<?  rhart  Senator  I  FvaN  nrenarPrt  i<i  a  inition     of    implants     therein,     where  '^  f,     °t._.^r.^.  ,  ^^    w     rf    ^^  , 

this  Chart  benator  LEvaN  prepared  is  a  laneuaee  regarding  coming  in  ^''  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 

very   excellent   chart,    and    I   hope   my  ^^^re  is  language  regaraing  coming  in  coHeaeues   would    vote 

colleagues    will    take    time    to    reflect  contact  through  a  surgically  produced  ^"^"^'^^f,^^  "^f.  colleagues   would   vote 

upojj  it  opening   and   coming   in   contact  with  **J"=  ""  ''"'"  "'"■ 

Now,  I  want  to  also  direct  my  col-  bodily  fluids  or  tissue,  in  my  judgment.  Wr.  President  while  I  had  my  doubts, 

leagues  attention  to  the  potential  costs  is  a   wide-open   situation   for  a   great  I  have  believed  for  a  long  time  that  the 

of  the  bill,  an  issue  which  I  hope  will  be  deal  of  problems  pertaining  to  compo-  Senate  would  eventually  corne  to  this 

investigated,  because  I  do  not  believe  nent  parts  of  the  implant,  and  I  urge  Point.    Inexorably,    it    would    happen. 

CBO  or  anyone  else  has  looked  at  this  that  that  be  carefully  reviewed.  After    many    years    of    debate,    many 

matter  very  closely.  There  is  language  Some  of  these   issues  which   I   have  years    of    filibusters    on    this    Senate 

in    the   bill    that   includes   within    the  Just  reviewed-and  I  hope  some  people  "oor.  this  body  finally  has  a  chance  to 

scope  of  the  word  "claimant"  a  govern-  in  the  White  House  are  listening  to  me  cast  its  vote  for  what  I  think  is  respon- 

mental  entity  which  includes  the  Fed-  as  I  speak  about  this— ought  to  be  care-  sible.  balanced  punitive  damages  tort 

eral  Government  and  all  of  its  entities,  fully  considered  not  only  by  the  De-  reform. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  question  partment  of  Justice  and  every  agency  1  think  the  vote  yesterday  was  his- 

that  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  save  of  Government  that  could  be  affected,  toric.  The  Senate,  for  the  first  time, 

product    manufacturers    money.     The  Certainly,  the  FDA  ought  to  consider  broke  the  log  jam  that  has  blocked  ac- 

Govemment.  as  a  claimant,  would  be  the  language  that  is  being  placed  into  tion  on  what  I  referred  to  last  night  as 

bringing  suit  against  a  defendant,  and  this  bill  as  to  matters  dealing  with  the  a  deadly  serious  issue,  and  the  Senate 

if  the   purpose   of  the   bill    is   to   save  human  body  in  that  biomaterial  defini-  has  blocked  that  for  years  and  years 

money,  it  means  it  saves  money  for  the  tion  of  "loss."  Now  the  Senate  has  said,  "proceed." 

defendant,  for  corporate  America,  when  Of  course,  the  very  basic  unfairness  My  belief  that  this  time  would  come 

the  Federal  Government  brings  suit.  of  the  bill  begins  with  the  fact  that  is  based  on  several   points.   First  and 
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foremost,  the  problems  with  our  puni- 
tive damages  system  cry  out  for  solu- 
tions. We  are  here  for  that  purpose.  We 
were  elected  to  address  the  problems 
that  require  attention  and  action  We 
have  done  so  to  the  best  of  our  ability. 

In  this  case,  because  products  by  def- 
inition, virtually,  involve  interstate 
commerce — that  point  has  been  made 
but  not  accepted.  I  suppose,  by  all— 70 
percent  of  everything  we  make  in  West 
Virginia  is  sold  in  another  State.  By 
definition.  States  cannot  preoccupy 
this  field.  This  is  precisely  an  area 
where  Congress  needs  to  step  in. 

EJach  State  really  cannot  fix  the 
flaws  of  the  country's  interstate  prod- 
uct liability  system.  That  is  because 
the  biggest  problem  involves  the  patch- 
work—varied, unpredictable  nature — of 
every  State  in  the  union  having  dif- 
ferent product  liability  rules  and 
standards 

Businesses  that  sell  or  manufacture 
products  are  subject  to  the  endless  con- 
fusion, the  hassle,  the  court  costs,  the 
wasteful  costs,  in  general,  of  this  maze. 

Consumers  who  want  safe  products 
want  more  products  that  will  increase 
their  safety  and  cannot  get  them.  Con- 
sumers who  are  victims  of  defective 
products  and  cannot  get  recompensed 
for  an  average  of  3  years,  are  also  hurt 
by  the  delays  and  the  costs  that  stem 
from  the  product  liability  system.  So 
businesses  hurt,  consumers  are  hurt. 
We  have  a  problem. 

My  interest  in  these  problems  really 
stem  from  seeing  the  way  they  hurt  my 
own  State  of  West  Virginia.  Manufac- 
turers, small  businesses,  the  fear,  con- 
sumers, workers,  and  the  victims  of  de- 
fective products. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  sev- 
eral moments  aigo  said  that  there  has 
only  been  i  numbers  of  liability  cases 
in  the  last  2  years,  10  years  whatever. 
That  argument  has  been  used  many, 
many  times.  It  is  a  very  misleading, 
false  argument.  It  is  not  the  number  of 
punitive  damages  awards  that  have 
been  grranted.  It  is  the  threat  which  ex- 
ists in  every  case,  in  every  suit,  of 
which  there  are  unending  numbers  in 
this  litigious  society. 

It  is  the  threat  of  litigation  that  is 
the  problem  and  has  crushed  so  much 
innovation  and  research  and  develojv 
ment  which  would  help  consumers. 

My  interest,  again,  in  West  Virginia 
comes  from  knowing  people  who  di- 
rectly have  suffered  from  this  and  have 
gone  out  of  business  from  this,  as  well 
as  victims  who  have  been  hurt  by  this. 
I  have  seen  the  victims  who  came  back 
from  the  Persian  Gulf  war  with  some- 
thing called  a  mystery  syndrome  ill- 
ness which  the  Defense  Department 
says  does  not  exist,  but  I  see  these  peo- 
ple and  I  know  it  does  exist. 

When  we  see  the  people,  and  we  see 
the  individuals  and  we  see  they  are 
hurt,  we  want  to  help  them.  To  put  it 
simply,  then,  the  product  liability  sys- 
tem is  broken.  The  Congress  and  the 
President  must  have  parity. 


Second,  I  have  believed  that  a  prod- 
uct liability  reform  bill  would  eventu- 
ally pass  this  Senate  because  of  the 
way  some  Members  have  approached 
the  effort  to  cause  it  to  pass,  which  I 
believe  it  will. 

Members  of  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
have  been  troubled  by  the  problems 
with  product  liability.  Some  time  ago 
the  bipartisan  team  work  necessary  to 
enact  legislation  began  to  form.  In  the 
past  4  years,  the  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Washington  and  I  have  had  the 
job  of  leading  that  team.  The  Senator 
from  Washington  and  I  made  a  pact:  To 
promote  a  balanced,  moderate,  serious, 
legislative  remedy  to  these  problems  in 
product  liability,  tort  reform. 

We  let  the  businesses  interested  in 
reform  know  that  the  consumers  and 
victims  had  to  be  the  winners  of  re- 
form, too.  We  made  that  very  clear  and 
have  made  that  very  clear  up  until  the 
very  laist  moments.  We  have  kept  mak- 
ing it  clear. 

We  explained  to  the  general  public 
that  the  harm  done  to  business  by  the 
problems  with  product  liability  also 
hurt  the  general  public,  which  is  called 
the  rest  of  the  country.  They  cost  jobs. 
they  stifle  the  innovation  needed  to 
make  safer  drugs  and  products,  and 
they  impose  an  enormous  hidden  tax 
on  every  American. 

That  is  why  we  devised  a  bill  to  deal 
with  the  range  of  problems  that  affect 
different  sectors  of  the  society,  and  we 
did  it  fairly.  In  this  legislation  we  pro- 
mote quicker  settlements  through  al- 
ternative dispute  resolution.  We  in- 
sisted on  that  so  victims  get  compensa- 
tion faster.  We  give  the  victims  of 
harm  done  by  substances  like  asbestos 
enough  time  to  seek  relief  by  saying 
the  clock  can  only  run  after  they  dis- 
cover the  harm  that  they  are  suffering 
and,  aigain.  the  reason,  the  cause  of  the 
harm  they  are  suffering. 

We  have  made  a  number  of  adjust- 
ments in  the  way  businesses  are  made 
liable  for  the  impact  of  products  where 
the  rules  are  not  fair  to  them. 

But  my  point  is  also  that  this  bill  re- 
flects the  balance  and  the  moderation 
that  emerges  when  Members  of  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  choose  to  work  to- 
gether, choose  to  trust  one  another, 
choose  to  accommodate  the  diverse 
concerns  that  arise  when  a  complicated 
topic  like  product  liability  comes  up. 

We  are  not  seeing  a  lot  of  bipartisan- 
ship in  the  legislative  process  these 
days,  and  it  is  sad.  It  is  more  than  sad 
for  the  country,  it  is  grievous.  I  find  all 
of  that  very  troublesome.  I  think  it  is 
essentially  a  disservice  to  the  country. 
We  are  a  diverse  nation  with  a  Govern- 
ment designed  to  represent  our  dif- 
ferences and  built  with  checks  and  bal- 
ances on  one  another.  We  should  draw 
on  the  strength  of  that  diversity. 
Democrats  and  Republicans  in  the  Sen- 
ate should  spend  more  time,  I  think, 
working  together  on  the  country's 
problems,  working  out  solutions  that 
will  last  and  that  will  take  root. 
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I  think  we  do  that  in  this  bill.  And 
when  we  do  have  bipartisan  coopera- 
tion and  it  works,  it  only  encourages 
us  to  do  more.  I  hope.  That  is  why  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  I  formed 
the  team  to  deal  with  the  problems  of 
product  liability,  and  we  intend  to 
maintain  that  bipartisanship  until  we 
see  a  bill  signed  into  law  sometime 
later  this  year. 

Finally,  my  belief  that  product  li- 
ability legislation  would  pass  has  been 
based  on  the  talent  and  the  leadership 
that  have  been  invested  in  this  effort. 
Many  Members  of  this  body  have  con- 
tributed to  this  arduous,  difficult  ef- 
fort. Senators  Dodd  and  Lieberm.\n 
have  been  staunch  allies,  and  their 
staffs,  Tony  Orza  and  Nina  Bang-Jen- 
sen. Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  from  the  majority  leader  to  the 
chairmen  of  the  Commerce  and  Judici- 
ary Committees,  have  played  essential 
roles  in  this.  It  is  impossible  to  fully 
explain  how  much  I  respect  and  appre- 
ciate the  Senator  from  Washington. 
Slade  Gorton.  I  think  he  stands  out 
for,  first  of  all,  his  acumen,  his  amaz- 
ing mind,  his  tenacity,  the  wisdom  of 
his  counsel,  his  calmness  under  sub- 
stantial fire,  and  his  commitment  to 
reform. 

The  staff  who  have  assisted  in  this  ef- 
fort I  think  deserve  medals  for  their 
valor  and  service  and  for  their,  by  the 
way.  exhaustion.  On  Senator  Gorton's 
staff.  Lance  Bultena  and  Trent 
Erickson  have  been  steady,  quiet,  dog- 
ged, and  perfect  in  helping  us  •work  this 
through. 

Assisting  me.  I  cannot  thank  enough, 
and  I  would  need  to  start  with  Tamera 
Stanton,  who  is  my  legislative  director 
who  sits  at  my  left  as  I  speak,  who 
masters  all  subjects  with  tenacity  and 
with  understanding,  is  skillful  in  her 
sense  of  nuance,  strategy,  politics,  and 
policy;  Ellen  Doneski,  who  does  not 
know  how  to  stop  working,  and  as  a  re- 
sult never  does  stop  working  and  ac- 
complishes incredible,  amazing  things, 
often  many  at  the  same  time,  so  she 
just  never  stops  working;  Jim  Gottlieb 
and  Bill  Brew,  both  in  fact  lawyers, 
which  we  need  in  our  office.  And  they 
have  both  been  brilliant,  skillful,  dog- 
ged, and  successful.  Without  their  la- 
bors and  their  incredible  talent  we 
would  not  be  at  this  point. 

I  do  not  want  to  take  the  body's 
time,  but  I  just  want  to  make  the  point 
again  that,  if  you  pick  up  the  paper, 
you  will  read  Senator  Gf)RTON's  name. 
If  you  listen  to  the  television,  you  will 
hear  his  name  and  Senator  Hollings' 
name.  And  they  can  both  do  all  of  this 
on  their  own.  pretty  much,  anyway. 
But  actually  it  does  not  quite  work  out 
that  way.  Just  as  Senator  Rollings, 
Kevin  Curtin.  and  others — it  is  the  pub- 
lic that  needs  to  know,  while  they  are 
in  their  orgy  of  dislike  for  the  Federal 
Government,  that  there  are  incredible 
people  called  staff  of  the  U.S.  Senators 
who  make  possible  what  it  is  that  we 
do. 
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I  want  to  acknowledge  with  respect 
the  persistence  and  commitment  of  the 
flag-bearers  who  took  the  other  side  on 
this  issue.  The  Senators  from  Alabama 
and  South  Carolina  are  daunting  in 
their  own  legal  minds  and  ferocity 
when  it  comes  to  this  issue— both  of 
them.  They  are  different  in  many  ways, 
the  same  in  many  ways,  but  both  of 
them  are  extraordinary  in  their  com- 
mitment to  their  beliefs.  I  hope  they 
would  agree  it  was  a  fair  and  open  de- 
bate. They  prevailed  in  the  past  with- 
out exception.  It  worked  out  the  other 
way  this  time. 

This  has  not  been  an  easy  issue  for 
anybody  involved.  The  legal  system  is 
a  very  serious  part  of  our  national  fab- 
ric and  life.  The  rights  of  every  Amer- 
ican are  fundamental  and  are  not  to  be 
tampered  with  easily.  I  have  always 
felt  that,  as  I  have  fought  for  product 
liability  reform,  in  a  sense  I  restate  my 
pledge  to  navigate  the  remainder  of  the 
legislative  process  with  a  deep  commit- 
ment to  the  principles  of  fairness  and 
justice. 

But  I  remain  absolutely  sure  that  it 
is  time  to  fix  this  broken  part  of  our 
legal  system,  and  I  think  we  have  done 
a  lot  of  it.  The  country  is  saddled  with 
costs,  with  waste,  with  problems  that 
can  be  eased  with  the  reforms  in  this 
legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
S.\.\TORUM).  The  time  of  the  Senator 
has  expired. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  an  additional  60  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  am  proud  to 
give  the  Senate  a  chance,  finally,  to 
cast  its  vote  on  a  balanced  legislative 
remedy.  I  am  relieved  we  restored  a 
bill  simply  dealing  with  product  liabil 
ity  and  with  the  important  changes 
worked  out  in  the  final  hours  that  rep- 
resent the  bipartisanship  and  the  bal- 
ance that  we  sought  from  the  begin- 
ning of  this  effort. 

I  am  confident  that  President  Clin- 
ton will  sign  this  bill  with  whatever 
perfections  we  can  make.  I  hope  we  will 
soon  see  the  benefits  of  reform  and 
demonstrate  to  the  skeptics  that  the 
changes  are  in  the  entire  Nation's  in- 
terests. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  first  a 
procedural  announcement.  Thirty  min- 
utes remains  under  the  order  with  re- 
spect to  debate  on  product  liability. 
Senators  in  their  offices,  therefore, 
should  be  on  notice  that  approximately 
at  11;40  there  will  be  a  vote  on  my  mo- 
tion to  table  the  Dorgan  amendment, 
followed  immediately  by  a  vote  on 
final  passage  of  the  product  liability 
bill  with,  we  think,  the  substitute 
adopted  by  voice  vote.  So  Members 
should  be  prepared  to  come  to  the  floor 
at  or  shortly  after  11:40. 
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On  a  second  matter,  in  which  I  know 
I  am  joined  by  my  colleague  from  West 
Virginia,  regrettably,  due  to  the  inabil- 
ity of  the  Senators  from  Washington 
and  West  Virginia  to  get  unanimous 
consent  to  make  one  additional  change 
in  their  proposal,  the  so-called  new 
trial  provision  after  an  additur  remains 
in  this  bill.  The  Senators  from  West 
Virginia  and  Washington  have  pledged 
that  the  bill  will  not  be  presented  by 
them  to  this  body  with  that  provision 
in  it.  and  that  pledge  remains. 

Other  than  that,  this  bill  is  the  work 
of  many  years  of  effort  culminated  in 
this  Congress,  as  in  the  last  Congress, 
by  the  joint  efforts  of  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  myself,  and  of  many 
others  whom  I  will  mention  after  we 
have  had  a  final  vote.  Together,  with 
the  input  from  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  I  am  confident  that  the 
bill  will  pass  and  that  it  will  represent 
a  significant  step  forward. 

Mr.  President,  one  other  comment 
that  I  make  as  a  sponsor  and  one  of  the 
people  who  drafted  this  bill  in  the  puni- 
tive damages  section,  we  included  an 
additive  provision  at  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  of  the  United 
States,  with  the  assurance  that  the 
provision  is  constitutional.  That  opin- 
ion, in  my  view,  is  correct.  Such  provi- 
sions are  found  in  the  laws  of  many 
States.  If  a  court  should,  however,  find 
the  additive  provisions  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional, it  is  our  intention  that  the 
remainder  of  the  punitive  damages  pro- 
vision will  stand  and  that  only  the  ad- 
ditive provision  which  is  now  found  in 
section  107(b)(3)  would  be  severed. 

Mr.  President,  one  argument  against 
congressional  legislation  in  this  field, 
which  has  been  raised  by  almost  all  of 
those  who  have  come  here  to  speak 
against  it,  is  that  we  should  not  inter- 
fere in  the  Federal  system  with  the 
laws  of  the  50  States.  It  is  a  curious  ar- 
gument as  it  is  generally  advanced  by 
those  Members  of  this  body  who  are 
most  anxious  to  interfere  with  the  pre- 
rogatives of  the  States  in  many  areas 
for  which  there  is  no  explicit  constitu- 
tional warrant.  This,  however,  is  a  case 
in  which  congressional  legislation  is 
expressly  warranted  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  may  very  well  have  been  an- 
ticipated, or  would  have  been  antici- 
pated had  they  known  what  the  econ- 
omy of  the  United  States  would  look 
like  in  the  late  20th  century,  by  those 
who  wrote  the  Constitution  itself.  One 
of  the  principal  reasons  for  the  Con- 
stitutional Convention  was  the  chaos 
that  attended  interstate  commerce 
among  the  13  States  after  the  close  of 
the  War  of  the  Revolution  and  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution. 

So  under  article  I,  section  8,  clause  3. 
the  interstate  commerce  clause,  the 
Congress  is  invited,  is  given  plenary 
power  over  interstate  commerce.  Of 
course,  most  of  the  products  with 
which  this  bill  deals  are  made  of  mate- 
rials   that    arrive    in    interstate    com- 


merce and  are  sold  after  they  are  man- 
ufactured in  interstate  commerce,  and 
a  far  greater  degree  of  uniformity  that 
is  now  in  this  bill  would  be  constitu- 
tionally warranted.  The  compromises 
in  this  bill  are  in  certain  cases  politi- 
cal and  in  other  cases  highly  principled 
attempts  to  provide  a  degree  of  pre- 
dictability and  uniformity  which  will 
lead  to  more  economic  development, 
greater  jobs,  and  better  products  for 
consumers  with  the  very  real  history  of 
local  control  over  our  courts  and  over 
our  litigation.  But  as  long  ago  as  in  the 
Federalist  Papers,  Alexander  Hamilton 
made  it  clear  that  one  of  the  key  pur- 
poses of  the  Constitution  was  to  pre- 
vent interstate  commerce  from  being, 
and  I  quote  him:  "Fettered,  inter- 
rupted, and  narrowed"  by  parochial 
State  regulations. 

That,  regrettably,  is  exactly  what  we 
have,  particularly  in  that  handful  of 
States,  often  in  rural  counties,  in 
which  we  find  repeated  huge  punitive 
damage  awards,  almost  invariably  en- 
tered against  out-of-State  defendants 
or  out-of-State  corporations  in  a  way 
which  fetters,  interrupts,  and  narrows 
interstate  commerce  by  discouraging 
research  and  development  and  discour- 
aging the  marketing  of  new  products. 
We  have  seen  that  happen  in  instance 
after  instance  in  which  companies 
large  and  small  have  found  it  improvi- 
dent to  develop  new  products  to  cure 
previously  incurably  diseases  or  to 
solve  problems  in  our  society  because 
they  might  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
some  individual,  and  that  individual 
might  sue  and  that  individual  might 
persuade  a  jury  in  someplace  or  an- 
other to  award  punitive  damages  in  an 
amount  that  would  make  it  utterly  un- 
profitable ever  to  have  entered  that 
business  in  the  first  place. 

Perhaps  worse,  and  perhai)s  a  greater 
interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
is  successful  defense  litigation  where 
large  companies  find  that  they  have 
spent  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  suc- 
cessfully defending  against  product  li- 
ability litigation  over  products,  that 
gross  price  of  which  is  far  less  than 
those  legal  fees.  So  they  say.  "Why 
produce  parts  for  implant  into  the  bod- 
ies of  people  of  the  United  States,  as 
much  good  as  those  things  do?' 

It  is  our  hope  to  make  a  modest  step 
forward  in  creating  a  balance,  not  by 
denying  any  person  the  right  to  go  to 
court,  not  by  limiting  the  actual  dam- 
ages that  any  individual  can  receive  for 
an  act  which  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  individual  or  company  which  is 
called  upon  to  make  payment,  but  to 
see  to  it  that  there  are  fewer  arbitrary 
judgments;  that  less  of  the  time  de- 
fendants are  required  to  pay  for  the 
negligence  or  for  the  acts  of  others. 

Mr.  President,  a  day  or  so  ago,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mrs.  Boxer). 
argued  at  length  with  respect  to  the 
McCain-Lieberman  portions  of  this  bill 
on  biomaterials  and  that  corporations 
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would  be  allowed  to  set  up  shell  sub- 
sidiaries and  protect  themselves  from 
liabilities. 

That  concern  was  raised  in  the  Com- 
merce Committee  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon],  and  expressly 
taken  care  of  by  an  amendment  that 
will  allow  piercing  that  corporate  shell 
and  not  preventing  the  corporation, 
which  is  actually  in  control  and  which 
has  assets,  from  protecting  itself  from 
the  consequences  of  its  own  negligence. 

But  basically.  Mr.  President,  we  now 
have  a  product  liability  bill  which  in- 
cludes a  statutory  repose  for  products 
that  are  used  in  a  business  enterprise. 
We  have  a  limitation  on  joint  liability 
with  respect  to  noneconomic  dam- 
ages— that  is.  pain  and  suffering— 
under  which  we  simply  say  that  you 
are  responsible  as  a  defendant  for  the 
degree  to  which  you  have  harmed  the 
claimant,  but  that  a  defendant  that  is 
only  10  or  20  percent  responsible  for 
these  damages  is  not  going  to  be 
charged  for  the  entire  verdict  simply 
because  some  other  defendant  cannot 
be  reached. 

We  have  imposed  some  modest  ra- 
tionality on  the  award  of  punitive  dam- 
ages My  colleague  here  this  morning 
came  up  with  one  of  the  best  sets  of  ex- 
amples I  have  ever  heard,  something 
which  has  not  been  brought  before  the 
Senate  in  this  3  weeks,  when  he  points 
out  that  for  all  practical  purposes 
every  Federal  criminal  statute  which 
includes  the  right  to  a  fine  as  a  part  of 
the  sentence  has  a  limitation  on  those 
fines,  and  yet  to  be  subjected  to  a 
criminal  fine  one  must  be  found  guilty 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  One  has  all 
of  the  protections  of  the  fifth  amend- 
ment against  self-incrimination.  And 
yet  here  we.  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  have  set  a  maximum  fine. 
510,000;  maximum  fine,  S25.000.  I  think 
the  maximum  fine  they  found  was 
$250,000 

We  vote  for  these  criminal  penalties, 
and  yet  our  opponents  tell  us  how  out- 
rageous it  is  in  a  civil  case,  with  no 
fifth  amendment  rights,  no  standard  of 
proof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  how 
unreasonable  it  is  to  set  any  limit  on 
what  a  jury  can  do  in  the  way  of  pun- 
ishment— punishment  over  and  beyond 
all  of  the  damages  that  are  actually 
proven  by  the  claimant  in  a  particular 
case. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  not  a  per- 
fect bill,  in  my  view,  and  it  is  not  a 
perfect  bill  because  it  does  not  limit 
that  form  of  arbitrary  punishment  suf- 
ficiently. But  it  does  begin  down  a  road 
which  we  have  been  invited  to  take  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  which  says  without  having  set 
standards  itself  that  there  are  con- 
stitutional implications  to  unlimited 
punitive  damage  verdicts.  And  so  here 
we  have  an  experiment.  We  attempt  to 
balance  the  rights  of  trial  lawyers 
against  the  necessity  for  a  better  and 
more  effective  economy,  one  in  which 


people  are  encouraged  to  innovate,  to 
create  new  jobs  and  to  create  new  prod- 
ucts for  the  American  people. 

We  have  been  at  this  for  a  long  time. 
I  know  from  personal  experience  that 
there  were  product  liability  bills  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee on  which  I  serve  as  long  ago  as  1982. 
I  suspect  that  they  existed  before  that 
time.  I  can  remember  one  product  li- 
ability bill  in  that  committee  against 
which  I  voted  myself  because  it  seemed 
to  me  it  went  too  far.  that  it  was  un- 
balanced on  the  other  side.  This  one  is 
not,  Mr.  President.  This  one  is  a  good 
piece  of  legislation.  It  is  something 
that  will  help  the  American  economy 
and  help  the  cause  of  balanced  and  ap- 
propriate justice. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  it  is  a  prece- 
dent in  a  sense  but  it  has  one  preceding 
element.  A  year  or  so  ago,  we  passed  a 
very  modest  product  liability  bill  for 
piston  driven  aircraft.  The  legal  sys- 
tem, the  legal  system  defended  by  the 
other  side  here,  had  destroyed  that 
business,  reduced  its  production  by  95 
percent.  A  modest  change  in  the  law  at 
the  Federal  level  has  already  contrib- 
uted to  the  recovery,  the  beginning  of 
the  recovery  of  that  business — a  dra- 
matic illustration  that  the  horror  sto- 
ries are  not  true  and  that  the  promises 
made  by  the  proponents  of  this  litiga- 
tion have  been  proven  to  be  valid  by 
history.  If  my  colleagues  will  vote  for 
this,  if  we  get  it  accepted  by  the  House 
and  signed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  this  country  will  be  sig- 
nificantly better  off. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Oh,  so  reasoned,  says 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Wash- 
ington. It  is  so  balanced.  GOPAC  has 
taken  over.  Gingrich  is  the  Speaker, 
and  there  is  a  contract.  Look  at  the 
elements  of  this  contract.  Part  and 
parcel  either  by  way  of  amendments 
here  or  in  bills  on  the  House  side  or 
what  they  have  in  mind  is  not  just 
product  liability  but  they  have  limit- 
ing pain  and  suffering  damages;  they 
have  limiting  the  punitive  damages; 
they  tried  to  fit  in  medical  mal- 
practice; they  tried  to  then  limit  plain- 
tiffs attorney's  fees.  They  voted 
against  the  fees  on  the  defendants. 
They  were  not  making  enough.  They 
ought  to  make  more  than  $133,000  a 
year.  They  tried  to  limit  punitive  dam- 
ages in  all  civil  cases.  The  English  rule 
is  in  the  bill  over  on  the  House  side; 
the  alternative  dispute  resolution  with 
the  plaintiff  having  to  pay  all  the  fees; 
the  securities  litigation,  the  FDA  and 
FAA  rules  where  they  would  bar  dam- 
ages if  the  product  is  approved  by  ei- 
ther of  those  entities;  they  exempt  the 
medical  devices  and  the  doctors,  a  pro- 
vision about  frivolous  suits,  statutes  of 
repose;  restricted  submission  of  evi- 
dence is  in  this  bill,  in  the  House  bills, 
bifurcation  of  the  trials,   both  actual 


and  punitive  damages.  Then  they  even 
put  in  an  unconstitutional  additur  pro- 
vision here. 

Like  the  sheepdog  had  tasted  blood, 
with  product  liability  they  are  going  to 
gobble  up  all  the  other  rights  and  say 
it  is  so  reasoned  and  so  balanced. 

One  exemption  they  have  from  all 
this,  Mr.  President.  One  exemption— 
the  manufacturers,  the  very  crowd  that 
through  this  bill  continue  to  put  in  the 
amendments  and  everything  else.  They 
exempt  the  manufacturer  and  apply 
this  all  to  the  injured  party  and  have 
the  unmitigated  gall  to  come  up  here 
and  say  they  are  for  consumers.  Why, 
heavens  above.  Come  on. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  include 
in  the  Record  the  State-based  organi- 
zations opposed  to  this  legal  reform 
bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows; 

State  Based  Organizations  Opposed  to 
■Legal  Refor.m"  in  the  Senate  (S.  565) 

.\laska  PIRG. 

Arizona  Citizen  Action. 

California  Citizen  Action. 

Center  for  Public  Interest  Law  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  San  Diego. 

California  Crime  Victims  Legal  Clinic. 

Fair  Housing  Council  of  San  Gabriel  Val- 
ley. 

Colorado  Steelworkers  Union  Local  2102. 

Coalition  of  Silicon  Survivors. 

Colorado  DES  Action. 

Denver  UAW. 

Colorado  ACLU. 

Denver  Gray  Panthers. 

Colorado  Public  Interest  Research  Group 
(CoPIRG)  > 

Colorado  Clean  Water  Action. 

Colorado  Senior  Lobby. 

Connecticut  Citizen  Action  Group. 

ConnPIRG  (Connecticut  Public  Interest 
Research  Group). 

Delaware  Coalition  for  Accountability  and 
uustice. 

Delaware  AARP. 

Delaware  Council  of  Senior  Citizens. 

Delaware  AFL-CIO. 

Delaware  Federation  of  Women's  Clubs, 

Delaware  Women  and  Wellness. 

Delaware  Breast  Cancer  Coalition. 

Building  Trades  Council  of  Delaware. 

UAW  Local  118a— Delaware. 

Delaware  Sierra  Club. 

Delaware  Audubon  Society. 

Save  the  Wetlands  and  Bays — Delaware. 

Georgia  Consumer  Center. 

Idaho  Citizens  Action  Network. 

Idaho  Consumer  Affairs,  Inc. 

Illinois  Council  Against  Handgun  Violence. 

Citizens  Action  Coalition  of  Indiana. 

Planned  Parenthood  of  Maryland. 

Law  Foundation  of  Prince  George's  Coun- 
ty. 

Maryland  Sierra  Club. 

Teamsters  Joint  Council  No.  62. 

UFCW  Local  440. 

White  Lung  Association  Sc  National  Asbes- 
tos Victims. 

Sexual  Assault/Domestic  Violence  Center, 
Inc. 

IBEW  Local  24. 

Maryland  Clean  Water  Action. 

Maryland  Employment  Lawyers  Associa- 
tion. 

Health  Education  Resource  Organization 
(H.E.R.O.). 
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Environmental  Action  Foundation. 

Mas.sachusetts  Consumer  Association. 

Minnesotans  for  Safe  Foods. 

Missouri  PIRG. 

Montana  PIRG. 

Nebraska   Coalition   for   Accountability   & 
Justice. 
.Nebraska  Farmers  Union. 

Nebraska  Women's  Political  Network. 

Nebraska      National      Organization       for 
Women. 

United  Rubber  Workers  of  America,  Local 
286. 

Communications    Workers     of     America. 
Local  7470. 

Nebraska  Head  Injury  Association. 

Nebraska  Center  for  Rural  Affairs. 

White  Lung  Association  of  New  Jersey. 

Consumers  League  of  New  Jersey. 

Cornucopia  Network  of  New  Jersey. 

New  Jersey  DES  Action. 

New  Jersey  Environmental  Federation. 

New  Mexico  Citizen  .Action. 

Essex  West  Hudson  Labor  Council. 

Uniformed     Firefighters     Association     of 
Greater  New  York. 

New  York  Consumer  .■\ssembly. 

Niagara  Consumer  Association. 

North  Carolina  Consumers  Council. 

North  Dakota  Public  Employees  Associa- 
tion. 

North  Dakota  DES  Action. 

North  Dakota  Clean  Water  Action. 

Dakota  Center  for  Independent  Living. 

North  Dakota  Breast  Implant  Coalition. 

North  Dakota  Progressive  Coalition. 

Laborers  International  Union,  Local  580. 

Boilermaker's  Local  647. 

Ironworkers  Local  793. 

United  Transportation  Union. 

Sierra  Club.  .Agassiz  Basin  Group. 

Plumbers  &  Pipefitters  Local  338. 

United  Church  of  Christ. 

Teamsters  Local  116. 

Teamsters  Local  123. 

Plumbers  &  Pipefitters.  Local  ''95. 

Workers  Against  Inhumane  Treatment. 

Ohio  Consumer  League. 

Oregon  P'air  Share. 

Oregon  Consumer  League.- 

Pennsylvania  Citizens  Consumer  Council. 

Pennsylvania    Institute     for    Community 
Services. 

SmokeFree  Pennsylvania. 

South  Dakota  AFSCME. 

East  River  Group  Sierra  Club. 

Black  Hills  Group  Sierra  Club. 

South  Dakota  State  University. 

IBEW.  Local  426. 

South  Dakota  DES  Action. 

South  Dakota  Peace  &  Justice  Center. 

Native  American  Women's  Health  &  Edu- 
cation Center. 

Native    American    Women's    Reproductive 
Rights  Coalition. 

South  Dakota  AFL-CIO. 

UFCW  Local  304A. 

Yankton  Sioux  Tribe. 

South  Dakota  Coalition  Against  Domestic 
Violence. 

South  Dakota  Advocacy  Network. 

South      Dakota      United     Transportation 
Union. 

South  Dakota  United  Paperworkers  Inter- 
national Union. 

Texas  .\lliance  for  Human  Needs. 

Texas  Public  Citizen. 

Vermont  PIRG. 

WASHPIRG    (Washington   Public    Interest 
Research  Group). 

Wisconsin  PIRG. 

Citizen  Action. 
Montgomery.  AL.  April  26,  1995. 
Hon.  Richard  Shelby. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

DEAR  Senator  Shelby:  On  behalf  of  our 
members.  I  am  writing  to  thank  you  for  your 


past  opposition  to  federal  "tort  reform"  leg- 
islation and  to  offer  our  support  in  your  ef- 
forts this  year. 

As  you  know.  Governor  Fob  James,  in  his 
April  18th  State  of  the  State  Address,  stated 
that  "intrusive  federal  law  should  not  dic- 
tate tort  reform  legislation  to  the  states." 
You  might  also  be  interested  to  know  that 
similar  sentiments  have  been  reflected  by 
the  majority  of  audiences  in  several  forums 
I  have  attended  on  the  issued  in  the  past 
month. 

Our  members  also  are  deeply  concerned 
about  the  consequences  of  capping  punitive 
damages  and  eliminating  joint  and  several 
liability  for  non-economic  damages.  Propos- 
als such  as  these  threaten  public  safety  in 
Alabama  by  removing  the  deterrent  effect  of 
punitive  damages,  and  they  discriminate 
against  those  most  likely  to  suffer  non-eco- 
nomic damages,  such  as  women,  seniors,  and 
children. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  leadership  in 
fighting  to  uphold  the  democratic  principles 
embodied  in  our  state  civil  justice  system 
and  for  voting  "no"  on  the  upcoming  cloture 
votes  on  S.  565.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call 
on  me  for  any  assistance  on  this  matter  in 
the  coming  weeks. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Mike  Odom. 
Executive  Director. 

Arizona  Consumers  Council. 

Phoenix.  AZ.  April  19,  1995. 
Senator  John  McCain. 
Russell  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  McCain:  Two  bills  are  ex- 
pe««d  to  come  to  the  floor  this  week— The 
Telecommunications  Competition  and  De- 
regulation Act  of  1995,  and  the  Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  of  1995.  We  believe  that 
these  bills  are  both  anti-consumer  and  anti- 
competitive. 

Consumers  have  been  strong  in  their  re- 
quests to  continue  regulation  of  cable  and  in 
feeling  that  their  bills  have  gone  too  high- 
three  times  the  rate  of  inflation — for  this 
service.  Reregulation  was  the  ONLY  bill 
which  was  passijd  over  the  veto  of  President 
Bush. 

Your  office  asked  me  to  represent  you  on 
KFYI  in  favor  of  reregulation  at  that  time.  I 
did  my  best  on  that  program. 

Local  cable  companies  now  have  a  network 
which  pass  96%  of  the  homes  in  the  country. 
They  are  best  positioned  to  compete  with  the 
monopoly  local  telephone  companies.  This 
bill  would  permit  these  local  monopolies  to 
buy  each  other,  merge  or  joint  venture,  thus 
eliminating  the  most  likely  competitor  in 
each  market.  This  means  the  promised  bene- 
fits of  competition,  including  lower  prices, 
greater  innovation  and  better  service  may 
never  be  realized  by  most  consumers. 

S.  565  sets  arbitrary  limits  on  punitive 
damages  and  eliminates  joint  and  several  li- 
ability for  non-economic  damages.  This  bill 
will  restrict  the  ability  of  injured  consumers 
to  obtain  full  and  fair  compensation  for  their 
injuries,  and  for  juries  to  act  to  prevent  fur- 
ther wrongdoing. 

The  Arizona  Consumers  Council  which  rep- 
resents consumers  in  all  countries  of  the 
state  and  wais  organized  in  1966  is  also  a 
member  of  Consumer  Federation  of  America, 
who  represent  50  million  consumers  nation- 
wide, we  urge  you  to  opposed  S.  652.  and  also 
S.  565. 

Sincerely. 

Phyllis  Rowe. 

President. 


Consumer  Federation 

of  California, 
Westminster.  CA.  April  18.  1995. 
Re  Opposition  to  S.  565  and  S.  454. 
Senator  Barbara  Boxer. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Boxer:  On  behalf  of  the 
Consumer  Federation  of  California.  I  wish  to 
express  strong  opposition  to  S  565,  the 
"Product  Liability  Fairness  Act  of  1995  "  In- 
jured consumers  would  not  be  able  to  obtain 
full  and  fair  compensation  if  this  legislation 
is  passed. 

The  two  major  provisions  of  this  legisla- 
tion would  have  a  far  reaching,  negative  im- 
pact on  consumers  and  workers.  First,  this 
bill  would  set  arbitrary  limits  on  punitive 
damage  awards  of  S250.000  or  three  times  eco- 
nomic damages,  reducing  the  ability  to  deter 
corporations  from  inflicting  harm  on  others 
and  threatening  Americans'  economic  secu- 
rity and  well  being.  At  a  time  when  Congrress 
is  talking  about  increasing  personal  respon- 
sibility, it  makes  no  sense  to  reduce  the  re- 
sponsibility of  corporations  guilty  of  manu- 
facturing or  selling  dangerous  products. 

Second,  this  bill  would  eliminate  joint  and 
several  liability  for  noneconomic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  loss  of 
reproductive  capacity.  loss  of  sight,  or  dis- 
figurement. Those  injuries  deserve  to  be 
compensated  and  should  not  be  treated  as 
less  important  than  the  loss  of  high  salaries 
or  investment  income. 

Consumer  Federation  of  California  also 
urges  you  to  oppose  S.  454,  "The  Health  Care 
Liability  and  Quality  Assurance  Act"  which 
would  severely  affect  the  rights  of  injured 
patients. 

I  urge  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage  of  this 
legislation,  which  would  greatly  restrict  the 
ability  of  the  consumer  to  be  compensated 
fully  for  injuries  and  to  act  to  prevent  fur- 
ther wrong  doing. 
Sincerely, 

Dr.  Regene  L.  Mitchell, 

President. 

Motor  Voters. 
Sacramento.  CA.  April  19.  1995. 
Re  S.  565;  Oppose. 
Hon.  Diane  Feinstein. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  Motor  Voters  is 
a  non-profit,  non-partisan  auto  safety  orga- 
nization founded  in  Lemon  Grove,  outside 
San  Diego,  in  1979. 

This  letter  is  to  urge  you  to  oppose  S.  565, 
the  product  liability  measure  Our  members 
include  parents  of  children  who  suffered  per- 
manent, debilitating  brain  injuries  or  who 
were  killed  due  to  the  deliberate  disregard  of 
auto  manufacturers. 

It  would  be  impossible  to  tell  you  how 
strongly  those  parents  feel  that  companies 
need  to  be  held  accountable  for  their  actions. 
In  fact,  they  wish  to  see  the  law  strength- 
ened to  provide  for  felony  criminal  penalties 
for  corporate  executives  who  knowingly  mar- 
ket unsafe  products. 

Corporate  executive  are  too  insulated  from 
the  damage  they  inflict  upon  their  cus- 
tomers and  the  public  at  large.  If  they  were 
more  personally  accountable,  it  would  pro- 
vide a  desperately  needed  incentive  for  them 
to  consider  more  than  their  bottom  line. 

In  the  absence  of  criminal  penalties,  the 
only  hope  we  have  of  curbing  rampant  cor- 
porate misconduct  is  through  product  liabil- 
ity laws.  It  is  appalling  that  special  interests 
are  seeking  to  restrict  remedies  in  consum- 
ers' court  of  last  resort.  The  "loser  pays" 
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concept  IS  particularly  pernicious,  as  it  en- 
tirely ignores  the  unequal  footing  of  the  two 
parties.  Individuals  already  risk  a  great  deal 
when  they  sue  a  giant  corporation,  and  expe- 
rience tremendous  stress.  A  family  with  a 
brain-injured  child  has  enough  to  worry 
about  without  the  danger  that,  if  their  attor- 
ney makes  a  mistake,  they  can  be  totally 
impoverished. 

Ironically,  many  advances  in  safety  tech- 
nology, spurred  by  lawsuits,  end  up  benefit- 
ing everyone — including  companies.  For  ex- 
ample, here  in  California,  many  former  de- 
fense contractors  are  converting  to  making 
auto  safety  components  such  as  air  bags.  The 
demand  for  improved  safety  is  spawning  an 
entire  new  industry  and  creating  new.  high- 
tech  jobs.  It  is  time  to  move  forward,  not 
back. 

For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  I  urge  your 
"no"  vote  on  S.  565.  . 

Sincerely,  ' 

Rosemary  Shahan, 

President. 

Califor.nia  Public  Interest 

Research  Group. 
Los  Angeles.  CA.  April  24.  1995. 
Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products — Op- 
pose Cloture  and  Vote  "No"  on  S.  565. 
Hon.  DIA.VNE  Fei.nstein. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Wasfiington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein.  We  are  writing 
on  behalf  of  CALPIRG's  members,  and  on  be- 
half of  all  residents  of  California  to  urge 
your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  legisla- 
tion. S.  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights 
of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective  prod- 
ucts. As  you  know.  CALPIRG  is  a  statewide, 
non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and  envi- 
ronmental advocacy  group  that  has  fought 
to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above. 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 

Mary  Raftery. 
Legislative  Director. 


Coalition  for 
Accountability  &  Justice. 

April  21,  1995. 
Hon.  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Campbell:  We.  the  under- 
signed individuals  and  organizations,  urge 
you  to  oppose  efforts  to  weaken  America's 
civil  justice  system.  We  urge  you  to  vote 
against  cloture  on  S.  565.  the  product  liabil- 
ity measure  sponsored  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller,  or  any  other  legislation  that 
would  weaken  the  rights  of  the  citizens  of 
Colorado. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  giving  "non-economic" 
damages  second-class  treatment,  the  bill  dis- 
criminates against  populations  with  less 
earning  power,  specifically  women,  children. 
seniors  and  low-  and  middle-income  workers. 
Under  S.  565.  the  U.S.  would  have  a  two-tier 
system  of  justice  where  rich,  high-salaried 
workers  would  be  accorded  better  treatment 
and  higher  damage  awards  than  the  rest  of 
us.  Finally,  by  establishing  brand  new  fed- 
eral rules  for  product  liability  cases.  S.  565 
removes  from  state  authority  and  oversight 
a  civil  justice  system  that,  despite  the  hy- 
perbole of  the  big  business  interests  backing 
this  legislation,  has  served  consumers  and 
the  residents  of  Colorado  exceedingly  well 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss, 
or  S250.000.  whichever  is  greater.  Under  this 
cap.  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen,  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods — in  last  year's  bill,  the  limit  was  25 
years.  Moreover,  S.  565  adds  protection  for 
manufacturers  of  raw  materials  in  medical 
devices  and  for  rental  car  companies,  and  re- 
duces manufacturer  liability  for  misuses  or 
alterations  made  to  the  product  by  anyone 
else — provisions  that  were  not  in  last  years 
bill.  Even  if  one  reasonably  believes  that  the 
measure  introduced  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  is  sound  public  policy  (which  we 
do  not),  it  must  ultimately  be  reconciled 
with  the  extreme  revisions  to  the  civil  jus- 
tice system  recently  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  H.R.  956.  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  outlined  above,  enacts  an  arbi- 
trary cap  on  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  and  cases  involving 
drugs  and  medical  devices,  at  the  same  time 
it  offers  an  automatic  punitive  damages 
shield  for  products  that  have  received  FDA 
approval.  In  addition,  the  House  measure  ex- 
tends the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to  all 
civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes  an  arbitrary  15 
year  statute  of  repose  for  product  liability 
cases. 

Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two,  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm   to   the  people  who  have  elected 
you — and  depend  on  you — to  represent  their 
interests  in  Congress.  We  urge  you  to  oppose 
any  effort  to  weaken  or  federalize  product  li- 
ability laws,  and  to  vote  "no"  on  cloture  on 
S.  565.  on  S.  565.  and  on  any  conference  com- 
mittee    reported-measure     restricting     the 
rights  of  consumers. 
Sincerely. 
Julie    Shiels.    Son    killed    by    defective 
bunkbed;    International    Steelworkers 


Union.  Local  2102;  Coalition  of  Silicon 
Survivors;  DES  Action.  Colorado  Chap- 
ter; Denver  United  Auto  Workers; 
ACLU  of  Colorado;  Gray  Panthers  of 
Denver;  Colorado  Public  Interest  Re- 
search Group  (CoPIRGi;  Clean  Water 
Action.  Colorado  Chapter;  .Ann  Ives. 
Silicon  breast  survivor.  DES  survivor; 
Oil.  Chemical  &  Atomic  Worker  Inter- 
national Union.  AFL-CIO;  Colorado 
Senior  Lobby. 

Colorado  Public  Interest 

Research  Group. 
Denver.  CO.  .April  24.  1995. 
Re  Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products — 
Oppose  Cloture  and  Vote  No.  on  S.  565. 

Hon.  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Nighthorse  Campbell:  We 
are  writing  on  behalf  of  COPlRG's  members, 
and  on  behalf  of  all  residents  of  Colorado  to 
urge  your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  leg- 
islation. S.  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the 
rights  of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective 
products.  As  you  know,  COPIRG  is  a  state- 
wide, non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and 
environmental  advocacy  group  that  has 
fought  to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for 
many  years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  .Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

Richard  McClintock, 

Executive  Director. 

Connecticut  Public  Interest 

Research  Group, 
Hartford.  CT.  April  24.  1995. 
Re  Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products — 
Oppose  Cloture  and  Vote  "No"  on  S.  565 
Hon.  Chris  Dodd, 
U.S.  Senate 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Dodd:  We  are  writing  on  be- 
half of  ConnPIRG's  members,  and  on  behalf 
of  all  residents  of  Connecticut  to  urge  your 
strong  opposition  to  proposed  legislation.  S. 
565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights  of  vic- 
tims of  dangerous  and  defective  products.  As 


you  know.  ConnPIRG  is  a  statewide;  non- 
profit, nonpartisan  consumer  and  environ- 
mental advocacy  group  that  has  fought  to 
protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  paiss  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  cap  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-pa.ssed  bill. 
H  R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above. 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  onl.v  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

James  Amspacher, 
Organising  Director. 

Connecticut  Citizen 

ACTION  Group, 
West  Hartford,  CT. 
Senator  Christopher  Dodd, 
Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC 

De.'iR  Senator  Dodd:  On  behalf  of  the  Con- 
necticut Citizen  Action  Group,  I'm  asking 
you  to  oppose  Senate  Bill  565  and  to  vote 
against  cloture.  S.  565,  called  the  "Product 
Liability  Fairness  Act"  does  nothing  to  pro- 
tect consumers.  Instead,  it  lets  corporate 
wrongdoers  off  the  hook  when  they  produce 
products  that  injure  consumers. 

First,  this  bill  sets  arbitrary  caps  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  $250,000  or  three  times  the 
out-of-pocket  expenses.  Ordinary  citizens 
serving  en  juries  use  these  awards  to  punish 
and  deter  outrageous  and  dangerous  behavior 
by  corporations. 

Second,  this  bill  makes  it  more  difficult 
for  victims  with  less  earning  power— particu- 
larly seniors,  women  and  children— to  re- 
cover the  fair  cost  of  their  injuries.  Consum- 
ers and  workers  injured  through  no  fault  of 
their  own.  but  by  the  actions  of  more  than 
one  wrongdoer  would  have  to  prove  the  de- 
gree of  fault  of  each  liable  party.  If  any 
wrongdoer  were  unable  to  pay  its  share,  the 
injured  consumer  would  have  to  bear  the 
cost. 

Senator  Dodd.  these  reforms  are  wrong- 
minded.  They  imperil  ordinary  consumers 
and  we  ask  that  you  work  to  defeat  such 
measures.  Again,  please  vote  against  S.  565 
and  against  cloture. 

Gregory  Haddad. 
Legislative  Director. 


Delaware  Coalition  for 
Accountability  and  Justice. 

April  24.  1995. 
Hon.  William  Roth, 
Hon.  Joseph  Biden, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senators:  We.  the  undersigned  indi- 
viduals and  organizations,  urge  you  to  op- 
pose efforts  to  weaken  America's  civil  jus- 
tice system.  We  urge  you  to  vote  against  clo- 
ture on  S.  565.  the  product  liability  measure 
sponsored  by  Sens.  Gorton  and  Rockefeller, 
or  any  other  legislation  that  would  weaken 
the  rights  of  the  citizens  of  Delaware. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages,  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  giving  "noneconomic" 
damages  second-class  treatment,  the  bill  dis- 
criminates against  populations  with  less 
earning  power,  specifically  women,  children, 
seniors  and  low-  and  middle-income  workers 
Under  S.  565.  the  U.S.  would  have  a  two- 
tiered  system  of  justice  where  rich,  high-sal- 
aried workers  would  be  accorded  better 
treatment  and  higher  damage  awards  than 
the  rest  of  us.  Finally,  by  establishing  brand 
new  federal  rules  for  product  liability  cases. 
S.  565  removes  from  state  authority  and 
oversight  a  civil  justice  system  that,  despite 
the  hyperbole  of  the  big  business  interests 
backing  this  legislation,  has  served  consum- 
ers and  the  residents  of  Delaware  exceed- 
ingly well. 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss, 
or  $250,000.  whichever  is  greater.  Under  this 
cap.  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods — in  last  year's  bill,  the  limit  was  25 
years.  Moreover,  S.  565  adds  protections  for 
manufacturers  of  raw  materials  in  medical 
devices  and  for  rental  car  companies,  and  re- 
duces manufacturer  liability  for  misuse  or 
alterations  made  to  the  product  by  anyone 
else— pro\'isions  that  were  not  in  last  year's 
bill. 

Even  if  one  reasonably  believes  that  the 
measure  introduced  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  is  sound  public  policy  (which  we 
do  not),  it  must  ultimately  be  reconciled 
with  the  extreme  revisions  to  the  civil  jus- 
tice system  recently  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  H.R.  959.  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  outlines  above,  enacts  an  arbi- 
trary cap  on  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  and  cases  involving 
drugs  and  medical  devices,  at  the  same  time 
it  offers  an  automatic  punitive  damages 
shield  for  products  that  have  received  FDA 
approval.  In  addition,  the  House  measure  ex- 
tends the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to  all 
civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes  an  arbitrary  15 
year  statute  of  repose  for  product  liability 
cases. 

Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two,  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm   to  the  people  who  have  elected 
you— and  depend  on  you— to  represent  their 
interests  in  Congress.  We  urge  you  to  oppose 
any  effort  to  weaken  or  federalize  product  li- 
ability laws,  and  to  vote  "no"  on  cloture  on 
S.  565,  on  S.  565,  and  on  any  conference  com- 
mittee    reported- measure     restricting     the 
rights  of  consumers. 
Sincerely, 
Edward  Cahill,  State  Director,  Delaware 
AARP;    Edward    Peterson.    President, 


Delaware  AFL-<;iO;  Deirdre  O'ConnoU, 
Executive  Director,  Women  and 
Wellness:  Rick  Crawford,  President. 
Building  Trades  Council  of  Delaware; 
Debbie  Heaton.  President.  Delaware  Si- 
erra Club;  Til  Pumell.  Executive  Direc- 
tor. Save  Wetlands  and  Bays;  Amos 
McCluney.  Jr..  President.  Delaware 
Council  of  Senior  Citizens;  May  North- 
wood.  President.  Delaware  Federation 
of  Women's  Clubs;'  Maureen 
Lauterbach.  Women  and  Wellness  and 
National  Breast  Cancer  Coalition;'  Don 
Cordell.  President.  United  Auto  Work- 
ers Local  1183;  Ann  Rydgren.  President. 
Delaware  Audubon  Society. 

Consumer  Fraud  Watch. 
Tallahassee.  FL.  April  19. 1995. 
Senator  Connie  Mack. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Mack:  I  want  to  express  our 
strong  opposition  to  S.  565.  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  of  1995".  This  bill  would 
restrict  the  ability  of  injured  consumers  to 
obtain  full  and  fair  compensation  and  for  cit- 
izen juries  to  impose  adequate  deterrents  to 
prevent  further  injuries. 

There  are  two  major  provisions  of  this  leg- 
islation which  would  have  a  negative  effect 
on  consumers  and  workers.  First,  this  bill 
would  set  arbitrary  limits  on  punitive  dam- 
age awards  of  $250,000  or  three  times  eco- 
nomic damages,  reducing  the  ability  to  deter 
corporations  from  inflicting  harm  on  others 
and  threatening  Americans'  economic  secu- 
rity and  well-being.  At  a  time  when  Congress 
is  talking  about  increasing  personal  respon- 
sibility, it  makes  no  sense  to  reduce  the  re- 
sponsibility of  corporations  guilty  of  manu- 
facturing or  selling  dangerous  products. 

Second,  this  bill  would  eliminate  joint  and 
several  liability  for  non-economic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  loss  of 
reproductive  capacity,  loss  of  sight,  or  dis- 
figurement. Those  injuries  deserve  to  be 
compensated  and  should  not  be  treated  as 
less  important  than  THE  loss  of  high  salaries 
or  Investment  income.  For  similar  reasons  as 
those  described,  CFA  also  urges  you  to  op- 
pose S.  454,  ""The  Health  Care  Liability  and 
Quality  Assurance  Act  "  which  would  se- 
verely affect  the  rights  of  injured  patients. 

I  urge  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage  of  this 
legislation,  which  would  greatly  restrict  the 
ability  of  injured  consumers  to  be  com- 
pensated fully  and  for  juries  to  act  to  pre- 
vent further  wrongdoing. 
Sincerely. 

Walter  T.  Dartland. 

Executive  Director. 

Florida  Consumer  Action  Network. 

Tallahassee.  FL.  April  24. 1995. 
Senator  Bos  Graham. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Graham:  The  Florida 
Consumer  Action  Network  (FCAN)  is  re- 
questing that  you  vote  "NO"  on  Senate  Bill 
565,  the  Product  Liability  Bill.  Additionally, 
we  are  asking  you  to  vote  against  cloture.  If 
this  bill  passes,  it  will  have  a  devastating  ef- 
fect on  the  more  than  40.000  families  that  are 
members  of  FCAN  and  on  all  Florida  con- 
sumers. 

By  capping  punitive  damages  at  $250,000  or 
three  times  the  economic  loss  (whichever  is 
greater)  the  legislation  removes  the  punitive 
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impact  from  punitive  sanctions,  rendering 
them  meaningless  as  punishment  in  most 
cases.  It  will  be  cheaper  for  many  corpora- 
tions to  pay  such  dama^res  rather  than  rec- 
tify their  faulty  products. 

Eliminating  joint  and  several  liability  for 
non-economic  damages  saddles  the  victim 
for  the  costs  of  damages  incurred  by  the 
wrongdoing  parties.  It  is  unjust  and  particu- 
larly discriminatory  for  women,  children  and 
senior  citizens. 

Obviously  this  bill  is  not  in  the  best  inter- 
est of  Florida's  consumers.  We  again  ask  for 
your  vote  against  S.  565  and  against  cloture 
in  the  upcoming  debate. 
Sincerely. 

Monte  E.  Belote. 
Ezecutive  Director. 

Florida  PIRG. 
Florida  Public  I.nterest  Research 

Group, 
Tallahassee.  FL.  April  24.  199S. 
Re  Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products, 

Oppose  Cloture  and  Vote  No  on  S.  565. 
Hon.  Bob  Gr.^ha.m. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC.  I 

Dear  Sen.ator  Graham:  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  Florida  PIRG's  members,  and  on 
behalf  of  all  residents  of  Florida  to  urge  your 
strong  opposition  to  proposed  legislation,  S. 
565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights  of  vic- 
tims of  dangerous  and  defective  products.  As 
you  know.  Florida  PIRG  is  a  statewide,  non- 
profit, nonpartisan  consumer  and  environ- 
mental advocacy  group  that  has  fought  to 
protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years 

Each  year,  more  tnan  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21,000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565,  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is,  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed,  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House- passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on 
S.  565,  against  S.  565  and  against  any  con- 
ference measure  restricting  the  rights  of 
consumers.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  your 
views  on  this  important  legislation.  Please 
contact  me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Ann  Whitfield, 
Ezecutive  Director. 


Citizen  Action, 
Atlanta.  GA.  .April  18.  1995. 
Hon.  Paul  Coverdell, 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Coverdell:  On  behalf  of  the 
40,000  members  of  Georgia  Citizen  Action.  I 
am  writing  to  express  our  opposition  to 
S.  565  and  to  urge  you  to  vote  against  clo- 
ture. 

S.  565,  the  Product  Liability  Fairness  Act 
of  1995,  is  anything  but  fair  to  consumers.  In 
fact,  it  will  effectively  leave  citizens  unpro- 
tected against  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
hazardous  or  defective  products.  Capping  pu- 
nitive damages  at  $250,000  or  three  times  eco- 
nomic loss  defeats  the  purpose  of  punitive 
damages,  which  is  to  punish  for  a  wrong- 
doing. Multi-million  dollar  corporations  will 
consider  these  caps  merely  the  cost  of  doing 
business,  rather  than  a  punishment  for  injur- 
ing unsuspecting  consumers,  and  con- 
sequently, punitive  damages  will  no  longer 
serve  as  a  deterrent  to  irresponsible  and  un- 
scrupulous companies  who  would  manufac- 
ture or  sell  harmful  products. 

Additionally,  the  provisions  to  eliminate 
joint  and  several  liability  for  non-economic 
damages  discriminates  against  women,  chil- 
dren, and  senior  citizens  as  they  are  less 
likely  to  recover  high  economic  damages 
(i.e.  lost  wages).  Joint  and  several  liability 
ensures  that  the  parties  at  fault  pay.  not  the 
victim,  and  by  eliminating  this,  those  vic- 
tims who  suffer  loss  of  reproductive  capac- 
ity, disfigurement,  or  loss  of  sight,  for  exam- 
ple, could  be  further  wronged  by  not  being 
able  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  their 
awarded  damages. 

For  these  reasons,  Georgia  Citizen  Action 
strongly  urges  you  to  oppose  S.  565  and  to 
vote  against   cloture.    Please   inform   us  of 
your  actions  regarding  this  bill. 
Sincerely. 

LORI  GLIDEWELL. 

Director. 

CmzEN  Advocacy  Center. 

Elmhurst.  IL.  April  20.  1995. 
Hon.  Carol  Moseley-Braun, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  The  Citi- 
zen Advocacy  Center,  a  non-partisan,  not- 
for-profit  organization  in  DuPage  County,  is 
dedicated  to  building  democracy  for  the  2l3t 
century.  We  promote  good  citizenship,  par- 
ticipation in  civic  affairs,  access  to  justice, 
and  accountability  of  local  governments  to 
the  citizens  of  the  western  suburbs  of  Chi- 
cago. We  are  writing  to  urge  you  to  vote 
"no"  both  on  the  upcoming  cloture  vote  of  S. 
565,  and  the  vote  on  the  merits.  We  oppose 
any  legislation  that  makes  access  to  justice 
more  difficult  for  individual  citizens. 

As  you  know  Senator  Braun.  the  large 
crossover  vote  in  the  western  suburbs  of  Chi- 
cago, particularly  the  crossover  vote  of 
women,  helped  to  elect  you  to  represent  our 
interests  in  the  United  States  Senate.  We  ex- 
pect you  to  make  access  to  justice  easier, 
not  more  difficult,  for  consumers  viciously 
injured  by  defective  products.  The  provisions 
of  S.  565  are  an  undisguised  attempt  to  take 
control  and  common  sense  away  from  Illi- 
nois citizens  in  the  jury  box  and  to  replace  it 
with  Washington-dictatea  arbitrariness  de- 
signed to  protect  and  payback  the  business 
interests  that  have  paid  so  handsomely  for 
this  legislation.  In  particular,  we  find  the 
provisions  of  S.  565  do  great  damage  to 
women— and  as  one  of  the  few  women  Sen- 
ators, we  frankly  expect  you  to  take  a  good 
hard  look  at  how  the  specific  provisions  of 


this  bill  will  prevent  women  with  low  eco- 
nomic damage  awards  from  being  adequately 
compensated  for  lifelong  injuries  caused  by 
corporate  greed. 

Moreover,  after  last  Sunday's  Chicago 
Tribune  Magazine  cover  story,  it  seems  that 
you  are  burnishing  your  busine.ss  image  after 
having  recently  secured  a  seat  on  the  Fi- 
nance Committee.  Nonetheless.  Illinois  vot- 
ers remember  that  last  year  you  voted 
against  a  less  damaging  products  liability 
bill,  and  a  flip-flop  vote  now  will  look  like 
you  are  selling  out  ordinary  citizens  and 
consumers  to  cozy  up  to  busine.ss  interests. 
We  are  happy  that  you  have  won  a  seat  on 
the  committee,  but  we  expect  you  to  use 
that  seat  to  remain  true  to  the  agenda  that 
put  you  in  the  Senate  in  the  first  place. 
Please  do  not  sell  out  the  citizens  of  Illinois. 
Very  truly  yours. 

T^iere.sa  Amato, 

Executive  Director. 
Citi2en  Advocacy  Center. 

Chicago  and  Central  States  .Joint 
Board,  ACTWU,  A.malgamated 
Clothing  and  Textile  Workers 
Union, 

Chicago.  IL.  March  31.  1995. 
Senator  Carol  Moselev-Braun, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  On  behalf 
of  the  members  of  our  union  we  urge  you  to 
vote  against  consideration  of  any  legislation 
that  lessons  the  financial  responsibility  of 
corporate  polluters  or  manufacturers  of  dan- 
gerous products.  These,  so  called,  efforts  at 
"tort  reform"  are  more  aptly  known  as  the 
Wrongdoer  Protection  Act. 

Furthermore,  these  attempts  at  reform  are 
plainly  anti-workers  and  anti-consumer. 

Your  opposition  to  the  more  onerous  parts 
of  these  tort  reforms  proposals  is  not 
enough.  Your  leadership  is  needed  to  stop 
passage  of  any  restrictions  limiting  the  ac- 
cess of  consumers  and  workers  to  the  courts. 
Your  leadership  against  these  tort  restric- 
tions can  send  a  positive  signal  that  you 
stand  on  the  side  of  workers  and  consumers. 
Sincerely. 

James  K.  Tribble, 
International  Vice 

President. 
Ronald  Willis, 
Manager.         .ACTWU, 
Chicago  and  Central 
States  Joint  Board. 

Public  action, 
Chicago.  IL.  April  24.  1995. 
Senator  Carol  Moseley-Braun. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  Illinois 
Public  Action  is  requesting  that  you  vote 
"NO"  on  Senate  Bill  565.  Additionally  we  are 
asking  you  to  vote  against  cloture.  If  this 
bill  passes,  it  will  have  a  devastating  effect 
on  the  215.000  families  that  are  members  of 
Public  Action  and  on  all  Illinois  consumers. 

By  capping  punitive  damages  at  $250,000  or 
three  times  the  economic  loss  (which  ever  is 
greater),  the  legislation  removes  the  puni- 
tive impact  from  punitive  sanctions,  render- 
ing them  meaningless  as  punishment  in  most 
cases.  It  will  be  cheaper  for  many  corpora- 
tions to  pay  such  damages  than  rectify  their 
faulty  products. 

Eliminating  joint  and  several  liability  for 
non-economic  damages  saddles  the  victim 
for  the  costs  of  the  damages  incurred  by  the 
wrongdoing  parties.  It  is  unjust  and  particu- 
larly discriminatory  for  women,  children  and 
senior  citizens. 


Obviously  this  bill  is  not  in  the  best  inter- 
est of  the  Illinois  public.  We  again  ask  for 
your  vote  against  the  bill  and  against  clo- 
ture in  the  coming  debate. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  B.  Creamer, 

Executive  Director. 

Illinois  PIRG,  Illinois  Public 

Interest  Research  Group, 

Chicago.  IL.  April  24.  1995. 
Re:  Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products, 

Oppose  Cloture  and  Vote  No  on  S.  .')65. 
Hon.  Carol  Moseley-Braun, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Wshington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  We  are 
writing  on  behalf  of  Illinois  PIRG's  mem- 
bers, and  on  behalf  of  all  residents  of  Illinois 
to  urge  your  strong  opposition  to  proposed 
legislation,  S.  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the 
rights  of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective 
products.  As  you  know.  Illinois  PIRG  is  a 
statewide,  non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer 
and  environmental  advocacy  group  that  has 
fought  to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for 
many  years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565,  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is,  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed,  .S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H  R  1075,  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

Diane  Bro^^n. 
Executive  Director. 

Iowa  Citizen 

AcmoN  Network, 
Des  Moines.  I  A.  April  14.  1995. 
Hon.  Tom  H.arkin, 

U.S.    Senate.    Hart    Senate    Office    Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

DEAR  Senator  Harkin:  We  are  writing  to 
communicate  ICAN's  views  about  the  so- 
called  Products  Liability  "Fairness"  Act — S. 
565.  It  is  our  understanding  that  S.  565  is  set 
for  two  weeks  of  debate  on  the  Senate  floor, 
beginning  on  or  about  April  24. 

We  are  pleased  that  you  have  indicated 
that,  as  in  the  past,  you  will  lead  the  fight 
against  this  legislation.  We  heartily  com- 
mend your  determination  to  use  all  means 
available  to  keep  the  bill  from  coming  to  a 
vote  on  final  passage. 


S.  565  is  a  bill  that  would  produce  ex- 
tremely detrimental  consequences  for  citi- 
zens, workers,  and  consumers.  There  are  a 
numbsr  of  objectionable  provisions  in  the 
legislation,  but  for  the  purposes  of  this  letter 
we  would  like  to  focus  on  provisions  relating 
to  joint  and  several  liability  and  punitive 
damages. 

As  you  know.  S.  565  eliminates  joint  and 
several  liability  for  non-economic  damages. 
This  clearly  discriminates  against  women, 
children,  senior  citizens,  persons  with  dis- 
abilities, the  poor,  and  low-wage  workers, 
who  more  often  receive  the  bulk  of  com- 
pensation for  their  injuries  due  to  sustained 
non-economic  losses,  such  as  loss  of  repro- 
ductive capacity,  loss  of  vision,  disfigure- 
ment, etc.  S.  565  treats  these  first  rate  mem- 
bers of  society  as  second  class  citizens. 

Under  current  Iowa  law.  in  cases  where 
more  than  one  party  is  found  to  have  been  at 
fault  in  causing  a  plaintiffs  injuries,  a 
guilty  party  that  caused  more  than  50%  of 
the  harm  can  be  held  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  damages.  S.  565  would  supersede 
Iowa  law.  making  it  more  likely  that  injured 
parties  would  be  forced  to  forego  amounts  of 
compensation  for  their  non-economic  losses 
when  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  are  un- 
able to  pay.  This  Washington-Knows-Best 
bill  reshuffles  the  cards  and  stacks  the  deck 
against  plaintiffs  in  Iowa. 

S.  565  also  imposes  an  arbitrary  and  unrea- 
sonable cap  on  punitive  damages  that  would 
undermine  the  important  deterrent  effect 
which  these  damages  have  on  corporate 
wrongdoers.  This  is  unnecessar.v  and  rash  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  punitive  damages  in 
product  liability  cases  are  rare  but  have 
made  Americans  much  safer. 

The  bill  limits  punitive  damage  judgments 
to  the  greater  of  three  times  the  amount  of 
economic  losses  or  S250.000.  Once  again,  this 
provision  is  a  slap  in  the  face  to  women,  chil- 
dren, senior  citizens,  persons  with  disabil- 
ities, the  poor,  and  low-wage  workers.  And 
the  provision  sends  a  warped  me.ssage  to  cor- 
porate wrongdoers:  If  you  injure  a  woman,  a 
child,  an  elderly  grandparent,  a  disabled  per- 
son, or  a  minimum  wage  worker,  you  are 
likely  to  be  punished  less  than  if  you  injure 
a  corporate  CEO.  The  consequences  of  such  a 
legal  policy  would  be  lethal  to  many  average 
Americans. 

In  addition,  S,  565  imposes  an  unreasonable 
standard  of  "conscious  flagrant  indifference 
to  safety"  for  assessment  of  punitive  dam- 
ages. A  defer  iant  whose  conduct  was  merely 
"reckless"  or  "wanton"  would  escape  puni- 
tive damages.  If  the  superheightened  puni- 
tive damage  standards  in  S.  565  had  applied 
to  the  Exxon-Valdez  case,  Exxon  would  prob- 
ably not  have  paid  a  dime  in  punitive  dam- 
ages since  the  punitive  damages  were  award- 
ed for  "reckless"  conduct.  Moreover,  proving 
a  corporate  defendant's  "state  of  mind" 
would  be  next  to  impossible  in  most  product 
liability  cases. 

S.  565  is  imprutient  and  unwarranted  legis- 
lation. Product  liability  tort  filings  make  up 
an  extremely  small  percentage  of  all  civil  fil- 
ings and  the  number  of  product  liability  fil- 
ings has  been  steadily  declining.  We  are  mo- 
bilizing concerned  citizens  in  Iowa  to  oppose 
this  bogus  bill. 

We  are  grateful  for  your  leadership  in  op- 
posing this  legislation.  Please  let  us  know 
whether  and  how  we  can  provide  any  infor- 
mation or  assistance  to  support  your  efforts. 

Your  commitment  to  civil  justice  for  all 
Americans  is  greatly  appreciated. 
Respectfully, 

Steve  Siegel/bl 
President. 


Brad  Lint, 
Executive  Director. 


UAW  Sub-Regional  Office 

Region  4, 
Des  Moines.  I  A.  April  20.  1995. 
Hon.  Tom  Harkin. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Harkin:  On  behalf  of  the 
UAW  men  and  women  who  live.  work,  and 
vote  in  Iowa,  I  am  writing  to  express  our  op- 
position to  S.  565— the  so-called  Products  Li- 
ability "Fairness"  Act.  This  legislation  is 
grossly  unfair  and  one-sided. 

S.  565  would,  without  a  doubt,  take  away 
the  right  of  workers  to  hold  large  corpora- 
tions fully  accountable  for  the  injuries  they 
cause  when  they  manufacture  and  sell  defec- 
tive products — including  dangerous  work- 
place machinery.  Employers  claims,  how- 
ever, appear  to  be  unaffected  by  the  law- 
only  workers  would  lose  their  right  to  be 
heard. 

S.  565  sets  up  a  series  of  hurdles  and  obsta- 
cles to  the  ability  of  injured  workers  and 
consumers  to  recover  from  the  manufactur- 
ers of  defective  products.  In  fact,  under  the 
bill's  statute  of  repose,  workers  injured  by 
defective  machinery  more  than  twenty  years 
old  could  not  recover  at  all.  but  businesses 
apparently  could  recover  all  their  losses— in- 
cluding lost  profits. 

S.  565  would  also  cap  punitive  damages  far 
below  the  point  of  effectiveness.  If  the  bill 
becomes  law  it  would  be  much  more  difficult 
for  ordinary  lowans  to  punish  and  deter  cor- 
porate misbehavior,  even  when  they  are 
maimed  or  killed  by  the  recklessness  or  neg- 
ligence of  a  corporation. 

In  summary,  S.  566  is  unfair  to  workers  and 
consumers.  The  UAW  is  delighted  that  you 
will  be  voting  against  cloture  during  debate 
and,  if  needed,  against  the  bill  on  final  pas- 
sage. 

Thank  you  for  your  firm  commitment  to 
civil  justice  for  workers  and  consumers. 
Respectfully. 

Chuck  Gifford. 

President. 

Iowa  State  Council 
OF  Senior  Citizens. 
Waterloo.  I  A.  April  20,  1995. 
Hon.  Tom  Harkin, 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Harkin:  I  am  writing  to  ex- 
press our  concern  about  S.  565— the  so-called 
Products  Liability  "Fairness"  Act.  The  Iowa 
State  Council  of  Senior  Citizens  believes  the 
bill  to  be  unfair  to  senior  citizens  and  we  are 
grateful  for  your  announced  opposition  to  it. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  S.  565  elimi- 
nates joint  and  several  liability  for  non-eco- 
nomic losses.  Senior  citizens  do  not  gen- 
erally incur  substantial  economic  losses 
when  they  are  injured  by  defective  products. 
They  tend  to  receive  compensation  for  non- 
economic  losses  resulting  from  disfigure- 
ment, loss  of  vision,  pain  and  suffering,  etc. 

Under  S.  565  when  multiple  parties  are 
found  to  have  caused  the  harm  to  an  injured 
consumer  the  amount  of  compensation  for 
non-economic  losses  would,  without  excep- 
tion, be  reduced  when  one  or  more  of  the  at- 
fault  parties  is  unable  to  pay.  This  situation 
would  be  worse  than  current  Iowa  law  where 
injured  consumers  can  at  least  recover  non- 
economic  damages  jointly  and  severally 
whenever  one  of  the  parties  at  fault  is  more 
than  50%  responsible  for  the  harm  caused  to 
the  injured  consumer. 
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It  is  also  my  understanding:  that  S.  565  lim- 
its punitive  damages  in  product  liability 
cases  to  the  greater  of  three  times  the 
amount  of  economic  losses  or  S250.000.  This 
provision  also  discriminates  against  senior 
citizens.  Again,  since  seniors  do  not  usually 
have  large  economic  losses,  corporate  wrong- 
doers who  injure  a  senior  are  likely— if  their 
misconduct  was  bad  enough  to  warrant  puni- 
tive damages — to  be  punished  less  than  if 
they  mjure  a  corporate  executive  who  has 
large  earnings.  Is  this  wise  legal  policy? 

The  Iowa  State  Council  of  Senior  Citizens 
believes  that,  taken  together,  these  two  dis- 
criminatory provisions  could  lead  to  less 
safe  medical  devices  and  consumer  products 
primarily  manufactured  for  use  by  senior 
citizens.  Women,  children,  disabled  persons. 
and  low-wage  workers  are  also  likely  to  be 
adversely  affected  by  these  ill-conceived  pro- 
visions. 

S.  565  could  have  a  devastating  effect  on 
the  economic  security  and  safety  of  older 
lowans.  The  Iowa  State  Council  Citizens  is 
glad  you  will  oppose  S.  565  during  the  coming 
Senate  debate  by  voting  against  cloture  and. 
if  necpssary.  aigainst  the  bill. 

Thank  you  for  your  considerate  attention 
to  our  point  of  view.  Please  let  us  know  if  we 
can  be  of  any  further  assistance. 
Respectfully. 

Frank  Alexander. 

I         President. 

Citizen  Action. 
Louisville.  KY.  March  14.  1995. 
Hon.  Mitch  McConnell. 

U.S.    Senate.    Senate   Russell   Office   Building. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  McConnell:  On  behalf  of 
Kentucky  Citizen  Action.  I  would  like  to  ex- 
press our  strong  opposition  to  the  so-called 
•Product  Liability  Fairness  Act".  S.  566.  I 
urge  you  to  vote  against  efforts  to  pass  this 
legislation,  as  it  is  anything  but  fair  to  your 
constituents  or  to  any  individual  American 
citizen. 

While  the  proponerits  of  this  bill  have  at- 
tempted to  cast  a  "moderate"  light  on  the 
legislation,  painting  it  as  more  fair  and  equi- 
table than  proposed  legal  reforms  which 
came  before  it.  our  careful  study  from  the 
consumer's  perspective  has  revealed  that  it 
is  neither  fair  nor  equitable  to  real  Ameri- 
cans. Areas  of  particular  concern  include: 

Punitive  damage  caps  of  S250.000  or  three 
times  the  economic  loss.  Imposing  such  caps 
completely  undermines  the  imp<jrtant  deter- 
rent effect  which  these  damages  have  on  cor- 
porate wrongdoing.  While  punitive  damages 
are  rarely  used,  the  very  threat  that  their 
existence  presents  has  proven  to  be  critical 
in  persuading  manufacturers  to  improve  the 
safety  of  their  products  or  in  actually  re- 
moving unsafe  products  from  the  market- 
place. If  you  undermine  this  system.  Amer- 
ican consumers  truly  will  be  at  the  mercy  of 
big  business. 

Elimination  of  joint  and  several  liability 
for  non-economic  damages.  This  provision 
discriminates  against  the  most  vulnerable 
members  of  our  society— women,  children, 
seniors,  the  poor— whose  form  of  compensa- 
tion would  most  likely  be  in  the  form  of  non- 
economic  damages.  This  legislation  says 
that  only  the  wealthy  should  be  empowered 
to  hold  wrongdoers  accountable  for  their 
egregious  behavior.  These  damages  also 
cover  a  great  deal  more  than  just  pain  and 
suffering,  as  is  often  thought.  They  also 
cover  loss  of  reproductive  capacity,  loss  of 
sight,  and  disfigurement.  Is  it  fair  to  punish 
individuals  who  have  suffered  these  trage- 
dies? 


S.  565  is  not  fair,  although  its  name  at- 
tempts to  imply  otherwise.  It  is  not  fair  to 
the  workers,  to  women,  to  children,  to  the 
real  people  of  this  country.  It  is  a  one-sided, 
unjustified  and  cynical  attempt  to  provide  a 
subsidy  to  big  business  at  the  expense  of  the 
American  consumer. 

We  understand  that  S.  565  will  be  brought 
to  the  floor  on  Monday.  April  25  and  a  vote 
on  cloture  could  come  within  a  few  days  of 
this.  We  urge  you  to  cast  your  vote  on  behalf 
of  your  constituents  and  all  American  citi- 
zens and  oppose  S.  565  by  voting  "No"  on  clo- 
ture. 

Sincerely. 

LORI  EVERHART. 

State  Director. 

Citizen  action. 
Baton  Rouge.  LA.  April  14.  1995. 
Hon.  John  Breaux. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Breaux:  On  behalf  of  our 
members,  your  constituents.  Louisiana  Citi- 
zen Action  once  again  asks  that  you  vote 
"No"  on  S.  565  and  "No"  on  cloture.  We 
strongly  believe  that  it  is  your  responsibility 
to  hold  negligent  businesses  accountable  to 
the  public. 

By  setting  caps  on  punitive  damages.  S.  565 
would  send  a  clear  message  that  corpora- 
tions do  not  really  have  to  worry  about  li- 
ability for  dangerous  products  and  practices. 
Punitive  damages,  after  all.  were  meant  to 
be  deterrents  to  corporate  misconduct. 

This  law.  which  favors  the  financial  inter- 
ests of  big  business  over  protecting  the  pub- 
lic, is  especially  threatening  to  the  most  vul- 
nerable— women,  children,  and  seniors. 
Elimination  of  joint  and  several  liability  for 
non-economic  damages  deeply  undervalues 
the  impact  of  injuries  upon  these  citizens. 

Please  take  a  firm  stand  to  support  fair- 
ness and  responsibility  in  our  judicial  sys- 
tem. We  will  be  happy  to  inform  our  mem- 
bers when  you  vote  no  to  S.  565  and  no  to  clo- 
ture. Thank  you  for  your  consideration  on 
this  issue. 

Sincerely. 

Paula  Henderson. 

Stale  Director. 

Maine  People's  alliance. 

April  21.  1995. 
Senator  Olympia  Snowe, 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Snowe:  As  you  know,  de- 
bate will  begin  next  week  on  the  Rocke- 
feller-Gorton Bill  (S.  565).  We  wanted  to 
write  you  in  hopes  that  with  your  concern 
for  the  citizens  of  Maine— particularly 
women,  children  and  other  economically  un- 
derprivileged—you will  join  with  us  in  oppo- 
sition to  that  bill.  The  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica effort  is  bulldozing  ahead  with  legal  re- 
forms that  only  benefit  the  manufacturers  of 
defective  products. 

The  bill's  supporters  claim  it  is  designed  to 
reduce  the  "explosion"  of  product  liability 
lawsuits,  but  there  is  no  evidence  suggesting 
that  such  a  problem  exists.  In  fact,  close 
study  of  30  years  of  case  law  in  Maine  reveals 
that  punitive  damages  have  been  awarded  in 
only  three  cases.  At  $250,000.  companies  will 
not  be  deterred  and  will  simply  write  the 
cost  of  a  punitive  damage  award  into  the 
cost  of  doing  business. 

An  especially  worrisome  provision  of  this 
bill  will  be  the  elimination  of  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  non-economic  damages. 
Since  women,  seniors,  and  children  are  more 
likely  to  suffer  non-economic  injuries  than 


high  economic  injuries  (e.g.  lost  wages),  the 
elimination  of  joint  and  several  liability  dis- 
criminates against  them  This  provision  ba- 
sically states  that  corporations  which  manu- 
facture child  car  seats  or  children's  pajamas 
can  be  less  careful  than  manufacturers  of 
golf  carts. 

As  you  know,  our  organization  has  differed 
with  you  on  some  issues  in  the  past,  however 
we  know  that  you  will  join  with  us  in  oppos- 
ing this  tort  reform  effort.  The  notion  of 
Federal  Legislation  that  would  preempt  the 
ability  of  states  like  Maine  to  hold  wrong 
doers  accountable  and  deter  their  future 
wrongdoing  is  unacceptable.  As  you  know 
our  organization  has  had  differences  with 
you  in  the  past,  but  we  hope  that  you  will 
join  us  in  standing  against  the  bill.  All 
Mainers.  especially  those  without  the  largest 
salaries  (especially  women  and  children)  de- 
serve access  to  a  fair  and  supportive  legal 
system. 

Sincerely. 

Joe  Ditre, 
Executive  Director. 

Citizen  Action. 
Bethesda.  MD.  April  17.  1995. 
Hon.  Barbara  Mikulski, 
Hart  Building. 
Washtngton,  DC. 

De.^r  Senator  Mikulski:  On  behalf  of 
Maryland  Citizen  Action  and  our  50.000  mem- 
bers I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  oppose  "The 
Product  Liability  Fairness  Act"  (S.  565). 
Please  vote  pro-consumer  and  against  clo- 
ture when  this  bill  comes  up  in  the  Senate. 
If  enacted  the  most  vulnerable  citizens  in 
our  state  would  be  further  disadvantaged  and 
the  rights  of  consumers  to  hold  irresponsible 
manufacturers  accountable  for  their  wrong- 
ful behavior  would  be  severely  limited. 

As  a  champion  of  women's  health,  working 
people  and  children.  I  am  sure  you  know  that 
these  groups  are  disproportionately  affected 
by  faulty  products — breast  implants,  asbes- 
tos, and  flammable  pajamas  to  name  just  a 
few.  S.  565  limits  the  ability  of  these  people 
to  collect  fair  compensation  for  their  inju- 
ries or  losses  because  it  would  eliminate 
joint  and  several  liability  for  non-economic 
damages.  Under  current  law.  a  plaintiff  is 
paid  only  once,  and  the  cost  is  covered  by 
the  wrongdoers  who  contributed  to  the  vic- 
tim's loss.  Under  S.  565.  non-economic  dam- 
ages, such  as  a  women's  loss  of  fertility  or  a 
worker's  loss  of  a  limb,  would  not  be  fully 
compensated  if  one  of  the  wrongdoers  is  un- 
available or  insolvent.  The  victim  would  be 
forced  to  carry  the  burden. 

S.  565  also  imposes  a  cap  on  punitive  dam- 
ages (J250.000  or  3  times  economic  damages) 
which  undermines  the  important  deterrent 
effect  that  these  damages  have  on  corporate 
wrongdoers.  Under  our  current  system  puni- 
tive damages  are  often  the  only  means  avail- 
able to  deter  irresponsible  behavior  such  as 
that  exhibited  by  Dow  Corning  when  it 
knowingly  sold  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
faulty  and  dangerous  breast  implants  to 
women.  Under  S.  565.  large  corporations, 
such  as  Dow  Corning,  may  find  it  more  cost 
effective  to  continue  their  harmful  behavior 
and  risk  paying  punitive  damages. 

Please  stand  up  for  consumers  in  Maryland 
by  opposing  S.  565  and  voting  against  clo- 
ture. We  are  counting  on  your  admirable 
leadership  and  your  great  fighting  spirit  to 
halt  the  current  attack  on  average  consum- 
ers, women,  families  and  children. 

Please  let  me  know  how  you  intend  to 
vote. 

Sincerely. 

Shelli  Graver. 
Director.  Maryland  Citizen  Action. 


Maryland  State  Teachers 

Association— NEA. 
Baltimore.  MD.  March  29.  1995. 
Hon.  Paul  S.  Sarbanes. 
U.S.  Senate.  Senate  Office  Building.  Washing- 
ton. DC. 
Dear   Senator   Sarbanes:   The   Maryland 
State  Teachers  Association  has  very  strong 
|i       reservations  about  the  so-called    'Common 
Sense  Legal  Reforms  Act.  "  which  the  Senate 
appears  to  be  rushing  forward  without  full 
debate  or  careful  analysis.  We  urge  you  to 
vote  against  this  bill  as  anti-consumer  legis- 
lation. 

We  see  this  bill  as  restricting  the  ability  of 
injured  consumers  and  workers  to  obtain  full 
and  fair  compensation  for  such  injuries. 
While  all  of  us  have  a  stake  in  making  sure 
that  frivolous  law  suits  become  less  common 
than  they  appear  to  be,  we  also  all  have  a 
stake  in  making  .sure  that  individuals  main- 
tain rights  to  protest  and  recover  damages 
from  product  manufactures  which  have  been 
shown  to  be  dangerous. 

Therefore,  I  urge  your  opposition  to  this 
and  similar  legislation. 
Yours  truly, 

Karl  K.  Pence. 

President. 

.Maryland  Public  Interest 

Research  Group. 
Baltimore.  MD.  .April  24.  1995. 
Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products- 
Oppose  Cloture  and  Vote  "No"  on  S.  565 
Hon.  Barbara  Mikulski, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  -Senator  Mikulski:  We  are  writing 
on  behalf  of  MaryPIRG's  members,  and  on 
behalf  of  all  residents  of  Maryland  to  urge 
your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  legisla- 
tion, S.  565,  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights 
of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective  prod- 
ucts. As  you  know.  MaryPIRG  is  a  statewide, 
non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and  envi- 
ronmental advocacy  group  that  has  fought 
to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consurnpr  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  hack  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 
S  565,  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed,  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565,  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
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this    important    legislation.    Please   contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 

Daniel  Pontious. 
Executive  Director. 

April  24, 1995. 

Hon.  Barbara  A.  Mikulski, 
Hon.  Paul  S.  Sarbanes, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senators:  We.  the  undersigned  orga- 
nizations, urge  you  to  oppose  efforts  to 
weaken  America's  civil  justice  system.  We 
urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S.  565. 
the  product  liability  measure  sponsored  by 
Sens.  Gorton  and  Rockefeller,  or  any  other 
legislation  that  would  weaken  the  rights  of 
the  citizens  of  Maryland. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  giving  "non-economic" 
damages  second-class  treatment,  the  bill  dis- 
criminates against  populations  with  less 
earning  power,  specifically  women,  children, 
seniors  and  low-  and  middle-income  workers. 
Under  S.  565.  the  U.S.  would  have  a  two- 
tiered  system  of  justice  where  rich,  high-sal- 
aried workers  would  be  accorded  better 
treatment  and  higher  damage  awards  than 
the  rest  of  us  Finally,  by  establishing  brand 
new  federal  rules  for  product  liability  cases. 
S.  565  removes  from  state  authority  and 
oversight  a  civil  justice  system  that,  despite 
the  hyperbole  of  the  big  business  interests 
backing  this  legislation,  has  served  consum- 
ers and  the  residents  of  Maryland  exceed- 
ingly well. 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss, 
or  $250,000,  whichever  is  greater.  Under  this 
cap.  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen,  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods — in  last  year's  hill,  the  limit  was  25 
years.  Moreover.  S.  565  adds  protections  for 
manufacturers  of  raw  materials  in  medical 
devices  and  for  rental  car  companies,  and  re- 
duces manufacturer  liability  for  misuses  or 
alterations  made  to  the  product  by  anyone 
else — provisions  that  were  not  in  last  year's 
bill. 

Even  if  one  reasonably  believes  that  the 
measure  introduced  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  is  sound  public  policy  (which  we 
do  not),  it  must  ultimately  be  reconciled 
with  the  extreme  revisions  to  the  civil  jus- 
tice system  recently  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  H  R.  956.  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  outlined  above,  enacts  an  arbi- 
trary cap  on  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  and  cases  Involving 
drugs  and  medical  devices,  at  the  same  time 
it  offers  an  automatic  punitive  damages 
shield  for  products  that  have  received  FDA 
approval.  In  addition,  the  House  measure  ex- 
tends the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to  all 
civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes  an  arbitrary  15 
year  statute  of  repose  for  product  liability 
cases. 

Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two.  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm  to  the  people  who  have  elected 
you— and  depend  on  you— to  represent  their 
interests  in  Congress.  We  urge  you  to  opf>ose 
any  effort  to  weaken  or  federalize  product  li- 
ability laws,  and  to  vote    "no"  on  cloture  on 


S.  565.  on  S.  565.  and  on  any  conference  com- 
mittee reported-measure  restricting  the 
rights  of  consumers. 
Sincerely. 
Jennifer  L.  Marshall.  Coalition  for  Ac- 
countability and  Justice;  Anne  D. 
LoPiano.  Law  Foundation  of  Prince 
George's  County.  MD  Inc.;  Nancy 
Davis.  Maryland  Sierra  Club;  Ken 
Reichard.  United  Food  and  Commercial 
Workers.  Local  400;  Cynthia  K.  Bailey, 
LCSWC.  Sexual  Assault/Domestic  Vio- 
lence Center.  Inc.;  Dm  Schmidt-Per- 
kins. Clean  Water  Action;  Dr.  Leonardo 
Ortega.  Health  Education  Resource  Or- 
ganization—HERO;  Michele  Douglas. 
Planned  Parenthood  of  Maryland.  Inc.; 
Dan  Pontious,  Maryland  PIRG;  Bob 
Turner.  Teamsters  Joint  Council  No. 
62;  Paul  Safchuck.  White  Lung  Associa- 
tion 8i  National  Asbestos  Victims; 
Woody  McNemar.  International  Broth- 
erhood of  Electrical  Workers.  Local  24; 
Kathleen  Cahill.  Maryland  Employ- 
ment Lawyers  Association;  Margaret 
Morgan-Hubbard.  Environmental  Ac- 
tion Foundation. 

Jobs  With  Justice. 
Cambridge.  MA.  April  21. 1995. 
Senator  Edward  Kennedy. 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  We.  the  under- 
signed supporters  of  Jobs  With  Justice,  a 
workers'  rights  coalition,  are  extremely  con- 
cerned about  the  negative  effects  on  the 
rights  of  workers  and  consumers  which  will 
result  from  proposals  before  the  Senate  to 
change  the  civil  justice  system.  We  urge  you 
to  oppose  these  proposals,  particularly  the 
""Product  Liability  Fairness  Act."  (S.  565)  co- 
sponsored  by  Senators  Rockefeller  and  Gor- 
ton, and  to  oppose  cloture,  for  the  following 
reasons: 

Elimination  of  Joint  and  Several  Liability 
for  Non-Economic  Damages— The  Rocke- 
feller/Gorton bill  would  shift  costs  from  par- 
ties that  caused  injuries  to  injured  workers 
and  consumers.  By  eliminating  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  non-economic  damages,  in- 
jured workers  and  consumers  whose  com- 
pensation includes  losses  related  lo  iifeiong 
excruciating  pain,  loss  of  fertility,  loss  of 
mobility,  and  disfigurement  may  be  left  to 
bear  the  cost  of  those  injuries.  Joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  requires  that  those  judged  re- 
sponsible for  an  injury  be  responsible  for 
paying  the  costs  of  that  injury.  Elimination 
of  it  for  non-economic  damages  unfairly 
hurts  workers  and  consumers,  especially 
those  who  don't  earn  high  incomes  or  are 
older  since  their  damages  often  are  mostly 
non-economic. 

Caps  On  Punitive  Damages — Rockefeller/ 
Gorton  would  limit  punitive  damages  to 
S250.000  or  three  times  economic  damages, 
whichever  is  greater,  and  would  make  It 
much  harder  to  impose  them.  Punitive  dam- 
ages, though  rarely  awarded,  are  a  powerful 
tool  in  preventing  repetition  of  preventable 
injuries.  Limiting  them  would  lessen  the  mo- 
tivation of  corporations  to  make  safe  prod- 
ucts. As  a  result,  more  workers  and  consum- 
ers will  be  injured. 

Statute  of  Repose — This  would  make  it  im- 
possible for  a  worker  injured  by  defective 
machinery  and  equipment  to  receive  com- 
pensation from  the  manufacturer  if  the  ma- 
chinery and  equipment  had  been  on  the  mar- 
ket for  twenty  years. 

For  the  above  reasons,  we  urge  you  to  pro- 
tect workers  and  consumers  by  opposing  the 
Rockefeller/Gorton  bill  and  similar  legisla- 
tion and  to  oppose  cloture. 
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Sincerely, 
Juana  Hernandez.  Staff.  Immig^rant 
Workers  Resource  Ctr.:  Melanie 
Kasperian.  Vice  President.  Mass  Teach- 
ers Association;  Edward  Kelly.  Execu- 
tive Director.  Citizen  Action  of  Massa- 
chusetts; Miles  Calvey.  Business  Man- 
ager. I.B.E.W.  Local  2222;  Phil  Mamber. 
President.  United  Electrical  Workers. 
District  2;  John  Williams.  Executive 
Director.  Mass.  Toxics  Campaign;  John 
Murphy.  Secretary  Treasurer.  Team- 
sters Local  122;  Richard  Reardon.  Busi- 
ness Agent.  Teamsters  Local  25;  John 
O'Connor.  Executive  Director.  Jobs  & 
Environment  Campaign;  Rand  Wilson. 
Director.  Massachusetts  Jobs  with  Jus- 
tice. 

Citizen  Action. 
Cambridge.  MA.  April  20. 1995. 
Senator  John  Kerry. 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

D^.KK  Senator  Kerry:  On  behalf  of  the 
members  of  Citizen  Action  of  Massachusetts. 
I  strongly  urge  you  to  oppose  S.  565.  and 
similar  product  liability  bills,  and  to  vote 
against  cloture  on  them. 

There  is  no  ■litigation  explosion."  Defec- 
tive products  cases  represent  less  than  one- 
hundredth  of  one  percent  of  the  total  case- 
load in  state  courts,  according  to  the  Na- 
tional Center  for  State  Courts.  Since  1990. 
total  state  tort  filings  have  decreased.  Nor 
have  punitive  damage  awards  been  wide- 
spread. Between  1965  and  1990.  punitive  dam- 
ages were  awarded  in  less  than  15  products  li- 
ability cases  each  year,  one  quarter  of  which 
involved  asbestos. 

S.  565.  and  similar  bills  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  consumers  who  obtain  an  award  of 
damages  caused  by  irresponsible  corporate 
behavior  from  actually  collecting  those  dam- 
ages where  more  than  one  corporation  is  re- 
sponsible for  their  injuries.  In  addition  S.  565 
and  similar  bills  seek  to  drastically  limit  the 
ability  of  citizen  juries  to  award  punitive 
damages:  the  kind  of  damages  which  deter 
the  production  and  marketing  of  unsafe 
products.  At  time  of  decreasing  regulatory 
oversight,  the  possibility  of  punitive  dam- 
ages represents  a  vital  pro-consumer  bul- 
wark against  unsafe  and  defective  products. 
Punitive  damages,  because  they  can  be  high, 
make  corporations  take  notice  and  treat 
product  safety  seriously. 

S.  565  and  similar  bills  are  irresponsible 
and  anti-consumer.   I  strongly  urge  you  to 
oppose  them  and  to  vote  against  cloture. 
Sincerely. 

EDw.^RD  F.  Kelly. 
Executive  Director. 

Massachusetts    Public    Lnterest 
Research  Group. 

Boston.  MA,  24  April  1995. 
Hon.  John  Kerry.  j 

U.S.  Senate.  I 

Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Kerry:  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  MASSPIRGs  members,  and  on  be- 
half of  all  residents  of  Massachusetts  to  urge 
your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  legisla- 
tion. S.  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights 
of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective  prod- 
ucts. As  you  know.  MASSPIRG  is  a  sUte- 
wide.  non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and 
environmental  advocacy  group  that  has 
fought  to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for 
many  years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 


lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

Deirdre  Cummings. 
Consumer  Program  Director. 

Michigan  Consumer  Federation. 

April  18,  1995. 
Hon.  Carl  Levtn. 

U.S.  Senator.   Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Levin:  I  appreciated  meet- 
ing you  at  the  "Teddy  Bear  Clinic"  where 
you  so  ably  pointed  out  the  threat  to  public 
safety  posed  by  the  Republican's  'regulatory 
moratorium."  Your  leadership  for  consumer 
safety  has  always  been  appreciated. 

We  need  your  leadership  in  another 
consumer  safety  area— products  liability. 
With  federal  cutbacks  in  regulatory  pro- 
grams, we  look  to  the  legal  system  as  one  of 
the  few  effective  means  of  improving  product 
safety.  Time  and  time  again,  it  has  been  pri- 
vate lawsuits— or  the  perceived  threat  of 
lawsuits — which  has  forced  corporations  to 
either  remove  defective  products  from  the 
marketplace  or  improve  them. 

I  know  you  are  a  fan  of  "cost-benefit" 
analyses.  So  are  manufacturers.  In  a  well- 
known  memo.  Ford  Motor  Company  cal- 
culated that  it  would  cost  more  to  prevent 
Pintos  from  exploding  than  it  would  pay  out 
in  legal  expenses.  Consequently,  many  Pinto 
owners  were  incinerated  WTiy  would  we  want 
to  cap  the  only  means  of  making  ■cost-bene- 
fit" assessments  favor  consumer  safety'' 

The  Michigan  Consumer  Federation  is  a 
member  of  the  Consumer  Federation  of 
America.  Annually.  CFA  bestows  its  highest 
honor  for  consumer  advocacy— the  Philip  A. 
Hart  award.  We  are  proud  that  the  nation's 
largest  and  most  respected  consumer  organi- 
zation recognized  a  Michigan  giant  and 
former  United  States  Senator  for  its  most 
prestigious  award.  That  places  a  great  deal 
of  responsibility  for  those  of  us  in  Michigan. 

S.  565  isn't  about  fairness.  Its  about  cor- 
porations wanting  to  'get  away  with  mur- 
der "  Let's  not  tilt  the  playing  field  in  their 
favor.  Vote  for  a  strong  system  of  individual 
legal  rights  for  victims  of  corporate  wrong- 


doing. It  helps  make  products  safer  for  all  of 
us. 

Sincerely. 

Rick  Gamber. 
Executive  Vice  President. 

Citizen  Action. 
East  Lansing.  MI.  April  24.  1995. 
Senator  Spencer  Abraham. 
Dirksen   Senate   Office   Building.    Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Abraham;  On  behalf  of  the 
300,000  members  of  Michigan  Citizen  .Action, 
I  want  to  express  our  strong  opposition  to 
the  so-called  ■Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act."  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  efforts  to 
move  this  anti-consumer,  anti-worker  legis- 
lation. 

There  are  three  major  provisions  in  S.  565 
which  have  been  introduced  in  the  Senate 
and  which  would  have  a  negative  effect  on 
consumers  and  workers.  First,  all  bills  set 
arbitrary  limits  on  punitive  damage  awards 
of  $250,000  or  three  times  economic  damages, 
reducing  the  ability  to  deter  corporations 
from  inflicting  harm  on  others  and  threaten- 
ing Americans'  economic  security  and  well- 
being.  At  a  time  when  Congress  is  talking 
about  increasing  personal  responsibility,  it 
makes  no  sense  to  reduce  the  responsibility 
of  corporations  guilty  of  manufacturing  or 
selling  dangerous  products. 

Second.  S.  565  eliminates  joint  and  several 
liability  for  non-economic  damages,  making 
it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover  costs  re- 
lated to  injuries  such  as  the  lo.ss  of  reproduc- 
tive capacity,  loss  of  sight,  or  disfigurement. 
Those  injuries  deserve  to  be  compensated 
and  should  not  be  treated  as  less  important 
than  the  loss  of  high  .salaries  or  investment 
income. 

Third.  S.  565  prevents  workers  and  consum- 
ers— but  not  businesses — from  recovering  for 
losses  caused  by  defective  machines  or  prod- 
ucts over  20  years  old. 

I  urge  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage  of  this 
legislation  which  would  greatly  restrict  the 
ability  of  injured  consumers  to  be  com- 
pensated fully  and  for  juries  to  act  to  pre- 
vent future  wrongdoing,  this  bill  is  not  in 
the  best  interest  of  Michigan  residents.  Vote 
"NO  "  on  cloture  and  ••NO"  on  the  bill. 
Yours  Truly. 

Linda  a.  Teeter. 

Program  Director. 

Public  Interest  Research 

Group  in  Michigan. 
Ann  Arbor.  Ml.  April  25.  1995. 
Hon  Carl  Levin. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.^tor  Levin,  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  PIRGIM's  members,  and  on  behalf 
of  all  residents  of  Michigan  to  urge  your 
strong  opposition  to  proposed  legislation.  S, 
565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights  of  vic- 
tims of  dangerous  and  defective  products.  As 
you  know.  PIRGIM  is  a  statewide,  non-prof- 
it, nonpartisan  consumer  and  environmental 
advocacy  group  that  has  fought  to  protect 
the  right  of  consumers  for  many  years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  .Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21,000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  the  dangerous 
products'' 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 


will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S,  565 
make  it  unacceptable,  yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S,  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R,  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitraril.v  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S,  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 

Timeen  Wegmever. 

Campaign  Director. 

Minnesota  COACT, 
St.  Paul.  MN.  April  24.  1995. 
Senator  Paul  Wellstone. 
Han  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Wellstone:  On  behalf  of 
Minnesota  COACT's  40.000  statewide  mem- 
bers. I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  vote  "no" 
on  S,  565  and  to  vote  against  cloture.  As  a 
national  leader  in  the  fight  for  health  care 
reform,  you  probably  recognize  that  this  leg- 
islation will  seriously  undermine  the  ability 
of  consumers  to  be  protected  from  and  com- 
pensated for  medical  malpractice  negligence. 

By  capping  the  punitive  damages  at 
$250,000  or  three  times  the  economic  loss 
(whichever  is  greater).  S.  565  restricts  a  per- 
sons  ability  to  obtain  full  and  fair  com- 
pen.sation  and  dramatically  reduces  the  abil- 
ity to  deter  future  wrongdoing. 

Furthermore.  S,  565  eliminated  joint  and 
several  liability  for  punitive  damages  and 
non-economic  loss  but  not  for  economic 
damages.  This  distinction  will  aggravate  the 
disparit.v  in  awanls  between  high-income 
earners  and  low-income  earners. 

Medical  malpractice  causes  80.000  deaths 
and  up  to  300.000  serious  injuries  each  year 
according  to  a  recent  Harvard  Medical  Prac- 
tice Study,  For  the  health  and  safety  of  con- 
sumers throughout  Minnesota,  please  vote 
•■no"  on  S,  565  and  vote  against  cloture  on 
the  Senate  floor. 
Sincerely. 

Jon  Youngdahl. 
Executive  Director. 

Missouri  Citizen  Action, 

April  24.  1995. 

Senator  Joh.n  Ashcroft. 
Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Ashcroft.  Missouri  Citizen 
.Action  strongly  urges  you  to  vote  "no"  on 
Senate  Bill  565,  In  addition,  we  urge  you  to 
vote  against  cloture  when  the  bill  is  debated 
on  the  Senate  floor.  As  Missouri's  largest 
consumer  coalition,  we  can  tell  you  that  this 
bill  could  have  a  major  negative  impact  on 
the  rights,  and  lives,  of  the  tens  of  thousands 
of  Missouri  consumers  and  families  which  we 
represent. 

Caps  on  punitive  damages,  such  as  those  in 
S.B.  565,  gut  the  ability  of  our  civil  justice 
system  to  threaten  real  punishment  of  those 
whose  negligence  or  greed  may  tempt  them 


to  put  a  product  on  the  market  which  could 
injure  us  or  our  family  members.  Without 
the  threat  of  real  punitive  damages,  these 
potential  corporate  wrongdoers  will  see  dam- 
ages awards  as  just  another  predictable  cost 
of  doing  business,  to  be  factored  into  the 
price  of  a  defective  product. 

The  elimination  of  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity for  non-economic  damages  will,  likewise, 
have  a  negative  effect  on  average  Missou- 
rians.  T*-.is  provision  of  S.B,  565  strikes  espe- 
cially at  women,  children,  and  seniors. 

Clearly  this  legislation  is  not  in  the  inter- 
est of  working  Missourians.  It  is  merely  an 
attempt  to  shield  wrongdoers  from  the  con- 
sequences of  their  actions.  In  that  you  have 
consistently  voiced  a  strong  opinion  in  favor 
of  "getting  tough^  on  criminals  who  prey  on 
our  communities,  we  believe  that  it  would  be 
inconsistent  on  your  part  to  now  vote  to  pro- 
tect those  whose  potential  to  harm  innocent 
victims  in  the  pursuit  of  profit.  Once  again, 
we  urge  you  to  vote  'no"  on  S.B.  565.  and  to 
vote  against  cloture. 
Sincerely. 

Patrick  Harvey. 
£jecu(ii'e  Director. 

Ci-nzEN  Action. 
Lincoln.  NE.  March  28.  1995. 
Senator  Bob  Kerrey. 
Hart  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  As  director  of  Nebraska 
Citizen  Action,  with  over  8.000  active  mem- 
bers. I  want  to  express  our  strong  opiwsition 
to  the  so-called  "Common  Sense  Legal  Re- 
forms Act."  The  Senate  is  rushing  this  bill 
forward  without  full  debate  or  time  for  care- 
ful analysis.  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  ef- 
forts to  move  this  anti-consumer  legislation 
forward,  including  procedural  moves  to  cut 
off  debate. 

This  and  similar  bills  pending  in  the  Sen- 
ate would  restrict  the  ability  of  injured  con- 
sumers and  workers  to  obtain  full  and  fair 
compensation  and  for  citizen  juries  to  im- 
pose adequate  deterrents  to  prevent  future 
injuries. 

There  are  two  major  provisions  which  are 
common  to  all  the  bills  which  have  been  in- 
troduced in  the  Senate  and  which  would  have 
a  negative  effect  on  consumers  and  'A-orkcrs. 
First,  all  bills  would  set  arbitrary  limits  on 
punitive  damage  awards  of  $250,000  or  three 
times  economic  damages,  reducing  the  abil- 
ity to  deter  corporations  from  inflicting 
harm  on  others  and  threatening  Americans' 
economic  security  and  well-being.  At  a  time 
when  Congress  is  talking  about  increasing 
personal  responsibility,  it  makes  no  sense  to 
reduce  the  responsibility  of  corporations 
guilty  of  manufacturing  or  selling  dangerous 
products. 

Second,  all  bills  would  eliminate  joint  and 
several  liability  for  non-economic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  loss  of 
reproductive  capacity,  loss  of  sight,  or  dis- 
figurement. Those  injuries  deserve  to  be 
compensated  and  should  not  be  treated  as 
less  important  than  the  loss  of  high  salaries 
or  investment  income.  It  defies  all  principals 
of  fairness  to  base  how  we  determine  com- 
pensation for  damages,  only  on  a  persons 
yearly  salary. 

I  urge  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage  of  this 
legislation,  which  would  greatly  restrict  the 
ability  of  injured  consumers  to  be  com- 
pensated fully  and  for  juries  to  act  to  pre- 
vent future  wrongdoing. 
Sincerely, 

Walt  Bleich, 

Director. 


Coalition   for  AccouNTASiLrrY  & 
Jus-ncE. 

April  24.  1995. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  We,  the  undersigned 
organizations,  urge  you  to  oppose  efforts  to 
weaken  America's  civil  justice  system.  We 
urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S.  565. 
the  product  liability  measilre  sponsored  by 
Sens,  Gorton  and  Rockefeller,  or  any  other 
legislation  that  would  weaken  the  rights  of 
the  citizens  of  Nebraska. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  giving  "non-economic" 
damages  second-class  treatment,  the  bill  dis- 
criminates against  populations  with  less 
earning  power,  specifically  women,  children, 
seniors  and  low-  and  middle-income  workers 
Under  S.  565.  the  US.  would  have  a  two- 
tiered  system  of  justice  where  rich,  high-sal- 
aried workers  would  be  accorded  better 
treatment  and  higher  damage  awards  than 
the  rest  of  us.  Finally,  by  establishing  new 
federal  rules  for  product  liability  cases.  S. 
565  removes  from  state  authority  and  over- 
sight a  civil  justice  system  that  has  served 
consumers  and  the  residents  of  Nebraska  ex- 
ceedingly well.  As  you  noted  during  our 
meeting,  your  efforts  at  medical  malpractice 
reform  is  but  one  example. 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss, 
or  $250,000.  whichever  is  greater.  Under  this 
cap.  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen,  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be,  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods— in  last  year's  bill,  the  limit  was  25 
years.  Moreover.  S.  565  adds  protections  for 
manufacturers  of  raw  materials  in  medical 
devices  and  for  rental  car  companies,  and  re- 
duces manufacturer  liability  for  misuses  or 
alterations  made  to  the  product  by  anyone 
else— provisions  that  were  not  in  last  year's 
bill. 

One  must  also  keep  in  mind  that  S.  565 
must  ultimately  be  reconciled  with  the  ex- 
treme revisions  to  the  civil  justice  system 
recently  adopted  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. H.R.  956.  in  addition  to  the  provisions 
outlined  above,  enacts  an  arbitrary  cap  on 
pain  and  suffering  awards  in  automatic  puni- 
tive damages  shield  for  products  that  have 
received  FDA  approval.  In  addition,  the 
House  measure  extends  the  cap  on  punitive 
damages  to  all  civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes 
an  arbitrary  15  year  statute  of  repose  for 
product  liability  cases. 

Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two.  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm  to  the  people  who  have  elected 
you — and  depend  on  you — to  represent  their 
interests  in  Congress,  S.  565  does  nothing  to 
bring  the  rights  and  remedies  available  to 
Nebraskans  up  to  the  proposed  federal  stand- 
ards, and  yet  it  limits  our  ability  to  shape 
state  law  in  a  way  that  would  address  the 
unique  needs  and  concerns  of  Nebraska  citi- 
zens. 

We  urge  you  to  oppose  any  effort  to  weak- 
en or  federalize  product  liability  laws,  and  to 
vote  "no"  on  cloture  on  S.  565.  and  on  any 
conference  committee  reported-measure  re- 
stricting the  rights  of  consumers. 
Sincerely. 
John  Hansen.  President.  Nebraska  Farm- 
ers  Union;    Carol    McShane.    Nebraska 
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Women's  Political  Network;  Jared 
Teichmeier.  President.  United  Rubber 
Workers  of  America  Local  286:  Linda 
Burkey.  Executive  Director.  Nebraska 
Head  Injury  Association;  Walt  Bleich. 
Executive  Director,  Nebraska  Citizen 
Action;  Cristina  Sherman.  State  Coor- 
dinator, National  Organization  for 
Women;  Marv  Morrison.  Secretary- 
Treasurer.  Communications  Workers  of 
America  Local  7470;  Marty  Strange. 
Program  Director.  Center  for  Rural  Af- 
fairs. 

New  Hampshire  Citizen  Action. 

Concord.  \H.  April  20.  1995. 
Senator  Judd  Gregg. 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

De.\r  Senator  Gregg:  I  am  writing  to  ex- 
press my  concerns  about  S.  565 — the  Rocke- 
feller-Gorton bill.  The  expressed  goal  of  this 
bill  is  to  reduce  the  supposed  explosion  of 
product  liability  lawsuits.  It  does  this  by  ef- 
fectively limiting  the  awards  a  plaintive 
could  receive:  capping  punitive  damages  and 
eliminating  joint  and  several  liability. 

I  have  three  problems  with  this  bill.  First. 
I  do  not  think  that  it  will  accomplish  its 
goals.  I  am  aware  of  no  evidence  that  cap- 
ping awards  will  in  fact  reduce  the  number  of 
suits  filed.  Capping  awards  could  in  fact  in- 
crease the  total  dollar  amount  of  liability 
awards  if  it  removes  the  incentive  for  a  pro- 
ducer to  correct  a  dangerous  flaw  in  its  prod- 
uct, such  that  more  injuries  occur  and  more 
suits  are  filed. 

Second,  I  was  under  the  impression  that 
the  Republican  Party  was  a  supporter  of  the 
rights  of  victims  as  opposed  to  criminals. 
Punitive  damages  are  one  way  of  compensat- 
ing victims  injured  through  criminal  neg- 
ligence. Protecting  the  assets  of  the  per- 
petrator is  wrong. 

Third  is  the  issue  of  states'  rights.  You  and 
your  Republican  colleagues  have  gone  on  and 
on  about  returning  decision  making  power  to 
the  states.  Yet  in  this  bill,  by  preempting 
state  statutes,  you  would  gather  in  to  the 
federal  government  powers  that  have  be- 
longed to  the  states  for  over  two  hundred 
years.  That.  sir.  is  as  big  a  flip-flop  as  Dick 
Swett  ever  made! 

I  urge  you  not  to  support  this  bill,  and  not 
to  support  any  vote  for  cloture  on  debate  of 
this  bill.  Thank  you. 
Sincerely. 

Robert  D.  Yager.  M.D.. 

PS.:  I  have  been  sued  and  lost  a  case  in- 
volving punitive  damages.  Despite  that  per- 
sonal experience.  I  still  think  this  is  a  bad 
bill. 

New  Jersey  Citizen  Action. 
Hackensack.  M.  April  18.  1995. 
Hon.  Bill  Bradley. 
Senate  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Bradley:  New  Jersey  Citi- 
zen Action  in  requesting  that  you  vote  "NO" 
on  Senate  Bill  565.  Additionally  we  are  ask- 
ing you  to  vote  against  cloture.  If  this  bill  is 
passed,  it  will  have  a  devastating  effect  on 
the  115,000  families  that  are  members  of 
N  J  C  A 

By  capping  punitive  damages  at  $250,000  or 
three  times  the  economic  loss  (which  ever  is 
greater)  the  legislation  removes  "the  punish- 
ment" that  is  supposed  to  be  reflected  in  the 
damages.  It  becomes  cheaper  to  pay  the  dam- 
ages than  to  rectify  the  situation. 

Eliminating  joint  and  several  liability  for 
non-economic  damages  discriminates  against 
women,  children,  and  seniors.  Non-economic 
loss  is  much  more  than  pain  and  suffering — 


it  could  also  be  loss  of  reproductive  capacity, 
loss  of  sight  or  disfigurement. 

Obviously  this  bill  is  not  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  New  Jersey  residents.  Once  again  we 
ask  you  to  vote  "NO"  on  Senate  Bill  565  and 
vote  against  cloture. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Phyllis  Salowe-Kaye. 

Executive  Director. 

New  Jersey  Public  Interest 

Research  Group, 
Trenton.  NJ.  April  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Frank  Lautenberg. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Lautenberg:  We  are  writ- 
ing on  behalf  of  NJPIRG's  members,  and  on 
behalf  of  all  residents  of  New  Jersey  to  urge 
your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  legisla- 
tion. S,  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights 
of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective  prod- 
ucts. As  you  know.  NJPIRG  is  a  statewide, 
non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and  envi- 
ronmental advocacy  group  that  has  fought 
to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21,000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565,  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

Andy  Igrejas. 
Consumer  Advocate. 

New  Jersey  Tenants  Organization. 

Hackensack,  NJ.  April  20.  1995. 
Hon.  Frank  Lautenberg. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Lautenberg:  The  New  Jer- 
sey Tenants  Organization  (NJTO)  opposes 
any  changes  in  joint  and  several  liability  and 
the  imposition  of  punitive  damage  caps.  This 
is  not  reform;  it  is  war  on  consumers. 

Please  oppose  the  tort  reform  legislation 
now  before  the  Senate  and  vote  "NO  " 

Thank  you  for  your  anticipated  stand  in 
favor  of  the  consumers  of  the  State  of  New 
Jersey. 

Yours  truly, 

Bonnie  Shapiro. 
Administrative  Director. 


Citizen  Action  ok  New  York. 

Albany.  NY.  April  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan. 
Russell    Senate    Office    Building.    Washington 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moynihan:  We  are  writing 
to  urge  that  you  protect  victims  of  dan- 
gerous products  by  voting  to  be  sure  that  S. 
565  never  comes  to  the  Senate  floor  and  con- 
tinuing to  oppose  S.  565  and  any  other  meas- 
ures that  would  strip  victims  of  dangerous 
products,  incompetent  doctors  or  other  neg- 
ligent parties  of  their  fundamental  rights  to 
justice  and  fair  compensation. 

Those  who  would  vote  for  S.  565  forget  the 
famous  exploding  Pinto,  a  traveling  bomb 
that  Ford's  bean  counters  let  stay  on  the 
road  rather  than  spend  a  few  dollars  to  fix 
the  gas  tank.  They  would  forget  the  damage 
to  women  from  the  Dalkon  shield  and  breast 
implants,  products  that  the  manufacturers 
knew  might  cause  harm.  They  would  forget 
those  children  who  were  horribly  burned  by 
flammable  pajamas.  And  they  would  forget 
the  thousands  of  workers  who  were  exposed 
to  asbestos  decades,  after  the  manufacturers 
knew  that  the  material  caused  cancer. 

There  are  very  few  cases  a  year,  15.  in 
which  punitive  damages  are  awarded.  But 
the  threat  of  these  damages  is  too  often  the 
only  barrier  to  more  companies  making  the 
cold  calculation  that  making  a  safe  product 
isn't  worth  the  cost.  .Artificial  caps  on  puni- 
tive damages  will  result  in  a  slap  on  the 
wrist  to  negligent  corporations  and  expose 
American  consumers  to  dangerous  products. 

The  provision  in  S.  565  that  would  not 
allow  workers  or  consumers  to  sue  over  dam- 
ages caused  by  older  products,  but  allows 
companies  to  sue  reveals  the  vicious  anti- 
consumer  bias  of  this  bill.  If  the  bill  were 
honestly  concerned  about  the  legal  system 
why  would  it  allow  businesses  to  sue  but  not 
consumers  or  workers?  The  exemption  for 
businesses  shows  that  the  authors  primary 
motive  is  to  protect  corporations  from  being 
punished  for  the  harm  their  negligence 
causes  to  consumers  and  employees. 

We  also  urge  your  opposition  to  changes  in 
joint  and  several  liability.  This  provision 
only  increases  the  likelihood  that  a  victim 
will  not  be  fairly  compensated  for  the  inju- 
ries and  suffering  caused  by  negligence. 
Those  who  are  the  most  vulnerable,  women, 
children  and  the  elderly,  will  lose  the  most  if 
joint  and  several  liability  is  eliminated. 

Finally,  we  remain  concerned  that  the 
Senate  will  consider  establishing  a  cap  on 
pain  and  suffering  in  medical  malpractice 
cases.  Such  an  action  would  be  particularly 
ironic  coming  just  after  well  publicized  inci- 
dents of  medical  malpractice.  The  facts  re- 
main that,  as  the  Office  of  Technology  As- 
sessment found  in  a  recent  report,  caps  on 
malpractice  awards  will  have  no  impact  on 
the  nations  health  care  costs  but  they  will 
save  money  for  doctors  at  the  expense  of  vic- 
tims of  gross  malpractice. 

We  urge  your  continued  vigilance  on  behalf 
of  victims  of  negligence  by  voting  against 
cloture  for  S.  565  and  working  vigorously  to 
oppose  any  other  measures  that  would  gut 
the  civil  justice  system. 
Sincerely, 

Richard  Kirsch, 
Executive  Director. 

Empire  State  Consumer  Association, 

Rochester.  NY.  April  19.  1995. 
Hon.  Alfonse  M.  D'Amato. 
Hart  Building.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  D'Amato:  I  want  to  express 
our  strong  opposition  to  S.  565.  the  "Product 
Liability    Fairness   Act   of  1995.  "   This   bill 


would  restrict  the  ability  of  injured  consum- 
ers to  obtain  full  and  fair  compensation  and 
for  citizen  juries  to  impose  adequate  deter- 
rents to  prevent  further  injuries. 

There  are  two  major  provisions  of  this  leg- 
islation which  would  have  a  negative  effect 
on  consumers  and  workers.  First,  this  bill 
would  set  arbitrary  limits  on  punitive  dam- 
age awards  of  $250,000  or  three  times  eco- 
nomic damages,  reducing  the  ability  to  deter 
corporations  from  inflicting  harm  on  others 
and  threatening  Americans'  economic  secu- 
rity and  well-being.  .At  a  time  when  Congress 
is  talking  about  increasing  personal  respon- 
sibility, it  makes  no  sense  to  reduce  the  re- 
sponsibility of  corporations  guilty  of  manu- 
facturing or  selling  dangerous  products. 

Second,  this  bill  would  eliminate  joint  and 
several  liability  for  non-economic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  lo.ss  of 
reproductive  capacity,  loss  of  sight,  or  dis- 
figurement. Those  injuries  deserve  to  be 
compensated  and  should  not  be  treated  as 
less  important  than  THE  loss  of  high  salaries 
or  investment  income.  For  similar  rea.sons  as 
those  described,  CFA  also  urges  you  to  op- 
pose S.  454.  "The  Health  Care  Liability  and 
Quality  Act  "  which  would  severely  affect  the 
rights  of  injured  patients. 

I  urge  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage  of  this 
legislation,  which  would  greatly  restrict  the 
ability  of  injured  consumers  to  be  com- 
pensated fully  and  for  juries  to  act  to  pre- 
vent further  wrongdoing. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Judy  Braiman. 

Citizen  action, 
Raleigh.  NC.  March  14.  1995. 
Hon.  D.M.  Lauch  Faircloth. 
U.S.  Senate.  Hart  Office  Building.  Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Faircloth:  On  behalf  of 
North  Carolina  Citizen  Action.  I  would  like 
to  express  our  strong  opposition  to  the  so- 
called  "Product  Liability  Fairness  Act",  S. 
565.  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  efforts  to  pass 
this  legislation,  as  it  is  anything  but  fair  to 
your  constituents  or  to  any  individual  Amer- 
ican citizen. 

While  the  proponents  of  this  Dill  have  at- 
tempted to  cast  a  "moderate"  light  on  the 
legislation,  painting  it  as  more  fair  and  equi- 
table than  proposed  legal  reforms  which 
came  before  it.  our  careful  study  from  the 
consumer's  perspective  has  revealed  that  it 
is  neither  fair  nor  equitable  to  real  Ameri- 
cans. .Areas  of  particular  concern  include: 

Punitive  damage  caps  of  $250,000  or  three 
times  the  economic  loss.  Imposing  such  caps 
completely  undermines  the  important  deter- 
rent effect  which  these  damages  have  on  cor- 
porate wrongdoing.  While  punitive  damages 
are  rarely  used,  the  very  threat  of  that  their 
existence  presents  has  proven  to  be  critical 
in  persuading  manufacturers  to  improve  the 
safety  of  their  products  or  in  actually  re- 
moving unsafe  products  from  the  market- 
place. If  you  undermine  this  system.  Amer- 
ican consumers  truly  will  be  at  the  mercy  of 
big  business. 

Elimination  of  joint  and  several  liability 
for  non-economic  damages.  This  provision 
discriminates  against  the  most  vulnerable 
members  of  our  society— women,  children, 
seniors,  the  poor — whose  form  of  compensa- 
tion would  most  likely  be  m  the  form  of  non- 
economic  damages.  This  legislation  .says 
that  only  the  wealthy  should  be  empowered 
to  hold  wrongdoers  accountable  for  their 
egregious  behavior.  These  damages  also 
cover  a  great  deal  more  than  just  pain  and 
suffering,   as   is   often    thought.    They    also 


cover  loss  of  reproductive  capacity,  loss  of 
sight,  and  disfigurement.  Is  it  fair  to  punish 
individuals  who  have  suffered  these  trage- 
dies? 

S.  565  IS  not  fair,  although  its  name  at- 
tempts to  imply  otherwise.  It  is  not  fair  to 
the  workers,  to  women,  to  children,  to  the 
real  people  of  this  country.  It  is  a  one-sided. 
unjustified  and  cynical  attempt  to  provide  a 
subsidy  to  big  business  at  the  expense  of  the 
American  consumer. 

We  understand  that  S.  565  will  be  brought 
to  the  floor  on  Monday.  April  24  and  a  vote 
on  cloture  could  come  within  a  few  days  of 
this.  We  urge  you  to  cast  your  vote  on  behalf 
of  your  constituents  and  all  American  citi- 
zens and  oppose  S.  565  by  voting  "NO"  on 
cloture. 

Sincerely. 

LORI  EVERHART. 

State  Director. 

Coalition  eor  Accountability 

and  Justice. 

April  4.  1995. 
Hon.  Kent  Conrad. 
Hon,  Byron  Dorgan. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senators:  We.  the  undersigned  orga- 
nizations, urge  you  to  oppose  efforts  to 
weaken  America's  civil  justice  system,  and 
to  vote  "no"  on  S.  565.  the  product  liability 
measure  sponsored  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  limiting  pain  and  suf- 
fering damages  in  some  cases,  the  bill  will 
severely  restrict  awards  to  certain  groups- 
including  seniors,  women,  and  children— and 
favor  the  rich  who.  in  the  case  of  death  or  se- 
rious injury,  have  high  lost  wages,  over  the 
rights  of  low-  and  middle-income  wage  earn- 
ers. Finally,  by  establishing  brand  new  fed- 
eral rules  for  product  liability  cases,  S.  565 
removes  from  state  authority  and  oversight 
a  civil  justice  system  that,  despite  the  hy- 
perbole of  the  big  business  interests  backing 
this  legislation,  has  served  consumers  and 
tne  residents  oi  North  Dakota  exceedingly 
well. 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss, 
or  $250,000.  whichever  is  greater.  Under  this 
cap.  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen,  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods— in  last  year's  bill,  the  limit  was  25 
years. 

Even  if  one  reasonably  believes  that  the 
measure  introduced  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  is  sound  public  policy  (which  we 
do  not),  it  must  ultimately  be  reconciled 
with  the  extreme  revisions  to  the  civil  jus- 
tice system  recently  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  H  R  956,  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  outlined  above,  enacts  an  arbi- 
trary cap  on  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  and  cases  involving 
drugs  and  medical  devices,  at  the  same  time 
it  offers  an  automatic  punitive  damages 
shield  for  products  that  have  received  FDA 
approval  In  addition,  the  House  measure  ex- 
tends the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to  all 
civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes  an  arbitrary  15 
year  statute  of  repose  for  product  liability 
cases.  Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or 


a  combination  of  the  two.  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm  to  the  people  who  have  elected 
you— and  depend  on  you— to  represent  their 
interest  in  Congress.  We  urge  you  to  oppose 
any  effort  to  weaken  or  federalize  product  li- 
ability laws,  and  to  vote  "no"  on  cloture  on 
S.  565.  and  on  any  conference  committee  re- 
ported-measure restricting  the  rights  of  con- 
sumers. 

Sincerely. 
Gerrard  Friesz.  North  Dakota  Public  Em- 
ployees Association. 
Pam  Solwey.  North  Dakota  DES  Action. 
Sherry    Shadley.    North    Dakota    Clean 

Water  Action. 
Chuck  Stebbins,  Dakota  Center  for  Inde- 
pendent Living. 
Pauline  Nygaard.  North  Dakota  Breast 

Implant  Coalition. 
Don  Morrison.  North  Dakota  Progressive 

Coalition. 
Lani  Weatherly.  Laborers  International 

Union.  Local  580. 
Jude  M.  Reilly.  Boilermakers  Local  647. 
Gary  L.  Nelson.  Ironworkers  Local  793. 
John      Risch.      United      Transportation 

Union. 
Dexter    Perkins.    Sierra    Club.    Agassiz 

Basin  Group. 
Gary  McKenzie.  Plumbers  and  Pipefitters 

Local  338. 
Rev.    Jack    Seville.    United    Church    of 
Christ  (organization  for  identification 
only). 
Dean  Cypher.  Teamsters  Local  US. 
Al  Thomas.  Teamsters  Local  123. 
Norman     Stuhlmiller.     (former     chair- 
person. Legislative  Committee,  North 
Dakota  AARP). 
Logan  Dockter,  Plumbers  and  Pipefitters 

Local  795. 
Jeff  Husebye.   Doug   Swanson.   Workers 
Against  Inhumane  Treatment. 

Citizen  Action. 

April  24.  1995. 
Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC: 

Dear  Senators:  I  am  writing  on  behalf  of 
Ohio  Citizen  Action.  Ohio's  largest  consumer 
and  environmental  organization,  to  urge 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  oppose  S.  565  and 
to  vote  against  cloture.  There  arc  a  number 
of  reasons  for  our  opposition  to  this  bill,  but 
we  will  briefly  mention  only  two. 

First,  the  cap  on  punitive  damages  would 
unquestionably  undermine  the  potential  for 
such  assessments  to  truly  punish  wrong- 
doers. While  punitive  damage  assessments 
are  rare  in  product  liability  cases,  they  often 
are  the  only  means  for  citizens  to  stop  the 
reckless  behavior  of  a  wrongdoer.  With  the 
arbitrary  cap.  not  only  would  future  punitive 
damage  assessments  not  adequately  punish 
the  wrongdoer,  but  companies  could  cal- 
culate whether  it  would  be  more  cost-effec- 
tive to  produce  a  safe  product  or  risk  puni- 
tive damages. 

Second,  the  statute  of  repose  would  deny 
workers  and  consumers  their  right  to  seek 
compensation  if  they  are  injured  by  a  prod- 
uct that  is  more  than  twenty  years  old.  It  is. 
by  no  means,  uncommon  for  workplace 
equipment  to  exceed  this  limit.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  businesses  are  exempt  from 
this  restriction.  The  company  can  still  sue 
for  commercial  losses. 

S.  565  would  be  a  giant  step  backwards  in 
a  legal  system  that  now  works  reasonably 
well  to  protect  average  Americans.  We  urge 
you  to  oppose  S.  565  and  to  vote  against  clo- 
ture. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Shari  Weir. 
Consumer  Issues  Director. 
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Ohio    Public    Interbist    Research 
Group. 

Columbus.  OH.  April  25.  1995. 
Hon.  Mike  DeWine. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  DeWine:  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  Ohio  PIRG's  members,  and  on  be- 
half of  all  residents  of  Ohio  to  urge  your 
strong  opposition  to  proposed  legislation.  S. 
565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights  of  vic- 
tims of  dangerous  and  defective  products.  As 
you  know,  Ohio  PIRG  is  a  statewide,  non- 
profit, nonpartisan  consumer  and  environ- 
mental advocacy  group  that  has  fought  to 
protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
■Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

TTiese  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed.  S  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above. 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  que.stions 
Sincerely, 

Amy  Simpson, 
Campaign  Director. 

Oregon  State  Public  Interest  Re- 
search Group. 

Portland.  OR.  April  25.  1995. 
Hon.  Mark  Hatfield. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hatfield:  We  are  writing 
on  behalf  of  OSPIRG's  members,  and  on  be- 
half of  ail  residents  of  Oregon  to  urge  your 
strong  opposition  to  proposed  legislation,  S. 
565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights  of  vic- 
tims of  dangerous  and  defective  products.  As 
you  know.  OSPIRG  is  a  statewide,  non-prof- 
it, nonpartisan  consumer  and  environmental 
advocacy  group  that  has  fought  to  protect 
the  rights  of  consumers  for  many  years. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21,000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products'' 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
•Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  It  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will    encourage   faulty    product   design.    Its 


limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
also  consider  that,  if  passed,  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 

Maureen  Kirk, 
Executive  Director. 


Victims  against  Lethal  Valves, 

Pittsburg.  PA.  April  19,  1995. 
Hon.  Arlen  Specter, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Specter:  As  founder  and 
leader  of  V.A.L.V.  (Victims  Against  Lethal 
Valves)  I  am  writing  to  you  for  all  implanted 
victims  of  the  Bjorg/Shiley  ConvexoConcave 
heart  valve  to  urge  you  to  vote  against  bill 
S.  565. 

We  oppose  this  legislation  as  it  definitely 
limits  the  rights  of  consumers  in  our  civil 
justice  system.  We  believe  bill  S.  565  is  an 
anti-consumer  legislative  move  that  will 
only  enhance  the  rights  of  big  business,  i.e.. 
manufacturers.  We  believe  that  this  bill  will 
only  encourage  manufacturers  to  have  a 
stronger  attitude  of  uncaring  towards  the 
products  they  produce  and  place  in  the  mar- 
ketplace for  the  consumer.  Today,  with 
workers'  relaxed  attitudes  and  work  ethics  it 
would  hardly  be  a  feasible  idea  to  give  the 
manufacturers  a  freer  hand  in  the  quality 
control  of  products.  This  is  a  time  when  we 
need  stronger  controls  over  big  business,  not 
the  consumer.  The  consumer  is  being  hurt 
enough  as  it  is  with  the  dangerous  quality  of 
products  that  is  being  turned  out  to  them 
now. 

Injuries  that  are  the  result  of  a  manufac- 
turer's flaw  should  be  compensated  to  the  in- 
jured. When  products  are  marketed  as  being 
wonderful  and  safe  in  fancy,  expensive  adver- 
tisements to  draw  in  the  consumer  to  pur- 
chase, the  manufacturer  should  be  respon- 
sible for  any  consequence  after  the  sale  of 
their  product  if  it  has  been  flawed  from  the 
manufacturing  process. 

V.A.L.V.  members  throughout  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania  strongly  urge  you  to  vote 
against  bill  S.  565  as  well  as  similar  legisla- 
tion and  to  vote  against  cloture. 

We  thank  you  for  considering  our  fears. 
Respectfully  yours, 

Elaine  S.  Levenson. 

Founder. 

Citizen  Action 
Pennsylvania  Chapter, 

April  21.  1995. 
Hon.  Arlen  Specter, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Specter:  On  behalf  of  our 
40,000  members  in  Pennsylvania,  we  are  writ- 
ing to  express  our  strong  opposition  to  S.  565. 
the  so-called  "Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act"  sponsored  by  Senators  Rockefeller  and 


Gorton.  We  urge  you  to  oppo.se  any  effort  to 
move  this  anti-consumer,  anti-worker  legis- 
lation forward,  including  procedural  moves 
to  cut  off  debate. 

S.  565  would  drastically  limit  the  ability  of 
injured  consumers  and  workers  to  obtain  full 
and  fair  compensation,  and  would  restrict 
the  ability  of  citizen  juries  to  impose  ade- 
quate deterrents  to  prevent  future  injuries. 

Specifically.  S.  565  would  place  caps  on  pu- 
nitive damage  awards  of  $250,000  or  three 
times  economic  damages.  Such  awards,  while 
rare,  are  designed  to  punish  corporations 
that  intentionally  or  recklessly  disregard 
the  safety  of  consumers,  and  to  deter  other 
corporations  from  such  behavior.  Placing  ar- 
bitrary limits  on  punitive  damages  will  only 
serve  to  encourage  such  behavior,  placing 
consumers  at  greater  risk. 

S.  565  would  also  eliminate  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  noneconomic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  loss  of 
child-bearing  capacity,  loss  of  sight  or  limb. 
or  disfigurement.  This  provision  places  a 
greater  value  on  lost  income,  thereby  dis- 
criminating against  women,  children,  and 
senior  citizens. 

Finally,  this  bill  would  prevent  workers 
and  consumers — but  not  businesses — from  re- 
covering damages  for  losses  caused  by  defec- 
tive machines  or  products  that  are  more 
than  20  years  old. 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  protect  the  legal 
rights  of  consumers  and  workers  throughout 
Pennsylvania  by  voting  against  passage  of  S. 
565  and  voting  against  cloture.  Thank  you 
for  your  consideration. 
Sincerely. 

Lauren  Townsend. 
Philadelphia  Area  Di- 
rector. 
Jennifer  ODonnell. 
Pittsburgh  Area  Direc- 
tor. 

Pennsylvania  Public  Interest  Re- 
search Group, 

Philadelphia.  PA.  April  24.  1995. 
Protect  Victims  of  Dangerous  Products — Op- 
pose Cloture  and  Vote  No  on  S.  565. 
Hon.  Arlan  Specter. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Specter:  We  are  writing  on 
behalf  of  PennPIRG's  members,  and  on  be- 
half of  all  residents  of  Pennsylvania  to  urge 
your  strong  opposition  to  proposed  legisla- 
tion. S.  565.  that  would  eviscerate  the  rights 
of  victims  of  dangerous  and  defective  prod- 
ucts. As  you  know.  PennPIRG  is  a  statewide, 
non-profit,  nonpartisan  consumer  and  envi- 
ronmental advocacy  group  that  has  fought 
to  protect  the  rights  of  consumers  for  many 
y?ars. 

Each  year,  more  than  28  million  Americans 
are  injured  by  consumer  products  and  21.000 
are  killed.  Why  should  this  Senate  pass  legis- 
lation that  limits  the  legal  rights  of  victims 
at  the  same  time  as  it  is  cutting  back  fund- 
ing for  the  federal  agencies  that  are  supposed 
to  protect  consumers  from  these  dangerous 
products? 

S.  565.  the  so-called  Product  Liability 
"Fairness"  Act  is.  in  fact,  manifestly  unfair 
to  consumers.  We  have  numerous  problems 
with  the  bill.  Its  caps  on  punitive  damages 
will  encourage  faulty  product  design.  Its 
limits  on  pain  and  suffering  damages  un- 
fairly and  unjustly  restrict  awards  to 
women,  children  and  senior  citizens  who  are 
harmed.  Its  preemption  of  numerous  strong- 
er state  laws  is  unfair  to  all  consumers. 

These  anti-consumer  provisions  of  S.  565 
make  it  unacceptable.  Yet  the  Senate  must 
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also  consider  that,  if  passed,  S.  565  would 
have  to  be  reconciled  with  the  even  more 
egregious  and  extreme  House-passed  bill. 
H.R.  1075.  in  addition  to  the  measures  above, 
arbitrarily  caps  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  cases  and  establishes  an 
automatic  punitive  damages  shield  for  FDA- 
approved  products.  Worse,  the  House  cap  on 
punitive  damages  extends  to  all  civil  law- 
suits, not  only  to  product  liability  cases. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S. 
565.  against  S.  565  and  against  any  conference 
measure  restricting  the  rights  of  consumers. 
We  look  forward  to  hearing  your  views  on 
this  important  legislation.  Please  contact 
me  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 
Stephanie  Havnes, 

Campaign  Director. 

DES  Action, 
Nescopeck.  PA.  April  24.  1995. 

Dear  Senator  Rick  Santorum:  On  behalf 
of  480,000  DES  exposed  in  Pa.  we  deplore  you 
to  oppose  S.B.  565. 

We  still  deserve  to  have  a  trial  by  jury  and 
also  awarded  as  they  see  fit.  That  means  no 
PSI 

Common  Sense  Legal  Reform  was  written 
to  protect  major  corporations  and  forgetting 
the  real  victims.  Such  as  10  million  DES  ex- 
posed. 

Our  spouses  deserve  to  receive  compensa- 
tion for  *  *  *  several  liability. 

DES  Action  Pa.  would  urge  you  to  prevent 
passage  of  any  legislation,  which  would 
greatly  restrict  the  ability  of  injured  con- 
sumers to  be  compensated  fully  and  *  *  *  in- 
jured to  act  to  prevent  further  wrongdoing. 
Sincerely, 

Mary  Jean  Greco  Golomb. 

Pennsylvania  AFL-CIO. 
Harrisburg.  PA.  April  6.  1995. 
Re  S.  565— Product  Liability. 
Hon.  Rich  Santorum. 
U.S.  Senate.  Dirkson  Bldg.. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Santorum:  We  are  writing 
to  urge  your  strong  opposition  to  S.  565.  re- 
forms to  the  Product  Liability  Law.  S.  565 
will  have  its  most  dramatic  effect  on  work- 
ing men  and  women  who  are  injured  by  de- 
fective machinery.  It  is  our  understanding 
that  60%  of  the  Product  Liability  claims 
arise  from  workplace  injuries. 

First  and  foremost,  we  are  concerned  that 
weakening  the  Product  Liability  Law  will 
undermine  safety  in  the  workplace.  As  a 
practical  matter,  it  is  the  threat  of  a  lawsuit 
that  encourages  manufacturers  to  design  and 
produce  safe  machinery.  OSHA.  which  could 
play  some  role,  has  been  ineffective  in  regu- 
lating in  this  area  and  is  likely  to  continue 
to  be  ineffective.  We  must  look  to  the  Prod- 
uct Liability  Law  as  the  single  most  impor- 
tant force  for  safety  machinery  in  the  work- 
place. 

The  specific  changes  proposed  by  S.  565 
will  not  only  undermine  safety,  but  unfairly 
deny  injured  workers  compensation  for  loss 
of  body  part  or  body  function. 

Several  issues  are  of  priority  concern  for 
Pennsylvania  workers: 

(1)  Twenty-year  Statute  nf  Repose: 

The  statute  of  repose  would  deny  the  right 
to  file  a  claim  if  a  worker  is  injured  by  ma- 
chinery more  than  20  years  old.  Pennsylva- 
nia, as  you  know,  is  a  mature  industrial 
state.  Many  of  our  workers  are  working  with 
machinery  that  is  older  than  20  years. 

To  cut  off  their  rights  by  a  fixed  time  limi- 
tation is  artificial  and  will  deny  those  in- 
jured any  remedy.  The  age  of  the  machine 


should  be  taken  into  account  in  determining 
the  defect,  but  the  proposed  change  is  in- 
flexible and  unfair.  Finally,  it  will  create  a 
market  for  used  machinery  rather  than  en- 
courage new  manufacturing  of  safer  equip- 
ment. 

(2)  The  overriding  of  both  the  Federal  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Act  and  the  Longshore- 
men's and  Harbor  Workers  Compensation 
Act  will  hurt  those  covered  by  these  laws  in 
Pennsylvania— specifically  our  Longshore- 
men and  Railroad  and  Airline  workers. 

(3)  The  elimination  of  joint  and  several  li- 
ability could  end  up  leaving  injured  workers 
with  no  responsible  party  to  pay  for  a  judge- 
ment and  award. 

(4)  The  cap  on  punitive  damages  again  Is 
arbitrary  and  will  undermine  the  incentive 
to  produce  safe  machinery.  The  cap  of 
S250.000  is  artificially  low  and  fails  to  con- 
sider the  reality  that  few  punitive  damages 
are  awarded  under  current  Pennsylvania  law. 

The  real  purpose  of  punitive  damages  is  to 
control  outrageous  conduct  on  the  part  of 
manufacturers. 

These  are  just  some  of  our  major  concerns 
with  S.  565. 

We  urge  you  to  strongly  oppose  this  legis- 
lation and  vote  in  support  of  encouraging  the 
manufacture  of  safe  products.  Each  year. 
150.000  Pennsylvanians  experience  serious 
workplace  injuries  and  close  to  5,000  occupa- 
tionally  caused  deaths  occur.  Many  of  these 
injuries  and  diseases  are  caused  by  defective 
products.  S.  565  will  only  add  to  the  pain  and 
suffering  of  those  who  go  to  work  each  day 
with  an  expectation  of  returning  home  safe. 
Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 

William  M.  George, 

President. 
Richard  w. 
Bloomingdale, 
Secretary -Treasurer. 

Coalition  for  Accountability 

&  Justice 
April  24,  1995. 
Hon.  Larry  Pressler, 
Hon.  Thomas  Daschle. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  We,  the  undersigned  orga- 
nizations, urge  you  to  oppose  efforts  to 
weaken  America's  civil  justice  system.  We 
urge  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S.  565, 
the  product  liability  measure  sponsored  by 
Sens.  Gorton  and  Rockefeller,  or  any  other 
legislation  that  would  weaken  the  rights  of 
the  citizens  of  South  Dakota. 

By  restricting  the  rights  of  victims  of  dan- 
gerous and  defective  products,  this  measure 
undermines  the  role  of  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem in  redressing  damages  and  deterring 
harmful  behavior.  By  giving  "non-economic" 
damages  second-class  treatment,  the  bill  dis- 
criminates against  populations  with  less 
earning  power,  specifically  women,  children, 
seniors  and  low-  and  middle-income  workers. 
Under  S.  565,  the  US.  would  have  a  two- 
tiered  system  of  justice  where  rich,  high-sal- 
aried workers  would  be  accorded  better 
treatment  and  higher  damage  awards  than 
the  rest  of  us.  Finally,  by  establishing  brand 
new  federal  rules  for  product  liability  cases. 
S.  565  removes  from  state  authority  and 
oversight  and  civil  justice  system  that,  de- 
spite the  hyperbole  of  the  big  business  inter- 
ests backing  this  legislation,  has  served  con- 
sumers and  the  residents  of  South  Dakota 
exceedingly  well. 

S.  565  is  far  more  restrictive  than  last 
year's  Senate  product  liability  bill.  First  and 
foremost,  the  bill  establishes  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  of  three  times  economic  loss. 


or  $250,000.  whichever  Is  greater  Under  this 
cap,  corporations  will  be  punished  more  if 
they  injure  or  kill  a  corporate  executive 
than  if  the  same  conduct  harms  a  child,  a 
senior  citizen,  or  a  schoolteacher.  How  can 
this  be  fair?  In  addition,  the  bill  establishes 
a  20  year  limit  on  lawsuits  for  capital 
goods — in  last  year's  bill,  the  limit  was  25 
years.  Moreover.  S.  565  adds  protections  for 
manufacturers  of  raw  materials  in  medical 
devices  and  for  rental  car  companies,  and  re- 
duces manufacturer  liability  for  misuses  or 
alterations  made  to  the  product  by  anyone 
else — provisions  that  were  not  in  last  year's 
bill. 

Even  if  one  reasonably  believes  that  the 
measure  introduced  by  Sens.  Gorton  and 
Rockfeller  is  sound  public  policy  (which  we 
do  not),  it  must  ultimately  be  reconciled 
with  the  extreme  revisions  to  the  civil  jus- 
tice system  recently  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  H.R.  956,  in  addition  to  the 
provisions  outlined  above,  enacts  an  arbi- 
trary cap  on  pain  and  suffering  awards  in 
medical  malpractice  and  cases  involving 
drugs  and  medical  devices,  at  the  same  time 
it  offers  an  automatic  punitive  damages 
shield  for  products  that  have  received  FDA 
approval.  In  addition,  the  House  measure  ex- 
tends the  cap  on  punitive  damages  to  all 
civil  lawsuits,  and  establishes  an  arbitrary  15 
year  statute  of  repose  for  product  liability 
cases. 

Passage  of  either  of  these  measures,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two,  would  cause  griev- 
ous harm  to  the  people  who  have  elected 
you — and  depend  on  you— to  represent  their 
Interests  in  Congress.  We  urge  you  to  oppose 
any  effort  to  weaken  or  federalize  product  li- 
ability laws,  and  to  vote  "no"  on  cloture  on 
S.  565,  and  on  any  conference  committee  re- 
ported-measure restricting  the  rights  of  con- 
sumers. 

Sincerely, 
Mike  Coffey.  AFSCME:  Bob  Bums.  South 
Dakota  State  University;  Jeanne 
Koster,  South  Dakota  Peace  and  Jus- 
tice Center;  Jack  E.  Dudley.  South  Da- 
kota AFLr-CIO;  Roann  Redlin,  South 
Dakota  Coalition  Against  Domestic  Vi- 
olence; Phyllis  Bitterman,  United  Pa- 
perworks International  Union;  Karen 
Fogas.  East  River  Group  Sierra  Club; 
David  Feller,  IBEW.  Local  426;  Charon 
Asetoyer.  Native  American  Women's 
Health  and  Education  Center;  Jim 
Larson,  UFCW  Local  304A;  Roann 
Redlin,  South  Dakota  Advocacy  Net- 
work; Sam  Clauson.  Black  Hills  Group 
Sierra  Club;  Mary  Kirkus.  South  Da- 
kota DES  Action;  Charon  Asetoyer. 
Native  American  Women's  Reproduc- 
tive Rights  Coalition;  Darrell  Drapeau, 
Yankton  Sioux  Tribe;  Rick  Davids. 
United  Transportation  Union. 

Citizen  Action, 
Nashville.  TN.  April  20.  1995. 
Hon.  FRED  Thompson, 

Dirksen   Senate  Office  Building.    Washington, 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Thompson:  Greetings  from 
Nashville.  I  am  director  of  Tennessee  Citizen 
Action,  a  grassroots  consumer  group  with 
over  5.000  members  across  the  state.  I  am 
writing  to  express  Citizen  Action's  strong 
concerns  about  S.  565,  the  product  liability 
bill  to  be  considered  next  week  on  the  Senate 
floor. 

It  is  our  view  that  this  legislation  would 
have  serious  Implications  for  the  health  and 
safety  of  your  constituents.  S.  565  would  im- 
pose federal  requirements,  for  the  first  time 
In  over  two  hundred  years,  on  an  area  which 
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hais  been  under  state  authority.  In  doing  so, 
we  believe  that  it  would  limit  both  the  abil- 
ity of  injured  consumers  to  obtain  fair  com- 
pensation and  the  ability  of  citizen  juries  to 
hold  guilty  parties  accountable  for  their  ac- 
tions. As  a  result,  the  incentives  which  have 
convinced  many  companies  to  improve  the 
safety  of  their  products  will  be  lessened. 

While  there  are  a  number  of  troubling  pro- 
visions in  S.  565.  I  would  like  to  raise  two 
key  issues.  First,  the  bill  would  destroy  the 
ability  of  citizen  juries  to  Impose  penalties 
on  wrongdoers  in  order  to  prevent  future  in- 
juries. Punitive  damages  are  rarely  used.  In 
fact,  over  the  last  25  years,  punitive  damages 
have  been  awarded  in  less  than  15  cases  each 
year  iless  than  11  cases  excluding  asbestos 
cases)  But  punitive  damages  have  proven  to 
be  critical  in  persuading  manufacturers  to 
improve  the  .safety  of  their  products  or  re- 
move unsafe  products  from  the  marketplace. 
By  placing  arbitrary  caps  on  awards.  S.  565 
would  make  it  virtually  impossible  for  citi- 
zen juries  to  act  to  protect  society  from  fu- 
ture harm.  At  a  time  when  Congress  is  con- 
sidering limits  on  federal  regulation,  it 
makes  little  sense  to  further  erode  the  abil- 
ity of  people  to  use  the  courts  as  a  way  to 
improve  the  safety  of  the  marketplace. 

Second,  S.  565  would  establish  a  discrimi- 
natory legal  system  in  which  the  level  of 
compensation  is  based  not  on  the  level  of  the 
Injury,  but  on  the  economic  status  of  the  in- 
jured consumer  By  eliminating  joint  and 
several  liability  for  non-economic  damages, 
the  bill  states  that  it  is  not  important  to 
compensate  individuals  for  having  to  live 
with  excruciating  pain,  disfigurement,  blind- 
ness, or  loss  of  the  ability  to  bear  children. 

Given  these  and  other  provisions.  Ten- 
nessee Citizen  Action  believes  that  the  pas- 
sage of  S.  565  would  be  detrimental  to  con- 
sumers and  the  nation  We  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  our  views  and  look  forward 
to  learning  your  position  on  these  important 
issues. 

Sincerely. 

C.  Brun  McGuiRE. 

State  Director. 

Tf.xas  CmzEN  ACTION. 
Austin.  TX.  April  23.  1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gr.\.mm, 
U.S  Senate.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Gramm:  We  are  writing  you 
to  ask  for  your  vote  against  cloture  on  S.565 
the  ■Unfair  Product  Liability  Act"  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Rockefeller.  We  are  ex- 
tremely concerned  about  the  impact  this 
will  have  on  the  safety  standards  of  everyday 
products  for  consumers  and  innocent  citi- 
zens. We  believe  there  are  several  provisions 
of  the  bill  which  will  eliminate  the  consum- 
ers ability  to  hold  wrongdoers  accountable 
for  their  actions,  and  limit  innocent  victims 
recourse  to  fully  recover  for  damages  they 
have  accrued. 

Capping  punitive  damages  will  do  nothing 
to  increase  safety  standards  for  innocent 
consumers.  By  limiting  punitive  damage 
awards  to  $250,000  or  three  times  economic 
damages  you  are  creating  a  nuisance  expense 
for  multi-billion  dollar  companies  such  as 
Ford  Motor  Company  or  Dow  Chemical.  This 
is  creating  a  predictability  in  the  market 
place  for  the  minute  number  of  companies 
who  act  negligently  allowing  them  to  cal- 
culate their  risk  for  producing  a  less  than 
safe  product  and  further  lets  them  rest  as- 
sured they  will  never  be  held  liable  past  a 
certain  dollar  amount, 

S.565  prevents  consumers  from  holding 
manufacturers  of  products  which  cause  sig- 
nificant harm  or  injury  accountable  if  the 


product  is  older  than  20  years.  Many  prod- 
ucts are  intended  to  last  longer  than  20 
years.  This  law  however,  would  eliminate  all 
consumer  rights  to  be  made  whole  if  a  20 
year  old  product  caused  significant  harm  or 
damages.  This  is  an  example  of  corporate 
wrongdoers  being  protected  at  the  expense  of 
consumers  protection. 

The  elimination  of  "Joint  and  Several  Li- 
ability" is  a  slap  in  the  face  to  innocent  indi- 
viduals, families,  and  communities.  Allowing 
guilty  defendants  off  the  hook  without  hav- 
ing to  make  innocent  victims  100%  whole  is 
a  disgrace.  We  will  without  a  doubt  see  vic- 
tims paying  for  portions  of  their  damages 
even  when  they  were  completely  without 
fault.  This  will  not  only  affect  individuals 
but  likewise  families,  communities,  cities. 
and  states.  We  will  see  wrongdoers  getting 
off  free  of  charge  while  cities,  towns,  and 
families  pick  up  the  tab  for  the  irresponsible 
behavior  of  others. 

Texas  Citizen  Action  has  a  membership  of 
well  over  150.000  citizens.  These  people  have 
joined  our  organization  because  they  believe 
in  the  positions  we  take  on  consumer  protec- 
tion issues.  The  passage  of  S.565  will  be  a 
major  step  backwards  for  individuals  and 
communities  and  their  rights  to  hold  others 
accountable  for  wrongs  they  may  commit. 
We  ask  you  to  vote  against  cloture  on  S,565 
for  the  citizens  of  Texas. 
Sincerely, 

Daniel  Lambe, 
Program  Director. 

Defenders  of  the  Rights  of  Texans, 

Austin.  TX.  April  24.  1995. 
ReS.  565. 

Hon,  Kay  Bailey  Hutchison. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hutchison:  Defenders  of  the 
Rights  of  Texans  (DRT)  is  asking  you  to  vote 
against  cloture  on  S.  565,  Sen.  Rockefeller's 
"Unfair  Product  Liability  Act."  This  bill 
will  adversely  impact  the  safety  standards  of 
products  which  we  consumers  utilize  on  a 
daily  basis.  We  strongly  feel  that  victims  of 
unsafe  products  must  retain  the  ability  to 
hold  accountable  those  who  produce  products 
which  kill  and  maim  Limiting  damages  does 
not  protect  consumers,  it  protects  manufac- 
turers of  products  that  injure  cnnsumers 
That  should  not  happen! 

The  effect  of  eliminating  some  of  the  cur- 
rent protections  in  the  law  will  be  to  make 
the  victim  pay  twice,  even  when  they  con- 
tributed nothing  to  the  accident  or  injury.  If 
Congress  eliminates  "Joint  and  Several  Li- 
ability", you  will  make  it  difficult  for  your 
constituents  to  recover  fully  from  their  mis- 
fortune. The  only  pain  and  suffering  you  will 
be  eliminating  is  that  of  the  offending  party 
We  support  victims'  rights,  not  the  rights  of 
those  corporations  or  individuals  who  do  not 
want  to  take  responsibility  when  their  prod- 
ucts harm  the  American  public. 

We  oppose  capping  punitive  damages  be- 
cause we  know  that  it  takes  significant 
awards  to  get  the  attention  of  manufacturers 
who  continue  to  foist  its  products  on  an 
unsuspecting  public  years  after  the  corpora- 
tion knows  the  product  to  be  unsafe.  Why 
Congress  would  consider  rewarding  such  un- 
acceptable behavior  is  beyond  our  organiza- 
tion's comprehension. 

Defenders  of  the  Rights  of  Texans  is  a  coa- 
lition of  individuals  and  organizations- 
consumer,  environmental,  worker,  academic, 
clergy,  student,  and  victims — who  oppose 
sacrificing  our  rights  on  the  alter  of  cor- 
porate greed.  We  ask  you  to  represent  our  in- 
terests by  voting  against  cloture  on  S.  565. 
Sincerely, 

Bob  Comeaux, 
San  Antonio,  TX. 


ViRGiNL\  National  Organization 

For  Women. 
.April  15.  1995. 
Hon.  Charles  Robb, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Robb,  Virginia  N.O.W.,  rep- 
resents some  20,000  Virginia  women.  We  are 
writing  to  urge  you  to  vote  no  on  cloture  and 
no  on  S.  565  and  any  other  measure  that  re- 
stricts individual  legal  rights. 

S.  565,  the  "Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act",  is  in  fact,  unfair.  By  limiting  non-eco- 
nomic damages,  it  give  wealthy  individuals 
and  corporations  greater  rights  than  middle- 
income  citizens  and  families.  Additionally, 
S.  565  transfers  authority  for  the  civil  justice 
system  from  the  states  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment. States  know  better  how  to  serve  its 
individual  citizens  and  the  issues  that  im- 
pact the  citizens  than  the  Washington  bu- 
reaucracy. Whatever  happened  to  the  idea  of 
states'  rights  and  limiting  the  power  of  the 
federal  government^  S.  565  caps  pain  and  suf- 
fering awards  on  medical  malpractice  suits. 
Why  single  out  a  particular  type  of  lawsuit 
to  cap  awards? 

Virginia  N.O.W.  has  supported  many 
women  who  have  filed  lawsuits,  for  both 
international  and  negligent  injuries.  During 
the  1995  legislative  session  we  along  with 
other  citizens  groups  such  as  the  VTLA, 
NAACP,  ACLU,  LofWV,  worked  hard  to  ob- 
tain a  compromise  on  the  Virginia  Human 
Rights  Act.  A  bill  which  passed  the  legisla- 
tive session  only  to  be  vetoed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor. The  bill  reverses  the  Lockhart  deci- 
sion, which  basically  prevents  a  small  busi- 
ness employee  from  filing  a  lawsuit  based  on 
race,  color,  sex  or  national  origin.  Addition- 
ally. VA  N.O.W.  supports  lawsuits  for  sexual 
harassment,  defective  products,  product  li- 
ability, employment  discrimination  and  of 
course  intentional  injury.  Economic  justice 
as  well  as  civil  justice  must  be  preserved.  S. 
565  seeks  to  destroy  both,  please  vote  "no" 
on  S.  565. 

People  all  across  America  are  closely 
watching  the  new  Republican  majority  in 
Congress  in  an  effort  to  determine  whether  it 
truly  represents  the  people  or  big  business. 
Surely,  the  outcome  and  deliberations  of  S, 
565  will  provide  an  answer. 
Sincerely, 

Dulaney  S,  Nickerson, 

Citizen  .Action. 
Charlottesville.  VA.  April  17,  1995. 
Hon.  Charles  S.  Robb. 

Russell    Senate    Office    Building.    Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Sen,\tor  Robb:  I  am  writing  on  be- 
half of  Virginia  Citizen  Action  and  its  over 
50,000  members  to  ask  you  to  oppose  S.  565, 
the  "Product  Liability  Fairne,ss  Act."  We 
would  ask  you  that  you  do  whatever  is  nec- 
essary to  defeat  this  bill,  including  voting 
against  any  effort  invoke  cloture  on  debate. 

Senator,  this  bill  would  make  America  a 
much  more  dangerous  place  for  all  of  us.  By 
capping  punitive  damages,  this  bill  will  send 
a  signal  to  corporate  wrongdoers  that  they 
can  escape  any  real  punishment  for  making 
and  selling  products  that  will  kill  or  injure 
innocent  people.  S.  565  would  eliminate  the 
deterrent  effect  of  punitive  damages  and  re- 
move one  of  the  real  protections  Americans 
have  had  for  over  200  years. 

This  bill  is  anything  but  fair.  By  eliminat- 
ing joint  and  several  liability  for  non-eco- 
nomic damages,  it  discriminates  against 
women,  children  and  seniors.  Non-economic 
damages  are  not  just  pain  and  suffering. 
What  about  a  women's  loss  of  the  ability  to 
bear  children  or  a  child's  disfigurement  for 
life! 


Senator.  S.  565  is  not  "moderate"  and  it  is 
not  "fair".  We  hope  that  you  will  work  to  de- 
feat this  bill  and  protect  every  Virginian  and 
every  American  from  those  special  interests 
who  want  to  escape  responsibility  for  their 
actions  at  the  expense  of  the  health  and  safe- 
ty of  the  American  people. 
Sincerely. 

Marc  Wetherhorn. 

State  Director. 

Virginia  Citizens  Consumer  Council. 

Yorktown.  VA.  April  25.  1995. 
Re  S.  565. 
Hon.  Charles  S,  Robb. 

U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Robb:  The  Virginia  Citizens 
Consumer  Council  strongly  urges  you  to  op- 
pose S.  565,  the  "Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act  of  1995  This  bill  will  do  irreparable  harm 
to  Virginia  consumers  by  restricting  the 
ability  of  injured  consumers  to  obtain  full 
and  fair  compensation  and  for  citizen  juries 
to  impose  adequate  deterrents  to  prevent 
further  injuries.  Corporate  wrongdoers  must 
be  held  accountable  when  consumers  are 
harmed  by  the  products  they  buy  as  a  matter 
of  simple  justice  and  to  foster  confidence  in 
the  American  marketplace. 

Two  major  provisions  of  this  legislation 
will  have  a  negative  impact  on  consumers 
and  workers.  First,  this  bill  sets  arbitrary 
limits  on  punitive  damage  awards  of  $250,000 
or  three  times  the  economic  damages,  reduc- 
ing the  ability  to  deter  corporations  from  in- 
flicting harm  on  others  and  threatening  Vir- 
ginians' economic  security  and  well-being. 
At  a  time  when  Congress  is  talking  about  in- 
creasing personal  responsibility,  it  makes  no 
sense  to  reduce  the  responsibility  of  corpora- 
tions guilty  of  manufacturing  or  selling  dan- 
gerous products. 

Second,  this  bill  eliminates  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  non-economic  damages, 
making  it  difficult  for  consumers  to  recover 
costs  related  to  injuries  such  as  the  loss  of 
reproductive  capacity,  loss  of  sight,  or  dis- 
figurement. Those  injuries  deserve  to  be 
compensated  and  should  not  be  treated  as 
less  important  than  the  loss  of  high  salaries 
or  investment  income.  For  similar  reasons. 
VCCC  urges  you  to  oppose  S.  454.  "The 
Health  Care  Liability  and  Quality  Assurance 
Act  "  which  would  severely  affect  the  rights 
of  injured  patients. 

VCCC  urges  you  to  act  to  prevent  passage 
of  this  legislation,  which  will  greatly  re- 
strict the  ability  of  injured  consumers  to  be 
compensated  fully  and  for  juries  to  act  to 
prevent  further  wrongdoing.  Virginia  con- 
sumers count  on  you  to  act  in  our  best  inter- 
est by  voting  NO  on  this  anti-consumer, 
auto-worker  bill.  Please  let  me  know  the 
outcome  of  the  Senate  votes  on  S.  565  and  S. 
454  and  how  you  cast  your  votes.  Thank  you. 
Sincerely. 

Jean  Ann  Fox. 

President. 

Washington  Citizen  action. 

State  Headquarters. 
Seattle.  WA.  April  19.  1995. 
Hon.  Slade  Gorton: 

On  behalf  of  our  42.000  members  statewide 
and  our  20  affiliate  community,  church, 
labor,  and  senior  organizations,  Washington 
Citizen  Action  urges  you  to  oppose  Senate 
Bill  565  and  to  vote  against  cloture.  This  bill 
is  one  of  the  most  anti-consumer  pieces  of 
legislation  to  make  it  to  the  Senate  floor  in 
decades.  Please  do  all  that  you  can  to  stop  S. 
.565  from  passing 

The  arbitrary  caps  on  punitive  damages 
would   eliminate   the   incentive   to   produce 


safe  products  and  would  allow  negligent  cor- 
porations to  operate  with  little  to  no  ac- 
countability S.  565  will  undoubtedly  result 
in  a  multitude  of  injuries,  disfigurements, 
and  deaths.  In  addition,  these  limits  will 
take  away  all  recourse  society  has  to  punish 
wrongdoers  that  knowingly  and  repeatedly 
maim  and  kill  people  with  deadly  products 
and  negligent  actions. 

By  eliminating  joint  and  several  liability 
for  non-economic  damages,  S.  565  would 
weaken  the  ability  of  ordinary  Americans  to 
receive  fair  compensation  when  they  are  in- 
jured by  unsafe  products  and  practices.  The 
bill  is  unfair  to  women,  children,  seniors, 
working  families,  small  businesses,  and 
lower  to  middle  income  Americans.  Victims 
and  their  families  will  be  rendered  unable  to 
receive  adequate  compensation  for  their  in- 
juries while  the  guilty  parties  are  let  off  the 
hook.  This  is  not  our  idea  of  American  jus- 
tice. 

In  America,  the  courts  have  proven  to  be 
the  major  protection  citizens  have  against 
negligent  corporations  and  unsafe  products. 
We  cannot  afford  to  let  our  civil  justice  sys- 
tem be  dismantled  by  the  provisions  of  S. 
565.  Vote  NO  on  S.  565!  Vote  NO  on  cloture! 
Sincerely. 

David  West. 
Executive  Director. 

West  Virginia -Citizen  Action  Group, 

Charleston.  WV.  April  24.  1995 
Re    Proposed    legislation    concerning    Civil 

Justice  System  (S.  565). 
Hon.  John  D,  Rockefeller.  IV, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Rockefeller.  On  behalf  of 
the  twenty  thousand  members  of  the  West 
Virginia-Citizen  Action  Group  <WV-CAG).  I 
am  writing  this  brief  letter  to  encourage  you 
to  rethink  your  support  for  S.  565.  However 
well-intentioned  this  legislation  may  be.  I 
honestly  believe  that  the  potential— and  un- 
intended— consequences  are  so  great  as  to 
offset  any  perceived  benefits. 

I  realize,  of  course,  that  the  House-passed 
"Common  Sense  Legal  Reform  Act"  is  more 
draconian  than  S.  565.  This  does  not  amelio- 
rate the  m.any  deficiencies  contained  in  the 
Senate  bill,  including  the  two  most  egre- 
gious (as  follows): 

By  capping  punitive  damage  caps  at 
$250,000  or  three  times  the  economic  loss 
(whichever  is  greater),  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion removes  the  "punishment"  that  is  sup- 
posed to  be  reflected  in  damages.  As  a  result, 
it  will  become  cheaper  in  many  instances  to 
pay  the  damages  than  to  rectify  the  problem. 

By  eliminating  joint  and  several  liability 
for  non-economic  damages,  the  proposed  leg- 
islation unfairly  discriminates  against 
women,  children,  and  seniors.  Non-economic 
loss  is  much  more  than  pain  and  suffering;  it 
can  also  be  loss  of  reproductive  capacity, 
loss  of  right  or  disfigurement. 

After  studying  this,  and  related  tort  re- 
form proposals  for  many  year,  we  are  con- 
vinced that  such  efforts  are  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy  and  will  jeopardize  the  hand- 
earned  rights  of  injured  West  Virginians.  Ac- 
cordingly. I  would  like  to  urge  you  to  recon- 
sider your  position  and  fight,  as  you  have 
done  so  often  in  the  past,  for  the  rights  of 
West  Virginia  consumers. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  and 
consideration.  I  hope  to  see  anior  talk  with 
you  again  soon.  If  you  need  any  further  in- 
formation, please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 
Sincerely. 

State  Senator  David  Grubs. 

Executive  Director. 


Wisconsin  Consumers  League. 

Milwaukee.  Wl. 
Re  SB  565  and  454 
Senator  HERBERT  KOHL. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington,  DC 

Dear  Senator  Kohl:  We  write  to  urge 
your  opposition  to  the  so-called  "Common 
Sense  Legal  Reforms  Act "  submitted  as  part 
of  the  Contract  with  America.  TTiis  package 
of  bills  would  substantially  modify  existing 
product  liability  and  medical  malpractice 
laws.  It  is  largely  unsupported  by  the  vast 
majority  of  the  rigorous  evidence  which  has 
been  developed  on  these  topics.  Rather,  it  is 
seemingly  being  swept  along  on  a  wave  of 
anecdote,  innuendo  and.  in  some  cases,  out- 
right untruths. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  product  li- 
ability and  medical  malpractice  laws  have 
evolved  to  reflect  emerging  technologies 
They  have  had  the  desired  effects  of  modify- 
ing behavior  to  the  optimum  end  of  prevent- 
ing injury  to  consumers  and  workers.  The 
claims  regarding  the  alleged  stultifying  ef- 
fects of  these  bodies  of  common  law  are  gen- 
erally unsupported  by  credible,  systematic 
evidence.  For  example,  the  work  of  Professor 
Galanter.  at  the  UW  Law  School,  compel- 
lingly  refutes  allegations  regarding  any  al- 
leged litigation  explosion'.  The  punitive 
damages  which  S.  565  would  limit  are  only 
relatively  rarely  awarded.  Such  'sledge-ham- 
mer' approaches  to  'reforming"  such  legal 
standards,  while  politically  satisfying,  are 
only  coincidentally  related  to  thoughtful 
policy-making. 

It  is.  in  our  view,  remarkably  arrogant  for 
legislators  to  substitute  their  prospective 
judgments  regarding  equitable  outcomes  for 
specific  factual  cases  yet  to  arise  for  the 
judgment  of  juries,  which,  by  definition,  can 
examine  each  case  on  its  own  unique,  and 
prospectively  unknowable,  facts  How  can 
anyone  think  they  can  be  more  fair  regard- 
ing situations  yet  to  occur  than  can  juries 
with  the  benefit  of  hindsighf 

We  repeat  our  opposition  to  these  unneces- 
sarily broad  attempts  to  weaken  the  pre- 
ventative impacts  of  the  common  law. 
Very  truly  yours. 

James  i.  brown 

President. 

Wisconsin  Citizen  Action. 
Milwaukee.  Wl.  April  21. 1995. 
Hon.  Russ  Feingold. 

U.S.    Senate.    Hart    Seruite    Office    Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feingold:  On  behalf  of  our 
103.000  members  and  our  coalition  of  110 
labor,  senior,  religious,  environmental,  wom- 
en's, farm  and  community  organizations,  we 
are  writing  to  urge  you  to  oppose  S.  565  and 
to  vote  against  cloture.  We  very  much  appre- 
ciated your  help  last  year  in  the  defeat  of  S. 
687.  this  bill's  predecessor.  We're  confident 
we  can  count  on  you  again. 

This  bill  is  very  similar  to  the  product  li- 
ability "refonn"  Bob  Kasten  used  to  push 
when  he  represented  Wisconsin  in  the  United 
States  Senate.  We  like  to  think  that  one  of 
the  reasons  why  Wisconsin  voters  chose  not 
to  re-elect  Bob  Kasten  to  the  Senate  is  be- 
cause they  repudiated  his  consistently  anti- 
consumer  positions.  S.  565  is  similarly  out  of 
step  with  the  interests  of  Wisconsin  consum- 
ers. 

The  provisions  in  this  bill  cannot  claim  to 
be  "moderate."  A  punitive  damage  cap  of 
$250,000  or  three  times  the  economic  loss  to 
a  victim  of  an  injurious  product  is  no  more 
than  a  slap  on  the  wrist  to  the  corporations 
responsible    for    the    deaths    and    injuries 
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caused  by  products  like  the  Ford  Pinto,  the 
Dalkon  Shield,  silicone-irel  breast  implants 
and  flammable  baby  pajamas.  The  manufac- 
turer of  the  'Slip  'W  Slide"  water  slide, 
which  caused  a  35-year  old  Wisconsin  me- 
chanic to  break  his  neck,  become  tempo- 
rarily quadriplegic  and  suffer  permanent 
spasms,  would  have  had  its  punishment  re- 
duced to  one-thirtieth  of  what  a  jury 
thought  appropriate.  The  U.S.  Senate  would 
be  changing  the  punishment  so  that  it  can- 
not possible  fit  the  crime  in  an  era  of  public 
sentiment  to  get  tough  on  wrongdoers. 

We  have  no  idea  how  many  similar  horror 
stories  like  those  are  waiting  to  happen.  Cor- 
porate wrongdoers  would  face  a  dollar  and 
cent  deterrent  too  cheap  to  stay  their  pur- 
suit of  profit  without  regard  for  consumer 
health  and  safety  The  temptation  for  cor- 
porations to  proceed  with  dangerous  prod- 
ucts, even  if  they  are  eventually  found  gruilty 
in  a  lawsuit,  would  get  that  much  easier.  S. 
565  will  weaken  the  ability  of  our  civil  jus- 
tice system  to  act  as  both  deterrent  and 
remedy. 

The  elimination  of  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity for  noneconomic  damages  discriminates 
against  the  most  vulnerable  populations  in 
our  society— women,  children  and  seniors. 
These  are  the  members  of  our  society  who 
are  usually  forced  to  claim  noneconomic 
losses,  and  these  constituencies  would  now 
be  forced  to  shoulder  the  burden  of  being 
only  partially  compensated.  Noneconomic 
damages  include  the  loss  of  reproductive  ca- 
pacity, loss  of  sight  and  permanent  disfigure- 
ment, not  just  -pain  and  suffering."  It  is 
simply  unfair  that  a  party  found  to  be  neg- 
ligent should  not  be  required  to  make  these 
vulnerable  people  whole  after  they  have  been 
injured. 

The  U.S.  Consumer  Product  Safety  Com- 
mission once  estimated  that  some  33.000.000 
people  are  injured  by  defective  or  dangerous 
products  every  year.  29.000  of  them  die.  Only 
1.6%  of  the  injured  parties  sue.  S.  565  solves 
no  problem  in  our  civil  justice  system,  but  it 
will  create  a  very  real  human  toll  if  it  is  al- 
lowed to  pass.  W^e  respectfully  urge  you  to 
vote  against  the  bill  and  to  wote  against  clo- 
ture. 

Thanks  once  again  for  your  outstanding 
leadership  in  defeating  the  anti-consumer 
product  liability  reform"  bill  in  last  years 
Congress.  We  appreciate  all  your  help  in  con- 
tinuing that  effort  by  defeating  this  bill 
again,  albeit  in  a  tougher  political  climate. 
Thank  you  for  attention  in  this  matter. 
Sincerely. 

L.ARRY  Marx. 
Executive  Director. 

Ce.nter  for  Public 
Represent.\tion.  I.nc. 
Madison.  Wt,  April  21.  1995 
Re  Senate  bill  565. 
Senator  Herb  Kohl. 
Wa.^hington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Kohl:  As  you  know  S.  565. 
the  misleadingly-named  "Common  Sense 
Product  Liability  and  Legal  Reform  Act  of 
1995"  will  soon  be  considered  by  the  Senate. 
As  one  of  the  major  consumer  advocacy 
groups  in  Wisconsin,  we  urge  you  to  oppose 
this  anti-consumer  measure. 

While  certain  aspects  of  our  tort  system 
are  certainly  in  need  of  reform,  this  bill  to- 
tally misses  the  mark.  Instead  of  protecting 
consumers  from  some  of  the  excesses  of  our 
legal  system,  it  would  protect  manufacturers 
of  defective  products  from  assuming  full  re- 
sponsibility for  their  actions.  Seizing  upon 
such  highly  publicized  and  distorted  cases 
like  the     burning  McDonald's  coffee"  pro- 


ponents of  this  measure  (as  well  as  similar 
proposals  in  num^rous  state  legislatures  in- 
cluding Wisconsin!  would  eviscerate  the  abil- 
ity of  our  legal  system  to  effectively  enforce 
rules  on  product  safety  and  punish  those  who 
violate  them. 

The  proposed  restrictions  on  punitive  dam- 
ages are  completely  counter-intuitive.  By 
encouraging  corporations  to  produce  safe 
products,  punitive  damages  (which,  insur- 
ance industry  rhetoric  notwithstanding,  are 
rarely  awarded  by  juries  or  upheld  on  appeal) 
actually  help  corporations  save  money.  Safe 
products  mean  fewer,  not  more  lawsuits. 
Safe  products  mean  fewer,  not  more  medical 
insurance  claims  filed  by  consumers.  Safe 
products  mean  fewer  government  recalls. 
And  safe  products  mean  an  improved  quality 
of  life  for  all  consumers. 

The  elimination  of  joint  and  several  liabil- 
ity for  non-economic  damages  is  also  mis- 
placed. On  first  blush,  this  common  law  con- 
cept may  seem  unfair:  why  should  one  cor- 
poration that  is  only  slightly  liable  have  to 
pick  up  the  tab  for  a  more  culpable  corpora- 
tion that  happens  to  be  insolvent?  But  when 
you  look  closer,  joint  and  several  liability  is 
the  fairest  resolution  to  a  difficult  dilemma. 
It  looks  at  all  of  the  parties  involved  in  a 
products  liability  lawsuit  and  decides  that 
the  costs  should  be  spread  so  as  to  fully  com- 
pensate the  victim  who.  after  all.  is  the  only 
innocent  party.  And  since  non-economic 
damages  are  frequently  awarded  to  the  most 
vulnerable  members  of  society:  the  poor, 
young  children,  senior  citizens,  this  provi- 
sion would  affect  such  groups  disproportion- 
ately. 

The  elimination  of  liability  for  products 
more  than  twenty  years  old  is  also  unfair  to 
consumers.  Again,  this  provision  would  dis- 
proportionately harm  the  most  vulnerable 
consumers,  since  they  rely  more  heavily  on 
older,  used  products.  The  anti-consumer  na- 
ture of  this  bill  is  especially  apparent  in  this 
provision,  since  it  exempts  companies  who 
suffer  commercial  losses. 

Another  particularly  disturbing  provision 
in  S.  565  from  the  Wisconsin  perspective  is 
its  preemption  of  state  consumer  protection 
laws.  As  you  know.  Wisconsin  is  a  national 
leader  in  the  area  of  consumer  protection. 
Its  well-deserved  reputation  in  this  area  has 
h.-.-r,  iiuiit  up  over  many  decades.  S.  565 
would  tarnish  that  image  and  bring  Wiscon- 
sin down  to  the  lowest  common  denominator 
in  protecting  its  citizens  from  consumer 
abuse. 

There  are  other  consumer-unfriendly  as- 
pects to  S.  565.  including  its  exemption  from 
liability  for  the  sellers  of  products  and  the 
special  treatment  provided  for  suppliers  of 
materials  for  medical  devices.  Moreover,  the 
bill  exempts  corporations  from  many  of  the 
restrictions  on  damages  which  it  imposes  on 
individual  consumers. 

Consumer  groups  in  Wisconsin  and  around 
the  country  have  fought  long  and  hard  over 
the  past  few  decades  to  insure  that  consum- 
ers have  access  to  safe  and  effective  prod- 
ucts. S.  565  would  annul  much  of  this  hard 
work  in  one  fell  swoop.  On  behalf  of  all  of 
Wisconsin's  consumers,  we  urge  you  to  op- 
pose it. 
Thank  you. 
Yours  truly, 

Stephen  E.  Meili. 
Director.  Consumer  Law  Clinic. 
Mr.  ROLLINGS.  There  it  is.  I  did  not 
want  to  really  fill  up  the  Record,  but 
every  responsible,  credible  consumer 
entity  in  any  of  the  50  States  is  op- 
posed to  this  initiative,  and  the  other 
side  knows  it.  But  they  come  around 


and  talk  balance  and  they  talk  con- 
sumers and  they  say  you  cannot 
produce  products. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in 
the  Record  these  two  advertisements 
by  the  pharmaceutical  companies,  Feb- 
ruary 23.  1995,  and  April  5,  1995.  in  the 
Washington  Post. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  Feb.  23.  1995] 

Drug  Co.mpanies  Target  Major  Diseases 
With  Record  R&D  Investme.vt 

Pharmaceutical  companies  will  spend 
nearly  $15  billion  on  drug  research  and  devel- 
opment in  1995.  New  medicines  in  develop- 
ment for  leading  diseases  include:  86  for 
heart  disease  and  stroke.  124  for  cancer,  107 
for  AIDS  and  AIDS-related  diseases.  19  for 
Alzheimer's.  46  for  mental  diseases,  and  79 
for  infectious  diseases. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  Apr.  5.  1995) 

Who  Leads  the  World  In  Discovering 

Major  New  Drugs? 

Between  1970  and  1992,  close  to  half  of  the 
important  new  drugs  sold  in  major  markets 
around  the  world  were  introduced  by  U.S. 
pharmaceutical  companies.  And  here  at 
home,  the  drug  industry  has  been  making  9 
out  of  every  10  new  drug  discoveries.  So 
when  a  breakthrough  medicine  is  created  for 
AIDS,  heart  disease.  Alzheimer's,  stroke, 
cancer  or  any  other  disease,  chances  are  it 
will  come  from  America's  drug  research 
companies. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Just  the  one  in  Feb- 
ruary, one  statement: 

Pharmaceutical  companies  will  spend 
nearly  $15  billion  on  drug  research  and  devel- 
opment in  1995. 

According  to  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington, they  cannot  spend.  They  just 
cannot  work  anymore  with  this  law. 
And  right  here  in  April: 

Between  1970  and  1992.  close  to  half  of  the 
important  new  drugs  sold  in  major  markets 
around  the  world  v.-.-r.-  irirrnduced  by  U.S. 
pharmaceutical  companies.  And  here  at 
home  the  drug  industry  is  making  nine  out 
of  every  ten  new  drug  discoveries.  Break- 
through medicines  that  are  going  to  be  cre- 
ated for  AIDS,  heart  disease.  Alzheimer's, 
stroke,  cancer,  or  any  other  disease  will 
come  from  the  American  drug  companies. 

But  according  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  they  cannot  bring  out 
products.  Come  on.  They  have  tried 
every  trick  in  the  book. 

What  we  really  have  afoot.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, when  they  cite  the  Constitution 
is  just  that — an  assault  against  the 
constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury 
guaranteed  by  the  seventh  amendment. 
People  who  say  they  do  not  trust  poli- 
ticians anymore  are  waiting  for  the 
politicians  to  behave  as  though  they 
trust  the  people.  You  and  I  trust  them 
to  elect  us,  but  when  they  get  us  12 
men  and  women  on  a  jury  sworn  to  lis- 
ten to  the  facts  and  make  their  finding, 
according  to  their  sworn  oath,  "They 
do  not  know  what  they  are  doing:  they 
have  gone  ape;  they  are  just  runaway 
juries,"  and  everything  else  of  that 
kind. 
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But  we  up  here,  the  bureaucracy  in 
Washington,  we  should  decide  rather 
than  letting  the  juries  decide  back 
home. 

We  have  a  right.  Mr.  President,  that 
has  worked  over  the  many,  many 
years.  You  have  safe  drug  products. 
Thank  heavens,  we  have  product  liabil- 
ity and  we  have  taken  off  Dalkon 
shield  and  all  the  rest  of  these  other 
things — cancer  causing  products.  We 
have  safer  automobiles. 

Why  do  you  think  Chrysler  the  other 
day  said  they  were  going  to  recall  I 
think  some  350.000  or  several  million 
cars?  I  had  the  summation.  Seventy- 
one  million  automobiles  in  the  last  10 
years.  American  and  foreign  manufac- 
ture, have  been  recalled.  They  do  not 
recall  them  because  of  the  goodness  of 
their  heart.  They  recall  them  on  ac- 
count of  product  liability.  What  we 
have  in  hand  here  they  want  to  de- 
stroy. We  have  always  had  in  this  land 
"salus  populi  suprema  lex."  Safety  of 
the  people  is  the  supreme  law. 

Now  they  come  with  this  measure, 
the  profits  of  the  manufacturers  is  the 
supreme  law,  and  whine  that  they  are 
for  the  consumers  and  they  cannot  put 
out  products. 

How  does  this  come  about?  I  have 
been  in  this  for  40  years  and  I  have 
watched  it  develop:  Pollster  politics. 
They  tell  you  when  you  come  to  this 
national  office  up  here  that  you  have 
to  get  a  poll  and  get  to  four  or  five  hot- 
button  items  and  then  you  have  to 
identify  with  them.  You  are  for  jobs, 
everybody  is  for  jobs;  you  are  against 
crime;  you  are  against  taxes.  They  just 
go  down  the  list. 

Then  they  tell  you,  and  in  fact 
GOPAC  puts  on  a  school  over  there  for 
the  young  Congressmen  that  are  elect- 
ed, they  say,  "You  have  only  got  a  20- 
second  time  bite  to  give  your  message, 
so  you  need  words  that  count,  words 
that  excite,  inflame." 

And  do  you  know  what  they  call  us 
up  here  now?  I  quote  the  Speaker.  He 
terms  the  U.S.  Government  that 
pledged  to  preserve,  protect,  and  de- 
fend, he  calls  it  the  corrupt  liberal  wel- 
fare State. 

And  when  you  can  come  in  this  anti- 
Government  drive  with  the  Contract 
With  America  and  you  see  it  in  the 
morning  paper  and  if  you  read  it  close- 
ly, it  is  gone:  "Get  rid  of  the  Govern- 
ment. The  Government  is  not  the  solu- 
tion, the  Government  is  the  problem. 
The  Government  is  the  enemy." 

That  has  been  the  drumbeat.  If  you 
can  wrap  it  together  in  tort  reform, 
you  can  get  against  the  lawyers  and 
against  the  Government  both  and  you 
can  really  have  a  winner. 

Well,  for  15  years  we  have  defended 
against  this  assault.  President  Ford 
helped  us  15  years  ago.  He  appointed  a 
commission.  And  when  President  Ford 
appointed  that  commission,  they  had  a 
4-year  study  that  came  out  and  found 
that  the  States  for  200  years  have  been 
handling  this  properly,  basic  tort  law. 


Incidentally,  of  all  the  civil  findings, 
only  9  percent  arc  tort.  And  of  all  the 
tort,  only  4  percent  of  the  9  percent,  or 
0.38,  thirty-eight  ooe-hundredths  of  1 
percent  of  what  we  are  supposed  to  be 
dealing  with.  It  is  not  a  problem  at  all. 
They  said  the  States  were  handling 
it.  And  now  we  know  by  record  in  the 
hearing  that  the  States  have  reformed, 
they  have  acted.  The  legislators  are 
not  asleep,  the  Governors  are  not 
asleep,  the  attorneys  general  are  not 
asleep  back  in  the  States.  They  can 
handle  this  problem.  That  is  the  plea  of 
the  contract  in  reality.  Get  all  of  these 
things,  housing  grants,  block  grants  to 
the  States,  welfare  block  grants,  what- 
ever it  is.  Give  it  back  to  the  States. 

Not  on  this  one.  You  are  in  the  hands 
of  the  Philistines,  that  manufacturing 
crowd  out  there — the  Conference 
Board,  the  NFIB,  the  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce. 

I  have  been  elected  six  times  and 
they  do  not  come  running. 

That  crowd  that  we  have,  they  come 
running.  Yes.  the  Chamber  wants  to 
know  where  you  stand,  the  NFIB,  the 
Conference  Board,  everything  else. 
They  talk  about  trial  lawyers  giving 
you  money.  They  give  money  but  the 
others,  the  manufacturing  and  insur- 
ance crowd,  they  give  more  money  and 
they  have  the  votes. 

And  the  people  who  really  oppose 
this  bill  do  not  have  a  PAC.  Have  you 
ever  seen  a  PAC  for  the  American  Bar 
Association?  Have  you  ever  seen  a  PAC 
for  the  Consumer  Association,  Public 
Citizen,  Association  for  State  Supreme 
Court  Justices,  Association  of  State 
Legislators,  law  school  deans— they 
have  all  appeared  in  the  polls — the 
State  attorneys  general?  They  do  not 
have  PAC's. 

But  there  they  come  with  all  this. 
And  we  have  been  working  with  them, 
but  we  have  the  contract  now.  And  we 
have  had  many  of  these  Senators  that 
finally  changed  their  votes  who  said. 
"You  know,  I  got  in  trouble.  I  commit- 
ted a  year  ago." 

That  is  how  it  happens,  if  people 
want  to  know.  When  all  the  powerful 
organizations  come  to  you  in  a  cam- 
paign and  you  are  for  reform— "Yeah, 
I'm  for  reform.  I'm  for  reform."  They 
have  been  reminded  in  the  last  several 
days  in  this  debate  here  how  they  gave 
their  commitment. 

So  I  went  to  them.  I  said.  "How  do 
you  change  your  vote?"  They  said. 
"Well.  I  got  in  trouble  a  year  ago  or  2 
years  ago  when  I  was  running."  And 
that  explains  it.  But  it  does  not  change 
the  lack  of  merit  in  this  particular  ini- 
tiative and  the  danger  of  it  all. 

So  what  we  have  is  "Kill  all  the  law- 
yers. "  You  could  see  it  in  the  amend- 
ments. That  is  what  they  have. 

Our  friend  Dan  Quayle  started  that 
before  the  American  Bar  Association 
some  4  years  ago  and  we  still  have  it 
going.  If  you  can  vote  against  the  law- 
yers and  say  they  are  running  away 


and  getting  all  the  money  and  every- 
thing else  like  that,  you  have  mob  ac- 
tion on  foot  and  you  can  get  it  moving. 
Well,  Mr.  President,  it  is  bad  law. 
What  happens  is  they  do  not  give  you  a 
Federal  cause  of  action.  If  they  had 
come  in— and  I  have  been  insisting  for 
the  15-year  period,  if  you  want  to  make 
a  finding  under  the  interstate  com- 
merce clause  that  they  plea,  that  we 
are  going  to  make  a  congressional  find- 
ing that  there  is  a  national  problem 
and  give  a  Federal  cause  of  action,  that 
is  one  thing.  No.  that  is  not  what  they 
want.  They  say  they  are  trying  to  get 
simplicity,  eliminate  complexity,  get 
uniformity.  But  then  they  put  guide- 
lines down  for  the  50  States  to  inter- 
pret and  then  can  go  into  the  Federal 
court  and.  by  the  way.  exempt  the 
manufacturer.  Any  of  these  things  that 
I  have  talked  of.  any  of  these  initia- 
tives, any  of  these  amendments,  just 
exempt  the  crowd  that  wrote  the  bill. 

Now  1  can  tell  you  here  and  now  if 
that  is  not  hypocrisy.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  heck  is.  And  yet  they  are  say- 
ing they  are  proud  now  and  they  want 
to  thank  everybody,  tell  them  about 
their  balance  and  everything  else  like 
that. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  dangerous  ini- 
tiatives. It  has  been  held  up  for  15 
years  by  all  of  these  organizations.  It 
is  a  nonproblem.  They  know  it.  It  is  a 
solution  looking  for  a  problem,  in  all 
reality. 

And  we  are  headed,  yes.  with  the 
English  rule,  we  are  headed  with  two 
levels  of  society.  "Get  rid  of  the  jurors 
and  people  with  common  sense  back 
home.  We  know  it  all  up  here." 

They  started  over  130  years  ago  di- 
minishing that  guaranteed  right  of 
trial  by  jury.  So  today,  less  than  2  per- 
cent of  civil  cases  go  to  a  jury  trial  in 
England.  And  you  are  told  that  the  is- 
sues are  too  complex,  you  do  not  have 
sense  enough  to  understand  and  what 
have  you.  And  that  is  the  initiative 
that  starts  today  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

They  know  in  their  hearts  it  is  bad 
law.  They  have  tried  everything  from 
the  Girl  Scouts,  and  had  to  withdraw 
that;  they  tried  the  Little  League  and 
had  to  withdraw  that.  They  put  George 
McGovern  on  T'V  and  had  to  pull  him 
off.  They  tried  everything— the  McDon- 
ald's case,  then  when  that  was  ex- 
plained to  them,  you  do  not  hear  them 
talk  about  the  McDonald's  case.  Al- 
ways these  little  anecdotal  things  that 
they  bring  up. 

But  they  got  one  winner:  "Let's  get 
rid  of  the  lawyers  "  We  can  get  a  ma- 
jority vote  on  that.  We  can  get  a  ma- 
jority vote  on  that.  And  so  it  is. 

In  essence,  what  you  are  really  doing 
is  getting  rid  of  the  jurors.  The  trial  by 
jury,  they  are  eroding  it.  nibbling  at  it 
bit  by  bit  is  the  intent  and  purpose, 
just  like  they  had  in  England  where 
you  do  not  even  get  a  review  of  facts  or 
anything  else.  You  cannot  even  ask  the 
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jurors  any  questions:  you  cannot  find 
the  background. 

I  could  go  down  the  list,  but  my  time 
is  now  limited  and  I  am  practically  out 

of  time. 

I  simply  say  that  it  is  a  sad  day  in 
the  history  of  government  because  it 
brings  to  culmination  the  so-called 
contract  of  reform  which  goes  totally 
in  contradiction  to  the  entire  theme  of 
the  contract  back  home.  The  people 
know— you  are  going  to  hear  it  now  in 
the  budget.  The  people  back  home  need 
a  tax  cut  because  they  know  how  to 
spend  the  money  better  than  the  Gov- 
ernment up  here.  All  of  these  pleas  and 
everything  The  people  back  home 
know  this,  they  know  chat,  they  know 
everything  except  the  facts  of  the  case 
that  they  are  sworn  to  uphold. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  again, 
for  the  information  of  Members,  we 
will  now  have  the  vote  on  my  motion 
to  table  the  Dorgan  amendment. 

There  are  then  two  other  amend- 
ments, all  amounting  to  the  same 
thing,  that  will  come  before  final  pas- 
sage. I  hope  that  those  two  amend- 
ments will  be  adopted  by  voice  vote.  I 
will  then  ask  for  a  rollcall  on  final  pas- 
sage of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  occurs 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  table 
amendment  No.  629  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan]. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  W.\rner]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Lieberman] 
is  absent  because  of  death  in  the  fam- 
ily. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  LlEBER.MAN]  would  vote  "yea." 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  54. 
nays  44,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  160  Leg.] 
YEAS— 54 
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Aluka 
Baaciu 
Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 

D'.^mato 

Daschle 

Donfan 


NAYS-^4 

Feingold 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Graham 

Harkln 

Renin 

HoUings 

Inouye 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 


Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Packwood 

Pryor 

Reid 

Both 

Sarbanea 

Shelby 

Simon 

Simpson 

Specter 

Wellstone 


.\braham 

.Aahcroft 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Burns 

Campbell 

Cbafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DeWine 

Oodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Ezon 

Falrcloth 


Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 


Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pressler 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Santonim 

Smith 

Snowe 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 


NOT  VOTING— 2 
Lieberman  Warner 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  629)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

TOXIC  HARM 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Are  asbestos- related 
injuries  and  deaths  covered  by  the 
toxic  harm  exception  to  the  statute  of 
repose  in  S.  565? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Yes.  asbestos- 
related  injuries  and  deaths  are  covered 
by  the  toxic  harm  exception  to  the 
statute  of  repose. 

.^.MENDM'ENT  .no.  790 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
discuss  language  in  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller-Dole substitute  amendment  con- 
cerning punitive  damages.  The  sub- 
stitute language  includes  a  formula  for 
calculating  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  allowed  to  be  awarded  to  a 
claimant  against  a  defendant.  This  for- 
mula originated  with  Senator  Snowe 
and  was  added  to  the  Dole-Exon-Hatch 
amendment  last  week,  with  my  sup- 
port. It  remains  part  of  the  underlying 
substitute  amendment.  The  formula  to 
which  I  refer  provides  generally  that 
the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  punitive  damages  in  a  products  li- 
ability action  shall  not  exceed  the 
greater  of  two  times  the  sum  of  the 
amount  awarded  for  economic  loss  and 
noneconomic  loss,  or  $250,000.  In  the 
case  of  a  small  business,  a  special  rule 
provides  that  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  shall  not  exceed  the  lesser  of 
two  times  the  sum  of  the  amount 
awarded  to  the  claimant  for  economic 
loss  and  noneconomic  loss,  or  $250,000. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  for- 
mula for  calculating  the  amount  of  pu- 
nitive damages  is  intended  to  take  into 
account  the  separate  provision  in  the 
bill  that  makes  a  defendant  only  sever- 
ally liable  for  noneconomic  losses. 
Thus,  when  doubling  the  amount  of 
noneconomic  losses  in  computing  the 
upper  limit  of  punitive  damages  which 
may  be  awarded  against  a  defendant,  it 
is  appropriate  only  to  consider  the 
share  of  noneconomic  loss  attributable 
to  that  defendant.  It  would  be  unfair 
and  inconsistent  with  other  provisions 
in  this  act  to  expand  the  base  multi- 


plier in  the  punitive  damages  section 
of  this  bill  to  include  noneconomic 
losses  not  attributable  to  a  defendant. 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  pend- 
ing Product  Liability  Fairness  Act, 
even  though  it  has  been  watered  down 
considerably  by  our  Democrat  col- 
leagues, is  nonetheless  needed  to  rem- 
edy the  morass  of  product  liability 
laws  plaguing  our  judicial  system 
today.  We  have  a  duty  to  ensure  that 
Americans  are  fairly  compensated 
when  they  are  injured  by  faulty  prod- 
ucts. But  today's  legal  system  has  been 
maneuvered  into  a  position  of  encour- 
aging many  people  to  file  frivolous 
suits  demanding  unreasonably  high 
damage  awards. 

I  am  extremely  disappointed  that  the 
medical  malpractice  provisions,  ap- 
proved by  the  Senate  on  May  2,  were 
deleted  because  of  threats  by  the 
Democrats  that  they  would  block  pas- 
sage of  the  entire  bill. 

Americans  are  suing  each  other  too 
often,  for  too  much  money  and  for  too 
little  reason.  Last  year,  more  than 
70.000  product  liability  lawsuits  clogged 
U.S.  courts.  And  by  1992.  lawyer  fees 
accounted  for  61  percent  of  the  total 
amount  spent  on  product  liability 
claims. 

In  so  many  cases,  those  who  are  in- 
jured least  tend  to  receive  the  largest 
settlements,  while  many  of  the  most 
severely  injured  sperfd  years  in  the 
legal  system,  sometimes  never  receiv- 
ing the  compensation  they  deserve. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  legisla- 
tion will  be  a  first  step  toward  remedy- 
ing these  problems  with  the  current 
system  by: 

First,  giving  manufacturers  and  con- 
sumers certainty  as  to  the  rules  of  the 
game  when  it  comes  to  product  liabil- 
ity law^iiits: 

Second,  allowing  consumers  with 
valid  claims  to  receive  fair  awards,  and 
receive  these  awards  faster: 

Third,  reducing  costs  of  litigation 
and  insurance  premiums,  which  in 
turn,  will  lead  to  lower  prices  for 
consumer  products: 

Fourth,  giving  consumers  with  valid 
claims  more  time  to  file  complaints 
against  negligent  manufacturers:  and 

Fifth,  eliminating  unwarranted  law- 
suits which  threaten  to  bankrupt  small 
businesses— the  segment  of  our  econ- 
omy that  provides  most  of  the  jobs  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  President,  rather  than  expound 
on  the  problems  with  the  current  sys- 
tem, I  will  share  with  my  colleagues  a 
letter  from  the  plant  manager  of  But- 
ler Manufacturing,  a  small  business  in 
Laurinburg,  NC.  His  letter  is  similar  to 
many  I  have  received  from  99  other 
small  businessmen  from  my  State.  It 
reads: 

De.\r  Sen.ator  Helms:  .\s  you  know.  But- 
ler Manufacturing  has  a  plant  in  Laurinburg. 
North  Carolina  which  employs  two  hundred 
workers.  We  urge  your  support  of  S.  565.  the 
Product  Liability  Fairness  Act,  which  offers 


some  of  the  reforms  needed  in  the  product  li- 
ability area. 

Our  company  spends  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  dollars  each  year  for  product  liability  in- 
surance and  legal  fees  and  our  employees  de- 
vote hundreds  of  hours  of  their  time  to  help 
our  attorneys  defend  unwarranted  product  li- 
ability claims. 

Many  times  we  settle  a  claim  which  we 
honestly  believe  has  little  merit  because  it  is 
less  expensive  to  settle  than  to  litigate  or  to 
expose  the  Company's  assets  to  punitive 
damages. 

Our  Company  competes  in  the  inter- 
national market  place.  To  be  competitive  we 
cannot  bear  the  cost  of  product  liability  in- 
surance, huge  punitive  damage  expense,  and 
large  costs  to  defend  unwarranted  claims 
which  our  competitors  do  not  bear. 

We  believe  persons  injured  by  faulty  prod- 
ucts through  no  fault  of  their  own  ought  to 
be  compensated  for  their  out-of-pocket 
losses.  However,  current  court-made  rules 
allow  much  greater  compensation  than  is 
Justified  and  also  make  it  difficult  for  com- 
panies to  properly  defend  themselves. 

Mr.  President,  this  explains  why 
small  businesses — not  the  Fortune  500 
companies — are  the  ones  most  threat- 
ened if  nothing  is  done  to  reform  the 
current  legal  system. 

According  to  the  National  Federation 
of  Independent  Businesses,  the  cost  and 
availability  of  liability  insurance  rank 
No.  5  out  of  a  list  of  75  problems  facing 
small  businesses  today.  They  are  con- 
stantly in  danger  of  being  pulled  into 
unwarranted  lawsuits,  where  the  fear 
of  punitive  damages  forces  them  to  set- 
tle in  cases  in  which  they  should  never 
have  been  involved. 

.\bout  half  of  all  small  business  own- 
ers earn  about  $50,000  a  year.  However, 
a  Rand  Institute  study  shows  that  it 
costs  the  same  small  businessman  an 
average  of  $100,000  to  defend  against  a 
lawsuit^regardless  of  the  suit's  merit. 
Thus,  defending  even  a  single  unwar- 
ranted lawsuit  costs  twice  as  much  as 
the  average  small  business  owner  earns 
in  a  year. 

Perhaps  the  most  critical  problem  for 
small  businesses  is  something  lawyers 
know  as  joint  and  several  liability, 
which  permits  plaintiffs  to  recover  the 
full  amount  of  damages  from  any  one 
of  the  defendants — regardless  of  the 
amount  of  fault  of  the  individual  de- 
fendant. So,  even  if  a  small  business- 
man is  responsible  for  only  10  percent 
of  the  damage  caused  the  plaintiff, 
under  the  current  system,  that  busi- 
nessman can  still  be  held  liable  for  100 
percent  of  the  damages.  The  pending 
bill  fixes  this  problem  by  holding  a  de- 
fendant liable  for  the  percentage  of 
noneconomic  damages  for  which  he  or 
she  is  responsible. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  many  friends 
who  are  trial  lawyers.  They  have  made 
some  compelling  arguments  in  favor  of 
the  current  system:  however,  in  this 
matter,  we  have  had  to  agree  to  dis- 
agree. 

For  example,  trial  lawyers  argue 
that:  First,  limits  on  punitive  damage 
awards  are  unnecessary  because  courts 
don't  frequently  award  punitive  dam- 


ages; and  Second,  when  they  are  award- 
ed, punitive  damages  generally  do  not 
amount  to  very  large  sums. 

As  every  first  year  law  student 
knows — or  should  know— there  are 
three  kinds  of  damages  awarded  in 
civil  lawsuits. 

The  first — economic  damages — reim- 
burses an  injured  person  for  lost  wages, 
medical  care,  and  out-of-pocket  costs 
incurred  as  a  result  of  the  injury. 

Second— noneconomic  damages — are 
awarded  for  things  such  as  pain  and 
suffering,  and 

Finally,  there  are  punitive  damages. 
The  purpose  of  punitive  damages  is  not 
to  compensate  the  injured  person,  but 
rather  to  punish  the  defendant  for  his 
or  her  negligent  behavior.  Most  of  the 
disagreement  in  the  pending  bill  sur- 
rounds punitive  damages. 

Mr.  President,  are  punitive  damages 
rarely  awarded  as  trial  lawyers  claim? 
No.  Injured  parties  routinely  request 
punitive  damages  in  product  liability 
and  other  tort  claims.  They  do  so  be- 
cause they  know  that's  where  the  big 
bucks  are.  Not  only  are  punitive  dam- 
ages routinely  requested,  the  amount 
of  punitive  damages  awarded  is  in- 
creasing. In  Cook  County,  IL,  the  aver- 
age punitive  damage  award  was  $6.7 
million.  In  1984,  the  average  punitive 
award  in  San  Francisco  was  $743,000. 

In  North  Carolina  punitive  damages 
have  been  awarded  only  once.  Despite 
this  fact,  any  time  a  product  manufac- 
tured in  North  Carolina  ends  up  in  an- 
other State,  the  North  Carolina  manu- 
facturer can  still  be  hauled  into  an  out- 
of-State  court  and  sued  for  outrageous 
punitive  damage  amounts. 

Mr.  President,  trial  lawyers  also  as- 
sert that  product- liability  reforms  are 
unnecessary  because  so  very  few  law- 
suits filed  today  are  product  liability 
cases.  They  claim  that  contract  dis 
putes  and  domestic  relations  cases 
make  up  more  of  the  current  case  load 
in  today's  courts. 

That  product  liability  cases  make  up 
a  small  piece  of  all  tort  cases  ignores 
one  important  and  critical  point:  It 
only  takes  one  product  liability  law- 
suit to  bankrupt  a  small  manufactur- 
ing firm.  Even  if  the  manufacturer  is 
not  found  negligent,  it  still  costs  that 
small  business  a  small  fortune  to  de- 
fend the  lawsuit. 

Lastly,  lawyers  argue  that  product 
liability  reform  will  not  lower  liability 
insurance  premiums  that  manufactur- 
ers pay.  I  disagree.  Over  the  past  40 
years,  liability  insurance  costs  have  in- 
creased 4  times  the  rate  of  growth  of 
the  national  economy. 

Moreover,  for  every  extra  dollar  a 
company  pays  in  product  liability  in- 
surance, that's  a  dollar  less  in  an  em- 
ployee's pocket,  or  a  dollar  less  used  to 
develop  new  products. 

In  closing,  let  me  return  to  the  letter 
from  the  plant  manager  in  Laurinburg. 
NC.  This  is  a  small  business  pleading 
for  fairness  and  for  an  opportunity  to 


compete  fairly  for  business.  If  this 
plant,  and  the  other  99  small  businesses 
who've  written  me,  are  to  prosper,  they 
cannot  afford  to  defend  unwarranted 
claims  every  time  they  turn  around. 

We  cannot  continue  to  tie  the  hands 
of  small  businesses  by  forcing  them  to 
defend  case  after  case  in  a  legal  system 
that  is  unfair,  inconsistent,  and  unpre- 
dictable. The  pending  bill  does  nothing 
to  impede  an  injured  person's  right  to 
recover  reasonable  damages  for  his  or 
her  injuries.  Nor  does  the  bill  favor  any 
particular  industry.  It  simply  weeds 
out  frivolous  and  unwise  lawsuits, 
making  it  easier  and  for  injured  indi- 
viduals to  obtain  the  recovery  they  de- 
serve. 

PRODUCT  LIABILmr— STATES'  RIGHTS  AND  ONE- 
WAY PREEMPTION 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  briefly  discuss  one  of  the  more  inter- 
esting— and  most  distressing — compo- 
nents of  S.  565,  the  so-called  Product 
Liability  Fairness  Act.  That.  Mr. 
President,  is  the  conscious  and  flagrant 
expropriation  of  the  rights  of  the  State 
and  local  governments  to  fashion  their 
own  civil  justice  systems. 

Over  and  over  in  the  early  months  of 
the  104th  Congress  we  have  heard  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  an- 
nounce his  intent  to  "dust  off  the  10th 
amendment".  That  amendment,  part  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  and  sometimes 
thought  of  as  the  forgotten  child  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights,  states  that: 

The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United 
States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited 
by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  or  to  the  people. 

Well,  here  is  a  power  that  has  been 
reserved  by  the  States  for  over  200 
years.  And  I  cannot  help  but  note  the 
hypocrisy  present  here.  We  have  heard 
the  thunderous  voices  of  States  rights 
advocates,  railing  against  Washington 
bureaucrats  and  proclaiming  that  this 
new  Congress  is  committed  to  the  prop- 
osition of  shifting  control  of  policies 
from  Washington  back  to  the  States. 

But  then  many  of  the  same  advocates 
of  States  rights  also  support  legisla- 
tion such  as  this  that  is  designed  to 
seize  control  over  a  policy  area  that 
has  been  the  domain  of  the  States  since 
our  Nation's  founding  and  turn  it  over 
to  535  Members  of  the  Congress. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it:  Under  this 
legislation,  we  are  going  to  tell  the 
States — even  in  instances  where  there 
is  no  Federal  jurisdiction  over  a  tort 
case — the  parameters  within  which 
they  are  to  conduct  their  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. 

That  means  that  if  a  consumer  in 
Sheboygan  sues  a  manufacturer  in 
Green  Bay,  they  will  have  to  litigate 
under  Federal  standards,  such  as  a  Fed- 
eral cap  on  punitive  damages,  even 
though  this  is  a  completely  intrastate 
judicial  question. 

There  is  also  a  provision  that  states 
that  a  decision  of  a  U.S.  circuit  court 
of  appeals  interpreting  the  provisions 
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of  this  legislation  shall  be  controlling 
precedent  to  be  followed  by  each  and 
every  Federal  and  State  court  within 
that  circuit  unless  overruled  or  modi- 
fied by  the  Supreme  Court. 

This  provision  was  denounced  by 
Stanley  Feldman.  chief  justice  of  the 
Arizona  State  Supreme  Court  in  his 
testimony  to  the  Senate  Commerce 
Committee  on  April  3  on  behalf  of  the 
conference  of  chief  justices.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Feldman  said  that; 

.  .  .  This  provision  will  be  the  first  time  in 
the  history  of  America  that  any  Federal 
court  has  been  griven  the  authority  to  decide 
a  question  of  State  law.  a  subject  which 
raises  the  chills  on  the  back  of  every  mem- 
ber of  the  conference  of  chief  justices 

What  happened  to  the  commitment 
of  those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
to  return  power  back  to  the  State  gov- 
ernments':' What  happened  to  all  of 
those  criticisms  we  heard  of  health 
care  reform  and  other  initiatives  last 
year  where  the  other  side  derided  the 
one-size-fits-all  approach  to  solving 
problems? 

When  I  made  my  opening  statements 
on  this  bill  I  mentioned  a  statement 
made  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  in 
his  address  to  the  Nation  on  April  7 
about  the  intent  of  the  congressional 
Republicans  in  the  104th  Congress.  The 
Speaker  stated  that: 

We  must  restore  freedom  by  ending  bu- 
reaucratic micromanagement  here  in 
Washington  .  .  .  This  country  is  too  big  and 
too  diverse  for  Washington  to  have  the 
knowledge  to  make  the  right  decision  on 
local  matters;  we've  got  to  return  power 
back  to  you — to  your  families,  your  neigh- 
borhoods, your  local  and  State  governments. 

Mr.  President,  I  don't  say  this  very 
often,  but  when  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  says;  'This  country  is  too  big 
and  too  diverse  for  Washington  to  have 
the  knowledge  to  make  the  right  deci- 
sion nn  local  mailers,"  I  tend  to  agree 
with  him. 
.  That  is  precisely  why  I  opposed  last 
year's  crime  bill.  Enforcement  of  our 
criminal  laws  is  best  left  in  the  hands 
of  our  local  police  and  sheriffs'  depart- 
ments, because  what  works  and  is 
needed  in  the  inner  city  of  Milwaukee 
is  not  necessarily  what  works  and  is 
needed  in  the  rural  confines  of  Rusk 
County  It  is  problematic  enough  for  a 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  to  understand 
these  regional  distinctions,  but  to  sug- 
gest that  524  Members  of  Congress  from 
49  other  States  will  know  how  to  ad- 
dress the  idiosyncrasies  of  fighting 
crime  in  Onalaska.  WI,  seems  a  bit  far- 
fetched to  me. 

This  same  principle  holds  true  for 
our  tort  systems.  Maybe  one  of  our 
rural  farming  States  has  purposely 
fashioned  their  legal  system  so  as  to 
protect  farmers  from  defective  machin- 
ery that  is  commonplace  in  that  State. 
Maybe  another  State  that  attracts 
large  numbers  of  retired  persons  has 
used  the  availability  of  punitive  dam- 
ages to  deter  certain  products  from 
being  sold  that  are  unsafe  and  would 
disproportionately  affect  the  elderly. 


The  other  side  talks  a  good  game 
when  it  is  expressed  over  and  over 
again  that  State  legislatures  and  gov- 
ernments are  best  equipped  to  solve 
problems  that  are  local  in  nature.  But 
whether  it  is  crime  legislation,  or  civil 
justice  reform,  or  even  term  limits, 
there  is  a  clear  assumption  that  local 
or  private  decisions  are  best  made  by 
those  in  Washington,  DC. 

I  served  in  the  Wisconsin  State  Sen- 
ate for  over  10  years  and  I  know  how 
the  various  State  legislatures  around 
the  country  would  react  to  this  bill.  In 
fact,  the  national  conference  of  State 
legislatures  strongly  opposes  the  Prod- 
uct Liability  Fairness  Act.  In  a  letter 
sent  to  all  Members  of  this  body,  the 
conference  states; 

State  civil  justice  systems  are  expressions 
of  local  values  and  needs,  as  the  Founders  in- 
tended when  they  established  oar  system  of 
Constitutional  federalism.  National  product 
liability  standards  put  at  risk  this  fun- 
damental expression  of  self-government  and 
federalism. 

Moreover,  the  confusion  resulting  from 
superimposing  a  one-size-flts-all  Federal 
standard  for  product  liability  over  existing 
State  tort  law  presents  a  risk  to  the  efficient 
administration  of  justice  in  State  courts. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  abun- 
dantly clear  that  the  notion  of  States' 
rights  is  about  to  go  right  out  the  win- 
dow as  we  usurp  over  200  years  of  State 
control  over  their  tort  systems.  An- 
other organization  comprised  of  those 
who  are  involved  in  local  judicial  sys- 
tems is  the  conference  of  State  chief 
justices.  Let  me  quote  from  a  state- 
ment submitted  by  the  chief  justices 
expressing  their  opposition  to  Federal 
product  liability  legislation.  They  say: 

The  negative  consequences  of  S  565  for  fed- 
eralism are  incalculable.  With  the  proposed 
legislation  reaching  so  far  into  substantive 
civil  law.  States  will  be  forced  tc  provide  the 
judicial  structure,  but  will  not  be  permitted 
to  decide  the  social  and  economic  questions 
in  the  law  that  their  courts  administer.  En- 
actment of  S.  565  would  alter,  in  one  stroke, 
the  fundamental  principles  of  federalism  in- 
herent in  this  country's  tort  law.  .  .  . 

S.  565  is  a  radical  departure  from  our  cur- 
rent legal  regime  and  is  neither  justified  by 
experience  nor  wise  as  a  matter  of  policy. 

So  I  think  it  is  clear  what  a  dramatic 
and  radical  arrogation  of  power  this 
legislation  represents.  But  even  if  you 
accept  this  notion  that  we  should  have 
Federal  standards  with  regard  to  prod- 
uct liability  actions— and  I  don't — but 
even  if  you  do  believe  such  standards 
are  necessary,  this  legislation  is  light- 
years  away  from  bringing  any  sense  of 
uniformity  to  our  civil  justice  system. 

The  supporters  of  this  legislation 
have  made  it  clear  that  they  believe 
Federal  uniform  standards  for  our 
product  liability  laws  are  warranted, 
presumably  to  address 'the  supposed  un- 
certainty and  unpredictability  of  our 
legal  system. 

Those  of  us  on  the  other  side  dis- 
agree. We  believe  the  system  was  de- 
signed to  protect  innocent  consumers 
who    have    been    injured    by    defective 


products,  and  more  importantly,  we 
are  reluctant  to  usurp  the  authority  of 
the  States  over  an  area  that  for  200 
years  has  been  the  domain  of  the  State 
legislatures. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  many  of  us  are 
also  bewildered  as  to  why  some  would 
make  changes  to  the  legal  system  that 
are  opposed  by  the  National  Conference 
of  State  Legislatures,  the  Conference 
of  Chief  Justices,  the  American  Bar  As- 
sociation and  law  professors  through- 
out the  country. 

But  I  think  it  is  important  to  point 
out  the  great  fallacy  in  the  notion  that 
this  bill  provides  uniform  Federal 
standards.  It  clearly  does  not.  What  it 
does  provide,  is  a  line  in  the  sand.  This 
bill  says  that  State  laws  and  State  re- 
forms that  are  designed  to  protect  con- 
sumers, children,  working  people,  and 
the  elderly  are  no  longer  applicable. 

It  says  that  those  States  do  not  know 
how  to  protect  consumers — we  here  in 
Washington,  DC  know  best  how  to  do 
that.  If  you  are  on  that  side  of  the  line 
in  the  sand,  well  sorry  but  you  are  out 
of  luck  because  apparently  it  is  the 
Congress  that  knows  best  how  to  pro- 
tect farmers  in  Iowa,  factory  workers 
in  Michigan,  and  children  in  California. 

But  if  you  are  on  the  other  side  of 
that  line,  if  there  are  State  laws  or 
State  reforms  that  are  designed  to  pro- 
tect the  interests  of  the  business  and 
manufacturing  communities.  well 
those  are  OK.  This  bill  says  that  those 
State  legislatures  know  exactly  what 
they  are  doing  and  we  should  not  pre- 
empt any  of  their  efforts. 

These  are  uniform  Federal  standards? 
Let  me  raise  a  couple  of  examples  to  il- 
lustrate just  how  unfair  and  unbal- 
anced the  bill  is  in  this  regard.  The  pu- 
nitive damage  cap  is  an  obvious  exam- 
ple. The  underlying  bill  calls  for  a  cap 
on  punitive  damages  equal  to  the 
greater  of  two  times  compensatory 
damages  of  $250,000.  In  addition,  under 
certain  circumstances  a  judge  may 
award  supplementary  punitive  damages 
above  the  amount  the  jury  has  re- 
warded. 

I  think  the  layperson  would  look  at 
this  provision  and  assume  that  this 
cap— a  Federal  cap  of  $250,000  or  two 
times  compensatory  damages — would 
apply  across  the  board.  In  other  words, 
whether  you  were  injured  by  a  defec- 
tive product  in  Wisconsin,  New  York, 
or  Mississippi  and  filed  suit  in  any  of 
those  State  courts,  a  jury  would  be 
able  to  award  punitive  damages  of  up 
to  $250,000  or  two  times  compensatory 
damages. 

Unfortunately,  especially  for  those 
who  support  uniformity,  that  is  not 
what  this  legislation  would  do.  Under 
the  now-amended  bill,  the  punitive 
damage  cap  would  not  preempt,  super- 
sede, or  alter  any  State  law  to  the  ex- 
tent that  such  law  would  further  limit 
the  availability  or  amount  of  punitive 
damages.  Those  State  laws  would  not 
be  preempted. 
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In  other  words,  if  a  State  allowed  un- 
limited punitive  damages,  or  even  had 
a  cap  but  that  cap  was  higher  than  this 
new  Federal  cap,  that  State  law  would 
be  preempted  by  this  legislation. 

But  if  a  State  prohibited  punitive 
damage  awards,  or  had  a  cap  lower 
than  the  cap  in  the  underlying  bill, 
that  State  law  is  hailed  as  responsible 
and  fair  and  allowed  to  continue  under 
this  legislation. 

I  wonder  if  any  of  my  colleagues  are 
familiar  with  the  "Slip  'n  Slide"  case 
we  had  in  Wisconsin  just  a  few  short 
years  ago.  The  Slip  'n  Slide  is  a  sort  of 
water  slide  that  is  spread  out  over  the 
ground.  You  are  supposed  to  get  a  good 
running  start,  jump  head  first  on  the 
wet  plastic  and  then  slide  along  the 
rest  of  the  wet  plastic.  It  was  a  pi-oduct 
that  was  manufactured  for  families  and 
obviously,  targeted  especially  for  chil- 
dren. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case,  a  35-year- 
old  father  of  two.  dove  onto  this  water 
slide,  struck  his  chin  on  the  ground 
and  broke  his  neck.  He  was  rendered  an 
incomplete  quadriplegic.  The  plaintiff 
was  unable  to  return  to  his  $12,000  a 
year  job  and  had  no  means  to  pay  the 
$46,000  in  medical  bills  he  was  saddled 
with. 

During  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  the  product  was  unreasonably 
dangerous  for  its  intended  purpose. 
This  was  compounded  by  the  fact  that 
the  water  slide's  warnings  were  inad- 
equate because  they  were  not  promi- 
nently displayed  among  the  product's 
list  of  instructions  and  warnings. 

Testimony  was  presented  showing 
that  other  users  had  experienced  simi- 
lar injuries  and  one  individual  had  even 
died  from  such  an  accident.  It  was  also 
made  clear  that  the  manufacturer  con- 
tinued to  market  the  product  even 
alt.er  it  was  made  aware  that  numerous 
neck  injuries  such  as  this  were  occur- 
ring. 

Let  me  say  that  again:  the  facts 
showed  that  the  manufacturer  knew 
the  product  was  causing  neck  injuries 
and  yet  still  continued  to  market  the 
product. 

The  jury  in  this  case,  in  a  Wisconsin 
State  court,  found  that  the  manufac- 
turer was  100  percent  at  fault  and 
awarded  over  $12  million  to  the  plain- 
tiff, including  $10  million  in  punitive 
damages.  This  judgment  was  later  re- 
duced so  that  the  plaintiff  and  his  fam- 
ily in  the  end  received  about  $5  million. 

We  know  what  the  other  side's  re- 
sponse to  this  is;  "$10  million?  That 
jury  must  be  out  of  control." 

Some  of  us,  however,  have  faith  in 
the  ability  of  the  American  people  to 
sei-ve  on  juries  and  administer  justice 
in  a  fair  and  equitable  manner. 

You  can  bet.  Mr.  President,  that  the 
manufacturer  of  the  Slip  n  Slide  is 
thrilled  about  this  legislation.  Those 
on  the  other  side  want  to  insulate  such 
companies  from  juries  and  the  threat 
of  extensive   punitive  damages.   Why? 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12313 


Because  such  a  large  punitive  damage 
award  might  force  the  manufacturer  to 
take  a  product  off  the  market  that  has 
been  considerably  profitable  for  that 
manufacturer. 

But  I  would  contend,  Mr.  President, 
that  our  civil  justice  system  is  de- 
signed to  do  just  that — to  sanction  par- 
ties that  knowingly  market  a  defective 
product  and  to  protect  the  consumers 
that  are  victimized  by  these  products. 

That  Wisconsin  jury  awarded  a  large 
punitive  damage  award  for  two  rea- 
sons; One,  to  get  a  dangerous  product 
off  the  market  that  is  often  used  by 
young  children  and  that  was  causing 
numerous  neck  injuries  and  paralysis; 
and  second,  to  punish  the  manufac- 
turer for  continuing  to  market  the 
product  with  knowledge  of  its  very  se- 
rious defects  and  to  deter  other  manu- 
facturers from  engaging  in  similar  con- 
duct. 

I  would  say  that  in  this  case,  the 
jury- in  a  State  court — knew  exactly 
what  it  was  doing  and  justice  was 
served. 

Mr.  President,  the  Wisconsin  jury  in 
this  case  awarded  $10  million  in  puni- 
tive damages  in  the  slip  'n  slide  case.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  most  of  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  bill  believe  that  this  is 
a  classic  case  of  a  jury  run  amok. 

Here  is  what  I  find  interesting 
though.  That  jury  found  the  manufac- 
turer in  this  case  100  percent  at  fault. 
Suppose  this  was  a  criminal  defendant 
on  trial  for  assault  with  a  deadly  weap- 
on. After  all,  the  manufacturer  in  this 
case  was  marketing  a  product  that 
they  knew  was  causing  neck  injuries 
and  paralysis. 

The  fact  is,  if  this  had  been  a  crimi- 
nal defendant  I  have  no  doubt  that 
there  would  have  been  a  bidding  war  on 
the  other  side  to  see  who  could  propose 
the  stiffest  criminal  sentence  for  this 
defendant. 

We  can  only  speculate  about  what 
the  fate  of  the  Slip  n  Slide  would  have 
been  had  this  accident  and  litigation 
occurred  in  a  State  that  currently  pro- 
hibits punitive  damage  awards.  Most 
likely,  more  neck  injuries  and  maybe 
some  fatalities  would  have  occurred 
until  a  suit  had  been  filed  in  a  court 
where  punitive  damages  were  per- 
mitted. 

Had  the  underlying  bill  been  in  effect 
4  years  ago,  that  Wisconsin  jury  would 
have  had  to  award  an  amount  consist- 
ent with  the  arbitrary  cap.  One  can 
only  wonder  if  the  manufacturer  would 
have  pulled  this  dangerous  product  be- 
cause of  a  $250,000  slap  on  the  wrist. 

Let  me  say  this  one  more  time:  The 
jury  in  this  case — a  State  jury — found 
the  manufacturer  to  be  100  percent  at 
fault.  The  jury  found  that  the  manu- 
facturer continued  to  market  the  prod- 
uct— a  product  targeted  mostly  at  chil- 
dren—even after  the  manufacturer  dis- 
covered that  the  product  was  causing 
numerous  neck  injuries  and  paralysis. 

The  jury  elected  to  award  substantial 
punitive  damages  to  punish  the  manu- 


facturer for  this  reprehensible  behavior 
and  to  deter  other  manufacturers  from 
engaging  in  similar  conduct. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  this  is  ex- 
actly what  our  civil  justice  system, 
grounded  in  the  principle  of  trial  by 
jury,  was  designed  to  do  and  I  am  con- 
founded as  to  why  the  supporters  of 
this  bill  are  unwilling  to  trust  those 
Americans  that  meet  their  civil  duties 
by  serving  on  juries. 

How  troubling  that  at  a  time  when 
Americans  are  so  distrustful  of  their 
Government  that  we  in  Government 
are  not  willing  to  trust  Americans  to 
administer  civil  justice. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  somewhat  mys- 
tified as  to  how  supporters  of  this  bill 
can  suggest  that  this  bill  is 
proconsumer  when  they  want  to  place 
this  kind  of  a  straightjacket  on  juries. 
In  addition.  I  find  it  absolutely  ludi- 
crous that  the  supporters  of  this  bill 
would  suggest  that  we  are  providing 
uniformity  when  we  are  going  to  have 
completely  different  punitive  damage 
standards  throughout  the  50  States. 

Let  me  provide  another  example  of 
how  this  bill  would  pre-empt  State 
laws  to  the  extent  that  those  laws  are 
proconsumer. 

S.  565  creates  a  new  Federal  standard 
for  the  number  of  years  a  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  can  be  held  liable  for 
a  harm  caused  by  a  particular  product. 
Known  as  a  statute  of  repose,  that  pe- 
riod is  20  years  under  this  bill.  Why  20 
years?  Good  question. 

The  product  liability  legislation  con- 
sidered in  the  last  Congress,  written  by 
the  same  two  principal  authors,  con- 
tained a  25-year  statute  of  repose — 5 
years  longer.  Why?  Well  a  footnote  in 
the  committee  report  from  last  year 
justified  25  years  by  pointing  out  that 
according  to  testimony  received  by  the 
Commerce  Committee,  and  I  quote. 

Thirty  percent  of  the  lawsuits  brought 
against  machine  tool  manufacturers  involve 
machines  that  over  25  years  old. 

Therefore,  presumably,  the  authors 
of  this  bill  selected  25  years  as  the  life 
expectancy  of  all  products  manufac- 
tured in  the  United  States. 

But  now  we  have  a  new  bill  that  the 
supporters  have  tried  to  characterize 
as  much  more  moderate  and  much  nar- 
rower than  either  the  House-passed 
legal  reform  legislation  or  the  product 
liability  bill  considered  by  the  Senate 
just  last  year.  But  remarkably,  the  25- 
year  statute  of  repose  has  been  dropped 
to  20  years. 

Why?  Once  again,  good  question.  This 
year's  committee  report  conspicuously 
leave  out  that  footnote  about  the  ma- 
chine tool  testimony,  and  makes  abso- 
lutely no  mention  whatsoever  as  to 
why  20  years  was  selected. 

Instead,  the  committee  report  pro- 
motes the  consistency  of  this  statute 
of  repose  with  the  General  Aiixraft  Re- 
vitalization  Act  of  1994,  passed  by  this 
body  last  year.  Mr.  President.  I  voted 
for  that  legislation.  But  that  legisla- 
tion   provided   an    18   year   statute   of 
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repose  for  a  very  narrow  segment  of 
our  manufacturing  base. 

This  body  came  to  the  conclusion, 
the  overwhelming  conclusion  as  I  re- 
call that  vote,  that  18  years  was  a  rea- 
sonable length  of  time  for  liability 
claims  associated  with  the  general 
aviation  aircraft. 

This  statute  of  repose,  however,  is 
entirely  different.  His  20-year  period 
would  apply  to  all  durable  products 
across  the  board  with  a  few  limited  ex- 
ceptions. Machine  tools,  farm  equip- 
ment, football  helmets — you  name  it. 
This  Congress  is  going  to  decide  that 
the  life  expectancy  of  virtually  every 
product  in  America  is  20  years. 

But  this  takes  us  back  to  the  issue  of 
selective  preemption  of  State  author- 
ity over  liability  laws.  Section  108(Bn2} 
reads; 

.  .  If  pursuant  to  an  applicable  State  law, 
an  action  described  in  such  paragraph  is  re- 
quired to  be  filed  during  a  period  that  is 
shorter  than  the  20-year  period  that  is  short- 
er than  the  20-year  period  specified  in  such 
paragraph,  the  State  law  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  such  period. 

In  other  words,  if  a  state  legislature 
has  decided  against  having  a  statute  of 
repose,  or  has  decided  on  a  statute  that 
is  longer  than  20  years,  this  new  Fed- 
eral law  will  override  the  judgment  of 
that  State  legislature.  Again,  so  much 
for  uniform  Federal  standards. 

Ironically,  this  year's  committee  re- 
port also  justifies  a  Federal  statute  of 
repose  on  the  basis  that  Japan  is  poised 
to  enact  a  short  10-year  statute  of 
repose.  So  now  apparently  the  Japa- 
nese Government  knows  better  than 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  how  to  properly 
administer  civil  justice  in  cases  involv- 
ing Wisconsin  litigants.  I  wonder  how 
the  Framers  of  the  Constitution  would 
feel  about  that  assertion. 

Before  I  conclude  my  remarks.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  like  to  remind  my 
colleagues  of  the  giant  precedent  we 
are  about  to  set.  or  the  radical  depar- 
ture from  our  current  system  as  the 
Chief  Justices  put  it.  This  legislation 
would  make  dramatic  alterations  to 
some  of  the  oldest  and  most  fundamen- 
tal underlying  principles  of  our  judicial 
system. 

Product  liability  is  just  a  first  step— 
the  majority  has  made  their  intention 
clear  to  pursue  legislation  that  would 
overhaul  our  entire  civil  justice  sys- 
tem. 

As  we  make  these  sort  of  tremen- 
dously consequential  decisions,  there 
are  a  variety  of  groups  and  individuals 
we  can  seek  advice  from.  Those  of  us 
that  oppose  this  legislation  have  cho- 
sen to  listen  to  the  experts  on  this 
issue — whether  it  is  Chief  Justices,  the 
American  Bar  Association  or  the  Na- 
tional Conference  of  State  Legisla- 
tures. 

But  those  who  support  this  legi.3la- 
tion  do  not  want  to  listen  to  State  leg- 
islators, judges  or  even  the  consumer 
organizations  that  this  bill  purports  to 


protect.  Instead,  the  other  side  has 
chosen  to  listen  to  the  advice  of  cor- 
porate America  on  how  to  best  to 
shield  those  who  manufacture  and  sell 
defective  products  from  any  sort  of  li- 
ability. That  is  unfortunate  for  all  of 
us. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President,  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  efforts  of  my 
colleagues  today  to  reform  our  system 
of  products  liability  litigation.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Gor- 
ton], the  Senanor  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch],  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Rockefeller]  deserve  a 
lot  of  credit  for  putting  together  a  bi- 
partisan approach  to  solving  the  prob- 
lems associated  with  products  liability. 

I  have  watched  this  debate  over  the 
past  2  weeks  with  great  interest.  I  was 
pleased  to  see  that  there  was  some  in- 
terest in  expanding  this  bill  in  order  to 
achieve  general  across-the-board  legal 
reform,  and  I  supported  many  of  the 
thoughtful  amendments  which  were 
brought  to  the  floor.  I  would  have  pre- 
ferred to  include  the  rule  11  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator From  Colorado  [Mr.  Brown]  and 
the  amendment  on  joint  and  several  li- 
ability offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Abraham] 
in  any  bill  we  might  eventually  pass. 
But  I  realize  that  in  the  interest  of 
compromise,  changes  had  to  be  made  in 
order  to  get  something  passed,  and  un- 
fortunately that  compromise  will  not 
include  comprehensive  legal  reform. 

I  am  no  stranger  to  legal  reform.  I 
have  been  trying  to  fix  our  broken  se- 
curities claiss  action  system  for  several 
years,  and  many  of  the  problems  asso- 
ciated with  securities  litigation  are  in- 
herent to  our  general  tort  system.  I 
also  have  introduced  legislation  in  past 
years  to  fix  some  of  the  problems  asso- 
ciated with  medical  malpractice. 

I  am  disappointed  that  we  will  not 
address  medical  malpractice  litigation 
reform  in  this  bill.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  McCoN- 
NELL]  and  the  chairperson  of  the  Labor 
Committee,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaum].  did  a  fine 
job  putting  together  a  comprehensive 
and  fair  overhaul  of  our  medical  mal- 
practice system.  There  were  several 
provisions  in  the  medical  malpractice 
amendment  which  I  included  in  my 
health  care  reform  bill  last  Congress, 
and  I  believe  that  the  amendment 
would  have  gone  a  long  way  toward  re- 
ducing health  care  costs  for  all  Amer- 
ican citizens.  For  that  reason,  I  hope 
that  we  will  take  up  medical  mal- 
practice reform  later  on  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

Particularly,  I  would  like  to  address 
collateral  source  reform,  which  would 
prevent  duplicative  payments  by  insur- 
ance companies  for  the  same  injuries.  I 
heard  just  last  week  from  an  individual 
who  works  for  a  company  that  sells  in- 
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surance  in  my  home  State  of  New  Mex- 
ico. He  told  me  about  a  case  that  he 
just  handled  where  a  claimant  was  paid 
five  different  ways  for  the  same  injury. 
He  told  me  that  four  ways  was  com- 
mon, but  that  this  was  his  first  five- 
way  case.  He  told  me  that  if  we  want  to 
achieve  significant  reform,  preventing 
this  sort  of  duplicative  payment  and 
the  litigation  that  goes  along  with  it 
will  substantially  strengthen  our  sys- 
tem. I  hope  we  will  continue  to  pursue 
collateral  source  reform  later  this 
year. 

I  also  had  hoped  that  we  would  be 
able  to  include  general  rule  11  reform 
in  this  bill  and  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado, Senator  Brown,  should  be  com- 
mended for  bringing  his  important 
amendment  to  the  floor.  Prior  to  1993. 
courts  were  required  to  sanction  attor- 
neys who  filed  a  frivolous  complaint, 
and  rule  11  served  as  a  healthy  deter- 
rent to  strike  suits.  However,  rule  11 
was  weakened  in  1993  and  judges  were 
given  the  discretion  to  impose  sanc- 
tions even  when  they  found  that  a  com- 
plaint truly  was  frivolous.  Senator 
Brown's  amendment  would  return  us 
to  the  pre-1993  standard  and  adopt  a 
preference  for  the  sanction  to  be  pay- 
ment of  the  attorneys  fees  and  costs  of 
the  opposing  party. 

It  also  would  limit  fishing  expedition 
lawsuits  by  requiring  attorneys  to 
make  an  adequate  inquiry  into  the 
facts  prior  to  the  filing  of  a  complaint. 
Attorneys  should  be  required  to  stop, 
think  and  investigate  the  facts  before 
filing  lawsuits  which  could  have  a  po- 
tentially devastating  effect,  and  Sen- 
ator Brown's  amendment  would  have 
done  just  that.  I  believe  that  this  issue 
also  should  be  re-visited  later  in  the 
year. 

As  for  products  liability,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  current  system  in 
place  in  this  country  extracts  tremen- 
dous costs  from  the  business  commu- 
nity and  from  consumers.  The  great  ex- 
pense associated  with  products  liabil- 
ity lawsuits  drives  up  the  cost  of  pro- 
ducing and  selling  goods,  and  these 
costs  are  passed  on  to  the  American 
consumer.  We  have  heard  several  Sen- 
ators talk  about  how  half  of  the  cost  of 
a  $200  football  helmet  is  associated 
with  products  liability  litigation,  and 
how  $8  out  of  the  cost  of  a  $12  vaccine 
goes  to  products  liability  costs.  We  can 
no  longer  afford  to  require  our  consum- 
ers to  pay  this  tort  tax. 

Because  of  the  high  costs  associated 
with  products  liability  litigation. 
American  companies  often  find  it  dif- 
ficult to  obtain  liability  insurance.  The 
insurance  industry  has  estimated  that 
the  current  cost  to  business  and  con- 
sumers of  the  U.S.  tort  system  is  over 
$100  billion.  Insurance  costs  in  the 
United  States  are  15  to  20  times  greater 
than  those  of  our  competitors  in  Eu- 
rope and  Japan.  Much  of  this  money 
ends  up  in  the  pockets  of  lawyers,  who 
exploit  the  system  and  reap  huge  fee 
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awards  while  plaintiffs  go  undercom- 
pensated and  our  businesses  suffer. 

For  companies  involved  in  the  manu- 
facture of  certain  products,  like  ma- 
chine tools,  medical  devices,  and  vac- 
cines, this  means  that  beneficial  prod- 
ucts go  undeveloped,  or  after  they  are 
developed,  they  do  not  make  it  to  the 
marketplace  out  of  fear  of  being  sued. 
This  hampers  our  competitiveness 
abroad,  and  limits  the  products  avail- 
able to  consumers.  Harvard  Business 
School  Prof.  Michael  Porter  has  writ- 
ten about  how  products  liability  affects 
American  competitiveness.  He  wrote: 

In  the  United  .States  *  *  *  product  liability 
is  so  extreme  and  uncertain  as  to  retard  in- 
novation The  lefcal  and  regulatory  climate 
places  firms  in  constant  jeopardy  of  costly, 
and.  as  importantly,  lengthy  product  liabil- 
ity suits.  The  existing  approach  goes  beyond 
any  reasonable  need  to  protect  consumers,  as 
other  nations  have  demonstrated  through 
more  pragmatic  approaches. 

In  the  case  of  manufacturers  of  vac- 
cines and  other  medical  devices,  the 
cost  of  our  unreasonable  and  certainly 
unpragmatic  products  liability  litiga- 
tion system  often  means  that  poten- 
tially life-saving  innovations  never 
make  it  to  the  American  public.  Prod- 
ucts liability  adds  $3,000  to  the  cost  of 
a  pacemaker,  and  $170  to  the  cost  of  a 
motorized  wheelchair  It  also  has 
caused  the  DuPont  Co.  to  cease  manu- 
facturing the  polyester  yam  used  in 
heart  surgery  out  of  fears  of  products 
liability  litigation.  Five  cents  worth  of 
yarn  cost  them  $5  million  to  defend  a 
case,  and  DuPont  decided  that  they 
simply  could  not  afford  further  litiga- 
tion costs.  Now.  foreign  companies 
manufacture  the  yam  and  will  not  sell 
it  in  the  United  States  out  of  fear  of 
also  being  sued. 

In  cases  where  a  truly  defective  prod- 
uct has  injured  an  individual,  the  liti- 
gation process  is  too  slow,  too  costly, 
and  too  unpredictable.  This  bill,  be- 
cause it  creates  a  Federal  system  of 
products  liability  law,  will  return  some 
certainty  to  a  system  that  now  often 
undercompensates  those  really  injured 
by  defective  products  and  overcompen- 
sates  those  with  frivolous  claims. 

Those  injured  by  defective  products 
often  must  wait  4  to  5  years  to  receive 
compensation.  This  leads  victims  to 
settle  more  quickly  in  order  to  receive 
relief  within  a  reasonable  time.  Compa- 
nies must  expend  huge  amounts  of 
money  in  legal  fees  to  settle  or  litigate 
these  long,  complicated  cases.  These 
again  are  resources  that  could  be  bet- 
ter spent  developing  new  products  or 
improving  the  designs  of  existing  ones. 

Another  major  problem  with  our  tort 
system  is  with  punitive  damages.  As 
their  name  implies,  punitive  damages 
are  designed  to  punish  companies  and 
deter  future  wrongful  conduct.  They 
are  assessed  in  these  cases  in  addition 
to  the  actual  damages  suffered  by  in- 
jured victims. 

Unfortunately,  these  damages  have 
little  effect  except  to  line  the  pockets 
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of  lawyers.  They  serve  relatively  little 
deterent  purpose  and  led  former  Su- 
preme Court  Justice  Lewis  Powell  to 
describe  them  as  inviting  "punishment 
so  arbitrary  as  to  be  virtually  ran- 
dom "  Because  juries  can  impose  vir- 
tually limitless  punitive  damages,  in 
Justice  Powell's  words,  they  act  as 
"legislator  and  judge,  without  the 
training,  experience,  or  guidance  of  ei- 
ther." Justice  Powell  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect, and  I  applaud  the  drafters  of  this 
bill  for  dealing  with  the  problems  asso- 
ciated with  these  types  of  damages. 

Reform  of  punitive  damages  will  re- 
turn some  common  sense  to  the  sys- 
tem. Under  the  current  system,  puni- 
tive damages  do  little  to  deter  wrong- 
ful conduct  and  merely  serve  to  line 
the  pockets  of  contingency  fee  lawyers. 
Huge  punitive  damage  awards  also 
threaten  to  wipe  out  small  businesses 
and  charitable  organizations.  By  limit- 
ing the  amount  of  punitive  damages 
available  in  these  cases  and  raising  the 
legal  threshold  for  an  award  of  punitive 
damages,  this  bill  will  relieve  some  of 
the  pressure  on  even  the  most  innocent 
defendant  to  settle  or  face  an  award 
which  could  potentially  bankrupt  the 
company.  It  also  will  provide  some  uni- 
formity and  certainty  in  States  which 
still  allow  punitives.  Finally,  for  those 
States  which  do  not  allow  punitive 
damages,  I  think  the  bill  makes  it 
clear  that  they  may  continue  to  do  so. 

The  drafters  of  this  bill  also  have 
taken  the  wise  step  to  reform  joint  li- 
ability, without  limiting  the  ability  of 
plaintiffs  to  recover  their  economic 
damages.  The  bill  abolishes  joint  liabil- 
ity for  noneconomic  damages,  like  pain 
and  suffering,  but  allows  States  to  re- 
tain it  for  economic  damages  like  hos- 
pital bills.  This  will  reduce  the  pres- 
sure on  defendants  who  are  only  nomi- 
nally responsible  for  the  injury  to  set- 
tle the  case  or  risk  huge  liability  out  of 
proportion  to  their  degree  of  fault, 
while  ensuring  that  injured  victims  get 
compensated  for  their  out-of-pocket 
loss. 

I  would  have  liked  to  see  this  ex- 
tended across  the  board  to  all  civil 
cases  and  I  voted  for  the  Abraham 
amendment,  but  at  least  in  the  area  of 
products  liability,  this  provision 
strikes  a  fair  balance  between  the 
rights  of  injured  plaintiffs  and  those  of 
those  defendants  brought  into  cases 
merely  because  of  their  deep  pocket. 

The  bill  also  limits  liability  in  cases 
where  the  victim  altered  or  misused 
the  allegedly  defective  product  in  an 
unforeseeable  way.  It  simply  is  unfair 
to  hold  manufacturers  liable  in  cases 
where  consumers  use  products  in  ways 
for  which  they  were  not  intended.  It 
also  is  unfair  to  hold  defendants  liable 
in  cases  where  the  plaintiffs  use  of  al- 
cohol or  drugs  significantly  contrib- 
uted to  their  injury.  I  am  happy  to  see 
that  this  bill  provides  an  absolute  de- 
fense in  such  cases. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  earlier,  I  am 
no  stranger  to  legal  reform.  Many  of 


those  who  are  responsible  for  this  im- 
portant and  well-crafted  legislation  are 
cosponsors  of  the  securities  reform  bill 
Senator  Dodd  and  I  hope  to  bring  to 
the  floor  soon  after  this  bill.  I  hope 
that  we  can  follow  our  colleagues  in 
the  House  and  enact  comprehensive  but 
fair  legal  reform  in  the  104th  Congress. 
I  appreciate  all  of  the  hard  work  that 
went  into  this  bill  and  hope  that  we 
will  pass  it. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  product 
liability  reform  is  long  overdue  and  I 
am  pleased  that  the  Senate  is  acting 
favorably  on  this  bill.  I  have  cospon- 
sored  product  liability  reform  legisla- 
tion in  three  previous  Congresses. 

I  believe  that  this  legislation  is  good 
for  both  consumers  and  businesses.  Our 
product  liability  system  is  out  of  con- 
trol and  reform  is  desperately  needed. 
Under  our  current  system  manufactur- 
ers of  products  are  subject  to  a  patch- 
work of  varying  State  laws  whose  bene- 
ficiaries are  most  often  lawyers  instead 
of  litigants. 

The  Congress  is  currently  debating 
the  proper  role  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment across  a  broad  range  of  issue 
areas.  Many  believe  that  functions  now 
conducted  at  the  Federal  level  should 
be  moved  to  the  States.  On  this  issue  I 
believe  that  we  need  a  more  uniform 
system  of  product  liability  and  there- 
fore Federal  standards  are  necessary. 

The  current  system  is  unfair  to  con- 
sumers. Much  too  much  of  the  money 
paid  by  manufacturers  goes  to  attor- 
neys' fees  instead  of  the  injured  party, 
the  high  cost  of  product  liability  insur- 
ance means  higher  costs  for  consumers. 
Because  of  the  unpredictability  of  the 
current  system,  many  severely  injured 
consumers  receive  less  than  they  de- 
serve while  mildly  injured  consumers 
often  recover  more.  Furthermore,  be- 
cause of  unpredictability,  cases  which 
are  substantially  similar  receive  very 
different  results.  Product  liability 
cases  often  require  a  great  deal  of  time 
and  many  claimants  are  forced  to  set- 
tle because  of  economic  necessity. 

The  current  system  is  unfair  to  man- 
ufacturers. The  cost  of  litigation  is  a 
substantial  expense  to  companies. 
Companies  spend  more  on  legal  costs 
and  less  on  other  important  areas  such 
as  research  and  development.  In  some 
cases  manufacturers  decide  not  to  in- 
vest in  or  develop  new  products  be- 
cause of  product  liability  concerns.  Ul- 
timately this  burden  or  product  liabil- 
ity makes  our  companies  less  competi- 
tive in  world  markets  than  foreign 
companies. 

During  the  debate  on  this  legislation, 
I  have  been  particularly  concerned  that 
as  we  reform  our  product  liability  laws 
we  do  not  affect  the  rights  of  individ- 
uals to  bring  suits  when  they  have  been 
harmed.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  my  in- 
tent to  bring  rationality  to  a  system 
that  has  become  more  like  a  lottery. 
For  me,  legal  reform  does  not  mean 
putting  a  padlock  on  the  court  house 
door. 
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There  are  several  very  important  im- 
provements that  this  legislation  will 
provide.  A  statute  of  repose  of  20  years 
is  established  for  durable  goods  in  the 
workplace.  After  20  years  no  suit  may 
be  brought  unless  there  is  an  expressed 
warranty. 

Joint  liability  is  abolished  for  non- 
economic  damages  in  product  liability 
cases.  Defendants  are  liable  only  in  di- 
rect proportion  to  their  responsibility 
for  harm.  Therefore,  fault  will  be  the 
controllmg  factor  in  the  award  of  dam- 
ages, not  the  size  of  a  defendant's  wal- 
let. 

Another  important  area  is  punitive 
damages.  I  am  supportive  of  raising  the 
standard  of  proof  to  clear  and  convinc- 
ing evidence.  I  am  very  concerned, 
however,  about  the  establishment  of 
caps  on  punitive  damages  and  that  the 
bill  not  impose  a  one  size  fits  all  pre- 
scription. In  fact  this  is  the  issue  that 
kept  me  from  cosponsoring  this  legisla- 
tion during  this  Congress.  The  bill 
originally  provided  for  a  proportional 
cap  based  on  economic  damages.  Dur- 
ing the  amending  process,  that  cap  was 
improved  by  including  all  compen- 
satory damages.  Even  with  that  im- 
provement, however,  the  bill  remained 
too  restrictive.  I  support  the  further 
inclusion  of  the  judge  additur  provision 
allowing  an  increase  in  punitive  dam- 
age awards  in  especially  egregious 
cases. 

However.  I  believe  that  an  additional 
provision  in  the  additur  section  is 
without  merit.  That  provision  would 
allow  a  defendant  another  trial  on 
damages  should  additur  occur.  This 
goes  against  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples behind  product  liability  reform- 
fairness,  simplification  and  streamlin- 
ing the  system.  Instead,  this  provision 
could  provide  a  never  ending  litigation 
cycle  which  will  insure  full  employ- 
ment for  all  lawyers  And  it  increases 
the  burden  on  an  already  overburdened 
legal  system.  This  one  provision  is  so 
egregious,  that  it  prompted  my  vote 
against  cloture  on  the  Gorton-Rocke- 
feller compromise  which  I  found  other- 
wise acceptable.  I  am  pleased  that  Sen- 
ators RocKKFELLER  and  Gorton  intend 
to  address  this  language  in  conference. 

Unfortunately,  the  product  liability 
legislation  this  year  turned  into  a 
Christmas  tree  attracting  numerous 
unrelated  items  that  had  never  been  in 
the  bill  before.  The  expansion  of  the 
legislation  to  include  medical  mal- 
practice and  general  civil  liability  liti- 
gation, as  Senator  Rockefeller  has 
accurately  pointed  out.  caused  the  tree 
to  topple  over.  Those  matters  should 
and  will  be  addressed  more  completely 
in  separate  legislation. 

During  the  debate,  the  Senate  consid- 
ered several  amendments  addressing 
medical  malpractice.  I  believe  action  is 
needed  to  ensure  timely  and  appro- 
priate awards  for  patients  who  are 
harmed  by  negligent  medical  care, 
while    at    the    same    time    protecting 


health  care  providers  from  unwar- 
ranted lawsuits  and  the  need  to  prac- 
tice costly  defensive  medicine. 

I  supported  a  medical  malpractice 
amendment  offered  by  Senator  Kkn- 
NEDY  which  was  based  on  provisions 
contained  in  comprehensive  health 
care  reform  legislation  in  the  last  Con- 
gress. This  approach  requires  States  to 
establish  alternative  dispute  resolution 
mechanisms  so  that  cases  can  get  an 
early  hearing,  and  it  limits  attorney's 
contingency  fees  to  one-third  of  the 
first  $150,000  awarded  and  25  percent 
thereafter.  I  regret  that  this  amend- 
ment, which  would  have  modified  Sen- 
ator McCONNELL's  medical  malpractice 
amendment,  was  defeated. 

I  oppose  Senator  McConnell's  medi- 
cal malpractice  amendment,  for  both 
substantive  and  procedural  reasons.  I 
was  concerned  that  the  amendment  did 
not  allow  States  to  adopt  their  own 
medical  malpractice  laws  if  they  were 
more  beneficial  to  consumers,  and  I  op- 
PKDsed  its  caps  on  punitive  damages. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  re- 
turn to  the  important  issue  of  medical 
malpractice  reform  when  the  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  Committee  re- 
ports the  bill  it  has  approved  and  dur- 
ing debate  on  health  care  reform  meas- 
ures. 

With  the  addition  of  medical  mal- 
practice and  general  civil  liability,  ef- 
forts to  pass  product  liability  bill  re- 
form were  diminished.  All  of  these  ex- 
traneous items  have  threatened  pas- 
sage of  a  good  product  liability  bill  and 
the  White  House  has  also  made  it  clear 
that  they  would  veto  such  Christmas 
tree  legislation. 

In  an  effort  to  pare  the  bill  back  to 
its  core  principles.  I  opposed  motions 
to  cut  off  debate  on  the  bill.  I  believe 
that  through  this  process,  the  bill  now 
provides  effective  product  liability  re- 
form and  its  chances  of  enactment  are 
improved.  I  applaud  the  efforts  of  Sen- 
ators Rockefeller  and  Gorton  in  the 
enormous  amount  of  work  undertaken 
to  pass  this  legislation. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ate's debate  on  product  liability  reform 
has  revealed  that  many  citizens  and 
many  members  of  the  business  commu- 
nity strongly  favor  legislation  that 
would  alter  significant  aspects  of  tort 
law.  Products  liability  law  tradition- 
ally has  been  a  matter  of  State  law. 
and  the  primary  venue  for  products 
cases  traditionally  has  been  the  State 
courts,  which  are  our  Nation's  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction.  Proponents  of 
the  products  liability  legislation  have 
asked  us.  then,  to  change  the  laws  of 
each  State  by  creating  Federal  stand- 
ards that  would  apply  in  all  products 
cases,  whether  they  are  brought  in 
Federal  or  State  courts. 

I  oppose  Federal  products  liability 
legislation  because  it  will  preempt 
whole  areas  of  State  law  that  have 
been  developed  incrementally  over 
many,    many    years.    The    legislation 


does  not  deal  with  Federal  question  ju- 
risdiction or  any  Federal  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Instead,  it  pertains  to  an  area  of 
law  that  has  long  been  the  primary  re- 
sponsibility of  State  courts.  If  it  is  to 
occur,  the  reinvention  of  tort  law 
should  occur  through  the  State  courts 
and  legislatures,  which  are  best  situ- 
ated to  determine  and  control  the  im- 
pact of  reform  within  their  own  com- 
munities. 

We  are  not  dealing  in  an  area  where 
the  States  have  proven  incapable  of  en- 
acting change.  The  vast  majority  of 
States  have  already  adopted  some  type 
of  tort  reform,  and  many  States  are 
considering  further  changes.  These  re- 
form measures  have  varied  widely. 
Some  have  involved  more  dramatic 
changes  than  the  Senate  has  debated; 
some  have  involved  more  modest 
changes:  and  some  have  involved  ref- 
erendums  on  important  Sate  constitu- 
tional provisions.  In  my  own  State  of 
Delaware,  the  State  legislature  has  be- 
fore it  several  different  tort  reform 
proposals. 

The  impact  of  the  reforms  passed  so 
far  at  the  State  level  is  unclear,  but  at 
least  by  one  measure,  the  State  re- 
forms appear  to  be  having  a  positive  ef- 
fect. In  a  recent  survey  involving  1993 
data,  American  businesses  for  the  first 
time  in  many  years  reported  that  they 
spent  less  on  insurance  and  other  risk- 
related  expenses  than  they  did  the  year 
before.  Much  of  the  savings  came  from 
changes  enacted  by  States  to  their 
workers  compensation  laws,  which 
have  enabled  employers  to  contain 
their  workers  compensation  costs  in 
various  ways.  The  survey  reported  that 
the  cost  businesses  paid  for  liability 
risks,  which  includes  products  liabil- 
ity, had  leveled  out.  This  is  encourag- 
ing news. 

The  patchwork  course  of  tort  reform 
at  the  State  level  has  not  happened 
with  the  alacrity  or  the  uniformity 
that  many  reform  proponents  would 
like  to  see.  But  the  State  efforts  dem- 
onstrate why  Federal  legislation  in 
this  area  is  so  profoundly  misguided.  In 
the  best  tradition  of  our  Federal  form 
of  Government,  the  States  have  bal- 
anced, and  in  many  instances  are  still 
considering  how  to  balance,  the  com- 
peting interests  in  the  tort  reform  de- 
bate for  their  own  communities.  We 
stand  poised  to  upend  that  State-based 
process  in  favor  of  legislation  that 
purports  to  create  uniform  Federal 
standards.  In  doing  so.  we  are  involving 
the  Federal  Government  intimately  in 
an  area  where  it  does  not  belong. 

The  Supreme  Court's  recent  ruling  in 
United  States  versus  Lopez,  the  case 
which  struck  down  as  unconstitutional 
the  P'ederal  Gun  Free  School  Zones 
Act,  raises  a  serious  question  as  to 
whether  the  Federal  Government  is 
permitted  to  take  over  the  law  of  prod- 
ucts liability. 

I  oppose  the  products  liability  legis- 
lation not  because  of  any  specific  pro- 
visions being  debated,  but  because  the 
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federalization  of  this  area  of  the  law  is 
a  bad  idea.  Federalizing  products  li- 
ability law  embarks  us,  I  fear,  on  a 
course  where  over  the  years  Congress 
will  succumb  to  a  creeping  temptation 
to  federalize  other  areas  of  State  law 
solely,  as  in  this  case,  on  the  grounds 
of  convenience.  I  am  wary  of  where 
that  course  leads. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Rockefeller. 
the  following  statement  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record.) 
•  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  due 
to  the  death  of  a  close  family  member. 

1  am  regrettably  unable  to  be  present 
on  the  Senate  floor  today  to  join  my 
colleagues  in  passing  product  liability 
legislation.  It  is  day  long  awaited  by 
those  of  us  who  have  been  working  on 
behalf  of  reform  for  years  only  to  be 
denied,  not  only  passage  of  a  bill,  but 
full  and  open  debate.  I  was  proud  to  be 
a  cosponsor  of  past  product  liability 
bills,  including  this  year's  bill,  S.  565. 

Credit  for  this  remarkable  turn  of 
events  is  due  to  Senators  ROCKEFELLER 
and  Gorton,  who  have  labored  long  and 
hard  on  the  Senate  floor  over  the  last 

2  weeks  and,  quite  literally,  for  years 
to  produce  a  fair  bill.  It  is  their  perse- 
verance and  fair  treatment  of  all  that 
is  responsible  for  our  success  today. 
Their  staffs  have  done  extraordinary 
work  on  their  behalf  and  deserve  all  of 
our  thanks— Tamera  Stanton.  Ellen 
Doneski.  Lance  Bultena.  Trent 
Erickson.  and  others. 

Were  I  present  today,  I  would  have 
voted  to  table  Harkin  amendment  No. 
749,  to  table  Dorgan  amendment  No.  629 
and,  of  course,  I  would  have  enthu- 
siastically voted  "yes"  for  final  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  I  be  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  today.  This  is  an  important 
first  step  toward  comprehensive  reform 
of  our  legal  system.  It  is  incremental 
reform,  but  it's  significance  should  be 
understated.  It  establishes  some  impor- 
tant principles  for  further  reform:  par- 
ties responsible  for  harm  must  be  held 
fully  accountable  and  parties  who  have 
caused  no  harm  should  not  be  bullied 
into  settlements  by  a  system  that  does 
more  to  compensate  lawyers  than  to 
achieve  justice  for  injured  people.* 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
conclude  the  debate  over  S.  565,  the 
Product  Liability  Fairness  Act.  we 
have  come  full  circle. 

COM.MITTKE  .ACTION 

On  March  15  I  joined  with  Senators 
Gorton  and  Rockefeller  in  introduc- 
ing legislation  designed  to  reform  that 
portion  of  America's  tort  system  deal- 
ing with  products  liability.  Two  days  of 
hearings  were  conducted  on  the  bill 
and  on  April  6  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation, of  which  I  am  chairman,  met  in 
executive  session  to  consider  the  legis- 
lation. 

During  the  committee  process  there 
was  talk  of  expanding  the  bill  to  en- 


compass a  broader  array  of  tort  reform. 
As  chairman.  I  resisted  efforts  to  ex- 
pand the  legislation  into  any  areas 
that  did  not  fall  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commerce  Committee.  Do  not 
get  me  wrong.  I  support  more  broad- 
based  tort  reform.  My  voting  record 
over  the  past  2  weeks  proves  that  fact. 
However,  during  committee  consider- 
ation I  believed  it  was  important  not 
to  add  provisions  that  fall  under  the 
province  of  other  Senate  committees. 
As  a  result,  on  April  6  the  Commerce 
Committee  voted  13  to  6  to  send  a  prod- 
ucts liability  reform  bill  to  the  full 
Senate. 

SENATE  CONSIDERATION 

On  April  24  the  full  Senate  took  up 
the  measure.  Over  the  past  2%  weeks 
the  legislation  has  consumed  some  90 
hours  of  Senate  debate.  It  has  been  a 
constructive  process.  No  one  can  say 
this  body  did  not  fully  explore  the  is- 
sues involved.  No  one  can  say  we 
blocked  any  attempts  to  make  changes 
to  the  legislation.  Indeed,  it  was 
those — like  myself— who  favored  a 
broader  bill  that  found  themselves 
blocked. 

Since  April  24.  we  have  debated  and 
voted  upon  over  30  amendments. 
Roughly  a  dozen  of  those  dealt  with  re- 
forming the  medical  malpractice  sys- 
tem. Senator  McConnell  introduced  a 
broad  reform  amendment  similar  to 
legislation  that  had  been  fully  debated 
by  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources.  That  major  amendment,  to- 
gether with  a  number  of  smaller  mal- 
practice reform  measures  passed  the 
Senate  and  became  part  of  the  bill.  I 
was  proud  to  support  these  efforts  and 
voted  for  many  of  the  malpractice  ini- 
tiatives. 

Next  the  Senate  turned  its  attention 
toward  broadening  reforms  concerning 
punitive  damages.  By  considering  some 
half  dozen  punitive  damages  amend- 
ments and  adopting  several— including 
major  provisions  offered  by  Senators 
Dole  and  Hatch,  by  Senator  Snowe 
and  by  Senator  DeWine— a  majority  of 
the  Senate  worked  its  will  to  expand 
the  reform  of  punitive  damage  awards 
from  product  liability  cases  to  include 
all  civil  cases.  Again  I  supported  these 
efforts  and  worked  for  their  passage. 

Finally,  the  Senate  turned  to  a  con- 
sideration of  joint  and  several  liability. 
S.  565  as  reported  contained  a  provision 
abolishing  joint  liability  for  non- 
economic  damages.  As  to  these  dam- 
ages, defendants  would  be  liable  only  in 
direct  proportion  to  their  responsibil- 
ity for  the  claimant's  harm.  They 
would  not  be  responsible  for  the  harm 
caused  by  another  defendant  who  later 
was  found  unable  to  pay  the  compensa- 
tion awarded.  In  other  words,  with  re- 
gard to  noneconomic  damages,  a  de- 
fendant's liability  would  be  several  and 
not  joint.  Senator  Abr.'VHam  offered  an 
amendment  on  the  floor  to  extend  this 
concept  to  all  civil  cases.  Unfortu- 
nately, that  amendment  was  tabled. 


Mr.  President,  these  actions  brought 
us  to  Thursday  of  last  week.  They  also 
put  a  majority  of  the  Senate  on  record 
in  favor  of  broad-based  legal  reform. 
Most  importantly,  our  efforts  produced 
a  fair,  reasonable,  and  balanced  bill. 

Sadly,  our  efforts  were  not  enough. 
Last  Thursday  the  Senate  failed  in  two 
votes  to  end  debate,  allow  a  vote  on 
final  passage  of  the  bill,  and  move  to  a 
conference  with  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  work  out  the  difference 
between  our  bill  and  the  much  more 
sweeping  legislation  passed  by  the 
House  earlier  this  year. 

As  a  result.  Senate  leadership  crafted 
an  alternative  bill.  That  measure,  in- 
troduced Friday  as  a  substitute  to  the 
pending  legislation,  returned  the  re- 
form initiative  to  its  Commerce  Com- 
mittee roots.  That  proposal,  along  with 
the  amendment  we  are  debating  today, 
is  very  similar  to  S.  565  as  reported  by 
the  Commerce  Committee. 

How  did  this  happen?  Quite  simply 
the  opponents  of  broad-based  tort  re- 
form were  highly  effective  in  their 
campaign  against  the  legislation.  Like 
much  of  the  debate  over  the  issue  of 
civil  justice  reform,  the  rhetoric  tend- 
ed to  get  very  emotional  and  often 
strayed  off  course. 

the  trlth  about  the  bill 

Mr.  President,  the  truth  is  this  legis- 
lation would  not  change  any  of  what  is 
right  with  our  current  legal  system. 
The  courthouse  doors  would  remain 
open.  Consumers  would  still  have  a  full 
range  of  rights.  Persons  wrongfully  in- 
jured still  would  be  compensated.  Tort 
cases  could  be  used  to  provide  a  strong 
check  on  corporate  behavior.  Contin- 
gent fees  would  continue  to  allow  ordi- 
nary citizens  with  limited  means  the 
ability  to  bring  suit.  What  would 
change  is  that  frivolous  lawsuits  would 
be  curtailed— pure  and  simple. 

In  an  earlier  statement  I  outlined 
how  the  bills  provisions  concerning 
punitive  damages,  the  statutes  of  limi- 
tations and  repose,  joint  and  several  li- 
ability, defenses  for  alcohol  and  drug 
abuse,  and  biomaterial  suppliers  would 
benefit  small  business,  consumers,  and 
those  injured  by  products.  Therefore,  I 
will  not  take  the  Senate's  time  to  reex- 
amine those  issues  today.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary. Under  the  latest  alternative  we 
have  before  us  today,  the  things  I  said 
in  that  statement  continue  to  apply. 

I  would  add  only  a  few  comments 
concerning  the  views  of  the  American 
people — specifically  the  citizens  of  my 
home  State  of  South  Dakota— with  re- 
gard to  our  legal  system.  A  recent  poll 
conducted  in  my  State  found  that  83 
percent  of  survey  respondents  say  that 
"the  present  liability  system  has  prob- 
lems and  should  be  improved,"  while 
only  10  percent  say  that  "the  present 
liability  lawsuit  system  is  working 
well  and  should  not  be  changed." 

In  addition,  this  is  not  a  partisan 
issue:  78  percent  of  Democrats,  83  per- 
cent of  Independents,  and  88  percent  of 


12318 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  10,  1995 


Republicans  in  South  Dakota  respond- 
ing to  the  survey  say  there  are  prob- 
lems that  need  to  be  improved,  of  those 
who  had  served  on  a  civil  trial  jury,  79 
percent  say  the  system  has  problems 
and  needs  improvement. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  measure 
is  not  as  broad  as  I  would  like.  I  truly 
wish  we  could  have  done  more  to  ad- 
dress the  problems  of  the  tort  system 
generally  and  not  limit  ourselves  sim- 
ply to  product  liability  cases.  However. 
I  am  grj,tified  the  model  used  by  the 
Senate  for  product  liability  reform 
continues  to  be  the  bill  reported  to  this 
body  by  the  Commerce  Committee.  It 
represents  an  excellent  move  forward 
and  I  strongly  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BLNGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  H.R.  956,  the 
Product  Liability  Act  of  1995. 

I  have  closely  followed  the  debate  on 
this  legislation  over  the  past  2  weeks 
and  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
despite  the  efforts  of  many  of  this 
Chamber,  including  my  good  friend 
from  West  Virginia,  to  craft  a  balanced 
bill,  the  bill  we  are  voting  on  today 
falls  short  of  that  goal. 

Mr.  President,  the  issues  we  have  de- 
bated over  the  course  of  the  past  2 
weeks  are  complex  and  far  reaching. 
Contrary  to  what  some  would  have  the 
American  public  believe,  the  solutions 
to  the  problems  facing  our  legal  system 
cannot  be  explained  away  in  30-second 
sound  bites  or  by  anecdotal  evidence. 
Each  day  throughout  this  country, 
judges  and  juries  struggle  to  determine 
what  is  meant  by  justice,  and,  I  believe 
in  the  vast  majority  of  cases,  these 
people,  our  neighbors,  friends,  cowork- 
ers and  family,  do  a  remarkable  job  of 
determining  what  is  fair  and  what  is 
just. 

I  have  supported  reforms  to  our  legal 
system  in  the  past  and  was  prepared  to 
support  a  reasonable  reform  measure 
at  the  end  of  this  debate.  I  am  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S  240,  the  Securities  Litiga- 
tion Reform  Act  of  1995.  authored  by 
my  colleagues  from  New  Mexico  and 
Connecticut.  I  have  supported  my  own 
State's  efforts  at  reform  in  the  area  of 
product  liability  and  medical  mal- 
practice, and  I  worked  with  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee  last  year  to  fashion 
reasonable  medical  malpractice  reform 
during  the  health  care  reform  debate. 
Last  week,  I  voted  for  an  amendment 
by  my  colleague  from  Massachusetts, 
Senator  Kennedy,  that  was  a  reason- 
able approach  to  medical  malpractice 
reform  and  would  have  protected  the 
rights  of  States  such  as  New  Mexico  to 
enact  their  own  reform. 

Indeed,  a  proposal  that  would  have 
significantly  improved  this  legislation 
was  considered  by  Senator  Bre.'VUX. 
This  amendment  would  have  created  a 
truly  uniform  statute  of  repose  and  ad- 
dressed the  concerns  about  the  elimi- 
nation of  joint  and  several  liability  in 
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a  reasoned  and  balanced  matter.  The 
amendment  also  would  have  allowed  a 
jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  puni- 
tive damages  are  warranted  in  a  par- 
ticular case  and  would  have  allowed 
the  judge  to  determine  the  amount  of 
punitive  damages  that  should  be 
awarded.  Unfortunately.  Senator 
Breaux  did  not  have  the  opportunity 
to  offer  his  amendment  and  the  Senate 
did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  debate 
it  as  a  result  of  cloture  being  invoked 
yesterday. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  bill  that  we  vote  on  today  tilts  the 
scales  too  heavily  against  protection  of 
the  rights  of  injured  victims  and 
against  just  punishment  of  dangerous 
practices.  Also.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  provision  limiting 
the  award  of  punitive  damages  in  cases 
filed  against  a  small  business.  I  take  a 
back  seat  to  no  one  in  my  concern  for 
small  businesses  and  have  worked 
throughout  my  career  in  the  Senate  to 
promote  the  growth  and  prosperity  of 
small  businesses  especially  in  my  home 
State.  However,  the  provision  con- 
tained in  this  bill  is  not  well  consid- 
ered; I  am  afraid  that  it  would  lead  to 
more  litigation,  not  less,  and  arbitrar- 
ily eliminate  the  opportunity  for  in- 
jured plaintiffs  to  recover  fair  and  just 
compensation  for  damages  inflicted  as 
a  result  of  conscious  and  flagrant  indif- 
ference to  their  safety.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  Mr.  President,  not 
simply  a  mistake,  but  a  conscious  and 
flagrant  indifference  to  the  safety  of 
consumers. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  say  to  my 
friend  from  West  Virginia.  Senator 
Rockefeller,  and  my  friend  from 
Washington.  Senator  Gorton,  that  I 
commend  them  for  their  efforts  during 
this  debate  to  bring  re.'i.'5on  to  our  de- 
liberations. I  know  that  they  have 
worked  diligently  and  in  good  faith  to 
develop  meaningful  and  balanced  legis- 
lation in  this  area.  Unfortunately.  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  bill  before  us 
reaches  those  objectives  and  for  that 
reason  I  intend  to  vote  against  this  bill 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  when  we 
talk  about  reforming  product  liability 
law.  we  are  talking  about  taking  away 
the  rights  of  U.S.  citizens.  This  is  seri- 
ous business — among  the  most  serious 
things  we  can  do  in  the  Senate,  and  it 
is  from  this  perspective  that  we  must 
approach  this  debate. 

Cloture  has  been  invoked  and  we  are 
about  to  vote  on  final  passage.  But  be- 
fore we  haphazardly  strip  citizens  of 
their  rights,  we  need  to  take  a  long. 
hard  look  at  what  this  means  to  peo- 
ple— how  it  affects  families  and  chil- 
dren and  average,  hard-working  people 
who  have  suffered. 

Let  us  take  a  representative  case.  It 
is  a  wrongful  death  case. 

A  woman  drives  a  Pinto  to  the  super- 
market. Someone  bumps  into  the  rear 
of  the  car,  and  the  car  explodes — it  ex- 
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plodes.  She  is  tragically  burned  ali\ 
a  wife,  a  mother,  a  human  being  burned 
alive  because  of  what,  after  years  of 
legal  hassling  and  thousands  of  dollars 
in  legal  fees,  lawyers  hours,  and  a  legal 
battle  that  has  become  part  of  tort  his- 
tory. Ford  had  calculated  that  it  was 
cheaper  to  settle  than  to  protect  the 
lives  of  every  Pinto  owner  with  a  re- 
call. 

It  made  good  business  sense  to  take 
the  risk  of  people  dying. 

Mr.  President,  that  kind  of  business 
sense  is  exactly  what  I  am  here  to  fight 
against. 

I  am  here  to  fight  for  the  husband  of 
that  woman  in  the  Pinto.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues—would you  settle  for  $250,000 
in  exchange  for  losing  your  spouse  and 
destroying  your  life? 

Is  that  fair?  Is  that  just? 

Mr.  President,  if  this  bill  were  to  be- 
come law,  you  would  not  even  get  the 
$250,000  because  there  is  not  a  lawyer  in 
the  country  who  would  take  the  case. 

No  law  firm  could  afford  to  go  up 
against  the  Ford  Motor  Co.,  with  its 
host  of  attorneys  and  huge  legal  budg- 
et, and  an  infinite  ability  to  push  mo- 
tions and  appeals  to  the  limit  and  slow 
down  the  process  to  their  advantage.  It 
just  would  not  happen. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  sanction 
stripping  this  legal  right  from  even  one 
American.  I  cannot  do  it.  And  anyone 
who  can,  should  look  into  the  eyes  of 
that  husband.  They  should  look  into 
the  face  of  the  thousands  and  thou- 
sands of  victims  across  this  country 
who  seek  simple  justice  and  fairness 
and  ask  only  to  be  given  a  chance  to 
fight  the  big  guys. 

It  is  a  matter  of  fairness.  It  assures 
that  those  who  do  not  have  the  re- 
sources to  fight  the  richest  and  most 
promirent  American  corporations 
when  they  arc  wrong  will  have  a 
chance  for  simple  justice. 

I  am  here  to  fight  for  average  hard- 
working Americans  and  to  put  a  face  to 
this  legislation— to  talk  about  how  this 
bill  will  affect  real  Americans.  Real 
Americans,  like  the  5-year-old  boy  in 
New  Bedford,  MA,  who  died  in  a  house 
fire  after  the  flammable  material  on  a 
couch  ignited,  or  the  8-month-old  baby 
who  suffered  second-  and  third-degree 
bums  on  his  arms,  legs,  and  back  in  a 
house  fire  that  started  when  the  bed- 
ding in  his  crib  was  ignited  by  a  port- 
able electric  heater. 

Or,  the  eight  working-class  families 
in  Woburn  who  sued  two  of  our  Na- 
tion's biggest  corporations  because 
they  suspected  the  companies  had  pol- 
luted the  East  Woburn  water  supply 
with  highly  toxic  industrial  solvents, 
causing  death  and  injury  to  their  chil- 
dren. 

The  Woburn  case  took  9  years,  and 
the  attorney  that  pleaded  the  case 
spent  $1  million  of  his  own  money  on 
it.  The  jury  ultimately  found  one  of 
the  companies  negligent,  and  the  sci- 
entific research  done  during  the  9-year 
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trial  demonstrated  the  link  between 
the  industrial  solvents  in  the  water 
supply  and  human  disease.  The  com- 
pany is  now  helpmg  to  clean  up  the 
polluted  aquifer.  The  attorney  has  said 
that  if  this  bill  were  law  today,  he 
would  never  have  considered  the  case. 

If  we  pass  the  Dole  substitute  to 
H.R.  956.  I  fear  we  will  be  doing  great 
harm.  Our  votes  will  have  a  serious  im- 
pact on  real  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  our  laws  play  a  criti- 
cal role  in  fostering  a  competitive  eco- 
nomic environment  by  establishing 
groundrules  for  fair  competition  and  by 
helping  to  reduce  the  costs  of  doing 
business.  But  I  believe  Congress  has  a 
special  responsibility  to  ensure  the 
laws  we  write  are  reasonable  and  fair; 
we  must  weigh  the  impact  of  laws  will 
have  on  both  consumers  and  business. 

In  the  10  years  I  have  considered 
product  liability  reform  at  the  Federal 
level,  I  have  heard  proponents  of  re- 
form argue  that  consumers  lose  under 
the  present  system.  They  have  argued 
that  injured  consumers  receive  inad- 
equate compensation,  and  that  injured 
consumers  wait  unreasonable  amounts 
of  time  in  litigation — on  the  average  of 
3  years — before  they  receive  compensa- 
tion. They  have  also  argued  that  in- 
jured consumers  face  closed  courthouse 
doors  because  the  statutes  of  limita- 
tion have  expired  on  their  cases. 

Proponents  of  reform  have  stressed 
that  companies  in  the  United  States 
also  lose  under  the  current  system. 
They  have  pointed  to  insurance  rates 
that  disable  American  manufacturers 
by  forcing  them  to  pay  10  to  50  times 
more  for  product  liability  insurance 
than  their  foreign  competitors.  They 
have  claimed  there  is  an  explosion  in 
products  liability  litigation,  with  un- 
controllable punitiv-e  damages  awaras. 
They  have  argued  that  the  present  sys- 
tem of  lottery  liability,  where  liability 
differs  from  State  to  State,  does  not 
enhance  the  safety  of  U.S.  products. 

Each  time  the  Senate  has  considered 
products  liability  legislation,  I  have 
measured  the  legislation  against  four 
tests:  Is  it  fair  to  injured  consumers; 
will  it  help  lower  insurance  rates  for 
American  business;  will  it  help  reduce 
the  number  of  tort  cases  and  lower  the 
cost  of  litigation,  the  transaction 
costs,  for  American  business;  and  will 
it  create  uniformity  in  the  laws  cover- 
ing products  liability  or  generate  more 
confusion  in  the  legal  system? 

In  my  examination  of  whether  S.  565, 
the  products  Liability  Fairness  Act, 
and  the  Dole  substitute  satisfy  these 
tests.  I  have  concluded  that  this  legis- 
lation fails  on  each  account.  It  does 
not  address  the  real  concerns  of  busi- 
ness, nor  is  it  fair  to  consumers. 

IS  THE  LEG!SL.\TION  FAIR  TO  CONSUMERS? 

Consumer  products  are  responsible 
for  an  estimated  29,000  deaths  and  30 
million  injuries  each  year.  But,  accord- 
ing to  the  most  authoritative  study  on 
punitive  damages,  conducted  in  1993  by 


professors  at  Boston's  Suffolk  Univer- 
sity Law  School  and  Northeastern  Uni- 
versity, there  were  only  355  awards  in 
products  suits  from  1965  to  1990,  and 
half  of  these  awards  were  reduced  or 
overturned.  In  my  own  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts, there  were  absolutely  no  pu- 
nitive damages  awarded  in  products 
cases. 

Contrary  to  ensuring  that  injured 
consumers  will  receive  adequate  com- 
pensation in  relation  to  their  actual 
damages,  this  legislation  imposes  a  cap 
on  punitive  damages.  This  is  perhaps 
the  most  damaging  aspect  of  this  legis- 
lation to  consumer  interests.  Although 
the  cap  has  been  amended  to  equal  the 
sum  of  economic  and  noneconomic 
damages,  a  cap  is  still  a  cap. 

In  our  civil  justice  system  compen- 
satory damages — economic  and  non- 
economic  for  pain  and  suffering— com- 
pensate victims;  in  addition,  punitive 
damages  may  be  awarded  by  juries  to 
punish  the  wrongdoer. 

As  such,  punitive  damages  are  often 
the  only  way  individual  Americans  can 
force  reckless  defendants  to  change 
their  conduct.  However,  despite  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  punitive  damages  as  de- 
terrents, they  are  exceedingly  rare. 

And  the  new  standards  imposed  for 
punitives  in  this  bill  will  make  them 
more  rare  than  the  Alabama  sturgeon. 
Under  most  State  laws,  the  defendant 
can  be  found  liable  for  punitive  dam- 
ages if  they  engaged  in  reckless  or  will- 
ful and  wanton  or  grossly  negligent 
type  of  behavior. 

But  under  this  bill.  Mr.  President. 
such  behavior  is  not  enough.  A  plaintiff 
must  show  that  a  company  engaged  in 
conduct  manifesting  a  "conscious,  fla- 
grant, indifference  to  safety".  I  have 
no  idea  what  that  means.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, but  It  certainly  appears  to  be  a 
tougher  standard  to  meet. 

Moreover,  it  is  unclear  how  the  cap 
on  punitives  in  this  bill  would  affect 
the  39  States  that  presently  either  do 
not  permit  punitive  damage  awards  or 
have  enacted  measures  that  signifi- 
cantly reduce  the  size  and  frequency  of 
such  awards. 

Far  from  ensuring  injured  consumers 
will  enjoy  expeditious  resolution  of 
their  case,  this  legislation  could  pro- 
long litigation  by  allowing  either  party 
to  request  a  separate  hearing  in  order 
for  punitive  damages  to  be  awarded. 
Far  from  ensuring  courthouse  doors  re- 
main open  to  injured  consumers,  this 
bill  imposes  a  2-year  statute  of  limita- 
tion and  shortens  the  statute  of  repose 
by  5  years  from  last  year's  bill. 

If  this  bill  truly  protects  consumers 
interests,  why  is  it  opposed  by  every 
major  consumer  group  in  America? 

If  this  legislation  had  been  in  effect, 
many  cases  would  simply  not  have 
been  possible.  Let  me  give  just  one 
more  example  here- 
in 1988,  Playtex  removed  from  the 
market  its  super-absorbent  tampons 
linked  to  Toxic  Shock  Syndrome  only 


after  a  $10  million  punitive  damages 
award  following  the  death  of  a  woman 
who  used  the  tampons. 

The  Tenth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
found  "Playtex  deliberately  dis- 
regarded studies  and  medical  reports 
linking  high-absorbency  tampons  fi- 
bers with  increased  risk  of  toxic  shock 
at  a  time  when  other  manufacturers 
were  responding  to  this  information  by 
modifying  or  withdrawing  their  high- 
absorbency  tampons." 

Playtex  subsequently  strengthened 
its  warnings  and  began  a  public  aware- 
ness campaign  about  the  dangers  of 
toxic  shock.  It  is  doubtful  whether  a 
cap  of  $250,000  on  punitive  damages 
would  have  caused  Playtex  to  alter  its 
behavior. 

If  the  cap  on  punitive  damages  con- 
tained in  this  legislation  is  enacted, 
wrongdoers  may  find  it  more  cost  ef- 
fective to  continue  their  bad  behavior 
and  risk  paying  punitive  damages.  I  do 
not  believe  we  should  pass  a  bill  that 
reduces  the  incentive  for  companies  to 
produce  the  safest  products. 

WILL  THIS  LEGISLATION  LOWER  INSURANCE 
COSTS  FOR  BUSINESSES"" 

In  testimony  before  the  Commerce 
Committee  several  years  ago,  the 
American  Insurance  Association  stat- 
ed: 

The  bill  is  likely  to  have  little  or  no  bene- 
ficial impact  on  the  frequency  or  seventy  of 
product  liability  claims  *  *  *  And  it  is  not 
likely  to  reduce  claims  or  improve  the  insur- 
ance market. 

So,  this  legislation  will  not  provide 
businesses  with  cheaper  insurance 
rates.  Insurance  premiums  for  most  in- 
dustries account  for  less  than  1  percent 
of  a  business'  gross  receipts.  Such  a 
small  percentage  hardly  threatens  the 
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sult  in  increased  costs  to  consumers. 

Over  the  last  decade,  product  liabil- 
ity insurance  cost  26  cents  per  $100  of 
retail  product  sales,  which  would  ac- 
count for  $26  on  the  price  of  a  $10,000 
automobile.  Since  1987.  according  to  a 
study  by  the  Consumer  Federal  of 
America,  product  liability  insurance 
premiums  have  actually  dropped  by  47 
percent,  from  $4  billion  to  $2.7  billion, 
a  fact  that  was  confirmed  by  a  1992 
Commerce  Department  study. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  Florida.  In 
Florida's  1986  tort  reform  law.  the 
State  eliminated  joint  and  several  li- 
ability, limited  noneconomic  damages 
to  $450,000.  limited  punitive  damages, 
and  required  the  insurance  industry  to 
make  rate  filings  indicating  the  effect 
of  the  changes  in  its  tort  laws  on  prod- 
uct liability  insurance  rates. 

Yet,  Aetna's  subsequent  rate  filing 
listed  the  effect  of  each  change  on  its 
rates  as  zero.  If  such  dramatic  changes 
in  Florida's  tort  reform  law  resulted  in 
no  lowering  of  liability  insurance  costs 
for  a  major  carrier  like  Aetna,  where  is 
the  evidence  to  suggest  this  bill  will 
produce  different  results? 
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WILL  THE  LEGISLATION  LOWER  THE  COST  OF 
PRODUCTS  HABILITY  LmOATION  FOR  BUSI- 
NESSES? 

Proponents  of  this  legislation  speak 
in  terms  of  an  explosion  in  product  li- 
ability litigation.  However,  the  evi- 
dence belies  this  characterization.  In 
fact,  the  number  of  nonasbestos  prod- 
ucts liability  suits  in  Federal  courts 
has  declined  almost  40  percent  since 
1985.  In  State  courts,  where  most  prod- 
ucts liability  claims  are  filed,  lawsuits 
have  remained  constant  since  1990.  ac- 
cording to  testimony  presented  to  the 
committee  on  April  3.  by  the  National 
Center  for  State  Courts. 

The  1992  annual  report  of  the  Na- 
tional Center  for  State  Courts  found 
that  tort  cases  are  approximately  9 
percent  of  the  10  million  civil  filings  in 
State  courts  and  products  cases  are  4 
percent  of  these — 40,000. 

Only  one-third  of  1  percent  of  all  tort 
filings  in  State  courts  are  product  fil- 
ings. 

Of  all  tort  filings  in  1991.  58  percent 
were  related  to  automobile  liability;  33 
percent  were  miscellaneous;  5  percent 
were  malpractice;  and  4  percent  were 
products.  Since  1990.  the  national  total 
of  State  tort  filings  has  fallen  by  2  per- 
cent. 

In  1990.  the  Rand  Corp.  found  that 
most  injured  Americans  never  file  a 
lawsuit  for  their  injuries;  only  10  r>er- 
cent  of  injury  victims  ever  use  the  tort 
system  to  seek  compensation  for  their 
injuries. 

This  report  also  found  that  only  7 
percent  of  all  compensation  for  acci- 
dent victims  is  paid  through  the  tort 
system.  The  report  observed: 

Americans'  behavior  does  not  accord  with 
the  more  extreme  characterizations  of  liti- 
Kiousness  that  have  been  put  forward  by 
some. 

If  there  has  been  a  litigation  explo- 
sion, it  is  not  in  the  area  of  products  li- 
ability. Once  again,  this  legislation 
misses  the  target  in  addressing  the  real 
litigation  problems  facing  business. 

WILL  THIS  LEGI.SL.ATIO.N  BRING  UMFOR.MrT^'  TO 
PRODUCT  LIABILiri'  LAW? 

Tort  law  has  traditionally  been  a 
State  responsibility,  and  the  imposi- 
tion of  Federal  products  standards 
upon  State  tort  law  would,  according 
to  the  National  Conference  of  State 
Legislatures,  "create  confusion  in 
State  courts." 

Testimony  by  the  Conference  of  Chief 
Justices  was  even  more  emphatic: 

If  the  primary  soal  of  this  legislation  is  to 
provide  consistency  and  uniformity  in  tort 
litigation,  we  are  concerned  that  its  effect 
will  be  the  opposite. 

Preempting  each  State's  existing  tort  law 
in  favor  of  a  broad  Federal  product  liability 
law  will  create  additional  complexities  and 
unpredictability  for  tort  litigation  in  both 
State  and  Federal  courts,  while  depriving 
victims  of  defective  products  of  carefully 
reasoned  principles  and  procedures  already 
developed  at  the  State  level 

This  bill  will  not  end  the  search  of 
the  sponsors  for  a  single  settled  law  be- 


cause it  does  not  create  Federal  ques- 
tion jurisdiction.  The  legislation  would 
preempt  all  related  State  law  and  sub- 
stitute Federal  standards,  but  it  would 
impose  the  Federal  standards  in  a  sin- 
gle overlay  upon  the  56  existing  State 
court  systems  as  well  as  the  Federal 
courts. 

The  result  will  be  both  State  and 
Federal  courts  applying  a  mix  of  State 
and  Federal  law  in  the  same  case; 
State  supreme  courts  will  no  longer  be 
the  final  arbiters  of  their  tort  law.  The 
U.S.  Supreme  Court,  which  many  ex- 
perts argue  is  already  overburdened, 
will  become  the  final  arbiter  of  this 
new  legal  thicket. 

So,  here  we  have  what  is  indeed  an 
irony:  Those  who  ordinarily  preach  the 
virtue  of  reserving  power  to  the  States 
are  instead  advancing  legislation  to 
usurp  the  legitimate  authority  of 
States. 

At  a  time  when  many  in  Congress  are 
intent  upon  returning  responsibility 
for  many  Federal  programs  to  the 
States,  this  legislation  would  preempt 
State  law. 

Mr.  President,  the  sponsors  of  this 
legislation  have  worked  extremely 
hard,  and  I  particularly  wish  to  com- 
mend my  friend  from  West  Virginia  for 
his  tireless  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  leg- 
islation. I  also  commend  the  ranking 
Democrat  on  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, Senator  Hollings,  for  his  stalwart 
defense  of  consumer  interests. 

For  all  of  this  effort,  I  regret  that  I 
cannot  support  this  bill.  I  cannot  sup- 
port it  for  two  very  simple  reasons. 
The  legislation  is  patently  unfair  to 
consumers,  and  it  will  not  resolve  the 
products  liability  problems  businesses 
tell  me  they  face. 

It  will  remove  from  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans the  power  they  retain  in  the  jury 
box  to  force  accountability  for  dan- 
gerous, careless,  or  reckless  behavior. 
In  the  jury  box,  each  American  can 
bring  about  positive  change.  If  we  un- 
dermine the  ability  of  our  citizens  to 
force  changes  in  bad  behavior,  we  will 
have  compromised  our  Nation's  core 
values. 

Wtile  many  Americans  increasingly 
sense  an  erosion  of  personal  respon- 
sibility, our  civil  justice  system  re- 
mains one  institution  that  holds  indi- 
viduals and  organizations  accountable 
for  their  behavior.  Make  no  mistake, 
by  restricting  the  civil  justice  system, 
this  bill  will  take  rights  away  from 
Americans. 

All  of  the  available  evidence  on  this 
legislation  shows  it  will  not  make  busi- 
nesses more  competitive  by  reducing 
insurance  rates  or  the  costs  of  cor- 
porate litigation,  and  it  will  not  create 
national  uniformity  in  products  liabil- 
ity law. 

A  great  deal  of  hype  has  been  gen- 
erated about  this  issue,  and  after  15 
years,  it  appeals  to  have  taken  on  a 
life  of  its  own.  But  all  the  lobbying  and 
advertising   cannot  convince  me   that 


this    legislation    will    accomplish    its 
stated  goals. 

The  Dole  substitute  to  H.R.  956  fails 
to  strike  a  reasonable  balance  between 
promoting  the  competitive  interests  of 
business  and  protecting  the  rights  of 
consumers.  It  will  create  a  nightmarish 
new  legal  thicket  that  should  be  avoid- 
ed rather  than  embraced.  It  is  unfortu- 
nate that  after  all  the  effort  we  could 
not  have  achieved  a  reasonable  bal- 
ance. 

After  we  have  argued  all  the  com- 
plicated points  of  law,  after  we  have 
poured  over  horror  story  after  horror 
story,  the  issues  boil  down  to  one  sim- 
ple point:  This  bill  is  not  fair,  and  it 
should  be  rejected. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  I  re- 
ceived from  the  National  Federation  of 
State  High  School  Associations  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Feder.-^tion  of  State 

High  School  Associations. 
Kansas  City.  MO.  May  9.  1995. 
Hon  Slade  Gorton. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

DEAR  Senator  Gorton:  On  behalf  of  the 
National  Federation  of  State  High  School 
Associations.  I  want  to  commend  you  for 
your  leadership  on  legislation  to  address  the 
long  overdue  reform  of  our  civil  justice  sys- 
tem We  applaud  your  efforts  to  rein  in  the 
exploding  costs  of  litigation  that,  if  un- 
checked, threaten  to  bankrupt  non-profit  or- 
ganizations such  as  ours  and  our  member  af- 
filiates. The  National  Federation  is  com- 
prised of  51  state  high  school  associations, 
with  the  primary  purpose  of  promulgating 
sports  and  non-sports  playing  rules,  includ- 
ing those  specific  to  safety  issues,  for  more 
than  20.000  schools  and  approximately 
lO.tXW.OOO  students  each  year.  Additionally. 
our  member  associations  establish  and  en- 
force the  eligibility  rules  under  which  all 
boys  and  girls  compete  in  high  school  athlet- 
ics. 

The  legislation  pending  before  the  United 
States  Senate.  The  Product  Liability  Fair- 
ness Act  of  1995  (H.R.  956).  sets  limits  on  all 
product  liability  cases.  Furthermore,  the  bill 
as  currently  amended,  would  eliminate  joint 
liability  for  non-economic  damages.  Instead, 
only  several  liability  would  be  allowed  which 
means  that  each  defendant  would  be  liable 
only  for  his.  her.  or  its  portion  by  reason  of 
its  proportion  of  the  fault  causing  the  in- 
jury Economic  damages,  i.e.  lost  wages, 
medical  costs,  etc.  would  remain  joint  and 
several  at  the  discretion  of  each  state. 

We  strongly  agree  with  your  comment  on 
the  floor  this  past  week  stating  'it  is  unfair 
and  unproductive  to  make  defendants  pay  for 
damages  of  a  nature  that  are  literally  be- 
yond their  control  or  beyond  their  fault" 
This  fundamental  concept  should  apply  to 
the  civil  justice  system  as  well. 

Let  me  cite  two  examples  of  costly  litiga- 
tion we  recently  incurred  which  epitomize 
the  unfairness  and  counterproductive  nature 
of  current  civil  law  Both  occurred  in  school 
swimming  pools. 

First,  in  Indiana  a  high  school  boy  was 
"leap  frogging"  off  the  starting  platform. 
prior  to  the  start  of  practice,  despite  re- 
peated warnings  from  his  coach.  On  one  such 


leap,  his  foot  got  caught  under  the  platform: 
he  fell  head  first  into  the  water  and  struck 
his  head  on  the  pool  bottom.  Tragically,  he 
suffered  a  neck  injury  that  ultimately  re- 
sulted in  quadriplegla.  While  this  unimagi- 
nably horrible  accident  was  not  related  to 
any  swimming  competition,  the  National 
Federation  was  sued  simply  because  it  writes 
the  rules  for  interscholastic  swimming,  in- 
cluding rules  related  to  standards  for  equip- 
ment and  facilities  such  as  the  depth  of 
swimming  pools. 

Yet  another  incident  occurred  in  Michigan 
during  a  water  polo  practice.  This  incident 
involved  a  high  school  boy  who  jumped  off 
the  platform  over  a  lane  designation  rope 
and  struck  his  head  on  the  pool  bottom.  This 
seemingly  harmless  leap  resulted  in  a  life- 
time of  paralysis  from  the  neck  down.  While 
the  National  Federation  does  not  even  write 
water  polo  rules,  nor  rules  for  the  practice 
sessions  for  any  sport,  we  were  included  in 
the  law  suit  and  incurred  exorbitant  legal 
fees  for  a  defense  that  should  not  have  been 
necessary. 

These  are  but  two  examples  of  what  has  be- 
come a  nightmare  of  litigation  for  the  Na- 
tional Federation  and  its  member  affiliates. 
Without  radical  reforms  to  our  system  of 
civil  justice,  organizations  such  as  ours 
whose  sole  mission  is  to  build  a  consensus 
for  safe  sports  competition  will  be  unfairly 
jeopardized  and  possibly  destroyed. 

Unfortunately,  lawyers  often  join  sanc- 
tioning bodies  such  as  ours  in  law  suits  as  a 
trial  strategy  rather  than  because  of  a  rea- 
sonable belief  that  the  injury  was  caused  in 
any  way  by  the  action  of  the  sanctioning 
body.  Current  law  discourages  sanctioning 
bodies  from  setting  minimum  safety  stand- 
ards because  of  their  fear  of  being  joined  in 
subsequent  litigation.  This  is  bad  public  pol- 
icy. 

Therefore,  in  addition  to  holding  firm  in 
your  effort  to  reform  the  civil  justice  sys- 
tem, we  urge  you  to  include  an  exemption  in 
the  law  for  sanctioning  bodies  such  as  ours 
who  are  joined  in  law  suits  solely  because 
they  recommend  minimum  standards  for  fa- 
cilities and  equipment  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing risk  inherent  in  participation  in  al- 
most any  given  sport.  This  exemption  would 
be  consistent  with  your  stated  belief  that  it 
is  unfair  and  unproductive  to  make  defend- 
ants liable  for  incidents  that  are  "literally 
beyond  their  control  or  beyond  their  fault." 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  leadership  on 
this  vital  issue.  The  members  of  the  National 
Federation  of  State  High  School  Associa- 
tions and  I  look  forward  to  assisting  you  in 
achieving  these  needed  reforms. 
Sincerely. 

Robert  F.  Kanaby, 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
has  been  considering  legislation  relat- 
ed to  product  liability  for  almost  2 
weeks.  During  that  time  I  have  heard 
from  a  number  of  West  Virginians  who 
have  been  harmed  or  injured  by  defec- 
tive products,  as  well  as  from  busi- 
nesses that  have  been  seriously  im- 
pacted by  lawsuits  brought  against 
them — at  times  somewhat  unfairly.  I 
have  listened  to  the  debate  and  consid- 
ered how  the  Senate  can  best  balance 
these  competing  interests,  and  have 
concluded  that  the  substitute  amend- 
ment offered  by  Senators  Gorton  and 
Rockefeller  does  not  adequately  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  injured  parties  and 
consumers  in  two  critical  areas. 


The  first  involves  the  issue  of  several 
or  proportional  liability,  versus  joint 
and  several  liability.  Under  the  concept 
of  proportional  liability,  a  defendant  is 
only  responsible  for  a  percentage  of  li- 
ability directly  contributing  to  the  in- 
jury or  harm  caused  by  the  defective 
product.  On  the  other  hand,  joint  and 
several  liability  provides  that  each  de- 
fendant who  contributes  to  causing  a 
plaintiffs  injury  may  be  held  liable  for 
the  total  amount  of  damages.  Joint 
and  several  liability,  by  enabling  a 
plaintiff  to  recover  all  of  his  or  her 
damages  from  a  single  defendant  with 
the  greatest  financial  assets  or  re- 
sources— the  so-called  "deep  pocket"— 
makes  it  more  likely  that  the  plaintiff 
will  obtain  full  recovery  in  the  event 
that  one  defendant  does  not  have  the 
assets  to  pay  part  of  the  judgment. 

The  proposed  legislation  completely 
eliminates  joint  and  several  liability 
for  noneconomic  damages,  such  as  pain 
and  suffering,  while  retaining  it  for 
economic  damages.  This  means  that 
victims  would  fully  recover  their  eco- 
nomic damages  in  the  form  of  lost  in- 
come or  medical  expenses,  but  victims 
with  higher  lost  incomes,  such  as  busi- 
ness executives,  would  receive  greater 
compensation.  Victims  would  fully  re- 
cover their  economic  damages,  even  if 
onl.v  one  defendant  among  several  de- 
fendants is  still  solvent,  because  the 
"deep  pocket"  would  provide  full  com- 
pensation for  economic  damages;  how- 
ever, due  to  the  elimination  of  joint 
and  several  liability  for  noneconomic 
damages  the  parties  would  only  receive 
partial  compensation  for  pain  and  suf- 
fering. 

This  provision  could  significantly  re- 
duce compensation  in  cases  where  the 
individual  could  still  earn  a  livelihood, 
and  thus  not  have  large  economic  dam- 
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still  have  significant  noneconomic 
damages.  In  this  context,  noneconomic 
damages  could  include  not  just  pain 
and  suffering,  but  also  any  diminish- 
ment  of  the  quality  of  life,  such  as  in- 
fertility or  the  loss  of  a  limb. 

The  result  of  completely  eliminating 
joint  and  several  liability  for  non- 
economic  damages,  then,  would  be  that 
the  innocent  victim  might  not  receive 
a  majority  of  the  compensation  due  if 
the  other  wrongful  defendants  were  in- 
solvent. I  have  concluded  that  this  pro- 
vision in  the  legislation  shifts  the  bal- 
ance too  far  in  the  direction  of  defend- 
ants at  the  expense  of  the  victims  of 
wrong  doing  in  the  form  of  defective 
products. 

The  other  key  provision  of  the  legis- 
lation is  the  section  dealing  with  puni- 
tive damages.  Punitive  damages  are  in- 
tended to  punish  willful  or  wanton  mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  a  manufacturer 
or  business.  Furthermore,  by  punishing 
misconduct,  punitive  damages  are  in- 
tended to  deter  such  behavior  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Punitive  damages  therefore  must 
take   into  consideration   the  financial 


assets  of  the  defendant  or  guilty  party. 
A  punitive  damage  judgment  of  $250,000 
may  be  both  harsh  punishment  and  a 
significant  deterrent  to  a  small  busi- 
ness, but  it  is  insignificant  to  a  large 
corporation.  Any  cap  on  punitive  dam- 
ages can  only  serve  to  benefit,  if  not 
condone,  egregious  and  wanton  behav- 
ior by  large  corporations. 

The  legislation  limits  punitive  dam- 
ages to  the  greater  of  $250,000  or  two 
times  the  total  economic  and  non- 
economic  damages.  The  bill  also  stipu- 
lates that  a  judge  may  add  to  these  pu- 
nitive damages,  and  exceed  the  cap.  at 
his  discretion.  I  am  concerned  that  this 
"judge  additur"  provision  does  not 
fully  resolve  the  problem  of  capping 
punitive  damages  for  large  corpora- 
tions. First,  many  judges  may  be  reluc- 
tant to  overrule  a  jury's  decision,  and 
add  to  the  punitive  judgment.  Second. 
the  effect  could  be  arbitrary,  as  some 
judges  may  opt  to  add  to  punitive  judg- 
ments, while  others  may  not.  Third, 
the  burden  of  proof  would  be  on  judges 
to  demonstrate  why  a  larger  punitive 
judgment  that  would  exceed  the  cap  is 
necessary,  which  could  discourage 
judges  from  adding  to  punitive  judg- 
ments. Fourth,  it  strikes  at  the  heart 
of  our  tradition  of  jury  judgments  in 
such  product  liability  and  civil  litiga- 
tion. 

I  recognize  that  the  current  product 
liability  system,  which  involves  dif- 
ferent laws  in  each  of  the  50  States,  im- 
poses a  considerable  hardship  on  some 
manufacturers,  particularly  in  the  case 
of  small  business.  I  endorse  the  goal  of 
establishing  some  type  of  national  uni- 
formity in  this  area.  However,  I  regret 
that  I  cannot  support  the  legislation 
that  is  now  before  the  Senate.  While 
national  uniformity  is  a  laudable  goal, 
any  national  standard  must  also  fully 
protect  the  rights  of  consumers  and 
victims  of  harm  caused  by  defective 
products. 

While  I  may  disagree  on  several  of 
the  provisions  included  in  this  meas- 
ure. I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  ac- 
knowledge and  salute  the  hard  work 
and  leadership  of  Senator  Rocke- 
feller. He  believes  in  this  legislation. 
He  has  put  his  heart  into  working  on 
it,  and  I  believe  that  he  is  correct  in 
that  there  are  inequities  in  the  present 
system  which  need  to  be  addressed.  My 
opposition  notwithstanding,  I  want  to 
commend  both  Senator  Rockefeller 
and  Senator  Gorton  for  their  tireless 
efforts  on  behalf  of  product  liability  re- 
form. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
that  there  is  a  strong  argument  to  be 
made  for  uniformity  in  product  liabil- 
ity law  since  so  many  products  are  sold 
across  State  lines. 

But  there  is  no  uniformity  in  this 
bill.  This  bill  contains  limits  and  re- 
strictions on  compensation  for  injuries 
caused  by  defective  products,  but  those 
limits  and  restrictions  are  not  uniform. 
On   the  contrary,   the  bill   contains  a 
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one-way  preemption  provision,  which 
allows  States  to  adopt  virtually  any 
law  that  differs  from  the  so-called  na- 
tional standard,  as  long  as  that  law  is 
more  restrictive  than  that  standard.  A 
patchwork  of  State  laws  is  still  per- 
mitted, provided  that  the  divergences 
are  in  the  direction  of  greater  restric- 
tions on  the  injured  party. 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  de- 
bate, every  single  provision  of  this  bill 
is  written  to  prohibit  State  laws  that 
are  more  favorable  to  plaintiffs.  But 
the  only  provision  of  the  bill  that 
would  prohibit  State  laws  that  are 
more  favorable  to  defendants  is  the 
statute  of  limitations.  We  are  not 
adopting  true  national  standards  at  all. 

This  bill  is  not  balanced,  it  is  not 
uniform,  and  I  cannot  support  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
demonstrating  the  one-way  nature  of 
the  preemption  in  this  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

PREEMPTION  OF  STATE  PRODUCT  LIABILITY  LAWS  UNDER 
S.  565.  AS  REPORTED 
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Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
voted  for  cloture  on  the  product  liabil- 
ity bill  because  I  believe  it  is  impor- 
tant to  the  economy,  job  creation, 
international  investment,  and  our  abil- 
ity to  do  research,  especially  on  issues 
of  women's  health. 

Mr.  President,  much  has  been  said 
about  caps.  I  do  not  like  caps — caps  on 
job  creation  or  caps  on  innovative  re- 
search. I  do  not  like  caps  on  techno- 
logical advancement  or  caps  on  our 
ability  to  go  global.  I  am  opposed  to 
caps  on  profits,  caps  on  wages,  or  caps 
on  opportunity. 

My  job  as  a  U.S.  Senator  is  to  save 
jobs,  save  lives  and  save  communities. 
I  support  efforts  to  reduce  frivolous 
law  suits  and  improve  the  efficiency  of 
our  legal  system. 

I  have  heard  of  cost  estimates  for 
cases  that  are  in  the  millions.  That's 
outrageous.  We  should  make  every  ef- 
fort to  establish  consistency  and  uni- 
formity, but  not  at  the  price  of  people's 
fundamental  right  to  redress. 

When  it  comes  to  public  health  and 
safety  I  want  to  ensure  that  those  re- 
sponsible are  in  fact  held  accountable 
for  their  actions.  For  that  reason.  I 
will  not  support  any  legislation  which 
closes  the  courthouse  door  to  citizens 
with  legitimate  cases. 

This  is  the  kind  of  balance  I  support 
and  that  I  believe  we.  as  Members  of 


Congress,  need  to  achieve  with  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  President,  today's  cloture  vote 
was  a  difficult  decision  for  me.  Product 
liability  involves  very  complex  and 
complicated  issues,  including  joint  and 
several  liability,  noneconomic  versus 
economic  damages,  statute  of  repose, 
punitive  damages,  and  alternate  dis- 
pute resolution.  To  help  me  better  un- 
derstand product  liability  and  its  im- 
pact on  people's  day  to  day  lives,  I  met 
with  people  on  both  sides  of  this  issue. 
I  met  with  business  organizations  and 
consumer  organizations.  All  the  groups 
made  legitimate  arguments  expressing 
worthwhile  and  important  concerns. 

Some  businesses  are  concerned  about 
how  our  current  system  ultimately  im- 
pacts their  decisions  about  innovation 
and  competitiveness,  small  businesses 
are  concerned  about  going  out  of  busi- 
ness all  together.  We  should  take  every 
step  we  can  to  cut  unnecessary  liabil- 
ity costs  and  encourage  innovation.  In- 
novation will  ultimately  lead  to  jobs 
today  and  jobs  tomorrow.  We  must  ac- 
knowledge that  innovation,  particu- 
larly in  the  health  field,  is  critical  for 
out  Nation's  economic  stability  and 
competitiveness,  and  it  is  critical  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  American  citi- 
zens. 

I  was  particularly  moved  by  the  Na- 
tional Family  Planning  and  Reproduc- 
tive Health  Association's  position  that 
tort  reform  is  needed  to  increase  in- 
vestment in  women's  health  research 
and  technologies.  Mr.  President,  the 
product  liability  issue  has  been  around 
for  quite  some  time.  There  was  no 
doubt  that  I  could  not  sign  on  to  pre- 
vious product  liability  reform  bills  in- 
troduced in  the  early  1980's.  But,  I  be- 
lieve the  current  legislation  is  an  at- 
tempt to  achieve  a  reasonable  balance 
at  this  point. 

Is  this  bill  perfect?  Of  course,  it  is 
not.  In  this  case,  it  is  hard  to  put  forth 
a  perfect  bill.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
we  should  review  this  issue  in  the  com- 
ing years  and  make  sure  it  is  working. 
If  it  is  not  working,  we  in  Congress 
have  the  option  to  review  it  and  make 
changes.  Looking  at  our  current  sys- 
tem, I  believe  there  are  areas  that  can 
be  improved.  For  that  reason,  I  am 
willing  to  support  Federal  product  li- 
ability reform.  Many  of  the  reforms 
proposed  by  this  legislation  have  al- 
ready been  done  at  the  State  level.  So, 
in  many  ways  we  are  acting  consist- 
ently with  respect  to  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  make  it 
clear.  The  House  bill  goes  too  far.  It  in- 
cludes a  number  of  bad  provisions,  in- 
cluding severe  caps  on  pain  and  suffer- 
ing. To  move  beyond  the  Senate  bill 
would  be  a  mistake.  The  scales  on  this 
issue  are  delicately  balanced.  If  those 
scales  are  tipped,  it  is  unlikely  I  will 
support  this  bill. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  has  passed  by  a  convincing  mar- 
gin the  product  liability  bill.  It  was  a 
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difficult  and  contentious  effort,  much 
akin  to  the  debate  that  this  area  has 
generated  over  the  last  decade.  I  was 
pleased  that  the  Senate  saw  fit  to  pass 
this  legislation  and  am  hopeful  that  a 
productive  and  successful  conference 
with  the  House  will  follow  and  eventu- 
ally that  the  President  will  sign  this 
legislation  into  law. 

I  have  long  supported  product  liabil- 
ity reform  even  when  it  began  as  a 
somewhat  lonely  effort  over  a  decade 
ago.  Finally,  with  a  supportive  Con- 
gress, it  seems  that  we  may  be  coming 
up  with  a  bill  that  can  actually  become 
the  law  of  the  land.  It  must  be  noted 
that  in  order  to  preserve  the  best  pos- 
sible chance  of  reaching  that  result, 
other  areas  of  legal  reform,  such  as 
medical  malpractice  and  broad  tort  re- 
form, have  been  excluded.  I  joined  in 
the  effort  to  keep  this  bill  clean  from 
those  additions  but  I  want  to  state  that 
I  support  reform  in  those  areas  as  well 
and  look  forward  to  addressing  them  in 
the  future.  I  simply  felt  that  this  legis- 
lation was  an  inappropriate  forum  for 
dealing  with  those  issues.  In  the  end, 
this  bill  represents  a  workable  and  rea- 
sonable balance  for  reforming  the  legal 
procedures  and  standards  governing 
how  one  can  seek  redress  for  harm 
caused  by  faulty  products. 

I  congratulate  the  hard  work  of  my 
colleagues,  in  particular  Senators 
Rockefeller  and  Gorton,  who  artfully 
and  doggedly  crafted  a  compromise 
that  was  acceptable  to  the  Senate. 
They  have  worked  hard  and  long,  in- 
deed for  years,  on  this  legislation  and 
they  are  to  be  commended  for  their  ac- 
complishment. I  await  the  conference 
report  on  this  legislation  with  antici- 
pation and  express  my  hope  for  speedy 
final  consideration. 

Mr  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Product  Liability 
Fairness  Act  of  1995.  Let  me  first  say, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  share  the  con- 
cerns of  the  people  of  New  Jersey  and 
this  country  that  our  society  is  too  li- 
tigious. I  share  the  concerns  of  my  col- 
leagues and  the  American  people  that 
the  cost  of  this  litigation  explosion  is 
injurious  to  the  social  and  economic 
future  of  this  country.  However,  after 
reviewing  this  bill  and  assessing  the  ar- 
guments, both  pro  and  con,  I  do  not 
think  that  this  bill  strikes  the  appro- 
priate balance  between  the  desires  of 
manufacturers  and  product  sellers  to 
streamline  the  product  liability  proc- 
ess and  the  ability  of  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans to  bring  lawsuits  seeking  relief 
from  injuries  resulting  from  defective 
and  dangerous  products. 

Mr.  President,  I  favor  a  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages  for  small  businesses.  I 
supported  the  amendment  of  my  col- 
league from  Ohio,  Senator  DeWine, 
which  provides  for  a  cap  on  punitive 
damages  for  small  businesses  with  25  or 
fewer  employees  and  individuals  with 
assets  of  less  than  $500,000.  Small  busi- 
nesses are  the  engine  that  drives  the 
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American  economy  and  provide  for  at 
least  half  of  this  country's  new  em- 
ployment opportunities.  While  a  cap  on 
punitive  damage  awards  should  be  suf- 
ficient to  punish  and  deter  future  ac- 
tion, it  should  also  reflect  the  fact  that 
a  cap  that  may  be  sufficient  to  punish 
a  large  corporation  may  in  fact  push  a 
small  business  into  the  abyss  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

However.  Mr  President.  I  have  grave 
concerns  about  the  overall  cap  on  puni- 
tive damages.  The  purpose  of  punitive 
awards  is  to  punish  the  wrongdoer  for 
egregious  behavior  and  deter  such  be- 
havior in  the  future.  I  believe  that  if 
we  place  a  low  cap  on  punitive  dam- 
ages, some  corporations  will  not  be  dis- 
couraged from  exposing  consumers  to 
dangerous  products.  Indeed,  with  pre- 
dictable caps.  Mr.  President,  wrong- 
doers may  find  it  more  cost  effective  to 
make  dangerous  decisions  and  risk 
paying  punitive  damages.  Moreover, 
Mr.  President,  while  this  bill  author- 
izes judges  to  increase  an  award  of  pu- 
nitive damages  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  cap.  this  safeguard  is  illusory  be- 
cause defendants  have  the  right  to  re- 
ceive a  new  trial — a  right  which  they 
will  surely  exercise.  Indeed,  the  provi- 
sion in  the  bill  will  only  lead  to  repet- 
itive litigation,  increase  costs  and  pre- 
vent deserving  consumers  from  obtain- 
ing their  awards  in  a  timely  manner. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  need  to  repeat 
the  horror  stories  about  women  who 
have  tragically  suffered  and  died  from 
using  dangerous  products,  children  who 
have  been  burned  by  flammable  cloth- 
ing, or  hard  working  Americans,  who 
have  senselessly  been  injured  and 
killed  as  a  result  of  defective  auto- 
mobiles. What  needs  to  be  repeated  is 
that  the  one  constant  in  all  of  these 
horror  stories  is  that  the  manufacturer 
knew  of  the  dangerous  defect  and  failed 
to  take  adequate  steps  to  protect  the 
public.  Mr.  President,  punitive  dam- 
ages are  available  to  police  conduct 
that  is  so  egregious  that  the  offender 
disregarded  forseeable  dangerous  con- 
sequences. Indeed,  as  this  bill  provides, 
punitive  damages  are  only  available 
where  there  is  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  of  a  conscious,  flagrant  indif- 
ference to  the  safety  of  others.  Given 
the  nature  of  the  offense.  Mr  Presi- 
dent. I  firmly  believe  that  placing  a 
cap  on  punitive  damages  will  be  coun- 
terproductive to  society's  efforts  to  po- 
lice and  deter  such  egregious  conduct. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  present 
caps,  cigarette  manufacturers  and 
those  who  irresponsibly  market  alcohol 
to  intoxicated  persons  or  minors  who 
then  kill  or  injure  innocent  victims  in 
traffic  crashes  would  continue  to  man- 
ufacture and  market  these  products  of 
destruction  with  less  fear  of  having  to 
one  day  pay  the  price  for  the  massive 
damage  that  their  products  inflict  on 
society.  Moreover,  firearms  and  ammu- 
nition are  virtually  the  only  unregu- 
lated consumer  product  in  America.  As 
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such,  the  tort  system  is  the  only  check 
on  the  safety  of  consumers.  I  am  not 
willing,  Mr.  President,  to  place  a  cap 
on  punitive  damages  when  the  result 
will  be  that  such  action  will  lessen  the 
liability  of  the  manufacturers  who 
profit  from  these  destructive  products. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  also  think  that 
there  is  a  need  for  joint  and  several  li- 
ability reform,  I  cannot  endorse  the 
blanket  elimination  of  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  for  noneconomic  damages 
that  is  in  the  present  bill.  Instead,  Mr. 
President,  I  favor  the  approach  cur- 
rently in  operation  in  New  Jersey, 
which  provides  for  proportional  liabil- 
ity if  the  defendant  is  responsible  for  20 
percent  or  less  of  the  harm,  several  li- 
ability for  noneconomic  damages  if  a 
defendant  is  responsible  for  between  20 
percent  and  60  percent  of  the  harm,  and 
joint  and  several  liability  if  the  defend- 
ant is  respKjnsible  for  60  percent  or 
more  of  the  harm. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  would  pre- 
empt State  product  liability  law  "to 
the  extent  that  state  law  applies  to  an 
issue  covered  under  the  Act."  Pro- 
ponents of  product  liability  reform 
argue  that  Federal  legislation  is  need- 
ed to  establish  uniformity.  However, 
the  bill  does  not  require  States  to  have 
uniform  State  laws.  For  example,  those 
States  that  do  not  now  allow  punitive 
damages  would  not  be  required  to 
award  them,  even  though  the  bill  pro- 
vides for  the  award  of  such  damages. 
The  effect  of  this  provision  is  that 
States  can  offer  their  individual  citi- 
zens fewer  rights,  but  not  more. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  also  excludes 
actions  involving  commercial  loss.  By 
excluding  such  actions,  the  bill  places 
restrictions  on  the  ability  of  individ- 
uals to  seek  redress  from  defective 
products,  but  does  not  place  any  re- 
strictions on  corporations  lo  seek  re- 
dress. For  example,  if  a  product  ex- 
plodes in  a  factory,  the  worker's  recov- 
ery for  injuries  is  limited  by  this  bill: 
however,  the  factory  owner  may  sue 
the  product  manufacturer  or  seller  free 
from  the  restrictions  of  the  bill  for 
such  speculative  damages  as  the  fac- 
tory's loss  of  profits  because  of  delays 
in  production.  Thus,  the  effect  of  this 
provision  is  to  value  material  property 
over  the  health  and  safety  of  individual 
citizens. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  told  that 
there  is  a  litigation  explosion  with  re- 
spect to  product  liability  and  that  cor- 
porations and  the  business  community 
are  suffering  under  the  weight  of  this 
explosion.  However.  Mr.  President,  ex- 
cluding cases  of  asbestos,  product  li- 
ability claims  in  Federal  courts  have 
declined  by  approximately  36  percent 
between  1985  and  1991.  Moreover,  in 
State  courts,  product  liability  cases 
are  approximately  4  percent  of  all  tort 
filings.  .0036  percent  of  all  civil  case- 
loads and  .00097  percent  of  the  total 
State  court  caseloads. 

Mr.  President,  although  there  have 
been    relatively   few   punitive    damage 


awards  in  product  liability  cases  over 
the  last  25  years,  we  have  been  told 
that  the  threat  of  punitive  damages  en- 
courages many  product  manufacturers 
to  settle  cases  that  they  would  have  no 
oroblem  winning  in  an  effort  to  avoid 
having  claims  for  punitive  damages  go 
to  juries  unfamiliar  with  the  pre- 
cautions that  are  now  taken  to  insure 
that  products  are  safe.  However,  Mr. 
President,  the  numbers  simply  do  not 
add  up  to  the  conclusion  that  the  busi- 
ness community  is  being  treated  un- 
fairly by  juries.  Indeed,  almost  60  per- 
cent of  the  product  liability  cases 
brought  in  1993,  plaintiffs  were  the  los- 
ing parties. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  additionally 
been  argued  that  these  lawsuits  in- 
crease the  costs  of  producing  products 
in  this  country  and  thus  hurt  American 
comi)etitiveness.  However,  a  1987  Con- 
ference Board  survey  of  risk  managers 
of  232  corporations  shows  that  product 
liability  costs  for  most  businesses  are  1 
percent  or  less  of  the  final  price  of  a 
product,  and  have  very  little  impact  on 
larger  economic  issues  such  as  market 
share  or  jobs.  In  addition,  the  Amer- 
ican Insurance  Association,  the  largest 
trade  association  representing  the  in- 
surance industry,  has  testified  that 
this  legislation  will  have  virtually  no 
effect  on  insurance  costs. 

Mr.  President,  to  put  it  succinctly.  I 
do  not  think  that  the  bill  will  really  do 
what  its  proponents  say  it  will  do  As 
mentioned  earlier,  the  proponents  of 
this  bill  argue  that  the  business  com- 
munity is  suffering  under  the  weight  of 
a  litigation  explosion.  They  contend 
that  this  bill  will  decrease  both  the  in- 
cidence and  cost  of  litigation.  Mr. 
President,  no  one  disagrees  that  we  are 
an  overly  litigious  society.  However,  I 
am  not  convinced  that  this  bill  can 
coiTect  the  problem  of  litigiousness  In 
society.  Indeed.  Mr.  President,  the  fact 
is  that  the  punitive  caps  provision  pro- 
viding for  the  automatic  right  to  a  new 
trial  by  defendants  will  serve  to  only 
increase  the  delay  and  cost  of  litiga- 
tion. This  bill  tilts  the  scales  of  justice 
too  far  to  the  disadvantage  of  individ- 
ual consumers.  Thus,  I  cannot  support 
legislation  which  will  endanger  the 
health  and  safety  of  hard  working 
Americans. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  because 
of  the  above  stated  concerns,  I  must 
oppose  the  Product  Liability  Fairness 
Act  of  1995. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO    690.  AS  AMENDED 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment numbered  690.  the  Coverdell-Dole 
substitute  as  amended. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  690).  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO    596.  AS  AMENDED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment numbered  596,  the  Gorton  sub- 
stitute, as  amended. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  596),  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 
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The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
annendments  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  a  third  time. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'!' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  W.\RNER]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  LiEBERMAN] 
is  absent  because  of  death  in  the  fam- 
ily. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  LlEBER.M.^N]  would  vote  "yea." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  61, 
nays  37,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  161  Leg.] 
YEAS— €1 


Abraham 

AahcrofC 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenlci 

Oorsan 

EZOB 

Fairdotb 

Felnsteln 


Akaka 

Baacus 

Bider. 

Bin^aman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Br>'in 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Cohen 

D'Amaco 

Daschle 


Lieberman 


Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

.Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

NAYS— 37 

Felngold 

Ford 

Graham 

Hark  in 

Heflin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

NOT  VOTINO— 2 

Warner 


McCain 

McConnell 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Murkowski 

NIckles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Santonun 

Smith 

Snowe 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 


Moynihan 

Murray 

Packwood 

Reid 

Roth 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simon 

Simpson 

Specter 

Wells  tone 


So  the  bill  (H.R.  956),  as  amended, 
was  passed,  as  follows: 

Resolved.  That  the  bill  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  (H.R  956)  entitled  "An  Act 
to  establish  legal  standards  and  procedures 
for  product  liability  litigation,  and  for  other 
purposes '.  do  pass  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: 


Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TFTLF- 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Product  Li- 
ability Fairness  Act  of  1995". 

TITLE  I— PRODUCT  LL^VBILITY 

SEC.  lOJ.  DEFCVmONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following 
definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  Actual  malice.— The  term  "actual  mal- 
ice" means  specific  intent  to  cause  serious 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  damage 
to  property,  or  death. 

(2)  Claimant.— The  term  "claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  product  li- 
ability action  and  any  person  on  whose  be- 
half such  an  action  is  brought.  If  an  action  is 
brought  through  or  on  behalf  of— 

(A)  an  estate,  the  term  includes  the  dece- 
dent: or 

(B)  a  minor  or  incompetent,  the  term  in- 
cludes the  legal  guardian  of  the  minor  or  in- 
competent. 

(3)  Claimant's  benefits.— The  term 
■'Claimant's  benefits"  means  the  amount 
paid  to  an  employee  as  workers'  compensa- 
tion benefits. 

(4)  Clear  and  convincing  evidence.— 

(A)  In  general.— Subject  to  subparagraph 
(A),  the  term  "clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence" is  that  measure  of  degree  of  proof 
that  will  produce  in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of 
fact  a  firm  belief  or  conviction  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished. 

(B)  Degree  of  proof —The  degree  of  proof 
required  to  satisfy  the  standard  of  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  shall  be — 

(i)  greater  than  the  degree  of  proof  re- 
quired to  meet  the  standard  of  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence:  and 

(ii)  less  than  the  degree  of  proof  required 
to  meet  the  standard  of  proof  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt. 

(5)  Commercial  loss.— The  term  "commer- 
cial loss"  means  any  loss  or  damage  to  a 
product  itself,  loss  relating  to  a  dispute  over 
its  value,  or  consequential  economic  loss  the 
recovery  of  which  is  governed  by  the  Uni- 
form Commercial  Code  or  analogous  State 
commercial  law.  not  including  harm. 

(6)  Durable  good.— The  term  "durable 
good"  means  any  product,  or  any  component 
of  any  such  product,  which  has  a  normal  life 
expectancy  of  3  or  more  years  or  is  of  a  char- 
acter subject  to  allowance  for  depreciation 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  and 
which  is— 

(A)  used  in  a  trade  or  business; 

(B)  held  for  the  production  of  income:  or 

(C)  sold  or  donated  to  a  governmental  or 
private  entity  for  the  production  of  goods, 
training,  demonstration,  or  any  other  simi- 
lar purpose. 

(7)  Economic  loss.— The  term  'economic 
loss"  means  any  pecuniary  loss  resulting 
from  harm  (including  any  medical  expense 
loss,  work  loss,  replacement  services  loss, 
loss  due  to  death,  burial  costs,  and  loss  of 
business  or  employment  opportunities),  to 
the  extent  that  recovery  for  the  loss  is  per- 
mitted under  applicable  State  law. 

(8)  Harm.— The  term  'harm"  means  any 
physical  injury,  illness,  disease,  or  death,  or 
damage  to  property,  caused  by  a  product. 
The  term  does  not  include  commercial  loss 
or  loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself 

(9)  Insurer. — The  tenn  "insurer  "  means 
the  employer  of  a  claimant,  if  the  employer 
is  self-insured,  or  the  workers'  compensation 
insurer  of  an  employer. 

(10)  Manufacturer.— The  term  "manufac- 
turer" means — 


(A)  any  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness to  produce,  create,  make,  or  construct 
any  product  (or  componpnt  part  of  a  prod- 
uct), and  who  designs  or  formulates  the  prod- 
uct (or  component  part  of  the  product),  or 
has  engaged  another  person  to  design  or  for- 
mulate the  product  (or  component  part  of 
the  product); 

(Bi  a  product  seller,  but  only  with  respect 
to  those  aspects  of  a  product  (or  component 
part  of  a  product)  which  are  created  or  af- 
fected when,  before  placing  the  product  in 
the  stream  of  commerce,  the  product  seller 
produces,  creates,  makes,  constructs,  de- 
signs, or  formulates,  or  has  engaged  another 
person  to  design  or  formulate,  an  aspect  of  a 
product  (or  component  part  of  a  product) 
made  by  another  person;  or 

(C)  any  product  seller  that  is  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (B)  that  holds  itself  out  as  a 
manufacturer  to  the  user  of  the  product. 

(11)  Non-economic  loss.— The  term  ""non- 
economic  loss'"— 

(A)  means  subjective,  nonmonetary  loss  re- 
sulting from  harm,  including  pain,  suffering, 
inconvenience,  mental  suffering,  emotional 
distress,  loss  of  society  and  companionship. 
loss  of  consortium,  injury  to  reputation,  and 
humiliation;  and 

(B)  does  not  include  economic  loss. 

(12)  Person— The  term  "person"  means 
any  individual,  corporation,  company,  asso- 
ciation, firm,  partnership,  society.  Joint 
stock  company,  or  any  other  entity  (includ- 
ing any  governmental  entity). 

(13)  Product — 

(A)  In  genf.ral.— The  term  "product" 
means  any  object,  substance,  mixture,  or 
raw  material  In  a  gaseous,  liquid,  or  solid 
state  that — 

(i)  is  capable  of  delivery  it.self  or  as  an  as- 
sembled whole,  in  a  mixed  or  combined 
state,  or  as  a  component  part  or  ingredient, 

(ii)  is  produced  for  introduction  into  trade 
or  commerce; 

(ill)  has  intrinsic  economic  value;  and 

(iv)  is  intended  for  sale  or  lease  to  persons 
for  commercial  or  personal  u.se. 

(B)  Exclu.sion  — The  term  "product"  does 
not  include — 

(ii  tissue,  organs,  blood,  and  blood  products 
used  for  therapeutic  or  medical  purposes,  ex- 
cept CO  Che  excent  chat  such  tissue,  organs, 
blood,  and  blood  products  (or  the  provision 
thereof)  are  subject,  under  applicable  State 
law.  to  a  standard  of  liability  other  than 
negligence;  and 

(iii  electricity,  water  delivered  by  a  util- 
ity, natural  gas,  or  steam. 

(H)  Product  liability  A(moN.— The  term 
'product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product. 

(15)  PR0DU(rr  seller — 

(A)  I.N  general— The  term  "product  sell- 
er "  means  a  person  who — 

(i)  in  the  course  of  a  business  conducted  for 
that  purpose,  sells,  distributes,  rents,  leases, 
prepares,  blends,  packages,  labels,  or  other- 
wise is  involved  in  placing  a  product  in  the 
stream  of  commerce,  or 

(ill  installs,  repairs,  refurbishes,  recondi- 
tions, or  maintains  the  harm-causing  aspect 
of  the  product. 

(B)  Exclusion.  -The  term  "product  seller" 
does  not  include — 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property; 

(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  a  prod- 
uct is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(iii)  any  person  who — 

(I)  acts  in  only  a  financial  capacity  with 
respect  to  the  sale  of  a  product;  or 


(II)  leases  a  product  under  a  lease  arrange- 
ment in  which  the  lessor  does  not  initially 
select  the  leased  product  and  does  not  during 
the  lease  term  ordinarily  control  the  daily 
operations  and  maintenance  of  the  product. 

(16)  State.— The  term  "State"  means  each 
of  the  .several  Stales  of  the  United  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands.  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  and  any  other 
territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof. 

(17)  Time  of  delivery —The  term  ""time  of 
delivery"  means  the  time  when  a  product  is 
delivered  to  the  first  purchaser  or  lessee  of 
the  product  that  was  not  involved  in  manu- 
facturing or  selling  the  product,  or  using  the 
product  as  a  component  part  of  another 
product  to  be  sold. 

SEC.  102.  APPLICABILITY:  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  Applicability — 

(1)  Actions  covered.— Subject  to  para- 
graph (2),  this  title  applies  to  any  product  li- 
ability action  commenced  on  or  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  without  re- 
gard to  whether  the  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  action  or  the  conduct  that  caused  the 
harm  occurred  before  such  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

(2)  Actions  excluded — 

lAi  AcrrioNS  FOR  damage  to  product  or 
commercial  loss.— A  civil  action  brought  for 
loss  or  damage  to  a  product  itself  or  for  com- 
mercial less,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  title  governing  product  liabil- 
ity actions,  but  shall  be  subject  to  any  appli- 
cable commercial  or  contract  law 

(B)  Actions  for  negligent  entrust- 
ment. — A  civil  action  for  negligent  enCrust- 
ment  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  title  governing  product  liability  actions, 
but  shall  be  subject  to  any  applicable  State 
law. 

(b)  Scope  of  Preemption.— 

(1)  In  general.— This  Act  supersedes  a 
State  law  only  to  the  extent  that  State  law 
applies  to  an  issue  covered  under  this  title. 

(2)  Issues  not  covered  under  this  act.— 
Any  issue  that  is  not  covered  under  this 
title,  including  any  standard  of  liability  ap- 
plicable to  a  manufacturer,  shall  not  he  sub- 
ject to  this  title,  but  shall  be  subject  to  ap- 
plicable Federal  or  State  law. 

(c)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed  to — 

( 1 )  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  any  State  under  any 
law; 

(2)  supersede  or  alter  any  Federal  law; 

(3)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sovereign 
immunity  asserted  by  the  United  States; 

(4)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provision 
of  chapter  97  of  title  28.  United  States  Code; 

(5)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  with 
respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreign  nation 
or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

(6)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  transfer 
venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation  or 
of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the  ground 
of  inconvenient  forum;  or 

(7)  supersede  or  modify  any  statutory  or 
common  law.  including  any  law  providing  for 
an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance,  that  author- 
izes a  person  to  institute  an  action  for  civil 
damages  or  civil  penalties,  cleanup  costs,  in- 
junctions, restitution,  cost  recovery,  puni- 
tive damages,  or  any  other  form  of  relief  for 
remediation  of  the  environment  (as  defined 
in  section  101(8)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response,  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980.  42  use.  9601(8))  or  the 
threat  of  such  remediation. 


(d)  Construction.— To  promote  uniformity 
of  law  in  the  various  jurisdictions,  this  title 
shall  be  construed  and  applied  after  consid- 
eration of  its  legislative  history. 

(e>  Effect  of  Court  of  Appeals  Deci- 
sions—Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  any  decision  of  a  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals interpreting  a  provision  of  this  title 
(except  to  the  extent  that  the  decision  is 
overruled  or  otherwise  modified  by  the  Su- 
preme Court)  shall  be  considered  a  control- 
ling precedent  with  respect  to  any  subse- 
quent decision  made  concerning  the  inter- 
pretation of  such  provision  by  any  Federal  or 
State  court  within  the  geographical  bound- 
aries of  the  area  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals. 
SEC.    103.    alternative    DISPUTE    RESOLUTION 

procedures. 

(a)  Service  of  Offer— a  claimant  or  a  de- 
fendant in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  may,  not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  service  of  the  initial  com- 
plaint of  the  claimant  or  the  applicable 
deadline  for  a  responsive  pleading  (whichever 
is  later),  serve  upon  an  adverse  party  an 
offer  to  proceed  pursuant  to  any  voluntary, 
nonbinding  alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedure  established  or  recognized  under 
the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the  product  li- 
ability action  is  brought  or  under  the  rules 
of  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  main- 
tained. 

(b)  Written  NimcE  of  acceptance  or  Re- 
jection—Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c).  not  later  than  10  days  after  the  service  of 
an  offer  to  proceed  under  subsection  (a),  an 
offeree  shall  file  a  written  notice  of  accept- 
ance or  rejection  of  the  offer. 

(c)  Extension —The  court  may.  upon  mo- 
tion by  an  offeree  made  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  10-day  period  specified  in  sub- 
section (b).  extend  the  period  for  filing  a 
written  notice  under  such  subsection  for  a 
period  of  not  more  than  60  days  after  the 
date  of  expiration  of  the  period  specified  in 
subsection  (b).  Discovery  may  be  permitted 
during  such  period, 

SEC.     104.     UABnJTY     RLTJ;S    APPUCABLE    TO 
PRODUCT  SELLERS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  any  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  filed  by  a 
claimant  for  harm  caused  by  a  product,  a 
product  seller  other  than  a  manufacturer 
shall  be  liable  to  a  claimant,  only  if  the 
claimant  establishes — 

(A)  that^ 

(i)  the  product  that  allegedly  caused  the 
harm  that  is  the  subject  of  the  complaint 
was  sold,  rented,  or  leased  by  the  product 
seller; 

(ii)  the  product  seller  failed  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  with  respect  to  the  product; 
and 

(iii)  the  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
was  a  proximate  cause  of  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant: or 

(B)  that^ 

(i)  the  product  seller  made  an  express  war- 
ranty applicable  to  the  product  that  alleg- 
edly caused  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  complaint,  independent  of  any  express 
warranty  made  by  a  manufacturer  as  to  the 
same  product: 

(ii)  the  product  failed  to  conform  to  the 
warranty;  and 

(iii)  the  failure  of  the  product  to  conform 
to  the  warranty  caused  harm  to  the  claim- 
ant; or 

(C)  thatr- 

(i)  the  product  seller  engaged  in  inten- 
tional wrongdoing,  as  determined  under  ap- 
plicable State  law;  and 


(ii)  such  intentional  wrongdoing  w±as  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  harm  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  complaint. 

(2i  Reasonable  oppoRTUNrrv  for  inspec- 
tion—For  purposes  of  paragraph  (IXAKil).  a 
product  seller  shall  not  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  exercise  reasonable  care  with  re- 
spect to  a  product  based  upon  an  alleged  fail- 
ure to  inspect  a  product  if  the  product  seller  " 
had  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
product  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant. 

(b)  Special  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general —a  product  seller  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  liable  as  a  manufacturer  of  a 
product  for  harm  caused  by  the  product  if— 

(A)  the  manufacturer  is  not  subject  to 
service  of  process  under  the  laws  of  any 
State  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought;  or 

(B)  the  court  determines  that  the  claimant 
would  be  unable  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  manufacturer. 

(2)  STATU'TE  OF  limitations.— For  purposes 
of  this  subsection  only,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions applicable  to  claims  asserting  liability 
of  a  product  seller  as  a  manufacturer  shall  be 
tolled  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  com- 
plaint against  the  manufacturer  to  the  date 
that  judgment  is  entered  against  the  manu- 
facturer. 

(c)  Rented  or  Leased  Products.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
renting  or  leasing  a  product  (other  than  a 
person  excluded  from  the  definition  of  prod- 
uct seller  under  section  101  (14 KB))  shall  be 
subject  to  liability  in  a  product  liability  ac- 
tion under  subsection  (a),  but  any  person  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  renting  or  leasing  a 
product  shall  not  be  liable  to  a  claimant  for 
the  tortious  act  of  another  solely  by  reason 
of  ownership  of  such  product. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  and  for 
determining  the  applicability  of  this  title  to 
any  person  subject  to  paragraph  (1).  the  term 
"product  liability  action"  means  a  civil  ac- 
tion brought  on  any  theory  for  harm  caused 
by  a  product  or  product  use. 

SEC.    105.  DEFENSES   INVOLVING   INTOHCATINC 
ALCOHOL  OR  DRUGS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  a  defendant  in  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title  shall  have  a  complete  defense  in  the  ac- 
tion if  the  defendant  proves  that^ 

(1)  the  claimant  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  alcohol  or  any  drug  that  may 
not  lawfully  be  sold  over-the-counter  with- 
out a  prescription,  and  was  not  prescribed  by 
a  physician  for  use  by  the  claimant;  and 

(2)  the  claimant,  as  a  result  of  the  influ- 
ence of  the  alcohol  or  drug,  was  more  than  50 
percent  responsible  for  the  accident  or  event 
which  resulted  in  the  harm  to  the  claimant. 

(b)  Construction —For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  determination  of  whether  a  per- 
son was  intoxicated  or  was  imder  the  influ- 
ence of  intoxicating  alcohol  or  ajiy  drug 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  applicable  State 
law. 

SEC.    106.   REDUCTION   FOR   MISUSE  OR  ALTER- 
ATION OF  PRODUCT. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (c),  in  a  product  liability  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  the  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  haole  under 
applicable  State  law  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
percentage  of  responsibility  for  the  harm  to 
the  claimant  attributable  to  misuse  or  alter- 
ation of  a  product  by  any  person  if  the  de- 
fendant establishes  that  such  percentage  of 
the  harm  was  proximately  caused  by  a  use  or 
alteration  of  a  product — 
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(A>  in  violation  of.  or  contrary  to.  the  ex- 
press warnings  or  instructions  of  the  defend- 
ant if  the  warnings  or  instructions  are  deter- 
mined to  be  adequate  pursuant  to  applicable 
State  law;  or 

(B)  involving  a  risk  of  harm  which  was 
known  or  should  have  been  known  by  the  or- 
dinary person  who  uses  or  consumes  the 
product  with  the  knowledge  common  to  the 
class  of  persons  who  used  or  would  be  reason- 
ably anticipated  to  use  the  product. 

(2)  Use  i.vte.vded  by  a  manuf.\cturer  is 
.NOT  MISUSE  OR  .ALTERATION.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  a  use  of  a  product  that  is 
intended  by  the  manufacturer  of  the  product 
does  not  constitute  a  misuse  or  alteration  of 
the  product. 

(b)  St.ate  Law. — Notwithstanding  section 
3<b).  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  su- 
persede State  law  concerning  misuse  or  al- 
teration of  a  product  only  to  the  extent  that 
State  law  is  inconsistent  with  such  sub- 
section. 

(c)  Workplace  Injl'ry.— Notwithstanding 
subsection  (a),  the  amount  of  damages  for 
which  a  defendant  is  otherwise  liable  under 
State  law  shall  not  be  reduced  by  the  appli- 
cation of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
conduct  of  any  employer  or  coemployee  of 
the  plaintiff  who  is.  under  applicable  State 
law  concerning  workplace  injuries,  immune 
from  being  subject  to  an  action  by  the  claim- 
ant. 

SEC.   107.  UNIFORM  STANDARDS  FOR  AWARD  OF 
PtrNTTTVE  DAMAGES. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Punitive  damages 
may,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  applicable 
State  law,  be  awarded  against  a  defendant  in 
a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject  to 
this  title  if  the  claimant  establishes  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  that  the  harm  that 
is  the  subject  of  the  action  was  the  result  of 
conduct  that  was  carried  out  by  the  defend- 
ant with  a  conscious,  flagrant  indifference  to 
the  safety  of  others. 

(b)  Ll.MIT.\TION  ON  A.MOUNT  — 

(1»  Ln  general —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3i.  the  amount  of  puni- 
tive damages  that  may  be  awarded  to  a 
claimant  in  a  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  shall  not  exceed  the 
ftiecilei  uf  - 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(ii  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss;  and 

(ii>  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant 
for  noneconomlc  loss;  or 

(B)  J250.000. 

(2)  Special  rule— The  amount  of  punitive 
damages  that  may  be  awarded  in  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
against  an  individual  whose  net  worth  does 
not  exceed  $500,000  or  against  an  owner  of  an 
unincorporated  business,  or  any  partnership, 
corporation,  association,  unit  of  local  gov- 
ernment, or  organization  which  has  fewer 
than  25  full-time  employees,  shall  not  exceed 
the  lesser  of— 

(A)  2  times  the  sum  of— 

(i)  the  amount  awarded  to  the  claimant  for 
economic  loss,  and 

(ii)  the  amount  awarded  to  tbe  claimant 
for  noneconomlc  loss;  or         i 

(B)  $250,000.  I 

(3)  Exception — 

(A)  Determination  by  court.— Notwith- 
standing subparagraph  (C).  in  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  if 
the  court  makes  a  determination,  after  con- 
sidering each  of  the  factors  in  subparagraph 
(B),  that  the  application  of  paragraph  (1) 
would  result  in  an  award  of  punitive  dam- 
ages that  is  insufficient  to  punish  the  egre- 
gious conduct  of  the  defendant  against  whom 
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the  punitive  damages  are  to  be  awarded  or  to 
deter  such  conduct  in  the  future,  the  court 
shall  determine  the  additional  amount  of  pu- 
nitive damages  in  excess  of  the  amount  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  to 
be  awarded  to  the  claimant  (referred  to  in 
this  paragraph  as  the  "additur")  in  a  sepa- 
rate proceeding  in  accordance  with  this  para- 
graph. 

(B)  Factors  for  consideration.— In  any 
proceeding  under  subparagraph  (A),  the 
court  shall  consider— 

(i)  the  extent  to  which  the  defendant  acted 
with  actual  malice; 

(ii)  the  likelihood  that  serious  harm  would 
arise  from  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant; 

(iii)  the  degree  of  the  awareness  of  the  de- 
fendant of  that  likelihood; 

(iv)  the  profitability  of  the  misconduct  to 
the  defendant; 

(V)  the  duration  of  the  misconduct  and  any 
concurrent  or  subsequent  concealment  of  the 
conduct  by  the  defendant; 

(vi)  the  attitude  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  discovery  of  the  misconduct 
and  whether  the  misconduct  has  terminated; 

(vii)  the  financial  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant; and 

(viii)  the  cumulative  deterrent  effect  of 
other  losses,  damages,  and  punishment  suf- 
fered by  the  defendant  as  a  result  of  the  mis- 
conduct, reducing  the  amount  of  punitive 
damages  on  the  basis  of  the  economic  Impact 
and  severity  of  all  measures  to  which  the  de- 
fendant has  been  or  may  be  subjected,  in- 
cluding- 

(I)  compensatory  and  punitive  damage 
awards  to  similarly  situated  claimants; 

(II)  the  adverse  economic  effect  of  stigma 
or  loss  of  reputation; 

(III)  civil  fines  and  criminal  and  adminis- 
trative penalties;  and 

(IV)  stop  sale,  cease  and  desist,  and  other 
remedial  or  enforcement  orders. 

(C)  RE(JUIREMENTS  for  AWARDING 

ADDITURS.— If  the  court  awards  an  additur 
under  this  paragraph,  the  court  shall  state 
its  reasons  for  setting  the  amount  of  the 
additur  in  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law.  If  the  additur  is — 

(i)  accepted  by  the  defendant,  it  shall  be 
entered  by  the  courl  ita  a  final  judgment, 

(ii)  accepted  by  the  defendant  under  pro- 
test, the  order  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal;  or 

(iii)  not  accepted  by  the  defense,  the  court 
shall  set  aside  the  punitive  damages  award 
and  order  a  new  trial  on  the  issue  of  punitive 
damages  only,  and  judgment  shall  enter 
upon  the  verdict  of  liability  and  damages 
after  the  issue  of  punitive  damages  is  de- 
cided. 

(4)  APPUCATION  BY  COURT— This  subsection 
shall  be  applied  by  the  court  and  the  applica- 
tion of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  disclosed 
to  the  jury. 

(5)  REMiTTrnms.— Nothing  in  this  sub- 
section shall  modify  or  reduce  the  ability  of 
courts  to  order  remittiturs. 

(c)  Bifurcation  at  Request  of  Any 
Party.— 

(1)  In  general— At  the  request  of  any 
party,  the  trier  of  fact  in  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  shall  con- 
sider in  a  separate  proceeding  whether  puni- 
tive damages  are  to  be  awarded  for  the  harm 
that  is  the  subject  of  the  action  and  the 
amount  of  the  award. 

(2)  Inadmissibility  of  evidence  relative 
only  to  a  claim  of  punitive  damages  in  a 
proceeding  concerning  compensatory  dam- 
ages.—If  any  party  requests  a  separate  pro- 
ceeding under  paragraph  (1).  in  any  proceed- 
ing to  determine  whether  the  claimant  may 
be  awarded  compensatory  damages,  any  evi- 


dence that  is  relevant  only  to  the  claim  of 
punitive  damages,  as  determined  by  applica- 
ble State  law,  shall  be  inadmi.ssible. 

SEC.    108.   liability   FOR  CERTAIN  CLAIMS   RE- 
LATING TO  DEATH. 

In  any  civil  action  in  which  the  alleged 
harm  to  the  claimant  is  death  and.  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act.  the  applicable 
State  law  provides,  or  has  been  construed  to 
provide,  for  damages  only  punitive  in  nature, 
a  defendant  may  be  liable  for  any  such  dam- 
ages without  regard  to  section  107.  but  only 
during  such  time  as  the  State  law  so  pro- 
vides. This  section  shall  cease  to  be  effective 
September  1.  1996. 

SEC.    109.    UNIFORM   TIME    LIMFTATIONS   ON   U- 
ABUJTY. 

(a)  Statute  of  Limitations.— 

(1)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  subsection  (b).  a  product 
liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this  title 
may  be  filed  not  later  than  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  the  claimant  discovered  or.  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  should  have 
discovered,  the  harm  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  action  and  the  cause  of  the  harm. 

(2)  Exceptions.— 

(A)  Person  with  a  legal  disability- —A 
person  with  a  legal  disability  (as  determined 
under  applicable  law)  may  file  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  title  not 
later  than  2  years  after  the  date  on  which 
the  person  ceases  to  have  the  legal  disabil- 
ity. 

(B)  Effect  of  stay  or  iNJUNcmoN.— If  the 
commencement  of  a  civil  action  that  is  sub- 
ject to  this  title  is  stayed  or  enjoined,  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  under 
this  section  shall  be  suspended  until  the  end 
of  the  period  that  the  stay  or  injunction  is  in 
effect. 

(b)  Statute  of  Repose.— 

(1)  In  general— Subject  to  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  no  product  liability  action  that  is 
subject  to  this  title  concerning  a  product 
that  is  a  durable  good  alleged  to  have  caused 
harm  (other  than  toxic  harm)  may  be  filed 
after  the  20-year  period  beginning  at  the 
time  of  delivery  of  the  product. 

(2)  St.*.te  l.^w. Not'.vi  thstandin*^  para- 
graph (1).  if  pursuant  to  an  applicable  State 
law.  an  action  described  in  such  paragraph  is 
required  to  be  filed  during  a  period  that  is 
shorter  than  the  20-year  period  specified  in 
such  paragraph,  the  State  law  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  such  period. 

(3)  Exceptions.- 

(A)  A  motor  vehicle,  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
train  that  is  used  primarily  to  transport  pas- 
sengers for  hire  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
subsection. 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  bar  a  product  li- 
ability action  against  a  defendant  who  made 
an  express  warranty  in  writing  as  to  the 
safety  of  the  specific  product  involved  which 
was  longer  than  20  years,  but  it  will  apply  at 
the  expiration  of  that  warranty. 

(C)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  affect  the  limi- 
tations period  established  by  the  General 
Aviation  Revitalization  Act  of  1994  (49  U.S.C. 
40101  note). 

(c)  Transitional  Provision  Relating  to 
Extension  of  Period  for  Bringing  Certain 
Actions— If  any  provision  of  subsection  (a) 
or  (b)  shortens  the  period  during  which  a 
product  liability  action  that  could  be  other- 
wise brought  pursuant  to  another  provision 
of  law.  the  claimant  may.  notwithstanding 
subsections  (a)  and  (b).  bring  the  product  li- 
ability action  pursuant  to  this  title  not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 


SEC.       110.      SEVERAL      UABILITY      FOR      NON- 
ECONOMIC  LOSS. 

(a)  General  Rule— In  a  product  liability 
action  that  is  subject  to  this  title,  the  liabil- 
ity of  each  defendant  for  noneconomlc  loss 
shall  be  several  only  and  shall  not  be  joint. 

(b)  Amount  of  Liability.— 

(1)  In  general.— Each  defendant  shall  be 
liable  only  for  the  amount  of  noneconomlc 
loss  allocated  to  the  defendant  in  direct  pro- 
portion to  the  percentage  of  responsibility  of 
the  defendant  (determined  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2))  for  the  harm  to  the 
claimant  with  respect  to  which  the  defend- 
ant is  liable.  The  court  shall  render  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  against  each  defendant  in  an 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  the  preced- 
ing sentence. 

(2)  Percentage  of  responsibility.— For 
purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of  non- 
economic  loss  allocated  to  a  defendant  under 
this  section,  the  trier  of  fact  shall  determine 
the  percentage  of  responsibility  of  each  per- 
son responsible  for  the  claimant's  harm, 
whether  or  not  such  person  is  a  party  to  the 
action. 

SEC.   111.  WORKERS'  COMPENSATION   SUBROGA- 
TION STANDARDS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— 

(1)  Right  of  subrogation  — 

(A)  In  general  —An  insurer  shall  have  a 
right  of  subrogation  against  a  manufacturer 
or  product  seller  to  recover  any  claimant's 
benefits  relating  to  harm  that  is  the  subject 
of  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
to  this  title. 

(B)  Written  NOTiFiCA'noN.— To  assert  a 
right  of  subrogation  under  subparagraph  (A), 
the  insurer  shall  provide  written  notice  to 
the  court  in  which  the  product  liability  ac- 
tion is  brought. 

iCi  Insurer  n(5t  required  to  be  a  party — 
An  insurer  shall  not  be  required  to  be  a  nec- 
essary and  proper  part.v  in  a  product  liability 
action  covered  under  subparagraph  lA). 

(2)  Settlements  and  other  legal  pro- 
ceedings— 

(A)  In  general— In  any  proceeding  relat- 
ing to  harm  or  settlement  with  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  by  a  claimant  who 
files  a  product  liability  action  that  is  subject 
r.n  rtiis  title  an  insurer  may  participate  to 
a.s.sert  a  right  of  subrogation  for  claimant's 
benefits  with  respect  to  any  payment  made 
by  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  by 
reason  of  such  harm,  without  regard  to 
whether  the  payment  is  made — 

(1)  as  part  of  a  settlement; 
(ii)  in  satisfaction  of  judgment; 
(iii)  as  consideration  for  a  covenant  not  to 
sue;  or 
(iv)  in  another  manner. 

(B)  Written  notification  —Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (Ci.  an  employee  shall 
not  make  any  settlement  with  or  accept  any 
payment  from  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  without  written  notification  to  the 
employer. 

(C)  Exemption— Subparagraph  (B)  shall 
not  apply  in  any  case  in  which  the  insurer 
has  been  compensated  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits. 

(3)  Harm  resulting  from  action  of  e.m- 

PLOYER  OR  coemployee  — 

(A)  In  general— If,  with  respect  to  a  prod- 
uct liability  action  that  is  subject  to  this 
title,  the  manufacturer  or  product  seller  at- 
tempts to  persuade  the  trier  of  fact  that  the 
harm  to  the  claimant  was  caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  employer  of  the  claimant  or  any 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  issue  of  that 
fault  shall  be  submitted  to  the  trier  of  fact, 
but  only  after  the  manufacturer  or  product 
seller  has  provided  timely  written  notice  to 
the  employer. 


(B)  Rights  of  e.mployer — 

(ii  In  general —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  with  respect  to  an 
issue  of  fault  submitted  to  a  trier  of  fact  pur- 
suant to  subparagraph  (A),  an  employer 
shall,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  party  in 
the  action  (even  if  the  employer  is  not  a 
named  party  in  the  action),  have  the  right 
to— 

(I)  appear; 

(II)  be  represented; 

(III)  introduce  evidence; 

(IV)  cross-examine  adverse  witnesses;  and 

(V)  present  arguments  to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(ii)  Last  issue— The  issue  of  harm  result- 
ing from  an  action  of  an  employer  or  co- 
emplo.vee  shall  be  the  last  issue  that  is  pre- 
sented to  the  trier  of  fact. 

(C)  Reduction  of  damages.— If  the  trier  of 
fact  finds  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence 
that  the  harm  to  the  claimant  that  is  the 
subject  of  the  product  liability  action  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a  co- 
employee  of  the  claimant — 

(i)  the  court  shall  reduce  by  the  amount  of 
the  claimant's  benefits — 

(I)  the  damages  awarded  against  the  manu- 
facturer or  product  seller;  and 

(II)  any  corresponding  insurer's  subroga- 
tion lien;  and 

(ii)  the  manufacturer  or  product  .seller 
shall  have  no  further  right  by  way  of  con- 
tribution or  otherwise  against  the  employer. 

(D)  Certain  rights  of  subrogation  not 
AFFECTED.— Notwithstanding  a  finding  by  the 
trier  of  fact  described  in  subparagraph  (C), 
the  insurer  shall  not  lose  any  right  of  sub- 
rogation related  to  any — 

(i)  intentional  tort  committed  against  the 
claimant  by  a  coemployee;  or 

(ii)  act  committed  by  a  coemployee  outside 
the  scope  of  normal  work  practices. 

(b)  ATTORNEY'S  FEES.— If.  in  a  product  li- 
ability action  that  is  subject  to  this  section, 
the  court  finds  that  harm  to  a  claimant  was 
not  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  employer  or  a 
coemployee  of  the  claimant,  the  manufac- 
turer or  product  seller  shall  reimburse  the 
insurer  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
court  costs  incurred  by  the  insurer  In  the  ac- 
tion, as  determined  by  the  court. 
SEC.  112.  FEDERAL  CAUSE  OF  ACTION  PRE- 
CLLTJED. 

The  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  have  jurisdiction  under  section  1331 
or  1337  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  over 
any  product  liability  action  covered  under 
this  title. 

TITLE  II— BIOMATERIALS  ACCESS 
ASSURANCE 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Blomate- 
rials  Access  Assurance  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  202.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  each  year  millions  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  depend  on  the  availability  of 
lifesaving  or  life-enhancing  medical  devices, 
many  of  which  are  permanently  implantable 
within  the  human  body: 

(2)  a  continued  supply  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  is  necessary  for  the  inven- 
tion, development,  improvement,  and  main- 
tenance of  the  supply  of  the  devices; 

(3)  most  of  the  medical  devices  are  made 
with  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
that— 

(A)  are  not  designed  or  manufactured  spe- 
cifically for  use  in  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  come  in  contact  with  internal  human 
tissue; 

(4)  the  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
also  are  used  in  a  variety  of  nonmedical 
products; 


(5)  because  small  quantities  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  are  used  for 
medical  devices,  sales  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices  con- 
stitute an  extremely  small  portion  of  the 
overall  market  for  the  raw  materials  and 
medical  devices; 

(6)  under  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  U.S.C.  301  et  seq),  manufactur- 
ers of  medical  devices  are  required  to  dem- 
onstrate that  the  medical  devices  are  safe 
and  effective,  including  demonstrating  that 
the  products  are  properly  designed  and  have 
adequate  warnings  or  instructions; 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  suppliers  do  not 
design,  produce,  or  test  a  final  medical  de- 
vice, the  suppliers  have  been  the  subject  of 
actions  alleging  inadequate — 

(A)  design  and  testing  of  medical  devices 
manufactured  with  materials  or  parts  sup- 
plied by  the  suppliers;  or 

(B)  warnings  related  to  the  use  of  such 
medical  devices; 

(8)  even  though  suppliers  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  have  very  rarely  been 
held  liable  in  such  actions,  such  suppliers 
have  ceased  supplying  certain  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  use  in  medical  de- 
vices because  the  costs  associated  with  liti- 
gation in  order  to  ensure  a  favorable  judg- 
ment for  the  suppliers  far  exceeds  the  total 
potential  sales  revenues  from  sales  by  such 
suppliers  to  the  medical  device  industry; 

(9)  unless  alternate  sources  of  supply  can 
be  found,  the  unavailability  of  raw  materials 
and  component  parts  for  medical  devices  will 
lead  to  unavailability  of  lifesaving  and  life- 
enhancing  medical  devices; 

(10)  because  other  suppliers  of  the  raw  ma- 
terials and  component  parts  in  foreign  na- 
tions are  refusing  to  sell  raw  materials  or 
component  parts  for  use  in  manufacturing 
certain  medical  devices  in  the  United  States, 
the  prospects  for  development  of  new  sources 
of  supply  for  the  full  range  of  threatened  raw 
materials  and  component  parts  for  medical 
devices  are  remote; 

(11)  it  is  unlikely  that  tbe  small  market 
for  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts 
in  the  United  States  could  support  the  large 
investment  needed  to  develop  new  suppliers 
of  such  raw  materials  and  component  parts; 

(12)  attempts  to  develop  such  new  suppliers 
would  raise  the  cost  of  medical  devices; 

(13)  courts  that  have  considered  the  duties 
of  the  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  have  generally  found  that 
the  suppliers  do  not  have  a  duty— 

(A)  to  evaluate  the  safety  and  efficacy  of 
the  use  of  a  raw  material  or  component  part 
in  a  medical  device;  and 

(B)  to  warn  consumers  concerning  the  safe- 
ty and  effectiveness  of  a  medical  device; 

(14)  attempts  to  impose  the  duties  referred 
to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  paragraph 
(13)  on  suppliers  of  the  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  would  cause  more  harm 
than  good  by  driving  the  suppliers  to  cease 
supplying  manufacturers  of  medical  devices; 
and 

(15)  in  order  to  safeguard  the  availability 
of  a  wide  variety  of  lifesaving  and  life-en- 
hancing medical  devices,  immediate  action 
is  needed— 

(A)  to  clarify  the  permissible  bases  of  li- 
ability for  suppliers  of  raw  materials  and 
component  parts  for  medical  devices;  and 

(B)  to  provide  expeditious  procedures  to 
dispose  of  unwarranted  suits  against  the  sup- 
pliers in  such  manner  as  to  minimize  litiga- 
tion costs 

SEC.  203.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  title: 
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(1)  BlOMATERIALS  SUPPLIER.— 

(A)  I.N  GENERAL.— The  term  "biomaterials 
supplier"  means  an  entity  that  directly  or 
indirectly  supplies  a  component  f)art  or  raw 
material  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  an 
implant. 

(B)  Persons  lncluded.— Such  term  in- 
cludes any  person  who — 

(ii  has  submitted  master  files  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  purposes  of  premarket  approval  of 
a  medical  device;  or 

(ii)  licenses  a  biomaterials  supplier  to 
produce  component  parts  or  raw  materials. 

i2)  Clalmant  — 

(Ai  In  general.— The  term  'claimant" 
means  any  person  who  brings  a  civil  action, 
or  on  whose  behalf  a  civil  action  is  brought. 
arising  from  harm  allegedly  caused  directly 
or  indirectly  by  an  implant,  including  a  per- 
son other  than  the  individual  into  whose 
body,  or  in  contact  with  whose  blood  or  tis- 
sue, the  implant  is  placed,  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  harm  as  a  result  of  the  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Action  brought  on  behalf  of  an  es- 
tate—With  respect  to  an  action  brought  on 
behalf  or  through  the  estate  of  an  individual 
into  whose  body,  or  in  contact  with  whose 
blood  or  tissue  the  implant  is  placed,  such 
term  includes  the  decedent  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action. 

(C)  ACTION  brought  on  BEHALF  OF  A 

MINOR —With  respect  to  an  action  brought 
on  behalf  or  through  a  minor,  such  term  in- 
cludes the  parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor. 

(D)  Exclusions.— Such  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which— 

(I)  the  sale  or  use  of  an  implant  is  inciden- 
tal to  the  transaction:  and 

(II)  the  essence  of  the  transaction  is  the 
furnishing  of  judgment,  skill,  or  services:  or 

(ii)  a  manufacturer,  seller,  or  biomaterials 
supplier. 

(3)  COMPONE.NT  PART  — 

(A)  In  general. — The  term  "component 
part"  means  a  manufactured  piece  of  an  im- 
plant. 

(B)  Certain  components.— Such  term  in- 
cludes a  manufactured  piece  of  an  implant 
that— 

(i)  has  significant  nonimplant  applications: 
and 

(ii)  alone,  has  no  implant  value  or  purpose, 
but  when  combined  with  other  component 
parts  and  materials,  constitutes  an  implant. 

(4)  Harm — 

(A)  In  fiENERAL.- The  term  "harm" 
means — 

(i)  any  injury  to  or  damage  suffered  by  an 
individual; 

(ii)  any  illness,  disease,  or  death  of  that  in- 
dividual resulting  from  that  injury  or  dam- 
age; and 

(iii)  any  loss  to  that  individual  or  any 
other  individual  resulting  from  that  injury 
or  damage. 

(B)  Exclusion.— The  term  does  not  include 
any  commercial  loss  or  loss  of  or  damage  to 
an  implant. 

(5)  Implant.— The  term  "implant"  means— 

(A)  a  medical  device  that  is  intended  by 
the  manufacturer  of  the  device — 

(i)  to  be  placed  into  a  surtrically  or  natu- 
rally formed  or  existing  cavity  of  the  body 
for  a  period  of  at  least  30  days;  or 

(it)  to  remain  in  contact  with  bodily  fluids 
or  internal  human  tissue  through  a  sur- 
gically produced  opening  for  a  period  of  less 
than  30  days:  and 

(B)  suture  materials  used  In  implant  proce- 
dures. 


(6)  Manufacturer— The  term  "manufac- 
turer" means  any  person  who.  with  respect 
to  an  implant — 

(A)  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  prepa- 
ration, propagation,  compounding,  or  proc- 
essing (as  (lefined  in  section  510(a)(1)  of  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  360(a)(1))  of  the  implant;  and 

(B)  is  required- 

(i)  to  register  with  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360)  and  the  regula- 
tions issued  under  such  section;  and 

(ii)  to  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(j)  of  such  Act  (21  U  SC  360(ji> 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion. 

(7)  Medical  device.— The  term  "medical 
device"  means  a  device,  as  defined  in  section 
201(h)  of  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cos- 
metic Act  (21  U.S.C.  321(h)). 

(8)  Raw  material.— The  term  "raw  mate- 
rial" means  a  substance  or  product  that — 

(A)  has  a  generic  use:  and 

(B)  may  be  used  in  an  application  other 
than  an  implant. 

(9)  Secretary —The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 

(10)  Seller,— 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  "seller"  means 
a  person  who.  in  the  course  of  a  business  con- 
ducted for  that  purpose,  sells,  distributes. 
leases,  packages,  labels,  or  otherwise  places 
an  implant  in  the  stream  of  commerce, 

(B)  Exclusions.— The  term  does  not  in- 
clude— 

(i)  a  seller  or  lessor  of  real  property: 
(ii)  a  provider  of  professional  services,  in 
any  case  in  which  the  sale  or  use  of  an  im- 
plant is  incidental  to  the  transaction  and  the 
essence  of  the  transaction  is  the  furnishing 
of  judgment,  skill,  or  services;  or 

(iii)  any  person  who  acts  in  only  a  finan- 
cial capacity  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  an 
implant. 

SEC.    ax.    GE>fERAL    REQUIREMENTS;    APPLICA- 
BILITY; preemption. 

(a)  General  Requirements.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  any  civil  action  cov- 
ered by  this  title,  a  biomaterials  supplier 
may  raise  any  defense  set  forth  in  section 
205. 

(2)  Procedures.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  Federal  or  State 
court  in  which  a  civil  action  covered  by  this 
title  is  pending  shall,  in  connection  with  a 
motion  for  dismissal  or  judgment  based  on  a 
defense  described  in  paragraph  (1).  use  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  section  206. 

(b)  A PPUC ABILITY-  — 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  this  title  applies  to  any 
civil  action  brought  by  a  claimant,  whether 
in  a  Federal  or  State  court,  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier,  on 
the  basis  of  any  legal  theory,  for  harm  alleg- 
edly caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  Exclusion.— A  civil  action  brought  by  a 
purchaiser  of  a  medical  device  for  use  in  pro- 
viding professional  services  against  a  manu- 
facturer, seller,  or  biomaterials  supplier  for 
loss  or  damage  to  an  implant  or  for  commer- 
cial loss  to  the  purchaser— 

(A)  shall  not  be  considerfed  an  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title;  and 

(B)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable  com- 
mercial or  contract  law. 

(c)  Scope  of  Preemption — 

(1)  In  general.— This  title  supersedes  any 
State  law  regarding  recovery  for  harm 
caused  by  an  implant  and  any  rule  of  proce- 


dure applicable  to  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  for  such  harm  only  to  the  extent 
that  this  title  establishes  a  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  recovery  of  such  damages. 

(2)     .APPLICABILITY     OF     OTHER     LAWS,— Any 

issue  that  arises  under  this  title  and  that  is 
not  governed  by  a  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  recovery  of  damages  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  governed  by  applicable 
Federal  or  State  law. 

(d)  STATUTORY  Con.struction.— Nothing  in 
this  title  may  be  construed — 

(1)  to  affect  any  defense  available  to  a  de- 
fendant under  any  other  provisions  of  Fed- 
eral or  State  law  in  an  action  alleging  harm 
caused  by  an  implant;  or 

(2)  to  create  a  cause  of  action  or  Federal 
court  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  section  1331  or 
1337  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  that  oth- 
erwise would  not  exist  under  applicable  Fed- 
eral or  State  law. 

SEC.  205,  UABILmf  OF  BIOMATERIALS  SUPPLI- 
ERS. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Exclusion  from  liability.— Except  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (2l.  a  biomaterials 
supplier  shall  not  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  caused  by  an  implant. 

(2)  LIABILITY'.— A  biomaterials  supplier 
that— 

(.■\)  is  a  manufacturer  may  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  described  in  subsection 
(b); 

(B)  is  a  seller  may  be  liable  for  harm  to  a 
claimant  described  in  subsection  (c);  and 

(C)  furnishes  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  that  fail  to  meet  applicable  contrac- 
tual requirements  or  specifications  may  be 
liable  for  a  harm  to  a  claimant  described  in 
subsection  (di, 

(b)  Liability  as  Manufacturer,— 

(1)  In  general.— .\  biomaterials  supplier 
may.  to  the  extent  required  and  permitted 
by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable  for 
harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an  implant  if 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  implant. 

(2)  Grounds  for  liability.— The  biomate- 
rials supplier  may  be  considered  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  a  claimant  only  if  the  biomaterials 
supplier— 

(A)(i)  has  registered  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  510  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U,S.C.  360)  and 
the  regulations  issued  under  such  section; 
and 

(ii)  included  the  implant  on  a  list  of  de- 
vices filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  510(ji  of  such  .Act  (21  U,S,C,  360(])) 
and  the  regulations  issued  under  such  sec- 
tion; 

(B)  is  the  subject  of  a  declaration  issued  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  that 
states  that  the  supplier,  with  respect  to  the 
implant  that  allegedly  caused  harm  to  the 
claimant,  was  required  to — 

(i)  register  with  the  Secretary  under  sec- 
tion 510  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360).  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(ii)  include  the  implant  on  a  list  of  devices 
filed  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section 
510(])  of  -such  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j))  and  the 
regulations  issued  under  such  section,  but 
failed  to  do  so;  or 

(C)  is  related  by  common  ownership  or  con- 
trol to  a  person  meeting  all  the  requirements 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B).  if  the 
court  deciding  a  motion  to  dismiss  in  accord- 
ance with  section  206(c)(3)(B)(i)  finds,  on  the 
basis  of  affidavits  submitted  in  accordance 
with  section  206.  that  it  is  necessary  to  im- 
pose liability  on  the  biomaterials  supplier  as 
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a  manufacturer  because  the  related  manu- 
facturer meeting  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  lacks  sufficient  finan- 
cial resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment  that 
the  court  feels  it  is  likely  to  enter  should  the 
claimant  prevail. 
(3)  Administrative  procedures.— 

(A)  In  general— The  Secretary  may  issue 
a  declaration  described  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
on  the  motion  of  the  Secretary  or  on  peti- 
tion by  any  person,  after  providing— 

(i)  notice  to  the  affected  persons;  and 

(ii)  an  opportunity  for  an  informal  hearing. 

(B)  Docketing  and  final  decision.— Imme- 
diately upon  receipt  of  a  petition  filed  pursu- 
ant to  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall 
docket  the  petition.  Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  petition  is  filed,  the  Secretary  shall 
issue  a  final  decision  on  the  petition, 

(C)  .Applicability  of  statute  of  limita 
tions.— Any  applicable  statute  of  limitations 
shall  toll  during  the  period  during  which  a 
claimant  has  filed  a  petition  with  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  paragraph. 

(c)  Liability-  as  Sei.lf.r.- A  biomaterials 
supplier  may,  to  the  extent  required  and  per- 
mitted by  any  other  applicable  law.  be  liable 
as  a  seller  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by 
an  implant  if— 

(1)  the  biomaterials  supplier— 

(A)  held  title  to  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant  as  a  result  of 
purchasing  the  implant  after — 

(i)  the  manufacture  of  the  implant;  and 
(ii)   the   entrance   of  the   implant   in   the 
stream  of  commerce;  and 

(B)  subsequently  resold  the  implant;  or 

(2)  the  biomaterials  supplier  is  related  by 
common  ownership  or  control  to  a  person 
meeting  all  the  requirements  described  in 
paragraph  (1).  if  a  court  deciding  a  motion  to 
dismiss  in  accordance  with  section 
206(c)(3)(B)(ii  finds,  on  the  basis  of  affidavits 
submitted  in  accordance  with  section  206, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  impose  liability  on 
the  biomaterials  supplier  as  a  seller  because 
the  related  manufacturer  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1)  lacks  sufficient 
financial  resources  to  satisfy  any  judgment 
that  the  court  feels  it  is  liUely  to  enter 
should  the  claimant  prevail, 

(d)  Liability-  for  vioi.A-nNG  Contractual 
Requirements  or  Specifications— A  bio- 
materials supplier  may.  to  the  extent  re- 
quired and  permitted  by  any  other  applicable 
law,  be  liable  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused 
by  an  implant,  if  the  claimant  in  an  action 
shows,  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence, 
that— 

(I)  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
delivered  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  ei- 
ther— 

(A)  did  not  constitute  the  product  de- 
scribed in  the  contract  between  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  and  the  person  who  contracted 
for  delivery  of  the  product;  or 

(B)  failed  to  meet  any  speciflcations  that 
were — 

(i)  provided  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the  biomate- 
rials supplier  prior  to  acceptance  of  delivery 
of  the  raw  materials  or  component  parts; 

(ii)(I)  published  by  the  biomaterials  sup- 
plier: 

(II)  provided  to  the  manufacturer  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier;  or 

(III)  contained  in  a  master  file  that  was 
submitted  by  the  biomaterials  supplier  to 
the  Secretary  and  that  is  currently  main- 
tained by  the  biomaterials  supplier  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  of  medical  de- 
vices: or 

(iii)(I)  included  in  the  submissions  for  pur- 
poses of  premarket  approval  or  review  by  the 


Secretary  under  section  510,  513,  515.  or  520  of 
the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  U.S.C.  360.  360c.  360e.  or  360j):  and 

(II)  have  received  clearance  from  the  Sec- 
retary, 

if  such  specifications  were  provided  by  the 
manufacturer  to  the  biomaterials  supplier 
and  were  not  expressly  repudiated  by  the 
biomaterials  supplier  prior  to  the  acceptance 
by  the  manufacturer  of  delivery  of  the  raw 
materials  or  component  parts;  and 

(2)  such  conduct  was  an  actual  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  harm  to  the  claimant, 

SEC.  206.  PROCEDLTIES  FOR  DISMISSAL  OF  CIVIL 
ACTIONS  AGAINST  BIOMATERIALS 
SUPPLIERS. 

(a)  Motion  To  Dismiss.— In  any  action  that 
is  subject  to  this  title,  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier who  is  a  defendant  in  such  action  may. 
at  any  time  during  which  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss may  be  filed  under  an  applicable  law. 
move  to  dismiss  the  action  on  the  grounds 
that— 

(1)  the  defendant  is  a  biomaterials  sup- 
plier; and 

(2)(A)  the  defendant  should  not.  for  the 
purposes  of— 

(i)  section  205(b).  be  considered  to  be  a 
manufacturer  of  the  implant  that  is  subject 
to  such  section;  or 

(ii)  section  205(c).  be  considered  to  be  a 
seller  of  the  implant  that  allegedly  caused 
harm  to  the  claimant;  or 

(Bid)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  establish, 
pursuant  to  section  205(d).  that  the  supplier 
furnished  raw  materials  or  component  parts 
in  violation  of  contractual  requirements  or 
specifications:  or 

(ii)  the  claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  pr(x;edural  requirements  of  subsection 
(b), 

(b)  Manufacturer  of  Implant  Shall  Be 
Named  a  Par-ty  — The  claimant  shall  be  re- 
quired to  name  the  manufacturer  of  the  im- 
plant as  a  party  to  the  action,  unless — 

(1)  the  manufacturer  is  subject  to  service 
of  process  solely  in  a  jurisdiction  in  which 
the  biomaterials  supplier  is  not  domiciled  or 
subject  to  a  service  of  process;  or 

(2)  an  action  against  the  manufacturer  is 
barred  by  applicable  law 

(c)  PROTKKniNo  ON  MfmoN  To  Dismiss.— 
The  following  rules  shall  apply  to  any  pro- 
ceeding on  a  motion  to  dismiss  filed  under 
this  section: 

(1)  AFFIDANITS  RELA-nNG  TO  LISTING  AND 
DECLARATIONS.— 

(A)  In  GENERAL.— The  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tion may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that  defendant  has  not  included  the  implant 
on  a  list,  if  any,  filed  with  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  section  510(j)  of  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  360(j)). 

(B)  Response  to  motion  to  dismiss.— In  re- 
sponse to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  claim- 
ant may  submit  an  affidavit  demonstrating 
that— 

(i)  the  Secretary  has.  with  respect  to  the 
defendant  and  the  implant  that  allegedly 
caused  harm  to  the  claimant,  issued  a  dec- 
laration pursuant  to  section  205(b)(2)(B);  or 

(ii)  the  defendant  who  filed  the  motion  to 
dismiss  is  a  seller  of  the  implant  who  is  lia- 
ble under  section  205(c). 

(2)  Effect  of  motion  to  dismiss  on  discov- 
ery— 

(A)  In  general.— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of 
subsection  (a),  no  discovery  shall  be  per- 
mitted in  connection  to  the  action  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  motion,  other  than  discov- 
ery necessary  to  determine  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  until  such  time 
as  the  court  rules  on  the  motion  to  dismiss 


in  accordance  with  the  affidavits  submitted 
by  the  parties  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion. 

(B)  Discovery,— If  a  defendant  files  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  under  subsection  (a)(2)  on  the 
grounds  that  the  biomaterials  supplier  did 
not  furnish  raw  materials  or  component 
parts  in  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications,  the  court  may  per- 
mit discovery,  as  ordered  by  the  court.  The 
discovery  conducted  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  be  limited  to  issues  that  are 
directly  relevant  to — 

(i)  the  pending  motion  to  dismiss;  or 

(ii)  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 

(3)  affidavtts  relating  status  of  de- 
fendant.— 

(A)  In  general— Except  as  provided  in 
clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (B),  the 
court  shall  consider  a  defendant  to  be  a  bio- 
materials supplier  who  is  not  subject  to  an 
action  for  harm  to  a  claimant  caused  by  an 
implant,  other  than  an  action  relating  to  li- 
ability for  a  violation  of  contractual  require- 
ments or  specifications  described  in  sub- 
section (d), 

(B)  Responses  to  motion  -to  dismiss.— The 
court  shall  grant  a  motion  to  dismiss  any  ac- 
tion that  asserts  liability  of  the  defendant 
under  subsection  (b)  or  (c)  of  section  205  on 
the  grounds  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  man- 
ufacturer subject  to  such  section  205(b)  or 
seller  subject  to  section  205(c),  unless  the 
claimant  submits  a  valid  affidavit  that  dem- 
onstrates that— 

(i)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  con- 
tending the  defendant  is  not  a  manufacturer, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  manufacturer  under 
section  205(b);  or 

(ii)  with  respect  to  a  motion  to  dismiss 
contending  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  seller, 
the  defendant  meets  the  applicable  require- 
ments for  liability  as  a  seller  under  section 
205(c). 

(4)  Basis  of  ruling  on  motion  to  dismiss — 

(A)  In  general —The  court  shall  rule  on  a 
motion  to  dismiss  filed  under  subsection  (a) 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  pleadings  of  the 
parties  made  pursuant  to  this  section  and 
any  affidavits  submitted  by  the  parties  pur- 
suant to  this  section, 

(B)  Motion  for  summary  judgment— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  If 
the  court  determines  that  the  pleadings  and 
affidavits  made  by  parties  pursuant  to  this 
section  raise  genuine  Issues  as  concerning 
material  facts  with  respect  to  a  motion  con- 
cerning contractual  requirements  and  speci- 
fications, the  court  may  deem  the  motion  to 
dismiss  to  be  a  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment made  pursuant  to  subsection  (d). 

(d)  Summary  Judgment.- 

(1)  In  general.— 

(A)  Basis  for  entry  of  judgment,— a  bio- 
materials supplier  shall  be  entitled  to  entry 
of  judgment  without  trial  if  the  court  finds 
there  is  no  genuine  issue  as  concerning  any 
material  fact  for  each  applicable  element  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section 
205(d), 

(B)  Issues  of  material  fact— with  re- 
spect to  a  finding  made  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  court  shall  consider  a  genuine  issue 
of  material  fact  to  exist  only  if  the  evidence 
submitted  by  claimant  would  be  sufficient  to 
allow  a  reasonable  jury  to  reach  a  verdict  for 
the  claimant  if  the  jury  found  the  evidence 
to  be  credible, 

(2)  Discovery  made  prior  to  a  ruung  on  a 
motion  for  summary  judgment.— If,  under 
applicable  rules,  the  court  permits  discovery 
prior  to  a  ruling  on  a  motion  for  summary 
judgment  made  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
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such  discovery  shall  be  limited  solely  to  es- 
tablishing whether  a  genuine  issue  of  mate- 
rial fact  exists. 

(3)  DlSCO\'ERY'  WITH  RESPECT  TO  A  BIOMATE- 

RLALs  SUPPLIER— A  biomaterials  supplier 
shall  be  subject  to  discovery  in  connection 
with  a  motion  seeking  dismissal  or  summary 
judgment  on  the  basis  of  the  inapplicability 
of  section  205(d)  or  the  failure  to  establish 
the  applicable  elements  of  section  205<d) 
solely  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  appli- 
cable Federal  or  State  rules  for  discovery 
against  nonparties. 

(ei  Stay  Pending  Petition  for  Declara- 
tion,—If  a  claimant  has  filed  a  petition  for  a 
declaration  pursuant  to  section  205<b)  with 
respect  to  a  defendant,  and  the  Secretary  has 
not  issued  a  final  decision  on  the  petition, 
the  court  shall  stay  all  proceedings  with  re- 
spect to  that  defendant  until  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  has  issued  a  final  decision  on 
the  petition. 

(f)  MANI-FACTURER  CONDfCT  OF  PROCEED- 
ING,—The  manufacturer  of  an  implant  that  is 
the  subject  of  an  action  covered  under  this 
title  shall  be  permitted  to  file  and  conduct  a 
proceeding  on  any  motion  for  summary  judg- 
ment or  dismissal  filed  by  a  biomaterials 
supplier  who  is  a  defendant  under  this  sec- 
tion if  the  manufacturer  and  any  other  de- 
fendant in  such  action  enter  into  a  valid  and 
applicable  contractual  agreement  under 
which  the  manufacturer  agrees  to  bear  the 
cost  of  such  proceeding  or  to  conduct  such 
proceeding. 

(g)  ATTORNEY  FEES— The  court  shall  re- 
quire the  claimant  to  compensate  the  bio- 
materials supplier  <or  a  manufacturer  ap- 
pearing in  lieu  of  a  supplier  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (f)>  for  attorney  fees  and  costs,  if— 

(1)  the  claimant  named  or  joined  the  bio- 
materials supplier:  and 

(2)  the  court  found  the  claim  against  the 
biomaterials  supplier  to  be  without  merit 
and  frivolous. 

SEC.  207.  APPUCABILITY. 

This  title  shall  apply  to  all  civil  actions 
covered  under  this  title  that  are  commenced 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
including  any  such  action  with  respect  to 
which  the  harm  asserted  in  the  action  or  the 
conduct  that  caused  the  harm  occurred  be- 
fore the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  first 
congratulate  the  majority  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  and  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  for  by  far  the 
most  significant  step  in  legal  reform 
which  has  been  taken  by  the  Senate  in 
many,  many  years,  perhaps  in  the 
memory  of  the  most  senior  of  the  sit- 
ting Senators.  This  has  been  a  project 
by  members  of  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee which  has  lasted  for  a  decade  and  a 
half.  It  also,  I  may  say,  after  2^2  weeks 
of  debate,  has  been  one  in  which  the 
views  of  the  Members  had  an  impact, 
had  an  impact  in  showing  that  a  major- 
ity of  the  Senate,  a  bare  majority, 
wants  a  broader  legal  reform  package 
than  is  included  in  this  bill,  but  that 


others  worried  about  particular  details 
were  willing  to  work  on  those  details, 
and  to  cast  their  votes  accordingly.  So 
I  believe  that  the  Senate  has  worked 
Its  will  in  a  particularly  fine  fashion. 

I  want  to  pay  particular  tribute  to 
my  colleague,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Rockefeller].  In  many 
respects  this  has  been  a  far  more  dif- 
ficult task  for  him  than  it  has  been  for 
me.  I  represent  a  broad  coalition  of 
views  within  my  own  political  party 
with  only  a  few  having  had  differences. 
Senator  Rockefeller  throughout  this 
entire  period  of  time  has  spoken  for  a 
significant  number  of  Members  of  his 
colleagues  but  by  no  means  a  majority 
of  them.  But  his  dedication  to  the 
cause  of  this  reform  has  been  exem- 
plary, and  his  persuasive  ability  with 
many  of  those  colleagues  has  con- 
stantly left  me  in  awe  and  with  a  great 
deal  of  inspiration.  I  believe  that  his 
persistence  has  paid  off,  and  how  won- 
derfully that  it  has  done  so. 

I  have  gotten  to  know  Tamera  Stan- 
ton, his  legislative  director,  and  Ellen 
Doneski,  his  legislative  assistant,  very 
well  during  the  course  of  this  period  of 
time  and  know  how  much  they  have 
contributed  to  his  success,  as  has  Trent 
Erickson,  Lance  Bultena.  Jeanne 
Bumpus  for  me.  and  the  majority  lead- 
er's assistant,  Kyle  McSlarrow. 

Other  Senators  have  contributed  sig- 
nificantly to  this  result,  the  chairman 
of  the  Commerce  Committee,  Senator 
Pressler,  Senator  Coverdell,  and 
Senators  Snowe  and  DeWine  who  came 
up  with  the  formula  for  punitive  dam- 
ages which  appealed  to  the  majority  of 
Members  of  this  body. 

I  only  regret  that  Senator 
Lieberman.  the  other  principal  cospon- 
sor  of  this  bill,  through  a  family  emer- 
gency is  absent  today.  I  know  that  he 
would  like  to  have  been  in  on  the  end 
of  this.  But  his  contributions  are  great- 
ly appreciated.  And  he  is  one  of  the  pri- 
mary authors  of  the  portion  of  this  bill 
that  deals  with  medical  devices. 

Now  we  go  on  to  try  to  get  a  final 
proposal  passed  by  the  Congress  and 
through  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

The  majority  leader  hjis  been  patient 
in  allowing  us  2¥2  weeks  on  this,  and 
was  an  absolute  key  to  Its  success  Jis 
well. 

With  that.  I  think  he  wishes  us  to  go 
on  to  another  subject. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  too 
want  to  at  this  moment  thank  those 
who  have  been  in  the  trenches  over  the 
years  and,  of  course,  most  of  all  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  Senator 
from  Alabama.  It  is  always  good  to  get 
in  behind  the  chief  justice  because  you 
know  you  are  on  the  side  of  the  law  and 
of  equity,  and  you  know  you  are  on  the 
side  of  the  judgment.  Certainly  It  is,  as 
we  all  revere  him  ethically,  that  you 
are  on  the  side  of  ethics  and  equity. 
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I  thank  publicly  Senator  Heflin  for 
his  leadership,  and  particularly  Win- 
ston Lett,  a  member  of  his  staff.  On  my 
staff.  Kevin  Curtln.  Jim  Drewry.  Moses 
Boyd.  James  Leventls.  and  Lloyd  Ator. 
They  have  been  working  around  the 
clock.  Kevin  and  Moses  and  others 
have  been  working  in  sort  of  a  minor- 
ity position  on  this  measure. 

The  record  would  show  that  my  par- 
ticular Commerce  Committee  has  over 
the  past  several  Congresses  voted  by  a 
majority  to  report  this  bill.  So  we  have 
had  a  sort  of  uphill  fight.  I  still  feel 
that,  of  course,  we  had  the  merit.  I 
guess  they  feel  they  had  the  merit.  But 
in  any  event.  I  think  the  15-year  hold- 
up was  because  of  that  on  our  side.  I 
also  would  like  to  thank  Senator 
BiDEN's  staff,  the  Senator  himself. 
Sean  Moylan.  Karen  Robb.  And  then 
with  respect  to.  of  course,  the  medical 
malpractice  part,  we  did  not  have  hear- 
ings but  Health  and  Human  Resources 
did.  The  distinguished  former  chair- 
man. Senator  Kennedy,  was  the  leader 
on  that. 

We  had,  of  course,  the  vigorous  help 
of  Senator  Boxer  and  Senator 
Wellstone.  So  it  has  been  thoroughly 
aired  and  properly  heard.  The  Senate 
has  voted.  But  let  us  see  what  the 
House  crowd  comes  up  with  in  the  con- 
tract. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  Senator  Hollings 
for  his  outstanding  work  in  regard  to 
it,  although  we  did  not  come  out  vic- 
toiious.  He  is  a  great  comrade  in  arms 
and  has  had  a  vast  amount  of  experi- 
ence on  this  matter.  I  suppose  that 
looking  back  over  the  years.  15  or  more 
years,  he  has  fought  these  battles  and  I 
have  been  with  him  throughout,  and  he 
has  tremendous  knowledge  in  this  area. 

Originally,  this  bill  was  designed  not 
to  go  to  Judiciary.  It  was  designed  to 
go  to  Commerce.  At  that  time.  Senator 
HOLLINGS  was  not  chairman.  But  obvi- 
ously, it  is  a  bill  that  deals  with  the  ju- 
dicial system.  From  the  very  beginning 
it  was  designed  to  avoid  a  careful  scru- 
tiny in  regards  its  judicial  impact.  For- 
tunately, over  the  years,  we  had  an  in- 
dividual who  was  an  outstanding  law- 
yer, and  who  had  been  an  outstanding 
trial  lawyer.  Senator  Hollings  in  the 
State  of  South  Carolina,  and  who  has 
been  there  to  deal  with  this  matter. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  staffs 
of  Senator  Hollings  and  others  who 
have  been  so  important.  They  have 
really  exhibited  tremendous  knowledge 
of  the  law.  They  have  followed  this  leg- 
islation diligently  and  have  done  a  tre- 
mendous job.  Senator  Hollings  has 
named  them,  and  I  will  not  repeat  their 
names.  But  on  my  staff,  Winston  Lett 
and  Jim  Whiddon  have  worked  tire- 
lessly and  diligently  on  this  legisla- 
tion, and  I  thank  them  for  their  great 
service  in  our  legislative  efforts. 
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I  also  want  to  congratulate  Senator 
Rockefeller  and  Senator  Gorton  for 
their  advocacy  in  pushing  forward  on 
their  bill.  They  just  seem  to  have  bet- 
ter allies  than  we  did,  I  always  at  the 
end  of  a  lawsuit,  whether  I  won  or  lost, 
went  over  and  congratulated  my  oppos- 
ing counsel,  and  do  so  today.  We  will  be 
having  other  battles  as  they  come 
down  the  road,  and  sometimes  we  will 
be  compatriots.  We  will  be  cosponsors 
and  joint  fighters  in  the  same  cause 
Then,  as  it  is  with  all  Senators,  we  will 
be  on  opposite  sides  again  in  the  future 
on  some  issue.  But  that  is  the  way  the 
Senate  works;  that  is  the  way  democ- 
racy works.  During  the  debate  on  a 
great  issue,  you  ;an  disagree  but  you 
do  not  have  to  be  disagreeable. 

I  think  that  Senator  Gorton  and 
Senator  Rockefeller  never  showed 
any  disagreeable  nature.  I  disagreed 
with  them  with  respect  to  the  cause 
the  were  advancing,  but  not  in  the 
manner  they  advanced  it;  they  played 
fair  and  square.  I  want  to  thank  them 
particularly  for  working  out  a  settle- 
ment in  regard  to  the  unique  and  dif- 
ferent situation  as  to  Alabama's 
wrongful  death  statute. 

We  worked  out  a  situation  by  which 
the  amendment  was  adopted  giving 
time  to  our  State  legislature  or  to  our 
courts  or  to  both  to  find  a  solution  to 
be  able  to  fit  into  this  bill,  if  it  is  fi- 
nally passed. 

Then  I  want  to  say.  while  I  will  con- 
gratulate them,  please  do  not  take  that 
as  any  indication  that  I  have  ceased  to 
fight.  I  have  not  surrendered  and  will 
not  give  up  in  my  efforts  to  maintain 
the  traditional  role  of  the  50  States  in 
allowing  them  to  fashion  their  own  so- 
lutions to  problems  which  may  arise 
with  regard  to  product  liability  laws.  I 
believe  the  10th  amendment  to  the  US. 
Constitution  still  has  some  meaning, 
and  I  will  continue  to  assert  the  pri- 
macy of  the  States  on  these  matters. 

There  are  appeals.  There  are  appeals 
to  conference,  there  are  appeals  to  the 
White  House,  there  are  appeals  to  the 
President  to  eliminate  the  unfairness 
of  the  bill  or  to  see  the  death  of  this 
unfair  bill.  So  we  will  continue  to 
fight.  The  battle  is  not  over.  We  have 
not  surrendered,  and  we  will  continue 
to  battle  in  the  future  because  we  feel 
we  are  battling  for  the  injured  parties, 
the  consumers  of  America,  and  that  we 
have  right  on  our  side.  And  we  ask  the 
Lord  to  give  us  a  little  more  guidance 
in  regard  to  these  appeals  as  we  move 
forward. 

So  I  thank  everybody  concerned  who 
has  put  up  with  me,  and  we  will  con- 
tinue to  battle  on  this  issue  as  well  as 
other  issues  that  come  up  that  affect 
the  rights  of  the  people. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  all  of  my  colleagues  for  the  fact 
we    finished    this   bill.    It    has   been   2 
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weeks  and  2  days,  but  there  were  a  cou- 
ple of  interruptions— the  death  of 
former  Senator  Stennis  and  other  mat- 
ters. So  it  was  not  solid.  We  probably 
did  it  in  about  8  or  9  days. 

We  have  had  a  lot  of  good  debate  on 
both  sides.  I  congratulate  all  the  prin- 
cipal players.  Senators  Heflin  and 
Hollings,  also  Senator  Rockefeller 
and  Senator  Gorton,  who  were  on  the 
winning  side  of  this  issue.  I  think  they 
did  a  remarkable  job  in  keeping  a  very 
fragile,  narrow  coalition  together.  We 
broadened  the  bill  with  narrow  mar- 
gins. I  think  we  knew  at  the  time  those 
provisions  would  not  be  in  the  bill  or 
we  could  not  obtain  the  60  votes  we 
needed  for  cloture,  so  adjustments  were 
made.  But  at  least  we  made  a  record  on 
medical  malpractice,  on  punitive  dam- 
ages, and  on  other  issues  that  we  be- 
lieve are  very  important  and  we  believe 
will  be  back  before  the  Senate. 

I  also  wish  to  thank  Senator 
Coverdell  for  his  work  with  outside 
groups  as  sort  of  the  coordinator,  and 
my  colleague.  Senator  LOTT  of  Mis- 
sissippi, the  majority  whip,  who  did  an 
excellent  job,  along  with  his  staff  and 
members  of  my  staff  and  others  be- 
cause we  had  some  very  difficult  votes. 

I  think  we  have  had  a  dramatic  step 
forward.  The  product  liability  bill  has 
been  introduced  in  every  Congress  for 
the  last  decade.  In  most  cases,  how- 
ever, we  could  not  even  muster  the 
votes  to  consider  the  legislation.  We 
could  not  get  the  60  votes  to  even  talk 
about  it  because  we  had  strong  opposi- 
tion and  we  had  a  lot  of  what  we 
thought  were  distortions.  The  other 
side  would  say  not. 

So  I  think  passage  today  is  an  impor- 
tant victory  for  common  sense  and  the 
American  people.  It  is  also  important 
to  note  that  we  have  just  passed  a  bill 
that  was  stronger  than  bills  introduced 
in  previous  years,  stronger  because  of 
the  efforts  of  some  of  our  Members  in 
the  Chamber  that  added  small  business 
protections. 

I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  our  newest 
Members,  who  as  a  group  provided  en- 
ergy, ideas,  and  determination  in  this 
debate.  Senators  Snowe  and  DeWine 
made  a  significant  contribution  that 
allowed  us  to  obtain  meaningful  pro- 
tection from  abusive  punitive  damages 
while  protecting  small  businesses. 

Senators  Abraha.m  and  Kyl  re- 
sponded to  the  call  of  the  American 
people  in  last  year's  elections  by  their 
efforts  to  expand  these  protections  to 
include  volunteer  and  charitable  orga- 
nizations and  to  add  needed  civil  jus- 
tice reforms.  Together  with  Senators 
Kassebal'M  and  McConnell,  who  intro- 
duced medical  malpractice  reforms, 
they  produced  something  never  before 
seen  on  the  Senate  floor — clearer  ma- 
jorities for  broader  reform.  For  various 
reasons,  we  could  not  get  the  60  votes 
to  bring  debate  to  a  close  on  these 
broader  reforms,  but  we  have  had  the 
opportunity  and  I  think  it  is  certainly 
Important. 


Just  3  days  ago,  I  received  a  letter 
from  the  head  of  the  Boy  Scouts  of 
America,  Mr.  Jere  Ratcliffe  In  just  the 
second  line  of  his  letter,  Mr.  Ratcliffe 
says  something  that  ought  to  cause  all 
of  us  to  pause.  I  quote: 

The  civil  justice  system,  as  it  now  exists, 
has  consequences  which  worked  a  chilling  ef- 
fect on  our  willingness  and  ability  to  con- 
tinue to  pursue  activities  that  are  beneficial 
to  all  of  us.  .  .  ,  This  is  particularly  so  in 
the  case  of  volunteer  service  organizations. 

That  is  what  he  believes.  That  is 
what  many  of  us  believe.  So  we  have 
heard  from  the  trial  lawyers.  They  say 
everything  is  fine,  but  the  volunteer 
organizations  tell  us  a  different  story. 

I  would  just  say  that  we  hope  to 
bring  up  sometime  later  this  year  or,  if 
not.  next  year  the  McConnell- 
Lieberman-Kassebaum  health  care  li- 
ability bill— hopefully,  later  this  year 
The  amendment  was  added  by  a  53  to  47 
vote.  In  addition,  some  Senators  sup>- 
port  medical  malpractice  reform  but 
voted  against  that  amendment  last 
week  because  they  wanted  to  pursue 
only  a  product  liability  bill.  So  we  are 
going  to  revisit  that  later  in  the  year. 
We  have  a  lot  of  work  to  do.  I  do  not 
know  how  late  it  is  going  to  be.  But  in 
any  event,  we  will  be  taking  a  hard 
look  at  that  legislation,  hopefully  this 
year;  if  not.  early  next  year. 

So.  again.  I  thank  the  managers. 
Senator  Gorton  and  Senator  Rocke- 
feller. This  is  a  bipartisan  effort,  as 
are  most  things  in  the  Senate  because 
without  a  bipartisan  effort,  you  cannot 
get  the  60  votes  to  shut  off  debate  and 
pass  the  bill.  That  is  the  way  it  works. 
Some  p)eople  may  not  totally  under- 
stand it,  may  disagree  with  it,  but  that 
is  the  way  it  works.  So  now  we  move  to 
another  legislative  matter,  which  I 
would  ask  the  Chair  to  report. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  noon 
having  arrived,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S.  534, 
which  the  clerk  will  now  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  and  for  other  purposes 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  which  ha(i  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources with  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Interstate 
Transportation  of  Municipal  Solid  Waste  Act 
of  1995" 

TITLE  I— INTERSTATE  WASTE 

SEC.  101.  INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  MU- 
NICIPAL SOLID  WASTE. 

(a)  Amendment —Subtitle  D  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C   6941  et  seq  )  is 
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amended  by  adding  at  Che  end  the  following 

new  section: 

-SEC.    4011.    INTERSTATE    TRA.NSPORTATION    OF 
MLTVICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE. 

"(a)  Authority  To  Restrict  Out-of-State 
Municipal  Solid  Waste.— di  Except  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (4).  immediately  upon  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  if  requested 
In  writing  by  an  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor  may  prohibit  the  disposal  of  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste  in  any  land- 
fill or  incinerator  that  is  not  covered  by  the 
exceptions  provided  in  subsection  (b)  and 
that  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Gov- 
ernor and  the  affected  local  government. 

■■(2)  Except  as  provided  In  paragraph  (4). 
immediately  upon  the  date  of  publication  of 
the  list  required  in  paragraph  (6>(D)  and  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  a  request  in 
writing  by  the  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (5). 
may  limit  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at 
each  landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the 
exceptions  provided  in  subsection  (bi  that  is 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor, 
to  an  annual  amount  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at  such 
landfill  or  incinerator  during  calendar  year 
1993. 

••(3)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
immediately  upon  the  date  of  publication  of 
the  list  required  in  paragraph  (6i(E).  and  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  a  request  in 
writing  by  the  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (5). 
may  prohibit  or  limit  the  amount  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  disposed  of  at 
any  landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the  ex- 
ceptions in  subsection  (b)  that  is  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor,  generated 
in  any  State  that  is  determined  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator under  paragraph  (6)(E)  as  having 
exported,  to  landfills  or  incinerators  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  or  per- 
mits authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  more  than — 

■■U>  3.500.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  1996; 

••(ii)  3.0OO.QOO  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  199^7  and  1998. 

■■(iii)  2.500.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

•■(iv)  1,500.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

■■(v)  1.000.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

■■<BKii  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waiste: 

■■(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

■  (II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

■I  III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

■(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

■•(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

'•(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  cal- 
endar year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

■■(ii)  The  Governor  of  an  importing  State 
may  take  action  to  restrict  levels  of  imports 
to  reflect  the  appropriate  level  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  imports  if— 


■■(I)  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator.  12  month.s 
prior  to  talcing  any  such  action,  of  the  im- 
porting State's  intention  to  impose  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section: 

•■(II)  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator  of  the  violation 
by  the  exporting  State  of  this  section  at 
least  90  days  prior  to  taking  any  such  action: 
and 

•■(III)  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  importing  State  are  uniform  at 
all  facilities. 

••(C)  The  authority  provided  by  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B)  shall  apply  for  as  long  as 
a  State  exceeds  the  permissible  levels  as  de- 
termined by  the  Administrator  under  para- 
graph (6>(E). 

■■(4)(A)  A  Governor  may  not  exercise  the 
authority  granted  under  this  section  if  such 
action  would  result  in  the  violation  of.  or 
would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  with,  the 
terms  of  a  host  community  agreement  or  a 
permit  issued  from  the  State  to  receive  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

■■(B)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3).  a 
Governor  may  not  exercise  the  authority 
granted  under  this  section  in  a  manner  that 
would  require  any  owner  or  operator  of  a 
landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the  excep- 
tions provided  in  subsection  (b)  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  received  from  any  State  for  disposal  at 
such  landfill  or  incinerator  to  an  annual 
quantity  less  than  the  amount  received  from 
such  State  for  disposal  at  such  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator during  calendar  year  1993. 

'■(5)  Any  limitation  imposed  by  a  Governor 
under  paragraph  (2)  or  (3) — 

••(A)  shall  be  applicable  throughout  the 
State; 

••(B)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  particular  landfill  or 
incinerator  within  the  State;  and 

••(C)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  shipments  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  on  the  basis  of 
place  of  origin  and  all  such  limitations  shall 
be  applied  to  all  States  in  violation  of  para- 
graph (3). 

••(6)  ANNUAL  state  report.— 

••(A)  In  general— Within  90  days  after  en- 
actment of  this  section  and  on  April  1  of 
each  year  thereafter  the  owner  or  operator  of 
each  landfill  or  incinera  or  receiving  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  shall  submit  to 
the  affected  local  government  and  to  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  landfill 
or  incinerator  is  located,  information  speci- 
fying the  amount  and  State  of  origin  of  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste  received  for 
disposal  during  the  preceding  calendar  year. 
Within  120  days  after  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion and  on  July  1  of  each  year  thereafter 
each  State  shall  publish  and  make  available 
to  the  Administrator,  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  origin  and  the  public,  a  report  con- 
taining information  on  the  amount  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  for  dis- 
posal in  the  State  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year. 

■■(B)  Contents.— Each  submission  referred 
to  in  this  section  shall  be  such  as  would  re- 
sult in  criminal  penalties  in  case  of  false  or 
misleading  information.  Such  information 
shall  include  the  amount  of  waste  received, 
the  State  of  origin,  the  identity  of  the  gener- 
ator, the  date  of  the  shipment,  and  the  type 
of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

■■(C)  List— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  States  that  the  Administrator 
has  determined  have  exported  out-of-State 


in  any  of  the  following  calendar  years  an 
amount  of  municipal  solid  waste  in  excess 
of- 

•■(i)  3.500.000  tons  in  1996: 

'■(ii)  3.000.000  tons  in  1997: 

■■(iii)  3.000.000  tons  in  1998; 

■■(iv)  2.500,000  tons  in  1999; 

••(V)  2.500.000  Ions  in  2000; 

••(vi)  1.500.000  tons  in  2001: 

••(vii)  1,500.000  tons  in  2002; 

••(viii)  1,000.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

••(ix)  l.OOO.OOO  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

The  list  for  any  calendar  year  shall  be  pub- 
lished by  June  1  of  the  following  calendar 
year. 

•■(D)  Savings  provision.— Nothing  in  this 
subsection  shall  be  construed  to  preempt  any 
State  requirement  that  requires  more  fre- 
quent reporting  of  information. 

■■(7)  Any  affected  local  government  that  in- 
tends to  submit  a  request  under  paragraph 
(1)  or  take  formal  action  to  enter  into  a  host 
community  agreement  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  sub.section  shall,  prior  to 
taking  such  action— 

••(A)  notify  the  Governor,  contiguous  local 
governments,  and  any  contiguous  Indian 
tribes; 

■•(B)  publish  notice  of  the  action  in  a  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  at  least  30  days 
before  taking  such  action: 

••(C)  provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment;  and 

•■(D)  following  notice  and  comment,  take 
formal  action  on  any  proposed  request  or  ac- 
tion at  a  public  meeting. 

••(8)  Any  owner  or  operator  seeking  a  host 
community  agreement  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  shall  provide  to 
the  affected  local  government  the  following 
information,  which  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  public  from  the  affected  local  govern- 
ment: 

•'(A)  A  brief  description  of  the  planned  fa- 
cility, including  a  description  of  the  facility 
size,  ultimate  waste  capacity,  and  antici- 
pated monthly  and  yearly  waste  quantities 
to  be  handled. 

••(Bi  .^  map  of  the  facility  site  that  indi- 
cates the  location  of  the  facility  in  relation 
to  the  local  road  system  and  topographical 
and  hydrological  features  and  any  buffer 
zones  and  facility  units  to  be  acquired  by  the 
owner  or  operator  of  the  facility. 

■■(C)  A  description  of  the  existing  environ- 
mental conditions  at  the  site,  and  any  viola- 
tions of  applicable  laws  or  regulations. 

•■(D)  A  description  of  environmental  con- 
trols to  be  utilized  at  the  facility. 

■■(E)  A  description  of  the  site  access  con- 
trols to  be  employed,  and  roadway  improve- 
ments to  be  made,  by  the  owner  or  operator, 
and  an  estimate  of  the  timing  and  extent  of 
increased  local  truck  traffic. 

•■(F)  A  list  of  all  required  Federal.  State, 
and  local  permits. 

••(Gi  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  any  violations  of  environmental 
laws  (including  regulations)  by  the  owner 
and  operator,  the  disposition  of  enforcement 
proceedings  taken  with  respect  to  the  viola- 
tions, and  corrective  measures  taken  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  proceedings. 

■■(H)  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  compliance  by  the  owner  or  operator 
with  the  State  solid  waste  management  plan 

•■(b)  Exceptions  to  Authority  To  Prohibit 
Out-of-State  Municipal  Solid  Waste— (D 
The  authority  to  prohibit  the  disposal  of 
out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  provided 
under   subsection   (a)(1)   shall    not   apply   to 


landfills  and  incinerators  in  operation  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  that — 

■•(A)  received  during  calendar  year  1993 
documented  shipments  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste;  and 

••(B)(1)  in  the  case  of  landfills,  are  in  com- 
pliance with  all  applicable  Federal  and  State 
laws  and  regulations  relating  to  operation, 
design  and  location  standards,  leachate  col- 
lection, ground  water  monitoring,  and  finan- 
cial assurance  for  closure  and  post-closure 
and  corrective  action;  or 

••(ii)  in  the  case  of  incinerators,  are  in 
compliance  with  the  applicable  requirements 
of  section  129  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
7429)  and  applicable  State  laws  and  regula- 
tions relating  to  facility  design  and  oper- 
ations. 

■•(2)  A  Governor  may  not  prohibit  the  dis- 
posal of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)  at  facilities  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  that  are  not  in 
compliance  with  applicable  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  unless  disposal  of 
municipal  solid  waste  generated  within  the 
State  at  such  facilities  is  also  prohibited. 

•■(c)  Additional  Authority  To  Limit  Out- 
of-State  Municipal  Solid  Waste.— d)  In 
any  case  in  which  an  affected  local  govern- 
ment is  considering  entering  into,  or  has  en- 
tered into,  a  host  community  agreement  and 
the  disposal  or  incineration  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste  under  such  agreement 
would  preclude  the  use  of  municipal  solid 
waste  management  capacity  described  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 
which  the  affected  local  government  is  lo- 
cated may  prohibit  the  execution  of  such 
host  community  agreement  with  respect  to 
that  capacity. 

■■(2)  The  municipal  solid  waste  manage- 
ment capacity  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  is 
that  capacity — 

■•(A)  that  is  permitted  under  Federal  or 
State  law: 

■■(B)  that  is  identified  under  the  State 
plan:  and 

■■<C)  for  which  a  legally  binding  commit- 
ment between  the  owner  or  operator  and  an- 
other party  has  been  made  for  its  use  for  dis- 
posal or  incineration  of  municipal  solid 
waste  generated  within  the  region  (identified 
under  section  4006(a))  in  which  the  local  gov- 
ernment is  located. 

••(d)  Cost  Recovery  Surcharge.— 

••(1)  authority.— A  State  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  may  adopt  a  law  and  impose 
and  collect  a  cost  recovery  charge  on  the 
processing  or  disposal  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  in  the  State  in  accordance 
with  this  subsection. 

"(2)  applicability.— The  authority  to  im- 
pose a  cost  recovery  surcharge  under  this 
subsection  applies  to  any  State  that  on  or 
before  April  3.  1994.  imposed  and  collected  a 
special  fee  on  the  processing  or  disposal  of 
out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  pursuant 
to  a  State  law. 

••(3)  Limitation.— No  such  State  may  im- 
pose or  collect  a  cost  recovery  surcharge 
from  a  facility  on  any  out-of-State  munici- 
pal solid  waste  that  is  being  received  at  the 
facility  under  1  or  more  contracts  entered 
into  after  April  3.  1994.  and  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section. 

•■(4)  Amount  of  surcharge.— The  amount 
of  the  cost  recovery  surcharge  may  be  no 
greater  than  the  amount  necessary  to  re- 
cover those  costs  determined  in  conformance 
with  paragraph  (6)  and  in  no  event  may  ex- 
ceed $1  00  per  ton  of  waste. 

••(5)  Use  of  surcharge  collected— All 
cost  recovery  surcharges  collected  by  a  State 
covered  by  this  subsection  shall  be  used  to 


fund  those  solid  waste  management  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  State  or  its  polit- 
ical subdivision  that  incur  costs  for  which 
the  surcharge  is  collected. 

■•(6)  Conditions— (A)  Subject  to  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C).  a  State  covered  by  this 
subsection  may  impose  and  collect  a  cost  re- 
covery surcharge  on  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal within  the  State  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  if— 

•■(i)  the  State  demonstrates  a  cost  to  the 
State  arising  from  the  processing  or  disposal 
within  the  State  of  a  volume  of  municipal 
solid  waste  from  a  source  outside  the  State; 

•■(ii)  the  surcharge  is  based  on  those  costs 
to  the  State  demonstrated  under  clause  (i) 
that,  if  not  paid  for  through  the  surcharge, 
would  otherwise  have  to  be  paid  or  sub- 
sidized by  the  State;  and 

■•(iii)  the  surcharge  is  compensatory  and  is 
not  discriminatory. 

■•(B)  In  no  event  shall  a  cost  recovery  sur- 
charge be  imposed  by  a  State  to  the  extent 
that  the  cost  for  which  recovery  is  sought  is 
otherwise  paid,  recovered,  or  offset  by  any 
other  fee  or  tax  assessed  against  or  volun- 
tarily paid  to  the  State  or  its  political  sub- 
division in  connection  with  the  generation, 
transportation,  treatment,  processing,  or 
disposal  of  solid  waste. 

••(C)  The  grant  of  a  subsidy  by  a  State  with 
respect  to  entities  disposing  of  waste  gen- 
erated within  the  State  does  not  constitute 
discrimination  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(A)(iii). 

••(7)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  sub- 
section: 

••(A)  The  term  •costs'  means  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  State  for  the  implementation 
of  its  laws  governing  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal of  municipal  solid  waste,  limited  to  the 
issuance  of  new  permits  and  renewal  of  or 
modification  of  permits,  inspection  and  com- 
pliance monitoring,  enforcement,  and  costs 
associated  with  technical  assistance,  data 
management,  and  collection  of  fees. 

■■(B)  The  term  processing^  means  any  ac- 
tivity to  reduce  the  volume  of  solid  waste  or 
alter  its  chemical,  biological  or  physical 
state,  through  processes  such  as  thermal 
treatment,  bailing,  composting,  crushing, 
shredding,  separation,  or  compaction. 

"(e)  Savlngs  Clause.— Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  interpreted  or  construed- 

■■(1)  to  have  any  effect  on  State  law  relat- 
ing to  contracts:  or 

'■(2)  to  affect  the  authority  of  any  State  or 
local  government  to  protect  public  health 
and  the  environment  through  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  permits,  including  the  authority 
to  limit  the  total  amount  of  municipal  solid 
waste  that  landfill  or  incinerator  owners  or 
operators  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State 
may  accept  during  a  prescribed  period,  pro- 
vided that  such  limitations  do  not  discrimi- 
nate between  in-State  and  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  except  to  the  extent  au- 
thorized by  this  section. 

••(0  Definitions —As  used  in  this  section: 

•(IhA)  The  term  •affected  local  govern- 
ment', used  with  respect  to  a  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator, means — 

"(i)  the  public  body  created  by  State  law 
with  responsibility  to  plan  for  municipal 
solid  waste  management,  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  which  are  elected  officials,  for 
the  area  in  which  the  facility  is  located  or 
proposed  to  be  located;  or 

■■(ii)  the  elected  officials  of  the  city,  town, 
township,  borough,  county,  or  parish  exercis- 
ing primary  responsibility  over  municipal 
solid  waste  management  or  the  use  of  land  in 
the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  facility  is  lo- 
cated or  is  proposed  to  be  located. 


••(BMi)  Within  90  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  section,  a  Governor  may  des- 
ignate and  publish  notice  of  which  entity 
listed  in  clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  serve  as  the  affected  local  government 
for  actions  taken  under  this  section  and 
after  publication  of  such  notice, 

••(ii)  If  a  Governor  fails  to  make  and  pub- 
lish notice  of  such  a  designation,  the  affected 
local  government  shall  be  the  elected  offi- 
cials of  the  city,  town,  township,  borough, 
county,  parish,  or  other  public  body  created 
pursuant  to  State  law  with  primary  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  land  or  the  use  of  land  on 
which  the  facility  is  located  or  is  proposed  to 
be  located. 

■•(C)  For  purposes  of  host  community 
agreements  entered  into  before  the  date  of 
publication  of  the  notice,  the  term  means  ei- 
ther a  public  body  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)(1)  or  the  elected  officials  of  any  of  the 
public  bodies  descrit)ed  in  subparagraph 
(AXii). 

••(2)  Host  community  agreement.— The 
term  host  community  agreement'  means  a 
written,  legally  binding  document  or  docu- 
ments executed  by  duly  authorized  officials 
of  the  affected  local  government  that  specifi- 
cally authorizes  a  landfill  or  incinerator  to 
receive  municipal  solid  waste  generated  out 
of  State,  but  does  not  include  any  agreement 
to  pay  host  community  fees  for  receipt  of 
waste  unless  additional  express  authoriza- 
tion to  receive  out-of-State  waste  is  also  in- 
cluded. 

•'(3)  The  term  ■out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  means,  with  respect  to  any  State,  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  outside  of  the 
State.  To  the  extent  that  the  President  de- 
termines it  is  consistent  with  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement  and  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the 
term  shall  include  municipal  solid  waste 
generated  outside  of  the  United  States. 

■■(4)  The  term  municipal  solid  waste' 
means  refuse  (and  refuse-derived  fuel)  gen- 
erated by  the  general  public  or  from  a  resi- 
dential, commercial,  institutional,  or  indus- 
trial source  (or  any  combination  thereof), 
consisting  of  paper,  wood,  yard  wastes,  plas- 
tics, leather,  rubber,  or  other  combustible  or 
noncombustible  materials  such  as  metal  or 
glass  (or  any  combination  thereof).  The  term 
•municipal  solid  waste'  does  not  include — 

••(A)  any  solid  waste  identified  or  listed  as 
a  hazardous  waste  under  section  3001: 

•■(B)  any  solid  waste,  including  contami- 
nated soil  and  debris,  resulting  from  a  re- 
sponse action  taken  under  section  104  or  106 
of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse. Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  (42  use.  9604  or  9606)  or  a  corrective  ac- 
tion taken  under  this  Act; 

••(C)  any  metal,  pipe,  glass,  plastic,  paper, 
textile,  or  other  material  that  has  been  sepa- 
rated or  diverted  from  municipal  solid  waste 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph)  and 
has  been  transported  into  a  State  for  the 
purpose  of  recycling  or  reclamation; 

•■(D)  any  solid  waste  that  is — 

••(i)  generated  by  an  industrial  facility:  and 

••(ii)  transported  for  the  purpose  of  treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal  to  a  facility  that 
is  owned  or  operated  by  the  generator  of  the 
waste,  or  is  located  on  properly  owned  by  the 
generator  of  the  waste,  or  is  located  on  prop- 
erty owned  by  a  company  with  which  the 
generator  is  affiliated: 

••(E)  any  solid  waste  generated  incident  to 
the  provision  of  service  in  interstate,  intra- 
state, foreign,  or  overseas  air  transportation: 

•■(F)  any  industrial  waste  that  is  not  iden- 
tical to  municipal  solid  waste  (as  otherwise 
defined  in  this  paragraph)  with  respect  to 
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the  physical  and  chemical  state  of  the  indus- 
trial waste,  and  composition,  including'  con- 
struction and  demolition  debris; 

"(G)  any  medical  waste  that  is  segregated 
from  or  not  mixed  with  municipal  solid 
waste  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph): or 

■•(H)  any  material  or  product  returned 
from  a  dispenser  or  distributor  to  the  manu- 
facturer for  credit,  evaluation,  or  possible 
reuse. 

"(5)  The  term  'compliance'  means  a  pat- 
tern or  practice  of  adhering  to  and  satisfying 
standards  and  requirements  promulgated  by 
the  Federal  or  a  State  government  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  significant  harm  to 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Actions 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  compliance 
schedules  for  remediation  established  by 
Federal  or  State  enforcement  authorities 
shall  be  considered  compliance  for  purposes 
of  this  section. 

"(6)  The  terms  'specifically  authorized'  and 
specifically  authorizes'  refer  to  an  explicit 
authorization,  contained  in  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement  or  permit,  to  import  waste 
from  outside  the  State.  Such  authorization 
may  include  a  reference  to  a  fixed  radius  sur- 
rounding the  landfill  or  incinerator  that  in- 
cludes an  area  outside  the  State  or  a  ref- 
erence to  any  place  of  origin,  reference  to 
specific  places  outside  the  State,  or  use  of 
such  phrases  as  regardless  of  origin'  or  'out- 
side the  State'.  The  language  for  such  au- 
thorization may  vary  as  long  as  It  clearly 
and  affirmatively  states  the  approval  or  con- 
sent of  the  affected  local  government  or 
State  for  receipt  of  municipal  solid  waste 
from  sources  outside  the  State". 

(b)  T.^BLE  OF  Contents  Amendment.— The 
table  of  contents  in  section  1001  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  prec.  6901)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  items 
relating  to  subtitle  D  the  following  new 
item: 

"Sec.  4011.  Interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste.". 
TTTLE  11— FLOW  CONTROL 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the    "Municipal 
Solid  Waste  Flow  Control  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  202.  STATE  ANT)  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CON- 
TROL OF  MOVEMENT  OF  MUNICIPAL 
SOUD  WASTE  AND  RECYCLABLE  MA- 
TERIAL 
Subtitle  D  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 
(42  use  6941  et  seq.).  as  amended  by  section 
101.  is  amended  by  adding  after  section  4011 
the  following  new  section: 

"SEC.  4012.  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
CONTROL  OF  MOVEME.NT  OF  ML'MC- 
IPAL  SOLID  WASTE  AND  RECYCLA- 
BLE MATERIAL 

"(a)  Deflnitions.— In  this  section: 

"(1)  Designate:   design.ation.— The   terms 

designate'  and  designation'  refer  to  an  au- 
thorization by  a  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion, and  the  act  of  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division in  requiring  or  contractually  com- 
mitting, that  all  or  any  portion  of  the  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  or  recyclable  material 
that  is  generated  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision  be  deliv- 
ered to  waste  management  facilities  or  fa- 
cilities for  recyclable  material  or  a  public 
service  authority  identified  by  the  State  or 
political  subdivision. 

"(2)  Flow  control  al-thority.— The  term 

now  control  authority'  means  the  authority 
to  control  the  movement  of  municipal  solid 
waste  or  voluntarily  relinquished  recyclable 
material  and  direct  such  solid  waste  or  vol- 
untarily relinquished  recyclable  material  to 
a  designated  waste  management  facility  or 
facility  for  recyclable  material. 


"(3)  Municipal  solid  waste.— The  term 
'municipal  solid  waste'  means — 

"(A)  solid  waste  generated  by  the  general 
public  or  from  a  residential,  commercial,  in- 
stitutional, or  industrial  source,  consisting 
of  paper,  wood,  yard  waste,  plastics,  leather, 
rubber,  and  other  combustible  material  and 
noncombustible  material  such  as  metal  and 
glass,  including  residue  remaining  after  re- 
cyclable material  has  been  separated  from 
waste  destined  for  disposal,  and  including 
waste  material  removed  from  a  septic  tank, 
septage  pit.  or  cesspool  (other  than  from 
portable  toilets):  but 

■■(B)  does  not  include — 

■•(i)  waste  identified  or  listed  as  a  hazard- 
ous waste  under  section  3001  of  this  Act  or 
waste  regulated  under  the  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2601  et  seq.); 

"(ii)  waste,  including  contaminated  soil 
and  debris,  resulting  from  a  response  action 
taken  under  section  104  or  106  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response.  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
use.  9604.  9606)  or  any  corrective  action 
taken  under  this  Act: 

"(iii)  medical  waste  listed  in  section  11002; 

■■(iv)  industrial  waste  generated  by  manu- 
facturing or  industrial  processes,  including 
waste  generated  during  scrap  processing  and 
scrap  recycling; 

■•(v)  recyclable  material;  or 

"(vi)  sludge. 

■'(4)  Public  service  althority  — The  term 
■public  service  authority'  means — 

■■(A)  an  authority  or  authorities  created 
pursuant  to  State  legislation  to  provide  indi- 
vidually or  in  combination  solid  waste  man- 
agement services  to  political  subdivisions:  or 

"(B)  an  authority  that  was  issued  a  certifi- 
cate of  incorporation  by  a  State  corporation 
commission  established  by  a  State  constitu- 
tion. 

■•(5)  Recyclable  material.— The  term  re- 
cyclable material'  means  material  that  has 
been  separated  from  waste  otherwise  des- 
tined for  disposal  (at  the  source  of  the  waiste 
or  at  a  processing  facility)  or  has  been  man- 
aged separately  from  waste  destined  for  dis- 
posal, for  the  purpose  of  recycling,  reclama- 
tion. comf>osting  of  organic  material  such  as 
food  and  yard  waste,  or  reuse  (other  than  for 
the  purpose  of  incineration). 

"(6)  Waste  management  facility— The 
term  waste  management  facility"  means  a 
facility  that  collects,  separates,  stores, 
transports,  transfers,  treats,  processes,  com- 
busts, or  disposes  of  municipal  solid  waste. 

■■(b)  AlTTHORITY — 

■'(1)  In  general —Each  State  and  each  po- 
litical subdivision  of  a  State  may  exercise 
flow  control  authority  for  municipal  solid 
waste  and  for  recyclable  material  volun- 
tarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  genera- 
tor of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  by  directing  the  municipal 
solid  waste  or  recyclable  material  to  a  waste 
management  facility  or  facility  for  recycla- 
ble material,  if  such  How  control  authority — 

■■(A)  is  imposed  pursuant  to  a  law,  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision  of  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion in  effect  on  May  15.  1994;  and 

'■(B)  has  been  implemented  by  designating 
before  May  15,  1994,  the  particular  waste 
management  facilities  or  public  service  au- 
thority to  which  the  municipal  solid  waste 
or  recyclable  material  is  to  be  delivered,  the 
substantial  construction  of  which  facilities 
was  performed  after  the  effective  date  of 
that  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision  and  which  facilities 
were  in  operation  as  of  May  15.  1994. 

■■(2)  Limitation.— The  authority  of  this 
section  extends  only  to  the  specific  classes 


or  categories  of  municipal  solid  waste  to 
which  flow  control  authority  requiring  a 
movement  to  a  wa.ste  management  facility 
was  actually  applied  on  or  before  May  15. 
1994  (or.  in  the  case  of  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  that  qualifies  under  subsection 
(c).  to  the  specific  classes  or  categories  of 
municipal  solid  waste  for  which  the  State  or 
political  subdivision  prior  to  May  15.  1994. 
had  committed  to  the  designation  of  a  waste 
management  facility). 

■•(3 1  Lack  of  clear  identification.— With 
regard  to  facilities  granted  flow  control  au- 
thority under  subsection  (c>.  if  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  are  not  clearly  identified,  the  author- 
ity of  this  section  shall  apply  only  to  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  generated  by  households. 

■'(4)  Duration  of  authority.— With  respect 
to  each  designated  waste  management  facil- 
ity, the  authority  of  this  section  shall  be  ef- 
fective until  the  later  of— 

■■(A)  the  end  of  the  remaining  life  of  a  con- 
tract between  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion and  any  other  person  regarding  the 
movement  or  delivery  of  municipal  solid 
waste  or  voluntarily  relinquished  recyclable 
material  to  a  designated  facility  (as  in  effect 
May  15.  1994  >: 

■■(B)  completion  of  the  schedule  for  pay- 
ment of  the  capital  costs  of  the  facility  con- 
cerned (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994):  or 

"(C)  the  end  of  the  remaining  useful  life  of 
the  original  facility,  as  that  remaining  life 
may  be  extended  by— 

•■(i)  retrofitting  of  equipment  or  the  mak- 
ing of  other  significant  modifications  to 
meet  applicable  environmental  requirements 
or  safety  requirements; 

'■(ii)  routine  repair  'or  scheduled  replace- 
ment of  equipment  or  components  that  does 
not  add  to  the  capacity  of  a  waste  manage- 
ment facility:  or 

"(iii)  expansion  of  the  facility  on  land  that 
is — 

"(I)  legally  or  equitably  owned,  or  under 
option  to  purchase  or  lease,  by  the  owner  or 
operator  of  the  facility:  and 

■•(II)  covered  by  the  permit  for  the  facility 
(as  in  effect  May  15.  1994). 

'•(5)  AnninoNAi.  authority  — Notwith- 
standing anything  to  the  contrary  in  this 
section,  but  subject  to  subsection  (j).  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  of  a  State  that,  on  or 
before  January  1.  1984.  adopted  regulations 
under  State  law  that  required  or  directed  the 
transportation,  management,  or  disposal  of 
solid  waste  from  residential,  commercial,  in- 
stitutional, or  industrial  sources  (as  defined 
under  State  law)  to  specifically  identified 
waste  management  facilities  and  applied 
those  regulations  to  every  political  subdivi- 
sion of  the  State  may— 

••(A)  designate  any  waste  management  fa- 
cility in  the  State  that— 

■■(i)  was  designated  prior  to  May  15.  1994. 
and  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection 
(c);  or 

"(ii)  meets  the  requirements  of  paragraph 
(1);  and 

■•(B)  continue  to  exercise  flow  control  au- 
thority for  the  remaining  useful  life  of  that 
facility  over  all  classes  and  categories  of 
solid  waste  that  were  subject  to  fiow  control 
on  May  15.  1994. 
"(c)  Commitment  to  Construction.— 
"(1)  In  general —Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (b)(1)  (A)  and  (B).  any  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  may  exercise  flow  control 
authority  under  subsection  (b).  if— 

■•(A)  the  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  specifically 
provides  for  fiow  control  authority  for  mu- 
nicipal   solid    waste    generated    within    its 


boundaries  and  was  in  effect  prior  to  May  15. 
1994:  and 

"(B)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  political  sub- 
division committed  to  the  designation  of  a 
waste  management  facility  to  which  munici- 
pal solid  waste  is  to  be  transported  or  at 
which  municipal  solid  waste  is  to  be  disposed 
of  under  that  law.  ordinance,  regulation, 
plan,  or  legally  binding  provision. 

■■(2)  Factors  demonstrating  commit- 
ment —A  commitment  to  the  designation  of 
a  waste  management  facility  is  dem- 
onstrated by  1  or  more  of  the  following  fac- 
tors: 

■■(Ai  Construction  permits.— All  permits 
required  for  the  substantial  construction  of 
the  facility  were  obtained  prior  to  May  15, 
1994. 

(B)  Con-tracts —All  contracts  for  the 
substantial  construction  of  the  facility  were 
in  effect  prior  to  May  15.  1994. 

■  (Ci  Revenue  bonds.— Prior  to  May  15, 
1994.  revenue  bonds  were  presented  for  sale 
to  specifically  provide  revenue  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  facility. 

■■(D)  Construction  and  opera-hng  per- 
mits.—The  Slate  or  political  subdivision 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  regulatory 
agency  or  agencies,  on  or  before  May  15.  1994, 
substantially  complete  permit  applications 
for  che  construction  and  operation  of  the  fa- 
cility. 

■(d)  Constructed  and  Operated.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— A  political  subdivision  of 
a  State  may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if — 

"(A)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  political 
subdivision— 

'■(i)  contracted  with  a  public  service  au- 
thority or  with  its  operator  to  deliver  or 
cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  public  service 
authority  substantially  all  of  the  disposable 
municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generated  or 
collected  by  or  is  within  or  under  the  control 
of  the  political  subdivision,  in  order  to  sup- 
port revenue  bonds  issued  by  and  in  the 
name  of  the  public  service  authority  for 
waste  management  facilities:  or 

'■(iii  entered  into  contracts  with  a  public 
service  authority  to  deliver  or  cause  to  be 
delivered  to  the  public  service  authority  sub- 
stantially all  of  the  disposable  municipal 
solid  waste  that  is  generated  or  collected  by 
or  within  the  control  of  the  political  subdivi- 
sion, which  imposed  flow  control  pursuant  to 
a  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  legally 
binding  provision  and  where  outstanding  rev- 
enue bonds  were  issued  in  the  name  of  public 
service  authorities  for  waste  management 
facilities:  and 

"(B)  prior  to  May  15,  1994,  the  public  serv- 
ice authority— 

"(i)  issued  the  revenue  bonds  for  the  con- 
struction of  municipal  solid  waste  facilities 
to  which  the  political  subdivision's  munici- 
pal solid  waste  is  transferred  or  disposed: 
and 

"(ii)  commenced  operation  of  the  facilities. 

"(2)  Duration  of  authority —Authority 
under  this  subsection  may  be  exercised  by  a 
political  subdivision  qualifying  under  para- 
graph (IKAHii)  only  until  the  expiration  of 
the  contract  or  the  life  of  the  bond,  which- 
ever is  earlier. 

"(e)  State-Mandated  Disposal  Serv- 
ices—.\  political  subdivision  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the 
political  subdivision — 


■■(1)  was  mandated  by  State  law  to  provide 
for  the  operation  of  solid  waste  facilities  to 
serve  the  disposal  needs  of  all  incorporated 
and  unincorporated  areas  of  the  county: 

■'(2)  is  currently  required  to  initiate  a  re- 
cyclable materials  recycling  program  in 
order  to  meet  a  municipal  solid  waste  reduc- 
tion goal  of  at  least  30  percent: 

■■(3)  has  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
to  exercise  flow  control  authority  and  had 
implemented  the  authority  through  a  law. 
ordinance,  regulation,  contract,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision:  and 

"(4 1  had  incurred  significant  financial  ex- 
penditures to  comply  with  the  mandates 
under  State  law  and  to  repay  outstanding 
revenue  bonds  that  were  issued  for  the  con- 
struction of  solid  waste  management  facili- 
ties to  which  the  political  subdivision's 
waste  was  designated. 

■■(f)  Retained  Authority — 

"(1)  Request —On  the  request  of  a  genera- 
tor of  municipal  solid  waste  affected  by  this 
section,  a  State  or  political  subdivision  may 
authorize  the  diversion  of  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  solid  waste  generated  by  the  generator 
making  the  request  to  an  alternative  solid 
waste  treatment  or  disposal  facility,  if  the 
purpose  of  the  request  is  to  provide  a  higher 
level  of  protection  for  human  health  and  the 
environment  or  reduce  potential  future  li- 
ability of  the  generator  under  Federal  or 
State  law  for  the  management  of  such  waste, 
unle.ss  the  State  or  political  subdivision  de- 
termines that  the  facility  to  which  the  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  is  proposed  to  be  diverted 
does  not  provide  a  higher  level  of  protection 
for  human  health  and  the  environment  or 
does  not  reduce  the  potential  future  liability 
of  the  generator  under  Federal  or  State  law 
for  the  management  of  such  waste. 

"(2)  Contents— A  request  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  include  information  on  the  environ- 
mental suitability  of  the  proposed  alter- 
native treatment  or  disposal  facility  and 
method,  compared  to  that  of  the  designated 
facility  and  method. 

■•(g)  LiMiTA-noNS  ON  Revenue.— A  State  or 
political  subdivision  may  exercise  How  con- 
trol authority  under  subsection  (b),  (c),  or  (d) 
only  if  the  State  or  political  subdivision  cer- 
tifies that  the  use  of  any  of  its  revenues  de- 
rived from  the  exercise  of  that  authority  will 
be  used  for  solid  waste  management  services. 

■•(h)  REA.SONABLE  REGULA^nON  OF  COM- 
MERCE —A  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  or  official  act 
of  a  State  or  political  subdivision,  as  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b).  (c),  or  (d),  that  im- 
plements now  control  authority  in  compli- 
ance with  this  section  shall  be  considered  to 
be  a  reasonable  regulation  of  commerce  ret- 
roactive to  its  date  of  enactment  or  effective 
date  and  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  an 
undue  burden  on  or  otherwise  considered  as 
impairing,  restraining,  or  discriminating 
against  interstate  commerce. 

■'(i)  Effect  on  Existing  Laws  and  Con- 
tracts.— 

••(1)  Environmental  laws.— Nothing  in 
this  section  shall  be  construed  to  have  any 
effect  on  any  other  law  relating  to  the  pro- 
tection of  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment or  the  management  of  municipal  solid 
waste  or  recyclable  material. 

■■(2)  State  law —Nothing  in  this  section 
shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  to  exercise  the  fiow 
control  authority  granted  by  this  section  in 
a  manner  that  is  inconsistent  with  State 
law. 

"(3)  Ownership  of  recyclable  material.— 
Nothing  in  this  section — 

••(A)  authorizes  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  to  require  a  generator  or 


owner  of  recyclable  material  to  transfer  re- 
cyclable material  to  the  State  or  political 
subdivision:  or 

■■(B)  prohibits  a  generator  or  owner  of  re- 
cyclable material  from  selling,  purchasing, 
accepting,  conveying,  or  transporting  recy- 
clable material  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
formation or  remanufacture  into  usable  or 
marketable  material,  unless  the  generator  or 
owner  voluntarily  made  the  recyclable  mate- 
rial available  to  the  State  or  political  sub- 
division and  relinquished  any  right  to.  or 
ownership  of.  the  recyclable  material 

■■(j)  Repeal.— (1)  Notwithstanding  any  pro- 
vision of  this  title,  authority  to  fiow  control 
by  directing  municipal  solid  waste  or  recy- 
clable materials  to  a  waste  management  fa- 
cility shall  terminate  on  the  date  that  is  30 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

■•(2)  This  section  and  the  item  relating  to 
this  section  in  the  table  of  contents  for  sub- 
title D  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  are 
repealed  effective  as  of  the  date  that  is  30 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act". 
SEC.  203.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  AMENDMENT. 

The  table  of  contents  for  subtitle  D  in  sec- 
tion 1001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42 
use.  prec.  6901).  as  amended  by  section 
101(b),  is  amended  by  adding  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  4011  the  following  new 
item: 

"Sec.   4012.    State   and    local    government 
control  of  movement  of  munici- 
pal solid  waste  and  recyclable 
material". 
TITLE  HI— GROUND  WATER  MONITORING 
SEC.  301.  GROUND  WATER  MONITORING. 

(a)   A.MENDMENT  OF   SOLID  WASTE   DISPOSAL 

ACT.— Section  4010(c)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  (42  use  6949a(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  •Criteiua  — Not  later"  and 
inserting  the  following:   'Criteria.— 

■•(1)  In  general —Not  later";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  Additional  revisions.— Subject  to 
paragraph  (2),  the  requirements  of  the  cri- 
teria described  in  paragraph  (1)  relating  to 
ground  water  monitoring  shall  not  apply  to 
an  owner  or  operator  of  a  new  municipal 
solid  waste  landfill  unit,  an  existing  munici- 
pal solid  waste  landfill  unit,  or  a  lateral  ex- 
pansion of  a  municipal  solid  waste  landfill 
unit,  that  disposes  of  less  than  20  tons  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  daily,  based  on  an  annual 
average,  if— 

"(A)  there  is  no  evidence  of  ground  water 
contamination  from  the  municipal  solid 
waste  landfill  unit  or  expansion;  and 

"(B)  the  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  unit 
or  expansion  serves — 

••(i)  a  community  that  experiences  an  an- 
nual interruption  of  at  least  3  consecutive 
months  of  surface  transportation  that  pre- 
vents access  to  a  regional  waste  manage- 
ment facility;  or 

"(ii)  a  community  that  has  no  practicable 
waste  management  alternative  and  the  land- 
fill unit  is  located  in  an  area  that  annually 
receives  less  than  or  equal  to  25  inches  of 
precipitation. 

•(3)  Protection  of  ground  water  re- 
sources— 

■•(A)  Monitoring  requirement— A  State 
may  require  ground  water  monitoring  of  a 
solid  waste  landfill  unit  that  would  other- 
wise be  exempt  under  paragraph  (2)  if  nec- 
essary to  protect  ground  water  resources  and 
ensure  compliance  with  a  State  ground 
water  protection  plan,  where  applicable. 

■•(B)  Methods —If  a  Slate  requires  ground 
water  monitoring  of  a  solid  waste  landfill 
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unit  under  subparagraph  (A),  the  State  may 
allow  the  use  of  a  method  other  than  the  use 
of  ground  water  monitoring  wells  to  detect  a 
release  of  contamination  from  the  unit. 

■■(C)  Corrective  action  —If  a  State  finds  a 
release  from  a  solid  waste  landfill  unit,  the 
State  shall  require  corrective  action  as  ap- 
propriate. 

•■(4)  Remote  alaska  native  villages.— 
Upon  certification  by  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Alaska  that  application  of  the  re- 
quirements of  the  criteria  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  to  a  solid  waste  landfill  unit  of  a 
Native  village  (sis  defined  in  section  3  of  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (16 
use  1602»)  would  be  infeasible.  would  not 
be  cost-effective,  or  is  otherwise  inappropri- 
ate because  of  the  remote  location  of  the 
unit,  the  unit  shall  be  exempt  from  those  re- 
quirements.". 

(b)  Reinstatement  of  Regulatory  Exemp- 
tion.—It  is  the  intent  of  section  4010<cK2)  of 
the  Solid  Waiste  Disposal  Act.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  to  immediately  reinstate  sub- 
part E  of  part  258  of  title  40.  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  as  added  by  the  final  rule  pub- 
lished at  56  Federal  Register  50798  on  October 
9.  1991 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  under- 
stand the  distinguished  Democratic 
leader  wants  to  speak  for  a  few  mo- 
ments on  product  liability,  and  so  he 
will  be  here  momentarily  But  I  would 
say,  as  we  start  S.  534.  keep  in  mind  it 
came  out  of  the  committee  by  a  vote  of 
16  to  0.  And  I  hope  this  is  something  we 
can  complete  before  the  week  is  out. 
sometime  by  late  Friday  afternoon.  I 
know  there  are  amendments.  We  can 
dispose  of  amendments.  But  I  hope  that 
in  many  cases  the  amendments  can  be 
resolved  by  agreement,  by  working 
them  out.  And  I  know  we  have  reason- 
able managers  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

This  is  important  legislation,  and  I 
am  happy  to  have  it  before  the  Senate. 
I  hope  we  can  complete  action  on  it  be- 
fore the  week  is  out  because  next  week 
we  will  go  to  the  budget  and,  hopefully, 
following  that  to  telecommunications. 
So  we  have  our  next  2  or  3  weeks  laid 
out  for  us  before  a  very  brief  Memorial 
Day  recess. 

I  will  also  be  sending  a  letter  to  Sen- 
ator D.ASCHLE  today  with  reference  to 
the  August  recess,  and  unless  we  can 
reach  some  accommodation.  I  then  will 
announce  in  the  next  week  whether  or 
not  there  will  be  an  August  recess  and, 
if  30.  the  length  of  that  recess. 

Mr  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  the  leader 
would  yield  to  a  question. 

I  heard  the  ominous  words  "a  very 
brief  Memorial  Day  recess."  What  does 
that  mean']' 

Mr.  DOLE   It  is  a  week. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  DOLE.  It  may  be  longer  than  the 
August  recess. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  PRODUCT  LIABILITY  BILL 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  commend  so  many  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  for  their  efforts  over 
the  last  couple  of  weeks  on  product  li- 
ability. This  has  been  a  vigorous  de- 
bate, and  a  debate  that  obviously  has 
required  a  good  deal  of  compromise  and 
concession  on  both  sides. 

I  believe  there  was  another  oppor- 
tunity that  we  could  have  had  to  reach 
greater  consensus  on  the  bill,  and  I  am 
sorry  we  missed  that  opportunity  in 
the  final  days  of  this  debate. 

But  I  do  believe  that  as  a  result  of 
the  decisions  made  by  this  body  over 
the  last  couple  of  weeks,  the  message 
ought  to  be  very  clear.  The  message  is 
this:  Members  of  the  Senate  are  not 
willing  to  accept  the  extreme  measures 
that  have  been  proposed  by  the  House. 
If  those  more  extreme  measures  are 
added  to  the  bill  in  conference,  it  is 
very  unlikely  that  anything  will  ulti- 
mately pass. 

It  is  critical,  as  we  look  to  the  con- 
ference report,  that  we  keep  this  bill 
modest,  that  we  not  load  it  up  with  ex- 
pansionist amendments,  that  we  seek 
to  ensure  that  what  has  been  passed  is 
all  that  comes  back  to  the  Senate. 

I  will  say  unequivocally  that  I  be- 
lieve this  legislation  will  again  be  in 
trouble  if  it  comes  back  vastly  dif- 
ferent from  what  it  is  right  now.  Many 
of  us  felt  very  strongly  we  could  have 
improved  upon  this  bill,  especially 
with  regard  to  punitive  limits  and  with 
regard  to  the  limitations  on  joint  and 
several  liability.  For  many  of  us  who 
opposed  the  bill,  there  were  provisions 
that  we  supported  and  would  have 
liked  to  have  been  able  to  vote  for,  but, 
unfortunately,  we  could  not  resolve  the 
issues  that,  in  our  view,  were  still  too 
onerous  to  support. 

But  let  me  say,  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  there  was  a  very  strong  vote,  that 
vote  is  directly  dependent  upon  the  de- 
gree to  which  the  more  extreme  meas- 
ures that  were  initially  added  are  kept 
off  the  bill.  We  do  not  want  to  see  them 
when  this  comes  back.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  fight  this  in  a  consequential 
way  if  they  do  come  back,  and  I  hope 
that  that  message  was  loud  and  clear. 

I  was  very  pleased  with  the  com- 
ments made  by  both  Senators  Rocke- 
feller and  Gorton  yesterday  as  they 
commented  about  what  they  expect  to 
see  in  conference.  Senator  Gorton  said 
that  he  does  not  think  there  is  one 
semicolon  that  is  negotiable,  and  I 
think  that  is  an  accurate  reflection  of 
where  the  Senate  stands. 

So,  indeed,  we  passed  a  piece  of  legis- 
lation today  that  may  reflect  the  views 
of  three-fifths  of  the  Senate,  but  I 
think  that  it  is  a  very  tenuous  victory, 
depending  upon  what  may  or  may  not 
occur  in  the  conference  report.  So  we 


look  to  that  at  some  point  in  the  fu- 
ture. But  I  must  say  that  while  those 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  sup- 
ported the  legislation  can  claim  vic- 
tory, I  think  it  is  also  important  that 
they  appreciate  how  tenuous  that  vic- 
tory is  and  how  important  it  is  that  we 
come  back  to  the  floor  with  something 
meaningful,  something  narrow  and  fo- 
cused, and  something  that  directly  ad- 
dresses the  concerns  raised  on  this 
floor  for  the  last  2  weeks. 

With  that,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 


SIXTY  VOTES  NEEDED  ON 
CONTROVERSIAL  ISSUES 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
also  say  to  the  distinguished  Demo- 
cratic leader,  it  appears  around  here  if 
there  is  anything  controversial  now. 
you  need  60  votes  to  get  it  passed.  Not 
a  51  vote  margin.  51  to  49,  it  has  to  be 
60  votes  if  the  legislation  is  controver- 
sial; something  new  in  the  life  of  the 
Senate,  but  not  entirely  new,  I  will  say 
that. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
S.  534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  the 
pending  business. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire, 
Senator  Smith,  in  presenting  S.  534  to 
the  Senate.  This  is  legislation  dealing 
with  interstate  waste  and  flow  control 
authority. 

I  want  to  acknowledge  Senator 
S.MlTH's  efforts  as  chairman  of  the  En- 
vironment and  Public  Works  Commit- 
tee's Subcommittee  on  Superfund, 
Waste  Control,  and  Risk  Assessment. 
Senator  Smith  has  taken  the  lead  in 
drafting  this  legislation,  targeting  is- 
sues that  went  unresolved  last  year. 

I  also  want  to  acknowledge  the  work 
of  the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
our  committee.  Senator  Baucus,  for 
his  help  in  the  framing  of  this  legisla- 
tion which  we  will  now  be  discussing 
over  the  next  day  or  so. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  is 
straightforward  and  attempts  to  deal 
with  the  issues  of  interstate  waste  and 
flow  control,  balancing  the  interests  of 
the  States  that  import  waste,  trash 
that  comes  into  States  for  disposal, 
and  the  exporters.  States  that  do  not 
have  landfills  or  incinerators  and  thus 
ship  it  out.  We  try  to  deal  with  com- 
munities with  outstanding  revenue 
bonds  as  they  deal  with  the  issues  of 
construction  of  waste  facilities  the 
local  individual  who  dispose  of  his  or 
her  garbage. 

This  bill  includes  three  titles.  Title  I 
deals  with  interstate  waste  and  is  simi- 
lar to  the  bill  approved  by  the  Senate 
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last  year.  I  would  like  to  stress  that. 
The  interstate  waste  portion  is  one 
that  was  approved  unanimously  by  this 
Senate  last  year. 

Title  II  focuses  on  flow  control, 
which  we  will  discuss  in  a  few  minutes. 
And  title  III  reinstates  the  ground 
water  monitoring  exemption  for  small 
landfills  in  the  municipal  solid  waste 
landfill  criteria. 

Let  me  turn  to  title  I.  This  is  a  very 
contentious  area.  Indeed,  I  guess  we 
have  dealt  with  this,  on  and  off.  over 
the  past  5  years.  And  no  one  has  been 
more  ardent  in  trying  to  get  this  prob- 
lem solved  than  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana,  Senator  Coats. 

Now,  on  interstate  shipments,  the 
bill  before  us,  as  I  say.  is  similar  to  S. 
2345,  which  was  approved  unanimously 
last  year  by  the  Senate. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  the  bill 
before  us  deals  exclusively  with  the 
transport,  across  State  borders,  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about.  We  are  not  talking 
about  restrictions  on  hazardous  waste 
or  industrial  waste  or  even  construc- 
tion and  demolition  debris.  Those 
items  involve  an  entirely  different  set 
of  problems  and  would  require  different 
approaches  than  we  are  dealing  with 
here. 

We  are  dealing  here  with  municipal 
solid  waste,  sometimes  referred  to  as 
MSW;  what  the  rest  of  us,  in  layman's 
terms,  would  call  garbage  or  trash. 

Specifically  the  bill  provides  the  fol- 
lowing. There  is  an  import  ban.  A  Gov- 
ernor may,  if  requested  by  the  affected 
local  community,  as  designated  by  the 
Governor,  ban  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste  at  landfills  or  incinerators 
that  did  not  receive  out-of-State  waste 
in  1993. 

Now,  this  gets  a  little  bit  com- 
plicated, but  these  are  provisions  that 
we  have  worked  out  with  Governors 
and  municipalities,  particularly  the 
ones  that  cross  borders. 

So  the  first  point  is  there  can  be  an 
import  ban  that  the  Governor  can  im- 
pose, if  he  is  requested  by  a  local  com- 
munity and  if  that  community  did  not 
receive  out-of-State  waste  in  1993.  Or 
he  can  impose  this  same  ban  at  those 
facilities  that  received  municipal  solid 
waste  in  1993  but  are  not  in  compliance 
with  applicable  Federal  or  State  stand- 
ards. So  there  is  a  power  in  the  Gov- 
ernor. Now  that  is  an  import  ban. 

Further,  a  Governor  may  unilater- 
ally freeze  out-of-State  waste  at  1993 
levels  at  landfills  and  incinerators  that 
received  waste  during  1993  and  are  in 
compliance.  In  other  words,  the  Gov- 
ernor can  put  a  clamp  on  limiting  it  to 
the  amount  that  came  in  in  1993,  at 
those  levels. 

Now,  there  is  an  export  ratchet,  like- 
wise. A  Governor  may  unilaterally  ban 
out-of-State  waste  from  any  State  ex- 
porting more  than  3.5  million  tons  in 
1996.  This  declines  to  3  million  tons  in 
1997  and  1998,  drops  to  2.5  million  tons 
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in  1999  and  the  year  2000,  1,5  million 
tons  in  the  year  2001  and  2002,  and  1 
million  tons  in  2003  and  every  year 
thereafter.  So  the  Governor  has  this 
power  to  ban  out-of-State  waste  com- 
ing from  a  State  that  is  exporting  very 
substantial  amounts.  That  is  the  power 
in  the  importing  State  Governor. 

There  is  also  another  ratchet.  A  Gov- 
ernor may  unilaterally  restrict  out-of- 
State  waste  imported  from  any  one 
State  in  excess  of  certain  levels. 

There  is  a  cost  recovery  surcharge 
provision.  States  that  imposed  a  dif- 
ferential fee  on  the  disposal  of  out-of- 
State  waste  on  or  before  April  3,  1994. 
are  allowed  to  impose  a  fee  of  no  more 
than  $1  per  ton. 

So  there  is  that  $l-per-ton  limita- 
tion, a  differential  that  a  State  can  im- 
pose, as  long  as  the  differential  fee  is 
used  to  fund  solid  waste  management 
programs. 

What  we  are  dealing  with  all  through 
here  are  the  limitations  that  are  im- 
posed by  the  commerce  clause  of  our 
Constitution.  The  bill  we  are  dealing 
with  today  explicitly  prohibits  a  Gov- 
ernor from  limiting  or  prohibiting 
solid  waste  imports  to  landfills  or  in- 
cinerators that  have  a  host  community 
agreement  to  receive  out-of-State 
waste. 

In  addressing  the  problem  of  inter- 
state waste.  I,  as  chairman,  and  Sen- 
ator Smith,  likewise  as  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  have  tried  to  find  a  so- 
lution that  will  reduce  unwanted  im- 
ports yet  give  exporting  States  some 
time  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste 
generated,  to  increase  recycling,  and  to 
site  new  in-State  capacity. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  take 
into  account  the  large  exporting 
States'  problems,  but  we  are  not  going 
tu  let  Lheiii  export  forever. 

What  can  they  do?  As  I  say.  they  can 
reduce  the  amount  of  waste  generated, 
they  can  increase  recycling,  and  they 
can  set  up  their  own  sites  in  their 
States  to  deal  with  the  problem— incin- 
erators, landfills,  or  whatever  they 
might  be. 

Title  II  deals  with  what  is  known  as 
flow  control.  Flow  control  refers  to  the 
legal  authority  of  States  or  local  gov- 
ernments to  designate  where  waste 
must  be  taken  for  processing  or  treat- 
ment or  disposal.  Over  the  past  20 
years,  State  and  local  governments 
have  used  flow  control  as  a  financing 
mechanism  for  the  development  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  disposal  facilities. 

What  am  I  talking  about?  I  am  talk- 
ing about  incinerators  and  landfills,  for 
example.  A  municipality  says,  "We 
have  to  have  an  incinerator  to  take 
care  of  the  waste  within  our  municipal- 
ity." So  they  say.  "Well,  we'll  build 
one.  And  where  do  we  get  the  money? 
We  issue  bonds.  All  right,  but  how  are 
we  going  to  make  certain  that  we  are 
going  to  have  the  waste  flowing  in  and 
the  so-called  tipping  fees?"  So  the  mu- 
nicipality  passes  an   ordinance   which 


says:  Everybody  in  this  municipality 
must  take  trash  to  this  central  facil- 
ity, and  there  they  pay  a  tipping  fee 
and  you  are  not  allowed  to  ship  it  else- 
where. BFI  or  other  commercial  firms 
cannot  come  in  and  say,  "I'll  take  your 
waste  for  a  lower  price."  No. 

The  way  it  works  is  the  locals  say 
you  can  only  take  it  here,  because  that 
is  the  way  we  can  pay  off  our  bonds. 

Flow  control  guarantees  that  a  pro- 
jected amount  of  waste  will  be  received 
at  a  designated  waste  facility.  Thus,  a 
predictable  revenue  stream  is  gen- 
erated for  the  retirement  of  the  cost  of 
the  facility,  the  capital  cost,  and  the 
operating  expenses. 

Flow  control,  as  you  can  see,  distorts 
the  waste  market  by  creating  State  or 
municipally  controlled  waste  monopo- 
lies. Obviously,  it  becomes  a  monopoly. 
If  the  city  of  St.  Louis  says  that  no 
trash  can  be  taken  elsewhere  but  to  the 
city  incinerator,  that  is  a  monopoly. 
But  the  city  of  St.  Louis  might  say, 
well,  we  spent  a  lot  of  money  to  build 
this  incinerator  and  the  only  way  we 
can  pay  off  our  bonds  is  with  a  guaran- 
tee flow  from  our  municipality  so  when 
the  big  trucks,  private  trucks  pick  up, 
they  can  only  take  it  to  the  city  of  St. 
Louis  incinerator. 

Communities  across  the  country 
have  made  investments  predicated  on 
flow  control,  but  I.  and  likewise  Sen- 
ator Smith  and  Senator  Baucu.s.  do  not 
believe  in  i)erpetuating  that  kind  of 
system  into  the  future.  Designating 
where  waste  must  go  will  only  drive  up 
the  cost  of  waste  disposal  for  our  citi- 
zens. 

Not  unlike  the  interstate  transport 
of  municipal  solid  waste  and  its  impli- 
cations on  interstate  commerce,  flow 
control  has  emerged  as  a  controversial 
legislative  issue  because  of  Mveral  re- 
cent Federal  court  decisions.  Over  the 
past  5  years.  Federal  courts  have  ruled 
that  flow  control  laws  in  no  fewer  than 
four  States  violate  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  U.S.  Constitution.  Simi- 
lar to  restrictions  on  interstate  waste, 
flow  control  undermines  the  commerce 
clause  by  barring  States  and  political 
subdivisions  by  placing  undue  burdens 
on  interstate  commerce. 

This  case  all  came  up  May  16.  1994, 
just  a  year  ago.  It  was  called  the 
Carbone  case.  Carbone  versus  Town  of 
Clarkstown.  NY,  which  the  Supreme 
Court  decided  just  a  year  ago.  The  Su- 
preme Court's  ruling  in  the  Carbone 
case  has  made  it  clear  that  absent  con- 
gressional action,  the  exercise  of  flow 
control  by  States  and  political  subdivi- 
sions is  unconstitutional;  it  interferes 
with  interstate  commerce.  The  city  of 
St.  Louis  no  longer  can  say  to  all  its 
citizens,  "You  must  bring  your  trash  to 
this  central  facility."  That  is  interfer- 
ing with  interstate  commerce  and  is 
unconstitutional,  unless  Congress  de- 
cides otherwise. 

So  we  are  here  today  to  override  the 
constitutional  provisions  on  State  laws 
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that  interfere  with  interstate  com- 
merce and  so  as  to  provide  new  author- 
ity to  the  States.  We  are  beset  with 
communities,  such  as  the  illustrative 
one  I  gave  of  St.  Louis,  that  has  in- 
vested substantial  sums  of  money  in 
their  incinerators  and  are  counting  on 
paying  off  those  bonds  through  the  fees 
that  come  in  and  suddenly  the  whole 
ground  rules  are  changed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  decision.  So  they  come  to 
us  and  say.  "Grandfather  us.  We  issued 
those  bonds  dependent  upon  this  flow 
of  trash." 

The  Supreme  Court  has  said  Congress 
can  do  this.  We  can  provide  new  au- 
thority to  the  States  by  declaring  that 
the  imijact  of  such  laws  on  interstate 
commerce  is  reasonable. 

Should  we  move  in  this  direction?  I 
say  yes.  but  a  qualified  yes.  We  should 
tread  carefully,  and  this  bill  does  that. 
This  Senator  believes  that  Congress 
was  granted  the  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce in  order  to  ensure  the  free  flow 
of  goods  and  to  protect  against  eco- 
nomic warfare  among  the  States.  We 
must  not  create  a  system  that  builds 
walls  around  our  States  and  our  com- 
munities. The  economy  of  our  country 
has  been  successful  over  the  past  200 
years  because  of  the  free  flow  of  goods 
and  services  among  our  States.  Let  us 
not  go  overboard  today  loading  up  this 
bill  with  discriminatory  amendments. 
Unnecessarily  restricting  the  inter- 
state transiHDrt  of  waste  and  providing 
unlimited  flow  control  will  limit  com- 
petition in  the  waste  market.  It  will 
discourage  the  selection  of  less  costly 
waste  disposal  options,  and  it  will  force 
duplicative  infrastructure  investments 
in  our  communities. 

The  intention  of  the  bill  before  us 
today  is  to  provide  States  and  political 
subdivisions  with  flow  control  author- 
ity in  order  to  meet  financial  obliga- 
tions with  respect  to  solid  waste  man- 
agement facilities  and  to  maintain 
their  creditworthiness. 

Title  II  provides  limited  flow  control 
authority  under  certain  conditions  to 
States  and  subdivisions  that  have  em- 
barked on  these  commitments,  these 
financial  investments  that,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  were  predicated  on  the  expec- 
tation or  implementation  of  flow  con- 
trol. They  built  these  facilities  and  is- 
sued the  bonds  believing  that  what 
they  were  doing  was  right,  was  legal 
and  was  dependent  upon  restricting 
where  the  trash  within  their  commu- 
nities could  go.  It  could  only  come  to 
the  municipal  landfill  or  incinerator. 

We  are  not,  in  grandfathering  these 
provisions,  reflecting  any  position  on 
the  appropriateness  of  flow  control  as  a 
policy  option.  In  each  instance  in 
which  flow  control  authority  is  granted 
under  this  legislation,  that  grant  is 
predicated  on  meeting  debt  obliga- 
tions. 

The  final  part  is  title  III.  which  is 
called  groundwater  monitoring.  In  it. 
we  reinstate  a  groundwater  monitoring 


exemption  for  small  landfills  in  the 
municipal  solid  waste  landfill  criteria. 
All  of  this  reflects  back  on  the  Re- 
source Conservation  Recovery  Act,  sec- 
tion 4010(c).  One  of  the  most  significant 
issues  raised  during  the  revision  of  the 
criteria  was  the  impact  on  small  com- 
munity landfills. 

As  a  result,  the  October  9,  1991.  final 
rule  for  the  criteria  included  a  ground- 
water exemption  of  owners  and  opera- 
tors of  certain  small  landfills. 

In  January  1992.  petitions  were  filed 
with  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  re- 
view of  the  new  landfill  criteria.  The 
court,  in  its  review,  vacated  the  small 
landfill  exemption  as  it  pertained  to 
groundwater  monitoring. 

The  purpose  of  title  III  of  the  re- 
ported bill  is  to  reinstate  the  exemp- 
tion. 

As  many  of  us  remember  from  the  de- 
bate on  interstate  waste  in  1992.  the 
flow  of  garbage  raises  intense  local  and 
regional  concerns.  In  some  areas  of  the 
country,  this  seemingly  mundane  issue 
is  politically  potent.  Who  would  have 
thought  that  so  much  heat  could  be 
generated  by  garbage  disposal? 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion represents  a  good-faith  effort  to 
bring  the  various  parties  together  on 
the  issues  of  interstate  waste  and  flow 
control.  It  provides  additional  author- 
ity to  waste  importers  without  over- 
riding the  needs  of  waste-exporting 
States. 

It  protects  past  community  financial 
investments  with  respect  to  flow  con- 
trol; yet.  it  provides  opportunities  for 
the  private  sector.  I  commend  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  and  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  him  and  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  approve  this 
legislation  in  an  expeditious  fashion. 

Now.  Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to 
yield  the  floor,  without  losing  the 
same,  to  Senator  Baucus  for  his  open- 
ing statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here 
considering  legislation  to  give  our 
States  and  communities  the  right  to 
say  "no"  to  out-of-State  trash.  That  is 
basically  what  the  major  portion  of 
this  bill  is  all  aboutr— that  is.  enabling 
States  to  say.  "We  do  not  want  this 
stuff  and  we  have  the  right  to  say.  no. 
we  do  not  want  the  garbage."  We  need 
this  legislation  to  allow  States  to  do 
that,  and  that  is  basically  because  of 
the  U.S.  Constitution.  commerce 
clause,  article  I.  which  basically  states 
that  only  Congress  can  regulate  inter- 
state commerce.  States  cannot.  So  we 
are  now  acting  in  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  working 
on  this  issue  for  a  long  time  €  years. 
We  have  explored  a  lot  of  options,  we 
have  held  many  hearings,  and  we  have 
debated  this  issue  frequently.  We 
passed  interstate  waste  bills  in  each  of 
the  last  three  Congresses  here  in  the 
U.S.  Senate.  I  believe  it  is  finally  time 
to  finish  the  job. 


I  will  have  more  to  say  on  that  sub- 
ject later.  Let  me  say  a  little  bit  about 
this  legislation. 

Garbage  is  big  business.  Each  year, 
the  United  States  throws  out  more 
than  200  million  tons  of  municipal 
waste.  That  is  enough  to  build  a  30-foot 
wall  of  trash  from  Los  Angeles  to  New 
York.  About  1  ton  in  14  goes  to  a  land- 
fill or  incinerator  in  another  State. 
Nearly  every  State  is  a  seller  or  a 
buyer  in  the  municipal  waste  market; 
47  States  export  some  garbage,  and  44 
States  import  some  garbage. 

Some  interstate  movement  of  gar- 
bage makes  sense.  In  Montana,  for  ex- 
ample, two  towns  have  made  arrange- 
ments to  share  landfills  with  western 
North  Dakota  towns.  Some  trash  from 
Wyoming  areas  of  Yellowstone  Park  is 
disposed  of  in  Montana.  These  arrange- 
ments save  money  for  the  communities 
involved.  And  the  establishment  of 
shared  regional  landfills  can  be  a  pol- 
icy that  does  make  sense. 

But  it  only  makes  sense  when  the 
communities  involved  agree  to  it.  No 
place  should  become  an  unwilling 
dumping  ground.  Nobody  should  have 
to  take  garbage  they  do  not  want  from 
another  community. 

The  legislation  before  us  takes  us  a 
step  closer  to  preventing  Montana  and 
other  rural  States  from  becoming  a  na- 
tional dump.  It  lets  Governors  freeze 
imports  at  1993  levels,  and  stop  new  im- 
ports if  affected  communities  want 
them  stopped.  It  is  not  perfect,  but  it  is 
a  good  start. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  Senators  who  have  worked  so  hard 
over  the  years  on  this  issue  trying  to 
develop  a  balanced  bill.  Senator  Coats 
has  been  particularly  helpful  and  par- 
ticularly committed  to  enacting  inter- 
state legislation.  Senators  Lauten- 
BERG.  Mo'i'NiHAN.  and  our  new  chair- 
man. Senator  Chafee,  and  many  others 
have  worked  tirelessly. 

This  issue  has  been  around  Congress 
long  enough.  I  think  it  is  time  to  stand 
up  for  the  small  towns  and  finish  the 
job. 

Senator  Lautenberg,  the  ranking 
member  of  the  relevant  subcommittee, 
is  now  in  the  Budget  Committee  and  is 
not  able  to  be  here.  He  worked  hard, 
along  with  Senator  S.mith,  and  at  a 
later  time  he  will  want  to  make  a 
statement. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Chairman  Chafee. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  a  com- 
promise bill.  It  is  not  going  to  please 
everyone,  and  maybe  that  is  the  reason 
why  it  is  a  good  piece  of  legislation.  I 
do  not  know.  But  a  little  more  than  2 
months  ago.  the  Superfund  Waste  Con- 
trol and  Risk  Assessment  Subcommit- 
tee, which  I  chair,  held  a  hearing  to 
consider  proposals  to  regulate  the 
interstate  transportation  of  solid  waste 


and  whether  to  provide  local  control 
authority  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments. 

The  controversy  here  surrounding 
the  interstate  transportation  of  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  is  one  that  the  Senate 
has  been  considering  since  1990.  Today. 
47  States  export  approximately  14  to  15 
million  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
per  year  for  disposal  in  other  States — 
14  to  15  million  tons. 

While  short-distance  waste  exports 
have  been  occurring  for  some  time,  the 
development  of  a  long-haul  waste 
transport  market  has  been  a  more  re- 
cent development.  With  tipping  fees  as 
high  as  $140  per  ton  in  some  large 
cities,  compared  with  the  national  av- 
erage of  between  $30  and  $50  a  ton, 
there  is  an  incentive,  obviously,  from 
municipalities  to  transport  these 
wastes  by  truck  and  rail  to  distant 
States  for  some  permanent  disposal. 

That  is  a  pretty  big  incentive.  Any- 
where from  $30  to  $50  to  $140  a  ton  is  a 
huge  disparity. 

Those  States  that  have  recently  been 
the  recipients  of  large  amounts  of  long- 
haul  waste  have  raised  a  concern  that 
their  limited  capacity  for  solid  waste  is 
being  filled  and  that  they  have  become 
a  dumping  ground  for  somebody  else's 
waste  problems.  So  over  the  last  few 
years.  37  States  have  passed  laws  to 
prohibit,  limit,  or  severely  tax  waste 
that  enters  their  jurisdiction.  However, 
almost  all  of  these  laws  have  been 
struck  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  for 
violating  the  commerce  clause  of  the 
Constitution. 

So  while  there  has  been  a  recent  eas- 
ing of  disposal  and  the  capacity  to  dis- 
pose nationwide,  there  is  still  signifi- 
cant concerns  about  the  future  con- 
sequences of  this  long-haul  system. 
Congress  needs  to  define  what  the  fu- 
ture is,  whether  we  are  going  Lo  hunoi' 
the  interstate  commerce  clause  or  not. 
or  whether  we  are  going  to  adjust  it  or 
micromanage  it.  or  do  something  with 
it.  But  there  are  people  out  there  who 
are  impacted,  as  we  speak,  b.y  the  fact 
that  this  decision  is  still  in  limbo. 

So  to  address  these  concerns.  Con- 
gress— specifically  the  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee — has 
been  attempting  to  strike  a  balance  be- 
tween importing  and  exporting  States. 
Last  year,  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works,  of  which  I  am 
a  member,  unanimously  reported  S. 
2345  to  address  this  problem.  A  number 
of  Members,  both  on  and  off  of  the 
committee,  including  very  prominent 
Members  who  will  be  involved  in  this 
debate  over  the  next  couple  of  days, 
like  Senators  Coats.  Specter.  Lauten- 
berg. MOYNiHAN.  and  others,  took  a 
very  active  role  in  attempting  to  de- 
velop a  compromise  that  importing  and 
exporting  States  could  live  with.  While 
the  Senate  easily  passed  this  com- 
promise by  a  voice  vote  on  September 
30.  1994.  it  was  the  end  of  the  session 
and  time  ran  out  before  this  issue 
could  be  finally  resolved. 


So  this  legislation  has  been  a  bal- 
ancing effort,  a  real  balancing  effort. 
In  regard  to  the  interstate  transpor- 
tation of  municipal  solid  waste,  we 
have  tried  to  carefully  balance  the  is- 
sues of  both  the  importers  and  the  ex- 
porters, and  nobody  is  happy  with  the 
interstate  language.  Perhaps  that  indi- 
cates to  me,  as  I  said  earlier,  that  we 
might  be  on  to  something. 

The  bill  that  Senator  Chafee  and  I 
introduced  incorporates  the  interstate 
waste  bill  that  unanimously  passed  the 
.Senate  last  year. 

Let  me  repeat  that,  because  I  think 
in  the  debate,  as  the  chairman.  Senator 
Chafee.  knows,  it  is  getting  lost.  What 
Senator  CHAFEE  and  I  are  offering  in 
the  area  of  interstate  waste  transfer 
unanimously  passed  the  Senate  last 
year.  That  is  what  we  put  in  our  bill. 
That  is  simply  all  we  are  offering  this 
year. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  could  I 
ask  a  question  to  make  a  point? 

When  it  passed  unanimously  last 
year,  that  was  when  the  other  party 
was  in  charge,  had  the  majority.  So  not 
only  did  all  of  the  Democrats  vote  for 
it  in  a  bill  that  was  drafted  by  a  major- 
ity of  the  Democrats  in  the  committee 
and  approved  on  the  floor,  but  every 
Republican  likewise  voted  for  it. 

So  two  different  parties  have  worked 
on  this  legislation  over  2  separate 
years  and  come  to  exactl.v  the  same  re- 
sult. Having  passed  unanimously  last 
year.  I  certainly  hope  we  can  get  on 
with  the  same  language,  get  the  same 
approval  this  .vear  of  the  same  lan- 
guage. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  thank  Senator  CHAFEE 
for  making  that  point.  He  is  correct. 
This  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  It  is  a 
carefully  crafted  compromise  to  try  to 

out  there  among  many  individuals. 

Again,  in  the  Senate,  controlled  by 
the  Democratic  Party  last  session,  it 
was  passed  unanimously.  The  Repub- 
licans are  now  under  control,  and  we 
are  offering  the  same  language  again 
on  interstate  transfer.  There  is  not  any 
reason  why  we  should  have  a  huge  fight 
here,  unless  people,  for  whatever  rea- 
son, are  trying  to  capitalize  on  some- 
thing or  take  unfair  advantage. 

We  felt  it  was  fair  and  we  continue  to 
feel  that  now.  Senator  Chafee  and  I 
are  in  agreement  on  that,  and  I  know 
there  will  be  Senators  from  both  the 
importing  and  exporting  States  that 
will  try  to  weaken  or  strengthen,  de- 
pending on  their  position,  the  inter- 
state portions  of  this  bill.  The  bill  is  in 
two  sections — both  interstate  as  well 
as  flow  control.  There  are  two  sections 
to  the  bill. 

My  response  is.  we  struck  this  com- 
promise last  year,  all  parties  agreed, 
and  there  have  been  no  significant 
changes.  What  would  be  the  fight? 

Let  me  move  to  the  issue  of  flow  con- 
trol, because  we  have  heard  statements 
from  a  variety  of  individuals  before  our 


committee,  very  prominent  individ- 
uals. Senator  Bill  Cohen.  Governor 
Christine  Whitman  of  New  Jersey  and 
others.  Congressman  Chris  Smith  of 
New  Jersey,  who  asked  Members  to 
move  quickly  to  address  the  issue  of 
flow  control.  And  we  did.  We  moved 
very  quickly  at  the  behest  of  those  in- 
dividuals. 

Frankly,  ever  since  we  moved  quick- 
ly at  their  behest,  we  have  been  getting 
beat  about  the  head  and  shoulders  by 
some  who  asked  Members  to  move  at 
their  behest.  A  number  of  witnesses  ex- 
pressed a  strong  concern  that  without 
prompt  congressional  action  to  provide 
for  continued  authority  in  this  area, 
many  communities  would  be  in  danger 
of  having  their  bond  ratings  lowered. 
That  is  true. 

For  those  of  my  colleagues  who  may 
not  have  heard  me  speak  to  this  issue 
on  the  subject  of  flow  control,  let  me 
be  clear.  This  bill  is  in  my  subcommit- 
tee, the  Superfund  Committee,  which  I 
chair.  It  is  in  my  jurisdiction. 

I  tried  to  craft  a  compromise,  which 
I  think  we  did  successfully,  to  get  the 
bill  to  the  floor  and  help  those  people 
who  did  have  a  problem.  I  oppose  flow 
control.  I  think  it  is  wrong.  I  do  not 
support  walking  away  from  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. I  believe  that  we  ought  to  stand 
firm  on  that. 

There  is  a  situation  that  has  devel- 
oped, as  Senator  Chafee  has  already 
outlined,  where  individuals — munici- 
palities— have  let  bonds,  and  there  are 
people  who  stand  to  lose  on  this.  So  we 
tried  to  craft  a  compromise.  In  that 
compromise.  we  basically  grand- 
fathered, with  reasonable 
grandfathering  provisions,  those  com- 
munities. 

I  do  not  believe  that  flow  control  is 
necessary  to  deal  with  the  problem  of 
solid  waste.  We  do  not — I  think  the  pri- 
vate sector  can  do  it  just  fine.  I  do  not 
believe  the  free  market  is  broken. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  free  mar- 
ket is  broken  in  this  area 

There  are  many  people  who  are  in- 
volved in  the  transport  of  this  mate- 
rial, and  I  refuse  to  believe  that  recy- 
cling cannot  be  accomplished  without 
flow  control.  I  simply  do  not  believe  it. 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  evidence  to 
say  that.  But  some  States  and  some 
communities  got  themselves  in  a  bind, 
and  we  are  trying  to  help  them  out  of 
that  bind. 

Instead,  we  are  being  attacked  for 
trying  to  help  them,  in  many  ways  by 
those  who  wanted  it  and  now  have  dra- 
matically changed  or  moved  their  posi- 
tion. That  is  the  reason  why  nothing 
has  happened,  because  everybody  wants 
their  position. 

This  is  a  compromise.  That  is  the 
point.  I  am  sympathetic  to  the  commu- 
nities that  feel  they  need  congressional 
assistance  on  this  matter.  There  are 
some.  If  we  are  starting  from  ground 
zero  and  there  were  no  bonds  let,  no 
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contracts  signed.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  be  here  on  the  floor  saying  no 
flow  control,  period. 

However,  it  was  because  of  this  plea, 
that  Senator  Chafee  and  I  moved  for- 
ward to  introduce  this  legislation.  S. 
534.  that  would  provide  the  How  control 
authorities  to  those  municipalities 
that  imposed  flow  control  and  either 
constructed  or  began  construction  of 
facilities  prior  to  May  15,  1994,  the 
Carbone  decision. 

While  our  bill  provides  limited  grand- 
father protection  for  flow  control,  it 
also— and  this  is  the  key  issue — it  gives 
finality.  This  is  final.  At  the  end  of  30 
years  it  is  over.  There  is  no  flow  con- 
trol anymore  We  now  have  the  free 
market  kick  in.  We  have  help  during 
this  30-year  period  which  I  think  is 
more  than  ample.  There  are  not  any 
bonds  I  am  aware  of  beyond  the  30-year 
period.  So  precisely  30  years  after  the 
legislation  is  adopted,  no  further  flow 
control  measures  will  be  allowed— 
none.  zero,  zilch. 

Both  my  subcommittee  as  well  as  the 
full  committee  moved  very  quickly  to 
mark  up  this  legislation.  We  did  so  pri- 
marily to  help  those  communities 
whose  bond  ratings  are  endangered  as  a 
result  of  the  Supreme  Court's  recent 
action.  They  are.  We  agree  they  are. 
They  should  not  have  gotten  them- 
selves in  that  position,  but  they  did. 
Rather  than  get  into  whether  or  not 
they  should  not  have  gotten  into  that 
decision,  we  did  not  use  that  as  a  cri- 
teria. We  simply  said  for  whatever  rea- 
son, they  made  some  decisions  that 
maybe  they  should  not  have  made,  but 
they  are  in  that  position  so  we  will 
help  them  out. 

Speaking  for  myself.  I  am  very  un- 
comfortable with  providing  flow  con- 
trol authority.  I  do  not  want  flow  con- 
trol authority.  I  felt  that  the  bill  of 
Senator  Ch.\fee  and  myself  struck  a 
fair  balance  in  accommodating  those 
who  are  strong  proponents  of  States 
rights  and  those  who  are  strong  pro- 
ponents of  the  free  market.  It  is  a  com- 
promise for  both  of  those  positions. 

During  the  course  of  the  last  2 
months,  I  have  continued  to  work  to 
accommodate  Senators  who  had  con- 
cerns about  various  proceedings  in  the 
bill.  Everyone  wants  a  fix.  We  are  now 
hearing  from  the  sublime  to  the  ridicu- 
lous. •Well,  we  might  have  a  contract 
in  5  years,  we  are  thinking  about  it. 
Could  we  be  exempted''"  No.  absolutely 
not.  We  are  not  going  to  exempt  them, 
if  I  have  anything  to  say  about  it.  That 
is  wrong.  It  defeats  the  spirit  and  in- 
tent of  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

We  cannot  satisfy  everyone.  We  have 
tried.  We  tried  hard  to  address  the  le- 
gitimate concerns,  and  we  will  address 
those  concerns.  Some  of  the  amend- 
ments we  will  accept.  Some  we  will 
not. 

As  a  result  of  our  efforts,  the  EPW 
Committee  ordered  this  reported  as 
amended  on  March  23  by  a  rollcall  vote 


of  16-0.  Again,  the  whole  sequence  of 
events  here:  Last  year  it  was  unani- 
mous, no  objection  by  Republicans  or 
Democrats  in  the  Senate  in  a  Democrat 
Congress.  We  have  a  Republican  Con- 
gress, it  passes  the  committee  16-0. 

That  says  something  about  this  bill. 
It  says  that  those  people  out  there  who 
are  trying  to  dramatically  alter  the 
bill  are  simply  on  a  course  that  is  not 
going  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  those 
people  who  are  sitting  out  there  right 
now  waiting  for  help,  which  is  why  we 
mark  this  bill  up. 

I  have  to  say  if  we  ask  Senator 
Smith.  "What, are  your  priorities  in  the 
subcommittee  of  the  Superfund?"  It  is 
Superfund  reform.  That  is  what  we  are 
working  on.  We  have  had  six  hearings 
on  it.  We  have  another  hearing  tomor- 
row. We  had  one  yesterday.  We  will  try 
to  draft  a  bill  in  the  next  6  weeks  to  2 
months,  and  that  is  a  high  priority. 

Because  people  came  to  me,  includ- 
ing the  ranking  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. Senator  L.M'tenberg.  and 
outlined  these  problems,  we  agreed- 
Senator  Chafee  and  I  and  others — 
that  we  would  bring  this  bill  to  the 
floor  as  quickly  as  possible.  We  have 
done  that  and.  frankly,  with  great  dif- 
ficulty, simply  because  we  have  been 
focused  on  the  Superfund  issues.  I  did 
not  anticipate  the  amount  of  amend- 
ments and  the  amount  of  opposition 
that  would  be  generated  on  this  bill. 

But  let  me  just  make  this  very  clear 
to  my  colleagues.  I  believe  this  is  an 
emergency  bill  for  those  communities 
or  individuals  or  entities  that  have  let 
those  bonds.  There  are  communities  in 
a  number  of  States  that  need  quick 
passage  of  this  legislation  to  provide 
them  with  the  financial  relief  for  their 
previously  flow-controlled  facilities.  If 
this  bill  gets  bogged  down  because  nf 
amendments,  everyone  trying  to  get 
their  way— they  want  total  flow  con- 
trol or  no  flow  control  or  no 
grandfathering  or  we  move  into  the 
interstate  waste  transfer  and  they 
want  no  exporting  or  total  exporting  or 
the  Governor  having  the  total  right  to 
make  decisions  and  communities  hav- 
ing no  rights  or  whatever— whatever 
the  position  may  be,  if  they  insist  on 
that,  this  bill  will  get  bogged  down.  It 
will  not  get  passed  by  the  end  of  this 
week,  this  legislative  week,  on  Friday. 
And  the  budget  will  be  up  next  week. 

After  that,  I  cannot  imagine  where 
there  will  be  a  window  of  time  to  deal 
with  this  again.  So  I  appeal  to  my  col- 
leagues who  desperately  want  this  bill 
to  help  them  and  their  communities  in 
their  States  with  this  How  control  to 
not  hold  this  bill  up  by  adding  amend- 
ments or  trying  to  add  amendments 
that  may  in  fact  derail  it.  Because  once 
it  is  derailed,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  going 
to  be  a  long  time  until  it  gets  back 
here. 

It  is  the  leader's  decision,  of  course, 
when  it  comes  up.  But  the  point  is 
there   is  so   much  on   the   table   after 
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Monday  when  the  budget  comes  up. 
any  discussion  of  flow  control,  with  all 
due  respect,  is  going  to  be  way  down 
here  when  the  budget  and  the  numbers 
in  that  get  out  and  the  American  peo- 
ple begin  to  interact  with  their  Sen- 
ators and  Congressmen  on  that. 

So  I  think  there  is  going  to  be  a  lot 
of  discussion.  If  Members  choose  to  op- 
pose this  or  dilute  it  or  whatever  they 
choose  to  do,  or  even— maybe  they 
would  like  to  strengthen  it— they  will 
do  it  at  their  own  peril.  This  issue, 
which  has  been  simmermg  for  the  last 
6  or  7  years,  will  continue  to  remain  on 
the  back  burner  during  the  104th  Con- 
gress. 

I  hope  that  does  not  happen,  but  the 
choice  is  clear.  Either  vote  to  pass  this 
bill  which  has  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority support,  maybe  unanimous  sup- 
ixirt,  in  the  Senate  and  protect  those 
facilities  that  come  within  the  scope  of 
this  bill,  or  risk  it  all  to  protect  a 
small  handful  of  communities  that  do 
not  fit  within  this  legislation,  who  are 
trying  desperately  to  create  a  situation 
where,  if  they  want  to  have  flow  con- 
trol at  some  point  in  the  future,  they 
can  have  it.  or  if  they  have  let  a  little 
bit  of  money  out  there  somewhere,  a 
relatively  insignificant  amount,  and 
they  are  not  sure  what  they  are  going 
to  do — that  violates  the  spirit  and  in- 
tent of  this  bill  and  I  hope  it  does  not 
happen. 

We  will  be  down  here  as  long  as  it 
takes  to  deal  with  the  amendments.  I 
appeal  to  colleagues,  if  they  have 
amendments,  let  us  try  to  work  them 
out.  We  will  try  to  work  out  the  ones 
we  agree  with,  and  if  we  can  agree  with 
them,  we  will  accept  them.  If  they  vio- 
late the  spirit  and  intent  of  what  we 
tried  to  do  in  drafting  this  bill,  we  will 
oppose  them  forcefully  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate. 

Let  me  conclude  with  a  brief  sum- 
mary as  follows.  Communities  out 
there,  as  far  as  flow  control  is  con- 
cerned, are  in  a  tough  situation.  Ac- 
cording to  the  public  securities  situa- 
tion, $20  billion  in  bonds  have  been  is- 
sued to  pay  for  flow-controlled  facili- 
ties. That  is  not  the  fault  of  the  U.S. 
Senate.  The  interstate  commerce 
clause,  I  believe,  was  in  effect  when 
that  happened.  But  somehow  it  got  ig- 
nored and  they  got  into  this  bind  and 
they  have  $20  billion  in  let  bonds. 

We  are  going  to  try  to  help  them  and 
we  do  help  them  with  this  legislation. 
We  grandfather  them,  we  protect  them. 
We  protect  the  investors,  the  bond- 
holders, the  taxpayers,  the  individuals 
out  there  who  have  in  whatever  way 
participated  in  these  bonds. 

As  a  result  of  the  Carbone  decision, 
the  Supreme  Court  invalidated  flow 
control,  so  it  is  in  limbo.  Here  we  are 
in  limbo.  Nobody  knows  what  to  do. 
They  do  not  know  whether  to  proceed 
or  not  to  proceed,  because  they  do  not 
know  what  Congress  is  going  to  do  in 
regard  to  the  interpretation  of  that  de- 
cision. 
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Six  incinerators  in  New  Jersey  have 
had  their  bond  ratings  lowered,  and  I 
am  sure  that  is  the  case  in  other 
States,  because  flow  control  was  invali- 
dated. Again,  we  are  trying  to  help 
those  communities.  That  is  the  goal. 
Dozens  of  incinerators  and  landfills  are 
in  immediate  danger  if  flow  control  is 
not  reauthorized  immediately,  and 
every  bond  based  on  flow  control  au- 
thority is  threatened,  every  one.  Every 
single  bond  out  there  is  threatened  un- 
less we  do  something  soon.  The  longer 
it  goes  on  the  worse  the  threat  gets. 

So  the  bill  provides  a  narrow  flow 
control  authority  to  protect  those 
bonds.  Again,  it  is  a  compromise.  It  is 
a  fair  compromise.  It  is  not  my  posi- 
tion totally.  I  would  be  for  no  flow  con- 
trol. That  is  not  my  position.  But  it  is 
a  compromise  position  to  help  those  in- 
dividuals. 

With  that.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor  and  indicate  1  hope  we  could  get 
some  time  agreements  and  some  rea- 
sonable information  regarding  these 
amendments.  If  Members  who  have 
amendments  could  come  to  the  floor 
and  offer  them  in  a  timely  manner  so 
we  do  not  get  bogged  down  and  not  pass 
this  bill  by  the  end  of  the  week. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 
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PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR— S.  534 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  James  McCarthy, 
of  the  Congressional  Research  Service, 
be  granted  the  privilege  of  the  floor  for 
the  pendency  of  S.  534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Paul 
Longsworth.  a  U.S.  Department  of  En- 
ergy employee  assigned  to  my  staff  for 
a  period  of  1  year,  be  granted  the  privi- 
lege of  the  floor  for  the  duration  of  the 
consideration  of  S.  534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon. 


ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 
REFORM  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  my  colleagues  as 
an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  Reform  Amendments 
of  1995.  This  bill  is  the  result  of  several 
years'  work.  The  bill  represents  the 
culmination  of  a  broad,  grassroots  ef- 
fort to  bring  balance  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  This  coalition  consists  of 
miners,  ranchers,  loggers,  refiners, 
manufacturers,  the  fisheries  industry, 
and  organized  labor. 

There  are  problems  with  the  current 
Endangered  Species  Act.  The  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  is  an  act  that  has 
gone  awry.  It  is  wreaking  havoc  on  our 
communities  and  economies,  particu- 
larly in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  but  in- 


creasingly nationwide.  It  is  devastat- 
ing entire  regions  and  industries.  In 
the  Pacific  Northwest  alone,  since  the 
spotted  owl  was  listed  as  threatened  in 
1990.  millions  of  acres  of  Federal 
timberland  and  thousands  of  private 
acres  have  been  set  aside.  It  takes 
about  1.300  acres  for  a  pair  of  owls  to 
breed,  so  we  are  told.  We  have  set  aside 
thousands  and  thousands  and  thou- 
sands of  acres  in  hopes  of  the  owl  being 
saved.  No  guarantee  it  will,  no  guaran- 
tee it  will  not.  but  a  tremendous  damp- 
er on  legitimate  economic  activity. 

It  has  impacted  tens  of  thousands  of 
human  beings  and  hundreds  of  rural 
communities.  The  estimates  on  job 
losses  range  from  a  low  of  35.000  to  a 
high  of  150.000  in  the  Pacific  North- 
west. 

I  was  here  when  the  act  was  origi- 
nally passed,  and  I  remember  what  our 
intention  was.  We  were  thinking  "a  " 
project:  a  dam.  a  road,  a  canal  versus  a 
species.  When  you  read  the  debate, 
when  the  original  Endangered  Species 
Act  was  passed,  I  do  not  recall  the 
word  "ecosystem"  being  mentioned  in 
the  debate.  None  of  us  was  thinking  of 
an  entire  section  of  the  country  being 
affected  by  one  species.  Yet  this  act  is 
now  being  used  as  a  tool  by  environ- 
mental groups  to  further  their  agenda 
of  locking  up  not  only  all  public  land 
but  much  private  land  as  well. 

I  want  to  emphasize  again,  this  act 
applies  to  private  land.  For  a  long  time 
I  think  people  thought  this  was  a  pub- 
lic land  issue  in  the  West,  that  while  it 
might  limit  the  activities  of  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  or  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  or  the  U.S.  Park  Service, 
it  did  not  affect  private  land.  It  does.  It 
affects  your  right  in  ownership.  It  can 
diminish  the  value  of  your  land  in 
every  sense.  The  Government  can  take 
your  property  under  the  current  En- 
dangered Species  Act  and  not  pay  you. 
Private  property  owners  are  increas- 
ingly losing  the  right  to  use  their  prop- 
erty as  they  intended. 

Let  us  look  at  the  economic  cost  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Edward  O. 
Wilson,  a  renowned  entomologist,  has 
observed  that  there  may  be  something 
on  the  order  of  100  million  species  and 
yet  only  1.4  million  have  been  named. 
How  many  billions  of  dollars  are  we 
willing  to  spend  attempting  to  save  in- 
sects, bacteria,  fungi — that  we  have 
never  heard  of,  never  identified,  for 
which  there  may  be  little  or  no  chance 
of  recovery.  Yet  in  the  effort,  we  will 
cause  dislocation  and  hardship  for 
thousands  and  thousands  of  people. 

The  social  impacts  are  no  less  dev- 
astating. Professor  Lee,  Robert  Lee.  at 
the  University  of  Washington  in  Se- 
attle in  the  College  of  Forestry  Re- 
sources, has  an  interesting  back- 
ground: an  undergraduate  degree  from 
the  University  of  California  in  soci- 
ology and  then  a  graduate  degree  in 
forestry.  He  has  done  extensive  work 
on  the  social  trauma  that  affects  tim- 


ber towns.  He  points  to  the  destruction 
of  families,  long-lasting  social  fallout. 
He  can  identify  it.  pinpoint  it.  He 
points  out  that,  if  you  are  going  to  go 
ahead  and  apply  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  and  close  the  mill  in  this 
town— and  it  does  not  take  a  very  big 
mill  if  you  have  a  town  of  2000  and  you 
have  a  mill  that  employs  150  people — 
that  mill  is  in  essence  the  backbone  of 
the  town.  If  you  close  it,  he  says  he  can 
guarantee  that  you  will  see  an  increase 
in  suicides,  homicides,  divorce,  juve- 
nile delinquency,  drug  abuse,  spousal 
and  child  abuse. 

He  is  not  saying  that  in  this  town 
this  is  all  going  to  happen.  What  he  is 
saying  is  when  you  take  a  45-  or  50- 
year-old  mill  worker  who  married  his 
childhood  sweetheart  in  high  school, 
lived  in  town  all  of  his  life,  his  children 
are  in  the  school,  he  is  making  $25,000, 
$26,000,  or  $28,000  in  the  mill,  it  is  the 
only  job  he  is  trained  for,  and  the  only 
principal  occupation  in  town  is  the 
mill.  It  is  closed.  His  mother  is  still 
alive  and  he  does  not  want  to  leave  the 
town.  You  take  away  his  livelihood. 
The  Federal  Government  takes  away 
his  livelihood. 

Professor  Lee  says  you  can  bank  on 
it,  as  sure  as  we  are  here,  that  you  are 
going  to  have  the  increases  that  I 
talked  about  in  the  suicides,  homi- 
cides, the  abuses,  the  divorces,  and  al- 
coholism. It  is  understandable  when 
you  think  about  it.  A  45-  or  50-year-old 
is  not  likely  retrained,  does  not  want 
to  move  from  town,  has  lived  there  all 
of  his  life  Those  things  are  as  likely  to 
happen  as  you  and  I  being  in  this 
Chamber  today. 

It  is  ironic  that  for  years  we  consid- 
ered the  needs  of  humans  as  though 
nothing  else  mattered.  During  that  pe- 
riod, probably  a  long  period  in  our 
country  when  we  developed  this  coun- 
try, from  approximately  1800  to  1960. 
we  moved  west.  We  gave  no  thought  to 
limitation  of  resources  because  we 
thought  the  resources  were  unlimited. 
I  am  old  enough  to  remember  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  within  the  last  30  to 
35  years  when  the  electric  companies 
advertised:  "Use  more  electricity.  The 
more  you  use.  the  less  per  unit  you  will 
pay.  Have  an  all-electric  house,  elec- 
tric furnace,  electric  air  conditioning  " 
The  theme  was,  we  will  never  be  able 
to  use  all  of  the  electricity  we  gen- 
erate. If  we  ever  have  to  have  more,  we 
will  build  another  dam.  Or,  as  we  got 
into  the  seventies,  we  will  build  nu- 
clear plants.  But  it  was  use,  use,  use. 

As  we  moved  across  the  West,  the 
pioneers  came  over  those  mountains 
and  they  looked  at  valleys  and  moun- 
tains of  timber,  timber,  and  more  tim- 
ber It  is  understandable  why  they 
thought  that  those  resources  could 
never  be  used  up.  These  resources  were 
plentiful.  The  pioneers  were  not  mali- 
cious people:  they  were  not  greedy; 
they  were  not  selfish.  But  they  saw  the 
land  and  thought  it  was  good  and  right 
to  develop  it. 
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Mr.  President,  if  100  years  ago,  150 
years  ago.  we  had  on  the  books,  only 
two  laws,  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
and  the  Wetlands  legislation,  we  would 
not  have  developed  the  West.  Every 
railroad  you  see,  once  you  get  across 
the  Great  Plains,  is  built  on  rivers  and 
fill.  We  never  would  have  cleared  the 
valleys,  never  would  have  cut  the  trees 
and  pried  out  the  rocks  and  farmed  it. 
You  would  have  been  prohibited  from 
doing  it  by  just  those  two  acts.  But  as 
people  moved  west,  they  saw  nothing 
wrong  with  clearing  the  land.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  native  Americans, 
and  the  early  settlers,  when  they  were 
there  saw  nothing  wrong  with  burning 
the  trees.  They  did  this  not  for  any 
kind  of  malicious  intent;  they  burned 
for  ecological  reasons.  I  doubt  if  you 
could  do  that  today. 

Things  changed.  I  understand  why. 
You  had  the  century  and  a  half  of  mov- 
ing west.  You  developed  the  resources, 
harnessed  the  rivers,  and  plowed  the 
land.  There  was  not  much  thought 
about  the  environment,  and  certainly 
not  much  thought  at  all  about  endan- 
gered species.  Then  along  came  Rachel 
Carson's  book.  Silent  Spring,  which  I 
like  to  say  is  the  pivot  upon  which  the 
environmental  movement  started.  Ba- 
sically, the  book  dealt  with  agricul- 
tural pesticides  and  runoffs  and  the 
damage  these  were  doing.  But  from 
that  moment  forward,  you  could  see 
the  pendulum,  which  had  swung  for  160 
years  toward  development  and  exploi- 
tation of  the  resources,  swing  in  the 
other  direction.  Now  the  pendulum  has 
swung  completely  the  other  way. 

I  do  not  level  this  charge  at  every- 
body who  is  a  member  of  the  Sierra 
Club  or  the  Wilderness  Society.  By  far, 
most  of  them  are  very  reasonable,  de- 
cent people.  But  they  are  accusing 
unjustifiably  a  group  of  people  who  are 
excellent  stewards  of  the  land,  people 
who  living  on  the  land  and  taking  care 
of  the  land  and  replenishing  the  land. 
The  irresponsible  utilization  of  natural 
resources  is  wrong.  -But  I  do  not  know 
anybody  who  is  a  farmer  who  wants  to 
misuse  and  abuse  his  or  her  land  and 
not  have  the  option  of  passing  it  along 
to  their  children.  I  do  not  know  of  any- 
one—if they  used  to  exist.  I  do  not 
know  them  now— in  the  timber  indus- 
try who  wants  to  cut  and  run.  Every- 
one I  know  in  the  timber  industry  who 
is  in  the  industry  wants  to  cut  and 
plant  and  grow,  and  cut  and  plant  and 
grow  forever  on  an  intelligent,  sus- 
tained-yield practice  of  forestry. 

There  is  only  one  group  where  I  have 
seen  a  danger.  And  it  is  not  their  fault. 
and  I  do  not  blame  them.  You  are  a  lit- 
tle woodlot  owner.  You  have  60  or  70 
acres  of  land.  You  are  not 
Weyerhauser.  You  are  not  a  commer- 
cial timber  company.  But  you  have  60 
or  70  acres  of  land.  You  have  been  man- 
aging it  well,  and  you  cut  a  bit,  and 
you  plant  a  bit.  You  will  use  some  of  it 
to  educate  your  kids,  and  maybe  some 


of  it  to  help  their  families,  and  maybe 
some  of  it  for  retirement.  You  are 
faced  now  with  the  possibility,  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  that  you 
may  be  prohibited  from  cutting  on 
your  land  at  all.  Right  at  the  moment, 
you  are  not  cutting  and  had  not  in- 
tended to  cut.  Do  you  know  what  you 
are  thinking  to  yourself?  "I  had  better 
do  it  now.  I  had  better  cut  and  run  and 
get  out  while  I  can  still  get  my  money 
to  educate  my  kids  and  do  some  of  the 
other  things  I  had  planned  to  do,  be- 
cause maybe  in  5  years,  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  will  not  let  me  cut  at 
all."  This  is  a  person  who  is  willing  to 
and  had  planned  to  cut  and  plant  land 
that  will  be  in  the  family  for  genera- 
tions. These  are  the  kinds  of  unin- 
tended consequences  we  face  because  of 
this  act. 

Under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
we  have  to  remember  that  we  must  bal- 
ance both  species  and  humans.  But 
here  is  the  problem  with  the  present 
act.  I  want  to  phrase  this  carefully. 
This  is  the  present  act.  When  you  are 
determining  whether  or  not  a  species  is 
threatened  or  endangered — those  are 
the  two  classifications  under  the  act — 
you  are  to  use  the  best  scientific  evi- 
dence, and  nobody  quarrels  with  that. 

Realizing  science  can  be  wrong,  you 
may  recall  that  science  said  if  we  built 
the  Tellico  Dam.  the  snail  darter  would 
disappear.  We  went  through  a  long  bat- 
tle on  the  Tellico  Dam.  Finally,  the 
Endangered  Species  Committee— the 
God  Squad,  as  we  call  it — said  if  we 
built  the  dam.  the  snail  darter  would 
disappear  and  that  was  to  be  the  end  of 
it.  Congress  overruled  the  Endangered 
Species  Committee  and  said  finish  the 
dam,  build  the  dam.  We  do  not  care  if 
the  snail  darter  disappears.  The  dam  is 
ail  but  done.  We  just  have  not  dropped 
the  gate.  Go  ahead  with  it.  We  were 
told  we  would  run  the  risk  of  the  snail 
darter  disappearing.  The  best  scientific 
evidence  said  it  would  disappear.  What 
happened?  We  dropped  the  gate,  the 
reservoir  filled  up.  and  the  snail  darter 
exists  in  all  of  the  streams  that  flow 
into  the  reservoir.  Science  was  abso- 
lutely wrong.  This  is  no  excuse  not  to 
use  science,  but  science  is  not  perfect. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  listing  a  spe- 
cies as  threatened  or  endangered  and 
using  the  best  science  that  we  know.  I 
would  like  there  to  be  good  scientific 
peer  review,  and  I  would  like  a  chance 
to  appeal  to  the  courts  should  you  have 
a  really  horrendously  bad  decision.  But 
I  think  the  best  science  ought  to  be 
used. 

Now  you  come  to  the  issue  of  wheth- 
er or  not  you  are  going  to  have  a  recov- 
ery plan  to  try  to  save  the  species.  And 
here,  only  the  species  counts.  If  you 
cannot  come  up  with  a  recovery  plan 
under  the  present  law.  if  you  cannot 
come  up  with  a  recovery  plan  that  will 
save  the  species,  or,  to  put  it  the  other 
way  around,  if  every  recovery  plan  that 
you  can  think  of  by  the  best  scientific 


evidence  will  lead  to  the  extinction  of 
the  species,  then  nothing  else  counts. 
People  do  not  count.  Revenues  to  coun- 
ties do  not  count.  Whether  or  not  the 
schools  have  enough  money  to  keep 
going  does  not  count.  Nothing  counts 
but  the  species,  and  that  is  where  this 
act  is  not  balanced. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  am  glad  to  join  a 
number  of  my  fellow  Senators  in  intro- 
ducing amendments  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  We  think  these  amend- 
ments are  a  balance.  We  are  not  get- 
ting rid  of  the  act.  We  are  not  getting 
rid  of  science.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we 
are  asking  for  stronger  science,  for  bet- 
ter science,  for  better  review.  But  this 
act  finally  allows  people  to  be  consid- 
ered as  much  as  bugs.  And  that  has 
been  the  failing  of  the  present  law. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  favorably  con- 
sider this.  I  am  proud  to  join  as  a  co- 
sponsor. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  col- 
leagues as  an  original  cosponsor  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  Reform 
Amendments  of  1995. 

This  bill  is  the  result  of  several 
years'  work. 

The  bill  represents  the  culmination 
of  broad  grassroots  efforts  to  bring  bal- 
ance to  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

This  broad  grassroots  coalition  con- 
sists of  miners,  ranchers,  loggers,  farm- 
ers, manufacturers,  the  fisheries  indus- 
try, and  organized  labor. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  CURRENT  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
ACT 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  is  an  act 
gone  awry.  The  act  is  wreaking  havoc 
on  our  communities  and  economies, 
particularly  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
but  increasingly  nationwide.  The  act  is 
devastating  entire  industries  and  re- 
gions. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest  alone,  since 
the  spotted  owl  was  listed  as  threat- 
ened in  1990,  millions  of  acres  of  Fed- 
eral timberland  and  thousands  of  pri- 
vate acres  have  been  set  aside  for  owls. 

The  act  has  impacted  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  human  beings  and  hundreds  of 
rural  communities. 

Estimates  of  the  number  of  jobs  lost 
as  a  result  of  the  listing  range  any- 
where from  35,000  to  150.000. 

The  act  was  originally  intended  to 
ensure  the  survival  of  species  that  were 
threatened  by  site-specific  projects, 
such  as  roads,  dams,  and  sewer  systems 

The  act  is  now  being  used  as  a  tool 
by  environmental  groups  to  further 
their  agenda  of  locking  up  not  only  all 
public  land,  but  private  land  as  well. 

Private  property  owners  are  increas- 
ingly losing  the  right  to  use  their  prop- 
erty as  they  intended. 

ECONOMIC  COSTS  OF  ESA 

Edward  O.  Wilson,  a  renowned  ento- 
mologist at  Harvard  observes  that 
there  may  be  something  on  the  order  of 
100  million  species. 

Yet  only  1.4  million  have  been 
named. 

How  many  billions  of  dollars  are  we 
willing   to  spend  attempting   to  save: 


fungi,  insects,  and  bacteria  we've  never 
heard  of.  and  species  for  which  there 
may  be  little  or  no  chance  of  recovery 
in  any  case. 

SOCIAL  COSTS  OF  ESA 

While  the  economic  costs  of  protect- 
ing species  is  great,  the  social  impacts 
are  no  less  devastating. 

Robert  Lee.  sociologist  with  the  Uni- 
versity of  Washington  College  of  Forest 
Resources,  has  done  extensive  research 
on  the  social  trauma  afflicting  timber 
towns.  He  points  to  the  destruction  of 
families  and  long-lasting  social  fallout 
in  the  form  of  suicide,  homicide,  di- 
vorce, juvenile  delinquency.  drug 
abuse,  and  spousal  and  child  abuse. 

It  is  ironic  that  for  years  we  consid- 


the  development  of  conservation  meas- 
ures. 

Our  bill  changes  the  statutory  defini- 
tion of  "harm"  and  "take"  to  mean  the 
actual  injury  or  killing  of  a  member  of 
a  species. 

"Harm"  will  no  longer  apply  to  the 
modification  of  a  species'  habitat  as 
the  courts  have  broadly  interpreted 
current  law. 

Our  bill  minimizes  the  impacts  to 
private  property. 

CONCLUSION 

It  is  not  our  goal  to  abandon  our  na- 
tional commitment  to  the  protection 
of  endangered  species;  however,  we  can- 
not protect  every  imaginable  species. 

We  can  do  a  better  job  of  balancing 


ered   the   needs  of  humans  as  though     jobs    and    economic    opportunity    with 


nothing  else  mattered 

Now.  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  we  are  considering  the  needs  of 
fish,  wildlife,  and  plants  as  though 
nothing  else  matters. 

Both  f)olicies  are  short-sighted  and 
flawed. 

CURRENT  EFFORTS 

We  need  a  process  which  not  only 
protects  plants  and  animals,  but  one 
which  recognizes  legitimate  human 
needs  as  well. 

That  is  why,  in  the  last  Congress.  I 
joined  with  Senators  Gorton.  Shelby 
and  others  in  introducing  legislation  to 
bring  balance  to  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act. 

This  year,  with  even  stronger  biparti- 
san support,  we  have  again  introduced 
legislation  to  require  that  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  impacts  of  Federal  ef- 
forts to  protect  species  be  fully  consid- 
ered. 

SUMMARY  OF  BILL 

Our  bill  contains  several  components 
essential  to  meaningful  reform. 

The  bill  reforms  the  process  by  which 
species  are  listed  as  threatened  or  en- 
dangered: 

Requires  independent  scientific  peer 
review  of  the  science; 

Requires  better  data  collection. 

Provides  for  broader  participation  by 
affected  States  and  the  public; 

Requires  judicial  review  of  listing  de- 
cisions; 

In  place  of  intensive  Federal  manage- 
ment, the  bill  includes  incentives  to 
encourage  private  landowners  to  pro- 
tect species,  such  as: 

Encouraging  the  exchange  of  private 
land  for  Federal  land  to  provide  habi- 
tat for  affected  species;  and 

Establishing  a  Federal  cost-share 
program  for  any  direct  costs  imposed 
on  a  private  person. 

Our  bill  requires  the  Secretary  to  set 
a  "conservation  objective."  ranging 
from  full  recovery  of  the  species  to 
solely  protecting  the  species  from  ac- 


species  protection. 

While  this  bill  does  not  go  as  far  as  I 
would  like,  it  will  begin  the  debate 
which  is  long  overdue. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  I  be  allowed  to 
proceed  for  5  minutes  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  BRINGS 
HOME  NOTHING 

Mr.-  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President, 
President  Clinton  has  gone  to  Moscow, 
and  he  has  come  home  with  nothing.  I 
repeat:  President  Clinton  has  gone  to 
Moscow,  and  he  has  come  home  with 
nothing. 

There  has  not  been  much  coverage 
yet  of  the  summit  over  there  in  Russia, 
but  it  is  pretty  clear  that  President 
Clinton  has  in  effect  gone  to  Moscow, 
given  President  Yeltsin  an  opportunity 
to  show  that  he  can  deliver  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  for  a  celebra- 
tion of  the  end  of  World  War  II,  and  we 
have  had  no  progress  on  stopping  the 
sale  of  nuclear  material  to  Iran,  no 
apologies  about  the  slaughter  of  25.000 
people  in  Chechnya. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  very  lit- 
tle, if  anything,  has  been  accomplished 
at  this  summit  that  would  benefit  this 
country. 

Now,  arguably,  our  President  show- 
ing up  over  there  has  helped  President 


Yeltsin  and  the  Russians,  but  typically 

tions   which   would  directly   injure  or    we  think  of  these  summits  as  produc- 

kill  the  species.  ing  something  beneficial  for  our  side. 

In  other  words,  the  Secretary  could     It  does  not  seem  to  me  there  has  been 


decide  to  allow  a  species  to  go  extinct. 

Our  bill  requires  that  economic  and 

social  impacts  are  fully  considered  in 


one  single  step  in  the  direction  that  we 
would  like  to  see  us  go  as  a  result  of 
this  summit. 


The  issue,  of  course,  is  not  whether 
we  have  a  relationship  with  Russia.  We 
all  want  to  have  a  relationship  with 
Russia.  The  question  is.  What  kind  of 
relationship  is  it  going  to  be? 

During  the  past  2  years,  we  have  seen 
a  real  change  in  the  makeup  of  Presi- 
dent Yeltsin's  inner  cycle  or  kitchen 
cabinet.  He  has  fired  reformers  and  re- 
placed them  with  hard-line  reactionary 
advisers  who  are  suspicious  of  free 
market  reforms  and  suspicious  of  de- 
mocracy. Some  observers  have  said 
there  is  only  one  reformer  left  in  the 
cabinet  and  he  is  the  one  they  sent 
over  here  to  the  United  States  to  talk 
to  people  in  the  Senate. 

In  a  recent  hearing.  I  asked  Deputy 
Secretary  Talbott  to  identify  a  single 
voice  of  reason  in  the  kitchen  cabinet; 
just  one.  Secretary  Talbott  changed 
the  subject. 

Yeltsin's  decisions  are  making  it 
very  difficult  to  sustain  support  for  as- 
sistance to  Russia. 

In  February.  Secretary  Christopher 
said  the  President  would  not  go  to 
Moscow  for  a  summit  if  Chechnya  were 
unresolved.  Well,  the  President  is  there 
and  Chechnya  is  unresolved  Almost  as 
soon  as  that  line  was  drawn  in  the  sand 
by  President  Clinton,  he  backed  down. 

Current  Russian  policy  test  United 
Stales  interests  and  principles.  In  fact, 
current  Russian  policy  makes  no  sense 
at  all,  Mr.  President. 

In  Chechnya,  basic  principles  of  de- 
mocracy and  human  rights  are  under 
siege.  It  really  begs  the  question:  Does 
a  democratic  government  turn  its  guns 
on  its  civilians,  killing  25,000  men, 
women,  and  children? 

Preliminary  indications  are  we  have 
accepted  Yeltsin's  determination  that 
this  is  basically  an  internal  matter  and 
is  none  of  our  business.  Essentially, 
that  is  what  President  Yeltsin  said: 
"This  is  our  affair.  You  butt  out.  Presi- 
dent Clinton." 

Both  our  security  interests  and  our 
allies  are  threatened  by  the  pending 
sale  of  nuclear  technology  to  Iran.  The 
biggest  current  issue  between  ourselves 
and  the  Russians  is  the  pending  sale  of 
nuclear  technology  to  Iran.  And  the 
President  has  said  earlier  in  the  year 
he  would  not  go  to  Moscow  for  this 
celebration  of  V-E  Day  unless  there 
was  progress  on  that  issue.  Well,  there 
has  been  no  progress,  rhe  nuclear  sale 
continues  to  go  forward. 

This  agreement  that  the  administra- 
tion has  announced  that  there  will  be 
no  sale  of  the  centrifuge  technology  is 
simply  not  adequate.  That  is  a  figleaf 
to  allow  President  Clinton  to  claim 
somehow  that  progress  was  made  on 
deterring  the  nuclear  transfer  to  Iran 
when,  in  fact,  no  real  progress  has  been 
made. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  President, 
nothing  has  changed  on  the  issue  of 
NATO  expansion  and  other  European 
security  questions  Everyone  was  sur- 
prised by  the  Russian  reversal  last  De- 
cember when  Yeltsin  and  Kozyrev  de- 
nounced NATO  plans  to  enlarge  Itself 
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and  rejected  the  Partnership  for  Peace 
program.  Combined  with  recent  state- 
ments that  Moscow  has  the  right  to  use 
force  to  protect  Russian  minorities  in 
the  Soviet  Republics,  leaders  across 
the  region  are  justifiably  concerned.  It 
should  have  been  essential  for  the  sum- 
mit to  produce  a  concrete  commitment 
by  Yeltsin  to  respect  the  political,  eco- 
nomic and  territorial  sovereignty  of 
those  countries  that  used  to  make  up 
the  Soviet  Union. 

In  summary,  Mr,  President,  what  is 
going  on  here  is  the  Russians  are  say- 
ing, "We  don't  want  you  to  expand 
NATO.  And,  oh,  by  the  way,  all  the 
countries  that  we  used  to  dominate, 
that  used  to  be  part  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  are  our  business  and  none  of 
yours." 

No  progress  has  been  made  at  this 
summit  on  any  of  these  issues;  not  a 
single  shred  of  evidence  of  any  progress 
whatsoever  on  any  of  these  issues. 

Mr.  President,  I,  like  many  Members 
of  the  Senate,  want  to  get  along  with 
the  Russians.  Obviously,  we  have  a  bet- 
ter relationship  than  we  did  during  the 
cold  war,  but  some  days  I  wonder 
where  this  relationship  is  going.  It 
seems  to  me.  by  pursuing  this  Moscow 
myopia,  this  view  that  whatever 
Yeltsin  wants  Yeltsin  gets,  by  pursuing 
that  particular  point  of  view,  we  stand 
no  chance  of  having  the  opportunity  to 
build  a  genuinely  constructive  rela- 
tionship with  the  Russians. 

So  let  me  just,  in  sum,  Mr.  President, 
say  that  I  think  this  summit  has  been 
a  disappointment.  I  am  sorry  that 
President  Yeltsin  has  been  unable  to 
commit  to  any  of  the  progress  that  we 
had  hoped  for,  but  mostly  I  am  sorry 
that  President  Clinton  chose  to  go. 
Why  is  he  there? 

At  virtually  every  summit  in  ray 
memory,  something  has  been  brought 
back  that  was  arguably  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States.  President  Clinton 
has  gone  to  Moscow,  gone  to  Moscow  at 
President  Yeltsin's  request,  given 
President  Yeltsin  an  opportunity  to 
look  good,  made  no  progress  on  the  nu- 
clear sale  to  Iran,  made  no  progress  on 
the  expansion  of  NATO,  and  comes 
home  emptyhanded.  So,  by  any  stand- 
ard. Mr.  President,  this  summit  is  a 
disappointment. 

I  yield  the  floor.  I 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  am  very 
pleased  that  the  Senate  today  has 
turned  its  attention  relatively  early  in 
the  session  to  a  bill  of  primary  impor- 
tance to  my  State  of  Indiana  and  to 
many  other  States  in  this  Nation.  It  is 
a  bill  that  the  Senate  is  very  familiar 


with,  one  to  allow  States  to  limit  the 
importation  of  out-of-State  waste.  We 
have  discussed  it  on  numerous  occa- 
sions. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  Senator  Smith  of  New 
Hampshire,  and  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee.  Senator  Chakee,  for 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor,  as  well 
as  the  ranking  member.  Senator  Bau- 
cus,  and,  of  course.  Senator  Dole  for 
scheduling  this  legislation. 

Early  in  my  Senate  career,  which  has 
not  been  that  long,  I  observed  a  phe- 
nomenon in  Indiana  as  I  was  driving 
through  the  State.  All  across  the  State 
homemade  signs  posted  on  telephone 
poles  or  stuck  in  the  ground  appeared 
that  said,  "Don't  dump  on  us." 

I  began  to  inquire  what  the  subject 
was.  We  checked  into  that  and  found 
that  the  citizens  throughout  Indiana, 
many  small  towns  in  particular,  found 
that,  instead  of  the  local  garbage  dump 
which  received  a  truck  or  two  of  local 
community  waste,  garbage,  a  day,  sud- 
denly they  discovered  that  18-wheelers 
were  lined  up  for  blocks  waiting  to 
enter  the  local  dump  to  dump  their 
waste.  And  people  said,  "Where  is  all 
this  coming  from?" 

You  really  cannot  call  these  facili- 
ties landfills,  because  they  were  de- 
signed for  receipt  of  small  amounts  of 
everyday  household  trash,  waste,  that 
was  picked  up  maybe  a  couple  of  times 
a  week  at  most  and  delivered  to  the 
local  dump. 

In  a  little  more  than  a  year,  our 
State  saw  negligible  volumes  of  out-of- 
State  trash  that  were  coming  into  the 
State  explode  to  more  than  20  percent 
of  our  total  waste  disposal.  Virtually 
overnight,  the  State  of  Indiana  became 
a  target  for  out-of-State  trash. 

The  statistics  do  not  begin  to  tell  the 
story.  Because,  as  I  said,  the  trash  pa- 
rade targeted  many  small  communities 
in  rural  areas  in  Indiana.  So  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  change  was  dramatic  for 
the  citizens  of  those  communities. 

Let  me  just  tell  you  one  story,  the 
story  of  Center  Point.  This  small  town 
in  Indiana,  a  town  of  250  people,  had  a 
local  garbage  dump.  Not  a  landfill,  it 
was  not  certified  as  a  big  landfill.  It 
was  just  a  place  where  the  local  citi- 
zens were  able  to  dispose  of  their  local 
trash.  A  couple  of  trucks  picked  up  the 
trash  in  the  community  and  surround- 
ing areas  and  disposed  of  it  in  this 
area. 

In  1989,  the  local  landfill  was  pur- 
chased by  out-of-State  investors,  and 
the  site  was  doubled.  Ads  began  appear- 
ing in  national  magazines  that  said: 
"Send  us  your  trash."  Narrow  country 
lanes  were  clogged  with  18-wheelers 
loaded  with  trash  and  garbage  from 
other  States.  Local  citizens,  rightfully 
so,  I  believe,  began  to  keep  a  watch  on 
a  daily  basis,  on  a  24-hour-a-day  basis. 
They  would  log  in  the  license  plates  of 
the  trucks  coming  to  bring  the  trash, 
and  we  found  that  most  of  it  was  com- 
ing from  just  a  few  States. 


I  heard  about  the  incident.  I  asked 
my  staff  to  take  me  there.  We  went 
early  one  morning,  and  we  stood  on  a 
hill  overlooking  the  landfill,  which 
now  had  been  expanded  considerably.  I 
saw  on  this  narrow,  unpaved  country 
lane  a  whole  long  line  of  18-wheeler 
trucks  that  had  driven  all  night  to 
bring  east  coast  waste  to  Indiana  be- 
cause the  disposal  fees  were  so  much 
less  than  they  were  at  the  point  of  ori- 
gin. 

Suddenly,  this  little  town  of  Center 
Point  was  overwhelmed,  as  its  fragile 
country  roads  were  torn  up  by  the 
weight  of  the  18-wheelers,  as  signs  and 
posts  were  knocked  over  as  the  18- 
wheelers  tried  to  negotiate  the  narrow 
turns,  and  as  a  landfill  facility,  a  gar- 
bage disposal  facility  designed  to  take 
care  of  the  needs  of  that  community 
for  many,  many  years  in  the  future 
suddenly  was  the  subject  of  unwanted 
and  extraordinary  volumes  of  trash, 
which  became  obvious  were  going  to 
quickly  fill  up  that  local  community's 
disposal  site,  leaving  its  local  citizens 
with  no  local  option  to  deal  with  their 
own  waste  problem. 

Capacity  that  was  sufficient  to  meet 
local  needs  for  years  was  suddenly 
being  used  up  in  months.  Hoosiers  were 
understandably  angry,  and  I  was  angry. 
We  had  a  very  clear  message  we  wanted 
to  deliver,  and  I  delivered  that  on  this 
Senate  floor:  That  our  State,  which 
had  mustered  the  political  will  to  site 
landfill  capacity  in  our  own  State  bor- 
ders, within  those  borders,  to  dispose  of 
our  own  generated  waste,  were  over- 
whelmed by  trash  flowing  from  States 
that  were  unwilling  to  responsibly  han- 
dle their  own  waste. 

Today,  Mr.  President,  over  15  million 
tons  of  trash  cross  State  lines.  Indiana, 
Pennsylvania,  Ohio.  Virginia,  and 
Michigan  have  borne  a  disproportion- 
ate share  of  receiving  that  capacity. 
We  happen  to  be  on  an  interstate  route 
that  runs  east  to  west.  Interstate  70. 
Interstate  70  has  become  the  trash  cor- 
ridor for  the  now  of  east  coast  trash  to 
lower  fee  landfills  in  the  Midwest. 

Americans  throw  away  about  180  mil- 
lion tons  of  solid  waste  yearly.  That  is 
enough  trash  to  spread  30  stories  high 
over  1,000  football  fields.  The  question 
that  confronts  us  is  where  are  we  going 
to  put  all  this?  Some  communities 
have  been  pretty  creative.  Ten  miles 
from  downtown  Detroit,  there  is  an  old 
landfill  accommodating  21  years'  worth 
of  the  city's  garbage.  It  rises  150  feet 
into  the  sky.  It  no  longer  receives 
trash,  but  city  officials  have  covered  it 
with  some  top  fill  and  they  make  snow 
in  the  winter  and  they  declared  it  a  ski 
area.  It  is  colloquially  called  "Mount 
Trashmore,"  and  it  attracts  thousands 
of  visitors  a  year.  But  for  most,  trash 
is  not  a  recreational  resource;  it  is  a 
municipal  nightmare.  Landfills  fill  up. 
and  there  is  nowhere  else  to  take  the 
waste. 


So  our  Nation's  heartland  is  becom- 
ing our  Nation's  wasteland  as  trash  in- 
creasingly moves  across  State  lines  fol- 
lowing the  route  of  cheap  disposal  from 
the  East  to  the  West. 

Of  the  15  million  tons  of  trash  cross- 
ing State  lines,  Indiana.  Pennsylvania, 
Ohio,  Virginia,  and  Michigan  have 
borne,  sis  I  said,  a  disproportionate 
share.  This  rising  tide  of  trash  wreaks 
havoc  with  our  planning  efforts  which, 
by  our  own  State  law,  must  ensure 
local  capacity  for  20  years. 

Some  States  have  reacted  to  this  in- 
flux of  out-of-State  trash  by  forbidding 
all  new  landfill  sites.  Others  have 
taken  measures  which  amount  to  the 
nationalization  of  the  trash  industry 
by  banning  for-profit  disposal  facilities 
in  order  to  give  States  control  over 
this.  Because  public  facilities  may  dis- 
criminate between  in-State  and  out-of- 
State,  one  method  of  eliminating  un- 
wanted out-of-State  trash  is  to  restrict 
the  commercial  sector  altogether. 

These  are  not  feasible  solutions. 
These  do  not  go  to  solving  the  problem. 
Our  own  legislature  has  tried  to  take 
care  of  the  problem,  but  has  found  that 
its  ability  to  act  effectively  is  extraor- 
dinarily limited.  We  had  a  discussion  of 
that  this  morning.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  and  others,  talked  about 
the  fact  that  under  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  garbage 
waste  is  considered  a  part  of  interstate 
commerce,  and  unless  the  Congress  af- 
firmatively acts  to  grant  States  and 
local  jurisdictions  the  authority  to 
control  the  flow  of  waste,  they  do  not 
have  the  power  to  do  so.  That  is  why 
we  are  here.  That  is  why  we  have  been 
pursuing  for  these  last  several  years 
the  prospect  of  giving  these  States  and 
these  local  communities  the  authority 
to  regulate  the  flow  of  out-of-State 
trash. 

We  passed  laws  in  Indiana,  for  in- 
stance, that  would  impose  additional 
fees,  that  allowed  us  to  check  the  con- 
tent of  the  material  coming  in.  The 
statute  that  we  passed  was  on  the 
books  4  days  before  it  was  challenged 
in  the  court  as  a  violation  of  the  com- 
merce clause,  and  that  case  eventually 
was  lost  by  the  State. 

Frustrated  by  the  court  decisions,  In- 
diana has  turned  to  bilateral  agree- 
ments. Our  Governor  and  the  former 
Governor  of  New  Jersey  agreed  to  co- 
operate in  stopping  illegal  waste  from 
New  Jersey.  They  agreed  to  share  in- 
formation and  to  pursue  joint  inves- 
tigations. 

Mr.  President,  the  vast  majority  of 
waste  shipped  across  State  lines  is  not 
illegal  waste,  it  is  just  ordinary  gar- 
bage. It  is  the  coffee  grounds  and  egg- 
shells and  orange  peels,  discarded  Dr. 
Pepper  bottles,  the  newspaper,  unless 
it  is  recycled — just  the  ordinary  waste 
that  each  of  us  carries  out  to  the  trash 
bin  in  the  garage  and  puts  out  once  or 
twice  a  week  in  front  of  the  house. 

In  addition,  we  have  no  way  to  accu- 
rately count  the  amount  of  trash  we 


are  receiving  illegally  to  determine 
what  that  is.  Many  shipments  are  sent 
indirectly  through  collecting  points  in 
other  States.  To  determine  what  came 
from  a  particular  State  to  Indiana  that 
might  be  legal  or  illegal  requires  a  pro- 
cedure that  is  an  investigative  night- 
mare. 

As  our  own  Governor  has  indicated, 
and  as  many  other  Governors  have  in- 
dicated, and  as  I  believe  a  solid  major- 
ity of  Senators  and  Representatives 
have  indicated,  the  only  hope  for  a  so- 
lution lies  with  Federal  legislation. 

In  November  1989,  my  first  year  in 
the  Senate,  the  101st  Congress,  I  intro- 
duced the  first  bill  in  the  Senate  which 
would  allow  States  to  ban,  regulate,  or 
impose  fees  on  the  interstate  transpor- 
tation of  solid  waste.  After  a  strenuous 
debate,  this  bill  passed  by  a  very  sig- 
nificant and,  I  think,  surprising  vote  of 
68-31.  Unfortunately,  in  the  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
bill  which  was  passed  here  was  stripped 
from  that  bill  and  the  legislation  died 
before  becoming  law. 

In  the  very  next  Congress,  I  again  in- 
troduced legislation  and  again  forced 
the  issue  on  the  Senate  floor.  And, 
again,  the  Senate  acted  decisively  on 
the  interstate  issue,  now  by  a  vote  of 
89-2.  The  Senators  became  aware  of  the 
problem  and  realized  that  their  States 
may  not  have  been  the  current  target 
of  out-of-State  waste,  but  a  little  bit 
further  down  the  road  they  were  going 
to  become  targets.  Many  realized  that 
the  problem  we  identified  in  Indiana  in 
1989  was  now  a  problem  in  their  State. 
Senator  ExoN  came  to  me  and  said, 
"Since  you  raised  this  issue,  I  have  dis- 
covered communities  in  my  own  State 
that  are  becoming  the  recipients  of 
out-of-State  trash  and  they  are  over- 
whelming our  efforts  to  deal  with 
this." 

That  bill  I  introduced  in  the  102d 
Congress  operated  on  three  basic  prin- 
ciples: First,  it  allowed  communities 
that  did  not  currently  receive  out-of- 
State  trash  to  prohibit  new  shipments 
without  express  authorization.  Second, 
it  grandfathered  facilities  that  were  re- 
ceiving trash  from  other  States  in 
order  to  give  the  exporting  States  time 
to  site  their  own  State  capacity.  It  rec- 
ognized that  States  in  the  crowded  east 
coast  corridor  had  significant  waste 
disposal  problems,  and  that  to  simply 
slam  the  door  and  say  that,  as  of  this 
date  forward,  you  cannot  export  any 
trash  whatsoever  wais  simply  not  going 
to  be  a  solution  to  the  problem.  So  in 
recognizing  that,  we  grandfathered  a 
certain  amount  of  shipment  of  out-of- 
State  waste. 

Third,  it  allowed  Governors  the  au- 
thority to  freeze  volumes  at  current 
levels  at  the  grandfathered  facilities, 
because  we  wanted  to  give  the  Gov- 
ernors of  the  importing  States  the  abil- 
ity to  say  we  can  continue  to  take  so 
much  with  this  capacity  but  no  more. 
Again,  that  legislation,  while  it  passed 


the  Senate  89-2.  did  not  pass  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  it  died  in  that 
Congress. 

In  the  next  Congress,  the  103d  Con- 
gress, I  used  those  principles  to  craft 
legislation  that  the  Senate  again  posi- 
tively addressed  and  the  House  posi- 
tively addressed,  but  unfortunately  it 
died  in  the  last  hours  of  the  session 
coming  very  close  to  being  enacted 
into  law. 

Now,  here  we  are  in  the  104th  Con- 
gress and  I  indicated  back  in  1989  that 
this  issue  was  not  going  to  go  away. 
They  can  kill  it  in  conference;  the 
House  can  kill  it;  it  can  die  by  proce- 
dural methods,  but  I  was  not  going  to 
give  up.  I  was  like  a  dog  who  had  his 
teeth  sunk  deep  in  the  bone  and  I  wais 
not  going  to  let  go;  I  was  going  to  come 
back  and  back  and  back  until  we  got 
this  thing  passed.  And  here  I  am  in  the 
104th  Congress,  and  I  hope  this  time  we 
will  be  successful  I  am  getting  lockjaw 
from  keeping  my  teeth  locked  onto 
this  issue.  I  would  like  to  release  that 
grip,  send  it  to  the  President,  get  it 
signed  into  law,  and  move  on  to  some 
other  legislation. 

Now,  the  bill  before  us  today  recog- 
nizes the  principles  upon  which  we 
have  operated.  The  bill,  I  think,  is  a 
reasonable  compromise  that  grants 
States  and  local  communities  the  au- 
thority that  they  need  to  plan  for  their 
own  needs,  to  say  "no"  to  out-of-State 
trash.  It  recognizes  the  problems  of  ex- 
porting States,  and  it  gives  them  meth- 
ods and  ways  in  which  to  reduce  sig- 
nificantly the  amount  of  trash  they 
send  out  of  State.  It  balances  a  lot  of 
different  needs.  As  has  been  described 
here,  it  deals  with  flow  control  and 
ground  water  monitoring. 

The  heart  and  soul  of  this  bill,  how- 
ever, is  fhp  niipstion  of  interstate  trash 
shipment.  We  are  working  now  on  some 
areas  of  the  bill  that  we  feel  may  need 
some  adjustment,  as  it  has  come  out  of 
committee.  There  are  negotiations  un- 
derway, and  I  trust  they  will  be  suc- 
cessful and  will  allow  us  to  avoid  offer- 
ing some  amendments  to  clarify  some 
of  these  provisions. 

We  will  talk  a  little  bit  more  about 
that  later. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  I  can  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  COATS  I  yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  First,  I  want  to  con- 
firm that  indeed  the  Senator  has  sunk 
his  teeth  and  jaws  deep  into  this  issue. 
I  will  second  everything  he  said  about 
his  determination  on  this  whole 
project.  He  has  been  at  it  for,  I  guess, 
5.  6  years,  whatever. 

Mr.  COATS.  Six  years. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  Senator  men- 
tioned he  had  some  amendments  which 
I  guess  he  is  going  to  discuss  now. 

Mr.  COATS.  Actually,  I  plan  to  defer 
discussion  of  those  amendments  now 
because  we  are  in  negotiation  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  and  other 
Senators  of  affected  States,  to  try  to 
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reach  a  resolution  on  these  amend- 
ments, which  we  can  hopefully  put  into 
a  package  that  would  be  acceptable  and 
offer  them  as  a  package  rather  than  as 
individual  amendments.  So  I  would  be 
premature  in  offering  those  amend- 
ments at  this  particular  time. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  am  caught  in  kind  of 
a  bind  in  that  I  want  to  be  here  when 
the  Senator  makes  his  remarks  and  of- 
fers his  amendment.  But  I  may  have  to 
step  out  for  a  minute  or  two.  Who  is 
working  with  the  Senator  in  connec- 
tion with  his  amendments?  You  men- 
tioned 'we."  Is  it  several  of  you? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  that  it  is  virtually 
all  of  the  affected  parties,  both  from 
the  exporting  States  as  well  as  the  im- 
porting States  that  are  working  to- 
gether to  try  to  resolve  these  issues. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Fine. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  will  not  bring  up  any 
amendments  in  the  immediate  time  pe- 
riod ahead  of  us  here,  and  certainly  the 
Senator  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
leave  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  OK.  Because  there  is 
going  to  come  a  time  when  we  are 
going  to  want  amendments  brought 
forward.  If  the  Senator  feels  he  is  not 
quite  ready,  we  will  try  and  complete 
any  negotiations.  As  the  leader  has  in- 
dicated, he  wants  to  finish  this  bill  by 
the  end  of  the  week.  My  hope  is  that 
we  can  finish  it  tomorrow.  So  we  will 
work  with  your  folks  and  see  if  we  can- 
not come  to  some  conclusion  at  least 
by  the  time  we  go  to  work  tomorrow. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  appreciate  that  very 
much.  Obviously,  the  Senator's  co- 
operation and  input  is  necessary  for 
this.  I  am  anxious,  also,  to  move  for- 
ward on  this.  I  would  be  delighted  if  we 
can  finish  this  bill  tomorrow  and  not 
have  to  carrj-  it  over  until  Friday.  We 
are  working  as  we  speak  on  this  matter 
and  hope  to  have  some  answer  to  the 
Senator  shortly. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COATS.  In  conclusion.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, let  me  just  say  that  we  have  tried 
several  approaches.  We  have  tried  the 
path  of  patience.  We  have  waited  our 
turn  and  bided  our  time.  We  have 
agreed  to  continue  to  accept  some  lev- 
els of  out-of-State  waste  in  exchange 
for  having  realistic  controls  over  how 
much  waste  we  will  receive  from  other 
States.  There  is  simply  no  other  way 
for  States  to  realistically  plan  for  their 
own  future  capacity,  unless  we  can 
enact  legislation  that  gives  them  the 
authority  to  regulate  the  volume  of 
out-of-state  trash  which  that  State  re- 
ceives. 

The  problem  here  is  very  basic.  There 
is  no  negotiation;  there  is  no  arm's 
length  or  both-parties-at-the-table  ne- 
gotiation that  takes  place,  because 
States  are  virtually  powerless  to  sit  at 
the  table  with  the  exporters  and  sit 
down  and  say,  let  us  establish  some 
reasonable  volumes,  let  us  make  sure 
that  we  have  the  capacity  to  receive 


what  you  are  sending  in;  let  us  nego- 
tiate the  fees  on  which  this  will  be 
shipped  back  and  forth;  let  us  deter- 
mine the  terms  of  the  contract. 

Because  of  the  Constitution's  com- 
merce clause,  it  is  possible — and  it  is  a 
practice  that  has  been  used  over  and 
over  again— for  someone  outside  the 
State,  or  even  inside  the  State,  to  pur- 
chaise  a  landfill  and  suddenly  open  up 
that  landfill,  which  was  designed  origi- 
nally for  local  needs,  to  massive  vol- 
umes of  out-of-State  trash,  which  fills 
up  the  landfill  in  a  very  short  period  of 
time  and  leaves  the  local  citizens  few. 
if  any,  alternatives.  In  fact,  it  forces 
them  to  ship  their  waste  out  of  State 
in  order  to  find  a  place  to  dispose  of  it. 

So  we  end  up  with  a  game  of  pass  the 
trash.  Everybody  is  passing  it  on  down 
the  highway,  generally  from  east  to 
west.  Not  always.  Metropolitan  areas 
to  rural  areas,  across  State  lines,  it  is 
pass  the  trash. 

As  the  landfills  get  filled  up,  no  new 
ones  get  built,  no  new  efforts  put  in 
place  to  dispose  of  out-of-State  waste, 
to  reduce  the  amount,  to  recycle,  to  re- 
duce the  amount  generated  initially,  to 
find  other  ways  to  dispose  of  the  waste. 
So  we  just  are  moving  it  around  the 
country  to  different  locations,  filling 
up  the  cheapest  hole  in  the  ground  that 
is  available  for  a  certain  fee  for  out-of- 
State  trash. 

In  the  5  years  that  Congress  has  de- 
bated the  issue,  the  trucks  continue  to 
roll.  The  garbage  continues  to  mount. 
The  changes  that  we  are  proposing  here 
are  not  an  attack  on  any  particular 
State.  They  are  a  defense  of  our  own 
States.  They  are  not  rooted  in  bitter- 
ness, but  they  are  rooted  in  urgent 
need. 

Again.  I  want  to  commend  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Environmental  Commit- 
tee for  moving  expeditiously  in  this 
new  Congress  on  this  legislation.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  them,  to 
strengthening  the  bill  to  ensure  that 
we  afford  real  protection  to  importing 
States  while  allowing  exporters  suffi- 
cient time  to  get  their  house  in  order. 

That  is  our  goal,  Mr.  President.  I  am 
confident  that  we  can  accomplish  that 
goal  in  the  time  that  we  have  in  the 
next  day  or  two.  I  am  very,  very  hope- 
ful that  within  48  hours  or  so  we  will  be 
able  to  report  that  the  U.S.  Senate  has. 
once  again,  taken  action  to  deal  with 
this  problem  and  that  we  will  work 
carefully  and  closely  with  the  House  of 
Representatives,  which  in  my  under- 
standing is  moving  forward  on  this  ex- 
peditiously also,  and  finally  resolve 
this  issue  and  send  the  legislation  to 
the  President's  desk  for  his  signature, 
which  in  the  past  he  has  indicated  he 
will  sign. 

Mr.  President  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 


Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
take  to  the  floor  to  discuss  the  provi- 
sions of  S.  534.  the  legislation  to  ad- 
dress the  issue  of  interstate  transpor- 
tation waste  and  flow  control  author- 
ity. Very  often  when  one  mentions  flow 
control  authority,  I  sense  that  heads 
begin  to  drop  because  of  the  rather  ar- 
cane subject  but  a  very  important  one. 

If  I  can  just  take  a  moment  to  say 
that  flow  control — and  perhaps  it  has 
been  discussed  on  the  floor  and  I 
missed  it  but  I  think  the  importance  of 
the  issue  will  bear  some  repetition — 
gives  the  States  the  ability  to  control 
the  flow  of  household  trash,  particu- 
larly trash  within  State  borders.  And 
while  that  does  not  sound  like  very 
much  to  ask.  the  fact  is  that  demands 
are  being  placed  on  external  facilities' 
availability  so  that  it  can  simply  be 
trucked,  often  out-of-State  to  other 
States,  where  in  many  cases  there  is  an 
objection  to  receiving  volumes  of 
trash.  Though  there  was  a  Supreme 
Court  case  decision  not  too  long  ago 
that  dealt  with  this  and  said  you  can- 
not stop  this,  it  directs  the  Congress  to 
resolve  the  problem  and  allowed  the 
parameters  under  which  they  were  to 
operate  to  do  just  that. 

So  if  it  begins  to  inhibit  the  trucking 
or  the  transportation  of  waste  outside 
the  State,  then  within  a  State,  they 
have  to  have  some  way  of  controlling 
where  it  goes.  Again,  though  the  sub- 
ject seems  a  bit  arcane,  the  fact  is  that 
it  has  enormous  influence  on  States 
like  my  own  who  are  trying  to  resolve 
the  need,  the  ability  to  deal  with  their 
waste  in  an  orderly  fashion. 

Without  significant  changes  to  S.  534, 
my  State  is  going  to  experience  a  se- 
vere financial  crisis  precipitated  by  the 
Senate's  failure  to  delegate  waste  man- 
agement decisions  to  the  States.  I  am 
hoping  through  the  amendment  process 
that  we  can  improve  the  bill  so  that 
States  can  continue  to  handle  their 
waste  the  way  they  deem  appropriate. 

Title  I  of  the  legislation,  which  ad- 
dresses interstate  restrictions,  which  I 
was  talking  about  earlier,  is  essen- 
tially identical.  Title  I  of  S.  2345,  which 
was  approved  by  the  Senate  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  Committee  last 
year,  overturns  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  the  case  of  New  Jersey 
versus  Philadelphia.  The  Supreme 
Court's  decision  said  that  interstate  re- 
strictions are  unconstitutional  because 
a  State  cannot  discriminate  against  a 
commodity— in  this  case  out-of-State 
trash- from  being  transported.  The 
court  said  that  States  cannot  give  un- 
fair competitive  disadvantage  against 
out-of-State  haulers,  those  who  are 
trucking  the  material  from  one  State 
to  the  other  who  are  out  of  State,  for 
example,  Pennsylvania  to  New  Jersey, 


May  10,  1995 

who  want  to  dispose  of  trash  where  it 
makes  the  most  economic  sense. 

So  the  first  title  will  allow  the  Gov- 
ernors in  each  State  to  restrict  imports 
of  trash  into  their  States.  I  have  sup- 
ported this  title  in  the  past  and  will 
support  it  in  the  future  if  States  are 
given  the  authority  to  find  an  alter- 
native to  this  obstructive  commerce  to 
find  in  State  solutions  that  now  out-of- 
State  exports  would  restrict. 

Unfortunately.  S.  534.  while  giving 
States  new  power  over  interstate  ship- 
ment of  waste,  actually  reduces  the  au- 
thority that  they  have  enjoyed  within 
a  Stale  to  properly  handle  their  waste. 
That  is  a  principal  problem  that  I  have 
with  title  II  of  S.  534.  the  title  that 
deals  with  flow  control  authority  with- 
in the  State.  Once  again.  I  will  take  a 
moment  to  explain  why  States  use  flow 
control. 

Congress  passed  the  Resource  Con- 
servation and  Recovery  Act  in  1976. 
The  acronym  is  RCRA.  RCRA  made 
standards  and  improved  solid  waste 
disposal  methods  and  practices.  Under 
subtitle  (d)  of  that  law.  State  and  local 
governments  developed  comprehensive 
waste  management  plans  that  meet 
minimum  standards  that  are  set  by 
EPA.  Although  the  law  created  na- 
tional standards  imposed  through  the 
solid  waste  management  plans.  Con- 
gress recognized  that  solid  waste  was  a 
problem  traditionally  managed  at  the 
local  level.  Under  the  philosophy  of 
local  control,  subtitle  (d)  gave  State 
and  local  governments  the  flexibility 
they  needed  to  determine  the  best  way 
to  meet  the  national  standards. 

In  response  to  the  Federal  mandate 
that  waste  should  be  disposed  of  in  an 
environmentally  sound  manner,  it  is 
hard  to  disagree  with  that.  Many  local 
governments  constructed  modern, 
state-of-the-art  recycling  systems, 
waste-to-energy  facilities,  and  sanitary 
landfills.  Integrated  waste  manage- 
ment systems  were  implemented  to 
promote  recycling,  consumer  education 
and  proper  management  and  disposal  of 
household  hazardous  waste. 

While  necessary  and  desirable,  these 
facilities  were  also  very  costly.  The 
Federal  Government  does  not  share  the 
cost  of  municipal  solid  waste  manage- 
ment disposal  at  the  State  and  local 
level.  States  and  local  governments, 
therefore,  adopted  various  means  to  fi- 
nance municipal  solid  waste  manage- 
ment services  and  facilities.  The  gen- 
eral approach  taken  by  State  and  local 
government  was  to  issue  revenue 
bonds.  These  bonds  were  secured  by 
long-term  contractual  promises  which 
rely  on  a  steady,  dependable,  and  con- 
sistent quantity  of  waste  for  disposal 
in  new  facilities.  It  was  their  revenue 
streams,  necessary  to  pay  off  the  bonds 
and  to  meet  the  financial  obligations, 
that  were  incurred  in  financing  these 
facilities.  To  ensure  guaranteed  quan- 
tities of  waste,  cities  and  towns  enact 
laws    requiring    that    trash    generated 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12347 


within  their  borders  be  disposed  of  in 
these  recently  financed  facilities. 
Those  laws  are  the  ones  we  commonly 
call  flow  control  laws. 

Now.  these  flow  control  laws  were 
consistent  with  Congress'  instruction 
in  subtitle  D  that  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments endeavor  to  secure  long-term 
contracts  for  supplying  resource  recov- 
ery facilities  and  other  environ- 
mentally responsible  waste  disposal  fa- 
cilities. It  is  also  consistent  with  sev- 
eral courts  of  appeal  and  State  su- 
preme court  decisions.  However,  on 
May  16.  1994.  the  legal  basis  for  flow 
control  was  overturned  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  Carbone  versus 
Clarkstown.  In  the  6-to-3  decision,  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  a  New 
York  municipality  could  not  require 
that  garbage  generated  in  the  locality 
be  sent  to  a  designated  waste  manage- 
ment facility. 

And  again,  though  the  language  is 
common.  I  think  it  is  important  to  un- 
derstand what  the  outcome  was.  that 
is.  if  a  community  suddenly  elected  to 
abandon  its  responsibility  to  provide 
trash  for  a  disposal  facility,  then  it  left 
that  facility,  already  financed,  with  in- 
sufficient resources,  insufficient  reve- 
nues to  continue  to  meet  the  financial 
obligations,  as  well  as  keeping  the  fa- 
cility operating.  They  had  a  choice  in 
many  cases.  They  could  ship  it  out  of 
State.  But  interstate  commerce,  as  we 
now  know  it.  looks  as  if  it  is  going  to 
be  obstructed  by  the  first  part  of  the 
law  being  proposed  here,  the  bill  that  is 
before  the  Senate. 

The  Court  held  that  the  Clarkstown. 
NY.  flow  control  ordinance  interfered 
with  interstate  commerce  and  deprived 
out-of-State  firms  access  to  the  local 
trash  market.  Again.  out-of-State 
fHTns  are  those  that  cart  the  material 
to  landfills  that  are  licensed  in  other 
States. 

As  in  the  New  Jersey  versus  Philadel- 
phia case.  States  could  not  discrimi- 
nate against  out-of-State  haulers.  In 
other  words,  if  New  Jersey  did  not 
want  that  garbage,  that  trash  brought 
into  their  State,  it  would  have  been  a 
violation  of  law.  so  said  the  Court  in 
the  case  of  New  Jersey  versus  Philadel- 
phia. 

The  Court  held  that  since  Congress 
had  not  specifically  delegated  this 
power  to  the  States,  these  flow  control 
laws  violated  the  interstate  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution. 

The  May  1994  decision  in  Carbone  in- 
validated the  historic  right  of  local  and 
State  governments  to  manaige  solid 
waste.  The  case  overturned  almost  20 
years  of  sound  solid  waste  management 
policy  and  is  jeopardizing  the  solid 
waste  management  systems  of  the  over 
40  States  that  rely  on  flow  control  au- 
thority to  manage  their  solid  waste. 

The  Carbone  decision  makes  it  dif- 
ficult for  cities  to  guarantee  a  steady 
stream  of  waste  to  disposal  and  proc- 
essing facilities.  Without  this  guaran- 


teed steady  stream  -of  revenues,  it  will 
be  virtually  impossible  for  the  commu- 
nities to  gel  financing  to  build  solid 
waste  management  facilities. 

Second,  this  decision  could  result  in 
localities  losing  the  revenue  generated 
by  having  garbaige  sent  to  municipal 
disposal  facilities. 

This  would  eliminate  their  ability  to 
subsidize  nonprofitable  waste  manage- 
ment activities  such  as  recycling  and 
household  hazardous  waste  programs, 
which  have  been  very  effective  in  many 
communities,  especially  in  New  Jersey. 
As  we  have  seen  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, the  loss  of  flow  control  author- 
ity threatens  existing  recycling  pro- 
grams. This  article,  entitled  "District 
to  Suspend  Curbside  Recycling,"  from 
the  Washington  Post  of  April  12,  about 
a  month  ago.  clearly  makes  the  case 
that  private  haulers  taking  trash  to 
out-of-State  locations  to  avoid  the  re- 
cycling fees  led  to  this  financial  crisis. 

Finally,  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
puts  existing  bonds  used  to  finance 
waste  management  facilities  at  risk.  If 
localities  cannot  send  an  adequate 
level  of  garbage  to  a  facility  to  gen- 
erate the  revenue  needed  to  pay  off  the 
bonds,  those  communities  face  default. 
Citizens  in  the  affected  communities 
could  find  the  possibility  of  extraor- 
dinarily high  taxes  and  the  inability  to 
go  to  the  financial  markets  for  any  of 
their  needs. 

The  Public  Securities  Association  es- 
timates that  $23  billion  of  bonds  are  in 
jeopardy  because  of  the  Carbone  deci- 
sion and  every  citizen,  every  taxpayer 
in  almost  every  State,  has  to  worry 
about  this  because  suddenly  they  could 
be  faced  with  having  to  make  up  the 
revenue  that  is  lost  as  a  result  of  the 
decision  to  ship  the  material  out  of 
State  because  there  is  no  flow  control 
on  this 

In  last  year's  bill,  in  difficult  nego- 
tiations with  importing  States,  export- 
ing States,  and  the  waste  industry,  ac- 
commodation was  reached.  S.  2345  over- 
turned both  the  Philadelphia  case  and 
the  Carbone  case.  It  recognized  that 
trash  was  a  local  issue  and  one  where 
States  should  make  the  rules,  not  the 
Supreme  Court  and  not  the  Congress. 

Some  amendments  were  made  to  as- 
sure the  maximum  amount  of  competi- 
tion was  included  in  any  flow  control 
program,  competition  between  simply 
shipping  it  out  of  State  and  the  need  to 
furnish  the  local  facility  with  appro- 
priate revenue  opportunities.  Certain 
restrictions  were  placed  on  Governors' 
ability  to  overturn  existing  contrac- 
tual relationships.  Because  of  concerns 
of  the  waste  industry,  flow  control 
could  not  be  expanded  to  States  that 
had  not  used  it  before  the  Carbone  de- 
cision. Unfortunately,  at  the  last 
minute,  the  bill  failed  to  win  unani- 
mous support. 

Instead  of  starting  from  last  year's 
compromise,  this  year's  bill  goes  in 
two  different  directions.  Almost  iden- 
tical to  last  year's  bill.  Governors  are 
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given  the  power  to  shop  interstate 
shipment  of  waste.  However,  the  bill 
goes  in  the  other  direction  as  far  as 
waste  within  States.  Title  II,  the  flow 
control  title,  only  allows  existing  flow 
control  where  default  is  likely.  The 
title  is  based  on  the  philosophy  that 
now  control  is  wrong  and  anticompeti- 
tive, and  that  protection  should  be  pro- 
vided for  only  those  communities  that 
are  in  immediate  financial  jeopardy  be- 
cause of  the  Supreme  Court  decision  in 
Carbone. 

Title  I.  the  interstate  title,  discrimi- 
nates against  free  market  solutions  by 
allowing  States  to  say  no  to  economi- 
cally viable  interstate  shipments.  Title 
II.  however,  attempts  to  enshrine  the 
free  market  by  preventing  States  from 
considering  long-term  social  goals  in 
addition  to  short-term  economic  bene- 
fits. Indeed,  in  its  present  form.  I  find 
the  bill  internally  inconsistent.  With- 
out flow  control  authority  denied  to 
them  in  title  II.  States  will  find  it 
more  difficult  to  meet  the  self-suffi- 
ciency goal  that  is  virtually  required 
by  title  I.  Title  II  says  turn  waste  con- 
trol over  to  free  enterprise.  It  sounds 
like  a  good  idea.  However,  title  I  says 
if  you  do  allow  free  enterprise  to  take 
over,  other  States  can  close  the  market 
to  you.  It  is  a  catch-22  situation. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  addi- 
tional amendments  are  expected  to  fur- 
ther limit  the  free  flow  of  trash  over 
State  lines.  Title  I.  the  interstate  re- 
striction title,  gives  new  powers  that 
conflict  with  the  interstate  commerce 
clause  to  Governors  that  they  have  not 
enjoyed  since  the  Philadelphia  case 
w£is  decided  in  1972.  Title  II  takes  pow- 
ers away  from  the  States  and  munici- 
palities that  they  enjoyed  since  the 
1970's,  powers  that  they  have  used  to 
keep  the  trash  flowing  within  their 
States  to  local  facilities. 

My  colleague  from  New  Hampshire, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on 
Superfund.  philosophically  believes 
that  flow  control  is  wrong,  and  I  under- 
stand his  position.  But  his  position 
conflicts  with  a  concern  of  my  Gov- 
ernor and  many  Governors  who  believe 
that,  after  the  last  election,  more  au- 
thority would  be  put  in  their  hands 
rather  than  in  the  hands  of  Congress. 

Limiting  the  bill  as  the  sponsors 
have  intended  has  not  been  easy 

Since  flow  control  has  been  a  tool  to 
solve  the  waste  disposal  problems,  the 
States  and  towns  across  America  have 
been  a  laboratory  of  unique  and  cre- 
ative solutions  to  their  waste  prob- 
lems. These  non  Federal  solutions  to 
the  waste  problem  have  led  to  nonuni- 
form statutes  and  nonuniform  prob- 
lems that  were  inadvertently  not  fixed 
by  S.  534. 

At  subcommittee  markup,  over  50 
amendments  were  filed.  Changes  were 
accepted  to  respond  to  specific  prob- 
lems in  five  States.  Two  of  those 
States  need  additional  clarifying  lan- 
guage. 


A  colloquy  was  entered  into  for  an- 
other State  and  one  other  State  was 
promised  consideration  before  floor  ac- 
tion. These  seven  State-specific  amend- 
ments have  one  thing  in  common — each 
of  these  States  are  represented  by  Sen- 
ators who  sit  on  the  Environment  and 
Public  Works  Committee. 

It  is  a  complicated  issue.  I  wish  we 
had  been  able  to  resolve  these  issues 
before  we  got  to  the  floor  here.  But  it 
was  necessary  to  get  this  bill  on  the 
agenda  for  all  kinds  of  reasons  and,  as 
a  consequence,  we  are  where  we  are. 
But  we  still  have  a  lot  of  work  to  do. 

Because  many  States  have  delegated 
waste  control  authorities  to  lower  lev- 
els of  government  that  do  not  employ 
Washington  counsel,  many  commu- 
nities are  still  reviewing  the  commit- 
tee's reported  product,  still  looking  at 
what  is  being  offered.  And  we  always 
have  that  from  the  States  when  they 
have  an  interest  or  when  they  have  a 
particular  problem  with  a  piece  of  leg- 
islation. They  have  not  had  time 
enough  yet  to  deal  with  it. 

New  situations  that  seem  consistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  authors  but  not 
exactly  fitting  the  language  of  the  bill, 
are  still  being  discovered. 

Mr.  President,  flow  control  is  not 
necessary  or  even  preferable  for  every 
State.  Each  State  is  different.  It  has 
its  own  unique  needs.  But  this  bill,  as 
written,  is  not  acceptable  by  my  Gov- 
ernor, Christine  Todd  Whitman,  and 
neither  is  it  acceptable  to  many  others. 
As  those  who  have  been  involved  in  the 
flow  control  discussions  over  the  years, 
New  Jersey  has  the  most  sweeping  and 
encompassing  system  and  it  has  been  a 
success. 

In  the  1980's,  New  Jersey's  environ- 
mental initiatives  to  close  substandard 
landfills  drastically  reduced  the 
State's  disposal  capacity.  New  Jersey's 
waste  quickly  became  a  burden  for 
other  States  as  the  need  to  export  our 
waste  grew. 

The  high  cost  and  market  volatility 
associated  with  exporting  waste  trig- 
gered a  garbage  crisis  and  strained  mu- 
nicipal resources.  It  was  at  this  time 
that  elected  officials  of  both  parties  in 
New  Jersey  accepted  the  responsibility 
to  develop  a  solid  waste  management 
system  that  would  provide  long-term 
stability  and  ultimately,  self-suffi- 
ciency. 

"Self-sufficiency"  simply  meaning 
that  we  could  take  care  of  all  of  our 
waste  disposal  needs  within  our  State's 
borders.  It  could  not  happen  overnight. 
We  tried  to  stop  it  when  it  came  from 
other  places,  and  we  were  turned  down 
by  the  courts.  As  I  have  said  now  sev- 
eral times,  we  could  not  stand  to  have 
our  shifting  of  material  suddenly  cut 
off  from  other  States  when  now  we  are 
an  exporter. 

It  was  clear  to  the  State  that  other 
States  would  not  accept  New  Jersey's 
wjiste  forever  and  Federal  legislation 
to  eliminate  waste  exports  was  inevi- 


table. To  meet  the  goal  of  self-suffi- 
ciency, flow  control  laws  have  been  in 
place  in  New  Jersey  since  1979  and  con- 
trol all  of  the  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
in  the  State.  Flow  control  has  been  a 
significant  part  of  New  Jersey's  ability 
to  build  an  infrastructure,  mostly  land- 
fills, to  handle  the  14  million  tons  of 
solid  waste  requiring  disposal  annu- 
ally. 

Since  1988.  exports  of  municipal  solid 
waste  from  New  Jersey  have  decreased 
50  percent.  If  the  flow  control  author- 
ity from  last  year's  bill  is  included  in 
legislation  that  passes  this  body.  New 
Jersey  will  be  self-sufficient  by  the 
year  2000.  only  5  years  away. 

New  Jersey's  recycling  programs  are 
also  dependent  on  revenues  received 
from  use  of  New  Jersey  waste  manage- 
ment facilities.  Today.  New  Jersey  re- 
cycles over  53  percent  of  its  waste. 

Despite  New  Jersey's  system,  it  is 
not  a  system  that  leaves  out  the  pri- 
vate sector.  The  private  sector  has 
built  and  operates  most  of  the  waste 
facilities  in  the  State.  Through  com- 
petitive bidding,  the  authorities  within 
the  State  ensure  services  will  be  pro- 
vided at  the  lowest  cost.  The  collec- 
tion, transportation,  construction  of 
disposal  facilities,  and  their  oper- 
ations, are  all  services  for  which  bids 
are  sought. 

Governor  Whitman  testified  that 
"every  major  waste  management  firm 
in  America,  and  a  laundry  list  of  small- 
er waste  cbmpanies,  operate  in  New 
Jersey  today,  and  we  are  in  the  17th 
year  of  a  flow  control  system.  That  is 
not  a  Government  monopoly.  " 

Because  of  New  Jersey's  unique  sys- 
tem where  all  the  wastes  are  now  flow 
controlled,  without  additional  amend- 
ments, a  waste  crisis  will  inevitably 
occur.  Once  part  of  our  system  is  no 
longer  flow  controlled,  wastes  will  flow 
out  of  State. 

New.  in-state  replacement  facilities 
will  be  impossible  to  finance  or  justify 
economically  although  the  supply  of 
trash  will  be  there,  the  trash  will  flow 
out-of-state.  Even  BFI.  the  company 
leading  the  fight  against  flow  control, 
acknowledges  that  new  private  facili- 
ties in  the  State  would  not  be  practical 
without  flow  control,  without  the  abil- 
ity to  direct  where  this  trash  flows. 

Even  without  the  recycling  fees,  it  is 
and  will  continue  to  be  cheaper  to 
dump  garbage  in  a  landfill  in  Penn- 
sylvania or  other  States  than  to  handle 
it  anywhere  in  New  Jersey.  This  is  ap- 
pealing, in  the  short  term,  for  some  of 
the  mayors  and  some  of  the  commu- 
nities and  towns  in  New  Jersey. 

But  the  free  market  available  over 
the  border  is  subject  to  governmental 
closure  by  title  I  of  this  very  bill. 
Without  flow  control,  what  is  now  a  de- 
creasing waiste  problem  will  again  be- 
come a  garbage  crisis.  Without  flow 
control,  communities  will  again  give 
their  garbage  to  low-cost  haulers  and 
hope  it  ends  up  in  certified  RCRA  fa- 
cilities,  as  opposed   to   being  dumped 


casually  someplace  in  an  unlicensed  fa- 
cility that  they  do  not  have  control 
over. 

Without  flow  control,  communities 
will  select  haulers  on  the  basis  of  only 
one  factor,  and  that  is  price.  But  all  of 
us  know  that  the  cheapest  alternative 
is  not  always  the  best  or  the  legal  one. 

Without  flow  control,  we  will  see 
more  illegal  midnight  dumping. 

Mr.  President,  to  protect  my  State,  I 
will  be  offering  an  amendment  to  pro- 
tect the  flow  control  system  in  exist- 
ence in  New  Jersey.  With  this  amend- 
ment, I  can  state  that  New  Jersey  will 
not  be  sending  garbage  out-of-state 
after  the  year  2000,  We  just  need  that 
window  of  time  to  deal  with  it. 

Another  alternative  is  to  not  fix 
State  problems  one  by  one,  but  to  have 
a  generic  fix  that  was  the  essence  of  S. 
2345  last  year. 

Depending  on  the  amendment  process 
we  are  going  to  be  using  in  this  debate, 
I  will  be  considering  offering  such 
amendment  based  on  that  agreement 
and  which  I  introduced  in  this  Congress 
as  S.  398. 

Mr.  President,  the  Governor  of  New 
Jersey.  Christine  Todd  Whitman,  testi- 
fied before  the  committee  on  this  im- 
portant issue.  She  said: 

It  has  been  arg-ued  by  some,  and  may  be 
said  again,  that  How  control  legislation  is  at 
odds  with  the  goals  and  philosophy  of  the 
new  Congress.  The  contrary  is  true.  A  flow 
control  bill  that  ensures  private  sector  com- 
petition while  allowing  local  governments  to 
make  long-term  waste  management  plans  is 
entirely  consistent  with  the  goals  of  this 
Congress.  If  Congress  denies  flow  control  au- 
thority to  New  Jersey,  it  essentially  man- 
dates that  States  like  Pennsylvania  and 
Ohio  take  trash  from  my  State,  only  because 
land  cost  in  those  States  are  lower  than  in 
New  Jersey. 

Mr.  President,  the  interests  of  the  ex- 
porting States  and  importing  States 
are  not  in  conflict.  New  Jersey  does 
not  want  to  send  its  waste  out-of- 
State.  It  wants  to  be  self-sufficient. 
But  to  be  self-sufficient,  it  needs  to 
protect  its  flow  control  system  and  it 
needs  several  years  to  be  totally  self- 
sufficient.  Without  that  protection,  the 
fears  of  the  proponents  of  interstate  re- 
strictions, will  be  realized  and  wastes 
will  again  flow  out  of  states  looking  for 
cheap  places  to  send  their  garbage. 

In  March  of  this  year,  the  National 
Governors  unanimously  passed  a  reso- 
lution reaffirming  a  mutual  commit- 
ment to  each  State's  management  of 
waste  within  its  borders  and  endorsed 
the  use  of  flow  control  in  the  pursuit  of 
self-sufficiency. 

Because  title  II  is  so  much  more  re- 
strictive that  last  year's  bill,  it  will  be 
necessary  for  New  Jersey  to  send  more 
of  its  waste  out-of-State.  Unless  title  II 
is  corrected,  I  must  strongly  oppose 
the  existing  title  I  and  any  amend- 
ments that  further  limit  the  State's 
options  of  going  out  of  State, 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  my  dis- 
sertation just  now  does  not  compare 


with  some  of  the  most  important  dec- 
larations delivered  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S,  Senate  nor  in  this  great  city  of 
Washington,  However,  without 

trivializing  the  problem.  I  just  want  to 
make  the  case  once  more  that  it  can- 
not exist  both  ways:  We  cannot  say  to 
the  States  you  are  not  allowed  to  con- 
trol the  flow  of  trash  within  your  State 
and.  on  the  other  hand,  face  the  very 
high  risk  of  having  a  law  created  that 
says.  "Uh-uh.  you  can't  ship  it  to  my 
State  or  any  other  State  that  now  or  in 
the  future  may  import  trash." 

So  we  have  to  arrive  at  a  balance. 
That  is  what  I  have  been  saying 
through  that  flood  of  words  that  I  have 
been  issuing  for  the  last  25  minutes  or 
so.  The  subject  is  not  an  easy  one.  It  is 
not  a  pleasant  one.  Garbage  never  is. 
But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  is 
our  garbage  and  it  is  our  problem  and 
there  is  not  a  State  exempt  from  the 
problem.  Today's  importer  may  be  to- 
morrow's exporter,  which  we  bitterly 
discovered  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
over  23  years  ago. 

So  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  will  comply  with  our  request  to 
give  the  States  the  authority  that  they 
need  to  handle  their  garbage  within  the 
State  with  the  same  authority  they 
will  have  to  keep  waste  out  of  their 
States, 

With  that,  I  yield  the  floor,  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll, 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 
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Mr,  LAUTENBERG,  Mr.  President.  I 
promise  there  will  not  be  a  second 
speech  similar  to  the  one  I  just  deliv- 
ered. This  is  a  simple  request,  Mr, 
President.  And  that  is.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  Douglas  Johnson,  of 
Senator  Wellstone's  office,  and  Jill 
Schneiderman,  of  Senator  D.^schle's 
office,  be  given  the  privilege  of  the 
floor  during  the  consideration  of  S.  534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Chair,  I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll, 

Mr,  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr,  DOLE,  Mr,  President,  first,  I  re- 
mind my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  that  S,  770  is  still  at  the  desk 
and  will   be   there   until    the   close   of 


business  today.  If  colleagues  on  either 
side  are  interested  in  cosponsoring  the 
bill  which  would  ultimately  move  the 
embassy  in  Israel  from  Tel  Aviv  to  Je- 
rusalem, we  hope  you  will  take  advan- 
tage and  cosponsor  the  measure. 

Second,  we  are  on  the  Interstate 
Transportation  of  Municipal  Solid 
Waste  Act  of  1995,  and  we  have  not 
been  on  it  long,  only  since  about  1 
o'clock.  I  know  a  lot  of  good  opening 
statements  have  been  made,  I  under- 
stand there  are  a  lot  of  amendments,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  who  may  not  be  on 
the  floor,  or  their  staffs  who  may  be 
listening  in  their  offices,  if  Members 
have  amendments,  we  would  like  to 
have  some  votes  here  this  afternoon. 
We  would  like  to  keep  this  bill  moving. 

I  am  tempted  to  file  cloture  on  the 
whole  bill  this  afternoon  and  have  a 
cloture  vote  on  Friday.  I  would  rather 
not  do  that.  I  would  rather  have  Mem- 
bers come  to  the  floor  and  offer  their 
amendments.  But  I  am  certain  the 
managers  are  here  and  they  are  pre- 
pared to  do  business.  I  know  there  is 
one  amendment  under  discussion  now. 
I  have  heard  there  are  dozens  and  doz- 
ens of  amendments.  If  we  are  going  to 
complete  action  on  this  bill  by  Friday, 
we  need  to  move  quickly. 

I  say  to  all  of  my  colleagues  that  if 
you  have  an  amendment,  come  to  the 
floor  and  let  us  enter  into  a  time  agree- 
ment of  30.  40  minutes,  whatever,  and 
dispose  of  some  of  these  amendments 
this  afternoon.  Senator  Smith  is  here. 
Senator  Chafee  is  here.  Senator  Bau- 
cus  has  been  here,  so  I  think  you  are 
prepared  to  do  business,  right? 

Mr,  SMITH.  Yes.  If  the  majority 
leader  will  yield,  the  majority  leader  is 
correct,  I  think  if  the  bill  does  not  get 
completed  this  week  because  these 
amendments  do  not  get  offered,  they 
are  jeopardizing  the  things  we  are  try- 
ing to  accomplish.  We  are  here,  and  if 
those  who  have  amendments  get  them 
here,  we  can  finish  this  by  this  week. 

Mr,  DOLE,  We  may  be  on  the  budget 
resolution  as  early  as  Tuesday  of  next 
week.  So  the  window  is  not  very  broad 
here.  This  is  important  legislation  that 
affects  everybody  all  over  the  country. 
Tonight  we  cannot  stay  in  as  late  as  I 
would  like  to  because  we  have  the  Sen- 
ate spouses  annual  dinner  this  evening. 
We  will  have  to  probably  stop  about  7, 
So  tomorrow  night  we  can  go  late  and 
late  Friday  afternoon. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  again  to  cooper- 
ate and  help  us  move  the  business  of 
the  Senate  so  that  we  can  move  on  to 
something  else. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  say  to  the  majority  leader 
and  to  the  managers  that  I  appreciate 
wanting  to  move  forward.  We  are  try- 
ing to  work  out  something  on  an 
amendment  right  now.  I  think  it  is  an 
important  piece  of  legislation.  I  hope 
we  are  close, 

I  yield  the  floor, 

Mr,  DOLE,  Mr,  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  750 

(Purpose:  To  clarify  the  continuation  of  flow 
control  authority  where  such  authority 
was  imposed  prior  to  May  15.  1994) 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
for  being  kind  enough  to  defer  to  me.  I 
am  hoping  that  we  will  be  able  to  go 
forward  with  an  amendment,  if  we  can 
do  it  in  a  very  brief  period  of  time.  I 
asked  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
for  his  permission  to  do  so.  I  will  wait 
for  a  moment,  if  the  Senator  would  be 
patient. 

Mr.  President.  I  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jef- 
fords). The  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
WELLSTONE]  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 750. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  further  reading  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pai?e  56.  line  10.  strike  "is  imposed"  and 
insert  "had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  and  was  being-  implemented  on  May  15. 
1994."  I 

On  page  56.  line  12.  insert  ":'  after  "sub- 
division" and  strike  "in  effect  on  May  15. 
1994-. 

On  pag-e  60.  lines  4-5.  strike  "was  in  effect 
prior  to"  and  insert  such  authority  was  im- 
posed prior  to  May  15.  1994  and  was  being  im- 
plemented on". 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  speak  to  a  subject  that  is 
of  the  greatest  importance  to  many 
communities  in  my  State  of  Min- 
nesota, and  indeed  to  communities 
across  the  country. 

The  topic  is  flow  control,  and  par- 
ticularly as  it  relates  to  S.  534,  the 
Interstate  Transportation  of  Municipal 
Solid  Waste  Act  of  1995.  For  those  Sen- 
ators who  may  not  be  familiar  with  the 
subject  of  flow  control— although  you 
are  likely  to  be  very  familiar  with  it 
once  we  all  finish  with  this  bill— you 
should  take  a  moment  and  talk  to  the 
people  in  your  communities  who  are  re- 
sponsible every  day  of  the  week  for 
picking  up  the  trash,  finding  a  way  to 
dispose  of  it,  and  doing  so  in  an  afford- 
able and  ecologically  sound  manner. 
People  like  Mr.  Rob  Dunnette.  the 
plant  manager  at  the  Olmstead  County 
Waste-To-Energy  facility  in  Rochester, 
MN. 

Mr.  President,  in  1980  my  State  of 
Minnesota,    the    cost    of   disposing    of 
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solid  wastes  in  municipal  landfills  vnras 
on  the  rise  *  *  *  and  the  amount  \ot 
available  landfill  space  was  on  the  de- 
cline. "At  that  time,"  says  Mr. 
Dunnette.  "our  landfills  were  filling 
up,  and  there  was  a  lot  of  material 
going  into  landfills  that  shouldn't 
have."  The  Minnesota  State  legislature 
responded  by  passing  the  Solid  Waste 
Management  Act  of  1980.  an  act  which 
sought  to  give  local  communities  the 
tools  they  needed  to  deal  with  the 
landfill  problem.  One  of  those  tools  was 
the  ability  to  take  on  for  themselves 
the  authority  to  control  the  flow  of 
municipal  solid  waste.  Says  Mr. 
Dunnette,  "The  Feds  and  the  State 
told  us  to  do  something  different,  do 
something  better  *  *  *  so  we  did." 

Mr.  President,  what  Olmstead  Coun- 
ty did  was  to  adopt  flow  control.  It  ob- 
tained $27  million  in  municipal  bonds 
for  the  construction  of  three  disposal 
facilities — one  for  hazardous  waste,  one 
for  recyclables.  and  one  to  convert  the 
remaining  solid  waste  into  steam, 
which  was  used  to  heat  neighboring 
buildings  and  generate  electricity. 

The  entire  plan  was  based  on  what 
the  State  and  Federal  Government  had 
been  encouraging  communities  to  do 
for  years— namely,  to  adopt  flow  con- 
trol authority  to  integrate  and  consoli- 
date the  disposal  of  municipal  solid 
wastes. 

And  it  worked.  In  fact  because  of  the 
many  counties— like  Olmstead  Coun- 
ty— that  began  to  engage  in  flow  con- 
trol, my  State  of  Minnesota  became  a 
national  example  of  how  flow  control 
could  be  an  effective  tool  in  managing 
our  local  solid  waste  streams  in  an  eco- 
nomically and  ecologically  sound  man- 
ner. 

That  is  until  May  15,  1994.  when  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  flow 
control  authority  was  unconstitutional 
unless  explicitly  granted  by  Congress. 
This  is  largely  why  all  of  us  are  here  on 
the  floor  today,  talking  about  flow  con- 
trol. 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  is  simple. 
The  bill  before  us  today,  as  it  is  writ- 
ten, excludes  man.v  Minnesota  commu- 
nities that  have  floated  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  municipal  bonds  to  build  facili- 
ties under  the  presumption  that  they 
could  engage  in  flow  control.  But  there 
is  a  solution  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  prepared  an 
amendment,  which  would  ensure  that 
all  of  the  Minnesota  counties  that  had 
engaged  in  flow  control  and  had  in- 
vested money  into  facilities  would  be 
allowed  to  continue  doing  so.  It  clears 
up  a  possible  misunderstanding,  and  I 
thank  my  colleagues  for  accepting  it. 

Let  us  be  clear:  My  amendment 
would  not  authorize  flow  control  for 
any  new  communities.  Some  commu- 
nities have  had  good  experience  with 
it;  clearly,  however,  it  is  not  right  for 
everyone.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  this 
is  a  decision  that  should  not  be  made 
here  in  Washington,  but  rather  in  the 
communities  directly  affected. 
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My  amendment  would  not  require 
anybody  to  use  flow  control  It  would 
only  allow  those  that  had  been  encour- 
aged to  engage  in  flow  control  since 
1980  by  the  State  and  Federal  Govern- 
ments, to  continue  to  do  so.  However 
without  my  amendment,  millions  upon 
millions  of  dollars  in  municipal  bonds 
in  Minnesota  could  be  put  at  risk.  As 
Mr.  Dunnette  said.  "We're  8  years  into 
our  20-year  bond  *  *  *  without  this  fix, 
it  is  possible,  if  not  probable,  that  we 
may  default  on  those  bonds.  " 

Mr.  President,  it  is  as  simple  as  that. 
If  ever  there  was  a  clear  example  of  a 
States-rights  issue,  this  is  it.  We  need 
to  address  this  issue  now,  but  we  need 
to  do  so  in  a  manner  that  is  responsive 
to  our  communities.  Our  communities 
are  telling  us  loud  and  clear  what  they 
need.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  listen 
to  them. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  amendment 
that  really  just  clears  up  a  possible 
misunderstanding.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island,  the  Senator  from 
Montana,  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  for  accepting  this  amend- 
ment. 

This  amendment  makes  it  clear  that 
when  a  county  has  gone  forward  with 
its  own  flow  control,  has  bonded,  and  is 
implementing  this,  that  they  clearly 
will  be  covered  by  this  bill.  I  believe 
the  managers  have  accepted  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  correct,  this  is 
acceptable  to  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  750)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Senator 
from  Vermont,  makes  a  motion  to  lay 
that  amendment  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  table  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
again  would  like  to  thank  my  col- 
leagues. 

This  was,  for  a  good  many  counties 
in  Minnesota,  a  very,  very  important 
question.  For  all  Senators,  whether 
Democrats  or  Republicans,  it  always 
feels  good  to  come  through  for  people 
in  your  State.  I  worked  hard  at  this.  I 
thank  my  colleagues  for  their  coopera- 
tion. I  yield  the  floor. 
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UNITED  STATES  ACTION  ON 
JAPAN  TRADE 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  our  United  States 
Trade  Representative,  Ambassador 
Kantor.  this  morning  announced  a  pair 
of  initiatives  regarding  our  trade  rela- 
tions with  Japan  for  which  he  is  to  be 
commended  and  which  deserve  the 
strong  support  of  this  body. 


With  respect  to  the  first  initiative. 
Ambassador  Kantor  has  announced  a 
plan  to  impose  trade  sanctions  under 
section  301  of  the  Trade  Act,  pursuant 
to  an  investigation  into  the  Japanese 
auto  parts  aftermarket.  On  this  issue, 
this  body  has  already  spoken  decisively 
by  agreeing  to  a  resolution  offered  on 
yesterday  by  the  two  leaders  and  my- 
self, and  the  vote  was  88-fl.  The  Senate, 
thereby,  decisively  supports  the  impo- 
sition of  such  sanctions,  given  the  com- 
plete unwillingness  of  the  Japanese  to 
address  their  market  closing  practices 
which  block  access  of  the  United 
States  parts  to  Japanese  consumers. 
This  has  resulted  in  persistent,  large 
trade  deficits  which  are  unfair  to  our 
industries  and  cost  tens  of  thousands  of 
jobs  every  day. 

The  Trade  Representative  is  on  solid 
ground  to  publish  a  proposed  retalia- 
tion list  under  section  301. 

Regarding  the  second  initiative,  the 
Trade  Representative  has  also  an- 
nounced his  intention  to  take  a  broad 
case  against  Japan's  automotive  prac- 
tices before  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion [WTO]  by  invoking  the  dispute 
settlement  mechanism.  As  stated  in  his 
letter  to  the  new  Director  General  of 
the  WTO,  the  case  will  be  based  on  the 
fact  that  "Japan  has  failed  to  carry 
out  its  obligations  under  the  WTO"  and 
thereby  "nullified  and  impaired  bene- 
fits accrued  to  the  United  States  under 
the  WTO",  and  "impedes  the  attain- 
ment of  important  objectives  of  the 
GATTand  the  WTO." 

As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  in  the 
debate  last  December  over  America's 
accession  to  the  new  WTO  system,  the 
question  of  the  impact  on  United 
States  sovereignty  by  creating  binding 
decisionmaking  dispute  settlement 
bodies  in  that  organization  was  dis- 
cussed. In  fact,  it  seems  clear  that 
some  other  nations  were  quick  to  sign 
up  to  the  WTO,  specifically  in  order  to 
attack  United  States  trade  laws. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  today,  a  former  Unit- 
ed States  trade  negotiator.  Alan  Wolff, 
stated  with  respect  to  the  context  of 
negotiations  creating  the  WTO, 

Our  neg^otiators  should  have  begun  to  rec- 
ognize that  there  was  something  suspect 
about  the  U.S.  proposal  for  an  automatically 
binding  system  when  the  rest  of  the  parties 
to  the  negotiation  made  an  about  face  and 
embraced  it.  They  thought  that  they  were 
curbing  America's  ability  to  act  under  sec- 
tion 301. 

So,  some  opinion  has  been  expressed 
that  it  would  be  risky  to  go  before  the 
WTO  in  that  a  dispute  settlement  panel 
could  rule  against  United  States  301  ac- 
tion in  imposing  new  retaliatory  tariffs 
on  Japanese  products. 

But  the  question  is,  what  is  in  the 
national  interest  of  the  United  States? 
Let  us  keep  our  eye  on  the  ball.  The 
case  of  Japanese  discrimination  on  a 
very  persistent  and  massive  scale  has 
been  clear  for  many  years  in  the  auto- 
motive market  as  well  as  in  other  mar- 


kets. No  serious  person  can  take  issue 
with  this. 

I  commend  the  approach  taken  by 
Ambassador  Kantor.  There  should  be  a 
good  case  against  Japanese  automotive 
industry  barriers  before  the  WTO  be- 
cause they  are  so  overwhelming — Japa- 
nese practices  overwhelm  tariff  sched- 
ules and  make  them  irrelevant  to  the 
real  dynamics  of  the  market.  If  there  is 
not  a  winnable  case,  I,  for  one,  would 
suspect  something  deeply  flawed  with 
WTO  decisionmaking  and  not  the  Unit- 
ed States'  case.  Let  me  say  that  again: 
If  there  is  not  a  winnable  case,  then  I, 
for  one,  would  suspect  something  deep- 
ly flawed  with  the  World  Trade  Organi- 
zation decisionmaking  and  not  some- 
thing flawed  about  the  United  States' 
case. 

The  U.S.  Trade  Representative  has 
maintained  consistently  that  the  oper- 
ation of  section  301  as  a  bilateral  mech- 
anism regarding  specific  barriers  and 
practices  is  completely  appropriate  at 
the  same  time  that  we  also  attempt  to 
breathe  life  into  the  new  WTO  dispute 
system.  WTO  rules  do  not  cover  the 
complete  range  of  barriers  that  are 
practiced  by  the  Japanese  and,  there- 
fore, 301  treatment  is  totally  appro- 
priate in  many  instances.  Further- 
more, as  a  general  matter,  it  certainly 
appears  reasonable  to  believe  that  if 
Japanese  practices  nullify  the  value  to 
be  gained  from  the  tariff-lowering  re- 
gime of  the  GATT,  then  the  United 
States  should  prevail  in  a  World  Trade 
Organization  dispute. 

The  Trade  Representative  has  estab- 
lished a  two-track  approach  taking  the 
initiative  before  the  WTO  and  exercis- 
ing our  bilateral  rights  under  our  trade 
law.  I  do  not  see  any  inconsistency  in 
this  approach.  It  is  the  right  approach 
because  our  practices  in  our  market 
are  transparent  and  open,  while  Ja- 
pan's practices  are  not.  Thus,  it  is  a 
fair  challenge  to  the  WTO  to  recognize 
and  act  on  the  reality  of  the  market 
situation. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
letter  sent  yesterday  from  Ambassador 
Kantor  to  the  new  Director  General  of 
the  WTO,  Mr.  Renato  Ruggerio,  which 
gives  prefiling  notification  of  the  in- 
tention of  the  United  States  to  initiate 
a  WTO  challenge  against  Japanese 
automotive  discrimination.  In  addi- 
tion, I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
include  an  op-ed  piece  from  today's 
Washington  Post  by  the  vice  chairman 
of  the  Chrysler  Corp.,  Mr.  Thomas  G. 
Denomme,  outlining  in  detail  problems 
that  Chrysler  has  experienced  in  at- 
tempting to  break  into  the  Japanese 
market. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Executive  Office  of  the 
President. 
U.S.  Trade  Representative. 

Washington.  DC. 
Renato  Rugoiero. 

Director-General.    World    Trade    Organization, 
Geneva.  Switzerland. 

Dear  Director-General:  I  am  writing  you 
today  to  give  pre-fillng  notification  of  the 
intention  of  the  United  States  to  invoke  the 
dispute  settlement  mechanism  of  the  WTO  to 
challenge  the  discrimination  against  United 
States  and  other  competitive  foreign  prod- 
ucts in  the  market  for  automobiles  and  auto- 
motive parts  in  Japan  It  is  our  intention  to 
officially  file  a  case  with  the  World  Trade 
Organization  (WTO)  in  approximately  45 
days. 

Through  its  actions  and  inactions  with  re- 
spect to  the  automotive  sector.  Japan  has 
failed  to  carrj-  out  its  obligations  under  the 
WTO.  has  nullified  and  impaired  benefits  ac- 
cruing to  the  United  States  under  the  WTO. 
and  has  fostered  a  situation  in  the  auto- 
motive sector  that  nullifies  and  impairs  such 
benefits,  and  impedes  the  attainment  of  im- 
portant objectives  of  the  GATT  and  the 
WTO. 

The  market  access  problems  in  the  auto- 
motive sector  reflect  problems  endemic  in 
many  sectors  in  Japan.  Relative  to  gross  do- 
mestic product,  Japan  imports  far  fewer 
manufactured  goods  than  any  other  G-7 
country  and  maintains  a  persistent  surplus 
in  its  global  trade  and  current  accounts.  Ja- 
pan's imports  of  manufactured  goods  are 
one-fifth  to  one-tenth  the  level  of  European 
countries  and  nearly  one-third  the  level  of 
the  United  States,  relative  to  GDP.  Over- 
regulation,  toleration  of  market  restrictive 
practices  and  market  structures,  and  perva- 
sive and  unwarranted  intervention  in  the 
Japanese  economy  all  work  together  to  sys- 
tematically discriminate  against  foreign 
competitive  imports. 

The  United  States  has  focussed  on  the 
automotive  sector  because  of  its  central  im- 
portance to  the  United  States  and  other 
economies,  and  its  huge  contribution  to  the 
U.S. -Japan  trade  imbalance.  This  sector  ac- 
counts for  almost  5  percent  of  the  US.  GDP, 
and  it  directly  provides  jobs  for  2.5  million 
Americans.  The  1994  US. -Japan  trade  imbal- 
ance in  the  automotive  sector  was  $37  bil- 
lion, nearly  60  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  trade 
deficit  with  Japan  and  nearly  a  quarter  of 
the  entire  U.S.  global  trade  deficit. 

This  trade  imbalance  reflects  a  lack  of  ac- 
cess for  foreign  autos  and  auto  parts  to  the 
Japanese  market  for  the  past  35  years.  In 
Japan  today,  foreign  automobiles  have  a  4.6 
percent  share  of  the  market.  In  the  United 
States,  foreign  autos  occupy  a  32.5  percent 
share  of  the  market.  Throughout  the  rest  of 
the  G-7,  foreign  cars  range  from  33  to  55  per- 
cent of  the  market  In  Japan,  foi^ign  auto 
parts  account  for  only  2.6  percent  of  the  mar- 
ket. In  the  United  States,  foreign  parts  make 
up  35  percent  of  the  market  Throughout  the 
rest  of  the  G-1.  the  market  share  of  foreign 
parts  ranges  from  16  to  60  percent. 

While  we  are  first  and  foremost  concerned 
about  the  impact  of  Japan's  automotive  bar- 
riers and  restrictive  practices  on  the  inter- 
ests of  U.S.  companies  and  workers,  this  Is  a 
general  international  economic  problem,  ad- 
versely affecting  the  interests  of  many  trad- 
ing nations.  Japan's  huge  ti^de  imbalances 
in  the  automotive  sector  contribute  substan- 
tially to  unstable  international  economic 
conditions  which  undermine  global  economic 
recovery  and  growth,  and  the  health  of  the 
international  trading  system. 

The  Government  of  Japan  in  the  past  Im- 
plemented measures  to  protect  the  domestic 
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automobile  industry,  such  as  discriminatory 

allocation  of  capital,  foreipm  investment  re- 
strictions, high  tariffs,  and  a  range  of  other 
measures.  As  these  barriers  were  removed 
and  as  tariffs  were  reduced  through  multilat- 
eral tariff  negotiations,  the  Government  of 
Japan  developed  other  measures  to  protect 
domestic  producers  from  foreign  competi- 
tion. Such  measures  included,  among  others, 
excessively  burdensome  inspection  require- 
ments for  imported  vehicles,  discriminatory 
access  to  vehicle  registration  data,  and 
maintaining  an  unreasonably  complex  sys- 
tem of  motor  vehicle  inspection  and  repair 
regulations. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Japanese  auto- 
motive sector  as  it  has  developed  has  been 
pervasively  characterized  by  close  interlock- 
ing relationships  between  auto  manufactur- 
ers, suppliers,  distributors,  dealers,  and 
those  who  repair  and  inspect  cars.  The  Gov- 
ernment of  Japan  has  guided  or  tolerated  the 
creation  by  industry  of  informal  market  re- 
strictive measures  and  market  structures, 
which  have  placed  a  critical  role  in  exclud- 
ing foreign  competitive  suppliers  of  autos 
and  auto  parts  from  the  market. 

Foreign  motor  vehicle  manufacturers  now 
face  a  situation  in  which  limited  access  to 
auto  dealerships — which  until  recently  were 
prohibited  from  carrying  products  from  com- 
peting suppliers  and  which  still  fear  that 
carrying  a  competitor  s  products  will  dam- 
age their  relationship  with  their  current  sup- 
plier—senously  impedes  market  access.  In 
addition,  foreign  auto  parts  suppliers  find  it 
virtually  impossible  to  sell  high  value-added 
parts  to  Japanese  manufacturers. 

In  the  auto  parts  aftermarket,  excessive 
and  complex  regulations  channel  most  re- 
pairs to  garages  tied  closely  to  Japanese 
parts  manufacturers,  which  results  in  mar- 
ket discrimination.  While  we  are  very  con- 
scious of  the  need  for  any  country  to  estab- 
lish regulations  pertaining  to  safety  and  the 
environment,  the  Japanese  regulations  in 
the  aftermarket  go  far  beyond  what  is  nec- 
essary to  protect  those  interests,  and  are  ap- 
plied with  the  effect  of  creating  unnecessary 
obstacles  to  international  trade  Japan  has 
cVifio.en  fo  create  and  mainfAin  a  regulatory 
system  which  effectively  locks  out  foreign 
competitors  and  imposes  extraordinary  addi- 
tional costs  on  Japanese  consumers.  Accord- 
ing to  our  estimates.  Japan's  34  million 
households  would  save  J24  billion  annually 
from  deregulation  of  the  auto  parts 
aftermarket. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  United  States  and 
Japan  have  been  discussing  measures  to  sub- 
stantially increase  access  and  sales  of  for- 
eign competitive  autos  and  auto  parts  In  the 
Japanese  market.  After  long  negotiations, 
the  United  States  and  Japan  have  been  un- 
able to  reach  agreement  regarding  any  of  the 
three  principal  areas — access  and  sales  of 
motor  vehicles,  original  equipment  parts, 
and  replacement  parts — that  are  crucial  to  a 
meaningful  solution. 

I  have  directed  a  task  force  of  lawyers  and 
economists  to  ready  our  case  for  submission 
to  the  WTO.  I  must  underline  the  seriousness 
of  our  intentions  in  this  matter. 
Yours  sincerely. 

Michael  Kantor. 

Japan:  One-way  Trade  Tactics 
U.S.  Trade  Ambassador  Mickey  Kantor  is 
currently  toe  to  toe  with  the  Japanese  in  the 
most  contentious  trade  negotiations  to  date. 
The  aim  is  to  open  Japan  to  American  vehi- 
cles and  parts  Agreements  have  been 
reached  in  theory  to  open  Japan  to  foreign 
Insurance,  medical  equipment,  telecommuni- 


cations equipment  and  glass.  But  the  tough- 
est and  most  important  sector — auto- 
motive— remains  unresolved. 

The  total  American  trade  deficit  with 
Japan  last  year  was  $66  billion,  and  60  per- 
cent of  that — more  than  J36  billion— was  in 
auto  trade  alone.  We  can't  fix  the  trade  gap 
with  Japan  unless  we  fix  the  auto  sector. 
And  make  no  mistake,  the  Japanese  domes- 
tic industry  is  virtually  closed  to  foreigners 
and  will  remain  closed  unless  we.  as  a  na- 
tion, force  them  to  open  it.  Here  are  just  a 
few  facts: 

American  companies  have  sold  400,000  vehi- 
cles in  Japan  in  the  past  25  years.  Japanese 
companies  have  sold  40  million  in  this  coun- 
try. Japanese  consumers  bought  6.5  million 
vehicles  last  year  Only  301.391  were  im- 
ported—less than  5  percent  of  the  market. 
We  project  that  Big  Three  sales  in  Japan  will 
increase  this  year  by  about  12.000  vehicles. 
Japan  ships  that  many  to  the  United  States 
every  three  days.  The  Japanese  auto  parts 
market  is  worth  $107  billion  per  year  Ameri- 
ca's world-class  suppliers  have  less  than  2 
percent  of  that  business,  even  with  the  weak- 
est dollar  since  World  War  II. 

Japan  does  not  play  by  the  same  rule  book 
as  Western  nations.  It  is  a  closed,  mercantil- 
istic  society  with  government  and  business 
working  hand  in  hand  to  prevent  any  serious 
foreign  competition  in  the  home  market, 
while  waging  an  economic  war  of  conquest  in 
overseas  markets.  With  the  second-largest 
economy  in  the  world,  Japan  is  simply  too 
big  and  too  important  for  such  behavior  to 
be  tolerated.  It  also  sends  the  wrong  message 
to  newly  developing  economies  that  one-way 
trade  is  an  acceptable  model  to  follow.  It  is 
time  for  the  Japanese  traders  to  grow  up  and 
act  like  responsible  economic  adults  in  the 
world  trading  system.  That  system  is  based 
on  reciprocity.  You  can  sell  to  us  if  we  can 
sell  to  you. 

Totally  free  trade  has  always  been  a  text- 
book theory.  It  has  never  existed  in  reality. 
However,  when  a  major  trading  nation  con- 
sistently and  egregiously  violates  the  rules 
of  reciprocity  to  beggar  its  neighbors,  it  can 
ultimately  lead  to  the  collapse  of  world 
trade  Other  nations  eventually  find  the 
costs  of  such  violations  to  their  own  produc- 
ers to  be  too  great,  and  a  major  trade  war  de- 
velops. 

The  Japanese  or  their  apologists  contin- 
ually protest  that  their  auto  markets  are 
not  closed  to  imports.  It's  just  that  we  don't 
try  hard  enough,  or  that  our  vehicles  are  too 
big  or  that  the  steering  wheel  is  on  the 
wrong  side. 

It  all  boils  down  to  an  argument  that  Japa- 
nese roads  and  drivers  are  unique  and  un- 
suited  to  "foreign"  vehicles  and  parts — just 
as  a  Japanese  baseball  was  unique  and  un- 
suitable for  "foreign"  bats,  and  Japanese 
snow  was  unique  and  unsuitable  for  "for- 
eign "  skis  and  just  as  (for  23  years)  Japanese 
stomachs  were  unique  and  unsuitable  for 
"foreign"  apples.  The  list  is  endless,  and  the 
arguments  are  all  bunk. 

All  of  the  US.  companies  have  right-hand- 
drive  vehicles.  Chrysler  was  the  first  of  the 
Big  Three  to  export  a  nght-hand-drive  vehi- 
cle from  the  United  States  to  Japan  with  the 
Jeep  Cherokee.  The  sport  utility  segment  is 
an  Increasingly  popular  segment  of  the  Japa- 
nese market,  just  as  it  is  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe.  Last  year.  197.877  sport 
utility  vehicles  were  sold  in  Japan.  Chrysler 
sold  13.208  vehicles  in  Japan;  12.701  of  them 
were  Jeep  vehicles.  That  is  an  improvement 
over  1993.  but  it  is  still  not  a  level  we  would 
expect  in  an  open  market.  Japanese  officials 
contend  that  our  sales  are  going  through  the 


ceiling.  If  so.  it's  a  very  low  ceiling  Those 
12.701  Jeep  vehicles  represented  only  6.4  per- 
cent of  the  sport  utility  market  in  Japan. 

In  the  United  Kingdom,  a  market  we  have 
only  recently  entered,  we  captured  a  30  per- 
cent share  of  the  ga.soline-powered  sport  util- 
ity market.  Both  markets  are  right-hand 
drive.  Both  have  domestic  sport  utility  man- 
ufacturers If  we  had  achieved  a  30  percent 
share  in  Japan,  our  sales  would  have  totaled 
59.363  vehicles  in  1994 

Chrysler  projects  sales  in  Japan  of  20.000 
vehicles  in  1995  This  increase  can  be  attrib- 
uted to  a  number  of  things— favorable  ex- 
change rates,  competitive  pricing  on  our  ve- 
hicles (we  just  lowered  our  Jeep  prices  by  10 
percent),  the  popularity  of  the  sport  utility 
segment  and.  certainly,  the  current  negotia- 
tions and  pressure  by  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. History  shows  that  Japan  doesn't 
liberalize  entry  unless  there  is  a  reason  to  do 
so. 

Last  year.  Chrysler  opened  a  new  office  in 
Tokyo  and  expanded  our  staff  there.  In  early 
1996  we  will  introduce  a  right-hand-drive 
Grand  Cherokee  in  Japan,  followed  by  a 
right-hand-drive  Neon  and.  in  early  1997,  a 
right-hand-drive  version  of  our  new  minivan 
We  are  making  these  substantial  commit- 
ments of  money,  time  and  engineering  talent 
because  we  are  counting  on  the  continued  ef- 
forts of  the  U.S.  government  to  expand  entry 
into  the  Japanese  market  and  other  auto 
markets  around  the  world 

Chrysler  is  committed  to  breaking  into  the 
Japane.se  market  and  will  continue  to  ex- 
pand our  presence  there  with  more  products 
and  staff  support  and  by  testing  the  Japa- 
nese auto  manufacturers'  latest  message: 
that  Japanese  dealers  are  free  to  sell  what- 
ever vehicles  they  choose.  We  will  be  knock- 
ing on  dealers'  doors,  trying  to  establish 
broader  distribution  opportunities  for  our 
products.  We  will  provide  .Japanese  dealers 
with  more  products  and  profits.  And  we  will 
offer  the  Japanese  consumer  a  wider  choice 
of  vehicles. 

A  trade  agreement  that  provides  real  ac- 
cess to  Japan's  vehicle  and  parts  markets  is 
critical,  not  only  to  the  Big  Three  and  our 
employees,  but  to  all  of  the  related  indus- 
tries that  supply  the  industry:  semiconduc- 
tors, electronics,  steel,  aluminum,  chemi- 
cals, rubber,  machine  tools  and  many  others. 
All  told,  about  1.5  million  employees  of 
America's  automakers  and  their  suppliers 
are  waiting  for  Japan  to  remove  its  "do  not 
enter"  sign. 

Regardless  of  successes  in  other  sectors, 
the  U.S. -Japan  framework  negotiations  will 
fail  both  the  American  producers  and  the 
Japanese  consumers  if  the  automobile  sector 
is  not  opened  to  U.S.  vehicles  and  parts. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  751 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
an     amendment    offered     by     Senator 


Kempthorne.  I  send  the  amendment  to 
the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Smith],  for  Mr.  Kempthorne.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  751. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  69,  line  13,  strike  the  word,  "re- 
mote". 

On  page  69.  line  19,  after  the  word,  "infeasi- 
ble".  insert  the  word.  "or". 

On  page  69.  lines  21  and  22.  strike  the 
words,  "the  unit  shall  be  exempt  from  those 
requirements"  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the 
words,  "the  State  may  exempt  the  unit  from 
some  or  all  of  those  requirements  ", 

On  page  69.  line  22.  add  the  following  new 
sentence:  "This  subsection  shall  apply  only 
to  solid  waste  landfill  units  that  dispose  of 
less  than  20  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
daily,  based  on  an  annual  average.". 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  has  been  agreed  to  on  both 
sides. 

There  is  no  objection  on  either  side. 
It  is  a  technical  amendment  to  title  III 
and  it  deals  with  ground  water  mon- 
itoring. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  751)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  floor  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Chafee]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Chafee  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  786  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  order  for  the  quorum  call 
be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  Senator  from  Ohio  is 
recognized. 


CRIME  IN  AMERICA 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
coming  weeks  the  Senate  will  once 
again  turn  to  the  very  important  issue 
of  crime.  Within  the  next  few  days  I 
will  be  introducing  on  this  floor  a 
crime  bill  of  my  own.  Over  the  next  4 
days  I  intend  to  discuss  on  each  one  of 
those  4  days  a  different  aspect  of  the 
crime  bill  that  I  will  be  introducing. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  start  by  talk- 
ing about  two  truly  fundamental  and 
basic  issues  and  questions.  First,  what 
is  the  proper  role  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  fighting  crime  in  this  coun- 
try? Second,  despite  all  of  the  rhetoric, 
what  really  works  in  law  enforcement? 
What  matters?  What  does  not  matter? 
What  is  rhetoric  and  what  is  reality? 
What  can  the  Federal  Government  do 
to  help  local  law  enforcement?  Be- 
cause, Mr.  President,  the  fact  is  that 
over  90  percent  of  all  criminal  inves- 
tigations, prosecutions,  and  trials  do 
not  occur  at  the  Federal  level.  Rather, 
they  take  place  at  the  local  and  State 
level. 

This  means  that  one  of  the  criteria 
for  any  crime  bill  has  to  be  the  impact 
that  bill  will  have  on  the  ability  of 
local  communities  themselves  to  fight 
crime.  Of  any  crime  bill,  we  have  to 
ask  this  question;  Does  it  help  or  does 
it  hurt  the  local  crimefighters,  the  men 
and  women  who  are  on  the  front  line 
every  single  day?  Mr.  President,  if  it 
does  help,  does  the  help  it  gives  help 
permanently  or  just  over  the  short 
run?  In  other  words,  are  we  going  to 
get  any  lasting  impact  in  our  battle 
against  crime  for  the  billions  of  dollars 
that  we  are  talking  of  spending  at  the 
Federal  level? 

Mr.  President,  the  role  of  the  Federal 
Government  first  and  foremost  is  to  do 
those  things  that  the  local  community 
cannot  do  for  itself.  I  believe  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  to  provide  the 
tools  to  a  local  community  to  fight 
crime,  tools  that  they  could  not  have 
but  for  the  help  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

One  major  Federal  responsibility 
that  I  would  like  to  discuss  today  is 
the  creation  and  maintenance  of  a  na- 
tional criminal  records  system.  The 
idea  is  really  very  basic  and  very  sim- 
ple. We  need  to  make  it  possible  for 
any  police  officer  anywhere  in  the 
country  to  access  a  national  data  base, 
a  fully  automated  data  base,  data 
bank,  which  includes  information  on 
fingerprints,  DNA,  ballistics,  outstand- 
ing warrants,  and  complete  criminal 
record  history  of  suspects  and  of  those 
who  have  previously  been  convicted  of 
crimes. 

I  believe  that  this  system  will  be  an 
absolutely  essential  component  of  local 
law  enforcement  in  the  21st  century. 
We  already  have  much  of  this  tech- 
nology in  place  today,  but,  quite  frank- 
ly, it  will  only  become  more  imp>ortant 
in  the  years  ahead.  That  is  why  we 
need  to  focus  on  it  today,  this  year. 


this  crime  bill.  We  have  to  build  this 
system  correctly  from  the  beginning. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  soon  be  consid- 
ering the  single  largest  crime  lighting 
bill  in  the  history  of  this  country.  If  we 
do  not  focus  on  this  technology  issue 
now  as  part  of  this  crime  bill,  we  never 
will  again  have  the  opportunity  to  do 
it  and  to  do  it  correctly.  I  think  that 
would  be  tragic,  because  if  we  do  not  do 
this  it  will  be  much  more  difficult  later 
on  for  police  to  fight  crime.  Con- 
versely, if  we  do  do  it,  we  will  solve 
crimes.  We  will  save  people  from  be- 
coming victims.  Yes,  we  will  save  lives. 
I  think  that  really  is  what  is  at  stake. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  do  this 
now,  it  will  be  more  difficult  for  the 
police  to  solve  crimes  committed  by 
the  same  individual  in  different 
cities — to  catch,  for  example,  a  crimi- 
nal who  used  the  same  gun  to  commit 
crimes  in  both  Washington,  DC,  and 
Baltimore,  MD.  It  will  be  more  dif- 
ficult to  keep  track  of  sex  offenders 
and  to  prevent  them  from  repeating 
their  offenses. 

Mr.  President,  when  a  felon  is  fleeing 
from  justice  and  inadvertently  falls 
into  the  hands  of  law  enforcers  in  some 
other  jurisdiction,  those  arresting  offi- 
cers will  not  know  through  fingerprints 
that  that  person  is  wanted,  let  us  say, 
for  kidnapping  or  a  terrorist  act— kid- 
napping a  child. 

Mr.  President,  when  a  brave  police 
officer  pulls  someone  over  on  a  de- 
serted highway  in  the  middle  of  the 
night,  that  police  officer  will  not  know 
the  kind  of  person  he  is  pulling  over. 
will  not  know  that  the  person  he  has 
pulled  over  is  a  convicted  criminal, 
maybe  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

Local  police  work  hard  and  do  a 
great  job.  They  deserve  much  better 
than  this  They  dpserve  to  have  the 
best  technology  that  we  can  give  them. 

To  do  that  they  need  national  help. 
They  need  the  technological  backup 
that  only  a  fully  functioning  na- 
tional— national — system  can  provide. 
For  local  law  enforcement  to  get  the 
maximum  benefit  from  a  national  sys- 
tem, we  have  to  grow  this  national  sys- 
tem locally 

The  unique  thing  about  law  enforce- 
ment in  the  United  States,  a  country 
with  a  Federal  system,  not  a  top-down 
system,  of  government,  is  that  you  can 
only  have  a  national  system  if  the 
local  law  enforcement  jjeople  build  it 
up  themselves.  To  attempt  to  create  a 
national  system  from  the  top  down  Is 
like  trying  to  create  a  TV  network  if 
nobody  has  a  television. 

We  can  have  all  the  Federal  tech- 
nology in  the  world  in  Washington,  DC, 
but  if  a  police  officer  in  Tennessee  or 
in  Ohio  or  in  Massachusetts  cannot 
pull  it  up  in  his  or  her  squad  car  or  at 
the  police  station,  what  in  the  world 
use  is  it? 

To  make  a  national  system,  we  really 
need  two  things.  We  need  the  local  peo- 
ple to  collect  data  and  put  it  into  the 
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national  system.  And  then  we  need  to 
make  sure  the  men  and  women  scat- 
tered throughout  this  country,  tens  of 
thousands  of  them,  who  need  this  infor- 
mation have  the  ability  to  get  the  data 
back  and  to  use  it  and  to  solve  crimes 
and  to  convict  criminals.  Unless  we  in- 
vest in  local  technology,  the  local  data 
collection,  and  retrieval,  this  just  will 
not  happen. 

When  I  was  in  Cleveland  recently,  I 
saw  the  future  of  law  enforcement.  I 
saw  police  officers  punch  a  name  into  a 
laptop  computer,  no  bigger  than  this. 
The  computer  then  gave  them  a  picture 
of  the  individual  and  a  lot  of  other  in- 
formation, including  outstanding  war- 
rants and  a  complete  criminal  record. 

We  have  the  technology  today  to  give 
this  ability  to  every  law  enforcement 
officer  in  the  country.  For  a  system 
like  this  to  work,  Mr.  President,  we 
need  local  police  all  over  America  to  be 
putting  in  this  information.  It  is  the 
kind  of  system  we  have  to  grow  locally 
so  that  it  can  work  nationally.  Only 
the  Federal  Government  can  do  the  na- 
tional coordination  that  is  necessary 
for  this  kind  of  a  system.  There  is  an 
important  and  legitimate  Federal  role 
in  crime  technology,  and  my  bill  re- 
flects this  fact.  My  bill  gives  direct  as- 
sistance to  local  authorities  so  that 
they  can  contribute  their  knowledge. 
their  information  to  a  national  crime 
fighting  system. 

Anyone  who  visits  the  laboratories  of 
the  FBI.  as  I  have,  here  in  Washington 
cannot  help  being  impressed  by  the  tre- 
mendous capabilities  and  capacity  that 
they  have.  Our  challenge,  though,  is  to 
ensure  that  the  hub.  the  FBI's  data 
base,  is  both  expanded  by  and  is  useful 
to  local  authorities. 

While  I  was  at  the  FBI  headquarters 
recently,  the  agent.8  looked  me  dirpctly 
in  the  eye  and  told  me  that  the  awe- 
some technology  we  have  really  will 
not  be  fully  utilized,  will  not  live  up  to 
the  great  potential  it  has  unless  the 
local  authorities  can  collect  the  infor- 
mation and  put  it  into  the  system. 

They  expressed  to  me  quite  bluntly  a 
skepticism  as  to  whether  or  not  there 
are  the  funds  available  today  in  juris- 
dictions across  this  country  to  achieve 
this  type  of  a  national  system.  They 
have  it  here  in  Washington.  The  FBI 
has  it.  But  local  law  enforcement  does 
not  today  have  the  resources. 

Talk  to  the  police  officers  of  Lucas 
County,  OH.  They  will  tell  you  how 
crucially  important  access  to  this  tech- 
nology really  is.  Let  me  take  one  ex- 
ample, something  we  have  heard  a  lot 
about  in  the  law  the  last  few  months 
on  television—  DNA.  Let  us  take  DNA 
In  a  rape  case.  The  police  in  Lucas 
County  have  the  technologry  to  collect 
blood  and  semen  in  a  rape  scene. 
Today,  however,  the  Lucas  County  po- 
lice, sheriffs  office,  Toledo  Police  De- 
partment, if  they  have  no  suspect, 
there  is  no  quick  way  to  match  the 
DNA    samples    from    the    crime    scene 


against  the  DNA  samples  of  past  of- 
fenders because  Lucas  County  is  not  on 
line  with  an  existing  national  DNA 
data  base  that  might  help  them  deter- 
mine who  the  predator  really  was.  And 
even  if  they  already  have  a  suspect  in 
Lucas  County,  proving  that  the  DNA 
matches  that  of  the  suspect  is  a  very 
slow  process.  It  is  slow  because  of  the 
great  backlog  that  exists  today  in  get- 
ting these  samples  fully  analyzed  by  a 
competent  individual,  an  expert  who 
later  on  can  come  into  court  and  tes- 
tify. 

If  we  give  Lucas  County  or  the  To- 
ledo Police  Department  immediate  ac- 
cess to  a  national  DNA  data  base,  they 
could  know  pretty  swiftly  who  commit- 
ted that  crime. 

The  same  problem  exists  in  regard  to 
fingerprints.  Now,  when  a  suspect  is 
booked,  generally,  his  fingers  get 
rolled  in  ink  onto  three  or  four  sepa- 
rate cards  which  then  get  headings  like 
name,  address,  et  cetera,  which  are 
typed  by  the  county  sheriffs  depart- 
ment onto  the  cards.  These  finger- 
prints are  then  mailed — mailed.  Mr. 
President— in  1995.  still  mailed— to  the 
FBI  and  into  BCI  in  Ohio,  which  is  our 
Bureau  of  Criminal  Identification. 

The  technology,  though.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, already  exists  for  the  computer- 
ized fingerprinting  of  suspects.  All  they 
have  to  do  now  is  place  their  hands 
onto  a  computer  imager— the  tech- 
nology is  available  today— and  the  fin- 
gerprints go  then  directly  into  a  data 
base,  what  could  be  a  national  data 
base. 

That  would  be  a  tremendous  im- 
provement. But.  you  know,  the  folks  in 
Lucas  County  tell  me  that  what  they 
and  other  police  officers  nationwide 
really  need  is  a  national  computer 
linkup  for  fingerprints. 

I  think  that  is  abaoiuLely  correct.  If 
you  look  at  the  technology  they  are 
trying,  let  us  say,  in  Cleveland 
Heights,  laptop  computers  in  a  squad 
car,  and  if  you  look  at  the  incredible 
technology  already  available  for 
fingerprinting,  for  matching  bullet 
fragments  and  other  physical  evidence, 
the  conclusion  is  really  inescapable. 
We  need  to  make  technology  a  truly 
national  priority. 

This  is  something  that  we  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  can  do  and.  frankly,  something 
that  we  must  do.  The  time  is  now.  This 
is  our  opportunity. 

The  situation  today  is  almost  like  a 
system  of  stereo  components.  We  have 
a  great  receiver;  we  have  a  great  set  of 
speakers;  we  even  have  a  world-class 
selection  of  CD's.  But  we  have  not 
hooked  the  system  up  and  we  have  not 
plugged  it  in. 

Mr.  President,  make  no  mistake: 
America's  police  men  and  women  are 
already  the  best  in  the  world.  If  we 
give  them  this  equipment,  they  will 
solve  the  crimes:  they  will  get  the  job 
done. 

The  U.S.  Senate  needs  to  give  these 
local  police  officers  the  tools  they  real- 
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ly  need.  The  bill  that  I  will  introduce 
in  the  next  several  days  will  accelerate 
the  process  of  setting  up  this  system  of 
21st  century  technology.  We  really  will 
be  going  from  19th  century  technology, 
which  is  how  many  police  carry  out 
their  functions  today,  to  21st  century 
technology. 

Only  if  we  do  this  can  the  State  and 
local  authorities  make  their  crime  in- 
formation readily  available  to  the  FBI. 
the  national  data  base,  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation  here  in  Washing- 
ton and.  frankly,  more  importantly, 
vice  versa. 

My  bill  makes  it  possible  for  States 
without  technology  to  come  on  line. 
And  if  a  State  is  already  on  line  with 
the  FBI,  that  State  can  use  the  funds 
to  make  further  improvements  to  its 
data  collection  system. 

Let  me  give  you  another  example. 
The  combined  DNA  index  system, 
called  CODIS.  a  data  base,  includes 
DNA  information  on  criminals  con- 
victed of  rape,  murder,  and  other  vio- 
lent crimes.  Under  my  legislation,  par- 
ticipation in  CODIS  will  be  truly  na- 
tional for  the  first  time,  and  it  will  be 
supported  by  Federal  dollars. 

In  another  area  that  I  think  is  very 
important,  my  bill  would  require  con- 
victed sex  offenders  and  other  violent 
criminals  to  give  blood  samples  as  they 
enter  or  as  they  leave  prison  so  that  we 
can  develop  a  truly  national  sex  of- 
fender DNA  data  base. 

Mr.  President,  there  exists  in  this 
country  a  class  of  individuals  who  I 
will  call,  for  want  of  a  better  term,  sex- 
ual predators.  A  predator,  as  we  know, 
is  an  animal  that  preys  on  other  ani- 
mals, and  typically  on  the  weak— sex- 
ual predators. 

A  recent  study.  Mr.  President,  found 
that  28  percent — 28  percent — of  con- 
victed sex  offenders  were  later  con- 
victed of  a  second  sex  offense.  I  will 
say.  Mr.  President,  based  upon  my  own 
experience  when  I  was  a  county  pros- 
ecutor in  Greene  County,  that  that  per- 
centage probably  is  even  higher  than  28 
percent.  That  is  a  very  high  recidivism 
rate  and  it  shows  how  serious  a  prob- 
lem we  are  really  up  against. 

And  so  it  makes  eminent  sense  to  de- 
velop a  nationwide  system  where  we 
can  collect  systematically  the  blood, 
then  the  DNA,  and  develop  this  na- 
tional DNA  data  base  for  sexual  preda- 
tors. If  we  do  this,  we  will  solve  crimes; 
we  will  prevent  crimes;  we  will  prevent 
tragedies. 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  we  clearly 
need  to  do  everything  in  our  power  to 
stop  these  predators.  That  is  why  we 
need  to  give  police  access  to  this  na- 
tional data  base. 

Mr.  President,  fingerprints  and 
criminal  histories  would  also  be  in- 
cluded in  this  integrated  Federal  data 
base. 

In  addition,  my  legislation  would  al- 
locate some  of  the  crime  money  to  fund 
the  FBI's  DRUGFIRE  program.  This  is 
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an  existing  program  that,  quite  frank- 
ly, needs  to  be  expanded.  We  need  to 
help  the  FBI  develop  and  install  com- 
puter equipment  that  would  match  bul- 
let evidence  to  information  in  the 
FBI's  bullet  data  base. 

Today,  for  example,  law  enforcement 
officerb  in  my  home  county  of  Greene 
County,  OH.  have  a  filing  cabinet  full 
of  bullets.  These  bullets  are  arranged 
by  caliber— 9  mm,  .38  slugs,  and  so  on. 

Every  gun,  of  course,  as  we  know 
from  watching  TV'  shows,  leaves  a  tell- 
tale print  on  a  bullet,  so  police  officers 
in  Greene  County  or  any  county  can 
take  a  bullet  from  the  crime  scene  and 
compare  it  to  the  bullets  they  have  in 
their  bullet  file.  They  take  the  bullets 
that  look  similar  and  put  them  under  a 
microscope,  quite  frankly,  in  the  very 
distant  hope  the>  might  get  a  match. 

Tragically,  there  is  absolutely  no 
hope  of  matching  the  bullet  with  bul- 
lets from  other  police  departments. 
That  is  one  reason  there  are  a  lot  of 
unsolved  gun  crimes  in  this  country 
today. 

DRUGFIRE  changes  this  dramati- 
cally DRUGFIRE  connects  each  bullet 
microscope  to  a  computer,  which  takes 
a  picture  of  the  bullet  and  stores  an 
image  in  its  memory.  It  can  then  be 
matched  with  millions  of  other  bullets 
from  all  around  the  country. 

Today,  about  eight  jurisdictions  be- 
tween Baltimore  and  Washington,  DC. 
arc  linked  up  through  DRUGFIRE. 
They  have  already  connected  Balti- 
more crimes  to  DC.  crimes — the  same 
gun,  the  same  criminals. 

Thanks  to  DRUGFIRE,  a  search 
through  10,000  bullets  takes  about  a 
minute.  Without  DRUGFIRE.  no  one 
knows  how  long  it  will  take  because  no 
one,  of  course,  would  even  try  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  President,  if  everyone  in  local 
law  enforcement  were  hooked  up  to 
each  other  nationwide,  and  to  the  FBI. 
through  DRUGFIRE.  they  would  have  a 
huge  new  advantage  in  the  fight 
against  criminals  with  guns.  Gun 
criminals  do  not  respect  State  bor- 
ders—very obvious. 

Mr.  President,  a  key  criterion  on 
which  any  crime  bill  should  be  judged 
is:  Does  it  do  any  permanent  good?  Not 
just  immediately,  but  does  it  do  per- 
manent good?  Does  it  just  spend 
money,  or  does  it  invest  in  something 
that  has  consistent,  long-term  bene- 
fits? 

Mr.  President.  I  maintain  that  the 
criminal  justice  records  we  are  talking 
about — indeed,  all  the  technology  we 
are  talking  about-are  a  crucial  long- 
term  investment  for  this  country. 

We  are  not  really  just  talking  about 
the  next  5  years.  We  are  talking  about 
a  cumulative  effect,  building,  building 
far  out  into  the  future.  The  efficiency 
of  this  system  will  continue  to  increase 
each  year.  It  will  have  truly  a  cumu- 
lative effect. 

We  want  to  do  for  law  enforcement,  if 
I    could    use    this    analogy,    what    the 


interstate  highway  system  did  for  U.S. 
transportation  back  in  the  1950's. 

Now.  I  must  admit  to  my  colleagues 
that  this  is  not  a  glitzy  nor  a  glamor- 
ous issue.  The  first  thing  I  learned, 
now  almost  20  years  ago.  as  a  young  as- 
sistant county  prosecuting  attorney, 
was  that  law  enforcement  is  very  sel- 
dom glamorous.  It  is  hard  work.  What 
we  generally  see  on  T'V  is  not  an  accu- 
rate depiction  of  police  investigations. 
It  is  not  an  accurate  depiction  of  crimi- 
nal prosecutions. 

In  fact.  Mr.  President,  what  we  are 
seeing  or  we  are  hearing  about,  day 
after  day  after  day.  as  the  FBI  and 
other  law  enforcement  agencies  inves- 
tigate the  horrible  tragedy  in  Okla- 
homa, what  we  are  seeing  unfold  is  typ- 
ical law  enforcement  work,  just  mag- 
nified as  they  go  about  their  business — 
their  hard,  tough,  sometimes  very  bor- 
ing business— of  looking  for  the  lead 
that  will  take  them  to  the  next  lead, 
the  piece  of  evidence,  the  shred  of  evi- 
dence that  will  take  them  to  some- 
thing else,  and  on  and  on  until  the 
crime  is  solved. 

Good  police  work  is.  if  I  could  use 
this  term.  Mr  President,  largely  grunt 
work.  It  can  be  downright  boring  hit- 
ting the  pavement  day  after  day  to 
track  down  leads.  The  police  in  Lucas 
County.  OH.  spent  a  good  8  years  try- 
ing to  track  down  a  grandfather  who 
abducted  his  granddaughter.  They  fol- 
lowed his  trail  from  State  to  State. 
They  finally  found  him.  after  8  years, 
in  California. 

Mr.  President,  a  national,  easily  ac- 
cessible database  would  have  made 
that  capture  probably  a  lot  easier  and 
maybe,  just  maybe,  that  little  girl 
would  have  been  reunited  with  her  par- 
ents a  lot  sooner  than  8  years  after  her 
disappearance. 

The  Oklahoma  City  bombing  case,  as 
I  mentioned  a  moment  ago,  dem- 
onstrates the  real  value  of  a  usable  na- 
tional database.  A  scrap  of  metal  that 
was  blown  2  blocks  away  from  the 
crime  scene  by  the  bomb  blast  had  a 
vehicle  identification  number  on  it. 
The  FBI  fed  the  number  into  the  com- 
puterized rapid  start  system.  The  vehi- 
cle identification  number  then  led  the 
FBI  to  the  rental  company  in  Junction 
City,  and  that  is  where  they  got  the  de- 
scription of  the  suspect. 

Then  it  took  more  legwork  around 
Junction  City  to  match  a  name  to  the 
suspect.  When  the  suspect's  name  was 
fed  into  the  FBI's  national  computer 
database,  that  is  how  the  FBI  found 
that  the  terrorism  suspect  actually  had 
been  arrested  earlier  in  Perry,  OH,  that 
he  was  actually  in  custody. 

Mr.  President,  local  law  enforcement 
officers  really  need  access  to  that  kind 
of  technology.  The  measures  I  am  talk- 
ing about  will  help  provide  them  with 
these  tools.  This  technology  may  not 
be  glamorous — it  is  not  glamorous — but 
believe  me.  it  matters,  it  makes  a  dif- 
ference. It  will  make  a  huge  difference 


in  our  national  fight  against  crime. 
Every  single  time  a  police  officer  pulls 
someone  over,  we  need  that  police  offi- 
cer to  know  that  America  is  with  him 
or  with  her.  not  just  our  encourage- 
ment, not  just  our  moral  support,  but 
we  need  to  back  up  that  by  giving  that 
police  officer  all  the  relevant  facts  we 
as  a  nation  have  compiled  about  that 
person,  that  individual  that  the  police 
officer  has  just  pulled  over. 

Last  year,  we  started  down  the  right 
path.  Last  year's  crime  bill  did  provide 
some  money  for  this  important  work. 
But  now  we  have  to  concentrate  on 
helping  the  local— the  local— law  en- 
forcement community  to  participate. 
That  Is  what  this  year's  crime  bill  ab- 
solutely must  do.  because,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  we  do  not  do  this,  we  will  be 
missing  a  major  component  of  our 
crimefighting  arsenal. 

It  is  no  use  to  have  a  gold-plated 
database  system  in  Washington  if  local 
crimefighters  cannot,  do  not  contrib- 
ute to  it  and  if  they  cannot  draw  out 
the  information,  if  they  cannot  use  it. 
Again,  back  to  the  statistic  that  I 
started  this  speech  with  and  that  is 
that  well  over  90  percent  of  all  criminal 
prosecution  is,  in  fact,  local.  And  so. 
you  have  to  judge  the  system  you  are 
establishing  not  just  by  what  it  does 
for  the  FBI,  although  that  is  impor- 
tant, you  have  to  judge  what  it  does  for 
its  component  parts,  what  it  does  for 
the  tens  of  thousands  of  police  officers 
and  law  enforcement  agencies  around 
this  country. 

Our  cha'lenge.  Mr.  President,  is  to 
prepare  America's  law  enforcement  for 
the  21st  century,  and  we  are  falling  be- 
hind in  this  task.  We  have  the  tech- 
nology, we  have  the  ability  to  prevent 
many  of  the  crimes  that  are  being  com- 
mitted today.  Think  of  it.  that  is  in 
and  of  itself  a  crime,  that  we  have  the 
technology  to  give  law  enforcement  the 
tools  they  need  to  solve  crime  and  to. 
more  importantly,  catch  criminals  and 
put  them  behind  bars  and  keep  them 
locked  up.  criminals  who.  but  for  that 
technology,  will  continue  to  go  on  and 
continue  to  commit  crimes  and  con- 
tinue to  prey  upon  our  citizens.  We 
need  to  get  that  technology  to  where  it 
is  needed  the  most,  and  that  is  the 
local  law  enforcement. 

The  improvements  I  am  proposing  in 
America's  crime  information  system 
constitute  a  basic  investment  in  the  se- 
curity of  American  families  well  into 
the  next  century.  It  is  time  to  move 
out  of  the  stone  age  on  law  enforce- 
ment. That  is  the  principle  behind  my 
crime  technology  proposals. 

I  look  forward  to  working  on  this  in 
our  Judiciary  Committee  process  and 
on  the  floor  of  this  Senate  in  the  next 
few  weeks.  I  think  the  work  we  do  on 
this  truly  has  the  potential  to  make  a 
major  difference  in  the  lives  of  ordi- 
nary Americans  for  decades  to  come.  I 
am  proud  to  be  a  part  of  this  effort. 

I  yield  the  floor 
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Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair, 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts 


OPPOSING  THE  ELIMINATION  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  we 
now  have  two  budget  proposals,  one 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
one  from  the  Senate.  Both  claim  to 
balance  the  budget  to  ensure  a  better 
future  for  our  children,  to  provide 
them  with  more  and  better  opportuni- 
ties than  we  now  have.  Nothing  could 
be  further  from  the  truth,  if  Congress 
accepts  the  House  Republican  proposal 
to  abolish  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. 

You  do  not  turn  your  back  on  edu- 
cation in  the  name  of  ensuring  a  better 
future  for  our  children.  You  do  not 
turn  your  back  on  education  to  pay  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  Americans. 
You  do  not  turn  your  back  on  school- 
children to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans.  You  do  not  turn 
your  back  on  college  students  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  Ameri- 
cans And  you  do  not  turn  your  back  on 
working  families  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  wealthiest  Americans. 

Education  is  critical  to  the  Nation's 
future.  It  deserves  a  seat  at  the  Cabi- 
net table  and  at  the  President's  right 
hand  when  critical  decisions  are  being 
made.  Children  do  not  vote,  children 
cannot  hire  lobbyists,  but  a  Cabinet  of- 
ficer can  fight  for  them.  It  is  especially 
objectionable  that  the  Department  of 
Education  would  be  abolished  in  order 
to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
individuals  and  corporations  in  our 
country. 

What  does  the  proposal  to  abolish  the 
Department  of  Education  say  about 
Republican  priorities';'  What  kind  of 
Nation  are  we?  What  kind  of  Congress 
are  we"'  Last  Congress,  Republicans  and 
Democrats  stood  together  as  the  Edu- 
cation Congress.  Are  we  now  the  anti- 
education  Congress'' 

Last  Congress,  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans worked  together  to  reform 
the  Head  Start  Program  Republicans 
and  Democrats  worked  to  bring  about 
changes  in  the  chapter  1  program.  We 
worked  together  to  adopt  the  Goals 
2000  program,  the  School-to-Work  Pro- 
gram, and  the  direct  loan  program. 
These  programs  were  all  passed  with 
Republicans  and  Democrats  working 
together.  It  truly  was  an  education 
Congress. 

Now  we  have  the  proposal  to  elimi- 
nate the  Department  of  Education 
which  is  nothing  more  than  a  political 
stunt.  It  would  save  less  than  2  percent 
of  the  Federal  investment  in  education. 
These  budget  proposals  will  not  elimi- 
nate bureaucracy  in  education.  What 
these  cuts  will  do  is  jeopardize  billions 
of  dollars  in  aid  to  education  which  go 
directly  to  schools  and  colleges  and 
students  to  give  them  a  greater  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  and  to  succeed. 


Mr.  President.  I  have  a  list  of  the 
various  education  programs  targeted 
by  the  House  Republican  budget  for 
elimination.  Outlined  in  these  pro- 
grams are  the  safe  and  drug  free  school 
State  grants  and  the  Safe  and  Drug 
Free  School  National  Program.  These 
are  the  programs  that  have  been  devel- 
oped to  try  and  help  local  school  dis- 
tricts deal  with  the  problems  of  sub- 
stance abuse  and  violence  in  their 
schools. 

These  programs  are  all  targeted  for 
elimination. 

Also  on  the  list  for  elimination  is  as- 
sistance for  the  magnet  schools  which 
have  been  developed  to  try  to  help  the 
public  schools  to  develop  magnet  con- 
cepts to  attract  the  best  of  the  young 
people  in  public  schools,  to  give  them 
some  advantages  and  different  special- 
ties so  they  can  advance  in  their  edu- 
cational competence.  That  program  is 
effectively  dropped  out. 

The  dropout  prevention  programs, 
demonstration  programs  which  are  tar- 
geted at  some  400,000  young  people  who 
drop  out  of  school  every  year.  They  are 
the  principal  cause  of  violence  in  our 
society  and  the  principal  individuals 
that  have  the  challenges  with  teenage 
pregnancy.  We  have  a  small  program 
that  is  having  some  positive  effects, 
and  it  is  targeted  to  be  eliminated. 

The  charter  school  programs.  Last 
year,  when  we  were  considering  the 
education  reforms,  how  many  of  our 
Republican  colleagues  said  what  we 
need  is  break-the-mold  public  schools, 
we  need  to  permit  the  States  to  move 
ahead  with  new  charter  schools?  We  in- 
cluded charter  schools  funding  in  our 
Goals  2000  proposals.  A  number  of  dif- 
ferent States  are  experimenting  with 
those  programs.  There  are  funds  in 
there  to  help  and  assist  local  school 
romrnunities  that  are  trying  to  develop 
charter  schools.  Those  programs  effec- 
tively have  been  emasculated. 

All  of  the  education  technology  pro- 
grams. I  was  listening  to  my  friend  and 
colleague,  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  talk- 
ing about  the  importance  of  new  tech- 
nologies to  fight  crime.  We  heard  im- 
portant testimony  today  in  our  Immi- 
gration Committee  about  how  we  are 
trying  to  utilize  the  best  in  technology 
to  try  to  bring  sanity  into  the  whole 
area  of  employment  and  the  exploi- 
tation of  illegal  immigrants  and  deal 
with  the  problems  of  the  discrimina- 
tion that  exist  against  Americans  in 
employment,  using  the  best  of  tech- 
nology. How  is  it  that  we  are  trying  to 
do  the  best  in  technology  when  we  are 
trying  to  deal  with  immigration  and 
we  are  trying  to  use  the  best  of  tech- 
nology in  talking  about  the  problems 
of  crime?  Here  we  have  a  modest  pro- 
gram to  try  to  bring  the  latest  tech- 
nology into  the  public  schools  of  this 
country,  and  it  is  targeted  for  elimi- 
nation under  the  budget  recommenda- 
tions of  the  House. 

In  vocational  education  the  tech-prep 
educational  program  is  the  best  work- 
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based  learning  program  that  has  been 
developed  in  this  country  by  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  the  public  sector  work- 
ing together  It  is  effectively  emas- 
culated. It  is  an  effective  program 
Many  of  our  colleagues  know  about 
model  tech-prep  programs  that  have 
taken  place  in  their  States.  They  are 
small  programs,  but  they  really  have 
the  pattern  for  the  development  of  fu- 
ture training  programs  and  partner- 
ships between  the  public  and  private 
sectors.  They  are  effectively  emas- 
culated. 

The  efforts  we  made  last  year  on  the 
School-to-Work  Program  which  had  bi- 
partisan support,  and  which  Repub- 
lican Governor  Thompson  testified  on 
before  our  Human  Resource  Committee 
as  being  an  extremely  effective  pro- 
gram in  helping  to  move  many  of  the 
young  people  that  are  not  going  on  to 
4-year  colleges  or  2-year  colleges  or 
post-high-school  education  and  help 
them  gain  employment.  Sixty-five  per- 
cent of  all  the  high  school  students 
that  graduate  do  not  go  on  to  advanced 
education.  They  are  the  ones  who  are 
having  the  difficulty  in  getting  decent 
jobs.  They  are  the  ones  who  have  seen 
their  real  income  decline  over  the  pe- 
riod of  the  last  15  to  18  years.  They  are 
the  ones  who  are  losing  confidence  in 
the  whole  education  system  and  the 
democratic  process  and  the  free  enter- 
prise system. 

One  of  the  most  innovative  and  cre- 
ative programs  has  been  the  School-to- 
Work  Program,  which  helps  move  these 
young  people,  in  a  thoughtful  way,  in  a 
way  that  has  the  strong  support  and 
initiation  of  the  private  sector,  from 
school  right  into  employment  and  fu- 
ture job  opportunities  with  good  and 
decent  job  programs  It  has  broad  bi- 
partisan support  and  is  supported  by 
Republican  Governor  Thompson,  who 
was  down  testifying  before  us,  as  being 
one  of  the  creative  programs  to  try  to 
help  reach  those  young  people  that  are 
not  going  on  to  college.  Nonetheless,  it 
is  a  modest  program  that  was  started 
last  year.  And  that  program  is  effec- 
tively eliminated. 

Mr.  President.  I  could  go  on.  The 
Star  Schools  Program  brings  distance 
learning  into  many  of  the  school  dis- 
tricts of  this  country.  Many  of  the 
school  districts  have  had  tightening 
budgets,  and  they  are  not  able  to  get 
that  science  teacher,  that  language 
teacher,  that  chemistry  teacher,  that 
biology  teacher,  because  of  the  demo- 
graphics of  their  particular  community 
have  decreased,  school  budgets  have 
gone  down.  But  what  we  have  been  able 
to  do  with  the  Star  Schools  Program  is 
to  beam  into  those  schools  the  best  ed- 
ucator, the  best  physics  teacher,  the 
best  history  teacher,  the  best  language 
teacher,  for  the  very  bright  students  in 
those  schools  who  otherwise  would  be 
unchallenged  in  terms  of  their  ability 
to  compete  in  science  and  other  kinds 
of  technology,  which  this  Nation  needs 
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in  such  desperate  amounts.  A  modest 
program.  It  is  $30  million,  and  it  is  af- 
fecting thousands  of  students,  not  just 
in  urban  areas  but  in  rural  areas  of  the 
country.  The  program  MCET,  in  my 
part  of  the  country,  effectively  pro- 
vides distance  learning  throughout 
New  England.  Its  greatest  supporters 
are  in  the  rural  parts  of  Maine,  New 
Hampshire,  and  Vermont — in  the  rural 
communities. 

You  have  an  exciting  program  in 
South  Carolina,  I  have  attended  pro- 
grams in  Mississippi  that  have  reached 
out  into  rural  areas  all  through  the 
South  that  are  teaching  children  for- 
eign languages,  physics,  advanced 
mathematics,  and  a  number  of  other 
programs  where  they  do  not  have  those 
kinds  of  teachers.  It  is  a  modest  pro- 
gram that  depends  upon  local  support, 
local  matching  funds,  and  it  has  been 
an  effective  program  in  every  kind  of 
evaluation,  and  it  is  effectively  elimi- 
nated and  cut. 

So.  Mr,  President,  these  are  matters 
which  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  a 
debate  and  discussion  about  when  we 
have  the  opportunity  to  debate  this 
matter  here  on  the  floor  of  the  U,S, 
Senate  later  and  also  when  that  con- 
ference report  comes  out, 

I  urge  those  who  are  committed  to 
the  cause  of  education  to  take  a  little 
time  and  review  in  detail  the  assault 
on  many  of  the  programs  that  have 
been  outlined  in  the  House  budget  pro- 
posal, and  a  number  of  those  which 
have  been  included  in  the  Senate  pro- 
posal. We  have  seen  the  basic  assault 
on  the  programs  which  provide  for  an 
interest  subsidy  students  while  they 
are  in  school.  That  is  a  program  that 
has  been  in  effect,  and  that  program  is 
effectively  being  eliminated.  In  my 
State  of  Massachusetts.  70  percent  of 
the  students  that  go  to  higher  cdu 
cation  get  some  form  of  help,  of  schol- 
arship help  or  assistance;  75  to  78  per- 
cent of  all  the  scholarship  help  and  as- 
sistance is  provided  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  cuts  in  school-to-work  programs 
proposed  in  the  Republican  budget 
would  deny  more  funds  for  working 
families'  children  in  my  State  of  Mas- 
sachusetts than  is  being  provided  by 
the  State  today.  This  is  not  an  issue 
where  the  State  is  going  to  pick  up  the 
slack,  I  hope  that  during  this  debate 
wo  will  hear  from  our  colleagues  in 
other  States  and  that  they  will  tell  us 
what  State  has  been  devoting  more  and 
more  to  higher  education  for  their  chil- 
dren. It  is  not  true  in  Massachusetts. 

Tuition  and  fees  in  public  education 
have  increased  dramatically.  And  that 
has  been  true  in  almost  State  in  the 
country.  And  the  people  that  qualify 
for  the  student  assistance  programs 
are.  by  definition,  the  sons  and  daugh- 
ters of  working  families.  This  is  a  pro- 
gram that  has  been  tried  and  tested 
and  true, 

I  applauded  the  President  of  the 
United   States   when   he   talked   about 


trying  to  provide  at  least  some  tuition 
deduction  for  working  families,  up  to 
$10,000.  because  of  the  increases  in  tui- 
tion which  have  taken  place  in  this 
country.  I  myself  believe  we  ought  to 
consider  permitting  the  repayment  of 
interest  on  student  loans  to  be  deduct- 
ible under  the  Tax  Code.  Why  do  we 
permit  the  interest  that  wealthy  indi- 
viduals pay  on  their  second  homes  to 
be  deductible  when  we  will  not  permit 
students  to  deduct  interest  payments 
on  their  student  loans? 

That  says  something  about  national 
priorities.  Instead  of  moving  in  a  direc- 
tion to  try  and  help  and  assist  the  sons 
and  daughters  of  working  families,  we 
are  moving  completely  in  the  opposite 
direction. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many  fea- 
tures of  those  programs  which  are 
troublesome.  I  have  mentioned  just  a 
few.  We  are  committed  to  try  and  con- 
solidate various  programs.  We  made 
some  progress  last  year  in  the  areas  of 
education.  We  are  doing  so  now  in  the 
training  programs.  We  are  working  to- 
ward those  objectives  in  the  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee, 

We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  do 
that  with  our  colleagues,  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  bureaucracy  and  the  over- 
lapping of  various  programs,  I  think 
that  makes  sense.  We  welcome  the 
chance  to  do  that. 

But  kind  of  wholesale  assault  on  edu- 
cation programs  that  has  been  outlined 
today  in  the  budget  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  significant  un- 
dermining of  student  assistance  pro- 
grams in  the  Senate.  I  find  to  be  trou- 
blesome and  I  hope  that  when  the  time 
comes  that  we  will  reject  those  par- 
ticular areas. 

The  Republicans  claim  that  these 
budgets  are  to  give  children  a  better 
future.  Will  children  have  a  better  fu- 
ture if  we  revoke  our  commitment  to 
raise  education  standards?  Will  chil- 
dren have  a  better  future  if  we  slash 
funds  to  help  them  learn  to  read,  write, 
and  do  math  and  science?  Will  children 
have  a  better  future  if  we  abolish  funds 
to  modernize  all  aspects  of  education, 
so  that  we  no  longer  have  to  prepare 
students  for  the  21st  century  in  19th- 
century  classrooms.  Will  children  have 
a  better  future  if  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment slashes  $20  billion  from  student 
aid.  so  that  vast  numbers  of  able  young 
men  and  women  can  no  longer  afford  to 
go  to  college?  The  answer  to  all  these 
questions  is  no — no.  no.  no.  no. 

The  American  people  agree.  Two  out 
of  three  Americans  oppose  a  balanced 
budget  if  it  means  cutting  Social  Secu- 
rity. Medicare,  or  education.  Eighty- 
nine  percent  of  Americans  believe  a 
Federal  Department  of  Education  is 
necessary.  Sixty-four  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans would  increase  spending  on  public 
schools  if  they  had  the  opportunity  to 
write  the  budget. 

The  American  people  see  what  our 
Republican  colleagues  refuse  to  see  in 


their  shortsighted  budget  proposals. 
Students,  families,  and  the  country  it- 
self will  suffer  if  we  abandon  our  com- 
mitment to  education. 

Our  Republican  colleagues  say  that 
they  want  to  balance  the  budget  so  as 
not  to  bury  the  next  generation  in 
debt.  Why  then  are  they  so  willing  to 
bury  this  generation  of  students  in 
debt? 

The  question  answers  itself.  Congress 
and  the  Nation  should  say  a  resounding 
no  to  these  irresponsible  anti-edu- 
cation proposals. 

Mr.  CHAFEB- 1  wonder  if  the  senior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  would 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield. 

Mr,  CHAFEE,  Mr,  President,  here  is 
the  problem  I  find:  We  have  a  terrible 
deficit  of  $200  billion  which  every  ob- 
jective group  says  will  rise  to  over  $300 
billion  and  close  to  $400  billion  by  the 
end  of  the  century. 

The  Republicans  have  come  up  with  a 
program  that  reaches  a  balanced  budg- 
et not  next  year,  not  the  year  after, 
but  7  years  away,  which  seems  to  me 
that  would  be  a  reasonable  timetable 
to  arrive  at  a  situation  where  we  are 
no  longer  sending  the  bills  to  our  chil- 
dren. 

Now.  the  proposal  that  has  emerged 
from  the  Republican  Budget  Commit- 
tee has  many  harsh  provisions  to  it. 
When  we  are  reducing  expenditures 
there  are  going  to  be  difficulties,  as  we 
all  recognize  and  as  the  Senator  has 
ably  pointed  out. 

It  affects  this,  affects  that,  affects 
things  I  am  interested  in,  that  the  Sen- 
ator is  interested  in.  that  the  Presiding 
Officer  is  interested  in.  There  is  not 
one  that  will  not  find  things  we  do  not 
like. 

The  question  is,  what  is  the  alter- 
native'' I  do  nor,  helieve  the  answer  is 
to  say  stop  giving  those  tax  cuts  to 
rich  people,  because  in  the  Domenici 
budget  there  are  no  tax  cuts.  Never 
mind  the  rich  people.  There  are  no  tax 
cuts  at  all. 

So  he  has  presented  a  budget  which  I 
know  we  will  all  find  terribly  challeng- 
ing and  difficult  and  dissatisfying. 
What  is  the  alternative?  Maybe  the  an- 
swer is  to  increase  taxes,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve  that  we  can  continue  on  the  path 
we  are,  which  consists  of  sending  the 
bills  to  our  children.  We  live  high  on 
the  hog,  and  send  the  bill  to  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren.  I  think  that  is 
immoral. 

If  we  do  not  like  the  proposal,  what 
is  a  better  one?  I  am  not  trying  to  put 
the  Senator  on  the  spot. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  That  is  fine. 

Mr,  CHAFEE,  This  is  a  tremendous 
challenge  we  all  face, 

Mr,  KENNEDY.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator's question. 

Let  me  just  outline  my  response  very 
quickly. 

First  of  all.  I  fail  to  understand  how 
we  are  saving  the  future  generations 
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from  indebtedness  when  we  are  increas- 
ing so  significantly— about  25  or  30  per- 
cent— the  debt  of  students  going  on  to 
higher  education,  which  is  the  part  I 
have  been  talking  about. 

Let  me  answer  it  in  this  way.  First  of 
all.  if  the  Senator  is  prepared  to  reject 
what  the  majority  leader  has  stated, 
and  that  is,  that  his  desire  to  see  the 
set-asides,  the  savings  of  $170  billion 
which  have  been  included  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  in  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  United  States,  that  can  be 
used  for  future  tax  cuts,  if  we  are  going 
to  count  those  in  or  count  those  out,  do 
we  say  that  the  majority  leader  is  for 
the  tax  cut  and  Senator  Gram.m  is  for 
the  tax  cut? 

I  listened  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  indicate  that  he  is  not.  That.  I 
think,  is  certainly  a  more  responsible 
position.  These  cuts  are  coming  at  a 
time  when  one  is  fair  enough  to  jux- 
tapose what  has  been  included  in  the 
House  budget  cuts  as  well  as  in  the 
Senate  cuts  and  the  saving  programs. 

To  make  the  judgment  that  we  are 
cutting  back  on  a  number  of  the  pro- 
grams, particularly  as  I  have  men- 
tioned here  in  education,  and  setting 
aside  that  $170  billion  which  can  be 
used  for  tax  cuts. 

Second,  there  is  no  review  of  the  fast- 
est growing  contributor  to  the  size  of 
the  deficit,  which  is  our  tax  expendi- 
tures. I  indicated  during  the  time  of 
the  line-item  veto,  which  I  supported, 
that  I  wanted  to  see  the  line-item  veto 
go  on  this  for  tax  expenditures.  We  are 
not  reviewing  tax  expenditures.  There 
is  no  similar  kind  of  review  by  the 
Budget  Committee  to  review  the  var- 
ious kinds  of  subsidies  that  are  out 
there  that  are  going,  in  many  in- 
stances, to  some  of  the  most  successful 
companies  and  corporations.  There  is 
no  review  by  the  Budget  Committee  to 
review  those  and  to  find  out  which  ones 
make  sense,  which  ones  do  not  make 
sense,  and  to  do  the  same  kinds  of  cuts 
that  we  have  seen  illustrated  by  the 
kinds  of  cuts  that  have  taken  place  in 
this  budget,  identifying  program  after 
program  after  program  after  program 
after  program  that  deals  with  edu- 
cation. 

I  think  that  the  Senator's  position  in 
terms  of  fairness  and  judgment  and  in 
terms  of  the  budget  would  be  enhanced 
if  he  said.  "Let's  take  a  look  at  $460 
billion  in  tax  expenditures  and  review 
those  and  find  out  which  ones  are  fair 
and  which  ones  are  not.  " 

I  think  that  is  a  position.  Finally,  let 
me  say  that  I  do  think,  and  I  think  the 
Senator  would  agree  with  me.  we  are 
never  going  to  get  at  the  principal  con- 
tributor to  expanding  deficits,  which  is 
the  health  care  issue,  and  the  esca- 
lations of  health  care  costs  both  now  in 
terms  of  medical  care  which  is  dif- 
ferent from  where  it  was  from  the  mid- 
1980's  to  1990.  but  nonetheless  has  dou- 
bled virtually  the  cost  of  living  in 
terms  of  where  we  are  for  other  goods 
and  services. 


We  are  never  going  to  really  deal 
with  that  increase  by  just  cutting.  We 
are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  the  esca- 
lation of  health  care  costs  by  looking 
at  the  total  health  care  system. 

Social  Security  and  Medicaid  rep- 
resent one-quarter  of  our  health  care 
expenditures.  If  we  are  going  to  have 
some  kind  of  a  discipline  on  that  one- 
quarter,  and  we  will  have  cutbacks  as 
being  included,  then  we  will  have  a  re- 
duction of  services  without  giving 
some  kind  of  additional  sense  of  reform 
of  health  care. 

The  Senator  knows  very  well  that 
treating  people  with  long-term  care 
and  in-home  care  and  permitting  them 
to  get  help  and  assistance  with  pre- 
scription drugs  which  are  outside  of  a 
hospital  setting,  and  providing  for  bet- 
ter health  care  services,  that  there  are 
many  things  that  can  be  invested.  It 
can  have  an  impact  in  reducing  the 
pressures  in  terms  of  the  growth  of  the 
Medicare  population. 

But  the  idea  that  we  are  going  to 
solve  the  expansion  of  health  care  costs 
just  by  cutting  back  again  on  Medicare 
is  something  that  I  find  troublesome.  I 
wanted  to  indicate  to  the  Senator  that 
I  respect  his  sincere  desire  to  move  and 
support  programs  that  will  bring 
America  into  a  closer  position  on  the 
issues  of  our  deficit,  but  it  does  seem 
to  me  that  we  should  not  simply  have 
the  harshest  cuts  in  the  areas  that  I 
think  are  counterproductive,  because  I 
would  say  to  my  friend  and  colleague, 
that  every  dollar  we  cut  back  in  edu- 
cation we  will  be  paying  $2  more  in 
terms  of  social  services. 

I  think,  and  particularly  with  regard 
to  education,  that  is  wrong. 

Mr.  REID.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  would  let  me  finish. 

Mr.  REID.  Of  course. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  appreciate  the  sug- 
gestions that  t^ie  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts mad^.  Tax  expenditures — I 
suppose  he  is  talking  about,  first  of  all. 
a  whole  series  of  things.  Whether  we 
should  be  providing  pensions,  deduct- 
ible pensions,  or  whether  we  are  talk- 
ing about  in  the  tax  expenditures, 
whether  he  is  talking  about  deprecia- 
tion. I  do  not  find  those  objectionable. 
But  never  mind. 

It  seems  to  me  it  would  behoove  ev- 
eryone to  come  up  with  plans.  That  is, 
if  the  Senator  and  the  administration 
do  not  like  the  Republican  proposal  for 
doing  something  about  this  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002,  which  is  a  very 
reasonable  goal  to  reach.  We  have  no 
wars,  times  are  relatively  good,  infla- 
tion is  low.  unemployment  is  low.  rel- 
atively low.  and  this  is  the  time  to  gun 
for  this  balanced  budget  amendment, 
balanced  budget  situation.  But  the  ad- 
ministration has  not  done  that.  It  has 
chosen  not  to  do  that. 

All  right,  how  about  the  Democratic 
Senators  doing  it  themselves?  I  would 
be  interested  to  see  what  they  come  up 
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with,  because  this  is  very,  very  dif- 
ficult. And  every  step  that  we  take,  we 
being  the  Republicans  who  have  come 
up  with  this  balanced  budget,  we  are 
going  to  be  attacked.  And  there  are 
going  to  be  wonderful  things  to  attack 
us  on.  But  at  least  we  are  trying  to  get 
there. 

I  think  as  a  part  of  a  sense  of  respon- 
sibility, if  you  want  to  call  it  that, 
that  it  would  be  wise,  it  would  be  help- 
ful if  others  came  up  with  their  ap- 
proach. Maybe  you  can  do  it  better 
than  we  can  do  it.  If  so,  three  cheers, 
and  let  us  hear  your  ideas. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  appreciate  his  moment  of  challenge. 

I  am  mindful,  though,  that  this  does 
come  from  voices  that  were  not  there 
when  we  saw  the  $70  billion  deficit  re- 
duction program  on  the  1993  budget 
resolution.  We  did  not  have  it.  That  is 
a  historic  fact.  It  is  a  political  fact  of 
life,  as  well.  But  there  was  not  a  single 
vote  that  came  from  that  side,  not  one 
single  vote,  when  we  were  moving  to- 
ward at  least  a  very  modest  increase  in 
tax  which  was  presented  for  the  top  1 
to  2  percent  of  the  taxpayers,  to  pro- 
vide a  very  mcdest  increase.  We  did  not 
have  any  support  there.  Nor  did  we 
have  support  when  we  were  trying  to 
provide  the  extension  of  the  earned-in- 
come  tax  credit — that  is  84,000  families 
in  my  State  who  were  able  to  get  some 
benefit,  plus  reduce  the  overall  deficit 
by  $600  million.  We  had  that. 

I  have  said  on  other  occasions  I  re- 
spect the  seriousness  with  which  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  approached 
the  efforts  to  try  to  deal  with  the 
health  care  issue  and  crisis  in  a  com- 
prehensive way.  I  am  not  sure  the  Sen- 
ator desires,  nor  do  I.  to  get  into  a  long 
debate  on  what  happened  to  that  par- 
ticular measure. 

But.  nonetheless,  dealing  in  a  com- 
prehensive way  with  the  total  health 
care  issues  that  included  Medicare  plus 
other  kinds  of  expenditures  was,  I 
think— I  thought  then  and  I  still  do. 
and  I  think  eventually  the  country  will 
recognize,  whether  we  do  it  the  way 
that  was  suggested  the  last  time  or  in 
some  other  way— we  are  never  going  to 
be  serious  about  getting  a  handle  on 
health  care  costs,  which  is  the  prin- 
cipal contributor  in  entitlement  spend- 
ing, until  we  deal  with  that  issue.  We 
were  not  able  to  break  through  and  de- 
velop bipartisan  support. 

I  am  not  here  tonight  to  get  into 
where  the  blame  lies  for  that.  But  I  do 
think  those  of  us  who  supported  those 
positions,  and  also  supported  at  least  a 
line-item  veto  that  included  the  tax  ex- 
penditures, do  not  come  to  this  debate 
empty-handed.  We  do  come  to  this  with 
a  recognition  that  we  have  attempted 
to  be  responsible  on  this.  I.  frankly, 
think  that  is  something  that  ought  to 
be  a  part  of  it,  as  well. 

Should  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land say.  "OK,  we  did  not  do  the  health 
care  last  year.  We  understand  we  are 
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going  to  have  to  deal  with  Medicare 
this  year,  and  we  are  prepared  to  try  to 
work  across  the  line,  with  this  Presi- 
dent, with  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
to  try  to  get  a  handle  on  health  care 
costs  that  are  part  of  health  care  re- 
form." I  would  welcome  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  the  first  who  comes  to  the 
table  on  that  issue.  I  think  I  speak  for 
many  on  this  side. 

I  must  say,  hope  springs  eternal  in 
my  soul.  I  think  many  of  us  understand 
there  is  nobody  who  could  put  that 
challenge  with  greater  credibility  than 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island.  Per- 
haps we  will  wait  for  a  little  while  to 
hear  that  challenge  go  out  there  where 
we  can  sit  down  and  really  try  to  come 
to  grips  with  this  issue. 

Mr.  REID.  Before  the  Senator  yields 
the  floor.  I  have  a  question  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  REID.  I  say  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Massachusetts.  I  recall  many  of 
us  being  on  this  floor  just  a  few  months 
ago,  talking  about  the  crisis  in  health 
care. 

Does  the  Senator  recall  that? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Yes.  I  do. 

Mr.  REID.  In  fact,  it  was  not  minutes 
or  hours  or  days;  we  spent  weeks  on  the 
floor  talking  about  the  health  care  cri- 
sis a  few  months  ago. 

I  am  curious:  is  the  crisis  suddenly 
upon  us  regarding  Medicare?  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is.  that  same  crisis  was 
here  last  year,  when  we  worked  weeks 
and  weeks  trying  to  solve  the  problem; 
is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  abso- 
lutely correct.  What  stands  out  even  in 
greater  relief  is  the  fact  that  in  that 
debate  there  were  going  to  be  adjust- 
ments made  in  the  Medicare  system 
but.  nonetheless,  it  was  going  to  be 
part  of  an  overall  reform.  So  the  sen- 
iors were  going  to  be  able,  hopefully,  to 
not  only  have  a  more  comprehensive 
range  of  services  available  to  them,  but 
it  would  give  them  the  kind  of  protec- 
tion in  the  future  that  the  continued 
escalation  of  costs  for  them  would  not 
provide. 

As  the  Senator  knows  full  well  now. 
for  the  average  Medicare  recipient, 
they  are  paying  about  $1  out  of  $4,  $1 
out  of  $5,  of  every  dollar  for  health 
care.  Twenty  years  ago,  it  was  $1  out  of 
every  $12. 

Now,  for  those  in  the  lower  part  of 
the  Medicare  system,  in  many  in- 
stances, it  is  $1  out  of  $3. 

So  there  is  a  need  to  both  have  the 
reform  and  to  use  resources  for  health 
care  reform  rather  than  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  REID.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  if  there  is  suddenly  a  recognition  on 
the  other  side  that  there  is  a  crisis  in 
Medicare,  should  we  recognize  that  the 
crisis  is  not  in  Medicare,  it  is  in  health 
care?  Is  that  not  a  fair  statement? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  has 
stated  it  very  well. 


Mr.  REID.  If  the  health  care  costs,  as 

they  relate  to  Medicare,  are  escalating 
10.7  percent  a  year,  is  it  not  a  fact  that 
some  private  systems  are  going  up  even 
more  than  that? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect again. 

Mr.  REID.  That  means  higher  insur- 
ance premiums.  Does  it  not  mean  that 
people  who  have  no  insurance  go  to  an 
emergency  room;  and  is  there  any 
higher  cost  of  medical  care  any  place 
in  the  country  than  in  an  emergency 
room? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  abso- 
lutely correct  on  that.  The  great  trag- 
edy in  the  cost  is  not  only  in  the  dol- 
lars and  cents,  but  it  is  in  the  cost  of 
parents  who  wonder  if  that  child  is  $75 
or  $100  sick  before  they  will  even  go  to 
the  emergency  room  to  take  care  of 
those  needs. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  about  45  jjer- 
cent  of  all  needs  that  are  treated  in  the 
emergency  room  could  have  been  treat- 
ed— or  are  preventable — and  could  have 
been  treated  in  a  much  lower-cost  set- 
ting at  a  savings  of  not  only  resources, 
but  also  the  anxiety  primarily  of  par- 
ents and  loved  ones  because  of  the  ill- 
ness or  sickness  of  a  member  of  the 
family. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  I  be  allowed  to  speak  as 
in  morning  business  for  up  to  15  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  before  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  leaves  the 
floor.  I  want  to  say  I  have  been  here 
and  I  have  used  as  an  illustration  some 
of  the  things  that  are  being  done  on 
the  uLher  side  uf  the  aisle,  as  being — 
well,  they  remind  me  some  of  the 
things  that  go  on  in  Las  Vegas.  We 
have  in  Las  Vegas  the  greatest  magi- 
cians, illusionists  in  the  world.  I  talked 
earlier  this  week  about  Siegfried  and 
Roy.  They  can  make  things  happen. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  And  David 
Copperfield. 

Mr.  REID.  I  did  not  talk  about  him 
the  other  day.  but  we  have  David 
Copperfield,  who  spends  a  lot  of  time  in 
Las  Vegas,  who  does  many  wonderful 
things.  We  have  Melinda,  who  is  the 
Woman  of  Magic.  We  also  have  two  new 
magicians  who  now  live  in  Las  Vegas 
by  the  names  of  Penn  and  Teller.  The 
reason  the  other  illusionists  are  so  mad 
at  them  is  because  they  tell  people  how 
they  do  their  tricks. 

I  think  we  need  some  help  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  to  tell  us  how 
they  are  doing  their  tricks  because  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  a  health  care  cri- 
sis has  been  upon  us  for  a  long  time. 
Suddenly,  because  they  are  presenting 
a  budget  to  us.  they  find  a  health  care 
crisis  when  there  has  been  one  here  all 
the  time.  I  think  they  have  been  tak- 


ing lessons  from  some  of  my  friends  in 
Nevada.  I  think  that  because  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
are  really  illusionists  or  magicians  in 
the  true  sense  of  the  word. 

I  appreciate  the  statement  the  Sen- 
ator has  given  regarding  education.  We 
really  have  to  concentrate  on  edu- 
cation and  what  it  is  doing  to  future 
generations. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  May  I  just  ask  the 
Senator,  in  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee, they  actually  cut  $90  billion,  I  un- 
derstand, from  Medicare,  and  put  it 
that  much  more  at  risk,  in  order  to  re- 
capture funds  in  the  House  budget  that 
can  be  used  for  tax  reduction.  Is  the 
Senator  familiar  with  that? 

(Mr.  BROWN  assumed  the  chair). 

Mr.  REID.  I  am  ven,'  familiar  with 
that.  I  say  to  my  fnend  that  the  Demo- 
crats are  not  against  tax  cuts.  But  I 
think  we  have  to  have  our  priorities  in 
order.  Do  we  take  $90  billion  away  from 
senior  citizens?  As  indicated.  $1  out  of 
every  $3  they  have  they  have  to  spend 
on  health  care.  Is  that  a  proper  prior- 
ity that  we  give  tax  cuts,  $20,000  tax 
cuts,  to  people  making  over  $350,000  a 
year?  Is  that  fair,  I  say  to  my  friend? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  think  the  answer  is 
obvious.  I  think  that  it  is  important  as 
we  move  through  this  debate  and  the 
budget  that  is  taking  place  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate  that  the  facts 
come  out  about  exactly  what  hats  been 
cut  and  who  is  going  to  pay  for  it.  I 
think  the  Senator  is  providing  a  real 
service  to  the  membership  here  in  dis- 
cussing these  matters  and  bringing 
them  to  the  attention  of  the  member- 
ship and  to  the  American  people.  I 
thank  him  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  the  budget 
that  we  have  just  received  today  does 
some  interesting  things.  One  thing 
that  it  does  without  any  dispute — there 
is  no  reason  to  debate  this — is  that  sen- 
ior citizens  on  an  average  will  sptend 
$900  per  year  more  for  health  care 
costs.  Every  year  they  can  expect  to 
lose  about  $900— in  fact,  if  they  can, 
and  most  of  them  cannot — they  will 
have  to  pay  that  much  more  money  for 
health  care  costs.  As  I  have  said  to  my 
friend  from  Massachusetts,  there  is  no 
crisis  today  that  there  was  not  last  De- 
cember. Suddenly,  there  is  a  crisis  now. 
Suddenly,  they  want  to  start  talking 
about  Medicare  and  not  talk  about  the 
rest  of  health  care  costs. 

Mr.  President,  this  year  health  care 
costs  in  America  will  go  up  over  $100 
billion.  We  will  not  have  any  better 
health  care  as  a  result  of  that.  We  have 
to  be  concerned  about  health  care  gen- 
erally and  not  Medicare  particularly. 

Mr.  President,  this  rhetoric  that  we 
have  heard  and  encompassed  in  this 
budget  about  Medicare  reform  is  noth- 
ing but  a  smokescreen  for  tax  cuts. 
There  is  a  proposal  in  this  Republican 
budget  that  we  have  for  tax  cuts.  It  is 
camouflaged,  and  says  any  savings  wc 
get   we   will   apply    to   the   tax   cut.    I 
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think  any  savings  we  get  we  should 
help  these  senior  citizens  that  are  hav- 
ing their  Medicare  bills  increased.  I 
think  we  should  talk  about  young  peo- 
ple who  cannot  go  to  school,  or  go  to 
college.  That  is  where  the  money 
should  go,  not  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy. 

We  are  talking  about  a  $900  a  year  in- 
crease in  out-of-pocket  health  care  for 
every  senior  citizen  on  Medicare,  and 
we  will  pay  for  the  $20,000  annual  tax 
cut  for  Americans  making  $350,000  a 
year  or  more.  When  the  facts  are  fil- 
tered from  this  rhetoric,  it  is  not  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  they  are  concerned 
about  at  all.  It  is  tax  cuts  they  are  con- 
cerned about. 

As  I  indicated.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
all  for  tax  cuts.  But  there  has  to  be  a 
prioritization  of  what  is  important.  Is 
it  more  important  we  give  tax  cuts  to 
people  who  make  a  lot  of  money  or 
that  we  take  money  away  from  senior 
citizens  or  kids  trying  to  get  an  edu- 
cation? 

Eighty-three  percent  of  Medicare 
spending  is  for  senior  citizens  with  an- 
nual incomes  of  less  than  $25,000  a 
year.  Two-thirds  is  for  those  with  in- 
comes of  less  than  $15,000  a  year.  Medi- 
care does  not  cover  prescription  drugs. 
It  does  not  cover  long-term  care.  It 
does  not  cover  dental  care  or  eye  care. 
I  think  It  IS  time  for  us  to  be  concerned 
about  Improving  Medicare  rather  than 
trashing  Medicare. 

We  can  come  up  with  some  savings. 
Should  not  those  savings  be  applied  to 
maybe  taking  a  look  at  long-term  care, 
dental  care,  or  eye  care?  I  would  think 
so. 

Drastic  cuts  in  Medicare  not  only 
threaten  the  pocketbooks  of  seniors 
but  also  those  of  families.  Some  seniors 
may  be  forced  to  move  in  with  their  ex- 
tended families  once  the  burden  of  in- 
'creased  premiums,  copayments,  and 
deductibles  become  too  great,  if  in  fact 
they  are  fortunate  enough  to  have 
those  extended  families.  A  move  would 
result  in  loss  of  independence  for  sen- 
iors as  well  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
that  Medicare  was  such  an  important 
thing— that  we  will  make  sure  that  we 
did  things  to  increase  the  independence 
of  seniors,  not  take  away  their  inde- 
pendence. 

What  it  all  boils  down  to.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  priorities.  How  do  we  feel 
about  priorities?  I  believe  the  most  im- 
portant thing  we  can  be  engaged  in  is 
reducing  the  deficit  I  think  it  is  for  a 
lot  of  different  reasons  and  we  need  to 
increase  savings.  We  need  to  increase 
our  balance  of  trade.  We  need  to  make 
sure  that  we  do  not  spend  more  than  17 
percent  a  year  for  interest  on  the  debt. 
The  American  public  has  to  understand 
that  about  48  percent  of  what  we  spend 
is  for  entitlements.  What  is  the  largest 
part  of  that?  Health  care  costs — Medi- 
care and  Medicaid.  We  have  to  do 
something  about  that,  not  just  hack 
away   at   Medicare   but   do   something 


about  overall  health  care  costs.  That 
should  not  be  swept  under  the  rug. 

Last  year  we  debated  health  care. 
Perhaps  we  tried  to  do  too  m.uch.  There 
were  lots  of  losers  in  that  health  care 
debate;  hundreds  of  losers,  and  only 
one  real  winner  in  the  health  care  de- 
bate and  that  was  the  health  insurance 
industry.  They  were  head  and  shoul- 
ders the  winner.  They  got  over  the  fin- 
ish line  way  before  anybody  else  got 
out  of  the  starting  block.  They, 
through  their  Harry  and  Louise  ads.  set 
out  to  frighten  and  confuse  the  Amer- 
ican public,  and  they  hit  a  home  run. 
They  frightened  and  confused  the 
American  public  beyond,  I  think,  what 
even  they  hoped. 

When  the  health  care  debate  started 
everyone  recognized  the  truth,  that 
health  care  was  in  trouble.  Almost  90 
percent  of  the  American  public  favored 
health  care  reform.  When  the  debate 
ended.  Mr.  President,  nobody  favored 
health  care  reform.  The  health  insur- 
ance lobby  won  the  day.  That  does  not 
mean  that  the  day  is  won  forever  be- 
cause the  problems  still  exist.  Health 
care  costs  are  increasing,  and  they  are 
driving  deficits  on  local  governments. 
State  governments,  and  the  Federal 
Government. 

All  of  this  debate  about  let  us  give 
everything  back  to  the  States  is  scar- 
ing the  people  in  Nevada.  Why?  Espe- 
cially the  large  counties,  Clark  and 
Washoe  Counties  get  all  of  leftovers, 
people  that  have  fallen  through  the 
safety  net.  Social  services  in  Washoe 
County.  Clark  County.  Reno,  and  Las 
Vegas  have  to  take  care  of  those  people 
that  fall  through  the  safety  net.  They 
cannot  do  it.  They  do  not  have  a  tax 
base  to  do  it.  They  are  frightened 
about  what  is  probably  going  to  happen 
back  here. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  statement 
they  want  to  return  the  $170  billion 
dividend  to  the  American  people  in  the 
form  of  a  tax  cut.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  where  the  dividend  should  go.  The 
budget  that  has  been  proposed  slashes 
the  prime  trust  funds — aid  to  edu- 
cation, student  loans,  all  kinds  of  med- 
ical research,  and  raises  taxes  on  work- 
ing families  who  make  under  $26,000  a 
year.  We  have  focused  on  a  tax  cut. 
That  is  a  priority  of  the  House  and 
their  Contract  With  America.  That  is 
the  foundation  of  their  contract — tax 
cuts  amounting  to  almost  $1  trillion 
over  the  next  10  years.  But  have  we 
talked  about  what  has  happened  to 
people  who  are  going  to  get  a  tax  in- 
crease in  this  budget;  that  is.  working 
families  who  make  under  $26,000  a 
year? 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  is  being 
slashed  with  a  proposal  that  was  intro- 
duced, or  will  be  introduced,  by  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  about  7.8 
million  people,  will  have  their  earned 
income  tax  credit  whacked.  On  an  aver- 
age, these  people  have  their  taxes  in- 
creased by  $270. 


Earned  income  tax  credit  recipients 
with  incomes  lower  than  $26,000  will 
lose  their  eligibility,  generally  speak- 
ing. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  what  is  an 
earned  income  tax  credit?  It  is  a  way  of 
keeping  people  off  welfare,  and  it  is  a 
way  of  having  people  who  are  on  wel- 
fare to  get  off  welfare.  Why?  Because 
under  current  law  people  who  make 
less  than  $26,000  a  year  can  apply— it  is 
on  a  sliding  scale — to  have  part  of  the 
taxes  they  pay  rebated  to  them.  It 
works  very  well.  Under  current  law. 
with  earnings  of  $16,500  and  no  other 
source  of  income,  a  married  couple 
with  two  children  would  have  income 
slightly  above  the  poverty  level  in  1996. 
While  they  would  not  owe  individual 
income  taxes,  they  would  pay  about 
$2,500  in  Social  Security  taxes  on  their 
earnings.  Under  current  law.  they 
would  receive  an  earned  income  tax 
credit  for  the  amount  they  pay.  com- 
pletely offsetting  their  tax  liability. 

That  is  why  people  want  to  get  off 
welfare.  That  is  why  people  do  not 
want  to  go  on  welfare.  They  have  a 
chance  to  get  ahead  and  be  part  of 
working  America.  Because  larger  fami- 
lies have  greater  needs  than  smaller 
families,  taxpayers  with  two  or  more 
children  are  entitled  to  a  larger  earned 
income  tax  credit  than  taxpayers  with 
one  or  no  children.  But  under  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee's  mark,  a  ver,y 
low-wage  worker  with  two  or  more 
children  will  receive  only  a  token  ad- 
justment to  compensate  him  or  her  for 
the  additional  cost  of  raising  this  fam- 
ily. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  have  to  be  con- 
cerned about  the  tax  increases  in  this 
mark  that  we  are  getting  from  the  Sen- 
ate. We  have  heard  a  lot  about  the  tax 
decreases  lor  the  weaitny,  but  what 
about  the  tax  increases  for  people  who 
make  less  than  $26,000  a  year? 

The  budget  grants  short-term  tax 
cuts,  especially  that  from  the  House, 
instead  of  focusing  on  long-term  in- 
vestments on  education,  health  re- 
search, and  crime  control. 

May  I  ask  the  Chair  how  much  time 
I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
1  minute  52  seconds  remaining  of  the 
Senator's  time. 

Mr.  REID.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  extended  an  additional  5  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  REID.  I  held  a  crime  summit  in 
Las  Vegas  which,  coincidentally,  had 
been  scheduled  for  several  months.  It 
was  the  day  after  the  Oklahoma  City 
explosion.  I  met  there  with  the  chiefs 
of  police  of  southern  Nevada:  Boulder 
City,  Las  Vegas,  Henderson;  Federal  of- 
ficials. DEA.  FBI,  judges,  and  a  number 
of  other  people  in  an  off-the-record  dis- 
cussion about  problems  relating  to 
crime.  There  are  serious  problems  that 


we  are  not  addressing.  Law  enforce- 
ment needs  help,  lots  of  help.  Yet,  the 
budget  proposal  cuts  the  violent  crime 
trust  fund. 

I  will  be  speaking  to  a  number  of 
graduating  classes  in  Nevada  in  the 
next  few  weeks.  These  young  people, 
these  high  school  students  do  not  face 
a  very  bright  future.  We  are  cutting 
back  on  student  loans  and  grants,  in- 
stead of  being  aware  of  the  fact  that 
money  we  spend  for  education  comes 
back  to  us. 

Low-income  families — we  have  talked 
about  them— making  less  than  $26,000  a 
year  are  going  to  be  paying  more  taxes. 
The  budget  resolution  we  have.  Mr. 
President,  calls  for  more  taxes. 

Research.  I  would  recommend  to 
every  one  of  my  colleagues  that  they 
go  to  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
and  talk  to  the  people  who  have  dedi- 
cated their  lives  to  curing  disease.  It  is 
wonderful,  the  stories  you  hear  out 
there.  Paralysis.  We  have  a  significant 
number  of  people  who  have  spinal  cord 
injuries.  As  a  result  of  the  persever- 
ance of  a  number  of  physicians  out 
there,  they  have  been  able  to  make  sig- 
nificant strides  in  trauma  associated 
with  spinal  cord  injury.  And  as  a  result 
of  the  work  they  have  done,  especially 
work  done  with  massive  doses  of 
steroids  immediately  following  an  acci- 
dent, people  today  who  would  have 
been  paralyzed  are  not  as  a  result  of 
the  work  done  at  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health.  The  problems  that  we 
deal  with  there  deal  with  people  who 
are  sick  and  injured  and  need  help. 

We  are  going  to  cut  back  on  that  re- 
search. That  is  wrong. 

The  time  has  come,  Mr.  President,  to 
live  up  to  promises  made  during  the 
balanced  budget  debate.  For  example, 
Lu  protect  .Social  Rpiairif.y  Thf-  Ri^nnh- 
licans  claim  that  under  their  budget 
they  will  protect  Social  Security.  So- 
cial Security,  however,  will  face  it's 
greatest  threat  under  this  budget  in 
2002  when  this  budget  supposedly  will 
balance.  Because  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses are  being  scored  against  the  def- 
icit, this  budget  will  collateralize  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund.  Black's 
Law  Dictionary  defines  collateral  as 
"property  which  is  pledged  as  security 
for  the  satisfaction  of  a  debt."  In  this 
budget  proposal,  the  definition  of  col- 
lateral is  Social  Security. 

I  think  we  have  to  live  up  to  the  re- 
sponsibilities that  we  have.  I  reE>eat. 
we  have  to  do  a  better  job  of  balancing 
the  budget.  This  will  be  the  third  year 
in  a  row  that  the  budget  will  be  lower 
than  the  year  before,  the  first  time  in 
50  years.  Certainly,  we  have  to  do  much 
better  than  we  have  done.  We  have  re- 
duced, in  the  last  2  years.  Federal  em- 
ployment by  150.000  people.  I  think 
that  is  significant.  We  have  had  the 
highest  economic  growth  in  some  40 
years.  That  is  important.  We  certainly 
have  not  done  enough.  The  economy 
needs  a  lot  of  help.  The  one  thing  we 


could  do  that  would  help  more  than 
any  other  thing  would  be  to  reduce  the 
deficit,  but  we  cannot  do  it  with  tax 
cuts.  We  cannot  do  it  with  cutting  edu- 
cational benefits. 

We  have  to  look  at  the  big  items. 
What  are  the  big  items?  They  are  inter- 
est on  the  debt,  medical  expenses,  and, 
of  course,  we  have  to  look  at  defense. 
We  cannot  leave  that  because  20  per- 
cent of  every  dollar  we  spend  goes  for 
defense. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land, the  chairman  of  my  committee, 
for  his  allowing  me  to  go  out  of  order 
in  morning  business. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  before  the  Senate  is 
the  substitute  amendment  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works  to  S.  534. 

Is  there  further  debate  on  the  bill? 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  Graham  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What  is 
before  the  Senate  is  the  committee-re- 
ported substitute  at  this  point. 

Mr.  GRAHAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

.AMENDMENT  .NO.  752 

(Purpose:  To  revise  the  provision  relating  to 
State-mandated  disposal  services) 

AMENDMENT  NO.  753 

(Purpose:  To  provide  that  a  law  providing  for 
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considered  to  be  a  reasonable  regulation  of 

commerce) 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  two  amendments  and  ask 
for  their  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  these  amendments  to  be 
considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  The  Senator  requests 
that  they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Graham] 
proposes  en  bloc  amendments  numbered  752 
and  lb3. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendments  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

.\ME.NDME.VT  No.  752 

On  page  63,  strike  line  4  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  64,  line  2.  and  insert  the 
following: 

"(e)  State-Mandated  Disposal  Serv- 
ices,— A  political  subdivision  of  a  State  may 


exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if,  prior  to  May  15,  1994.  the 
political  subdivision— 

"(1)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
providing  for  the  operation  of  solid  waste  fa- 
cilities to  serve  the  disposal  needs  of  all  in- 
corporated and  unincorporated  areas  of  the 
county; 

"(2)  is  required  to  initiate  a  recyclable  ma- 
terials recycling  program  in  order  to  meet  a 
municipal  solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at 
least  30  percent; 

■(3)  has  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
to  exercise  flow  control  authority  and  had 
implemented  the  authority  through  the 
adoption  or  execution  of  a  law,  ordinance, 
regulation,  contract,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision;  and 

"(4)  had  incurred,  or  caused  a  public  serv- 
ice authority  to  incur,  significant  financial 
expenditures  to  comply  with  State  law  and 
to  repay  outstanding  bonds  that  were  issued 
specifically  for  the  construction  of  solid 
waste  management  facilities  to  which  the 
political  subdivision's  waste  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered. 

(5)  the  authority  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  Section 
401z(b)(4). 

Amendment  No.  753 

On  page  65.  line  10,  strike  "or  (d)"  and  in- 
sert "(d).  or  (e)". 

On  page  65.  line  3.  strike  "or  (d)"  and  in- 
sert "(d).  or  (e)". 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  these 
two  amendments  represent  technical 
refinements  to  a  provision  of  the  bill 
which  appears  on  pages  63  through  65, 
which  I  understand  have  been  agreed  to 
by  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  I  ask  for 
their  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr  President,  indeed. 
they  have  been  agreed  to  by  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  and  we  are  prepared  to  accept 
them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendments  Nos. 
752  and  753?  Is  there  objection  to  the 
amendments?  If  not.  the  amendments 
are  agreed  to. 

So  the  amendments  (Nos.  752  and  753) 
were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRAHAM  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  Senator 
CHAFEE.  who.  in  his  usual  gracious 
manner,  has  been  so  helpful  in  working 
through  these  two  technical  amend- 
ments as  well  as  having  assisted  the 
committee  in  bringing  to  the  floor  this 
important  piece  of  legislation. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  the 
chair  of  the  subcommittee  with  spe- 
cific responsibility.  Senator  SMITH  of 
New  Hampshire,  and  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member.  Senator  Baucus.  and 
Senator  Lautenberg  for  their  cour- 
tesies in  the  development  of  these 
amendments  and  other  provisions  in 
the  legislation.  I  would  like  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  make  a  few  re- 
marks on  the  general  subject  of  title  11 
of  this  legislation  which  is  the  provi- 
sion relating  to  flow  control. 
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Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator, before  he  gets  into  that,  would 
like  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  In  further  thoughtful- 
ness  on  the  part  of  the  Senator.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  votes  by  which  the 
two  amendments  were  agreed  to  en 
bloc. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  move  to  table  that 
motion. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  thank  you,  Mr. 
President,      and      I      thank      Senator 

CHAFEE. 

This  legislation  in  title  II.  which  is 
the  title  to  which  my  remarks  will  be 
directed,  raises  again  the  fundamental 
question  that  this  Federal  Government 
has  dealt  with  throughout  its  history. 
and  that  is  the  appropriate  role  of  the 
State  government  and  the  National 
Government.  In  this  case,  it  raises,  in 
stark  relief,  the  question  of  who  should 
decide  an  issue  as  basic  to  our  public 
welfare  as  the  disposition  of  garbage. 

I  start  from  a  general  presumption 
that  that  level  of  government  which  is 
closest  to  the  people  who  will  be  af- 
fected by  the  action  should  be  able  to 
control  the  action  and  therefore  I  have 
a  general  predisposition  toward  local 
and  State  government  having  respon- 
slblMty  and  control.  In  this  caise,  that 
predisposition  also  happens  to  be  in  the 
historical  responsibility  of  local  gov- 
ernment for  the  control  of  their  solid 
waste  and  its  disposition. 

Let  me  turn  to  a  little  background  of 
how  we  got  to  the  legislation  that  is 
before  us  today.  I  will  use  for  purposes 
of  my  examples  primarily  illustrations 
from  my  State  of  Florida  but  I  believe 
that  similar  examples  could  be  drawn 
from  any  of  the  other  some  35  States 
which  have  adopted  a  flow  control 
process  to  direct  their  solid  waste. 

In  the  case  of  my  State,  this  involve- 
ment was  largely  driven  by  environ- 
mental and  particularly  water-related 
concerns  and  the  impact  that  those 
proper  considerations  of  environmental 
circumstances  would  have  on  the  pub- 
lic health.  I  was  concerned  in  reading 
the  report  of  the  committee  that  the 
statement  is  made  that  the  principal 
issue  relative  to  flow  control  is  eco- 
nomics. In  my  judgment,  while  eco- 
nomics are  certainly  concerns,  the 
statement  made  on  page  6  that  "The 
primary  factor  driving  the  imposition 
of  flow  control  ordnances  is  econom- 
ics" confuses  the  ends  with  the  means. 
The  economics  are  a  means  of  achiev- 
ing the  end. 

In  the  case  of  my  State,  the  end  was 
to  have  appropriate  sites  that  would 
protect  the  environment  and  protect 
public  health.  My  State  is  one  which  is 
growing  rapidly  We  are  adding  some 
300,000  people  every  year,  having  just 
crossed  the  14  million  size.  Eighty  per- 
cent of  the  population  of  the  State  of 
Florida  lives  in  the  coastal  zone,  basi- 


cally a  thin  strip  of  land  over  pools  of 
water.  We  depend  upon  that  subsurface 
water  for  all  of  our  purposes— human 
consumption,  economic  purposes,  agri- 
culture— for  this  large  and  growing 
population  and  the  economy  which  sup- 
ports that  population. 

A  number  of  years  ago,  it  was  recog- 
nized that  if  we  continued  to  grow  at 
this  rapid  rate  and  continued  to  dis- 
pose of  our  solid  waste  in  the  tradi- 
tional pattern  that  we  were  going  to 
endanger  our  underground  water  sup- 
ply. And.  therefore,  the  State  passed  a 
comprehensive  solid  waste  manage- 
ment law  approximately  a  decade  ago, 
a  law  that  I  am  proud  to  say  has  been 
described  as  one  of  the  most  progres- 
sive in  the  Nation  and  has  been  a 
model  for  other  States.  That  solid 
waste  management  law  gave  a  great 
deal  of  responsibility  to  local  govern- 
ment, particularly  counties,  to  imple- 
ment solid  waste  disposal  programs. 
The  goal  was  to  remove  a  substantial 
amount  of  solid  waste  from  landfills 
and  into  other  disposal  methods  or  into 
landfills  that  met  a  very  high  standard 
of  environmental  protection. 

The  authority  to  implement  flow 
control  already  existed  in  Florida  and 
thus  counties  used  it  as  a  tool  to  de- 
velop an  integrated  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan  that  was  in  compliance 
with  the  State  law  and  that  addressed 
the  threat  of  ground  water  contamina- 
tion from  the  more  traditional,  less 
protected  landfills. 

It  was  in  this  context,  Mr.  President, 
that  2  years  ago  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  issued  an  opinion,  called  the 
Carbone  opinion,  which  essentially 
stated  that  States  were  without  the  au- 
thority to  grant  flow  control  power  to 
their  local  governments,  because  the 
use  of  that  flow  control  could  con- 
stitute a  restraint  on  interstate  com- 
merce. 

That  came  as  a  surprise  to  many  who 
felt  that  there  were  few  items  that 
were  as  indigenously  local  as  the  direc- 
tion of  garbage.  The  Supreme  Court 
reached  that  conclusion,  but  went  on 
to  provide  that  it  was  now  the  respon- 
sibility of  Congress  to  set  whatever 
standards  it  felt  appropriate  in  order  to 
authorize  local  governments  to  con- 
tinue exercising  their  flow  control  au- 
thority. 

If  I  could  quote  from  the  concurring 
opinion  of  Justice  O'Connor  who,  in 
joining  the  majority  in  the  Carbone 
opinion  stated  that,  "It  is  within  Con- 
gress' power  to  authorize  local  imposi- 
tion of  flow  control.  Should  Congress 
revisit  this  area,  and  enact  legislation 
providing  a  clear  indication  that  it  in- 
tends States  and  localities  to  imple- 
ment flow  control,  we  will,  of  course, 
defer  to  that  legislative  judgment." 

So  what  we  have  before  us  today  is 
the  legislative  judgment  carrying  out 
that  empowerment  by  the  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court.  I  am  concerned  that  the 
judgment  that  is  represented  in  title  II 


May  10,  1995 

of  this  bill  is  a  narrow  judgment.  It  is 
a  judgment  which  essentially  says  that 
as  the  first  proposition  local  govern- 
ments are  denied  the  authority  to  en- 
gage in  flow  control;  that  is  the  ability 
to  direct  their  solid  waste. 

As  a  second  point,  it  provides  that 
those  communities  which  have  already 
engaged  in  flow  control  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  Supreme  Court  opinion,  or 
prior  to  the  date  of  May  15.  1994.  which 
was  the  date  upon  which  this  initial 
version  of  legislation  was  first  pro- 
posed, that  those  communities  would 
be  allowed  to  continue  to  exercise  flow 
control  for  the  period  of  time  that  was 
required  for  that  community  to  meet 
its  financial  responsibility  but  in  no 
cases  longer  than  30  years  after  the 
passage  of  this  legislation.  The  impli- 
cation of  that  is  that  no  community 
which  was  not  engaged  in  flow  control 
prior  to  May  15,  1994,  would  be  sanc- 
tioned to  do  so  and  those  communities 
which  were  so  engaged  but  which  met 
their  financial  obligations,  such  as 
paying  off  the  bonds  that  were  nec- 
essary to  construct  a  modem  landfill 
or  a  solid  waste  recycling  plant  or  an 
incinerator,  that  once  those  financial 
obligations  were  met  they  would  lose 
their  authority  to  exercise  flow  control 
and  no  community,  regardless  of  cir- 
cumstance, would  have  flow  control  au- 
thority for  more  than  30  years. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  phi- 
losophy that  says  that  the  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  assume  that 
degree  of  policy  control  over  an  activ- 
ity which  has  been  so  historically  local 
and  which,  by  all  of  its  characteristics, 
should  continue  to  be  local. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  I  could 
present  the  counterargument  to  the 
Senator's  proposal.  The  Senator  is  say- 
ing that  it  goes  against  his  grain  and 
his  philosophical  belief  that  a  local 
community  cannot  impose  so-called 
flow  control;  a  local  community  cannot 
say:  We  are  going  to  build  an  inciner- 
ator. We  are  going  to  bond  it  with  reve- 
nue bonds,  with  the  revenue  coming 
from  the  requirement  that,  for  every- 
body in  this  community  and  every 
business,  all  trash  must  go  to  this 
central  facility.  And  the  reason  we.  the 
town,  say  that,  or  the  city  says  that,  is 
because  we  have  to  pay  off  the  bonds  to 
pay  for  the  facility. 

And  the  Senator  finds  it  disturbing. 
and  understandably  so.  that  in  this  leg- 
islation we  are  saying.  "No.  you  cannot 
do  that  anymore.  Oh,  yes,  you  can  do  it 
if  you  have  some  bonds  outstanding." 

Let  us  say  the  bonds  have  18  years  to 
go  and  that  is  the  expected  life  of  the 
facility.  But  beyond  that,  no.  you  can- 
not have  this  proposal.  It  is  a  little  bit 
like,  I  suppose  the  Senator  would  say. 
Big  Brother  saying  to  the  town  of 
Lakeland,  or  whatever  it  is  in  Florida, 
whatever  the  town  might  be,  "You 
can't  do  that." 

Here  is  the  other  side  of  the  argu- 
ment. The  other  side  of  the  argument 
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says  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  as  interpreted  by  our  courts 
says  you  cannot  do  this  to  start  with; 
that  no  way  can  you  be  able  to  issue 
these  requirements  that  everybody  in 
this  local  community  must  go  to  point 
A  to  dump  the  trash.  You  cannot  have 
some  local  hauler  come  in  and  take  it 
anyplace — to  take  it  to  Rhode  Island, 
take  it  to  Texas,  take  it  someplace 
else,  no.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  says  that  it  is  unconsti- 
tutional to  have  restrictions  that  we 
provide  for  in  this  legislation. 

I  look  at  it  another  way.  Instead  of 
saying  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend 
why  Big  Brother  should  step  in  and  say 
why  you  cannot  have  flow  control  or 
you  can  only  have  it  for  a  limited  pe- 
riod, instead  the  Congress  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  is  saying.  "Despite  the  fact 
that  flow  control  is  against  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  because 
it  interferes  with  interstate  commerce, 
we  are  still  going  to  let  you  have  it  in 
order  to  pay  off  your  bonds." 

So  I  look  on  it  more  as  the  Congress 
giving  rather  than  the  Congress  taking 
it  away. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  think, 
respectfully,  that  is  not  a  proper  read- 
ing of  what  the  Supreme  Court  said  in 
the  Carbone  case.  I  will  just  refer  you 
to  page  8  of  the  committee  report 
which  quotes  the  language  of  Justice 
O'Connor  in  which  she  states  quite  un- 
equivocally: 

It  is  within  CongTes.s'  power  to  authorize 
local  imposition  of  flow  control. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  con- 
tinue the  quote: 

Should  Cong:ress  revisit  this  area  and  enact 
leg^islation.  providini?  a  clear  indication  that 
it  intends  States  and  localities  to  implement 
flow  control,  we  will,  of  course,  defer  to  that 
legislative  judement. 

So  we  have  a  range  of  judgments  that 
we  can  make,  including  that  it  is  ap- 
propriate for  State  and  local  govern- 
ments to  continue  to  implement  flow 
control,  those  communities  which  had 
done  it  in  the  past  and  those  which 
might  like  to  do  it  in  the  future  and 
those  which  have  done  it  in  the  past 
which  have  paid  off  indebtedness  and 
wish  to  continue  to  utilize  it.  It  is 
within  our  power  to  place  the  decision- 
making as  to  whether  to  use  flow  con- 
trol or  not  in  the  hands  of  literally 
tens  of  thousands  of  local  government 
officials,  as  opposed  to  centralizing 
that  decision  in  Washington,  with  the 
judgment  that  is  contained  in  title  II 
of  this  legislation,  which  essentially  is: 
Thou  Shalt  not  engage  in  flow  control 
unless  you  were  doing  it  before  May 
1994  and,  even  then,  only  for  the  period 
necessary  to  pay  off  your  indebtedness 
and,  in  no  case,  more  than  30  years 
from  now. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  dispute  the  Senator's 
characterization  of  the  Congress  or  the 
Senate  saying  thou  shalt  not  engage  in 
flow  control.  It  is  not  us  that  is  saying 
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that.  The  Supreme  Court  has  said. 
"You  can't  do  it.  And.  indeed,  if  you 
try  and  do  it,  you  are  violating  the 
Constitution." 

But  the  Supreme  Court  goes  on  to 
say,  "But  if  you.  the  Congress,  want  to 
give  them  that  power,  then  you  have 
the  ability  to  do  so." 

I  do  not  think  it  is  us  imposing  a 
"thou  Shalt  not"  on  them.  In  effect,  we 
are  coming  to  their  rescue.  It  is  true, 
we  could  be  a  broader  rescue  mission 
than  we  are  currently  on.  The  Senator 
aptly  has  pointed  out.  all  we  are  doing 
is  limiting  our  rescue  mission;  all  we 
are  saying  is  we  will  rescue  those 
towns  that  have  already  made  the  com- 
mitment. They  had  imposed  flow  con- 
trol saying  everything  had  to  go  to  this 
central  landfill  or  central  incinerator. 
and  we  are  saying  you  can  keep  it  up 
because  you  issued  bonds  thinking  the 
law  was  the  way  it  was,  you  did  it  fair- 
ly, and  along  comes  the  Supreme  Court 
which  says  it  is  against  the  Constitu- 
tion. OK,  we  will  come  and  help  you 
out. 

That  is  what  we  are  doing.  We  are 
not  doing  it.  as  the  Senator  is  aptly 
saying,  in  perpetuity.  We  are  not  say- 
ing whatever  you  want  to  do  in  the 
towns  is  OK.  We  are  limiting  it. 

But  it  is  not  us  who  said  no  to  them 
to  start  with. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  say  to 
my  friend  and  colleague,  the  Supreme 
Court  has  clearly  stated,  as  it  does  in 
many  of  these  instances,  that  activi- 
ties which  are  violative  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  can  be  made 
constitutionally  acceptable  if  Congress 
sets  the  standards  and  clearly  grants 
the  conditions  for  that  authority. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Justice  O'Connor  has 
stated  it  quite  explicitly  that  we  have 
that  authority,  and  I  am  suggesting 
that  prudence  would  lead  us  to  a  posi- 
tion that  would  say,  let  us  exercise  the 
authority  that  the  Supreme  Court  has 
held  that  we  can  possess  under  the 
Constitution  in  a  way  that  decentral- 
izes decisionmaking,  that  lets  local 
communities,  with  locally  elected  offi- 
cials, take  into  account  their  local 
conditions. 

For  instance,  we  are  about  to  say  to 
one  of  the  fastest  growing  communities 
in  my  State,  Volusia  County,  which 
contains  cities  such  as  Daytona  Beach 
and  Ormond  Beach  and  DeLand — a  very 
rapidly  growing  area— that  they  cannot 
engage  in  flow  control  as  a  means  of 
managing  their  solid  waste  in  such  a 
way  as  to  give  maximum  protection  to 
their  vulnerable  underground  water 
supply. 

I  do  not  know  why  we  in  Washington 
feel  that  we  know  more  about  the  sen- 
sibilities, the  economics,  the  values, 
the  environment,  the  public  health 
threat  of  the  people  in  Volusia  County 
than  their  locally  elected  officials. 
What  purpose  are  we  serving  by  being 
so  narrow  in  our  willingness  to  offer— 


my  State  just  a  few  years  ago  was  one 
of  the  smallest  States  in  the  Union.  In 
fact,  we  are  celebrating  our  150th  anni- 
versary of  statehood.  When  we  came 
into  the  Nation  in  the  year  1845,  we  had 
only  slightly  more  than  40.000  people. 
One  hundred  fifty  years  later,  we  have 
14  million  people.  Twenty  years  from 
now  we  will  have  19  million  people. 
They  are  occupying  the  same  piece  of 
property  with  the  same  environmental 
circumstances. 

Many  communities,  about  15  to  20  in 
my  State,  have  said.  "We  need  to  do  a 
better  job  of  protecting  our  water  sup- 
ply and  inappropriate  landfills."  Here 
is  what  we  are  going  to  do  for  the  citi- 
zens of  my  community  with  the  sup- 
port of  the  citizens  of  my  community 
through  their  elected  representatives 
to  do  so.  We  are  now  about  to  say  that 
everybody  who  did  not  get  on  to  that 
train,  authorized  flow  control  prior  to 
May  1994.  are  going  to  be  forever  shut 
off. 

I  do  not  understand  what  public  pur- 
pose we  are  advancing  by  denying  them 
the  right  to  do  so. 

Mr  CHAFEE.  I  do  not  want  to  quib- 
ble over  language,  but  it  is  not  us  say- 
ing you  are  forever  shut  off.  If  we  did 
nothing,  you  could  be  shut  off.  if  we  did 
not  pass  a  piece  of  legislation  here. 
What  Florida  is  doing  now.  plus  those 
who  want  to  do  it.  they  would  be  shut 
off.  I  guess  I  am  just  trying  to  see 
where  is  the  nonaction— if  we  did  no 
action,  nothing  would  happen,  you 
would  not  have  flow  control 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  am  going  to  describe 
in  a  moment  the  dilemma  that  a  per- 
son like  myself  is  in,  because  there 
clearly  is  an  urgency  to  act  for  those  15 
to  20  communities  which  had  formed  an 
alliance  using  flow  control  and  com- 
mitted themsplvps  tn  t>ip.<*e  major  envi- 
ronmentally and  public  health  protect- 
ing measures.  But  it  wounds  and  of- 
fends me  that  in  the  same  action  where 
we  are  protecting  the  past,  we  are  un- 
necessarily closing  off  the  future  for 
those  communities  which  today,  and 
certainly  in  a  few  years,  will  be  exactly 
like  those  that  have  taken  advantage 
of  flow  control  in  order  to  develop 
these  more  environmentally  and  public 
health  protecting  measures. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Well,  the  Senator  has  a 
good  point.  The  other  side  of  the  coin 
is  that  once  you  permit  this,  you  are 
permitting  communities  to  set  up  and 
operate.  That  may  be  all  well  and  good 
But  BFI.  or  Waste  Haulers,  or  whoever 
it  is.  cannot  come  in  there  and  offer 
better,  cheaper  service,  and  some  citi- 
zen in  that  community  is  being  de- 
prived of  choice. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  You  are  taking  the  po- 
sition that  we  here  in  Washington  have 
to  be  the  "big  brother  "  to  protect  260 
million  Americans.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  county  commissioners  of  Broward 
County,  FL,  or  the  city  council  of 
Providence,  RI,  are  insensitive  to  the 
desires  of  their  citizens.  They  are  the 
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ones  who  wake  up  every  morning  in 
that  community.  They  are  the  ones 
who  daily  deal  with  these  issues  which 
are.  in  many  cases,  difficult  balancing 
questions.  Yes,  you  could  have  cheaper 
garbage  rates  in  Broward  County  if  ev- 
erybody just  hauled  it  to  the  local  hole 
in  the  ground  and  dumped  it.  But  you 
would  also  be  putting  your  water  sup- 
ply at  risk.  And  so  the  commissioners 
of  that  community  made  a  judgment 
that  they  were  prepared  to  ask  their 
citizens  to  pay  higher  garbage  fees  in 
order  to  be  able  to  dispose  of  their  solid 
waste  in  a  more  environmentally  ap- 
propriate manner.  Why  should  they  not 
be  making  that  decision  as  opposed  to 
our  telling  them  it  is  a  decision  that 
will  be  unavailable  to  them? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  think  this.  First.  I 
am  not  willing  to  concede  that  in 
Broward  or  Dade  County,  or  wherever 
it  might  be.  inevitably,  if  do  you  not 
have  flow  control,  your  waste  is  going 
to  end  up  in  an  environmentally  dam- 
aging situation.  That  does  not  nec- 
essarily follow.  We  have  all  kinds  of 
laws  on  the  books  dealing  with  the 
handling  of  waste  in  this  country.  And 
if  some  other  outfit  comes  in — Waste 
Management,  or  whoever  it  is — and 
hauls  it,  they  cannot  just  take  it  and 
dump  it  in  some  lovely  field  above  a 
ground  water  area.  They  have  to  dis- 
pose of  it  in  a  proper  way. 

B«t  the  whole  root  of  what  we  are 
dealing  with  is  the  commerce  clause  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
which  says  that  there  should  be  free 
interstate  transportation  and  move- 
ment in  our  Nation.  That  has  served  us 
pretty  well.  You  might  say,  "How 
petty  can  you  get?  Why  should  Miami, 
or  wherever,  not  be  permitted  to  han- 
dle their  waste,  and  if  everybody  has  to 
take  it  to  one  place,  and  that  is  the 
only  place,  that  is  the  way  we  want  to 
run  our  business?"  But  the  Supreme 
Court  has  said  that  is  against  the  Con- 
stitution. I  know  we  can  fix  it  up.  and 
the  Supreme  Court,  as  you  pointed  out. 
has  also  said  we  can  straighten  it  out. 
So  far,  we  have  chosen  not  to  take  that 
extra  step. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  So  we  are  here,  Mr. 
President,  making  an  important  politi- 
cal judgment.  We  have  the  range  of  au- 
thority to  deny  totally  flow  control  au- 
thority to  anybody,  including  those 
communities  which  have  already  uti- 
lized it  and,  in  reliance  upon  it,  com- 
mitted themselves  to  significant  finan- 
cial obligations.  That  is  an  alternative 
that  is  available  to  us. 

At  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum,  we 
have  the  authority  to  grant  a  very 
broad  license  to  local  governments  and 
States  to  utilize  flow  control. 

What  we  have  chosen  to  do — and  I  un- 
derscore the  word  "chosen" — we  have 
selected  among  options  what  I  will  call 
a  targeted  grandfather  approach,  in 
which  we  have  said  that  for  those  who 
were  in  business  as  of  May  1994.  and  a 
rather  tight  definition  of  what  you  had 


to  be  doing  in  May  1994.  all  of  which  is 
outlined  on  pages  56  through  58  of  the 
legislation,  for  a  specific  duration  of 
time,  you  shall  have  authority  to  use 
flow  control.  Everybody  else  you  ex- 
cluded. 

Let  me.  if  I  could,  complete  some  ex- 
amples that  would  give  some  context 
as  to  this  theory  of  who  should  decide 
as  to  the  range  of  local  authority.  I 
mentioned  earlier  a  case  of  Volusia 
County.  Deland.  and  the  largest  city, 
which  is  Daytona  Beach,  a  fast-growing 
area  in  east  central  Florida.  The  coun- 
ty currently  does  not  have  flow  con- 
trol. The  county  was  wise  a  number  of 
years  ago  when  it  was  able  to  purchase 
a  large  piece  of  land  at  a  low  price  and 
has  been,  in  part  because  of  that,  ex- 
tremely successful  in  keeping  its  tip- 
ping fees — that  is  the  charges  to  use 
the  landfill — at  a  low  rate,  the  lowest 
in  the  State,  and  still  provide  for  an  in- 
tegrated solid  waste  management  sys- 
tem. 

At  this  point,  they  are  not  facing  any 
particular  competition  and,  therefore, 
the  county  has  not  had  a  need  for  flow 
control.  But  the  director  of  solid  wsiste 
in  Volusia  County  is  concerned  about 
the  future.  The  director  recognizes 
that  he  may  not  be  able  to  effectively 
address  the  public  safety  issues  in  our 
State — the  threat  of  ground  water  con- 
tamination—without the  ability  to 
control  the  waste  stream,  should  a  pri- 
vate facility  decide  to  open  a  facility 
in  the  area  that  undercuts  the  coun- 
ties' tipping  fees. 

In  addition,  the  director  of  solid 
waste  is  concerned  about  the  ability  of 
the  county  to  float  bonds  in  the  future 
when  it  needs  to  expand  its  current  fa- 
cilities. Flow  control  authority  would 
enable  the  county  to  have  a  stronger 
bond  rating.  Therefore,  the  absence  of 
prospective  flow  control  is  a  serious 
concern  to  this  rapidly  expanding 
county  in  Florida. 

The  dilemma  that  I  mentioned  to 
Senator  Chafee  that  many  of  us  feel  is 
that  we  recognize  the  sense  of  urgency 
to  pass  legislation  that  reempowers 
those  communities  which  had  been 
using  flow  control  and  which  had  relied 
upon  it.  We  all  agree  that  we  must  act 
quickly  to  address  the  financial  crisis 
that  those  communities  are  facing 
now. 

Again.  I  use  an  example  in  Florida  of 
Dade  County.  Dade  County  a  number  of 
years  ago,  utilizing  the  State  authority 
for  flow  control  in  order  to  carry  out 
its  responsibilities  for  an  integrated 
solid  waste  system,  set  up  a  series  of 
modem  landfills  and  incinerators. 
Since  the  Supreme  Court  action,  which 
has  undercut  its  ability  to  use  flow 
control  to  assure  that  there  was  a  suf- 
ficient amount  of  solid  waste  going  to 
these  facilities  in  order  to  generate 
enough  revenue  to  pay  for  the  cost  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  debt  serv- 
ice on  those  facilities,  the  county  has 
been    losing   45   percent   of  its   waste, 


which  equates  to  S53  to  $68  million  a 
year  in  revenue.  Moody's  Investors 
Service  has  recently  downgraded  Dade 
County's  solid  waste  revenue  bond 
from  an  "A"  to  "Baal."  Moody's  spe- 
cifically stated  that  the  significant  di- 
version of  waste  to  out-of-county  fa- 
cilities undermined  the  current  rate 
structure  and  that  the  lack  of  a  long- 
term  strategy  jeopardizes  the  systems 
continued  ability  to  meet  financial  ob- 
ligations. 

The  county  is  also  faced  with  an  in- 
ability to  plan  for  future  capacity  and 
to  ensure  that  recycling  goals  will  be 
met  in  the  future,  that  is,  future  plan- 
ning has  been  eliminated  due  to  the  se- 
verity of  the  current  fiscal  crisis. 

Half  of  the  bulk  waste  recycling  cen- 
ters in  Dade  County  have  now  been 
closed.  These  centers  used  to  accept  old 
furniture,  appliances,  tires,  and  other 
materials  that  could  be  recycled  rather 
than  placed  in  a  landfill. 

Dade  County  had  extensive  school 
education  programs  encouraging  young 
people  to  become  involved  in  appro- 
priate activities  for  the  disposal  of 
solid  waste,  especially  directed  at  recy- 
cling. Those  school  programs  had  to  be 
eliminated  because  of  the  financial  cri- 
sis. 

Dade  County  had  an  active  mulching 
program  which  has  been  dramatically 
scaled  back  now  to  a  bare  minimum. 
This  program  in  the  past  provided 
mulching  services  to  residents  who 
brought  yard  waste  and  tree  branches, 
and  the  mulch  was  distributed  to 
homeowners  and  farmers.  Now  it  goes 
directly  to  a  landfill  so  that  the  county 
can  come  closer  to  meeting  its  waste 
level  requirements. 

Elimination  of  innovative  recycling 
programs  has  also  been  a  consequence 
of  this  financial  crisis.  Phone  books, 
high-grade  trash,  tires,  and  destruction 
and  demolition  debris  which  used  to  be 
recycled  are  now  headed  for  the  land- 
fill. 

The  clean  organic  waste  composting 
programs  are  in  jeopardy,  due  to  insuf- 
ficient waste  to  implement  the  plan  be- 
yond a  demonstration  phase. 

Those  are  some  of  the  urgent  con- 
sequences of  the  Supreme  Court's  ac- 
tion for  a  community  which  had  adopt- 
ed now  control,  and  based  upon  flow 
control,  an  integrated  solid  waste  man- 
agement program.  They  had  incurred 
very  substantial,  in  the  case  of  Dade 
County,  over  $100  million  of  indebted- 
ness in  order  to  pay  for  all  those  facili- 
ties. 

It  is  because  of  communities  such  as 
that  across  America  that  there  is  an 
urgency  to  pass  legislation  that  will 
provide  for  reempowering  of  those  com- 
munities to  utilize  flow  control  and  re- 
gain control  of  an  important  segment 
of  a  traditional  local  government  re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  that 
there  is  a  bleak  outlook  for  commu- 
nities in  the  future.  There  are  many 


other  communities  which  are  going  to 
want  to  do  what  counties  like  Dade 
have  already  done.  That  is.  utilize  flow 
control. 

The  ability  of  the  local  government 
to  direct  where  its  trash  will  be  stored, 
as  unromantic  a  function  as  govern- 
ment could  engage  in.  but  an  impor- 
tant function  which  touches  the  lives 
of  every  citizen  in  the  community;  to 
allow  the  people  who  are  elected  in 
that  community  to  make  the  judgment 
as  to  what  is  most  appropriate  to  meet 
the  variety  of  needs  in  that  commu- 
nity. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  when  my 
State  came  in  the  Union  150  years  ago. 
it  was  the  smallest,  the  poorest,  and 
the  most  remote  State  in  the  Union, 
with  a  population  of  slightly  more  than 
40.000.  Today  it  has  a  population  of 
over  14  million.  Twenty  years  from 
now.  at  current  growth  rates,  it  will 
have  a  population  nearing  20  million 
from  its  current  14  million. 

Are  we  to  assume  there  will  not  be  a 
similar  set  of  concerns  about  protect- 
ing our  ground  water  supplies,  protect- 
ing public  health  20  years  from  now.  as 
there  was  when  these  communities 
that  today  are  engaging  in  flow  control 
adopted  their  plans?  Clearly,  the  an- 
swer to  that  is  no.  there  will  be  a  simi- 
lar need  for  this  type  of  local  control  of 
where  trash  is  disposed  of  in  order  to 
meet  local  environmental  and  public 
health  circumstances. 

I  believe  strongly  that  these  deci- 
sions should  be  made  at  the  local  level 
by  those  elected  officials  who  are  clos- 
est to  the  situation.  This  is  not  a  con- 
flict between  government  control  and 
free  market.  In  fact,  in  my  State,  most 
of  the  actual  work  of  solid  waste  man- 
agement is  done  by  private  firms. 

As  an  example  in  Hillsborough  Coun- 
ty, the  county  seat  of  which  is  Tampa, 
waste  energy  facility  is  operated  by 
Ogden-Martin;  landfill  by  Waste  Man- 
agement; BFI  operates  a  majority  of 
the  residential  recycling  program.  A 
wonderful  example  of  a  public-private 
partnership.  In  Lake  County  in  the 
center  of  the  State,  the  waste  energy 
facility  is  also  operated  by  Ogden-Mar- 
tin, and  the  county  has  franchise 
agreements  to  haul  solid  waste  with 
three  different  private  companies. 

This  is  not  an  issue  of  the  free  mar- 
ket versus  government  control.  It  is  an 
example  of  local  communities,  through 
locally-elected  representatives,  taking 
control  of  the  responsibility  for  their 
destiny,  particularly  protecting  one  of 
the  most  critical  resources  of  that 
community,  its  ground  water. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  it  is  ur- 
gent that  we  pass  legislation  on  this 
subject.  I  would  hope  that  before  we 
complete  our  deliberations  that  we 
would  think  seriously  about  the  re- 
straints that  we  are  imposing — I  think, 
unnecessarily — that  we  would  think 
about  the  degree  to  which  we  are  Fed- 
eralizing what  has  been  a  traditional 


local    responsibility,    the    decision    of 
where  to  dispose  of  garbage. 

We  are  going  to  continue  to  be  en- 
gaged as  we  have  over  the  past  several 
weeks  in  some  fundamental  questions 
of  what  level  of  government  should  de- 
cide important  public  issues  and 
whether  those  decisions  should  be 
made  one  time  here  in  Washington  or 
should  be  made  50,  or  500,  or  5,000  times 
at  State  and  local  levels. 

Earlier  today,  we  passed  legislation 
that  changed  over  two  centuries  of 
American  law  relative  to  product  li- 
ability. For  two  centuries  that  respon- 
sibility was  placed  at  the  State  level. 
States  had  the  responsibility  to  under- 
stand their  own  history,  culture,  poli- 
tics, economics,  and  they  make  a  judg- 
ment as  to  how  these  matters  of  civil 
justice  should  be  resolved. 

Colorado  is  a  different  State  than 
Florida.  South  Carolina  is  a  different 
State  than  South  Dakota.  I  believe  in 
the  proposition  that  the  citizens  of 
those  individual  States  should  make 
judgments  as  to  what  is  appropriate  for 
them  today  and  in  the  future. 

I  strongly  feel  that  that  is  also  true 
of  the  issue  of  how  to  protect  natural 
resources,  and  how  the  disposition  of 
solid  waste  affects  the  protection  of 
those  resources.  The  situation  is  dif- 
ferent from  a  relatively  arid  State  in 
the  West  than  it  is  in  a  subtropical  en- 
vironment in  my  State  of  Florida.  The 
situation  is  different  in  the  State  with 
the  peaks  of  Colorado,  from  the  State 
that  is  relatively  close  to  its  water 
supply  as  we  are  with  our  high  under- 
ground surface  water  in  Florida. 

1  believe  that  prudent  policy  for  the 
future  should  be  as  it  has  been  in  the 
past.  That  it  is  a  responsibility  of  lo- 
cally-elected officials  who  are  account- 
able to  the  people  that  elect  them,  to 
make  a  judgment  as  to  what  is  in  the 
best  interest.  They  would  have  the 
same  range  of  choices  that  we  would 
have,  but  they  would  be  making  it 
based  on  their  understanding  of  the 
specific  circumstances  in  their  commu- 
nity. 

I  think  that  is  intelligent  federalism 
which  we  should  apply  to  this  issue  of 
solid  waste  disposal  in  the  future,  as 
we  have  in  the  past.  That  it  is  not  ap- 
propriate for  Congress  to  make  a  deci- 
sion here  today  that  two  centuries  of 
American  tradition  will  be  overturned, 
and  now  we  are  going  to  federalize  into 
a  single  decision  here  in  Washington 
for  all  of  our  States  and  all  of  our  local 
communities  one  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion, of  how  they  can  dispose  of  their 
garbage. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  the  American 
people  feel  we  have  a  lot  of  important 
things  to  be  dealing  with  here  in  Wash- 
ington. Clearly,  one  of  those  is  going  to 
be  how  to  bring  the  Federal  budlget 
into  balance. 

I  would  suggest  that  that  is  a  de- 
manding enough  responsibility  for  Sen- 
ators to  make.  We  do  not  have  much 


time  left  over  to  decide  how  Quincy  or 
Greeley  will  dispose  of  their  garbage. 
We  ought  to  let  the  people  in  Greeley, 
CO.  and  Quincy.  FL.  decide  how  to  dis- 
pose of  their  garbage  and  put  our  at- 
tention to  what  the  public  expects  Con- 
gress to  do — how  are  we  going  to  bal- 
ance our  budget. 

If  we  allocate  responsibilities  in  that 
way.  I  think  both  the  citizens  of  Gree- 
ley, the  citizens  of  Quincy.  and  the 
citizens  of  America,  would  feel  as  if  we 
were  doing  the  jobs  that  they  expected 
the  Senate  to  do,  and  how  we  were 
graded  on  how  well  we  balanced  the 
budget,  would  hold  Senators  to  account 
and  how  well  the  county  and  city  com- 
missioners of  Greeley  and  Quincy  did 
their  job  would  be  the  basis  upK)n  which 
they  would  be  held  accountable  by 
their  vote. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion.  I  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  my  friend  and  col- 
league, the  junior  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  and  the  chairman  of  the  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  Committee, 
accepted  the  amendments  which  I  of- 
fered earlier.  I  hope  that  during  this 
process  we  will  give  serious  attention 
to  the  question  of,  do  we  really  want  to 
federalize  the  issue  of  disposal  of  local 
garbage?  Or  would  we  not  be  more  pru- 
dent to  accept  the  invitation  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  to  allow  this  to  continue 
to  be  a  responsibility  of  properly  elect- 
ed State  and  local  officials? 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call. 

Mr,  DASCHLE.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permitted 
to  speak  as  this  morning  business 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  PRESIDENT' S  TRIP  TO 
RUSSIA 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today  Senator  McConnell  suggested 
on  the  Senate  floor  that  the  Presi- 
dent's trip  to  Moscow  has  been  a  wast- 
ed effort — that  there  has  not  been  a 
shred  of  progress  made  there.  I  do  not 
want  anyone  who  may  have  been  lis- 
tening to  that  statement  to  be  misled 
by  it,  for.  in  my  view,  it  simply  is  not 
accurate.  It  is  important  to  review  the 
reasons  President  Clinton  went  to  Mos- 
cow and  to  assess  his  trip  to  Moscow — 
which  is  not  yet  over— with  those  goals 
in  mind. 

The  President  went  to  Moscow  to 
honor  the  sacrifices  of  the  Russian  peo- 
ple to  defeat  the  Nazis  and  fascism  in 
World  War  II.  Russians  lost  approxi- 
mately 20  million  people  in  that  war- 
more  than  any  other  Nation.  With  the 
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end  of  the  cold  war.  this  is  the  United 
States  first  opportunity  to  convey  our 
appreciation.  Our  policy's  to  seek  bet- 
ter relations  not  only  with  the  Russian 
Government,  but  with  the  Russian  peo- 
ple as  well  to  help  democracy  take  root 
there. 

The  President  also  went  to  Moscow 
to  pursue  discussion  on  key  issues.  The 
United  States  expectations  were  low. 
and  our  progress  has  exceeded  those  ex- 
pectations. Among  the  accomplish- 
ments so  far— and  I  emphasize  that  the 
trip  continues  tomorrow — are: 

First,  with  respect  to  European  Secu- 
rity, the  Russians  agreed  to  implement 
two  Partnership  for  Peace  agreements 
that  are  important  to  realize  our  goal 
of  a  comprehensive  system  of  security 
in  Europe. 

Second,  on  the  issue  of  theater  mis- 
sile defenses.  The  Russians  agreed  to  a 
Statement  of  Principles  that  preserves 
the  ABM  Treaty  and  enables  us  to  pro- 
ceed with  deployment  of  theater  mis- 
sile defense  systems. 

Third,  the  Russians  agreed  not  to 
provide  a  gas  centrifuge  enrichment  fa- 
cility to  Iran  and  to  continue  to  review 
and  discuss  the  proposed  sale  of  light- 
water  reactors.  That  review  will  be 
through  a  special  group  created  at  the 
March  ministerial  meeting  of  Sec- 
retary Christopher  and  Foreign  Min- 
ister Kozyrev. 

Fourth.  President  Clinton  secured  an 
agreement  with  respect  to  nuclear  ma- 
terials to  enable  both  countries  to  co- 
operate to  ensure  the  safe  storage  of 
nuclear  weapons  and  nuclear  weapons 
materials. 

Finally,  agreement  was  reached  on  a 
statement  to  guide  economic  relations 
between  the  two  countries  that  is  im- 
portant to  our  efforts  to  keep  the  Rus- 
sian economic  reforms  on  track. 

So,  in  my  view,  a  substantial  degree 
of  progress  has  been  made  with  regard 
to  Iran,  with  regard  to  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty, with  regard  to  a  number  of  issues 
relating  to  European  security.  And,  £is 
I  indicated,  the  trip  continues. 

That  list  of  substantive  siccomplish- 
ments  is  impressive;  to  expect  more 
from  one  trip  is.  frankly,  unrealistic. 

Overall,  the  progress  is  indicative  of 
the  continuing  interest  of  both  coun- 
tries to  cooperate  where  we  can  and 
manage  our  differences  constructively. 
We  should  not  judge  this  relationship 
or  this  meeting  against  an  arbitrary 
scorecard,  and  we  must  not  forget  that 
this  is  not  the  old  Soviet  Union.  This  is 
a  process  to  develop  our  relationship 
with  the  new  Russia — again,  not  just 
its  government,  but  also  its  people;  to 
build  on  the  potential  that  resides 
within  that  relationship  that  must  be 
rooted  in  democracy  and  a  mature  and 
balanced  dialog. 

It  is  an  important  relationship,  and 
the  President  is  wise  to  invest  in  it.  I 
applaud  his  efforts,  and  the  fact  that 
he  has  accomplished  as  much  as  he  has 
in  the  last  2  days. 


Perhaps  President  Clinton  said  it 
best  today; 

If  you  asked  me  to  summarize  in  a  word  or 
two  what  happened  today,  I  would  say  that 
we  advanced  the  security  interests  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States  and  the  people  of 
Russia. 

I  should  also  note  that,  regarding 
Chechnya,  the  President  spoke  out 
strongly  and  publicly  against  Russian 
action  in  Chechnya  at  an  event  at  Mos- 
cow State  University.  He  has  made 
clear  to  President  Yeltsin  and  to  the 
Russian  people  the  United  States  posi- 
tion. Tomorrow  he  will  meet  with  op- 
position leaders  and  with  the  family  of 
Fred  Cuny,  the  American  aid  worker 
still  missing  in  Chechnya. 

So  I  would  say  the  President  cer- 
tainly went  to  Russia  knowing  we  have 
serious  differences  with  Russia,  but 
committed  to  the  essential  process  of 
supporting  democratic  roots  and  insti- 
tutions in  Russia  and  developing  our 
relationship  with  the  Russian  people. 
The  list  of  accomplishments  is  impres- 
sive, and  the  trip  continues. 

1  only  hope  that  in  the  interest  of  en- 
suring the  greatest  degree  of  success, 
at  least  until  he  returns,  we  give  him 
the  greatest  benefit  of  the  doubt,  that 
we  offer  him  our  support,  that  we  send 
the  right  message  to  the  Russian  peo- 
ple that  we  stand  behind  this  President 
as  he  negotiates,  as  he  continues  to 
confront  the  many  very  perplexing  is- 
sues that  we  must  address  in  our  com- 
plicated relationship  with  the  people  of 
Russia  and  certainly  Russian  leader- 
ship. 

So,  again,  I  must  say  I  think  in  2 
days  it  is  remarkable  the  President  has 
developed  the  list  of  accomplishments 
he  has.  I  hope  we  could  continue  to  add 
to  that  list  in  the  remaining  time  the 
President  spends  in  Russia.  It  was  a 
trip  well  spent.  It  was  a  trip  I  think  we 
can  look  on  with  some  satisfaction.  I 
hope  as  the  President  continues  to 
travel  we  can  demonstrate  our  support 
for  him  and  for  his  efforts,  and  wish 
him  well  as  he  continues. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Chafee  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  789  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.'") 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  before  the  body  is  the 
substitute  amendment  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  to  S.  534.  Is  there  further 
amendment? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  754 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
on  taking  all  possible  steps  to  combat  do- 
mestic terrorism  in  the  United  States) 
Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
myself.  Senator  Craig,  Senator  Grass- 
ley,  and  Senator  Brown,  and  ask  for 
its  Immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Spec- 
ter] for  himself,  Mr.  Craig.  Mr.  Grassley, 
and  Mr.  Brown,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  754. 

The  amendment  Is  as  follows; 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ingr  new  section: 

SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  inter- 
national terrorism  for  many  years; 

(2)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  the 
threat  of  domestic  terrorism  after  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  New  York  World  Trade  Center  on 
February  26.  1993; 

(3)  There  is  even  more  public  concern, 
worry  and  fear  since  the  bombing  of  the  Al- 
fred P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City  on  April  19.  1995; 

(4)  Public  concern,  worry  and  fear  has  been 
aggravated  by  the  fact  that  it  appears  that 
the  terrorist  bombing  at  the  Federal  build- 
ing in  Oklahoma  City  was  iierpetrated  by 
Americans; 

(5)  The  United  States  Senate  should  take 
all  action  within  its  power  to  understand  and 
respond  in  all  possible  ways  to  threats  of  do- 
mestic as  well  as  international  terrorism; 

(6)  Serious  questions  of  public  concern 
have  been  raised  about  the  actions  of  federal 
law  enforcement  officials  including  agents 
from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
and  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  relating  to  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Randy 
Weaver  and  others  in  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  in 
August.  1992  and  Mr.  David  Koresh  and  oth- 
ers associated  with  the  Branch  Davldian  sect 
in  Waco.  Taxas.  between  February  28.  1993. 
and  April  19.  1993; 

(7)  Inquiries  by  the  Executive  Branch  have 
left  serious  unanswered  questions  on  these 
Incidents; 

(8)  The  United  States  Senate  has  not  con- 
ducted any  hearings  on  these  incidents; 

(9)  There  is  public  concern  about  allowing 
federal  agencies  to  Investigate  allegations  of 
impropriety  within  their  own  ranks  without 
congressional  oversight  to  assure  account- 
ability at  the  highest  levels  of  government; 

(10)  Notwithstanding  an  official  censure  of 
FBI  Agent  Larry  Potts  on  January  6.  1994. 
relating  to  his  participation  in  the  Idaho  in- 
cident, the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  on  May  2.  1995.  appointed  Agent  Potts 
to  be  Deputy  Director  of  the  FBI; 

(11)  It  is  universally  acknowledged  that 
there  can  be  no  possible  justification  for  the 


Oklahoma  City  bombing  regardless  of  what 
happened  at  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  or  Waco. 
Texas; 

(12)  Ranking  federal  officials  have  sup- 
ported hearings  by  the  U.S.  Senate  to  dispel 
public  rumors  that  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing was  planned  and  carried  out  by  federal 
law  enforcement  officials: 

(13)  It  has  been  represented,  or  at  least 
widely  rumored,  that  the  motivation  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  may  have  been  re- 
lated to  the  Waco  incident,  the  dates  falling 
exactly  two  years  apart;  and 

(14)  A  U.S.  Senate  hearing,  or  at  least  set- 
ting the  date  for  such  a  hearing,  on  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge  would  help  to  restore  public 
confidence  that  there  will  be  full  disclosure 
of  what  happened,  appropriate  congressional 
oversight  and  accountability  at  the  highest 
levels  of  the  federal  government. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be  held 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  on 
countering  domestic  terrorism  in  all  possible 
ways  with  a  hearing  on  or  before  June  30. 
1995,  on  actions  taken  by  federal  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  in  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  and 
Waco.  Texas. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  the 
thrust  of  this  amendment  is  clear  on 
its  face;  that  is  to  proceed  as  promptly 
as  possible,  but  in  a  reasonable  way,  to 
have  as  comprehensive  hearings  as  pos- 
sible in  the  U.S.  Senate  on  ways  to 
combat  terrorism. 

Pursuant  to  that  general  objective, 
this  Senator  scheduled  hearings  in  the 
Subcommittee  on  Terrorism,  a  series 
of  four  hearings,  with  a  fifth  one 
planned.  The  first  hearing  was  sched- 
uled for  April  27  on  legislation  which 
had  been  pending  dealing  with  terror- 
ism, with  its  focus  on  transnational 
terrorism  but  also  with  some  focus  on 
domestic  terrorism  as  it  related  to  FBI 
counterterrorism  strategies.  A  second 
hearing  was  scheduled  for  May  4,  with 
the  subject  being  technical  aspects  of 
the  legislation  and  also  to  provide  an 
opportunity  to  the  American  Civil  Lib- 
erties Union,  the  American  Jewish 
Congress,  the  Irish  National  Caucus, 
and  the  National  Association  of  Arab- 
Americans  to  be  heard  on  the  civil  lib- 
erties Issues  raised  by  the  legislation. 
The  third  hearing  is  scheduled  for  May 
11,  which  Is  tomorrow,  on  the  subject 
of  the  so-called  mayhem  manuals  on 
how  to  make  bombs  being  transmitted 
over  the  Internet.  A  fourth  hearing  Is 
scheduled  for  May  18.  dealing  with 
Ruby  Ridge.  ID,  and  Waco,  TX.  There  is 
a  fifth  hearing  planned,  which  we  may 
be  able  to  schedule  for  May  25,  which 
would  deal  with  the  growth  of  the  mili- 
tia movement  around  the  United 
States. 

The  hearing  scheduled  for  April  27  be- 
came a  full  committee  hearing  and  pro- 
ceeded on  that  basis.  Then  Senator 
Hatch,  who  is  on  the  floor  at  the  mo- 
ment—I had  notified  him  that  I  would 
be  presenting  this  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution  at  about  6:20,  as  we  are 
doing  at  this  time — wrote  to  me  saying 
that  he  believed  the  May  18  hearing 
should  not  be  held  as  scheduled  but 
ought  to  be  held  at  some  time  in  the 
future  with  a  date  not  specified. 


It  is  my  view,  Mr.  President,  that  it 
is  a  matter  of  urgent  public  interest 
that  the  hearing  be  held  as  promptly  as 
reasonably  possible,  but  in  any  event 
that  a  date  certain  should  be  set  so 
that  we  do  not  have  the  vague  and  in- 
definite statement  as  to  when  a  hear- 
ing might  be  held  in  the  future. 

This  is  a  matter  which  I  have  been 
concerned  about  since  the  incident  in 
Waco,  going  back  to  April  1993.  I  had 
requested,  shortly  after  the  incident  in 
Waco,  that  the  Judiciary  Committee 
hold  hearings  on  the  subject.  The  re- 
sponse which  was  given  at  that  time 
was  that  hearings  ought  to  be  deferred 
until  internal  agency  investigations 
were  concluded.  Once  that  had  hap- 
pened, other  matters  overtook  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee,  and  the  hearings 
have  never  been  held.  I  pursued  the 
matter  last  year,  however,  by  inquiring 
of  the  Justice  and  Treasury  Depart- 
ments about  some  of  the  conclusions 
they  reached  in  their  internal  reports. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  public  unrest 
as  to  what  happened  at  Waco.  There 
has  been  a  report  filed  pursuant  to  an 
investigation  initiated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  which  was  highly 
critical  of  the  actions  of  law  enforce- 
ment officials  there.  An  internal  inves- 
tigation by  the  Department  of  Justice 
found  little  fault,  to  characterize  it,  al- 
though the  report  speaks  for  itself. 

The  incident  at  Ruby  Ridge  drew  a 
tremendous  amount  of  controversy.  A 
deputy  Federal  marshal  was  killed; 
others  were  killed.  There  was  a  Federal 
prosecution,  and  the  defendant,  Mr. 
Randy  Weaver,  was  acquitted  of  the 
most  serious  charges  in  that  matter. 

As  specified  in  the  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution,  there  is  substantial 
public  concern  that  the  handling  of  the 
Waco  incident  may  well  have  been  a 
triggering  factor  in  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  with  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  coming  on  April  19.  1995.  ex- 
actly 2  years  after  the  date  of  the  Waco 
incident. 

Mr.  President.  It  is  hard  to  emphasize 
it  any  more  strongly  than  was  said  in 
the  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution, 
that  regardless  of  what  happened  at 
Waco  and  regardless  of  what  happened 
at  Ruby  Ridge,  there  was  absolutely  no 
possible,  no  conceivable  justification 
for  the  bombing  In  Oklahoma  City.  But 
there  are  those  who  say  that  the  trig- 
gering factor  at  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  was  the  failure  to  have  appro- 
priate action  taken  as  to  what  hap- 
pened at  Waco.  The  media  are  full  of 
reports  of  militias  being  concerned 
about  what  is  happening  in  the  Federal 
Government  and  fears  expressed  by 
many  people  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  Infringe  on  or  abolish  the 
constitutional  rights  of  citizens,  in- 
cluding their  rights  under  the  second 
amendment. 

I  believe  that  it  is  incumbent  upon 
the  Senate  to  have  hearings  on  this 
matter  so   that   there   may   be  assur- 


ances of  full  disclosure — let  the  chips 
fall  where  they  may— so  that  there 
may  be  public  assurance  that  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  will  exercise 
its  oversight  responsibilities  and  that. 
if  we  do  not  act  at  least  to  set  a  hear- 
ing date,  that  this  issue  will  fester  and 
who  knows  what  the  consequences  may 
be. 

I  certainly  do  not  want  to  make  any 
predictions  or  have  any  self-fulfilling 
prophecies.  But  I  believe  as  a  U.S.  Sen- 
ator, as  chairman  of  the  Terrorism 
Subcommittee,  as  a  member  of  the  full 
Judiciary  Committee,  and  also  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Intelligence 
Committee — which  could  conceivably 
have  jurisdiction  over  these  matters, 
but  I  think  it  is  more  properly  a  mat- 
ter for  the  Judiciary  Committee — that 
action  be  taken  so  that  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  in  pursuance  of  its  over- 
sight responsibilities,  will  do  every- 
thing that  it  can  to  investigate  and  un- 
derstand the  problem  of  terrorism  and 
to  take  all  action  which  it  can  to  re- 
spond. If  we  sit  by  idly  without  taking 
as  much  action  as  we  can  to  allay  the 
public  concerns  which  have  been  ex- 
pressed, that  there  has  not  been  appro- 
priate action  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  hold  accountable  the  Federal 
officials  who  were  involved  in  Waco. 
TX  and  Ruby  Ridge,  ID,  that  certainly 
we  would  be  responsible  if  anything 
happens  in  the  interim  which  might  be 
attributable,  fairly  or  unfairly,  to  our 
inaction. 

There  had  been  reports  that  the  Sen- 
ate was  not  acting  on  Ruby  Ridge,  ID, 
because  of  concerns  that  there  might 
be  some  Interference  with  the  inves- 
tigation which  is  being  undertaken  by 
the  prosecuting  attorney  of  Boundary 
County,  ID.  The  prosecuting  attorney 
there,  Randall  Day,  is  conducting  an 
inquiry  to  make  a  determination  as  to 
whether  there  ought  to  be  a  State  pros- 
ecution of  Federal  officials. 

Having  had  some  experience  In  that 
particular  line  and  not  wanting  to 
interfere  with  whatever  the  prosecut- 
ing attorney  of  Boundary  County,  ID. 
might  want  to  do,  I  called  Mr.  Day  and 
had  an  extensive  conversation  with 
him.  There  is  no  objection  on  Mr.  Day's 
part  for  Congress  to  undertake  what- 
ever kind  of  an  inquiry  we  choose  to 
undertake. 

Mr.  Day  advised  me  that  there  is  a 
report  by  the  Department  of  Justice 
which  he  has  seen,  which  is  not  public, 
and  he  has  a  concern  that  if  that  report 
comes  into  the  hands  of  potential  wit- 
nesses that  there  may  be  some  problem 
with  those  witnesses.  But  that  would 
be  unrelated  to  whatever  kind  of  a 
hearing  the  U.S.  Senate  might  want  to 
undertake. 

Mr.  President,  the  essence  of  this  res- 
olution is  that  we  move  ahead  with  a 
hearing  on  Waco  and  Idaho,  as  they 
are,  at  least  in  the  minds  of  many,  re- 
lated to  the  problems  of  terrorism  In 
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the  United  States.  I  personally  believe 
it  is  totally  insufficient  to  deal  with 
this  matter  by  talking  about  hearings, 
as  Senator  Hatch  has  said,  "in  the 
near  future"  or  "after  the  House  com- 
pletes its  hearings."  That  is  a  frame- 
work which  is  not  sufficiently  defin- 
able or  definite,  I  think,  to  address  this 
problem  ais  it  should  be  addressed. 

My  preference  is  to  proceed  with  a 
hearing  on  May  18.  I  would  be  delighted 
to  see  that  hearing  in  the  full  commit- 
tee, as  the  hearing  was  held  on  April 
27,  after  the  original  notification  and 
purpose  was  sent  out  for  a  Terrorism 
Subcommittee  hearing.  So  let  there  be 
no  mistake,  a  full  committee  hearing 
would  accomplish  all  of  the  purposes 
which  I  have  in  mind. 

But  I  feel  very  strongly  that  we 
should  not  stand  idly  by  without  hav- 
ing the  hearing  or  at  least  setting  a 
date  for  the  hearing.  That  is  why  the 
resolution  is  specifically  calling  for  a 
hearing  on  or  before  June  30,  which 
will  at  least  let  everyone  out  there 
know  that  there  will  be  oversight  and 
that  the  Senate  will  take  action  to  put 
all  the  facts  on  the  table  and  let  the 
chips  fall  where  they  may,  so  that  we 
will  be  doing  everything  in  our  power 
to  understand  terrorism  and  to  curtail 
it  to  the  maximum  extent  that  we  can. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gra.mS).  The  Senator  from  Utah. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  755  TO  .\MENDMENT  NO.  754 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 

concerning  the  scheduling  of  hearings  on 

Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge  in  the  near  future) 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
,The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  H.^TCH]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  755  to  amend- 
ment No.  754. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  first  word  and  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  The  American  public  is  entitled  to  a 
full,  comprehensive,  and  open  hearing  on  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  efforts  of  fed- 
eral law  enforcement  officers,  including 
agents  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion and  the  Bureau  of  .\lcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  to  investigate  and  effectuate  (or 
seek  to  effectuate)  the  arrest  of  Mr.  David 
Koresh  and  others  associated  with  the 
Branch  Davidian  sect  in  Waco,  Texas; 

(2)  The  American  public  is  entitled  to  a 
full,  comprehensive,  and  open  hearing  on  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  efforts  of  fed- 
eral law  enforcement  officers,  including 
agents  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion, the  U.S.  Marshals  Service,  and  the  Bu- 
reau of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  to 
investigate,  and  effectuate  (or  seek  to  effec- 
tuate) the  arrest  of  Mr.  Randy  Weaver  and 
others  associated  with  Mr.  Weaver,  in  Ruby 
Ridge.  Idaho; 

(3)  The  Senate  has  not  yet  conducted  com- 
prehensive hearings  on  either  of  these  inci- 
dents; 


(4)  The  public  interest  requires  full  disclo- 
sure of  these  Incidents  through  hearings  to 
promote  public  confidence  in  government; 
and 

(5)  The  public's  confidence  in  government 
would  be  further  promoted  if  the  timing  of 
the  hearings  takes  into  consideration  the 
need  for  such  hearings  to  be  conducted  in  an 
atmosphere  of  reflection  and  calm  delibera- 
tion. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be  held  in 
the  near  future,  before  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee,  at  a  time  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  determined  by  the  Chairman, 
regarding  the  actions  taken  by  federal  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  their  representa- 
tives in  the  aforementioned  Ruby  Ridge  and 
Waco  incidents. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  as  usual, 
I  have  a  lot  of  respect  for  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Pennsylvania.  I 
know  that  his  intentions  are  honor- 
able. He  would  like  to  have  these  mat- 
ters examined,  and  I  believe  that  they 
will  be  examined. 

I  have  to  say  that  there  were  12  Fed- 
eral law  enforcement  officers  and  per- 
sonnel who  were  murdered  in  the  Okla- 
homa City  tragedy. 

I  understand  that  memorial  services 
for  those  Federal  law  enforcement  per- 
sonnel will  be  held  next  week.  Out  of 
resi)ect  for  those  who  were  victims,  I 
am  reluctant  to  hold  hearings  on  Waco 
at  this  time — although  I  believe  Con- 
gress must  do  so.  I  have  to  admit  that 
nobody  has  been  more  concerned  about 
the  Waco  incident  and  the  Ruby  Ridge 
incident  than  I  have  been.  After  all, 
both  States  are  in  close  proximity  to 
mine.  I  have  a  lot  of  friends  in  both' 
States,  and  there  has  been  a  consider- 
able amount  of  pressure  on  me  to  hold 
hearings  in  the  last  month  or  so,  and 
even  before  that. 

I  been  frank  about  the  fact  that  I  in- 
tend to  hold  Judiciary  Committee 
hearings.  When  I  heard  that  the  House 
was  going  to  start  hearings  on  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge,  with  the  agenda  that 
we  have  in  the  Senate,  which  is  a  very 
heavy  Judiciary  Committee  agenda, 
and  also  with  the  occurrence  at  Okla- 
homa City,  I  told  people  that  we  will 
hold  hearings  but  that  I  would  like  to 
wait  at  least  a  reasonable  time  and 
allow  the  FBI  and  other  law  enforce- 
ment aigencies  to  do  everything  they 
possibly  can  to  catch,  convict,  and  pun- 
ish those  people  who  were  responsible 
for  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  It  is 
certainly  the  most  tragic  terrorist  in- 
cident in  the  history  of  this  country. 
There  are  others  that  I  can  cite,  some 
of  which  even  involve  my  own  fore- 
bears. As  people  will  recall,  the  Mor- 
mon Church  is  the  only  church  in  the 
history  of  this  country  where  its  mem- 
bers had  an  extermination  order 
against  them,  issued  by  a  Governor  of 
one  of  these  States,  which  extermi- 
nation order  was  rescinded  by  none 
other  than  one  of  our  colleagues  when 
he  was  Governor  of  that  respective 
State. 

I  have  to  say  that  we  will  hold  hear- 
ings and  I  intend  to  hold  them  in  a  rea- 


sonable period  of  time.  They  will  be 
held,  though  at  the  full  committee 
which  is  the  proper  jurisdictional  set- 
ting, as  the  full  Judiciary  Committee 
has  retained  jurisdiction  over  the  De- 
partment of  Justice.  This  issue  is  a  De- 
partment of  Justice  oversight  issue,  so 
the  full  committee  should  hold  these 
hearings. 

One  thing  I  am  very  concerned  about 
is  pulling  any  FBI  leader  off  of  the 
Oklahoma  City  case  until  they  wrap  up 
the  investigation.  They  are  making 
great  headway.  I  am  updated  almost 
daily  by  the  Director  of  the  FBI,  by 
people  at  the  Justice  Department,  peo- 
ple in  this  administration,  and  others 
who  are  on  top  of  what  is  happening 
following  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
And  I  personally  believe  we  should 
allow  our  law  enforcement  community 
some  time — and  it  may  be  longer  than 
the  middle  of  next  month  or  the  end  of 
June — for  them  to  use  every  power  at 
their  disposal  to  resolve  the  investiga- 
tion and  problems  in  Oklahoma  City. 

Now,  every  time  we  have  one  of  these 
hearings — and  in  this  particular  case,  if 
we  hold  a  hearing,  a  Department  of 
Justice  oversight  hearing  on  Waco  and 
Ruby  Ridge,  the  FBI  Director  is  going 
to  have  to  be  there.  Mr.  Potts,  who  is 
doing  an  excellent  job  of  running  the 
investigation  on  Oklahoma  City,  is  get- 
ting accolades  from  everybody  involved 
in  this  particular  investigation.  Were 
we  to  hold  hearings  now,  Mr.  Potts 
would  have  to  defer  his  time  from 
Oklahoma  City  to  prepare  for  and  tes- 
tify at  our  hearings  up  here.  And  there 
are  innumerable  other  people  who  may 
or  may  not  be  involved  in  hearings,  but 
who  need  to  be  on  the  job  in  Oklahoma 
City. 

That  is  why  I  am  reticent  to  calling 
these  hearings  during  the  month  of 
May,  and  I  am  reticent  to  have  a  due 
date  of  June  30,  which  is  what  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  has  in  his  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution.  I  will  be  happy 
to  do  whatever  the  Senate  says.  But  it 
is  my  prerogative  as  chairman  of  the 
Judiciary  Committee  to  determine 
when  these  hearings  are  going  to  be 
held.  I  have  to  say  that  I  hope  that  the 
Senate  will  take  into  consideration  the 
importance  of  the  work  that  is  being 
done  to  try  and  uncover  the  problems 
and  catch  those  responsible  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

I  personally  think  it  is  the  wrong 
thing  to  do — to  try  to  push  hearings 
too  soon  on  this  matter,  under  these 
circumstances  at  this  time. 

Now,  i)erhap8  there  is  reason  to  criti- 
cize the  Senator  from  Utah  for  not  hav- 
ing held  hearings  before  the  Oklahoma 
City  Incident,  but  the  Senator  from 
Utah  has  been  studying  these  matters 
and  we  have  people  looking  into  them. 
We  do  not  feel  that  we  are  prepared  to 
hold  the  hearings  at  this  particular 
time,  and  we  certainly  were  not  pre- 
pared before  the  Oklahoma  City  inci- 
dent. Indeed,  much  of  our  attention  in 


the  Judiciary  Committee  has  been  fo- 
cused on  passing  the  Contract  With 
America. 

I  want  to  share  with  my  colleague 
from  Pennsylvania  that  I  have  many 
friends  who  are  very  concerned  in  my 
home  State  and  in  the  State  of  Idaho, 
my  neighboring  State,  and  in  the  State 
of  Texas,  a  State  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
love  and  respect  for,  who  are  very  con- 
cerned about  the  fact  that  the  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge  matters  have  been  al- 
lowed to  drag  on  as  long  as  they  have. 
When  I  heard  that  the  House  was  going 
to  move  forward,  I  thought  to  myself, 
good,  let  them  do  it  and  then  we  will 
watch  that  carefully  and  we  will  follow 
up  with  hearings,  if  necessary,  to  do 
the  necessary  things  to  cover  all  of  the 
matters  that  were  not  covered  there  or 
that  need  to  be  recovered  by  Members 
of  the  Senate. 

There  is  no  desire  on  my  part  to 
avoid  holding  hearings,  no  desire  to  ig- 
nore these  matters.  And  there  is  no  de- 
sire to  fight  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  on  this  issue.  I  will 
be  happy  to  hold  hearings,  as  I  in- 
formed the  Senator.  There  will  be  full 
committee  hearings.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  will  have 
every  right  to  participate  as  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  committee.  He 
is  a  member  whom  I  respect.  But  it 
ought  to  be  done,  it  seems  to  me,  in  a 
reasonable  and  a  considered  way,  giv- 
ing consideration  to  the  pressures  on 
everybody,  including  members  of  the 
Judiciary  Committee  but,  most  impor- 
tantly, on  the  leadership  of  the  FBI  at 
this  particular  time.  Perhaps  they  will 
wrap  up  the  Oklahoma  City  investiga- 
tion within  the  next  week  or  so.  I 
imagine  it  is  going  to  take  more  time 
than  that.  But  they  are  on  their  way, 
and  they  are  making  great  headway 
and  I  do  not  want  to  pull  anybody  off 
from  that  investigation  at  this  particu- 
lar time. 

If  we  did,  you  never  know  whether 
some  felon  or  murderer  could  slip 
through  and  escape  or  find  some  way 
out,  or  cover  his  or  her  tracks  or  their 
tracks;  we  just  do  not  know  at  this 
point. 

So  I  encourage  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania  to  work  with  me  on  a 
resolution  that  will  certainly  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  to  hold  hear- 
ings on  this  matter  but  to  do  so  in  a 
timeframe  that  I  think  will  bring  peo- 
ple together  rather  than  split  us  apart. 
I  would  like  to  do  that,  and  I  am  hum- 
ble enough  to  be  given  advice  and  to 
try  and  follow  it.  But  in  this  particular 
case,  I  feel  very  deeply  that  there  is  a 
time  to  hold  these  hearings  and  a  time 
not  to.  And  right  now  is  not  the  time 
to  do  it.  I  believe  probably  next  month 
will  not  be  the  time  to  do  that  as  well. 
I  certainly  hope  that  we  will  hold  hear- 
ings in  a  short  time  and  in  a  reasonable 
time  from  this  particular  date. 

So  I  commend  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  for  his  desire  to  do  this, 


for  his  zeal,  and  for  his  interest  in  try- 
ing to  resolve  wrongs  that  exist  or  may 
exist  in  this  country  with  regard  to 
these  two  incidents  and  any  other  inci- 
dent. I  also  believe  that  if  we  are  pa- 
tient and  wait  until  we  see  the  out- 
come of  the  investigation  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing — if  we  wait  a  short 
while  longer,  not  only  will  we  help  the 
FBI  and  others  to  get  the  job  done,  but 
we  may  be  able  to  uncover  some  things 
that  will  help  us  to  understand  im- 
provements that  they  are  making  at 
the  FBI  with  regard  to  terrorism.  And 
I  have  no  doubt  that  we  will  uncover 
the  truth  about  whether  there  is  no 
conspiracy  of  the  Government  against 
the  American  people,  or  against  the 
militia  movement,  or  against  individ- 
ual citizens.  We  know  that  there  have 
been  mistakes  made.  In  Waco,  it  was  a 
catastrophe;  I  have  said  that  publicly, 
and  I  cannot  remember,  but  I  believe  I 
have  said  it  on  the  floor.  Ruby  Ridge 
was  one  of  the  great  tragedies  of  our 
western  lives.  I  believe  that  hearings 
are  going  to  be  appropriate  and  we  will 
hold  them. 

I  hope  that  we  will  work  this  out  so 
that  we  can  work  together  on  it  rather 
than  work  apart. 

Let  me  just  add  that  I  think  it  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  chairman,  to  deter- 
mine when  hearings  within  his  com- 
mittee's jurisdiction  will  be  held.  I  in- 
tend to  stand  by  that  position— for  a 
reasonable  time  but  not  a  definite 
time — until  after  I  see  what  happens  in 
Oklahoma  City.  I  do  not  want  to  put 
extraordinary  pressure  on  the  FBI  at  a 
time  when  they  have  extraordinary 
pressure  on  them  anyway. 

Especially  with  the  understanding 
that  Ruby  Ridge  and  Waco  will  not  go 
away,  with  the  understanding  that  we 
are  studying  those  matters  now,  and 
trying  to  figure  out  what  would  make 
the  most  effective  and  reasonable  and 
worthwhile  hearings  on  the  subject,  I 
feel  we  can  withhold  on  hearings.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  administration 
and  others  with  whom  my  colleague 
from  Pennsylvania  has  spoken  have  in- 
formed him  that  if  the  Senate  chooses 
to  hold  hearings,  they  will  appear.  I 
cannot,  however,  believe  that  they 
would  take  the  position  that  hearings 
at  this  time,  in  the  midst  of  the  largest 
criminal  investigation  in  history,  are  a 
priority  for  them. 

I  commend  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Pennsylvania  for  his  ef- 
forts in  trying  to  move  this  issue  for- 
ward. I  hope  he  will  work  with  me  on 
it.  If  he  will,  we  will  get  farther  than  if 
he  does  not.  If  he  does  not  work  with 
me,  the  Senate  will  vote  on  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution — a  nonbinding 
resolution.  I  will  determine  when  these 
hearings  will  be  held.  I  just  think  it 
would  be  flying  in  the  face  of  good  law 
enforcement,  flying  in  the  face  of  re- 
ality, flying  in  the  face  of  the  need  to 
hold  hearings  which  are  calm  and  de- 
liberative, and  flying  in  the  face  of  the 


people  who  have  died  in  Oklahoma 
City,  who  deserve  a  resolution  to  their 
problem,  to  hold  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge 
hearings  at  this  time. 

Now,  there  are  people  who  have  died 
in  Waco,  and  people  who  have  died  in 
Ruby  Ridge,  both  law  enforcement  peo- 
ple and  innocent  people  in  those  com- 
pounds, and  they  all  deserve  to  have 
this  matter  fully  reviewed.  I  intend  to 
do  so.  But  these  are  matters  which  re- 
quire a  comprehensive  and  full  re- 
view—not a  hurried  hearing. 

I  intend  to  work  with  every  member 
of  the  Judiciary  Committee  so  that 
every  member  can  have  an  opportunity 
to  be  part  of  the  hearings,  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  ask  the  questions,  and 
hopefully  they  can  during  the  time 
that  will  be  allotted.  It  may  take  more 
than  one  day  of  hearings.  In  fact,  it 
will  probably  take  more  than  one  day. 

I  have  the  commitment  from  the  Di- 
rector of  the  FBI  and  from  the  people 
at  Justice  that  they  will  cooperate  in 
those  hearings.  I  have  discussed  with 
them  the  need  to  hold  hearings  and  I 
have  made  it  clear  to  them  that  we  will 
hold  them.  And  they,  themselves,  have 
indicated  to  me  that  they  would  like  a 
little  bit  of  time  to  finish  the  Okla- 
homa City  matter  before  they  have  to 
divert  their  efforts  and  come  up  here 
for  full-blown  hearings  before  any  com- 
mittee of  the  U.S.  Senate  and,  I  be- 
lieve, even  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

They  will  do  it  if  we  demand  they  do 
it.  I  just  believe  there  is  a  time  to  have 
them  do  it.  That  time  is  not  now,  under 
the  circumstances  of  Oklahoma  City. 

With  that,  I  offer  to  work  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia and  see  what  we  can  do  to  resolve 
this  problem.  I  stand  ready  to  work 
with  him. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Kempthorne  be  added  as  an  original 
cosponsor  of  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Senator  from  Utah  talks  about  pa- 
tience, it  seems  to  me  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  been  patient  long 
enough,  since  April  19,  1993.  There  has 
been  ample  time  to  hold  these  hear- 
ings, long  ago. 

As  I  said,  I  had  asked  for  hearings 
shortly  after  the  event  itself.  Had  they 
been  held  in  January  or  February  or 
March  or  up  to  mid-April  of  this  year, 
we  would  not  be  looking  awaiting  fur- 
ther action  on  Oklahoma  City.  It  may 
be  that  we  would  not  have  looked  at 
anything  at  Oklahoma  City  at  all  had 
the  hearings  been  held  earlier. 

I  do  not  know  that  that  is  so,  but  I 
think  that  when  there  is  a  request  for 
patience,  I  think  that  there  has  al- 
ready been  an  undue  amount  of  pa- 
tience on  the  matter.  1  do  not  think 
that  it  is  impatient  to  say,  "Do  it  by 
June  30."  That  is  41  days  from  May  10, 
as  we  stand  here  at  the  present  time. 
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I  discussed  these  hearings  with  the 
Director  of  the  FBI.  Louis  Freeh,  who 
was  willing  to  proceed  at  this  time  and 
has  no  objection.  The  Attorney  General 
of  the  United  States  has  publicly  stat- 
ed that  she  is  prepared  for  hearings. 

When  the  Senator  from  Utah  offers  a 
resolution  that  "hearings  should  be 
held  in  the  near  future,"  my  judgment 
is  that  is  totally,  totally,  insufficient. 

When  he  talks  about  time,  and  he 
says  we  should  wait  until  we  "catch 
and  punish  those  responsible  for  Okla- 
homa City"— punishing  them  may  take 
a  matter  of  years.  Some  murder  cases 
languish  in  the  courts  for  up  to  20 
years.  I  do  not  think  he  necessarily 
means  that,  but  if  he  is  talking  about 
waiting  for  punishment,  even  a  trial 
would  take  months  or  more  than  a 
year. 

When  he  talks  about  awaiting  hear- 
ings in  the  House,  "We  will  wait  for  the 
hearings  in  the  House,  if  necessary  to 
see  if  we  proceed,"  the  Senator  from 
Utah  is  not  even  talking  in  a  definite 
way  about  hearings  after  the  House 
hearings.  We  will  see  after  the  House 
hearings,  if  necessary.  I  firmly  believe 
that  the  Senate  has  an  independent  re- 
sponsibility. We  do  not  have  to  get  in- 
volved in  being  a  bicameral  legislature. 
We  have  an  independent  responsibility 
to  undertake  these  hearings. 

When  paragraph  12  of  the  resolution 
calls  to  hearings  by  the  U.S.  Senate  to 
dispel  public  rumors  that  the  "Okla- 
homa City  bombing  was  planned  and 
carried  out  by  Federal  law  enforcement 
officials,"  that  is  a  statement  of  the 
Director  of  the  FBI  himself.  When  Di- 
rector Freeh  was  at  lunch  yesterday  in 
the  Republican  Caucus  he  talked  about 
rumors  that  the  Federal  Government 
itself  had  caused  the  bombing  in  Okla- 
homa City,  and  that  he  welcomed  the 
hearings  to  disptsi  those  rumors. 

On  two  occasions  the  Senator  from 
Utah  has  said  that  it  is  "My  preroga- 
tive"—"My  prerogative  to  decide  when 
the  hearings  would  be  held."  I  think 
that  that  is  customarily  the  situation. 
When  we  schedule  subcommittee  hear- 


When  we  talk  about  the  prerogatives 
of  Senators,  I  think  that  is  a  little  ex- 
cessive, even  if  the  Senators  are  chair- 
men, when  we  have  a  matter  of  public 
interest. 

I  am  a  little  surprised  by  the  state- 
ment by  the  Senator  from  Utah,  again 
I  wrote  this  down,  that  even  if  the  res- 
olution passes.  "I  am  going  to  deter- 
mine when  to  hold  these  hearings,  un- 
less the  Senate  orders  me." 

I  do  not  know  of  any  procedure  for 
having  an  order  or  a  mandamus,  or  di- 
rection of  that  sort  under  our  Senate 
procedures,  but  the  way  we  determine 
the  will  of  the  Senate  is  to  have  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution,  which 
is  what  I  have  offered.  It  gives  a  lot  of 
latitude  as  to  when  the  hearings  will  be 
held. 

So  it  is  a  little  surprising  to  hear 
that  the  Senator  from  Utah  is  going  to 
determine  when  to  hold  the  hearings, 
whatever  the  sense  of  the  Senate  may 
be,  unless  the  Senate  issues  some  kind 
of  an  order.  I  know  of  no  such  proce- 
dure for  such  an  order. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned about  the  officers,  the  Federal 
officials,  who  were  murdered  in  Okla- 
homa City.  I  think  every  American  is. 
I  know  the  area  very  well. 

I  went  to  the  University  of  Okla- 
homa, which  is  in  Norman.  20  miles 
away,  and  have  a  lot  of  friends  in  Okla- 
homa City.  It  is  a  catastrophe  of  the 
first  order.  I  think  that  we  can  best 
serve  the  public  interest  and  best  pay 
our  respect  to  the  victims  in  Oklahoma 
City  and  best  pay  our  respect  to  vic- 
tims of  terrorism  everywhere  if  we  act 
and  if  we  do  what  we  can  to  clear  the 
air  on  any  notion  which  may  be  cur- 
rent in  the  country  that  there  has  been 
a  coverup  by  the  Federal  Government, 
or  a  failure  to  act  or  a  failure  to  look 
into  what  happened  in  waco  and  Ruby 
Ridge. 

I  think  this  resolution  is  a  very  rea- 
sonable approach  to  the  issue,  defer- 
ring from  the  date  of  May  18.  which  the 
subcommittee  has  set,  and  deferring  to 
the  full  committee.  It  is  not  a  matter 


Federal     Government's     handling     of 
standoffs  in  Naples,  ID  and  Waco.  TX. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  may  remem- 
ber I  have  been  pushing  for  many 
months  to  get  the  Government  to  tell 
what  it  knows  about  the  incident  in 
my  home  State — often  referred  to  as 
Ruby  Ridge.  I  asked  for  an  investiga- 
tion of  the  incident,  which  was  done;  I 
pressed  for  release  of  the  reports  of 
that  investigation,  which  is  presently 
awaiting  the  consent  of  the  local  Idaho 
prosecutor;  and  in  January.  I  asked  for 
hearings  in  the  Senate. 

Government  agents  have  already 
been  disciplined  for  acts  and  failures  to 
act  at  Ruby  Ridge.  Just  a  few  weeks 
ago,  the  Deputy  Attorney  General  re- 
leased a  list  of  problems  that  she 
thinks  occurred  there  and  asked  the 
heads  of  three  agencies  to  report  how 
they  are  addressing  these  problems. 

Yet  there  still  has  not  been  any  pub- 
lic accounting  as  to  what  happened, 
nor  answers  to  the  questions  that  con- 
tinue to  multiply. 

Mr.  President,  the  public  has  a  right 
to  know.  The  Senate  should  hold  hear- 
ings into  this  matter  and  into  the  han- 
dling of  the  Waco  standoff,  as  well. 

There  are  some  who  have  suggested 
that  now  is  not  the  time  for  these  hear- 
ings. They  say  we  should  wait  until 
Oklahoma  City  recovers,  or  until  the 
polls  show  a  more  favorable  political 
climate  in  the  country,  or  some  other 
goal  is  met. 

At  the  same  time,  we  have  been  hear- 
ing a  lot  in  the  press  and  even  in  this 
Chamber  about  the  public's  so-called 
"paranoia"— fear  and  mistrust  of  the 
Federal  Government  that  is  being  la- 
beled as  irrational. 

I  should  not  need  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues: fear  breeds  in  ignorance.  Mis- 
trust is  fueled  by  rumor.  The  worst 
thing  this  Congress  could  do  to  im- 
prove the  situation  would  be  to  put 
these  issues  on  the  shelf  or  try  to  drive 
public  discussion  underground. 

That  is  not  the  way  a  responsive,  and 
responsible,  representative  body  should 


ings.  however,  it  is  the  prerogative  of    of  who  conducts  the  hearings.  Let  the     operate.  We  depend  upon  our  State  and 


the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  to 
schedule  the  hearings. 

Or,  as  I  said,  it  would  be  conceivable 
to  have  hearings  in  the  Intelligence 
Committee  which  has  jurisdiction  over 
terrorism  matters.  And  a  good  bit  of 
what  we  are  considering  now  in  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee  relates  to  the  de- 
portation or  aliens,  which  is  clearly  a 
matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Intelligence  Committee.  As  chairman. 
I  could  schedule  them  there,  if  we  want 


full  committee  do  it.  But  let  us  do  it 
with  reasonable  promptness. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  not 
talk  about  personal  Senatorial  prerog- 
atives or  about  being  ordered  to  do 
something,  not  talk  about  conduct 
them  "if  necessary."  after  the  House 
holds  it  hearings,  or  not  talk  about  the 
vagaries  of  the  near  future.  We  need  to 
set  a  time  when  at  least  we  will  let  all 
Americans  know  we  are  going  to  move 
ahead,  we  are  not  stonewalling,  and  al- 


Federal  authorities  to  maintain  order 
and  keep  the  peace,  and  we  trust  they 
will  do  so  in  a  way  that  is  consistent 
with  the  law  and  in  keeping  with  the 
trust  we  have  placed  in  them.  Some- 
times a  line  is  crossed  that  runs  the 
risk  of  breaking  the  trust  and  con- 
fidence Americans  have  place  in  our 
Federal  law  enforcement  community. 

Many  across  America  fear  such  a  line 
was  crossed  at  Waco  and  at  Ruby 
Ridge.   That  fear  has  only  increased, 


to  talk  about  prerogatives,  but  I  have     though  we  are  not  having  the  hearing    not  decreased,  as  the  days  and  months 


not  done  so  because  I  think  this  is  real- 
ly a  matter  for  terrorism  as  it  is  de- 
fined in  the  Terrorism  Subcommittee 
of  the  Judiciary  Committee.  As  I  say,  I 
would  be  glad  to  see  the  hearings  held 
in  the  full  committee,  as  was  the  hear- 
ing on  April  27  after  the  notice  had 
been  given  by  the  subcommittee  for 
that  hearing. 


on  May  18,  we  will  at  least  set  a  date 
that  will  give  public  assurance — that 
we  will  give  the  public  assurance  that 
we  will  let  the  chips  fall  where  they 
may  and  there  will  be  accountability  in 
America  regardless  of  how  high  the  of- 
ficials may  be. 


have  passed  without  an  adequate  Con- 
gressional response. 

Surely  everyone  in  this  Congress 
would  agree  that  it  would  be  helpful  to 
have  answers  to  these  questions  before 
we  respond  to  Federal  law  enforcement 
requests    for   greater    powers    and    re- 


Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  strongly     sources.  Hearings  in  this  area  may  well 
support  the  call  for  hearings  into  the     point  out  areas  where  additional  help 


is  needed;  conversely,  they  may  point 
out  areas  where  additional  powers  may 
contribute  to  the  potential  for  abuse. 
And  if  Congress  deserves  to  know  the 
answers  to  these  questions  before  mak- 
ing such  an  important  policy  deter- 
mination, surely  the  public  also  de- 
serves it. 

Mr.  President,  it  serves  neither  the 
law  enforcement  community  nor  the 
interests  of  civil  liberties  or  delay  ad- 
dressing these  incidents.  We  should 
hold  hearings  and  seek  answers  to  the 
legitimate  questions  that  have  been 
raised — and  we  should  do  it  now.  rather 
than  allow  the  cancer  of  suspicion  and 
mistrust  to  grow. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's amendment  is  currently  not 
pending  for  those  purposes.  It  takes 
unanimous  consent  to  order  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  your  amendment,  Senator. 
Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  a  freestanding 
resolution  which,  as  I  understand  from 
the  Parliamentarian,  is  permissible. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  does 
take  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent it  be  considered  as  a  freestanding 
resolution. 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    In    my 
capacity  as  a  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
and  acting  as  Chair.  I  do  object. 
Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  that  it  be  in  order  to  order 
the  yeas  and  nays  at  this  time? 
Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 
There  is  clearly  not  a  sufficient  sec- 
ond. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  All  Senators  on  the 
floor  are  voting  in  favor  of  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

Come  on  now.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
seen  the  yeas  and  nays  ordered  with 
one  Senator  on  the  floor  asking  for  the 
yeas  and  nays  constituting  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Parliamentarian,  a  mini- 
mum of  11  Senators  need  to  be  on  the 
floor  for  a  sufficient  second. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry, Mr.  President.  Will  the  Par- 
liamentarian represent  that  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  not  been  ordered  in  any 
case  he  has  seen  where  fewer  than  11 
Members  of  the  Senate  have  asked  for 
the  yeas  and  nays? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator, 
there  is  not  a  record  kept  of  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  Parliamentarian.  So  the 
information  would  not  be  available. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  ask  for  his  best 
recollection  but  not  necessarily  a 
record,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?    Without    objection,    so    or- 
dered. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
a  motion  to  invoke  cloture  on  the 
pending  matter  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Clotx're  Motion 
We  the  undersigned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senale  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  pend- 
ing committee  substitute  amendment  to  S. 
534,  the  solid  wsiste  disposal  bill. 

John  H.  Chafee.  Bob  Dole.  Bob  Smith, 
Jim  Jeffords.  Hank  Brown,  Kit  Bond. 
Orrin  Hatch,  Spencer  Abraham.  Jon 
Kyi.  Larry  E.  Craig.  Kay  Bailey 
Hutchison.  Trent  Lott.  R  F.  Bennett. 
Pete  V.  Domenici,  Dirk  Kempthome. 
Jesse  Helms. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

(During  today's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate,   the    following    morning 
was  transacted:) 


business 


PRODUCT  LIABILITY  FAIRNESS 
ACT 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  passed  the  Product  Liability 
Fairness  Act,  which  I  have  cospon- 
sored,  by  an  overwhelming  vote  of  61- 
37.  For  those  of  us  who  have  been  work- 
ing on  this  issue  for  a  long  time — my 
involvement  dates  back  to  1985 — this  is 
an  historic  day.  With  passage  of  this 
balanced  measure,  we  have  taken  a 
huge  step  toward  improving  the  prod- 
uct liability  system  for  everyone— for 
the  injured  people  who  need  faist  and 
fair  compensation,  for  consumers  who 
need  quality  products  to  choose  from, 
for  those  American  businesses  who  are 
at  the  cutting  edge  of  international 
competition,  and  for  workers  who  de- 
pend on  a  strong  economy  to  support 
their  families. 

I  commend  Senator  Rockefeller 
and  Senator  GORTON,  and  their  staffs. 
for  their  heroic  efforts  on  this  measure. 
From  drafting  the  legislation,  to  skill- 
fully guiding  it  through  a  lengthy  de- 
bate on  the  Senate  floor,  they  have 
worked  extremely  effectively.  Their 
success  is  reflected  in  the  broad  bipar- 
tisan coalition  that  supported  the  bill. 


I  also  commend  Senator  Lieberman. 
my  colleague  from  my  home  State  of 
Connecticut.  He  authored  an  important 
section  on  biomaterials.  That  provision 
is  designed  to  ensure  that  manufactur- 
ers of  life-saving  and  life-enhancing 
medical  devices  have  access  to  raw  ma- 
terials. In  recent  years,  the  supply  of 
raw  materials  has  been  threatened  by 
litigation.  This  is  a  critical  problem, 
and  I  commend  Senator  Lieberman  for 
crafting  a  promising  solution 

Of  course,  like  any  compromise,  this 
bill  will  not  please  everyone  in  all  re- 
spects. 1  had  drafted,  for  example,  an 
amendment  providing  a  different  ap- 
proach to  punitive  damages,  under  my 
amendment,  the  jury  would  determine 
whether  punitive  damages  are  appro- 
priate, and  the  judge,  guided  by  certain 
factors,  would  determine  the  amount. 
That  procedure,  in  my  view,  offers  a 
better  approach  to  punitive  damages 
than  one  which  provides  limits,  or 
caps.  Senators  Rockefeller  and  Gor- 
ton incorporated  some  aspects  of  my 
proposal  in  the  final  provision,  and  I 
appreciate  their  efforts  on  this  difficult 
issue. 

The  final  version  of  this  bill  does  not 
contain  a  provision  that  I  have  sui>- 
ported  in  the  past^the  Government 
standards  defense.  One  aspects  of  that 
defense,  related  to  approval  of  drugs 
and  medical  devices  by  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  was  passed  by 
voice  vote  in  the  House  and  will.  I  un- 
derstand, be  considered  in  conference.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  number 
of  letters  supporting  this  provision  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks.  As  these  letters  point  out.  in- 
appropriate punitive  damages  have 
convinced  many  corporate  researchers 
to  avoid  the  search  for  safer  and  more 
effective  drugs. 

Once  again.  I  commend  my  col- 
leagues, particularly  Senators  Rocke- 
feller and  Gorton,  for  their  biparti- 
san efforts  on  the  Product  Liability 
Fairness  Act. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Pharmaceutical  Research  and 

Manufacturers  of  America, 
Washington.  DC.  April  25,  199S. 
Hon.  Christopher  J.  Dodd. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC 

DEAR  SENATOR  DODD:  As  a  physician  volun- 
teer, I  treat  AIDS  patients  at  the  Whitman- 
Walker  Clinic.  The  suffering  that  I  see— and 
the  threat  of  an  ever-wider  epidemic— con- 
vince me  that  the  greatest  gift  anyone  could 
give  to  society  would  be  an  AIDS  vaccine.  If 
I  were  the  chairman  of  a  philanthropic  foun- 
dation. I  would  invest  every  dollar  in  vaccine 
research. 

However,  if  I  were  CEO  of  a  pharma- 
ceutical company,  knowing  that  the  invest- 
ment in  my  company  represented  the  retire- 
ment and  college  saving  of  many  of  my 
stockholders.  I  wouldn't  touch  AIDS  vaccine 
research  with  a  ten-foot  pole— until  the  li- 
ability issue  has  been  successfully  addressed. 
Even  the  safest,  most  widely  accepted  vac- 
cines entail  risks— and  potentially  bankrupt- 
ing liability  burdens.  Childhood  vaccines  are 
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available  in  adequate  supply  only  because 
Congress  passed  the  Childhood  Vaccine  Com- 
pensation Act  This  came  about  only  because 
several  manufacturers  got  out  of  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing  childhood  vaccines 
due  to  liability  concerns— raising  fears  of  a 
dangerous  scarcity. 

In  1975.  a  man  who  got  polio  after  changing 
his  baby's  diaper  sued  the  manufacturer  of 
the  Sabin  polio  vaccine,  which  the  baby  had 
received  The  risk  of  polio  transmission  was 
known,  but  small— about  1  in  1  million.  Nev- 
ertheless, the  jury  awarded  punitive  dam- 
ages The  award  was  later  reversed,  but  only 
by  the  narrowest  possible  margin.  The  very 
fact  that  such  a  widely  acclaimed  health  ad- 
vance could  expose  a  manufacturer  to  puni- 
tive damages  would  certainly  give  pause  to 
any  manufacturer  considering  research  on  an 
AIDS  vaccine— which  entails  special  liability 
risks. 

With  a  preventive  AIDS  vaccine,  people 
who  are  vaccinated  will  probably  turn  HIV 
positive— with  all  the  social  stigma  and 
threat  of  job  loss  or  insurance  loss  that  this 
involves.  There  is  a  risk  that  a  very  small 
number  of  people  will  get  AIDS  from  the  vac- 
cine. Additionally,  there  is  the  risk  that  the 
vaccine  won  t  'take"  in  all  cases  and  that 
some  people  who  think  they  are  protected 
may  engage  in  risky  behavior  and  come 
down  with  AIDS.  All  of  these  eventualities 
could  result  in  lawsuits. 

In  the  case  of  therapeutic  vaccines  for  peo- 
ple who  already  have  the  disease,  it  would  be 
very  difficult  to  distinguish  the  symptoms  of 
AIDS  from  any  side-effects  of  the  vaccine. 
And  people  with  AIDS,  prodded  by  unscrupu- 
lous lawyers,  might  easily  be  tempted  to  sue 
vaccine  manufacturers. 

Unless  the  liability  threat  is  alleviated— at 
least  by  exempting  manufacturers  of  FDA- 
approved  products  from  punitive  damages- 
developing  an  AIDS  vaccine  is  decidedly  a 
"no-win"  proposition.  This  is  outrageous, 
unfair,  tragic— but  true. 
Sincerely. 

John  D.  Siegfried.  M.D. 

'~  May  2.  1995. 

Hon.  Christopher  j.  Dodd, 
U.S.  Senate.  i 

Washington.  DC. 

De.\r  Sen.itor  Dodd:  We  are  writing  to  ask 
that  you  vote  in  favor  of  a  proposal  that  we 
believe  wUl  have  a  positive  effect  on  re- 
search and  development  of  new  medicines 
and  medical  devices.  American  innovation  is 
in  trouble  in  the  courts  particularly  in  the 
high  risk  areas  of  reproductive  health.  Li- 
ability fears  have  caused  the  withdrawal  of 
new  drugs  and  medical  devices  that  the  Food 
and  Drug  Admmistration  (FDAi  considers 
safe  and  effective.  We  undersUnd  that  when 
S.  565.  the  "Product  Liability  Fairness  Act 
of  1995"  is  considered  on  the  Senate  floor,  an 
amendment  will  be  offered  that  would  pre- 
vent juries  from  second-guessing  the  FDA's 
scientific  decisions  that  a  drug  is  safe  msofar 
as  punitive  damages  are  concerned. 

The  proposed  FDA-approval  defense  to  pu- 
nitive damages  would  esUblish  a  defense  to 
punitive  damages  in  tort  actions  involving 
drugs  or  devices  approved  by  the  FDA  and 
subject  to  FDA  regulation.  The  defense 
would  apply  only  to  punitive  damages,  and 
would  not  be  available  to  a  manufacturer 
that  has  withheld  or  misrepresented  infor- 
mation to  the  FDA.  including  all  required 
post-approval  disclosure  of  unexpected  ad- 
verse effects. 

In  the  past  twenty  years,  most  companies 
have  halted  US.  research  on  contraceptives 
and  drugs  to  combat  infertility  and  morning 
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sickness.  As  a  case  In  point.  Bendectln.  a 
morning-sickness  drug,  was  removed  from 
the  market  by  its  manufacturer  in  1984  after 
more  than  2.000  lawsuits  were  filed  claiming 
it  caused  birth  defects.  Merrell  Dow  has 
spent  over  $100  million  defending  those  suits 
and  is  still  doing  so.  Even  though  almost 
every  court  which  has  looked  at  the  issue 
has  determined  that  there  is  no  scientific 
evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  the 
drug  causes  birth  defects,  and  even  though 
Bendectin  is  still  approved  by  the  FDA  for 
use  in  pregnancy,  no  manufacturer  will  risk 
making  a  morning  sickness  drug. 

The  1970s  brought  more  litigation  over  oral 
contraceptives  than  any  other  drug.  In  the 
early  1970s,  there  were  13  companies  domg 
research  and  development  on  contraceptives. 
Eight  of  these  were  American  Today  there 
are  only  two  hiajor  U.S.  companies  doing 
such  research.  In  1990.  a  distinguished  panel 
of  scientists  put  together  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  noted  that  due  to  fear 
of  lawsuits,  the  United  States  is  decades  be- 
hind Europe  and  other  countries  in  the  con- 
traceptive choices  it  offers  women. 

In  early  1994.  because  it  had  spent  tens  of 
millions  of  dollars  defending  against  suits  by 
people  claiming  injury  from  tempero-man- 
dibular  joint  implants.  DuPont  announced  it 
would  no  longer  make  twlymers  available  to 
the  medical  device  industry  in  the  United 
States.  These  polymers  are  used  in  artificial 
hearts,  pacemakers,  catheters,  hip  and  knee 
prostheses,  and  a  host  of  other  implantable 
devices.  We  have  not  even  begun  to  feel  the 
full  impact  of  that  decision. 

The  Senate  is  taking  advantage  of  an  un- 
precedented opportunity  to  fix  a  flawed  prod- 
uct liability  system.  We  ask  that  you  include 
a  reform  that  will  encourage  the  develop- 
ment of  better  medical  products  without  im- 
pairing the  ability  of  people  who  are  injured 
from  recovering  just  compensation. 
Sincerely. 

Nancy  Sander. 
Allergy    and    Asthma    Network.' Mothers    of 
Asthmatics.  Fairfax.  Virginia. 
Patricia  Tompkins. 
National  Black  Nurses'  Association.  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Dorothy  I.  Heigh. 
National   Council   of  Negro    Women.    Inc., 
Washington,  DC. 

Adele  Baker. 
Wright.    Robinson.    McCammon.    Osthimer 
and  Taturn.  Washington.  DC. 
SUSA.V  Walden. 
Renaissance  Women  Foundation.  Washing- 
ton. DC. 

N.^tional  Family  Planning  &  Re- 
productive Health  AssocL\'noN, 

Washington.  DC.  May  1.  1995. 

Dear  Senator:  As  the  Senate  considers  S. 
565,  "The  Product  Liability  Fairness  Act  of 
1995,"  we  urge  you  to  support  a  provision 
known  as  the  FDA  defense  With  the  FDA  de- 
fense, companies  would  not  be  held  liable  for 
punitive  damages  in  a  lawsuit  if  the  drug  or 
medical  device  involved  received  pre-market 
approval  from  the  FDA,  and  if  the  company 
fully  complied  with  the  FDA's  rigorous  re- 
quirements, which  Include  specifying  the 
warnings  that  companies  must  provide  about 
their  products  and  furnishing  post-market 
reports  on  adverse  reactions. 

As  an  organization  dedicated  to  expanding 
medical  research  and  increasing  access  to 
products  that  can  improve  women's  repro- 
ductive health,  we  know  firsthand  the  extent 
to  which  the  current  liability  system  is  im- 
peding these  important  goals.  In  1990.  a  dis- 
tinguished panel  of  scientists  put  together 


by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  noted 
that  due  to  U.S.  Pharmaceutical  companies 
fear  of  lawsuits,  the  United  States  is  decades 
behind  Europe  and  other  countries  in  the 
contraceptive  choices  it  offers  women.  An 
FDA  defense  would  begin  to  turn  the  tide  on 
this  disturbing  trend  by  encouraging  re- 
search and  development  of  products  women 
need  without  impairing  the  ability  of  women 
who  are  injured  by  drugs  and  medical  devices 
to  recover  just  compensation. 

We  are  deeply  distressed  that  opponents  of 
reform  are  mounting  a  fear-based  campaign 
directed  at  women  as  their  strategy  to  block 
change.  A  great  deal  of  misinformation  has 
been  circulated  concerning  the  impact  of  the 
FDA  defense  on  women.  We  certainly  recog- 
nize that  women  have  had  a  painful  history 
with  medical  products,  such  as  DES  and  the 
Dalkon  Shield,  which  have  caused  tragic  in- 
juries to  women  and  their  children.  Oppo- 
nents of  an  FDA  defense  are  mistaken,  how- 
ever, in  claiming  this  provision  would  have 
prevented  plaintiffs  from  collecting  punitive 
damages  in  these  cases  In  fact,  the  Dalkon 
Shield  was  on  the  market  before  the  Medical 
Devices  Amendment  was  adopted  in  1976.  and 
thus,  was  never  approved  by  the  FDA.  As  for 
DES.  various  manufacturers  involved  are  al- 
leged to  have  defrauded  or  withheld  informa- 
tion from  the  FDA.  and  therefore  would  not 
be  covered  by  the  FDA  defense. 

The  FDA  defense  would  allow  plaintiffs  to 
obtain  full  compensatory  damages  and  non- 
economic  damages,  including  medical  costs, 
lost  wages,  loss  of  functioning,  and  pain  and 
suffering.  We  would  not  support  the  FDA  de- 
fense if  limited  a  plaintiffs  ability  to  obtain 
full  compensatory  and  non-economic  dam- 
ages in  any  manner  The  FDA  defense  would 
limit  only  punitive  damages.  Also,  the  FDA 
defense  would  not  be  available  to  any  com- 
pany that  is  found  to  have  lied  or  withheld 
information  from  the  FDA  or  otherwise 
failed  to  comply  with  FDA  rules. 

The  FDA  defense  is  crucial  given  the  cur- 
rent legal  climate.  A  quick  review  of  recent 
events  clearly  points  out  the  impact  of  cur- 
rent policies.  During  the  1970s,  there  were  13 
companies  doing  research  and  development 
on  contraceptives.  Eight  of  these  companies 
were  American  Today  only  two  American 
companies  continue  to  conduct  such  re- 
search. 

Given  the  current  legal  climate,  it  is  easy 
to  understand  why  companies  are  increas- 
ingly reluctant  to  make  available  products, 
despite  their  known  therapeutic  value.  Two 
cases  in  point: 

Bendectin.  a  morning  sickness  drug  that 
was  taken  by  over  30  million  American 
women,  was  removed  from  the  market  by  its 
manufacturer  in  1984.  after  more  than  2.000 
lawsuits  were  filled  claiming  it  caused  birth 
defects.  The  manufacturer  has  spent  over 
$100  million  defending  those  lawsuits  and  is 
still  doing  so.  Even  though  almost  every 
court  that  has  looked  at  the  issue  has  deter- 
mined there  is  no  scientific  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  contention  that  the  drug  causes 
birth  defects,  and  even  though  Bendectin  is 
still  approved  by  the  FDA  for  use  during 
pregnancy,  no  other  manufacturer  will  risk 
making  a  morning  sickness  drug. 

Norplant,  one  of  the  most  significant  con- 
traceptive developments  of  the  past  20  years 
in  the  United  States,  was  approved  by  the 
FDA  in  1990.  It  is  now  the  target  of  numerous 
cookie  cutter,  mass-produced  class  action 
lawsuits  fueled  by  sensationalism  and  slick 
advertising  directed  at  women.  Despite  the 
fact  that  Norplant  continues  to  be  supported 
by  the  medical  community— as  recently  as  a 
March  1995  endorsement  by  the  American  So- 
ciety    for     Reproductive     Medicine— many 


women  have  been  driven  by  unwarranted 
fears  away  from  a  safe  and  effective  contra- 
ceptive product. 

Punitive  damages  are  meant  to  punish 
willful,  flagrant,  malicious  or  grossly  Illegal 
behavior.  A  company  that  has  compiled  in 
good  faith  with  the  FDA's  regulations  can- 
not be  guilty  of  such  beha^fior  and  should  not 
be  threatened  with  punitive  damages.  Nor 
should  juries  be  permitted  to  second-guess 
the  expert  judgment  of  the  FDA  on  whether 
the  benefits  of  a  drug  outweigh  the  risks. 

Increasingly,  the  legitimate  concerns  for 
the  health  and  welfare  of  American  women 
are  being  sidelined  in  the  pursuit  of  large  fi- 
nancial settlements.  It  is  our  view  that  in- 
clusion of  a  FDA  defense,  similar  to  the  one 
included  in  the  House-passed  product  liabil- 
ity bill,  would  provide  a  much  needed  incen- 
tive for  increased  investment  in  women's 
health  research  and  technologies.  We  believe 
this  is  a  measured  response  and  we  urge  you 
to  adopt  an  FDA  defense  in  any  final  product 
liability  legislation. 
Sincerely, 

Judith  M.  DeSarno, 
PresidentCEO.   National   Family   Planning 
and  Reproductive  Health  Association. 
Phyllis  Greenberoer, 
Executive  Director.  Society  of  the  Advance- 
ment of  Women's  Health  Research. 
Dennis  Barbour,  J.D. 
President.      .As.iociation     of     Reproductive 
Health  Professionals. 

Linda  Barnes  Bolton.  Dr. 
PH..  R.N.  FAAN. 
President.  National  Black  Nurses'  Associa- 
tion. Inc. 

Susan  Wysocki,  RNC.  NP, 
President.    National    Association    of  Nurse 
Practitioners  in  Reproductive  Health. 

May  1.  1995. 
Hon,  Christopher  J.  Dodd, 
SRr^44  Rus.tell  Senate  Office  Building.   Wash- 
ington. DC. 

De.ar  Senator  Dodd:  We  have  been  asked 
to  convey  our  views  with  regard  to  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  956.  the  Product  Liabil- 
ity Fairness  Act.  to  establish  a  defense  to 
punitive  damages  for  FDA-approved  drugs 
and  devices.  Each  of  the  undersigned  has 
served  at  some  time  as  Chief  Counsel  to  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration.  Each  of  us, 
in  our  current  professional  capacities,  ad- 
vises firms  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
drugs  and  devices.  However,  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  this  letter  reflect  our  shared  per- 
sonal judgment. 

The  proposed  defense  to  punitive  damages 
for  the  marketing  of  medical  products  that 
meet  applicable  federal  regulatory  require- 
ments makes  eminent  sense  as  a  matter  of 
public  policy  and  can  be  expected  to  facili- 
tate the  development  and  continued  avail- 
ability of  important  products  to  treat  and 
prevent  serious  disease  and  to  address  other 
significant  health  concerns.  We  describe 
below  FDA's  philosophy  of  new  drug  regula- 
tion and  its  powers  in  this  area,  which,  we 
believe,  strongly  support  the  defense. 

FDA  exercises  sweeping  authority  over  the 
development,  manufacture,  and  marketing  of 
pharmaceuticals.  Indeed,  no  other  Industry 
in  this  country  is  subject  to  such  a  com- 
prehensive regulatory  scheme.  Pursuant  to 
its  statutory  mandate.  FDA  requires  pre- 
market  approval  of  all  new  drugs.  A  new 
drug  may  not  be  approved  unless  it  has  been 
shown  to  be  safe  and  effective  under  the  con- 
ditions of  use  described  in  Its  labeling. 

In  making  their  approval  decisions,  FDA 
physicians  and  scientists  employ  a  risk-ben- 
efit standard.  This  standard  recognizes  that 


all  drugs  have  unavoidable  risks,  some  of 
them  very  serious.  Therefore,  FDA  allows 
drugs  onto  the  market  only  when  the  bene- 
fits from  using  a  drug  outweigh  those  risks. 
A  drug's  labeling  is  an  important  factor  in 
making  the  approval  decision.  Once  a  drug  is 
available,  the  treating  physician,  apprised  of 
the  recognized  significant  risks  of  a  drug, 
can  make  an  informed  decision  whether  a 
drug  is  appropriate  for  use  in  a  particular  pa- 
tient. 

Inevitably,  not  all  of  the  risks  from  a  drug 
can  be  discovered  prior  to  approval.  While 
manufacturers  are  required  to  conduct  ex- 
tensive clinical  trials,  often  in  thousands  of 
patients,  some  adverse  events  are  so  rare 
that  they  emerge  only  after  a  drug  is  in 
widespread  use  after  approval.  FDA  therefore 
requires  manufacturers  to  report  all  adverse 
events  to  the  agency.  The  most  serious  of 
these  must  be  reported  within  15  days  FDA 
and  the  Justice  Department  have  vigorously 
enforced  the  adverse  event  reporting  require- 
ments through  a  series  of  widely  publicized 
criminal  prosecutions. 

FDA  has  the  power  to  act  swiftly  and  deci- 
sively when  postmarket  surveillance  does 
identify  a  safety  issue.  The  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  can  immediately 
suspend  approval  of  a  drug  that  poses  an  im- 
minent hazard,  prior  even  to  granting  the 
manufacturer  a  hearing.  FDA  also  can  com- 
pel labeling  changes  to  incorporate  new  safe- 
ty information.  As  a  practical  matter,  for- 
mal action  under  any  of  these  authorities  is 
rarely  necessary  because,  in  our  experience, 
companies  generally  comply  voluntarily 
with  agency  requests. 

With  this  context,  the  desirability  of  the 
punitive  damages  defense  is  readily  appar- 
ent. Where  manufacturers  have  complied 
with  all  of  FDA's  approval,  labeling,  and 
safety  reporting  requirements,  they  should 
not  be  open  to  punishment  through  the  im- 
position of  punitive  damages.  This  defense 
does  nothing  to  restrict  the  availability  of 
compensatory  damages.  Injured  persons  will 
still  be  made  whole  for  their  losses  under  the 
law.  And  they  will  even  be  able  to  recover 
punitive  damages  in  cases  where  their  inju- 
ries were  caused  by  violations  of  FDA  regu- 
lations. The  defense  simply  recognizes— as  a 
clear  rule— that  manufacturers  who  comply 
with  FDA's  comprehensive  regulatory  proc- 
ess do  not  manifest  the  type  of  willful  mis- 
conduct that  could  merit  punitive  damages. 
While  we  recognize  that  the  imposition  of 
punitive  damages  is  a  comparatively  rare 
(but  by  no  means  unknown)  event,  the  threat 
of  punitive  damjige  awards  skews  the  entire 
litigation  process  and,  with  it,  the  process 
for  developing  new  drugs  and  making  them 
available  to  the  public.  Pharmaceutical 
manufacturers  have  withdrawn  beneficial 
products  from  the  market  and  have  ceased 
promising  research  because  of  this  threat 
Congress  is  now  in  the  position  to  remove 
this  obstacle  and  thereby  to  make  a  genuine 
contribution  to  the  public  health.  We  there- 
fore urge  you  to  support  the  FDA  approval 
amendment  to  H.R.  956. 

Sincerely. 
Thomas  Scarlett. 
Hyman  Phelps  <t  McNamara.  Chief  Coun- 
sel—1981-89. 

Nancy  L.  Buc. 
Buc  Levitt  &   Beardsley.  Chief  Counsel— 
1980-^1. 

Richard  A.  Merrill. 
Covington  &  Burling,  Chief  Counsel— 1975- 
77. 

Richard  M.  Cooper, 
Williams  <t  Connolly.  Chief  Counsel— 1977- 
79. 


Peter  Barton  Hutt. 
Covington  &  Burling.  Chief  Counsel- 

75. 
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CONGRATULATING   SENATOR  DOLE 
ON    THE    EISENHOWER    LEADER- 
SHIP PRIZE 
Mrs.    KASSEBAUM.    Mr.    President, 

last  night  my  colleag-ue  from  Kansas. 
Senator  Dole,  received  the  prestigious 
Eisenhower  Leadership  Prize  in  rec- 
ognition of  his  distinguished  service  to 
the  United  States.  I  have  long  admired 
Senator  Dole  for  his  leadership  and 
dedicated  service  and  am  pleased  that 
the  Eisenhower  World  Affairs  Institute 
and  Gettysburg  College  recognized  him 
with  such  a  high  honor. 

This  prize  is  made  all  the  more  nota- 
ble because  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower,  the 
awards  namesake,  is  a  fellow  Kansan 
and  Senator  Dole's  hero.  I  add  my 
voice  to  the  many  who  congratulate 
him  on  this  honor  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  remarks  Senator 
Dole  gave  last  night  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  re- 
marks were  ordered  to  be  printed  In 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

I  want  to  thank  the  Trustees  of  The  Eisen- 
hower World  Affairs  Institute  and  Gettys- 
burg College  for  this  honor. 

I  am  truly  humbled  to  receive  this  award. 
And  I  thank  the  Awards  Committee  for  dip- 
ping down  in  the  military  ranks.  The  first 
Leadership  Prize  went  to  General  Scowcroft. 
The  second  to  General  Colin  Powell.  Last 
year  you  honored  Major  Lloyd  Bentsen  And 
this  year,  you're  down  to  Lieutenant  Bob 
Dole.  I  guess  there's  still  hope  for  all  you 
Privates  out  there. 

A  special  word  of  thanks  to  my  colleagues 
from  the  10th  Mountain  Division  who  joins 
us  this  evening  I've  always  wondered  why 
they  assigned  a  kid  from  the  plains  of  Kan- 
sas to  the  10th  Mountain  Division.  But  I've 
never  wondered  about  the  m.en  I  served  be- 
side. You  are  all  heroes  in  my  book 

A  few  years  back,  the  10th  Mountain  veter- 
ans formed  a  national  association  Over  the 
years,  there  have  been  five  Presidents  of  the 
Association,  and  I  am  honored  that  all  five 
are  here  this  evening.  At  least  they  got  to  be 
President  of  something. 

I  am  also  honored  by  the  presence  of  many 
friends  and  colleagues  of  President  Eisen- 
hower and  of  several  members  of  the  Eisen- 
hower family. 

I  have  been  privileged  to  get  to  know  John 
on  several  occasions— including  the  Eisen- 
hower Centennial  in  Abilene  in  1990,  and  a 
few  years  ago  in  the  Capitol  when  we  un- 
veiled the  sign  which  marks  the  Elsenhower 
Interstate  Highway  System. 

Elizabeth  and  1  are  very  proud  to  call 
David  and  Julie  Eisenhower  our  friends. 
We've  also  had  the  pleasure  of  meeting  their 
children,  and  can  tell  you  that  David  and 
Julie  are  as  good  as  parents  as  they  are  au- 
thors. 

And  Mary  Eisenhower  Atwater  was  the  one 
who  came  to  my  office  last  year  to  inform 
me  of  my  selection  as  the  recipient  of  this 
prize.  The  only  promise  I  had  to  make  to  her 
was  that  my  acceptance  remarks  would  be 
brief. 

In  fact,  I  am  tempted  to  do  this  evening 
what  Ike  did  one  evening  when  he  was  Presi- 
dent of  Columbia  University.  At  the  end  of  a 
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long  evening-  of  speeches.  Eisenhower's  turn 
came.  After  being  introduced,  he  stood  up 
and  reminded  his  audience  that  every  speech, 
written  or  otherwise,  had  to  have  a  punctua- 
tion. He  said,  'Tonight.  I  am  the  punctua- 
tion. I  am  the  period."  And  he  sat  down.  He 
later  said  that  was  one  of  the  most  popular 
speeches  he  ever  gave. 

It  is  a  bit  intimidating  to  talk  about  Presi- 
dent Eisenhower  and  his  legacy  before  fam- 
ily members  and  friends  and  who  knew  him 
much  better  than  I 

I  can  say.  however,  that,  like  countless 
Kansans  and  countless  Americans.  I  not  only 
iiked  Ike."  I  regarded  him  as  a  hero.  I  will 
never  forget  the  first  time  I  saw  him.  It  was 
the  spring  of  1952.  I  had  just  finished  law 
school,  and  was  serving  in  the  Kansas  House 
of  Representatives.  General  Eisenhower  had 
come  home  to  Abilene  to  officially  launch 
his  Presidential  campaign,  and  I  was  in  the 
rain-soaked  audience  that  greeted  him. 

That  campaign  was.  of  course,  wildly  suc- 
cessful. And  I  took  it  as  a  good  omen  that 
my  official  announcement  in  Topeka  on 
April  10  had  to  be  moved  indoors  because  of 
rain. 

I  did  have  the  privilege  of  meeting  my  hero 
on  several  occasions  during  his  lifetime,  but 
the  truth  is  I  knew  him  no  better  than  the 
countless  soldiers  who  called  him  our  gen- 
eral, and  the  millions  of  Americans  who 
called  him  our  President. 

Eisenhower  succeeded  as  a  soldier  and  as  a 
President  for  many  reasons.  Intelligence. 
Courage.  Honesty.  Leadership  The  ability  to 
place  the  right  people  in  the  right  spots. 
These  were  all  qualities  Ike  possessed. 

But  as  I  look  at  the  Eisenhower  statue  in 
the  reception  area  of  my  Capitol  office,  or 
the  painting  of  Ike  that  hangs  behind  my 
desk,  one  word  often  comes  to  mind.  And 
that  word  is  "Trust." 

Ike  inspired  trust  as  no  leader  has  before 
or  since.  Millions  of  Americans  may  have 
voted  for  Adlai  Stevenson  in  1952  and  1956. 
but  everyone  trusted  President  Elsenhower 
to  do  what  was  best  for  America. 

And  there's  a  simple  reason  why  America's 
citizens  trusted  Ike.  And  that's  because  he 
trusted  America's  citizens.  Don't  get  me 
wrong.  President  Eisenhower  believed  in  gov- 
ernment^-our  Interstate  Highway  System  is 
proof  of  that.  But.  moreover.  Ike  believed  in 
citizens.  He  believed  in  the  wisdom  of  the 
American  people. 

When  Ike  looked  at  America's  people  he 
saw  himself.  According  to  David  Eisenhower, 
the  title  that  meant  the  most  to  his  grand- 
father was  not  -Supreme  Commander."  or 
"President;"  rather  it  was  the  simple  title 
that  all  Americans  share;  The  title  of  "citi- 
zen." 

And  David  reminded  me  of  a  speech  Ike 
made  in  London  the  month  after  VE  Day. 
Ike  said,  -To  preserve  his  freedom  of  wor- 
ship, his  equality  before  law,  his  liberty  to 
speak  and  act  as  he  sees  fit.  subject  only  to 
provisions  that  he  trespass  not  upon  similar 
rights  of  others— a  Londoner  will  fight.  So 
will  a  citizen  of  Abilene." 

Throughout  World  War  11.  Ike  saw  himself 
as  someone  who  would  do  what  any  Amer- 
ican citizen  would  do  when  freedom  was  at 
risk.  And  throughout  his  Presidency,  Ike 
spoke  of  how  all  of  us  shared  with  him  the 
responsibility  of  guiding  our  country 

As  Ike  said  in  his  first  Inaugural  address. 
"We  are  summoned  to  act  in  wisdom  and  in 
conscience,  to  work  with  industry,  to  teach 
with  persuasion,  to  preach  with  conviction. 
to  weigh  our  every  deed  with  care  and  with 
compassion.  For  this  truth  must  be  clear  be- 
fore us;  Whatever  America  hopes  to  bring  to 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


pass  in  the  world  must  first  come  to  pass  in 
the  heart  of  America." 

What  do  those  words  mean  in  the  America 
of  1995?  I  believe  they  mean  we  should  re- 
dedicate  ourselves  to  remembering  the  du- 
ties of  citizenship:  To  keep  informed  and  to 
become  involved  in  the  decisions  that  affect 
the  life  and  future  of  all  the  citizens  of  our 
country. 

And  they  also  mean  that  government 
should  trust  the  American  people  with  deci- 
sions that  matter  most^the  decisions  that 
affect  their  families  and  their  businesses. 

To  be  sure,  the  1950s  weren't  perfect.  And 
as  we  look  to  the  2l3t  century,  we  should  not 
seek  to  return  to  those  times.  But  what  I 
hope  America  can  return  to  is  a  relationship 
of  trust  between  the  people  and  their  govern- 
ment. And  if  that's  to  happen,  then  we  must 
rein  in  the  federal  government.  Its  too  big. 
too  intrusive,  and  makes  too  many  decisions. 
I  carry  a  copy  of  the  10th  Amendment  with 
me  wherever  I  go.  It's  only  28  words  long. 
And  it  basically  states  that  all  powers  not 
specifically  delegated  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment should  be  given  to  the  states,  and  to 
the  people.  Dusting  off  that  amendment,  and 
restoring  it  to  its  rightful  place  in  the  Con- 
stitution is  my  mandate  as  Majority  Leader. 
and  I  like  to  think  that  it's  a  mandate  that 
Ike  would  have  heartily  endorsed. 

Perhaps  Ike  said  it  best  when  he  responded 
to  those  who  were  urging  bigger  and  bigger 
government,  all  in  the  name  of  providing 
Americans  with  security. 

"If  all  that  Americans  want  is  security, 
they  can  go  to  prison."  Ike  said.  "They'll 
have  enough  to  eat.  a  bed.  and  a  roof  over 
their  heads. 

But  he  went  on  to  say  that  citizens  want 
more  than  security.  We  also  want  freedom. 
We  want  dignity.  We  want  control  of  our 
lives.  We  want  our  government  to  trust  us. 
And  the  lesson  that  Ike  taught  us  is  that  if 
the  American  people  believe  our  government 
trusts  us,  then  we  will  trust  our  government 
in  return. 

Americans  also  trusted  Ike  because  he 
trusted  us  with  the  truth.  As  Supreme  Com- 
mander, Ike  never  hid  the  truth  from  his  sol- 
diers. If  a  mission  was  dangerous  *  *  *  if 
some  wouldn't  be  coming  home,  then  Ike  laid 
it  on  the  line.  And,  with  his  Kansas  candor, 
he  spoke  about  issues  that  many  in  Washing- 
ton today  shy  away  from.  One  of  those  was 
the  federal  budget. 

How  much  stronger  our  country  would  be  if 
our  leaders  took  to  heart  the  prophetic 
words  that  Eisenhower  spoke  in  his  1961  fare- 
well address  to  the  American  people; 

Ike  said.  "As  we  peer  into  society's  future, 
we  must  avoid  the  impulse  to  live  only  for 
today,  plundering  for  our  own  ease  and  con- 
venience the  precious  resources  of  tomorrow. 
We  cannot  mortgage  the  material  assets  of 
our  grandchildren  without  risking  the  loss 
also  of  their  political  and  spiritual  heritage. 
We  want  democracy  to  survive  for  all  genera- 
tions to  come,  and  not  to  become  the  insol- 
vent phantom  of  tomorrow." 

As  always.  Eisenhower  matched  his  words 
with  actions.  There  have  been  four  balanced 
federal  budgets  in  the  last  half  century.  And 
Ike  gave  us  three  of  them.  He  knew  that  it 
was  easy  to  be  popular.  It  is  easy  to  say 
■yes  "  to  every  federal  program.  But  he  also 
knew  that  more  important  than  being  jwpu- 
lar  for  a  moment  is  to  provide  leadership 
that  stands  the  test  of  time. 

Along  with  trusting  the  American  people. 
Ike  also  trusted  the  values  that  built  our 
country,  and  that  were  instilled  in  him  by 
his  parents  in  Abilene.  Values  like  hard 
work.     Honesty.     Personal     responsibility. 
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Common  sense.  Compassion  for  those  in 
need.  And,  above  all,  love  of  family.  God.  and 
country. 

These  are  the  values  that  built  America, 
and  they  are  values  that  must  never  go  out 
of  fashion,  or  be  regarded  as  "politically  in- 
correct." by  our  government  or  by  those  in 
our  entertainment  industry. 

Along  with  trusting  our  citizens,  and  trust- 
ing our  values,  there's  one  final  lesson  about 
trust  that  Eisenhower's  life  and  career  can 
teach  us.  And  that's  the  fact  that  the  world 
must  always  be  able  to  count  on  American 
leadership. 

And  that's  a  lesson  I  hope  we  especially  re- 
membered yesterday,  the  50th  anniversary  of 
VE  Day.  It  was  American  leadership  that 
built  the  arsenal  of  democracy  which  made 
that  victory  possible.  It  was  American  lead- 
ership that  held  the  Allies  together  during 
the  darkest  days  of  the  war.  And  it  was 
American  leadership  which  conquered  the 
forces  of  tyranny  and  restored  liberty  and 
democracy  to  Europe. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  leadership  car- 
ries a  price.  It  did  during  World  War  II.  It  did 
during  the  Eisenhower  Administration.  And 
it  does  today.  But  it  is  a  price  worth  paying. 
As  Ike  said  in  his  Second  Inaugural  Address, 
"The  building  of  *  *  •  peace  is  a  bold  and  sol- 
emn purpose.  To  proclaim  it  is  easy.  To  serve 
it  will  be  hard.  And  to  attain  It.  we  must  be 
aware  of  its  full  meaning— and  ready  to  pay 
its  full  price. 

And  Ike  never  forgot  just  what  that  full 
price  meant.  He  said  that  whenever  he  re- 
turned to  Normandy  after  the  war.  his  fore- 
most thoughts  were  not  with  the  planes  and 
the  ships  or  the  guns.  Rather,  he  said.  'I 
thought  of  the  families  back  home  that  had 
lost  men  at  this  place." 

I  was  privileged  to  walk  the  beaches  of 
Normandy  and  to  return  to  the  hills  of  Italy 
where  I  saw  action  during  the  D-Day  com- 
memorations last  June.  .\nd  I.  too.  thought 
of  the  families  back  home  that  had  lost  men, 
and  how  we  must  never  forget  the  cause  for 
which  they  fought  and  died.  And  the  only 
way  to  ensure  that  future  generations  of 
Americans  will  not  be  burled  on  foreign  land, 
is  to  continue  to  provide  leadership  when- 
ever and  wherever  it  is  needed. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  am  honored  by  the 
confidence  bestowed  in  me  through  this  lead- 
ership award  and  will  do  my  best  to  meet  the 
high  expectations  left  by  the  legacy  of 
Dwight  Eisenhower. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  share  with  you  a  few 
more  words  of  this  American  hero— and  they 
were  words  he  spoke  on  that  rainy  day  in  Ab- 
ilene 43  years  ago. 

Returning  home  led  Ike  to  think  about 
growing  up  in  Kansas,  and  he  said  'I  found 
out  in  later  years  we  were  very  poor,  but  the 
glory  of  America  is  that  we  didn't  know  it 
then;  all  that  we  knew  was  that  our  parents 
*  *  *  could  say  to  us,  'Opportunity  is  all 
about  you.  Reach  out  and  take  it." 

By  working  together  and  trusting  one  an- 
other, we  can  ensure  that  for  generations  yet 
to  come.  America's  parents  will  still  be  able 
to  say  those  words  to  their  sons  and  daugh- 
ters. This  is  what  we  owe  to  the  memory  of 
people  like  Dwight  Eisenhower  and  all  the 
GIs  of  World  War  II  we  remembered  yester- 
day. But  ultimately,  we  owe  it  to  ourselves, 
to  our  children,  and  to  the  future  of  the 
country  we  love. 


FREEDOM  SHRINE  FOR  THE  HOT 
SPRINGS  VA  MEDICAL  CENTER 


Mr.    PRESSLER.    Mr.    President,   an 
exciting  event  recently  took  place  In 


the  southern  Black  Hills  of  South  Da- 
kota. The  Freedom  Shrine,  a  collection 
of  documents  from  U.S.  history,  was 
dedicated  at  the  Hot  Springs  VA  Medi- 
cal Center  in  Hot  Springs,  SD. 

I  commend  Maurice  Wintersteen,  the 
Exchange  Club  of  Rapid  City,  and  Hot 
Springs  VA  Director  Dan  Marsh,  for 
their  efforts  to  bring  the  Freedom 
Shrine  to  Hot  Springs.  Late  last  year, 
Maurice  Wintersteen  approached  the 
Exchange  Club  of  Rapid  City  about 
sponsoring  a  freedom  shrine  in  the 
local  VA  Hospital.  The  Exchange  Club 
of  Rapid  City  agreed  to  his  request,  and 
Director  Marsh  threw  his  full  support 
behind  the  project. 

As  a  result  of  their  dedicated  efforts, 
the  Freedom  Shrine  became  a  reality 
and  was  placed  in  the  rotunda  of  the 
VA  Domiciliary  Building.  The  Freedom 
Shrine  displays  reproductions  of  28  his- 
toric American  documents,  including 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  President  Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg  Address,  and  Presi- 
dent Kennedy's  Inaugural  Address.  It  is 
my  understand' ng  the  Hot  Springs  VA 
Hospital  is  the  only  VA  facility  in  the 
Nation  to  have  such  a  freedom  shrine. 

It  is  very  fitting  that  the  Freedom 
Shrine  was  dedicated  on  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  the  death  of  President 
Franklin  Roosevelt — the  man  who  led  a 
worldwide  alliance  against  a  tyranny 
that  threatened  freedom-living  people 
throughout  the  world.  The  Freedom 
Shrine  serves  as  an  essential  reminder 
to  all  Americans  that  the  freedom  we 
enjoy  today  is  the  direct  result  of  the 
enonnous  effort  and  sacrifice  of  our 
forefathers,  from  the  pioneers  who  first 
settled  the  Nation,  to  the  veterans  who 
gave  their  lives  to  defend  it  and  the 
values  we  stand  for.  We  must  never  for- 
get the  precious  gift  they  gave  us.  It  is 
ours  to  preserve  for  future  generations. 

Inspired  by  the  Freedom  Train  that 
toured  the  United  States  with  Amer- 
ican historical  documents  after  the 
Second  World  War,  the  National  Ex- 
change Club  resolved  to  display  docu- 
ments from  U.S.  history  in  commu- 
nities throughout  the  Nation  so  that 
Americans  of  all  ages  would  have  easy 
access  to  the  rich  heritage  of  their 
past.  Since  1949,  many  freedom  shrines 
have  been  installed  by  exchange  clubs 
in  various  communities  across  the  Na- 
tion, Puerto  Rico,  and  at  American 
outposts  around  the  world.  From  State 
Capitols  to  U.S.  warships,  and  hundreds 
of  schools  across  the  Nation,  freedom 
shrines  serve  as  an  invaluable  reference 
for  students  and  other  citizens  seeking 
information  or  inspiration  from  these 
historic  treasures. 

Again,  I  congratulate  the  Exchange 
Club  of  Rapid  City,  Maurice 
Wintersteen,  Hot  Springs  VA  Director 
Dan  Marsh,  and  all  our  veterans  for 
their  ongoing  commitment  to  the  pres- 
ervation of  American  principles.  Their 
deep  pride  in  the  history,  traditions, 
and  values  of  our  great  State  and  Na- 
tion   are    reflected    in    the    Freedom 


Shrine.  Most  important,  they  have 
given  present  and  future  generations  of 
South  Dakotans  a  precious  and  lasting 
gift.  I  salute  everyone  involved  with 
this  inspiring  project. 


THE  FUTURE  OF  THE  B^IB 
BOMBER  IS  SECURE 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  the  Pentagon  released  a  much-an- 
ticipated report  by  the  Institute  for 
Defense  Analyses  [IDA]  on  our  Nation's 
heavy  bomber  force  structure.  This  re- 
port, the  heavy  bomber  study,  exam- 
ined the  deployment  options  of  our 
long-range  heavy  bomber  forces — in  as- 
sociation with  additional  tactical 
forces — under  the  circumstances  of  two 
hypothetical,  nearly  simultaneous 
world  conflicts.  To  date,  the  IDA  study 
is  the  most  comprehensive,  in-depth 
analysis  of  the  use  of  our  Nation's 
three  heavy  bombers — the  B-1  bomber 
[B-IB],  the  B-2  stealth  bomber,  and  the 
B-52 — in  a  conventional  war-fighting 
role. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  IDA  study  con- 
firmed what  I  have  said  for  quite  some 
time:  The  B-IB  is  an  efficient  and  ef- 
fective long-range  bomber,  and  it  can 
be  used  successfully  as  the  centerpiece 
of  American  airpower  projection.  The 
IDA  study  suggests  that  planned  con- 
ventional upgrades  to  the  B-IB  would 
be  more  cost-effective  than  purchasing 
20  additional  B-2  bombers.  Further,  the 
study  recommends  that  remaining  B-2 
bomber  production  preservation  funds 
should  be  reallocated  to  other  weapons 
and  conventional  upgrades.  That  would 
allow  for  a  total  bomber  force  consist- 
ing of  95  B-lB's,  66  B-52's,  and  20  B-2's. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  B-IB  was 
developed  and  built  at  the  height  of  the 
cold  war.  Thus,  it  was  anticipated  that 
its  function  would  be  limited  to  meet- 
ing one  of  several  nuclear  options. 
However,  the  B-IB  has  shown  to  be  an 
effective  conventional  force  compo- 
nent— a  testament  to  designers.  Air 
Force  strategists  and  pilots  who  recog- 
nized the  versatility  of  this  aircraft. 

Time  and  again,  the  B-IB  has  had  to 
meet  new  challenges.  For  example,  the 
1994  congressionally  mandated  assess- 
ment test  of  the  B-IB,  performed  by 
the  28th  Bomber  Wing  at  Ellsworth  Air 
Force  Base  and  code  named  the  Dakota 
Challenge,  measured  the  readiness  rate 
of  one  B-IB  bomber  wing  when  pro- 
vided fully  with  the  necessary  spare 
parts,  maintenance  equipment,  support 
crews,  and  logistics  equipment.  The 
Dakota  Challenge  found  that  a  fully 
funded  B-IB  wing  could  maintain  an 
unprecedented  84  percent  mission  capa- 
ble rate.  In  addition,  improvements 
were  seen  in  other  readiness  indicators, 
including  the  12-hour  fix  rate — a  meas- 
ure of  how  often  a  malfunctioning  air- 
craft can  be  repaired  and  returned  to 
the  air  within  one  half  day. 

By  meeting  a  number  of  different 
challenges,  the  B-IB  has  earned  justifi- 


ably the  designation  as  the  workhorse 
of  the  heavy  bomber  fleet. 

Based  on  the  analysis  of  the  IDA  re- 
port, the  B-IB  should  assume  a  promi- 
nent role  in  our  Nation's  defense.  The 
study  recognizes  that  maintaining  the 
B-IB  as  the  workhorse  of  the  heavy 
bomber  fleet  would  yield  the  highest 
return  on  our  defense  investment  and 
render  the  most  cost-effective  con- 
tribution to  our  Nation's  heavy  bomber 
requirements.  With  continued  invest- 
ments in  weapons  upgrades,  I  believe 
the  B-IB  will  be  an  outstanding  and  ef- 
fective conventional  heavy  bomber  ca- 
pable of  projecting  America's  air  power 
into  the  next  century. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  next  several 
decades,  the  United  States  increasingly 
will  be  forced  to  respond  rapidly  and 
decisively  to  regional  security  threats 
around  the  globe.  Holding  36  world 
records  for  speed,  payload,  and  dis- 
tance, the  B-IB  is  uniquely  suited  to 
meeting  our  Nation's  present  and  fu- 
ture defense  challenges.  In  this  period 
of  budget  constraints,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  consider  carefully  the  rec- 
ommendations in  the  IDA  Heavy 
Bomber  Study  before  casting  their  vote 
on  any  defense  measures  affecting  our 
heavy  bomber  force  structure. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  '^ES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  before 
contemplating  today's  bad  news  about 
the  Federal  debt,  let  us  do  that  little 
pop  quiz  once  more.  You  remember — 
one  question,  one  answer: 

Question:  How  many  million  dollars 
are  in  $1  trillion?  While  you  are  arriv- 
ing at  an  answer,  bear  in  mind  that  it 
was  the  U.S.  Congress  that  ran  up  the 
Federal  debt  that  now  exceeds  $4.8  tril- 
lion. 

To  be  exact,  as  of  the  close  of  busi- 
ness Tuesday.  May  9.  the  exact  Federal 
debt — down  to  the  penny— stood  at 
$4,853,699,696,611.41.  This  means  that 
every  man.  woman,  and  child  in  Amer- 
ica now  owes  $18,424.73  computed  on  a 
per  capita  basis. 

Mr.  President,  back  to  the  pop  quiz: 
How  many  million  in  a  trillion?  There 
are  a  million  million  in  a  trillion. 


HONORING  MARGARET  STANFILL 
FOR  BRAVERY  AND  SERVICE 
DURING  WORLD  WAR  U 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  salute  a  Missourian  who  has 
distinguished  herself  for  her  bravery 
while  in  service  to  her  country,  Mar- 
garet Stanfill  of  Hayti,  MO.  As  a  nurse 
serving  in  the  U.S.  Army  Nurses  Corps 
during  the  Second  World  War,  Mar- 
garet served  her  country  with  unprece- 
dented bravery  and  dedication  while 
participating  in  some  of  the  greatest 
Allied  successes  of  the  war. 

Margaret  Stanfill  was  documented  as 
the  first  American  nurse  to  arrive  on 
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the  beaches  of  Normandy  during  the 
Allies'  D-day  invasion  of  France  on 
June  6.  1944.  The  wire  service  accounts 
of  the  invasion  reported  that  the  first 
nurses  to  arrive  by  barge,  "waded 
ashore  while  battle-weary  soldiers 
blinked  in  astonishment."  The  nurses. 
led  by  Margaret  Stanfill  and  clothed  in 
two  layers  of  men's  uniforms  with  steel 
helmets,  went  to  work  immediately 
setting  up  dressing  stations  in  pup 
tents  and  ministering  to  the  wounded. 
Many  of  the  wounded  were  paratroop- 
ers injured  as  part  of  the  initial  as- 
sault. I  rise  today  to  salute  Margaret's 
bravery  and  leadership,  not  only  at 
Normandy,  but  throughout  her  life. 

Margaret  Stanfill  grew  up  in  Hayti, 
in  the  bootheel  of  southeastern  Mis- 
souri near  the  Tennessee  border,  grad- 
uating from  Hayti  High  School  in  1938. 
While  in  high  school  Margaret  was  a  4- 
year  member  of  the  basketball  team, 
serving  1  year  as  team  captain.  She 
was  also  a  4-year  member  of  the  Hayti 
High  School  tennis  team  and  was  coun- 
ty high  school's  girls  singles  champion. 
After  graduation,  Margaret  entered 
nurses  training  at  the  Baptist  Hospital 
in  Memphis.  TN,  graduating  from  there 
in  1940.  After  a  year  in  private  nursing, 
Margaret  felt  the  call  of  service  end  en- 
tered the  U.S.  Army  Nurses  Corps, 
training  at  Camp  Tyson. 

Margaret  arrived  in  England  for  addi- 
tional training  on  August  1,  1942.  By 
November  of  that  year,  she  was  among 
the  first  nurses  to  arrive  on  shore  dur- 
ing the  Allied  invsision  to  liberate 
North  Africa.  The  scenes  of  Margaret 
and  her  surgical  operating  unit  being 
carried  sishore  from  barges  on  the 
shoulders  of  their  male  colleagues  ap- 
peared in  news  reels  shown  around  the 
world.  Her  unit  followed  the  Allied  ad- 
vance through  North  Africa  into  Sicily, 
where  Margaret  followed  the  infantry 
onto  European  soil  at  the  invasion  of 
Italy  before  returning  to  England  for 
further  training  preceding  the  D-day 
Invasion. 

Margaret  Stanfill  returned  from  the 
war  and  married  Wick  P.  Moore,  an 
Army  captain  she  served  with  during 
the  North  Africa  campaign.  They  set- 
tled down  in  Texas  and  had  three  chil- 
dren, two  sons  and  a  daughter.  I  once 
again  salute  Margaret  Stanfill  Moore 
for  her  service  and  bravery  in  playing  a 
role  in  some  of  the  most  crucial  events 
in  the  history  of  our  Nation  and  our 
world.  Her  love  of  freedom  and  willing- 
ness to  grive  of  herself  and  her  talents 
for  her  country  sets  an  example  of 
service  of  which  all  of  us  can  be  proud. 


NONPROFIT  HOSPITALS 
Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  many 
may  believe  that  health  care  reform  is 
not  an  issue  in  the  104th  Congress.  But 
I  have  been  advocating  reform  in  one 
form  or  another  throughout  my  now  15 
years  in  the  Senate,  and  I  continue  to 
do  so.  I  have  come  to  the  floor  on  14  oc- 


casions over  just  the  last  3  years  to 
urge  the  Senate  to  address  health  care 
reform.  On  the  first  day  the  Congress 
was  in  session  in  1993  and  again  on  the 
first  day  in  1995,  I  introduced  com- 
prehensive health  care  legislation.  The 
Health  Care  Assurance  Act  of  1995,  S. 
18,  which  I  introduced  on  January  4  of 
this  year,  is  comprised  of  reform  initia- 
tives that  our  health  care  system  needs 
and  can  adopt  immediately.  They  are 
reforms  which  can  both  improve  access 
and  affordability  of  coverage  and 
health  care  delivery  and  implement 
systemic  changes  to  bring  down  the  es- 
calating cost  of  care.  Today.  I  again 
address  my  colleagues  on  the  issue  of 
health  care  access.  I  want  to  bring  to 
the  Senate's  attention  a  particular 
component  of  our  health  care  delivery 
system  which  is  uniquely  poised  to  pro- 
vide innovative  services  which  respond 
to  the  particular  needs  of  individual 
communities,  but  which  is  in  jeop- 
ardy—nonprofit hospitals. 

In  my  view,  it  is  indispensable  that 
there  be  comprehensive  affordable,  ac- 
cessible health  care  for  all  Americans. 
I  believe  the  essential  question  is 
whether  we  have  sufficient  resources; 
that  is.  medical  personnel  and  hospital, 
laboratory,  diagnostic  and  pharma- 
ceutical facilities  to  deliver  services.  I 
think  we  do;  and  nonprofit  hospitals 
are  an  important  resource  of  innova- 
tive, community-based  care.  Well  over 
80  percent  of  the  hospitals  in  this  coun- 
try have  been  and  are  nonprofit  insti- 
tutions. Most  nonprofits  were  founded 
decades  ago  and  arose  from  religiously 
or  ethnically  identified  groups  and  so 
were  dedicated  to  serving  a  particular 
community.  Most  have  adhered  to  this 
dedication  to  community  and  all  of 
them  serve  without  restriction  or  pref- 
erence. There  are  approximately  80,000 
voluntary  trustees,  leaders  in  their  re- 
spective communities  giving  freely  of 
their  time,  their  energies,  and  their 
money  to  raise  the  level  of  health  care 
in  those  communities.  However,  I  am 
concerned  that  recent  trends  in  the 
health  care  market,  including  the 
growth  of  large  for-profit  hospital  sys- 
tems, and  the  emphasis  on  costs  and 
profits  of  many  managed  care  organiza- 
tions as  they  become  economically 
dominant,  threaten  the  community 
health  focus  of  nonprofit  hospitals. 

We  stand  at  the  threshold  of  dra- 
matic breakthroughs  in  understanding, 
preventing,  and  treating  a  variety  of 
diseases.  Clinical  application  of  the 
breakthroughs  in  research  will  yield 
wondrous  results  which  will  alleviate 
human  suffering,  prolong  life,  and 
produce  enormous  savings  in  medical 
costs  in  the  United  States.  Nonprofit 
hospitals  are  essential-  to  the  applica- 
tion of  these  breakthroughs  for  the 
prevention  and  treatment  of  disease. 
The  community  outreach  programs 
typical  of  nonprofit  hospitals  dem- 
onstrate their  dedication  to  the  needs 
of  their  particular  communities.  They 
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are  uniquely  attuned  to  the  most  fis- 
cally and  personally  debilitating  dis- 
eases of  a  community  and  therefore 
provide  the  services  for  treatment  and 
prevention  most  demanded  in  the  com- 
munity. Prevention  is  the  most  suc- 
cessful method  of  containing  the  costs 
associated  with  disease  as  it  is  the  first 
step  toward  controlling  disease.  But 
the  health  care  system  today  appears 
to  be  making  it  more  difficult  for  the 
nonprofit  community  hospital  to  be 
dedicated  to  prevention  and  accessible 
treatment  for  the  survival  of  patients. 
While  the  demand  to  be  competitive 
Is  increasing,  hospitals'  resources  are 
dwindling.  Changes  in  the  health  care 
system  have  reduced  hospital  occu- 
pancy, and  have  therefore  reduced  rev- 
enue. The  Washington  Post  reported  on 
March  14,  1995,  that  hospitals  have 
quadrupled  the  number  of  out-patient 
surgical  procedures  and  same-day  pro- 
cedures now  exceed  the  number  requir- 
ing overnight  stays.  Health  care  ex- 
perts cite  technological  advances  as 
well  as  cost-cutting  efforts  by  insur- 
ance companies  as  two  key  factors 
which  have  encouraged  the  growth  in 
outpatient  services.  For-profit  hos- 
pitals tend  to  exclude  those  from  cov- 
erage and  service  who  cannot  afford  to 
pay  and  minimize  nonrevenue  generat- 
ing outreach  programs. 

On  the  other  hand,  nonprofits  are 
committed  to  their  missions  to  provide 
high-quality  service,  thus  increasing 
expense,  but  not  necessarily  increasing 
revenue.  The  limited  revenues  which 
once  could  be  used  for  outreach  and 
prevention  are  being  reallocated  to 
meet  today's  specialized  care  needs, 
and  at  the  same  time  hospitals  are 
being  forced  to  compete  with  one  an- 
other to  maintain  their  existence. 

As  we  continue  to  discuss  the  reform 
of  our  health  care  system,  we  must  rec- 
oncile the  two  forces  which  drive  provi- 
sion of  hospital  care  today,  that  is 
profitability  and  quality.  Hospitals 
should  be  able  to  continue  to  operate 
as  a  community  resource,  to  provide 
preventive  medicine,  not  only  curative 
medicine.  As  I  have  said,  prevention  is 
the  most  economical  cure  for  what  ails 
our  health  care  system,  that  is  escalat- 
ing costs  for  short-  and  long-term 
treatment.  Prevention  and  early  detec- 
tion are  the  most  successful  methods  of 
controlling  costs  associated  with  dis- 
ease as  they  are  the  first  steps  toward 
preventing  the  inevitable  need  for  cost- 
ly treatment  incurred  by  disease. 

In  S.  18  I  have  taken  such  steps 
through  streamlining  the  statutory 
provisions  related  to  the  right  to  de- 
cline treatment,  increasing  Federal 
support  for  clinical  trials  at  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health,  and  in- 
creasing public  health  programs  at  the 
State  and  local  levels.  I  look  forward 
to  working  and  reconciling  the  compet- 
ing forces  In  our  health  care  system 
today  to  ensure  the  continuation  of 
community-based  and  -focused  preven- 
tion and  treatment  services,  such  as 
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CHINA'S  OBLITERATION  OF  TIBET 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  7  years 
ago  I  visited  Tibet,  a  land  of  striking 
beauty  whose  people  are  among  the 
most  Inspiring  and  interesting  I  have 
ever  had  the  privilege  to  meet.  Most  of 
the  photographs  of  Tibet,  I  had  seen  be- 
fore my  visit,  were  of  the  jagged  Hima- 
layan Mountains,  Buddhist  monks,  and 
a  sleepy,  poor  country  of  subsistence 
farmers  and  their  herds  of  yaks.  There 
is  another  Tibet,  which  many  people 
may  not  be  aware  of. 

It  was  with  great  sadness  that  I  and 
my  wife  Marcelle  saw  first  hand  the  ef- 
fects of  China's  ruthless,  systematic 
campaign  to  obliterate  Tibetan  culture 
and  Tibetan  life.  We  met  some  of  the 
Tibetans  who  had  suffered  under  Chi- 
nese occupation,  and  saw  the  empty 
palace  of  His  Holiness  the  Dalai  Lama, 
who  lives  in  exile  in  India  and  who  I 
have  had  the  honor  of  meeting  several 
times.  Since  our  visit,  and  despite 
international  condemnation,  China's 
campaign  of  cultural  annihilation  has 
steadily  progressed. 

A  recent  article  in  Newsweek  maga- 
zine describes  the  genocide.  Tibet  is 
being  overrun  by  the  Chinese.  Accord- 
ing to  the  article,  Lhasa,  Tibet's  cap- 
ital, is  now  at  least  50-percent  non-Ti- 
betan. Buddhist  monasteries  have  been 
destroyed,  the  Tibetan  language  is  sup- 
pressed, and  Tibet's  natural  resources 
have  been  plundered. 

There  are  60,000  Chinese  troops  in 
Tibet,  whose  job  is  to  instill  fear  and 
quell  any  dissent.  Public  gatherings 
are  monitored  with  video  cameras,  and 
protesters  are  quickly  arrested  before 
they  attract  attention. 

Mr.  President,  Tibet  is  perhaps  the 
most  vivid  example  of  why  the  Chinese 
Government  is  widely  regarded  as 
among  the  world's  most  flagrant  viola- 
tors of  human  rights.  A  decade  from 
now,  if  current  trends  continue,  the 
only  thing  left  of  Tibetan  culture  may 
be  a  memory.  Even  today  it  may  be  too 
late  to  prevent  that  result,  since  it 
would  take  a  major,  international  cam- 
paign to  turn  back  the  Chinese  tide.  I, 
for  one,  would  welcome  such  a  cam- 
paign, because  I  believe  we  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  try  to  protect  endan- 
gered peoples  whose  existence  is 
threatened  with  cultural  genocide. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Newsweek  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  Newsweek.  Apr.  3.  1995] 

China  Invades  Tibet— Again 

(By  Melinda  Liu) 

Chip  *  *  *  chip.  That's  the  sound  of  Ti- 
betan civilization  being  hacked  away.  Below 
Lhasa's  imposing  Potala  Palace,  home  of  the 
exiled    Dalai    Lama,    Chinese    stonemasons 


chisel  granite  that  will  pave  a  vast  new  plaza 
with  government  monuments.  The  ancient 
downtown,  some  of  it  dating  from  the  sev- 
enth century,  has  already  suffered  a  termi- 
nal face-lift.  The  l.OOO-room  Potala  is  now 
surrounded  by  hair-dressing  salons,  chain- 
smoking prostitutes  and  karaoke  bars 
blaring  Madonna  music.  Streets  that  once 
housed  traditional  Tibetan  tea  shops  have 
given  way  to  rows  of  greasy  Chinese  eateries 
run  by  recent  arrivals  from  China's  interior. 
Just  outside  the  capital,  young  Tibetan  boys 
scavenge  at  a  new  open  dump  piled  high  with 
trash,  "The  Chinese  keep  coming,"  com- 
plains one  Lhasa  resident,  "especially  those 
who  can't  find  jobs  anywhere  else." 

The  Chinese  are  invading  Tibet — again. 
Four  decades  after  the  People's  Liberation 
Army  seized  the  kingdom  and  crushed  an  ui>- 
rising  by  the  followers  of  the  Dalai  Lama, 
Beijing  has  found  a  more  effective  method  of 
conquest:  money.  In  1992  the  government 
lifted  controls  on  Chinese  migration  to 
Tibet,  then  made  it  worthwhile  by  offering 
jobs  that  paid  two  or  three  times  the  rate  of 
the  same  work  in  China's  interior.  Last  year 
alone  Beijing  invested  some  J270  million  in 
62  projects — including  the  plaza  near  the 
Potala  and  a  solar-powered  radio  and  TV  sta- 
tion that  will  broadcast  Communist  Party 
propaganda  in  Tibetan,  As  a  result  of  these 
inducements.  Lhasa's  population  is  now  at 
least  50  percent  non-Tibetan,  according  to 
Western  analysts. 

Locals  might  not  mind  so  much  If  they 
thought  they  were  getting  more  of  the  eco- 
nomic benefits.  Tibet — which  means  "West- 
ern treasure  house"  in  Mandarin— has  long 
been  plundered  for  its  gold,  timber  and  other 
resources  and  remains  unremittingly  poor. 
Many  Tibetans  still  live  a  nomadic  hand-to- 
mouth  existence.  Working  herds  of  shaggy 
yaks  in  the  summer  and  retreating  to  the 
capital  in  the  winter  to  seek  alms  until  the 
winter  snows  subside,  they  earn  less  than 
$100  per  year.  But  now  maroon-robed  monks 
compete  with  Chinese  beggars  for  spare 
change,  Lhasans  also  grumble  that  most  new 
entrepreneurial  opportunities  go  to  out- 
siders. Government  funds  are  "inextricably 
linking  Tibet's  economy  with  the  rest  of 
China."  argues  Prof  Melvyn  Goldstein,  a 
Tibet  scholar  at  Case  Western  Reserve  Uni- 
versity, "This  has  also  resulted  in  non-Tibet- 
ans controlling  a  large  segment  of  the  local 
economy  at  all  levels,  from  street-comer  bi- 
cycle repairmen  to  electronic-goods-store 
owners  and  firms  trading  with  the  rest  of 
China," 

Gawking  nomads:  Newcomers  have  a  sig- 
nificant advantage  over  locals — connections 
in  the  Chinese  interior.  In  landlocked  Tibet, 
the  best  consumer  goods  were  smuggled  in 
from  Nepal  only  a  decade  ago.  Now  Chinese 
Muslim  (Hui)  peddlers  in  the  vegetable  mar- 
ket hawk  chicken  eggs  trucked  in  from 
Gansu  province,  banajias  from  coastal 
Guangdong  and  Lux  soap  made  in  Shanghai, 
Chinese  shopkeepers  prefer  to  sell  to  other 
Chinese  and  seem  openly  disdainful  of  Tibet- 
ans, sometimes  grabbing  a  broom  to  shoo  out 
gawking  nomads  who  si)end  too  much  time 
fiddling  with  the  merchandise. 

The  tension  inevitably  erupts.  Recently  a 
local  sat  down  In  a  Hui  restaurant  to  a 
meal— and  pulled  from  his  plate  of  dumplings 
what  Xinhua  news  agency  called  "a  long  fin- 
gernail." The  disgusted  diner  shouted  to  his 
friends,  "They're  serving  human  flesh!  " 
After  the  enraged  restaurateur  attacked 
them  with  a  metal  bar,  some  Khampas  from 
eastern  Tibet  joined  the  brawl.  The  fighting 
spilled  into  the  street  for  a  while,  and  re- 
sumed the  next  day.  When  it  was  over,  sev- 


eral Hui  shops  had  been  vandalized;  a  dozen 
Tibetans  were  arrested.  The  provocations 
continue.  On  Lhasa's  streets.  Chinese  ven- 
dors sometimes  prepare  dog  meat  in  plain 
view  of  passersby — an  outrageous  affront  to 
Tibetans,  who  believe  that  dogs  are  reincar- 
nated as  people.  "The  potential  for  over- 
reaction."  says  a  Western  diplomat  In 
Beijing,  "is  great." 

Government  officials  dismiss  the  Idea  that 
China  is  obliterating  Tibetan  culture. 
"That's  sheer  fabrication."  snape  Raidl,  dep- 
uty Communist  Party  secretary  of  Tibet, 
who  is  Tibetan.  He  claims  that  Chinese  peo- 
ple constitute  less  than  3  percent  of  Tibet's 
population  of  2.2  million— neglecting  to  men- 
tion the  60.000  PLA  troops  and  50.000  or  more 
migrants  in  the  region.  The  official  press 
blames  Tibet's  troubles  on  a  "psychology  of 
idleness."  There  are  now  more  monks  and 
nuns  than  high-school  students,  the  Tibet 
Daily,  a  Communist  Party  mouthpiece,  re- 
cently pointed  out.  "Such  a  huge  number  of 
young,  strong  people  are  not  engsiged  In  pro- 
duction, *  *  *  The  negative  Influence  on 
economic  and  ethnic  cultural  development  Is 
self-evident.  " 

But  Beijing  continues  to  undermine  Tibet's 
self-sufficiency.  Designated  as  an  "autono- 
mous region."  Tibet  is  anything  but.  Its  reli- 
gious life,  as  well  as  lis  economic  and  politi- 
cal fate,  depends  entirely  on  Beijing.  Chinese 
authorities  recently  dropped  a  commitment 
to  mandate  the  use  of  the  Tibetan  language 
in  government  offices,  "Tibetans  can  speak 
Tibetan  at  home  and  at  work,"  says  a  Lhasa 
Intellectual  who  has  a  government  job,  "But 
In  order  to  get  ahead,  you  must  speak  Chi- 
nese," 

The  influx  of  Chinese  people  has  a  political 
purpose,  too— to  muffle  calls  for  independ- 
ence. Many  Lhasa  residents  blame  Hui  shop- 
keepers for  harboring  police  during  separat- 
ist demonstrations  back  in  1989,  and  for  sup- 
porting the  brutal  crackdown  that  followed. 
Today,  closed-circuit  video  cameras  monitor 
activities  at  major  intersections  in  the  Ti- 
betan quarter,  around  the  markets  near  the 
fabled  Jokhang  temple,  even  in  the  altar 
rooms  of  the  Potala  Palace  Police  pounce  on 
protesters  before  they  can  attract  crowds. 
The  intimidation  seems  to  be  working,  "The 
Chinese  are  more  clever  than  we  Tibetans," 
says  an  educated  Lhasan,  "So  they  get  all 
the  good  jobs.  They  work  very  hard,  even 
moving  mountains  when  they  want  to." 
Beijing's  most  potent  weapon  is  to  make  Ti- 
betan culture  seem  worthless — even  in  a 
Lhasan's  eyes. 


REPORT  ON  THE  EMERGENCY 
WITH  SERBIA  AND  MONTE- 
NEGRO—MESSAGE FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT— PM  46 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Section  202(d)  of  the  National  Emer- 
gencies Act  (50  U.S.C.  1622(d))  provides 
for  the  automatic  termination  of  a  na- 
tional emergency  unless,  prior  to  the 
anniversary  date  of  its  declaration,  the 
President  publishes  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister and  transmits  to  the  Congress  a 
notice  stating  that  the  emergency  is  to 
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continue  in  effect  beyond  the  anniver- 
sary date.  In  accordance  with  this  pro- 
vision, I  have  sent  the  enclosed  notice 
to  the  Federal  Register  for  publication, 
statin?  that  the  emergrency  declared 
with  respect  to  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and  Montenegro), 
as  expanded  to  address  the  actions  and 
policies  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  forces  and 
the  authorities  in  the  territory  that 
they  control  within  the  Republic  of 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  is  to  continue 
in  effect  beyond  May  30,  1995. 

The  circumstances  that  led  to  the 
declaration  on  May  30.  1992,  of  a  na- 
tional emergency  have  not  been  re- 
solved. The  Government  of  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  continues  to  support 
groups  seizing  and  attempting  to  seize 
territory  in  the  Republic3  of  Croatia 
and  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  by  force 
and  violence.  In  addition,  on  October 
25,  1994,  I  expanded  the  scope  of  the  na- 
tional emergency  to  address  the  ac- 
tions and  policies  of  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control,  including  their 
refusal  to  accept  the  proposed  terri- 
torial settlement  of  the  conflict  in  the 
Republic  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina. 
The  actions  and  jwlicies  of  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  and  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control  pose  a  continu- 
ing unusual  and  extraordinary  threat 
to  the  national  security,  foreign  policy 
interests,  and  the  economy  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.  For  these  reasons,  I  have  de- 
termined that  it  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain in  force  the  broad  authorities  nec- 
essary to  apply  economic  pressure  to 
the  Cxovemment  of  the  Federal  Repub- 
lic of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  and  to  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control  to  reduce  their 
ability  to  support  the  continuing  civil 
strife  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  May  10. 1995. 


REPORT  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLA- 
TION ENTITLED  "THE  GUN-FREE 
SCHOOL  ZONES  AMENDMENTS 
ACT  OF  1995"— MESSAGE  FROM 
THE  PRESIDENT— PM  47 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
trom  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Today  I  am  transmitting  for  your  im- 
mediate consideration  and  passage  the 
"Gun-Free  School  Zones  Amendments 
Act  of  1995."  This  Act  will  provide  the 
jurisdictional  element  for  the  Gun- 
Free  School  Zones  Act  of  1990  required 
by  the  Supreme  Court's  recent  decision 
In  United  States  v.  Lopez. 


In  a  5-4  decision,  the  Court  in  Lopez 
held  that  the  Congress  had  exceeded  its 
authority  under  the  Commerce  Clause 
by  enacting  the  Gun-Free  School  Zones 
Act  of  1990,  codified  at  18  U.S.C.  922(q). 
The  Court  found  that  this  Act  did  not 
contain  the  jurisdictional  element  that 
would  ensure  that  the  firearms  posses- 
sion in  question  has  the  requisite  nexus 
with  interstate  commerce. 

In  the  wake  of  that  decision.  I  di- 
rected Attorney  General  Reno  to 
present  to  me  an  analysis  of  Lopez  and 
to  recommend  a  legislative  solution  to 
the  problem  identified  by  that  deci- 
sion. Her  legislative  recommendation 
is  presented  in  this  proposal. 

The  legislative  proposal  would  amend 
the  Gun-Free  School  Zones  Act  by  add- 
ing the  requirement  that  the  Govern- 
ment prove  that  the  firearm  has 
"moved  in  or  the  possession  of  such 
firearm  otherwise  affects  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce." 

The  addition  of  this  jurisdictional 
element  would  limit  the  Act's  "reach 
to  a  discrete  set  of  firearm  possessions 
that  additionally  have  an  explicit  con- 
nection with  or  effect  on  interstate 
commerce,"  as  the  Court  stated  in 
Lopez,  and  thereby  bring  it  within  the 
Congress'  Commerce  Clause  authority. 

The  Attorney  General  reported  to  me 
that  this  proposal  would  have  little,  if 
any,  imjMict  on  the  ability  of  prosecu- 
tors to  charge  this  offense,  for  the  vast 
majority  of  firearms  have  "moved  in 
*  *  •  commerce"  before  reaching  their 
eventual  possessor. 

Furthermore,  by  also  including  the 
possibility  of  proving  the  offense  by 
showing  that  the  possession  of  the  fire- 
arm "otherwise  affects  interstate  or 
foreign  conm:ierce,"  this  proposal 
would  leave  open  the  possibility  of 
showing,  under  the  facts  of  a  particular 
case,  that  although  the  firearm  itself 
may  not  have  "moved  in  *  *  *  inter- 
state or  foreigrn  commerce,"  its  posses- 
sion nonetheless  has  a  sufficient  nexus 
to  commerce. 

The  Attorney  General  has  advised 
that  this  proposal  does  not  require  the 
Government  to  prove  that  a  defendant 
had  knowledge  that  the  firearm  "has 
moved  in  or  the  possession  of  such  fire- 
arm otherwise  affects  interstate  or  for- 
eign commerce."  The  defendant  must 
know  only  that  he  or  she  possesses  the 
firearm. 

I  am  committed  to  doing  everything 
in  my  power  to  make  schools  places 
where  young  people  can  be  secure, 
where  they  can  learn,  and  where  par- 
ents can  be  confident  that  discipline  is 
enforced. 

I  pledge  that  the  Administration  will 
do  our  part  to  help  make  our  schools 
safe  and  the  neighborhoods  around 
them  safe.  We  are  prepared  to  work  im- 
mediately with  the  Congress  to  enact 
this  legislation.  I  urge  the  prompt  and 
favorable  consideration  of  this  legisla- 
tive proposal  by  the  Congress. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
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MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  1:01  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill;  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  1139.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atlantic 
Striped  Baas  Conservation  Act.  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  agreed  to  the  following  con- 
current resolution;  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  64.  Concurrent  resolution  au- 
thorizing the  1995  Special  Olympics  Torch 
Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  H39.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atlantic 
Striped  Bsiss  Conservation  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation;  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  May  9.  1995,  that  if  and  when  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation  the  bill  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  20 
session  days  to  report  or  be  discharged  and 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  following  bill,  previously  ordered 
held  at  the  desk,  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations: 

S.  770.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to  Je- 
rusalem, and  for  other  purposes. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 
The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als  were   laid   before   the    Senate   and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-93.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

"Engrossed  House  Joint  Memorial  4004 

"Whereas,  approximately  two-thirds  of  the 
farmgate  value  of  agricultural  production  in 
Washington  State  is  based  on  minor  crops; 
and 

•Whereas.  Washington  SUte  is  one  of  the 
most  diverse  agricultural  states  in  the  na- 
tion, growing  a  large  number  of  relatively 
small  but  specialized  crops  of  great  signifi- 
cance to  the  American  consumer;  and 

"Whereas,  the  continued  production  of 
these  crops  and  their  availability  to  consum- 
ers is  dependent  on  the  ability  to  safely  and 
effectively  control  insects,  weeds,  diseases, 
and  other  pests;  and 

"Whereas,  an  essential  tool  in  the  control 
of  pests  in  either  a  conventional  or  an  inte- 
grated pest  management  strategy  is  the 
availability  of  pesticides;  and 

"Whereas,  without  the  availability  of  a  full 
array  of  safe  and  adequate  pest  management 
tools,  there  Is  likely  to  be  a  number  of  nega- 
tive consequences  including:  Decrease  in  the 


exports  of  food  products  to  other  countries; 
increase  in  imports  of  less  wholesome  food 
products:  farming  communities  will  have 
less  diversified  economies  and  will  be  subject 
to  more  economic  volatility;  decrease  of 
yield;  increase  in  price;  decrease  in  food  sup- 
ply and  variety;  decrease  in  ability  to  meet 
state  and  national  produce  quality  stand- 
ards; increase  in  incidents  of  food  safety  haz- 
ards; and  an  increase  in  use  of  products  that 
have  greater  impact  on  human  health  due  to 
higher  toxicity  than  the  products  that  were 
previously  in  use;  and 

"Whereas,  the  production  of  food  in  several 
states  is  similarly  affected  due  to  the  lack  of 
availability  of  pest  control  products  for  the 
production  of  minor  crops; 

"Now.  therefore,  your  Memorialists  re- 
spectfully pray  that  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees of  the  United  States  Congress  inquire 
into  the  effects  of  the  1988  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act  on  the  availability  of  pes- 
ticides for  the  protection  of  minor  crops  and 
that  legislation  be  introduced  and  voted 
upon  that  has  considered  the  following  provi- 
sions: 

"(1)  Extend  the  registrants'  exclusive  data 
rights  by  ten  years,  thereby  Increasing  the 
time  period  over  which  pesticide  registrants 
have  to  recoup  the  cost  of  registration; 

"(2)  E.stablish  specific  time  periods  for  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  act  on 
minor  crop  registrations  as  an  incentive  to 
registrants  to  pursue  additional  registra- 
tions for  minor  uses; 

■■(3)  Provide  for  an  extension  in  the  time 
for  registrants  to  submit  data  equal  to  the 
time  it  takes  for  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  to  act  upon  a  request  for  a  waiv- 
er, so  that  registrants  are  not  inadvertently 
forced  to  develop  data  during  the  time  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  is  delib- 
erating on  the  waiver  request; 

■■(4)  Provide  additional  time  for  registrants 
to  generate  the  necessary  residue  data  for  re- 
registration  of  pesticides  for  minor  crop 
uses,  or  if  the  registrant  is  unwilling  to  fi- 
nance the  generation  of  the  data,  to  give 
time  to  find  other  methods  to  generate  the 
required  data;  and 

"(5)  Provide  a  temporary  extension  of  reg- 
isLiaLion  for  unsupported  minor  uses  so  that, 
if  the  current  registrant  declines  to  request 
the  reregistration.  other  organizations  have 
the  time  to  comply  with  registration  re- 
quirements before  cancellation  of  the  reg- 
istration. 

■Be  It  resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memo- 
rial be  immediately  transmitted  to  the  Hon- 
orable Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, each  member  of  Congress  from 
the  State  of  Washington,  the  Secretary  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, the  Administrator  of  the  United 
States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
and  the  National  Association  of  State  De- 
partments of  Agriculture.  ' 

POM-94.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

"Assembly  Resolution  No.  124 

"Whereas,  the  President  of  the  United 
States'  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  proposal  in- 
cludes a  significant  reduction  in  funding  for 
ongoing  shore  protection,  beach  restoration 
and  flood  control  projects  in  New  Jersey;  and 

"Whereas,  the  completion  of  these  projects 
is  essential  to  preserving  a  State  and  na- 
tional resource,  and  can  be  accomplished 
only  with  the  assistance  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment; and 


■Whereas,  new  Jersey,  in  establishing  a 
J15.0  million  annual  Shore  Protection  Fund, 
has  clearly  committed  State  funding  to  as- 
sist in  the  replenishment  and  preservation  of 
beaches  along  the  New  Jersey  shore;  and 

"Whereas,  tourism  is  the  State's  second 
largest  industry,  and  the  annual  $10.0  billion 
in  tourism  spending  in  the  coastal  area  con- 
stitutes approximately  one-half  of  the  total 
tourism  spending  in  the  State;  and 

"Whereas,  the  proposed  budget  reduction. 
if  realized,  would  have  a  disastrous  effect  on 
the  shore  tourism  economy,  including  the 
potential  ioss  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
jobs  directly  and  indirectly  related  to  the 
tourism  industry,  on  property  values  and  on 
State  and  local  tax  revenues;  Now.  therefore, 
be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  of  the  State  of  New 
Jersey: 

"1.  The  President  and  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  are  respectfully  urged  to  re- 
store funding  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  federal 
budget  for  beach  stabilization  and  flood  con- 
trol projects  along  the  Jersey  Shore. 

"2.  Copies  of  this  resolution,  signed  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  Assembly  and  attested  by  the 
Clerk  thereof,  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Majority  Leader  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Commander  and  Chief 
of  Engineers  of  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  every  member  of  Con- 
gress elected  from  the  State,  the  Governor  of 
the  State,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Environ- 
mental Protection." 

POM-95.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Coun- 
cil of  the  City  of  Fairview  Park.  Ohio  rel- 
ative to  telecommunications;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

POM-96.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  City 
of  Brook  Park.  Ohio  relative  to  tele- 
communications; to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

POM-97.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Coun- 
cil of  the  City  of  Barberton,  Ohio  relative  to 
cable  television:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

POM  98.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Memorial  1003 

"Whereas,  the  globalization  of  the  United 
States  economy  has  resulted  in  the  expan- 
sion of  international  trade  and  tourism;  and 

"Whereas,  the  International  trade  and 
tourism  are  dependent  on  an  efficient  trans- 
portation system,  including  the  availability 
of  direct  international  flights  with  multiple 
destinations;  and 

"Whereas,  the  travel  and  tourism  industry 
is  one  of  the  largest  industries  in  the  United 
States;  and 

"Whereas,  international  trade  is  key  to  the 
economic  health  of  this  nation  and  contrib- 
utes directly  and  indirectly  to  more  than 
sixty  per  cent  of  new  jobs  created  in  the 
United  States  in  recent  years;  and 

"Whereas,  international  air  service  is  an 
important  component  of  international  trade 
and  the  travel  and  tourism  industry;  and 

"Whereas,  international  air  ser\'ice  is  be- 
coming increasingly  important  to  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  states  and  cities;  and 

"Whereas,  increased  international  air  serv- 
ice results  in  local  job  development,  an  en- 
larged tax  base,  access  to  new  markets  for 
local  products,  increased  foreign  investment, 
enhanced  cultural  exchange  and  increased 
visibility  on  the  world  stage;  and 


"Whereas,  international  air  service  is  regu- 
lated by  treaties  negotiated  between  sov- 
ereign nations  of  the  world;  and 

"Whereas,  with  the  passage  of  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement  the  flow  of 
goods  and  people  will  greatly  increase  among 
this  country.  Canada  and  Mexico,  as  well  as 
the  rest  of  the  world,  and 

"Whereas,  individual  states  have  fought 
hard  and  committed  resources  to  securing 
and  bolstering  international  trade  and  tour- 
ism between  themselves  and  other  nations 
thereby  increasing  their  own  exports  by  over 
seventy  per  cent  in  recent  years;  and 

"Whereas,  federal  regulations  governing 
the  negotiations  of  international  flight 
routes  impinge  on  the  power  of  states  to 
enter  into  their  own  agreements,  impede 
state  attempts  to  compete  in  the  inter- 
national market  place  and  hamper  the  eco- 
nomic development  efforts  of  individu*! 
states:  and 

"Whereas,  the  positions  and  views  of  indi- 
vidual communities  should  play  an  increas- 
ing role  in  decisions  by  the  United  States 
government  with  respect  to  international  air 
service  negotiations;  and 

"Whereas,  more  liberal  international  air 
route  regimes  between  the  United  States  and 
its  trading  partners  are  necessary;  and 

•"Whereas,  the  easing  of  certain  federal 
processes  would  hasten  new  international  air 
service  and  the  benefits  associated  with  such 
air  service.  Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the 
Senate  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
enact  legislation  to  reduce  federal  regula- 
tions restricting  the  ability  of  states  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  negotiation  of  international 
flight  routes. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Con- 
current Memorial  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  each  Member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-99.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Idaho:  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

"Senate  Joint  Memorial  No  103 

•WTiereas.  Amtrak  provides  mobility  to 
citizens  of  many  smaller  communities  poorly 
served  by  air  and  bus  services,  as  well  as  to 
those  senior  citizens,  disabled  people,  stu- 
dents and  persons  with  medical  conditions 
preventing  them  from  flying  who  need  trains 
as  a  travel  option;"-and 

"Whereas.  Amtrak  is  nine  times  safer  than 
driving  on  a  passenger-mile  basis,  and  oper- 
ates even  in  severe  weather  conditions,  and 

"Whereas.  Amtrak  travel  rose  forty -eight 
percent  from  1982  to  1993  and  Amtrak  dra- 
matically improved  coverage  of  its  operating 
costs  from  revenue;  and 

"Whereas,  expansion  of  Amtrak  service  by 
using  existing  rail  rights-of-way  would  cost 
less  and  use  less  land  than  new  highways  and 
airports,  and  would  further  increase  Am- 
trak's  energy -efficiency  advantage;  and 

"Whereas,  federal  investment  in  Amtrak 
has  fallen  in  the  last  decade  while  it  has 
risen  for  airports  and  highways;  and 

"Whereas,  states  may  use  highway  trust 
fund  money  as  an  eighty  percent  federal 
match  for  a  variety  of  nonhighway  pro- 
grams, but  they  are  prohibited  from  using 
such  moneys  for  Amtrak  projects,  and 

"Whereas.  Amtrak  pays  a  fuel  tax  that  air- 
lines do  not  pay;  and 

"Whereas.  Amtrak  workers  and  vendors 
pay  more  in  taxes  than  the  federal  govern- 
ment Invests  in  Amtrak: 
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Sou:,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  by  the  members 
of  the  First  Regular  Sessiori  of  the  Fifty-third 
Idaho  Legislature,  the  Seriate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring  therein.  That  we 
urge  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
take  the  following  steps  to  insure  the  contin- 
ued operation  of  the  Amtrak  transportation 
system:  That  federal  funding  of  Amtrak  not 
be  reduced,  that  Amtrak  be  excused  from 
paying  fuel  taxes  that  airlines  do  not  pay. 
that  states  be  given  the  flexibility  to  use  fed- 
eral highway  trust  fund  moneys  on  Amtrak 
projects  if  they  so  choose,  that  federal  offi- 
cials include  a  strong  Amtrak  system  in  any 
plans  for  a  National  Transportation  System. 

■Be  it  further  resolved.  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  be.  and  she  is  hereby  author- 
ized and  directed  to  forward  a  copy  of  this 
Memorial  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  Congress,  and  the  congressional  delega- 
tion representing  the  State  of  Idaho  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States." 

POM-100.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  As- 
sembly of  the  State  of  New  York;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation 

■•LEGisL.\TrvE  Resolution  Assembly  No.  374 
■■Whereas.  Amtrak  is  energy-efficient  and 
environmentally  beneficial.  consuming 
about  half  as  much  energy  per  passenger 
mile  as  airlines  and  causing  less  air  pollu- 
tion; and 

■■Whereas.  Amtrak  provides  mobility  to 
citizens  of  many  smaller  communities,  poor- 
ly served  by  air  and  bus  services,  as  well  as 
to  those  senior  citizens,  disabled  people,  stu- 
dents and  persons  with  medical  conditions, 
who  are  prevented  from  flying  and  who  de- 
pend on  trains  as  a  travel  option;  and 

Whereas,  .\mtrak  is  nine  times  safer  than 
driving,  on  a  passenger-mile  basis,  and  oper- 
ates even  in  severe  weather  conditions;  and 

■'Whereas.  Amtrak  travel  rose  48  percent, 
from  1982  to  1993.  and  Amtrak  dramatically 
improved  coverage  of  its  operating  costs 
from  revenues,  and 

•Whereas.  Amtrak  provided  service  to 
7.422.288  riders  in  New  York  State  in  fiscal 
year  1994:  and 

■Whereas.  Expansion  of  .\mtrak  service 
through  the  use  of  existing  rail  rights-of-way 
would  cost  less  and  use  less  land  than  new 
highways  and  airports,  and  would  further  in- 
crease Amtrak's  energy-efficiency  advan- 
tage; and 

■Whereas.  The  State  of  New  York  has 
made  significant  investments  to  ensure  the 
continuation  of  certain  .Amtrak  services,  as 
well  as  for  capital  improvements  to  rail  in- 
frastructure; and 

■Whereas.  Federal  investment  in  Amtrak 
has  fallen  in  the  last  decade,  while  it  has 
risen  for  airports  and  highways;  and 

■Whereas.  States  may  use  highway  trust 
fund  money  as  an  80  percent  Federal  match 
for  a  variety  of  non-highway  programs,  while 
Amtrak  is  prohibited  from  using  moneys  for 
such  projects;  and 

"Whereas.  Amtrak  workers  and  vendors 
pay  more  in  taxes  than  the  federal  govern- 
ment invests  in  Amtrak;  and 

■Whereas,  .■\mtrak  adds  to  the  New  York 
State  economy  by  expending  more  than  $23 
million  for  goods  and  services  (in  fiscal  year 
1993).  employing  over  3.250  New  York  State 
residents  whose  annualized  earnings  total 
approximately  $95  million;  Now.  therefore, 
be  it 

"Resolved.  That  this  Legislative  Body 
pause  in  its  deliberations  to  memorialize 
Congress  and  the   President  of  the  United 


States  to  take  the  following  steps  to  insure 
adequate  funding  and  regulatory  support  of 
Amtrak:  maintain  current  funding  levels  for 
Amtrak;  provide  Amtrak  the  same  exemp- 
tion on  fuel  taxes  as  that  provided  to  the  air- 
line industry;  provide  states  with  the  flexi- 
bility of  utilizing  federal  highway  trust 
funds  for  Amtrak  projects;  and  provide  fed- 
eral officials  with  the  appropriate  authority 
and  regulatory  support  necessary  to  make 
Amtrak  a  strong  component  of  a  National 
Transportation  System;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  Resolution. 
suitably  engrossed,  be  transmitted  to  Presi- 
dent William  J.  Clinton,  the  President  of  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  the  members 
of  the  New  "york  State  Congressional  Delega- 
tion, and  the  Save  Amtrak  Coalition   " 

POM-101.  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 
■S.R.  1491 
"The  government  of  Puerto  Rico  has  stat- 
ed that  among  its  priorities  is  the  need  to  ef- 
fectively attend  to  the  problems  of  anti- 
social conduct  which  threatens  our  quality 
of  life  and  harmonious  existence  To  achieve 
this,  it  is  essential  to  incorporate  prevention 
strategies  which  avoid  the  promotion  of  ag- 
gressiveness and  violence  in  the  citizenry, 
especially  in  our  children  and  youths.  The 
government's  action  and  private  initiative 
must  direct  their  best  efforts  to  programs  di- 
rected to  strengthen  the  family  and  to  pro- 
pitiate a  wholesome  upbringing  of  Puerto 
Rican  children  and  youths. 

"The  scientific  community  has  indicated 
that  there  is  a  relationship  between  exposure 
to  violence  on  television  and  aggressive  be- 
havior. Televised  violence  conditions  the 
mind  and  physical  skills  of  children  and  ado- 
lescents. It  also  teaches  and  develops  anti- 
social values  and  attitudes.  In  Puerto  Rico, 
studies  conducted  by  distinguished  profes- 
sionals have  established  the  negative  effect 
on  human  behavior  produced  by  the  mes- 
sages of  violence  transmitted  in  the  commu- 
nication media.  It  has  been  stated  that  the 
mass  communication  media  cuuld  be  uonaid- 
ered  as  the  main  vehicles  of  social  condi- 
tioning. From  said  studies,  it  has  also  been 
revealed  that  in  Puerto  Rico  almost  all  the 
population  has  access  to  television,  and  that 
during  infancy,  the  exposure  to  this  medium 
is  greater  thaji  exposure  to  schooling. 

"Within  this  context,  the  Senate  of  Puerto 
Rico  deems  it  essential  to  adopt  measures 
which  contribute  to  make  television  pro- 
gramming more  wholesome  and  to  improve 
the  quality  and  content  of  the  messages  re- 
ceived by  television  viewers.  Government  ac- 
tion and  private  initiatives  should  be  di- 
rected to  prevent  our  children  and  youth 
from  being  exposed  to  violent  situations  and 
harmful  activities  that  lead  to  delinquent 
and  antisocial  conduct  at  home,  school  and 
the  community. 

"With  the  objective  of  promoting  affirma- 
tive action  on  the  effects  of  television  pro- 
grams with  a  high  content  of  violence,  and 
showing  of  adult  situations,  this  Body  is.  at 
present,  considering  Senate  Bill  No  507.  This 
measure  has  the  purpose  of  creating  an  Advi- 
sory Board  attached  to  the  Department  of 
Consumer's  Affairs,  with  the  function  of  de- 
signing a  television  program  classification 
system  to  serve  as  a  guide  for  commercial 
stations.  It  would  be  adopted  voluntarily  and 
through  self-regulation,  fixing  the  param- 
eters of  scheduling  and  content. 

"However,  when  analyzing  the  possible  op- 
tions of  the  Legislature  of  Puerto  Rico  to  de- 


termine the  feasibility  of  adopting  regula- 
tions on  the  content  of  the  programming,  we 
find  that  within  our  juridical  frame,  tele- 
vision constitutes  an  activity  which  affects 
interstate  commerce.  The  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  directed  that  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  is  the  agency 
responsible  for  regulating  the  same.  That  is. 
the  Federal  Government  has  primary  juris- 
diction over  this  matter.  The  courts  have  in- 
terpreted that  in  matters  of  regulating  inter- 
state communications,  the  field  is  preempted 
by  the  Federal  Communications  Act.  It  is 
understood  that  the  Congress  has  preempted 
the  field  completely,  in  radio  as  well  as  tele- 
vision communication. 

"With  each  passing  day,  American  citizens 
are  more  aware  of  the  damage  that  arises 
from  the  continuous  and  repetitive  violence 
transmitted  through  the  communications 
media.  With  the  conviction  that  the  vol- 
untary initiatives  of  the  media  have  not 
been  sufficient  to  fight  the  problem  of  tele- 
vised violence.  Senator  Kent  Conrad  filed  S. 
332  before  the  United  States  Senate,  which 
provides  resources  to  limit  the  exposure  of 
children  to  television  programs  with  a  high 
content  of  violence, 

'The  measure  proposes  to  adopt  what  is 
known  as  the  Childrens'  Media  Protection 
Act'  In  essence,  the  bill  requires  all  manu- 
facturers to  install  on  every  new  television 
set.  a  device  which  allows  the  blocking  of 
those  programs  that  are  not  fit  for  minors 
With  this  resource  at  hand,  parents  can 
make  a  decision  as  to  the  type  of  program 
their  children  will  be  exposed  to. 

"The  legislation  also  contains  provisions 
regarding  the  classification  of  programs  of 
violent  content.  The  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  upon  consulting  with 
broadcasters  of  television  stations  and  cable 
retransmitters,  private  groups  and  inter- 
ested citizens,  is  required  to  promulgate 
rules  to  classify  the  levels  of  violence  in  tel- 
evision programming. 

■'The  measure  provides  additional  safe- 
guards which  require  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  to  adopt  rules  to  pro- 
hibit commercial  television,  the  Cable  TV 
industry  and  the  public  telecommunications 
entities  from  transmitting  programs  and 
commercials  which  contain  unnecessary  vio- 
lence, from  6:00  a.m.  to  1000  p.m. 

■The  Senate  of  Puerto  Rico  recognizes 
that  the  approval  of  S.  332  shall  have  a  posi- 
tive effect  on  the  programming  that  is 
broadcast  locally  by  commercial  channels 
and  Cable  TV.  To  such  ends,  we  support  the 
efforts  of  the  United  States  Senate  directed 
to  reducing  televised  violence  and  improving 
the  quality  of  the  programming,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  our  children  and  youths.  Therefore, 
through  this  Resolution,  the  Senate  of  Puer- 
to Rico  respectfully  exhorts  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  to  proceed  with,  and  ap- 
prove the  Childrens^  Media  Protection  Act' 
contained  in  S.  332. 

"Be  it  resolved  by  the  Senate  of  Puerto 
Rico: 

""Section  l.-To  express  the  United  States 
Senate  the  support  of  the  .Senate  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  the  approval  of  S.  332.  filed  in  that 
Body  by  Senator  Kent  Conrad,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  Childrens'  Media 
Protection  Act",  providing  the  mechanisms 
to  limit  the  exposure  of  children  to  tele- 
vision programs  with  a  high  content  of  vio- 
lence. 

■'Section  2.— The  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
of  Puerto  Rico  is  hereby  directed  to  remit  a 
copy  of  this  Resolution,  in  both  of  our  offi- 
cial languages,  to  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  Majority  and  Minority  Floor 


Leaders  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
to  the  Chairperson  and  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science  and  Transpor- 
tation that  has  for  its  consideration  S.  332, 
to  Senator  Kent  Conrad,  author  of  said  legis- 
lative initiative,  and  to  the  Resident  Com- 
missioner. Carlos  Romero  Barcelo. 

■Section  3.— This  Resolution  shall  take  ef- 
fect immediately  after  its  approval." 

POM-102.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

"House  Joint  Memorial  4008 

"Whereas,  harbor  seal  and  sea  lion  popu- 
lations have  greatly  expanded  in  recent 
years  due  to  the  almost  absolute  protection 
afforded  them  under  the  federal  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act;  and 

"Whereas,  seals  and  sea  lions  are  active 
predators  upon  anadromous  fish  such  as 
salmon  and  steelhead  trout;  and 

"Whereas,  anadromous  fish  populations  are 
significantly  reduced  in  numbers  throughout 
Washington  state,  and  some  stocks  have 
been  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  spe- 
cies; and 

■"Whereas,  many  more  anadromous  fish 
stocks  are  likely  to  be  listed  as  threatened 
or  endangered;  and 

■Whereas,  in  order  to  allow  certain  salmon 
and  steelhead  populations  to  recover  to  and 
be  sustained  at  viable  levels,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  have  more  flexibility  to  manage 
seals  and  sea  lions  in  identifiable  areas 
where  they  cause  unacceptable  mortality 
levels  in  specific  fish  runs;  and 

■'Whereas,  while  recent  amendments  to  the 
federal  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  to 
allow  for  lethal  removal  of  problem  seals  or 
sea  lions,  the  process  established  to  do  so  is 
cumbersome  and  time-consuming  and  will  do 
little  to  protect  the  fish;  and 

"Whereas,  seal  and  sea  lion  predation  of 
anadromous  fish  is  a  problem  that  has  been 
going  on  for  some  time  and  needs  to  be  ad- 
dressed with  some  urgency; 

"Now.  therefore.  Your  Memorialists  re- 
spectfully pray  that  the  Marine  Mammal 
Protection  Act  be  modified  to  allow  for  a 
more  common-sense  approach  to  managing 
predacious  seals  and  sea  lions,  including  pro- 
vision for  reasonable,  balanced,  and  prudent 
population  levels  of  seals  and  sea  lions  in 
Washington  state  and  provision  for  the  ac- 
tive management  of  abundant  populations  at 
set  levels  determined  with  modern  wildlife 
management  science  by  federal  and  state 
management  agencies,  including  use  of  a  less 
cumbersome  lethal  removal  option  when  and 
where  necessary.  In  asking  for  these  amend- 
ments, it  is  not  our  intention  to  decimate  or 
eliminate  seals  and  sea  lions  but  to  find  bal- 
ance between  protection  of  marine  mammals 
and  protection  of  anadromous  fish. 

"Be  it  resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memo- 
rial be  immediately  transmitted  to  the  Hon- 
orable Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  each  member  of  Congress 
from  the  State  of  Washington." 


Ambassador,  vice  Rufus  Hawkins  Yerxa.  re- 
signed. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BELLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

PELL): 

S.  786.  A  bill  to  designate  the  United 
States  Post  Office  building  located  at  24 
Corliss  Street.  Providence.  Rhode  Island,  as 
the  ■Harry  Kizirian  Post  Office  Building', 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  BURNS: 

S.  787.  A  bill  to  provide  an  exemption  from 
certain  hazardous  material  transporation 
regulations  for  small  cargo  tank  vehicles 
with  a  capacity  of  not  more  than  3.500  gal- 
lons that  transport  petroleum,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

S.  788.  A  bill  to  delay  the  effective  date  of 
trucking  deregulation  under  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  Authorization  Act 
of  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE  <for  himself,  Mr.  MOY- 
NlH.^N.  and  Mr.  Kvd: 

S.  789.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  make  permanent  the  sec- 
tion 170(e)(5)  rules  pertaining  to  gifts  of  pub- 
licly-traded stock  to  certain  private  founda- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PACKWOOD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Finance: 

Jeffrey  M.  Lang,  of  Maryland,  to  be  Deputy 
U.S.  Trade  Representative,  with  the  rank  of 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Pell): 
S.  786.  A  bill  to  designate  the  United 
States  Post  Office  building  located  at 
24  Corliss  Street,  Providence.  Rhode  Is- 
land, as  the  'Harry  Kizirian  Post  Of- 
fice Building,"  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

THE  HARRY  KIZIRUN  POST  OFFICE  BUILDING  ACT 

OF  1995 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  bill  for  Senator  Pell  and 
myself.  This  deals  with  the  designation 
of  the  U.S.  Post  Office  building  located 
on  24  Corliss  Street  in  Providence. 
Under  the  new  designation  it  becomes 
the  "Harry  Kizirian  Post  Office  Build- 
ing." 

Mr.  President,  today  Senator  Pell 
and  I  are  introducing  legislation  to 
name  the  post  office  at  24  Corliss 
Street  in  Providence,  RI  after  a  re- 
nowned Rhode  Islander  and  a  proud 
American — Harry  Kizirian.  Representa- 
tives Jack  Reed  and  Patrick  Kennedy 
are  introducing  identical  legislation  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
Rhode  Island  congressional  delegation 


is  united  in  its  desire  to  honor  Harry 
Kizirian  for  his  years  of  service  to  our 
State. 

Mr.  President,  just  a  word  about 
Harry  Kizirian.  He  is  a  celebrated  citi- 
zen in  our  State.  For  many,  many 
years  he  has  been  postmaster  of  our 
principal  post  office.  He  is  a  commu- 
nity leader. 

Harry  Kizirian  is  a  household  name 
in  Rhode  Island  because  of  his  lifelong 
career  in  the  Postal  Service  but,  even 
more  so.  because  of  his  involvement 
with  and  commitment  to  his  commu- 
nity. He  has  served  on  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  Butler  Hospital.  Big  Broth- 
ers of  Rhode  Island,  the  Providence 
Human  Relations  Commission,  Rhode 
Island  Blue  Cross,  and  the  Rhode  Island 
Heart  and  Lung  Associations.  Over  the 
years  he  has  earned  countless  awards 
and  citations  for  his  community  in- 
volvement. He  was  inducted  into  the 
Rhode  Island  Hall  of  Fame  and  received 
the  Roger  Williams  Award.  He  served 
on  advisory  boards  for  Rhode  Island 
College,  Providence  Heritage  Commis- 
sion on  R.I.  Medal  of  Honor  Recipients, 
the  Disabled  American  Veterans,  and 
the  Marine  Corps  League.  Harry 
Kizirian  is  a  husband,  a  father,  a 
grandfather,  a  Postmaster  to  Rhode  Is- 
land, and  a  decorated  World  War  U 
hero. 

The  lessons  learned  from  Harry 
Kizirian  are  lessons  of  fortitude,  valor, 
strength  of  character,  and  persever- 
ance. 

While  Harry  was  just  a  boy  in  school, 
at  Mt.  Pleasant  High  School  in  Provi- 
dence, he  went  to  work  part-time  as  a 
postal  clerk.  He  was  15  years  old  and 
his  father  had  died,  so  Harry  took  re- 
sponsibility for  supporting  his  family. 
He  did  so  while  keeping  his  grades  up 
and  participating  in  athletics.  Twenty 
years  later,  at  35,  Harry  was  named 
Postmaster  of  Rhode  Island,  a  position 
he  held  for  more  than  25  years. 

Like  many  young  men  at  the  time. 
Harry's  job  was  interrupted  by  World 
War  II,  The  day  after  high  school  grad- 
uation Harry  enlisted  in  the  Marine 
Corps. 

After  going  through  training,  he 
ended  up  with  the  marines  that  were 
invading  Okinawa. 

He  fought  on  Okinawa  with  the  6th 
Marine  Division.  He  was  awarded  the 
Navy  Cross— the  second  highest  honor 
a  Marine  can  receive — for  his  valor  on 
Okinawa.  What  did  he  do  for  it? 

Harry  and  a  group  of  marines  were 
pinned  down  by  a  Japanese  machine 
gunner,  Harry  got  up  and  ran  toward 
the  machinegun.  He  was  shot  in  the 
legs.  Despite  his  injuries,  he  pulled 
himself  forward  and  eliminated  the 
enemy  position.  This  extraordinary  act 
of  valor  sent  Harry  Kizirian,  a  teenage 
boy,  to  a  hospital  in  Guam  with  the 
Navy  Cross,  a  Bronze  Star,  and  a  Pur- 
ple Heart  with  a  Gold  Star. 

Harry  Kizirian  was  seen  by  millions 
of  Americans  as  the  face  of  the  war  in 
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the  Pacific.  Before  he  was  injured,  a 
news  photographer  captured  his  image, 
the  image  of  a  boy  in  battle — by  that 
time  he  was  the  age  of  19 — for  the  cover 
of  the  New  York  Times  Sunday  Maga- 
zine. Last  November,  I  was  present 
when  Harry  was  honored  by  his  old  At- 
wood-Bucci  Detachment  of  the  Marine 
Corps.  The  famous  photograph  was 
prominently  displayed  on  the  podium. 
It  has  been  50  years  since  that  picture 
was  snapped  and  many  have  glorified 
the  war,  but  not  Harry.  Harry's  mes- 
sage to  young  people,  and  to  all  of  us, 
is  that  "war  is  awful.  There's  no  way  to 
describe  it.  Nobody  wins  a  war." 

After  the  war,  Harry  returned  to 
Providence  and  to  his  job  at  the  post 
office.  He  was  a  substitute  clerk.  By 
1954  he  was  made  foreman.  He  was 
named  assistant  superintendent  during 
the  transition  from  the  old  postal  sys- 
tem to  the  turnkey  mechanization  sys- 
tem. The  Providence  post  office  on 
Corliss  Street  was  the  first  post  office 
in  the  country  to  use  the  turnkey  sys- 
tem. The  turnkey  system  was  the  first 
fully  automated  system  for  sorting  the 
mail.  Until  that  point,  all  of  the  mail 
was  sorted  by  hand.  The  new  system 
was  not  easily  implemented,  but  once 
again  Harry  persevered.  In  1961.  Harry 
was  rewarded  for  his  hard  work  and 
dedication.  He  was  named  Postmaster 
of  Rhode  Island. 

What  better  way  to  honor  the  life 
and  lessons  of  Harry  Kizirian  than  to 
name  the  post  office  on  Corliss  Street 
for  him.  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  this 
bill  today  with  Senator  Pell  and  hope 
that  it  will  receive  speedy  consider- 
ation by  the  Subcommittee  on  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  of  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee. 

So  it  seems  very  fitting.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  this  post  office  in  our  C3kp- 
ital  city  should  be  named  after  Harry 
Kizirian. 

Mr.  PEILL.  Mr.  President.  I  join  with 
my  friend  and  colleague.  Senator 
Chafee  of  Rhode  Island,  in  introducing 
legislation  to  designate  the  U.S.  Post 
Office  building  at  24  Corliss  Street. 
Providence,  as  the  Harry  Kizirian  Post 
Office  Building. 

I  am  enthusiastic  about  this  designa- 
tion. I  can  think  of  no  more  fitting 
tribute.  Harry  Kizirian  has  made  ex- 
traordinary contributions  to  the  Unit- 
ed States,  to  Rhode  Island,  and  to 
Providence. 

A  very  brief  review  of  his  contribu- 
tions is  instructive.  Harry  enlisted  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  after  graduating 
from  Mt.  Pleasant  High  School.  He  sub- 
sequently became  Rhode  Island's  most 
decorated  marine. 

He  fought  in  Okinawa  and  was  shot 
in  battle.  He  earned  the  Navy  Cross, 
the  Bronze  Star  with  a  "V".  the  Purple 
Heart  with  a  Gold  Star  and,  finally,  the 
Rhode  Island  Cross. 

Upon  his  return  to  Rhode  Island,  he 
went  to  work  at  the  post  office,  where 
he  had  worked  as  a  15-year-old  to  sup- 


port his  widowed  mother.  He  worked 
his  way  up  through  leadership  posi- 
tions in  the  Postal  Service. 

He  was  confirmed  by  the  U.S.  Senate 
as  Postmaister  in  1961.  a  position  he 
held  for  25  years.  In  addition  to  his 
military  service  and  his  work  in  the 
Postal  Service,  he  has  served  on  nu- 
merous committees  and  boards  in 
Rhode  Island. 

Harry  served  on  the  board  of  direc- 
tors of  Butler  Hospital.  Big  Brothers  of 
Rhode  Island,  the  Providence  Human 
Relations  Commission,  Rhode  Island 
Blue  Cross  and  Rhode  Island  Heart  and 
Lung  Associations. 

He  also  was  a  member  of  the  Commu- 
nity Advisory  Board  of  Rhode  Island 
College,  the  Providence  Heritage  Com- 
mission, the  Commission  on  Rhode  Is- 
land Medal  Honor  Recipients.  DA'V, 
and  the  Marine  Corps  League. 

Harry  Kizirian  already  is  a  Rhode  Is- 
land landmark.  His  name  has  become 
synonymous  with  the  qualities  he  ex- 
emplifies—dedication, loyalty,  leader- 
ship, and  hard  work. 

The  Harry  Kizirian  Post  Office  Build- 
ing will  be  an  entirely  appropriate  tes- 
tament to  his  remarkable  life  and 
friendships. 


By  Mr.  BURNS: 
S.  787.  A  bill  to  provide  an  exemption 
from  certain  hazardous  material  trans- 
portation regulations  for  small  cargo 
tank  vehicles  with  a  capacity  of  not 
more  than  3.500  gallons  that  transport 
petroleum,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

THE  H.AZARDOUS  MATERULS  REGULATORY 
RELIEF  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  BURNS.  Madam  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  legislation  to  reduce 
yet  another  regulatory  burden  on 
many  petroleum  marketers  and  other 
small  businesses  across  the  country. 
My  bill  would  prohibit  the  Department 
of  Transportation's  Research  and  Spe- 
cial Programs  Administration  [RSPA] 
from  enforcing  an  unwarranted  and  un- 
necessary regulation  on  operators  and 
owners  of  small  cargo  tanks  of  3,500 
gallons  or  less  and  return  that  author- 
ity back  to  the  States  where  it  belongs. 
Specifically,  my  bill  would  repeal  a 
regulation  promulgated  by  RSPA 
which  requires  cargo  tank  operators 
and  owners  to  comply  with  cum- 
bersome Federal  testing  inspections 
and  retrofitting  mandates. 

Members  of  the  Montana-Western  Pe- 
troleum Marketers  Association  and  the 
Petroleum  Marketers  Association  of 
America  have  been  especially  nega- 
tively impacted  with  RSPA's  require- 
ments. The  cost  of  the  regulation  to 
small  businesses  often  costs  thousands 
of  dollars,  with  little  additional  safety 
protection.  In  addition,  the  Federal  in- 
spection requirements  often  force 
cargo  tank  operators  to  travel  great 
distances  to  comply  with  the  regula- 
tions.  It  is  time  that  we  force  regu- 
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lators  to  be  responsible  and  establish 
justification  before  the  implementa- 
tion of  such  regulations.  I  think  we 
could  send  a  clear  message  by  passing 
my  proposed  legislation. 

Many  of  the  cargo  tank  owners  and 
operators  are  owned  by  small  "mom 
and  pop"  businesses,  who  operate  on  a 
slim  profit  margin.  The  cost  of  compli- 
ance can  be  devastating  to  their  busi- 
ness. For  years.  States  had  the  author- 
ity to  inspect  small  cargo  tank  vehi- 
cles. Not  only  was  this  more  conven- 
ient for  owners  and  operators,  but 
States  had  the  ability  to  structure  the 
program  to  benefit  their  constituents.  I 
think  we  should  return  this  authority 
to  the  States  and  allow  them  to  make 
decisions  which  best  suit  their  needs. 

Up  until  1991,  RSPA  provided  an  ex- 
emption of  cargo  tanks  carrying  3,500 
gallons  of  petroleum  product  or  less. 
However,  since  that  time,  RSPA  has 
decided  that  no  tank  is  too  small  to 
regulate  and  that  all  cargo  tank  opera- 
tors should  operate  under  the  same 
rules.  In  theory  this  may  sound  reason- 
able, but,  in  reality,  small  cargo  tanks 
are  very  different  from  larger  tanks 
and  should  be  treated  as  such.  I  ask  for 
your  support  of  my  legislation  and  in- 
troduce it  today  to  restore  some  com- 
mon sense  into  the  Federal  bureauc- 
racy.* 
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By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
M0YNm.\.N,  and  Mr.  Kyl): 
S.  789.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  make  perma- 
nent the  section  170(e)(5)  rules  pertain- 
ing to  gifts  of  publicly  traded  stock  to 
certain  private  foundations,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

GIFTS  legislation 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  PrebiueiiL,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  on  behalf  of 
myself.  Senator  Moynihan.  and  Sen- 
ator Kyl,  which  would  permit  the  full 
value  deduction  for  gifts  of  appreciated 
stock  to  private  foundations. 

Since  1984,  donors  have  been  allowed 
to  deduct  the  full  fair  market  value  of 
certain  gifts  and  publicly  traded  stock 
given  to  private  foundations.  In  other 
words,  if  an  individual  has  a  private 
foundation  that  he  has  set  up,  and  he 
has  some  stock — in  General  Electric, 
for  example,  that  has  appreciated  sub- 
stantially—when he  makes  a  gift  of 
that  stock  to  the  foundation,  and  Gen- 
eral Electric,  say,  is  trading  at  58,  that 
the  full  value  of  that  stock,  namely 
each  share  at  the  present  value  of  58,  is 
a  deductible  contribution  by  the  donor. 

Clearly,  if  an  individual  made  such  a 
contribution  to  Yale  University  or  to 
the  United  Way,  whatever  it  was,  the 
full  value  of  the  stock  would  be  a  de- 
ductible contribution. 

And  the  question  here  is,  what  about 
now,  the  contribution  of  that  stock  to 
a  private  foundation?  Up  until  January 
31.  1994 — in  other  words  last  January — 
December  31— it  has  been  possible  to 


get  a  full  deduction  for  the  contribu- 
tion of  stock  to  a  private  foundation. 

Unfortunately,  on  that  date,  the  ac- 
tion which  provided  for  the  full  deduct- 
ibility terminated.  It  sunsetted. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  stress 
that  private  foundations  are  nonprofit 
organizations.  They  support  charitable 
activity.  They  have  to  do  that  or  they 
are  not  allowed  an  exemption.  They 
provide  support  for  making  grants  to 
other  nonprofit  agencies. 

In  other  words,  sometimes  a  private 
foundation  has  the  capacity  to  make  a 
charitable  contribution  itself  to  the 
United  Way  or  Nature  Conservancy  or 
the  Sierra  Club  or  whatever  it  might 
be.  They  provide  support  for  such 
things  as  scholarships  and  disaster  re- 
lief. Also,  they  make  grants  to  individ- 
uals. 

Now.  foundations  are  created  by  en- 
dowments, money  given  by  individuals 
or  by  families  or  by  corporations.  They 
make  grants  and  operate  programs 
with  the  income  earned  from  investing 
the  endowments.  Since  most  founda- 
tions have  permanent  endowments, 
they  do  not  have  to  raise  funds  each 
year  from  the  public  in  order  to  con- 
tinue their  work. 

Most  functions,  charitable  activities 
every  year  have  to  go  out  and  raise 
money  so  they  are  reluctant  to  get  into 
long-term  commitments,  but  founda- 
tions such  as  the  Ford  Foundation  with 
a  substantial  amount  of  money  that 
they  know  is  there— realizing  the  in- 
come is  going  to  be  there  next  year, 
they  are  not  dependent  upon  annual 
donations — act  as  the  research  and  de- 
velopment arm  of  our  society. 

In  a  1965  Report  on  Private  Founda- 
tions, the  Treasury  Department  recog- 
nized the  special  nature  of  foundations 
by  describing  them  as  "uniquely  quali 
fled  to  initiate  thought  and  action,  ex- 
periment with  new  and  untried  ven- 
tures, dissent  from  prevailing  atti- 
tudes, and  act  quickly  and  flexibly." 
Indeed,  foundations  reflect  the  innova- 
tive spirit  of  the  individuals  and  cor- 
porations that  endow  them. 

There  are  more  than  30,000  private 
foundations  in  America  today  that  pro- 
vide over  510  billion  annually  to  sup- 
port innumerable  projects,  large  and 
small.  Among  other  things,  they  help 
the  poor  and  disadvantaged,  advance 
scientific  and  medical  research,  and 
strengthen  the  American  educational 
system. 

Let  me  give  you  a  few  examples  of 
some  of  the  medical  advances  that 
have  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  finan- 
cial assistance  provided  by  private 
foundations: 

The  polio  vaccine  developed  by  Dr. 
Jonas  Salk  in  1953  after  the  Sarah 
Scaife  Foundation  provided  him  with 
the  money  he  needed  to  establish  and 
equip  his  virus  laboratory. 

With  the  help  of  the  Commonwealth 
Fund,  Dr.  Papanicolaou  discovered  in 
1923  that  cervical  cancer  could  be  diag- 
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nosed  before  a  woman  presented  any 
symptoms.  That  breakthrough  led  to 
the  basic  and  now  routine  diagnostic 
technique  known  as  the  Pap  smear. 

In  1951  Dr.  Max  Theiler  received  the 
Nobel  prize  in  medicine  for  his  work  in 
developing  the  yellow  fever  vaccine. 
That  effort  was  the  direct  result  of  a 
30-year,  all-out  commitment  by  the 
Rockefeller  Foundation  to  eradicate 
this  disease. 

But,  Mr.  President,  private  founda- 
tions have  been  involved  in  many  more 
aspects  of  our  daily  lives  than  simply 
funding  medical  advances.  Dr.  John 
V.N.  Dorr  was  an  engineer  in  the  early 
1950's.  He  speculated  that  many  acci- 
dents occurring  on  our  Nation's  high- 
ways during  inclement  weather  were 
the  result  of  drivers  hugging  the  white 
lines  painted  in  the  middle  of  the  road. 
Dorr  believed  that  if  similar  lines  were 
painted  on  the  shoulder  side  of  the 
road,  lives  could  be  saved. 

Dorr  convinced  transportation  engi- 
neers in  Westchester  County,  NY,  to 
test  his  theory  along  a  particularly 
treacherous  stretch  of  highway.  The 
dropoff  in  accidents  along  this  part  of 
the  road  was  dramatic,  and  Dr.  Don- 
used  his  own  foundation  to  publicize 
the  demonstration's  results  nationally. 
Today,  although  State  funds  are  now 
used  to  paint  white  lines  on  the  shoul- 
der side  of  the  Nation's  highways, 
every  person  traveling  in  a  motor  vehi- 
cle is  indebted  to  Dorr  and  his  founda- 
tion for  implementing  this  life-saving 
discovery. 

As  these  examples  indicate,  private 
foundations  provide  a  great  many  bene- 
fits to  our  society.  By  permanently  ex- 
tending this  tax  incentive,  we  can  con- 
tinue to  encourage  individuals  to  dedi- 
cate a  substantial  portion  of  their 
wealth  to  public,  rather  than  private 
purposes.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
support  this  legislation. 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  distinguished  col- 
league. Senator  Chafee.  in  introducing 
a  bill  to  restore  a  full,  fair-market- 
value  deduction  for  gifts  of  publicly 
traded  stock  to  private  foundations. 
This  was  in  fact  the  law  through  1994, 
but  the  provision  in  the  Tax  Code  pro- 
viding for  a  charitable  deduction  meas- 
ured by  the  fair  market  value  of  stock 
donated  to  a  private  foundation  expired 
on  December  31,  1994. 

As  many  in  this  body  will  recall,  I 
worked  for  many  years  to  restore  a 
full,  fair-market-value  deduction  for 
gifts  of  appreciated  property  to  public 
charities.  That  deduction  had  been  lim- 
ited in  1986  tax  legislation  for  tax- 
payers subject  to  the  alternative  mini- 
mum tax.  so  that  they  could  only  de- 
duct the  "basis"— usually,  the  original 
purchase  price — of  property  donated  to 
public  charities,  such  as  colleges  and 
universities,  museums  and  other  chari- 
table institutions  that  receive  the  larg- 
er share  of  their  support  from  the  pub- 
lic at  large.  Happily,  the  full,  fair-mar- 


ket-value deduction  for  all  such  gifts- 
personal  property,  real  estate,  and  in- 
tangible property  such  as  stock— was 
restored  on  a  permanent  basis  in  the 
1993  budget  legislation,  the  Onmibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993. 

The  bill  we  introduce  today  concerns 
charitable  gifts  to  private  foundations, 
which  unlike  public  charities,  receive 
their  support  from,  and  are  often  con- 
trolled by,  a  limited  group  of  individ- 
uals. A  full,  fair-market-value  deduc- 
tion for  gifts  of  publicly  traded  stock 
had  been  available  in  the  case  of  pri- 
vate foundations  over  the  past  10  years 
under  a  special  rule  enacted  in  1984  and 
scheduled  to  expire  on  December  31, 
1994.  This  automatic  expiration  was  in- 
tended to  provide  Congress  an  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  private  foundation 
contribution  rule  with  the  benefit  of 
several  years  of  practical  experience 
under  it.  I  believe  that  most  com- 
mentators have  concluded  that  the  pri- 
vate foundation  rules  are  working  rel- 
atively well,  and  that  the  rule  provid- 
ing for  fair-market-value  deductions 
for  gifts  of  publicly  traded  stock  has 
not  been  a  source  of  compliance  prob- 
lems. As  a  result,  there  is  no  reason  to 
provide  different  treatment  for  gifts  of 
publicly  traded  stock  to  private  foun- 
dations that  is  currently  provided  for 
such  gifts  to  public  charities.  The  bill 
we  introduce  today  would  conform  the 
rules  for  both. 

Mr.  President,  private  foundations 
are  an  important  aspect  of  Americas 
nonprofit,  independent  sector.  The  con- 
tributions made  by  nonprofit  institu- 
tions to  our  society  in  the  areas  of  edu- 
cation, health,  disaster  relief,  the  ad- 
vancement of  knowledge  and  the  pres- 
ervation of  our  history  and  cultural  ar- 
tifacts is  vast.  I  daresay  it  is  often  not 
fully  understood  or  appreciated,  par- 
ticularly the  extent  to  which  nonprofit 
institutions  perform  functions  that  are 
typically  governmental  undertakings 
in  other  societies.  Nonprofit  institu- 
tions are  a  part  of  our  culture  that  we 
should  take  care  not  to  lose,  and  gov- 
ernment has  a  role  in  insuring  that 
they  thrive.  The  legislation  we  intro- 
duce today  is  a  part  of  that  role.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S    324 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  324,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  exclude  from 
the  definition  of  employee  firefighters 
and  rescue  squad  workers  who  perform 
volunteer  services  and  to  prevent  em- 
ployers from  requiring  employees  who 
are  firefighters  or  rescue  squad  work- 
ers to  perform  volunteer  services,  and 
to  allow  an  employer  not  to  pay  over- 
time compensation  to  a  firefighter  or 
rescue  squad  worker  who  performs  vol- 
unteer services  for  the  employer,  and 
for  other  purjwses. 
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S.  3M 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  McConnell, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  LoTT]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  334,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
I  of  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and 
Safe  Streets  Act  of  1968  to  encourage 
States  to  enact  a  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers' bill  of  rights,  to  provide  standards 
and  protection  for  the  conduct  of  inter- 
nal police  investigations,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  490 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grassley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DORGAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  490,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Clean  Air  Act  to  exempt  agriculture- 
related  facilities  from  certain  permit- 
ting requirements,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  524 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wellstone,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DORGAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  524,  a  bill  to  prohibit  in- 
surers from  denying  health  insurance 
coverage,  benefits,  or  varying  pre- 
miums based  on  the  status  of  an  indi- 
vidual as  a  victim  of  domestic  violence, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  530 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kyl]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  530. 
a  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  of  1938  to  permit  State  and 
local  government  workers  to  perform 
volunteer  services  for  their  employer 
without  requiring  the  employer  to  pay 
overtime  compensation,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  768 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Warner),  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  LOTT],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Cochran],  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Thomas] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  768,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  of  1973  to  reauthorize  the  act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

3.  T70 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel 
to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  purposes. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Levtn,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  770, 
supra. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  IL^Rkin,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770,  supra. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeWine.  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770,  supra. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOLE,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Shelby],  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  McConnell],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  [Mr.  Hatch],  the  Sen- 


ator from  Indiana  [Mr.  Coats],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Baucus], 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Thomas]  were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
770,  supra. 

S.  772 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DorOan.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  ExON]  and  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii [Mr.  INOUYE]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  772,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
an  assessment  of  the  violence  broad- 
cast on  television,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  807 

.^t  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  607.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  to  clarify  the  liability  of  certain 
recycling  transactions,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  753 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Baucus,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  753,  a  bill  to  allow  the  collec- 
tion and  payment  of  funds  following 
the  completion  of  cooperative  work  in- 
volving the  protection,  management, 
and  improvement  of  the  National  For- 
est System,  and  for  other  purposes. 


words,  "the  State  may  exempt  the  unit  from 
some  or  all  of  those  requirements". 

On  page  69.  line  22.  add  the  following  new 
sentence:  'TTils  subsection  shall  apply  only 
to  solid  waste  landfill  units  that  dispose  of 
less  than  20  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
dally,  based  on  an  annual  average." 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  INTERSTATE  TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF  MUNICIPAL  SOLID 
WASTE  ACT  OF  1995 


WELLSTONE  AMENDMENT  NO.  750 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  534)  to 
amend  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  to 
provide  authority  for  States  to  limit 
the  interstate  transportation  of  munic- 
ipal solid  wsiste,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; as  follows: 

On  page  56.  line  10.  strike  "is  imposed"  and 
insert  "had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994,  and  was  being  implemented  on  May  15. 
1994." 

On  page  56.  line  12.  Insert  ":"  after  "sub- 
division" and  strike  "in  effect  on  May  15. 
1994" 

On  page  60.  lines  4-5.  strike  "was  in  effect 
prior  to"  and  insert  "such  authority  was  im- 
posed prior  to  May  15.  1994  and  was  being  im- 
plemented on" 


KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENT  NO.  751 

Mr.  SMITH  (for  Mr.  Kempthorne) 
proposed  an  amendment-  to  the  bill  S. 
534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  69,  line  13,  strike  the  word,  "re- 
mote". 

On  page  69.  line  19.  after  the  word,  "infeasi- 
ble".  insert  the  word.  "or". 

On  page  69.  lines  21  and  22.  strike  the 
words,  "the  unit  shall  be  exempt  from  those 
requirements"  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the 


GRAHAM  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  752- 
753 

Mr.  GRAHAM  proposed  two  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  752 

On  page  63.  strike  line  4  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  64.  line  2.  and  insert  the 
following: 

"(e)  State-Mandated  Disposal  Serv- 
ices.—a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the 
political  subdivision— 

"(1)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
providing  for  the  operation  of  solid  waste  fa- 
cilities to  serve  the  disposal  needs  of  all  in- 
corporated and  unincorporated  areas  of  the 
country; 

"(2)  is  required  to  initiate  a  recyclable  ma- 
terials recycling  program  in  order  to  meet  a 
municipal  solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at 
least  30  percent: 

"(3)  has  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
to  exercise  flow  control  authority  and  had 
implemented  the  authority  through  the 
adoption  or  execution  of  a  law.  ordinance, 
regulation,  contract,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision:  and 

"(4)  had  incurred,  or  caused  a  public  serv- 
ice authority  to  incur,  significant  financial 
expenditures  to  comply  with  State  law  and 
to  repay  outstanding  bonds  that  were  issued 
specifically  for  the  construction  of  solid 
waste  manaigement  facilities  to  which  the 
political  subdivision's  waste  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered. 

"(5)  the  authority  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  Section 
401zibH4)". 

Amendment  No.  753 

On  page  65.  line  10.  strike  "or  (d)"  and  in- 
sert "(d).  or  (e>". 

On  page  65.  line  3.  strike  'or  (d)"  and  in- 
sert "(d).  or  (e)". 


SPECTER  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  754 

Mr.  SPECTER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Craig,  Mr.  Grassley,  Mr. 
Kempthorne,  and  Mr.  Brown)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  534,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
SEC     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that^ 

(1)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  inter- 
national terrorism  for  many  years; 

(2)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  the 
threat  of  domestic  terrorism  after  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  New  York  World  Trade  Center  on 
February  26.  1993; 

(3)  There  Is  even  more  public  concern, 
worry  and  fear  since  the  bombing  of  the  Al- 
fred P.  Murraih  Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City  on  April  19.  1995: 


(4)  Public  concern,  worry  and  fear  has  been 
aggravated  by  the  fact  that  it  appears  that 
the  terrorist  bombing  at  the  Federal  build- 
ing in  Oklahoma  City  was  perpetrated  by 
Americans; 

(5)  The  United  States  Senate  should  take 
all  action  within  its  power  to  understand  and 
respond  in  all  possible  ways  to  threats  of  do- 
mestic as  well  as  international  terrorism; 

(6)  Serious  questions  of  public  concern 
have  been  raised  about  the  actions  of  federal 
law  enforcement  officials  Including  agents 
from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
and  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  relating  to  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Randy 
Weaver  and  others  in  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  in 
August.  1992  and  Mr.  David  Koresh  and  oth- 
ers associated  with  the  Branch  Davidian  sect 
in  Waco.  Texas,  between  February  28.  1993, 
and  April  19.  1993; 

(7i  Inquiries  by  the  Executive  Branch  have 
left  serious  unanswered  questions  on  these 
incidents; 

(8)  The  United  States  Senate  has  not  con- 
ducted anj'  hearings  on  these  incidents; 

(9)  There  is  public  concern  about  allowing 
federal  agencies  to  investigate  allegations  of 
impropriety  within  their  own  ranks  without 
congressional  oversight  to  assure  account- 
ability at  the  highest  levels  of  government; 

(10)  Notwithstanding  an  official  censure  of 
FBI  Agent  Larry  Potts  on  January  6,  1994. 
relating  to  his  participation  in  the  Idaho  in- 
cident, the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  on  May  2.  1995.  appointed  Agent  Potts 
to  be  Deputy  Director  of  the  FBI; 

(11)  It  is  universally  acknowledged  that 
there  can  be  no  possible  justification  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  regardless  of  what 
happened  at  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  or  Waco. 
Texas; 

(12)  Ranking  federal  officials  have  sup- 
ported hearings  by  the  U.S.  Senate  to  dispel 
public  rumors  that  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing was  planned  and  carried  out  by  federal 
law  enforcement  officials; 

(13)  It  has  been  represented,  or  at  least 
widely  rumored,  that  the  motivation  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  may  have  been  re- 
lated to  the  Waco  incident,  the  dates  falling 
exactly  two  years  apart;  and 

(14)  A  U.S.  Senate  hearing,  or  at  least  set- 
ting the  date  for  such  a  hearing,  on  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge  would  help  to  restore  public 
confidence  that  there  will  be  full  disclosure 
of  what  happened,  appropriate  congressional 
oversight  and  accountability  at  the  highest 
levels  of  the  federal  government. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be  held 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  on 
countering  domestic  terrorism  in  all  possible 
ways  with  a  hearing  on  or  before  June  30, 
1995,  on  actions  taken  by  federal  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  in  Ruby  Ridge,  Idaho,  and 
Waco,  Texas. 


HATCH  AMENDMENT  NO.  755 

Mr.  HATCH  proposed  an  amendment 
to  amendment  No.  754  proposed  by  Mr. 
Specter  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  eis  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  all  after  the  first  word  and  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  senate. 
(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  The  American  public  is  entitled  to  a 
full,  comprehensive,  and  open  hearing  on  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  efforts  of  fed- 
eral law  enforcement  officers,  including 
agents  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion and  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  to  Investigate  and  effectuate  (or 


seek  to  effectuate)  the  arrest  of  Mr.  David 
Koresch  and  others  associated  with  the 
Branch  Davidian  sect  in  Waco.  Texas; 

(2)  The  American  public  is  entitled  to  a 
full,  comprehensive,  and  open  hearing  on  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  efforts  of  fed- 
eral law  enforcement  officers,  including 
agents  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion, the  U.S.  Marshals  Service,  and  the  Bu- 
reau of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  to 
investigate,  and  effectuate  (or  seek  to  effec- 
tuate) the  arrest  of  Mr.  Randy  Weaver  and 
others  associated  with  Mr.  Weaver,  in  Ruby 
Ridge,  Idaho; 

(3)  The  Senate  has  not  yet  conducted  com- 
prehensive hearings  on  either  of  these  inci- 
dents; 

(4)  The  public  interest  requires  full  disclo- 
sure of  these  incidents  through  hearings  to 
promote  public  confidence  in  government; 
and 

(5)  The  public's  confidence  In  government 
would  be  further  promoted  if  the  timing  of 
the  hearings  takes  into  consideration  the 
need  for  such  hearings  to  be  conducted  in  an 
atmosphere  of  reflection  and  calm  delibera- 
tion. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be  held  in 
the  near  future,  before  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee,  at  a  time  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  determined  by  the  Chairman, 
regarding  the  actions  taken  by  federal  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  their  representa- 
tives in  the  aforementioned  Ruby  Ridge  and 
Waco  incidents. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

commtttee  on  energy  and  natural 
resources 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, May  10,  1995,  for  purposes  of  con- 
ducting a  full  committee  hearing 
which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  a.m. 
The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  con- 
sider the  nomination  of  James  J. 
Hoecker  to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, May  10,  1995,  for  purposes  of  con- 
ducting a  full  committee  hearing 
which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at  2  p.m. 
The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission's  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  and  supplemental 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  "Pro- 
moting Wholesale  Competition 
Through  Open-Access  Non-discrimina- 
tory Transmission  Services  by  Public 
Utilities"  (Docket  No.  RM95-8-000),  and 
"Recovery  Stranded  Costs  by  Public 
Utilities  and  Transmitting  Utilities" 
(Docket  No.  RM94-7-O01). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.   GORTON.   Mr.   President,   I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  be  permitted  to  meet 
Wednesday.  May  10,  1995,  beginning  at 
9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD-215.  to  conduct  a 
hearing  on  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion Dispute  Settlement  Review  Com- 
mission Act  and  on  the  nomination  of 
Jeffrey  Lang  to  be  Deputy  U.S.  Trade 
Representative. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrrTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Wednesday,  May  10,  1995,  at  10 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday,  May  10,  1995,  at  2:30 
p.m.,  to  hold  a  hearing  on  "The  Role  of 
the  Military  in  Combating  Terrorism." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday.  May  10.  1995.  at 
2  p.m.,  to  hold  a  closed  hearing  on  in- 
telligence matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMirrEE  ON  AIRLAND  FORCES 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Airland  Forces  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  at  3  p.m..  on  Wednes- 
day. May  10.  1995.  in  open  and  closed 
session,  to  receive  testimony  on  tac- 
tical intelligence  and  related  activities 
in  the  Army  and  Air  Force  in  review  of 
S.  727.  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  and  the 
future  years  defense  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OS  IMMIGRATION 

Mr.  (X)RTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Immigra- 
tion Subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Wednesday.  May  10,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m., 
to  hold  a  hearing  on  "Verification  of 
Applicant  Identity  for  Purposes  of  Em- 
ployment and  Public  Assistance." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


AN  ETHICAL  DILEMMA 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
lot  of  emotion  and  not  much  rational- 
ity to  the  question  of  whether  we  use 
fetal  tissue  to  assist  people  who  have 
problems,  particularly  with  Parkin- 
son's disease. 

It  is  interesting  that  In  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, many  of  those  who  support  the  use 
of  fetal  tissue  comprise  those  who  are 
totally  opposed  to  abortions. 

I  believe  their  stand  makes  sense, 
much  more  sense  than  those  who  emo- 
tionally oppose  use  of  fetal  tissue. 

If  for  a  reason  of  taste,  or  culture,  or 
religion,  people  are  opposed  to  any 
transplant,  I  understand  it. 

When  I  die,  if  my  eyes  or  any  part  of 
me  can  be  used  to  be  of  assistance  to 
someone  else.  I  want  that  done. 

I  would  think  most  people  who  have 
had  an  abortion  would  want  the  same. 

The  requirements  are  very  strict. 
You  cannot  make  any  money  on  it. 
You  cannot  designate  to  whom  the  tis- 
sue would  go.  You  cannot  even  know  to 
whom  it  is  going. 

Joan  Beck  has  written  a  column  in 
the  Chicago  Tribune  that  outlines  the 
situation  clearly,  and  I  ask  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  column  follows: 

[From  the  Chicago  Tribune.  April  30.  1995] 
An  Ethical  Dilemma— In  Defense  of  Fetal 

TissL-E   Transplants    to    Treat    Neuro- 
logical Disorders 

(By  Joan  Beck) 

He  was  59  years  old  and  he  had  had  Parkin- 
son's disease  for  eight  years.  His  body  was 
becoming  increasingly  rigid  and  Immobile. 
He  had  trouble  moving  and  talking  clearly. 
He  had  tremors  he  couldn't  stop  and  he  had 
to  give  up  his  job. 

The  medication  that  had  helped  early  in 
the  onset  of  the  illness  could  no  longer  give 
him  much  relief,  despite  increasing  doses.  As 
the  disease  Inexorably  progressed,  he  decided 
to  try  a  new,  experimental  treatment,  de- 
spite the  intense  political  and  medical  con- 
troversy that  has  marked  its  development. 

Surgeons  Inserted  several  grafts  of  fetal 
tissue  into  one  side  of  his  brain.  A  month 
later,  they  repeated  the  procedure  on  the 
other  side.  The  transplants  came  from  seven 
donors,  aborted  babies  from  6Vi  to  9  weeks 
old. 

Within  a  few  weeks  after  the  surgery,  the 
man's  condition  improved  markedly,  accord- 
ing to  a  report  in  the  current  issue  of  the 
New  Elngland  Journal  of  Medicine.  He  could 
once  again  handle  dally  activities,  even  take 
part  in  an  active  exercise  program.  He  need- 
ed less  medication,  but  now  it  was  much 
more  effective. 

A  year  and  a  half  after  the  first  transplant, 
the  patient  had  surgery  on  his  ankle  to  re- 
pair damage  from  a  fracture  years  earlier.  As 
he  was  recovering  from  the  operation,  he  suf- 
fered a  massive  pulmonary  embolism  and 
died. 

Studying  his  brain  after  death,  doctors 
found  conclusive  evidence  that  the  trans- 
plants had  worked  as  hoped.  The  fetal  neu- 
rons had  survived,  grown  and  were  function- 
ing, replacing  the  patient's  damaged  brain 
cells.  Just  as  the  improvement  in  his  symp- 
toms had  indicated. 


An  estimated  200  transplants  of  fetal  tissue 
into  human  brains  have  been  done  over  the 
past  several  years.  Some  have  been  per- 
formed In  other  countries,  some  under  sci- 
entifically questionable  circumstances.  Re- 
sults have  been  uneven  and  often  discourag- 
ing. 

The  case  reported  this  week  is  Important 
because  it  is  the  first  to  prove  that  fetal  tis- 
sue transplants  can  survive  and  function  and 
that  they  can  be  linked  to  a  patient's  im- 
provement. 

The  long-range  implications  are  medical, 
political  and  ethical.  The  success  story  offers 
eventual  hope  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
patients,  not  only  with  Parkinson's  disease 
but  also  with  Huntington's  disease.  Alz- 
heimer's disease  and  other  disorders  caused 
by  brain  cell  impairment  and  destruction  for 
which  no  good  treatment  or  cure  is  now 
available. 

Much  research  is  still  necessary,  however. 
More  data  are  needed  about  optimal  size  of 
the  grafts,  whether  the  tissue  cam  be  frozen 
in  advance,  which  patients  are  likely  to  ben- 
efit, how  long  Improvement  will  last,  wheth- 
er the  underlying  disease  will  eventually  de- 
stroy the  new  brain  cells. 

Fetal  tissue  is  considered  necessary  for 
transplants  because  it  can  survive  and  grow 
where  grafts  of  more  mature  cells  do  not.  It 
can  take  on  new  biological  functions,  unlike 
other  cells.  And  the  recipient's  body  is  not  so 
likely  to  reject  it. 

But  the  research  has  been  slowed  in  the 
past  for  political  and  ethical  reasons. 

The  problem  is  that  such  transplants  al- 
most always  must  come  from  abortions — and 
that  has  raised  fierce  and  intractable  opposi- 
tion from  pro-life  forces.  They  see  the  possi- 
bility that  women  will  deliberately  get  preg- 
nant and  have  an  abortion  to  provide  a  graft 
for  a  loved  one — or  even  worse,  sell  the  tissue 
on  some  sort  of  medical  black  market. 

Even  with  tight  controls,  abortion  oppo- 
nents argue,  using  tissue  from  aborted 
fetuses  will  make  it  easier  for  women  to  de- 
cide to  have  an  abortion  because  they  can  ra- 
tionalize that  some  desperately  ill  person 
could  benefit  and  that  might  ease  any  guilt 
feelings  they  may  have 

Should  fetal  transplants  eventually  prove 
to  be  of  great  medical  benefit  and  become 
widely  used,  it  will  be  even  harder  to  rally 
the  nation  to  oppose  abortion— the  source  of 
such  grafts — pro-life  leaders  fear. 

In  response  to  anti-abortion  fervor,  the 
Reagan  administration  prohibited  the  use  of 
federal  funds  for  research  using  fetal  tissue 
for  humans,  a  major  setback  because  most 
research  grants  are  based  on  federal  ap- 
proval. Some  experiments  did  continue,  how- 
ever, using  private  money,  and  in  other 
countries. 

Under  mounting  pressure  from  Congress, 
President  Bush  attempted  a  compromise.  He 
authorized  a  grant  of  more  than  S2  million  to 
study  whether  fetal  tissue  obtained  as  a  re- 
sult of  miscarriages  and  ectopic  preg- 
nancies— not  deliberate  abortions — could  be 
used  for  transplants. 

The  answer  turned  out  to  be  no.  Out  of 
1,500  such  fetuses  tested,  all  but  seven  were 
unsuitable  because  of  chromosome  errors  (a 
major  cause  of  miscarriage)  or  problems 
with  bacteria  and  virus  contamination. 

In  1993.  P>resident  Clinton  finally  lifted  the 
ban  on  federal  funding  for  fetal  tissue  re- 
search. The  use  of  such  transplants  is  care- 
fully governed  by  state  and  federal  laws  and 
government  and  medical  guidelines  similar 
to  those  that  cover  other  transplants,  in- 
cluding the  Uniform  Anatomical  Gift  Act 
which  has  been  adopted  in  all  states. 


The  stark  facts  remain.  Abortion  is  legal 
in  the  United  States.  About  1.5  million  abor- 
tions occur  every  year.  Aborted  tissue  is  now 
discarded,  even  though  it  holds  the  potential 
for  successfully  treating  several  terrible,  in- 
tractable diseases. 

Abortion  is  a  tragedy,  as  is  death  from 
gunshot  wounds  and  traffic  accidents.  But 
the  success  of  fetal  tissue  grafts  isn't  going 
to  encourage  abortion  any  more  than  organ 
transplants  increase  car  crashes  and  mur- 
ders. 

Research  is  under  way  to  find  other  means 
to  treat  neurological  disorders,  some  of  it 
building  on  findings  from  fetal  tissue  stud- 
ies. But  until  these  experiments  are  success- 
ful, surely  it  is  more  ethical  and  merciful  to 
try  to  use  fetal  tissue  than  simply  destroy 
it.« 


to  my  home  city  of  Rutland  for  their 
celebration.  Rutland  is  where  I  served 
in  my  youth  as  a  boy  scout.  I  hope  the 
Vermont  camporee  is  as  enjoyable  and 
successful  as  it  is  historic* 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  GREEN 
MOUNTAIN  BOY  SCOUTS 

•  Mr,  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  Green 
Mountain  Boy  Scouts  and  congratulate 
the  Boy  Scouts  of  America  on  their 
85th  anniversary.  It  seems  fitting,  in- 
deed, that  the  Green  Mountain  Boy 
Scouts  of  America  will  hold  its  state- 
wide camporee  on  the  historic  Rutland 
fairgrounds.  While  10.000  Vermont 
scouts  and  4,000  adult  volunteer  leaders 
will  be  marking  the  85th  anniversary  of 
the  Boy  Scouts  of  America  in  June,  the 
Rutland  Fairgrounds  prepares  to  cele- 
brate the  150th  anniversary  of  the  Ver- 
mont State  Fair. 

To  these  fairgrounds  in  1861  came 
1.000  young  men  to  form  the  First  Ver- 
mont Regiment  of  infantry,  the  initial 
unit  sent  from  Vermont  to  fight  in  the 
Civil  War.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  first  night  in  camp,  a  chill  wind 
came  down  off  Pico  and  Killington  flat- 
tening many  of  their  tents.  It  was  a 
strong  omen,  for  hard  times  were  ahead 
for  the  Vermonters  who  went  off  to 
fight  in  that  war.  Before  it  was  over, 
nearly  35.000  young  men  from  Vermont 
would  serve,  and  more  than  5,000  would 
give  their  lives. 

Those  lads,  every  one  of  them  volun- 
teers, established  a  model  of  service 
from  which  Vermont  did  not  falter  dur- 
ing four  bloody  years.  It  is  a  model 
that  we  still  find  personified  by  the 
young  people,  and  their  leaders,  who 
fill  the  ranks  of  scouting  in  Vermont. 

Not  only  do  scouts  well  serve  the 
communities  in  which  they  live,  they 
are  constantly  acquiring  knowledge 
and  skills  which  will  serve  them  well  in 
later  years — and  make  them  better 
citizens.  In  scouting  lies  much  of  the 
hope  for  America  in  the  fast  approach- 
ing next  century. 

It  is  reassuring  to  know  that  Ver- 
mont still  has  within  its  borders  able 
young  people  willing  to  serve  in  the 
best  interests  of  their  State  and  Na- 
tion, as  did  the  boys  of  the  long  ago 
Civil  War  days. 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  Boy 
Scouts  of  America  on  their  85  years  of 
excellent  service  to  the  United  States 
and  welcome  the  Vermont  boy  scouts 


WORKING  FAMILIES  ANXIETY 
OVER  EDUCATION  CUTS 
•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  we  should 
never  lose  sight  of  the  meaning  of  the 
decisions  we  make  here  for  ordinary 
Americans  and  their  families.  This 
point  was  brought  home  to  me  by  an 
article  in  Monday's  New  York  Times, 
"Families  Await  News  on  Cuts  in  Edu- 
cation Aid."  I  ask  that  this  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  my  remarks. 

This  is  a  difficult  time  of  year  for 
parents  of  college-age  children.  Along 
with  their  sons  and  daughters,  they 
anxiously  await  college  acceptance  or 
rejection  letters  and  financial  aid  of- 
fers. They  worry  about  children  away 
from  home  for  the  first  time,  about 
summer  jobs,  about  SAT  scores  and 
grades  and  about  the  job  market  for 
college  graduates.  But  for  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  parents,  the  biggest  worry  is 
how  they  will  be  able  to  make  it  all 
possible  for  their  children. 

This  year,  unfortunately,  there  is  an- 
other gnawing  worry  for  millions  of 
families  who  rely  on  Federal  student  fi- 
nancial aid  to  make  college  possible. 
Serious  cuts  in  these  programs  are 
being  proposed.  The  Contract  With 
America  calls  for  the  elimination  of 
one  of  the  key  pillars  of  Federal  sup- 
port for  college  students — the  in-school 
interest  subsidy  on  guaranteed  Federal 
loans.  The  Domenici  budget  plan  calls 
for  the  elimination  of  this  subsidy  for 
graduate  students,  but  it  goes  on  to 
prop)oses  overall  education  cuts  so  se- 
vere that  the  subsidy  for  all  students  is 
called  into  question. 

In  addition,  campus-based  aid  pro- 
grams and  other  higher  education  pro- 
grams are  endangered  by  the  severe 
cuts  proposed  in  discretionary  spending 
for  educational  activities.  This  casts  a 
shadow  over  the  future  of  the  College 
Work  Study  Program,  the  Supple- 
mental Education  Opportunities  Grant 
Program,  the  State  Student  Incentive 
Grant  Program,  and  the  Perkins  Loan 
Program. 

Mr.  President,  education  has  always 
been  one  of  the  most  solidly  placed 
rungs  on  the  ladder  of  economic  oppor- 
tunity. For  generations.  American 
families  have  sacrificed  to  assure  their 
access  to  the  best  education  possible. 
That  has  paid  off  for  us  as  individuals 
and  for  us  as  a  nation.  And  yet  many  in 
Congress  are  prepared  to  turn  their 
backs  on  this  record  of  success. 

As  we  debate  the  budget  resolution  in 
committee  this  week  and  on  the  floor 
as  early  as  next  week,  there  is  clearly 
a  great  deal  hanging  in  the  balance, 
not  the  least  of  which  are  the  hopes 
and  dreams  of  American  families  for 


their  children's  future.  I  urge  all  my 
colleagues  to  read  this  excellent  article 
and  consider  our  country's  future. 

The  article  follows: 

[The  New  York  Times.  May  8.  1995] 

FAM1LIE.S  Await  News  on  Cuts  in  Education 

Aid 

(By  Lynda  Richardson) 

These  are  uncertain  times  for  the  family  of 
David  and  Maureen  Grau  of  St.  Paul.  Minn. 
As  they  await  final  word  on  financial  aid  for 
the  colleges  that  three  of  their  eight  chil- 
dren attend,  they  worry  what  sacrifices  will 
need  to  be  made,  and  even  which  child  might 
not  go. 

The  Graus  know  that  some  cuts  in  Govern- 
ment aid  are  likely.  In  the  next  several 
weeks.  Congress  will  begin  considering  the 
strongest  assault  m  recent  years  on  the 
array  of  college  loans,  grants  and  work- 
study  programs  that  many  lower-  and  mid- 
dle-class families  have  relied  on  since  pas- 
sage of  the  nation's  first  major  Federal  stu- 
dent aid  program,  the  Higher  Education  Act 
of  1965. 

And  across  the  nation,  governors  and  legis- 
latures are  cutting  the  state  university 
budgets  and  considering  deep  reductions  in 
aid  for  impoverished  students. 

But  in  the  absence  of  decisions  on  what 
will  be  cut.  the  most  the  Graus  can  do— like 
thousands  of  other  Americans— is  make  con- 
tingency plans  and  hope  for  the  best.  Two 
daughters  will  cram  three  extra  courses  into 
their  full  college  loads  next  year  so  they  get 
through  school  faster,  saving  tuition.  And  all 
three  will  work  full  time — or  more — this 
summer. 

Baby-boomers,  the  Graus  were  themselves 
beneficiaries  of  Federal  student  loans  and 
grants  back  in  the  70's.  Mr.  Grau.  44.  is  now 
a  registered  nurse;  his  wife,  42.  is  a  home- 
maker.  With  an  annual  income  of  $36,500. 
they  save  and  scrimp.  They  have  not  bought 
new  furniture,  other  than  a  couch,  in  23 
years. 

The  Graus  hold  many  of  the  bedrock  Amer- 
ican beliefs  that  swept  the  new  Republican 
leadership  into  office.  They  go  to  Mass  every 
Sunday.  They  are  anti-abortion.  Each  child 
has  a  chore  at  home.  Now.  they  say  they  are 
feeling  betrayed. 

'We  never  questioned  whether  or  not  col- 
lege education  was  available  to  us."  Mrs. 
Grau  said.  "Loans,  grants  and  college  work- 
study  were  there  for  the  taking.  All  that  was 
truly  needed  was  a  desire,  and  now  you  have 
a  lot  of  hurdles." 

House  Republicans  have  called  for  $1.7  bil- 
lion in  cuts  in  money  already  appropriated 
in  the  $34  billion  Department  of  Education 
budget  for  the  1995  fiscal  year.  They  have 
proposed  $20  billion  in  higher  education  cuts 
over  the  next  five  years. 

The  largest  cut  would  come  from  ending 
the  Government  subsidy  of  interest  on  loans 
while  students  are  in  college,  which  could 
save  $12  billion  in  five  years.  Currently,  a 
student  who  borrows  $5,000  for  freshman  year 
owes  $5,000  at  graiduation.  Under  the  pro- 
posal, interest  would  be  added  to  the  prin- 
cipal each  month,  so  the  $5,000  would  become 
$6,000  or  so  in  debt  at  graduation.  Students 
would  see  an  average  of  20  percent  to  25  per- 
cent more  debt  when  they  graduate,  finan- 
cial aid  officers  say. 

Republican  leaders.  In  their  first  100  days, 
also  suggested  dismantling  Federal  aid  pro- 
grams that  are  managed  by  colleges,  includ- 
ing the  Perkins  loans  for  needy  students. 
Supplemental  Educational  Opportunity 
Grants  and  work-study  programs  in  which 
the  Federal  government  pays  75  percent  of  a 


student's  salary  and  the  institution  pays  the 
rest. 

"It  is  safe  to  say  that  every  low-  and  mid- 
dle-income family  with  a  student  In  college 
and  hoping  to  send  a  child  to  college  has  a 
stake  in  the  outcome  of  the  debate  that  Con- 
gress is  holding  now  and  will  be  holding  for 
the  next  few  months.  '  said  Terry  Hartle, 
spokesman  for  the  American  Council  on  Edu- 
cation, a  Washington-based  association  of 
1.700  colleges  and  universities.  "Many  fami- 
lies would  find  their  plans  for  college  dis- 
rupted, fundamentally  changed  or  elimi- 
nated by  major  changes  in  Federal  student 
aid  " 

But  the  Republicans  who  have  proposed 
them  say  the  cuts  are  necessary  for  the  fi- 
nancial health  of  the  nation.  Bruce 
Cuthbertson.  a  spokesman  for  Representa- 
tive John  R.  Kasich.  the  Ohio  Republican 
who  chairs  the  House  Budget  Committee, 
said  of  loan  subsidies.  'We  think  it's  a  mat- 
ter of  fairness.  We  just  put  this  on  equal 
footing  with  all  other  types  of  loans  one 
would  receive  " 

The  potential  cuts  have  stirred  public  pro- 
tests and  private  anguish  In  the  Bronx.  Elba 
Velez.  a  single  mother  of  three,  worries  that 
the  cuts  will  halt  her  family's  fragile  upward 
mobility. 

The  programs  that  are  being  cut  are  for 
the  people  who  need  them  the  most."  said 
Ms.  Velez.  who  left  welfare  behind  after  get- 
ting her  degree  in  the  70's.  Her  son  is  a  fresh- 
man at  Wesleyan  University. 

Carmen  Vega  Rivera  and  her  husband. 
John,  worry  that  their  high  school  senior 
will  never  go  to  college  Financial  aid  was 
crucial  to  Mrs.  Rivera's  education.  She  now 
heads  an  East  Harlem  tutorial  program. 

THE  present— BEING  MARRIED  WITH  CHILDREN 

The  three  Grau  college  students  are  among 
the  nearly  half  of  all  14  7  million  college  stu- 
dents who  receive  student  aid  Two  daugh- 
ters attend  Concordia  College,  a  small  lib- 
eral arts  school  in  St  Paul,  and  the  third  is 
at  the  University  of  St  Thomas  there  Be- 
sides the  subsidized  loans,  the  young  women 
get  a  wide  array  of  aid  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, the  state  and  the  college,  and  both 
work  during  the  school  year. 

At  Concordia,  Amy.  a  sophomore,  who 
lives  at  home,  received  $12,305  in  aid  this 
year.  Her  sister.  Sarah,  a  freshman  who  lives 
on  campus,  was  awarded  $13,308.  The  total 
cost  of  Concordia  is  $15,550  for  dorm  students 
and  $14,500  for  students  living  off  campus 
The  Graus  pay  the  rest. 

Their  older  sister,  Rochelle.  a  Junior  who 
plans  to  attend  graduate  school,  is  interested 
in  biomedical  ethics  and  philosophy  She  re- 
ceived $17,028  in  aid  this  year  to  pay  for 
books,  fees  and  other  expenses  at  St  TTiom- 
as.  which  has  an  average  student  cost  of 
$16,263. 

Rochelle  and  Amy  are  lining  up  full-time 
summer  jobs,  as  counter  help  at  a  fast-food 
restaurant  and  as  an  office  administrator 
Sarah  will  work  as  a  counselor  at  a  day 
camp. 

"They  are  thinking  maybe  a  part-time 
evening  and  weekend  job  also,  "  said  her 
mother,  Maureen  Grau.  42.  This  would  rule 
out  summer  courses,  but  the  women  want 
enough  money  to  pay  their  expenses  all  year. 

Mrs.  Grau  received  a  degree  in  health  and 
physical  education  at  the  College  of  St. 
Catherine  in  town.  Mr.  Grau  received  a  de- 
gree in  English  and  education  at  St.  Thomas. 
He  taught,  then  worked  as  a  mechanic.  Four 
years  ago,  he  returned  to  college  to  become 
a  nurse. 

Mr.  Grau  says  he  and  his  wife  are  not  in  a 
position  to  help  their  college-age  daughters 
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because  they  have  five  more  children  at 
home,  ages  8  to  17  ■•How  am  I  troing  to  edu- 
cate them?"  he  asked.  "I  don't  know." 

THE  P.^ST— ERECTING  A  LADDER  OF 
OPPORTLNITY 

For  the  Graus.  the  commitment  to  college 
education  goes  back  three  generations  on 
Mrs  Graus  side;  four  on  her  husband's.  But 
for  hundreds  of  thousands  of  low-Income 
Americans,  like  Elba  Velez  of  the  Bronx,  the 
"War  on  Poverty"  in  the  1960's  brought  ac- 
cess to  college  degrees  for  the  first  time. 
Federal  student-aid  programs  began  small 
but  expanded  under  the  Nixon.  Carter  and 
Reagan  Administrations. 

Not  since  the  G.I.  Bill,  after  World  War  II. 
had  the  Federal  Government  played  so 
strong  a  role  in  insuring  that  a  specific  seg- 
ment of  the  population  got  a  chance  to  go  to 
college.  Minority  enrollment,  in  particular, 
showed  a  dramatic  increase. 

"The  generation  that  preceded  this  one  has 
tremendously  benefited  from  Governmental 
assistance  to  attend  college."  said  Jamie  P. 
Merisotis.  the  president  of  the  Institute  for 
Higher  Education  Policy  in  Washington. 
■  Both  for  individuals  and  the  nation,  the 
payoff  is  clear," 

Ms,  Velez  was  on  welfare  in  the  1970's  when 
she  decided  to  go  to  college  She  had  consid- 
ered a  ]ob  in  Manhattan's  garment  district 
but  said  that  when  she  saw  the  assembly 
lines  of  uneducated  women  hunched  over 
heavy  machinery.  "I  looked  around  and  said. 
'This  is  not  for  me,  I'm  going  to  take  charge 
of  my  life  I'm  not  going  to  let  anyone  tell 
me  what  I  am  going  to  be  '  " 

Ms  'V'elez  enrolled  at  Bronx  Community 
College  in  1979,  With  the  support  of  Federal 
Pell  grants — created  in  1972— and  state  tui- 
tion aid  for  needy  students,  she  received  a 
bachelor's  degree  in  business  administration 
from  Baruch  College  in  1983. 

"I  have  more  power.  "  she  said.  "I  am  able 
to  provide  for  my  children,  but  I'm  also  able 
to  give  back  to  the  community," 

But  she  is  concerned  about  her  children's 
future,  with  the  cost  of  private  colleges  aver- 
aging $9,995  last  year.  I  just  want  my  chil- 
dren to  have  an  opportunity  to  go  on  to 
school.  "  she  said 

Her  19-year-old  son.  Daniel,  a  bookish 
young  man  interested  in  science  and  creative 
writing,  gets  a  $13,975  scholarship  from  Wes- 
leyan  University  in  Middletown.  Conn,  In  a 
work-study  job  that  pays  $1,400  a  year.  Dan- 
iel re-stocks  and  cleans  the  salad  bar  in  the 
dining  hall.  He  also  receives  $7,825  annually 
in  subsidized  loans,  as  well  as  Pell  and  Sup- 
plemental Educational  Opportunity  grants 
He  and  his  mother  contribute  about  $2,090  a 
year  to  make  up  the  rest  of  Wesleyan's 
$26,790  tuition  and  board  costs. 

To  offset  college  costs  next  year.  Daniel 
hopes  to  find  summer  work  at  a  fast-food 
restaurant. 

His  sister.  Felicia,  a  senior  at  Central  Park 
Secondary  School  in  East  Harlem,  was  re- 
cently accepted  at  Syracuse  University.  Her 
financial  package  covers  only  $19,000  of  the 
school's  $25,000  cost  Felicia  cannot  expect 
much  help  from  her  mother. 

And  just  last  week.  Ms.  Velez  learned  that 
she  may  be  laid  off  at  Bronx  Community  Col- 
lege as  part  of  the  cost  cutting  proposed  for 
the  city  university  system. 

THE  FUTURE— J93.(X)0  A  YEAR  AND  STILL  WORRIED 
Walking  into  a  noncredit  class  at  New 
York  University  more  than  two  decades  ago. 
Carmen  Vega  Rivera  remembers  the  sea  of 
mostly  Hispanic  and  black  faces.  Like  Mrs. 
Rivera,  many  also  were  first-generation  col- 
lege students. 


She  and  the  others  were  enrolled  in  the 
state's  Higher  Education  Opportunity  Pro- 
gram, created  in  1969  for  students  with  both 
academic  and  financial  need  who  wanted  to 
go  to  private  colleges.  Gov  George  Pataki 
proposes  cutting  that,  along  with  similar 
programs  at  state  and  city  universities, 
though  many  legislators  are  fighting  to  re- 
store the  programs  HE. OP.  alone  would 
save  $22.5  million  this  fiscal  year,  the  Gov- 
ernor's office  said. 

Mrs.  Rivera  was  49th  of  500  students  at  the 
High  School  of  Art  and  Design  in  midtown 
Manhattan  but  scored  poorly  on  the  verbal 
portion  of  the  Scholastic  Assessment  Test 
"My  chance  of  coming  through  the  tradi- 
tional admissions  was  not  likely."  she  said. 

With  intensive  counseling,  emotional  sup- 
port and -tutoring  in  the  special  N.Y  U.  class. 
Mrs.  Rivera  received  her  bachelor's  degree  in 
education  and  the  arts  in  1976. 

Now,  at  41.  she  earns  $65,500  a  year  as  exec- 
utive director  of  the  East  Harlem  Tutorial 
Program.  Her  husband.  John,  who  manages  a 
commercial  building,  only  recently  began  a 
$27,00O-a-year  job.  He  had  stayed  at  home  for 
the  last  decade  to  look  after  their  son. 
Jaime,  now  10. 

Still,  even  with  a  $93,000  combined  income. 
Mrs.  Rivera  said  her  family  lives  from  pay- 
check to  paycheck,  renting  an  $800-a-month 
apartment  near  "Vankee  Stadium.  There  are 
bills  for  medical  problems  and  deaths  in 
their  extended  family,  and  they  support  a  17- 
year-old  daughter.  Taina.  and  her  7-month- 
old  child. 

If  Mrs.  Rivera  had  her  dream.  Taina  would 
attend  New  York  University,  she  said.  But  as 
the  family  now  explores  state  and  city  uni- 
versities, everything  seems  up  in  the  air. 

"As  a  parent.  it"s  eating  up  my  mind  all 
the  time,""  she  said.  "Im  thinking.  How  am 
I  going  to  pull  it  off?  Is  it  all  going  to  work 
out?'""* 


TRIBUTE  TO  AVIS  B    BAILEY 

•  Mr  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  fellow  Arkan- 
san.  Avis  B.  Bailey.  Avis  is  the  owner 
of  Avis  Nissan  in  Fayetteville,  and  I 
am  proud  to  say,  was  honored  last 
week  by  the  U.S.  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration as  the  1995  Arkansas 
Small  Business  Person  of  the  Year.  I 
had  a  chance  to  visit  with  Avis  and  her 
husband  last  week  on  the  Capitol  steps, 
and  I  was  immediately  convinced  that 
this  honor  is  richly  deserved. 

Avis  Bailey  was  bom  and  raised  in 
Prairie  Grove,  AR.  The  youngest  of  six, 
she  married  right  out  of  high  school 
and  then  moved  with  her  husband  to 
Tulsa,  OK.  Twelve  years  later  and  a 
single  parent,  she  returned  to  north- 
west Arkansas  and  settled  in  Fayette- 
ville, where  she  worked  in  her  brother's 
transmission  repair  shop.  In  1971,  Avis 
took  another  job  as  a  cashier  at  Hat- 
field Pontiac  and  Cadillac,  one  of  Ar- 
kansas" oldest  and  most  respected  Cad- 
illac dealerships.  This  became  job  No.  3 
for  her.  However,  in  less  than  2  years 
Avis  was  out  from  behind  the  cashier's 
desk  crunching  numbers  and  in  the 
showroom  selling  Cadillacs.  It  was  not 
long  before  she  became  one  of  the 
States  top  salespersons  for  auto- 
mobiles and,  within  10  years,  manager 
of  the  dealership. 
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Avis  told  me  she  could  remember 
when  new  Cadillacs  started  selling  for 
over  $10,000.  It  was  at  that  time  that 
her  father  told  her  she  needed  to  get 
out  of  the  business.  He  said  no  one 
would  pay  that  much  for  a  car.  Mr. 
President,  20-some-odds  years  and 
many  success  stories  later.  Avis  B.  Bai- 
ley bought  that  Pontiac-Cadillac  deal- 
ership where  she  started  as  a  cashier.  I 
know  many  people  who  still  dream  of 
owning  a  Cadillac  someday,  and  here  is 
Avis  with  a  whole  parking  lot  full.  Her 
whole  career  is  a  testament  to  what 
hard  work  and  dedication  can  accom- 
plish. She  has  truly  risen  through  the 
ranks  of  the  small  business  world. 

In  1991,  Avis  bought  a  Nissan  dealer- 
ship that  was  nearly  bankrupt.  Its 
standing  in  the  community  was  down, 
but  Avis  took  the  initiative  and  the 
gamble  to  take  that  failing  business 
and  turn  it  around.  Within  3  years,  she 
more  than  doubled  the  volume  of  sales 
and  her  number  of  employees.  Sales  to- 
taled $11.7  million  in  1994  for  Avis  Nis- 
san. Avis  and  her  partners  have  also 
bought  four  more  automobile  dealer- 
ships in  Arkansas,  adding  both  to  the 
economy  and  to  the  community.  She 
and  her  partners  are  now  owners  of 
Mazda  and  Ford  dealerships  in  north- 
west Arkansas  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  we  need  more  people 
like  Avis  Bailey  in  this  country.  She  is 
more  than  a  shrewd  business  woman. 
She  is  filled  with  a  spirit  that  can 
make  a  difference.  Avis  avidly  supports 
the  athletic  programs  of  the  University 
of  Arkansas,  she  is  a  member  of  both 
the  Fayetteville  and  Springdale  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  and  she's  a  friend  to 
area  grade  schools,  working  to  furnish 
school  supplies  and  clothing.  We  need 
more  people  who  aren't  afraid  to  roll 
up  their  sleeves,  work  hard,  and  make 
a  difference  in  their  communities.  Mr. 
President,  I  hope  you  will  join  me  in 
congratulating  Avis  Bailey  on  being 
named  the  Arkansas  Small  Business 
Person  of  the  Year  for  1995. • 
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THE  MISSING  SERVICE 
PERSONNEL  ACT 

•  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  cosponsor  the  Missing 
Service  Personnel  Act  of  1995,  intro- 
duced by  Senators  Dole  and  Lauten- 
BERG  earlier  this  year. 

The  Missing  Service  Personnel  Act  is 
a  significant  and  an  appropriate  piece 
of  legislation.  It  would  establish  new 
methods  for  determining  the  status  of 
missing  service  personnel  and  improv- 
ing the  means  by  which  full  account- 
ability is  achieved.  Due  in  part  to  the 
handling  of  POW/MIA  cases  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  and  the  United 
States  Government  since  the  Vietnam 
war,  existing  procedures  have  been 
criticized  as  being  unresponsive  to  the 
needs  of  effected  families.  In  fact,  cur- 
rent law  does  not  adequately  address 
issues  that  have  emerged  over  the  past 


25  years  regarding  how  missing  persons 
and  their  families  are  treated  by  Gov- 
ernment officials.  S.  256  would  imple- 
ment procedures  which  foster  a  sense 
of  trust  and  credibility  between  the 
Government  and  families  of  missing 
personnel,  while  attempting  to  ensure 
fairness  to  all  involved. 

Considering  the  tremendous  sac- 
rifices our  men  and  women  make  when 
facing  combat,  maintaining  credibility 
and  trust  are  crucial.  Soldiers  face  the 
terrible  prospect  of  capture  and,  in 
turn,  their  loved  ones  face  the  horrible 
possibility  of  intense  anguish  and 
heartache.  We  must  assure  our  armed 
services  personnel  and  their  civilian 
counterparts  that  the  United  States 
will  do  everything  possible  to  return 
them  home  safely  in  the  event  they 
turn  up  missing  in  action.  At  the  same 
time,  they  must  also  be  assured  that 
more  open  and  fair  procedures  will  be 
established  to  determine  their  exact 
status.  S.  256  takes  concrete  steps  to 
achieve  these  objectives. 

There  are,  however,  some  issues  with 
the  bill  that  I  think  still  need  to  be  re- 
viewed. For  instance,  S.  256  restricts 
identification  of  recovered  remains  to 
licensed  practitioners  of  forensic  medi- 
cine. Utilization  of  personnel  in  dis- 
ciplines other  than  medicine  which 
may  be  appropriate  are  not  permitted. 
According  to  DOD,  such  a  requirement 
would  be  unreasonable  during  combat 
operations  or  on  the  battlefield.  More- 
over, as  this  legislation  would  be  retro- 
active to  World  War  II,  DOD  may  be  re- 
quired to  review  thousands  of  cases. 
The  Defense  Department  has  indicated 
that  it  does  not  have  the  personnel  or 


budget  to  handle  such  a  workload. 
These  are  some  issues  that  I  hope  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  will 
look  into  when  reviewing  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Overall,  I  believe  that  S.  256  is  an  im- 
portant and  noteworthy  bill.  The  Gov- 
ernment has  been  perceived  as  being 
unresponsive  to  the  needs  of  families 
whose  loved  ones  are  classified  as  miss- 
ing in  action.  This  legislation  would 
safeguard  the  rights  of  missing  armed 
service  members  while  addressing  the 
concerns  of  their  effected  families  and 
the  Federal  Government.  I  am  pleased 
to  cosponsor  the  Missing  Service  Per- 
sonnel Act.» 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY.  MAY  11. 
1995 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m.  on  Thurs- 
day, May  11,  1995;  that  following  the 
prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings  be 
deemed  approved,  the  time  for  the  two 
leaders  be  reserved  for  their  use  later 
in  the  day,  and  the  Senate  then  imme- 
diately resume  consideration  of  S.  534. 
the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  the  Senate 
will  resume  consideration  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  tomorrow.  Further 
amendments  are  expected  to  the  bill. 


therefore  Senators  should  anticipate 
rollcall  votes  throughout  Thursday"s 
session  of  the  Senate,  and  a  late  night 
session  could  occur  with  votes  into  the 
evening.  A  cloture  motion  was  filed  on 
the  substitute  this  evening.  It  is  the 
hope  of  the  leader.  Senator  Dole,  that 
the  Friday  vote  could  be  vitiated  if  an 
agreement  can  be  reached  to  conclude 
the  bill  by  Friday.  Otherwise,  a  cloture 
vote  will  occur  Friday  morning. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  276h-276k.  as 
amended,  appoints  the  following  Sen- 
ators as  members  of  the  Senate  delega- 
tion to  the  Mexico-United  States  Inter- 
parliamentary Group  during  the  first 
session  of  the  104th  Congress,  to  be 
held  in  Tucson.  AZ.  May  12-14.  1995:  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Grassley];  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski]; 
and  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Gorton]. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  7:08  p.m..  recessed  until  Thursday. 
May  11.  1995,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday,  May  10,  1995 


The  House  met  at  11  a.m. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  reminded  by  the  Psalmist 
that  Your  Word.  O  God,  is  a  lamp  to 
our  feet  and  a  light  to  our  path.  In 
these  times  when  there  are  many  op- 
tions available  to  people  in  their  lives 
and  diverse  opinions  and  ideas,  we  pray 
for  lamps  to  lighten  our  way  and  show 
us  the  course  to  follow.  We  recognize 
that  we  can  communicate  with  all  the 
authorities  from  every  background  and 
attempt  to  gain  all  knowledge,  and  yet 
we  know  that  to  be  touched  by  Your 
spirit  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom.  May 
that  spirit.  O  God,  that  is  new  every 
morning,  encourage  and  lighten  our 
path,  now  and  evermore.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGL^NCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON  led  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  CHAIRMAN  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES  ON 
AMENDMENT  PROCESS  FOR  THE 
BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Rules  Committee  is  planning  to  meet 
on  next  Tuesday,  May  16,  to  grant  a 
rule  which  may  limit  the  kind  of 
amendments  offered  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1996. 

Members  are  strongly  advised  to  sub- 
mit only  amendments  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  which  provide  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  not  later  than  the  year 
2002. 


Any  Member  who  is  contemplating 
an  amendment  to  the  budget  resolution 
should  submit  56  copies  and  a  brief  ex- 
planation by  5  p.m.  on  Monday,  May  15, 
to  the  Rules  Committee,  room  H-312  in 
the  Capitol 

Members  should  use  the  Office  of 
Legislative  Counsel  and  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  to  ensure  that 
their  amendments  are  properly  drafted 
and  should  check  with  the  Office  of  the 
Parliamentarian  to  be  certain  their 
amendments  comply  with  the  rules  of 
the  House. 


A  FAILURE  TO  ACT 

fMr.  Delay  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  start 
the  budget  process  today,  we  will  hear 
many  doomsday  predictions  from  lib- 
eral Democrats  about  the  Republican 
approach  to  balancing  the  budget. 

Sadly,  we  will  not  hear  a  thing  about 
the  Democrat  approach  because  there 
is  no  Democrat  approach  to  balancing 
the  budget.  That  failure  to  act  is  a 
monumental  decision. 

A  failure  to  act  on  the  budget  means 
higher  interest  rates,  slower  economic 
growth,  and  less  job  opportunity  for 
working  Americans. 

A  failure  to  act  means  higher  taxes 
and  more  wasteful  government  spend- 
ing. A  failure  to  act  means  less  buying 
power  for  American  families,  a  heavier 
burden  on  our  middle  class,  less  stabil- 
ity for  our  senior  citizens. 

A  failure  to  act  means  a  bankrupt 
Medicare  system.  A  failure  to  act 
means  a  less  secure  future  for  our  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Democrats  have 
failed  to  act.  and  that  failure  is  com- 
pletely irresponsible.  I  urge  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  keep  that  in  mind  as 
House  Democrats  come  to  the  floor 
with  their  hysterical  charges. 


CUTTING  MEDICARE  AND  MEDIC- 
AID SO  THE  WEALTHY  GET  A 
TAX  BREAK 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today,  the  126th  day  of  the  imperial 
speakership,  to  protest  the  proposed 
Gingrich  Republican  budget  plan.  This 
plan  would  cut  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Programs  by  over  $400  billion  so  that 
the  wealthy  can  have  a  tax  break. 


Two  months  ago.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Gingrich  Republicans  voted  to  cut  ben- 
efits for  children  in  the  School  Lunch 
Program.  Then  they  attacked  the  Stu- 
dent Loan  Program.  Now  it  is  the  el- 
derly through  cuts  in  Medicare  and  So- 
cial Security.  The  Republicans  have 
stated  time  and  time  again  they  would 
not  touch  the  Social  Security  system, 
but  their  proposed  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  would  decrease  cost-of-living 
increases  for  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents. 

There  is  no  reason  that  we  should  be 
making  these  cuts  that  will  hurt  the 
elderly,  the  young,  and  those  hoping  to 
lead  our  country  during  the  next  cen- 
tury, our  college  students,  so  that 
those  making  over  $200,000  a  year  can 
be  given  a  big  tax  break.  That  is  right. 
Those  1  million  fortunate  Americans 
who  make  over  $200,000  a  year  will  be 
getting  a  $20,000  tax  break  while  37  mil- 
lion seniors  are  losing  $900  a  year. 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  IS  A 
CONTRACT  WITH  OUR  CHILDREN 

(Mr.  TIAHRT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  we  are  experiencing  a  historical 
day.  Today  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget  will  submit  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  2002.  It  is  the  only 
plan  around  today  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, and  it  has  been  since  1968  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  balanced  its 
budget  resulting  in  almost  a  $5  trillion 
debt.  Common  sense  tells  us  that  we 
can  no  longer  afford  such  irresponaibil- 
ity.  We  can  no  longer  put  the  burden  of 
this  debt  onto  our  children.  The  budget 
Republicans  will  introduce  is  a  con- 
tract with  our  children.  We  must  bal- 
ance the  budget  so  our  children's  fu- 
ture will  be  free  of  debt  and  full  of  op- 
portunity. 

This  budget  and  the  debate  is  not 
about  money  as  much  as  it  is  about  our 
children.  We  cannot  allow  an  out-of- 
control  Federal  budget  to  rob  our  kids 
of  freedom  and  economic  security.  It  is 
just  plain  wrong  to  make  them  respon- 
sible for  our  mismanagement. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  together 
on  this  historical  day  and  help  restore 
the  American  dream  to  our  children. 


BALANCING  THE  BUDGET  ON  THE 
BACKS  OF  SENIORS 

(Ms.   JACKSON-LEE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  this  morning,  as  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  is  meeting  and  deliberating. 
But  more  importantly,  as  we  are  in- 
structed to  keep  close  to  our  constitu- 
ents, I  have  come  back  recently  from 
interacting  with  the  constituents  of 
the  18th  Congressional  District  in 
Texas,  and  what  I  have  heard  most  of 
all  is  that  we  should  work  together, 
that  we  should  focus  our  issues  not  as 
Democratic  or  Republican,  but  as 
American  issues,  and  yet,  as  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  deliberates,  they 
now  talk  about  cutting  Medicare 
spending  between  $270  and  $280  billion 
over  the  next  7  years  and  $184  billion 
for  Medicaid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  not  working- 
clas^middle-class  issues.  These  are  is- 
sues of  the  American  working  people 
who  want  to  confront  better  health 
care  for  their  citizens. 

My  seniors  have  said  to  me,  "Don't 
cut  Medicare,  make  it  more  efficient. 
Cut  the  waste,  but  don't  cut  Medi- 
care." 

Now  we  find  that  the  new  budget  plan 
is  on  the  backs  of  seniors  in  America. 
But  it  is  not  only  on  the  backs  of  sen- 
iors. It  is  on  our  medical  facilities,  our 
community  hospitals.  It  is  on  our  phy- 
sicians who  dedicate  their  lives  to  serv- 
ing American  working  people. 

We  must  confront  this  as  an  Amer- 
ican issue,  and  we  must  not  turn  our 
backs  on  our  seniors.  I  will  not  let 
Texas  down.  I  will  not  let  the  citizens 
of  the  18th  Congressional  District  down 
by  recklessly  cutting  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  for  an  ill-conceived  budget. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


WE  ARE  NOT  CUTTING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  feel  compelled  to  respond  to 
the  allegations  that  this  budget  cuts 
Medicare  and  cuts  Medicaid;  that  just 
is  not  true.  Just  look  at  the  budget, 
and  look  at  the  figures  in  the  budget. 
Today  every  Medicare  recipient,  the 
average  across  the  country,  gets  $4,700. 
At  the  end  of  this  budget  process  that 
will  have  risen  to  $6,300.  That  is  not  a 
cut. 

What  we  are  going  to  do  is  to  pre- 
serve the  Medicare  system.  It  is  now 
doomed  unless  one  does  something 
about  it  going  bankrupt  by  2002.  We  are 
not  cutting  Medicare.  It  will  increase 
from  $4,700  to  $6,300  per  every  recipient; 
that  is  not  a  cut. 

Let  me  say  it  again:  When  you  go 
from  $4,700  to  $6,300,  that's  not  a  cut. 

Please  be  productive.  Please  join  us 
in  this  process  to  perfecting  a  budget 
that  is  going  to  save  our  country  for 
our  children.  Do  not  continue  with 
these  misstatements  of  fact. 


REPUBLICAN   TAX   CUTS   FOR   MIL- 
LIONAIRES   WILL    LEAD    TO    RA- 
TIONING OF  HEALTH  CARE 
(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Republicans  love  to  say  that  they  are 
not  cutting  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
they  are  only  slowing  their  growth. 
What  they  do  not  tell  us  is  that  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  refonn  is  actually 
health  care  rationing.  House  Repub- 
licans want  to  cut  Medicare  and  want 
to  cut  Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  wealthy,  for  wealthy  special  inter- 
ests and  to  pay  for  star  wars.  Repub- 
licans want  to  force  the  elderly  into 
HMO's  and  to  health  maintenance  or- 
ganizations which  will  only  lead  to  ra- 
tioning of  health  care  and  will  lead  to 
taking  away  of  physician  choice.  Re- 
publicans want  to  do  that  all  because 
some  people  in  this  House  want  to  cut 
taxes  on  millionaires,  cut  taxes  on  mil- 
lionaires forcing  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid patients  into  rationing  and  taking 
away  their  physician  choice.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  simply  does  not  make 
sense. 


WASHINGTON  PHILANTHROPY 

(Ms.  PRYCE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
early  1990'8,  a  study  was  completed  by 
political  scientist  James  L.  Payne.  Mr. 
Payne  tabulated  the  witnesses  who  ap- 
peared before  congressional  hearings. 
The  findings  are  astonishing.  He  found 
that  95.7  percent  of  those  who  appeared 
came  to  urge  more  spending.  Only  0.7 
percent  came  to  urge  against  more 
spending. 

Washington  has  created  a  culture  of 
spending.  People  come  to  Washington, 
perhaps  with  good  intentions,  and  are 
sucked  into  this  philanthropic  swirl, 
where  problems  somehow  go  away  if 
more  tax  dollars  are  spent. 

Well,  the  game  is  up.  Last  November, 
the  American  people  said  "enough" 
and  put  Republicans  in  charge  of  Con- 
gress to  put  an  end  to  the  40-year-long 
philanthropic  tendencies  of  our  friends 
on  the  other  side. 

If  spending  tax  money  truly  solves 
problems,  America  would  be  the  most 
trouble  free  society  in  the  world.  But 
we're  not.  Today,  America  is  facing  a 
$4  trillion  national  debt  in  the  face  of 
some  of  the  worst  societal  conditions 
we  have  ever  witnessed.  It's  time  to 
break  Washington's  spending  culture. 
Philanthropy  is  a  wonderful  thin.g,  but 
not  with  tax  dollars. 


MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID  CUTS 
WILL  PUSH  MANY  SENIORS 
BELOW  THE  POVERTY  LINE 

(Mr.  WAXMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  level 
of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts  would 
gut  health  care  for  the  elderly  and  the 
poor  leading  to  rationing  of  health  care 
to  those  people  to  whom  we  promised 
health  security:  $400  billion  over  7 
years;  that  is  a  breathtaking  amount. 
That  will  mean  cuts  in  Medicaid  for 
the  frail,  elderly,  and  nursing  homes, 
leaving  them  to  languish  there  without 
care,  if  they  are  lucky  enough  to  get 
into  a  nursing  home  at  all.  Commu- 
nity, at-home-nursing  services  will  be 
cut,  denying  them  that  assistance  as 
well.  Hundreds  of  hospitals  and  clinics 
will  be  forced  to  close  because  they 
will  not  be  able  to  afford  care  to  the 
newly  under-insured  as  well  as  all  the 
uninsured  of  which  there  are  42  million 
in  this  country,  a  problem  the  Repub- 
licans even  refuse  to  acknowledge  ex- 
ists. Doctors  will  turn  Medicare  pa- 
tients away  as  their  payment  levels  to 
them  start  resembling  those  for  Medic- 
aid, and  greater  costs  will  be  borne  for 
the  elderly  who  live  on  fixed  incomes, 
many  of  whom  will  be  pushed  below  the 
poverty  line. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  is  cruel,  it's 
cynical,  and  it's  mean. 


ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 
DESTROYING  SANTA  ROSA  ISLAND 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  bring  to  light  another  example 
of  the  overreaching  arm  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Santa  Rosa  Island  off 
Santa  Barbara,  CA,  happens  to  be  one 
of  the  homes  for  the  snowy  plover  bird. 
The  National  Park  Service  has  decided 
that  the  snowy  plover  is  so  endangered 
by  cattle  ranching  on  the  island  that  a 
3-mile-long  fence  and  road  must  be 
built  to  protect  the  bird.  The  local 
ranching  company  must  build  the  fence 
within  7  days  or  the  Government  will 
do  it  for  them  and  grive  them  the  bill. 
Scientific  data  proves  that  cattle 
ranching  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  does  not 
endanger  the  bird.  Id  fact  a  strong  case 
can  be  made  that  93  years  of  cattle 
ranching  has  actually  led  to  a  greater 
proliferation  of  the  bird. 

D  1115 

Unfortunately,  the  Department  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife  refused  to  review  this 
data. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  was  supposed  to  protect  species  in 
danger  of  becoming  extinct.  It  was  not 
meant  to  be  a  vehicle  to  destroy  the 
well  cared  for  environment  of  Santa 
Rosa  Island. 


CUTTING  WELFARE  TO  FUND  TAX 
CUTS  IS  WRONG 
(Ms.  FURSE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission   to    address    the    House    for    1 
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minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  here 
because  my  constituents  have  asked 
me  to  speak  out  for  their  interests.  I 
want  to  read  what  they  have  said. 
James  Gamwlll  wrote  to  me  and  said. 
"I  hope  you  will  use  your  good  office  to 
prevent  cuts  in  Medicare.  It  aids  sen- 
iors whose  health  may  not  be  so  robust. 
The  high  cost  of  health  care  puts  us  in 
a  financial  bind." 

Or  Louise  Robertson,  who  wrote  from 
Aloha.  OR.  She  said,  'I  urge  you 
strongly  to  fight  all  attempts  to  dimin- 
ish Social  Security  and  Medicare  bene- 
fits." 

Well,  in  their  interests,  I  say  shame 
on  this  Republican  budget,  because  it 
cuts  senior  health  care  protection,  it 
gives  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthy,  and  it  in- 
creases Pentagon  spend  spending.  This 
budget  hurts  all  working  families, 
American  families,  and  Oregon  fami- 
lies. I  think  it  is  wrong,  and  I  know 
that  many  Oregonians  think  it  is 
wrong  too. 


A  TIME  FOR  ACTION 

(Mr.  GUTKNECHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  FGinckrlcs  ) 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
a  firm  believer  that  actions  have  con- 
sequences. By  the  same  token,  doing 
nothing  can  have  consequences  as  well. 
If  Congress  does  nothing  about  Medi- 
care or  the  budget,  I  doubt  America 
could  survive  the  consequences. 

The  actions  of  Congress  over  the  past 
generation  have  resulted  in  an  enor- 
mous national  debt.  Servicing  this  debt 
consumes  a  large  chunk  of  the  over-all 
budget.  If  Congress  does  nothing  about 
the  disastrous  trend  of  deficit  spend 
ing,  in  10  years  we  will  be  unable  to 
meet  other  obligations  while  servicing 
the  debt. 

Likewise,  if  Congress  does  nothing  to 
protect  Medicare,  it  too  will  become 
insolvent  in  just  7  years.  Let  me  be 
clear,  this  information  is  coming  from 
President  Clinton's  own  people  and  is 
not  a  Republican  gimmick. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  consequences  for 
doing  nothing  are  too  great.  We  here  in 
Congress  have  the  ability  and  the  re- 
Bponsibility  to  do  something  about 
these  two  problems.  The  debt  poses  a 
threat  to  future  generations  and  a  col- 
lapse of  Medicare  would  hurt  older 
Americans.  Now  is  not  the  time  for  in- 
action or  the  arrogant  avoidance  of  re- 
sponsibility that  has  permeated  Wash- 
ington. 


MEDICARE:  THE  REAL  CONTRACT 
WITH  AMERICA 

(Mr.  FARR  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
lot  of  talk  these  days  about  contracts. 

There  is  the  Republican  Contract 
With  America. 

There  is  the  contract  with  America's 
veterans. 

There  is  the  contract  with  Federal 
retirees. 

And  there  is  the  contract  with  senior 
citizens. 

So  far  this  year,  the  spotlight  has 
been  on  the  Republican  Contract  With 
America.  The  Republicans  are  quite 
boastful  about  moving  their  contract 
through  the  House  in  1(K)  days. 

But  what  about  the  other  contracts? 
What  about  the  promises  made  to  vet- 
erans. Federal  retirees,  and  senior  citi- 
zens? 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about 
breaking  America's  contract  with  our 
senior  citizens. 

For  years  we  have  promised  reason- 
able health  care  through  the  Medicare 
system.  Now  the  Republicans  are  will- 
ing to  sacrifice  Medicare — and  the  sen- 
iors who  depend  on  it — in  order  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

If  the  Republicans  want  to  meet  the 
terms  of  this  country's  contract  with 
senior  citizens,  then  they  should  look 
elsewhere  for  their  budget  and  tax  fixes 
than  the  pocketbooks  of  our  senior 
citizens. 


care  at  the  lowest  cost,  with  senior 
citizens  having  the  greatest  control 
over  their  own  health  care. 


SUNDRY  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 


REPUBLICANS  MEAN  TO  PRE- 
SERVE AND  IMPROVE  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  Clinton  administration's  Trust- 
ees Report  on  Medicare  warns  that  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  starts  to  go  broke 
in  1996  and  is  bankrupt  by  2002.  House 
Republicans  are  determined  to  save 
Medicare  by  using  new  approaches,  new 
management,  and  new  technologies  to 
improve  it,  preserve  it,  and  protect  it. 
The  current  Government-controlled 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
system  has  a  lot  of  waste  and  fraud. 
The  General  Accounting  Office  esti- 
mates S44  billion  a  year  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  fraud. 

We  want  to  give  senior  citizens  an  in- 
centive to  fight  waste  and  fraud  by 
paying  them  25  percent  of  any  waste  or 
fraud  they  find  in  their  own  bills. 
House  Republicans  want  to  strengthen 
and  empower  senior  citizens. 

House  Republicans  will  increase  Med- 
icare spending  from  $4,700  per  retiree 
today  to  $6,300  per  retiree  in  2002.  That 
is  a  34-percent  increase  in  Medicare 
spending  per  retiree.  There  is  no  pro- 
posed cut  in  Medicare  spending. 

House  Republicans  will  preserve  the 
current  Medicare  system.  We  will  cre- 
ate a  series  of  new  choices  so  senior 
citizens  can  control  their  own  future. 

Mr.  Si>eaker.  together  we  can  create 
a  Medicare  system  that  offers  the  best 


PROTECT  THE  MEDICARE  TRUST 
FUND 

(Mrs.  KENNELLY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  50 
years  ago  we  celebrated  Victory  in  Eu- 
rope. And  while  it  would  be  another  3 
months  before  Japan  surrendered. 
World  War  II  would  soon  be  at  an  end. 

Victory  did  not  come  easily.  Millions 
of  Americans  answered  the  call  of  duty, 
and  many  gave  their  lives.  On  the 
homefront,  men  and  women  worked  to 
keep  the  country  running,  and  my 
home  State  of  Connecticut  made  in- 
valuable contributions  in  defense  man- 
ufacturing. 

A  generation  answered  the  call  of 
duty — now  our  Government  must  do 
the  same  for  them. 

If  we  reform  the  Medicare  system,  it 
cannot  be  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
few.  It  must  be  to  shore  up  the  trust 
fund  to  benefit  seniors. 

We  can  never  fully  express  our  grati- 
tude to  the  World  War  II  generation — 
words  just  do  not  go  far  enough.  How- 
ever, our  deeds  can  help  show  our  re- 
spect. We  must  protect  the  Medicare 
trust  fund. 


THE  INVISIBLE  DEMOCRAT  PLAN 
TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day House  Republican  loaders  intro- 
duced our  7-year  program  to  balance 
the  budget.  Democrats  and  liberal  crit- 
ics immediately  jumped  on  it,  crying 
and  screaming  and  insisting  there  is 
another  way  to  balance  the  budget 
without  cutting  spending. 

So  to  keep  the  debate  in  perspective, 
I  thought  I  would  introduce  to  the  peo- 
ple the  Democrat  plan  to  balance  the 
budget  and  take  care  of  Medicare.  Here 
it  is.  Excuse  me,  it  is  upside  down, 
backward.  There  you  go.  There  you  go. 
This  is  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Democrat 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  and  take 
care  of  Medicare. 

I  hope  it  is  not  in  too  much  detail  for 
my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  I  am  sorry  to  get  into  such  detail 
during  a  1-minute  speech.  But  the  fact 
is,  it  is  May.  We  have  been  in  session 
since  Jsuiuary.  Balancing  the  budget  is 
a  bipartisan  responsibility.  We  are  $4.8 
trillion  in  debt.  The  third  largest  ex- 
penditure on  the  budget  is  the  interest 
service  on  the  national  debt.  Medicare 
will  be  broke  in  6  years.  If  we  want  to 
help  senior  citizens,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  got  to  do  a  little  bit  more  than 
this. 


Sundry  messages  in  writing  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were 
communicated  to  the  House  by  Mr. 
Edwin  Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


JAPAN  TAKES  UNITED  STATES  TO 
COURT 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Japan  is  suing  Uncle  Sam.  And  guess 
what?  This  new  court  is  the  World 
Trade  Organization.  Remember  GATT? 
Supposedly  created  to  promote  and  en- 
force free  trade?  GATT  is  now  being 
used  by  the  most  protectionist  nation 
in  world  history,  Japan,  to  kill  free 
trade.  And  listen  to  what  Japan  says. 
We  here  in  Japan  believe  we  have  a  bet- 
ter than  50-percent  chance  of  winning 
in  court. 

Unbelievable,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 
Congress  has  been  a  bunch  of  wimps, 
allowed  Japan  to  wreck  our  economy, 
wreck  our  jobs,  and  now  Japan  is  tak- 
ing us  to  court.  What  is  next.  Congress? 
A  judgement  in  favor  of  Japan  in  this 
kangaroo  court?  Beam  me  up.  Shame, 
Congress.  You  have  allowed  our  jobs  to 
be  stolen,  our  companies  to  be  taken 
overseas,  and  you  are  talking  about 
some  wild  Disney  business  around  here. 
Straighten  out  our  order  of  business, 
our  balance  of  payments,  or  you  will 
never,  never  balance  our  budget. 


THE  BUDGET 


(Mr.  BAKER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, today,  the  House  Budget  Committee 
starts  work  on  the  first  fiscally  respon- 
sible budget  the  American  people  have 
seen  in  decades.  Many  House  Demo- 
crats will  come  to  the  floor,  attacking 
various  parts  of  the  budget  for  being 
too  hard  on  their  special  interest 
groups,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  reflect 
on  the  choice  before  us  today. 

We  can  continue  to  do  things  the 
Democrats'  way.  We  can  continue  to 
waste  more  of  the  taxpayers'  money  for 
more  Government  programs,  more  bu- 
reaucracy, and  more  Federal  intrusion 
into  the  lives  of  the  American  people. 
Or  we  can  go  a  different  route.  We  can 
start  taking  steps  that  will  mean  a 
brighter  future  for  our  children,  better 
jobs  for  working  Americans  and  more 
security  for  our  Nation. 

In  the  election  of  1994,  the  American 
people  decided  that  fiscal  irresponsibil- 
ity and  broken  promises  were  a  thing 
of  the  past.  With  the  budget  process  we 
start  today.  Republicans  will  lead  the 
way  to  a  balanced  budget. 


PASS  BOTH  A  BUDGET  BILL  AND 
A  FARM  BILL 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
now  in  the  process  of  shaping  a  budget 
for  America  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
Soon,  we  will  consider  reauthorization 
of  a  farm  bill  for  the  next  several 
years.  It  is  my  hope  that  we  will  pass 
a  budget  bill  and  pass  a  farm  bill.  The 
two  bills  should  not  be  mixed. 

None  will  dispute  that  cuts  in  the 
budget  are  inevitable;  all  will  agree 
that  farm  programs  should  bear  a  share 
of  the  cuts.  But.  $15  billion  in  reduc- 
tions is  not  a  cut,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
severance.  $15  billion  in  reductions  will 
gut  the  farm  programs,  will  disrupt 
vital  revenue  sources  in  rural  commu- 
nities, and  will  affect  the  economy  in 
severe  and  unintended  ways.  This  issue 
transcends  party  and  region.  It  is  a  di- 
rect hit  on  rural  America,  and  it  also 
strikes  a  blow  against  urban  America. 

Let  us  pass  a  budget  bill.  Then,  let  us 
pass  a  farm  bill,  but,  in  our  effort  to 
stabilize  the  budget,  we  must  be  care- 
ful not  to  destabilize  food  production 
for  working  families  who  are  America's 
consumers. 


PROTECT  AMERICAN 
AGRICULTURE 

(Mr.  NETHERCUTT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  many  tough  choices  to  make  dur- 
ing the  next  several  weeks  and  Repub- 
licans have  been  the  first  to  come  for- 
ward and  face  these  challenges.  But  we 
need  to  take  great  care  in  reducing 
those  programs  that  have  had  such  a 
profound  effect  on  our  rural  commu- 
nities over  the  last  60  years.  America's 
rural  communities  are  fading  examples 
of  American  history — neighbor  helping 
neighbor,  family  helping  family. 

We  cannot  turn  back  60  years  of  farm 
programs  overnight  and  expect  our 
rural  communities  to  survive.  Farm 
communities  can  survive  through  tax 
and  regulatory  relief,  farm  program  re- 
form and  better  trade  policy  reform. 
Remember,  farm  programs  have  de- 
clined an  average  of  9  percent  each 
year  since  1985— a  reduction  of  over  $15 
billion.  If  all  other  Federal  programs 
had  taken  the  same  budget  reductions 
during  this  period,  our  budget  would 
balance.  Assaults  on  agriculture  are 
not  productive,  so  I  challenge  my  col- 
leagues to  roll  up  our  sleeves  and  learn 
how  important  farming  is  to  America. 


REFORM  THE  MINING  LAW  OF  1872 

(Mr.  RAHALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  123  years 
ago  today.  President  Grant  signed  into 
law  a  bill  aimed  at  promoting  the  set- 
tlement of  the  Western  States.  This 
bill  allowed  folks  to  mine  valuable 
minerals  such  as  gold  and  silver  from 
Federal  lands  in  those  States  for  free. 
It  also  allowed  people  to  obtain  title  to 
these  lands  for  $2.50  an  acre.  In  one 
sense,  the  mining  law  of  1872  served 
much  the  same  purpose  as  the  Home- 
stead Act. 

Today,  the  Homestead  Act  has  long 
since  been  repealed.  The  West  is  well 
settled.  Yet,  the  mining  law  of  1872  sur- 
vives intact,  in  this  age  of  skyrocket- 
ing Federal  budget  deficits  still  allow- 
ing the  wholesale  giveaway  of  valuable 
Federal  lands  and  minerals.  It  is  in- 
credible, but  true,  that  annually  under 
this  law  the  United  States  allows  about 
1.8  billion  dollars'  worth  of  gold  and 
silver  to  be  mined  for  absolutely  free. 

And  for  the  most  part,  these  minerals 
are  not  being  mined  by  the  lone  pros- 
pector of  old.  but  rather,  by  multi- 
national corporations  who  reap  the 
benefits  of  this  last  great  giveaway  of 
American  natural  resources. 

What  a  shame.  What  a  shame.  Con- 
gress, to  allow  lands,  owned  by  every 
American,  to  be  given  away  for  fast 
food  hamburger  prices.  To  allow  bil- 
lions of  dollars  worth  of  the  public 
wealth  to  be  produced  for  free  by  cor- 
porations based  in  Luxembourg,  To- 
ronto, and  London. 

Well,  happy  birthday  mining  law  of 
1872.  But  may  I  say,  I  hope  there  will 
not  be  any  more  such  birthdays  left  to 
you.  My  colleagues,  please  join  me  and 
83  other  Members  of  this  body  in  seek- 
ing to  reform  the  mining  law  of  1872; 
cosponsor  H.R.  357  today. 


MEMBERS  URGED  TO  SUPPORT 
CLEAN  WATER  ACT  REAUTHOR- 
IZATION 

(Mr.  HOSTETTLEai  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  HOSTETTLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 
Water  Act  reauthorization.  We  have  a 
chance,  with  this  bill,  to  provide  a 
great  amount  of  regulatory  relief  to 
the  American  farmer.  Farmers  depend 
on  the  land  to  make  a  living,  so  they 
are  last  ones  who  want  to  jeopardize 
grround  water  with  poor  ecological 
practices.  But  an  out-of-control  bu- 
reaucracy has  caused  nightmare  after 
nightmare  for  farm  families  by  imple- 
menting a  ridiculous  definition  of  wet- 
lands that  prohibits  producers  from 
farming  or  improving  their  property 
because  of  puddles  in  their  fields.  I  am 
particularly  distressed  that  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  would  sac- 
rifice sound  science  for  the  sake  of  par- 
tisan politics,  as  shown  by  the  timing 
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of  their  recent  release  on  wetlands.  I 
commend  my  colleague.  Mr.  Shuster. 
my  collea^rue,  Mr.  Hayes,  and  all  the 
others  who  had  a  role  in  providing  this 
much-needed  sanity.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues who  are  interested  in  getting 
the  government  out  of  the  American 
farmer's  way,  to  support  H.R.  961.  Oh, 
by  the  way.  did  you  notice  the  Repub- 
licans just  produced  a  balanced  budget? 


D  1130 
THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET 

(Mr.  DeFAZIO  asked  and  was  given 
I)ermi3Sion  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman referenced  the  balanced  budget. 
He  caimot  get  to  a  balanced  budget 
while  increasing  military  spending, 
cutting  taxes  for  the  wealthy  and  the 
largest  corporations,  and  here  is  the 
proof,  the  Republican  budget. 

It  is  impossible  to  do  that  unless,  un- 
less you  want  to  gut  virtually  every 
other  program  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment from  child  nutrition  to  student 
loans,  to  Federal  law  enforcement,  to 
veterans  benefits.  Medicare,  and,  yes. 
Social  Security. 

They  will  all  take  a  massive  cut  so 
the  Pentagon  can  continue  its  wanton 
spending  and  the  wealthy  can  put  an- 
other BMW  in  the  garage.  I  expected 
that  kind  of  a  budget,  but  never,  never 
did  I  expect  that  the  Republicans 
would  go  back  on  their  pledge  to  not 
touch  Social  Security. 

Buried  deep  in  this  budget  is  a  little 
change  in  the  COLA  factor,  just  a  little 
change.  It  will  cut  future  retirement 
benefits  for  veterans,  future  retirement 
benefits  for  military  retirees,  future 
benefits  for  every  civil  service  retiree. 
And  yes.  Social  Security  benefits,  too, 
starting  in  1999  will  be  reduced  by  their 
budget. 


MORE  ON  THE  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  EWING  asked  suid  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  we 
should  have  shame  on  as  for  the  cam- 
paign that  is  being  waged  against  our 
efforts  to  balance  the  budget.  All  of  us 
know  that  it  Is  necessary,  if  we  are 
going  to  save  this  country,  to  balance 
the  budget.  And  yet  we  have  a  smear 
campaign  of  unusual  proportions. 

My  colleagues  we  hear  about  cuts  in 
Medicare,  except  Medicare  is  going  to 
go  up.  We  hear  about  specific  changes, 
but  you  cannot  point  out  those  specific 
changes.  You  just  get  up  and  spout  off 
about  them.  We  talk  about  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich,  but  you  miss  the  whole  point, 
that  there  is  tax  relief  for  the  families 
of  America. 

We  talk  about  letters  trom  home.  I 
will  answer  those  letters  honestly.   I 


am  going  to  save  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. I  am  going  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

I  believe  the  cruelest  thing  we  can  do 
is  put  fear  in  the  hearts  of  senior  citi- 
zens. The  thinking  Americans  know 
that  we  are  going  to  do  it,  and  they 
support  us. 


MEDICARE  CUTS 

(Mr.  SANDERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  be- 
half of  80.000  Vermont  senior  citizens 
who  receive  Medicare,  I  rise  today  in 
vehement  opposition  to  the  proposed  7- 
year,  $400  billion  cut  in  Medicare  fund- 
ing proposed  by  the  Republican  leader- 
ship. 

Today  under  present  funding,  many 
Vermont  seniors  are  hard  pressed  to 
pay  the  high  cost  of  Medicare  pre- 
miums, and  many  others  cannot  afford 
the  expensive  prescription  drugs  that 
they  desperately  need.  Any  cuts  which 
will  raise  premiums  or  cut  benefits  or 
raise  deductible  will  cause  terrible  pain 
for  some  of  the  most  hard-pressed  citi- 
zens in  America  and  in  Vermont. 

It  is  unconscionable  to  cut  back  on 
Medicare  when  we  are  giving  huge  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthiest  people  in  this 
country.  It  is  unconscionable  to  cut 
back  on  Medicare  when  we  spend  $100 
billion  a  year  on  corporate  welfare. 


THE  PHELPS  SCHOOL 

(Mr.  STEARNS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  and  congratulate 
the  Phelps  School  from  Malvern,  PA. 
The  students  at  that  school,  the  senior 
class  is  here  today,  and  I  want  to  rec- 
ognize them. 

The  Phelps  School  whose  motto  is 
"dedication  to  the  individual  boy," 
strives  to  meet  the  needs  and  develop 
the  strengths  of  each  of  its  students. 

The  teachers  and  faculty  take  great 
pride  in  empowering  young  men  to  im- 
prove themselves.  The  school  fosters 
the  growth  of  each  student,  academi- 
cally, socially,  and  personally.  In  other 
words.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  builds  char- 
acter, something  sorely  needed  in 
America  today. 

The  Phelps  School  is  a  small  Institu- 
tion where  every  young  man  feels  spe- 
cial, like  a  member  of  a  family.  The 
Phelps  School  exemplifies  a  good  edu- 
cation today  in  America.  Students 
come  to  the  school  as  boys  and  leave  as 
young  men,  ready  to  further  their  edu- 
cation. 

I  take  great  pride  today  in  welcom- 
ing the  Phelps  School  and  the  senior 
class.  I  wish  them  all  the  best  as  they 
begin  their  journey  toward  the  rest  of 
their  lives.  I  know  they  are  well  pre- 
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pared  and  ready  for  the  world,  as  all 
the  school's  graduates  have  been  for  al- 
most 50  years.  My  hat  is  off  to  the  di- 
rector, Mr.  Phelps,  and  all  the  seniors. 
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REPUBLICANS  BREAK  CONTRACT 
WITH  SENIORS 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
a  loud  shattering  sound  all  over  Cap- 
itol Hill  today  as  the  Republicans  rush 
to  break  our  Nation's  historic  contract 
with  its  senior  citizens. 

House  Republicans  today  make  it  of- 
ficial: They  want  to  cut  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  by  $464  billion  in  order  to  pay 
for  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest  Ameri- 
cans. 

And  now  they  have  added  a  new  in- 
gredient to  this  sickening  stew.  Now 
House  Republicans  want  to  redefine  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  and  lower  cost- 
of-living  adjustments  for  Social  Secu- 
rity recipients.  So  much  for  their 
promise  to  keep  Social  Security  off  the 
table. 

In  short,  the  Republican  plan  squeez- 
es seniors  from  both  ends.  Seniors 
would  have  to  pay  more  for  health 
care,  and  they  would  be  less  able  to  af- 
ford that  increase  because  they  would 
get  a  smaller  Social  Security  COLA. 

Altogether,  this  plan  would  cost  37 
million  seniors  $900  more  a  year  so  a 
lucky  1.1  million  of  the  wealthiest  tax- 
payers can  enjoy  a  $20,000  bonus. 

The  Republican  plan  does  not  save 
Medicare.  Instead  it  uses  Medicare  as  a 
piggybank  for  tax  cuts  we  cannot  af- 
ford and  do  not  need. 


THE  CLEAN  WATER  ACT,  H.R.  961 

(Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad- 
dress the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  re- 
vise and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R. 
961,  the  legislation  to  reauthorize  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  As  someone  with  ex- 
perience in  growing  trees,  I  understand 
the  concerns  about  the  so-called 
nonpoint  source  pollutions  from  for- 
ests. I  appreciate  that  we  have  exten- 
sive regulations  which  address  other 
sources  and  that  we  are  looking  to  con- 
trol runoff  of  water  from  all  sources. 
You  would  not  know  it  from  the  rhet- 
oric, but  the  forest  industry  has  done  a 
pretty  good  job  already  in  controlling 
the  problem. 

When  I  was  in  the  State  legislature, 
I  cosponsored  sedimentation  legisla- 
tion that  today  on  North  Carolina's 
basis  controls  runoff  from  forests  as 
well  as  other  sources.  Every  State  In 
the  country  with  any  significant  forest 
Eu:tivlty  has  what  is  called  best  man- 
agement practices  which  are  sets  of 
very  detailed  practices  which  have  to 


be  in  place  before  forest  practices  are 
undertaken. 

For  example,  the  best  management 
practices  include  everything  from  ways 
to  build  temporary  roads  with  water 
bars  to  prevent  runoff  in  other  ways. 

I  urge  support  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
and  the  bill  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]. 


MEDICARE 

(Ms.  VELAZQUEZ  asked  and  was' 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  take  strong  exception  to  the  Repub- 
licans' proposed  massive  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  cuts.  These  cuts  will  hurt  the 
most  vulnerable  of  Americans,  our 
children,  our  seniors,  the  poor  and  the 
disabled. 

Large  reductions  in  Medicare  pay- 
ments will  mean  increased  out-of-pock- 
et costs  for  seniors.  On  average  seniors 
will  have  to  come  up  with  another 
$3,000  for  medical  expenses  once  the  Re- 
publican plan  goes  into  full  effect. 

The  Republican  plan  also  puts  the 
squeeze  on  urban  and  rural  health  cen- 
ters, institutions  that  rely  heavily 
upon  Medicare  reimbursement. 

The  end  result  would  be  hospital  clo- 
sures and  declining  health  among  poor 
and  working  families.  Why  are  they 
cutting  this  program':'  In  order  to  fund 
corporate  welfare  programs  and  tax 
cuts  for  the  1  percent  of  the  families 
who  control  40  percent  of  the  assets  in 
this  country.  That  is  right,  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans. 

Let  us  stop  this  charade  and  consider 
real  health  care  reform. 


GEORGE  ORWELL,  SPIN  DOCTOR 

(Mr.  DREIER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  appar- 
ently George  Orwell  has  become  the 
spin  doctor  for  the  leadership  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  Only  in  OrweH's 
world  or  the  old  Washington.  DC.  when 
the  Congress  was  under  different  lead- 
ership, could  an  increase  of  from  $4,700 
to  $6,300  for  Medicare  be  considered  a 
draconian  cut.  That  is  right. 

Under  our  proposal  we  are  increasing 
the  level  of  spending  for  Medicare  from 
$4,700  to  $6,300  over  the  next  7  years, 
and  time  after  time  our  colleagues 
have  gotten  down  here  and  labeled  this 
a  draconian  cut  which  is  simply  to  pay 
for  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich.  Nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth. 

It  is  wrong  for  this  message  to  be 
getting  out  and  tragic  that  people  are 
being  frightened  by  this  kind  of  mes- 
sage. 

Mr  Speaker,  the  American  people 
want  the  truth,  not  the  spin.  George 
Orwell  should  not  be  the  guide  for  any 
leadership  in  this  Congress. 
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REPUBLICANS  IN  THE  MEDICARE 
BOX 

(Mr  RICHARDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  Re- 
publicans are  in  a  box.  They  are  trying 
to  divert  attention  from  what  they  are 
trying  to  do  to  Medicare  They  are  cut- 
ting Medicare  by  $300  billion,  and  they 
do  not  know  how  to  explain  it. 

The  reason  is  that  they  have  to  find 
a  way  to  pay  for  their  tax  cuts  for  a  tax 
cut  that  benefits  1  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation making  over  $230,000  per  year. 
That  is  not  class  warfare.  Those  are 
the  facts. 

Here  are  the  Medicare  excuses:  An- 
other commission  to  study  the  prob- 
lem, slow  the  growth  of  Medicare,  tin- 
ker with  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  facts  are  clear. 
They  are  cutting  Medicare  to  pay  for  a 
tax  cut  for  America's  wealthy,  the 
crown  jewel  of  the  Contract  With 
America. 


tion  by  the  United  States  on  autos  and 
auto  parts  under  section  301  of  our 
trade  laws  and  the  World  Trade  Organi- 
zation. 

The  issue  here  is  clear,  opening  up 
the  Japanese  markets  to  United  States 
autos  and  auto  parts.  We  are  the  free 
marketeers.  The  Japanese  are  the  pro- 
tectionists in  this  area. 

Yesterday  the  Senate  passed  over- 
whelmingly on  a  bipartisan  basis  sup- 
port for  the  administration  f)osition 
and  last  night  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson)  and  I  in- 
troduced the  same  resolution  in  the 
House. 

It  says. 

The  House  strongly  supports  the  decision 
by  the  President  to  Impose  trade  sanctions 
on  Japanese  products  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 301.  unless  an  acceptable  accord  with 
Japan  is  reached  in  the  interim  that  renders 
such  action  unnecessary. 

Let  us,  as  the  Senate  did,  support 
this  effort  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  For 
the  first  time  the  industry  is  united. 
Let  us  be  united  and  let  us  negotiate 
this  out  with  the  Japanese  so  we  open 
up  their  markets  to  our  goods  as  our 
markets  are  open  to  their  goods. 


A  HISTORIC  DAY 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  W£is  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
truly  is  a  historic  day  in  America.  For 
the  first  time  in  anybody's  memory, 
this  Congress  today  will  present  to  the 
American  people  a  plan  to  balance  the 
budget  over  the  next  7  years,  a  plan 
that  will  save  Medicare,  will  improve 
Medicare  for  our  senior  citizens. 

It  has  taken  a  new  Congress  to  have 
the  guts  to  bring  this  issue  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  because  the  American 
people  want  it.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
American  people  are  demanding  that 
we  deal  with  the  fiscal  and  moral  crisis 
-that  is  occurring  in  this  country  and  so 
we  have  a  plan. 

I  find  It  interesting  that,  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  has 
no  plan.  There  is  no  plan  from  you.  And 
so  they  are  going  to  criticize.  They  are 
going  to  spread  fear  amongst  the  peo- 
ple about  what  our  plan  is.  But  I  would 
urge  the  American  people  to  ask  the 
other  side,  the  liberals,  where  is  their 
plan  to  balance  the  budget?  WTiere  is 
their  plan  to  save  the  future  for  our 
children  and  their  children?  Because 
the  Republican  plan  to  balance  the 
budget  is  a  contract  with  our  children 
and  theirs. 


TRADE  WITH  JAPAN 

(Mr.  LEVIN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  mo- 
ment the  U.S.  Trade  Representative 
Mickey  Kantor  is  announcing  the  ac- 
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CUTTING  MEDICARE  IS  THE 
WRONG  WAY  TO  BALANCE  THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  SCHUMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
say  that  this  administration  deserves  a 
heck  of  a  lot  of  credit.  For  the  first 
time  in  two  decades,  we  are  doing 
something  real  to  open  up  Japanese 
markets.  Every  time  America  has  a 
better  product,  whether  it  be  in  auto- 
mobiles or  financial  services  or  any- 
thing else,  the  Japanese  come  up  with 
a  million  different  barriers  and  put 
them  in  the  way.  Today  we  are  finally 
saying  "Enough."  We  are  not  being 
protectionist.  Our  markets  are  wide 
open,  but  so  should  theirs  be. 

However.  I  have  one  admonition.  As 
we  put  tariffs  on  certain  Japanese 
products  in  an  effort  to  force  their 
markets  open,  our  own  manufacturers 
ought  not  to  take  advantage  by  raising 
their  own  prices.  We  need  to  have  a 
united  front  here  in  America,  and  no 
one  group,  not  the  automobile  manu- 
facturers or  anyone  else,  should  take 
advantage  of  that. 

As  long  as  they  do  not  raise  their 
prices,  market  share  for  them  will  in- 
crease, the  Japanese  will  feel  the  heat, 
and  maybe  for  the  first  time  in  a  long 
time,  free  trade  will  be  on  both  sides  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean. 


DESPITE  THE  RHETORIC,  A  CUT  IN 
MEDICARE  IS  STILL  A  CUT 
(Mr.   GENE  GREEN   of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given   jiermission   to  address 
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the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Republican  majority  is  al- 
most a  month  late  in  meeting  the  stat- 
utory deadline  for  passing  a  House 
budget  resolution,  but  finally  they've 
decided  to  prepare  a  budget  that  is 
even  uglier  than  we  thought.  If  the  Re- 
publican majority  wanted  to  balance 
the  budget,  they  could  do  that  today  if 
we  cut  Medicare.  Social  Security,  and 
COLA'S,  but  no,  their  budget  is  going 
to  cut  it  5  or  7  years  from  now.  Medi- 
care faces  cuts  in  excess  of  $256  billion. 

It  is  true.  Despite  the  public  outcry 
not  to  cut  Social  Security  or  Medicare. 
Republicans  are  united  in  a  plan  that 
will  directly  cut  Medicare  to  pay  for  a 
tax  cut.  They  also  intend  to  cut  the 
COLA  for  Social  Security  recipients  by 
readjusting  the  formula.  The  worst 
part  is  that  Republicans  are  telling  us 
they  are  not  cutting,  they  are  simply 
slowing  the  growth. 

They  can  call  it  what  they  want,  but 
if  someone  is  63  in  1998  and  they  do  not 
have  Medicare,  that  is  a  cut.  This  bill 
is  a  cut  for  that  person  who  is  now  62 
and  needs  Medicare  3  years  from  now, 
so  it  is  a  cut  I  do  not  think  we  need  to 
play  with  words.  I  think  the  Repub- 
lican majority  needs  to  be  honest  with 
the  American  people:  that  in  order  to 
balance  the  budget  and  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  rich  they  stand  united  in  their 
effort  to  cut  Medicare. 


THE  BOTTOM  LINE  WITH 
MEDICARE:  FIX  IT  OR  LOSE  IT 

(Mr.  SAXTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAXTON  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
last  decade  I  have  represented  a  dis- 
trict that  has  as  many  senior  citizens 
in  it  as  any  other  district  save  one  or 
two  in  the  country.  I  think  it  is  totally 
unfair  to  our  older  Americans  to  pre- 
tend there  is  no  problem  with  Medicare 
and  try  to  say  that  the  Republican 
Party  is  out  to  make  cuts  in  Medicare 
to  give  the  rich  people  a  tax  cut.  It  is 
simply  not  true. 

Under  our  plan,  Medicare  increases 
from  $4,700  a  participant  to  over  $6,000. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  $6,300  per  par- 
ticipant. That  is  not  a  cut. 

The  botton*  line  with  Medicare  is, 
and  their  party  needs  to  figure  this 
out.  fix  it  or  lose  it,  because  the  Presi- 
dent himself  says  it  will  be  bankrupt  in 
7  years.  i 


MEDICARE  CUTS  PROPOSED  BY 
REPUBLICANS  WILL  RESULT  IN 
FEWER  SERVICES  TO  AMERI- 
CANS 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr  Speaker,  let  me 
point  out  that  the  Republicans  are 
talking  about  saving  and  improving 
Medicare  by  cutting  it.  We  just  cannot 
believe  that.  If  we  talk  about  cuts  to 
Medicare  as  well  as  Medicaid,  it  is 
going  to  have  a  direct  impact  on  senior 
citizens,  in  the  case  of  Medicare,  and  a 
direct  impact  on  poor  people  with  re- 
gard to  Medicaid. 

There  are  only  certain  choices  that 
exist  when  Medicare  is  cut.  First  of  all, 
we  will  have  higher  copayments.  Sen- 
iors will  have  to  pay  more  money  out 
of  their  own  pocket,  or  they  will  have 
Increased  deductibles  before  they  get 
benefits.  Again,  they  will  have  to  pay 
out  of  their  own  pocket. 

The  other  option  is  that  the  reim- 
bursement rate  to  hospitals  or  doctors 
will  go  down.  That  means  a  lot  of  doc- 
tors or  even  hospitals  will  not  accept 
Medicare  patients.  A  lot  of  seniors  in 
New  Jersey  now  know  they  cannot  find 
doctors  who  will  accept  Medicare  or 
even  Medicaid. 

The  other  option  is  that  the  hospitals 
simply  reduce  the  quality  of  services, 
or  do  not  provide  the  services  that  they 
normally  do  because  they  are  not  get- 
ting the  money  through  a  reduced  re- 
imbursement rate.  There  is  a  direct  im- 
pact on  hospitals,  on  the  provisions  of 
how  medical  care  and  health  care  is 
provided  to  senior  citizens.  There  is  no 
way  around  that  if  we  make  the  cuts 
that  are  being  proposed  by  the  Repub- 
licans. 


representatives  to  let  them  know  that 
they  want  clean  water,  and  the  time 
for  meaningful  action  is  now. 
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The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was 
the  table. 


laid  on 


CLEAN  WATER  LEGISLATION  WILL 
HARM  AMERICAS  WETLANDS, 
STORMWATER  PERMITTING 

PROCESS,      AND      COASTAL      WA- 
TERS 

(Mr.  BOEHLERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  House  of  Representatives  will  take 
up  the  most  serious  public  health  envi- 
ronmental legislation  considered  yet  in 
this  historic  104th  Congress.  The  pro- 
ponents of  the  measure  have  labeled  it 
good  environmental  legislation.  That  Is 
a  violation  of  the  truth  in  advertising 
law. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  legisla- 
tion we  will  consider  today  would  deci- 
mate our  Nation's  wetlands,  would  end 
the  stormwater  permitting  process, 
would  do  serious  damage  to  our  coastal 
waters. 

We  have  worked,  those  of  us  identi- 
fied with  the  Saxton-Boehlert  alter- 
native, with  the  National  Governors 
Association,  with  the  Coastal  States 
Organization.  with  public  health 
groups,  with  environmental  organiza- 
tions all  over  the  country,  to  say  that 
we  can  be  responsible  in  dealing  with 
clean  water  in  America. 

Those  who  are  concerned  about  this 
subject  are  urged  to  call  their  elected 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 

CHAIRMAN   OF   THE   DEMOCRATIC 
CAUCUS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr, 
WICKER)  laid  before  the  House  the  fol- 
lowing communications  from  the  Hon- 
orable 'Vic  F.azio,  chairman  of  the 
Democratic  Caucus; 

Democr.\tic  C.\ucus, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington.  DC.  May  10.  1995. 
Hon.  Newt  Gi.ngrich. 

Speaker.  U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  Wash- 

inqton.  DC. 

DF..^R  Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  to  inform  you 

Chat    Representative    Nathan    Deal    is    no 

lonfrer  a  member  of  the  Democratic  Caucus. 

Sincerely. 

Vie  Fazio. 
Chairman. 


VACATING  ELECTION  OF  MEMBER 
TO  CERTAIN  STANDING  COMMIT- 
TEES OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nications from  the  Honorable  Newt 
Gi.ngrich.  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives; 

The  Speaker, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

Washington.  DC.  May  10.  1995. 
Hon.  Don  Young, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Resources,  U.S.  House 
of  RepTe.ientatives.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  to  advise  you 
that  Representative  Nathan  Deal's  election 
to    the   Committee   on   Resources   has   been 
automatically    vacated    pursuant    to    clause 
6(b)  of  rule  X.  effective  today. 
Sincerely. 

Newt  Gingrich. 

The  Speaker. 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC.  May  10.  1995. 
Hon.  Bud  Shuster, 

Chairman.    Committee   on    Transportation   and 
Infrastructure.    U.S.   House  of  Representa- 
tives. Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  to  advise  you 
that  Representative  Nathan  Deal's  election 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure has  been  automatically  vacated 
pursuant  to  clause  6(b)  of  rule  X.  effective 
today. 

Sincerely, 

Newt  Gingrich. 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBER  TO  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Republican  Conference.  I 
offer  a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res. 
143)  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

Resolved.  That  the  followjnff  named  Mem- 
ber be.  and  is  hereby,  elected  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives: Representative  Nathan  Deal  of  Geor- 
gia. 


PERMISSION  FOR  CERTAIN  COM- 
MITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY  DURING 
5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule; 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture;  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services;  the  Committee  on  Commerce; 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities;  the  Committee 
on  House  Oversight;  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations;  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  this  request. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  GUN-FREE  SCHOOL  ZONES 
AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1995-- MES- 
SAGE FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC. 
NO.  104-72) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read  and,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  and  ordered  to  be  print- 
ed; 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Today  I  am  transmitting  for  your  im- 
mediate consideration  and  passage  the 
■"Gun-Free  School  Zones  Amendments 
Act  of  1995."  This  Act  will  provide  the 
jurisdictional  element  for  the  Gun- 
Free  School  Zones  Act  of  1990  required 
by  the  Supreme  Court's  recent  decision 
in  United  States  v   Lopez. 

In  a  5-4  decision,  the  Court  in  Lopez 
held  that  the  Congress  had  exceeded  its 
authority  under  the  Commerce  Clause 
by  enacting  the  Gun-Free  School  Zones 
Act  of  1990,  codified  at  18  U.S.C.  922(q). 
The  Court  found  that  this  Act  did  not 
contain  the  jurisdictional  element  that 
would  ensure  that  the  firearms  posses- 
sion in  question  has  the  requisite  nexus 
with  interstate  commerce. 

In  the  wake  of  that  decision,  I  di- 
rected Attorney  General  Reno  to 
present  to  me  an  analysis  of  Lopez  and 
to  recommend  a  legislative  solution  to 
the  problem  identified  by  that  deci- 
sion. Her  legislative  recommendation 
is  presented  in  this  proposal. 

The  legislative  proposal  would  amend 
the  Gun-Free  School  Zones  Act  by  add- 
ing the  requirement  that  the  Govern- 


ment prove  that  the  firearm  has 
"moved  in  or  the  possession  of  such 
firearm  otherwise  affects  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce." 

The  addition  of  this  jurisdictional 
element  would  limit  the  Act's  "reach 
to  a  discrete  set  of  firearm  possessions 
that  additionally  have  an  explicit  con- 
nection with  or  effect  on  interstate 
commerce,"  as  the  Court  stated  in 
Lopez,  and  thereby  bring  it  within  the 
Congress'  Commerce  Clause  authority. 

The  Attorney  General  reported  to  me 
that  this  proposal  would  have  little,  if 
any,  impact  on  the  ability  of  prosecu- 
tors to  charge  this  offense,  for  the  vast 
majority  of  firearms  have  "moved  in 
.  .  .  commerce"  before  reaching  their 
eventual  possessor. 

Furthermore,  by  also  including  the 
possibility  of  proving  the  offense  by 
showing  that  the  possession  of  the  fire- 
arm "otherwise  affects  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce.  "  this  proposal 
would  leave  open  the  possibility  of 
showing,  under  the  facts  of  a  particular 
case,  that  although  the  firearm  itself 
may  not  have  "moved  in  .  .  .  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce."  its  possession 
nonetheless  has  a  sufficient  nexus  to 
commerce. 

The  Attorney  General  has  advised 
that  this  proposal  does  not  require  the 
Government  to  prove  that  a  defendant 
had  knowledge  that  the  firearm  "has 
moved  in  or  the  possession  of  such  fire- 
arm otherwise  affects  interstate  or  for- 
eign commerce."  The  defendant  must 
know  only  that  he  or  she  possesses  the 
firearm. 

I  am  committed  to  doing  everything 
in  my  power  to  make  schools  places 
where  young  people  can  be  secure, 
where  they  can  learn,  and  where  par- 
ents can  be  confident  that  discipline  is 
enforced. 

I  pledge  that  the  Administration  will 
do  our  part  to  help  make  our  schools 
safe  and  the  neighborhoods  around 
them  safe.  We  are  prepared  to  work  im- 
mediately with  the  Congress  to  enact 
this  legislation.  I  urge  the  prompt  and 
favorable  consideration  of  this  legisla- 
tive proposal  by  the  Congress. 

WiLLi.\M  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  10, 1995. 
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NOTICE       OF       CONTINUATION 
EMERGENCY    WITH    RESPECT 
THE       FEDERAL       REPUBLIC 
YUGOSLAVIA     BEYOND     MAY 
1995-MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES 
(H.  DOC.  NO.  104-73) 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from     the     President    of    the    United 
States;  which  was  read  and.  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,   referred   to   the   Committee 
on  International  Relations  and  ordered 
to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 
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Section  202(d)  of  the  National  Emer- 
gencies Act  (50  U.S.C.  1622(d))  provides 
for  the  automatic  termination  of  a  na- 
tional emergency  unless,  prior  to  the 
anniversary  date  of  its  declaration,  the 
President  publishes  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister and  transmits  to  the  Congress  a 
notice  stating  that  the  emergency  is  to 
continue  in  effect  beyond  the  anniver- 
sary date.  In  accordance  with  this  pro- 
vision. I  have  sent  the  enclosed  notice 
to  the  Federal  Register  for  publication, 
stating  that  the  emergency  declared 
with  respect  to  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and  Montenegro), 
as  expanded  to  address  the  actions  and 
policies  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  forces  and 
the  authorities  in  the  territory  that 
they  control  within  the  Republic  of 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  is  to  continue 
in  effect  beyond  May  30,  1995. 

The  circumstances  that  led  to  the 
declaration  on  May  30,  1992.  of  a  na- 
tional emergency  have  not  been  re- 
solved. The  Government  of  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  continues  to  support 
groups  seizing  and  attempting  to  seize 
territory  in  the  Republics  of  Croatia 
and  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  by  force 
and  violence.  In  addition,  on  October 
25.  1994,  I  expanded  the  scope  of  the  na- 
tional emergency  to  address  the  ac- 
tions and  policies  of  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control,  including  their 
refusal  to  accept  the  proposed  terri- 
torial settlement  of  the  conflict  in  the 
Republic  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina. 
The  actions  and  policies  of  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  and  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control  pose  a  continu- 
ing unusual  and  extraordinary  threat 
to  the  national  security,  foreign  policy 
interests,  and  the  economy  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.  For  these  reasons.  I  have  de- 
termined that  it  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain in  force  the  broad  authorities  nec- 
essary to  apply  economic  pressure  to 
the  Government  of  the  Federal  Repub- 
lic of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro)  and  to  the  Bosnian  Serb 
forces  and  the  authorities  in  the  terri- 
tory that  they  control  to  reduce  their 
ability  to  support  the  continuing  civil 
strife  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  10. 1995. 


PROVIDING     FOR     CONSIDERATION 

OF      H.R.      961.      CLEAN      WATER 

AMENDMENTS  OF  1995 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  140  and  ask  for  Ita 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows; 

H.  RES.  140 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
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House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H  R.  961)  to  amend 
the   Federal    Water   Pollution   Control   Act. 
The   first  reading-  of  the  bill   shall   be  dis- 
pensed with.  Points  of  order  against  consid- 
eration of  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with 
section   302(f)  of  the   Con^rressional   Budget 
Act  of  1974  are  waived.  General  debate  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed 
two  hours  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure.  After  general   debate  the  bill 
shall  be  considered  for  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider as  an  original  bill  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  rec- 
ommended by  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  now  printed  in  the 
bill.  The  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  shall   be  considered  by 
title  rather  than  by  section.  The  first  three 
sections   and   each    title   of   the   committee 
amendment   in    the   nature   of  a  substitute 
shall  be  considered  as  read.   Points  of  order 
against   the   committee   amendment   in    the 
nature  of  a  substitute  for  failure  to  comply 
with  clause  7  of  rule  XVI  or  clause  5(a)  of 
rule  XXI  or  section  302(0  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  are  waived.  During 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Chairman   of  the   Committee  of  the  Whole 
may  accord  priority  in  recognition  on  the 
basis    of   whether    the    Member    offering   an 
amendment  has  caused  it  to  be  printed  in  the 
portion    of   the    Congressional    Record   des- 
ignated for  that  purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule 
XXIII,  Amendments  so  printed  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read.  Before  consideration  of  any 
other  amendment  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider the  amendment  printed  in  the  report  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  accompanying  this 
resolution    That  amendment  may  be  offered 
only  by  a  Member  designated  in  the  report, 
may  amend  portions  of  the  bill  not  yet  read 
for  amendment,  shall  be  considered  as  read. 
shall   be  debatable   for  ten   minutes  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on   Transportation   and    Tnfrasrnirriire    shfiH 
not  be  subject  to  amendment,  and  shall  not 
be  subject  to  a  demand  for  division  of  the 
question  in  the  House  or  in  the  Committee  of 
the   Whole.    If  that   amendment   is  adopted, 
then  the  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  as  so  amended  shall  be 
considered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of 
further   amendment.    At    the   conclusion   of 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment  for 
the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill 
to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have   been   adopted    .\ny   Member  may  de- 
mand a  separate  vote  in  the   House  on  an 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole    to    the    bill    or    to    the    committee 
amendment   in   the  nature  of  a  substitute. 
The  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 


except  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  with- 
out instructions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Quillen] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Beilen.so.v],  pend- 
ing which  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume.  During  consideration  of 
this  resolution,  all  time  yielded  is  for 
purposes  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  140  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995.  The  rule  provides 
2  hours  of  general  debate  divided  equal- 
ly between  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure.  The 
rule  waives  section  302(0  of  the  Budget 
Act.  prohibiting  new  budget  authority 
in  excess  of  the  committee's  section 
602(b)  allocation,  against  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

The  rule  also  makes  in  order  the 
committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  as  original  text  for  amend- 
ment purposes,  which  shall  be  read  by 
title  rather  than  section  for  amend- 
ment, with  each  title  considered  as 
read.  The  rule  provides  the  following 
waivers  against  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute:  waives  clause  7 
of  rule  XVI  pertaining  to  germaneness: 
clause  5(a)  of  rule  XXI.  prohibiting  ap- 
propriations in  a  legislative  bill,  and 
section  302(f)  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Before  consideration  of  any  other 
amendment,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider the  amendment  printed  in  the  re- 
port of  the  Committee  on  Rules  accom- 
panying this  resolution.  This  is  an  en 
bloc  amendment  addressing  concerns  of 
other  committees  of  iurisdiction  and 
makes  technical  amendments  This 
amendment  may  be  offered  only  by  Mr. 
Shuster  or  his  designee,  may  amend 
portions  of  the  bill  not  yet  read  for 
amendment,  shall  be  considered  as 
read,  shall  be  debatable  for  10  minutes 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure,  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment,  and  shall  not  be 
subject  to  a  demand  for  division  of  the 
question  in  the  House  or  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole.  If  that  amend- 
ment is  adopted,  then  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute as  so  amended  shall  be  consid- 
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ered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of 
further  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  the  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure Committee  furnished  the 
Rules  Committee  with  a  list  of  waivers 
required  and  specified  the  provisions 
requiring  such  waivers.  Therefore.  I  do 
not  object  to  the  waivers  provided  in 
this  rule. 

Under  this  rule,  the  Chair  may  ac- 
cord priority  in  recognition  to  Mem- 
bers who  have  preprinted  their  amend- 
ments in  the  Congressional  Record. 
Finally,  the  rule  provides  one  motion 
to  recommit,  with  or  without  instruc- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
has  not  been  amended  comprehensively 
since  1987.  and  I  strongly  support  this 
bill.  I'm  particularly  pleased  to  see 
that  the  bill  takes  giant  steps  toward 
relieving  the  enormous  burdens  placed 
on  the  States,  on  business  and  industry 
and  agriculture,  and  on  individuals  by 
outrageous  and  unnecessary  Federal 
regulations.  The  Clean  Water  Act  has 
done  a  good  job  in  getting  Federal. 
State,  and  local  governments  and  pri- 
vate industry  to  work  together  to  pro- 
vide our  Nation  with  clean,  healthy 
water.  But  the  Clean  Water  Act  has  not 
been  without  controversy,  and  this  bill 
before  us  today  provides  an  important 
balance  between  environmental  protec- 
tion and  private  property  rights.  It 
provides  much  needed  clarification  of 
wetlands  issues  and  requires  risk  as- 
sessment and  cost  benefit  analysis  for 
any  new  clean  water  regulations.  Per- 
haps most  important,  this  bill  provides 
flexibility  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments in  implementating  regulations. 

H.R.  961  has  been  strongly  endorsed 
by  almost  all  agricultural,  business, 
and  industry  organizations,  and  this 
widespread  support  is  a  clear  indica- 
tion that  a  great  deal  of  cooperation, 
dedication,  and  common  sense  went 
into  the  development  of  this  important 
legislation.  I  commend  the  members  of 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  for  their  hard  work. 

This  open  rule  will  allow  Members  to 
offer  any  relevant  amendments  to  ad- 
dress their  particular  concerns,  and  I 
urge  adoption  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  material  compar- 
ing open  and  closed  rules  in  the  103d 
and  104th  Congresses: 

103D  CONGRESS  V  104TH  CONGRESS 


Rule  type 


103(1  Congress 


104lh  Congress 


Number  o(  rules        Percent  al  total         Njmoer  ol  r^jles        Percent  of  total 


OoenAtoOified.ooen'  

Moditwi  Closed  ' ^ 

Ciosea '  


Totals 


4C 
49 

9 


44 
47 

9 


24 
8 

0 


25 

0 


'*n  open  rule  is  one  under  whicti  any  Member  may  oHef  a  germane  amendment  under  the  live-minute  rn\t  »  modided  open  ruit  is  one  under  uliich  any  Member  may  ofler  a  germane  amendment  under  tiM  rve-minute  rule  subnet  on»i 
to  an  overall  time  limit  on  the  amendment  process  and/or  a  requirement  that  the  amendment  be  preprinted  m  the  Congressional  Record 

'»  modilied  closed  rule  is  one  under  «hich  the  Rules  Committee  limits  the  amendments  that  may  be  ottered  only  lo  those  amendments  designated  m  the  special  rule  or  the  Rules  Commrtiee  report  to  accoinpany  n  oi  nfcicli  preclvAe 
amendments  to  a  particular  portion  ot  a  bill,  even  though  the  rest  o(  the  biH  may  be  completely  open  to  amendment 

*A  closed  rule  is  one  under  which  no  amendments  may  be  ottered  (other  than  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee  in  reporting  the  biti) 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  support  this  open 
rule  for  H.R.  961.  the  clean  water 
amendments  of  1995.  which  makes 
major  and  substantial  changes  in  cur- 
rent requirements  for  controlling 
water  pollution  and  protecting  wet- 
lands. 

Fortunately,  the  majority  on  the 
Committee  on  Rules  did  not  accede  to 
a  request  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure that  a  time  limit  be  place 
don  the  amendment  process.  This  is  an 
enormously  controversial  bill  that 
would  in  the  view  of  many  of  us  reverse 
many  of  the  gains  in  water  quality 
that  have  been  achieved  by  what  is 
probably  our  most  successful  environ- 
mental law.  and  Members  should  not  be 
shut  out  by  an  arbitrary  time  limit. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  has 
explained,  the  rule  does  contain  several 
waivers.  We  are  told  that  the  waiver  of 
the  Budget  Act  prohibition  against  leg- 
islation containing  new  budget  author- 
ity in  excess  of  the  committee's  602(b) 
budget  allocation  is  necessary  because 
of  the  provision  in  the  bill  that  waives 
the  Federal  Government's  sovereign 
immunity  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

We  would  point  out  to  Members  that 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  was 
unable  to  provide  estimates  for  the 
cost  of  this  provision  that  is  being  pro- 


tected, but  it  did  report  that  the  cost 

"could  be  significant." 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Rules 
heard  criticism  yesterday  about  the 
process  of  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  in  consider- 
ing this  bill.  Many  of  us  are  concerned 
that  some  of  the  most  controversial 
provisions  of  H.R.  961  did  not  receive 
adequate  attention  in  the  hearings 
that  preceded  markup  of  the  bill.  The 
provisions  in  question  are  those  that 
provide  waivers.  loopholes.  and 
rollbacks  of  existing  Clean  Water  Act 
provisions  relating  to  major  discharg- 
ers of  pollution  in  our  waters. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  public  did 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  new  provisions  in  the  bill  that 
were  added  late  in  the  process  and 
which  would  weaken  or  revoke  many  of 
the  basic  features  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  that  have  made  it  so  successful 
over  the  years. 

We  are  concerned,  too.  about  wide- 
spread reports  that  those  provisions  of 
H.R.  961  were  written  in  large  part  by 
lobbyists  representing  industries  that 
are  major  polluters.  Several  agencies, 
including  the  EPA  and  the  Department 
of  Justice,  have  protested  that  they  did 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  comment 
in  a  timely  manner  on  these  new  and 
very  damaiging  provisions. 

This  open  rule  will  give  us  the  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  and  emphasize  some 
of  those  changes  and  ensure  that  the 
public  has  a  greater  awareness  of  their 
impact  on  the  quality  of  our  Nation's 
water  supply. 


Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  agree  that  there 
are  reasonable  changes  that  should  be 
made  in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Its  re- 
quirements should  be  as  rational,  effi- 
cient, and  cost  effective  as  possible. 

Complying  with  its  regulations 
should  not  be  more  expensive  or  more 
burdensome  than  is  necessary  for  the 
municipalities,  industries,  and  private 
landowners  affected  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act. 

Unfortunately,  the  bill  before  us 
would  have  widespread  and  serious  con- 
sequences for  the  quality  of  the  Na- 
tion's water  supply.  It  would  make  le- 
gitimate regulation  much  more  dif- 
ficult, in  many  cases  impossible. 

Interestingly,  many  of  its  provi- 
sions— including  the  new  classification 
system  and  compensation  program  for 
wetlands— would  set  up  cumbersome 
and  costly  procedures  that  are  likely 
to  require  more  Federal  employees  and 
agency  costs  at  a  time  when  we  are 
trying  to  downsize  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy, or  the  agencies  in  charge 
will  simply  have  to  decide  not  to  effec- 
tively enforce  the  law. 

And.  as  CBO  reported,  the  cost  of  the 
compensation  program  for  landowners 
of  wetlands  is  impossible  to  estimate, 
but  it  is  a  program  that  could  dramati- 
cally increase  costs  to  the  taxpayers. 
There  are  preliminary  estimates  that 
indicate  that  the  effect  of  the  bill 
would  be  to  increase  the  deficit  by  sev- 
eral billion  dollars  during  fiscal  years 
1995-98. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  has  been  one  of 
our     most     successful     environmental 
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laws  and  one  of  the  most  popular  ones 
with  individual  citizens,  a  great  nnajor- 
ity  of  whom  would  prefer  to  see  the  act 
strengthened,  and  not  weakened  as 
H.R.  961  would  do.  This  is  legislation 
that  threatens  to  overturn  very  impor- 
tant health  protections  that  citizens 
have  under  the  law  as  it  is  currently 
written. 

The  bill  in  its  present  form  is  likely 
to  invite  massive  amounts  of  new  liti- 
gation that  ignores  scientific  informa- 
tion, most  notably  in  making  major 
changes  in  wetlands  regulation  without 
the  benefit  of  a  congressionally-man- 
dated  study  on  wetlands  that  was  re- 
leased just  yesterday  and  which,  and  I 
quote  from  the  article  in  the  New  York 
Times  discussing  it.  "repudiates  the 
basic  approach  taken  by  the  bill," 
mainly  because  it  found  that  the  cost- 
benefit  analysis  requirements  in  the 
bill  are  inflexible  and  unrealistic. 

The  bill  has  many  other  objection- 
able features  including  those  that  re- 
duce water  quality  protection  by  un- 
dermining the  strong  national   stand- 


ards that  have  produced  significant 
water  quality  improvements  in  the  last 
20  years.  It  seeks  to  repeal  regulations 
that  protect  city  water  from  pollution 
runoff. 

It  eases  Federal  protections  for  in- 
dustrial polluters,  and  allows  develop- 
ment of  protected  wetlands  that  are 
critical  to  our  Nation's  water  supply. 
In  fact  it  would  redefine  wetlands  in 
such  a  way  that  well  over  half  of  the 
Nation's  wetlands,  including  parts  of 
the  Everglades,  would  be  removed  from 
protection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  would  think  from 
reading  this  bill  that  we  have  gone  too 
far  or  certainly  far  enough  in  attempt- 
ing to  clean  up  our  Nation's  waters.  In 
fact,  however,  over  40  percent  of  our 
waters  do  not  meet  the  standards  for 
the  uses  designated  under  existing  law. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  administra- 
tion strongly  opposes  the  bill  because, 
in  its  words,  it  threatens  to  undermine 
achievement  in  cleaning  up  the  Na- 
tion's waters  and  would  significantly 
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delay  progress  in  addressing  remaining 
water  pollution  problems. 

Among  its  most  objectionable  provi- 
sions, the  bill  would  reduce  water  qual- 
ity protection,  eliminate  fundamental 
wetlands  protections,  create  enormous 
new  costs,  fail  to  address  effectively 
non-point  source  pollution,  and  finally 
would  paralyze  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  issue  regulations  and 
guidance  to  protect  the  Nation's  wa- 
ters. 

Fortunately  as  we  have  discussed,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  told  us 
at  the  outset,  this  is  an  open  rule,  so 
we  will  have  the  opportunity  to  try  to 
change  many  of  the  most  worrisome 
features  of  the  bill.  We  hope  that 
amendments  strengthening  the  act,  or 
at  least  returning  it  to  its  existing 
state,  are  approved. 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  support  the 
rule  for  H.R.  961.  We  urge  its  approval 
so  that  we  may  proceed  with  consider- 
ation of  this  legislation  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
for  the  Record. 
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Mr.  BEILiENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss],  a  very 
valuable  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  QuiLLEN],  the  chairman 
emeritus,  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
open  rule  for  the  clean  water  amend- 
ments of  1995.  The  Clean  Water  Act  is 
one  our  most  important  and  far-reach- 
ing environmental  laws,  and  the  poli- 
cies associated  with  it  deserve  a  full 
hearing  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

I  congratulate  Chairman  Shuster 
and  Subcommittee  Chairman  Boeh- 
LERT  for  their  hard  work  in  acting  on 
this  reauthorization  in  such  a  timely 
manner — it  is  a  credit  to  them  and  the 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  that  we  have  this  bill  on 
the  floor  in  early  May. 

Mr.  Speaker,  clean  water  is  vital  to 
everyone  in  America,  but  nowhere 
more  so  than  in  the  State  of  Florida. 
We  are  literally  surrounded  by  water— 
the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  In  southwest  Florida,  we  have 
lakes,  streams,  and  wetlands  that  are 
national  treasures  like  the  Everglades 
and  Big  Cypress— all  of  which  are  vital 
to  our  economy  and  our  well-being. 
Thousands  of  new  residents  move  to 
my  district  every  year  for  the  pristine 
beaches,  the  clear  harbors,  and  the  sub- 
tropical climate,  providing  tremendous 
economic  growth.  Each  one  of  our 
major  industries — tourism,  fishing,  and 
agriculture,  depend  on  clean  water  and 
a  healthy  environment. 

For  years,  the  Clean  Water  Act  has 
helped  to  remove  pollution  from,  many 
of  America's  lakes,  rivers,  and  coast- 
lines. It  has  aided  in  the  preservation 
of  our  more  pristine  bodies  of  water. 
And  yes,  it  has  created  some  problems 
along  the  way.  Wetlands  protection,  for 
instance,  has  become  a  regulatory 
nightmare  for  most  ordinary  citizens. 
Obtaining  permits  can  take  years,  en- 
forcement can  be  inconsistent,  and 
local  conditions  are  sometimes  not 
considered.  States  and  local  govern- 
ments have  complained  about  rigid 
Federal  mandates  that  are  both  costly 
and  inefficient. 

Improvements  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act  can  and  should  be  made,  and  I  look 
forward  to  addressing  these  issues  in  a 
full  and  open  debate.  I  am  especially 
pleased  that  this  debate  will  include  a 
substitute  amendment  offered  by  my 
friend,  Jim  Saxton,  from  New  Jersey. 

The  floor  discussion  on  the  fine 
points  of  these  proposals  will  likely  be 
determinant  for  the  way  many  Mem- 
bers will  vote.  For  instance,  I  will  be 
seeking  answers  to  questions  like,  will 
H.R.  961  replace  one  inefficient,  un- 
workable wetlands  bureaucracy  with 
another?    How    will    the    classification 


criteria  used  by  the  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers relate  to  the  just-released  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  Wetlands 
Report?  Would  it  be  better  to  address 
the  problems  associated  with  wetlands 
permitting  by  adopting  the  National 
Governor's  Association  proposal  to  do 
the  work  at  the  local  level,  with  Fed- 
eral oversight? 

In  addition,  I  will  be  interested  in  the 
debate  over  the  coastal  zone  manage- 
ment provisions  in  H.R.  961;  specifi- 
cally, are  we  better  off  eliminating  the 
nonpoint  source  pollution  provisions 
from  the  CZMA,  or  do  these  just  need 
some  basic  reforms?  And  if  we  do  re- 
peal section  1627  of  the  CZMA.  are  we 
providing  enough  coastal  protection  in 
other  areas? 

Finally,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
takings  language  in  H.R.  961  that 
would  provide  automatic  compensation 
for  any  portion  of  a  property  that  lost 
20  percent  of  its  value.  Estimates  from 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  sug- 
gest that  the  cost  to  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers of  this  provision  alone  could  be 
$15  billion.  The  alternative  could  be  to 
leave  our  most  vital  wetlands  unpro- 
tected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  open  rule. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Ml- 
NETA],  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
California,  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
rule.  It  provides  no  limitations  in 
terms  of  amendments,  nor  any  limita- 
tion on  the  time  available  for  amend- 
ments. 

This  is  a  very  large  and  very  complex 
bill  with  enormous  consequences  for 
people  from  all  across  America.  It  will 
determine  how  healthy  or  unhealthy 
their  drinking  water  supply  will  be.  It 
will  determine  whether  the  water  that 
flows  through  their  community  is  a 
blessing  or  a  blight,  and  whether  they 
need  to  try  to  keep  their  kids  from 
swimming  in  it  or  fishing  in  it.  It  will 
determine  whether  they  have  enough 
clean  water  to  be  able  to  attract  new 
businesses  with  new  jobs. 

This  is  a  big  bill.  When  it  was  intro- 
duced, it  was  141  pages.  Now  it  is  326 
pages.  This  bill  makes  far-reaching 
changes  in  the  Clean  Water  Act,  one  of 
the  most  important  and  successful 
basic  protections  that  our  citizen  have. 

D  1215 

This  bill  will  reach  into  every  com- 
munity, every  home  and  come  out 
through  every  faucet  in  America.  This 
is  a  bill  which  requires  careful  and 
thorough  consideration.  This  is  a  bill 
where  we  cannot  afford  to  make  mis- 
takes and  we  cannot  afford  to  act  in 
haste.  It  is  therefore  imperative  that 
this  rule  does  not  limit  amendments  or 
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amendment  time.  Whatever  concerns 
Members  have,  we  need  to  hear  from 
them.  We  need  to  consider  them.  We 
need  to  correct  them  if  they  need  cor- 
recting, and  for  the  same  reasons  it  Is 
important  to  hear  all  points  of  view  in 
general  debate. 

We  have  Democrats  who  oppose  the 
bill,  and  Democrats  who  support  the 
bill.  We  have  Republicans  who  oppose 
the  bill,  and  we  have  Republicans  who 
support  the  bill.  All  have  different  con- 
cerns and  issues  that  they  wish  to  air. 
and  all  should  be  given  that  oppor- 
tunity. 

The  rule  contributes  to  that  goal  by 
providing  extra  general  debate  time.  2 
hours  to  be  equally  divided.  But  that 
still  leaves  open  the  question  of  dis- 
tributing that  time  is  a  way  which  is 
fair  to  all  points  of  views  and  allows  all 
points  of  view  to  be  heard. 

I.  for  my  part,  have  committed  that 
I  will  yield  15  minutes  of  my  time  to 
Democrats  who  are  in  favor  of  the  bill; 
namely  in  opposition  to  the  position  I 
take.  And  my  suggestion  yesterday  at 
the  Committee  on  Rules  was  that  15 
minutes  of  the  majority  time  should  be 
set  aside  for  Republicans  who  are  in  op- 
position to  the  bill.  In  that  way  both 
parties  and  both  opponents  and  pro- 
ponents would  have  equal  time.  To  do 
otherwise  would  bar  some  points  of 
view  from  being  expressed  on  the  floor, 
and  would  artificially  skew  the  debate 
by  providing  more  time  for  proponents 
than  for  opponents,  which  would  be 
clearly  an  attempt  to  bias  the  debate. 
I  assume  that  no  one  here  is  afraid  of 
anyone  else's  arguments,  and  so  if  I 
might  I  would  like  to  ask  either  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee,  or  my  very 
fine  chairman  from  Pennsylvania,  as  to 
whether  or  not  Republicans  who  oppose 
the  bill  will  have  time  from  the  major- 
ity side,  something  on  the  other  of  let 
us  say  15  minutes,  as  I  have  given  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Hayes)  to  express  their  view  on  the 
bill. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  am  more  than  happy 
to  yield  to  my  fri?nd.  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  am  pleased  to  re- 
spond to  the  gentleman  that  the  Re- 
publican leadership  has  agreed  to  give 
15  minutes  to  the  Democratic  pro- 
ponents of  the  bill,  and  so  I  of  course 
will  accede  to  that  request.  There  were 
no  requests  at  the  Committee  on  Rules 
yesterday  formally  submitted  at  the 
time  we  met.  It  would  be  my  intention 
to  give  as  much  time  as  I  possibly 
could  to  all  points  of  view. 

However,  because  of  the  previous 
commitment  that  had  been  made  by 
the  Republican  leadership  to  those 
Democrats  who  support  the  bill,  I  am 
constrained  to  honor  that  commit- 
ment, but  I  would  point  out  that  I  un- 
derstand there  is  a  substitute  which 
the   gentleman    from    New   York    [Mr. 
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BOEHLERT]  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  have  which 
will  be  offered  and  under  the  rule  there 
will  be  unlimited  debate  made  avail- 
able on  that. 

So,  it  certainly  would  not  be  my  in- 
tention at  this  time  to  attempt  to 
limit  or  constrain  their  time  on  their 
substitute  at  all. 

Mr.  MINETA.  If  I  might  reclaim  my 
time,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  understand  it 
then  under  the  arrangement  then  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Shuster]  will  have  45  minutes  of  gen- 
eral debate  time  under  his  control.  I 
will  have  45  minutes  of  debate  time 
under  my  control,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes]  will  then 
have  a  half  hour,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  That  is  my  under- 
standing as  to  what  the  agreement  was 
that  I  am  simply  carrying  out. 

Mr.  MINETA.  And  that  opponents  of 
the  bill  that  will  be  on  the  floor,  then, 
will  be  accorded  their  time  only  when 
they  present  their  substitute  rather 
than  under  general  debate  time  under 
H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  I  have  the  time  I 
will  be  happy  to  yield  to  them,  but 
since  I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  going 
to  have  any  time,  I  cannot  commit  a 
block  of  time,  because  that  block  of 
time  previously  had  been  committed 
by  the  Republican  leadership.  Of 
course,  the  gentleman  from  California 
is  certainly  free  to  yield  whatever  time 
he  wants  to  the  opponents  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Absolutely.  I  am  going 
to  be  yielding  my  time  to  do  that. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman  from 
California  giving  me  the  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shi.'STER1 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  simply 
take  this  time  to  announce  to  the  body 
that  it  is  our  intention  to  finish  this 
bill  by  1  p.m.  Friday  afternoon.  In  con- 
sultation with  the  leadership.  I  am  in- 
formed that  we  might  go  tonight  until 
between  9:30  and  10.  that  we  will  go  to- 
morrow night  as  long  as  is  necessary, 
so  that  we  can  finish  this  bill  by  1  p.m. 
I  am  pleased  that  we  have  an  open 
rule;  I  am  pleased  that  we  have  no  time 
limits.  If  it  appears  that  it  is  being 
dragged  out.  or  there  might  be  dilatory 
tactics,  which  I  certainly  do  not  antici- 
pate, but  should  there  be  such  tactics 
to  delay  or  to  get  to  go  to  final  pas- 
sage, then  I  of  course  reserve  the  right 
to  move  to  put  time  limits  on  the  de- 
bate. 

I  hope  that  we  do  not  have  to  do  that. 
It  is  not  my  intention,  but  it  is  indeed 
our  intention  to  complete  this  bill  and 
have  final  passage  by  1  p.m.  Friday 
afternoon. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
BORSKi].  the  ranking  member  of  the 
subcommittee. 


Mr.  BORSKI.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  express  my 
support  for  the  rule  and  my  strong  op- 
position to  H.R.  961.  an  industry-writ- 
ten bill  filled  with  loopholes  and  waiv- 
ers to  roll  back  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

H.R.  961  will  do  tremendous  damage 
to  our  Nation's  environment,  the  water 
quality  of  our  rivers,  lakes,  and 
streams,  and  will  threaten  the  health 
of  the  American  public. 

This  bill  has  been  rushed  through  the 
process  with  no  time  for  adequate  con- 
sideration. 

At  no  time  was  the  Democratic  lead- 
ership of  the  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure Committee  ever  consulted 
about  the  drafting  of  this  bill. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy and  the  environmental  community 
were  totally  excluded  from  the  process. 

H.R.  961  is  an  industry  wish-list 
drafted  by  secret  industry  task  forces 
that  has  had  no  hearings  and  the  barest 
minimum  of  consideration  in  the  com- 
mittee. 

The  326-page  industry  wish-list  was 
unveiled  for  the  first  time  on  March  22. 
One  week  later,  we  went  to  subcommit- 
tee markup. 

Less  than  1  week  after  that  markup 
began  in  full  committee.  These  were 
markups  that  were  scheduled  over  the 
objections  of  the  Democratic  leader- 
ship. 

In  only  15  days,  we  moved  from  see- 
ing a  326-page  bill  for  the  first  time, 
through  subcommittee  and  full  com- 
mittee markups. 

That  would  be  impressive  for  a  non- 
controversial  bill— but  this  bill  is  very 
controversial. 

The  result  of  that  one-sided  and  ex- 
clusive process — a  process  that  is  to- 
tally unprecedented  in  our  commit- 
tee— is  a  bill  that  will  completely  gut 
the  Clean  Water  Act. 

H.R.  961  will  roll  back  20  years  of  en- 
vironmental protection  that  has 
cleaned  up  many  of  our  Nation's  rivers. 
lakes,  and  streams. 

Before  1972,  the  rivers  in  many  cities 
were  no  more  than  open  sewers.  Some 
even  caught  fire. 

We  must  not  turn  back  the  clock  on 
environmental  protection. 

H.R.  961  would  pit  State  against 
State,  city  against  city,  in  the  race  to 
save  money  and  attract  industry  by  re- 
laxing environmental  standards. 

It  would  do  virtually  nothing  to  at- 
tack the  major  remaining  source  of 
water  pollution— non-point  source  run- 
off from  rural  and  urban  areas.  In  fact, 
it  would  eliminate  the  Coastal  Zone 
Non-Point  Control  Act— the  one  effec- 
tive program  we  have  for  managing 
non-point  pollution. 

In  the  last  10  years,  there  have  been 
more  than  100  outbreaks  of  waterbome 
disease.  In  Milwaukee  polluted  runoff 
in  drinking  water  resulted  in  400.000  ill- 
nesses and  more  than  100  deaths. 

H.R.  961  would  remove  protection 
from  60  to  80  percent  of  our  Nation's 
wetlands. 


It  would  leave  parts  of  such  valuable 
areas  as  the  Florida  Everglades,  the 
Great  Dismal  Swamp  and  large  por- 
tions of  the  New  Jersey  shore  unpro- 
tected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  should  be  de- 
feated. The  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure Committee  should  start  over 
on  a  bill  that  will  make  the  reforms 
that  are  truly  needed  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act  but  will  maintain  protection 
of  the  environment. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
LERT],  who  is  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Water  Resources  and  En- 
vironment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port the  rule  we  will  vote  on  this  morn- 
ing. I  am  proud  that  the  people's  House 
will  bring  this  landmark  legislation  up 
for  debate  under  an  open  rule  that  al- 
lows for  maximum  debate. 

I  think  it  is  a  sign  of  the  maturity 
and  confidence  of  the  new  majority 
that  we  are  willing  to  air  our  disagree- 
ments over  major  legislation.  Compet- 
ing ideas  are  not  just  permitted,  but 
encouraged  to  percolate  to  the  top, 
where  we  will  have  full  and  open  de- 
bate. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  believe  the 
committee's  hearing  process  was  open 
as  well.  As  Chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee of  jurisdiction,  the  Sub- 
committee on  Water  Resources  and  the 
Environment,  I  presided  over  six  major 
hearings  in  Washington,  and  one  field 
hearing  in  upstate  New  York,  that  one 
dealing  exclusively  with  the  subject  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

The  process  was  open,  and  I  applaud 
that.  I  voted  for  the  bill  out  of  sub- 
committee to  report  it  to  the  full  com- 
m»..,wee  ucspiuC  bhe  fact  tuat  i  had 
major  objections,  but  I  feel  that  the 
day  has  long  since  gone  when  one  per- 
son in  the  House  can  deny  all  of  the 
others  the  opportunity  to  consider 
major  legislation. 

I  voted  for  that  bill  to  come  out  of 
the  subcommittee  to  the  full  commit- 
tee, but  I  could  not  in  good  conscience 
vote  for  that  bill  in  the  full  committee, 
and  let  me  tell  Members  why. 

First  of  all,  a  334-page  bill  was  filed 
last  Thursday.  For  most  Members,  the 
first  opportunity  that  they  had  to  be 
exposed  to  the  extensive  material  on 
this  complex  legislation  was  yesterday 
when  we  returned  to  the  Nation's  Cap- 
ital, and  today  we  are  debating  the  leg- 
islation. 

This  legislation  will  remove  over  60 
percent  of  our  Nation's  wetlands  from 
any  level  of  protection,  and  allow  the 
destruction  of  maybe  80  percent  of  the 
Nation's  wetlands.  Just  yesterday  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  issued  a 
report,  and  in  effect  at  the  briefing 
these  preeminent  scientists  said  there 
is  no  scientific  basis  for  the  wetlands 
provision  in  the  committee  bill.  We 
have  to  deal  with  good  science. 


We  have  gone,  those  of  us  who  are 
proposing  an  alternative,  my  col- 
leagues Congressman  Saxton  of  New 
Jersey  and  Congressman  Roemer  of  In- 
diana, we  have  gone  with  an  extensive 
outreach  program  with  the  National 
Governors  Association  and  we  have  lis- 
tened. That  is  what  we  are  supposed  to 
do  in  Washington,  listen,  and  we  have 
embraced  the  National  Governors  Asso- 
ciation section  of  our  bill  dealing  with 
wetlands. 

The  bill,  the  committee  bill,  repeals 
the  coastal  zone  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion control  problem,  a  very  serious 
mistake  with  very  serious  con- 
sequences, so  we  reached  out.  We  went 
to  the  coastal  zone  organization,  com- 
prised of  30  States,  their  Governors, 
their  key  environment  and  public  safe- 
ty people,  and  we  have  embraced, 
adopted  their  provision  to  deal  with 
the  Coastal  Zone  Reauthorization  Act 
amendments. 

The  bill  repeals  entirely  the  storm 
water  permitting  process.  We  think 
that  is  a  big  mistake.  We  recognize 
problems  for  smaller  communities  and 
smaller  businesses,  so  we  have  put  into 
our  alternative  a  10-year  moratorium 
that  would  exempt  communities  of  less 
than  100.000  or  smaller  industries.  We 
have  tried  to  be  responsive. 

Time  after  time,  poll  after  poll,  the 
people  of  America  said  they  want  us  to 
do  something  meaningful  about  clean 
water.  There  is  not  one  person  in  this 
House,  not  one  person  in  America,  who 
would  hesitate  in  this  richest,  most 
technologically  advanced  nation  to  go 
to  a  water  fountain  in  any  city  to 
quench  their  thirst,  but  they  did  that 
in  Milwaukee  and  104  people  died  in 
1993;  400.000  were  made  ill. 
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Four  hundred  thousand  were  made 
ill.  and  that  is  just  the  most  recent, 
the  flagrant  example  of  how  the  public 
health  is  in  jeopardy  if  we  do  not  do  a 
better  job  with  our  Nation's  clean 
water  program. 

My  colleagues  in  the  House,  the  peo- 
ple across  America.  I  urge  you  to  give 
very  careful  consideration  to  the  alter- 
native that  will  be  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 
myself,  and  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  ROEMER]. 

Clean  water  should  be  an  American 
birthright. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard.son]. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  rule  and  against 
this  bill.  This  bill  guts  one  of  our 
strongest  environmental  statutes,  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  This  bill  is  a  bonanza 
for  special  interests  and  polluters. 
They  are  probably  jumping  for  joy  over 
this  bill. 

They  are  doing  so  because  they  prob- 
ably wrote  it  and.  in  fact,  a  better  title 
for    this    bill    should    be    "The    Dirty 


Water  Act  of  1995"  or  "The  Polluters' 
Bill  of  Rights  of  1995." 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  have  here  is  a 
dirty  water  bill  which  would  signifi- 
cantly weaken  laws,  affecting  protec- 
tion of  wetlands,  enforcement  of  water 
quality  standards,  regulation  of  storm 
water  runoff  and  a  number  of  other 
sewage  standards  relaxed  much  too 
much.  In  effect,  this  legislation  would 
leave  50  to  70  percent  of  our  Nation's 
most  valuable  wetlands  unprotected.  It 
would  delete  controls  on  the  discharge 
of  more  than  70.000  chemicals  which 
are  now  regulated  by  the  act.  70.000 
chemicals  no  longer  regulated  by  the 
act.  It  would  allow  waivers  for  more 
than  two  dozen  cities  to  discharge  sew- 
age into  the  ocean.  It  would  ignore  the 
impact  of  pollution  from  runoff,  which 
is  the  No.  1  source  of  pollution  in  our 
Nation's  surface  waters. 

And  here  is  a  statement  by  the  ad- 
ministration: "For  these  reasons,  if 
H.R.  961  were  presented  to  the  Presi- 
dent in  its  current  form,  the  Adminis- 
trator of  EPA.  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, the  Director  of  OMB.  and  the 
Attorney  General  would  recommend 
that  the  bill  be  vetoed."  Again,  this 
bill  reduces  water  quality  protection. 

We  should  support  pollution  preven- 
tion and  flexible  tailored  cost  ap- 
proaches to  meeting  the  goals  of  the 
act.  but  this  bill  would  undermine  the 
strong  standards  that  have  produced 
significant  water  quality  improve- 
ments in  the  last  20  years. 

On  wetlands,  wetlands  are  critical  to 
our  Nation's  water  supply  by  function- 
ing as  natural  filters  which  improve 
water  quality  and  mitigate  potential 
disastrous  flooding  plus  protecting  a 
number  of  species.  This  bill  would  rede- 
fine wetlands  and  remove  even  the  Ev- 
erglades— as  I  said,  over  70  percent  of 
all  wetlands. 

Now.  costs  are  created  by  this  bill. 
We  should  all  support  private  property 
rights,  but  the  takings  provision  in 
this  bill  would  dramatically  increase 
costs  to  the  taxpayer  of  protecting  our 
vital  wetlands. 

The  bill  fails  to  address  nonpoint 
source  pollution.  Nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution is  the  major  water  quality  prob- 
lem currently  facing  the  country.  It 
paralyzes  the  Federal  Government's 
ability  to  issue  regulations  and  guid- 
ance to  protect  the  Nation's  water. 

The  administration  believes  that 
cost-benefit  analysis  can  and  should  in- 
fluence environmental  decisions  and 
that  regulations  should  be  adopted 
upon  a  reasoned  determination  that 
the  benefits  of  the  regulation  would 
justify  its  cost,  but  this  bill  would  im- 
pose overly  broad  and  judicially 
reviewable  risk  assessment  and  cost- 
benefit  requirements  prior  to  the  issu- 
ance of  such  rules. 

And  most  importantly,  if  you  look  at 
pay-as-you-go  scoring.  H.R.  961  would 
affect  direct  spending.  Therefore,  it 
would  be  subject  to  the  pay-as-you-go 
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provisions  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990.  and  minimum 
estimates  indicate  that  the  effect  of 
the  bill  would  be  to  increase  the  deficit 
by  several  billion  dollars  during  fiscal 
years  1995  and  1998. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  bad  bill.  It 
should  be  rejected.  We  should  start 
over  and  do  this  carefully.  We  must  re- 
authorize the  Clean  Water  Act.  but  not 
with  this. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

Let  me  just  say  at  the  outset  that  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  and  the 
Republican  leadership  for  giving  us  the 
opportunity  to  debate  this  very  impor- 
tant matter  under  an  open  rule,  giving 
us  the  opportunity  to  bring  our  points 
forward  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  BoehlertJ  and  I  will  do  in  a 
substitute  a  little  later  on.  I  called  the 
Speaker  on  Friday  and  I  expressed  my 
concerns  about  this  bill  from  a  New 
Jersey  coastal  perspective.  The  Speak- 
er, without  hesitation,  said  "You  get 
together  what  you  think  is  good  for 
New  Jersey  in  the  way  of  a  substitute 
or  in  the  way  of  however  you  want  to 
propose  your  amendments,  and  you 
bring  them  to  floor,  and  we  will  have 
an  open  rule."  And  I  appreciate  that.  I 
also  appreciate  the  cooperation  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
SHUSTER]  and  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  in  this  regard.  It  truly  is 
an  opportunity  for  us  to  debate  before 
the  American  ijeople  some  issues  that  I 
think  are  of  great  importance. 

I  have  now  been  in  this  House  for  a 
decade,  and  when  I  was  elected  to  the 
House  and  became  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries,  soon  to  be  joined  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr 
Pallone].  already  in  place  was  Mr. 
Hughes  from  New  Jersey,  we  were 
there  because  we  had  great  concerns, 
concerns  about  water  quality  particu- 
larly in  the  coastal  areas  of  our  State. 
I  think  the  same  concerns  exist  in 
many  coastal  States,  but  perhaps  they 
were  emphasized  in  New  Jersey  t>ecause 
of  our  density  of  population.  Perhaps 
they  were  emphasized  because  of  our 
proximity  to  the  largest  city  on  our 
coast  in  the  country.  New  York  City,  of 
course. 

We  began  to  look  at  some  of  the 
problems  caused  by  that  in  the  North- 
east. Long  Island.  New  England,  and 
along  the  New  Jersey  coast:  we  began 
on  a  bipartisan  basis,  without  consider- 
ation for  politics,  in  my  opinion,  in  any 
partisan  form,  to  put  together  pro- 
grams that  were  intended  to  create  a 
much  better  condition  for  inhabitants 
and  visitors  to  those  coastal  areas.  We 
had  massive  beach  closings  in  the  sum- 
mers of  1987  and  1988  in  New  York  and 
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New  Jersey  and  other  coastal  States. 
We  had  flooding  in  many  areas  of  our 
country,  both  inland  areas  as  well  as 
coastal  areas,  and  that  has  to  do  very 
much  with  this  bill. 

We  identified  sources  of  pollution 
that  were  relatively  easy  to  take  care 
of;  namely,  point  sources  of  pollution, 
and  we  also  recognized  that  there  is  an- 
other category  of  pollution  known  as 
nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  that  are 
much  more  difficult  to  deal  with,  and 
we  put  in  place  national  policy  some- 
times tailored  specifically  to  States 
through  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act,  and  that  process  to  take  care  of 
many  of  these  programs  and  to  take 
care  of  many  of  these  issues  and  prob- 
lems as  well 

I  must  say  together,  as  Republicans 
and  Democrats,  we  have  been  very, 
very  successful.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
just  the  day  before  yesterday,  an  air- 
plane pilot  friend  of  mine  who  has  been 
flying  over  the  eastern  coast  for  many 
years  said  to  us.  'One  of  the  things  you 
have  done  right,"  he  said,  'and  I  know 
this  from  my  observations  of  flying 
over  these  areas  and  viewing  the  habi- 
tat and  the  environment,  particularly 
the  water,  that  you  have  done  a  good 
job  in  beginning  to  turn  the  comer  on 
coastal  pollution,"  and  we  have  been 
able  to  do  that. 

Unfortunately.  I  take  issue  with 
many  or  some,  at  least,  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill  relative  to  the  treat- 
ment of  wetlands  and  their  importance 
in  keeping  the  environmental  quality 
what  it  should  be  in  coastal  areas,  with 
the  repeal  of  the  CZMA  section  which 
has  reference  to  nonpoint  pollution, 
and  that  is  why  the  Coastal  States  As- 
sociation endorses  the  Saxton-Boehlert 
approach  which  we  think  is  much  more 
sensible,  as  well  as  the  storm  water 
discharge  and  the  permitting  process 
which  is  repealed  by  this  act.  All  of 
these  things  are  vitally  important  to 
the  health  and  welfare  and  the  environ- 
mental quality  that  affects  the  people's 
lives  that  inhabit  and  visit  coastal 
areas. 

One  other  issue  of  particular  impor- 
tance. I  know  it  is  of  importance  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
P.'iiLLONE].  as  it  to  me,  is  the  ocean 
dumping  provisions  of  this  bill  that  re- 
late to  dredge  spoils  being  dumped  off- 
shore and  the  elimination  of  the  in- 
volvement on  a  direct  basis  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency. 

And  so  we  will  offer  at  the  appro- 
priate time  a  substitute  which  we  hope 
we  will  get  broad  consensus  on  relative 
to  these  and  a  few  other  subjects.  And 
so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  you  for  the 
opixDrtunity  to  express  my  support  for 
the  rule  this  morning  and  my  apprecia- 
tion for  the  leadership  on  our  side  and 
the  Committee  on  Rules  for  permitting 
us  to  offer  under  an  open  rule  changes 
in  regard  to  these  provisions. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado  [Mrs.  Schroeder]. 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
for  yielding  me  this  time. 

I  rise  to  say  to  Americans  who  be- 
lieve that  progress  is  preordained  in 
this  country,  "Wake  up."  Because 
today  we  are  going  backward.  Today 
we  are  on  a  real  slippery  slope,  and  for 
people  who  thought  we  would  always 
be  able  to  have  clean  water  in  America, 
that  is  one  of  the  things  we  have  been 
very  proud  of.  you  can  turn  on  a  tap, 
and  rely  on  it.  Guess  what,  today  we 
are  saying.  "Well,  no  more.  We  just  do 
not  want  to  push  the  polluters,  it  costs 
them  too  much  to  deal  with  the  pollu- 
tion." 

And  so  let  me  say  in  the  next  breath, 
for  those  who  are  looking  for  growth 
stocks  today,  I  say  buy  bottled  water 
stocks,  because  the  real  message  is  we 
do  not  want  the  polluters  to  have  to 
clean  up.  We  are  going  to  have  the  peo- 
ple who  use  the  water  have  to  go  buy 
bottled  water  or  whatever  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

This  is  not  the  America  or  the  Fed- 
eral Government  that  I  knew,  and  I 
must  say  I  find  it  a  very  sad  day.  I  do 
not  even  want  to  vote  for  the  rule.  Yes. 
it  is  of)en.  I  do  not  have  any  problem  , 
with  the  rule.  The  only  problem  is  I  do 
not  think  we  should  be  dealing  with 
this  bill  today,  because  the  scientific 
evidence  on  this  bill  is  not  in. 

Eighteen  hours  before  we  started  de- 
bating this  bill,  the  esteemed  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  released  its  re- 
port. 18  hours.  Now,  maybe  everybody 
here  is  a  little  quicker  than  I  am.  but 
to  absorb  that  and  figure  out  how  to 
deal  with  that  and  get  it  to  the  House 
floor  in  18  hours  is  almost  beyond,  I 
think,  most  of  our  capability. 

The  Chair  of  that  commission  is  Wil- 
liam Lewis,  a  University  of  Colorado 
professor,  and  he  and  the  others  who 
drafted  it  were  not  complimentary  at 
all  of  this  bill.  They  said  it  was  much 
too  simplistic,  and  that  it  needed 
many,  many  pieces  of  work.  They  also 
were  not  particularly  accepting  of  how 
the  policy  had  gone  on  in  the  past. 
They  came  out  with  some  long  awaited 
changes  of  how  we  might  be  more  effi- 
cient, how  we  might  deal  with  some  of 
the  inconsistencies  between  different 
Federal  agencies.  To  me,  that  is  the 
issue  I  wish  we  had  in  front  of  us. 

And  I  do  not  think  this  is  the  day 
that  we  have  had  time  to  get  it  done, 
so  I  fear  that  Americans  are  going  to 
wake  up  and  suddenly  say.  "What  hap- 
pened? Why  didn't  you  tell  us''  Why 
didn't  we  know?  We  can't  believe  any- 
body undid  this."  Well,  here  we  are,  we 
are  doing  it,  and  I  find  it  very  sad. 

As  we  talk  about  these  issues,  you 
know,  people  will  talk  about  the  wet- 
lands, the  wetlands,  how  very  serious, 
there  are  too  many  wetlands,  we  do  not 
need  the  wetlands. 

Well,  what  do  wetlands  do?  You 
know,  wetlands  are  absolutely  vital  as 
a  filter  to  filter  out  a  lot  of  the  pollut- 


ants, a  lot  of  the  pesticides,  the  sedi- 
ment, the  nitrogen  that  otherwise  gets 
right  into  the  water  source  and  every- 
thing else.  We  cannot  put  concrete  on 
and  we  cannot  develop  every  inch  of 
this  planet,  because  the  runoff  and 
stuff  needs  to  go  somewhere.  It  needs 
to  be  filtered  through  some  place,  and 
the  wetlands  are  a  very  essential  part 
of  that  ecosystem. 

When  you  also  look  at  all  the  dif- 
ferent contaminants  being  put  in  and 
the  level  of  toxics  that  go  into  rivers 
that  will  be  considered  acceptable, 
well,  let  me  tell  you.  if  we  are  going  to 
allow  these  to  be  in  flux,  if  we  are 
going  to  treat  much  more  cavalierly 
the  70,000  different  pollutants  people 
have  been  talking  about,  that  is  going 
to  get  transferred  to  people,  and  in  ei- 
ther having  to  buy  bottled  water  or  in 
higher  health  care  costs,  and  more  en- 
vironmental damage  to  people's  health, 
all  sorts  of  things  before  you  even  get 
to  the  fallout  on  what  happens  to  the 
wildlife. 

We  now  know  songbirds  are  dying  in 
America  at  a  much  faster  pace  than  we 
would  like  to  see  that  happen.  We  do 
not  know  why.  We  were  learning  in 
this  whole  ecology  debate  that  we  are 
having  more  and  more  about  how  inter- 
connected we  have  become  and  how  im- 
portant it  is  to  take  these  things  seri- 
ously. 

But  I  would  hope  that  this  body 
would  go  on  good  science.  I  hope  that 
we  find  out  for  people  who  support  this 
bill  long  term  when  good  science  says 
this  is  not  a  good  bill  to  support,  I 
would  hope  that  it  is  bad  politics  not 
to  support  good  science. 

You  know,  this  has  not  been  a  flat 
Earth  caucus.  This  has  been  a  Nation 
that  has  been  built  on  good  science  and 
relying  on  academics  and  relying  on 
people  who  do  not  have  a  dog  in  the 
fight,  and  when  the  academics  have 
spoken  and  when  those  who  are  really 
with  no  ax  to  bear  hav^  spoken,  but 
they  have  spoken  just  18  hours  ago  and 
they  are  warning  this  bill  is  going  in 
the  wrong  direction.  I  hope  we  wake  up 
and  listen  to  that.  I  sincerely  do. 

I  am  very  sorry  that  this  day  has 
come 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R  961  represents  a  fun- 
damental change  in  the  way  we  think  about 
clean  water.  Unfortunately,  the  change  is  not 
a  positive  one. 

Under  current  law,  polluters  do  not  have  a 
nght  to  dump  messes  into  public  resources,  if 
they  do,  they  pay  a  fine.  In  my  district,  for  ex- 
ample, paying  for  the  Sand  Creek  greenway 
was  part  of  Conoco's  penalty  for  discharging 
toxics  into  Sand  Creek.  Under  H.R.  961,  the 
outcome  might  be  different.  The  cost  benefit 
provisions  in  H.R.  961  essentially  make  pollut- 
ing a  legally  acceptable  use  of  water. 

Currently,  the  level  of  toxic  contamination  in 
a  river  or  lake  that  is  considered  acceptable  is 
based  on  human  health  and  ecological  stand- 
ards. The  Shuster  bill  will  change  that  stand- 
ard. It  incorporates  the  polluter's  needs  Into 
the  formula. 


Wetlands  would  change  too.  For  the  most 
pan  they  would  disappear.  Wetlands  filter 
more  than  90  percent  of  the  pesticides,  sedi- 
ment, and  nitrogen  that  would  otherwise  pol- 
lute our  bodies  of  water.  Wetlands  are  also 
vital  to  over  75  percent  of  our  fish  and  shell- 
fish. H.R.  961  eliminates  wetlands  protection 
by  narrowly  defining  a  wetland  and  allowing  a 
claim  as  a  "taking"  for  the  protection  of  those 
wetlands  that  fit  the  difimtion. 

The  onginal  goal  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
was  to  make  the  Nation's  waters  swimmable, 
fishable.  and  dnnkable.  While  we  have  not 
cleaned  up  everything,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
has  brought  us  a  long  way  on  the  road  to  that 
goal.  The  Shuster  bill  not  only  abandons  that 
goal,  but  if  enacted,  will  threaten  our  gains. 
Vote  "no"  on  H.R.  961. 

STEWART  School. 
Oxford.  OH.  Ainil  7.  1995. 
Save  Our  Seas. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam:  We  are  learning  about 
oceans  in  school,  and  we  don't  like  the  pollu- 
tion. Not  only  fish  are  dyinfr.  but  birds. 
seagulls,  and  many  more  animals.  I  love  ani- 
mals and  I  hate  pollution.  Oil  spills  should 
be  stopped.  Well.  I  and  24  other  friends  of 
mine  hate  it. 

Sincerely. 

FArrH  Manka. 
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Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  Members 
of  the  House.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  on  the  rule  which  I 
support  and  then  to  assert  that  my 
support  for  the  bill  itself  is  based  on 
several  propositions. 

No.  1,  I  am  impressed  by  the  fact  that 
this  is  a  bipartisan  piece  of  legislation 
that  has  reached  the  floor.  One  can 
only  read  the  results  of  the  subcommit- 
tee vote  and  the  full  committee  vote  to 
assert  for  themselves  that  this  is  in- 
deed a  bipartisan  crafted  piece  of  legis- 
lation. That  in  itself  answers  the  re- 
quest of  the  American  people  that  we 
approach  this  and  many  other  prob- 
lems in  our  country  on  that  bipartisan 
basis  for  which  they  have  been  yearn- 
ing for  so  many  years.  Here  is  an  excel- 
lent opportunity  to  put  into  play  our 
search  for  bipartisan  solutions  to  the 
Nation's  problems. 

No.  2,  if  that  were  not  enough,  it  also 
is  bipartisan  in  this  particular  unique 
tenant  about  which  I  am  concerned. 
The  Chesapeake  Bay  has  for  a  long 
time  been  a  strong  concern  of  the  envi- 
ronmental community  of  our  Nation, 
and  not  only  nationwide  are  the  envi- 
ronmentalists interested  in  the  preser- 
vation, and  the  cleanup  and  the  sta- 
bilization of  Chesapeake  Bay,  but  natu- 
rally the  regional  interests,  Pennsylva- 
nia. Delaware.  Maryland,  et  cetera,  are 
also  interested  in  the  preservation  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  as  we  once  knew 
it.  In  that  regard  this  bill  calls  for 
adoption,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  of  in- 
crease in,  the  President's  recommenda- 


tion for  reauthorization  of  that  portion 
that  has  to  do  with  funding  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay,  another  facet  of  the  biparti- 
san approach  that  we  can  adopt  by  sup- 
porting the  committee's  version  of  this 
vital  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  open  rule  but  against 
the  bill.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  we  do  have  an  open  rule  without 
time  limits  on  this  legislation  because 
it  is  so  controversial,  and  I  do  believe 
that  the  bill  makes  fundamental 
changes  to  the  Clean  Water  Act  that 
are  not  in  the  national  interest. 

I  was  very  pleased  to  hear  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Saxton],  speak  before  because  he 
pointed  out  and  reminded  me  about  the 
fact  that  when  we  were  first  elected  to 
the  Congress,  back  in  the  mid  or  late 
1980's,  that  a  big  part  of  our  election 
was  because  we  swore  that  we  would 
come  down  here  and  try  to  stop  ocean 
dumping  and  improve  ocean  water 
quality.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
since  those  New  Jersey  beach  closings 
in  1987  and  1988  the  ocean  water  quality 
and  the  quality  of  our  rivers  and  har- 
bors have  increased  dramatically  in  the 
State  of  the  New  Jersey  and  through- 
out the  country.  People  tell  us  every 
day,  and  in  particular  looking  forward 
to  the  beach  season  this  summer,  they 
talk  about  how  improved  the  water 
quality  is  and  how  many  people  want 
to  come  down  to  the  shore  and  swim 
and  enjoy  our  beaches  and  our  water. 

We  cannot  turn  the  clock  back,  and 
my  fear  is  that  this  is  what  this  legis- 
lation does.  It  in  effect  turns  the  clock 
back  and  makes  it  very  possible  that,  if 
it  were  to  pass  5.  10,  20  years  from  now, 
our  water  quality  would  significantly 
decrease. 

I  would  want  to  mention  a  few 
things,  and  some  of  them  were  men- 
tioned by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton],  specifi- 
cally about  what  the  bill  does  and  how 
it  is  dangerous. 

With  regard  to  coastal  runoff,  con- 
taminated runoff  is  the  number  one 
contributor  to  water  pollution.  The 
committee  bill  would  end  an  existing 
program  mandating  States  to  draw  up 
enforceable  run-off  control  plans  in 
coastal  zones,  replacing  with  a  vol- 
untary approach  similar  to  an  existing 
program  in  inland  areas.  Environ- 
mentalists and  the  EPA  have  said  that 
our  efforts  should  be  directed  toward 
making  run-off  programs  enforceable, 
not  voluntary. 

With  regard  to  storm  water,  the  bill 
would  repeal  an  existing  formal  per- 
mitting process  governing  city  and  in- 
dustrial storm  water  releases  into  serv- 
ice water,  replacing  it  with  a  system 
emphasizing  voluntary  measures  of 
compliance,  again  voluntary  rather 
than  mandatory. 
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With  regard  to  wetlands,  by  changing 
definitions,  the  proposed  legislation 
would  remove  as  much  as  half  of  the 
Nation's  wetlands  from  protection.  The 
EPA  would  also  be  stripped  of  its  veto 
power  of  decisions  by  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  grant  wetlands  developn 
ment  permits. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton).  mentioned  a 
substitute,  and  we  also  from  New  Jer- 
sey have  several  amendments  that 
would  try  to  improve  and  eliminate 
some  of  these  more  egregious  meeisures 
that  are  in  the  bill.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Democrat  side  to  sup- 
port the  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute. 
This  substitute  would  eliminate  some 
of  the  worst  problems  that  exist  in  this 
bill. 

I  was  hopeful,  however,  that  this 
would  be  the  opportunity,  during  the 
authorization  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
to  actually  improve  the  existing  Clean 
Water  Act,  and  so  I  have  proposed,  pur- 
suant to  this  open  rule  again,  certain 
amendments  that  would  actually  im- 
prove the  existing  law.  I  am  not  sure, 
and  I  think  perhaps  in  this  atmosphere 
it  is  unlikely  that  some  of  these  will 
pass,  but  it  is  important  to  put  them 
forward. 

One  of  them  is  the  Clean  Water  En- 
forcement Act.  We  have  noticed  that 
with  the  existing  Clean  Water  Act 
there  has  not  been  sufficient  enforce- 
ment. In  many  cases  it  pays  to  pollute 
because  the  fines  that  are  imposed  for 
pollution  or  violating  one's  discharge 
permit  are  too  small.  The  Clean  Water 
Enforcement  Act  would  go  after  the 
bad  actors,  the  repeat  violators  of  their 
discharge  permits,  require  mandatory 
penalties  and  increasing  penalties  so 
that  it  does  not  pay  to  pollute. 

Another  amendment  that  I  will  be 
proposing  today  under  the  open  rule  is 
something  that  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hughes], 
has  repeatedly  introduced  and  had 
passed  in  this  House  several  times  in 
previous  sessions  of  Congress  that 
would  basically  require  a  national  pro- 
gram for  beach  water  quality  testing. 
In  New  Jersey  we  have  a  very  good  pro- 
gram that  requires  the  testing  of  water 
quality  before  we  decide  whether 
beaches  are  open  to  bathers.  I  would 
like  to  see  that  included  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  and  again  that  would  be  a 
strengthening  amendment. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  today  to. 
please,  support  the  substitute.  Please 
support  some  of  the  amendments  being 
put  forth  by  those  of  us  who  would  like 
to  see  the  Clean  Water  Act  improved. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  [Mrs. 
Schroeder]  talked  about  the  Academy 
of  Sciences  and  good  science.  We  agree. 
First  of  all.  San  Diego  has  had  a  prob- 
lem with  effluent  sewage.  The  sewage 
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treatment  is  actually  treated,  and  then 
we  want  to  put  it  4  miles  out  to  sea. 
but  the  EPA.  which  a  rule  was  written 
for  the  Clean  Water  Act.  was  written, 
'"If  you  dump  that  sewage  into  a  river 
or  a  lake."  The  Academy  of  Sciences 
and  Scripps  Oceanographic  said  it  actu- 
ally enhances  the  ocean,  but  yet  the 
EPA  is  unwilling  to  bend,  and  what  we 
are  trying  to  do  is.  when  we  talk  about 
risk  assessment  and  fairness,  is  to  look 
because  what  it  would  do  is  cost  the 
city  of  San  Diego  between  $8  to  $12  bil- 
lion. That  is  $12  billion  we  do  not  have 
for  law  enforcement,  or  housing,  or 
education  and  those  kinds  of  things, 
but  yet  science  says  that  we  do  not 
have  to  double-treat  the  sewage.  It  is 
treated  in  the  first  place,  but  we  do  not 
have  to  do  secondary  sewage.  That  is 
reasonable. 

When  we  take  a  look  at  it.  when  we 
need  to  move  ahead,  a  company  near 
my  district  named  Micogen  has  a 
chemical.  It  is  not  actually  a  chemical, 
but  it  is  an  insecticide  type  that  is  cre- 
ated out  of  DNA,  and.  when  they  use 
that,  the  actual  farmers  would  grow 
their  material  or  spray  it  over  their 
crops,  and  it  is  not  a  toxic  pesticide 
that  run  off  into  our  lakes,  and  rivers 
and  oceans.  That  is  what  we  need  to 
support  as  far  as  good  science.  But  yet 
the  administration  has  put  a  burden  on 
our  biotech  industry  in  California. 
Those  are  the  things  we  need  to  move 
ahead  with. 

The  EPA,  Endangered  Species,  Clean 
Water.  Clean  Air  were  all  written  with 
good  intentions,  but  there  are  special 
interests  on  both  sides  of  this  area, 
those  that  do  want  to  pollute  and  those 
that  want  to  use  it  as  a  weapon  for  no 
growth  at  all.  What  the  legislation 
that  the  Republican  Party  is  coming 
up  with  is  a  commonsense  application 
and  suits  neither  one.  Take  a  look  at 
the  issues  that  burden  us  every  day. 
Look  at  the  EPA  and  Endangered  Spe- 
cies. I  think  we  can  work  on  a  more  bi- 
partisan area. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Mrs.  M.'VLONey]. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port the  rule. 

The  new  majority  has  a  case  of  spe- 
cial interest  amnesia. 

The  special  interests  and  polluters 
claim  they  are  overregulated. 

So  the  new  majority  is  forgetting  the 
days  when  our  rivers  burned,  when  fish 
and  wildlife  floated  dead  in  our  lakes 
and  streams,  and  when  our  drinking 
water  was  in  imminent  danger  of  con- 
tamination. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  remedied  that 
situation. 

Now.  the  new  majority  wants  to  gut 
the  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  New  York  City  water  supply 
needs  no  additional  purification, 
thanks  to  safeguards  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act  and  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water. 
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Weakened  standards  on  pollution 
runoff  under  this  bill  will  severely 
jeopardize  the  city's  drinking  water 
and  our  rivers  and  lakes. 

So  will  loosened  restrictions  on  sew- 
age treatment  plants  that  operate  in 
watershed  areas. 

When  is  the  new  majority  going  to 
realize  that  some  government  regula- 
tions actually  do  some  good? 

This  time,  they  are  not  just  throwing 
the  baby  out  with  the  bathwater. 

They  are  throwing  out  the  drinking 
water,  too. 

I  implore  my  colleagues  to  think 
about  what  we  drink  and  to  reject  this 
Dirty  Water  Act. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  rule.  I  urge  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
Amendments  to  the  Clean  Water  Act 
are  long  overdue.  I  urge  the  Members 
of  this  body  to  adopt  the  rule,  and  pass 
the  bill,  and  go  forward  with  this  legis- 
lation which  is  so  badly  needed. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  the  sub- 
stitute, the  alternative  that  will  be  ad- 
vanced by  my  colleagues,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr  S.\xton], 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  RoE- 
MER],  and  I.  70  percent  of  our  alter- 
native is  identical  to  the  committee 
bill.  So  there  is  much  to  be  said  for  a 
number  of  provisions  in  the  committee 
bill  that  address  some  problems  that 
concern  us  all.  We  are  focusing  nar- 
rowly on  those  areas  that  need  the 
most  attention  to  preserve,  and  protect 
and  enhance  our  Nation's  waterways. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  res- 
olution. 
The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wicker).  The  question  is  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  414,  nays  4, 
not  voting  16.  as  follows: 
(Roll  No.  311) 
■SfEAS— 414 


.^bercrombie 

Ackerman 

All&rd 

Andrews 

Archer 

Anney 


Bachua 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldaccl 
Ballenger 


Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  iWTi 
Bartlett 
Barton 


Ba.ss 

Bateman 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Be.Tnan 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

BiUrakts 

Bishop 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehaer 

BoniUa 

Bonior 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (C.\) 

Brown  (FLi 

Brown  (QHi 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  iTX) 

Bunn 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambli.s.'? 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrtstensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  iMIi 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeana 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dell  urns 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrhch 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 


Everett 

Ewlng 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TXi 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gundei-son 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FLi 

Hastings  iWA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Hetneman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CV> 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MAi 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennellv 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 
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Klug 

KnoUenbcrg 

Kolbe 

L.^Falce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA» 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

.Manton 

.Manzullo 

.Markey 

Martinez 

.Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

.McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnia 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mfume 

Mica 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (FL) 

Mineta 

Minge 

Mink 

Molinari 

.Mollonan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moras 

Morella 

Myers 

Mynck 

.Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 
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Quinn 

Shaw 

Torklldsen 

Radanovich 

Shays 

Torres 

Rahall 

Sbuster 

Torricelli 

Rams  tad 

Sisisky 

Towns 

Rangel 

Skaggs 

Traficant 

Reed 

Skeen 

Tucker 

Regula 

Skelton 

Upton 

Reynolds 

Slaughter 

Velazquez 

Richardson 

Smith  (ML 

Vento 

Riggs 

Smith  (NJi 

Visclosky 

Rivers 

Smith  (TX) 

Volkmer 

Roberts 

Smith  (WA) 

Vucanovich 

Roemer 

Solomon 

Waldholtz 

Rohrabacher 

Souder 

Walker 

Ros-Lehunen 

Spence 

Walsh 

Rose 

Spratt 

Wamp 

Roth 

Stark 

Ward 

Roukema 

Steams 

Waters 

Roybal-Allard 

Stenholm 

Watt  (NO 

Royce 

Stockman 

Watta(OK) 

Rush 

Stokes 

Weldon  (FL) 

Sabo 

Studds 

Weldon  (PA) 

Salmon 

Stump 

Weller 

Sanders 

Stupak 

Whitfield 

Sanford 

Tanner 

Wicker 

Sawyer 

Tate 

Williams 

Saxton 

Tauzin 

Wilson 

Scarborough 

Taylor  (MS) 

Wise 

Schaefer 

Taylor  dNCi 

Wolf 

Schtff 

Tejeda 

Woolsey 

Schumer 

Thomas 

Wyden 

Scott 

Thompson 

Wynn 

Seastrand 

Thombern,- 

Young  (AK) 

Sensenhrenner 

Thornton 

Young (FL) 

Serrano 

Thurman 

Zeliff 

Shadegg 

Tlahrt 

NAYS--! 

Zimmer 

Dingell 

Schroeder 

Jefferson 

Yates 

NOT  VOTING— 16 

Bliley 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rogers 

Bunning 

Lincoln 

Talent 

Cardin 

Moakley 

Waxman 

Collins  (ID 

Martha 

White 

Ford 

Pelosi 

Graham 

Peterson  (FL) 

D  1316 

Mr.  HILLEARY  changed  his  vote 
from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  inadvert- 
ently detained  and  missed  rollcall  No.  311. 
adoption  of  the  Rule  lor  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 
Water  Act  amendments  of  1995.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 


CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wicker).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
140  and  rule  XXIII,  the  Chair  declares 
the  House  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill.  H.R. 
961. 

D  1316 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  961)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  with  Mr.  McGiNNis  in  the 
chair. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  SHUSTER)  will  be 
recognized  for  1  hour,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Mineta] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  SHL'STER]. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes)  for 
purposes  of  debate  only,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  control  the  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
15  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ha^'ES], 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  he 
may  control  that  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  HAYES)  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  supK 
port  of  H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments  of  1995. 

This  debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  essen- 
tially between  two  groups,  between  the 
professional  environmentalists,  the 
Washington-knows-best  crowd,  the 
EPA.  the  career  bureaucrats,  and  the 
K-Street  lobbyists  on  the  one  hand  and 
the  rest  of  America  on  the  other  hand. 

It  is  extremely  important  to  note. 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  bring  this  bill 
to  the  floor  with  strong  bipartisan  sup- 
port. This  bill  passed  the  subcommittee 
by  an  overwhelming  19-to-5  vote  with 
both  a  majority  of  Republicans  and 
Democrats  voting  in  favor  of  it.  This 
bill  passed  the  full  committee  by  an 
overwhelming  vote  of  42  to  16.  an  over- 
whelming majority  of  Republicans  vot- 
ing for  it  and  a  full  half  of  all  the 
Democrats  voting  for  it. 

This  bill,  contrary  to  some  of  the  fic- 
tion that  is  being  spread  about,  keeps 
the  goals  of  the  successful  clean  water 
program  while  it  fixes  the  problems 
that  we  have  uncovered.  Ancl  indeed, 
our  process  has  been  a  very  open  proc- 
ess all  along  the  way. 

We  have  heard  some  crocodile  tears 
here  today  about  how  quickly  this  bill 
has  moved.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
this  essentially  is  the  bipartisan  bill 
that  we  tried  to  pass  last  year.  Indeed, 
it  is  very  significant  to  note  that, 
while  we  have  proceeded  with  an  open 
process  in  committee  and  on  the  floor 
here   today,   an  open  rule  today,   last 
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year  this  legislation  was  bottled  up  by 
the  Democratic  majority  to  the  point 
that  we  were  never  even  permitted  to 
get  a  vote  on  this  legislation. 

So  now  we  hear  complaints  about  the 
process  not  being  open  enough  when,  in 
fact,  it  was  worse  than  a  closed  proc- 
ess. It  was  a  slammed-door  process  last 
year,  and  now  I  am  very  pleased  that 
we  do.  indeed,  have  an  open  process 
and.  in  fact,  the  bill  as  repwrted  out  of 
committee  was  on  the  Internet  24 
hours  after  it  passed  committee  and 
has  been  available  for  the  past  several 
weeks. 

Well,  what  does  this  bill  do?  It  gives 
more  flexibility  to  the  State  and  local 
water  quality  officials.  It  is  a  fun- 
damental shift  from  current  Federal, 
top-down  approach  Those  who  oppose 
the  approach  in  this  bill  are  saying 
that  they  do  not  trust  the  Governors 
and  the  State  regulators.  It  provides  a 
more  reasonable  risk-based  regulation, 
consistent  with  recent  House-passed 
legislation. 

This  bill  requires  EPA  to  subject  its 
mandates  and  its  regulations  to  risk 
assessment  and  cost-benefit  analysis. 
In  a  major  victory  for  common  sense, 
this  bill  gives  State  and  local  govern- 
ment the  flexibility  to  manage  and 
control  stormwater  like  other  forms  of 
runoff.  And  this  bill  provides  market- 
based  approaches  allowing  for  trading 
in  certain  circumstances  to  provide  the 
most  cost-effective  pollution  reduc- 
tion. 

And  this  bill  addresses  unfunded 
mandates  by  providing  regulatory 
flexibility.  The  bill  reduces  the  cost  of 
unfunded  mandates,  particularly  in  the 
area  of  stormwater  management, 
where  billions,  yes.  not  millions,  bil- 
lions of  dollars  can  be  saved  £is  a  result 
of  the  approach  in  this  bill. 

Cities  estimated — get  this — cities  es- 
timated that  the  unfunded  Federal 
mandates  in  the  Clean  Water  Act  cost 
the  cities  $3.6  billion  in  1993  Grand 
Rapids.  MI.  a  city  of  250.000  people,  had 
to  spend  $400,000  preparing  its 
stormwater  permit.  The  average  cost 
to  larger  cities  for  stormwater  permits 
exceeds  $600,000.  Tulsa,  OK,  had  to 
spend  $1.1  million  just  on  their  permit 
application,  without  solving  the  prob- 
lem at  all. 

This  bill  also  reforms  the  wetlands 
program.  It  provides  for  comprehensive 
reforms  to  the  beleaguered  wetlands 
permitting  program  No  longer  will  we 
have  a  situation,  as  in  Morristown.  NJ. 
where  an  airplane,  the  airport  there, 
the  pilot  was  unable  to  see  the  runway. 
And  they  were  told  they  could  not  cut 
down  a  tree  that  was  blocking  the  view 
because  it  was  in  a  wetland.  Or  in  Mun- 
cie,  IN.  an  80-year-old  farmer,  who  had 
farmed  his  land  all  his  life  and  his  fa- 
ther and  grandfather  before  him.  inad- 
vertently broke  a  water  pipe  and  it 
flooded  the  field.  They  went  in  and  told 
him  he  was  no  longer  allowed  to  farm 
his  farm  because  it  was  a  wetland. 
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And  there  are  hundreds  and  thou- 
sands of  horror  stories  of  the  excessive 
regulation  of  wetlands,  and  this  bill  at- 
tempts to  cure  that.  In  fact,  we  have 
heard  today  about  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  coming  out  with,  fi- 
nally, its  wetlands  approach  and  say- 
ing, alleging,  that  our  approach  is  not 
scientific.  Well,  there  is  absolutely  no 
scientific  approach  in  the  original 
clean  water  bill,  because  the  original 
clean  water  bill  does  not  even  mention 
wetlands. 

In  fact,  it  is  very  interesting  and  sad 
to  see  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  politicized  because  their  re- 
port was  due  19  months  ago.  Then  we 
were  told,  our  staff  was  informed  just 
laist  week  that  it  would  be.  even  though 
it  was  19  months  late,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  have  it  before  the  18th  of 
May.  And  surprise,  surprise,  we  sched- 
uled this  legislation  for  floor  debate 
today,  and  it  appears  magically  yester- 
day. 

Well,  of  course,  the  American  people 
should  know  that  the  study  was  funded 
by  the  EPA  bureaucrats  downtown.  So. 
sadly,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  has  been  politicized  for  this 
debate.  We  regret  that. 

Beyond  the  wetlands  issue,  our  bill 
provides  renewed  investment  in  our 
Nation's  clean  water  infrastructure. 
We  provide  over  $3  billion  a  year  au- 
thorized for  this  program. 
Antienvironmental?  We  provide  more 
money  for  the  program  than  has  pre- 
viously been  provided.  Indeed,  in  spite 
of  all  the  money  we  provide,  clean 
water  costs  in  1996.  estimated  by  EPA, 
are  $23  billion  for  our  country.  Yet  the 
total  Federal  environmental  grants  to 
State  and  local  governments  will  total 
a  little  over  S3  billion.  In  fact,  EPA  es- 
timates that  the  States  face  long-term 
rlean  water  capital  needs  of  over  $137 
billion  over  the  next  20  years. 

-Well,  what  is  it  that  this  bill  does  not 
do?  There  has  been  a  concerted  effort 
to  mischaracterize  the  provisions  of 
this  bill.  This  bill  does  not,  as  has  been 
alleged  in  the  left-wing  press,  abolish  a 
requirement  that  industry  treat  con- 
taminated water  for  toxic  chemicals 
and  heavy  metals  for  discharging  it 
into  urban  reservoirs. 

The  bill  allows  for  the  removal  of  re- 
dundant pretreatment  requirements 
before  industry  sends  their  wastewater 
to  municipal  treatment  plants.  Those 
plants  must  still  enforce  local 
pretreatment  standards  that  prevent 
pollutants  from  interfering  with  or 
passing  through  the  treatment  works. 

This  bill  does  not  wipe  out  the  coast- 
al nonpoint  program,  and,  as  some 
claim,  make  nonpoint  programs  weak- 
er everywhere.  The  bill  authorizes 
more  funding  for  nonpoint  programs.  It 
retains  environmental  safeguards  such 
as  achieving  water  quality  standards 
while  providing  more  flexibility  in  get- 
ting there. 

Yes.  it  repeals  the  controversial 
coastal    zone    provision,    but — and   get 


this — it  includes  the  successful  compo- 
nents into  the  national  nonpoint  pro- 
gram. It  eliminates  two  separate 
nonpoint  programs,  but  it  combines 
them  into  one  in  a  victory  for  both 
State  flexibility  and  regulatory  re- 
form. 

Nothing  has  been  sadder  than  to  see 
our  process  mischaracterized.  The  New 
York  Times,  in  what  could  only  be  de- 
scribed as  yellow  journalism,  wrote 
that  this  bill  was  written  by  Repub- 
licans behind  closed  doors  with  indus- 
try. 
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What  is  the  truth?  What  is  the  easily 
verifiable  set  of  facts?  The  original  in- 
troduction of  this  bill  had  16  cospon- 
sors.  8  Republicans,  8  Democrats.  Writ- 
ten by  Republicans?  Behind  closed 
doors?  The  National  Governors  Asso- 
ciation sent  us  a  letter  commending  us 
for  including  them  more  than  they  had 
ever  been  included  in  the  past.  Behind 
closed  doors?  With  industry? 

Let  me  share  with  Members  just 
some  of  the  groups  that  strongly  sup- 
port our  legislation,  and  were  key  par- 
ticipants. Just  today,  today.  May  9,  we 
received  this  letter  from  the  National 
Governors  Association  which  said,  and 
I  quote;  "we  urge  approval  of  this  bill. 
H.R.  961."  Let  me  say  it  again:  "We 
urge  approval  of  this  bill.  H.R.  961." 

They  go  on  to  say: 

Once  again,  we  wish  to  express  our  strong 
appreciation  for  the  unprecedented  opportu- 
nities for  State  input  in  the  development  of 
an  effective  Clean  Water  Act  reauthorization 
bill. 

Written  behind  closed  doors?  I  thank 
the  governors  of  America.  Republican 
and  Democrat,  for  saying  they  support 
our  bill,  and  for  thanking  us  for  includ- 
ing them  in  the  process. 

It  does  nnt  end  there.  We  have  a  let- 
ter, again  dated  today,  from  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  the  Na- 
tional League  of  Cities,  and  the  U.S. 
Conference  of  Mayors,  which  says: 

Of  particular  concern  to  the  Nation's  local 
elected  officials  is  the  future  of  the 
storm  water  management  program  The  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors — who  together  represent  all  the  Na- 
tion's local  elected  officials— strongly  oppose 
any  efforts  to  amend  the  stormwater  pro- 
gram approved  by  the  Committee. 

They  go  on  to  say: 

Charges  that  H.R.  961  rolls  back  environ- 
mental protection  and  that  it  guts  the  Clean 
Water  Act  are  totally  unfounded, 

this  from  all  the  local  officials  across 
America. 

However,  it  does  not  end  there.  Again 
we  have  another  letter  today  from  the 
Association  of  State  and  Interstate 
Water  Pollution  Control  Administra- 
tors, the  people  on  the  firing  line,  the 
people  who  have  to  implement  our 
laws,  who  write: 

With  its  new  comprehensive  approaches  to 
nonpoint  source,  watershed  and  stormwater 
management.   H.R.  961   sets   forth  a  frame- 


work that  better  protects  this  Nation's  wa- 
terways. 

It  goes  on  to  say: 

It  mamtains  a  firm  commitment  to  the 
Clean  Water  Act's  goals,  with  more  flexibil- 
ity at  the  State  and  local  levels  to  determine 
how  they  are  best  achieved. 

It  does  not  stop  there.  We  have  in 
front  of  us  a  letter  dated  today  from 
the  Water  Environment  Federation, 
42.000  water  quality  specialists  across 
America  and  around  the  world,  which 
says: 

We  therefore  want  to  again  urge  you  to 
support  the  Clean  Water  .^ct  Amendments  of 
1995  (H  R.  961)  on  the  House  floor. 

Therefore,  what  about  these  spurious 
allegations  that  the  bill  was  written 
behind  closed  doors,  by  Republicans, 
with  industry?  They  are  demonstrably 
factually  false.  Why  is  the  national 
media  writing  that?  The  national 
media  is  in  the  hip  pocket  of  the  envi- 
ronmental bureaucrats  here  in  this 
town,  and  they  have  not  given  us  a  fair 
shake.  The  American  people  should  un- 
derstand that.  There  is  no  sense  in  our 
ducking  that  reality.  It  needs  to  be 
said,  and  it  needs  to  be  said  very,  very 
clearly. 

Beyond  the  support  I  have  just  out- 
lined, agriculture  across  America 
strongly  supports  our  bill.  The  NFIB 
has  said  that  not  only  is  final  passage 
of  this  legislation  a  key  NFIB  vote  this 
year,  but  they  have  informed  us  in 
writing  that  a  vote  against  the  Boeh- 
lert  substitute  will  also  be  a  key  NFIB 
vote  this  year,  so  we  have  not  only  the 
National  Governors,  the  NFIB,  the 
League  of  Cities,  the  Association  of 
Counties,  the  Conference  of  Mayors, 
the  Association  of  State  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Administrators,  the  State 
Metropolitan  Sewage  Association,  the 
Water  Environment  Federation,  and  on 
and  on.  a  broad-based  support  to  this 
bill. 

What  kind  of  attacks  have  we  been 
subjected  to?  I  must  confess  that  origi- 
nally I  was  a  little  perturbed  when 
some  environmental  extremists  at- 
tempted to  disrupt  our  markup  by 
throwing  at  us  bottles  of  dirty  water 
marked  "Shuster  spring  water."  That 
did  not  pleasure  me.  Then  when  they 
started  passing  out  posters  "Wanted, 
Bud  Shuster.  for  polluting  our  Nation's 
Waters." 

However,  upon  reflection,  I  was  de- 
lighted that  they  did  this.  I  was  de- 
lighted that  they  did  it,  because  it 
gives  the  American  people  an  oppor- 
tunity to  see  the  kind  of  hysterical,  ir- 
rational opposition  we  have  to  our  leg- 
islation, so  I  thank  those  radical  envi- 
ronmentalists for  giving  us  this  oppor- 
tunity to  point  out  the  lack  of  sub- 
stance to  their  arguments,  and  the  fact 
that  they  must  resort  to  these  kinds  of 
personal  attacks. 

Indeed,  if  the  election  last  November 
was  about  anything,  it  was  about  our 
reforming  government  control,  top- 
down     government     regulations,     and 
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clean  water  is  one  of  the  areas  crying 
out  for  reform. 

Let  me  conclude  by  quoting  some- 
thing that  Supreme  Court  Justice 
Breyer,  a  Democrat,  wrote  in  a  recent 
book.  He  talked  about  the  environ- 
mental regulations,  and  he  called  envi- 
ronmental regulations  an  example  of 
the  classic  administrative  disease  of 
tunnel  vision.  He  wrote: 

Tunnel  vision  arises  when  an  agency  so  or- 
ganizes its  tasks  that  each  employee's  indi- 
vidual conscientious  performance  effectively 
carries  single-minded  pursuit  of  a  single  goal 
too  far.  to  the  point  when  it  brings  about 
more  harm  than  good.  The  regulating 
agency  *  *  *  promulgates  standards  so  strin- 
gent that  the  regulatory  action  ultimately 
imposes  high  costs  without  achieving  signifi- 
cant additional  safety  benefits.  Removing 
that  last  little  bit  [of  pollution]  can  involve 
limited  technological  choice,  high  cost,  *  *  * 
large  legal  fees,  and  endless  arguments 

That  is  what  this  bill  is  about  today, 
to  fix  these  problems.  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  bill  we  bring 
to  the  floor  today,  the  bill  which  has 
strong  bipartisan  support,  overwhelm- 
ing Republican  support  in  the  commit- 
tee, and  a  full  half  of  the  Democrats  in 
the  committee  voting  for  passage  of 
this  bill.  It  deserves  to  be  passed. 

Let  me  also  commend  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Livingston],  who  has  been  quoted  nu- 
merous times  as  saying  if  legislation 
does  not  get  authorized,  there  are  not 
going  to  be  any  appropriations. 

I  would  say  to  my  friends,  and  par- 
ticularly some  in  the  other  body,  who  I 
am  told  think  that  perhaps  the  way  to 
stymie  these  reform  efforts  is  to  sim- 
ply block  this  so  there  is  no  authoriza- 
tion. "If  you  care  about  the  environ- 
ment. I  urge  you  to  be  in  support  of 
having  an  authorizing  bill,  because  if 
there  is  no  authorizing  bill,  according 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  there 
are  not  going  to  be  any  appropriations 
for  clean  water,"  so  I  think  all  of  us 
had  better  get  together  and  support 
good  legislation  so  we  can  continue  to 
clean  up  our  Nation's  waters. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Americans  know  that 
there  is  very  little  as  important  in 
their  daily  lives  as  clean  water.  Their 
health  depends  on  it,  the  quality  of  life 
in  their  community  depends  on  it,  and 
the  prospects  for  economic  growth  de- 
pend on  it.  That  is  why  Americans  hold 
in  such  high  regard  the  efforts  we  have 
made  over  the  past  two  decades  to 
clean  up  our  Nation's  rivers,  lakes,  and 
coastal  areas. 

Americans  know  they  cannot  clean 
up  the  water  in  their  own  community 
by  themselves,  because  the  pollution  in 
their  water  comes  from  others  up- 
stream, maybe  even  in  another  State. 
It  may  come  from  a  factory,  it  may 
come  from  a  sewage  treatment  works, 
it  may  come  from  a  feed  lot — but  what 


somebody  else  in  another  jurisdiction 
puts  in  the  river  becomes  one  of  the 
most  important  issues  in  their  lives. 
They  drink  it.  their  kids  swim  in  it, 
they  rely  on  a  supply  of  clean  water  to 
attract  new  jobs  to  their  area. 

That  is  why  we  have  a  Federal  Clean 
Water  Act.  And  that  is  why  we  should 
not  weaken  the  Clean  Water  Act  now 
on  the  books. 

There  are  many  complex  provisions 
in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  But  what  mat- 
ters most  to  the  majority  of  Americans 
is  that  somebody  is  limiting  the 
amount  of  pollution  being  dumped  into 
the  river  upstream  from  them  by  fac- 
tories and  by  sewage  treatment  works. 
That  is  what  the  American  people 
want.  That's  what  they  have  in  the  ex- 
isting Clean  Water  Act.  And  that  is  ex- 
actly what  this  bill  would  take  away 
from  them. 

This  is  a  bill  by  and  for  major  pollut- 
ers. 

There  are  differences  of  opinion 
about  how  to  fix  problems  in  the 
stormwater  program.  There  are  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  about  how  to  fix  the 
wetlands  program.  There  are  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  about  whether  or 
not  we  should  do  more  to  deal  with  pol- 
lution which  runs  off  farms. 

But  when  you  get  to  the  core  of  the 
Clean  Water  program,  and  you  ask  the 
question  whether  factories  and  sewage 
treatment  works  should  be  able  to  do 
less  treatment  than  they  are  doing 
today  before  they  discharge  into  the 
river,  very  few  Americans  would  say 
that  is  what  they  want.  Some  want  fac- 
tories and  sewage  treatment  works  to 
do  more,  but  very  few  think  they 
should  do  less. 

Yet  that  is  exactly  what  this  bill 
would  do.  Over  a  hundred  pages  of  this 
bill  are  rollbacks,  waivers,  and  loop- 
holes for  factories  and  sewage  treat- 
ment works  to  dump  more  pollution 
upstream  than  they  are  allowed  to 
today.  Americans  did  not  march  in 
here  and  ask  for  that.  Americans  do 
not  want  that. 

How  did  all  these  rollbacks,  loop- 
holes, and  waivers  for  big  industry  and 
big  sewage  treatment  works  get  into 
this  bill?  Almost  none  of  them  were  in 
the  introduced  bill.  Almost  none  of 
them  were  in  the  bill  we  held  hearings 
on.  Almost  all  of  them  first  api)eared 
after  hearings  were  over  and  right  be- 
fore we  went  into  markup,  at  which 
point  the  bill  roughly  doubled  in  size. 

What  do  these  hundred-plus  pages  do? 
Too  much  to  itemize  here,  but  the  ad- 
ministration's veto  statement  provides 
a  brief  summary.  It  says, 

H.R.  961  would  undermine  the  strong  stand- 
ards which  have  produced  sigmificant  water 
quality  improvements  in  the  laist  twenty 
years.  H.R.  961  would  allow  polluters  to  cir- 
cumvent national  industrial  performance 
standards  «  *  *  [and]  would  also  undercut 
the  existing  Clean  Water  Act  commitment  to 
fishable  and  swimmable  waters  by  allowing 
new  ways  to  avoid  or  waive  water  quality 
standards.  These  provisions  could  create  in- 


centives for  polluters  to  pressure  states  into 
offering  environmental  concessions.  •  *  • 
Lower  standards  in  an  upstream  state  would 
mean  higher  costs  to  achieve  clean  water  in 
downstream  states. 

These  rollbacks,  loopholes,  and  waiv- 
ers sometimes  repeal  a  requirement 
outright;  they  are  sometimes  written 
as  though  they  are  a  waiver  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  regulating  agency,  but 
under  the  bill  the  agency  in  fact  would 
have  no  discretion;  and  they  are  some- 
times written  as  though  it  really  is  up 
to  the  regulating  agency,  but  if  the 
agency  says  no,  the  ix)lluter  will  have 
new  grounds  to  sue  and  to  tie  the  issue 
up  in  courts  for  years,  while  the  pollu- 
tion continues.  This  is.  in  fact,  one  of 
the  worst  features  of  this  bill,  because 
it  will  make  the  Clean  Water  program 
more  like  the  Superfund  program,  all 
litigation  and  no  cleanup. 

This  bill  has  many  other  features 
which  are  contrary-  to  the  public  inter- 
est. 

It  attempts  to  fix  the  wetlands  pro- 
gram, but  in  so  doing  eliminates  60  to 
80  percent  of  all  wetlands  from  the  pro- 
gram, including  parts  of  the  Ever- 
glades; it  directly  contradicts  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  study  just 
released;  and  it  puts  huge  new  cost  bur- 
dens on  taxpayers. 

It  attempts  to  fix  the  stormwater 
program  as  it  effects  cities,  but  then 
uses  that  as  an  excuse  to  virtually 
eliminate  the  stormwater  program  as 
it  effects  industrial  sites. 

It  adds  billions  to  the  deficit  just  in 
the  next  3  years,  and  much  more  be- 
yond that,  according  to  OMB. 

It  adopts  a  version  of  risk  assessment 
which  was  rejected  on  the  fioor  of  the 
House  after  the  advocates  of  risk  as- 
sessment argued  it  would  be  unwork- 
able. 

And  it  would  result  in  increased  costs 
to  many  municipal  ratepayers  who  will 
have  to  try  to  pay  for  more  pollution 
cleanup  because  others  are  doing  less. 

But  the  worst  thing  it  does  is  to 
allow  factories  and  sewage  treatment 
works,  upstream  from  somebody  else's 
town,  somebody  else's  property,  some- 
body else's  drinking  water  intake,  to 
pollute  more  than  they  do  today.  That 
is  wrong,  and  we  should  not  allow  that 
to  happen.  In  some  cases  industries 
would  be  turning  off  treatment  facili- 
ties they  have  already  built  and  are 
successfully  operating.  Whatever  you 
think  about  wetlands  or  stormwater  or 
feedlots,  there  is  no  excuse  at  the  end 
of  the  day  for  voting  yes  on  a  bill  that 
allows  factories  and  sewage  treatment 
works  to  do  less  than  they  are  already 
doing. 

I  and  other  Members  will  offer 
amendments  to  strike  these  industrial 
and  sewage  rollbacks.  But  if  we  are  not 
successful,  then  I  would  urge  you  to 
vote  no  on  the  bill  itself  Make  no  mis- 
take about  it.  this  Nation  would  be 
better  off.  and  our  people  would  enjoy 
cleaner  water,  if  we  passed  no  bill,  than 
if  we  passed  this  bill. 
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If  we  defeat  this  bill  we  can  go  back 
and  do  what  we  should  have  done  all 
along— produce  a  moderate  bill  which 
fixes  the  wetlands  program  without 
throwing  out  most  wetlands  protection 
and  raiding  the  Treasury;  which  fixes 
the  municipal  stormwater  situation; 
which  provides  the  basic  authorization; 
and  which,  unlike  this  bill,  can  be 
sigmed  into  law. 

D  1345 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
CoNDiT],  chairman  of  the  Blue  Dog  Coa- 
lition. 

Mr.  CONDIT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  let  me 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Shuster],  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Mineta],  the  ranking 
minority  member,  for  their  gracious- 
ness  in  allowing  us  their  time.  We  ap- 
preciate that  very,  very  much.  It  gives 
us  an  opportunity  to  add  some  con- 
structive and  positive  input  into  H.R. 
961.  We  want  to  thank  them  publicly 
for  that. 

Let  me  also  make  recognition  of  the 
contribution  on  the  committee  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Lalghlin].  They  have  done  a  great 
service  to  this  House  and  to  people 
across  this  country  in  fighting  the 
good  battle  of  adding  language  and 
having  a  constructive  input  in  that 
process,  in  making  this  what  we  be- 
lieve to  be  a  better  bill. 

Let  me  just  remind  the  Members  that 
are  listening  t:!iaf  what  H.R  961  does, 
some  of  the  things  that  we  have  been 
working  and  fighting  on  for  a  long  pe- 
riod of  time.  It  provides  comprehensive 
wetlands  reform,  which  we  have 
worked  on  and  taken  action  on  already 
this  year,  but  we  need  to  do  it  once 
again. 

It  establishes  something  that  we 
have  been  fighting  for  for  a  long  time 
in  this  House,  and  that  is  risk  assess- 
ment, cost-benefit  analysis,  consistent 
with  what  we  did  with  H.R.  9.  It  also 
helps  place  greater  emphasis  on  vol- 
untary incentives  to  base  nonpoint 
source  programs,  which  are  extremely 
important  to  those  of  us  who  represent 
agricultural  areas  throughout  this 
country. 

Finally,  what  this  bill  does  that  I 
think  is  extremely  important,  it  adds 
flexibility  and  responsibility  to  States 
and  local  governments  which  they  have 
been  asking  for  for  a  number  of  years. 
We  have  a  great  opportunity  today, 
and  that  is  to  make  changes  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  at  the  same  time  pro- 
tecting the  public  interest. 

I  once  again  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman   from    Louisiana    [Mr.    HAYES] 
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and  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Laughlin],  and  particularly  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu- 
ster], the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
for  their  leadership  in  this  area.  I  en- 
courage all  the  Members  who  are  inter- 
ested in  those  issues  that  I  have  men- 
tioned, plus  other  issues  to  come  down 
today,  listen  to  the  debate,  reject  those 
amendments  that  do  not  improve  this 
bill,  and  pass  this  bill  on  final  passage. 
Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Blute]. 

Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time  and  for  his  efforts  on 
this  important  reform  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Amendments 
of  1995.  because  it  provides  a  progres- 
sive and  innovative  framework  for  ad- 
dressing the  environmental  water  qual- 
ity issues  that  our  Nation  faces.  It  is  a 
practical,  bipartisan  bill  that  builds 
upon  the  important  environmental 
standards  and  safeguards  encased  in 
the  1972  Clean  Water  Act.  but  reas- 
sesses the  direction  of  the  legislation 
to  provide  flexibility  for  States  and 
local  communities  in  achievement  of 
those  standards. 

Everyone  recognizes  that  the  Clean 
Water  Act  of  1972  was  a  seminal  piece 
of  legislation  which  laid  the  ground- 
work for  significant  improvement  in 
our  Nation's  water  quality.  When  it 
was  written  over  20  years  ago,  it  fo- 
cused on  the  major  environmental 
problem  facing  our  country  at  the 
time,  point  source  pollution.  By  impos- 
ing uniform  nationwide  standards  and 
centralizing  control  of  those  standards 
in  Washington,  the  Clean  Water  Act  of 
1972  provided  a  successful  initial  ap- 
proach to  pollution  cleanup.  It  has 
been  an  effective  tool  tor  getting  us  to 
where  we  are  today. 

But  times  have  changed,  and  it  has 
become  apparent  that  the  one-size-fits- 
all  approach  that  worked  over  two  dec- 
ades ago  is  not  wholly  and  completely 
relevant  or  effective  today.  Point 
source  pollution  has  been  reined  in  sig- 
nificantly. Now  it  is  evident  that  the 
problems  associated  with  non-point 
source  pollution  have  not  been  ade- 
quately addressed. 

In  fact,  there  are  many  unintended 
problems  that  have  emerged  from  this 
old  legislation,  most  notably  the  unac- 
ceptable costs  and  regulatory  burdens 
that  have  been  placed  on  States  and 
local  communities  which  dwarf  dwin- 
dling environmental  gains.  My  State  of 
Massachusetts,  for  example,  faces  the 
highest  per  capita  cost  in  the  country 
for  compliance  with  the  mandates  im- 
posed by  the  current  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  one-size-fits-all  approach  worked 
well  to  level  the  playing  field  initially, 
but  it  overlooked  the  fact  that  our  Na- 
tion is  composed  of  a  series  of  diverse 
regions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  end  by  saying 
I  strongly  support  this  Clean  Water  Re- 


form Act.  I  commend  the  chairman  for 

his  work  in  this  area. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3'/j  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Burski],  the  rank- 
ing Democrat  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  and  Environment  who 
has  done  so  much  work  on  this. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  my 
strong  opposition  to  H.R.  961,  a  bill 
that  is  inaccurately  called  the  Clean 
Water  Act  Amendments  of  1995. 

Let  us  be  clear  about  this,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. If  this  bill  becomes  law,  our  wa- 
ters will  be  dirtier,  there  will  be  more 
outbreaks  of  waterborne  disease  and 
there  will  be  far  fewer  valuable  wet- 
lands. 

It  cannot  be  hidden  behind  talk  of 
flexibility  or  local  option,  the  goal  of 
this  bill  is  to  make  it  easier  to  pollute 
our  Nation's  waters. 

This  bill  takes  us  back  to  the  days 
before  1972  when  many  rivers  were  open 
sewers  and  some  even  caught  on  fire. 

In  1972,  when  the  Clean  Water  Act 
was  passed,  only  one-third  of  our  Na- 
tion's rivers  were  fit  for  fishing  and 
swimming.  Today,  more  than  60  per- 
cent of  our  waters  meet  that  test. 

This  is  a  record  which  should  make 
us  proud.  It  is  not  time  for  reversal  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act. 

H.R.  961  will  lead  us  backward  by  re- 
moving 60  to  80  percent  of  our  Nation's 
wetlands  from  protection,  including 
parts  of  the  Florida  Everglades,  the 
great  dismal  swamp,  and  the  New  Jer- 
sey shore. 

It  will  do  virtually  nothing  to  reduce 
pollution  from  runoff,  the  No.  1  cause 
of  pollution  in  our  Nation's  waters. 
Polluted  run-off  into  drinking  water 
caused  400,000  illnesses  and  104  deaths 
in  Milwaukee  2  years  ago. 

This  bill  will  mean  more  Milwaukees 
in  the  future.  This  bill  even  eliminates 
the  one  effective  program  we  have  to 
control  run-off  pollution  in  coastal 
areas — over  the  objections  of  the  coast- 
al States  organization. 

It  is  not  just  the  coastal  States  orga- 
nization that  has  concerns  about  this 
bill.  It  is  the  National  conference  of 
State  Legislators,  the  Association  of 
State  Wetland  Managers,  the  National 
Governors'  Association,  inconsistent 
with  their  wetlands  policy,  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Associations. 

There  are  just  too  many  concerns 
that  have  been  raised  by  too  many 
groups  about  this  bill. 

It  is  a  bill  that  will  gut  the  core  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act,  the  basic  national 
clean  water  standards  that  everyone 
must  meet. 

This  bill  will  give  us  anti-environ- 
ment races  all  over  the  country  as 
local  governments  compete  to  attract 
development  by  reducing  environ- 
mental standards  and  sending  the  pol- 
lution downstream.  This  is  simply  the 


wrong  direction  for  the  Clean  Water 
Act. 

We  should  be  working  to  fix  what 
needs  to  be  fixed  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act  so  we  can  continue  to  protect  the 
environment  while  promoting  eco- 
nomic growth. 

I  have  had  my  frustrations  with  parts 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  way 
some  of  it  has  been  implemented. 

These  parts  should  be  fixed. 

We  should  fix  the  stormwater  pro- 
gram to  make  it  rational  and  sensible. 

We  should  eliminate  the  unnecessary 
administrative  requirements  of  the 
State  Revolving  Loan  Fund  and  get  the 
money  out  to  the  States. 

We  should  fix  the  coastal  zone  Non- 
Point  Pollution  Program  to  allow 
targeting  of  impaired  or  threatened 
waters. 

We  should  approve  the  new  combined 
sewer  overflow  policy  to  help  the  Na- 
tion's older  urban  areas. 

We  should  fix  the  wetlands  permit- 
ting process  that  ties  up  too  many 
projects  in  a  snarl  of  red  tape  and 
treats  all  wetlands  alike 

Instead,  this  bill  gives  us  waivers,  ex- 
emptions, repeals  and  limitations  that 
will  mean  less  environment  protection 
for  all  Americans. 

The  American  people  do  not  want  us 
to  allow  more  water  pollution.  They 
want  us  to  protect  them  from  cor- 
porate polluters. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  no  on 
H.R.  961  and  let  us  write  a  bill  that 
gives  the  American  people  clean  water 
and  environmental  protection 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Brew.ster]. 

Mr  BREWSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
first  want  to  thank  Chairman  Shuster 
and  members  of  our  committee  who 
have  worked  tirelessly  in  producing 
what  I  think  is  a  commonsense  balance 
between  Federal  and  local  control  over 
clean  water  programs. 

This  bipartisan  bill  recognizes  the 
critical  need  for  flexibility  at  the  State 
and  local  level.  While,  at  the  same 
time,  the  bill  retains  all  existing  EPA 
water  quality  standards  and  require- 
ments. 

Most  importantly,  this  bill  rep- 
resents a  renewed  investment  in  our 
Nation's  clean  water  infrastructure  by 
authorizing  $15  billion  for  the  State  re- 
volving loan  fund,  among  other  pro- 
grams. 

This  bill  gives  States  and  local  offi- 
cials the  flexibility  to  manage  and  con- 
trol stormwater  like  other  forms  of 
runoff.  By  providing  this  regulatory 
flexibility,  the  bill  reduces  the  cost  of 
unfunded  mandates  to  our  States. 

The  bill  also  provides  needed  com- 
prehensive reforms  to  the  Wetlands 
Permitting  Program,  while  protecting 
true  wetlands  for  all  of  us  to  enjoy. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  this  is  a  com- 
monsense approach  to  reauthorizing 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  and  would  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 


Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 

1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Ehlers]. 

(Mr.  EHLERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
granting  me  time,  because  I  rise  with 
some  hesitation  to  speak  against  the 
bill  as  it  came  from  the  committee. 

On  the  one  hand,  I  appreciate  what 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  has  done, 
because  clearly  we  need  more  common- 
sense  application  of  the  laws  governing 
the  environment  and  the  regulations 
that  are  formulated 

At  the  same  time,  coming  from  the 
State  of  Michigan,  which  has  more 
coastline  than  any  of  the  48  contiguous 
States  and  which  has  numerous  wet- 
lands, I  must  rise  to  speak  against  the 
wetlands  provisions  of  the  bill.  They 
are  unworkable.  It  would  do  great  dam- 
age to  wetlands  in  many  States,  and 
particularly  in  the  State  of  Michigan, 
if  those  standards  were  applied  in  our 
State. 

In  particular,  the  hunters  and  fishers 
of  our  State,  and  of  many  States 
around  the  Midwest  who  come  to 
Michigan  to  pursue  their  sport,  will  be 
deeply  disappointed  in  the  wetlands 
provisions  because  they  are  going  to 
have  a  very  deleterious  effect  upon  the 
population  of  waterfowl,  the  popu- 
lation of  fish,  and,  of  course,  there  will 
be  environmental  damage  as  well  due 
to  the  loss  of  the  filtration  properties 
of  the  wetlands  that  we  have  in  our 
beautiful  State. 

Therefore,  although  I  support  the  at- 
tempt to  have  a  more  commonsense  ap- 
proach to  environmental  regulation, 
and  I  will  continue  to  support  that, 
through  risk  assessment,  and  so  forth. 
I  do  oppose  the  new  provisions  regard- 
ing wetlands  and  certain  other  portions 
of  the  bill  and  support  the  Saxton- 
Boehlort  substitute. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pali-one].  a  former  col- 
league on  our  committee  who  has  now 
gone  on  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, but  who  has  exhibited  a  great 
deal  of  interest  in  the  work  of  our  com- 
mittee. 

D  1400 
Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  take  my  2  minutes  if  I  could 
to  talk  about  the  economic  impact  of 
this  bill.  It  is  interesting  because  I 
think  that  many  of  the  proponents 
have  been  making  the  argument,  look- 
ing at  the  so-called  cost-benefit  or  the 
risk  assessment  provisions  and  sug- 
gesting that  somehow  we  need  to  revise 
the  Clean  Water  Act  during  this  reau- 
thorization to  look  at  cost-benefit  and 
risk  and  other  things  which  I  might 
characterize  as  monetizing  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  something  that  was  men- 
tioned in  the  New  York  Times. 
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From  my  perspective  though  and  I 
think  from  that  from  many  of  the 
coastal  states  and  other  parts  of  the 
country,  by  severely  weakening  the 
Clean  Water  Act  as  this  bill  does  it  is 
jeopardizing  many  of  our  most  impor- 
tant industries,  most  notably  the  tour- 
ism industry. 

In  my  part  of  New  Jersey,  in  fact 
New  Jersey  as  a  whole,  tourism  is  the 
No.  1  industry  and  we  know  that  esti- 
mates are  something  like  $400  billion  a 
year  in  this  country  nationwide  comes 
from  the  travel  and  tourism  industry. 

We  also  have  to  note  that  clean 
water  is  very  important  to  the  fishing 
industry,  a  $55  billion  a  year  industry 
in  this  great  Nation  and  also  concerns 
about  drinking  water.  Everyone  relies 
on  drinking  water,  municipal  drinking 
water  or  other  drinking  water  supplies. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make.  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  by  severely  weaken- 
ing the  Clean  Water  Act  we  are  in  ef- 
fect putting  on  our  country  and  on  our 
citizens  and  on  our  taxpayers  a  great 
deal  of  expense  because  if  they  lose  the 
money  that  comes  from  travel  and 
tourism,  if  we  lose  the  money  that 
comes  from  the  fishing  industry,  if  we 
are  required  to  spend  billions  of  dollars 
in  the  future  to  provide  for  better 
drinking  water  or  cleaner  water  than 
ultimately  the  taxpayers  and  the  coun- 
try and  the  economic  output  of  the 
country  suffers.  And  I  think  that  those 
who  are  urging  that  somehow  weaken- 
ing this  act  benefits  the  taxpayer  be- 
cause the  taxpayer  is  in  some  way 
going  to  save  some  money  is  simply  a 
false  argument. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Tanner]. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup- 
port H.U.  DCl,  the  bipartisan  clean 
water  reauthorization.  I  would  like  to 
say  at  the  outset  no  one  disputes  the 
importance  of  clean  water  to  our  citi- 
zens. Nor  does  anyone  that  I  know  of 
dispute  that  the  Clean  Water  Act  has 
generally  been  a  successful  vehicle  for 
improving  the  quality  of  our  water. 

Having  said  that.  I  think  that  it  is 
equally  clear  that  some  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  need  reform.  In  my 
view  the  area  of  current  law  that  is  in 
most  need  of  an  overhaul  is  section  404 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Over  the  years  in  our  part  of  the 
country  this  section  has  been  increas- 
ingly abused  by  Federal  regulation  and 
regulators.  This  abuse  has  made  the 
wetlands  permitting  process  a  night- 
mare for  private  land  owners  and  has 
led  in  some  cases  to  literally  an  assault 
on  the  rights  of  many  Americans. 

This  bill  which  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  HA'ii:s]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texais  [Mr.  Laughlin] 
have  helped  to  author  takes.  I  think, 
constructive  steps  to  correct  some  of 
these  problems.  The  new  wetlands  clas- 
sification process  will  permit  the  pro- 
tection of  our  valuable  wetlands  while 
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pragmatically  allowing  development  of 

property  that  is  of  no  importance  to 
our  environmental  concerns. 

Additionally  the  bill  includes  lan- 
guage from  H.R.  925  that  was  over- 
whelmingly passed  earlier  this  year  in 
the  House,  and  it  would  simply  require 
compensation  for  landowners  whose 
property  value  is  diminished  through 
government  regulatory  action. 

I  think  most  everyone  agrees  that  as 
protectors  and  defenders  of  our  Con- 
stitution no  one  can  countenance  the 
taking  of  private  property  without  just 
compensation. 

I  have  been  contacted  by  many  peo- 
ple in  our  district  in  middle  and  west 
Tennessee  in  what  is  a  rural  district 
over  the  years.  Many  of  these  farmers 
have  been  crying  for  relief  from  the 
burden  of  this  out-of-control  wetland 
permitting  process.  And  I  think  this 
bill  today  is  a  most  important  step  in 
this  process. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  T.^TE]. 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

First  of  all  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  chairman  for  his  fine  work  on  this 
particular  piece  of  legislation.  This 
truly  is  a  clean  water  bill.  And  it  ad- 
vances our  congressional  commitment 
to  protecting  our  environment.  It  is 
common  sense,  it  is  cost  effective. 
Things  are  now  going  to  be  based  on 
sound  science  and  not  on  fad,  not  on 
emotion  and  not  on  the  whims  of  the 
day. 

And  it  upholds  property  rights,  pro- 
tects fairness,  and  provides  incentives 
for  people  to  comply,  not  a  big  club, 
but  encourages  people  to  do  what  they 
believe  is  right  and  that  is  protecting 
our  clean  waters. 

It  also  streamlines  the  bureaucracy, 
and  we  need  the  bureaucrats  back  here 
in  Washington.  DC.  not  to  be  making 
every  decision  for  cities  that  they  can- 
not even  pronounce  in  my  district. 

Most  importantly,  this  bill  protects 
the  Puget  Sound  which  is  the  pristine 
waters  that  border  my  district.  It  is  a 
bipartisan  bill,  has  strong  bipartisan 
support  and  it  upholds  the  true  values 
that  we  are  concerned  about  and  that 
is  clean  water,  not  just  more  redtape. 
and  I  urge  the  support  of  Members  of 
this  body  to  support  truly  a  clean 
water  bill. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  stand  in  strong  opposition 
to  H.R.  961.  The  Clean  Water  Act  was 
written  in  1972.  In  my  State  of  Rhode 
Island,  we  have  made  a  great  deal  of 
progress  since  then,  thanks  to  the  act. 

In  1970  the  Blackstone  River,  north  of 
Woonsocket  was  a  dead  river.  Today  at 
least  16  different  fish  species  swim  in 
the  Blackstone.  including  game  fish 
such  as  large-mouth  bass  and  brown 
trout. 


In  1970  the  Rhode  Island  Department 
of  Health  discovered  metals  in  the  fish 
of  Narragansett  Bay.  Quahogs  con- 
tained mercury,  lead,  and  chromium. 
Today  these  are  down  90  percent  and 
are  well  within  the  safe  zone  because  of 
private  industry  cutting  back  on  dis- 
charges due  to  more  stringent  permits. 

In  1970  because  Jamestown  had  no 
sewer  treatment  plant.  200.000  gallons 
of  raw  sewage  was  dumped  into  Narra- 
gansett Bay  everyday  Shellfishing  and 
swimming  areas  were  closed.  Today  the 
town  has  a  secondary  sewage  treat- 
ment plant  and  most  of  the  Island  is 
open  to  shellfishing  and  swimming. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  not  only  pro- 
vides Rhode  Island  with  the  tools  nec- 
essary to  restore  our  coastal  water- 
ways, but  also  fosters  economic  devel- 
opment by  preventing  future  shellfish 
bed  closures  through  a  full  implemen- 
tation of  its  coastal  nonpoint  source 
management  program. 

Anyone  who  has  ever  farmed  Mount 
Hop)e  Bay  or  the  Kikamuit  River  knows 
that  because  of  stormwater  runoff  from 
parking  lots  and  failing  septic  systems 
the  wildlife  in  the  water  becomes  pol- 
luted and  inedible.  Simply  changing 
the  definition  of  swimmable  and  fish- 
able  does  not  change  the  fact  that  the 
fish  will  be  inedible.  Hence,  it  does  not 
mean  the  fish  can  be  sold.  The  econ- 
omy and  the  environment  are  not  com- 
peting interests. 

In  my  State,  relaxing  standards  will 
do  more  economic  harm  than  good. 
Look  at  the  facts.  In  Rhode  Island 
commercial  fishing  industry  is  a  $100 
million  industry,  up  700  percent  since 
the  Clean  Water  Act  was  first  imple- 
mented in  1972.  Oppose  H  R.  961.  It  is 
bad  for  the  environment  and  bad  for 
our  economy. 

Many  of  you  may  not  know  that  Rhode  Is- 
land IS  the  Ocean  State  Because  of  the  vast 
array  of  beaches,  rivers,  and  boating  marinas, 
the  travel  and  tourism  industry  generates  al- 
most Si. 5  billion  a  year  for  my  State.  The  vast 
majonty  of  this  occurs  in  and  around  Narra- 
gansett Bay.  Salt  water  swimming  is  enjoyed 
by  67  percent  of  the  Rhode  Island  population 
and  S70  million  is  spent  in  sport  fishing  every 
year  i  seriously  doubt  that  Rhode  Island 
would  be  such  an  attractive  place  for  almost  2 
million  people  to  visit  every  year  if  our  waters 
were  polluted  with  metals  that  are  especially 
harmful  to  our  children  and  the  elderly, 

I  ask  you,  who  would  want  to  smell  the  raw 
sewage  blowing  off  the  bay  or  pull  a  dying  fish 
from  the  water  In  shod,  if  we  gut  the  Clean 
Water  Act  today  we  will  not  only  be  jeopardiz- 
ing our  health,  but  the  economies  of  our  Na- 
tions  coastal  States. 

It  was  the  Clean  Water  Act  regulations  that 
allowed  Rhode  Island  to  reduce  pollution  in 
the  Mount  Hope  Bay,  adding  800,000  lbs.  of 
additional  quahogs  to  each  years  harvest. 

It  was  the  Clean  Water  Act  that  saved  Nar- 
ragansett Bay  so  that  many  of  New  England's 
most  important  fish,  like  winter  flounder, 
striped  bass,  and  fluke  could  safely  repopulate 
themselves. 

And  it  was  the  Clean  Water  Act  that  helped 
publicly  owned  wastewater  treatment  plants  in 


Narragansett  Bay  achieve  a  57-percent  reduc- 
tion in  the  amount  of  pollutants  they  dis- 
charge. 

I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to  look  not  at  the 
short-run  interests,  but  the  long-term  concerns 
and  quality  of  life  of  our  citizens.  We  must  act 
wisely  to  avoid  the  same  recklessness  that 
forced  us  to  legislate  the  Clean  Water  Act  m 
the  first  place. 

Unfortunately,  environmentalists  are  typically 
characterized  as  eccentrics,  with  nothing  bet- 
ter to  do  than  complain  about  obscure  pollut- 
ants or  rare  animals.  I  abhor  that  characteriza- 
tion. In  my  State,  environmentalists  come  in 
many  forms.  They  are  the  hard-working 
lobstermen  and  quahogers  who  farm  Narra- 
gansett Bay.  They  are  the  sportsmen  who 
canoe  down  the  Runnins  River  or  fish  for 
striped  bass  m  the  Atlantic.  Most  importantly 
they  are  our  children  who  swim  In  our  rivers 
and  play  m  our  parks. 

I  am  proud  to  call  myself  an  environmental- 
ist. A  person  who  sees  the  future  not  just  on 
a  balance  sheet  but  by  the  air  we  breathe,  the 
water  we  swim  in,  and  the  diverse  variety  of 
life  we  share  our  community  with.  In  the  words 
of  Teddy  Roosevelt,  our  26th  President  and 
renowned  conservationist 

To  waste,  to  destroy,  our  natural  re- 
sources, to  skin  and  exhaust  the  land  instead 
of  usins  it  so  as  to  increase  its  usefulness. 
will  result  in  undermining  in  the  days  of  our 
children  the  very  prosperity  which  we  ought 
by  right  to  hand  down  to  them  amplified  and 
developed. 

Oppose  H.R.  961  and  support  economic 
environmentalism  rather  than  economic  expe- 
diency 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman  I  yield  2'a 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 

[Mr.  POSH.^RD]. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  bill.  In  particular.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  balance  this  bill 
bring  to  our  public  policy  on  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control  as  well  as  wet- 
lands definition  and  enforcement. 

Representing  a  large  rural  district  in 
central  and  southern  Illinois  there  is 
not  a  single  day  that  goes  by  that  I  do 
not  deal  with  these  problems. 

The  real  question  facing  the  rural 
areas  of  America  is  how  we  can  best 
manage  to  come  into  compliance  with 
the  standards  of  clean  water  in  this 
country,  and  in  this  bill,  in  the  most 
cost-effective  and  efficient  way  pos- 
sible. We  do  not  have  unlimited  re- 
sources in  this  country. 

The  farmers  of  this  country  have 
been  good  conservationists;  they  have 
to  be  to  sustain  a  family  income  on 
which  they  can  live.  They  have  proven 
through  the  conservation  reserve  pro- 
gram and  other  solid  environmental 
protection  measures  that  they  can 
produce  excellent  watershed  manage- 
ment on  a  voluntary  basis  without  ad- 
ditional Government  mandates.  And 
those  good  voluntary  watershed  man- 
agement practices  have  made  positive 
contributions  to  the  clean  water  in  this 
country,  not  negative. 

With  respect  to  wetlands,  not  every 
acre   that   is  on   the   books  today  are 


true  wetlands,  and  even  the  true  wet- 
lands are  not  all  of  the  same  value. 
And  in  any  case,  there  is  absolutely  no 
need  for  three  separate  Federal  agen- 
cies to  have  jurisdiction  over  this 
issue.  This  bill  brings  a  commonsense 
solution  to  these  problems. 

To  suggest,  as  someone  has  already 
done  today,  that  Americans  should  be 
afraid  of  turning  on  their  tap  water  as 
a  result  of  this  bill,  that  we  are  all 
going  to  be  drinking  bottled  water,  is 
the  kind  of  talk  I  just  cannot  believe. 
That  kind  of  talk  only  fuels  the  para- 
noia against  Government  that  is  run- 
ning rampant  in  this  country  today. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  L.^ToURETTEj. 

Mr.  L.'\TOURETTE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
first  I  want  to  commend  Chairman 
SHUSTER  for  his  leadership  in  bringing 
H.R.  961  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  H.R.  961,  and  in  particular  title  I  of 
H.R.  961,  which  reauthorizes  environ- 
mental programs  that  are  critical  to 
the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes  region. 
More  than  $12  billion  in  Federal  invest- 
ment has  brought  the  Great  Lakes 
back  from  the  brink  of  death  and  is 
credited  for  making  the  Great  Lakes 
great  again.  A  $4.5  billion  annual  Great 
Lakes  sport  fishing  economy  is  a  fur- 
ther testament  that  our  country  will 
continue  to  reap  important  economic 
benefits  by  passing  H.R.  961  by  provid- 
ing $3  billion  in  programs  such  as 
wastewater  treatment  facilities.  This 
will  serve  to  build  on  the  success  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

H.R.  961  also  seeks  to  address  the 
contaminated  sediments  problem  that 
clogs  the  Great  Lakes  system. 

H.R.  961  also  contains  provisions  to 
better  coordinate  research  activities 
among  Federal  agencies  engaged  in  re- 
search on  the  Great  Lakes. 

H.R.  961  is  also  supportive  of  making 
sure  the  fish  in  the  Great  Lakes  are 
safe  to  eat. 

I  urge  passage  of  H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Petri]. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill  and  in  opposition  to 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  express  my  support 
for  H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995. 

This  bill  makes  significant  commonsense  re- 
forms to  our  Nation's  clean  water  program.  It 
maintains  the  goals  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
while  providing  more  flexibility  to  our  States 
and  local  authorities  who  know  their  States 
and  their  waters  and  know  best  how  to  reach 
those  goals.  Let  me  point  out  that  this  flexibil- 
ity is  given  to  the  Slates  and  also  to  EPA  to 
utilize  if  they  see  fit — Industry  has  not  Ijeen 
given  sweeping  unilateral  waivers  from  cntical 
requirements  of  the  act  as  has  been  charged. 

This  bill  strengthens  the  current  nonpoint 
source  program  and  replaces  the  current  bro- 


ken stormwater  program  with  one  that  will  be 
more  effective  and  gives  States  a  range  of 
tools — from  voluntary  measures  to  site-specific 
permits — to  deal  with  stormwater  runoff. 

The  section  on  watershed  management  en- 
courages States  to  pursue  comprehensive 
point  and  nonpoint  source  programs  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis  to  most  efficiently  meet  water 
quality  standards.  The  bill  continues  the  Fed- 
eral-State partnership  by  authorizing  Federal 
assistance  to  the  States  for  the  construction  of 
wastewater  treatment  plants,  to  address 
nonpoint  source  pollution,  to  continue  cleanup 
of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  the  Great  Lakes, 
and  for  a  host  of  other  pressing  water  quality 
needs. 

H.R.  961  also  incorporates  many  of  the  prin- 
ciples that  the  House  has  already  passed, 
such  as  risk  assessment  and  cost-t>enefit 
analysis  to  ensure  that  our  limited  financial  re- 
sources are  utilized  m  such  a  way  as  to  get 
the  greatest  water  quality  benefit. 

Now.  with  any  bill  of  this  length  which  ad- 
dresses such  complex  issues,  there  undoubt- 
edly will  be  some  provisions  that  may  cause 
some  concern.  For  example,  I  may  have  some 
concerns  regarding  some  of  the  wetlands  pro- 
visions, but  I  realize  that  this  bill  will  continue 
to  be  a  work  in  progress  and  undoubtedly 
more  revisions  will  be  made  before  the  bill  fi- 
nally is  enacted  into  law. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that 
Americans  want  to  preserve  and  protect  our 
environment,  particularly  our  precious  water 
resources,  and  we  know  that  they  want  com- 
monsense regulation— that  was  made  clear  in 
last  year's  elections.  I  believe  we  can  have 
txith  as  IS  accomplished  in  this  bill,  and  I  urge 
the  House  to  approve  H.R.  961 . 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller],  the  very  distin- 
guished ranking  Democrat  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislation  before 
us  today  exemplifies  the  dangerous  li- 
aison between  private  interests  and  the 
majority  in  the  House  when  it  comes  to 
amending  our  Nation's  laws. 

That  close  partnership  is  nowhere 
more  evident  than  in  the  proposed  revi- 
sions of  the  Clean  Water  Act— the  law 
that  has  cleaned  up  San  Francisco  Bay 
near  my  district,  and  thousands  of 
other  rivers,  streams,  bays,  and  other 
bodies  of  water  throughout  America 
over  the  past  quarter  century. 

Are  there  problems  with  the  Clean 
Water  Act?  Of  course.  I  have  concerns 
about  some  of  the  ways  in  which  the 
law  has  been  implemented,  too.  and  if 
we  had  a  real  commitment  to  reform,  I 
have  little  doubt  we  could  develop  a 
sound  alternative  to  this  bill. 

But  let  us  make  no  mistake:  H.R.  961 
is  not  about  fixing  the  mistakes.  It  is 
about  devastating  one  of  the  great 
achievements  of  environmental  policy 
in  this  country.  And  this  emasculation 
of  the  law  is  taking  place  at  the  re- 
quest, and  at  the  direction  of.  powerful 
special  interests  who  have  been  grant- 
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ed  unprecedented  access  to  the  drafting 
of  the  legislation. 

Strewn  throughout  H  R  961.  particu- 
larly in  title  III,  are  special  exemp- 
tions, waivers,  and  exclusions  that  ben- 
efit these  special  interests: 

An  exemption  from  effluent  limita- 
tions for  coal  remining  operations  that 
discharge  into  waters  that  already  fail 
to  meet  water  quality  standards; 

A  provision  limiting  EPA's  ability  to 
upgrade  discharge  standards  for  indus- 
trial polluters  which  benefits  the  pulp 
and  paper  industry  and  others: 

An  exemption  from  wetlands  permit 
requirements  for  iron  and  steel  manu- 
facturers: 

An  exemption  from  the  silver  dis- 
charge standard  for  the  photo- 
processing  industry; 

An  exemption  for  oil  and  gas  pipe- 
lines. 

Exemption  after  exemption  provided 
to  high  polluting  industries  by  this  leg- 
islation that  masquerades  as  reform. 

This  is  not  reform.  It  is  a  clear  exam- 
ple of  special  interest  legislation,  writ- 
ten on  behalf  of  powerful  interests  and 
at  the  expense  of  our  environment  and 
the  health  and  safety  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States. 

I  have  introduced  legislation  that 
would  require  that  the  authors  of  any 
legislation  prepared  by  private  entities 
be  disclosed  before  the  Congress  voted 
to  make  special  interest  provisions  the 
law  of  the  land.  Although  the  majority 
has  not  yet  accorded  me  a  hearing  on 
my  bill.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  majority 
will  voluntarily  disclose  who  sought 
and  wrote  these  special  interest  provi- 
sions before  asking  our  colleagues  to 
vote  them  into  law. 

Regardless  of  who  authored  these  ex- 
emptions, they  are  bad  policy  and 
should  be  rejected  by  the  House. 

Congress  of  the  United  States. 

House  of  Represe.ntatives. 
Washington.  DC.  March  2.  1995. 
To:  Distribution. 
From:  Patricia  Law. 
Re:  Clean  Water  Task  Forces. 

Thank  you  for  a^eeing  to  participate  in  a 
very  ambitious  legislative  timetable  for  re- 
porting a  Clean  Water  bill,  but  one  which  we 
hope  you  will  find  constructive  and  will  re- 
sult in  a  product  that  we  can  all  support. 

Attached  is  the  list  of  participants  from 
yesterday's  meeting  indicating  each  organi- 
zation's primary  area  of  focus  if  it  was  pro- 
vided. We  will  notify  you  as  soon  as  possible 
of  the  Subcommittee  Member  assignments 
and  dates  for  Task  Force  meetings.  Our  hope 
is  to  have  these  meetings  at  the  beginning  of 
next  week.  In  the  meantime,  we  encourage 
you  to  work  together  to  identify  outstanding 
issues  and  to  formulate  your  proposals  for 
addressing  them.  The  following  groups  have 
agreed  to  take  the  lead  for  this  front  work. 
If  you  are  not  identified  on  the  attached  list 
as  having  an  interest  in  a  particular  task 
force,  we  suggest  that  you  call  the  lead. 

Nonpoint  Source  and  Watershed:  Thomas 
W.  Curtis.  Director.  Natural  Resources 
Group.  National  Governors  Association.  Hall 
of  the  Stales.  444  North  Capitol  Street.  Suite 
267.  Washington,  DC.  20001-1512,  202«24-5389, 
202/62^-5313  tfax). 
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Point  Source  Charles  W.  Ingrram.  Associate 
Manag-er,  Environment  Policy.  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce  and  Clean  Water  Industry  Coa- 
lition. 1615  H  Street,  N.W..  Washington.  DC. 
20062-2000.  202  463-5627.  202  887-3445  (fax). 

Funding  and  Unfunded  Mandates:  Robert  K. 
Reeg-.  Manager.  Congressional  &  State  Rela- 
tions. National  Society  of  F>rofessional  Engi- 
neers. 1420  King  Street.  Alexandria.  VA 
22314-2794.  703.684-2873.  703/836-4875  (fax). 

Stormwater  Carol  Kocheisen.  Counsel.  Cen- 
ter for  Policy  and  Federal  Relations.  Na- 
tional League  of  Cities.  1301  Pennsylvania 
Avenue.  N  W..  Washington.  D.C.  2004.  202626- 
3028.  202626-3043  (fax I 

Wetlands:  Kim  Putens.  Executive  Director. 
National  Wetlands  Coalition.  1050  Thomas 
Jefferson  Street.  N.W..  7th  Floor.  Washing- 
ton. DC    20007.  202298-1886.  202338-2361  (fax). 

Please  feel  free  to  call  me  with  any  ques- 
tions or  assistance  that  you  require  from  us. 
Again,  we  appreciate  your  Involvement  and 
look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

CLE.AN  WATER  T.\.SK  FORCE  P.^RTICIPA.«JTS 

Joseph  M.  McGuire.  Director,  Legislative 
and  Regulatory  Affairs.  Allied  Signal.  1001 
Pennsylvania  Avenue.  N.W..  Suite  700.  Wash- 
ington. DC  20004.  202662-2657,  202662-2674 
(fax),  (point  source). 

Lee  Garrigan.  American  Consulting  Engi- 
neers Council.  1015  Fifteenth  Street,  N.W.. 
Washington.  DC  20005.  202^347-7474.  202/898- 
0068  (fax),  (funding). 

Sam  White.  America  Crop  Protection  Asso- 
ciation. 1156  15th  Street.  N.W.,  Suite  400, 
Washington.  DC  20005.  202'872-3846,  202/46*- 
0474  I  fax),  (nonpoint  sourcei. 

Mark  Maslyn.  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed- 
eration and  Clean  Water  Working  Group,  600 
Maryland  .\ venue.  S.W..  Suite  800.  Washing- 
ton. DC.  20024.  202  484-3615.  202  484-3604  (fax) 
(nonpoint  source). 

Karia  Perri.  Director.  Legislative  Affairs. 
American  Forest  &  Paper  Association,  1111 
19th  Street,  N.W.,  Suite  800,  Washington, 
DC.  20036.  202463-2436.  202463-2424  (fax), 
(nonpoint  source,  wetlands,  point  source, 
stormwater). 

Christopher  Myrick.  Director.  Government 
Relations,  American  Home  Products  Cor- 
poration. Suite  1001  1726  M  Street.  N.W., 
Washington.  DC.  20036.  202659-8320.  202/659- 
2158  (fax),  (point  source,  nonpoint  source). 

Cary  L.  Cox.  Ashland  Inc.  and  American 
Petroleum  Institute.  601  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue. N.W..  North  Building.  Suite  540.  Wash- 
ington. DC.  20004.  202223-8290  x223,  202293- 
2913  (fax),  (point  source). 

Jennifer  Boucher.  .Associated  Builders  and 
Contractors,  1300  North  Seventeenth  Street. 
Rosslyn.  VA  22209.  70a812-2000.  703^812-8202 
(fax),  (funding). 

Heidi  H.  Stirrup,  Director.  Congressional 
Relations.  .Associated  General  Contractors  of 
America,  1957  E  Street.  N.W..  Washington. 
DC.  20006-5199.  202393-2040.  202347-5412  (fax), 
(stormwater.  funding). 

Ken  Kirk.  Association  of  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  Agencies,  1000  Connecticut  Avenue. 
N.W..  Suite  410.  Washington.  D.C.  20036.  202/ 
833-4653.  202833-4567  (fax),  (funding). 

Linda  EichmiUer.  Deputy  Director.  Asso- 
ciation of  State  and  Interstate  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Administrators.  750  First 
Street.  N.E..  Suite  910.  Washington,  D.C. 
20002.  202898-^)905.  202898-0929  (fax), 
(stormwater.  point  source,  nonpoint  source, 
funding). 

Rose  Marie  Sanders,  Legislative  Rep- 
resentative. Air  &  Water  Chemical  Manufac- 
turers Association.  2501  M  Street.  N.W.. 
Washington.  DC.  20037.  202887-1123,  202463^ 
1598  (fax),  (point  source). 

Edward  M.  Kavjian,  Washington  Rep- 
resentative.   General    Motors    Corporation. 


1660  L  Street,  N.W..  Suite  401.  Washington. 
D.C.  20036.  202/775-5086.  202775-5032  (fax). 

David  T.  Modi.  Senior  Director.  Govern- 
ment Affairs,  (^eorgia  Pacific  Corporation. 
1875  Eye  Street,  N.W..  Suite  775,  Washington. 
DC.  20006.  202/828-9631.  202223-1398  (fax). 

Aleesa  L.  Bell.  Washington  Representative. 
International  Paper  and  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Coalition.  1101  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
N.W..  Suite  200.  Washington.  DC.  20004.  202' 
628-1223.  202'62&-1368  (fax),  (point  source). 

Victoria  Shaw,  Senior  Manager  of  Govern- 
ment Relations,  National  Association  of 
Metal  Finishers.  1200  19th  Street.  N.W.. 
Washington.  D.C.  20036.  202/429-5108.  202/223- 
4579  (fax),  (point  source). 

Greg  Ruehle.  Director.  Private  Lands. 
Water  and  Environment,  National  Cattle- 
men's Association  and  Clean  Water  Working 
Group,  1301  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W.. 
Suite  300.  Washington.  DC.  20004.  202347- 
0228,  202/638-0607  (fax),  (nonpoint  source). 

Karen  Ann  Mogan,  Director,  Environ- 
mental Affairs,  National  Food  Processors  As- 
sociation, 1401  New  York  Avenue,  N.W., 
Washington,  DC.  20005.  202639-5929.  202637- 
8068  (fax)  (Stormwater,  point  source). 

Thomas  W.  Curtis.  Director.  Natural  Re- 
sources Group,  National  Governors  Associa- 
tion, Hall  of  the  States,  444  North  Capitol 
Street,  Suite  267.  Washington.  D.C.  20001- 
1512,  202/624-5389,  202624-5313  (fax),  (nonpoint 
source). 

Carol  Kocheisen.  Counsel,  Center  for  Pol- 
icy and  Federal  Relations,  National  League 
of  Cities.  1301  Penn.sylvania  Avenue,  N.W.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20004.  202626-3028.  202626- 
3043  (fax),  (stormwater.  nonpoint  source,  wa- 
tershed, funding). 

Robert  S.  Long.  Vice  President.  Govern- 
ment Affairs.  National  Mining  Association, 
1130  Seventeenth  Street,  N.W.,  Washington, 
DC.  20036-4677.  202,463-2663,  202833-1965  (fax). 
(Stormwater). 

Robert  K.  Reeg,  Manager,  Congressional  & 
State  Relations.  National  Society  of  Profes- 
sional Engineers.  1420  King  Street,  Alexan- 
dria. VA  22314-2794.  703/684-2873.  701836-4875 
(fax),  (funding). 

John  M.  Stinson,  Director,  Government  Af- 
fairs, National  Steel  Corporation.  1575  Eye 
Strept.  NW..  Suite  1100.  Washington.  DC. 
20005,  202'638  7707.  202'28»  4616  (check  fax), 
(point  source). 

A.  William  Hillman.  Director  of  Govern- 
ment Relations.  National  Utility  Contrac- 
tors Association  and  Clean  Water  Council, 
4301  N.  Fairfax  Drive,  Suite  360.  .Arlington. 
VA  22203-1627.  70*358-9300.  70*358-9307  (fax). 
(funding). 

Kim  F^itens,  Executive  Director,  National 
Wetlands  Coalition,  1050  Thomas  Jefferson 
Street,  N.W..  7th  Floor.  Washington.  DC. 
20007.  202/298-1886,  202/338-2361  (fax),  (wet- 
lands). 

Robert  Hurley,  Senior  Vice  President,  R 
Duffy  Wall  &  Associates,  Inc..  Suite  410 
South.  601  13th  Street.  N.W..  Washington. 
D.C.  20005.  202737-0100.  202628-3965  (fax). 

Jean  R.  Toohey.  Manager.  Government  Re- 
lations. Rhone-Pouleac.  1401  Eye  Street. 
N.W..  Suite  200.  Washington.  D.C.  20005.  202 
898-3185.  202628-0500  (fax). 

Jeffrey  S.  Longworth.  Stormwater  Reform 
Coalition,  c/o  Collier.  Shannon.  Rill  &  Scott. 
3050  K  Street.  N.W..  Washington.  DC.  20007. 
202-342-8642,  202/338-5534  (fax),  (stormwater). 

Jeffrey  L  Leiter.  Stormwater  Reform  Coa- 
lition, c/o  Collier,  Shannon.  Rill  &  Scott. 
3050  K  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  DC.  20007. 
202342-8490.  202338-5534  (fax),  (stormwater). 

Charles  W  Ingram,  Associate  Manager,  En- 
vironment Policy,  U.S.  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce and  Clean  Water  Industry  Coalition, 


May  10,  1995 

DC.  20062- 


1615  H  Street.  N.W..  Washington. 
2000.  202463-5627.  202887-3445  (fax). 

Philip  Cummings.  Attorney  at  Law.  Clean 
Water  Act  Reauthorization  Coalition. 
McKutchen.  Doyle.  Brown  &  Enersen.  1101 
Pennsylvania  Avenue.  N.W..  Suite  800.  Wash- 
ington. DC.  20004.  202628-4900.  202628-4912 
(fax),  (point  source). 

Peter  A.  Molinaro,  .Assistant  Director. 
Government  Affairs.  Union  Carbide  Corpora- 
tion and  Clean  Water  Act  Reauthorization 
Coalition.  801  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  N.W.. 
Suite  230.  Washington.  DC.  20004.  202393- 
32U.  202347-1684  (fax).  (CWARC.  point 
source). 

D  1415 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Traficant]. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
support  the  bill.  This  is  a  common- 
sense  approach  and  balance  between 
regulations  and  jobs,  and  it  is  sorely 
needed  in  our  country. 

This  Nation  has  gotten  so  ovei^eal- 
ous  with  this  environmental  business 
that  if  a  dog  accidentally  passes  water 
in  a  parking  lot  some  government 
agent  might  deem  it  to  be  a  wetland.  A 
farmer  cannot  even  maintain  the 
creeks  on  their  own  property  from 
spilling  over  and  ruining  their  own 
cropland.  What  kind  of  sense  is  this? 

The  American  people  have  had  it. 
They  are  asking  Congress  to  employ  a 
little  common  sense.  That  is  what  this 
bill  does. 

I  have  a  couple  of  amendments.  No.  1 
is,  the  first,  a  standard  buy  American, 
and  there  should  be  no  problem.  The 
second  one.  though,  states  that  my 
amendment  would  allow  for  a  waiver 
for  the  encouragement  and  develop- 
ment and  use  of  innovative  pollution 
prevention  technologies,  but  only  if 
those  technologies  are  American  made 
to  every  extent  practicable.  I  expect  to 
have  support  on  that  amendment 

But  what  I  really  wanted  to  talk 
about  today  is  this  Great  Lakes  initia- 
tive. The  report  is  out.  The  Great 
Lakes  initiative  was  originally  to  be 
guidelines,  not  strict  binding  rules, 
guidelines,  not  rules.  I  support  the  lan- 
guage in  this  bill  that  maintains  guide- 
lines, not  binding  rules  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons:  If  implemented  under 
binding  status,  the  Great  Lakes  States 
will  suffer  as  much  as  $11  billion  in 
cost  factors  and  as  many  as  33,000  jobs. 
Now,  that  makes  no  sense. 

Finally.  I  want  to  talk  about  this  we- 
they  business.  Manufacturers,  with 
this  bill,  are  not  getting  carte  blanche 
to  go  out  and  ruin  our  environment, 
and  there  is  a  common-sense  approach 
that  will,  in  fact,  encourage  jobs  to 
stay  here  in  America  instead  of  being 
chased  offshore  by  these  overzealous 
regulators. 

And,  Congress,  let  me  say  this,  we 
are  not  going  to  have  a  job  left  in 
America  if  you  continue  with  oppres- 
sive regulations  that  allow  an  open 
door  policy  to  leave  our  country.  There 
is  a  balance.  That  balance  can  be 
reached.  Let  us  reach  it  here  today. 
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I  support  H.R.  961  and  urge  its  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished    gentleman    from    Utah 

[Mr.  HANSEN). 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  stand 
in  favor  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  I  stand  to  applaud  the 
fine  bipartisan  work  of  the  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Committee  in  crafting,  what 
should  be  recognized  as  a  victory  for  the 
Amencan  people,  the  environment,  and  com- 
mon sense. 

This  bill  recognizes  the  critical  need  for  flexi- 
bility at  the  State  and  local  level.  The  ap- 
proach of  H.R.  961  is  to  preserve  environ- 
mental standards  and  safeguards  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  while  providing  flexibility  in  achiev- 
ing those  standards.  The  Clean  Water  Amend- 
ments of  1995  recognizes  and  reaffirms  the 
fundamental  thrust  of  the  original  1972  act 
while  focusing  on  those  areas  where  the  law 
clearly  needs  updating.  H.R.  961  is  a  com- 
monsense  approach  to  provide  flexibility  to 
local  officials,  reduce  unfunded  mandates, 
ease  redundant  and  costly  regulations,  and 
make  bureaucrats  factor  risk  assessment  into 
their  decisions. 

In  crafting  this  bill.  Members  of  both  parties 
have  realized  that  officials  at  the  local  level 
know  how  to  address  their  water  quality  mat- 
ters a  lot  better  than  the  bureaucrats  in  Wash- 
ington. It  was  the  desire  to  have  cleaner  water 
in  my  small  town  of  Farmington,  UT.  30  years 
ago  that  brought  me  into  politics.  It  is  the  de- 
sire of  all  of  us  to  have  clean,  safe  water  to 
drink  and  use.  To  mandate  how  standards 
must  be  reached  may  have  worked  in  1972. 
but  it  is  my  belief  that  city  councilmen.  may- 
ors. Governors,  and  State  regulators  can  be 
fully  trusted  to  care  for  the  water  quality  of 
their  communities.  They  are  closest  to  the  sit- 
uation and  have  the  most  to  gain  from  achiev- 
ing the  high  standards  set  out  in  this  bill. 

Without  question,  the  current  section  404 
wetlands  regulatory  program  is  badly  in  need 
of  reform.  Since  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  in  1972,  the  wetlands  permitting  program 
has  been  expanded  broadly  from  a  program 
affecting  navigable  waters,  to  a  program  regu- 
lating activities  on  75  million  acres  of  pnvately 
owned  property. 

I  strongly  support  the  wetland  provisions  of 
H.R.  961  as  a  major  victory  to  achieve  the  Na- 
tion's wetlands  conservation  goals,  while  at 
the  same  time  respecting  the  property  nghts  of 
individuals.  I  applaud  Chairman  Bud  Shuster 
and  his  committee  for  their  fine  work  and  urge 
strong  support  for  passage  of  this  historical 
bill. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Roberts]. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time. 

The  gentleman  from  California  just 
made  an  allegory,  made  a  statement 
that  this  is  a  dangerous  liaison.  It  is 
not  that.  It  is  a  partnership  effort  to 
prevent  close  encounters  of  the  regu- 
latory kind. 

This  is  a  good  bill.  For  15  years  we 
have  tried  to  get  a  bill  like  this  mak- 


ing a  partnership  with  industry,  agri- 
culture, environmentalists.  Fifteen 
years  we  have  been  spinning  our 
wheels.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
your  leadership  in  finally  bringing  a 
good  bill  to  the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  want  to  talk  about  wetlands.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  just  made  a  rath- 
er graphic  reference  to  what  the  prob- 
lem has  been.  It  is  true.  We  have  now 
a  well  established  procedure  that  says 
the  land  must  be  flooded  if  it  is  going 
to  be  a  wetland.  It  must  support  water 
loving  plants,  and  it  must  have  hydric 
soils.  The  land  must  show  clear  evi- 
dence of  all  three  characteristics. 

Too  long,  too  long  we  have  been  sub- 
jected to  regulatory  nightmares  where 
a  low  spot  in  some  farmer's  field  was 
declared  a  wetland  in  an  area  where  no 
self-respecting  duck  would  ever  land. 
Let  us  end  this  business. 

Let  us  pass  this  bill.  It  is  a  good  part- 
nership. I  commend  the  chairman.  I 
commend  his  leadership.  No  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  ei- 
ther side  should  vote  against  this  bill. 
It  is  a  very  good  reform  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  nse  in  strong  support  of 
H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995.  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure. 

As  the  Transportation  Committee  noted  m 
Its  report,  the  Clean  Water  Act  was  last 
amended  m  1987  and  most  of  its  authonza- 
tions  expired  in  1991.  Because  past  Con- 
gresses could  not  get  a  bill  out  of  either  com- 
mittee, our  Nation's  water  quality  programs 
have  suffered.  And,  more  importantly.  Federal 
regulators  have  been  allowed  to  run  amok  on 
private  lands,  entangling  farmers,  ranchers 
and  other  American  businesses  m 
unlegislated,  prescnptive  regulation.  It  is  time 
to  tell  the  regulators  what  the  policy  will  be 
and  follow  up  the  enactment  of  this  bill  with 
vigorous  oversight. 

This  bill  sets  sound  (XJlicy  for  nonfxamt  pollu- 
tion protection  of  the  Nation's  waters  and 
amends  Section  404  for  a  commonsense  ap- 
proach to  the  conservation  of  wetlands.  Farm- 
ers and  ranchers  will  find  this  policy  to  be  both 
understandable,  reasonable — and  with  proper 
implementation,  very  workable  for  American 
agriculture. 

I  want  to  emphasize  two  imp)ortant  parts  of 
this  bill  that  make  it  essential  policy  for  the  fu- 
ture of  American  agriculture:  amendments  to 
section  319  dealing  with  nonpoint  source  pro 
grams  and  title  VIII  amendments  that  rewrite 
section  404  provisions  dealing  with  wetlands. 

State  wafer  quality  programs  under  section 
319  of  the  bill  are  to  be  developed  using  vol- 
untary, incentive-based  standards  that  are 
likely  to  be  achieved  within  the  15-year  time- 
table set  out  in  the  bill.  The  amendments  fully 
express  the  (xmmittee's  correct  understanding 
that  the  way  to  achieve  water  quality  stand- 
ards is  not  through  command-and-control  reg- 
ulations, but  by  adopting  p>olicies  that  are  p)0S- 
sible,  and  timeliness  and  deadlines  that  make 
sense. 

To  the  extent  agriculture  is  resfwnsible  for 
nonpoint  source  discharges,  the  committee 
nghtly  chose  to  avokl  the  top-down  approach 
to   regulation.   We  cannot   regulate  nonpoint 


sources  as  If  pxjllution  was  coming  from  the 
end  of  a  pipe.  In  addition,  the  bill  includes  sec- 
tion 6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  within  section  319.  ending  a  duplicative 
regulatory  regime  for  agricultural  pnxlucers  m 
coastal  areas 

I  would  caution  Memt)€rs  atx)ut  one  provi- 
sion that  admittedly  has  caused  me  some  con- 
cerns— concerns  the  Agriculture  Commitlee 
may  want  to  address  once  this  bill  is  law  and 
the  1995  farm  bill  has  been  enacted.  That  pro- 
vision gives  authority  for  the  chief  of  the  Natu- 
ral Resources  Conservation  Service  at  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  enter  into 
written  agreements  with  States  as  they  de- 
velop their  section  319  water  quality  programs. 
The  incentive  tor  such  an  agreement  would  be 
to  give  agricultural  prcxlucers  the  assurance 
that  they  are  in  compliance  with  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  But.  the  problem  is  how  the  agree- 
ment may  be  written. 

Frankly,  farmers  and  ranchers  have  not 
t)een  well  served  by  a  similar  agreement  on 
wetlands  that  was  hailed  by  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration as  the  end  of  controversy  on  the  reg- 
ulation of  wetlands  under  both  the  Clean 
Water  Act  and  the  1985  Food  Secunty  Act 
We  were  told  under  this  agreement  farmers 
would  no  longer  be  subject  to  successive  vis- 
its by  Federal  bureaucrats  There  would  be  a 
final  outcome  on  wetland  determinations  on 
the  ground.  Unfortunately,  the  members  of  the 
Agnculture  Committee  took  this  announcement 
on  good  laith.  That  faith  has  been  sorely 
abused.  The  same  kind  of  regulatory  abuse  is 
f)0ssible  here.  The  Agriculture  Committee  irv 
tends  to  watch  this  closely 

The  wetlands  provisions  of  this  bill  are  rede- 
signed to  finally  end  the  abuse  of  farmers. 
ranchers,  and  other  landowners  Title  VIII  is 
sound  policy.  It  is  derived  from  MR.  1330.  a 
bill  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Hayes]  to  restore  sanity  to  our  na- 
tional wetlands  policy,  it  recognizes  there  are 
different  functions  and  values  of  wetlands  and 
allows  for  a  type  C  wetianos  classification 
that  will  be  left  outside  of  Federal  lunsdiction 

The  Chairman's  amendment  to  be  offered 
today  eliminates  the  concept  that  land  no 
longer  meeting  wetland  criteria  can  be  classi- 
fied a  prior  converted  wetland,  serving  limited 
wetland  functions.  A  prior  converted  cropland, 
one  that  was  drained  or  filled  pnor  to  Decem- 
ber 1985.  no  longer  exhibits  wetland  charac- 
teristics— and.  should  be  in  law  and  regulation 
considered  as  an  upland.  These  agncuttural 
bottomlands,  many  of  which  have  t)een  dry  tor 
a  generation  or  more,  are  not  wetlands. 

However,  under  current  law,  regulators  look 
at  pnor  converted  croplands  as  just  another 
parcel  of  private  property  they  control  through 
regulatory  fiat  which  means  more  regulation, 
more  hassles  for  the  landowner,  but  no  signifi- 
cant gams  are  realized  for  the  environment.  I 
want  to  make  certain  this  is  dear:  pnor  con- 
verted croplands  are  not  wetlands.  Under  this 
bill,  they  fall  outside  of  Federal  )unsdiction 
under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  delineation  prcxedures  establisfied 
under  the  committee-reported  txll  will  make 
sense  to  farmers  and  ranchers  The  land  must 
be  ffcxxJed.  It  must  sup)pori  waier-lovmg 
piants.  It  must  have  hydnc  soils.  The  land 
must  show  clear  evidence  of  all  three  charac- 
tenstics. 
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Finally.  Mr.  Chairman,  farmed  wetlands  and 
other  agricultural  lands  determined  to  be  ex- 
empt from  subtitle  C  of  the  1985  Food  Secu- 
nty  Act  shall  be  exempt  from  the  Clean  Water 
Act  so  long  as  those  lands  are  used  tor  agn- 
cuttural  purposes. 

To  my  colleagues,  I  say  this  is  good,  posi- 
tive legislation.  It  protects  the  wetlands  the 
public  believes  need  protection;  it,  hopefully, 
will  keep  the  bureaucrats  oft  pnvate  property 
at  least  for  the  purposes  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  It  will  bring  to  an  end  nearly  a  decade  of 
abusive,  over-reachmg  regulation.  I  urge  its 
enactment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  our  very  fine  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  R.\- 
HALL].  the  ranking  Democrat  on  the 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee 
of  our  committee. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  in- 
deed fitting  that  we  are  considering 
this  bill  today,  this  alleged  reauthor- 
ization, the  Clean  Water  Act. 

I  say  this  because  on  this  day.  123 
years  ago.  President  Grant  signed  into 
law  a  bill  that  hjis  perhaps  created 
more  environmental  disasters  than  any 
other  single  measure. 

The  law  he  signed  has  left  us  with  a 
legacy  of  acidified  rivers  and  streams, 
devoid  of  aquatic  life,  running  shades 
of  orange  and  red. 

A  law  that  has  left  us  with  a  legacy 
of  mammoth  open  pita  that  serve  as 
toxic  swimming  pools  for  migrating 
birds. 

A  law  that  has  left  us  with  a  legacy 
of  cyanide  laced  rock  and  debris,  a 
ticking  timebomb  for  future  genera- 
tions. 

In  short,  a  law  that  has  given  rise  to 
more  Superfund  sites  due  to  the  activi- 
ties it  endorses  than  has  any  other 
type  of  activity. 

This  activity  is  hardrock  mining,  for 
minerals  such  as  gold  and  silver,  on 
Federal  lands  in  the  Western  States. 
And  the  law  is  known  as  the  mining 
law  of  1872. 

So  today,  on  its  123d  anniversary,  we 
find  ourselves  considering  another  bill 
that  if  enacted  promises  to  cause  fur- 
ther environmental  degradation  and 
depravation. 

I  say  this  because  the  pending  legis- 
lation represents  a  direct  assault  on 
the  goals  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  these  are 
goals  which  are  widely  supported  by 
the  citizens  of  this  country. 

Moreover,  the  pending  bill  even  goes 
so  far  as  to  significantly  roll-back  the 
progress  that  has  already  been  made  in 
achieving  water  quality. 

And  it  does  so  for  no  particular  rea- 
son at  all. 

In  the  Appalachian  Region  of  this 
country — where  we  do  not  have 
hardrock  mining  under  the  mining  law 
of  1872.  but  rather  live  on  a  daily  basis 
with  the  environmental,  health  and 
safety  threats  of  past  coal  mining  prac- 
tices— in  many  places  we  too  have 
acidified  rivers  and  streams  running 
those  shades  of  orange  and  red. 


For  example,  the  Cheat  River  in  West 
Virginia,  once  a  prime  destination  of 
Whitewater  rafting  enthusiasts,  today 
is  so  acidic  that  its  water  irritates  the 
eyes  and  skin  of  anyone  who  dares  tra- 
verse its  rapids. 
'    Our  loss  is  not  only  the  aquatic  life 

ihat  once  inhabited  parts  of  this  river, 
bt  a  healthy  amount  of  revenue  from 
'tourism. 

But  rather  than  seek  to  promote  the 
rehabilitation  of  this  river,  rather  than 
seek  to  require  that  its  designated 
water  quality  standards  are  met.  the 
pending  legislation  takes  the  position 
that  if  something  is  polluted,  well,  it 
just  might  as  well  stay  polluted. 

And  it  does  so  by  gutting  the  NPDES 
process,  creating  countless  loopholes 
and  waivers  for  point-source  pollut- 
ants. 

It  does  so  by  allowing  effluent  limi- 
tations for  point  sources  of  pollution  to 
be  based  on  new,  weaker  standards. 

It  does  so  by  repealing  the  entire 
stormwater  permit  program,  and  by 
hampering  efforts  to  control  nonpoint 
source  pollution. 

And  it  does  so  by  attacking  the  very 
basis  for  the  promulgation  of  water 
quality  standards,  allowing  non-sci- 
entific, arbitrary  and  capricious  fac- 
tors to  be  used  in  standard  setting. 

No  Member  from  the  Appalachian  re- 
gion should  be  able  to  vote  for  this  bill. 

And  I  would  submit  that  those  of  our 
constituents  who  live  with  the  ravages 
of  mining,  whether  it  be  hardrock  or 
coal,  simply  did  not  elect  us  to  come 
up  here  and  endorse  the  continued  con- 
tamination of  their  water  sources:  The 
rivers,  the  streams,  the  groundwater 
that  serves  as  the  very  lifeblood  of  our 
natural  environment. 

Finally,  on  the  question  of  wetlands. 
I  think  all  of  us  agree  that  something 
must  be  done  to  provide  relief  from  a 
permitting  process  that  has  become  a 
bureaucratic  nightmare. 

Yet,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  majonty  of 
Americans  want  to  see  over  80  percent  of  our 
Nation's  wetlands  destroyed  as  could  occur 
under  the  pending  measure. 

This  does  not  constitute  responsible  wet- 
lands reform,  and.  it  would  have  far-reaching 
consequences 

For  instance,  I  have  been  advised  that  this 
legislation  would  significantly  reduce  duck 
populations  and  dimmish  prospects  for  future 
duck-hunting  seasons. 

Obviously,  ducks  require  duck  habitat  to 
survive,  and  that  habitat — wetlands — would  be 
senously  threatened  by  the  pending  legisla- 
tion. This  IS  something  of  concern  to  sports- 
men and  women  throughout  Amenca,  and  I 
know  It  IS  a  matter  of  great  concern  to  sporting 
groups  in  my  State  of  West  Virginia. 

For  these,  and  many  other  reasons.  I  urge 
this  txxJy  to  reject  the  pending  measure. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Laughlin].  one  of  the  founding  co- 
alition members. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
first  want  to  thank  the  distinguished 
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chairman  of  our  committee  for  turning 
this  bill  into  a  truly  bipartisan  bill, 
and  I  commend  our  last  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mi- 
NETA].  for  tying  to  work  with  us  in  the 
last  Congress  to  pass  a  clear  water  bill. 

But  let  me  set  the  record  straight 
about  the  we-and-the-they  and  the  spe- 
cial interests.  Half  the  Democrats  on 
the  Transportation  Infrastructure 
Committee  have  supported  this  bill, 
not  three  or  four,  not  a  couple  from  the 
South,  not  a  couple  of  boll  weevils.  50 
percent,  have  supported  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill  and  encourage  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  bipartisan  support. 

Not  only  do  I  support  the  bill,  I  want 
to  address  a  focus  on  the  nonpoint 
source  pollution  provisions,  especially 
as  they  relate  to  agriculture.  Too  often 
we  have  tried  to  clean  up  the  water  of 
America  by  saying  it  is  agriculture's 
fault,  and  when  we  come  to  cleaning 
up.  look  in  the  last  few  years,  we  have 
put  over  $60  billion  into  the  point 
source,  yet  we  put  less  than  $1  billion 
into  nonpoint  source,  and  we  have  tried 
to  tell  agriculture  across  America, 
"You  have  got  to  do  it  by  these  rules." 
when  in  fact  agriculture  in  one  part  of 
the  country  has  a  different  focus  and  a 
different  set  of  rules  and  a  different  set 
of  criteria,  and  we  cannot  clean  up  the 
agricultural  lands  of  America  simply 
by  having  one  set  of  rules  that  fit  all. 

In  fact,  it  is  farmers  like  Harley  Sav- 
age. Steve  Ballas,  and  other  farmers 
who  should  have  the  ability  to  do  what 
they  know  how  best  to  do.  They  cannot 
produce  a  crop  with  dirty  water,  even 
though  there  are  some  in  my  party 
that  want  to  say  this  is  a  dirty  water 
bill. 

But  the  farmers  of  America  cannot 
produce  what  they  do  better  than  any 
industry  in  America,  and  that  is  to 
outproduce  the  rest  of  the  world  in  pro- 
ducing their  products,  whether  it  is 
cotton,  com,  rice,  poultry,  beef,  or  any 
other  agricultural  product,  and  we 
need  to  give  them  the  flexibility  to  do 
what  they  do  best  and  to  make  sure 
that  they  continue,  unlike  some  big 
cities. 

The  agricultural  community  is  not 
dirtying  the  water  to  the  degree  that 
they  are  given  the  blame. 

So  I  urge  we  implement  and  pass  this 
bill  so  the  agricultural  community  can 
do  the  implementation  with  flexibility 
to  ensure  that  they  continue  giving  us 
the  clean  water  that  all  of  us,  whether 
we  are  from  the  rural  areas,  from  the 
cities,  whether  we  are  Democrats  or 
Republicans,  we  not  only  deserve  but 
we  want  and  we  strive  to  achieve. 

So  this  is  not  a  we-they  bill.  I  urge 
support  of  961.  and  I  wanted  at  this 
point  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes)  for  his  great 
leadership  in  ensuring  that  this  is  a  bi- 
partisan bill. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 
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Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

I  just  wanted  to  remark  there  has 
been  much  said  here  today  about  the 
economic  implications,  whether  they 
be  good  or  bad.  of  this  attempt  to 
change  the  Clean  Water  Act  as  it  cur- 
rently exists. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  if  you  rep- 
resent a  coastal  State  and  if  you  look 
at  the  provisions  of  this  bill  as  it 
stands  today  and  if  you  think  that  is 
good  for  your  economy,  then  you 
should  have  spent  the  years  of  the  mid- 
dle 1980's  with  me  in  New  Jersey  or 
with  the  Representatives  of  Long  Is- 
land when  water  was  dirty.  Those  were 
the  dirty  water  days.  And  we  got  past 
them. 

If  you  think  that  doing  damage  to 
the  wetlands  provisions  as  they  exist 
today,  in  removing  90  percent  of  the 
wetlands  in  my  home  State  from  the 
rolls  of  wetlands,  if  you  think  that  is 
good  for  my  economy,  then  you  should 
vote  for  this  bill. 

If  you  think  it  is  good  for  the  econ- 
omy to  gut  the  CZMA  provisions  that 
pertain  to  nonpoint  source  pollution,  I 
do  not  think  it  is,  but  if  you  think  it  is. 
then  you  should  vote  for  this  bill. 

I  would  just  say  that  the  Coastal 
States  Association  does  not  think  that 
is  good,  because  we  have  adopted  their 
provisions,  and  we  have  done  that  in 
the  name  of  the  economy.  If  you  think 
that  doing  damage  to  the  storm  water 
discharge  permitting  process,  as  it  hap- 
pens in  this  bill,  is  good  for  the  econ- 
omy of  coastal  States,  then  you  should 
vote  for  this  bill.  But  I  cannot  do  that, 
because  I  know,  having  lived  through 
the  years  of  the  middle  1980's  in  New 
Jersey  and  what  happened  on  Long  is- 
land, that  is  not  good  for  the  economy. 

So  if  you  are  concerned  about  the 
economy  of  the  coastal  areas  in  this 
United  States,  whether  it  be  in  Maine, 
Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  New 
Hampshire,  New  York,  New  Jersey, 
Maryland,  or  Virginia  or  the  Carolinas, 
I  am  not  so  sure  about  Georgia;  I  have 
never  been  there,  or  Florida  or  the  Gulf 
States  or  California  or  Oregon  or  Wis- 
consin, if  you  are  not  concerned  about 
the  economic  implications  of  this  bill, 
then  you  have  not  observed  what  has 
gone  on  in  those  States  that  have  de- 
veloped dirty  water  climates. 

In  the  summers  of  1987  and  1988.  for 
example,  in  New  Jersey,  people  were 
afraid  to  go  to  the  ocean,  afraid  to  go 
in  the  water.  They  were  afraid  to  take 
vacations  in  those  kinds  of  places.  So 
that  is  our  economy,  and  this  bill  does 
damage  to  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  our  very  fine  colleague,  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  961,  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995.  This 
bill  would  roll  back  decades  of  progress 


in  cleaning  up  our  rivers,  lakes,  and 
coastal  waters,  and  it  threatens  the 
fragile  ecosystems  of  our  Nation's  wet- 
lands. 

This  bill  has  rightly  been  called  a 
polluters'  bill  of  rights.  Special  inter- 
ests representing  some  of  our  Nation's 
largest  polluters  wrote  this  bill,  so  it  is 
not  surprising  that  it  is  riddled  with 
custom-made  loopholes  to  let  indus- 
tries pollute. 

The  bill  would  increase  from  just  5  to 
70.000  the  number  of  industrial  pollut- 
ants that  could  be  dumped  into  our  Na- 
tion's waterways.  It  would  open  up  our 
Nation's  most  fragile  wetlands  to  de- 
velopment, including  more  than  half  of 
all  the  wetlands  in  my  home  State  of 
Connecticut. 

This  bill  poses  a  threat  to  our  safe 
drinking  water  and  to  the  rivers, 
streams,  and  lakes  in  which  we  swim 
and  fish. 

My  constituents  along  Long  Island 
Sound  would  be  especially  harmed  by 
provisions  of  this  bill  repealing  efforts 
to  clean  up  our  coastal  waters.  Our 
coast  protection  program  has  proven  to 
be  true — that  good  environmental  pol- 
icy is  good  economic  policy.  Clean 
coastal  waters  generate  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  tourism  revenue,  creates  jobs  in 
fishing  and  other  industries,  and  pro- 
vide numerous  recreational  activities. 

Connecticut's  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 
ment Program  has  made  great  strides 
at  cleaning  up  the  Long  Island  Sound. 
It  has  successfully  restored  over  1,500 
acres  of  critical  tidal  wetlands.  From 
1991  to  1993.  the  number  of  beach  clos- 
ings along  Long  Island  Sound  was  re- 
duced from  292  to  174.  But  we  clearly 
have  more  work  to  do.  More  than  25 
percent  of  Long  Island  Sound's  beaches 
still  are  chronically  closed  due  to 
pathogen  contamination.  We  need  poli- 
cies and  financial  resources  to  continue 
our  progress,  not  reverse  them  as  this 
bill  would  do. 

I  look  forward  to  supporting  the 
Boehlert-Saxton-Roemer  substitute  be- 
cause it  preserves  our  coastal  cleanup 
effort,  it  takes  a  more  reasonable  ap- 
proach to  wetland  protection,  and 
closes  the  polluter  loopholes  of  H.R. 
961.  I  am  grateful  that  the  substitute 
provides  strong  support  for  the  estuary 
protection  goals  of  H.R.  1438,  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  and  Estuary  Protec- 
tion Act  introduced  by  my  colleague 
from  New  York,  Ms.  Lowey,  and  my- 
self. 

The  negative  impact  of  H.R.  961  is 
immeasurable.  It  is  bad  news  for  every- 
one, except  for  those  industries  that 
will  enjoy  numerous  loopholes  and 
waivers.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  voting  against  this  bad  bill. 

D  1430 

Mr.  HA'YES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Mis- 
souri [Ms.  Danner]. 

Ms.  DANNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support   of  H.R.    961    which   maintains 
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and  builds  on  the  current  safeguards  in 
place  and  complements  the  needs  of 
States  for  flexibility.  Those  directly 
responsible  for  water  quality  in  our 
communities,  such  as  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  and  the  U.S.  Con- 
ference of  Mayors,  support  H.R.  961  be- 
cause it  makes  environmental  benefit  a 
primary  focus  of  H.R.  961  and  estab- 
lishes a  program  that  Congress  can 
support  in  a  truly  bipartisan  approawih 
to  solving  our  Nation's  pollution  di- 
lemmas. 

Let  me  read  just  oie  sentence  from  a 
letter  that  we  have  received  from  the 
presidents  of  respectively  the  National 
Association  of  Counties.  National 
League  of  Cities  and  the  U.S.  Con- 
ference of  Mayors,  not  the  Members  of 
Congress,  but  members  who  represent 
our  constituency  across  the  United 
States.  Charges,  and  I  quote  exactly, 
charges  that  H.R.  961  rolls  back  envi- 
ronmental protection  and  that  it  guts 
the  Clean  Water  Act  are  totally  un- 
founded. The  measure  restores  common 
sense  to  this  unaffordable  and  undoable 
mandate. 

Remember,  my  colleagues,  we  have 
passed  legislation  here  to  do  away  with 
unfunded  mandates.  The  p>eople  that 
represent  our  constituents,  as  well  aa 
ourselves,  ask  us  to  recognize  unfunded 
mandates  as  a  real  problem.  I  urge 
each  of  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R. 
961  and  to  follow  the  discretion  of  the 
chairman  and  the  full  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  by 
retaining  the  allotment  formula  in  the 
bill  and  opposing  any  efforts  to  change 
the  formula. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  congratulate  Chair- 
man Shuster  and  the  entire  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Committee  staff  lor  their  dili- 
gence ana  exemplary  work  on  r-i.R.  96i 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  strong  support 
of  H  R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Act  amendments 
of  1995  which  maintains  and  builds  on  the 
current  safeguards  in  place  in  our  system  and 
complements  the  State  needs  for  more  flexibil- 
ity. 

Those  directly  responsible  lor  water  quality 
in  our  communities — such  as  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties,  the  National  League  of 
Cities  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors 
support  H.R.  961  because  it  makes  envirorv 
mental  benefit  a  pnmary  focus  of  H.R.  961 
and  establishes  a  program  that  Congress  can 
support  in  a  truly  bipartisan  approach  to  solv- 
ing our  Nation's  pollution  dilemmas. 

In  a  letter  submitted  from  the  groups  I  pre- 
viously mentioned  they  said  and  I  quote: 

Chanfes  that  H.R  961  rolls  back  environ- 
mental protection  and  that  it  guts  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  are  totally  unfounded.  The  meas- 
ure restores  common  sense  to  this 
unaffordable  and  undoable  mandate. 

I  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to  support 
H.R,.  961  and  to  follow  the  discretion  of  Chair- 
man and  the  full  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture Committee  by  retaining  the  allotment  for- 
mula in  the  bill  and  opposing  any  eflorls  to 
change  the  formula. 

I  yield  back  the  t)alance  of  my  time. 
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Mr.  SHL'STER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

1    minute    to    the    distinguished    gen- 
tleman        from         Maryland         [Mr. 

GiLCHREST]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

If  I  could  just  have  a  couple  of  sec- 
onds to  give  the  audience  a  history  les- 
son. Late  in  the  1500's  we  all  remember 
Galileo,  and  he  said  at  that  time  he 
was  trying  to  educate  people  that  the 
sun  was  the  center  of  the  solar  system. 
Well  the  Pope  heard  that.  Pope  Urban 
VIII.  the  head  of  the  early  Roman  Em- 
pire, and  he  said,  if  Galileo  repeats 
that  comment,  the  sun  is  the  center  of 
the  solar  system,  he  wiU  have  his  arms 
and  legs  dislocated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  put 
everybody's  mind  at  eaiae.  I  do  not  fear 
that  my  arms  will  be  dislocated  by 
making  a  comment  about  the  provision 
in  this  Clean  Water  Act  taking  away 
wetlands,  but  by  the  Pope  telling  that 
to  Galileo  it  made  no  difference.  The 
sun  was  still  the  center  of  the  solar 
system.  In  this  legislation  this  will  not 
be  a  wetland. 

Now  we  can  say  anything  we  want 
about  wetlands.  We  can  describe  them 
any  way  we  want  to  describe  them.  But 
that  does  not  change  the  way  nature 
works,  and  this  type  of  filtration  sys- 
tem is  absolutely  essential  if  we  are 
going  to  have  any  productive  coastal 
fishery,  if  we  are  going  to  have  any 
clean  water. 

This,  my  colleagues,  regardless  of 
what  the  bill  says,  is  a  wetland. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  San 
Diego,  CA  [Mr.  Filner],  a  very  fine 
member  of  our  committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  but  more 
importantly  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  tireless  efforts  on  behalf  of  protect- 
ing our  environment.  I  say  to  him. 
"Mr.  MiNETA.  we  may  lose  today's  bat- 
tle, but  under  your  leadership  I'm  con- 
fident we're  going  to  be  back,  and  we 
will  win  the  long-range  war." 

Mr.  Chairman  and  colleagues.  I  rise 
today  during  this  debate  to  urge  my 
colleagues  not  to  turn  our  back  on  the 
health  and  safety  of  Americans  and  to, 
once  again,  reassure  my  constituents 
In  San  Diego  that  they  will  not  have  to 
spend  billions  for  an  unnecessary  sew- 
age facility.  San  Diego  is  assured  to 
regulatory  relief  with  either  of  the 
major  alternatives  on  the  floor,  but  we 
must  also  be  sure  that  we  can  fish  and 
swim  in  San  Diego's  rivers,  lakes,  and 
beaches. 

The  critical  questions  that  San 
Diegans  must  ask  themselves  about 
these  bills  before  us  is.  will  I  have 
clean  water  to  drink,  will  I  have  a 
clean  beach  to  swim  at.  and  will  I  get 
relief  from  the  multi-billion-dollar  sec- 
ondary treatment  boondoggle?  With 
the  Boehlert  substitute,  which  I  am 
supporting,  the  answers  are  "yes"   to 


safe  drinking  water,  "yes"  to  clean 
beaches,  and  "yes"  to  relief  from  in- 
creased sewage  bills.  I  cannot  support 
any  bill  that  purports  to  help  San 
Diego  on  the  one  hand  and  destroys  the 
safety  of  our  drinking  water  and  beach- 
es on  the  other. 

Mr.  HA'ifES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Tauzin]. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  par- 
ticularly want  to  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster].  for  bring- 
ing this  bill  to  the  fioor.  and  I  particu- 
larly want  to  pay  a  great  debt  of  grati- 
tude. I  hope,  on  behalf  of  this  entire 
House  for  the  efforts,  the  long-standing 
efforts  that  have  been  made  by  my  col- 
league and  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes],  in  this  effort 
that  has  finally  reached  the  floor  to  re- 
form the  wetland  laws  of  America  and 
create  some  sound,  sensible  regulations 
of  wetlands  in  America  combined  with 
the  right  of  property  owners  to  be  re- 
imbursed when  their  property  is  taken 
for  these  regulatory  purposes. 

My  colleagues,  one  of  my  colleagues 
from  California  rose  earlier  today  to 
complain  about  lobbyists'  hands  in  the 
writing  of  this  bill.  Let  me  set  the 
record  straight.  This  bill,  the  reforms 
have  long  been  on  this  table,  not  this 
year  when  the  new  majority  came  to 
town.  These  reforms  have  long  been  on 
the  table,  never  brought  to  the  floor  of 
this  House  unfortunately,  but  long  on 
the  table,  drafted  in  part  by  the  efforts, 
personal  efforts  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes],  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Laughlin],  many 
other  Members  of  this  body  who  have 
urged  this  House  to  consider  these 
amendments  for  many,  many  years 
when  the  Democratic  Party  was  in  the 
majority. 

I  want  to  remind  my  colleagues  from 
California  that  it  was  at  a  meeting 
with  lobbyists  of  the  radical  environ- 
mental groups  in  this  town  on  March  4. 
1992,  with  some  Members  of  this  House, 
that  a  decision  was  made  then  to  kill 
the  holy  trinity,  "unholy  trinity"  they 
called  it.  ideas  called  property  rights, 
unfunded  mandates  and  the  risk  assess- 
ment cost-benefit  analysis  regulatory 
reform.  It  was  that  link,  that  collusion 
between  the  radical  environmental  left 
and  Members  of  this  House  that  pre- 
vented this  bill,  these  ideas,  from  ever 
getting  to  the  fioor. 

Let  me  finally  make  a  point.  I  say  to 
my  colleagues,  this  bill  is  not  just 
about  pollution  and  clean  water.  This 
bill  is  also  about  land  regulations  and 
activities  that  are  not  polluting  activi- 
ties, activities  like  building  a  home, 
activities  like  forming  your  property, 
activities  like  simply  digging  a  drain- 
age ditch  on  your  property  so  it  drains 
properly,  nonpolluting  activities  that 
do  not  create  nuisances  for  anybody, 
that  have  nothing  to  do  with  violations 
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of  local  zoning  laws,  that  simply  have 
to  do  with  the  right  of  a  person  to  use 
his  property  for  the  purposes  he  in- 
tended it  for.  perhaps  to  cut  a  tree  for 
timber  purposes,  to  grow  some  com  for 
agricultural  purposes,  perhaps  just  to 
build  a  house  for  that  son  or  daughter 
on  the  farm  so  that  they  can  live  close 
to  their  parents.  Those  activities  are 
regulated  as  land-regulated  activities 
under  this  clean  water  bill  in  the  guise 
of  wetlands  protection,  and  so  when  we 
discuss  this  bill,  and  you  hear  talk 
about  pollution  and  this  bill  being  only 
a  bill  dealing  with  pollution,  remember 
this  is  land  regulation,  too,  of  non- 
polluting  activities. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Oxley]. 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  this  reauthorization 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  It  allows  us  to 
protect  our  precious  waterways  in  a 
cost-effective  manner. 

I  have  a  particular  interest  in  the 
Great  Lakes  provisions  in  this  bill. 
Lake  Erie  is  a  tremendous  asset  to  my 
home  State  of  Ohio.  States  like  Ohio 
want  to  be  able  to  protect  this  resource 
in  a  way  that  makes  regulatory  and  fi- 
nancial sense. 

The  language  in  this  bill  gives  them 
the  flexibility  to  do  exactly  that,  and 
we  will  achieve  more  real  progress  than 
we  would  get  if  the  EPA's  Great  Lakes 
Water  Quality  Initiative  was  imposed 
as  a  rigid,  mandatory  regulation. 

Municipalities  in  my  district  have 
been  concerned  about  the  costly  provi- 
sions of  the  G-L-I.  Wastewater  treat- 
ment plants  are  being  told  to  reduce 
the  discharge  of  mercury  to  a  level 
lower  than  what  naturally  occurs  in 
rainwater.  That  amounts  to  spending 
millions  of  dollars  to  remove  a  sub- 
stance that  is  put  back  into  the  Great 
Lakes  every  time  it  rains. 

Even  if  implemented  as  written, 
there  is  no  guarantee  that  the  G-L-I 
will  lead  to  the  lifting  of  a  single  fish 
advisory  or  the  opening  of  an  addi- 
tional mile  of  shoreline  for  unre- 
stricted use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  strong  bill. 
Let  us  support  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Mis- 
souri [Ms.  McCarthy),  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Science  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business,  who  has 
been  contributing  a  lot  to  this  effort. 

Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MiNETA]  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me  and  for  his  efforts  on  behalf  of 
sound  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  to  express 
my  concerns  with  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  of  1995.  My  State 
of  Missouri  is  a  land  of  mighty  rivers, 
and  clean  water  is  a  gift  from  our  an- 
cestors and  our  legacy  to  our  children. 

H.R.  961  would  mean  the  end  of  our 
coordinated    efforts    to    improve    the 
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quality  of  this  national  resource.  The 
strange  patchwork  of  waivers  and  cred- 
its envisioned  by  this  bill  would  allow 
polluters  to  choose  the  way  they  will 
diminish  our  water  quality. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  nine  States  in  the 
Midwest  which  suffered  devastating 
fioods  in  1993.  including  Missouri,  are 
working  to  expand  wetlands  that  will 
help  absorb  the  shock  of  future  flood- 
ing. 

The  National  Conference  of  State 
Legislatures  agrees  that  title  VIII  of 
this  bill  will  cripple  those  efforts,  ex- 
pose Midwestemers  to  greater  risk  of 
flooding,  and  expose  U.S.  taxpayers  to 
greater  risk  of  having  to  pay  for  future 
flood  cleanups. 

While  the  funding  formula  currently 
in  the  legislation  would  provide  for  ad- 
ditional pollution  run-off  funds  for 
Missouri.  H.R.  961  does  not  explain  to 
Missourians  how  to  pay  for  new  treat- 
ment plants  when  the  lifeblood  of  their 
State,  the  great  Missouri  and  Mis- 
sissippi Rivers,  run  thick  once  again 
with  pollution.  It  does  not  explain  how 
to  pay  for  new  homes  and  businesses 
when  the  rivers  overflow  their  banks. 

I  hope  that  as  we  debate  amendments 
to  H.R.  961  we  will  focus  on  quality  of 
life,  and  that  includes  not  only  new 
jobs  but  a  clean  environment.  1  hope, 
too,  that  we  adopt  amendments  to 
strike  a  proper  balance  between  in- 
creased Stale  authority  and  preserva- 
tion of  minimum  Federal  standards. 

These  goals  are  compatible;  the 
Clean  Water  Act  has  proven  that  time 
and  again. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
colleagues,  the  debate  wc  begin  today 
on  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  quite  simply 
the  test  of  whether  the  center  can  hold. 
We  are  faced  on  the  one  hand  by  the 
clean  water  statute  that,  despite  its 
many  strengths,  has  clear  flaws  that 
must  be  remedied. 
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We  are  confronted,  on  the  other 
hand,  with  a  proposal  that  instead  of 
simply  repairing  those  flaws,  rolls  back 
existing  protections,  imperiling  our 
rivers,  lakes,  and  coastal  waters. 

Clearly,  neither  the  status  quo  nor 
the  proposed  rewrite  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  are  acceptable  alternatives. 
What  is  needed  is  an  approach  that  pre- 
serves our  water  resources  without 
causing  undue  economic  hardship.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton].  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Roe.mer],  and  I  will  offer  a  sub- 
stitute later  today  that  offers  just  such 
an  approach. 

What  we  have  done  is  to  take  the 
best  proposals  being  offered  around 
town  and  combine  them  into  one  bill. 
Our  litmus  test  has  not  been  ideology, 
but  practical  input,  which  proposal  was 


the  most  likely  to  reasonably  protect 
our  Nation's  waters. 

For  example,  we  have  adopted  the 
National  Governors'  Association  pro- 
posal for  wetlands  protection,  a  solid 
middle  ground  position.  H.R.  961.  on 
the  other  hand,  would  allow  the  whole- 
sale destruction  of  more  than  half  the 
Nation's  wetlands.  That  is  not  my 
opinion,  that  is  what  we  learned  from 
the  scientists.  We  have  just  had  a  re- 
port yesterday  from  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences.  That  would  mean  in- 
creased flooding,  less  fresh  water,  and  a 
decline  in  the  fishing  and  tourism  in- 
dustries. 

Current  law  is  too  restrictive,  and 
administratively  burdensome.  The 
Governors'  proposal,  which  gives 
States  a  greater  say  over  wetlands  pro- 
tection, is  a  sensible  approach.  It  is 
also  a  cheaper  approach,  eliminating 
the  need  for  a  large  Federal  bureauc- 
racy and  a  new  entitlement  through 
the  takings  provisions. 

Similarly,  we  have  adopted  the 
Coastal  States  Organization's  proposal 
on  coastal  nonpoint  pollution,  which 
gives  States  a  greater  say  over  how  to 
meet  environmental  requirements. 
H.R.  961  would  repeal  coastal  zone  pro- 
lections,  increasing  the  likelihood  that 
beaches  will  have  to  be  closed  to  the 
public.  10.000  were  closed  last  year,  and 
that  runoff  pollution  will  close  com- 
mercial fisheries,  threatening  a  $65  bil- 
lion industry. 

The  Coastal  States  Organization,  a 
group  of  30  Governors,  has  endorsed 
this  provision  of  our  substitute,  be- 
cause we  amend  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
eliminate  its  excesses  while  retaining 
its  protections.  Let  me  stress  that,  we 
eliminate  its  excesses  while  retaining 
its  protections.  This  is  an  approach  we 
have  taken  throughout  the  bill,  shop- 
ping around  for  the  most  sensible,  ra- 
tional approach,  eliminating  the  bu- 
reaucracy and  redtape  of  current  law. 
which  preventing  the  environmental 
degradation  of  H  R.  961. 

Such  a  centrist  approach  should  be 
welcome  in  a  country  that  is  clearly 
sick  of  ideological  warfare  and  hungry 
for  solutions  to  our  Nation's  problems, 
a  country  m  which  76  percent  of  the 
American  people  want  us  to  do  more  to 
protect  our  Nation's  waters,  but  are 
skeptical  of  overbearing  Government. 

Perhaps  that  is  why  our  substitute 
has  broad  bipartisan  support.  I  look 
forward  to  the  debate  we  will  have  this 
afternoon,  because  we  will  pass  this 
substitute  if  good  sense  is  allowed  to 
triumph  over  ideology  on  both  ends  of 
the  political  spectrum. 

A  lot  of  people  think  Republicans  do 
not  give  a  damn  about  the  environ- 
ment. A  lot  of  people  are  wrong.  Keep 
in  mind,  one  person's  effluent  is  an- 
other person's  drinking  water. 

Finally,  let  me  point  out  what  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Legisla- 
tures has  to  say.  Unless  H.R.  961  is  sig- 
nificantly amended  during  floor  consid- 


eration, the  National  Conference  of 
State  Legislatures  urges  you  to  vote 
against  the  bill. 

We  have  that  significant  amendment. 
We  urge  you  to  support  Saxton,  Boeh- 
lert, and  Roemer  and  to  oppose  the 
committee  bill. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
for  his  great  leadership. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  to  say 
that  H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1995.  as  presently  drafted 
lessens  environmental  protection  and 
endangers  the  very  quality  of  life  of  all 
Americans.  I  have  been  listening  to  the 
debate  and.  coming  from  local  govern- 
ment. I  know  there  are  real  concerns 
about  storm  water  runoff,  sewage 
wastewater,  and  certainly  wetlands. 
But  we  must  also  listen  to  the  EPA  ad- 
ministrator that  has  criticized  the  bill 
as  being  unworkable. 

Mr  Chairman.  I  hope  we  will  come  to 
this  process  with  a  bipartisan  attitude 
to  fix  and  correct,  but  not  to  eliminate. 
Currently  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  re- 
garded as  one  of  the  most  successful 
environmental  mandates  passed  by 
Congress.  Yes.  some  of  the  portions  of 
the  act  may  need  some  additional  flexi- 
bility or  fine-tuning,  but  we  only  have 
one  environment,  one  planet  Earth, 
and  we  ought  not  to  take  undue  risks 
with  it. 

As  for  Texas.  I  know  firsthand  that 
the  city  of  Houston  is  spending  $1.3  bil- 
lion to  address  its  sanitary  sewer  over- 
flow. It  is  important  that  we  follow 
through.  It  is  important  that  we  con- 
tinue to  improve  the  quality  of  our 
drinking  water.  Let  us  not  turn  back. 
Let  us  make  sure  we  fix.  but  not  elimi- 
nate the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2"^  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young). 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R. 
961.  As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Resources,  we  had  joint  jurisdiction 
over  this  legislation.  But  also  being 
ranking  on  the  committee  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu- 
ster], the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  I 
watched  the  building  of  this  bill  and 
watched  what  he  has  been  able  to  do, 
and  our  committee,  full  committee, 
with  the  exception  of  two  people,  fully 
agreed  with  what  we  are  attempting  to 
do  here,  and  that  is  to  have  clean 
water. 

We  have  to  keep  in  mind  what  has 
been  said  prior  to  some  of  the  other 
speakers  about  how  bad  this  bill  is. 
This  bill  achieves  many  things,  but  one 
of  the  main  things  that  it  achieves  is 
clean  water  realistically.  It  requires 
clean  water  as  it  should  be  without  the 
regulations,  without  the  dominance  of 
government  interference.  It  is  a  needed 
bill.  It  has  to  occur. 
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One  of  the  things  I  have  heard  from 
most  of  the  Governors  around  the 
country  is  whatever  happens,  you  must 
review  and  revamp  the  Clean  Water 
Act  so  we  can  make  it  apply  to  our 
communities  and  stop  making  us  waste 
money  on  testing  that  is  unnecessary, 
meeting  requirements  that  are  unnec- 
essary. And  in  Alaska  alone,  which  I 
will  have  an  amendment  later  on.  the 
biggest  city  in  Alaska  had  to  add  fish 
guts  to  make  sure  we  met  the  stand- 
ards for  the  particular  amount  in  the 
water  that  comes  out  at  the  end  of  the 
effluent.  We  had  pure  water.  I  could 
drink  it.  To  say  we  want  to  stay  with 
the  present  bill,  the  regulations  that 
should  never  have  been  applied,  is  abso- 
lutely ludicrous. 

More  than  that,  in  this  bill  there  is  a 
provision  which  I  hope  everybody  is  lis- 
tening. The  one  provision  from  this  bill 
that  should  draw  your  attention  be- 
cause it  affects  every  State  In  the 
Union  is  the  wetlands  provision. 

You  have  seen  what  the  wetlands 
have  done  to  this  country,  how  it  has 
been  implemented  and  enforced  by  a 
Federal  Government  without  any  juris- 
diction of  written  law,  other  than  a 
dredging  law  through  regulatory  law. 
where  they  can  tell  my  State  of  Alaska 
that  all  of  your  land  is  wet.  You  have 
no  longer  a  right  to  build  or  take  and 
construct  schools  or  do  things  good  for 
your  community  because  we  have  de- 
cided it  is  wet,  without  compensation. 
They  have  put  inroads  into  our  ability 
to  take  and  produce. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  we  also  have 
to  keep  in  mind  this  Congress  in  1971 
gave  44  million  acres  of  land  to  the 
Alaskan  natives,  the  American  Eski- 
mos in  Alaska.  We  gave  that  land  to 
them  as  a  commitment  to  them  for 
their  economic  and  social  well-being. 
And  what  do  we  do  under  the  wetlands 
provision?  We  take  it  away,  because  we 
tell  them  under  the  Federal  control  it 
is  98  percent  wetlands. 

You  call  that  justice?  I  am  saying  it 
is  time  we  support  this  bill.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  SHU- 
STER]  and  the  committee  have  done  an 
excellent  job.  \^'hen  I  hear  members  of 
the  committee  say  this  is  a  bad  bill,  I 
say  shame  on  you.  This  is  a  good  bill 
that  should  be  passed 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  DeFazio]. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today's  young  people 
think  I  am  making  a  joke  when  I  tell 
them  about  a  river  catching  fire.  That 
actually  happened  to  the  Cuyahoga  in 
Ohio,  it  was  so  polluted  with  industrial 
wastes  and  inflammable  solvents.  In 
Oregon  3  million  residents  take  for 
granted  the  fact  they  can  swim,  fish, 
and  even  drink  Willamette  River 
water.  Well,  the  Willamette  River  was 
more  like  an  open  sewer  in  the  mid 
1960's  than  it  was  a  pristine  river. 


They  say  you  cannot  turn  back  the 
clock.  Who  would  want  to  turn  back 
the  clock  to  those  bad  old  days?  Who 
indeed?  Well,  watch  for  the  votes  on 
this  bill.  A  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  to 
turn  back  the  country  to  the  days 
when  our  rivers  were  more  like  open 
sewers  and  industrial  cesspools  than 
they  were  precious  resources. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DeL.w],  the  distinguished  major- 
ity whip. 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  ref- 
erence to  the  previous  speaker,  fear, 
fear.  fear.  That  is  all  we  have  to  offer, 
is  fear.  We  are  here  to  rise  in  support  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  that  brings  some 
common  sense,  good  science,  and  re- 
sponsibility, adding  much  needed  re- 
forms to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  bringing 
a  responsible  approach  to  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

I  just  want  to  point  out  a  situation  in 
my  own  district.  The  city  of  Lake 
Jackson.  TX,  is  no  stranger  to  the  cur- 
rent tangle  of  regulatory  policies  when 
it  comes  to  wetlands. 

Mayor  Doris  Williams  has  led  that  ef- 
fort since  the  late  eighties  to  see  that 
the  city  be  allowed  to  construct  a  pub- 
lic golf  course,  despite  the  U.S.  Corps 
of  Engineers'  objections  that  Lake 
Jackson  had  not  adequately  defined  all 
of  its  jurisdictional  wetlands. 

You  know  what  that  is  in  this  case? 
Footprints  of  cows.  They  had  to  go  out 
and  map  every  footprint  from  a  cow  on 
these  400  acres  of  property. 

This  small  city  purchased  400  acres  of 
property,  and  after  4  years  of  working 
with  regulatory  agencies  at  a  cost  of 
well  over  $100,000.  a  lot  of  money  to 
this  small  city,  the  city  is  only  now  el- 
igible to  submit  an  application  to  the 
U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  for  an  individ- 
ual 404  permit  to  construct  a  public 
golf  course. 

There  is  no  guarantee  at  this  time 
that  a  permit  will  be  awarded,  despite 
the  city's  significant  efforts  and  in- 
vestment. This  bill  brings  the  promise 
of  reason  and  relief  to  communities 
such  as  Lake  Jackson. 

The  time  has  come  for  sensible  envi- 
ronmental reform.  The  Clean  Water 
Act  Amendments  of  1995  provides  for 
risk-based  regulation  and  requires  the 
EPA  to  subject  its  mandates  to  both 
risk  assessment  and  cost-benefit  analy- 
sis. It  offers  flexibility  to  the  States  in 
their  efforts  to  determine  how  each 
may  best  comply  with  Federal  law  and 
contribute  to  long-term  pollution  con- 
trol. Support  the  bill. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island.  [Mr.  Reed]. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  H.R.  961.  The  Clean  Water 
Act  has  been  instrumental  in  cleaning 
up  our  waters  and  protecting  our  envi- 
ronment. H.R.  961.  if  enacted,  would 
devastate  Rhode  Island,  both  its  envi- 
ronment and.  just  as  importantly,  its 


economy.  We  depend  upon  a  clean  Nar- 
ragansett  Bay  to  support  not  only  en- 
vironmental activities,  but  also  our 
economy. 

In  1989.  $42  million  was  generated  by 
our  commercial  fishing  industry.  $11 
million  was  generated  by  our 
shellfishing  industry.  If  we  lose  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  we  will  lose  a  lot  of 
these  profits  and  a  lot  of  the  jobs  asso- 
ciated with  them. 

We  depend  on  tourism;  $146  million  in 
1989  for  marine  recreation  activities: 
$637  million  in  1989  for  the  marine  in- 
dustry in  general.  Without  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  we  will  not  be  able  to  real- 
ize this  type  of  economic  activity. 

We  have  to  support  a  strong  Clean 
Water  Act.  This  bill  does  not  do  that. 
We  also  have  to  provide  the  States  the 
resources  through  the  revolving  fund 
to  provide  cleanup  until  Rhode  Island 
and  elsewhere.  Again,  this  act  does  not 
do  this.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  reject 
this  provision  and  support  a  Clean 
Water  Act. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
l'/2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Pete  Geren].  a  former 
member  of  the  committee,  now  on  tem- 
porary leave,  who  helped  enormously 
on  these  issues  last  year. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
this  very  important  legislation.  I  want 
to  commend  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes). 
and  the  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  ShlsterJ.  for  bring- 
ing us  to  where  we  are  today.  A  lot  of 
work  over  a  lot  of  years  has  made  this 
day  possible.  The  legislation  we  have 
today  brings  long  overdue  balance  back 
to  the  implementation  of  this  most  im- 
portant piece  of  environmental  legisla- 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  talk  about  a  specific 
provision  in  the  bill,  the  risk  assess- 
ment and  the  cost  benefit  analysis  pro- 
visions in  H.R.  961.  These  provisions 
will  result  in  greater  improvements  in 
water  quality  because  they  help  to 
focus  the  Clean  Water  Act's  require- 
ments on  significant  risk  reduction  in 
a  manner  that  provides  the  greatest 
amount  of  environmental  benefit  for 
the  costs  expended. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  reached  the 
point  in  every  area  of  this  Government 
where  we  cannot  afford  to  waste  a 
dime.  It  is  only  through  cost-benefit 
analysis  and  risk  assessment  that  we 
can  make  sure  that  the  scarce  dollars 
are  targeted  for  the  most  important 
environmental  initiatives. 

For  20  years  the  Clean  V/ater  Act  has 
been  addressing  the  problems  of  water 
quality  in  this  country.  The  act  im- 
posed technology  that  forced  require- 
ments on  industry  and  municipalities 
and  imposed  additional  water  quality 
controls  where  technology  controls 
were  not  enough.  These  have  been  suc- 
cessful   in    cleaning    up    our    Nation's 
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water.  It  is  now  time  for  more  preci- 
sion in  order  to  better  focus  the  re- 
sources that  are  put  in  play  by  this  act. 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  H.R.  961  and  commend  those 
who  have  worked  so  hard  to  make  this 
day  possible. 

D  1500 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  has 
ll'/2  minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  MINETA]  has  17 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  H.\YES]  has  7  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Nadler],  a  member  of  our 
committee. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  since  1972  has  been 
one  of  the  most  successful  pieces  of 
legislation  ever  enacted  by  this  Con- 
gress. Yet  many  Members  of  this  body 
are  willing  to  throw  away  all  the  ad- 
vances we  have  made. 

During  the  first  100  days  of  this  Con- 
gress, we  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  of 
Government  waste  and  commonsense 
reform.  Apparently  this  talk  applied 
only  to  legislation  in  the  first  100  days. 

Two  years  ago,  for  example,  we  or- 
dered a  study  by  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  of  wetlands  to  define  just 
what  a  wetland  is.  The  findings  of  that 
study  were  released  just  yesterday. 

What  use  has  H.R.  961  made  of  this 
information?  None.  The  findings  of  this 
multimillion  dollar  study  are  not  re- 
flected in  this  bill  at  all.  We  all  knew 
the  study  results  were  promised  for 
May.  but  the  authors  of  H.R.  961  could 
not  wait.  Apparently  whatever  is  driv- 
ing this  bill,  it  is  not  scientific  infor- 
mation. 

The  Nations  wetlands,  of  course, 
provide  a  vital  source  of  filtration  for 
our  drinking  water.  But  this  bill  at- 
tempts to  redefine  wetlands.  H.R.  961 
provides  that  only  20  percent  of  the 
wetlands  in  the  region  may  be  deemed 
a  critical  wetland.  That  leaves  80  per- 
cent of  the  wetlands  open  for  develop- 
ment. Why  is  only  20  percent  of  our 
wetlands  going  to  be  protected?  This 
arbitrary  standard  will  deprive  80  per- 
cent of  our  wetlands  of  any  protection 
and  will  deprive  us  of  the  benefits  of 
that  80  percent. 

In  New  York  City  we  have  some  of 
the  cleanest  drinking  water  in  the 
United  States.  We  have  accomplished 
this  not  by  building  a  massive  filtra- 
tion system  but  by  protecting  the  in- 
tegrity of  our  watershed  and  letting 
nature  do  its  job.  This  bill  throws  out 
or  makes  voluntary  many  of  the  regu- 
lations that  protect  our  watershed.  If 
this  dirty  water  bill  passes,  it  is  likely 
that  New  York  City  will  have  to  spend 
between  $6  and  $8  billion  to  build  a  fil- 
tration system  to  imitate  what  nature 
has  already  accomplished;  is  that 
right? 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  fiscal  con- 
servatism. It  is  not  anything  we  should 
do. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  Harma.n]. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  961 
and  hope  all  our  colleagues  know  how 
lucky  California  is  to  have  the  leader- 
ship of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MINETA]. 

Nowhere  will  the  bill's  assault  on 
clean  water  be  felt  more  strongly  than 
in  my  district.  H.R.  961s  many  loop- 
holes, waivers  and  exemptions  would 
allow  partially  treated  sewage  to  be 
dumped  into  Santa  Monica  Bay.  a  body 
of  water  only  now  recovering  from 
years  of  neglect  and  pollution. 

The  EPA  has  reviewed  the  ocean  dis- 
charging provisions  in  H.R.  961  and  has 
stated  that  they  are  neither  scientif- 
ically nor  environmentally  justifiable 
and  could  result  in  harm  to  the  people 
who  depend  upon  the  oceans  and  coasts 
for  their  livelihood  and  enjoyment. 

While  some  claim  that  economics  ne- 
cessitates granting  sewage  treatment 
exemptions,  dirtier  and  unsafe  oceans 
will  actually  hurt  southern  California's 
economy  by  keeping  tourists  away 
from  our  beaches. 

The  bill  does  not  just  relax  sewage 
treatment  standards,  it  also  dismantles 
the  storm  water  and  wetlands  pro- 
grams. Such  disdain  for  these  impor- 
tant clean  water  safeguards  is  espe- 
cially troubling  in  Los  Angeles  where 
storm  water  or  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion is  now  recognized  as  a  major 
threat  to  the  health  of  Santa  Monica 
Bay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  past  20  years, 
the  Clean  Water  Act  has  been  one  ot 
our  most  effective  and  most  popular 
environmental  statutes.  In  less  than  20 
weeks,  the  House  will  have  effectively 
reversed  this  progress,  if  it  passes  H.R. 
961.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  stand  up 
for  clean  water  and  to  vote  against  this 
dirty  water  bill. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Ewing]. 

Mr.  EWING  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  961.  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995,  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee  and  to 
reject  weakening  amendments  which 
seek  to  gut  the  bill  and  preserve  the 
present  regulatory  status  quo. 

1  also  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  SHUSTER]  for 
his  strong  leadership  and  commitment 
to  clean  water. 

I  would  make  the  points  that  this  bill 
is  very  important  because  it  requires 
the  EPA  to  subject  its  mandates  and 
regulations  to  a  risk  assessment.  The 
regulations  must  be  performance- 
based.  Market  incentives  can  be  used 
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to  achieve  environmental  goals.  Envi- 
ronmental regulation  should  be  based 
on  the  best  science,  and  it  is  a  major 
victory  giving  States  and  local  govern- 
ments control  over  runoff. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  it  ends  the 
wetlands  regulations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  In  strong  support 
of  H  R  961.  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995.  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
bill,  as  reported  from  committee,  and  to  reject 
weakening  amendments  which  seek  to  gut  the 
bill  and  preserve  the  present  regulatory  status 
quo.  I  also  want  to  thank  Chairman  Shuster 
for  his  strong  leadership  and  commitment  to 
Clean  Water  Act  reform. 

For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues  who  do  not 
serve  on  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee,  and  who  may  be  confused  by  the 
rhetonc  of  the  opponents  of  H.R  961 .  I  would 
like  to  take  a  few  moments  to  set  the  record 
straight. 

H.R.  961  does  not  weaken  the  existing 
Clean  Water  Act.  The  committee's  bill  pre- 
serves the  same  water  quality  standards  as 
the  original  Clean  Water  Act.  it  authorizes  S3 
billion  annually  for  water  quality  programs,  and 
it  restores  the  Founding  Father's  notion  of  fed- 
eralism by  freeing  State  and  local  govern- 
ments from  one-size-fits-all  Federal  mandates 
and  empowering  them  with  the  flexibility  to 
meet  each  State's  unique  regional  needs  and 
water  quahty  challenges. 

Make  no  mistake,  opponents  of  H  R  961 
do  not  trust  State  and  local  officials  to  do  what 
IS  right  for  their  communities.  They  only  trust 
Federal  Government  bureaucrats  to  make  re- 
sponsible decisions.  I  do  not  agree  with  this 
type  of  big  government  arrogance  The  farm- 
ers and  landowners  in  my  congressional  dis- 
trict have  had  enough  of  unnecessary  inter- 
ference and  costly  mandates  from  Federal  bu- 
reaucrats. 

In  addition  to  stressing  State  and  local  man- 
agement solutions.  H.R.  961  is  consistent  with 
the  regulatory  reform  themes  contained  in  the 
Republican  Contract  With  America.  H.R.  961 
adopts  a  commonsense  approach  which  re- 
quires EPA  to  complete  a  regulatory  cost-ben- 
efit analysis  before  issuing  new  rules  The  bill 
also  protects  Stales  and  localities  from  un- 
funded Federal  mandates,  and  landowners  will 
receive  compensation  for  regulatory  takings  of 
pnvate  property  Some  of  these  commonsense 
provisions  have  been  m  law  for  over  a  dec- 
ade, but  H.R    961  finally  enforces  them. 

H.R  961  applies  reason  and  consistency  to 
the  Federal  wetlands  permitting  process  By 
consolidating  the  section  404  permitting  proc- 
ess under  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  landowners  will  not  have  to 
waste  their  resources  and  spend  months,  or 
sometimes  years,  trying  to  obtain  the  nec- 
essary permits  from  both  EPA  and  the  Army 
Corps.  Title  VIII  of  the  bill  outlines  reasonable 
wetlands  delineation  standards,  and  rep- 
resents  sound,  fair,  and  workable  wetlands 
policy. 

Arguments  that  the  House  should  retrain 
from  passing  wetlands  delineation  standards 
until  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  study 
is  complete,  only  reflect  H.R.  96is  oppo- 
nents' desire  to  leave  the  current,  fragmented, 
and  overly  burdensome  wetlands  permitting 
process  in  place.  Congress  has  patiently  wait- 
ed for  over  19  months  from  the  time  the  NAS 
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study  was  originally  due.  and  the  results  of  the 
study  will  still  not  resolve  our  Nations  wet- 
lands permitting  difficulties.  Only  the  language 
In  title  VIII  of  H.R.  961  affirmatively  resolves 
the  wetlands  permitting  problem. 

H.R.  961  also  prescribes  progressive  solu- 
tions to  regulation  of  nonpoint  source  pollution 
and  stormwater  permitting.  Indeed,  common 
sense  dictates  that  there  is  no  need  to  require 
permits  for  stormwater  discharge  that  does  not 
come  into  contact  with  pollutants.  Yet  most  im- 
portantly, the  bill  recognizes  that  voluntary 
compliance  incentives  are  often  more  effective 
than  punitive  measures. 

My  colleagues,  programmatic  change  is 
often  met  with  some  resistance,  as  illustrated 
by  supporters  of  the  status  quo  who  have 
been  cntical  of  many  provisions  m  this  legisla- 
tion. But  careful  examination  of  H.R.  961  re- 
veals a  bill  that  stnkes  a  reasoned  balance  be- 
tween  funding  realities  and  the  national  goals 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  It  is  time  to  abandon 
the  outdated  logic  which  claims  the  Federal 
Government  always  knows  what  is  best  for 
States  and  localities,  and  to  give  States  and 
the  regulated  community  the  flexibility  to  try 
new  and  innovative  approaches  to  water  pollu- 
tion control. 

For  these  reasons,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
reject  the  alarmist  rhetonc  of  the  other  side, 
and  to  support  H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  SCH.\EFER]. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  legislation  be- 
fore us. 

Mr.  Chainnan.  I  nse  today  in  strong  support 
of  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Com- 
mittee's efforts  to  improve  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  I  applaud  Chairman  Shuster  and  all  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  who  worked  on 
this  proposal. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Amenca  enjoys  ex- 
tremely clean  water.  However,  the  problem 
with  the  current  statute  is  not  the  intent:  main- 
taining clean  water  is  an  admirable  and  nec- 
essary goal.  The  problem  is  its  ngid  stand- 
ards. It  imposes  Federal  mandates  without  re- 
gard to  individual  State  and  local  cir- 
cumstances and,  ironically,  it  exempts  Federal 
facilities  from  compliance.  H.R.  961  goes  a 
long  way  toward  correcting  these  flaws. 

State  and  local  water  systems  as  well  as 
businesses  are  crying  for  relief  from  the  cur- 
rent Federal  standards.  The  one-size-fits-all 
attitude  has  created  nightmare  compliance 
scenarios  for  these  entities.  The  dean  water 
Americans  currently  en)oy  will  not  be  sac- 
nficed.  Rather,  the  Federal  Government  will 
relinquish  its  stranglehold  and  allow  State  and 
local  officials  to  determine  how  to  best  achieve 
this  worthy  goal. 

Most  importantly,  H.R.  961  brings  the  Fed- 
eral Government  itself  into  compliance  with 
Clean  Water  Act  standards.  Currently,  the 
Federal  Government  is  allowed  to  tamt  the 
very  water  it  claims  to  protect,  all  under  the 
guise  of  sovereign  immunity. 

H.R.  961  would  end  this  double  standard 
and  ensure  full  compliance  at  all  Federal  facili- 
ties. At  last  communities  that  happen  to  be 
near  polluted  Federal  lands  will  benefit  from 
the  clean  water  all  other  citizens  enjoy. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee's  thoughtful  efforts  to  improve 
clean  water  regulation  and  its  endeavor  to  end 
Federal  exemption  from  environmental  laws. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Farr]. 

Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  961 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this 
overreaching  piece  of  legislation.  The 
Clean  Water  Act  is  really  one  of  our 
Nation's  most  effective  environmental 
laws,  one  of  our  Nation's  most  effective 
environmental  laws. 

In  1972.  the  year  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act's  birth,  only  one  our  of  three  rivers 
are  clean  enough  for  people  to  fish  or 
swim.  Now.  the  EPA  estimates  that 
over  60  percent  of  our  waters  are  clean 
enough  for  fishing  and  swimming. 

I  am  the  first  to  acknowledge  that  it 
is  not  perfect,  and  that  sometimes  it 
imposes  rigid  and  unneeded  require- 
ments that  it  need  not  do.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  bill  as  written  fails  to  tar- 
get what  is  broken  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act  and  build  on  what  works.  Instead  it 
throws  out  good  along  with  the  bad. 

H.R.  961  would  remove  60  percent  of 
our  Nation's  remaining  wetlands  from 
any  level  of  protection.  It  would  weak- 
en standards  that  protect  our  waters 
from  industrial  pollution  by  creating 
dozens  of  waivers  and  loopholes.  And 
frankly,  it  would  repeal  the  entire 
coastal  zone  nonpoint  source  pollution 
program  which  on  the  coastal  counties 
of  California  would  severely  hamper 
the  State  of  California's  efforts  to  pre- 
serve the  waters  off  of  our  coast  so 
that  they  can  be  indeed  recreational 
and  economically  viable  for  the  fish  in- 
dustry. 

These  changes  do  not  make  environ- 
mental sense  if  they  are  going  to  gut 
the  bill.  And  they  certainly  do  not 
make  any  economic  sense. 

The  drafters  of  H.R.  961  have  created 
a  bill  that  accounts  for  the  cost  of  ev- 
erything but  the  value  of  nothing.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  H.R.  961  will  save  a 
great  many  people  a  great  deal  of 
money.  But  is  this  good  value  for  fu- 
ture generations? 

Clearly,  the  answer  is  no.  Future 
generations  will  pay  dearly  in  many 
ways  to  recover  the  environmental  and 
economic  damage  that  H.R.  961  will 
allow. 

The  best  feature  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  is  that  it  is  a  prevention  program. 
It  stops  pollution  before  it  gets  into 
our  waters.  H.R.  961  would  make  the 
Clean  Water  Act  more  like  the 
Superfund,  one  of  the  most  broken  en- 
vironmental programs.  It  litigates  first 
and  cleans  up  later. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  [Mr.  Latham]. 


Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  on  bring- 
ing this  great  bill  up.  I  rise  today  to 
express  my  strong  support  for  H.R.  961. 
the  Clean  Water  Amendments  Act  re- 
authorization. 

Over  the  next  3  days.  Members  of 
Congress  who  supported  the  regulatory 
reforms  of  the  Contract  With  America 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  put  those 
general  principles  into  existing  envi- 
ronmental statute.  H.R.  961  restores  a 
proper  regulatory  balance  between 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments, 
and  it  was  developed  with  unprece- 
dented input  from  the  real  environ- 
mental experts,  men  and  women  from 
local  governments  and  water  systems. 

It  includes  individual  property  rights 
protection,  risk  assessment,  cost-bene- 
fit analysis,  and  protects  against  un- 
funded mandates. 

Ultimately.  H.R.  961  is  a  choice  be- 
tween those  who  believe  good  govern- 
ment should  always  regulate  more  and 
those  who  believe  government  should 
regulate  smarter. 

I  believe  government  should  regulate 
smarter,  and  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  support  and  vote  for  H.R. 
961. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr,  Mlneta]  has  11 
minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  has 
91/fe  minutes  remaining,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr  Hayes]  has 
7  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  has 
the  right  to  close  the  debate. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emerson]. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Emerson]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emerson]  is  recog- 
nized for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlemen  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  very 
strong  support  of  che  Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments  of  1995  and  against  the  so- 
called  Boehlert-Roemer  substitute.  Pa- 
rochially, let  me  say  that  this  bill  has 
tremendous  positive  implications  for 
both  rural  America  and  the  critical  ag- 
ricultural economy  that  sustains  these 
same  rural  communities.  But  this  is 
also  a  very  genuine  bipartisan  effort 
led  by  the  distinguished  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Shu.ster].  and  I  welcome  this  oppor- 
tunity to  finally  address  both  the  needs 
and  the  solutions  that  are  the  subject 
of  this  legislation. 

The  commonsense  approach  found  in 
this  bill  is  long  overdue.  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  chairman  for  his  leadership 
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in  bringing  this  bill  before  this  body. 
With  this  being  the  first  major  piece  of 
environmental  legislation  in  the  new 
Congress.  I  am  impressed  by  the  broad, 
bipartisan  support  behind  this  bill. 

D  1530 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  agree  that  ade- 
quate attention  must  be  given  to  pre- 
serving and  protecting  our  environ- 
ment, but  I  believe  that  the  pendulum 
has  swung  way  too  far  in  obstructing 
the  control  of  this  Nation's  private 
property  owners  over  their  own  land. 
There  must  be  an  appropriate  balance, 
and  this  bill  restores  balance.  Anyone 
who  believes  that  private  landowners 
should  retain  reasonable  control  over 
private  land  as  guaranteed  by  our  Con- 
stitution should  vote  for  this  bill. 

In  addition,  for  far  too  long.  Federal 
wetlands  law  has  been  the  primary 
land  management  tool  for  any  Federal 
agency  that  wants  to  dictate  its  own 
wetlands  policy.  Without  congressional 
debate  or  public  comment,  various  gov- 
ernment agencies  and  departments 
that  promulgate  our  wetlands  rules 
and  regulations  have  acted  freely  in 
holding  farmers  and  small  business 
owners  hostage  to  their  wetlands  defi- 
nition. The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
the  contrast  between  pristine  wetlands 
and  a  mud  puddle  is  not  distinguish- 
able by  the  various  Federal  agencies 
dealing  with  wetlands.  The  approach 
taken  in  this  bill  resolves  the  ever- 
changing  definition  of  what  constitutes 
a  wetland  by  defining  them  according 
to  their  value  and  function.  This  bill 
also  provides  needed  reforms  in  the 
current  regulatory  system  and  directs 
Federal  regulators  to  consider  the 
value  of  wetlands  from  competing  so- 
cial, economic,  and  environmental 
needs. 

In  other  words,  true  wetlands  have  to  be 
wet.  And  if  they  are  determined  to  be  a  pns- 
tine  wetland,  they  are  protected.  And  if  they 
are  taken  by  the  Government,  then  land- 
owners will  be  paid  for  their  economic  losses. 
It  IS  a  pretty  basic  concept,  but  one  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  had  a  hard  time  fig- 
uring out. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  Amendments  of  1995 
provides  for  voluntary,  incentive-based  pro- 
grams in  local.  State,  and  Federal  partnership 
to  advance  clean  water  goals  with  nonpoint 
source  pollution.  It  also  gives  State  and  local 
officials  the  flexibility  to  manage  and  control 
stormwater  like  other  forms  of  runoff  which 
helps  reduce  the  high  cost  of  unfunded  man- 
dates. Finally,  it  requires  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  [EPA]  to  subject  its  man- 
dates and  regulations  to  risk  assessment  and 
cost  benefit  analysis. 

For  the  first  time  in  a  long  time,  we  are  suc- 
cessfully worthing  together  at  all  levels  of  gov- 
ernment to  meet  our  water  quality  needs.  We 
do  not  need  straitjackets  to  have  clean  dnnk- 
ing  water,  nor  should  we  allow  Federal  bu- 
reaucrats who  know  the  least  about  farming  or 
operating  a  small  business  to  deem  what's  a 
wetland  from  their  Washington  offices. 
Through    its   increased   flexibility,    the   Clean 


Water  Amendments  of  1995  benefits  farmers, 
businesses,  consumers,  local  and  State  gov- 
ernments, and  their  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  any  last-minute  reactions  to 
derail  and  weaken  this  bipartisan  effort,  wheth- 
er they  be  in  the  form  of  amendments  or  so- 
called  substitutes,  should  t>e  voted  down. 
Such  efforts  are  a  breach  of  our  Contract  With 
America  and  renege  on  the  need  for  smart 
regulation,  good  science,  cost-effective  risk  re- 
duction, and  commonsense.  The  Washington 
bureaucracy  and  professional  environmental 
elitists  have  tjeen  ramming  these  edicts  down 
the  throats  of  the  American  taxpayer  for  too 
long.  It  is  time  for  the  farmer,  the  rancher,  and 
the  small  business  owner  to  finally  have  a  say 
in  the  process,  and  we  have  provided  tor  that 
forum  in  this  legislation.  Vote  tor  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  Act  of  1995  and  vote 
against  any  and  all  efforts  to  weaken  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
privileged  to  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BONIOR],  our  distinguished  minority 
whip. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  clean 
water  is  not  just  an  issue  of  us  versus 
them.  It  is  about  our  health,  it  is  about 
our  environment,  it  is  about  a  quality 
of  life.  For  many  of  us,  it  is  about  jobs. 
Since  1972,  the  Clean  Water  Act  has 
made  great  strides  in  cleaning  up  our 
waters.  Today  60  percent  of  our  water- 
ways are  clean. 

I  remember  as  a  boy  taking  my  bike, 
driving  down  to  Lake  St.  Clair  to  go 
swimming,  and  seeing  a  sign  on  the 
beaches,  on  the  fences  by  the  beaches, 
saying  "No  swimming  today — pollu- 
tion "  We  have  cleaned  up  about  60  per- 
cent of  that  problem.  The  bad  news  is 
that  the  remaining  40  percent  of  our 
water  is  still  polluted. 

In  the  past  few  years  alone  we  have 
seen  104  people  die  in  Milwaukee  due  to 
drinking  water  poisoned  with  Crypto- 
sporidium. In  my  community  beaches 
were  closed  2  months  last  summer,  and 
businesses  lost  millions  of  dollars,  due 
to  water  so  choked  off  by  bacteria  and 
seaweeds  that  ducks  could  literally 
walk  across  it.  If  anything,  we  should 
be  strengthening  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
not  gutting  it.  However,  the  bill  before 
us  today  will  stop  a  quarter  century  of 
progress  dead  in  its  tracks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  why  do  we  want  to 
make  it  easier  to  poison  or  lakes  and 
our  streams?  Why  do  we  want  cities 
and  factories  dumping  raw  sewage  into 
the  same  lakes  and  rivers  we  get  our 
drinking  water  from?  Because  a  few 
corporations  and  lobbyists  oppose  the 
safeguards  we  have  now?  Does  anybody 
really  believe  these  people  are  looking 
out  for  the  public  interest  and  public 
safety  first? 

In  the  Great  Lakes  region,  we  have 
seen  recent  stories  of  some  mothers 
who  ate  fish  from  Lake  Michigan  dur- 
ing pregnancy  and  are  finding  that 
their  children  are  having  developmen- 
tal problems.  Instead  of  finding  an- 
swers, however,  some  people  are  now 
suggesting  that  we  weaken  the  Great 


Lakes  water  quality  initiative,  which 
was  put  together  so  painstakingly  with 
Republicans  and  Democrats  during  the 
Bush  administration  and  into  this  ad- 
ministration over  the  last  few  years. 

I  sure  hope  this  is  not  the  case,  but 
Mr.  Chairman,  after  all  this  time,  can 
we  not  agree  that  making  our  water- 
ways safe  benefits  us  all,  especially 
business? 

When  Lake  St.  Clair,  which  borders 
on  my  district,  was  shut  down  for  2 
months  last  summer,  it  did  not  just  af- 
fect the  quality  of  life,  it  devastated 
business  Local  marinas  and  res- 
taurants, businesses  which  bring  in 
over  $1  billion  each  year  from  boaters 
and  beachgoers.  suffered  losses  in  the 
millions.  When  we  wondered  how  it 
happened,  we  found  out  that  State  in- 
spections were  lax,  sewer  overflow  dis- 
charges unchecked,  and  in  some  in- 
stances, Mr.  Chairman,  in  some  cases. 
State  permits  had  not  been  renewed  in 
nearly  20  years. 

I  understand  the  desire  to  send  re- 
sponsibility back  to  the  States.  That  is 
the  movement  we  are  in  now  at  the 
Federal  level.  However,  we  have  to 
strike  some  sense  of  healthy  balance 
here.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  bill  written 
by  lobbyists  on  behalf  of  some  of  Amer- 
ica's most  notorious  polluters  takes  us 
exactly  in  the  wrong  direction.  There- 
fore, Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  common  sense,  vote 
for  clean  water,  vote  "no"  on  this  irre- 
sponsible bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  ad- 
vise the  parties  of  the  time  remaining. 
The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
H.\YES]  has  6  minutes  remaining;  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Shuster]  has  iv^  minutes  remaining, 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Mineta]  has  7  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peterson]. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  there  is  a  lot  of  misinforma- 
tion floating  around  about  this  bill.  I 
just  want  to  briefly  touch  on  a  couple 
of  them. 

I  represent  a  prairie  pothole  region 
up  in  the  northern  part  of  the  United 
States,  and  there  is  letter  that  has 
been  put  out  by  a  wildlife  group  that 
claims  that  there  are  going  to  be,  in 
this  bill,  changes  that  are  going  to  dev- 
astate these  prairie  pothole  regions. 
That  is  absolutely  not  the  case.  The 
swampbuster,  which  is  what  governs 
most  of  our  problems,  is  not  even  in- 
cluded in  this  bill. 

Second,  there  is  an  exemption  for  the 
prairie  pothole  region,  so  clearly,  this 
letter  was  written  by  somebody  who 
has  not  read  the  bill  and  does  not  un- 
derstand what  the  situation  is. 

The  other  thing  that  is  thrown 
around  about  this  bill  is  this  is  some- 
how or  another  going  to  allow  industry 
to  pollute.  If  we  believe  that,  then  we 
are  going  to  believe  that  the  EPA  or 
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the  State  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  is  ^oing  to  allow  this  to  hap- 
pen, because  in  this  bill,  they  have  to 
sign  off  for  these  changes. 

I  just  hope  that  people  would  read 
the  bill  before  they  engage  in  all  of  this 
rhetoric  that  really,  in  my  judgment, 
misses  the  point.  I  ask  support  for  the 
bill. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  B.\RR]. 

Mr.  BARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  lis- 
tened a  few  moments  ago  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BoNiOR],  I  was  struck  with  something. 
That  is,  yes  to  his  question  that  we 
have  had  in  this  country  tremendous 
improvements  in  the  water  supply  and 
our  waterways  over  the  last  20  years  or 
more,  but  let  us  ask  ourselves,  why 
have  we  seen  those  changes''  Why  have 
the  improvements  come  from?  Have 
they  come  from  the  basic  Clean  Water 
Act  that  we  passed  over  a  generation 
ago?  The  answer  is  yes. 

Have  those  improvements,  has  that 
cleaner  water,  come,  though,  from  the 
numerous  additional  amendments,  reg- 
ulations, and  bureaucrats  that  have 
been  foisted  on  our  communities,  our 
businesses,  and  our  local  governments 
since  that  time?  The  answer  to  that 
question  is  no. 

What  this  bill  does,  and  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  961.  is  get  us 
back  to  where  we  ought  to  be.  and  that 
is  with  the  basic  legislation  that  is 
good,  and  yet  does  not  saddle  our  com- 
munities, our  business,  and  ultimately, 
the  taxpayers  in  this  country,  with 
needless  regulation  that  does  not  do 
any  good,  other  than  raise  the  cost  to 
our  people.  Let  us  bring  balance,  let  us 
bring  rationality  back  to  this  process. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to   the  gentleman   from  Mis 
souri  [Mr.  Geph.\rdt],  our  very  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat 
this  bill,  to  let  all  of  America  know 
that  when  it  comes  to  the  water  that 
we  all  drink  every  day.  the  water  we 
use  to  cook,  and  to  feed  to  our  chil- 
dren, there  can  be  no  compromise,  and 
we  can  allow  no  special  interest  agen- 
da. 

The  fact  is  this  so-called  clean  water 
bill  is  anything  but  clean.  It  rolls  back 
decades  of  environmental  controls  de- 
signed with  one  purpose  in  mind:  to 
make  sure  that  the  water  that  comes 
out  of  our  faucets,  the  water  that  we 
swim  in  and  bathe  in,  is  clean  and  safe. 

That  is  not  a  Democratic  or  a  Repub- 
lican goal.  Basic  health  and  safety, 
freedom  from  pollution  and  contamina- 
tion, is  something  that  knows  no  bound 
of  party  or  politics.  However,  in  my 
view,  this  bill  serves  an  interest  that  is 
outside  the  political  process.  It  serves 
the  interests  of  industrial  polluters 
looking  to  save  a  few  pennies,  even  if 
that  means  contaminated  water  and 
disease  for  people. 


If  Members  ask  me.  that  is  not  what 
the  American  voter  voted  for  last  No- 
vember: polluted  drinking  water,  con- 
taminated soil  in  which  to  grow  good 
food,  filthy  water  in  which  to  swim. 

Some  will  try  to  argue  that  there  is 
no  national  role  in  clean  water,  that 
States  should  set  their  own  standards. 
However,  clean  water  is  a  national 
issue.  My  town  of  St.  Louis.  MO,  gets 
all  of  its  drinking  water  from  the  Mis- 
sissippi River,  which  originates  in 
other  States.  If  those  States  allow  pol- 
lution, we  in  St.  Louis  drink  the  con- 
sequences. 

At  the  same  time,  I  know  that  this 
bill  will  cost  my  State  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  lost  sewage  treatment  funds, 
money  that  we  desperately  need  to 
keep  our  water  clean.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
we  vote  for  this  bill,  we  will  have  more 
than  dirty  water.  We  will  have  an  un- 
clean conscience.  This  is  a  bill  of  spe- 
cial interests,  by  the  special  interests, 
for  the  special  interests.  In  my  opinion, 
that  is  reason  enough  to  vote  a  re- 
sounding no. 

Then  with  our  drinking  water  saved 
from  the  special  interest  assault,  we 
can  roll  up  our  sleeves  and  go  back  to 
work  for  the  people  for  a  change.  I  urge 
Members,  in  the  interests  of  having 
safe  drinking  water  in  our  towns  and 
villages  all  across  this  country,  to  de- 
feat this  bill.  We  can  do  better. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  H,«iYES]  is  recog- 
nized for  the  balance  of  his  time,  a  pe- 
riod of  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr  Chairman,  I  wish 
the  leadership  in  my  party,  and  I  wish 
my  friends  in  the  other  party,  could  all 
take  a  short  journey  with  me  right  at 
this  instant  down  the  mighty  Mis- 
sissippi River  and  across  a  marsh  to  a 
small  town  that  many  of  Members 
would  not  recognize,  but  it  is  named 
after  the  gentleman  in  that  portrait, 
Lafayette.  I  wish  they  could  stand  for 
a  few  moments  in  what  is  my  home. 

In  the  back  of  my  home  are  lakes.  In 
the  back  of  my  home  are  marshes.  In 
the  back  of  my  home  are  cypress  trees. 
I  am  quite  familiar  with  all  of  them.  In 
the  back  of  my  home  are  the  laist 
memories  I  have  of  the  last  time  I  saw 
my  grandmother.  In  the  back  of  my 
home  are  the  footsteps  still  left  by  my 
father  when  he  filmed  a  television  com- 
mercial, so  proud  that  his  son  had  not 
only  finished  school,  which  he  was 
never  able  to  do  because  of  the  Depres- 
sion, but  had  gone  on  to  be  a  Congress- 
man, which  to  him  meant  public  serv- 
ice. The  place  is  a  piece  of  land,  but  it 
is  inextricably  tied  to  my  family. 

I  wish  I  could  take  those  folks  to 
whom  land  is  a  few  square  feet  and  a 
high-rise  apartment,  to  understand  the 
boundaries  and  the  linkages  between 
individuals  who  plant  it  and  plow  it 
and  love  it.  and  those  who  believe  it 
could  be  better  handled  by  regulators 


who  have  never  in  all  likelihood  seen 
it,  and  assuredly  would  not  understand 
it. 

My  mother  still  lives  in  that  home. 
She  cannot  understand  why  a  lake  that 
we  dug  would  be  treated  as  a  wetland 
when  it  was  not  before  we  did  it.  To  her 
a  wetland  was  made  in  the  marsh  by 
God,  not  dug  by  tractors  and  Caterpil- 
lars. She  thinks  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  two. 

My  mother,  who  understands  the 
marshes  of  Louisiana,  which  are  indeed 
class  A  wetlands,  as  they  are  in  the 
marshes  of  Maryland,  cannot  under- 
stand why  the  parking  lot  of  a  shop- 
ping center  in  the  middle  of  our  towns 
been  declared  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers as  the  jurisdictional  waters  of 
the  United  States,  nor  can  I  under- 
stand how  anyone  could  represent  a 
congressional  district,  with  its  half 
million  people,  almost  anywhere  and 
not  understand  that  what  we  have  in 
this  debate  is  a  clash  of  rights  of  indi- 
viduals versus  powers  of  Government. 

I  cannot  imagine  anyone  would  sup- 
port a  substitute  that  insists  upon  hav- 
ing not  one,  but  5  Federal  agencies 
veto  the  actions  of  potentially  7  other 
Federal  agencies,  and  want  to  say  that 
this  bill  that  does  nothing  but  stream- 
line and  have  a  single  stop  with  a  sin- 
gle Federal  agency  is  for  special  inter- 
ests. 
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The  folks  who  shrimp  in  the  Gulf  of 

Mexico  are  special  to  me.  The  folks 
who  live  there  are  special  to  me.  The 
folks  who  vote  there,  and  send  me  to 
Congress  to  be  their  voice,  want  some- 
body to  say  enough  is  enough,  and 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  water- 
fowl lands  that  we  know  and  hunt  and 
the  lands  in  individual  residential  sub- 
divisions that  are  already  for  years  be- 
fore of  no  more  ecological  value  but 
are  very  important,  and  property 
rights  to  the  individuals  who  now  own 
them. 

I  wish  somebody  could  take  that 
journey.  Quite  frankly.  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BoNiOR].  I  wish  I  could  go  back  a  dec- 
ade, because  right  now  I  am  being  in- 
structed by  folks  who  cannot  under- 
stand how  to  stop  crime  in  their  big 
city  on  how  to  do  a  crime  bill,  for  folks 
who  where  I  live  have  been  pretty  man- 
aging and  able  to  have  power  and 
rights  in  their  sheriffs  to  do  that  for 
some  time,  and  who  do  not  want  cities 
to  teach  them  how  to  fight  crime,  and 
who  sure  do  not  want  Manhattan  and 
New  York  City  to  tell  them  about  the 
environment. 

They  are  especially  tired  of  hearing 
about  people  that  live  in  Washington 
DC.  which  by  the  way  is  a  marsh,  and 
which  under  any  definition  would  be  a 
wetland,  but  no  one  here  who  is  a  bu- 
reaucrat would  dare  treat  the  people  in 
Washington  like  they  treat  the  people 
in  Lafayette.  LA,  on  exactly  the  same 
kind  of  property. 


The  folks  at  the  EPA  who  paid  for 
the  scientists  to  do  the  study  talk 
about  how  useful  it  is.  Well,  if  I  paid 
for  it,  I  would  expect  it  to  be  real  nice 
to  me,  too.  Instead  I  have  people  who 
actually  paid  for  it  because  they  wrote 
the  checks  for  the  tax  dollars,  and  who 
are  explaining  to  the  EPA  that  they 
work  for  them  and  that  they  ought  to 
have  some  of  their  interest  in  mind. 

I  wish  we  could  take  that  journey.  It 
would  be  more  nhilosophical  than  it 
would  be  in  the  1.200  miles  of  distance, 
and  it  would  have  more  education  than 
the  combined  degrees  of  all  of  the  sci- 
entists who  prepared  the  report,  and  it 
would  distinguish  for  you  the  clear  and 
simple  decision  to  be  made  in  support- 
ing the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Clean  water  is  for  people,  people  who 
in  many  cases  own  property,  who  care 
about  the  quality  of  life  there  more 
than  any  of  these  whose  greatest  desire 
is  to  exert  bureaucratic  control  over 
the  future  of  their  lives.  They  believe 
more  in  their  hometown  than  they  be- 
lieve in  Washington.  They  believe  more 
in  their  State  than  they  believe  in 
Washington,  and  they  are  right.  That 
will  be  the  degree  to  which  we  measure 
the  independence  and  individuality  of 
this  vote  on  this  floor.  I  hope  Members 
will  join  me  in  voting  yes. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  astonished  by 
some  of  the  comments  of  my  good 
friend  from  Michigan,  the  minority 
whip,  and  indeed  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri,  the  minority  leader.  They 
perhaps  were  not  on  the  floor  when  we 
quoted  directly  from  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association  and  others,  to  have 
them  say  that  this  bill  is  written  and 
supported  by  polluters  and  by  special 
interests. 

Let  me  share  again  who  some  of 
those  so-called  polluters  and  special  in- 
terests are.  I  guess  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association  are  polluters  and 
special  interests,  because  we  have  a 
letter  from  them  saying,  'We  urge  ap- 
proval of  this  bill." 

I  suppose  the  National  Association  of 
Counties,  National  League  of  Cities 
and  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  are  pol- 
luters and  special  interests,  because  we 
have  this  letter  from  them  saying  that 
when  together  we  represent  all  of  the 
Nation's  elected  officials  and  charges 
that  H.R.  961  rolls  back  environmental 
protection  and  that  it  guts  the  Clean 
Water  Act  are  totally  unfounded. 

I  suppose,  according  to  their  defini- 
tion, the  Association  of  State  and 
Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad- 
ministrators are  polluters  and  special 
interests,  because  we  have  a  letter 
from  them  saying  with  its  new  com- 
prehensive approaches  to  nonpoint 
source  watershed  and  water  manage- 
ment, H.R.  961  sets  forth  a  framework 
that  better  protects  this  Nation's  wa- 
terways. 

I  support  the  Water  Environment 
Federation,    made    up    of   42,000    water 


quality  specialists,  are  polluters  and 
special  interests,  because  we  have  a 
letter  from  them  saying,  "We.  there- 
fore, want  to  again  urge  you  to  support 
the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995 
on  the  House  floor." 

So  by  the  definition  of  my  liberal 
friends  on  the  Democratic  side,  I  gues.s 
the  special  interests  and  the  polluters 
are  the  Governors  and  the  mayors  and 
the  county  leaders  and  the  people  re- 
sponsible for  seeing  to  it  that  clean 
water  is  maintained  across  our  States. 

However,  let  us  suppose  for  a  mo- 
ment all  the  terrible  things  that  we 
have  heard  about  this  legislation  are 
true.  Under  this  legislation,  every 
State  has  the  absolute  right  to  impose 
whatever  stricter  standards  it  chooses 
to  impose  in  its  State. 

So  assuming  the  very  worst,  the 
States  still  have  the  right  to  impose 
whatever  standards  they  choose  to  im- 
pose. 

Yes,  the  bottom  line  here  is  what  our 
friends  on  the  other  side  are  embrac- 
ing, is  the  "Washington  knows  best" 
crowd.  That  is  the  argument  here 
today.  Does  Washington  know  best  or 
do  our  States  and  our  localities  know 
best? 

That  is  the  fundamental  issue,  and  it 
is  for  that  reason  that  we  should  sup- 
port this  legislation,  we  should  reject 
the  Boehlert  substitute.  We  should  sup- 
port this  legislation  because  it  indeed 
goes  a  long  way  toward  further  improv- 
ing the  clean  water  of  America. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes,  the  balance  of  our  time,  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy.] 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  first  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  MI- 
NETA], the  ranking  member,  for  the  tre- 
mendous work  he  has  done  on  trying  to 
protect  America's  clean  water. 

This  bill  that  has  become  known  as 
the  Clean  Water  Act  is  fast  becoming 
the  dirty  polluters  protection  act.  The 
fact  is  that  we  have  a  nation  today 
where  40  percent  of  our  water  fails  to 
meet  State  designated  water  standards 
for  swimming,  fishing,  drinking,  and 
other  uses.  If  we  are  truly  interested  in 
protecting  this  country,  not  only  for 
our  generation  but  for  future  genera- 
tions, the  last  thing  in  the  world  we 
ought  to  be  doing  is  allowing  this  coun- 
try to  create  dirtier  water  that  will  ul- 
timately affect  the  basic  fundamental 
health  care  of  this  country. 

In  this  bill,  we  see  specific  standards 
being  rolled  back.  The  water  quality 
standards  will  be  downgraded.  There 
will  be  a  rollback  on  the  point  source 
pollution  issue,  which  means  that  big 
corporations  will  be  able  to  pollute  the 
drains  that  go  and  take  water  directly 
into  our  harbors,  and  the  ratepayers 
that  pay  for  the  sewage  treatment  will 
be  charged  directly  for  the  pollution 
that  the  biggest  companies  in  America 
will  go  ahead  and  continue.  We  see  the 
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storm  water  runoff  program  again 
being  gutted;  the  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution program  being  gutted. 

I  heard  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee suggest  that  the  mayors  and  the 
Governors  are  all  in  favor  of  this  bill. 
but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  he  knows 
right  well  that  they  oppose  unani- 
mously the  provisions  in  this  pertain- 
ing to  wetlands.  The  wetlands  provi- 
sions will  absolutely  gut  the  budget  of 
America.  If  we  end  up  having  to  pay 
the  billions  and  billions  of  dollars 
which  this  bill  calls  for  to  the  owners 
of  wetlands  that  right  now  are  needed 
to  protect  the  fundamental  environ- 
ment of  this  country,  it  will  not  only 
wreck  our  environment  but  it  will 
wreck  the  fundamental  economy  of 
this  country. 

Therefore,  lets  recogrnize  this  bill  for 
what  it  is.  This  bill  is  nothing  more 
than  a  transfer,  again,  of  power  from 
the  ordinary  citizens  of  this  country  to 
the  biggest  corporations  in  America, 
saying  we  will  turn  a  blind  eye  to  what 
they  do,  to  what  the  ix)lluters  do,  in 
order  to  look  out  after  the  corpora- 
tions. The  Clean  Water  Act  is  going  to 
be  flushed  down  the  toilet  of  the  Re- 
publican agenda. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
the  balance  of  our  time  for  closing  the 
debate  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Wamp),  the  distinguished 
vice  chairman  of  our  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  and  Environment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]  is  recog- 
nized for  3'/i  minutes. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  several 
months  ago  dozens  of  us  were  sent  to 
Washington,  DC,  to  try  to  bring  back 
to  this  institution  balance  and  reason. 
The  American  people  want  the  pen- 
dulum to  come  back  to  the  middle.  We 
have  gone  too  far  with  regulation.  We 
have  gone  too  far  with  litigation.  We 
have  gone  too  far  with  taxation.  I 
could  go  on  and  on.  The  pendulum 
needs  to  come  back  to  the  middle. 

We  are  not.  as  you  hear  from  the 
other  side,  rolling  back  and  gutting 
and  destroying  and  all  of  these  emo- 
tional words.  We  are  bringing  the  pen- 
dulum back  to  the  middle  and  preserv- 
ing clean  water  and  doing  the  right 
thing,  but  making  it  tolerable  for  our 
free  society. 

I  am  proud  to  come  from  Chat- 
tanooga. TN,  a  city  that  at  one  time 
was  on  the  dirty  air  list  in  this  coun- 
try. Through  a  spirit  of  cooperation 
from  the  private  sector  and  some  gov- 
ernment regulations — yes,  some  but 
not  too  many — we  have  gone  from  the 
dirty  air  list  in  this  country  in  Chat- 
tanooga, TN  to  the  clean  air  list.  We 
are  now  becoming  a  model  with  respect 
to  water  quality  and  the  improvements 
there  in  Chattanooga,  but  it  is  done 
out  of  a  desire  .to  cooperate  between 
the  private  sector  and  the  public  sec- 
tor, and  it  is  not  a  result  of  Federal 
Government      micromanagement       in 
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every  single  affair  of  our  citizenry  in 
this  country. 

H.R.  961  nnaintains  our  commitnient 
to  clean  water  while  honoring  our  con- 
stitutionally protected  private  projh 
erty  rights.  Every  mud  puddle  in  Amer- 
ica should  not  be  a  wetland.  We  do  not 
live  in  Eastern  Europe  or  the  Soviet 
Union.  We  must  protect  our  constitu- 
tional rights.  Sometimes  in  order  to 
understand  where  we  need  to  go,  we 
need  to  look  back. 

Today  I  reference  Thomas  Jefferson's 
quote.  He  said,  "A  wise  and  frugal  gov- 
ernment shall  restrain  men  from  injur- 
ing one  another  but  shall  leave  them 
otherwise  free  to  regulate  their  own 
pursuit  of  industry  and  improvement." 

The  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995 
meet  Thomais  Jefferson's  charge  of  the 
balance  of  regulation. 

Back  home,  since  I  came  here,  the 
folks  say  to  me.  "Isn't  there  anything 
that  Democrats  and  Republicans  can 
agree  on?  Do  they  always  have  to  go  to 
the  House  floor  and  say  they're  the 
worst  and  we're  the  best  and  engage  in 
all  this  partisan  division?" 

Folks,  this  is  it.  This  is  a  historic 
piece  of  legislation,  and  dozens  of  rea- 
sonable Democrats  are  going  to  join  us. 
I  worked  on  the  subcommittee  and  the 
committee  level  with  these  reasonable 
Democrats  and  they  led  the  charge: 
good  men  and  women  from  all  across 
the  country  saying  this  is  a  case  where 
the  government  has  become  too  big  and 
intrusive,  and  we  cannot  continue  to 
thrive  as  a  free  society  with  these  on- 
erous regulations. 

Bring  the  pendulum  back  to  middle. 
All  of  my  reasonable  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  join  us  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  961.  We  will  do  the  right 
thing  together. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  m  strong 
opposition  to  the  Dill  before  us  today.  Most  of 
us  agree  that  the  Clean  Water  Act  has  been 
instrumental  m  cleaning  up  our  Nation's  wa- 
ters, yet  we  are  debating  a  bill  that,  if  enacted, 
would  move  us  backward  and  undercut  the 
progress  that  we  have  made  to  ensure  that 
our  Nation's  waters  are  drinkable,  swimmabie, 
and  fishable. 

If  enacted,  H.R.  961  would  devastate  Rhode 
Island.  Rhode  Island's  420  miles  of  coastline. 
beaches,  and  water  have  long  been  a  destina- 
tion for  tounsts.  Indeed.  Narragansett  Bay  has 
played  an  integral  role  m  my  State's  historical, 
social,  and  financial  development.  In  1989 
alone,  commercial  fishing  revenues  generated 
over  $42  million,  manne  recreation  generated 
$146  million,  the  marine  industry  generated 
$637  million,  and  m  1992,  the  shellfishmg  in- 
dustry yielded  a  harvest  worth  $1 1  million 
Total  revenues  associated  with  Narragansett 
Bay  exceeded  $1  billion  for  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island  in  1989. 

This  sort  of  economic  stability  is  predicated 
on  clean  water.  However,  there  is  still  more 
work  to  be  done.  Beaches  are  monitored  but 
periodically  exceed  safe  water  qualify  tests. 
And  bans  against  shellfishmg  m  Rhode  Island 
still  occur  all  too  frequently.  In  December 
1992,  2,800  acres  of  pnme  winter  shellfish 
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harvesting  areas  were  closed,  causing  a  loss 
of  Si  million  m  revenues.  The  State  was  able 
to  begin  to  address  this  environmental  and 
economic  disaster  because  of  the  support  pro- 
vided under  the  Clean  Water  Act's  coastal 
nonpoint  source  management  program,  the 
National  Estuary  Program,  and  the  National 
Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES). 

In  1994,  the  State  was  able  to  reopen  pari 
of  the  shellfish  harvesting  area.  However,  40 
percent  of  the  shellfish  beds  are  still  penodi- 
cally  closed  due  to  coastal  nonpoint  source 
pollution,  stormwater  runoff,  and  combined 
sewer  overflows.  Rhode  Island's  share  of  our 
Nation's  total  quahog  landings  was  nearly  50 
percent  in  1986.  in  1993,  it  had  dropped  to  13 
percent.  Seventy  percent  of  this  drop  was  due 
to  a  decrease  m  water  quality.  What  this 
means  is  that  every  time  it  rams, 
shellfishermen  m  Rhode  Island  are  reminded 
that  the  problem  has  not  been  fixed  yet. 

Rhode  Islanders  also  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  a  clean  bay.  A  1992  poll  by  the  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Management 
and  the  Narragansett  Bay  project  found  that 
98  percent  of  those  surveyed  believed  that 
Narragansett  Bay  is  important  to  Rhode  Is- 
land, and  93  percent  said  that  it  is  important 
to  take  steps  to  reduce  pollution  in  Narragan- 
sett Bay. 

And  today  we  are  debating  a  bill,  which,  if 
enacted,  would  repeal  the  Clean  Water  Act's 
coastal  nonpoint  source  management  pro- 
gram. It  does  not  contain  any  of  the  language 
of  the  DeLauro-Lowey  Water  Pollution  Control 
and  Estuary  Restoration  Act.  And,  it  eliminates 
the  storm  water  permit  program. 

Our  water  resources  are  already  being 
pushed  to  their  limits.  Population  in  coastal 
areas  continues  to  increase.  In  fact,  by  the 
year  2010,  Rhode  Island's  population  is  ex- 
pected to  grow  by  10  percent,  with  47  percent 
of  this  growth  occurring  in  coastal  areas.  This 
increase  in  population,  along  with  developh 
ment  and  pollution,  puts  more  strain  on  our 
natural  resources,  particularly  estuanes.  And 
75  percent  of  the  fish  caught  by  sportsmen 
and  fishermen  are  estuarine-dependent. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  has  meant  jobs,  in- 
creased revenues  for  my  Slate,  and  an  in- 
creased quality  of  life  for  the  residents  of 
Rhode  Island,  as  well  as  many  other  coastal 
states.  The  Clean  Water  Act  provides  States 
with  the  tools  they  need  to  combat  the  prob- 
lems that  still  pollute  our  watenways.  We 
should  increase  funding  for  the  State  Revolv- 
ing Funds,  but  we  need  to  do  it  in  a  meaning- 
ful way. 

Now  is  not  the  time  to  roll  back  regulations 
that  have  improved  our  Nation's  economy,  en- 
vironmental resources,  and  health.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  oppose  this  bill. 

Mr.  MANTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today  to 
express  my  deep  concern  about  the  Clean 
Water  Act  amendments  we  are  considering 
this  week.  Twenty  years  ago.  Congress 
passed  the  landmark  Clean  Water  Act  that  is 
responsible  for  remarkable  improvement  in  the 
quality  of  our  Nation's  streams,  nvers,  and 
oceans.  The  Clean  Water  Act  is  a  success 
story.  It  demonstrates  the  ability  of  Govern- 
ment to  positively  address  a  serious  national 
problem.  Today,  economic  development  and 
revitalization,  as  well  as  lounsm,  are  thriving 


along  once  threatened  waterways.  And  while  I 
encourage  careful  scrutiny  of  Federal  agency 
actions,  a  balance  must  be  struck  between 
economic  interests  and  Federal  regulations  af- 
fecting our  water  resources.  Unfortunately, 
H.R.  961  does  not  strike  this  balance  and  sim- 
ply goes  too  far. 

As  the  former  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Fisheries  Management  and  a  member 
of  the  Merchant  Manne  and  Fisheries  Commit- 
tee, I  have  serious  problems  with  the  provi- 
sions of  H.R.  961  that  would  eliminate  protec- 
tion for  a  large  percentage  of  Amencan  wet- 
lands and  significantly  relax  our  national  water 
quality  standards. 

Wetland  protection  is  not  just  a  local  Issue. 
It  affects  all  parts  of  our  country  and  provides 
billions  of  dollars  in  economic  benefits.  Wet- 
lands are  vital  tor  both  flood  control  and  water 
quality  as  well  as  providing  the  spawning 
grounds  for  fish  that  are  important  to  the  com- 
mercial and  recreational  fisfiing  industries.  Our 
Nation's  coastal  communities,  that  support  a 
multimillion-dollar  fishing  and  tourism  industry, 
are  dependent  on  the  continued  safety  and 
protection  of  our  water  resources. 

As  a  Member  representing  this  Nation's 
largest  port  city,  I  am  fearful  that  H.R.  961  will 
halt  the  progress  the  Clean  Water  Act  has 
achieved  in  cleaning  up  the  Hudson  River. 
New  York  Hartrar,  and  Long  Island  Sound. 
Over  the  past  20  years,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
has  been  successful  in  both  improving  the 
quality  of  our  Nation's  ocean  and  coastal  wa- 
ters and  m  renewing  the  public's  faith  in  Gov- 
ernment's ability  to  protect  our  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  clean  water  is  crucial  to  en- 
sunng  public  health,  welfare,  and  quality  of 
life.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this  ill- 
conceived  measure. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  nse  in  support  of  H.R.  96i,  the  Clean 
Water  Act  amendments,  even  knowing  that  it 
IS  a  flawed  bill.  While  this  legislation  accom- 
plishes a  number  of  positive  things,  it  also  un- 
necessanly  retreats  on  some  important  clean 
water  init:at:vec.  Nonetheless,  no  other  clean 
water  legislation  can  secure  sufficient  votes  to 
pass  this  House  and  failure  to  address  the  in- 
adequacies of  the  current  Clean  Water  Act  is 
not  an  alternative  which  I  can  support. 

It  is  important  to  continue  to  move  the  clean 
water  debate  forward,  and  it  is  my  hope  that 
the  Senate  and  conference  committee  will  im- 
prove this  legislation  so  that  the  final  version 
of  this  bill  will  be  a  more  carefully  deliberated 
and  moderate  legislative  effort. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  m  support  of 
H.R.  961  and  commend  Chairman  Shuster 
and  the  other  members  of  our  committee  who 
have  put  this  comprehensive  reform  package 
together. 

Our  committee  spent  months  working  with 
Governors,  State  legislatures,  local  govern- 
ments, and  the  regulated  community  to  learn 
what  the  problems  are  with  the  current  law 
and  how  to  solve  them.  We  kept  what  is  best 
in  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  provided  the  nec- 
essary funding  to  tackle  the  really  difficult 
problems  like  nonpoint  source  pollution. 

Our  bill  IS  a  bipartisan  bill  with  strong  com- 
mittee support,  introduced  by  8  Republicans 
and  8  Democrats,  and  passed  the  subcommit- 
tee 19  to  5  and  full  committee  42  to  16. 

Don't  be  fooled,  this  bill  has  strong  support 
at  home  and  m  Congress. 
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As  you  listen  to  the  debate  over  the  next  3 
days,  remember  what  this  past  election  taught 
us.  The  American  people  want  a  Government 
that  achieves  results.  They  want  a  Govern- 
ment that  respects  their  nghts,  their  property, 
and  returns  authonty  to  the  States. 

This  bill  does  all  of  this:  reforms  the  disas- 
trous wetlands  program;  sets  strong  water 
quality  cnteha  that  are  also  cost  effective;  pro- 
vides States  the  flexibility  to  meet  these  stand- 
ards; respects  private  property  nghts;  and 
most  importantly,  it  has  the  money  to  achieve 
Its  goals. 

WETUVNOS  EXAMPLE — 1992  VENTURA  FLOOD 

Let  me  give  you  one  example  of  why  we 
need  to  pass  H.R.  961: 

In  1992.  Ventura  County  tned  tor  months— 
unsuccessfully — to  get  a  404  wetlands  permit 
to  clear  vegetation  out  of  a  flood  control  chan- 
nel. The  county  knew  that  a  severe  rainstorm 
would  cause  ternble  flooding  if  the  channel 
was  clogged  with  plants.  The  EPA  called  the 
area  a  wetland  and  spent  months  processing 
the  permit.  When  torrential  rains  finally  came, 
Ventura  was  forced  to  have  Governor  Wilson 
and  two  Congressmen  secure  an  emergency 
wetlands  permit.  The  county  set  bulldozers 
into  the  channel  during  the  storm  and  a  few 
hours  before  the  flood  hit. 

The  flooding  devastated  communities  and 
took  several  lives. 

It  is  clear  that  any  program  that  results  in 
these  problems  must  be  reformed. 

COST  EFFECTIVE  GOALS  AND  STANDARDS 

Our  bill  sets  tough  water  quality  goals  for 
the  States  to  achieve;  allows  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  enforce  water  quality  criteria;  re- 
quires EPA  to  consider  costs  and  benefits; 
and  makes  risk  assessment  a  prominent  ele- 
ment of  water  quality  decisionmaking. 

STATE  FLEXIBILITY 

As  a  former  city  engineer.  I  know  that  the 
solutions  to  water  quality  problems  in  my  dis- 
trict are  different  than  New  York's  solutions. 
The  goal  is  the  same,  but  the  ways  to  get 
there  are  as  diverse  as  the  communities  in  our 
country.  That's  why  we  need  flexibility  in  the 
law. 

Our  bill  recognizes  this  diversity  and  gives 
States  the  tools  to  achieve  Federal  goals: 

Authorizes  pollutant  trading  within  water- 
sheds. 

Allows  States  to  develop  watershed  protec- 
tion programs  that  integrate  nonpoint  source 
and  point  source  solutions  to  reach  Federal 
water  quality  goals. 

Again,  if  the  States  fail  to  improve  water 
quality,  then  the  Federal  Government  can  en- 
force the  Federal  cnteha. 

PRIVATE  PROPERTY  RIGHTS 

The  American  people  are  tired  of  a  Federal 
Govemment  that  fails  to  recognize  the  eco- 
nomic repercussions  of  its  actions. 

Our  bill  is  consistent  with  H.R,  965  which  al- 
ready passed  the  House. 

Requires  the  Federal  Govemment  to  com- 
pensate landowners  whose  property  value  has 
been  diminished  20  percent  or  more  by  a  Fed- 
eral wetland  restriction. 

This  does  not  prevent  important  health  or 
safety  regulations,  but  recognizes  the  constitu- 
tional requirement  of  private  property  com- 
pensation. 

FUNDING — ENDS  UNFUNDED  MANDATES 

Perhaps  the  strongest  argument  that  our  bill 
improves  water  quality  is  that  it  gives  States 
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the  money  to  achieve  Federal  water  quality 
goals:  It  authorizes  $15  billion  over  5  years  for 
the  State  revolving  loan  fund;  authorizes  $1 
billion  over  5  years  for  nonpoint  source  fund- 
ing; and  $750  million  over  5  years  for  State 
administration  block  grants. 

Many  Members  would  have  you  believe  that 
you  can't  have  clean  water  without  bureau- 
cratic nightmares,  burdensome  regulations,  or 
unfunded  mandates.  But  you  can.  The  Amer- 
ican people  demand  it.  And  this  bill  will  give  it 
to  you. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
chairman's  bill  and  oppwse  weakening  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
many  years  now  I  have  been  advocating  that 
we  make  use  of  scientific  and  technological  in- 
formation in  the  formulation  and  implementa- 
tion of  public  policy.  Listening  to  the  many 
calls  for,  and  endorsements  of,  the  use  of 
sound  science  that  have  been  made  m  the 
104th  Congress  you  would  think  that  I  would 
feel  some  sense  of  accomplishment.  Instead, 
I  am  shocked  and  appalled  at  how  far  the 
rhetonc  has  diverged  from  reality.  The  gap 
has  never  been  wider.  Although  many  sup- 
porters of  this  legislation  have  emphasized  to 
me  their  wish  to  have  public  policy  based 
up>on  sound  science  I  cannot  reconcile  the 
concept  of  sound  science  with  the  legislation 
before  us.  H.R.  961  contains  provisions  that 
demonstrate  a  flagrant  disregard  for  that  state 
of  scientific  and  technological  knowledge  in 
the  area  of  water  quality.  In  many  cases,  it 
seems  the  committee  went  out  of  its  way  to  ig- 
nore scientific  information.  The  wetlands  clas- 
sification provisions  of  this  bill  are  but  one  il- 
lustration of  this. 

Yesterday,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  released  their  study,  "Wetlands: 
Charactenstics  and  Boundaries."  This  review 
of  wetland  delineation  was  undertaken  at  the 
request  of  Congress.  Anyone  who  takes  the 
time  to  read  through  this  report  or  its  Execu- 
tive Summary  cannot  possibly  claim  mat  the 
wetland  classification  and  delineation  scheme 
contained  in  this  bill  has  a  basis  in  science.  It 
does  not.  H.R.  961  contains  a  political  wetland 
classification  scheme  that  is  designed  to  un- 
dermine both  Federal  and  State  protection  of 
these  valuable  ecosystems.  Defend  this 
scheme,  if  you  wish,  on  its  political  ments,  but 
since  science  was  left  out  of  the  process  of 
drafting  it,  be  consistent  and  leave  science  out 
of  the  defense  of  it. 

In  looking  at  this  bill,  there  are  many  provi- 
sions that  have  been  driven  by  a  number  of 
factors:  Politics,  special  interests,  short-term 
concerns  about  the  costs  and  benefits  as  they 
affect  water  pollution-prone  industnes,  and  a 
blind  faith  that  good  intentions  will  maintain 
water  quality.  However,  I  find  little  evidence 
that  science  or  common  sense  were  included 
and  this  bill  shows  a  staggenng  lack  of  consid- 
eration of  the  many  factors  embodied  by  the 
term  "social  justice."  Every  human  being, 
every  household  on  this  planet  requires  water. 
Every  one. 

There  are  many  competing  uses  for  our 
water  resources,  and  they  should  all  be  care- 
fully considered  and  weighed  against  one  an- 
other. The  discharge  of  wastewater  into  water 
bodies  is  one  of  these  uses,  and  it  is  one  that 
has  the  potential  to  preclude  other  cntical  uses 


if  not  carefully  monitored  and  managed  Nu- 
merous provisions  m  this  bill  give  more  con- 
sideration to  minimizing  the  cost  to  polluters  of 
controlling  pollution  discharges  than  they  do  to 
minimizing  the  social  and  economic  costs  of 
degrading  our  water  supplies,  thus  elevating 
the  disposal  use  above  all  others.  To  make 
cheap  pollution  disposal  the  primary  focus  of 
this  country's  water  quality  policy  is  totally  irre- 
sponsible and  scientifically,  economically,  and 
socially  indefensible. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  is  one  of  our  greatest 
public  health  and  environmental  success  sto- 
nes There  are  some  challenges  thai  remain, 
and  there  are  sections  of  the  law  that  should 
be  altered  to  address  the  achievement  of 
water  quality  in  a  more  cost-effective  manner. 
H.R.  961  does  not  do  this.  I  cannot  believe 
that  after  all  the  public  money  that  has  been 
spent  to  clean  up  air,  water,  and  land  when 
we  have  tailed  to  adequately  control  disposal 
of  pollutants  that  we  will  now  proceed  to  return 
to  failed  policies  that  promoted  pollution  rather 
than  prevention 

Our  constituents  do  not  want  to  return  to  the 
days  before  the  Clean  Water  Act  was  imple- 
mented in  this  country.  Clean  water  is  essen- 
tial for  public  health  and  economic  health  En- 
actment of  this  bill  will  be  devastating  to  both. 
I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this  bill, 
and  to  insist  that  the  Members  of  the  Trans- 
portation Committee  draft  a  responsible  piece 
of  legislation  that  t>alances  all  competing  uses 
and  all  human  needs  for  water  m  an  equitable 
and  truly  cost-effective  manner 

Mr  STOKES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  nse  to  op- 
pose H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Amendments 
of  1995,  a  bill  that  would  turn  back  progress 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  undermine  two 
decades  of  progress  m  improving  the  Great 
Lakes — an  important  recreational  and  eco- 
nomic resource  to  the  people  of  my  State.  Mil- 
lions of  jobs  are  directly  or  indirectly  depend- 
ent upon  water  from  that  txxJy  of  surface 
water.  H.R.  961  would  threaten  the  economic 
and  environmental  resources  that  the  lakes 
provide. 

I  am  concerned  that  H.R.  961  eliminates  the 
concept  of  a  level  playing  field  for  businesses 
m  the  Great  Lakes  basin,  the  basis  of  the 
Great  Lakes  Governors'  Agreement  of  1986. 
and  the  Great  Lakes  initiative  H.R.  961  allows 
a  State  to  adopt  some  fxovisions  of  the  recent 
Great  Lakes  initiative,  and  not  others.  Clearly, 
this  creates  interstate  competition  based  on 
willingness  to  degrade  the  environment. 

H.R.  961  also  allows  companies  and  munici- 
palities to  avoid  compliance  with  proven  and 
accepted  environmental  standards  and  m  ef- 
fect rewards  those  who  have  done  the  least  to 
prevent  pollution  with  the  greatest  opportunity 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  wastewater  treatment  Irv 
deed,  time  and  time  again,  this  bill  guts  the 
Clean  Water  Act  and  senously  weakens  the 
Great  Lakes  water  quality  initiative — a  land- 
mark program  designed  to  ensure  that  all 
States  within  the  Great  Lakes  basin  have  uni- 
form water  quality  standards  to  protect  these 
national  treasures — the  Great  Lakes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  many  of  the  problems  facing 
the  Great  Lakes  are  interstate  in  character 
and  cannot  t>e  addressed  by  any  State  acting 
alone.  Over  the  past  two  decades  my  State 
and  others  have  come  to  rely  upon  the  State- 
Federal  partnership  that  is  the  cornerstone  of 
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our  system  of  public  health  protection.  This 
concept  of  partnership  was  the  basis  for  the 
cooperative  effort  of  eight  States  to  develop  a 
water  quality  guidance  program  to  protect  the 
Great  Lakes  ecosystem.  The  overall  obiective 
is  a  consistent,  basinwide  water  .quality  stand- 
ard for  the  protection  of  human  health,  aquatic 
life,  and  for  the  first  lime,  wildlife.  This  bill 
would  significantly  erode  that  partnership. 

H.R.  961  steps  backward,  away  from  the 
call  for  cost-effective  best  management  prac- 
tices at  the  earliest  possible  date.  The  new 
deadline  for  action  would  be  20  years  from 
now — a  generation  away.  At  the  same  time 
some  industnes  would  continue  to  release  sig- 
nificant amounts  of  hazardous  substances  into 
the  lakes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  that  now  is  not  the 
time  to  weaken  the  current  clean  water  law 
which  has  tseen  highly  effective  in  improving 
the  Nation's  water  resources.  The  argument 
that  the  Clean  Water  Act  has  become  more 
burdensome  than  pollution  itself  is  without 
foundation.  What  is  clear,  and  rests  on  a  se- 
cure factual  foundation,  is  that  the  Clean 
Water  Act  has  done  much  to  protect  the 
public's  health  and  increase  social  and  eco- 
rromic  opportunities.  And  even  more  must  be 
done.  Unfortunately,  H.R.  961  will  ensure  that 
we  do  less,  not  more.  For  these  reasons  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  report  accompanying  H.R. 
961.  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995  (H  Rept.  104-112),  inaccurately  re- 
ports one  of  the  rollcall  votes  that  was 
taken  in  the  full  Committee  on  Trans- 
jxjrtation  and  Infrastructure.  On  the 
Mlneta  motion  relating  to  unfunded 
mandates,  listed  on  pages  199-200  of  the 
committee  report,  the  committee  re- 
port indicates  a  yes  vote  by  Mr. 
Zeliff. 

The  committee  records  (included  in 
the  report  filed  with  the  Clerk)  indi- 
cate that  Mr.  Zeliff's  vote  was  no  on 
that  rollcall.  Apparently,  a  printing 
mistake  was  made  in  the  printing  of 
the  report.  An  errata  sheet  to  the  com- 
mittee report  will  be  printed  correct- 
ing this  mistake.  The  final  record  will 
indicate  that  Mr.  Zeliff's  vote  was  no 
on  the  Mineta  motion  relating  to  un- 
funded mandates. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  Committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute printed  in  the  bill  shall  be  con- 
sidered by  titles  as  an  original  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment.  The  first 
three  sections  and  each  title  are  con- 
sidered as  read. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  accord  prior- 
ity in  recognition  to  a  Member  who  has 
caused  an  amendment  to  be  printed  in 
the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  as  read. 

Before  consideration  of  any  other 
amendment,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider the  amendment  printed  in  House 


Report  104-114.  The  amendment  may  be 
offered  only  by  a  Member  designated  in 
the  report,  may  amend  portions  of  the 
bill  not  yet  read  for  amendment,  shall 
be  considered  as  read,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  amendment,  and  shall  not  be 
subject  to  a  demand  for  a  division  of 
the  question. 

The  amendment  shall  be  debatable 
for  10  minutes,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  Chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

If  the  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
Committee  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  as  so  amended  shall  be 
considered  as  original  text  for  the  pur- 
pose of  further  amendment. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  1. 

The  text  of  section  1  is  as  follows: 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title— This  Act  may  be  nted  as 
the  "Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995" 

(b)  Table  of  Contents  — 

Sec.  I    Short  title:  table  of  contents. 

Sec.  2.  Definition. 

Sec.  3.  Amendment  of  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 
TITLE  I— RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  101.  National  goals  and  policies. 

Sec.  102.  Research,  tnvesligatioris.  training,  and 
information. 

Sec.  103.  State  management  assistance. 

Sec.  104.  Mine  water  pollution  control. 

Sec.  105.  Water  sanitation  in  rural  and  Native 
Alaska  villages. 

Sec.  106.  Authorization    of   appropriations    for 
Chesapeake  program. 

Sec.  107.  Great  Lakes  management. 

TITLE  II— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 

Sec.  201.  Uses  of  funds. 

Sec.  202.  Administration  of  closeout  of  construc- 
tion grant  program. 

Sec.  203.  Sewage  collection  systems. 

Sec.  204.  Treatment  works  defined. 

Sec.  205.   Value  engineering  review. 

Sec.  206.  Grants  for  wastewater  treatment. 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCE.MENT 

Sec.  301.  Effluent  limitations. 

Sec.  302.  Pollution  prevention  opportunities. 

Sec.  303.  Water   quality   standards   and   imple- 
mentation plans. 

Sec.  304.  Use  of  biological  monitoring. 

Sec.  305.  Arid  areas. 

Sec.  306.  Total  maximum  daily  toads. 

Sec.  307.  Revision    of  criteria,    standards,   and 
limitations. 

Sec.  308.  Information  and  guidelines. 

Sec.  309.  Secondary  treatment. 

Sec.  310.  Toric  pollutants. 

Sec.  311.  Local  pretreatment  authority. 

Sec.  312.  Compliance    with    management    prac- 
tices. 

Sec.  313.  Federal  enforcement. 

Sec.  314.  Response  plaris  for  discharge  of  oil  or 
hazardous  substances. 

Sec.  315.  Marine  sanitation  devices. 

Sec.  316.  Federal  facilities. 

Sec.  317.  Clean  lakes. 

Sec.  318.  Cooling  water  intake  structures. 

Sec.    319.    Nonpoint    source    management    pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  320.  National  estuary  program. 

Sec.    321.    State    watershed    management    pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  322.  Stormwater  management  programs. 

Sec.  323.  Risk  assessment  and  disclosure  require- 
ments. 

Sec.  324.  Benefit  and  cost  criterion. 


TITLE  IV— PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 

Sec.  401.  Waste  treatment  systems  for  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  oper- 
ations. 

Sec.  402.  Permit  reform. 

Sec.  403.  Review  of  Slate  programs  and  permits. 

Sec.  404.  Statistical  noncompliance. 

Sec.  405.  Anti-backslidirig  requirements. 

Sec.  406.  Intake  credits. 

Sec.  407.  Combined  sewer  overflows. 

Sec.  408.  Sanitary  sewer  overflows. 

Sec.  409.  Abandoned  mines. 

Sec.  410.  Beneficial  use  of  bwsolids. 

Sec.  411 .  Waste  treatment  systems  defined. 

Sec.  412.  Thermal  discharges. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Consultation  with  States. 

Sec.  502.  .Wavigable  waters  defined. 

Sec.  503.  CAFO  definition  clarification. 

Sec.  504.  Publicly  owned  treatment  works  de- 
fined. 

Sec.  505.  State  water  quantity  rights. 

Sec.  506.  Implementation  of  water  pollution  laws 
with  respect  to  vegetable  oil. 

Sec.  507.  .Weeds  estimate. 

Sec.  508.  General  program  authorizations. 

Sec.  509.  Indian  tribes. 

Sec.  510.  Food  processing  and  food  safety. 

Sec.  511.  Audit  dispute  resolution. 

TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

Sec.  601.  General  authority  for  capitalization 
grants. 

Sec.  602.  Capitalization  grant  agreements. 

Sec.  603.  Water  pollution  control  revolving  loan 
funds. 

Sec.  604.  Allotment  of  funds. 

Sec.  605.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  606.  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollution 

control  revolving  funds. 
TITLE  VII— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  Technical  amendments. 

Sec.  702.  John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh  Water 
Quality  Research  Laboratory. 

Sec.  703.  Wastewater  service  for  colonias. 

Sec.  704.  Savings  m  muniapal  drinking  water 
costs. 
TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec  801.  Short  title. 

Sec.  802.  Findings  and  statement  of  purpose. 

Sec.  803.  Wetlands  conservation  and  manage- 
ment. 

Sec.  804.  Definitions. 

Sec.  805.  Technical  and  conforming  amend- 
ments. 

Sec.  306.  Effective  date. 

TITLE  IX— NAVIGATIONAL  DREDGING 

Sec.  901.  References  to  act. 

Sec.  902.  Ocean  dumping  permits. 

Sec.  903.  Dredged  material  permits. 

Sec.  904.  Permit  conditions. 

Sec.  905.  Special  provisions  regarding  certain 
dumping  sites. 

Sec.  906.  References  to  Administrator. 
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AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SHVSTER 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
en  bloc  amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendments. 

The  text  of  the  amendments  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Shuster: 

Page  6.  line  21.  before  the  first  period  in- 
sert the  following: 

and  not  unreasonably  restrict  outdoor  recre- 
ation and  other  socially  beneficial  activities 
Page  7.  strike  lines  14  through  16  and  insert 
the  following: 


(b)  Basic  Research  and  Grants  to  Local 
Governments.— Section  104(b)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 
1254(B)(3))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(3)  in  cooperation  with  Federal.  State  and 
local  agencies  and  public  or  private  institu- 
tions, organizations,  or  individuals,  conduct 
and  promote  a  comprehensive  program  of 
basic  research,  experiments,  and  studies  re- 
lating to  causes,  sources,  effects,  extent,  pre- 
vention, and  detection  of  water  pollution  and 
make  grants  to  State  water  pollution  con- 
trol agencies,  interstate  agencies,  local  gov- 
ernments, other  public  or  nonprofit  private 
agencies,  institutions,  organizations,  and  in- 
dividuals for  such  purposes;  ". 

Page  8,  line  1.  after  'grants  to  "  insert 
"States,  local  governments,  and". 

Page  8.  line  3.  after  "works"  insert  "(in- 
cluding treatment  works  that  utilize  an  al- 
ternative wastewater  treatment  system)". 

Page  8.  line  17.  after  "works"  insert  "and 
alternative  wastewater  treatment  systems" 

Page  8.  line  20.  strike  "water"  and  insert 
"wastewater". 

Page  9.  strike  lines  6  through  13  and  insert 
the  following: 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ":  (7)  not  to  exceed  $21,243,100 
per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (b)(3);  and  (8)  not  to  exceed 
$10,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(8)  and  (b)(9)". 

Page  31.  line  15.  after  "works  '  insert  "and 
alternative  wastewater  treatment  systems". 

Page  32.  line  15.  strike  "not  later  than" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "established" 
on  line  16  and  insert  the  following: 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Administrator  or  the  State,  as 
appropriate,  considering  facility  planning, 
design,  construction,  and  other  implementa- 
tion factors 

Page  34.  line  5.  strike  "such  Act"  and  in- 
sert "the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Rec- 
lamation Act  of  1977". 

Page  34.  strike  lines  6  through  10  and  insert 
the  following: 

"(B)  the  post-mining  levels  of  pollutants 
(Other  than  pH)  discharged  from  such  oper- 
ation do  not  exceed  the  levels  of  pollutants 
discharged  from  the  remined  area  before  the 
coal  remining  operation  began  and  the  post- 
mining  pH  levels  of  the  discharges  from  the 
remined  area  are  not  reduced  below  the  pH 
levels  of  the  discharges  from  the  remined 
area  before  the  coal  remining  operation 
began". 

Page  36.  line  14.  strike  "shall  reduce"  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line  17 
and  insert  the  following: 
shall  take  into  account  the  permittee's  good- 
faith  efforts  to  implement  the  innovation 
and  to  comply  with  any  interim  limitations 
and  may  reduce  or  eliminate  the  penalty  for 
such  violation. 

Page  37.  line  5.  strike  the  closing  quotation 
marks  and  the  final  period. 

Page  37.  after  line  5,  insert  the  following: 

"(5)  Limitation  on  statutory  construc- 
tion.—Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  Administrator  or 
a  State  to  enforce,  place  conditions  on.  or 
otherwise  regulate  emissions  into  the  air  or 
the  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of  solid 
waste  or  require  or  enforce  conditions  on  the 
manufacturing  or  processing  of  a  chemical 
substance  or  mixture  in  any  permit  issued 
under  this  Act.". 

Page  37.  lines  12  and  13.  strike  "Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator"  and  insert  "The  Adminis- 
trator". 


Page  37.  line  15.  insert  "at  the  request  of 
the  permittee  and"  before  "after  public  no- 
tice". 

Page  37,  lines  17  and  18.  strike  "subsection 
(b)"  and  insert  "subsection  (bXlMA). 
ib)(2)(A).  or  (b)(2)(El". 

Page  37.  line  24.  insert  "from  the  facility" 
after  "pollutants". 

Page  38.  line  7.  strike  "subsection  (b)"  and 
insert  "subsection  (b)(l>(A).  (bK2)(A).  or 
(b)(2)(E)". 

Page  38.  after  line  23,  insert  the  following: 

"(4)  Limitations  on  modifications.— a 
modification  of  an  otherwise  applicable  limi- 
tation or  standard  may  not  be  made  under 
this  subsection  if  such  modification — 

"(A)  will  cause  a  receiving  body  of  water 
that  is  meeting  its  designated  use  for  all  pol- 
lutants to  no  longer  meet  such  use: 

"(Bi  will  prevent  a  receiving  body  of  water 
that  is  not  meeting  its  designated  use  for  all 
pollutants  from  meeting  such  use;  or 

"(C)  will  cause  the  introduction  of  pollut- 
ants into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
that  interferes  with,  passes  through,  or  is 
otherwise  incompatible  with  such  works  or 
will  cause  such  works  to  violate  its  permit 
under  section  402  of  this  Act. 

"(5)  Guidance.— Not  later  than  270  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Administrator  shall  publish 
guidance  for  determining  whether  a  modi- 
fication of  an  otherwise  applicable  limita- 
tion or  standard  under  this  subsection  will 
achieve  an  overall  reduction  in  emissions  to 
the  environment  and  result  in  an  overall  net 
benefit  to  the  envirorunent.  In  developing 
such  guidance,  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
sult with  the  States  and  other  mterested 
parties. 

"(6)  Limitation  on  statutory  construc- 
tion.— Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  Administrator  or 
a  State  to  enforce,  place  conditions  on.  or 
otherwise  regulate  emissions  into  the  air  or 
the  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  of  solid 
waste  or  require  or  enforce  conditions  on  the 
manufacturing  or  processing  of  a  chemical 
substance  or  mixture  in  any  permit  issued 
under  this  Act. 

Page  38.  line  24,  strike  "(4)"  and  insert 
"(7)". 

Page  39,  lines  8  and  9.  strike  "Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator"  and  insert  "The  Adminis- 
trator". 

Page  41.  line  22.  after  the  period  insert  the 
following: 

Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  construed 
to  authorize  the  Administrator  or  a  State  to 
enforce,  place  conditions  on.  or  otherwise 
regulate  emissions  into  the  air  or  the  treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal  of  solid  waste  or 
require  or  enforce  conditions  on  the  manu- 
facturing or  processing  of  a  chemical  sub- 
stance or  mixture  in  any  permit  issued  under 
this  Act. 

Page  41.  after  line  22.  insert  the  following: 

"(6)      LlMrTATIONS      on      MODIFICATIONS.— A 

modification  of  an  otherwise  applicable  limi- 
tation or  standard  may  not  be  made  under 
this  subsection  if  such  modification— 

"(A)  will  cause  a  receiving  body  of  water 
that  is  meeting  its  designated  use  for  all  pol- 
lutants to  no  longer  meet  such  use; 

"(B)  will  prevent  a  receiving  body  of  water 
that  is  not  meeting  its  designated  use  for  all 
pollutants  from  meeting  such  use;  or 

"(C)  will  cause  the  introduction  of  pollut- 
ants into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
that  Interferes  with,  passes  through,  or  is 
otherwise  incompatible  with  such  works  or 
will  cause  such  works  to  violate  its  permit 
under  section  402  of  this  Act. 
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"(7)  Guidance.— Not  later  than  270  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sab- 
section.  the  Administrator  shall  publish 
g^iidance  for  determining  whether  a  modi- 
fication of  an  otherwise  applicable  limita- 
tion or  standard  under  this  subsection  will 
achieve  an  overall  reduction  in  discharges  to 
the  watershed  and  result  in  an  overall  net 
benefit  to  the  environment.  In  developing 
such  guidance,  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
sult with  the  States  and  other  interested 
parties. 

Page  41.  line  23.  strike  "(6)"  and  Insert 
"(8)". 

Page  51.  line  8.  insert  "applicable  to  such 
waters  for  all  pollutants"  after  "uses". 

Page  51.  strike  line  18  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  4  on  page  52. 

Page  52.  line  5.  strike  "(iv)"  and  insert 
"(ill)". 

Page  52.  after  line  10.  Insert  the  following: 

(d)  Consideration  of  Influence  of  Exonc 
Species.— Section  303(c)(2)  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)  Consideration  of  influence  of  ex- 
otic species— In  establishing,  adopting,  or 
reviewing  standards  or  goals  based  upon  fish- 
able  or  swimmable  uses  or  uses  to  aissure 
protection  or  propagation  of  a  balanced  pop- 
ulation of  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife,  the 
State  or  the  Administrator  shall  consider 
the  influence  of  exotic  or  introduced  species 
upon  such  standards,  goals,  or  uses. 

"(E)  Reclaimed  wastewater —If  a  State 
adopts  or  reviews  water  quality  standards 
and  policies  pursuant  to  this  section,  the 
State  may  consider  and  balance,  in  addition 
to  other  factors  referred  to  in  this  section, 
the  need  for  allowing  the  discharge  of  re- 
claimed wastewater  to  navigable  waters  to 
promote  the  beneficial  use  of  reclaimed 
wastewater.  In  addition,  the  State  may  take 
into  consideration  and  reflect  in  the  stand- 
ards— 

"(i)  the  use  and  value  of  reclaimed 
wastewater  for  public  water  supplies; 

"(ii)  the  physical,  chemical,  and  biological 
conditions  that  influence  water  quality  in 
the  area  subject  to  the  standards,  including 
extremes  of  temperature,  water  flow,  turbid- 
ity, mineralization,  salinity,  and  flooding': 
and 

■■(iii)  whether  the  discharge  of  reclaimed 
wastewater  will  result  in  a  net  environ- 
mental benefit  to  the  watershed  subject  to 
the  standards.". 

(e)  Clarification  of  Mixing  Zone  Author- 
rrY— Section  303  i33  U.S.C.  1313)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•(i)  Continuation  of  Mixing  Zones —Noth- 
ing in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  author- 
ize the  Administrator  to  prohibit  or  dis- 
continue mixing  zones  established  by  any 
State  for  any  pollutant  or  class  of  pollut- 
ants.". 

Page  52.  line  22.  strike  "an  aquatic  spe- 
cies" and  all  that  follows  through  'criteria" 
on  line  24  and  insert  the  following: 
an  aquatic  species  that  is  indigenous  to  the 
type  of  waters,  a  species  that  is  representa- 
tive of  such  a  species,  or  an  appropriate  spe- 
cies that  indicates  the  toxicity  of  the  efflu- 
ent in  the  receiving  waters 

Page  54.  line  1.  after  "demonstrates"  insert 
"to  the  permitting  authority" 

Page  54.  lines  3  and  4.  strike  "indigenous, 
or  representative  of  indigenous,  and  rel- 
evant" and  insert  "indigenous". 

Page  54.  line  6.  after  applicable"  insert 
"numerical". 

Page  54.  line  7.  after  "standards"  insert 
"for  specific  pollutants". 

Page  54.  line  10.  strike  "works"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  final  period  on  line 
12  and  Insert  the  following: 
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works — 

■•(i)  if  the  source  or  cause  of  such  toxicity 
cannot,  after  thorough  investigation,  be 
identified;  or 

■■(iii  if  the  permittee  maises  to  the  permit- 
ting authority  a  demonstration  described  in 
subparagraph  (A).". 

Page  54.  line  23.  strike  "(D)"  and  Insert 
••(F)". 

Page  61,  line  16.  after  the  first  period  Insert 
the  following: 

In  the  case  of  ammonia,  the  Administrator 
shall  revise  the  criteria  only  to  the  extent 
that  the  current  criteria  are  more  stringent 
than  necessary  to  achieve  the  objectives  of 
this  Act, 

Page  63.  after  line  3,  insert  the  following: 

(e)  INDUSTIUAL  Publicly  Ow'ned  Treat- 
ment Works.— Section  304(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following; 

••(5)  Industrial  pubucly  owned  treat- 
ment WORKS.— 

••(A)  Guidelines.— Not  later  than  18 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  paragraph,  the  Administrator,  after  con- 
sultation with  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
agencies  auid  other  interested  persons,  shall 
publish  guidelines  for  effluent  limitations 
under  section  301  and  sludge  use  and  disposal 
requirements  under  section  406  applicable  to 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  designed  to 
treat  a  predominance  of  industrial 
wastewater.  Such  gruidelines  shall  take  into 
account  differences  in  constituents,  treat- 
ability, available  technology  procedures,  and 
costs  resulting  from  the  fact  that  the  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  treat 
wastewater  and  manage  sludge  derived  pre- 
dominantly from  industrial  sources 

'■(B)  Permits.— Following  the  issuance  of 
guidelines  under  this  paragraph,  permits 
under  section  402  for  such  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  shall  be  derived  using  the 
guidelines  issued  under  this  paragraph  in 
lieu  of  applying  the  regulations  otherwise 
applicable  to  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  promulgated  under  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  and  section  405(d).  ". 

Page  63.  line  4.  strike  "(e)"  and  insert 
"(f)". 

Page  63.  line  7.  strike  "3  years"  and  insert 
•'1  year". 

Psige  63.  line  24.  strike  -'(n"  and  insert 
"(g)". 

Page  63.  line  4.  strike  '(g)"  and  insert 
"(h)". 

Page  64.  strike  line  15  and  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC.  308.  PERSONNEL  AND  REPORTING. 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  64.  line  16.  before  "Section"  insert 
"(a)  F*ERMnTiNO  Boards —". 

Page  64.  after  line  23.  insert  the  following: 

(b)  Reportlng.— Section  305(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1315(b))  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  the  matter 
preceding   subparagraph    (.A)    and    inserting 

■Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  the  Clean  Water  .Amendments 
of  1995.  and  every  5  years  thereafter,  each 
State  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator a  report  which  shall  include — "; 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

■•(C)  CONSOLIDATION  OF  REPORTING  REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— A  State  may  consolidate  any  of  the 
reporting  requirements  of  this  Act  that  re- 
late to  ambient  water  quality  into  the  report 
required  under  this  section. '. 

Page  65.  line  5.  strike  •'(5)"  and  insert 
"(6)". 

Page  68.  line  20.  strike  -^O.OOO'  and  Insert 
"10.000'  . 


Page  68.  line  25.  after  "altemative"  insert 
■wastewater". 

Page  74.  line  19.  strike  ■"and". 

Page  74.  line  22.  after  the  semicolon  insert 
■and". 

Page  74,  after  line  22.  Insert  the  following: 
"(E)  local  limits  established  by  such  treat- 
ment works  in  its  approved  pretreatment 
program  are  preventing  and  will  continue  to 
prevent  the  introduction  of  pollutants  into 
such  treatment  works  that  interfere  with, 
pass  through,  or  are  otherwise  incompatible 
with  such  treatment  works; 

Page  75.  lines  1  and  5.  before  "local"  insert 
•■approved". 

Page  84.  line  14.  strike  "or  runoff. 

Page  92.  line  2.  after  '•vessel"  Insert  "or 
other  facility". 

Page  93.  strike  line  7  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  2  on  page  95  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC.  318.  COOLING  WATER  INTAKE  STRUCTURES. 

Section  316(b)  (33  U.S.C.  1326(b))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  Inserting  after  '■(b)"  the  following; 

■■REGULATION  OF  COOLING  WATER  INTAKE 
STRUCTURES.—"; 

(2)  by  inserting  before  "Any"  the  follow- 
ing; "(1)  In  GENERAL —"; 

(3)  by  Indenting  paragraph  (1).  as  des- 
ignated by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  section,  and 
moving  such  paragraph  2  ems  to  the  right; 
and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 
'•(2)  Intake  sTRUcrrtiRE  coNsiDERA'noNs — 
"(A)  In  GENERAL.— The  Administrator  shall 

require  the  application  of  the  best  tech- 
nology available  to  new  and  existing  cooling 
water  intake  structures  in  instances  where 
the  Administrator  has  determined  that  such 
a  structure  Is  having  or  could  have  a  signifi- 
cant adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment. 

"(B)  New  int.\ke  structure— In  identify- 
ing the  best  technology  available  for  any 
new  cooling  water  intake  structure  pursuant 
to  subparagraph  (A),  the  Administrator  shall 
consider,  at  a  minimum,  the  following; 

"(1)  The  relative  technological,  engineer- 
ing, and  economic  feasibility  of  available  in- 
take structure  technologies  for  minimizing 
advei-se  impacts  to  the  aquatic  environment. 

"(11)  The  relative  technological,  engineer- 
ing, and  economic  feasibility  of  available  al- 
ternatives as  to  the  location,  design,  con- 
struction, and  capacity  of  the  intake  struc- 
ture. 

"(iii)  The  relative  environmental,  social, 
and  economic  costs  and  benefits  of  available 
technologies  and  alternatives  identified  pur- 
suant to  this  subparagraph  or  subparagraph 
(D). 

••(Iv)  The  projected  useful  life  of  the  point 
source  at  which  the  new  cooling  water  in- 
take structure  is  located. 

••(C)  Existing  intake  structures.— In 
identifying  the  best  technology  available  for 
an  existing  cooling  water  intake  structure 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  consider,  at  a  minimum,  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■'(1)  The  relative  technological,  engineer- 
ing, and  economic  feasibility  of  reasonably 
available  Intake  structure  retrofit  tech- 
nologies for  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to 
the  aquatic  environment. 

"(11)  The  relative  environmental,  social, 
and  economic  costs  and  benefits  of  available 
technologies  and  alternatives  Identified  pur- 
suant to  this  subparaigrapb  or  subparagraph 
(D). 

••(ill)  The  projected  remaining  useful  life  of 
the  point  source  at  which  the  existing  cool- 
ing water  intake  structure  is  located. 


•(D)   CONSIDF-RATION    OF    ALTERNATIVES— In 

identifying  the  best  technology  available  for 
any  new  or  existing  cooling  water  intake 
structure,  the  Administrator  shall  consider 
environmental  enhancements  or  any  other 
technique  that  the  owner  or  operator  has 
identified  as  appropriate  alternatives  for 
minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  aquatic 
environment. 

••(3)  Definttions— In  this  subsection,  the 
following  definitions  apply; 

"(A)  NEW  cooling  WATER  INTAKE  STRUC- 
TURE.—The  term  new  cooling  water  intake 
structure'  means  any  intake  structure  the 
construction  of  which  commences  after  the 
publication  of  final  regulations  implement- 
ing this  subsection. 

■(B)      EXISTING      COOLING      WATER      INTAKE 

STRUCTURE.— The  term  •existing  cooling 
water  intake  structure"  means  any  Intake 
structure  that  is  not  a  new  cooling  water  in- 
take structure.". 

Page  109.  line  3.  strike   "and". 

Page  109.  after  line  3.  insert  the  following; 

"(E)  providing  financial  assistance  with  re- 
spect to  those  water  pollution  control  activi- 
ties which  have  as  their  principal  purpose 
the  protection  of  public  water  supplies;  and 

Page  109.  line  4.  strike  "(E)"  and  insert 
■•(F)-'. 

Page  114.  line  23,  strike  '•(j)"  and  insert 
"(h)". 

Page  117.  line  7.  before  "livestock"  Insert 
"agricultural  inputs,  including". 

Page  117,  line  7,  after  "manure"  insert  a 
comma 

Page  117,  after  line  18.  insert  the  following; 

(q)  Control  of  Salt  Water  Intrusion  — 
Section  319  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(s)  Control  of  Salt  Water  Intrusion.— 
Nothing  in  this  section  authorizes  the  Ad- 
ministrator to  require  a  State  to  identify  or 
establish  procedures  and  methods  to  control 
salt  water  intrusion  beyond  what  is  provided 
for  in  section  208(b>(2)(l).". 

Page  136.  line  16.  strike  'and  "  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  on  line  24  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

.  based  on  available  information,  and  submit 
to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a 
stormwater  management  progra.T. 

"(A)  that  controls  pollution  added  from 
stormwater  discharges  to  the  navigable  wa- 
ters within  the  boundaries  of  the  State  and 
improves  the  quality  of  such  waters;  and 

■■(B)  that  the  State  proposes  to  establish 
and  administer  under  State  law  or  Interstate 
compact  to  apply  and  assure  compliance 
with  this  section. 

The  initial  program  submission  must  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  subsection  and  spe- 
cifically address  the  Tirst  5  fiscal  years  be- 
ginning after  the  date  of  submission  of  such 
management  program.". 

Page  137.  lines  24  and  25.  strike  ■estab- 
lished under  subsection  (!)■'. 

Page  148.  line  24.  after  the  period  insert  the 
following; 

If.  upon  review  of  a  stormwater  pollution 
prevention  plan,  the  State  determines  that 
the  plan  is  Inadequate,  the  State  may  re- 
quire the  facility  to  modify  the  plan. 

Page  150.  line  24.  after  the  first  comma  In- 
sert ■■or". 

Page  150.  line  24.  strike  ■or  (c)(2)(F),". 

Page   152.   line   8.   after   ■•permits"   Insert 

••AND  effluent  GUIDELINES". 

Page  152,  line  12,  after  "a"  insert 
•stormwater^'. 

Page  152,  line  14,  after  ■1987,"  Insert  "or 
with  respect  to  which  an  effluent  guideline 
has  been  issued  before  February  4.  1987". 

Page  153.  line  15,  strike  "(b)"  and  insert 
"(c)". 


Page  159,  lines  17  and  18,  strike  "of  this 
Act". 

Page  161.  strike  line  4  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  24  on  page  162. 

Page  163.  line  1.  strike  ■■(j)^'  and  insert 
"(1)". 

Page  163.  line  14,  strike  '(k)  "  and  insert 
"(j)". 

Page  163.  line  16  strike  "1996  "  and  Insert 
"1998". 

Page  165.  line  10.  strike  ••(1)"  and  Insert 
••(k)". 

Page  165.  line  10.  strike  "Stormwater". 

Page  166.  line  12.  before  the  comma  insert 
"and  section  304(a)(13)". 

Page  166.  line  20.  strike  "(m)"  and  Insert 
"(1)". 

Page  167.  line  1.  strike  "(n)"  and  Insert 
■■(m)"'. 

Page  167.  line  8.  strike  ••(o)'^  and  insert 
••(n)". 

Page  167,  line  12,  strike  ••(p)^'  and  insert 
••(o)". 

Page  168.  line  2.  after  the  period  insert  the 
following; 

Land  that  was  previously  used  for  mining  ac- 
tivities for  which  reclamation  requirements 
of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclama- 
tion Act  of  1977  have  been  met  and  a  per- 
formance bond  or  deposit  required  under  sec- 
tion 509  of  such  Act  has  been  released  under 
section  519  of  such  Act  shall  no  longer  be 
considered  an  ore  mining  and  dressing  site. 

Page  168,  after  line  17,  insert  the  following; 

"(5)  Active  coal  mining  sites.— Discharges 
comprised  entirely  of  stormwater  from  an 
active  coal  mining  site  operating  under  a 
permit  issued  under  the  Surface  Mining  Con- 
trol and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  shall  be 
subject  to  section  319. 

Page  168,  line  18,  strike  •(5)"  and  insert 
••(6)". 

Page  169,  after  line  19,  insert  the  following; 

(d)  Development  of  Stormwater  Cri- 
teria—Section  304(a)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(13)  Development  of  stormwater  cri- 
teria— 

••(A)  In  general —To  reflect  the  episodic 
character  of  stormwater  which  results  in  sig- 
nificant variances  in  the  volume,  hydraulics, 
hydrology,  and  pollutant  load  associated 
with  stormwater  discharges,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  establish,  as  an  element  of  the 
water  quality  standards  established  for  the 
designated  uses  of  the  navigable  waters, 
stormwater  criteria  which  protect  the  navi- 
gable waters  from  impairment  of  the  des- 
ignated beneficial  uses  caused  by  stormwater 
discharges.  The  criteria  shall  be  techno- 
logically and  financially  feasible  and  may  in- 
clude performance  standards,  guidelines, 
guidance,  and  model  management  practices 
and  measures  and  treatment  requirements, 
as  appropriate,  and  as  identified  in  section 
322. 

"(B)  iNFORMA-nON  to  BE  USED  IN  DEVELOP- 
MENT.— The  Stormwater  discharge  criteria  to 
be  established  under  this  paragraph— 

'•(1)  shall  be  developed  from- 

"(I)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the 
demonstration  programs  and  research  con- 
ducted under  section  322(h); 

••(II)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  re- 
search and  monitoring  activities  of 
stormwater  dischargers  performed  in  compli- 
ance with  permit  requirements  of  this  Act; 
and 

••(III)  other  relevant  information,  includ- 
ing information  submitted  to  the  Adminis- 
trator under  the  industrial  group  permit  ap- 
plication process  in  effect  under  section  402 
of  this  Act  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  paragraph; 


••(11)  shall  be  developed  in  consultation 
with  persons  with  expertise  in  the  manage- 
ment of  stormwater  (including  officials  of 
State  and  local  government,  industrial  and 
commercial  stormwater  dischargers,  and 
public  interest  groups);  and 

••(iii)  shall  be  established  as  an  element  of 
the  water  quality  standards  that  are  devel- 
oped and  implemented  under  this  Act  by  not 
later  than  December  31.  2008". 

Page  169.  line  20.  strike  "(d)^'  and  insert 
"(e)". 

Page  169.  line  24.  before  the  period  Insert 
"that  is  subject  to  section  322  " 

Page  182.  line  1,  strike  '■An'^  and  insert  ••If 
an". 

Page  182.  line  2.  strike  ••that". 

Page  182.  line  6.  strike  ••may^'  and  all  that 
follows  through  •use"  on  line  9  and  insert  ". 
such  system  or  facility  is  exempt  from  this 
Act". 

Page  183,  strike  lines  4  through  11  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

(c)  Discharge  Limit.— Section  402(a)  (33 
U.S.C.  1342(a))  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following; 

"(7)  QUANTTTA'nON  LEVEL.— 

■■(A)  Establishment —Not  later  than  1 
year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Administrator  shall  establish  quan- 
titation levels  for  pollutants  based  on  the 
lowest  level  at  which  a  pollutant  can  be  reli- 
ably quantified  on  an  Interlaboratorj'  basis 
for  each  test  method  published  under  section 
304(h). 

■■(B)  PERMrr  levels.— Whenever  a  limita- 
tion for  a  permit  Issued  under  this  section  is 
set  at  a  level  below  the  quantitation  level  es- 
tablished for  that  pollutant  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  for  the  test  method  specified  in  the 
permit,  any  measurement  of  the  pollutant 
greater  than  the  limitation  but  less  than  the 
quantitation  level  shall  not  be  considered  a 
violation  of  the  permit.  All  measurements 
less  than  the  quantitation  level  shall  be 
deemed  equal  to  zero  for  purjwses  of  deter- 
mining compliance  with  the  limitation  ". 

(d)  Discharges  Under  Permit  applica- 
tions.—Section  402(k)  (33  use.  1342(k))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  '■ex- 
cept" and  inserting  ••except  for"'; 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence — 

(A)  by  striking  ••Until  December  31.  1974. 
in"  and  inserting  'In";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "(1)  section  301.  306.  or  402 
of  this  Act.  or  (2)"  and  inserting  "section  402 
of  this  Act  or"";  and 

(C)  by  Inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  the  following;  ".  and  provided  further 
that  if  the  discharge  results  in  a  violation  of 
effluent  limitations  or  standards  promul- 
gated under  section  301.  302.  303.  304.  306.  or 
307  of  this  Act  that  would  be  applicable  upon 
issuance  of  a  permit  such  discharge  shall  be 
considered  unlawful  under  section  301  of  this 
Act";  and 

(3)  by  striking  the  last  sentence 

Page  184.  line  17.  strike  "be  "  and  all  that 
follows  through  '■limitation^  on  line  18  and 
insert  "have  an  affirmative  defense  to  such 
alleged  noncompliance'". 

Page  185.  line  20.  strike  "be'"  and  all  that 
follows  through  ••Act""  on  line  21  and  insert 
••have  an  affirmative  defense  to  such  alleged 
noncompliance'" 

Page  187.  line  12.  strike  the  semicolon  and 
Insert  "or  are  directly  and  proximately  con- 
nected; or". 

Page  187.  strike  lines  13  through  17. 

Page  187.  line  18.  strike  "(ill)"  and  insert 
"(11)"". 

Page  187.  line  23.  strike  "•if.  for  conven- 
tional pollutants."  and  insert  "for  conven- 


tional pollutants,  to  the  extent  that  the  dis- 
charger demonstrates  that" 

Page  188.  line  1.  insert  'or  substantially 
similar  to"  after    the  same  as". 

Page  188.  line  12.  strike  •that"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  on  line  13  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

in  circumstances  that  do  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  d).  Including  cir- 
cumstances in  which  the  source  of  the  intake 
water  meets  the  maximum  contaminant  lev- 
els or  treatment  techniques  for  drinking 
water  contaminants  established  pursuant  to 
the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  for  the  pollut- 
ant of  concern  An  appropnate  credit  for  pol- 
lutants found  in  intake  water  is  a  credit  that 
assures  that  an  owner  or  operator  of  a  point 
source  is  not  required  to  remove,  reduce,  or 
treat  the  amount  of  any  pollutant  in  an  ef- 
fluent below  the  amount  of  such  pollutant 
that  is  present  in  the  Intake  water  for  such 
facility,  except  to  the  extent  that  the  level 
of  such  pollutant  in  the  intake  water  will 
cause  adverse  water  quality  impact  that 
would  not  otherwise  occur 

Page  194.  line  20.  strike  paragraph  (3)" 
and  Insert  "paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)". 

Page  198,  line  13.  strike  'approved  within 
180  days"  and  Insert  "submitted  within  90 
days". 

Page  201.  after  line  2.  Insert  the  following: 

"(F)  Deemed  approval  of  compliance 
plans— A  compliance  plan  submitted  under 
subparagraph  (AkIv)  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
approved  on  the  90th  day  following  the  date 
of  such  submission,  unless  the  Administrator 
notifies  the  remediating  party  before  such 
90th  day  that  the  plan  has  been  dis- 
approved/. 

Page  201.  line  8.  strike  ■■or  its  political  sub- 
divisions.". 

Page  201.  line  12.  strike  'a  person  described 
in  clause  (i)"  and  insert  ■'a  State  or  Indian 
tribe' 

Page  202.  line  4.  strike  ■"nr*,  actively  mined 
or""  and  insert    neither  actively  mined  nor  " 

Page  202.  line  7.  strike  ■section  "  and  insert 
■"subsection" 

Page  203.  line  17.  strike  "law"  and  insert 
■•this  Act". 

Page  211,  line  17,  strike  "VEGETABLE 
ODL  and  insert  NONPETROLEUM  OIL 
PRODUCTS  AND  OIL  SUBSTITUTES 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  211.  lines  18  and  19.  strike  "Fats. 
Oils,  and  Greases'"  and  insert    'Petroleum 

AND  NONTETROLEUM  PRODUCTS  ' 

Page  211.  lines  22  and  23,  strike  ■a  Federal 
law  related  to  water  pollution  control,  "  and 
insert  "the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  or  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act."". 

Page  212.  line  2.  strike  "for—"'  and  Insert 
the  following: 

for  petroleum  and  nonpetroleum  oil  products 
and  oil  substitutes,  including  animal  fats, 
vegetable  oils,  and  silicone  fluids;  and 

Page  212.  strike  lines  3  through  line  6. 

Page  212.  line  10.  strike  fat  and  oil'"  and 
insert  "petroleum  and  nonpetroleum  oil 
products  and  oil  substitute^" 

Page  212.  lines  13  through  15.  strike  "ani- 
mal fats  and  vegetable  oils  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  and  the  classes  of  oils  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (IKAXli)"  and  insert 
■'petroleum  products  and  nonpetroleum  oU 
products  and  oil  substitutes". 

Page  213.  strikes  lines  15  and  16  and  Insert 
the  following: 

SEC.  508.  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a)  LiMrr  ON  AUTHORiZA-noNs  — No  funds 
are  authorized  for  any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal 
year  2000  for  carrj'lng  out  the  programs  and 
activities  for  which  funds  are  authorized  by 
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this  Act.  Including  amendments  made  by 
this  Act. 

(b)  GENERAL  Program  authorizations.— 
Section  517  (33  U.S.C.  1376>  Is  amended— 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly 

Page  214.  after  line  7.  insert  the  following; 

(b)  TREATMENT  AS  STATES.— Section  518<e) 
(33  use   1377(e))  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  "water  resources  which 
are"  and  inserting  "water  resources  within 
the  exterior  boundaries  of  a  Federal  Indian 
reservation  which  are  on  or  appurtenant  to 
lands"; 

(B)  by  inserting  "or"  after  "Indians."; 

(C)  by  striking  "member  of  an  Indian 
tribe"  and  inserting  "member  of  the  reserva- 
tion's governing  Indian  tribe"; 

(D)  by  striking  ".  or  otherwise  within  the 
borders  of  an  Indian  reservation";  and 

(E)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end; 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3>  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(4)  the  Administrator's  action  does  not 
authorize  the  Indian  tribe  to  regulate  lands 
owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  nonmembers  of 
the  tribe  or  the  use  of  water  resources  on  or 
appurtentant  to  such  lands." 

Page  214.  line  8.  strike  "(b)"  and  Insert 
"(c)". 

Page  215.  line  4.  strike  "<c)"  and  Insert 
"(d)". 

Page  215.  line  17.  strike  '(d) '  and  Insert 
'•(e)". 

Page  216.  line  1,  strike  "(e)"  and  insert 
"(f)". 

Page  222.  line  13.  after  "quality"  Insert  "of 
navigable  waters  ". 

Page  224.  line  22.  after  "year"  insert  "or  Vi 
percent  per  year  of  the  current  valuation  of 
such  fund  " 

Page  225.  line  19.  strike  "amended  by  strik- 
ing" and  insert  the  following: 

amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "is  consistent  "  and  Insert- 
ing "is  not  inconsistent";  and 

(2)  by  striking 

Page  226.  line  2.  before  "treatment"  insert 
"publicly  owned". 

Page  226.  line  4.  before  the  semicolon  insert 
"without  regard  to  the  rank  of  such  project 
on  the  States  priority  list". 

Page  243.  line  15.  after  "Secretary"  insert 
".  in  consultation  with  the  States.  ". 

Page  246.  line  2.  before  the  semicolon  insert 
"based  on  verifiable,  objective  science". 

Page  247.  strike  line  3. 

Page  247.  line  4.  strike  "(Iv)"  and  insert 
"(111)". 

Page  247.  line  5.  strike  "(v)"  and  insert 
"(iv)". 

Page  256.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  257.  line  6.  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  ANALYSIS.- The  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine whether  to  issue  a  permit  for  an  activ- 
ity in  waters  of  the  United  States  classified 
under  subsection  (c)  as  type  A  wetlands 
based  on— 

"(1)  a  sequential  analysis  that  seeks,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  to — 

"(I)  avoid  adverse  impact  on  the  wetlands; 

"(II)  minimize  such  adverse  impact  on  wet- 
lands functions  that  caoinot  be  avoided;  and 

"(HI)  compensate  for  any  loss  of  wetland 
functions  that  cannot  be  avoided  or  mini- 
mized: and 

"(ii)  the  public  interest  analysis  described 
in  paragraph  (3). 

"(B)  Water  dependent  ACTnvrrY— For  pur- 
iwses  of  subparagraph  (AMIKI).  if  an  activity 
is  water  dependent,  an  alternative  in  an  area 


that  is  not  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United 
States  shall  not  be  presumed  to  be  available. 
A  water  dependent  activity  is  an  activity 
that  requires  access  or  proximity  to  or  siting 
within  the  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United 
States  in  question  to  fulfill  its  basic  purpose. 

Page  257.  line  7.  strike  "(B)"  and  insert 
"(C)". 

Page  266.  line  20.  strike  "and". 

Page  266.  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

'(vi)  provide,  where  appropriate,  for  dual 
use  of  wetlands  within  the  mitigation  bank, 
as  long  as  the  use  other  than  providing  com- 
pensatory mitigation  under  this  section  (I) 
shall  not  Interfere  with  the  functioning  of 
such  bank  for  providing  such  mitigation,  and 
(II)  shall  not  adversely  impact  wetlands  or 
other  waters  of  the  United  States;  and 

Page  266.  line  21.  strike  "(vi)"  and  "(vii) ". 

Page  280.  line  3.  strike  "or". 

Page  280.  line  20.  strike  "or". 

Page  280.  line  23.  strike  the  period  and  In- 
sert ";  or". 

Page  280,  after  line  23.  insert  the  following: 

"(V)  result  from  any  silvicultural  activity 
or  practice  undertaken  on  economic  base 
lands;  or 

"(S)  result  from  the  conduct  of  rec- 
reational hunting  or  shooting". 

Page  284,  strike  lines  10  through  18. 

Page  284.  line  19.  strike  "(3)"  and  insert 
"(2)". 

Page  285.  line  1.  strike  "section"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  final  period  on  line 
2  and  insert  the  following: 
subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the  Focxl  Security 
Act  of  1985  (16  use  3821  et  seq). 

Page  285.  lines  11  and  19.  after  "used"  in- 
sert the  following: 

.  or  a  good  faith  effort  is  shown  by  the  owner 
or  operator  to  use  such  lands. 

Page  285,  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

"(D)  Delineations  grandfathered.— De- 
lineations by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
regarding  wetlands  on  agricultural  lands  and 
associated  nonagrlcultural  lands  that  have 
become  administratively  final  on  or  before 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive 
Wetlands  Conservation  and  Management  Act 
of  1995  shall  not  be  subject  to  further  delin- 
eation unless  the  owner  requests  a  new  delin- 
ealiun  by  the  Seuietafy  of  Apiculture. 

Page  289.  after  line  9.  insert  the  following: 
■(G)  Permission  to  enter  onto  private 
PROPERTY— The  Secretaries  shall  obtain 
written  permission  from  the  owner  of  private 
property  before  entering  such  property  to 
conduct  identification  and  classification  of 
wetlands  pursuant  to  this  paragraph. 

Page  293.  line  4.  before  the  semicolon  insert 
the  following: 

;  except  that,  in  any  case  in  which  guidelines 
based  on  such  criteria  alone  would  prohibit 
the  specification  of  a  disposal  site,  the  eco- 
nomic impact  on  navigation  and  anchorage 
shall  be  considered 

Page  305.  after  line  4.  Insert  the  following: 

"(8)  Treatment  of  existing  pr(X}rams.— 
Any  State  which  has  received  approval  to  ad- 
minister a  program  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation 
and  Management  Act  of  1995  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  reapply  for  approval  and  shall  be 
permitted  to  continue  administering  such 
program  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  Upon  receipt  of  a 
request  from  the  Governor  of  such  State,  the 
Secretary,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Gov- 
ernor, shall  amend  the  program. 

Page  312.  after  line  9.  insert  the  following: 

"(11)  Certification— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  not.  either  directly  or  Indirectly. 


impose  any  requirement  or  condition  in  a 
certification  required  under  section  401  that 
the  Secretary  determines  is  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Page  312.  line  10.  strike  "(ID"  and  insert 
"(12)". 

Page  316.  after  line  13.  insert  the  following: 

"(N)  VERNAL  pools.— The  term  vernal 
pools'  means  Individual  isolated  wetlands 
that  have  exceptional  waterfowl  habitat 
functions  and  that  exhibit  the  following 
characteristics: 

"(i)  an  area  greater  than  '-i  acre; 

"(ii)  seasonal  standing  for  no  less  than  45 
consecutive  days  during  the  fall  and  winter 
in  an  average  precipitation  season; 

"(iii)  an  impermeable  subsurface  hard  pan 
soil  layer  that  prevents  subsurface  water 
drainage  or  percolation;  and 

"(iv)  a  surface  outlet  for  relief  of  water 
flow. 

Page  316,  line  14.  strike  "(N)"  and  insert 
"(O)". 

Page  317,  after  line  16.  insert  the  following: 

"(31)  The  term  'farmed  wetland'  means 
those  agricultural  lands,  as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 404.  and  associated  nonagrlcultural 
lands  exhibiting  wetlands  characteristics,  as 
delineated  solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture. 

Page  317,  line  17.  strike  •(31)"  and  insert 
"(32)". 

Page  317.  line  23.  strike  "(32)"  and  Insert 
"(33)". 

Page  318.  line  4,  strike  "(33)"  and  insert 
"(34)". 

Page  318,  line  7.  strike  "(34)"  and  insert 
"(35)". 

Page  318.  line  12,  strike  "(35)"  and  Insert 
"(36)". 

Page  318,  line  18,  strike  "(36)"  and  insert 
"(37)". 

Page  318.  line  22.  strike  "(37)"  and  insert 
"(38)". 

Page  319.  strike  lines  5  through  11. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Shuster]  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr,  Mineta]  will  each  be 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shyster] 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  understand- 
ing after  we  engage  in  a  colloquy  that 
this  en  bloc  amendment  may  be  accept- 
ed. I  would  simply  like  to  point  out 
that  the  en  bloc  amendment  improves 
upon  this  already  widely  supported  bill 
that  we  reported  out.  This  package  of 
agreements  includes  agreements 
reached  with  chairmen  of  the  other 
committees  of  jurisdiction,  non- 
controversial  items  brought  to  our  at- 
tention since  the  committee  markup, 
and  other  technical  matters  and  mis- 
cellaneous issues. 

The  en  bloc  also  reflects  an  ongoing 
dialog  with  State  and  local  water  offi- 
cials including  various  provisions  di- 
rectly responding  to  the  concerns  and 
clarifying  existing  environmental  safe- 
guards in  the  bill. 

I  would  emphasize  it  is  very  impor- 
tant that  once  the  en  bloc  amendment 
is  passed  it  will  be  open  for  amendment 
by  title  as  we  go  through  the  bill  so 
Member's  rights  are  protected  as  we  go 
through  the  bill  and  they  will  be  able. 
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if  they  choose,  to  offer  amendments  to 
the  en  bloc  amendment. 

In  the  en  bloc  amendment  we  deal 
with  several  State  issues,  for  examples, 
reducing  from  20,(XX)  to  10,(XX)  the  popu- 
lation ceiling  for  eligibility  for  the 
modification  of  secondary  treatment 
requirements,  this  at  the  request  of  the 
States. 

We  delete,  this  is  very  imiportant  be- 
cause the  gentleman  from  New  York  in 
a  previous  comment  complained  about 
a  20-percent  cap  on  type  A  wetlands,  we 
delete  the  20-percent  cap  for  the  type  A 
wetlands  for  county  parishes  and  bor- 
oughs, so  this  is  in  response  to  environ- 
mental requests,  the  various  mis- 
cellaneous new  matters  in  the  bill.  At 
each  stage  in  the  process  matters  have 
been  brought  to  us,  a  very  open  proc- 
ess, and  as  a  result  we  have  included 
several  noncontroversial  items  in  this 
particular  area. 

Finally,  with  regard  to  committee  is- 
sues, the  package  reflects  agreements 
reached  with  the  other  committees  of 
jurisdiction  in  several  areas,  technical 
and  otherwise,  and  I  would  particularly 
focus  on  the  fact  that  in  this  area  we 
provide  language  that  assures  that  the 
classification  of  isolated  wetlands  is 
based  on  sound  science.  This  addresses 
a  concern  that  all  wetlands  might  be 
prejudged  as  falling  into  a  single  clas- 
sification type.  Environmentalists 
have  talked  with  us  about  this  and  we 
have  accepted  their  recommendations 
in  this  area. 

And  with  regard  to  the  technical 
amendments  themselves,  we  have  an 
important  clarifying  technical  amend- 
ment that  clarifies  when  local 
pretreatment  limits  apply  in  lieu  of 
categorical  pretreatment  standards, 
such  local  limits  must  prevent  the  in- 
troduction of  pollutants  into  the  treat- 
ment works  that  will  interfere  with, 
pass  through,  or  otherwise  be  incom- 
patible with  the  treatment  works, 
again,  another  proenvironmental  provi- 
sion which  we  have  included  in  the  en 
bloc  amendments. 

So,  that  is  a  very  brief  description  of 
what  I  believe  can  be  acceptable,  par- 
ticularly with  emphasis  that  Member's 
rights  are  protected  to  offer  amend- 
ments relating  to  any  of  these  en  bloc 
amendments  as  we  move  through  the 
title-by-title  amending  process  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  simply  like  to 
inquire  of  my  friend  from  Pennsylva- 
nia, the  distinguished  chair  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure, there  is  a  provision  in  the 
en  bloc  amendment  which  affects 
EPA's  authorities  under  section  401. 
And  as  the  gentleman  knows,  the 
States  are  very  concerned  with  any 
amendments  which  might  affect  sec- 
tion 401  and  the  rights  of  States  to  pro- 


tect their  water  quality.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  provision  is  not 
intended  to  affect  in  any  way  the 
rights  of  States  to  protect  water  qual- 
ity under  section  401.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  correct.  The  provision  in 
question  is  intended  only  to  clarify 
that  there  is  to  be  no  interference  from 
the  EPA  in  the  401  certification  process 
relating  to  section  404  permits. 

Mr.  MINETA.  It  is  also  my  under- 
standing that  this  provision  is  not  in- 
tended to  affect  the  broad  issues  of 
States'  rights  under  section  401  and  the 
relationship  with  hydropower  relicens- 
ing;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect, 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
also  noted,  as  has  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  that  each  of  the  provi- 
sions included  in  the  en  bloc  amend- 
ment will  be  amendable  when  the  ap- 
propriate title  in  the  bill  is  reached, 
and  I  understand  that  that  is  the  way 
this  works. 

So,  with  that  understanding,  I  have 
no  objections  to  this  en  bloc  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu- 
ster]. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAXTON 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Saxton: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTUE;  TABLE  OF  CONTEI>rrS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  'Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  table  of  contents. 

Sec.  2.  Definition. 

Sec.  3.  Amendment  of  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 
TITLE  I— RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  101.  Research,  investigations,  training, 
amd  information. 

Sec.  102.  State  management  assistance. 

Sec.  103.  Mine  water  pollution  control. 

Sec,  104.  Water  sanitation  in  rural  and  Na- 
tive Alaska  villages. 

Sec.  105.  Authorization  of  appropriations  for 
Chesapeake  program. 

Sec.  106.  Great  Lakes  management. 


TITLE  II— CONSTRUCrriON  GRANTS 

Sec.  201.  Uses  of  funds. 

Sec.  202.  Administration  of  closeout  of  con- 
struction grant  program. 

Sec.  203.  Sewage  collection  systems. 

Sec.  204.  'Value  engineering  review 

Sec,  205.  Grants  for  wastewater  treatment. 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

Sec.  301.  Arid  areas. 

Sec.  302.  Secondary  treatment. 

Sec.  303.  Federal  facilities. 

Sec.  304.  National  estuary  program. 

Sec.  305.  Nonpoint  source  management  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  306.  Coastal  zone  management. 

Sec.  307.  Comprehensive  watershed  manage- 
ment. 

Sec.  308.  Revision  of  effluent  limitations 
TITLE  rv— PERMITS  AND  LICENSES 

Sec.  401.  Waste  treatment  systems  for  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  oper- 
ations. 

Sec.  402.  Municipal  and  Industrial 

stormwater  discharges. 

Sec.  403.  Intake  credits. 

Sec.  404.  Combined  sewer  overflows. 

Sec.  405.  Abandoned  mines. 

Sec.  406.  Beneficial  use  of  biosolids. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Publicly  owned  treatment  works 
defined 

Sec.  502.  Implementation  of  water  pollution 
laws  with  respect  to  vegetable 
oil. 

Sec.  503.  Needs  estimate 

Sec.  504.  Food  pr<x:essing  and  food  safety. 

Sec.  505.  Audit  dispute  resolution. 

TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

Sec.  601.  General  authority  for  capitaliza- 
tion grants. 

Sec    602.  Capitalization  grant  agreements. 

Sec.  603.  Water  pollution  control  revolving 
loan  funds 

Sec.  604.  Allotment  of  funds. 

Sec.  605.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  606.  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollu- 
tion contrnl  rpvnlvlne  funds. 

TITLE  VII— MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  Technical  amendments. 

Sec.  702.  John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh 
Water  Quality  Research  Lab- 
oratory. 

Sec.  703.  Wastewater  service  for  colonias. 

Sec.  704.  Savings     in     municipal     drinking 

water  costs. 
TITLE  Vin— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  801.  Short  title. 

Sec.  802.  Findings  and  purposes. 

Sec  803.  State,  local,  and  landowner  tech- 
nical assistance  and  coopera- 
tive training. 

Sec.  804.  Federal,  State,  and  Local  Govern- 
ment Coordinating  Committee. 

Sec.  805.  State  and  local  wetland  conserva- 
tion plans  and  strategies; 
grants  to  facilitate  the  imple- 
mentation of  section  404. 

Sec.  806.  National  cooperative  wetland  eco- 
system restoration  strategy. 

Sec.  807.  Permits  for  discharge  of  dredged  or 
fill  material. 

Sec.  808.  Technical  assistance  to  private 
landowners,  codification  of  reg- 
ulations and  policies. 

Sec.  809    Delineation. 

Sec.  810.  Fast  track  for  minor  permits. 

Sec.  811.  Compensatory  mitigation. 
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Sec.  812.  Cooperative     micisracion     ventures 
and  mitigation  banks. 

Sec    813    Wetlands  monitoring  and  research. 

Sec.  814.  Administrative  appeals. 

Sec.  815.  Cranberry  production. 

Sec.  816.  State  classification  systems. 

Sec   817.  Definitions. 

TITLE  DC-MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec.  901.  Oblig-ations  and  expenditures  sub- 
ject to  appropriations. 

SEC.  2.  DEFINITION. 

In  this  Act.  the  term  "Administrator" 
means  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

SEC.  3.  AMEhfDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  WATEH  POLLU- 
TION CONTROL  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to,  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251- 
1387). 

TITLE  I— RESEARCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

SEC.    lOL    RESEARCH,    INVESTIGATIONS.    TRAIN- 
ING. AND  INFORMATION. 

(a)  National  Programs.— Section  104(a)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and  "  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  *6)  and  inserting  •;  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(7)  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  Fed- 
eral. State,  and  local  aigencies.  conduct,  pro- 
mote, and  encourage  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  in  watersheds  that  may  be  signifi- 
cantly affected  by  nonpolnt  sources  of  pollu- 
tion, monitoring  amd  measurement  of  water 
quality  by  means  and  methods  that  will  help 
to  identify  the  relative  contributions  of  par- 
ticular nonpoint  sources." 

(b)  Grants  to  Local  Governments.— Sec- 
tion 104(bK3)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(b)(3))  is  amended 
by  inserting  "local  governments,"  after 
"interstate  agencies.". 

(c)  Technical  Assistance  for  Rural  and 
Small  Treatment  Works —Section  104(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1254(b))  is  amended— 

(i>  uy  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  a  semicolon:  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(8)  make  grants  to  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions to  provide  technical  assistance  and 
training  to  rural  and  small  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  to  enable  such  treatment 
works  to  achieve  and  maintain  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  Act;  and 

"(9)  disseminate  information  to  rural, 
small,  and  disadvantaged  communities  with 
respect  to  the  planning,  design,  construc- 
tion, and  operation  of  treatment  works.". 

(d)  Wastewater  Treatment  in  Impo\'er- 
ISHED  Communities— Section  104(q)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(q))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(5)  Small  impoverished  communities.— 
"(A)  Grants.— The  Administrator  may 
make  grants  to  States  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  to  provide 
wastewater  services  to  rural  communities  of 
3.000  or  less  that  are  not  currently  served  by 
any  sewage  collection  or  water  treatmant 
system  and  are  severely  economically  dis- 
advantaged, as  determined  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

"(B)  Authorization —There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  para- 


graph  S50.000.(X)0    per    fiscal    year    for    fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000". 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  — 
Section  104(u)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(u))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  "(6)":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ";  and  (7)  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(3).  (b)(8).  and 
(b)(9).  except  that  not  less  than  20  percent  of 
the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
clause  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(8)  and  (b)(9)". 

SEC.  102.  STATE  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  106(a)  (33  U.S.C.  12S6(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  "$75,000,000"; 

(2)  by  Inserting  after  "1990"  the  following: 
".  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1991  through  1996.  and  $150,000,000 
per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"States  or  interstate  agencies  receiving 
grants  under  this  section  may  use  such  funds 
to  finance,  with  other  States  or  interstate 
agencies,  studies  and  projects  on  interstate 
issues  relating  to  such  programs". 

SEC.  lOS.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

Section  107  (33  U.S.C.   1257)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"SEC.  107.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

"(a)  Acidic  and  Other  Toxic  Mine  Drain- 
age.—The  Administrator  shall  establish  a 
program  to  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of 
measures  for  abatement  of  the  causes  and 
treatment  of  the  effects  of  acidic  and  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  within  qualified  hydro- 
logic  units  affected  by  past  coal  mining  prac- 
tices for  the  purpose  of  restoring  the  biologi- 
cal Integrity  of  waters  within  such  units. 

"(b)  Grants.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Any  State  or  Indian 
tribe  may  apply  to  the  Administrator  for  a 
grant  for  any  project  which  provides  for 
abatement  of  the  causes  or  treatment  of  the 
effects  of  acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  affected 
by  past  coal  mining  practices. 

"(2)  Application  requirements.- An  appli- 
cation submitted  to  the  Administrator  under 
this  section  shall  include  each  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(A)  An  identification  of  the  qualified  hy- 
drologic unit. 

"(B)  A  description  of  the  extent  to  which 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  is  affect- 
ing the  water  quality  and  biological  re- 
sources within  the  hydrologic  unit. 

"(C)  An  identification  of  the  sources  of 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within 
the  hydrologic  unit. 

■(D)  An  identification  of  the  project  and 
the  measures  proposed  to  be  undertaken  to 
abate  the  causes  or  treat  the  effects  of  acidic 
or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within  the  hy- 
drologic unit. 

■■(E)  The  cost  of  undertaking  the  proposed 
abatement  or  treatment  meaisures. 

•■(c)  Federal  Share  — 

■■(1)  In  general.— The  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  receiving  grant  assistance 
under  this  section  shall  be  50  percent. 

■■(2)  Lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way. — Contributions  of  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  shall  be  credited  toward  the 
non-Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  a  project 
under  this  section  but  not  in  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding 25  percent  of  the  total  project  cost. 
■(3)  OPERA'noN  a.nd  maintenance.— The 
non-Federal  interest  shall  bear  100  percent  of 
the  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  a 
project  under  this  section. 


•■(d)  Prohibited  Projects.— No  acidic  or 
other  toxic  mine  drainage  abatement  or 
treatment  project  may  receive  assistance 
under  this  section  if  the  project  would  ad- 
versely affect  the  free-flowing  characteris- 
tics of  any  river  segment  within  a  qualified 
hydrologic  unit. 

■■(e)  Applications  From  Federal  Enti- 
ties.—Any  Federal  entity  may  apply  to  the 
Administrator  for  a  grant  under  this  section 
for  the  purposes  of  an  acidic  or  toxic  mine 
drainage  abatement  or  treatment  project 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit  located  on 
lands  and  waters  under  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  such  entity. 

•■(O  Approval.— The  Administrator  shall 
approve  an  application  submitted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  or  (e)  after  determining 
that  the  application  meets  the  requirements 
of  this  section. 

■■(g)  Qualified  Hydrologic  Unit  De- 
fined.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  qualified  hydrologic  unit'  means  a  hy- 
drologic unit— 

■'(1)  in  which  the  water  quality  has  been 
significantly  affected  by  acidic  or  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  from  past  coal  mining 
practices  in  a  manner  which  adversely  im- 
pacts biological  resources;  and 

■■(2)  which  contains  lands  and  waters  eligi- 
ble for  assistance  under  title  IV  of  the  Sur- 
face Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.'. 

SEC.  104.  WATER  SANITATION  IN  RURAL  AND  NA- 
TIVE ALASKA  VILLAGES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  113  (33  U.S.C. 
1263)  is  amended  by  striking  the  section 
heading  and  designation  and  subsections  (a) 
through  (f)  and  inserting  the  following; 

-SEC.  113.  ALASKA  VILLAGE  PROJECTS  AND  PRO- 
GRAMS 

••(a)  Grants. — The  Administrator  is  au- 
thorized to  make  grants — 

"(1)  for  the  development  and  construction 
of  facilities  which  provide  sanitation  serv- 
ices for  rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages; 

"(2)  for  training,  technical  assistance,  and 
educational  programs  relating  to  operation 
and  maintenance  for  sanitation  services  in 
rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages;  and 

••(3)  for  reasonable  costs  of  administering 
and  managing  grants  made  and  programs 
and  projects  carried  out  under  this  section; 
except  that  not  to  exceed  4  percent  of  the 
amount  of  any  grant  made  under  this  section 
may  be  made  for  such  costs. 

"(b)  Federal  Share.— A  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
program  or  project  being  carried  out  with 
such  grant. 

•(c)  Special  Rule.— The  Administrator 
shall  award  grants  under  this  section  for 
project  construction  following  the  rules 
specified  in  subpart  H  of  part  1942  of  title  7 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regrulations. 

•'(d)  Grants  to  State  for  Benefit  of  Vil- 
lages.— Grants  under  this  section  may  be 
made  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  rural 
Alaiska  villages  and  Alaska  Native  villages. 

••(e)  Coordination.— In  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  subsection,  the  Administrator 
is  directed  to  coordinate  efforts  between  the 
State  of  Alaska,  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  recipients  of  grants. 

••(0  Funding.— There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  years  be- 
ginning after  September  30,  1995,  to  carry  out 
this  section.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
113(g)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(g)"  the 
following:  •Definitions.-". 


SEC.   105.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  CHESAPEAKE  PROGRAM. 

Section  117(d)  ('33  U  S.C.  1267(d))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  d).  by  inserting  ■such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  throuKh  1995.  and  $3,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000  •  after     1990,';  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  '•such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1991  throuifh  199.'i.  and  $18,000,000  per  fiscal 
yi^ar  for  each  of  fi.scal  years  1996  through 
2000"  after   'iggo.  ". 

SEC.  106.  GREAT  LAKES  MANAGEMENT. 

ia.)  Gkkat  Lakks  Re.skarch  Council.— 
(1)  In  gkneral. -Section  118(33  U.S.C  1268) 
IS  amended  — 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(3>— 

(i)  by  striking  subparagraph  (E)  and  insert- 
in^r  the  following: 

■  (El  Council'  means  the  Great  Lakes  Re- 
search Council  established  by  subsection 
(d)(1);"; 

(ii)  by  striking  'and^'  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paranraph  (I); 

(1111  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (.Ji  and  Inserting  •■;  and";  and 

(IV)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■(K)  Great  Lakes  research'  means  the  af>- 
plication  of  scientific  or  engineering  exper- 
tise to  explain,  understand,  and  predict  a 
physical,  chemical,  biological,  or  socio- 
economic process,  or  the  interaction  of  1  or 
more  of  the  processes,  in  the  Great  Lakes 
ecosystem"; 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

■(d)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council.— 

■■(1)  Establishment  of  council —There  is 
established  a  Great  Lakes  Research  Council. 

•■(2)  Duties  of  council.— The  Council— 

■•(A)  shall  advise  and  promote  the  coordi- 
nation of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  ac- 
tivities to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and 
ensure  greater  effectiveness  in  achieving 
protection  of  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
through  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  Agreement; 

■•iBi  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph  and  bi- 
eiuiialiy  thiireaftctr  and  after  providing  op- 
portunity for  public  review  and  comment, 
shall  prepare  and  provide  to  interested  f)ar- 
ties  a  document  that  includes — 

■■(i)  an  assessment  of  the  Great  Lakes  re- 
search activities  needed  to  fulfill  the  goals  of 
the  Great  Lakes  Water  Quality  Agreement; 

••(ii)  an  assessment  of  Federal  expertise 
and  capabilities  in  the  activities  needed  to 
fulfill  the  goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water 
Quality  .Agreement,  including  an  inventory 
of  Federal  Great  Lakes  research  programs, 
projects,  facilities,  and  personnel;  and 

■'(iii)  recommendations  for  long-term  and 
short-term  priorities  for  Federal  Great 
Lakes  research,  based  on  a  comparison  of  the 
assessments  conducted  under  clauses  (i)  and 
(ii); 

■(C)  shall  identify  topics  for  and  partici- 
pate in  meetings,  workshops,  symposia,  and 
conferences  on  Great  Lakes  research  issues; 

■•(D)  shall  make  recommendations  for  the 
uniform  collection  of  data  for  enhancing 
Great  Lakes  research  and  management  pro- 
tocols relating  to  the  Great  Lakes  eco- 
system; 

••(E)  shall  advise  and  cooperate  in  — 

"(i)  improving  the  compatible  integration 
of  multimedia  data  concerning  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem;  and 

"(li)  any  effort  to  establish  a  comprehen- 
sive multimedia  data  base  for  the  Great 
Lakes  ecosystem;  and 


■(F)  shall  ensure  that  the  results,  findings, 
and  information  regarding  Great  Lakes  re- 
search programs  conducted  or  sponsored  by 
the  Federal  Government  are  disseminated  in 
a  timely  manner,  and  in  u.seful  forms,  to  in- 
terested persons,  using  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable  mechanisms  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  the  dissemination,  such  ais  the 
Great  Lakes  Research  Inventory  prepared  by 
the  International  Joint  Commission. 

■■(3)  Memhership.— 

■■(A)  In  general.— The  Council  shall  con- 
sist of  1  research  manager  with  extensive 
knowledge  of,  and  scientific  expertise  and 
experience  in,  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem 
from  each  of  the  following  agencies  and  in- 
strumentalities: 
■(i)  The  Agency. 

■■(ii)  The  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration. 

■•(iii)  The  National  Biological  Service. 

••(iv)  The  United  Sutes  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

••(V)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  expends  $1,000,000  or  more  for 
a  fiscal  year  on  Great  Lakes  research. 

"(vi)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality that  a  majority  of  the  Council 
membership  determines  should  be  rep- 
resented on  the  Council. 

•'(B)  Nonvoting  members —At  the  request 
of  a  majority  of  the  Council  membership. 
any  person  who  is  a  representative  of  a  Fed- 
eral agency  or  instrumentality  not  described 
in  subparagraph  (A)  or  any  person  who  is  not 
a  Federal  employee  may  serve  as  a  nonvot- 
ing member  of  the  Council. 

■■(4)  Chairperson  —The  chairperson  of  the 
Council  .shall  be  a  member  of  the  Council 
from  an  agency  specified  in  clause  (i).  (ii).  or 
(iii)  of  paragraph  (3)(Ai  who  is  elected  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Council. 
The  chairperson  shall  serve  as  chairperson 
for  a  period  of  2  years  A  member  of  the 
Council  may  not  serve  as  chairperson  for 
more  than  2  consecutive  terms 

•(5)  Expenses  —While  performing  official 
duties  as  a  member  of  the  Council,  a  member 
shall  be  allowed  travel  or  transportation  ex- 
penses under  section  5703  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code 

■■(6)  Interagency  cooperation.— TTie  head 
of  each  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality 
that  is  represented  on  the  Council— 

■■(A)  shall  cooperate  with  the  Council  in 
implementing  the  recommendations  devel- 
oped under  paragraph  (2); 

■■(B)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson 
of  the  Council,  may  make  available,  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis  or  otherwise,  such  person- 
nel, services,  or  facilities  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  assist  the  Council  in  carrying  out 
the  duties  of  the  Council  under  this  section; 
and 

■(C)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson, 
shall  furnish  data  or  information  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Council  under 
this  section. 

■■(7)  International  cooperation.— The 
Council  shall  cooperate,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable,  with  the  research  coordina- 
tion efforts  of  the  Council  of  Great  Lakes 
Research  Managers  of  the  International 
Joint  Commission 

(8)  REIMBUR.SEMENT  for  REQUESTED  AC- 
TIVITIES —Each  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality represented  on  the  Council  may 
reimburse  another  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality or  a  non-Federal  entity  for  costs 
associated  with  activities  authorized  under 
this  subsection  that  are  carried  out  by  the 
other  agency,  instrumentality,  or  entity  at 
the  request  of  the  Council. 


■■(9)  Federal  advisory  committee  act.— 
The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (5 
use.  App.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  Council. 
■(10)  Effect  on  other  law— Nothing  in 
this  subsection  affects  the  authority  of  any 
Federal  agency  or  instrumentality,  under 
any  law.  to  undertake  Great  Lakes  research 
activities. '•; 

(C)  in  subsection  (e>— 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ■the  Pro- 
gram Office  and  the  Research  Office  shall 
prepare  a  joint  research  plan  "  and  inserting 
■the  Program  Office,  in  consultation  with 
the  Council,  shall  prepare  a  research  plan  "; 
and 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (3KA)  by  striking  'the  Re- 
search Office,  the  Agency  for  Toxic  Sub- 
stances and  Disease  Registry,  and  Great 
Lakes  States^^  and  inserting  'the  Council, 
the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry,  and  Great  Lakes  States,";  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (h>— 

(i)  by  adding  'and^'  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(li; 

(ii)  by  striking  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  inserting  a  period;  and 

(iii)  by  striking  paragraph  (3). 

(2)  Conforming  Amendment —The  second 
sentence  of  section  403(a)  of  the  Marine  Pro- 
tection, Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  (16  use.  1447b(a))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing •Great  Lakes  Research  Office  authorized 
under'  and  inserting  "Great  Lakes  Research 
Council  established  by". 

(b)  Consistency  of  Programs  With  Fed- 
eral Guidance —Section  118<ck2>(C)  (33 
U.S.C.  1268(c)(2mC))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  "For  purposes  of  this 
section,  a  State's  standards,  policies,  and 
procedures  shall  be  considered  consistent 
with  such  guidance  if  the  standards,  policies, 
and  procedures  are  based  on  scientifically 
defensible  judgments  and  policy  choices 
made  by  the  State  after  consideration  of  the 
guidance  and  provide  an  overall  level  of  pro- 
tection comparable  to  that  provided  by  the 
guidance,  taking  into  account  the  specific 
circumstances  of  the  State's  waters .". 

(c)  Reauthorization  of  asse-ssment  and 
Remediation  of  Contaminated  Sediments 
Program —Section  118(c)(7)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(D)  Reauthorization  of  a.ssessment  and 
remediation  of  contaminated  sediments 
program  — 

■■(i)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  act- 
ing through  the  Program  Office,  in  consulta- 
tion and  cooperation  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  having  responsibility  for 
civil  works,  shall  conduct  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  involving  promising  technologies 
and  practices  to  remedy  contaminated  sedi- 
ments (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology)  at 
sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System,  as  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  appropriate. 

"(ii)  Selection  of  sites— In  selecting 
sites  for  the  pilot  projects,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  give  priority  consideration  to— 

■■(I)  the  Ashtabula  River  in  Ohio; 

■■(II)  the  Buffalo  River  in  New  York; 

■■(III)  Duluth  and  Superior  Harbor  in  Min- 
nesota; 

■■(IV)  the  Fox  River  in  Wisconsin, 

■■(V)  the  Grand  Calumet  River  in  Indiana; 
and 

■■(VI)  Saginaw  Bay  in  Michigan. 

•■(iii)  Deadlines —In  carrying  out  this  sub- 
paragraph, the  Administrator  shall— 

■■(I)  not  later  than  18  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph,  iden- 
tify at  least  3  sites  ant*  the  technologies  and 
practices  to  be  demonstrated  at  the  sites  (in- 
cluding at  least  1  full-scale  demonstration  of 
a  remediation  technology);  and 
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■■(II)  not  later  than  5  years  after  such  date 
of  enactment,  complete  at  least  3  pilot 
projects  (including  at  least  1  full-scale  dem- 
onstration of  a  remediation  technology). 

"(ivi  ADDiTiON.\L  PROJECTS— The  Adminis- 
trator, acting  through  the  Program  Office,  in 
consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  the  Army  having  re- 
sponsibility for  civil  works,  may  conduct  ad- 
ditional pilot-  and  full-scale  pilot  projects 
involving  promising  technologies  and  prac- 
tices at  sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System 
other  than  the  sites  selected  under  clause  (i). 

■■(V)  EXECuno.N  OF  PROJECTS.— The  Admin- 
istrator may  cooperate  with  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  having  responsibility 
for  civil  works  to  plan,  engineer,  design,  and 
execute  pilot  projects  under  this  subpara- 
graph. 

■■(vi)  Non-federal  contributions.— The 
Administrator  may  accept  non-Federal  con- 
tributions to  carry  out  pilot  projects  under 
this  subparagraph. 

••(vii)  AUTHORiZA-noN  of  appropriations — 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subparagraph  $3,500,000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000. 

■■(E)  Technical  informa'ron  and  assist- 
ance— 

■■(i)  In  general  —The  Administrator,  act- 
ing through  the  Program  Office,  may  provide 
technical  information  and  assistance  involv- 
ing technologies  and  practices  for  remedi- 
ation of  contaminated  sediments  to  persons 
that  request  the  information  or  assistance 

■■(ii)  Technical  assistance  priorities.— In 
providing  technical  assistance  under  this 
subparagraph,  the  Administrator,  acting 
through  the  Program  Office,  shall  give  spe- 
cial priority  to  requests  for  integrated  as- 
sessments of.  and  recommendations  regard- 
ing, remediation  technologies  and  practices 
for  contaminated  sediments  at  Great  Lakes 
areas  of  concern. 

•■(iii)  Coordination  with  other  dem- 
onstrations.—The  Administrator  shall— 

■■(I)  coordinate  technology  demonstrations 
conducted  under  th.'*  subparagraph  with 
other  federally  assisted  demonstrations  of 
contaminated  sediment  remediation  tech- 
nologies; and 

■•(II)  share  information  fi-om  the  dem- 
onstrations conducted  under  this  subpara- 
graph with  the  other  demonstrations. 

■■(iv)  Other  sediment  remedia-hon  activi- 
ties.—Nothing  in  this  subparagraph  limits 
the  authority  of  the  .Administrator  to  carry 
out  sediment  remediation  activities  under 
other  laws 

■■(v)  Althorization  of  appropri.^tions  — 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subparagraph  Jl ,000.000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000. '■. 

(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  — 

(1)  Research  and  management —Section 
lie(e)(3HB)  (33  use  1268(e)(3)(B))  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ■.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  year  1995.  and  $4,000,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997. 
and  1998". 

(2)  Great  lakes  programs— Section  118(h) 
(33  U.S.C   1268(h))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  and'  before  ■  •$25.000.000' '; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  •. 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1995.  and  $17,500,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000' •. 


TITLE  II— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 

SEC.  201.  USES  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  Nonpoint  Source  Program  —Section 
201(g)(1)  (33  use.  1281(g)(1))  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence  and  all  that  follows  through  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  of  the  last  sentence  and  in- 
serting the  following:  'and  for  any  purpose 
for  which  a  grant  may  be  made  under  sec- 
tions 319<h)  and  319(i)  of  this  Act  (including 
any  innovative  and  alternative  approaches 
for  the  control  of  nonpoint  sources  of  pollu- 
tion).". 

(b)  Retroactive  Eligibility —Section 
201(g)(1)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following:  -The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  States,  shall  develop 
procedures  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  ret- 
roactive eligibility  and  provision  of  grant 
funding  for  facilities  already  under  construc- 
tion." 

sec.  202.  admimlstra-non  of  closeout  of 
construction  grant  program. 
Section    205<g)(l)    (33    US  C     128.5(gi(l)i    is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■The   Administrator   may   negotiate   an   an- 
nual budget  with  a  State  for  the  purpose  of 
administering   the   closeout   of   the    States 
construction    grants    program     under    this 
title.  Sums  made  available  for  administering 
such    closeout    shall    be    subtracted    from 
amounts  remaining  available  for  obligation 
under   the   State's  construction   grant   pro- 
gram under  this  title". 

SEC.  203.  SEWAGE  COLLECTION  SYSTEMS. 

Section  211(a)  (33  U  S  C  1291(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  clause  (D  by  striking  ■an  existing 
collection  system"  and  inserting  'a  collec- 
tion system  existing  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995":  and 

(2)  in  clause  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  '•an  existing  community'^ 
and  inserting  ■a  community  existing  on  such 
date  of  enactment";  and 

(B)  by  striking  •sufficient  existing"  and 
inserting  "sufficient  capacity  existing  on 
such  date  of  enactment  " 

SEC.  204.  VALUE  ENGINEERING  REVIEW. 

Section  218(c)  (33  U.S.C.  I238(c/)  la  amended 
by  striking  •$10,000,000"  and  inserting 
"$25.000.000'^ 

SEC.    205.    GRANTS    FOR    WASTEWATER    TREAT- 
MENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Localities.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  under  title  II  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  ap- 
propriate instrumentalities  for  the  purpose 
of  construction  of  treatment  works  (includ- 
ing combined  sewer  overflow  facilities)  to 
serve  coastal  localities.  No  less  than 
$10,000,000  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall 
be  used  for  water  Infrastructure  improve- 
ments in  New  Orleans,  no  less  than  $3,000,000 
of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be  used 
for  water  infrastructure  Improvements  in 
Bristol  County.  Massachusetts,  and  no  less 
than  '/^  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be 
used  to  assist  localities  that  meet  both  of 
the  following  criteria: 

(1)  Need— A  locality  that  has  over 
$2,000,000,000  in  category  I  treatment  needs 
documented  and  accepted  in  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency's  1992  Needs  Sur- 
vey database  as  of  February  4.  1993. 

(2)  Hardship— A  locality  that  has 
wastewater  user  charges,  for  residential  use 
of  7.000  gallons  per  month  based  on  Ernst  & 
Young  National  Water  and  Wastewater  1992 
Rate  Survey,  greater  than  0.65  percent  of  1989 
median  household  income  for  the  metropoli- 
tan statistical  area  in  which  such  locality  is 


located  as  measured  by   the  Bureau  of  the 
Census. 

(b)  Federal  Share.— Notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 202(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act.  the  Federal  share  of  grants 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  80  percent  of 
the  cost  of  construction,  and  the  non-Federal 
share  shall  be  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  con- 
struction. 

(c)  Small  Communities.- The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  grants  to  States  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  assistance  for  the  con- 
struction of  treatment  works  to  serve  small 
communities  as  defined  by  the  State;  except 
that  the  term  ■small  communities"  may  not 
include  any  locality  with  a  population  great- 
er than  75.000.  Funds  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  subsection  shall  be  allotted  by  the 
Administrator  to  the  States  in  accordance 
with  the  allotment  formula  contained  in  sec- 
tion 604(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(di    authorization    of    .\ppropriation.s — 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
making  grants  under  this  section  $300,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  Such  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  and  shall  be  equally 
divided   between   subsections  (a)  and   (c)   of 
this   section.    Such   authorization   of  appro- 
priation shall   take  effect  only   if  the  total 
amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996  to 
carry  out  title  VI  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act  is  at  least  $3,000,000,000. 
TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 
SEC.  301.  ARID  AREAS. 

(a)  Constructed  Water  Conveyances  — 
Section  303(c)(2)  (33  US  C  1313(C)(2))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(D)  Standards  for  constructed  water 
conveyances'— 

■•(i)  Relevant  factors— If  a  State  exer- 
cises jurisdiction  over  constructed  water 
conveyances  in  establishing  standards  under 
this  section,  the  State  may  consider  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■■(I)  The  existing  and  planned  uses  of  water 
transported  in  a  conveyance  system. 

(ID  Any  water  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  any  return  flow  from  a  constructed 
water  conveyance  to  navigable  waters  and 
the  need  to  protect  downstream  us^rs 

■■(III)  Management  practices  necessary  to 
maintain  the  conveyance  system 

•■(IV)  State  or  regional  water  resources 
management  and  water  conservation  plans 

■■(V)  The  authorized  purpose  for  the  con- 
structed conve.yance. 

■(ii)  Releva.nt  uses —If  a  State  adopts  or 
reviews  water  quality  standards  for  con- 
structed water  conveyances,  it  shall  not  be 
required  to  establish  recreation,  aquatic  life. 
or  fish  consumption  uses  for  such  systems  if 
the  uses  are  not  existing  or  reasonably  fore- 
seeable or  such  uses  impede  the  authorized 
uses  of  the  conveyance  system. •'. 

(b)  Criteria  and  Guidance  for  Ephemeral 
AND  Effluent-Dependent  Streams— Sec- 
tion 304(a)  (33  U.S.C  1314(a))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•(9)  Criteria  and  guidance  for  ephem- 
eral AND  effluent-dependent  STREAMS — 

••(A)  Development —Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  develop  and  publish — 

■•(I)  criteria  for  ephemeral  and  effluent-de- 
pendent streams;  and 

■'(ii)  guidance  to  the  States  on  develop- 
ment and  adoption  of  water  quality  stand- 
ards applicable  to  such  streams. 

■(B)  Factors— The  criteria  and  guidance 
developed  under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take 
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into  account  the  limited  ability  of  ephem- 
eral and  effluent-dependent  streams  to  sup- 
port aquatic  life  and  certain  designated  uses, 
shall  include  consideration  of  the  role  the 
discharge  may  play  in  maintaining  the  flow 
or  level  of  such  waters,  and  shall  promote 
the  beneficial  use  of  reclaimed  water  pursu- 
ant to  section  lOKaidO).". 

(c)  Factors  Required  To  Be  Considered 
BY  Administrator.— Section  303(c)(4)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
•In  revising  or  adopting  any  new  standard 
for  ephemeral  or  effluent-dependent  streams 
under  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator 
shall  consider  the  factors  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 304(a)(9)(B).". 

(d)  Definitions— Section  502  (33  U.S.C. 
1362)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(21)  The  term  effluent-dependent  stream" 
means  a  stream  or  a  segment  thereof— 

■•(A)  with  respect  to  which  the  flow  (based 
on  the  annual  average  expected  flow,  deter- 
mined by  calculating  the  average  mode  over 
a  10-year  period)  is  primarily  attributable  to 
the  discharge  of  treated  wastewater; 

"(B)  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  discharge  of 
treated  wastewater  and  other  primary  an- 
thropogenic surface  or  subsurface  flows, 
would  be  an  ephemeral  stream;  or 

"(C)  that  is  an  effluent-dependent  stream 
under  applicable  State  water  quality  stand- 
ards. 

"(22)  The  term  •ephemeral  stream'  means  a 
stream  or  segments  thereof  that  flows  peri- 
odically in  response  to  precipitation. 
snowmelt.  or  runoff. 

"(23)  The  term  constructed  water  convey- 
ance' means  a  manmade  water  transport  sys- 
tem constructed  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
porting water  in  a  waterway  that  is  not  and 
never  was  a  natural  perennial  waterway.". 

SEC.  302.  SECONDARY  TREATMENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Discharges —Section  304(d) 
(33  U.S.C  1314(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Coastal  discharges —For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  any  municipal  wastewater 
treatment  facility  shall  be  deemed  the  equiv- 
alent of  a  secondary  treatment  facility  if 
each  of  the  following  requirements  is  met: 

■•(A)  The  facility  employs  chemically  en- 
hanced primary  treatment. 

"(B)  The  facility,  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  paragraph,  discharges  through 
an  ocean  outfall  into  an  open  marine  envi- 
ronment greater  than  4  miles  offshore  into  a 
depth  greater  than  300  feet. 

"(C)  The  facility's  discharge  is  in  compli- 
ance with  all  local  and  State  water  quality 
standards  for  the  receiving  waters. 

"(D)  T)ie  facility's  discharge  will  be  sub- 
ject to  an  ocean  monitoring  program  accept- 
able to  relevant  Federal  and  State  regu- 
latory agencies.". 

(b)  modifica'hon  of  Secondary  Treat- 
ment Re«juirements.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(s)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treat- 
ment RE(}UIREMENTS.— 

•'(1)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State,  shall  issue  a  10- 
year  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of 
this  section  with  respect  to  the  discharge  of 
any  pollutant  from  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  into  marine  waters  which  are  at 
least  150  feet  deep  through  an  ocean  outfall 
which  discharges  at  least  1  mile  offshore,  if 
the  applicant  demonstrates  that — 

"(A)  there  is  an  applicable  ocean  plan  and 
the  facility's  discharge  is  in  compliance  with 


all  local  and  State  water  quality  standards 
for  the  receiving  waters; 

■■(B)  the  facility's  discharge  will  be  subject 
to  an  ocean  monitoring  program  determined 
to  be  acceptable  by  relevant  Federal  and 
State  regulatory  agencies; 

■•(C)  the  applicant  has  an  Agency  approved 
pretreatment  plan  in  place;  and 

"(D)  the  applicant,  at  the  time  such  modi- 
fication becomes  effective,  will  be  discharg- 
ing effluent  which  has  received  at  least 
chemically  enhanced  primary  treatment  and 
achieves  a  monthly  average  of  75  percent  re- 
moval of  suspended  solids. 

"(2)  Discharge  of  any  pollutant  into  ma- 
rine WATERS  defined— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  discharge  of  any  pol- 
lutant into  marine  waters"  means  a  dis- 
charge into  deep  waters  of  the  territorial  sea 
or  the  waters  of  the  contiguous  zone,  or  into 
saline  estuarine  waters  where  there  is  strong 
tidal  movement. 

••(3)  Deadline.— On  or  before  the  90th  day 
after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an  application 
for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1).  the 
Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  applicant  a 
modified  permit  under  section  402  or  a  writ- 
ten determination  that  the  application  does 
not  meet  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this 
subsection. 

"(41  Effect  of  failure  to  respond —If  the 
Administrator  does  not  respond  to  an  appli- 
cation for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  90th  day  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (3),  the  application  shall  be  deemed  ap- 
proved and  the  modification  sought  by  the 
applicant  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  succeed- 
ing 10-year  period.". 

(2)  Extension  of  APPLicA'noN  de-^dline.- 
Section  301(j)  (33  U.S.C.  1311(j))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(6)  Extension  of  application  deadline.— 
In  the  365-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  munici- 
palities may  apply  for  a  modification  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (s)  of  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section.'. 

(c)  Modifications  for  Small  System 
Treatment  Technologies.— Section  301  (33 
use.  1311)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(t)  Modifications  for  Small  Sy.stem 
Treatment  Technol(x;ies.— The  Adminis- 
trator, with  the  concurrence  of  the  State,  or 
a  State  with  an  approved  program  under  sec- 
tion 402  may  issue  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  of  this  section  with  respect 
to  the  discharge  of  any  pollutant  from  a  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  serving  a  com- 
munity of  20.000  people  or  fewer  if  the  appli- 
cant demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Administrator  that — 

•■(1)  the  effluent  from  such  facility  origi- 
nates primarily  from  domestic  users;  and 

"(2)  such  facility  utilizes  a  properly  con- 
structed and  operated  alternative  treatment 
system  (including  recirculating  sand  filter 
systems,  constructed  wetlands,  and  oxida- 
tion lagoons)  which  is  equivalent  to  second- 
ary treatment  or  will  provide  in  the  receiv- 
ing waters  and  watershed  an  adequate  level 
of  protection  to  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment and  contribute  to  the  attainment  of 
water  quality  standards.". 

(d)  Puerto  Rico.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C. 
1311)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

■  (u)  Puerto  Rico.— 

•(1)  Study  by  government  of  puerto 
RICO.— Not  later  than  3  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Govern- 
ment of  Puerto  Rico  may,  after  consultation 
with  the  Administrator,  initiate  a  study  of 
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the  marine  environment  of  Anasco  Bay  off 
the  coast  of  the  Mayaguez  region  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  con- 
structing a  deepwater  outfall  for  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  located  at  Maya- 
guez, Puerto  Rico.  Such  study  shall  rec- 
ommend one  or  more  technically  feasible  lo- 
cations for  the  deepwater  outfall  based  on 
the  effects  of  such  outfall  on  the  marine  en- 
vironment. 

"(2)  Application  for  modi FiCA'noN.— Not- 
withstanding subsection  (j)(l)(A),  not  later 
than  18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  an  application  may  be 
submitted  for  a  modification  pursuant  to 
subsection  (h)  of  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (bKlKB)  of  this  section  by  the  owner 
of  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  at 
Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico,  for  a  deepwater 
outfall  at  a  location  recommended  in  the 
study  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

••(3)  Initial  determination— On  or  before 
the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an 
application  for  modification  under  paragraph 
(2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  ap- 
plicant a  draft  initial  determination  regard- 
ing the  modification  of  the  existing  permit. 

■■(4)  Final  DETERMiNA-noN— On  or  before 
the  270th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of 
an  application  for  modification  under  para- 
graph (2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  a 
final  determination  regarding  such  modifica- 
tion. 

■■(5)  Effectiveness.— If  a  modification  Is 
granted  pursuant  to  an  application  submit- 
ted under  this  subsection,  such  modification 
shall  be  effective  only  if  the  new  deepwater 
outfall  is  operational  within  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection.  In 
all  other  aspects,  such  modification  shall  be 
effective  for  the  period  applicable  to  all 
modifications  granted  under  subsection 
(h).". 

SEC.  303.  FEDERAL  FACILmES. 

(a)  APPLICATION  OF  Certain  Provisions.— 
Section  313(a)  (33  US  C.  1323(a)>  Is  amended 
by  striking  all  preceding  subsection  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"SEC.  313.  FEDERAL  FACILmES  POLLUTION  CON- 
TROL 

"(a)  apflicabilitv  or  Federal.  St.mx. 
Interstate,  and  local  Laws — 

"(1)  In  general.— Each  department,  agen- 
cy, or  instrumentality  of  the  executive,  leg- 
islative, and  judicial  branches  of  the  Federal 
Government — 

••(A)  having  jurisdiction  over  any  property 
or  facility,  or 

••(B)  engaged  in  any  activity  resulting,  or 
which  may  result,  in  the  discharge  or  runoff 
of  pollutants, 

and  each  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
in  the  performance  of  his  official  duties, 
shall  be  subject  to,  and  comply  with,  all  Fed- 
eral, State,  interstate,  and  l<x;al  require- 
ments, administrative  authority,  and  process 
and  sanctions  respecting  the  control  and 
abatement  of  water  pollution  in  the  same 
marmer  and  to  the  same  extent  as  any  non- 
governmental entity,  including  the  payment 
of  reasonable  service  charges. 

••(2)  Types  of  A(rnoNS  covered.— Para- 
graph (1)  shall  apply— 

'•(A)  to  any  requirement  whether  sub- 
stantive or  procedural  (including  any  record- 
keeping or  reporting  requirement,  any  re- 
quirement respecting  permits,  and  any  other 
requirement), 

••(B)  to  the  exercise  of  any  Federal,  State, 
or  local  administrative  authority,  and 

••(C)  to  any  process  and  sanction,  whether 
enforced  in  Federal,  State,  or  local  courts  or 
in  any  other  manner. 
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■■(3)  Penalties  and  fines.— The  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  and  local  substantive  and 
procedural  requirements,  administrative  au- 
thority, and  process  and  sanctions  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  include  all  administrative 
orders  and  all  civil  and  administrative  pen- 
alties and  fines,  regardless  of  whether  such 
penalties  or  fines  are  punitive  or  coercive  in 
nature  or  are  imposed  for  isolated,  intermit- 
tent, or  continuing  violations. 

"(4)  Sovereign  i.mmunity.— 

"(A)  Waiver.— The  United  States  hereby 
expressly  waives  any  immunity  otherwise 
applicable  to  the  United  States  with  respect 
to  any  requirement,  administrative  author- 
ity, and  process  and  sanctions  referred  to  in 
paragraph  ili  (including  any  injunctive  re- 
lief, any  administrative  order,  any  civil  or 
administrative  penalty  or  fine  referred  to  in 
paragraph  i3).  or  any  reasonable  service 
charge). 

'•(B)  Processing  fees.— The  reasonable 
service  charges  referred  to  in  this  paragraph 
include  fees  or  charges  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  processing  and  issuance  of  per- 
mits, renewal  of  permits,  amendments  to 
permits,  review  of  plans,  studies,  and  other 
documents,  and  inspection  and  monitoring  of 
facilities,  as  well  as  any  other  nondiscrim- 
inatory charges  that  are  assessed  in  connec- 
tion with  a  Federal.  State,  interstate,  or 
local  water  pollution  regulatory  program. 

•■(5)  EXE.MPTIONS.— 

■•(A)  General  authority  of  president.— 
The  President  may  exempt  any  effluent 
source  of  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality in  the  executive  branch  from  com- 
pliance with  any  requirement  to  which  para- 
graph (1)  applies  if  the  President  determines 
It  to  be  in  the  paramount  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  do  so;  except  that  no  ex- 
emption may  be  granted  from  the  require- 
ments of  section  306  or  307  of  this  Act. 

■■(B)  Limitation,— No  exemptions  shall  be 
granted  under  subparagraph  (A)  due  to  lack 
of  appropriation  unless  the  President  shall 
have  specifically  requested  such  appropria- 
tion as  a  part  of  the  budgetary  process  and 
the  Congress  shall  have  failed  to  make  avail- 
able such  requested  appropriation. 

••iCA  Time  period. — Any  exem^^tion  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  1  year,  but  additional  exemptions 
may  be  granted  for  periods  of  not  to  exceed 
1  year  upon  the  Presidents  making  a  new  de- 
termination. 

■(D)  Military  PROPERTi-.- In  addition  to 
any  exemption  of  a  particular  effluent 
source,  the  President  may.  if  the  President 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  paramount  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  to  do  so.  issue  regu- 
lations exempting  from  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  any  weaponry, 
equipment,  aircraft,  vessels,  vehicles,  or 
other  classes  or  categories  of  property,  and 
access  to  such  property,  which  are  owned  or 
operated  by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  (including  the  Coast  Guard)  or  by  the 
National  Guard  of  any  State  and  which  are 
uniquely  military  in  nature.  The  President 
shall  reconsider  t^e  need  for  such  regula- 
tions at  3-year  intervals. 

■■(E)  Reports.— The  President  shall  report 
each  January  to  the  Congress  all  exemptions 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  grant- 
ed during  the  preceding  calendar  year,  to- 
gether with  the  President's  reason  for  grant- 
ing such  exemption. 

•(6)  Venue— Nothing  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  prevent  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government,  or  any  officer,  agent,  or  em- 
ployee thereof  in  the  performance  of  official 
duties,    from   removing   to    the   appropriate 
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Federal  district  court  any  proceeding  to 
which  the  department,  agency,  or  instrumen- 
tality or  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof 
is  subject  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any 
such  proceeding  may  be  removed  in  accord- 
ance with  chapter  89  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code. 

"(7)  Personal  liability  of  federal  em- 
ployees.—No  agent,  employee,  or  officer  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  personally  liable 
for  any  civil  penalty  under  any  Federal. 
State,  interstate,  or  local  water  pollution 
law  with  respect  to  any  act  or  omission 
within  the  scope  of  the  official  duties  of  the 
agent,  employee,  or  officer. 

"(8)  Criminal  sanctions.— An  agent,  em- 
ployee, or  officer  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  subject  to  any  criminal  sanction  (includ- 
ing any  fine  or  imprisonment)  under  any 
Federal  or  State  water  pollution  law,  but  no 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be  subject 
to  any  such  sanction.". 

(b)  Funds  Collected  by  a  State.— Section 
313  (33  U.S.C.  1323)  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(c)  Limitation  on  State  Use  of  Funds.— 
Unless  a  State  law  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection  or  a  State 
constitution  requires  the  funds  to  be  used  in 
a  different  manner,  all  funds  collected  by  a 
State  from  the  Federal  Government  in  pen- 
alties and  fines  imposed  for  the  violation  of 
a  substantive  or  procedural  requirement  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  used  by  a 
State  only  for  projects  designed  to  improve 
or  protect  the  environment  or  to  defray  the 
costs  of  environmental  protection  or  en- 
forcement.". 

(c)  Enforcement.— Section  313  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(d)  Federal  Facility  Enforce.me.vt  — 

■■(1)  Administrative  enforcement  by 
EPA.— The  Administrator  may  commence  an 
administrative  enforcement  action  against 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
of  the  executive,  legislative,  or  judicial 
branch  of  the  Federal  (Government  pursuant 
to  the  enforcement  authorities  contained  in 
this  Act. 

"(2)  Procedl-RE.— The  Administratur  shall 
initiate  an  administrative  enforcement  ac- 
tion against  a  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality under  this  subsection  in  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  circumstances 
as  an  action  would  be  initiated  against  any 
other  person  under  this  Act.  The  amount  of 
any  administrative  penalty  imposed  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  309(d)  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Voluntary  settlement- Any  vol- 
untary resolution  or  settlement  of  an  action 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  set  forth  in  an 
administrative  consent  order. 

"(4)  Conferral  with  epa.— No  administra- 
tive order  issued  to  a  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  under  this  section  shall  be- 
come final  until  such  department,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
confer  with  the  Administrator. ■'. 

(d)  Limitation  on  Actions  and  Right  of 
Intervention— Section  313  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■'(e)  LiMiTA'noN  ON  Actions  and  Right  of 
Intervention— Any  violation  with  respect 
to  which  the  Administrator  has  commenced 
and  is  diligently  prosecuting  an  action  under 
this  subsection,  or  for  which  the  Adminis- 
trator has  issued  a  final  order  and  the  viola- 
tor has  either  paid  a  penalty  or  fine  assessed 
under  this  subsection  or  is  subject  to  an  en- 
forceable schedule  of  corrective  actions, 
shall  not  be  the  subject  of  an  action  under 


section  505  of  this  Act.  In  any  action  under 
this  subsection,  any  citizen  may  intervene  as 
a  matter  of  right  ". 

(e)  Definition  of  Person.— Section  502(5) 
(33  U.S.C.  1362(5))  is  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  "and 
includes  any  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States". 

(f)  Definition  of  Radioactive  Mate- 
rials.—Section  502  (33  use.  1362)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(24)  The  term  'radioactive  materials'  in- 
cludes source  materials,  special  nuclear  ma- 
terials, and  byproduct  materials  (as  such 
terms  are  defined  under  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954)  which  are  used,  produced,  or 
managed  at  facilities  not  licensed  by  the  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission;  except  that 
such  term  does  not  include  any  material 
which  is  discharged  from  a  vessel  or  other  fa- 
cility covered  by  Executive  Order  12344  (42 
use.  7158  note;  relating  to  the  Naval  Nu- 
clear Propulsion  Program) .". 

(g)  Conforming  Amendme.nts.— Section 
313(b)  (33  U.S.C.  1323(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)(1)"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(b)  Wa.stew.\ter  Facilities.— 

"(1)  Cooperation  for  use  of  wastewater 

control  systems —■■; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "LiMiTA- 
'noN on  construction.—"  before  -Construc- 
tion"; and 

(3)  by  moving  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  2  ems 

to  the  right. 

(h)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall 
only  apply  to  violations  occurring  after  such 
date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  304.  NATIONAL  ESTUARY  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Findi.ngs.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  Nation's  estuaries  are  a  vital  natu- 
ral resource  to  which  many  regional  econo- 
mies are  closely  tied. 

(2)  Many  of  the  Nation^s  estuaries  are 
under  a  severe  threat  from  point  source  pol- 
lution and  polluted  run-off  (nonpoint  source 
pollution)  and  from  habitat  alteration  and 
destruction. 

(3)  Only  through  expanded  investments  in 
waste  water  treatment  and  other  water  and 
sediment  pollution  control  and  prevention 
efforts  can  the  environmental  and  economic 
values  of  the  Nation's  estuaries  be  restored 
and  protected. 

(4)  The  National  Estuary  Program  created 
under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  has  significantly  advanced  the  Nation's 
understanding  of  the  declining  condition  of 
the  Nation's  estuaries. 

(5)  The  National  Estuary  Program  has  also 
provided  precise  information  about  the  cor- 
rective and  preventative  measures  required 
to  reverse  the  degradation  of  water  and  sedi- 
ment quality  and  to  halt  the  alteration  and 
destruction  of  vital  habitat  in  the  Nation's 
estuaries. 

(6)  The  level  of  funding  available  to  States, 
municipalities,  and  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
is  inadequate,  and  additional  financial  re- 
sources must  be  provided. 

(7)  Funding  for  implementation  of  ap- 
proved conservation  and  management  plans 
should  be  provided  under  the  State  revolving 
loan  fund  program  authorized  by  title  VI  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(8)  Authorization  levels  for  State  revolvii.g 
loan  fund  capitalization  grants  should  be  in- 
creased by  an  amount  necessary  to  ensure 
the  achievement  of  the  goals  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 


(b)  Technical  Amendment —Section 
320(a)(2)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(a)(2MB))  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

■■(B)  Priority  consideration— The  Admin- 
istrator shall  give  priority  consideration 
under  this  section  to  Long  Island  Sound. 
New  'York  and  Connecticut;  Narragansett 
Bay.  Rhode  Island;  Buzzards  Bay.  Massachu- 
setts; Massachusetts  Bay.  Massachusetts  (in- 
cluding Cape  Cod  Bay  and  Boston  Harbor); 
Puget  Sound.  Washington;  New  York-New 
Jersey  Harbor.  New  York  and  New  Jersey; 
Delaware  Bay.  Delaware  and  New  Jersey; 
Delaware  Inland  Bays.  Delaware;  Albemarle 
Sound,  North  Carolina;  Sarasota  Bay.  Flor- 
ida; San  Francisco  Bay.  California;  Santa 
Monica  Bay.  California;  Galveston  Bay. 
Texas;  Barataria-Terrebonne  Bay  estuary 
complex.  Louisiana.  Indian  River  Lagoon. 
Florida;  Charlotte  Harbor,  Florida;  Bamegat 
Bay.  New  Jersey;  and  Peconic  Bay.  New 
York'. 

(c)  Grants— Section  320(g)(2)  (33  U.S.C. 
1330(g)(2))  is  amended  by  inserting  'and  im- 
plementation monitoring^  after  'develop- 
ment". 

(d)  AUTHORIZA-nON     OF     APPROPRIA-nONS.— 

Section  320(i)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(i))  is  amended 
by  striking  ■1987  "  and  all  that  follows 
through  "1991"  and  inserting  the  following: 
"1987  through  1991.  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1995.  and 
$19,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000". 

SEC.  305.  NONPOINT  SOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  Review  and  Revision— Section  319(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1329ib))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

■■(5)  Review  and  revision  —Not  later  than 
18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  paragraph,  the  State  shall  review  and 
revise  the  report  required  by  this  subsection 
and  submit  such  revised  report  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval. '■. 

(b)  Approval  or  Disapproval  of  Manage- 
ment PR(X3Rams— Section  319(d)(1)  (33  U.S.C. 
1329(d)(1))  is  amended  by  inserting  •■or  re- 
vised management  program  ■  after  ■manage- 
ment program'  each  place  it  appears. 

(c)  Grants  for  Protecting  Ground  Water 
Quality.— Section  3l9(i)(3»  (33  USn 
1329(i)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  ■■$150,000' 
and  inserting  ■$500,000" 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
Section  319(j)  (33  U.S.C.  1329(j))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and  "  before    "$130,000,000"; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1991"  the  following: 
".  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1992  through  1995.  $100,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  $150,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$200,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998,  $250,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1999.  and  $300,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  2000";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "$7,500,000"  and  inserting 
'"$25,000,000". 

(e)  AGRICULTURAL  INPUTS.— Section  319  (33 
use.  1329)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"•(o)  AGRICULTURAL  INPUTS— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act.  any  land  application  of 
livestock  manure  shall  not  be  considered  a 
point  source  and  shall  be  subject  to  enforce- 
ment only  under  this  section.'". 

SEC.  306.  COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEMENT. 

Section  6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reau- 
thorization Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C. 
1451  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1) — 

(A)  by  inserting  '(A)"  after  "Program  de- 
velopment.—"; and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"•(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 

approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 


agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
use.  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  Staters  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1).  by  striking  '"to  protect 
coastal  waters  generally  "  and  inserting  "to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(3) — 

(A)  by  striking  "The  implementation"  and 
inserting  A  schedule  for  the  implementa- 
tion"; and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years."  after  •'from  time  to 
time"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(7)   iDEN-nFICA-nON  of  priority  AREAS— a 

prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
which  management  measures  will  be  Imple- 
mented."; 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

■"(5)  Conditional  approval— The  Sec- 
retary and  Administrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  State"s  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragrr.phs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply."": 

(6)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  ".  1993. 
and  1994  "  and  inserting    "through  2000"";  and 

(7)  in  subsection  (h)(2)(B)(iv)  by  striking 
"fiscal  year  1995  "  and  inserting  "each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000". 

SEC.    307.    COMPREHENSIVE    WATERSHED    MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

(a)  In  General —Title  ni  (33  U.S.C.  1300- 
1330)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•^EC.   321.   CO.MPREHENSIVE    WATERSHED    MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

"(a)  Findings.  Purpose,  and  Defini- 
■noNS.— 

"(1)  Findings— Congress  finds  that  com- 
prehensive watershed  management  will  fur- 
ther the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  Act  by— 

"(A)  identifying  more  fully  water  quality 
impairments  and  the  pollutants,  sources,  and 
activities  causing  the  impairments: 

■•(B*  integrating  water  protection  quality 
efforts  under  this  Act  with  other  natural  re- 
source protection  efforts,  including  Federal 
efforts  to  define  and  protect  ecological  sys- 
tems (including  the  waters  and  the  living  re- 
sources suprwrted  by  the  waters): 

"(C)  defining  long-term  social,  economic, 
and  natural  resource  objectives  and  the 
water  quality  necessary  to  attain  or  main- 
tain the  objectives; 

■"(D)  increasing,  through  citizen  participa- 
tion in  the  watershed  management  process, 
public  support  for  improved  water  quality; 

"(E)  identifying  priority  water  quality 
problems  that  need  immediate  attention; 
and 

"(F)  identifying  the  most  cost-effective 
measures  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
Act. 

"(2)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  section 
is  to  encourage  comprehensive  watershed 
management  in  maintaining  and  enhancing 
water  quality,   in   restoring  and  protecting 
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living  resources  supported  by  the  waters,  and 
in  ensuring  waters  of  a  quality  sufficient  to 
meet  human  needs,  including  water  supply 
and  recreation. 

"(3)  DEFiNi-noNS  — In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Ecosystem.— The  term  "ecosystem' 
means  the  community  of  plants  and  animals 
(including  humans)  and  the  environment  (in- 
cluding surface  water,  the  ground  water  with 
which  It  interacts,  and  riparian  areas)  upon 
which  that  community  depends 

■■(B)  Environmental  objectives —The 
term  "environmental  objectives'  means  the 
goals  specified  by  States  or  State-designated 
watershed  management  entities  to  protect, 
restore,  and  maintain  water  resources  and 
aquatic  ecosystems  within  a  watershed,  in- 
cluding applicable  water  quality  standards 
and  wetlands  protection  goals  established 
under  the  Act. 

"(C)  State —The  term  State'  includes  In- 
dian tribes  eligible  under  section  518(e). 

"(b)  State  Watershed  Program  — 

••(1)  Submittal.— A  State,  at  any  time, 
may  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval a  watershed  management  program  for 
the  State. 

■■(2)  Approval— The  Administrator  shall 
approve  a  State  watershed  program  submit- 
tei  under  paragraph  (1)  if  the  program,  at  a 
minimum,  contains  the  following  elements: 

■■(A)  An  identification  of  the  State  agency 
generally  responsible  for  overseeing  and  ap- 
proving watershed  management  plans  and  a 
designation  of  watershed  management  enti- 
ties and  lead  responsibilities  for  such  enti- 
ties Such  entities  may  include  other  State 
agencies  and  sub-State  agencies 

■(B)  A  description  of  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram. In  determining  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram, the  State  may  choose  to  address  all 
watersheds  within  the  State  over  a  period  of 
time  or  to  concentrate  efforts  on  selected 
watersheds.  Within  each  watershed,  the  is- 
sues to  be  addressed  should  be  based  on  a 
comprehensive  analysis  of  the  problems 
within  the  watershed.  The  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram may  expand  over  a  period  of  time  both 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  watersheds  and 
the  issues  addressed  by  the  program 

••(C)  An  identifjcation  of  wat.ershed  man- 
agement units  for  which  watershed  manage- 
ment plans  will  be  developed.  In  selecting 
such  units,  the  State  shall  consider  those 
waters  in  the  State  that  are  water  quality 
threatened  or  impaired  or  are  otherwise  in 
need  of  special  protection.  To  the  extent 
practicable,  the  boundaries  of  each  water- 
shed management  unit  shall  be  consistent 
with  United  States  Geological  Service 
hydrological  units. 

•'(D)  A  description  of  activities  required  of 
watershed  management  entities  (as  specified 
under  subsection  (0(1))  and  a  description  of 
the  State's  approval  process  for  watershed 
management  plans. 

"(E)  A  specification  of  an  effective  public 
participation  process,  including  procedures 
to  encourage  the  public  to  participate  in  de- 
veloping and  implementing  watershed  man- 
agement plans. 

"(F)  An  identification  of  the  statewide  en- 
vironmental objectives  that  will  be  pursued 
in  each  watershed.  Such  objectives,  at  a  min- 
imum, shall  include  State  water  qui.lity 
standards  and  goals  under  this  Act.  and.  as 
appropriate,  other  objectives  such  as  habitat 
restoration  and  biological  diversity. 

"(2)  Deadline.— The  Administrator,  after 
consultation  with  other  Federal  agencies, 
shall  approve  or  disapprove  a  State  water- 
shed program  submitted  under  paragraph  (1) 
on  or  before  the  180th  day  following  the  date 
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of  the  submittal  If  a  State  watershed  pro- 
grram  is  disapproved,  the  State  may  modify 
and  resubmit  its  program  under  paragraph 
(1). 

•■(3)  ANNUAL  REPORT— A  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  sub- 
section shall  provide  to  the  Administrator 
an  annual  report  summarizing  the  status  of 
the  program,  including  a  description  of  any 
modifications  to  the  program  An  annual  re- 
port submitted  under  this  section  may  be 
used  by  the  State  to  satisfy  reporting  re- 
quirements under  sections  106.  314.  319.  and 
320. 

■■(4)  Effective  period  of  approvals.— An 
approval  of  a  State  watershed  program  under 
parsLgraph  (2)  shall  remain  in  effect  for  a  5- 
year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  ap- 
proval and  may  be  renewed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

'■(5)  WrTHDR.^WAL  OF  APPROVAL.— Whenever 
the  Administrator  determines  after  public 
hearing  that  a  State  is  not  administering  a 
watershed  program  approved  under  para- 
graph (2)  in  accordance  with  requirements  of 
this  section,  he  shall  so  notify  the  State  and. 
if  appropriate  corrective  action  is  not  taken 
within  a  reasonable  time,  not  to  exceed  90 
days,  the  Administrator  shall  withdraw  ap- 
proval of  such  program.  The  Administrator 
shall  not  withdraw  approval  of  any  such  pro- 
gram unless  he  shall  first  have  notified  the 
State,  and  made  public,  in  writing,  the  rea- 
sons for  such  withdrawal. 

••(c)  Designation  of  Additional  Water- 
shed Management  Units  and  Entities— a 
State  with  an  approved  watershed  program 
under  this  section  may  modify  such  program 
at  any  time  in  order  to  designate  additional 
watershed  management  units  and  entities, 
including  lead  responsibilities,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  ind  implementing  water- 
shed management  pians. 

■•(d)  Eligible  watershed  Management 
AND  Planning  Activities.— The  following 
watershed  management  activities  are  eligi- 
ble to  receive  assistance  from  the  Adminis- 
trator under  sections  205<j).  319(h).  and  604(b): 

••(1)  Characterizing  waters  and  land  uses. 

■•(2)  Identifying  problems  within  a  water- 
shed. 

'•(3)  Selecting  short-term  and  long-term 
goals  for  watershed  management. 

■•(4)  Developing  and  implementing  meas- 
Tires  and  practices  to  meet  identified  goals. 

■•(5)  Identifying  and  coordinating  projects 
and  activities  necessary  to  restore  and  main- 
tain water  quality  or  meet  other  environ- 
mental objectives  within  the  watershed. 

•■(6)  Identifying  the  appropriate  institu- 
tional arrangements  to  carry  out  an  ap- 
proved watershed  management  plan. 

••(7)  Updating  an  approved  watershed  man- 
agement plan. 

••(8)  Any  other  activities  deemed  appro- 
priate by  the  Administrator. 

••(e)  Support  for  Watershed  Management 
AND  Planning — 

•'(1)  Interagency  committee —There  is  es- 
tablished an  interagency  committee  to  sup- 
port comprehensive  watershed  management 
and  planning.  The  President  shall  appoint 
the  members  of  the  committee.  The  mem- 
bers shall  include  a  representative  from  each 
Federal  agency  that  carries  out  programs 
and  activities  that  may  have  a  significant 
impact  on  water  quality  or  other  natural  re- 
source values  that  may  be  appropriately  ad- 
dressed through  comprehensive  watershed 
management. 

••(2)  Use  of  other  funds  under  this  act.— 
The  planning  and  implementation  activities 
carried  out  by  a  management  entity  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  may  be  carried  out  with 


funds  made  available  through  the  State  pur- 
suant to  sections  205(j).  319(h).  and  604(b). 

••(f)  APPROVED  Plans — 

••(1)  Minimum  rE(SUirements  — a  State  with 
an  approved  watershed  program  may  approve 
a  watershed  management  plan  when  such 
plan  satisfies  the  following  conditions: 

"(A)  If  the  watershed  includes  waters  that 
are  not  meeting  applicable  water  quality 
standards  under  this  Act  at  the  time  of  sub- 
mission, the  plan— 

•'(I)  identifies  the  environmental  objectives 
of  the  plan  including,  at  a  minimum.  State 
water  quality  standards  and  goals  under  this 
Act.  and  any  other  environmental  objectives 
the  planning  entity  deems  appropriate; 

••(ii)  identifies  the  stressors,  pollutants, 
and  sources  causing  the  impairment: 

"(iii)  identifies  actions  necessary  to 
achieve  the  environmental  objectives  of  the 
plan,  including  source  reduction  of  pollut- 
ants to  achieve  any  allocated  load  reductions 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  section 
303(d)  and  the  priority  for  implementing  such 
actions; 

••(iv)  contains  an  implementation  plan, 
with  schedules,  milestones,  projected  com- 
pletion dates,  and  the  identification  of  those 
persons  responsible  for  implementing  the  ac- 
tions, demonstrating  that  water  quality 
standards  will  be  attained  as  expeditiously 
as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  deadlines 
in  applicable  sections  of  this  Act  and  all 
other  environmental  objectives  identified  in 
the  watershed  management  plan  will  be  at- 
tained as  expeditiously  as  practicable: 

•■(V)  contains  an  effective  public  participa- 
tion process  in  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  plan: 

"(vl)  specifies  a  process  to  monitor  and 
evaluate  progress  toward  meeting  environ- 
mental objectives;  and 

••(vli)  specifies  a  process  to  revise  the  plan 
as  needed. 

'•(B)  For  those  waters  in  the  watershed  at- 
taining water  quality  standards  at  the  time 
of  submission  (including  threatened  waters), 
the  plan  Identifies  those  projects  and  activi- 
ties necessary  to  maintain  water  quality 
standards  and  attain  or  maintain  other  envi- 
ronmental objectives  in  the  future. 

••(2)  Terms  of  plan  and  plan  approval.— 
Each  plan  submitted  and  approved  under  this 
subsection  shall  extend  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  5  years  and  include  a  planning  and 
implementation  schedule  with  milestones 
and  completion  dates  within  that  period.  The 
approval  by  the  State  of  a  plan  shall  apply 
for  a  period  not  exceed  5  years.  A  revised  and 
updated  plan  may  be  submitted  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  period  specified  in  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  for  approval  pursuant  to  the 
same  conditions  and  requirements  that  apply 
to  an  initial  plan  for  a  watershed  that  is  ap- 
proved pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

••(g)  Incentives  for  Watershed  Manage- 
ment— 

••(1)  Point  source  per.mits.— 

•■(A)  Ln  general.— Notwithstanding  section 
301(b)(1)(C),  a  permit  may  be  Issued  under 
section  402  with  a  limitation  that  does  not 
meet  water  quality  standards,  if— 

"(i)  the  receiving  water  is  in  a  watershed 
with  an  approved  watershed  plan; 

"(ii)  the  plan  includes  enforceable  require- 
ments under  State  or  local  law  for  nonpoint 
source  pollutant  load  reductions  that  in 
combination  with  point  solirce  requirements 
will  meet  water  quality  standards  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  plan;  and 

•'(iii)  the  point  source  does  not  have  a  his- 
tory of  significant  noncompliance  with  its 
permit  effluent  limitations,  as  determined 
by  the  Administrator  or  the  State  (in  the 


case  with  an  approved  permit  under  section 
402). 

••(B)  Synchronized  permit  terms— Not- 
withstanding section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  term  of 
a  permit  issued  under  section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended by  5  years  if  the  discharge  is  located 
in  a  watershed  planning  area  for  which  a  wa- 
tershed management  plan  is  to  be  developed. 

••(C)  10-YEAR  permit  TERMS —Notwith- 
standing section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  term  of  a 
permit  issued  under  section  402  may  be  ex- 
tended to  10  years  for  any  point  source  lo- 
cated in  a  watershed  management  unit  for 
which  a  watershed  management  plan  has 
been  approved  if  the  plan  provides  for  the  at- 
tainment and  maintenance  of  water  quality 
standards  (including  designated  uses)  in  the 
affected  waters  and  unless  receiving  waters 
are  not  meeting  water  quality  standards  due 
to  the  point  source  discharge.  Such  permits 
may  be  revised  at  any  time  if  necessary  to 
meet  water  quality  standards. 

••(2)  Nonpoint  source  controls —Not  later 
than  30  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  program  under  this  section 
may  make  a  showing  to  the  Administrator 
that  nonpoint  source  management  practices 
different  from  those  established  in  national 
guidance  issued  by  the  Administrator  under 
section  319  will  attain  water  quality  stand- 
ards as  expeditiously  as  practicable  and  not 
later  than  the  deadlines  established  by  this 
Act.  If  the  Administrator  is  satisfied  with 
such  showing,  then  the  Administrator  may 
approve  the  State's  nonpoint  source  manage- 
ment program  that  relies  on  such  practices 
as  meeting  the  requirements  of  section  319. 
Alternative  watershed  nonpoint  source  con- 
trol practices  must  be  identified  m  the  wa- 
tershed management  plan  adopted  under  sub- 
section (0(2)  of  this  section. 

••(3)  Funding— The  Administrator  may 
provide  assistance  to  a  State  with  an  ap- 
proved watershed  management  program 
under  this  section  in  the  form  of  a  multipur- 
pose grant  that  would  provide  for  single  ap- 
plication, workplan  and  review,  matching, 
oversight,  and  end-of-year  closeout  require- 
ments for  grant  funding  under  sections 
104(b)(3),  104(g),  106,  314(b),  319,  320,  and  604(b). 
A  State  with  an  approved  multipurpose 
grant  may  focus  activities  funded  under  such 
sections  on  a  priority  basis  consistent  with 
State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

••(h)  Guidance.— Not  later  than  12  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  after  consultation  with  other  ap- 
propriate agencies,  the  Administrator  shall 
issue  guidance  on  recommended  provisions 
to  be  included  in  State  watershed  programs 
and  State-approved  watershed  management 
plans. 

"(i)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  — 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Administrator  for  providing  grants  to  States 
to  assist  such  States  in  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  section  $25,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.'. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section 
401(a)(1)  (33  use.  1341(a)(1))  is  amended  by 
inserting  "and  with  the  provisions  of  a  man- 
agement plan  approved  by  a  State  under  sec- 
tion 321  of  this  Act"  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence. 

SEC.  308.  REVISION  OF  EFFLUENT  LOOTA'nONS. 

(a)  Elimination  of  Requirement  for  An- 
nual Revision— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  is  amended  in  the  matter  preceding 
paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "and.  at  least  an- 
nually thereafter.  "  and  inserting  "and  there- 
after shall". 


(b)  Special  Rule.— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C 
1314(b))  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting 
the  following:  ";  except  that  guidelines  is- 
sued under  paragraph  (1)(A)  addressing  pol- 
lutants identified  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)(4)  shall  not  be  revised  after  February  15. 
1995,  to  be  more  stringent  unless  such  revised 
guidelines  meet  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (4)(A).". 

TITLE  rv— PERMITS  AND  UCENSES 

SEC.  401.  WASTE  TREATMENT  SYSTEMS  FOR  CON- 
CENTRATED ANIMAL  FEEDING  OP- 
ERATIONS. 

Section  402(a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(6)  Concentrated  animal  feeding  oper- 
ations.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  waste 
treatment  systems,  including  retention 
ponds  or  lagoons,  used  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  Act  for  concentrated  animal 
feeding  operations,  are  not  waters  of  the 
United  States.  An  existing  concentrated  ani- 
mal feeding  operation  that  uses  a  natural 
topographic  impoundment  or  structure  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  which  is  not 
hydrologically  connected  to  any  other  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States,  as  a  waste  treat- 
ment system  or  wastewater  retention  facil- 
ity may  continue  to  use  that  natural  topo- 
graphic feature  for  waste  storage  regardless 
of  its  size,  capacity,  or  previous  use   ". 

SEC.  402.  MUNICIPAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL 
STORMWATER  DISCHARGES. 

(a)  Deadlines.— Section  402(p)  (33  U.S.C. 
1343(p))  is  amended— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "1994"  and 
inserting  "2005";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  "1993"  and 
Inserting  "2005". 

(b)  PROHiBmoN  ON  Numeric  Effluent  Lim- 
itations for  Municipal  Discharges.— Sec- 
tion 402(p)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(C)  Prohibition  on  numeric  effluent 
limitations  for  mu'nicipal  discharges.— 
Permits  for  municipal  separate  storm  sewers 
shall  not  include  numeric  effluent  limita- 
tions.". 

SEC.  403.  INTAKE  CREDIT& 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(q)  Intake  Credits.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  this  Act.  in  any  effluent  limita- 
tion or  other  limitation  imposed  under  the 
permit  program  established  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  section,  any  State  permit 
program  approved  under  this  section  (includ- 
ing any  program  for  implementation  under 
section  H8(c)(2)),  any  standards  established 
under  section  307(a).  or  any  program  for  in- 
dustrial users  established  under  section 
307(b).  the  Administrator,  as  applicable,  shall 
or  the  State,  as  applicable,  may  provide 
credits  for  pollutants  present  in  or  caused  by 
intake  water  such  that  an  owner  or  oi>erator 
of  a  point  source  is  not  required  to  remove, 
reduce,  or  treat  the  amount  of  any  pollutant 
in  an  effluent  below  the  amount  of  such  pol- 
lutant that  is  present  in  or  caused  by  the  in- 
take water  for  such  facility— 

■"(A)(i)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
and  the  receiving  waters  into  which  the  ef- 
fluent is  ultimately  discharged  are  the  same; 

'"(ii)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water 
meets  the  maximum  contaminant  levels  or 
treatment  techniques  for  drinking  water 
contaminants  established  pursuant  to  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  for  the  pollutant  of 
concern;  or 

"(iii)  if,  at  the  time  the  limitation  or 
standard  is  established,  the  level  of  the  pol- 
lutant in  the  intake  water  is  the  same  as  or 


lower  than  the  amount  of  the  pollutant  in 
the  receiving  waters,  taking  into  account  an- 
alytical variability;  and 

"(B)  if.  for  conventional  pollutants,  the 
constituents  of  the  conventional  pollutants 
in  the  intake  water  are  the  same  as  the  con- 
stituents of  the  conventional  pollutants  in 
the  effluent. 

"(2)  Allowance  for  incidental 
amounts— In  determining  whether  the  con- 
dition set  forth  in  paragraph  (iMAXi)  is  being 
met,  the  Administrator  shall  or  the  State 
may.  as  appropriate,  make  allowance  for  in- 
cidental amounts  of  intake  water  from 
sources  other  than  the  receiving  waters. 

"(3)  Credit  for  nonqualifying  pollut- 
ants—The  Administrator  shall  or  a  State 
may  provide  point  sources  an  appropriate 
credit  for  pollutants  found  in  intake  water 
that  does  not  meet  the  requirement  of  para- 
graph (1). 

"(4)  Monitoring.— Nothing  In  this  section 
precludes  the  Administrator  or  a  State  from 
requiring  monitoring  of  intake  water,  efflu- 
ent, or  receiving  waters  to  assist  in  the  im- 
plementation of  this  section.  ". 

SEC.  404.  COMBINED  SEWER  OVERFLOWS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(r)  Combined  Sewer  Overflows.— 

"(1)  Requirement  for  permits.— Each  per- 
mit issued  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary 
sewer  shall  conform  with  the  combined  sewer 
overflow  control  policy  signed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator on  April  11.  1994. 

"(2)  Term  of  permit.— 

"(A)  Compliance  deadline —Notwith- 
standing any  compliance  schedule  under  sec- 
tion 301(b).  or  any  permit  limitation  under 
section  402(b)(1)(B).  the  Administrator  (or  a 
State  with  a  program  approved  under  sub- 
section (b))  may  issue  a  permit  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  a  discharge  from  a  combined 
storm  and  sanitary  sewer,  that  includes  a 
schedule  for  compliance  with  a  long-term 
control  plan  under  the  control  policy  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1),  for  a  term  not  to 
exceed  15  years. 

"(B)  Extension.— Notwithstanding  the 
compliance  deadline  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  Administrator  or  a  State  with 
a  program  approved  under  subsection  (b) 
shall  extend,  on  request  of  an  owner  or  oper- 
ator of  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
and  subject  to  subparaigraph  (C),  the  period 
of  compliance  beyond  the  last  day  of  the  15- 
year  period— 

"(i)  if  the  Administrator  or  the  State  de- 
termines that  compliance  by  such  last  day  is 
not  within  the  economic  capability  of  the 
owner  or  operator;  and 

"(ii)  if  the  owner  or  operator  demonstrates 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  reasonable  further  progress  to- 
wards compliance  with  a  long-term  control 
plan  under  the  control  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1). 

"(C)  Limitations  on  extensions.— 
"(i)  Extension  not  appropriate. —Not- 
withstanding subparagraph  (B).  the  Adminis- 
trator or  the  Stale  need  not  grant  an  exten- 
sion of  the  compliance  deadline  specified  in 
subparagraph  (A)  if  the  Administrator  or  the 
State  determines  that  such  an  extension  is 
not  appropriate. 

"(ii)  New  York-New  Jersey— Prior  to 
granting  an  extension  under  subparagraph 
(B)  with  respect  to  a  combined  sewer  over- 
flow discharge  originating  in  the  State  of 
New  York  or  New  Jersey  and  affecting  the 
other  of  such  States,  the  Administrator  or 
the  State  from  which  the  discharge  origi- 
nates, as  the  case  may  be,  shall  provide  writ- 


ten notice  of  the  proposed  extension  to  the 
other  State  and  shall  not  grant  the  exten- 
sion unless  the  other  State  approves  the  ex- 
tension or  does  not  disapprove  the  extension 
within  90  days  of  receiving  such  written  no- 
tice. 

■■(3)  Savings  clause.- Any  consent  decree 
or  court  order  entered  by  a  United  States 
district  court,  or  administrative  order  Issued 
by  the  Administrator,  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection  establishing 
any  deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables,  in- 
cluding any  interim  deadlines,  schedules,  or 
timetables,  for  the  evaluation,  design,  or 
construction  of  treatment  works  for  control 
or  elimination  of  any  discharge  from  a  mu- 
nicipal combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer 
system  shall  be  modified  upon  motion  or  re- 
quest by  any  party  to  such  consent  decree  or 
court  order,  to  extend  to  December  31.  2009. 
at  a  minimum,  any  such  deadlines,  sched- 
ules, or  timetables,  including  any  interim 
deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables  as  is  nec- 
essary to  conform  to  the  policy  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  otherwise  achieve  the  objec- 
tives of  this  subsection.  Notwithstanding  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  period  of  compliance 
with  respect  to  a  discharge  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2)(C»(ii)  may  only  be  extended  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (2>(CKli).". 

SEC.  406.  ABANDONED  MINES. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (o)  the 
following: 

"(p)  Permits  for  Remediating  Party  on 
Abandoned  or  iNAcrrvE  Mined  Lands  — 

"(1)  Appucabiltty— Subject  to  this  sub- 
section, including  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (3).  the  Administrator,  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  concerned  State  or  Indian 
tribe,  may  issue  a  permit  to  a  remediating 
party  under  this  section  for  discharges  asso- 
ciated with  remediation  activity  at  aban- 
doned or  inactive  mined  lands  which  modi- 
fies any  otherwise  applicable  requirement  of 
sections  301(b).  302.  and  403,  or  any  sub- 
section of  this  section  (other  than  this  sub- 
section). 

"(2)  Application  for  a  PERMrr.— a  remedi- 
ating party  who  desires  to  conduct  remedi- 
ation activities  on  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands  from  which  there  is  or  may  oe  a 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  from  which  there  could  be  a  sig- 
nificant addition  of  pollutants  from  nonpoint 
sources  may  submit  an  application  to  the 
Administrator.  The  application  shall  consist 
of  a  remediation  plan  and  any  other  informa- 
tion requested  by  the  Administrator  to  clar- 
ify the  plan  and  activities. 

"(3)  Remedwtion  Plan.— The  remediation 
plan  shall  include  (as  appropriate  and  appli- 
cable) the  following: 

•"(A)  Identification  of  the  remediating 
party,  including  any  persons  cooperating 
with  the  concerned  State  or  Indian  tribe 
with  respect  to  the  plan,  and  a  certification 
that  the  applicant  is  a  remediating  party 
under  this  section. 

••(B)  Identification  of  the  abandoned  or  in- 
active mined  lands  addressed  by  the  plan. 

•(C)  Identification  of  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  impacted  by  the  abandoned  or 
inactive  mined  lands. 

••(D)  A  description  of  the  physical  condi- 
tions at  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands  that  are  causing  adverse  water  quality 
Impacts. 

'"(E)  A  description  of  practices,  including 
system  design  and  construction  plans  and 
operation  and  maintenance  plans,  proposed 
to  reduce,  control,  mitigate,  or  eliminate  the 
adverse  water  quality  impacts  and  a  sched- 
ule for  implementing  such  practices  and,  if  it 
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is  an  existing  remediation  project,  a  descrip- 
tion of  practices  proposed  to  improve  the 
project,  if  any. 

•■(F)  An  analysis  demonstrating  that  the 
identified  practices  are  expected  to  result  in 
a  water  quality  improvement  for  the  identi- 
fied waters. 

■•(G)  A  description  of  monitoring  or  other 
assessment  to  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the 
success  of  the  practices  during  and  after  im- 
plementation, including  an  assessment  of 
baseline  conditions. 

•■(H)  A  schedule  for  periodic  reporting  on 
progress  in  implementation  of  major  ele- 
ments of  the  plan. 

■•(I)  A  budget  and  identified  funding  to  sup- 
port the  activities  described  in  the  plan. 

•'(J)  Remediation  goals  and  objectives. 

••(K)  Contingency  plans. 

••(L)  A  description  of  the  applicant's  legal 
right  to  enter  and  conduct  activities. 

•'(M)  The  signature  of  the  applicant 

■•(N)  Identification  of  the  pollutant  or  pol- 
lutants to  be  addressed  by  the  plan. 

"(4)  PERMITS.— 

■(A)  Contents.— Permits  issued  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall— 

"(1)  provide  for  compliance  with  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  remediation  plan  which,  fol- 
lowing Issuance  of  the  permit,  may  be  modi- 
fied by  the  applicant  after  providing  notifi- 
cation to  and  opportunity  for  review  by  the 
Administrator; 

•'(11)  require  that  any  modification  of  the 
plan  be  reflected  in  a  modified  permit; 

■•(ill)  require  that  if.  at  any  time  after  no- 
tice to  the  remediating  party  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment  by  the  remediating 
party,  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  remediating  party  is  not  implementing 
the  approved  remediation  plan  in  substantial 
compliance  with  its  terms,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  the  remediating  party  of 
the  determination  together  with  a  list  speci- 
fying the  concerns  of  the  Administrator; 

'•(iv)  provide  that,  if  the  identified  con- 
cerns are  not  resolved  or  a  compliance  plan 
approved  within  180  days  of  the  date  of  the 
notification,  the  Administrator  may  take  ac- 
tion under  section  309  of  this  Act; 

••(V)  provide  that  clauses  (iii)  and  (iv)  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  action  under  section 
309  to  address  violations  involving  gross  neg- 
ligence (including  reckless,  willful,  or  wan- 
ton misconduct)  or  intentional  misconduct 
by  the  remediating  party  or  any  other  per- 
son; 

••(vi)  not  require  compliance  with  any  limi- 
tation issued  under  sections  301(b).  302,  and 
403  or  any  requirement  established  by  the 
Administrator  under  any  subsection  of  this 
section  (other  than  this  subsection);  and 

'•(vli)  provide  for  termination  of  coverage 
under  the  permit  without  the  remediating 
party  being  subject  to  enforcement  under 
sections  309  auid  505  of  this  Act  for  any  re- 
maining discharges — 

•■(I)  after  implementation  of  the  remedi- 
ation plan; 

"(11)  If  a  party  obtains  a  permit  to  mine 
the  site;  or 

"(III)  upon  a  demonstration  by  the  remedi- 
ating party  that  the  surface  water  quality 
conditions  due  to  remediation  activities  at 
the  site,  taken  as  a  whole,  are  equal  to  or  su- 
perior to  the  surface  water  qualities  that  ex- 
isted prior  to  initiation  of  remediation. 

"(B)  LLMTTA'nONS.— The  Administrator 
shall  only  issue  a  permit  under  this  section, 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section, to  a  remediating  party  for  dis- 
charges associated  with  remediation  action 
at  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands  if  the 


remediation  plan  demonstrates  with  reason- 
able certainty  that  the  actions  will  result  in 
an  Improvement  in  water  quality. 

"(C)  Public  PAR'nciPATioN.— The  Adminis- 
trator may  only  issue  a  permit  or  modify  a 
permit  under  this  section  after  complying 
with  subsection  (b)(3). 

"(D)  Effect  of  failure  to  comply  with 
PERMrr.— Failure  to  comply  with  terms  of  a 
permit  issued  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  a  violation  of  an 
effluent  standard  or  limitation  issued  under 
this  Act. 

••(E)  Limitations  on  statutory  construc- 
tion.— This  subsection  shall  not  be  con- 
strued— 

"(i)  to  limit  or  otherwise  affect  the  Admin- 
istrator's powers  under  section  504;  or 

"(11)  to  preclude  actions  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 309  or  505  for  any  violations  of  sections 
301(a).  302.  402.  and  403  that  may  have  existed 
for  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  land 
prior  to  initiation  of  remediation  covered  by 
a  permit  issued  under  this  subsection,  unless 
such  permit  covers  remediation  activities 
implemented  by  the  permit  holder  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  permit. 

"(5)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection  the 
following  definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Remedl\ting  party— The  term  re- 
mediating party'  means — 

■•(1)  the  United  States  (on  non-Federal 
lands),  a  State  or  its  political  subdivisions, 
or  an  Indian  tribe  or  officers,  employees,  or 
contractors  thereof;  and 

•'(II)  any  person  acting  in  cooperation  with 
a  person  described  in  clause  (1),  including  a 
government  agency  that  owns  abandoned  or 
inactive  mined  lands  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting remediation  of  the  mined  lands  or 
that  is  engaging  in  remediation  activities  in- 
cidental to  the  ownership  of  the  lands. 
Such  term  does  not  Include  any  person  who, 
before  or  following  issuance  of  a  permit 
under  this  section,  directly  benefited  from  or 
participated  in  any  mining  operation  (in- 
cluding exploration)  associated  with  the 
abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands. 

•'(B)  Abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands. — The  term  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands'  means  lands  that  were  formerly 
mined  and  are  not  actively  mined  or  In  tem- 
porary shutdown  at  the  time  of  submission 
of  the  remediation  plan  and  issuance  of  a 
permit  under  this  section. 

•(C)  Mined  lands.— The  term  mined  lands' 
means  the  surface  or  subsurface  of  an  area 
where  mining  operations,  including  explo- 
ration, extraction,  processing.  and 
beneficiatlon,  have  been  conducted.  Such 
term  includes  private  ways  and  roads  appur- 
tenant to  such  area,  land  excavations,  under- 
ground mine  portals,  adits,  and  surface  ex- 
pressions associated  with  underground  work- 
ings, such  as  glory  holes  and  subsidence  fea- 
tures, mining  waste,  smelting  sites  associ- 
ated with  other  mined  lands,  and  areas 
where  structures,  facilities,  equipment,  ma- 
chines, tools,  or  other  material  or  property 
which  result  from  or  have  been  used  in  the 
mining  operation  are  located. 

"(6)  Regulations.— The  Administrator 
may  issue  regulations  establishing  more  spe- 
cific requirements  that  the  Administrator 
determines  would  facilitate  Implementation 
of  this  subsection.  Before  Issuance  of  such 
regulations,  the  Administrator  may  estab- 
lish, on  a  case-by-case  basis  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  comment  as  provided 
by  subsection  (b)<3).  more  specific  require- 
ments that  the  Administrator  determines 
would  facilitate  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section in  an  Individual  permit  Issued  to  the 
remediating  party.". 


SEC.  408.  BENEnCIAL  USE  OF  BIOSOLIDS. 

(a)  References.— Section  405(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1345<a))  is  amended  by  inserting  "(also  re- 
ferred to  as  •blosolids')"  after  "sewage 
sludge"  the  first  place  it  appears. 

(b)  Approval  of  State  Programs. —Sec- 
tion 405(f)  (33  use.  1345(0)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  Approval  of  state  programs.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection  State  programs  that  meet 
the  standards  for  final  use  or  disposal  of  sew- 
age sludge  established  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d).". 

(c)  Studies  and  Projects.— Section  405(g) 
(33  U.S.C.  1345(g))  is  amended— 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  by 
inserting  "building  materials."  after  "agri- 
cultural and  horticultural  uses."; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following:  "Not  later  than  January  1, 
1997.  and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  issue  guidance  on  the  beneficial 
use  of  sewage  sludge";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2»  by  striking  "September 
30.  1986."  and  Inserting  "September  30.  1995.  ". 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  501.  PUBUCLY  OWNED  TREATMENT  WORKS 
DEFINED.  , 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  Is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(25)  The  term  publicly  owned  treatment 
works'  means  a  treatment  works,  as  defined 
in  section  212,  located  at  other  than  an  In- 
dustrial facility,  which  is  designed  and  con- 
structed principally,  as  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  to  treat  domestic  sewage  or  a 
mixture  of  domestic  sewage  and  industrial 
wastes  of  a  liquid  nature.  In  the  case  of  such 
a  facility  that  is  privately  owned,  such  term 
includes  only  those  facilities  that,  with  re- 
spect to  such  Industrial  wastes,  are  carrying 
out  a  pretreatment  program  meeting  all  the 
requirements  established  under  section  307 
and  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9)  of  section  402(b) 
for  pretreatment  programs  (whether  or  not 
the  treatment  works  would  be  required  to 
implement  a  pretreatment  program  pursuant 
to  such  sections).". 

SEC.  502.  IMPLEMENTA"nON  OF  WATER  POLLU- 
TION LAWS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  VEGE- 
TABLE OIL. 

(a)  Differentlation  Among  Fats.  Oils, 
and  Greases.— 

(1)  In  general. — In  issuing  or  enforcing  a 
regulation,  an  Interpretation,  or  a  guideline 
relating  to  a  fat.  oil.  or  grease  under  a  Fed- 
eral law  related  to  water  pollution  control, 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall — 

(A)  differentiate  between  and  establish  sep- 
arate classes  for— 

<i)(I)  animal  fats;  and 

(II)  vegetable  oils;  and 

(11)  other  oils,  including  petroleum  oil;  and 

(B)  apply  different  standards  and  reporting 
requirements  (including  reporting  require- 
ments based  on  quantitative  amounts)  to  dif- 
ferent classes  of  fat  and  oil  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2). 

(2)  CoNSiDERA'noNS.- In  differentiating  be- 
tween the  classes  of  animal  fats  and  vegeta- 
ble oils  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)(1)  and 
the  classes  of  oils  described  in  paragraph 
(IKAKll).  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  consider  differences  In  physical,  chemi- 
cal, biological,  and  other  properties,  and  in 
the  environmental  effects,  of  the  classes. 

(b)  DEFiNmoNS.— In  this  section,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

(1)  Animal  fat.— The  term  "animal  fat" 
means  each  type  of  animal  tat,  oil.  or  grrease. 
Including  fat,  oil,  or  grease  from  fish  or  a 


marine  mammal  and  any  fat.  oil.  or  grease 
referred  to  in  section  61(ai(2)  of  title  13.  Unit- 
ed Stales  Code. 

(2)  V'gf.Tabi.f.  oil  —The  term  ■vegetable 
oil"  means  each  type  of  veget.able  oil.  includ- 
ing vegetable  oil  from  a  seed.  nul.  or  kernel 
and  any  vegetable  oil  referred  to  in  section 
61(a)(1)  of  title  13.  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  503.  rsfEEDS  ESTIMATE. 

Section  516(hi(li  (33  U.S.C,  1375(b)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "bien- 
nially revised"  and  inserting  ""quadrennially 
revised";  and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking 
"February    10   of  each   odd-numbered   year  " 

and  inserting  'December  31.  1997.  and  De- 
cember 31  of  every  4th  calendar  year  there- 
after " 

SEC.  504.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

Title  V  (33  U.SC.  1361-1377)  is  amended  by 
redesignating  section  519  a.s  section  521  and 
by  inserting  after  section  518  the  following 
"SEC.  519.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

■In  developing  any  effluent  guideline 
under  section  304(b).  pretreatment  standard 
under  section  307(b).  or  new  source  p)erform- 
ance  standard  under  section  306  that  is  appli- 
cable to  the  food  processing  industry,  the 
Administrator  shall  consult  with  and  con- 
sider the  recommendations  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, and  Department  of  Commerce.  The 
recommendations  of  such  departments  and 
agencies  and  a  description  of  the  Adminis- 
trator's response  lo  those  recommendations 
shall  be  made  part  of  the  rulemaking  record 
for  the  development  of  .such  guidelines  and 
standards.  The  Administrator's  response 
shall  include  an  explanation  with  respect  to 
food  safety,  including  a  discussion  of  relative 
risks,  of  any  departure  from  a  recommenda- 
tion by  any  such  department  or  agency". 

SEC.  505.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

Title    V    (33    U  S.C     1361-1377)    is    further 
amended  by  inserting  before  section  521,  as 
redesignated  by  this  Act.  the  following: 
"SEC.  520.  AUDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

■■(a)  E.STABLl.sHMENT  OF  BOARD.— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  an  independent 
Board  of  .^udit  Appeals  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  Board)  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

■■(b)  Duties— The  Board  shall  have  the  au- 
thority to  review  and  decide  contested  audit 
determinations  related  to  grant  and  contract 
awards  under  this  Act.  In  carrying  out  such 
duties,  the  Board  shall  consider  only  those 
regulations,  guidance,  policies,  facts,  and 
circumstances  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the 
grant  or  contract  award 

■■(c)  Prior  Eligibility  Decisions.— The 
Board  shall  not  reverse  project  cost  eligi- 
bility determinations  that  are  supported  by 
an  decision  document  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  including  grant  or  con- 
tract approvals,  plans  and  specifications  ap- 
proval forms,  grant  or  contract  payments, 
change  order  approval  forms,  or  similar  doc- 
uments approving  project  cost  eligibility,  ex- 
cept upon  a  showing  that  such  decision  was 
arbitrary,  capricious,  or  an  abuse  of  law  in 
effect  at  the  time  of  such  decision. 

■■(d)  Membership — 

"(1)  Appointment —The  Board  shall  be 
composed  of  7  members  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Administrator  not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

■■(2)  Terms— Each  member  shall  be  ap- 
pointed for  a  term  of  3  years. 

••(3)  Qualifications— The  Administrator 
shall  appoint  as  members  of  the  Board  indi- 


viduals who  are  specially  qualified  to  serve 
on  the  Board  by  virtue  of  their  pxperli.se  in 
grant  and  contracting  procedures.  The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  make  every  effort  to  en- 
sure that  individuals  appointed  as  members 
of  the  Board  are  free  from  conflicts  of  inter- 
est in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Board. 
■(e)  Basic  Pay  and  Travel  Expenses  — 

■■(1)  Rates  of  pay  —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  members  shall  each  be  paid  at 
a  rate  of  basic  pay.  to  be  determined  by  the 
Administrator,  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Board. 

■■(2)  Prohibition  of  compensation  of  fed- 
eral employees —Members  of  the  Board 
who  are  full-time  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States  may  not  receive  additional 
pay.  allowances,  or  benefits  by  reason  of 
their  service  on  the  Board. 

■'(3)  Travel  expenses —Each  member 
shall  receive  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  accordance 
with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

■■(f)  Administrative  Support  Services.— 
Upon  the  request  of  the  Board,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  provide  to  the  Board  the  admin- 
istrative support  services  necessary  for  the 
Board  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  under 
this  section. 

■■(g)  Disputes  Eligible  for  Review.— The 
authority  of  the  Board  under  this  section 
shall  extend  to  any  contested  audit  deter- 
mination that  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  has  yet  to  be  formally  con- 
cluded and  accepted  by  either  the  grantee  or 
the  Administrator. •'. 

rmj:  vi— state  water  pollution 

CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

SEC.  601.  GENERAL  AUTHORITY  FOR  CAPITALIZA- 
TION GRANTS. 

Section  601(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1381(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  "(1)  for  construction"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  period  and  inserting 
"to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  Act." 

SEC.  602.  CAPITALIZA'nON  GRANT  AGREEMENTS. 

(a)  Requirements  For  Construction  of 
Treatment  Works.— Section  602(b)(6)  (33 
use.  1382(b)(6))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "before  fiscal  year  1995"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  ■■201(b)  "  and  all  that  follows 
through   ■218  "  and  inserting   ■211". 

(b)  Compliance  With  Other  Federal 
Laws.— Section  602  (33  U  S.C  1382)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(c)  Other  Federal  Laws  — 

•■(1)  Compliance  with  other  federal 
laws.— If  a  State  provides  assistance  from 
its  water  pollution  control  revolving  fund  es- 
tablished in  accordance  with  this  title  and  in 
accordance  with  a  statute,  rule,  executive 
order,  or  program  of  the  State  which  ad- 
dresses the  intent  of  any  requirement  or  any 
Federal  executive  order  or  law  other  than 
this  Act.  as  determined  by  the  State,  the 
State  in  providing  such  assistance  shall  be 
treated  as  having  met  the  Federal  require- 
ments. 

••(2)  Limitation  on  applicabilpty  of  other 
federal  laws —If  a  State  does  not  meet  a 
requirement  of  a  Federal  executive  order  or 
law  other  than  this  Act  under  paragraph  (1). 
such  Federal  law  shall  only  apply  to  Federal 
funds  deposited  in  the  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  func-  established  by  the  State 
in  accordance  with  this  title  the  first  time 
such  funds  are  used  to  provide  assistance 
from  the  revolving  fund". 

(c)  Guidance  for  Small  Systems.— Sec- 
tion 602  (33  use  1382)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 


"(d)  Guidance  for  Small  Systems  — 

"(1)  Simplified  procedures —Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  the  Administrator  shall 
assist  the  States  in  establishing  simplified 
procedures  for  small  systems  to  obtain  as- 
sistance under  this  title. 

■■(2)  Publication  of  manual— Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  and  after  providing  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  publish  a  manual  to  assist 
small  systems  in  obtaining  assistance  under 
this  title  and  publish  in  the  Federal  Register 
notice  of  the  availability  of  the  manual. 

••(3)  Small  system  defined —For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  term  small  system'  means 
a  system  for  which  a  municipality  or  inter- 
municipal,  interstate,  or  State  agency  seeks 
assistance  under  this  title  and  which  serves 
a  population  of  20.000  or  less" 
SEC.  603.  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  REVOLV- 
INGLOAN  FUNDS. 

(a)  Activities  Eligible  for  assistance.— 
Section  603(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(c))  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Activities  Eligible  for  assistance.— 

••(1)  In  general— The  amounts  of  funds 
available  to  each  State  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  shall  be  used  only  for 
providing  financial  assistance  to  activities 
which  have  as  a  principal  benefit  the  im- 
provement or  protection  of  water  quality  to 
a  municipality,  intermunicipal  agency, 
interstate  agency.  State  agency,  or  other 
person.  Such  activities  may  Include  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  Construction  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  if  the  recipient  of  such  as- 
sistance is  a  municipality. 

••(B)  Implementation  of  lake  protection 
programs  and  projects  under  section  314. 

••(C)  Implementation  of  a  management  pro- 
gram under  section  319. 

•■(D)  Implementation  of  a  conservation  and 
management  plan  under  section  320 

■•(E)  Implementation  of  a  watershed  man- 
agement plan  under  section  321 

•'(F)  Implementation  of  a  stormwater  man- 
agement program  under  section  322 

••(G)  Acquisition  of  property  rights  for  the 
restoration  or  protection  of  publicly  or  pri- 
vately owned  riparian  areas. 

•(H)  Implementation  of  measures  to  Im- 
prove the  efficiency  of  public  water  use. 

"(I)  Development  and  implementation  of 
plans  by  a  public  recipient  to  prevent  water 
pollution. 

"(J)  Acquisition  of  lands  necessary  to  meet 
any  mitigation  requirements  related  to  con- 
struction of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works 

•(2)  Fund  amounts— The  water  pollution 
control  revolving  fund  of  a  State  shall  be  es- 
tablished, maintained,  and  credited  with  re- 
payments, and  the  fund  balance  shall  be 
available  in  perpetuity  for  providing  finan- 
cial assistance  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
Fees  charged  by  a  State  to  recipients  of  such 
assistance  may  be  deposited  in  the  fund  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  financing  the  cost  of  ad- 
ministration of  this  title   " 

(b)  Extended  Repayment  Period  for  Dis- 
advantaged CoMMUNmES— Section  603(dHl) 
(33  US  C.  1383(d)(1))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  inserting  after 
•20  years"  the  following:    'or.  in  the  case  of 

a  disadvantaged  community,  the  lesser  of  40 
years  or  the  expected  life  of  the  project  to  be 
financed  with  the  proceeds  of  the  loan";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "not 
later  than  20  years  after  project  completion" 
and  inserting  "upon  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  the  loan". 
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(CI  Loan  Guarantees  for  Innovative 
Technology —Section  603((1)(5)  (33  U.S.C. 
1383(d)(5))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
■■(5)  to  provide  loan  g-uarantees  for— 
"(A)  similar  revolving  funds  established  by 
municipalities  or  intermunicipal  agencies; 
and 

•(B)  developing  and  implementing  innova- 
tive technologies."'. 

(d)  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES.— Section 
603(d)(7)  (33  use  1383(d)(7))  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: -or  J4(X),(XX)  per  year,  whichever  is 
greater,  plus  the  amount  of  any  fees  col- 
lected by  the  State  for  such  purpose  under 
subsection  (c)(2)  ". 

(e)  Technical  and  Planning  assistance 
FOR  Small  Systems —Section  603(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1383(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  stnicmg  "and  "  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (7)  and  inserting  ■;  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

•I 8)  to  provide  to  small  systems  technical 
and  planning  assistance  and  assistance  in  fi- 
nancial management,  user  fee  analysis, 
budgeting,  capital  improvement  planning, 
facility  operation  and  maintenance,  repair 
schedules,  and  other  activities  to  improve 
wastewater  treatment  plant  operations;  ex- 
cept that  such  amounts  shall  not  exceed  2 
percent  of  all  grant  awards  to  such  fund 
under  this  title.". 

(f)  Consistency  With  Planning  Require- 
ments—Section  603if)  (33  use.  1383(0)  is 
amended  by  striking  "and  320"  and  inserting 

■320.  321,  and  322" 

(g)  Li.mitations  on  Construction  Assist- 
ance—Section  603(g)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(g))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

■(g)  Li.mitations  on  Construction  Assist- 
ance—The  State  may  provide  financial  as- 
sistance from  Its  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund  with  respect  to  a  project  for 
construction  of  a  treatment  works  only  if— 

■■(1)  such  project  is  on  the  State's  priority 
list  under  section  216  of  this  Act;  and 

■■(2)  the  recipient  of  such  assistance  is  a 
municipality  in  any  case  in  which  the  treat- 
ment works  is  privately  owned". 

(h)  Interest  R.\tes— Section  603  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(i)  I.vterest  Rates.— In  any  case  in  which 
a  State  makes  a  loan  pursuant  to  subsection 
(dxl)  to  a  disadvantaged  community,  the 
State  may  charge  a  negative  interest  rate  of 
not  to  exceed  2  percent  to  reduce  the  unpaid 
principal  of  the  loan.  The  aggregate  amount 
of  all  such  negative  interest  rate  loans  the 
State  makes  in  a  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
20  percent  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  all 
loans  made  by  the  State  from  its  revolving 
loan  fund  in  such  fiscal  year. 

■■(J)  DISADVA.VTAGED  COMMUNITY  DEFINED  — 

As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  disadvan- 
taged community'  means  the  service  area  of 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  with  re- 
spect to  which  the  average  annual  residen- 
tial sewage  treatment  charges  for  a  user  of 
the  treatment  works  meet  affordability  cri- 
teria established  by  the  State  in  which  the 
treatment  works  is  located  (after  providing 
for  public  review  and  comment)  in  accord- 
ance with  guidelines  to  be  established  by  the 
Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Slates  • 

(i)  Sale  of  Treatment  Works.— Section 

603  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

the  following: 

•■(k)  Sale  of  Treatment  Works.— 

■•(1)    In    general.— Notwithstanding    any 

other  provisions  of  this  Act.  any  State,  mu- 


nicipality, intermunicipality,  or  interstate 
agency  may  transfer  by  sale  to  a  qualified 
private  sector  entity  all  or  part  of  a  treat- 
ment works  that  is  owned  by  such  agency 
and  for  which  it  received  Federal  financial 
assistance  under  this  Act  if  the  transfer 
price  will  be  distributed,  as  amounts  are  re- 
ceived, in  the  following  order: 

"(A)  First  reimbursement  of  the  agency  of 
the  unadjusted  dollar  amount  of  the  costs  of 
construction  of  the  treatment  works  or  part 
thereof  plus  any  transaction  and  fix-up  costs 
incurred  by  the  agency  with  respect  to  the 
transfer  less  the  amount  of  such  Federal  fi- 
nancial assistance  provided  with  respect  to 
such  costs. 

•■(B)  If  proceeds  from  the  transfer  remain 
after  such  reimbursement,  repayment  of  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  amount  of  such 
Federal  financial  assistance  less  the  applica- 
ble share  of  accumulated  depreciation  on 
such  treatment  works  (calculated  using  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  accelerated  deprecia- 
tion schedule  applicable  to  treatment 
works). 

■'(C)  If  any  proceeds  of  such  transfer  re- 
main after  such  reimbursement  and  repay- 
ment, retention  of  the  remaining  proceeds  by 
such  agency. 

'■(2)  Release  of  condition— Any  require- 
ment imposed  by  regulation  or  policy  for  a 
showing  that  the  treatment  works  are  no 
longer  needed  to  serve  their  original  purpose 
shall  not  apply. 

•■(3)  Selection  of  buyer,— A  State,  mu- 
nicipality, intermunicipality.  or  interstate 
agency  exercising  the  authority  granted  by 
this  subsection  shall  select  a  qualified  pri- 
vate sector  entity  on  the  basis  of  total  net 
cost  and  other  appropriate  criteria  and  shall 
utilize  such  competitive  bidding,  direct  ne- 
gotiation, or  other  criteria  and  procedures  as 
may  be  required  by  State  law. 

"(1)  Private  Ownership  of  Treatment 
Works.— 

■(1)  Regulatory  review— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  review  the  law  and  any  regula- 
tions, policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  affecting  the 
construction,  improvement,  replacement.  of>- 
eration.  maintenance,  and  transfer  of  owner- 
ship of  current  and  future  treatment  work.s 
owned  by  a  State,  municipality,  inter- 
municipality. or  interstate  agency  If  per- 
mitted by  law.  the  Administrator  shall  mod- 
ify such  regulations,  policies,  and  procedures 
to  eliminate  any  obstacles  to  the  construc- 
tion, improvement,  replacement,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  such  treatment  works  by 
qualified  private  sector  entities. 

■■(2)  Report —Not  later  than  180  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Administrator  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  re- 
port identifying  any  provisions  of  law  that 
must  be  changed  in  order  to  eliminate  any 
obstacles  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 

■•(3)  Definition— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  qualified  private  sector  en- 
tity' means  any  nongovernmental  individual, 
group,  association,  business,  partnership,  or- 
ganization, or  privately  or  publicly  heW  cor- 
poration that — 

■■(A)  has  sufficient  experience  and  exper- 
tise to  discharge  successfully  the  respon- 
sibilities associated  with  construction,  oper- 
ation, and  maintenance  of  a  treatment 
works  and  to  satisfy  any  guarantees  that  are 
agreed  to  in  connection  with  a  transfer  of 
treatment  works  under  subsection  (k); 

"(B)  has  the  ability  to  assure  protection 
against  insolvency  and  interruption  of  serv- 
ices through  contractual  and  financial  guar- 
antees; and 

'■(C)  with  respect  to  subsection  (k).  to  the 
extent  consistent  with  the  North  American 
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Free    Trade    Agreement    and    the    General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade- 

"(i)  is  majority-owned  and  controlled  by 
citizens  of  the  United  States;  and 

■■(ii)  does  not  receive  subsidies  from  a  for- 
eign government. ■'. 
SEC.  8<M.  ALLOTMENT  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  604(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1384(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(a)  Formula  for  Fiscal  Years  1996- 
2(K)0.— Sums  authorized  to  he  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  607  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997,  1998,  1999,  and  2000  shall  be 
allotted  for  such  year  by  the  Administrator 
not  later  than  the  10th  day  which  begins 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean 
Water  .Amendments  of  1995.  Sums  authorized 
for  each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  in 
accordance  with  the  following  table: 

Percentage  of  sums 

"States: 

authorised 

Alabama  1.0110 

Alaska   0.5411 

Arizona  0.7464 

Arkansas 0.5914 

California 7.9031 

Colorado   0.7232 

Connecticut  1.3537 

Delaware  0.4438 

District  of  Columbia  0  4438 

Florida  3.4462 

Georgia  1.8683 

Hawaii   0.7002 

Idaho  0.4438 

Illinois  4.9976 

Indiana  2.6631 

Iowa  1  2236 

Kansas  0  8690 

Kentucky  1.3570 

Louisiana 1.0060 

Maine  0.6999 

Maryland  2  1867 

Massachusetts  3.7518 

Michigan  3.8875 

Minnesota  1.6618 

Mississippi  0.8146 

Missouri  2.5063 

Montana  0.4438 

Nebraska 0.4624 

Nevada  0.4438 

New  Hampshire  0.9035 

New  Jersey   4.5156 

New  Mexico 0.4438 

New  York  12.1969 

North  Carolina 1.9943 

North  Dakota  0  4438 

Ohio  5.0898 

Oklahoma  0.73O4 

Oregon  1.2399 

Pennsylvania  4.2145 

Rhode  Island  0.6071 

South  Carolina  0.9262 

South  Dakota  0.4438 

Tennessee  1.4668 

Texas  4  6458 

Utah  0.4764 

Vermont  0.4438 

Virginia  2.2615 

Washington 1,9217 

West  Virginia 1.4249 

Wisconsin 2.4442 

Wyoming 0.4438 

Puerto  Rico  1.1792 

Northern  Marianas  0.0377 

American  Samoa  0.0812 

Guam  0.0587 

Pacific  Islands  Trust  Territory  0.1158 

Virgin  Islands  0.0576". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment— Section 
604(c)(2)  is  amended  by  striking  "title  II  of 
this  Act"  and  inserting  "this  title". 

SEC.  806.  AITTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIA'nONS. 

Section  607  (33  U.S.C.  1387(a))  is  amended— 
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(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (4); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(6)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fis- 
cal year  1995; 

"(7)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

"(8)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

■■(9)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

"(10)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999;  and 

"(11)  $2,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000.". 
SEC.  606.  STATE  NONPOINT  SOURCE  WATER  POL- 
LUTION        CONTROL         REVOLVING 
FUNDS. 

Title  VI  (33  U.S.C.  1381-1387)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  607  by  inserting  after  ■'title^ 
the  following:  ■'(other  than  section  608)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"SEC.  608.  STATE  NONPOINT  SOURCE  WATER 
POLLUTION  CONTROL  REVOLVING 
FUNDS. 

"(a)  General  Authority— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  make  capitalization  grants  to 
each  State  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
nonpoint  source  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund  for  provif'ing  assistance— 

■•(1)  to  persons  for  carrying  out  manage- 
ment practices  and  measures  under  the  State 
management  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 319;  and 

■■(2)  to  agricultural  producers  for  the  devel- 
opment and  implementation  of  the  water 
quality  components  of  a  whole  farm  or  ranch 
resource  management  plan  and  for  imple- 
mentation of  management  practices  and 
measures  under  such  a  plan. 
A  State  nonpoint  source  water  pollution  con- 
trol revolving  fund  shall  be  separate  from 
any  other  State  water  pollution  control  re- 
volving fund;  except  that  the  chief  executive 
officer  of  the  State  may  transfer  funds  from 
one  fund  to  the  other  fund. 

"(b)  Applicability  of  Other  Require- 
ments OF  This  Title —Except  to  the  extent 
the  Administrator,  in  consultation  with  the 
chief  executive  officers  of  the  States,  deter- 
mines that  a  provision  of  this  title  is  not 
consistent  with  a  provision  of  this  section, 
the  provisions  of  sections  601  through  606  of 
this  title  shall  apply  to  grants  made  under 
this  section  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  they  apply  to  grants  made 
under  section  601  of  this  title.  Paragraph  (5) 
of  section  602(b)  shall  apply  to  all  funds  in  a 
State  revolving  fund  established  under  this 
section  as  a  result  of  capitalization  grants 
made  under  this  section;  except  that  such 
funds  shall  first  be  used  to  assure  reasonable 
progress  toward  attainment  of  the  goals  of 
section  319.  as  determined  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State.  Paragraph  (7)  of  section  603(d) 
shall  apply  to  a  State  revolving  fund  estab- 
lished under  this  section,  except  that  the  4- 
percent  limitation  contained  In  such  section 
shall  not  apply  to  such  revolving  fund. 

•■(c)  Apportionment  of  funds— Funds 
made  available  to  carry  out  this  section  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  among  the 
States  by  the  Administrator  in  the  same 
manner  as  funds  are  allotted  among  the 
States  under  section  319  in  such  fiscal  year. 

"(d)  Authorization  of  approprutions — 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $500,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.''. 

TITLE  Vn— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  701.  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Section  118.— Section  118(c)(1)(A)  (33 
U.S.C.  1268(c)(1)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 
the  last  comma. 

(b)  Section  120.— Section  120(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1270(d))  is  amended  by  striking  '(1)". 


(c)  Section  204 —Section  204(a)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 
1284(a)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  the  final 
period  and  inserting  a  semicolon. 

(d)  Section  205— Section  205  (33  U.S.C. 
1285)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking  "and 
1985  "  and  inserting   'igSS,  and  1986"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking 
"through  1985"  and  inserting  'through  1986"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (g)(1)  by  striking  the  pe- 
riod following  "4  per  centum";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (m)(l)(B)  by  striking 
"this"  the  last  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
■■such". 

(e)  Section  208.— Section  208  (33  U.S.C.  1288) 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  "de- 
signed" and  inserting  "designated";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (j)(l)  by  striking  "Sep- 
tember 31.  1988"  and  inserting  "September 
30.  1988  ". 

(f)  Section  301.— Section  301(j)(l)(A)  (33 
U.S.C.  1311(j)(l)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 
"that"  the  first  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing •■than". 

(g)  Section  309— Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1319(d))  is  amended  by  striking  the  second 
comma  following  "Act  by  a  State". 

(h)  Section  311.— Section  311  (33  U.S.C. 
1321)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  moving  paragraph 
(12)  (including  subparagraphs  (A),  (B)  and 
(O)  2  ems  to  the  right;  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (h)(2)  by  striking  "Tlie" 
and  inserting  •'the  ". 

(i)  Section  505— Section  505(0  (33  U.S.C. 
1366(0)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
comma. 

(j)  Section  516.— Section  516  (33  U.S.C.  1375) 
is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (g) 
as  subsection  (0. 

(k)  Section  518— Section  518(0  (33  U.S.C. 
1377(0)  is  amended  by  striking  •(d)"  and  in- 
serting •"(e)". 

SEC.  702.  JOHN  A.  BLATNIK  NATIONAL  FRESH 
WATER  QUAIJTY  RESEARCH  LAB- 
ORATORY. 

(a)  DESIGNATION —The  laboratory  and  re- 
search facility  established  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 104(e)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1254(e))  that  is  located 
in  Duluth.  Minnesota,  shall  be  known  and 
designated  as  the  ••John  A.  Blatnik  National 
Fresh  Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory". 

(b)  References —Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map,  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  the  laboratory 
and  research  facility  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference 
to  the  "John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh 
Water  Quality  Research  Laboratory". 

SEC.  703.  WASTEWATER  SERVICE  FOR  COLONIAS. 

(a)  Grant  Assistance.— The  Administrator 
may  make  grants  to  States  along  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  to  provide  assistance 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of 
treatment  works  to  provide  wastewater  serv- 
ice to  the  communities  along  such  border 
commonly  known  as  'colonias'. 

(b)  Federal  Share.— The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  a  project  carried  out  using  funds 
made  available  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
50  percent.  The  non-Federal  share  of  such 
cost  shall  be  provided  by  the  State  receiving 
the  grant. 

(c)  Treatment  Works  Defined.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  'treatment 
works"  has  the  meaning  such  term  has  under 
section  212  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations  — 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
making  grants  under  subsection  (a) 
$50,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996.  Such  sums 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 


SEC.    704.    SAVINGS    IN    MUNICIPAL    DRINKING 
WATER  COSTS. 

(a)  Study.— The  Administrator  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
tigement  and  Budget,  shall  review,  analyze, 
and  compile  information  on  the  annual  sav- 
ings that  municipalities  realize  in  the  con- 
struction, operation,  and  maintenance  of 
drinking  water  facilities  as  a  result  of  ac- 
tions taken  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Contents.— The  study  conducted  under 
subsection  (a),  at  a  minimum,  shall  contain 
an  examination  of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  con- 
struction of  drinking  water  filtration  facili- 
ties resulting  from  actions  taken  under  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(2)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  drinking  water  fa- 
cilities resulting  from  actions  taken  under 
such  Act. 

(3)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  health  ex- 
penditures resulting  from  actions  taken 
under  such  Act. 

(c)  Report.— Not  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Administrator  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a 
report  containing  the  results  of  the  study 
conducted  under  subsection  (a). 

TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  801.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ■■Wetlands 
and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  802.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources; 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  flood 
and  storm  waters; 

(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
and  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources; 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species);  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  birding.  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation. 

(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3)  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are.  therefore, 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis.  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
gies must   take   into  consideration  private 
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property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efficient 
use  of  scarce  Federal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

i2(  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner; 

(3)  to  reduce  Inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal.  State,  and 
local  levels; 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners; 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  as  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  point  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control; 

i6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic general  permits  and  other  ap- 
proaches and  the  tailoring  of  policies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources; 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources: 

(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners; 

(9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed-based 
restoration  strategies  involving  all  levels  of 
government; 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States,  and 

(11)  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State. 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testing 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  re- 
sources such  as  mitigation  banking. 

SEC.  803.  STATE,  LOCAL,  AND  LANDOW7>fER  TECH- 
>aCAL  ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERA- 
TIVE TRAINING. 

(a)  State  .\nd  Local  Technical  Assist- 
ance.—Upon  request,  the  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404<e)  and  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act,  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805,  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  Cooperative  Tr.mnino.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804.  shall  conduct 
training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utlliza- 
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tion  of  wetlands  in  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  wet- 
land plauinlng.  wetland  evaluation,  mitiga- 
tion banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary, 
(c)  Private  Landowner  Technical  assist- 
ance.—The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appropriate  Federal  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act.  and  restoring  wetlands. 
SEC,  804.  FEDERAL,  STATE.  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 
MENT COORDINATING  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  Establishment  —Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal, 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ordinating Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  ■Committee"). 

(b)  Functions.— The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal.  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts. 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government; 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks; 

(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  cooperative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803; 

(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating  State  con- 
servation plans  and  strategies,  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  permitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6)  help  develop  a  national  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership —The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 

(2)  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
Secretary. 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  United  SUtes  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

(4)  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

(6)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
Governor's  Association. 

(7)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
League  of  Cities. 

(9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under   this   paragraph   shall   be   Jointly   ap- 


pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
region.  If  the  Governors  from  a  region  can- 
not agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
each  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Administrator  will  select  a 
representative  from  such  region. 

(d)  Terms. — Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6).  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  apjxjinted  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  Vacancies.- A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  Pay  —Members  shall  serve  without  pay. 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  Cochairpersons.— The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6).  (7).  (8).  or  (9)  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members)  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum— Two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings— The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public. 

SEC.  805.  STATE  AND  LOCAL  WETLAND  CON- 
SERVATION PLANS  AND  STRATE- 
GIES: GRANTS  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
IMPLEMENTA'nON  OF  SECTION  404. 

(a)  STATE  WETLAND  CONSERVATION  PLANS 

AND  Str.\tegies.— Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  conservation 
plans  and  strategies  may  include: 

(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  resources, 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  those  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3)  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4)  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 

(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
management. 

(8)  Elstablishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  Local  Wetland  Plan- 
ning, REGULA'nON,  AND  MANAGEMENT  PRO- 
GRAMS.—Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 
agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 


Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
Act.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  a|>- 
proaches. 

(3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

(c)  Grants  To  Facilitate  the  Implemen- 
tation OF  Section  404— Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  permitting  pursuant  to  sections 
404(g)  and  404(h)  of  such  Act  through  State 
permitting  through  a  State  programmatic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 
force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404(e)  of  this 
Act. 

(d)  Maximum  Amount— No  State  may  re- 
ceive more  than  $500,000  in  total  grants 
under  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c)  in  any  fis- 
cal year  and  more  than  $300,000  in  grants  for 
subsection  (a),  (b).  or  (c).  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share —The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent. 

(f)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $15,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998, 
1999,  and  2000. 

SEC,  806.  NATIONAL  COOPERATIVE  WFFLAND 
ECOSYSTEM  RESTORA'nON  STRAT- 
EGY. 

(a)  Development.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals.— The  goal  of  the  National  Coop- 
erative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802,  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(c)  Functions— The  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 

(1)  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State. 


regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal.  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

1 2)  involve  the  Federal.  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3)  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  management  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  being  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration:  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
methods  to  reduce  such  obstacles. 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DREDGED 
OR  FILL  MATERIAL. 

(a)  Permit  Monitoring  and  Tracking.— 
Section  404(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "The 
Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Ad- 
ministrator, establish  a  permit  monitoring 
and  tracking  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  monitor  the  cumulative  impact  of  individ- 
ual and  general  permits  issued  under  this 
section.  This  program  shall  determine  the 
impact  of  permitted  activities  in  relation- 
ship to  Ghe  no  net  loss  goal.  Results  shall  be 
reported  biannually  to  (Congress". 

(b)  Issuance  of  General  Permits.— Para- 
graph (1)  of  section  404(e)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "local,"  before  "State,  regional,  or 
nationwide  basis"  in  the  first  sentence. 

(c)  Revocation  or  Modification  of  Gen- 
eral Permits.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
404(e)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  "or  a  State  or  local 
government  has  failed  to  adequately  monitor 
and  control  the  individual  and  cumulative 
adverse  effects  of  activities  authorized  by 
State  or  local  programmatic  general  per- 
mits.". 

(d)  PROGRAMMA-nC     GENERAL      PERMITS  — 

Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)     PROGRAMMATIC     GENERAL     PERMITS  — 

Consistent  with  the  following  requirements, 
the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  issue  State  or 
local  programmatic  general  permits  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplication 
of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and  local 
regulatory  programs: 

"(A)  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate safegnards  to  ensure  that  the  State, 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  Impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  by  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(a).  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps  District  Engineer  and  the  Regional 
Administrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental    Protection     Agency,     the     United 


States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  Indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  sulverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and.  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addressed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activity  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  Engi- 
neer will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to.  national  security,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (b)(1). 

"(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  governments  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include— 

"(i)  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regTilatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area; 

"(li)  mapping  of— 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 

"(II)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  areas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan,  and 

"(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  In- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion: 

"(ill)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area,  and 

"(iv)  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
monitoring  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 
ing, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan.". 

(e)  GRANDFATHER    OF     EXISTING     GENERAL 

Permits.— Section  404(e)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(4)  Grandfather  of  exis-rng  general 
permits.— General  permits  in  effect  on  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Wet- 
lands and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995 
shall  remain  in  effect  until  otherwise  modi- 
fied by  the  Secretary.". 

(f)  Discharges  Not  Requiring  a  Permit  — 
Section  404(0  (33  U.S.C.  1344(f))  is  amended 
by  striking  the  subsection  designation  and 
paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(0  Exemptions.— 

"(1)  activhties  not  requiring  permtt.— 
"(A)  In  general— Activities  are  exempt 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
are  not  prohibited  by  or  otherwise  subject  to 
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reg'ulation  under  this  section  or  section  301 
or  402  of  this  Act  (except  effluent  standards 
or  prohibitions  under  section  307  of  this  Act) 
if  such  activities— 

"(i)  result  from  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture.  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities and  practices,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  plowing,  seeding,  cultivating,  haying, 
grazing,  normal  maintenance  activities, 
minor  drainage,  burning  of  vegetation  in 
connection  with  such  activities,  harvesting 
for  the  production  of  food,  fiber,  and  forest 
products,  or  upland  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion practices; 

■'(11)  are  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance. 
Including  emergency  reconstruction  of  re- 
cently damaged  parts,  of  currently  service- 
able structures  such  as  dikes,  dams,  levees, 
flood  control  channels  or  other  engineered 
flood  control  facilities,  water  control  struc- 
tures, water  supply  reservoirs  (where  such 
maintenance  involves  periodic  water  level 
drawdowns)  which  provide  water  predomi- 
nantly to  public  dnnking  water  systems, 
groins,  riprap,  breakwaters,  utility  distribu- 
tion and  transmission  lines,  causeways,  and 
bridge  abutments  or  approaches,  and  trans- 
portation structures; 

■■(iii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm,  stock  or  aquaculture 
ponds,  wastewater  retention  facilities  (in- 
cluding dikes  and  berms)  that  are  used  by 
concentrated  animal  feeding  operations,  or 
irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or  the  mainte- 
nance or  reconstruction  of  drainage  ditches 
and  tile  lines; 

"(iv)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  of 
temporary  sedimentation  basins  on  a  con- 
struction site,  or  the  construction  of  any  up- 
land dredged  material  disposal  area,  which 
does  not  include  placement  of  fill  material 
Into  the  navigable  waters; 

•'(v)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm  roads  or  forest  roads,  in 
accordance  with  best  management  practices, 
to  assure  that  flow  and  circulation  patterns 
and  chemical  and  biological  characteristics 
of  the  waters  are  not  impaired,  that  the 
reach  of  the  waters  is  not  reduced,  and  that 
any  adverse  effect  on  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment will  be  otherwise  minimized; 

"(vi)  are  undertaken  on  farmed  wetlands, 
except  that  any  change  in  use  of  such  land 
for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  activities 
that  are  not  exempt  from  regulation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  to  the  extent  that 
such  farmed  wetlands  are  wetlands'  under 
this  section; 

"(vii)  are  undertaken  in  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands,  unless  such  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands  have  exhibited  wetlands  func- 
tions and  values  for  more  than  5  years  in 
which  case  activities  undertaken  in  such 
wetlands  shall  be  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section;  and 

"(viii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and 
enhancing  aviation  safety  or  are  undertaken 
in  order  to  prevent  an  airport  hazard .". 

(g)  Areas  Not  Considered  To  Be  N.^vi- 
OABLE  Waters.— Section  404(f)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

"(3)  Areas  not  considered  to  be  navi- 
gable WATERS  — 

"(A)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  shall  not  be  considered 
navigable  waters; 

"(1)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands. 

"(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

"(iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 


retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusively 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

"(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
reasons. 

"(V)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

"(vl)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill.  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  States. 

"(vii)  Artificial  stormwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

"(B)  Demonstration  required.— Subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a  particular 
water  body  unless  the  person  desiring  to  dis- 
charge dredged  or  fill  material  in  that  water 
body  Is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption trom  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion". 

SEC.  808.  technical  ASSISTANCE  TO  PRIVATE 
LANDOWNERS,  CODIFICA'nON  OF 
REGULATIONS  AND  POUCIES. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include — 

"(A)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
permit  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  $15,000;  and 

"(B)  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  meet  other 
goals  of  this  Act.  including  control  of 
nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation containing  all  Federal  regulations, 
general  permits,  and  regulatory  guidance 
letters  relevant  to  the  permitting  of  activi- 
ties in  wetland  areas  pursuant  to  section 
404(a).  The  Secretary  and  the  Administrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochures 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing — 

"(A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands. 

"(B)  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 

"(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant.". 

SEC.  8W.  DELINEA'nON. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(V)  Delineation — 

"(1)  In  general.— The  United  SUtes  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  United  States  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  'Agency,  and  other 
Federal  agencies  shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of 
Engineers  Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Ju- 
risdictional Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion until  a  new  manual  has  been  prepared 
and  formally  adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  with 
Input  from  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild- 


life Service,  Natural  Resources.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  other  rel- 
evant agencies  and  adopted  after  field  test- 
ing, hearing,  and  public  comment.  Any  new 
manual  shall  take  into  account  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
panel  concerning  the  delineation  of  wet- 
lands. The  Corps,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  develop 
materials  and  conduct  training  courses  for 
consultants.  State,  and  local  governments, 
and  landowners  explaining  the  use  of  the 
Corps  1987  wetland  manual  in  the  delineation 
of  wetland  areas.  The  Corps,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  may 
also,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  develop 
supplemental  criteria  and  procedures  for 
identification  of  regional  wetland  types. 
Such  criteria  and  procedures  may  Include 
supplemental  plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation. 

"(2)  Agricultural  lands  — 

"(A)  Delineation  by  secretary  of  agri- 
culture—For  purposes  of  this  section,  wet- 
lands located  on  agricultural  lands  and  asso- 
ciated nonagrlcultural  lands  shall  be  delin- 
eated solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  accordance  with  section  1222(j)  of  the  Food 
Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3822(j)). 

"(B)  Exemption  of  lands  exempted  under 
food  security  act —Any  area  of  agricul- 
tural land  or  any  discharge  related  to  the 
land  determined  to  be  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirements of  subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821  et 
seq.)  shall  also  be  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  for  such  period  of  time 
as  those  lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands. 

"(C)  Effect  of  appeal  DETERMiNA'noN 
pursuant  to  food  security  act.— Any  area 
of  agricultural  land  or  any  discharge  related 
to  the  land  determined  to  be  exempt  pursu- 
ant to  an  appeal  taken  pursuant  to  subtitle 
C  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985 
(16  U.S.C.  3821  et  seq.)  shall  be  exempt  under 
this  section  for  such  period  of  time  as  those 
lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands". 
SEC.  810.  past  track  FOR  MINOR  PERMITS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(w)(l)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
Impacts. 

"(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

"(3)  TTie  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities.". 
SEC.  81 L  COMPENSATORY  MITIGA'nON. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(x)  General  Requirements.— <1)  Each 
permit  issued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  (C).  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 

"(A)  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 


wetlands  caused  by  activities  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

"(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided; 

"(C)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age; 

"(D)  where  compensatory  mitigation  is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

"(E)  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fall  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  and/or  out-of-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 
the  watershed  including  participation  in  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y). 

"(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permltee — 

"(A)  Is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required; 

"(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

"(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  it  is  required.". 

SEC.  812.  COOPERATIVE  MITIGATION  VENTURES 
AND  MITIGATION  BANKS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(y)(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

"(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologlc  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Miti(?ation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  by 
locating  projects  In  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance. 

"(B)  Parties  who  may  establish  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  Individuals. 

"(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

"(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  Im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  body  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(x). 

"(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlanus  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  shall  be  insured  to 
protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 


""(F)  Methods  shall  be  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  di.scharges  or  alternations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c).  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

"(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 

"■(H)  Comf)ensation  ratios  for  restoration, 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting and  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of 
function  and  the  status  of  scientific  knowl- 
edge with  regard  to  compensation  for  Indi- 
vidual wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  rel- 
evant factors  shall  be  specified.  A  minimum 
restoration  compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation. 

""(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site;  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

"■(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
sp)ecified. 

■'(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  Implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  Implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101(a)(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401  and  403). 
The  Secretary  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate: 

""(A)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks. 

"(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
land functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

"(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

"(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values. 

"(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

"(F)  Techniques  and  incentives  for  involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
Implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 
Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 


shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  evaluat- 
ing mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures. The  Secretary  shall  also,  within  this 
time  period,  prepare  educational  materials 
and  conduct  training  programs  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive ventures". 

SEC.     813.     WETLANDS     MONITORING     AND     BE- 
8EABCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
the  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  appropriate  State  and 
local  government  entities,  shall  initiate, 
with  opportunity  for  public  notice  and  com- 
ment, a  research  program  of  wetlands  and 
watershed  management.  The  purposes  of  the 
research  program  shall  Include,  but  not  be 
limited- 

"•(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  and 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23.  1965.  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection; 

"'(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text; 

■"(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  floodplain. 
stormwater.  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

"(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  Individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a).  404(e).  and  404<h)  in 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The  tracking  program  shall 
also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 
the  amount  required.  tyi)es  required,  and 
compliance.". 

SEC.  814.  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS. 

Section  404  (33  US  C  1344)  Is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(aa)  ADMINISTR-^TTVE  APPEALS  — 

"(1)  Regulations  ESTASusmNO  proce- 
dures.—Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Wetlands  and  Water- 
shed Management  Act  of  1995.  the  Secretary 
shall,  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  issue  regulations  estab- 
lishing procedures  pursuant  to  which— 

"(A)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion of  regulatory  jurisdiction  under  this 
section  with  respect  to  a  parcel  of  the  land- 
owner's property; 

"(B)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  wetlands 
classification  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  a  paircel  of  the  landowner's  property; 

"(C)  any  person  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  the  proposed  activity  on  the  land- 
owner's property  is  not  exempt  under  sub- 
section (f); 

"(D)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  an  activity  on  the  landowner's 
property  does  not  qualify  under  a  general 
permit  issued  under  this  section; 

"(E)  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under  this 
section  may  appeal  a  determination  made 
pursuant  to  this  section  to  deny  issuance  of 
the  permit  or  to  impose  a  requirement  under 
the  permit;  and 

■•(F)  a  landowner  or  any  other  person  re- 
quired to  restore  or  otherwise  alter  a  parcel 
of  property  pursuant  to  an  order  issued 
under  this  section  may  appeal  such  order. 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  appeal.— An  ap- 
peal  brought   pursuant   to   this   subsection 
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shall  be  filed  not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  decision  or  action  on 
which  the  appeal  is  based  occurs. 

■'(3)  DEADUNE  FOR  DECISION— An  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
decided  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  appeal  is  filed. 

"(4)  Participation  in  appeals  process.— 
Any  person  who  participated  in  the  public 
comment  process  concerning  a  decision  or 
action  that  is  the  subject  of  an  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  may 
participate  in  such  appeal  with  respect  to 
those  issues  raised  in  the  persons  written 
public  comments. 

"(5)  Decisionmaker.— An  appeal  brought 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  heard 
and  decided  by  an  appropriate  and  impartial 
official  of  the  Federal  Government,  other 
than  the  official  who  made  the  determina- 
tion or  carried  out  the  action  that  Is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  appeal. 

"(6)  Stay  of  penalties  and  mitigation.— a 
landowner  or  any  other  person  who  has  filed 
an  appeal  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
required  to  f>ay  a  penalty  or  perform  mitiga- 
tion or  restoration  assessed  under  this  sec- 
tion or  section  309  until  after  the  appeal  has 
been  decided.". 

SEC.  815.  CRANBERRY  PRODUCTION. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 
■(bb)  Cranberry  Production —Activities 
associated  with  expansion,  improvement,  or 
modification  of  existing  cranberry  produc- 
tion operations  shall  be  deemed  in  compli- 
ance, for  purposes  of  sectioili  309  and  506. 
with  section  301.  if— 

■•(1)  the  activity  does  not  result  in  the 
modification  of  more  than  10  acres  of  wet- 
lands per  operator  per  year  and  the  modified 
wetlands  (other  than  where  dikes  and  other 
necessary  facilities  are  placed)  remain  as 
wetlands  or  other  waters  of  the  United 
States:  or 

"(2)  the  activity  is  required  by  any  State 
or  Federal  water  quality  program.". 

SEC.  81S.  OTATE  CLASSIFICATION  SYSTEMS, 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••'CO  State  Classification  Systems  — 

■■(1)  GtTDELiNES.- Not  later  than  1  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, and  the  Director  of  the  United 
SUtes  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  estab- 
lish guidelines  to  aid  States  and  Indian 
tribes  in  establishing  classification  systems 
for  the  plarming.  managing,  and  regulating 
of  wetlands. 

"(2)  Establishment —In  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  established  under  paragraph 
(1).  a  State  or  Indian  tribe  may  establish  a 
wetlands  classification  system  for  lands  of 
the  State  or  Indian  tribe  and  may  submit 
such  classification  system  to  the  Secretary 
for  approval.  Upon  approval,  the  Secretary 
shall  use  such  classification  system  in  mak- 
ing permit  determinations  and  establishing 
mitigation  requirements  for  lands  of  the 
State  or  Indian  tribe  under  this  section. 

••(3)  Umttation  on  statutory  construc- 
tion.—Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  a  State  with  an  approved 
program  under  subsection  (h)  or  a  State  with 
a  wetlands  classification  system  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section.". 

SEC.  817.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(26)  The  term  wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 


water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  saturated  soil  conditions. 

■•(27)  The  term  •discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material'  means  the  act  of  discharging  and 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining, 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization,  flood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  flow,  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  type,  distribution,  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

"(28)  The  term  mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be, 
as  yet,  undefined. 

••(29)  The  term  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 
primary  goal  of  providing  compensation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party. 

■■(30)  The  term  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities' means  normal  practices  identified 
as  such  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in 
consultation  with  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  for  each  State  and  the  land  grant 
university  system  and  agricultural  colleges 
of  the  State,  taking  into  account  existing 
practices  and  such  other  practices  as  may  be 
identified  in  consultation  with  the  affected 
industry  or  community. 

"(31)  The  term  agricultural  land'  means 
cropland,  pastureland.  native  pasture,  range- 
land,  an  orchard,  a  vineyard,  nonindustria! 
forest  land,  an  area  that  supports  a  water  de- 
pendent crop  (including  cranberries,  taro. 
watercress,  or  rice),  and  any  other  land  used 
to  produce  or  support  the  production  of  an 
annual  or  perennial  crop  (including  forage  or 
hay),  aquaculture  product,  nursery  product, 
or  wetland  crop  or  the  production  of  live- 
stock  " 

TITUE  DC— MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC.  901.  OBUGA'nONS  AND  EXPENDITURES  SUB- 
JECT TO  APPROPRIATIONS. 

No  provision  or  amendments  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  make  funds  available 
for  obligation  or  expenditure  for  any  purpose 
except  to  the  extent  provided  in  advance  in 
appropriation  Acta. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
begrin  by  expressing  my  personal  appre- 
ciation and  the  appreciation  of  many  of 
my  colleagues  for  the  cooperation 
shown  by  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee in  helping  to  bring  forward  this 
rule,  and  the  opportunity  of  those  of  us 
who  have  some  differences  with  the 
committee  bill,  and  giving  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  express  those  differences  as 
well  as  to  offer  amendments  like  the 
one  at  the  desk. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  ap- 
preciation for  the  gentleman  from  New 
York    [Mr.    Boehlert]    and    the    gen- 
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tleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer], 
both  of  whom  have  worked  many  long 
hours  along  with  me  and  my  staff  in 
working  to  bring  forth  the  amendment 
that  we  are  considering  at  this  time. 

I  think  it  is  noteworthy  to  mention 
that  while  this  is  a  substitute  amend- 
ment, that  it  adopts  some  70  to  75  per- 
cent of  the  committee  draft,  and  that 
the  language  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  in  those 
cases  remains  the  same. 

There  are  several  however,  sections 
of  the  bill  that  we  believe  can  be  im- 
proved, and  I  just  would  like  to  talk 
about  those  several  sections  for  just  a 
minute. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know,  hav- 
ing heard  previous  statements  that  I 
and  others  have  made  today,  those  of 
us  who  live  in  and  represent  areas  of 
the  country  that  are  densely  popu- 
lated, or  that  are  in  coastal  areas  or 
that  are  in  areas  such  as  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  Valley  and  other  envi- 
ronmentally sensitive  ecosystem  type 
areas  around  the  country  have  very  se- 
rious concerns  with  at  least  four  sec- 
tions. One  is  the  section  that  involves 
wetlands.  The  second  is  the  section 
that  involves  nonpoint  sources  of  pol- 
lutions. The  third  is  in  the  permitting 
system,  and  what  the  committee  mark 
does  to  the  permitting  process  in  terms 
of  eliminating  it  is  very  effective.  And 
the  fourth,  at  least  for  me  and  for  oth- 
ers I  believe,  is  the  issue  of  ocean 
dumping,  and  I  would  just  like  to  ad- 
dress those  four  areas  for  just  a 
minute. 

With  regard  to  wetlands,  it  is  pretty 
obvious  that  in  New  Jersey,  where  we 
estimate  that  90  percent  of  our  wet- 
lands would  be  declassified  as  wetlands 
under  the  language  of  the  committee 
bill,  this  causes  a  great  deal  of  concern 
inasmuch  as  wetlands  play  a  very  vital 
environmental  role  in  coastal  areas, 
and  so  if  I,  as  I  am,  were  a  representa- 
tive of  a  coastal  area  anywhere  from 
Maine  to  Florida  on  the  east  coast  I 
would  be  terribly  concerned  about  the 
effect  of  this  bill,  or  if  I  were  a  rep- 
resentative from  the  Gulf  States  bor- 
dering on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  I  would  be 
terribly  concerned  about  the  provisions 
of  bill,  and  of  course  if  I  were  from 
California  or  Oregon  or  Washington 
State  I  would  be  equally  concerned  by 
the  provisions  as  they  relate  to  wet- 
lands. 

Of  course  we  all  know  as  well  that 
wetlands  act  as  a  natural  filtering  sys- 
tem and  act  aa  the  very  basis  of  life  in 
many  cases,  and  so  the  committee 
mark,  which  does  what  we  think  is 
wrong  things  to  the  concept  of  wet- 
lands protection,  needs  to  be  rewritten, 
and  our  bill  does  that. 

With  regard  to  the  nonpoint  source 
pollution  program  and  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act,  which  in  its 
very  nature  creates  a  partnership  be- 
tween State  governments  and  the  Fed- 
eral Government  with  regard  to  this 
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very  important  nonpoint  issue,  was 
also  done,  we  think,  significant  harm 
by  the  committee  mark.  And  we  be- 
lieve, therefore,  that  changes  are  nec- 
essary. 

Those  of  us  who  have  had  problems 
with  point  sources  of  pollution  have 
been  able  to  identify  such  things  as 
outfalls  into  our  streams  and  rivers 
and  bays  and  oceans.  We  have  been  able 
to  deal  with  them.  They  are  a  rel- 
atively simple  task  to  take  care  of,  and 
I  say  relatively  simple.  It  is  never  easy 
nor  it  is  ever  simple,  but  at  least  you 
can  identify  the  source  of  pollution. 

With  regard  to  nonpoint  sources,  it  is 
a  much  more  difficult  task,  and  the 
CZMA  sets  up  this  partnership  between 
the  State  and  Federal  Government  in 
order  to  identify  and  develop  programs 
in  order  to  deal  with  nonpoint  sources, 
and  here  again  we  would  maintain 
what  the  coastal  States  association 
have  endorsed,  as  a  matter  of  fact 
CZMA  language  which  solves  this  prob- 
lem. 

With  regard  to  storm  water  dis- 
charge, obviously  it  is  a  very  big  issue 
and  a  problem  that  creates  a  great  deal 
of  damage  to  our  coastal  environment 
as  well  as  to  other  tributaries  around 
the  country,  and  here  again  the  per- 
mitting process  is  damaged  severely 
under  the  language  of  the  committee 
mark.  And  so  we  would  make  signifi- 
cant changes  and  do  in  the  committee 
substitute  which  we  will  be  voting  on  a 
little  bit  later  today. 

Finally  with  regard  to  ocean  dump- 
ing, this  has  been  a  tremendous  task 
which  we  have  done  on  a  bipartisan 
basis:  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Pallone)  is  here  and  our  former 
colleague.  Bill  Hughes,  all  worked  to- 
gether to  put  an  end  to  ocean  dumping. 
We  address  in  our  substitute  only  that 
section  of  the  bill  that  has  to  do  with 
dredge  spoil  deposit  offshore. 

So  we  ask  our  colleagues  to  support 
our  substitute,  and  I  thank  the  Mem- 
bers for  their  consideration. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  said  earlier,  I  rep- 
resent an  area  that  has  a  lot  of  wet- 
lands, and  I  have  been  involved  with 
this  issue  all  of  my  political  career  in 
the  State  legislature,  and  now  since  I 
have  been  in  Congress  to  some  extent, 
and  I  think  people  ought  to  read  what 
is  in  this  bill. 

The  gentleman  says  they  have  75  per- 
cent of  what  is  in  the  Shuster  bill,  but 
you  have  to  look  at  what  the  content  is 
and  realize  some  of  things  that  have 
been  left  out.  First  of  all,  there  is  no 
risk  assessment  at  all  in  this  bill.  No. 
1. 

No.  2,  in  the  wetlands  area,  you  know 
in  our  country  we  have  been  trying  to 
simplify  this  process.  What  is  driving 
people  crazy  is  they  have  got  to  go  to 
all  of  these  agencies  and  they  overrule 
each  other  and  they  do  not  talk  to  each 


other  and  they  do  not  agree  on  things, 
and  cause  an  untold  amount  of  prob- 
lems for  my  constituents.  What  this 
bill  is  going  to  do  if  you  take  it  out  and 
read  it,  it  is  going  to  create  a  new  wet- 
lands coordinating  commission  that  is 
going  to  be  appointed  by  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  which  we  have  been  trying  to 
get  out  of  this  process  because  frankly 
they  do  not  belong  in  the  process  in  the 
farm  country,  and  they  are  going  to 
create  a  coordinating  committee  that 
is  going  to  have  18  Federal  agencies 
trying  to  coordinate  some  kind  of  wet- 
lands policy.  And  if  I  could  just  read 
some  of  the  things  that  this  new  com- 
mittee is  supposed  to  do,  I  think  that 
folks  when  they  start  taking  a  look  at 
what  is  in  this  bill  are  going  to  have 
some  different  ideas. 

They  are  going  to  help  coordinate 
Federal.  State,  local  wetland  planning, 
regulatory  restoration  programs  on  an 
ongoing  basis  to  reduce  duplication,  re- 
solve potential  conflicts,  and  effi- 
ciently allocate  manpower. 

But  let  me  tell  Members  what  the 
problem  is  in  my  county,  it  is  not  the 
law  that  is  the  problem  so  much,  it  is 
the  people  that  are  trying  to  imple- 
ment the  law. 

I  have  a  county,  two  counties  right 
next  to  each  other,  and  in  one  county 
where  the  people  used  some  common 
sense  and  worked  together  they  re- 
solved all  of  the  wetlands  problems 
without  a  single  ripple.  You  go  to  the 
next  county  where  you  had  some  peo- 
ple that  were  rigid  and  did  not  want  to 
work  with  each  other,  and  you  have  the 
biggest  hornets"  nest  and  the  biggest 
mess  you  have  ever  seen,  and  I  submit 
any  change  in  the  law  is  not  going  to 
solve  that  kind  of  problem. 

And  clearly  setting  up  a  coordinating 
committee  with  18  Federal  agencies  is 
not  going  to  make  this  situation  bet- 
ter. It  is  going  to  make  it  worse. 

Last  of  all,  I  also  heard  this  story 
that  the  wetlands  are  so  important,  a 
public  treasure,  and  they  are  impor- 
tant to  all  of  us  in  this  country  and  we 
agree  with  that.  But  there  is  this  point 
of  view  and  mostly  I  think  by  urban 
folks,  they  somehow  or  another  think 
we  out  in  the  country  ought  to  pay 
that  entire  burden. 

D  1600 
Well,  I  submit  that  if  wetlands  are 
that  important,  and  I  think  we  agree 
that  they  are.  then  we  all,  as  a  nation, 
need  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  this,  and 
that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do  with 
some  of  the  changes  that  were  in  the 
private  property  rights  bill,  and  also 
some  of  the  changes  that  are  in  961,  by 
taking  that,  recognizing  that  wetlands 
are  important  and  something  that  we 
want  to  maintain,  but  spreading  that 
cost  across  all  of  the  people  in  this 
country,  not  just  the  people  upon 
which  the  wetlands  happen,  their  prop>- 
erty  where  the  wetlands  happen  to  re- 
side. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  last  of  all.  I  have  been 
working  on  the  conservation  reserve 
program  in  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. When  that  program  was  set  up. 
wetlands  were  excluded  from  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  program.  We  created 
another  program  called  the  wetlands 
reserve  which  was  never  funded  and 
does  not  have  public  support 

What  we  need  to  do,  rather  than  take 
this  regulatory  approach  to  wetlands, 
we  need  to  take  and  change  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  so  the  No.  1  priority 
to  go  into  the  CRP  is  wetlands,  a  vol- 
untary program,  a  10-year  program.  We 
are  going  to  preserve  way  more  wet- 
lands in  that  kind  of  an  approach  than 
we  are  setting  up  some  kind  of  a  com- 
mittee with  18  agencies  involved  and 
some  kind  of  bureaucracy  That  is  the 
last  thing  we  need  to  do 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  PETERSON  of  Minnesota  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  to  the  gentleman  I  share 
your  concerns  about  building  bigger 
bureaucracies  and  establishing  com- 
mittees on  top  of  committees. 

The  Wetlands  Coordinating  Commit- 
tee is  something  that  is  endorsed  by 
the  Governors,  that  would  have  Fed- 
eral Representation,  State  Representa- 
tion, local  representation  in  order  to 
look  at  individual  cases  to  try  and  de- 
termine where  we  believe  this  is  war- 
ranted. If  we  all  agree,  as  you  stated,  I 
agree  with  you,  that  wetlands  are  im- 
portant, we  have  to  have  some  mecha- 
nism in  which  to  deal  with  them.  This 
is  a  partnership  effort  established  and 
created  in  cooperation  with  the  States 
in  order  to  carry  out  this  coordinating 
function. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peter- 
son) has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Peterson 
of  Minnesota  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr  PETERSON  of  Minnesota  If  I 
could  just  respond  to  the  question,  you 
know,  with  all  due  respect,  you  ought 
to  come  and  see  what  is  going  on  in 
Minnesota.  It  is  the  State  of  Minnesota 
that  has  created  the  bigger  hornet's 
nest  than  the  Federal  Government 
From  my  standpoint,  if  you  see  what 
has  been  happening  with  these  State 
laws,  they  are  causing  more  problems 
than  we  are.  and  as  I  understand  it.  it 
is  the  wetlands  managers  in  the  States 
that  support  this,  not  the  Governors 
and  elected  officials. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  The  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association  supports  this. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT  I  would  like  to 
make  two  points.  If  it  is  the  State  of 
Minnesota    that    is    giving    you    some 
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problems.  I  suggest  you  deal  with  the 
State  and  not  question  the  Federal 
law 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  The 
Federal  law  is  a  problem,  too. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  want  to  point  out 
on  delineation,  section  809  of  the  bill.  I 
want  to  stress  this,  delineation  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  for  purposes 
of  this  section,  wetlands  located  on  ag- 
ricultural land  and  associated  non- 
agricultural  lands  shall  be  delineated 
solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
That  is  critically  important;  not  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  not 
by  some  commission,  solely  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture.  We  are  very  sen- 
sitive to  the  needs  of  the  agriculture 
community. 

I  am  privileged  to  represent  a  district 
that  has  a  large  agricultural  interest. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Just 
to  answer  the  question,  why  do  we  need 
a  coordinating  committee  with  all  of 
these  agencies,  if  we  are  going  to  give 
the  power  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture? I  mean,  the  trouble  that  I 
have  had  out  there  is  that  we  get  ev- 
erybody else  involved  in  these  permits 
but  you  cannot  get  an  answer  half  of 
the  time  from  these  agencies.  If  we  get 
set  up  some  new  structure,  we  have  got 
all  of  these  agencies  involved,  and  the 
EPA  is  in  charge;  even  if  you  give  it  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  going  to  work. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peter- 
son] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Peterson 
of  Minnesota  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Let  me  stress  once 
again  on  agriculture,  solely  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  not  some  com- 
mission, but  the  commission  that  is  set 
up  outside  of  this  to  deal  with  non- 
agricultural  lands  is  set  up  to  give 
guidance  to  the  States.  The  National 
Governors'  Association,  we  have  em- 
braced in  our  substitute  specific  lan- 
guage of  the  National  Governors'  Asso- 
ciation dealing  with  the  subject  of  wet- 
lands. We  agree  with  you,  we  want  to 
give  our  Governors,  those  are  the  lab- 
oratories, we  want  to  give  them  more 
responsibility,  more  flexibility. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Just 
to  close  this  off.  I  have  a  letter  here 
from  just  about  every  agriculture 
grroup.  soil-water  conservation  groups 
that  I  know  of  in  my  State,  they  are 
opposed  to  this  substitute.  They  sup- 
port the  chairman's  bill,  961.  I  would 
urge  defeat  of  the  Boehlert  substitute 
Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  let  me  point  out  that 
this  is  a  334-[>age  bill  that  was  just 
made  available  Thursday.  The  report 
was  just  available  yesterday  for  the 
first  time.  They  have  not  read  the  re- 
port. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  bipartisan,  commonsense, 
locally  driven  bill  to  provide  solutions 
to  provide  clean  water  to  our  constitu- 
ents. 

I  want  to  start  out  by  articulating 
my  great  respect  for  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert]. 

I  think  the  elections  in  November  of 
1994  were  about  bipartisanship  and 
common  sense  and  trying  to  reinvent 
Washington.  DC,  and  come  up  with  lo- 
cally driven  solutions,  and  that  is  pre- 
cisely what, this  substitute  does. 

When  I  was  a  little  boy  and  we  used 
to  go  up  to  Lake  Michigan.  Lake 
Michigan  borders  my  district,  the 
Third  District  of  Indiana,  and  we  would 
try  to  find  a  spot  in  the  sand  to  spread 
beach  towels  where  there  were  not  dead 
fish  and  dead  seaweed  and  trash  and  all 
kinds  of  problems  from  Lake  Michigan 
washed  upon  the  shore.  It  was  difficult 
to  do  it.  Certainly  we  did  not  compete 
much  with  other  people  trying  to  go 
swimming  or  catch  some  sun. 

We  had  huge  difficulties  with  pollu- 
tion on  Lake  Michigan.  Now  it  is  beau- 
tiful. The  water  is  clean.  We  have  fes- 
tivals and  fishing  exhibits.  We  have  all 
kinds  of  development.  We  have  boat- 
ing. We  have  condos  and  houses  spring- 
ing up  along  Lake  Michigan  is  my  dis- 
trict. 

What  we  need  to  do.  ladies  and  gen- 
tlemen, is  come  up  with  a  common 
sense  bill  that  does  not  swing  so  far  to 
the  left  or  to  the  right  but  comes  firm- 
ly down  in  the  middle  to  protect  our 
clean  water,  to  encoursige  business,  to 
encourage  a  strong  economy  and  to  en- 
courage a  clean  water  future  for  our 
children. 

I  talk  about  the  Great  Lakes  and 
Lake  Erie  as  a  great  example  of  this. 
Twenty  years  ago,  people  used  to  joke 
about  lighting  Lake  Erie  on  fire  or 
walking  across  Lake  Erie.  Now  they 
have  built  a  brand  new  baseball  sta- 
dium that  is  the  pride  of  Cleveland 
that  has  a  view  of  Lake  Erie  that  has 
brought  back  the  city. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  has  been  part  of 
that.  Now.  certainly,  we  can  say  that 
there  are  a  great  deal  of  problems  with 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  They  did  not  use. 
they  have  not  used  enough  common 
sense.  They  have  been  too  prescriptive 
in  a  lot  of  ways,  especially  in  the  wet- 
lands where  I  hear  from  my  farmers 
time  in  and  time  out.  day  after  day, 
and  what  we  try  to  do  with  this  legisla- 
tion, we  try  to  keep  about  70  percent  of 
961  and  we  try  to  come  up  with  com- 
monsense solutions  on  wetlands  and 
other  areas  and  incorporate  that  to  im- 
prove this  bill. 

I  have  been  on  farms  in  my  district 
where  a  farmer  says  to  me,  he  has 
taken  a  backhoe  in  his  back  yard  and 
accidentally  broken  some  tile,  and 
then  the  Federal  Government  wants  to 
come  along  and  say,  "This  is  a  wet- 
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lands.   I  am  sorry.  Harry, 
land." 

Our  legislation  gives  the  property 
right  to  the  owner.  We  do  want  to 
make  sure  that  that  farmer  has  the 
privilege  and  the  right  to  protect  his 
land. 

But  we  also  want  to  attain  a  balance 
of  not  taking  away  60  or  70  percent  of 
the  wetlands  in  this  country. 

I  would  also  like  to  talk  a  little  bit 
about  the  economy  and  businesses.  A 
small  business  owner  in  my  district 
who  employees  700  people  in  four  dif- 
ferent plants  was  in  my  office.  He  said. 
"I  strongly  support  the  Saxton-Boeh- 
lert-Roemer  substitute.  I  belong  to  the 
chamber  of  commerce.  I  belong  to  the 
host  of  business  organizations,  but  I 
manufacture  small  boats  and  employ 
700  people.  We  cannot  roll  back  legisla- 
tion that  protects  clean  water.  We  need 
a  fair  compromise  here."  That  is  what 
this  substitute  achieves.  It  does  not  do 
it  by  achieving  Washington  standards 
on  our  wetlands  solution. 

We  say  that  the  National  Governors' 
Association  should  develop  the  answer. 
They  have  simplified  the  permitting 
process  and  expanded  the  role  for  State 
wetland  managers,  moving  the  decision 
process  directly  to  the  local  level.  We 
have  adopted  the  State  solution. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues,  for  the 
sake  of  common  sense  and  bipartisan- 
ship, to  support  this  Saxton-Boehlert- 
Roemer  substitute. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
substitute  amendment  and  in  support 
of  H.R.  961,  and  make  no  mistake  about 
it.  this  substitute  is  being  presented  as 
a  middle-of-the-road  compromise,  but 
it  is  much  more  than  that. 

Basically,  it  returns  the  status  quo. 
It  really  retains  many  of  the  provisions 
in  the  existing  law  that  have  been  the 
source  of  most  of  the  objections  and 
criticisms  that  we  have  seen  come 
against  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

In  the  time  that  I  have  been  in  the 
House.  I  think  it  has  become  very  clear 
to  me  this  institution  as  an  institution 
resists  change.  It  is  reluctant  to  em- 
brace change,  is  reluctant  to  recognize 
that  times  change  and  that,  therefore, 
legislation  needs  to  be  fashioned  to 
meet  that  change.  It  really  is  my  belief 
that  some  of  the  opponents  of  the  com- 
mittee's bill  and  the  supporters  of  this 
bill  fear  change,  because  it  represents 
change  in  doing  business  by  removing 
highly  prescriptive,  top-down  federal- 
ism which  is  now  integral  to  virtually 
all  environmental  programs  that  we 
have  dealt  with  over  the  years. 

This  bill,  I  think,  represents  for  the 
first  time  in  recent  memory  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  cede,  this  is  al- 
most unheard  of,  will  cede  some  au- 
thority in  the  environmental  arena  to 
State  and  local  government,  giving 
them  greater  latitude  to  provide  solu- 
tions to  vexing  pollution  problems. 


What  the  opponents  of  the  committee 
bill  and  the  proponents  of  the  sub- 
stitute choose  to  ignore  rather  art- 
fully. I  would  have  to  say.  is  H.R.  961 
does  not  turn  back  the  clock  on  envi- 
ronmental standards.  It  does,  in  fact, 
lateral  some  of  the  responsibility  and 
sets  the  stage  for  implementing  locally 
designed  solutions.  And  is  that  not 
what  really  we  heard  in  the  election 
last  year,  that  people  are  crying  out 
for  the  opportunity  to  use  their  own 
creativity  to  come  up  with  solutions  to 
unique  problems?  We  are  not  talking 
about  eroding  or  cutting  back  stand- 
ards. We  are  saying  give  localities  the 
ability  to  deal  creatively  with  their 
own  problems. 

Environmentalists,  the  more  rigid 
environmentalists,  embrace  the  cur- 
rent program  because  it  has  worked 
and  worked  rather  well  these  past  23 
years.  But  I  think  in  the  face  of  vastly 
changed  circumstances  which  we  have 
now.  they  are  unwilling  to  cede  to 
State  and  local  governments  any  de- 
gree of  autonomy  as  we  move  to  ad- 
dress more  complicated  and  difficult 
problems,  and  they  are  unwilling  to 
embrace  innovative  approaches  that 
may  achieve  comparable  or  better 
cleanup  standards  at  significantly 
lower  costs. 

Bear  in  mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
when  the  clean  water  program  was  first 
established,  the  national  deficit  was  a 
mere  fraction  of  its  current  size,  and 
the  Federal  Government  was  at  that 
time  handing  out  huge  grants  to  pay 
for  up  to  80  percent  of  the  construction 
costs.  Those  days  are  long  gone,  have 
been  gone  forever.  Today  the  market  is 
radically  different.  The  chief  distinc- 
tion being  the  elimination  of  the 
grants,  as  I  have  said,  and  communities 
now  contemplating  construction  of 
wastewater  plants  are  generally  very 
small,  secondary  treatment  standards 
are  high,  and  the  cost  of  technology 
has  gone  through  the  roof. 

These  small  communities,  in  my  con- 
gressional district,  are  emblematic  of 
others  around  this  country.  This  re- 
sults in  a  very  serious  affordability 
problem. 

Earlier  this  year  the  Congress,  I 
think,  recognized  the  tough  financial 
challenges  which  face  our  communities 
when  it  passed  the  unfunded  mandates 
legislation  which  I  had  the  honor  to 
bring  to  the  floor  saying  we  are  no 
longer  going  to  impose  new  require- 
ments without  providing  resources  to 
pay  for  them,  a  very  simple  proposal, 
but  one  which  we,  frankly,  had  dif- 
ficulty even  getting  consideration  for 
in  this  Congress. 

This  bill,  the  committee  bill,  is  con- 
sistent with  this  public  law  by  increas- 
ing the  Federal  contribution  to  State 
revolving  funds  and  giving  greater 
flexibility  to  States  and  localities  to 
comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and 
I  think  that,  to  me,  is  the  most  critical 
part  of  this  legislation,  the  fact  that  it 


does   provide   flexibility    for   the   first 
time. 

Take  a  close  look  at  those  who  sup- 
port and  those  who  oppose  the  commit- 
tee bill.  Groups  favoring  the  bill  in- 
clude many  associations,  as  we  have 
heard,  representing  State  and  local 
governments.  Those  opposed  are  non- 
profit associations,  environmentally 
oriented,  nonprofit  associations.  State 
and  local  governments  do  not  want  to 
turn  back  the  clock  on  environmental 
cleanup,  and  I  think  that  is  implicit 
perhaps  in  some  of  the  dialogue  we 
have  heard  today  that  somehow  the 
States  and  local  governments  cannot 
be  trusted,  that  they  are  going  to  in- 
sidiously subvert  all  the  efforts  made 
over  the  years  to  clean  up,  but  State 
and  local  governments  merely  want  a 
greater  voice  in  devising  cost-effective 
solutions. 

D  1615 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  opposi- 
tion to  the  substitute  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clingsr]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  CLINGER 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  thank  you  for  the 
time.  Let  me  complete  my  statement, 
and  then  I'll  be  happy  to  yield. 

I  would  just  stress  that  we  think  it  is 
of  interest.  I  think  that  for  the  first 
time  we  are  really  going  to  have  some 
consideration  for  what  are  the  compli- 
ance costs,  what  does  it  cost  to  carry 
out  the  number  of  the  mandates  that 
we  have  had  in  the  past,  but  I  think 
that  the  environmental  community, 
which  has  never  shown  too  much  con- 
cern or  interest  in,  frankly,  what  the 
costs  that  we  have  imposed  on  the 
communities  would  be,  I  think  would 
still  rather  straitjacket  small  commu- 
nities insisting  that  they  adhere  to  a 
national  prescribed  program  specifi- 
cally detailing  in  detail  precisely  how 
each  community  must  meet  the  re- 
quirements without  with  regard  to  the 
financial  consequences  borne  by  the 
rate  of  players,  and  for  that  reason  I 
would  again  opiwse  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
colleague  points  out  that  the  bill  will 
not  turn  back  the  clock.  I  would  point 
out  that  the  bill,  as  reported  by  the 
Committee,  would  repeal  the  storm 
water  section.  The  bill  would  repeal 
the  coastal  zone  section. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  we  recog- 
nize that  there  are  a  number  of  provi- 
sions in  existing  law  that  need  to  be 
addressed  and  some  changes  need  to  be 
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made.  That  is  why  the  Saxton-Boeh- 
lert-Roemer  substitute  has  70  percent 
of  the  language  identical  to  the  com- 
mittee bill,  because  we  do  recognize 
some  changes  are  in  order  But  we 
want  to  do  it  in  a  commonsense  way. 
not  just  throw  out  everything  in  the 
name  of  flexibility,  and  I  could  not 
agree  more  with  the  gentleman,  that 
we  do  want  to  give  the  Governors  more 
responsibility  That  is  why  our  section 
on  wetlands  totally  embraces  the  pro- 
posal advanced  by  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association.  That  is  why  our 
section  dealing  with  coastal  zone  man- 
agement totally  embraces  the  language 
advanced  by  the  Coastal  States  Organi- 
zation which  represents  30  States  and 
30  Governors. 

Mr  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  express  my 
support  for  the  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton],  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr  Boeh- 
lert]. and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Roemer]  for  their  work  on  this 
substitute  which  gives  the  members  of 
this  House  a  true  choice. 

The  substitute  makes  practical  and 
commonsense  changes  to  the  Clean 
Water  Act  while  maintaining  environ- 
mental protection. 

H.R.  961  reverses  20  years  of  environ- 
mental progress. 

The  committee  bill  simply  rolls  back 
the  Clean  Water  Act  with  waiver  piled 
on  top  of  exemption  piled  on  top  of 
loophole. 

H.R.  961  would  stop  the  cleanup  that 
has  taken  place  for  2  decades.  It  would 
not  maintain  current  national  water 
standards. 

The  committee  bill  has  one  purpose 
and  one  purpose  only— to  allow  more 
pollution  in  our  Nation's  rivers,  lakes 
and  streams. 

H.R.  961  weakens  the  requirements 
for  industry  to  treat  its  discharges. 

The  bill  provides  far  too  many 
chances  for  local  governments  to  dis- 
charge sewage  that  has  not  received 
secondary  treatment. 

It  is  waiver  after  waiver,  loophole 
after  loophole. 

On  top  of  that,  the  bill  removes  pro- 
tection for  60  to  80  percent  of  the  Na- 
tion's wetlands  simply  by  ignoring  the 
scientific  evidence  and  redefining  wet- 
lands. 

The  authors  of  this  bill  couldn't  even 
wait  for  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  to  finish  its  study  of  wetlands 
which  was  released  yesterday. 

H.R.  961  simply  tells  us  what  a  wet- 
land is,  regardless  of  the  scientific  evi- 
dence. Next,  it  will  tell  us  the  world  Is 
fiat. 

H.R.  961  also  rejects  the  advice  of  the 
Coastal  States  Organization  and  re- 
peals the  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution 
Program— the  one  effective  non-point 
pollution  program  we  have. 
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The  substitute  has  none  of  the  weak- 
ening provisions  of  the  conimittee  bill. 

It  does  provide  needed  flexibility  in 
changes  in  the  State  Revolving  Loan 
Fund  Program. 

It  makes  the  changes  in  the  Coastal 
Nonpoint  Program  that  were  requested 
by  the  Coastal  States  Organization. 

It  proposes  language  on  wetlands  and 
watersheds  requested  by  the  National 
Governors'  Association  with  additional 
changes — changes  that  were  included  in 
H.R.  961 — to  help  the  Nation's  farmers. 

This  substitute  will  restore  reason 
and  common  sense  to  this  process. 

The  substitute  will  make  many  of 
the  changes  that  are  needed  in  the 
Clean  Water  Program. 

What  it  will  not  do  is  roll  back  clean 
water  standards. 

For  anyone  who  wants  to  continue  an 
effective  Clean  Water  Program,  this 
substitute  should  be  your  choice. 

I  urge  support  of  the  Boehlert-Roe- 
mer-Saxton  substitute. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  business, 
and  industry  and  farmers  in  Upstate 
New  York  where  I  come  from,  I  rise  in 
the  strongest  possible  opposition  to  the 
Boehlert  amendment. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  a  strange 
thing  happened  back  in  1974.  It  was  the 
year  of  Watergate. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  a  big 
turnover  in  the  House,  and  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple were  elected.  They,  unfortunately, 
were  not  businessmen.  For  the  most 
part  they  were  lawyers.  There  is  noth- 
ing bad  about  lawyers,  but  most  of 
them  were  lawyers,  or  professors,  or 
professional  politicians  or  bureaucrats. 
They  came  in,  and  they  took  over  this 
place,  and  they  proceeded  over  the  next 
5  or  6  years  to  ramrod  through  legisla- 
tion, as  my  colleagues  know,  creating 
the  Department  of  Education,  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  and  vastly  ex- 
panding the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  they  brought  the  economy  in  this 
country  to  a  standstill. 

In  upstate  New  York,  Mr.  Chairman, 
our  people  have  been  persecuted  by 
these  regulations.  We  are  the  most 
overtaxed,  overregulated  State  in  the 
Nation,  and  today  they  are  about  to 
get  a  little  relief.  I  was  sitting  in  my 
office  because  we  do  not  have  a  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  meeting  today,  which 
normally  I  spend  all  day  there,  and 
have  to  come  back  at  8  o'clock  at  night 
and  work  for  4  or  5  hours  to  get  caught 
up.  But  today  I  was  going  to  get  caught 
up  during  the  daytime,  and  I  heard  a 
lot  of  these  people,  still  here  from 
maybe  that  Watergate  class  of  1974,  but 
a  lot  of  later  ones,  too.  coming  from 
New  York  City,  some  of  them,  a  lot  of 
the  metropolitan  areas.  They  are  talk- 
ing about  the  dirty  polluters  and  how 
this  Boehlert  amendment  is  going  to 
stick  it  back  to  them  again.  We  are  not 
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going  to  put  up  with  those  dirty  pollut- 
ers, they  say. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  read  brief- 
ly this  letter  from  these  dirty  pollut- 
ers. They  are  my  constituents. 

The  New  York  State  Com  Growers 
Association,  some  of  the  most  admira- 
ble people  in  America,  the  Dairy 
League  Cooperative,  New  York  Farm 
Bureau,  the  New  York  State  Grange; 
these  are  people  who  have  volunteered 
their  lives  for  their  communities,  not 
only  in  military  service,  but  in  Little 
League  and  Boy  Scouts.  These  are  the 
dirty  polluters.  As  my  colleagues 
know.  I  could  go  on  and  read  all  of 
these  names  from  all  of  these  organiza- 
tions, but  they  oppose  the  Boehlert 
amendment  because  they  want  change. 
They  want  to  be  treated  like  decent 
human  beings,  and  they  have  not  been 
for  a  long  time  now.  When  Ronald 
Reagan  came  into  office,  he  could  not 
change  things  back  then  because  all 
the  laws  were  in  place.  We  could  not 
change  these  laws  because  this  House 
was  controlled  by  the  far  left.  We  lost 
in  1974,  lost  a  lot  of  good  Democrats, 
too.  As  you  know,  we  had  a  lot  of  good 
conservative  Democrats  controlling 
committees  in  those  days.  Now  they 
are  all  gone,  and  all  we  had  left  in  con- 
trol before  last  November  was  the  far 
left  of  the  Democratic  Party  which 
would  not  allow  us  to  make  these 
changes.  We  could  not  put  through  risk 
assessment  and  cost-benefit  analysis 
for  regulations.  We  could  not  pass  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  line 
item  veto  because  we  could  not  even 
get  it  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

Well,  we  have  our  chance  today  to 
make  vital  correction,  and  that  is  why 
we  need  to  defeat  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment, and  we  need  to  pass  the  commit- 
tee reported  legislation  which  is  sup- 
ported by  ail  of  these  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  insert  for  the 
Record  letters  in  support  of  the  origi- 
nal legislation  and  against  my  good 
friend's  amendment: 

May  10, 1995. 

Hon.  Bud  Shxjster. 

Chair,  House  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee.  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Agriculture  in  the 
State  of  New  York  is  alive  and  well.  We  are 
a  leading  producer  of  many  fruits  and  vege- 
tables, as  well  as  being  the  nation's  third 
leading  dairy  state.  Once  concern  which 
crosses  all  commodity  lines  is  the  fate  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  We  have  watched  the  de- 
bate in  the  House  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure Committee  with  Interest.  After 
careful  review,  we.  the  undersigned  rep- 
resenting all  facets  of  production  agriculture 
and  agribusiness  in  the  Empire  State,  fully 
support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  961. 

This  bill  embraces  a  spirit  of  bipartisan  co- 
operation much  like  we  have  seen  develop  in 
New  York  to  address  non-point  source  water 
pollution.  Voluntary,  incentive  based  pro- 
grams which  are  watershed  specific  will  be 
successful  if  given  the  optxsrtunity.  Also  in- 
cluded in  this  bill  is  an  improved  wetlands 
definition.  It  assures  the  farmer  gets  fair  and 
prompt  wetlands  decisions  and  compensation 
when  regulatory  decisions  devalue  property. 


Thank  you  for  your  leadership  in  bringing 
this  bill   to  the  floor  for  a  scheduled  vote 
May  12th.  Again,  we  support  H.R.  961  in  its 
current  form  and  do  not  support  attempts  by 
any  member  of  congress  to  make  significant 
modifications. 
Sincerely. 
Agway.  Inc..  Stephen  Hoefer.  Vice  Presi- 
dent; NYS  Com  Growers.  James  Czub. 
President;  Dairylea  Cooperative.  Inc., 
Clyde  Rutherford.  President;  New  York 
Farm  Bureau,  John  Lincoln,  President; 
New  'Vork  State  Grange.  William  Ben- 
son. Master;  Empire  Farm  Credit.  Rob- 
ert Egerton  Jr.,   President  and  Chief 
Executive  Officer;  Pioneer  Farm  Cred- 
it.   William    Lipinski.    President    and 
Chief  Executive  Officer;  Farm  Credit  of 
Western    New    York,    Robert    Kesler. 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer; 
Milk  Marketing,  Inc.,  Eastern  Region. 
Joseph   C.    Mathis,    Assistant   General 
Manager. 

The  American  Farm 

Bureau  Federation. 
Washington.  DC,  May  4,  1994. 
Hon.  Neil  Abercrombie, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Abercrombie:  The 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  wants  to 
reiterate  our  strong  support  for  H.R.  961  as 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  This  bill  strength- 
ens efforts  to  address  our  remaining  water 
quality  problems  and  establishes  a  much 
needed  common-sense  approach  to  wetland 
regulation. 

We  are  strongly  opposed  to  the  Boehlert- 
Shays-Saxton  substitute  and  any  similar 
amendments  that  would  roll  back  the  bipar- 
tisan and  popularly  backed  wetland  reforms 
contained  in  this  bill.  Such  amendments 
would  perpetuate  the  current  bureaucratic 
and  regulatory  maze  that  has  burdened  agri- 
culture and  many  other  segments  of  society 
for  years. 

We  consider  the  defeat  of  these  hostile 
amendments  to  H.R.  961  to  be  key  votes  of 
the  highest  priority  for  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers. 

We  appreciate  your  support  and  commit- 
ment to  the  long-sought  reforms  contained 
in  this  important  legislation. 

Dean  R.  Kleckner. 

President. 

May  3.  1995. 
Hon.  Bud  Shuster, 

Chairman.    Committee   on    Transportation   and 
Infrastructure,    House    of  Representatives. 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building.   Washing- 
ton. DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  undersigned  agri- 
cultural,  agribusiness   and   soil    and    water 
conservation  organizations  wish  to  express 
our  strong  support  for  H.R.  961.  The  Clean 
Water  Amendments  of  1995.  approved  by  the 
House    Transportation    and    Infrastructure 
Committee  on  April  6.  1995.  Our  Community 
of  interests  has  a  direct  investment  in  pro- 
tecting water  quality.  Under  your  able  lead- 
ership. H.R.  961  was  passed  with  strong  bi- 
partisan support.  42-16.  We  are  urging  your 
colleagues  to  vote  in  favor  of  H.R.  961  when 
it  is  considered  by  the  full  House  beginning 
May  10. 

This  bill  strengthens  efforts  to  ensure 
clean  water  and  to  address  remaining  water 
quality  problems  by  stressing  state  and  local 
leadership,  m  well  as  voluntary,  incentive- 
based  solutions  to  nonpoint  source, 
stormwater    and    watershed    planning.    The 


top-down,  command  and  control  methods  of 
the  last  twenty-five  years  do  not  hold  the  so- 
lutions to  our  nation's  remaining  water 
quality  problems.  We  commend  Chairman 
Shuster  and  the  bipartisan  supporters  of 
H  R.  961  for  their  leadership  and  consensus 
building  process  in  advancing  a  more  work- 
able and  constructive  approach  to  achieving 
water  quality  success.  "These  reforms  help 
agriculture  and  rural  communities  achieve 
clean  water  goals  without  putting  them  out 
of  business. 

H.R.  961  is  a  reasonable  and  cost-effective 
approach  to  addressing  water  quality  chal- 
lenges. The  bill  provides  common  sense 
water  quality  policies  based  on  a  prioritized, 
risk-based  strategy.  It  establishes  clear  goals 
for  nonpoint  source  pollution  for  the  first 
time  and  empowers  states  to  establish  part- 
nerships with  private  landowners  to  address 
impaired  waters  through  more  flexible  and 
cost-effective  means.  The  legislation 
strengthens  the  nonpoint  source  program 
and  encourages  watershed  planning  through 
voluntary  incentives,  not  federal  mandates. 

The  bill  also  provides  new  resources  to 
States  for  carrying  out  their  Clean  Water 
Act  responsibilities.  Major  increases  in  fund- 
ing for  nonpoint  source,  state  revolving 
funds,  and  other  programs  are  necessary 
steps  in  continuing  our  efforts  to  improve 
water  quality. 

H.R.  961  also  contains  positive  tools  to 
help  the  agricultural  community  meet  its 
water  quality  responsibilities.  The  bill  pro- 
vides incentives  to  individuals  to  implement 
site-specific  water  quality  management 
plans.  This  legislation  also  includes  signifi- 
cant wetlands  policy  reforms  that  are  ex- 
tremely important  to  agriculture.  Written 
into  the  bill  is  an  improved  wetlands  defini- 
tion. The  bill  gives  sole  authority  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  delineate  wetlands 
on  agricultural  lands.  H.R.  961  assures  the 
regulated  community  gets  fair  and  prompt 
wetland  decisions  and  compensation  for 
landowners  when  regulatory  decisions  de- 
value property,  consistent  with  the  House- 
passed  property  rights  legislation. 

Again,  we  thank  you  for  your  strong  lead- 
ership on  this  important  legislation.  H.R.  961 
reflects  water  quality  pwlicy  principles  our 
organizations  adopted  by  consensus  well  over 
a  year  ago.  These  principles,  and  the  related 
provisions   found   in    H.R.  961,    will    provide 
farmers  the  opportunity  they  desire  to  help 
address  our  nation's  remaining  water  quality 
problems.  The  attached  provides  additional 
points  on  H.R.  961  from  our  perspective. 
Sincerely, 
AgriBank.    FCB;    Agricultural    Retailers 
Association;  Agway.  Inc.;  American  As- 
sociation   of    Nurserymen;    American 
Crop  Protection  Association;  American 
Crystal     Sugar     Company;     American 
Farm    Bureau    Federation;    American 
Feed   Industry   Association;   American 
Sheep  Industry  Association;  American 
Soybean  Association;  Apricot  Produc- 
ers of  California;  CENEX,  Inc.;  CF  In- 
dustries,       Inc.;         ConAgra,        Inc.; 
Countrymark    Cooperative,    Inc.;    Egg 
Association    of    America;    Equipment 
Manufacturers  Institute;  Farm  Credit 
Bank  of  Wichita;  Farmland  Industries, 
Inc.;     International     Apple     Institute; 
Maine  Potato  Growers.  Inc.;  MBG  Mar- 
keting; MFA  Incorporated;  Milk  Mar- 
keting Inc.;  Minnesota  Association  of 
Cooi)eratives;  National  Association  of 
State  Departments  of  Agriculture;  Na- 
tional Association  of  Wheat  Growers; 
National  Barley  Growers  Association; 
National     Broiler    Council;     National 


Cattlemen's  Association;  National 
Com  Growers  Association;  National 
Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives;  Na- 
tional Grain  and  Feed  Association;  Na- 
tional Grange;  National  Milk  Produc- 
ers Federation;  National  Potato  Coun- 
cil; National  Pork  Producers  Council; 
National  Turkey  Federation;  National 
Water  Resources  Association;  Riceland 
Foods,  Inc.;  Southern  States  Coopera- 
tive. Inc.;  The  Agricultural  Council  of 
California;  The  Fertilizer  Institute; 
Tree  Top  Inc.;  USA  Rice  Federation. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  my  very  good 
friend. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  want  my  colleague 
to  know  that  I  am  just  as  sensitive  as 
he  is  to  the  plight  of  America's  farm- 
ers. That  is  why,  as  the  chairman  of 
the  northeast  ag  caucus,  I  have  worked 
for  10  years  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  farmers.  That  is  why  our  bill  in- 
cludes, our  substitute,  not  just  Boeh- 
LERT's,  Saxton  and  ROEMER,  the  same 
exemptions  for  agriculture  as  does  the 
committee  bill.  That  is  why  we  have 
added  in  committee  a  S500  million  pro- 
vision per  year  for  nonpoint-source  pol- 
lution, because  our  farmers  are  sick  of 
sanctimonious  sermons.  They  want 
some  assistance.  They  are  responsible 
stewards  of  our  land  but  they  need 
some  assistance  as  they  deal  with  best 
management  practices  and  the  tyi)e  of 
thing  that  they  need  to  have  to  get  on 
with  the  job  because  they  are  respon- 
sible stewards. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
that  is  enough.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
the  gentleman's  heart  is  in  the  right 
place,  his  legislation  is  in  the  wrong 
place.  That  is  why  all  the  dairy  farm- 
ers and  the  apple  growers  oppose  the 
gentleman's  legislation  and  support 
the  position  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  make  the  point  that,  if  this  is  so 
good  for  the  farmers,  why  are  the  farm- 
ers all  opposed  to  it? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  They  are  not  just  op- 
posed, they  are  vehemently  opposed, 
and  they  want  this  legislation  to  pass. 

Mr.  TAUZLN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

It  has  already  been  stated,  but  let  me 
make  it  clear  again.  This  amendment 
deletes  property  rights  compensation 
from  the  bill. 

I  will  say  it  again.  It  deletes  property 
rights  compensation  from  the  bill,  so 
that  whatever  one  believe  about  wet- 
lands management  and  wetlands  regu- 
lation, if  they  believe  that  people 
ought  to  be  compensated  when  their 
property  is  taken  because  of  a  wetlands 
regulation,  they  ought  not  vote  for  this 
amendment.  This  deletes  it. 
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Second,  it  deletes  risk  assessment 
cost-benefit  analysis.  Many  of  you 
voted  for  this  principle  on  the  House 
floor  in  days  gone  by. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  if  you  believe 
in  that  principle,  why  would  you  sup- 
port an  amendment  that  deletes  It 
from  wetlands  management  and  wet- 
lands regulation?  Little  inconsistent,  I 
would  suggest.  But  let  me  give  you 
some  other  reasons  why  you  ought  to 
oppose  this  amendment. 

This  amendment,  unlike  the  original 
bill,  literally  takes  the  science  acad- 
emy scientific  definition  of  wetlands 
and  makes  it  the  regulatory  definition. 
I  say  to  my  colleagues,  now.  if  you  read 
the  academy  report,  the  academy  re- 
port said  this  is  how  we  think  you 
ought  to  scientifically  define  wetlands, 
but  how  you  ought  to  regulate  them, 
which  ones  you  ought  to  regulate  and 
how  in  the  public  policy,  is  a  political 
decision  we  can't  make.  You  need  a  ref- 
erenced decision.  Here  is  one.  Here  is 
the  definition,  but  then  you  decide  on 
policy  on  how  to  regulate 

This  bill  will  in  fact  mandate  that 
the  manuals  adopt  the  scientific  defini- 
tion which,  by  the  way.  is  the  current 
kind  of  definition  that  is  causing  the 
problem  in  America  today,  definitions 
that  talk  about  hydrology  and  vegeta- 
tion and  sometimes  have  very  little  to 
do  with  the  real  functional  aspects  of 
the  wetland  that  is  to  be  regulated. 

Third,  this  bill  not  only  does  not 
compensate  someone  when  the  Govern- 
ment regulates  your  property  away. 
This  amendment  says  that  you  will 
mandatorily  be  required  to  mitigate  In 
all  cases  where  permits  are  granted  and 
wetland  functions  are  disturbed.  In  ef- 
fect this  bill  mandates  that  in  every 
permit  given  in  this  regulatory  regime 
set  up  under  this  massive  new  Federal 
coordinating  agency,  that  in  every  case 
the  landowner  is  not  only  not  going  to 
be  compensated  for  the  taking  of  his 
property,  he  is  going  to  have  to  pay  for 
the  privilege  of  being  regulated  and,  in 
fact,  lose  the  use  of  this  property  in 
every  case  where  a  p)ermit  is  granted. 

Imagine  that.  Not  only  does  this 
amendment  destroy  the  propjerty  rights 
provisions  that  my  colleagues,  and  I. 
and  72  Democrats  and  almost  all  the 
Republicans  joined  in  supporting  just 
in  the  last  hundred  days,  but  it  turns  it 
on  its  head  and  says  that: 

If  you're  granted  a  permit,  not  only  will  we 
not  compensate  you  for  any  loss  of  value 
that  may  be  a  part  of  the  limitation  under 
that  permit,  but  you're  going  to  have  to 
compensate  the  government  and  the  public 
at  large  for  the  fact  that  you've  been  granted 
a  permit. 

Now  the  amendment  goes  on.  It  is 
even  worse.  When  it  defines  what  is  a 
fill  of  a  wetlauids,  this  really  gets  good 
The  definition  of  a  fill  of  a  wetland  now 
includes  under  this  amendment  the 
cutting  of  vegetation,  cutting  the 
grass.  Cutting  the  grass  on  a  lot  that 
they  are  going  to  describe  as  a  wetland 
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is  now  filling  a  wetland  under  this  defi- 
nition. 

D  1630 

Protecting  the  vegetation  now  be- 
comes a  part  of  this  wetlands  protec- 
tion program.  You  think  you  have 
problems  with  the  Con>s  of  Engineers 
today?  You  think  you  have  problems 
with  the  EPA  today,  who  works  in  co- 
operation with  the  environmental 
groups  who  support  this  amendment, 
going  so  far  as  to  send  them  informa- 
tion that  is  confidential  and  illegally 
distributed,  as  I  demonstrated  on  the 
House  floor  last  night?  You  think  you 
got  problems  with  an  agency  out  of 
control  like  that?  Wait  until  you  see 
an  agency  with  the  power  to  say  we  can 
regulate  your  grass  cutting  in  Amer- 
ica. We  are  going  to  go  that  far.  That 
Is  the  kind  of  amendment  you  fellows 
want  to  support  on  this  side.  That  is 
the  kind  of  amendment  you  want  to 
support  on  this  side. 

Shame  on  you.  If  you  think  you  have 
problems  with  regulations  today,  imag- 
ine, envision  a  situation  where  the  sci- 
entists, not  policymakers,  not  the  Con- 
gress, the  scientists  say  what  is  a  wet- 
land, what  is  going  to  get  regulated.  If 
you  get  a  permit,  you  have  to  pay  the 
Government  for  getting  that  permit. 
You  do  not  get  compensated  for  the 
loss  of  your  property.  And  if  you  dare 
cut  your  grass  without  a  permit,  look 
out.  That  is  a  filling  of  a  wetland  under 
this  definition. 

This  amendment  creates  a  whole  new 
regulatory  authority  to  monitor  all  de- 
cisions, to  coordinate  not  only  wet- 
lands regulations,  but  all  flood  control, 
all  water  management  decisions,  on  a 
State  and  local  and  regional  basis,  and 
it  creates  it  under  authority  that,  as  I 
pointed  out  to  you,  destroys  property 
rights. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
ZIN]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Tauzin 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  de- 
stroys property  rights  provisions, 
eliminates  risk  assessment  cost-benefit 
analysis,  turns  it  on  its  head,  and 
forces  you  to  pay  the  Government  to 
get  regulated.  What  a  beautiful  amend- 
ment. Anybody  that  votes  for  this  bet- 
ter not  go  home. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman,  I 
agree  that  scientists  and  researchers 
should  not  dictate  policy  for  the  Unit- 
ed States.  But  if  we  are  going  to  make 
policy,  we  ought  to  know  what  the  sci- 
entists say  what  a  wetland  is. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  the  scientists  in  the 
study  told  us  what  they  think  a  wet- 
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land  is.  Read  the  report  carefully.  This 
is  a  reference  definition.  We  are  not 
telling  you  to  regulate  all  the  wet- 
lands. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  The  scientists  rec- 
ommended we  go  on  a  region-by-region 
basis.  Your  bill  does  not  do  that. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Let  me  complete  the 
answer,  please.  The  academy  said  this 
is  a  reference  decision,  a  scientific  de- 
cision. We  are  not  telling  you  you 
ought  to  regulate  all  these  wetlands. 
Your  amendment  says  regulate  all 
them  if  they  meet  the  reference  defini- 
tion criteria.  This  amendment  ought  to 

l}6  (I6f6£lt6cl 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  substitute 
amendment.  I  might  just  say  in  com- 
ment to  that  last  interchange,  I  would 
suggest  that  we  are  not  here  today  to 
pass  a  know-nothing  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. We  should  be  here  today  passing 
legislation  based  on  the  20  years  of  ex- 
perience, more  than  20  years  of  experi- 
ence, that  we  have  had,  so  that  we  can 
look  at  the  successes  of  the  past  20 
years  and  correct  the  errors  of  the 
past. 

I  believe  that  is  exactly  what  the 
Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute 
does.  It  takes  the  best  of  both  worlds. 
It  does  not  say  we  are  going  to  take 
two  steps  backwards  instead  of  two 
steps  forward.  That  is  exactly  why  I 
am  supporting  it  today.  We  must  strive 
to  maintain  those  aspects  of  the  law 
that  have  proved  clearly  successful 
over  the  past  20  years  and  apply  what 
we  have  learned  in  20  years  to  the 
present  situation.  That  is  exactly  the 
merit  of  this  particular  legislation. 

With  or  without  the  dispute  about 
what  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  does  or  does  not  do,  I  think 
the  best  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  wisdom  is  incorporated  in  this 
amendment  and  used  to  supplement  it. 

I  also  want  to  point  out  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey, but  I  think  New  Jersey's  experi- 
ence and  concerns  are  equal  in  many 
other  States,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
this  is  a  very  serious  issue  in  the  State 
of  New  Jersey,  particularly  the  State 
which  is  the  most  densely  populated 
State  in  the  Nation  and  is  clearly  a 
coastal  State.  I  think  the  committee 
bill  proposes  a  much  narrower  defini- 
tion of  wetlands,  and  consequently 
large  tracts  of  valuable  wetlands  will 
lose  their  protection  in  the  State  of 
New  Jersey. 

As  has  already  been  documented  by 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton],  ppwards  of  80  per- 
cent of  existing  wetlands  in  New  Jersey 
would  face  a  changed  status,  and  this 
would  have  a  very  serious  detrimental 
effect  on  the  quality  of  life  and  the 
drinking  water  quality  for  all  of  our 
citizens.  The  gentleman  has  laid  that 
out  for  us. 
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It  seems  appropriate  to  me  that  we 
should  take  the  advice  of  the  experi- 
ence of  the  last  20  years  and  apply  it. 

Second,  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  also  carefully  doc- 
umented in  his  opening  statements,  the 
committee  bill's  language  regarding 
nonpoint  source  pollution  represents  a 
dramatic  change  in  existing  policy  that 
a  coastal  State  like  New  Jersey  simply 
cannot  afford  to  endure. 

These  changes  would  bring  signifi- 
cant negative  economic  impacts  not 
only  to  New  Jersey,  but  those  negative 
impacts  would  apply  to  all  coastal 
States.  I  suggest  that  my  colleagues 
pay  close  attention  to  the  problems  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  that 
Mr.  SAXTON  has  already  pointed  out. 

Third,  the  committee  bill  section  on 
dredging  is  of  some  great  concern  to 
those  of  us  in  New  Jersey,  as  I  know  it 
is  to  Representatives  of  other  adjoining 
States.  Although  I  know  that  some  of 
our  New  Jersey  people  have  been  work- 
ing on  adjustments  in  the  committee 
print,  or  the  mark,  on  that  subject,  it 
is  my  understanding  they  are  grossly 
inadequate  to  the  standards  that  we 
want  to  see  maintained  in  New  Jersey. 

In  conclusion,  I  simply  want  to  again 
endorse  strongly  this  substitute 
amendment  that  we  have  before  us. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  suppoM  of  the 
Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Acts 
Amendments  of  1995. 

Given  that  it  is  now  more  than  20  years 
after  the  original  Clean  Water  Act  was  written, 
we  must  modify  and  improve  this  pivotal  envi- 
ronmental law  based  on  our  experience  and 
the  documented  successes  of  the  period. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  must  not  be  a  one  step 
forward/two  steps  (sack  exercise. 

In  updating  the  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Con- 
gress should  strive  to  fix  shortcomings  of  the 
existing  program,  without  jeopardizing  the 
progress  that  the  United  States  has  made  in 
cleaning-up  our  water  supply,  at  the  same 
time  we  strive  to  maintain  those  aspects  of 
this  law  that  have  cleariy  been  successful. 
And  that  is  what  the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer 
amendment  does. 

After  reviewing  the  Public  Works  and  Infra- 
structure Committee's  version  of  H.R.  961, 
and  consulting  with  the  State  of  New  Jersey's 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
[DEP],  I  cannot  supports  its  passage,  in  its 
present  form. 

In  several  areas,  this  legislation  poses  a  se- 
rious threat  to  the  State  of  New  Jersey  arxi  its 
own  efforts  to  carefully  manage  our  water  sup- 
ply and  environment. 

First,  the  committee  bill  is  proposing  a  new, 
much  narrower  definition  of  "wetlands".  Con- 
sequently, large  tracts  of  valuable  wetlands 
will  lose  their  protection,  and  could  be  vulner- 
able to  development.  According  to  some  esti- 
mates, upwards  of  80  percent  of  the  existing 
wetlands  in  (Mew  Jersey  would  face  a  change 
In  status  under  the  committee's  new  language. 
And  this  in  New  Jersey  the  most  densely  pop- 
ulated State  in  the  Nation  which  means  that 
this  would  have  a  negative  detrimental  effect 
on  the  drinking  water  quality  of  our  citizens. 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  Saxton-Boehlerl- 
Roemer  alternative  uses  the  definition  of  wet- 
lands being  proposed  by  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  which  studied  this  issue  ex- 
haustively, and  just  released  its  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Congress  yesterday. 

It  seems  appropriate  to  me  that,  on  issues 
of  considerable  controversy  and  complexity, 
such  as  wetlands  policy,  the  Congress  can, 
and  should,  defer  to  nonpartisan  scientific  rec- 
ommendations such  as  these. 

Second,  as  my  colleague  from  New  Jersey, 
Representative  Saxton,  has  documented,  the 
committee  bill's  language  regarding  nonpoint 
source  pollution  represents  a  dramatic  change 
in  existing  policy  that  a  coastal  State  like  New 
Jersey  simply  cannot  afford  to  endure.  The 
committee  bill,  for  example,  repeals  current  re- 
quirements on  States  to  implement  aggressive 
programs  to  contain  run-off  from  farms,  land- 
use  or  cities.  These  changes  would  bring  sig- 
nificant negative  economic  impact. 

The  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  altemative 
contains  language  that  basically  reauthorizes 
the  cun-ent  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act, 
which  has  worked  well  in  helping  States  like 
New  Jersey  address  the  serious  problems  as- 
sociated with  run-off.  This  is  of  significant  eco- 
nomk;  importance  to  New  Jersey  and  to  all 
coastal  States. 

Third,  the  committee  bill's  section  on  dredg- 
ing is  of  some  concern  to  the  State  of  New 
Jersey.  I  know  that  some  of  my  colleagues 
from  New  Jersey  have  been  worthing  with  the 
committee  on  this  portion  of  the  bill,  but  I  un- 
derstand that  our  State  remains  concerned 
about  how  the  committee  bill's  language  would 
impact  on  its  dredging  program. 

Before  concluding,  I  would  also  note  that 
while  the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute 
differs  from  the  committee  bill  in  these  specific 
respects,  it  has  retained  large  segments  of 
H.R.  961.  For  example,  titles  I,  II,  V,  VI,  Vii  of 
the  altemative  are  Identical  to  the  committee's 
proposal. 

In  conclusion,  I  will  be  supp)orting  the 
Saxton-Boehlert  altemative  and  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  in  the  House  to  join  me  in  working 
together  to  protect  our  water  supply  and  envi- 
ronment, while  providing  State  and  local  offi- 
cials with  some  much-needed  flexibility  in 
doing  so. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  see  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
on  the  floor,  but  I  did  want  to  just 
briefly  respond  to  a  little  bit  of  what 
the  gentleman  was  saying. 

In  our  substitute  on  page  130  there 
are  exemptions  on  the  wetlands  and  ac- 
tivities that  do  not  require  the  per- 
mits, and  in  general  this  section  reads: 

(A)  .  .  .  Activities  are  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  and  are  not  pro- 
hibited or  otherwise  subject  to  regulation 
under  this  section  ...  if  ...  (1)  result  from 
normal  farming,  silviculture,  aquaculture. 
and  ranching  activities  and  practices,  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  plowing,  seeding, 
cultivating,  haying,  grazing,  normal  mainte- 
nance activities,  minor  drainage,  burning  of 
vegetables  in  connection  with  such  activi- 
ties, harvesting  for  the  production  of  food. 


fiber,  and  forest  products,  or  upland  soil  and 
water  conservation  practices  .  .  . 

We  are  not  trying  to  say  what  will 
take  place  when  somebody  cuts  some 
grass.  We  are  exempting  many  of  these 
things.  There  are  these  exemptions  on 
the  permits. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  I  know.  The  scare 
tactics  do  not  hold  up  under  close  ex- 
amination. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  support  the 
substitute.  Of  course,  I  want  to  com- 
mend Mr.  Saxton  and  the  other  co- 
sponsors  of  this  substitute.  I  think  it  is 
important  Mr.  Saxton  mentioned  in 
the  beginning  that  this  substitute 
adopts  75  percent  of  the  draft  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Shuster. 

So  those  who  think  that  somehow 
the  substitute  is  a  radical  document 
that  is  significantly  changing  the  bill 
are  wrong.  But  the  substitute  does 
make  four  major  changes  in  four  major 
areas  to  the  substitute  that  I  think  are 
necessary  in  order  to  protect  the  Na- 
tion's water  quality. 

With  regard  to  wetlands,  if  I  could  go 
through  the  four,  with  regard  to  wet- 
lands, it  is  a  significant  change  for  the 
better.  As  was  mentioned,  the  bill  it- 
self classifies  wetlands  and  specifically 
provides  the  takings  language  that  has 
been  looked  at  in  this  House  before.  I 
would  submit  that  by  doing  the  classi- 
fication in  the  bill,  you  eliminate  a  sig- 
nificant amount  of  the  Nation's  wet- 
lands, as  well  as  wetlands  in  New  Jer- 
sey, from  any  kind  of  supervision  or 
any  kind  of  regulatory  process,  and  es- 
sentially you  gut  some  of  the  wetlands 
protection  that  exists  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

The  substitute  by  contrast  does  not 
include  the  classification  system,  does 
not  Include  the  takings  language,  and 
actually  encourages  States  to  get  more 
involved  in  wetlands  protection  and 
taking  over  Federal  regulatory  author- 
ity. 

Some  of  you  know,  I  think,  in  our 
own  State  of  New  Jersey  the  Federal 
Government  has  actually  approved 
New  Jersey's  wetlands  program.  This 
substitute  would  encourage  that  kind 
of  delegation  to  the  State  and  in  effect 
encourages  moving  away  from  Federal 
regulatory  control. 

With  regard  to  the  nonpoint  source 
pollution  under  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act  and  storm  water  dis- 
charge, in  both  cases  the  existing  stat- 
ute provides  for  mandatory  program 
and  States  are  moving  in  the  direction 
of  providing  adequate  nonpoint  source 
pollution  programs,  also  storm  water 
discharge  programs. 

This  bill  that  we  have  before  us 
today  would  change  the  existing  law 
and  move  essentially  towards  a  vol- 
untary system.  A  voluntary  system 
will  not  work.  Some  States  will  adopt 
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it  and  other  States  will  not.  We  will 
not  have  a  consistent  program  around 
the  country  to  protect  against 
nonpoint  source  and  storm  water  dis- 
charges. 

Last,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to 
talk  about  the  dredging  provisions.  l>e- 
cause  they  are  important.  The  bill 
right  now  changes  the  current  Clean 
Water  Act  by  essentially  taking  EPA 
out  of  the  role  of  dealing  with  dredging 
of  contaminated  materials  and  disposal 
of  contaminated  dredge  materials.  1 
think  that  is  wrong. 

Essentially  what  the  committee  bill, 
or  the  committee  mark  does  is  to  say 
that  the  Army  Corps  can  provide  and 
decide  when  contaminated  dredge  ma- 
terials will  be  disposed,  where  they  will 
be  disposed,  and  also  allows  the  Army 
Corps  to  provide  for  waivers  against 
the  very  criteria  that  the  corps  might 
establish  for  disposal  of  contaminated 
dredge  material.  I  think  that  that  is 
wrong. 

The  EPA  is  our  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.  The  EPA  should  l>e  in- 
volved in  deciding  whether  or  not  we 
are  going  to  have  sites  for  disposal  of 
contaminated  dredge  materials  and 
where  those  should  be  and  when  it 
should  be  permitted  and  certainly 
when  those  waivers  should  be  granted. 

If  you  look  at  this  substitute,  it  real- 
ly makes  some  significant  changes  in 
these  four  areas,  which  are  vital  and 
increasingly  more  important  to  pre- 
serving our  Nation's  water  quality,  be- 
cause as  we  know,  the  point  source  pol- 
lution increasingly  has  l)een  dealt 
with.  Our  Clean  Water  Act  has  dealt 
with  point  source  pollution,  and  we 
have  made  significant  progrress  on  that. 

When  you  talk  about  wetlands  pres- 
ervation, nonpoint  source,  storm  water 
discharge,  these  are  the  areas  over  the 
next  5  or  10  years  where  we  need  to 
make  significant  progress  on  trying  to 
improve  the  Nation's  water  quality.  If 
we  move  toward  a  voluntary  system 
and  get  our  EPA  out  of  the  process,  if 
we  declassify  wetlands  so  that  much  of 
the  wetlands  of  the  Nation  is  no  longer 
provided  or  included  under  any  permit 
program,  we  are  not  going  to  see  the 
goals  of  fishable  auid  swimmable  waters 
under  the  Clean  Water  Act  met  over 
the  next  decade  or  the  next  20  years. 

So  I  wanted  to  say  how  imiwrtant  I 
think  it  is  for  all  of  us  to  support  this 
substitute.  It  is  a  bipartisan  sub- 
stitute, and  the  sponsors  have  really 
crafted  some  excellent  legislation. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition 
this  afternoon  to  this  substitute  that 
has  been  offered.  Basically.  I  have  one 
reason  for  opposing  this  substitute,  and 
that  is  because  it  only  destroys  all  the 
work  and  effort  that  I  have  tried  to 
bring  to  this  Congress  in  the  area  of 
using  cost-benefit  analysis  and  risk  as- 
sessment. 

I  think  if  we  take  a  minute  and  look 
back  and  reflect  on  the  last  election. 
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you  had  the  people  of  this  country 
making  a  statement,  and  that  state- 
ment that  they  made  was  a  very  clear 
statement  that  they  did  not  want  busi- 
ness as  usual  in  the  House  of  Rei>- 
resentatives;  that  they  did  not  want 
regulation  as  usual  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  or  in  its  agencies. 
What  they  wanted  was  a  change,  a  dif- 
ferent approach. 

You  know,  last  year  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  I 
served  in  this  House  and  I  will  tell  you 
it  was  run  under  a  rather  oppressive  re- 
gime, because  I  tried  to  bring  up  cost- 
benefit  analysis  on  the  floor  aind  it  was 
denied,  and  it  was  denied  in  committee 
to  give  cost-benefit  analysis  and  risk 
assessment  an  opportunity,  it  was  de- 
nied in  the  Committee  on  Rules  up- 
stairs to  give  this  an  opportunity.  We 
brought  the  issue  before  the  House  on 
February  2,  and  what  happened?  The 
entire  House  rebelled  because  we  had 
an  opportunity  to  bring  up  the  ques- 
tion of  cost-benefit  analysis  and  risk 
assessment  and  applying  it  to  regula- 
tions and  to  the  biggest  regulatory 
agency  in  the  Federal  Government,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
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And  this  entire  House  of  Representa- 
tives, bucking  the  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,  bucking  the  Speaker 
of  the  House,  bucking  the  committee 
chairman,  bucking  the  House  leader- 
ship, came  out  there  and  voted  down 
that  rule.  That  was  the  beginning  of 
the  change.  It  was  the  beginning  when 
people  started  to  say.  Let  us  make 
some  common  sense  out  of  the  way  this 
Congress  and  this  Government  imposes 
regulations  on  its  citizens. 

This  substitute  wipes  out  risk  assess- 
ment, cost-benefit  analysis.  So  what 
are  we  doing  here?  What  progress  have 
we  made?  Are  we  prepared  to  set  back 
the  clock  on  regulatory  reform?  And 
then  under  the  Contract  With  America, 
the  Members  came  out  here,  biparti- 
san, and  the  vote  was,  what,  1286  to  141. 
And  if  my  math  is  correct,  that  is  a  bi- 
partisan vote.  They  supported  the  cost- 
benefit  analysis  provisions  smd  risk  as- 
sessment provisions  that  are  in  this 
legislation. 

So  are  we  prepared  this  afternoon 
and  in  this  legislation  to  wipe  out  all 
our  progress,  to  say  regulatory  reform 
that  the  people  have  demanded  and 
this  Congress  has  demanded  and  the 
Members  have  voted  on,  is  it  time  to 
wipe  that  out? 

So  there  is  only  one  problem  with 
this  bill.  It  wipes  out  everything  we 
have  done.  It  wipes  out  regulatory  re- 
form. It  wipes  out  cost-benefit  analy- 
sis. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  else  it  wipes 
out.  I  want  to  tell  you,  the  other  day  I 
went  to  a  grocery  store  and  I  met  a 
gentleman.  His  name,  I  think,  was 
Chuck.  He  was  working  behind  the 
counter  and  I  was  buying  a  few  items. 


And  Chuck  said,  "You  are  my  Con- 
gressman. Mr.  Mica,  I  want  to  tell  you, 
you  all  are  doing  a  good  job." 

I  said.  "Do  you  have  any  message? 
What  would  you  like  to  see  us  do?" 

He  said.  "Mr.  Mic.\,  there  is  just  one 
thing  I  would  like  to  see  the  Congress 
do."  He  says,  "Use  common  sense." 

That  is  what  this  legislation  pro- 
poses, common  sense,  that  we  look  at 
the  costs,  that  we  look  at  the  benefit 
and  we  use  risk  assessment. 

This  amendment  wipes  all  that  out. 
It  wipes  out  the  hope  of  that  gen- 
tleman, hundreds  and  thousands  of 
Americans  who  sent  to  the  polls  and 
said,  there  needs  to  be  a  change  in  the 
conduct  and  the  way  this  Government 
conducts  its  business. 

So  we  have  an  opportunity.  We  are 
not  going  to  throw  out  regulations. 
This  bill  does  not  throw  out  any  regu- 
lations. It  does  not  destroy  the  envi- 
ronment. It  does  not  harm  the  environ- 
ment. It  does  not  do  anything  bad. 

What  it  does  is  says,  let  us  look  at 
the  costs.  Let  us  look  at  the  risks.  Let 
us  look  at  the  benefits.  Yes,  indeed,  my 
colleagues,  we  have  had  years  to  look 
at  this.  We  have  seen  every  county, 
every  city,  every  State  has  said,  let  us 
make  a  change.  They  support  the 
change  that  is  advocated  on  a  biparti- 
san basis  by  our  committee. 

So  we  can  come  out  here  and  we  can 
vote  to  set  the  clock  back.  We  can  re- 
turn to  the  time  of  yesterday  when  we 
overregulated.  when  we  put  people  out 
of  jobs,  when  we  put  people  out  of  busi- 
ness, when  we  lost  our  competitiveness 
stance,  or  we  can  make  some  progress 
and  we  can  pass  this  legislation  as  it  is 
proposed,  without  accepting  this  sub- 
stitute, without  going  back  and  with- 
out destroying  the  progress  that  this 
Congress  has  made,  both  in  the  Con- 
tract With  America  and  in  every  suc- 
cessive vote  on  the  question  of  cost- 
benefit  analysis  and  risk  assessment. 

There  is  only  one  thing  wrong  with 
this  amendment  and  this  proposal  and 
this  substitute.  In  fact,  it  destroys  ev- 
erything that  we  stand  for  as  far  as 
this  Congress,  everything  we  voted  for. 
the  286  Members  who  supported  regu- 
latory reform,  the  successive  votes 
that  we  have  had  in  this  Congress  and 
the  will  of  the  American  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this 
substitute,  to  enact  the  bill  without 
changes,  that  we  have  a  bipartisan 
agreement,  that  we  have  cities,  coun- 
ties. States,  local  government,  associa- 
tions and  a  broad  base  of  support  for 
what  we  are  trying  to  do.  And  what  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  to  do  one  thing,  and 
that  is  what  Chuck  asked  us  to  do, 
bring  common  sense  to  this  process. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  the  Members' 
understanding,  this  Chair  will  follow 
the  precedent  that  members  of  the 
committee  receive  priority  recognition 
and  will  go  in  that  order. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  reluctantly  must  op- 
pose the  substitute  to  H.R.  961  offered 
by  Mr.  Saxton  and  Mr.  BOEHLERT— two 
Members  of  Congress  who  are  dedicated 
and  sincere  in  their  efforts  and  support 
for  clean  water  programs. 

Many  of  the  provisions  in  the  sub- 
stitute are  laudable  and  certainly  de- 
serve support.  It  is  what  is  not  in  the 
amendment  which  is  the  problem.  Un- 
fortunately, many  of  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  961  which  I  believe  make  meaning- 
ful and  significant  reforms  to  the  Clean 
Water  Act  are  not  included  in  this  sub- 
stitute. 

For  example,  this  substitute  does  not 
contain  the  stormwater  program  re- 
forms which  are  found  in  section  322  of 
H.R.  961. 

There  is  little  dispute  that  the  cur- 
rent stormwater  permitting  program 
simply  does  not  work  and  hasn't  since 
the  day  it  was  enacted.  H.R.  961  cor- 
rects this  problem  by  treating 
stormwater  runoff  as  runoff — and  not 
trying  to  regulate  discharges  through 
cumbersome  and  confusing  permits.  In- 
stead, States  will  have  a  variety  of 
tools — including  site  specific  permits  if 
necessary— which  can  be  used  to  fash- 
ion a  program  that  will  be  more  effec- 
tive and  cover  more  facilities  than  is 
possible  under  the  current  program. 

The  stormwater  provisions  in  H.R. 
961  were  developed  with  the  close  co- 
operation and  consultation  of  the 
States  and  cities  which  are.  after  all, 
responsible  for  implementing  the  pro- 
gram. They  support  this  new  approach 
to  stormwater  control. 

Let  me  also  briefly  mention  one 
other  area  which  has  generated  a  lot  of 
discussion  over  the  past  few  weeks — 
that  is  the  repeal  of  section  6217  of  the 
Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization 
Amendments  and  the  incorporation  of 
certain  successful  elements  of  that 
coastal  program  into  the  nonpoint 
source  program. 

Over  the  past  several  years.  I  have 
spent  many  hours  listening  to  various 
officials  from  my  State  of  Wisconsin 
expressing  their  concerns  about  this 
program.  In  fact,  Wisconsin  may  even 
pull  out  of  the  program  because  they 
just  don't  think  it  is  worth  it. 

The  Wisconsin  Department  of  Natu- 
ral Resources  supports  the  repeal  of 
section  6217.  The  secretary  of  the  de- 
partment sent  a  letter  to  me  a  few 
weeks  ago  which  includes  this  state- 
ment about  H.R.  961: 

We  also  support  the  elimination  of  the 
coastal  non-point  pollution  control  program 
contained  in  Section  6217  *  *  *.  With  the 
provisions  proposed  to  be  added  to  Section 
319  to  provide  for  protection  of  coastal  wa- 
ters. Section  6217  is  no  longer  needed.  We 
favor  having  one  non-point  source  manage- 
ment program  in  Wisconsin  that  provides  for 
the  achievement  of  water  quality  goals  in  all 
the  waters  of  the  State,  Including  coastal 
areas. 

Again,  while  I  applaud  the  intentions 
and  sincerity  of  the  sponsors  of  this 
substitute,     I    do     not    believe     their 
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amendment  is  preferable  to  the  overall 
approach  of  H  R.  961,  and  so  I  must 
urRe  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  TUCKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought  long  and 
hard  about  this  bill  that  we  have  before 
us  here  today.  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  committee  with  jurisdiction  over 
this  bill  for  the  last  3  years.  1  have 
been  a  Member  of  this  body  I  have 
seen  up  close  the  difference  between 
this  bill  and  the  one  in  the  last  Con- 
gress, the  103d  Congress.  I  know  there 
are  a  lot  of  concerns  over  the  issues  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution,  storm  water 
management,  wetlands  and  risk  assess- 
ment and  cost-benefit  analyses. 

I  have  heard  the  complaints  from 
witnesses  who  have  testified  in  com- 
mittee hearings.  What  1  am  hearing 
from  people  across  the  country.  Mr. 
Chairman,  from  farmers  as  well  as 
from  business  men  and  women  is  that 
the  frustration  level  has  reached  a 
peak. 

1  commend  the  efforts  the  present 
chairman  has  made,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu.ster].  in 
addressing  many  of  these  issues  and 
many  of  these  problems  in  his  Clean 
Water  Act  I  thank  him  for  the  good 
job  he  is  trying  to  do  in  trying  to  bring 
together  many  diverging  points  of 
view.  However,  in  the  final  analysis.  I 
submit  that  it  comes  down  to  one  thing 
and  one  thing  only  in  mind.  And  that 
is.  does  this  bill  make  our  water  clean- 
er or  not? 

On  closer  examination  of  this  bill. 
Mr.  Chairman,  1  am  compelled  to  op- 
pose the  bill  and  to  support  the  sub- 
stitute. Our  Nation's  rivers,  lakes  and 
coastal  waters  have  become  cleaner 
an.,  more  fishable  and  swimmable  since 
the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
in  1972.  That  is  23  years  of  progress  to- 
ward a  better  environment  for  our  fu- 
ture, our  children's  future. 

I  have  heard  time  and  again  from  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
that  we  must  fight  to  reduce  the  budg- 
et deficit  so  that  we  do  not  place  a  fi- 
nancial burden  on  our  children's  future 
or.  as  it  has  been  commonly  coined,  so 
that  we  do  not  mortgage  our  children's 
future.  I  think  it  is  equally  important 
to  leave  a  world  that  is  environ- 
mentally secure  so  that  we  do  not  give 
away  our  children's  future. 

I  think  that  is  imperative.  It  is  im- 
perative that  we  fix  the  provisions  of 
this  act  that  have  not  worked  well,  but 
that  does  not  mean  reducing  standards 
that  have  made  our  waters  cleaner. 
The  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  sub- 
stitute amendment  takes  this  ap- 
proach. This  substitute  is  a  reasoned 
approach,  fixing  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
It  addresses  the  wetlands  issue  without 
putting  real  wetlands  at  risk.  It  is  si- 
lent on  the  issue  of  risk  assessment, 
cost-benefit  analysis,  contrary  to  what 
some  of  my  colleagues  would  have  you 
believe. 
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It  allows  more  input  at  the  State  and 
local  level  regarding  decisions  on  de- 
velopment of  wetlands.  The  substitute 
provides  more  flexibility  for  States 
under  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act.  The  substitute  would  not  take 
away  standards  needed  to  keep  our 
fisheries  and  oyster  beds  in  good 
health,  and  it  reduces  the  loopholes 
and  exemptions  that  allow  the  release 
of  pollutants  into  our  waterways. 
There  would  be  a  10-year  moratorium 
on  the  implementation  of  any  new 
storm  water  requirements  on  smaller 
communities  and  light  industry,  and  it 
provides  the  much-needed  funds  to 
farmers  and  others  who  are  working 
hard  to  control  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  light  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  this  sub- 
stitute. I  simply  wanted  to  urge  a  vote 
for  this  moderate  and  what  I  believe  to 
be  a  well-reasoned  approach,  safeguard- 
ing our  Nations  waterways.  A  vote  for 
the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute 
to  H.R.  961  is  a  vote  for  safeguarding 
the  clean  water  of  our  children,  the 
children  who  deserve  a  clean  future. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TUCKER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr  SAXTON.  I  would  just  like  to 
commend  the  gentleman  on  his  very 
thoughtful  and  fine  statement  and  we 
appreciate  very  much  the  gentleman's 
support. 

I  would  just  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  he  has  correctly  pointed  out.  just 
as  we  owe  our  children  a  legacy  in 
terms  of  the  finances  and  the  way  we 
spend  our  money  today  and  the  way  we 
borrow  our  money  today,  we  certainly 
owe  our  children  a  legacy  in  terms  of 
the  world  and  the  physical  condition 
that  we  leave  it  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  support  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
alternative.  I  want  to  make  some  com- 
ments, first,  about  wetlands.  We  can- 
not preserve  clean  water.  We  cannot 
have  fish,  we  cannot  preserve  water- 
fowl and  we  cannot  limit  flooding  un- 
less we  have  wetlands.  I  know  the  con- 
troversy about  which  wetlands  to  regu- 
late and  which  wetlands  not  to  regu- 
late. But  if  the  bill  goes  through  the 
way  it  is.  we  will  not  have  any  wet- 
lands to  regulate. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  serious  flaws 
in  the  lack  of  science,  or  the  complete 
absence  of  science,  in  the  evaluation  on 
how  to  delineate  a  wetland.  People 
have  been  talking  about  the  loss  of 
value  to  people's  property.  If  we.  will 
look  at  this  in  a  broad  sense,  the  vast 
majority  of  people  in  the  United  States 
will  have  their  property  value  in- 
creased as  a  result  of  a  carefully  craft- 
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ed,  well-managed  wetlands  program.  I 
do  not  know  whose  property  value 
would  be  diminished  if  we  continue  to 
have  wetlands. 

If  Members  will  look  at  this  map. 
this  is  the  State  of  Maryland  up  here, 
and  this  is  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  The 
value  of  wetlands  to  the  Chesapteake 
Bay  and  its  watershed  in  this  region 
that  we  see  on  the  map  is  in  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars.  What  the  wetlands  do. 
they  filter  out  pollution,  they  limit 
flooding,  they  provide  habitat  for  wa- 
terfowl, they  do  a  whole  host  of  things 
that  increase  the  value  of  people's 
property  in  the  region  of  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay. 

I  want  Members  to  look  at  some- 
thing. I  am  going  to  turn  the  map  up- 
side down.  This,  as  we  notice,  is  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  Here  we  are  in  Wash- 
ington. DC.  and  this  is  the  Potomac 
River.  We  have  a  lot  of  development 
around  Washington.  DC.  and  there  is 
much  limited  development  in  these 
other  areas,  which  means  they  soak  up 
the  nutrients,  the  toxins,  the  silt  that 
the  rain  normally  washes  into  the 
water.  We  can  see  we  do  not  have  that 
protection  around  Washington.  DC. 

If  we  look  down  here  in  Richmond. 
VA,  nothing  against  these  great  com- 
munities, if  we  look  in  the  vicinity  of 
Richmond.  VA.  we  also  see  the  lack  of 
protection,  because  of  the  lack  of  wet- 
lands, and  we  see  the  silt  going  into 
the  water. 

Mr  Chairman.  I  am  going  to  turn  the 
map  upside  down.  I  want  Members  to 
imagine  that  this  is  a  root  that  goes  up 
to  the  trunk  of  a  tree.  When  we  have  a 
root  in  the  ground,  the  root  absorbs  nu- 
trients. It  absorbs  anything  that  is  in 
the  ground,  whether  it  is  water,  wheth- 
er it  is  water  inundated  with  nutrients, 
a  whole  variety  of  things. 

If  there  is  a  tree  in  a  wetland,  this 
tree  is  going  to  absorb  those  nutrients 
before  they  go  anywhere  else,  and  pre- 
serve the  quality  of  water  where  the 
tree  happens  to  stand,  and  it  could  be  a 
forested  wetland,  or  it  could  be  a  wet- 
land. If  this  is  a  tree,  these  nutrients 
that  you  see  pouring  into  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  would  not  pour  into  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  This  diminishes,  right 
now,  because  they  are  not  being  ab- 
sorbed, the  value  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  and  reduces  its  productivity. 

One  other  comment  I  want  to  make 
about  the  bill.  That  is  the  pure  lack  of 
science  that  is  in  the  delineation  cri- 
teria for  what  is  a  wetland.  Right  now 
in  the  bill,  in  order  for  an  area  to  be 
considered  a  wetland,  it  has  to  be  satu- 
rated at  the  surface,  that  means  water 
ponded  on  the  surface  for  21  consecu- 
tive days  during  the  growing  season, 
and  it  has  to  have  hydric  soil,  and  it 
has  to  have  the  wettest  of  obligate 
vegetation.  That  is  like  a  cattail. 

In  this  picture,  this  area  is  wet  for  21 
consecutive  days  during  the  growing 
season,  it  has  hydric  soil,  but  it  does 
not  have  the  third  criteria  which  meets 
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the  provisions  of  the  bill  to  be  a  wet- 
land, obligate  plant  species.  If  that  is 
not  a  wetland,  even  if  that  is  wet  for  40 
days  during  the  growing  seaison,  if  it 
does  not  have  that  third  criteria,  it  is 
not  a  wetland. 

There  is  one  other  comment  that  I 
think  is  worth  mentioning.  This  is  a 
pond  in  Nebraska  This  pond  in  Ne- 
braska, and  I  will  show  it  to  the  other 
side,  in  case  they  cannot  see  it  there, 
this  is  a  pond  in  Nebraska.  What  it 
does,  it  offers  habitat  for  migrating 
waterfowl.  This  is  not  always  wet  for  21 
consecutive  days  during  the  growing 
season,  or  has  obligate  wetland  sp)ecies. 
It  has  hydric  soil.  It  could  be.  unfortu- 
nately, wet  for  20  days  during  the  grow- 
ing season.  20  days  right  after  the 
growing  season,  and  even  if  it  had  the 
obligate  wetland  species,  still  would 
not  be  classified  as  a  wetland. 

When  we  are  traveling  long  distances 
if  we  are  going  on  a  trip  with  the  fam- 
ily, you  have  to  stop  some  places.  My 
kids  like  McDonald's  and  I  like  diners, 
but  we  generally  have  to  stop  to 
consume  a  little  refreshment.  If  we  lose 
these  wetlands,  we  lose  an  awful  lot  of 
value  to  property,  we  lose  a  lot  of  value 
to  this  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  the  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  .Maryland  [Mr.  GlLCHREST] 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shuster  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  GiLCHRE.ST 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield'' 

Mr  GlLCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman,  is  it  true 
that  under  our  bill.  Maryland  and  Ne- 
braska, the  two  examples  the  gen- 
tleman used,  would  be  totally  free  to 
designate  the  two  examples  he  gives  as 
a  wetland  and  regulate  them  as  a  wet- 
land. 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  Reclaiming  my 
time.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  States  go  by  that. 
Since  wetlands  are  regulated  as  waters 
of  the  United  States,  and  they  come 
under  the  Federal  jurisdiction,  the  wet- 
land delineation  criteria  is  also  used  by 
the  State. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  respond  to  my  friend  that  the 
law  is  very  clear,  and  the  technical 
staff  tells  me  that  in  these  examples, 
the  State  of  Maryland  or  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  could  regulate  that  land  as 
a  wetland  under  State  regulations. 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  even  if  that  is 
true 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  It  is. 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  As  the  greatest  leg- 
islative body  in  the  world,  which  is  the 
U.S.  Congress.  I  think  we  should  use 
the  best  scientific  evidence  available  to 
determine  the  delineation  criteria  for  a 
wetland,  which  is  not  the  case  in  this 


bill  now,  and  once  we  know  the  science, 
which  is  available  to  use  now,  we  can 
make  the  policy.  However,  I  think  we 
are  making  policy  in  the  absence  of  in- 
formation. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentlem.an  will 
yield  further.  I  would  say  to  my  friend 
what  may  well  be  good  for  Maryland, 
what  Maryland  under  this  bill  is  to- 
tally free  to  do.  may  not  be  good  for 
Arizona  or  Utah.  That  is  the  very  rea- 
son we  say  let  the  States  make  these 
decisions.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
think  the  States  should  have  the  infor- 
mation that  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  has  to  offer  to  us  as  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  for  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GlLCHREST  ]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Saxto.n  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Gilchrest  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  make  one  other  comment 
on  the  compensation  criteria,  which 
people  say  is  absent  in  this  bill.  We  al- 
ready passed  a  law  to  compensate  land- 
owners for  wetlands  and  for  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act,  so  putting  it  into 
the  Clean  Water  Act  I  think  is  totally 
unnecessary. 

I  do  want  to  make  a  comment  about 
compensation  and  the  Fifth  Amend- 
ment property  rights.  If  your  property 
is  taken  away  for  the  public  good,  you 
are  to  be  compensated.  Everybody  en- 
dorses that.  However,  if  your  property 
is,  in  my  judgment,  reasonably  regu- 
lated to  prevent  pollution  of  your 
neighbor's  property  or  to  prevent  pub- 
lic harm,  compensation  in  this  area  is 
a  whole  other  different  story.  Should 
we  compensate  people  to  prevent  them 
from  polluting?  I  do  not  think  we 
should. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  GlLCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  just  want  to  clarify 
the  position  of  many  people  who  sup- 
port the  substitute.  Mr.  Chairman. 
First  of  all.  on  risk  assessment,  if  the 
President  signs  the  legislation,  and  the 
Senate  passes  that,  I  voted  for  this  leg- 
islation that  would  apply  to  this  bill, 
as  the  same  with  takings.  Therefore, 
just  because  we  do  not  put  every  new 
thing  in  there 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GlLCHREST]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roemer  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Gilchrest  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
the  strong  position  of  many  people  who 
support  this  substitute  that  we  support 
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such  ideas  as  cost-benefit  analysis,  risk 
assessments,  and  the  takings.  I  was  one 
of  the  72  Democrats  who  voted  for  that 
legislation  I  hope  if  those  two  pieces  of 
legislation  pass  this  body,  that  we 
apply  both  pieces  of  legislation  to  this 
bill  and  to  this  substitute,  if  it  passes. 

However,  to  hear  other  people  argue 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives that  we  have  to  attach  this  stuff 
to  every  single  bill  that  comes  through 
here  would  make  the  case,  illogical  as 
it  might  be.  that  we  have  to  put  the 
Balanced  Budget  amendment  on  every 
single  piece  of  legislation  that  goes 
through  here.  That  is  simply  not  true. 
Many  of  us  support  those  ideas  and 
those  reforms.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr  GILCHREST  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comments,  and  I  urge  a 
vote  on  the  Saxton  substitute 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  for  the  Boehlert-Saxton-Roe- 
mer  substitute.  This  better,  safer  alter- 
native represents  a  moderate,  common- 
sense  and  bi-partisan— quite  frankly, 
an  above  party— approach  to  cleaning 
up  our  rivers,  lakes  and  beaches  with- 
out turning  our  back  on  the  health  and 
safety  of  Americans — and  it  insures 
that  my  constituents  in  San  Diego  will 
not  have  to  spend  billions  to  build  an 
unnecessary  sewage  plant. 

Fortunately  from  a  purely  parochial 
viewpoint  both  H.R.  961  and  this  safer 
alternative  provide  regulatory  relief 
for  San  Diego  and  recognizes  that  our 
current  sewage  treatment  system  ade- 
quately protects  our  ocean.  Let  me  re- 
peat, this  means  that  both  bills  would 
remove  the  requirement  that  would 
force  San  Diego  to  waste  billions  of 
dollare  to  modify  our  sewage  treatment 
system. 

But  with  Dan  Diego  assured  of  regu- 
latory relief  and  the  savings  of  billions 
of  dollars,  we  must  also  be  sure  that 
our  drinking  water  is  protected,  and 
that  we  can  fish  and  swim  in  San 
Diego's  rivers,  lakes  and  beaches. 

Unfortunately,  H.R.  961  will  radically 
change  the  Nation's  laws  that  protect 
our  beaches  and  drinking  water. 

H.R.  961  would  increase  the  dangers 
of  pesticides  and  chemical  contamina- 
tion of  our  drinking  water— imposing 
higher  costs  to  clean  up  our  drinking 
water  or  forcing  all  of  us  to  buy  bottled 
water.  It  would  let  large  agribusiness 
and  industrial  polluters  off  the  hook 
from  preventing  the  contamination  of 
our  drinking  water— and  it  would  pass 
those  costs  along  to  all  San  Diegans. 
That  is  right,  we  consumers  will  pay 
more  to  protect  a  few  special  interests. 

San  Diego  gets  its  drinking  water 
from  the  Colorado  River.  Many  smaller 
cities  from  four  States  dump  their 
treated  sewage  into  the  Colorado 
River,  and  before  this  water  gets  to 
San  Diego,  it  must  go  through  one  of 
the    largest   agricultural    areas   in    the 
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country.  Unlike  the  safer  alternative, 
H.R.  961  would  allow  these  cities  and 
large  agribusiness  corporations  to  flood 
chemicals  and  other  pollutants — at 
will— into  our  drinking  water  supply. 

H.R.  961  also  threatens  our  economy 
and  our  health.  It  includes  the  repeal 
of  a  section  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act — which  will  eliminate 
current  protections  for  our  beaches. 
How  can  we  attract  tourism  if  visitors 
cannot  swim  in  our  beaches?  San 
Diego's  beaches  are  already  closed  too 
often.  Is  this  really  the  time  to  get  rid 
of  the  very  protections  that  help  to 
keep  the  beaches  safe  for  our  families? 
The  safer  alternative  would  not  re- 
peal the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act 
program  that  protects  our  beaches.  In 
fact,  the  substitute  has  adopted  the 
language  drafted  by  the  Coastal  States 
Organization,  which  represents  the 
Governors  of  our  Nation's  coastal 
States,  and  continues  to  protect  our 
beaches — for  our  children's  health  and 
for  our  economic  health. 

There  are  three  critical  questions 
that  on  behalf  of  San  Diegans,  I  must 
ask  about  these  bills:  First,  will  we 
have  clean  water  to  drink?  second,  will 
we  have  a  clean  beach  to  swim  at?  and, 
third,  will  we  get  relief  from  the  multi- 
billion  dollar  secondary  treatment 
boondoggle? 

With  the  safer  alternative  the  an- 
swers are:  Yes  to  safe  drinking  water, 
yes  to  clean  beaches,  and  yes  to  relief 
from  higher  sewage  taxes. 

Without  the  safer  alternative  the  an- 
swers are  no,  no,  and  yes. 

San  Diego  will  get  the  regulatory  re- 
lief it  needs  in  either  bill.  But  I  cannot 
in  good  conscience  support  H.R.  961— a 
bill  that  purports  to  help  San  Diego  on 
the  one  hand,  but  destroys  the  safety  of 
our  drinking  water  and  beaches  on  the 
other. 

San  Diegans  are  asking  three  impor- 
tant questions.  Let's  not  get  one  out  of 
three  right.  Support  the  Boehlert- 
Saxton-Roemer  substitute  "Safer  Al- 
ternative" and  answer  "yes"  to  all 
three. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FILNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  it 
was  school  lunches,  student  loans,  and 
Medicare.  Now  the  Republican  leader- 
ship has  trained  its  sights  on  clean 
water. 

As  cochair  of  the  Long  Island  Sound 
Caucus,  I  rise  to  support  the  Saxton- 
Boehlert-Roemer  substitute.  Unlike 
H.R.  961's  sweeping,  326-page  rollback 
of  one  our  most  effective  environ- 
mental laws,  the  substitute  recognizes 
that  the  battle  for  clean  water  has  not 
yet  been  won. 

Unlike  H.R.  961.  this  proposal  will 
not  be  a  boon  for  polluters,  and  penal- 
ize anyone  who  bathes,  swims,  fishes, 
boats,  or  recreates  in  lakes,  rivers,  and 
oceans.  Unlike  H.R.  961.  this  substitute 


recognizes  that  if  you  allow  polluters 

upstream  to  discharge  more  pollutants 
into  the  water—as  H.R.  961  does— it's 
the  people  downstream  who  will  ulti- 
mately get  saddled  with  the  bill  to 
clean  up  the  pollution. 

As  my  constituents  who  live  near  Long  Is- 
land Sound  and  the  Hudson  River  know,  all  is 
not  well  with  our  nvers  and  bays.  More  than 
halt  of  New  York's  nvers  and  85  percent  of  its 
estuaries  are  closed  to  activities  such  as  fish- 
ing and  swimming  at  some  time  during  the 
year.  According  to  the  most  recent  statistics 
available,  New  York's  ocean  beaches  were 
closed  completely  on  93  occasions  and  more 
than  700  advisories  were  issued  against  swim- 
ming. More  than  400  fishing  advisones  were 
issued  to  protect  'he  public  from  ingesting 
contaminated  fish 

In  New  York  and  Connecticut,  business, 
latx)r,  and  environmental  groups  have  set 
aside  old  disagreements  and  |Oined  together 
m  developing — with  the  aid  of  the  EPA — a 
plan  to  clean  up  Long  Island  Sound  None  of 
this  would  have  been  possible  without  the  un- 
derpinning of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and  now  is 
certainly  not  the  time  to  pull  the  rug  out  from 
under  their  feet.  If  H.R.  961  is  enacted,  it  will 
only  cause  more  delay  and  more  expense  to 
move  forward  with  environmental  clean-up  in 
my  region. 

The  vast  ma)onty  of  New  York's  water  qual- 
ity problems  are  caused  by  nonpoint  pollu- 
tion— from  sources  other  than  factory  or  sew- 
age discharges.  And  yet  H  R.  961  repeals  the 
only  Federal  program  that  can  reduce 
nonpoint  pollution.  In  fact,  two-thirds  of  coastal 
States  have  invested  millions  of  dollars  over 
the  past  4  years  crafting  runoff  control  pro- 
grams that  are  nearly  ready  tor  approval  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  in  keep- 
ing with  the  wishes  of  the  coastal  States  them- 
selves, the  substitute  preserves  this  important 
program. 

The  substitute  also  removes  some  of  H.R. 
961  s  more  egregious  rollbacks  of  environ- 
mental protection 

Across  the  Nation,  swimming  amj  fishing 
are  not  available  to  millions  of  Americans  be- 
cause of  pollution  that  runs  into  watenways 
every  time  it  rams.  In  fact,  more  than  one-third 
of  all  our  Nation's  water  quality  impairment  is 
the  result  of  stormwater  discharge.  Yet,  H.R. 
961  .-epeals  the  entire  EPA  stormwater  permit- 
ting system,  thereby  ending  all  monitoring  and 
enforceable  requirements  tor  the  342  cities 
and  134,000  industrial  facilities  that  currently 
have  stormwater  discharge  permits.  Thank- 
fully, the  substitute  presences  the  act's 
stormwater  permitting  program,  while  providing 
a  10-year  moratorium  on  any  new  require- 
ments tor  cities  under  1 00,000  or  small  indus- 
tnes. 

The  substitute  also  repeals  961  s  disastrous 
wetlands  classification  system — adopting  the 
National  Governors  Association's  reasonable 
wetlands  proposal  instead. 

Now  IS  not  the  time  to  relax  our  efforts  to 
ensure  clean  water.  Estuaries  like  Long  Island 
Sound — a  S6  billion-a-year  resource  for  the 
entire  region's  fishing,  boating,  and  recreation 
industries — are  at  stake.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Boehlert-Saxton-Roemer  sub- 
stitute. Let's  not  turn  back  the  clock. 


The    time    of   the 
California       [Mr. 


Chairman,   I  ask 


The    CHAIRMAN, 
gentleman       from 
FILNER]  has  expired. 
Mrs.    LOWEY.    Mr. 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  have  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The   CHAIRMAN.    The   gentlewoman 
can  seek  her  own  time  in  due  course 
There  are  Members  of  the  committee 
who  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
speak. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
constrained  to  object.  There  are  Mem- 
bers of  the  committee  who  have  not 
had  a  chance  to  speak  yet. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  The  Chair  traditionally  recog- 
nizes 1-  or  2-minute  extensions  of  time, 
with  unanimous  consent. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  new  York? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  EMERSON  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  debate  here  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  lends  itself  to 
some  interesting  concepts.  I  must  say 
to  my  dear  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GlLCHREST].  that  I  have 
never  quite  thought  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  as  a  tree.  However,  now  I  am  get- 
ting that  concept  into  my  head,  and  I 
want  to  respond  simply  by  saying  that 
I  think  the  answer  of  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  was  an  appropriate  one. 
H.R.  961  is  a  good  bill,  and  it  will  be 
a  good  law  for  the  whole  country.  If  in- 
dividual States  want  to  exact  a  higher 
standard,  in  accordance  with  the  proc- 
ess that  are  available  to  them  from 
State  to  State  to  State,  they  are  at  lib- 
erty to  adopt  that. 

However.  I  rise  in  very  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  substitute. 

D  1715 

For  some  reason  proponents  are  bill- 
ing this  measure  as  75  percent  H.R.  961, 
as  though  that  percentage  justifies  the 
substitute.  Come  on.  The  substitute 
guts  the  bill,  and  there  is  a  big  dif- 
ference between  the  bill  and  the  sub- 
stitute. 

The  substitute  fails  to  address  any  of 
the  major  themes  of  H.R.  961  dealing 
with  regulatory  reform,  unfunded  man- 
dates relief,  risk  assessment,  cost-ben- 
efit analysis,  protection  regarding  pri- 
vate property  takings,  allowing  States 
to  demonstrate  their  ability  in  finding 
solutions  to  water  quality  issues,  and 
wetlands  policy.  Instead,  the  substitute 
retains  the  current  top-down,  the  "bu- 
reaucracy knows  best "  approach  to 
solving  the  country's  remaining  water 
quality  problems. 

The  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995 
provide  for  voluntary   incentive-based 
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programs  in  local.  State,  and  Federal 
partnership  to  advance  clean  water 
goals  with  nonpoint  source  pollution. 
The  substitute  does  not. 

It  also  gives  State  and  local  officials 
the  flexibility  to  manage  and  control 
stormwater  like  other  forms  of  runoff, 
which  helps  reduce  the  high  cost  of  un- 
funded mandates.  The  substitute  does 
not. 

Finally,  it  requires  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  subject 
Its  mandates  and  regulations  to  risk 
assessment  and  cost-benefit  analysis, 
and  the  substitute  does  not. 

For  the  first  time  in  a  long  time,  we 
are  successfully  working  together  at 
all  levels  of  government  to  meet  our 
water  quality  needs.  We  do  not  need 
straitjackets  to  have  clean  drinking 
water,  nor  should  we  allow  the  Federal 
bureaucracy  who  knows  the  least  about 
forming  or  operating  a  small  business 
to  deem  what  is  a  wetland  from  their 
Washington  offices. 

Through  its  increased  flexibility,  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995  bene- 
fits citizens,  farmers,  businesses,  con- 
sumers, local  and  State  governments, 
and  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  last-minute  at- 
tempts to  derail  and  weaken  this 
strong  bipartisan  effort,  whether  they 
are  in  the  form  of  amendments  or  so- 
called  substitutes,  should  be  voted 
down.  Such  efforts,  in  my  view,  are  a 
breach  of  faith  with  the  changes  the 
American  people  demand.  They  renege 
on  the  need  for  smart  regulation,  good 
science,  cost-effective  risk  reduction, 
and  common  sense. 

The  Washington  bureaucracy  and  the 
professional  environmental  elitists 
have  been  ramming  these  edicts  down 
the  throat  of  the  American  taxpayer 
for  far  too  long.  It  is  time  for  citizens 
to  have  a  say  in  the  process.  I  am  de- 
lighted that  in  this  bill  we  have  pro- 
vided for  that  forum,  for  a  citizen 
voice.  Vote  for  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995  and  against  the 
Boehlert-Roemer  substitute. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Boehlert  substitute. 

The  proposed  clean  water  amend- 
ments. H.R.  961,  amount  in  my  mind  to 
nothing  less  than  environmental  sac- 
rilege. The  underlying  principle  behind 
the  bill  seems  to  be  pollute  now  and 
leave  a  debased  environment  for  our 
children.  They  take  us  back  20  years  to 
an  environmental  stone  age. 

H.R.  961  would  have  a  severe  and  neg- 
ative impact  on  New  Jersey  and  the 
13th  Congressional  District  in  particu- 
lar. The  EPA  1992  toxic  inventory 
shows  release  of  toxic  material  into 
New  Jersey  surface  water  of  more  than 
400,000  pounds.  The  current  law  would 
be  modified  by  H.R.  961  to  allow  for 
downgrading  water  quality  standards 
where  they  result  in  disproportionate 
costs  over  benefits. 


This  is  unfair  to  the  more  than  90 
percent  of  major  industrial  facilities 
and  municipal  facilities  that  are  in 
compliance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act 
in  New  Jersey.  It  rewards  those  who 
have  resisted  investing  in  pollution 
cleanup  measures  and  punishes  those 
who  were  responsible  corporate  citi- 
zens. 

The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  a  thriv- 
ing tourism  industry  doing  over  $10  bil- 
lion in  business  annually.  The  State 
has  engaged  in  aggressive  fish  con- 
sumption and  beachwater  quality  mon- 
itoring. Under  H.R.  961,  EPA  is  now  di- 
rected to  issue  guidance  instead  of  reg- 
ulation with  regard  to  fish  consump- 
tion advisories  and  monitoring 
beachwater  quality. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  is  respon- 
sible for  roughly  half  of  the  remaining 
pollution  in  the  country.  H.R.  961 
modifies  current  law  to  clarify  that 
voluntary  or  incentive-based  ap- 
proaches are  allowable  in  lieu  of  regu- 
latory programs.  It  also  repeals  sec- 
tions of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  which  requires  coastal  States  to 
develop  nonpoint  source  control  pro- 
grams. This  would  hit  New  Jersey's 
coastal  tourism  industries  and  port  ac- 
tivities very  hard,  since  they  are  at  the 
receiving  end  of  newly  degraded  wa- 
ters. 

Simply  put,  H.R.  961  sets  the  clock 
back  more  than  20  years. 

The  bill  pushes  back  deadlines,  re- 
quires waivers,  creates  huge  new  ex- 
emptions and  mandates  major  changes 
in  the  core  of  the  program,  the  water 
quality  standards,  and  permit  condi- 
tions. 

This  is  a  piece  of  legislation  that  has 
been  the  most  successful  pollution 
cleanup  program  in  existence. 

However,  H.R  961  does  also  the  fol- 
lowing: It  waives  industrial 
pretreatment  of  waste:  delays  dates  for 
meeting  deadlines  if  Federal  funding 
falls  short  of  the  authorized  levels:  se- 
verely limits  EPA's  ability  to  control 
dangerous  toxic  substances:  removes 
thousands  of  acres  of  wetlands  from 
Federal  protection,  which  could  lead  to 
more  flooding,  lower  fish  catches  and 
poorer  water  quality. 

We  have  talked  about  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act.  It  also  elimi- 
nates the  ban  on  building  sewage  treat- 
ment plants  in  flood  plains  and  wet- 
lands and  thereby  encourages  sewage 
overflow;  and  it  puts  it  on  a  deadline 
for  the  control  of  agricultural  runoff, 
to  the  detriment  of  downstream  users. 

There  are  provisions  in  this  bill  that 
no  one  is  quite  sure  what  is  meant.  The 
antibacksliding  provisions,  which  are 
supposed  to  ensure  that  permit  changes 
do  not  result  in  different  kinds  of 
water  pollution,  are  virtually,  in  my 
mind,  incomprehensible.  The  provision 
for  trading  point  source  pollution  cred- 
its between  air  and  water  may  not  be  a 
bad  idea,  but  it  is  completely  unclear 
how  it  is  supposed  to  work  or  how  it 
will  affect  downstream  users. 


That  was  before  the  markup.  Now  it 
is  worse. 

There  is  a  wholesale  exemption  for 
livestock  feeder  operations,  no  matter 
how  large.  It  is  a  total  exemption  for 
an  entire  industry  to  dump  animal 
waste  into  lagoons,  retention  ponds, 
wetlands,  and  other  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  without  a  permit.  This  is  the 
exact  source  of  the  deadly 
Cryptosporidium  contamination  which 
killed  so  many  people  in  Wisconsin. 

Current  law  lists  5  nonconventional 
pollutants  for  which  a  discharger  may 
seek  a  modification  of  the  best  avail- 
able standards  of  treatment.  This  bill 
goes  from  5,000  to  70.000  different  list- 
ings. 

There  are  terms  which  go  beyond 
vague.  Pollution  credit  trading,  statis- 
tical compliance,  and  innovative  tech- 
nologies are  frequent  additions  to  pro- 
vide flexibility  which  are  in  reality 
techno-babble  for  loopholes. 

This  bill  is  a  great  leap  backward  in 
the  control  of  water  pollution.  It  is 
government  by  anecdote.  If  a  special 
interest  group  wanted  a  small  change 
in  the  law,  it  was  generally  granted  at 
the  expense  of  the  environment.  The 
result  is  a  bill  which  has  numerous 
contradictory  provisions  and  repeals 
many  longstanding  commitments  to 
water  quality. 

It  is  not  the  type  of  legacy  we  want 
to  bequeath  to  our  children,  the  next 
generation,  as  we  approach  a  new  cen- 
tury. 

I  urge  support  of  the  substitute  and 
defeat  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  961  and  oppose  the  Boehlert  sub- 
stitute Everyone  here  today  supports 
clean  water,  and  H.R.  961  works  to  keep 
our  water  clean. 

Chairman  Shuster  has  done  yeo- 
man's work  in  bringing  together  all 
sides  in  a  compromise  fashion,  and  has 
earned  overwhelming  bipartisan  sup- 
port from  Republicans  and  Democrats 
in  committee  with  an  overwhelming  46 
to  16  vote  when  this  legislation  passed 
the  committee. 

It  has  also  earned  bipartisan  support 
from  State  and  local  officials.  Let  me 
list  them  once  again.  This  is  a  list  of 
some  of  the  public  sector  groups  that 
have  endorsed  H.R.  961: 

The  National  Governors  Association. 
a  bipartisan  group;  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  a  bipartisan  group  As- 
sociation of  State  and  Interstate  Water 
Pollution  Control  Administrators,  a  bi- 
partisan group;  American  Public  Works 
Association,  a  bipartisan  group;  Asso- 
ciation of  Metropolitan  Sewage  Agen- 
cies, a  bipartisan  group:  Association  of 
iMetropolitan  Water  Agencies,  a  bipar- 
tisan group. 

In  fact,  I  have  with  me  a  letter  that 
the  President  of  the  Association  of 
State  and  Interstate  Water  Pollution 


Control  Administrators  sent  to  the 
committee,  highlighting  the  many 
major  improvements  the  States  have 
repeatedly  asked  for  and  requested.  Fi- 
nally they  were  included  in  H.R.  961. 

I  would  like  to  quickly  list  those  12 
items  that  the  committee  has  agreed 
to  help  State  and  locals  by  including. 
In  fact,  the  letter  says  that  while  the 
States  have  repeatedly  requested  from 
Congress  and  that  by  working  together 
they  believe  that  considerable  strides 
have  been  made  to  more  efficiently  and 
effectively  deliver  environmental  re- 
sults. 

With  Us  new  comprehensive  approaches, 
and  I  am  quoting  this  letter. 
to       non-point       source.       watershed       and 
stormwater  manatjement,  H.R   961  sets  forth 
a  framework   that   better  protects   this   Na- 
tion's waterways. 

They  have  listed  below  provisions 
which  are  consistent  with  the  goals  of 
States  and  this  association  has  asked 
for  in  a  bipartisan  fashion.  According 
to  the  Association  of  State  and  Inter- 
state Water  Pollution  Control  Admin- 
istrators. H.R.  961  clearly  anticipates 
an  enhanced  State  management  role 
relative  to  clean  water  program  imple- 
mentation. 

H.R.  961  maintains  a  firm  commit- 
ment to  the  Clean  Water  Act's  goals. 
with  more  flexibility  at  State  and  local 
levels  to  determine  how  they  can  be 
best  achieved. 

The  letter  also  says  that  H.R.  961  es- 
tablishes a  national  program  to  bring 
nonpoint  source  pollution  under  con- 
trol, which  provides  a  comprehensive 
rather  than  site-specific  demonstration 
program,  an  unambiguous  goal  to  meet 
water  quality  standards  within  a  speci- 
fied deadline,  increased  program  fund- 
ing to  assist  States  with  expanded  im- 
plementation activities. 

The  fourth  point  they  make  in  their 
letter  says  that  H.R.  961  enables  States 
to  focus  scarce  resources  on  priority 
problems  by  providing  10-year  permits, 
control  strategies  that  consider  the 
relative  contributions  of  both  point 
and  nonpoint  sources,  the  incorpora- 
tion and  active  promotion  of  pollution 
prevention,  and  continued  State  cer- 
tification authority  under  section  401 
over  hydropower  facilities. 

The  letter  also  points  out  that  H.R. 
961  establishes  a  comprehensive  frame- 
work to  address  stormwater  runoff 
that  goes  beyond  the  limited  number  of 
sources  covered  by  current  law  and  ad- 
dresses the  multitude  of  stormwater 
problems,  sets  an  unambiguous  goal  to 
comply  with  water  quality  standards 
within  a  specified  deadline,  and  gives 
State  flexibility  to  tailor  solutions  to 
local  circumstances. 

H.R.  961,  according  to  this  letter,  en- 
courages States  to  take  the  watershed 
approach  to  problem  solving  and  con- 
solidate planning  and  reporting  re- 
quirements. H.R.  961  also,  according  to 
the  letter,  increases  authorized  funding 
for  State  implementation  under  sec- 
tion 106  in  a  State  revolving  loan  fund. 


H.R.  961  also  streamlines  SRF  re- 
quirements to  assure  the  construction 
of  more  projects  at  less  cost.  H.R.  961 
addresses  the  special  needs  of  small 
and  hardship  communities,  and  H.R. 
961  codifies  a  consensus  agreement  of 
the  States,  the  cities,  and  the  U.S. 
EPA  on  combined  sewer  overflows. 

H.R.  961  clarifies  that  as  coregu- 
lators.  States'  consultations  with  U.S. 
EPA  are  not  subject  to  the  Federal  Ad- 
visory Committee  Act.  Last,  this  letter 
points  out  that  H.R.  961  requires  Fed- 
eral facilities  to  comply  with  the  law 
to  the  same  extent  as  other  discharg- 
ers. 

Mr.  Chairman.  H.R.  961  is  a  product 
of  discussions  with  local  and  State  offi- 
cials, those  who  are  responsible  for  ad- 
ministering and  living  with  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  For  the  first  time,  we  have 
legislation 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  WELLER] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  WELLER 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  addi- 
tional 30  seconds.) 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
legislation  is  a  bipartisan  effort.  H.R. 
961  passed  the  committee  with  a  vote  of 
46  to  16,  clearly  overwhelming  biparti- 
san support. 

I  urge  Members  of  the  House  to  sup- 
port the  committee,  vote  for  H.R.  961, 
and  reject  the  substitute. 

D  1730 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  ROEMER]. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  say 
there  are  many  Governors  and  State 
legislators  in  favor  of  this  substitute. 
The  National  Governors'  Association 
wrote.  "We  believe  the  provisions  on 
wetlands  in  H.R.  961  are  inconsistent 
with  the  Governors'  wetlands  policy  in 
several  important  respects." 

The  National  Conference  of  State 
Legislators,  "We  could  not  support  the 
bill  unless  a  number  of  important  revi- 
sions are  made." 

Finally,  the  South  Carolina  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Environmental 
Control  on  coastal  nonpoint  programs. 
"Significantly  changing  this  portion  at 
this  time  would  not  only  waste  tax- 
payer money,  but  would  send  the 
wrong  message   " 

I  think  that  is  just  some  quotes  from 
a  number  of  States'  legislators  that 
support  the  substitute.  And  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WISE.  Reclaiming  my  time.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  sub- 
stitute. It  is  not  all  I  would  want  it  to 
be,  but  then  none  of  this  legislation  is, 
to  be  honest  with  you.  and  somewhere 
between  this  bill  and  the  present  law 
that  we  are  operating  under  is  the  per- 
fect solution. 
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But  let  me  just  make  a  couple  of 
notes.  I  come  from  an  industrial  area, 
and  so  I  do  not  look  with  total  alarm 
at  some  of  the  changes  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr  SHU- 
STER] and  committee  have  brought, 
and  in  fact  I  think  there  is  a  need  for 
some  flexibility  dealing  with  the  emis- 
sions requirements,  because  I  point  out 
that  many  of  our  industries  have  made 
significant  investment  and  have  com- 
plied with  cleanup  requirements,  and 
often  what  we  are  finding  is  in  meeting 
the  final  10  percent  of  cleanup  that  you 
have  is  that  it  can  be  far  more  expen- 
sive then  the  previous  90  percent,  and 
that  some  flexibility  should  be  allowed. 

The  current  Clean  Water  Act  has  re- 
duced large  amounts  of  point  source 
p>ollution.  Now  we  must  look  at  how  we 
can  make  sure  that  we  continue  that 
effort.  While  having  done  a  lot  of  good. 
the  remaining  problems  become  more 
specialized,  they  become  harder  to  fix 
with  rigid  one-size-fits-all  solutions. 
The  point  source  provisions  of  H.R.  961 
do  attempt  to  tap  some  of  that  creativ- 
ity. 

I  have  some  concern.  Mr.  Chairman, 
about  the  current  system  of  command- 
and-control  regulation,  and  I  think 
probably  in  some  cases  they  have  gone 
about  as  far  ais  they  can  in  making 
major  gains  for  the  environment. 

For  instance.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  look  at 
the  H.R.  961  section  301,  subsection  (q), 
which  for  instance  permits  the  Admin- 
istrator to  authorize  States  to  modify 
or  permit  requirements  if  pollution 
prevention  pressures  or  practices  will 
result  in  greater  overall  reduction  than 
would  otherwise  be  achievable  under 
the  existing  command-and-control  re- 
gime. This  would  seem  to  make  sense. 
Pollution  trading,  which  there  are  pro- 
visions of  that  in  the  existing  Clean 
Air  Act.  also  I  think  is  something  that 
should  be  looked  at.  The  President's 
own  reinventing  environmental  regula- 
tion initiative  clause  on  the  effluent 
trading  program  similar  to  this  one  is 
a  cost-effective  approach  for  reducing 
water  pollution.  So  I  think  we  should 
not  be  afraid  of  some  flexibility. 

But  the  reason  I  am  supporting  this 
substitute.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  about 
other  areas  as  well,  wetlands  for  in- 
stance. I  hold  a  candle  to  no  one  being 
frustrated  by  wetlands  bureaucrats. 
They  make  honest  and  responsible 
landowners  be  in  fear  of  cattails  that 
might  suddenly  spring  up,  but  at  some 
time  I  believe  Congress  should  make 
decisions  based  on  science.  It  should 
look  at  the  fact  it  chartered  to  study 
by  the  National  Science  Academy  a  few 
years  ago  designed  to  help  shed  some 
light  on  this  subject,  and  we  have  the 
results  of  that  study,  and  yet  we  are 
racing  ahead  with  the  legislation. 

I  too  believe  that  you  ought  to  elimi- 
nate most  of  the  agencies  that  are  in- 
volved in  wetlands  disputes,  it  ought 
not  to  be  some  kind  of  lottery  that  you 
go  through:  Did  you  satisfy   Fish  and 
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Wildlife,  did  you  satisfy  Interior,  did 
you  satisfy  this,  and  just  when  you 
think  you  have  gotten  to  Che  end  of  the 
obstacle  course,  whoops,  up  pops  an- 
other agency. 

But  by  the  same  token.  I  am  not  sure 
we  ought  to  be  putting  into  legislation 
the  kind  of  scientific  standards  or 
hoped  to  be  scientific  standards  that 
are  here. 

I  so  I  have  great  concern  about  that. 
And  I  also  have  concern  about  attach- 
ing the  risk  assessment  provisions  to 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  reason  that 
many  of  the  people  in  this  Chamber 
today  are  drinking  bottled  water  out  of 
the  offices.  There  is  a  reason  that  bot- 
tled water  has  become  one  of  fastest- 
growing  industries  in  the  country. 
There  is  a  reason  when  I  go  to  the  gro- 
cery store  I  am  now  seeing  whole 
shelves  of  bottled  water.  For  some  rea- 
son. I  do  not  know  whether  I  was  igno- 
rant or  not.  I  used  to  turn  the  tap  on 
and  now  worry.  Now  I  worry.  So  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  Congress  ought 
to  be  taking  a  little  more  time  being  a 
little  more  reflective  before  it  passes 
the  law  of  the  forest,  and  for  that  rea- 
son I  support  the  substitute,  and  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  do  the  same. 

(Mr.  SHUSTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  out  of  order  for  1 
minute.) 

TRIBL'TE  TO  DUKE  CUNNINGHAM.  FIRST  ACE  OF 

THE  VIETNAM  WAR 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  inform  the  body  that  at 
precisely  this  moment.  5:35,  23  years 
ago  today,  our  colleague,  Congressman 
"DCKE"  Cunningham  became  the  first 
ace  of  the  Vietnam  war.  was  attacked 
by  22  MiG's,  shot  down  3  MiG's  then 
was  shot  down  himself,  and  as  he  was 
ejected  and  wa.s  about  to  hp  oapt.iired,  a 
Marine  helicopter  swooped  in,  rescued 
him  And  so  on  this  anniversary  of  that 
momentous  occasion  I  think  we  all 
want  to  join  in  saluting  the  first  ace  of 
the  Vietnam  war.  our  colleague.  Con- 
gressman "Dltce"  Cunnlngha.m. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  substitute  amendment,  and  let  me 
begin  by  saying  that  I  have  the  highest 
respect  for  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman offering  this  amendment,  and  I 
admire  their  commitment  to  clean 
water.  But  having  said  that.  I  believe 
there  are  at  least  two  fundamental 
flaws  to  the  substitute  amendment. 

First,  as  it  stands.  H.R.  961  provides 
individuals  flexibilities  for  individual 
States  to  implement  storm  water  pro- 
grams, watershed  management  pro- 
grams, and  provides  commonsense  re- 
lief to  small  and  rural  communities. 

The  substitute  does  not  include  cru- 
cial regulatory  reform  provisions  that 
this  House  has  already  overwhelmingly 
approved  in  principle,  the  ideas  of  risk 
assessment,  cost-benefit  analysis,  and 
ending  unfunded  Federal  mandates. 


Under  the  substitute,  it  will  be  hard- 
er for  States  to  regulate  smarter  in 
order  to  provide  more  pollution  preven- 
tion at  a  far  less  cost. 

Second,  I  must  oppose  the  substitute 
amendment  because  it  does  not  take 
critical  steps  towards  fairness  that  are 
in  H.R.  961.  No  subject  arouses  more 
passionate  opposition  in  my  district 
than  the  excesses  of  the  Federal  wet- 
lands programs  administered  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

H.R.  961  includes  commonsense  clas- 
sification and  delineation  criteria  for 
wetlands  that  reflect  the  genuine  dif- 
ferences in  quality  and  utility  of  wet- 
lands. 

I  would  just  like  to  tell  a  little  bit 
about  the  State  of  Iowa.  In  Iowa  we 
have  25  percent  of  the  grade  A  farm- 
land in  the  world,  not  just  in  the  Unit- 
ed States,  but  in  the  world.  And  if  the 
requirements  that  are  in  this  sub- 
stitute amendment  were  in  place  in 
1993  when  we  had  the  floods  in  the  Mid- 
west, that  grade  A  farmland  could  be 
determined  to  be  a  permanent  wetland. 
It  is  not  enough  today  that  farmers 
have  to  fight  weather  problems  and 
fight  the  markets,  but  now  they  have  a 
threat  from  the  Government  itself 
coming  in  and  taking  over  their  land 
and  telling  them  how  they  can  use 
their  land.  And  you  talk  about  prop- 
erty values.  What  more  would  reduce 
the  value  of  agricultural  crop  land 
than  to  determine  that  to  be  a  perma- 
nent wetland? 

Also,  much  of  the  land  that  I  am  re- 
ferring to  has  been  in  families  like  my 
own  for  well  over  100  years.  They  have 
had  to  put  some  tile  in,  much  of  it  was 
hand  dug  by  our  ancestors,  80.  90  years 
ago,  and  today  because  of  these  re- 
quirements you  can  no  longer  improve 
or  repair  those  tile  lines,  because  again 
of  the  bureaucrats. 

Mr  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  make  it  absolutely  clear  that 
the  alternative  permits  repair  of  tiles 
on  agricultural  land.  Our  alternative 
does  permit  that. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
but  you  also  talk  about  delineation  of 
what  is  a  wetland,  and  today  under  this 
substitute  those  wetlands  can  be  de- 
fined as  a  permanent  wetland,  any  pot- 
hole out  there  that  a  duck  would  not 
land  in  under  this  substitute  can  be 
classified  as  a  wetland. 

I  really  resent  the  idea  too  that 
somehow  farmers  are  not  conser\'ation- 
ists,  are  not  environmentalists.  I  tell 
you  on  our  land,  on  our  farm,  we  are 
the  ones  who  have  to  make  a  living  off 
of  that  land.  We  are  the  ones  who  are 
raising  families  who  drink  that  water 
And  anyone  who  has  the  idea  that  a 
farmer  is  not  concerned  about  the  qual- 
ity of  life  and  the  preservation  of  that 
land  and  also  seeing  to  it  that  that 
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water  is  purified  is  simply  wrong  and 
has  no  idea  of  what  agriculture  is 
about  today  or  about  what  a  family 
farm  is  about.  And  once  again,  people 
who  think  we  are  out  there  trying  to 
pollute  the  environment  simply  do  not 
understand  reality. 

Earlier  someone  tried  to  blame  what 
happened  in  Milwaukee  on  a  farmer. 
And  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  and  it 
has  been  shown  that  that  was  wildlife 
that  put  that  bacteria  in  the  river,  and 
if  anyone  thinks  that  a  new  Federal 
mandate  or  regulation  is  going  to  con- 
trol wildlife  out  here  again  they  cer- 
tainly do  not  understand  what  is  out- 
side of  the  Beltway  here  in  Washing- 
ton. 

This  debate,  folks,  is  about  Washing- 
ton regulators  against  the  farm  fami- 
lies, the  small  business  people,  and  the 
local  governments  in  America.  H.R.  961 
reflects  the  interests  of  the  farm  fami- 
lies and  the  small  business  people  and 
the  local  governments,  and  the  sub- 
stitute represents  the  idea  of  the  regu- 
lators, and  I  ask  Members  to  vote  no 
on  the  substitute  and  support  H.R.  961. 

Mr.  CLYBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  favor  of 
the  substitute  bill  being  offered  by  my 
colleagues,  Mr.  Sa.xton,  Mr.  Roemer. 
and  Mr.  Boehlert.  During  the  lengthy 
committee  markup  of  H.R.  %1.  I  lis- 
tened closely  to  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  as  they  delivered 
thoughtful  opinions  on  every  aspect  of 
this  complex  legislation.  In  the  end,  I 
voted  not  to  report  H.R.  961  out  of  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  vote  against  H.R. 
961  is  not  a  vote  against  clean  water.  In 
fact,  it  is  very  much  the  opposite.  My 
vote  against  H.R.  961  is  a  vote  for  clean 
water,  for  good  health,  and  for  an  ade- 
quate level  of  environmental  protec- 
tion. I  believe  the  Saxton-Roemer- 
Boehlert  substitute  is  a  sensible  solu- 
tion that  can  provide  us  with  all  of 
those  things. 

In  my  State  of  South  Carolina,  many 
programs  under  the  current  act  are  ad- 
ministered by  the  South  Carolina  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Environmental 
Control— DHEC. 

On  yesterday,  I  was  contacted  by 
DHEC  and  they  expressed  to  me  they 
would  rather  have  no  change  than  the 
damaging  changes  found  in  H.R.  961. 
Now  when  the  agency  that  was  created 
to  protect  the  health  and  environment 
of  the  people  oppose  a  bill,  that  should 
cause  us  all  to  wonder  about  the  rami- 
fications of  it. 

The  comments  made  b.y  DHEC  are 
not  unfounded.  Let  me  tell  you  why. 

Throughout  the  debate  on  clean 
water  in  both  this  Congress  and  the 
lEist,  we  have  heard  what  some  call 
tales  about  people  who  catch  their 
evening  meals  in  the  streams  behind 
their  homes,  or  our  of  the  rivers  that 
run  through  their  communities.  Let  me 
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assure  you  that  these  are  not  just  fish 
tales. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  reality,  espe- 
cially in  rural  districts  such  as  the  one 
I  proudly  serve  in  South  Carolina.  Over 
48  States  have  issued  over  1,300  fish 
advisories  for  recreational  and  subsist- 
ence anglers.  As  of  1994  in  South  Caro- 
lina, there  were  18  fish  advisories  in  ef- 
fect. That  is  up  from  only  three  in  1992. 
Do  the  math  anyway  you  like,  but  the 
sum  adds  up  to  there  is  more  that 
needs  to  be  done. 

The  provisions  in  the  substitute  bill 
would  keep  these  waters  clean  and 
allow  these  people  to  keep  fishing  in 
the  waters,  and  their  children  to  keep 
playing  in  the  waters  without  the  haz- 
ards they  could  encounter  if  H.R.  961 
were  to  be  put  in  place.  Among  other 
harmful  changes,  H.R.  961  would  allow 
water  quality  standards  to  be  relaxed 
for  up  to  70,000  pollutants. 

I  don't  know  about  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  I  feel  that  is  70,000  more  pol- 
lutants than  the  people  of  the  Sixth 
Congressional  District  of  South  Caro- 
lina need  to  be  exposed  to. 

I  imagine  if  I  asked  for  a  show  of 
hands  of  those  Members  who  have  vis- 
ited the  South  Carolina  coast,  there 
would  be  quite  a  few. 

Our  State  is  one  of  35  that  belong  to 
the  Coastal  States  Organization.  This 
is  yet  another  reason  to  support  this 
substitute  because  it  contains  provi- 
sions developed  by  the  Coastal  States 
Organization  that  are  intended  to  pro- 
tect these  fragile  coastal  areas  from 
runoff  pollution. 

The  coastal  lands  need  special  provi- 
sions. The  Saxton-Roemer-Boehlert 
substitute  would  give  these  special  pro- 
tections as  developed  by  the  Coastal 
States  Organization,  and  allow  for  con- 
tinued responsible  use  of  our  coastal 
areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  no  doubt  that 
people  all  across  the  country  know  the 
value  of  clean  water.  In  a  recent 
Times-Mirror  poll.  76  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans said  they  felt  we  should  do  more, 
not  less  to  protect  our  Nation's  waters. 
However,  no  one  knows  the  value  of 
clean  water  as  much  as  the  residents  of 
rural  communities  across  America. 
There  is  a  term  we  like  to  use  today — 
"Environmental  Justice." 

I  don't  care  what  you  call  it,  but  the 
concept  remains  the  same.  People  liv- 
ing in  small,  mostly  rural  and  poorer 
communities  across  America  consist- 
ently suffer  from  more  health  problems 
due  to  environmental  negligence.  It  is 
for  those  people  that  I  rise  today  to 
support  the  Saxton-Roemer-Boehlert 
substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  say  a 
few  v/ords  about  the  markup  of  H.R.  961 
in  the  Transportation  of  Infrastructure 
Committee.  I  want  my  chairman,  Mr. 
SHUSTER,  to  know  that  even  though  we 
ultimately  came  down  on  different 
sides  on  H.R.  961,  I  congratulate  him  on 
the  job  he  did   in  presiding  over  the 


markup,  and  I  appreciate  the  sincerity 
of  his  views. 

And  I  want  my  ranking  member,  Mr. 
Mineta.  to  know  how  much  I  appre- 
ciate his  leadership  and  commitment 
on  this  critical  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  South  we  tend 
to  tell  stories  to  make  a  point,  or  use 
cliches  to  describe  things.  In  keeping 
with  that  tradition,  I  would  like  to 
share  two  old  adages  we  should  all 
heed.  One  is  "if  it  ain't  broke  don't  fix 
it,"  and  the  other  is  "if  you  mess  it  up. 
clean  it  up.  "  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the 
underlying  message  behind  the  sub- 
stitute legislation  being  offered  today, 
and  I  encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
joint  with  me  in  supporting  clean 
water  with  a  "yes"  vote  on  the  Saxton- 
Roemer-Boehlert  substitute. 

□  1745 

Mr.  LoBIONDO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  substitute  and  commend  my 
colleagues  for  their  fine  work  on  this 
bill. 

As  a  strong  supporter  or  regulatory 
reform,  I  was  proud  to  vote  for  the  reg- 
ulatory reform  proposals  contained  in 
the  Contract  With  America. 

And  I  rise  today  in  the  strong  belief 
that  indiscriminant  regulation  will  sap 
our  economic  strength,  our  competi- 
tiveness and  our  future. 

I  believe  that  this  substitute  is  con- 
sistent with  regulatory  reform. 

First,  most  of  the  provisions  of  the 
substitute  reflect  the  provisions  in  the 
chairman's  bill.  But,  the  substitute 
recognizes  the  importance  of  control- 
ling stormwater  runoff. 

At  the  same  time,  the  substitute  pro- 
vides States  with  flexibility  in  dealing 
with  this  problem.  States  would  be  able 
to  target  runoff  control  programs 
where  they  are  needed  most.  And 
States  would  be  given  greater  author- 
ity to  use  incentive-based  programs 
and  planning  and  management. 

Similarly,  the  substitute  would  not 
overburden  our  small  businesses  and 
small  municipalities  with  onerous  reg- 
ulations. They  would  fall  under  a  10- 
year  moratorium  on  the  implementa- 
tion of  new  requirements  under  the 
stormwater  management  program. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  represent  a  district 
that  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by 
coastal  waters.  In  our  coastal  areas  in 
New  Jersey,  our  businesses,  indeed  our 
economy,  relies  on  having  a  clean 
coastal  environment. 

The  family-owned  hotels  and  motels 
in  my  district  have  approximately  3 
months  in  the  summer  to  earn  their 
living  for  the  year.  If  the  beaches  are 
closed  because  of  pollution,  those  busi- 
nesses are  hurt  and  may  not  survive. 

Mr.  Chairman,  commercial  fishing  is 
a  $55  billion  industry  nationwide — and 
lets  face  it.  people  are  not  going  to  eat 
fish  that  they  believe  were  caught  in 
polluted  waters. 
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In  my  district,  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion and  storm  water  were  major 
sources  of  ocean  pollution  Actions 
taken  at  the  State  level  have  sharply 
reduced  pollution  in  our  ocean  and 
bays.  It  is  a  testament  to  the  commit- 
ment New  Jersey  has  made,  as  a  State, 
to  protecting  our  coastal  environment. 
But  we  need  a  Federal  standard.  Our 
coastal  waters  do  not  recognize  State 
boundaries.  If  New  Jersey  makes  a 
commitment  to  prevent  pollution  from 
nonpoint  sources  and  storm  water  run- 
off, that  could  be  negated  if  another 
State  does  not. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substitute  is  a 
good  bill. 

Again,  I  commend  my  colleagues  on  a 
fine  substitute  and  urge  members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  support  the 
Boehlert-Saxton-Roemer  substitute. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment.  I  commend  the 
authors.  I  urge  that  the  amendment  be 
adopted.  And  I  hope  that  in  so  doing, 
we  will  improve  the  bill. 

I  would  inform  my  colleagues  that 
the  Clean  Water  Act  is  not  only  the 
most  successful  but  it  is  the  oldest  of 
our  major  environmental  statutes,  and 
it  was  not  passed  by  a  bunch  of  left- 
wing  kooks.  It  was  passed  overwhelm- 
ingly by  bipartisan  majorities  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  and  it  came  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  over- 
whelmingly. 

There  is  good  reason  for  everything 
that  is  in  the  current  law,  and  the  won- 
derful fact  is  that  it  works. 

What  would  the  bill  that  is  now  be- 
fore us  do?  First  of  all.  in  the  State  of 
Michigan,  it  would  eliminate  wetlands 
protection  for  some  of  our  5.583.000 
acrea  of  wetlands.  Altogether,  it  would 
risk  the  potential  loss  of  3,629,000  acres. 
The  current  law  is  a  good  law,  but  it 
does  not  do  all  that  it  should.  In  recent 
times,  better  than  10,000  beaches  have 
been  shut  because  of  pollution  of  coast- 
al waters,  and  better  than  one-third  of 
our  shellfish  beds  are  at  risk. 

Now,  what  does  the  bill  do  here? 
First  of  all.  it  does  not  really  protect 
wetlands  as  it  should.  As  I  mentioned. 
it  puts  Michigan  wetlands  and  Michi- 
gan migratory  waterfowl  populations 
at  risk.  Indeed.  I  would  warn  my  col- 
leagues that  this  bill  puts  migratory 
waterfowl  and  migratory  birds  and  mi- 
gratory bird  hunting  at  risk.  I  speak  as 
a  member  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Com- 
mission which  works  to  try  and  save 
the  lands  for  these  species. 

The  bill  would  go  further  than  that. 
The  bill  would  repeal  the  Coastal  Zone 
Nonpoint  Pollution  Control  Program. 
It  would  remove  60  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's wetlands  from  any  protection, 
and  allow  total  destruction  of  possibly 
as  high  ais  80  percent.  It  would  weaken 
the  standards  governing  industrial  pol- 
lution and  discharges  into  lakes,  riv- 
ers, and  harbors.  It  would  threaten  the 
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Great  Lakes  fishery,  which  is  worth 
better  than  $4  billion  a  year.  It  would 
hamper  efforts  to  control  nonpoint 
source  pollution,  the  source  of  over  50 
percent  of  water  quality  impairment  in 
the  United  States,  and  it  would  create, 
interestingly  enough,  an  extraor- 
dinarily unworkable  bureaucracy 
which  would  supposedly  address  the 
question  of  wetlands  protection  within 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  cost  the 
American  people  millions  of  dollars  a 
year. 

The  amendment  is  a  responsible 
piece  of  legislation.  It  accepts  about  70 
percent  of  the  legislation  written  in 
the  committee.  It  would  make  possible 
continued  progress,  albeit  at  a  some- 
what slower  rale  than  we  have  seen, 
because  of  the  programs  which  we  are 
now  addressing  which  have  been.  I  re- 
peat, enormously  successful  in  terms  of 
preserving  natural  resources  and  pro- 
tecting the  clean  water  and  protecting 
the  health  of  the  American  people. 

Tourism  is  a  great  industry  in  this 
country,  and  it  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant we  have.  I  know  of  no  one  who 
will  go  to  see  dirty  water.  They  go  to 
see  places  where  the  water  is  clean, 
where  the  fishing  is  good,  where  the 
swimming  is  safe,  and  where  one  may 
eat  the  fish  that  they  catch.  They  do 
not  go  to  Gowanus  Canal  or  to  places 
which  are  fabled  with  their  filth. 

Legislation  which  we  have  before  us 
would  roll  back  in  a  startling  fashion 
better  than  40  years  of  progress  which 
we  have  made  in  cleaning  up  the  wa- 
ters of  the  Nation.  It  would  not  help 
the  polluters  particularly.  It  would 
simply  allow  them  to  evade  their  re- 
sponsibilities. It  would  not  help  the 
American  people.  It  would  simply  in- 
flict upon  them  continued  destruction 
of  their  most  precious  and  important 
natural  resource,  the  water  of  this 
country. 

The  legislation  which  this  country 
wants,  if  you  ask  the  people,  and  better 
than  70  percent  of  them  will  say  so  if 
inquired  of.  is  legislation  which  pro- 
tects the  waters,  which  protects  the 
environment.  which  protects  the 
health  of  the  American  people. 

I  would  urge  that  the  amendment 
sponsored  by  my  colleagues,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton], 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
BOEHLERT].  and  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  ROEMER]  be  adopted.  I  would 
urge  that  my  colleagues  reject  the  bill. 
Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  make  reference  to  some 
comments  made  by  a  colleague  and 
member  of  the  committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  [Mr.  Latham],  ear- 
lier, particularly  as  they  apply  to  agri- 
culture. I  want  everyone  to  know  we 
are  very  sensitive  to  the  needs  of  £igri- 
culture.    Our    alternative    specifically 


provides  exemptions  for  the  repair  and 
construction  of  tiles. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  DlN- 
GELL]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dingell 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
exemptions  specifically  allow  repair 
and  construction  of  tiles.  We  also  have 
in  our  substitute  the  same  exemptions 
for  agriculture  as  are  contained  in  H.R. 
961. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  The  gentleman  says 
all  this  talk  about  how  your  substitute 
is  going  to  hurt  agriculture;  it  cannot, 
because  it  is  the  same  language  they 
have  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  He  was  genuinely 
concerned  about  that.  The  concern  was 
heartfelt. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  do  not  care  whether 
it  is  heartfelt  or  not,  I  want  to  know  if 
it  is  factual.  I  gather  you  are  telling 
me  some  of  the  concerns  expressed  are 
not  factual. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Some  of  the  con- 
cerns expressed  here  have  not  been  fac- 
tual. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  .Jersey. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  The  gentleman  men- 
tioned beach  closures.  I  Just  want  to 
say  what  the  gentleman  spoke  of  in 
terms  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  and  the  provisions  that  have  to  do 
with  nonpoint  source  pollution  and  the 
benefits  provided  for  wetlands  go  a 
long  way  to  prevent  beach  closures. 

In  1987  and  1988.  I  lived  through  those 
beach  closures  along  with  the  North- 
east coast,  and  I  can  say.  I  think 
uncategorically.  that  by  repealing  the 
laws  which  the  committee  bill  proposes 
to  repeal,  that  we  are  bound  to  repeat 
summers  like  those  summers  when  we 
had  those  beach  closures,  because  we 
are  eliminating  the  protections  that  we 
have  since  put  in  place  that  have 
worked  very,  very  well,  and  so  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  pointing  out  those 
very,  very  important  aspects  of  this 
substitute. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  the  en- 
tire 5  minutes,  but  I  want  to  rise  in 
strong  support  for  H.R.  961  and  urge 
that  it  be  passed  without  major  modi- 
fication. 

I  would  like  to  commend  my  out- 
standing chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster],  of 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee,  for  his  outstanding  and 
yeoman  work  that  he  has  done  in  re- 
gard to  this  legislation.  It  is  outstand- 
ing legislation,  and  it  deserves  the  sup- 
port of  all  of  the  Members  of  this  body. 


H.R.  961,  as  reported  out  of  our  com- 
mittee, will  reduce  Federal  power  and 
will  give  us  cleaner  water.  It  gives  con- 
trol of  water  resource  management  to 
those  who  have  the  biggest  stake  in 
maintaining  these  resources,  while 
taking  control  from  bureaucrats  here 
in  Washington. 

Even  the  Administrator  of  the  EPA, 
Carol  Browner,  has  said,  "We  must 
allow  for  Hexibility,  innovation  and 
common  sense  as  States  and  commu- 
nities look  for  ways  to  achieve  the 
standards."  That  is  what  the  commit- 
tee-approved bill  does,  Mr.  Chairman. 
It  restores  common  sense  to  our  clean 
water  regulation. 

I  have  great  respect  for  all  of  the  au- 
thors of  this  substitute  amendment. 
They  are  all  good  friends  of  mine.  But 
I  am  afraid.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute would  eliminate  the  Hexibility 
that  is  needed  and  that  Ms.  Browner 
called  for.  in  that  it  seeks  to  retain 
Federal  command  and  control  in  pur- 
suit of  clean  water. 

A  one-size-fits-all  approach  to  clean 
water  regulation  is  no  longer  sound,  if 
it  ever  was.  The  EPA  bureaucrats  and 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  officials  are 
simply  not  capable  of  making  quali- 
fied, correct  decisions  for  every  State 
legislature,  every  city  manager,  every 
farmer,  every  land  owner,  every  busi- 
ness owner  in  the  Nation. 

H.R.  961,  as  reported,  lifts  that  re- 
sponsibility from  them  and  gives  it 
back  to  the  people  and  their  represent- 
atives at  the  local  level. 

I  do  not  need  to  repeat.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  would  not  have  time  to  do  so 
anyway,  all  the  horror  stories  about 
EPA  and  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  reg- 
ulations under  our  clean  water  laws  at 
this  time,  one  stupid,  expensive,  unfair 
decision  after  another. 

A  few  years  ago  one  of  the  officials  of 
the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders  told  me  that  if  our  wetlands 
laws  were  strictly  enforced,  that  it 
would  close  up  over  60  percent  of  the 
developable  land  in  this  country.  It 
would  make  the  dream  of  home  owner- 
ship just  go  out  of  sight  from  an  eco- 
nomic standpoint  for  most  young  cou- 
ples in  this  country. 

It  has  been  mentioned  before,  but  I 
think  it  bears  repeating,  that  support 
for  moving  forward  with  H.R.  961  has 
come  from  a  wide  range  of  groups,  in- 
cluding the  National  Governors'  Asso- 
ciation, the  National  League  of  Cities, 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties,  the  As- 
sociation of  State  and  Interstate  Water 
Pollution  Control  Administrators. 
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The  water  pollution  control  adminis- 
trators are  people  who  work  full  time 
in  this  area,  and  I  can  assure  my  col- 
leagues they  would  not  support  this 
legislation  were  it  not  good  clean 
water  legislation.  This  bill  is  also  sup- 
ported by  the  Association  of  Metropoli- 
tan Sewerage  Agencies,  the  American 


Public  Works  Association,  the  Clean 
Water  Council,  the  American  Farm  Bu- 
reau Federation,  and  the  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  and  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  Independent  Businesses  among 
many,  many  others. 

H.R.  961  was  reported  out  of  our  com- 
mittee by  a  strong  bipartisan  vote  of  42 
to  16.  This  bill  deserves  bipartisan  sup- 
port now.  It  will  return  common  sense 
to  our  signatory  efforts  in  regard  to 
clean  water.  It  will  return  flexibility. 
It  will  do  away  with  many  of  the  unfair 
bureaucratic  burdensome  decisions 
that  have  come  out  in  recent  years. 

Most  importantly  of  all.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
this,  if  H.R.  961  passes  as  is.  it  will  be 
the  toughest  clean  water  law  in  the 
world.  This  bill  passing  as  is  will  be  the 
toughest  clean  water  bill  in  the  world. 
It  just  does  not  go  to  some  of  the  ex- 
tremes that  some  people  would  have  us 
do.  some  of  the  ridiculous  extremes 
that  some  people  would  have  us  go. 

So  let  us  vote  for  the  toughest  clean 
water  law  in  the  world.  Let  us  vote  for 
Chairman  Shu.sters  bill.  H.R.  961.  I 
urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  of  this  substitute  measure  au- 
thored by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  SAXTON].  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  RoE.MER].  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEH- 
LERT]. It  is  not  a  perfect  fix  of  H.R. 
96rs  problems,  but  it  offers  a  rational 
middle  ground  that  preserves  the 
rights  of  H.R.  961  while  turning  back 
H  R.  9615  most  damaging  proposals, 
and  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  many 
of  my  colleagues  served  in  State  legis- 
latures before  coming  here,  and  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  in  a  letter  that  I 
received  from  the  National  Conference 
of  State  Legislators  they  indicate  that 
unless  H.R.  961  is  significantly  amend- 
ed during  the  floor  consideration,  the 
NCSL  urges  them  to  vote  against  this 
bill,  and  they  point  out  that  the  prob- 
lems with  the  bill  that  is  before  us  that 
are  addressed  by  this  amendment  is 
that  the  bill  in  print  limits  State  dis- 
cretion to  impose  effluent  limits  which 
are  different  than  Federal  limits.  It 
also  reduces  State  authority  to  update 
and  strengthen  controls  on  toxic  and 
other  discharges  by  providing  that  ef- 
fluent limitations  only  be  reviewed 
every  10  years. 

So  not  only  myself  and  others  are 
urging  our  colleagues  to  support  this. 
but  the  State  legislatures  are  as  well. 
The  substitute  amendment  restores 
vital  protections  for  wetlands,  but 
makes  commonsense  exemptions  for 
agriculture.  Hood  control  and  other  im- 
portant activities.  These  provisions  are 
based  on  wetlands  language  offered  by 
the  National  Governors  Association 
and  increase  the  States'  role  in  wet- 
land's  protection. 

The  substitute  amendment  replaces 
the  repeal  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 


ment Act  non-point  source  program  in- 
cluded in  H.R.  961  with  amendments  to 
improve  the  program  proposed  by 
Coastal  States  Organizations.  Any  leg- 
islator representing  a  coastal  State 
knows  the  significance  of  having  the 
ability  to  control  non-point  source  run 
off  because  it  runs  into  the  ocean.  Our 
local  economies  are  based  on  the  fact 
that  people  make  livings  off  that 
ocean,  both  for  recreation  and  pri- 
marily for  commercial  fishing,  and  if 
that  environment  is  not  safe,  and 
sound,  and  clean,  then  we  are  going  to 
destroy  the  very  economic  base  of 
many  of  our  coastal  regions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  bill  in  its 
drafted  form  goes  a  long  way  to  doing 
that,  so  that  is  why  I  support  the 
Saxton  propKJsal.  because  it  is  a  reason- 
able alternative,  it  is  going  to  help  pro- 
tect clean  water,  and  we  need  to  do 
that  because  we  are  just  borrowing 
time  from  future  generations,  and  we 
need  to  turn  over  the  world  in  a  better 
shape  than  which  it  is  in  now.  So  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  sub- 
stitute. 

National  Conference  of 
State  Legisl-iitures. 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 
Re  H.R.  961.  Clean  Water  Act  Amendments  of 

1995. 
Hon.  Sam  Farr. 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Representative  Farr:  On  behalf  of 
the  National  Conference  of  Stale  Legisla- 
tures. I  am  wntmg  to  express  concerns  about 
H  R.  961  as  reported  by  committee.  Unless 
H  R.  961  is  significantly  amended  during 
floor  consideration.  NCSL  urges  you  to  vote 
against  the  bill. 

In  partnership  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment, states  have  worked  diligently  for  more 
than  two  decades  to  achieve  the  Clean  Water 
Act's  goals  of  restoring  and  maintaining  our 
nation's  waters.  The  Clean  Water  Act  serves 
as  a  baseline  for  stale  programs,  while  giving 
states  flexibility  to  go  beyond  federal  mini- 
mum requirements.  Many  of  the  problems 
facing  our  nation's  water  bodies  are  inter- 
state in  character  and  cannot  be  addressed 
by  any  state  acting  alone.  Over  the  past  two 
decades  states  have  come  to  rely  upon  the 
state-federal  partnership  that  is  the  comer- 
stone  of  our  system  of  public  health  protec- 
tion. 

While  NCSL  applauds  H  R.  961's  proposed 
increases  in  SRF  funding,  efforts  to  provide 
states  with  greater  flexibility,  and  other  pro- 
visions that  directly  benefit  state  and  local 
government,  we  are  concerned  with  other  as- 
pects of  the  bill  For  instance,  if  enacted  in 
its  present  form,  H  R.  961  would  permit  in- 
creased degradation  of  our  nation's  waters 
and  allow  for  delay  in  achieving  the  Clean 
Water  Act's  goals.  We  urge  you  to  seriously 
consider  any  amendments  which  aim  to 
strike  a  proper  balance  between  increased 
state  authority  and  preservation  of  mini- 
mum federal  standards 

One  of  our  specific  concerns  with  H  R  961 
is  that  It  would  reverse  our  nation's  goal  of 
eliminating  the  net  loss  of  both  wetlands 
acreage  and  wetlands  habitat  values.  Wet- 
lands are  an  integral  component  of  both  the 
environmentAl  and  economic  health  of  our 
nation  They  provide  important  economic 
and  recreational  benefits  such  as  hunting, 
fishing,  natural  flood  control,  recharge  zones 
for  groundwater  aquifers,  reduced  shoreline 
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erosion  and  water  purification  through  fil- 
tration of  sediments  and  toxic  pollutants 
from  runoff.  Given  the  direct  and  indirect 
economic  benefits  that  are  derived  from  wet- 
lands, we  are  concerned  by  provisions  in  H  R 
961  that  would  encourage  and  increase  devel- 
opment activities  in  wetlands 

In  addition  to  the  above.  NCSL  is  also  con- 
cerned with  other  provisions  of  H.R  961  For 
instance,  as  reported  by  committee.  H.R.  961 
would:  Limit  state  discretion  to  impose  ef- 
fluent limits  which  are  different  than  federal 
limits:  reduce  state  authority  to  update  and 
strengthen  controls  on  toxic  and  other  dis- 
charges by  providing  that  effluent  limita- 
tions can  only  be  reviewed  every  ten  years, 
relax  effluent  pretreatment  standards  for 
waste  waters  destined  for  Publicly  Owned 
Treatment  Works  (POTW'si;  and  waive  com- 
pliance time  deadlines  for  any  year  in  which 
actual  funding  levels  fall  short  of  authorized 
levels. 

While  NCSL  supports  many  of  the  bill's 
provisions  that  would  directly  benefit  states 
and  their  political  subdivisions,  we  nonethe- 
less do  have  concerns  with  other  aspects  of 
the  bill.  It  is  our  sincere  hope  that  floor 
amendments  during  consideration  of  the  bill 
will  succeed  in  addressing  and  resolving  our 
concerns. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  share 
these  thoughts  with  you. 
Sincerely. 

Jane  Campbell. 

President.  NCSL.  Assistant  Minority  Leader, 
Ohio  House  oj  Representatives. 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FARR  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  today  to  support  the 
Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute  to 
H.R.  961.  the  Clean  Water  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1995  This  substitute  is  a  sen- 
sible, reform  measure  which  fixes 
many  of  the  problems  associated  with 
Clean  Water  Act  regulations,  without 
sacrificing  essential  protections,  par- 
ticularly in  the  areas  of  wetlands  pol- 
icy and  coastal  zone  management. 

Long  Islanders  have  always  had  a 
SF>ecial  appreciation  for  the  delicate 
nature  of  our  Nation's  waters  and  the 
need  to  protect  them  for  our  economic 
health,  as  well  as  for  future  genera- 
tions. My  constituents  carry  on  this 
tradition  of  concern.  Long  Island  is, 
after  all,  an  island  My  district  on  the 
south  shore  has  over  35  miles  of  coastal 
shoreline.  Long  Island's  coastal  waters 
are  a  premier  source  of  recreation  and 
the  backbone  of  an  essential  tourism 
industry,  which  relies  on  our  vast 
stretch  of  sandy  beaches  In  addition, 
they  house  thousands  of  acres  of  shell- 
fish beds,  and  support  both  commercial 
and  sport  fishing 

Because  of  this  reliance  on  our  coaist- 
al  waters,  both  wetlands  protection 
and  coastal  zone  management  are  es- 
sential to  both  the  economic  health 
and  quality  of  life  on  Long  Island.  Wet- 
lands are  a  natural  filtering  system 
which  help  protect  the  health  of  our 
fish  population  as  well  as  help  filter 
pollutants  from  seeping  into  our 
groundwater.  Yet  H  R.  961  would  re- 
move over  60  percent  of  our  Nation's 
wetlands  from  any  level  of  protection. 


12468 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  10,  1995 


May  10,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


The  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  sub- 
stitute addresses  the  concerns  of  pri- 
vate landowners  by  putting  in  place  a 
proposal  developed  and  supported  by 
the  National  Governor's  Association 
which  simplifies  and  expedites  the  wet- 
lands permitting  process  by  expanding 
the  role  of  State  wetlands  managers  in 
the  permitting  process.  This  will  help 
encourage  decisions  about  wetlands 
management  to  be  made  on  the  local 
level,  without  paving  the  way  for  wide- 
spread wetlands  destruction 

H.R.  961  would  also  repeal  section 
6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthor- 
ization Amendments  [CZARA],  which 
is  the  only  enforceable  program  devel- 
oped by  Congress  to  deal  with  nonpoint 
source  pollution  of  coastal  waters.  Con- 
sequently, this  bill  would  expect  an  al- 
ready weak  nonpoint  source  pollution 
program,  section  319.  to  somehow  at- 
tend to  the  special  problems  associated 
with  coastal  pollution.  This  pollution 
has  resulted  in  the  closure  of  200.000 
acres  of  New  York  City  and  Long  Is- 
land shellfish  beds.  It  has  severely  im- 
pacted both  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fishing  on  Long  Island.  I 
clearly  remember  recent  summers 
when  medical  waste,  including  used  sy- 
ringes, washed  up  on  shore  and  forced 
the  closure  of  certain  Long  Island 
beaches  on  hot  summer  days.  In  fact. 
more  than  10,000  beaches  nationwide 
were  closed  to  bathing  over  the  past  5 
years  due  to  pollution.  My  district  can- 
not afford  this  kind  of  loss.  The  coastal 
State  governors  have  spent  years  work- 
ing on  sensible  State-managed  pro- 
grams to  this  threat  to  coastal  waters. 
Working  with  CZARA,  the  coastal 
States  have  finally  come  up  with  solu- 
tions that  they  feel  will  work  best  for 
their  States.  The  Saxton-Boehlert-Roe- 
mer substitute  acknowledges  this  ef- 
fort by  adopting  the  reforms  proposed 
by  the  29  States  of  the  Coastal  States 
Organization  for  implementing 

CZARA. 

Like  many  other  coastal  areas 
around  the  country.  Long  Island  is  de- 
pendent upon  its  waters  to  support  its 
economy  as  well  as  its  quality  of  life. 
By  including  provisions  developed  by 
the  National  Governor's  Association 
and  Coastal  States  Organization,  the 
Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute, 
gives  each  State  the  flexibility  to  de- 
velop the  best  programs  to  protect  its 
water,  while  maintaining  critical  Fed- 
eral support.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  substitute. 

Mr.  ZELIFF.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute 
to  H.R.  961. 

Let  us  face  it.  colleagues.  The  Clean 
Water  Act  hsis  made  great  strides  in 
improving  the  quality  of  water  sources 
and  aquatic  habitats  across  our  Nation. 
However,  unintended  consequences  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act  as  well  as  ad- 


vances in  environmental  science  and 
technology  over  the  past  20  years  have 
necessitated  a  revision  of  this  law.  H.R. 
961.  as  passed  by  the  Transportation 
Committee,  brings  a  1970's  law  into  the 
1990's  and  the  21st  century. 

With  wastewater  treatment  needs  of 
communities  across  the  United  States 
projected  to  cost  over  $120  billion  dur- 
ing the  next  20  years,  it  is  essential 
that  innovative  financing  and  treat- 
ment methods  be  utilized.  States  need 
to  be  provided  flexibility  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  clean  water  programs  in 
order  to  best  address  the  particular 
water  resource  needs  and  conditions  of 
their  comm^inities.  Cost-benefit  analy- 
sis, risk  assessment  and  the  use  of 
sound  science  need  to  be  included  in  a 
national  clean  water  program  to  ensure 
that  regulations  do  not  burden  the 
States,  localities,  and  individual  land 
owners. 

Finally,  commonsense  reforms  of  the 
current  section  404  wetlands  permit- 
ting process  are  needed  to  relieve  pri- 
vate landowners  of  the  current  regu- 
latory maze  and  to  protect  their  rights 
as  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  Under  the  current 
Clean  Water  Act.  landowners  have  been 
prosecuted  or  threatened  with  prosecu- 
tion for  removing  trash,  adding  fill 
dirt,  repairing  a  levee,  installing  a  ten- 
nis court,  plowing  land,  and  planting 
crops  without  a  section  404  permit. 

A  great  deal  of  time  and  effort  has 
been  invested  by  Chairman  Shuster 
and  the  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture Committee  to  ensure  that  these 
issues  are  all  addressed  in  H.R.  961  and 
that  all  perspectives  on  clean  water  is- 
sues have  been  taken  into  consider- 
ation. At  the  same  time.  H.R  961  facili- 
tates the  continued  improvement  in 
the  quality  of  onr  Nation's  water  re- 
sources. This  bill  has  had  resounding 
bi-partisan  support  throughout  the 
committee  process,  having  passed  the 
subcommittee  by  a  vote  of  19  to  5  and 
the  full  committee  by  a  vote  of  42  to  16. 
I  commend  Chairman  Shu.ster  for  his 
commitment  to  reforming  the  Clean 
Water  Act  to  be  a  more  effective  and 
efficient  national  policy  without  com- 
promising America's  water  quality, 
and  for  his  dedication  to  seeing  that 
this  legislation  comes  to  the  floor  dur- 
ing this  Congress. 

The  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute 
would  gut  the  provisions  of  H.R.  961 
which  bring  the  Clean  Water  Act  into 
the  21st  century.  The  Saxton-Boehlert 
substitute  does  little  to  change  the  in- 
flexible Federal  Stormwater  and  non- 
point  source  regulations  that  are 
breaking  the  financial  backs  of  small 
and  rural  communities  across  the  Na- 
tion. The  substitute  does  not  ade- 
quately relieve  the  States,  localities 
and  landowners  from  onerous  regula- 
tions and  loss  of  private  property 
rights.  I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  "no"  on  the  substitute. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  ZELIFF.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  said  this  would  gut  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  that  bring  us  into 
the  21st  century.  It  would  be  helpful  to 
us  if  the  gentleman  elucidates  those 
particular  provisions  because  we  are  all 
anxious  to  go  into  the  21st  century. 

Mr.  ZELIFF.  I  agree,  and.  although 
we  have  an  honest  disagreement.  I 
think  that  the  Contract  With  America 
and  all  that  we  were  trying  to  do  in 
terms  of  giving  back  some  of  the  power 
to  the  States  to  make  decisions 
classifying  what  a  wetlands  is  and  a 
wetland  is  not  makes  all  the  sense  in 
the  world,  and  so  that  kind  of  common 
sense  brings  us  into  the  21st  century. 
Regulations  and  laws  that  cost  all  of  us 
in  taking  precious  rights  away  from  us 
as  individuals,  putting  those  regula- 
tions back  with  the  States  and  all 
those  things  make  a  lot  of  good  com- 
mon sense  and  hopefully  go 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Wetlands  provision 
we  have  adopted  the  language  advanced 
by  the  National  Governors  Association 
because,  like  the  gentleman,  we  agree 
that  the  Governors  are  in  the  best  posi- 
tion to  deal  with  these  very  sensitive 
issues. 

Mr.  ZELIFF.  The  Governors  do  not 
support  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  The  Governors  sup- 
port title  'VIII  to  the  bill  as 

Mr.  ZELIFF.  Support  the  gentle- 
man's position 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute 
amendment.  It  is  far  preferable  to  the 
underlying  bill  that  has  been  brought 
to  the  floor 

Let  me  comment  for  a  moment,  if  I 
might,  about  the  efforts  we  have  made 
in  Maryland  in  regard  to  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay.  This  is  an  effort  that  has 
been  undertaken  now  for  over  15  years 
in  which  the  people  of  Maryland  have 
made  a  tremendous  sacrifice  in  order 
to  reclaim  the  quality  of  the  water  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay.  This  has  not  just 
been  an  effort  by  the  people  of  Mary- 
land. It  has  been  a  cooperative  effort 
between  the  people  of  Maryland,  Penn- 
sylvania. Virginia,  the  Nation's  Cap- 
ital. It  has  been  an  effort  between  the 
private  sector  and  the  Government 
working  together  in  order  to  deal  with 
some  very  serious  pollution  problems 
within  the  Bay.  It  has  been  a  model 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  seen  this 
partnership  has  worked  through  some 
very  tough  changes  in  the  manner  in 
which  we  deal  with  water  quality,  in- 
cluding land  use  management,  and  fish- 
ing restrictions  and  other  policies  that 
we  have  undertaken  in  order  to  deal 
with  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  and  it  has 
been  successful.  The  underlying  bill 
would  be  a  major  step  backward  on  the 
quality  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 


Let  me  mention  3  significant  dif- 
ferences between  the  underlying  bill 
and  the  substitute  that  is  before  us. 
First,  as  it  relates  to  the  wetlands  pro- 
tection, the  surge  of  nutrients  into  the 
Bay  acts  as  a  strangling  of  the  oxygen 
that  is  important  for  the  fish  life,  for 
the  waterfowl,  for  oysters,  crabs,  and  I 
could  go  on. 
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The  quality  of  what  we  know  on  the 
Chesapeake  Bay,  whether  it  is  for  com- 
mercial or  recreational  purposes,  is 
contingent  upon  us  being  able  to  con- 
trol the  level  of  nutrient  in  the  Bay. 
That  is  why  under  the  Bay  Agreement 
we  have  a  commitment  to  reduce  the 
levels  of  nutrients  by  40  percent  by  the 
year  2000. 

The  wetlands  operate  as  a  filtering 
system  to  remove  nutrients  and  sedi- 
ment from  the  Bay.  Between  1982  and 
1989,  in  the  States  of  Maryland,  Vir- 
ginia, and  Pennsylvania,  we  lost  37,000 
acres  of  wetlands.  That  is  equivalent  to 
the  size  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  substitute  uses  the  standards 
helped  developed  by  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association  in  order  to  put  sen- 
sible restrictions  on  wetlands  to  pro- 
tect wetlands.  The  underlying  bill 
would  literally  allow  the  destruction  of 
thousands,  tens  of  thousands  of  acres 
of  wetlands  in  our  region  and  around 
the  Nation. 

A  second  reason  why  the  substitute  is 
far  preferable  is  the  pollution  from 
storm  water  systems.  We  have  a  lot  of 
old  urban  sewage  systems  in  our  State. 
During  heavy  storms,  pollution,  raw 
sewage,  will  just  literally  flow  into  the 
tributaries  that  lead  into  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay.  The  substitute  that  is  be- 
fore us  offers  some  hope  that  we  can 
deal  with  this  issue.  The  underlying 
bill  does  nothing  at  all  to  protect  us 
from  the  problems  of  storm  water  pol- 
lution. 

Let  me  mention  a  third  issue  why  the 
substitute  is  far  preferable  than  the 
underlying  bill,  and  that  is  the  coastal 
zone  non-pointed  source  runoff  con- 
trols. Again,  we  are  dealing  with  the 
nutrient  I'ivel  that  I  mentioned  before. 
The  underlying  bill  will  allow  the  nu- 
trients to  continue,  which  act  as  a  suf- 
focation to  the  oxygen  necessary  for 
aquatic  life.  The  substitute  provides 
protection  in  this  area,  again  allowing 
us  to  deal  with  the  unacceptable  level 
of  nutrients  that  are  flowing  into  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  and  other  waters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bottom  line  is 
this:  We  have  invested  an  awful  lot  in 
cleaning  up  the  Chesapeake  Bay  in  this 
region.  We  have  put  a  lot  of  time,  ef- 
fort, and  resources,  both  governmental 
and  private  sector.  We  have  a  choice  in 
a  few  moments  whether  we  are  going  to 
move  forward  in  partnership  with  our 
States  and  with  our  local  governments 
and  with  the  private  sector  to  help 
clean  up  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  or 
whether  we  are  going  to  move  back- 
wards. 


The  Federal  Government  has  been  a 
partner  in  this  effort,  a  very  proud 
partner  in  this  effort,  in  helping  the  re- 
gion deal  with  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 
which  has  been  a  model  of  a  multi-ju- 
risdictional  body  of  water  in  dealing 
with  pollution.  It  has  acted  as  a  model, 

I  hope  the  Congress.  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues, will  continue  that  fine  tradi- 
tion. Vote  for  the  substitute,  vote 
against  the  underlying  bill.  Let  us  con- 
tinue that  partnership  and  allow  the 
people  of  our  region  to  continue  their 
efforts  to  reclaim  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant assets  that  we  have,  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Cardin] 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Saxton  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Cardin  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CARDIN,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey, 

Mr.  S.\XTON.  I  would  just  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman,  the  nutrification  proc- 
ess that  you  speak  of  in  bodies  of  wa- 
ters such  as  the  Chesapeake  Bay  where 
nutrients  create  a  situation  where 
aquatic  life  cannot  exist,  at  least  in  a 
healthy  way,  comes  from  in  most  cases 
the  non-point  source  pollution  issue 
that  we  are  addressing  in  the  sub- 
stitute. The  educational  process,  to  en- 
list the  help  of  the  army  of  people  nec- 
essary to  change  our  forms  of  behavior, 
is  absolutely  necessary,  ais  included  in 
this  bill. 

I  bring  this  up  because  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  is  the  great  example  of  a 
great  body  of  water  that  everybody  is 
in  love  with  and  that  everybody  would 
like  to  help  Lu  nurture  back  to  a  good 
state  of  health,  if  only  we  had  pro- 
grams to  help  people  understand  how 
to  do  that. 

I  grew  up  in  northeastern  Pennsylva- 
nia on  the  south  branch  of  the 
Tunkhannock  Creek,  which  nobody  has 
heard  of.  But  it  feeds  into  the  east 
branch  of  the  Susquehanna  River, 
which  is  of  course  the  source  of  fresh 
water  for  the  Bay,  and  that  is  where 
the  nutrients  come  from.  My  father  a 
few  years  ago  adopted  the  south  branch 
of  the  Tunkhannock  Creek  and  went 
about  trying  to  eliminate  the  nutrients 
coming  from  that  area. 

Throughout  Pennsylvania,  those 
kinds  of  programs  are  necessary  in 
order  to  help  bring  the  Bay  back  to  an 
appropriate  level  of  healthfulness. 

So  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
comments. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  comments.  He  is  absolutely  correct. 
The  nutrients  are  acting  as  a  suffo- 
cation to  aquatic  life.  Nonpoint  pollu- 
tion is  the  cause.  Education  is  impor- 
tant. The  substitute  moves  us  in  that 
direction  to  control  the  issues.  The  un- 
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derlying  bill  would  prevent  the  actions. 
I  appreciate  the  comments  made  by  the 
gentleman  on  this, 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  "while  I" 
speech.  While  I  share  the  concern  and 
admire  the  leadership  of  Messrs.  Boeh- 
LERT  and  Shays  and  formerly  Mr, 
Saxton,  I  must  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment. 

Let  the  recoru  show  that  I  am  for  a 
clean  Chesapeake  Bay,  Let  the  record 
show  I  hope  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  is  able  to  swim  as  long  as  he 
wants  in  the  Susquehanna,  or  what- 
ever. But  I  must  say  that  agriculture 
has  a  stake  in  this,  I  think  there  has 
been  debate  here,  and  as  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  I 
feel  compelled  to  inform  Members  that 
most  of  those  interested  in  agriculture 
are  very  concerned  about  this  sub- 
stitute. 

Now,  you  are  going  to  say  "Who  is 
that,"  and  I  am  going  to  tell  you.  The 
Agricultural  Retailers,  American  Asso- 
ciation of  Nurserymen,  American  Crop 
Protection  Association,  American 
Farm  Bureau.  American  Feed  Industry. 
American  Sheep  Industry.  American 
Soybean  Association.  CF  Industries. 
Inc..  Agriculture  Association.  Farm- 
land Industries,  the  dairymen,  and  Na- 
tional Association  of  State  Depart- 
ments of  Agriculture,  They  are  ex- 
tremely important  as  you  work  on  the 
environment.  You  have  got  to  work 
with  the  state  departments  of  agri- 
culture as  well  as  the  state  depart- 
ments of  environmental  protection. 

We  have  the  wheat  growers,  the 
cattleineu,  the  corn  growers,  the  cot- 
ton council.  I  can  go  on  and  on  and  on. 
But  basically  all  of  agriculture  says 
while  they  understand  the  concern  and 
the  apprehension  of  those  who  have  of- 
fered this  substitute,  that  we  need  this 
bill.  We  need  the  other  bill. 

Now,  why?  Let  me  also  add,  if  you 
are  from  rural  and  small  town  Amer- 
ica, the  National  Federation  of  Inde- 
pendent Business,  one  of  the  many  out- 
fits here  that  rates  Members  of  Con- 
gress. Some  Members  of  Congress  that 
are  about,  wake  up  in  the  offices,  wake 
up  here.  The  NFIB  rating,  two  times, 
one  on  the  substitute  and  one  on  final 
passage.  They  are  opposed  to  the  sub- 
stitute; they  are  for  the  final  passage. 

Why  would  the  NFIB  and  agriculture 
indicate  their  opposition  to  the  sub- 
stitute? Well,  the  substitute  allows  the 
1987  Core  Delineation  Manual  to  be 
used  for  making  wetlands  determina- 
tions. That  is  the  manual  that  has 
caused  all  the  problems.  That  has  been 
the  problem. 

This  bill  sets  out  a  better  determina- 
tion, a  much  better  definition.  This 
1987  manual  would  let  the  regulators 
decide  wetland  hydrology  by  looking  at 
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watermarks  on  trees,  even  though 
there  is  no  water  on  the  land.  A  parcel 
of  land  could  be  damp  a  foot  below  the 
surface  and  still  meet  their  require- 
ment. That  has  been  part  of  the  prob- 
lem. We  do  require  21  consecutive  days 
where  a  wetland  would  be  wet.  I  think 
that  makes  a  little  sense.  If  more  than 
50  percent  of  the  vegetation  on  the  land 
is  made  up  of  plants  that  also  thrive  in 
other  areas,  well,  there  you  are.  that 
requirement  of  qualification  is  met. 

This  bill,  the  chairman's  bill,  the  bill 
that  we  also  support  on  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  requires 
some  water  loving  wetland  plant  to  be 
present.  I  think  that  makes  common 
sense. 

I  will  tell  you,  I  know  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  [Mr.  Boehlert]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  [Mr. 
Dlvgell]  and  I  have  the  utmost  respect 
for  him,  has  said  it  does  not  harm  agri- 
culture. I  know  the  gentleman  has 
made  a  very  honest  effort  in  that  re- 
gard. But  the  chairman's  bill  allows 
State  and  local  cooperation  to  restore 
a  wetland  ecosystem. 

You  know  what?  We  have  debated 
this  and  debated  this.  No  one  here 
knows  exactly  what  an  ecosystem  is,  a 
wetlands  ecosystem,  and  that  is  the 
problem.  Because  when  these  matters 
end  up  in  a  Federal  District  Court,  the 
judge  then  turns  to  the  EPA  and  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  tell  him 
what  a  wetlands  ecosystem  is,  and  we 
are  right  back  to  the  regulator  and  we 
are  right  back  to  the  problem  that  has 
caused  all  of  the  problem  in  regards  to 
farm  country. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  about  the  Chesa- 
peake and  the  Susquehanna.  We  have 
got  a  river  in  Kansas,  one  of  the  few 
rivers  in  Kansas.  It  is  called  the  Arkan- 
sas. There  is  a  community  there  called 
Great  Bend,  Kansas.  And  we  heard  a  lot 
about  nutrients  and  the  different 
standards. 

That  community  is  now  going  to 
spend  $12  million  for  a  new  waterworks 
system.  You  know  why?  There  is  too 
much  chlorine  in  the  water.  It  could 
endanger  an  endangered  species  fish 
called  the  shiner  in  the  local  river.  One 
basic  problem,  there  is  no  water  in  the 
river  and  there  is  no  fish.  Now,  other 
than  that,  it  makes  a  great  deal  of 
common  sense. 

That  is  an  extreme  example,  but  that 
is  the  kind  of  thing  we  are  facing  in  ag- 
riculture. Low  spots  in  the  field  where, 
as  I  said  before,  no  self-respecting  duck 
would  ever  land. 

I  urge  you,  if  you  come  from  rural 
and  small  town  America,  if  you  care 
about  the  NFIB  rating,  and  if  you  serve 
on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  vote 
against  this  substitute  and  support  the 
bill. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MINGE  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  LN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTmTTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAXTON 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 


Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ensign).  The  gentleman  reserves  a 
point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

.-Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Minge  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Saxton;  "Page  130.  after  line  5. 
add  the  following:  (5)  Agricultural  Permit 
Authority.— The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  issue  permits  In  accordance 
with  this  section  for  any  activity  resulting 
from  normal  fanning,  silviculture,  aqua- 
culture,  and  ranching  activities  and  prac- 
tices carried  out  on  agricultural  lands  or  for 
any  activity  incidental  thereto  carried  out 
on  aigricultural  lands  if  the  agricultural  land 
is  not  subject  to  sections  1221-1223  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821- 
3823).  Any  activity  allowed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  sections  1221-1223  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U  S.C.  3821-3823) 
shall  be  deemed  permitted  under  this  section 
and  no  individual  request  for  or  granting  of 
a  permit  shall  be  required.'  " 

■Page  146.  after  line  7.  add  the  following: 
(z)  Mitigation  of  Agricultural  Lands—Any 
mitigation  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture for  agricultural  lands  shall  be  ac- 
cepted by  the  Secretary  as  mitigation  under 
this  section.' " 

Mr.  MINGE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  briefly  discuss  the  reason  for 
this  amendment.  The  problem  that  we 
face  in  rural  areas  with  wetland  delin- 
eation and  permitting  under  section  404 
is  largely  a  problem  that  results  from 
several  Government  agencies  trying  to 
make  decisions  about  the  same  land. 
We  have  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  all 
focusing  on  what  ought  to  be  done.  The 
farmers  and  others  in  the  rural  area 
have  found  that  this  vast  array  of 
agencies  at  the  State,  Federal,  and 
local  level  has  resulted  in  delays  of 
years,  frustration,  expense,  and  de- 
spair. 

What  is  important  I  believe  is  that 
we  clearly  recognize  here  in  Congress 
that  although  we  have  committees  and 
we  have  jurisdiction  and  are  concerned 
that  we  maintain  clear  lines  of  author- 
ity, that  out  there  in  the  field,  in  the 
real  world,  it  is  terribly  important,  in- 
dividuals, that  we  at  the  Federal  level 
speak  with  one  voice. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
make  it  possible  for  farmers  and  rural 
America  to  ask  for  an  opinion  on 
whether  or  not  their  situation  requires 
a  permit,  whether  or  not  mitigation 
that  is  acceptable  to  one  Federal  agen- 
cy is  acceptable  to  another,  and  have  a 


straight  answer  from  one  Federal  offi- 
cer. 

I  submit  that  part  of  the  credibility 
that  we  as  Members  of  Congress  and 
the  Federal  Government  face  is  that  we 
have  been  unable  to  put  things  to- 
gether so  that  our  agencies  do  in  fact 
work  with  one  voice,  and  we  have  one- 
stop  shopping. 

For  this  reason.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
quest that  this  body  approve  this 
amendment  and  improve  the  way  that 
we  deal  with  people  in  rural  America. 
This  is  not  an  amendment  that  goes  to 
the  merits  of  the  legislation  in  terms 
of  policy  decisions,  over  what  should 
and  should  not  be  a  wetland.  Instead,  it 
goes  to  the  procedure  by  which  people 
deal  with  our  Federal  agencies.  I  re- 
quest that  this  amendment  be  passed. 
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Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  a  point  of 
order.  As  I  understand,  the  amendment 
will  be  accepted  by  the  author  of  the 
substitute,  and  we  may  have  problems 
with  this,  but  we  can  fight  that  battle 
within  the  context  of  the  whole  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINCJE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  be- 
half of  the  authors  of  the  substitute, 
we  do  accept  the  amendment.  We  be- 
lieve that  it  goes  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  farmers  that  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  was  speaking  so  eloquently 
about  just  a  few  minutes  ago.  We  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  foresight 
in  bringing  this  matter  to  our  atten- 
tion. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  compliment  the  gen- 
tleman, too,  because  we  are  vitally 
concerned  with  the  interests  of  agri- 
culture. The  gentleman  has  evidenced  a 
sensitivity  to  that,  and  we  are  glad  to 
accept  that  proposal. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  say,  as  one  of  the  authors  of  the 
substitute  as  well,  that  we  feel  that  we 
want  to  do  everything  we  can  to  work 
closely  with  agriculture.  We  feel  this 
improves  the  bill  for  farmers,  for  con- 
servation, and  for  the  convenience  of 
farmers  as  one-stop  shopping.  And  we 
are  happy  to  accept  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
ENSIGN).  The  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  MiNGE]  to  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Saxton]. 


The  amendment  to  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  was  agreed 
to. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  I  have  serious 
concerns  about  the  impact  of  certain 
provisions  of  H.R.  961  on  my  State  of 
Connecticut. 

First,  the  Shuster  bill  repeals  the 
coastal  water  protection  program  es- 
tablished by  the  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 
ment Act,  which  recognizes  the  unique 
water  pollution  issues  facing  coastal 
States  and  requires  these  States  to 
take  special  steps  to  control  nonpoint 
source  pollution. 

Connecticut  has  been  a  leader  in  this 
area,  developing  an  innovative  and  suc- 
cessful program.  Scaling  back  the  Fed- 
eral program  would  have  serious  nega- 
tive consequences  for  my  State's 
shores  because  no  matter  how  commit- 
ted Connecticut  is  to  coastal  quality, 
negligence  by  neighbor  states  could 
pollute  our  shores  and  our  waterways. 
Nonetheless,  the  significant  changes  in 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  are 
long  overdue  and  to  address  these  prob- 
lems with  the  current  program,  the 
Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  adopts  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  coastal 
State  Governors,  to  preserve  the  bene- 
fits of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  but  gives  States  greater  flexibility 
to  delineate  the  scope  of  their  managed 
areas,  expand  the  time  frame  for  imple- 
mentation of  reforms  and  allow  States 
to  select  and  prioritize  the  projects 
they  believe  will  address  their 
nonpoint  source  pollution  problems. 

Given  the  facts  that  in  the  past  5 
years  over  10.000  beaches  in  the  United 
States  have  been  closed  because  of 
coastal  water  pollution  and  that  over 
one-third  of  all  shellfish  beds  are 
closed  or  threatened  by  water  pollu- 
tion, including  32  in  Connecticut,  we 
must  focus  greater  attention,  not  less, 
on  the  problems  of  water  pollution  in 
our  coastal  zones. 

This  is  both  an  economic  and  an  en- 
vironmental imperative.  The  pollution 
threatening  our  coasts  stems  mainly 
from  nonpoint  sources,  storm  water 
runoff  from  urban,  suburban,  commer- 
cial and  industrial  areas  now  accounts 
for  30  percent  of  water  quality  impair- 
ment. The  current  Clean  Water  Act 
mandates  a  program  to  control  pol- 
luted storm  water  from  municipal  in- 
dustrial sources  and  has  already  been 
phased  into  effect  in  most  of  the  larg- 
est cities  and  industries. 

Even  though  342  cities  and  134,000  in- 
dustrial sources  already  have  their  per- 
mit and  abatement  programs  in  place, 
the  problem  of  controlling  storm  water 
runoff  has  proven  to  be  quite  com- 
plicated. EPA  has  placed  a  6-year  mor- 
atorium on  any  new  requirements  on 
smaller    cities    or    smaller    industries 


while  it  works  out  the  problems  the 
programs  have  encountered  in  regard 
to  small  cities  and  small  businesses. 

The  substitute  adopts  the  EPA  mora- 
torium as  law  and  extends  it  for  10 
years.  This  is  the  right  approach,  be- 
cause it  maintains  the  pressure  on 
States  to  deal  with  these  issues  while 
at  the  same  time  relieving  States  of 
taking  irrational  steps  in  regard  to 
small  towns  and  small  industries. 

Another  provision  with  serious  po- 
tential implications  for  Connecticut  is 
the  wastewater  treatment  standards, 
specifically  secondary  treatment  waiv- 
ers. The  current  Clean  Water  Act  es- 
tablishes secondary  treatment  as  a 
minimum  standard  for  municipal  sew- 
age treatment  plants,  governing  how 
clean  wastewater  must  be  before  it  is 
discharged  into  rivers,  oceans  and 
other  bodies  of  water.  All  municipally 
owned  sewage  treatment  plants  were 
required  to  provide  secondary  treat- 
ment by  1988  and  all  municipal  facili- 
ties in  Connecticut  have  already  at- 
tained at  least  secondary  treatment  ca- 
pability and  some  have  gone  beyond 
that  standard. 

Despite  the  fact  that  this  require- 
ment has  been  in  effect  for  almost  7 
years,  the  underlying  bill  seeks  to  ex- 
empt towns  of  less  than  10,000  people 
from  secondary  treatment  require- 
ments. 

Along  the  Connecticut  River,  which 
cuts  through  the  heart  of  all  of  New 
England,  this  exemption  would  create 
havoc.  Most  of  the  towns  in  New  Eng- 
land are  smaller  than  10.000  people.  A 
town  of  10,000  people  gives  off  a  million 
gallons  of  sewage  a  day. 

Like  most  other  States,  Connecticut 
still  has  a  long  way  to  go  in  achieving 
its  clean  water  goals.  More  than  a 
third  of  the  assessed  rivers  and  estu- 
aries cannot  sustain  fishing,  permit 
swimming  or  maintain  aquatic  life 
year  round.  Exempting  the  majority  of 
our  towns  as  a  majority  of  less  than 
10,000  people  from  secondary  treatment 
requirements  will  not  continue  the 
progress  we  have  made  at  great  ex- 
pense. 

Finally,  I  am  pleased  to  support  the 
wetlands  provisions  of  the  Saxton- 
Boehlert  substitute.  This  title  adopts 
the  recommendations  of  the  National 
Governors  Association  with  input  from 
State  wetlands  managers. 

I  would  remind  Members  that  both  in 
the  wetlands  section  and  in  the  coastal 
management  section  the  Boehlert  sub- 
stitute simply  adopts  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  State  Governors  for  the  re- 
forms that  their  people  say  are  needed 
in  these  programs. 

I  am  troubled  by  title  Vm  of  H.R.  961 
for  several  reasons.  The  bill  establishes 
a  new  entitlement  for  property  owners 
whose  property  value  is  diminished  by 
20  percent.  We  have  discussed  this  at 
great  length.  I  will  not  repeat  that  dis- 
cussion. 

Secondly,  the  bill  would  require  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  classify  all 
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wetlands  into  three  categories  with 
only  the  top  category  being  fully  pro- 
tected. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Johnson)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  John- 
son of  Connecticut  was  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr 
Chairman,  this  would  have  a  harsh  ef- 
fect on  Connecticut  where  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  wetlands  would  be  de- 
classified. Though  I  support  the  con- 
cept of  classifying  wetlands,  this  bill 
sets  out  criteria  for  classification  not 
based  on  sound  science,  according  to 
the  newly  released  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  wetlands  report. 

Further,  the  costs  associated  with 
classifying  every  wetland  in  the  Nation 
would  be  staggering  A  far  less  exten- 
sive plan  to  map  all  flood  plain  areas, 
which  in  Connecticut  we  have  accom- 
plished, wound  up  taking  10  years  in 
the  nation  and  cost  a  billion  dollars. 

In  contrast,  the  substitute's  wetlands 
provisions  allow  the  Army  Corps  great- 
er flexibility  m  wetlands  delineation 
and  encourage  states  to  adopt  their 
own  permitting  program  independent 
of  federal  control.  It  encourages  wet- 
lands classification  based  on  science 
with  exceptions  only  for  certain  func- 
tioning wetlands  and  certain  agricul- 
tural lands. 

State  and  individuals  have  had  dif- 
ficulty applying  current  wetlands  laws 
in  recent  years,  but  I  am  confident 
that  the  proposal  put  together  by  the 
States  themselves  and  incorporated  in 
the  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  ad- 
dresses these  problems  effectively. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Johnson)  has  again  ex- 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mrs.  John- 
son of  Connecticut  was  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed for  30  additional  seconds.) 

Mrs  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  faced  with  serious  water 
quality  problems  a  generation  ago.  the 
state  of  Connecticut  passed  its  only 
Clean  Water  Act,  and  this  is  why  I 
wanted  the  30  additional  seconds.  We 
passed  the  first  one. 

The  Federal  law  is  modeled  on  our 
act.  And  since  its  passage,  we  have  be- 
come the  Nations  leader  in  the  produc- 
tion of  oysters  because  we  have  so 
cleaned  up  our  offshore  waters.  With 
that,  I  ask  Members'  support  of  the 
Boehlert  amendment. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton].  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert). the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Roemer),  as  amended  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Minge). 
This  substitute  amendment  is  a  reason- 
able alternative  to  H  R  961,  and  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 
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The  substitute  lessens  the  devastat- 
ing impact  of  H.R.  961  by  including  the 
recommendation  of  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association  for  protecting  wet- 
lands. 

In  addition,  it  incorporates  a  pro- 
posal for  addressing  coastal  nonpoint 
pollution  developed  by  the  Coastal 
States  Organization.  The  substitute, 
unlike  H.R.  961,  will  not  roll  back  tox- 
icity standards  that  are  working,  and 
it  will  not  provide  a  laundry  list  of  ex- 
emptions for  various  industries  to  re- 
lease new  pollutants  at  will. 

Mr.  Chairman,  of  special  concern  to 
my  state  of  California  and  to  all  coast- 
al States,  and  I  might  add  my  native 
State  of  Maryland,  home  of  the  great 
Chesapeake  Bay,  is  a  provision  which 
repeals  the  only  existing  program  for 
reducing  agricultural  and  urban  runoff. 
This  type  of  runoff  is  an  especially  sig- 
nificant contributor  to  coastal  pollu- 
tion and  results  in  the  closing  of  beach- 
es, declining  coastal  fisheries,  threats 
to  drinking  water  and  the  shutting 
down  of  the  shellfish  beds.  We  are  all 
concerned  about  the  enforcement  of 
regulations  over  the  wetlands.  We  have 
heard  this  over  and  over,  and  I  think  it 
deserves  attention.  But.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  legislation  goes  too  far  because  it 
affects  millions  of  acres  of  wetlands  by 
allowing  these  natural  areas  to  be  de- 
veloped and  polluted. 

This  would  jeopardize  over  75  percent 
of  our  fish  and  shellfish,  which  depend 
on  marshes  and  other  wetland  environ- 
ment. 

Wetlands  are  an  integral  component 
of  both  the  environmental  and  eco- 
nomic health  of  our  Nation.  They  pro- 
vide important  recreational  benefits, 
natural  flood  control,  reduce  shoreline 
erosion  and  water  purification  through 
filtration  of  sediments  and  toxic  poi 
lutants  from  runoff.  The  provisions  of 
H.R.  961  would  cause  irreparable  dam- 
age to  these  sensitive  lands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
is  a  tremendously  complex  piece  of  leg- 
islation dealing  with  national  issues  of 
critical  importance.  Unlike  previous 
reauthorizations,  however,  H.R.  961 
fails  to  make  progress  toward  a  cleaner 
environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substitute  offered 
by  our  colleagues  is  reasonable  and 
sensible,  when  compared  to  H.R.  961. 
Virtually  every  provision  of  H.R.  961  is 
harmful  to  both  people  and  the  envi- 
ronment and  would  degrade  rivers, 
streams,  estuaries,  wetlands,  and 
coastal  zones  throughout  the  country, 
including  the  sources  of  drinking  water 
for  two-thirds  of  all  Americans. 

Our  Nation  will  never  have  a  clean 
bill  of  health  in  any  respect  without 
clean  water.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer 
substitute  and  to  vote  "no"  on  H.R. 
961. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  Chair,  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana,  if  we  might  ex- 


plore limiting  debate  time  to  perhaps 
an  additional  period  of  time.  May  I  ask 
the  gentleman,  how  many  additional 
speakers  he  believes  he  may  have. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr  Chairman,  we 
have  one  additional  speaker. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  believe  on  our  side  we 
have  three  or  four,  possibly  three  addi- 
tional speakers. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
there  is  one  speaker  in  support  of  the 
substitute  and  one  in  opposition  to  the 
substitute  on  this  side. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  limit  addi- 
tional debate  time  to  30  minutes,  to  be 
divided  equally  between  the  proponents 
and  the  opponents  of  the  substitute. 

The  CHAUIMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
works  contrary  to  the  interests  of  the 
authors  of  the  amendment  because 
there  a.e  four  of  us  who  wish  to  speak 
as  advocates,  so  those  four  should  each 
receive  5  minutes.  I  think  there  are 
two  opposed.  That  would  be  four  and 
two.  So  there  wouIg  be  seven  more 
speakers,  5  minutes  apiece. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  There  are  four  op- 
posed. Four  are  in  favor,  four  opposed. 
That  is  40  minutes. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  If  we  could  limit  de- 
bate to  45  minutes,  that  would  take 
care  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  limit  fur- 
ther debate  to  45  minutes,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  opponents  and  pro- 
ponents. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  could  we  just 
limit  it  to  seven  speakers.  5  minutes 
each? 
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Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  amend 
my  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield.  I  understand  he  has  4  in  favor 
and  we  have  4  opposed,  so  that  is  8. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  amend  my  unani- 
mous consent  request  to  that  effect. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
ENSIGN).  The  pending  unanimous  con- 
sent request  is  to  limit  debate  on  the 
Saxton  amendment  and  amendments 
thereto  to  45  minutes,  controlled  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
S.WTON]  and  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania. [Mr.  SHUSTER].  and  they  will 
yield  debate  as  they  sfee  fit. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]. 


Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  consider- 
able discussion  on  this  floor  about  the 
role  of  science  in  the  consideration  of 
this  legislation,  and  legislation  in  gen- 
eral. Surely  I  would  agree  that  we,  as 
Members  of  Congress,  have  the  respon- 
sibility to  write  the  laws,  but  we  also 
have  a  responsibility  to  take  into  ac- 
count the  facts  of  nature  that  sci- 
entists can  describe  for  us.  In  that  re- 
gard, there  is  an  anecdote  that  may 
shed  some  light  on  this  issue. 

As  we  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  from  our 
high  school  geometry  classes,  the  ratio 
between  the  diameter  of  a  circle  and 
the  circumference  of  a  circle  is  known 
as  pi,  and  is  equal  to  roughly  3.14159.  It 
is  a  long  decimal  number  that  is  hard 
to  remember,  so  in  1897  the  legislature 
of  the  State  of  Indiana  decided  that 
they  would  make  life  easier  for  high 
school  students  by  passing  a  law  that 
the  value  of  pi  would  be  3.0  exactly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislators  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  had  it  wrong,  because 
regardless  of  what  any  legislature  or 
Congress  says  the  value  of  pi  is,  it  will 
remain  and  will  always  be  3.14159. 

There  is  a  parallel  here  to  the  legis- 
lative definition  of  wetlands.  Wetlands 
are  defined  by  what  they  do  in  nature. 
They  are  not  defined  by  any  arbitrary 
formula  written  in  legislation.  Wet- 
lands are  useful.  Wetlands  control 
flooding.  Wetlands  provide  wildlife 
habitat.  Wetlands  provide  water  purifi- 
cation and  aquifer  recharge. 

If  lands  are  covered  with  water  for 
any  period  of  time,  and  they  perform 
those  functions,  they  are  wetlands,  re- 
gardless of  what  the  committee  says, 
regardless  of  what  this  Congress  says. 
We  should  recognize  that,  and  we 
should  protect  the  value  of  the  wet- 
lands because  of  what  they  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  State  of  New 
Jersey,  the  arbitrary  legislative  defini- 
tion of  wetlands  proposed  by  this  bill 
will  devastate  wetlands  protection. 
That  is  why  I  support  the  Saxton  sub- 
stitute. According  to  the  New  Jersey 
Governor's  office,  under  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  961,  90  percent  of  New  Jersey's 
remaining  wetlands  will  no  longer 
qualify  as  federally  protected.  Most  of 
the  State's  remaining  wetlands  are  in- 
valuable to  flood  control,  but  they  do 
not  meet  the  test  that  is  set  forth  in 
the  legislation  that  they  have  to  be 
wet  in  the  growing  season  for  at  least 
21  consecutive  days.  This  is  a  hard  blow 
to  a  State  that  has  lost  50  percent  of 
its  wetlands  to  development  over  the 
last  25  years. 

Michigan  and  New  Jersey  are  unique 
in  that  they  are  the  only  two  States  in 
the  Union  that  have  assumed  wetlands 
delineation  authority  from  the  Federal 
Government  under  a  provision  of  the 
1987  act.  While  it  is  true  that  H.R.  961 
places  no  restrictions  on  a  State's  abil- 
ity to  run  its  own  stricter  wetlands 
program,  because  of  the  State's  as- 
sumption of  the  Federal  program,  there 


May  10,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


is  no  separate  State-run  program  in 
New  Jersey.  New  Jersey's  laws  and  reg- 
ulations are  all  based  on  and  refer  to 
definitions  and  legislative  language  in 
the  current  section,  404.  Therefore,  by 
changing  section  404.  we  are  limiting 
the  ability  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
to  protect  its  own  wetlands  in  the  man- 
ner that  its  own  legislators  have  cho- 
sen to  do. 

To  retain  the  current  level  of  protec- 
tion, the  State  legislature  must  pass  a 
new  set  of  wetlands  laws  without  sec- 
tion 404  references,  and  promulgate 
new  regulations  with  the  normal 
lengthy  notice  and  comment  process. 
This  will  put  the  few  remaining  wet- 
lands in  my  State  of  New  Jersey  at 
considerable  risk. 

According  to  Congressional  Quar- 
terly, wetlands  save  this  country  $31 
billion  a  year  as  a  result  of  flood  miti- 
gation. New  Jersey  rightly  does  not 
want  to  expose  the  communities  along 
the  Raritan  River,  the  Passaic  River, 
the  Delaware  River,  to  the  enormous 
damage  of  flooding  that  has  occurred 
in  recent  decades  and  in  recent  years  in 
our  State.  However,  that  would  be  the 
effect  of  this  legislation,  unless  it  is 
amended  by  the  Saxton  substitute. 

In  addition.  CBO  scored  H.R.  1330.  the 
bill  on  which  the  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu- 
STER].  based  title  VIII  of  this  legisla- 
tion, to  cost  $10  to  $15  billion  to  pro- 
tect only  type  A  wetlands.  Congres- 
sional Quarterly  estimates  that  the 
American  taxpayers  could  shell  out  up 
to  $45  billion  if  the  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers does  not  permit  development  of 
all  the  wetlands  covered  by  H.R.  961. 
Because  the  corps  has  a  budget  of  only 
$4  to  $6  billion,  this  poses  an  obvious 
problem.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
for  the  Saxton  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  First  of  all,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
chairman  for  the  earlier  recognition. 
At  this  time  I  would  have  been  swim- 
ming out  of  the  mouth  of  the  Red  River 
over  North  Vietnam,  and  I  want  to  tell 
the  Members,  it  was  not  a  river  of  pol- 
lution that  you  would  want  to  swim  in, 
or  your  children  to  swim  in. 

Would  a  Clean  Water  Act  help  clean 
up  that  river?  Absolutely.  Would  the 
current  Clean  Water  Act  of  today  be 
supported  by  members?  I  think  with 
clearer  definitions,  however,  the  last 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  according 
to  him,  a  mud  puddle  that  would  re- 
plenish the  aquifer  would  be  considered 
a  wetland.  That  is  the  lunacy  of  the 
bill.  That  is  why,  exactly  why  we  are 
fighting. 

There  is  probably  not  a  Member  in 
here  that  would  not  support  the  cur- 
rent Clean  Water  Act.  There  is  not  a 
Member  that  would  not  support  the  bill 
offered   by    the   gentleman    from   New 


Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton).  The  clean  water 
and  clean  air  and  endangered  species, 
and  yes,  even  the  EPA,  the  organiza- 
tion, would  be  supported,  but  they  have 
gone  too  far.  There  have  been  extreme 
cases. 

However,  there  are  honest  attempts, 
and  I  appreciate,  first  of  all,  the  dia- 
logue. I  do  not  think  there  has  been  a 
lot  of  mudslinging  on  either  side  of  the 
issue.  We  have  been  talking  about  the 
issues,  and  they  have  been  honest.  I 
think  they  have  been  honest  attempts 
to  achieve  elemental  environmental  se- 
curity. 

However,  we  have  in  this  body  fun- 
damentalists, fundamentalist  leftists, 
that  have  violated  the  interests  and 
used  the  well-meaning  legislation  to 
the  extremes.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  RoE- 
MER]  or  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Saxton]  but  there  is  an  ele- 
ment in  this  organization  that  are  ex- 
tremist, and  they  have  used  these  bills, 
aforementioned,  as  weapons  against 
people. 

Why  are  we  even  having  a  substitute. 
or  a  bill  in  the  first  place?  To  me  it  is 
not  the  Clean  Water  Act,  it  is  to  come 
somewhere  within  logic  of  what  reason- 
able men  and  women  would  have  us  to 
save  the  environment.  However,  that 
has  not  been  the  case.  That  is  why  I 
think  both  the  substitute  and  the  bill 
is  to  try  and  bring  us  somewhere  back 
to  the  center. 

If  we  take  a  look,  I  had  3  Russian 
generals  come  into  my  office  a  few 
months  ago.  I  asked  one  of  them  what 
was  the  most  treasured  right  that  they 
had  gained  since  they  had  their  free- 
dom. They  said  "Congressman,  it  is  the 
right  to  own  property." 

The  problem  is,  for  every  item  that  I 
read  here,  there  are  going  to  be  items 
on  the  other  side  that  are  violated.  I 
recognize  that.  However,  for  example, 
in  private  property  rights,  I  personally 
believe  it  is  wrong  from  environ- 
mentalists, often  extreme  groups,  to  go 
in  and  take  on  somebody's  property, 
devalue  that  property,  and  then  say 
that  is  fair  market  value.  That  is 
wrong.  However,  that  has  existed. 

I  think  that  is  why  these  laws  and 
why  these  substitutes  and  bills  have 
been  changed,  they  are  trying  to 
change  the  current  act,  because  there 
have  been  those  violations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  at  Mexico.  We 
discussed  here  once  about  a  boy  that 
was  lost  for  three  days,  and  the  heli- 
copter could  not  land  because  he  went 
into  a  wilderness  area.  Fish  and  Game 
would  not  allow  the  helicopter  to  land. 
That  is  ludicrous.  That  is  stupid.  How- 
ever, those  kinds  of  things  are  allowed 
to  exist. 

In  California,  we  had  homes  where 
the  people  had  asked  if  they  could  disk 
around  there  homes  because  of  the  fire. 
We  have  a  lot  of  fires  and  earthquakes 
in  California.  They  said  "Can  we  disk 
around  them?"  They  said  "No,  because 
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it  is  an  endangered  species  area."  We 
lost  34  homes.  The  people  that  went 
ahead  and  did  it  and  violated  the  law 
saved  their  homes.  That  is  wrong,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

For  each  of  those  issues  that  I  could 
talk  about,  about  the  violations,  we 
look  at  the  Colorado  slag,  we  look  at 
the  pollution  in  the  Great  Lakes.  Talk 
about  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  look  how 
the  Great  Lakes  have  been  cleaned  up. 
There  are  advantages  to  the  current 
Clean  Air  Act  and  Clean  Water  Act  and 
endangered  species.  However,  some- 
thing has  to  bring  the  legislation  to 
where  logical  decisions  can  be  made. 
not  by  regulators.  Government  officials 
run  amok,  whether  it  is  an  RTC  or 
whether  it  is  an  environmental  group, 
they  run  amok.  We  have  to  change 
that. 

California,  the  No.  1  economic  prod- 
uct in  California  is  agriculture.  Yet, 
agriculture  in  the  past,  pesticides  go 
into  the  lakes  and  into  the  rivers  and 
into  our  oceans,  where  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Filner]  is  from. 
Down  there  in  the  district,  we  need  to 
clear  that  up.  It  is  not  so  much  our 
outfall  in  sewage,  it  is  the  Tijuana  raw 
sewage  that  is  coming  out  of  Mexico 
that  is  polluting  our  beaches.  We  need 
to  attend  to  that. 

I  think  there  is  an  honest  attempt 
for  the  Members  in  favor  of  the  sub- 
stitute and  the  Members  in  favor  of  the 
bill  to  resolve  not  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
but  to  resolve  logical  decisions.  That 
has  not  existed  in  the  past. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  of  the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer 
substitute  and  in  opposition  to  H.R.  961 
as  reported.  Members  know  I  feel 
strongly,  because  I  waited  all  after- 
noon to  speak. 

Mr.  Chairman,  among  all  of  our  envi- 
ronmental protection  efforts,  the  Clean 
Water  Act  stands  as  a  shining  success 
story  and  as  an  international  model. 

In  the  twenty  years  of  this  program, 
the  quality  of  our  rivers,  streams,  and 
coastal  waters  has  dramatically  im- 
proved. The  percentage  of  waters  fail- 
ing to  meet  swimming  safety  criteria 
has  fallen.  Ohio's  Cuyahoga  River, 
which  once  attracted  firemen,  now  at- 
tracts fishermen.  And  our  own  Chesa- 
peake Bay  is  making  tough,  halting 
steps  on  the  long  road  to  recovery. 

Protection  of  wetlands  is  crucial 
both  to  the  protection  of  our  wildlife 
and  the  maintenance  of  our  water  qual- 
ity. Wetlands  are  vital  biological  fil- 
ters, removing  sediments  and  pollut- 
ants that  would  otherwise  suffocate 
our  waters.  Over  half  of  the  nations 
wetlands  have  disappeared  since  the 
time  of  Columbus  Recognizing  the  im- 
portance   of   this    resource.    President 
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Bush  pledged  "no  net  loss  of  wetlands" 
during  his  administration. 

Sadly,  we  are  falling  short  of  even 
this  modest  and  reasonable  goal.  Dur- 
ing the  1980's.  despite  the  scientific  rec- 
ognition of  the  value  of  wetlands,  our 
own  Chesapeake  Bay  lost  wetlands  at 
the  rate  of  8  acres  a  day.  No  resource 
can  long  endure  such  depredation. 

The  Chesapeake  Bay  remains  in  a 
precarious  state.  Our  oyster  and  shad 
fisheries  are  virtually  gone;  blue  crab, 
the  region's  premier  catch,  has  fallen 
into  precipitous  decline. 

We  have  made  great  progress  in  other 
areas:  point-source  discharges  of  phos- 
phorus to  the  Bay  have  fallen  off  by  70 
percent  and  we  are  beginning  to  make 
strides  controlling  nitrogen  contami- 
nation. 

Those  positive  strides  are  directly  at- 
tributable to  the  Nation's  aggressive 
Clean  Water  Program.  Much  more 
needs  to  be  done,  particularly  in  the 
control  of  agricultural  and  municipal 
runoff.  I  am  disappointed  that  H.R.  961 
would  allow  decades  of  delay  before  we 
seriously  address  these  problems. 

Furthermore,  the  redefinition  of  wet- 
lands under  the  Committee  bill  will  re- 
move vast  areas  from  the  scope  of  legal 
protections.  I  stood  here  on  the  floor 
two  months  ago  as  we  debated  risk  as- 
sessment, and  one  principle  we  all 
agreed  on  was  the  need  for  the  best 
possible  science  in  formulating  our  en- 
vironmental strategies. 

We  now  have  a  situation  where,  at 
the  expressed  request  of  Congress,  the 
National  Academy  has  performed  an 
exhaustive  scientific  analysis  of  the 
wetlands  issue.  Their  conclusions  are 
antithetical  to  those  in  H.R.  961.  Are 
we  in  Congress,  committed  to  good 
science,  to  ignore  the  verdict  of  the  na- 
tion's foremost  scientific  advisory 
body? 

H.R.  961  would  divide  currently  pro- 
tected wetlands  into  three  categories. 
Wetlands  at  the  lower  end  would  effec- 
tively lose  protection.  I  am  reminded 
with  a  hint  of  irony  of  those  famous 
words  of  Julius  Caesar:  "Gaul  is  di- 
vided in  three  parts.  "  Division  of  the 
province  into  three  sections  was  the 
prelude  to  subjugation. 

H.R.  961  would  undermine  the  health 
of  the  Bay,  and,  in  the  process,  under- 
mine the  health  and  economic  well- 
being  of  the  residents  of  this  regrion.  I 
opposed  private  property  takings  legis- 
lation before;  I  will  oppose  it  now 
where  it  applied  to  the  preservation  of 
wetlands. 

There  have  been  costs  for  this 
progress,  but  the  benefits  have  been 
immeasurable.  It  would  be  unfortunate 
indeed  if  this  Congress  were  to  suc- 
cumb to  the  whim  of  the  moment  and 
undercut  this  crown  jewel  of  our  na- 
tion's environmental  efforts.  I  urge  de- 
feat of  H.R.  961  and  passage  of  the  bi- 
partisan substitute. 


a  1900 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  H.\YWORTH]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  for  yielding 
me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  commend  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  words 
from  the  Mesa  Tribune  in  March  of  this 
year.  Mark  Flatten  and  Chris  Coppola 
write  the  article.  "In  Arizona,  sewage 
must  be  treated  to  drinking  quality 
standards  before  discharged  so  that  it 
won't  harm  phantom  fish  in  a  dry 
river." 

The  passage  points  up  the  challenge 
we  face,  the  absurdity  of  regulation 
run  amuck.  For  that  reason,  I  stand  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  961. 

I  have  good  friends  who  sponsor  this 
amendment.  I  have  no  doubt  to  the  no- 
bility and  the  aim  and  the  intent  of  the 
amendment.  Here  is  my  problem,  col- 
leagues. It  seems  to  me  that  though 
the  amendment  is  bom  of  a  noble  im- 
pulse, it  assumes  the  worst  about  duly 
elected  representatives  at  the  State 
level. 

In  other  words,  the  assumption  is 
that  our  friends  in  the  State  legisla- 
tures, that  our  friends  in  local  and 
county  government  cannot  move  effec- 
tively to  solve  problems  on  their  own. 
Indeed,  the  overwhelming  sentiment 
and  the  underlying  philosophy  of  the 
first  100  days  of  this  new  Congress  was 
this  concept;  That  those  on  the  front 
lines  can  best  fight  the  battles. 

I  am  pleased  to  hear  of  the  strides 
here  on  the  East  Coaist.  I  am  pleased  to 
hear  of  the  improvements,  and  indeed 
no  one  in  this  body.  I  believe,  disputes 
the  notion  of  the  need  a  quarter  cen- 
tury ago  to  stop  and  take  stock  of  pol- 
lution and  move  toward  meaningful 
conservation.  But  the  problem  comes, 
as  I  see  it,  in  making  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment always  the  instrument,  and 
indeed  making  the  unelected  the  final 
arbiters  of  what  measures  should  be 
taken. 

With  that.  I  oppose  the  amendment, 
and  I  stand  in  strong  support  of  H.R. 
961. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HA'i^ORTH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  points  out  some  legitimate 
concerns,  reading  from  that  Arizona 
publication.  I  wish  to  point  out  that  in 
title  III,  section  301,  entitled  "Arid 
Areas,"  we  address  the  legitimate  con- 
cern you  have.  So  the  substitute  does 
address  that  legitimate  concern. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 

Mr.  HA-i^ORTH.  I  thank  my  friend. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  Castle]. 

Mr  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Boehlert  substitute  here  today.  I  would 
like  to  say  why  because  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  respect  for  the  sponsor  of  the 
bill  itself. 

Having  worked  in  this  area  for  20 
years  in  the  State  of  Delaware.  I  have 
seen  that  of  all  the  pieces  of  environ- 
mental legislation  which  I  think  have 
actually  worked,  that  the  Clean  Water 
Act  probably  stands  at  the  top.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  substitute  does  more  to 
support  that  original  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, but  correcting  or  remedying  some 
of  the  problems  which  existed,  than 
does  the  actual  bill  before  us. 

I  believe  that  the  substitute  deals 
with  the  problems  of  wetlands,  it  gives 
more  control  to  the  States,  but  it  does 
not  give  up  the  wetlands  which  are  a 
valuable  source  of  nutrients,  as  we 
know.  I  believe  that  it  preserves  the 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act,  which 
is  extremely  important. 

We  have  the  Delaware  River  and  Bay 
in  my  State,  and  I  cannot  tell  you  how 
important  that  is  to  the  environment 
of  our  State.  The  revolving  loan  fund  is 
extremely  important  for  infrastructure 
as  far  as  water  is  concerned.  The  finan- 
cial and  technical  needs  of  the  farmers 
are  something  else  that  sometimes  we 
overlook.  That  is  a  very  dramatic  prob- 
lem that  they  are  dealing  with,  and 
they  are  right  on  the  edge  of  the  water 
in  many  instances. 

The  stormwater  program,  which 
would  be  repealed  by  H.R.  961,  is  of 
vital  importance.  We  have  had  to  close 
our  oceans,  I  have  had  to  actually  close 
down  swimming  in  Rehoboth  Beach. 
DE.  because  of  stormwater  runoff,  and 
the  same  thing  is  true  of  nonpoint 
source  pollution.  It  is  the  exact  same 
thing  We  get  to  the  point  where  we  ac- 
tually have  to  close  swimming  and 
take  other  measures  because  of  pollu- 
tion caused  by  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion. It  does  not  have  what  I  consider 
to  be  an  onerous  takings  provision. 

For  all  of  those  reasons,  but  mostly 
because  ultimately  when  you  are  man- 
aging these  kinds  of  programs  and  try- 
ing to  create  clean  water  in  your  juris- 
diction, you  have  to  take  all  these  dif- 
ferent aspects  and  you  have  to  add 
them  all  up. 

In  the  aggregate,  eventually  you 
begin  to  clean  your  water  and  you  get 
rid  of  the  burning  rivers  and  you  get 
rid  of  where  the  fish  could  not  live. 
Eventually  you  get  to  the  point  where 
waters  are  swimmable.  and  you  get  to 
the  point  where  our  children  can  enjoy 
it  for  some  period  of  time  into  their  fu- 
tures. 

For  all  those  reasons.  I  do  support 
the  bipartisan  substitute.  I  would  en- 
courage all  of  us  to  do  it. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert) 
is  going  to  be  our  last  speaker.  If  I 
may.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  yield 
whatever  time  the  gentleman  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Castle]  did  not  use,  in 


addition  to  the  5  minutes,  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr  Boeh- 
lert]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  .Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  has  16 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  does 
the  gentleman  not  have  two  more 
speakers? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  has  19'-^  minutes. 
The  gentleman  may  divide  that  as  he 
wishes  with  his  speakers 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr  Chairman.  I  have 
two  more  speakers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  But  the  gentleman 
has  19'/a  minutes  left  under  the  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  1  would  ask  the  Chair 
to  recalculate.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
quite  accurate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  To  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania.  I  would  say,  if  he 
has  two  more  speakers  remaining, 
under  the  agreement,  as  I  understand 
it,  each  speaker  has  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  So  we  have  5  minutes 
apiece.  That  is  10  minutes  on  our  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  that  is  what  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  is  asking 
for.  that  is  fine. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  is 
requesting  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  close;  is  that  correct?  The 
gentleman  has  no  more  speakers? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  He  would  close  on 
their  side.  I  have  the  right  to  close,  but 
he  would  have  5  minutes  plus  whatever 
minutes  are  left  over,  a  total  of  8  min- 
utes. 

P.'\RLIAMENT.\RY  I.NgL'IRY 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might,  let  me  put  this  In  the  form  of  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

My  understanding,  then,  is  that  on 
our  side  we  have  a  total  of  10  minutes 
I  am  going  to  next  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Hayes].  Then  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  BOEHLERT]  will  be  recognized 
for  his  5  minutes,  plus  the  3  that  has 
been  yielded,  so  he  will  have  8  minutes 
to  close  on  his  side.  Then  I  will  close 
the  debate  for  5  minutes.  That  is  my 
understanding  of  the  parliamentary 
situation.  Is  that  accurate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
agreement  made  earlier,  the  gentleman 
still  has  19'/2  minutes  remaining.  After 
his  second  speaker,  he  may  yield  back 
the  balance  of  his  time  if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  would  say.  then.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  I  think  our  agreement 
is  that  we  will  both  yield  back  our 
time,  so  we  will  take  a  total  of  10  min- 
utes and  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Boehlert]  will  take  a  total  of  8 
minutes,  so  there  will  be  a  total  of  18 
minutes  used. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  could  re- 
claim some  of  the  time  that  was  yield- 
ed back.  We  have  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  BOEHLERT]  who  wants 
to  close.   However,   we   have .  the  gen- 


tleman from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Spratt],  and  I  would  ask  if  we  could 
give  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  do  not  object  to  the 
3  minutes.  Mr.  Chairman,  but  our 
agreement  is  that  we  will  have  10  min- 
utes left  and  the  other  side  will  have  5 
plus  3.  or  8  minutes  left. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Eight  minutes  is  fine. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection. 
so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Hayes]. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has 
been  a  wonderful  debate.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tauzin] 
and  I  have  particularly  enjoyed  it  be- 
cause it  was  so  informative  for  us  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  learn  what  we 
learned  today. 

Starting  early  this  afternoon,  we 
learned  that  the  bill  that  he  and  I  had 
been  working  on  for  over  10  years,  even 
though  we  sent  over  900  copies  of  what 
was  then  H.R.  1330  to  every  environ- 
mental organization,  every  Member  of 
Congress  and  everyone  else  when  it  was 
first  filed  in  1987.  his  property  rights 
bill  that  was  filed  in  the  mid-1980's 
that  has  been  discussed  in  just  about 
every  forum  possible  was  in  fact  done 
in  the  dead  of  night,  in  seclusion, 
rushed  without  hearings. 

He  and  I  have  attended  between  us  32 
hearings  on  this  subject  in  the  time  he 
and  I  have  been  in  Congress  and  yet 
that  is  rushed  through. 

So  what  are  we  told  to  do?  We  are 
told  by  certain  elements  of  leadership 
to  vote  against  that  product  because  it 
was  not  aired  to  the  fullest  degree.  So 
what  are  we  supposed  to  vote  for? 

Well,  we  have  one  speaker  after  an- 
other saying  "Well,  it's  obvious,  you 
vote  for  the  substitute,"  that  was  re- 
leased at  a  press  conference  two  days 
ago  that  is  250  pages  long,  that  has 
never  had  one  hearing  on  one  section. 
that  has  no  idea  by  whom  it  was  writ- 
ten, did  not  participate  in  a  committee 
or  subcommittee  process,  and  that  is 
open  and  above  board. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Tauzin]  and  I,  and  we  are  referred  to  on 
occasion  as  sneaky,  but  this  elevates 
the  term  to  a  whole  new  level.  And 
then  we  are  told  an  even  more  extraor- 
dinary thing. 

We  are  told,  "Well,  wait  for  the 
science.  Wait  for  the  science."  We  have 
had  16  different  scientific  studies  in  the 
last  decade.  We  waited  for  the  study 
that  is  not  before  us  and  has  been  men- 
tioned on  several  occasions  19  months 
after  its  due  date. 

The  results  of  that  study,  by  the  way. 
absolutely  no  one  has  mentioned  clear- 
ly. After  3  years  and  over  51  million,  a 
group  of  eminent  scientists,  paid  by 
the  EPA,  concluded  that  the  1987  man- 
ual written  by  the  EPA  was  the  thing 
to  do.  I  am  shocked  at  the  conclusion. 
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What  is  incredible  to  me  is  it  took  3 
years  to  figure  out  who  was  footing  the 
bill  so  you  better  do  what  they  told 
you  in  the  first  place,  and  that  to  me  is 
the  biggest,  biggest  element  of  sur- 
prise. 

But  even  more  so.  I  am  told  that  we 
should  examine  this  study,  even 
though  it  says  do  what  you  did  in  1987 
that  did  not  work,  caused  everyone  in 
America  to  complain  about  it,  and  re- 
quired that  you  are  on  the  floor  here 
today  amending  it.  even  though  that  is 
the  conclusion  they  have,  we  should 
take  time  to  study  the  document  be- 
cause it  was  not  released  until  6  p.m. 
on  Tuesday,  for  some  people. 

For  others,  it  was  released  days  ear- 
lier in  order  to  allow  those  people  who 
agreed  with  the  study  that  said  1987 
was  the  right  thing  to  do  after  the  cost 
of  $1  million,  to  give  them  additional 
opportunity  to  prepare  to  place  it  in 
legislation  in  the  above-board  and  open 
process. 

My  copy  of  it  says  "Advance  Copy 
Not  To  Be  Released  Till  6  p.m.  on  Tues- 
day." 

That  does  not  sound  scientific,  does 
it?  Unless  of  course  we  include  the  field 
of  political  science  in  which  I  got  my 
degree. 

The  next  extraordinary  thing  that  I 
consider  before  us  is  the  most  unusual 
dissertation  of  all.  and  that  is  on  indi- 
vidual rights.  "We  do  not  need  to 
change  the  law.  The  law  is  working 
well." 

I  have  heard  some  unusual  examples 
of  it.  I  heard  about  a  stadium  in  Cleve- 
land as  a  success  story,  even  though 
the  adjoining  property  houses  a  mu- 
seum that  a  former  Congressman  from 
Cleveland  had  to  get  a  waiver  placed 
into  a  piece  of  legislation  before  my 
committee  because  it  had  been  de- 
clared navigable.  The  successful  sta- 
dium is  in  the  jurisdictional  waters  of 
the  United  States  unless  your  Con- 
gressman had  enough  influence  to  get 
it  out. 

I  think  the  rest  of  America  that  does 
not  have  that  individual  influence  to 
effect  a  piece  of  legislation  ought  to 
get  the  same  break  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  is  trying 
to  give  everybody. 

I  heard  another  example  about  State 
regulators  in  South  Carolina  saying  we 
are  for  the  substitute  Understand, 
South  Carolina  is  the  same  State 
where  Mr.  Lucas  had  to  go  all  the  way 
to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  to  get  his 
rights  finally  preserved  by  the  court. 

You  know  what  they  said?  They  said. 
"Mr.  Lucas,  South  Carolina  is  wrong, 
their  State  regulators  are  wrong,  their 
zone  management  is  wrong,  you  were 
cheated,  and  we're  going  to  give  you 
over  $1  million." 

D  1915 

You  know  what  the  State  did  to  pay 
the  judgment?  Since  they  got  the  prop- 
erty, they  sold  it  to  someone  to  build  a 
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house,  which  is  what  Lucas  wanted  to 

do  in  the  first  place.  So  when  they 
needed  the  money  they  did  precisely 
what  they  told  him  not  to  do. 

And  I  am  supposed  to  be  told  this  is 
the  system  that  works?  I  am  supposed 
to  support  a  bipartisan  substitute? 

We  had  a  committee  vote  in  which 
half  of  the  Democrats,  overwhelming 
majority  of  Republicans  voted  for  the 
bill  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Shlster].  If  that  is  not  bipar- 
tisan I  do  not  know  what  is.  So  I  am 
going  to  support  the  bipartisan  meas- 
ure and  oppose  the  substitute,  which 
remains  to  be  seen  where  the  chips 
may  fall  in  bipartisanship. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr  Chairman.  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  our  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman   from    New    York    [Mr.    Boeh- 

LERT]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Spr.\tt]. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  would 
like  to  rise  in  support  of  the  Saxton- 
Boehlert-Roemer  substitute.  I  support 
amending  section  404  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  The  district  I  represent  is 
largely  rural,  and  farmers  in  my  dis- 
trict have  real  concerns  about  the  way 
in  which  agricultural  wetlands  have 
been  regulated,  and  I  understand  that 
because  I  own  a  farm  myself  and  it  has 
about  200  or  300  acres  of  bottom  lands 
on  it.  I  understand  farmers'  concerns 
about  being  overridden  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

At  the  same  time,  in  my  State  in 
particular,  the  gentleman  who  was  just 
in  the  well  referred  to  the  State  of 
South  Carolina.  We  adopted  a 
Beachfront  Management  Act  to  control 
the  development  of  our  beachfront.  We 
have  a  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act 
because  we  recognize  the  benefits  of 
wetlands  to  one  of  the  largest  indus- 
tries in  our  State,  the  tourism  indus- 
try, a  large  and  growing  part  of  our 
economy,  and  our  environment  will 
benefit  and  what  wetlands  yield  for 
water  quality  helps  tourism,  home 
owners,  and  farmers  alike. 

Title  VIII,  section  8  contains  the  lan- 
guage that  is  essentially  the  same  as 
that  the  gentleman  who  just  spoke  of- 
fered in  H.R.  1330  in  the  last  Congress. 
I  did  not  cosponsor  it  then.  I  do  not  co- 
sponsor  it  now.  I  do  not  support  it  now 
because  I  think  a  national  classifica- 
tion system  as  mandated  in  the  bill  is 
not  workable.  It  mandates  a  national 
system  for  classifying  it.  The  Corps  is 
instructed  to  classify  the  land  of  any 
property  owner  who  requests  it  and  is 
required  to  get  it  done  in  10  years' 
time.  Not  one  single  organization  or 
person  that  I  have  heard  has  explained 
how  the  Corps,  already  overburdened, 
will  be  able  to  classify  every  single 
wetland  in  10  years.  Nor  have  I  heard 
why  all  of  a  sudden  property  owners 
want  to  welcome  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers onto  their  land  to  decide  whether 
or  not  it  contains  wetlands. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  Saxton-Boehlert- 
Roemer  substitute  is  a  good  piece  of 
work.  It  is  reform  without  going  too 
far.  I  wholeheartedly  support  it  and 
urge  others  to  do  likewise.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  we  come  to  the 
moment  of  decision.  The  vote  on  our 
amendment  presents  this  House  with  a 
clear,  stark  question:  Are  we  truly  for 
reform  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  or  is 
the  word  reform  simply  an  alias  to 
mask  the  evisceration  of  our  Nation's 
most  successful  environmental  stat- 
ute? 

That  is  the  choice.  If  what  Members 
want  is  to  retreat  on  the  Clean  Water 
Act,  support  H.R.  961  as  reported.  How- 
ever, if  what  they  want  is  true  reform 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  this  substitute 
provides  it. 

Let  me  give  some  of  the  details  that 
highlight  the  difference  between  re- 
form and  repeal. 

Let  us  look  at  the  wetlands  provi- 
sions. Are  there  problems  with  the  wet- 
lands provisions  of  current  law?  Of 
course  there  are.  My  district  has  wet- 
lands, including  agricultural  wetlands. 
I  know  there  are  problems.  How  would 
H.R.  961  propose  to  deal  with  these 
problems?  By  allowing  the  wholesale 
elimination  of  wetlands,  wetlands  that 
purify  our  waters,  and  prevent  flood- 
ing. 

Is  that  a  remedy? 

And  on  what  basis  does  H.R.  961  allow 
the  destruction  of  these  wetlands?  Cer- 
tainly not  on  a  scientific  basis.  The  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences'  distin- 
guished panel  on  this  issue  has  stated 
that  the  definitions  in  H.R.  961  have  no 
scientific  basis,  and  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes]  let  me 
point  out  that  these  eminent  scientists 
are  not  paid  by  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.  There  services  are  on  a 
voluntary  basis.  The  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  only  pays  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  for  print- 
ing and  distribution  of  the  report. 

The  wetlands  provisions  of  H.R.  961 
would  not  reform  current  law.  They 
would  reform  the  surface  of  the  Earth 
by  allowing  the  destruction  of  precious 
wetlands. 

Our  substitute  on  the  other  hand  pro- 
pose true  reform.  Where  do  our  wet- 
lands reform  provisions  come  from? 
From  the  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion, not  exactly  a  bunch  of  tree- 
huggers.  We  give  the  States  more  con- 
trol over  the  regulation  of  there  own 
wetlands,  local  control,  not  Federal 
control.  We  take  a  sensible,  middle- 
ground  approach.  State  control  to 
allow  more  sensible  regulation  without 
threatening  essential  wetland  protec- 
tion. 

Another  example  of  real  reform  in 
our  bill,  control  of  coastal  zone 
nonpoint    source    pollution.    H.R.    961 
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would  simply  repeal  the  current  pro- 
gram of  protection.  On  what  basis? 
None,  really.  You  do  not  have  to  be  a 
scientist  to  understand  the  problem 
runoff  causes  in  coastal  areas.  All  you 
have  to  be  is  someone  who  has  not  been 
able  to  go  to  a  beach  on  a  hot  summer 
day  because  the  beach  was  closed  be- 
cause of  pollution;  10.000  beaches  in 
America  last  year.  Eliminating  the 
coastal  zone  program  is  not  reform.  It 
would  allow  toxic  substances  to  reform 
our  Nation's  beaches. 

But  are  there  problems  with  current 
law?  Of  course  there  are.  Our  sub- 
stitute would  take  care  of  those  prob- 
lems with  real  reform. 

Where  did  our  proposal  come  from? 
From  the  Coastal  States  Organization, 
which  represents  30  Governors  of  coast- 
al States.  Again  not  a  bunch  of  envi- 
ronmental radicals.  Here  again  we 
allow  more  State  control  to  eliminate 
red  tape  while  maintaining  environ- 
mental protection. 

And  what  about  stormwater  runoff? 
Same  situation.  H  R.  961  would  just 
pretend  that  stormwater  does  not 
cause  pollution,  despite  all  of  the  sci- 
entific evidence  to  the  contrary.  Are 
there  problems  with  current 
stormwater  law?  Of  course  there  are. 
We  offer  real  reform.  We  create  an  ex- 
emption for  cities  with  populations 
under  100.000  and  for  light  industry. 
Regulations  of  these  entities  may  not 
be  worth  the  cost  of  compliance,  and 
we  recognize  it.  But  we  do  not  allow 
larger  cities  and  major  industries  to 
just  return  to  using  our  Nation's  lakes 
and  rivers  as  sewers. 

What  about  point  source  pollution? 
We  cannot  ignore  this.  More  than  40 
percent  of  the  Nation's  waters  are  still 
impaired,  so  in  this  case  we  do  retain 
the  provisions  of  current  law. 

And  what  about  the  many  other 
areas  H.R.  961  would  affect?  In  those 
areas  70  percent  of  the  bill,  our  alter- 
native. 70  percent  of  that  bill  retains 
the  language  of  H.R.  961.  There  are 
many  areas  of  agreement. 

Where  H.R.  961  offers  real  reform,  we 
adopt  its  provision.  Where  H.R.  961 
raises  the  banner  of  reform  to  mask  en- 
vironmental degradation,  we  substitute 
real  reform  for  sleight  of  hand. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  bipartisan  Saxton-Roemer-Boeh- 
lert  amendment.  It  would  accomplish 
exactly  what  the  public  is  seeking.  Our 
substitute  will  prevent  environmental 
damage  while  lessening  the  burden  of 
regulation. 

Our  amendment  substitutes  prag- 
matism for  ideology.  Our  amendment 
substitutes  reform  of  regulation  for  its 
repeal.  Our  amendment  substitutes 
hope  for  the  future,  not  the  abandon- 
ment of  future  generations. 

I  urge  passage  of  the  bipartisan  sub- 
stitute alternative. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]. 
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Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  both 
my  committees.  I  have  heard  from  the 
EPA  and  specifically  from  EPA  Admin- 
istrator Carol  Browner  that  they  need 
our  help  in  using  sound  scientific  re- 
search to  make  policy  decisions.  Many 
of  the  complaints  I  have  heard  about 
the  EPA  over  the  years  is  that  there 
seems  to  be.  to  put  it  mildly,  a  poor 
match  between  their  decisionmaking 
and  their  research.  Now  I'm  not  seek- 
ing to  rake  EPA  over  the  coals  one 
more  time  here,  but  to  offer  positive 
steps  to  solve  the  problem.  Many  of  my 
colleagues  agree  that  it  is  time  to  put 
our  money  where  their  mouth  is.  I  of- 
fered an  amendment  in  subcommittee, 
later  revised  in  the  full  committee  and 
again  in  consultation  with  Science 
Committee  chairman  Bob  Walker's 
input  in  the  Shuster  en-bloc  amend- 
ment here  today,  to  make  sure  that  in 
these  tight  budget  times  we  do  not  lose 
sight  of  the  fact  that  water  quality  re- 
search remains  a  vital  function  of  how 
the  federal  government  can  participate 
in  making  our  environment  better. 

But  more  importantly,  my  amend- 
ment has  the  intent  not  to  fund  the 
continued  "paper-pushing  research"  of 
Washington  bureaucrats,  but  to  invest 
in  cooperative  efforts  of  localities  and 
small  municipalities,  counties,  and 
cities  to  find  solutions  to  their  clean 
water  challenges.  Specifically,  asking 
EPA  to  use  nonprofit  and  private  orga- 
nizations with  expertise  in  water  qual- 
ity research,  combined  with  the  tech- 
nical assistance  necessary  to  get  that 
information  into  the  hands  of  rural  and 
small  town  water  authorities,  will  give 
us  an  independent  body  of  information 
to  make  more  sound  decisions  and 
achieve  cleaner  water. 

I'd  like  to  include  in  the  Record  a 
letter  I  have   received   from   one   such 
independent  organization,   stating  the 
need  for  funding  such  research. 
W.\TER  Environment 
Research  Found.ition. 
Alexandria.  VA.  March  29.  1995. 
Mr.  Bob  C.^stro. 

Leqislative    Assi.Uant.    Office    of   Congressman 
Zack  Wamp.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Bob:  Thanks  for  the  news  that  Con- 
gressman Wamp  is  supportive  of  legislation 
supportive  of  water  quality  research.  We  be- 
lieve that  increased  funding  on  the  national 
level  is  critical  to  ensure: 

1.  Science  base  for  environmental  decision- 
making. Wastewater  utilities  are  concerned 
with  "unfounded  mandates".  They  believe 
that  improving  water  quality  is  not  a  man- 
date, but  a  responsibility.  Water  quality  pro- 
fessionals seek  assurance,  through  sound 
science,  that  public  money  spent  on  water 
quality  improvement  programs  achieve  the 
desired  results. 

2.  Simply  stated,  the  technology  of  today 
is  based  upon  the  research  of  the  past.  The 
promise  of  the  future  is  based  upon  the  re- 
search of  today. 

3.  The  research  needs  focus  is  changing.  In 
the  past  water  quality  concerns  focused  on 
fishable'swimmable  waters  and  the  technical 
issues  of  volume  of  wastewater,  suspended 
solids,  organics.  and  pathogens.  The  new 
focus  is  on  health  impacts,  risk,  watersheds. 


conservation,  and  others.  New  technologies 
are  needed  to  focus  on  nutrients,  toxics,  re- 
siduals, air.  reuse,  and  prevention. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide 
additional  input.  If  there  is  any  additional 
information  required,  please  don't  hesitate 
to  contact  me. 
Sincerely. 

Glenn  Reinhardt. 
Executive  Director. 

Mr.  SHTJSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  friends  are  trying 
to  represent  that  this  substitute  is  70 
percent  of  the  committee  bill.  That 
simply  is  not  true.  The  substitute  guts 
the  committee  bill  which  passed  over- 
whelmingly on  a  bipartisan  basis  in 
committee. 

They  are  trying  to  portray  this  sub- 
stitute as  having  widespread  support. 
Does  the  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion support  it?  No.  Does  the  National 
League  of  Cities  support  it?  No.  Do  the 
State  water  pollution  control  officials 
support  it?  No.  Does  the  Conference  of 
Mayors  support  it?  No.  Do  the  agricul- 
tural groups  support  it?  No.  Does  the 
NFIB  support  it?  Not  only  do  they  not 
support  it.  they  list  this  vote  as  a  key 
vote  as  they  measure  our  performance 
in  the  Congress.  In  writing,  as  we  have 
demonstrated  earlier  here  today,  all  of 
these  organizations  support  the  com- 
mittee bill. 

In  fact,  the  nonpoint  source,  the  sub- 
stitute really  does  damage  to  what  we 
do  in  the  committee  bill.  The  commit- 
tee bill  requires  the  States  to  develop 
comprehensive  nonpoint  source  man- 
agement plans.  If  the  States  do  not  de- 
velop the  programs,  the  bill  requires 
the  EPA  to  do  it. 

As  far  as  coastal  management  is  con- 
cerned, we  do  not  eliminate  coastal 
management.  We  fold  it  into  a  unified 
nonpoint  source  program  So  we  elimi- 
nate the  duplicative  regulation  of 
nonpoint  sources  of  pollution. 

The  Boehlert  substitute  actually  will 
continue  this  duplicative  regulation  on 
behalf  of  the  coastal  zone  management 
officials,  the  bureaucrats  who  of  course 
want  to  keep  their  separate  offices  and 
their  separate  funding. 

On  stormwater,  one  of  the  most  glar- 
ing omissions  in  the  Boehlert  sub- 
stitute is  the  failure  to  address  the  ex- 
isting stormwater  permitting  program. 
On  unfunded  mandates,  during  the 
debate  on  unfunded  mandates  cited 
most  often  were  the  greatest  burdens 
on  local  government  from  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  and  indeed,  the  Boehlert 
substitute  does  not  include  any  flexi- 
bility with  regard  to  the  unfunded 
mandates. 

On  risk  assessment  and  cost-benefit 
analysis,  get  this,  the  Boehlert  sub- 
stitute incredibly  completely  wiped 
out  any  risk-assessment  or  benefit-cost 
requirement  for  Clean  Water  Act  r.egu 
lations.  And  on  wetlands,  this  is  abso 
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ally  adds  new  regulatory  requirements 
into  the  existing  law,  so  if  you  like  the 
wetlands  provisions  that  your  people 
are  living  under  today,  you  will  love 
what  they  are  going  to  have  to  live 
with  under  the  Boehlert  substitute. 
And  yes.  we  heard  from  our  friends  in 
New  Jersey  about  the  loss  of  wetlands. 
I  would  say  to  my  good  friends  in  New 
Jersey  or  any  other  State,  your  State 
can  pass  whatever  wetlands  regulations 
they  want  to  pass.  If  you  want  tougher 
wetlands  regulations,  pass  them  for 
your  State.  Just  do  not  impose  your 
view  of  life  on  the  other  49  States. 

Overall,  this  substitute  guts  the  bill. 
If  the  election  in  November  was  about 
anything,  it  was  about  returning  back 
to  the  States  the  decisionmaking  proc- 
ess on  so  many  of  the  regulations  that, 
indeed,  we  must  live  under. 

So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  bipartisan  bill  that  passed 
the  committee  overwhelmingly,  that 
passed  the  subcommittee  19  to  5,  passed 
the  full  committee  42  to  19.  Over- 
whelming bipartisan  support. 

If  this  substitute  is  adopted,  we  will 
be  gutting  reform  of  clean  water,  and 
we  will  have  to  go  home  and  tell  our 
people,  tell  our  farmers,  tell  our  home- 
owners, tell  our  small  business  people 
we  are  sorry,  we  have  not  really  re- 
formed those  problems  that  you  have 
come  and  told  us  about.  You  are  going 
to  have  to  live  with  the  same  old  EPA. 
Washington-knows-best  mentality. 

So  I  urge  Members  to  defeat  this  sub- 
stitute and  support  the  bill,  which  is 
true,  balanced  environmental  reform. 

Mr.  HOYER.  I  rise  today  in  support  of  the 
Boehlert-Saxton-Roemer  substitute  This  sub- 
stitute IS  a  reasonable  and  commonsense  re- 
form of  the  Clean  Water  Act 

Clearly,  tfie  present  Clean  Water  Act  needs 
to  be  reformed.  As  the  reauthorization  debate 
began  there  were  several  different  approaches 
to  how  to  best  protect  our  Nation's  lakes. 
streams,  estuaries,  and  coasial  waters 

This  substitute  will  provide  relief  to  farmers, 
industry,  and  individual  landowners  from  costly 
and  time-consuming  mandates.  It  will  also, 
however,  continue  many  of  the  programs  and 
provisions  whiich  have  made  the  Clean  Water 
Act  one  of  our  Nation's  most  effective  envirorv 
mental  statutes. 

The  Chesapeake  Bay,  much  of  which  bor- 
ders my  distnct,  is  the  largest  and  most  pro- 
ductive estuary  in  North  America  Maryland, 
Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania  experienced  first- 
hand the  bays  low  point  m  the  mid-i970's 

The  habitat,  especially  the  blue  crab  popu- 
lation, water  quality,  and  the  overall  economy 
of  the  Bay  were  at  an  all  time  low. 

Mr  Chairman,  thanks  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  the  Bay  and  its  mduslnes  made  a  remark- 
able comeback.  The  Chesapeake  Bay  Pro- 
gram, in  conjunction  with  the  Clean  Water  Act 
requirements,  led  the  Bay's  restoration 

Today,  watermen  m  my  district  in  southern 
Maryland,  earn  a  living  on  the  Chesapeake 
Bay.  Previously,  we  have  been  up  to  the  task 


lutely  extraordinary  too.  The  Boehlert  of  restonng  the  Bay  and  protecting  their  liveli- 
substitute  not  only  does  not  streamline  hood,  and  today  their  families  are  relying  on 
or  reform  the  404  program,  but  it  actu-     us  to  continue  our  efforts. 
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I  am  pleased  that  the  substitute  provides 
funding  tor  this  successful  partnership  be- 
tween State,  local,  and  Federal  Governments. 

The  substitute  also  continues  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Program  which  was  initi- 
ated to  implement  coastal  nonpomt  pollution 
and  control  programs. 

Nonpomt  source  pollution  today  provides  us 
with  our  greatest  environmental  challenge,  as 
it  IS  the  most  difficult  to  detect  and  control. 

Over  10,000  beaches  were  dosed  in  the 
last  5  years  due  to  pollution.  Sixteen  counties, 
in  my  home  State  of  Maryland,  make  up  the 
coastal  zone,  well  over  65  percent  of  the 
State. 

This  substitute  recognizes  that  our  Nation's 
$400  billion  a  year  travel  and  tounsm  industry 
and  $55  billion  a  year  fishing  industry  are  di- 
rectly reliant  upon  our  coasts  and  continues 
our  commitment  to  the  Coastal  Zone  Program. 

One  of  the  more  controversial  aspects  of 
clean  water  reauthonzation  has  tseen  wetlands 
reform.  Clearly,  the  Federal  Government  must 
continue  its  commitment  and  environmental 
obligations  to  protect  our  Nations  wetlands. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  wetlands  poli- 
cies have  resulted  in  substantial  burdens  on 
our  Nations  farmers,  industry,  and  individual 
landowners. 

The  substitute  simplifies  and  expedites  the 
wetlands  permitting  process  by  implementing 
a  plan  submitted  by  the  National  Governor's 
Association. 

The  NGA  approached  Congressman  Boeh- 
LERT  in  March  with  their  proposal,  as  they 
deemed  the  provisions  on  wetlands  contained 
in  H.R.  961  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Nation's  Governors. 

This  proposal  will  give  more  authonty  on 
wetlands  management  to  the  States  where  ac- 
tion can  be  more  accurate,  appropriate,  and 
prompt.  It  will  also  make  many  needed  admin- 
istrative and  regulatory  changes  m  the  way  the 
system  is  run. 

Mr.  Chairman,  most  Members  of  this  body 
agree  that  there  are  administrative  and  regu- 
latory problems  with  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

However,  the  same  percentage  of  Members 
would  also  agree  about  its  importance  and  en- 
vironmental successes. 

This  substitute  will  continue  to  provide  envi- 
ronmental safeguards  and  promote  programs 
to  continue  pollution  cleanup  and  prevention 
well  into  the  2 1st  century,  while  also  providing 
regulatory  relief  to  farmers,  landowners,  and 
industry. 

I  urge  support  for  the  Boehlerl-Saxton-Roe- 
mer  substitute  and  support  smart,  environ- 
mentally sound,  commonsense  reform  to  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  insert  the  following  cor- 
respondence for  the  Record; 

National  Governors  Association. 

March.  28.  1995. 
Hon.  Sherwood  Boehlert, 
Chairman.   Subcommittee   on    Water   Resources 
arid  Environment.  U.S.  House  of  Represent- 
atives. Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  been  greatly 
encouraged  by  your  willingness,  as  well  as 
that  of  Rep  Shuster  and  others  in  the  bipar- 
tisan group,  to  Include  states  in  the  develop- 
ment of  H,R.  961  We  support  the  intent  of 
that  bill  to  provide  substantially  greater 
flexibility  to  states  and  local  governments  in 
our  efforts  to  protect  water  quality.  We  sup- 
port the  Water  Resources  and  Environment 
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Subcommittee  in  its  efforts  to  expeditiously 
move  this  comprehensive  legislation  reform- 
ing the  Clean  Water  Act. 

We  have  not  yet  completed  our  review  of 
all  provisions  of  the  bill.  However,  as  you 
know,  the  provisions  on  wetlands  are  not 
consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
nation's  Governors.  We  raised  concerns  over 
this  issue  in  our  March  22  letter  to  Rep.  Shu- 
ster (copy  attached).  In  response  to  your  re- 
quest, we  enclose  an  alternative  approach  to 
wetlands  reform  developed  by  the  Associa- 
tion of  State  Wetland  Managers,  based  on 
NGA  policy  recommendations.  TTiis  proposal 
reflects  the  state  perspective  on  wetlands 
management  and  we  urge  your  consideration 
of  this  proposal  as  a  substitute  for  the  wet- 
lands provisions  of  H.R.  961. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in 
advancing  this  important  legislation,  and 
will  be  in  touch  shortly  concerning  other  is- 
sues. 

Sincerely. 

Governor  Mike  Lowry. 
Chair.  Committee  on  Natural  Resources. 
Gov.  Terry  E.  Branstad. 

Vice  Chair.  Committee  on  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments  of  1995,  and  in  support  of  the 
Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  to  the  bill. 

Maintaining  a  strong  Clean  Water  Act  is  es- 
sential lor  Connecticut  and  the  Nation.  Unfor- 
tunately, H.R.  961  does  not  build  on  the  suc- 
cess the  Clean  Water  Act  has  had  over  the 
past  23  years.  Instead,  it  rolls  back  standards, 
loosens  regulations  and  weakens  protections. 

Under  H.R.  961 ,  60  to  80  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's wetlands  would  be  either  removed  from 
any  level  of  protection  or  destroyed.  Industrial 
pollution  standards  would  be  significantly 
weakened,  allowing  discharge  of  industnal 
waste  into  lakes,  nvers.  and  hartxjrs.  The  en- 
tire coastal  zone  nonpomt  source  pollution 
control  program  would  be  repealed,  and  the 
Federal  Government  would  be  saddled  with 
payments  of  more  than  $15  billion  as  a  result 
of  illogical  and  unfair  takings  provisions. 

While  It  IS  important  the  Clean  Water  Act  is 
reauthonzed,  it  must  not  be  at  the  environ- 
mental cost  that  would  result  from  passage  of 
H.R,  961.  The  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  is  a 
sensible  alternative  that  makes  necessary 
modifications  without  repealing  or  rolling  back 
important  protections  that  have  contnbuted  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act's  enormous  success. 

Specifically,  the  substitute  makes  improve- 
ments over  H.R.  961  in  four  important  areas: 
wetlands  protection,  storm  water  management, 
coastal  water  pollution,  and  nonpoint  source 
pollution. 

The  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  recognizes 
that  there  have  been  problems  with  the  wet- 
lands permitting  process.  But  unlike  title  VIII  of 
H.R.  961,  the  substitute  streamlines  the  per- 
mitting process  without  leaving  millions  of 
acres  of  wetlands  unprotected.  It  utilizes  rec- 
ommendations made  by  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association  to  simplify  and  expedite  the 
wetlands  permitting  process  without  establish- 
ing a  bureaucratic  classification  system. 

Wetlands  serve  as  a  breeding  ground  for 
fish,  are  cntical  habitat  lor  wildlife  and  are  nec- 
essary for  most  migratory  birds.  They  are  criti- 
cal to  Connecticut,  where  they  also  serve  to 
filter  out  nutnents  and  toxics  that  would  other- 
wise end  up  m  Long  Island  Sound.  The  sound 
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IS  already  suffenng  from  nitrogen  overioad  that 
has  resulted  in  hypoxia — low  levels  of  dis- 
solved oxygen  which  cause  significant,  ad- 
verse ecological  effects  in  the  bottom  water 
habitats  of  the  sound.  Local,  State,  and  Fed- 
eral Government  resources  are  being  spent  to 
reduce  nitrogen  levels  in  the  sound,  and  it 
doesn't  make  sense  to  counter  these  efforts 
by  removing  wetlands  from  protection. 

H.R.  961  would  repeal  the  entire  stormwater 
program  in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  is  un- 
necessary and  harmful  to  health  and  safety. 
Stormwater  is  one  of  our  most  significant 
water  pollution  programs,  but  H.R.  961  would 
allow  it  to  be  freely  discharged  into  our  waters. 

H.R.  961  would  also  repeal  the  coastal  pol- 
lution control  program.  Over  the  past  5  years 
more  than  10,000  beaches  in  the  United 
States  have  been  closed  because  of  coastal 
water  pollution.  Over  one-third  of  all  shellfish 
beds  in  the  United  States  are  closed  or  threat- 
ened by  water  pollution.  Connecticut  is  a  worid 
leader  in  oyster  production,  and  this  industry  is 
dependent  on  clean  water  for  prospenty.  Re- 
pealing the  coastal  pollution  program  is  harm- 
ful for  Connecticut  economically  and  environ- 
mentally. 

The  majonty  of  coastal  water  quality  impair- 
ment IS  the  result  of  nonpomt  sources  of  pollu- 
tion, another  major  contributor  to  problems  in 
Long  Island  Sound.  In  fact,  nonpoint  source 
pollution  impairs  more  water  bodies  nation- 
wide than  any  other  pollution  source,  resulting 
m  beach  closings  and  declining  fisheries.  It 
threatens  dnnking  water  quality  and  impacts 
millions  of  coastal  residents.  Yet  H.R.  961 
loosens  regulations  for  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion. While  the  legislation  authorizes  funds  for 
polluted  runoff  programs,  it  doesn't  require  ac- 
countability for  the  moneys  it  provides. 

Clean  water  is  essential  to  the  economy, 
health,  and  livelihood  of  everyone,  not  only  in 
my  State  of  Connecticut,  but  in  the  entire 
country.  We  have  made  solid  progress  in 
clean  water  protection  since  enactment  of  the 
act  in  1972.  As  we  look  for  improvements  to 
the  act  and  solutions  to  the  challenges  that  lie 
ahead,  we  must  be  txith  ambitious  and 
thoughtful.  We  must  seek  rational  policies  that 
make  sense.  The  Saxton-Boehlert  substitute, 
not  H.R.  961,  achieves  that  goal. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  to  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  substitute  to 
H.R.  961  offered  by  Representatives  Saxton, 
Boehlert,  and  Roemer.  This  substitute  will 
vastly  improve  what  is  now  a  Hawed  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  one 
ol  our  most  effective  environmental  laws.  It 
has  significantly  improved  the  quality  of  our 
Nation's  rivers,  streams  and  lakes  over  the 
past  25  years. 

While  the  law  has  been  extremely  success- 
ful, there  are  significant  problems  with  the 
Clean  Water  Act  as  well.  Like  many  of  our  en- 
vironmental laws,  there  have  been  instances 
of  regulatory  overkill  under  the  act.  That's  why 
the  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute  incor- 
porates 70  percent  of  H.R.  961 's  provisions. 
But  the  remainder  of  H.R.  961 's  provisions  go 
too  far. 

H.R.  961  removes  over  60  percent  of  our 
Nation's  remaining  wetlands  from  any  level  of 
protection.  The  destruction  of  these  wetlands 
would  increase  flooding,  decrease  the  supply 
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of  fresh  water  and  lead  to  a  decline  in  the  fish- 
ing and  tourism  industnes,  all  ol  which  are 
concerns  to  my  distnct. 

The  bill  also  includes  takings  provisions 
which  would  require  the  Federal  Government 
to  compensate  a  landowner  when  a  portion  ol 
his  or  her  property  is  devalued  by  20  percent 
because  ol  wetlands  regulations.  This  provi- 
sion could  cost  the  Federal  Government  bil- 
lions ol  dollars.  As  a  liscal  conservative,  I  can- 
not support  H.R.  961  in  its  current  lorm  be- 
cause ol  this  provision  alone. 

H.R.  961  would  also  repeal  the  entire  coast- 
al zone  nonpoint  source  pollution  program. 
When  more  than  10,000  beaches  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  have  been  closed  over  the  past  5 
years  because  ol  coastal  water  pollution,  it 
simply  does  not  make  sense  to  weaken  efforts 
to  limit  nonpoint  source  pollution  affecting 
these  areas. 

The  Saxton-Boehlert-Roemer  substitute  is  a 
reasonable  approach  to  reauthorizing  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  It  includes  a  proposal  devel- 
oped and  endorsed  by  the  National  Gov- 
ernor's Association  for  protecting  wetlands. 
This  is  a  middle-ground  approach  which  gives 
the  States  a  greater  say  and  more  flexibility  in 
protecting  wetlands. 

It  also  incorporates  a  proposal  for  address- 
ing coastal  nonpoint  pollution  developed  by 
the  Coastal  States  Organization.  At  a  time 
when  we  are  returning  power  to  the  States, 
we  should  respect  the  views  of  the  30  Gov- 
ernors representing  the  Coastal  States  Organi- 
zation with  regard  to  coastal  zone  protection. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  sub- 
stitute. It  is  strong,  sensible,  environmentally 
sound  and  affordable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, as  amended,  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

recorded  vote 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  184,  noes  242, 
not  voting  8,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  312] 
A'TES— 184 


Abercrombie 

.^ckerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bass 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bilbray 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brown  iCAl 

Brown  iFLi 

Brown  lOH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardm 

Ca»tle 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 


Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyere 

Coyne 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellunia 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Oingell 

Dixon 

Doreett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Ehlers 

Ehj-lich 

En^el 

Eshoo 

Evana 

Fan- 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

FoglletU 


Ford 
Fox 

Frank  iMAi 

Franks  (NJi 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gilman 

Goss 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OHi 

Hamilton 

Hastings  (FLi 

Hinchey 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 


Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Kanjorski 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (M.Ai 

Kennedy  (RIl 

Kennelly 
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Mr.  BILBRAY  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  amended,  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  section  1? 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  2. 

The  text  of  section  2  is  a^  follows: 

SEC.  i.  DEFINITION. 

In  this  Act.  the  term  "Administrator"  means 
the  Administrator  of  the  Eninronmental  Protec- 
tion Agency. 

The     CHAIRMAN.     Are     there     any 
amendments  to  section  2? 
The  Clerk  will  designate  section  3. 
The  text  of  section  3  is  ac  follows: 

SEC.  3.  AMENT>MENT  OF  FEDERjU.  WATER  POLLU- 
TION CONTROL  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided,  when- 
ever in  this  Act  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  an  amendment  to,  or  repeal 
of.  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  reference 
shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a  section  or 
other  promsion  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251-1387). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  now 
designate  title  I. 
The  text  of  title  I  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  I—RESEAJtCH  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 
SBC.  101.  NATIONAL  GOALS  AND  POUCIES. 

(a)     NONPOINT     SOURCE     POLLUTION:     STATE 

Strategies.— Section  JOl(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1251(a)) 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(6): 

(2)  in  paragraph  (7) — 

(A)  by  inserting  ".  iruluding  public  and  pri- 
vate sector  programs  using  economic  incen- 
tives." after  "programs": 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  including  stormwater," 
after  "nonpoint  sources  of  pollution"  the  first 
place  It  appears:  and 

(C)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting a  semicolon,  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(8)  it  is  the  national  policy  to  support  State 
efforts  undertaken  m  consultation  with  tribal 
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and  local  governments  to  identify,  pnondce. 
and  implement  water  pollution  prevention  and 
control  strategies:". 

(b)  Role  of  State.  Tribal,  and  Local  Gov- 
£/!.VM£.vrs.— Section  101(a)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■19)  It  is  the  national  policy  to  recognize,  sup- 
port, and  enhance  the  role  of  State,  tribal,  and 
local  governments  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act:". 

(c)  Reclamation  a.*id  Reuse.— 

(1)  Recla.matios.— Section  101(a)(4)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  "works"  the  following 
'■and  to  reclaim  waste  water  from  municipal  and 
industrial  sources". 

(2)  Beneficial  reuse.— Section  101(a)  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(10)  it  is  the  national  policy  that  beneficial 
reuse  of  waste  water  effluent  and  biosolids  be 
encouraged  to  the  fullest  extent  possible:  and'^ 

(d)  Water  L'se  efficiency —Section  101(a)  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(It)  it  is  the  riational  policy  that  water  use 
efficiency  be  encouraged  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible  " 

(e)  .V£T  Benefits.— Section  101  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(h)  SET  Benefits.— It  is  the  national  policy 
that  the  development  and  implementation  of 
water  quality  protection  programs  pursuant  to 
this  Act— 

■■(1)  be  based  on  scientifically  objective  and 
unbiased  information  concerning  the  nature 
and  rnagnitude  of  risk,  and 

■(2)  maximue  net  benefits  to  society  in  order 
to  promote  sound  regulatory  decisions  and  pro- 
mote the  rational  and  coherent  allocation  of  so- 
ciety's limited  resources." 

SEC.    lOi.    RESEARCH.    lS\ESTIGATIOSS,    TRAIN- 
ING. AND  INFORMATION. 

(a)  National  PROGRA.\fi— Section  104(a)  (33 
U.S.C  1254(a))  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  Striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(5): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (6)  and  in.serting  ".  and^':  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 

"(7)  m  cooperation  with  appro'priate  Federal. 
State,  and  local  agencies,  conduct,  promote,  and 
encourage  to  the  rnaxtmum  extent  feasible,  in 
watersheds  that  may  be  significantly  affected  by 
nonpoint  sources  of  pollution,  monitoring  and 
measurement  of  water  quality  by  means  and 
methods  that  will  help  to  identify  the  relative 
contributions  of  particular  nonpoint  sources". 

(b)  GRANTS  TO  Local  Governments.— Section 
104(b)(3)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(b)(3))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "local  governments."  after  "interstate 
agencies.". 

(c)  Technical  Assistance  for  Rural  and 
Small  Treatment  works.— Section  104(b)  (33 
U.S.C.  1254(b))  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(6): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (7)  and  inserting  a  semicolon:  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs 

"(8)  make  grants  to  nonprofit  organizations  to 
provide  technical  assistance  and  training  to 
rural  and  small  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
to  enable  such  treatment  works  to  achieve  and 
maintain  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
this  Act.  and 

"(9)  disseminate  information  to  rural,  small, 
and  disadvantaged  communities  with  respect  to 
the  planning,  design,  construction,  and  oper- 
ation of  treatment  works.". 

(d)  Wastewater  Treatment  in  Impover- 
ished Communities— Section  I04(q)  (33  U.S.C. 
1254(q))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 


"(5)  Small  impoverished  communities.— 

"(A)  Grants.— The  Administrator  may  make 
grants  to  States  to  provide  assistance  for  plan- 
ning, design,  and  construction  of  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  to  provide  wastewater 
services  to  rural  communities  of  3.000  or  less 
that  are  not  currently  served  by  any  sewage  col- 
lection or  water  treatment  system  and  are  se- 
verely economically  disadvantaged,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Administrator. 

"(B)  .Authorization.— There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  paragraph 
S50.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.". 

(e)  Authorization  of  appropriations— Sec- 
tion 104(u)  (33  U.S.C.  1254(u))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking   "and"  before  "(6)":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ".  and  (7)  not  to  exceed 
S50.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (b)(3).  (b)(8).  and 
(b)(9).  except  that  not  less  than  20  percent  of  the 
sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  clause  shall 
be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
subsections  (b)(8)  and  (b)(9)" 

SEC.  103.  STATE  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Section  106(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1256(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking   "and"  before  "S7 5. 000. 000": 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1990  "  the  following:  ". 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1991  through  1995,  and  S150.000.000  per  fis- 
cal year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000  ".  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  "States 
or  interstate  agencies  receiving  grants  under 
this  section  may  use  such  funds  to  finance,  with 
other  States  or  interstate  agencies,  studies  and 
projects  on  interstate  issues  relating  to  such  pro- 
grams". 

SEC.  104.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

Section  107  (33  U.S.C.  1257)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows 
-SEC.  107.  MINE  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL. 

"(a)  ACIDIC  AND  Other  Toxic  Mink  drain- 
age.— The  Administrator  shall  establish  a  pro- 
gram to  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of  measures  for 
abatement  of  the  causes  and  treatment  of  the  ef- 
fects of  acidic  and  other  toxic  mine  drainage 
within  qualified  hydrologic  units  affected  by 
past  coal  mining  practices  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
storing the  biological  integrity  of  waters  within 
such  units. 

"(b)  Grants.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Any  State  or  Indian  tribe 
may  apply  to  the  Administrator  for  a  grant  for 
any  project  which  provides  for  abatement  of  the 
causes  or  treatment  of  the  effects  of  acidic  or 
other  toxic  mine  drainage  within  a  qualified  hy- 
drologic unit  affected  by  past  coal  mining  prac- 
tices. 

"(2)  APPLICATION  REQUIRE.ME.STS  —An  appli- 
cation submitted  to  the  Administrator  under  this 
section  shall  include  each  of  the  following 

"(A)  An  identification  of  the  qualified  hydro- 
logic  unit. 

"(B)  A  description  of  the  extent  to  which 
acidic  or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  is  affecting 
the  water  quality  and  biological  resources  with- 
in the  hydrologic  unit. 

"(C)  An  identification  of  the  sources  of  acidic 
or  other  toxic  mine  drainage  within  the  hydro- 
logic  unit. 

"(D)  An  identification  of  the  project  and  the 
measures  proposed  to  be  undertaken  to  abate 
the  causes  or  treat  the  effects  of  acidic  or  other 
toxic  mine  drainage  within  the  hydrologic  unit. 

'"(E)  The  cost  of  undertaking  the  proposed 
abatement  or  treatment  rneasures. 

■•(c)  Federal  Share.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  receiving  grant  assistance 
under  this  section  shall  be  50  percent. 

"(2)  Lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way. — Contributions  of  lands,  easements,  and 


rights-of-way  shall  be  credited  toward  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  a  project  under  this 
section  but  not  m  an  amount  exceeding  25  per- 
cent of  the  total  project  cost. 

"(3)  Operation  and  maintenance— The  non- 
Federal  interest  Shall  bear  100  percent  of  the 
cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  project 
under  this  section. 

""(d)  Prohibited  Projects —No  acidic  or 
other  toxic  mine  drainage  abatement  or  treat- 
ment project  may  receive  assistance  under  this 
section  I)  the  project  would  adversely  affect  the 
free-flowing  characteristics  of  any  river  segment 
within  a  qualified  hydrologic  unit. 

•"(e)  applications  From  Federal  Entities.— 
.Any  Federal  entity  may  apply  to  the  Adminis- 
trator for  a  grant  under  this  section  for  the  pur- 
poses of  an  acidic  or  toxic  mine  drainage  abate- 
ment or  treatment  project  within  a  qualified  hy- 
drologic unit  located  on  lands  and  waters  under 
the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  such  entity. 

"(f)  APPROVAL —The  Administrator  shall  ap- 
prove an  application  submitted  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b)  or  (e)  after  determining  that  the  ap- 
plication meets  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

"■(g)  Qualified  Hydrologic  Unit  Defined.  ~ 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ■qualified 
hydrologic  unit'  means  a  hydrologic  unit  — 

'"(1)  in  which  the  water  quality  has  been  sig- 
nificantly affected  by  acidic  or  other  toxic  mine 
drainage  from  past  coal  mining  practices  in  a 
manner  u'nich  adversely  impacts  biological  re- 
sources: and 

"■(2)  which  contains  lands  and  waters  eligible 
for  assistance  under  title  IV  of  the  Surface  Min- 
ing and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.  ". 
SEC.  106.  WATER  SANITATION  IN  RURAL  AND  NA 
TIVE  ALASKA  VILLAGES. 

(a)  IN  General. ^Section  113  (33  U.SC.  1263) 
IS  amended  by  striking  the  section  heading  and 
designation  and  subsections  (a)  through  (f)  and 
inserting  the  following 

SBC.  113.  ALASKA  VILLAGE  PROJECTS  AND  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

"(a)  Grants —The  Administrator  is  author- 
ized to  make  grants — 

"(1)  for  the  development  and  construction  of 
facilities  which  provide  sanitation  services  for 
rural  and  Native  Alaska  villages. 

"(2>  for  training,  technical  assistance,  and 
educational  programs  relating  to  operation  and 
maintenance  for  sanitation  services  in  rural  and 
Native  Alaska  villages,  and 

"(3)  for  reasonable  costs  of  administering  and 
managing  grants  made  and  programs  and 
projects  carried  out  under  this  section,  except 
that  not  to  exceed  4  percent  of  the  amount  of 
any  grant  made  under  this  section  may  be  made 
for  such  costs. 

"(b)  FEDERAL  Share— A  grant  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram or  project  being  carried  out  with  such 
grant. 

"(c)  Special  rule.— The  Administrator  shall 
award  grants  under  this  section  for  project  con- 
struction following  the  rules  specified  in  subpart 
H  of  part  1942  of  title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations. 

"(d)  Gra.sts  to  State  for  benefit  of  Vil- 
lages—Grants  under  this  section  may  be  made 
to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  rural  Alaska  vil- 
lages and  Alaska  Native  villages. 

""(e)  Coordination —In  carrying  out  activi- 
ties under  this  subsection,  the  Administrator  is 
directed  to  coordinate  efforts  between  the  State 
of  Alaska,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  recipients 
of  grants. 

"(f)  Funding —There  is  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated S25.0OO.0O0  for  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  September  30.  1995.  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion.". 


(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Section  113(g) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(g)"  the  follow- 
ing: "Definitions.—". 

SEC.   106.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  CHESAPEAKE  PROGRAM. 

Section  117(d)  (33  U.S.C.  1267(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  "such  surns 
as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years  1991 
through  1995.  and  S3.0O0.0OO  per  fiscal  year  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000  "  after 
"1990.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  "such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years  1991 
through  1995.  and  S18.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2000"  after 
"1990.". 

SEC.  107.  GREAT  LAKES  MANAGEMENT. 

(a)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  118  (33  U.S.C.  1268) 
is  amended— 

(.A)  in  subsection  (a)(3) — 

(i)  by  striking  subparagraph  (E)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(E)  Council'  means  the  Great  Lakes  Re- 
search Council  established  by  subsection 
(d)(1):": 

til)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph tl): 

(III)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (J)  and  inserting  ":  and":  and 

(IV)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'"(K)  'Great  Lakes  research'  means  the  appli- 
cation of  scientific  or  engineering  expertise  to 
explain,  understand,  and  predict  a  physical, 
chemical,  biological,  or  soaoeconomic  process, 
or  the  interaction  of  1  or  more  of  the  processes, 
m  the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem": 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(d)  Great  Lakes  Research  Council.— 

"(1)  Establishment  of  council —There  is  es- 
tablished a  Great  Lakes  Research  Council. 

"(2)  Duties  of  council.— The  Council— 

"(A)  .%hall  advise  and  promote  the  coordina- 
tion of  Federal  Great  Ixikcs  rcwarch  activities 
to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and  eruure 
greater  effectiveness  in  achieving  protection  of 
the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem  through  the  goals  of 
the  Great  Lakes  Water  Quality  Agreement: 

"(B)  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph  and  bienni- 
ally thereafter  and  after  providing  opportunity 
for  public  revieiv  and  comment,  shall  prepare 
and  provide  to  interested  parties  a  document 
that  includes — 

"(i)  an  assessment  of  the  Great  Lakes  research 
activities  needed  to  fulfill  the  goals  of  the  Great 
Lakes  Water  Quality  Agreement: 

"(li)  an  asses.sment  of  Federal  expertise  and 
capabilities  m  the  activities  needed  to  fulfill  the 
goals  of  the  Great  Lakes  Water  Quality  Agree- 
ment, including  an  inventory  of  Federal  Great 
Lakes  research  programs,  projects,  facilities, 
and  personnel:  and 

"(til)  recommendations  for  long-term  and 
short-term  priorities  for  Federal  Great  Lakes  re- 
search, based  on  a  comparison  of  the  assess- 
ments conducted  under  clauses  (i)  and  (n^ 

"(C)  shall  identify  topics  for  and  partiapate 
in  meetings,  workshops,  symposia,  and  con- 
ferences on  Great  Lakes  research  issues: 

"(D)  shall  make  recommendations  for  the  uni- 
form collection  of  data  for  enhanang  Great 
Lakes  research  and  management  protocols  relat- 
ing to  the  Great  LaKes  ecosystem: 

"(E)  shall  advise  and  cooperate  in— 

"(i)  improving  the  compatible  integration  of 
multimedia  data  concerning  the  Great  Lakes 
ecosystem:  and 

'Yii>  any  effort  to  establish  a  comprehensive 
multimedia  data  base  for  the  Great  Lakes  eco- 
system: and 

"(F)  shall  ensure  that  the  results,  findings, 
and  information  regarding  Great  l/ikes  research 


programs  conducted  or  sponsored  by  the  Federal 
Government  are  disseminated  m  a  timely  man- 
ner, and  in  useful  forms,  to  interested  persons, 
using  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  mecha- 
nisms m  existence  on  the  date  of  the  dissemina- 
tion, such  as  the  Great  Lakes  Research  Inven- 
tory prepared  by  the  International  Joint  Com- 
mission. 

"(3)  Membership.— 

"(A)  In  general.  — The  Council  shall  consist 
of  I  research  manager  with  exterisive  knowledge 
of.  and  saentific  expertise  and  experience  in, 
the  Great  Lakes  ecosystem  from  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing agencies  and  instrumentalities: 

"(i)  The  Agency. 

(i!;  The  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration. 

"'(lii)  The  National  Biological  Service. 

••(iv)  The  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

"(V)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instrumen- 
tality that  expends  SI. 000. 000  or  more  for  a  fiscal 
year  on  Great  Lakes  research. 

""(vi)  Any  other  Federal  agency  or  instrumen- 
tality that  a  majority  of  the  Council  membership 
determines  should  be  represented  on  the  Coun- 
cil. 

'•(B)  Nonvoting  members.— At  the  request  of 
a  majority  of  the  Council  membership,  any  per- 
son who  IS  a  representative  of  a  Federal  agency 
or  instrumentality  not  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  or  any  person  who  is  not  a  Federal 
employee  may  serve  as  a  nonvoting  member  of 
the  Council. 

""(4)  Chairperson —The  chairperson  of  the 
Council  shall  be  a  member  of  the  Council  from 
an  agency  specified  in  clause  (i).  (ii).  or  (Hi)  of 
paragraph  (3)(A)  who  is  elected  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  members  of  the  Council.  The  chair- 
person shall  serve  as  chairperson  for  a  period  of 
2  years.  A  member  of  the  Council  rnay  not  serve 
as  chairperson  for  more  than  2  consecutive 
terms. 

"(5)  EXPENSES.— While  performing  official  du- 
ties as  a  member  of  the  Council,  a  member  shall 
be  allowed  travel  or  transportation  expenses 
under  section  5703  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

"(6)  Interagency  cooperation— The  head  of 
each  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality  that  is 
represented  on  the  Council — 

"(.A)  shall  cooperate  with  the  Council  in  im- 
plementing the  recommendations  developed 
under  paragraph  (2): 

"(B)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson  of 
the  Counal.  may  make  available,  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis  or  otherwise,  such  personnel,  services, 
or  facilities  as  may  be  necessary  to  assist  the 
Council  in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Coun- 
cil under  this  section:  and 

"(C)  on  written  request  of  the  chairperson. 
shall  furnish  data  or  information  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Council  under  this 
section. 

"(7)  International  cooperation.— The 
Council  shall  cooperate,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  with  the  research  coordination  ef- 
forts of  the  Council  of  Great  Lakes  Research 
Managers  of  the  International  Joint  Commis- 
sion. 

"(8)  Reimbursement  for  requested  .activi- 
ties.—Each  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality 
represented  on  the  Council  may  reimburse  an- 
other Federal  agency  or  instrumentality  or  a 
non-Federal  entity  for  costs  associated  with  ac- 
tivities authorized  under  this  subsection  that 
are  carried  out  by  the  other  agency,  instrumen- 
tality, or  entity  at  the  request  of  the  Council. 

""(9)  Federal  advisory  committee  act.— The 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (5  U.S.C.  App.) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  Council. 

"(10)  Effect  on  other  law —Nothing  in  this 
subsection  affects  the  authority  of  any  Federal 
agency  or  instrumentality,  under  any  law.  to 
undertake  Great  Lakes  research  activities."; 


(C)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  "the  Program 
Office  and  the  Research  Office  shall  prepare  a 
joint  research  plan"  and  inserting  "the  Program 
Office,  in  consultation  with  the  Council,  shall 
prepare  a  research  plan":  and 

(ii)  m  paragraph  (3)(A)  by  striking  "the  Re- 
search Office,  the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances 
and  Disease  Registry,  arid  Great  Lakes  States" 
and  inserting  "the  Council,  the  Agency  for 
Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry,  and 
Great  Lakes  States,  ":  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (h) — 

(i)  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
O): 

(ii)  by  striking  ",  and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  inserting  a  period:  and 

(Hi)  by  striking  paragraph  (3). 

(2)  Conforming  amendment— The  second 
sentence  of  section  403(a)  of  the  Marine  Protec- 
tion, Research,  and  Sanctuaries  .Act  of  1972  (16 
U.S.C.  1447b(a))  is  amended  by  striking  'Great 
Lakes  Research  Office  authorized  under""  and 
inserting  "Great  Lakes  Research  Council  estab- 
lished by". 

(b)  Consistency  of  Programs  with  Federal 
Guidance.— Section  118(c)(2)(C)  (33  U.S.C 
1269(c)(2)(C))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following:  "For  purposes  of  this  section,  a 
State's  standards,  policies,  and  procedures  shall 
be  considered  consistent  with  such  guidance  if 
the  standards,  policies,  and  procedures  are 
based  on  scientifically  defensible  judgments  and 
policy  choices  made  by  the  State  after  consider- 
ation of  the  guidance  and  provide  an  overall 
level  of  protection  comparable  to  that  provided 
by  the  guidance,  taking  into  account  the  spe- 
cific circumstances  of  the  State's  waters". 

(c)  Reauthorization  of  assessment  and  Re- 
mediation of  Contaminated  Sediments  Pro- 
gram.— Section  118(c)(7)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)  Reauthorization  of  assessment  and 
remediation  of  contaminated  sediments  pro- 
gram.— 

"(i)  In  GENERAL.— The  Administrator,  acting 
through  the  Program  Office,  m  corisultation 
and  cooperation  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Army  having  resporisibitity  for  cnml  works. 
Shalt  conduct  at  least  3  pilot  projects  involving 
promising  technologies  and  fnactices  to  remedy 
contaminated  sediments  (including  at  least  1 
full-scale  demonstration  of  a  remediation  tech- 
nology) at  sites  in  the  Great  Lakes  System,  as 
the  Administrator  determines  appropriate. 

••(ii)  Selection  of  sites.— In  selecting  sites 
for  the  pilot  projects,  the  Administrator  shall 
give  priority  consideration  to — 

'•(I)  the  Ashtabula  River  in  Ohio. 

••(II)  the  Buffalo  River  m  New  York; 

••(III)  Duluth  and  Superior  Harbor  in  Min- 
nesota: 

"(IV)  the  Fox  River  in  Wisconsin; 

'•(V)  the  Grand  Calumet  River  in  Indiana; 
and 

'•(VI)  Saginaw  Bay  m  Michigan. 

"(Hi)  Deadlines —In  carrying  out  this  sub- 
paragraph, the  Administrator  shall — 

"(I)  not  later  than  18  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph,  identify  at 
least  3  sites  and  the  technologies  and  practices 
to  be  demonstrated  at  the  sites  (including  at 
least  1  full-scale  demonstration  of  a  remediation 
technology):  and 

•'(ID  not  later  than  5  years  after  such  date  of 
enactment,  complete  at  least  3  pilot  projects  (in- 
cluding at  least  1  full-scale  demonstration  of  a 
remediation  technology). 

•'(iv)  Additional  projects— The  Adminis- 
trator, acting  through  the  Program  Office,  m 
consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  .Army  having  responsibility  for 
civil  works,  may  conduct  additional  pilot-  and 
full-scale    pilot    projects    involving    promising 
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technolo0es  and  practices  at  sites  in  the  Great 
Lakes  System  other  than  the  sites  selected  under 
clause  (i). 

■■(V)  EXECVTION  OF  PROJECTS.— The  Adminis- 
trator may  cooperate  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  having  responsitiility  for  civil 
works  to  plan,  engineer,  design,  and  execute 
pilot  projects  under  this  subparagraph. 

■■(VI)  W.-i'- FEDERAL  CCiTRIBi'TlONS.—The  Ad- 
ministrator may  accept  non-Federal  contribu- 
tions to  carry  out  pilot  projects  under  this  sub- 
paragraph. 

■•(I'll)  ACTHORIZATIOS  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  subparagraph  t3.3OO.0OO  for  each  of  fis- 
cal years  1996  through  2000. 

"(E)  Technical  information  and  assist- 
ance— 

'■(i)  In  general  —The  Adminu<itrator .  acting 
through  the  Program  Office,  rnay  provide  tech- 
nical information  and  assistance  involving  tech- 
nologies and  practices  for  remediation  of  con- 
taminated sediments  to  persons  that  request  the 
information  or  assistance. 

■■(11)  Technical  .assist a.wce  priorities.— In 
providing  technical  assistance  under  this  sub- 
paragraph, the  Administrator,  acting  through 
the  Program  Office,  shall  give  speaal  priority  to 
requests  for  integrated  assessments  of,  and  rec- 
ommendations regarding,  remediation  tech- 
nologies and  practices  for  contaminated  sedi- 
ments at  Great  Lakes  areas  of  concern. 

•■(ill)  Coordination  with  other  demonstra- 
tions—The  Administrator  shall— 

'■(I)  coordinate  technology  demonstrations 
conducted  under  this  subparagraph  with  other 
federally  assisted  demoristrations  of  contami- 
nated sediment  remediation  technologies:  and 

■■(II)  share  information  from  the  demonstra- 
tions conducted  under  this  subparagraph  with 
the  other  demoristrations. 

•'(IV)  Other  sedime.vt  remediation  activi- 
ties.— S'othmg  m  this  subparagraph  limits  the 
authority  of  the  Administrator  to  carry  out  sedi- 
ment remediation  activities  under  other  laws. 

■•(V)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  subparagraph  SI. 000, 000  for  each  of  fis- 
cal years  1996  through  2000.^'. 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 

(!>  Research  and  .^anage.ment. — Section 
118(e)<3>(B)  (33  U.S.C.  126S(e)(3)(B))  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: ■■.  such  sums  as  rnay  be  necessary  for 
fiscal  year  1995.  and  S4.000.000  per  fiscal  year 
for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996,  1997.  and  199S^ 

(2)  Great  lakes  PROCRAMS.—Section  118(h) 
(33  U.S.C.  1268(h))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  ■•and"  before  "S25.0O0.0OO': 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  ".  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years  1992 
through  1995.  and  SI  7. 500,000  per  fiscal  year  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000^. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  I? 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  n. 

The  text  of  title  n  i3  as  follows: 
TTTLB  a— CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 
SSC.  SOI.  USES  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  SONPoiNT  Source  Program— Section 
201(g)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1281(g)(1))  is  amended  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first  sen- 
tence and  all  that  follows  through  the  period  at 
the  end  of  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  the 
following:  'and  for  any  purpose  for  which  a 
grant  may  be  made  under  sections  319(h)  and 
319(i)  of  this  Act  (including  any  innovative  and 
alternative  approaches  for  the  control  of 
nonpoint  sources  of  pollution).  ". 

(b)  Retroactive  Eligibii  ity.— Section 
201(g)(1)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 


end  the  foltounng:  "The  Administrator,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  States,  shall  develop  proce- 
dures to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  retroactive 
eligibility  and  provision  of  grant  funding  for  fa- 
cilities already  under  construction.  ". 

SBC.    fOS.    ADMNlSTRATtON    OF    CLOSEOUT   OF 
CONSTRUCTION  GRANT  PROGRAM. 

Section  205(g)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1285(g)(1))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"The  Administrator  may  negotiate  an  annual 
budget  with  a  State  for  the  purpose  of  admin- 
istering the  closeout  of  the  State's  construction 
grants  program  under  this  title.  Sums  made 
available  for  administering  such  closeout  shall 
be  subtracted  from  amounts  remaining  available 
for  obligation  under  the  Stales  construction 
grant  program  under  this  title.  ". 
SEC.  «B.  SEWAGE  COLLECTION  SYSTEMS. 

Section  211(a)  (33  U  S.C.  1291(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  clause  (1)  by  striking  "an  existing  col- 
lection system"  and  inserting  "a  collection  sys- 
tem existing  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995",  and 

(2)  in  clause  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  "an  existing  community"  and 
iriserting  "a  community  existing  on  such  date  of 
enactment":  and 

(B)  by  striking  '•sufficient  existing"  and  in- 
serting '•sufficient  capacity  existing  on  such 
date  of  enactment" 

SEC.  204.  TREATMENT  WORKS  DEFINED, 

(a)  Inclusion  of  Other  Lands —Section 
212(2)(A)  (33  U.S.C.  1292(2)(A))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ••any  works,  including  site": 

(2)  by  striking  "is  used  for  ultimate^  and  in- 
serting "will  be  used  for  ultimate":  and 

(3)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  "and  acquisition  of  other  lands, 
and  interests  in  lands,  which  are  necessary  for 
construction", 

(b)  Policy  on  Cost  Effectiveness.— Section 
218(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1298(a))  is  amended  by  striking 
"combination  of  devices  and  systems"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "from  such  treatment:" 
and  inserting  "treatment  works:". 

SEC.  206.  VALUE  ENGINEERING  REVIEW. 

Section  218(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1298(c))  is  amended 
by  striking  "SIO.000.000"  and  inserting 
"S25,000,000". 

SSC.    i06.    GRANTS    FOR    WASTEWATER    TREAT- 
MENT. 

(a)  Coastal  Localities.— The  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  under  title  II  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  appropriate  in- 
strumentalities for  the  purpose  of  construction 
of  treatment  works  (including  combined  sewer 
overflow  facilities)  to  serve  coastal  localities.  No 
less  than  SIO.OOO.OOO  of  the  amount  of  such 
grants  shall  be  used  for  water  infrastructure  im- 
provements in  New  Orleans,  no  less  than 
S3.0OO.OOO  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be 
used  for  water  infrastructure  improvements  in 
Bristol  County.  Massachusetts,  and  no  less  than 
'/j  of  the  amount  of  such  grants  shall  be  used  to 
assist  localities  that  meet  both  of  the  following 
criteria: 

(1)  Need.— A  locality  that  has  over 
S2. 000. 000, 000  in  category  I  treatment  needs  doc- 
umented and  accepted  in  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency's  1992  Needs  Survey  database 
as  of  February  4,  1993. 

(2)  Hardship  —.4  locality  that  has  wastewater 
user  charges,  for  residential  use  of  7.000  gallons 
per  month  based  on  Ernst  &  Young  National 
Water  and  Wastewater  1992  Flate  Survey,  great- 
er than  0.65  percent  of  1989  median  household 
income  for  the  metropolitan  statistical  area  in 
which  such  locality  is  located  as  measured  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

(b)  Federal  Share.— Notwithstanding  section 
202(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act.  the  Federal  share  of  grants  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  con- 


struction, and  the  non-Federal  share  shall  be  20 
percent  of  the  cost  of  construction. 

(c)  Small  Communities.— The  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  assistance  for  the  construction  of 
treatment  works  to  serve  small  communities  as 
defined  by  the  Stale,  except  that  the  term  '■small 
communities"  may  not  include  any  locality  with 
a  population  greater  than  75.000.  Funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  this  subsection  shall  be 
allotted  by  the  Administrator  to  the  States  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  allotment  formula  contained 
in  section  604(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  mak- 
ing grants  under  this  section  S300.(XX).0O0  for  fis-' 
cal  year  19%.  Such  sums  shall  remain  available 
until  expended  and  shall  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween subsections  (a)  and  (c)  of  this  section. 
Such  authorization  of  appropriation  shall  take 
effect  only  if  the  total  amount  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  19%  to  carry  out  title  VI  of  the  Fed- 
eral Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  at  lectst 
S3.000.000.000. 

The     CHAIRMAN.     Are     there     any 
amendments  to  title  U? 
The  Clerk  will  designate  title  UI. 
The  text  of  title  HI  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  III— STANDARDS  AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

SEC.  301.  EFFLUENT  UMITATIONS. 

(a)  Compliance  Schedules.— Section  301(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1311(b))  is  amended- 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(C)  bv  striking  "not  later 
than  July  1.  1977.^^. 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting  ■■not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date 
such  limitations  are  established.":  and 

(3)  by  striking  ".  and  in  no  case  later  than 
.March  31.  1989'  each  place  it  appears. 

(b)  Modifications    for    nonconventional 

POLLUT.ANTS.- 

(1)  General  authority —Section  301(g)(1)  (33 
U.S.C.  1311(g)(1))  is  amended  by  striking 
"(when  determined  by  the  .Administrator  to  be  a 
pollutant  covered  by  subsection  (b)(2)(F))  and 
any  other  pollutant  which  the  Administrator 
lists  under  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection" 
and  inserting  "and  any  other  pollutant  covered 
by  subsection  (b)(2)(F)". 

(2)  Procedural  require.^ents  for  listing 
AND  REMOVAL  OF  POLLUTA.VTS.— Section  301(g) 
(33  U.S.C.  1311(g))  is  further  amended  by  strik- 
ing paragraphs  (4)  and  (5). 

(c)  Coal  REMINING.-Section  301(p)(2)  (33 
U.S.C.  1311(p)(2))  IS  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  ":  except 
where  monitoring  demonstrates  that  the  receiv- 
ing waters  do  not  meet  such  water  quality 
standards  prior  to  commencement  of  remining 
and  where  the  applicant  submits  a  plan  which 
demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Adminis- 
trator or  the  State,  as  the  case  may  be.  that 
identified  measures  will  be  utilized  to  improve 
the  existing  water  quality  of  the  receiving  wa- 
ters". 

(d)  PREEXISTING  COAL  REMINING  OPER- 
ATIONS.—Section  301(p)  (33  U.S.C.  1311)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following- 

"(5)  Preexisting  coal  remining  oper- 
ations.— Any  operator  of  a  coal  mining  oper- 
ation who  conducted  remining  at  a  site  on 
which  coal  mining  originally  was  conducted  be- 
fore the  effective  date  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  in  compliance  with  sections  301. 
302.  306.  307.  and  402  of  this  Act  if— 

■■(A)  such  operator  commenced  remining  at 
such  operation  prior  to  the  adoption  of  this  sub- 
section in  a  State  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 402  and  performed  such  remining  under  a 
permit  pursuant  to  such  Act:  and 


"(B)  the  post-mining  discharges  from  such  op- 
eration do  not  add  pollutants  to  the  waters  of 
the  United  States  in  excess  of  those  pollutants 
discharged  from  the  remmed  area  before  the 
coal  remining  operation  began.'. 

SEC   302.  POLLUTION  PREVENTION  OPPORTUNI- 
TIES. 

(a)  I.\NovATnE  Production  Processes  — 
Subsection  (k)  of  section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311(k)) 
IS  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(k)  Insov.ative  Production  Processes. 
Technologies,  and  Methods.— 

"(1)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  point 
.wttrce  subject  to  a  permit  under  section  402.  the 
Admini.tlrator.  with  the  consent  of  the  State  in 
which  the  point  source  is  located,  or  the  State  in 
consultation  with  the  Administrator,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  with  an  approved  program  under  sec- 
tion 402.  may.  at  the  request  of  the  permittee 
and  after  public  notice  and  opportunity  for  com- 
ment, extend  the  deadline  for  the  point  source  to 
comply  with  any  limitation  established  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)(1)(A).  (b)(2)(A).  or  (b)i2)(E) 
and  make  other  appropriate  modifications  to  the 
conditions  of  the  point  source  permit,  for  the 
purpose  of  encouraging  the  development  and 
use  of  an  innovative  pollution  prevention  tech- 
nology (including  an  innovative  production 
process  change,  innovative  pollution  control 
technology,  or  innovative  recycling  method) 
that  has  the  potential  to— 

"(A)  achieve  an  effluent  reduction  which  is 
greater  than  that  required  by  the  limitation  oth- 
erwise applicable: 

"(B)  meet  the  applicable  effluent  limitation  to 
water  while  achieving  a  reduction  of  total  emis- 
sions to  other  media  which  is  greater  than  that 
required  by  the  otherwise  applicable  emissions 
limitations  for  the  other  media: 

"(C)  meet  the  applicable  effluent  limitation  to 
water  while  achieving  a  reduction  in  energy 
consumption,  or 

"(D)  achieve  the  required  reduction  with  the 
potential  for  .iignificantly  lower  costs  than  the 
systems  determined  by  the  Administrator  to  be 
economically  achievable. 

"(2)  Duration  of  EXTENSio.\'s.—The  exten- 
sion of  the  compliance  deadlines  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  not  extend  beyond  the  period 
necessary  for  the  owner  of  the  point  source  to 
install  and  use  the  innovative  process,  tech- 
nology, or  method  in  full-scale  production  oper- 
ations, but  m  no  case  shall  the  compliance  ex- 
tensions extend  beyond  3  years  from  the  date  for 
compliance  with  the  otherwise  applicable  limita- 
tions. 

"(3)  Consequences  of  failure— In  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  any  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  pursuant  to  section  309(d)  or  309(g)  for 
any  violations  of  a  section  402  permit  during  the 
extension  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
that  are  caused  by  the  unexpected  failure  of  an 
innovative  process,  technology,  or  method,  a 
court  or  the  Administrator,  as  appropriate,  shall 
reduce  or  eliminate  the  penalty  for  such  viola- 
tion if  the  permittee  has  made  good-faith  efforts 
both  to  implement  the  innovation  and  to  comply 
with  any  interim  limitations. 

"(4)  Report —Not  later  than  I  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  review,  analyze,  and  compile 
in  a  report  information  on  innovative  and  alter- 
native technologies  which  are  available  for  pre- 
venting and  reducing  pollution  of  navigable  wa- 
ters, submit  such  report  to  Congress,  and  pub- 
lish in  the  Federal  Register  a  summary  of  such 
report  and  a  notice  of  the  availability  of  such 
report.  The  Administrator  shall  annually  up- 
date the  report  prepared  under  this  paragraph. 
submit  the  updated  report  to  Congress,  and  pub- 
lish in  the  Federal  Register  a  summary  of  the 
updated  report  and  a  notice  of  its  availability.", 
(b)  Pollution  Prevention  PRcxiRAMs.—Sec- 
tion  301  (33  use.  1311)  is  amended— 


II)  m  subsection  (I)  by  striking  "subsection 
(n)"  and  inserting  ".lubsections  (n).  (q).  and 
(r)".  and 
(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(q)  Pollution  Prevention  Progra.ms  — 
"(I)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  the  .Administrator  (with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State)  or  a  State  with  an 
approved  program  under  section  402.  after  pub- 
lic notice  and  an  opportunity  for  comment,  may 
issue  a  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
or  section  306  and  makes  appropriate  modifica- 
tions to  the  conditions  of  the  permit,  or  may 
modify  the  requirements  of  section  307.  if  the 
Administrator  or  State  determines  that  pollution 
prevention  measures  or  practices  (including  re- 
cycling, source  reduction,  and  other  measures  to 
reduce  discharges  or  other  releases  of  pollutants 
to  the  environment  beyond  those  otherwise  re- 
quired by  law)  together  with  such  modifications 
will  achieve  an  overall  reduction  in  emissions  to 
the  environment  (including  emissions  to  water 
and  air  and  disposal  of  solid  wastes)  from  the 
facility  at  which  the  permitted  discharge  is  lo- 
cated that  is  greater  than  would  otherwise  be 
achievable  if  the  source  complied  with  the  re- 
quirements of  .subsection  (b)  or  section  306  or  307 
and  will  result  in  an  overall  net  benefit  to  the 
environment. 

"(2)  Ter.m  of  modification.- a  modilication 
made  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  extend  for 
the  term  of  the  permit  or,  in  the  case  of  modi- 
fications under  section  307(b),  for  up  to  10  years, 
and  may  be  extended  further  if  the  Adminis- 
trator or  State  determines  at  the  expiration  of 
the  initial  modifications  that  such  modifications 
will  continue  to  enable  the  source  to  achieve 
greater  emissions  reduction  than  would  other- 
wise be  attainable. 

"13)  NONEXTE.'i'SION  OF  MODIFICATION.  — Upon 
expiration  of  a  modification  that  is  not  extended 
further  under  paragraph  (2),  the  source  shall 
have  a  reasonable  period  of  time,  not  to  exceed 
2  years,  to  come  into  compliance  with  otherwise 
applicable  requirements  of  this  Act. 

"(4)  Report —Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on 
the  implementation  of  this  subsection  and  the 
emissions  reductions  achieved  as  a  result  of 
modifications  rnade  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section.". 

(c)  Pollution  Reduction  AcREEMENTs.—Sec- 
tion  301  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 
••(r)  Pollution  Reduction  agree.me,sts  — 
••(I)  In  GENERAL— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act,  the  Administrator  (with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Stale)  or  a  State  with  an 
approved  program  under  section  402,  after  pub- 
lic notice  and  an  opportunity  for  comment,  may 
issue  a  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
or  section  306  and  makes  appropriate  modifica- 
tions to  the  conditions  of  the  permit,  or  may 
modify  the  requirements  of  section  307,  if  the 
.Administrator  or  State  determines  that  the 
owner  or  operator  of  the  source  of  the  discharge 
has  entered  into  a  binding  contractual  agree- 
ment with  any  other  source  of  discharge  in  the 
same  watershed  to  implement  pollution  reduc- 
tion controls  or  measures  beyond  those  other- 
wise required  by  law  and  that  the  agreement  is 
being  implemented  through  modifications  of  a 
permit  issued  under  section  402  to  the  other 
source,  by  modifications  of  the  requirements  of 
section  307  applicable  to  the  other  source,  or  by 
nonpoint  source  control  practices  and  measures 
under  section  319  applicable  to  the  other  source. 
The  Administrator  or  State  may  modify  other- 
wise applicable  requirements  pursuant  to  this 
section  whenever  the  Administrator  or  State  de- 
termines that  such  pollution  reduction  control 


or  measures  will  result  collectively  in  an  overall 
reduction  m  discharges  to  the  watershed  that  is 
greater  than  would  otherwise  be  achievable  if 
the  parties  to  the  pollution  reduction  agreement 
each  complied  with  applicable  requirements  of 
subsection  (b).  section  306  or  307  resulting  in  a 
net  benefit  to  the  watershed. 

••(2)  Notification  to  affected  states —Be- 
fore issuing  or  modifying  a  permit  under  this 
subsection  allowing  discharges  into  a  watershed 
that  IS  within  the  jurisdiction  of  2  or  more 
States,  the  Administrator  or  State  shall  provide 
written  notice  of  the  proposed  permit  to  all 
States  with  jurisdiction  over  the  UHitershed.  The 
Administrator  or  State  shall  not  issue  or  modify 
such  permit  unless  all  States  with  jurisdiction 
over  the  watershed  /iai>e  approved  such  permit 
or  unless  such  States  do  not  disapprove  such 
permit  wilhm  90  days  of  receiving  such  written 
notice. 

"(3)  Term  of  modification —Modifications 
made  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  extend 
for  the  term  of  the  modified  permits  or.  in  the 
case  of  modifications  under  section  307.  for  up 
to  10  years,  and  may  be  extended  further  if  the 
Administrator  or  State  determines,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  initial  modifications,  that  such  modi- 
fications will  continue  to  enable  the  sources 
trading  credits  to  achieve  greater  reduction  in 
discharges  to  the  watershed  collectively  than 
would  otherwise  be  attainable 

"(4)  NONEXTE.^SION  OF  MODIFICATION —Upon 
expiration  of  a  modification  that  is  not  extended 
further  under  paragraph  (3).  the  source  shall 
have  a  reasonable  period  of  lime,  not  to  exceed 
2  years,  to  come  into  compliance  with  otherwise 
applicable  requirements  of  this  Act. 

"(5)  Limitation  on  statutory  construc- 
tion—Nothing  m  this  subsection  shall  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  the  Administrator  or  a  Stale, 
as  appropriate,  to  compel  trading  among  sources 
or  to  impose  nonpoint  source  control  practices 
without  the  consent  of  the  nonpoint  source  dis- 
charger. 

"(6)  Report.— .\'ot  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  submit  a  report  to  Congress  on 
the  implementation  of  paragraph  (I)  and  the 
discharge  reductions  achieved  as  a  result  of 
modifications  made  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1).". 

(d)  Antibacksliding— Section  402(o)(2)  (33 
use.  I342(o)(2))  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (D)— 

(A)  by  inserting  ••30Uq).  301  (r).^^  after 
"301(n).".and 

(B)  by  striking  "or"  the  last  place  it  appears: 

(2)  m  subparagraph  (E)  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  ",  or':  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (E)  the 
following 

"(F)  the  permittee  is  taking  pollution  preven- 
tion or  water  conservation  measures  that 
produce  a  net  environmental  benefit,  including, 
but  not  limited  to.  measures  that  result  m  the 
substitution  of  one  pollutant  for  another  pollut- 
ant, increase  the  concentration  of  a  pollutant 
while  decreasing  the  discharge  flow,  or  increase 
the  discharge  of  a  pollutant  or  pollutants  from 
one  or  more  outfalls  at  a  permittee's  facility, 
when  accompanied  by  offsetting  decreases  m  the 
discharge  of  a  pollutant  or  pollutants  from  other 
outfalls  at  the  permittee's  facility    " . 

(e)  Antidegradation  Review —Section  303(d) 
(33  U.S.C.  1313(d))  IS  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(5)  Antidegradation  review— The  Admin- 
istrator may  not  require  a  Stale,  m  implement- 
ing the  antidegradation  policy  established  under 
this  section,  to  conduct  an  antidegradation  re- 
view m  the  case  of— 

■■(A)  increases  m  a  discharge  which  are  au- 
thorized under  section  301(g).  301(k).  301(q). 
301(r).  or  301(1): 
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(Bt  increases  in  the  concentration  of  a  pol- 
lutant in  a  discharge  caused  by  a  reduction  in 
wastewater  flow: 

"(C)  increases  m  the  discharge  of  a  pollutant 
or  pollutants  from  one  or  more  outfalls  at  a  per- 
mittee's facility,  when  accompanied  by  offset- 
ting decreases  in  the  discharge  of  a  pollutant  or 
pollutants  from  other  outfalls  at  the  permittee's 
facility: 

"(D)  reissuance  of  a  permit  where  there  is  no 
increase  m  existing  effluent  limitations  and,  if  a 
new  effluent  limitation  is  being  added  to  the 
permit,  where  the  new  limitation  is  for  a  pollut- 
ant that  IS  newly  found  in  an  existing  discharge 
due  solely  to  improved  monitoring  methods,  or 

"(E)  a  new  or  increased  discharge  which  is 
temporary  or  short-term  or  which  the  State  de- 
termines represents  an  insignificant  increased 
pollutant  loading.  ". 

(f)  is'.vovATivE  Pretreatme.\'t  Product/OS 
Processes.— Subsection  (e)  of  section  307  (33 
U.S.C.  1317(e))  IS  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  Innovative  Pretre.<tment  production 
Processes,  Tech. oologies,  and  Methods.— 

"(1)  Is  general— In  the  case  of  any  facility 
that  proposes  to  comply  with  the  national  cat- 
egorical pretreatment  standards  developed 
under  subsection  (b)  by  applying  an  innovative 
pollution  prevention  technology  (including  an 
innovative  production  process  change,  innova- 
tive pollution  control  technology .  or  innovative 
recycling  method)  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
section  301(k).  the  Administrator  or  the  State,  in 
consultation  with  the  Administrator,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  which  has  a  pretreatment  program 
approved  by  the  Administrator,  upon  applica- 
tion of  the  facility  and  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  treatment  works  inlo  which  the  facility  in- 
troduces pollutants,  may  extend  the  deadlines 
for  compliance  with  the  applicable  national  cat- 
egorical pretreatment  standards  established 
under  this  section  and  make  other  appropriate 
modifications  to  the  facility's  pretreatment  re- 
quirements if  the  Administrator  or  the  State,  in 
consultation  with  the  Administrator,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  which  has  a  pretreatment  program 
approved  by  the  Administrator  determines 
that— 

"(A)  the  treatment  works  will  require  the 
owner  of  the  source  to  conduct  such  tests  and 
monitoring  during  the  period  of  the  modification 
as  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  modification 
does  not  cause  or  contribute  to  a  violation  by 
the  treatment  works  under  section  402  or  a  vio- 
lation of  section  405: 

"(B)  the  treatment  works  will  require  the 
owner  of  the  source  to  report  on  progress  at  pre- 
scribed milestones  during  the  period  of  modifica- 
tion to  ensure  that  attainment  of  the  pollution 
reduction  goals  and  conditions  set  forth  m  this 
section  is  being  achieved:  and 

"(C)  the  proposed  extensions  or  modifications 
will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  any  violation  of 
a  permit  granted  to  the  treatment  works  under 
section  402.  any  violation  of  section  405,  or  a 
pass  through  of  pollutants  such  that  water 
quality  standards  are  exceeded  in  the  body  of 
water  into  which  the  treatment  works  dis- 
charges. 

"(2)  l.\TERt.U  limitations.— A  modification 
granted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  include 
interim  standards  that  shall  apply  during  the 
temporary  period  of  the  modification  and  shall 
be  the  more  stringent  of— 

"(A)  those  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  dis- 
charge will  not  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
the  treatment  works: 

"(B)  those  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  dis- 
charge will  not  pass  through  pollutants  at  a 
level  that  will  cause  water  quality  standards  to 
be  exceeded  m  the  navigable  waters  into  which 
the  treatment  works  discharges: 

"(C)  the  limits  established  in  the  previously 
applicable  control  mechanism,  in  those  cases  m 


which  the  limit  from  which  a  modification  is 
being  sought  is  more  stringent  than  the  limit  es- 
tablished m  a  previous  control  mechanism  appli- 
cable to  such  source. 

"(3)  Duration  of  extensions  and  modifica- 
tions—The  extension  of  the  compliance  dead- 
lines and  the  modified  pretreatment  require- 
ments established  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1) 
shall  not  extend  beyond  the  period  necessary  for 
the  owner  to  install  and  use  the  innovative 
process,  technology,  or  method  in  full-scale  pro- 
duction operation,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  com- 
pliance extensions  and  modified  requirements 
extend  beyond  3  years  from  the  date  for  compli- 
ance with  the  otherwise  applicable  standards. 

"(4)  Co.vs£0C'£.vc£5  Of  FAILURE. ^In  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  any  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  pursuant  to  section  309(d)  or  309(g)  for 
any  pretreatment  violations,  or  violations  by  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works,  caused  by  the 
unexpected  failure  of  an  innovative  process, 
technology,  or  method,  a  court  or  the  Adminis- 
trator, as  appropriate,  shall  reduce,  or  elimi- 
nate, the  penalty  amount  for  such  violations 
provided  the  facility  made  good-faith  efforts 
both  to  implement  the  innovation  and  to  comply 
with  the  interim  standards  and.  m  the  case  of  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works,  good-faith  ef- 
forts were  made  to  implement  the  pretreatment 
program". 

SEC.  303.   WATER  QUALITY  ST.AMDAJiDS  AMD  IM- 
PLEMENTATION PLANS. 

(a)  No  Reasonable  Relationship— Section 
303(b)  (33  U.S.C.  1313(b))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  No  reasonable  relationship— No  water 
quality  standard  shall  be  established  under  this 
subsection  where  there  is  no  reasonable  rela- 
tionship between  the  costs  and  anticipated  bene- 
fits of  attaining  such  standard". 

(b)  REVISION  OF  State  Standards.— 

(1)  Review  of  revisions  by  the  ad.uini.s- 
TRATOR.— Section  303(c)(1)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "three"  and  all  that  follows  through  "1972  " 
and  inserting  the  following:  "5-year  period  be- 
ginning on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995  and.  for  cri- 
teria that  are  revised  by  the  Administrator  pur- 
suant to  section  304(a).  on  or  before  the  180th 
day  after  the  date  of  such  revision  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator". 

(2)  Factors— Section  303(c)  (33  U.S.C. 
1313(c))  is  amended  by  striking  paragraph  (2)(A) 
and  inserting  the  following: 

"(2)  State  adoption  of  water  quality 
standards.— 

"(A)  In  general.- 

"(I)  SUB.MissioN  TO  administrator— When- 
ever the  State  revises  or  adopts  a  new  water 
quality  standard,  such  standard  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Administrator. 

"(11)  Designated  uses  and  water  quality 
CRITERIA— The  revised  or  new  standard  shall 
consist  of  the  designated  uses  of  the  navigable 
waters  involved  and  the  water  quality  criteria 
for  such  waters  based  upon  such  uses. 

"(Ill)  Protection  of  human  health.— The 
revised  or  new  standard  shall  protect  human 
health  and  the  environment  and  enhance  water 
quality. 

"(iv)  Development  of  standards— In  devel- 
oping revised  or  new  standards,  the  State  may 
consider  information  reasonably  available  on 
the  likely  social,  economic,  energy  use,  and  en- 
vironmental cost  associated  with  attaining  such 
standards  m  relation  to  the  benefits  to  be  at- 
tained. The  State  may  provide  a  description  of 
the  considerations  used  in  the  establishment  of 
the  standards. 

"(V)  Record  of  state's  review.— The  record 
of  a  State's  review  under  paragraph  (1)  of  an 
existing  standard  or  adoption  of  a  new  standard 
that  includes  water  quality  criteria  issued  or  re- 
vised by  the  Administrator  after  the  date  of  the 


enactment  of  this  sentence  shall  contain  avail- 
able estimates  of  costs  of  compliance  with  the 
water  quality  criteria  published  hiy  the  .Adminis- 
trator under  section  304(a)(12)  and  any  com- 
ments received  by  the  State  on  such  e.'itimate. 

"(VI)  Limitation  on  statutory  co.'>.struc- 
TION.— Nothing  m  this  subsection  shall  be  con- 
strued to  limit  or  delay  the  use  of  any  guidance 
of  the  Administrator  interpreting  water  qualitu 
criteria  to  allow  the  use  of  a  dissolved  me(u/s 
coricentration  measurement  or  similar  adjust- 
ment m  determining  compliance  with  a  water 
quality  standard  or  establishing  effluent  limita- 
tions". 

(c)  Revision  of  Designated  Uses.— Section 
303(0(2)  (33  use.  1313(c)(2))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(C)  REVISION  of  designated  uses.— 

"(I)  Regul.ations.^ After  consultation  with 
State  officials  and  not  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph 
the  Administrator  shall  propose,  and  not  later 
than  2  years  after  such  date  of  enactment  shall 
issue,  a  revision  to  the  Administrator's  regula- 
tions regarding  designation  of  uses  of  waters  hu 
States. 

"(II)  Waters  not  attaining  design.ated 
USES.  — For  navigable  waters  not  attaining  des- 
ignated uses,  the  Administrator  shall  identi.lu 
conditions  that  make  attainment  of  the  des- 
ignated use  mfeasible  and  shall  allow  a  State  to 
modify  the  de.^ignated  use  if  the  State  deter- 
mines that  such  condition  or  conditions  are 
present  with  respect  to  a  particular  receiving 
water,  or  if  the  State  determines  that  the  •  ^(s 
of  achieving  the  designated  use  are  not  )usttju(i 
by  the  benefits. 

"(Ill)  Waters  attaining  designated  uses.- 
For  navigable  waters  attaining  the  designated 
use  applicable  to  such  waters  for  all  pollutants, 
the  Administrator  shall  allow  a  State  to  modify 
the  designated  use  only  if  the  State  determines 
that  continued  rnamtenance  of  the  water  qual- 
ity necessary  to  support  the  designated  use  will 
result  in  significant  social  or  economic  di.tloca- 
tions  substantially  out  of  proportion  to  the  ben- 
efits to  be  achieved  from  maintenance  of  the 
designated  use. 

"(IV)  Modification  of  point  source  lim- 
its.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  ol 
this  Act.  water  quality  based  limits  applicable  to 
point  sources  may  be  modified  as  appropriate  to 
conform  to  any  modified  designated  use  under 
this  section  ". 
SEC.  304.  USE  OF  BIOLOGICAL  MONITORING 

ia)  L.ABUH.-^THHY  Bioi.oi:I(AL  .V/n.v/roR/M, 
Criteria. —Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
303(c)(2)  (33  use.  1313(c)(2))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "Criteria  for  to.xic  poli.ut 
ants.— "  after  ""(B)": 

(2)  by  moving  such  subparagraph  4  ems  to  the 
right. 

(3)  by  inserting  after  the  third  sentence  the 
following:  "Criteria  for  whole  effluent  toxicity 
based  on  laboratory  biological  monitoring  or  as- 
sessment methods  shall  employ  an  aquatic  spe- 
cies indigenous,  or  representative  of  indigenous, 
and  relevant  to  the  type  of  waters  covered  by 
such  criteria  and  shall  take  into  account  the  ac- 
cepted analytical  variability  assoaated  with 
such  methods  m  defining  an  exceedance  of  such 
criteria". 

(b)  Permit  Procedures. —Section  402  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(q)  Biological  Monitoring  Procedures  — 
"(1)  Responding  to  EXCEEDASCEs.-lf  a  per- 
mit issued  under  this  section  contains  terms, 
conditions,  or  limitations  requiring  biological 
monitoring  or  whole  effluent  toxicity  testing  de- 
signed to  meet  criteria  for  whole  effluent  tox- 
icity based  on  laboratory  biological  moniloring 
or  assessment  methods  described  m  section 
303(c)(2)(B).  the  permit  shall  establish  proce- 
dures for  responding  to  an  exceedance  of  such 


cTiteria  that  includes  analysis,  identification, 
reduction,  or.  where  feasible,  elimination  of  any 
effluent  toxicity.  The  failure  of  a  biological 
monitoring  lest  or  whole  effluent  toxicity  test 
shall  not  result  in  a  finding  of  a  violation  under 
this  .Act.  unless  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  per- 
mittee has  failed  to  comply  with  such  proce- 
dures. 

"(2)  DISCONTINUA.'^CE  OF  USE.— The  permit 
shall  allow  the  permittee  to  discontinue  such 
procedures — 

""(A)  if  the  permittee  is  an  entity,  other  than 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works,  if  the  permit- 
lee  demonstrates  through  a  field  bio-assessment 
study  that  a  balanced  and  healthy  population 
of  aquatic  species  indigenous,  or  representative 
of  indigenous,  and  relevant  to  the  type  of  wa- 
ters exists  in  the  waters  that  are  affected  by  the 
discharge,  and  if  the  applicable  water  quality 
standards  are  met  for  ^uch  waters:  or 

""(B)  if  the  permittee  is  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works,  the  source  or  cause  of  such  toxicity 
cannot,  after  thorough  investigation,  be  identi- 
fied.". 

(C)  INFORMATION  ON  WATER  QUALITY  CRI- 
TERIA —Section  304(a)(8)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(a)(8))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ".  after"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "1987,":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "publish"  the  following: 
".  consistent  with  section  303(c)(2)(B)  of  this 
Act.". 

SEC.  305.  ARID  AREAS. 

(a)  COS.'iTRUCTED  WATER  CONVEYANCES.— Sec- 
tion 303(c)(2)  (33  U.S.C.  1313(c)(2))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(D)   Standards   for  constructed   water 

CONVEY.4NCF.S.— 

"(i)  Relevant  factors— If  a  State  exercises 
jurisdiction  over  constructed  water  conveyances 
in  establishing  standards  under  this  section,  the 
State  may  con.iider  the  following: 

"(I)  The  exi.sting  and  planned  uses  of  water 
transported  in  a  conveyance  system. 

"(II)  Any  water  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  any  return  flow  from  a  constructed  water 
conveyance  to  navigable  waters  and  the  need  to 
protect  downstream  wiers. 

"(Ill)  Management  practices  necessary  to 
maintain  the  conveyance  system. 

"(IV)  State  or  regional  water  resources  man- 
agement and  water  conservation  plans. 

""(V)  The  authorised  purpose  for  the  con- 
structed conveyance. 

"(li)  Relevant  uses.— If  a  State  adopts  or  re- 
views water  quality  standards  for  constructed 
water  conveyances,  it  shall  not  be  required  to 
establish  recreation,  aquatic  life,  or  fish  con- 
sumption uses  for  such  systems  if  the  uses  are 
not  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  or  such 
uses  impede  the  authorised  uses  of  the  convey- 
ance system". 

(b)  Criteria  .and  Guidance  for  Ephemeral 
and  Effluent-Dependent  Streams— Section 
304(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(a))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(9)  Criteria  and  guidance  for  ephemeral 

AND  effluent-dependent  STREAMS.— 

"(A)  Development —Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Administrator 
shall  develop  and  publish— 

"(i)  criteria  for  ephemeral  and  effluent-de- 
pendent streams:  and 

"(it)  guidance  to  the  States  on  development 
and  adoption  of  water  quality  standards  appli- 
cable to  such  streams. 

"(B)  Factors.— The  criteria  and  guidance  de- 
veloped under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take  into 
account  the  limited  ability  of  ephemeral  and  ef- 
fluent-dependent streams  to  support  aquatic  life 
and  certain  designated  uses,  shall  include  con- 
sideration of  the  role  the  discharge  may  play  in 


maintaining  the  flow  or  level  of  such  waters, 
and  shall  promote  the  beneficial  use  of  re- 
claimed water  pursuant  to  section  101(a)(10).". 

(c)  Factors  Required  To  Be  Considered  by 
Administrator— Section  303(c)(4)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "In  revising 
or  adopting  any  new  standard  for  ephemeral  or 
effluent-dependent  streams  under  this  para- 
graph, the  Administrator  shall  corusider  the  fac- 
tors referred  to  in  section  304(a)(9)(B).". 

(d)  DEFINITIONS.— Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362) 
IS  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(21)  The  term  "effluent-dependent  stream' 
means  a  stream  or  a  segment  thereof— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  which  the  flow  (based  on 
the  annual  average  expected  flow,  determined 
by  calculating  the  average  mode  over  a  10-year 
period)  is  primarily  attributable  to  the  discharge 
of  treated  wastewater: 

""(B)  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  discharge  of 
treated  wastewater  and  other  primary  anthropo- 
genic surface  or  subsurface  flows,  would  be  an 
ephemeral  stream:  or 

"(C)  that  is  an  effluent-dependent  stream 
under  applicable  State  water  quality  standards. 

"(22)  The  term  'ephemeral  stream'  means  a 
stream  or  segments  thereof  that  flows  periodi- 
cally in  response  to  precipitation,  snotcmelt.  or 
runoff. 

"(23)  The  term  'constructed  water  convey- 
ance' means  a  manmade  water  transport  system 
constructed  for  the  purpose  of  transporting 
water  in  a  waterway  that  is  not  and  never  was 
a  natural  perennial  waterway.". 
SEC.  306.  TOTAL  MAXIMUM  DAILY  LOADS. 

Section  303(d)(1)(C)  (33  U.S.C.  1313(d)(1)(C))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(C)  Total  .maxi.vu.m  daily  loads.— 

"(i)  State  determination  of  reasonable 
PROGRESS.— Each  state  shall  establish,  to  the 
extent  and  according  to  a  schedule  the  State  de- 
termines is  necessary  to  achieve  reasonable 
progress  toward  the  attainment  or  nuiintenance 
of  water  quality  standards,  for  the  waters  iden- 
tified in  paragraph  (1)(A)  of  this  .subsection, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  priority  ranking, 
the  total  maximum  daily  load,  for  those  pollut- 
ants which  the  Administrator  identifies  under 
section  304(a)(2)  as  suitable  for  such  calcula- 
tion. 

"(ii)  Phased  total  maximum  daily  loads.— 
Total  maximum  daily  loads  may  reflect  load  re- 
ductions the  State  expects  will  be  realised  over 
time  resulting  from  anticipated  implementation 
of  best  management  practices,  storm  water  con- 
trols, or  other  nonpoint  or  point  source  controls: 
so  long  as  by  December  31 .  2015.  such  loads  are 
established  at  levels  necessary  to  implement  the 
applicable  water  quality  standards  with  sea- 
sonal variations  and  a  margin  of  safety. 

"(Hi)  Considerations —In  establishing  each 
load,  the  State  shall  consider  the  availability  of 
scientifically  valid  data  and  information,  the 
projected  reductions  achievable  by  control  meas- 
ures or  practices  for  all  sources  or  categories  of 
sources,  and  the  relative  cost-effectiveness  of  im- 
plementing such  control  measures  or  practices 
for  such  sources. ". 

SEC.   307.   RE\'ISIO\   OF   CRTTERIA.   STANDARDS. 
AND  U.MIT.ATIONS. 

(a)  Revision  of  Water  Quality  Criteria- 
ID    Factors.— Section    304(a)(1)    (33    U.S.C. 
1314(a)(1))  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "and  (C)"  and  inserting 
"(C)":  and 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting the  following:  "(D)  on  the  organisms 
that  are  likely  to  be  present  m  various 
ecosystems:  (E)  on  the  bioavailability  of  pollut- 
ants under  i>arious  natural  and  man  induced 
conditions:  (F)  on  the  magnitude,  duration,  and 
frequency  of  exposure  reasonably  required  to  in- 
duce the  adverse  effects  of  concern:  and  (G>  on 
the  bioaccumulation  threat  presented  under  var- 
ious natural  conditions.". 


(2)  Certification.— Section  304(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(a))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(10)  Certification — 

"(A)  In  general— Not  later  than  5  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, and  at  least  once  every  5  years  there- 
after, the  Administrator  shall  publish  a  written 
certification  that  the  criteria  for  water  quality 
developed  under  paragraph  (1)  reflect  the  latest 
and  best  saentific  knowledge. 

"(B)  Updating  of  existing  criteria.— Not 
later  than  90  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator  shall 
publish  a  schedule  for  updating,  by  not  later 
than  5  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  paragraph,  the  criteria  for  water  quality 
developed  under  paragraph  (1)  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection. 

"(C)  DEADLINE  for  REVISION  OF  CERTAIN  CRI- 
TERIA.—Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  revise  and  publish  criteria  under 
paragraph  (1)  for  ammonia,  chronic  whole  efflu- 
ent toxicity,  and  metals  as  necessary  to  allow 
the  Administrator  to  make  the  certification 
under  subparagraph  (A).". 

(b)  Consideration  of  Certain  Contami- 
NANTS.— Section  304(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(a))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(II)  Consideration  of  certain  contami- 
nants.—In  developing  and  revising  cnteria  for 
water  quality  criteria  under  paragraph  (I),  the 
Administrator  shall  consider  addressing,  at  a 
minimum,  each  contaminant  regulated  pursuant 
to  section  1412  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
(42  U.S.C.300g-l).". 

(c)  Cost  Estimate.— Section  304(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(a))  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(12)  Cost  ESTIM.aTE— Whenever  the  Admin- 
istrator issues  or  revises  a  criteria  for  water 
quality  under  paragraph  (1).  the  Administrator, 
after  corisultation  with  Federal  and  State  agen- 
cies and  other  interested  persons,  shall  develop 
and  publish  an  estimate  of  the  costs  that  would 
likely  be  incurred  if  sources  were  required  to 
comply  with  the  criteria  and  an  analysis  to  sup- 
port the  estimate.  Such  analysis  shall  meet  the 
requirements  relevant  to  the  estimation  of  costs 
published  in  guidance  issued  under  section 
324(b).'". 

(d)  Revision  of  Effluent  Limitations.— 

(1)  Elimination  of  requirement  for  annual 
REVISION —Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C  1314(b))  is 
amended  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1) 
by  striking  "and.  at  least  annually  thereafter." 
and  inserting  "and  thereafter  shall". 

(2)  SPECIAL  RULE— Section  304(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1314(b))  IS  amended  by  striking  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: ":  except  that  guidelines  issued  under 
paragraph  (1)(A)  addressing  pollutants  identi- 
fied pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(4)  shall  not  be 
revised  after  February  15.  1995,  to  be  more  strin- 
gent unless  such  revised  guidelines  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (41(A).". 

(e)  Schedule  for  Review  of  Guidelines.— 
Section  304(m)(l)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(m)(l))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  Publication.— Not  later  than  3  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  of  1995.  the  Administrator 
shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a  plan 
which  shall — 

"(A)  identify  categories  of  sources  discharging 
pollutants  for  which  guidelines  under  sub- 
section (b)(2)  of  this  section  and  section  306 
have  not  been  previously  published: 

"(B)  establish  a  schedule  for  determining 
whether  such  discharge  presents  a  significant 
nsk  to  human  health  and  the  environment  and 
whether  such  risk  is  sufficient,  when  compared 
to  other  sources  of  pollutants  in  navigable  wa- 
ters, to  warrant  regulation  by  the  Adminis- 
trator: and 
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"(C)  establish  a  schedule  for  issuance  of  efflu- 
ent guidelines  for  those  categories  identified 
puTshant  to  subparagraph  (B).". 

(f)  Revisio\'  of  Pretreatment  Require- 
MESTS— Section  304(g)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1314(g)(1)) 
is  amended  by  striking  "and  review  at  least  an- 
nually thereafter  and.  if  appropriate,  revise" 
and  irisert  "and  thereafter  revise,  as  appro- 
priate.". 

(g)  Cestral  Treatment  Facility  Exemp- 
TIOS.— Section  304  (33  U.S.C.  1314)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(n)  Cestral  Tre.atment  F.acility  Exemp- 
tion.—The  exemption  from  effluent  guidelines 
for  the  Iron  and  Steel  Manufacturing  Point 
Source  Category  set  forth  m  section  420.01(b)  of 
title  40.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  for  the  fa- 
cilities listed  in  such  section  shall  remain  in  ef- 
fect for  any  facility  that  rnet  the  reguirements  of 
sxich  section  on  or  before  July  26.  1982.  until  the 
Administrator  develops  alternative  effluent 
guidelines  for  the  facility.". 
SEC.  308.  ISFORMATION  AND  GUIDEUNES. 

Section  J04(i)(2i(Dl  (33  U.S.C.  1314(i)(2)(D))  is 
amended  by  striking  "any  person"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting the  following:  "any  person  (other  than  a 
retiree  or  an  employee  or  official  of  a  city,  coun- 
ty, or  local  governmental  agency)  who  receives 
a  significant  portion  of  his  or  her  income  during 
the  period  of  service  on  the  board  or  body  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  from  permit  holders  or  appli- 
cants for  a  permit!  " 
SEC.  309.  SECONDARY  TREATME.\T. 

(a)  Coastal  DiscHARGES.—Secaon  304(d)  (33 
U.S.C-  1314(d))  IS  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following. 

"(5)  Coastal  discharges.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  any  municipal  wastewater 
treatment  facility  shall  be  deemed  the  equivalent 
of  a  secondary  treatment  facility  if  each  of  the 
following  requirements  is  met: 

"(A)  The  facility  employs  chemically  en- 
hanced primary  treatment. 

"(B)  The  facility,  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  paragraph,  discharges  through  an 
ocean  outfall  into  an  open  marine  environment 
greater  than  4  miles  offshore  into  a  depth  great- 
er than  300  feet. 

"(C)  The  facility's  discharge  is  m  compliance 
with  all  local  and  State  water  quality  standards 
for  the  receiving  waters. 

"(D)  The  facility's  discharge  will  be  subject  to 
an  ocean  monitoring  program  acceptable  to  rel- 
evant Federal  and  State  regulatory  agencies.". 

(b)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treatment 
Requirements.— 

(1)  Is  GENERAL.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(s)  Modification  of  Secondary  Treatment 
Requirements.- 

"(1)  Is  GENERAL.— The  Administrator,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State,  shall  issue  a  10- 
year  permit  under  section  402  which  modifies  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of  this  sec- 
tion with  respect  to  the  discharge  of  any  pollut- 
ant from  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  into 
marine  waters  which  are  at  least  150  feet  deep 
through  an  ocean  outfall  which  discharges  at 
least  1  mile  offshore,  if  the  applicant  dem- 
onstrates that — 

"(A)  there  is  an  applicable  ocean  plan  and  the 
facility's  discharge  is  in  compliance  with  all 
local  and  State  water  quality  standards  for  the 
receiving  waters, 

'  '(B)  the  facility 's  discharge  will  be  subject  to 
an  ocean  monitoring  program  determined  to  be 
acceptable  by  relevant  Federal  and  State  regu- 
latory agencies: 

"(C)  the  applicant  has  an  Agency  approved 
pretreatment  plan  m  place,  and 

"(D)  the  applicant,  at  the  time  such  modifica- 
tion becomes  effective,  will  be  discharging  efflu- 
ent which  has  received  at  least  chemically  en- 


hanced primary  treatment  and  achieves  a 
monthly  average  of  75  percent  removal  of  sus- 
pended solids. 

"(2)  Discharge  of  any  pollvtast  isto  ma- 
rine WATERS  defined.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  'discharge  of  any  pollutant 
into  marine  waters'  means  a  discharge  into  deep 
waters  of  the  territorial  sea  or  the  waters  of  the 
contiguous  zone,  or  into  saline  estuarine  waters 
where  there  is  strong  tidal  movement 

"(3)  Deadline.— On  or  before  the  90th  day 
after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an  application  for 
a  modification  under  paragraph  (1).  the  Admin- 
istrator shall  issue  to  the  applicant  a  modified 
permit  under  section  402  or  a  written  determina- 
tion that  the  application  does  not  meet  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  this  subsection. 

"(4)  Effect  of  failure  to  respond.— If  the 
Administrator  does  not  respond  to  an  applica- 
tion for  a  modification  under  paragraph  (!)  on 
or  before  the  90th  day  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(3),  the  application  shall  be  deemed  approved 
and  the  modification  sought  by  the  applicant 
shall  be  in  effect  for  the  succeeding  10-year  pe- 
riod.". 

(2)  Extension  of  application  deadline. 
Section  301(j)  (33  U.S.C.  13U(j))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(6)  Extension  of  application  deadlise.— 
In  the  365-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  municipalities 
may  apply  for  a  modification  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (s)  of  the  requirements  of  subsection 
(b)(1)(B)  of  this  section.". 

(C)  MODIFICATIONS  FOR  SMALL  SYSTEM  TREAT- 
MENT TECHNOLOGIES.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C. 
1311)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(t)  Modifications  for  S.vall  system 
Treatment  Technologies.— The  Admini.itrator, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  State,  or  a  State 
with  an  approved  program  under  section  402 
may  issue  a  permit  under  section  402  which 
modifies  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B) 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  discharge  of 
any  pollutant  from  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  serving  a  community  of  20,000  people  or 
fewer  if  the  applicant  demonstrates  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Administrator  that— 

"(1)  the  effluent  from  such  facility  originates 
primarily  from  domestic  users:  and 

"(2)  such  facility  utilizes  a  properly  con- 
structed and  operated  alternative  treatment  sys- 
tem (including  recirculating  sand  filter  systems, 
constructed  wetlands,  and  ojcidation  lagoons) 
which  is  equivalent  to  secondary  treatment  or 
will  provide  in  the  receiving  waters  and  water- 
shed an  adequate  level  of  protection  to  hurruin 
health  and  the  environment  and  contribute  to 
the  attainment  of  water  quality  standards.". 

(d)  Puerto  Rico.— Section  301  (33  U.S.C.  1311) 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(u)  Puerto  Rico.— 

(1)  Study  by  government  of  Puerto 
RICO.— Not  later  than  3  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Government  of 
Puerto  Rico  may.  after  consultation  with  the 
Administrator,  initiate  a  study  of  the  marine  en- 
vironment of  Anasco  Bay  off  the  coast  of  the 
Mayaguez  region  of  Puerto  Rico  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  constructing  a  deepwater 
outfall  for  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
located  at  Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico.  Such  study 
shall  recommend  one  or  more  technically  fea- 
sible locations  for  the  deepwater  outfall  based 
on  the  effects  of  such  outfall  on  the  marine  en- 
vironment. 

"(2)  Application  for  modification.— Not- 
withstanding subsection  (})(1)(A).  not  later  than 
IS  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section,  an  application  may  be  submitted  for  a 
modification  pursuant  to  subsection  (h)  of  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  of  this  sec- 


tion by  the  owner  of  the  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  at  .Mayaguez.  Puerto  Rico,  for  a 
deepwater  outfall  at  a  location  recommended  m 
the  study  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

"(3)  Initial  DETERMlSATlos.—On  or  before 
the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an 
application  for  modification  under  paragraph 
(2).  the  Administrator  shall  issue  to  the  appli- 
cant a  draft  initial  determination  regarding  the 
modification  of  the  existing  permit. 

"(4)  Final  DETERMISATIOS.-On  or  before  the 
270th  day  after  the  date  of  submittal  of  an  ap- 
plication for  modification  under  paragraph  (2). 
the  Administrator  shall  issue  a  final  determina- 
tion regarding  such  modification. 

"(5)  Effectiveness.— If  a  modification  is 
granted  pursuant  to  an  application  submitted 
under  this  subsection,  such  modification  shall 
be  effective  only  if  the  new  deepwater  outfall  is 
operational  within  5  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection.  In  all  other  as- 
pects, such  modification  shall  be  effective  for 
the  period  applicable  to  all  modifications  grant- 
ed under  subsection  (h).". 
SEC.  310.  TOXIC  POLLUTANTS. 

(a)  Toxic  Effluent  Limitations  and  Stand- 
.ards.— Section  307(a)(2)  (33  U.S.C.  1317(a)(2))  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "(2)  Each"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(2)  Toxic  effluent  limitations  and  stand- 
ards.— 
"(A)  In  general —Each": 

(2)  by  moving  paragraph  (2)  2  ems  to  the  right. 

(3)  by  indenting  subparagraph  (A),  as  so  des- 
ignated, and  moving  the  remaining  text  of  such 
subparagraph  2  ems  further  to  the  right:  and 

(4)  m  subparagraph  (.4).  as  so  designated,  by 
striking  the  third  sentence:  and 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(B)  Factors.— The  published  effluent  stand- 
ard (or  prohibition)  shall  take  into  account— 

"(I)  the  pollutant's  persistence,  toxicity, 
degradability .  and  bioaccumulation  potential: 

"(ii)  the  magnitude  and  risk  of  exposure  to 
the  pollutant,  including  risks  to  affected  orga- 
nisms and  the  importance  of  such  organisms: 

"(Hi)  the  relative  contribution  of  point  source 
discharges  of  the  pollutant  to  the  overall  risk 
from  the  pollutant: 

"(iv)  the  availability  of.  costs  associated  with, 
and  risk  posed  by  substitute  chemicals  or  proc- 
esses or  the  availability  of  treatment  processes 
or  control  technology: 

"(v)  the  beneficial  and  adverse  social  and  eco- 
nomic effects  of  the  effluent  standard,  including 
the  impact  on  energy  resources: 

"(vi)  the  extent  to  which  effective  control  is 
being  or  may  be  achieved  in  an  expeditious  man- 
ner under  other  regulatory  authorities: 

"(vii)  the  impact  on  national  security  inter- 
ests: and 

"(viii)  such  other  factors  as  the  Administrator 
considers  appropriate.". 

(b)  Beach  Water  Quality  Monitori.vg.- 

(1)  Is  GENERAL.— Section  304  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(o)  Beach  w.ater  Quality  Monitori.so  — 
After  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  and  after  providing 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the 
.Administrator  shall  develop  and  issue,  not  later 
than  18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  guidance  that  States  may  use  in 
monitoring  water  quality  at  beaches  and  issuing 
health  advisories  with  respect  to  beaches,  in- 
cluding testing  protocols,  recommendations  on 
frequency  of  testing  and  monitoring,  rec- 
ommendations on  pollutants  for  which  monitor- 
ing and  testing  should  be  conducted,  and  rec- 
ommendations on  when  health  advisories  should 
be  issued.  Such  guidance  shall  be  based  on  the 
best  available  scientific  information  and  be  suf- 
ficient to  protect  public  health  and  safety  in  the 


case  of  any  reasonably  expected  exposure  to  pol- 
lutants as  a  result  of  swimming  or  bathing". 

(2)  Reports —,Sectwn  51ti(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
I37.S(a)l  IS  amended  by  striking  "and  (9)"  and 
inserting  "(9)  the  monitoring  conducted  by 
States  on  the  water  quality  of  beaches  and  the 
issuance  of  health  advisories  with  respect  to 
beaches,  and  (10)". 

(c)  Fish  Consu.mption  Advisories —Any  fish 
consumption  advisories  issued  by  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  be  based  upon  the  protocols,  meth- 
odology, and  findings  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration 
SEC.  311.  LOCAL  PRETREATMENT  AUTHORITY. 

Section  307  (33  U.S.C.  1317)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  LiK'AL  Pretreatment  Authority.- 

"(1)  DEMONSTR.ATlOS.—If.  to  Carry  out  the 
purposes  identified  m  paragraph  (2).  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  with  an  approved 
pretreatment  program  demonstrates  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Administrator,  or  a  State  with  an 
approved  program  under  section  402.  that— 

"(A)  such  publicly  owned  treatment  works  is 
in  compliance,  and  is  likely  to  remain  m  compli- 
ance, with  Its  permit  under  section  402.  includ- 
ing applicable  effluent  limitations  and  narrative 
standards. 

'(B)  such  publicly  owned  treatment  works  is 
in  compliance,  and  is  likely  to  remain  m  compli- 
ance, with  applicable  air  emission  limitations. 

"(C)  biosolids  produced  by  such  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  meet  beneficial  use  re- 
quirements under  section  405:  and 

"(D)  such  publicly  owned  treatment  works  is 
likely  to  continue  to  meet  all  applicable  State  re- 
quirements: 

the  approved  pretreatment  program  shall  be 
modified  to  allow  the  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  to  apply  local  limits  in  lieu  of  categorical 
pretreatment  standards  promulgated  under  this 
section. 

"(2)  PURPOSES.— The  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  may  make  the  demonstration  to  the 
Administrator  or  the  State,  as  the  case  may  be. 
to  apply  local  limits  m  lieu  of  categorical 
pretreatment  standards,  as  the  treatment  works 
deems  necessary,  for  the  purposes  of— 

"(A)  reducing  the  administrative  burden  asso- 
ciated with  the  designation  of  an  industrial 
user'  as  a  'categorical  industrial  user':  or 

"(B)  eliminating  additional  redundant  or  un- 
necessary treatment  by  industrial  users  which 
has  little  or  no  environmental  benefit. 

"(3)  Limitations — 

"(A)  Significant  NONCO.MPLiA.-<icE.—The  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  may  not  apply 
local  limits  m  lieu  of  categorical  pretreatment 
standards  to  any  industrial  user  which  is  m  sig- 
nificant noncompliance  (as  defined  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator) with  its  approved  pretreatment  pro- 
gram. 

"(B)  Procedures.— A  demonstration  to  the 
Administrator  or  the  State  under  paragraph  (1) 
must  be  made  under  the  procedures  for 
pretreatment  program  modification  provided 
under  this  section  and  section  402. 

"(4)  ANNUAL  REVIEW.— 

"(A)  De.monstration  relating  to  ability  to 
MEET  criteria.— As  part  of  the  annual 
pretreatment  report  of  the  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  to  the  Administrator  or  State,  the 
treatment  works  shall  demonstrate  that  applica- 
tion of  local  limits  m  lieu  of  categorical 
pretreatment  standards  has  not  resulted  m  the 
inability  of  the  treatment  works  to  meet  the  cri- 
teria of  paragraph  (1). 

"(B)  Termination  of  authority —If  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  State  determines  that  application 
of  local  limits  in  lieu  of  categorical  pretreatment 
standards  has  resulted  m  the  inability  of  the 
treatment  works  to  meet  the  criteria  of  para- 
graph (1).  the  authority  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  under  this  section  shall  be  ter- 


minated and  any  affected  industrial  user  shall 
have  a  reasonable  period  of  time  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Administrator  or  State,  but  not  to 
exceed  2  years,  to  come  into  compliance  with 
any  otherwise  applicable  requirements  of  this 
Act.". 

SEC.     312.      COMPUANCE     WITH     MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES. 

Section  307  (33  U.S.C.  1317)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(g)  Compliance  With  Management  Prac- 
tices.— 

"(1)  Special  rule— The  Administrator  or  a 
State  with  a  permit  program  approved  under 
section  402  may  allow  any  person  that  intro- 
duces silver  into  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  to  comply  with  a  code  of  management 
practices  with  respect  to  the  introduction  of  sil- 
ver into  the  treatment  works  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  5  years  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  complying 
with  any  pretreatment  requirement  (including 
any  local  limit)  based  on  an  effluent  limitation 
for  the  treatment  works  derived  from  a  water 
quality  standard  for  silver— 

""(A)  If  the  treatment  works  has  accepted  the 
code  of  management  practices: 

"(B)  if  the  code  of  management  practices 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (2):  and 

"(C)  if  the  facility  is— 

"(i)  part  of  a  class  of  facilities  for  which  the 
code  of  management  practices  has  been  ap- 
proved by  the  Administrator  or  the  State. 

"(ii)  in  compliance  with  a  mass  limitation  or 
concentration  level  for  silver  attainable  with  the 
application  of  the  best  available  technology  eco- 
nomically achievable  for  such  facilities,  as  es- 
tablished by  the  Administrator  after  a  review  of 
the  treatment  and  management  practices  of  such 
class  of  facilities,  and 

"(Hi)  implementing  the  code  of  management 
practices. 

"(2)  Code  of  management  practices.— a 
code  of  management  practices  meets  the  require- 
ments of  this  paragraph  if  the  code  of  manage- 
ment practices— 

"(A)  is  developed  and  adopted  by  representa- 
tives of  industry  and  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  of  major  urban  areas, 

"(B)  IS  approved  by  the  Administrator  or  the 
State,  as  the  case  may  be: 

"(C)  reflects  acceptable  industry  practices  to 
minimize  the  amount  of  silver  introduced  into 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  or  otherwise 
entering  the  environment  from  the  class  of  fa- 
cilities for  which  the  code  of  management  prac- 
tices is  approved:  and 

"(D)  addresses,  at  a  minimum — 

"(i)  the  use  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achiei'able.  based  on  a  review  of 
the  current  state  of  such  technology  for  such 
class  of  facilities  and  of  the  effluent  guidelines 
for  such  facilities: 

"(ii)  water  conseriKttion  measures  available  to 
reduce  the  total  quantity  of  discharge  from  such 
facilities  to  publicly  owned  treatment  works: 

"(Hi)  opportunities  to  recover  silver  (and  other 
pollutants)  from  the  waste  stream  prior  to  intro- 
duction into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works: 
and 

"(iv)  operating  and  maintenance  practices  to 
minimize  the  amount  of  silver  introduced  into 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  and  to  assure 
consistent  performance  of  the  management  prac- 
tices and  treatment  technology  specified  under 
this  paragraph. 

"(3)  Interim  extension  for  potws  receiving 
SILVER.— In  any  case  in  which  the  Adminis- 
trator or  a  State  with  a  permit  program  ap- 
proved under  section  402  allows  under  para- 
graph (1)  a  person  to  comply  with  a  code  of 
management  practices  for  a  period  of  not  to  ex- 
ceed 5  years  in  lieu  of  complying  with  a 
pretreatment    requirement    (including    a    local 


limit)  for  silver,  the  Administrator  or  State,  as 
applicable,  shall  modify  the  permit  conditions 
and  effluent  limitations  for  any  affected  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  works  to  defer  for  such 
period  compliance  with  any  effluent  limitation 
derived  from  a  water  quality  standard  for  silver 
beyond  that  required  by  section  301(b)(2).  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  section  303(d)(4) 
and  402(0),  if  the  Administrator  or  the  State,  as 
applicable,  finds  that— 

"(A)  the  quality  of  any  affected  waters  and 
the  operation  of  the  treatment  works  will  be 
adequately  protected  during  such  period  by  im- 
plementation of  the  code  of  management  prac- 
tices and  the  use  of  best  technology  economi- 
cally achiexxible  by  persons  introducing  silver 
into  the  treatment  works: 

"(B)  the  introduction  of  pollutants  into  such 
treatment  works  is  in  compliance  with  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (2):  and 

"(C)  a  program  of  enforcement  by  such  treat- 
ment works  and  the  State  ensures  such  compli- 
ance.". 
SEC.  313.  FEDERAL  ENFVRCEMtENT. 

(a)  adjustment  of  Penalties —Section  309 
(33  U.S.C.  1319)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(h)    ADJUSTMENT   OF    MONETARY    PENALTIES 

FOR  Inflation.— 

"(1)  In  CENERAL.—Not  later  than  4  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
and  at  least  once  every  4  years  thereafter,  the 
Administrator  shall  adjust  each  monetary  pen- 
alty provided  by  this  section  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (2)  and  publish  such  adjustment  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

"(2)  Method —An  adjustment  to  be  made 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  determined 
by  increasing  or  decreasing  the  maximum  mone- 
tary penalty  or  the  range  of  maximum  monetary 
penalties,  as  appropriate,  by  multiplying  the 
cost-of-livmg  adjustment  and  the  amount  of 
such  penalty. 

"(3)  Cost-of-living  adjustment  defined.— 
In  this  subsection,  the  term  "cost-of-living'  ad- 
justment means  the  percentage  (if  any)  for  each 
monetary  penalty  by  which — 

"(A)  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  the  month 
of  June  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  ad- 
justment: is  greater  or  less  than 

"(B)  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for — 

"(i)  with  respect  to  the  first  adjustment  under 
this  subsection,  the  month  of  June  of  the  cal- 
endar year  preceding  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection:  and 

"(ii)  with  respect  to  each  subsequent  adjust- 
ment under  this  subsection,  the  month  of  June 
of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  amount  of 
such  monetary  penalty  u^s  last  adjusted  under 
this  subsection. 

"(4)  Rounding —In  making  adjustments 
under  this  subsection,  the  Administrator  may 
round  the  dollar  amount  of  a  penalty,  as  appro- 
priate. 

"(5)  APPLICABILITY— Any  increase  or  de- 
crease to  a  monetary  penalty  resulting  from  this 
subsection  shall  apply  only  to  violations  which 
occur  after  the  date  any  such  increase  takes  ef- 
fect.". 

(b)  Joining  States  as  Parties  in  actions  In- 
volving Municipalities— Section  309(e)  (33 
U.S.C.  1319(e))  IS  amended  by  striking  ""shall  be 
joined  as  a  party.  Such  State"  and  inserting 
"may  be  joined  as  a  party  Any  State  so  joined 
as  a  party". 

SEC.  314   RESPONSE  PLANS  FOR  DISCHARGES  OF 
OIL  OR  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES. 

(a)  In  General.— The  requirements  of  section 
311())(5)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  (33  use.  1321(j)(5))  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to — 

(1)  a  municipal  or  mdustnal  treatment  works 
at  which  no  greater  than  a  de  minimis  quantity 
of  oil  or  hazardous  substances  is  stored,  or 


12488 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


(2)  a  facility  that  stores  process  voater  mixed 
with  a  de  minimis  quantity  of  oil. 

(b)  REGCLATioss.—The  President  shatt  issue 
regulations  clarifying  the  meaning  of  the  term 
-de  minimis  quantity  of  oil  or  hazardous  sub- 
stances" as  used  in  this  section. 
SKC.  S15.  MARINE  SANITATIOS  DEVICES. 

Section  312lc)(I)<A)  (33  U.S.C.  1322(c)(1)(A))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
'•Not  later  than  2  years  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  sentence,  and  at  least  once  every 
5  years  thereafter,  the  Administrator,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  the  Department 
m  which  the  Coast  Guard  is  operating  and  after 
providing  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
comment,  shall  review  such  standards  and  regu- 
lations to  take  into  account  improvements  m 
technology  relating  to  rnarine  sanitation  devices 
and  based  on  such  review  shall  rnake  such  revi- 
sions to  such  standards  and  regulations  as  may 
be  necessary  " 
SBC.  316.  FEDERAL  FACIUTIES. 

(a)  APPUCATIOS  OF  Certais  Provisioss.— 
Section  313(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1323(a))  is  amended  by 
striking  all  preceding  subsection  (b)  and  insert- 
ing the  following 

'SEC.  313.  FEDERAL  FACIUTIES  POLLUTION  CON- 
TROL 

■■(a)  APPLICABILITY  OF  FEDERAL,  STATE, 
INTERSTATE,  .A.\'D  LOCAL  LAWS.— 

••(1)  /.v  GESERAL.—Each  department,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  of  the  executive,  legislative, 
and  judicial  branches  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment— 

■■(A)  having  jurisdiction  over  any  property  or 
facility,  or 

"(B)  engaged  in  any  activity  resulting,  or 
which  may  result,  in  the  discharge  or  runoff  of 
pollutants, 

and  each  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof  m 
the  performance  of  his  official  duties,  shall  be 
subject  to.  and  comply  with,  all  Federal.  State, 
interstate,  and  local  requirements,  administra- 
tive authority,  and  process  and  sanctions  re- 
specting the  control  and  abatement  of  water  pol- 
lution m  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  any  nongovernmental  entity,  including 
the  payment  of  reasonable  service  charges. 

■(2)  Types  of  actions  covered.— Paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply— 

"(A)  to  any  requirement  whether  substantive 
or  procedural  (including  any  recordkeeping  or 
jreportmg  requirement,  any  requirement  respect- 
ing permits,  and  any  other  requirement). 

"(B)  to  the  exercise  of  any  Federal,  State,  or 
local  administrative  authority,  and 

"(C)  to  any  process  and  sanction,  whether  en- 
forced in  Federal,  State,  or  local  courts  or  in 
any  other  manner. 

"(3)  Penalties  and  fines.— The  Federal, 
State,  interstate,  and  local  substantive  and  pro- 
cedural requirements,  administrative  authority, 
and  process  and  sanctions  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  include  all  administrative  orders  and 
all  civil  and  administrative  penalties  and  fines, 
regardless  of  whether  such  penalties  or  fines  are 
punitive  or  coercive  in  nature  or  are  imposed  for 
isolated,  intermittent,  or  continuing  violations. 

"(4)  Sovereign  immunity.- 

"(A)  Waiver.— The  United  States  hereby  ex- 
pressly waives  any  immunity  otherwise  applica- 
ble to  the  United  States  with  respect  to  any  re- 
quirement, administrative  authority,  and  proc- 
ess and  sanctions  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
(including  any  injunctive  relief,  any  administra- 
tive order,  any  avil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
fine  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3).  or  any  reason- 
able service  charge). 

'(B)  Processing  fees.— The  recLsonable  serv- 
ice charges  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  include 
fees  or  charges  assessed  in  connection  with  the 
processing  and  issuance  of  permits,  renewal  of 
permits,  amendments  to  permits,  review  of  plans, 
studies,  and  other  documents,  and  inspection 


and  monitoring  of  facilities,  as  well  as  any  other 
nondiscriminatory  charges  that  are  assessed  in 
connection  with  a  Federal.  State,  interstate,  or 
local  water  pollution  regulatory  program. 
"(5)  EXEMPTIO.NS.— 

"(A)  GENERAL  AUTHORITY  OF  PRESIDENT.  — The 
President  may  exempt  any  effluent  source  of 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  in 
the  executive  branch  from  compliance  with  any 
requirement  to  which  paragraph  (1)  applies  if 
the  President  determines  it  to  be  m  the  para- 
mount interest  of  the  United  States  to  do  so:  ex- 
cept that  no  exemption  may  be  granted  from  the 
requirements  of  section  306  or  307  of  this  Act. 

"(B)  LIMITATION.—So  exemptions  shall  be 
granted  under  subparagraph  (A)  due  to  lack  of 
appropriation  unless  the  President  shall  have 
specifically  requested  such  appropriation  as  a 
part  of  the  budgetary  process  and  the  Congress 
shall  have  failed  to  make  available  such  re- 
quested appropriation. 

"(C)  Time  period.— Any  exemption  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  for  a  period  not  m 
excess  of  1  year,  but  additional  exemptions  rnay 
be  granted  for  periods  of  not  to  exceed  1  year 
upon  the  President's  making  a  new  determina- 
tion. 

"(D)  MILITARY  PROPERTY —In  addition  to 
any  exemption  of  a  particular  effluent  source, 
the  President  may,  if  the  President  determines  it 
to  be  in  the  paramount  interest  of  the  United 
States  to  do  so.  issue  regulations  exempting  from 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section 
any  weaponry,  equipment,  aircraft,  vessels,  ve- 
hicles, or  other  classes  or  categories  of  property, 
and  access  to  such  property,  which  are  owned 
or  operated  by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  (including  the  CocLSt  Guard)  or  by  the 
National  Guard  of  any  State  and  which  are 
uniquely  military  m  nature.  The  President  shall 
reconsider  the  need  for  such  regulations  at  3- 
year  intervals. 

"(E)  Reports— The  President  shall  report 
each  January  to  the  Congress  all  exemptions 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  granted 
during  the  preceding  calendar  year,  together 
with  the  President's  reason  for  granting  such 
exemption. 

"(6)  VENUE.— Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  prevent  any  department,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  officer,  agent,  or  employee  thereof  in  the 
performance  of  official  duties,  from  removing  to 
the  appropriate  Federal  district  court  any  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  department,  agency,  or  in- 
strumentality or  officer,  agent,  or  employee 
thereof  is  subject  pursuant  to  this  section,  and 
any  such  proceeding  may  be  removed  in  accord- 
ance with  chapter  89  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code. 

"(7)  PERSONAL  LIABILITY  OF  FEDERAL  EMPLOY- 
EES.—No  agent,  employee,  or  officer  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  shall  be  personally  liable  for  any  avil 
penalty  under  any  Federal,  State,  interstate,  or 
local  water  pollution  law  with  respect  to  any 
act  or  omission  within  the  scope  of  the  official 
duties  of  the  agent,  employee,  or  officer. 

"(8)  CRIMINAL  SANCTIONS.— An  agent,  em- 
ployee, or  officer  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
subject  to  any  criminal  sanction  (including  any 
fine  or  imprisonment)  under  any  Federal  or 
State  water  pollution  law.  but  no  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  executive,  leg- 
islative, or  judicial  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment shall  be  subject  to  any  such  sanction.". 

(b)  Funds  Collected  by-  a  State.— Section 
313  (33  U.S.C.  1323)  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

"(C)    LIMITATION  ON  STATE   USE  OF   FUNDS.— 

Unless  a  State  law  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection  or  a  State  constitu- 
tion requires  the  funds  to  be  used  m  a  different 
manner,  all  funds  collected  by  a  State  from  the 
Federal  Government  in  penalties  and  fines  im- 
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posed  for  the  violation  of  a  substantive  or  proce- 
dural requirement  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  used  by  a  State  only  for  projects  de- 
signed to  improve  or  protect  the  environment  or 
to  defray  the  costs  of  environmental  protection 
or  enforcement   ". 

(c)    Enforce.ME.\'T.— Section    313    is    further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(d)  Federal  f.acility  enforcemf.nt  — 

"(I)  ADMISI.'iTRATnE  ENF0RCEME.\T  BY  EPA  — 
The  Administrator  may  commence  an  adminis- 
trative enforcement  action  against  any  depart- 
ment, agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  execu- 
tive, legislative,  or  judicial  branch  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  pursuant  to  the  enforcement 
authorities  contained  m  this  Act 

"(2)  Procedure  —The  Administrator  shall 
initiate  an  administrative  enforcement  action 
against  a  department,  agency,  or  instrumental- 
ity under  this  subsection  m  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  .lame  circumstances  as  an  action 
would  be  initiated  against  any  other  person 
under  this  .Act.  The  amount  of  any  administra- 
tive penalty  imposed  under  this  subsection  •^hall 
be  determined  in  accordance  with  section  309(d) 
of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Voluntary  settlement.— Any  voluntary 
resolution  or  settlement  of  an  action  under  thus 
subsection  shall  be  set  forth  in  an  administra- 
tive con.^ent  order. 

"(4)  Conferral  with  epa.—No  administrative 
order  issued  to  a  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality under  this  section  shall  become  final 
until  such  department,  agency,  or  instrumental- 
ity has  had  the  opportunity  to  confer  with  the 
.Administrator.". 

(d)  LIMIT.ATION    ON    ACTIONS    AND    RIGHT    OF 

Intervention.— Section  313  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(e)  LIMIT.ATION  ON  .ACTIONS  .4.vr>  Right  of 
Intervention —Any  violation  with  respect  to 
which  the  .Administrator  has  commenced  and  is 
diligently  prosecuting  an  action  under  this  sub- 
section, or  for  which  the  Administrator  tias  is- 
sued a  final  order  and  the  violator  has  either 
paid  a  penalty  or  fine  assessed  under  this  .sub- 
section or  is  subject  to  an  enforceable  schedule 
of  corrective  actions,  shall  not  be  the  subject  of 
an  action  under  section  505  of  this  Act.  In  any 
action  under  this  subsection,  any  citizen  may 
intervene  as  a  matter  of  right.". 

(e)  Definition  of  Person.— Section  502(5)  (33 
U.S.C  1362(5))  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  "and  in- 
cludes any  department,  agency,  or  instrumen- 
tality of  the  United  States". 

(f)  DEFINITION  OF  R.ADIOACTIVE  M.ATERIALS  — 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

"(24)  The  term  'radioactive  materials'  includes 
source  materials,  special  nuclear  materials,  and 
byproduct  materials  (as  such  terms  are  defined 
under  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954)  which  are 
used,  produced,  or  managed  at  facilities  not  li- 
censed by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
except  that  such  term  does  not  include  any  ma- 
terial which  is  discharged  from  a  vessel  covered 
by  Executive  Order  12344  (42  U.S.C.  7158  note: 
relating  to  the  Naval  Nuclear  Propulsion  Pro- 
gram).". 

(g)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— Section  313(b) 
(33  U.S.C.  1323(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)(1)"  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(b)  Wastewater  Facilities.— 

"(1)  COOPERATION  FOR  USE  OF  WASTEWATER 
CONTROL  SYSTEMS.—": 

(2)  in  }xiragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "LIMITATION 
ON  CONSTRUCTION.—  "  before  "Construction": 
and 

(3)  by  moving  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  2  ems  to 
the  right. 

(h)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
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the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall  only  apply 
to  violations  occurring  after  such  date  of  enact- 
ment. 
SEC.  317.  CLEAN  LAKES. 

(a)  Priority  Lakes.— Section  314(d)(2)  (33 
U.S.C.  1324(d)(2))  IS  amended  by  inserting 
"Pans  Twin  Lakes.  Illinois:  Otsego  Lake.  New 
York:  Raystown  Lake.  Pennsylvania:"  after 
"Minnesota:". 

(b)  FUNDING.-Section  314  (33  U.S.C.  1324)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(e)     AUTHORIZATION     OF     APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  is  authorised  to  he  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  section  SIO.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  ". 
SEC.  318.  COOUNG  WATER  INTAKE  STRUCTURES. 
Section  316(b)  (33  U.S.C.  1326(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  after  "(b)"  the  following: 
"STANDARD  FOR  COOLING  WATER  INTAKE  STRUC- 
TURES.—": 

(2)  by  inserting  before  "Any"  the  following: 
"(1)  In  GENERAL.  — ": 

(3)  bv  indenting  paragraph  (I),  as  designated 
hy  paragraph  (2)  of  this  section,  and  moving 
such  paragraph  2  env;  to  the  right:  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)   New  POINT  SOURCE  CONSIDERATIONS.— In 

establishing  a  standard  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1 )  for  cooling  water  intake  structures  located  at 
new  point  sources,  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
sider, at  a  minimum,  the  following: 

"(A)  The  relative  technological,  engineering. 
and  economic  feasibility  of  possible  technologies 
or  techniques  for  minimizing  any  such  adverse 
environmental  impacts. 

"(B)  The  relative  technological,  engineering. 
and  economic  feasibility  of  possible  site  loca- 
tions, intake  structure  designs,  and  cooling 
water  flow  techniques. 

"(C)  The  relative  enrironmental.  soaal.  and 
economic  costs  and  benefits  of  possible  tech- 
nologies, techniques,  site  locations,  intake  struc- 
ture designs,  and  cooling  water  flow  techniques. 

"(D)  The  projected  useful  life  of  the  new  point 
source. 

"(3)  Existing  point  sources.— For  existing 
point  sources,  the  Administrator  may  require  the 
use  of  best  technology  available  in  the  case  of 
existing  cooling  water  intake  structures  if  the 
.Administrator  determines  such  structures  are 
having  or  could  have  a  significant  adverse  im- 
pact on  the  aquatic  environment.  In  establish- 
ing a  .standard  referred  to  m  paragraph  (1)  for 
such  eiistvig  point  sources,  the  Administrator 
shall  consider,  at  a  minimum,  the  following: 

"(A)  The  relative  technological,  engineering, 
and  economic  feasibility  of  reasonably  available 
retrofit  technologies  or  techniques  for  minimiz- 
ing any  such  adverse  environmental  impacts. 

"(B)  Other  mitigation  measures  for  offsetting 
Ihe  anticipated  adverse  environmental  imjKicts 
resulting  from  the  withdrawal  of  cooling  water. 

"(C)  Relative  environmental,  social,  and  eco- 
nomic costs  and  benefits  of  possible  retrofit  tech- 
nologies, techniques,  and  mitigation  measures. 

"(D)  The  projected  remaining  useful  life  of  the 
existing  point  source. 

'(4)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection,  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

"(A)  New  point  .muRCE.—The  term  'new 
point  source'  means  any  point  source  the  con- 
struction of  which  will  commence  after  the  pub- 
lication of  proposed  regulations  jjrescribing  a 
standard  for  intake  structures  that  will  be  ap- 
plicable to  such  source  if  such  standard  is  pro- 
mulgated in  accordance  with  paragraph  (2). 

"IB)  Existing  point  source.— The  term  'ex- 
isting point  source'  means  any  point  source  that 
IS  not  a  new  point  source.". 

SEC.  319.  NONPOINT  SOURCE  SLV^AGEMENT  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  State  assessment  Report.— 

(1)  CONTENTS.— Section  319(a)(1)(C)  (33  U.S.C. 
1329(a)(1)(C))  IS  amended  by  striking  "best  man- 
agement practices  and". 


(2)  Information  used  in  preparation.— Sec- 
tion 319(a)(2)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  ".  reviewing,  and  revising" 
after  "developing",  and 

(B)  by  striking  "section"  the  first  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting   "subsection". 

(3)  Review  and  revision.— Section  319(a)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  Review  and  revision.— Not  later  than  18 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995.  and  every  5 
years  thereafter,  the  State  .shall  review,  revise. 
and  submit  to  the  .Administrator  the  report  re- 
quired by  this  subsection.". 

(b)  State  Man.agement  Program.— 

(1)  Term  of  program.— Section  319(b)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "four"  and  inserting  "5". 

(2)  Co.^'Tents— Section  319(b)(2)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A) — 
(i)  by  striking  "best": 

(ii)  by  striking  "paragraph  (1)(B)"  and  insert- 
ing "subsection  (a)(1)(B)":  and 

(Hi)  by  inserting  "and  measure"  after  "prac- 
tice": 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B) — 

(i)  by  striking  "nonregulatory  or  regulatory 
programs  for  enforcement."  and  inserting  "one 
or  more  of  the  following:  voluntary  programs, 
incentive-based  programs,  regulatory  programs, 
enforceable  policies  and  mechanisms.  Stale  man- 
agement programs  approved  under  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972.": 
and 

(ii)  by  striking  "achieve  implementation"  and 
all  that  follows  before  the  period  and  inserting 
"manage  categories,  subcategories,  or  particular 
nonpoint  sources  to  the  degree  necessary  to  pro- 
vide for  reasonable  further  progress  toward  the 
goal  of  attaining  water  quality  standards  within 
15  years  of  approval  of  the  State  program  for 
those  waters  identified  under  subsection 
(a)(1)(A)": 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C)  and  insert- 
ing the  following: 

"(C)  A  schedule  containing  interim  goals  and 
milestones  for  making  reasonable  progress  to- 
ward the  attainment  of  standards,  which  may 
be  demonstrated  by  one  or  any  combination  of 
the  following:  improvements  in  water  quality 
(including  biological  indicators),  documented 
implementation  of  voluntary  nonpoint  source 
control  practices  and  measures,  and  adoption  of 
enforceable  policies  and  mechanisms. ": 

(D)  in  subparagraph  (D)  by  striking  "A  cer- 
tification of  and  inserting  "After  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments 
of  1995.  a  certification  by":  and 

(E)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(G)  A  description  of  the  monitoring  or  other 
assessment  which  will  be  carried  out  under  the 
program  for  the  purposes  of  monitoring  and  as- 
sessing the  effectiveness  of  the  program,  includ- 
ing the  attainment  of  interim  goals  and  mile- 
stones. 

"(H)  An  identification  of  activities  on  Federal 
lands  in  the  State  that  are  inconsistent  with  the 
State  management  program. 

"(I)  An  identification  of  goals  and  milestones 
for  progress  m  attaining  water  quality  stand- 
ards, including  a  projected  date  for  attaining 
such  standards  as  expeditiously  as  practicable 
but  not  later  than  15  years  after  the  date  of  ap- 
proval of  the  State  program  for  each  of  the  wa- 
ters listed  pursuant  to  subsection  (a).". 

(3)  Utilization  of  local  and  private  ex- 
perts.—Section  319(b)(3)  IS  amended  by  insert- 
ing before  the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  ". 
including  academic  institutions,  private  indus- 
try experts,  and  other  individual  experts  in 
water  resource  coriservation  and  planning". 

(4)  NEW  technologies:  use  of  resources: 
AGRICULTURAL  PROGRAMS.— Section  319(b)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Recognition  of  new  technologies.— In 
developing    and    implementing    a    management 
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program  under  this  subsection,  a  Slate  may  rec- 
ognize and  utilize  new  practices,  technologies, 
processes,  products,  and  other  alternatives. 

"(6)  Efficient  and  effective  use  of  re- 
sources.—In  developing  and  implementing  a 
management  program  under  this  subsection,  a 
State  may  recognize  and  provide  for  a  rnethodol- 
ogy  which  takes  into  account  situations  in 
which  management  measures  used  to  control  one 
pollutant  have  an  adverse  impact  with  respect 
to  another  pollutant.  The  methodology  should 
encourage  the  balanced  combination  of  meas- 
ures which  best  address  the  various  impairments 
on  the  watershed  or  site. 

"(7)  Recognition  of  agricultural  pro- 
grams.—Any  agricultural  producer  who  has 
voluntarily  developed  and  is  implementing  an 
approved  whole  farm  or  ranch  natural  resources 
management  plan  shall  be  considered  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  a  State  pro- 
gram developed  under  this  section — 

"(A)  if  such  plan  has  been  developed  under  a 
program  subject  to  a  memorandum  of  agreement 
between  the  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  and  the  Governor,  or  their 
respective  designees:  and 

"(B)  if  such  memorandum  of  agreement  speci- 
fies— 

"(i)  the  scope  and  content  of  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service  program  (not  an 
individual  farm  or  ranch  plan)  m  the  State  or 
regions  of  the  State: 

"(ii)  the  terms  of  approval,  implementation, 
and  duration  of  a  voluntary  farm  or  ranch  plan 
for  agricultural  producers: 

"(lii)  the  responsibilities  for  assessing  imple- 
mentation of  voluntary  whole  farm  and  ranch 
natural  resource  management  plans:  and 

"(iv)  the  duration  of  such  memorandum  of 
agreement. 

At  a  minimum,  such  memorandum  of  agreement 
shall  be  reviewed  and  may  be  revised  every  5 
years,  as  part  of  the  State  review  of  its  manage- 
ment program  under  this  section.". 

(c)  Submission  of  Management  Prcxrams  — 
Paragraph  (2)  of  section  319(c)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(2)  Time  period  for  submission  of  manage- 
ment programs.— Each  management  program 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Administrator  within 
30  months  of  the  issuance  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  final  guidance  under  subsection  (o)  and 
every  5  years  thereafter.  Each  program  submis- 
sion after  the  initial  submission  following  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995  shall  include  a  demonstra- 
tion of  reasonable  further  progress  toward  the 
goal  of  attaining  water  quality  standards  within 
15  years  of  approval  of  the  State  program,  in- 
cluding documentation  of  the  degree  to  which 
the  State  has  achieved  the  interim  goals  and 
milestones  contained  in  the  previous  program 
submission.  Such  demonstration  shall  take  into 
account  the  adequacy  of  Federal  funding  under 
this  section.". 

(d)  Approval  and  Disapproval  of  Reports 
AND  Management  Pr(x;rams.— 

(1)  Deadline.— Section  319(d)(1)  is  amended 
by  inserting  "or  revised  report"  after  "any  re- 
port". 

(2)  Disapproval.— Section  319(d)(2)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  inserting  before 
the  semicolon  the  following:  ":  except  that  such 
program  or  portion  shall  not  be  disapproved 
solely  because  the  program  or  portion  does  not 
include  enforceable  policies  or  mechanisms": 

(B)  in  subjxiragraph  (D)  by  striking  "are  not 
adequate"  and  all  that  follows  before  the  semi- 
colon and  inserting  the  following:  "will  not  re- 
sult m  reasonable  further  progress  toward  the 
attainment  of  applicable  water  quality  stand- 
ards under  section  303  as  expeditiously  as  pos- 
sible but  not  later  than  15  years  after  a'pproval 
of  the  State  program  ":  and 
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(C)  m  the  teit  following  subparagraph  (D) — 
^0  by  strilarig  "3  months"  and  inserting  "6 

months":  and 
(iij  by  inserting   "or  portion  thereof  before 

"within  three  months  of  receipt". 

(3)  Failure  to  submit  report.— Section 
319(d)(3)  IS  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "the  report"  and  inserting  "a 
report  or  revised  report": 

(B)  by  striking  "30  months"  and  inserting  "18 
months":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion" and  inserting  "on  which  such  report  is  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  under  subsection  (a)". 

(4)  PROGR.iM    MASAGEMEST    BY    THE    ADMISIS- 

TR.ATOR.— Section  319(d)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(4)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  program  — 

"(A)  Progr.am  m.asagemest  by  the  adminis- 
trator.— //  a  State  fails  to  submit  a  manage- 
ment program  or  revised  management  program 
under  subsection  (b)  or  the  Administrator  dis- 
approves such  management  program,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  prepare  and  implement  a  man- 
agement program  for  controlling  pollution  added 
from  nonpoint  sources  to  the  navigable  waters 
withm  the  State  and  improving  the  quality  of 
such  waters  in  accordance  with  subsection  (b). 

"(B)  NOTICE  M.VD  HEARISG.—If  the  Adminis- 
trator intends  to  disapprove  a  program  submit- 
ted by  a  State,  the  Administrator  shall  first  no- 
tify the  Governor  of  the  State  in  writing  of  the 
modifications  necessary  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  section.  The  Administrator  shall 
provide  adequate  public  notice  and  an  oppor- 
tunity for  a  public  hearing  for  all  interested 
parties. 

"(C)  State  revision  of  its  program.— If. 
after  taking  into  account  the  level  of  funding 
actually  provided  as  compared  with  the  level 
authorised  under  subsection  (j).  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  a  State  has  failed  to  dem- 
onstrate reasonable  further  progress  toward  the 
attainment  of  water  quality  standards  as  re- 
quired, the  State  shall  revise  its  program  within 
12  months  of  that  determination  in  a  manner 
sufficient  to  achieve  attainment  of  applicable 
water  quality  standards  by  the  deadline  estab- 
lished by  this  Act.  If  a  State  fails  to  make  such 
a  program  revision  or  the  Administrator  dis- 
apT'^oves  ?'./c^  a  rension,  the  Administrator 
shall  prepare  and  implement  a  nonpoint  source 
management  program  for  the  State.". 

le)  Technical  Assist.asce.— Section  319(f)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "and  implementing"  after 
"developing". 

(f)  Grast  Program.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  319(h)(1)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  amending  the  paragraph  heading  to 

read  as  follows:  "GR.WTS  FOR  PREPARATION  AND 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  REPORTS  AND  MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAMS.—  ": 

(B)  by  striking  "for  which  a  report  submitted 
under  subsection  (a)  and  a  rnanagement  pro- 
gram submitted  under  subsection  (b)  is  approved 
under  this  section". 

(C)  by  striking  "the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants"  and  inserting  "the  Administrator  may 
make  grants  under  this  subsection": 

(D)  by  striking  "under  this  subsection  to  such 
State"  and  iriserting  "to  such  State": 

(El  by  striking  "implementing  such  manage- 
ment program"  and  iriserting  'preparing  a  re- 
port under  subsection  (a)  and  in  preparing  and 
implementing  a  management  program  under 
subsection  (b)": 

(F)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the 
following:  "Grants  for  implementation  of  such 
management  program  may  be  made  only  after 
such  report  and  management  program  are  ap- 
proved under  this  section.",  and 

(Gt  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "The 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to 


a  State  if  necessary  to  implement  an  approved 
portion  of  a  State  program  or.  with  the  approval 
of  the  Governor  of  the  State,  to  implement  a 
component  of  a  federally  established  program. 
The  Administrator  may  continue  to  make  grants 
to  any  State  with  an  program  approved  on  the 
day  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995  until  the  Ad- 
ministrator withdraws  the  approval  of  such  pro- 
gram or  the  State  fails  to  submit  a  revision  of 
such  program  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(c)(2).". 

(2)  FEDERAL  SHARE.— Section  319(h)(3)  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "management  program  imple- 
mented" and  inserting  "report  prepared  and 
management  program  prepared  and  imple- 
mented": 

(B)  by  striking  "60  percent"  and  inserting  "75 
percent": 

(C)  by  striking  "implementing  such  manage- 
ment program"  and  iriserting  "preparing  such 
report  and  preparing  and  implementing  such 
management  program":  and 

(D)  by  inserting  "of  program  implementation" 
after  "non- Federal  share". 

(3)  LIMITATION  ON  GRANT  AMOUNTS.— Section 

319(h)(4)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  before  the  first  sentence  the 
following:  "The  Administrator  shall  establish, 
after  consulting  with  the  States,  maximum  and 
minimum  grants  for  any  fiscal  year  to  promote 
equity  between  States  and  effective  nonpoint 
source  management.":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "The 
minimum  percentage  of  funds  allocated  to  each 
State  shall  be  0.5  percent  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated.". 

(4)  ALLOCATION  OF  GRANT  FUNDS.— Paragraph 
(5)  of  section  319(h)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(5)  ALLOCATION  OF  GRANT  FUNDS.— Grants 
under  this  section  shall  be  allocated  to  States 
with  approved  programs  in  a  fair  and  equitable 
manner  and  be  based  upon  rules  and  regula- 
tions promulgated  by  the  .Administrator  which 
shall  take  into  account  the  extent  and  nature  of 
the  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  in  each  State 
and  other  relevant  factors. ". 

(5)  Use  of  FUNDS.— Paragraph  (7)  of  section 
319(h)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(7)  Use  of  FUNDS.— a  State  may  use  grants 
made  available  to  the  State  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion for  activities  relating  to  nonpoint  source 
water  pollution  control,  including — 

"(A)  providing  financial  assistance  with  re- 
spect to  those  actiinties  whose  principal  purpose 
is  protecting  and  improving  water  quality: 

"(B)  assistance  related  to  the  cost  of  prepar- 
ing or  implementing  the  State  management  pro- 
gram: 

"(C)  providing  incentive  grants  to  individuals 
to  implement  a  site-specific  water  quality  plan 
in  amounts  not  to  exceed  75  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  project  from  all  Federal  sources: 

"(D)  land  acquisition  or  coriservation  ease- 
ments consistent  with  a  site-specific  water  qual- 
ity plan:  and 

"(E)  restoring  and  maintaining  the  chemical, 
physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  urban  and 
rural  waters  and  watersheds  (including  restora- 
tion and  maintenance  of  water  quality,  a  bal- 
anced indigenous  population  of  shellfish,  fish, 
and  wildlife,  aquatic  and  riparian  vegetation, 
artd  recreational  activities  in  and  on  the  water) 
and  protecting  designated  uses,  including  fish- 
ing, swimming,  and  drinking  water  supply". 

(6)  COMPLIANCE  WITH  STATE  MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM.— Paragraph  (8)  of  section  319(h)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(8)  Compliance  with  state  management 
PROGRAM.— In  any  fiscal  year  for  which  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  that  a  State  has  not 
made  satisfactory  progress  in  the  preceding  fis- 


cal year  in  meeting  the  schedule  specified  for 
such  State  under  subsection  (b)(2)(C),  the  Ad- 
ministrator IS  authorised  to  withhold  grants 
pursuant  to  this  section  in  whole  or  m  part  to 
the  State  after  adequate  written  notice  is  pro- 
vided to  the  Governor  of  the  State. ' '. 

(7)  ALLOTMENT  STUDY.— Section  319(h)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(13)  ALLOTMENT  STUDY.— 

"(A)  STUDY. — The  Administrator .  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  States,  shall  conduct  a  study  of 
whether  the  allocation  of  funds  under  para- 
graph (5)  appropriately  reflects  the  needs  and 
costs  of  nonpoint  source  control  measures  for 
different  nonpoint  source  categories  and  subcat- 
egories and  of  options  for  better  reflecting  such 
needs  and  costs  in  the  allotment  of  funds. 

"(B)  Report.— Not  later  than  5  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995.  the  .Administrator  shall 
transmit  to  Congress  a  report  on  the  results  of 
the  study  conducted  under  this  subsection,  to- 
gether with  recommendations.". 

(g)  Grants  for  Protecting  Ground  Water 
Quality. Section  3!9(i)(3)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "S150.(X)0"  and  inserting  "$.500,000". 

(h)  .authorization  of  Appropriations.— Sec- 
tion 319(;)  IS  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  "S130.000.000": 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "1991"  the  following:  ". 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  years 
1992  through  1995.  $100,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  $150,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
S200.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1998.  $250,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1999.  and  $300,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
2000".  and 

(3)  by  striking  "$7,500,000"  and  inserting 
"$25,000,000". 

(i)  Consistency  of  Other  Progra.'hs  and 
Projects  With  Management  Programs. — Sec- 
tion 319(k)  (33  U.S.C.  1329(k))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "allow  States  to  review"  and 
inserting  "require  coordination  with  States  in": 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  "and  the  State  watershed  man- 
agement program":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "Fed- 
eral agencies  that  own  or  manage  land,  or  issue 
licenses  for  activities  that  cause  nonpoint  source 
pollution  from  such  land,  shall  coordinate  their 
nonpoint  source  control  measures  with  the  State 
nonpoint  source  management  prog^'am  and  the 
State  watershed  management  program.  .A  Fed- 
eral agency  and  the  Governor  of  an  affected 
State  shall  enter  into  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph. Such  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
shall  not  relieve  the  Federal  agency  of  the  agen- 
cy's obligation  to  comply  with  its  own  man- 
dates.". 

(j)  Reports  of  the  Administrator.— 

(1)  Biennial  reports.— Section  319(m)(l)  is 
amended— 

(A)  in  the  paragraph  heading  by  striking 
"Annual"  and  inserting  "Biennial":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "1988.  and  each  January  1" 
and  inserting  "1995.  and  biennially". 

(2)  Contents.— Section  319(m)(2)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  the  paragraph  heading  and  all 
that  follows  before  "at  a  minimum"  and  insert- 
ing "Contents. — Each  report  submitted  under 
paragraph  (1)."; 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking  "best 
management  practices"  and  inserting  "meas- 
ures ":  and 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "best 
management  practices"  and  inserting  "the 
measures  provided  by  States  under  subsection 
(b)". 

(k)  Set  Aside  for  administrative  Person- 
nel.— Section  319(n)  is  amended  by  striking 
"less"  and  inserting   "more". 

(I)  Guid.a.\ce  on  Model  Management  Prac- 
tices AND  MEASURES.— Section  319  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 


"(o)  Guidance  o.v  Model  M.anagement  Pr.ac- 
TicEs  AND  Measures  — 

"(I)  Is  GENERAL. -The  Administrator  shall 
publish  guidance  to  identify  model  management 
practices  and  measures  which  may  he  under- 
taken, at  the  di.'icretion  of  the  State  or  appro- 
priate entity,  under  a  management  program  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  this  section. 

"(2)  Consultation:  public  notice  and  com- 
ment.--The  Administrator  shall  develop  the 
model  management  practices  and  measures 
under  paragraph  (1)  m  consultation  with  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion, other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  de- 
partments and  agencies,  and  academic  institu- 
tions, private  industry  experts,  and  other  indi- 
vidual experts  in  water  conservation  and  plan- 
ning, and  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment . 

"(3)  Publication— The  Administrator  shall 
publish  proposed  guidance  under  this  subsection 
not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  and  shall  publish 
final  guidance  under  this  subsection  not  later 
than  18  months  after  such  dale  of  enactment. 
The  Administrator  shall  periodically  review  and 
revise  the  final  guidance  at  least  once  every  3 
years  after  Us  publication. 

"(4)  Model  .management  practices  and 
MEASURES  DEFINED. ^For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  'model  management  prac- 
tices and  measures'  means  economically  achiev- 
able measures  for  the  control  of  the  addition  of 
pollutants  from  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution 
which  reflect  the  greatest  degree  of  pollutant  re- 
duction achievable  through  the  application  of 
the  best  available  nonpoint  pollution  control 
practices,  technologies,  processes,  siting  criteria, 
operating  methods,  or  other  alternatives.  The 
Administrator  may  distinguish  among  classes, 
types,  and  sizes  withm  any  category  of 
nonpoint  sources.". 

im)  Inadequate  Funding.— Section  319  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(p)  INADEQUATE  Funding— For  each  fiscal 
year  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection  for  which  the  total  of  amounts 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  are  less 
than  the  total  of  amounts  authorised  to  be  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  subsection  ()),  the  dead- 
line for  compliance  with  any  requirement  of  this 
section,  including  any  deadline  relating  to  as- 
sessment reports  or  State  program  implementa- 
tion or  monitoring  efforts,  shall  be  postponed  by 
1  year,  unless  the  Administrator  and  the  State 
jointly  certify  that  the  amounts  appropriated 
are  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
section". 

(n)  Co.iSTAL  NoNPOi.vT  Pollution  Control 
Programs.— 

(1)  Repeal— Section  6217  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  (16  U.S.C. 
1455b)  IS  repealed. 

(2)  Inclusion  of  co.astal  .manageme.st  pro- 
visions IN  NONPOINT  PROGR.AM.— Section  319  IS 
amended — 

(A)  m  subsection  (a)(1)— 

(I)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (C): 

(II)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (D)  and  inserting  "(including  State 
management  programs  approved  under  section 
306  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of 
1972).  and":  and 

(III)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(E)  identifies  critical  areas,  giving  consider- 
ation to  the  variety  of  natural,  commercial,  rec- 
reational, ecological,  industrial,  and  aesthetic 
resources  of  immediate  and  potential  value  to 
the  present  and  future  of  the  Nation's  waters  in 
the  Coastal  Zone". 

(B)  in  subsection  (a)(2)  by  inserting  "any 
management    program    of   the   State   approved 
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under  section  306  oj  the  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1972."  after   "314.  ": 

(C)  in  subsection  (h)(2)  by  adding  after  sub- 
paragraph (I),  as  added  by  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  the  following 

"(J)  For  coastal  areas,  the  identification  of. 
and  continuing  process  for  identifying,  land 
uses  which  individually  or  cumulatively  may 
cause  or  contribute  significantly  to  degradation 
of- 

"(i)  those  coastal  waters  where  there  is  a  fail- 
ure to  attain  or  maintain  applicable  water  qual- 
ity standards  or  protected  designated  uses,  as 
determined  by  the  State  pursuant  to  the  States 
water  quality  planning  processes  or  watershed 
planning  efforts,  and 

"(11)  those  coastal  waters  that  are  threatened 
by  reasonably  foreseeable  increases  in  pollution 
loadings":  and 

(D)  m  subsection  (c)(1)  by  inserting  "or  coast- 
al zone  management  agencies"  after  "planning 
agencies". 

(0)  AGRICULTURAL  INPUTS —Section  319  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(q)  AGRICULTURAL  INPUTS.  — For  the  purposes 
of  this  Act.  any  land  application  of  livestock 
manure  shall  not  be  considered  a  point  source 
and  shall  be  subject  to  enforcement  only  under 
this  section.". 

(p)  Purpose.— Section  319  (33  U.S.C.  1329)  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(r)  Purpose— The  purpose  of  this  section  is 
to  assist  States  m  addressing  nonpoint  sources 
of  pollution  where  necessary  to  achieve  the 
goals  and  requirements  of  this  .Act.  It  is  recog- 
nised that  State  nonpoint  source  programs  need 
to  be  built  upon  a  foundation  that  voluntary 
initiatives  represent  the  approach  most  likely  to 
succeed  in  achieving  the  objectives  of  this  Act". 
SEC.  3i0.  NATIONAL  ESTVAKY  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Technical  Amendme.st. —Section 
320(a)(2)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(a)(2)(B))  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  Priority  co.vsiDER.ATiON.—The  Adminis- 
trator shall  give  priority  consideration  under 
this  section  to  Long  Island  Sound.  New  York 
and  Connecticut.  .\'arragansett  Bay.  Rhode  Is- 
land: Buzzards  Bay.  Massachusetts.  .Massachu- 
.'ietts  Bay.  Massachusetts  (including  Cape  Cod 
Hay  and  Boston  Harbor):  Puget  Sound.  Wash- 
ington: New  York-New  Jersey  Harbor.  New  York 
and  .\eu'  Jersey:  Delaware  Bay.  Delaware  and 
New  Jersey:  Delaware  Inland  Bays,  Delaware. 
Albemarle  Sound,  .\orth  Carolina:  Sarasota 
Bay.  Florida.  San  Francisco  Bay.  California. 
Santa  Monica  Bay.  California.  Galveston  Bay. 
Texas:  Baratana-Terrebonne  Bay  estuary  com- 
plex. Louisiana.  Indian  River  Lagoon.  Florida: 
Charlotte  Harbor.  Florida.  Barnegat  Bay,  New 
Jersey,  and  Peconic  Bay,  .\'ew  York". 

(b)  Gra.vts.— Section  320(g)(2)  (.13  U.S.C. 
1330(g)(2))  IS  amended  by  inserting  "and  imple- 
mentation monitoring'"  after  "development  ". 

(c)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS— Sec- 
tion 320(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1330(1))  is  amended  by 
sinking  "1987"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"1991"  and  inserting  the  following:  "1987 
through  1991.  such  sums  as  rruiy  be  necessary  for 
fiscal  years  1992  through  1995.  and  $19,000,000 
per  fiscal  year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2000" 

SEC.  321.  STATE  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  establishment— Title  III  (33  U  S.C  1311- 
1330)  IS  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

-SEC.     321.     state     watershed     .MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS. 

"(a)  State  watershed  Management  Pro- 
gram.— 

"(i)  sub.vission  of  program  to  adminis- 
TRATOR.—A  State,  at  any  time,  may  submit  a 
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watershed  management  program  to  the  Adminis- 
trator for  approval. 

"(21  APPROVAL  —If  the  Administrator  does 
not  disapprove  a  State  watershed  management 
program  within  180  days  of  its  submittal  or  240 
days  of  a  request  for  a  public  hearing  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (3)  with  respect  to  the  program, 
whichever  is  later,  such  program  shall  be 
deemed  approved  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  Administrator  shall  approve  the  pro- 
gram if  the  program  includes,  at  a  minimum,  the 
following  elements: 

"(A)  The  identification  of  the  State  agency 
with  primary  responsibility  for  overseeing  and 
approving  watershed  management  plans  m  gen- 
eral. 

"(B)  The  description  of  any  responsible  enti- 
ties (including  any  appropriate  State  agency  or 
substate  agency)  to  be  utilized  m  implementing 
the  program  and  a  description  of  their  respon- 
sibilities. 

"lO  A  description  of  the  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram. In  establishing  the  scope  of  the  program, 
the  State  may  address  one  or  more  watersheds, 
or  pollutants,  concurrently  or  sequentially.  The 
scope  of  the  State  program  may  expand  over 
time  with  respect  to  the  watersheds,  pollutants, 
and  factors  to  be  addressed  under  the  program. 
In  developing  the  Slate  program,  the  State  shall 
take  into  account  all  regional  and  local  govern- 
ment watershed  management  programs  that  are 
consistent  with  the  proposed  Stale  program  and 
shall  consult  with  the  regional  and  local  gov- 
ernments that  developed  such  programs.  The 
State  shall  consider  recommendations  from  units 
of  general  purpose  government,  special  purpose 
districts,  local  water  suppliers,  and  appropriate 
water  rruinagement  agenaes  m  the  development 
and  scope  of  the  program 

"(D)  Provisions  for  carrying  out  an  analysis, 
consistent  with  the  established  scope  of  the  pro- 
gram, of  the  problems  withm  each  watershed 
covered  under  the  program. 

"(E)  An  identification  of  watershed  manage- 
ment units  for  which  management  plans  will  be 
developed,  taking  into  consideration  those  wa- 
ters where  water  quality  is  threatened  or  im- 
paired or  otherwise  in  need  of  special  protec- 
tion. A  watershed  management  unit  identified 
under  the  program  may  include  waters  and  as- 
sociated land  areas  in  more  than  I  State  if  the 
Governors  of  the  States  allected  wintlv  des- 
ignate the  watershed  management  unit  and  nuiy 
include  waters  and  associated  lands  managed  or 
owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 

"(F)  A  description  of  the  activities  required  of 
responsible  entities  (as  specified  under  sub- 
section (e)(1))  and  a  description  of  the  water- 
shed plan  approval  process  of  the  State. 

"(G)  Documentation  of  the  public  participa- 
tion in  development  of  the  program  and  descrip- 
tion of  the  procedures  that  will  be  used  for  pub- 
lic participation  m  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  watershed  plans. 

"(H)  The  identification  of  goals  that  will  be 
pursued  in  each  watershed,  including  attain- 
ment of  State  water  quality  standards  (includ- 
ing site-specific  water  quality  standards)  and 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  Act. 

"(I)  .An  exclusion  from  the  program  of  feder- 
ally approved  activities  with  respect  to  linear 
utility  facilities,  such  as  natural  gas  pipelines  if 
such  facilities  extend  to  multiple  watersheds 
and  result  m  temporary  or  de  minimis  impacts. 

"(J)  A  description  of  the  process  for  consider- 
ation of  and  achieving  consistency  with  the 
purposes  of  sections  319  and  322. 

"(3)  Disapproval  process— If  the  Adminis- 
trator intends  to  disapprove  a  program  of  a 
State  submitted  under  this  subsection,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  by  a  written  notification  ad- 
vise the  State  of  the  intent  to  disapprove  and 
the  reasons  for  disapproval.  If.  within  30  days 
of  receipt  of  such  notice,  a  State  so  requests,  the 
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Adminisirator  shall  conduct  a  public  hearing  m 
the  State  on  the  intent  to  disapprove  and  the 
reasons  for  such  disapproval.  A  State  may  re- 
submit a  revised  program  that  addresses  the  rea- 
sons contained  in  the  notification.  If  a  State  re- 
quests a  public  hearing,  the  Administrator  shall 
conduct  the  hearing  in  that  State  and  issue  a 
final  determination  withm  240  days  of  receipt  of 
the  State  watershed  management  program  sub- 
mittal. 

'14)  Modification  of  program.— Each  State 
with  a  watershed  management  program  that  has 
been  approved  by  the  Administrator  under  this 
section  may.  at  any  time,  modify  the  watershed 
management  program.  Any  such  modification 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Administrator  and 
shall  remain  m  effect  unless  and  until  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  that  the  modified  pro- 
gram no  longer  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  In  such  event,  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph (3)  shall  apply. 

'■(5)  Status  reports.— Each  State  with  a  wa- 
tershed management  program  that  has  been  ap- 
proved by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  shall,  not  later  than  1  year  after  the 
date  of  approval,  and  annually  thereafter,  sub- 
mit to  the  Administrator  an  annual  watershed 
program  summary  status  report  that  includes 
descriptions  of  any  modifications  to  the  pro- 
gram. The  status  report  shall  include  a  listing  of 
requests  made  for  watershed  plan  development 
and  a  listing  of  plans  prepared  and  submitted 
by  local  or  regional  entities  and  the  actions 
taken  by  the  State  on  such  plans  including  the 
reasons  for  those  fictions.  In  consultation  and 
coordination  with  the  Administrator,  a  State 
may  use  the  report  to  satisfy,  in  full  or  in  part, 
any  reporting  requirements  under  sections  106. 
303(d).  305(b).  314.  319.  320.  322.  and  604(b). 

•(b)  Watershed  area  /.v  2  or  More 
STATES. — //  a  watershed  management  unit  is 
designated  to  include  land  areas  m  more  than  1 
State,  the  Governors  of  States  having  surisdic- 
tion  over  any  lands  within  the  watershed  man- 
agement unit  shall  jointly  determine  the  respon- 
sible entity  or  entities. 

"(c)  Eligible  Watershed  Managemest  and 
Planning  Activities.— 

"(1)  In  general.— In  addition  to  activities  eli- 
gible to  receive  assistance  under  other  sections 
of  this  Act  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection,  the  following  watershed  man- 
agement  activities  conducted  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  States  pursuant  to  a  watershed  management 
program  that  is  approved  by  the  Administrator 
under  this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  eligi- 
ble to  receive  assistance  under  sections  106. 
2050).  319(h).  320.  and  604(b): 

"(A)  Characterizing  the  waters  and  land  uses. 

"(B)  Identifying  and  evaluating  problems 
within  the  watershed. 

"(C)  Selecting  short-term  and  long-term  goals 
for  watershed  management. 

"(D)  Developing  and  implementing  water 
quality  standards,  including  site-specific  water 
quality  standards. 

"(E)  Developing  and  implementing  mecLsures 
and  practices  to  meet  identified  goals. 

"(F)  Identifying  and  coordinating  projects 
and  activities  necessary  to  restore  or  maintain 
water  quality  or  other  related  environmental  ob- 
jectives within  the  watershed. 

"(G)  Identifying  the  appropriate  institutional 
arrangements  to  carry  out  a  watershed  manage- 
ment plan  that  has  been  approved  or  adopted  by 
the  State  under  this  section. 

"(H)  Updating  the  plan. 

"(I)  Conducting  training  and  public  partici- 
pation activities 

"(J)  Research  to  study  benefits  of  existing  wa- 
tershed program  plans  and  particular  aspects  of 
the  plans. 

"(K)  Implementing  any  other  activity  consid- 
ered appropriate  by  the  Administrator  or  the 
Governor  of  a  State  with  an  approved  program. 


(2/  Factors  ro  he  considered  —In  selecting 
watershed  management  activities  to  receive  as- 
sistance pursuant  to  paragraph  (I),  the  follow- 
ing factors  shall  be  considered: 

"(A)  Whether  or  not  the  applicant  has  dem- 
onstrated success  m  addressing  water  quality 
problems  with  broadbased  regional  support,  in- 
cluding public  and  private  sources. 

"(B)  Whether  the  activity  will  promote  water- 
shed problem  prioritization. 

"(C)  Whether  or  not  the  applicant  can  dem- 
onstrate an  ability  to  use  Federal  resources  to 
leverage  non-Federal  public  and  private  mone- 
tary and  in-kind  support  from  voluntary  con- 
tributions, including  matching  and  cost  sharing 
incentives. 

"(D)  Whether  or  not  the  applicant  proposes  to 
use  existing  public  and  private  programs  to  fa- 
cilitate water  quality  improvement  with  the  as- 
sistance to  be  provided  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1). 

"(E)  Whether  or  not  such  assistance  will  be 
used  to  promote  voluntary  activities,  including 
private  wetlands  restoration,  mitigation  bank- 
ing, and  pollution  prevention  to  achieve  water 
quality  standards. 

"(F)  Whether  or  not  such  assistance  will  be 
used  to  market  mechanisms  to  enhance  existing 
programs. 

"(d)  Public  Participation.— Each  State  shall 
establish  procedures  to  encourage  the  public  to 
participate  in  its  program  and  in  developing  and 
implementing  comprehen.-uve  watershed  manage- 
ment plans  under  this  section.  A  State  water- 
shed management  program  shall  include  a  proc- 
ess for  public  involvement  in  watershed  manage- 
ment, to  the  mazimam  extent  practicable,  in- 
cluding the  formation  and  participation  of  pub- 
lic advi.sory  groups  during  State  watershed  pro- 
gram development.  States  must  provide  adequate 
public  notice  and  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  State  watershed  program  prior  to  submittal 
of  the  program  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval. 

"(e)  APPROVED  OR  State-Adopted  Plaas.— 

"(1)  Reqvirements.—A  State  with  a  water- 
shed management  program  that  has  been  ap- 
proved by  the  Administrator  under  this  .lection 
may  approve  or  adopt  a  watershed  management 
plan  if  the  plan  satisfies  the  following  condi- 
tions: 

"(Al  If  the  watershed  includes  waters  that  are 
not  meeting  water  quality  standards  at  the  time 
of  submission,  the  plan— 

"(i)  identifies  the  objectives  of  the  plan,  in- 
cluding, at  a  minimum.  State  water  quality 
standards  (including  site-specific  water  quality 
standards)  and  goals  and  objectives  under  this 
Act: 

"CiO  identifies  pollutants,  sources,  activities, 
and  any  other  factors  causing  the  impairment  of 
the  waters. 

"(iii)  identifies  cost  effective  actions  that  are 
necessary  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  the  plan, 
including  reduction  of  pollutants  to  achieve  any 
allocated  load  reductions  consistent  with  the  re- 
quirements of  section  303(d).  and  the  priority  for 
implementing  the  actions: 

"(IV)  contains  an  implementation  schedule 
with  milestones  and  the  identification  of  persons 
responsible  for  implementing  the  actions: 

"(v)  demonstrates  that  water  quality  stand- 
ards and  other  goals  and  objectives  of  this  Act 
will  be  attained  as  expeditiously  as  practicable 
but  not  later  than  any  applicable  deadline 
under  this  Act: 

"(VI)  contains  documentation  of  the  public 
participation  m  the  development  of  the  plan 
and  a  description  of  the  public  participation 
process  that  will  be  used  during  the  plan  imple- 
mentation, 

"(vii)  specifies  a  process  to  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate progress  toward  meeting  of  the  goals  of  the 
plan:  and 


"(viii)  specifies  a  process  to  revise  the  plan  as 
necessary. 

"(B)  For  waters  in  the  watershed  attaining 
water  quality  standards  at  the  time  of  submis- 
sion (including  threatened  waters),  the  plan 
identifies  the  projects  and  activities  neces.sary  to 
maintain  water  quality  standards  and  attain  or 
maintain  other  goals  after  the  dale  of  approval 
or  adoption  of  the  plan 

"(2)  Terms  of  approved  or  adopted  plan.— 
Each  plan  that  is  approved  or  adopted  by  a 
State  under  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  for 
a  period  of  not  more  than  10  years  and  include 
a  planning  and  implementation  .Hchedule  with 
milestones  withm  that  period.  A  revised  and  up- 
dated plan  may  be  approved  or  adopted  hy  the 
State  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  period  speci- 
fied in  the  plan  pursuant  to  the  same  conditions 
and  requirements  that  apply  In  an  initial  plan 
for  a  watershed  approved  under  this  subsection. 

"(f)  G(//0.4.vc£.— .Vo(  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the 
Administrator,  after  consultation  with  the 
States  and  other  interested  parties,  shall  issue 
guidance  on  provisions  that  States  may  consider 
for  inclusion  m  watershed  management  pro- 
grams and  State-approved  or  Stale-adopted  wa- 
tershed management  plans  under  this  .'section. 

"(g)  Pollutant  Transfer  Opportunities  — 

"(1)  Pollutant  tra.'vsfer  pilot  projects  — 
Under  an  approved  watershed  management  pro- 
gram, any  discharger  or  source  may  apply  to  a 
State  for  approval  to  offset  the  impact  of  Us  dis- 
charge or  relea.se  of  a  pollutant  by  entering  into 
arrangements,  including  the  payment  of  funds, 
for  the  implementation  of  controls  or  measures 
by  another  discharger  or  source  through  a  pol- 
lution reduction  credits  trading  program  estab- 
lished as  part  of  the  watershed  management 
plan.  The  State  may  approve  such  a  request  if 
appropriate  safeguards  are  included  to  ensure 
compliance  with  technology  based  controls  and 
to  protect  the  quality  of  receiving  waters 

"(2)  INCE.'JTIVE  ORA.'JTS.—The  AdminL-itralor 
shall  allocate  sums  made  available  by  appro- 
priations to  carry  out  pollution  reduction  credits 
trading  programs  in  selected  watersheds 
throughout  the  country. 

"(3)  Report  —Not  later  than  36  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  tran<imit  to  Congress  a  report 
on  the  results  of  the  program  conducted  under 
this  subsection.". 

(b)    Incentives    for    Watershed    Manage- 

M£.VT.— 

(I)  Point  source  per.'hits— Section  402  ('33 
U.S.C.  1342)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(r)  Watershed  ,MANAGE.\fE.\T.— 

"(I)  In  GENERAL —Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act.  a  permit  may  be  issued 
under  this  .tection  with  a  limitation  that  does 
not  meet  applicable  water  quality  standards  if— 

"(A)  the  receiving  water  is  in  a  watershed 
with  a  watershed  management  plan  that  has 
been  approved  pursuant  to  section  321: 

"(B)  the  plan  includes  assurances  that  water 
quality  standards  will  be  met  within  the  water- 
shed by  a  specified  date:  and 

"(C)  the  point  source  does  not  have  a  history 
of  significant  noncompliance  with  its  effluent 
limitations  under  a  permit  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion, as  determined  by  the  Administrator  or  a 
State  with  authority  to  issue  permits  under  this 
section. 

"(2)  Synchronized  permit  terms.— Notwith- 
standing subsection  (b)(1)(B),  the  term  of  a  per- 
mit issued  under  this  section  may  be  extended 
for  an  additional  period  if  the  discharge  is  lo- 
cated in  a  watershed  management  unit  for 
which  a  watershed  management  plan  will  be  de- 
veloped pursuant  to  section  321.  Permits  ex- 
tended under  this  paragraph  shall  be  syn- 
chronized with  the  approval  of  the  watershed 
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management  plan  of  a  State  adopted  pursuant 
to  section  321". 

(2)  Multipurpose  grants.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  .Administrator  may  pro- 
vide assistance  to  a  State  with  a  watershed 
management  program  that  has  been  approved  by 
the  Administrator  under  section  321  in  the  form 
of  a  multipurpose  grant  that  would  provide  for 
single  application,  work  plan  and  review. 
matching,  oversight,  and  end-of-year  closeout 
requirements  for  grant  funding  under  sections 
104(b)(3).  104(g).  106.  314(b).  319.  320.  and  604(b) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(B)  Terms.— The  Administrator  may  attach 
terms  that  shall  apply  for  more  than  1  year  to 
grants  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph.  A 
State  that  receives  a  grant  under  this  paragraph 
may  focus  activities  funded  under  the  provisions 
referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  on  a  priority 
basis  in  a  manner  consistent  with  watershed 
management  plans  approved  by  the  State  under 
section  321(e)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

(3)  PL.iNNI.WG.-Section  604(b)  (33  U.S.C. 
1384(b))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following:  "In  any  fiscal  year  in  which  a  State 
IS  implementing  a  State  watershed  management 
program  approved  under  section  321.  the  State 
may  reserve  up  to  an  additional  2  percent  of  the 
sums  allotted  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  development  of  watershed  management  plans 
under  such  program  or  $200,000,  whichever  is 
greater,  if  50  percent  of  the  amount  reserved 
under  this  sentence  will  be  made  available  to 
local  entities.". 
SEC.     322.     STORMWATER     MANAGEMENT     PRO 

GRAMS. 

(a)  State  Programs.— Title  III  (33  U.S.C. 
1311  et  seq.)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  section: 

•'SEC.     322.     STORMWATER    MANAGEMENT    PRO- 
GRAMS. 

"(a)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  section  is 
to  assist  States  in  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  stormwater  control  programs  in  an 
expeditious  and  cost  effective  manner  so  as  to 
enable  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act  to 
be  met  in  each  State  no  later  than  15  years  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  the  stormwater  manage- 
ment program  of  the  State.  It  is  recognized  that 
State  stormwater  management  programs  need  to 
be  built  on  a  foundation  that  voluntary  pollu- 
tion prevention  initiatives  represent  an  ap- 
proach most  likely  to  succeed  in  achieving  the 
objectives  of  this  Act. 
"(b)  St.ate  Assessment  Reports.— 
"(1)  CONTENTS.— After  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  the  Governor  of  each  State, 
consistent  with  or  as  part  of  the  assessment  re- 
quired by  section  319,  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to    the    .Administrator   for   approval,    a    report 

which— 

"(A)  identifies  those  navigable  waters  within 
the  State  which,  without  additional  action  to 
control  pollution  from  stormwater  discharges, 
cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  attain  or 
maintain  applicable  water  quality  standards  or 
the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act: 

"(B)  identifies  those  categories  and  subcat- 
egories of  stormwater  discharges  that  add  sig- 
nificant pollution  to  each  portion  of  the  navi- 
gable waters  identified  under  subparagraph  (A) 
in  amounts  which  contribute  to  such  portion  not 
meeting  such  water  quality  standards  or  such 
goals  and  requirements: 

"(C)  describes  the  process,  including  intergov- 
ernmental coordination  and  public  participa- 
tion, for  identifying  measures  to  control  pollu- 
tion from  each  category  and  subcategory  of 
stormwater  discharges  identified  m  subpara- 
graph (B)  and  to  reduce,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  the  level  of  pollution  resulting  from 
such  discharges:  and 

"(D)  identifies  and  describes  State,  local,  and 
as  may  be  appropriate,  industrial  programs  for 


controlling  pollution  added  from  stormwater  dis- 
charges to,  and  improving  the  quality  of,  each 
such  portion  of  the  navigable  waters. 

"(2)  Information  used  in  preparation.— In 
developing,  reviewing,  and  revising  the  report 
required  by  this  subsection,  the  State— 

"(A)  may  rely  upon  information  developed 
pursuant  to  sections  208.  303(e),  304(f),  305(b), 
314,  319,  320.  and  321  and  subsection  (h)  of  this 
section,  information  developed  from  the  group 
stormwater  permit  application  process  in  effect 
under  section  402(p)  of  this  Act  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and 
such  other  information  as  the  State  determines 
IS  appropriate:  and 

"(B)  may  utilize  appropriate  elements  of  the 
waste  treatment  management  plans  developed 
pursuant  to  sections  208(b)  and  303.  to  the  ex- 
tent such  elements  are  consistent  with  and  ful- 
fill the  requirements  of  this  section. 

"(3)  Review  and  revision.— Not  later  than  18 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995,  and  every  5 
years  thereafter,  the  State  shall  review,  revise, 
and  submit  to  the  Administrator  the  report  re- 
quired by  this  subsection. 
"(c)  State  Management  programs.— 
"(1)  In  general.— In  substantial  consultation 
with  local  governments  and  after  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  public  comment,  the  Governor  of 
each  State  for  the  State  or  m  combination  with 
the  Governors  of  adjacent  States  shall  prepare 
and  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  approval  a 
stormwater  management  program  based  on 
available  information  which  the  State  proposes 
to  implement  in  the  first  5  fiscal  years  beginning 
after  the  date  of  submission  of  such  manage- 
ment program  for  controlling  pollution  added 
from  stormwater  discharges  to  the  navigable  wa- 
ters within  the  boundaries  of  the  State  and  im- 
proving the  quality  of  such  waters. 

"(2)  Specific  contents— Each  management 
program  proposed  for  implementation  under  this 
subsection  shall  include  the  following. 

"(A)  Identification  of  model  management 
practices  and  .'measures.— Identification  of  the 
model  management  practices  and  measures 
which  will  be  undertaken  to  reduce  pollutant 
loadings  resulting  from  each  category  or  sub- 
category of  stormwater  discharges  designated 
under  subsection  (b)(1)(B).  taking  into  account 
the  impact  of  the  practice  and  measure  on 
ground  water  quality. 

"(B)  Identification  of  progr.ams  and  re- 
sources.—Identification  of  programs  and  re- 
sources necessary  (including,  as  appropriate, 
nonregulatory  programs  or  regulatory  programs, 
enforceable  policies  and  mechanisms,  technical 
assistance,  financial  assistance,  education, 
training,  technology  transfer,  and  demonstra- 
tion projects)  to  manage  categories  or  subcat- 
egories of  stormwater  discharges  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  provide  for  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  goal  of  attainment  of  water 
quality  standards  which  contain  the  stormwater 
criteria  established  under  subsection  (i)  for  des- 
ignated uses  of  receiving  waters  identified  under 
subsection  (b)(1)(A)  taking  into  consideration 
specific  watershed  conditions,  by  not  later  than 
the  last  day  of  the  15-year  period  beginning  on 
the  date  of  approval  of  the  State  program. 

"(C)  PROGRAM  for  industrial.  COMMERCIAL, 
OIL,  GAS,  AND  MINING  DISCHARGES.— A  program 
for  categories  or  subcategories  of  industrial, 
commercial,  oil,  gas,  and  mining  stormwater  dis- 
charges identified  under  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  for 
the  implementation  of  management  practices, 
measures,  and  programs  identified  under  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  and  (B).  The  program  shall  in- 
clude each  of  the  following: 

"(i)  Voluntary  activities.— Voluntary 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  activities  for 
categories  and  subcategories  of  such  stormwater 
discharges  that  are  not  contaminated  by  contact 
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with  material  handling  equipment  or  activities, 
heavy  industrial  machinery,  raw  materials,  m- 
termediate  products,  finished  products,  byprod- 
ucts, or  waste  products  at  the  site  of  the  indus- 
trial, commercial,  oil.  gas.  or  mining  activity. 
Such  discharges  may  have  incidental  contact 
with  buildings  or  motor  vehicles. 

YiO  Enforceable  plans— Enforceable 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plans  meeting 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (d)  for  those  cat- 
egories and  subcategories  of  such  stormwater 
discharges  that  are  not  described  in  clause  (i). 

"(lii)  GENERAL  PERMITS.— General  permits  for 
categories  and  subcategories  of  such  stormwater 
discharges  if  the  State  finds,  based  on  available 
information  and  after  providing  notice  and  an 
opportunity  for  comment,  that  reasonable  fur- 
ther progress  toward  achieving  water  quality 
standards  in  receiving  waters  identified  by  the 
State  by  the  date  referred  to  in  subparagraph 
(B)  cannot  be  made  despite  implementation  of 
voluntary  activities  under  clause  (i)  or  preven- 
tion plans  under  clause  Oi>  due  to  the  presence 
of  a  pollutant  or  pollutants  identified  by  the 
State.  A  facility  in  a  category  or  subcategory 
identified  by  the  State  shall  not  be  subject  to  a 
general  permit  under  this  clause  if  the  facility 
demonstrates  that  stormwater  discharges  from 
the  faality  are  not  contributing  to  a  violation  of 
a  water  quality  standard  established  for  des- 
ignated uses  of  the  receiving  waters  and  are  not 
significantly  contributing  the  pollutant  or  pol- 
lutants identified  by  the  State  with  respect  to 
the  receiving  waters  under  this  clause 

"(IV)  SITE-SPECIFIC  PERMITS  —Site-specific 
permits  for  categories  or  subcategories  of  such 
stormwater  discharges  or  individual  facilities  m 
such  categories  or  subcategories  if  the  State 
finds,  based  on  available  information  and  after 
providing  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  com- 
ment, that  reasonable  further  progress  toward 
achieving  water  quality  standards  in  receiving 
waters  identified  by  the  State  by  the  date  re- 
ferred to  in  subparagraph  (B)  cannot  be  made 
despite  implementation  of  voluntary  ax:tivities 
under  clause  (i)  or  prevention  plans  under 
clause  CiO  and  general  permits  under  clause  (in) 
due  to  the  presence  of  a  pollutant  or  pollutants 
identified  by  the  State.  A  faality  in  a  category 
or  subcategory  identified  by  the  State  shall  not 
be  subject  to  a  site-specific  permit  under  this 
clause  if  the  fanUty  drmnnstrates  that 
stormwater  discharges  from  the  faality  are  not 
contributing  to  a  violation  of  a  water  quality 
standard  established  for  designated  uses  of  the 
receiving  waters  and  are  not  significantly  con- 
tributing the  pollutant  or  pollutants  identified 
by  the  State  with  respect  to  the  receiving  waters 
under  this  clause. 

"(V)    EXEMPTION    OF   SMALL    BUSINESSES —An 

exemption  for  small  businesses  identified  under 
subsection  (b)(1)(B)  from  clause  (iii).  relating  to 
general  permits,  and  clause  (iv),  relating  to  site- 
specific  permits,  unless  the  State  finds  that, 
without  the  imposition  of  such  permits,  such 
discharges  wilt  have  a  significant  adverse  effect 
on  water  quality. 

"(D)  PROGRAM  FOR  MUNICIPAL  DISCHARGES.- 
A  program  for  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
identified  under  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  to  reduce 
pollutant  loadings  fiom  categories  and  subcat- 
egories of  municipal  stormwater  discharges 

"(E)  PROGRAM  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVI- 
TIES.—A  program  for  categories  and  subcat- 
egories of  stormwater  discharges  from  construc- 
tion activities  identified  under  subsection 
(b)(1)(B)  for  implementation  of  management 
practices,  measures,  and  programs  identified 
under  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B).  In  developing 
the  program,  the  State  shall  consider  current 
State  and  local  requirements,  focus  on  pollution 
prevention  through  the  use  of  model  maruige- 
ment  practices  and  measures,  and  take  into  ac- 
count the  land  area  disturbed  by  the  construc- 
tion activities.   The  State  may  require  effiuent 


12494 

limits  OT  other  numerical  standards  to  control 
pollutants  in  stormwater  discharges  from  con- 
struction activities  only  if  the  State  finds,  after 
providing  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  com- 
ment, that  such  standards  are  necessary  to 
achieve  water  quality  standards  by  the  date  re- 
ferred to  m  subparagraph  (B). 

"(F)  B.-iD  ACTOR  PROVISIONS.— Provisions  for 
taking  any  actions  deemed  necessary  by  the 
State  to  meet  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this 
section  with  respect  to  dischargers  which  the 
State  identifies,  after  notice  arid  opportunity  for 
hearing — 

"(i>  as  having  a  history  of  stormwater  non- 
compliance under  this  Act.  State  law.  or  the  reg- 
ulations issued  thereunder  or  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  permits,  orders,  or  administrative  ac- 
tions issued  pursuant  thereto:  or 

"(ii)  OS  posing  an  imminent  threat  to  human 
health  and  the  environment. 

"(G)  Schedule.— A  schedule  containing  in- 
terim goals  and  milestones  for  making  reason- 
able progress  toward  the  attainment  of  stand- 
ards as  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B)  estab- 
lished for  the  designated  uses  of  receiving  wa- 
ters, taking  into  account  specific  watershed  con- 
ditions, which  may  be  demonstrated  by  one  or 
any  combination  of  improvements  in  water  qual- 
ity (including  biological  indicators),  documented 
implementation  of  voluntary  stormwater  dis- 
charge control  measures,  or  adoption  of  enforce- 
able stormwater  discharge  control  measures. 

"(H)  CERTIFtCATlOS  OF  ADEQUATE  AUTHOR- 
ITY.— 

"(i)  /,v  GENERAL.— A  Certification  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  State  or  States  (or  the  chief 
attorney  of  any  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  has  authority  under  State  law  to 
make  such  certification)  that  the  laws  of  the 
State  or  States,  as  the  case  rnay  be.  provide  ade- 
quate authority  to  implement  such  management 
program  or.  if  there  is  not  such  adequate  au- 
thority, a  list  of  such  additional  authorities  as 
will  be  necessary  to  implement  such  manage- 
ment program. 

"(ii)  CoM.'.iiTMENT.—A  schedule  for  seeking, 
and  a  commitment  by  the  State  or  States  to  seek, 
such  additional  authorities  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable. 

"(I)  Identification  of  federal  financial 
.ASSlST.ANCE  PROGRAMS— An  identification  of 
Federal  financial  assistance  programs  and  Fed- 
eral development  projects  for  which  the  State 
will  review  individual  assistance  applications  or 
development  projects  for  their  effect  on  water 
quality  pursuant  to  the  procedures  set  forth  m 
Executive  Order  12372  as  in  effect  on  September 
17.  1983.  to  determine  whether  such  assistance 
applications  or  development  projects  would  be 
consistent  with  the  program  prepared  under  this 
subsection:  for  the  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph, identification  shall  not  be  limited  to  the 
assistance  programs  or  development  projects 
subject  to  Executive  Order  12372  but  may  in- 
clude any  programs  listed  in  the  most  recent 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  .Assistance  which 
rnay  have  an  effect  on  the  purposes  and  objec- 
tives of  the  State's  stormwater  management  pro- 
gram. 

"(J)  MONITORING.— A  description  of  the  mon- 
iioring  of  navigable  waters  or  other  assessment 
which  will  be  carried  out  under  the  program  for 
the  purposes  of  monitoring  and  assessing  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  program,  including  the  attain- 
ment of  interim  goals  and  milestones. 

"(K)  Identification  of  certain  inconsist- 
ent FEDERAL  activities.— An  identification  of 
activities  on  Federal  lands  in  the  State  that  are 
inconsistent  with  the  State  management  pro- 
gram. 

"(L)  Identification  of  goals  and  mile- 
stones.—An  identification  of  goals  and  mile- 
stones for  progress  in  attaining  water  quality 
standards,  including  a  projected  date  for  attain- 
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ing  such  standards  as  expeditiously  as  prac- 
ticable but  not  later  than  15  years  after  the  date 
of  approval  of  the  State  program  for  each  of  the 
waters  listed  pursuant  to  subsection  (b). 

"(3)  Utilization  of  local  .and  private  e.x- 
PERTS.—ln  developing  and  implementing  a  man- 
agement program  under  this  subsection,  a  State 
shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  in- 
volve local  public  and  private  agencies  and  or- 
ganisations which  have  expertise  in  stormwater 
management. 

"(4)  Development  on  watershed  basis.— a 
State  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
develop  and  implement  a  stormwater  manage- 
ment program  under  this  subsection  on  a  water- 
shed-by-watershed basis  within  such  State. 

"(5)  Regulations  defini.vg  small  busi- 
nesses.—The  Administrator  shall  propose,  not 
later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section,  and  issue,  not  later  than  1 
year  after  the  date  of  such  enactment,  regula- 
tions to  define  small  businesses  for  purposes  of 
this  section. 

"(d)  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention 
Plans.— 

"(1)  Implementation  deadline.— Each 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plan  required 
under  subsection  (c)(2)(C)(ii)  shall  be  imple- 
mented not  later  than  130  days  after  the  date  of 
its  development  and  shall  be  annually  updated. 
"(2)  Plan  CO.'^TENTS.—Each  stormwater  pollu- 
tion prevention  plan  required  under  subsection 
(c)(2)(C)(ii)  shall  include  the  following  compo- 
nents: 

"(A)  Establishment  and  appointment  of  a 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  team. 

"(B)     Description     of    potential     pollutant 
sources. 
"(C)  An  annual  site  inspection  evaluation. 
"(D)  An  annual  visual  stormwater  discharge 
inspection. 

"(E)  Measures  and  controls  for  reducing 
stormwater  pollution,  including,  at  a  minimum, 
model  rnanagement  practices  and  measures  that 
are  flexible,  technologically  feasible,  and  eco- 
nomically practicable.  For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  the  term  'model  management  prac- 
tices and  measures'  means  preventive  mainte- 
nance, good  housekeeping,  spill  prevention  and 
response,  employee  training,  and  sediment  and 
erosion  control. 

"(F)  Prevention  of  illegal  discharges  of 
nonstormwater  through  stormwater  outfalls. 

"(3)  CERTIFICATION.— Each  facility  subject  to 
subsection  (c)(2)(C)<ii)  shall  certify  to  the  State 
that  it  has  implemented  a  stormwater  pollution 
prevention  plan  or  a  State  or  local  equivalent 
and  that  the  plan  is  intended  to  reduce  possible 
pollutants  in  the  facility's  stormwater  dis- 
charges. The  certification  must  be  signed  by  a 
responsible  officer  of  the  facility  and  must  be  af- 
fixed to  the  plan  subject  to  review  by  the  appro- 
priate State  program  authority.  If  a  facility 
makes  such  a  certification,  such  facility  shall 
not  be  subject  to  permit  or  permit  application  re- 
quirements, mandatory  model  management  prac- 
tices and  measures,  analytical  monitoring,  efflu- 
ent limitations  or  other  numerical  standards  or 
guidelines  under  sub.section  (c)(2)(C)(ii). 

"(4)  Plan  ADEQU.ACY—The  State  stormwater 
management  program  shall  set  forth  the  basis 
upon  which  the  adequacy  of  a  plan  prepared  by 
a  facility  subject  to  subsection  (c)(2)(C)(ii)  will 
be  determined.  In  making  such  determination, 
the  State  shall  consider  benefits  to  the  environ- 
ment, physical  requirements,  technological  fea- 
sibility and  economic  costs,  human  health  or 
safety,  and  nature  of  the  activity  at  the  facility 
or  site. 
"(e)  Administrative  Provisions  — 
"(I)  Cooperation  requirement.— Any  report 
required  by  subsection  (b)  and  any  rnanagement 
program  and  report  required  by  subsection  (c) 
shall  be  developed  in  cooperation   with  local. 
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substate,  regional,  and  interstate  entities  which 
are  responsible  for  implementing  stormwater 
management  programs. 

"(2)  Time  period  for  submission  of  man.age- 
MENT  programs.— Each  management  program 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Administrator  within 
30  months  of  the  issuance  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  final  guidance  under  .lubsection  (I)  and 
every  5  years  thereafter.  Each  program  submis- 
sion after  the  initial  submission  following  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995  shall  include  a  demonstra- 
tion of  reasonable  further  progress  toward  the 
goal  of  attaining  water  quality  standards  as  set 
forth  in  subsection  (c)(2)  established  for  des- 
ignated uses  of  receiving  waters  taking  into  ac- 
count specific  watershed  conditions  by  not  later 
than  the  date  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(2)(B). 
including  a  documentation  of  the  degree  to 
which  the  State  has  achieved  the  interim  goals 
and  milestones  contained  in  the  previous  pro- 
gram submission.  Such  demonstration  shall  take 
into  account  the  adequacy  of  Federal  funding 
under  this  section. 
"(3)  Transition.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Permits,  including  group 
and  general  permits,  issued  pursuant  to  section 
402(p).  as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  section,  shall  remain  in  ef- 
fect until  the  effective  date  of  a  State 
stormwater  management  program  under  this  sec- 
tion. Stormwater  dischargers  shall  continue  to 
implement  any  stormwater  management  prac- 
tices and  measures  required  under  such  permits 
until  such  practices  and  measures  are  modified 
pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  or  pursuant  to  a 
State  stormwater  management  program.  Prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  a  State  stormwater  manage- 
ment program,  stormwater  dischargers  may  sub- 
mit for  approval  proposed  revised  stormwater 
rruinagement  practices  and  measures  to  the 
State,  m  the  case  of  a  State  with  an  approved 
program  under  section  402,  or  the  Administrator. 
Upon  notice  of  approval  by  the  State  or  the  Ad- 
ministrator, the  stormwater  discharger  shall  im- 
plement the  revised  stormwater  management 
practices  and  measures  which,  for  discharges 
subject  to  subsection  (c)(2)(C)(t).  (c)(2)(D), 
(c)(2)(E),  or  (c)(2)(F),  may  be  voluntary  pollu- 
tion prevention  activities.  A  stormwater  dis- 
charger operating  under  a  permit  continued  in 
effect  under  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  citizens  suits  under  section  505. 

"(B)  New  facilities.— a  new  nonmunicipal 
source  of  stormwater  discharge  subject  to  a 
group  or  general  permit  continued  in  effect 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  notify  the  State 
or  the  Administrator,  as  appropriate,  of  the 
source's  intent  to  be  covered  by  and  shall  con- 
tinue to  comply  with  such  permit.  Until  the  ef- 
fective date  of  a  State  stormwater  management 
program  under  this  section,  the  State  may  im- 
pose enforceable  stormwater  management  meas- 
ures and  practices  on  a  new  nonmunicipal 
source  of  stormwater  discharge  not  subject  to 
such  a  permit  if  the  State  finds  that  the 
stormwater  discharge  is  likely  to  pose  an  immi- 
nent threat  to  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment or  to  pose  significant  impairment  of  water 
quality  standards. 

"(C)  Special  rule.— Industrial  facilities  in- 
cluded in  a  Part  1  group  stormwater  permit  ap- 
plication approved  by  the  Administrator  pursu- 
ant to  section  122.26(c)(2)  of  title  40,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  as  in  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  section,  may,  in  lieu  oj 
continued  operation  under  existing  permits,  cer- 
tify to  the  State  or  the  Administrator,  as  appro- 
priate, that  such  facilities  are  implementing  a 
stormwater  pollution  prevention  plan  consistent 
with  subsection  (d).  Upon  such  certification,  the 
facility  will  no  longer  be  subject  to  such  permit. 
"(D)  Pre-1987  permits.— Notwithstanding  the 
repeal  of  section  402(p)  by   the  Clean    Water 


Amendments  Act  of  1995  or  any  other  amend- 
ment made  to  section  402  on  or  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  such  Act.  a  discharge  with 
respect  to  which  a  permit  has  been  issued  under 
section  402  before  February  4.  1987.  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

"(E)  Antibackslidi.mg.— Section  402(o)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  activity  carried  out  in  accord- 
ance with  this  paragraph. 

'■(f)  APPROVAL  OR  Disapproval  of  Reports 
OR  A/.i.v.^Gf.vff.vr  Programs.— 

"(1)  DEADLlSE—Subject  to  paragraph  (2),  not 
later  than  ISO  days  after  the  date  of  submission 
to  the  .Administrator  of  any  report  or  revised  re- 
port or  management  program  under  this  section, 
the  Administrator  shall  either  approve  or  dis- 
approve such  report  or  management  program,  as 
the  case  may  be.  The  .Administrator  may  ap- 
prove a  portion  of  a  management  program  under 
this  subsection.  If  the  .Administrator  does  not 
disapprove  a  report,  management  program,  or 
portion  of  a  management  program  m  such  180- 
day  period,  such  report,  management  program, 
or  portion  shall  be  deemed  approved  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section. 

"(2)  Procedure  for  disapproval.— If,  after 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  comment  and 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
agencies  and  other  interested  persons,  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  that— 

"(A)  the  proposed  management  program  or 
any  portion  thereof  does  not  meet  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  or  is  not 
likely  to  satisfy,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act: 

"(B)  adequate  authority  does  not  exist,  or 
adequate  resources  are  not  available,  to  imple- 
ment such  program  or  portion:  or 

"(C)  the  practices  anu  measures  proposed  m 
such  program  or  portion  will  not  result  in  rea- 
sonable progress  toward  the  goal  of  attainment 
of  applicable  water  quality  standards  as  set 
forth  in  subsection  (c)(2)  established  for  des- 
ignated uses  of  receiving  waters  taking  into  con- 
sideration specific  watershed  conditions  as  expe- 
ditiously as  possible  but  not  later  than  15  years 
after  approval  of  a  State  stormwater  manage- 
ment program  under  this  section: 
the  Administrator  shall  within  6  months  of  the 
receipt  of  the  proposed  program  notify  the  State 
of  any  revisions  or  modifications  necessary  to 
obtain  approval.  The  Stale  shall  have  an  addi 
tional  6  months  to  submit  its  revised  manage- 
ment program,  and  the  Administrator  shall  ap- 
prove or  disapprove  such  revised  program  within 
3  months  of  receipt. 

"(3)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  report— If 
a  Governor  of  a  State  does  not  submit  a  report 
or  revised  report  required  by  subsection  (b)  with- 
in the  period  specified  by  subsection  (e)(2).  the 
Administrator  shall,  within  18  months  after  the 
date  on  which  such  report  is  required  to  be  sub- 
mitted under  subsection  (b).  prepare  a  report  for 
such  State  which  makes  the  identifications  re- 
quired by  paragraphs  (1)(A)  and  (I)(B)  of  sub- 
section (b).  Upon  completion  of  the  requirement 
of  the  preceding  sentence  and  after  notice  and 
opportunity  for  a  comment,  the  Administrator 
shall  report  to  Congress  of  the  actions  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator under  this  section. 

"(4)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  manage- 
ment PROGRAM  — 

"(A)  PROGRAM  M.4.V-4fi£,M£,Vr  BY  ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—Subject  to  paragraph  (5).  if  a  State 
fails  to  submit  a  management  program  or  revised 
management  program  under  subsection  (c)  or 
thi  .Administrator  does  not  approve  such  man- 
agement program,  the  Administrator  shall  pre- 
pare and  implement  a  management  program  for 
controlling  pollution  added  from  stormwater  dis- 
charges to  the  navigable  waters  within  the  State 
and  improving  the  quality  of  such  waters  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (c). 

"(B)  Notice  and  hearing.— If  the  Adminis- 
trator intends  to  disapprove  a  program  submit- 


ted by  a  Stale  the  Administrator  shall  first  no- 
tify the  Governor  of  the  State,  m  writing,  of  the 
modifications  necessary  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  section.  The  Administrator  shall 
provide  adequate  public  notice  and  an  oppor- 
tunity for  a  public  hearing  for  all  interested 
parties. 

"(C)    STATE    REVISION    OF    ITS    PROGRAM —If. 

after  taking  into  account  the  level  of  funding 
actually  provided  as  compared  with  the  level 
authorised,  the  Administrator  determines  that  a 
State  has  failed  to  demonstrate  reasonable  fur- 
ther progress  toward  the  attainment  of  water 
quality  standards  as  required,  the  State  shall  re- 
vise its  program  withm  12  months  of  that  deter- 
mination m  a  manner  sufficient  to  achieve  at- 
tainment of  applicable  water  quality  standards 
by  the  deadline  established  by  this  section.  If  a 
State  fails  to  make  such  a  program  revision  or 
the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such  a  revi- 
sion, the  Administrator  shall  prepare  and  imple- 
ment a  stormwater  management  program  for  the 
State. 

"(5)  Local  Management  Programs:  Tech- 
nical AssISTA.^■CE.—lf  a  State  fails  to  submit  a 
management  program  under  subsection  (c)  or 
the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such  a  man- 
agement program,  a  local  public  agency  or  orga- 
nisation which  has  expertise  in,  and  authority 
to,  control  water  pollution  resulting  from 
nonpomt  sources  m  any  area  of  such  State 
which  the  Administrator  determines  is  of  suffi- 
cient geographic  sise  may,  with  approval  of 
such  State,  request  the  Administrator  to  provide, 
and  the  Administrator  shall  provide,  technical 
assistance  to  such  agency  or  organisation  in  de- 
veloping for  such  area  a  management  program 
which  is  described  in  subsection  (c)  and  can  be 
approved  pursuant  to  this  subsection.  After  de- 
velopment of  such  management  program,  such 
agency  or  organisation  shall  submit  such  man- 
agement program  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval. 

■(g)  Interstate  Management  Con- 
ference.— 

"(1)  Convening  of  conference;  notifica- 
tion; PURPOSE  — 

•■(A)  Convening  of  conference.— If  any 
p)ortion  of  the  navigable  waters  in  any  State 
which  is  implementing  a  management  pro- 
eram  approved  under  this  section  is  not 
meeting  applicable  water  quality  standards 
or  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act  as 
a  result,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  pollution 
from  stormwater  in  another  State,  such 
State  may  petition  the  Administrator  to 
convene,  and  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
vene, a  management  conference  of  all  States 
which  contribute  significant  pollution  re- 
sulting from  stormwater  to  such  portion. 

••(B)  NoTiFiCA^noN.— If.  on  the  basis  of  in- 
formation available,  the  Administrator  de- 
termines that  a  State  is  not  meeting  applica- 
ble water  quality  standards  or  the  goals  and 
requirements  of  this  Act  as  a  result,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  of  significant  pollution  from 
stormwater  in  another  State,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  such  States. 

'•(C)  Time  limit— The  Administrator  may 
convene  a  management  conference  under 
this  paragraph  not  later  than  180  days  after 
giving  such  notification  under  subparagraph 
(Bi.  whether  or  not  the  State  which  is  not 
meeting  such  standards  requests  such  con- 
ference. 

'•(D)  Purpose— The  purpose  of  the  con- 
ference shall  bft  to  develop  an  agreement 
among  the  States  to  reduce  the  level  of  pol- 
lution resulting  from  stormwater  in  the  por- 
tion of  the  navigable  waters  and  to  improve 
the  water  quality  of  such  portion. 

■•(E)  Protection  of  water  rights— Noth- 
ing in  the  agreement  shall  supersede  or  abro- 
gate rights  to  quantities  of  water  which  have 


been  established  by  interstate  water  com- 
pacts. Supreme  Court  decrees,  or  State  water 
laws. 

••(F)  Limitations —This  subsection  shall 
not  apply  to  any  pollution  which  is  subject 
to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Act.  The  requirement  that  the  Adminis- 
trator convene  a  management  conference 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 505  of  this  Act. 

"(2)  State  management  program  require- 
ment—To the  extent  that  the  Sutes  reach 
agreement  through  such  conference,  the 
management  programs  of  the  States  which 
are  parties  to  such  agreements  and  which 
contribute  significant  pollution  to  the  navi- 
gable waters  or  portions  thereof  not  meeting 
applicable  water  quality  standards  or  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act  will  be  revised 
to  reflect  such  agreement.  Such  manage- 
ment programs  shall  be  consistent  with  Fed- 
eral and  State  law. 

"(h)  Grants  for  stormwater  research.— 

"(1)  In  general —To  determine  the  most  cost- 
effective  and  technologically  feasible  means  of 
improving  the  quality  of  the  riavigable  waters 
and  to  develop  the  criteria  required  pursuant  to 
subsection  (i)  of  this  Act.  the  Administrator 
shall  establish  an  initiative  through  which  the 
Administrator  shall  fund  State  and  local  dem- 
onstration programs  and  research  to — 

"(A)  identify  adverse  impacts  of  stormwater 
discharges  on  receiving  waters: 

"(B)  identify  the  pollutants  in  stormwater 
which  cause  impact:  and 

"(C)  test  innovative  approaches  to  address  the 
impacts  of  source  controls  and  model  manage- 
ment practices  and  measures  for  runoff  from 
municipal  storm  sewers. 

Persons  conducting  demonstration  programs 
and  research  funded  under  this  subsection  shall 
also  take  into  account  the  physical  nature  of 
episodic  stormwater  flows,  the  varying  pollut- 
ants in  stormwater.  the  actual  risk  the  flows 
pose  to  the  designated  beneficial  uses,  and  the 
ability  of  natural  ecosystems  to  accept  tem- 
porary stormwater  events. 

"(2)  AWARD  OF  FUNDS— The  Administrator 
shall  award  the  demonstration  and  research 
program  funds  taking  into  account  regional  and 
population  variations. 

"(3)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There  are  authorised  to  be  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  subsection  S20,OOO,0OO  per  fiscal  year  for 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  Such  sums  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

"(4)  Inadequate  funding.— For  each  fiscal 
year  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection  for  which  the  total  amounts 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  subsection  are 
less  than  the  total  amounts  authorised  to  be  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  this  subsection,  any 
deadlines  established  under  subsection  (c)(2)(L) 
for  compliance  with  water  quality  standards 
shall  be  postponed  by  I  year. 

"(i)  Development  of  stormwater  Cri- 
teria.- 

"(1)  In  general.— To  reflect  the  episodic 
character  of  stormwater  which  results  in  signifi- 
cant variances  in  the  volume,  hydraulics,  hy- 
drology, and  pollutant  load  associated  with 
stormwater  discharges,  the  Administrator  shall 
establish,  as  an  element  of  the  water  quality 
standards  established  for  the  designated  uses  of 
the  navigable  waters,  stormwater  criteria  which 
protect  the  navigable  waters  from  impairment  of 
the  designated  beneficial  uses  caused  by 
stormwater  discharges.  The  criteria  shall  be 
technologically  and  financially  feasible  and 
may  include  performance  standards,  guidelines, 
guidance,  and  model  management  practices  and 
measures  and  treatment  requirements,  as  appro- 
priate, and  as  identified  m  subsection  (h)(1). 
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'■(2)  ISFORMATIOS  TO  BE  USED  IN  DEVELOP- 
MENT.—The  slormwater  discharge  criteria  to  be 
established  under  this  subsection— 

"(A)  shall  be  developed  from— 

"(i)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  dem- 
onstration programs  and  research  conducted 
under  subsection  (h). 

"(u)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  re- 
search and  monitoring  activities  of  stormwater 
dischargers  performed  m  compliance  with  permit 
requirements  of  this  Act,  and 

"(iii)  other  relevant  information,  including  in- 
formation submitted  to  the  Administrator  under 
the  industrial  group  permit  application  process 
in  effect  under  section  402  of  this  Act  on  the  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section: 

"(B)  shall  be  developed  in  consultation  with 
persons  with  expertise  m  the  management  of 
stormwater  (including  officials  of  State  and 
local  government,  industrial  and  commercial 
stormwater  dischargers,  and  public  interest 
groups):  and 

"(C)  shall  be  established  as  an  element  of  the 
water  quality  standards  that  are  developed  and 
implemented  under  this  Act  by  not  later  than 
December  31 .  2008. 

"(j)  Collection  of  Information— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  collect  and  make  available, 
through  publications  and  other  appropriate 
means,  information  pertaining  to  model  manage- 
ment practices  and  measures  and  implementa- 
tion methods,  including,  but  not  limited  to— 

"(1)  information  concerning  the  costs  and  rel- 
ative efficiencies  of  model  management  practices 
and  measures  for  reducing  pollution  from 
stormwater  discharges,  and 

"(2)  available  data  concerning  the  relation- 
ship between  water  quality  and  implementation 
of  various  management  practices  to  control  pol- 
lution from  stormwater  discharges. 

"(k)  Reports  of  ad.vinistrator.— 

"(1)  Biennial  reports.— Not  later  thxin  Janu- 
ary 1.  1996,  and  biennially  thereafter,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  transmit  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  of  the  Senate,  a  re- 
port for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  on  the  activi- 
ties and  programs  implemented  under  this  sec- 
tion and  the  progress  made  in  reducing  pollu- 
tion in  the  navigable  waters  resulting  from 
stormwater  discharges  and  improving  the  qual- 
ity of  such  waters. 

"(2)  Contents.— Each  report  submitted  under 
paragraph  (I),  at  a  minimum  shall — 

■■(.4;  describe  the  management  programs  being 
implemented  by  the  States  by  types  of  affected 
navigable  waters,  categories  and  subcategories 
of  stormwater  discharges,  and  types  of  measures 
being  implemented: 

"(B)  describe  the  erpehences  of  the  States  in 
adhering  to  schedules  and  implementing  the 
measures  under  subsection  (c): 

"(C)  describe  the  amount  and  purpose  of 
grants  awarded  pursuant  to  subsection  (h): 

"(D)  identify,  to  the  extent  that  information  is 
available,  the  progress  made  in  reducing  pollut- 
ant loads  and  improving  water  quality  in  the 
navigable  waters: 

"(E)  indicate  what  further  actions  need  to  be 
taken  to  attain  and  maintain  in  those  navigable 
waters  (i)  applicable  water  quality  staridards. 
and  (ii)  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act: 

"(F)  include  recorrunendations  of  the  Adminis- 
trator concerning  future  programs  (including 
enforcement  programs)  for  controlling  pollution 
from  stormwater:  and 

"(G)  identify  the  activities  and  programs  of 
departments,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of 
the  United  States  that  are  incorisistent  with  the 
stormwater  management  programs  implemented 
by  the  States  under  this  section  and  rec- 
ommended modifications  so  that  such  activities 
and  programs  are  consistent  with  and  assist  the 


States  in  implementation  of  such  management 
programs. 

"(I)  Guidance  on  Model  Stor.mwater  Man- 
agement Practices  and  Measures — 

"(I)  In  general.— The  Administrator,  in  con- 
sultation with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies,  and  after  pro- 
viding notice  and  opportunity  for  public  com- 
ment, shall  publish  guidance  to  identify  model 
management  practices  and  measures  which  may 
be  undertaken,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Stale  or 
appropriate  entity,  under  a  management  pro- 
gram established  pursuant  to  this  section.  In 
preparing  such  guidance,  the  Administrator 
shall  consider  integration  of  a  stormwater  man- 
agement program  of  a  State  with,  and  the  rela- 
tionship of  such  program  to,  the  nonpoint 
source  management  program  of  the  State  under 
section  319. 

"(2)  Publication.— The  Administrator  shall 
publish  proposed  guidance  under  this  subsection 
not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  and  shall  publish 
final  guidance  under  this  subsection  not  later 
than  IS  months  after  such  date  of  enactment. 
The  Administrator  shall  periodically  review  and 
revise  the  final  guidance  upon  adequate  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment  at  least 
once  every  3  years  after  its  publication. 

"(3)  Model  management  practices  and 
.measures  defined— For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  "model  management  prac- 
tices and  measures"  rneans  economically  achiev- 
able measures  for  the  control  of  pollutants  from 
stormwater  discharges  which  reflect  the  most 
cost-effective  degree  of  pollutant  reduction 
achievable  through  the  application  of  the  best 
available  practices,  technologies,  processes, 
siting  criteria,  operating  methods,  or  other  alter- 
natives, 

"(m)  Enforcement  With  Respect  to 
Stormw,ater  Dischargers  Violating  State 
Management  Progra.ms.— Stormwater  dis- 
chargers that  do  not  comply  with  State  manage- 
ment program  requirements  under  subsection  (c) 
are  subject  to  applicable  enforcement  actions 
under  sections  309  and  505  of  this  Act. 

"(n)  Entry  and  Inspection.— In  order  to 
carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  section,  an  au- 
thorised representative  of  a  State,  upon  presen- 
tation of  his  or  her  credentials,  shall  have  a 
right  of  entry  to.  upon,  or  through  any  property 
at  which  a  stormwater  discharge  or  records  re- 
quired to  be  maintained  under  the  State 
stormwater  management  program  are  located. 

"(0)  Limitation  on  Discharges  Regulated 
Under  Watershed  Management  Program — 
Stormwater  discharges  regulated  under  section 
321  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section 
shall  not  be  subject  to  this  section. 

"(p)  Mineral  Exploration  and  Mining 
Sites.— 

"(1)  Exploration  sites— For  purposes  of 
subsection  (c)(2)(F).  stormwater  discharges  from 
construction  activities  shall  include  stormwater 
discharges  from  mineral  exploration  activities: 
except  that,  for  exploration  at  abandoned  mined 
lands,  the  stormwater  program  under  subsection 
(c)(2)(F)  shall  be  limited  to  the  control  of  pollut- 
ants added  to  stormwater  by  contact  with  areas 
disturbed  by  the  exploration  activity. 

"(2)  Mining  sites.— Stormwater  discharges  at 
ore  mining  and  dressing  sites  shall  be  subject  to 
this  section.  If  any  such  discharge  is  commin- 
gled with  mine  drainage  or  process  wastewater 
from  mining  operations,  such  discharge  shall  be 
treated  as  a  discharge  from  a  point  source  for 
purposes  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Abandoned  mined  lands.— Stormwater 
discharges  from  abandoned  mined  lands  shall  be 
subject  to  section  319:  except  that  if  the  State, 
after  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  comment, 
finds  that  regulation  of  such  stormwater  dis- 
charges under  this  section  is  necessary  to  make 


reasonable  further  progress  toward  achieving 
water  quality  standards  by  the  date  referred  to 
in  subsection  (c)(2)(B),  such  discharges  shall  be 
subject  to  this  section. 

"(4)  Surface  mining  control  and  recla.ua- 
TION  act  sites.— Notwithstanding  paragraph 
(3).  stormwater  discharges  from  abandoned 
mined  lands  site  which  are  subject  to  the  Sur. 
face  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  ni 
1977  (30  use.  1201-1328)  shall  be  subject  to  sec- 
tion 319. 

"(5)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  following  definitions  apply: 

"(A)  ABANDONED  .MINED  LANDS —The  term 
abandoned  mined  lands'  means  lands  which 
were  used  for  mineral  activities  and  abandoned 
or  left  in  an  inadequate  reclamation  status  and 
for  which  there  is  no  continuing  reclamation  re- 
sponsibility under  State  or  Federal  laws. 

"(B)  Process  waste  water.  — The  term  'proc- 
ess waste  water'  means  any  water  other  than 
stormwater  which  comes  into  contact  with  unv 
raw  material,  intermediate  product,  finished 
product,  byproduct,  or  waste  product  as  part  u/ 
any  mineral  beneficiation  processes  employed  at 
the  site. 

"(C)  Mine  drainage.— The  term  'mine  drain- 
age' means  any  water  drained,  pumped,  or  si- 
phoned from  underground  mine  workings  or 
mine  pits,  but  such  term  shall  not  include 
stormwater  runoff  from  tailings  dams,  dikes, 
overburden,  waste  rock  piles,  haul  roads,  access 
roads,  and  ancillary  facility  areas.". 

(b)  Repeal  of  Limit.ation  on  Permit  Re- 
quirement—Section  402(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(1))  is 
repealed. 

(c)  Repeal  of  Municipal  and  Industrial 
Stormw.ater  Discharges  Program.— Section 
402(p)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(p))  is  repealed. 

(d)  Definitions.— Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362) 
IS  amended — 

(1)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (14)  the 
following:  "The  term  does  not  include  a 
stormwater  discharge":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(25)  The  term  'stormwater'  means  runoff 
from  rain,  snow  melt,  or  any  other  precipita- 
tion-generated surface  runoff. 

"(26)  The  term  'stormwater  discharge'  means 
a  discharge  from  any  conveyance  which  is  used 
for  the  collecting  and  conveying  of  stormwater 
to  navigable  waters  and  which  is  associaiea 
with  a  municipal  storm  sewer  system  or  indus- 
trial, commeraal,  oil.  gas,  or  mining  activities  or 
construction  activities.". 

SEC.   323    RISK   .ASSESSMENT  AND  DISCLOSURE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Title    III    (33    U.S.C.    1311-1330)    is    further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
•'SEC.  323.   RISK  ASSESSMENT  AND  DISCLOSURE 
REQUIRE.MENTS. 

"(a)  General  Rile.— The  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  'Secretary'),  as  appro- 
priate, shall  develop  and  publish  a  risk  asses.s- 
ment  before  issuing — 

"(1)  any  standard,  effluent  limitation,  water 
quality  criterion,  water  quality  based  require- 
ment, or  other  regulatory  requirement  under 
this  Act  (other  than  a  permit  or  a  purely  proce- 
dural requirement):  or 

"(2)  any  guidance  under  this  Act  which,  if  is- 
sued as  a  regulatory  requirement,  would  result 
in  an  annual  increase  in  cost  of  S25.OOO.0O0  or 
more. 

"(b)  Contents  of  Risk  assessments.— a  risk 
assessment  developed  under  subsection  (a),  at  a 
minimum,  shall — 

"(1)  identify  and  use  all  relevant  and  readily 
obtainable  data  and  information  of  sufficient 
quality,  including  data  and  information  submit- 
ted to  the  Agency  m  a  timely  fashion: 

"(2)  identify  and  discuss  significant  assump- 
tions, inferences,  or  models  used  m  the  risk  as- 
sessment: 


"(3)  measure  the  sermtiiity  of  the  results  to 
the  significant  assumptions,  inferences,  or  mod- 
els that  the  risk  assessment  relies  upon: 

"(4)  with  respect  to  significant  assumptions, 
inferences,  or  models  that  the  results  are  sen- 
sitive to,  identify  and  discuss— 

"(A)  credible  alternatives  and  the  basis  for  the 
rejection  of  such  alternatives: 

"(B)  the  saentific  or  policy  basis  for  the  selec- 
tion of  such  assumptions,  inferences,  or  models: 
and 

"(C)  the  extent  to  which  any  such  assump- 
tions, inferences,  or  models  have  been  validated 
or  conflict  with  empirical  data: 

"(5)  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  provide 
a  description  of  the  risk,  including,  at  minimum, 
best  estimates  or  other  unbiased  representation 
of  the  most  plausible  level  of  risk  and  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  specific  populations  or  natural  re- 
sources subject  to  the  assessment: 

"(6)  to  the  maximum  extent  practical,  provide 
a  quantitative  estimate  of  the  uncertainty  inher- 
ent in  the  risk  assessment:  and 

"(7)  compare  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  risk 
identified  m  the  risk  assessment  to  other  risks  to 
human  health  and  the  environment. 

"(c)  Risk  A.-iSEssMENT  Guidance.— Not  later 
than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section,  and  after  providing  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  public  comment,  the  .Adminis- 
trator, in  con.'iultation  with  the  Secretary,  shall 
issue,  and  thereafter  revise,  as  appropriate. 
guidance  for  conducting  risk  assessments  under 
subsection  (a). 

"(d)  .Margin  of  Safety.— When  establishing 
a  margin  of  safety  for  use  in  developing  a  regu- 
latory requirement  described  in  subsection  (a)(1) 
or  guidance  described  m  subsection  (a)(2).  the 
.Administrator  or  the  Seaetary,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide,  as  part  of  the  risk  assessment 
under  subsection  (a),  an  explicit  and,  to  the  ex- 
tent practical,  quantitative  description  of  the 
margin  of  safety  relative  to  an  unbiased  esti- 
mate of  the  risk  being  addressed. 

"(e)  Discretionary  exemptions.— The  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  appropriate. 
may  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion any  risk  assessment  prepared  m  support  of 
a  regulatory  requirement  described  in  subsection 
(a)(1)  which  is  likely  to  result  m  annual  in- 
crease in  cost  of  less  than  $25,000,000.  Such  ex- 
emptions may  be  made  for  specific  risk  assess- 
ments or  classes  of  risk  assessments. 

"(f)  General  Rule  on  applicability.— The 
requirements  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  any 
regulatory  requirement  described  in  subsection 
(a)(1)  or  guidance  described  in  subsection  (a)(2) 
that  IS  issued  after  the  last  day  of  the  1-year  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section. 

"(g)  SIGNIFICANT  REGULATORY  ACTIONS  AND 
GUIDANCE.— 

"(1)  APPLICABILITY  OF  REQUIREMENTS— In 
addition  to  the  regulatory  requirements  and 
guidance  referred  to  in  subsection  (f).  the  re- 
quirements of  this  .section  shall  apply  to — 

"(A)  any  .'standard,  effluent  limitation,  water 
quality  criterion,  water  quality  based  require- 
ment, or  other  regulatory  requirement  issued 
under  this  Act  during  the  period  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  which  is  likely  to  result  in  an  an- 
nual increase  in  cost  of  $100,000,000  or  more: 
and 

"(B)  any  guidance  issued  under  this  Act  dur- 
ing the  period  described  in  paragraph  (2)  which. 
if  issued  as  a  regulatory  requirement,  would  be 
likely  to  result  in  annual  increase  in  cost  of 
$100,000,000  or  more. 

"(2)  COVERED  PERIOD.— The  period  described 
m  this  paragraph  is  the  period  beginning  on 
February  15,  1995,  and  ending  on  the  last  day  of 
the  1-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  REViEW.^Any  regulatory  requirement  de- 
sirthed    m    paragraph    (1>(A)    or   guidance   de- 


scribed in  paragraph  (1)(B)  which  was  issued 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section 
shall  be  reviewed  and,  with  respect  to  each  such 
requirement  or  guidance,  the  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary,  as  appropriate,  shall  based  on 
such  review — 

"(A)  certify  that  the  requirement  or  guidance 
meets  the  requirements  of  this  section  without 
revision:  or 

"(B)  reissue  the  requirement  or  guidance. 
after  providing  notice  and  opportunity  for  pub- 
lic comment,  with  such  revisions  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
this  section. 

"(4)  DEADLINE.— Any  regulatory  requirement 
described  m  paragraph  (1)(A)  or  guidance  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)(B)  for  which  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  appropriate, 
does  not  issue  a  certification  or  revisions  under 
paragraph  (3)  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  the 
18-month  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section  shall  cease  to  be  effec- 
tive after  such  last  day  until  the  date  on  which 
such  certification  or  revisions  are  issued,", 
SEC.  324.  BENEFIT  AND  COST  CRITERION. 

Title    III    (33    U.S.C.    1311-1330)    is    further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
SEC.  324.  BENEFIT  AND  COST  CRITERION. 
"(a)  DECISION  CRITERION  — 
"(1)    CERTIFICATION.— The    Administrator    or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  'Secretary'),  as  appro- 
priate, shall  not  issue — 

"(A)  any  standard,  effluent  limitation,  or 
other  regulatory  requirement  under  this  Act:  or 
"(B)  any  guidance  under  this  Act  which,  if  is- 
sued as  a  regulatory  requirement,  would  result 
in  an  annual  increase  in  cost  of  $25,000,000  or 
more, 

unless  the  Administrator  or  the  Secretary  cer- 
tifies that  the  requirement  or  guidance  maxi- 
mizes net  benefits  to  society.  Such  certification 
shall  be  based  on  an  analysis  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (b). 

"(2)  Effect  of  criterion.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  the  decision  cri- 
terion of  paragraph  (1)  shall  supplement  and.  to 
the  extent  there  is  a  conflict,  supersede  the  deci- 
sion criteria  otherwise  applicable  under  this 
Act:  except  that  the  resulting  regulatory  re- 
quirement or  guidance  shall  be  economically 
achievable. 

"(3)  SUBSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  no  regula- 
tion or  guidance  subject  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  issued  by  the  .Administrator  or  the  Secretary 
unless  the  requirement  of  paragraph  (1)  is  met 
and  the  certification  is  supported  by  substantial 
evidence. 
"(b)  Benefit  and  Cost  Analysis  Guidance  — 
"(1)  In  general.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
and  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity  for 
public  comment,  the  Administrator,  in  concur- 
rence with  the  Administrator  of  the  Office  of  In- 
formation and  Regulatory  Affairs,  shall  issue, 
and  thereafter  revise,  as  appropriate,  guidance 
for  conducting  benefit  and  cost  analyses  in  sup- 
port of  making  certifications  required  by  sub- 
section (a). 

"(2)  Contents. — Guidance  issued  under  para- 
graph (1).  at  a  minimum,  shall— 

"(A)  require  the  identification  of  available 
policy  alternatives,  including  the  alternative  of 
not  regulating  and  any  alternatives  proposed 
during  periods  for  public  comment: 

"(B)  provide  methods  for  estimating  the  incre- 
mental benefits  and  costs  associated  with  plau- 
sible alternatives,  including  the  use  of  quan- 
titative and  qualitative  measures: 

"(C)  require  an  estimate  of  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  the  incremental  risk  avoided  by  the 
standard,  effluent  limitation,  or  other  regu- 
latory requirement,  including  a  statement  that 
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places  in  context  the  nature  and  magnitude  of 
the  estirruited  risk  reduction:  and 

"(D)  require  an  estimate  of  the  total  social, 
environmental,  and  economic  costs  of  imple- 
menting the  standard,  effluent  limitation,  or 
other  regulatory  requirement. 

"(c)  Exemptions.— The  following  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section: 

"(1)  The  issuance  of  a  permit. 

'  (2)  The  implenKntation  of  any  purely  proce- 
dural requirement. 

"(3)  Water  quality  criteria  established  under 
section  304. 

"(4)  Water  quality  based  standards  estab- 
lished under  section  303. 

"(d)  Discretionary  exemptions— The  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  appropriate, 
may  exempt  from  this  section  any  regulatory  re- 
quirement that  is  likely  to  result  m  an  annual 
increase  in  costs  of  less  than  $25,000,000.  Such 
exemptioris  may  be  made  for  specific  regulatory 
requirements  or  classes  of  regulatory  require- 
ments. 

"(e)  General  Rule  on  applicability.— The 
requirements  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  any 
regulatory  requirement  described  in  subsection 
(a)(1)(A)  or  guidance  described  in  subsection 
(a)(1)(B)  that  is  issued  after  the  last  day  of  the 
1-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  section. 

"(f)  Significant  Regulatory  Actions  asd 
Guidance.— 

"(i)   applicability  of  requirements —in 

addition  to  the  regulatory  requirements  and 
guidance  referred  to  in  subsection  (e).  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  to— 

"(A)  any  standard,  effluent  limitation,  or 
other  regulatory  requirement  issued  under  this 
Act  during  the  period  described  in  paragraph  (2) 
which  is  likely  to  result  in  an  annual  increase 
in  cost  of  $100,000,000  or  more:  and 

"(B)  any  guidance  issued  under  this  Act  dur- 
ing the  period  described  in  paragraph  (2)  which, 
if  issued  as  a  regulatory  requirement,  would  be 
likely  to  result  in  annual  increase  in  cost  of 
$100,000,000  or  more. 

"(2)  COVERED  PERIOD.— The  period  described 
in  this  paragraph  is  the  period  beginning  on 
February  15.  1995.  and  ending  on  the  IcLSt  day  of 
the  1-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Review— Any  regulatory  requirement  de- 
scribed m  paragraph  (I}(A)  ur  yuiuuiict;  iit- 
scribed  m  paragraph  (1)(B)  which  was  issued 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section 
shall  be  reviewed  and.  with  respect  to  each  such 
requirement  or  guidance,  the  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary,  as  appropriate,  shall  based  on 
such  review — 

"(A)  certify  that  the  requirement  or  guidance 
meets  the  requirements  of  this  section  without 
revision:  or 

"(B)  reissue  the  requirement  or  guidance, 
after  providing  notice  and  opportunity  for  pub- 
lic comment,  with  such  revisions  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
this  section. 

"(4)  Deadline —Any  regulatory  requirement 
described  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  or  guidance  de- 
scribed m  paragraph  (1)(B)  for  which  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  appropriate, 
does  not  issue  a  certification  or  revisions  under 
paragraph  (3)  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  the 
18-month  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section  shall  cease  to  be  effec- 
tive after  such  last  day  until  the  date  on  which 
such  certification  or  revisions  are  issued. 

"(g)  STUDY.— Not  later  than  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  the  Ad- 
ministrator, in  consultation  with  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Office  of  Information  and  Regu- 
latory Affairs,  shall  publish  an  analysis  regard- 
ing the  precision  and  accuracy  of  benefit  and 
cost  estimates  prepared  under  this  section.  Such 
study,  at  a  minimum,  shall — 
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"(1)  compare  estimates  of  the  benefits  and 
costs  prepared  under  tfiis  section  to  actual  costs 
and  benefits  achieved  after  implementation  of 
regulations  or  other  requirements: 

"(2)  examine  and  assess  alternative  analytic 
methods  for  conducting  benefit  and  cost  analy- 
sis, including  health-health  analysis:  and 

"(3)  rnake  recommendations  for  the  improve- 
ment of  benefit  and  cost  analyses  conducted 
under  this  section.". 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MINETA 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

P.\RLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Is  this  title  I  or  HI? 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  We  are  on  title  HI 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Title  IK? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Title  III,  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  been 
recognized  for  an  amendment  to  title 

m. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr  Chairman,  we 
cannot  find  a  copy  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has 
been  printed  in  the  RECORD.  We  will  be 
more  than  happy  to  present  one. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  had  understood  that 
the  committee  had  copies  of  the 
amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  MINETA: 

Pasre  32.  strike  line  19  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  6  on  page  33. 

Page  33.  line  7.  strike  "(c)"  and  insert 
"(bi". 

Page  33.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  10  on  page  34. 

Pages  34  through  47.  strike  section  302  of 
the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  47.  strike  line  20  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  8  on  page  48  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC.  303.   REVISION  OF  STATE  WATER  QUALFFY 
STA>fDAIU)S. 

Section  303(c)(1)  is  amended  by  striking 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  48.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  10  on  page  52. 

Page  64.  strike  lines  4  through  14. 

Pages  73  through  80.  strike  sections  311  and 
312  of  the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  Uble  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Pages  93  through  95.  strike  section  318  of 
the  bill. 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  III 
of  the  bill  accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of 
contents  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  130.  line  2.  after  the  period  insert 
closing  quotation  marks  and  a  period. 

Page  130.  strike  lines  3  through  25. 

Page  131.  strike  lines  5  through  22  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

•■(r)  Synchronized  PERMrr  Terms  — 
Notwith-*  •  • 


Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  is  an  effort  to  salvage  the 
heart  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  It  would 
do  so  by  striking  the  provisions  in  title 
III  that  roll  back  standards  for  indus- 
trial dischargers. 

We  have  all  heard  repeatedly  that  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  the  most  successful 
Federal  environmental  law.  The  widely 
acknowledged  successes  of  the  Act  are 
attributable  to  its  control  of  pollutant 
discharges  from  so-called  point 
sources.  Point  sources  are  industry  and 
sewage  treatment  works  discharging 
their  polluted  wastewater  into  our  Na- 
tion's lakes,  rivers  and  streams,  and 
the  ocean. 

Ironically,  it  is  precisely  the  part  of 
the  act  that  is  responsible  for  its  suc- 
cess that  H.R.  961  would  dismantle.  In 
the  name  of  increased  flexibility,  loop- 
hole by  loophole  the  bill  would  elimi- 
nate fundamental  protections  of  the 
Act  that  have  resulted  in  the  signifi- 
cant gains  we  have  seen  over  the  past 
20  years. 

Ideally,  any  amendments  to  the 
Clean  Water  Act  would  improve  water 
quality,  since  40  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's waters  still  do  not  meet  state- 
designated  water  quality  standards. 
Under  that  standard,  these  waivers 
clearly  should  be  stricken. 

However,  even  under  a  far  lower 
standard  for  judging  whether  the  bills 
industrial  waiver  provisions  should  be 
stricken,  the  waivers  must  go.  That 
lower  standard  is  simple:  will  the  waiv- 
er provision  increase  pollution  and  de- 
grade water  quality  below  today's 
level?  If  so,  it  should  be  stricken.  That 
is  what  my  amendment  would  do. 

If  a  waiver  provision  will  allow  us  to 
hold  on  to  the  progress  that  our  mu- 
nicipalities, industries  and  citizens 
have  worked  so  hard  to  achieve,  then  it 
might  be  acceptable.  Unfortunately, 
when  measured  against  this  minimal 
standard,  the  bill's  industrial  waiver 
provisions  fail  miserably. 

Here  are  a  few  of  the  many  examples 
of  the  illogical,  and  environmentally 
and  financially  destructive.  con- 
sequences of  the  bill's  many  industrial 
waivers: 

A  factory  could  obtain  a  permit  that 
allows  it  to  significantly  increase  the 
toxic  pollutants  it  discharges  into  a 
river  nearby  a  residential  area,  if  the 
owner  of  a  factory  lOO  miles  away 
agrees  to  reduce  its  emissions  into  the 
air. 

An  industry  that  discharges  its  pol- 
luted wasterwater  into  a  municipal 
sewage  treatment  plant  could  reduce 
the  level  of  treatment  prior  to  dis- 
charge, even  if  the  municipal  treat- 
ment plant  regularly  has  combined 
sewer  overflows  that  cause  untreated 
waste,  including  industrial  waste,  to 
flow  into  resident's  basements,  the 
streets  and  waterbodies. 

Dischargers  of  nearly  70,000  chemi- 
cals could  flood  EPA  with  requests  for 
waivers    from     the    current     baseline 
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standard  for  certain  toxic  and  non- 
conventional  pollutants.  These  include 
most  of  the  pollutants  referred  to  as 
dioxins. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  waivers 
will  not  cause  a  setback  in  water  qual- 
ity because  waivers  are  not  available 
unless  authorized  by  a  State  or  EPA. 
This  supposed  safeguard  is  in  most  in- 
stances an  illusion. 

In  some  instances  the  waiver  is  auto- 
matic, without  State  or  EPA  approval. 
In  others,  the  bill  requires  EPA  or  a 
State  to  grant  a  waiver  if  certain  con- 
ditions are  met.  and  those  conditions 
frequently  do  not  focus  upon  water 
quality.  The  bill  essentially  creates  en- 
titlements to  waivers,  and  then  if  the 
State  or  Federal  agencies  deny  the 
waivers,  the  polluter  can  challenge  the 
denial  in  court,  further  straining  lim- 
ited State  and  Federal  resources,  and 
making  this  program  more  like 
Superfund. 

The  bill's  industrial  waivers  create 
new  standards  that  are  vague,  unclear, 
and,  in  come  instances,  patently  im- 
possible to  implement.  These  waivers 
would  dramatically  increase  burdens 
on  States  responsible  for  implementing 
them,  cause  delays  in  permitting,  and 
increase  the  amount  and  complexity  of 
litigation. 

The  waivers  would  cause  uncertainty 
for  industry,  by  eliminating  the  bill's 
uniform  standards  and  introducing  in 
their  place  multiple  ambiguous  waiv- 
ers. They  would  create  competition  be- 
tween communities  for  industry  and 
jobs,  resulting  in  reduced  standards  for 
water.  They  would  create  an  unlevel 
playing  field,  where  the  preferences 
given  certain  industrial  dischargers 
will  result  in  competitive  disadvan- 
tages to  those  who  did  not  obtain  waiv- 
ers. And.  the  waivers  will  especially 
harm  those  who  live  downstream,  as 
most  of  us  do,  from  industrial  discharg- 
ers that  may  receive  waivers  from  the 
Clean  Water  Act's  treatment  require- 
ments. 

My  amendment  would  not  increase 
regulatory  requirements  or  financial 
burdens.  It  would  simply  mean  that  in- 
dustry could  not  do  less  than  it  is  al- 
ready doing.  My  amendment  is  about 
holding  on  to  the  benefits  of  one  of  the 
Congress'  and  this  Great  Nations  true 
success  stories.  It  is  about  not  losing 
the  achievements  of  the  past  20  years. 
And.  it  is  about  improving  the  quality 
of  the  water  that  our  children  and  our 
childrens'  children  will  inherit.  A  vote 
for  increasing  industrial  water  pollu- 
tion through  waivers  would  be  uncon- 
scionable. I  urge  you  to  support  my 
amendment. 

D  1600 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
simply  a  grab  bag  of  deletions  of  both 
the  reform  and  flexibility  provisions  in 


the  bill.  It  deletes  the  provisions  of 
flexibility  on  the  nonconventional  pol- 
lution. It  guts  the  pollution  provision 
opportunities.  It  deletes  the 
pretreatment  flexibility.  And.  perhaps 
most  importantly,  it  fundamentally 
mischaracterizes  the  waiver  provisions 
in  this  bill. 

My  good  friend  from  California  says 
that  these  waivers  should  be  elimi- 
nated because  they  give  industry  and 
others  the  opportunity  to  in  effect  get 
entitlements  to  waivers.  That  simply  is 
not  the  case.  No  waiver  can  be  granted 
unless  the  Slates  water  authority  offi- 
cials and  the  EIPA  approve  the  waiver. 

Now,  are  the  State  water  quality  offi- 
cials going  to  approve  a  waiver  that 
harms  the  environment?  Is  the  EPA 
going  to  approve  a  waiver  that  harms 
the  environment'.' 

Of  course  not.  These  waivers,  when 
requested,  must  meet  water  quality 
standards,  and  they  must  get  the  writ- 
ten approval  of  the  water  quality  offi- 
cials in  the  States  or  the  EPA. 

So  this  simply  is  an  attempt  to  gut 
the  legislation  we  have  before  us.  The 
very  groups,  and  I  will  not  take  a  lot  of 
the  committee's  time  to  go  through 
this  in  detail  We  covered  this  in  the 
previous  debate.  The  very  same  groups 
from  the  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion on  down,  who  opposed  the  previous 
amendment,  oppose  this  legislation. 

So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  this  down  so  we  can  get  on  with 
the  consideration  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  express  my 
strong  support  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MiNET.^].  the  distinguished  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
This  amendment  would  strike  the 
many  loopholes  and  waivers  that  are 
sprinkled  throughout  the  title  of  this 
bill.  This  title  replaces  the  strong  na- 
tional standards  that  have  made  the 
Clean  Water  Act  a  success  with  na- 
tional loopholes.  The  gentleman  from 
California  has  found  nine  specific  pro- 
visions that  roll  back  the  Clean  Water 
Act. 

Does  anybody  really  know  the  im- 
pact of  these  changes?  Has  anyone  ex- 
amined their  long-range  implications? 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy called  the  waivers  and  exemptions 
in  the  bill  a  wholesale  repeal  and  re- 
placement of  the  fundamental  provi- 
sions in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Strong 
and  predictable  national  standards 
have  been  at  the  heart  of  the  success  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  during  the  past  2 
decades.  These  standards  should  not  be 
chopped  up  by  this  combination  of 
waivers  and  loopholes  that  some  secret 
industry  task  force  had  on  its  wish  list. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  has  meant  im- 
proved water  quality  across  the  Nation 
for  every  citizen  in  this  country.  For  20 
years,  we  have  been  working  to  make 


our  bath  waters  cleaner,  and  in  many 
cases  there  has  been  much  success.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  not  to  turn  their 
back  on  the  success  of  the  past  20 
years. 

A  vote  for  this  amendment  is  a  vote 
to  maintain  the  strong  Clean  Water 
Act  that  we  currently  have.  I  urge 
Members  to  vote  for  the  Mineta 
amendment  and  vote  against  a  weaken- 
ing of  the  Clean  Water  Act 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup>- 
port  of  this  amendment.  H.R.  961.  as 
drafted,  represents  a  frontal  attack  on 
one  of  our  country's  most  successful 
environmental  laws.  We  have  spent  two 
decades  diligently  cleaning  up  our  Na- 
tion's streams  and  rivers  and  lakes, 
and  it  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  any- 
one would  now  advocate  back  pedaling 
on  the  great  progress  we  have  made. 

In  the  Portland  metropolitan  area, 
which  I  represent,  clean  water  consist- 
ently ranks  as  the  top  environmental 
concern  of  area  residents.  So  important 
is  clean  water  to  Oregonians  that  they 
have  agreed  to  spend  more  than  $750 
million  to  prevent  Portland's  combined 
sewer  overflow  from  dumping  raw  sew- 
age into  nearby  waterways. 

Oregonians  remember  very  well  the 
days  when  the  Willamette  River  which 
flows  through  Portland  was  one  of  the 
most  polluted  rivers  in  the  country. 
The  waters  of  the  Willamette  were  so 
choked  with  pollution  that  when  live 
fish  were  put  in  a  basket  and  lowered 
into  the  river  to  check  water  quality, 
it  took  only  a  minute  and  a  half  for  the 
fish  to  die 

Obviously,  at  the  same  time  it  was 
unsafe  for  people  to  swim  in  the  river. 
along  with  the  fish.  Now.  this  river, 
Mr  Chairman,  was  a  disgrace.  But 
thanks  to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  the 
Willamette  River  is  now  safe  to  swim 
in  and  salmon  once  again  are  present 
in  increasing  numbers. 

Oregonians  do  not  want  to  go  back  to 
the  days  of  polluted  waters,  and  nei- 
ther do  the  American  people.  Ameri- 
cans do  not  want  to  see  raw  sewage 
floating  in  the  surf  when  they  visit  the 
beaches.  Americans  do  not  want  to 
worry  about  their  children  getting  sick 
from  swimming  in  a  neighborhood 
stream.  Americans  do  not  want  to 
think  that  the  fish  they  catch  in  their 
favorite  fishing  hole  might  be  too  toxic 
to  eat.  And  Americans  do  not  want  to 
turn  back  the  clock  to  polluted  rivers 
that  actually  caught  fire.  When  they 
would  go  to  the  sink  to  get  a  drink  of 
water,  Americans  do  not  want  to  choke 
on  what  comes  out  of  the  tap. 

What  American  people  do  want  is  a 
strong  Clean  Water  Act,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  "yes"  on  the  Mineta 
amendment. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
objection  to  the  Mineta  amendment.  The  pollu- 
tion prevention  provisions  ol  H.R.  961  are  not 
a  loophole.  Instead,  this  bill  would  allow  a  fa- 
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cility  to  engage  in  multimedia  oflsels  within  a 
facility,  or  to  trade  between  facilities,  if  it  could 
demonstrate  to  EPA  or  the  State  thai  the  re- 
sult would  produce  an  overall  net  benefit  to 
the  environment. 

A  chemical  plant  m  my  district.  Union  Car- 
bide, identified  a  multimedia  pollution  preven- 
tion project  as  an  alternative  to  a  rigid  Clean 
Water  Act  technology-based  numerical  etilueni 
limitation  for  certain  non-toxic  fxjilutants.  In- 
stead of  a  costly  expansion  of  end-of-pip)e 
treatment  that  would  just  shift  waste  from  the 
water  to  a  landfill,  this  innovative  solution 
would  have  recovered  40  thousand  pounds  of 
product  each  day,  reduced  land  disposal  of 
sludge  by  3.000  pounds  a  day.  cut  air  emis- 
sions and  saved  energy  The  only  problem  is 
that  while  pilot  studies  showed  that  the  rigid 
Clean  Water  Act  numerical  limit  could  be  met 
under  mosl  weather  conditions,  it  could  not 
guarantee  that  it  would  meet  the  standard  100 
percent  of  the  time.  Pilot  studies  show  thai 
temperatures  below  50  degrees  F  during  the 
months  of  January  and  February  would  de- 
crease the  treatment  efficiency  A  conservative 
estimate,  based  on  the  unlikely  prospect  of  2 
months  of  Southern  Louisiana  temperatures 
below  50  degrees,  would  still  result  in  the 
treatment  system  meeting  the  standard  a  mini- 
mum of  84  percent  ol  the  time  Vanance  from 
the  standard  would  be  between  15  and  25 
parts  per  million  (ppm)  lor  total  suspended  sol- 
ids. The  variance  could  be  made  up  by  exe- 
cuting a  trading  agreement  with  another 
source  under  section  302(c)  of  H.R.  961.  A 
tew  cold  days  m  Louisiana  might  cause  the 
limit  to  be  exceeded  by  an  environmentally  in- 
significant amount 

The  plant  could  not  take  the  nsk  ol  going 
forward  with  the  project  without  the  certainty  of 
meeting  the  standard  Ironically,  it  would  have 
cost  more  m  initial  capital  expense  than  con- 
ventional end-of-pipe  treatment,  but  the  com- 
pany was  willing  to  do  it  because  it  made 
more  environmental  sense,  and  would  have 
paid  lor  itself  over  time.  The  plant  was  also 
willing  to  pay  a  farmer  up-river  to  reduce  his 
non-point  discharge  of  TSS  mto  the  nver  A 
greater  reduction  could  have  been  achieved 
more  cheaply  But  because  there  was  no  flexi- 
bility available  in  the  foreseeable  future,  this 
innovative  solution  has  been  shelved  Every- 
body loses  Especially  the  environmenii 

This  bill,  unlike  the  curreni  law.  will  promote 
and  reward  innovation  rather  than  stifle  it.  It's 
about  time  we  started  writing  laws  that  un- 
leashed creativity  rather  than  shackled  our  in- 
dustry to  an  outdated  system  ol  one  size  fits 
all  regulations 

Mr.  POSHARD  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  in  op- 
position to  the  amendment  offered  by  my  good 
fnend.  Mr.  Mineta. 

In  particular,  1  rise  in  opposition  to  that  part 
of  his  amendment  which  deletes  the  remaining 
provisions  of  the  bill,  which  we  adopted  m 
committee  without  opposition. 

In  1987.  all  over  the  coal  mining  States  ol 
this  country,  we  had  sites  that  had  previously 
been  mined  They  were  sitting  there  with  re- 
coverable coal  left  at  the  site  needing  to  be 
remined  The  coal  could  be  extracted  and  the 
area  brought  up  to  the  standards  ol  mine  rec- 
lamation laws  m  this  country. 

The  problem  was  that  the  coal  industry 
would  not  go  m  and  remme  those  previously 
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mined  lands  because  operators  did  not  feel 
certain  that  preexisting  discharges  of  poor 
water  quality  could  De  totally  eliminated.  And 
they  were  unwilling  to  be  held  liable  for  a 
poilutional  discharge  already  existing  on  the 
site 

So  this  Congress  said  in  1987,  OK,  we 
know  these  sites  ex:st  We  know  they  need  to 
be  reclaimed.  And  if  the  Government  has  to 
pay  for  the  reclamation  it  will  be  expensive  to 
the  taxpayers 

So  in  order  to  make  it  economically  feasible 
for  the  coal  companies  to  go  in,  remine  what 
remaining  coal  they  could  get  from  the  site 
and  reclaim  the  land  by  bringing  it  up  to 
present  reclamation  standards,  the  Congress 
in  the  1987  Clean  Water  Act  provided  that  a 
reminer  only  had  to  msure  that  his  or  her  op- 
eration did  not  cause  discharges  to  be  worse 
than  what  was  found  at  the  site,  and  m  tact, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  1987  act,  every  ef- 
fort IS  to  C>e  made  to  improve  the  quality  of  the 
discharged  water 

So  the  effect  of  this  '987  provision  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  that  we  got  not  only  the  re- 
maining coal  on  previously  remined  sites,  we 
reclaimed  previously  mined  sites  that  would 
not  have  been  reclaimed,  and  m  most  cases 
improved  the  water  quality  discharges  from 
those  sites.  But  m  no  instance  did  we  make 
the  water  quality  discharge  worse  than  it  had 
previously  been  before  the  remmmg  look 
place. 

So  what's  the  problem''  The  problem  is  that 
certain  remmmg  operations  initiated  prior  to 
the  1987  amendments  were  not  afforded  this 
relief.  While  these  pre-1987  operations  may.  in 
fact,  meet  the  cntena  set  forth  m  the  1987 
amendments,  they  are  not  m  compliance  with 
the  Clean  Water  Act  simply  because  they 
were  initiated  prior  to  the  amendments.  This 
bill  Simply  provides  this  class  of  remmmg  oper- 
ations be  accorded  the  same  treatment  as 
those  initiated  after  the  1987  act. 

The  remaining  provisions  of  this  bill  are  lust 
and  appropriate  and  shou'd  De  adopted  and 
this  amendment  should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr,  MINETA], 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    MINETA.    Mr.    Chairman.    I   de- 
mand a  recorded  vote 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  166,  noes  260, 
not  voting  8.  as  follows: 

(Roll  No.  313] 
AVES— 166 


Abercromble 
AckermAn 
Andrews 
Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Baxrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Beil?n3on 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bonior 

Bcraki 

Boucher 

Brown    FLi 


Brown  lOHi 

Bryant  iTXi 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Condit 

Conyers 

Coyne 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutscb 


Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 
Durbin 
Engel 
Esboo 
Evans 
Fan- 
Fazio 

Fields  I  LA  I 
Fllner 
Flake 
FogUetta 
Forbes 


Ford 
Fox 

Frank  (.MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Hall  (OH) 
Harman 
Hastings  (FL) 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
lefferson 
Johnson  iSD) 
Johnson,  E  B 
Johnston 
Kanjorskt 
Kaptur 

Kennedy  iMA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Lantos 
Levin 

Lewis  iGAi 
Lincoln 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
.Man  ton 


Allard 

Archer 

.\rmey 

Bachus 

Baker  <LAi 

Ballenger 

Ban- 
Barrett  iNE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

B»v!!! 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bontlla 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Cbambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cos  telle 

Cox 


Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

.McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

.Menendez 

Meyers 

.Mfume 

.Miller  iCA) 

Mineta 

Minge 

.Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

.Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  iM.Ni 

Pomeroy 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-AUard 

NOES— 260 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooloy 

Drjoliltle 

Do  man 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Eh  lens 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franks  iCT) 

Franks  (.NJi 

Frelinghuysen 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Coss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 


Rush 

Sabo 

Sander? 

Sawyer 

Sax ton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  iMS) 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Tomcelll 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NCi 

Waxman 

Williams 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Gutknecht 

Hall  (TXi 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WAi 

Hayea 

Hay  worth 

Heney 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson  (CTi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laugh hn 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  iCA) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinskl 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 


Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCollum 

.McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FLi 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Mynck 

Nelhercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

.Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pom  bo 


Baker  (CA) 
Bunning 
Collins  (ID 


Porter  Stcnholm 

Portman  Stockman 

Poshard  Stump 

Pryce  Talent 

Quillen  Tanner 

Quinn  Tate 

Radanovich  Tauzin 

Ramsud  Taylor  i  NO 

Regula  Tejeda 

Riggs  Thomas 

Roberts  Thornberry 

Roemer  Tiahrt 

Rohrabacher  Traficant 

Roth  Upton 

Royce  Visclosky 

Salmon  Vucanovich 

Sanford  Waldholtz 

Scarborough  Walker 

Schaefer  WaLsh 

Schiff  Wamp 

Seastrand  Watts  (OK) 

Sensenbrenner  Weldon(FL) 

Shadegg  Weldon  (P.^i 

Shaw  Weller 

Shuster  White 

Skeen  Whitfield 

Skelton  Wicker 

Smith  (MI)  Wilson 

Smith  iTX)  Wise 

Smith  iWA)  Wolf 

Solomon  Young  lAK) 

Souder  Young  (FL> 

Spence  Zeliff 

Spratt  Zimmer 
Stearns 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Fattah  Peterson  (FL) 


Lewis  ( KY'  I 
.Moakley 

n  2030 
announced 


Rogers 


The   Clerk   announced   the   following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr  Moakley  for.  with  ivir  I.ewi.s  of  Ken- 
tucky apainst. 

Mr.  HOLDEN  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
aniendments  to  title  III? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT,  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
would  defer  to  our  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr,  B.ACHU.s). 
because  I  understand  he  has  a  non- 
controversial  amendment  that  will  be 
accepted  by  both  sides. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 
[Mr,  B.\CHLS]  rise? 

,-\MEND.ME.\T  OFFERED  BY  MR,  B,\CHUS 

Mr.  BACHUS  of  Alabama,  Mr,  Chair- 
man, I  offer  a  noncontroversial  amend- 
ment. This  is  a  revised  version  of 
amendment  1.  as  originally  printed  in 

the  CONGRES.SIONAL  RECORD, 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

.\mendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bachus:  Pa^e 
146,  line  17,  strike  'The'  and  insert  -Work- 
ing in  conjunction  with  the  .-^dminLstrator  of 
the  Small  Business  .■\dministration  and  the 
Small  Bu.siness  Ombudsman  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the". 

Mr.  BACHUS  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  did  allow  that  amendment  to  be 
read  because  it  was  short,  and  it  basi- 
cally speaks  for  itself.  The  bill  refers 
to  small  businesses,  without  any  defi- 
nition that  allows  the  administrator  of 
the  EPA  total  discretion  in  defining 
small   business.   What  we  have  simply 


done,  at  the  request  of  small  business 
advocates,  including  the  NFIB.  is  sim- 
ply ask  that  the  administrator  of  the 
Small  Business  Administration  and  the 
small  business  advocate  at  the  EPA 
have  input  in  defining  small  busi- 
nesses, 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will  further 
clarify  the  provisions  of  the  bill  which  are  in- 
tended to  reduce  the  papenwork  and  regu- 
latory burden  placed  upon  small  businesses. 

In  order  to  reduce  the  regulatory  burden  that 
strangles  small  businesses  in  our  Nation,  the 
committee  bill  purports  to  exempt  small  busi- 
nesses from  general  and  site-specific 
stormwater  discharge  permits. 

While  the  reformed  permit  process  con- 
tained in  the  committee  bill  is  a  tremendously 
positive  step  in  the  right  direction,  the  bill 
leaves  it  to  the  total  discretion  of  the  EPA  to 
promulgate  a  definition  of  whether  or  not  a 
business  qualifies  as  a  "small  business." 
Many  members,  myself  included,  fear  that 
EPA  will  attempt  to  circumvent  the  clear  intent 
of  the  bill  and  define  "small  business"  so  nar- 
rowly that  It  will,  as  a  practical  matter,  exempt 
few  of  the  Nation's  small  businesses. 

t^y  amendment  requires  that  the  EPA  work 
with  the  Small  Business  Administration  and 
the  EPA's  Small  Business  Ombudsman  in  de- 
fining "small  business."  We  think,  and  the 
NFIB  and  other  small  business  advocacy 
groups  agree,  that  with  SBA  and  the  Small 
Business  Ombudsman's  input,  it  will  help  en- 
sure that  in  drafting  its  definition  of  "small 
business "  the  EPA  will  not  frustrate  the  intent 
of  the  bill. 

While  my  amendment  will  continue  to  give 
discretion  to  the  EPA  in  coming  to  a  proper 
definition  of  "small  business,"  in  my  personal 
view  any  EPA  definition  of  "small  business" 
which  does  not  include  as  small  businesses, 
at  the  minimum,  all  businesses  with  100  or 
fewer  employees,  would  frustrate  the  intent  of 
the  bill.  Including  all  such  businesses  as  small 
businesses  would  be  consistent  with  section 
507  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  that  defines  "small 
businesses"  as  any  business  with  100  or 
fewer  employees. 

In  closing,  let  me  stress  that  this  amend- 
ment does  not  affect  those  provisions  m  the 
bill  that  empower  a  State  to  find  that 
stormwater  discharges  from  any  entity  would 
have   a   significant   adverse   effect   on   water 
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Mr.  BACHUS  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
side  has  looked  at  the  amendment.  We 
have  no  objections  to  it  at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  .■Mabama  [Mr,  Bachus]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR    BOEHI.ERT 

Mr,    BOEHLERT,    Mr,    Chairman 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  4  offered  by  Mr,  Boeh- 
lert: 

Page  115.  strike  line  5  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  3  on  page  117  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(n)  Coastal  Zone  Management.— Section 
6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization 
Amendments  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  1451  note)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (aKl>— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "Program  de- 
velopment.—"; and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■(B)  A  State  that  has  not  received  Federal 

approval  for  the  State's  core  coastal  man- 
agement program  pursuant  to  section  306  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  .\ct  of  1972  (16 
U.S.C,  1455)  shall  have  30  months  from  the 
(late  of  approval  of  such  program  to  submit 
a  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution  Program  pur- 
suant to  this  section  Any  such  State  shall 
also  be  eligible  for  any  extension  of  time  for 
submittal  of  the  State's  nonpoint  program 
that  may  be  received  by  a  State  with  a  feder- 
ally approved  coastal  management  pro- 
gram.": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "to  protect 
coastal  waters  generally"  and  inserting  "to 
restore  and  protect  coastal  waters  where  the 
State  has  determined  that  coastal  waters  are 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded": 

(3>  in  subsection  ib)(3>— 

(A)  by  striking  The  implementation"  and 
inserting  "A  schedule  for  the  implementa- 
tion": and 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  and  no  less  often  than 
once  every  5  years, 
time"; 

(4)  in  subsection  tb)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

(7)  Identification  of  priority  areas.— A 


quality.  In  any  such  case,  a  permit  would  be  prioritization  of  the  areas  in  the  State  in 
required  regardless  of  whether  the  entity  was  which  management  measures  will  be  imple- 
a  small  business  or  not. 

Thus,  It  should  be  made  very  clear  that  any 
small  business  can  be  made  subject  to  the 
permit  requirement  if  a  State  finds  that  the  en- 
tity IS  conducting  an  activity  that  has  a  truly 
significant  adverse  effect  on  water  quality. 
What  my  amendment  does  is  help  protect  the 
goal  of  the  committee  to  reduce  cost  and  pa- 
perwork that  burdens  literally  thousands  of 
small  businesses  that  do  not  pose  a  threat  to 
our  Nation's  water  quality. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BACHUS  of  Alabama,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  We  have  examined 
this  amendment  and  we  support  it.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  yield? 


mented."; 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

-■(5)  Condition.\l  approval,— The  Sec- 
retary and  .\dministrator  may  grant  condi- 
tional approval  to  a  State's  program  where 
the  State  requests  additional  time  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  program.  During 
the  period  during  which  the  SUte's  program 
is  subject  to  conditional  approval,  the  pen- 
alty provisions  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  shall 
not  apply.": 

(6)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  ".  1993, 
and  1994"  and  inserting  'through  2000";  and 

(7)  in  subsection  (h)(2i(BKivi  by  striking 
■fiscal  year  1995"  and  inserting  "each  of  fis- 
cal years  1995  through  2000", 

Mr.  BOEHLERT,  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
think  the  last  vote,  the  last  recorded 
vote,  indicates  that  there  is  strong  sen- 
timent  for  making  some  adjustments 


to  H,R.  961,  as  reported  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure, As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  had 
a  184  vote,  indicating  that  people  want 
some  adjustment. 

I  have  been  told  that  if  we  break 
down  the  overall  package  and  bring 
some  of  the  most  important  component 
parts  before  this  body,  we  will  have  a 
better  chance  of  achieving  our  objec- 
tive. Therefore,  we  are  doing  just  that. 
This  amendment  I  am  offering  deals 
with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Program.  As  we  all  know,  the  commit- 
tee's bill  repeals  that  very  important 
program.  The  program  cries  out  for  re- 
form, not  repeal. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  impairs 
more  water  bodies  nationwide  than  any 
other  pollution  source.  Nearly  half  of 
all  estuarine  waters  are  impaired  or 
threatened,  mostly  from  nonpoint 
sources.  Pollution  has  limited  the  har- 
vest of  over  one-third  of  all  shellfish 
beds  in  the  United  States,  and  more 
than  10,000  beaches.  10,000  beaches, 
were  closed  to  the  public  over  the  past 
5  years,  and  46  out  of  50  States  have 
banned  or  issued  health  advisories  on 
fish  consumption,  because  of  contami- 
nation from  dangerous  toxins. 

Clearly,  this  is  a  public  health-public 
safety  issue,  as  well  as  an  environ- 
mental issue.  The  heaith  costs  pose 
even  greater  threats  to  the  public  wel- 
fare, not  to  mention  the  declining  fish- 
eries, the  lost  income,  jobs  for  the 
tourism  industry. 

Section  6217  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act 
reauthorization  amendments  is  the 
only  enforceable  program  developed  by 
Congress  to  prevent  nonpoint  source 
pollution.  It  was  adopted  in  1990  ex- 
pressly to  address  polluted  runoff  in 
coastal  areas  by  creating  a  State-Fed- 
eral partnership  to  develop  and  imple- 
ment coastal  nonpoint  source  pollution 
control  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  look,  and  we  have 
reached  out  to  others  beyond  this  insti- 
after  "from  time  to  tution,  beyond  this  Nations  Capitol, 
for  input.  We  have  gone  to  those  most 
directly  affected  by  that.  In  this  in- 
stance, we  have  been  dealing  with  the 
Coastal  States  Organization,  represent- 
ing 30  coastal  States,  all  up  and  down 
the  east  and  west  coasts  of  the  United 
States  and  along  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

The  Coastal  States  Organization  has 
endorsed  the  coastal  zone  provisions 
that  I  am  referring  to  in  this  amend- 
ment as  a  substitute  to  the  Clean 
Water  Act  reauthorization  as  it  re- 
mains silent  on  that  issue.  Actually,  it 
is  more  than  silent.  It  repeals  it. 

Let  me  read  from  the  letter  of  the 
Coastal  States  Organization;  once 
again,  30  States,  30  Governors,  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  alike,  people  who 
day  in  and  day  out  have  to  live  with 
this  issue.  The  letter  says: 

We  are  encouraged  to  hear  you  will  offer 
an  alternative  package  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act  reauthorization  that  would  amend,  rath- 
er than  repeal,  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollu- 
tion control  program.  .  .  .  Runoff  pollution 
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causes  sigTiificant  economic  harm.  Commer 
cial  and  recreational  fisheries  are  being 
closed.  Beaches  are  being-  closed  to  the  pub- 
lic. Nonpoint  pollution  poses  serious  human 
health  and  safety  concerns,  while  at  the 
same  time  degrades  wildlife  habitat.  This 
problem  needs  to  be  addressed  now,  before 
this  country  suffers  further  economic  losses, 
health  hazards,  and  environmental  degrada- 
tion. .  .  . 

We  "strougly  support,"  says  the 
Coastal  States  Organization,  represent- 
ing 30  States,  30  Governors,  "We 
strongly  support  your  efforts  to  amend, 
not  repeal,  the  nonpoint  pollution 
coastal  program  established  under  sec- 
tion 6217  of  the  act. 

Therefore.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  give  this  the  very  careful 
consideration  it  deserves.  I  know  this 
has  been  a  long  day.  It  has  been  a  good 
day,  however,  because  the  House  has 
proven  that  we  are  spirited  in  debate, 
that  competing  ideas  are  considered, 
pro  and  con.  and  finally  we  will  render 
a  judgment  in  the  people's  behalf.  I 
urge  support  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  sim- 
ply was  already  included  in  the  sub- 
stitute, which  was  very  resoundingly 
defeated  two  votes  ago.  I  am  sure  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  would  not  knowingly  inten- 
tionally mislead  the  House.  The  letter 
the  gentleman  quoted  from  was  not 
from  the  Governors.  In  fact,  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association  opposes 
this  provision.  The  letter  he  quoted 
from  was  from  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Association,  which  is  made  up 
of  the  bureaucrats  who  run  it.  and  of 
course  that  is  quite  a  difference.  Be- 
yond that,  the  Water  Quality  Associa- 
tion also  opposes  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  say  that  we  elimi- 
nate coastal  zone  management  simply 
is  not  true.  Our  bill  does  not  gut  those 
protections.  What  our  bill  does  is  fold 
the  coastal  zone  management  provision 
into  the  section  319  program,  so  we 
bring  together  the  two  programs,  so  we 
have  more  flexibility,  and  what  we  do 
is  eliminate  this  one-size-fits-all  provi- 
sion, which  is  in  the  law  and  which 
would  be  followed  if  my  friend's 
amendment  is  adopted. 

If  his  amendment  is  adopted,  we 
would  simply  continue  with  the  States 
being  forced  to  adopt  the  same  exact 
program  for  agriculture,  ranching,  for- 
estry, marinas,  and  urban  areas.  It 
lacks  flexibility.  It  imposes  restrictive 
Federal  mandates  on  States.  It  gives 
EPA  the  power  to  determine  appro- 
priate land  use  practices,  and  requires 
the  States  to  adopt  enforceable  land 
use  requirements,  which  would  have  to 
be  approved  by  EPA 

States  must  identify,  under  the  pro- 
visions in  our  bill.  States  must  identify 
critical  coastal  areas.  The  States  may 
focus  resources  on  priority  coastal  wa- 
ters, but  have  the  flexibility  to  target 
areas  of  concern.   Unlike  CZARA.  the 
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bill  does  not  allow  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  mandate  where  a  State  coastal 
zones  boundary  should  be. 

If  the  State  already  has  developed  its 
coastal  zone  management  program,  it 
may  implement  that  program,  but  H.R. 
961.  the  bill,  does  not  mandate  that 
States  develop  two  separate  programs, 
one  for  the  State  generally,  and  one  for 
the  coastal  areas.  Instead,  it  elimi- 
nates this  duplicative  regulation.  In 
fact,  even  though  it  is  late  in  the 
evening,  with  some  difficulty,  I  can  lift 
this  800-and-some-page  tome,  which 
now  represents  all  the  regulations  that 
the  States  must  follow  under  EPA 
guidance.  This  is  the  kind  of  thing  we 
are  trying  to  eliminate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  eliminate 
coastal  zone  management,  we  stream- 
line it,  fold  it  in,  and  tell  the  States 
they  have  flexibility  to  achieve  what  is 
best  for  them.  I  urge  defeat  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
my  colleague  yield? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  it  is  very  difficult  to  lift  that 
very  heavy  document  is  because  that  is 
not  a  document  that  contains  regula- 
tions, it  contains  options  for  the 
States. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  would  take  back  my 
time.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  point  out  that 
the  gentleman  is  so  right,  this  was  sup- 
posed to  be  guidelines.  However,  the 
EPA  is  using  this  and  interpreting  it  as 
a  basis  for  forcing  the  States  to  com- 
ply. It  is  one  more  example  of  some- 
thing that  is  supposed  to  be  an  EPA 
guideline,  but  ends  up  really  having 
the  force  of  an  unfunded  mandate,  and 
that  is  another  reason  why  we  should 
defeat  this  amendment. 
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Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  my  distinguished 
chairman  would  yield  one  more  time.  I 
would  point  out  my  amendment  fixes 
the  problem  you  are  referring  to.  That 
is  exactly  why  the  amendment  deserves 
to  be  supported. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  my  friend. 
That  is  not  the  way  we  interpret  it,  it 
is  not  the  way  the  national  Governors 
interpret  it,  and  it  is  not  the  way  the 
State  Water  Quality  Association  inter- 
prets it. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  point  out,  I  know  there  is 
some  confusion  over  all  the  letters  we 
have  had  floating  around  here  today, 
but  the  letter  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  refers  to  that  does  endorse 
this  provision,  the  provision  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  amendment,  is  a  letter 
from  the  Coastal  States  Organization 
which  was  an  organization  founded  in 
1970  to  represent  the  Governors  of  the 


35  coastal  States.  Territories  and  Com- 
monwealths on  coastal.  Great  Lakes, 
and  ocean  affairs. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  would  take  back  my 
time  and  say  the  gentleman  is  abso- 
lutely right.  It  is  an  organization. 
These  are  the  bureaucrats  from  the 
various  States,  and  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association  opposes  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Studds]. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time.  I  had  an  identical  amendment 
drafted  myself.  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  and  his  leader- 
ship on  this  and  all  other  matters 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  i  rise  in  support  of  the  gentle- 
man's amendment.  H.R.  961  will  undo  much 
of  the  progress  we  have  made  in  cleaning  up 
our  rivers,  lakes,  and  oceans  over  the  last  25 
years.  The  supporters  of  this  bill  dismiss  such 
concerns  as  hysterical.  But  all  you  have  to  do 
IS  read  the  bill.  H.R.  961  throws  out  the  baby 
and  makes  the  ta;<payer  drink  the  bathwater. 
It  weakens  protection  of  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment on  nearly  every  major  front.  The  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
would  restore  some  protection  on  just  one  of 
those  fronts — nonpoint  pollution  of  our  coastal 
waters. 

Those  of  us  that  represent  coastal  areas— 
and  there  are  many  of  us  in  this  body,  know 
that  a  clean  manne  environment  is  vital  to  the 
local  economy  and  quality  of  life.  This  is  im- 
portant considering  that  more  than  half  of  all 
Americans  now  live  in  coastal  counties,  and 
this  proportion  is  expected  to  increase  in  the 
future.  Amencans  who  do  not  live  on  the  coast 
also  benefit  from  a  clean  coastal  environment, 
either  in  the  form  of  abundant,  healthy  sea- 
food or  from  recreational  opportunities  at  the 
seashore.  Fishenes  and  tounsm  can  only 
thrive  along  our  coasts  if  the  water  is  clean. 
Commercial  and  recreational  fishenes  contnb- 
ute  more  than  S30  billion  to  the  economy  an- 
nually. Coastal  tounsm  is  worth  another  SIO 
billion  each  year. 

While  we  need  to  continue  to  make 
progress  on  all  fronts,  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that 
a  ma)or  success  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  has 
been  to  reduce  pollution  from  point  source  dis- 
charges. However,  the  greatest  remaining 
cause  of  water  pollution  in  the  United  States 
IS  nonpoint  source  pollution — polluted  ainoff 
not  atlnbutable  to  a  particular  discharge  pipe 
or  outfall. 

Unfortunately,  the  supporters  of  H.R.  961  ig- 
nore the  need  to  deal  effectively  with  nonpoint 
pollution.  The  bill  before  the  House  repeals 
the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution  control  program, 
which  IS  the  only  national  program  that  holds 
any  promise  of  actually  abating  nonpoint  pollu- 
tion. Repealing  the  program  now  is  especially 
ill-timed  because  the  coastal  States  will  be 
submitting  their  plans  for  addressing  nonpoint 
pollution  this  year.  H.R.  961  would  instead  rely 
on  existing  voluntary  measures  under  section 
319  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Hundreds  of  mil- 
lions have  been  spent  under  section  319  over 
many  years  with  no  demonstrable  progress. 


To  make  matters  worse,  H.R.  961  weakens 
section  319  by  pushing  back  deadlines  and  re- 
laxing requirements  tor  the  State  to  identify 
meaningful  ways  of  abating  nonpoint  pollution. 

Under  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution  pro- 
gram, coastal  Stales  have  been  working  hard 
for  5  years  to  prepare  their  plans  lor  control- 
ling nonpoint  pollution.  This  has  not  been 
easy,  but  progress  has  been  made.  Perhaps 
more  importantly,  the  coastal  Stales  support 
this  program.  They  have,  however,  sought 
more  flexibility  in  complying.  While  I  believe 
that  some  of  the  changes  sought  by  the 
Coastal  Slates  Organization  will  delay 
progress  in  reducing  nonpoint  pollution,  that  is 
not  really  the  question.  The  real  question  is: 
Do  we  want  a  meaningful  nonpoint  pollution 
control  program  or  do  we  nof  If  you  support 
healthy  fishenes,  a  strong  coastal  economy, 
and  beautiful  coastlines,  the  answer  must  be 
a  resounding  "yes." 

This  amendment  stnkes  language  in  H.R 
961  that  repeals  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution 
control  program.  In  addition,  it  makes  the 
changes  needed  in  the  nonpomt  program  to 
give  the  States  more  flexibility  in  complying. 
Most  importantly,  it  allows  more  time  for 
States  to  meet  the  program's  requirements 
and  allows  States  to  target  priority  areas  for 
implementation  of  management  measures. 

The  coastal  States  have  put  5  hard  years  of 
work  into  this  program.  Don't  throw  away  that 
progress.  I  urge  the  House  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr,  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  to  sup- 
port the  amendment  which  would  pre- 
sei~ve  the  coastal  zone  nonpoint  source 
pollution  control  program  while  incor- 
porating several  important  modifica- 
tions to  reflect  the  evolution  of  the 
program. 

When  Congress  approved  the 
nonpoint  source  program  targeted  at 
coastal  areas,  it  did  so  with  the  rec- 
ognition that  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion in  the  coastal  zone  is  a  serious  and 
growing  problem. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  plays  a 
significant  role  in  nutrient  enrichment 
in  estuaries.  This  can  lead  to  direct  ef- 
fects on  human  health,  such  as  shell- 
fish poisoning,  as  well  as  a  loss  of  rec- 
reational uses  of  the  coast  and  reduced 
fish  mortality. 

Unfortunately,  the  coastal  zone  is 
under  tremendous  stress  from  human 
activity.  Although  the  coastal  zone  ac- 
counts for  only  about  11  percent  of  the 
country's  area,  it  is  home  to  about  one- 
half  of  the  Nation's  population.  Addi- 
tionally, about  40  percent  of  commer- 
cial and  industrial  structures  built  in 
the  United  States  between  1970  and  1989 
were  built  in  the  coastal  zone. 

All  of  this  activity  in  the  coastal 
zone  creates  tremendous  stress  on  the 
near-shore  waters.  Repealing  the  provi- 
sions for  coastal  protection  will  only 
exacerbate  the  decline  of  our  coastal 
resources. 

The  States  and  EPA  have  made  great 
progress  in  preparing  plans  to  address 
nonpoint  pollution  in  the  coastal  zone. 


States  are  preparing  plans  for  submis- 
sion this  summer,  with  implementa- 
tion likely  to  begin  about  1  year  later. 

The  repeal  of  the  program  will  mean 
that  the  efforts  of  States  and  EPA  and 
NOAA  will  have  been  largely  wasted. 
More  seriously,  it  also  means  that  no 
real  progress  will  be  initiated  on  coast- 
al nonpoint  source  pollution  for  nearly 
another  5  years.  And  that  assumes  that 
this  bill  is  enacted  soon.  That  is  too 
long  to  wait  when  States  are  otherwise 
ready  to  go. 

This  repeal  of  coastal  nonpoint  pro- 
grams sends  exactly  the  wrong  state- 
ment about  our  commitment  to  clean 
coastal  waters.  We  hear  repeatedly 
that  we  must  move  this  bill  quickly  to 
preserve  appropriations.  One  thing  is 
near  certain.  If  this  committee  ap- 
proves legislation  repealing  the  coastal 
program,  how  can  we  expect  the  appro- 
priations committee  to  provide  funding 
in  1996  or  subsequent  years? 

What  we  will  be  creating  if  this 
amendment  is  defeated  is  an  unfunded 
mandate  on  coastal  States.  The  re- 
quirements will  continue,  but  we  can- 
not count  on  continued  funding. 

Second,  we  will  be  telling  the  States 
to  stop  in  their  tracks.  Why  would  a 
State  continue  its  efforts  to  establish  a 
coastal  zone  program,  when  we  are 
about  to  repeal  if 

The  States  have  had  some  differences 
with  EPA  over  implementation  of  the 
program.  Fortunately,  the  States  and 
EPA  have  worked  out  a  number  of  dif- 
ferences in  the  implementation  of  the 
program.  These  agreements  are  re- 
flected in  the  amendment  restoring  the 
program.  The  amendment  addresses 
the  problems  which  the  Coastal  States 
Organization  have  identified.  The 
coastal  States  do  not  want  the  pro- 
gram repealed  -thev  want  it  fixed.  This 
amendment  does  that. 

Let  us  preserve  those  areas  of  water 
pollution  control  where  real  problems 
have  been  identified,  and  real  solutions 
to  those  problems  are  being  put  in 
place.  Let  us  respect  the  wishes  of  the 
States  which  implement  the  program, 
and  support  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SAXTON  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  first  like  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  for  bringing  this 
amendment  back  to  the  floor  tonight, 
and  I  would  also  like  to  commend  the 
ranking  minority  member  for  having 
the  foresight  to  support  it.  I  would  just 
say  two  things. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  point  I  would 
make  is  that  it  is  impossible  for  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  pre- 
tend that  the  issue  of  nonpoint  source 
pollution  does  not  exist  around  the 
coasts  of  the  United  States.  It  is  sim- 
ply impossible,  because  the  problem  is 
there.  It  is  a  fact  of  life  as  clear  as  the 
nose  on  our  faces.  Beaches  close  eveir 
year.  Red  tides  and  blue  tides  and 
green    tides,    they    come    from    algae 


buildup  because  nutrient  buildup  is 
there. 

Organizations  form  around  our  coasts 
like  the  Committee  to  Save  Chesa- 
peake Bay,  the  Bamegat  Bay  Water- 
shed Association,  and  other  groups  like 
that  which  recognize  the  seriousness  of 
this  problem.  This  House  in  1990  recog- 
nized it  as  well.  That  is  why  we  amend- 
ed the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act 
to  provide  for  a  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion program  and  encouraged  the 
States  to  adopt  these  programs. 

It  IS  dumb  to  pretend  that  the  prob- 
lem does  not  exist,  just  plain  dumb. 
For  us  to  stop  in  the  middle  of  the 
road,  amend  the  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 
ment Act  while  pretending  the  problem 
does  not  exist,  is  equally  dumb.  I  do 
not  know  any  other  way  to  say  it.  It 
just  does  not  make  any  sense  whatso- 
ever. 

The  second  point  that  I  would  make, 
and  I  know  that  the  chairman  did  not 
mean  to  misrepresent  the  identity  of 
those  organizations  that  support  this 
amendment,  but  the  Coastal  States  Or- 
ganization is  an  organization  made  up 
of  35  States,  Territories,  and  Common- 
wealths who  are  coastal  States  and 
have  an  interest  in  this  type  of  issue 
and  in  this  legislation.  The  Coastal 
Stales  Organization  was  founded  in 
1970  to  represent  the  Governors  of 
coastal  States. 

We  have  a  letter  here  which  at  the 
appropriate  time  I  would  like  to  make 
part  of  the  Record,  because  it  is  as 
clear  as  a  bell  in  support  of  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment.  I  would  just  read  one 
paragraph  from  that  letter. 

The  serious  problem  of  non-point  pollution 
of  the  Nation's  coastal  waters  is  well-docu- 
mented. Runoff  pollution  causes  significant 
economic  harm.  Commercial  and  rec- 
reational fisheries  are  being  closed.  Beaches 
are  being  closed  to  the  public  Non-point  pol- 
lution poses  serious  human  health  and  safety 
concerns  while  at  the  same  time  degrades 
wildlife  habitat.  This  problem  needs  to  be 
addressed  now.  before  this  country  suffers 
further  economic  losses,  health  hazards  and 
environmental  degradation.  With  the  proper 
amendments,  which  we  understand  your  bill 
contains,  the  section  6217  program  will  well 
serve  this  purpose. 

It  goes  on  to  explain  other  reasons 
for  supporting  the  program  to  do  some- 
thing about  the  very  serious  problem 
that  remains  in  the  coastal  areas. 
namely,  nonpoint  source  pollution,  and 
the  program  is  well  under  way  with  the 
States  all  around  the  coasts  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  has 
to  be  passed  in  order  to  do  any  kind  of 
sane  continuation  to  solve  the  problem 
that  we  all  must  know  exists. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  include  the  letter  re- 
ferred to  for  the  Record. 

Coastal  States  Organization. 

Washington.  DC.  May  8. 1995. 
Hon.  Jim  Saxton. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Saxton:  We  are  en- 
couraged to  hear  you  will  offer  an  alter- 
native package  on  the  Clean  Water  Act  reau- 
thorization that  would  amend,  rather  then 
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repeal,  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol program  established  by  §6217  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990 
(OBRA).  We  write  to  support  you  in  this  ef- 
fort. 

The  serious  problem  of  nonpoint  pollution 
of  the  Nation's  coastal  waters  is  well  docu- 
mented Runoff  pollution  causes  significant 
economic  harm.  Commercial  and  rec- 
reational fisheries  are  being  closed.  Beaches 
are  being  closed  to  the  public.  Nonpoint  pol- 
lution poses  serious  human  health  and  safety 
concerns,  while  at  the  same  time  degrades 
wildlife  habitat.  This  problem  needs  to  be 
addressed  now.  before  this  country  suffers 
further  economic  losses,  health  hazards  and 
environmental  degradation  With  the  proper 
amendments,  which  we  understand  your  bill 
contains,  the  §6217  program  will  serve  this 
purpose 

It  is  no  secret  that  we  have  had  complaints 
about  the  §6217  program.  Nonetheless,  we  be- 
lieve that  the  immediacy  of  the  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  problem  calls  for  this 
program  to  be  fixed,  not  killed.  The  coastal 
States  have  over  four  years  worth  of  work 
invested  m  developing  the  §6217  programs; 
they  are  nearly  complete,  and  are  due  for 
submission  in  .July  Why  throw  four  years  of 
diligent  work  out  the  window  two  months 
before  the  completion  date''  By  amending 
the  §6217  program  as  we  propose,  the  Nation 
will  have  in  place  an  effective  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  control  program  within  8 
months  from  now.  Repealing  §6217.  on  the 
other  hand,  will  delay  getting  any  program 
up  and  running  for  another  five  or  six  years. 

We  strongly  support  your  efforts  to  amend, 
not  repeal,  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution 
control  program. established  under  §6217  of 
OBRA. 

Sincerely, 

H.  Wayne  Beam. 

Chairman. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support 
this  amendment  to  strike  the  repeal  of 
the  highly  effective  coastal  zone 
nonpoint  pollution  program. 

The  amendment  would  substitute  the 
language  that  was  proposed  by  the 
Coastal  States  Organization,  a  coali- 
tion of  30  States. 

The  Coastal  States  Organization  has 
repeatedly  expressed  its  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  repeal  of  the  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  program. 

On  March  17.  the  Coastal  States  Or- 
ganization said,  "Section  6217  should 
not  be  repealed,  but  amended,  to  estab- 
lish a  workable  and  effective  state-im- 
plemented program." 

This  is  what  the  Coastal  States  Orga- 
nization had  to  say  on  nonpoint  pollu- 
tion. 

The  problem  on  non-point  pollution  of  the 
nation's  coastal  waters  is  real  and  serious. 

Runoff  pollution  is  causing  serious  eco- 
nomic harm. 

Let  me  repeat  that:       ' 

Runoff  pollution  is  causing  serious  eco- 
nomic harm. 

Commercial  and  recreational  fisheries  are 
being  shut  down  due  to  runoff  pollution. 
Beaches  are  being  closed. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  poses  human 
health  and  safety  concerns,  while  at  the 
same  time  degrading  wildlife  habitat. 

I  am  still  quoting  from  the  Coastal 
States  Organization. 


This  problem  needs  to  be  addressed  now. 
before  this  country  suffers  further  economic 
losses,  health  hazards  and  environmental 
degradation. 

They  say  the  coastal  States  have  4 
years  of  work  invested  in  this  program 
which  would  be  lost  if  we  repeal  czara. 

The  coastal  States  letter  opposes  the 
very  approach  that  is  being  taken  in 
the  bill  before  us. 

The  assertion  is  often  raised  that  the  sec- 
tion 6217  program  is  Duplicative  of  the  clean 
water  act  section  319  program.  We  assert  it  is 
the  other  way  around. 

By  amending  the  section  6217  program  as 
we  have  suggested,  the  Nation  will  have  in 
place  an  effective  coastal  nonpoint  pollution 
control  program  within  10  months  from  now 

But.  by  repealing  section  6217  outright  and 
replacing  it  with  the  clean  water  act  section 
319  program,  the  Nation  will  not  have  a  pro- 
gram in  place  to  address  this  serious  problem 
for  another  five  and  a  half  years  after  the 
clean  water  reauthorization  is  enacted. 

The  reauthorization  effort  will  require  at 
least  several  more  months  to  finally  be  en- 
acted, making  it  about  six  years  before  any 
program  is  in  place  to  address  the  serious 
nonpoint  pollution  programs  degrading  our 
coastal  waters. 

These  30  States  said: 

We  believe  the  best  course  of  action  is  not 
to  throw  out  4  years  of  State  effort  develop- 
ing their  coastal  nonpoint  pollution  control 
programs,  but  rather  to  put  in  place,  at  the 
earliest  possibility,  a  workable  and  effective 
program  to  attack  nonpoint  pollution  of  the 
Nation's  coastal  waters. 

Finally,  they  said: 

We  urge  you  to  help  us  act  against  the  pol- 
lution of  our  coastal  waters  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible and  not  let  the  problem  fester  for  an- 
other 6  years. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  that  we  do  what 
the  Coastal  States  Organization  has 
asked  us  to  do. 

They  want  the  program  maintained 
with  amendments  that  would  allow  im- 
paired or  threatened  waters  to  be  tar- 
geted and  to  allow  additional  time  for 
States  to  receive  approval  of  their  pro- 
grams. This  amendment  would  sub- 
stitute the  language  the  States  are 
seeking  for  the  repeal  in  the  bill. 

This  is  a  case  of  deciding  whether  the 
States  who  run  the  programs  or  Wash- 
ington knows  best.  This  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
supports  the  States. 

a  2100 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  the  chairman  re- 
garding laboratory  biological  monitor- 
ing criteria  and  the  field  bioassessment 
in  section  304  of  H.R.  961  as  amended  by 
the  chairman's  en  bloc  amendment. 

It  is  my  understanding.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  section  304(a)  of  H.R.  961  as 
amended  would  revise  the  provisions  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  found  in  section 
303(c)(2)(B)  by  giving  additional  direc- 
tion as  to  the  criteria  for  whole  efflu- 
ent toxicity,  based  on  laboratory  bio- 
logical monitoring  or  assessment 
methods. 
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The  statute  as  amended  gives  three 
criteria.  Common  to  all  three  criteria 
is  the  concept  that  the  test  species 
must  have  some  actual  relationship  to 
the  receiving  water. 

The  test  species  cannot,  for  instance, 
be  selected  simply  because  it  is  highly 
sensitive  to  toxicity.  The  test  species 
must  either  be  indigenous  to  the  type 
of  receiving  water  involved  or  be  able 
to  live  in  the  type  of  receiving  water 
involved. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentlewoman  will  yield,  that  is  correct. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  section  304(b)  of  H.R.  961  as 
amended  would  revise  section  402  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  to  make  it  clear  that 
exceedence  of  a  laboratory  whole  efflu- 
ent bioassay  would  not  be  regarded  as 
a  permit  violation,  but  would  give  rise 
to  a  procedure  for  re-testing  and  iden- 
tification of  the  cause  of  such 
exceedence. 

However,  the  permittee  can  dis- 
continue such  procedure  if  the  permit- 
tee can  demonstrate,  through  a  field 
bio-assessment,  that  there  is  no  real 
world  toxicity  problem  because  a  bal- 
anced and  healthy  population  of  aquat- 
ic species,  indigenous  to  the  type  of 
water  involved,  exists  in  the  receiving 
water  affected  by  the  discharge. 

To  complete  this  demonstration,  the 
permittee  must  also  show  that  all  ap- 
plicable numerical  water  quality 
standards  for  specific  pollutants  are 
met.  The  point  here  is  that  this  is  a 
real  world  demonstration.  There  is  no 
reference  in  this  provision  to  labora- 
tory whole  effluent  bioassays,  which 
can  be  highly  variable  and  unrelated  to 
real  world  conditions. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  The  gentlewoman  is 
absolutely  correct. 

Mr  HEFLEY  Mr  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  FOWTLER.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  First.  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Florida 
for  seeking  this  clarification  in  section 
304(a)  of  H.R.  961.  This  section  as 
amended  seeks  only  to  bring  a  sense  of 
place-based  science  to  the  development 
of  criteria  based  biological  monitoring 
to  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  for  in- 
cluding these  well  crafted  provisions  on 
whole  effluent  criteria  and  use  of  bio- 
logical monitoring  in  the  committee 
bill.  These  provisions  faithfully  address 
those  issues  and  provisions  of  my  bill, 
the  Publicly  Owned  Treatment  Works 
Biological  Monitoring  Use  Act,  intro- 
duced this  year  as  H.R.  634  with  our 
colleague  form  Arizona,  Congressman 
Pastor.  As  further  explained  in  the 
committee  report,  this  section  would 
bring  common  sense  and  due  process  to 
the  use  of  whole  effluent  toxicity  tests 
by  substituting  enforceable  response 
procedures   for   locating   and   reducing 
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toxicity  in  place  of  fines  and  penalties 
for  test  failures.  This  is  important  to 
local  governments  particularly  because 
of  the  unreliability  of  these  tests  and 
because  sewage  treatment  plants  are 
not  designed  to  treat  whole  effluent 
toxicity  as  they  are  designed  to  treat 
specific  chemicals. 

I  thank  the  chairman  and  the  com- 
mittee for  including  section  304  and  I 
thank  the  gentlelady  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  Congressman  HEFLEY  for  his 
supportive  comments  and  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  this  understanding. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
misinformation  in  this  Chamber  about 
the  widespread  support  this  bill  has 
from  State  and  local  governments.  The 
truth  is  that  the  State's  interests  were 
ignored  when  it  came  to  the  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  program  because 
their  wishes  differed  with  those  of  pol- 
luters and  special  interests. 

Today,  coastal  counties  are  growing 
three  times  faster  than  the  rest  of  the 
country.  Already  about  half  of  the  U.S. 
population  lives  in  coastal  areas.  With- 
out adequate  protection,  this  continu- 
ing growth  will  only  exacerbate  coastal 
pollution — resulting  in  more  beach 
closings,  more  polluted  shellfish  beds, 
more  contaminated  fish,  and  millions 
of  dollars  in  lost  tourism  revenue. 

To  tackle  these  threats,  Congress  en- 
acted the  Coastal  Nonpoint  Pollution 
Program  (section  6217)  under  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Act  Reauthorization  Amend- 
ments of  1990.  In  fact  I  sponsored  the 
amendment  at  that  time.  Section  6217 
establishes  sensible.  State-managed 
partnerships  to  address  the  threats  to 
coastal  waters — the  majority  of  which 
comes  from  nonpoint  sources.  It  is  the 
only  program  that  will  bring  about  sig- 
nificant reductions  in  nonpoint  source 
pollution.  Yet,  H.R.  961  repeals  this 
important  program— even  though  the 
coastal  States  themselves  want  it  pre- 
served. 

The  Coastal  States  Organization 
[CSO],  which  represents  the  35  coastal 
States,  territories,  and  common- 
wealths, has  made  it  clear  that  the  ur- 
gency of  the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution 
problem  compels  us  not  to  pull  the 
plug  on  this  program. 

Let's  be  clear:  This  amendment  does 
what  the  States  asked  us  to  do.  It 
adopts  their  suggestions  for  providing 
flexibility  and  targeting  of  coastal 
nonpoint  programs.  Our  amendment 
will  put  an  effective  Coastal  Nonpoint 
Pollution  Program  in  place  in  less  than 
a  year. 

Two-thirds  of  coastal  States  have  in- 
vested millions  of  dollars  over  the  past 
4  years  crafting  innovative  runoff  con- 
trol programs  that  are  nearly  ready  for 
approval.  My  own  State  of  New  York 
has  invested  considerable  time  and  ef- 


fort in  developing  a  plan  that  will  ben- 
efit Long  Island  Sound,  the  Hudson 
River,  and  the  New  York  City  water- 
shed. By  making  sensible  investments 
early-on.  it  also  promises  to  save  tax- 
payers millions  of  dollars  down  the 
road— or  downstream  as  the  case  may 
be. 

Long  Island  Sound  is  a  $6  billion  a 
year  resource  for  the  region's  fishing, 
boating,  and  recreation  industries.  In 
New  York  and  Connecticut,  business, 
labor,  and  environmental  groups  have 
set-aside  old  disagreements  and  joined 
together  in  developing  a  plan  to  clean 
up  the  sound.  They  have  forged  a  pow- 
erful coalition.  The  Coastal  Nonpoint 
Pollution  Program  is  an  integral  com- 
ponent of  those  efforts,  and  now  is  cer- 
tainly not  the  time  to  pull  the  rug  out 
from  under  their  feet. 

As  the  coastal  States  themselves  are 
asking:  Why  throw  4  years  of  diligent 
work  out  the  window  2  months  before 
the  completion  date?  There  is  no  rea- 
sonable answer.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  their  States  by  supporting 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  do  not  under- 
stand. Why  do  we  think  we  have  to 
have  more  bureaucracy  to  stop  pollu- 
tion? That  is  the  old  approach.  The 
new  approach  is  an  approach  of  flexi- 
bility, consolidation,  elimination  of 
unnecessary  bureaucracy.  All  this  bill 
does  is  streamline,  then  consolidate. 
Basically  the  amendment  that  is  being 
offered  is  essentially  the  same  provi- 
sion that  was  in  the  substitute  that 
was  rejected  decisively  by  the  Members 
of  this  House. 

This  bill  eliminates  a  duplicative 
program  of  regulation  and  it  consoli- 
dates it  into  one  program.  Now  the 
question  is  why  should  we  do  this  now. 
because  the  answer  is  no  State  has  this 
coastal  management  program  up  and 
running.  That  is  why  we  should  do  it 
now.  It  makes  perfect  sense  to  do  it 
now.  Because  if  we  wait,  then  we  will 
have  these  programs  up  and  running. 
We  still  allow  the  States  all  of  the 
flexibility  they  want  to  target  these  re- 
sources, to  identify  the  programs  that 
they  consider  to  be  a  problem  and  to 
focus  resources  into  that.  And  when  we 
hear  the  argument  that  the  States 
want  to  be  told  by  the  EPA  what  to  do 
with  their  land  use,  et  cetera,  I  just  do 
not  buy  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  to  reject  this 
amendment  just  as  we  rejected  the  sub- 
stitute and  move  ahead,  streamline  and 
consolidate  and  make  this  a  workable 
program. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  Is  the  Chair 
going  to  be  alternating  between  the 
Republican  and  Democratic  side  in 
terms  of  recognition? 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  the  attempt 
of  the  Chair,  yes.  Was  the  gentleman 
from  California  seeking  recognition? 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  under 
that  procedure,  I  believe  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  was 
standing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  rec- 
ognized the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  GiLCHREST],  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee. The  gentleman  from  Maryland 
will  proceed.  Following  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland's  statement  the  Chair 
would  intend  to  come  to  this  side  for 
recognition.  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  may  proceed  for  a  period  of  5 
minutes. 

Mr  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr  GILCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
previous  speaker  did  not  extend  the 
courtesy  of  yielding  at  the  conclusion 
of  his  time.  I  would  like  to  directly 
rebut  a  couple  of  comments  he  made. 

First  of  all  he  said  the  States  do  not 
want  it.  He  is  wrong.  The  States  do 
want  it.  As  matter  of  fact,  the  sec- 
retary of  state  for  New  York  was  in 
town  today  lobbying  for  this.  I  will  tell 
you  who  wants  it:  evei-y  single  coastal 
State  up  and  down  the  east  coast  and 
west  coast  and  on  along  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  along  the  Great  Lakes  re- 
gion. 

And  second,  and  this  is  very  impor- 
tant as  my  colleague  knows,  it  is  no  se- 
cret, say  the  Coastal  States  Organiza- 
tion, that  we  have  had  complaints 
about  this  program.  Nonetheless,  we 
believe  that  the  immediacy  of  the 
coastal  nonpoint  pollution  program 
calls  for  this  program  to  be  fixed,  not 
killed.  And  this  is  very  imjxirtant.  The 
coastal  States,  30  of  them,  have  in- 
vested over  4  years  of  work  in  develop- 
ing the  6,217  programs;  they  are  nearly 
complete,  with  that  program  and  it 
will  be  submitted  in  July.  WTiy  throw 
out.  say  the  coastal  States,  4  years  of 
diligent  work,  throw  it  out  the  window 
2  months  before  the  completion  date. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding. 
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Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  need  to  make  a 
couple  of  quick  statements.  No.  1,  the 
previous  gentleman,  and  a  number  of 
people,  have  been  talking  about  giving 
the  States  the  flexibility,  let  the 
States  do  this,  let  the  States  do  that. 

One  comment  about  the  Constitu- 
tional Convention,  you  know,  over  200 
years  ago,  the  reason  the  Constitu- 
tional Convention  came  about  was  be- 
cause there  was  a  dispute  between 
Maryland  and  Virginia  dealing  with 
the  Potomac  River  because  it  went 
across  State  lines,  so  there  is  a  Federal 
role  to  play,  especially  when  pollution 
runs  downstream. 

I  would  like  to  draw  your  attention 
to  this  map  one  more  time,  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  region.  We  are  talking  about 
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nonpoint  source  pollution,  and  we  are 
talking  about  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act  which  helps  protect  pollu- 
tion along  the  coastal  waters.  If  you 
look  at  Washington,  DC,  right  here, 
here,  we  have  a  certain  amount  of 
nonpoint  source  protection,  but  you 
still  see  this  urban  area  putting  pollu- 
tion, silt,  and  a  number  of  other  things 
into  the  Potomac  River  which  gradu- 
ally gets  into  the  coastal  waters. 

If  you  look  at  the  coast  of  Delaware. 
Maryland,  and  Virginia,  you  see  no 
such  thing  during  that  storm,  and  the 
reason  is  because  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  was  able  to  protect 
this  particular  area  of  the  coastline, 
and  if  we  go  with  the  same  rule  of 
nonpoint  programs  and  fold  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act  into  that  pro- 
gram, we  stand  the  chance  of  having 
this  that  you  see  on  this  map.  pollut- 
ing the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  eventually 
the  coastal  waters,  happening  over 
here  along  the  coast. 

The  last  thing  is,  there  are  a  lot  of 
people  that  have  approached  me  on  the 
House  floor  today  and  said,  ■Washing- 
ton. DC,  was  built  on  a  wetland.  What 
do  you  think  about  that?"  I  guess  there 
was  not  a  sense  of  the  problem  of  popu- 
lation and  urban  sprawl  and  unbridled 
development  200  years  ago.  200  years 
ago,  let  us  say  1795;  there  were  3  mil- 
lion people  in  the  world;  100  years  ago 
in  1895.  there  were  76  million  people  in 
the  world.  Today.  1995,  there  are  265 
million  people  in  the  United  States. 

Now,  there  is  a  certain  sense  of  shar- 
ing the  resources  and  what  we  do  or  do 
not  do  to  our  neighbor  downstream. 
And  so  the  cumulative  impact  of  popu- 
lation growth  which  is  expanding  now 
to  the  coastal  areas  of  this  country 
poses  a  certain  threat  to  the  resources 
of  those  areas,  and  it  is  up  to  us.  this 
legislative  body,  to  understand  how  we 
can  help  the  State  and  local  commu- 
nities create  an  environment  where  we 
can  manage  resources  and  still  have 
people  living  in  areas  where  they  do 
not  have  to  worry  about  their  drinking 
water,  their  natural  resources. 

And  one  more  comment  before  my 
time  is  up,  I  want  to  point  to  the  areas 
that  have  urban  sprawl  and  urban  de- 
velopment. If  you  will  notice,  during 
this  rain  storm,  all  of  the  silt  that 
comes  down  the  Potomac  River,  but 
you  do  not  see  that  because  of  the  pro- 
tection of  the  coastal  areas  along  Dela- 
ware, Maryland,  and  Virginia. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  use  the  5 
minutes. 

I  did  want  to  make  reference  though 
to  a  previous  speaker,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  and  his  statement 
about  the  vote  being  very  close  on  the 
Saxton-Boehlert  amendment,  and  also 
the    suggestion     that    somehow     this 


amendment  was  not  in  order.  I  would 
point  out  that  the  vote  was  actually 
fairly  close  on  the  Boehlert-Saxton 
amendment,  and  also  that  this  amend- 
ment is  a  very  important  part  of  that 
overall  substitute  which  I  think  should 
be  addressed  separately. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  that  needs 
to  be  pointed  out  tonight  is  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  basi- 
cally is  a  reasonable  compromise,  if 
you  will,  based  on  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Coastal  States  Organiza- 
tion. The  amendment  does  not  take  us 
back  to  the  original  language  of  the  ex- 
isting statute  but.  rather,  it  is  a  care- 
fully crafted  compromise  that  allows 
States  that  have  not  received  Federal 
approval  of  their  coastal  zone  manage- 
ment program  to  have  30  months  to 
submit  their  coastal  nonp)oint  source 
pollution  program.  It  only  applies  to 
threatened  or  significantly  degraded 
waters  as  opposed  to  coastal  waters 
generally.  It  allows  for  prioritization  of 
areas  for  implementation  of  manage- 
ment measures.  It  allows  for  condi- 
tional approval  when  States  request 
additional  time  to  complete  their  plans 
without  penalty. 

The  bottom  line  is  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert].  again, 
as  part  of  this  substitute,  has  drafted 
something  that  seeks  to  change  the 
language,  if  you  will,  of  the  current 
law  without  sacrificing  the  mandatory 
and  enforceable  nature  of  the  original 
law,  and  I  think  that  is  the  key. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  is  really 
the  problem  that  we  face  with  regard 
to  water  quality  in  the  future.  Over  the 
next  5  or  10  years  this  is  likely,  if  it  is 
not  already,  to  become  the  major 
source  of  pollution  that  would  we  have, 
and  the  committee  bill  makes  this 
whole  program  voluntary. 

Basically  what  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  is  trying  to 
do  is  to  put  the  teeth  back  into  the 
program,  preserving  the  program  while 
also  looking  at  it  in  a  way  that  I  think 
is  very  reasonable  and  manageable. 

I  have  to  say.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
this  is  a  very  important  amendment, 
because  section  6217  of  the  Coastal 
Zone  Act  reauthorization  amendments 
is  the  only  enforceable  program  devel- 
oped by  Congress  to  prevent  nonpoint 
source  pollution,  and  H.R.  961  basically 
repeals  this  entire  section  6217  and.  in- 
stead, the  bill  replaces  the  enforceable 
provisions  with  a  proviso  that  State 
programs  make  reasonable  progress, 
essentially  making  the  program  vol- 
untary. 

As  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey  has 
made  significant  progress  with  regard 
to  this  program,  and  is  very  proud  of 
the  progress  we  have  made,  there  are 
about  19  other  coastal  States,  includ- 
ing New  Jersey,  that  went  through  a 
very  helpful  threshold  review,  with  re- 
spect to  these  plans.  In  our  State  in 
the  summer  of  1994.  we  did  a  review.  We 


held  three  public  hearings  this  month. 
We  will  be  submitting  our  completed 
section  6217  program  proposal  in  July. 

All  of  the  coastal  States  are  cur- 
rently making  progress  in  development 
of  their  coastal  nonpoint  programs. 
Thousands  of  dollars  and  years  of  ef- 
forts have  been  expended,  and  propos- 
als for  new  programs  have  been  made. 

The  section  6217  program  has  already 
gained  a  significant  momentum,  and 
shows  great  promise.  But  to  undermine 
it  with  a  less  substantive  program  that 
decreases  predictability  of  action 
would  greatly  increase  the  risks  to  val- 
uable coastal  resources,  and  it  would 
penalize  those  coastal  States  that  have 
made  a  concerted  effort  to  comply  with 
existing  law. 

I  ask  the  House,  do  not  pull  the  rug 
out  from  under  the  program.  Support 
the  Boehlert  amendment.  I  is  what  the 
coastal  States  want. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  intend  to 
take  my  full  5  minutes  either. 

But  this  is  a  very,  very  important 
issue  to  coastal  States.  I  do  not  believe 
this  amendment  does  any  damage  to 
the  underlying  bill.  I  think  it  is.  in 
fact,  perfectly  compatible  with  the  un- 
derlying bill. 

My  colleague  from  California  says  we 
do  not  want  more  bureaucracy,  we  are 
trying  to  stop  bureaucracy,  we  are  try- 
ing to  create  local  control.  That  is  ex- 
actly what  this  amendment  does. 

Now.  California  takes  up  almost  the 
entire  coast  of  the  Western  United 
States.  They  only  have  a  couple  of 
neighbors  to  worry  about. 

Little  States  in  New  England  have 
lots  of  other  Slates  to  worry  about. 
and  so  New  England  with  its  number  of 
little  States  along  the  coast,  needs  a 
regional  plan,  needs  Federal  conform- 
ity. And  this  amendment  preserves  the 
underlying  coastal  zone  management 
law.  but  reverts  to  the  States  the  kind 
of  flexibility,  the  kind  of  relief  from 
Federal  bureaucracy  and  Federal  con- 
trol that  we  all  know  makes  for  a  more 
cost  effective  and  solid  response,  that 
combines  the  environmental  interest  of 
the  State  with  the  economic  interest  of 
a  State. 

Now,  the  Governors  have  proposed, 
through  those  who  have  worked  to 
make  these  plans  and  to  implement 
that  law,  three  things,  and  let  me  tell 
you  how  they  affect  my  district.  The 
reforms  in  this  plan  will  allow  States 
the  flexibility  to  delineate  the  scope  of 
the  management  area.  That  means 
EPA  cannot  come  in  and  tell  you  that 
every  little  stream  that  feeds  into 
every  river  is  part  of  the  coastal  area 
management  section.  So  it  means  that 
a  lot  of  my  farmers  are  no  longer  going 
to  be  attacked  by  EPA  to  do  things 
that  they  do  not  know  how  to  do,  and 
that  we  do  not  know  how  to  help  them 
to  do.  That  ability  in  this  law  to  let 


States  delineate  their  area,  let  States 
even  select  the  projects  that  they 
think  are  important,  and  implement 
those  projects,  that  is  exactly  what  the 
Slates  are  a.sking  for,  and  that  is  what 
we  are  going  lo  gel. 

But  why  do  we  need  the  underlying 
law 

We  need  it  because  no  matter  how 
much  money  Connecticut  puts  into 
this,  if  Massachusetts  does  not.  if 
Maine  does  not.  and  if  New  York  does 
not.  then  we  will  lose  those  fisheries 
and  those  shell  beds  that  we  have  spent 
millions  of  dollars  to  bring  back  on  our 
inlracoastal  water,  and  if  we  lose 
those,  we  lose  jobs  in  an  industry  that 
is  growing.  We  lose  a  coast  that  at- 
tracts tourism. 

This  is  a  big  economic  issue  for  our 
State,  and  I  do  not  think  the  interior 
States  quite  understand  what  a  big 
economic  issue  this  is  for  the  coastal 
States  and  how  impossible  it  is  going 
to  be  for  us  to  achieve  the  level  of 
coastal  water  cleanliness  that  is  essen- 
tial lo  our  economies  as  well  as  to  our 
environments  if  we  do  not  have  the 
Federal  uniformity  that  the  underlying 
coastal  zone  management  law  provides, 
complemented  by  the  reforms  that  the 
Governors  have  asked  for. 

This  amendment  does  no  damage  to 
the  underlying  bill.  It  achieves  the  ob- 
jectives of  the  underlying  bill  in  har- 
mony with  the  consistency  of  principle 
and  program  that  an  area  of  old  indus- 
trial Stales,  which  is  what  the  North- 
east is,  so  we  have  got  lots  of  old  site 
land,  that  is  a  problem  in  terms  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution,  gives  us 
thai  uniformity  of  goal  that  will  re- 
turn our  shores  and  our  shoreline  wa- 
ters to  the  level,  to  the  quality  that 
will  assure  the  economic  benefits  of 
clean  coastal  waters  as  well  as  the 
health  and  environment  benefits. 

So  I  urge  you  to  think  about  what  is 
the  difference  between  living  in  the 
middle  of  the  United  States  and  what 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  coastal 
States.  And,  please,  do  not  take  from 
us  the  program  that  we  all  now  support 
and  give  us  the  flexibility  we  need  to 
make  it  work  right  economically  and 
environmentally. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  a  very  elo- 
quent statement. 

I  want  to  point  out  it  is  not  just  the 
23  coastal  States,  also  all  the  Great 
Lakes  Slates  are  heavily  involved  and 
deeply  interested  in  this.  The  Coastal 
Stales  Organization  represents  30,  30 
coastal  Stales,  Great  Lakes  and  coast- 
al Stales,  so  it  is  very  important. 

I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  a  fine 
statement. 

Mr.  TAUZIN  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  realize  the  time  is 
late,  but  I  think  it  is  important  to  cor- 
rect the  Record. 

You  heard  tonight  that  all  of  the 
coastal  States  are  in  support  of  this 
program  called  CZARA  6217.  That  is  in- 
correct. 

We  are  in  possession  of  a  letter  from 
the  Slate  of  Louisiana  opposing  that 
section  of  the  CZM  law  and  supporting 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  that  would,  in 
fact,  fold  language  back  into  section 
319  of  the  current  Coastal  Management 
Act.  We  are  in  possession  also  of  letters 
from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  indicating 
support  for  the  bill  and  for  elimination 
of  the  coaslal  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol program  contained  in  section  6217. 
and  a  letter  from  the  Texas  department 
of  agriculture  similarly  in  support  of 
the  changes  embodied  in  the  bill. 

Let  me  correct  another  point  in  the 
Record.  The  Boehlert  amendment  that 
contained  the  same  amendment  we  now 
debate  was  not  defeated  on  a  close 
vote.  If  58  votes  is  a  close  vote.  I  am 
very  surprised  in  this  House.  That  is  a 
very  good  margin. 

Let  me  tell  you  why  this  amendment 
ought  to  be  defeated  and  why  the  bill, 
as  it  recommends  changes  in  the  law. 
should  be  approved.  The  bill  that  we 
are  talking  about  does,  in  fact,  repeal  a 
section  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Act.  not 
the  act  that  was  passed  years  ago;  it 
repeals  a  section  of  the  act  that  was 
adopted  in  a  budget  resolution  in  1990. 
not  through  the  normal  process.  The 
section  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Manage- 
ment Act  that  the  bill  repeals  was  not 
adopted  as  a  part  of  the  original  act.  It 
was  adopted  as  a  part  of  a  budget  reso- 
lution, an  amendment  attached  to  a 
budget  resolution,  not  the  normal  proc- 
ess by  which  we  write  environmental 
law  in  this  body. 

It  was  attached  in  1990,  and  those 
programs  are  about  to  go  into  effect 
unless  we  change  it  here  tonight. 

Now,  why  should  we  change  it  here 
tonight?  Because  if  we  do  not  change  it 
here  tonight,  what  will  go  into  effect  is 
a  program  that  mandates  a  one-size- 
fils-all  Federal  mandate  program  on 
the  Slates  inflexible,  that  gives  the 
EPA  the  power  lo  determine  appro- 
priate land  use  practices  in  coastal 
zones,  that  gives  the  EPA  the  power  to 
determine  coaslal  zone  boundaries,  un- 
like the  current  law  which  allowed  the 
Stales  to  make  those  determinations. 
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If  we  do  not  repeal  that  section,  you 
will  be  giving  in  effect  the  EPA  that 
authority.  What  the  bill  does  is  repeal 
that  section,  fold  this  section  of  envi- 
ronmental law  protection  for  coastal 
zone  into  Section  319  where  the  States 
have  the  power  lo  focus  their  resources 
on  the  critical  coastal  areas  they  want 
to  work  on  and.  in  fact,  protect  those 
areas  as  much  as  any  of  my  colleagues 
in  this  House  want  lo  have  them  pro- 
tected. 
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Chairman,  will   the 
gen- 


Mr.   PETRL   Mr 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.    TAUZIN.    I    yield    to    the 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  just  want  to  reiterate 
what  you  said  as  far  as  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  is  concerned.  We  are  just  a 
coastal  State  We  do  oppose  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  DNR  has  worked  on 
this  very  closely  with  Chairman  Shi- 
ster  and  others.  We  want  a  strong  non- 
point  source  program.  We  have  to  have 
an  integrated  one.  not  a  separate  one 
for  coastal,  and  for  lakes,  and  for  riv- 
ers, and  to  get  the  job  done,  and.  to  do 
it  most  effectively,  we  want  one  pro- 
gram, not  a  proliferation  of  many  pro- 
grams. 

So  the  gentleman  is  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  and 
point  out  again,  if  you  believe  your 
State  ought  to  have  the  flexibility  to 
adopt  its  coastal  zone  program  to  the 
needs  of  your  coastal  zone,  then  you 
vole  against  the  Boehlert  amendment 
If  you  like  Federal  mandates  and  new 
Federal  EPA  authorities  to  determine 
land  use  restrictions  and  the  coaistal 
zone  of  your  State,  then  vote  for  Mr 
Boehlert's  amendment  because  that's 
what  it  does.  It  ought  to  be  defeated. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr  Chairman.  I  rise  m  sup>F)or| 
of  this  amendment  to  reaulhon2e  the  coastal 
nonpoint  source  pollution  control  program 
known  as  section  621 7. 

This  program  is  important  because  our 
coastal  States  have  unique  and  significant 
problems  While  there  have  been  some  com- 
plaints about  the  6217  program,  we  should 
look  at  ways  to  improve  not  kill  it. 

I  had  representatives  from  my  State  come 
lo  me  to  announce  that  New  York  will  have  a 
management  program  (or  approval  m  July  ApK 
proximately  18  States  will  be  ready  lo  go  on 
September.  We  can  not  end  the  program  now. 

To  repeal  this  program  would  pumsh  the 
States  that  are  making  good  faith  efforts  to 
work  on  their  nonpoint  pollution  To  rep)eal  this 
program  would  reward  States  that  have  not 
been  making  strong  efforts  to  address  the 
nonpoint  problems  specific  to  the  coastal 
States. 

I  am  worried  that  to  repeal  the  program  now 
will  delay  any  progress  that  it  ready  lo  be 
made. 

I  nse  in  support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  224.  noes  199, 
not  voting  11,  as  follows: 
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[Roll  No.  3H 

1] 

AYES— 224 

Abercrombie 

Gilman 

Giver 

Ackerman 

Gordon 

Orton 

Andrews 

Goss 

Owens 

Baesler 

Graham 

Pal  lone 

Baldacci 

Greenwood 

Pastor 

Barcia 

Gundereon 

Payne (NJ) 

Barrett  (Wli 

Gutierrez 

Payne  (VA) 

Becerra 

Hall  (OH) 

Pelosi 

Beilenson 

Harman 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bentsen 

Hastings  (FLi 

Pomeroy 

Bereuter 

Heney 

Porter 

Bennan 

Hefner 

Quinn 

Bilirakis 

Hinchey 

Rahall 

Bishop 

Houghton 

Ramstad 

Bluce 

Hoyer 

Reed 

Boehlen 

Jatkson-Lee 

Reynolds 

Bonior 

Jacobs 

Richardson 

Borski 

Johnson  (CT) 

Rivers 

Brown  (CA) 

Johnson  (SO) 

Roemer 

Brown  TFL) 

Johnson.  E  B 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Brown  lOHi 

Johnston 

Roukema 

Bryant  (TX) 

Kanjorski 

RoybalAllard 

Bunn 

Kaptur 

Rush 

Callahan 

Kelly 

Sabo 

Cardm 

Kennedy  (MAi 

Sanders 

Castle 

Kennedy  (RIi 

Sanford 

Chapman 

Kennelly 

Sawyer 

Clay 

Kildee 

Sax  ton 

Clayton 

Kleczka 

Scarborough 

Clyburn 

Klink 

Schroeder 

Coleman 

Kolbe 

Schumer 

Collins  (Mil 

LaFalce 

Scott 

Conyers 

Lantos 

Serrano 

Costello 

Lazio 

Shaw 

Coyne 

Leach 

Shays 

Davis 

Levin 

Skaggs 

DeFazio 

Lewis  (GA) 

Slaughter 

DeLauro 

Lincoln 

Smith  iNJi 

Dellums 

LoBiondo 

Spratt 

Deutsch 

Lofgren 

Stark 

Oiaz-Balart 

Longley 

Stokea 

Dicks 

Lowey 

Studds 

Dingell 

Luther 

Stupak 

DUon 

Maloney 

Taylor  (MS) 

Doggett 

Man  ton 

Thompson 

Doyle 

Markey 

Thornton 

Durbin 

Martinez 

Thurman 

Ehlers 

Martini 

Torkildsen 

Ehrlich 

Mascara 

Torres 

Engel 

Matsui 

Torricelli 

English 

.McColIum 

Towns 

Eahoo 

McDermott 

Tucker 

Evans 

McHale 

Upton 

Farr 

McHugh 

Velazquez 

Fawell 

McKinney 

Vento 

Fields  (LA) 

McSulty 

Visclosky 

Filner 

Meehan 

Volkmer 

Flake 

Meek 

Walsh 

Flanagan 

Menendez 

Ward 

Foghetu 

Meyers 

Waters 

Foley 

Mfume 

Watt  (NO 

Forbes 

Miller  iCAi 

Waxman 

Ford 

Miller  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Fox 

MineU 

Whltneld 

Frank  ( MA  1 

Minge 

Williams 

Franks  iCTi 

Mink 

Wilson 

Franks  <NJ» 

Molinan 

Wise 

Frelingbuysen 

Mollohan 

Wolf 

Frua 

Moran 

Woolsey 

Frost 

Morella 

Wyden 

Furae 

Murtha 

Wynn 

Gejdenson 

Nadler 

Yates 

Gephardt 

Neal 

Young (FLi 

Gibbons 

Oberstar 

Zimmer 

Cilchresl 

Obey 
NOES— 199 

Allard 

Boehner 

Chenoweth 

Archer 

Bonilla 

Christensen 

Armey 

Bono 

Chrysler 

Bachus 

Brewster 

Clement 

Baker (LA) 

Browder 

Clinger 

Ballenger 

Brown  back 

Coble 

Ban- 

Bryant  (TS) 

Cobum 

Barrett  (NE) 

Burr 

Collins  (GA) 

Banlett 

Burton 

Combest 

Barton 

Buyer 

Condit 

Bass 

Calvert 

Cooley 

Bate  man 

Camp 

Cox 

Bevill 

Canady 

Cramer 

Bilbray 

Cbabot 

Crane 

Bllley 

Chambliss 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Do  man 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Emerson 

Knsign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Fowler 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekaa 

Geren 

Gillmor 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Green 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hunter 


Baker  (CAi 
Boucher 
Sunning 
CuiiiruilLl 


Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LiTourette 

Laughlin 

Lewis  iCAi 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

'Livingston 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

McCarthy 

McCrery 

McDade 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Pac  kard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

NOT  VOTING— 11 


Quillen 

Radanovich 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  iTX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thornberry 

Tiahrt 

Traficant 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OKI 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Wicker 

Young  (AK) 

Zehff 


Fattah 
Jefferson 
Lewis  (KYl 
Moakley 


Peterson  (FLi 
Range  1 
Rogers 
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Messrs.  REYNOLDS,  CHAPMAN. 
MILLER  of  Florida.  CALLAHAN, 
MCCOLLUM.  GRAHAM,  and  BISHOP 
changed  their  vote  from    no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose: 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr  Nor- 
wood) having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr 
MclNNls,  Chairman  of  the  Commiittee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  961)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act.  had  come  to  no 
resolution  thereon. 


was  not  present  for  rollcall  votes  Nos. 
311  through  314. 

I  would  like  for  the  Rkcoru  to  show 
that  if  I  had  been  present  I  would  have 
voted  "yes"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  311. 
"no"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  312,  "no"  on 
rollcall  vote  No.  313,  and  "no"  on  roll- 
call vote  No.  314. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  May  10,  1995.  I  attended  the  fu- 
neral for  the  wife  of  my  esteemed  col- 
league. Mr.  Hal  Rogers.  Consequently,  I 
was  not  available  to  vote  on  a  number 
of  measures  pertaining  to  H.R.  961.  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  Had  I  been  available. 
I  would  have  cast  the  following  votes: 
Rollcall  No.; 

Vote 

311 Yes 

312  No 

313  No 

314  No 


PERMISSION  FOR  CERTAIN  COM- 
MITTEES TO  SIT  TOMORROW. 
THURSDAY.  MAY  11.  1995,  DURING 
THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  .Mr  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  tomorrow  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture;  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services;  the  Committee  on  Commerce; 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities;  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations;  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources;  the  Committee  on 
Ti  iiiibpui  laLioii  diiu  liifi  asli  ucLui  e.  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs;  and 
the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
NORWOOD).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  January  4.  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each 


I>ersonal  explanation 

Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  was  back  in  Kentucky  on 
personal  business  attending  the  funeral 
of  Shirley  Rogers,  the  late  wife  of  my 
Kentucky    colleague.    Hal    Rogers.    I 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  fi- 
nally got  an  outline  of  the  proposed 
Republican  budget.  It  is  in  violation  of 


the  Budget  Act,  a  bit  late,  but  better 
late  than  never. 

I  have  got  to  say  there  is  one  thing  I 
find  I  have  in  common,  which  is  I  share 
their  objective  to  get  deficit  spending 
under  control  and  to  bring  the  Federal 
Government's  budget  into  balance  by 
the  year  2002.  But  past  that  point,  I 
find  we  have  tremendous  differences, 
and  they  revolve  around  the  basic  ap- 
proach taken  by  the  Republican  Party 
on  this  matter. 
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That  is.  Mr.  Speaker,  their  first  as- 
sumption is  that  we  will  not  reduce 
military  spending.  That  is  the  largest 
discretionary  item  from  the  Federal 
budget.  The  Pentagon  will  take  no  re- 
ductions. The  Pentagon,  which  will 
have  a  budget  in  fact  increased  above 
the  President's  requests  in  this  budget, 
a  budget  which  is  equivalent  to  the  last 
budget  of  the  great  cold  war  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  we  will  still  fund  100,000 
troops  in  Europe  waiting  for  the  inva- 
sion of  the  Soviet  Union  into  West  Ger- 
many, unified  Germany  anyhow,  some- 
where into  that  region. 

We  will  still  spend  $60  billion  a  year 
in  defense  of  Japan  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  We  will  still  produce  stealth 
bombers  with  no  objective,  at  the  cost 
of  $1  billion  each.  We  will  produce  a 
myriad  of  other  weapons  systems  that 
we  no  longer  need  that  would  not  have 
worked  in  any  case  against  our  prin- 
cipal adversary  of  10  years  ago.  How- 
ever, we  cannot  ask  for  a  penny  of  cuts 
at  the  Pentagon.  We  know  they  are 
spending  every  dollar  wisely.  That  is 
off  the  table. 

Then  we  come  to  the  revenue  side  On 
the  revenue  side,  actually  what  we  are 
going  to  do  is  reduce  revenues  in  order 
to  reach  a  balanced  budget.  That  does 
not  make  sense  to  most  Americans. 
Mr.  Speaker.  Most  Americans  who  are 
having  a  little  trouble  making  their 
car  payment,  house  payment,  utility 
payment,  and  buying  clothes  for  their 
kids  would  not  think  they  could  reduce 
their  income  and  get  their  home  budg- 
et in  balance. 

No,  indeed,  through  the  miracles  in 
budgeting  here  in  the  U.S.  Congress, 
that  is  exactly  what  we  are  going  to 
do.  According  to  the  Republican  budget 
proposal,  we  will  reduce  income  by  $340 
billion,  not  decrease  the  military  by  a 
penny,  and  we  will  get  to  a  balanced 
budget.  One  might  ask  "How  are  we  to 
do  that,  given  that  the  largest  single 
discretionary  expenditure  will  not  be 
reduced,  the  military;  given  the  fact 
that  we  will  reduce  our  incomes  by  $350 
billion?"  We  are  going  to  do  it  by  gut- 
ting virtually  everything  else  in  the 
Federal  budget  that  is  important  to  av- 
erage and  working  American  families. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  eliminate  the 
Women.  Infants,  and  Children  Pro- 
gram. We  will  cut  back  on  the  School 
Lunch  Program.  We  will  reduce  stu- 
dent loans,  dramatically.  After  all.  who 


needs  a  student  loan  program?  Cer- 
tainly not  the  wealthy,  who  are  going 
to  get  very  generous  tax  cuts  under 
this  proposal.  In  fact,  they  will  have  so 
much  discretionary  income  they  will 
be  buying  another  BMW.  They  are  not 
worried  about  sending  their  kids  to  col- 
lege. 

Middle-income  families.  average 
folks,  those  struggling  to  find  a  way 
for  their  kids  to  go  to  college,  sorry, 
the  Federal  Government  has  to  balance 
its  budget,  and  it  has  to  give  tax  cuts 
to  the  wealthy,  and  it  has  to  give  tax 
cuts  to  the  largest  corporations,  repeal 
the  alternative  minimum  tax.  and  it 
cannot  find  a  penny  of  reductions  in 
the  military  budget. 

This  is  all  laid  out  here  in  a  rather 
brutal  reality  by  the  Republican  ma- 
jority in  this  House.  I  do  not  believe 
that  these  are  the  priorities  of  the 
American  people.  They  are  certainly 
not  my  priorities.  We  have  just  re- 
ceived these  documents,  so.  as  I  stand 
here.  I  am  paging  through  to  look  for 
some  of  the  more  interesting  portions. 

We  can  find  places  to  cut  back  in  nat- 
ural resources  and  environmental  pro- 
tection. We  can  find  places  to  cut  back 
in  energy  development,  particularly  in 
renewable  energy  resources  and  clean- 
up of  hazardous  waste  sites.  We  cannot 
find  much  to  cut  in  agriculture.  $13  bil- 
lion a  year  in  subsidies.  Sam  Donald- 
son getting  $75,000  a  year  to  not  raise 
sheep  on  the  ranch  that  he  does  not 
live  on.  we  cannot  cut  that.  We  could 
not  cut  Sam  Donaldson.  He  might  give 
some  negative  press  to  the  majority 
party.  Business  as  usual.  When  the 
Democrats  were  in  charge,  we  could 
not  cut  Sam  Donaldson.  Now  the  Re- 
publicans are  in  charge,  they  cannot 
cut  the  Sam  Donaldsons  of  the  world. 
He  should  get  the  $75,000  on  the  ranch 
on  which  he  does  not  live,  he  is  going 
to  live  there  some  day.  This  is  not  the 
bare  bones  budget  we  need,  and  it  does 
not  make  cuts  in  the  proper  priorities. 


COMMENDING  UNSUNG  HEROES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
NORWOOD).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Hunter]  will  be  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  briefly  answer  my  friends  who  just 
spoke  about  the  defense  budget  num- 
bers. From  my  calculations  the  Presi- 
dent's defense  budget  cuts  $127  billion 
below  the  Bush  baseline.  In  practical 
terms,  that  means  that  under  this 
President,  we  have  reduced  the  Army 
from  18  divisions  to  12  divisions.  We 
have  reduced  our  air  wing  equivalents 
from  about  24  to  13.  We  have  reduced 
the  Navy  from  about  540  ships  to  about 
340.  almost  a  40  percent  cut  We  are 
going  down  radically. 

However.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like 
to  talk  about  something  else  tonight, 
because  the  gentleman  mentioned  de- 


fense, and  this  happens  to  be  the  anni- 
versary. May  10.  1972.  of  our  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  California.  DUKE 
Cunningham,  being  shot  down  in  the 
skies  over  'Vietnam,  having  shot  down 
five  MiG  aircraft,  and  I  understand  at 
least  three  of  them  were  in  the  air,  and 
being  nominated  for  the  Congressional 
Medal  of  Honor  for  flying  into  a  pack 
of  MiG  aircraft  that  were  on  his 
wingman's  tail,  and  probably  would 
have  killed  his  wingman,  had  DUKE  not 
flown  his  aircraft  into  that  enemy  air 
formation. 

Duke,  we  commend  you. 

While  we  are  at  it,  I  thought  I  might 
talk  about  a  few  other  unsung  heroes. 
Those  are  people  who  have  been  taking 
a  lot  of  hits  lately  from  the  President. 
They  are  called  talk  show  hosts.  We 
have  a  few  of  them  in  San  Diego.  One 
of  them,  Roger  Hedgecock,  is  a  leader 
of  talk  radio  in  KSDO  in  San  Diego. 
The  President  apparently  does  not  like 
him.  He  criticizes  the  President  a  lot. 
He  led  a  group  of  citizens  back  here  a 
few  weeks  ago,  when  we  had  the  bal- 
anced budget  vote  in  the  House  of  Rep 
resentatives.  and  Roger  Hedgecock 
staged  his  talk  show,  his  talk  radio 
show,  from  the  Halls  of  the  U.S.  Cap- 
itol. He  brought  back  in  excess  of  100 
U.S.  citizens,  people  from  all  walks  of 
life,  who  walked  door  to  door,  not  pro- 
fessional lobbyists,  but  people  who 
went  door  to  door  and  talked  to  their 
Congressm.en  and  other  Congressmen 
about  voting  for,  of  all  things,  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

We  have  another  talk  show  host, 
Peter  Weisbach,  in  San  Diego.  KOGO 
radio,  who  thought  that  perhaps  the 
Mexican  bailout,  the  $20  billion  of  tax- 
payers' money  that  we  sent  to  Mexico. 
was  not  a  good  idea;  obviously,  some- 
body else  who  disagreed  with  the  Presi- 
dent's policies.  The  President  appar- 
ently does  not  like  that. 

Mike  Reagan  is  another  talk  show 
host  who  appears  on  KOGO,  and  many 
times  I  have  been  on  Mike's  show  talk- 
ing about  American  foreign  policy.  He 
has  educated  our  listeners  in  areas  in 
which  most  Americans  do  not  pay  a 
great  deal  of  attention.  I  can  remember 
listening  to  Stacy  Taylor  of  KFMB,  my 
neighbor  up  in  Alpine,  CA.  Stacy  is  a 
talk  show  host  that  you  might  classify 
as  liberal  or  moderate,  except  for  his 
strong  belief  in  the  second  amendment. 
I  do  not  know  exactly  how  you  would 
classify  him,  but  I  think  that  the  way 
he  conducts  his  show  is  provocative.  I 
think  it  is  informative.  He  takes  me  on 
a  lot,  takes  on  a  lot  of  the  political  fig- 
ures, takes  on  the  President  now  and 
then,  and  that  is  not  bad. 

Lastly,  we  have  Hudson  and  Bauer  of 
KFMB  in  San  Diego.  They  were  invited 
by  President  Clinton  when  he  thought 
maybe  he  could  get  talk  radio  on  his 
side  to  come  back  and  have  their  talk 
show  located  on  the  White  House 
grounds. 

I  can  remember  walking  there 
through  the  talk  radio,  through  all  the 
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talk  show  hosts  who  were  located  on 
the  White  House  grounds,  at  President 
Clinton's  invitation,  g'iving  their  com- 
mentary on  American  politics,  and  this 
President's  performance.  When  the 
President  thought  that  he  could  bring 
these  people  to  his  side  and  swing  opin- 
ion in  his  direction,  he  lobbied  the  talk 
show  hosts  He  thought  they  were  great 
people.  However,  they  listened  to  peo- 
ple, and  most  Americans  are  fairly  con- 
servative. Apparently,  he  has  not  ap- 
preciated the  heat  that  he  has  taken 
from  these  people. 

In  a  couple  of  weeks,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  going  to  celebrate  and  commemo- 
rate the  Americans  who  lost  their  lives 
in  battles  in  this  country  and  outside 
of  this  country,  from  Bunker  Hill  to 
Belleau  Wood  to  Inchon  in  Korea,  to 
Khe  Sanh,  to  the  Persian  Gulf,  and 
those  Americans  who  lost  their  lives 
fought,  of  course,  for  that  broad  array 
of  freedoms  that  we  generally  describe 
as  liberty  in  this  great  land.  One  of 
those  greatest  freedoms  is  the  right  to 
criticize  your  elected  officials. 

Therefore.  Mr.  President,  when  you 
listen  to  talk  show  hosts  and  you  do 
not  like  to  the  fact  that  they  are  criti- 
cizmg  you  or  taking  you  on,  do  not 
worry.  Do  not  complain.  It  is  the  sound 
of  freedom 
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REPUBLICANS  WANT  TO  BALANCE 
THE  BUDGET  ON  THE  BACKS  OF 
AMERICANS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  J.\ckson-Lee] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  it  is  important  that  we  are  fac- 
ing up  to  a  very  important  decision,  al- 
beit late,  and  that  is  the  budget  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States  of  America. 
I  stand  here  this  evenmg  because  a 
couple  of  weeks  ago  the  State  Comp- 
troller for  the  State  of  Texas  an- 
nounced that  through  the  rescission 
cuts,  the  State  of  Texas  and  its  people 
will  lose  $1.5  oillion. 

Yet.  now.  we  have  a  budget  proposal 
that  takes  those  dollars  on  the  backs 
of  Texans  and  eliminates  some  283  pro- 
grams, as  proposed  by  Republicans,  and 
agrees  to  give  the  full  measure  of  tax 
cuts  already  denied  and  rejected  by  the 
Senate  Committee  and  the  Budget 
chairman.  Senator  Domenici.  This  is 
the  tax  cut  that  will  give  those  individ- 
uals making  $30,000  or  less  a  mere  $124 
a  year,  and  the  tax  cut  that  gives  the 
real  working  Americans,  along  with 
those  Americans  making  $30,000  or  less, 
some  $760;  that  is.  those  making  be- 
tween $30,000  and  $75,000. 

In  the  course  of  this  budget  proposal, 
which  is  focused  particularly  on  the 
backs  of  young  people,  on  teachers,  on 
students,  and  on  the  elderly,  we  first 
come  full  force  to  cut  the  Department 
of  Energy,  at  the  same  time  that  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  is  reforming  and 
reinventing  her  own  department. 


Here.  now.  we  are  a  country  which  in- 
dicates a  great  interest  in  techno- 
logical discoveries,  a  great  need  for  a 
renewed  energy  policy,  and  many  of 
the  environmental  efforts  that  have 
been  made  by  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy. Now  we  want  to  eliminate  that 
department,  just  as  we  are  addressing 
the  focus  of  that  department,  which  is 
to  develop  a  real  domestic  energy  pol- 
icy, one  that  will  address  the  needs  of 
business,  create  jobs,  and  yes,  open  up 
opportunities  internationally. 

That  department  has  been  targeted 
for  elimination,  not  improvement,  not 
downsizing,  but  elimination,  so  I  guess 
we  will  throw  technology  to  the  winds, 
the  environment  to  the  winds,  and  cer- 
tainly, we  will  throw  the  opportunities 
for  bringing  the  energy  industry  to  the 
table  to  discuss  important  issues  of  de- 
veloping a  domestic  energy  policy  that 
many  could  agree  with,  we  will  throw 
that  to  the  winds,  too,  by  eliminating 
the  department. 

The  Department  of  Commerce,  which 
over  the  last  couple  of  years  has  gen- 
erated more  business  for  Americans 
than  any  other  department,  rather 
than  downsizing  and  effectively  mak- 
ing it  work  for  the  American  people, 
this  budget  proposal  targeting  the 
backs  of  Americans  wants  to  eliminate 
the  Department  of  Commerce. 

We  go  further.  Many  of  us  have  had 
the  opportunity,  particularly  in  the 
city  of  Houston,  to  see  the  Americorps 
students  working,  the  domestic  Peace 
Corps.  We  have  seen  them  working  to 
help  communities,  but  as  much  as 
them  working  to  help  communities,  we 
have  seen  them  build  opportunities  for 
themselves  by  providing  for  themselves 
to  go  to  college. 

What  are  we  trying  to  do  with  this 
new  budget  proposed  by  the  Repub- 
licans? Shut  down  departments  that 
are  effective  and  working,  rather  than 
creating  opportunities  for  downsizing, 
and  over  a  measured  period  of  time 
bringing  down  the  deficit,  as  all  of  us 
could  agree  with,  now  we  are  attacking 
Americorps  and  totally  eliminating  it, 
a  program  that  has  gone  into  the 
trenches  of  America  and  worked  with 
communities  to  improve  housing,  to 
clean  up  neighborhoods,  to  work  with 
underprivileged  children,  to  work  with 
seniors,  to  build  buildings,  if  you  will, 
and  to  help  those  particular  areas  to 
cut  down  on  their  costs.  We  are  elimi- 
nating it. 

Then  we  are  so  generous-spirited  and 
generous-hearted,  along  with  the  $280 
billion  cut  from  Medicare,  which  our 
seniors  have  vigorously  indicated 
"What  more  do  you  want  from  us."  we 
now  want  to  cut  from  the  Republican 
budget  now  being  discussed,  as  we 
speak,  housing  for  the  elderly;  individ- 
uals who  have  worked  all  their  lives, 
but  possibly  worked  in  jobs  that  would 
not  allow  them  to  have  the  kinds  of 
savings  that  you  need,  and  they  are 
provided  for  in  these  group  retirement 


homes  that  are  assisted  by  our  housing 
authorities  throughout  this  country. 
Yet,  we  wish  to  cut  that.  No  alter- 
natives could  be  offered,  other  than  to 
cut  housing  for  the  elderly,  along  with 
Medicare. 

The  State  Bar  of  Texas,  which  I  have 
had  the  great  pride  of  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  legal  profession  on  the 
board  of  directors  on  that  organization, 
comprised  of  law  firms  and  sole  practi- 
tioners and  attorneys  who  understand 
what  it  is  to  serve  the  public,  they 
pleaded  in  my  office  for  us  to  preserve 
the  Legal  Services  Corporation;  not  a 
group  that  goes  out  and  instigates  liti- 
gations, as  would  be  accused  by  Repub- 
licans who  are  apparently  cutting  it 
out.  but  those  who  would  help  individ- 
uals who  do  not  have  the  ability  to  se- 
cure their  own  lawyers;  the  Legal  Serv- 
ices Corporation,  helping  mothers  get 
child  support  pajTnents,  working  with 
the  elderly,  working  with  those  legal 
immigrants  who  come  in  and  need  serv- 
ices. Yet.  they  are  totally  cutting  out 
Legal  Services. 

We  do  not  have  a  budget,  we  have  a 
joke.  We  have  something  that  is  going 
to  hurt  the  citizens  of  Texas,  hurt  the 
citizens  of  Houston.  We  need  to  get 
down  to  the  business  of  working  for 
America.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  a  real 
budget  to  work  for  Americans. 
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D  2215 
THE  FLAT  TAX 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
NORWOOD).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fox]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress the  House  on  an  important  issue. 
Now  that  the  House  has  completed 
work  on  the  Contract  with  America  is 
a  good  time  to  begin  looking  past  the 
first  100  days  to  future  legislative 
goals. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  a  flat  tax 
is  in  America's  future.  It  is  an  idea 
which  is  catching  fire  across  the  Na- 
tion. What  is  it  about  the  flat  tax  that 
Americans  find  so  attractive?  I  believe 
the  answer  can  be  summarized  in  three 
words:  trust,  simplicity,  and  fairness. 

Today's  Tax  Code  is  artificially  and 
unnecessarily  suppressing  living  stand- 
ards. The  first  problem  in  today's  code 
is  the  fact  we  have  double  taxed  busi- 
ness earnings,  which  places  a  strong 
bias  against  savings  and  investment. 
This  makes  saving  and  investing  much 
less  attractive  relative  to  consump- 
tion. 

Capital,  as  we  know,  is  the  lifeblood 
of  the  economy.  Without  capital,  work- 
ers cannot  enhance  their  productivity 
and  their  wages  stagnate.  Today's  dou- 
ble, even  triple  taxation  of  income  dis- 
courages saving,  reduces  the  pool  of 
capital  available  to  entrepreneurs  and 


workers,  slows  productivity  and  wage 
growth. 

A  second  problem  with  today's  tax 
code  is  its  high  marginal  rates. 

The  third  problem  with  today's  tax 
code  is  its  complexity  and  its  hundreds 
of  sections,  thousands  of  pages  of  regu- 
lations. The  rates  are  high,  loopholes 
abound,  and  noncompliance  is  rife  be- 
cause taxpayers  feel  that  the  code  is 
written  for  well-organized  special  in- 
terests and  not  for  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  most  disturb- 
ing, the  complexity  and  unfairness  of 
the  code  lead  our  citizens  to  take  an 
excessively  jaded  and  cynical  view  of 
their  government. 

Fourth,  I  believe  the  overall  level  of 
taxes.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  too  high,  espe- 
cially for  families  with  children.  The 
average  family  now  pays  more  in  taxes 
than  it  spends  on  food,  clothing  and 
shelter  combined. 

There  are  two  major  flat  tax  propos- 
als. Mr.  Speaker,  one  in  the  House  and 
one  in  the  Senate.  The  one  in  the 
House  is  Congressman  Dick  Armey's. 
Under  his  plan,  all  income  would  be 
taxed  once  at  17  percent.  There  would 
be  no  credits  or  deductions.  Under  his 
flat  tax,  there  would  be  no  taxes  paid 
by  single  individuals  earning  $13,100  or 
less  and  couples  earning  $26,200  or  less. 
A  corporation  would  simply  subtract 
expenses  from  revenues  and  pay  17  per- 
cent on  the  remainder. 

Senator  Ari.kn  Specter  has  also  of- 
fered a  flat  tax  proposal.  His  is  a  20- 
percent  tax  rate  but  has  a  couple  of  de- 
ductions. It  would  have  a  home  mort- 
gage deduction  retained  for  homes  up 
to  $100,000.  and  $2,500  in  charitable  de- 
ductions, and  maintains  payroll  with- 
holding. 

America's  current  tax  is  a  patchwork 
quilt.  It  should  be  replaced.  The  need 
for  tax  simplification  is  self-evident. 
Americans  now  spend  approximately 
5.4  billion  hours  each  year  just  filling 
out  the  tax  forms,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  1994. 
businesses  spent  approximately  $127 
billion  in  compliance  with  the  Federal 
tax  laws,  and  individuals  another  $65 
billion. 

Both  proposals  meet  the  test.  I  be- 
lieve, of  fairness,  simplicity,  and  eco- 
nomic neutrality.  Americans  would  fill 
out  merely  a  small  postcard  and  an- 
swer a  few  easy  questions,  instead  of 
toiling  over  reams  of  papers  and  in- 
structions. These  changes  will  get  the 
IRS  and  the  government  off  the  backs 
of  individual  and  corporate  taxpayers, 
and  will  allow  all  of  us  to  redirect  our 
energies  to  more  productive  pursuits. 

I  hope  that  our  fellow  colleagues  in 
the  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  look  over 
these  proposals  in  the  coming  months, 
and  hope  they  will  find  favor  with 
them. 
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ADDRESSING  JAPANESE  TRADE 

DEFICIT 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 


woman from  Ohio  [Ms.  Kaptur]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  come  to 
the  well  this  evening  to  discuss  a  very 
important  trade  dispute  that  is  going 
on  between  the  United  States  and 
Japan,  a  negotiation  that  has  now 
dragged  on  through  three  different 
Presidents  relating  to  the  major  por- 
tion of  the  trade  deficit  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan,  the  auto- 
motive industry  and  the  automotive 
parts  industry. 

I  rise  this  evening  to  let  the  Amer- 
ican people  know  that  these  negotia- 
tions have  hit  an  impasse  and  today  we 
met  with  the  ambassador  of  the  United 
States,  our  Trade  Ambassador.  Mr. 
Kantor.  and  were  informed  that  the  ad- 
ministration intends  to.  for  the  first 
time,  the  first  administration  in  over  a 
decade,  intends  to  impose  trade  sanc- 
tions on  the  Nation  of  Japan  in  order 
to  help  pry  open  Japan's  market  not 
just  to  goods  from  the  United  States 
but  hopefully  as  a  result  of  our  success 
there  if  it  can  occur  to  the  goods  of 
other  nations  as  well. 

I  think  that  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion should  be  commended  for  bringing 
us  to  this  point.  We  rise  this  evening 
also  to  say  to  them,  hang  tough.  As 
they  do  this  and  try  to  pry  open  that 
market  which  if  it  were  open  and  we 
actually  had  trade  equity  with  Japan 
in  automotive,  we  literally  could  con- 
struct in  this  country  an  additional  100 
plants  each  employing  over  5.000  peo- 
ple. That  is  how  bad  the  differential 
has  become  between  our  two  nations. 

The  other  point  I  would  like  to  raise 
before  calling  on  my  very  capable  col- 
league from  the  State  of  Ohio.  Mr. 
Brown,  is  to  say  that  we  hope  that  as 
these  sanctions  are  imposed  that  the 
major  auto  manufacturers  of  this  coun- 
try and  the  major  automotive  parts 
manufacturers  of  this  Nation  will  not 
raise  prices  but  will  use  the  power  that 
the  people  of  the  United  States  are  giv- 
ing them  through  these  negotiations  to 
continue  to  gain  market  share  in  this 
country  and  to  begin  to  gain  additional 
market  share  in  Japan. 

We  wish  the  Clinton  administration 
well  as  the  President  returns  from  Rus- 
sia. We  want  him  to  be  successful  not 
just  in  the  sanctions  but  hopefully  in 
the  case  that  will  be  placed  before  the 
World  Trade  Organization  in  Geneva. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown). 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  I  appreciate  the 
work  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  [Ms. 
K.\PTUR]  has  done  in  fighting  for  fair 
trade.  All  of  us  appreciate  the  courage 
and  the  commitment  that  President 
Clinton  and  Trade  Representative 
Kantor  have  shown  in  standing  tough 
with  Japanese.  When  we  have  a  $25  bil- 
lion trade  deficit  with  the  Japanese  on 
auto-related,  automobiles  and  auto 
parts,  $25  billion,  that  costs  us  some- 
where in  the  vicinity  of,  it  is  literally 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  good-paying 


industrial  jobs  in  this  country  that 
have  gone  to  Japan  because  their  trade 
doors  are  closed  to  American  goods. 
This  standing  tough  that  the  President 
and  Trade  Representatives  Kantor  are 
doing  right  now  will  mean  as  they  pry 
open,  as  it  pries  open  the  Japanese 
market,  it  will  mean  more  jobs  for 
Ohio,  it  will  mean  more  jobs  all  over 
this  country,  good-paying  industrial 
jobs  that  create  middle-class  families, 
that  give  people  the  opportunity  to 
send  their  children  to  school,  to  send 
their  children  to  college,  to  provide  for 
their  retirement,  to  have  good-paying 
jobs  and  nice  homes  in  nice  neighbor- 
hoods and  all  that  the  auto  industry 
can  do  if  in  fact  the  President  and 
Trade  Representative  Kantor  hang 
tough  like  you  said.  I  think  they  will. 
All  of  us  here  in  a  bipartisan  way 
would  encourage  them  to  do  that 

I  also  want  to  echo  what  the  gentle- 
wom.an  from  Ohio  [Ms.  Kaptitr]  said,  it 
is  important  that  as  this  happens,  as 
we  stands  up  to  the  Japanese  this  time 
finally,  and  a  President  is  actually 
doing  that  as  President  Clinton  is,  that 
auto  companies  do  not  raise  prices, 
that  auto  companies  expand  their  mar- 
ket share.  That  is  what  will  create  jobs 
in  Lorain,  OH;  in  Avon  Lake,  OH;  in 
Twinsburg,  OH.  and  all  over  the  United 
States,  good-paying  industrial  jobs  to 
create  a  stronger  better-paid  middle 
class. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  for  his  leadership  in  this  ef- 
fort and  with  the  dollar  situation 
around  the  world,  the  value  of  the  dol- 
lar versus  the  yen,  there  is  certainly  no 
reason  for  our  companies  to  raise 
prices  here  or  in  other  places  but  rath- 
er to  go  after  market  share,  esp)ecially 
when  the  people  of  the  United  States 
are  standing  together  through  their 
elected  representatives  here  in  Wash- 
ington and  fighting  for  this  key 
lodestar  American  industry,  the  auto- 
motive industry. 

When  you  think  about  it.  a  third  of 
the  market  in  this  country,  both  auto- 
motive and  automotive  parts,  is  com- 
prised of  foreign  product  that  we  im- 
port into  the  United  States  not  just 
from  Japan  but  from  everywhere.  It  is 
interesting  to  look  at  Japan.  Only  4 
percent  of  their  market,  the  second 
largest  industrial  power  in  the  world, 
comes  from  anyplace  else.  4  percent  of 
their  market  versus  one-third  of  ours. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  If  the  gentle- 
woman would  yield,  one  of  the  things 
that  Ambassador  Kantor  told  us  today 
at  a  meeting  with  a  group  of  about  a 
dozen  Members  is  that  the  Japanese 
have  found  a  way  with  fixing  cars  with 
auto  repairs  of  shutting  out  American 
auto  parts  so  that  if  you  are  an  auto 
consumer  in  Japan,  you  go  to  get  your 
car  fixed  and  you  have  got  to  use  Japa- 
nese auto  parts. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  We  ask  the  President, 
hang  tough  with  Japan. 
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LEGISLATION  HONORING  HARRY 
KIZIRIAN 

The  Speaker  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  introduce  legislation  today, 
along  with  my  colleague  from  Rhode 
Island.  Mr.  Kennedy,  to  designate  the 
main  U.S.  Post  Office  in  Providence. 
RI.  as  the  ■Harry  Kizirian  Post  Of- 
fice. " 

Harry  Kizirian  is  a  truly  remarkable 
individual.  The  most  decorated  living 
veteran  in  Rhode  Island,  Harry  dis- 
played qualities  of  leadership  and  cour- 
age at  a  very  young  age.  At  the  age  of 
15.  Harry  had  to  go  to  work  to  support 
his  widowed  mother,  but  he  continued 
to  maintain  his  excellent  academic 
record  at  Mt.  Pleasant  High  School  in 
Providence  Upon  graduation.  Harry 
enlisted  in  the  United  States  Marine 
Corps  and  was  sent  to  Okinawa. 

On  Okmawa.  Harry  fought  with  te- 
nacity and  courage,  while  engaged  con- 
tinuously in  fierce  combat.  Harry  was 
severely  wounded  while  leading  an  in- 
fantry assault.  For  his  extraordinary 
heroism.  Harry  was  awarded  the  Navy 
Cross,  the  Bronze  Star  with  V  Device 
for  Valor,  the  Purple  Heart  with  a  Gold 
Star,  and  the  Rhode  Island  Cross. 

Upon  Harry's  return,  he  immediately 
went  to  work  at  the  main  post  office  in 
Providence  where  he  had  worked  dur- 
ing high  school.  At  work.  Harry  dis- 
played the  same  commitment  and 
teamwork  he  showed  on  the  frontlines 
at  Okinawa,  and  was  eventually  ap- 
pointed as  the  Postmaster.  He  was  con- 
firmed by  the  United  States  Senate  in 
1961.  and  held  the  position  of  Post- 
master for  25  years. 

Throughout  his  career  with  the  Post- 
al Service,  Harry  also  devoted  much  of 
his  time  to  the  community,  serving  on 
numerous  boards  and  committees. 
Harry  served  on  the  board  of  directors 
for  Butler  Hospital.  Big  Brothers  of  RI. 
RI  Blue  Cross,  the  RI  Heart  and  Lung 
Associations,  and  numerous  others. 

One  of  Harry's  greatest  accomplish- 
ments was  raising  a  wonderful  family. 
He  and  his  wife.  Hazel,  raised  five  chil- 
dren and  have  three  grandchildren. 

Harry  has  served  his  country  in  every 
capacity:  in  the  military,  as  a  civil 
servant,  as  a  devoted  husband  and  fa- 
ther, and  as  a  loyal  American.  Harry 
Kizirian  is  a  source  of  inspiration  for 
the  young  and  old.  and  he  is  a  particu- 
larly cherished  member  of  Rhode  Is- 
land's proud  and  vibrant  Armenian 
community. 

This  bill  would  commemorate  his 
generosity  and  valor  for  future  genera- 
tions, and  it  would  pay  tribute  to  a  re- 
markable gentleman  who  has  given  so 
much  to  his  nation,  his  community, 
and  his  family.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  honoring  Harry  Kizirian  by 
supporting  this  bill. 
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CALLING  FOR  AN  APOLOGY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  R.^- 
HALL]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day in  a  special  order.  I  expressed  my 
total  disbelief  that,  at  an  event  con- 
vened at  taxpayer's  expense,  a  Member 
of  this  House  would  publicly  charge 
that  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
should  be  tarred  and  feathered  and  run 
out  of  the  country. 

Was  this  a  joke.  Mr.  Speaker?  From 
press  accounts,  what  we  do  know  is 
that  it  was  a  reaction  to  a  constitu- 
ent's call  for  the  murder  of  a  Member 
of  the  other  body,  and  that  the  mur- 
derer be  given  a  medal. 

The  Member  from  Washington  State 
in  question  with  whom  I  have  spoken, 
did  not  object  to  the  murder  of  a  U.S. 
Senator.  The  member  did  not  attempt 
to  argue  at  all,  instead  Mr.  Speaker,  he 
fueled  the  flames  of  violence  against 
members  of  the  peoples  house,  against 
the  representatives  elected  by  the 
American  people. 

Let  me  read  from  a  definition  of  tar 
and  feathers": 

Pouring  molten  tar  over  the  body  and  cov- 
ering it  with  feathers  was  an  official  punish- 
ment in  England  as  early  as  the  12th  cen- 
tury. It  was  never  legal  in  the  United  States, 
but  was  always  a  mob — demonstration.  The 
practice  finally  vanished  in  the  late  19th 
Century. 

But  now.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  Member  of 
the  House  wants  to  resurrect  the  prac- 
tice— to  drag  the  American  people,  not 
toward  the  next  millennium,  but  back 
to  the  last. 

Is  this  the  course  the  new  majorities 
in  the  Congress  have  set?  Is  this  a  new 
contract  of  tar  and  feathering,  of  draw- 
ing and  quartering,  of  star  chambers 
and  chambers  of  torture  for  the  Amer- 
ican people? 

Are  there  no  limits  on  inciting  vio- 
lence? Has  America  not  seen  enough 
hate  in  the  last  few  weeks?  Will  this 
hate  make  America  stronger? 

Mr.  Speaker.  When  the  people's  rep- 
resentatives remain  silent  in  the  face 
of  hate  speech,  they  endorse  it.  When 
the  people's  representatives  suggest 
violent  acts  against  their  colleagues, 
they  tear  at  the  very  fabric  that  binds 
us  as  a  nation.  Should  we  not,  as  rep- 
resentatives of  the  people,  seek  a  high- 
er civility  in  this  body?  Should  we  not 
as  leaders  of  this  country,  seek  to  up- 
lift this  nation,  rather  than  tear  it 
down? 

I  ask  for  this  Member's  public  apol- 
ogy Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  that  he  apolo- 
gize to  the  Member  of  the  other  body- 
that  he  apologize  to  the  American  peo- 
ple— and  that  he  apologize  to  this  insti- 
tution of  which  he  is  a  Member. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 


tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  HlLLlARD]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  I 
rise  to  discuss  what  occurred  in  my 
congressional  district  30  years  ago  this 
week.  During  that  time  in  Selma.  AL. 
a  young  black  man  named  Jimmy  Lee 
Jackson  was  murdered  because  he 
dared  to  stand  up  against  the  mul- 
titudes of  racial  injustices,  from  white- 
only  water  fountains  to  the  States- 
rights  stand  which  would  not  allow 
blacks  to  vote. 

Fortunately.  Jimmy  Lee  Jackson's 
murder  in  1965  was  not  in  vain.  It 
prompted  the  historic  54  mile  Selma  to 
Montgomery  voting  rights  march, 
which  was  the  catalyst  for  the  1965 
Voting  Rights  Act.  This  act  secured 
the  rights  of  all  Americans  to  partici- 
pate, without  harassment,  in  the  polit- 
ical system. 

Today,  we  again  have  challenges  belore  us 
which  threaten  the  basic  rights  of  many  Ameri- 
cans. The  so-called  Republican  Contract  With 
Amenca  threatens  to  take  away  many  rights 
which  we,  as  Americans,  hold  dear. 

I  am  speaking  of  the  right  to  have  proper 
medical  care,  the  right  to  proper  nutrition,  the 
right  to  a  good  education,  and  the  right  to  be 
treated  equally  and  fairly  under  the  law. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  hope  and  pray  that  it  does 
not  take  a  murder  like  Jimmy  Lee  Jackson's, 
which  occurred  over  30  years  ago  in  Selma,  to 
wake  up  Amenca  to  action. 


DEFENDING  DEMOCRACY  AGAINST 
TERRORISM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Nadi>er]  is  recognized  for  45 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr  NADT-KR  Mr  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  an  effort  to  shed  light  on  a 
problem  on  nearly  everyone's  mind 
these  days — the  problem  of  terrorism— 
the  problem  of  a  relatively  small  num- 
ber of  violent  lawbreakers  who  have  set 
out  to  undermine  our  democratic  way 
of  life  and  seek  either  to  blackmail  the 
government  through  violence  or  the 
threat  of  violence  to  comply  with  their 
demands,  or  to  overthrow  the  govern- 
ment entirely. 

What  these  misguided  zealots  are  at- 
tempting to  do  is  to  create  a  climate  of 
fear  so  great  that  Americans  can't  even 
drop  off  their  children  at  day  care  in 
the  morning  without  having  to  worry  if 
it  will  be  the  last  time  they  will  ever 
see  them.  This  climate  of  violence  and 
fear  is  sometimes  fostered  by  people 
who  organize  or  join  so-called  militias 
and  say  they  are  acting  in  the  name  of 
patriotism.  They  invoke  our  Founding 
Fathers  to  defend  heinous  acts  of 
senseless  violence,  or  to  advocate  such 
violence. 

How  ironic!  How  tragic! 

In  Hamilton,  MT,  U.S.  District  Court 
Judge  Jeff  Langton  received  the  fol- 
lowing letter: 


We  are  prepared  ...  to  defend  with  our 
life,  our  Rights  to  Life.  Liberty  and  the  Pur- 
suit of  Happiness.  We  number  m  the  thou- 
sands in  your  area  and  everywhere  else.  .  .  . 
How  many  of  your  agents  will  be  sent  home 
in  body  bags  before  you  hear  the  pleas  of  the 
people?  Proceed  at  your  own  peril. 

It  was  signed  by  the  "North  Amer- 
ican Militia." 

In  April  of  this  year,  in  eastern  Mon- 
tana, approximately  15  men.  calling 
themselves  "freemen,"  placed  million- 
dollar  bounties  on  a  county  judge,  a 
sheriff,  a  county  attorney  and  on  other 
local  officials  who  they  felt  were  in- 
fringing on  their  rights. 

While  these  particular  threats  have 
not  yet  resulted  in  violent  terrorist 
acts,  they  well  illustrate  the  dangers 
that  now  confront  law-abiding  Ameri- 
cans. 

We  must  not  give  in  to  the  terrorists. 
We  need  to  enforce  the  laws  we  have, 
and  to  enact  whatever  legal  authority 
we  need  to  deal  with  this  domestic  ter- 
rorist threat.  But  we  must  also  be  ever 
vigilant  not  to  destroy  the  very  free- 
doms we  are  attempting  to  protect.  If 
we  do  that,  then  America  loses  and  the 
terrorists  win. 

We  have  seen  some  attempts  here  in 
Congress  to  deal  with  both  domestic 
and  international  terrorism.  Many  of 
these  initiatives  will  bring  much  need- 
ed and  appropriate  relief.  Some  threat- 
en the  rights  of  law-abiding  citizens. 
We  must  be  careful  not  to  use  a  scat- 
ter-shot  approach,  because,  as  every 
hunter  knows.  scatter-shot  often 
strikes  innocent  bystanders  along 
with,  or  even  instead  of,  the  intended 
target. 

Some  proposals,  already  presented  to 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  would  vio- 
late such  fundamental  and  sacred  pro- 
tections of  our  liberties  as-  the  right  to 
a  fair  and  public  trial;  the  right  to 
confront  witnesses;  the  right  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  nature  and  cause  of  the 
accusation;  and  the  right  to  require 
that  government  prove  criminal 
charges  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

These  rights  set  our  Nation  apart. 
They  safeguard  our  freedom.  We  can 
defend  our  families,  our  communities, 
and  our  laws  without  violating  the 
Constitution,  without  tearing  down  the 
bulwarks  of  our  liberties,  and  without 
trampling  on  the  rights  of  the  accused. 

I  have  introduced  H.R.  1544,  the  Do- 
mestic Insurgency  Act  of  1995,  which 
would  give  our  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers the  legal  authority  they  need  to 
crack  down  on  one  major  aspect  of  do- 
mestic terrorism- the  private  armies 
or  militias  that  have  recently  pro- 
liferated across  our  land. 

This  narrowly  focused  bill  would  pro- 
hibit participating  knowingly  in  pri- 
vate paramilitary  activities  if  it  can  be 
demonstrated  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  to  a  jury  of  twelve  Americans 
that  the  individual  intended  to  use  vio- 
lence against  the  United  States  or  any 
State  or  for  any  other  illegal  purpose. 

This  bill  does  not  limit  the  right  of 
free  speech  or  of  free  assembly  or  asso- 


ciation. People  would  still  be  free  to 
express  any  ideas  they  choose,  no  mat- 
ter how  offensive  others  might  find 
them.  It  would  in  no  way  threaten 
legal  activities  such  as  the  Boy  Scouts, 
rod  and  gun  clubs,  or  people  participat- 
ing in  nonviolent  citizen  activist  ef- 
forts. It  would  not  affect  nonviolent 
civil  disobedience.  It  would  not  threat- 
en the  right  to  associate  freely  with 
like-minded  people.  It  would  penalize 
only  those  who  have  in  their  hearts  the 
desire  to  overthrow  our  legally  con- 
stituted, democratically  elected  gov- 
ernment and  who  are  bent  on  taking 
violent  action  to  do  so  and  who  assem- 
ble arms  and  weaponry  and  practice 
military  techniques  for  the  purpose  of 
doing  so.  Only  the  terrorists  have  any 
reason  to  fear  this  bill. 

There  are  those  who  do  not  under- 
stand, or  who  deliberately  will  not  un- 
derstand, that  this  bill  does  not  violate 
the  Constitution  in  any  way.  They  use 
self-serving,  so-called  patriotic  argu- 
ments to  justify  their  opposition. 

While  vigorous  debate  is  a  healthy 
and  necessary  part  of  the  democratic 
process,  invoking  our  Founding  Fa- 
thers to  rationalize  terrorism  does  not 
promote  productive  discourse.  I  want 
my  colleagues  and  the  American  people 
to  hear  what  some  have  argued. 

One  American  writes:  "particularly 
in  jeopardy  seem  to  be  habeas  corpus, 
the  First,  Second  and  Fourth  Amend- 
ments and  restraints  on  the  Executive 
Branch." 

Another  writes  on  the  Internet, 
"This  is  an  attempt  to  undermine  the 
Second  Amendment  by  outlawing  the 
concept  of  'citizen  militia  man.'  " 

Still  a  third  writes. 

This  final  act  of  unsurpation  should  be 
considered  by  all  who  love  their  country,  not 
government,  as  the  Final  Straw,  and  they 
should  prepare  themselves  for  the  imposition 
of  a  police  state  to  complete  the  task  for  de- 
nial of  our  rights  granted  by  G-d.  "It  is  their 
right,  it  is  their  duty  to  throw  off  that  gov- 
ernment" and  it  appears  that,  should  this 
bill  be  passed,  duty  calls! 

A  fax  sent  to  my  office  reads  as  fol- 
lows. 

Apparently  you  have  never  read  the  Con- 
stitution, if  you  had.  you  would  know  that 
your  Bill  is  not  only  illegal  but  treasonous 
as  well.  You  cannot  undo  what  is  a  constitu- 
tional right  (the  Second  Amendment),  except 
by  repeal  of  the  Constitution  itself  through  a 
Constitutional  Convention!  How  the  hell  did 
you  get  in  office  as  ignorant  as  you  are? 

A  fair  question.  Why  don't  we  read 
the  second  amendment  together? 

A  well  regulated  Militia,  being  necessary 
to  the  .security  of  a  free  State,  the  right  of 
the  people  to  Iceep  and  bear  Arms,  shall  not 
be  infringed. 

What  did  the  people  who  wrote  the 
Constitution  mean  by  "a  well-regu- 
lated Militia"? 

Fortunately,  the  people  who  wrote 
these  words  provided  a  written  expla- 
nation for  future  generations  in  the 
Federalist  Papers. 

In  Federalist  No.  29,  Alexander  Ham- 
ilton makes  clear,  "that  the  plan  of  the 
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[Constitutional]  Convention  [which 
adopted  the  Second  Amendment]  pro- 
posed to  empower  the  Union  'to  provide 
for  organizing,  arming  and  disciplining 
the  militia,  and  for  governing  such 
part  of  them  as  may  be  employed  in 
the  service  of  the  United  States,  re- 
serving to  the  States  respectively  the 
appointment  of  the  officers,  and  the 
authority  of  training  the  militia  ac- 
cording to  the  discipline  prescribed  by 
Congress.'" 

Hamilton  further  explains  that,  "[i]f 
a  well-regulated  militia  be  the  most 
natural  defense  of  a  free  country,  it 
ought  certainly  to  be  under  the  regula- 
tion and  at  the  disposal  of  that  body 
which  is  constituted  the  guardian  of 
the  national  security,"— in  other  words 
Congress,  to  which  the  Constitution 
grants  the  power  to  raise  armies. 

Therefore,  Hamilton  points  out, 
"[t]he  power  of  regulating  the  militia, 
and  of  commanding  its  services  in 
times  of  insurrection  and  invasion  are 
natural  incidents  to  the  duties  of  su- 
perintending the  common  defence,  and 
of  watching  over  the  internal  peace  of 
the  Confederacy." 

So,  clearly,  just  because  a  private 
group  of  people  who  arm  themselves 
with  the  intent  to  take  violent  action 
against  our  Government  or  its  citizens 
call  themselves  a  militia,  does  not 
make  them  part  of  the  well-regulated 
militia  referred  to  in  the  second 
amendment.  The  authors  of  the  Con- 
stitution did  not  see  it  that  way  and 
neither  has  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  Constitution,  the  Federalist  Pa- 
pers, and  Supreme  Court  precedent  all 
make  crystal  clear  that  a  well-regu- 
lated militia  means  the  auxiliary 
armed  forces  of  the  States  that  can  be 
called  into  national  service  by  the 
President — what  we  today  call  the  Na- 
tional Guard. 

Those  who  attempt  to  cloak  acts  of 
terrorism  or  sedition  as  rights  under 
the  mantle  of  the  second  amendment 
ought  to  reread  these  crucial  passages. 

We  should  all  think  about  what  kind 
of  country  we  want  to  live  in.  To  be 
truly  patriotic  means  recognizing  our 
responsibilities  to  uphold  the  demo- 
cratic principles  which  make  this  the 
freest  nation  on  Earth.  It  is  important 
to  remember  that  the  opening  words  of 
the  Constitution  are  "We  the  People" 
not  "I  the  People."  Being  a  citizen  in  a 
democracy  means  that  you  can't  orga- 
nize your  own  private  army  because 
you  disagree  with  the  actions  of  the 
democratically  elected  government.  If 
you  settle  political  differences  with 
bullets  instead  of  ballots,  you  don't 
live  in  a  democracy,  you  live  in  Beruit 
or  Bosnia.  This  is  America,  and  I  don't 
think  we  want  that  to  happen  here. 

We  have  a  responsibility—indeed,  in 
a  democracy  we  have  a  patriotic  duty — 
to  speak  out  against  what  we  believe  to 
be  wrong,  against  that  with  which  we 
do  not  agree,  and  about  that  which  we 
want  to  change.   Peacefully,  lawfully. 
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democratically,  and  with  respect  for 
the  rights  and  liberties  of  those  with 
whom  we  disagree — that's  the  Amer- 
ican way. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gepr.\rdt).  for  today  and 
the  balance  of  the  week,  on  account  of 
personal  business. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ARMEY),  for  today,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  a  funeral. 

Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ARMEY),  for  today,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  a  funeral. 


SPECLA.L  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  P.'VLLONE)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Becerra,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeF.^zio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts,  for  5 
minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee,  for  5  minutes. 
today. 

Ms.  Kaptiti,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Reed,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pallone.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Rahall,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Menendez,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Hilll\rd,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mrs.  SEA.STRAND,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Hunter,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Brya.nt  of  Tennessee,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen.  for  5  minutes,  on 
May  17. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By.  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  ACKERMAN  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Visclosky. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  South.  Dakota. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  LaFalce. 

Mr.  Posh.\rd. 

Ms.  Harm.an  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Foglietta. 


Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr.  Coyne  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Clay. 

Kildee. 

Kaptur. 

Manton. 

Torres. 
Mr.  Reed. 
Mr.  Richardson. 
Mr.  Hall  of  Texas. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter: )  _ 

Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee. 
Mr.  Fawell. 
Mr.  Camp. 
Mr.  COOLEY. 
Mrs.  Roukema. 
Mr.  Bereuter. 
Mr.  Davis  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Martini  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Hyde. 
Mr.  Radanovich. 
Mr.  Walker. 
Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  43  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Thursday,  May  11,  1995,  at  10 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

844.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary.  De- 
partmeiii,  of  Defense,  transmitting  certifi- 
cation with  respect  to  the  maneuver  control 
system  [MCS]  major  defense  acquisition  pro- 
g^ram.  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  2433(e)(2i(Bi(ii; 
to  the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

845.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  certifi- 
cation with  respect  to  ADDS.  Oil.  and  .Jave- 
lin major  defense  acquisition  programs,  pur- 
suant to  10  U.S.C.  2433<e)(2)(B)(i);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

846.  A  letter  from  the  Under  -Secretary.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  certifi- 
cation with  respect  to  the  MIA2  .^brams  up- 
grade major  defense  acquisition  program, 
pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  2433<e)(2KBHi);  to  the 
Committee  on  National  Security 

847.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's Future  Years  Defense  Program 
(F'YDP]  and  associated  procurement  and 
RDT&E  annexes  for  the  fiscal  year  1996-ns- 
cal  year  1997  President's  budget,  pursuant  to 
10  use.  221(a):  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

848.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  provide  for 
alternative  means  of  acquiring  and  improv- 
ing bousing  and  supporting  facilities  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  their  families:  to  the 
Committee  on  National  Security. 

849.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 


mitting the  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1994 
of  the  Administration  on  Aging,  pursuant  to 
42  U.S.C.  3018;  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

850.  A  letter  from  the  .Acting  Director.  De- 
fense Security  A.s.sistance  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  price  and  availability  report  for  the 
quarter  ending  March  31.  1995.  pursuant  to  22 
U.S.C.  2768;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations 

851.  A  letter  from  the  .Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  a  report  on  missile  prolifera- 
tion, pursuant  to  22  U.SC.  2797  note;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

852.  .\  letter  from  the  Chief  Counsel.  For- 
eign Claims  Settlement  Commission  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting  the  Commis- 
sion's 1993  annual  report  on  operations  under 
the  War  Claims  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  pur- 
suant to  .50  use.  app.  2008;  22  U.S.C.  1622a: 
to  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions 

853.  \  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs,  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  a  report  pursuant  to  section 
1207(c)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

854.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  repeal  a  pro- 
vision of  the  National  Defense  .Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1994  that  prohibits  the 
United  States  Government  from  acquiring  or 
modifying  diplomatic  or  consular  facilities 
in  Germany  unless  done  with  residual  value 
funds  provided  by  Germany  and  only  after 
Germany  has  committed  to  repay  at  least  50 
percent  of  the  residual  value  of  United 
States  installations  returned  to  Germany;  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

855.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  .\ct  11-38,  ■Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue Development  Area  Parks  and  Plaza  Pub- 
lic -Safety  .Amendment  Act  of  1995."  pursuant 
to  DC.  Code,  section  l-23,3(cMl):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

356.  A  letter  from  the  Federal  Financial  In- 
stitutions Examination  Council.  Appraisal 
Subcommittee,  transmitting  the  annual  re- 
port under  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial 
Integrity  Act  for  fiscal  year  1994,  pursuant  to 
31  U.S.C.  3512(c)(3);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

857.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  transmitting 
a  report  of  activities  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  for  calendar  year  1994.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  552(e);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

858.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  1994 
section  8  report  on  national  historic  and  nat- 
ural landmarks  that  have  been  damaged  or 
to  which  damage  to  their  integrity  is  antici- 
pated, pursuant  to  16  U.S.C  la-5(a);  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

859.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General. 
General  Accounting  Office,  transmitting  a 
report  entitled.  'Military  Bases:  Analysis  of 
DOD's  1995  Process  and  Recommendations 
for  Closure  and  Realignment."  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  101-576.  section  305  (104  Stat. 
2853);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  National 
Security  and  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

860.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General. 
General  Accounting  Office,  transmitting  the 
financial  audit  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Corporation's  1994  and  1993  financial 
statements,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-576. 


section  305  (104  Stat.  2853);  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  Banking  and  Financial  -Serv- 
ices and  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

861  A  letter  from  the  .attorney  General  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  the  1994  an- 
nual report  on  the  number  of  applications 
that  were  made  for  orders  and  extension  of 
orders  approving  electronic  surveillance 
under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  -Surveillance 
Act.  pursuant  to  50  U.S.C.  1807.  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Intelligence  (Permanent 
-Select)  and  the  Judiciary. 

862  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Energy. 
transmitting  notification  that  the  Depart- 
ment's report  on  commercial  projects  em- 
ploying clean  coal  technologies  in  countries 
projected  to  have  significant  growth  in 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  will  be  provided 
by  .June  15.  1995;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations.  Commerce,  and  Science. 

863  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director. 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled,  the 
"Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996  "  pursuant  to  31  US  C  1110;  joint- 
ly, to  the  Committees  on  Intelligence  (Per- 
manent Select).  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight.  National  Security,  and  the  Judici- 
ary. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.   public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr    WALKER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

SKNSENBRENNER): 

H  R  1601.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions to  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  to  develop,  assemble,  and  op- 
erate the  international  space  station;  to  the 
Committee  on  Science. 
By  Mr  LONGLEY: 
H  R  1602.  A  bill  to  impose  a  moratorium 
on  .sanctions  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  with 
respect  to  marginal  and  moderate  ozone  non- 
attainment  areas,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

H.R  1603.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  uf  1986  Lo  coirecL  mistakes  which 
advertently  included  certain  ferries  operat- 
ing between  Portland.  ME.  and  Nova  Scotia 
under  the  excise  tax  on  the  transportation  of 
passengers  by  water  as  opposed  to  the  actual 
intent  which  was  to  tax  voyages  the  primary 
purpose  of  which  is  gambling;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut  (for 
herself  and  Mr.  Thom.^s): 
H.R  1604  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  promote  the  continuity 
and  portability  of  health  insurance  coverage 
by  restricting  discrimination  based  on 
health  status,  limiting  use  of  preexisting 
condition  exclusions,  and  making  COBRA 
continuation  coverage  more  affordable  and 
available;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means 

By  Mr.  KILDEE  (for  himself.  Mr  Clay. 
Mr.  WiLLiA.Ms.  Mr.  MILLER  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Owens.  Mr.  SAWi'ER.  and  Mr. 
Payne  of  New  Jersey): 
H.R    1605.  A  bill   to  provide  assistance  to 
State    and    local    communities    to    improve 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  to  help 
achieve  the  National  Education  Goals  for  all 
citizens,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational  Oppor- 
tunities. 

By  Mr  REED  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  Rhode  Island): 
H  R    1606   A  bill  to  designate  the  U.S.  Post 
Office  building  located  at  24  Corliss  Street. 


Providence.  RI.  as  the  "Harry  Kizirlan  Post 

Office  Building":  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  ROYCE: 
H  R.  1607  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  convey- 
ance of  El  Toro  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  se- 
lected for  closure  under  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990.  to  Or- 
ange County,  CA;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security 

By  Mr.  SCHUMER: 
H.R.  1608.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  ensure  that  the  prohibitions 
against  guns  in  school  zones  have  the  req- 
uisite nexus  with  interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Ms.  WATERS: 
H.R  1609.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  and  title  38.  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  sharing  of  medical  information 
relating  to  determination  of  disability  be- 
tween the  Social  Security  Administration 
and  Department  of  Veterans  .\ffairs;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 


MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

76.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Col- 
orado, relative  to  the  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica; to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

77.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Colorado,  rel- 
ative to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion Authorization  Act  of  1994;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

78  Also,  memorial  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  relative  to 
the  Small  Business  Administration;  to  the 
Committee  on  Small  Business. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H  R.  42:  Mr  DixoN.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr. 
Engel.  Mr.  Meehan.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr.  Johnston  of  Florida,  and 
Mr.  Ma.nton. 

H  R.  44:  Mrs.  Rouke.ma.  Mr.  Vento.  Ms. 
Rivers.  Mr  Emerson.  Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Mr. 
Rahall.  Mr  Dirbin.  and  Mr  Pastor. 

H.R.  94:  Mr  Bachus.  Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr. 
Fawell.  and  Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R   127   Mr.  LUTHER  and  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H  R.  230:  Mr.  Cooley 

H  R.  311:  Mr.  Eva.ns.  Mr.  Olver.  Ms.  Wool- 
SEY.  Ms.  LowEY.  Mr.  Gunderson.  and  Mr. 
Meehan. 

H.R.  329:  Mr.  Crapo  and  Mr.  English  of 
Pennsylvania. 

H  R.  367:  Mr.  BROWN  of  California  and  Mr 
Studds. 

H  R  398:  Mr.  Gutierrez. 

H.R  399:  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr  Dixon. 
Evans.  Mr.  Pallone.  Mr.  Ward,  and 
Bishop. 

H.R.  452:  Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas. 

H.R.       501:       Mr.       Ki.ngston       and 
Hostettler. 

H  R  580:  Ms.  Lowey.  Mrs.  Thur.man, 
Torricelli.  and  Mrs.  Roukema. 


Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr 
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H.R.  588:  Ms.  Woolsey  and  Ms  Velazquez. 
H.R.  739:  Mr  Burr  and  Mr  Ewing. 
H.R.  764:  Ms  Norton 

H  R.  798:  Mr.  Ackerman.  Ms  FuRSE.  Mr. 
LiPiNSKi.  Mrs.  Roukema.  Mr.  Pastor.  Mr. 
Murtha.  and  Ms.  Lowev. 

H  R    803    Mr    Rose.  Mr.  Camp.  Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly.  Mr   Meehan.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  Mr  Kleczka. 
H  R.  833:  Mrs.  Morella  and  Ms    Lofgren 
H  R  860:  Mr.  STUMP  and  Mr.  COOLEV 
H  R    896:  Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia  and  Mrs 
Collins  of  Illinois. 
H.R  897:  Mr.  Funderburk 
H  R   957:  Mr    BAKER  of  California  and  Mr. 
Herger 
H  R  972:  Mr  Gfjdenson. 
H  R  1003:  Mr.  Wilson  and  Mr  Matsui 
H  R.   1023:   Mr.   HUNTER.   Mrs    Schroeder. 
Mr.   Clinger.   Mr.   Sanders.   Mr.   Mascara. 
and  Mr.  Torres. 
H  R.  1024:  Mr  Coble 
H  R  1047:  Mr  Cox  and  Mr.  McInnis. 
H  R   1052:  Mr  CoOLEV. 
H  R   1061:  Mr.  Norwood.  Mr   Funderburk. 
Mr    McCoLLUM.  Mr   Tucker.  Mr.  Bono.  Mr. 
Wilson.  Mr.  Schiff.  Mrs    Chenoweth.  Mr. 
Packard,  and  Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas. 

H.R  1073:  Mrs  Meek  of  Florida.  Mr 
Cramer.  Mr  Engel.  Mr  Stokes.  Mr  Hoyer. 
and  Mr.  Emerson 

HR  1074:  Mrs  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Cramer.  Mr  Engel.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Hoyer. 
and  Mr.  Emerson. 

H.R  1083:  Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Mr  Coble.  Mr 
Frazer.  Mr  Bartlett  of  Maryland.  Ms. 
Dunn  of  Washington,  and  Mr  Collins  of 
Georgia. 

H  R   1084:  Mr   Gibbons.  Mrs   Clayton.  Mr. 
Dellums.    Mr.    Evans.    Mr.    Hi.nchey.    Mr. 
Frost.  Mr    Thompson.  Mr    Gene  Green  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Serrano,  and  Mr  Durbin 
H.R.  1176:  Mr.  KiM 

H  R  1189:  Mr  Zimmer.  Mr  Manton.  and 
Mr.  DEtrrscH. 

H.R  1192:  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr  Frost.  Mr 
Deutsch.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas.  Mr 
Manton.  and  Mr.  Wyden 

H.R    1193:   Mr    Oberstar.   Mr    FROST.  Mr 
DEUT3CH.  Mr.  Ackerma:.-.  Mr.  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. Mr.  Gene  green  of  Texas.  Mr 
TORRJCELLI.  Mr    Ma.nton,  Mr.  Serrano, 
Wyden.  and  Mr.  Meehan. 
H  R   1222:  Mr.  Fox. 
H  R.  1235:  Mr.  KLUG  and  Mrs  LowEY. 
H  R     1242:    Mr     Ewing.    Mr     Durbin. 
Knollenberg.  and  Mr.  Roberts. 

H.R     1253:    Mr.    ScoTT.    Mr.    Vento. 
FiLNER.   Mr.   Gejdenson.   Mr    Waxman. 
Slaughter.    Mr.     Bryant    of    Texas. 
Serrano.    Mr     Hoyer.    Mr     Dooley. 
LowEY,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia,  and  Mr 
Falce. 

HR     1262:    Mr     Vento,    Mr     Cardin. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Serrano. 
H.R  1288:  Mr.  Visclosky  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 
H.R.     1289:     Mr      Romero-Barcelo,     Mrs. 
Fowler,  and  Mr  Crane. 
H  R  1418:  Mr  Hefley  and  Mr  Chapman 
H.R.  1424:  Mr.  Duncan. 
H.R.   1447:  Mr    Moakley.  Mr.  Beilenson, 
and  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H  R.  1448:  Mr  Weldon  of  Pennsylvania, 
Mr.  McKeon,  and  Mr  Longley. 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  Boucher,  Mr.  Johnston  of 
Florida,  and  Mr.  Hinchey. 

H.R.  1514:  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Mr  Rich- 
ardson, Mr.  QuiLLEN,  Mr  Payne  of  Virginia, 
Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Funderburk.  Mr.  Skelton. 
Mr.  SisiSKY.  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr  Tanner,  Mr. 
Volkmer,  Mr  Rose,  Ms.  Lofgren,  and  Mr, 
Spence. 
H.R.  1546:  Mr  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 
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H.R.  1560:  Ms.  PELOSi  and  Mr.  Gene  Green 

of  Texas 

H  R.  1578   Mr.  P.\STOR. 

H  R  1589:  Mr  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Saxton.  and 
Mr.  McKeon. 

H  R   1594:  Mr.  Ramstad.  Mr.  SOLOMON,  and 

Mr    CHRISTENSEN. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Mr   Bonilla 

H.  Con.  Res.  36:  Mr  Zimmer. 

H.  Con  Res.  37:  Mr   Zimmer. 

H.  Con.  Res.  40:  Mr.  HofGHTON.  Mr.  ACKER- 
man.  Ms.  McKiNNEY.  Mr.  Jefferson,  and  Mr. 
Johnston  of  Florida. 

H.  Con.  Res.  48:  Mr.  DELTSCH.  Mr.  NEY.  Mr. 
Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr  LaFalce.  Ms.  Lowey. 
Mrs    Meyers  of  Kansas.  Mrs.  Clayton,  and 

Mr    ACKER.MAN 

H  Con   Res  59  Mr  BROWN  of  Ohio. 

H  Res  23  Mr  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H   Res.  24   Mr   McKeon. 

H.  Res  98:  Ms  FuRSE.  Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon. 
and  Mr.  MAR^^NEZ. 

H  Res  99  Ms.  FuRSE  and  Mr.  Bunn  of  Or- 
egon. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H  R  961 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Bateman 
A.MENDMENT    No.    57:    Pages    231    and    232. 
strike  the  table  and  insert  the  following: 


Slite 

Pmmlase  ol  Sums  AulKofiml  loi  Fiscal 

Year 

19% 

1997 

1998 

1999  i 
2000 

Alabama 

10693 

I  Olio 

09M4 

08896 

AiasU 

0  5/23 

05411 

0  5087 

0  4761 

Unan 

0  7139 

0  7464 

0  7767 

0  8060 

06255 

0  5914 

0  556O 

0  5204 

7  5590 

7  9031 

8  2244 

8  5345 

Cotwado 

0  7649 

0  7232 

0  6885 

0  6847 

Connecticut     ...         .-    . 

12948 

13537 

13718 

13643 

OHaoarc 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

District  of  Cotumtil 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

Flontfa 

3  4532 

3  4462 

3  4304 

34115 

emv 

17870 

18683 

19443 

19993 

0  7406 
04694 

4  7801 

0  7002 
0  4438 
4  9976 

0  6583 
04173 
5  2008 

06161 

Mrtt 

0  3905 

5  3970 

•  ■ 

2  5472 
12942 

2  6631 
12236 

27714 
11503 

2  8759 

Irrt 

10767 

Kmnt 

08708 
13452 

0  8690 
13570 

0  865O 
13508 

0  8602 

MndT 

13433 

tiMilillT 

10S12 

10060 

10014 

0  9958 

"  ' 

0  7402 
2  3128 

0S999 
21867 

06666 
2  0557 

06629 

IkqiMM - 

19241 

HatuOiuscnj 

35884 

3  7518 

3  9043 

4  0515 

State 

Percentage  ol  Sums  *umori;ed  lor  Fiscal 

rear 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999  1 
2OO0 

Michiian 

41117 

3  8875 

3  8061 

3  7850 

Minnesota 

17576 

16618 

15622 

14622 

Mississiggi 

08615 

0  8146 

0  7658 

0  7167 

Missouri 

26509 

2  5063 

2  3562 

2  2054 

ninttii        

04694 
04891 
0  4694 

0  4438 
0  4624 
0  4438 

04173 
0  4347 
04173 

0  3905 

nitniiit          

0  4069 

Hni^l 

0  39O5 

Ne«  Hampshire 

0  9556 

0  9035 

0  8494 

0  7950 

New  lefsey 

4  3190 

45156 

46686 

4  6428 

New  Meiico 

04694 
11  6659 

0  4438 
12  1%9 

04173 
12  6928 

0  3905 

New  Yoi»           ..       .. 

13  1714 

North  Carolina    

19075 

19943 

2  0754 

21537 

Norm  Dakota      .. 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

Otiio                

5  3833 

5  0898 

4  9266 

4  8993 

Ohlalioma           

0  7726 
11939 

0  7304 
12399 

06867 
12342 

0  6427 

Oreion 

12274 

PennsYlvania 

4  1866 

4  2145 

4  1952 

4  1720 

Rhode  Uland 

0  6421 

0  6O71 

0  5707 

0  5342 

South  Carolina 

0  97% 

09262 

0  8707 

08150 

South  Dakota 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

Tennesset    ,. 

14697 

14668 

14600 

14520 

leias    

4  6552 

4  6458 

4  6245 

4  5989 

Utah       

0  5039 

04764 

0  4479 

04192 

Vfffti()flr             ., _.,. 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

Virginia               — . ..... 

2  1630 

2  2615 

2  3534 

2  4379 

Washington       ._     .-.._. 

18380 

19217 

19998 

2  0752 

West  Virginia    .         

14907 

14249 

14184 

14106 

Wisconsin 

2  5852 
04694 

2  4442 
04438 

2  2978 
04173 

21507 

Wyoming          

0  3905 

(>uei1o  Rico      _.. 

12472 

11792 

11185 

11123 

Norttwrn  Mariaui  „ 

0  0399 

00377 

0  0355 

00332 

AfTifriran  SoTMrt  

00859 
0  0621 

00812 
0  0587 

0  0763 
00552 

00714 

Guam 

0  0517 

Paiau 

0  1224 

01158 

0  1088 

01019 

Virgin  Islands 

0  0551 

0  0576 

0  0599 

0  0599 

H  R.  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Cooley 
Amendment  No.  58:  Page  181,  after  line  16. 
insert  the  following: 

SEC.  401.  GRAZING  OF  LIVESTOCK 

Section  401(a)(1)  (33  U  S.C.  1341(a)(1))  strike 
"Federal  license  or  permit"  and  insert  "Fed- 
eral license  or  permit  (other  than  a  lease  or 
permit  to  authorize  the  grazing  of  livestock 
on  any  lands  owned  or  under  the  control  of 
the  United  Stales)". 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  title  IV 
of  the  bill  and  conform  the  table  of  contents 
accordingly. 

H.R  961 
Offered  by:  Mr.  C(X)ley 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  59:  Page  209.  strike  line  1 
and  insert  "SEC.  503.  POINT  SOURCE  DE- 
FINED.". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  ihe  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  209.  at  the  beginning  of  line  2.  insert 
"(a)  CAFO  Definition  Clarification.—". 

Page  209.  after  line  17.  insert  the  following: 
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(b)       AGRICL'LTfRAL       STORM  WATER       DIS- 
CHARGES.—Section  502(14)  is  further  amended 
by    inserting    ".    including   discharges    from 
cropland,  pasture  land,  rangeland.  any  graz- 
ing lands  used  pursuant  to  a  Federal  grazing 
permit  or  lease,  and  forest  lands,"  after  -ag- 
ricultural stormwater  discharges". 
H.R  961 
OFFERED  by:  MR.  DeF'AZIO 
AMENDMENT  No.  60:  Page  92.  line  2.  strike 
"or  other  facility",  as  in.serted  on  page  14  of 
the  committee  amendment  offered   by   Mr 
Shuster. 

H  R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Minge 
AMENDMENT  No.  61:  Page  243,  after  line  8. 
insert  the  following: 

"(3)  Agricultural  permit  authority  — 
The  Secretary  of  /\griculture  is  authorized 
to  issue  permits  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion for  any  activity  resulting  from  normal 
farming,  silviculture,  aquaculture,  and 
ranching  activities  and  practices  carried  out 
on  agricultural  land  or  for  any  activity  inci- 
dental thereto  carried  out  on  the  agricul- 
tural land  if  the  agricultural  land  is  not  sub- 
ject to  sections  1221-1223  of  the  Food  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1985  (16  use.  3821-3823)  Any  ac- 
tivity allowed  by  the  Secretary  of  .Agri- 
culture under  such  sections  1221-1223  shall  be 
treated  as  having  a  permit  issued  under  this 
section  and  no  individual  request  for  or 
granting  of  a  permit  shall  be  required  under 
this  section. 
Page  274,  after  line  19,  add  the  following: 
"(10)  Mitigation  of  agricultural  lands.— 
Any  mitigation  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  agricultural  lands  shall  be 
accepted  by  the  Secretary  as  mitigation 
under  this  section. 

Page  276.  line  7.  after  "ditches"  insert  "(In- 
cluding resloping  of  drainage  ditches  to  con- 
trol bank  erosion)" 

H  R  961 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Riggs 
.Amendment   No.   62:    On    page   276.   strike 
lines  3  through  7  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"ponds,  wastewater  retention  or  manage- 
ment facilities  I  including  pipelines,  dikes 
and  berms)  that  are  used  by  concentrated 
animal  feeding  operations  or  advanced  treat- 
ment municipal  wastewater  reuse  oper- 
ations, or  irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or 
the  maintenance  of  drainage  ditches;". 
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REFORMING  U.S.  INTELLIGENCE 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  199.5 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 
May  10.  1995  into  the  CONGRESSIONAL 
Record. 

Reforming  U.S.  Intelligence 

Many  efforts  are  currently  underway  to  re- 
form and  streamline  the  federal  government. 
Few  parts  are  belter  candidates  for  reform 
than  the  multi-billion  dollar  agencies  that 
make  up  the  intelligence  community.  With 
aggressive  growth  but  no  master  plan  for 
several  decades,  the  Intelligence  community 
has  become  a  bloated,  poorly-managed  bu- 
reaucracy whose  mission  has  yet  to  be  rede- 
fined for  the  post-Cold  War  world. 

The  Inteliigence  Community.  Intelligence 
is  information  on  foreign  events,  intentions, 
capabilities,  and  personalities  that  could  af- 
fect our  security.  The  Pentagon  uses  intel- 
ligence to  design  weapons,  make  deployment 
decisions,  and  fight  wars.  The  President  and 
other  foreign  policy  officials  use  Intelligence 
to  prepare  for  negotiations  and  predict  for- 
eign developments  that  could  threaten  U.S. 
interests. 

Thirteen  civilian  and  military  agencies— 
not  just  the  CIA— collect  and  analyze  intel- 
ligence. Each  of  our  four  military  services 
has  its  own  intelligence  unit,  and  the  Penta- 
gon has  another.  U.S.  intelligence  agencies 
em.ploy  tens  of  thousands  of  people  and 
produce  dozens  of  different  daily  or  weekly 
reports. 

Need  for  Reform.  The  U.S.  needs  an  intel- 
ligence community  that  gives  government 
officials  information  that  is  accurate,  rel- 
evant, timely,  and  cost  efficient.  To  meet 
that  challenge  in  a  world  far  different  from 
the  one  for  which  it  was  created,  the  intel- 
ligence community  will  require  a  new  mis- 
sion and  substantial  organizational  change. 

From  the  end  of  World  War  II  until  the 
early  1990s.  U.S.  intelligence  had  one  over- 
riding objective:  winning  the  Cold  War.  By 
the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  roughly  half  of  all 
intelligence  resources  were  focused  on  Soviet 
bloc  military  forces.  The  world  has  changed 
dramatically  in  the  past  few  years,  but  the 
mission  of  U.S.  intelligence  has  been  slow  to 
adjust. 

Winning  the  Cold  War  was  so  important  an 
objective  that  almost  any  intelligence  ex- 
penditure could  be  justified.  Intelligence  pro- 
grams and  spending  grew  steadily.  The  num- 
ber of  CIA  employees  nearly  doubled  during 
the  1980s  alone. 

Our  massive  intelligence  bureaucracy  is 
not  well-coordinated.  It  Is  a  ship  without  a 
captain.  Agencies  often  needlessly  cover  the 
same  topic,  wasting  money.  Sometimes 
agencies  fail  to  collaborate  effectively.  That 
generates  intelligence  that  is  lower  in  qual- 
ity and  less  timely  than  our  national  secu- 
rity demands. 

What  Should  Be  Done?  With  the  Presi- 
dent's backing.  John  Deutch.  the  incoming 


director  of  the  CL^.  ha?  promised  dramatic 
reforms  in  U.S.  inteiiitfence.  The  intelligence 
community  is  also  t)eing  carefully  examined 
by  a  bipartisan  commission  established  by 
law  last  year.  Several  key  reforms  are  need- 
ed. 

First,  we  need  to  redefine  the  mission  of 
U.S.  intelligence — to  decide  what  we  want 
our  intelligence  agencies  to  focus  on.  and  in 
what  order  of  priority.  Nearly  everyone 
agrees  that  intelligence  on  weapons  pro- 
liferation, terrorism,  and  regional  wars 
should  be  the  highest  priority  after  the  Cold 
War.  But  some  officials  also  want  U.S.  intel- 
ligence agencies  to  monitor  economic,  envi- 
ronmental, and  other  non-military  develop- 
ments. The  lack  of  consensus  has  permitted 
the  number  of  intelligence  targets  to  grow  in 
recent  years.  That  complicates  coordination 
and  risks  spreading  resources  too  thin. 

Second,  once  we  have  figured  out  what  our 
intelligence  community  needs  to  focus  on. 
we  must  decide  what  combination  of  agen- 
cies and  resources  it  needs  to  do  the  job.  For 
example,  paramilitary  covert  action  should 
be  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Defense.  To 
ensure  that  we  get  all  the  intelligence  we 
need  at  a  price  we  can  afford,  we  should  sub- 
ject the  intelligence  community  to  a  top-to- 
bottom  management  review.  We  must  elimi- 
nate redundant  programs  and  improve  co- 
ordination. In  general,  the  intelligence  com- 
munity should  be  smaller  and  more  focussed 
on  the  central  issues  of  national  security. 

Third,  since  effective  management  will  re- 
quire stronger  leadership,  we  should  create  a 
new  post,  the  Director  of  National  Intel- 
ligence, with  authority  over  key  appoint- 
ments and  the  entire  intelligence  budget, 
which  the  head  of  the  CIA  now  lacks.  The  Di- 
rector should  be  in  charge  of  the  intelligence 
community.  Our  current  management  sys- 
tem is  a  recipe  for  inefficiency.  No  one  per- 
son is  in  charge  of  the  thirteen  intelligence 
agencies. 

Fourth,  we  need  to  address  the 
politicizatlon  of  intelligence.  Policy  officials 
sometimes  misuse  intelligence  to  promote 
favored  policies,  and  Intelligence  officials 
sometimes  tell  policy  makers  what  they 
think  they  want  to  hear.  President  Clinton's 
decision  to  make  the  new  CIA  director  a 
member  of  his  cabinet  threatens  the  nec- 
essary separation  between  intelligence  and 
policy,  and  should  be  reconsidered.  The  CIA 
director  should  not  be  a  policy  maker,  and 
should  scrupulously  keep  his  assessments 
free  of  policy  considerations. 

Fifth,  we  need  to  improve  counter-espio- 
nage efforts.  The  case  of  Aldrich  Ames,  the 
convicted  CIA  agent  who  spied  for  Russia 
without  detection  for  nine  years,  highlighted 
stunning  weaknesses  in  our  counter-espio- 
nage system  Congress  has  approved  legisla- 
tion that  makes  it  easier  to  monitor  the  per- 
sonal lives  and  finances  of  intelligence  em- 
ployees, but  additional  steps  may  be  nec- 
essary. 

Finally,  I  have  come  to  the  view  that  fun- 
damentally the  culture  of  the  CIA  needs  to 
be  changed.  Within  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity today  is  an  attitude  that  they  know  bet- 
ter than  the  policymakers — including  the 
President  and  Congress— about  what  to  do  to 


protect  national  security.  Decisive  steps 
must  be  taken  to  ensure  that  intelligence  of- 
ficials are  fully  accountable  to  policy- 
makers. The  intelligence  community  must 
rigorously  respect  the  law,  move  toward 
greater  openness,  and  work  closely  and  coop- 
eratively with  Congress. 

Conclusion:  The  U.S.  must  engage  the 
post-Cold  War  world  with  a  smaller,  better, 
more  cost-efficient  intelligence  community. 
The  challenges  that  bedevil  us  today  require 
that  our  policymakers  have  the  very  best  in- 
formation upon  which  to  make  the  decisions 
necessary  to  preserve  the  national  security 
of  the  country. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  ALMA  COLLEGE 
MODEL  UNITED  NATIONS  TEAM 


HON.  DAVE  C.\MP 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10,  1995 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  recognize 
the  accomplishment  of  18  young  men  and 
women  from  Alma  College,  in  the  Fourth  Con- 
gressional District  of  Michigan 

Every  year,  Ihe  United  Nations  m  New  YorV 
City  sponsors  a  "Model  United  Nations  Cham- 
pionships" which  IS  a  simulation  of  committee 
work  the  UN  performs.  In  this  competition, 
students  compete  m  areas  such  as  building 
and  keeping  peace,  leadership  skills,  and 
other  issues  such  as  the  role  of  women  in  na- 
tional government. 

This  year,  165  teams,  consisting  of  1.945 
students  from  40  States  and  1 8  countries,  par- 
ticipated in  this  4-day  competition.  In  the  end, 
It  was  the  team  from  Alma  that  won  it  ail. 

These  students  worked  up  to  40  hours  a 
week  m  preparation  for  this  competition  Their 
hard  work  and  sacrifice,  as  well  as  the  efforts 
of  their  advisor.  Dr.  Sandy  Hume,  resulted  in 
a  world  championship  for  Alma  College 

Their  campus,  their  community,  their  State 
and  their  country  have  reason  to  t>e  proud. 
We  can  be  proud  because  they  set  a  goal, 
worked  tirelessly  to  achieve  that  goal  and 
joined  together  as  a  team  to  accomplish  that 
goal.  As  far  as  I'm  concerned,  they  were  win- 
ners before  they  ever  got  to  New  York 

Congratulations  to  Dr.  Hume  and  the  stu- 
dents of  the  1995  Model  United  Nations  World 
Champions.  And  here's  to  sweet  repeat  in 
1996. 


HONORING  MR.  GOULD 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKER.MAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr,  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today 
to  join  with  the  constituents  of  my  district  in 


9  This   "bullet  "  symbol  ideniif'ies  scaiemtnis  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


12518 

hononng  Mr.  Morion  Gould,  who  recently  re- 
ceived the  1994  Pulitzer  Prize  for  Music  Con> 
position. 

The  worV  for  which  he  was  honored  is 
"Stringmusic"  which  was  commissioned  by  the 
National  Symphony  Orchestra  and  first  per- 
formed by  the  orchestra  here  in  Washington  in 
March  of  last  year. 

The  Pulitzer  is  just  the  latest  honor  con- 
ferred on  Morton.  This  past  December,  he  was 
a  Kennedy  Center  honoree  for  his  lifetime 
contnbutions  to  Amencan  culture  through  per- 
forming arts. 

Bom  in  Richmond  Hill,  NY.  on  December 
10,  1913,  Morton  Gould  has  been  composing 
arxj  performing  as  conductor  of  the  major 
symp^iony  orchestras  in  the  United  States  and 
throug(X)ut  the  world  for  most  of  the  20th  cen- 
tury. His  first  published  composition  appeared 
in  1920  when  he  was  just  6  years  old. 

By  the  time  he  was  2 1 .  Morton  was  con- 
ducting and  arranging  a  weekly  series  of  or- 
chestra radio  progranns  for  the  WOR  Mutual 
Network  on  which  many  of  his  orchestral  set- 
tings were  introduced. 

A  gifted  composer,  his  work  is  characterized 
by  its  distinctively  American  flavor;  rt  incor- 
porates folk,  blues,  jazz,  gospel,  and  western 
elements  with  the  classic  symphonic  form. 
Among  his  more  popular  symphonic  works  are 
"Latin-American  Symphonette,"  "Jekyll  and 
Hyde  Vanations,"  "Spirituals  for  Orchestra," 
"American  Salute,"  "Tap  Dance  Concerto," 
and  "Dehvations  for  Clannet  and  Band, '  wnt- 
ten  for  the  late  Benny  Goodman. 

In  addition  to  the  National  Symphony  Or- 
Ciiestra,  his  music  has  been  commissioned  by 
other  major  symphony  orchestras,  the  Library 
of  Congress,  the  Chamljer  Music  Society  of 
Lirx;oln  Center,  the  Amencan  Ballet  Theatre, 
and  the  New  York  City  Ballet. 

Morton's  talents  are  not  limited  to  the  sym- 
phonic mode.  His  Broadway  credits  include 
the  musk:als  "Arms  and  the  Girl"  and  "Billion 
Dollar  Baby"  while  his  film  scores  include 
"Windjammer,"  "Delightfully  Dangerous"  and 
"Cinerama  Holiday."  His  scores  composed  for 
television  include  "Holocaust,"  "F.  Scott  Fitz- 
gerald in  Hollywood"  and  CBS's  "World  War  I" 
documentary  series. 

His  list  of  credits  is  virtually  endless  At  age 
81  he  lives  in  Great  Neck,  NY,  where  he  still 
is  actively  composing  works  which  have  been 
commissioned  by  major  orchestras. 

It  IS  a  pleasure  to  salute  Morton  Gould  arxj 
bring  the  latest  honor  bestowed  on  this  true 
American  icon  to  the  attention  of  our  col- 
leagues. I 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  BETTY 

Mclaughlin.  PREsroENT.  dis- 
trict 29  VETERANS  OF  FOREIGN 
WARS  LADIES  AL'XILIARY 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  join 
today  in  offering  a  tnbute  to  Betty  McLaughlin, 
district  29  president  for  the  Veterans  of  For- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

eign  Wars  Ladies  Auxiliary.  Betty  McLaughlin 
will  be  honored  on  May  12,  1995,  by  the 
members  of  district  29  of  the  VFW  Ladies 
Auxiliary. 

It  is  fitting  that  the  Members  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  should  have  this 
opportunity  to  reflect  on  the  patnotic  civic  con> 
mitment  of  a  woman  like  Betty  McLaughlin. 
Since  joining  the  ladies  auxiliary  to  the  Veter- 
ans of  Foreign  Wars  in  1970,  Betty 
McLaughlin  has  given  countless  hours  of  her 
time  in  support  of  VFW  activities  that  celebrate 
American  values  of  family,  community,  and 
country. 

Betty  McLaughlin  originally  joined  the  VFW 
Ladies  Auxiliary  on  the  eligibility  of  her  hus- 
t)and.  Bob  McLaughlin,  who  served  with  the 
1st  Calvary  Division.  7th  Calvary  Regiment  of 
the  U.S.  Army  during  World  War  II.  They  mar- 
ried in  1952  and  currently  reside  in  West 
View.  PA.  She  and  her  husband  have  four 
children.  Robert  Jr..  Linda.  Robin,  and  Sean. 
They  are  also  the  proud  grandparents  of  six 
grandchildren. 

Betty  McLaughlin  has  served  in  a  number  of 
leadership  posts  over  the  years  since  first  join- 
ing the  VFW's  Ladies  Auxiliary.  She  was  elect- 
ed president  of  the  West  View  Auxiliary  in 
1973  when  her  husband  Bob  served  as  com- 
mander. They  were  the  first  husband  and  wife 
team  to  sen/e  together  as  president  and  conv 
mander  at  the  West  View  Post.  During  her  first 
term  as  president  of  the  West  View  Post, 
Betty  McLaughlin  was  honored  for  her  suc- 
cess at  recruiting  new  members.  She  has 
been  chairman  of  several  committees,  includ- 
ing Americanism  and  Loyalty  Day  Safety, 
Community  Activities,  and  Cancer.  She  is  cur- 
rently serving  as  committee  chairman  for  Can- 
cer, and  Americanism  and  Loyalty  Day  as  well 
as  trustee. 

Betty  McLaughlin's  first  appointment  on  the 
Allegheny  County  Council  level  was  as  a  color 
bearer.  After  serving  on  many  committees  at 
the  county  council  level,  she  was  elected  to 
the  Onice  of  president  of  the  Allegheny  Council 
Ladies  Auxiliary  in  June  1982.  Betty 
McLaughlin  was  appointed  department  of 
Pennsylvania  chief  of  staff  by  department 
president-elect  Jean  Gasior  in  1990  and  has 
held  several  State  chairmanships,  such  as 
1991  chairman  of  the  Pennsylvania  Western 
Area  Chairman  for  National  Home,  the  1992 
department  of  Pennsylvania  chairman  for  Po- 
litical Action  Committee,  and  the  1993  Depart- 
ment of  Pennsylvania  western  area  chairman 
for  Americanism  and  Loyalty  Day. 

While  deeply  involved  with  the  VFW  Ladies 
Auxiliary.  Betty  McLaughlin  has  also  been  ac- 
tive in  her  community  and  has  given  her  time 
and  energy  to  programs  sponsored  by  local 
groups,  churches,  and  schools.  She  has 
served  as  den  mother.  Brownie,  and  Girl 
Scout  Mother.  She  is  currently  serving  as  ad- 
visor to  the  West  View  Junior  Girls  Unit.  She 
has  also  served  the  last  6  years  on  the  elec- 
tion txiard  in  her  local  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  1994.  Betty  McLaughlin  at- 
tained the  office  of  district  29  president  of  the 
Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  Ladies  Auxiliary. 
She  has  brought  to  this  position  the  same 
dedication  and  spirit  that  she  has  denv 
onstrated  in  so  many  positions  since  joining 
the  VFW  Ladies  Auxiliary  in  1970.  I  am  proud 
to  represent  Betty  McLaughlin  as  a  constituent 
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of  the  14fh  Congressional  Disthct  of  Penn- 
sylvania and  I  want  to  wish  her  and  her  family 
the  very  best.  It  is  a  distinct  pleasure  to  join 
with  the  comrades  and  sisters  of  the  West 
View  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  Post  2754  and 
Its  auxiliary  and  jur\ior  girls  in  saluting  Betty 
McLaughlin. 
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AMERICA  AS  EXPORT 
SUPERPOWER 


HON.  JANE  HARiMAN 

OK  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  10, 1995 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  aftermath 
of  the  cold  war  presents  America  with  a  wide 
range  of  opportunities  as  well  as  challenges  to 
its  pre-eminent  position  in  world  commerce. 
To  many,  the  source  of  our  success  provides 
comfort  In  the  fact  of  these  challenges.  And, 
indeed,  the  skills  and  technology  which  cre- 
ated the  military  might  by  which  we  won  the 
cold  war  afford  us  one  means  for  shaping  our 
future  response. 

But  skills  and  technology  alone  are  not 
enough.  We  must  do  more.  We  must  carefully 
assess  the  international  environment  and  un- 
derstand more  fully  the  nature  of  our  competi- 
tion abroad.  Thus,  while  the  United  States  is 
poised  to  build  upon  its  superiority  in  world 
commerce,  there  are  some  questions  which 
are  part  of  our  public  debate  which  remain  to 
be  answered.  Among  them  are  the  evolving 
relationship  between  government  and  busi- 
ness, industry's  relative  strengths  and  weak- 
nesses, and  how  we  can  open  markets  cur- 
rently closed  to  U.S.  investment  and  products. 

The  answers  to  these  questions  are  not 
easy  ones.  But  a  recent  speech  by  my  friend 
Michael  Armstrong  concisely  presents  some 
possibilities  worthy  of  further  discussion.  Mike 
IS  the  chairman  and  CEO  of  Hughes  Elec- 
tronics, a  company  highly  successful  because 
of  Its  clear  understanding  of  the  international 
environment.  I  commend  to  my  colleagues  his 
remarks  on  making  America  an  export  super- 
power. 

AMERICA  AS  Export  Superpower:  Reassess- 
ing Government's  role  in  Economic 
Growth 

(By  C.  Michael  Armstrong) 

It  Is  a  tremendous  honor  to  follow  the  long 
line  of  distinguished  speakers  to  this  po- 
dium. Since  its  founding  in  the  wake  of 
World  War  I,  the  Council  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions has  been  at  the  very  center  of  the  pub- 
lic debate  on  America's  place  in  the  world— 
a  forum  I'or  ideas,  and  a  fulcrum  for  change. 

I  want  to  underscore  right  at  the  onset, 
that  while  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  Chair- 
man of  the  President's  Export  Council— and 
while  my  visits  to  Washington  have  been 
more  frequentr— I  can  still  say.  at  this  point, 
that  the  views  I  express  today  are  my  own. 

TRANSITIONS:  1945-1995 

I  think  all  of  us  were  rr.oved  by  the  cele- 
brations— the  commemoration— of  V-E  Day. 
That  journey  back  to  May  1945  to  the  begin- 
ning of  a  post-war  era  that  was  prelude  to 
the  long  Cold  War  no  one  could  yet  foresee — 
has  undeniable  parallels  to  our  present. 
Today,  we  are  once  again  making  a  difficult 


crossing— ending  one  era  and  entering  the 
next:  A  new  world,  with  new  rules  for  the 
way  nations  cooperate— for  the  way  nations 
compete. 

As  the  historians  in  the  audience  today 
know  better  than  I.  the  outlines  of  our  era 
are  only  now  becoming  clear.  Just  as  Amer- 
ican GIs  shook  hands  with  Ivan  at  Torgau  on 
the  Elbe  in  194&— only  to  find  an  implacable 
Soviet  Union  blockading  Berlin  in  1948— peri- 
ods of  transition  unfold  In  unpredictable 
ways. 

The  distance  from  1995  back  to  the  fall  of 
the  Berlin  Wall  or  the  implosion  of  the  So- 
viet Union  may  seem  significant^but  in  the 
handful  of  years  since  those  events,  we  are 
only  now  beginning  to  seize  the  opportuni- 
ties—to shape  a  future— beyond  the  Cold 
War's  long  shadow. 

Already  we  see  more  clearly  that  with  the 
passing  of  the  Cold  WAr,  the  coming  com- 
I?etitlon  will  be  less  military  than  economic: 
Dominion  will  be  defined  by  the  development 
of  new  technologies  and  economic  perform- 
ance. I  am  convinced:  If  the  measure  of  our 
Cold  War  strength  was  military— America's 
destiny  In  the  remainder  of  the  century  Is  as 
an  Export  Superpower. 

As  the  first  generation  after  the  Cold 
War— we  have  an  opportunity  that  is  also  an 
obligation.  History  will  judge  what  happens 
on  our  watch. 

If  we  are  to  sustain  our  role  of  global  lead- 
ership and  expand  our  country's  economic 
well-being,  it  will  only  happen  if  America  is 
the  export  superpower  of  the  world. 
And  there  are  signs  we  are  on  track: 
We've  just  passed  Japan  and  Germany  to 
regain  the  top  spot  as  the  world's  largest  ex- 
porter—12.8%  of  all  global  trade,  compared 
to  10.5%  for  Germany  and  9.9%  for  Japan. 

U.S.  exports,  according  to  the  latest  De- 
partment of  Commerce  estimates,  are  pro- 
jected at  double-digit  growth— up  from  a 
still-impressive  5  to  7%  as  recently  as  one 
year  ago. 

Broad,  bipartisan  leadership  has  passed 
NAFTA  and  now  GATT.  opening  the  way  to 
expanded  trade  opportunities  that  will  boost 
GDP  and  job  creation 

So  with  all  this  good  news — what's  the 
problem?  Why  are  some  of  us  more  concerned 
than  confident? 

Because  the  positive  signs  I've  just  men- 
tioned coexist  with  a  more  worrisome  record: 
A  record  that  points  to  a  far  different  fu- 
ture—to a  competitive  Implosion  so  fun- 
damental it  could  amount  to  gradual  eco- 
nomic disarmament. 
We've  got  to  ask: 

Does  a  decade-long  trade  deficit  of  Jl.l  tril- 
lion dollars  define  an  export  superpower? 

Does  a  10-year,  J2.1  trillion  federal  budget 
deficit— a  budget  that  hasn't  been  balanced 
since  1969 — define  an  economic  superpower? 

Does  an  education  "deficit"  that  produces 
students  that  rank  consistently  In  last  place 
among  industrialized  nations  portend  a  lead- 
er of  the  societies  of  this  world? 

We've  had  a  good  run  at  economic  success 
for  50  years,  but  I  happen  to  believe  that  we 
succeeded  so  well  economically  after  World 
War  II  also  because  of  some  fundamentals: 

First,  we  won  the  war  without  Internal 
economic  destruction.  As  a  result,  we  quick- 
ly re-tooled  our  war  economy  and  dominated 
global  commerce. 

Second,  we  firmly  established  the  world's 
foremost  public  education  system  including 
a  GI  bill  that  opened  the  door  of  opportunity 
to  millions  throughout  our  society. 

And  third,  we  let  the  market  system  sort 
through  our  problems  which  gave  an  adapt- 
ive America  room  to  restructure  to  compete. 
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But  is  the  market  system  alone  enough  to 
deliver  America's  economic  destiny?  Just 
what  should  the  government's  role  be  to  en- 
able our  businesses  to  compete  globally:  to 
enable  our  people  to  enjoy  a  standard  of  liv- 
ing second  to  none;  to  enable  our  nation  to 
preserve  where  history  has  witnessed  the  de- 
mise of  others. 

technology  v.  BUREAUCRACY 

To  answer  this,  we  must  recognize  two  new 
realities  that  are  currently  transforming  our 
world:  First,  with  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall 
and  the  Soviet  Union,  we  are  witnessing  the 
fall  of  economic,  social  and  cultural  borders 
as  well.  There  is  an  unmistakable,  irrevers- 
ible trend  toward  open  markets— to  the  re- 
ality and  the  bounty  of  a  global  village. 

Second,  the  phenomenon  that  defines  our 
age— the  speed  of  technology  in  bringing  new 
products,  new  capabilities,  new  markets,  new 
lifestyles  and  new  economics.  In  contrast  to 
the  past,  where  either  government  or  mega- 
corporations  defined  markets,  today  the  con- 
test pits  the  speed  of  technology  versus  the 
speed  of  bureaucracy— or,  more  precisely,  the 
lack  of  it.  as  the  information  age  makes  a 
mockery  of  borders  and  barriers  of  all  kinds. 

It  Is  in  this  context  that  we  should  ask. 
"How  much  Government  do  we  need?" 

I  believe  the  answer  is  simply,  just  enough. 

Just  enough:  No  more— and  no  less  govern- 
ment than  we  need  to  sustain  a  globally 
competitive  society. 

Enough  government  means  getting  the 
right  government  where  we  need  it^-and  get- 
ting rid  of  it  where  we  don't. 

While  the  premise  of  "just  enough"  is  hard 
to  dispute,  the  devil  is  in  the  details.  Thus. 
I  would  propose  we  answer  two  questions 
with  each  policy  and  factor-in  our  quest  for 
exports: 

What  government  must  do. 

What  governments  should  not  do. 

COMPETITIVENESS.  EXPORTS  AND  ECONOMIC 
GROWTH 

As  we  explore  this  question  of  govern- 
ment's role  in  America's  export  competitive- 
ness, I  want  to  be  clear  that  our  country's 
economic  responsibility  makes  demands  of 
the  private  sector  as  well  as  public  policy. 

While  business  cannot  overcome  a  govern- 
ment that  shackles  it  with  a  bureacractlc 
ball  and  chain,  nothing  government  can  do — 
no  policy/no  practlceno  politics— will  spark 
our  economic  engine  If  American  business  is 
not  competitive. 

There  is  sometimes  a  certain  "no-fault" 
mentality  that's  crept  Into  American  man- 
agement. The  antidote  Is  accountability. 

The  ancient  Romans  had  a  tradition: 
Whenever  one  of  their  engineers  constructed 
an  arch— as  the  capstone  was  hoisted  into 
place,  the  engineer  assumed  accountability 
for  his  work  In  the  most  profound  way  pos- 
sible: 

He  stood  under  the  arch. 

If  his  construction  was  shoddy— he  would 
be  the  first  to  know. 

With  out  market  systems.  Ajnerlcan  man- 
agement must,  at  the  end.  stand  under  the 
arch. 

And  we've  had  our  share  of  fallen  arches. 
Historically,  the  companies  that  did  not  re- 
spond to  the  international  challenge  are  the 
companies  that  did  not  reap  the  rewards 
Look  back  at  the  list  of  companies  at  the  top 
of  the  first-ever  Fortune  500,  compiled  back 
In  1955:  Of  the  Top  50— '-s  have  dropped  off  the 
list;another  '6  have  merged— only  '/i  are  still 
going  strong.  Whatever  their  Industry,  the 
companies   that  have    kept   their   place  all 
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share  one  common  trait.  They  took  their 
American  business  international— conquer- 
ing new  markets  to  create  new  growth. 

Now  look  ahead— to  the  export  opportuni- 
ties we  enjoy:  Over  the  next  two  decades,  12 
countries  with  a  combined  population  of  2.7 
billion— more  than  ten  times  the  population 
of  the  United  States— are  expected  to  ac- 
count for  40  percent  of  all  export  opportuni- 
ties. For  countries  as  well  as  Individual  com- 
panies, there's  a  world  out  their  hungry  for 
the  goods  and  services  we  provide. 

The  question  is  whether  American  Indus- 
try is  up  the  challenge.  Many  of  you  know 
the  studies  by  the  Council  on  Competitive- 
ness of  U.S.  Industry's  strengths  and  weak- 
nesses in  94  critical,  cutting-edge  tech- 
nologies. The  most  recent  review  showed 
some  positive  movement^but  also  distress- 
ing evidence  of  the  distance  we've  got  to  go 
to  make  our  positions  more  competitive. 

While  the  U.S.  has  Improved  its  position  In 
22  categories— a  closer  look  reveals  the  so- 
bering part  of  the  story.  In  11  of  those  22 
areas  we  moved  from  the  last  category— 
"losing  badly  or  lost"- to  "weak."  In  the 
other  11,  we  moved  from  "weak"  to  "com- 
petitive "  In  not  one  case— not  one — did  we 
move  from  competitive  to  strong. 

Now.  getting  off  the  critical  list  is  wel- 
come news  for  anyone — but  finding  out  the 
patient  has  a  pulse  Isn't  the  same  as  watch- 
ing him  hop  out  of  bed  and  run  a  marathon. 

WHAT  GOVERNMENT  CAN  DO 

My  promise  Is  thus  quite  straightforward. 
If  we  are  to  be  an  export  superpower,  it  takes 
both  a  competitive  commercial  base  and  a 
competitive  government  system.  For  the 
most  part,  over  time,  our  market  system 
should  define  and  produce  a  competitive 
commercial  base.  But  It  is  up  to  all  of  us  to 
define  the  role  of  government  In  our  pursuit 
of  exports. 

To  begin.  I'd  suggest  what  government 
must  do. 

First,  while  we  may  need  a  balanced  budg- 
et to  discipline  our  politicians,  what  we  need 
for  export  growth  Is  a  balanced  economy 

We  need  a  reasonable  balance  between  our 
country's  Investment  accounts  and  Its  "care 
and  feeding"  accounts.  Undisciplined  deflciu 
and  a  disabled  dollar  are  critical  challenges 
government  must  address. 

We  need  competitive  and  well  educated 
graduates  coming  out  of  our  schools  if  we  are 
going  to  have  competitive  products  to  ex- 
port. It  Is  not  enough  to  delegate  such  a  na- 
tional policy  to  thousands  of  individual  com- 
munities to  solve  alone.  A  national  consen- 
sus should  be  followed  by  a  thoughful  re- 
sults-based education  strategy. 

We  need  a  political  balance  In  our  system 
of  government  that  is  both  principled  and 
practical— that  is  responsive,  committed  and 
gets  things  done.  If  we  elect  people  to  spend 
their  time  serving  society,  we  are  out  of  bal- 
ance If  they  spend  half  their  time  running 
for  re-election.  Whether  It  takes  the  form  of 
campaign  reform  or  term  limits — a  better 
balance  must  be  struck. 

Second,  government  must  act  to  open  mar- 
kets for  our  exports  and  our  Investment. 

The  ijassage  of  NAFTA  and  GATT  will 
serve  trade  expansion  well — and  the  passage 
of  these  landmark  agreements  was  surely  a 
signal  from  both  ends  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue that  America's  destiny  is  tied  to  trade. 
However,  we  need  to  build  on  those  suc- 
cesses, and  open  the  markets  of  the  second 
largest  commercial  nation  In  the  world.  We 
should  all  support  the  difficult  negotiations 
now  underway  with  Japan.  It  will  never  be 
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easy:  it  will  take  understanding:  and  trust  on 
both  sides;  but  it  must  be  done  now.  Hope- 
fully, if  sanctions  are  required,  they  will 
limit  Japan  and  not  just  layoff  Americans. 

We  need  to  sustain  our  support  for  Mexico, 
our  third  larsrest  export  market.  It  Is  not 
politics;  it  is  not  Federal  Aid;  it  is  not  a 
^ve-away  to  banking  interests;  It  is  simply 
in  our  economic  self-interest. 

We  need  to  ensure  market  access  to  U.S. 
consumer  Broods— taking:  aim  at  restrictive 
standards  designed  to  keep  foreign  goods  out 
and  protect  domestic  producers. 

We  need  effective,  strategic  negotiating 
authority  m  government  to  respond,  act  and 
conclude  Fast-track  negotiating  authority 
is  not  an  option— it  is  a  necessity— if  we  real- 
ly want  to  open  markets. 

And  while  we  drive  to  open  markets,  we 
should  concurrently  demand  that  respect  for 
intellectual  property  rights  must  be  a  condi- 
tion of  access  to  our  market. 

Third,  in  addition  to  opening  markets,  all 
of  our  government  must  act  as  an  export  ad- 
vocate While  we  now  have  a  sensible  and 
thoughtful  National  Export  Strategy,  we 
need  support  and  follow-through  in  the  mar- 
ketplace It  is  terrific  to  see  Commerce.  De- 
fense. Transportation.  Energy  and  Ambas- 
sadors around  the  world,  not  only  stating 
their  support,  but  engaging  to  help  make 
things  happen.  But  we  need  more  advocacy; 
more  agency  coordination  and  consolidation; 
more  leadership  In  the  markets,  not  just  at 
the  podium. 

However,  I've  heard  proposals  to  reorga- 
nize the  U.S  Foreign  and  Commercial  Serv- 
ices—newly named  the  Commercial  Service— 
a  network  of  offices  across  the  country  and 
in  our  embassies  whose  clientele  is  American 
companies  trying  to  break  export  barriers 
and  win  business.  This  is  an  area  where  our 
present  policy  makes  sense — change  would  be 
a  mistake.  It  ain't  broke — so  don't  fix  it. 

Fourth,  at  times,  government  must  act  as 
an  export  financier.  This  is  not  a  disguised 
form  of  foreign  aid.  This  Is  a  market  neces- 
sity for  large  and  small  American  businesses 
to  compete  abroad  and  create  jobs  at  home. 

There  are  many  instances  where  businesses 
and  banks  with  their  balance  sheets  should 
fear  to  tread.  Where  the  risk,  the  venture,  or 
the  competition  dictates  that  the  appro- 
priate role  of  government  is  as  guarantor. 

TTiere  is  a  critical  roll  for  established  In- 
stitutions like  the  Export-Import  Bank.  Ex- 
Im  can  help  broker  blockbuster  deals — like 
the  recent  $500  million  package  for  Indo- 
nesia's first-ever  private-sector  power 
project.  Without  Ex-Im's  political  risk  cov- 
erage, projects  like  this  one  would  not  go 
forward— and  the  loss  wouldn't  just  be  Indo- 
nesia's because,  in  this  case,  the  project  will 
provide  7000  new  American  jobs. 

And  the  benefits  of  export  financing  and 
export  advocacy  should  flow  so  that  small 
businesses  can  become  powerhouses  in  the 
export  game.  There  is  no  reason  the  small 
firms  in  the  industrial  park  down  the  street 
can't  export  to  markets  around  the  globe.  It 
ought  to  be  possible  in  America  to  be  an  ex- 
port entrepreneur. 

Fifth,  we  must  recognize  that  long-term 
export  expansion  and  technology  leadership 
are  synonymous.  To  assure  direction  and  ap- 
plication, we  should  enact  a  permanent  R&D 
tax  credit.  However.  I  would  add  that  irre- 
spective of  an  R&D  tax  credit,  businesses 
should  be  investing  in  R&D  to  satisfy  their 
futures  and  stay  ahead  of  their  competitors. 
But  tax  policy  in  this  country  has  often 
helped  to  shape  our  republic  and  assure  our 
future.  A  permanent  R&D  tax  policy  today 
could  help  to  do  just  that. 
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And  sixth,  we  need  U.S.  export  policy  that 
addresses  a  globally  competitive  market- 
place, not  policies  rooted  in  the  Cold  War. 
fashioned  to  contain  communism  rather 
than  expand  peace  and  prosperity  We  should 
have  an  Export  Administration  Act  that 
minimizes  licensing  requirements;  that  im- 
plements, where  needed,  a  licensing  process 
that  is  fast,  fair  and  responsive;  that  places 
commodity  jurisdiction  within  the  govern- 
ment where  it  belongs— based  on  today's 
technology  and  markets;  and  a  Munitions 
List  that  is  rational  to  the  realities  of  tech- 
nology as  well  as  the  needs  of  national  secu- 
rity. 

Anything  less  constitutes  a  weakness  of 
American  competitiveness— anything  less 
consigns  our  industry  to  a  kind  of  bureau- 
cratic Berlin  Wall  blocking  American  ex- 
ports. 

I  disagree  with  the  school  of  thought  that 
suggests  a  strong  export  strategy  equals  a 
weak  foreign  policy.  In  fact,  the  truth  is  just 
the  opposite:  Strong  exports  mean  more  le- 
verage— more  options,  more  choice  in  our 
foreign  policy. 

In  our  current  foreign  policy,  we  seem  to 
think  technology  can  be  quarantined  by  bu- 
reaucracy. The  fact  is:  Technology  travels. 
One  nation's  export  ban  is  another  nation's 
economic  boon:  An  invitation  to  win  trade 
opportunities  while  competitor  companies 
are  kept  in  the  penalty  box. 

On  this  last  point,  an  outdated  Munitions 
List  too  often  teaches  the  right  lesson  to  the 
wrong  people. 

Last  month,  it  was  a  businessman  stopped 
at  Customs  for  carrying  a  telephone  on  a  for- 
eign trip.  The  phone  was  equipped  with  a  se- 
curity scrambler— a  technology  on  the  Muni- 
tions List. 

And  that  made  the  telephone  a  dangerous 
weapon— right  along  with  ballistic  missiles 
and  nuclear  warheads.  Meanwhile,  any  for- 
eign national  can  walk  into  an  American 
computer  store,  buy  the  same  encryption 
software  that  makes  the  phone  secure— and 
take  it  out  of  the  country.  And  even  that  is 
a  waste  of  a  plane  ticket — because  anyone  on 
the  internet  can  e-mail  the  program,  any- 
where in  the  world.  You  can  even  print  the 
computer  code  on  a  mailing  label  and  send  it 
abroad— for  the  price  of  a  postage  stamp. 

In  fact,  there's  only  one  way  you  can't 
carry  or  sell  that  software  abroad — and 
that's  if  you're  an  American  citizen. 

While  the  government  is  busy  managing 
exports  based  on  yesterday's  threats  and 
technology,  the  1995  Cadillac  now  has  more 
computing  power  under  its  hood  than  the 
original  guidance  system  that  landed  the 
Apollo  space  capsule  on  the  moon. 

The  examples  are  legion: 

In  the  19708  the  average  Interval  between 
taking  a  computer  from  the  drawing  board 
to  the  market  was  7  years. 

Today,  in  some  cases,  a  new  generation 
comes  along  every  12-18  months. 

70%  of  American  computer  products  have  a 
shelf-life  of  less  than  18  months. 

Some  of  the  fastest  growing  foreign  mar- 
kets— some  expanding  as  much  as  7  to  10% 
per  year— are  among  the  50  to  60  countries 
designated  as  "sensitive"  on  the  Munitions 
List. 

That's  one-third  of  all  the  countries  in  the 
world— fenced  ti-om  U.S.  high-tech  goods  and 
services. 

We've  got  to  recognize  the  inherent  ten- 
sion between  the  speed  of  technology  and  the 
speed  of  bureaucracy:  Government  policies 
that  slow  non-threatening  technology  will 
cost  this  country  its  competitive  position  in 
the  marketplace. 


May  10,  1995 


May  10,  1995 


I  am  encouraged  that  secretaries  Chris- 
topher and  Brown  have  pledged  their  support 
to  work  with  each  other,  and  the  Congress, 
for  the  passage  of  an  effective  Export  Admin- 
istration Act  this  year. 

Each  of  the  issues  I've  identified  argue  for 
what  IS  just  enough  government. 

While  19  agencies  may  be  too  many  to 
achieve  a  coherent  trade  policy  .  .  . 

While  the  finance  function  government 
performs  may  be  fine-tuned  .  .  . 

While  gove:  nrnent's  role  in  advocating  U.S 
exports  may  be  activist  in  a  number  of  ways 

We  cannot  lose  sight  of  the  positive  role 
government  must  play  in  promoting  our 
economy's  export  engine.  To  do  anything 
less  would  be  to  abandon  our  destiny  as  an 
Export  Superpower — and  put  ourselves  on 
the  path  to  economic  disarmaments. 

If  these  are  the  areas  whpre  we  need  the 
right  kind  of  government  to  support  export 
expansion,  there  are  also  areas  where  we 
need  government  to  change  or  get  out  of  the 
way. 

The  most  difficult  policy  that  needs  to  be 
addressed  is  also  one  of  the  most  economi- 
cally damaging  policies  of  our  government 
I'm  speaking  of  the  use  of  unilateral  eco- 
nomic sanctions.  Generally  speaking,  history 
has  judged  unilateral  economic  sanctions  as 
an  unsuccessful  policy  to  change  errant  be- 
havior. Only  if  unilateral  sanctions  are  a 
means  of  leadership  to  bring  about  multilat- 
eral sanctions,  are  the  chances  of  success 
able  to  justify  the  cost  at  home 

That's  not  the  case  when  we  take  a  go-it- 
alone  approach  to  sanctions.  I  would  cite  two 
examples. 

In  August  of  1993.  the  Stale  Department  in- 
voked unilateral  economic  sanctions  against 
China  for  violations  of  the  MTCR.  This  was 
due  to  alleged  shipments  in  1992  by  China  of 
M-11  missile  parts  to  Pakistan.  The  State 
Department  chose  to  extend  interpretation 
of  the  Munitions  List  to  embedded  tech- 
nology. Based  on  this  interpretation,  it  then 
forbade  the  export  or  launch  of  commercial 
communications  satellites. 

As  a  result: 

Australia  and  Hong  Kong  rovilrt  not  launch 
their  Hughes  satellites— satellites  that 
would  primarily  be  carrying  home  TV,  much 
of  it  American  programming. 

The  Chinese  canceled  their  orders  with 
Hughes  for  2  satellites,  mainly  to  be  used  for 
tying  their  banking  system  together.  This 
was  a  $400  million  order  worth  hundreds  of 
American  jobs. 

Then,  after  Chancellor  Kohl  visited  China 
and  pointed  out  the  differences  between 
American  and  German  policy.  China  can- 
celed a  joint  agreement  to  build  10  sat 
ellites — and  transferred  this  multi-billion 
dollar  agreement  to  Deutsch  Aerospace 
Thousands  more  jobs  were  lost. 

The  sanctions  did  little  to  hurt  China— but 
they  certainly  registered  in  California,  cre- 
ating a  new  wave  of  unemployment  potential 
among  people  already  dealing  with  difficult 
times. 

Now,  there  are  times  when  government 
gets  it  right.  When  the  issue  was  piracy  of 
intellectual  property  rights  involving  Amer- 
ican-made movies  and  other  software,  the 
U.S.  threatened  the  Chinese  governments 
and  it  paid  off.  with  quick  and  conspicuous 
results.  We  taught  the  right  lesson  to  the 
right  people. 

The  tragedy  is  that  if  there  was  some  proc- 
ess, some  required  involvement  with  affected 
industry,  its  possible  sanctions  could  be  im- 
plemented without  sustaining  such  large 
self-inflicted  wounds. 


Presently  the  U.S.  has  just  invoked  broad 
unilateral  sanctions  against  Iran.  There  is 
no  question  in  my  mind— and  no  lessons  we 
can  look  to— that  suggests  sanctions  will 
change  the  behavior  of  Iran— unless  they  are 
multilateral.  The  purpose  of  sanctions  can- 
not simply  be  to  feel  politically  justified. 
The  purpose,  of  course,  must  be  to  change  er- 
rant behavior. 

In  imposing  unilateral  sanctions,  this  step 
by  the  United  States  should  be  our  calling 
card  for  them  to  join  us.  If  this  is  not  the 
charge  to  the  State  Department,  then  the 
outcome  will  merely  be  a  shift  in  the  flow  of 
commerce,  a  few  thousand  fewer  jobs  in 
America,  and  more  important,  no  change  in 
Iran's  behavior. 

To  learn  from  the  lessons  over  time  of  uni- 
lateral economic  sanctions,  I  strongly  urge 
the  Administration  to  put  in  place  a  process 
to  involve  industries  affected  and  a  policy 
that  recognizes  that  multilateral  sanctions, 
and  "reverse"  sanctions  on  the  offending 
country  are  the  only  effective  means  to 
achieve  our  security  objectives. 

Yes.  Ladies  and  Gentlemen,  the  end  of  a 
century  is  like  a  hinge  in  history:  A  time  to 
look  to  at  the  past — and  always  a  time  to 
complete  the  unfinished  work  of  the  future. 
The  steps  we  take  in  the  final  five  years  of 
this  century  could  well  spell  our  destiny  in 
the  next. 

Failure  to  understand  the  public  and  pri- 
vate economic  imperatives  of  export  expan- 
sion, will  put  us  on  a  slow  but  sure  spiral 
into  economic  disarmament:  Will  earn  us  a 
page  in  history  offering  a  painful  lesson  in 
decline — a  lesson  made  more  bleak  because 
our  prospects  were  so  bright. 

Success — traveling  the  path  that  leads  to 
our  destiny  as  an  Export  Superpower— will 
bring  a  standard  of  living  and  a  level  of  secu- 
rity the  likes  of  which  earlier  generation? 
could  never  have  dreamed  possible. 

To  realize  that  future:  We  must  all  pay  at- 
tention .  .  . 

And  America  must  act. 

Thank  you. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ELFEGO  BACA 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  of 
us  have  spoken  at  great  length  about  the  cow- 
ards responsible  for  the  kxjmbing  of  the  Fed- 
eral building  in  Oklahoma  City.  With  all  this 
talk  about  cowards,  I  thought  it  might  be  help- 
ful to  remind  my  colleagues  that  while  our 
country  is  plagued  with  cowards  from  time  to 
time,  we  have  a  rich  history  of  heros  and  fa- 
mous sons  and  daughters.  One  such  famous 
son  is  Elfego  Baca  who  to  this  day — more 
than  1 1 0  years  after  his  remar1<able  feat  in 
New  Mexico — is  still  remembered  fondly  by 
New  Mexicans. 

An  encounter  between  Elfego  Baca  and 
some  Texas  cowboys  in  the  fall  of  1884  has 
to  many  in  the  New  Mexico  Hispanic  commu- 
nity resulted  in  the  elevation  of  Baca  to  heroic 
status. 

Elfego  Baca  was  t)orn  the  youngest  child  to 
a  family  of  Spanish  ancestry  in  1865.  During 
his  youth,  he  held  a  job  as  a  clerV  in  a  mer- 
chant's store  in  Socorro  County.  NM.  Several 
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years  later  in  1 883.  Baca  expenenced  his  first 
introduction  to  the  legal  side  of  law  enforce- 
ment. 

Socorro  County  was  undergoing  rapid  eco- 
nomic growth  with  the  development  of  the 
Santa  Fe  Railroad.  This  expansion  brought 
new  faces  to  the  area — laborers,  miners,  and 
ranchers  to  name  a  few.  Many  of  the  Texan 
newcomers  held  the  local  native  community  in 
low  esteem.  These  cattlemen  would  often  ride 
inebhated  through  town  while  shooting  their 
guns.  Obviously  this  posed  a  dangerous  prob- 
lem to  the  safety  of  the  community  so  Sheriff 
Simpson  called  on  Baca  to  help  chase  the 
cowtioys  out  of  town.  Consequently,  Elfego 
was  appointed  deputy  sheriff  for  Socorro 
County. 

It  is  still  a  mystery  why  Baca  travelled  to 
San  Francisco  Plaza  in  October  1884,  but  his 
confrontation  with  some  Texas  cowtxiys  is 
what  made  him  a  legend.  Shortly  after  arriv- 
ing, deputy  Baca  encountered  Charles  McCar- 
thy who  was  firing  his  pistol  in  a  local  saloon 
Baca  quickly  took  control  and  brought  McCar- 
thy to  the  justice  of  peace.  McCarthy  paid  a 
fine  and  was  released,  but  again  repeated  his 
lawless  actions  and  was  again  arrested  by 
Baca.  McCarthy  had  fired  his  gun  directly  at 
Baca,  so  the  deptity  decided  to  guard  the 
drunk  prisoner  in  a  private  house  in  town.  This 
enraged  the  other  Texas  cowtxiys  and  created 
an  enormously  tense  scenario  between  them 
and  deputy  Baca.  That  night,  a  mob  of  stock- 
men threatened  Baca  for  the  release  of 
McCarthy,  but  the  deputy  declined  and  held 
off  their  advances.  It  finally  came  to  a  head 
when  Baca  fired  shots  to  disperse  the  mob 
and  shot  a  horse  which  one  of  the  cowboy's 
was  riding,  pinning  the  rider  and  crushing  him 
to  death. 

The  cattlemen  used  the  following  day  to 
muster  up  their  forces  in  retaliation  of  their 
comrade's  death.  Baca  meanwhile  hid  in  a 
small  shack  just  outside  town.  When  the  cow- 
boys finally  tned  to  storm  the  house,  Baca 
fired  at  the  intruders,  hitting  one  man  in  the 
chest  and  killing  him.  The  infuriated  gang  of 
Texas  cowtxjys  that  had  congregated  outside 
returned  fire  at  the  house  but  were  unable  to 
dislodge  Baca  from  his  fortification 

Finally  after  nearly  a  day  of  hiding  out.  the 
justice  of  peace  issued  an  arrest  warrant  for 
Deputy  Sheriff  Baca.  Baca  surrendered  under 
the  condition  that  his  life  tie  spared  from  the 
cowtxiy  mob  and  that  he  receive  a  lair  trial  in 
Bernalillo  County  with  an  Hispanic  jury.  Baca 
was  acquitted  under  the  grounds  of  self-de- 
fense. 

The  story  of  Elfego  Baca  demonstrates  a 
man's  will  to  preserve  justice  in  a  land  and 
time  of  rampant  corruption  and  bullying. 
Baca's  bravery  instilled  hope  to  the  native 
New  Mexican  people  who  upheld  the  laws  of 
the  land  and  refused  to  succumb  to  racial  in- 
justices. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  m  paying 
special  tribute  to  Elfego  Baca  and  the  count- 
less r.umt)ers  of  other  American  heros  and  fa- 
mous sons  and  daughters  who  have  helped 
make  this  country  great. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  BERNIE  V. 
GUTHRIE  SQUADRON 


HON.  TIM  JOHNSON 

OF  SOUTH  DAjCOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  honor  the  Bernie  V.  Guthrie 
Squadron,  a  charter  member  of  the  Arnold  Air 
Society,  located  on  the  campus  of  South  Da- 
kota State  University  in  Brookings,  SD  The 
Guthrie  Squadron  was  established  m  1951. 
and  named  in  honor  of  Capt,  Berme  V.  Guth- 
rie, an  Air  Force  pilot  who  was  shot  down  over 
Hamm,  Germany  during  World  War  II. 

Since  Its  establishment,  the  Berme  V.  Guth- 
ne  Squadron  has  had  an  outstanding  record  of 
accomplishment  and  community  service  The 
squadron  instituted  an  annual  veterans  vigil, 
which  t)egan  as  a  local  project  m  the  late 
I980's  and  was  expanded  into  a  permanent 
nationwide  project  m  1991,  In  addition,  the 
Guthne  Squadron  sold  POW/MIA  bracelets  at 
South  Dakota  State  University  to  increase  stu- 
dent awareness  of  POW/MIA  issues,  and  insti- 
tuted a  POW'MIA  name  tracing  project  which 
included  all  area  squadrons. 

The  Guthrie  Squadron  has  also  served  the 
community  and  the  State  by  organizing  blood 
drives,  participating  m  the  Big  Brother/Big  Sis- 
ter Program,  and  working  with  handicapped 
children  and  adults,  it  has  received  numerous 
honors,  including  the  Outstanding  Squadron  of 
1992,  the  Outstanding  State  Service  Award, 
and  the  Jaycees  Community  Service  Award. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  rec- 
ognizing the  achievements  of  thte  Bernie  V. 
Guthne  Squadron,  and  to  encourage  ttie 
squadron  to  continue  rts  long  and  fxoud  tradi- 
tion of  service  in  South  Dakota. 


HONORING  THE  CROATIAN 
FRATERNAL  UNION 


HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10. 1995 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY  Mr  Speaker,  it  is  my  dis- 
tinct honor  to  congratulate  the  Croatian  Sons 
Lodge  No.  170  of  the  Croatian  Fraternal  Union 
on  the  festive  occasion  of  its  87th  anniversary 
and  50-year-memt>er  banquet 

This  year,  the  Croatian  Fraternal  Union  will 
hold  this  gala  event  at  the  beautifully  rerv 
ovated  Croatian  Center  in  Mernllville,  IN  Tra- 
ditionally, the  anniversary  ceremony  includes  a 
recognition  of  those  members  who  have 
achieved  50  years  of  memt)ership  Honorees 
who  have  pledged  their  allegiance  include 
Vincent  Brebrich.  Bessie  Bnski,  Marko 
Buncich,  Edward  Canja.  John  William  Carr. 
Vera  Depa,  Julia  Farrenkopf.  Rose  Mane 
Franz,  Helen  Gnffin,  Peter  Hecimovich,  Mil- 
dred Kennedy,  Helen  Lucas,  John  Meznanck. 
Lubi  Paligrat.  Steve  Paulich.  Violet  Plummer, 
Delores  Roppolo,  John  Simunic.  Frank 
Sostanc,  Ann  Stankovic,  Mane  Vuach,  Anna 
Wilson,  and  Peter  Yukich. 
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These  loyal  and  dedicated  Individuals  share 
this  pfestigious  honor  with  a  total  of  256  addi- 
tional lodge  members  who  have  attained  this 
status. 

This  memorable  day  begins  with  Mass  at  St. 
Joseph  the  Worker  Catholic  Church  in  Gary, 
IN,  officiated  by  the  Reverend  Father  Benedict 
BenakovJch.  Croatian  Fraternal  Union  national 
president,  Bernard  Luketich,  will  be  this  year's 
distinguished  guest  speaker.  Festivities  will  t>e 
enriched  by  the  music  of  the  Croatian  Glee 
Club,  "Preradovic,"  directed  by  Brother  Dennis 
Barunica  and  by  the  Hoosier  Hrvati  Adult 
Tamburitza  Orchestra,  directed  by  Ed  Sindicih. 
In  addition,  the  Croatian  Junior  Tambuntzans 
will  perform  under  the  direction  of  Dennis 
Barunica. 

I  am  proud  to  commend  lodge  president. 
Elizabeth  Morgavan,  as  well  as  every  member 
of  the  Croatian  Fraternal  Union  Lodge  No. 
170,  for  their  loyalty  arxj  radiant  display  of 
passion  for  their  ethnicity,  it  is  my  hope  that 
this  year  will  bring  renewed  hope  and  prosper- 
ity for  all  members  of  the  Croatian  community 
and  their  families. 
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H.R.  1601:  THE  INTERNATIONAL 
SPACE  STATION  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT  OF  1995 


CONGRATULATIONS  ADAMSVILLE 
HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  ED  BRYANT 

OF  TENNESSEB 
XN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday .  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  BRYANT  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  congratulate  the  Adamsville  High 
School  Cardinals  for  the  outstanding  1994-95 
t>asketball  season  they  enjoyed. 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  pay  tnbute  to 
one  of  the  outstanding  high  schools  m  the 
State  of  Tennessee,  and  at  this  time,  to  spe- 
cially recognize  their  runner-up  status  in  the 
Tennessee  State  Basketball  Tnurr^ament  in 
Mufreesboro,  TN. 

Head  Coach  Greg  Martin,  m  his  first  year  in 
that  capacity,  directed  the  team,  with  the  able 
assistance  of  Assistant  Coach  Rk;k  Coffman. 
Coach  Martin  won  the  District  15A  Coach  of 
the  Year  Award  for  his  outstanding  effort. 

At  a  time  when  some  question  the  commit- 
ment and  work  ethic  of  our  youth,  those  15 
young  men  dispelled  that  myth  with  their  team 
efforts.  Led  by  All-State  Tournament  Team 
member  Matt  Hoover,  the  Cardinals  also  in- 
cluded Michael  Cleary,  Tony  Engle,  Jon  Luna, 
Casey  Meek,  B.J.  Sherron,  Chad  Wyatt,  Tracy 
Carter,  Nek  Emest,  John  Hoover.  Luke  Rog- 
ers, Dexter  Chambers,  John  Massey,  Steven 
Moore,  arxJ  George  Root. 

Also  to  be  commended  for  this  outstanding 
year  are  the  school  pnncipal,  Mark  Massey; 
athletic  director,  Fred  Carroll;  and  cheer- 
leaders Chnsty  Can-oil,  Stephanie  Gitjbs. 
Dana  James,  Brook  Gamer,  Keesha  Bromley, 
and  Tracey  Harris. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouW  ask  that  all  members 
join  me  in  paying  tribute  to  the  Adamsville 
High  School  baskettiall  team  as  it  celebrates 
another  outstanding  season  and  such  fine 
leadership  and  ail-around  young  men. 


HON.  ROBERT  S.  WALKER 

OF  PENNSYLV.A.NIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10. 1995 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  in- 
troducing H.R.  1601.  The  Intemational  Space 
Station  Authorization  Act  of  1995.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  legislation  will  firmly  establish  Ameri- 
ca's fundamental  commitment  to  human 
spaceflight  lor  decades  to  come  by  committing 
the  Congress  to  finish  the  international  Space 
Station  on  time  and  on  budget. 

How  often  in  the  past  5  years  has  this 
House  devoted  its  precious  time  and  con- 
ducted purposeful  det>ates  on  the  fate  of  the 
Space  Station,  only  to  conclude  each  time  to 
continue  building  it?  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
has  consistently  voted  to  support  Space  Sta- 
tion's development  every  time  since  it  was 
proposed  in  1984 — under  Republican  and 
Derrxxratic  Presidents,  through  four  significant 
redesign  efforts,  and  under  equally  distressing 
fiscal  circumstances. 

In  November,  the  American  people  voted  for 
change  In  the  way  Congress  does  business. 
Surely  the  American  people  want  Congress  to 
stop  wasting  money  on  programs  and  sut>- 
sidies  they  can  neither  see  nor  understand. 
But  I  Ijelieve  the  succession  of  votes  the 
House  has  taken  over  10  years  to  build  the 
Space  Station  demonstrates  the  consternation 
over  building  it,  lays  only  with  some  Members 
of  the  House,  and  not  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

This  legislation,  to  commit  the  Nation  to  fin- 
ish what  It  has  started,  is  a  new  way  of  doing 
business.  It  represents  a  change  in  thie  way 
Congress  does  business  t>ecause  it  says, 
"here  Is  our  highest  space  priority,  and  we're 
going  to  finish  It."  Passage  of  a  full-program 
airfhnrization  for  Hip  Space  Station  will  t>e  a 
breath  of  fresh  air  to  those  who  have  watched 
in  amazement  while  successive  Congresses 
have  revisited,  revised,  arxj  reinvented  the 
Space  Station  year  after  year. 

Mr  Speaker,  the  American  people  aren1 
anrxDng  those  who  "know  \he  price  of  every- 
thing and  the  value  of  nothing."  Human  space 
exploration  is  an  adventure  that  aftects  us  all 
in  big  and  small  ways.  Space  is  and  has  al- 
ways t>een  an  Integral  part  of  our  science,  our 
popular  culture,  and  our  science  fiction.  Ameri- 
cans are  committed  to  a  future  for  themselves 
and  their  children  that  includes  space  travel. 
So  it  is  with  a  sense  of  triumph  for  that  pio- 
neer spint  that  I  am  proud  to  introduce  this 
legislation  today,  setting  our  pnorities  to  make 
certain  a  future  in  space  for  this  Nation. 

The  mechanics  of  this  legislation  to  fully  au- 
thonze  the  Space  Station  are  simple.  It  gives 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminis- 
tration trie  authority  to  proceed  on  its  current, 
baseline  Space  Station  development  plan,  ex- 
tending from  fiscal  year  1996  through  fiscal 
year  2002— for  a  total  of  $13,141,000,000.  not 
to  exceed  S2, 121.000, 000  in  any  one  fiscal 
year.  The  authorization  is  conditioned  up)on 
each  year's  success,  meaning  that  NASA 
must  stay  on  budget  and  on  time  for  the  legis- 
lation to  remain  effective. 
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As  you  can  imagine,  the  best  of  all  woHds 
woukj  be  to  fully  appropriate  these  funds  in  a 
full-program  appropriation  to  mirror  this  legisla- 
tion. We  hope  this  can  tie  done.  This  legisla- 
tion is  the  first  step  towards  the  goal  of 
achieving  discipline  and  stability  in  the  Space 
Station  program. 

By  setting  these  norms  and  requirements  in 
law — today  we  are  still  only  working  from 
NASA's  word  to  the  Congress — and  making  a 
contract  with  NASA  for  completion,  I  am  con- 
vinced Congress  and  the  American  people  will 
save  money.  The  on-again,  ofl-again  nature  of 
making  space  station  budgets  has  increased 
the  cost  of  the  space  station  from  S8  billion, 
as  proposed  in  1984,  to  $30  billion  before  the 
final  redesign  of  the  project  last  year.  Most  of 
that  neariy  4-to-1  cost  growth  can  be  atthb- 
uted  to  redesigns  and  fiscal  stretcfvouts  called 
for  by  actions  taken  by  the  Congress. 

Today,  the  space  station  will  cost 
$13,141,000,000  to  complete  and  begin  oper- 
ations, between  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002.  This  is  a  significant  savings  over  earlier 
designs  and  projections.  The  redesign  of  1993 
was  a  redesign  aimed  at  cost  reduction,  not 
cost  stretch-out,  while  at  the  same  time  limit- 
ing the  annual  total  to  S2.1  billion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  t)elieve  we  have  seen 
enough  of  no  good  deeds  go  unpunished. 
NASA  has  succeeded  in  arriving  at  a  design- 
to-cost  space  station  that  America  can  afford 
and  in  which  that  all  nations  can  fully  partici- 
pate. Shall  we  reward  NASA's  success  In  this 
effort  by  redesigning  the  program  again?  If  I 
were  not  convinced  that  this  was  the  best 
space  station  attainable  under  the  constraints 
we  have  given  NASA  and  given  ourselves,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  not  be  able  to  offer  this  leg- 
islation today. 

I  would  like  to  stress  to  my  colleagues  the 
compelling  need  for  such  a  full-program  au- 
thonzation  at  this  time. 

First,  let  us  agree  there  is  no  cheaper  pro- 
gram for  building  a  space  station  than  this 
one.  NASA  looked  in  depth  at  three  radically 
different  redesign  proposals  and  chose  this 
approach  In  consultation  with  President  Clin- 
ton. This  is  the  bare  bones  space  station  Corv 
gress  has  t)een  searching  for,  and  it  has  been 
achieved  with  minimal  sacnfices  in  capability. 
In  fact,  I  am  happy  to  report  that  the  current 
design  will  offer  more  laboratory  space  and 
more  power  than  any  of  the  previous  designs. 
But  this  Is  not  a  design  that  can  be  trimmed 
without  radical  restructure,  and  that  Is  why  the 
legislation  requires  a  full  program  authoriza- 
tion. If  we  are  to  avoid  wasting  another  nickel, 
a  full  program  authorized  to  completion  is  nec- 
essary now. 

Second,  but  also  related  to  cost,  is  facir>g 
the  question  of  human  space  development. 
Failing  to  complete  this  space  station  within 
the  safe  operational  life  of  the  space  shuttle 
will  constrain  America  to  a  humanless  space 
program.  I  submit  we  are  always  at  a  critical 
jurKture  when  it  comes  to  keeping  people  in 
space.  The  human  space  program  is  expen- 
sive, always  has  t>een,  and  always  will  be, 
until  It  becomes  a  normal  part  of  everyday  life. 
Yet,  if  raiding  the  space  station  program  as 
ttiough  it  were  the  cash  cow  to  fund  other  pro- 
grams within  NASA,  or  elsewhere  in  the  Fed- 
eral budget,  is  something  Congress  wants  to 
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do.  It  must  be  made  aware  of  the  con- 
sequence: America  will  abandon  flying  people 
in  space  except  on  Russian  space  systems.  II 
we  raid  the  space  station  budget,  it  will  cause 
delays  that  I  fear  will  extend  tieyond  the  space 
shuttle's  planned  operational  life. 

Another  situation  that  requires  us  to  act  is 
the  international  nature  of  our  partnership.  We 
are  committed  by  this  design  to  cooperate  m 
depth  with  the  Russian  space  program,  and 
that  means  we  must  tie  good  partners  not  just 
do-gooders.  It  is  of  particular  importance  to 
them,  to  Europe.  Japan,  and  to  Canada,  that 
Congress  show  it  has  chosen  to  move  for- 
ward— not  just  for  another  year,  but  until  the 
]0b  is  done.  No  other  government  in  the  solar 
system  undertakes  to  build  something  of  this 
scope  and  scale  on  a  year-to-year  basis  A 
full-program  authorization  will  help  locus  the 
attention  of  the  international  partnership  on 
those  questions  that  affect  the  station's  oper- 
ations. 

Finally,  and  this  is  profound  in  the  context  of 
today's  budget  battles.  President  Clinton 
chose  the  Space  Station  project  alone  to  be 
spared  from  NASA's  other  budget  cuts.  That's 
right.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  President's  tax-cut  will 
not  be  funded  by  killing  off  America's  future  in 
space.  This  is  important  news,  since  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  proposes  significant  cuts  to 
NASA  in  general,  but  exempts  the  Space  Sta- 
tion in  particular.  I  believe  the  President  has 
told  Congress  what  I  am  saying  here  Space 
Station  IS  the  highest  national  priority  in  space 
today  and  we  must  finish  the  job 

In  conclusion.  Mr,  Speaker.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues in  both  parties  that  now  Is  the  time  to 
either  make  the  commitment  to  finish  this  im- 
portant project  or  to  abandon  it.  I  t)elieve  the 
weight  of  the  arguments  and  the  success  of 
past  votes  indicates  the  Space  Station  will  win 
our  full  supiport.  In  the  spirit  of  changing  the 
way  we  do  business  and  in  response  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  leadership  in  supporting  the 
Sfjace  Station  as  an  international  partnership. 
I  believe  that  time  has  come  to  commit  (.con- 
gress to  America's  future:  Space  Station. 


SALUTE  TO  SONNY  DRIVER 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEHA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  recognize  Mr.  Sonny  Driver,  the  publisher  of 
Scoop.  USA..  "The  Community  Peoples 
Newspaper, "  which  reaches  communities 
throughout  the  Philadelphia  area 

Sonny  Driver  has  always  been  closely  con- 
nected to  the  hearttseat  of  the  city  of  Philadel- 
phia. Throughout  his  work  in  the  management 
and  promotion  of  some  of  our  Nation's  top  en- 
tertainers. Mr.  Driver  saw  a  need  for  the  expo- 
sure of  minority  entertainers  and  community 
businesses  in  the  Delaware  Valley  Mr  Driver 
created  Scoop,  USA.  to  fill  that  void 

The  first  Issue  of  Scoop.  USA.  was  pub- 
lished on  February  28,  i960  In  the  first  years 
of  Its  publication.  Scoop,  U.S.A.  primarily  fo- 
cused on  the  entertainment  scene  m  the  Phila- 
delphia area.  Over  the  years,  it  has  expanded 
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to  report  on  all  news  and  events  which  will  en- 
courage the  positive  development  and  growth 
of  the  community. 

For  35  years.  Scoop.  USA  has  been  a  via- 
ble and  informative  publication.  It  continues  to 
be  an  important  medium  for  the  entertainment 
industry,  and  a  valuable  source  for  the  dis- 
bursement of  information  which  is  used  by 
members  of  the  community,  local  businesses. 
and  national  organizations.  Scoop.  U.S.A.  is  a 
place  where  positive  achievements  and  events 
of  community  individuals  and  organizations 
can  be  found  on  a  regular  basis. 

Scoop.  U.S. A  IS  distributed  every  Friday  in 
communities  throughout  the  Delaware  Valley 
and  southern  New  Jersey  Each  issue  of 
Scoop.  U.S.A.  contains  information  to  enhance 
the  life  of  inner-city  youth,  homeowners,  senior 
citizens,  and  community  businesses. 

In  addition  to  his  work  with  Scoop,  U.S.A.. 
Mr.  Driver  has  provided  other  minority-owned 
publications  in  the  Delaware  Valley  with  tech- 
nical and  graphic  assistance  Mr.  Driver  never 
hesitates  to  help  others,  including  other  pub- 
lishers who  may  compete  with  him  lor  local 
advertising.  He  is  clearly  committed  to  helping 
others  whenever  it  is  possible. 

Mr  Driver  has  received  numerous  awards 
lor  the  contribution  he  has  made  to  the  com- 
munity through  the  services  offered  by  Scoop. 
U.S.A. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me  today  in 
recognizing  Mr  Sonny  Driver  for  his  great  ac- 
complishments and  contributions  to  commu- 
nities throughout  the  Delaware  Valley.  I  wish 
him  the  best  of  luck  m  all  his  future  pursuits. 


HONORING  MARTHA  K.  GLENN  AN 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

uy  VIHGi.Si.'. 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  10, 1995 

Mr  DAVIS  Mr  Sfjeaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  nse  today  to  honor  a  woman  from 
Northern  Virginia  who  has  given  so  much  to 
her  community  and  is  t>eing  honored  with  the 
Fairfax  County  Citizen  of  the  Year  Award. 

Martha  K.  Glennan,  chair  of  the  Fairfax  Area 
Disability  Services  Board  and  president  of 
Project  WORD,  Working  and  Organizing  Re- 
sources for  People  with  Disabilities,  has  been 
named  Citizen  of  the  Year  by  the  Fairfax 
County  Federation  of  Citizens  Associations. 

Under  her  leadership  as  chairman,  the  Fair- 
fax Area  Disability  Services  Board  completed 
the  first  community  needs  assessment,  focus- 
ing on  more  than  29.000  adults  with  disabil- 
ities Recommendations  targeted  State  and 
local  service  delivery  system  changes,  as  well 
as  needs  for  housing,  health  transportation 
and  employment 

She  has  spoken  out  forcefully  on  the  need 
for  Fairfax  County  to  move  forward  and  com- 
ply with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 
Her  very  presence  in  a  meeting  challenges 
preconceived  notions  about  disability  She  is 
knowledgeable,  innovative,  and  skilled,  using 
her  sense  of  humor  to  press  home  tier  point. 

The  Fairfax  County  Federation  of  Citizens 
Associations   is   a   56-year-old.    non-partisan. 
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non-profit  volunteer-run  organization  that 
seniles  as  the  umbrella  group  representing 
more  than  200  Fairlax  County  civic  and  home- 
owner organizations  Through  its  committee 
structure,  the  Federation  addresses  a  broad 
scope  of  county-wide  concerns  m  the  areas  of 
transportation,  education,  budget  and  finance,, 
health  and  human  services,  public  safety,  land 
use.  environment,  and  other  issues  of  concern 
to  county  citizens  The  Federation  often  works 
closely  with  other  county  organizations  to  pin- 
point issues  of  community  concern  before  the 
Fairfax  County  Government,  the  Virginia  Gen- 
eral Assembly,  and  other  governmental  bod- 
ies 

Mr.  Speaker  I  know  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  honoring  Martha  K.  Glennan  and  two  Cita- 
tion of  Merit  award  winners.  Kathryn  Brooks. 
84  for  providing  older  Americans  an  oppor- 
tunity to  continue  their  education  and  Marilyn 
Gould,  for  her  contnbutions  to  Northern  Vir- 
ginia Community  College.  Leadership  Fairtax 
and  the  Council  for  the  Arts  These  citizens 
are  to  be  commended  for  their  outstanding 
achievements  and  hard  work  lor  \he  commu- 
nity. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MORROW  BROWN 
GARRISON 


HON.  HARRIS  W.  FAWILL 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Morrow  Brown  Garrison,  a  civic 
leader  m  my  district  and  a  national  leader  in 
manufacturing  technology  He  exemplified 
what  is  best  atxiut  this  country — hard  work 
and  commitment.  He  was  born  on  March  21. 
1930.  to  Leidon  D.  and  Grace  Lorraine  Garri- 
son. 

Gary,  as  he  was  known  to  his  friends,  vol- 
unteered for  the  U.S.  Navy  at  the  age  of  18. 
He  served  from  1948  to  1952.  Those  5  years 
of  active  duty  included  a  tour  of  duty  In  Korea 
and  two  m  the  European  theater  Gary  earned 
the  rank  ol  first  class  petty  officer  on  the 
U.S.S.  Johnson  He  received  an  honoratjie 
discharge  with  a  good  conduct  medal  and  a 
captain's  commendation. 

While  his  ship  was  docked  in  Newport,  Rl, 
he  met  a  charming  young  woman  named  Ger- 
trude Bouzan  When  Gary  returned  to  civilian 
life  he  married  Gertrude  on  June  13,  1953.  His 
new  wife's  family  and  his  commitment  to  com- 
pleting his  education  would  keep  him  in  the 
New  England  area 

Gary  pursued  his  education  at  Northeastern 
University.  In  1957  he  received  his  bachelor  of 
science  with  a  major  in  accounting  Accom- 
plishing this  was  no  easy  task  He  needed  to 
take  two  jobs,  as  both  a  painter  and  as  an  ap- 
prentice tDuilding  superintendent,  to  pay  for  his 
education  which  he  fxjrsued  during  the  day 
The  late  I950's  brought  on  yel  another  stage 
in  Gary's  life  This  stage  would  be  marked  t>y 
the  birth  of  his  only  child  Brenda  Gail  Garn- 
son. 

In  1964  he  took  a  position  as  controller  of 
Snow  Manufactunng  Co.  This  company  was 
soon  after  bought  by  Wallace   Carroll.   This 
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transition  would  begin  an  association  that 
would  form  a  major  portion  of  his  working  ca- 
reer. Gary's  commitment  and  loyalty  to  the  en- 
terprise was  quickly  noted  and  he  was  made 
a  vice  president  m  1972  Gary's  hard  work 
was  also  noted  and  he  was  soon  given  more 
duties  and  responsibilities. 

In  the  i970's  and  '980's  he  served  as  vice 
president  and  director  of  American  Machine 
and  Science,  inc.  [AMSlJ,  another  company 
owned  by  the  late  Mr  Carroll.  Gary  would 
later  beconne  president  of  A  MSI  group  of  com- 
panies. In  the  late  I980's  he  was  appointed  to 
serve  on  one  of  the  committees  of  the  Na- 
tional Machine  Tool  Builders,  now  known  as 
the  Association  for  Manufacturing  Technology. 
His  good  suggestions  and  hard  work  earned 
him  election  m  "987  as  treasurer  of  that  orga- 
nization. 

Gary  served  as  chairman  of  the  association 
from  1993-94.  In  that  capacity,  he  rep- 
resented the  association  on  matters  of  trade, 
technology,  political,  and  legal  matters.  He  led 
conferences  and  missions  in  Bangkok,  Thai- 
land. Japan,  Hawaii,  and  Washington,  DC. 
Gary  was  able  to  see  some  of  his  rec- 
ommendations enacted  mto  law  by  the  U.S. 
Congress 

Gary  will  be  remembered  fondly  by  the 
many  friends  and  family  he  leaves  behind.  He 
was  loyal  to  both  his  friends  and  business  as- 
sociates. This  loyalty  was  shown  through  his 
dedication  to  CRL  industries,  of  which  he 
wor1<ed  for  m  some  capacity  since  1964.  Gary 
cared  for  his  communrty  and  friends  and  was 
generous  with  his  time. 

His  memory  will  be  cherished  by  his  wife  of 
42  years.  Trudy,  and  by  his  daughter  and  son- 
in-law  Brenda  and  Ward  Hinds,  his  brother 
Don  and  wife  Barbara  Garrison,  and  sister 
Dorothy  and  husband  Daniel  Nix.  and  sister 
Margaret  Hauser. 

Mr  Speaker,  Gary  was  a  caring  individual 
who  achieved  a  great  deal  in  his  lifetime.  He 
was  a  leader  m  his  community,  in  his  busi- 
ness, and  in  national  and  international  manu- 
facturing technology.  He  will  be  well  remem- 
bered. My  most  heartfelt  condolences  go  to 
his  friends  and  family. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  COL. 
BLOSE 


TODD  E. 


HON.  ROBERT  T.  M\TSUI 

OF  CALiKORMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  10. 1995 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Lt.  Col.  Todd  E.  Blose  for  excep- 
tionally meritorious  sen/ice  from  July  1993  to 
May  1995,  while  serving  as  the  last  corrv 
mander  of  the  Sacramento  Depot  Activity. 

The  closure  of  the  Sacramento  Army  Depot 
has  been  an  unparalleled  success  and  has 
become  a  standard  of  excellence  held  up  at 
the  highest  levels  of  the  Army  and  Department 
of  Defense,  in  all  aspects  of  the  closure,  envi- 
ronmental cleanup,  transfer  of  missions  and 
equipment,  transition  of  real  property,  and 
reuse  of  the  facilities,  the  Sacramento  Depot 
Activity  family  has  led  the  way  with  resource- 
fulness, innovation,  and  dedication. 
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Lieutenant  Colonel  Blose  has  been  the  lead- 
er of  this  process,  collaborating  with  a  very  di- 
verse group  of  individuals  and  agencies  at  the 
local,  State,  and  Federal  levels.  Closure  of  the 
base  was  completed  2  years  ahead  of  the 
original  base  closure  schedule  saving  over 
SlO  million  in  fiscal  year  1994,  S7  million  in 
fiscal  year  1995  and  Si. 5  million  in  caretaker 
iunds  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  fiscal  year  1997. 

This  accelerated  closure  could  not  have 
tjeen  accomplished  without  the  impressive 
support  received  from  the  civilian  employees 
who  were,  in  fact,  losing  their  jobs  through  the 
closure.  Lieutenant  Colonel  Blose  convinced 
the  employees  that  he  would  work  hard  on 
their  t)ehalf  and  gained  their  promise  of  dedi- 
cated service  to  support  the  closure  process. 
He  carried  through  on  his  promise  and  was 
able,  through  extensive  and  aggressive 
outplacement  eflorts,  to  place  all  but  I6i  of 
the  original  994  employees  on  txiard  when  he 
arrived.  These  161  have  continued  to  receive 
support  and  10  have  received  subsequent  job 
placements. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Blose  led  the  eftorts  to 
complete  the  necessary  environmental  docu- 
mentation for  closure,  have  the  appropriate 
agencies  review  the  findings,  and  gam  their 
approval.  Many  real  estate  and  environmental 
proceeding  actions  and  negotiations  had  to 
take  place  corKurrently  so  that  all  required 
documents  were  in  place  by  the  target  closure 
date  on  March  3.  1995.  There  were  numerous 
challenges  encountered  during  the  past  2 
years,  none  more  difficult  than  completing  the 
radiation  surveys  at  the  depot  and  gaming 
delicensing  approval.  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Blose's  knowledge  of  radiation  issues  and  his 
skill  In  teamwork  and  persuasion  were  vital  m 
coercing  reluctant  bureaucracies  to  expedite 
their  eflorts  on  the  depot's  t^ehalf  and  to  main- 
tain the  proper  balarK-e  of  cost  versus  risk. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Blose  also  played  a  key 
role  in  establishing  and  cochainng  the  Res- 
toration Advisory  Board,  which  reviewed  and 
ultimately  supported  the  cleanup  process  He 
also  provided  valuable  input  and  counsel  to 
the  city  of  Sacramento  Army  Depot  Reuse 
Commission.  The  resulting  reuse  plan  laid  the 
groundwork  for  attracting  Packard  Bell  Elec- 
tronics to  the  depot  site,  completely  replacing 
the  former  depot  work  force  and  providing  the 
basis  for  the  city's  S7.2  million  payment  to  the 
Army  for  the  property  in  2005. 

In  his  command  tour  at  Sacramento  Depot 
Activity,  Lieutenant  Colonel  Blose  set  a  tone  of 
professionalism,  teamwork,  and  compassion 
He  challenged  his  staff  and  employees  to  per- 
form extraordinary  efforts  and  they  responded 
with  an  accelerated  closure  which  is  being 
cited  as  the  national  rrKsdel  for  base?  closure, 
environmental  cleanup,  and  reuse.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  salutir>g  Lieutenant 
Colonel  Blose's  exceptional  leadership  per- 
formance, which  IS  a  credit  to  himself,  the 
Tooele  Army  Depot  Complex,  the  Industrial 
Operations  Command,  and  the  U.S.  Army. 
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ADULT  EDUCATION   AND  FAMILY 
LITERACY  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  DALE  L  KJLDEE 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  KILDEE  Mr  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing along  with  a  number  of  my  colleagues 
the  Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Re- 
form Act  of  1995.  We  are  pleased  to  jom  with 
the  Administration  of  this  effort  to  improve  the 
way  literacy  services  are  provided  to  adults 
and  families. 

There  is  a  literacy  crisis  m  this  country.  As 
the  1993  National  Adult  Literacy  survey 
shows,  more  than  20  percent  of  adults  per- 
formed at  or  tielow  the  5th  grade  level  m  read- 
ing and  math — far  below  the  level  needed  for 
effective  participation  in  the  workforce.  And 
t)ecause  a  parent's  educational  level  is  a 
strong  predictor  of  children's  academic  suc- 
cess, the  effects  of  this  crisis  move  from  one 
generation  to  the  next  with  tragic  regularity 
Despite  the  obvious  need  for  literacy  services 
among  our  Nation's  adults,  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation Act  serves  only  a  small  percentage  of 
those  people  who  need  help.  Ttiis  fact  was 
underscored  by  the  recent  National  Evaluation 
of  Adult  Education  Programs.  While  many 
adults  t)enefit  from  participation  m  the  pro- 
gram, many  leave  before  they  achieve  any  lit- 
eracy gams.  Overall,  the  current  design  of 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  programs  is 
too  diffuse  and  diverts  human  and  financial  re- 
sources from  what  should  be  the  focus  of  all 
Feoeral  literacy  efforts;  the  provision  of  high- 
quality,  results-oriented  services. 

The  literacy  crisis  we  are  facing  as  a  Nation 
are  serious,  ranging  from  the  diminished  pro- 
ductivity of  business  and  industry  to  the  inabil- 
ity of  parents  to  help  their  children  do  t>etter  in 
school.  In  response,  the  Adult  Education  and 
Family  Literacy  Reform  Act  creates,  by  con- 
solidating a  numt)er  of  related  programs  mto  a 
single  grant  to  States,  a  performance  partner- 
ship designed  around  five  broad  principles — 
quality,  flexibility,  streamlining,  consumer 
choice,  and  targeting. 

The  bill  responds  to  concerns  regarding  the 
potential  duplication  of  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs  by  creating  a  single 
funding  stream  to  States.  It  consolidates  sepa- 
rate discretionary  programs  for  library  literacy, 
workplace  literacy,  and  literacy  programs  for 
prisoners  and  the  homeless  The  bill  will  en- 
sure that  the  needs  of  at-nsk  populations  are 
met  and  requires  States  to  assess  the  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  needs  of  the 
hard-to-serve  and  most-in-need. 

Demand  for  adult  education  programs  has 
exploded  in  recent  years  for  reasons  as  varied 
as  the  need  to  learn  English  to  become  an 
American  citizen,  to  upgrade  employment 
skills,  to  obtain  a  GED,  to  learn  to  read  and 
dozens  of  others  too  numerous  to  list  today. 

I  hope  you  will  join  me  m  helping  American 
adults  reach  their  full  potential  as  citizens. 
Please  call  Sara  Davis  or  my  staff. 
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NATIONAL  VOLUNTEER  WEEK 

HON.  MARa  KAPTL'R 

OK  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  efforts  in  Northwest  Ohio  to  cele- 
brate the  beginning  of  National  Volunteer 
Week  In  America,  it  is  very  hard  to  imagine 
our  country  without  its  corps  of  ready,  willing 
and  able  volunteers.  So  strong  and  proud  is 
America's  history  of  volunteerism,  that  the 
concept  and  nature  of  "American  Volunteer- 
ism" has  become  an  institution  by  which  the 
world  recognizes  and  understands  our  national 
identity  of  compassion  and  caring  for  our  fel- 
low humankind. 

Has  there  ever  been  a  time  m  our  history 
that  there  were  not  volunteers  ready  to  lend  a 
hand''  Beginning  with  Paul  Revere  and  ex- 
tending right  through  to  the  response  of  emer- 
gency and  medical  personnel  to  last  week's 
tragedy  in  Oklahoma — Americans  have  always 
been  ready  to  help  their  fellow  citizens. 

While  volunteerism  in  America  does  not  al- 
ways manifest  itself  in  terms  as  dramatic  as 
when  every  available  doctor  and  nurse  withm 
a  100-mile  radius  and  t>eyond  rushes  to  the 
scene  of  a  tragedy.  It  is  no  more  important  or 
devoted  than  the  millions  of  Americans  who 
respond  daily  and  regularly  to  the  unsatisfied 
needs  of  their  communities. 

Here  in  our  community,  volunteers  feed  the 
hungry,  shelter  and  minister  to  the  homeless, 
reach  out  and  touch  minds  that  are  eager  to 
learn  and  spirits  that  yearn  to  fly.  Even  in  the 
lives  of  those  whose  needs  are  not  tx)rne  from 
necessity,  but  whose  pursuits  are  dedicated 
toward  service  and  improvement,  volunteers 
make  the  day. 

I  know  my  colleagues  join  me  in  recognizing 
National  Volunteer  Week  and  in  saying  to 
every  citizen  in  our  community  and  country 
who  works  for  a  recompense  that  no  amount 
of  money  can  satisfy,  thank  you  for  answering 
the  call,  thank  you  for  helping  make  our  coun- 
try a  tjetter  place. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Because  of  his  vision,  Columbia  Baptist  has 
extended  its  reach  far  beyond  the  traditional 
religious  activities  to  include  an  array  of  inten- 
sive community  services.  Among  them  are: 

World  Friends,  which  provides  English  As  A 
Second  Language  Instruction  for  more  than 
100  people  each  week. 

Church  and  Community  Ministries,  which 
provides  food,  clothing,  furniture,  rent,  and 
transportation  to  more  than  500  people  annu- 
ally. 

Columbia  Child  Development  Center  which 
provides  Day  Care  for  approximately  200  chil- 
dren on  a  year-round  basis;  Care-A-Van  which 
at  its  peak  delivered  more  than  200  meals 
weekly  and  sensed  as  a  life  line  for  many  res- 
cued from  homelessness. 

Counseling  Ministry,  which  involves  crisis 
prevention  and  crises  prevention  measures 
such  as  marriage  preparation  and  parenting 
classes. 

Columbia  Institute  of  Fine  Arts,  which  pro- 
vides instruction  to  the  community  in  fine  arts. 

In  addition,  Columbia  Baptist  facilities  have 
become  a  vital  resource  for  various  community 
support  groups  including  Alcoholics  Anony- 
mous, Survivors  of  Incest,  Narcotics  Anony- 
mous. Alzheimer  support  groups,  Alzheimer 
Day  Care  Program,  Family  Nurturing  Training 
Program,  Muscular  Dystrophy  and  other  sup>- 
port  groups. 

Columbia  Baptist  Church's  other  activities 
include  working  with  local  Police  Departments 
to  provide  summer  camps  tor  children  from 
disadvantaged  areas,  working  with  city  and 
county  agencies  to  provide  a  myriad  of  com- 
munity services  to  the  poor  and  disadvan- 
taged, and  fostering  a  sister  relationship  with 
the  Baptists  of  Moscow  before  the  days  of 
normalized  relationship.  Furthermore,  Colum- 
bia Baptist  provides  facilities  for  vanous  com- 
munity events  including  regional  conferences 
on  drug  abuse  and  prevention,  and  mental 
health  services  related  to  aging,  including  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Agmg  in  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  know  our  colleagues  join 
us  m  honoring  Dr.  Jones  whose  church  has 
attracted  the  neediest  downtrodden  elements 
of  our  society  along  with  diplomats,  members 
of  Congress,  professional  football  coaches, 
and  others  who  sought  spiritual  inspiration. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  NEAL  THOMAS 
JONES 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  D.AVTS 

L)K  VIRGINIA 

HON.  FHANK  R.  WOLF 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  Map  10.  1995 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleague  and 
I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  fine  individual 
of  the  Eleventh  District  of  Virginia,  who  has 
contributed  so  much  to  his  community. 

Dr.  Neal  Thomas  Jones  retired  as  pastor  of 
Columbia  Baptist  Church  in  Falls  Church,  Vir- 
ginia Apnl  30.  1995  after  twenty-six  years  of 
dedicated  and  faithful  service  Under  Dr. 
Jones'  leadership,  the  congregation  became 
one  of  the  largest  congregations  of  any  faith  m 
Virginia  and  a  leader  among  Virginia  Baptists. 


A  TRIUMPH  OF  COMMON  SENSE 


HON.  DOUG  BERELTER 

OF  NEBRASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Washington, 
DCs,  Metro  deserves  high  praise  for  its  stead- 
fast resolve  which  resulted  in  a  common 
sense  agreement  on  its  subway  platform 
edges.  Last  year,  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation insisted  that  Metro  install  costly  platform 
edges  with  bumps  in  order  to  warn  blind  riders 
and  comply  with  the  Americans  with  Disabil- 
ities Act.  However,  this  huge  expenditure 
would  have  resulted  in  little,  if  any,  tienefit.  In 
fact,  there  was  disagreement  among  the  orga- 
nizations representing  the  visually  impaired 
about  the  merit  of  the  platform  edge  require- 
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ment.  This  appeared  to  be  yet  another  case  of 
the  Federal  Government  forcing  compliance 
simply  for  the  sake  of  compliance  rather  than 
making  an  effort  to  meet  an  actual  need.  On 
June  13.  1994,  this  Member  wrote  to  Metro's 
general  manager.  Lawrence  Reuter.  to  urge 
him  to  stand  up  to  the  DOT  bureaucracy  aruJ 
fight  for  a  practical  solution.  A  copy  of  the  let- 
ter was  also  sent  to  Transportation  Secretary 
Federico  Pena. 

This  Memtjer  is  pleased  that  a  reasonable 
agreement  has  now  been  reached  between 
Metro  and  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 
UrxJer  the  agreement,  Metro  will  install  a  sys- 
tem of  transmitters  that  will  allow  visually  inv 
paired  riders  wearing  wnst  beepers  to  be  sig- 
naled when  they  are  too  close  to  the  edge  of 
the  subway  platform.  This  system  will  be  much 
less  expensive  than  the  proposed  bumpy  plat- 
forms and  should  also  provide  a  higher  degree 
of  safety.  This  Member  also  commends  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  for  finally  derrv 
onstrating  common  sense  and  flexibility  in  ar- 
riving at  this  agreement.  Too  bad  it  took  a 
confrontation  to  reach  a  comnx)n  sense  solu- 
tion but  sometimes  that  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member  commends  to  his 
colleagues  the  following  editonal  in  support  of 
the  agreement  from  the  April  27,  1995,  edition 
of  the  Washington  Post. 

Metro  Platforms:  Reason  Prevails 

It  had  all  the  earmarks  of  a  classic  legal 
regulatory  battle  between  a  regional  agency 
and  the  federal  government:  Metro  General 
Manager  Lawrence  G.  Reuter  was  bucking  an 
order  from  the  federal  government  under  the 
Americans  With  Disabilities  Act  to  rip  out 
and  replace  all  of  its  subway  platform  edges 
as  a  safety  measure  for  blind  riders.  Comply 
or  risk  federal  funding,  said  the  Department 
of  Transportation's  Federal  Transit  Admin- 
istration. It's  too  expensive  and  isn't  needed 
on  a  system  with  a  good  safety  record  al- 
ready, replied  Mr.  Reuter. 

We'll  sue,  said  DOT  We're  not  budging, 
said  Metro,  noting  that  there  was  a  division 
of  opinion  among  organizations  representing 
people  whose  vision  is  impaired  as  to  the 
usefulness,  or  potential  additional  hazards, 
of  the  federally  mandated  surfaces  with 
raised  bumps. 

But  now,  after  nearly  a  year  of  wrangling, 
bumpy  edges  are  giving  way  to  smooth  solu- 
tions. The  Clinton  administration  has 
backed  away  from  its  demand,  settling  in- 
stead for  agreement  by  Metro  to  install  a 
system  of  transmitters  that  will  signal  blind 
riders  wearing  wrist  beepers  that  they  are 
close  to  platform  edges.  Federal  mass  transit 
administrator  Gordon  J.  Linton  concluded 
that  the  regulation  is  'so  narrow  and  pre- 
scriptive" that  "there  is  not  room  to  exer- 
cise judgment  or  discretion"  and  agreed  to 
grant  Metro's  request  for  a  "determination 
of  equivalent  facilitation"  for  the  edges  that 
are  already  along  the  platforms. 

Translation:  Score  one  for  good  sense.  In- 
stead of  proceeding  with  expensive,  time- 
consuming  litigation  to  try  to  force  expen- 
sive, revenue-consuming  measures  to  resolve 
a  problem  that  didn't  seem  to  be  one.  the 
federal  government  though  better  of  it. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CI\^IC  LEAGUE 
OF  GREATER  NEW  BRUNSWICK, 
INC. 


HON.  FTIA.NX  PALLOM,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  JO,  1995 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Saturday, 
May  13,  1995,  at  the  Pines  Manor  in  Edison, 
NJ,  the  Civic  League  of  Greater  New  Bruns- 
wick, Inc.,  will  hold  Its  annual  dinner.  I  rise 
tcxJay  to  pay  tribute  to  this  great  institution, 
which  has  made  such  a  significant  difference 
in  the  lives  of  generations  of  people  m  Middle- 
sex County. 

The  Civic  League  of  Greater  New  Bruns- 
wick, formerly  the  Urt)an  League,  was  estab- 
lished in  1945  as  a  avil  rights  organization.  A 
non-profit,  tax-exempt  organization,  the 
League's  mission  is  "to  enable  Afncan  Ameri- 
cans and  other  minority  group  members  to 
cultivate  and  exercise  their  full  human  poten- 
tial on  par  with  all  other  Americans.  To  accom- 
plish this  mission,  the  Civic  League  intervenes 
at  all  points  in  the  social  and  economic  struc- 
ture wtiere  the  interests  of  African  Americans, 
other  racial  minorities  and  the  poor  are  at 
stake."  To  accomplish  this  mission,  the 
League  provides  community  advocacy  along 
with  the  provision  of  employment  and  housing 
referral  services.  The  League  also  offers  a 
comprehensive  youth  development  program  to 
help  young  people  become  academically  suc- 
cessful, emotionally  sound  and  productive 
contributors  to  their  communities. 

The  Civic  League  is  governed  by  a  21- 
memher  Board  of  Directors,  volunteers  with  a 
diversity  of  backgrounds  and  experiences. 
This  policy-making  body  has  set  a  ma)or 
agenda  for  the  1990's  which  includes  more 
program  activities  in  the  health  and  youth  de- 
velopment areas.  The  Project  2000  Program. 
supported  by  corporate  volunteers,  became 
one  of  the  first  inrtiatives  developed  as  a  result 
of  an  increased  focus  of  the  organization  on 
early  youth  development  activities.  A  Middle 
School  Development  Program  was  initiated  re- 
cently, also  with  corporate  support,  to  offer 
classroom  support  to  the  public  school  adoles- 
cent population.  Since  1970,  C.  Roy  Epps  has 
served  as  the  League's  Executive  Director 
The  25th  anniversary  of  Mr.  Epps's  leadership 
of  the  League  was  marked  2  months  ago  with 
a  roast  in  his  honor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  Is  an  horror  and  a  privilege 
as  the  Representative  of  the  Sixth  District  of 
New  Jersey  to  pay  tribute  to  this  great  institu- 
tion located  in  my  distrrct.  The  Civic  League  of 
Greater  New  Brunswick  is  a  wonderful  exam- 
ple of  everything  that  is  good  about  America — 
dedk:ated  people  working  together,  often 
under  difficult  circumstances,  to  build  a  t»etter 
community  and  provide  our  people  with  a 
sense  of  purpose,  direction  and  hope. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  THE  TOWNSHIP  OF 
MONTCALM.  MI 

HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OK  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10, 1995 

Mr  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  recognize  an  out- 
standing township  in  the  State  of  Michigan. 
Montcalm  Township  is  like  many  townships 
throughout  the  United  States,  but  it  possesses 
a  unique  character  all  its  own.  On  May  20, 
1995,  the  township  of  Montcalm,  Ml,  will  con> 
memorate  150  years  of  history  by  celebrating 
Its  sesquicentennial  anniversary. 

Nestled  among  serene  lakes  and  the  sur- 
rounding tieautiful  landscape  of  mid-Michigan, 
the  township  of  Montcalm  is  rich  in  histoncal 
heritage  and  tradition.  Montcalm  Township 
was  established  on  March  19.  1845.  and  was 
the  pioneer  township  of  what  is  now  Montcalm 
County  It  grew  to  become  an  essential  town- 
ship in  the  region,  due  primarily  to  its  vast 
contributions  to  the  rural  and  logging  commu- 
nities of  Michigan. 

As  the  industrial  revolution  swept  the  coun- 
try, the  citizens  of  Montcalm  Township  suc- 
ceeded in  holding  on  to  much  of  the  area's 
historical  tradition.  It  maintains  its  rural  con- 
nections to  this  day.  while  still  managing  to 
prosper  within  the  State  economy. 

The  citizens  of  Montcalm  Township  are  to 
t>e  commended  for  providing  an  impeccable 
example  of  a  growing  community.  While  ex- 
ceeding in  economic  excellence,  Montcalm 
Township  also  provides  its  residents  with  the 
tight  knit  community  feeling  of  a  small  town. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Montcalm  Township  has  a 
colorful  history  and  bright  future.  Its  commit- 
ment to  the  community  and  its  citizens  en> 
body  the  ideals  that  make  this  Nation  great.  I 
know  you  will  loin  me  in  congratulating  the  citi- 
zens of  Montcalm  Township  on  their  1 50th  an- 
niversary and  wishing  them  well  during  their 
sesquicentennial  celebration.  We  hope 
Montcalm  Township  will  continue  to  provide 
the  same  example  of  strong  community  spirit 
for  the  next  150  years. 


HONORING  DR.  MARIO  SALVADORI, 
DISTINGUISHED  EDUCATOR 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10. 1995 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  join  today 
with  my  constituents  in  the  Fifth  Congressional 
District  of  New  York  City  recognizing  Dr.  Mario 
Salvadori. 

For  iTKire  than  two  decades,  Dr.  Salvadori 
has  distinguished  himself  with  effective  efforts 
to  help  his  students  discover  and  understand 
mathematics  and  science  through  the  wonders 
of  architechure  and  engineering. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  Apnl  1975,  Dr.  Salvadon 
boldly  accepted  the  challenge  issued  by  the 
New  York  Academy  of  Science  to  "do  some- 
thing  to   improve    mathematics   and   science 
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education"  in  the  public  schools  of  New  York 
City  by  volunteering  to  teach  an  innovative 
course,  "Why  Buildings  Stand  Up."  to  30  dis- 
advantaged seventh-grade  students. 

Throughout  the  years.  Dr.  Salvadori  has 
continued  to  teach  and  write  books  of  children 
and  instructional  manual  for  teachers.  At  the 
same  time,  he  has  developed  an  exciting,  in- 
novative, and  effective  program  of  hands-on 
activities  base  upon  the  familiar  urban  built  en- 
vironment. Eight  years  ago,  he  founded  the 
Salvadori  Education  Center  on  the  Built  Envi- 
ronment [SECBE]  to  expand  the  reach  of  his 
innovative  pedagogy  and  instructional  mate- 
rials. SECBE  has  now  grown  into  a  nationally 
known  influence  for  the  improvement  of 
science  and  mathematics  education. 

In  the  20  years  since  Dr.  Salvadori  began 
this  noble  cause,  more  than  600  teachers 
have  incorporated  the  Salvadori  methodology 
into  their  classroom  practice.  More  than 
100,000  students  in  New  York  City  alone  have 
benefited  from  their  involvement  in  SECBE 
programs,  demonstrating  significant  improve- 
ment in  their  mathematics  and  science  stud- 
ies, and  increased  motivation  to  remain  in 
school. 

In  addition  to  the  effective  impact  Dr. 
Salvadori  has  made  upon  our  educational  sys- 
tem, he  has  emerged  as  a  major  force  in  the 
field  of  architecture  and  engineer.  As  a  partner 
and  chairman  of  the  txjard  of  Weidlinger  Asso- 
ciates, Consulting  Engineers,  he  has  had  a 
role  in  developing  and  constructing  buildings 
all  over  the  world.  He  was  served  on  the  staffs 
of  Columbia,  Princeton  and  the  University  of 
Rome.  His  publications  in  the  fields  of  applied 
mathematics  and  architecture  have  been  dis- 
tributed world  wide  in  over  a  dozen  languages. 
Dr.  Salvadon's  colleagues  have  long  recog- 
nized his  brilliance,  and  he  has  received  nu- 
merous medals  and  awards  in  architecture 
and  engineering. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  join  with  me  this 
day  in  recognizing  Dr.  Mario  Salvadori,  a  dedi- 
cated educator,  a  leading  architect,  and  a  per- 
son who  unselfishly  gives  of  his  many  talents. 


CELEBRATING  FIFTY  YEARS  OF 
COMMUNITY  SERVICE  BY  THE 
AVON  CLUB 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLV.-^NIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
have  this  opportunity  to  join  with  my  constitu- 
ents in  saluting  the  members  of  the  Avon  Club 
who  are  celebrating  over  50  years  of  commu- 
nity service. 

The  Avon  Club  was  formed  in  1944  as  a  so- 
cial and  community  oroanization  with  member- 
ship open  to  women  age  18  or  over  who  live 
and  work  in  the  municipalities  compnsing  the 
Avonworth  School  District.  This  area  includes 
Ben  Avon,  Ben  Avon  Heights,  Emsworth, 
Kilbuck  and  Ohio  Township.  It  is  an  honor  to 
represent  these  communities  m  the  U.S. 
House  as  the  Representative  for  the  Four- 
teenth Congressional   District  and  I  want  to 
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speak  to  the  Members  of  the  House  about  the 
outstanding  nature  of  the  community  service 
provided  by  the  Avon  Club. 

The  Avon  Club  was  originally  started  in 
1944  by  women  whose  husbands  were  serv- 
ing in  World  War  II.  Avon  Club  members  aided 
the  war  effort  by  rolling  bandages,  knitting 
sweaters  and  corresponding  with  servicemen. 
When  the  war  erxJed,  Avon  Club  members  re- 
focused  their  activities  on  a  broader  array  of 
social  interests  and  community  projects,  the 
Avon  Club  also  established  itself  as  a  service 
organization  willing  to  raise  money  to  support 
civic  improvements  and  other  charitable  com- 
munity organizations. 

Each  year  the  Avon  Club  hosts  two  major 
fundraisers  to  support  its  many  community 
service  activities.  An  annual  fall  festival  is 
sponsored  in  early  Octotjer  and  this  event  fea- 
tures a  celebration  of  the  creative,  musical, 
arxj  culinary  talents  of  local  district  residents. 
The  annual  fashion  show  and  luncheon  pro- 
vides an  opportunity  to  enjoy  food  and  good 
conversation  while  viewing  the  latest  from  the 
fashion  world.  In  addition  to  these  fundraisers, 
the  Avon  Club  has  published  a  community 
telephone  directory  since  1952.  Members  can- 
vass their  local  neighborhoods  and  all  resi- 
dents, local  businesses,  arxi  merchants  are  in- 
vited to  be  listed  in  this  valuable  community 
resource. 

Avon  Club  member  dedicated  the  proceeds 
from  these  fundraisir>g  activities  to  the  support 
of  several  chantable  activities.  Since  1990, 
these  charitable  activities  have  been  managed 
by  the  Avon  Club  Foundation,  a  nonprofit  or- 
ganization which  manages  both  fundraising 
activities  and  the  distribution  of  funds.  In  1994, 
the  Avon  Club  Foundation  gave  away  S7,67l 
and  brought  the  total  level  of  philanthropic 
contnbutions  throughout  their  50  years  to  over 
5100,000. 

The  Avon  Club  Foundation  is  guided  by 
long-range  goals  emphasizing  service  to  edu- 
cation, recreation,  the  environment  and  social 
responsibility.  The  foundation  has  donated 
funds  to  local  parks,  schools,  sports  organiza- 
tions and  also  provides  assistance  to  chari- 
table organizations  serving  women  and  chil- 
dren. Members  of  the  Avon  Club  have  also 
volunteered  with  local  recycling  efforts  and 
community  cleanup  days. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fitting  for  the  Members  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  to  jOin  in 
saluting  an  organization  like  the  Avon  Club. 
The  Members  of  the  Avon  Club  are  to  be 
commended  for  their  energy  and  neighbor- 
hoods together  to  the  benefit  of  all  local  resi- 
dents. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT.  MIKE  TRACY 
AND  SGT.  TOM  VANDERPOOL 


HON.  JANE  HARMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday, 
May  15,  the  Grand  Lodge  of  the  Fraternal 
Order  of  Police  will  honor  over  1 00  police  offi- 
cers from  across  the  Nation  who  were  slam  in 
the  line  of  duty.  Among  those  officers  are  two 
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courageous  men  from  the  36th  Congressional 
District  of  California  who  gave  their  lives  to 
protect  others.  It  is  with  deep  sadness  that  I 
join  in  paying  tribute  to  these  individuals,  Capt. 
Mike  Tracy  and  Sgt.  Tom  Vanderpool. 

Mike  Tracy  and  Tom  VarxJerpool  were  txsth 
gunned  down  by  a  robber  on  February  14, 
1994,  while  they  attended  a  management 
seminar  for  employees  of  the  city  of  Palos 
Verdes  Estates,  CA.  Both  men  were  model 
police  officers  who  leave  t)ehind  family, 
friends,  colleagues,  and  a  community  made  all 
the  better  by  their  service. 

Mike,  who  was  raised  in  Torrance.  CA,  first 
joined  the  PVE  Police  Department  as  a  re- 
serve officer  in  1966.  His  colleagues  descnt^ed 
him  as  a  "cop's  cop":  instinctive,  professional, 
and  sup)portive  of  his  fellow  officers.  Those 
close  to  him  say  he  liked  to  "live  life  to  the 
fullest,"  and  many  were  touched  by  his  humor 
and  humanity.  In  his  spare  time,  Mike  coun- 
seled teenagers  in  trouble.  He  was  also  a  hus- 
band, and  father  of  two. 

Tom  sf>ent  his  early  years  in  law  enforce- 
ment with  the  Los  Angeles  Police  Department 
tjefore  beginning  1 3  years  of  service  with  the 
PVE  Police  Department.  He  was  respected  by 
his  colleagues  and  occupied  a  special  place  m 
the  hearts  of  needy  children  in  the  community. 
Every  Christmas,  he  would  use  his  patrol  car 
to  deliver  toys,  blankets,  and  clothing  to  these 
children  and  their  families.  A  husband  and  fa- 
ther of  three,  Tom  was  preparing  to  celebrate 
his  36th  wedding  anniversary  shortly  before  he 
was  killed. 

My  heart  fills  with  sadness  when  I  think  of 
the  tragic  circumstances  surrounding  the 
deaths  of  these  two  officers.  The  job  of  our 
law  enforcement  officers  has  changed  dra- 
matically from  eariier  times  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory. Not  only  must  these  officers  protect  our 
citizens  against  dangers  unimaginable,  but 
they  must  increasingly  protect  themselves 
from  mindless  expressions  of  rage  and  frustra- 
tion. We  owe  an  enormous  debt  of  gratitude  to 
those  men  and  women  who  do  the  job  of  law 
enforcement  every  day. 

A  luncheon  to  award  the  South  Bay  Medal 
of  Valor  was  recently  held  m  my  district  to 
honor  those  who  have  performed  heroic  acts 
in  the  line  of  duty.  Capt.  Mike  Tracy  and  Sgt 
Tom  Vanderpool  were  tx)th  awarded  the 
medal  posthumously.  I  only  wish  the  legisla- 
tive schedule  had  permitted  me  to  be  there,  as 
I  was  when  hundreds  of  Califomians  including 
my  Governor  attended  their  funeral. 

To  their  families  and  friends,  and  to  the  fanrv 
ilies  and  friends  of  all  officers  slam  m  the  line 
of  duty,  your  loved  ones  were  patriots.  They 
gave  their  lives  for  ours. 


IN  HONOR  OF  GILBERT  HERRERA, 
OUTSTANDING  YOUNG  TEXAS-EX 


HON.  RALPH  M.  HALL 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10. 1995 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr  Speaker,  it  is  my 
privilege  to  nse  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Gilbert 
A.  Herrera,  a  recipient  of  the  1995  Outstand- 
ing  Your^g   Texas-Ex    Award.    Gilbert   was   a 
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page  m  the  Texas  Senate  during  the  time  that 
I  was  a  Texas  State  Senator,  and  we  have 
t)een  great  frierxjs  ever  since  Giltjert's  intel- 
ligence, enthusiasm,  and  commitment  to  ex- 
cellence have  served  him  well,  culminating 
with  this  prestigious  honor 

The  Outstanding  Young  Texas-Ex  Award 
has  tieen  presented  annually  since  1980  by 
the  Ex-Students'  Association  to  lour  alumni 
under  the  age  of  4i  who  have  excelled  m  their 
chosen  fields  of  endeavor  and  have  shown 
loyalty  to  the  University  of  Texas  The  1995 
award  will  tie  presented  during  UT's  spring 
commencement  ceremonies  on  Saturday.  May 
20. 

Gilbert  graduated  from  UT  In  1978  with  a 
B  B.A  degree  m  finance  He  is  a  principal  of 
G  A  Herrera  &  Co ,  a  private  investment 
banking  firm  with  offices  m  Houston  and  Aus- 
tin, and  fie  is  also  a  consultant  on  corporate 
governance  Giltjert  previously  served  m  a  va- 
riety of  corporate  finance  and  tanking  posi- 
tions. In  1993  he  was  appointed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Texas  to  the  Commission  for 
Lawyer  Discipline,  where  he  serves  as  chair  of 
Its  budget  committee. 

Giltiert  also  has  been  active  in  community 
service.  He  is  a  memtier  of  the  Board  of  Advi- 
sors for  the  Texas  Product  Development  Conrv 
mission.  In  Houston  he  served  on  the  Houston 
Parks  Board  and  as  trustee  of  the  Harris 
County  Mental  Health  and  Mental  Retardation 
Authority,  where  he  chaired  the  Legislative 
and  Employee  Benefits  Committees.  Gilbert  is 
a  life  memt>er  of  the  Ex-Students'  Association, 
a  lifetime  memtier  of  the  Century  Club,  a 
member  of  the  Littlefield  Society,  the  UT 
Chancellor's  Council,  the  MBA  Investment 
Fund,  LLC,  and  tfie  Longhom  Associates  for 
Women's  Athletics 

Gilbert  and  his  wife,  Kari,  have  been  per- 
sonal friends  of  mine  lor  many  years  Today  I 
join  their  family  and  many  friends  in  oflenr^ 
my  sincere  congratulations  to  this  outstanding 
young  Texas  Ex  on  his  selection  for  this  pres- 
tigious award  His  achievements  are  a  source 
of  pride  for  his  family,  his  friends,  and  the  Uni- 
versity of  Texas,  and  I  know  that  he  will  con- 
tinue to  distinguish  himself  in  his  profession  as 
well  as  in  his  service  to  his  community,  his 
State,  and  his  country. 


IN  RECOGNITION 
CAN-AMERICAN 
FOUNDATION 


OF    THE     MEXI- 
OPPORTUNITY 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wi'dnesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  and  recognize  the  Mexican-Amer- 
ican Opportunity  FourxJation  [MAOF]  as  they 
inaugurate  their  new  facilities  on  Thursday, 
May  11,  1995. 

MAOF  was  founded  in  1962  by  Mr.  Dionicio 
Morales  m  Los  Angeles.  CA,  and  tor  over  33 
years  it  has  provided  educational  and  cfian- 
table  assistance  to  the  general  public  and  the 
Latino  community  MAOF  has  developed  and 
administered  projects,  programs,  research  and 
related  activities  on  behalf  of  the  socially  and 
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economically  disadvantaged  youth  and  adults 
of  our  community. 

One  of  the  special  pro]ects  began  when  Mr. 
Morales  and  MAOF  recognized  the  plight  of 
Latina  women.  Eighteen  years  ago,  MAOF 
created  "Visiones  Hispanas",  a  Hispanic  wom- 
en's conference  that  focuses  on  Hispanic 
women's  needs  and  provides  direction  on  ca- 
reer and  education  opportunities. 

In  furthenng  their  mission  to  assist  economi- 
cally disadvantaged  irxjividuals.  MAOF  has  es- 
tablished child  care  development  programs. 
MAOF  founded  these  centers  to  provide  a  b\- 
lingual/bicultural  learning  environment  for  chil- 
dren. It  is  a  developmental  program  where 
children,  whether  they  speak  only  English  or 
only  Spanish,  become  an  integral  component 
of  this  educational  interaction  with  the  teach- 
ers. Additionally,  MAOF  sponsors  child  nutri- 
tion programs,  m  conjunction  with  their  child 
social  interests  and  community  projects,  the 
Avon  Club  also  established  itself  as  a  service 
organization  willing  to  raise  money  to  support 
civic  improvements  and  other  charitable  com- 
munity organizations. 

Each  year  the  Avon  Club  hosts  two  major 
fundraisers  to  support  its  many  community 
service  activities.  An  annual  fall  festival  is 
sponsored  in  early  Octotjer  and  this  event  fea- 
tures a  celebration  of  the  creative,  musical, 
and  culinary  talents  of  local  district  residents. 
The  annual  fashion  show  and  luncheon  pro- 
vides an  opportunity  to  enjoy  food  and  good 
conversation  while  viewing  the  latest  from  the 
fashion  world  In  addition  to  these  fundraisers, 
the  Avon  Club  has  published  a  community 
telephone  directory  since  1952.  Members  can- 
vass ttieir  local  neighborhoods  and  all  resi- 
dents, local  txjsinesses,  and  merchants  are  in- 
vited to  be  listed  m  this  valuable  community 
resource. 

Avon  Club  member  dedicated  the  proceeds 
from  these  fundraising  activities  to  the  support 
of  several  charitable  activities  Since  1990. 
these  charitable  activities  have  been  managed 
by  the  Avon  Club  Foundation,  a  nonprofit  or- 
ganization which  manages  both  fundraising 
activities  and  the  distnbution  of  funds.  In  1994, 
the  Avon  Club  Foundation  gave  away  S7,671 
and  brought  the  total  level  of  philanthropic 
contnbutions  throughout  their  50  years  to  over 
Si  00.000. 

The  Avon  Club  Foundation  is  guided  by 
long-range  goals  emphasizing  sen/ice  to  edu- 
cation, recreation,  the  environment  and  social 
responsibility  The  foundation  has  donated 
funds  to  local  parks,  schools,  sports  organiza- 
tions and  also  provides  assistance  to  chari- 
table organizations  serving  women  and  chil- 
dren. Members  of  the  Avon  Club  have  also 
volunteered  with  local  recycling  efforts  and 
community  cleanup  days. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fitting  for  the  Memtjers  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  to  join  in 
saluting  an  organization  like  the  Avon  Club. 
The  Members  of  the  Avon  Club  are  to  be 
commended  for  their  energy  and  neightxjr- 
hoods  together  to  the  benefit  of  all  local  resi- 
dents. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT.  MIKE  TRACY 
AND  SGT    TOM  VANDERPOOL 
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IN  HONOR  OF  GILBERT  HERRERA. 
OUTSTANDING  YOUNG  TEXAS  EX 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MEXI- 
CAN-AMERICAN OPPORTUNITY 
FOUNDATION 


HON.  JANE  HARMAN 

OF  CALIFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  10.  1995 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday, 
May  15,  the  Grand  Lodge  of  the  Fraternal 
Order  of  Police  will  honor  over  1 00  police  offi- 
cers from  across  the  Nation  who  were  slam  in 
the  line  of  duty.  Among  those  officers  are  two 
courageous  men  from  the  36th  Congressional 
District  of  California  who  gave  their  lives  to 
protect  others.  It  is  with  deep  sadness  that  I 
join  in  paying  tnbute  to  these  individuals.  Capt. 
Mike  Tracy  and  Sgt.  Tom  Vanderpool. 

Mike  Tracy  and  Tom  Vanderpool  were  both 
gunned  down  by  a  robber  on  February  14, 
1994,  while  they  attended  a  management 
seminar  for  employees  of  the  city  of  Palos 
Verdes  Estates,  CA.  Both  men  were  model 
police  officers  who  leave  behind  family, 
friends,  colleagues,  and  a  community  made  all 
the  better  by  their  service. 

Mike,  who  was  raised  in  Torrance,  CA,  first 
joined  the  PVE  Police  Department  as  a  re- 
serve officer  in  1966.  His  colleagues  described 
him  as  a  "cop's  cop":  instinctive,  professional, 
and  supportive  of  his  fellow  officers.  Those 
close  to  mm  say  he  liked  to  "live  life  to  the 
fullest,"  and  many  were  touched  by  his  humor 
and  humanity.  In  his  spare  time,  Mike  coun- 
seled teenagers  in  trouble.  He  was  also  a  hus- 
banrj.  and  father  of  two 

'■'om  spent  his  early  years  in  law  enforce- 
m.ent  with  the  Los  Angeles  Police  Department 
before  beginning  13  years  of  service  with  the 
PVE  Police  Department.  He  was  respected  by 
his  colleagues  and  occupied  a  special  place  m 
the  hearts  of  needy  children  in  the  community. 
Every  Christmas,  he  would  use  his  patrol  car 
to  deliver  toys,  blankets,  and  clothing  to  these 
children  and  their  families.  A  husband  and  fa- 
ther of  three,  Tom  was  preparing  to  celebrate 
his  36th  wedding  anniversary  shortly  before  he 
was  killed. 

My  heart  (ills  with  sadness  when  I  think  of 
the  tragic  circumstances  surrounding  the 
deaths  of  these  two  officers.  The  job  of  our 
law  enforcement  officers  has  changed  dra- 
matically from  earlier  times  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory. Not  only  must  these  officers  protect  our 
citizens  against  dangers  unimaginable,  but 
they  must  increasingly  protect  themselves 
from  mindless  expressions  of  rage  and  frustra- 
tion. We  owe  an  enormous  debt  of  gratitude  to 
those  men  and  women  who  do  the  job  of  law 
enforcement  every  day. 

A  luncheon  to  award  the  South  Bay  Medal 
of  Valor  was  recently  held  m  my  district  to 
honor  those  who  have  c>erformed  heroic  acts 
in  the  line  of  duty.  Capt  Mike  Tracy  and  Sgt 
Tom  Vanderpool  were  both  awarded  the 
medal  posthumously.  I  only  wish  the  legisla- 
tive schedule  had  permitted  me  to  be  there,  as 
I  was  when  hundreds  of  Californians  including 
my  Governor  attended  their  funeral. 

To  their  families  and  friends,  and  to  the  fam- 
ilies and  fnends  of  all  officers  slain  m  the  line 
of  duty,  your  loved  ones  were  patriots.  They 
gave  their  lives  for  ours. 


HON.  RALPH  M.  HALL 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pnvilege  to  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Gilbert 
A.  Herrera,  a  recipient  of  the  1995  Outstand- 
ing Young  Texas-Ex  Award.  Gilbert  was  a 
page  in  the  Texas  Senate  during  the  time  that 
I  was  a  Texas  State  Senator,  and  we  have 
tjeen  great  friends  ever  since.  Gilbert's  intel- 
ligence, enthusiasm,  and  commitment  to  ex- 
cellence have  served  him  well,  culminating 
with  this  prestigious  honor. 

The  Outstanding  'Young  Texas-Ex  Award 
has  been  presented  annually  since  1980  by 
the  Ex-Students'  Association  to  four  alumni 
under  the  age  of  41  who  have  excelled  in  their 
chosen  fields  of  endeavor  and  have  shown 
loyalty  to  the  University  of  Texas.  The  1995 
award  will  be  presented  during  UT's  spring 
commencement  ceremonies  on  Saturday,  May 
20. 

Gilbert  graduated  from  UT  in  1978  with  a 
B  B.A.  degree  in  finance.  He  is  a  principal  of 
G  A  Herrera  &  Co.,  a  private  investment 
banking  firm  with  offices  in  Houston  and  Aus- 
tin, and  he  is  also  a  consultant  on  corporate 
governance.  Gilbert  previously  served  in  a  va- 
riety of  corporate  finance  and  banking  posi- 
tions. In  1993  he  was  appointed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Texas  to  the  Commission  for 
Lawyer  Discipline,  where  he  serves  as  chair  of 
Its  budget  committee. 

Giltiert  also  has  t)een  active  m  community 
service.  He  is  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Advi- 
sors for  the  Texas  Product  Development  Conv 
mission.  In  Houston  he  served  on  the  Houston 
Parks  Board  and  as  trustee  of  the  Harris 
County  Mental  Health  and  Mental  Retardation 
Authority,  where  he  chaired  the  Legislative 
and  Employee  Benefits  Committees.  Gilbert  is 
a  life  member  of  the  Ex-Students'  Association. 
a  lifetime  member  of  the  Century  Club,  a 
member  of  the  Littlefield  Society,  the  UT 
Chancellor's  Council,  the  MBA  Investment 
Fund,  L.L.C.,  and  the  Longhorn  Absociates  for 
Women's  Athletics. 

Gilt)ert  and  his  wife,  Kan,  have  been  per- 
sonal friends  of  mine  for  many  years  Today  I 
join  their  family  and  many  friends  in  offering 
my  sincere  congratulations  to  this  outstanding 
young  Texas  Ex  on  his  selection  lor  this  pres- 
tigious aw?rd.  His  achievements  are  a  source 
of  pride  for  his  family,  his  friends,  and  the  Uni- 
versity of  Texas,  and  I  know  that  he  will  con- 
tinue to  distinguish  himself  in  his  profession  as 
well  as  in  his  service  to  his  community,  his 
State,  and  his  country. 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  and  recognize  the  Mexican-Amer- 
ican Opportunity  Foundation  [MAOF]  as  they 
inaugurate  their  new  facilities  on  Thursday, 
May  11,  1995. 

MAOF  was  founded  in  1 962  by  Mr.  Dionicio 
Morales  in  Los  Angeles,  CA,  and  for  over  33 
years  it  has  provided  educational  and  chan- 
table  assistance  to  the  general  public  and  the 
Latino  community.  MAOF  has  developed  and 
administered  projects,  programs,  research  and 
related  activities  on  behalf  of  the  socially  and 
economically  disadvantaged  youth  and  adults 
of  our  community. 

One  of  the  special  projects  began  when  Mr 
Morales  and  MAOF  recognized  the  plight  of 
Latina  women.  Eighteen  years  ago,  MAOF 
created  "Visiones  Hispanas".  a  Hispanic  wom- 
en's conference  that  focuses  on  Hispanic 
women's  needs  and  provides  direction  on  ca- 
reer and  education  opportunities. 

In  furthering  their  mission  to  assist  economi- 
cally disadvantaged  individuals.  MAOF  has  es- 
tablished child  care  development  programs. 
MAOF  founded  these  centers  to  provide  a  bi- 
lingual/bicultural  learning  environment  for  chil- 
dren. It  is  a  developmental  program  where 
children,  whether  they  speak  only  English  or 
only  Spanish,  become  an  integral  component 
of  this  educational  interaction  with  the  teach- 
ers. Additionally,  MAOF  sponsors  child  nutri- 
tion programs,  in  conjunction  with  their  child 
care  development  centers,  to  ensure  that  the 
children  are  receiving  a  nutritious  diet. 

In  short,  MAOF  has  been  at  the  forefront  of 
helping  the  people  of  the  community  advance 
and  prosper  through  work  and  education. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pride  that  I  nse  to 
recognize  one  of  the  finest  community  organi- 
zations in  the  country,  the  Mexican-American 
Opportunity  Foundation,  and  its  founder,  Mr. 
Dionicio  Morales.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  congratulating  them  and  wishing  them 
continued  success  in  their  new  facility 


DR.  CHARLES  A.  BRADY.  A  MULTI- 
TALENTED  MAN 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  LjvFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  western  New 
Yorkers  and  the  Canisius  College  community 
in  Buffalo  this  weekend  mourned  the  passing 
of  Dr.  Charles  A.  Brady,  former  head  of  the 
college's  English  department,  author  and  lit- 
erary critic  for  the  Buffalo  News  lor  more  than 
half  a  century. 

Dr.  Brady  was  an  extremely  talented,  multi- 
faceted  person,  as  evidenced  by  the  Buffalo 
News'  obituary,  which  described  him  as;  "A 
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professor,  poet,  novelist.  critic  and 
caricaturist  *  *  *." 

In  addition  to  his  voluminous  literary  cre- 
ations. Dr.  Brady  will  also  be  remembered 
fondly  by  the  many  generations  of  Camsius' 
alumni,  like  me,  who  were  taught  and  influ- 
enced by  him. 

Folloviring  are  his  obituary  which  appeared 
in  the  Buffalo  News,  and  an  insightful  article 
by  Jeff  Simon,  the  News'  txx)k  editor,  which 
appeared  in  the  paper  May  9  and  headlined: 
"A  Man  of  Letters.  But  Even  More,  a  Man  of 
Life." 

Charles  A.  Brady  Dies;  Canisius  Prof., 

AUTHOR.  Literary  Critic  for  News  Was  83 

Charles  A.  Brady,  fonner  head  of  the  Eng- 
lish Department  at  Canisius  College,  author 
and  literary  critic  for  The  Buffalo  News  for 
five  decades,  died  Friday  (May  5.  1995)  in  Sis- 
ters Hospital,  following  a  long  illness. 

A  professor,  poet,  novelist,  critic  and  cari- 
caturist. Brady  had  used  both  pen  and  wit  to 
illuminate  even  the  darkest  recesses  of  lit- 
erature for  three  generations  of  Western  New 
■i'orkers.  He  was  83. 

Brady,  who  was  born  April  15.  1912.  often 
l?ointed  out  that  he  was  born  "the  day,  the 
hour  and  the  moment  that  the  Titanic 
sank." 

It  was  that  coincidence,  he  said,  that  gave 
him  his  "bent  for  epic  things." 

For  more  than  50  years.  Brady  served  as  an 
intellectual  beacon  to  students  and  residents 
of  the  Buffalo  area  and  beyond,  contributing 
to  and  interpreting  the  literary  scene  both 
here  and  abroad. 

A  man  of  enormous  enthusiasm  and  daunt- 
less energy.  Brady  since  childhood  defied  a 
serious  heart  condition  and  pursued  an  ac- 
tive life,  often  from  his  bedside  at  home,  or 
in  the  hospital. 

Brady  wrote  four  novels.  One  of  them. 
•Stage  of  Fools;  A  Novel  of  Sir  Thomas 
More."  outsold  any  book  published  by  E.P. 
Dutton  in  1953.  It  was  translated  into  Dutch 
and  Spanish  and  printed  in  paperback  as  well 
as  hard  cover. 

In  1968,  the  Poetry  Society  of  America 
gave  first  prize  to  Brady's  "Keeper  of  the 
Western  Gate"  and,  in  1970.  its  Cecil  Hemley 
Memorial  Award  for  the  best  poem  on  a  phil- 
osophical theme,  "Ecce  Homo  Ludens." 

C.S.  Lewis,  the  eminent  British  author, 
once  called  Brady's  critique  of  his  work  the 
best  published  in  Great  Britain  and  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

Brady's  literary  output  was  voluminous — 
from  novels,  short  stories,  poems,  children's 
stories,  holiday  "fantasies."  to  critical  es- 
says and  book  reviews.  Throughout  his  work 
ran  the  deep  vein  of  history. 

Son  of  Andrew  J.  Brady,  Sr..  a  former  lum- 
berman who  owned  freighters  on  the  Great 
Lakes,  and  Belinda  Dowd  of  Black  Rock, 
Brady's  commitment  to  literature  began  at 
Canisius  College,  which  he  attended  after 
graduating  from  Canisius  High  School  in 
1929.  He  received  his  bachelor  of  arts  degree 
from  Canisius  in  1933. 

During  those  years,  he  also  played  cham- 
pionship tennis  and.  in  the  spring  of  1987.  was 
named  to  the  Canisius  College  All  Sports 
Hall  of  Fame  for  his  undergraduate  tennis 
prowess. 

He  received  a  master  of  arts  degree  in  Eng- 
lish from  Harvard  University  and  then  re- 
turned to  Canisius  at  age  23  as  an  associate 
professor  of  English. 

A  year  later,  he  was  promoted  to  professor 
and  chairman  of  the  English  Department,  a 
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l?osition  he  held  until  1959.  when  he  contin- 
ued his  professorship  until  retirement  In 
1977. 

In  his  more  than  40  years  at  the  college,  he 
touched  and  helped  mold  the  tastes  and  lives 
of  thousands  of  students  and  graduate  stu- 
dents, many  from  other  colleges  or  univer- 
sities, who  also  attended  his  courses  or 
sought  his  counsel. 

The  AZUWUR.  the  Canisius  College  year- 
book, was  dedicated  to  Brady  in  1956  and 
again  in  1976. 

From  1938  to  1941.  Brady  directed  Canisius 
College's  graduate  division,  and  during 
World  War  U.  in  addition  to  his  English 
classes,  he  taught  the  classics.  French,  mili- 
tary geography  and  Renaissance  history. 

Academically.  Brady  probably  was  best 
known  for  his  lectures  and  critical  studies  of 
Cooper.  Marquand,  Sigrid  Undset,  Charles 
Williams,  the  Volsunga  Saga,  John  Le  Carre 
and  C.S.  Lewis.  His  studies  on  J.R.R.  Tolkien 
and.  more  especially.  Lewis,  have  been  cited 
as  "definitive  in  this  country." 

Copies  of  Lewis'  original  letters  to  Brady, 
embracing  a  correspondence  that  the  British 
author  initiated  and  that  continued  over  a 
number  of  years,  are  in  the  Bodleian  Library 
at  Oxford  University. 

In  addition  to  'Stage  of  Fools.  '  Brady's 
works  include  "Viking  Summer,"  which 
combined  Norse  legend  with  a  present-day 
Niagara  Frontier  setting:  "This  Land  Ful- 
filled" and  "Crown  of  Grass,"  both  historical 
novels;  "Wings  Over  Patmos."  a  book  of 
verse;  and  "A  Catholic  Reader."  a  personal- 
ized anthology. 

For  children,  he  wrote  "Cat  Royal."  "The 
Elephant  Who  Wanted  to  Pray.  "  "The 
Church  Mouse  of  St.  Nicholas"  and  "Sir 
Thomas  More  of  London  Town."  For  older 
children,  he  wrote  "Sword  of  Clontart"  and 
"The  King's  Thane." 

A  short  story.  "The  Foot  That  Went  Too 
Far,"  which  he  had  written  as  an  under- 
graduate, was  the  origin  of  the  griffin  as  the 
Canisius  College  mascot. 

The  capstone  of  his  career  at  Canisius  was 
writing  the  college's  centenary  history. 
"Canisius  College;  The  First  Hundred 
Years."  Written  over  almost  five  years,  the 
book,  unlike  most  school  histories,  was  done 
in  an  impressionistic  style,  capturing  the 
spirit  of  the  college  as  well  as  that  of  the  Ni- 
agara Frontier. 

Brady  wrote  for  national  and  international 
journals,  and  reviewed  books  for  other  major 
publications,  such  as  The  New  York  Times, 
the  old  Herald  Tribune.  America,  Common- 
weal and  the  Catholic  World. 

A  man  of  many  talents.  Including  some 
musical  composition.  Brady  enjoyed  drawing 
line  caricatures  of  authors,  many  of  which 
were  used  to  illustrate  his  critical  essays  and 
book  reviews  for  The  News.  His  last  book  re- 
view and  drawing  for  The  News  was  printed 
March  12. 

In  September  1986.  the  Burchfield  Center  at 
Buffalo  State  College  exhibited  his  literary 
caricatures  in  a  one-man  show. 

A  familiar  figure  on  the  lecture  platform, 
Brady  held  the  Candlemas  Lectureship  at 
Boston  College  and  gave  Notre  Dame's  Sum- 
mer Lectures  in  the  humanities. 

The  News  named  him  "an  outstanding  citi- 
zen" in  1970. 

He  was  the  recipient  of  the  Canisius  Col- 
lege LaSalle  Medal,  the  highest  honor  award- 
ed to  an  alumnus.  In  1970,  the  Canisius  Alum- 
ni Association  presented  him  with  its  Peter 
Canisius  Medal  for  his  "scholarly  brilliance 
and  teaching  excellence  that  inspired  and  in- 
formed legions  of  Canisius  students." 
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A  longtime  resident  of  the  Town  of  Tona- 
wanda.  he  moved  to  Buffalo's  Delaware  Dis- 
trict in  the  early  1990s. 

Brady  is  survived  by  his  wife  of  57  years, 
the  former  Mary  Eileen  Larson;  four  daufrh- 
ters.  Karen  Brady  Borland  and  Moira  Brady 
Roberts,  both  of  Buffalo,  Sheila  Brady  Nair 
of  New  Bethlehem.  Pa.,  and  Kristin  M.  of 
London,  Ont.;  two  sons.  Erik  L.  of  Arlln^on. 
Va.,  and  Kevin  C.  of  Buffalo  and  17  grand- 
children. 

Prayers  at  11  a.m.  Monday  in  the  George  J. 
Roberts  &  Sons  Funeral  Home.  2400  Main  St., 
will  precede  a  Mass  of  Christian  Burial  at 
11:30  a.m.  in  Christ  the  King  Chapel  at 
Canisius  College,  2001  Main  St.  Burial  will  be 
in  Mount  Olivet  Cemetery  in  the  Town  of 
Tonawanda 

A  Man  of  Letters,  But  Even  More,  a  Man 
OF  Life 

Charles  Brady  died  on  Friday  afternoon  at 
age  83.  His  loss  to  The  News'  book  pages  is 
virtually  incalculable.  If  it  isn't  precisely  ac- 
curate to  say  that  Charles  A  Brady  invented 
literary  reviewing  at  The  Buffalo  News,  it's 
certainly  close  enough  to  the  truth  to  pass. 
He  was  a  treasured  literary  voice  here  in  five 
separate  decades. 

I've  been  The  News'  book  editor  for  six 
years  and  was  the  book  assignment  editor 
for  six  years  before  that.  Editing  Dr.  Brady 
and  finding  books  that  I  knew  would  stimu- 
late him  provided  the  job's  greatest  pleas- 
ures. 

His  latest  work  would  appear  in  my  mall 
every  Friday  or  Monday  morning.  Inside  the 
envelope — impeccably  typed  on  soft,  old- 
fashioned,  khaki-colored  copy  paper — would 
be  three  pages  of  crystalline  prose.  Accom- 
panying it.  on  white  paper,  would  be  one  of 
his  pen-and-ink  caricatures  Even  on  busy 
Mondays,  I  would  try  to  save  editing  Dr. 
Brady  for  the  last  work  of  the  day— an  Ed- 
wardian reward  of  wit,  wisdom  and  uncom- 
mon grace  for  dealing  with  all  the  coarse, 
witless  drudgery  chat  almost  all  work  re- 
quires, journalism  included. 

At  least  half  the  time,  there  would  be  a 
word  or  spelling  in  it  that  I'd  never  encoun- 
tered before — some  strange  semantic  hippo- 
griff  that  Dr.  Brady  had  captured  in  his  li- 
brary and  uncaged  for  the  delight  and  en- 
chantment of  company. 

Typically,  I'd  walk  over  to  our  glorious 
battery  of  dictionaries  in  a  state  of  baffle- 
ment or  skepticism:  Surely,  this  time,  it's  a 
misspelling.  And  then  the  huge  Random 
House  Dictionary,  American  Heritage  Dic- 
tionary and  Oxford  English  Dictionary  would 
set  me  straight — Dr.  Brady's  was  very  much 
a  word,  even  if  its  usage  or  spelling  were  Vic- 
torian or  Elizabethan. 

It's  a  walk  I'll  never  make  again;  it's  a 
smile  of  marvel  and  appreciation  I  won't  be 
smiling  anymore. 

Every  day  that  goes  by  brings  at  least  one 
book  that  I  would  automatically  send  to  Dr. 
Brady  in  total  confidence  that  it  would  elicit 
a  smile  of  complicity  on  the  other  end  of  our 
discourse-by -m.ail-and-phone. 

No  discussion  was  necessary  to  pick  out 
"Brady  books."  I  have  been  reading  him 
since  my  early  teens.  I  knew  what  he  liked 
or,  falling  that,  what  interested  him.  That 
was  vastly  more  than  the  epics  or 
Celticmyths  or  Irish  literature  or  work  of 
C.S.  Lewis.  J.R.R.  Tolkien  and  their  fellow 
Oxford  Inkling'  that  people  thought  of  as  his 
special  province.  It  encompassed  virtually 
the  whole  of  English  literature,  early  Amer- 
ican literature  (James  Fenimore  Cooper  was 
a  Brady  specialty;  minor  Twain  was  a  Brady 
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weakness),  all  American  fictional  modernism 
and.  late  in  life,  Yiddish  and  Jewish  lit- 
erature, for  which  he  develop>ed  an  entirely 
unpredictable  fondness. 

We  disagreed  strongly  on  some  writers,  but 
he  was  the  sort  of  man  with  whom  disagree- 
ment was  one  of  the  friendliest  experiences 
you  could  have.  If  he  never  quite  subscribed 
to  all  the  hoo-ha  about  Jorge  Luis  Borges 
from  me  and  others,  he  would,  with  impish 
geniality,  point  out  how  much  he  liked  An- 
thony Burgess,  and  what  was  the  name 
Borges,  after  all.  but  the  Spanish  version  of 
Burgess? 

It's  also  true.  I  think,  that  be  was  doing 
some  of  the  best  journalistic  work  of  his  life 
in  his  final  decade.  In  the  place  of  earlier  re- 
views that  could  sometimes  be  constricted 
by  myth  (it's  tempting  to  call  such  prose 
"myth-begotten"  and  hope  he'd  approve),  his 
work  in  the  past  decade  was  informed  by 
marvelous  wit,  total  scholarship  and  a  glori- 
ous new  clarity.  I  could  delude  myself  into 
thinking  that  our  unspoken  communication 
had  something  to  do  with  it.  but  I  know  it's 
not  the  case. 

I  think  what  his  readers  read  in  the  past 
decade  was  the  work  of  a  man  who.  besides 
being  loved  at  home  had  finally  thrown  off 
all  the  vestiges  of  professorial  presentation 
To  be  as  great  a  teacher  as  so  many  genera- 
tions of  Canisius  College  students  say  that 
Charles  Brady  was  requires  a  certain  theat- 
ricality—a well-communicated  sense  of  lit- 
erary passion  and  identification,  an  exagger- 
ated self-definition. 

You  can't  just  commune  with  the  avid 
young  scholars  in  the  front  row.  If  you  have 
any  honor  at  all,  you  have  to  communicate 
something  to  the  deadheads  in  the  cheap 
seats.  Elven  if  they  don't  understand  a  word 
you're  saying,  you  have  to  give  them  some 
sense  of  the  bardic  and  of  the  glory  of  a  life 
spent  in  literature. 

It  made  some  of  this  '70s  and  early  'SOs 
journalism  operatic  in  its  mythology,  I 
think.  In  his  final  decade's  work,  he  had 
stopped  composing  operatic  arias  and  started 
composing  magnificent  chamber  music.  It  is 
then.  I  think,  that  we  heard  his  truest 
voice — just  as  passionate  as  the  Yeatsian  vi- 
sionary his  students  knew,  but  wittier,  more 
Edwardian  and  seemingly  effortless. 

Wonderfully  apropos  quotes  from  the 
Alexandrian  library  inside  his  head  would 
find  their  way  into  his  work,  but  so  would 
the  damnedest,  spot-on  references  to  the  so- 
ciety around  him. 

Anyone  who  thought  that  he  resided  in  a 
1940s  Oxford  of  his  own  devising  would  be  dis- 
abused of  that  notion  on  encountering  an  up- 
to-the-minute  and  unfalsified  Brady  take  on 
academic  gender  wars  or  a  perfectly  appro- 
priate reference  to  gangsta  rap.  (I  must  con- 
fess, the  day  I  first  encountered  the  phrase 
'gangsta  rap"  in  a  review  by  the  82-year-old 
Brady.  I  threw  my  head  back  and  roared  with 
pleasure.) 

He  was.  in  that  great  Henry  James  phrase. 
a  thoroughly  independent  and  aware  man 
"on  whom  nothing  was  lost." 

I  remember  seeing  Dr.  Brady  on  an  old  '50s 
Buffalo  television  show  called  "The  Univer- 
sity of  Buffalo  Roundtable."  The  subject  of 
Beat  poetry  came  up.  The  acceptable  cant 
from  the  Professoriat  of  the  '50s— and  cer- 
tainly from  those  on  that  show— was  that 
the  Beats  were,  to  a  man.  hairy  and  filthy 
overhyped  pretenders.  Brady  listened  pa- 
tiently to  it  all  and  said.  "I  don't  know.  I 
haven't  read  all  of  them,  but  I've  read  some 
(Lawrence)  Ferllnghettl  and  I  think  he's 
pretty  good." 
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Lest  one  think  that  his  tower  was  totally 
ivory,  he  was  also,  without  fail,  the  most 
journalistically  current  book  reviewer  we 
had— right  to  the  end.  It  never  ceased  to 
amaze  me  that  an  old  valiant  man  m  failing 
health  was,  without  question,  our  greatest 
sprinter.  His  reviews  of  major  books  would 
continually  precede  and  presage  major  treat- 
ment in  the  New  York  Times  and  the  news- 
magazines, often  by  several  weeks.  In  such 
matters,  his  instincts  were  impeccable. 

When  longtime  readers  lose  a  voice  like 
Charles  Brady's  it  is  always  a  personal  loss, 
even  for  those  who  never  knew  him.  But  at 
the  end  of  his  life,  I  think,  he  was  teaching 
us  all  some  life  lessons  that  were  infinitely 
greater  than  he  ever  taught  in  the  class- 
room—that the  life  of  the  mind  can  not  only 
survive  intact  to  the  very  hour  of  our  death, 
but  can,  until  the  moment  one  is  visited  by 
what  James  called  "that  distinguished 
thing,"  actually  increase  in  acuity,  under- 
standing and  grace. 

The  world  is  full  of  people  whom  Charles  A. 
Brady  taught  how  to  read  and  write  and 
think. 

At  the  end  of  his  life  and  bedeviled  by  ill- 
ness, he  taught  us  something  even  richer — 
how  to  be. 


SUPERIOR  PERFORMANCE  BY 
SPRINGFIELD,  VIRGINIA'S  LEE 
HIGH  SCHOOL  CHOIRS 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again  a  mag- 
nificent performance  by  the  Lee  Higfi  School 
Madngal  Singers  and  Ladies'  Chamber  Choir 
earned  them  "Supjerior"  marks  in  the  April  22 
Boston  Festivals  of  Music  Competition. 

Schools  from  the  United  States  and  Canada 
were  comfjeting  for  the  honor  of  t)eing  judged 
"Superior"  by  receiving  the  highest  numerical 
score  in  each  category  ot  competition  within 
their  division. 

In  addition  to  capturing  the  "Superior"  title 
within  their  division,  the  Madrigal  Singers  were 
awarded  the  "Grand  Champion"  trophy  for  re- 
ceiving the  highest  scores  of  all  choirs  com- 
peting in  the  1995  "Boston  Festival."  Five 
scfiolarships  to  a  choral  summer  camp  were 
presented  to  the  group. 

The  Singing  Lancers,  five  separate  choirs  in 
all,  are  a  terrific  group  of  teens  with  many 
proud  accomplishments.  The  choral  program 
IS  directed  by  Mr.  Lindsey  Florence  who  has 
been  with  Lee  since  1978  and  directed  numer- 
ous choirs  whose  efforts  have  resulted  m 
awar(j-winning  performances  in  North  Amer- 
ica. 

This  special  group  of  young  vocalists  love  to 
touch  the  world  with  their  songs,  and  that  is 
exactly  what  they  did  yesterday.  The  five 
choirs  entertained  the  young  patients  at  Chil- 
dren's Hospital  where  \hey  brought  some  of 
the  children's  favonte  songs  to  life  in  a  pro- 
gram they  choreographed  themselves.  Se- 
lected choirs  have  performed  at  the  White 
House,  Drug  Enforcement  Administration,  Vir- 
ginia Music  Educators  Conference,  and  nu- 
merous civic  organizations.  I  am  very  pleased 
to  recognize  the  Singing  Lancers  and  the  posi- 
tive image  they  project  to  their  community. 
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I  want  to  once  again  offer  my  personal  con- 
gratulations to  Mr.  Florence,  an  exceptional 
music  teacher,  and  to  the  following  young  men 
and  women  who  exfjerienced  the  rewards  of 
their  hard  work  the  night  they  were  chosen 
"Superior."  Members  of  the  Madrigal  Singers 
are:  Pam  Albanese,  Gretchen  Arndt,  Andy 
Barrett,  Steph  Daniels,  Alisa  Ersoz,  Craig 
Goheen,  Steph  Hawk,  Heidi  Hisler,  Jen  Hold- 
er, Matt  Horner,  Cathy  Javier-Wong,  Robbie 
Johanson,  Emily  Mace,  Tanya  Moore,  Scott 
Niehoff,  Ty  Oxiey,  Corey  and  John  Perrine. 
Joe  Steiner,  and  Becky  Whittler.  The  members 
of  the  Ladies'  Chamtjer  Choir  are;  Beth 
Brown,  Alison  Cherryholmes,  Retjecca  Dosch, 
Randa  Eid,  Stephanie  Evans,  Katie  Farrell. 
Kelly  Good,  Emily  Henrich,  Nadiyah  Howard, 
Amy  Huntington,  Mary  Kim,  Christina  Lewis, 
Jenn  Montgomery,  Sara  Nahrwold,  Nicole 
Orton,  Courtney  Parish,  Jenny  Piatt,  Laura 
Scheip,  Damara  Thompson,  Nhien  To,  and 
Marika  Tsanganelias,  My  very  best  wishes  to 
this  very  special  group  of  teens. 


COMMENDING  LIEUTENANT  COLO- 
NEL MOSES  WHITEHURST  FOR 
SERVICES  WELL-RENDERED 


HON.  WES  COOLEY 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  service  and  the  accomplish- 
ments of  Lt.  Col.  Moses  Whrtehurst,  Jr  who 
commanded  Umatilla  Depot  Activity  [UMDA], 
in  Hermiston,  OR  from  July  1993  to  July  1995 
Although  continually  challenged  with  mission 
changes,  personnel  reductions,  dwindling  re- 
sources, and  short  supplies,  Moses  Whitehurst 
performed  his  duties  with  vigor  and  profes- 
sionalism while  always  meeting  or  exceeding 
requirements  and  expectations. 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Whitehurst  performed 
mission  operations  effectively  as  exhibited  by 
successful  completion  of  countless  reviews 
and  inspections.  While  under  the  command  of 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Whitehurst,  UMDA  ex- 
ceeded fiscal  year  1994  conventional  ammuni- 
tion demilitarization  forecasts  by  accomplish- 
ing 100  percent  of  the  workload  ahead  of 
schedule.  In  addition,  UMDA  exceeded  all  ex- 
pectations for  shipment  of  ammunition  stocks 
arxj  general  commodities  by  shipping  more  in 
fiscal  year  1994  than  had  been  shipped  iri  the 
4  previous  years  combined. 

During  Lieutenant  Colonel  Whitehurst's 
sen/ice,  UMDA  met  or  exceeded  all  BRAC 
time  requirements.  Through  effective  use  of 
the  one  team  approach,  he  has  ensured  a 
seamless  transition  for  the  operational  control 
of  the  chemical  stockpile  mission  from  the  In- 
dustrial Operations  Command  to  the  Chemical 
and  Biological  Defense  Command. 

By  all  accounts,  Lt.  Col.  Moses  Whitehurst 
has  done  an  outstanding  job  of  fulfilling  all 
UMDA  civic  responsibilities  and  ensuring  that 
a  very  positive  public  perception  was  main- 
tained by  the  communities  surrounding  the  in- 
stallation. Under  his  command,  UMDA  was  al- 
ways well-represented  at  all  meetings  regard- 
ing CSEPP;  in  addition  to  hosting  many  local 
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professional  groups  at  UMDA,  which  included 
tours  of  the  installation. 

During  his  command  tour  at  Umatilla  Depot 
Activity,  Lieutenant  Colonel  Moses  Whitehurst 
set  a  tone  of  professionalism  and  teamwork. 
His  exceptional  leadership  performance  is  a 
credit  to  himself,  the  Tooele  Army  Depot  Conv 
plex,  the  Industrial  Operations  Command,  and 
the  U.S.  Army,  The  people  of  the  Second  Dis- 
trict and  I  are  grateful  to  have  had  the  tienefit 
of  his  service. 


TWA— NEW  YORK  TO  LONDON 

HON.  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

OF  MISSOL'R! 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10,  1995 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
share  with  this  body  an  issue  which  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  St.  Louis  community  and 
vital  to  the  future  of  one  of  our  ma)Or  domestic 
airlines.  Trans  World  Airlines.  TWA,  which 
maintains  its  operating  hub  at  Lambert  Inter- 
national Airport  in  St  Louis,  needs  to  regain 
Its  longstanding  New  York-London  route  au- 
thority. 

I  have  joined  my  St  Louis  area  colleagues 
in  urging  the  Department  ot  Transportation  to 
pursue  this  issue  in  behalf  of  TWA  at  the  orv- 
going  bilateral  negotiations  with  United  King- 
dom representatives.  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  share  the  text  of  a  letter  which 
St.  Louis  Mayor  Freeman  Bosley  recently  sent 
to  the  Transportation  Secretary  Frednco  Peiia. 
This  communication  clearly  articulates  the  vital 
importance  of  TWA's  request  for  New  York  to 
London  route  authority. 

Df..\r  SECRKT.^H^  Pena:  I  am  submitting 
this  letter  as  Mayor  of  St.  Louis  in  strong 
support  of  Trans  World  Airlines  regaining  its 
long-standing  New  'V'ork-London  route  au- 
thority in  the  current  bilateral  negotiations 
with  the  United  Kingdom.  It  is  essentia!  that 
TWA— one  of  the  nation's  great  pioneers  of 
international  service— not  be  left  out  of 
these  negotiations. 

TWA  maintains  its  major  hub  operation  at 
St  Louis  and  employs  over  12,000  Missou- 
rians.  This  proposed  New  York-London 
(Gatwick)  service  would  not  directly  affect 
Missouri  (TWA  already  flies  between  St. 
Louis  and  Long-Gatwick).  but  it  would  go  far 
toward  rebuilding  an  airline  attempting  to 
escape  the  financial  damage  and  job  loss 
caused  by  less  than  satisfactory  manage- 
ment for  over  six  years. 

TWA  had  served  London  since  1950  from 
several  large  US  gateways  and  all  but  the 
St.  Louis  authority  was  sold  in  1991  and  1992. 
St.  Louis  opposed  such  sales  and  unsuccess- 
fully appealed  the  Department's  approval. 
Under  new  energetic  management.  T^'A  is 
now  seeking  to  return  to  the  New  York-Lon- 
don market  which  was  wrongfully  given  up 
by  prior  management  and  whose  transfer  was 
wrongfully  approved  by  the  prior  Adminis- 
tration The  present  Administration  should 
be  fair  to  TWA  and  its  new  employee  owner- 
ship move  to  redress  that  error  and  find  a 
means  to  return  to  TWA  its  New  York-Lon- 
don authority  which  was  the  backbone  of  its 
transatlantic  route  system.  The  current  ne- 
gotiations offer  an  idea!  opportunity  to  ac- 
complish this  objective. 

I  also  want  to  urge  that  TWA  be  granted 
St.  Louis-Toronto  authority  as  early  as  pes- 
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sible  under  the  new  U.S. -Canada  agreement. 
St.  Louis  has  been  attempting  for  fifteen 
years  to  obtain  nonstop  St  Louis-Toronto 
service.  The  St  Louis  area  and  the  entire 
state  of  Missouri  have  an  exceptionally 
strong  community  of  interest  with  Toronto 
and  Canada  as  a  whole.  Through  all  this  pe- 
riod Toronto  has  continued  to  represent  one 
of  the  major  deficiencies  in  St  Louis  air 
service.  St.  Louis  clearly  ranks  very  high  on 
the  nation's  list  of  deprived  cities  as  far  as 
Canada  is  concerned.  It  is  long  past  lime  to 
remedy  this  situation. 

TWA's  proposed  St.  Louis-Toronto  service 
involves  first  nonstop  operations  to  one  of 
the  largest  U.S.  service  areas,  would  offer  t)e- 
yond  traffic  support  unequaled  by  any  other 
carrier  and  would  provide  the  only  effective 
means  through  one  service  proposal  of  meet- 
ing the  Canada  needs  of  t)oih  the  Midwest 
and  Western  parts  of  the  United  States.  TWA 
should  definitely  be  one  of  the  carriers  se- 
lected for  Toronto  service  in  the  second  year 
of  interim  operation 

Further.  St.  Louis— in  addition  to  its  tre- 
mendous beyond  area  support^has  a  very 
strong  traffic  base  in  its  own  area.  St  Louis 
is  the  nation's  fifth  ranking  Fortune  500 
company  headquarters  city  and  was  ranked 
by  World  TYade  magazine  as  one  of  the  ten 
best  U.S.  cities  for  International  companies. 
Substantial  numbers  of  St.  Louis  area  com- 
panies have  major  business  ties  to  Canada. 
The  Canadian  business  Investment  in  the  St. 
Louis  area  is  similarly  substantial  and  long 
standing  in  nature  According  to  Canadian 
data  (Canadian  Consulate.  Chicago)  total 
Missouri  exports  to  Canada  were  $1,934  bil- 
lion in  1993  and  Canadian  exports  to  Missouri 
were  $1,435  billion  in  that  year  Trade  tje- 
tween  Canada  and  Missouri  is  al)out  the 
same  as  that  Ijetween  Canada  and  Mexico 

In  the  interest  of  building  a  sound  airline 
industry,  it  is  high  time  that  the  Depart- 
ment look  away  from  the  mega-carriers  such 
as  American.  Delta.  Northwest  and  United  in 
favor  of  competition  T^'A's  London  and  To- 
ronto requests  are  fully  in  accord  with  the 
Administration's  consistent  position  that 
there  should  be  increased  competition— not 
less— in  the  airline  industry. 

Moreover,  there  are  unique  reasons  for 
finding  ways  to  strengthen  TWA  The  most 
important  of  these  is  the  fact  that  TWA  is 
under  new  ownership  by  its  own  employees 
TWA's  employees  now  own  45  percent  of  the 
voting  stock  of  the  carrier,  an  equity  Inter- 
est for  which  the  employees  are  paying  sub- 
stantia! amounts  in  hard  earned  wages. 
These  employees  have  Incredible  dedication 
to  the  success  of  the  carrier.  This  develop- 
ments—the  employee-ownership  reorganiia- 
tion  of  TWA— represented  the  first  successful 
equity  reorganization  of  this  nature  in  the 
industry  and  constitutes  a  model  for  suljse- 
quent  airline  restructuring.  It  should  be  en- 
couraged by  the  Department. 

Further.  TWA  has  demonstrated  great  de- 
termination to  reform  itself  by  completely 
overthrowing  its  old  management  and  by  de- 
veloping new  service  concepts  that  truly  at- 
tempt to  met  public  needs.  It  was  able  to  ef- 
fect its  major  ownership  and  management 
change  and  come  through  a  painful  reorga- 
nization under  Chapter  11  in  an  expeditious 
and  successful  fashion.  It  Is  now  undergoing 
a  further  financial  restructuring  to  strength- 
en its  operation.  These  efforts  by  TWA's  em- 
ployee owners  deserve  to  be  recognized  by 
the  Department  as  a  major  favorable  devel- 
opment in  an  airline  industry  that  has  seen 
too  few  favorable  developments  in  recent 
years. 

In  achieving  ita  turnaround.  TWA  has  been 
able  to  preserve  one  of  the  great  historic 
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names  in  the  international  aviation  arena. 
TWA  was  a  true  pioneer  of  international  op- 
erations and  Its  name  continues  to  command 
respect  abroad.  It  is  only  right  that  the  De- 
partment move  to  strengthen  the  carrier  in 
the  international  arena  and  grant  it  strong 
London  and  Toronto  routes  which  will  mate- 
rially aid  its  operations  while  at  the  same 
time  meeting  clear  public  needs.  I  appreciate 
your  consideration  of  these  matters  which 
are  vital  to  TW'A's  future. 
Sincerely. 

Freeman  R.  Bosley.  Jr.. 

Mayor. 


WORKING  FAMILIES  HEALTH 
ACCESS  ACT 


HON.  NANa  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICtT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  10.  1995 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, as  a  step  toward  creating  a  national  health 
care  policy  that  assures  continuity  of  coverage 
for  all  working  Americans,  I  am  introducing  the 
WorVing  Families  Health  Access  Act  of  1995 
and  invite  your  co-sponsorship. 

The  text  of  the  bill  follows; 
H.R.  —    I 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Corigress  assemtiled. 
SECTION  !.  SHORT  TTrLE.  ' 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Working 
Families  Health  Access  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  PROMOTING  THE  CONTINXITY  AND  PORT- 
ABILITY OF  HEALTH  COVERAGE. 

la)  Ln  gener.\l— Subtitle  D  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  chapter  44  the  following  new  chapter: 

•CHAPTER  45— CONTINUrri"  AND 
PORTABILITY  OF  HEALTH  COVERAGE 

"Sec.  4986    LT.position  of  tax. 

"Sec.  4987  Nondiscrimination  based  on 
health  status. 

"Sec.  4988.  Limited  use  of  preexisting  condi- 
tion exclusions. 

"Sec.  4989.  Guaranteed  renewability  of 
health  insurance  coverage. 

"Sec.  4990.  Relation  to  State  standards. 

"Sec.  4991.  Definitions. 

"SEC.  4aM.  IMPOSITION  OF  TAX  FOR  FAILLTIE  TO 
MEET  CONTINtlTY  AND  PORT 
ABILITY  STANDARDS. 

"(a)  Lnsl-red  Health  Plans.— 

"(1)  Ln  general.— In  the  case  of  any  health 
insurance  policy  which  fails  to  meet  the  ap- 
plicable standards  specified  in  this  chapter 
at  any  time  during  a  calendar  year,  there  is 
hereby  Imposed  a  tax  equal  to  25  percent  of 
the  premiums  received  under  such  policy 
during  the  calendar  year. 

••(2)  LiABiLm-  FOR  TAX.— The  tax  Imposed 
by  paragraph  di  shall  be  paid  by  the  issuer 
of  the  policy. 

■(3)  TREATMENT  OF  PREPAID  HEALTH  COV- 
ERAGE—For  purposes  of  this  subsection: 

"(A)  Ln  gener.vl  — In  the  case  of  any  pre- 
paid health  arrangement — 

■•(1)  such  arrangement  shall  be  treated  as  a 
health  insurance  policy. 

"(iii  the  payments  or  premiums  referred  to 
in  subparagraph  (Bxii  shall  be  treated  as 
premiums  received  for  a  health  insurance 
policy,  and 
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"(iii)  the  person  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph <B)(i)  shall  be  treated  as  the  issuer. 

•■(B)  Prepaid  health  arrange.ment.— For 
purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  the  term  pre- 
paid health  arrangement'  means  an  arrange- 
ment under  which— 

••(i)  fixed  payments  or  premiums  are  re- 
ceived as  consideration  for  any  person's 
agreement  to  provide  or  arrange  for  the  pro- 
vision of  accident  or  health  coverage  regard- 
less of  how  such  coverage  is  provided  or  ar- 
ranged to  be  provided,  and 

•'(ii)  substantially  all  the  risks  of  the  rates 
of  utilization  of  services  is  assumed  by  such 
person  or  the  provider  of  such  services. 

■•(4)  Insurance  policy.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  insurance  policy' 
means  any  policy  or  other  instrument  where- 
by a  contract  of  insurance  is  issued,  renewed. 
or  extended. 

••(5)  Premium.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  'premium'  means  the  gross 
amount  of  premiums  and  other  consideration 
(including  advance  premiums,  deposits,  fees, 
and  assessments)  arising  from  policies  issued 
by  a  person  acting  as  the  primary  insurer. 
adjusted  for  any  return  or  additional  pre- 
miums paid  as  a  result  of  endorsements,  can- 
cellations, audits,  or  retrospective  rating. 

••(b)  Self-Insured  Health  Plans.— 

■(1)  Ln  general.- In  the  case  of  a  self-in- 
sured health  plan  which  fails  to  meet  the  ap- 
plicable standards  specified  in  this  chapter 
at  any  time  during  a  calendar  year,  there  is 
hereby  imposed  a  tax  equal  to  25  percent  of 
the  health  coverage  expenditures  for  such 
calendar  year  under  such  plan. 

••(2)  Liability  for  tax —The  tax  Imposed 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  paid  by  the  plan 
sponsor. 

"(3)  Self-insured  health  plan.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  'self-in- 
sured health  plan'  means  any  plan  for  pro- 
viding accident  or  health  coverage  if  any 
portion  of  such  coverage  is  provided  other 
than  through  an  Insurance  policy. 

"(4)  Health  coverage  EXPENorruREs.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  health  cov- 
erage expenditures  of  any  self-insured  health 
plan  for  any  calendar  year  are  the  aggregate 
expenditures  for  such  year  for  health  cov- 
erage provided  under  such  plan. 

"(C)  LlMfTATIONS  on  LMPOSITION.— 

"(I)  Tax  NOT  TO  APPLY  WHERE  FAILURE  NOT 
DISCOVERED  EXERCISING  REASONABLE  DILI- 
GENCE.— No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this 
section  on  any  failure  for  which  it  is  estab- 
lished to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
that  none  of  the  persons  liable  for  the  tax 
knew,  or  exercising  reasonable  diligence 
would  have  known,  that  such  failure  existed. 

••(2)  Tax  not  TO  apply  to  certain  failures 

CORRECTED  WITHIN  30  DAYS  — No   tax   Shall    be 

imposed  by  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  on  any  fail- 
ure if— 

"(A)  such  failure  was  due  to  reasonable 
cause  and  not  to  willful  neglect,  and 

"(B)  such  failure  is  corrected  during  the  30- 
day  period  beginning  on  the  1st  date  any  per- 
son liable  for  the  tax  knew,  or  exercising 
reasonable  diligence  would  have  known,  that 
such  failure  existed. 

"(3)  Waiver  by  secretary  --In  the  case  of 
a  failure  which  is  due  to  reasonable  cause 
and  not  to  willful  neglect,  the  Secretary  may 
waive  part  or  all  of  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
section  to  the  extent  that  the  payment  of 
such  tax  would  be  excessive  relative  to  the 
failure  involved. 

"SEC.     4987.     NONDISCRIMINATION     BASED     ON 
HEALTH  STATUS. 

•'(a)  Coverage  Under  Group  Health 
Plans.— A  group  health  plan  and  a  carrier 
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offering  health  insurance  coverage  in  con- 
nection with  such  a  plan  may  not  establish 
or  impose  eligibility,  continuation,  enroll- 
ment, or  contribution  requirements  for  an 
individual  based  on  factors  directly  related 
to  the  health  status,  medical  condition. 
claims  experience,  receipt  of  health  care. 
medical  history,  disability,  or  evidence  of  in- 
surability of  the  individual. 

••(b)  Individual  Coverage — 

••(1)  In  general— a  carrier  offering  health 
insurance  coverjige  lother  than  in  connection 
with  a  group  health  plan)  may  not  establish 
or  impose  eligibility,  continuation,  or  enroll- 
ment requirements  for  a  qualifying  individ- 
ual (as  defined  in  paragraph  {2ii  based  on  fac- 
tors directly  related  to  the  health  status. 
medical  condition,  claims  experience,  receipt 
of  health  care,  medical  history,  disability,  or 
evidence  of  insurability  of  the  individual, 

••(2)  Qualifying  individual  defined.— For 
purposes  of  para^rraphs  ill,  the  term  qualify- 
ing individual'  means  an  individual  who 
meets  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

"(A)  The  individual  is  in  a  period  of  quali- 
fying previous  coverage  las  defined  in  para- 
graph (3i)  which  is  at  least  6  months  long. 

•■iB)  The  individual  is  not  eligible  for  cov- 
erage under  any  group  health  plan  (including 
continuation  coverage  under  section  4980B) 
and  has  not  lost  such  coverage  but  for  a  fail- 
ure to  make  required  premium  payments  or 
contributions  or  due  to  fraud  or  misrepresen- 
tation of  material  fact. 

■•(C)  If  the  individual's  most  recent  cov- 
erage during  the  period  of  qualifying  pre- 
vious coverage  under  subparagraph  (Ai  was 
health  insurance  coverage  not  m  connection 
with  a  group  health  plan,  such  coverage  was 
discontinued  or  terminated  by  the  carrier 
only  on  the  basis  of— 

••(i)  a  change  in  residence  of  the  individual 
so  that  the  individual  no  longer  resided  with- 
in a  service  area  of  a  carrier  with  respect  to 
such  coverage,  or 

■•(ii)  a  change  in  the  individual's  status  so 
that  the  individual  was  no  longer  eligible  for 
dependent  coverage,  if  the  individual  pre- 
viously was  only  eligible  for  such  coverage 
as  a  dependent. 

Nothing  in  subparagraph  (C)  shall  be  con- 
strued as  preventing  a  carrier  from  waiving 
the  application  of  such  subparagraph  during 
an  annual  open  enrollment  period  or  other- 
wise. 

"(3)  Period  of  guALiFviNG  previous  cov- 
erage defined.— For  purposes  of  this  chap- 
ter, the  term  ■period  of  qualifying  previous 
coverage'  means  the  period— 

•■(A)  beginning  on  the  date  an  individual  is 
enrolled  under  a  group  health  plan  or  is  pro- 
vided health  insurance  coverage,  and 

■■iB)  ending  on  the  date  the  individual  is 
neither  covered  under  a  group  health  plan  or 
covered  under  health  Insurance  coverage  (in- 
cluding coverage  described  in  section 
4991(2)(D))  for  a  continuous  period  of  more 
than  2  months. 

SEC.  4»88.  LIMITED  USE  OF  PREEXISTING  CONDI 
■nON  EXCLUSIONS. 

"(a)  In  General— a  carrier  offering  health 
insurance  coverage  and  a  group  health  plan 
may  impose  a  limitation  or  exclusion  of  ben- 
efits relating  to  treatment  of  a  condition 
based  on  the  fact  that  the  condition  is  a  pre- 
existing condition  (as  defined  in  subsection 
(O)  only  if  the  following  requirements  are 
met: 

"(1)  Limitations  to  3-month  lock-back  — 
The  condition  was  diagnosed  or  treated  dur- 
ing the  period  not  more  than  3  months  before 
the  date  of  enrollment  for  such  coverage  or 
under  such  plan. 


"(2)  Limitation  on  exclusion  period.— 

"(A)  General  rule  of  maximum  of  6- 
month  exclusion.— Subject  to  paragraph  (3), 
the  limitation  or  exclusion  extends  for  a  pe- 
riod not  more  than  6  months  (or  12  months  in 
the  case  of  a  late  enroUee  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B))  after  such  date  of  enrollment. 

"(Bi  Late  enrollee  described.— 

"(i)  Ln  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
clause  (ii).  a  late  enrollee  described  in  this 
subparagraph  with  respect  to  a  group  health 
plan  is  an  individual  who  becomes  covered 
under  the  plan  but  who,  at  the  time  the  indi- 
vidual first  was  eligible  to  elect  such  cov- 
erage, had  elected  not  to  be  covered  under 
the  plan. 

"(ii)  Exception  for  individuals  with  con- 
tinuous coverage.— An  individual  shall  not 
be  considered  to  be  a  late  enrollee  with  re- 
spect to  a  plan  if  the  individual  establishes 
that,  with  respect  to  the  period  beginning  on 
the  date  the  individual  first  could  have  ob- 
tained coverage  under  the  plan  and  until  the 
date  the  individual  was  so  covered,  there  was 
no  period  of  more  than  2  months  during  all 
of  which  the  individual  neither  had  health 
insurance  coverage  (including  coverage  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (C)  or  (D)  of  section 
4991(2))  or  was  covered  under  any  group 
health  plan. 

•■(3)  Credit  for  previous  qualifying  cov- 
erage.—In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  is 
in  a  period  of  qualifying  previous  coverage 
(as  defined  in  section  4987(b)(3))  as  of  the 
date  of  enrollment  for  health  insurance  cov- 
erage or  under  the  group  health  plan,  the 
limitation  or  exclusion  period  under  para- 
graph (2)(A)  shall  be  reduced  by  the  length  of 
such  period  of  qualifying  previous  coverage. 

"(4)  Exception  for  treatment  of  preg- 
nancy.—The  limitation  or  exclusion  does  not 
apply  to  treatment  relating  to  pregnancy. 

'"(5)  Exception  for  certain  depende.nt 
coverage  — 

(A)  Newborns.— The  limitation  or  exclu- 
sion does  not  appl.y  to  a  child  who  has  health 
insurance  coverage  (or  is  covered  under  a 
group  health  plan)  as  a  dependent  within  1 
month  of  the  birthdate  until  such  time  as 
the  child  does  not  have  such  coverage  (or  is 
not  so  covered)  for  a  continuous  period  of 
morp  rhan  2  months 

(B)  Adopted  children.— The  limitation  or 
exclusion  does  not  apply  (beginning  on  the 
date  of  adoption)  to  an  adopted  child  who 
has  health  insurance  coverage  (or  is  covered 
under  a  group  health  plan)  within  1  month  of 
such  date  until  such  time  as  the  child  does 
not  have  such  coverage  (or  is  not  so  covered) 
for  a  continuous  period  of  more  than  2 
months. 

"(b)  LojiTA'noN  on  Use  of  Delayed  Cov- 
erage Ln  Lieu  of  Preexisting  Exclusion 
Limitations.— 

"(11  In  general.— a  carrier  offering  health 
insurance  coverage  and  a  group  health  plan 
providing  coverage,  with  respect  to  an  indi- 
vidual, may  delay  the  effective  date  of  cov- 
erage of  the  individual  beyond  the  first  date 
of  the  month  beginning  after  the  date  of 
election  of  the  coverage  only  if  the  following 
requirements  are  met: 

"(A)  Limitation  on  delay  period.— Subject 
to  paragraph  (2).  such  additional  delay  does 
not  extend  over  a  period  of  longer  than  2 
months  (or  3  months  in  the  case  of  a  late  en- 
rollee described  in  subsection  (a)(2)(B)). 

••(B)  No  subsequen'T  application  of  any 
PREEXISTING  EXCLUSION.— After  the  period  of 
such  additional  delay,  no  limitation  or  ex- 
clusion described  in  subsection  (a)  may  be 
applied. 

"(C)  No  pre.miums.— No  premium  or  re- 
quired contribution  may  be  charged  for  the 
period  before  the  effective  date  of  coverage. 
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Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  waive  the 
applicable  requirements  of  subsection  (a). 

••(2)  Voluntary  waiver.— The  additional 
delay  may  extend  over  a  period  longer  than 
the  period  specified  under  paragraph  (IHA)  if 
the  individual  involved  waives  the  protec- 
tion provided  under  such  paragraph. 

"(c)  Preexisting  CoNDmoN  Defined.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'preexist- 
ing condition'  means,  with  respect  to  cov- 
erage under  health  insurance  coverage  or 
under  a  group  health  plan,  a  condition  which 
was  diagnosed  or  treated  for  a  condition,  or 
for  which  a  reasonably  prudent  person  would 
have  sought  medical  care  diagnosis  or  treat- 
ment, within  the  3-month  period  ending  on 
the  day  before  the  date  of  enrollment  (with- 
out regard  to  any  delayed  coverage  period). 

"SEC.     498«.     GUARANTEED     RENEWABIUTY     OF 
HEALTH  INSURANCE  COVERAGE. 

"(a)  In  General— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  a  carrier  offering  health  in- 
surance coverage  shall  guarantee  that  such 
coverage  may  be  renewed  or  continued  in 
force  at  the  option  of  the  policyholder  or 
contractholder. 

"(b)  Grounds  for  Refusal  to  Renew — 

"(1)  Ln  general.— Subject  to  paragraphs  (3) 
and  (4),  a  carrier  offering  health  insurance 
coverage  may  cancel  or  refuse  to  renew  such 
coverage— 

"(A)  for  nonpayment  of  premium  or  con- 
tribution in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  coverage; 

"(B)  for  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  ma- 
terial fact; 

■(C)  because  of  a  general  discontinuation 
or  termination  of  coverage,  but  only  if  the 
carrier  provides  prior  notice  of  such  dis- 
continuation or  termination  and  if  the  con- 
ditions described  in  clause  (i)  or  (11)  of  para- 
graph (2)(A)  are  met: 

"(D)  in  the  case  of  coverage  offered  in  con- 
nection with  a  group  health  plan,  for  failure 
of  the  plan  to  maintain  participation  rules 
consistent  with  paragraph  (4);  or 

"(E)  in  the  case  of  coverage  that  is  con- 
tinuation coverage  under  section  4980B.  for 
loss  of  eligibility  to  continue  such  coverage. 

"(2)  CONDmONS  FOR  DISCONTINUATION.— 

"(Ai  Z2i  GENERAL, — 

"(i)    NONDISCRIMINATORY    SUBSTrrUTION    OF 

ALTERNATIVE  COVERAGE.— The  conditions  de- 
scribed in  this  clause  are  the  following: 

"(I)  The  carrier  is  no  longer  offering  health 
insurance  coverage  to  new  policyholders  or 
contractholders. 

••(U)  The  carrier  is  offering  to  the  pre- 
viously covered  policyholder  or  contract- 
holder  the  option  to  purchase  any  other 
health  insurance  coverage  currently  being 
offered  to  new  policyholders  or  contract- 
holders. 

•'(Ill)  The  discontinuation  or  termination 
of  coverage  and  option  to  replace  with  other 
coverage  is  made  uniformly  without  regard 
to  the  health  status  or  insurability  of  any 
person  provided  health  insurance  coverage. 

••(ii)  General  discontinuation  of  cov- 
erage IN  a  state.— The  conditions  described 
in  this  clause  are  that  the  carrier  is  dis- 
continuing and  not  renewing  all  health  in- 
surance coverage  within  a  class  of  coverage 
(as  defined  in  subparagraph  (B))  in  a  State. 

"(B)  Classes  of  coverage.— For  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A)iii),  each  of  the  following 
is  considered  a  separate  class  of  health  insur- 
ance coverage: 

"(i)  Lndividual  coverage.— Health  insur- 
ance coverage  not  offered  in  connection  with 
any  group  health  plan. 

"(ii)  Small  employer  group  coverage.— 
Health  insurance  coverage  offered  to  small 
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employers  (as  defined  by  State  law)  in  con- 
nection with  any  group  health  plan  for  cov- 
ered employees  and  their  dependents. 

"(iii)  Other  group  coverage.— Health  in- 
surance coverage  offered  in  connection  with 
a  group  health  plan  and  not  described  in 
clause  (ii). 

••(3)  APPLICATION  OF  geographic  UMITA- 
TIONS  TO  COVERAGE  PROVIDED  THROUGH  A  NET- 
WORK ARRANGEMENT.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Coverage  under  health 
insurance  or  under  a  group  health  plan  that 
consists  primarily  of  coverage  through  a  net- 
work arrangement  (as  defined  in  subpara- 
graph (B))  may  be  denied  to  individuals  who 
neither  live  nor  reside  in  the  service  area  of 
the  arrangement,  but  only  if  such  denial  is 
applied  uniformly,  without  regard  to  the 
health  status  or  the  insurability  of  particu- 
lar individuals. 

"(B)  Network  arrangements.— For  pur- 
poses of  subfjaragraph  (A),  the  term  'network 
arrangement'  means,  with  respect  to  a  group 
health  plan  or  under  health  insurance  cov- 
erage, an  arrangement  under  such  plan  or 
coverage  whereby  providers  agree  to  provide 
items  and  services  covered  under  the  ar- 
rangement to  individuals  covered  under  the 
plan  or  who  have  such  coverage. 

"(4)  Minimum  participation  require- 
ments.—a  carrier  that  offers  health  insur- 
ance coverage  in  connection  with  a  group 
health  plan  that  covers  the  employees  of  one 
or  more  employers  may  require  that  a  mini- 
mum percentage  of  eligible  employees  of 
such  an  employer  obtain  such  coverage  if 
such  percentage  is  applied  uniformly  to  all 
such  coverage  offered  to  employers  of  com- 
parable size. 
"SEC.  4990.  RELA'nON  TO  STATE  STANDARDS. 

"Nothing  in  this  chapter  shall  prevent  a 
State  from  establishing,  implementing,  or 
continuing  in  effect  standards  related  to 
health  insurance  coverage  (including  the  is- 
suance, renewal,  or  rating  of  such  coverage) 
if  such  standards  are  at  least  as  stringent  as 
the  standards  established  under  this  chapter 
with  respect  to  such  coverage. 

-SEC.  4991.  DEFINITIONS. 

"For  purposes  of  this  chapter — 

"(1)  Carrier.— The  term  'carrier'  means— 

"(A)  a  licensed  insurance  company; 

"(B)  an  entity  offering  prepaid  hospital  or 
medical  service  plan; 

"(C)  a  health  maintenance  organization; 
and 

"(D)  any  similar  entity  which  (i)  is  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  providing  a  plan  of 
health  insurance  or  health  benefits  or  serv- 
ices and  (ii)  is  regulated  under  State  law  for 
solvency. 

"(2)  Health  insurance  coverage  — 

"(A)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (Bi.  the  term  'health  insurance 
coverage'  means  any  hospital  or  medical 
service  policy  or  certificate,  hospital  or  med- 
ical service  plan  contract,  or  health  mainte- 
nance organization  group  contract  offered  by 
a  carrier. 

"(B)  BixcEPTiON.— Such  term  does  not  in- 
clude any  of  the  following  (or  any  combina- 
tion of  the  following): 

"(i)  Coverage  only  for  accident,  dental,  vi- 
sion, or  disability  income,  or  any  combina- 
tion thereof. 

"(ii)  Medicare  supplemental  health  insur- 
ance. 

"(iii)  Coverage  issued  as  a  supplement  to 
liability  insurance. 

"(Iv)  Liability  insurance,  including  general 
liability  insurance  and  automobile  liability 
insurance. 
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"(v)  Workers"  compensation  or  similar  in- 
surance. 

'•(vi)  Automobile  medical-payment  insur- 
ance. 

"(vli)  Coverage  providing  wages  or  pay- 
ments in  lieu  of  wages  for  any  period  during 
which  an  employee  is  absent  from  work  on 
account  of  sickness  or  injury. 

■•(Villi  A  long-term  care  insurance  cov- 
erage, including  a  nursing  home  fixed  Indem- 
nity policy  (unless  the  Secreury  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretaries  of  Labor  and  of  the  Treasury, 
determines  that  such  coverage  is  sufficiently 
comprehensive  so  that  it  should  be  treated 
as  health  insurance  coverage.) 

"(ix)  Any  coverage  not  described  in  any 
preceding  clause  which  consists  of  benefit 
payments,  on  a  periodic  basis,  for  a  specified 
disease  or  illness  or  period  of  hospitalization 
without  regard  to  the  costs  incurred  or  serv- 
ices rendered  during  the  period  to  which  the 
payments  relate. 

"(X)  Such  other  coverage  as  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretaries  of  Labor  and  of  the 
Treasury,  determines  is  not  health  insurance 
coverage. 

••(C)  Treatment  of  state  risk  pools.— Ex- 
cept for  purposes  of  sections  4987(b)(3). 
4988(a)(2i(B)(ii),  and  4988(ai(3).  such  term 
does  not  Include  coverage  provided  through  a 
State  risk  pool,  uncompensated  care  pool  or 
similar  subsidized  program. 

■•(D)  PUBUC  PLANS  COUNTED  FOR  PURPOSES 

OF  QUALiF-iiNG  PREVIOUS  COVERAGE.— For  pur- 
poses of  sections  4987(b)(3).  4988(a)(2)(B)(li). 
and  4988(a)i3).  such  term  also  includes  cov- 
erage under  any  of  the  following: 

•■(i)  The  medicare  program  under  title 
XVin  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

■•(ii)  A  State  plan  under  title  XIX  of  such 
Act. 

"(Ill)  A  program  of  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice. 

"(Iv)  The  Civilian  Health  and  Medical  Pro- 
gram of  the  Uniformed  Services  (CHAMPUS) 
under  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

••(V)  Any  other  similar  governmental 
health  insurance  program  (including  a  pro- 
gram described  in  subparagraph  (O). 

••(3)  Group  he.^th  plan.— The  term  'group 
health  plan'  has  the  meaning  given  such 
term  in  section  5(XX)(b)(l).  but  does  not  in- 
clude any  type  of  coverage  excluded  from  the 
definition  of  health  insurance  coverage 
under  paragraph  (2)(B)  or  (C)  and  does  not  in- 
clude any  plan  unless  at  least  one  of  the  fol- 
lowing requirements  is  met: 

"(A)  Any  portion  of  the  premium  or  bene- 
fits under  the  plan  is  paid  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  employer. 

••(B)  An  eligible  employee  or  dependent  is 
reimbursed,  whether  through  wage  adjust- 
ments or  otherwise,  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
employer  for  any  portion  of  the  premium. 

••(C)  The  health  benefit  plan  is  treated  by 
the  employer,  or  any  of  the  eligible  employ- 
ees or  dependents,  as  part  of  a  plan  or  pro- 
gram for  the  purposes  of  section  162.  section 
25,  or  section  106  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986. 

••(4)  State.— The  term  State'  includes  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Vir- 
gin Islands.  Guam.  American  Samoa,  and  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands." 
(b)  Effective  Date—  ' 
( 1 )  Lv  GENERAL.— The  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  individuals  who 
commence  health  insurance  coverage  or  cov- 
erage under  a  group  health  plan  after  the 
first  day  of  the  first  month  beginning  more 
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than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  Plan  vear  exception.— Such  amend- 
ments shall  not  apply  to  plan  years  ending 
before  the  first  day  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1). 

(c)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
chapters  for  subtitle  D  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  item  relating  to  chapter  44  the 
following  new  item: 

•'Chapter  45.  Continuity  and  portability  of 
health  coverage." 

SEC.  3.  CHANGES  tN  COBRA  CONTINUA'nON  RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

(a)  More  Affordable  Coverage  Through 
Requirement  of  Lower-Cost  Health  Plan 
Choices.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  4980B(fi  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  ".  con- 
tinuation coverage  under  the  plan"  and  in- 
serting •'and  as  selected  by  the  qualified  ben- 
eficiary under  this  subsection,  continuation 
coverage  of  the  type  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A).  (F)(i).  or  (F)(li)  of  paragraph  (2)"; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2)(A).  by  striking  "The 
coverage"  and  inserting  "Unless  the  cov- 
erage Is  the  type  of  coverage  described  in 
clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (F).  the  cov- 
erage"; 

(C)  in  paragraph  (2)(C)— 

(i)  in  clause  (1).  by  inserting  "(or  in  the 
case  of  alternative  continuation  coverage  de- 
scribed In  clause  (1)  or  (ii)  of  subparagraph 
(F),  69  percent  or  52  percent,  respectively,  of 
such  applicable  premium)"  after  ••for  such 
period",  and 

(ii)  in  the  last  sentence  by  inserting  ",  '69 
percent",  or  '52  percent'"  after  "  '102  per- 
cent" "  and  by  Inserting  ".  100  percent',  or  75 
percent",  respectively."; 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(F)  Types  of  alternative  continuation 
coverage  required.— 

"(1)  Coverage  wrrn  two-thirds  actuarial 
value.— The  type  of  coverage  described  In 
this  clause  is  coverage  which— 

"(I)  has  an  actuarial  value  (determined 
with  respect  to  the  similarly  situated  bene- 
ficiaries referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A))  of 
not  less  than  %  of  the  actuarial  value  (deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  beneficiaries)  of 
the  reference  coverage,  and 

"(II)  meets  the  requirements  of  clause  (iii). 

"(ii)  Coverage  with  one-half  .^CTUARIAL 
VALUE.— The  type  of  coverage  described  in 
this  clause  is  coverage  which— 

"(I)  has  an  actuarial  value  (determined 
with  respect  to  the  similarly  situated  bene- 
ficiaries referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A))  of 
not  less  than  '/j  of  the  actuarial  value  (deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  beneficiaries)  of 
the  reference  coverage,  and 

••(II)  meets  the  requirements  of  clause  (iii). 

••(lil)  Requirements  relating  to  general 

AVAILABILITY   AND  PREEXISTING  CONDITIONS.— 

Coverage  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
clause  if  the  coverage — 

"(I)  is  made  available  to  all  qualified  bene- 
ficiaries who  become  eligible  for  coverage 
under  this  subsection  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  subparagraph,  and 

"(II)  does  not  impose  any  restriction  or 
limitation  on  coverage  based  on  a  preexist- 
ing condition  unless  such  restriction  or  limi- 
tation could  be  imposed  under  the  coverage 
described  in  subparagraph  (A). 

••(iv)  Reference  coverage  defined.— For 
purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  term  ref- 
erence coverage'  means,  with  respect  to  a 
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group  health  plan,  the  costliest  continuation 
coverage  available  under  subparagraph  (A) 
under  the  plan,  excluding  coverage  in  which 
an  insignificant  proportion  of  the  eligible  in- 
dividuals is  enrolled.";  and 

(E)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  Computation  based  on  full  cov- 
erage.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  ap- 
plicable premium  shall  be  computed  based  on 
Che  type  of  coverage  described  in  paragraph 
(2)(A)." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  plan 
years  beginning  on  or  after  the  first  day  of 
the  first  month  beginning  at  least  6  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Continuation  Coverage  for  Certain 
Formerly  Covered  Dependent  Spouses  and 
Children.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  4980B(f)  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(9)  Capture  of  delayed  divorce  or  sepa- 
ration.— 

■■(A)  Ln  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, if  a  covered  employee  disenroUs  from 
coverage  (or  fails  to  renew  coverage  of)  a 
qualified  beneficiary  within  the  12-month  pe- 
riod preceding  the  date  of  the  divorce  or 
legal  separation  of  the  employee  from  the 
employee's  spouse,  the  divorce  or  separation 
shall  be  treated  as  a  qualifying  event  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (3)iC)  and  the  loss  of 
coverage  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  result 
(and  by  reason )  of  such  event. 

••(B)  Exception.— Subparagraph  (A)  shall 
not  apply  to  a  qualified  beneficiary  If— 

••(1)  the  beneficiary  waives  the  rights  under 
such  subparagraph,  or 

••(ii)  the  qualified  beneficiary  at  the  time 
of  the  qualifying  event  or  at  the  time  of  the 
disenrollment  or  failure  to  renew  coverage 
has  coverage  under  a  group  health  plan 
(Other  than  by  reason  of  this  paragraph)  if 
the  plan  does  not  contain  any  exclusion  or 
limitation  with  respect  to  any  preexisting 
condition  of  such  beneficiary," 

(2)  Treatment  of  period  before  delayed 
divorce  or  separation.— Subparagraph  (D) 
of  section  49808(0(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: ■•For  purposes  of  applying  any  pre- 
existing condition  limitation  or  restriction, 
any  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
disenrollment  or  failure  to  renew  coverage 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (9)(A)  and  ending  on 
the  date  of  the  divorce  or  separation  referred 
to  in  such  paragraph  shall  not  be  treated  as 
a  break  in  coverage  if  such  paragraph  applies 
to  the  qualified  beneficiary". 

(3)  Treatment  of  annulments.— Section 
4980B(g)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

••(5)  Treatment  of  annulment  as  di- 
vorce—The  term  'divorce'  includes  an  an- 
nulment.". 

(4)  Effective  date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  divorces, 
legal  separations,  and  annulments  occurring 
more  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

(c)  Elimination  of  Ter.mination  of  Con- 
■HNUATioN  Coverage  by  Reason  of  Medicare 
Eligibility  Through  End  Stage  Renal  Dis- 
ease.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subclause  (U)  of  section 
4980B(f)(2)(B)(iv)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 
inserting  "other  than  by  reason  of  section 
226A  of  such  Act"  after  "the  Social  Security 
Act"". 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  cov- 
ered  employees  and  qualified   beneficiaries 
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who  become  entitled  to  benefits  under  title 
XVIU  of  the  Social  Security  Act  pursuant  to 
section  226A  of  such  Act  on  or  after  the  first 
day  of  the  first  month  that  begins  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digests-designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday. 
May  11,  1995,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 
MAY  12 

9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency,  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  and 
the  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and 
Disease  Registry. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  at 
Arms  and  Doorkeeper  of  the  Senate. 
the  Senate  Legal  Counsel,  and  the  Sen- 
ate Office  of  Fair  Employment  Prac- 
tices. 

SD-116 
MAY  15 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  and  the  U.S.  Capitol  Po- 
lice. 

SD-116 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Federal  pension  re- 
form. 

SD-342 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

2:30  p.m. 
Armed  Services 
Personnel  Subcommittee 
Readiness  Subcommittee 
To  hold  joint  hearings  on  S.  727.  author- 
izing funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  mili- 
tary  activities  of  the   Department  of 
Defense  and  the  future  years  defense 
program,  focusing  on  military  family 
housing  issues. 

SHr-222 
MAY  16 
9:00  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Karl  N.   Stauber.  of  Minnesota,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Re- 
search, Education,  and  Economics,  and 
Eugene    Branstool.    of  Ohio,    to   be   a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Federal  Agricultural  Mortgage  Cor- 
poration. 

SR-332 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  rural  development  and  credit. 

SR-328A 
Armed  Services 
SeaPower  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727,  authorizing 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  future  years  defense  program. 
focusing  on  the  requirements  for  con- 
tinued    production     of    nuclear    sub- 
marines, submarine  industrial  base  is- 
sues, procurement  strategj',  and  associ- 
ated funding. 

SRs222 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To    hold    hearings    to   examine    NASA"s 
space  shuttle  and  reusable  launch  vehi- 
cle programs. 

SR^253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  Nuclear  Regu- 
latory Commission  licensing  activities 
with  regard  to  the  Department  of  Ener- 
gy's civilian  nuclear  waste  disposal 
program  and  other  matters  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

SD-366 
Finance 
To  resume  hearings  on  the  fiscal  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices, focusing  on  methods  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  Medicare  program. 

SD-215 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Disability  Policy  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  proposed 
legislation  relating  to  the  education  of 
individuals  with  disabilities. 

SIM30 

MAY  17 

9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To   hold   hearings   to   examine   the   Na- 
tional Academy  of  Public  Admlnlstra- 
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tlon"s  study  on  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency. 

SD-G50 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service.  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

SD-192 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business   meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
Finance 
To  continue  hearings  on  the  fiscal  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices, focusing  on  methods  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  Medicare  program. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  proposals  to 
reorganization      of      the      Executive 
Branch. 

SD-342 
Joint  E}conomic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  use  of 
the  fiat  tax. 

SD-106 
2:00  p.m. 
Armed  Services 

Acquisition  and  Technology  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727,  to  author- 
ize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996 
for  military  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  and  to  prescribe  mili- 
tary personnel  strengths  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  focusing  on  dual-use  technology 
programs. 

SRs232A 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-2I9 
2:30  p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  projxjsed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  envi- 
ronmental programs. 

SD-192 
MAY  18 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  admin- 
istration  of  timber  contracts   in   the 
Tongass  National  Forest  and  adminis- 
tration of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform 
Act  of  1990. 

SD-aee 

Rules  and  Administration 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  manage- 
ment guidelines  for  the  future  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution. 

SI>-106 
Small  Business 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Small 
Business  Administration's  7(a)  business 
loan  program. 

SD-628 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  rec- 
ommendations   of   the    Joint    Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior/Bureau  of  Indian 
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AffairsTribal  Task  Force  on  Reorg-a- 
nization  of  che  Bureau  of  Indian 
Afflars 

SRr4«5 
10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  propos- 
als to  reorganize  the  Executive  Branch. 

SEV342 
Judiciary 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

,  SI>-226 

0:30  a.m.  ' 

Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  foreign 
assistance  programs. 

SH-216 
1:00  p.m.  I 

Armed  Services 
SeaPower  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S  727.  authorizing 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  future  years  defense  program, 
focusing  on  the  Marine  Corps  mod- 
ernization programs  and  current  oper- 
ations. 

SR-232A 
2:00  p.m.  | 

Appropriations 

Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health,  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

SD-192 
Appropriations 

Treasury.  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the 
Treasury  Departm.ent.  and  the  Federal 
Election  Commission. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
'    Energy    Production    and    Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  extend  the  deadlines  of  certain  hy- 
droelectric   projects,    including    S.283, 
S.468.    S.543.    S.547.    S.549.    S.552.    S.595. 
and  S.611. 

SD-366 
MAY  19 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m 
Appropriations 
Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Ar- 
chitect of  the  Capitol,  and  the  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office 

SD-iie 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

MAY  22 
2:00  p.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  Federal  pension 
reform. 

SD-342 
MAY  23 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  nutrition  programs. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  finan- 
cial management. 

SD-192 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on   NASA  s 
Space  Station  Program. 

SR^253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  620.  to  direct  the 
Secretary   of  the   Interior   to   convey, 
upon  rei^uest.  certain  property  in  Fed- 
eral    reclamation     projects     to     bene- 
ficiaries of  the  projects  and  to  set  forth 
a    distribution    scheme    for    revenues 
from  reclamation  project  lands. 

SD-366 

Indian  Affairs 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  479,  to  provide  for 

administrative    procedures    to    extend 

Federal  recognition  to  certain  Indian 

groups. 

SR^B6 
2:30  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks,    Historic    Preservation    and    Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior's  programs,  poli- 
cies and  budget  implications  on  the  re- 
introduction  of  wolves  in  and  around 
Yellowstone  National  Park 

SD-366 
MAY  24 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates   for    fiscal    year    1996    for    the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice, Department  of  the  Interior. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research,  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  ppoposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    Improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  research  and  the  future  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture 

SR-328A 
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MAY  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on   property   line  dis- 
putes within  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Res- 
ervation in  Idaho. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Marketing.   Inspection,   and   Product  FYo- 
motion  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and     improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  farm  export  programs. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 

Military  Construction  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
construction  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  focusing  on  Army  and 
certain  Defense  agencies. 

SD-192 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons I AARP). 

SD-215 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  638.  to  authorize 
funds  for  United  States  insular  areas. 

SD-366 
MAY  26 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fisuai  year  1^6  fui  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

SD-116 
JUNE  6 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  Revital- 
izatlon  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to     strengthen     and     improve     United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  intel- 
ligence programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
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Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production    and    Regulation    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion 210  of  the   Public   Utility   Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 
JXWE7 

9:30  a.m. 

Appropriations 

VA,  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  welfare 
system's  effect  on  youth  violence. 

SD-226 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

JUNE  13 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and     improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SD-192 
JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
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states  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of    Defense,     focusing     on 
counternarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 
JUNE  27 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 
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FACING  UP  TO  OUR 
RESPONSIBILITIES 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God.  we  praise  You  for 
Your  empowering  us  to  stand  with 
strength  and  courage  in  the  midst  of 
spiritual  warfare.  We  see  the  results  of 
the  works  of  evil  in  the  violence  and 
terrorism  in  both  word  and  deed  all 
around  us.  And  inside  our  own  hearts 
we  often  feel  hassled  by  the  tempta- 
tions of  pride,  aggrandizement,  and  the 
need  to  control. 

We  come  to  the  armory  of  Your  pres- 
ence to  be  suited  up  with  Your  whole 
armor  for  the  battles  of  the  mind  and 
spirit  today.  Thank  you  for  the  breast- 
plate of  righteousness  that  makes  us 
secure  in  Your  unqualified  love  and  for- 
giveness. Shod  our  feet  with  the  prepa- 
ration of  the  Gospel  of  peace  and  help 
us  to  stride  forward  with  the  inner 
calm  of  Your  perfect  peace  that  passes 
understanding.  Give  us  the  shield  of 
faith  to  quench  the  fiery  darts  of  the 
invasion  of  Satanic  influence.  Place 
over  our  heads  the  helmet  of  salvation 
and  protect  our  thinking  brain  from 
distorted  half-truths  and  confused  di- 
rection. Then  help  us  to  grasp  the 
sword  of  the  Spirit,  Your  words  of  guid- 
ance for  hand-to-hand  battles  with  evil. 
On  time  and  in  time,  whisper  in  our 
souls  the  exact  word  of  encouragement 
and  courage  that  we  need. 

So,  Lord,  we  gladly  accept  Your 
whole  armor  as  we  prepare  for  the  bat- 
tles of  this  day.  In  the  name  of  the  One 
who  vanquished  evil  and  is  our  victori- 
ous Lord.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  leader  time  has  been  re- 
served, and  the  Senate  will  imme- 
diately resume  consideration  of  S.  534, 
the  interstate  solid  waste  bill.  Pending 
is  the  Hatch  amendment  to  the  Specter 
amendment  regarding  Senate  hearings 
on  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge.  Also,  Sen- 
ators should  be  aware  that  a  cloture 
motion  was  filed  on  the  committee 
substitute.  Therefore,  a  cloture  vote 
will  occur  tomorrow,  unless  an  agree- 
ment can  be  reached.  All  first-degree 


amendments  should  be  filed  by  1  p.m. 
today.  That  is  very  important.  Rollcall 
votes  can  be  expected  throughout  the 
day  today  and  into  the  evening  in  order 
to  make  progress  on  this  bill. 

I  would  add,  Mr.  President,  it  would 
be  my  hope  that  we  finish  this  bill 
today  and  that  those  who  have  amend- 
ments will  bring  them  over  and  let  us 
consider  them  and  see  if  we  can  handle 
them,  and.  if  not,  we  will  vote.  But 
above  all,  it  is  very  important  that 
people  come  over  with  their  amend- 
ments. All  first-degree  amendments 
have  to  be  filed  by  1  p.m.  today. 

So  we  are  here  ready  to  do  business, 
Mr.  President. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  bill. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  and  for  other  purposes 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 
Pending: 

(1)  Specter  amendment  No.  754.  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  taking  all  possible 
steps  to  combat  domestic  terrorism  in  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Hatch  amendment  No.  755  (to  amend- 
ment No.  754).  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  concerning  the  scheduling  of  hearings 
on  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge  in  the  near  future. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


THE  BUDGET  AND  MEDICARE 

Mr,  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  anxious  that  we  proceed  with  the 
bill  before  us.  In  the  meantime,  I  would 
like  to  just  for  a  moment  or  two  con- 
tinue on  our  freshman  focus  on  the 
idea  of  moving  forward  with  these  is- 
sues that  are  before  the  Senate  and  the 
House  and  that  do  need  to  be  resolved 
soon,  and  to  emphasize  the  opportunity 
that  we  have  to  solve  them.  Specifi- 
cally, of  course,  to  the  budget  and 
more  specifically  Medicare. 


We  have  talked  about  Medicare  for  a 
good  deal  of  time  over  the  past,  but 
now  we  come  to  a  time  when  there  is 
no  choice  as  to  whether  we  have  to 
make  a  decision  or  whether  we  do  not. 
We  have  before  us  a  report  from  the 
trustees,  of  course,  which  indicates 
that  unless  we  do  something  the  fund 
will  be  broke  in  probably  3  years.  So  it 
is  not  a  matter  of  not  doing  something. 
It  is  a  matter  of  what  do  we  do. 

I  am  disappointed,  I  must  say,  that 
the  administration  has  taken  the  posi- 
tion that  we  are  just  going  to  wait;  we 
are  just  going  to  see  what  happens;  we 
tried  last  year;  our  plan  was  not  ac- 
ceptable; and  therefore  we  are  not 
going  to  do  anything. 

That  is  not  a  strong  leadership  posi- 
tion. That  is  not  a  position  that  the  ad- 
ministration should  take.  Neverthe- 
less, the  issue  has  to  be  dealt  with.  We 
propose  to  deal  with  it.  The  budget  will 
suggest  that  in  terms  of  part  A  the 
remedy  might  be  found  in  the  area  of 
reducing  growth— not  cuts,  not  draco- 
nian  cuts  but,  rather,  reducing  the 
growth  from  10  percent  to  7  percent,  8 
percent,  and  that  we  can  do  this  by 
changing  some  of  the  processes. 

I  think  that  this  is  the  important 
thing  that  we  have  to  talk  about;  that 
there  ought  to  be  some  choices  for  sen- 
iors; that  we  ought  to  have  some  op- 
portunities to  use  managed  care;  that 
there  ought  to  be  some  incentives  for 
people  to  find  better  ways  of  receiving 
services. 

But  the  idea  that  we  can  simply  sit 
back  and  continue  to  do  what  it  is — the 
suggestion  was  made  yesterday,  if  we 
can  do  something  with  the  budget,  we 
simply  ought  to  take  more  money  and 
put  it  into  the  program  without  chang- 
ing. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  a  useful  so- 
lution. We  have  to  find  some  ways  to 
make  the  program  work  better.  It 
seems  to  me  that  that  is  the  great  op- 
portunity that  we  have  had  in  this  Con- 
gress for  the  first  time  in  a  number  of 
years,  to  examine  programs;  not  to  do 
away  with  programs,  but  to  find  ways 
to  deliver  services  more  efficiently,  to 
find  ways,  better  ways,  to  deliver  serv- 
ices to  people  who  are  eligible  for  those 
services.  That  is  the  challenge  that  we 
have. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statement.^  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 


Mr.  THOMPSON.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  Wyoming.  As  usual,  he 
hits  the  mark  squarely.  He  outlines  the 
problem. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  what  we  are 
about  here  today  is  a  part  of  a  broader 
consideration,  and  that  is  our  respon- 
sibility to  the  American  people.  We  are 
getting  about.  I  believe,  responding  to 
an  issue  here  that  is  on  the  minds  of 
the  American  people  and  we  are  doing 
something  that  is  different,  I  think, 
than  what  has  been  going  on  in  this 
body  and  in  this  city  for  a  long  time. 
And  that  is,  we  are  facing  up  to  our  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Mr.  President.  I  feel  that  for  a  long 
period  of  time  in  this  country  the  U.S. 
Congress,  in  being  more  interested  in 
the  next  election  and  the  next  election 
cycle  than  the  next  generation,  for  a 
long  time  has  been  putting  its  prob- 
lems off  and  rolling  them  forward 
again  and  again  and  again  hoping  that 
perhaps  the  next  generation  or  some- 
one else  will  figure  out  how  to  dig  out 
from  under  the  present  problems  that 
we  have  laid  on  them. 

This  Medicare  situation  falls  into 
that  category.  We  have  to  face  up  to  it. 
I  believe  it  is  the  responsibility  of  this 
body  to  identify  those  items,  those 
matters  which  we  have  concluded  rep- 
resent a  substantial  affect  on  peoples 
lives  in  the  future.  I  think  the  Medi- 
care trustees  have  put  us  in  that  posi- 
tion. They  have  given  us  information. 
We  have  the  bully  pulpit.  We  must  in- 
form the  American  people  of  what  is 
happening.  There  is  no  room  for  re- 
criminations right  now  as  to  how  we 
got  there,  why  we  got  there.  We  need 
to  get  about  solving  this  problem. 

Put  in  blunt  terms.  Mr.  President, 
the  trustees  have  informed  us  that,  if 
we  do  not  do  anything,  in  7  years  Medi- 
care is  going  to  go  broke.  I  do  not 
know  how  much  more  simply  we  can 
explain  it. 

Medicare  expenditures  are  increasing 
at  the  rate  of  10  percent  a  year.  We 
cannot  sustain  10  percent  a  year.  Now, 
the  budget  that  has  been  put  forward 
by  the  Budget  Committee  increases 
Medicare  spending.  It  increases  Medi- 
care spending  at  the  rate  of  7.1  percent 
a  year;  not  the  10  percent,  but  7.1  per- 
cent. 

We  can  get  the  job  done  at  that  rate, 
Mr.  President.  We  can  save  the  trust 
fund.  Obviously,  it  has  budget  implica- 
tions. But,  separate  and  apart  from  any 
budget  considerations,  the  Medicare 
problem,  the  Medicare  crisis,  must  be 
addressed. 

The  budget  that  was  submitted  at  7.1 
percent  is  an  increase  of  Medicare 
spending  of  twice  the  rate  of  inflation. 
We  can  increase  Medicare  sjjending  at 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation  and  still,  by 
not  going  the  full  10  percent,  we  can 
get  out  of  this  problem  and  save  the 
Medicare   Program  for  the  36  million 


Americans  that  depend  on  it.  You 
would  think  that  when  you  have  a 
clear  problem  like  that  pointed  out  by 
a  bipartisan  commission — everyone  in 
this  body  knows  there  is  a  substantial 
problerii— that  you  would  have  both 
branches  of  Government,  the  executive 
branch  and  the  legislative  branch,  pull- 
ing together.  You  would  think  you 
would  have  both  political  parties  pull- 
ing together;  that  this  is  indeed  a  mat- 
ter of  national  interest  that  we  all 
have  to  work  together  to  solve. 

Unfortunately,  Mr  President,  it 
seems  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  taken  the  position  that,  be- 
cause we  did  not  pass  his  health  care 
bill  last  year,  he  is  going  to  somehow 
get  back  at  us  by  not  being  a  player  in 
this  game 

These  are  tough  decisions.  These  are 
tough  political  decisions.  Even  reduc- 
ing the  rate  of  growth  on  any  program 
in  America  is  a  tough  political  deci- 
sion, one  that  we  are  prepared  to  face 
up  to. 

But  next  year,  being  an  election 
year,  apparently  the  President  has  de- 
cided to  sit  on  the  sidelines  and  not 
participate  because  we  did  not  pass  his 
broad-sweeping  health  care  program 
last  year. 

I  think  the  President  misses  the 
point.  People  knew  last  year  that  the 
problem  was  not  in  the  private  sector. 
The  problem  was  with  the  Federal  sec- 
tor; that  is.  the  Medicare-Medicaid  sec- 
tor. In  the  private  sector,  costs  are  ac- 
tually stabilizing:  in  many  cases  costs 
are  actually  going  down  in  the  private 
sector 

What  the  American  people  said  "no" 
to  was  a  broad-sweeping,  perceived-to- 
be  Federal  takeover,  which  included 
the  private  sector.  They  did  not  say 
"no"  to  reforming  and  saving  the  Medi- 
care Program  that  we  have  in  this 
country.  And  that  is  what  we  are  deal- 
ing with  here  today. 

So  let  us  decouple  that.  Let  us  get 
away  from  the  past  politics  and  who 
did  what  when.  Let  us  give  the  Presi- 
dent the  benefit  of  the  doubt  Let  us 
say  everything  he  says  from  a  political 
standpoint  is  true;  that  he  tried  to  save 
the  entire  health  care  system  and  we 
would  have  saved  all  this  money.  The 
facts  are  otherwise  in  my  opinion,  but 
let  us  give  him  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt. 

Let  us  say,  assuming  all  that  is  true, 
assuming  all  that  is  true,  that  is  the 
past.  This  is  the  future.  The  problem  is 
a  severe  one.  We  have  been  told  by  a  bi- 
partisan commission  that  we  are  going 
to  go  bankrupt  in  this  system  within  7 
years  if  we  do  not  do  something.  We 
have  to  pull  together  to  save  the  Medi- 
care system  for  the  36  million  Ameri- 
cans that  depend  on  it. 

How  do  we  do  that.  Mr.  President?  I 
do  not  know  anybody  in  this  body  or 
anybody  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who 
claims  that  we  have  all  the  answers  as 
to  exactly  how  to  do  that.  The  Senator 


from  Wyoming  has  mentioned  several 
different  proposals,  possibilities  It  has 
been  suggested  that  a  commission  be 
formed  to  look  at  ways  of  saving  addi- 
tional moneys,  hopefully  keeping  the 
same  amount  of  benefits;  not  being 
under  the  illusion  that  we  can  squeeze 
providers  forever  and  get  it  from  that 
source,  but  to  have  more  choice,  give 
elderly  people  more  choice  and  more 
opportunity,  perhaps,  to  save  moneys 
that  have  heretofore  been  spent  on  the 
Federal  program  by  availing  them- 
selves of  options  in  the  private  sector. 

There  are  any  number  of  possibilities 
there.  But  we  have  to  work  together  to 
solve  this  problem.  We  have  to  put 
aside  partisan  politics.  We  have  to  put 
aside  past  politics.  The  problem  is  too 
great.  There  are  too  many  people  that 
depend  on  our  solving  that  problem. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  sp>eak  as  if 
in  morning  business  for  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr   WELLSTONE   I  thank  the  Chair. 


THE  BUDGET  AND  MEDICARE 

Mr,  WELLSTONE.  Mr  President, 
first  of  all,  I  thought  I  might  just  re- 
spond very  briefly  to  my  colleagues 
about  the  budget  and  specifically  about 
Medicare 

Mr  President,  let  me  just  simply  say 
that  the  most  fundamental  problem 
about  the  proposed  cuts  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid,  up  to  about  $400  billion 
between  now  and  2002.  is  that  these 
cuts  reflect.  I  fear,  a  real  lack  of 
knowledge  about  health  care  policy. 
That  is  what  bothers  me  more  than 
anything  else.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  should  be  sur- 
prised about  the  increase  in  the  cost  of 
Medicare,  which,  by  the  way.  is  a  bene- 
fits program  It  is  not  an  actuarial  pro- 
gram. It  is  a  commitment  we  made  in 
1965;  by  no  means  perfect.  Catastrophic 
expenses  are  not  covered,  prescription 
drug  costs  are  not  covered.  There  are 
many  gaps. 

But.  Mr.  President,  the  reason  that 
this  is  an  expensive  program  and  the 
reason  the  exijense  increases  is  because 
more  and  more  of  our  population  are 
aging  and  more  and  more  of  the  aged 
population  are  now  in  their  eighties. 

Obviously,  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  do  anything  about  that,  and  I 
do  not  think  we  want  to  do  anything 
about  that. 

The  second  reason  is  general  infla- 
tion. 

The  third  is  medical  inflation. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  with  this 
proposal  is  you  cannot  single  out  one 
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part  of  the  health  care  costs,  one  seg- 
ment of  the  population  and  cut  there 
without  very  serious  consequences. 

Let  me  spell  out  a  couple.  First  of 
all.  you  do  ration.  This  time  we  really 
do  ration.  Last  year,  last  Congress, 
there  was  a  hue  and  cry  about  ration- 
ing when  we  wanted  to  have  universal 
coverage.  You  are  going  to  ration  by 
age.  you  are  going  to  ration  by  income, 
and  you  are  going  to  ration  by  disabil- 
ity. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  happens 
when  you  just  pick  out  one  part  of  the 
health  care  costs  and  you  target  the  el- 
derly and  you  target  low  income,  and  I 
want  to  talk  about  Medicaid  as  well. 

Second  of  all.  the  reason  the  business 
community,  the  larger  businesses — and 
I  think  they  are  going  to  get  joined  by 
other  businesses  as  well— are  going  to 
be  uniformly  opposed  to  this — and  we 
are  already  hearing  from  the  business 
community— is  because  it  is  just  going 
to  get  shifted  to  them.  This  is  the  prob- 
lem of  charge  shifting,  I  say  to  my  col- 
league, of  cost  shifting.  This  is  the 
shell  game  to  this  whole  proposition. 

When  you  pay  less  than  what  the  pro- 
viders need,  when  you  do  not  have  ade- 
quate reimbursement,  which  is  already 
too  low  in  rural  America,  those  provid- 
ers have  no  other  choice  but  to  shift  it 
to  those  who  can  pay.  That  is  private 
health  insurance.  Then  businesses  are 
hurt  more.  Then  employees  are  hurt 
more.  That  is  what  is  going  to  happen 
And  more  people  get  dropped.  You  are 
going  to  have  a  huge  amount  of  cost 
shifting.  You  cannot  single  out  one 
segment  of  the  population.  You  cannot 
do  it.  Welcome  to  health  care  reform. 
That  is  what  we  have  to  get  back  to. 

Mr.  President,  third  of  all,  in  rural 
America,  in  rural  Minnesota,  many  of 
our  hospitals  and  clinics  have  75  per- 
cent of  their  patient  mix  financed  by 
Medicare  payments.  These  hospitals 
are  already  having  a  difficult  time. 
They  are  going  to  go  under.  It  is  not 
crying  wolf:  that  is  what  is  going  to 
happen.  That  is  exactly  what  is  going 
to  happen.  Mr.  President. 

Fourth  of  all,  and  there  are  a  lot  of 
"alls."  but  there  is  another  issue  I 
want  to  talk  about  as  well.  But  fourth 
of  all,  I  smile  when  I  hear  some  of  my 
colleagues  make  these  proposals  about 
vouchers;  people  can  go  out  and  pur- 
chase their  own  health  insurance  and 
people  have  the  freedom  to  do  so  Has 
anybody  ever  heard  of  preexisting  con- 
dition? Do  you  think  that  these  health 
insurance  companies  are  going  to  grant 
coverage  to  people  who  are  old  and 
sick?  They  do  not  do  that.  It  is  called 
preexisting  condition. 

By  the  way,  managed  care  plans,  by 
and  large,  have  been  most  interested  in 
people  that  are  healthier.  I  am  telling 
you  right  now.  these  cuts — they  say 
they  are  not  cuts — are  in  relation  to  an 
ever-growing  percentage  of  the  popu- 
lation who  are  aiged,  many  who  require 
ever  more  by  way  of  medical  care.  I 


will  tell  you  what,  if  it  is  my  father 
and  mother— both  of  them  had  Parkin- 
son's disease — you  better  believe  I  want 
to  make  sure  they  get  the  best  care.  So 
do  not  tell  me  you  are  not  going  to  se- 
riously cut  into  the  quality  of  care  for 
older  Americans.  You  certainly  are. 

In  addition,  you  are  going  to  cause  a 
lot  of  havoc  in  this  whole  health  care 
system.  Just  ask  doctors,  hospitals, 
clinics,  all  sorts  of  consumer  organiza- 
tions, all  sorts  of  other  people  whether 
or  not  that  will  not  be  the  case. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  irony  is  we  get 
back  to  health  care  reform.  There  were 
some  very  interesting  proposals  about 
how  to  contain  costs  which  we  have  to 
do  if  we  are  willing  to  have  the  courage 
to  go  forward.  But  this  just  picks  out 
one  segment  of  the  population,  and.  in 
that  sense,  it  is  not  intended  but  I 
think  it  will  be  very  cruel  in  its  effect. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  an  intended  effect. 
And  it  will  create  widespread  havoc  in 
the  health  care  field.  No  question 
about  it.  From  where  do  you  think  the 
teaching  hospitals  are  going  to  get 
their  funding? 


FARM  BILL 


Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  to 
shift,  I  want  to  talk  about  this  1995 
farm  bill,  and  I  want  to  talk  about 
what  has  come  out  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. 

I  thought  we  were  going  to  have  a 
farm  bill  as  opposed  to  just  drastic 
budget  cuts.  The  document  that  comes 
out  of  the  Senate  proposes  cuts  of  $28 
billion  over  5  years  and  $45  billion  over 
7  years.  A  fair  percentage  of  these  cuts, 
the  majority  of  these  cuts  are  in  nutri- 
tion programs— food  stamps.  Women. 
Infants  and  Children  Program.  School 
Lunch  Program. 

By  the  way.  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  have  gone  on  record  that  we 
will  not  take  any  action  to  create  more 
hunger  or  homelessness  among  chil- 
dren. We  had  studies  in  the  mid-  and 
late  1960"s  about  hunger  in  America, 
TV  documentaries.  That  is  when  we  ex- 
panded the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

Guess  what?  You  bet  it  was  a  pro- 
gram that  worked.  I  am  not  going  to 
let  anybody  get  away  with  talking 
about  fraud  here  and  fraud  there.  Yes, 
there  are  examples  of  fraud,  no  ques- 
tion about  it.  which  should  be  stopped, 
but  on  the  whole,  this  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
gram has  made  a  gigantic  difference  in 
reducing  hunger  and  malnutrition  in 
the  United  States  of  America. 

Now  we  want  to  have  drastic  cuts  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Program,  Women,  In- 
fants, and  Children  Program,  and,  in 
addition,  you  go  after  the  deficiency 
payments,  the  target  prices.  I  say  to 
the  Chair,  for  farmers. 

The  farmers  in  Minnesota  are  real 
clear.  We  took  a  big  hit  last  time 
around  on  deficit  reduction,  and  people 
in  agriculture  in  my  State  are  not  op- 
posed  to   deficit   reduction,   but   they 


want  to  see  some  standard  of  fairness. 
What  family  farmers  say  in  Minnesota 
is,  "If  you  give  us  a  price  in  the  mar- 
ketplace, you  can  eliminate  the  target 
prices,  you  can  eliminate  the  defi- 
ciency payments." 

But  if  we  do  not  have  a  fair  price  in 
the  marketplace  and  you  have  drastic 
cuts  in  deficiency  payments,  you  will 
erode  family  farm  income,  you  will 
erode  the  value  of  the  land  and  just  as 
sure  as  that  happens,  we  will  see  fam- 
ily farmers  go  under. 

This  is  simply  unacceptable.  If  you 
want  to  raise  the  loan  rate  to  a  higher 
level,  if  you  want  to  give  us  a  fair  price 
in  the  marketplace,  great,  that  is  what 
people  want.  But  instead  what  we  have 
had  is  a  policy  of  low  prices  which,  by 
definition — correct  me — means  target 
price  deficiency  payments  are  higher, 
then  that  is  now  used  as  an  excuse  for 
cutting  these  programs,  when  we  have 
already  taken  one  hit  after  another. 

The  future  for  agriculture  in  this 
country  is  a  fair  price  in  the  market- 
place. The  future  for  agriculture  is  let 
us  put  value  to  our  products.  In  Min- 
nesota, we  lead  the  Nation  with  farm- 
er-owned value-added  farm  co-ops. 
That  is  a  big  part  of  what  people  want 
to  do.  But  we  are  not  interested  in  not 
getting  the  fair  price  in  the  market- 
place, not  having  access  to  capital  to 
move  forward  with  our  own  coopera- 
tives, not  being  able  to  keep  the  value 
of  what  we  produce  in  our  communities 
and,  in  addition,  seeing  severe  cuts  in 
programs  that  provide  needed  income 
to  family  farms.  That  is  what  these 
budget  cuts  do.  Mr.  President.  That  is 
what  these  budget  cuts  do. 

Why  impose  the  most  pain  on  those 
for  whom  it  will  be  most  difficult  to 
bear?  Why  ask  the  very  people  who 
cannot  tighten  their  belts  to  tighten 
their  belts?  Where  is  the  Minnesota 
standard  of  fairness? 

I  do  not  see  a  focus  on  cutting  more 
unneeded  military  and  corporate  wel- 
fare spending.  I  do  not  see  a  focus  on 
eliminating  lucrative  tax  breaks  for 
special  interests.  I  do  not  see  a  focus 
on  moving  away  on  the  House  side,  and 
it  seems  to  be  that  some  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  split  on  this,  on  dealing  with  the 
problem  of  tax  cuts  for  wealthy  people. 

What  are  we  talking  about?  We  are 
talking  about  $370-some  billion,  the 
vast  amount  of  which  flows  to  people 
on  the  top.  If  you  have  an  income  of 
$200,000  a  year,  it  is  a  break  of  about 
$30,000.  If  you  have  a  family  income  of 
under  $30,000  a  year,  it  is  a  break  of 
about  $100  a  year.  What  are  we  talking 
about  here?  Where  is  the  standard  of 
fairness? 

Mr.  President,  over  and  over  and  over 
again,  through  the  time  of  this  104th 
Congress,  I  have  been  on  the  floor.  I  re- 
member when  I  first  uttered  these 
words.  I  thought  to  myself,  "Are  you 
just  giving  a  speech  or  is  it  going  to 
happen?  '  I  had  to  believe  it  was  going 


to  happen  to  say  it.  I  said  that  my  fear 
is  the  deficit  reduction  is  going  to  be 
based  on  the  path  of  least  political  re- 
sistance. That  is  exactly  what  is  going 
on. 

I  remember  David  Stockman's  book 
about  the  early  eighties.  He  said  what 
we  should  have  done  was  go  after  the 
weak  claims,  not  the  weak  claimants. 
We  are  not  going  after  the  weak 
claims,  we  are  not  going  after  the  cor- 
porate welfare,  we  are  not  going  after 
the  military  contracts,  we  are  not 
going  after  the  tax  breaks,  but  we  are 
going  after  the  family  farmers,  we  are 
going  after  the  children,  we  are  going 
after  senior  citizens,  we  are  going  after 
education. 

There  is  no  standard  of  fairness 
whatsoever.  It  is  all  based  upon  who 
are  the  folks  who  ha.e  the  financial 
and  the  political  clout  to  get  their 
voice  heard  here  and  who  are  the  vast 
majority  of  the  people  who  are  shut 
out  of  the  process.  We  are  going  to 
have  one  sharp  budget  debate.  When  it 
gets  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  I  am 
going  to  insist  that  my  colleagues 
know  this  policy  well  and  understand 
exactly  what  the  consequences  are  of 
what  they  are  doing.  When  it  comes  to 
the  cuts  in  agriculture — disproportion- 
ate cuts — I  want  to  make  sure  that 
people  know  that  we  are  talking  about 
farmers  not  out  of  sight  out  of  mind, 
but  the  producers  in  this  country,  and 
what  this  is  going  to  do  to  family  farm- 
ers. When  it  comes  to  education,  I  want 
people  to  understand  the  consequences 
of  what  it  means  when  we  do  not  invest 
in  education  and  young  people.  When  it 
comes  to  children  and  child  nutrition 
programs.  I  want  to  make  this  argu- 
ment: Do  not  go  after  the  most  vulner- 
able citizens  in  this  country. 

When  it  comes  to  alternatives,  I  want 
to  talk  about  the  corporate  welfare,  I 
want  to  talk  about  the  tax  dodgers,  I 
want  to  talk  about  the  military  con- 
tract, and  I  want  to  talk  about  how  we 
really  can  contain  health  care  costs.  I 
look  forward  to  this  debate.  I  hope  all 
of  the  people  in  the  United  States  of 
America  are  engaged  in  it. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
COVERDELL).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  ASSAULT  ON  MEDICARE: 
MYTH  AND  REALITY 
Mr.      KENNEDY.      The      Republican 
budget  plans  in  the  Senate  and  House 


of  Representatives  propose  unprece- 
dented cuts  in  Medicare,  some  $250  to 
$300  billion  over  the  next  7  years.  Cuts 
of  this  magnitude  will  break  America's 
contract  with  the  elderly.  Millions  of 
senior  citizens  will  be  forced  to  go 
without  health  care  they  need.  Millions 
more  will  have  to  choose  between  food 
on  the  table,  adequate  heat  in  the  win- 
ter, paying  the  rent,  and  medical  care. 

These  cuts  will  also  be  a  heavy  blow- 
to  the  quality  of  American  medicine.  It 
will  damage  hospitals  and  other  health 
care  institutions  that  depend  on  Medi- 
care and  that  provide  essential  care  for 
Americans  of  all  ages,  not  just  senior 
citizens.  Progress  in  medical  research 
and  training  of  health  professionals  de- 
pend on  the  financial  stability  of  these 
institutions.  Academic  health  centers, 
public  hospitals,  and  rural  hospitals 
will  bear  an  especially  serious  burden  if 
these  deep  cuts  are  enacted. 

In  addition,  such  cuts  will  inevitably 
impose  a  hidden  tax  on  workers  and 
businesses  who  will  face  increased 
costs  and  higher  insurance  premiums 
as  physicians  and  hospitals  shift  even 
more  costs  to  the  nonelderly. 

According  to  recent  statistics.  Medi- 
care now  pays  only  64  percent  of  what 
the  private  sector  pays  for  comparable 
physician  services.  For  hospital  care, 
the  figure  is  68  percent.  The  proposed 
Republican  cuts  will  widen  this  already 
ominous  gap  even  farther. 

Because  of  the  current  gaps  in  Medi- 
care, senior  citizens  already  pay  too 
much  for  the  health  care  they  need.  El- 
derly Americans  pay  an  average  of  one- 
fifth  of  their  income  to  purchase  health 
care,  a  higher  proportion  than  they 
paid  before  Medicare  was  enacted. 

Yet  the  reason  Medicare  was  enacted 
in  the  first  place.  30  years  ago.  was  to 
deal  with  the  health  care  crisis  affect- 
ing the  lives  of  older  Americans  at  that 
time.  How  can  we  care  any  less  about 
their  needs  today? 

Medicare  today  does  not  cover  pre- 
scription drugs.  Its  coverage  of  home 
health  care  and  nursing  home  care  is 
extremely  limited.  We  go  to  any  senior 
citizen  home  in  America  and  ask  the 
senior  citizens  there  how  many  of  them 
are  paying,  say.  $50  a  month  for  pre- 
scription drugs,  half  the  hands  will  go 
in  the  air.  If  asked  how  many  pay  $25  a 
month  or  more  per  month  for  prescrip- 
tion drugs,  three-quarters  of  the  hands 
go  in  the  air. 

Looking  at  what  has  happened  in 
terms  of  cost  of  those  prescription 
drugs,  which  are  so  necessary  for  the 
senior  citizens,  we  find  those  costs 
have  been  going  right  up  through  the 
roof.  They  are  absolutely  an  essential 
part  of  the  needs  for  our  elderly  people, 
and  they  are  not  included  in  the  Medi- 
care Program,  and  they  are  draining 
down  scarce  resources  for  retirees  and 
for  senior  citizens. 

Unlike  virtually  all  private  insurance 
policies.  Medicare  does  not  have  a  ceil- 
ing on  out-of-pocket  costs.  It  does  not 


cover  eye  care,  it  does  not  cover  foot 
care,  it  does  not  cover  dental  care.  All 
of  those  are  important  needs  for  our 
senior  citizens. 

Yet  the  Republican  budget  cuts  will 
ask  senior  citizens  to  pay  $900  more  a 
year  out  of  their  pockets  when  the  cuts 
are  fully  implemented.  And  the  Repub- 
lican tax  bill  already  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  gives  the  tax 
cut  of  $20,000  to  wealthy  individuals 
making  more  than  $350,000  a  year.  That 
is  not  right  and  the  American  people 
know  it. 

The  assault  on  Medicare  is  based  on 
five  myths  Myth  No.  1  is  that  deep 
cuts  are  needed  to  save  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy.  The  hypocrisy  of  this 
claim  is  astonishing.  A  few  weeks  ago, 
the  House  Republicans  included  a  pro- 
vision in  their  tax  bill  to  take  $90  bil- 
lion out  of  the  Medicare  hospital  insur- 
ance trust  fund  over  the  next  10  years. 
We  did  not  hear  a  word  then  about  the 
impending  bankruptcy  of  Medicare. 
They  took  that  amount  of  money  out 
of  the  Medicare  trust  funds.  They  did 
not  have  to  unless  they  were  interested 
in  increasing  the  tax  reductions  for  the 
wealthiest  individuals,  but  they  took 
that  out  of  the  Medicare  trust  funds. 

Now  they  are  talking  about  how  the 
Medicare  fund  itself  is  facing  financial 
difficulties,  when  just  3  weeks  ago  they 
took  $90  billion  out  of  there  to  use  it 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  individ- 
uals. 

It  is  true  that  an  April  3  report  of  the 
Medicare  trustees  projects  that  the 
Medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
funds  will  run  out  of  money  by  the 
year  2002.  Few,  if  any.  Republicans  will 
be  talking  about  deep  Medicare  cuts  to 
cure  that  problem  if  they  did  not  also 
need  such  cuts  to  finance  their  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthy. 

As  the  Medicare  trustees  themselves 
noted  in  their  report,  modest  adjust- 
ments can  keep  Medicare  solvent  for 
an  additional  decade— plenty  of  time  to 
find  fair  solutions  for  the  longer  term- 
Similar  projections  of  Medicare  insol- 
vency have  been  made  numerous  times 
in  the  past.  Each  time,  adjustments  en- 
acted by  Congress  were  able  to  deal 
with  the  problem  without  jeopardizmg 
beneficiaries,  and  we  can  do  the  same 
again. 

For  example,  an  estimated  20  percent 
of  all  Medicare  hospitalizations  could 
be  avoided  with  better  preventive  serv- 
ices, and  more  timely  primary  and  out- 
patient care.  As  much  as  10  percent  of 
all  Medicare  expenditures  may  be  due 
to  fraud,  and  that  could  be  reduced 
substantially  by  the  better  certifi- 
cation procedures.  This  has  been  shown 
by  the  hearings  that  have  been  held  by 
Senator  Cohen  of  Maine  with  a  series 
of  recommendations  which,  fully  im- 
plemented, would  stabilize  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund. 

The  message  is  clear:  We  do  not  have 
to  destroy  Medicare  in  order  to  save  it. 
The  American  people  understand  that 
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basic  point,  and  Congress  should  recog- 
nize it.  too. 

Myth  No.  2  is  that  the  Republican 
budget  proposal  is  not  a  cut.  because 
the  total  amount  of  spending  will  con- 
tinue to  grow.  In  fact,  the  Republican 
plan  calls  for  spending  $250  billion  less 
on  Medicare  than  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  says  is  necessary  to 
maintain  the  current  level  of  services 
to  beneficiaries. 

Every  household  in  America  knows 
that  if  the  cost  of  rent  and  utilities 
goes  up  and  income  stays  the  same, 
there  is  a  real  cut  in  your  standard  of 
living.  If  Medicare  pays  $80  toward  the 
cost  of  your  visit  to  a  doctor  in  1995 
and  the  same  $80  in  1996.  but  his  fee 
goes  up  by  $20.  the  value  of  your  Medi- 
care protection  is  cut  by  $20.  Every 
senior  citizen  understands  that. 

The  irony  is  that  our  Republican  col- 
leagues accept  this  argument  when 
they  talk  about  defense  expenditures. 
They  know  that  defense  is  being  cut  if 
funds  increase  more  slowly  than  infla- 
tion. Our  colleagues  should  apply  the 
same  accounting  rules  to  the  needs  of 
senior  citizens  as  they  do  the  purchase 
of  guns  and  tanks. 

Myth  No.  3  is  that  Medicare  is  dif- 
ferent from  Social  Security  and  is  an 
entitlement  less  deserving  of  protec- 
tion. In  fact,  the  distinction  between 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  false 
because  Medicare  is  a  part  of  Social  Se- 
curity. 

Like  Social  Security.  Medicare  is  a 
compact  between  the  Government  and 
the  people.  It  says.  "Pay  into  the  trust 
fund  during  your  working  years  and  we 
will  guarantee  decent  health  care  in 
your  old  age."  Any  elderly  American 
who  has  been  hospitalized  or  suffers 
from  a  serious  chronic  illness  knows 
there  is  no  security  without  Medicare. 
The  cost  of  illness  is  Lou  high.  A  week 
in  intensive  care  can  cost  more  than  a 
total  yearly  income  of  most  senior  citi- 
zens. Low-  and  moderate-income  elder- 
ly will  suffer  the  most  from  Medicare 
cuts.  Eighty-three  percent  of  all  Medi- 
care spending  is  for  older  Americans 
with  annual  incomes  below  $25,000. 
Two-thirds  is  for  those  with  incomes 
below  $15,000. 

Imagine,  average  income  of  $15,000 
and  trying  to  make  ends  meet  when  a 
person  fought  in  the  world  wars  of  this 
country,  has  been  a  part  of  the  whole 
building  of  the  American  economy, 
sacrificed  to  bring  up  children,  and  is 
barely  making  it  at  $15,000.  and  then 
there  are  the  important  health  care 
needs  to  be  attended  to  that  are  no 
fault  of  your  own.  Those  are  the  people 
that  we  are  talking  about  that  are 
going  to  be  adversely  impacted  with 
these  cuts. 

When  the  Republicans  tried  to  cut 
Social  Security  in  the  ISBO's.  the  Amer- 
ican people  said.  "No."  and  they  will 
say  no  to  these  equally  damaging  pro- 
posals to  cut  Medicare  in  the  1990's. 

Myth  No.  4  is  that  Medicare  costs  can 
be  cut  by  encouraging  seniors  to  join 


managed  care.  True,  it  can  help  bring 
medical  costs  under  control  in  the  long 
run.  Enrollment  by  senior  citizens  in 
managed  care  is  already  increasing 
rapidly.  It  is  up  by  75  percent  since 
1990,  but  no  serious  analyst  believes 
that  increased  enrollment  in  managed 
care  will  substantially  reduce  Medicare 
expenditures  in  the  timeframe  of  the 
proposed  Republican  cut.  In  fact,  ac- 
cording to  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice, Medicare  is  now  actually  losing 
money  on  managed  care  because  only 
the  healthiest  senior  citizens  tend  to 
enroll  in  it,  leaving  Medicare  left  to 
pay  for  those  more  seriously  ill. 

The  only  realistic  way  to  save  money 
in  the  short  term  on  managed  care  is 
to  p>enalize  senior  citizens  who  refuse 
to  enroll.  This  option  has  already  been 
suggested  by  the  Republican  health 
task  force  in  the  House.  I  say  it  is 
wrong  to  force  senior  citizens  to  give 
up  their  freedom  to  choose  their  own 
doctors  and  hospitals.  It  is  wrong  to 
penalize  them  financially  if  they  refuse 
to  enroll  in  managed  care. 

I  will  add,  in  the  debate  we  had  on 
the  health  care  measures  of  last  year, 
that  particular  option  was  preserved 
for  our  senior  citizens  and  it  ought  to 
be  preserved  in  any  health  care  reform. 
Myth  No.  5  is  that  the  deep,  unilat- 
eral cuts  in  Medicare  are  necessary  to 
balance  the  budget.  As  President  Clin- 
ton told  the  White  House  Conference 
on  Aging  last  week.  40  percent  of  the 
projected  increase  in  Federal  spending 
in  coming  years  will  be  caused  by  esca- 
lating health  costs. 

What  this  Republican  budget  fails  to 
recognize  is  that  the  current  growth  in 
medical  care  is  a  symptom  of  the  un- 
derlying program  in  the  entire  health 
care,  not  a  defect  in  Medicare  alone.  In 
fact.  Medicare  has  done  a  better  job 
than  the  private  sector  in  restraming 
costs  in  recent  years. 

Since  1984.  Medicare  costs  have  risen 
at  an  annual  rate  of  25  percent  lower 
than  comparable  private  health  care 
spending.  Slashing  Medicare  unilater- 
ally is  no  way  to  balance  the  budget.  It 
will  simply  shift  the  costs  from  the 
budget  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  budgets  of  senior  citizens,  their 
children,  and  their  grandchildren. 

If  Medicare  is  cut  in  isolation,  senior 
citizens  will  also  face  greater  discrimi- 
nation from  physicians  and  hospitals, 
who  are  less  willing  to  accept  the  el- 
derly as  patients,  because  Medicare  re- 
imbursements are  much  lower  than  the 
reimbursements  available  under  pri- 
vate insurance. 

We  know  that  previous  cuts  in  the 
Medicare  reimbursement  have  led  to 
serious  cost-shifting,  as  physicians  and 
hospitals  seek  to  make  up  their  re- 
duced income  from  Medicare  patients 
by  charging  higher  fees  to  other  pa- 
tients. The  result  has  been  higher 
health  care  costs  and  higher  health  in- 
surance premiums  for  everyone,  as 
cost-shifting  becomes  a  significant  hid- 
den tax  on  individuals  and  businesses. 


The  right  way  to  slow  Medicare 
growth  is  in  the  context  of  overall 
health  reform  that  will  slow  rising 
health  costs  in  the  economy  as  a 
whole.  That  is  the  way  to  bring  Federal 
health  costs  under  control  without  cut- 
ting benefits  or  shifting  costs  to  work- 
ing families,  comprehensive  reform,  to 
try  to  make  available  to  our  seniors 
good  health  care,  preventive  care  pro- 
grams to  provide  the  services  to  keep 
people  out  of  the  hospitals  so  they  do 
not  go  into  the  high-cost  facilities,  and 
to  try  to  do  something  in  terms  of 
home  care,  community-based  care, 
which  is  much  more  satisfactory  for 
our  seniors  and  can  be  done  at  consid- 
erably less  cost.  And  to  build  upon  the 
nurses,  nursing  profession,  to  assist 
with  skilled  nursing  attention  some  of 
the  needs  for  our  seniors. 

In  the  context  of  broad  health  re- 
form, the  special  needs  of  academic 
health  centers,  rural  health  centers, 
inner-city  hospitals  also  can  be  ad- 
dressed. Deep  Medicare  cuts  alone,  by 
contrast,  will  undermine  the  availabil- 
ity and  quality  of  care  for  young  and 
old  alike. 

We  are  talking  about  the  kind  and 
quality  of  trained  health  personnel 
that  Medicare  participates  in.  We  are 
talking  about  necessar>'  institutions, 
academic  institutions  which  are  the 
center  for  much  of  the  research  that 
benefits  our  senior  citizens.  We  are 
talking  about  diminishing  the  kinds  of 
research  that  has  to  take  place  in 
those  areas  as  well. 

President  Clinton  has  emphasized  he 
is  willing  to  work  for  bipartisan  reform 
of  the  health  care  system,  but  the  Re- 
publicans have  said  no.  The  only  bipar- 
tisanship they  seem  to  be  interested  in 
is  the  kind  that  says,  "Join  us  in  slash- 
ing Medicare."  That  is  not  the  kind  of 
bipartisanship  the  American  people 
want.  It  is  not  the  kind  of  bipartisan- 
ship that  senior  citizens  deserve. 

It  is  especially  telling  that  Repub- 
licans are  proposing  these  harsh  cuts  in 
Medicare  at  the  same  time  they  sup- 
port the  massive  tax  cut  that  will  dis- 
proportionately benefit  the  richest  in- 
dividuals and  corporations  in  our  soci- 
ety. The  Republican  tax  plan  that  has 
already  passed  the  House  will  reduce 
Federal  revenues  by  $250  billion.  With- 
out that  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  there 
would  be  virtually  no  need  to  cut  Medi- 
care in  order  to  achieve  a  balanced 
budget  under  their  plan.  The  Senate 
Budget  Resolution  reserves  $170  billion 
for  tax  cuts.  Without  that  allocation 
the  Medicare  cuts  could  be  reduced  by 
two-thirds  without  any  increase  in  the 
deficit. 

The  arguments  used  to  justify  deep 
cuts  in  Medicare  cannot  pass  the  truth- 
in-labeling  test.  They  will  not  fool  the 
American  people.  As  the  ceremonies  on 
V-E  Day  earlier  this  week  commemo- 
rating the  end  of  World  War  II  in  Eu- 
rope reminded  us,  today's  senior  citi- 
zens have  stood  by  America  in  war  and 
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peace  and  America  must  stand  by  them 
now.  The  senior  citizens  of  today  are 
the  veterans  of  the  Army,  the  Navy. 
the  Air  Force,  the  Marines,  and  the 
hard-working  men  and  women  on  the 
home  front.  They  pulled  us  through 
that  terrible  war.  We  cannot  pull  the 
rug  out  from  under  them  on  Medicare 
now, 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  these  un- 
wise Republican  proposals. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.    BURNS.    Mr.    President,    I    ask 

unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 

as  if  in  morning  business  for  no  more 

than  10  minutes. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
all  been  receiving  phone  calls  and  get- 
ting letters  about  the  proposed  budget 
that  is  being  recommended  now  or 
being  talked  about  and  marked  up  in 
the  respective  committees  in  the  Sen- 
ate and  House  of  Representatives.  We 
have  had  time  to  talk  to  the  chairmen 
of  those  committees  and  get  copies  of 
the  proposal  that  they  have  put  forth. 
In  other  words,  the  great  debate  has 
started  on  this  year's  budget. 

I  think  we  have  to  applaud  the  chair- 
man of  each  committee  because  they 
have  come  forward  with  very  daring 
proposals.  I  applaud  the  chairmen,  es- 
pecially Senator  Domenici  of  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee.  When  you  look 
at  our  deficit  spending  we  see,  yes,  that 
the  deficit  did  become  lower  last  year. 
It  went  down.  But  it  now  continues  to 
climb.  The  deficit  this  year  alone 
stands  at  $175  billion,  and  for  a  while. 
But.  nonetheless,  it  is  growing  at  the 
outrageous  rate  of  $482  million  a  day. 
That  sounds  like  a  lot  of  money  to  me. 

So,  consequently,  it  is  time  for  this 
body  and  this  Government  to  do  some- 
thing responsible  and  to  deal  very 
frankly  with  the  budget,  to  be  up  front 
about  it.  and  to  try  to  address  some  of 
the  problems  that  we  have  because  I 
think  most  Americans  are  wanting 
something  done  to  rein  it  in. 

It  is  absolutely  necessary  if  we  are  to 
continue  the  economic  viability  and 
the  leadership  in  this  world  for  our  Na- 
tion. We  cannot  continue  to  stand  by 
and  conduct  business  as  usual,  and  in 
so  doing  allow  the  national  debt  to  in- 
crease by  $1  trillion  every  Presidential 
term. 


So  the  time  has  come  for  bold  initia- 
tives to  look  at  getting  spending  under 
control,  and  Senator  Domenici's  budget 
right  now  does  exactly  that. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee slows  the  annual  growth  of  most 
lines.  Every  line  in  that  budget,  with 
the  exception  of  a  few.  grow  every 
year.  We  have  heard  a  lot  of  attention 
brought  to  the  Medicare  line,  growing 
10  to  11  percent  ever>'  year.  Now  we 
want  to  slow  that  growth  because  al- 
ready the  trustees  of  that  trust  fund 
have  told  us  that  by  the  year  2002  it 
will  be  broke  and  they  will  pay  no  bills 
at  all. 

Also  it  transforms  Medicaid  into 
block  grant  funds  to  the  States  where 
they  will  have  the  responsibility  to  do 
something  responsible  to  get  spending 
under  control. 

It  further  calls  for  the  establishment 
of  a  bipartisan  congressional  commit- 
tee to  represent  policy  changes  needed 
to  maintain  the  short-term  solvency  of 
the  Medicare  system.  Such  measures 
would  generate  the  savings  needed  to 
put  the  system  on  a  financially  sound 
footing  for  the  next  7  years  while  we 
work  together  to  develop  a  long-term 
solution  for  Medicare  solvency  gap. 
There  can  be  no  getting  around  the 
fact  that,  if  we  continue  on  the  path 
that  we  are  presently  on.  Medicare  will 
lapse  into  bankruptcy  within  7  years 
and  then  it  will  be  too  late,  or  too  ex- 
pensive, to  solve  the  problem. 

The  chairman's  budget  proposes  the 
elimination  of  spending  for  the  Na- 
tional Biological  Survey.  I  have  long 
said  that  we  had  the  resources  within 
the  organizations  of  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life, the  Park  Service,  or  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  to  do  that  without 
creating  another  bureau  or  the  money 
that  goes  with  it.  We  also  want  our  pol- 
icy decisions  based  on  sound  science 
and  we  start  dealing  with  the  biologi- 
cal makeup  of  this  country  or  this 
world.  And  I  think  we  can  do  it  without 
the  National  Biological  Survey. 

The  chairman's  budget  proposes  the 
reduction  in  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  by  10  percent  which  would  re- 
duce the  total  outlays  in  this  program 
by  $1  million. 

It  is  true  that  we  all  will  not  agree 
with  this  budget.  This  is  one  area 
where  I  do  not  agree.  This  is  one  area 
where  we  cannot  pull  back  on  any  in- 
vestment in  the  research  and  develop- 
ment in  agriculture.  I  will  stand  on 
this  floor  and  maintain  until  I  can 
draw  my  last  breath  that  the  second 
thing  everybody  who  lives  in  this  Na- 
tion does  every  morning  is  eat.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  first  thing  is  that  they 
do.  They  have  a  lot  of  options  there. 
But  I  know  the  second  thing  they  do  is 
eat. 

We  still  have  an  obligation  to  feed 
this  Nation  and  this  society. 

So  when  it  comes  time  to  talking 
about  budgets,  basically  that  is  what  a 
balanced     budget    amendment     would 


have  done:  make  us  talk  about  the 
most  important  things  and  to  set  our 
priorities  where  we  think  those  impor- 
tant things  are. 

We  have  to  look  to  the  necessities  of 
life,  not  to  the  frills  but  the  necessities 
of  life  and  also  the  individual  respon- 
sibility that  each  one  of  us  has  at  just 
being  a  citizen  of  this  great  country. 

You  might  be  surprised  to  know  that 
for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  agri- 
culture our  yields  in  wheat  are  going 
down,  because  we  are  just  not  getting 
enough  money  for  research,  plant 
breeding,  developing  those  strains  of 
wheat  that  are  disease  resistant  be- 
cause that  is  a  constant  thing:  it  goes 
on  all  the  time.  And  so  we  must,  if  we 
are  going  to  feed  this  Nation— and 
right  now,  1  farmer  feeds  145  other  peo- 
ple. Also,  one  of  our  greatest  exports  is 
agriculture.  Ln  fact,  it  has  been  in  the 
black  forever.  We  have  to  continue 
with  our  ability  to  produce  foodstuffs, 
food  and  fiber  for  this  society 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee also  proposed  the  privatization  of 
the  PMA's.  the  power  marketmg  ad- 
ministrations. They  are  making  money 
for  the  Treasury.  They  also  generate 
and  produce  power  for  our  REA's.  In 
rural  America,  we  would  not  have  elec- 
tricity yet  if  it  was  not  for  REA's.  My 
father  served  on  an  REA  board.  I  have 
often  said  if  it  was  not  for  REA  on  the 
farms,  we  would  be  watching  television 
by  candlelight. 

We  have  to  be  very  cautious  in  the 
way  we  set  our  priorities  in  this  budg- 
et. So  consequently  1  think  we  have  to 
take  a  ver>'  hard  look  at  long-term  rev- 
enue implications  that  would  happen, 
that  is.  if  WAPA.  western  area  power 
marketing,  and  the  Southwest  and  the 
Southeast  are  moved  into  'Private 
hands. 

And  this  is  nothing  new.  We  will 
argue  about  different  parts  of  the  budg- 
et. Where  we  set  our  priorities  is  what 
is  really  important  for  this  Nation  and 
the  people  who  live  in  it.  That  is  what 
this  budget  will  do.  But  it  will  be  a  re- 
sponsible budget  that  I  am  sure,  after 
America  looks  at  it.  we  will  have  the 
confidence  in  its  integrity  to  do  what 
we  have  to  do.  and  that  is  to  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  that 
will  come  before  this  body  that  will  be 
any  more  important  than  the  issue  of 
this  budget  and  the  roadmap.  the  blue- 
print to  get  us  where  we  want  to  be  as 
not  only  an  economically  free  and  via- 
ble leader  of  the  world  but  also  thai 
keeps  us  free. 

In  conclusion.  I  wish  to  again  praise 
the  chairman.  He  presented  a  respon- 
sible budget  resolution,  and  I  pledge  to 
work  with  the  Budget  Committee  and 
all  my  colleagues  to  make  sure  we  do 
those  things  that  are  necessary  and  do 
away  with  those  things,  those  frills  at 
this  time  in  our  history  that  we  cannot 
afford  just  because  we  like  to  say  we 
have  them. 
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So  I  wish  to  work  with  the  chairman 
and  this  body  in  producing  a  budget 
that  will  work  for  all  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and  I 
note  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
amendment  be  set  aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO    TSa 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senators  Dodd  and  Lieberman. 
I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE],  for  Mr  Dodd.  for  himself  and  Mr. 
Lieberman.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 758. 

The  amendment  is  ais  follows; 

On  pa^e  62.  line  4.  after  the  words  "public 
service  authority",  add    or  its  operator". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
technical  amendment,  obviously.  It  is 
needed  to  be  consistent  with  the  lan- 
guage on  page  61,  line  18  of  the  legisla- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  758)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

FLOW  CONTROL 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  Sen- 
ator CHAFEE,  the  chairman  of  the  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  Committee 
and  Senator  Baucus,  the  committee's 
ranking  member,  regarding  the  intent 
of  S.  534  with  respect  to  flow  control. 

Is  it  the  intent  of  this  bill  to  allow 
for  the  refinancing  of  public  debt  for 


waste  management  facilities  where 
only  the  interest  rate  would  change, 
and  not  the  amount  or  maturity  date 
of  the  bond'' 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Yes,  that  is  the  intent 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DODD.  Is  this  the  understanding 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana? 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Yes.  that  is  my  under- 
standing as  well. 

FLOW  CONTROL  AND  FREE  MARKET  ISSUES 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
seek  recognition  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
gaging in  a  colloquy  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire, 
Senator  SMITH,  the  manager  of  S.  534. 

First,  may  I  congratulate  my  col- 
league on  his  skillful  handling  of  this 
difficult  legislation. 

Second,  it  is  that  very  difficulty  on 
which  I  would  like  to  focus  in  this  col- 
loquy. 

I  think  my  colleague  would  agree 
with  me  in  my  characterization  of  this 
legislation  as  statutory  interference 
with  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  This  in- 
terference comes  as  a  result  of  the 
Carbone  versus  Clarkstown  decision, 
which  has  caused  problems  with  cer- 
tain public  facilities  financed  by  reve- 
nue bonds.  Carbone  invalidated  State 
and  local  laws  which  create  a  solid 
waste  monopoly  for  those  facilities. 
And,  of  course,  there  is  the  continued 
desire  to  come  to  grips  with  the  prob- 
lem of  interstate  transfer  of  solid 
waste.  I  am  especially  aware  of  this 
problem  because  my  own  State  of 
Pennsylvania  has  been  the  unwilling 
recipient  of  solid  waste  exported  from 
New  Jersey  and  New  York,  in  particu- 
lar. 

Thus,  we  have  a  clash  between  the 
fundamental  wisdom  of  the  commerce 
clause  and  the  practical  effects  of  the 
interstate  trade  in  solid  waste.  May  I 
ask  my  colleague  from  New  Hampshire 
the  following  question? 

Is  it  fair  to  state  that  he  has  at- 
tempted to  craft  legislation  which 
would  interfere  as  little  as  possible 
with  the  commerce  clause  and  thereby 
he  would  try  to  protect  the  free  market 
where  it  has  worked? 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  have  stated  before  that 
I  am  not  in  favor  of  flow  control.  Flow 
control  is  anticompetitive.  But  it  is 
only  fair  and  equitable  that  commu- 
nities that  have  indebted  themselves — 
completely  within  the  law  prior  to  the 
Supreme  Court  decision — must  not  be 
left  to  suffer  the  consequences  of  finan- 
cial failure.  The  outstanding  municipal 
bonds  that  total  more  than  $20  billion 
must  be  honored  and  the  communities' 
financial  stability  must  be  maintained. 
However,  only  those  facilities  with 
bonded  revenues  are  given  grandfather 
coverage  under  this  bill.  Any  munici- 
pality indebted  after  the  Carbone  deci- 
sion is  not  and  will  not  be  protected. 

The  free  market  must  prevail.  Rather 
than  assisting  with  the  creation  of  yet 
another  bloated  Government  bureauc- 


racy, we  should  be  encouraging  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  healthy  free  market, 
one  in  which  competition  keeps  prices 
low,  offers  consumers  better  services, 
and  disposal  techniques  are  state-of- 
the-art. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Further,  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  interstate  title  of  this 
legislation  gives  my  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania  the  tools  it  needs  to  pre- 
vent abuse  of  our  resources  and  envi- 
ronment. Could  my  colleague  comment 
on  that? 

Mr.  SMITH.  Yes,  the  interstate  title 
gives  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania 
and  the  Governors  of  other  affected 
States  authority  to  ensure  that  their 
States  do  not  continue  as  unabated 
dumping  grounds  for  States  which  do 
not  act  to  site  their  own  disposal  ca- 
pacity. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Last,  with  regard 
to  title  II,  flow  control,  may  I  inquire 
of  my  colleague  whether  this  legisla- 
tion imposes  flow  control  or  in  any 
way  makes  it  mandatory  and  thereby 
suppresses  the  free  market? 

Mr.  SMITH.  This  legislation  does  not 
impose  flow  control.  Flow  control  is 
fundamentally  incompatible  with  the 
principles  of  free  enterprise,  market 
competition,  and  the  best  interest  of 
the  consumer.  Requiring  the  use  of 
now  control  would  be  a  step  backward 
in  the  handling  of  municipal  solid 
waste.  This  bill  is  designed  specifically 
to  protect  the  bond  holders  and  com- 
mitments previously  made.  The  free 
market  is  not  broken,  and  with  the  in- 
clusion of  a  30-year  sunset  provision, 
the  free  market  will  once  again  take 
over. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Based  on  the  re- 
sponse of  my  colleague,  may  I  validly 
draw  the  following  two  conclusions? 

First,  this  legislation  allows  the  con- 
tinuation of  flow  control  ais  previously 
enacted  under  State  law  under  certain 
conditions  but  not  require  or  mandate 
flow  control. 

Second,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  dis- 
tinguished subcommittee  chairman 
that  this  legislation  not  be  used  in  and 
of  itself  as  an  argument  to  suppress  the 
free  market. 

Mr.  SMITH.  My  colleague  from  Penn- 
sylvania is  correct  in  his  conclusions 
regarding  the  spirit  of  the  legislation. 
Flow  control  will  continue  under  cer- 
tain conditions  but  is  not  required  or 
mandated.  As  I  have  said  before,  the 
free  market  must  be  allowed  to  prevail. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague  and  again  commend 
him  for  so  ably  discharging  this  dif- 
ficult responsibility. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
fortunate  to  come  from  a  State  with 
sparsely  populated  expanses  of  some  of 
the  most  beautiful  land  in  this  coun- 
try. States  like  South  Dakota  have  a 
special  interest  in  the  legislation  be- 
fore the  Senate  today,  as  it  will  di- 
rectly affect  their  future. 

The  legislation,  S.  534,  amends  the 
Solid  Waste   Disposal   Act   to   provide 
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important  authority  for  States  and 
local  governments  to  better  control  the 
transportation  of  municipal  solid  waste 
between  and  within  States. 

The  time  has  come  to  enact  this  leg- 
islation. States  and  local  government 
are  facing  increasing  challenges  in  the 
responsible  regulation  of  municipal 
waste  management.  Interstate  ship- 
ments of  waste  have  been  growing  in 
recent  years.  Between  1990  and  1992. 
interstate  shipments  of  waste  grew  by 
4  million  tons — a  25%  increase.  Cur- 
rently, about  15  million  tons  of  munici- 
pal waste  is  transported  between 
States  for  treatment  and  disposal, 
much  of  it  from  densely  populated  re- 
gions to  less  populated  areas. 

Moreover,  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
has  ruled  that  unless  Congress  acts  on 
this  issue.  States  and  local  govern- 
ments can  have  no  meaningful  role  in 
controlling  the  movement  of  waste 
into  and  within  their  borders. 

The  combination  of  increasing  inter- 
state shipments  of  municipal  waste  and 
recent  Supreme  Court  decisions  under- 
standably has  created  concern  among 
Status  like  South  Dakota,  who  fear 
that  without  authority  to  restrict  un- 
wanted imports  of  municipal  waste, 
they  will  become  the  dumping  ground 
for  other,  more  heavily  populated 
areas. 

In  addition.  Congress  has  a  respon- 
sibility to  help  protect  the  investments 
made  by  towns  across  America  in  mu- 
nicipal waste  management  facilities — 
investments  that  have  been  placed  in 
jeopardy  by  the  Supreme  Court's  re- 
cent Carbone  decision. 

The  temptation  can  be  great  to  ship 
waste  to  the  more  remote  regions  of 
our  country.  But  some  of  these  lands 
are  fragile  and  are  home  to  some  of  our 
country's  greatest  natural  sissets.  In 
South  Dakota  alone,  the  geological 
wonderland  of  the  Badlands,  the  expan- 
sive prairie,  and  the  majestic  Black 
Hills  are  examples  of  areas  that  de- 
serve protection  from  the  designs  of 
anyone  who  would  use  them  for  waste 
disposal. 

The  responsibility  for  disposing  trash 
produced  by  large  urban  areas  should 
be  confronted  and  met  by  the  citizens 
and  community  leaders  who  live  there. 
Rural  States  should  never  be  consid- 
ered as  a  waste  management  option, 
unless  they  willingly  choose  to  make 
their  land  available  for  that  purpose. 
In  the  end,  the  choice  must  belong  to 
the  State  and  local  governments  that 
would  bear  the  long-term  environ- 
mental consequences  of  waste  disp)osal. 

This  bill  addresses  the  rights  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  States  and  local  gov- 
ernments to  achieve  their  own  environ- 
mental and  economic  objectives.  It  is 
about  State  and  local  self-determina- 
tion. The  interstate  waste  provisions  of 
this  bill  represent  a  delicate  balance 
between  States  that  import  and  export 
waste.  It  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction 
because  it  encourages  States  to  take 
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responsibility  for  managing  the  waste 
they  generate,  rather  than  sending  it 
elsewhere.  Out  of  sight  and  out  of  mind 
will  not  work  when  it  comes  to  man- 
agement of  municipal  solid  waste,  par- 
ticularly if  it  means  leaving  it  within 
the  sight  and  on  the  minds  of  those 
who  do  not  want  it. 

Reduce,  reuse,  and  recycle  is  a  better 
solution.  It  represents  a  philosophy 
that  more  States  will  have  to  adopt  as 
a  result  of  this  bill. 

Like  most  legislation,  this  bill  will 
not  completely  satisfy  the  objectives  of 
every  State  or  local  government.  Some 
States,  like  South  Dakota,  would  like, 
and  I  believe  deserve,  even  greater  au- 
thority to  prevent  imports  of  waste. 
Other  States,  which  with  an  interest  in 
exporting  municipal  waste,  would  pre- 
fer to  see  fewer  restrictions.  Likewise, 
I  am  aware  that  while  there  are  cities 
and  towns  that  would  prefer  to  have 
greater  and  more  enduring  authority 
to  regulate  flow  control,  there  are 
Members  of  this  body  who  feel  that  the 
free  and  unfettered  competition  of  the 
marketplace  should  be  given  a  greater 
opportunity  to  determine  the  flow  of 
municipal  waste. 

This  bill  strikes  a  reasonable  balance 
between  these  competing  interests,  one 
that  I  believe  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
move  forward  and  enact  meaningful 
legislation.  It  gives  States  and  local 
governments  the  ability  to  promote 
their  own  environmental  goals  and 
meet  important  financial  obligations. 
We  must  pilot  a  course  of  responsible 
stewardship  of  our  resources.  This  bill 
gives  States  and  cities  the  power  to  do 
just  that,  and  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  join  me  in  supporting  this 
important  and  timely  legislation. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR— S.  534 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Anna  Garcia, 
a  fellow  in  my  office,  be  allowed  floor 
privileges  during  consideration  of  this 
legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  761 

(Purpose:  To  require  the  Administrator  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
conduct  a  study  of  solid  waste  manage- 
ment issues  associated  with  increased  bor- 
der use  resulting  from  the  implementation 
of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agree- 
ment) 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  for  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 


The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Binoa- 
MAN]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  761. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  further  reading  be 
dispensed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC. .  BORDER  STUDIES. 

(a)  Deflnitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  ADMINISTRATOR.— The  term  "Adminis- 
trator" means  the  Administrator  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency. 

(2)  Maquiladora— The  term  "maqull- 
adora"  means  an  industry  located  in  Mexico 
along  the  border  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico. 

(3)  SouD  WASTE.— The  term  "solid  waste" 
has  the  meaning  provided  the  term  under 
section  1004(27)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  US  C.  6903(27)). 

(b)  In  General  — 

(1)  Study  of  solid  waste  manageme.nt  is- 
sues ASSOCIATED  WITH  NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE 
TRADE  AGREEMENT.— As  soon  as  practicable 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  conduct  a 
study  of  solid  waste  management  issues  as- 
sociated with  increased  border  use  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  North  Amer- 
ican Free  Trade  Agreement. 

(2)  Study  of  solid  waste  management  is- 
sues ASSOCIATED  WITH  UNITED  STATES-CANADA 

FREE-TRADE  AGREEMENT —As  soon  as  prac- 
ticable after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Administrator  may  conduct  a  simi- 
lar study  focused  on  border  traffic  of  solid 
waste  resulting  from  the  implementation  of 
the  United  States-Canada  Free-Trade  Agree- 
ment, with  respect  to  the  border  region  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Canada. 

(c)  Contents  of  Study.— A  study  con- 
ducted under  this  section  shall  provide  for 
the  following: 

(1)  A  study  of  planning  for  solid  waste 
Ireatiiieiit.  storage,  and  disposal  capacity 
(including  additional  landfill  capacity)  that 
would  be  necessary  to  accommodate  the  gen- 
eration of  additional  household,  commercial, 
and  industrial  wastes  by  an  increased  popu- 
lation along  the  border  involved. 

(2)  A  study  of  the  relative  impact  on  border 
communities  of  a  regional  siting  of  solid 
waste  storage  and  disposal  facilities. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  research  concerning  meth- 
ods of  tracking  of  the  transportation  of— 

(A)  materials  from  the  United  States  to 
maquiladoras:  and 

(B)  waste  from  maquiladoras  to  a  final  des- 
tination. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (bMl).  a  determination  of  the  need 
for  solid  waste  materials  safety  training  for 
workers  in  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
within  the  100-mile  zone  specified  in  the 
First  Stage  Implementation  Plan  Report  for 
1992-1994  of  the  Integrated  Environmental 
Plan  for  the  Mexico-United  States  Border,  is- 
sued by  the  Administrator  in  February  1992. 

(5)  A  review  of  the  adequacy  of  existing 
emergency  response  networks  in  the  border 
region  involved,  including  the  adequacy  of 
training,  equipment,  and  personnel. 

(6)  An  analysis  of  solid  waste  management 
practices  in  the  border  region  involved,  in- 
cluding an  examination  of  methods  for  pro- 
moting source  reduction,  recycling,  and 
other  alternatives  to  landfills. 
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(d)  Sources  of  Information  —In  conduct- 
ing a  study  under  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall,  to  the  extent  allowable  by  law, 
solicit,  collect,  and  use  the  following  infor- 
mation: 

(DA  demographic  profile  of  border  lands 
based  on  census  data  prepared  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce and,  m  the  case  of  the  study  described 
in  subsection  (bKD.  census  data  prepared  by 
the  Government  of  Mexico. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (bKl).  information  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  Customs  Service  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  concerning  solid  waste 
transported  across  the  border  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  and  the  method  of 
transportation  of  the  waste. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  information  concerning  the 
type  and  volume  of  materials  used  in 
maquiladoras. 

(4)(A)  Immigration  data  prepared  by  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

(B)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (bxl).  immigration  data  prepared 
by  the  Government  of  Mexico. 

(5)  Information  relating  to  the  infrastruc- 
ture of  border  land,  including  an  accounting 
of  the  number  of  landfills,  wastewater  treat- 
ment systems,  and  solid  waste  treatment, 
storage,  and  disposal  facilities. 

(6)  A  listing  of  each  site  in  the  border  re- 
gion involved  where  solid  waste  is  treated, 
stored,  or  disposed  of. 

(7)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  a  profile  of  the  industries 
In  the  region  of  the  border  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Mexico. 

(e)  CONSULT.MION     AND     COOPERATION.— In 

carrying  out  this  section,  the  Admmistrator 
shall  consult  with  the  following  entities  in 
reviewing  study  activities: 

(1)  With  respect  to  reviewing  the  study  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)(1).  States  and  polit- 
ical subdivisions  of  States  (including  munici- 
palities and  counties)  in  the  region  of  the 
border  between  the  United  States  and  Mex- 
ico. 

(2)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  agencies  (In- 
cluding the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the 
Secretary  of  Housing,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  and  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce) and  with  respect  to  reviewing  the 
study  described  in  subsection  (b)(1).  equiva- 
lent officials  of  the  Government  of  Mexico. 

(f)  Reports  to  Congress —On  completion 
of  the  studies  under  this  section,  the  Admin- 
istrator shall,  not  later  than  2  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  submit  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  re- 
ports that  summarize  the  findings  of  the 
studies  and  propose  methods  by  which  solid 
waste  border  traffic  may  be  tracked,  from 
source  to  destination,  on  an  annual  basis. 

(g)  Border  Study  Delay.— The  conduct  of 
the  study  described  in  subsection  (b)(2)  shall 
not  delay  or  otherwise  affect  completion  of 
the  study  described  in  subsection  ibxl). 

(h)  Funding —If  any  funding  needed  to  con- 
duct the  studies  required  by  this  section  is 
not  otherwise  available,  the  President  may 
transfer  to  the  Administrator,  for  use  in  con- 
ducting the  studies,  any  funds  that  have 
been  appropriated  to  the  President  under 
section  533  of  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  Implementation  Act  (19 
U.S.C.  3473)  that  are  in  excess  of  the  amount 
needed  to  carry  out  that  section.  States  that 
wish  to  participate  in  study  will  be  asked  to 
contribute  to  the  costs  of  the  study.  The 
terms  of  the  cost  share  shall  be  negotiated 


between  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  State.". 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  addresses  a  problem  of  in- 
creasing urgency  in  my  part  of  the 
country,  my  home  State  of  New  Mex- 
ico. That  is.  the  disposition  of  solid 
waste,  along  the  United  States-Mexico 
border. 

As  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
move  further  into  their  trade  relation- 
ship under  the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement,  increased  develop- 
ment along  the  border  is  inevitable. 
With  that  development  comes  new 
challenges  regarding  the  transport  and 
disposal  of  solid  waste. 

This  is  not  just  an  issue  for  the  Gov- 
ernments of  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  it  is  also  an  issue  for  the  four 
border  States  of  California,  Arizona, 
New  Mexico,  and  Texas.  It  is  one  that 
we  need  to  deal  with  in  this  legislation, 
and  capitalize  on  the  opportunity  of- 
fered by  NAFTA.  We  are  going  to  have 
to  plan  for  this  increased  development. 
This  means  conducting  necessary  re- 
search on  the  scope  of  the  problem. 

The  amendment  authorizes  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  EPA  to  conduct  a  study 
of  solid  waste  management  issues  asso- 
ciated with  this  increased  use  of  the 
area  along  the  border,  in  order  that 
States  and  localities  can  properly  plan 
for  waste  treatment,  transportation, 
storage  and  disposal. 

The  study  will  address  six  key  issues. 
First,  planning  for  additional  landfill 
capacity:  second,  related  impact  on 
border  communities  of  a  regional 
siting  of  solid  waste  storage  and  dis- 
posal facilities;  third,  research  on 
methods  of  tracking  the  transportation 
of  materials  to  and  from  industries  lo- 
cated along  the  border;  fourth,  the 
need  for  materials  safety  training  for 
workers;  fifth,  the  adecjuacy  of  existing 
emergency  response  networks  in  the 
border  region;  sixth,  a  review  of  solid 
waste  management  practices  in  the  en- 
tire border  region. 

It  is  my  expectation  that  the  Admin- 
istrator, in  order  to  fulfill  the  require- 
ments of  the  amendment,  would  enter 
into  contractual  agreements  with 
other  entities  such  as  States  and  uni- 
versities and  university  consortia. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  in  the 
long  run  NAFTA  will  prove  to  be  a 
good  movement,  a  good  initiative  for 
economic  opportunities  for  my  home 
State  of  New  Mexico  and  for  the  entire 
border  region. 

This  is  only  true  if  we  manage  these 
opportunities  correctly  and  deal  with 
the  potential  health  and  environment 
problems  that  the  increased  develop- 
ment will  bring.  This  amendment  helps 
to  do  that. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment.  I  understand  the  amend- 
ment has  been  reviewed  by  both  the 
manager  and  the  ranking  member,  and 
that  this  amendment  is  accepted. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
good  amendment,   and   I  congratulate 
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the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  It  is  ac- 
ceptable to  this  side. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  agree. 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  con- 
sulted with  Senators,  and  I  appreciate 
the  approach  he  is  taking.  There  is  a 
problem  with  respect  to  what  he  raises. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  761)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  move  to  recon- 
sider the  vote. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR— .S.  534 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Ken  Berg,  a 
fellow  from  the  office  of  Senator 
Boxer,  have  the  privileges  of  the  floor 
during  consideration  of  S.  534,  and  that 
Linda  Critchfield,  a  fellow  from  the  of- 
fice of  Senator  Lieberman,  be  allowed 
on  the  floor  during  consideration  of  S. 
534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDME.NT  no.  769 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  lay  aside  the  pending 
amendment  for  the  purpose  of  offpring 
an  amendment  which  is  at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  KYL]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  769. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  57.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  58.  line  22.  and  insert  the 
following: 

■•(4)  Contlnued  effecttveness  of  author- 
rri'  during  amortization  ov  financing.— 

■■(A)  In  general.— With  respect  to  each 
designated  waste  management  facility  or  fa- 
cilities, or  Public  Service  Authority,  author- 
ity may  be  exercised  under  this  section 
only  — 

■■(i)  until  the  date  on  which  payments 
under  the  schedule  for  payment  of  the  cap- 
ital costs  of  the  facility  concerned,  as  in  ef- 
fect on  May  15.  1994.  are  completed;  and 

"(ii)  so  long  as  all  revenues  (except  for  rev- 
enues used  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  designated  waste  management  facility  or 
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facilities,  or  Public  Service  Authority)  de- 
rived from  tipping  fees  and  other  fees 
charged  for  the  di.sposal  of  wa.ste  at  the  facil- 
ity concerned  are  used  to  make  such  pay- 
ments. 

•■(B)  Refinancing— Subparagraph  (A)  shall 
not  be  construed  to  preclude  refmancing  of 
the  capital  costs  of  a  facility,  but  if.  under 
the  terms  of  a  refinancing,  completion  of  the 
schedule  for  payment  of  capital  costs  will 
occur  after  the  date  on  which  completion 
would  have  occurred  in  accordance  with  the 
schedule  for  payment  in  effect  on  May  15. 
1994.  the  authority  under  this  section  shall 
expire  on  the  earlier  of— 

■■(i)  the  date  specified  in  subparagraph 
(Aid);  or 

"(ii)  the  date  on  which  payments  under  the 
schedule  for  payment,  as  in  effect  after  the 
refinancing,  are  completed. 

"(C)  Any  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
exercising  flow  control  authority  pursuant 
to  subsection  (o  may  exercise  such  author- 
ity under  this  section  only  until  completion 
of  the  original  schedule  for  payment  of  the 
capital  costs  of  the  facility  for  which  per- 
mits and  contracts  were  in  effect,  obtained 
or  submitted  prior  to  May  15.  1994  ". 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr  President,  the  amend- 
ment which  I  offer  now  will  tighten  the 
flow  control  provisions  of  title  II  to 
more  accurately  reflect  what  I  believe 
is  the  committee's  intent;  namely,  to 
authorize  flow  control  for  a  limited  pe- 
riod of  time  to  ensure  that  States  and 
political  subdivisions  are  able  to  serv- 
ice the  debt  that  they  Incurred  for  the 
construction  of  solid  waste  manage- 
ment facilities  prior  to  the  Carbone  de- 
cision. 

Flow  control  is  inherently  anti- 
competitive. It  was  ruled  a  violation  of 
the  Constitution's  commerce  clause  by 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  the  Carbone 
case.  The  Court  ruled: 

state  and  local  governments  may  not  use 
their  regulatory  power  to  favor  local  enter- 
prise by  prohibiting  patronage  of  out-of- 
state  competitors  ol  their  facilities. 

While  Justice  O'Connor  in  a  concur- 
ring opinion  noted  Congress'  power  to 
authorize  local  imposition  of  flow  con- 
trol, I  do  not  believe  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  sanction  these  Government 
monopolies  intrastate,  and  it  could  im- 
pede competition,  particularly  for  any 
more  than  the  minimum  amount  of 
time  required  for  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments to  pay  off  the  debt  that  they 
incurred  prior  to  the  Supreme  Court 
decision. 

So  my  amendment  would  authorize 
flow  control  authority  only  until  the 
debt  incurred  prior  to  the  Carbone  de- 
cision is  repaid.  During  the  period  for 
which  flow  control  is  authorized,  reve- 
nues derived  from  tipping  fees  and 
other  fees  charged  at  the  flow  control 
designated  facility-  these  are  net  of 
revenues  used  for  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  the  facility,  of  course— must 
be  used  to  pay  off  the  debt  obligations. 

This  amen(lment  would  permit  the 
refinancing  of  debt  to  allow  State  and 
local  governments  to  take  advantage  of 
lower  interest  rates  when  they  are 
available.  However,  flow  control  au- 
thority would  end  on  the  date  on  which 


the  original  debt  would  have  been  re- 
paid or  the  date  on  which  the  refi- 
nanced debt  is  repaid,  whichever  is  ear- 
lier. 

Mr.  President,  it  appears  to  me  that 
flow  control  has  only  one  purpose;  and, 
that  is,  to  protect  State  or  local  mo- 
nopolies that  have  developed  in  the  dis- 
posal of  municipal  solid  waste.  That 
only  hurts  taxpayers,  and  there  is  no 
good  reason  for  it. 

Flow  control  does  not  offer  the  bene- 
fit of  added  protection  for  human 
health  and  the  environment  either.  Ac- 
cording to  a  March  1995  report  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency; 

Protection  of  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment is  directly  related  to  the  implemen- 
tation and  enforcement  of  federal.  State,  and 
local  environmental  regulations.  Regardless 
of  whether  State  or  local  governments  ad- 
minister now  control  programs.  States  are 
required  to  implement  and  enforce  federally 
approved  regulations  that  fully  protect 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Accord- 
ingly, there  are  no  empirical  data  showing 
that  How  control  provides  more  or  less  pro- 
tection. 

That  is  the  end  of  quoting  from  the 
EPA  report.  In  other  words,  disposal 
facilities,  whether  public  or  private. 
must  meet  the  same  standards  of  envi- 
ronmental protection.  Flow  control 
does  not  add  to  the  environmental  pro- 
tection. 

Flow  controls  do  result  in  substan- 
tially increased  costs  to  communities 
across  the  country  That  can  have  neg- 
ative impacts  on  the  environment  due 
to  the  extent  that  it  creates  incentives 
for  illegal  dumping.  In  fact,  in  a  col- 
umn that  appeared  in  the  Washington 
Times  on  March  23  of  this  year,  the 
mayor  of  Jersey  City.  Bret  Schundler, 
noted: 

All  of  the  illegal  dumping  that  New  Jersey 
is  now  suffering  from  because  of  the  soaring 
costs  of  waste  disposal. 

In  New  Jersey,  where  flow  control  is 
in  place,  the  price  of  disposal  is  ap- 
proaching $100  per  ton.  That  compares 
to  an  average  of  about  $35  per  ton  in 
areas  without  flow  control. 

Although  flow  controls  do  not  typi- 
cally add  as  much  as  that  to  the  cost  of 
disposal  in  other  parts  of  the  country, 
the  increased  costs  can  still  be  sub- 
stantial. A  study  just  released  by  Na- 
tional Economic  Research  Associates 
found  that  flow  controls  increase  dis- 
posal costs  on  average  $14  a  ton,  or  40 
percent.  That  is  40  percent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  flow  controls  add  to  the  cost 
of  disposal.  That  is  an  additional  cost 
that  individuals  and  businesses  must 
ultimately  bear. 

For  example,  again.  Mayor  Schundler 
notes  that  flow  control  prevents  his 
community  from  reducing  property 
taxes  or  taking  advantage  of  lower  cost 
alternatives. 

That  is  wrong  and  it  is  unnecessary. 

Some  might  say  that  flow  control  is 
needed  to  ensure  sufficient  waste  man- 
agement capacity  or  to  help  State  and 
local    governments    achieve    goals    for 


source  reduction,  reuse  and  recycling. 
Again  EPA's  answer  is  no  In  its  March 
report.  EPA  stated,  and  I  am  quoting: 

There  are  no  data  showing  that  flow  con- 
trols are  essential  either  for  the  develop- 
ment of  new  solid  waste  capacity  or  the 
long-term  achievement  of  State  and  local 
goals  for  source  reduction,  reuse  and  recy- 
cling. 

What  about  the  necessity  of  flow  con- 
trol to  finance  new  landfills  or  landfill 
expansions?  Again  EPA's  answer  is  no. 
Again  quoting: 

Flow  controls  do  not  appear  to  have  played 
a  significant  role  in  financing  new  landfills 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  EPA  goes  on 
to  note  that  private  landfill  firms  have 
demonstrated  their  ability  to  raise  sub- 
stantial capital  from  publicly  issued 
equity  offerings,  indicating  that  inves- 
tors are  willing  to  provide  capital  for 
the  expansion  of  landfills  without  flow 
control  guarantees.  In  other  words,  the 
private  sector  is  willing  and  able  to  ac- 
commodate the  demand  for  landfill  ca- 
pacity. 

In  some  instances,  flow  control  laws 
have  not  merely  been  used  to  generate 
revenues  to  finance  construction  and 
O&M  costs  but  also  for  the  purpose  of 
funding  other  activities,  like  recycling, 
composting,  and  hazardous  waste  col- 
lection, to  name  a  few  That  would  be 
fine  if  State  and  local  governments 
were  not  using  the  force  of  law  to  com- 
pel the  use  of  specified  facilities  at 
specified  rates,  if  they  competed  in  the 
free  market.  But  they  are  using  statu- 
tory authority  to  compel  certain  sites. 
Users  are  therefore  required,  by  law,  to 
subsidize  other  activities. 

To  the  extent  that  we  are  considering 
limited  flow  control  relief  to  help  pro- 
tect State  and  local  investments,  the 
revenues  derived  should  be  used  solely 
for  that  purpose  and  not  other  things. 
My  amendment  will  limit  the  use  of 
revenues  to  that  purpose. 

Mr.  President,  our  goal  here  should 
not  be  to  preserve  anticompetitive 
practices  but  to  establish  a  framework 
for  orderly  transition,  to  allow  limited 
relief  for  State  and  local  governments 
that  had  in  good  faith  made  commit- 
ments based  on  the  law  as  they  under- 
stood it  prior  to  the  Carbone  decision. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me  in 
supporting  this  amendment  and  resist 
efforts  to  cai^e  out  exceptions  to  pro- 
tect or  extend  local  monopoly  power. 
And,  Mr.  President,  for  the  benefit  of 
my  colleagues,  I  ask  that  the  full  text 
of  Mayor  Schundler's  column  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  (DC)  Times.  Mar.  23. 
1995] 
The  Smelly  Truth  about  Garbage 
Disposal 
(By  Bret  Schundler) 
Last   May.    in    a   case   called   Carbone   vs. 
Town  of  Clarkstown  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  held  that  state-imposed  waste- 
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flow  resrulations  violate  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution. 

This  was  an  important  and  proper  decision. 

But  today.  the  Republican-controlled 
House  Commerce  Committee  will  hold  hear- 
ings on  anti-free-market  legislation  that 
would  re-establish  the  authority  of  states  to 
set  up  government  monopolies  in  garbage 
disposal.  The  flow-control  legislation  that 
will  be  considered  is  bad  public  policy,  and  it 
should  be  rejected. 

To  understand  how  this  issue  affects  you. 
lets  look  at  the  experience  of  New  Jersey. 

Prior  to  the  Carbone  decision.  New  Jersey 
used  the  guise  of  solid-waste-flow  regulation 
to  establish  county  government  monopolies 
called  "improvement  authorities"  that  are 
given  the  power  to  dictate  to  mayors 
where — and  at  what  price — they  must  dispose 
of  their  municipal  garbage.  Experience 
teaches  us  that  anytime  a  public  or  private 
monopoly  controls  the  quantity  and  price  of 
a  service,  that  monopoly  will  have  no  incen- 
tive to  control  costs  or  improve  services. 
And  this  is  precisely  what  has  occurred  in 
New  Jersey. 

Let's  look  at  the  issue  of  cost.  The  average 
price  for  the  disposal  of  solid  waste  in  Amer- 
ica is  only  $35  per  ton.  But  in  New  Jersey, 
thanks  to  the  establishment  of  governmental 
disposal  monopolies,  the  price  is  fast  ap- 
proaching JlOO  per  ton. 

Now  let's  look  at  the  quality  of  services 
delivered.  The  defenders  of  the  status  quo 
argue  that  allowing  private  disposal  sites  to 
compete  on  the  basis  of  cost  is  environ- 
mentally unsound.  But.  in  fact,  it  is  easy  to 
regulate  private  disposal  sites  to  ensure  that 
proper  environmental  standards  are  main- 
tained. What  is  not  easy  to  regulate  is  all  of 
the  illegal  dumping  that  New  Jersey  is  now 
suffering  from  because  of  the  soaring  costs  of 
waste  disposal. 

Apologists  for  the  former  Soviet  Union 
used  to  contend  that  government-run  indus- 
tries are  more  environmentally  sensitive 
than  industries  under  private  control.  But 
we  now  know  that  the  reverse  is  true.  Gov- 
ernment-controlled industry  tends  to  be  less 
responsible  than  private  industry,  because 
when  industry  and  regulator  are  one  in  the 
same,  the  mherent  conflict  of  interest  is  in- 
variably resolved  in  favor  of  lax  enforcement 
of  environmental  safeguards. 

Instead  of  building  and  protecting  govern- 
ment monopolies,  we  should  be  encouraging 
the  creation  of  a  healthy  free  market  of 
properly  regulated  private  disposal  firms. 
These  firms  should  compete  not  only  on  the 
basis  of  price,  but  also  in  terms  on  the  basis 
of  price,  but  also  in  terms  of  environ- 
mentally sound  disposal  techniques.  Pro- 
tected government  monopolies,  in  contrast, 
will  never  have  any  incentive  to  innovate. 

The  New  Jersey  Environmental  Federa- 
tion, representing  all  of  the  state's  lending 
environmental  organizations,  has  joined  me 
and  other  New  Jersey  mayors  in  opposing 
waste-flow-control  legislation  According  to 
the  Federation.  New  Jersey's  governmental 
monopoly  in  waste  disposal  stifles  "tech- 
nical mnovation.  private  investment,  and 
market  development  for  lower  cost,  environ- 
mentally preferable  material  recovery  and 
composting  technologies."  The  Federation  is 
right  on  target 

New  Jersey  Gov.  Christine  Todd.  Whitman 
supports  the  maintenance  of  country  waste 
disposal  monopolies.  TTiis  is  because  the  gov- 
ernor believes  that  a  competitive  market 
would  cause  financial  chaos.  She  worries 
that  without  having  a  guaranteed  source  of 
revenue,  county  improvement  authorities, 
which  have  borrowed  large  sums  of  money  to 


build  incinerators,  could  possibly  default  on 
their  bonds.  But  there  is  a  solution  to  this 
problem  that  is  much  preferable  to  the  cur- 
rent flawed  policy. 

Stated  simply.  New  Jersey  could  issue 
bonds  to  pay  off  the  existing  debt  that  coun- 
ty governments  have  incurred  to  build  gov- 
ernment disposal  facilities.  Next  the  state 
could  establish  a  $10-per-ton  surcharge  on 
solid  waste  disposal  fees,  which  could  be  used 
to  fully  amortize  the  new  bonds  in  just  10 
years.  County  disposal  facilities,  freed  of 
debt  service  costs,  could  immediately  drop 
their  rates  by  a  like  $10-per-ton— or  more 
Municipalities,  able  to  find  less  expensive 
disposal  alternatives,  could  take  advantage 
of  the  opportunity,  and  thereby  provide  their 
residents  with  much-needed  property-tax  re- 
lief. 

In  many  New  Jersey  counties,  the  prop- 
erty-tax relief  that  could  be  realized  is  sub- 
stantial. In  some  counties,  market  prices  for 
disposal  are  than  $50-per-ton  less  than  the 
governmental  monopoly  price.  After  the  $10- 
per-ton  surcharge  that  would  have  to  be  paid 
to  the  state,  local  taxpayers  could  still  save 
$40-per-ton  of  waste  generated. 

The  current  system  makes  no  sense.  In 
Jersey  City,  because  of  government  monop- 
oly pricing  we  pay  almost  50  percent  more  to 
dispose  of  our  solid  waste  than  does  neigh- 
boring New  York  City,  which  pays  free-mar- 
ket rates  to  dump  at  a  disposal  facility  lo- 
cated just  outside  Newark.  NJ  This  is  ridic- 
ulous! 

As  a  mayor.  I'm  the  one  who  must  collect 
from  property  owners  the  taxes  they  pay  for 
garbage  disposal.  But  New  Jersey's  waste- 
flow-control  regulations  prevent  me  from 
taking  advantage  of  lower  priced,  more  envi- 
ronmentally sound  disposal  alternatives. 

The  effect  of  these  flow-control  regulations 
is  to  prohibit  me  from  reducing  property 
taxes  for  my  residents.  And  when  I  have  to 
raise  property  taxes  to  pay  for  skyrocketing 
disposal  costs,  residents  do  not  get  angry 
with  the  state.  Neither  do  they  direct  their 
ire  at  the  executive  director  of  the  county 
improvement  authority  for  running  a  costly, 
inefficient  government  bureaucracy,  burst- 
ing at  the  seams  with  unnecessary  patronage 
workers.  Instead,  property  owners  get  mad 
at  me.  because  I  am  the  one  who  must  send 
out  the  bills  to  pay  for  all  of  this  foolishness. 

I  know  very  well  why  some  county  govern- 
ments in  New  Jersey  support  flow-control 
legislation.  It's  nice  to  have  a  relatively 
anonymous  place  where  you  can  place  pa- 
tronage hires  and  generate  huge  contracts 
for  law  firms  and  consultants,  who  subse- 
quently get  tapped  for  political  campaign 
contributions.  This  arrangement  is  espe- 
cially nice,  in  the  view  of  some  county  offi- 
cials, since  it  is  the  mayors,  and  not  county 
executives,  who  will  get  the  blame  for  soar- 
ing property  taxes. 

But  we  should  realize  by  now  that  govern- 
ment never  works  well  when  power  is  insu- 
lated from  accountability.  Good  government 
requires  that  power  be  kept  as  close  to  the 
people  as  possible.  Good  government  also  re- 
quires that  a  clear  demarcation  of  respon- 
sibility exist  between  different  levels  of  gov- 
ernment, so  that  the  people  know  whom  to 
throw  out  of  office  for  "jnnecessarily  inflat- 
ing service  costs  or  degrading  the  environ- 
ment. Flow  control  legislation  flies  in  the 
face  of  these  principles.  It  is  not  good  gov- 
ernment. 

America  was  built  on  the  principles  of  the 
free  market,  where  there  are  natural  incen- 
tives for  the  providers  of  goods  and  services 
to  be  efficient  and  to  keep  prices  down 
There   isn't   any    legitimate   reason   not    to 


allow  these  same  market  forces  to  ensure 
that  municipalities  have  the  freedom  to  dis- 
pose of  garbage  by  taking  advantage  of  the 
least  expensive,  most  environmentally  sound 
alternatives. 

With  Congress  now  looking  at  school 
choice  and  other  forms  of  empowerment  as 
the  way  to  reform  our  education  system  and 
enhance  the  provision  of  essential  govern- 
ment services,  it  would  be  a  travesty  to 
allow  states  to  move  awa.v  from  free-market 
solutions  in  the  area  of  garbage  disposal 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  lei  me  con- 
clude by  summarizing  in  this  fashion. 

What  we  are  dealing  with  here  is  mu- 
nicipalities coming  to  Congress  and 
asking  for  relief  from  a  Supreme  Court 
decision  which  said  that  what  certain 
States  had  done  in  the  past,  limiting 
the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce, 
in  this  case  in  treating  garbage,  solid 
waste,  was  an  unconstitutional  in- 
fringement on  the  commerce  clause. 
and  so  unless  the  Congress  acts,  these 
arrangements  that  have  been  entered 
into  by  the  States  will  not  be  able  to 
proceed  in  a  monopoly  fashion.  They 
will  have  to  compete  with  the  private 
market.  As  the  EPA  report  notes,  the 
private  market  is  quite  capable  of 
working  in  this  area. 

And  so  some  municipalities  have 
said,  well,  since  we  made  our  decision 
on  good  faith,  based  upon  the  law  as  we 
knew  it,  we  should  at  least  be  pro- 
tected to  the  extent  that  it  takes  us  to 
pay  off  the  investment,  to  pay  off  the 
bonds,  and  m.y  amendment  would  grant 
that  grandfathering  authority.  We 
would  say  to  these  municipalities, 
whatever  the  length  of  your  bond  pe- 
riod is  to  pay  off  those  bonds,  we  will 
grant  you  the  authority  to  create  a 
monopoly  so  you  have  no  competition, 
if  that  is  what  you  want,  and  you  can 
pay  off  those  bonds.  But  you  should  not 
be  entitled  to  have  a  monopoly  beyond 
that  point. 

What  this  amendment  boils  down  to. 
Mr.  President,  is  which  side  you  are  on. 
Are  you  for  saying  that  for  the  period 
of  time  that  it  takes  a  municipality  to 
pay  off  the  bonds  we  should  grant  this 
grandfathering  exception,  or  should  we 
grant  even  further  extensions,  and  here 
are  the  two  that  are  most  frequent' y 
cited. 

In  some  cases  it  is  said  that  a  mu- 
nicipality has  a  contract  to  accept 
waste  and  dispose  of  it  lasting  longer 
than  the  period  of  the  bond  repayment 
So  let  us  hypothetically  assume  you 
have  a  20-year  bond  and  a  30-year  con- 
tract. They  would  argue  that  the 
length  of  lime  for  the  monopoly  pro- 
tection should  be  30  years,  not  20  years. 
There  is  absolutely  no  logic  to  that 
whatsoever. 

Once  the  20  years  has  elapsed,  the 
bonds  have  been  paid,  the  facility  now 
exists  debt  free,  it  ought  to  be  able  to 
compete,  for  the  last  10  years  of  its 
contract,  with  anybody  in  the  private 
market  who  comes  along  with  the  ne- 
cessity of  raising  the  capital  to  con- 
struct a  facility  to  compete  with  that 
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municipal  facility  and  then  to  treat 
this  garbage  at  a  lesser  rate. 

In  any  event,  the  city  has  the  con- 
tract for  the  remaining  10  years,  and 
the  other  contracting  party  is  required 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract. So  there  are  two  reasons  why 
there  is  no  reason  to  extend  the 
grandfathering  protection,  monopoly 
protection,  of  this  legislation  beyond 
the  term  that  it  takes  to  repay  the 
debt. 

No.  1,  the  party  providing  the  gar- 
bage has  to  fulfill  its  end  of  the  con- 
tract regardless  of  what  we  do,  so  the 
municipality  is  protected  in  that  re- 
gard. And  No.  2.  the  municipality  has  a 
free  facility,  in  effect,  a  facility  that  is 
now  totally  paid  up.  If  it  cannot  com- 
pete with  the  private  market  under 
those  circumstances,  then  there  is 
something  drastically  wrong  and  the 
Congress  should  not  be  creating  a  mo- 
nopoly to  permit  that  to  occur. 

As  I  noted,  EPA  has  noted  there  is 
neither  a  problem  with  environmental 
laws  nor  a  problem  with  generating 
fees  for  other  purposes  here. 

So  that  is  the  first  argument  that  is 
raised,  that  we  should  extend  it  to  the 
contract  period.  The  other  is  more 
amorphous,  and  that  is  that  we  should 
extend  this  to  the  useful  life  of  the 
plant.  That  is  in  effect  selling  the  en- 
tire concept  of  the  free  market  down 
the  drain.  We  may  as  well  say  let  us 
have  socialized  garbage.  If  we  are  say- 
ing that  the  municipality  can  have  the 
monopoly  protection  for  the  entire  life 
of  the  plant,  then  we  are  providing  no 
opportunity  for  competition  whatso- 
ever. 

Is  it  not  enough  that  we  allow  them 
the  monopoly  protection  until  they 
have  repaid  all  of  their  debts?  Is  it  not 
enough  that  a  contracting  party  would 
still  have  to  abide  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  and  sell  its  garbage  to  the 
city  under  the  terms  of  that  contract? 
Are  we  now  being  asked  to  also  extend 
this  monopoly  power  to  the  useful  life 
of  the  plant,  whatever  they  may  define 
that  to  be?  It  is  a  very  unclear  defini- 
tion as  to  what  that  is.  And  there  are 
not  very  many  plants  that  are  that 
well  planned  whose  life  can  be  extended 
without  modernizing  the  plant.  So  we 
want  municipalities  to  do  this.  That  is 
fine.  So  municipalities  are  asking  for 
virtually  unlimited  power. 

With  that  in  mind,  the  committee 
has  wisely  said  "'enough.'"  At  30  years, 
enough  is  enough.  We  will  not  extend 
this  protection  beyond  30  years.  That 
was  a  wise  thing  for  the  committee  to 
do.  But  I  submit  the  committee  should 
not  have  gone  that  far;  that  it  ought  to 
be  sufficient  that  the  municipality  is 
granted  the  monopoly  protection  until 
all  of  its  obligations  for  repayment  of 
the  bonds  have  been  satisfied.  At  that 
point,  it  ought  to  have  to  compete 
along  with  anybody  else.  And  for  us  to 
grant  an  exemption  beyond  that  is  to 
do  something  which  the  U.S.  Supreme 


Court  has  said  is  violative  of  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Constitution.  And 
our  oath  requires  us  not  to  do  that. 

That  is  why.  despite  the  fact  that  I 
have  no  interest  in  this— my  State  is 
not  involved.  I  have  no  municipality  or 
county  government  in  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona contacting  me  on  this  because  we 
are  not  a  State  that  does  this.  So  I 
have  no  personal  interest  in  this,  or  po- 
litical interest.  But  it  does  seem  to  me 
that  as  Senators  we  have  an  obligation 
to  do  what  is  right  as  a  country.  The 
legislation  which  the  committee  has 
crafted  has  very  carefully  taken  care  of 
very  severe  problems  in  very  specific 
situations. 

Those  States— and  1  would  mention 
one.  New  Jersey— have  been  accommo- 
dated under  the  committee  legislation. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  broaden  this  ex- 
emption any  beyond  what  my  amend- 
ment would  provide  for 

So,  Mr.  President.  I  would  be  happy 
to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  anyone 
who  would  like  to  inquire  further  as  to 
the  effect  or  intent  of  my  amendment. 
I  intend  eventually  to  call  for  a  vote.  I 
will  be  very  happy  to  debate  this  under 
a  time  agreement,  starting  with  when- 
ever anyone  would  wish  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement. 

But  I  certainly  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  realize  that  the  munici- 
palities that  need  this  relief  are  not  in 
a  position  to  hold  leverage  over  our 
head.  The  U.S.  Senate  does  not  have  to 
succumb  to  what  municipalities  would 
desire  or  like  to  have  in  this  regard, 
but  only  that  which  they  need.  And 
that  is  all  that  we  ought  to  be  granting 
them  if  we  are  talking  about  monopoly 
power  in  an  area  where  the  free  market 
should  work  just  fine,  again,  according 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy. 

I  yield  the  floor  at  this  point.  If  no 
one  wishes  to  examine  my  views  on 
this  at  this  point,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
a  pending  amendment  and.  if  so,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  set  aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

UN.\.VIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREE.MENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  tabling  vote 
occur  in  relation  to  the  pending  Kyi 
amendment  at  2:30  p.m.  today  and  that 
no  second-degree  amendments  be  in 
order  to  the  Kyi  amendment  prior  to 
the  tabling  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  that 
vote  will  occur  at  2:30  p.m.  on  the  ta- 


bling motion  unless  it  is  vitiated.  As  it 
is  now.  it  appears  we  will  be  having 
that  tabling  vote  at  2:30. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
K'i'L).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
amendments  be  set  aside  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  773 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Faircloth  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE].  for  Mr.  Faircloth.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  773. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  59.  after  line  20.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

<6)  Flow  Control  Ofidinance.— Notwith- 
standing anything  to  the  contrary  in  this 
section,  but  subject  to  subsection  (j).  any  po- 
litical subdivision  which  adopted  a  flow  con- 
trol ordinance  in  November  1991.  and  des- 
ignated facilities  to  receive  municipal  solid 
waste  prior  to  April  1.  1992.  may  exercise 
flow  control  authority  until  the  end  of  the 
remaining  life  of  all  cnntrartjs  between  the 
political  subdivision  and  any  other  persons 
regarding  the  movement  or  delivery  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  or  voluntarily  relin- 
quished recyclable  material  to  a  designated 
facility  (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994).  Such  au- 
thority shall  extend  only  to  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  to  which  flow  control  authority  was 
actually  applied  on  or  before  May  15.  1994 
The  authority  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
exercised  in  auicordance  with  section 
4012(b)(4). 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this 
deals  with  flow  control  and  it  pertains 
to  a  community  in  North  Carolina 
which  had  a  very  specialized  situation. 
In  effect,  it  is  a  technical  amendment, 
I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this  has 
been  cleared  on  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  not, 
the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  773)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pend- 
ing amendment  before  the  Senate  be 
set  aside  for  such  length  of  time  as  it 
takes  me  to  offer  an  amendment  which 
has  been  accepted  by  the  other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.\ME.NDMENT  NO.  T75 

(Purpose:  To  revise  the  provision  providlnfr 
additional  flow  control  authority) 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Lau- 
TENBERG]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
775. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  paire  58.  strike  line  23  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  59.  line  20.  and  insert  the 
following': 

■•(5)  ADDITTONAL  AUTHORmf.— 

•■(A)      .APPLICATION      OF      PARAGRAPH.— This 

paragraph  applies  to  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  that,  on  or  before  Janu- 
ary 1.  1984— 

"(i)  adopted  regulations  under  State  law 
that  required  the  transportation  to.  and 
management  or  disposal  at.  waste  manage- 
ment facilities  in  the  State,  of— 

'■(I)  all  solid  waste  from  residential,  com- 
mercial, institutional,  or  industrial  sources 
(as  defined  under  State  law);  and 

■(11)  recyclable  material  voluntarily  relin- 
quished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the  re- 
cyclable material;  and 

■(ii)  as  of  Jan  1.  1984.  had  implemented 
those  regulations  in  the  case  of  every  politi- 
cal subdivision  of  the  State. 

■'(B)  ALTHORrrY— Notwithstanding  any- 
thing to  the  contrary  in  this  section  (includ- 
ing subsection  (j)).  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  may  continue  to  exercise  flow  control  au- 
thority (including  designation  of  waste  man- 
agement facilities  in  the  State  that  meet  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (O)  for  all  classes 
and  categories  of  solid  waste  that  were  sub- 
ject to  flow  control  on  Jan  1.  1984." 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  follows  the  construct 
of  this  bill  by  protecting  flow  control 
authority  that  was  in  effect  before  May 
15,  1994.  Its  provisions  will  sunset  in  30 
years. 

With  these  limitations  or  restric- 
tions, the  amendment  is  narrowly 
crafted  to  respond  to  a  very  special  sit- 
uation in  New  Jersey,  about  which  I 
spoke  on  the  floor  yesterday.  I  appre- 
ciate the  willingness  of  the  committee 
chairman.  Senator  Chafee.  and  the 
subcommittee       chairman.        Senator 


Smith,  to  accept  this  narrowly  crafted 
amendment,  which  will  avoid  the  need 
for  New  Jersey  to  export  increasing 
volumes  of  waste  and  will  permit  the 
State  to  meet  its  self-sufficiency  goals 
by  the  year  2000. 

While  I  cannot  say  that  I  share  the 
enthusiasm  that  some  have  for  the 
structure  created  by  this  bill.  I,  never- 
theless, accept  it.  .■\t  present.  I  intend 
to  support  the  bill  and  vote  for  it.  I  say 
at  present,  obviously,  because  if  there 
are  any  amendments  that  are  new  and 
adopted,  I  reserve  the  right  at  that 
point  to  reexamine  my  decision. 

At  present,  as  I  say.  I  intend  to  sup- 
port the  bill.  I  hope  and  trust  that  the 
bill  itself  will  quickly  be  adopted  in 
the  Senate,  in  conference,  and  sent  to 
the  President  to  be  signed  into  law. 
Otherwise,  New  Jersey  and  many  other 
States  face  a  potential  waste  disposal 
crisis  and  serious  financial  disruption 
of  the  plans  and  the  indebtedness  that 
exists  out  there. 

As  I  earlier  said,  it  has  been  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  who  I  worked  very 
closely  with  on  several  environmental 
matters.  Senator  S.mith.  has  accepted 
this  amendment.  I  ask  him  for  any 
comments  he  wants  to  make. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
accepted  the  amendment.  The  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  has  mentioned  his 
amendment  is  a  special  situation  in 
New  Jersey.  We  are  aware  of  this.  It 
v/as  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  com- 
promise language  in  the  bill  to  deal 
with  those  special  circumstances  that 
New  Jersey  has.  being  an  entire  system 
for  flow  control. 

Even  though  we  have  some  philo- 
sophical disagreements  on  the  subject 
of  flow  control,  part  of  the  very  care- 
fully crafted  compromise  v;cia  that  -.ve 
would  do  our  best  to  deal  with  those 
folks  who  had  made  certain  commit- 
ments in  this  rather  unique  situation 
in  New  Jersey. 

This  side  has  no  objection  to  the 
amendnient. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  subcommittee  chairman. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  rec- 
ognizes the  unique  situation  in  New 
Jersey.  New  Jersey  is  the  only  State  in 
our  Nation  in  which  all  municipal  solid 
waste  is  now  flow  controlled  and  has 
been  flow  controlled  for  over  a  decade. 
This  extensive  use  of  flow  control  was 
necessary  in  order  to  reduce  our  ex- 
ports of  garbage  to  other  States.  And  it 
has  worked. 

New  Jersey  has  decreased  exports  by 
50  percent  since  1988  and  we  are  on  tar- 
get to  be  self-sufficient  by  the  year 
2000. 

However,  we  do  face  some  problems 
in  terms  of  our  existing  facilities.  Al- 
though New  Jersey  already  recycles  53 
percent  of  its  waste  stream.  New  Jer- 
sey exports  2  million  tons  of  waste. 
There  is  not  sufficient  capacity  in  my 
State  today  to  handle  that  volume.  Fa- 
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cilities  will  be  needed  if  we  are  to  fur- 
ther reduce  exports  and  become  self- 
sufficient. 

Therefore.  New  Jersey  will  need  to 
build  new  facilities.  Without  flow  con- 
trol, however,  it  will  be  impossible  to 
provide  the  needed  capacity. 

Lenders  will  not  finance  new  facili- 
ties when  it  appears  waste  can  easily 
and  cheaply  be  exported.  Without  this 
amendment,  therefore,  it  will  be  im- 
possible to  handle  the  waste  volumes 
that  we  do  export  and  we  will  continue 
to  export  more  waste.  That  is  not  what 
Senators  from  other  neighboring 
States  want.  And  it  is  not  what  New 
Jersey  wants. 

New  Jersey  has  attempted,  probably 
more  than  any  other  State,  to  limit  its 
exports.  Title  I.  to  restrict  exports  of 
solid  waste,  and  further  restrictions 
discussed  by  Mr.  Coats,  will  make  it 
harder  to  send  waste  across  State  lines. 
Under  my  amendment.  New  Jersey 
will  be  able  to  live  with  some  inter- 
state restrictions  because  the  amend- 
ment will  protect  the  system  New  Jer- 
sey has  worked  so  hard  to  develop. 
Under  this  amendment,  title  I  restric- 
tions on  interstate  shipments  will  not 
be  a  problem  to  my  State. 

And  the  title  II  flow  control  provi- 
sions will  allow  facilities  to  be  built  so 
that  New  Jersey  can  control  and  dis- 
pose of  its  waste. 

This  amendment  follows  the  con- 
struct of  the  bill  in  that  it  protects 
now  control  authority  that  was  in  ef- 
fect before  May  15,  1994.  It  will  sunset 
in  30  years. 

With  these  limitations  and  restric- 
tions, this  amendment  is  narrowly 
crafted  to  respond  to  the  very  special 
situation  in  New  Jersey  that  I  spoke  of 
yesterday  on  the  floor. 

I  appreciate  the  willingness  of  Chair- 
man Chafkk  and  Subcommittee  Chair- 
man Smith  to  accept  this  narrowly 
crafted  amendment  which  will  avoid 
the  need  for  New  Jersey  to  export  in- 
creasing volumes  of  waste  and  will 
allow  the  State  to  meet  its  self-suffi- 
ciency goals  by  2000. 

While  I  cannot  say  that  I  share  the 
enthusiasm  that  some  have  for  the 
structure  created  by  this  bill,  I  do  ac- 
cept it.  I  intend  to  support  the  bill  and 
vote  for  it.  And  I  hope  and  trust  in  will 
quickly  be  adopted  in  the  Senate, 
conferenced,  and  sent  to  the  President 
to  be  signed  into  law. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  775)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  move  to  recon- 
sider the  vote. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
unique  situation  when  the  Senator  who 
has  an  amendment  on  the  floor  is  pre- 
siding, because  he  is  in  the  unfortunate 
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situation  of  not  being  able  to  respond 
at  this  particular  time.  I  apologize  to 
the  Senator  for  that,  because  I  have 
another  commitment.  I  have  to  chair  a 
subcommittee  meeting  at  1:30. 

I  do  want  to  make  some  remarks,  but 
at  some  point  later,  if  the  Senator 
wishes  to  engage  in  any  type  of  col- 
loquy. I  would  be  more  than  happy  to 
do  that  with  him. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  clarify  that 
the  current  business  before  the  Senate 
is  the  Kyi  amendment;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Hatch  amendment  to  the  Specter 
amendment  to  the  substitute. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  769 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  will  make  some  re- 
marks in  response  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 
Senator  Kyl.  in  regard  to  shortening 
the  grandfather  to  the  length  of  the 
bonds. 

This  is  a  difficult  situation  for  this 
Senator,  because  in  concept  and  in  phi- 
losophy I  totally  agree  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  is  trying  to  do. 

I  have  made  my  statement  here  on 
the  floor  regarding  this  issue  in  the 
opening  debate  on  the  bill  that  I  oppose 
now  control.  I  think  that  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  should  be  safe- 
guarded. I  do  not  want  Congress  to 
interfere. 

The  reason  why  we  have  had  a  dif- 
ficult time  with  this  issue,  I  say  to  my 
colleagues,  is  that  there  are  special  cir- 
cumstances where  people  have  incurred 
a  tremendous  amount  of  expense.  As 
the  Senator  from  Arizona.  Senator 
Kyl.  said  in  his  very  eloquent  remarks 
regarding  his  amendment,  the  free  en- 
terprise system  should  be  allowed  to 
work. 

We  might  say.  why  did  those  people 
go  ahead  and  make  these  financial  ob- 
ligations, knowing  full  well  that  they 
did  not  have  the  protection  of  the  law? 
I  think  that  is  a  very  valuable  argu- 
ment and  an  argument  that  we  cer- 
tainly considered  as  we  crafted  this 
bill. 

The  problem  was,  and  we  had  a  hear- 
ing on  this  matter,  and  as  we  heard 
from  so  many  witnesses,  there  truly 
are  some  real  national  hardships  out 
there  that,  in  terms  of  the  investors,  in 
some  cases  through  no  fault  of  their 
own.  perhaps,  although  not  delib- 
erately misled,  some  of  the  bond- 
holders probably  did  not  get  the  full 
explanation  of  the  impact  of  the 
Carbone  decision  and  what  it  meant  for 
all  of  their  investments  in  these  bonds. 

It  was  something  that  we  really 
struggled  with,  those  members  on  the 
committee,  Senator  Chafee  and  myself 
and  others  on  the  committee,  who  real- 
ly oppose  flow  control  and  did  not  want 
to  interfere  with  the  free  market  on 
this  issue. 

On  the  other  side  there  are  two  sec- 
tions of  the  bill.  The  interstate  waste 
transfer  is  part  of  this  legislation  as 
well.    So    we    have    flow    control    and 


interstate  waste.  The  two  parts  of  this 
bill,  together,  is  a  very  carefully  craft- 
ed compromise  to  move  both  things 
forward  at  the  same  time. 

I  guess  with  some  amusement  we 
think  of  how  when  laws  and  sausages 
are  made,  we  would  be  sick  if  we  knew 
it.  Maybe  this  is  an  example  of  that. 

Again.  I  will  with  great  reluctance 
oppose  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  because  of  the  fact  it 
interferes  with  the  compromise.  I  will 
be  specific,  a^ain.  on  the  basis  of  the 
compromise,  not  on  the  basis  of  philos- 
ophy. 

We  heard  testimony  from  the  Public 
Securities  Association  that  J20  billion 
in  bonds  were  used  for  flow  control  fa- 
cilities. So,  nationwide  there  is  some 
$20  billion  in  bonds  out  there. 

These  people  have  a  liability.  There 
is  some  question,  we  would  say.  well. 
we  went  in  knowing  full  well— maybe 
they  did.  maybe  they  did  not.  This  Sen- 
ator is  not  convinced  that  all  investors 
knew  this.  I  could  be  wrong. 

I  think  it  is  pretty  obvious,  based  on 
the  testimony,  all  investors  were  not 
fully  aware  of  the  impact  of  this,  and  I 
think  people  invested  in  these  facilities 
believing  that  they  were  going  to  have 
the  protection  of  flow  control.  Right  or 
wrong,  they  believed,  in  some  cases, 
that  they  did,  I  am  sure  on  the  other 
side  there  are  many  people  who  knew 
full  well  that  they  did  not  and  took  the 
risk.  Again,  every  investor  bondholder. 
I  do  not  believe,  was  fully  aware  of  the 
ramification. 

When  Carbone  invalidated  flow  con- 
trol, this  whole  situation  was  left  in 
limbo.  Nothing  is  happening,  no  one 
knows  what  to  do.  No  one  knows 
whether  there  will  be  flow  control  or 
no  flow  control.  So  here  it  is  before  the 
Congress. 

Now,  most  members  on  the  EPW 
Committee  did  not  want  to  have  the 
Congress  speak  to  overturning  the 
interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

There  are  dozens  of  incinerators  and 
landfills  in  immediate  danger  if  flow 
control  is  not  reauthorized  imme- 
diately. What  we  have  here  is  not  only 
a  delicately  crafted  compromise,  but 
an  urgency  in  the  sense  that  every 
bond  based  upon  flow  control  authority 
at  this  point  is  threatened. 

So  I  think  there  is  an  emergency. 
Senator  Chafee  asked  me  to  hold  hear- 
ings on  this  quickly  and  to  try  to  move 
this  out  of  committee  and  to  the  floor, 
and  it  has  been  on  the  calendar  for 
quite  some  time.  We  were  looking  for 
an  opening  to  get  it  here. 

The  purpose,  again,  looking  at  the 
negatives  of  this  which  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  pointed  out.  the  purpose, 
though,  is  to  try  to  give  relief  to  these 
people.  It  is  not  to  permanently  inter- 
fere with  the  free  market,  which  is  why 
the  30-year  grandfather  was  placed 
there. 

The  reason  for  the  30  year  was  we  did 
not  want  to  go  back  and  review  every 


single  bond,  whether  it  was  a  10-year 
bond,  a  5-year  bond,  20-year  bond,  or  26- 
year  bond  There  were  not  any  bonds 
beyond  30  years,  which  is  why  we  se- 
lected that  date.  Could  we  have  se- 
lected 15  years  and  been  more  in  line 
with  what  the  Senator  from  Arizona  fa- 
vors? Yes.  we  could  have.  Could  we 
have  selected  the  life  of  the  bond  as  the 
Senator's  amendment  addresses?  Yes. 
we  could  have. 

The  problem  is,  though,  we  also 
added  through  language  in  the  bill  the 
opportunity  to  upgrade  facilities.  And  I 
think  that  is  where  we  get  into  a  prob- 
lem with  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator If,  after  the  expiration  of  a  bond, 
someone  wants  to  upgrade  these  facili- 
ties— not  really  expand  but  upgrade, 
keep  them  maintained— then  they  have 
no  protection  under  the  Kyl  amend- 
ment. The  underlying  bill  provides  a 
very  narrow  flow  control  authority  to 
protect  these  bonds.  It  may  not  be  a 
perfect  compromise,  it  certainly  is  not. 
But  I  think  it  is  a  fair  compromise.  It 
serves  notice  on  everyone. 

I  hope  20  years  from  now.  25  years 
from  now.  Congress  will  not  go  back 
and  extend  this.  It  is  our  intent  it  be 
ended.  Everybody,  all  50  States,  all  the 
entities  in  those  50  States,  all  the  haul- 
ers and  the  Governors  and  the  systems, 
everyone  who  is  involved  with  flow 
control  in  any  way  should  be  on  notice 
that,  effective  with  the  passage  of  this 
bill,  it  is  over  in  30  years  and  they 
ought  to  plan  accordingly.  That  is  the 
goal.  The  Kyl  amendment  disrupts  that 
slightly  and  provides  more  uncer- 
tainty, although  it  is  well  intended. 
Again,  the  Kyl  amendment  does  limit 
flow  control.  There  is  no  question 
about  it.  It  limits  it  further  than  the 
underlying  bill.  Philosophically  I  agree 
with  that  but,  again,  it  is  the  com- 
promise we  are  concerned  about. 

The  amendment  would  provide  grand- 
fathered authority  only  until  the  time 
the  bonds  are  paid  off.  So  if  you  have  a 
15-year  bond  and  a  contract  that  ex- 
tends beyond  those  15  years,  or  the 
need  to  upgrade  your  facility  beyond 
the  15-year  length  of  the  bond,  then 
you  cannot  do  it  under  the  Kyl  amend- 
ment. You  cannot  do  it  with  the  pro- 
tection of  the  flow  control  legislation. 

This  amiendment  also  does  not  cover 
contracts.  It  will  create  havoc  in  a 
number  of  cities  and  towns  that  made 
financial  commitments  based  on  the 
mistaken  impression— true,  mistaken 
impression— that  they  had  this  author- 
ity. I  think  the  phrase  "mistaken  im- 
pression" really  goes  to  the  heart  of 
why  I  came  down  on  the  side  I  did  on 
the  amendment,  on  the  Kyl  amend- 
ment, as  well  as  the  underlying  bill. 
There  are  innocent  people  here  who 
have  been  impacted.  I  could  not  in  good 
conscience  allow  that  to  continue  with- 
out the  protection  they  thought  they 
had  when  they  entered  into  this  agree- 
ment. 

Maybe  it  is  an  interesting  conclusion 
here  that  it  is  a  compromise,  and  if  you 
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wanted  to  put  it  in  direct  statements, 
those  who  love  flow  control  do  not  like 
the  Smith-Chafee  bill.  Those  who  op- 
pose flow  control  do  not  like  the  bill.  I 
think  that  probably  means  the  com- 
promise is  about  right.  It  is  in  the  mid- 
dle. 

I  know  there  are  those  who  are  going 
to.  from  a  philosophical  perspective, 
support  the  Kyi  amendment.  My  fear, 
and  I  think  it  is  a  legitimate  fear,  is 
that  at  the  time  the  Kyi  amendment  is 
agreed  to  and  becomes  part  of  the  un- 
derlying bill  I  think  it  could  possibly, 
conceivably,  kill  the  bill  or  at  least 
kill  the  compromise.  I  think  if  that 
happens  and  the  bill  gets  pulled  back 
from  the  floor  because  of  the  budget 
legislation  which  will  be  coming  up 
next  week,  the  budget  resolution  that 
will  be  coming  up  next  week,  then  I  do 
not  know  when  we  would  get  back  to  it 
as  we  get  into  the  pressures  of  time 
with  more  legislation.  Again,  those 
people  who  need  immediate  relief  will 
not  have  it. 

I  might  just  say  in  conclusion,  we 
have  tried  to  work  with  a  number  of 
States  that  have  had  concerns;  Florida. 
Maine.  Minnesota— the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  Senator  Wellsto.ne,  and  I 
agreed  on  an  amendment  yesterday. 
Senator  L.mtenberg  and  I  disagreed 
on  another  amendment  in  New  Jersey. 
States  do  have  special  considerations 
and  special  problems.  But,  again,  the 
intention  here — and  I  want  to  make 
this  point,  because  it  is  important — the 
intention  here  was  to  strike  this  bal- 
ance and  not  to  move  too  far.  Not  to 
allow  open-ended  flow  control  author- 
ity on  the  left,  if  you  will,  on  the  one 
side;  and  at  the  same  time  not  to  allow 
it  to  go  back  so  far  over  to  the  free 
market  side  on  this  particular  bill  that 
we  would  lose  the  balance. 

I  might  say  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona,  we  have  rejected 
a  number  of  amendments  that  would 
allow  for  open-ended  action.  If  this 
community  says,  "We  would  like  to 
think  about  having  flow  control  at 
some  point  within  the  30-year  period, 
will  you  exempt  us?"  The  answer  is, 
"No,  we  will  not."  In  other  words, 
there  had  to  be  some  financial  commit- 
ment, preferably  a  bond  or  contract, 
some  amount  of  money  had  to  be  com- 
mitted, usually  m  the  form  of  a  con- 
tract or  a  bond.  So  we  were  very,  very 
tough  on  those  people  who  came  to  us. 
We  did  not  agree  to  allow  that  far- 
reaching  aspect  of  the  bill. 

Again,  it  might  not  be  exactly  what 
everybody  wanted  but  it  is  a  com- 
promise and  I  urge  my  colleagues,  no 
matter  whether  you  are  moving  further 
to  the  free  market  side  as  I  am,  or 
whether  you  are  moving  further  toward 
flow  control  where  Senator  Lauten- 
BERG  and  others  are,  whichever  one  of 
those  positions  you  favor,  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  stay  here  in  the  center, 
in  the  compromise,  and  reject  the  Kyi 
amendment    and    reject    any    amend- 


ments on  the  other  side  that  may  come 
up  to  expand  flow  control  authority. 
So,  on  the  one  hand  let  us  not  expand 
it.  On  the  other  hand,  let  us  not  re- 
strict it. 

I  again  encourage  my  colleagues, 
when  the  vote  does  come  on  this 
amendment,  to  defeat  it  for  the  reasons 
given. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor.  If  no 
other  Senators  are  seeking  recognition. 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  con.sent 
that  the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be 
rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SCHOOL  BUS  SAFETY 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
weeks  a^o  on  this  Senate  floor  I  dis- 
cussed the  problem  of  school  bus  safe- 
ty. In  February  of  this  year  a  young 
girl  by  the  name  of  Brandie  Browder, 
an  eighth  grader  in  Beaver  Creek,  OH, 
was  killed  when  the  drawstring  around 
the  waist  of  her  coat  got  caught  in  the 
handrail  of  her  school  bus. 

Just  4  days  later,  in  Cincinnati,  a 
seventh  grader  suffered  a  broken  foot 
in  a  very  similar  accident. 

As  I  pointed  out  when  I  spoke  pre- 
viously about  this  matter,  while  school 
buses  are  certainly  among  the  very 
safest  modes  of  transportation,  the  sad 
fact  remains  that  an  average  of  30 
schoolchildren  are  killed  every  single 
year  in  America  either  getting  off  or 
getting  back  on  their  own  school 
buses — 30  children. 

Each  child.  Mr.  President,  with  par- 
ents, grandparents,  brothers,  and  sis- 
ters, and  because  of  that  childs  death 
their  life  will  never  be  the  same;  30 
children  who  will  never  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  grow  up,  30  children  who  will 
never  have  the  opportunity  to  live  out 
their  potential.  The  sad  fact  is,  Mr. 
President,  that  almost  without  excep- 
tion these  are  preventable  deaths. 

When  I  last  spoke  on  this  issue,  I  dis- 
cussed three  specific  safety  issues, 
three  problems  that  cause  these 
deaths.  One  was  a  handrail  problem. 
The  second  was  the  problem  of  the 
child  getting  on  and  off  the  bus  and 
how  we  can  make  that  area  safer  so  the 
school  bus  driver  will  know  what  is 
going  on  in  that  area.  And  finally,  I 
talked  about  the  possibility  of  better 
training  for  school  bus  drivers. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  concentrate  on 
the  issue  of  handrails  on  these  school 
buses  because  between  the  time  that  I 
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last  spoke  to  the  Senate  about  this 
issue  myself  and  my  staff  have  spent  a 
great  deal  of  time  looking  at  this  issue 
and  finding  out  additional  facts.  And 
the  sad  fact  is  that  we  lose  many  chil- 
dren because  of  this  handrail  problem. 

This  is  a  problem.  Members  of  the 
Senate,  that  can  be  corrected  very  eas- 
ily for  less  than  $20  per  school  bus.  So 
it  is  not  something  that  is  going  to 
cost  a  great  deal  of  money.  It  is  some- 
thing though  that  will  not  be  fixed  un- 
less parents,  teachers,  administrators, 
and  members  of  the  public  demand  that 
this  problem  be  fixed  in  each  school 
bus  in  the  country. 

As  I  previously  mentioned,  an  alarm- 
ing number  of  these  accidents  are  oc- 
curring when  a  strap  from  a  backpack 
on  a  child  or  the  drawstring  of  a  little 
girl's  or  little  boy's  coat  gets  snagged 
in  the  handrail  while  that  child  is 
exiting  the  bus.  We  all  know  I  think 
from  our  own  experience  from  our  own 
children  how  many  kids  today  have 
backpacks  or  have  a  poncho  or  some- 
thing that  has  a  string  that  can  in  fact 
get  caught  as  that  child  is  getting  off 
the  bus. 

Mr.  President,  with  many  of  these 
handrails  there  is  a  small  space  be- 
tween the  handrail  and  the  wall  of  the 
bus  where  something  like  the 
drawstring  around  the  waist  of  a  coat 
can  get  snagged.  The  child  is  getting 
off  the  bus.  The  child  begins  to  get  off 
that  bus  but  the  child's  clothing  is 
stuck  and  is  still  attached  when  the 
bus  driver  mistakenly  begins  to  pull 
away  thinking  the  child  has  exited  the 
school  bus.  As  I  pointed  out.  a  number 
of  children  have  been  killed  in  this 
exact  manner  since  1991. 

Let  me  give  a  little  background  on 

in  early  1993,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration 

[NHTSA]  initiated  a  series  of  inves- 
tigations to  find  out  if  the  handrails  on 
school  buses  were  actually  designed  in 
an  unsafe  manner.  As  a  result  of  these 
investigations,  nine  distinct  models  of 
school  buses  were  recalled  because  of 
potentially  unsafe  handrails.  However. 
tens  of  thousands  of  these  unsafe  buses 
were  not  recalled.  They  are  still  on  the 
road.  The  bus  that  killed  little  Brandie 
was  not  recalled,  not  because  the  bus 
was  safe— just  the  contrary — but  it  was 
not  recalled  because  the  company  that 
made  the  bus  had  already  gone  out  of 
business. 

Mr.  President,  we  clearly  must  track 
down  these  buses.  We  must  make  sure 
that  every  single  bus  in  this  country  is 
inspected.  We  have  to  fix  them  or  get 
them  off  the  road. 

Let  me  again  repeat.  We  are  not  talk- 
ing about  a  very  expensive  repair.  It  is 
not  a  cost  question.  It  is  a  question  of 
locating  the  buses.  It  is  a  question  of 
public  awareness,  which  is  why  I  am  on 
the  floor  today. 

We  as  parents  need  to  make  sure  our 
children  are  not  getting  on  an  unsafe 
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bus  this  afternoon,  tomorrow  morning, 
or  ever.  We  can  all  look  for  ourselves. 
When  our  child  gets  on  the  bus  tomor- 
row morning,  or  gets  off  the  bus  this 
afternoon,  look  at  the  handrail  to  see  if 
that  gap  does  in  fact  exist.  We  must 
not  rest  until  every  one  of  these  buses 
is  identified  and  fixed. 

Let  me  advise  my  colleagues  what  we 
are  doing  in  the  State  of  Ohio  with  re- 
gard to  this.  I  had  the  opportunity  this 
morning  to  talk  to  highway  patrol  offi- 
cials who  are  in  charge  in  the  State  of 
Ohio  of  school  bus  inspections. 

As  I  have  indicated,  there  really  is  a 
simple  solution  to  tnis  particular  hand- 
rail problem.  Every  year  the  Ohio 
State  Highway  Patrol  during  the  sum- 
mer months  when  school  is  not  in  ses- 
sion conduct  inspections  of  every  sin- 
gle school  bus  in  the  State  of  Ohio.  I 
suspect  that  there  are  other  law  en- 
forcement agencies  that  perform  the 
same  function  in  all  the  other  States  of 
the  Union  as  well. 

The  Ohio  State  Highway  Patrol, 
when  they  begin  these  inspections  in 
the  next  several  weeks,  are  going  to  in 
addition  to  what  they  normally  do  look 
for  this  specific  problem.  When  they 
find  the  problem,  if  they  do,  they  are 
going  to  take  the  bus  off  the  road  until 
the  problem  is  corrected  because  as  I 
indicated  it  is  a  very  relatively  simple 
problem  to  solve  at  a  cost  of  probably 
no  more  than  $20. 

They  use  an  inspection  device,  a  tool. 
If  I  describe  it.  I  think  it  will  give  our 
listeners  and  Members  of  the  Senate  a 
good  idea  how  simple  it  is.  It  is  a  tool 
made  with  a  long  string  with  a  nut  at- 
tached to  the  end.  From  outside  the 
school  bus  door,  you  drop  the  nut  end 
of  the  device  into  the  crevice  where 
with  the  lower  end  of  the  handrail  is 

stepped  wall.  When  you  pull  the  device 
toward  the  outside  of  the  school  bus 
through  the  crevice,  if  the  tool  gets 
caught  the  bus  is  rejected  and  then  not 
allowed  onto  the  road  until  this  is 
fixed. 

As  I  point  out,  fixing  these  buses  is 
relatively  easy.  For  around  $20  you  can 
put  a  safe  new  handrail  on  the  bus,  a 
whole  new  handrail,  or  for  even  less 
money  than  that  you  can  modify  the 
handrail  by  inserting  a  special  wood  or 
rubber  spacer  between  the  bottom  at- 
tachment point  of  the  handrail  and  the 
bus  wall  itself.  The  process  is  cheap, 
simple  and  will  save  lives. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  that  all  States 
that  are  not  currently  following  this 
inspection  policy  and  are  not  looking 
for  this  problem  start  doing  this  as 
soon  as  possible.  Ohio  certainly  does 
not  have  a  monopoly  on  these  poten- 
tially unsafe  buses.  These  unsafe  buses 
can  probably  and  I  am  sure  can  be 
found  in  any  State  in  the  Union. 

Mr.  President,  this  week  just  happens 
to  be  National  Safe  Kids  Week.  There 
is  no  better  time  than  the  present  dur- 
ing this  week  to  focus  our  attention  on 


the  real  dangers  to  schoolchildren  who 
travel  by  schoolbus. 

The  goals  of  National  Safe  Kids  Week 
are  fourfold,  but  they  are  quite  simple. 

First,  raise  awareness  of  the  problem 
of  childhood  injuries. 

Second,  build  grassroots  coalitions  to 
implement  prevention  strategies. 

Third,  stimulate  changes  in  behavior 
and  products  to  reduce  the  occurrence 
of  injuries. 

Fourth,  make  childhood  injuries  a 
public  policy  priority. 

Mr.  President,  these  four  goals 
should  set  our  agenda  for  safety  for 
children  and  specifically  should  set  our 
agenda  for  school  bus  safety.  I  will  in 
the  weeks  ahead  again  return  to  the 
floor  to  revisit  this  entire  issue,  but  at 
this  time  I  think  it  is  important  that 
we  get  about  the  business  of  dealing 
with  this  handrail  problem. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  alert 
my  colleagues  and  other  concerned 
Americans  to  an  important  satellite 
feed  about  this  issue  of  school  bus  safe- 
ty. Later  today  and  tomorrow,  the  Na- 
tional Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admin- 
istration will  be  showing  a  TV  program 
on  this  very  issue.  This  program  will  be 
available  by  satellite,  and  I  would  urge 
those  who  are  interested  in  this  vital 
issue  to  contact  NHTSA  about  the  de- 
tails. 

Again,  Mr.  President.  I  thank  all  the 
concerned  parents  and  the  educators 
and  others  who  are  contributing  to  the 
success  of  National  Safe  Kids  Week.  To 
them  I  simply  say  thank  you,  thank 
you  for  caring,  and,  believe  me,  you  are 
in  fact  making  a  difference. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum? 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  sug- 
gest at  this  time  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  caH  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABR.\HAM).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  while  I  was 
presiding,  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire made  some  comments  relative  to 
the  amendment  I  had  just  introduced 
and  spoken  on.  I  regret  he  is  not  here, 
but  I  would  like  to  respond  to  those  re- 
marks. They  were  well  put.  and  I  ap- 
preciate the  cooperative  spirit  in  which 
he  gently  opposed  my  amendment.  I 
wish  to  respond  to  the  points  he  made 
to  illustrate  why  I  still  think  my 
amendment  should  be  adopted. 


As  you  will  recall,  my  amendment 
provides  very  simply  that  the 
grandfathering  of  monopoly  status 
that  these  facilities  need  because  the 
Supreme  Court  has  declared  them  un- 
constitutional ought  to  be  limited  to 
the  period  of  time  that  it  takes  for 
these  facilities  to  repay  the  bonds;  that 
beyond  that  time  there  is  no  rationale, 
at  least  no  rationale  that  the  Senate 
ought  to  be  a  party  to,  that  once  the 
bonds  are  paid  off.  the  investor'3 
money  has  been  returned  in  full,  there 
is  no  rationale  for  protecting  the  mu- 
nicipality from  competition  in  the  han- 
dling of  garbage. 

That  is  why  my  amendment  would 
cut  it  off  at  that  point  and  not  allow 
the  remaining  exceptions,  which  in- 
clude expanding  the  life  of  the  plant,  or 
the  useful  life  of  the  plant  to  some  un- 
known length  of  time  with  a  30-year 
time  limit  or  for  contracts  that  are  in 
existence. 

It  would  limit  the  grandfathering  to 
that  which  is  necessary  or  required  but 
not  beyond. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  made  the  point  that  inves- 
tors believed  that  they  would  have  the 
protection  of  the  law  and  we  ought  to 
give  it  to  them,  and  that  is  precisely 
what  my  amendment  does — no  less  but 
no  more.  It  says  to  those  investors,  you 
get  your  money  back  when  the  bonds 
are  fully  paid  off;  that  then  but  only 
then  does  this  exemption  from  the  U.S. 
Constitution  apply.  So  we  give  them 
that  grace  period.  That  is  point  No.  1. 

Point  No.  2.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  said.  well,  there  is  a  provi- 
sion in  this  carefully  crafted  com- 
promise for  upgrades  of  facilities.  And 
my  response  to  that  is,  yes,  that  is 
there,  but  it  is  not  needed  and  cer- 
tainly not  deserved.  It  creates  a  giant 
loophole  which  in  effect  means  that  all 
that  the  owners  of  these  plants  have  to 
do  is  to  provide  some  kind  of  upgrade 
to  their  facility— I  presume  that  is 
anything  beyond  usual  maintenance — 
and  up  to  a  30-year  p>eriod  they  can 
foreclose  all  competition. 

That  is  un-American,  it  is  unconsti- 
tutional, and  it  is  not  something  that 
the  Senate  should  be  a  party  to,  Mr. 
President.  That  is  why  my  amendment 
specifically  would  not  permit  this  spe- 
cial monopoly  to  exist  beyond  the  time 
that  it  takes  to  repay  the  bonds.  You 
cannot  just  fix  your  facility  up  and  say 
we  have  extended  its  useful  life  and  we 
want  to  continue  to  have  a  monopoly 
during  the  useful  life  of  the  plant. 

That  would  not  be  a  justifiable  rea- 
son, and  I  know  of  no  reason  which  jus- 
tifies that  particular  exemption.  None 
has  been  suggested. 

Third,  our  colleague  from  New  Hamp- 
shire made  the  point  that  innocent 
people  were  impacted  as  a  result  of  the 
Supreme  Court  decision,  and  that  is 
true.  My  guess  is  that  most  of  the  peo- 
ple who  invested  in  these  bonds  had  no 
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idea  that  the  Supreme  Court  would  de- 
clare the  whole  practice  unconstitu- 
tional. 

Agreeing  with  the  principle  that 
those  innocent  people  should  be  pro- 
tected, my  amendment  does  precisely 
that.  It  protects  them.  It  says  that 
until  those  bonds  are  paid  off,  the  mo- 
nopoly status  of  the  facility  is  pro- 
tected. So,  in  other  words,  the  bonds 
get  paid  off,  the  investors  get  made 
whole,  all  of  those  innocent  people 
have  their  investment  returned,  and 
they  lose  nothing  as  a  result  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  inno- 
cent people  involved  in  this  as  well. 
These  are  the  people  who  are  required 
to  pay  the  higher  taxes  because  of  the 
unreasonably  high  prices  extracted  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  that  this  is  a  monop- 
oly. That  is  why  we  have  antitrust 
laws.  That  is  why  our  Constitution 
contains  a  clause  that  says  that  States 
cannot  interfere  with  interstate  com- 
merce. 

But  that  is  what  has  been  done  in 
this  case.  That  is  what  the  Supreme 
Court  outlawed.  And  the  U.S.  Senate 
ought  to  pay  attention  not  only  to  the 
innocent  people  who  invested,  who  are 
totally  protected  under  my  amend- 
ment, but  also  the  totally  innocent 
people  of  the  State  who  are  having  to 
pay  two,  three,  four  times  as  much:  the 
EPA  estimates  40  percent  more  than 
they  would  otherwise  have  to  pay  as  a 
result  of  this  monopoly  status  that  is 
being  granted.  So  if  the  argument  is 
that  we  should  protect  innocent  people, 
then  the  Senate  should  adopt  my 
amendment. 

Finally,  and  the  real  reason  why  I 
think  there  is  an  objection  to  my 
amendment  is  that  it  might  unravel  a 
carefully  crafted  compromise. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  unprinci- 
pled but  very  pragmatic  reason  fre- 
quently given  to  opposing  amendments 
in  this  Chamber  and  in  the  other  body. 
We  have  all  been  a  party  to  those.  It  is 
necessary  to  craft  legislation  that  is 
required  to  make  compromises  and  no 
one  argues  against  that  practice. 

But  there  are  certain  situations 
where  there  are  fundamental  principles 
involved.  And  where  fundamental  prin- 
ciples are  involved,  we  need  to  be  very, 
very  careful  about  justifying  opposi- 
tion to  principles  on  the  basis  of  com- 
promise. In  other  words,  Mr.  President, 
there  are  some  things  that  ought  not 
to  be  compromised.  One  of  them  is  the 
United  States  Constitution. 

When  the  Supreme  Court  says  that  a 
practice  is  unconstitutional,  we  ought 
to  be  very,  very  careful  how  we  over- 
ride that  decision.  We  ought  to  do  it  in 
the  narrowest  possible  way.  That  is 
what  my  amendment  does.  It  says, 
until  the  bonds  are  repaid,  we  will 
grant  these  municipalities  a  monopoly 
power  that  nobody  else  can  get.  that 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  says 
is    unconstitutional    but.    recognizing 


that  investment  decisions  were  made 
based  upon  the  previous  existing  law, 
we  will  acknowledge  that  that  exemp- 
tion should  last  at  least  until  the 
bonds  are  paid  off.  But  my  amendment 
says,  at  that  point,  no  further.  We  do 
not  need  to  go  any  further.  No  one  else 
needs  protection  here. 

All  we  are  doing  at  that  point  is  cre- 
ating a  monopoly  protection  which  cre- 
ates higher  prices  and  prevents  the  free 
market  from  operating.  Now  it  may  be 
true  that  standing  on  that  principle 
will  cause  a  bill  to  unravel;  that  if  my 
amendment  were  to  pass,  there  is  in- 
sufficient support  then  for  the  legisla- 
tion to  get  it  passed.  My  response  to 
that  is  that  we  do  much  better  politi- 
cally in  this  body  when  we  do  what  is 
right  and  that,  if  we  will  stick  to  prin- 
ciples, in  the  end  we  will  get  the  kind 
of  legislation  that  is  necessary;  that  we 
make  mistakes  when  we  compromise 
principle  for  the  sake  of  getting  some- 
thing through  rather  than  for  the  sake 
of  doing  what  is  right. 

This  is  a  constitutional  issue.  I  would 
perhaps  suggest  an  analogy  here. 

Mr.  President,  what  if  a  municipality 
had  passed  an  ordinance  declaring  that 
certain  speech  could  no  longer  be  en- 
gaged in  in  the  community,  and  every- 
one rose  up  in  arms  and  said,  "Why 
that  is  unconstitutional"?  A  lawsuit 
was  brought  and  the  Supreme  Court 
says,  "That  is  correct.  You  cannot  im- 
pede free  speech.  Municipality,  your 
actions  are  unconstitutional."  And  the 
municipality  said.  "But  we  have  a  real 
need  to  impede  free  speech  in  this  par- 
ticular area." 

Do  you  not  think  that  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate would  be  very,  very  careful  about 
granting  an  exemption  from  the  Con- 
stitution, in  effect,  here;  would  be 
very,  very  careful?  Obviously,  we  could 
not  constitutionally  do  that,  but  we 
would  want  to  be  as  limited  as  possible 
in  crafting  legislation  that  would  meet 
the  constitutional  standards  the  Court 
laid  down. 

That  is  what  we  should  be  doing  in 
this  case,  because  the  Court  has  al- 
ready spoken.  The  Court  has  said  that 
States  that  have  this  flow  control  do  so 
in  violation  of  the  U.S.  Constitution. 

So,  in  trying  to  figure  out  a  way 
around  that,  we  ought  to  be  as  careful 
and  as  limited  as  possible,  not  as  ex- 
pansive as  we  can  think  of.  And  that  is 
why  my  amendment,  I  submit,  is  the 
only  constitutional,  commonsense 
course  of  action  that  the  Senate  can 
take  to  protect  those  situations  where 
there  has  been  an  investment  made 
until  the  investment  is  paid  off.  But, 
after  that,  no  more  monopoly. 

And  if  that  should  cause  the  com- 
promise to  break  apart,  then  it  would 
be  necessary,  as  the  Senator  from  New 
Hamijshire  said,  to  go  back  to  the 
drawing  board  and  redo  it.  And  I  think 
that  would  be  a  good  thing.  But  my 
hope  would  be,  Mr.  President,  that  it 
would  not  cause  the  compromise  to  fall 


May  11,  1995 

apart;  that  we  would  all  recognize  that 
a  limited  exemption  is  all  right  to  pass, 
we  should  pass  it,  but  that  we  should 
not  do  more  than  that  simply  because 
some  Senators  might  want  to,  in  effect, 
overreach  beyond  what  is  really  nec- 
essary or  appropriate  given  the  Su- 
preme Court's  decision. 

So  with  all  due  respect  to  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  New  Hampshire, 
who  really  helped  to  make  the  argu- 
ment in  principle  to  what  I  am  saying 
but  found  it  necessary  to  object  none- 
theless because  of  the  position  he  finds 
himself  in,  I  suggest  the  best  way  to  a 
deal  with  this  issue  is  to  adopt  my 
amendment,  provide  full  protection  for 
all  those  who  need  protection,  but  to 
limit  the  exemption  to  that  point. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  going  to  be  vot- 
ing on  the  Kyi  amendment  at  2:30  and, 
unless  our  colleagues,  who  have  not 
been  here  on  the  floor,  are  watching 
from  wherever  they  may  be,  it  is  going 
to  be  very  confusing  what  this  is  all 
about,  because  this  was  not  part  of  the 
committee  action.  I  just  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  consider  this,  to  ask  ques- 
tions about  this,  come  to  the  floor  to 
engage  me  in  a  colloquy  if  that  is  their 
desire.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions  I  can. 

No  one — no  one — has  made  the  case 
why  we  should  extend  to  the  useful  life 
of  a  project  a  special  exemption  after 
the  bonds  have  already  been  paid  off; 
how  it  is  that  an  operator  cannot  sim- 
ply add  something  to  the  plant  and  say 
they  have  extended  the  useful  life, 
thereby  going  to  the  full  30-year  limit 
of  this  legislation.  No  one  has  made  the 
case  of  why  that  should  be  the  law.  And 
until  that  case  is  made,  if  it  can  be 
made,  we  should  not  accept  that  propo- 
sition in  dealing  with  something  as  sa- 
cred as  a  constitutional  principle  here. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  ask  my  col- 
leagues, again,  to  support  the  Kyi 
amendment  when  we  vote  on  it  at  2:30. 

At  this  time.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  having  been  sug- 
gested, the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
proceed  as  if  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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TRIGGERLOCK 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day I  came  to  the  floor  to  begin  a  dis- 
cussion about  the  crime  bill  that  with- 
in the  next  several  days  I  will  be  intro- 
ducing. I  would  like  today  to  continue 
to  talk  about  other  provisions  of  that 
crime  bill. 

As  I  indicated  yesterday.  I  believe 
that  there  are  really  two  truly  fun- 
damental issues  that  we  always  need  to 


address  when  we  are  looking  at  the  va- 
lidity or  the  merits  of  any  particular 
crime  bill.  First,  what  is  the  proper 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
fighting  crime  in  this  country?  Second, 
despite  all  the  rhetoric,  what  really 
works  in  law  enforcement;  what  mat- 
ters and  what  does  not  matter? 

It  has  been  my  experience.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  someone  who  does  not  pretend 
to  be  an  expert  in  this  area  but  some- 
one who  has  spent  the  better  part  of  20 
years  in  different  capacities  dealing 
with  this,  beginning  in  the  early  1970's 
as  a  county  prosecuting  attorney,  it 
has  been  my  experience  that  many 
limes  the  rhetoric  does  not  square  very 
closely  with  the  reality,  and  that  real- 
ly, if  we  are  serious  about  dealing  with 
crime,  the  people  that  we  ought  to  talk 
to  are  the  men  and  women  who  are  on 
the  front  lines  every  single  day— the 
police  officers,  the  tens  of  thousands  of 
police  officers  around  this  country  who 
really  are  the  experts  and  who  know 
what  works  and  what  does  not  work. 

The  bill  that  I  will  introduce  is  based 
upon  my  own  experience,  but  it  is  also 
based  on  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  dis- 
cussions that  I  have  had  over  the  years 
with  the  people  who.  literally,  are  on 
the  front  line. 

Yesterday.  I  discussed  these  issues 
with  specific  reference  to  crime-fight- 
ing technology.  The  conclusion  I  have 
reached  is  that  we  have  an  outstanding 
technology  base  in  this  country  that 
will  do  a  great  deal  to  catch  criminals. 
Technology  does,  in  fact,  matter,  and 
it  clearly  matters  in  the  area  of  law  en- 
forcement. But  we  need  the  Federal 
Government  to  be  more  proactive  in 
this  area,  more  proactive  in  helping 
the  States  get  on  line  with  their  own 
technology. 

Having  a  terrific  national  criminal 
record  system  or  a  huge  DNA  data  base 
for  convicted  sex  offenders  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  is  great,  but  it  will  not  really 
do  much  good  if  the  police  officer  in 
Lucas  County.  OH.  or  Greene  County  or 
Clark  County  or  Hamilton  County  can- 
not tap  into  it.  It  will  not  do  any  good 
if  we  cannot  get  the  information,  the 
primary  source  of  this  information, 
from  them  and  get  it  into  the  system. 

Crimes  occur  locally  Ninety-five  per- 
cent of  all  criminal  prosecution,  of  all 
criminal  investigations,  occurs  locally, 
not  at  the  national  level.  Crime  occurs 
locally,  so  we  have  to  make  sure  that 
the  crime-fighting  resources,  like  this 
high-technology  data  base  that  I 
talked  about  yesterday,  are  available 
to  local  law  enforcement. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  would  like  to 
continue  this  discussion,  and  I  would 
like  to  discuss  another  component  of 
my  crime  legislation:  How  do  we  go 
about  protecting  America  from  armed 
career  criminals?  I  am  talking  about 
repeat  violent  criminals  who  use  a  gun 
in  the  commission  of  a  felony.  In  this 
area,  too.  we  need  to  be  asking  what 
works,  what  does  not  work,  and  what 
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level  of  Federal  Government  is  most 
appropriate  to  do  what,  what  level  of 
Federal  Government  is  most  appro- 
priate to  get  certain  help  from. 

Again,  experience  tells  us  that  we 
really  do  know  what  matters,  we  really 
do  know  what  works.  In  the  area  of  gun 
crimes,  we  have  a  pretty  good  answer. 

We  all  know  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  controversy  about  guns,  con- 
troversy over  whether  general  restric- 
tions on  gun  ownership  would  help  re- 
duce crime.  But,  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  controversy  over  whether  taking 
guns  away  from  convicted  felons  will 
reduce  crime.  Let  me  guarantee  you,  if 
we  know  one  thing,  it  is  this:  If  we 
take  guns  out  of  the  hands  of  convicted 
felons,  we  will  reduce  crime  and  we 
will  have  fewer  victims. 

There  is  legitimate  disagreement 
over  bills  such  as  the  Brady  bill, 
whether  that  will  reduce  crime.  Simi- 
larly, reasonable  people  can  disagree 
concerning  the  question  of  whether  a 
ban  on  assault  weapons  will  reduce 
crime.  I  happen  to  support  both  of 
these  measures,  but  I  recognize  that 
many  people  do  not  and  many  people 
think  that  they  are  not  effective. 

But  what  I  am  talking  about  today  is 
something  on  which  there  is  absolutely 
no  controversy,  absolutely  no  dispute. 
There  simply  is  no  question  that  tak- 
ing the  guns  away  from  armed  career 
criminals  will,  in  fact,  reduce  crime, 
and  history  shows  that  that  works. 

When  it  comes  to  armed  career 
criminals,  we  need  to  disarm  them,  we 
need  to  lock  them  up.  we  need  to  get 
them  out  of  society.  Let  us  disarm  the 
people  who  are  hurting  our  victims, 
who  are  hurting  the  citizens  of  this 
country.  As  I  said,  history  indicates 
that  this  works.  We  have  a  historic 
track  record  to  point  to.  We  actually 
have  tried  this  and  it  does,  in  fact, 
work. 

One  of  the  most  successful  crime- 
fighting  initiatives  of  recent  years  in 
this  country  was  a  project  that  was 
known  as  Project  Triggerlock.  This 
project  was  very  successful,  wildly  suc- 
cessful, precisely  because  it  addressed 
a  problem  squarely  and  it  placed  the 
resources  where  they  were  most  need- 
ed. 

Let  me  tell  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate a  little  bit  about  the  history  of  this 
Project  Triggerlock. 

The  U.S.  Justice  Department  began 
Project  Triggerlock  in  May  of  1991.  The 
program  targeted  for  prosecution  in 
Federal  court  armed  and  violent  repeat 
offenders.  Under  Triggerlock,  U.S.  at- 
torneys throughout  the  country  turned 
to  the  local  prosecuting  attorneys  in 
whatever  jurisdiction  they  were  lo- 
cated and  said:  "If  you  catch  a  felon 
with  a  gun,  if  you  want  us  to,  we.  under 
existing  Federal  statute,  we  the  Fed- 
eral prosecutors,  we  the  U.S.  attorneys 
will  take  over  that  prosecution  for  you. 
We  will  prosecute  that  individual,  we 
will    convict    that    individual,    and   we 


will  hit  that  individual  with  a  stiff 
Federal  mandatory  sentence,  and  we 
will  lock  this  individual  up  in  a  Fed- 
eral prison  at  no  cost  to  the  local  com- 
munity, to  the  State." 

That  is  true  Federal  assistance.  That 
is  Federal  assistance  that  matters. 
That  is  Federal  assistance  that  makes 
a  difference.  That  is  P'ederal  assistance 
and  Federal  action  that  will  save  lives 
by  taking  these  career  criminals  off 
our  streets. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  Project 
Triggerlock  did.  Triggerlock  was  an  as- 
sault on  the  very  worst  criminals,  the 
worst  of  the  worst  in  American  society. 
And  it  worked.  This  program  took 
15,000— 15,000— career  criminals  off  the 
streets  in  just  an  18-month  period  of 
time.  Incredibly— at  least  incredibly  to 
me  as  a  former  prosecutor— the  Clinton 
Justice  Department  abandoned  Project 
Triggerlock.  It  was  the  most  effective 
Federal  program  in  recent  history  for 
targeting  and  removing  armed  career 
criminals  from  our  society.  But  for 
some  reason— for  some  reason— the 
Justice  Department  stopped 

Triggerlock  dead  in  its  tracks. 

What  I  propose  in  my  crime  legisla- 
tion is  that  we  resurrect  Project 
Triggerlock,  and  we  can  do  it.  My  leg- 
islation includes  a  provision  requiring 
the  U.S.  attorneys  in  every  jurisdiction 
in  this  country  to  make  a  monthly  re- 
port to  the  Attorney  General  in  Wash- 
ington on  the  number  of  arrests,  the 
number  of  prosecutions  and  convic- 
tions they  have  gotten  within  that  last 
30-day  period  of  time  on  gun-related  of- 
fenses. The  Attorney  General  then 
would  report  semiannually  to  the  U.S. 
Congress  on  the  success  of  this  pro- 
gram and  report  on  the  number  of 
these  individuals  who  have  been  con- 
victed. 

Like  Sll  prosecutors.  U.S.  attorneys 
have  limited  resources.  In  fact,  with 
U.S.  attorneys,  they  have  more  discre- 
tion because  of  the  fact  that  many 
times  we  have  concurrent  jurisdiction 
between  the  local  prosecutors  under 
Sta'e  law  and  Federal  prosecutors 
under  Federal  law.  So  the  Federal  pros- 
ecutors have  a  great  deal  of  discretion 
about  what  type  cases  to  pursue.  It 
really  is  a  question  of  what  the  prior- 
ities are.  It  is  a  question  of 
prioritization. 

Like  all  prosecutors.  U.S.  attorneys 
do  have  to  exercise  discretion  about 
whom  to  prosecute.  We  all  recognize 
that  Congress  cannot  dictate  to  U.S. 
attorneys,  cannot  dictate  to  the  Attor- 
ney General  who  should  be  prosecuted. 
But  it  is  clear  that  we  should  go  on 
record  with  the  following  basic  propo- 
sition, and  that  is  this:  There  is  noth- 
ing more  important  than  getting 
armed  career  criminals  off  the  streets. 
There  is  nothing  more  important  that 
the  Justice  Department  can  do  than  to 
set  this  as  a  priority. 

Mr  President.  I  think  Project 
Triggerlock  was  a  very  important  way 
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to  keep  the  focus  on  the  prosecution  of 
gun  crimes.  Getting  crinninals  off  the 
streets,  criminals  who  use  guns,  is  a 
major  national  priority  and  we  all 
should  behave  accordingly. 

Let  me  turn  now  to  a  second  portion 
of  this  bill  that  deals  with  the  problem 
of  criminals  using  guns  in  the  commis- 
sion of  a  felony.  The  second  thing  we 
need  to  do  is  to  change  the  law.  We 
need  to  toughen  the  law  against  those 
who  use  a  gun  to  commit  a  crime.  My 
bill  would  say  to  career  criminals:  If 
you  are  a  convicted  felon  and  you  pos- 
sess a  gun,  you  will  get  a  mandatory 
sentence.  Under  current  law,  a  first- 
time  felon  gets  a  5-year  mandatory 
sentence.  A  third-time  felon  gets  a 
mandatory  minimum  of  15  years.  But 
there  is  a  gap  in  current  law.  There  is 
no  mandatory  minimum  for  a  second- 
time  felon. 

My  legislation.  Mr.  President,  would 
fix  that.  It  would  provide  a  mandatory 
minimum  of  10  years  for  a  second-time 
felon  with  a  gun.  That  would  make  it  a 
lot  easier  for  police  to  get  that  gun 
criminal  off  of  our  streets. 

Third,  bail  reform.  The  third  thing 
we  need  to  do  is  to  reform  the  bail  sys- 
tem. Under  current  law,  the  Bail  Re- 
form Act,  certain  dangerous,  accused 
criminals  can  be  denied  bail  if  they 
have  been  charged  with  crimes  of  vio- 
lence. But  it  is  unclear  under  current 
law  whether  possession  of  firearms 
should  be  considered  a  crime  of  vio- 
lence or  not. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  do  a  reality 
check  here  today.  If  someone  who  is  a 
known  convicted  felon  is  walking 
around  with  a  gun  in  your  community 
in  Michigan,  or  in  my  community  in 
Ohio,  what  is  the  likelihood  that  that 
person  is  carrying  the  gun  for  law-abid- 
ing purposes?  Convicted  felon  with  a 
gun.  I  think  it  is  perfectly  reasonable 
to  consider  that  person  prima  facie 
dangerous.  We  should  deny  bail  to  keep 
that  convicted  felon  off  the  streets 
while  awaiting  trial  on  the  new  charge. 

My  legislation  would  eliminate  the 
ambiguity  in  current  law.  My  bill 
would  define  a  crime  of  violence  to  spe- 
cifically include  possession  of  a  firearm 
by  a  convicted  felon.  If  you  are  a  con- 
victed felon  and  you  are  walking 
around  with  a  gun,  you  are  dangerous 
and  you  need  to  be  kept  off  the  streets. 
We  need  to  give  the  prosecutors  the 
legal  right  to  protect  the  community 
from  these  people  while  they  are  await- 
ing trial. 

Mr.  President,  a  fourth  way  we  can 
crack  down  on  gun  crimes  is  to  go  after 
those  who  knowingly  provide — know- 
ingly provide — guns  to  felons.  Under 
current  law.  you  can  be  prosecuted  by 
providing  a  gun  only  if  you  knew  for 
certain  that  it  would  be  used  in  a 
crime.  The  revision  I  propose  would 
make  it  illegal  to  provide  a  firearm  if 
you  have  reasonable  cause  to  believe 
that  it  is  going  to  be  used  in  the  com- 
mission  of  a  crime.   This  is  the   best 


way.  I  believe,  to  go  after  the  illegal 
gun  trade,  those  who  provide  guns  to 
those  people  who  are  predators  in  our 
society.  We  will  no  longer,  under  this 
provision,  allow  these  gun  providers  to 
feign  ignorance.  They  are  helping  fel- 
ons and  they  need  to  be  stopped. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  these  proposals 
are  motivated  by  a  single  purpose.  I, 
along  with  the  police  officers  of  this 
country,  believe  that  we  have  to  get 
the  guns  away  from  the  gun  criminals. 
Project  Triggerlock  was  one  major  ini- 
tiative that  we  can  pursue  at  the  Fed- 
eral level  to  help  make  this  happen. 
Imposing  stiff  mandatory  minimums, 
cracking  down  on  illegal  gun  providers, 
are  also  good,  important  measures. 

All  of  the  gun  proposals  contained  in 
my  crime  legislation,  Mr.  President, 
really  have  the  same  goal.  They  are  de- 
signed to  assure  American  families  who 
are  living  in  crime-threatened  commu- 
nities that  we  are  going  to  do  what  it 
takes  to  get  guns  off  of  their  streets. 
We  are  going  to  go  after  the  armed  ca- 
reer criminals.  We  are  going  to  pros- 
ecute them,  convict  them,  and  we  are 
going  to  keep  them  off  of  our  streets. 
That  is  why  we  have  a  Government  in 
the  first  place,  to  protect  the  innocent, 
to  keep  ordinary  citizens  safe  from  vio- 
lent, predatory  crimes. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  Govern- 
ment needs  to  do  a  much  better  job 
with  this  fundamental  task.  That  is 
why  targeting  the  armed  career  crimi- 
nals is  such  a  major  comporient  of  the 
crime  bill  that  I  will  be  introducing. 

Mr.  President,  tomorrow  I  intend  to 
talk  briefly  about  a  third  major  com- 
ponent of  my  bill,  and  that  is  how  we 
help  the  victims  of  crime,  those  who 
are  victimized  by  the  criminals,  those 
who  we,  many_  times,  forget. 

It  has  been 'my  experience  that,  un- 
fortunately, many  times  society  treats 
the  criminals  as  if  they  are  victims  and 
the  victims  as  if  they  are  criminals. 
Provisions  in  the  bill  that  I  will  be  dis- 
cussing tomorrow  deal  with  that.  We 
will  reach  out  to  the  victims  of  crime 
to  help  them  and  to  make  the  playing 
field  more  level. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point,  I  will 
yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr 
Santorum).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 
The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  799 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
manager's  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  pending  amendments 
will  be  set  aside,  and  the  clerk  will  re- 
port. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr 
SmithI  for  himself.  Mr.  Chakee.  and  Mr. 
Baucl's.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
789. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  38.  line  18.  strike  the  phrase  "the 
Administrator  has  determined". 

On  page  39.  after  line  8  insert  the  follow- 
ini?:  "For  purposes  of  developing  the  list  re- 
quired in  this  Section,  the  Administrator 
shall  be  responsible  for  collating  and  pub- 
lishing only  that  information  provided  to  the 
Administrator  by  States  pursuant  to  this 
Section  The  Administrator  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  gather  additional  data  over  and 
above  that  provided  by  the  States  pursuant 
to  this  Section,  nor  to  verify  data  provided 
by  the  States  pursuant  to  this  Section,  nor 
to  arbitrate  or  otherwise  entertain  or  resolve 
disputes  between  Slates  or  other  parties  con- 
cerning interstate  movements  of  municipal 
solid  waste  Any  actions  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  Section  shall  be  final  and 
not  subject  to  judicial  review." 

On  page  38.  after  the  ".  '  on  line  16  insert 
the  following:  "States  making  submLssions 
referred  to  In  this  Section  to  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notice  these  submissions  for 
public  review  and  comment  at  the  State 
level  before  submitting  them  to  the  Admin- 
istrator." 

On  page  33.  line  20.  strike  "(6)(D)"  and  in- 
sert "(6)<C)". 

On  page  34.  line  13.  strike  "determined" 
and  insert  "listed". 

On  page  34.  line  13.  strike  "(eMEC"  and  in- 
sert "(6)(C)". 

On  page  36.  line  16.  strike  "(6)(E)"  and  in- 
sert "<6kC)". 

On  page  50.  strike  line  18  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "in  which  the  generator  of  the  waste 
has  an  ownership  interest". 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  has  been  agreed  to  by  both 
sides.  It  is  a  managers'  amendment,  a 
very  technical  amendment  that  has 
been  requested  by  EPA.  and  it  applies 
to  tracking  interstate  waste  pursuant 
to  title  I  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment?  If 
not.  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

The  amendment  (No.  789)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Senator 
from  Arizona,  moves  to  table  the  mo- 
tion. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMKND.MENT  NO.  769 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  address  the  pending  amendment 
which  is,  indeed,  the  Kyi  amendment 


May  11,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12557 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
just  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the 
amendment  presented  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arizona. 

In  our  Environment  and  Public 
Works  Committee,  there  are  16  mem- 
bers: 9  Republicans  and  7  Democrats. 
The  bill  that  is  before  the  Senate  today 
that  the  Senator  from  Arizona  seeks  to 
amend  was  approved  in  the  committee 
by  a  vote  of  16  to  0.  Every  Democrat 
and  every  Republican  voted  for  it. 

Now.  this  bill  before  the  Senate  rep- 
resents a  delicate  balance.  There  are 
two  sides  to  this  issue.  On  one  side  is 
the  following:  The  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments say.  why  should  we  not  be  al- 
lowed to  designate  that  all  municipal 
solid  waste,  all  solid  waste  within  this 
entity,  be  it  the  city  of  Detroit  or  be  it 
some  small  town  in  Michigan  or  town 
or  city  in  Rhode  Island,  whether  it  is  in 
the  Nation— why  should  we  not  be  able 
to  designate  that  all  of  the  municipal 
waste  within  that  community  go  to  a 
facility  that  we  designate— we,  the 
town  fathers:  and  in  that  fashion,  we. 
the  town  fathers  and  the  community, 
will  be  able  to  afford  a  proper  disposal 
facility,  be  it  an  incinerator  or  be  it  a 
licensed  proper  landfill? 

If  our  citizens  do  not  like  this  ar- 
rangement, if  they  think  they  can  have 
their  solid  waste  hauled  away  by  some 
private  entrepreneur  in  a  different 
fashion,  then  they  can  vote  Members 
out  of  office  and  we  will  be  gone  and 
the  citizens  can  have  a  separate  sys- 
tem, if  that  is  what  they  want.  At  least 
we  ought  to  have  that  power. 

Now,  on  the  other  side  of  the  equa- 
tion is  the  view  espoused  by  Senator 
Kyl,  which  is  that  flow  control  is  anti- 
competitive and  is  against  the  U.S. 
Constitution,  in  addition  to  all  that. 
The  Constitution  has  said  that  flow 
control  is  against  the  commerce  clause 
and  it  should  not  be  permitted. 

However,  the  Senator  in  his  amend- 
ment recognizes  that  there  are  some 
facilities  that  have  been  built  pursuant 
to  the  belief  that  flow  control  will  be 
there  in  perpetuity  and.  therefore,  he 
has  arranged  under  his  amendment 
that  those  investments  made  by  those 
communities  can  be  paid  off.  In  other 
words,  his  amendment  is  tailored  to 
the  life  of  the  outstanding  bonds. 

Once  they  are  paid  off,  then  that  ends 
it  regarding  flow  control  existing  in 
that  community.  In  other  words,  he 
has  kept  the  flow  control  limited  to  a 
minimal  period  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bonds.  Now,  he  has  put  a 
lot  of  thought  into  that  argument,  and 
as  I  say,  an  argument  can  be  made  for 
it,  as  indeed  he  has  made. 

In  crafting  this  view,  we  balanced 
these  two  views.  The  ones  who  say  on 
one  side,  we  do  not  want  to  have  any- 
thing that  inhibits  competition:  and  on 
the  other  side  those  who  say,  why 
should  we,  in  our  communities,  not  be 


able  to  do  what  we  want  to  do?  If  it  is 
wrong  we  will  be  voted  out  of  office. 
Leave  that  to  the  citizens.  Do  not  have 
Big  Brother  in  Washington,  DC,  saying 
how  to  do  things. 

We  had  those  views  vigorously 
brought  to  our  attention  both  in  the 
committee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  in  our  conversations  with  other 
Senators. 

What  did  we  say?  We  set  limits.  We 
said,  "We  are  going  to  give  broader 
flow  control  possibilities  than  that 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
in  his  amendment."  However,  we  are 
going  to  set  an  outside  limit.  This  is 
going  to  end  at  a  certain  time  under 
our  bill.  It  ends  at  30  years.  That  does 
it.  But  we  did  not  want  to  cut  it  off  im- 
mediately, for  the  same  reasons  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  has  suggested. 
We  go  a  little  beyond  him  because 
there  are  communities  here  that  are 
tied  up  in  contracts  that  are  different 
from  just  paying  off  the  bonds.  They 
have  different  situations. 

Indeed,  they  feel  very  strongly  about 
the  arrangements  they  have  made 
within  their  communities,  within  some 
States.  They  do  not  want  this  limita- 
tion. If  we  are  going  to  have  this  legis- 
lation passed,  then  it  seems  to  me  we 
have  to  recognize  the  views  on  both 
sides  to  a  greater  extent  than  is  recog- 
nized by  the  Senator  from  Arizona  in 
his  amendment. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  when  the 
proper  time  comes  I  will  move  to  table 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona— not  that  I  think  it  is  totally 
out  of  line.  I  can  see  the  rationale  that 
is  behind  his  amendment. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  it  will 
upset  this  delicate  arrangement  that 
we  have  put  together  here  over  the 
past  several  weeks.  I  might  say  this 
was  not  just  created  by  the  imagina- 
tion of  this  Senator  or  that  Senator.  It 
came  as  a  result  of  hearings  we  had  in 
connection  with  flow  control  and  try- 
ing to  craft  a  bill  that  is  very,  very  dif- 
ficult. 

Indeed,  what  has  been  going  on  today 
and  yesterday?  Wi  were  on  this  bill 
starting  at  12  o'clock  yesterday,  going 
up  until  something  like  6:30.  Today  we 
have  been  on  it  since  9:30,  with  very  lit- 
tle action  on  the  floor. 

Why?  Because  we  are  trying  to  com- 
promise and  recognize  and  deal  with 
these  various  forces  that  are  tugging  in 
exactly  opposite  directions  here.  That 
is  difficult  to  reconcile. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President.  I  would 
hope  that  our  colleagues  would  support 
the  efforts  of  the  committee  in  trying 
to  meet  this  very,  very,  difficult  com- 
promise. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  would 
engage  in  a  colloquy  with  me  regarding 
this  legislation? 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  appreciate 
his  characterization  of  my  remarks. 
They  are  precisely  as  he  described 
them.  I  appreciate  the  difficult  di- 
lemma that  a  chairman  always  has  in 
trying  to  get  legislation  which  is  not 
uniformly  agreed  to  and,  therefore,  re- 
quires some  compromise. 

Having  conceded  that  much,  first  I 
want  to  make  a  very  quick  point,  be- 
cause there  is  some  misinformation,  1 
think,  being  conveyed,  and  that  is  that 
our  amendment  does  not  permit  refi- 
nancing. 

This  is  not  something  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  addressed  but 
was  addressed  earlier.  Under  our 
amendment,  I  make  it  clear,  that  refi- 
nancing is  committed  so  you  are  not 
bound  by  the  original  financing.  Enti- 
ties can  refinance,  and  however  long  it 
takes  for  either  the  original  bond  issue 
or  the  refinanced  bond  issue  to  be  re- 
paid, that  would  be  the  length  of  time 
that  this  exemption  under  my  amend- 
ment would  pertain. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  In  your  bill— in  other 
words,  you  refinance  and  you  could  ex- 
tend beyond  the  period  of  the  original 
bond? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  believe  that  is  correct, 
yes. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  It  was  my  understand- 
ing that  refinancing  was  permitted  but 
it  could  not  extend  beyond  the  date  of 
the  original  financing.  I  may  be  wrong 
there. 

Mr.  K"5fL.  I  am  sorry,  yes.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  is  correct.  In 
subsection  (B): 

(Ai  shall  not  be  construed  to  preclude  refi- 
nancing of  the  capital  costs  of  a  facility,  but 
if.  under  the  terms  of  a  rennancing.  comple- 
tion of  the  scheduled  for  payment  of  capital 
costs  will  occur  after  the  date  on  which  com- 
pletion would  have  occurred.  •  *  • 

Then  the  authority  expires  at  the 
earlier  of  those  two  dates.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  With  respect  to  the  issue 
generally  that  a  community  should 
have  the  right  to  grant  a  monopoly. 
and  that  the  remedy  is  to  vote  them 
ouc  of  office — the  argument  posited 
against  this — I  ask  my  colleague  this 
question: 

It  is  true  that  if  a  municipality,  a 
county  government  or  whatever,  cre- 
ates this  monopoly  they  could  be  voted 
out  of  office.  But  is  it  not  true  that  the 
U.S.  Congress,  by  this  legislation,  will 
have  created  the  situation  where  de- 
spite these  people  being  voted  out  of  of- 
fice, the  contract,  under  the  bill  as 
written— the  contract  term,  or  as  long 
as  it  takes  to  refinance,  or  even  the 
point  at  which  the  useful  life  ceases  to 
exist,  after  it  has  been  extended,  up  to 
30  years— would  still  allow  the  monop- 
oly to  continue?  So  the  candidates 
themselves  may  be  defeated  but  that 
which  they  constructed,  because  we 
protected  it.  would  continue  to  exist? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr  KYL.  I  think  that  makes  my 
point.  We  ought  to  be  very,  very  care- 
ful when  we  are  seeking  ways  to  get 
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around  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion interpreting  the  Constitution; 
that  we  should  do  so  in  the  narrowest 
way  possible.  I  think  what  we  have 
done  here  is.  in  order  to  accommodate 
the  special  desires  of  different  Senators 
from  different  States  to  go  beyond  just 
the  repayment  obligations  but  to  actu- 
ally continue  to  act  as  a  monopoly  so 
they  will  have  a  competitive  advantage 
over  others  who  might  wish  to  provide 
the  same  kind  of  service,  that  in  con- 
structing the  compromise  we  have.  I 
think,  gone  too  far  and  acted  beyond 
the  principle  which  justifies  the  more 
limited  grandfathering,  if  you  will, 
more  limited  exemption  which  I  pro- 
vided for  in  my  amendment. 

That  is  why.  while  I  certainly  recog- 
nize the  difficulties  the  chairman  has 
in  cobbling  together  a  compromise  in 
something  of  this  nature,  I  suggest  col- 
leagues may  wish  to  support  my 
amendment.  I  hope  they  would  support 
my  amendment.  If  that  means  we  then 
have  to  go  back  and  do  some  more 
working  of  the  bill,  then  at  least  it 
might  be  done  from  a  better  basis. 

I  might  ask  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  another  question  here.  I  can  un- 
derstand, under  a  very  limited  cir- 
cumstance, why  we  might  want  to  rec- 
ognize a  contract  term  which  extends 
beyond  the  term  for  refinancing  or  fi- 
nancing bonds.  There  are  basically 
three  reasons  why  the  monopoly  is 
being  granted  here.  One.  to  allow  the 
refinancing  to  occur— both  of  us  have 
agreed  on  that.  Two,  in  order  to  extend 
the  exemption  to  the  point  that  con- 
tracts are  outstanding.  And,  three,  to 
extend  it  when  something  has  been 
done  to  the  plant  to  extend  its  useful 
life.  I  can  understand  a  limited  ration- 
ale in  the  second  situation  and  we  both 
provided  for  the  first. 

What  I  cannot  understand  is  a  ration- 
ale for  the  third  aspect  of  the  exemp- 
tion whereby,  simply  because  it  makes 
economic  sense  to  do  so,  or  the  juris- 
diction in  question  decides  to  do  some- 
thing to  the  plant  to  extend  its  useful 
life,  that  fact  ought  to  occasion  us  to 
grant  an  additional  exemption. 

At  that  point  there  is  no  longer  con- 
tract obligation  that  might  be  more 
difficult  to  fulfill.  There  is  no  more  in- 
vestor interest  out  there.  This  is  sim- 
ply, perhaps,  a  very  rational  decision 
to  extend  the  life  of  the  plant,  but  not 
one  which  creates  in  my  mind  any  ra- 
tionale for  extending  the  grant  of  au- 
thority here. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
care  to  respond  to  that? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  is  a  good  ques- 
tion. But  the  answer  is— and  we  have 
had  this  raised,  obviously,  not  only  on 
the  floor  here  but  in  calls  from  Gov- 
ernors that  come  to  us.  The  original 
plea  of  the  Governors  is.  "Why  can't  we 
do  what  we  want  to  do?  Who  are  you  in 
Washington,  always  telling  us,  yes/ 
no?" 

As  the  Senator  has  pointed  out,  it  is 
the  Supreme  Court  that  said  no.  It  is 


not  us  who  said  "no."  Indeed,  what  we 
are  doing  is  in  effect  coming  to  the  res- 
cue, if  you  would,  of  those  commu- 
nities that  want  to  extend  flow  control 
or  have  flow  control  because,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  it  was  declared  uncon- 
stitutional. So  we  are  stepping  in.  try- 
ing to  fill  a  void,  fill  a  problem  that  ex- 
ists. 

But  you  say,  OK,  if  you  step  in  just 
step  in  for  this  limited  period  which  is. 
as  you  say,  the  length  of  the  bonds  that 
are  outstanding  or  what  the  contract 
requires  between  the  facility  and  the 
community— whatever  it  might  be.  But 
the  answer  is  that  in  many  of  these 
States  and  communities  they  set  up  ar- 
rangements based  on  flow  control  con- 
tinuing to  exist.  In  other  words,  they 
pass  statutes  that  flow  control  be 
there.  So  we  have  some  occasions 
where  the  length  of  time  of  the  con- 
tract is  not  necessarily  going  to  cover 
all  the  expenses  and  is  going  to  be  re- 
negotiated for  a  variety  of  reasons,  but 
all  with  the  anticipation  that  the  flow 
control  statute  that  the  municipality 
had  entered  into  was  going  to  continue 
to  be  there. 

So  they  say,  "We  made  arrange- 
ments." The  arrangements  might  be 
the  original  bonds,  for  example,  and  did 
not  cover  the  total  construction  cost  of 
the  facility.  Or  that  they  were  depend- 
ent upon  now  control  to  provide  the 
flow  of  waste  and  the  tipping  fees  for 
the  rather  high  maintenance  costs. 
They  had  it  all  worked  out  and  they 
say,  "Why  can't  we  continue  to  do 
that?" 

That  is  the  rationale  that  we  have, 
when  we  have  State  A,  or  B,  or  C.  or 
Governor  A,  B,  or  C,  calling  us  and  say- 
ing this  is  what  we  want.  So  we  have 
tried  to  juggle  it  around,  leaving  not 
everybody  happy,  as  is  apparent  today. 

Mr.  KYL.  If  I  could  respond,  I  appre- 
ciate that  fact.  And  I  suspected  that 
basically  was  the  rationale  for  it.  But 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  just  because 
the  operators  of  the  plant  want  a  mo- 
nopoly does  not  necessarily  mean  that 
is  good  public  policy  or  that  we  ought 
to  go  along  with  it.  By  definition,  if  at 
the  time  bonds  have  been  paid  off— 
since  I  doubt  seriously  these  plants  are 
constructed  by  anything  other  than 
bond  issues — but  once  the  bonds  have 
been  paid  off,  they  have  been  built. 
They  may  continue  to  have  high  oper- 
ating costs.  But  at  that  point  it  is  the 
citizens  of  the  State  and  the  commu- 
nity whose  interests  we  ought  to  have 
in  mind,  which  is  the  rationale  behind 
the  interstate  commerce  clause  in  the 
first  place,  that  a  State  should  not 
grant  a  monopoly  to  either  a  private 
business  or  a  State  enterprise  to  ex- 
tract more  money  from  the  taxpayers 
of  the  community  than  is  necessary. 

And  if  a  private  investor  or  some 
other  competitor  can  build  a  plant,  can 
come  up  with  the  capital  to  do  so  and 
compete  favorably  with  an  institution 
that  has  already  been  totally  financed 


by  public  funds  and  had  that  financing 
repaid,  then  at  that  point  public  policy 
would  suggest  that  the  people  are  more 
benefited  by  the  lower  prices  and  the 
competition  because,  by  definition, 
they  are  the  ones  who  are  getting  the 
contract  rather  than  the  older,  out- 
moded or  very  expensive  facility  that 
we  have  been  protecting  in  the  mean- 
time. 

So  I  guess  I  can  recognize  that  the 
owners  or  operators  of  the  plants  may 
wish  to  stay  in  business  without  com- 
petition. I  still  am  not  clear  as  to  why 
that  should  occasion  us  to  grant  an  ex- 
emption from  an  otherwise  constitu- 
tional prohibition  here. 

As  I  say.  I  can  understand  the  ration- 
ale as  to  the  first  point  as  to  the  bonds, 
and  to  some  extent  on  the  contracts, 
but  on  this  third  area  here — and  what  I 
am  searching  for  here  is  a  possible  ac- 
commodation with  the  chairman  and 
others  who  would  be  involved  in  this — 
I  just  really  fail  to  see  the  rationale  for 
the  third.  Perhaps  that  is  something 
we  could  explore  an  agreement  on. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  think  the  Senator 
made  a  rather  telling  point.  He  pointed 
out  that  if  they  enter  into  these  con- 
tracts and  the  town  fathers  say.  "Look, 
if  you  do  not  like  it  you  can  vote  us 
out  of  office,"  you  say,  "What  good 
does  it  do  to  vote  you  out  of  office,  you 
have  locked  us  in  for  20  years?  It  is  lit- 
tle satisfaction  for  us  that  you  are 
gone  but  we  are  stuck  with  the  con- 
tract." 

But  I  would  like  to  say  this.  Here  we 
are  in  a  situation  where  if  this  Senate 
does  nothing  or  this  Congress  does 
nothing,  there  will  be  no  flow  control 
at  all. 

Yet  we  have  publicly  elected  serv- 
ants. Governors,  Senators,  coming  to 
us  and  say,  "Extend  this  in  perpetu- 
ity." That  is  what  many  of  them  want. 
These  are  people  who  are  saying  this 
before  it  is  a  done  deal.  In  other  words, 
the  public  knows  their  position,  should 
know  it,  and  many  Governors — it  has 
been  no  secret — do  not  say,  "Don't  tell 
anybody.  I  am  urging  you  to  do  this." 

So  there  are  a  lot  of  factors  involved. 
But  pursuant  to  the  wishes  and  the 
views  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  and 
our  own  views  likewise,  we  have  set  a 
sunset.  We  said  this  is  all  over  with. 
We  do  not  care  what  your  arguments 
are.  At  the  end  of  30  years,  there  is  not 
going  to  be  any  more  flow  control.  You 
did  give  us  arguments  about  bonds, 
this.  that,  but  that  is  it.  You  may  say 
30  years  is  a  long  time.  It  is  not  just 
some  people  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
who  are  after  us  to  change  that. 

Mr.  KYL,.  Unlike  Stro.m  THURMOND, 
we  are  going  to  be  gone  by  the  end  of 
30  years.  But  I  see  the  point. 

If  the  Senator  will  just  yield  for  one 
final  comment,  I  appreciate  the  argu- 
ments the  Senator  has  made.  I  think 
what  I  am  suggesting  is  something 
that  is  correct  on  principle.  I  would  not 
want  it  to  impede  good  legislation.  I 


tried  to  suggest  a  couple  of  areas  of 
possible  ways  of  dealing  with  the  issue 
and  would  be  happy  to  continue  to  pur- 
sue those  areas  should  anyone  be  inter- 
ested. 

On  my  behalf,  I  am  not  doing  this  for 
anybody  in  my  State,  because  we  do 
not  have  this.  But  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  amendment  and  enable 
us  perhaps  with  a  little  stronger  lever- 
age to  go  back  and  construct  some- 
thing that  would  make  a  little  more 
sense. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
find  this  a  rather  distressing  moment 
because  the  amendment  that  is  pro- 
posed, frankly,  will  do  much  to  undo  a 
lot  of  hard  work  that  was  done  in  a 
consensus  fashion  in  trying  to  arrive  at 
a  way  to  accommodate  the  need  for 
States  to  dispose  of  their  trash  in  a 
sensible  way.  When  you  say  "trash, 
garbage."  et  cetera,  immediately  it 
sounds  like  the  subject  is  on  the  trivial 
side  of  things.  It  is  hardly  that  because 
there  are  a  few  States  that  do  not  have 
a  problem.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this 
country  of  ours,  and  this  world  of  ours 
is  filled  with  problems  created  by  the 
excess  creation  of  trash  by  its  citizens. 

It  is  a  serious  problem  when  you 
come  from  a  State  like  mine,  the  most 
crowded  State  in  the  countrv.  We  still 
value  the  quality  of  life  that  we  can  de- 
velop. We  like  our  hills.  Some  call 
them  mountains.  It  depends  on  wheth- 
er you  have  seen  mountains  or  not.  But 
they  are  our  hills  and  they  are  our  for- 
ests, they  are  our  woodlands,  and  our 
streams.  And  we  tr.y  to  make  as  good 
use  of  those  as  we  can.  We  want  for  our 
children  nothing  different  than  those 
who  live  in  Montana  or  Wyoming  or  in 
the  other  places,  the  wide  open  places. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  population  growth 
in  this  country  is  much  more  toward 
the  crowded  areas  because  young  peo- 
ple like  to  be  where  other  young  people 
are.  and  as  a  consequence  there  has  to 
be  a  national  cooperation  on  efforts 
like  this  to  help  us  deal  sensibly  with 
the  problem. 

Now.  this  bill  is  carefully  crafted— 
the  bill  itself:  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona— to  give  States  the  power  to 
restrict  in  some  form  or  fashion  the 
amount  of  trash  that  comes  to  their 
States  from  other  States.  This  is  not  a 
simple  calculation  because  within 
States  there  is  often  enormous  disputes 
between  those  who  govern  the  local 
community— mayors,      councils — those 


sometimes  who  are  responsible  for 
county  government  and  State  govern- 
ment because  the  mayor  in  a  town  may 
very  well  be  able  to  find  a  way  to  get 
rid  of  their  trash  from  the  community 
by  shipping  it  to  the  nearest,  cheapest 
out-of-State  facility. 

To  give  you  an  example,  in  my  own 
State  we  have  created  some  waste  dis- 
posal facilities,  and  in  order  to  build 
those  facilities  we  had  to  go  out  and 
arrange  for  financing,  indebtedness, 
and  that  indebtedness,  like  any  other 
business,  was  calculated  on  a  particu- 
lar revenue  or  financial  stream  that 
was  going  to  permit  them  to  pay  their 
bill'  and  also  to  pay  off  their  indebted- 
nes,:,. 

So  lots  of  communities  across  this 
country  developed  something  called  a 
flow  control  program  that  says  a  State 
may  regulate  where  the  trash  is  going 
to  go,  not  simply  permit  a  mayor,  even 
though  it  looks  on  its  surface  to  be  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  residents  of 
the  community,  to  simply  say  OK,  tip- 
ping fees,  which  are  the  fees  associated 
with  the  disposal  of  garbage,  to  send  it 
to  State  X  nearby  are  one-third  or  40 
percent  of  what  it  might  cost  to  send  it 
to  a  nearby  waste  processing  facility. 
That  can  be  true  on  a  particular  day  at 
a  particular  moment. 

However,  Mr.  President,  what  hap- 
pens if  suddenly  the  opportunity  to 
ship  to  State  X,  Y,  or  Z  is  terminated 
by  laws  that  are  pending  in  this  body 
that  say  look,  we  are  not  going  to  take 
your  garbage.  We  are  not  going  to  per- 
mit our  communities  to  take  it  even 
though  it  is  a  revenue-producing 
source,  even  though  it  is  clean,  even 
though  it  has  met  all  of  the  standards 
under  RCRA  for  being  a  sanitary  land- 
fill where  there  is  no  possibility  of 
leaching  into  the  water  supply,  there  is 
no  danger  to  the  community,  even 
though  we  know  it  is  great  politics  to 
keep  the  garbage  out  of  the  contract 
State.  The  fact  is  we  have  a  contract 
and  the  Supreme  Court  says  you  can- 
not interfere  with  interstate  com- 
merce— unless,  of  course,  laws  are 
drawn  to  permit  obstructing  it  in  an 
ingenious  way  so  that  it  gets  around 
the  constitutional  question. 

Well,  what  happens  is  those  of  us  who 
live  in  exporting  States  are  very  nerv- 
ous about  the  future,  of  what  happens 
if  suddenly  the  export  possibility  is  cut 
off.  And  I  repeat,  though  I  have  said  it 
on  this  floor  several  times,  the  New 
Jersey  story.  When  we  were  an  import- 
ing State  for  garbage— Philadelphia 
used  to  ship  its  trash  to  my  State— we 
tried  through  the  courts  to  stop  it.  We 
went  as  far  as  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
the  Supreme  Court  said  no,  you  cannot 
stop  it.  Well,  we  learned  something.  We 
were  a  net  importer,  and  now  as  fate 
would  have  it  we  are  an  exporter.  And 
in  order  to  protect  the  solvency  of  our 
State,  it  was  determined  that  my  State 
would  have  a  flow  control  structure, 
and  they  tried  to  direct  the  trash  to 


the  facilities  that  can  accommodate  it 
not  just  now,  not  just  next  year  but  in 
much  of  the  next  century  as  well. 

That  is  the  thought  that  went  into 
this  bill.  Do  not  cut  us  off  at  the  border 
and  at  the  same  time  not  permit  us  to 
control  the  flow  within  our  States.  My 
State  of  New  Jersey  wants  to  be  inde- 
pendent. We  do  not  want  to  depend  on 
anybody  else,  to  be  gracious  and  fair 
and  all  that  kind  of  stuff.  We  know 
that  we  have  to  take  care  of  ourselves, 
so  as  a  consequence  we  wrote  the  law 
to  permit  us  to  do  that. 

Well,  now,  after  all  of  the  delibera- 
tions that  have  gone  on— and  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  Committee 
from  Rhode  Island  is  in  the  Chamber. 
He  worked  very  hard  to  get  a  consen- 
sus. He  supports  the  flow  control  no- 
tion because  he  knows  how  important 
it  is  to  the  States  that  are  concerned. 
Forty  States  in  this  country  of  ours 
have  flow  control  authority,  and  they 
will  be  adversely  affected  by  this 
amendment. 

The  amendment  makes  it  difficult  to 
expand  landfills.  For  example,  there 
are  many  landfills  that  need  to  be  im- 
proved. If  a  10-year  bond  was  taken  out 
for  the  original  landfill  8  years  ago, 
then  that  landfill  operator  will  have 
little  incentive  to  make  improvements 
because  he  does  not  know  how  much 
waste  will  be  coming  in  after  20  years. 
How  good  business  is  going  to  be  he 
does  not  know  because  we  are  liable  to 
cut  off  the  opportunity  for  him  to  con- 
tinue financing. 

So  we  have  an  amendment  now  which 
I  frankly  believe  would  be  very  disrup- 
tive, and  I  want  all  the  Senators  from 
all  the  States  that  have  flow  control 
authority  to  pay  attention  because 
they  could  be  losing  a  valuable  asset, 
the  sensible  management  of  their  trash 
problems. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  vote  on  this 
amendment.  I  understand,  at  2:30,  and  I 
would  caution  those  offices  where  there 
is  any  interest  at  all  in  what  happens 
with  now  control  to  make  sure  that 
those  Senators  are  alerted  to  the  prob- 
lems that  might  be  created  for  them. 

This  amendment,  by  the  way,  is  op- 
ix)sed  by  the  National  Association  of 
Counties.  They  know  what  the  prob- 
lems are.  It  would  be  difficult  to  fi- 
nance equipment,  to  finance  new  facili- 
ties because  the  amendment  limits 
very  specifically  the  financing  of  facili- 
ties to  those  that  are  presently  in  oper- 
ation; would  limit  them  to  30  years  of 
life  even  if  25  have  gone  by.  That 
means  only  5  more.  And  the  State  may 
not  have  any  other  solution  to  its  prob- 
lems. 

So  I  hope  our  colleagues  will  listen 
very  carefully  to  what  is  being  dis- 
cussed, to  note  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee,  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee    on    Superfund,     under 
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whose  jurisdiction  this  is,  will  be  op- 
posing this  amendment  and  that  others 
will  take  leave  from  them. 

With  that,  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr  LEAin'  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  to 
my  colleague,  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
submit  an  amendment  to  the  pending 
bill  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  amendment  be  set  aside  tem- 
porarily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  867 

(Purpose:  To  provide  flow  control  authority 
to  certain  solid  waste  districts) 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Jef- 
fords], for  himself  and  Mr.  Le.\hy.  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  867 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

••(f)  State  Solid  w.\ste  District  Author- 
ity.—A  solid  waste  district  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisuiction  if — 

•■(1)  the  solid  wjiste  district  is  currently  re- 
quired to  initiate  a  recyclable  materials  re- 
cycling program  in  order  to  meet  a  munici- 
.  pal  solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at  least  30 
percent  by  the  year  2000.  and  uses  revenues 
generated  by  the  exercise  of  flow  control  au- 
thority strictly  to  implement  programs  to 
manage  municipal  solid  waste,  other  than 
development  of  incineration;  and 

••(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994,  the  solid  waste 
district — 

■■(A)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
the  management  and  regulation  of  the  stor- 
age, collection,  processing,  and  disposal  of 
solid  wastes  within  its  jurisdiction; 

■(B)  was  authorized  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  Januar>-  1.  1990i  to  exercise 
flow  control  authority,  and  subsequently 
adopted  the  authority  through  a  law,  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  contract,  franchise,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision:  and 

(Ci  was  required  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  develop  and 
implement  a  solid  waste  management  plan 
consistent  with  the  State  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan,  and  the  district  solid  waste 
management  plan  was  approved  by  the  ap- 
propriate State  agency  prior  to  September 
15.  1994. •■ 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  listed  as  a 
cosponsor  with  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  hope- 
fully we  will  be  able  to  reconcile  our 
differences  that  we  have  right  now 
with  respect  to  the  pending  bill. 

Vermont,  I  think,  is  a  pioneer  in  this 
area.  Some  years  ago,  it  set  up  a  meth- 
odology of  trying  to  reach  what  we  be- 
lieved were  national  goals  as  well  as 
our  own  State's  goals,  and  that  was  to 
try  and  develop  recycling  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  solid  waste  that  enters  into 
our  waste  system.  Thus,  we  organized 
districts  throughout  the  State.  And 
also  to  try  to  enhance  the  ability  to  re- 
cycle, we  have  allowed  some  tipping 
fees  to  be  exacted  in  order  to  take  care 
of  the  costs  that  are  involved  with  re- 
cycling. 

If  my  memory  serves  me  right,  when 
I  was  on  the  committee  that  is  han- 
dling this  legislation,  we  had  set  or 
were  going  to  set  national  goals  that 
we  ought  to  try  to  reach  a  30-percent 
goal  of  recycling.  Vermont  right  now  is 
over  25  percent  and  moving  toward  30 
Ijercent. 

What  would  happen,  if  this  bill  passes 
and  if  the  existing  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sion is  not  changed,  is  that  Vermont 
will  have  to  move  away  from  what  is  a 
very  desirable  situation,  and  that  is  to 
be  able  to  reduce  our  flow  of  trash  by 
over  25  percent. 

Mr.  President,  in  1987  the  State  of 
Vermont  passed  a  solid  waste  manage- 
ment act  which  allowed  small  rural 
towns  and  cities  to  band  together  to 
solve  their  solid  waste  problems.  Build- 
ing a  landfill  which  complies  with  EPA 
standards  under  the  Resource  Con- 
servation and  Recovery  Act  is  not 
cheap.  Recognizing  that  landfills  out  of 
complian'^e  wnnld  hf>  ^hufting  down 
and  facing  the  reality  that  landfill 
space  was  dramatically  declining,  Ver- 
mont acted  to  assist  small  commu- 
nities in  their  effort  to  handle  their 
solid  waste.  The  1987  solid  waste  man- 
agement law  allows  Vermont  towns  the 
ability  to  band  together  Passage  of 
Vermont's  solid  waste  law  and  the  im- 
plementation of  the  State's  solid  waste 
plan  has  been  incredibly  successful  to 
date  in  achieving  this  goal.  But  we  are 
not  finished  yet. 

Mr.  President,  Vermont  has  spent 
over  $20  million  developing  its  district 
waste  management  plans.  The  vaist  ma- 
jority of  these  plans  rely  on  flow  con- 
trol. Without  this  ability,  many  small 
towns  and  cities  would  not  have  been 
able  to  plan  for  the  future,  reduce  their 
production  of  waste  or  implement  far 
reaching  recycling  and  waste  reduction 
programs.  The  communities  in  my 
State  need  to  be  able  to  count  on  the 
results  of  their  investments.  They  need 
to  continue  to  work  to  solve  their  solid 
waste  problems  together,  in  coordina- 
tion with  the  State. 

The  loss  of  local  authority  over  solid 
waste  planning  would  be  disastrous. 
These  solid  waste  districts  have  devel- 
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oped  comprehensive  waste  reduction 
plans,  in  order  to  reduce  the  costs  of 
disposal  and  remove  the  need  to  con- 
tinually open  new  and  costly  landfills 
Since  1992.  there  has  been  a  dramatic 
increase  in  the  number  of  households 
and  businesses  participating  in  local 
waste  reduction  and  recycling  pro- 
grams. And  it  is  working.  Currently. 
Vermont  recycles  approximately  25 
percent  of  its  solid  waste  and  over  40 
percent  of  Vermont's  towns  have  recy- 
cling programs  in  place.  And  these  are 
rural  towns.  Recycling  in  rural  areas  is 
not  easy,  nor  cheap.  I  am  proud  of  what 
these  Vermont  communities  have 
achieved  and  want  to  ensure  the  con- 
tinued growth  of  this  trend  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  President.  Vermont  is  among  the 
most  rural  States  in  the  Nation.  Our 
solid  waste  districts  generally  have  not 
financed  disposal  facilities,  such  as 
landfills,  nor  recycling  infrastructure 
through  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds. 
Therefore,  the  exemptions  in  the  bill 
will  not  hold.  But  the  financial  health 
of  these  communities  necessitates  the 
continuation  of  their  ability  to  direct 
flows  of  waste.  And  these  waste  dis- 
tricts are  just  beginning  to  fully  imple- 
ment their  waste  management  plans, 
which  may  include  the  sighting  of  safe, 
but  expensive,  waste  disposal  facilities. 

My  State  has  chosen  to  manage  its 
waste  in  this  manner.  Now.  in  this 
time  when  the  theme  is  to  reduce  man- 
dates from  Washington,  are  we  going  to 
impose  a  Washington  solution  on  Ver- 
mont and  other  States  who  are  prop- 
erly managing  their  waste?  Essen- 
tially. Washington  will  be  removing 
Vermont's  ability  to  implement  their 
solid  waste  management  plan.  Wash- 
ington will  diEmant'c  Vonr.cnt'c  rccy 
cling  program  Washington  will  in- 
crease Vermont's  waste  generation, 
thereby  increasing  costs  associated 
with  waste  disposal  Washington  will 
end  Vermont's  ability  to  safely  manage 
its  waste,  waste  which  without  my 
amendment  can  go  to  out-of-State  in- 
cinerators and  less  preferable  landfills. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  let  Vermont 
manage  its  waste  as  it  chooses,  not  as 
Washington  dictates.  Do  not  impose  a 
Washington  mandate  on  'Vermont.  Let 
us  maintain  our  extremely  successful 
waste  reduction  and  recycling  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  LEAHY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  Senator  Jeffords  on  this,  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  extremely  important 
to  our  State.  S.  534,  as  it  is  presently 
written,  trashes  Vermont's  solid  waste 
management  plan,  I  might  say  literally 
and  figuratively. 

What  we  want  to  do  is  let  the  Ver- 
mont solution  work  in  Vermont.  We 
hear  a  lot  about  States'  rights  these 
days,  but  we  are  about  to  undermine 
our  State's  right  to  manage  waste  in 
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Vermont.  We  hear  a  lot  about  how 
States  could  find  the  best  solutions  to 
their  problem,  but  this  bill  says  the 
States'  solutions  are  wrong.  We  hear  a 
lot  about  not  forcing  States  to  adhere 
to  national  environmental  standards, 
but  when  my  own  State  goes  and  ex- 
ceeds the  national  standard  within  the 
borders  of  our  own  State,  we  are  told 
we  cannot  do  that. 

Now  here  we  have  a  bill  that  says 
States  can  control  what  comes  across 
their  borders,  but  they  cannot  control 
what  is  within  their  borders.  That  is 
absurd. 

My  State  uses  flow  control  to  reduce 
the  leakage  of  household  hazardous 
waste  into  the  environment.  That  is 
something  that  benefits  all  Americans. 
My  State  uses  flow  control  to  increase 
recycling  in  rural  areas. 

Vermont  manages  waste  better  than 
Federal  statutes,  like  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  the  Clean  Water  Act  require.  If 
a  State  like  Vermont  wants  to  go 
above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty  in 
addressing  solid  waste  problems,  then 
the  Federal  Government  ought  to 
stand  out  of  its  way.  We  are  not  sug- 
gesting we  do  less.  We  are  just  saying 
give  us  the  right  to  do  more  if  that  is 
what  we  want. 

The  opponents  of  this  amendment 
say  the  free  market  will  take  care  of 
our  solid  waste  management.  Well,  the 
fact  is  in  a  rural  State  like  Vermont 
the  free  market  will  not  increase  recy- 
cling nor  separate  and  collect  house- 
hold hazardous  wastes  or  address  a 
number  of  the  other  things  that  we  are 
doing  in  Vermont. 

When  the  State  legislature  or  an  in- 
dividual waste  management  district 
chooses  to  pursue  the  policy  suggested 
by  Senators  from  other  States,  they 
will  have  the  opportuiiiLy  Lu  do  so. 
Until  then,  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
pursue  the  policies  they  have  set  up 
themselves,  especially  when  everybody 
agrees  the  policy  goes  beyond  any  na- 
tional standards.  We  ought  to  be  able 
to  do  what  we  want  within  our  own 
borders  in  a  case  where  we  are  not  only 
not  harming  anybody  else,  but  we  are 
actually  making  the  environment  bet- 
t/6r 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  also  point  out  that  this  does  not 
interfere  in  the  sense  of  competition. 
There  are  bids  that  go  out  for  those 
who  want  to  bid.  The  only  problem 
that  is  created  is  the  tipping  fee,  which 
has  to  eventually,  of  course,  be  paid  by 
the  people  that  are  getting  the  advan- 
tage of  the  waste  disposal.  And  that 
helps  in  paying  for  the  recycling  pro- 
grams. 

In  rural  areas  where  you  do  not  have 
large  amounts  of  trash  that  is  recycla- 
ble in  the  sense  that  it  can  be  sold,  you 
have  to  make  up  that  cost  some  way. 
The  question  is.  is  it  not  better  to  put 
that  cost  on  those  that  are  getting  the 
advantages  of  the  waste  disposal  sys- 
tem? I  think  everyone  would  agree,  the 


answer  is  yes.  And  if  the  answer  is  yes, 
then  why  should  we  not  be  allowed  to 
do  it?  It  is  not  in  any  way  interfering 
with  the  problems  that  the  Supreme 
Court  handled,  which  was  interfering 
with  respect  to  fair  and  open  competi- 
tion 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  note  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  am  I 
correct  in  believing  that  2:30  is  the 
time  set  for  the  vote  on  the  Kyi  amend- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  That  is  the  pending 
amendment,  right? 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  769 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  amendment 
No.  769  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
izona [Mr.  K\X]. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  table  the  Kyi  amendment  and  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No.  769. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  79, 
nays  21.  as  follows: 

[Kollcall  Vote  No.  162  Leg,] 
YEAS— 79 


Abraham 

Frist 

McConnell 

Akaka 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Bennett 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Biden 

Grams 

Murray 

Bingaman 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Bond 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bradley 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Breaiu 

Hatfield 

PTyor 

Bumpers 

Heflin 

Reid 

Bums 

Helms 

Roth 

Chafee 

Hollings 

Santorum 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Jeffords 

Simon 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Simpson 

DAmato 

Kassebaum 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lautenberg 

Thompson 

Donran 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Levin 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Lieberman 

Wellstone 

Feins tein 

Lugar 

Ford 

Mack 

NAYS— 21 

Ashcrotl 

Domenlcl 

Lott 

Brown 

Feingold 

McCain 

Bryan 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Byrd 

Inhofe 

Nlckles 

Campbell 

Kemptbome 

Robb 

Cochran 

Kohl 

Rockefeller 

Craig 

Kyi 

Stevens 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  769)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PRYOR  Mr.  President,  seeing  no 
other  Members  of  the  Senate  seeking 
recognition  at  this  time,  I  would  like 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
be  allowed  to  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness, not  to  exceed  12  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMENDATION  TO  FORMER 
PRESIDENT  BUSH 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair  for  recognizing  me  and  I 
thank  the  distinguished  managers  for 
allowing  me  to  speak. 

Mr.  President,  this  morning's  Wash- 
ington Post  and  many  television  and 
radio  news  programs  throughout  Amer- 
ica and  perhaps  the  world,  reported  on 
what  I  would  like  to  call  a  portrait  in 
courage,  and  the  person  standing  tall 
in  that  portrait  was  none  other  than 
former  President  George  Bush. 

Like  many  of  my  friends  and  family 
in  Arkansas,  former  President  Bush  is 
a  gun  enthusiast.  He  is  a  long-time 
member  of  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion. 

But  like  many  other  NRA  members. 
President  Bush  was  deeply  offended  by 
a  recent  NRA  fundraising  letter  signed 
by  Mr.  Wayne  LaPierre,  the  NRA's  ex- 
ecutive vice  president.  The  LaPierre 
letter  referred  to  several  law  enforce- 
ment officials:  "Jack-booted  thugs  who 
harass,  intimidate,  even  murder  law 
abiding  citizens."  The  NRA  referred  to 
Federal  agents  '"wearing  Nazi  bucket 
helmets  and  black  storm  trooper  uni- 
forms to  attack  law-abiding  citizens." 

This  irresponsible.  inflammatory 
NRA  fundraising  letter  incited  the 
former  President  of  the  United  States 
to  the  point  that  he  wrote  NRA  Presi- 
dent Thomas  Washington  to  resign  his 
NRA  membership. 

Former  President  Bush's  letter  reads 
as  follows: 

Your  broadside  against  Federal  agents 
deeply  offends  my  own  sense  of  decency  and 
honor  and  it  offends  my  concept  of  service  to 
our  country. 

President  Bush  continues  in  his  let- 
ter: 

It  indirectly  slurs  a  wide  array  of  govern- 
ment law  enforcement  officials  who  are  out 
there  day  and  night,  laying  their  lives  on  the 
line  for  all  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  asking  unani- 
mous consent  that  an  excerpt  from  the 
story  in  the  Washington  Post  about 
President  Bush  resigning  his  member- 
ship from  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial w£is  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

But  his  resig-nation  letter  was  more  per- 
sonal than  political. 

"Al  Whicher.  who  served  on  my  [Secret 
Service]  detail  when  I  was  vice  president  and 
president,  was  killed  in  Oklahoma  City." 
Bush  wrote.  "He  was  no  Nazi.  He  was  a  kind 
man.  a  loving  parent,  a  man  dedicated  to 
serving-  his  country— and  serve  it  well  he  did. 
In  1993.  I  attended  the  wake  for  ATF 
agent  Steve  Willis,  another  dedicated  officer 
who  did  his  duty.  I  can  assure  you  that  this 
honorable  man.  killed  by  weird  cultists.  was 
no  Nazi  "  Willis  was  one  of  four  federal 
agents  killed  in  the  initial  February  1993 
raid  on  the  Branch  Oavidian  compound  near 
Waco.  Tex. 

•John  Magaw,  who  used  to  head  the  [Se- 
cret Service]  and  now  heads  ATF,  is  one  of 
the  most  principled,  decent  men  I  have  ever 
know."  Bush  wrote  'He  would  be  the  last  to 
condone  the  kind  of  illegal  behavior  your 
ugly  letter  charges.  The  same  is  true  for  the 
FBI's  able  Director  Louis  Freeh.  I  appointed 
Mr.  Freeh  to  the  federal  bench.  His  integrity 
and  honor  are  beyond  question." 

The  letter  concluded.  "You  have  not  repu- 
diated Mr.  LaPierre's  unwarranted  attack. 
Therefore.  I  resign  as  a  life  member  of  NRA. 
said  resignation  to  be  effective  upon  your  re- 
ceipt of  this  letter.  Please  remove  my  name 
from  your  membership  list.  Sincerely. 
George  Bush." 


GATT  AND  GENERIC  DRUGS 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  when  we 
in  Congress  voted  on  the  GATT  treaty 
recently,  we  all  knew  that  we  were 
breaking  down  trade  barriers  and  level- 
ing the  playing  field  in  international 
trade. 

Make  no  mistake,  I  believe  that 
Americans  will  benefit  from  this  agree- 
ment when  it  is  implemented  in  June. 
But  never,  Mr.  President,  in  our 
wildest  dreams  or  irnagination,  would 
we  have  ever  thought  we  were  voting 
to  give  special  treatment  and  a  $6  bil- 
lion windfall  to  the  prescription  drug 
industry  on  one  hand  and  higher  drug 
prices  to  American  consumers  on  the 
other.  Yet  that  is  exactly  what  is  hap- 
pening. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  what  has  hap- 
pened to  bring  us  to  this  point  today. 
Last  year,  the  United  States  agreed 
under  GATT  to  a  new  patent  law,  good 
for  20  years  from  filing.  Our  old  patents 
were  for  17  years,  the  effective  date 
from  their  date  of  issue. 

We  also  agreed  under  GATT  to  give 
existing  patents  the  longer  of  the  two 
patent  terms.  This  extension  applies  to 
all  industries. 

At  the  same  time,  we  knew  that  ge- 
neric companies  of  all  kinds  all  over 
America  had  already  made  significant 
investments  based  uixin  old  patent  ex- 
piration dates.  These  companies  were 
prepared  to  introduce  their  competi- 
tively priced  drug  products  just  as  the 
brand-name  monopolies  end. 

We  did  not  want  to  jeopardize  the 
jobs  and  the  factories  which  were  at 
stake.  So  we  decided  under  GATT  to 


adopt  a  formula  under  which  these  ge- 
neric companies  could  proceed  with  the 
introduction  of  their  products  if  they 
paid  the  patent  holders  "equitable  re- 
muneration" for  the  period  of  time  left 
on  their  patents. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  where  this 
story  really  begins.  It  just  so  happens 
that  over  100  prescription  drugs  now 
protected  by  patents  will  be  getting 
extra  patent  life  under  GATT. 

For  example,  Glaxo's  patent  for  the 
world's  best  selling  drug,  Zantac, 
would  have  run  out  December  5,  1995, 
but  will  now  last  until  1997.  Generic 
drug  companies  have  already  spent 
millions  of  dollars  to  prepare  to  mar- 
ket lower  cost,  equivalent  drugs  on 
that  date,  giving  consumers  of  America 
a  tremendous  price  break. 

But  a  small  handful  of  brand- name 
pharmaceutical  companies  have  ob- 
jected. They  are  saying,  "Thank  you 
for  the  extra  patent  life.  We  really  ap- 
preciate that  part  of  GATT.  But  you 
should  know  there  is  an  obscure  provi- 
sion in  U.S.  drug  law  which  we  think 
protects  us  from  the  rest  of  the  GATT 
treaty.  We  are  sorry  our  generic  com- 
petitors have  invested  heavily  in  their 
business,  but  they  do  not  deserve  the 
protections  that  are  rightfully  theirs 
under  GATT.  So  we  guess  we  will  not 
have  any  competition  for  quite  some 
time." 

This  is  what  they  have  told  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  The  pharma- 
ceutical manufacturers  have  even 
threatened  litigation  against  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration. 

I  am  deeply  concerned,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, because  if  they  get  their  way  at 
this  time,  they  gain  a  multibillion  dol- 
lar windfall — alone  among  the  dozens 
of  other  industries  and  thousands  of 
other  companies  complying  rigidly 
with  the  GATT  treaty. 

Even  worse,  consumers  now  are  going 
to  have  to  pay  double  for  these  drugs. 
They  will  have  to  pay  twice,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  consumers  and  as  taxpayers. 
The  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
governments  are  going  to  pay  an  extra 
$1.25  billion  for  prescription  drugs  for 
older  Americans  under  Medicare,  veter- 
ans, low-income  families  and  children, 
as  well  as  the  active  duty  military. 

That  will  come  out  of  our  tax  dollars. 
The  American  taxpayers  will  thus  be 
paying  more  taxes  so  that  a  few  brand- 
name  drug  companies  can  make  more 
profits  and  block  competition  in  the 
marketplace—  forcing  the  American 
consumer  to  continue  paying  the  high- 
est drug  prices  in  the  world  today. 

Most  important,  I  think,  will  be  the 
effect  on  older  Americans,  Americans 
on  fixed  incomes,  and  Americans  with- 
out adequate  health  insurance.  They 
will  feel  the  hurt  of  these  soaring  drug 
prices  even  more. 

Mr.  President,  this  chart  is  fascinat- 
ing because  it  demonstrates  very  clear- 
ly that  two  of  our  best-selling  drugs  on 
the  market  are  about  to  run  out  of  pat- 
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ent  protection,  and  should  have  generic 
competition  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

Zantac,  for  example,  is  the  leading 
drug  for  ulcers.  It  is  manufactured  by 
Glaxo.  For  a  typical  2-month  supply, 
the  brand-name  is  $180.  For  a  generic 
supply  of  2  months,  the  cost  is  about 
$90.  What  we  are  going  to  see  is,  under 
GATT,  an  unintended  consequence. 
Glaxo  is  going  to  receive  a  19-month 
extension  on  their  patent.  This  drug's 
price  is  not  going  to  go  down.  There 
will  be  no  generic  competition  with 
Zantac.  We  will  see  Zantac  continue  to 
soar  in  price.  In  fact,  Glaxo  is  antici- 
pating over  a  $1  billion  windfall,  be- 
cause of  this  unintended  consequence 
in  GATT. 

Do  you  think  this  brand-name  drug, 
Zantac,  is  going  to  go  down  in  price? 
Last  year,  Zantac's  price  grew  IV2 
times  faster  than  inflation.  The  price 
for  Zantac  since  1989,  only  6  short  years 
ago,  has  increased  40  percent.  What  do 
you  suppose  is  going  to  happen  to  that 
price  if  Zantac  gains  more  than  a  year 
and  a  half  of  additional  uncontested 
market  exclusivity? 

Mr.  President,  the  intent  of  GATT,  of 
course,  was  not  to  harm  American  con- 
sumers. The  goal  was  to  improve  their 
standing  in  the  world  economy.  The 
prescription  drug  marketplace  today  is 
one  area  where  the  American  consumer 
has  been  particularly  exploited  as  we 
have  historically  paid  the  highest  price 
for  drugs  while  subsidizing  lower  drug 
prices  for  consumers  around  the  world. 

This  is  why  five  of  my  colleagues  and 
I  have  written  to  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  asking  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  to  make  the  right 
decision— and  that  right  decision  is  to 
allow  generic  drugs  to  come  to  the 
marketplace,  offering  competition  to 
brand-named  drugs  which  are  about  to 
receive  an  enormous  unexpected  and 
undeserved  windfall. 

This  is  a  textbook  case  of  a  loophole 
resulting  in  an  unwarranted  windfall. 
No  single  industry  deserves  special 
treatment  under  GATT  and  today  the 
pharmaceutical  manufacturers  of 
brand-name  products  are  getting  that 
special  treatment  at  the  expense  of  the 
American  consumer.  Should  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  fail  to  pro- 
vide the  proper  solution  to  this  prob- 
lem, I  will  immediately  proceed  with 
legislation  to  remedy  this  economic 
and  this  moral  wrong.  And  I  am  hope- 
ful my  colleagues  will  join  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  appearing  in  Busi- 
ness Week  magazine  dated  May  15,  1995, 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  well  as 
letters  to  Dr.  David  Kessler,  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration, from  consumer,  patient,  health 
care,  and  trade  groups  supporting  our 
concerns.  These  groups  include  the  Na- 
tional Organization  for  Rare  Disorders: 
Families  USA  and  the  Gray  Panthers; 
AmeriNet,  of  St.  Louis,  MO,  and  Pre- 
mier Health  Alliance,  of  Westchester, 
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IL;  the  National  Association  of  Chain 
Drug  Stores  and  the  National  Pharma- 
ceutical Alliance. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  Business  Week.  May  16,  1995] 
A    Patient   Medicine   Called   GATT— For 

Makers   of    Branded    Drlgs.    it    Could 

Prove  a  Powerfil  Tonic 

(By  John  Carey) 

It  wouldn't  be  surprising  if  Robert  J.  Gun- 
ter  took  a  dose  of  his  own  medicine.  Presi- 
dent of  generic  drugmaker  Novopharm  USA 
Inc..  he  has  spent  five  years  gearing  up  to 
produce  a  generic  version  of  Glaxo  Holdings 
PLC's  blockbuster  ulcer  drug.  Zantac.  He 
even  invested  $40  million  in  a  plant  in  Wil- 
son. NC.  built  to  pump  out  the  low-cost  ver- 
sion as  soon  as  Glaxo's  first  patent  expired 
in  December. 

Now.  Gunter  finds  himself  in  the  middle  of 
stomach-churning  patent  battle.  Glaxo  and 
other  brand  name  pharmaceutical  giants  are 
claiming  that  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  &  Trade  (GATT).  signed  by  President 
Clinton  in  December,  extends  many  of  their 
patents.  Zantac's  among  them.  More  impor- 
tant, they  argue,  the  extended  patent  term 
gives  them  extra  months— even  years — of 
protection  from  competing  generics. 

While  the  case  relies  on  complicated  legal 
arguments,  it  boils  down  to  whether  provi- 
sions in  G.ATT  supersede  a  1984  law  that  pre- 
vents the  Food  &  Drug  Administration  from 
approving  generics  until  the  patent  on  a 
name  brand  expires.  If  the  arguments  pre- 
vail, more  than  100  brand-name  products  will 
win  an  average  of  12  months  each  of  extra 
patent  protection  (table).  A  new  study  from 
the  University  of  Minnesota  estimates  that 
the  extra  protection  could  give  the 
drugmakers  a  windfall  of  $6  billion  over  the 
next  20  years.  'That's  obscene.  "  fumes  Sen- 
ator David  H.  Pryor  (D-Ark).  "American 
consumers  are  going  to  pay  the  bill." 

■'EtREKA  "  MOME.NT 

Pryor.  a  handful  of  other  lawmakers,  and 
the  generics  companies  are  fighting  back.  On 
.Apr  27.  Pryor  and  five  other  senators  asked 
the  FDA  to  reject  the  brand-name  compa- 
nies' interpretation  of  GATT  Vows 
Novopharm's  Gunter:  "If  the  pharmaceutical 
industry  thinks  generics  will  roll  over  and 
play  dead  on  this,  they  have  another  think 
coming  "  The  FDA's  decision  is  expected 
within  weeks,  but  the  wrangling  won't  end 
then  F'DA  officials  and  executives  on  both 
sides  predict  that  whatever  the  FDA  deci- 
sion, the  loser  will  take  the  issue  to  court. 

The  high-stakes  controversy  wasn't  antici- 
pated when  G.ATT  was  approved  late  last 
year  The  agreement  harmonized  US  law 
with  the  rest  of  the  world's  by  changing  pat- 
ent terms  to  20  years  from  the  initial  filing 
instead  of  17  years  after  being  granted  Most 
companies  thought  the  change  applied  only 
to  new  patents,  but  soon  after  passage. 
Glaxo's  lawyers  had  a  eureka"  moment. 
Poring  over  the  legislation,  "we  realized 
that  for  many  of  our  existing  products,  pat- 
ent life  would  be  extended."  says  associate 
general  counsel  Marc  Shapiro. 

As  a  result,  any  patent  that  took  under 
three  years  to  win  approval  would  have 
longer  protection.  Since  the  US  Patent  Of- 
fice took  only  17  months  to  grant  the  first  of 
two  key  patents  on  Zantac,  the  change 
would  give  the  company  an  additional  19 
months  of  protection  for  it.s  top-selling  drug. 

But  even  as  G.'^TT  changed  patent  terms. 
Congress  tried  to  prevent  harm  to  rivals  that 


had  been  counting  on  the  original  expiration 
dates.  Lawmakers  inserted  a  clause  permit- 
ting a  company  to  introduce  a  competing 
product  on  the  original  patent  expiration 
date  if  the  company  had  made  significant 
prior  investments  and  if  it  paid  the  patent 
holder  a  royalty  or  some  other  form  of  "eq- 
uitable remuneration  "  While  Jeremiah 
Mclntyre.  counsel  for  generic  drugmaker  Ge- 
neva Pharmaceuticals  Inc.,  calls  that  "a  fair 
balance,"  on  the  theory  that  it's  better  to 
pay  a  royalty  than  not  be  allowed  into  the 
market  at  all.  the  provision  would  squeeze 
generic  drugmakers'  already  thin  profit  mar- 
gins. 

OVERSIGHT'' 

Meanwhile,  Glaxo,  Bristol-Myers  Squibb 
Co..  and  other  brand-name  companies  are  ar- 
guing that  this  escape  clause  shouldn't  even 
apply  to  the  drug  industry  The  reason,  they 
say.  is  that  it  clashes  with  provisions  in  a 
1984  U.S.  generic-drug  law  that  prevents  the 
FDA  from  approving  a  generic  drug  until  the 
brand-name  patent  expires.  Unlike  other  in- 
stances where  Congress  amended  existing 
laws  to  conform  with  GATT.  it  failed  to  re- 
solve this  conflicts  implying  an  intent  to 
keep  existing  law  intact,  says  Glaxo's  Sha- 
piro. Pryor  and  others  plead  simple  over- 
sight. But  the  big  drugmakers  insist  on 
claiming  what  they  see  as  theirs. 

In  the  coming  fight,  generic  drugmakers 
face  an  uphill  struggle.  "We  have  to  be  bet- 
ter organized,  and  spend  more  money  to  get 
our  message  across.  "  says  Bruce  Downey, 
CEO  of  Barr  Laboratories  Inc..  a  generic 
drugmaker  in  Pomona.  N.Y  As  policymakers 
focus  once  again  on  rising  health-care  costs, 
the  generic  companies  do  have  one  potent 
message:  If  the  brand-name  companies  win. 
Americans  will  pay  billions  more  for  drugs. 
Faced  with  the  prospect  of  dramatically 
higher  costs.  "I  can't  believe  the  (FDA) 
wont  make  the  right  choice,"  says  Lewis  A. 
Engman.  president  of  the  Generic  Pharma- 
ceutical Industry  Assn.  Robert  Gunter  can 
only  hope  he's  right. 

A  WINDFALL  IN  THE  MAKING 

Pharmaceutical  makers  are  seeking  an  av- 
erage of  12  months'  extra  protection  from  ge- 
neric competitors  for  more  than  100  drugs. 

(Dollars  in  milltonsi 
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National  Organization  for 

Rare  Disorders.  Inc., 
Sew  Fairfield.  CT.  April  13.  1995. 
Hon  David  Kessler, 

Commissioner,  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
Rockville.  MD. 
Dear  Dr.  Kessler:  The  National  Organiza- 
tion for  Rare  Disorders.  Inc.  (NORDt  is  deep- 
ly concerned  with  the  FDA's  pending  inter- 
pretation of  the  General  Agreements  on  Tar- 
iffs and  Trade  (GATT)  implementing  legisla- 
tion as  it  applies  to  pharmaceutical  drug 
patents. 

The  branded  pharmaceutical  industry  (rep- 
re.sented  by  PhRMA)  is  seeking  an  extension 
of  patents  solely  based  on  their  desire  to 
maximize  profits.  If  these  companies  succeed 
in  their  attempt  to  limit  consumer  access  to 
more    affordable     "generic"    products,    then 


millions  of  Americans  will  have  no  choice 
but  to  pay  more  for  already  over-priced 
drugs.  NORD  believes  that  Congress  never 
intended  to  force  American  consumers  to 
pay  even  higher  prices  for  their  prescription 
drugs. 

While  such  patent  extensions  would  signifi- 
cantly increase  the  cost  of  our  Medicaid  pro- 
gram, please  consider  the  even  greater  bur- 
den this  would  place  upon  the  millions  of 
Americans  who  are  refused  health  insur- 
ance—and in  turn  prescription  drug  cov- 
erage— because  they  are  afflicted  with  a  rare 
"orphan  "  disease. 

GATT  was  intended  to  improve  the  welfare 
of  American  consumers  through  inter- 
national trade— including  the  needs  of  pa- 
tients who  desperately  rely  on  access  to 
more  affordable  drugs  GATT  was  never  in- 
tended to  provide  special  treatment  to  any 
segment  of  the  pharmaceutical  industry 
Sincerely. 

Abbey  S  Meyers, 

President. 

Families  USA  Foundation. 
Wa.ihington.  DC,  April  10.  1995 
Dear  Senator  Representative: 

We  understand  that  the  FDA  is  currently 
reviewing  its  position  on  GATT  language  as 
it  applies  to  the  extension  period  on  drug 
patents.  If  GATT  rules  are  retrospectively 
applied  to  previously  filed  or  issued  patents, 
the  average  patent  extension  for  currently 
marketed  drugs  would  be  more  than  12 
months.  The  FDA  is  considering  regulations 
that  would  withhold  approval  of  genenc 
drugs  covered  by  "GATT-extended"  patents 
until  the  extension  period  has  ended.  This 
would  force  the  American  public  to  pay  high- 
er prescription  drug  prices. 

Families  USA  recently  studied  price  in- 
creases in  the  top-selling  drugs  used  by 
Americans.  In  our  report.  Worthless  Promises 
Drug  Companies  Keep  Boosting  Price,  we  found 
that  the  prices  consumers  pay  for  the  most 
commonly  purchased  drugs  continue  to  in- 
crease faster  than  general  inflation  Drug 
price  increases  are  particularly  harmful  to 
senior  citizens  who  have  the  greatest  needs 
for  drugs  and  are  most  likely  to  pay  for  them 
out  of  pocket. 

Several  of  the  brand-name  drugs  that  could 
receive  patent  extensions  are  among  the  top- 
selling  (Irugs  used  by  Americans.  Among  the 
drugs  whose  patents  would  be  extended  are: 
Zantac,  the  top-selling  drug  used  by  Ameri- 
cans, which  increased  in  price  38%  from  1989 
to  1994,  Capoten,  a  blood  pressure  medicine 
which  increased  in  price  65.3%  from  1989  to 
1994  and  4.9%  last  year:  Pepcid,  an  ulcer  med- 
icine that  increased  in  price  31.3%  from  1989 
to  1994;  Mevacor.  a  cholesterol  medicine 
which  increased  in  price  27  8%  from  1989  to 
1994:  and  Prilosec,  an  ulcer  medicine  that  in- 
creased in  price  4.2%  last  year,  and  increased 
in  price  7.5%  (2.4  times  as  fast  as  inflation) 
in  the  year  1991  to  1992. 

Generic  drug  products  typically  enter  the 
market  at  prices  25%  less  than  patented 
brand,  and  their  prices  are  even  less  com- 
pared to  the  brand-name  drug  as  generics 
further  penetrate  the  market.  Consumers 
desperately  need  relief  from  high  drug 
prices. 

A  recent  study  by  PRIME  institute  found 
that  the  extension  would  cost  Medicaid 
about  SI  billion.  Federal  and  state  govern- 
ments will  face  more  than  $1.25  billion  in 
added  costs  without  generic  drugs  entering 
the  marketplace. 
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We  ask  you  to  examine  this  issue  and  en- 
courage the  FDA  to  delay  any  ruling  until 
the  problem  is  fully  investigated. 
Sincerely. 

Judith  G  Wa.x.m.an. 
Dtrector.  Government  A/fatrs. 

Gr.\y  p.\nthers  Project  Fund. 

Washington.  DC.  Aprtl  20.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Kessler. 

Commissioner,  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
Rockville.  MD. 

Dear  Dr.  Kessler:  I  am  writing  to  you  be- 
cause we  understand  the  FDA  is  reviewing 
its  position  on  the  language  in  GATT  as  it 
applied  to  extension  periods  on  prescription 
drug  patents.  We  understand  that  FDA  is 
considermg  regulations  that  would  prohibit 
the  entry  of  generic  drugs  in  the  market- 
place during  this  GATT  extension  period. 

It  is  our  position  that  this  action  would 
force  the  American  public  to  pay  higher 
prices  for  prescription  drugs.  It  also  seems  to 
us.  that  the  primary  purpose  of  GATT  is  to 
create  level  playing  fields  and  the  best  prod- 
uct at  the  lowest  price  to  consumers.  This 
action  is  contrary  to  that  principle. 

Many  of  the  brand-name  drugs  that  could 
receive  extended  patent  protection  are  some 
of  the  most  widely  prescribed  drugs  used  by 
Americans — especially  the  senior  population. 
And  these  drugs  continue  to  cost  more  and 
more  each  year.  In  a  recent  study  by  PRIME 
Institute  of  the  University  of  Minnesota 
found  that  Medicare  alone  would  incur  about 
1  billion  added  costs  without  the  availability 
of  generic  drugs. 

A  generic  prescription  drug  usually  enters 
the  marketplace  at  up  to  25  percent  less  than 
the  branded  drug.  To  those  individuals  living 
on  fixed  mcomes  who  already  faced  with  ris- 
ing health  costs,  the  option  to  choose  ge- 
neric is  very  important. 

Dr.  Kessler.  I  trust  that  you  will  further 
investigate  this  issue  and  seriously  consider 
the  negative  impact  that  prohibiting  the 
availability  of  generic  drugs  on  the  Amer- 
ican consumer. 
Sincerely. 

Dixie  Horning, 
Executive  Director. 

AmeriVet. 
St.  Louis.  MO.  April  25.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Kessler. 

Commissioner.  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
Rockville.  .MD. 

Dear  Dr.  Kessler:  The  FDA  is  currently 
deliberating  on  an  important  issue  that 
could  force  the  American  public  to  pay  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  higher  prescription  drug 
costs  The  debate  is  over  the  interpretation 
of  GATT  legislation  language  as  it  pertains 
to  patents  on  prescription  drugs.  This  lan- 
guage extends  the  life  of  patents  on  a  num- 
ber of  the  country's  most  widely  prescribed 
drugs,  potentially  generating  a  windfall  to 
pharmaceutical  companies  at  the  expense  of 
the  .American  public. 

As  a  group  purchasing  organization,  the 
economic  impact  of  the  GATT  patent  exten- 
sion and  the  projected  cost  to  consumers  is 
of  great  concern  to  us.  We  strongly  urge  you 
to  do  all  you  can  to  make  available  to  con- 
sumers the  generic  drugs  that  may  be  de- 
layed in  reaching  the  market  if  the  patents 
on  brand-name  drugs  are  extended. 

As  you  realize,  if  a  provider  has  a  generic 
equivalent  to  substitute,  the  patient  receives 
a  cost  savings  over  the  brand-name  drug. 
The  cost  to  consumers  for  the  currently  mar- 
keted brand-name  drugs  is  substantial,  pro- 
jected to  be  as  high  as  S6. 000. 000.  over  poten- 
tial generic  equivalents.  The  cost  will  be  in- 


curred by  the  American  public  as  well  as 
Medicare,  federal  and  state  governments, 
employers,  private  insurers,  and  managed 
care  firms. 

We  request  that  you  seriously  consider  the 
enormous  financial  burden  to  the  American 
public  that  would  result  from  legislature 
preventing  generic  drugs  from  entering  the 
marketplace  during  the  GATT  extension.  We 
fully  support  your  efforts  in  persuading  the 
FDA  to  make  lower-cost  generic  drugs  avail- 
able to  consumers  upon  existing  brand  pat- 
ent expiration. 
Sincerely, 

Joseph  W.  Mulroy. 

f^esident. 

Premier  Health  alliance.  Inc.. 

■  Westchester.  IL.  April  14.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Kessler, 
Commissioner,  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

Rockville.  MD. 
Re  GATT  Extension  Period  and  Drug  Patents 

Dear  Honorable  Kessler:  It  has  been 
brought  to  my  attention  that  certain  lan- 
guage in  the  recently  approved  GATT  legis- 
lation may  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
price  Americans  will  pay  for  prescription 
drugs  in  the  near  future.  It  is  also  my  under- 
standing that  the  branded  pharmaceutical 
industry  is  currently  pressuring  FDA  to 
make  a  ruling  that  would  prevent  generic 
drugs  from  entering  the  marketplace  during 
this  extension  period— a  decision  that  would 
place  an  enormous  financial  burden  on  the 
American  health  care  system  and  public 
through  higher  priced  drugs. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  Congress  did  not 
intend  for  brand  name  pharmaceutical  com- 
panies to  be  the  recipient  of  a  S6  billion  fi- 
nancial windfall  during  this  GATT  extension 
period  to  be  subsidized  by  health  care  provid- 
ers and  the  American  public. 

This  'unintended  consequence"  of  the 
GATT  language  should  not  be  passed  on  to 
hospitals  and  physicians  that  already  are  ag- 
gressively seeking  ways  to  reduce  healthcare 
costs,  as  well  as  private  citizens. 

I  am  personally  asking  you  to  seriously 
consider  the  negative  implications  that 
would  result  from  legislation  preventing  ge- 
neric drugs  from  entering  the  marketplace 
during  the  GATT  extension.  The  access  to 
generic  drugs  is  vital  to  those  Americans 
who  need  them  the  most  and  I  trust  you  will 
delay  any  ruling  until  further  investigation 
into  this  matter  has  been  made. 
Yours  truly. 

Bill  Magrlder. 
Vice  President.  Pharmacy  Program. 

National  Association  of 

Chain  Drug  stores, 
Alexandria.  VA.  April  26.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Kessler, 

Commissioner.  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
Rockville.  MD. 

Dear  Dr  Kessler:  On  behalf  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Chain  Drug  Stores 
(NACDSi,  I  am  writing  to  strongly  urge  that 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA) 
recognize  pre-GATT  patent  expiration  dates 
for  pharmaceuticals,  and  allow  the  approval 
of  .^NDAs  for  generic  prescription  pharma- 
ceutical preparations  where  the  sponsor  of 
such  application  has  made  a  "substantial  in- 
vestment" in  the  product  prior  to  June  8. 
1995.  the  date  of  implementation  of  the  Gen- 
eral .Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT).  We  understand  that  the  FDA  is  cur- 
rently considering  whether  GATT's  imple- 
menting legislation  provides  such  statutory 
authority.  NACDS  believes  that  it  does. 

NACDS  represents  America's  chain  drug 
store  industry,  and  includes  more  than  160 


chain  companies  in  an  industry  that  oper- 
ates 30.000  retail  community  pharmacies. 
Chain  pharmacy  is  the  largest  component  of 
retail  pharmacy  practice,  providing  practice 
settings  for  more  than  66.000  pharmacists. 
Our  membership  base  fills  over  60  percent  of 
the  more  than  two  billion  prescriptions  dis- 
pensed annually  in  the  United  States. 

We  understand  and  support  the  importance 
of  having  generic  prescription  drugs  avail- 
able to  consumers  as  soon  as  possible.  Every- 
day, the  availability  of  generic  lirugs  enables 
the  pharmacists  who  practice  in  our  stores 
to  help  reduce  overall  pre.scription  medica- 
tion costs  for  populations  that  do  not  have 
prescription  drug  insurance.  Among  those 
who  benefit  from  access  to  generic  drugs  are 
millions  of  older  Americans  and  working 
poor,  publicly-funded  prescription  drug  pro- 
grams such  as  Medicaid,  and  other  third 
party  prescription  drug  plans. 

The  impact  that  a  misapplication  of  the 
GATT  implementing  legislation  could  have 
on  the  American  public  is  significant.  A  re- 
cent study  by  the  PRIME  Institute  at  the 
University  of  Minnesota  found  that  GATT 
provisions  could  result  in  an  additional  $6 
billion  in  prescription  drug  expenditures  in 
the  United  States  because  of  the  additional 
patent  protections  granted  to  brand  name 
products,  and  the  relative  unavailability  of 
lower-cost  generic  versions. 

In  summary.  NACDS  believes  that  the 
GATT  agreement  should  not  preclude  the 
manufacturers  of  generic  prescription  drugs 
from  bringing  their  products  to  market  dur- 
ing the  period  of  extended  patent  protection 
provided  by  GATT  for  brand  name  prescrip- 
tion drug  products. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  L.  Ziegler, 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer. 

National  Pharmaceutical  Alliance. 

Alexandria.  VA.  .April  26.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Pryor, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  senator  Pryor:  The  National  Phar- 
maceutical Alliance  (NPA)  is  an  association 
of  over  165  manufacturers  and  distributors  of 
pharmaceutical  preparations  for  human  and 
veterinary  use.  Our  members  are  dedicated 
to  providing  safe  and  affordable  alternatives 
to  the  American  public  whenever  health 
needs  dictate  the  use  of  pharmaceutical 
products. 

In  December  of  last  year,  the  congress  rati- 
fied the  Uruguay  Round  .Agreements  Act 
[PL  103-465]  (URAA)  of  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Trade  and  Tariffs  (GATT)  This 
agreement  created  some  fundamental 
changes  to  be  made  in  US.  patent  law.  The 
new  law  provides  for  patents  to  be  in  force  20 
years  from  the  date  of  application  as  opposed 
to  the  historical  law  of  the  United  States 
which  provided  for  patents  to  be  in  force  for 
17  years  from  date  of  approval.  Congress,  re- 
alizing that  such  a  change  would  cause  a  fi- 
nancial hardship  on  companies  that  expected 
to  enter  the  marketplace  at  the  expiration  of 
the  old  patent  date,  provided  a  remedy  to 
allow  competing  products  on  the  market. 

Under  H.R.  5110.  the  implementing  lan- 
guage of  GATT.  companies  that  could  show 
that  a  substantial  investment  had  been  made 
in  a  product  could  enter  the  marketplace  at 
the  pre-GATT  expiry  date  The  respective 
companies  then  would  work  out  an  "equi- 
table remuneration"  during  the  life  of  the 
patent  extension  This  remedy  will  work  for 
every  industry  except  the  generic  pharma- 
ceutical industry  due  to  its  regulation  by  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration.  Since  ap)- 
provals  for  .Abbreviated  New  Drug  .Applica- 
tions  (ANDAsi    are    governed    by    the    Drug 


Price  Competition  and  Patent  Term  Restora- 
tion Act  of  1984.  known  as  HalchWaxman. 
failure  to  change  its  provisions  could  prevent 
the  FD.A  from  granting  approvals  until  after 
the  patent  extension  has  expired.  We  do  not 
believe  that  Congress  intended  to  treat  the 
drug  industry  differently  than  other  indus- 
tries. 

If  the  109  generic  pharmaceutical  products 
inversely  affected  by  GATT  are  kept  off  the 
market,  the  result  could  be  an  increased  cost 
to  the  American  consumer  of  over  $6  billion 
and  a  cost  of  over  $1.2  billion  to  Federal  and 
State  governments  in  higher  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  costs.  In  1995  alone,  drugs  such  as 
alclometrasone  dipr.  (Alclovate).  captopril 
iCapoteni.  and  ranitidine  HCl  (Zantac)  could 
be  unavailable  to  con.sumers  in  a  generic  ver- 
sion. Zantac  alone  could  represent  an  addi- 
tional cost  to  the  consumers  in  excess  of  Jl 
billion  during  the  time  of  the  patent  exten- 
sion. At  a  time  when  both  healthcare  costs 
and  government  budgets  are  strained  to  the 
limit,  it  makes  no  sense  for  government  to 
take  any  action  that  would  fuel  the  growth 
in  these  expenditures. 

In  the  ten  years  since  its  passage,  the 
Hatch^Waxman  legislation  has  done  remark- 
ably well  at  balancing  the  interests  of  pro- 
prietary drug  companies  and  the  generic 
drug  industry.  The  public  also  has  come  to 
not  only  expect,  but  to  rely  upon,  timely  ac- 
cess to  high  quality,  low  cost  alternatives  to 
monopolistic  priced  name  brand  drugs. 

NP.A  is  pleased  to  see  that  members  of 
Congress,  such  as  yourself,  are  taking  steps 
to  correct  this  inequity  in  the  law.  Your  ac- 
tions are  to  be  applauded  and  your  decision 
to  stand  up  for  the  American  consumer  is  ap- 
preciated. 

Sincerely, 

Christine  Sizemore, 

Executive  Director. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thom.a.s).  The  pending  business  is  the 
Jeffords  amendment  No.  867. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed as  in  morning  business  for  3  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
may  proceed. 


THE  NATIONAL  RIFLE 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  our  friend 
from  Arkansas  has  brought  to  our  at- 
tention the  fact  that  former  President 
Bush  has  decided  to  resign  from  the 
National  Rifle  Association  because  of 
its  refusal  to  repudiate  some  state- 
ments which  were  made  by  a  vice  presi- 
dent of  NRA  in  a  fundraising  letter.  I 
join  Senator  Pryor  in  commending 
former  President  Bush  for  his  action.  I 
am  sure  it  is  a  difficult  one  for  the 
President,  as  a  decades-long  member  of 
the  NRA  and  as  someone  who  believes 
in  so  many  of  its  programs  and  efforts 
to  protect  rights  under  the  second 
amendment. 


But  what  President  Bush  reacted  to 
is  what  I  think  most  Americans  who 
have  read  this  letter  reacted  to,  which 
is  a  statement  by  Mr.  LaPierre.  among 
others,  that  the  Clinton  administration 
has  authorized  law  enforcement  per- 
sonnel to  murder  law-abiding  citizens. 

Those  are  the  words  in  the  letter.  It 
is  an  outrageous  allegation  about  any 
American  President  or  any  American 
administration.  I  do  not  think  1  per- 
cent of  the  members  of  the  NRA  be- 
lieve that  the  Clinton  administration 
has  authorized  its  agents,  its  Treasury 
agents,  its  FBI  agents,  its  law  enforce- 
ment agents,  to  murder  law-abiding 
citizens  I  wrote  a  letter  to  Tom  Wash- 
ington, whom  I  know.  He  is  a  resident 
of  Michigan  who  was  president  of  the 
National  Rifle  Association,  urging  him 
to  retract  thai  statement  and  some 
other  allegations  in  that  letter  which 
are,  I  think,  equally  offensive,  but  at 
least  that  statement. 

In  his  response  to  me.  which  I  put  in 
the  Record  yesterday  or  the  day  before 
yesterday,  he  really  did  not  respond  to 
the  request.  He  simply  acknowledged 
that  sometimes  fundraising  letters 
have  exaggerated  rhetoric.  But  this  is 
not  a  case  of  just  exaggerated  rhetoric. 
This  is  an  allegation  by  one  of  the  Na- 
tion's largest  organizations  that  this 
administration  has  given  the  go-ahead 
to  law  enforcement  personnel  to  mur- 
der—I  am  using  the  word  murder  be- 
cause that  is  exactly  the  word  that 
they  used;  indeed  the  letter  underlines 
it,  italicizes  it.  emphasizes  it — to  mur- 
der law-abiding  citizens. 

I  do  not  think,  again,  anybody  on 
this  floor  would  think  there  is  truth  to 
that  statement.  I  do  not  think  1  per- 
cent of  the  members,  as  I  said,  of  the 
NRA  believes  there  is  truth  to  that 
statement.  It  is  that  kind  of  a  state- 
ment, of  a  wild  statement,  of  an  irre- 
sponsible statement  by  a  major  organi- 
zation, which  is  creating  an  unaccept- 
able climate  in  this  country.  I  believe. 
Is  it  the  only  statement?  Of  course  not. 
Others  have  made  outrageous  state- 
ments, too.  Do  they  have  a  right  to 
make  that  statement  under  the  first 
amendmenf  They  do.  I  will  defend  it. 

They  may  have  a  right  to  make  that 
statement,  but  that  does  not  make  it 
right  to  make  that  kind  of  a  state- 
ment. It  should  be  retracted. 

I  commend  President  Bush  and  I  hope 
other  members  of  the  NRA.  in  one  way 
or  another,  would  let  their  leadership 
know  that  kind  of  rhetoric  is  unaccept- 
able about  an  .American  administra- 
tion. Like  any  other  administration,  it, 
I  am  sure,  has  agents  who  make  mis- 
takes from  time  to  time.  There  is  a 
place  to  rectify  them.  It  is  called  a 
court.  But  to  make  that  allegation 
from  an  organization  the  size  of  the 
NRA  I  think  is  unacceptable,  it  is  irre- 
sponsible, and  it  still  should  be  re- 
tracted. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  Arkansas  for 
his  continuing  effort  to  try   to  bring 


some  kind  of  calmer  normalcy  into  the 
general  climate  in  this  country. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President  I  just  want 
to  observe  that  the  managers  of  the 
pending  legislation  I  understand  are 
working  on  some  agreements  hopefully 
that  will  make  it  possible  to  wrap  up 
this  legislation  before  the  day  is  out. 
Therefore,  at  this  time,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Chair  what  the  pending 
business  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  of  the  Senate  is  the 
Hatch  amendment  numbered  755. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gregg).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


THE  NUCLEAR  NON- 
PROLIFERATION  TREATY 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  just  a  cou- 
ple of  hours  ago,  the  Nuclear  Non-Pro- 
liferation  Treaty— the  single  most  im- 
portant component  of  the  international 
effort  to  prevent  the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons — was  enshrined  for  ail  time  by 
an  overwhelming  decision  made  by 
more  than  170  countries  party  to  the 
treaty.  The  decision  to  make  the  NPT 
permanent  was  accomplished  without 
any  conditions  or  qualifications. 

This  is  a  truly  historic  day  in  our  on- 
going efforts  to  make  ours  a  safer  and 
more  peaceful  world.  The  security  of 
all  countries,  weapons  States  and  non- 
weapons  States  alike,  has  been 
strengthened. 

The  NPT  has  established  the  norm 
prohibiting  the  further  acquisition  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Indefinite  extension 
of  the  NPT  will  help  improve  the  cli- 
mate of  trust  conducive  to  more  re- 
strictive controls  over  weapons-grade 
nuclear  materials  and  related  tech- 
nologies and  activities.  It  also  provides 
momentum  for  addressing  the  dangers 
posed  by  other  weapons  of  msiss  de- 
struction. 

Making  the  NPT  permanent,  of 
course,  will  not  end  the  global  nuclear 
proliferation  threat.  Treaty  member- 
ship is  never  a  guarantee  of  compli- 
ance. Yet,  when  backed  by  strong  na- 
tional policies,  the  NPT  advances  the 
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security  interests  of  all  countries.  In- 
deed, it  has  helped  to  keep  the  number 
of  declared  nuclear  weapons  States  and 
so-called  "threshold"  States  at  five 
and  three  respectively. 

Clearly,  the  world  remains  a  dan- 
gerous place.  Iran,  North  Korea,  and 
the  theft  of  fissile  materials  present 
immediate  nuclear  proliferation  perils. 
Much  progress  on  controls  over  other 
weapons  of  mass  destruction  remains 
to  be  made.  Moreover,  as  the  tragic 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  has  shown,  de- 
termined terrorists  can  accomplish 
their  contemptible  intentions  with 
even  the  crudest  of  weapons. 

But  today  is  a  time  for  celebration. 
We  have  achieved  a  critical  victory  in 
making  the  post-cold-war  period  safer 
and  more  secure.  This  is  a  victory  for 
all  the  worlds  people.  I  believe  this 
body  deserves  a  measure  of  credit  for 
the  unanimous  adoption  of  a  resolution 
in  March  calling  for  permanent,  uncon- 
ditional extension  of  the  NPT.  It  is 
also  a  testament  to  the  hard  work  of 
Tom  Graham  who  took  the  lead  in  the 
negotiations.  The  chairman  of  the  con- 
ference held  in  New  York,  the  Honor- 
able Jayantha  Dhanapala  of  Sri  Lanka, 
also  deserves  our  thanks  for  his  par- 
ticularly skilled  leadership.  Happily. 
Mr.  Dhanapala  will  be  returning  to 
Washington  within  a  few  days  to  re- 
sume his  post  as  Ambassador  of  his 
country  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  NON-PROLIFERATION  TREATY 
AND  U.S.  SECURITY 
Mr.  THURxMOND.  Mr.  President,  26 
years  ago.  the  Senate  provided  its  ad- 
vice and  consent  to  ratification  of  the 
Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Treaty 
[NPT].  In  considering  the  treaty. 
Chairman  Fulbright  prevailed  on  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  ratify  the 
NPT,  because  without  it,  the  world 
would  face  a  wide  array  of  potential 
nuclear  horrors — such  as  developing 
nations  acquiring  nuclear  weapons  to 
elevate  their  status  or  national  power: 
regional  powers  resorting  to  the  use  of 
nuclear  weapons  to  settle  their  dif- 
ferences; or  ethnic  or  religious  dif- 
ferences being  settled  with  nuclear 
weapons.  He  foresaw  a  world  where 
major  powers  like  the  United  States 
might  be  held  hostage  by  small,  poor 
countries  who  possess  a  few  nuclear 
weapons  and  the  means  to  deliver 
them,  or.  become  drawn  into  a  nuclear 
confrontation  brought  about  by  these 
small  nations  through  a  miscalculation 
or  an  accident. 


At  the  time  the  NPT  was  negotiated 
there  were  relatively  few  countries  who 
had  tested  or  possessed  nuclear  weap- 
ons. Those  countries  were  the  United 
States,  the  United  Kingdom.  Russia. 
France,  and  China.  They  became 
known  as  the  nuclear  weapons  states. 
All  other  states  who  did  not  possess  or 
had  not  tested  nuclear  weapons  became 
known  as  non-nuclear  weapons  states. 

Back  in  1969.  when  the  Senate  voted 
to  provide  its  advice  and  consent  to 
ratification  of  the  NPT,  I  was  one  of 
the  15  members  who  voted  against  rati- 
fication of  the  treaty.  I  voted  against 
it  because  I  had  grave  reservations 
about  the  treaty's  goals  and  whether 
they  could  be  achieved.  I  was  con- 
cerned that  if  the  United  States  rati- 
fied the  NPT,  it  would  be  unable  to  ful- 
fill its  NATO  responsibilities  and  com- 
mitments. I  feared  that  the  NPT  would 
also  foreclose  the  ability  of  NATO 
members  to  participate  fully  in  the  op- 
erations of  the  Alliance.  Lastly.  I  was 
concerned  that  the  nuclear  weapons 
states,  and  in  particular,  the  United 
States,  would  bear  the  huge  costs  of 
transferring  nuclear  technology  for 
peaceful  uses  to  the  non-nuclear  weap- 
ons states. 

Mr.  President,  the  overall  goal  and 
purpose  of  the  NPT  is  to  stop  the 
spread  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  to  pro- 
hibit the  transfer,  or  acquisition  and 
manufacture  of  nuclear  weapons  by 
non-nuclear  weapons  states.  However, 
there  are  no  enforcement  mechanisms 
to  prevent  a  non-nuclear  weapons  slate 
from  becoming  a  nuclear  weapons  state 
in  the  NPT.  There  are  no  sanctions  for 
violations  of  the  treaty.  While  the  NPT 
requires  the  parties  to  pursue  negotia- 
tions to  end  the  nuclear  arms  race  and 
bring  about  nuclear  disarmament,  the 
NPT  cannot  force  an  end  to  the  race 
for  nuclear  weapons,  nor  can  it  force 
the  destruction  of  all  nuclear  weapons. 

For  that  matter,  the  NPT  cannot  en- 
sure that  parties  to  the  Treaty,  wheth- 
er nuclear  weapons  states  or  non-nu- 
clear weapons  states,  do  not  withdraw 
from  the  Treaty  if  they  decide  they 
wish  to  acquire  or  develop  a  nuclear  ar- 
senal for  their  own  national  security 
reasons.  In  fact,  the  NPT  has  a  with- 
drawal clause. 

The  NPT  only  covers  countries  that 
have  ratified  the  Treaty.  For  example, 
take  the  so-called  threshold  states 
which  have  developed  nuclear  weapons, 
or  nuclear  weapons  technology.  These 
countries.  India,  Pakistan,  and  Israel, 
are  not  parties  to  the  Treaty.  Even  if 
these  countries  signed  the  NPT  as  non- 
nuclear  weapons  states,  there  is  no  way 
to  ensure  that  these  countries  will  ever 
stop  development  of.  or  destroy,  their 
nuclear  arsenals. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  26  years  of  its 
existence,  the  NPT  did  not  free  the 
world  from  the  threat  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons, and  it  will  not  do  so  in  the  future. 
It  did,  however,  establish  a  global  norm 
for  nations  to  limit  the  proliferation  of 


nuclear  weapons  and  it  has  enjoyed  the 
widest  adherence  of  any  arms  control 
agreement.  It  is  for  this  reason,  that  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  extending  the 
NPT.  Let  me  qualify  my  statement  of 
support  of  the  Treaty  by  saying  that  I 
take  no  position  on  whether  the  Treaty 
should  be  indefinitely  extended,  or.  ex- 
tended only  for  a  fixed  period  of  time. 
I  am  concerned  that  the  United  States 
did  not  make  any  efforts  to  improve 
the  NPT  and  make  it  a  more  viable 
agreement  by  strengthening  its  en- 
forcement and  inspection  mechanisms. 

I  went  back  and  reviewed  the  Senate 
floor  debate  on  the  ratification  of  the 
NPT.  Mr.  President,  despite  wide  ad- 
herence to  the  NPT.  the  world  still 
faces  the  potential  horrors  of  a  nuclear 
exchange  between  regional  states.  The 
risk  of  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons  by 
countries  to  suppress  governmental 
factions,  or  settle  old  ethnic  and  reli- 
gious disputes  still  exists  today,  as  it 
did  26  years  ago. 

Representatives  of  the  international 
community  have  been  gathered  in  New 
York  City  at  the  United  Nations  for 
the  past  month  to  determine  the  future 
of  the  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Trea- 
ty. The  Clinton  administration  sup- 
ports indefinite  and  unconditional  ex- 
tension of  the  Treaty,  while  represent- 
atives from  the  non-aligned  member 
states,  led  by  Indonesia.  Iran  and 
Egypt,  oppose  indefinite  extension. 

On  March  16,  a  majority  of  Members 
of  the  Senate  expressed  their  support 
for  the  administration's  position  of  in- 
definite and  unconditional  extension  of 
the  NPT.  They  also  expressed  concerns 
that  the  NPT  would  be  seriously  under- 
cut if  it  is  not  indefinitely  extended, 
dealing  a  major  below  to  global  nuclear 
nonproliferation  regimes.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  treaty  can  be  undermined  at 
any  time  regardless  of  its  duration  be- 
cause there  are  no  enforcement  mecha- 
nisms or  automatic  sanctions. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  as  a 
non-nuclear  weapons  state  to  the  NPT 
and  member  in  good  standing.  Iraq,  de- 
veloped an  illegal  nuclear  weapons  pro- 
gram under  the  guise  of  a  peaceful  nu- 
clear program,  and  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  Iran,  under  the  guise  of 
peaceful  use  of  nuclear  technology  is 
pursuing  an  illegal  nuclear  weapons 
program.  Likewise.  North  Korea,  a 
non-nuclear  weapons  state  to  the  NPT 
was  determined  to  have  violated  the 
NPT.  Of  course,  it  was  never  deter- 
mined to  be  a  member  in  good  standing 
of  the  treaty.  Lastly,  even  though  not 
members  of  the  NPT.  India.  Pakistan, 
and  Israel,  were  able  to  secretly  de- 
velop nuclear  weapons  programs. 

Representatives  and  leaders  of  a 
number  of  developing  countries,  or 
nonaligned  member  states,  do  not  sup- 
port indefinite  and  unconditional  ex- 
tension of  the  treaty.  They  cite  as  rea- 
sons for  their  lack  of  support  for  the 
U.S.  position,  the  lack  of  progress  in 
concluding  a  comprehensive  test  ban. 


They  claim  that  the  nuclear  weapons 
states  have  not  fulfilled  their  nuclear 
disarmament  obligations.  They  believe 
that  the  Treaty  is  discriminatory  and 
that  it  sanctions  the  five  nuclear  pow- 
ers' rights  to  hold  on  to  their  nuclear 
weapons  and  keep  the  non-nuclear 
weapon  states  as  nuclear  weapons 
"have-nots". 

Mr.  President.  I  reject  the  rationale 
offered  by  the  non-aligned  states  for 
not  supporting  extension  of  the  Treaty 
For  the  past  decade,  the  United  States 
and  Russia  have  made  unprecedented 
reductions  in  their  nuclear  forces — be- 
ginning in  1985  with  the  Intermediate 
Range  Nuclear  Forces  Treaty  and  more 
recently  reducing  strategic  forces 
under  START.  Both  President  Clinton 
and  President  Yeltsin  have  agreed  to 
discuss  even  further  reductions  to  their 
nuclear  weapons  programs  once 
START  II  is  implemented.  Prior  to 
START  entering  into  force.  President 
Bush  and  President  Gorbachev  imple- 
mented unilateral  reductions  of  United 
States  and  Russian  tactical  weapons. 
Since  1992.  a  testing  moratorium  has 
been  in  place  in  the  United  States,  and 
the  United  States  along  with  the  other 
nuclear  weapons  states  and  members  of 
the  Conference  on  Disarmament  have 
been  negotiating  a  comprehensive  test 
ban  treaty. 

Last  month,  the  United  States  and 
the  other  four  nuclear  weapons  states 
restated  their  support  of  negative  secu- 
rity assurances  in  the  United  Nations. 
Additionally,  negotiations  will  begin 
soon  on  a  global  ban  on  the  production 
of  fissile  material  for  military  purposes 
in  the  Conference  on  Disarmament.  If 
these  steps  do  not  indicate  a  good  faith 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
and  other  nuclear  weapons  states  to- 
ward nuclear  disarmament.  I  am  not 
sure  what  else  can  be  done. 

Representatives  of  the  non-nuclear 
weapons  states  who  want  to  poke  the 
United  States  in  the  eye  by  not  sup- 
porting indefinite  extension  of  the 
Treaty,  because  they  believe  we  have 
not  reduced  our  nuclear  arsenals  to 
zero,  or  completed  the  negotiations  on 
a  comprehensive  test  ban.  would  do 
well  to  focus  attention  on  their  own  ef- 
forts at  reducing  the  threat  posed  by 
nuclear  weapons.  How  have  they 
worked  with  their  neighbors,  and  other 
countries,  to  build  more  positive  rela- 
tionships and  confidence  so  that  threat 
of  attack  and  annihilation  are  reduced 
and  countries  do  not  feel  compelled  to 
acquire  nuclear  weapons  for  protec- 
tion? 

The  Clinton  administration  and 
other  NPT  signatories  should  stop 
wringing  their  hands  over  the  period  of 
time  for  which  the  Treaty  should  be  ex- 
tended. Instead  they  should  be  focused 
on  using  this  month-long  conference  to 
enhance  the  viability  of  the  NPT  by 
making  it  a  living  document  which  en- 
ables and  ensures  multilateral  enforce- 
ment of  the  Treaty's  provisions.   Par- 


ties to  the  NPT  should  have  confidence 
that  its  members  will  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Treaty,  be  supportive 
of  its  goals  and  that  the  proliferation 
of  nuclear  weapons  and  nuclear  tech- 
nology is  eliminated.  And.  when  a  de- 
termination of  a  violation  has  been 
made  by  the  international  monitoring 
agency  through  its  inspections  and  the 
United  Nations  Security  Council  has 
been  notified,  meaningful  and  appro- 
priate actions  or  sanctions  should  be 
undertaken  immediately. 

Mr  President,  once  again,  I  rise  to 
say  that  I  support  extension  of  the 
NPT  I  only  regret  that  the  administra- 
tion did  not  believe  the  NPT  was  im- 
portant enough  to  strengthen  it  to 
make  it  a  more  viable  and  effective 
arms  control  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  a  vote 
has  been  scheduled  at  6  o'clock  by  the 
managers  on  an  amendment  which  has 
been  offered  by  Senator  Craig.  Senator 
Gra.ssley.  Senator  Brown.  Senator 
Ke.mfthorn?:,  and  myself  which  would 
establish  a  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
hearings  snouid  oe  hem  on  Ru'oy  Ridge. 
ID.  and  Waco.  TX,  on  or  before  June  30. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
set  a  date  where  there  may  be  an  in- 
quiry by  the  full  Judiciary  Committee 
on  those  events  because  of  the  wide- 
spread reports  of  public  unrest  as  to 
what  occurred  there. 

I  have  attempted  to  get  a  hearing  on 
the  Waco  incident  since  mid-1993.  The 
incident  there  happened  on  April  19, 
1993.  It  has  always  seemed  to  me  that  it 
is  not  sufficient  to  have  the  executive 
branch  investigate  itself  when  there  is 
so  much  concern  as  to  the  propriety  of 
the  action  which  was  taken  there,  with 
the  assaults  and  with  the  rush  and  with 
the  gases  which  were  used. 

There  have  been  numerous  reports 
and  there  is  very  substantial  evidence 
of  public  unrest  on  what  has  happened 
there.  It  is  speculative  to  an  extent,  or 
it  may  not  be  speculative,  as  to  a  con- 
nection between  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  on  April  19,  which  is  2  years 
to  the  day  after  the  events  at  Waco. 
TX.  The  subcommittee  has  held  a  se- 
ries of  hearings  and  had  planned  to 
have  an  inquiry  scheduled  for  April  18, 


and  the  full  committee  did  convene  on 
the  first  date  which  was  set  back  on 
April  26.  And  I  think  it  is  entirely  ap- 
propriate for  the  full  committee  to 
handle  the  matter  as  opposed  to  the 
terrorism  subcommittee. 

But  after  having  a  series  of  hear- 
ings—we had  our  third  hearing  today- 
I  am  more  convinced  than  ever  that 
there  is  real  public  tension  as  to  the 
events  in  Waco.  TX,  and  Ruby  Ridge, 
ID.  I  think  it  is  just  inappropriate  for 
the  Senate  to  wait  an  indefinite  period 
of  time. 

Senator  Hatch  has  proposed  that 
there  be  hearings  in  the  near  future,  as 
he  categorizes  it,  and  has  further  ar- 
ticulated the  near  future  to  mean 
sometime  in  the  current  session,  which 
would  be  at  the  end  of  the  year.  If 
there  is  unrest,  and  if  there  is  a  causal 
connection,  or  if  there  is  any  connec- 
tion, however  slight  or  however  tenu- 
ous, between  the  incident  at  Waco  and 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  I  suggest 
it  is  our  duty  to  proceed  to  clear  the 
air  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
and  to  demonstrate  that  ranking  pub- 
lic officials  at  whatever  level  will  be 
held  accountable.  It  seems  to  me  this  is 
something  which  is  very  important  to 
do. 

In  establishing  the  date  of  June  30,  I 
would  be  prepared  to  be  flexible  until 
the  August  recess,  to  extend  the  time 
for  another  period  until  August  4, 
which  would  be  acceptable  from  my 
point  of  view.  There  has  been  an  issue 
raised  as  to  the  completion  of  the  FBI 
investigation,  and  that  certainly  could 
be  done  by  August  4. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  I  will  relax  the 
language  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  modified  so 
that  the  date  August  4  would  be  in- 
serted in  place  of  the  date  June  30. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  754).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing  new  section: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  or  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  inter- 
national terrorism  for  many  years: 

(2)  There  has  been  enormous  public  con- 
cern, worry  and  fear  in  the  U.S.  over  the 
threat  of  domestic  terrorism  after  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  New  York  World  Trade  Center  on 
February  26.  1993: 

(3)  There  is  even  more  public  concern. 
worry  and  fear  since  the  bombing  of  the  Al- 
fred P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City  on  April  19.  1995: 

(4)  Public  concern,  worry  and  fear  has  been 
aggravated  by  the  fact  that  it  appears  that 
the  terrorist  bombing  at  the  Federal  build- 
ing in  Oklahoma  City  was  perpetrated  by 
Americans: 

(5)  The  United  States  Senate  should  take 
all  action  within  its  power  to  understand  and 
respond  in  all  possible  ways  to  threats  of  do- 
mestic as  well  as  International  terrorism; 

(6)  Serious  questions  of  public  concern 
have  been  raised  about  the  actions  of  federal 
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law  enforcement  officials  including  agents 
from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
and  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  relating  to  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Randy 
Weaver  and  others  in  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho,  in 
August.  1992  and  Mr.  David  Koresh  and  oth- 
ers associated  with  the  Branch  Oavidian  sect 
in  Waco.  Texas,  between  February  28.  1993. 
and  April  19.  1993: 

(7)  Inquiries  by  the  Executive  Branch  have 
left  serious  unanswered  questions  on  these 
incidents; 

(8)  The  United  States  Senate  has  not  con- 
ducted any  hearings  on  these  incidents; 

(9)  There  is  public  concern  about  allowing 
federal  agencies  to  investigate  allegations  of 
impropriety  within  their  own  ranks  without 
congressional  oversight  to  assure  account- 
ability at  the  highest  levels  of  government; 

(lOi  Notwithstanding  an  official  censure  of 
FBI  Agent  Larry  Potts  on  January  6,  1994. 
relating  to  his  participation  in  the  Idaho  in- 
cident, the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  on  May  2.  1995.  appointed  Agent  Potts 
to  be  Deputy  Director  of  the  FBI; 

(111  It  is  universally  acknowledged  that 
there  can  be  no  possible  justification  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  regardless  of  what 
happened  at  Ruby  Ridge,  Idaho,  or  Waco, 
Texas; 

(12i  Ranking  federal  officials  have  sup- 
ported hearings  by  the  U.S.  Senate  to  dispel 
public  rumors  that  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing was  planned  and  carried  out  by  federal 
law  enforcement  officials; 

{13i  It  has  been  represented,  or  at  least 
widely  rumored,  that  the  motivation  for  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  may  have  been  re- 
lated to  the  Waco  incident,  the  dates  falling 
exactly  two  years  apart;  and 

(14 1  A  US.  Senate  hearing,  or  at  least  set- 
ting the  date  for  such  a  hearing,  on  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge  would  help  to  restore  public 
confidence  that  there  will  be  full  disclosure 
of  what  happened,  appropriate  congressional 
oversight  and  accountability  at  the  highest 
levels  of  the  federal  government. 

(b)  Se.nsk  of  the  Se.n.^te.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be  held 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  on 
countering  domestic  terrorism  in  all  possible 
ways  with  a  hearing  on  or  before  August  4. 
1995,  on  actions  taken  by  federal  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  in  Ruby  Ridge,  Idaho,  and 
Waco.  Texas 

'Mr.  SPECTER.  I  do  that,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, so  that  there  may  be  a  little 
more  lead  time  as  to  the  completion  of 
the  investigation  by  the  FBI.  I  make 
that  modification  because  of  my  dis- 
cussion with  the  FBI  Director  that,  as 
he  put  it,  8  to  10  weeks  would  give 
ample  latitude  for  that  to  be  com- 
pleted. So  I  am  prepared  to  move  at 
that  time.  I  think  that  it  is  important 
that  a  specific  date  be  set  so  that  there 
Is  an  acknowledgement  by  the  Senate 
that  we  do  plan  to  move  forward  on  a 
date  and  the  date  has  been  established. 

I  understand  we  are  to  vote  at  6 
o'clock,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor 
and  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  aissistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  cjuorum  call  be  rescinded 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
A.SHCROFT).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
amendment,  which  is  the  Jeffords 
amendment,  be  set  eiside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A.MENDMENT  NO    7.Vt 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  table  the  Specter  amendment  and 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No.  754, 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Specter].  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  eissistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  D'A.mato], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole], 
and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Warner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  w£is  announced — yeas  74. 
nays  23,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  163  Leg] 
YEAS— 74 


Abraham 

Feingold 

Lleberman 

ARaka 

Feins teln 

Lott 

Bennett 

Ford 

Lugar 

Biden 

Frist 

.Mack 

Bimramao 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bond 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Breaux 

Grere 

Murray 

Bryan 

Harkin 

.Nunn 

Bumpera 

Hatch 

Pell 

Bums 

Hatrield 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Helms 

Reid 

Campbell 

tnhofe 

Robb 

Cbafee 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Coau 

Johnston 

Roth 

Cochran 

Kassebaum 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simpson 

DeWine 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Domenicl 

Lautenber^ 

Thompson 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Levin 

NAYS— 23 

.\3hcroft 

HeniD 

Packwood 

Baucus 

Holllngs 

Pressler 

Brown 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Specter 

Falrcloth 

McCain 

Stevens 

Gramm 

McConnell 

Wellstooe 

Grassley 

Nickles 

NOT  VOTING-3 

DAmato 

Dole 

Warner 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  754)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
want  to  inform  all  my  colleagues — I  do 


not  need  to  take  much  time  on  this 
bill,  but  just  a  few  minutes— that  I 
called  for  hearings  last  year.  I  have 
only  been  chairman  for  a  little  over  4 
months. 

Every  Member  knows  the  Judiciary 
Committee  has  had  a  lot  on  its  plate, 
and  we  have  a  lot  more  on  our  plate. 
However,  there  are  very  few  things 
that  I  feel  more  deeply  about  than 
what  happened  at  Waco  and  at  Ruby 
Ridge. 

These  are  people  in  States  that  I  ad- 
mire and  love.  Many  of  the  people  I 
know— at  least  in  Idaho.  I  admire  and 
love  them.  I  have  said  that  we  will  hold 
hearings  on  these  important  issues, 
and  I  will  do  so  as  expeditiously  as  I 
can. 

Everybody  does  know  that  to  do  it 
properly,  we  are  going  to  have  to  spend 
some  time  investigating  this.  We  are 
already  in  the  process  of  that.  Re- 
cently, I  lost  my  chief  investigator  who 
moved  to  another  office. 

We  will  do  this  as  expeditiously  as  we 
can.  We  will  do  it  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  Senate.  I  want  to  tell  my  dear 
friend  from  Pennsylvania  that  his  de- 
sires here  are  not  going  to  go  ignored. 
It  is  just  that  I  want  to  do  it  the  right 
way.  I  want  to  make  sure  that  all  of 
the  issues  are  aired  and  that  they  are 
aired  fairly  and  in  front  of  the  full 
committee,  because  no  hearings  could 
be  held  unless  they  are  Department  of 
Justice  oversight  hearings.  That  is 
what  they  will  have  to  be. 

I  certainly  committed  the  other  day, 
and  I  will  again  reaffirm  my  commit- 
ment that  these  hearings  will  be  held. 
Therefore,  there  was  no  reason  to  have 
a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution.  I  un- 
derstand the  sincerity  of  my  col- 
leagues. I  hope  that  they  will  not  feel 
badly  with  this  vote. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  I  am  very  con- 
cerned about  making  sure  that  every 
available  agent,  every  available  leader 
of  the  FBI,  every  person  in  law  enforce- 
ment that  we  can  bring  to  bear  on  the 
Oklahoma  situation,  is  out  there  doing 
that,  rather  than  up  here  testifying  on 
Capitol  Hill. 

We  want  to  get  that  solved,  and  I 
want  it  solved.  I  speak  almost  daily 
with  members  of  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment, including  the  FBI.  We  are  on  top 
of  this.  We  will  do  what  has  to  be  done 
here.  I  want  to  reaffirm  that  to  the 
Senate. 

I  think  when  we  do  it,  it  will  be  done 
right,  and  I  think  people  will  be 
pleased  with  it  in  the  end.  I  hope  my 
colleague  from  Pennsylvania  will  be 
particularly  pleased  with  it  and,  as  a 
distinguished  member  of  the  commit- 
tee, will  have  every  opportunity  to  par- 
ticipate. And  I  expect  him  to  do  so.  In 
fact,  I  invite  him  to  do  so  and  will 
work  with  him  to  see  what  we  can  do 
to  bring  this  to  a  fruition  that  is  satis- 
factory to  everybody. 

Having  said  that,  I  can  say  more. 
There  are  some  things  that  have  been 
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very  irritating  to  some  of  us  with  re- 
gard to  what  has  gone  on  here,  but  we 
will  forget  all  that  and  just  go  forward 
and  make  the  commitment  to  do  this 
as  expeditiously  as  we  can,  in  good 
faith  and  in  a  good  manner  that  hope- 
fully will  please  everybody. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  had, 
frankly,  hoped  to  avoid  the  necessity  of 
a  rollcall  vote  to  spare  my  colleagues  a 
vote  on  the  matter.  But  I  felt,  and  con- 
tinue to  feel  very,  very  strongly,  that 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  the  Congress  to  have  oversight 
hearings  in  order  to  show  the  American 
people— a  lot  of  people  think  there  has 
been  a  coverup  on  Ruby  Ridge,  ID,  and 
Waco,  TX — and  to  show  those  people  we 
are  willing  to  air  all  of  the  matters,  let 
the  chips  fall  where  they  may,  and 
demonstrate  that  people  at  the  highest 
ranks  of  Government  will  be  held  ac- 
countable. 

No  one  is  second  to  Arlen  Spectter 
in  concern  that  the  FBI  have  a  full  op- 
portunity to  complete  its  investiga- 
tion. I  talked  to  Director  Freeh,  who 
said  if  he  had  8  to  10  weeks  more  there 
would  be  ample  time  and  the  FBI 
would  be  in  a  position  to  cooperate. 
And  this  is  more  than  the  8  to  10  weeks 
that  Director  Freeh  asked  for  when  the 
amendment  was  modified  beyond  the 
June  30  date,  to  provide  for  a  date  of 
August  4. 

I  believe  that  the  potential  for  vio- 
lence is  enormous.  We  have  had  a  num- 
ber of  wake-up  calls.  And  it  is  no  coin- 
cidence that  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing occurred  on  April  19,  2  years  to  the 
day  after  the  incident  at  Waco,  TX.  If 
anything  happens  in  the  interim,  if  we 
have  not  had  the  ventilation,  the  safe- 
ty valve,  then  there  is  a  real  issue  as  to 
whether  the  U.S.  Senate  is  doing  its 
job. 

We  have  a  lot  of  hearings  in  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee.  We  have  a  lot  of 
hearings  in  other  committees.  And 
there  is  not  a  single  hearing  being  held 
which  is  more  important  than  to  air 
the  public  concern  about  Waco  and 
about  Ruby  Ridge.  I  have  been  con- 
ducting hearings  in  the  Subcommittee 
on  Terrorism;  I  finished  the  third  one 
today.  It  is  an  overwhelming  problem. 

The  first  hearing  which  was  sched- 
uled became  a  full  committee  hearing, 
which  I  thought  was  entirely  appro- 
priate, to  allow  more  Senators  to  par- 
ticipate. But  what  I  intend  to  do  is  to 
continue  my  own  inquiry  and  my  own 
speaking  out  on  the  facts  as  to  what 
happened.  I  talked  at  length  with  Di- 
rector Louis  Freeh,  and  I  have  talked 
at  length  with  Mr.  Spencer,  who  is  the 
attorney  for  the  Weavers,  and  I  intend 
to  talk  to  the  Weavers  and  I  intend  to 
review  all  the  facts  and  to  make  peri- 
odic reports  to  the  American  people 
about  what  I  find.  Because  I  think  it  is 
totally  inadequate  to  have  an  inquiry— 
a  hearing  sometime  in  the  near  future. 


I  felt  strongly  enough  about  it  to 
bring  the  matter  to  the  floor  and  I  re- 
spect the  conclusion  of  my  fellow  col- 
leagues. But  I  intend  to  carry  on  this 
inquiry  myself  and  to  make  these  peri- 
odic reports. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  while  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  on  the 
floor  I  want  my  colleagues  to  know 
that  in  the  good  old  days,  when  I  was 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
Democrats  were  in  charge,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  shared  the  same 
view.  I  want  the  record  to  show  that 
this  is  nothing  new  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  is  suggesting.  I  have  read 
some  accounts  that  suggest  that  be- 
cause the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
may  have  other  aspirations,  this  is  pro- 
pelling his  interests.  I  want  to  vouch 
for  the  fact  that  I  know  that  not  to  be 
true. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  when 
Waco  occurred,  shortly  after  Waco,  the 
Senator  did  repeatedly  talk  to  me 
about  it  and  thought  that,  although  I 
believe  that  we  did  have  oversight 
hearings  and  everybody  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  ask  about  Waco — and  a  few 
did— that  the  Senator  thought  then, 
thinks  now,  and  is  totally  consistent, 
whether  he  is  seeking  another  office  or 
not,  in  his  view  that  this  issue  should 
be  ventilated. 

For  those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  this  has  been  a  little  like  watch- 
ing a  family  quarrel.  Both  the  Senators 
are  my  friends  but  I  do  not  think  I 
have  a  closer  friend  in  the  Senate  than 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  and 
because  a  number  of  press  people  have 
come  to  me,  and  my  colleagues  have 
come  to  me,  to  ask  me  about  issues  re- 
lating to  motivation — I  can  assert  with 
absolute  certainty.  without  any 
equivocation,  that  there  has  been  abso- 
lutely no  change  in  the  intensity  of  the 
interest  of  the  Senator  from  the  time 
the  matter  occurred  when  I  was  chair- 
man of  that  committee  to  the  time  I 
am  the  ranking  member  of  that  com- 
mittee. 

I  just  want  that  to  be  made  clear, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  I  voted  the 
other  way.  I  voted  to  table  the  Specter 
amendment  because  of  my  consistent 
view  as  to  how  this  should  be  handled. 
The  Senator  may  be  right  in  terms  of 
the  value  of  the  ventilation  and  when, 
and  sooner  than  later.  I  have  a  slight 
disagreement  with  him  on  when.  But  I 
do  not  have  any— any— any  doubt,  and 
I  can  confirm  for  my  colleagues  and 
anyone  who  is  listening,  that  there  is 
an  absolute,  total,  unequivocal  consist- 
ency to  his  position  on  this  from  the 
moment  the  tragedy  in  Waco  occurred 
through  this  day. 

I  just  want  the  record  to  reflect  that. 
Not  that  anyone  in  particular  has  sug- 
gested otherwise,  but  I  get  a  number  of 
inquiries  because  people  are  looking  to 
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make  press  outside  this  institution 
just  want  the  record  to  reflect  it. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
want  to  bring  this  to  a  head.  I  would 
like  to  put  into  the  Record,  just  so  ev- 
erybody understands,  a  letter  we  re- 
ceived today  from  Louis  J.  Freeh,  Di- 
rector of  the  FBI,  to  me. 

Dear  Mr.  chairman;  Thank  you  for  your 
inquiry  concerning  my  views  about  congres- 
sional hearings  on  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge.  I 
have  no  hesitancy  about  testifying  on  the 
issue. 

And  that  is  the  position  he  has  al- 
ways taken  with  me. 

I  have  often  stated  that  a  full  and  open 
hearing  will  provide  an  excellent  forum  for 
the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  FBI  to 
bring  all  the  facts  before  the  American  pub- 
lic. It  undoubtedly  would  serve  to  debunk 
some  of  the  "■conspiracy"  theories  being  dis- 
cussed and  provide  the  FBI  with  an  oppor- 
tunity to  explain  and  distinguish  our  role  in 
these  incidents  as  well  as  provide  our  views 
concerning  the  proper  role  of  federal  law  en- 
forcement. 

It  is  Congress'  prerogative  as  to  timing.  It 
would  be  helpful,  however,  to  remove  any 
hearing  from  such  close  proximity  to  the 
Oklahoma  bombing.  All  of  our  attention  is 
focused  on  this  heinous  crime  as  we  continue 
to  investigate  and  prepare  for  prosecution. 
While  I  am  looking  forward  to  the  oppor- 
tunity. I  believe  to  schedule  the  hearing  in 
the  immediate  future  will  distract  from  our 
Oklahoma  efforts  and  could  preclude  us  from 
discussion  of  issues  relevant  both  to  Okla- 
homa and  Waco. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Louis  J.  Freeh. 

Director. 

I  just  want  to  put  that  In  the  Record 
because  that  is  one  of  the  things  that 
has  caused  me  great  concern.  We  will 
hold  hearings  and  we  will  do  it  in  an 
expeditious  and  good  way  and  hope- 
fully to  the  satisfaction  of  all  con- 
cerned, including  my  friend  from  Penn- 
sylvania. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  it  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

U.S.  Dep.\rtment  OF  Justice, 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation, 

Washington.  DC.  May  U.  1995. 
Hon.  Orrin  G  Hatch. 

Chairman.   Committee   on    the   Judiciary.    US. 
Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

DEAK  Mr.  Chairman;  Thank  you  for  your 
inquiry  concerning  my  views  about  congres- 
sional hearings  on  Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge.  I 
have  no  hesitancy  about  testifying  on  the 
issue. 

I  have  often  stated  that  a  full  and  open 
hearing  will  provide  an  excellent  forum  for 
the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  FBI  to 
bring  all  the  facts  before  the  American  pub- 
lic. It  undoubtedly  would  serve  to  debunk 
some  of  the  ■conspiracy"  theories  being  dis- 
cussed and  provide  the  FBI  with  an  oppor- 
tunity to  explain  and  distinguish  our  role  in 
these  incidents  as  well  as  provide  our  views 
concerning  the  proper  role  of  federal  law  en- 
forcement. 
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It  is  Congress'  prero(?ative  as  to  timing.  It 
would  be  helpful,  however,  to  remove  any 
heanng  from  such  close  proximity  to  the 
Oklahoma  bombing.  All  of  our  attention  is 
focused  on  this  heinous  crime  as  we  continue 
to  investigate  and  prepare  for  prosecution. 
While  I  am  looking  forward  to  the  oppor- 
tunity. I  believe  to  schedule  the  hearing  in 
the  immediate  future  will  distract  from  our 
Oklahoma  efforts  and  could  preclude  us  from 
discussion  of  issues  relevant  both  to  Okla- 
homa and  Waco. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Louis  J.  Freeh. 

Director. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  just  a 
word  or  two.  The  letter  which  Senator 
Hatch  has  :ust  read  is  entirely  consist- 
ent with  the  representation  I  made  ear- 
lier that  I  had  talked  to  Director  Louis 
Freeh  this  afternoon,  who  told  me,  as  I 
said  earlier,  that  if  he  had  8  to  10  weeks 
that  would  be  ample  time.  And  that  is 
why.  as  I  had  said  earlier.  I  modified 
the  amendment  from  the  date  of  June 
30  to  August  4.  which  would  give  more 
than  the  8  to  10  weeks. 

So.  when  Senator  H.\tch  cites  a  let- 
ter about  the  immediate  future,  the  8 
to  10  weeks  was  accorded  to  the  Direc- 
tor and  the  hearings  could  have  been 
held  within  the  timeframe  of  the  reso- 
lution as  framed. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  for  my 
colleagues  I  will  just  outline  what  in 
my  judgment  will  take  place  this 
evening. 

We  will  have  a  vote  on  the  Jeffords 
amendment  and  I  do  not  know  how 
long  that  will  take.  If  the  Senator 
could  give  us  some  indication,  that  will 
be  helpful 

But  following  the  Jeffords  amend- 
ment there  will  be  no  more  rollcall 
votes.  However,  tomorrow  it  is  my  be- 
lief we  will  have  a  series  of  rollcall 
votes.  There  will  be  a  cloture  vote  at  10 
o'clock  and  there  will  be  some  other 
votes  after  that. 

I  would  very  much  hope  we  could  fin- 
ish this  bill  tomorrow.  I  hope,  with  the 
negotiations  that  take  place  tonight, 
we  will  be  able  to  do  so.  But  there  will 
be  no  votes  after  the  Jeffords  vote. 

.\.MENrDMENT  NO    867.  .\S  MODIFIED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 
Mr.    JEFFORDS.    Mr.    President,    I 


trol  authority  for  municipal  solid  waste  and 
for  recyclable  material  voluntarily  relin- 
quished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the  ma- 
terial that  is  generated  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion if— 

'•(1)  the  solid  waste  district  political  sub- 
division or  municipality  within  said  district 
is  currently  required  to  initiate  a  recyclable 
materials  recycling  program  in  order  to 
meet  a  municipal  solid  waste  reduction  goal 
of  at  least  30  percent  by  the  year  2005.  and 
uses  revenues  generated  by  the  exercise  of 
flow  control  authority  strictly  to  implement 
programs  to  manage  municipal  solid  waste. 
other  than  development  of  incineration;  and 

••(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  solid  waste 
district  political  subdivision  or  municipality 
within  said  district — 

"(A)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
the  management  and  regulation  of  the  stor- 
age, collection,  processing,  and  disposal  of 
solid  wastes  within  its  jurisdiction: 

"(B)  was  authorized  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  exercise 
flow  control  authority,  and  subsequently 
adopted  or  sought  to  exercise  the  authority 
through  a  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  regu- 
latory proceeding,  contract,  franchise,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

"(C)  was  required  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  develop  and 
implement  a  solid  waste  management  plan 
consistent  with  the  State  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan,  and  the  district  solid  waste 
management  plan  was  approved  by  the  a.p- 
propriate  State  agency  prior  to  September 
15.  1994. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  we  could 
enter  into  a  time  agreement? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  had  several  people 
who  asked  to  speak.  I  do  not  see  them 
present,  but  I  think  we  could  finish  in 
15  minutes  on  our  side. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Would  the  Senator  be 
willing  to  aigree  to  10  minutes  on  that 
side  and  no  more  than  10  minutes  on 
this  side? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  That  is  agreeable  to 
me. 

to  that  agreement? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  this  amendment  will  not  take 
very  long.  I  think  it  is  a  very  sensible 
one.  I  will  explain  to  my  colleagues 
what  the  amendment  does,  and  I  be- 
lieve they  will  find  it  acceptable. 

I  understand  the  position  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  who  is  re- 
luctant to  grant  any  exceptions  to  the 
bill  because  there  would  be  two  other 
exceptions.  But  to  my  knowledge  the 
exceptions  are  that  the  State  of  Ver- 
mont and  some  municipalities  in  two 


of  Vermont  and  some  political  subdivi- 
sions in  West  Virginia  and  Michigan. 

The  purpose,  and  what  we  are  trying 
to  accomplish  in  this  Nation  with  re- 
spect to  solid  waste,  is  to  do  three 
things,  basically.  First  of  all.  we  are 
trying  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid 
waste  that  we  have.  Second,  we  are 
trying  to  improve  the  ability  to  recycle 
and  to  build  a  system  in  this  Nation 
which  will  recycle  and,  therefore,  re- 
duce the  demand  on  resources  and  re- 
duce costs.  Third,  to  find  an  equitable 
way  to  do  it  looking  toward  those  that 
create  the  problem  to  have  to  pay  for 
it;  that  is,  those  who  create  the  trash 
ought  to  pay  for  it. 

So  Vermont,  in  view  of  these  na- 
tional purposes — and  I  was  a  member  of 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee,  and  I  know  we  were  trying 
very  desperately  to  set  standards  for 
recycling  to  try  to  get  this  country  to 
move  up  gradually.  Vermont,  in  pursu- 
ant of  that,  passed  a  plan  and  program 
statewide  that  sets  up  districts  for 
solid  waste.  In  these  districts,  the  sys- 
tem is  set  up  which  allows  for  haulers 
to  get  a  tipping  fee  in  order  to  take 
care  of  the  additional  costs  of  recy- 
cling the  materials  that  were  delivered 
to  them.  The  only  way  it  will  work  is 
if  we  have  that  ability.  There  is  no 
other  way  they  can  do  it  other  than  to 
require  the  State  of  Vermont  to  pro- 
vide the  tipping  fees  and  to  take  care 
of  those  people  that  are  in  those  dis- 
tricts, and  not  others.  And  it  would  be 
very  cumbersome.  There  are  districts 
in  West  Virginia  and  Michigan  that 
have  a  similar  problem. 

So  all  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  to 
make  sure  that  this  national  goal, 
which  everyone  agrees  ought  to  be 
reached,  can  be  reached  by  the  State  of 
vGrmonu,  WuiCn  is  jcauing  tti6  Way  in 
this.  Right  now  we  have  a  system 
which  is  recycling  25  percent  of  our 
waste.  This  amendment  is  limited  and 
says  that  we  might  continue  forward  in 
pursuance  of  that  goal,  and  we  may 
continue  with  our  present  system,  and, 
if  we  reach  the  goal,  that  we  be  per- 
mitted to  do  so.  We  have  established  a 
goal  of  30  percent,  which  was  the  na- 
tional goal  which  was  in  RCRA  which 
was  never  passed. 

Why  should  a  State  be  penalized 
which  has  done  what  everyone  in  the 
Nation  believes  should  be  done,  and 
then  to  turn  around  in  an  amendment 
by  the  committee  to  try  to  help  those 


have  a  modification  of  my  amendment     other  States  have  a  situation  which  I     who  have  made  investments  but  limit 


at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  a  right  to  modify  his  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  is  modified. 

The  amendment  (No.  867),  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following: 

"(f)  State  Solid  Waste  District  Author- 
ity—A solid  waste  district  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  may  exercise  flow  con- 


think  this  body  would  agree  deserves 
an  exception.  Let  me  review  very  brief- 
ly what  we  are  talking  about  here. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  handed 
down  a  decision  which  said  the  States 
themselves  had  no  right  to  be  able  to 
control  the  flow  of  solid  waste,  that 
this  has  to  be  approved  by  the  Federal 
Government  because  it  was  an  inter- 
ference with  intei-state  commerce. 
That  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court 
created  a  serious  problem  for  the  State 


it  to  those  on  a  temporary  basis?  In 
Vermont  there  are  only  two  areas 
which  qualify  when  the  whole  State  is 
doing  it.  It  makes  no  sense  at  all.  I  can 
understand  the  committee  saying,  if  we 
give  you  an  exception,  then  somebody 
else  is  going  to  come  in  for  an  excep- 
tion. 

I  say  if  other  communities  have  an 
exception  like  we  do  and  like  we  are 
talking  about  which  furthers  the  na- 
tional goal,  reduces  waste,  takes  care 


and  improves  recycling,  then  sure, 
maybe  they  ought  to  have  that.  How- 
ever. I  do  not  know  of  any  in  that  cat- 
egory. 

So  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  hope  the 
body  will  recognize  that  people  who  are 
trying  to  do  what  is  right  in  this  coun- 
try should  not  be  forced  to  buy  onto  a 
bill  which  is  attempting  to  help  in  this 
area  but  just  by  the  nature  of  things 
makes  it  impossible  for  those  who  are 
really  leading  out  front  doing  what  is 
in  the  national  interest,  and  who  would 
be  foreclosed,  destroys  their  system, 
and  makes  it  impossible  for  the  States 
to  continue  to  pursue  those  goals. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr  GR.A.HAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  GRAHAM  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senators  from  Ver- 
mont for  the  amendment  that  they 
have  offered  and  to  suggest,  just  as  the 
junior  Senator  from  Vermont  has  said. 
that  this  is  an  example  of  federalism  at 
its  best.  Vermont  has  some  special  con- 
cerns. It  is  a  State  with  a  very  high 
level  of  environmental  consciousness. 
It  wants  to  be  able  to  meet  those  needs 
in  a  manner  that  is  appropriate  to  the 
specific  circumstances  of  that  beau- 
tiful State. 

Yesterday.  I  spoke  at  some  length 
about  some  of  the  special  concerns  that 
we  have  in  our  State  of  Florida,  which 
are  quite  different  from  Vermont.  Ver- 
mont is  a  mountainous  State.  We  are  a 
State  where  anything  above  20  or  30 
feet  is  considered  to  be  a  mountain.  We 
have  the  very  serious  problem  of  our 
ground  water  supply  and  its  vulner- 
ability to  contamination  and  have  used 
the  mechanisms  which  require  flow 
control  in  order  to  be  able  to  support 
effective  and  appropriate  landfills  and 
other  technologies  to  dispose  of  our 
solid  waste  while  also  diverting  a  sub- 
stantial amount  of  our  solid  waste  into 
a  recycling  stream. 

My  basic  concern  with  this  legisla- 
tion is  that  it  goes  beyond  what  is  re- 
quired to  meet  the  Supreme  Court's  di- 
rective. The  Supreme  Court,  as  quoted 
on  page  8  of  the  committee  report,  in 
the  words  of  Justice  O'Connor,  who 
stated: 

It  is  within  Congress'  power  to  authorize 
local  imposition  of  flow  control.  Should  Con- 
gress revisit  this  area  and  enact  legislation 
providing  a  clear  indication  that  it 
intends  *  *  *  states  and  localities  to  imple- 
ment flow  control,  we  will,  of  course,  defer 
to  that  legislative  judgment. 

So.  clearly,  the  decision  is  within  our 
hands.  It  reminds  me  of  the  old  story  of 
the  callow  youth  who  held  a  bird  be- 
hind his  back  and  asked  the  wise,  older 
man.  "Is  the  bird  dead  or  alive']'"  The 
wise  man.  with  solemn  wisdom,  opined. 
"It  is  in  your  control."  That  is.  the 
young  man  had  the  ability  to  open  his 
hand  and  allow  the  bird  to  fly  free  or  to 
crush  the  bird. 

Well,  we  are  somewhat  in  that  same 
situation  with  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 


preme Court.  It  is  in  our  control  to  do, 
allowing  States  to  have  a  wide  range  of 
options  as  to  how  to  deal  with  this 
issue,  or  to  narrowly  constrain. 

This  is  particularly  focused  on  the 
question  of  whether  there  should  be 
prospective  operations  for  States. 
Should  States  be  allowed  in  the  future 
to  utilize  this  important  technique  as  a 
means  of  achieving  the  broader  end  re- 
sult of  public  health  and  environ- 
mental sensitivity  as  that  State  and 
its  local  communities  find  to  be  most 
appropriate  for  their  particular  set  of 
circumstances? 

In  an  era  in  which  we  are  applauding 
federalism,  or  seriously  considering  re- 
versing a  half  century  of  the  consolida- 
tion of  power  by  allowing  States  and 
local  communities  to  have  more  con- 
trol over  issues  such  as  health  care  fi- 
nancing, welfare,  child  care  programs, 
it  seems  peculiar  and  strange  in  an 
area  that  has  been  as  historically  local 
as  any  in  our  Nation's  history,  the  dis- 
position of  garbage,  that  we  would  now 
be  nationalizing  that  issue. 

So  I  join  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 
I  applaud  his  creativity  in  crafting  this 
amendment  and  hope  that  we  will  be 
wise  enough  to  allow  Vermont  to  take 
this  initiative  for  the  protection  of 
that  beautiful  State  and  as  a  state- 
ment of  our  own  sensitivity  to  the  tre- 
mendous diversity  in  America  and  its 
desire  to  let  the  creativity  of  the  local 
communities  operate  to  the  benefit  of 
their  local  citizens. 

Thank  you.  Mr  President. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  Mr.  President,  why  are 
we  here'.'  We  are  here  because  of  a  Su- 
preme Court  decision  a  year  ago.  just  a 
year  ago.  in  the  so-called  Carbone  case. 
So  currently,  the  law  of  the  land  is 
that  there  cannot  be  these  restrictive 
agreements  that  limit  the  delivery  of 
municipal  solid  waste  to  one  specific 
point.  In  other  words,  there  cannot  be 
what  is  known  as  flow  control. 

Now  in  our  committee,  we  recognized 
that  many  communities  across  the 
States  had  made  very,  very  substantial 
financial  contributions  or  commit- 
ments to  incinerators  and  to  landfills, 
and  they  would  be  placed  in  a  very  dif- 
ficult position  if  so-called  flow  control 
did  not  exist,  if  they  were  not  able  to 
tie  up  the  entire  waste  from  the  com- 
munity to  go  to  a  central  point. 

But  we  said  we  are  going  to  limit 
this.  We  are  going  to  limit  it  to  the  sit- 
uations where  they  have  problems  aris- 
ing from  debt  commitment,  from  bond- 
ed indebtedness,  or  that  they  already 
had  flow  control  on  their  books  and 
were  used  to  functioning  in  that  fash- 
ion. 

In  the  Vermont  situation,  we  have 
taken  care  of  those  communities  where 
there  is  a  commitment  into  a  solid 
waste  facility  or  and  they  do  not  have 
incinerators  for  Vermont — to  a  landfill. 
They  are  taken  care  of. 

But  the  Senator  is  stressing  that,  ab- 
sent us  giving  an  exception  to  the  situ- 


ation that  exists  in  Vermont,  Vermont 
will  not  be  able  to  continue  the  excel- 
lent record  it  has  had  in  connection 
with  recycling.  But,  Mr  President,  I  do 
not  think  that  necessarily  follows.  Who 
knows  that  recycling  will  fail  because 
they  do  not  have  flow  control? 

Indeed,  here  is  a  report  from  the  Of- 
fice of  Solid  Waste  in  the  EPA.  The  re- 
port is  dated  March  1995.  2  months  ago. 
This  is  what  the  report  says.  There  was 
a  question. 

Identify  the  impact  of  flow  control  on  the 
development  of  Stale  and  local  waste  man- 
agement capacity  and  on  the  achievement  of 
State  and  local  goals  for  source  reduction, 
reuse,  and  recycling. 

In  other  words,  what  flow  control 
does  for  recycling.  We  are  all  for  recy- 
cling. The  conclusion  is  as  follows,  on 
page  ES-5. 

There  is  no  data  showing  that  flow  con- 
trols are  essential  either  for  the  develop- 
ment of  new  solid  waste  capacity  or  for  the 
long  term  achievement  of  State  and  local 
goals  for  source  reduction,  reuse  and  recy- 
cling. 

So  the  Senator's  point,  it  seems  to 
me  from  the  study  that  has  taken  place 
here,  just  is  not  valid  He  may  feel 
strongly  about  it,  and  they  have  had 
considerable  success  in  Vermont — al- 
though I  suspect  there  are  other  com- 
munities across  the  Nation  in  States 
that  have  done  extremely  well  like- 
wise— but,  at  least  from  the  data  we 
have  here,  there  is  not  a  connection  be- 
tween having  flow  control  and  having  a 
better  recycling  record. 

But  then  we  get  back  to  the  other 
point.  Why  did  the  Supreme  Court  de- 
cide the  way  it  did?  The  Supreme  Court 
decided  the  way  it  did  because  of  the 
commerce  clause. 

And  what  does  the  commerce  clause 
do?  It  says  that  it  is  good  for  the  Na- 
tion to  have  competition,  to  permit 
commerce  to  flow.  And  that  is  exactly 
what  flow  control  does  not  do. 

Now,  you  might  say,  well,  I  argued 
earlier  today  for  a  situation  where  we 
had  flow  control.  That  is  right.  We  did 
it.  as  I  say,  in  those  instances  where  a 
community  made  a  commitment  and 
was  still  involved  with  that  commit- 
ment. But  the  overall  thrust  of  this 
legislation  is  to  take  care  of  those  spe- 
cific situations  that  arose  where  the 
communities  were  harmed,  financially 
harmed,  as  a  result  of  the  Carbone  de- 
cision. 

But  we  said,  enough  is  enough.  No 
matter  how  long  the  indebtedness  is. 
no  matter  what  the  particular  situa- 
tion as  far  as  bonded  indebtedness,  at 
the  end  of  30  years  this  privilege  that 
we  have  given  these  communities  to  go 
against  the  commerce  clause  ends. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  for  that  rea- 
son, I  strongly  believe  that  the  propo- 
sition from  the  State  of  Vermont,  as 
advanced  so  ably  by  the  junior  Sen- 
ator, is  not  valid  in  this  particular  sit- 
uation 

Mr.  JEFFORDS  addressed  the  Chair. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  answer  the  arguments  that  have 
been  put  forth  by  my  good  friend  from 
Rhode  Island.  I  think  if  you  examine 
our  situation,  it  does  not  in  any  way 
fly  in  the  face  or  raise  any  concerns. 

The  question  is:  Is  our  system  work- 
ing? It  is.  It  is  reducing  waste,  it  is 
bringing  about  recycling,  and  most  im- 
portantly, it  does  allow  competition. 
There  is  competition  among  the  haul- 
ers. The  only  thing  is.  every  hauler  has 
to  pay  the  tipping  fee.  But  there  is  no 
problem.  We  have  haulers  that  are  bid- 
ding on  it.  We  have  put  contracts  out 
for  bid.  There  is  no  problem  with  any 
interference  with  competition. 

Now.  what  the  Supreme  Court  said 
was  that  the  Federal  Government  can 
allow  this,  they  just  have  to  do  it  be- 
cause a  State  cannot  do  it  under  the 
commerce  clause  without  the  author- 
ity of  the  Federal  Government. 

All  we  are  asking  for  is  a  simple  ex- 
ception for  a  system  that  is  working 
well.  And  there  is  no  way  it  will  work 
in  rural  areas  unless  you  can  have  tip- 
ping fees:  that  is.  getting  the  people  in 
the  areeis  sharing  the  cost  of  this  to 
have  a  way  to  participate,  in  other 
words,  in  order  to  get  the  haulers  to 
come  in. 

So  I  think  this  is  a  perfect  example 
of  what  happens  when  Congress  gets  to 
look  at  a  problem  and  gets  carried 
away  with  some  study  done  by  EPA 
which  is  irrelevant  to  the  situation  and 
tramples  on  States  rights  to  do  what  is 
right  for  the  Nation  and  right  for  Ver- 
mont. 

I  understand— and  this  is  the  basic 
problem— that  my  colleagues  are  afraid 
of  opening  this  bill  up  for  exceptions. 
Well,  if  anybody  can  come  with  an  ex- 
ception as  we  have.  fine.  But  I  do  not 
think  you  will  find  anybody. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  good  friend  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

I  just  ask  for  a  moment  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  as  well  as  the  other 
Senator  from  Vermont.  Senator  Leahy. 

Obviously.  Vermont  has  had  a  very 
good  experience  with  flow  control.  It 
has  been  able  to  promote  programs  for 
recycling  and  disposal  of  household 
hazardous  waste.  This  amendment  rec- 
ognizes that  fact  and  address  the  issue 
of  flow  control  as  it  pertains  to  these 
Vermont  programs.  It  recognizes  that 
Vermont  may  be  unique  in  this  regard 
and  gives  that  state  the  opportunity  to 
continue  to  make  those  programs 
work. 

That  is  all  we  are  saying  with  this 
amendment.  Let  us  give  Vermont  a  lit- 
tle more  flexibility.  Let  us  defer  to 
that  State  with  regard  to  flow  control, 
if  it  is  going  to  be  able  to  respond  to 
this  issue  effectively. 


So  I  applaud  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment. I  certainly  hope  that  our  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  will 
support  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
whatever  time  I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  en- 
courage Senators  to  not  support  this 
amendment,  very  simply  because  the 
committee  has  worked  long  and  hard 
to  try  to  find  a  balance  here,  to  bal- 
ance out  interests  of  those  commu- 
nities on  the  one  hand  that  want  to 
have  the  right  to  control  the  flow  of 
trash,  garbage,  dedicated  facilities  in 
their  communities,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  rights  of  companies,  entre- 
preneurs, to  ship  trash  to  whatever  lo- 
cation seems  to  make  the  most  sense 
to  let  the  free  market  work.  It  is  a 
classic  battle  between  those  who  want 
to  control  by  statute  and  law  in  the 
market  on  the  one  hand,  and  those,  on 
the  other  hand,  who  want  total  free 
market. 

As  is  always  the  case,  the  right  an- 
swer is  somewhere  in  between.  The  so- 
lution crafted  by  the  committee,  we 
think,  is  a  good  solution  in  between. 

Frankly.  Mr.  President,  if  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont were  to  pass,  I  believe  we  are 
going  to  start  to  find  this  compromise 
begin  to  unravel,  and  it  would,  there- 
fore, very  strongly  jeopardize  this  bill. 

If  this  bill  does  not  pass,  then  we  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  have  any  kind 
of  flow  control  because  of  the  Carbone 
decision.  At  the  same  time.  States  will 
not  be  able  to  limit  out-of-State  trash 
coming  into  their  State  because  of  an- 
other Supreme  Court  decision. 

So  I  urge  Senators  to  vote  against 
the  Jeffords  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  ready  to  conclude  debate  on 
this? 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Senator  LEAlTi" 
wishes  to  speak. 

Mr.  LEAHY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  What  is  the  parliamen- 
tary situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  has  2  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  my  colleagues  will  support  the 
Jeffords-Leahy  amendment.  If  you  de- 
feat this  amendment,  you  help  nobody 
in  the  country,  but  you  hurt  one  State. 
the  State  of  Vermont.  This  simply  says 
that  Vermont,  provided  we  want  to  op- 
erate beyond  what  may  be  required 
under  Federal  laws,  would  be  allowed 
to  do  so;  that  if  we  want  to  set  up  a 
procedure  that  fulfills  everything  that 
the  Federal  law  might  require  but  does 
even  better  but  fits  our  small  very  spe- 
cial State,  that  we  be  allowed  to  do  so. 

Basically,  we  are  saying  to  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  has  given 


speeches  over  the  last  year  that  States 
can  design  programs  better,  we  agree 
and  let  us  do  that.  We  are  making  sure 
that  we  violate  no  Federal  law,  that  we 
have  followed  every  F'ederal  rule,  but 
we  be  allowed  to  design  something  that 
fits  our  State. 

Every  single  Senator.  I  am  willing  to 
wager.  Mr.  President,  in  this  body,  has 
given  a  speech  saying.  "If  we  can  do  it 
better,  allow  us  to  do  it.  allow  us  to  de- 
sign it." 

Basically  what  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Jkfkokds]  and  I  are  saying 
is  that  is  what  we  want  to  do.  So  let  us 
adopt  this.  This  is  no  different  than 
taking  care  of  a  unique  situation  for 
Alabama  yesterday  in  the  product  li- 
ability bill.  This  takes  care  of  Ver- 
mont. It  hurts  nobody,  but  it  helps  us 

Mr.  JEFFORDS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr 
DeWine).  The  Senator  from  Vermont. 
Let  me  advise  the  Senator,  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  have  some  time  re- 
maining: is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct,  the  -Senator  has  3  minutes  7 
seconds. 

Mr.  CHAP'EE.  I  will  just  use  a  couple 
minutes  of  that. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  a  couple  of 
points  I  briefly  want  to  make.  The 
present  situation  is  that  it  is  against 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
to  do  what  Vermont  is  suggesting.  So 
what  we  have  done  is  we  have  crafted 
an  amendment  which  will  help  Ver- 
mont and  all  the  other  States  in  the 
Nation  that  have  made  these  financial 
commitments,  but  it  still  says  when  all 
is  said  and  done,  that  they  cannot  go 
against  the  Constitution  in  these  other 
areas. 

It  is  not  correct  to  say  that  this  is 
just  a  little  something  for  Vermont.  If 
this  is  adopted,  there  is  no  way  in  the 
world  that  we  could  keep  flow  control 
from  being  adopted  universally  across 
the  Nation,  because  the  Vermont  case 
is  what  you  might  call  a  weak  case. 

So.  Mr.  President,  if  this  amendment 
is  adopted,  then,  I  suspect,  the  whole 
effort  to  deal  with  this  goes  down  the 
tube  and  then  there  will  be  no  excep- 
tions to  the  Constitution  as  provided. 

So  I  am  going  to  move  to  table  the 
amendment,  and  I  very  much  hope  my 
colleagues  will  join  with  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time  and  move  to  table 
the  amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 


to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No.  867, 
as  modified.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll, 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato]. 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  DOLE], 
and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
W.ARNER]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  46. 
nays  51.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  164  Leg.] 
YEAS-^6 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER    Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Asheroft 

Gramm 

Lugar 

Baucus 

Grams 

McCain 

Bennett 

Grassley 

McConnell 

Bond 

Gregg 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Hatch 

Nickles 

Breaux 

Hatneld 

Packwood 

Brown 

Helms 

Pell 

Bums 

Hutchison 

Pressler 

C  ha  fee 

Inhnfe 

Santorum 

Coau 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Smith 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Domenlci 

Lautenberg 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Lieberman 

Frist 

Lett 

NAVS— 51 

Abraham 

Feins te  in 

MikulskI 

Akaka 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Glenn 

Murkowski 

BinKaman 

Gorton 

Murray 

Boxer 

Graham 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Harkln 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Henin 

Reid 

Byrd 

Hollings 

Robb 

Campbell 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Cochran 

Jeffords 

Roth 

Cohen 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simpson 

DeWtne 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Specter 

Exon 

Levin 

Stevens 

Feingold 

Mack 

Wellstone 

NOT  VOTING— 3 

D  Amato 

Dole 

Warner 

Presi- 


The 


So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  867).  as  modified,  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  FORD.  Regular  order,  Mr. 
dent. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER. 
question  is  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  we  vitiate  the  re- 
quest for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

If  there  be  no  further  debate,  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  867).  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
quest now  that  we  proceed  to  morning 
business. 


RUSSIA  SUMMIT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  President 
Clinton  is  now  in  Ukraine.  I  support 
his  decision  to  visit  Kiev.  Economic 
and  political  reform  in  Ukraine  are 
proceeding  very  well.  There  is  strong 
bipartisan  support  for  United  States 
assistance  to  Ukraine.  It  is  in  the 
American  national  interest  to 
strengthen  our  relations  with  Ukraine. 
I  hope  the  President  has  a  successful 
and  productive  summit  with  President 
Kuchman. 

The  report  cards  are  now  being  filed 
on  the  Moscow  Summit.  As  I  said  yes- 
terday, I  was  disappointed  at  the  lack 
of  progress  on  the  two  key  summit  is- 
sues: Nuclear  sales  to  Iran  and  the  con- 
flict in  Chechnya.  It  seems  pretty  clear 
the  American  agenda  at  this  summit 
did  not  fare  well.  My  staff  spoke  to 
State  Department  and  National  Secu- 
rity Council  officials  yesterday  after- 
noon. The  White  House  provided  my  of- 
fice with  copies  of  all  the  joint  state- 
ments from  the  Moscow  Summit.  To 
conclude  that  the  summit  made  little 
progress  in  advancing  American  inter- 
ests is  not  politics,  and  it  is  not  par- 
tisan. It  is  simply  a  review  of  the  facts. 

On  Iran.  Russia  did  not  agree  to  can- 
cel its  sale  of  nuclear  reactors  to  Iran. 
If  President  Yeltsin  cannot  make  the 
decision  to  stop  the  sale.  I  do  not  have 
great  confidence  that  it  will  be  made 
later  at  a  lower  level.  With  respect  to 
the  much-publicized  concession  on  not 
selling  advanced  gas  centrifuge  tech- 
nology, it  seems  clear  this  was  floated 
as  a  bargaining  chip.  As  recently  as 
last  Friday.  I  note  the  Washington 
Post  headline:  "Russia  denies  plan  to 
sell  gas  centntuge  to  Iran."  It  seems 
this  was  a  plan  designed  to  be  a  conces- 
sion from  the  start. 

Just  last  week,  when  asked  if  a  halt 
in  the  gas  centrifuge  sale  would  be 
enough.  Secretary  of  State  Christopher 
said,  "not  at  all.  We  would  not  be  satis- 
fied with  that".  I  agree  with  the  Sec- 
retary's assessment.  We  should  not  be 
satisfied.  The  bottom  line  is  Russia 
still  intends  to  proceed  with  a  sale  of 
nuclear  technology  to  the  outlaw  re- 
gime in  Tehran.  This  flies  in  the  face  of 
the  summit's  joint  statement  on  pro- 
liferation which  pledges  "To  work  to- 
gether closely  to  promote  broad  non- 
proliferation  goals." 

On  Chechnya.  President  Yeltsin  re- 
jected any  effort  to  address  the  legiti- 
mate concerns  of  the  international 
community  over  human  rights  viola- 
tions. In  President  Yeltsin's  statement 
about  Chechnya,  there  is  an  unfortu- 
nate ring  of  former  soviet  leaders  re- 
jecting western  concerns  over  human 
rights  as  meddling.  And  whatever  the 
political  leaders  were  saying  in  Mos- 
cow, the  Russian  army  kept  attacking. 
Literally  within  minutes  of  yesterday's 


press  conference.  Russian  helicopters 
attacked  Chechen  civilian  targets. 

The  situation  in  Chechnya  also  raises 
the  issue  of  the  flank  limits  in  the  Con- 
ventional Forces  in  Europe  [CFE]  Trea- 
ty. In  the  fall,  if  Russian  forces  are 
still  in  Chechnya,  the  Russian  Govern- 
ment will  be  in  violation  of  these  flank 
limits.  The  Moscow  summit  did  not  re- 
sult in  any  assurances  of  Russian  com- 
pliance with  the  CFE  limits. 

On  missile  defenses,  the  administra- 
tion continued  down  the  same  path  of 
seeking  Russian  permission  on  the  de- 
ployment of  theater  missile  defenses — 
despite  the  fact  that  Russian  insistence 
on  providing  nuclear  technology  to 
Iran  increases  the  proliferation  threat. 
The  fact  is  that  theater  missile  de- 
fenses are  not  prohibited  by  the  cold- 
war  era  ABM  Treaty.  Moreover,  the 
United  States  must  not  allow  Russia  to 
have  a  veto  over  matters  of  national 
security. 

The  summit  also  failed  in  what  was 
not  on  the  agenda— namely,  Bosnia.  As 
the  two  Presidents  were  meeting,  Sara- 
jevo was  being  heavily  shelled.  There 
was  no  U.N.  response,  no  NATO  re- 
sponse, and  no  summit  response. 

It  is  true  that  Russia  agreed  to  join 
the  partnership  for  peace  at  this  sum- 
mit— as  they  previously  agreed  to  do 
last  year,  before  abruptly  changing 
their  minds  at  the  OSCE  summit  in  Bu- 
dapest. At  this  summit,  Russia  contin- 
ued to  express  strong  opposition  to  the 
expansion  of  NATO. 

Mr.  President,  summit  diplomacy  has 
a  long  and  distinguished  history.  His- 
torically, summits  have  succeeded 
when  the  parties  had  clear  agendas, 
pursued  their  interests  consistently, 
and  were  ready,  willing,  and  able  to 
meet  each  others'  concerns.  And  if 
agreement  is  not  reached,  history 
shows  it  is  better  to  stat«  the  disagree- 
ments clearly  rather  than  paper  them 
over.  In  the  case  of  the  Moscow  sum- 
mit, it  is  clear  that  President  Yeltsin 
was  not  in  a  position  to  address  our 
concerns.  We  should  admit  that  forth- 
rightly  and  respond  appropriately.  Con- 
gress will  respond  by  looking  closely  at 
all  forms  of  aid  to  Russia — especially 
aid  to  the  government.  Certain  types  of 
aid  such  as  democracy  support,  or 
Nunn-Lugar  funding  for  nuclear  clean 
up  still  promote  important  American 
interests.  Other  aid  programs  may  not, 
and  may  be  halted. 

The  United  States  must  remain  en- 
gaged with  Russia.  It  was  and  is  our 
hope  that  democracy  and  free  market 
reforms  will  prosper.  We  hope  that  the 
Russian  elections  planned  for  this  year 
and  next  year  proceed  on  time — and 
that  they  are  free  and  fair.  But  Russia 
is  not  our  only  strategic  relationship — 
we  have  other  interests  in  other  areas. 
That  is  why  I  support  the  President's 
decision  to  visit  Ukraine.  That  is  why 
NATO  expansion  should  not  be  subject 
to  a  Russian  veto.  And  that  is  why  we 
cannot  allow  Iran  to  become  a  nuclear 
weapons  state. 
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WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE'' 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  it  does 
not  require  one  to  be  a  rocket  scientist 
to  realize  that  the  U.S.  Constitution 
forbids  any  President's  spending  even  a 
dime  of  Federal  tax  money  that  has 
not  first  been  authorized  and  appro- 
priated by  Congress — both  and  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  U.S.  Senate. 

So  when  you  hear  a  politician  or  an 
editor  or  a  commentator  declare  that 
"Reagan  ran  up  the  Federal  debt"  or 
that  •'Bush  ran  it  up,"  bear  in  mind 
that  the  Founding  Fathers,  two  cen- 
turies before  the  Reagan  and  Bush 
presidencies,  made  it  very  clear  that  it 
is  the  constitutional  duty  of  Congress 
to  control  Federal  spending. 

The  fiscal  irresponsibility  of  Con- 
gress has  created  a  Federal  debt  which 
stood  at  $4,856,766,568,058.09  as  of  the 
close  of  business  Wednesday.  May  10. 
This  outrageous  debt  (which  will  be- 
come the  debt  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren)  averages  out  to 
$18,436.37  on  a  per  capita  basis. 


PRESERVING  MEDICARE  FOR  OUR 
SENIORS 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  speak  about  the  Medicare  Program 
and  the  need  to  protect  it  from  drastic 
cuts.  The  Republicans  have  announced 
their  plans  to  cut  the  Medicare  budget 
by  over  $250  billion  in  order  to  fund  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich. 

Let  me  start  by  saying  that  I  want  to 
make  sure  that  we  keep  the  care  in 
Medicare.  I  believe  that  the  basic  val- 
ues of  honoring  your  father  and  your 
mother  should  be  the  anchors  of  our 
public  policy. 

I  do  not  believe  our  seniors  should 
have  to  pay  almost  $900  more  in  out  of 
pocket  health  care  costs  each  year.  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  typical  Medicare 
beneficiary  should  have  to  see  40  to  50 
percent  of  his  or  her  Social  Security 
cost-of-living  adjustment  eaten  up  by 
increases  in  Medicare  cost  sharing  and 
premiums. 

We  cannot  let  this  happen.  We  owe  it 
to  our  mothers  and  fathers,  and  to  our 
family  members. 

Last  week  I  spoke  at  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  It  was  an 
impressive  gathering  of  2.500  seniors 
and  senior  advocates  from  all  over  this 
Nation.  Many  of  the  delegates  were 
current  or  former  doctors,  lawyers,  ad- 
ministrators, business  owners,  nurses, 
social  workers,  gerontologists,  and  sen- 
ior service  providers. 

The  delegates  were  charged  with 
coming  up  with  a  navigational  chart  to 
meet  the  needs  of  our  seniors  today 
and  to  take  us  into  the  21st  century. 

The  White  House  Conference  on 
Aging  came  at  a  very  crucial  time  in 
our  history.  We  all  know  that  our  sen- 
ior population  is  growing  and  growing 
rapidly.  Demography  is  destiny.  We 
must  anticipate  the  future  and  what 
their  needs  are  and  what  they  will  be. 


At  the  end  of  the  conference,  the  del- 
egates voted  on  priorities.  Ensuring 
the  future  of  the  Medicare  Program 
was  one  of  the  top  five  priorities.  More 
specifically,  the  conference  stated  that 
the  United  States  should: 

.  .  .  reaffirm  the  covenant  that  It  estab- 
lished with  the  American  people  30  years  ago 
with  the  enactnnent  of  Medicare  and  act  to 
maintain  and  strengthen  the  program's 
structure  and  purpose,  its  fiscal  solvency, 
and  widespread  public  support. 

.  .  .  continue  to  protect  older  Americans 
and  disabled  Americans,  especially  those  on 
low  and  fixed  incomes  with  respect  to  health 
care  affordability  and  access,  giving  special 
consideration  to  the  burdens  imposed  by  co- 
payments,  deductibles,  and  premiums. 

.  .  .  ensure  that  programmatic  changes 
safeguard  the  viability  of  the  Medicare  trust 
funds. 

.  .  .  ensure  that  any  changes  to  Medicare 
provide  access  to  a  standard  package  of  bene- 
fits which  includes  affordable  long  term 
care,  strengthens  the  program's  financial 
well-being,  preserves  the  social  insurance  na- 
ture of  Medicare,  enhances  the  quality  of 
care  and  improves  the  program  for  bene- 
ficiaries within  the  broad  context  of  health 
care  reform 

There  is  much  talk  about  another 
contract  with  America,  but  I  believe 
the  real  contracts  we  must  honor  are 
Medicare  and  Social  Security.  We  must 
preserve  the  covenant  that  we  estab- 
lished with  our  seniors  and  their  fami- 
lies to  provide  them  with  health  insur- 
ance for  their  old  age.  Seniors  have 
worked  hard  all  their  lives,  paid  their 
dues,  paid  into  the  system. 

We  must  remember  who  are  seniors 
are.  On  May  8.  we  commemorated  vic- 
tory in  Europe  and  the  beginning  of  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  Our  seniors  were 
part  of  the  generation  that  saved  Eu- 
rope from  tyranny  and  changed  the 
course  of  history.  We  must  never  forget 
that. 

We  cannot  forget  them  and  we  can- 
not forget  who  will  be  the  next  genera- 
tion of  seniors.  They  will  be  many  of 
us.  And  the  next  generation  after  that. 
They  will  be  our  children  and  grand- 
children. We  must  continue  to  ensure 
that  all  seniors  now  and  into  the  next 
century  have  the  resources  they  need 
for  their  health  care.  Without  such  re- 
sources I  fear  they  will  become  impov- 
erished, their  children  may  become  im- 
poverished, and  we  as  a  country  will 
become  impoverished. 


THE  45TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
LEADERSHIP  CONFERENCE  ON 
CrVLL  RIGHTS 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  in  rec- 
ognition of  the  45th  anniversary  of  the 
Leadership  Conference  on  Civil  Rights, 
I  believe  it  is  appropriate  to  reflect 
upon  this  country's  history  on  the 
issue  of  civil  rights  and  express  some 
thoughts  about  the  direction  the  coun- 
try is  heading  today. 

In  1950.  when  the  Leadership  Con- 
ference was  first  formed,  we  essentially 
bad   a  system   of  racial   apartheid   in 


many  parts  of  the  country.  It  was  ille- 
gal for  black  and  white  children  to  at- 
tend school  together,  it  was  illegal  for 
black  and  white  adults  to  marry.  Black 
Americans  were  shut  out  of  the  politi- 
cal system  — they  were  not  permitted  to 
serve  on  juries,  run  for  office,  or.  m 
many  cases,  cast  a  ballot.  There  was  no 
meaningful  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  especially  the  criminal  laws. 
Blacks  who  dared  to  assert  their  politi- 
cal rights  or  buck  the  mores  of  the  ra- 
cial caste  system,  were  beaten  or 
lynched.  The  police  and  formal  legal 
system  always  looked  the  other  way. 
Blacks  could  not  receive  a  fair  trial  in 
a  court  of  law  as  racial  prejudice 
clouded  the  normal  American  presump- 
tion that  justice  is  blind. 

Through  Federal  court  litigation, 
and  eventually  legislative  action  by 
the  U.S.  Congress,  many  of  these  bar- 
riers were  cast  aside,  the  chains  of  Jim 
Crow  were  unlocked,  and  the  Constitu- 
tion's promise  of  equal  opportunity 
began  to  become  a  reality.  As  the  dec- 
ades passed  and  progress  was  made  on 
many  fronts,  other  groups  of  American 
citizens — women,  racial  minorities,  re- 
ligious groups,  and  the  physically  dis- 
abled, to  name  a  few— rose  to  assert 
the  rights  that  accrue  with  American 
citizenship.  Their  claims  have  been 
simple,  clear,  and  powerful:  treat  us 
like  everyone  else  in  society  is  treated, 
give  us  the  opportunities  to  succeed 
that  other  Americans  are  given  as  a 
matter  of  birthright,  let  us  participate 
in  the  mainstream  of  American  life. 

So  we  have  made  progress.  When  in 
the  past  Jackie  Robinson  was  spit  upon 
and  received  death  threats  over  the 
phone,  today  Michael  Jordan  can  give 
genuine  happiness  to  millions  of  Amer- 
icans, of  all  creeds  and  colors,  merely 
by  deciding  to  trade  in  his  baseball 
cleats  for  a  pair  of  sneakers.  When  one 
of  our  country's  greatest  institutions. 
the  U.S.  Army,  once  had  to  be  deseg- 
regated by  Presidential  decree,  in  mod- 
ern times  Colin  Powell  rose  to  lead 
that  institution  and  now  is  one  of  our 
most  popular  public  figures.  When  mi- 
norities were  once  threatened  and  in- 
timidated from  exercising  the  fran- 
chise, now  hundreds  of  minorities  hold 
public  office  throughout  the  country 
and  dozens  of  minority  legislators  sit 
here  in  the  U.S.  Congress. 

The  Leadership  Conference  on  Civil 
Rights  has  been  at  the  forefront  of  this 
march  of  progress.  The  principles  of 
equality,  inclusion,  and  tolerance  that 
it  promotes  are  reflected  in  the  struc- 
ture of  the  organization,  as  it  is  com- 
prised of  180  different  groups  represent- 
ing people  from  all  walks  of  life,  all 
shades  of  skin  color,  and  all  denomina- 
tions and  ethnicities.  The  legislative 
achievements  of  the  conference  are 
monumental— not  only  for  the  impor- 
tance of  the  bills  on  American  life,  but 
for  the  bipartisan  support  that  they 
achieved.  The  Voting  Rights  Act 
Amendments    of   1982,    the    Americans 


With  Disabilities  Act.  and  the  Reli- 
gious Freedom  Restoration  Act  are  but 
a  few  of  the  conference's  noteworthy 
achievements. 

But  one  cannot  look  back  fondly  at 
successes  without  also  thinking  about 
our  past  shortcomings  as  well.  Here  we 
stand,  a  generation  after  the  civil 
rights  revolution,  and  we  must  ask  how 
history  will  judge  us.  Have  we  done  all 
we  could  to  make  our  society  more 
just,  opportunities  more  available,  tol- 
erance and  understanding  more  perva- 
sive, violence  less  prevalent?  Have  pov- 
erty, intolerance,  and  ignorance  been 
marginalized  or  have  our  actions  or 
omissions  led  to  the  marginalizations 
of  the  poor,  the  uneducated,  and  others 
occupying  the  bottom  rung  of  society? 

Any  honest  appraisal  must  conclude 
that  our  record  is  mixed.  Progress  has 
been  made  in  many  areas,  but  we  are 
going  backward  in  others.  Our  prob- 
lems were  once  simple  and  clear  issues 
of  equal  justice  that  could  be  solved 
merely  by  changing  the  law.  Our  cur- 
rent problems  now  bear  on  complex  so- 
cial conditions  that  few  can  explain 
and  even  fewer  know  how  to  solve. 

There  is  also  new  unrest  in  the  coun- 
try that  is  manifesting  itself  in  ugly 
ways.  Extremists  seek  to  place  at  odds 
peoples  and  communities  that  have 
been  traditional  and  genuine  allies. 
The  ethos  of  tolerance,  dialog,  and  rec- 
onciliation are  being  subverted  by 
those  who,  appealing  to  baser  instincts, 
seek  to  balkanize  America.  And  re- 
markably, there  are  those  who  now 
want  to  move  to  a  color-blind  society, 
based  on  the  make-believe  view  that 
racism  and  intolerance  are  things  of 
the  past  and  that  our  centuries  of  overt 
discrimination  have  had  absolutely  no 
bearing  on  the  current  condition  of  the 
least  fortunate  members  of  society.  It 
is  as  if  many  believe  that  the  Emanci- 
pation Proclamation  and  Civil  Rights 
Acts  were  written  at  the  time  of  the 
Magna  Carta  and  the  beating  of  Rod- 
ney King  happened  centuries,  not  just 
years,  ago. 

But  rather  than  be  discouraged  in  the 
face  of  our  failures,  and  lament  about 
the  difficult  challenges  ahead,  we  must 
find  hope  in  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  and  summon  the  resolve  to  re- 
double our  efforts  to  remake  our  soci- 
ety to  bring  us  closer  to  the  ideals  we 
hold  dear.  The  work  of  the  Leadership 
Conference  is  not  done.  We  are  a  better 
society  as  a  result  of  its  45  years  of 
dedication  to  equality  and  we  will  be  a 
better  society  due  to  its  work  in  the  fu- 
ture. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  V-E 
DAY 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  on  Au- 
gust 19.  1944.  Parisians  rose  up  in  defi- 
ance of  their  German  occupiers  as  Hit- 
ler ordered  his  army  to  destroy  the 
city.  His  generals,  however,  delayed 
the    order,    and    American    and    Free 


French  Forces  liberated  Paris  on  Au- 
gust 25.  Meanwhile.  General  Patton 
was  racing  eastward  toward  the  Ger- 
man border  and  Rhine  River.  To  the 
north,  British  P'orces  led  by  Field  Mar- 
shall Montgomery  swept  mto  Belgium 
and  captured  Antwerp  on  September  4. 
On  September  17,  about  20,000  para- 
troopers dropped  behind  German  lines 
to  seize  bridges  in  the  Netherlands.  But 
bad  weather  and  other  problems  ham- 
pered the  operation. 

Adolf  Hitler  pulled  his  failing  re- 
sources together  for  another  assault. 
On  December  16,  1944,  German  troops 
surprised  and  overwhelmed  the  Ameri- 
cans in  Belgium  and  Luxembourg,  but 
they  lacked  the  troops  and  fuel  to  turn 
their  thrust  into  a  breakthrough. With- 
in 2  weeks,  the  Americans  stopped  the 
German  advance  near  Belgium's  Meuse 
River.  This  offensive  in  the  Ardennes 
Forest  of  Belgium  and  Luxembourg  be- 
came known  as  the  "Battle  of  the 
Bulge."  because  of  the  bulging  shape  of 
the  battleground  as  it  appeared  on  a 
map.  It  was  to  be  among  the  war's 
most  bloody  battles  Although  Hitler's 
men  knew  they  were  beaten,  it  became 
clear  that  complete  victory  over  Ger- 
many would  have  to  wait  until  1945. 

Soviet  Forces  entered  Poland.  Roma- 
nia, and  Bulgaria  in  January  1945.  The 
Germans  had  pulled  out  of  Greece  and 
Yugoslavia  in  the  fall  of  1944.  But  held 
out  in  Budapest,  the  capital  of  Hun- 
gary, until  February  1945.  Vienna  fell 
to  Soviet  troops  in  April.  By  then.  So- 
viet troops  occupied  nearly  all  of  East- 
ern Europe,  a  sign  of  victory  then.  but. 
in  retrospect,  also  an  ominous  harbin- 
ger of  the  nature  of  the  post-World  War 
II  world. 

The  Allies  began  their  final  assault 
on  Germany  in  early  1945.  Soviet  sol- 
diers reached  the  Oder  River,  about  40 
miles  from  Berlin,  in  January.  Forces 
in  the  West  occupied  positions  along 
the  Rhine  by  early  March.  British  and 
Canadian  Forces  cleared  the  Germans 
out  of  the  Netherlands  and  swept  into 
northern  Germany  as  the  Americans 
and  French  raced  toward  the  Elbe 
River  in  central  Germany.  Hitler  or- 
dered his  soldiers  to  fight  to  the  death, 
but  large  numbers  surrendered  each 
day. 

The  capture  of  Berlin  was  left  to  the 
Soviets.  By  April  25.  1945.  they  had  sur- 
rounded the  city.  From  a  bunker  deep 
underground.  Hitler  ordered  German 
soldiers  to  fight  on.  On  April  30.  he 
committed  suicide.  He  remained  con- 
vinced that  his  cause  had  been  right, 
but  that  the  German  people  had  ulti- 
mately proven  weak  and  unworthy  of 
his  rule. 

Grand  Adm.  Karl  Doenitz  briefly  suc- 
ceeded Hitler  as  the  leader  of  Germany, 
almost  immediately  arranging  for  Ger- 
many's surrender.  On  May  7.  1945,  Col. 
Gen.  Alfred  Jodl.  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
German  Armed  Forces,  signed  a  state- 
ment of  unconditional  surrender  at 
General  Eisenhower's  headquarters  in 


France  World  War  II  in  Europe  had,  at 
last,  come  to  an  end.  Fifty  years  ago. 
the  Allies  declared  May  8  "V-E  Day"— 
Victory  in  Europe  Day  America  could 
now  concentrate  all  of  its  strength  to- 
ward the  battle  still  being  waged  in  the 
Pacific,  which  would  last  for  3  more 
months. 

Today,  the  world  celebrates  a  victory 
that  represented  the  triumph  of  good 
over  unspeakable  evil,  and  the  promise 
of  a  peaceful  future  for  a  Europe  bat- 
tered and  torn  by  the  bloodiest  war  in 
its  history.  May  8  is  particularly  spe- 
cial this  year,  since  it  marks  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  end  of  the  European 
chapter  of  World  War  II. 

As  the  Allies  had  advanced  in  Eu- 
rope, they  discovered  the  horrifying 
remnants  of  the  Nazis'  "final  solu- 
tion." Hitler  had  ordered  the  imprison- 
ment of  Jews  and  members  of  other  mi- 
nority groups  in  concentration  camps. 
The  starving  survivors  of  the  death 
camps  gave  proof  of  the  terrible  suffer- 
ing of  those  who  had  already  died. 

Today,  we  are  familiar  with  those 
faces  and  pictures  of  death  and  destruc- 
tion, but  that  familiarity  has  not  led 
to  understanding  in  many  cases.  We 
have  the  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum 
£is  a  reminder  of  the  past  and  as  a 
warning  to  future  generations  of  the 
grave  dangers  that  are  the  ultimate 
fruits  of  hate,  division,  depravity.  Vic- 
tory in  Europe  Day.  then,  is  also  a 
time  to  reflect  and  to  ask  ourselves 
how  such  brutality  could  have  been  in- 
flicted on  the  human  race,  and  how  it 
can  be  prevented  from  ever  occurring 
again. 

Hitler's  rise  to  power  was  based  upon 
a  message  of  hate,  of  pitting  one  class 
against  another,  of  demonizing  Jews 
and  others.  His  was  a  message  of  divi- 
sion, of  blaming  others  for  one's  prob- 
lems. During  the  early  i330's.  Hitler  in- 
stituted a  policy  of  elimination  of  po- 
litical opponents,  of  "enemies  of  the 
state."  According  to  the  statutes  of  the 
security  police.  Jews,  politically  active 
churches.  Freemasons,  politically  dis- 
satisfied people,  members  of  the  Black 
Front,  and  economic  manipulators, 
among  others,  were  singled  out  for  per- 
secution. 

Hitler  set  down  his  political  goals  in 
his  notorious  book.  "Mein  Kampf."  His 
foreign  policy  plans  revolved  around 
the  central  aim  of  exterminating  the 
Jews  as  the  mortal  enemy  of  the  Aryan 
race.  During  the  first  stage,  following 
the  seizure  of  power,  the  "cancerous 
democracy.  "  as  he  called  it,  was  to  be 
abolished,  and  Jews.  Bolsheviks,  and 
Marxists  were  to  be  banished  from  the 
national  community.  Following  the  in- 
ternal consolidation  of  the  Reich,  the 
German  position  in  central  Europe  was 
to  be  secured  step  by  step  and  then 
strengthened  into  world  dominance. 

While  Hitler  had  fought  the  existing 
government  aggressively  prior  to  his 
imprisonment  for  high  treason,  during 
which    he    wrote    "Mein    Kampf."    he 
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adopted  a  new  tactic  after  his  early  re- 
lease from  jail.  Power  was  to  be  won 
slowly  and  legally  as  he  systematically 
and  methodically  built  up  the  Nazi  em- 
pire. He  used  the  Reichstag  fire  of  Feb- 
ruary 27,  1933.  as  an  opportunity  to  re- 
place the  constitutional  laws  of  the 
Weimar  Republic  by  passing  an  emer- 
gency decree  "to  protect  the  people 
and  the  state."  This  marked  the  begin- 
ning of  the  hounding  and  arresting  of 
political  opponents,  especially  those  on 
the  left.  The  public  was  subjected  to 
propaganda  on  a  grand  scale,  in- 
structed "to  think  nothing  but  Ger- 
man, to  feel  German,  and  to  behave 
German."  Germans  were  also  placed 
under  heavy  surveillance  by  the  police 
and  secret  agents. 

Hitler  was  able  to  create  the  Nazi 
state  by  fanning  the  flames  of  para- 
noia, distrust,  and  fear.  By  making  the 
Jews  and  others  "faceless  rats"  devoid 
of  humanity,  he  was  able  to  make  his 
henchmen  commit  acts  which  shock 
and  offend  our  sensibilities  as  human 
beings.  He  was  successful  in  making 
these  groups  scapegoats  responsible  for 
all  of  Germany's  economic  and  social 
ills.  Just  as  some  today  try  to  divide, 
demonize.  and  scapegoat.  Hitler  man- 
aged to  unite  his  people  through  their 
hatred  of  common  enemies. 

Too  often  today,  the  solution  to  our 
problems  seems  to  be  to  blame  some- 
one else — the  poor,  minorities,  immi- 
grants, and  bureaucrats.  The  politics  of 
blame  is  a  basic  tactic  of  those  who 
preach  intolerance  and  division,  wheth- 
er on  the  left  or  right.  Hitler  was  per- 
haps history's  most  terrible  and  tragic 
example  of  what  can  result  when  the 
politics  of  blame  and  hate  are  allowed 
to  fester  and  grow.  Too  often,  people 
attempt  to  glorify  themselves  by  tear- 
ing down  those  with  whom  they  dis- 
agree and  by  pitting  one  group  against 
another.  We  need  a  return  to  modera- 
tion, tolerance,  responsibility,  and 
compassion  so  that  nothing  approach- 
ing the  Holocaust  and  the  hatred  which 
fostered  it  will  ever  be  allowed  to  again 
scar  humanity  in  such  a  way. 

It  is  appropriate  to  take  the  time  to 
not  only  celebrate  V-E  Day  and  reflect 
upon  the  roots  of  what  led  to  World 
War  11,  but  to  also  remember  the  self- 
less heroism  of  the  15  million  Ameri- 
cans and  the  millions  of  other  Allied 
servicemen  who  fought  valiantly  to 
preserve  the  democratic  ideals  that  we 
so  cherish.  All  risked  their  lives,  and. 
sadly,  some  407.000  Americans  gave 
their  lives  to  defend  those  ideals  and 
the  individual  freedom  and  human 
rights  upon  which  they  are  based. 

Fifty  years  after  'V-E  Day.  the  light 
of  history  has  shone  brightly  on  the 
complex  and  harrowing  events  of  World 
War  II.  Much  of  what  has  been  revealed 
makes  us  shudder,  and  we  would  just  as 
soon  it  not  be  illuminated.  But  only  by 
looking  can  we  learn,  and  as  each  year 
passes,  we  realize  more  fully  just  how 
much  we  owe  our  veterans  for  their  pa- 


triotism, bravery,  and  sacrifice  in  serv- 
ing on  the  battlefields  of  Europe  during 
World  War  II. 


JENA  BAND  OF  THE  CHOCTAW 
INDIANS 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  over 
90  years  ago,  a  small  poverty  ridden 
community  of  Choctaw  Indians  who 
lived  in  the  area  around  Jena,  LA, 
walked  for  9  months  from  their  homes 
to  Muskogee.  OK.  to  testify  before  the 
Dawes  Commission.  Although  that 
commission  determined  that  the  Jena 
Band  were  full-blooded  native  Amer- 
ican Indians,  entitled  to  land  and  serv- 
ices, lands  were  not  yet  ready  for  allot- 
ment. Consequently,  the  Jena  Band  re- 
turned to  Louisiana  empty-handed. 
Soon  thereafter  they  were  told  by  let- 
ter that  they  could  claim  such  lands 
and  benefits — but  only  if  they  returned 
to  Oklahoma  within  4'/?  months.  This 
was  impossible  for  them,  they  did  not 
return,  and  therefore  received  no  land 
or  benefits  to  which  they  were  right- 
fully entitled. 

This  story  of  promised  benefits,  land, 
and  services  has  been  repeated 
throughout  the  last  90  years.  Each 
time  the  Jena  Band  has  come  close  to 
receiving  the  recognition  they  deserve, 
some  additional  obstacle  has  been 
thrown  in  their  way.  Yet.  despite  this 
long  history  of  broken  promises  and 
neglect  the  Jena  have  maintained  their 
identity,  their  dignity,  and  their  hope 
that  the  Federal  Government  will  at 
long  last  live  up  to  the  commitments 
made  to  them  so  long  ago  in  Muskogee. 

On  May  18.  1995.  the  Jena  Band  will 
finally  celebrate  the  arrival  of  justice 
as  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Indian 
Affairs  at  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior. Ada  Deer,  signs  the  documents  es- 
tablishing a  govemmenl-to-govern- 
ment  relationship  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Jena  Band 
of  the  Choctaw. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  known  the  Jena 
through  their  chief,  Jerry  Jackson,  as 
we  have  struggled  together  for  many 
years  to  gain  their  rightful  recogni- 
tion. The  Jena  are  proud  of  there  herit- 
age and  of  their  community.  I  look  for- 
ward to  seeing  the  strengthening  of 
their  tribe  and  their  cooperation  with 
the  surrounding  communities  in  the 
years  to  come,  and  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  celebrating  this  long- 
awaited  event. 


CARE  ANNIVERSARY 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  during  this 
year  1995  we  are  commemorating  many 
anniversaries  of  the  last  days  of  World 
War  II— of  terrible  battles,  of  the  lib- 
eration of  concentration  camps  with 
their  unspeakable  crimes  against  hu- 
manity, and  of  the  final  victories — but 
I  rise  today  to  congratulate  one  of  the 
great  humanitarian  organizations  that 
was  bom  in  the  ashes  of  that  great  war. 


CARE  begins  the  celebration  of  its 
50th  year  today,  on  the  anniversary  of 
the  day  when  the  first  CARE  package 
arrived  in  France.  A  coalition  of  orga- 
nizations and  individual  Americans 
founded  CARE — the  Cooperative  for 
American  Remittances  to  Europe — on 
November  27.  1945.  and  the  first  CARE 
package  was  received  in  France  on  the 
following  May  11.  They  set  out  to  cre- 
ate a  large  and  efficient  distribution 
network,  because  they  knew  the  huge 
scope  of  the  needs  in  a  Europe  dev- 
astated by  a  long  and  destructive  war. 

That  package  was  the  beginning  of 
the  largest  person-to-person  relief  ef- 
fort of  this  century— perhaps  of  any 
century.  Millions  of  Americans  sent 
more  than  100  million  CARE  packages 
of  food,  clothing,  medicine,  and  other 
relief  supplies  to  war  survivors  in  des- 
perate need.  CARE  packages  provided 
the  first  food  some  Holocaust  victims 
received  after  being  released  from  the 
camps.  Later.  CARE  packages  brought 
West  Berliners  their  first  food  after  the 
1949  blockade. 

CARE  was  a  unique  American  phe- 
nomenon—highly individual,  extremely 
generous,  idealistic  and— against  all 
odds — tremendously  successful.  Ger- 
mans. Italians,  and  Japanese  remember 
how  stunned  they  were  to  receive  gifts 
from  people  with  whom  they  had  been 
at  war  only  a  few  months  before.  CARE 
packages  not  only  eased  the  suffering 
of  survivors  trying  to  rebuild  their 
lives  and  their  countries,  but  helped  to 
build  the  bridges  between  former  en- 
emies that  made  possible  a  more  last- 
ing peace. 

Every  single  American  President  has 
been  involved  in  the  relief  effort  since 
President  Harry  Truman  who  sent  the 
first  100  CARE  packages  to  the 
bombed-out  town  of  Le  Havre.  France. 
American  cities  and  towns  had  CARE 
package  drives,  businesses  put  up  dis- 
plays encouraging  people  to  send  CARE 
packages,  Hollywood  stars,  including 
Bob  Hope.  Gregory  Peck.  Marlene 
Deitrich.  Lauren  Bacall,  and  Ingrid 
Bergman,  joined  in  the  effort  that 
would  make  the  CARE  package  a  part 
of  our  language  and  history. 

As  Europe  and  Asia  recovered  from 
World  War  II,  CARE  adopted  a  new 
name — the  Cooperative  for  Assistance 
and  Relief  Everywhere — and  a  new  mis- 
sion: to  help  the  poorest  of  the  world's 
poor. 

Today  CARE  helps  30  million  people 
in  more  than  60  developing  countries 
each  year  to  improve  their  lives 
through  comprehensive  disaster  relief 
programs  as  well  as  assistance  for  long- 
term,  sustainable  development  projects 
in  agriculture.  the  environment, 
health,  nutrition,  population,  and 
small  business.  In  the  years  since  that 
first  package.  CARE  packages  have 
helped  more  than  1  billion  people  in  121 
countries  around  the  world,  sending 
more  than  $7  billion  worth  of  assist- 
ance. The  countries  Americans  helped 


May  11,  1995 

50  years  ago  have  become  our  political 
and  economic  partners  and  many  are 
now  partners  as  well  in  providing 
CARE  packages  to  others  in  need. 
CARE  has  11  international  offices  in 
Europe  and  Japan,  and  has  twice  been 
nominated  for  a  Nobel  Prize. 

The  plain  brown  boxes  stamped 
CARE  have  been  a  symbol  of  the  best 
American  spirit  of  generosity  and  hope 
to  a  hurting  world  for  half  a  century.  I 
am  proud  that  CARE  now  is 
headquartered  in  Atlanta.  GA,  and 
proud  of  the  wonderful  work  it  has 
done  throughout  the  world.  This  is  an 
appropriate  time  for  a  new  generation 
to  learn  about  the  real  CARE  pack- 
age— not  just  goodies  from  home,  but  a 
package  reflecting  that  same  love  and 
caring  that  reaches  out  in  friendship  to 
those  in  need. 

Mr.  President,  as  CARE  begins  its 
50th  anniversary  celebration.  I  would 
urge  that  new  generations — and  their 
mothers,  fathers,  grandmothers,  and 
grandfathers  who  have  been  sending 
those  plain  brown  boxes  stamped  CARE 
all  these  years — to  join  in  the  effort  to 
change  lives  and  send  a  real  CARE 
package. 
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MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  a  treaty  and  sundry 
nominations  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  4;18  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H  R.  1361.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Coast  Guard. 
and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 
The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second   times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  1361.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Coast  Guard, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 


accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated; 

EC-891.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent and  Chairman  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  U.S.  exports  to  South  Korea: 
to  the  Committee  on  inking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

EC-892.  A  communication  from  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to 
provide  for  alternative  means  of  acquiring 
and  improving  housing  and  supporting  facili- 
ties for  the  armed  forces  and  their  families; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-893.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  amend  title 
49.  United  States  Code  (Transportation),  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  for 

preemployment  alcohol  testing  in  the  mass 
transit,  railroad,  motor  carrier  and  aviation 
industries,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-894.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  relative  to  the  Superconducting 
Super  Collider  project;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-896  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  relative  to  the  safety  of  ship- 
ments of  Plutonium  by  sea:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-896.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  annual  report 
of  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commis- 
sion for  1993;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-897.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  relative  to  international  agree- 
ments, other  than  treaties  entered  into  by 
the  United  States  within  the  60-day  period 
after  May  4.  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-898.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Courts,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  wiretap  applications  for  cal- 
endar year  1994:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-899.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Sentencing  Commission, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  amend  the  Controlled  Substances  Act  and 
the  Controlled  Substances  Import  and  Ex- 
port Act  to  equalize  mandatory  minimum 
penalties  relating  to  similar  crack  and  pow- 
der cocaine  offenses;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-900.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  Adminis- 
tration's report  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act  for  calendar  year  1994:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC- 901.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Sentencing  Commission, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  amendments 
to  the  sentencing  guidelines;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-902  A  communication  from  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  amend  chapter  11  of  title  35  to  provide  for 
early  publication  of  patent  applications,  to 
amend  chapter  14  of  title  35  to  provide  provi- 
sional rights  for  the  period  of  time  between 
early   publication  and   patent  grant  and  to 


amend  chapter  10  of  title  35  to  provide  a 
prior  art  effect  for  published  applications:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-903.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  OPM's 
fiscal  year  1994  report  on  the  Federal  Equal 
Opportunity  Recruitment  Program;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-904.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
person of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  Re- 
tirement Trust,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  reports  relative  to  the  1992  annual  pen- 
sion report:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-905.  A  communication  from  the  HUD 
Secretary's  Designee  to  the  Federal  Housing 
Finance  Board,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  Inspector  General's  report  for  the  6- 
month  period  ending  March  31.  1995:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-906.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor. Fedaral  Management  Issues.  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  entitled  'Government  Corpora- 
tions: Profiles  of  Recent  Proposals"':  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-907.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director.  Federal  Management  Issues,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  entitled 
'"Managing  for  Results:  Experiences  Abroad 
Suggest  Insights  for  Federal  Manaigement 
Reforms":  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-908.  A  communication  from  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  United  States,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  1994  annual  report 
on  the  Federal  Prison  Industries.  Inc.;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-909.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
person of  the  Appraisal  Subcommittee.  Fed- 
eral Financial  Institutions  Examination 
Council,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  Federal  Managers"  Fi- 
nancial Integrity  Act:  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-910.  A  communication  from  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
Agency's  Superfund  report  for  fiscal  year 
1994:  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-103.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Council  of  the  City  of  Kwethluk.  Alaska  rel- 
ative to  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conservation  Act:  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources. 

POM-104.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  Minnesota:  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"RESOLuno.N  No.  2 

"Whereas,  the  Clinton  Administration  and 
Congress  are  considering  proposals  to  sell 
the  Western  Area  Power  Administration 
(WAPA).  which  provides  low-cost  power  to 
municipal  utilities,  electric  cooperatives, 
and  state  facilities  in  Minnesota:  and 

"Whereas,  sale  of  WAPA  could  trigger  an 
estimated  S36.000.000  increase  in  annual 
power  costs  for  customers  of  the  municipal 
utilities  at  Ada.  Adrian.  Alexandria.  Bames- 
ville.  Baudette.  Benson.  Breckenridge.  De- 
troit Lakes.  East  Grand  Forks.  Elbow  Lake. 
Fairfax.  Fosston.  Granite  Falls.  Halstad. 
Hawley.  Henning.  Jackson.  Kandiyohi.  Lake 
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Park.  Lakefield.  Litchfield,  Luverne.  Madi- 
son. Marshall.  Melrose.  Moorhead.  Mountain 
Lake.  Nielsville.  Olivia.  Ortonville.  Redwood 
Falls.  Roseau.  Sauk  Centre.  Sleepy  Eye. 
Sprinfrfield.  Staples.  St.  James.  Stephen, 
Thief  River  Falls.  Tyler,  Wadena.  Warren, 
Warroad.  Westbrook,  Willmar,  Windom.  and 
Worthing-ton;  and 

"Whereas,  sale  of  W.\PA  could  trigger  an 
estimated  $20,000,000  increase  in  annual 
power  costs  for  customers  of  the  following 
rural  electric  cooperatives:  Agralite, 
Beltrami.  Brown  County.  Clearwater-Polk. 
Federated.  Itasca-Mantrap.  Kandiyohi,  Lake 
Region.  Lyon-Lincoln.  McLeod.  Meeker. 
Minnesota  Valley.  Nobles.  North  Star.  PKM. 
Red  Lake.  Red  River.  Redwood.  Renville-Sib- 
ley. Roseau.  Runesione.  South  Central. 
Southwestern  Minnesota.  Stearns.  Todd- 
Wadena.  Traverse,  and  Wild  Rice:  and 

Whereas,  sale  of  W.'\PA  could  trigger  an 
estimated  $1,000,000  increase  in  annual  power 
costs  for  Fen?us  Falls  State  Hospital.  South- 
west Minnesota  State  University,  and 
Willmar  Regional  Treatment  Center:  and 

■Whereas,  the  cities,  cooperatives,  and 
stAte  agencies  that  receive  power  from 
W.A.PA  committed  to  the  federal  power  pro- 
gram more  than  40  years  ago.  and  have  relied 
on  continued  access  to  federal  power  in  their 
long-range  enerK>'  plans:  and 

Whereas,  the  customers  of  WAPA's  East- 
em  Pick  Sloan  facilities  have  repaid  ap- 
proximately 40  percent  of  the  original  in- 
vestment in  these  facilities,  with  interest, 
and  sale  of  the  facilities  would  wipe  out  the 
customers'  equity  contribution:  and 

■Whereas,  the  customers  of  WAP.\  pay  for 
the  operation  of  the  federal  power  facilities 
through  their  rates,  the  program  places  no 
drain  on  the  federal  treasury,  and  the  pro- 
gram does  not  contribute  to  the  federal  defi- 
cit: and 

■Whereas,  in  addition  to  producing  elec- 
tricity. WAPA's  multipurpose  power  projects 
produce  revenue  for  power  sales  which  helps 
pay  for  irrigation,  flood  control,  navigation. 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  wild- 
life enhancement,  recreation,  and  salinity 
control:  and  no  private  party  can  step  In  and 
act  as  a  surrogate  for  government  in  per- 
forming these  functions:  and 

"WTiereas.  sale  of  these  assets  is  extremely 
complex,  due  to  the  multipurpose  nature  of 
the  projects,  numerous  legal  and  contractual 
problems.  Indian.  Mexican,  and  Canadian 
treaty  provisions,  and  environmental  con- 
cerns: and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  power  program  is 
one  of  our  nation's  greatest  assets  and  it 
should  be  preserved:  and 

■Whereas,  dismantling  the  federal  power 
program  is  a  short-sighted  quick  fix  that  will 
not  benefit  the  nation  in  the  long  run:  Now. 
therefore  be  it. 

"Resolved  by  the  Leg-islatwe  of  the  State  of 
Minnesota.  That  the  President  and  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  should  not  pursue 
the  Sdle  of  the  Western  Area  Power  Adminis- 
tration. 

"Be  It  further  resolved.  That  the  Minnesota 
municipal  utilities,  cooperatives,  and  state 
facilities  which  receive  federal  power  from 
the  Western  Area  Power  Administration 
should  continue  to  receive  their  allocations 
of  power  at  cost-based  rates. 

"Be  It  further  resolved.  That  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  is  directed 
to  prepare  copies  of  this  memorial  and  trans- 
mit them  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  and  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  and  Clerk 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives, the  chair  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 


Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  the  chair  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Energy  and  Com- 
merce, and  Minnesota's  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress." 

POM-105.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington:  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"Substitute  Senate  Joint  Memorial  8015 

"Whereas,  the  preservation  and  enhance- 
ment of  wetlands  is  extremely  important  to 
the  state  of  Washington  to  protect  wildlife 
habitat  and  viable  waterfowl  nesting  areas: 
and 

"Whereas,  the  Federal  Clean  Water  Act 
and  the  Endangered  Species  Act  both  place  a 
high  priority  on  the  creation  or  restoration 
of  wetland  areas;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Centralia  Mining  Company 
is  the  largest  surface  coal  mining  operation 
in  the  state  and  is  unique  among  surface 
mines  because  of  its  location  in  Western 
Washington,  which  incurs  a  relatively  high 
rainfall  and  can  support  healthy  recharge- 
able wetlands;  and 

"Whereais,  the  Centralia  Mining  Company 
has  been  diligent  in  its  extraordinary  rec- 
lamation efforts  and  concerns  for  the  envi- 
ronment as  exemplified  in  their  honor  of  re- 
ceiving the  prestigious  directors'  award  from 
the  Office  of  Surface  Mining.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  in  1991.  and  receiving  a  national 
award  from  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  for 
excellence  in  surface  mining  reclamation  in- 
cluding the  environmental  benefits  their 
wetlands  play  in  enhancing  natural  wildlife 
and  waterfowl  habitat  in  1994:  and 

"Whereas.  Ducks  Unlimited,  the  largest 
private  wetland  conservation  organization  in 
the  world,  has  affirmed  their  support  for  the 
need  for  the  deep  lake-like  systems,  inter- 
mediate-sized marsh  areas,  smaller  seasonal 
wetlands,  riparian  stringers,  and  other  wet- 
lands which  have  been  created  on  the 
Centralia  Mining  Company  property:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Centralia  Mining  Company 
location  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  migra- 
tion pattern  of  numerous  species  of  ducks 
and  geese;  and 

"Whereas,  surface  mining  creates  many  op- 
portunities for  innovative  final  land  uses 
during  the  ongoing  reclamation  process 
which  could  enable  the  development  of  new 
wetlands  that  can  enhance  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  as  well  as  the  development  of  rec- 
reational lakes  for  the  enjoyment  of  Wash- 
ington citizens;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Centralia  Mining  Company 
is  regrulated  by  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior, Office  of  Surface  Mining,  and  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Rec- 
lamation Act:  and 

""Whereas,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
rules  and  regulations  for  land  reclamation 
have  been  very  stringent  and  restrictive  and 
require  former-mined  areas  to  be  returned  to 
the  same  land  contours  as  prior  to  being 
mined;  and 

"'Whereas,  there  were  limited  wetland 
areas  prior  to  the  commencement  of  mining 
at  the  Centralia  mine  and  if  the  regulations 
do  not  allow  for  a  variance,  then  the  mine 
would  be  obligated  to  eventually  destroy  cer- 
tain wetland  aresis  and  lakes  that  have  been 
created  in  the  mining  process:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  has 
recently  been  reevaluating  their  position  re- 
garding the  retention  and  creation  of  wet- 
lands In  reclaiming  mine  areas; 

""Now.  therefore.  Your  Memorialists  re- 
spectfully pray  that  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  continue  to  be  encouraged  to  expand 
its  effort  to  find  ways  to  preserve  wetlands 


of  significant  size  and  value  that  are  created 
as  a  result  of  substantial  surface  mining  ac- 
tivities and  to  amend  its  rules  and  regula- 
tions in  order  to  recognize  the  climatic  dif- 
ferences of  surface  mine  operations  in  differ- 
ing regions  throughout  the  United  States 
and  to  allow  the  states  to  encourage  their 
local  mining  industries  to  take  advantage  of 
the  unique  opportunities  to  preserve  and  en- 
hance wetlands  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife, 
fisheries,  and  recreation:  Now,  therefore,  be 
it 

Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memorial  be 
immediately  transmitted  to  the  Honorable 
Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
each  member  of  Congress  from  the  State  of 
Washington,  the  Secretary  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining." 

POM-106.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Da- 
kota Dunes  Community  Improvement  Dis- 
trict. Dakota  Dunes.  South  Dakota  relative 
to  the  Missouri  River  Master  Water  Control 
Manual:  to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

POM-107.  .\  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

■•SEN.^TE  Concurrent  Memori.al  1004 

■Whereas,  a  modern,  well-maintained,  effi- 
cient and  interconnected  system  is  vital  to 
the  economic  growth,  health  and  global  com- 
petitiveness of  this  state  and  the  entire  na- 
tion: and 

■Whereas,  the  highway  network  is  the 
backbone  of  a  transportation  system  for  the 
movement  of  people,  goods  and  inlermodal 
connections;  and 

"Whereas,  it  is  critical  that  highway 
transportation  needs  are  addressed  through 
appropriate  transportation  plans  and  pro- 
gram investments:  and 

"Whereas,  the  1991  intermodal  surface 
transportation  efficiency  act  established  the 
concept  of  a  one  hundred  fifty-five  thousand 
mile  national  highway  system  that  includes 
the  interstate  system:  and 

■Wnereas.  on  Decem'oer  9.  1954.  the  United 
States  department  of  transportation  trans- 
mitted to  Congress  a  one  hundred  fifty-nine 
thousand  mile  proposed  national  highway 
system  that  identified  one  hundred  four 
ports,  one  hundred  forty-three  airports,  one 
hundred  ninety-one  rail-truck  terminals, 
three  hundred  twenty-one  Amtrak  stations 
and  three  hundred  nineteen  transit  termi- 
nals; and 

■Whereas,  the  1991  intermodal  surface 
transportation  efficiency  act  requires  that 
the  national  highway  system  and  interstate 
maintenance  funds  not  be  released  to  the 
states  if  the  national  highway  system  is  not 
approved  by  September  30.  1995:  and 

"Whereas,  the  uncertainty  associated  with 
the  future  of  the  national  highway  system 
precludes  the  possibility  of  this  state  effec- 
tively undertaking  necessary,  properly  de- 
veloped planning  and  programming  activi- 
ties. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring,  prf.ys: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
enact  legislation  to  approve  and  designate 
the  national  highway  system  no  later  than 
September  30.  1995  and  to  provide  essential 
funding  to  this  state  and  all  other  states  for 
the  maintenance,  preservation  and.  where 
necessary,  the  improvement  of  the  Congres- 
sionally  designated  national  highway  sys- 
tem. 


"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Con- 
current Memorial  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  each  Member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-108.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  Stale  of  Arizona,  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"House  Concurrent  Memorial  2005 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Congress  is 
currently  attempting  to  formulate  long-term 
solutions  to  the  myriad  environmental  con- 
cerns facing  our  nation:  and 

"Whereas,  numerous  environmental  laws. 
rules,  regulations  and  policy  directives  cre- 
ate the  risk  of  imminent  loss  of  precious  na- 
tional resources;  and 

■'Whereas,  numerous  environmental  laws, 
rules,  regulations  and  policy  directives  im- 
pede the  ability  of  states  and  their  subdivi- 
sions to  provide  vital  government  services  to 
their  citizens,  threaten  the  survival  of  essen- 
tial industries  and  jeopardize  the  health, 
safety  and  welfare  of  our  nation's  citizens; 
and 

■'Whereais.  emergency  legislation  providing 
immediate  short-term  relief  from  federal  en- 
vironmental laws,  rules,  regulations  and  pol- 
icy directives  while  the  United  States  Con- 
gress crafts  long-term  solutions  to  our  na- 
tion's environmental  problems  would  allow 
the  continued  provision  of  government  serv- 
ices and  the  survival  of  industries  and  would 
protect  the  health,  safety  and  welfare  of  our 
nation's  citizens  until  such  time  as  long- 
term  solutions  are  found. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

■1.  That  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Congress 
of  the  United  States  enact  legislation  that: 

■■(a)  Places  a  moratorium  on  the  issuance 
of  new  environmental  rules,  regulations  and 
policy  directives  by  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  the  United  States  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Agriculture,  the  United  States 
.■\rmy  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  National  Ma- 
rine Fisheries  Service  and  the  Council  on  En- 
vironmental Quality  until  such  time  as  the 
Congress  has  formulated  long-term  solutions 
to  the  environmental  concerns  facing  our  na- 
tion. 

■(b)  Allows  for  the  continued  operation  of 
current  contracts  and  the  continued  provi- 
sion of  vital  government  services  notwith- 
standing existing  environmental  laws,  rules. 
regulations  and  policy  directives  until  such 
time  as  the  United  States  Congress  has  for- 
mulated long-term  solutions  to  the  environ- 
mental concerns  facing  our  nation. 

■  (ci  Allows  timber  harvests  and  sales  in 
national  and  tribal  forests  to  go  forward  up 
to  the  maximum  quantities  specified  in  cur- 
rent forest  plans  notwithstanding  existing 
environmental  laws,  rules,  regulations  and 
policy  directives  until  such  lime  as  the  Unit- 
ed States  Congress  has  formulated  long-term 
solutions  to  the  environmental  concerns  fac- 
ing our  nation. 

2  That  the  Secretary  of  SUte  of  the 
Stale  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  Speaker  of  the  United  Slates 
House  of  Representatives,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  Senate  and  to  each  Mem- 
ber of  the  .Arizona  Congression.al  Delega- 
tion   " 

POM- 109.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  .Arizona;  to 


the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"House  concurre.nt  Memorial  2002 

"Whereas,  current  federal  restrictions  on 
the  use  of  chlorofluorocarbons  such  as  those 
found  in  the  air  conditioning  process  are 
ba,sed  on  unreliable  and  unsubstantiated 
"scientific"'  studies  conducted  by  individuals 
utilizing  propagandist  scare  tactics  in  sup- 
port of  their  own  co-called  environmentalist 
agenda;  and 

"Whereas,  by  its  very  nature,  research  on 
the  effects  of  chlorofluorocarbons  fails  to  as- 
sess entirely  the  long-term  impacts  that  the 
use  of  this  class  of  compounds  may  have  on 
the  environment  and  particularly  on  the 
ozone.  Observation  of  an  alleged  "hole"  in 
the  earth"s  ozone  layer  is  a  recent  and 
unproven  phenomenon,  and  short-term  re- 
search cannot  possibly  predict  with  any  de- 
gree of  accuracy  a  potential  threat  that 
chlorofluorocarbons  might  pose  to  the  envi- 
ronment. Indeed,  studies  on  alleged  ozone  de- 
pletion do  not  indicate  lasting  repercussions 
resulting  from  the  use  of 

chlorofluorocarbons,  nor  that  this  occur- 
rence is  even  a  consequence  of  human  activ- 
ity; and 

""Whereas,  observations  made  by  the  sci- 
entific community  regarding  depletion  of  the 
ozone  layer  have  failed  to  assign  responsibil- 
ity of  this  occurrence  to  any  particular 
chemical,  class  of  chemicals  or  chemical 
process  Furthermore,  these  studies  have  not 
conclusively  shown  there  to  be  a  continued 
threat  to  the  ozone  layer  into  the  future,  nor 
have  they  recommended  a  revision  in  public 
policy  or  social  life-style  regarding  the  use 
of  chlorofluorocarbons;  and 

""Whereas,  chlorofluorocarbons  in  the 
earth's  atmosphere  are  minuscule  when  com- 
pared to  the  vastness  of  the  ozone  layer,  and 
it  is  presumptuous  to  assume  that  they  can 
substantially  affect  it.  Any  trivial  benefits 
to  be  gained  from  prohibiting  the  use  of 
chlorofluorocarbons  do  not  warrant  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  costs  resulting  from  such 
drastic  and  unnecessary  measures. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Members  of  the  United  States 
Congress  and  the  officials  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  immediately  ini- 
tiate efforts  to  repeal  the  federal  ban  on  the 
use  of  chlorofluorocarbons. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
Slate  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Con- 
current Memorial  to  each  Member  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  United  States  Senate  and  to  the  director 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency." 

POM-110.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ar- 
kansas: to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

"Resolution 

"Whereas,  catastrophic  natural  disasters 
are  occurring  with  greater  frequency,  a  trend 
thai  is  likely  to  continue  for  several  decades, 
according  to  prominent  scientists:  and. 

"Whereas.  p<jrlions  of  .Arkansas  lie  in  the 
area  of  the  New  Madrid  fault  and  are  suscep- 
tible to  earthquake  damage:  and. 

"Whereas,  the  federal  government  has  re- 
sponded to  disasters  by  appropriating  relief 
funds  which  provide  only  short-term  assist- 
ance to  victims,  but  long-term  burdens  to 
taxpayers;  and. 

"Whereas,  the  increasing  reliance  on  fed- 
eral disaster  relief  has  overshadowed  the 
need  to  perform  more  comprehensive  disas- 


ter planning  and  rely  on  private  insurance 
for  protection  against  disaster  risks;  and. 

■"Whereas,  many  Arkansans  are  not  able  to 
obtain  adequate  insurance  coverage  for  the 
risk  of  natural  disaster,  particularly  earth- 
quake damage;  Now  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Eightieth  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of 
Arkansas.  That  the  House  of  Representatives 
hereby  requests  the  United  Slates  Congress 
to  pass  legislation,  in  the  104th  Congress, 
which  would  enable  those  who  live  in  areas 
of  high  risk  from  natural  disasters  to  assume 
more  responsibility  for  their  actions  by  in- 
suring against  such  risks  We  believe  Con- 
gress should  create  a  pooling  mechanism  for 
the  spreading  of  disaster  risk,  in  order  to  en- 
courage the  continued  availability  and  af- 
fordabilily  of  private  in.surance. 

"Be  It  further  resolved.  Upon  approval  of 
this  Resolution,  a  copy  hereof  shall  be  trans- 
mitted by  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  to  the  President  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  Speaker  of  the  House  of  the  United 
Slates  Congress" 

POM-111  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Tennessee;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

■Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  7i 

■Whereas,  the  Honorable  James  H.  Quillen 
has  served  the  good  people  of  Tennessee's 
First  Congressional  District  as  their  rep- 
resentative to  the  U.S.  Congress  for  the  past 
thirty-two  years  with  the  utmost  in  acumen, 
perspicacity,  devotion  and  industry;  and 

"Whereas,  as  a  member  of  the  88th  US. 
Congress  through  the  104th  US.  Congress, 
James  H  Quillen  has  distinguished  himself 
as  a  true  statesman  and  an  exemplary  elect- 
ed official  who  can  be  relied  upon  to  carry 
out  the  people's  will  expeditiously:  and 

"Whereas,  throughout  his  outstanding  leg- 
islative career.  Congressman  Quillen  has 
proven  himself  to  be  a  good  friend  and  stal- 
wart supporter  of  the  courageous  veterans 
who  risked  their  lives  in  time  of  war  to  de- 
fend and  preserve  the  many  blessed  freedoms 
our  nation  and  our  stale  enjoy  today:  and 

"Whereas.  Congressman  James  H  Quillen 
has  contributed  significantly  to  the  quality 
and  availability  of  health  care  m  the  North- 
east Tennessee  community;  and 

■Whereas,  he  was  instrumental  in  securing 
passage  of  the  legislative  initiative  known  as 
the  Teague-Cranston  legislation,  which  leg- 
islation provided  for  the  establishment  of  a 
number  of  new  medical  colleges  in  conjunc- 
tion with  already  existing  Veterans  Affairs 
facilities;  and 

"Whereas,  Congressman  Quillen  also  se- 
cured the  addition  of  Mountain  Home  Veter- 
ans Affairs  Center  to  the  list  of  facilities 
covered  under  the  terms  of  the  Teague-Cran- 
ston legislation;  and 

"'Whereas.  James  H  Quillen  was  also  in- 
strumental in  the  establishment  of  the 
School  of  Medicine  at  East  Tennessee  Slate 
University,  which  now  bears  his  name;  and 

"Whereas,  he  also  worked  assiduously  to 
secure  federal  funding  for  the  construction  of 
the  modern  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center 
at  Mountain  Home;  and 

"Whereas,  because  of  the  important  role  he 
played  in  the  establishment  of  this  stellar 
medical  facility,  it  is  most  appropriate  that 
the  Mountain  Home  Veterans  Affairs  Medi- 
cal Center  should  bear  the  honorable  name  of 
James  H.  Quillen:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  Sinety-Ninth 
General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Tennessee,  the 
House  of  Representatives  concurring.  Thai  this 
General    Assembly    hereby    most    feverently 
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urges  and  encourages  the  members  of  Ten- 
nessee's delegation  to  the  U.S.  Congress  to 
introduce  and  work  for  the  passage  of  legis- 
lation to  redesignate  the  Mountain  Home 
Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center  as  "The 
James  H  Quillen  Veterans  Affairs  Medical 
Center"  at  Mountain  Home.  Tennessee  in 
honor  of  Congressman  Quillen's  superlative 
leadership  and  vision  as  a  member  of  the 
U.S.  Congress  and  his  lifetime  of  meritorious 
service  to  his  constituents  In  Northeast  Ten- 
nessee. 

"Be  It  further  resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk 
of  the  Senate  is  directed  to  transmit  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  this  resolution  to  each  member 
of  Tennessee's  congressional  delegation;  the 
Speaker  and  the  Clerk  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives;  and  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Senate." 

POM-112.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  33 

"Whereas,  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
originally  was  intended  to  protect  threat- 
ened and  endangered  flora  and  fauna  but  has 
become  a  means  to  effect  broader  changes  in 
land  and  water  management:  and 

Whereas,  overdue  for  reauthorization  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  does  not  currently  pro- 
vide for  adequate  input  by  the  states  into 
the  process  of  adding  new  species  to  the  en- 
dangered species  list;  and 

•Whereas,  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  poised  to  add  the  Arkan- 
sas River  shiner  to  the  endangered  species 
list;  and 

"Whereas,  the  74th  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Texas  does  not  support  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  claim  that 
the  species  is  in  danger  of  extinction  in  the 
foreseeable  future  because  of  habitat  loss 
from  the  diversion  of  surface  water,  stream 
dewatering  depletion,  water  quality  degrada- 
tion, construction  of  impoundments,  or  pos- 
sible inadvertent  collection  by  the  commer- 
cial bait  fish  industry  or  from  competition 
with  the  introduced  Red  River  shiner:  and 

'Whereas,  this  listing  could  effectively  re- 
move from  the  state,  the  cities,  and  local 
water  districts  control  over  the  Ogallala  Aq- 
uifer: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  74th  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Texas  hereby  reject  the  suggestion 
by  Che  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice that  it  has  failed  to  manage  it  natural  re- 
sources in  the  Ogallala  Aquifer  in  an  envi- 
ronmentally conscious  manner:  and.  be  it 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  74th  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Texas  hereby  express  its  adamant 
opposition  to  the  addition  of  the  Arkansas 
River  shiner  to  the  endangered  species  list 
until  such  time  as  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  has  been  reauthorized  and  amended  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States;  and.  be  it 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  74th  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Texas  hereby  request  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  to  direct  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  inform  the  governor. 
the  lieutenant  governor,  the  speaker  of  the 
house  of  representatives,  the  attorney  gen- 
eral, and  the  Texa.s  Parks  and  Wildlife  De- 
partment, which  is  the  state  fish  and  wildlife 
agency,  of  any  actions  contemplated  to  fur- 
ther the  process  of  listing  the  Arkansas 
River  shiner  as  an  endangered  species;  and. 
be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Texas  Secretary  of 
State  forward  official  copies  of  this  resolu- 


tion to  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Interior  of  the  United  States,  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  to  the  speaker  of 
the  house  of  representatives  and  the  presi- 
dent of  the  senate  of  the  United  States  Con- 
gress, and  to  all  members  of  the  Texas  dele- 
gation to  the  congress." 

POM-113.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"House  Joint  Memorial  4028 

■'Whereas,  the  establishment  of  the  Na- 
tional Highway  System  (NHS)  is  deemed  nec- 
essary to  ensure  that  our  citizens  are  con- 
nected to  the  rest  of  the  nation  and  the 
world,  and  that  all  citizens  of  our  nation  are 
connected  to  the  natural  resources,  national 
parks,  cities,  and  other  points  of  national 
importance  now  and  in  the  future;  and 

"Whereas,  the  provisions  of  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA)  provide  States  with  overall  respon- 
sibility for  NHS  route  and  project  selection: 
and 

"Whereas,  the  planning  and  public  partici- 
pation provisions  of  the  ISTEA  ensure  that 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organizations  (MPO). 
other  transportation  agencies,  and  the  gen- 
eral public  have  a  significant  role  in  the  NHS 
program;  and 

"Whereas,  an  equitable  process  for  designa- 
tion of  NHS  routes  as  defined  by  the  ISTEA 
and  Federal  Highway  Administration 
•  FHWAi  rules  and  procedures  has  been  estab- 
lished; and 

"Whereas,  the  flexibility  and  transfer- 
ability provisions  in  Section  1006  of  the 
ISTEA.  describing  the  NHS.  enable  States  to 
address  critical  transportation  needs  identi- 
fied in  the  MPO  and  Slate  transportation 
planning  processes;  and 

"Whereas,  the  FHWA  has  submitted  their 
proposed  designations  to  Congress;  and 

"Whereas,  after  September  30.  1995.  no  Fed- 
eral funds  made  available  for  the  National 
Highway  System  or  the  Interstate  Mainte- 
nance program  may  be  apportioned  unless  a 
law  has  been  approved  designating  the  Na- 
tional Highway  System;  Now  therefore.  Your 
Memorialists  respectfully  urge  that  Congress 
pass  legislation  approving  the  National 
Highway  System  (NHS)  at  the  earliest  date 
possible,  but  no  later  than  September  30. 
1995. 

"Be  tt  resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memo- 
rial be  immediately  transmitted  to  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  to  the  Speaker  and  the  Clerk 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  to  each  member  of  this  state's  del- 
egation to  Congress.  " 

POM-114.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Wyoming;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"Enrolled  Joint  Resolution  No.  3. 

"Whereas.  the  Federal  Government, 
through  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  under  the  authority  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act.  is  reintroducing 
wolves  into  "Vellowstone  National  Park;  and 

"Whereas,  wolves  are  predatory  animals. 
and  left  with  no  population  control,  may 
pose  a  threat  to  wildlife  and  domestic  live- 
stock outside  the  boundaries  of  Yellowstone 
National  Park;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
and  its  implementing  regulations,  will  pro- 
vide extensive  protection  of  the  wolves,  even 
outside  the  boundaries  of  Yellowstone  Na- 


tional Park,  making  adequate  control  of  the 
wolf  population  impossible;  and 

"Whereas,  Y^ellowstone  National  Park  will 
provide  ample  food,  space  and  protection  in 
order  to  sustain  a  viable  population  of 
wolves  and  will  also  provide  viewing  oppor- 
tunities for  the  general  public;  and 

"Whereas,  hunting  of  the  wolves  outside 
the  boundaries  of  Yellowstone  National  Park 
will  provide  protection  for  resident  wildlif<" 
populations  and  the  livestock  industry  .i?  ; 
will  assist  in  keeping  the  wolves  inside  ilic 
boundaries  of  Y'ellowstone  National  Park; 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  Wi/omincj: 

"Section  1.  That  the  United  States  Con- 
gress amend  the  Federal  Endangered  Species 
Act  to  expressly  provide  for  the  .State  of  Wy- 
oming to  control  the  hunting  and  population 
of  wolves  found  outside  the  boundaries  of 
Yellowstone  National  Park. 

"Section  2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
Wyoming  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  Congress,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior and  to  the  Wyoming  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM  115.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Wyoming:  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works 

"A  Legislative  Resolution 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  been  petitioned  to  in- 
clude the  black-tailed  prairie  dog  (cynomys 
ludovicianus)  to  the  list  of  candidates  spe- 
cies to  be  listed  as  a  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species  pursuant  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973.  and 

"Whereas,  the  black-tailed  prairie  dog 
(cynomys  ludovicianus)  is  very  prolific  and 
has  habitat  over  a  large  part  of  Wyoming 
public  and  private  land:  and 

"Whereas,  the  prairie  dog  destroys  all 
ground  cover  in  its  habitat;  and 

"Whereas,  this  destruction  causes  soil  ero- 
sion leading  to  increased  sediment  in 
streams  causing  poor  habitat  for  fish:  and 

•"Whereas,  this  loss  of  ground  cover  is  very 
detrimental  to  feed  for  livestock  and  wild- 
life. Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  undersigned  members  of  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Wi/ommg 

"Section  1.  The  state  of  Wyoming  will  not 
tolerate  the  designation  of  the  black-tailed 
prairie  dog  (cynomys  ludovicianus)  as  a 
threatened  or  endangered  species. 

"Section  2.  The  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  should  deny  any  petition  re- 
questing the  black-tailed  prairie  dog 
(cynom.vs  ludovicianus)  be  further  consid- 
ered for  listing  as  a  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  of  1973. 

"Section  3  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
Wyoming  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  the  .Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Repre.sentatives  of  the  United 
States  Congress,  to  the  .Acting  Director  of 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  to 
the  lead  Unite<i  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  Field  Office  for  consideration  of  the 
referenced  petition  and  to  the  Wyoming  Con- 
gressional Delegation" 

POM  116  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Wyoming:  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 


"A  Legi.slative  Resolution 

•"Whereas,  a  modern,  well  maintained,  effi- 
cient and  interconnected  transportation  s,vs- 
lem  is  vital  to  the  economic  growth,  the 
health  and  the  global  competitiveness  of  the 
state  of  Wyoming  and  the  entire  nation;  and 

""Whereas,  the  highway  network  is  the 
backbone  of  a  transportation  system  for  the 
movement  of  people,  goods,  and  intermodal 
connections;  and 

"Whereas,  it  is  critical  to  effectively  ad- 
dress highway  transportation  needs  through 
appropriate  transportation  plans  and  pro- 
gram investments;  and 

"Whereas,  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  es- 
tablished the  concept  of  a  155.000  mile  na- 
tional highway  system  which  includes  the 
interstate  system;  and 

"Whereas,  on  December  9.  1994.  the  United 
States  department  of  transportation  trans- 
mitted to  Congre.ss  a  159.000  mile  proposed 
national  highway  system  which  identified 
104  port  facilities.  143  airports.  191  rail-truck 
terminals.  321  .Amtrak  stations  and  319  tran- 
sit terminals:  and 

"Whereas.  ISTEA  requires  that  the  na- 
tional highway  system  and  interstate  main- 
tenance funds  not  be  released  to  the  states  if 
the  system  Is  not  approved  by  September  30. 
1995:  and 

"Whereas,  the  uncertainty  associated  with 
the  future  of  the  national  highway  system 
precludes  the  possibility  of  the  state  to  ef- 
fectively undertake  the  necessary,  properly 
developed  planning  and  programming  activi- 
ties; Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  members  of  the  fifty-third 
Wyoming  Legislature: 

"Section  1.  That  the  process  for  developing 
and  approving  the  national  highway  system 
should  be  accelerated  and  that  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  of  America  should  pass 
legislation  which  approves  and  designates 
the  national  highway  system  no  later  than 
September  30.  1995. 

■  Section  2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
Wyoming  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  uf  RepresentativeB  of  the  United 
States  Congress,  to  the  Governor  of  the  state 
of  Wyoming  and  to  the  Wyoming  Congres- 
sional Delegation." 


INTRODUCTION  OP^  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  an(i  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By     Mr.     McCAlN     (for    himself.     Mr. 
Levin.  Mr  Roth.  Mr.  Glenn,  and  Mr. 
Cohen): 
S.  790.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  modifica- 
tion or  elimination  of  Federal  reporting  re- 
quirements: read  the  first  time. 

By  Mr.  COCHRAN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
LoTT): 
S.  791.  A  bill  to  provide  that  certain  civil 
defense  employees  and  employees  of  the  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  -Agency  may  be 
eligible  for  certain  public  safety  officers 
death  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

By  Ms  MOSELEY'-BRAUN  (for  herself. 
Mr.  Burns,  and  Mr.  Robb): 
S.  792.  A  bill  to  recognize  the  National 
Education  Technology  Funding  Corporation 
as  a  nonprofit  corporation  operating  under 
the  laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  pro- 
vide authority  for  Federal  departments  and 


agencies  to  provide  assistance  to  such  cor- 
poration, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

By    Mr.    SIMPSON    (for    himself.    Mr. 
MOYNlHAN.  and  Mr.  Kyl): 
S.  793.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  an  exemption 
from  income  tax  for  certain  common  invest- 
ment funds;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By     Mr.     LUGAR    (for    himself.     Mr. 
INOUYE.    Mr.    Santorum.    Mr.   Craig. 
Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  Pressler. 
Mr.  Burns.  Mr  Kerrey.  Mr.  Graham. 
Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Gorton.  Mr.   Pack- 
wood,   Mr.   Campbell,   Mr.   Dorgan. 
Mr.  McConnell,  Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr. 
Dole.  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Helms,  Mr. 
Bond.    Mr.    Grassley.    Mrs.    Kasse- 
BAUM.  Mr.  Rollings,  Mr.  Johnston. 
Mr.  Inhofe.  Mr.  Abraham.  Mrs.  Mur- 
ray. Ms.  Snowe.  Mrs.  Feinstein.  Mr. 
Hatch,  Mr.  Nickles.  Mr.  Hatfield. 
Mr.  Kempthorne.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr. 
Cochran,  Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Daschle. 
Mr.    Heflin,    Mr.    Coverdell,    Mr. 
Lott.  and  Mr.  Conrad): 
S.  794,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide. Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  to  fa- 
cilitate the  minor  use  of  a  pesticide,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 
By  Mr.  COHEN; 
S.  795.   A   bill   for  the   relief  of  Pandelis 
Perdikis:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By    Mr.    BOND   (for   himself  and    Mr. 

ASHCROFT): 

S.  796.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  protection 
of  wild  horses  within  the  Ozark  National 
Scenic  Riverways.  Missouri,  and  prohibit  the 
removal  of  such  horses,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY: 

S.  797.  A  bill  to  provide  assistance  to 
States  and  local  communities  to  improve 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  to  help 
achieve  the  National  Education  Goals  for  all 
citizens,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  CONRAD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Chafee,  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Bradley. 
and  Mr.  Rockefeller): 

S.  798.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVI  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  improve  the  provision  of 
supplemental  security  income  benefits,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  McCAIN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Levin.  Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Glenn, 
and  Mr.  Cohen): 

S.  790.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  modi- 
fication or  elimination  of  Federal  re- 
porting requirements;  read  the  first 
time. 

kederal  reports  elimination  and  sunset 
act 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senator  Levin  and  myself,  I'm 
pleased  to  introduce  the  Federal  Re- 
ports Elimination  and  Sunset  Act  of 
1995.  This  legislation  would  terminate 
or  modify  the  statutory  requirement 
for  over  200  mandatory  reports  to  Con- 
gress, and  sunset  most  other  manda- 
tory reports  after  4  years.  This  legisla- 
tion would  also  require  the  President 
to  identify  which  reports  he  feels  are 


unnecessary  or  wasteful  In  his  next 
budget  submission  of  Congress,  which 
will  hopefully  spur  Congress  to  swiftly 
dispose  of  those  specific  reports. 

This  legislation  is  a  combination  of 
two  separate  bills  that  Senator  Levin 
and  I  have  previously  introduced,  both 
of  which  were  passed  by  the  Senate  as 
amendments  to  S.  244,  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act.  The  intent  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reports  Elimination  and  Sunset 
Act  is  to  end  the  needless  expense  of 
hundreds  of  millions  of  taxpayer  dol- 
lars each  year  on  many  Federal  reports 
that  are  of  minor  value  to  the  Congress 
and  our  constituents. 

Mr.  President,  by  passing  this  legis- 
lation the  Senate  can  help  bring  to  an 
end  one  of  Congress'  most  unessential 
and  burdensome  practices.  Each  year 
Members  of  Congress  add  layer  upon 
layer  of  onerous  pajjerwork  require- 
ments upon  executive  branch  agencies 
by  mandating  various  reports.  This 
problem  has  a  very  real  and  sub- 
stantive cost  to  taxpayers  in  terms  of 
wasting  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars, 
in  addition  to  taking  up  untold  num- 
bers of  work-hours  by  Federal  employ- 
ees, and  untold  amounts  of  other  agen- 
cy resources  that  could  be  far  better 
utilized  in  more  worthy  endeavors. 

It  is  astounding  that  in  1993  the  Con- 
gress required  the  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  executive  branch  agencies  to 
prepare  over  5.300  reports!  This  is  a 
problem  that  is  reaching  truly  epic 
proportions  of  unnecessary  and  waste- 
ful paper  shuffling!  This  practice  has 
been  criticized  by  both  Vice  President 
Gore  in  his  "National  Performance  Re- 
view," and  the  Senate's  members  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  Organization 
of  Congress.  The  Joint  Committee  stat- 
ed that: 

These  reports  should  not  continue  in  per- 
petuity without  some  clear  evidence  that  the 
report  serves  a  useful  policy  purpose.  The 
proliferation  of  mandatory  aigency  reports 
has  been  a  matter  of  wide  concern  in  the 
Congress  and  in  the  Executive  Branch. 

Furthermore,  in  1992  the  GAO  found 

that: 

In  the  101st  Congress,  a  single  House 
committee  received  over  800  reports 
from  Federal  atgencies  in  response  to 
mandates  from  the  Congress; 

Another  600  reports  were  sent  to  the 
same  committee  in  the  102d  Congress; 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et had  to  submit  38  reports  to  a  single 
House  committee  just  to  comply  with 
the  1990  Budget  Reconciliation  Act; 

Are  these  reports  necessary?  Does 
Congress  really  need  to  force  every 
Federal  agency  to  keep  a  small  army  of 
bureaucrats  on  the  payroll  solely  to 
satisfy  its  insatiable  appetite  for  re- 
ports? I  think  the  answer  is  clearly  no, 
and  I'm  confident  most  people  sin- 
cerely interested  in  reducing  the  size 
and  cost  of  Government  will  agree. 

While  I  firmly  believe  we  should  sun- 
set most  annual  or  semi-annual  manda- 
tory  reporting   requirements.   I   in   no 
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way  wish  to  contend  that  there  are  not 
many  reports  required  by  Congress 
that  are  vitally  important.  The  recur- 
ring flow  of  timely  and  accurate  infor- 
mation from  the  executive  branch  to 
the  Congress  is  essential  to  our  over- 
sight responsibilities  as  Members,  and 
as  a  legislative  body.  However.  I  will 
strongly  contend  that  the  cumulative 
weight  and  cost  of  the  reporting  man- 
dates we've  enacted  year  after  year  has 
gotten  totally  out  of  hand. 

The  problem  of  foisting  massive  re- 
porting requirements  on  Federal  agen- 
cies is  not  only  very  real,  it's  ex- 
tremely expensive.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  alone  spent  over  $40  mil- 
lion in  taxpayers  money  in  1993  to 
produce  the  280  reports  it  was  required 
to  submit  to  the  Congress.  That  is  as- 
tounding. Mr.  President — $40  million  in 
taxpayer  dollars  spent  by  a  single  de- 
partment last  year  on  reports  man- 
dated by  the  Congress.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  isn't  even  the  leader  in 
this  respect,  however,  because  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  has  estimated 
that  it  must  prepare  600  reports  each 
year  for  Congress!  At  a  time  when  our 
country  is  struggling  to  alleviate  the 
burdens  of  the  middle  class  and  also  ad- 
dress the  urgent  needs  of  our  citizenry, 
this  is  an  especially  egregious  waste  of 
money. 

Let's  consider  this  startling  cost  of 
reports  at  the  USDA  in  another  con- 
text: the  money  the  Congress  forced 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  frit- 
ter away  on  reporting  mandates  last 
year  could  have  provided  services  to  an 
additional  100.000  low-income  women 
and  children  under  the  USDA's  WIC 
program.  Think  about  that,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent; an  additional  100.000  women  and 
children  could  have  been  provided  vital 
nutritional  and  health  services  with 
the  funds  the  USDA  had  to  spend  re- 
searching and  preparing  hundreds  of  re- 
ports! That  same  $40  million  could  have 
enrolled  another  10,000  disadvantJiged 
children  in  Head  Start,  as  well!  Imag- 
ine what  the  cost  to  taxpayers  was  to 
produce  the  more  than  5,300  reports 
that  the  Congress  required  of  Federal 
agencies  in  1993! 

Furthermore,  this  problem  is  getting 
worse  and  worse  with  each  passing 
year.  The  GAO  stated  that  in  1970,  the 
Congress  mandated  only  750  recurring 
reports  from  Federal  agencies.  Now  we 
have  spiralled  well  past  5,300,  and  the 
GAO  determined  that  "Congress  im- 
poses about  300  new  requirements  on 
Federal  agencies  each  year!"  Clearly, 
Mr.  President,  the  wasteful  blizzard  of 
paperwork  that  Vice  President  Gore 
criticized  is  becoming  an  avalanche, 
and  it's  time  for  the  Senate  to  take  de- 
cisive action  to  remedy  it. 

This  legislation  would  terminate  the 
statutory  requirement  for  all  annual  or 
recurring  congressionally-mandated  re- 
ports four  years  after  it  is  signed  into 
law,  with  two  specific  exceptions.  The 
reports  to  be  exempted  are  those  re- 


quired under  the  Inspector  Generals 
Act  of  1978  and  the  Chief  Financial  Of- 
ficers Act  of  1990.  The  Inspector  Gen- 
erals Act  requires  the  Congress  to  be 
advised  of  activities  regarding  inves- 
tigations into  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse 
in  Federal  agencies;  and  the  CFO  Act 
requires  agencies  to  provide  financial 
information  about  their  short  and 
long-term  management  of  agency  re- 
sources. 

I  believe  the  reports  required  by 
these  two  laws  are  very  important  and 
merit  continuation,  and  I  also  recog- 
nize that  there  are  many  other  reports 
that  my  colleagues  feel  have  great 
value  because  of  the  information  they 
provide  to  Congress.  Such  reports  can 
simply  be  reauthorized  at  any  time  in 
the  4  years  before  this  legislation 
would  sunset  them. 

I  want  to  commend  my  colleague. 
Senator  Levin,  for  his  considerable 
contribution  to  this  legislation.  Sen- 
ator Levin  and  his  staff  worked  for 
months  in  developing  a  list  of  over  200 
mandatory  reports  that  should  either 
be  promptly  eliminated  or  modified  in 
order  to  lessen  the  burdens  and  costs 
that  the  Congress  has  placed  on  Fed- 
eral agencies.  The  provisions  of  this 
bill  that  he  developed  will  terminate 
the  production  of  some  of  the  most  du- 
bious examples  of  unnecessary  paper- 
work shuffling  by  Federal  agencies. 
and  I  thank  him  for  his  valuable  work 
in  this  area.  The  combined  impact  of 
the  legislation  we  are  introducing 
today  will  certainly  help  remove  the 
millstone  of  unnecessary  and  costly  pa- 
perwork that  Congress  has  hung 
around  the  neck  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment for  too  long. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  very  pleased  that 
the  chairman  and  ranking  member  of 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee. 
Senator  Roth  and  Senator  Glenn,  re- 
spectively, are  cosponsors  of  this  legis- 
lation. I  further  want  to  thank  both 
Senator  Roth  and  Senator  Glenn  for 
clearing  this  bill  to  be  placed  directly 
on  the  Senate  Calendar  upon  introduc- 
tion, so  that  no  further  action  by  the 
committee  is  necessary.  I  hope  it  will 
be  passed  by  the  full  Senate  in  the  near 
future. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  along  with  Sen- 
ators McCain.  Roth.  Glenn,  and  Cohen 
the  Federal  Reports  Elimination  and 
Sunset  Act  of  1995.  which  eliminates 
and  modifies  over  200  outdated  or  un- 
necessary congressionally  mandated 
reporting  requirements  and  also  places 
a  sunset  on  those  reports  with  an  an- 
nual, semi-annual,  or  other  regular 
periodic  reporting  requirement  4  years 
after  the  bill's  enactment.  The  legisla- 
tion is  designed  to  improve  the  effi- 
ciency of  agency  operations  by  elimi- 
nating paperwork  generated  and  staff 
time  spent  in  producing  unnecessary 
reports  to  Congress. 

■The  legislation  that  we  are  introduc- 
ing today  is  similar  to  the  bill  Senator 


Cohen  and  I  introduced  last  year,  and 
is  the  product  of  a  thorough  effort  to 
identify  those  congressionally-man- 
dated agency  reporting  requirements 
that  have  outlived  their  usefulness  and 
now  serve  only  as  an  unnecessary  drain 
on  agency  resources — resources  that 
could  be  devoted  to  more  important 
program  use.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  estimates  that  enactment  of  this 
legislation  could  result  in  savings  of  up 
to  $5  to  $10  million  without  even  fac- 
toring in  the  savings  from  the  sunset 
provision. 

In  1985,  when  a  previous  Reports 
Elimination  Act  was  passed,  there  were 
approximately  3,300  reporting  require- 
ments. The  1985  act  affected  only  23  of 
these  reports.  Today,  there  are  over 
5,300  reporting  requirements.  Some  es- 
timates of  the  annual  cost  of  meeting 
these  reporting  requirements  are  as 
high  as  $240  million  a  year,  and  the 
GAO  reports  that  Congress  imposes 
close  to  300  new  requirements  every 
year. 

This  bill  is  the  product  of  an  exten- 
sive process  that  started  with  rec- 
ommendations from  executive  and 
independent  agencies.  Senator  Cohen 
and  I  wrote  to  all  89  executive  and 
independent  agencies  and  asked  that 
they  identify  reports  required  by  law 
that  they  believe  are  no  longer  nec- 
essary or  useful  and.  therefore,  that 
could  be  eliminated  or  modified.  We 
stressed  the  importance  of  a  clear  and 
substantiated  justification  for  each 
recommendation  made.  We  received  re- 
sponses from  about  80  percent  of  the 
agencies.  For  the  most  part,  the  agen- 
cies made  a  serious  effort  to  review  and 
recommend  a  respectable  number  of  re- 
porting requirements  for  elimination. 

We  then  went  to  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  each  of  the  rel- 
evant Senate  committees — for  their  re- 
view and  comment — the  recommenda- 
tions made  by  the  agencies  under  their 
respective  jurisdictions.  We  also  asked 
that  the  committees  provide  us  with 
any  additional  recommendations  for 
eliminations  or  modifications  that 
they  might  have. 

Many  of  the  committees  responded  to 
the  request.  Those  responses  were  gen- 
erally supportive  of  the  subcommit- 
tee's efforts  and  most  contained  only  a 
few  changes  to  the  agency  rec- 
ommendations. Those  changes  were 
primarily  requests  by  committees  to 
retain  reports  under  their  jurisdiction 
because  the  information  contained  in 
the  report  is  of  use  to  the  committee 
or.  in  some  cases,  of  use  to  outside  or- 
ganizations. 

After  this  extensive  review  and  com- 
ment period.  Senator  Cohen  and  I  in- 
troduced S.  2156.  the  Federal  Reports 
Elimination  and  Modification  Act.  on 
May  25.  1994.  As  introduced,  the  bill 
contained  nearly  300  recommendations 
for  eliminations  or  modifications.  Sen- 
ators Glenn.  Roth.  Stevens,  and 
McCain  cosponsored  that  bill.  Shortly 


after  the  introduction  of  S.  2156.  Sen- 
ator Cohen  and  I  again  wrote  to  all  the 
committees  and  asked  for  comments 
on  the  bill  as  introduced. 

S.  2156  was  unanimously  approved  by 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee 
on  August  2,  1994.  Unfortunately,  the 
Senate  was  unable  to  act  on  S.  2156  be- 
fore the  end  of  the  103d  Congress.  But  I 
am  more  hopeful  that  both  Houses  of 
Congress  will  pass  this  very  timely 
piece  of  legislation  this  year.  In  fact,  in 
March  1995,  the  Senate  agreed  to  in- 
clude the  language  of  this  bill  in  the 
form  of  two  separate  amendments  to 
the  1995  Paperwork  Reduction  Act,  S. 
244. 

The  amendments,  however,  were 
struck  in  conference.  The  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight  agreed,  however. 
to  support  similar  legislation  in  a  free- 
standing bill. 

Under  this  bill.  157  reports  will  be 
elimmated  and  61  will  be  modified.  The 
legislation  also  includes  a  modified 
version  of  Senator  McCain's  sunset 
provision  which  will  facilitate 
Congress's  review  of  these  reports. 
Rather  than  undergoing  the  same 
lengthy  process  of  assessing  the  useful- 
ness of  each  and  every  reporting  re- 
quirement on  a  periodic  basis,  the  sun- 
set provision  will  eliminate  those  re- 
ports with  a  annual,  semi-annual,  or 
regular  periodic  reporting  requirement 
4  years  after  the  bill  s  enactment, 
while  allowing  Members  of  Congress  to 
re-authorize  those  reports  it  deems 
necessary  in  carrying  out  effective  con- 
gressional oversight.  The  sunset  provi- 
sion does  not  apply  to  any  reports  re- 
quired under  the  Inspector  General  Act 
of  1978  or  the  Chief  Financial  Officers 
Act  of  1990. 

Because  the  Senate  had  already 
passed  similar  legislation  earlier  this 
year,  we  will  be  seeking  to  place  the 
bill  directly  on  the  calendar  for  the 
Senates  immediate  consideration. 

The  enactment  of  this  legislation  is 
long  overdue.  Congressional  staffers 
are  being  inundated  with  reports  that 
are  never  read  and  are  simply  dropped 
into  file  cabinets  or  wastebaskets. 
never  to  be  seen  again.  We  are  intro- 
ducing this  bipartisan  legislation  in 
the  hopes  that  Congress  will  act  quick- 
ly to  plug  this  drain  on  needed  re- 
sources caused  by  unnecessary  and  ex- 
traneous reporting  requirements. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of 
S.  790.  the  Federal  Reports  Elimination 
and  Sunset  Act  of  1995.  legislation  to 
eliminate  or  modify  over  200  statutory 
reporting  requirements  that  have  out- 
lived their  usefulness  and  sunset  many 
others. 

Senators  Levin.  McCain,  and  I  of- 
fered the  text  of  this  bill  as  two  sepa- 
rate amendments,  which  were  accepted 
by  the  Senate,  during  the  debate  on  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  earlier  this 
year.  Because  of  the  concerns  of  House 


conferees  that  the  House  Committees 
had  not  had  adequate  time  to  review 
the  various  reports  targeted  for  elimi- 
nation or  sunset,  the  amendments  were 
dropped  in  conference.  The  House  con- 
ferees assured  us.  however,  that  the 
House  would  act  quickly  to  take  up 
separate  legislation  combining  the  two 
amendments. 

The  issue  of  eliminating  unnecessary 
government  reporting  requirements  is 
an  area  that  Senator  Levin  and  I  have 
worked  on  for  a  number  of  years  in  our 
capacity  as  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Governmental 
Affairs  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of 
Government  Management.  The  text  of 
the  amendment  that  Senator  Levin 
and  I  offered  to  the  Paperwork  Reduc- 
tion Act  was  based  on  legislation  we 
introduced  last  Congress  which  CBO  es- 
timated would  reduce  agencies'  report- 
ing costs  by  $5  million  to  $10  million 
annually.  The  legislation  was  the  prod- 
uct of  more  than  a  year's  worth  of  dis- 
cussions with  Government  agencies 
and  congressional  committees. 

An  example  of  the  type  of  report  this 
legislation  will  eliminate  is  an  annual 
Department  of  Energy  report  on  naval 
petroleum  and  oil  shale  reserves  pro- 
duction. The  same  data  in  this  report 
is  included  in  the  Naval  Petroleum  Re- 
serves Annual  Report.  Other  provisions 
of  the  bill  will  consolidate  information 
to  reduce  the  number  of  reports  re- 
quired. For  example,  the  Department 
of  Labor's  annual  report  will  be  modi- 
fied to  include  the  Department's  au- 
dited financial  statements  and.  there- 
by, eliminate  the  need  for  a  separate 
annual  report  for  all  money  received 
and  disbursed  by  the  Department.  Fi- 
nally, the  bill  will  also  eliminate  re- 
ports that  are  simply  no  longer  nec- 
essary— reports  that  were  useful  at  the 
time  they  were  required  but  stopped 
serving  a  useful  purpose  and  were  kept 
on  the  books  because  no  one  was  look- 
ing closely  enough  at  them. 

The  bill  also  sunsets  in  4  years  re- 
ports made  on  a  regular  basis.  Under 
the  bill,  the  sunset  will  not  apply  to  re- 
ports triggered  by  specific  events  such 
as  a  report  to  Congress  required  under 
the  War  Powers  Act  as  a  result  of  cer- 
tain actions.  The  sunset  will  also  not 
apply  to  reporting  requirements  re- 
quired by  the  Inspector  General  Act  or 
the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act.  The 
sunset  provision  will  force  Congress  to 
periodically  review  mandated  reporting 
requirements  and  reauthorize  those 
that  are  still  serving  a  valid  purpose. 
The  sunset  is  based  on  legislation  in- 
troduced by  Senator  McCain  and  will 
save  additional  taxpayers'  dollars. 

In  closing.  I  believe  this  legislation  is 
a  reasonable  approach  to  eliminating 
unnecessary  reporting  requirements 
and  it  is  consistent  with  efforts  by  the 
Congress  to  reinvent  Government  and 
make  it  more  efficient.  The  legislation 
is  intended  to  reduce  the  paperwork 
burdens    placed    on    Federal    agencies. 


streamline  the  information  that  flows 
from  these  agencies  to  the  Congress, 
and  save  millions  of  taxpayers'  dollars. 
I  hope  the  congress  will  act  expedi- 
tiously to  pass  this  legislation. 


By  Mr.  COCHRAN  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  LoTT); 
S.  791.  A  bill  to  provide  that  certain 
civil  defense  employees  and  employees 
of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  may  be  eligible  for  certain  pub- 
lic safety  officers  death  benefits,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  OFFICERS  BENEFrPS  ACT 
EXTENSION 

•  Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  legislation  to  extend 
coverage  under  the  Public  Safety  Offi- 
cers Benefits  Act  to  employees  of  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agen- 
cy [FEMA]  and  employees  of  State  and 
local  emergency  management  and  civil 
defense  agencies  who  are  killed  or  dis- 
abled in  the  line  of  duty. 

The  Public  Safety  Officers  Benefits 
Act  provides  benefits  to  eligible  survi- 
vors of  a  public  safety  officer  whose 
death  is  the  direct  result  of  a  trau- 
matic injury  sustained  in  the  line  of 
duty.  The  act  also  provides  benefits  to 
those  officers  who  are  permanently  and 
totally  disabled  as  the  direct  result  of 
a  catastrophic  personal  injury  sus- 
tained in  the  line  of  duty. 

The  act  now  covers  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  officers  and  fire  fight- 
ers. Federal  law  enforcement  officers 
and  fire  fighters,  and  Federal.  State, 
and  local  rescue  squads  and  ambulance 
crews.  However,  an  employee  of  a  State 
or  local  emergency  management,  or 
civil  defense  aigency,  or  an  employee  of 
FKMA  who  is  killed  or  permanently 
disabled  performing  his  or  her  duty  in 
responding  to  a  disaster  is  not  covered 
under  the  act. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  will  remedy  this  situation  by  ex- 
tending the  act  to  those  employees. 
This  will  ensure  that  the  survivors  and 
family  members  of  an  employee  killed 
in  the  line  of  duty  will  receive  benefits 
and  that  an  employee  permanently  and 
totally  disabled  as  a  result  of  injury 
sustained  in  the  line  of  duty  will  also 
receive  the  benefits  of  the  act. 

During  his  confirmation  hearing  in 
the  last  Congress,  FEMA  Director 
James  Lee  Witt  said  that  emergency 
management  and  civil  defense  employ- 
ees put  their  lives  on  the  line  almost 
every  time  they  respond  to  an  event. 
Enactment  of  this  legislation  will  pro- 
vide them  with  some  assurance  that, 
should  death  or  disabling  injury  result 
from  the  performance  of  their  duty, 
their  families  will  receive  survivor  ben- 
efits or  they  will  receive  disability  ben- 
efits. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  carefully 
consider  this  legislation  and  join  me  in 
support  of  its  enactment.* 
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By    Ms.    MOSELEY-BRAUN    (for 
herself,    Mr.    Burns,    and    Mr. 
ROBB): 
S.   792.   A  bill   to   recog^nize   the  Na- 
tional Education  Technology  Funding 
Corporation  as  a  nonprofit  corp>oration 
operating  under  the  laws  of  the   Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  to  provide  authority 
for  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
to  provide  assistance  to  such  corpora- 
tion,  and   for  other   purprases;    to    the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

THE  NATIONAL  EDUCATION  TECHNOLOGY 

FUNDING  CORPORATION  ACT 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  introduce  the  National  Edu- 
cation Technology  Funding  Corpora- 
tion Act.  legislation  designed  to  con- 
nect public  schools  and  public  libraries 
to  the  information  superhighway. 

PUBLIC  EDUCATION 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  any  objec- 
tive that  should  command  complete 
American  consensus,  it  is  to  ensure 
that  every  American  has  a  chance  to 
succeed.  That  is  the  core  concept  of  the 
American  dream— the  chance  to 
achieve  as  much  and  to  go  as  far  as 
your  ability  and  talent  will  take  you. 
Public  education  has  always  been  a 
part  of  that  core  concept.  In  this  coun- 
try, the  chance  to  be  educated  has  al- 
ways gone  hand  in  hand  with  the 
chance  to  succeed. 

Yet.  as  I  have  stated  time  and  time 
again,  education  is  more  than  a  private 
benefit,  it  is  also  a  public  good.  My  ex- 
periences as  a  legislator  have  shown 
me  that  the  quality  of  public  education 
affects  the  entire  community.  Edu- 
cation prepares  our  work  force  to  com- 
pete in  the  emerging  global  economy. 
It  increases  our  productivity  and  com- 
petitive advantages  in  world  markets. 
It  also  promotes  our  economy  and  the 
standard  and  quality  of  living  for  our 
people. 

TECHNOLOGY 

Nonetheless.  I  am  convinced  that  it 
will  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  for  us 
to  prepare  our  children  to  compete  in 
the  emerging  global  economy  unless  we 
change  the  current  educational  system. 
If  American  students  are  to  compete 
successfully  with  their  foreign  counter- 
parts, systemic  school  reform  must 
occur  And  that  means  taking  into  ac- 
count and  addressing  all  aspects  of  the 
educational  system. 

Mr.  President,  the  increased  competi- 
tion created  by  the  emerging  global 
economy  requires  teachers  and  stu- 
dents to  transform  their  traditional 
roles  in  many  ways.  It  requires  teach- 
ers to  act  as  facilitators  in  the  class- 
room, guiding  student  learning  rather 
than  prescribing  it.  It  also  requires 
students  to  construct  their  own  knowl- 
edge, based  on  information  and  data 
they  manipulate  themselves. 

Technology  can  help  teachers  and 
students  play  the  new  roles  that  are 
being  required  of  them.  Technology  can 
help  teachers  report  and  chart  student 


progress  on  a  more  individualized 
basis.  It  can  also  allow  them  to  use  re- 
sources from  across  the  globe  or  across 
the  street  to  create  different  learning 
environment  for  their  students  without 
ever  leaving  the  classroom.  On  the 
other  hand,  technology  can  allow  stu- 
dents to  access  the  vast  array  of  mate- 
rial available  electronically  and  to  en- 
gage in  the  analysis  of  real  world  prob- 
lems and  questions. 

FIRST  GAO  REPORT 

A  recent  report  released  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  concluded  that 
our  Nation's  education  technology  in- 
frastructure is  not  designed  or  suffi- 
ciently equipped  to  allow  our  children 
to  take  advantage  of  the  benefits  tech- 
nology offers. 

Last  year.  I  asked  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  [GAO]  to  conduct  a 
comprehensive,  nationwide  study  of 
the  condition  of  our  Nation's  public 
schools.  In  responding  to  my  request, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  sur- 
veyed a  random  sample  of  our  Nation's 
15,000  school  districts  and  80,000  public 
schools  from  April  to  December  1994. 
Based  on  responses  from  78  percent  of 
the  schools  sampled.  GAO  began  pre- 
paring five  separate  reports  on  the  con- 
dition of  our  Nation's  public  schools. 

The  first  GAO  report,  which  was  re- 
leased on  February  1,  1995.  examined 
the  education  infrastructure  needs  for 
our  Nation's  public  elementary  and 
secondary  schools.  As  expected,  this  re- 
port made  clear  what  most  of  us  al- 
ready knew;  that  our  schools  are  dete- 
riorating and  we  need  to  fix  them. 
More  specifically,  the  GAO  report  con- 
cluded that  our  Nation's  public  schools 
need  $112  billion  to  restore  their  facili- 
ties to  good  overall  condition. 

SECOND  GAO  REPORT 

The  most  recent  GAO  report,  which 
was  released  on  April  4.  1995,  concluded 
that  more  than  half  of  our  Nation's 
public  schools  lack  six  or  more  of  the 
technology  elements  necessary  to  re- 
form the  way  teachers  teach  and  stu- 
dents learn  including:  computers, 
printers,  modems,  cable  TV.  laser  disc 
players,  VCR's,  and  TV's. 

In  fact,  the  GAO  report  found  that 
more  of  our  Nation's  schools  do  not 
have  the  education  technology  infra- 
structure necessary  to  support  these 
important  audio,  video,  and  data  sys- 
tems. For  example,  their  report  states 
that;  86.8  percent  of  all  public  schools 
lack  fiber-optic  cable;  46.1  percent  lack 
sufficient  electrical  wiring;  34.6  percent 
lack  sufficient  electrical  power  for 
computers;  51.8  percent  lack  sufficient 
computer  networks;  60.6  percent  lack 
sufficient  conduits  and  raceways;  61.2 
percent  lack  sufficient  phonelines  for 
instructional  use;  and  55.5  percent  lack 
sufficient  phonelines  for  modems. 

LOCAL  PROPERTY  TAXES 

Mr.  President,  these  results  are  sim- 
ply unacceptable.  There  is  absolutely 
no  reason  why,  in  1995,  all  of  our  Na- 


tion's children  should  not  have  access 
to  the  best  education  technology  re- 
sources in  the  world. 

The  most  recent  GAO  report  did  find 
that  students  in  some  schools  are  tak- 
ing advantage  of  the  benefits  associ- 
ated with  education  technology.  For 
example,  advanced  chemistry  students 
at  Centennial  High  School  in  Cham- 
paign. IL.  are  developing  experiments 
that  allow  them  to  move  parts  of  mol- 
ecules on  their  computer  screens  in  re- 
sponse to  their  own  computer  com- 
mands. In  one  simulation,  students 
watch  the  orbitals  of  electrons  in  reac- 
tion to  imposed  actions.  Another  sim- 
ulation demonstrates  the  ionization  of 
atoms — how  the  size  of  atoms  changes 
when  ions  are  added  or  subtracted. 

The  bottom  line,  however,  is  that  we 
are  still  faihng  to  provide  all  of  our 
Nation's  children  with  education  tech- 
nology resources  like  those  being  pro- 
vided at  Centennial  High  School  be- 
cause the  American  system  of  public 
education  has  forced  local  school  dis- 
tricts to  maintain  our  Nation's  edu- 
cation infrastructure  primarily  with 
local  property  taxes. 

For  a  long  time,  local  school  districts 
were  able  to  meet  that  responsibility. 
Local  property  taxes,  however,  are  now 
all  too  often  an  inadequate  source  of 
funding  for  public  education.  What  is 
even  worse  is  that  this  financing  mech- 
anism makes  the  quality  of  public  edu- 
cation all  too  dependent  on  local  prop- 
erty value. 

As  a  result,  the  second  GAO  report 
found  that,  on  average,  only  8  percent 
of  local  school  bond  proceeds  were 
spent  on  computers  and  telecommuni- 
cations equipment.  That  is,  for  the  av- 
erage $6.5  million  bond  issue,  only 
$155,600.  or  2  percent  was  provided  for 
the  purchase  of  computers  and  only 
$381,100,  or  6  percent  for  the  purchase  of 
telecommunications  equipment. 

Yet,  most  States  continue  to  force 
local  school  districts  to  rely  increas- 
ingly on  local  property  taxes  for  public 
education,  in  general,  and  for  edu- 
cation technology,  in  particular.  In  Il- 
linois, for  example,  the  local  share  of 
public  education  funding  increased 
from  48  percent  during  the  1980-81 
school  year  to  58  percent  during  the 
1992-93  school  year,  while  the  State 
share  fell  from  43  to  34  percent  during 
this  same  period. 

The  Federal  Government  must  also 
accept  a  share  of  the  blame  for  failing 
to  provide  our  Nation's  children  with 
environments  conducive  to  learning. 
The  Federal  Government's  share  of 
public  education  funding  has  fallen 
from  9.1  percent  during  the  1980-81 
school  year  to  5.6  percent  during  the 
1993-94  school  year. 

GOALS  2000 

Mr.  President.  Congress  passed  the 
goals  2000:  Educate  America  Act  which 
President  Clinton  signed  into  law  on 


March  31.  1994.  I  support  this  legisla- 
tion because  it  promises  to  create  a  co- 
herent, national  framework  for  edu- 
cation reform  founded  on  the  national 
education  goals.  Nonetheless,  I  firmly 
believe  that  it  is  inherently  unfair  to 
expect  our  children  to  meet  national 
performance  standards  if  they  do  not 
have  an  equal  opportunity  to  learn. 

EDUCATION  INFRASTRUCTURE  ACT 

That  is  why  I  introduced  the  Edu- 
cation Infrastructure  Act  last  year. 
This  legislation  addresses  the  needs 
highlighted  in  the  first  GAO  report  by 
helping  local  school  districts  ensure 
the  health  and  safety  of  students 
through  the  repair,  renovation,  alter- 
ation, and  construction  of  school  facili- 
ties. More  specifically,  this  legislation 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Education 
to  make  grants  to  local  school  districts 
with  at  least  a  15-percent  child  poverty 
rate  and  urgent  repair,  renovation,  al- 
teration, or  construction  needs. 

INFORMATION  SUPERHIGHWAY 

Mr.  President,  President  Clinton  and 
Vice  President  Gore  have  taken  leader- 
ship roles  in  addressing  the  needs  high- 
lighted in  the  most  recent  GAO  report. 
On  September  15,  1993,  the  information 
infrastructure  task  force  created  by 
the  Vice  President  released  its  reports— 
"National  Information  Infrastructure: 
Agenda  for  Action."  This  report  urges 
the  Federal  Government  to  support  the 
development  of  the  information  super- 
highway— the  metaphor  used  to  de- 
scribe the  evolving  technology  infra- 
structure that  will  link  homes,  busi- 
nesses, schools,  hospitals,  and  libraries 
to  each  other  and  to  a  vast  array  of 
electronic  information  resources. 

On  this  same  day.  President  Clinton 
issued  Executive  Order  12864  which  cre- 
ated the  National  Information  Infra- 
structure Advisory  Council  to  facili- 
tate private  sector  input  in  this  area. 

Mr.  President,  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  information  superhighway  al- 
ready exists.  Approximately  94  percent 
of  American  households  have  telephone 
service.  60  percent  have  cable,  30  per- 
cent have  computers,  and  almost  100 
percent  have  radio  and  television. 
Local  and  long-distance  telephone 
companies  are  currently  investing 
heavily  in  fiber-optic  cables  that  will 
carry  greater  amounts  of  information; 
cable  companies  are  increasing  their 
capacity  to  provide  new  services;  and 
new  wireless  personal  communications 
systems  arc  under  development.  One 
prototype,  the  Internet,  connects  apn 
proximately  15-20  million  people  world- 
wide. 

FEDERAL  SUPPORT 

Nonetheless,  the  results  of  the  second 
GAO  report  suggest  to  me  that  the 
Federal  Government  must  do  more  to 
help  build  the  education  portion  of  the 
national  information  infrastructure. 
Federal  support  for  the  acquisition  and 
use  of  technology  in  elementary  and 
secondary    schools    is    currently    frag- 


mented, coming  from  a  diverse  group  of 
programs  and  departments.  Although 
the  full  extent  to  which  the  Federal 
Government  currently  supports  invest- 
ments in  education  technology  at  the 
precollegiate  level  is  not  known,  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment  esti- 
mated in  its  report — "Power  On!"— 
that  the  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Education  provided  $208 
million  for  education  technology  in 
1988. 

COST  OF  TECHNOLOGY 

There  is  little  doubt  that  substantial 
costs  will  accompany  efforts  to  bring 
education  technologies  into  public 
schools  in  any  comprehensive  fashion. 
In  his  written  testimony  before  the 
House  Telecommunications  and  Fi- 
nance Subcommittee  on  September  30. 
1994.  Secretary  of  Education,  Richard 
Riley,  estimated  that  it  will  cost  any- 
where from  $3  to  $8  billion  annually  to 
build  the  education  portion  of  the  na- 
tional information  infrastructure.  The 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment  has 
also  estimated  that  the  cost  of  bring- 
ing the  students  to  computer  ratio 
down  to  3-to-l  would  cost  $4.2  billion  a 
year  for  6  years. 

NATIONAL  EDUCATION  TECHNOLOGY  FUNDING 
CORPOR.^TION 

Mr.  President,  three  leaders  in  the 
areas  of  education  and  finance  came 
together  recently  to  help  public 
schools  and  public  libraries  meet  these 
costs.  On  April  4,  John  Danforth, 
former  U.S.  Senator  from  Missouri, 
Jim  Murray,  past  president  of  Fannie 
Mae,  and  Dr.  Mary  Hatwood  Futrell, 
past  president  of  the  National  Edu- 
cation Association,  created  the  Na- 
tional Education  Technology  Funding 
Corporation. 

As  outlined  in  its  articles  of  incorpo- 
ration, the  National  Education  Tech- 
nology Funding  Corporation  will  stim- 
ulate public  and  private  investment  In 
our  Nation's  education  technology  in- 
frastructure by  providing  loans,  loan 
guarantees,  grants,  and  other  forms  of 
assistance  to  States  and  local  school 
districts. 

LEGISLATION 

I  am  introducing  the  National  Edu- 
cation Technology  Funding  Corpora- 
tion Act  today  to  help  provide  the  seed 
money  necessary  to  get  this  exciting, 
new  private  sector  initiative  off  the 
ground.  Rather  than  promoting  our  Na- 
tion's education  technology  infrastruc- 
ture by  creating  another  Federal  pro- 
gram, this  legislation  would  simply  au- 
thorize Federal  departments  and  agen- 
cies to  make  grants  to  the  NETFC. 

The  National  Education  Technology 
Funding  Corporation  Act  would  not 
create  the  NETFC  or  recognize  it  as  an 
agency  or  establishment  of  the  U.S. 
Government;  it  would  only  recognize 
its  incorporation  as  a  private,  non- 
profit organization  by  private  citizens. 
However,  since  NETFC  would  be  using 
public  funds  to  connect  public  schools 
and  public  libraries  to  the  information 


Superhighway,  my  legislation  would 
require  NETFC  to  submit  itself  and  its 
grantees  to  appropriate  congressional 
oversight  procedures  and  annual  au- 
dits. 

This  legislation  will  not  infringe 
upon  local  control  over  public  edu- 
cation in  any  way.  Rather,  it  will  sup- 
plement, augment,  and  assist  local  ef- 
forts to  support  education  technology 
in  the  least  intrusive  way  possible  by 
helping  local  school  districts  build 
their  own  on-ramps  to  the  Information 
Superhighway. 

Senator  Burns  and  Senator  Robb 
have  endorsed  this  bill,  and  it  has  been 
endorsed  by  the  National  Education 
Association,  the  National  School 
Boards  Association,  the  American  Li- 
brary Association,  the  Council  for  Edu- 
cation Development  and  Research,  and 
Organizations  Concerned  About  Rural 
Education  [OCRE). 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  con- 
clude my  remarks  by  urging  my  col- 
leagues to  help  connect  public  schools 
and  public  libraries  to  the  Information 
Superhighway  by  quickly  enacting  the 
National  Education  Technology  Fund- 
ing Corporation  Act  into  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  792 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  Stales  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Education  Technology  Funding  CorporaUon 
Act  ofl995'. 
SEC.  2.  FINDINCS:  PURPOSE. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  finds  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  Corporation.— There  has  been  estab- 
lished in  the  District  of  Columbia  a  private, 
nonprofit  corporation  known  as  the  National 
Education  Technology  Funding  Corporation 
which  is  not  an  agency  or  independent  estab- 
lishment of  the  Federal  Government. 

(2)  Board  of  directors.— The  Corporation 
is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors,  as  pre- 
scribed in  the  Corporation's  articles  of  incor- 
poration, consisting  of  15  members,  of 
which— 

(A)  five  members  are  representative  of  pub- 
lic agencies  representative  of  schools  and 
public  libraries; 

(B)  five  members  are  representative  of 
State  government,  including  persons  knowl- 
edgeable about  State  finance,  technology 
and  education;  and 

(C)  five  members  are  representative  of  the 
private  sector,  with  expertise  in  network 
technology,  finance  and  management. 

(3)  Corporate  purposes.— The  purjwses  of 
the  Corporation,  as  set  forth  in  its  articles  of 
incorporation,  are — 

(A)  to  leverage  resources  and  stimulate 
private  investment  in  education  technology 
infrastructure; 

(B>  to  designate  State  education  tech- 
nology agencies  to  receive  loans,  grants  or 
other  forms  of  assistance  fix)m  the  Corpora- 
tion; 
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(C)  to  establish  criteria  for  encourag-inK 
States  to — 

(1)  create,  maintain,  utilize  and  upgrade 
Interactive  high  capacity  networlis  capable 
of  providing  audio,  visual  and  data  commu- 
nications for  elementary  schools,  secondary 
schools  and  public  libraries: 

(ii)  distribute  resources  to  assure  equitable 
aid  to  all  elementary  schools  and  secondary 
schools  in  the  State  aoid  achieve  universal 
access  to  network  technology;  and 

(iii)  upgrade  the  delivery  and  development 
of  learning  through  innovative  technology- 
based  instructional  tools  and  applications. 

(D)  to  provide  loans,  grants  and  other 
forms  of  assistance  to  State  education  tech- 
nology agencies,  with  due  regard  for  provid- 
ing a  fair  balance  among  types  of  school  dis- 
tricts and  public  libraries  assisted  and  the 
disparate  needs  of  such  districts  and  librar- 
ies; 

(E)  to  leverage  resources  to  provide  maxi- 
mum aid  to  elementary  schools,  secondary 
schools  and  public  libraries:  and 

(F)  to  encourage  the  development  of  edu- 
cation telecommunications  and  information 
technologies  through  public-private  ven- 
tures, by  serving  as  a  clearinghouse  for  in- 
formation on  new  education  technologies, 
and  by  providing  technical  assistance,  in- 
cluding assistance  to  States,  if  needed,  to  es- 
tablish State  education  technology  agencies. 

(b)  Pl'RPOse.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to 
recognize  the  Corporation  sls  a  nonprofit  cor- 
poration operating  under  the  laws  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  to  provide  authority 
for  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  pro- 
vide assistance  to  the  Corporation. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINmONS. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

(1)  The  term  Corporation"  means  the  Na- 
tional Education  Technology  Funding  Cor- 
poration described  in  section  2(a><l); 

(2)  the  terms  "elementary  school"  and 
"secondary  school"  have  the  same  meanings 
given  such  terms  in  section  14101  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965:  and 

(3)  the  term  "public  library"  has  the  same 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  3  of  the 
Library  Services  and  Construction  Act. 

SEC.    4.    ASSISTANCE     FOR     EDUCATION    TECH- 
NOUXJY  PLTIPOSES. 

(a)    ALTHORIZ.^nO.N    OF     .\3SIST.\NCE.— Elach 

Federal  department  or  agency  is  authorized 
to  award  grants  or  contracts,  or  provide 
gifts,  contributions,  or  technical  assistance, 
to  the  Corporation  to  enable  the  Corporation 
to  carry  out  the  corporate  purposes  de- 
scribed in  section  2(a)(3). 

(bi  .^OREEME.NT  — In  Order  to  receive  any 
assistance  described  In  subsection  (a)  the 
Corporation  shall  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  Federal  department  or  agency  pro- 
viding such  assistance,  under  which  the  Cor- 
poration agrees — 

(1)  to  use  such  assistance  to  provide  fund- 
ing and  technical  assistance  only  for  activi- 
ties which  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Cor- 
poration determines  are  consistent  with  the 
corporate  purposes  described  in  section 
2(a)(3); 

(2)  to  review  the  activities  of  State  edu- 
cation technology  agencies  and  other  enti- 
ties receiving  assistance  from  the  Corpora- 
tion to  assure  that  the  corporate  purposes 
described  in  section  2(a)<3i  are  carried  out: 

1 3)  that  no  part  of  the  assets  of  the  Cor- 
poration shall  accpje  to  the  benefit  of  any 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Cor- 
poration, any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Cor- 
poration, or  any  other  individual,  except  as 
salary  or  reasonable  compensation  for  serv- 
ices; 


(4)  that  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Cor- 
poration will  adopt  policies  and  procedures 
to  prevent  conflicts  of  interest; 

(5)  to  maintain  a  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Corporation  consistent  with  section  2(a)(2); 

(6)  that  the  Corporation,  and  any  entity  re- 
ceiving the  assistance  from  the  Corporation. 
are  subject  to  the  appropriate  oversight  pro- 
cedures of  the  Congress:  and 

(7)  to  comply  with— 

(A)  the  audit  requirements  described  in 
section  5;  and 

(B)  the  reporting  and  testimony  require- 
ments described  in  section  6. 

(c)  Construction.— Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  establish  the  Corpora- 
tion as  an  agency  or  independent  establish- 
ment of  the  Federal  Government,  or  to  es- 
tablish the  members  of  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors of  the  Corporation,  or  the  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Corporation,  as  officers  or 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government. 
SEC.  S.  AUDITS. 

(a)  AUDFTS  BY  INDEPENDENT  CERTIFIED  PUB- 
LIC Accountants.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Corporation's  finan- 
cial statements  shall  be  audited  annually  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing 
standards  by  independent  certified  public  ac- 
countants who  are  members  of  a  nationally 
recognized  accounting  firm  and  who  are  cer- 
tified by  a  regulatory  authority  of  a  State  or 
other  political  subdivision  of  the  United 
States.  The  audits  shall  be  conducted  at  the 
place  or  places  where  the  accounts  of  the 
Corporation  are  normally  kept.  All  books, 
accounts,  financial  records,  reports,  files, 
and  all  other  papers,  things,  or  property  be- 
longing to  or  in  use  by  the  Corporation  and 
necessary  to  facilitate  the  audit  shall  be 
made  available  to  the  person  or  persons  con- 
ducting the  audits,  and  full  facilities  for 
verifying  transactions  with  the  balances  or 
securities  held  by  depositories,  fiscal  agents, 
and  custodians  shall  be  afforded  to  such  per- 
son or  persons. 

(2)  Reporting  requirements.— The  report 
of  each  annual  audit  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  included  in  the  annual  report  re- 
quired by  section  6(a). 

(b)  Audits  by  the  Comptroller  General 
OF  the  United  States.— 

(1)  Audits.— The  programs,  activities  and 
financial  transactions  of  the  Corporation 
shall  be  subject  to  audit  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  under  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Comptroller  General.  The  representa- 
tives of  the  Comptroller  General  shall  have 
access  to  such  books,  accounts,  financial 
records,  reports,  files  and  such  other  papers, 
things,  or  property  belonging  to  or  in  use  by 
the  Corporation  and  necessary  to  facilitate 
the  audit,  and  the  representatives  shall  be 
afforded  full  facilities  for  verifying  trans- 
actions with  the  balances  or  securities  held 
by  depositories,  fiscal  agents,  and 
custodians.  The  representatives  of  the  Comp- 
troller General  shall  have  access,  upon  re- 
quest to  the  Corporation  or  any  auditor  for 
an  audit  of  the  Corporation  under  this  sec- 
tion, to  any  books,  financial  records,  reports, 
files  or  other  papers,  things,  or  property  be- 
longing to  or  in  use  by  the  Corporation  and 
used  in  any  such  audit  and  to  papers, 
records,  files,  and  reports  of  the  auditor  used 
in  such  an  audit. 

(2)  Report.— A  report  on  each  audit  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  made  by  the 
Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress.  The  re- 
port to  the  Congress  shall  contain  such  com- 
ments and  information  as  the  Comptroller 
General  may  deem  necessary  to  inform  the 
Confess  of  the  financial  operations  and  con- 


dition of  the  Corporation,  together  with  such 
recommendations  as  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral may  deem  advisable.  The  report  shall 
also  show  specifically  any  program,  expendi- 
ture, or  other  financial  transaction  or  under- 
taking observed  or  reviewed  in  the  course  of 
the  audit,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Comp- 
troller General,  has  been  carried  on  or  made 
contrary  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act.  A 
copy  of  each  such  report  shall  be  furnished 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Corporation  at 
the  time  such  report  is  submitted  to  the 
Congress. 

(c)  Audit  by  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Co.mmerce.— The  financial 
transactions  of  the  Corporation  may  also  be 
audited  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  under  the  same  con- 
ditions set  forth  in  subsection  (b)  for  audits 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States. 

(d)  Recordkeeping  Requireme.vts:  Audit 
and  Examination  of  B(X)ks.— 

(1)  Recordkeeping  recjuirements— The 
Corporation  shall  ensure  that  each  recipient 
of  assistance  from  the  Corporation  keeps— 

(A)  separate  accounts  with  respect  to  such 
assistance: 

(B)  such  records  as  may  be  reasonably  nec- 
essary to  fully  disclose — 

(i)  the  amount  and  the  disposition  by  such 
recipient  of  the  proceeds  of  such  assistance; 

(ii)  the  total  cost  of  the  project  or  under- 
taking in  connection  with  which  such  assist- 
ance is  given  or  used:  and 

(iii)  the  amount  and  nature  of  that  portion 
of  the  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  sup- 
plied by  other  sources:  and 

(C)  such  other  records  as  will  facilitate  an 
effective  audit. 

(2)  Audit  and  examination  of  books.— The 
Corporation  shall  ensure  that  the  Corpora- 
tion, or  any  of  the  Corporation's  duly  au- 
thorized representatives,  shall  have  access 
for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to 
any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  of 
any  recipient  of  assistance  from  the  Corpora- 
tion that  are  pertinent  to  such  assistance. 
Representatives  of  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  also  have  such  access  for  such  purpose. 
SEC.   6.    ANNUAL    REPORT;   TESTl.MONY   TO   THE 

CONGRESS. 

(a)  .\nnual  Report.— Not  later  than  April 
30  of  each  year,  the  Corporation  shall  publish 
an  annual  report  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  and  submit  that  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congre.ss.  The  report  shall  include  a 
comprehensive  and  detailed  evaluation  of 
the  Corporation's  operations,  activities,  fi- 
nancial condition,  and  accomplishments 
under  this  Act  and  may  include  such  rec- 
ommendations as  the  Corporation  deems  ap- 
propriate. 

(b)  Testimony  Before  Congress.— The 
members  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  and  offi- 
cers, of  the  Corporation  shall  be  available  to 
testify  before  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congre.ss  with  respect  to  the  report  described 
in  subsection  (ai.  the  report  of  any  audit 
made  by  the  Comptroller  General  pursuant 
to  this  .\ct.  or  any  other  matter  which  any 
such  committee  may  determine  appropriate. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  legislation  in- 
troduced by  my  colleague  from  Illinois. 
I  applaud  her  for  her  vision  and  persist- 
ence in  looking  out  for  our  Nation's 
most  precious  resource — our  children, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  join  Senator 
Mosely-Braun  as  an  original  cosp)on- 
sor  of  the  National  Education  Tech- 
nology Funding  Corporation  Act. 

During  committee  consideration  of 
the  telecommunications  bill  last  year. 


I  offered  related  legislation  to  ensure 
that  every  school  and  classroom  in  the 
United  States  has  access  to  tele- 
communications and  information  tech- 
nologies. 1  proposed  an  educational 
telecommunications  and  technology 
fund  to  support  elementary  and  second- 
ary school  access  to  the  information 
superhighway  Regrettably,  last  year's 
telecommunications  bill  was  not  taken 
up  by  the  full  Senate  before  adjourn- 
ment. 

The  new  telecommunications  bill 
that  recently  passed  the  Commerce 
Committee  has  a  provision,  introduced 
by  Senators  Snowe,  Rockefeller,  and 
Bob  Kerrey,  to  make  advanced  tele- 
communications more  affordable  for 
schools.  Specifically,  the  provision  al- 
lows elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  as  well  as  libraries,  to  receive 
telecommunications  services  at  afford- 
able monthly  rates.  Currently,  schools 
all  over  the  country,  including  those  in 
my  own  State  of  Virginia,  are  forced  to 
pay  business  rates  for  access  to  the  in- 
formation superhighway.  That  means 
that  schools  are  subsidizing  residential 
customers. 

Even  with  affordable  monthly  rates, 
many  schools  have  limited  or  no  tech- 
nological infrastructure  They  lack 
modem  electrical  wiring,  a  sufficient 
number  of  plugs,  and  access  to  wired  or 
wireless  technology  that  would  allow 
them  internal  networking  capabilities 
or  connections  to  the  Internet  The  ab- 
sence of  this  infrastructure  leaves 
these  schools  without  a  technological 
on-ramp  to  the  information  super- 
highway. As  a  result,  American  chil- 
dren are  left  by  the  wayside. 

This  is  where  the  National  Education 
Technology  Funding  Corporation  can 
play  a  critical  role.  We  need  a  single  ef- 
ficient, expert  entity  that  State  and 
local  authorities  can  approach  for 
funding  so  they  can  join  the  Internet, 
participate  in  distance  learning,  inves- 
tigate interactive  computer  learning, 
or  explore  other  innovative  tech- 
nologies. 

A  private  non-profit  is  a  logical  link 
between  the  public  and  commercial 
sectors.  It  is  often  difficult  for  schools 
to  identify  where  to  go  to  request  Fed- 
eral funding  for  new  technologies,  or 
where  to  go  simply  to  learn  more  about 
technology  applications  for  schools. 
Also,  there  is  much  more  than  can  be 
done  to  promote  the  use  of  tech- 
nologies in  schools  and  to  encourage 
private  investments  and  standards  I 
can  think  of  no  better  way  to  meet  all 
of  these  needs  than  a  private  corpora- 
tion run  by  a  board  that  includes  rep- 
resentatives from  States,  from  public 
schools  and  libraries,  and  from  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

Many  opponents  of  Federal  efforts  to 
improve  educational  technologies 
claim  that  the  private  stock  will  have 
adequate  incentives  to  assist  schools 
with  educational  technologies.  Just 
leave    it    to    the    private   sector,    they 
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argue.  This  is  a  very  shortsighted  view- 
point. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  private 
sector  is  doing  great  things  for  Ameri- 
ca's schools— and  libraries — in  the  area 
of  educational  technologies  Computers 
and  software  are  frequently  donated  by 
private  firms.  Internet  access  is  pro- 
vided in  some  areas.  Several  weeks  ago 
I  visited  Arlington  County  Central  Li- 
brary, just  a  few  miles  from  here. 
which  MCI  had  made  a  generous  grant 
to  the  library  to  install  public  Internet 
workstations.  As  a  result,  this  library 
will  be  one  of  the  first  public  locations 
in  northern  Virginia  to  offer  Internet 
access.  More  recently,  my  staff  visited 
Chantilly  High  School  in  Fairfax  Coun- 
ty to  witness  a  state-of-the-art 
Internet  lab  made  possible  by  assist- 
ance from  the  cable  company.  Media 
General.  These  are  important  private 
sector  initiatives  that  will  hopefully  be 
duplicated  time  and  time  again  across 
the  nation. 

But  there  are  problems  with  a  let  the 
free  market  reign  approach.  First, 
wealthier  schools  will  receive  a  dis- 
proportionate benefit.  Wealthier 
schools  can  afford  advanced  edu- 
cational technologies.  Corporations  are 
more  likely  to  provide  equipment  and 
internet  access  to  schools  that  have  al- 
ready invested  in  related  technologies. 
Corporations  are  more  likely  to  offer 
services  in  urban  or  suburban  areas 
that  have  good  telecommunications  in- 
frastructures. 'Vet  the  rural  schools 
gain  the  most  from  internet  access, 
distance-learning,  and  a  host  of  other 
educational  technologies.  It  is  rural 
schools  that  are  in  danger  of  rapidly 
losing  ground  to  those  schools  with  ac- 
cess to  the  new  technologies.  We  have 
to  put  an  end  to  the  ever-growing  bi- 
furcation of  our  educational  system.  As 
set  forth  in  this  bill,  the  corporation 
would  encourage  equitable  technology 
funding  to  all  elementary  and  second- 
ary schools. 

The  second  problem  is  commonality. 
Although  we  don't  want  to  constrain 
educational  technology  development 
by  mandating  Government  standards, 
we  don't  want  to  create  a  smorgasbord 
of  technologies  that  can't  commu- 
nicate with  each  other  and  can't  be 
shared  across  school  systems.  The  pro- 
posed corporation  could  play  an  invalu- 
able role  in  making  sure  school  tech- 
nology efforts  nationwide  are  not 
wasteful,  incompatible,  or  duplicative. 

The  third  problem  is  time.  The  tech- 
nologies are  here  today.  It  is  a  rel- 
atively straightforward  process  to 
make  an  internet  connection  or  to  es- 
tablish a  video  link  or  to  leam  the 
highly  effective  software  now  available 
for  education.  We  shouldn't  rely  solely 
on  the  timetables  of  the  private  sector 
to  field  the  technologies  that  exist 
today  for  preparing  our  children  for  the 
next  century  The  Educational  Tech- 
nology Corporation  would  play  a  key 
role    in    promoting    the    use    of    tech- 


nologies In  education,  and  could  sig- 
nificantly accelerate  their  introduc- 
tion into  America's  schools. 

For  those  of  our  colleagues  that  have 
any  doubts  about  the  value  of  new  edu- 
cational technologies,  I  challenge  them 
to  sit  down  on  a  computer  with 
internet  access,  and  surf.  They'll  be 
visiting  the  largest,  most  up-to-date, 
and  fastest-growing  library  in  the 
world.  You  can  chat  with  experts  from 
across  the  globe.  You  can  set  up  a 
video  link  with  teachers  at  distant 
schools,  using  a  small  camera  costing 
as  little  as  $100.  You  can  share  data  or 
results  in  a  joint  research  effort  span- 
ning continents.  You  can  take  an  elec- 
tronic tour  of  the  White  House,  or  visit 
the  so-called  webb-site  of  a  Member  of 
Congress.  You  can  even  see  images  or 
molecules  or  galaxies.  The  possibilities 
are  endless. 

In  discussions  with  school  adminis- 
trators, it  becomes  clear  that  students 
are  fascinated  by  the  internet  and 
other  educational  technologies.  Stu- 
dents that  might  otherwise  be  indiffer- 
ent are  eagerly  pursuing  new  subjects 
and  sharing  their  new-found  knowledge 
with  the  global  community  of  students 
Simply  put,  the  child  with  access  will 
be  at  a  distinct  advantage  and  better 
prepared  for  future  employment.  We 
simply  cannot  afford  to  let  our  school 
systems  slip  behind  those  of  our  lead- 
ing competitors  when  the  technology  is 
at  our  fingertip)s — a  technology  pio- 
neered here  in  the  United  States.  Mr. 
President,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  most  cost-effective  education 
we  can  offer  our  Nation's  children.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor  the 
National  Education  Technology  Fund- 
ing Corporation  Act. 


By    Mr.    SIMPSON    (for   himself. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  and  Mr.  KVL): 

S.  793.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  an  ex- 
emption from  income  tax  for  certain 
common  investment  funds;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

common  fund  legislation 

Mr  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  join  my  good  friends,  Senator 
Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan  and  Senator 
JON  Kyl,  in  introducing  a  bill  to  per- 
mit private  and  community  founda- 
tions to  pool  investment  assets  into  a 
"common  fund  "  or  cooperative  organi- 
zation. This  legislation  was  twice 
passed  by  the  Senate  in  1992  as  part  of 
the  comprehensive  tax  legislation  ulti- 
mately vetoed  by  the  President. 

This  bill  would  extend  to  foundations 
the  same  "common  fund"  model  which 
has  proven  so  successful  for  colleges 
and  universities.  The  university  com- 
mon fund  now  manages  over  $10  bil- 
lion—with more  than  900  educational 
institutions  participating. 

Once  established,  a  common  fund  for 
foundations  would  allow  smaller  foun- 
dations to  increase  their  total  return 
on  investment  and  significantly  reduce 
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investment  management  fees  by  taking 
advantage  of  economies  of  scale.  Both 
results  have  the  same  bottom  line:  In- 
creased assets  and  income  will  then  be 
available  for  private  and  community 
foundation  grants  to  charitable  groups. 

Studies  disclose  that  total  invest- 
ment returns  earned  by  smaller  foun- 
dations lag  substantially  behind  those 
of  many  larger  foundations.  One  major 
recison  for  this  difference  is  that  many 
of  the  best  professional  investment 
manages  demand  that  new  accounts  to 
meet  certain  minimum  size  require- 
ments. Smaller  foundations  often  do 
not  meet  the  minimum  size. 

Second,  since  management  invest- 
ment fees  are  based  on  percentages 
that  decline  as  the  size  of  the  account 
increases,  smaller  foundations  are  less 
able  to  take  advantage  of  economies  of 
scale  and  cannot  benefit  from  lower  fee 
levels. 

This  bill  would  permit  foundations  to 
"band  together"  for  investment  pur- 
poses by  providing  tax-exempt  status 
to  common  funds  handling  foundation 
investments.  This  would  thus  give 
foundation  common  funds  the  same  tax 
treatment  as  educational  institution 
common  funds. 

I  feel  this  is  a  most  appropriate  re- 
sponse to  a  vexing  problem.  I  urge  your 
support. 


By  Mr.  LUGAR  (for  himself.  Mr. 
LvouYE,  Mr.  Santoru.M,  Mr. 
Craig,  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Mack. 
Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Burns.  Mr. 
Kerrey.  Mr.  Graham,  Mr. 
Coats,  Mr.  Gorton,  Mr.  Pack- 
wood,  Mr.  Campbell,  Mr.  Dor- 
GAN,  Mr.  McCoNNELL,  Mr.  Thur- 
mond, Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Jeffords. 
Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Bond,  Mr. 
Grassley,  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Johnston, 
Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr.  Abraha.m,  Mrs. 
Murray,  Ms.  S.nowe.  Mrs.  Fein- 
STELN",  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Nickles, 
Mr.  Hatfield,  Mr. 

Kempthorne,  Mr.  Specter,  Mr. 
Cochran.  Mr.  Pryor.  Mr. 
Daschle.  Mr.  Heflin.  Mr. 
Coverdell,  Mr.  Lott,  and  Mr. 

CONRAD): 

S.  794.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Insecticide.  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  to  facilitate  the  minor  use  of  a  pes- 
ticide, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

THE  MINOR  USE  CROP  PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  today  the  Minor 
Use  Crop  Protection  Act  of  1995  to  help 
ensure  the  availability  of  minor  use 
pesticides  for  farmers  and  an  abundant 
and  varied  food  supply  for  our  Nation. 
This  legislation  has  gained  broad  bi- 
partisan support  as  evidenced  by  the  41 
Senators  who  have  joined  as  original 
cospcnsors.  This  strong  show  of  sup- 
port will  help  us  move  swiftly  toward 
enactment  of  this  bill. 


Minor  use  pesticides  are  generally 
used  on  relatively  small  acreage  or  for 
regional  pest  or  disease  problems.  Man- 
ufacturers incur  a  significant  cost  to 
develop  scientific  data  to  register  or 
reregister  these  products  and  yet  face  a 
limited  market  potential  once  the  pes- 
ticide is  approved  for  use.  Therefore. 
Minor  use  pesticides  are  not  being  sup- 
ported or  are  being  voluntarily  can- 
celed for  economic,  not  safety  reasons. 

This  situation  has  been  exacerbated 
by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  pesticide  reregistration  re- 
quirements. A  law  enacted  in  1988  re- 
quired that  all  pesticides,  and  their 
uses,  registered  before  November  1984. 
be  reregistered. 

Loss  of  minor  use  pesticides  could 
cause  substantial  production  problems 
for  many  fruit,  vegetable,  and  orna- 
mental crops.  Farmers  also  fear  that 
loss  of  minor  use  pesticides  will  put 
them  at  a  competitive  disadvantage 
with  foreign  producers  who  would  still 
have  access  to  the  pesticides. 

While  this  is  an  important  industry, 
fruits  and  vegetables  have  also  taken 
on  a  more  important  role  in  the  diet  of 
Americans.  Health  experts  recommend 
increased  consumption  of  fruits  and 
vegetables.  A  reduction  in  the  avail- 
ability of  these  foods  or  an  increased 
cost  due  to  less  production  would  have 
a  disproprartionate  impact  on  the 
health  of  low  income  Americans,  who 
spend  a  greater  amount  of  their  dispos- 
able income  on  food. 

The  bill  offers  several  incentives  for 
manufacturers  to  maintain  and  develop 
new  safe  and  effective  pesticides  for 
minor  uses  without  compromising  food 
safety  or  adversely  affecting  the  envi- 
ronment. 

Here  are  some  examples  where  this 
bill  would  have  a  positive  impact.  Last 
year  fire  blight  posed  a  serious  threat 
to  apple  and  pear  production  in  Wash- 
ington State.  This  bill  would  help  to 
encourage  registration  of  new  products 
to  control  fire  blight.  Exports  are  also 
impacted  by  this  pest.  Japan  restricts 
the  entry  of  apples  from  areas  near 
those  where  fire  blight  occurs.  Last 
year  half  of  the  acreage  in  the  State 
initially  eligible  for  exports  was  later 
denied  due  to  fire  blight. 

In  my  home  State  of  Indiana,  alter- 
natives are  needed  for  Dimethenamid 
used  for  weed  control  for  strawberries. 
The  manufacturer  has  not  reregistered 
this  product  for  this  use  due  to  eco- 
nomic reasons.  Obviously,  Indiana  is 
not  a  large  strawberry  producing 
State.  However,  strawberry  growers 
there  still  do  need  products  to  control 
Lambsquarters  and  Johnsongrass 
which  can  lower  yields  and  in  some 
cases  reduce  quality. 

In  California,  sodium 

orthophenolphenate  [GPP]  has  been 
used  for  decay  control  in  citrus  pack- 
inghouses. OPP  is  used  in  very  small 
amounts  and  the  manufacturers  will 
not  be  supporting   this  use  since   the 


costs  of  reregistration  outweigh  the 
annual  sales  volume.  This  bill  could 
help  provide  funding  for  additional 
studies  required  for  reregistration  if 
growers  wanted  to  band  together  to 
continue  this  use  and  would  also  help 
encourage  the  development  of  addi- 
tional alternative  minor  use  products. 

This  is  an  important  issue  for  our 
Nation's  farmers  and  consumers.  I 
pledge  timely  consideration  of  this  bill 
within  the  Senate  Agriculture  Commit- 
tee. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  loin  me  in 
cosponsorship  and  support  of  this  need- 
ed legislation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
and  a  summary  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows. 

S  794 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  Amenca  m 
ConcjTess  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfTLE;  REFERE.NCES. 

(aj  Short  Title.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the     Minor  Use  Crop  Protection  Act  of  1995" 

(b)  Rkkkrences  to  Federal  I.n.secticide. 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.— Whenever 
in  this  .\ct  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  an  amendment  to.  or  re- 
peal of.  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
section  or  other  provision  of  the  Federal  In- 
secticide. Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (7 
U.S.C  136et  seq.). 
SEC.  2.  DEFINmON  OF  MINOR  USE. 

Section  2  i7  U  S  C  136)  ;s  amended  by  add- 
inK  at  the  end  the  following: 

•(hh)  Minor  Use —The  term  minor  use' 
means  the  use  of  a  pesticide  on  an  animal,  on 
a  commercial  agricultural  crop  or  site,  or  for 
the  protection  of  public  health  if— 

"(1)(A)  in  the  case  of  the  use  of  the  pes- 
ticide on  a  commercial  agricultural  crop  or 
site,  the  total  quantity  of  acreage  devoted  to 
the  crop  in  the  United  Slates  is  less  than 
300.000  acres,  or 

■(B)  the  Administrator,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  deter- 
mines that,  based  on  information  provided 
by  an  applicant  for  registration  or  a  reg- 
istrant— 

"(i)  the  use  does  not  provide  a  sufficient 
economic  incentive  to  support  the  Initial 
registration  or  continuing  registration  of  a 
pesticide  for  the  use;  and 

"(ii»(I)  there  are  not  a  sufficient  number  of 
efficacious  alternative  registered  pesticides 
available  for  the  use;  or 

"(III  any  1  of  the  alternatives  to  the  pes- 
ticide pose  a  greater  risk  to  the  environment 
or  human  health  than  the  pesticide;  or 

"(III)  the  pesticide  plays,  or  will  play,  a 
significant  part  in  managing  pest  resistance; 
or 

"(IV)  the  pesticide  plays,  or  will  play,  a 
significant  part  in  an  integrated  pest  man- 
agement program;  and 

"(2)  the  Administrator  does  not  determine 
that,  based  on  data  existing  on  the  date  of 
the  determination,  the  use  may  cause  unrea- 
sonable adverse  effects  on  the  environ- 
ment.". 

SEC    3.    EXCLUSIVE    USE    OF    MINOR    USE    PES- 
TICIDES. 

Section  3(C)(l)(F)(i)  (7  U  S.C. 

I36a(c)(l)(F)(i))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(i)  With  respect"  and  in- 
serting  '(Dd)  With  respect"; 


(2)  by  striking  "a  period  of  ten  years  fol- 
lowing the  date  the  Administrator  first  reg- 
isters the  pesticide"  and  inserting  "the  ex- 
clusive data  use  period  determined  under 
subclause  (III":  and 

(3i  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(II)  Except  as  provided  in  subclauses  (III) 
and  (IV).  the  exclusive  data  use  period  under 
subclause  (I)  shall  be  10  years  beginning  on 
the  date  the  Administrator  first  registers 
the  pesticide. 

"(Ill)  Subject  to  subclauses  (IV).  (V).  and 
(VI).  the  exclusive  data  use  period  under  sub- 
clause (II)  shall  be  extended  I  year  for  each 
3  minor  uses  registered  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subclause  and  before  the 
date  that  is  10  years  after  the  date  the  Ad- 
ministrator first  registers  the  pesticide,  if 
the  Administrator  in  consultation  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  determines  that. 
based  on  information  provided  by  an  appli- 
cant for  registration  or  a  registrant — 

■■(aa)  there  are  not  a  sufficient  number  of 
efficacious  alternative  registered  pesticides 
available  for  the  use:  or 

■(bb)  any  1  of  the  alternatives  to  the  pes- 
ticide pose  a  greater  risk  to  the  environment 
or  human  health  than  the  pesticide;  or 

"(CO  the  pesticide  plays,  or  will  play,  a 
significant  part  in  managing  pest  resistance; 
or 

"(dd)  the  pesticide  plays,  or  will  play,  a 
significant  part  in  an  integrated  pest  man- 
agement program. 

•■(IV)  Notwithstanding  subclause  (III),  the 
exclusive  data  use  period  established  under 
this  clause  may  not  exceed  13  years. 

■•(V)  For  purposes  of  subclause  (III),  the 
registration  of  a  pesticide  for  a  minor  use  on 
a  crop  grouping  established  by  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  be  considered  1  minor  use  for 
each  representative  crop  for  which  data  are 
provided  in  the  crop  grouping. 

■■(VI)  .An  extension  under  subclause  (III) 
shall  be  reduced  or  terminated  if  the  appli- 
cant for  registration  or  the  registrant  volun- 
tarily cancels  the  pesticide  or  deletes  from 
the  registration  a  minor  use  that  formed  the 
basis  for  the  extension,  or  if  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  the  applicant  or  reg- 
i.strant  is  not  actually  marketing  the  pes- 
ticide for  a  minor  use  that  formed  the  basis 
for  the  extension". 

SEC.  4.  TIME   EXTENSIONS    FOR   DEVELOPMENT 
OF  .MINOR  USE  DATA. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  3  (7  U.S.C.  136a)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

■(g)  Time  Extension  for  Development  of 
Minor  Use  Data.— 

■(1)  Supported  use.— In  the  case  of  a 
minor  use,  the  Administrator  shall,  on  the 
request  of  a  registrant  and  subject  to  para- 
graph (3).  extend  the  time  for  the  production 
of  residue  chemistry  data  under  subsection 
(c)(2)(B)  and  subsections  (dK4).  (e)(2).  and 
(f)(2)  of  section  4  for  data  required  solely  to 
support  the  minor  use  until  the  final  date 
under  section  4  for  submitting  data  on  any 
other  use  established  not  later  than  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  Nonsupported  use — 

■•(A)  If  a  registrant  does  not  commit  to 
support  a  minor  use  of  a  pesticide,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall,  on  the  request  of  the  reg- 
istrant and  subject  to  paragraph  (3),  extend 
the  time  for  taking  any  action  under  sub- 
section (c)(2)(B)  or  subsection  (d)(6).  (e)(3)(A). 
or  (0(3)  of  section  4  regarding  the  minor  use 
until  the  final  date  under  section  4  for  sub- 
mitting data  on  any  other  use  established 
not  later  than  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection. 

"(B)  On  receipt  of  the  request  from  the  reg- 
istrant,  the   Administrator  shall  publish  in 


the  Federal  Register  a  notice  of  the  receipt 
of  the  request  and  the  effective  date  on 
which  the  uses  not  being  supported  will  be 
deleted  from  the  registration  under  section 
6(0(1). 

"(3)  Conditions.— Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
shall  apply  only  if— 

"(A)  the  registrant  commits  to  support  and 
provide  data  for— 

"(i)  any  use  of  the  pesticide  on  a  food;  or 

"(ii)  any  other  use.  if  all  uses  of  the  pes- 
ticide are  for  uses  other  than  food; 

"(B)(i)  the  registrant  provides  a  schedule 
for  producing  the  data  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  with  the  request  for  an  exten- 
sion; 

"(ii)  the  schedule  includes  interim  dates 
for  measuring  progress;  and 

"(iii)  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  registrant  is  able  to  produce  the  data  re- 
ferred to  in  subparagraph  (A)  before  a  final 
date  established  by  the  Administrator; 

"(C)  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  extension  would  not  significantly  delay 
issuance  of  a  determination  of  eligibility  for 
reregistration  under  section  4;  and 

"(D)  the  Administrator  determines  that, 
based  on  data  existing  on  the  date  of  the  de- 
termination, the  extension  would  not  signifi- 
cantly increase  the  risk  of  unreasonable  ad- 
verse effects  on  the  environment. 

"(4)  Monitoring —If  the  Administrator 
grants  an  extension  under  paragraph  (1)  or 
(2).  the  Administrator  shall— 

"(A)  monitor  the  development  of  any  data 
the  registrant  committed  to  under  paragraph 
OKA);  and 

■(B)  ensure  that  the  registrant  is  meeting 
the  schedule  provided  under  paragraph  (3)(B) 
for  producing  the  data. 

"(5)  Noncompliance— If  the  Administrator 
determines  that  a  registrant  is  not  meeting 
a  schedule  provided  by  the  registrant  under 
paragraph  (3)(B).  the  Administrator  may— 

"(A)  revoke  any  extension  to  which  the 
schedule  applies:  and 

■•(B)  proceed  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(c)(2)(B)(iv). 

"(6)  Modification  or  revocation —The 
Administrator  may  modify  or  revoke  an  ex- 
tension under  this  subsection  if  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  the  extension  could 
cause  unreasonable  adverse  effects  on  the  en- 
vironment. If  the  Administrator  modifies  or 
revokes  an  extension  under  this  paragraph, 
the  Administrator  shall  provide  written  no- 
tice to  the  registrant  of  the  modification  or 
revocation.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Section  3(c)(2)(B)  (7  U.S.C.  136a(c)(2)(B)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(vi)  Subsection  (g)  shall  apply  to  this  sub- 
paragraph.". 

(2)  Subsections  (d)(4).  (e)(2).  and  (0(2)  of 
section  4  (7  U.S.C.  136a-l)  are  each  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(C)  Section  3(g)  shall  apply  to  this  para- 
graph.". 

(3)  Subsections  (d)(6)  and  (0(3)  of  section  4 
(7  U.S.C.  136a-l)  are  each  amended  by  strik- 
ing "The  Administrator  shall"  and  inserting 
"Subject  to  section  3(g).  the  Administrator 
shall". 

(4)  Section  4<e)(3)<A)  (7  U.S.C.  136a- 
1(e)(3)(A))  is  amended  by  striking  •If  the  reg- 
istrant" and  inserting  'Subject  to  section 
3(g),  if  the  registrant" 

SEC.  5.  MINOR  USE  WAIVER 

.Section  3(c)(2)  (7  U.S.C.  136a(cK2))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(E)  In  the  case  of  the  registration  of  a 
pesticide  for  a  minor  use.  the  Administrator 
may    waive    otherwise    applicable    data    re- 


quirements if  the  Administrator  determines 
that  the  absence  of  the  data  will  not  prevent 
the  Administrator  from  determining— 

••(i)  the  incremental  risk  presented  by  the 
ni.nor  use  of  the  pesticide:  and 

'•(ii)  whether  the  minor  use  of  the  pesticide 
would  have  unreasonable  adverse  effects  on 
the  environment  ". 

SEC.  e.  EXPEDITING  MINOR  USE  REGISTRATIONS. 

Section  3(c)(3)  (7  U.S.C.  136a(c)(3))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

•■(C)(i)  As  expeditiously  as  practicable 
after  receipt,  the  Administrator  shall  review 
and  act  on  a  complete  application  that— 

'•(I)  profKises  the  initial  registration  of  a 
new  pesticide  active  ingredient,  if  the  active 
ingredient  is  proposed  to  be  registered  solely 
for  a  minor  use.  or  proposes  a  registration 
amendment  to  an  existing  registration  solely 
for  a  minor  use:  or 

••(II)  for  a  registration  or  a  registration 
amendment,  proposes  a  significant  minor 
use. 

"(ii)  As  used  in  clause  (i): 

"(I)  The  term  "as  expeditiously  as  prac- 
ticable' means  the  Administrator  shall,  to 
the  greatest  extent  practicable,  complete  a 
review  and  evaluation  of  all  data  submitted 
with  the  application  not  later  than  1  year 
after  submission  of  the  application. 

"(II)  The  term  'signiTicant  minor  use' 
means — 

"(aa)  3  or  more  proposed  minor  uses  for 
each  proposed  use  that  is  not  minor; 

"(bb)  a  minor  use  that  the  Administrator 
determines  could  replace  a  use  that  was  can- 
celed not  earlier  than  5  years  preceding  the 
receipt  of  the  application:  or 

"(CO  a  minor  use  that  the  Administrator 
determines  would  avoid  the  reissuance  of  an 
emergency  exemption  under  section  18  for 
the  minor  use. 

"(iii)  Review  and  action  on  an  application 
under  clause  (i)  shall  not  be  subject  to  Judi- 
cial review. 

••(D)  On  receipt  by  the  registrant  of  a  de- 
nial of  a  request  to  waive  a  data  requirement 
under  paragraph  (2)(E).  the  registrant  shall 
have  the  full  time  period  originally  estab- 
lished by  the  Administrator  for  submission 
of  the  data,  beginning  on  the  date  of  receipt 
by  the  registrant  of  the  denial  " 
SEC.  7.  UTILIZATION  OF  DATA  FOR  VOLUJfTAIULY 
CANCELED  CHEMICALS. 

Section  6(r)  (7  U.S.C  136d)  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following; 

"(4)  Utilization  of  data  for  voluntarily 
canceled  chemicals —The  Administrator 
shall  process,  review,  and  evaluate  the  appli- 
cation for  a  voluntarily  canceled  pesticide  as 
if  the  registrant  had  not  canceled  the  reg- 
istration, if— 

"(A)  another  application  is  pending  on  the 
effective  dale  of  the  voluntary  cancellation 
for  the  registration  of  a  pesticide  that  is— 

"(i)  for  a  minor  use; 

"(Ii)  identical  or  substantially  similar  to 
the  canceled  pesticide:  and 

"(iii)  for  an  identical  or  substantially  simi- 
lar use  as  the  canceled  pesticide; 

■■(B)  the  Administrator  determines  that 
the  minor  use  will  not  cause  unreasonable 
adverse  effects  on  the  environment;  and 

"(C)  the  applicant  certifies  that  the  appli- 
cant will  satisfy  any  outstanding  data  re- 
quirement necessary  to  support  the  rereg- 
istration of  the  pesticide,  in  accordance  with 
any  data  submission  schedule  established  by 
the  Administrator". 

SEC.  8.  MINOR  USE  PROGRAM& 

The  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  sections  30  and  31  (7 
use.  136x  and  136y )  as  sections  33  and  34.  re- 
spectively, and 
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(2)  by  inserting  after  section  29  (7  U.S.C. 
136W-4)  the  following. 

-SEC.  30.  ENVraONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
MINOR  t'SE  PROGRAM. 

■■(a)  EsT.^BLisH.MENT— The  Administrator 
shall  establish  a  minor  use  program  in  the 
Office  of  Pesticide  Programs. 

•■(b)  Responsibilities.— In  carrying  out  the 
program  established  under  subsection  (a), 
the  Administrator  shall— 

■■(1)  coordinate  the  development  of  minor 
use  programs  and  policies:  and 

••(2)  consult  with  growers  regarding  a 
minor  use  issue,  registration,  or  amendment 
that  is  submitted  to  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection .Agency. 

-SEC.  31.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  MINOR 
USE  PROGRAM. 

"(a)  EsT.\BLiSHMENT.— The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  establish  a  minor  use  pro- 
gram. 

•(b)  RESpoNStBiLmEs.— In  carrying  out  the 
program  established  under  subsection  (a). 
the  Secretary  shall  coordinate  the  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
related  to  the  minor  use  of  a  pesticide,  in- 
cluding— 

•■(1)  carrying  out  the  Inter-Regional  Re- 
search Project  Number  4  established  under 
section  2(e)  of  Public  Law  89-106  (7  U.S.C. 
450i(e)): 

■•(2)  carrying  out  the  national  pesticide  re- 
sistance monitoring  program  established 
under  section  1651(d)  of  the  Food.  Agri- 
culture. Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990 
(7  U.S.C.  5882(d)); 

•■(3)  supporting  integrated  pest  manage- 
ment research; 

■■(4)  consulting  with  growers  to  develop 
data  for  minor  uses;  and 

■•(5)  providing  aissistance  for  minor  use  reg- 
istrations, tolerances,  and  reregistrations 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

-SEC.    32.    MINOR    USE    MATCHING    FUND    PRO- 
GRAM. 

■•(a)  EST.A^LISH.ME.NT— The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  in  consultation  with  the  Admin- 
istrator, shall  establish  and  administer  a 
minor  use  matching  fund  program. 

■■(b)  Responsibilities.— In  carrying  out  the 
program,  the  Secretary  shall — 

■■(1)  ensure  the  continued  availability  of 
minor  use  pesticides;  and 

■(2)  develop  data  to  support  minor  use  pes- 
ticide registrations  and  reregistrations. 

"(c)  Eligibility  —.Vny  person  that  desires 
to  develop  data  to  support  a  minor  use  reg- 
istration shall  be  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  program. 

■(d)  Priority — In  carrying  out  the  pro- 
gram, the  SecretaiT^  shall  provide  a  priority 
for  funding  to  a  person  that  does  not  directly 
receive  funds  from  the  sale  of  a  product  reg- 
istered for  a  minor  use. 

■(e)  Matchi.ng  Funds.— To  be  eligible  for 
funds  under  the  program,  a  person  shall 
match  the  amount  of  funds  provided  under 
the  program  with  an  equal  amount  of  non- 
Federal  funds. 

■■(D  Ownership  of  Data.— Any  data  devel- 
oped through  the  program  shall  be  jointly 
owned  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  person  that  receives  funds  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(g)  Statement.— Any  data  developed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  submitted  in  a 
statement  that  complies  with  section 
3(c)(1)(F). 

•■(h)  Compensation.- -Any  compensation  re- 
ceived by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
the  use  of  data  developed  under  this  section 
shall  be  placed  in  a  revolving  fund.  The  fund 
shall  be  used,  subject  to  appropriations,  to 
carry  out  the  program. 


■■(i)  AUTHORIZA'nON   FOR  APPROPRIATIONS  — 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $10,000,000  for  each  fis- 
cal year". 

SEC.   9.   CONFORMING   A.MENDMENTS   TO   FIFRA 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  in  section  Kb)  (7 
U.S.C.  prec.  121)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  items  relat- 
ing to  section  2  the  following  new  item: 
••(hh)  Minor  use."; 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  items  relat- 
ing to  section  3  the  following  new  items: 
"(g)    Time    extension    for    development    of 

minor  use  data. 
•■(1)  Supported  data. 
'■(2)  Nonsupported  data. 
■(3)  Conditions. 
•■(4)  Monitoring. 
"(5)  Noncompliance. 
■•(6)  Modification  or  revocation."; 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  items  relat- 
ing to  section  6(0  the  following  new  item: 
■■(4)  Utilization  of  data  for  voluntarily  can- 
celed chemicals.": 

and 

(4)  by  striking  the  items  relating  to  sec- 
tions 30  and  31  and  inserting  the  following 
new  items: 

■Sec.  30.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
minor  use  program. 

•'(a)  Elstablishment. 

■•(b)  Responsibilities. 

■'Sec.  31.  Department  of  Agriculture  minor 
use  program. 

"(a)  Establishment. 

'•(b)  Responsibilities. 

■•Sec.  32.  Minor  use  matching  fund  program. 

•■(a)  Establishment. 

••(b)  Responsibilities. 

"(c)  Eligibility. 

••(d)  Priority. 

••(e)  Matching  funds. 

•■(D  Ownership  of  data. 

••(g)  Statement. 

••(h)  Compensation. 

■•(i)  Authorization  for  appropriations. 

••Sec.  33.  Severability. 

••Sec.  34.  Authorization  for  appropria- 
tions.".* 

Summary— Minor  Use  Crop  Protection  Act 
OF  1995 

Establishes  a  minor  use  definition.  The  use 
of  a  pesticide  on  an  animal,  or  on  a  commer- 
cial agricultural  crop  or  site,  or  for  the  pro- 
tection of  public  health  could  qualify  as  a 
minor  use  if  the  total  acreage  of  the  crop  is 
less  than  300.000  acres  or  if  the  use  does  not 
provide  sufficient  economic  incentive  to  the 
manufacturer  to  support  its  registration  and 
it  meets  one  of  four  "public  interest"  cri- 
teria. The  four  public  interest  criteria  are 
that  there  are  insufficient  efficacious  alter- 
natives available  for  the  use,  or  the  alter- 
natives pose  a  greater  risk  to  the  environ- 
ment or  human  health,  or  the  pesticide  can 
help  manage  pest  resistance  problems  or  the 
pesticide  would  be  part  of  an  integrated  pest 
management  program. 

The  current  10  year  exclusive  use  protec- 
tion for  registrants  of  new  chemicals  could 
be  extended  one  year  for  each  three  minor 
uses  which  a  manufacturer  registers,  up  to  a 
maximum  of  three  additional  years  for  nine 
or  more  minor  uses  registered  by  EPA.  In 
order  to  receive  the  extension,  new  minor 
uses  must  be  approved  before  the  end  of  the 
original  exclusive  use  period.  One  of  the 
above  four  •public  interest"  criteria  must 
also  be  met.  Exclusive  use  is  subject  to  re- 
view by  EPA  to  ensure  that  new  minor  uses 
are  being  marketed. 


The  time  neces.sary  for  the  development  of 
residue  chemistry  data  for  a  minor  u.se  could 
be  extended  until  the  final  study  due  date  for 
data  necessary  to  support  the  other  reg- 
istered uses  being  maintained  by  the  reg- 
istrant. 

EPA  may  waive  minor  use  data  require- 
ments in  certain  circumstances  where  EPA 
can  otherwise  determine  the  risk  presented 
by  the  minor  use  and  such  risk  is  not  unrea- 
sonable. 

EPA  is  to  review  and  act  on  minor  use  reg- 
istration applications  within  1  year  if  the  ac- 
tive ingredient  is  to  be  registered  solely  for 
a  minor  use.  or  if  there  are  three  or  more 
minor  uses  proposed  for  every  non-minor 
use.  or  if  the  minor  use  would  serve  as  a  re- 
placement for  any  use  that  has  been  canceled 
within  5  years  of  the  application  or  if  the  ap- 
proval of  the  minor  use  would  avoid  the  re- 
issuance of  an  emergency  exemption. 

If  a  minor  use  waiver  of  data  requirements 
is  submitted  to  EPA  and  subsequently  de- 
nied, the  registrant  would  be  given  the  full 
time  period  for  supplying  the  data  to  EPA. 

As  a  transition  measure,  the  effective  date 
of  the  voluntary  cancellation  of  minor  uses 
by  a  registrant  could  coincide  with  the  due 
date  of  the  final  study  required  in  the  rereg- 
istration  process  for  those  uses  being  sup- 
ported by  the  registrant. 

EPA  can  consider  data  from  a  pesticide 
which  has  been  voluntarily  canceled  in  sup- 
port of  another  minor  use  registration  that 
is  identical  or  similar  and  for  a  similar  use. 
The  new  registration  must  be  submitted  be- 
fore the  voluntary  cancellation  occurs.  Any 
additional  data  needed  would  have  to  be  sup- 
plied by  the  new  applicant. 

A  minor  use  program  within  EPA's  Office 
of  Pesticide  Programs  would  he  established. 

A  minor  use  program  within  USDA  would 
be  established.  This  would  include  a  minor 
use  matching  fund  for  the  development  of 
scientific  data  to  support  minor  uses. 


By  Mr.  BOND  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  ASHCROFT): 
S.  796.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  pro- 
tection of  wild  horses  within  the  Ozark 
National  Scenic  Riverways.  Missouri, 
and  prohibit  the  removal  of  such 
horses,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

OZ.\RK  WILD  HORSE  PROTKCTION  .ACT 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  today  I  am 
joined  by  Senator  A.'^hcr(^ft  in  intro- 
ducing the  Ozark  Wild  Horse  Protec- 
tion Act.  Since  1990,  the  citizens  in 
southeast  Missouri  have  been  engaged 
in  a  struggle  with  the  Department  of 
the  Interior's  National  Park  Service 
[NPS]  to  prevent  a  group  of  about  30 
feral  horses  from  being  rounded  up  by 
the  Government  and  relocated  or 
slaughtered.  On  behalf  of  these  Mis- 
souri citizens  who  have  fought  to  pro- 
tect these  horses.  Congressman  Bill 
Emer.son  has  tirelessly  led  the  fight  to 
stop  this  action. 

This  legislation  I  introduce  today  is 
companion  legislation  to  H.R.  238,  in- 
troduced in  the  House  by  Congressman 
Emer.son  on  January  4.  1995.  It  pro- 
hibits the  removal  or  assistance  in  the 
removal  of.  any  free-roaming  horses 
from  the  Ozark  National  Scenic 
Riverways  [ONSR],  except  in  the  case 
of  medical  emergency  or  natural  disas- 
ter. 


Mr.  President,  unfortunately,  this  is 
yet  another  case  where  the  bureaucrats 
think  they  know  best  and  have  bla- 
tantly disregarded  the  perspective,  sug- 
gestions, and  views  of  the  local  citi- 
zens. St.  Louis,  MO,  conservationist 
and  landowner  Leo  Drey  noted  that 
these  horses  were  in  the  park  long  be- 
fore the  NPS  and  "The  horses  probably 
spend  more  time  loafing  on  our  land 
than  they  do  on  the  riverways.  There's 
only  a  few  of  them  and  they  don't  con- 
gregate to  the  extent  they  do  any  seri- 
ous trampling  or  damage." 

A  Missouri  citizens'  group  called  the 
Missouri  Wild  Horse  League,  which  is 
based  in  Eminence.  MO.  was  created 
several  years  ago  to  protect  the  horses 
from  the  National  Park  Service.  This 
group  has  roughly  3,000  members.  Mr. 
President,  that  membership  is  more 
than  six  times  the  number  of  citizens 
who  live  in  the  league's  headquarters 
city  of  Eminence,  MO. 

It  has  been  the  contention  of  the 
NPS  that  the  30  horses  that  roam  the 
71,000-acre  site  should  be  removed  be- 
cause their  presence  is  in  conflict  with 
the  management  policies  of  the  NPS 
and  their  activities  threaten  plant 
communities.  We  are  talking  about  a 
site  almost  two  times  the  size  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  where  the  30 
horses  roam.  I  suggest  that  the  NPS 
would  be  hard-pressed  to  even  find  the 
horses  on  roundup  day. 

In  1990,  to  prevent  removal  of  a  part 
of  this  area's  heritage  that  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  is  charged  to  pre- 
serve. 1,000  local  citizens  signed  a  peti- 
tion to  keep  the  wild  horses  in  the 
ONSR.  That  same  year,  the  Missouri 
Senate  unanimously  passed  a  resolu- 
tion objecting  to  the  removal  of  the 
horses.  Still,  the  NPS  ignored  the  im- 
portance of  this  local  treas'are  to  the 
people  in  this  area. 

Subsequently,  citizens  in  Missouri 
filed  suit  and,  in  June  of  1990,  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Judge  Stephen  Limbaugh  issued 
an  injunction.  The  NPS  would  still  not 
yield,  appealing  the  ruling.  They  would 
not  concede  in  their  fight  to  impose 
the  Federal  Government's  will  on  the 
public,  notwithstanding  t'ae  views  of 
the  local  citizens,  notwithstanding  the 
views  of  the  Missouri  Senate,  notwith- 
standing the  views  of  Missouri  rep- 
resentatives in  Congress,  and  notwith- 
standing the  decision  of  a  U.S.  district 
court  judge.  The  NPS  prevailed  in  the 
higher  courts.  That  is  why  it  is  ur- 
gently needed  for  the  Congress  to  in- 
tervene and  prevent  this  Government- 
managed  horse  rustling. 

At  the  request  of  Congressman  EMER- 
SON, former  ONSR  Superintendent  Sul- 
livan agreed  to  delay  any  roundup 
until  there  is  opportunity  to  address 
this  issue  in  the  104th  Congress.  While 
I  appreciate  this  one  concession  on  the 
part  of  the  former  superintendent.  I 
find  it  inconceivable  that  the  intran- 
sigence of  former  Superintendent  Sulli- 
van has  brought  this  issue  before  the 


Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court,  and  now  before  the  U.S. 
Congress.  It  is  rare  to  find  Federal  field 
personnel  as  out  of  touch  and  acting 
with  total  disregard  for  local  senti- 
ment—  that  is  typically  reserved  for 
their  bosses  in  Washington. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  this  form  of  raw 
arrogance  that  has  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  such  low  standing  with  the 
American  citizens — the  notion  that  it 
is  the  olympians  on  the  hill  who  know 
what's  best  for  the  peasants  in  the  val- 
ley. At  this  juncture,  I  believe  Con- 
gress has  no  other  alternative  but  to 
pursue  this  matter  as  expeditiously  as 
possible.  The  National  Parks  Sub- 
committee of  the  House  Committee  on 
Resources  is  scheduled  to  hold  a  hear- 
ing on  May  18  to  consider  H.R.  238. 

I  congratulate  Congressman  Emerson 
for  keeping  up  the  heat  on  this  issue. 
Had  he  not,  I  expect  the  horses  would 
already  be  gone.  And,  I  fear  that  if  we 
cannot  expedite  action  on  this  bill, 
they  will  be  gone. 


By  Mr.  KENNEDY: 
S.  797.  A  bill  to  provide  assistance  to 
States  and  local  communities  to  im- 
prove adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy, to  help  achieve  the  national  edu- 
cation goals  for  all  citizens,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

ADULT  EDUCATION  AND  FAMILY  LrTERACY 
RF.FORM  ACT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing,  on  behalf  of  the  Clin- 
ton administration,  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation and  Family  Literacy  Reform 
Act  of  1995.  This  measure  will  reform 
and  improve  literacy  services  for 
adults  and  families. 

As  the  1993  National  Adult  Literacy 
S'^rvcy  shewed,  20  percent  of  adults 
perform  at  or  below  the  fifth-grade 
level  in  reading  and  math— far  below 
the  level  needed  for  effective  participa- 
tion in  the  work  force.  And  because 
parents'  educational  level  is  a  strong 
predictor  of  children's  academic  suc- 
cess, the  problem  seriously  affects  chil- 
dren as  well  as  adults. 

Despite  the  clear  need  for  better  lit- 
eracy services  for  adults,  the  current 
Federal  program  serves  only  a  small 
percentage  of  those  who  need  assist- 
ance. While  many  adults  benefit  from 
participation  in  the  program,  many 
others  leave  before  they  achieve  any 
significant  improvement  in  literacy. 

Current  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs  are  too  diffuse.  They 
divert  human  and  financial  resources 
from  what  should  be  the  focus  of  all 
Federal  literacy  efforts— the  provision 
of  high-quality,  results-oriented  serv- 
ices. 

The  problem  of  illiteracy  presents 
the  country  with  a  number  of  serious 
challenges  ranging  from  the  way  men 
and  women  function  in  the  workplace 
to  whether  parents  are  able  to  partici- 
pate effectively  in  their  children's  edu- 


cation. The  Adult  Education  and  Fam- 
ily Literacy  Reform  Act  uses  a  single 
stream  of  funding  to  States  and  local- 
ities to  create  a  partnership  designed 
around  five  broad  principles — stream- 
lining, flexibility,  quality,  targeting, 
and  consumer  choice. 

The  single  funding  stream  recognizes 
the  need  to  eliminate  duplication  and 
overlap  in  current  programs.  The  bill  is 
a  10-year  authorization  to  encourage 
States  to  engage  in  long-range  plan- 
ning. It  consolidates  12  existing  pro- 
grams which  now  have  separate  line 
items  in  the  Federal  budget 

First,  the  Library  Literacy  Program, 
which  provides  small  competitive 
grants  supporting  literacy  programs  in 
public  libraries. 

Second,  Workplace  Literacy  Partner- 
ships, which  support  partnerships  of 
education  agencies  and  employers  that 
help  employees  develop  basic  skills. 

Third,  the  Literacy  Training  for 
Homeless  Adults,  which  funds  projects 
for  homeless  adults  in  all  States, 

Fourth,  the  Literacy  Program  for 
Prisoners,  a  nationally  competitive 
grant  awarded  to  correctional  edu- 
cation agencies. 

Fifth.  Even  Start,  which  provides  lit- 
eracy training  to  parents  of  public 
schoolchildren. 

Sixth,  adult  education  State  grants, 
which  provide  funds  to  State  education 
agencies  to  support  programs  that  as- 
sist educationally  disadvantaged  adults 
in  developing  basic  skills. 

Seventh,  gateway  grants,  which  fund 
at  least  one  adult  education  project  in 
a  public  housing  authority  in  each 
State, 

Eighth,  State  literacy  resource  cen- 
ters, which  support  Statewide  coordi- 
nation and  training. 

Ninth,  Literacy  for  Institutionalized 
Adults.  which  supports  literacy 
projects  for  adults  in  State  hospitals 
and  correctional  institutions. 

Tenth,  the  set-aside  for  education  co- 
ordination in  title  II  of  the  Job  Train- 
ing Partnership  Act,  which  serves  eligi- 
ble adults  who  have  basic  education 
needs. 

Eleventh,  the  National  Institute  for 
Literacy,  as  interagency  institute 
which  provides  Federal  leadership  in 
coordinating  and  improving  literacy 
services,  and 

Twelfth,  evaluation  and  technical  as- 
sistance, which  provides  Federal  aid  for 
research  and  technical  assistance. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  for 
these  programs  is  $488  million.  The  bill 
recommends  a  $490  million  authoriza- 
tion for  the  consolidated  programs  for 
fiscal  year  1996,  and  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  in  future  years. 

While  consolidating  many  categor- 
ical programs,  the  proposal  requires 
States  to  ensure  that  the  needs  of  at- 
risk  populations  are  met.  Under  the 
bill.  States  can  continue  to  use  librar- 
ies and  the  workplace  as  sites  for  lit- 
eracy services.  It  requires  States  to  as- 
sess the  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy needs  of  hard-to-serve  and  most- 
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in-need  individuals,  and  to  describe 
how  Che  program  will  meet  those 
needs.  Targeting  provisions  of  the  bill 
also  will  ensure  that  local  areas  with 
high  concentrations  of  individuals  in 
poverty  or  low  levels  of  literacy,  or 
both,  receive  priority  for  Federal 
funds. 

This  legislation  responds  to  the  well- 
documented  literacy  problem  in  this 
country  I  look  forward  to  working 
closely  with  other  Senators  to  achieve 
the  bipartisan  support  we  need  in  order 
to  assist  the  large  number  of  adults  in 
this  country  who  are  ready,  willing, 
and  able  to  become  more  productive 
citizens  and  better  parents  What  they 
need  now  is  a  helping  hand,  and  this 
message  will  give  it  to  them. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  of  transmittal,  the  text  of  the 
bill,  and  a  section-by-section  analysis 
of  the  bill  may  be  included  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  797 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  'Adult  Education  and  Family 
Literacy  Reform  Act  of  1995  " 
TITLE  I— AME.N'D.ME.N'T  TO  THE  ADULT 

EDUCATION  ACT  A.MENDMENT 
SEcno.s-   1.  The  Adult   Education  Act  (20 
U.S.C.  1201  et  seq.;  hereinafter  referred  to  as 
"the  Act")  is  amended  in  its  entirety  to  read 
as  follows: 

•SHORT  TTTLE;  TABLE  OP  CONTENTS 

■Sec  101.  (a>  Short  Tftle.— This  Act  may 

be  cited  as  the   Adult  Education  and  Family 

Literacy  Act'. 

■(bi   T.^BLE   OF   Contents.— The    table   of 

contents  for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 
•TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

"Sec.  1.  Short  title:  table  of  contents. 

"Sec.  2.  Findings;  purpose. 

"Sec.  3.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
••TITLE  I— ADULT  EDUCATION  AND 
FAMILY  LITERACY 

"Sec.  101.  Program  Authority;  Priorities. 

■•Sec.  102.  State  Grants  for  Adult  Education 
and  Family  Literacy. 

■•Sec.  103.  State  Leadership  Activities. 

"Sec.  104.  Even  Start  Family  Literacy  Pro- 
gram. 

"Sec.  105.  State  Administration. 

"Sec.  106.  State  Plan. 

"Sec.  107.  Subgrants  to  Eligible  Applicants. 

"Sec.  108.  Applications  From  Eligible  Appli- 
cants. 

"Sec.  109.  State  Performance  Goals  and  In- 
dicators. 

"Sec.  110.  Evaluation.  Improvement,  and  Ac- 
countability. 

••Sec.  111.  Allotments;  Reallotment. 

•TITLE  II— NATIONAL  LEADERSHIP 
"Sec.  201.  National  Leadership  Activities. 
"Sec  202.  Awards  for  National  Excellence. 
"Sec.  203  National  Institute  for  Literacy. 
•TITLE  III -GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
"Sec.  301.  Waivers. 
"Sec.  302.  Definitions. 

'•FINDINGS;  PURPOSE 

•SEC  2.  (a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds 
that: 


■■(1)  Our  Nation's  well-being  is  dependent 
on  the  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities  of  all 
of  its  citizens. 

"(2)  Advances  in  technology  and  changes  in 
the  workplace  are  rapidly  increasing  the 
knowledge  and  skill  requirements  for  work- 
ers. 

••(3)  Our  social  cohesion  and  success  in 
combatting  poverty,  crime,  and  disease  also 
depend  on  the  Nation's  having  an  educated 
citizenry. 

"(4)  The  success  of  State  and  local  edu- 
cational reforms  supported  by  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  and  other  programs 
that  State  and  local  communities  are  imple- 
menting requires  that  parents  be  well  edu- 
cated and  possess  the  ability  to  be  a  child's 
first  and  most  continuous  teacher. 

"(5)  There  is  a  strong  relationship  between 
educational  attainment  and  welfare  depend- 
ence. Adults  with  very  low  levels  of  literacy 
are  ten  times  as  likely  to  be  poor  as  those 
with  high  levels  of  literacy 

••(6)  Studies,  including  the  National  Adult 
Literacy  Survey,  have  found  that  more  than 
one-fifth  of  American  adults  demonstrate 
very  low  literacy  skills  that  make  it  dif- 
ficult for  them  to  enter  high-skill,  high-wage 
jobs,  to  assist  effectively  in  their  children's 
education,  or  to  carry  out  their  responsibil- 
ities as  citizens. 

"(7)  National  studies  have  also  shown  that 
existing  federally  supported  adult  education 
programs  have  assisted  many  adults  in  ac- 
quiring basic  literacy  skills,  learning  Eng- 
lish, or  acquiring  a  high  school  diploma  (or 
its  equivalent),  and  family  literacy  programs 
have  shown  great  potential  for  breaking  the 
intergenerational  cycle  of  low  literacy  and 
having  a  positive  effect  on  later  school  per- 
formance and  high  school  completion,  espe- 
cially for  children  from  low-income  families. 

"(8)  Current  adult  education  programs, 
however,  are  often  narrowly  focused  on  spe- 
cific populations  or  methods  of  service  deliv- 
ery, have  conflicting  or  overlapping  require- 
ments, and  are  not  administered  in  an  inte- 
grated manner,  thus  inhibiting  the  capacity 
of  State  and  local  officials  to  implement  pro- 
grams that  meet  the  needs  of  individual 
States  and  localities. 

••(9)  The  President's  GI  Bill  for  Americas 
Workers,  of  which  this  Act  is  a  key  compo- 
nent, will  help  strengthen  the  capacity  of 
States,  educational  institutions,  and  busi- 
nesses, working  together,  to  upgrade  the 
skills  and  literacy  levels  of  youth  and  adults. 

••(10)  The  Federal  Government  can. 
through  a  performance  partnership  with 
States  and  localities  based  on  clear  State-de- 
veloped goals  and  Indicators,  increased  State 
and  local  flexibility,  improved  accountabil- 
ity and  incentives  for  performance,  and  en- 
hanced consumer  choice  and  information,  as- 
sist States  and  localities  with  the  improve- 
ment and  expansion  of  their  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs. 

"(11)  The  Federal  Government  can  also  as- 
sist States  and  localities  by  carrying  out  re- 
search, development,  demonstration,  dis- 
semination, evaluation,  capacity-building, 
data  collection,  professional  development, 
and  technical  assistance  activities  that  sup- 
port State  and  local  efforts  to  implement 
successfully  services  and  activities  that  are 
funded  under  this  Act.  as  well  as  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy  activities  sup- 
ported with  non-Fedei'al  resources. 

'•(b)  I*L'RPOSE.— <  1 )  It  is  the  purpose  of  this 
Act  to  create  a  performance  partnership 
with  States  and  localities  for  the  provision 
of  adult  education  and  family  literacy  serv- 
ices so  that,  as  called  for  in  the  National 
Education  Goals,  all  adults  who  need  such 
services  will,  as  appropriate,  be  able 


■•(A)  become  literate  and  obtain  the  knowl- 
edge and  skill.s  needed  to  compete  in  a  global 
economy  and  exercise  the  rights  and  respon- 
sibilities of  citizenship; 

"(B)  complete  a  high  school  education. 

"(c)  become  and  remain  actively  involved 
in  their  children's  education  in  order  to  en- 
sure their  children's  readiness  for.  and  suc- 
cess in,  school. 

"(2)  This  purpose  shall  be  pursued 
through— 

"(A)  building  on  State  and  local  education 
reforms  supported  by  the  Goals  2000:  Educate 
America  Act  and  other  Federal  and  State 
legislation: 

"(B)  consolidating  numerous  Federal  adult 
education  and  literacy  programs  into  a  sin- 
gle, flexible  grant; 

"(C)  tying  local  programs  to  challenging 
State-developed  performance  goals  that  are 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act; 

"(D)  holding  States  and  localities  account- 
able for  achieving  such  goals; 

•■(E)  building  program  quality  though  such 
measures  as  encouraging  greater  u.se  of  new 
technologies  in  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs  and  better  professional  de- 
velopment of  educators  working  in  those 
programs; 

•'(F)  integrating  adult  education  and  fam- 
ily literacy  programs  with  States'  school-to- 
work  opportunities  systems,  career  prepara- 
tion education  services  and  activities,  job 
training  programs,  early  childhood  and  ele- 
mentary school  programs,  and  other  related 
activities;  and 

'(G)  supporting  the  improvement  of  State 
and  local  activities  through  nationally  sig- 
nificant efforts  in  research,  development, 
demonstration,  dissemination,  evaluation, 
capacity-building,  data  collection,  profes- 
sional development,  and  technical  assist- 
ance. 

"AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

••Sec  3.  (a)  State  Grants  for  Adult  Edu- 
cation AND  Family  Literacy  —For  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  this  Act  there  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  $490,487,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2005 

"(b)  RESERVA-noNS— <1)  Except  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (2).  from  the  amount  appro- 
priated for  any  fiscal  year  under  subsection 
(a),  the  Secretary  may  reserve — 

■•(A)  not  more  than  5  percent  to  carry  out 
section  202; 

••(B)  not  more  than  3  percent  to  carry  out 
sections  201  and  203;  and 

■■(C)  not  more  than  J5.000.000  for  Even 
Start  family  literacy  programs  for  migra- 
tory families  and  Indian  families  under  sec- 
tion 104(c). 

■(2)  The  Secretary  may  reserve  funds 
•inder  paragraph  (1)(A)  beginning  in  fiscal 
year  1998 

■TITLE  I -ADULT  EDUCATION  AND 

FAMILY  LITERACY 

"PROGRAM  AL-THORITTf';  PRlORmES 

■"Sec.  101.  (a)  Program  Authorized —In 
order  to  prepare  adults  for  family,  work, 
citizenship,  and  job  training,  and  adults  and 
their  children  for  success  in  future  learning, 
funds  under  this  title  shall  be  used  to  sup- 
port the  development,  implementation,  and 
improvement  of  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs  at  the  State  and  local  lev- 
els. 

"(b)  Program  PRiORmES.— In  using  funds 
under  this  title.  States  and  local  recipients 
shall  give  priority  to — 

"(1)  services  and  activities  designed  to  en- 
sure that  all  adults  have  the  opportunity  to 


achieve  to  challenging  State  performance 
standards  for  literacy  proficiency,  including 
basic  literacy.  English  language  proficiency, 
and  completion  of  high  school  or  its  equiva- 
lent; 

■(2)  services  and  activities  designed  to  en- 
able parents  to  prepare  their  children  for 
.school,  enhance  their  children's  language 
and  cognitive  abilities,  and  promote  their 
own  career  advancement;  and 

(3)  adult  education  and  family  literacy 
programs  that — 

"(A)  are  built  on  a  strong  foundation  of  re- 
search and  effective  educational  practices; 

"<B1  effectively  employ  advances  in  tech- 
nology, as  well  as  learning  in  the  context  of 
family,  work,  and  the  community: 

■'(C)  are  staffed  by  well-trained  instruc- 
tors, counselors,  and  administrators; 

■■(D)  are  of  sufficient  intensity  and  dura- 
tion for  participants  to  achieve  substantial 
learning  gains; 

■'(E)  establish  strong  links  with  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  schools,  postsecondary 
institutions,  one-stop  career  centers,  job- 
training  programs,  and  social  service  agen- 
cies; and 

■■(F)  offer  flexible  schedules  and.  when  nec- 
essary, support  services  to  enable  people,  in- 
cluding adults  with  disabilities  or  other  spe- 
cial needs,  to  attend  and  complete  programs. 

■■.ST.\TE  grants  FOR  ADULT  EDUCATION  AND 
FAMILY  LITERACY 

•Sec  102.  (a)  State  Grant— From  the 
funds  available  for  State  grants  under  sec- 
tion 3  for  each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary 
shall,  in  accordance  with  section  111.  make  a 
grant  to  each  State  that  has  an  approved 
State  plan  under  section  106.  to  assist  that 
State  in  developing,  implementing,  and  im- 
proving adult  education  and  family  literacy 
programs  within  the  State. 

••(b)  Reservation  of  Funds.— From  the 
amount  awarded  to  a  State  for  any  fiscal 
year  under  subsection  (a),  the  State — 

••(1)  may  use  up  to  5  percent,  or  $80,000. 
whichever  is  greater,  for  the  cost  of  admin- 
istering its  program  under  this  title: 

■■(2)  may  use  up  to  10  percent  for  leadership 
activities  under  section  103: 

■■(3)(A)  may.  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
use  up  to  5  percent  for  financial  incentives  or 
awards  to  one  or  more  eligible  recipients  in 
recogmition  of— 

■•(i)  exemplary  quality  of  innovation  in 
adult  education  or  family  literacy  services 
and  activities;  or 

■■(ii)  exemplary  services  and  activities  for 
individuals  who  are  most  in  need  of  such 
services  and  activities,  or  are  hardest  to 
serve,  such  as  adults  with  disabilities  or 
other  special  needs;  or 

••(iii)  both. 

"(B)  The  incentives  or  awards  made  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  determined  by  the 
State  through  a  peer  review  process,  using 
the  performance  goals  and  indicators  de- 
scribed in  section  109  and.  if  appropriate, 
other  criteria;  and 

■■(4)  shall  use  the  remainder  for  subgrants 
to  eligible  applicants  under  section  107.  ex- 
cept that  at  least  25  percent  of  the  remainder 
shall  be  used  for  Even  Start  family  literacy 
programs,  under  section  104.  unless  the  State 
demonstrates  in  its  State  plan  under  section 
106.  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that 
it  will  otherwise  meet  the  needs  of  individ- 
uals in  the  State  for  family  literacy  pro- 
grams in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  this  Act. 

■'(c>  Federal  Shake.— (1)  The  Federal 
share  of  expenditures  to  carry  out  a  State 
plan  under  section  106  shall  be  paid  from  the 
State's  grant  under  subsection  (a). 


"(2)  The  Federal  share  shall  be  no  greater 
than  75  percent  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out 
the  State  plan  for  each  fiscal  year,  except 
that  with  respect  to  Guam.  American 
Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  Northern 
Mariana  Islands  the  Federal  share  may  be 
100  percent. 

"(3)  The  State's  share  of  expenditures  to 
carry  out  a  State  plan  submitted  under  sec- 
tion 106  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly 
evaluated,  and  may  include  only  non-Federal 
funds  that  are  used  for  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  activities  in  a  manner  that  is 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act. 

"(d)  Maintenance  of  Effort. — (1)  A  State 
may  receive  funds  under  this  title  for  any 
fiscal  year  only  if  the  Secretary  finds  that 
the  aggregate  expenditures  of  the  State  for 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  by  such 
State  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  were  not 
less  than  90  percent  of  such  aggregate  ex- 
penditures for  the  second  preceding  fiscal 
year. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  reduce  the  amount 
of  the  allocation  of  funds  under  section  111 
for  any  fiscal  year  in  the  exact  proportion  to 
which  a  State  fails  to  meet  the  requirement 
of  paragraph  (1)  by  falling  below  90  percent 
of  the  aggregate  expenditures  for  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy  for  the  second 
preceding  fiscal  year 

"(3)  The  Secretary  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  this  subsection  if  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  a  waiver  would  be  equitable 
due  to  exceptional  or  uncontrollable  cir- 
cumstances, such  as  a  natural  disaster  or  a 
precipitous  decline  in  the  financial  resource 
of  the  State. 

"(4)  No  lesser  amount  of  State  expendi- 
tures under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  may  be 
used  for  computing  the  effort  required  under 
paragraph  (1)  for  subsequent  years. 

"STATE  LEADERSHIP  ACTIVITIES 

"Sec.  103.  (a)  State  Leadership.— Each 
State  that  receives  a  grant  under  section 
102(a)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  use  funds  re- 
served for  State  leadership  under  section 
102(b)(2)  to  conduct  activities  of  Statewide 
significance  that  develop,  implement,  or  im- 
prove programs  of  adult  education  and  fam- 
ily literacy,  consistent  with  its  State  plan 
under  section  106. 

■•(b)  Uses  of  Funds.— States  shall  use 
funds  under  subsection  (a)  for  one  or  more  of 
the  following— 

■•(1)  professional  development  and  training; 

'•(2)  disseminating  curricula  for  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy  programs; 

"(3)  monitoring  and  evaluating  the  quality 
of.  and  improvement  in.  services  and  activi- 
ties conducted  with  assistance  under  this 
title,  including  establishing  performance 
goals  and  indicators  under  section  109(a).  in 
o'-der  to  assess  program  quality  and  improve- 
ment; 

••(4)  establishing  State  content  standards 
for  adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams; 

"(5)  establishing  challenging  State  per- 
formance standards  for  literacy  proficiency: 

■■(6)  promoting  the  integrration  of  literacy 
instruction  and  occupational  skill  training, 
and  linkages  with  employers; 

••(7)  promoting  the  use  of  and  acquiring  in- 
structional and  management  software  and 
technology; 

■■(8)  establishing  or  operating  State  or  re- 
gional adult  literacy  resource  centers; 

■■(9)  developing  and  participating  in  net- 
works and  consortia  of  States  that  seek  to 
establish  and  implement  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs  that  have  signifi- 
cance to  the  State  or  region,  and  may  have 
national  significance;  and 


'■(10)  other  activities  of  Statewide  signifi- 
cance that  promote  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 

"EVEN  start  FAMILY  LrTERACY  PROGRAMS 

"Sec  104.  (a)  Even  Start  Grants —Each 
State  that  receives  a  grant  under  section 
102(a)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  use  funds  re- 
served under  section  102(b)(4)  to  award  sub- 
grants  to  partnerships  described  in  sub- 
section (b)(5)  to  carry  out  Even  Start  family 
literacy  programs. 

••(b)  Program  Elements.— An  Even  Start 
family  literacy  program  shall— 

•■(1)  provide  opportunities  (including  op- 
portunities for  home-based  instructional 
services)  for  joint  participation  by  parents  or 
guardians  (including  parents  or  guardians 
who  are  within  the  State's  compulsory 
school  attendance  age  range,  so  long  as  a 
local  educational  agency  provides,  or  ensures 
the  availability  of.  their  basic  education), 
other  family  members,  and  children; 

"(2)  provide  developmentally  appropriate 
childhood  education  for  children  from  birth 
through  age  seven; 

"(3)  identify  and  recruit  families  that  are 
most  in  need  of  family  literacy  services,  as 
indicated  by  low  levels  of  income  and  adult 
literacy  (including  limited  English  pro- 
ficiency), and  such  other  need-related  indica- 
tors as  may  be  appropriate; 

"(4)  enable  participants,  including  individ- 
uals with  disabilities  or  other  special  needs, 
to  succeed  through  services  and  activities 
designed  to  meet  their  needs,  such  as  support 
services  and  flexible  class  schedules;  and 

"(5)  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c».  be 
operated  by  a  partnership  composed  of— 

■•(A)  one  or  more  local  educational  agen- 
cies; and 

'•(B)  one  or  more  community-based  organi- 
zations, institutions  of  higher  education,  pri- 
vate non-profit  organizations,  or  public 
agencies  (including  correctional  institutions 
or  agencies)  other  than  local  educational 
agencies. 

••(C)     MIGRATORY    and     LnDIAN     FAMILIES. — 

From  funds  reserved  under  section  3(b)(lKC) 
for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec- 
retary shall  establish,  support  Even  Start 
family  literacy  programs  through  grants  to, 
or  cooperative  agreements  with— 

"(1)  eligible  applicants  under  section  l(y7(b) 
for  migratory  families;  and 

■•(2)  Indian  tribes  and  tribal  organizations 
for  Indian  families. 

"STATE  ADMINISTRATION 

"Sec.  105.  (a)  Designated  State  agency 
OR  Agencies —A  State  desiring  to  receive  a 
grant  under  section  102(a)  shall,  consistent 
with  State  law.  designate  an  education  agen- 
cy or  agencies  that  shall  be  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  services  and  activities 
under  this  title,  including— 

"(1)  the  development,  submission,  and  im- 
plementation of  the  State  plan; 

"(2)  consultation  with  other  appropriate 
agencies,  groups,  and  individuals  that  are  in- 
volved in,  or  interested  in.  the  development 
and  implementation  of  programs  assisted 
under  this  title,  such  as  business,  industry, 
labor  organizations,  and  social  service  agen- 
cies; and 

■■(3)  coordination  with  other  State  and 
Federal  education,  training,  employment, 
and  social  service  programs,  and  one-step  ca- 
reer centers. 

(b)  State-Imposed  Requirements —When- 
ever a  State  imposes  any  rule  or  policy  relat- 
ing to  the  administration  and  operation  of 
programs  funded  by  this  title  (Including  any 
rule  or  policy  based  on  State  interpretation 
of  any  Federal  law.  regulation,  or  guideline). 
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it  shall  identify  the  rule  or  policy  as  a  State- 
Imposed  requirement. 

"STATE  PLAN 

Sec.  106.  (."i.  Five- Year  Plans.— (1)  Except  as 
provided  in  subsection  ifi.  each  State  desir- 
ing to  receive  a  i?rant  under  this  title  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  submit  to.  or  have  on  file 
with,  the  Secretary  a  five-year  State  plan  in 
accordance  with  this  section.  Each  State 
plan  submitted  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  ap- 
proved by  the  desif?nated  State  agency  or 
agencies  under  section  106<a). 

■■i2i  The  State  may  submit  Its  State  plan 
as  part  of  a  comprehensive  plan  that  in- 
cludes State  plan  provisions  under  one  or 
more  of  the  following  statutes:  section  14302 
of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965;  the  Carl  D  Perlclns  Career  Prep- 
aration Education  Act  of  1995;  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act;  the  Job  Training 
Partnership  Act.  and  the  School-to-Work  Op- 
portunities Act  of  1994. 

"(bi  Plan  assessment.— In  developing  its 
State  plan,  and  any  revisions  to  the  State 
plan  under  subsection  (e).  the  State  shall 
base  its  plan  or  revisions  on  a  recent,  objec- 
tive assessment  of— 

•■(1)  the  needs  of  individuals  In  the  State 
for  adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams, including  individuals  most  in  need  or 
hardest  to  serve  isuch  as  educationally  dis- 
advantaged adults  and  families,  recent  im- 
migrants, individuals  with  limited  English 
proficiency,  incarcerated  individuals,  home- 
less individuals,  recipients  of  public  assist- 
ance, and  individuals  with  disabilities); 

•■(2)  the  capacity  of  programs  and  providers 
to  meet  those  needs,  taking  into  account  the 
priorities  under  section  101  and  the  State's 
performance  goals  under  section  109(a). 

■■(C(  Plblic  P.\RnciPATiON.— In  developing 
its  State  plan,  and  any  revisions  under  sub- 
section le).  the  State  shall  consult  widely 
with  individuals,  agencies,  organizations, 
and  institutions  in  the  State  that  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  provision  and  quality  of  adult 
education  and  family  literacy,  including— 

"(1)  individuals  who  currently  participate, 
or  who  want  to  participate,  in  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy  programs: 

"(2i  practitioners  and  experts  in  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy,  social  services, 
and  worlcforce  development;  and 

"(3)  representatives  of  business  and  labor. 

"(d)  Plan  Contents— The  plan  shall  be  in 
such  form  and  contain  such  information  and 
assurances  as  the  Secretary  may  require. 
and  shall  include — 

■■(1)  a  summary  of  the  methods  used  to 
conduct  the  assessment  under  subsection  (b) 
and  the  findings  of  that  assessment: 

■(2i  a  description  of  how.  In  addressing  the 
needs  identified  in  the  State's  assessment. 
funds  under  this  title  will  be  used  to  estab- 
lish adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
-ams. or  improve  or  expand  current  pro- 
grams, that  will  lead  to  high-quality  learn- 
ing outcomes,  including  measurable  learning 
gains,  for  individuals  in  such  programs; 

"(3)  a  statement  of  the  State's  perform- 
ance goals  and  indicators  established  under 
section  109.  or.  in  the  first  plan,  a  description 
of  how  the  State  will  establish  such  perform- 
ance goals  and  indicators; 

"(4 1  a  description  of  the  criteria  the  State 
will  use  to  award  funds  under  this  title  or  el- 
igible applicants  under  section  107.  Including 
how  the  State  will  ensure  that  its  selection 
of  applicants  to  operate  programs  assisted 
under  this  title  will  reflect  the  finds  of  pro- 
gram evaluations  carried  out  under  section 
110(a). 

"(5)  a  description  of  how  the  State  will  in- 
tegrate  services   and   activities   under   this 


Act.  including  planning  and  coordination  of 
programs,  with  those  of  other  agencies,  in- 
stitutions, and  organizations  involved  in 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  such  as 
the  public  school  system,  early  childhood 
education  programs,  social  service  agencies, 
business,  labor  unions,  libraries,  institutions 
of  higher  education,  public  health  authori- 
ties, vocational  education  and  special  edu- 
cation programs,  one-stop  career  centers. 
and  employment  or  training  programs,  in 
order  to  ensure  effective  us  of  funds  and  to 
avoid  duplication  of  services; 

"(6)  a  description  of  the  leadership  activi- 
ties the  State  will  canr  out  under  section 
103; 

"(7)  any  comments  the  Governor  may  have 
on  the  State  plan;  and 

"(8)  assurances  that — 

"(A)  the  State  will  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  Act  and  the  provisions  of 
the  State  plan; 

"(B)  the  State  will  use  such  fiscal  control 
and  accounting  procedures  as  are  necessary 
for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of 
this  title;  and 

"(C)  programs  funded  under  this  title  will 
be  of  such  size,  scope,  and  quality  as  to  give 
realistic  promise  of  furthering  the  purpose  of 
this  Act. 

"(e)  Plan  Revisions— When  changes  in 
conditions  or  other  factors  require  substan- 
tial modifications  to  an  approved  State  plan. 
the  designated  State  agency  or  agencies 
shall  submit  a  revision  to  the  plan  to  the 
Secretary.  Such  a  revision  shall  be  approved 
by  the  designated  State  agency  or  agencies. 

"(C)  programs  funded  under  this  title  will 
be  of  such  size,  scope,  and  quality  as  to  give 
realistic  promise  of  furthering  the  purpose  of 
this  Act. 

"(e)  Plan  Revisions.- When  changes  in 
conditions  or  other  facets  require  substan- 
tial modifications  to  an  approved  State  plan, 
the  designated  State  agency  or  agencies 
shall  submit  a  revision  to  the  plan  to  the 
Secretary.  Such  a  revision  shall  be  approved 
by  the  designated  State  agency  or  agencies. 

"(f)  Planning  Year— (1)  For  fiscal  year 
1996  only,  a  State  may  submit  a  one  year 
State  plan  to  the  Secretary  that  either  satis- 
fies the  specific  requirements  of  this  section 
or  describes  how  the  State  will  complete  the 
development  of  its  State  plan  with  respect  to 
those  specific  requirements  within  the  fol- 
lowing year.  A  State  may  use  funds  reserved 
under  section  102(b)(2)  to  complete  the  devel- 
opment of  its  State  plan. 

"(2)  A  one  year  plan  under  this  subsection 
shall— 

"(A)  be  developed  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (c):  and 

"(B)  contain  the  assurances  described  in 
subsection  (d)(8). 

"(3)  In  order  to  receive  a  grant  under  sec- 
tion 102(a)  of  fiscal  year  1997.  a  State  that 
submits  a  one  year  State  plan  under  this 
subsection  shall  submit  a  four  year  State 
plan  that  covers  fiscal  year  1997  and  the 
three  succeeding  fiscal  years. 

"(g)  Consultation.— The  designated  SUte 
agency  or  agencies  shall— 

""(1)  submit  the  State  plan,  and  any  revi- 
sion to  the  Slate  plan,  to  the  Governor  for 
review  and  comment;  and 

"'(2)  ensure  that  any  comments  the  Gov- 
ernor may  have  are  Included  with  the  State 
plan,  or  revision,  when  the  State  plan,  or  re- 
vision, is  submitted  to  the  SecretaiTr. 

"(h)  Plan  Approval— (D  The  Secretary 
shall  approve  a  State  plan,  or  a  revision  to 
an  approved  State  plan,  if  it  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  and  is  of  sufficient 
quality  to  meet  the  purpose  of  this  Act.  and 


shall  not  finally  disapprove  a  State  plan,  or 
a  revision  to  an  approved  State  plan,  except 
after  giving  the  State  reasonable  notice  and 
an  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  a  peer 
review  process  to  make  recommendations  re- 
garding approval  of  State  plans  and  revisions 
to  the  State  plans. 

"SUBGRANTS  TO  ELIGIBLE  APPLICANTS 

"SEC.  107  (a)  AUTHORITY —(1)  From  funds 
available  under  section  102(b)(4).  States  shall 
make  subgrants  to  eligible  applicants  under 
subsection  (b)  to  develop,  implement,  and 
improve  adult  education  and  family  literacy 
programs  within  the  State. 

"(2)  To  the  extent  practicable.  States  shall 
make  multi-year  subgrants  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(b)  Eligibilitie' — (1)  Except  as  provided 
for  subgrants  for  Even  Start  family  literacy 
programs  under  section  104.  the  following  en- 
tities shall  be  eligible  to  apply  to  the  State 
for  a  subgrant  under  this  section: 

"(A)  local  education  agencies; 

""(B)  community-based  organizations; 

"(C)  institutions  of  higher  education: 

"■(D)  public  and  private  nonprofit  agencies 
(including  State  and  local  welfare  agencies, 
corrections  agencies,  public  libraries,  and 
public  housing  authorities);  and 

"(E)  consortia  of  such  agencies,  organiza- 
tions, institutions,  or  partnerships,  includ- 
ing consortia  that  include  one  or  more  for- 
profit  agencies,  organizations,  or  institu- 
tions, if  such  agencies,  organizations,  or  in- 
stitutions can  make  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  attaining  the  objectives  of  this  Act. 

""(2)  Each  State  receiving  funds  under  this 
title  shall  ensure  that  all  eligible  applicants 
described  under  subsection  (b)(1)  receive  eq- 
uitable consideration  for  subgrants  under 
this  section. 

"APPUCA-nONS  FROM  ELIGIBLE  APPUCANTS 

""Sec.  108.  (a)  APPLICATION— Any  eligible 
applicant  under  sections  104(a)  or  107(b)(1) 
that  desires  a  subgrant  under  this  title  shall 
submit  an  application  to  the  State  contain- 
ing such  information  and  assurances  as  the 
State  may  reasonably  require,  including — 

""(1)  a  description  of  the  applicant's  current 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams, if  any; 

"(2)  a  description  of  how  funds  awarded 
under  this  title  will  be  spent; 

"(3)  a  description  of  how  the  applicant's 
program  will  help  the  State  address  the 
needs  identified  in  the  State's  assessment 
under  section  106(b)(1); 

"(4)  the  projected  goals  of  the  applicant 
with  respect  to  participant  recruitment,  re- 
tention, and  educational  achievement,  and 
how  the  applicant  will  measure  and  report  to 
the  State  regarding  the  information  required 
in  section  110(a);  and 

"(5)  any  cooperative  arrangements  the  ap- 
plicant has  with  others  (including  arrange- 
ments with  social  service  agencies,  one-stop 
career  centers,  business,  industry,  and  volun- 
teer literacy  organizations)  that  have  been 
made  to  deliver  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs. 

"(b)  Funding —In  determining  which  appli- 
cants receive  funds  under  this  title,  the 
State  shall— 

"(l)  give  preference  to  those  applicants 
that  serve  local  areas  with  high  concentra- 
tions of  individuals  in  poverty  or  with  low 
levels  of  literacy  (including  English  lan- 
guage proficiency),  or  both; 

■'(2)  consider— 

"(A)  the  results  of  the  evaluations  required 
under  section  110(a),  if  any;  and 

"(B)  the  degree  to  which  the  applicant  will 
coordinate   with   and   utilize  other  literacy 


and  social  services  available  on  the  commu- 
nity. 
"STATE  PERFORMANCE  GOALS  AND  INDICATORS 

"Sec.  109.  (a)  State-Established  Per- 
f-oRMANCE  Goals  and  Indicators.— Any 
State  desiring  to  receive  a  grant  under  sec- 
tion 102(a).  in  consultation  with  individuals, 
agencies,  organizations,  and  institutions  de- 
scribed in  section  106(c),  shall— 

"(1)  identify  performance  goals  that  define 
the  level  of  student  achievement  to  be  at- 
tained by  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs,  and  express  such  goals  in  an 
objective,  quantifiable,  and  measurable 
form: 

•(2)  identify  performance  indicators  that 
State  and  local  recipients  will  use  in  meas- 
uring or  assessing  progress  toward  achieving 
such  goals;  and 

"(3)  by  July  1.  1997.  ensure  that  the  State 
performances  indicators  include,  at  least— 

"(i)  achievement  in  linguistic  skills,  in- 
cluding English  language  skills; 

""(ii)  receipt  of  a  high  school  diploma  or  its 
equivalent; 

(iii)  entry  into  a  postsecondary  school,  job 
training  program,  employment,  or  career  ad- 
vancement: and 

"(iv)  successful  transition  of  children  to 
school. 

"(b)  Transition.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (a)(3).  each  State  receiving  funds 
under  this  title  may  continue  to  use  the  in- 
dicators of  program  quality  it  developed 
under  section  331(a)(2)  of  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation Act  as  in  effect  before  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Adult  Education  and  Family 
Literacy  Reform  .Act  of  1995.  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  consistent  with  the  State's 
performance  goals. 

"(c)  Technical  Assistance— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  technical  assistance  to 
States  regarding  the  development  of  the 
State's  performance  goals  and  indicators 
under  subsection  (a).  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  Secretary  may 
use  funds  reserved  under  section  3(b)(1)(B)  to 
provide  technical  assistance  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"EVALUATION.  IMPROVEMENT.  AND 
Arrot'NTABIIITY 

"Sec.  no.  (a)  Local  Evaluation— Each  re- 
cipient of  a  subgrant  under  this  title  shall 
biennially  evaluate,  using  the  performance 
goals  and  indicators  established  under  sec- 
tion 109.  the  programs  supported  under  this 
title  and  report  to  the  State  regarding  the 
effectiveness  of  its  programs  in  addressing 
the  priorities  under  section  101  and  the  needs 
identified  in  the  State  assessment  under  sec- 
tion 106<b)(l). 

"(b)  Improvement  Activities.— If  a  State 
determines,  based  on  the  applicable  perform- 
ance goals  and  indicators  established  under 
section  109  and  the  evaluations  under  sub- 
section (a),  that  a  subgrant  recipient  is  not 
making  substantial  progress  in  achieving  the 
purpose  of  this  Act.  the  Stale  may  work 
jointly  with  the  local  recipient  to  develop  an 
improvement  plan.  If,  after  not  more  than 
two  years  of  implementation  of  the  improve- 
ment plan,  the  Stale  determines  that  the  re- 
cipient IS  not  making  substantial  progress. 
the  Slate  shall  lake  whatever  corrective  ac- 
tion it  deems  necessary,  which  may  include 
termination  of  funding  or  the  implementa- 
tion of  alternative  service  arrangements, 
consistent  with  SUte  law  The  Slate  shall 
take  corrective  action  under  the  preceding 
sentence  only  after  it  has  provided  technical 
assistance  to  the  recipient  and  shall  ensure 
that  any  corrective  action  it  takes  allows  for 
continued  services  and  activities  to  the  re- 
cipient's students. 


"(c)  State  Report— The  Stale  shall  bien- 
nially report  to  the  Secretary  on  the  quality 
and  effectiveness  of  the  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs  funded  through  its 
subgrants  under  this  title,  based  on  the  per- 
formance goals  and  indicators  under  section 
109(a)  and  the  needs  identified  in  the  State 
assessment  under  section  106(b)(1). 

"(d)  Technical  Assistance.  — If  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  the  State  is  not  prop- 
erly implementing  its  responsibilities  under 
subsection  (b).  or  is  not  making  substantial 
progress  in  meeting  the  purpose  of  this  Act. 
based  on  its  performance  goals  and  indica- 
tors under  section  109(a).  the  Secretary  shall 
work  with  the  Stale  to  implement  improve- 
ment activities. 

"(e)  Withholding  of  Federal  Funds— If. 
after  a  reasonable  time,  but  not  earlier  than 
one  year  after  implementing  activities  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (d).  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  State  is  not  making  suffi- 
cient progress,  based  on  its  performance 
goals  and  indicators  under  section  109(a).  the 
Secretary  shall,  after  notice  and  opportunity 
for  a  hearing,  withhold  from  the  State  all.  or 
a  portion,  of  the  State"s  allotment  under  this 
title.  The  Secretary  may  use  funds  withheld 
under  the  preceding  sentence  to  provide, 
through  alternative  arrangements,  services 
and  activities  within  the  State  that  meet  the 
purposes  of  this  Act. 

"allotments:  reallotment 

"Sec.  111.  (a)  Allotment  to  States— (D 
Subject  to  subsection  (b).  from  the  funds 
available  under  section  102(a)  for  each  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each 
State— 

"(A)  a  sum  that  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
one-half  that  amount  as  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals in  the  Stale  who  are  16  years  of  age 
or  older  and  not  enrolled,  or  required  to  be 
enrolled,  in  secondary  school  and  who  do  not 
possess  a  high  school  diploma  or  its  equiva- 
lent, bears  to  the  number  of  such  individuals 
in  all  the  Stales;  and 

"(B)  a  sum  that  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
one-half  that  amount  as  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals in  the  Slate  who  are  18  years  of  age 
or  older  and  who  are  living  at  or  below  pov- 
erty bears  to  the  number  of  such  individuals 
in  all  the  States. 

""(2)(A)  The  Secretary  shall  allot  to  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  an  amount 
equal  to  2.95  percent  of  the  funds  available 
under  section  102(ai  for  each  fiscal  year. 

"(B)  For  the  purpose  of  the  subsection,  the 
term  State"  shall  be  deemed  to  exclude  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

"(3)  The  numbers  of  individuals  specified 
in  paragraph  (1). shall  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  latest  esti- 
mates available  to  the  Department  that  are 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary. 

"(b)  Hold-Harmless.— (1)  Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law  and  subject  to 
paragraph  (2) — 

"(A)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  no  State  shall  re- 
ceive under  title  I  of  this  Act  less  than  90 
percent  of  the  sum  of  the  payments  made  to 
the  Stale  for  the  fiscal  year  1995  for  pro- 
grams authorized  by  section  313  of  the  Adult 
Education  Act.  section  1202  of  the  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965. 
and  sections  202(c)(1)(C)  and  262(c)(1)(C)  of 
the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act.  as  they 
were  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Re- 
form Act  of  1995;  and 

•(B)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  no  State  shall  re- 
ceive under  title  I  of  this  Act  less  than  90 
percent  of  the  amount  it  received  under  title 
I  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

■•(2)  If  for  any  fiscal  year  the  amount  avail- 
able for  allotment  under  this  section  is  in- 


sufficient to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph (1).  the  Secretary  shall  ratably  reduce 
the  payments  to  all  Stales  for  such  services 
and  activities  as  necessary 

"(c)  Reallotmen-t— If  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  any  amount  of  a  Slate"s  allot- 
ment under  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year 
will  not  be  required  for  carrying  out  the  pro- 
gram for  which  such  amounts  has  been  allot- 
ted, the  Secretary  shall  make  such  amount 
available  for  reallotment  to  one  or  more 
other  Stales  on  a  basis  that  the  Secretary 
determines  would  best  serve  the  purposes  of 
this  Act.  Any  amount  reallolted  to  a  Slate 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
part  of  its  allotment  for  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  it  is  obligated. 

"(d)  Report  —The  Secretary  shall,  by  Sep- 
tember 30.  2000— 

"(1)  conduct  a  study  to  determine  the 
availability  and  reliability  of  statistical 
data  on  the  number  of  immigrants  and  lim- 
ited English  proficient  individuals  in  each 
State;  and 

"(2)  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  feasibil- 
ity and  advisability  of  including  such  popu- 
lations as  factors  in  the  formula  under  sub- 
section (a)(1). 

"TITLE  II— NATIONAL  LEADERSHIP 

•"NATIONAL  leadership  ACTIVITIES 

"Sec  201.  (a)  AUTHORITY —From  the 
amount  reserved  under  section  3(bKl>(B)  for 
any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  establish  a  program  of  national  leadership 
and  evaluation  activities  to  enhance  the 
quality  of  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy nationwide. 

""(b)  Method  of  Funding.  The  Secretary 
may  carry  out  national  leadership  and  eval- 
uation activities  directly  or  through  grants, 
contracts,  and  cooperative  agreements. 

"(c)  Uses  of  Funds— Funds  used  under 
this  section  may  be  used  for— 

"(1)  research  and  development; 

""(2)  demonstration  of  model  and  innova- 
tive programs; 

"(3)  dissemination; 

"(4)  evaluations  and  assessments,  includ- 
ing independent  assessments  of  services  and 
activities  assisted  under  this  Act  and  of  the 
condition  and  progress  of  literacy  in  the 
United  States; 

"(5)  capacity  building  at  the  Slate  and 
local  levels; 

"(6)  data  collection; 

■"(7)  professional  development; 

""(8)  technical  assistance;  and 

"(9)  other  activities  designed  to  enhance 
the  quality  of  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy nationwide. 

""AWARDS  for  national  EXCELLENCE 

"Sec  202  The  Secretary  may.  from  the 
amount  reserved  under  section  3(bKl)(A)  for 
any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1997.  and 
through  a  peer  review  process,  make  per- 
formance awards  to  one  or  more  States  that 
have — 

"(1)  exceeded  in  an  outstanding  manner 
their  performance  goals  under  section  109(a); 

"(2)  made  exemplary  progress  in  develop- 
ing, implementing,  or  improving  their  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  programs  in 
accordance  with  the  priorities  described  in 
section  101;  or 

""(3)  provided  exemplary  services  and  ac- 
tivities for  those  Individuals  within  the 
Stale  who  are  most  in  need  of  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy  services,  or  are 
hardest  to  serve. 

"NA-noNAL  iNSTrruTE  for  literacy 

"Sec  203.  (a)  Purpose —The  National  In- 
stitute for  Literacy  shall— 

"(1)  provide  national  leadership: 
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■•(2)  coordinate  literacy  services;  and 

••(3)  be  a  national  resource  for  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy,  by  providing  the 
best  and  most  current  information  available 
and  supporting  the  creation  of  new  ways  to 
offer  improved  services. 

■•(b)  EST.\BLISHMENT.— (1)  There  shall  be  a 
National  Institute  for  Literacy  (in  this  sec- 
tion referred  to  as  the  'Institute").  The  In- 
stitute shall  be  administered  under  the 
terms  of  an  interagency  agreement  entered 
into  by  the  Secretary  with  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  'Interagency  Group").  The  Secretary 
may  include  in  the  Institute  any  research 
and  development  center,  institute,  or  clear- 
inghouse established  within  the  Department 
of  Education  whose  purpose  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  related  to  the  purpose  of 
the  Institute. 

"(2)  The  Interagency  Group  shall  consider 
the  recommendations  of  the  National  Insti- 
tute for  Literacy  Advisory  Board  (the 
•Board)  under  subsection  (e)  in  planning  the 
goals  of  the  Institute  and  in  the  implementa- 
tion of  any  programs  to  achieve  such  goals. 
The  daily  operations  of  the  Institute  shall  be 
carried  out  by  the  Director. 

••(c)  Duties.— (1)  In  order  to  provide  leader- 
ship for  the  improvement  and  expansion  of 
the  system  for  delivery  of  literacy  services, 
the  Institute  is  authorized,  to— 

•'(A)  establish  a  national  electronic  data 
base  of  information  that  disseminates  infor- 
mation to  the  broadest  possible  audience 
within  the  literacy  and  basic  skills  field,  and 
that  includes— 

••(i)  effective  practices  in  the  provision  of 
literacy  and  basic  skills  instruction,  includ- 
ing the  integration  of  such  instruction  with 
occupational  skills  training; 

•(ii)  public  and  private  literacy  and  basic 
skills  programs  and  Federal.  State. and  local 
policies  affecting  the  provision  of  literacy 
services  at  the  national.  State,  and  local  lev- 
els; 

•■(iii)  opportunities  for  technical  assist- 
ance, meetings,  conferences,  and  other  op- 
portunities that  lead  to  the  improvement  of 
literacy  and  basic  skills  services;  and 

••(Iv)  a  communication  network  for  lit- 
eracy programs,  providers,  social  service 
agencies,  and  students; 

■■(B)  coordinate  support  for  the  provision 
of  literacy  and  basic  skills  services  across 
Federal  agencies  and  at  the  State  and  local 
Ifvels; 

■•(C)  coordinate  the  support  of  research  and 
development  on  literacy  and  basic  skills  in 
families  and  adults  across  Federal  agencies. 
especially  with  the  Office  of  Educational  Re- 
search and  Improvement,  and  carry  out  basic 
and  applied  research  and  development  on 
topics  that  are  not  being  investigated  by 
other  organizations  or  agencies; 

■■(D)  collect  and  disseminate  information 
on  methods  of  advancing  literacy  that  show 
great  promise; 

■■(E)  work  with  the  National  Education 
Goals  Panel,  assist  local,  State,  and  national 
organizations  and  agencies  in  making  and 
measuring  progress  towards  the  National 
Education  Goals,  as  established  by  PL.  103- 
227; 

■■(F)  coordinate  and  share  information 
with  national  organizations  and  associations 
that  are  interested  in  literacy  and  workforce 
development;  and 

(Gi  inform  the  development  of  policy  with 
resp>ect  to  literacy  and  basic  skills. 

■  (2)  The  Institute  may  enter  into  contracts 
or  cooperative  agreements  with,  or  make 
grants  to.  individuals,  public  or  private  in- 


stitutions, agencies,  organizations,  or  con- 
sortia of  such  institutions,  agencies,  or  orga- 
nizations to  carry  out  the  activities  of  the 
Institute.  Such  grants,  contracts,  or  agree- 
ments shall  be  subject  to  the  laws  and  regu- 
lations that  generally  apply  to  grants,  con- 
tracts, or  agreements  entered  into  by  Fed- 
eral agencies. 

■•(d)  LiTER.ACY  Leadership —(1)  The  Insti- 
tute may,  in  consultation  with  the  Board, 
award  fellowships,  with  such  stipends  and  al- 
lowances that  the  Director  considers  nec- 
essary, to  outstanding  individuals  pursuing 
careers  in  adult  education  or  literacy  in  the 
areas  of  instruction,  management,  research, 
or  innovation. 

••(2)  Fellowships  awarded  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  used,  under  the  auspices  of 
the  Institute,  to  engage  in  research,  edu- 
cation, training,  technical  assistance,  or 
other  activities  to  advance  the  field  of  adult 
education  or  literacy,  including  the  training 
of  volunteer  literacy  providers  at  the  na- 
tional. State,  or  local  level. 

••(3)  The  Institute,  in  consultation  with  the 
Board,  is  authorized  to  award  paid  and  un- 
paid internships  to  individuals  seeking  to  as- 
sist in  carrying  out  the  Institute's  mission 
and  to  accept  assistance  from  volunteers. 

••(e)  National  I.ss-nTUTE  for  Literacy  Ad- 
visory Board.— (1)(A)  There  shall  be  a  Na- 
tional Institute  for  Literacy  Advisory  Board 
(the  Board'),  which  shall  consist  of  10  indi- 
viduals appointed  by  the  President. 

••(B)  The  Board  shall  comprise  individuals 
who  are  not  otherwise  officers  or  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  who  are  rep- 
resentative of  such  entities  as — 

••(i)  literacy  organizations  and  providers  of 
literacy  services,  including  nonprofit  provid- 
ers, providers  of  English  as  a  second  lan- 
guage programs  and  services,  social  service 
organizations,  and  providers  receiving  assist- 
ance under  this  Act; 

"(ii)  businesses  that  have  demonstrated  in- 
terest in  literacy  programs; 

"(iii)  literacy  students,  including  those 
with  disabilities; 

••(iv)  experts  in  the  area  of  literacy  re- 
search; 

■•(V)  State  and  local  governments;  and 

••;v:;  organized  labor. 

■•(2)  The  Board  shall— 

••(A)  make  recommendations  concerning 
the  appointment  of  the  Director  and  staff  of 
the  Institute;  and 

"(B)  provide  independent  advice  on  the  op- 
eration of  the  Institute. 

■■(3)(A)  Appointments  to  the  Board  made 
after  the  date  of  ensuitment  of  the  Adult 
Education  and  Family  Literacy  Reform  Act 
of  1995'  shall  be  for  three-year  terms,  except 
that  the  initial  terms  for  members  may  be 
established  at  one.  two.  or  three  years  in 
order  to  establish  a  rotation  in  which  one- 
third  of  the  members  are  selected  each  year. 

■■(B)  Any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy occurring  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  for  which  the  members  predecessor 
was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  only  for  the 
remainder  of  that  term.  A  member  may 
serve  after  the  expiration  of  that  members' 
term  until  a  successor  has  taken  office 

■■(4)  The  Chairperson  and  Vice  Chairperson 
of  the  Board  shall  be  elected  by  the  mem- 
bers. 

■■(5)  The  Board  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the 
Chairperson  or  a  majority  of  its  members. 

■'(f)  Gifts,  Bequests,  and  Devi.ses.— (D 
The  Institute  may  accept,  administer,  and 
use  gifts  or  donations  of  services,  money,  or 
property,  whether  real  or  personal,  tangible 
or  intangible. 

••(2)  The  responsible  official  shall  establish 
written  rules  setting  forth  the  criteria  to  be 


used  by  the  Institute  in  determining  whether 
the  acceptance  of  contributions  of  services. 
money,  or  property  whether  real  or  personal, 
tangible  or  intangible  services  would  reflect 
unfavorably  upon  the  ability  of  the  Institute 
or  any  employee  to  carry  out  its  responsibil- 
ities or  official  duties  in  a  fair  and  objective 
manner,  or  would  compromise  the  Integrity 
or  the  appearance  of  the  integrity  of  its  pro- 
grams or  any  official  involved  in  those  pro- 
grams. 

••(g)  Mails.— The  Board  and  the  Institute 
may  use  the  United  States  mails  in  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as 
other  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

■■(h)  Staff— The  Interagency  Group,  after 
considering  recommendations  made  by  the 
Board,  shall  appoint  and  fix  the  pay  of  a  Di- 
rector. 

•■(i)  Applicability  of  Certain  Civil  Serv- 
ice Laws  —The  Director  and  staff  of  the  In- 
stitute may  be  appointed  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
governing  appointments  in  the  competitive 
service,  and  may  be  paid  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter 
III  of  chapter  53  of  that  title  relating  to  clas- 
sification and  General  Schedule  pay  rates, 
except  that  an  individual  so  appointed  may 
not  receive  pay  in  excess  of  the  annual  rate 
of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  I'V  of  the  Exec- 
utive Schedule. 

■■(j)  Experts  and  Consultants —The  In- 
stitute may  procure  temporary  and  intermit- 
tent services  under  section  3109(b)  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

■■(k)  Report  -The  Institute  shall  submit  a 
biennial  report  to  the  Interagency  Group  and 
the  Congress. 

■■(1)  Funding— Any  amounts  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  or 
any  other  department  that  participates  in 
the  Institute  for  purposes  that  the  Institute 
is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  section 
may  be  provided  to  the  Institute  for  such 
purposes. 

TITLE  III— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

■WAIVERS 

•SEC.  301.  (a)(1)  Re(juest  for  Waiver.— 
Any  State  may  request,  on  its  own  behalf  or 
on  behalf  of  a  local  recipient,  a  waiver  by  the 
Secretary  of  Education,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  or  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  as  appro- 
priate, of  one  or  more  statutory  or  regu- 
latory provisions  described  in  subsection  (o 
in  order  to  carry  out  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs  under  title  I  more 
effectively 

■■(2)  An  Indian  tribe  or  tribal  organization 
may  request  a  waiver  by  a  Secretary  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)(1).  as  appropriate. 
of  one  or  more  statutory  or  regulatory  provi- 
sions described  in  subsection  (c)  in  order  to 
carry  out  an  Even  Start  family  literacy  pro- 
gram under  section  ICMici  more  effectively. 

■■(b)  General  .\cthority'.— d)  Except  as 
provided  in  subsection  (d).  a  Secretary  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)(1)  may  waive  any 
requirement  of  a  statute  listed  in  subsection 
(c).  or  of  the  regulations  issued  under  that 
statute,  for  a  State  that  requests  such  a 
waiver — 

■•(A)  if.  and  only  to  the  extent  that,  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  requirement 
impedes  the  ability  of  the  State  or  a 
subgrant  recipient  under  title  I  to  carry  out 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams or  activities  in  an  effective  manner; 

■■(B)  if  the  State  waives,  or  agrees  to 
waive,  any  similar  requirements  of  State 
law; 

••(C)  if.  in  the  case  of  a  statewide  waiver, 
the  State— 


"(i)  has  provided  all  subgrant  recipients  of 
assistance  under  this  title  I  in  the  State 
with  notice  of.  and  an  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on,  the  State's  proposal  to  request  a 
waiver;  and 

"(ii)  has  submitted  the  comments  of  such 
recipients  to  the  Secretary;  and 

••(D)  if  the  State  provides  such  information 
as  the  Secretary  reasonably  requires  in  order 
to  make  such  determinations. 

■■(2)  A  Secretary  .shall  act  promptly  on  any 
request  submitted  under  paragraph  (1). 

'■(3)  Each  waiver  approved  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
five  years,  except  that  a  Secretary  may  ex- 
tend such  period  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  waiver  has  been  effective  in  ena- 
bling the  State  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of 
this  Act. 

•■(c)  EDUCATION  Programs.— (1)  The  stat- 
utes subject  to  the  waiver  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Education  under  this  section 
are — 

"(A)  this  Act: 

"(B)  part  A  of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (authoriz- 
ing programs  and  activities  to  help  disadvan- 
taged children  meet  high  standards); 

"(C)  part  B  of  title  II  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (Dwight 
D.  Eisenhower  Professional  Development 
Program); 

■■(D)  title  VI  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965  (Innovative 
Education  Program  Strategies); 

■•(E)  part  C  of  title  VII  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (Emer- 
gency Immigrant  Education  Program): 

••(F)  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act 
of  1994.  but  only  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor;  and 

••(G)  the  Carl  D.  Perkins  Career  Prepara- 
tion Education  Act  of  1995. 

■•(2)  The  Secretary  of  Interior  may  waive 
under  this  section  the  provisions  of  part  B  of 
the  Education  Amendments  of  1978. 

"(3)  The  statutes  subject  to  the  waiver  au- 
thority of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  under  this 
section  are — 

"(A)  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act;  and 

"(B)  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act 
of  1S94.  "uuL  oiil.y  wi'uh  luc  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  Education. 

••(d)  Waivers  not  Authorized.— A  Sec- 
retary may  not  waive  any  statutory  or  regu- 
latory requirement  of  the  programs  listed  in 
subsection  (c)  relating  to — 

••(1)  the  basic  purposes  or  goals  of  the  af- 
fected programs; 

"(2)  maintenance  of  effort: 

"(3)  comparability  of  services; 

"(4)  the  equitable  participation  of  students 
attending  private  schools; 

"(5)  parental  participation  and  involve- 
ment: 

"(6)  the  distribution  of  funds  to  States  or 
to  local  recipients; 

"(7)  the  eligibility  of  an  individual  for  par- 
ticipation in  the  affected  programs; 

'•(8)  public  health  or  safety,  labor  stand- 
ards, civil  rights,  occupational  safety  and 
health,  or  environmental  protection;  or 

"(9)  prohibitions  or  restrictions  relating  to 
the  construction  of  buildings  or  facilities. 

■•(e)  Termination  of  Waivers.— A  Sec- 
retary shall  periodically  review  the  perform- 
ance of  any  State  or  local  recipient  for  which 
the  Secretary  has  granted  a  waiver  under 
this  section  and  shall  terminate  such  waiver 
if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  per- 
formance of  the  State  affected  by  the  waiver 
has  been  inadequate  to  justify  a  continu- 
ation of  the  waiver,  or  the  State  fails  to 
waive  similar  requirements  of  State  law  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (b)(1)(B). 


••definitions 

••Sec.  302.  For  the  purpose  of  this  Act: 

"(1)  the  term  adult'  means  an  individual 
who  is  16  years  of  age.  or  beyond  the  age  of 
compulsory  school  attendance  under  State 
law,  and  who  is  not  enrolled,  or  required  to 
be  enrolled,  in  secondary  school: 

••(2)  the  term  'adult  education'  means  serv- 
ices or  instruction  below  the  college  level  for 
adults  who— 

••(A)  lack  sufficient  education  or  literacy 
skills  to  enable  them  to  function  effectively 
in  society:  or 

"(B)  do  not  have  a  certificate  of  graduation 
from  a  school  providing  secondary  education 
and  who  have  not  achieved  an  equivalent 
level  of  education; 

"(3)  the  term  community-based  organiza- 
tion' means  a  private  nonprofit  organization 
that  is  representative  of  a  community  or  sig- 
nificant segments  of  a  community  and  that 
provides  education,  vocational  rehabilita- 
tion, job  training,  or  internship  services  and 
programs; 

••(4)  the  term  'family  literacy  program' 
means  a  program  that  integrates  adult  edu- 
cation, parenting  education,  and  early  child- 
hood education  into  a  unified  set  of  services 
and  activities  for  low-income  families  that 
are  most  in  need  of  such  services  and  activi- 
ties, and  that  is  designed  to  help  break  the 
cycle  of  intergenerational  poverty  and 
undereducation; 

•■(5)  the  terms  'Indian  tribes'  and  tribal  or- 
ganizations' have  the  meaning  given  such 
terms  in  section  3  of  the  Indian  Self-Deter- 
mination  and  Education  Assistance  Act; 

■'(6)  the  term  individual  of  limited  English 
proficiency'  means  an  adult  or  out-of-school 
youth  who  has  limited  ability  in  speaking, 
reading,  writing,  or  understanding  the  Eng- 
lish language  and — 

••(A)  whose  native  language  is  a  language 
other  than  English:  or 

••(B)  who  lives  in  a  family  or  community 
environment  where  a  language  other  than 
English  is  the  dominant  language: 

•'(7)  the  term  •institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation' means  any  such  institution  as  de- 
fined by  section  1201(a)  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965: 

••(8)  the  term  literacy'  means  an  individ- 
ual's ability  to  read,  -.vritc.  and  speak  in 
English,  and  compute  and  solve  problems  at 
levels  of  proficiency  necessary  to  function  on 
the  job  and  in  society,  to  achieve  one's  goals, 
and  develop  one's  knowledge  and  potential; 

"(9)  the  term  local  educational  agency' 
means  a  public  board  of  education  or  other 
public  authority  legally  constituted  within  a 
State  for  either  administrative  control  or  di- 
rection of,  or  to  perform  a  service  function 
for,  public  elementary  or  secondary  schools 
in  a  city,  county,  township,  school  district, 
or  other  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or 
such  combination  of  school  districts  or  coun- 
ties as  are  recognized  in  a  State  as  an  admin- 
istrative agency  for  its  public  elementary  or 
secondary  schools,  except  that,  if  there  is  a 
separate  board  or  other  legally  constituted 
local  authority  having  administrative  con- 
trol and  direction  of  adult  education  in  pub- 
lic schools  therein,  such  term  means  such 
other  board  or  authority; 

••(10)  the  term  migratory  family"  means  a 
family  with  a  migratory  child  as  defined  in 
section  1309(2)  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965; 

••(11)  the  term  public  housing  authority' 
means  a  public  housing  agency,  as  defined  in 
42  use  1437a(b)(6).  that  participates  in  pub- 
lic housing,  as  defined  in  42  U.S.C. 
1437a(b)(l). 

••(12)  except  under  section  301.  the  term 
•Secretary'  means  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation: and 


••(13)  except  as  provided  in  section 
111(a)(2)(B),  the  term  •State'  means  each  of 
the  50  Sutes  and  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam. 
American  Samoa,  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands, and  the  Virgin  Islands.  ". 

TITLE  II— EFFECTIVE  DATE: 

TRANSITION 

EFFECmVE  DATE 

Sec.  201.  This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  July 
1,  1996. 

TRANSITION 

Sec.  202.  Nothwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  law— 

(1)  upon  enactment  of  the  Adult  Eklucation 
and  Family  Literacy  Reform  Act  of  1995.  a 
State  or  local  recipient  of  funds  under  the 
Adult  Education  Act.  the  Even  Start  Family 
Literacy  Programs  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965,  and  sec- 
tions 202(cMl)(C)  and  262(c)(l)<C)  of  the  Job 
Training  Partnership  Act.  as  they  were  in  ef- 
fect prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation and  Family  Literacy  Reform  Act  of 
1995.  may  use  any  such  unexpended  funds  to 
carry  out  services  and  activities  that  are  au- 
thorized by  those  statutes  or  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation and  Family  Literacy  Act;  and 

(2)  a  State  or  local  recipient  of  funds  under 
the  Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy 
Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  may  use  such 
funds  to  carry  out  services  and  activities 
that  are  authorized  by  either  such  Act  or 
were  authorized  by  the  Adult  Education  Act, 
the  Even  Start  Family  Literacy  Programs  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965,  and  sections  202(c)(l)<A)  and 
262(c)(1)(C)  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act,  as  they  were  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Adult  Education  and  Family 
Literacy  Reform  Act  of  1995. 

TITLE  III-REPEALS  OF  OTHER  ACTS 

repeals 
Sec.  301  (a)  Even  Start —Part  B  of  title  I 
of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  (20  use.  6361  et  seq.)  is  repealed 

(b)  NA-noNAL  Literacy  Act —The  National 
Literacy  Act  of  1991  (20  US  C.  1201  et  seq.)  is 
repealed. 

(c)  Grants  to  States  for  Workplace  and 
Community  Transition  Training  for  Incar- 
cerated YoiTTH  Offenders.— Part  E  of  title 
X  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  (20 
use.  1135g)  Is  repealed. 

Department  of  Education. 
Washington,  DC.  May  S,  1995 
Hon.  ALBERT  Gore.  Jr.. 
President  of  the  Senate. 
Washington.  DC 

DEAR  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  for  consid- 
eration of  the  Congress  is  the  ••Adult  Edu- 
cation and  Family  Literacy  Reform  Act  of 
1995."  the  Administration's  plan  to  create  a 
comprehensive  strategy  for  meeting  our  Na- 
tion's adult  education  and  family  literacy 
needs.  Also  enclosed  is  a  section-by-section 
analysis  summarizing  the  contents  of  the 
bill.  I  am  sending  an  identical  letter  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House. 

As  part  of  the  G.I.  Bill  for  America's  Work- 
ers, the  Administration  is  consolidating  and 
restructuring  nearly  70  separate  programs 
into  a  streamlined  system  to  empower  youth 
and  adults  to  acquire  the  education  and 
skills  they  need  for  new  suid  better  jobs.  The 
Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Re- 
form Act  is  central  to  this  goal. 

Results  from  the  1993  National  Adult  Lit- 
eracy Survey  reveal  a  literacy  crisis  in  this 
country.  More  than  20  percent  of  adults  per- 
formed at  or  below  a  5th-grade  level  in  read- 
ing and  math— far  below  the  level  needed  for 
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effective  participation  in  the  workforce.  And 
because  parents'  educational  level  is  a  strong 
predictor  of  children's  academic  success,  the 
effects  of  this  crisis  extend  beyond  adults  to 
their  children  Despite  the  obvious  need  for 
literacy  services  among  our  Nation's  adults. 
the  recent  National  Evaluation  of  Adult 
Education  Programs  found  that  the  current 
Adult  Education  program  serves  only  small 
percentage  of  adults  in  need  of  services  and 
that,  while  many  adults  benefit  from  partici- 
pation in  the  program,  many  leave  before 
they  achieve  any  literacy  gains.  Overall,  the 
current  configuration  of  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs  is  too  diffuse  and 
diverts  human  and  financial  resources  from 
what  should  be  the  focus  of  all  Federal  lit- 
eracy efforts:  the  provision  of  high-quality, 
results-oriented  services. 

The  Administration  recognizes  that  adults 
who  need  to  improve  their  educational  skills 
will  be  hindered  in  the  workplace,  and  in 
promoting  their  children's  progress  in 
school,  if  they  do  not  have  access  to  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  programs  that 
meet  their  needs.  In  response,  the  enclosed 
bill  creates  a  performance  partnership  de- 
signed around  give  broad  principles— stream- 
lining, flexibility,  quality,  targeting,  and 
consumer  choice— described  in  detail  below. 

First,  our  strategy  would  streamline  a 
dozen  existing  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs  into  a  single  State  grant 
that  has  a  clear  purpose  and  is  aimed  at  high 
standards.  In  addition,  the  enclosed  bill 
would  cut  in  half  the  number  of  State  plan- 
ning requirements.  These  changes  would 
save  States  time  and  money  and  allow  them 
to  focus  more  attention  on  improving  the 
quality  of  their  programs. 

Our  second  principle  is  flexibility.  To  place 
decision-making  in  the  hands  of  the  States, 
the  bill  would  eliminate  several  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  funds,  such  as  the  current  man- 
datory set-aside  for  services  to  institutional- 
ized individuals,  the  requirement  that  States 
make  "Gateway  Grants  "  to  public  housing 
authorities,  and  the  cap  on  State  expendi- 
tures for  adult  secondary  education.  States 
could  use  Federal  funds  to  support  a  range  of 
services  in  the  mix  that  they— not  the  Fed- 
eral Government— determine  would  best 
meet  the  needs  of  adults  in  their  States. 
These  services  would  include  parenting  edu- 
cation, basic  skills  education,  high  school 
equivalency  instruction,  early  childhood 
education,  and  English  classes  for  adults  who 
speak  other  languages. 

Because  the  Even  Start  Family  Literacy 
Program  has  shown  exceptional  promise  as  a 
family  literacy  model,  the  bill  would  set 
aside  25  percent  of  the  funds  available  for 
subgrants  for  Even  Start  Family  Literacy 
Programs.  However,  if  a  State  is  already 
meeting  the  family  literacy  needs  of  its  resi- 
dents through  a  program  of  comparable  qual- 
ity, the  Secretary  could  modify  or  waive  this 
requirement. 

We  have  also  built  in  other  flexibility  pro- 
visions. For  example,  a  new  waiver  authority 
would  permit  States  to  request,  for  them- 
selves or  for  the  local  service  providers, 
waivers  of  statutory  or  regulatory  provisions 
of  related  Federal  programs,  such  as  Part  A 
of  Title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965,  the  School-to-Work 
Opportunities  Act  of  1994,  the  Job  Training 
Partnership  .\ct,  and  the  proposed  Carl  D. 
Perkins  Career  Preparation  Education  Act, 
in  order  to  facilitate  more  effective  imple- 
mentation of  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs. 

Third,  the  Administration  believes  that 
strong    accountability    provisions    must    go 


hand-in-hand  with  increased  flexibility  and 
that,  combined,  these  elements  improve  the 
overall  quality  of  education  programs.  To 
this  end,  the  bill  would  build  on  current  ac- 
countability provisions  in  Adult  Education 
and  Even  Start  by  requiring  States  to  de- 
velop or  modify  their  own  performances 
goals  and  indicators  and  describe  them  in 
their  State  plans.  States  would  use  these 
goals  and  indicators  to  evaluate  the  effec- 
tiveness of  local  programs.  The  Department 
would  assist  States  in  developing  their  per- 
formance goals  and  indicators  by  providing 
technical  assistance.  If,  after  a  reasonable 
period  of  time,  and  the  opportunity  for  a 
hearing,  the  Secretary  determines  that  a 
State  is  not  making  sufficient  progress  to- 
ward its  performance  goals,  the  bill  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  withhold  Federal 
funds. 

Solid  evaluation  requirements  are  also  key 
to  building  better  programs.  While  the  .^dult 
Education  Act  requires  States  to  evaluate 
annually  20  percent  of  their  grant  recipients, 
it  neither  requires  nor  encourages  sub- 
grantees  to  evaluate  themselves.  Our  bill 
would  require  a  biennial  local  evaluation, 
whose  results  local  providers  would  describe 
in  their  applications  for  subgrants.  States 
would  then  consider  those  results  in  award- 
ing funds  to  applicants  seeking  to  provide 
services  in  various  localities. 

The  bill  also  includes  incentives  for  excep- 
tional State  and  local  performance.  The  new 
Act  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  use  up 
to  five  percent  of  the  appropriation  to  make 
National  Excellence  Awards  to  States  with 
exemplary  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs.  States  could  also  reward  ex- 
emplary local  programs  by  using  up  to  five 
percent  of  their  allotments  for  financial  in- 
centive awards. 

The  bill  includes  additional  quality-en- 
hancing provisions.  A  reservation  of  up  to 
ten  percent  of  State  funds  for  leadership  ac- 
tivities, including  professional  development 
and  training,  and  the  development,  acquisi- 
tion, and  promotion  of  advanced  tech- 
nologies, would  encourage  program  improve- 
ment. Research  and  development,  evalua- 
tion, and  demonstration  of  model  and  inno- 
vative programs  would  take  place  at  the 
Federal  level  through  the  National  Leader- 
ship authority.  Such  activities  would  expand 
our  understanding  of  what  works  in  adult 
education  programs,  thereby  helping  States 
to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  their  pro- 
grams. The  bill  would  also  authorize  the  Na- 
tional Institute  for  Literacy  to  continue  in 
its  current  role  as  a  national  resource  on  lit- 
eracy issues.  ^ 

Fourth,  our  bill  would  target  funds  to 
States  and  local  areas  with  the  greatest  need 
for  adult  education  and  family  literacy  serv- 
ices. A  new  funding  formula  would  distribute 
50  percent  of  the  funds  based  on  the  adult 
education  population  (excluding  in-school 
students)  and  50  percent  based  on  adults  liv- 
ing in  poverty.  In  making  determinations  re- 
garding local  applications.  States  would  be 
required  to  give  preference  for  funding  to 
those  applicants  that  serve  local  areas  with 
the  highest  concentrations  of  individuals  in 
poverty  or  with  low  levels  of  literacy,  or 
both. 

Our  final  principle  is  consumer  choice.  In 
addition  to  allowing  States  flexibility  to 
choose  the  services  they  offer,  the  enclosed 
bill  would  also  expand  adult  learners' 
choices.  By  encouraging  States  to  establish 
strong  links  with  one-stop  career  centers. 
job-training  programs,  and  social  service 
agencies,  the  Administration's  bill  would  fa- 
cilitate   the    dissemination    of   information 


about  the  availability,  services,  and  student 
outcomes  of  adult  education  and  literacy 
programs.  As  learners  make  more  informed 
choices  about  the  programs  they  enter,  the 
likelihood  of  their  success  in  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs  should  im- 
prove. 

I  encourage  Congress  to  act  swiftly  on  our 
bill.  By  creating  a  single  funding  stream  to 
States,  the  bill  responds  to  concerns  regard- 
ing the  potential  duplication  of  adult  edu- 
cation and  literacy  programs.  In  doing  so, 
the  bill  consolidates  separate  discretionary 
programs  for  library  literacy,  workplace  lit- 
eracy, and  literacy  programs  for  prisoners 
and  the  homeless.  .Although  the  .Administra- 
tion's bill  would  eliminate  many  narrow, 
categorical  programs,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
ensure  that  needy  populations  and  promising 
practices  are  emphasized  in  our  proposal. 
The  bill  permits  States  to  continue  to  use  li- 
braries and  the  workplace  as  sites  for  the 
provision  of  services.  It  also  requires  States 
to  assess  the  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy needs  of  hard-to-serve  and  most-in- 
need  individuals,  such  as  the  homeless  and 
the  Incarcerated,  and  describe  programs'  ca- 
pacity to  meet  those  needs.  Targeting  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  also  would  ensure  that  local 
areas  with  high  concentrations  of  individuals 
in  poverty  or  low  levels  of  literacy,  or  both, 
receive  priority  for  Federal  funds. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub- 
mission of  this  proposal  to  Congress  and  that 
its  adoption  would  be  in  accord  with  the  pro- 
gram of  the  President, 
■yours  sincerely, 

Richard  W.  Riley, 

The  Secretary. 

ADULT  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Re- 

FOR.M      ACT      OF      1995— SECTION-BY-SECTION 

Analysis 

title  I  OF  THE  BILI^AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
ADULT  EDUCATION  ACT 

Section  101.  Amendment.  Section  101  of  the 
bill  would  amend  the  Adult  Education  Act 
(■■current  law")  in  its  entirety,  as  described 
below. 

In  general,  this  amendment  would  consoli- 
date the  current  Adult  Education  programs, 
eliminating  the  many  separate  and  prescrip- 
tive categorical  programs,  and  the  Even 
Start  program  under  Title  I,  Part  B  of  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  into  a  simplified,  flexible,  comprehen- 
sive, performance  partnership  between  Fed- 
eral and  State  and  local  providers  of  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  services. 
States  would  build  on  their  accomplishments 
under  current  law  and  establish  their  own 
performance  goals  and  indicators.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  would  support  State  and 
local  efforts  with  national  leadership  and 
evaluation  activities,  national  performance 
awards  to  States,  and  waivers  from  specific 
statutory  and  regulatory  rules. 

Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act  (the 
■■Acf) 

Section  1.  Short  title:  table  of  contents. 
Section  1  of  the  Act  would  propose  that  the 
amended  .Adult  Education  .Act  be  cited  as  the 
■Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act' 
(■■the  Acf).  This  section  would  also  set 
forth  a  table  of  contents  for  the  Act. 

Section  2.  Declaration  of  policy,  findings. 
and  purpose.  Section  2  of  the  Act  would  set 
forth  the  findings  and  purpose  of  the  Act. 

Subsection  (a)  would  set  forth  congres- 
sional findings. 

Subsection  (b)  would  state  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  Act  is  to  create  a  performance 


partnership  with  States  and  localities  for  the 
provision  of  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy services  so  that,  as  called  for  in  the 
National  Education  Goals,  all  adults  who 
need  such  services  will,  as  appropriate,  be 
able  to:  (1)  become  literate  and  obtain  the 
knowledge  and  skills  needed  to  compete  in  a 
global  economy  and  exercise  the  rights  and 
responsibilities  of  citizenship:  (2)  complete  a 
high  school  education:  (3)  become  and  re- 
main actively  involved  in  their  childrens 
education  in  order  to  ensure  their  childrens 
readiness  for.  and  success  in.  school.  This 
purpose  would  be  pursued  through:  (1)  build- 
ing on  State  and  and  local  education  reforms 
supported  by  Goals  2000:  Educate  America 
Act  and  other  Federal  and  State  legislation, 
(2)  consolidating  numerous  Federal  adult 
education  and  literacy  programs  into  a  sin- 
gle, flexible  grant:  i3)  tying  local  programs 
to  challenging  State-developed  performance 
goals  that  are  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
this  .Act:  (4)  holding  States  and  localities  ac- 
countable for  achieving  such  goals;  (5)  build- 
ing program  quality  though  such  measures 
as  encouraging  greater  use  of  technologies  in 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams and  better  professional  development 
of  educators  working  in  those  programs,  (6) 
integrating  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs  with  States^  school-to-work 
opportunities  systems,  career  preparation 
education  services  and  activities,  job  train- 
ing programs,  early  childhood  and  elemen- 
tary school  programs,  and  other  related  ac- 
tivities; and  (7i  supporting  the  improvement 
of  State  and  local  activities  through  nation- 
ally significant  efforts  in  research,  develop- 
ment, demonstration,  dissemination,  evalua- 
tion, capacity-building,  data  collection,  pro- 
fessional development,  and  technical  assist- 
ance. 

Section  3.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Section  3  of  the  Act  would  establish  a  ten- 
year  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
State  and  national  programs.  A  ten-year  au- 
thorization would  facilitate  stable  growth 
and  reform  of  the  program. 

Subsection  (a)  would  authorize  $490,487,000 
for  fiscal  year  1996  and  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  20005  to  carry  out  the  Act.  Sub- 
section (b)  would,  from  the  amount  appro- 
priated in  any  fiscal  year,  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary to  reserve  not  more  than  3  percent  to 
carry  out  sections  201  (national  leadership 
activities)  and  203  (National  Institute  for 
Literacy)  of  the  Act.  and  not  more  than 
J5. 000.000  for  Even  Start  family  literacy  pro- 
grams for  migratory  and  Indian  families 
under  section  104(ci  of  the  Act.  Beginning  in 
fiscal  year  1998.  the  Secretary  would  also  be 
authorized  to  reserve  not  more  than  5  per- 
cent of  section  202  (national  performance 
awards). 

•nTLE  I  OF  THE  ACT— ADULT  EDUCATION  AND 
FAMILY  LITERACY 

.Section  101.  Priorities.  Section  101  of  the 
.Act  would  require  that,  in  order  to  prepare 
adults  for  family,  work,  citizenship,  and  job 
training,  and  adults  and  their  children  for 
success  in  future  learning,  funds  under  this 
title  must  be  used  to  suppwrt  the  develop- 
ment, implementation,  and  improvement  of 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams at  the  State  and  local  levels. 

In  using  funds  under  the  title.  States  and 
local  recipients  would  be  required  to  give 
priority  to:  (li  services  and  activities  de- 
signed to  ensure  that  all  adults  have  the  op- 
portunity to  achieve  to  challenging  State 
performance  standards  for  literacy  pro- 
ficiency, including  basic  literacy.  English 
langruage  proficiency,  and  completion  of  high 


school  or  its  equivalent:  <2)  services  and  ac- 
tivities designed  to  enable  parents  to  prepare 
their  children  for  school,  enhance  their  chil- 
drens  language  and  cognitive  abilities,  and 
promote  their  own  career  advancement;  and 
(3)  adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams that  are  built  on  a  strong  foundation 
of  research  and  effective  educational  prac- 
tices; effectively  employ  advances  in  tech- 
nology, as  well  as  learning  in  the  context  of 
family,  work,  and  the  community,  are 
staffed  by  well-trained  instructors,  coun- 
selors and  administrators;  are  of  sufficient 
intensity  and  duration  for  participants  to 
achieve  substantial  learning  gains;  establish 
strong  links  with  elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  postsecondary  institutions,  one-stop 
career  centers,  job-training  programs,  and 
social  service  agencies:  and  offer  flexible 
schedules  and,  when  necessary,  support  serv- 
ices to  enable  people  to  attend  and  complete 
programs. 

Section  102.  State  grants  for  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy.  Section  102(a)  of 
the  Act  would  require  the  Secretary,  from 
funds  available  for  State  grants  under  sec- 
tion 3  for  each  fiscal  year  and  in  accordance 
with  section  111  of  the  Act,  to  make  a  grant 
to  each  State  that  has  an  approved  State 
plan  under  section  106  of  the  Act,  to  assist 
that  State  in  developing,  implementing,  and 
improving  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs  within  the  State. 

Section  102(b)  of  the  Act  would  authorize  a 
State,  from  the  amount  awarded  to  it  for 
any  fiscal  year  under  subsection  (a),  to  use: 
(1)  up  to  5  percent,  orjJ80,000,  whichever  is 
greater,  for  the  cost  of  administering  its  pro- 
gram under  this  title:  (2)  up  to  10  percent  for 
leadership  activities  under  section  103  of  the 
Act:  and  (3)  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1998,  5 
percent  for  financial  incentives  or  awards  to 
one  or  more  eligible  recipients  in  recognition 
of  exemplary  quality  or  innovation  in  adult 
education  or  family  literacy  services  and  ac- 
tivities, or  exemplary  services  and  activities 
for  individuals  who  are  most  in  need  of  such 
services  and  activities,  or  are  hardest  to 
serve,  or  both.  Such  incentives  or  awards 
would  be  determined  by  the  State  through  a 
peer  review  process,  using  the  performance 
goals  and  indicators  described  in  section  108 
and.  if  appropriate,  other  criteria. 

Section  102(b)  would  also  require  that  the 
remainder  of  the  State's  funds  be  used  for 
subgrants  to  eligible  applicants  under  sec- 
tion 107,  except  that  at  least  25  percent  of 
such  remainder  would  be  required  to  be  used 
for  Even  Start  family  literacy  programs 
under  section  104  of  the  Act,  unless  the  State 
demonstrates  in  its  State  plan  under  section 
106  of  the  Act,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Sec- 
retary, that  it  will  otherwise  meet  the  needs 
of  individuals  in  the  State  for  family  lit- 
eracy programs  in  a  manner  that  is  consist- 
ent with  the  purpose  of  this  Act. 

Section  102ic)  of  the  .Act  would  require 
that  the  Federal  share  of  expenditures  to 
carry  out  a  State  plan  under  section  106  of 
the  Act  be  paid  from  the  State's  grant  under 
subsection  (a)  However,  such  Federal  share 
could  be  no  greater  than  75  percent  of  the 
cost  of  can-ying  out  the  State  plan  for  each 
fiscal  year,  except  that  with  respect  to 
Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  Fed- 
eral share  could  be  100  percent.  Section  102(c) 
of  the  Act  would  permit  the  State's  share  of 
expenditures  in  carr>'ing  out  its  State  plan 
to  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  in- 
cluding only  non-Federal  funds  that  are  used 
for  adult  education  and  family  literacy  ac- 
tivities in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  this  Act. 


Section  102(d)  of  the  Act  would  require 
State-level  maintenance  of  effort  Under  sub- 
section (d)(1),  a  State  would  be  permitted  to 
receive  funds  under  the  title  for  any  fiscal 
year  only  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  agr- 
gregate  expenditures  of  the  State  for  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  by  such  State 
for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  were  not  less 
than  90  percent  of  such  aggregate  expendi- 
tures for  the  second  preceding  fiscal  year. 
The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  the  allocation  of  funds  to  a 
State,  under  section  102(a),  for  any  fiscal 
year  in  the  exact  proportion  to  which  a 
State  falls  below  90  percent  of  the  aggregate 
expenditures  for  the  second  preceding  fiscal 
year  Subsection  (d)(3)  would  permit  the  Sec- 
retary to  waive  the  maintenance-of-effort  re- 
quirements if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
such  a  waiver  would  be  equitable  due  to  ex- 
ceptional or  uncontrollable  circunjstances. 
such  as  a  natural  disaster  or  a  precipitous 
decline  in  the  financial  resource  of  the 
State.  Subsection  (d)(4)  would  state  that  no 
lesser  amount  of  State  expenditures  under 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  could  be  used  for  com- 
puting the  effort  required  under  subsection 
(dMl)  for  subsequent  years. 

Section  103.  State  leaderships  activities. 
Section  103  of  the  Act  would  require  States 
to  use  their  State  leadership  funds  to  con- 
duct activities  of  Statewide  significance  that 
develop,  implement,  or  improve  programs  of 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  consist- 
ent with  the  State  plan  under  section  106. 
Such  activities  would  include  one  or  more  of 
the  following:  (1)  professional  development 
and  training;  (2)  disseminating  curricula  for 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams; (3)  monitoring  and  evaluating  the 
quality  of,  and  improvement  in,  services  and 
activities  conducted  with  aissistance  under 
this  title,  including  establishing  perform- 
ance goals  and  indicators  under  section 
109(a)  of  the  Act,  in  order  to  assess  program 
quality  and  improvement;  (4)  establishing 
State  content  standards  for  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs;  (5)  establish- 
ing challenging  State  performance  standards 
for  literacy  proficiency;  (6)  promoting  the  in- 
tegration of  literacy  instruction  and  occupa- 
tional skill  training,  ajid  linkages  with  em- 
ployers; (7)  promoting  the  use  of  and  acquir- 
ing instructional  and  management  software 
and  technology;  (8)  establishing  or  operating 
State  or  regional  adult  literacy  resource 
centers:  (9)  developing  and  participating  in 
networks  and  consortia  of  States  that  seek 
to  establish  and  implement  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs  that  have  sig- 
nificance to  the  State  or  region,  and  nwiy 
have  national  significance;  and  (10)  other  ac- 
tivities of  Statewide  significance  that  pro- 
mote the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

Section  104  Even  Start  Family  Literacy 
Programs.  Section  104  of  the  Act  would  re- 
quire each  State  that  receives  a  grant  under 
section  102(a)  of  the  Act  for  any  fiscal  year 
to  use  the  funds  reserved  under  section 
102(b)(4)  of  the  Act  (unless  the  State  dem- 
onstrates to  the  Secretary  that  it  will  other- 
wise meet  the  needs  of  individuals  in  the 
State  for  family  literacy  programs)  to  award 
Even  Start  family  literacy  subgrants  to 
partnerships  composed  of  one  or  more  local 
educational  agencies  and  one  or  more  com- 
munity-based organizations.  Institutions  of 
higher  education,  private  non-profit  organi- 
zations, or  public  agencies  (other  than  local 
educational  agencies).  Such  Even  Start  fam- 
ily literacy  programs  must:  (1)  provide  op- 
portunities (including  home-based  instruc- 
tional services)  for  joint  participation  by 
parents  or  guardians  (including  parents  or 
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guardians  who  are  within  the  State's  com- 
pulsory school  attendance  age  range,  so  long 
as  a  local  educational  agency  provides,  or 
ensures  the  availability  of.  their  basic  edu- 
cation i.  other  family  members,  and  children; 
(2)  provide  developmentally  appropriate 
childhood  education  for  children  from  birth 
through  age  seven.  (3)  identify  and  recruit 
families  that  are  most  in  need  of  family  lit- 
eracy services,  as  indicated  by  low  levels  of 
income  and  adult  literacy  (including  limited 
English  proficiency),  and  such  other  need-re- 
lated indicators  as  may  be  appropriate,  and 
(4)  enable  participants  to  succeed  through 
services  and  activities  designed  to  meet 
their  needs,  such  as  support  services  and 
flexible  class  schedules. 

From  funds  reserved  under  section 
3(bKlKCi  of  the  .\ct  for  any  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  would  be  required,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  or  she  estab- 
lishes, to  support  Even  Start  family  literacy 
programs  through  grants  to.  or  cooperative 
agreements  with,  eligible  applicants  under 
section  107(b)  of  the  Act  for  migratory  fami- 
lies and  with  Indian  tribes  and  tribal  organi- 
zations for  Indian  families.  Assistance  to  In- 
dian tribes  and  tribal  organizations  for  In- 
dian families  under  this  .\ct  could  be  inte- 
grated with  other  programs  under  the  Indian 
Employment  Training  and  Related  Services 
Demonstration  Act  of  1992 

Section  105  State  Administration.  Section 
105  of  the  .^ct  would  require  a  State  desiring 
to  receive  a  grant  under  section  102(a)  of  the 
Act  to  designate,  consistent  with  State  law. 
an  education  agency  or  agencies  that  shall 
be  responsible  for  the  administration  of  serv- 
ices and  activities  under  this  title,  including 
the  development,  submission,  and  implemen- 
tation of  the  State  plan;  consultation  with 
other  appropriate  agencies,  groups,  and  indi- 
viduals that  are  involved  in.  or  interested  in, 
the  development  and  implementation  of  pro- 
grams aissisted  under  this  title;  and  coordi- 
nation with  other  State  and  Federal  edu- 
cation and  training  programs. 

Section  105<b)  of  the  Act  would  require 
that  whenever  a  State  imposes  any  rule  or 
policy  relating  to  the  administration  and  op- 
eration of  programs  funded  by  this  title,  it 
must  identify  the  rule  or  policy  as  a  State- 
imposed  requirement. 

Section  106.  State  Plan.  Section  lO&ai  of 
the  Act  would  require,  except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (O.  each  State  desiring  to  receive 
a  grant  under  this  title  for  any  fiscal  year  to 
submit  to.  or  have  on  file  with,  the  Sec- 
retary a  five-year  State  plan  that  is  ap- 
proved by  the  designated  State  agency  or 
agencies  under  section  105(a)  of  the  Act.  A 
State  may  submit  its  State  plan  as  part  of  a 
comprehensive  plan  that  includes  State  plan 
provisions  under  one  or  more  of  the  follow- 
ing statutes:  section  14302  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965;  the 
Carl  D  Perkins  Career  Preparation  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1995;  the  Goals  2000:  Educate 
America  Act;  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Act;  and  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities 
Act  of  1994. 

Section  106(b)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
State,  in  developing  its  State  plan,  and  any 
revisions  to  the  plan,  to  base  its  plan  or  revi 
sions  on  a  recent,  objective  assessment  of:  (1) 
the  needs  of  individuals  in  the  State  for 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams, including  individuals  most  in  need  or 
hardest  to  serve;  and  (2)  the  capacity  of  pro- 
grams and  providers  to  meet  those  needs, 
taking  into  account  the  priorities  under  sec- 
tion 101  of  the  Act  and  the  State's  perform- 
ance goals  under  section  109(a)  of  the  Act. 

Section  106(c)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
State,  in  developing  its  State  plan,  and  any 


revisions  to  the  plan,  to  consult  widely  with 
individuals,  agencies,  organizations,  and  in- 
stitutions in  the  State  that  have  an  interest 
in  the  provision  and  quality  of  adult  edu- 
cation and  family  literacy. 

Section  106(d)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
State  plan  to  be  in  such  form  and  contain 
such  information  and  assurances  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  require,  and  include:  (Da  sum- 
mary of  the  methods  used  to  conduct  the  as- 
sessment under  subsection  (b)  and  the  find- 
ings of  that  assessment;  (2)  a  description  of 
how,  in  addressing  the  needs  identified  in  the 
State's  assessment,  funds  under  this  title 
will  be  used  to  establish  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  programs,  or  improve  or  ex- 
pand current  programs,  that  will  lead  to 
high-quality  learning  outcomes,  including 
measurable  learning  gains,  for  individuals  in 
such  programs;  (3)  a  statement  of  the  States 
performance  goals  and  indicators  established 
under  section  109.  or  in  the  first  such  plan  a 
description  of  how  the  State  will  establish 
such  performance  goals  and  indicators;  (4)  a 
description  of  the  criteria  the  State  will  use 
to  award  funds  under  this  title  to  eligible  ap- 
plicants under  section  107.  including  a  de- 
scription of  how  the  State  will  ensure  that 
its  selection  of  applicants  to  operate  pro- 
grams assisted  under  this  title  will  reflect 
the  findings  of  program  evaluations  carried 
out  under  section  110(a);  (5)  a  description  of 
how  the  State  will  integrate  services  and  ac- 
tivities under  this  Act,  including  planning 
and  coordination  of  programs,  with  those  of 
other  agencies,  institutions,  and  organiza- 
tions involved  in  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  in  order  to  ensure  effective  use  of 
funds  and  to  avoid  duplication  of  services;  (6) 
a  description  of  the  leadership  activities  the 
State  will  carry  out  under  section  103;  and 
(7)  any  comments  the  Governor  may  have  on 
the  State  plan.  Section  106(d)  of  the  Act 
would  also  require  the  State  plan  to  provide 
assurances  that:  (1)  the  State  will  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  this  Act  and  the 
provisions  of  the  State  plan,  (2)  the  State 
will  use  such  fiscal  control  and  accounting 
procedures  as  are  necessary  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of  this  title;  and 
(3)  programs  funded  under  this  title  will  be 
of  such  size,  scope,  and  quality  as  to  give  re- 
alistic promise  of  furthering  the  purpose  of 
this  Act. 

Section  106(e)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
designated  State  agency  or  aigencies,  when 
changes  in  conditions  or  other  factors  re- 
quire substantial  modifications  to  an  ap- 
proved State  plan,  to  submit  a  revision  to 
the  plan  to  the  Secretary.  Such  a  revision 
would  have  to  be  approved  by  the  designated 
State  agency  or  agencies. 

Section  106(f)  of  the  Act  would  authorize  a 
State,  for  fiscal  year  1996  only,  to  submit  a 
one  year  State  plan  to  the  Secretary  that  ei- 
ther satisfies  the  specific  requirements  of 
this  section  or  describes  how  the  State  will 
complete  the  development  of  its  State  plan 
with  respect  to  those  specific  requirements 
within  the  following  year.  A  State  may  use 
funds  reserved  under  section  102(b)(2)  to  com- 
plete the  development  of  its  State  plan.  A 
one  year  State  plan  under  this  subsection 
would  have  to  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (o;  and  contain  the  assur- 
ances described  in  subsection  (dH8).  In  order 
to  receive  a  grant  under  section  102(ai  for  fis- 
cal year  1997,  a  State  that  submits  a  one  year 
State  plan  under  this  subsection  would  have 
to  submit  a  four  year  State  plan  that  covers 
fiscal  year  1997  and  the  three  succeeding  fis- 
cal years. 

Section  106(g)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
designated  State  agency  or  agencies  to  sub- 


mit the  State  plan,  and  any  revisions  to  the 
State  plan,  to  the  Governor  for  review  and 
comment,  and  ensure  that  any  comments  the 
Governor  may  have  are  included  with  the 
State  plan,  or  revision,  when  the  State  plan. 
or  revision,  is  submitted  to  the  Secretary. 

Section  106(h)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
Secretary  to  approve  a  State  plan,  or  a  revi- 
sion to  an  approved  State  plan,  if  it  meets 
the  requirements  of  this  section  and  is  of 
sufficient  quality  to  meet  the  purpose  of  this 
Act.  The  subsection  would  also  prohibit  the 
Secretary  from  finally  disapproving  a  State 
plan,  or  a  revision  to  an  approved  State  plan, 
except  after  giving  the  State  reasonable  no- 
tice and  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing.  The 
Secretary  would  be  required  to  establish  a 
peer  review  process  to  make  recommenda- 
tions regarding  approval  of  State  plans  and 
revisions  to  the  State  plans. 

Section  107.  Subgrants  to  eligible  appli- 
cants. Section  107(a)  of  the  Act  would  require 
States,  from  funds  available  under  section 
102(b)(4)  of  the  Act.  to  make  .subgrants  to  eli- 
gible applicants  to  develop,  implement,  and 
improve  adult  education  and  family  literacy 
programs  within  the  State.  To  the  extent 
practicable.  States  would  make  multi-year 
subgrants. 

Under  section  107(b),  except  for  subgrants 
for  Even  Start  family  literacy  programs 
under  section  104,  entities  eligible  to  apply 
to  the  State  for  a  subgrant  would  be:  (1) 
local  educational  agencies;  (2)  community- 
based  organizations;  (3)  institutions  of  high- 
er education;  (4)  public  and  private  nonprofit 
agencies  (including  State  and  local  welfare 
agencies,  corrections  agencies,  public  librar- 
ies, and  public  housing  authorities);  and  (5) 
consortia  of  such  agencies,  organizations,  in- 
stitutions, or  partnerships,  including  consor- 
tia that  include  one  or  more  for-profit  agen- 
cies, organizations,  or  institutions,  if  such 
agencies,  organizations,  or  institutions  can 
make  a  significant  contribution  to  attaining 
the  objectives  of  the  Act.  Each  State  receiv- 
ing funds  under  title  I  would  be  required  to 
ensure  that  all  the  above-mentioned  eligible 
applicants  receive  equitable  consideration 
for  subgrants  under  this  section. 

Section  108  Applications  from  eligible  ap- 
plicants. Section  108  of  the  Act  would  require 
any  eligible  <tpiJii..<»iil  ur.urr  .ii.tions  lO-'n'.i) 
(Even  Start  partneiships)  or  107(b)(1)  (other 
eligible  applicants)  that  desires  a  subgrant 
under  title  I  to  submit  an  application  to  the 
State  containing  such  information  and  as- 
surances as  the  State  may  reasonably  re- 
quire. Such  information  must  include:  (Da 
description  of  the  applicant's  current  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  programs,  if 
any;  (2)  a  description  of  how  funds  awarded 
under  this  title  will  be  spent;  (3)  a  descrip- 
tion of  how  the  applicant's  program  will  help 
the  State  address  the  needs  identified  in  the 
State's  assessment  under  section  106(bKD;  (4) 
the  projected  goals  of  the  applicant  with  re- 
spect to  participant  recruitment,  retention, 
and  educational  achievement,  and  how  the 
applicant  will  measure  and  report  to  the 
State  regarding  the  information  required  in 
section  U0(ai;  and  (5i  any  cooperative  ar- 
rangements the  applicant  has  with  others 
(including  arrangements  with  social  service 
agencies,  one-stop  career  centers,  business, 
industry,  and  volunteer  literacy  organiza- 
tions) that  have  been  made  to  deliver  adult 
education  and  family  literacy  programs. 

In  determining  which  applicants  receive 
funds  under  this  title,  section  108(b)  of  the 
Act  would  require  the  State  to  give  pref- 
erence to  those  applicants  that  serve  local 
areas  with  the  high  concentrations  of  indi- 
viduals in  poverty,  or  with  low  levels  of  lit- 
eracy (including  English  language  pro- 
ficiency), or  both,  and  to  consider  the  results 


of  the  evaluations  required  under  section 
110(a).  if  any.  and  the  degree  to  which  the  ap- 
plicant will  coordinate  with  and  utilize  other 
literacy  and  social  services  available  in  the 
community. 

Section  109.  State  performance  goals  and 
indicators.  Section  109(a)  of  the  Act  would 
require  any  State  desiring  to  receive  a  grant 
under  section  102(a)  of  the  Act.  in  consulta- 
tion with  individuals,  agencies,  organiza- 
tions, and  institutions  described  in  section 
106(c),  to:  (1)  identify  performance  goals  that 
define  the  level  of  student  achievement  to  be 
attained  in  adult  education  and  family  lit- 
eracy programs  funded  under  title  I,  and  ex- 
press such  goals  in  an  objective,  quantifi- 
able, and  measurable  form;  and  (2)  identify 
performance  indicators  that  State  and  local 
recipients  will  use  in  measuring  or  assessing 
progress  toward  achieving  such  goals.  By 
July  1.  1997.  such  performance  indicators 
must  include,  at  least:  (D  achievement  in 
linguistic  skills,  including  English  language 
skills;  (2)  receipt  of  a  high  school  diploma  or 
its  equivalent;  (3)  entry  into  a  postsecondary 
school,  job  training  program,  employment. 
or  career  advancement;  and  (4)  successful 
transition  of  children  to  school. 

Section  109(b)  of  the  .\ct  would  authorize  a 
State,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)(3). 
to  continue  to  use  the  indicators  of  program 
quality  that  it  developed  under  section 
331(a)(2)  of  current  law,  to  the  extent  they 
are  consistent  with  the  State's  performance 
goals. 

Section  109(c)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
Secretary  to  provide  technical  assistance  to 
States  regarding  the  development  of  such 
performance  goals  and  indicators  and  au- 
thorize the  Secretary  to  use  funds  reserved 
under  section  3(b)(D(B)  of  the  Act  to  provide 
such  technical  assistance. 

Section  110.  Evaluation,  improvement,  and 
accountability.  Section  110(a)  of  the  Act 
would  require  each  recipient  of  a  subgrant 
under  title  I  of  the  Act  to  evaluate  bienni- 
ally, using  the  performance  goals  and  indica- 
tors established  under  section  109(a)  of  the 
Act,  the  programs  supported  under  title  I 
and  report  to  the  State  regarding  the  effec- 
tiveness of  its  programs  in  addressing  the 
priorities  under  section  101  and  the  needs 
identified  in  the  State  assessment  under  sec- 
tion 106(b)(D. 

Section  110(b)  of  the  Act  would  provide 
that  if  a  State  determines,  based  on  the  ap- 
plicable performance  goals  and  indicators 
and  the  evaluations  under  subsection  (a), 
that  a  subgrant  recipient  is  not  making  sub- 
stantial progress  in  achieving  the  purpose  of 
this  Act,  the  State  may,  but  is  not  required 
to,  work  jointly  with  the  local  recipient  to 
develop  an  improvement  plan.  If.  after  not 
more  than  two  years  oi  implementation  of 
the  improvement  plan,  the  State  determines 
that  the  recipient  is  not  making  substantial 
progress,  the  State  must  take  whatever  cor- 
rective action  it  deems  necessary,  which 
may  include  termination  of  funding  or  the 
implementation  of  alternative  service  ar- 
rangements, consistent  with  the  State  law. 
The  State  could  take  such  corrective  action 
only  after  it  provided  technical  assistance  to 
the  recipient  and  ensured  that  corrective  ac- 
tion allowed  for  continued  services  and  ac- 
tivities to  the  recipient's  students.  The 
State  would  have  to  report  biennially  to  the 
Secretary  on  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of 
the  adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams funded  through  its  subgrants  under 
title  I.  based  on  the  performance  goals  and 
indicators  under  section  109(a)  and  the  needs 
identified  in  the  State  assessment  under  sec- 
tion 106(b)(1). 


Section  110(d)  of  the  Act  would  require 
that  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
State  is  not  properly  implementing  its  re- 
sponsibilities under  subsection  (b).  or  Is  not 
making  substantial  progress  in  meeting  the 
purpose  of  this  Act  based  on  its  goals  and  in- 
dicators under  section  109.  he  or  she  must 
work  with  the  State  to  implement  improve- 
ment activities.  If.  after  a  reasonable  time, 
but  not  earlier  than  one  year  after  the  State 
implements  such  activities,  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  State  is  not  making  suf- 
ficient progress,  based  on  its  performance 
goals  and  indicators,  the  Secretary  would  be 
required,  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  a 
hearing,  to  withhold  from  the  State  all,  or  a 
portion,  of  the  State's  allotment  under  this 
title.  The  Secretary  would  be  given  the  au- 
thority to  use  funds  withheld  to  provide, 
through  alternative  arrangements,  services 
and  activities  within  the  State  that  meet  the 
purposes  of  this  Act. 

Section  111.  Allotments;  reallocation.  Sec- 
tion 111(a)  of  the  Act  would,  subject  to  the 
hold-harmless  provisions  in  subsection  (b). 
from  the  funds  available  under  section  102(a) 
for  each  fiscal  year,  require  the  Secretary  to 
allot  to  each  State:  (Da  sum  that  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  one-half  that  amount  as  the 
number  of  individuals  in  the  State  who  are 
16  years  of  age  or  older  and  not  enrolled,  or 
required  to  be  enrolled,  in  secondary  school 
and  who  do  not  possess  a  high  school  di- 
ploma or  its  equivalent  bears  to  the  number 
of  such  individuals  in  all  the  States;  and  (2) 
a  sum  that  bears  the  same  ratio  to  one-half 
that  amount  as  the  number  of  individuals  in 
the  State  who  are  18  years  of  age  or  older 
and  who  are  living  at  or  below  poverty  bears 
to  the  number  of  such  individuals  in  all  the 
States.  The  Secretary  would  be  required  to 
allot  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
an  amount  equal  to  2  95  percent  of  the  funds 
available  under  section  102(a)  for  each  fiscal 
year.  For  the  purpose  of  subsection  (a),  the 
term  'State'  wouM  be  deemed  to  exclude  the 
Puerto  Rico.  The  numbers  of  individuals 
specified  in  paragraph  (1)  would  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the 
latest  estimates  available  to  the  Department 
that  are  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary. 

Section  111(b)(1)  of  the  Act  would  provide 
that,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  and  subject  to  paragraph  (2):  (1)  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  no  State  shall  receive  under  title 
I  of  this  Act  less  than  90  percent  of  the  sum 
of  the  payments  made  to  the  State  for  the 
fiscal  year  1995  for  programs  authorized  by 
the  section  313  of  the  Adult  Education  Act, 
section  1202  (Even  Start)  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965.  and 
sections  202(c)(1)(C)  and  262(c)(1)(C)  of  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act.  as  those  stat- 
utes were  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
this  bill;  and  (2)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  no  State 
shall  receive  under  Title  I  of  this  Act  less 
than  90  percent  of  the  amount  it  received 
under  Title  I  for  fiscal  year  1996.  Section 
111(b)(2)  of  the  Act  would  provide  that,  if  for 
any  fiscal  year  the  amount  available  for  al- 
lotment under  this  section  is  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  provisions  of  subsection  (bid), 
the  Secretary  is  to  ratably  reduce  the  pay- 
ments to  all  States  for  such  services  and  ac- 
tivities as  necessary. 

Section  111(c)  of  the  Act  would  provide  for 
reallotment  of  any  unneeded  portion  of  a 
State's  allotment  under  subsection  (a)  for 
any  fiscal  year. 

Section  llKd)  of  the  Act  would  require  the 
Secretary,  by  September  30.  2000.  to  conduct 
a  study  to  determine  the  availability  and  re- 
liability of  statistical  data  on  the  number  of 
immigrant  and  limited  English  proficient  in- 


dividuals in  each  State,  and  report  to  the 
Congress  on  the  feasibility  and  advisability 
of  including  such  population  as  a  factor  in 
the  formula  under  subsection  (a)(D. 

TITLE  II  OF  THE  ACT— NATIONAL  LEADERSHIP 

Section  201.  National  Leadership  Activi- 
ties. Section  201  of  the  Act  would  authorize 
the  Secretary,  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  section  3(bKl)(B)  of  the  Act  for  any  fis- 
cal year,  to  establish  a  program  of  national 
leadership  and  evaluation  activities  to  en- 
hance the  quality  of  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  nationwide.  The  Secretary 
would  be  authorized  to  carry  out  such  activi- 
ties directly  or  through  grants,  contracts, 
and  cooperative  agreements.  Funds  under 
this  section  could  be  used  for:  (D  research 
and  development;  (2)  demonstration  of  model 
and  innovative  programs;  (3)  dissemination; 
(4)  evaluations  and  assessments,  including 
independent  assessments  of  services  and  ac- 
tivities assisted  under  this  Act  and  of  the 
condition  and  progress  of  literacy  of  the 
United  States:  (5)  capacity  building  at  the 
State  and  local  levels;  (6)  data  collection;  (7) 
professional  development:  (8)  technical  as- 
sistance; and  (9)  other  activities  designed  to 
enhance  the  quality  of  adult  education  and 
family  literacy  nationwide. 

Section  202.  Awards  for  National  Excel- 
lence, Section  202  of  the  Act  would  authorize 
the  Secretary,  from  the  amount  reserved 
under  section  3(b)(D(A)  of  the  Act  for  any 
fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1997,  and  through 
a  peer  review  process,  to  make  performance 
awards  to  one  or  more  States  that  have:  (1) 
exceeded  in  an  out-standing  manner  their 
performance  goals  established  under  section 
109(a)  the  Act;  (2)  made  exemplary  progress 
in  developing.  Implementing,  or  improving 
their  adult  education  and  family  literacy 
programs  in  accordance  with  the  priorities 
described  in  section  101  of  the  Act;  or  (3)  pro- 
vided exemplary  services  and  activities  for 
those  individuals  within  the  State  who  are 
most  in  need  of  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  services,  or  are  hardest  to  serve. 

Section  203.  National  Institute  for  Lit- 
eracy. Section  203  of  the  Act  would  reauthor- 
ize the  National  Institute  for  Literacy  (the 
"Institute") 

Subsection  (a)  would  clarify  the  purpose  of 
the  Institute  by  requiring  it  to:  (1)  provide 
national  leadership;  (2)  coordinate  literacy 
services;  and  (3)  be  a  national  resource  for 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  by  pro- 
viding the  best  and  most  current  informa- 
tion available  and  supporting  the  creation  of 
new  ways  to  offer  improved  services. 

Subsection  (b)  would  establish  the  Insti- 
tute, to  be  administered  by  the  terms  of  an 
interagency  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
Secretaries  of  Education.  Labor,  and  Health 
and  Human  Services  (the  "Interagency 
Group").  The  Secretary  could  Include  in  the 
Institute  any  research  and  development  cen- 
ter, institute,  or  clearinghouse  established 
within  the  Department  of  Education  whose 
purpose  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
related  to  the  purpose  of  the  Institute 

Under  subsection  (b),  the  Interagency 
Group  would  consider  the  recommendations 
of  the  National  Institute  for  Literacy  Advi- 
sory Board  in  planning  the  goals  of  the  Insti- 
tute and  in  implementing  any  programs  to 
achieve  such  goals.  The  daily  operations  of 
the  Institute  would  be  carried  out  by  the  Di- 
rector, 

Subsection  (c)  would  authorize  the  Insti- 
tute to:  (1)  establish  a  national  electronic 
data  base  that  disseminates  information  to 
the  broadest  i>ossible  audience  within  the  lit- 
eracy and  basic  skills  field;  (2)  coordinate 
support   for   the   provision   of   literacy   and 
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basic  skills  3en.'ices  across  Federal  agencies 
and  at  the  State  and  local  levels;  (3)  coordi- 
nate the  support  of  research  and  develop- 
ment on  literacy  and  basic  skills  in  families 
and  adults  across  Federal  agencies,  espe- 
cially with  the  Office  of  Educational  Re- 
search and  Improvement,  and  carry  out  basic 
and  applied  research  and  development  on 
topics  that  are  not  being  investigated  by 
other  organizations  investigated  by  other  or- 
ganizations or  agencies.  (4)  collect  and  dis- 
seminate information  on  methods  of  advanc- 
ing literacy  that  show  grreat  promise;  (5) 
work  with  the  National  Education  Goals 
Panel  in  making  and  measuring  progress  to- 
wards the  National  Education  Goals,  as  es- 
tablished by  PL.  103-227;  (6)  coordinate  and 
share  information  with  national  organiza- 
tions and  aissociations  that  are  interested  in 
literacy  and  workforce  development;  and  (7) 
inform  the  development  of  policy  with  re- 
spect to  literacy  and  basic  skills; 

Subsection  (ci  would  also  authorize  the  In- 
stitute to  enter  into  contracts  or  cooperative 
agreements  with,  or  make  grants  to.  individ- 
uals, public  or  private  institutions,  agencies. 
organizations,  or  consortia  of  such  institu- 
tions, agencies,  or  organizations  to  carry  out 
the  activities  of  the  Institute.  Such  grants, 
contracts,  or  agreements  would  be  subject  to 
the  laws  and  regulations  that  generally 
apply  to  grants,  contracts,  or  agreements  en- 
tered into  by  Federal  agencies. 

Subsection  (d)  would  authorize  the  Insti- 
tute, in  consultation  with  the  Board,  to 
award  fellowships,  with  such  stipends  and  al- 
lowances that  the  Director  considers  nec- 
essary, to  outstanding  individuals  pursuing 
careers  in  adult  education  or  literacy  in  the 
areas  of  instruction,  management,  research, 
or  innovation.  Such  fellowships  would  have 
to  be  used,  under  the  auspices  of  the  Insti- 
tute, to  engage  in  research,  education,  train- 
ing, technical  assistance,  or  other  activities 
to  advance  the  field  of  adult  education  or  lit- 
eracy, including  the  training  of  volunteer 
literacy  providers  at  the  national.  State,  or 
local  level.  Subsection  (d)  would  also  author- 
ize the  Institute,  in  consultation  with  the 
Board,  to  award  paid  and  unpaid  internships 
to  individuals  seeking  to  assist  in  carrying 
out  the  Institute's  mission  and  to  accept  as- 
sistance from  volunteers. 

Subsection  (e)  would  establish  the  Na- 
tional Institute  for  Literacy  .■"idvlsory  Board 
(the  Board'),  consisting  of  10  individuals  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  who  are  not  other- 
wise officers  or  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  who  are  representative  of 
such  entities  as;  (1)  literacy  organizations 
and  providers  of  literacy  services;  (2)  busi- 
nesses that  have  demonstrated  interest  in 
literacy  programs;  (3)  literacy  students,  in- 
cluding those  with  disabilities;  (4)  experts  in 
the  area  of  literacy  research;  (5)  State  and 
local  governments;  and  (6)  organized  labor. 

Subsection  (ei  would  require  the  Board  to; 
(1)  make  recommendations  concerning  the 
appointment  of  the  Director  and  staff  of  the 
Institute;  and  (2)  provide  independent  advice 
on  the  operation  of  the  Institute.  Subsection 
(el  would  also  provide  for  staggering  the 
terms  of  appointment  for  Board  members, 
filling  vacancies  on  the  Board,  electing  a 
Chairperson  and  'Vice  Chairperson  of  the 
Board  by  the  members,  and  calling  Board 
meetings. 

Subsection  (f>  would  authorize  the  Insti- 
tute to  au;cept.  administer,  and  use  gifts  or 
donations  of  services,  money,  or  property, 
whether  real  or  personal,  tangible  or  intangi- 
ble. Subsection  (O  would  also  require  the  re- 
sponsible official  to  establish  written  rules 
setting  forth  the  criteria  to  be  used  in  deter- 


mining whether  the  acceptance  of  such  gifts 
or  donations  reflect  unfavorably  upon  the 
ability  of  the  Institute  or  any  employee  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  or  official  du- 
ties in  a  fair  and  objective  manner,  or  com- 
promise the  integrity  or  the  appearance  of 
the  integrity  of  its  programs  or  any  official 
involved  in  those  programs. 

Subsection  (g)  would  authorize  the  Board 
and  the  Institute  to  use  the  United  States 
mails  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 
same  conditions  as  other  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  United  States. 

Subsection  (h)  requires  the  Interagency 
Group,  after  considering  recommendations 
made  by  the  Board,  to  appoint  and  fix  the 
pay  of  a  Director. 

Subsection  (i)  would  permit  the  Director 
and  staff  of  the  Institute  to  be  appointed 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  governing  appointments 
in  the  competitive  service,  and  to  be  paid 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter 
51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  that 
title  relating  to  classification  and  General 
Schedule  pay  rates,  except  that  an  individual 
so  appointed  may  not  receive  pay  in  excess 
of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for 
level  I'V  of  the  Executive  Schedule. 

Subsection  (j)  would  allow  the  Institute  to 
procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
under  section  3109<b)  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code. 

Subsection  (k)  would  require  the  Institute 
to  submit  a  biennial  report  to  the  Inter- 
agency Group  and  the  Congress. 

Subsection  (1)  would  permit  any  amounts 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Education, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  or  any  other  de- 
partment that  participates  in  the  Institute 
for  purposes  that  the  Institute  is  authorized 
to  perform  under  this  section,  to  be  provided 
to  the  Institute  for  such  purposes. 

TTTLE  111  OF  THE  ACT— GENERAL  PR0\^SIONS 

Section  301.  Waivers.  Section  301  of  the  Act 
sets  forth  waiver  provisions,  in  order  to  pro- 
vide the  flexibility  States  need  to  carry  out 
adult  education  and  family  literacy  pro- 
grams. 

Subsection  (a)(1)  provides  that  any  State 
may  request  a  waiver  by  the  Secretary  of 
Education,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  as  appropriate,  of 
one  or  more  statutory  or  regulatory  provi- 
sions In  order  to  carry  out  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs  under  title  I 
more  effectively.  Subsection  (a)  (2)  provides 
that  an  Indian  tribe  or  tribal  organization 
may  request  a  waiver  by  a  Secretary  de- 
scribed In  subsection  (a)  (1).  as  appropriate, 
of  one  or  more  statutory  or  regulatory  provi- 
sions described  In  subsection  (o  in  order  to 
carry  out  an  Even  Start  family  literacy  pro- 
gram under  section  104(c)  more  effectively. 

Subsection  (b)  would,  with  some  excep- 
tions, authorize  a  Secretary  described  in  sub- 
section (a)  (1)  to  waive  any  requirement  of 
any  statute  listed  in  subsection  (c).  or  of  the 
regulations  issued  under  that  statute.  In 
both  cases,  the  Secretary  would  be  author- 
ized to  grant  a  waiver  to  a  State  that  re- 
quests one:  (1)  if.  and  only  to  the  extent  that. 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  require- 
ment Impedes  the  State's  or  subgrant  recipi- 
ent's ability  to  carry  out  adult  education 
and  family  literacy  programs  or  activities  in 
an  effective  manner:  (2)  if  the  State  waives, 
or  agrees  to  waive,  any  similar  requirements 
of  State  law;  (3)  if.  in  the  case  of  a  statewide 
waiver,  the  State  has  provided  all  subgrant 
recipients  of  sissistance  under  title  I  In  the 
State  with  notice  of,  and  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on,  the  State's  proposal  to  request 


a  waiver  and  has  submitted  these  comments 
to  the  Secretary;  and  <4t  if  the  State  pro- 
vides such  information  a.s  the  Secretary  rea- 
sonably requires  in  order  to  make  such  de- 
terminations. 

Subsection  (b)  would  require  a  Secretary 
to  act  promptly  on  any  waiver  request.  This 
subsection  would  also  provide  that  each 
waiver  shall  be  for  no  longer  than  five  years. 
However,  a  Secretary  may  extend  the  period 
if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  waiver 
has  been  effective  in  enabling  the  State  to 
carry  out  the  purpose  of  the  Act. 

Subsection  (c)(1)  would  list  the  following 
statutes  as  subject  to  waiver  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education:  (1)  this  Act;  (2)  part  A 
of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965  (authorizing  programs 
and  activities  to  help  disadvantaged  children 
meet  high  standards):  (3)  part  B  of  title  II  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  (Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  Profes- 
sional Development  program):  (4)  title  VI  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  (Innovative  Education  Program 
Strategies);  (5)  part  C  of  title  VII  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  (Emergency  Immigrant  Education  pro- 
gram): (6)  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities 
Act  of  1994.  but  only  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor:  and  (7)  the  Carl  D. 
Perkins  Career  Preparation  Education  Act  of 
1995. 

Subsection  (c)  (2)  would  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  waive  the  provisions 
of  part  B  of  the  Education  Amendments  of 
1978. 

Subsection  (o  (3)  would  list  the  following 
statutes  as  subject  to  waiver  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor:  (1)  the  Job  Training  Part- 
nership Act:  and  (2)  the  School-to-Work  Op- 
portunities Act  of  1994.  but  only  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  Education. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  include  Head  Start 
programs  in  the  waiver  authority  section  of 
this  bill,  because  there  already  exists  suffi- 
cient authority  in  Head  Start  legislation  for 
a  wide  range  of  collaborative  and  coordina- 
tion efforts  with  adult  education  and  family 
literacy  programs. 

Subsection  (d)  would  prohibit  the  Sec- 
retary from  waiving  any  statutory  or  regu- 
latory requirement  of  the  programs  listed  in 
subsection  (c)  that  relate  to:  (1)  the  basic 
purposes  or  goals  of  the  affected  programs; 
(2)  maintenance  of  effort:  (3)  comparability 
of  .services;  (4)  the  equitable  participation  of 
students  attending  private  schools:  (5)  paren- 
tal participation  and  involvement:  (6)  the 
distribution  of  funds  to  States  or  to  local  re- 
cipients: (7)  the  eligibility  of  an  individual 
for  participation  in  the  affected  programs; 
(8)  public  health  or  safety,  labor  standards, 
civil  rights,  occupational  safety  and  health, 
or  environmental  protection;  or  (9)  prohibi- 
tions or  restrictions  relating  to  the  con- 
struction of  buildings  or  facilities. 

Subsection  (e)  would  require  a  Secretary  to 
review  periodically  the  performance  of  any 
State  or  local  recipient  for  which  the  Sec- 
retary has  granted  a  waiver  and  to  terminate 
the  waiver,  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  performance  of  the  State  affected  by  the 
waiver  or  the  State  fails  to  waive  similar  re- 
quirements of  State  law. 

Section  302.  Definitions.  Section  302  would 
define  the  terms  "adult,"  "adult  education," 
"community-based  organization,"  "family 
literacy,  "  "Indian  tribes"  and  'tribal  orga- 
nizations. "  "individual  of  limited  English 
proficiency."  "Institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation." "literacy."  "local  educational  agen- 
cy." "migratory  family."  "public  housing 
authority."  "Secretary,"  and  "State  "  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Act. 


TITLE  II  OK  THE  BILIr-EFFECTIVE  DATES; 
TR.A.NSITION 

Section  201.  Effective  date.  Section  201  of 
the  bill  would  provide  that  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation and  Family  Literacy  Reform  Act  of 
1995  would  take  effect  on  July  1.  1996. 

Section  202.  Transition.  Section  202  of  the 
bill  would  provide  that,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provisions  of  law,  upon  enactment  of 
this  bill,  a  State  or  local  recipient  of  funds 
under  the  Adult  Education  Act.  the  Even 
Start  Family  Literacy  Programs  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965.  and  sections  202(c»(l)(C)  and  262(n)(l)(C) 
of  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act.  as  they 
were  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this 
bill,  could  use  any  unexpended  funds  to  carry 
out  services  and  activities  that  were  author- 
ized in  by  those  statutes  or  by  the  Adult 
Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act.  A  State 
or  local  recipient  of  funds  under  this  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1996  could  use  those  funds  to 
carry  out  services  and  activities  that  are  au- 
thorized by  either  this  Act  or  the  Adult  Edu- 
cation Act.  the  Even  Start  Family  Literacy 
Programs  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965.  and  sections 
202(c)(1)(C)  and  262(c)(1)(C)  of  the  Job  Train- 
ing Partnership  Act.  as  they  were  in  effect 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

TITLE  III  OF  THE  BILI^REI'EAL  OF  OTHER  ACTS 

Section  301  Repeals  Section  301  of  the  bill 
would  repeal  Part  B  (Even  Start)  of  title  I  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965.  the  National  Literacy  Act  of 
1991.  and  Part  E  (Grants  to  States  for  Work- 
place and  Community  Transition  Training 
for  Incarcerated  Youth  Offenders)  of  title  X 
of  the  Higher  Education  Act. 


By  Mr.  CONRAD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Chakee.     Mr.     Jeffords.     Mr. 
Bradley,      and      Mr.      Rocke- 
feller): 
S.  798    A  bill  to  amend  title  XVI  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  improve  the 
provisions  of  supplemental  security  in- 
come benefits,  and  for  the  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  CH!LPRE.'*'''S  "^S!  FIJGIBILITV  f'FV'^RM  *rT 

Mr.   CONRAD.   Mr.   President.   I  rise 

today  to  introduce  the  Children's  SSI 
Eligibility  Reform  Act. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  welfare 
reform  bill  passed  b.y  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives attempted  to  address 
criticisms  that  have  been  leveled 
against  the  SSI  program.  But  the 
House  went  too  far. 

SSI  is  the  program  of  last  resort  for 
850,000  children  with  severe  disabilities 
who  live  in  low-income  families.  The 
cash  assistance  provided  to  these  chil- 
dren's families  enables  them  to  meet 
the  added  costs  the  disability  imposes 
on  the  family— whether  those  costs  re- 
sult from  necessary  modifications  to 
the  home;  day  care  for  siblings  while 
the  child  in  question  receives  therapy; 
basic  necessities  like  food,  shelter, 
clothing  and  utilities;  transportation 
expenses  in  making  frequent  trips  to  a 
therapist  or  hospital;  or  the  cost  of 
foregoing  one  parent's  income  in  order 
to  care  for  a  child  with  a  disability. 
SSI  also  provides  for  the  basic  neces- 
sities of  low-income  families,  in  order 
to  maximize  the  likelihood  that  a  child 
with  a  disability  can  remain  at  home. 


But  the  SSI  program  is  not  without 
its  faults.  SSI  as  it  relates  to  children 
has  been  poorly  defined  since  its  incep- 
tion. There  is  concern  that  children 
who  are  not  sufficiently  disabled  to 
merit  assistance  are  making  their  way 
onto  the  SSI  rolls.  There  have  been  al- 
legations that  some  parents  have 
coached  their  children  to  feign  a  dis- 
ability in  order  to  obtain  benefits.  And 
there  is  concern  that  SSI  does  nothing 
to  promote  the  improvement  of  those 
children  with  disabilities  who  could 
improve  with  proper  assistance. 

Because  of  these  issues  and  my  con- 
cern that  the  House  enacted  an  ill-con- 
ceived, sweeping  proposal  with  insuffi- 
cient data  on  its  impact,  I  convened  a 
series  of  psychiatric  and  disability  ex- 
perts to  help  me  develop  the  Children's 
SSI  Eligibility  Reform  Act.  And  I  am 
extremely  pleased  that  Senators 
Chafee,  Jeffords  and  Bradley  have 
joined  me  in  this  effort. 

This  is  a  bipartisan  issue.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  alike  want  to  do 
the  right  thing  when  it  comes  to  se- 
verely disabled  children.  That's  why  we 
should  make  every  effort  to  repair  the 
defects  in  the  SSI  program,  but  do  so 
in  a  way  that  protects  children  with  se- 
vere disabilities. 

The  House  of  Representatives,  out  of 
frustration  with  repeated  reports  of 
abuse  under  the  program,  went  too  far. 
The  House  wiped  out  the  Individualized 
Functional  Assessment  that  was  devel- 
oped to  protect  children  with  disabil- 
ities after  the  Supreme  Court's  Zebley 
decision.  And  as  a  result,  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  250,000  children  who  cur- 
rently receive  SSI  by  virtue  of  the  as- 
sessment would  lose  all  benefits — both 
SSI  cash  benefits  and  Medicaid. 

The  proposal  Senator  Ch.\fee,  Sen- 
ator Jeffords.  Senator  Br.adley  and  T 
are  introducing,  on  the  other  hand, 
takes  a  surgical  approach  to  improving 
SSI.  It  targets  the  problems,  not  the 
kids. 

But  none  of  us  can  pretend  that  SSI 
reform  will  not  eliminate  some  chil- 
dren from  the  rolls.  Obviously,  it  will. 
Given  that  fact,  our  goal  should  be  to 
remove  those  who  should  not  be  on  the 
program  in  the  first  place. 

In  order  to  accomplish  this,  our  pro- 
posal takes  several  approaches.  First. 
it  clarifies  the  purpose  of  the  program, 
which  critics  argue  was  never  suffi- 
ciently defined.  It  ensures  that  the  pur- 
pose of  SSI  is  not  only  covering  the  ad- 
ditional costs  of  caring  for  children 
with  disabilities  and  maintaining  them 
at  home,  but  also  providing  basic  ne- 
cessities and  enhancing  the  oppor- 
tunity for  these  children  to  develop 
into  independent  adults. 

Second,  our  proposal  modifies  SSI's 
medical  listings  and  Individualized 
Functional  Assessment  to  ensure  that 
only  children  with  severe  disabilities 
are  drawing  SSI  benefits. 

This  is  not  a  modification  I  take 
lightly.  Members  of  Congress,  for  the 


most  part,  must  acknowledge  our  igno- 
rance in  making  clinical  diagnoses  re- 
lating to  mental  illness  and  other  dis- 
abilities Any  modifications  we  make 
to  the  diagnostic  tools  of  clinicians 
should  respect  both  what  we  know  and 
do  not  know,  so  we  do  not  harm  inno- 
cent children. 

Therefore,  while  our  proposal  modi- 
fies the  medical  listings  and  increases 
the  level  of  severity  required  under  the 
Individualized  Functional  Assessment, 
it  also  requires  an  evaluation  of  these 
changes  by  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  much  attention  has 
been  paid  in  this  debate  to  children 
with  mental  disorders,  and  the  degree 
to  which  they  should  be  eligible  for 
SSI. 

I  think  we  need  to  be  very  careful  to 
avoid  denying  eligibility  to  someone 
who  doesn't  look  disabled  And  as 
much  as  we  must  reform  this  program 
to  insure  its  integrity,  we  must  also 
avoid  making  decisions  based  only  on 
anecdotal  evidence.  A  child  who  may 
not  "look  "  disabled  to  the  average  per- 
son may  suffer  from  a  severe  disability 
that  is  just  as  costly  for  the  family  as 
a  physically  disabled  child. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  from 
North  Dakota.  The  mother  of  a  6-year- 
old  child  named  Garrett  recently  vis- 
ited my  office. 

When  Garrett  was  4.  he  was  diag- 
nosed with  attention  deficit  hyper- 
activity disorder— ADHD.  A  medication 
was  prescribed  for  him  after  he  experi- 
enced a  series  of  seizures.  But  the 
medication  caused  brain  damage  which 
has  deprived  Garrett  of  the  ability  to 
control  his  negative  emotions. 

Because  Garrett  has  no  neurological 
control,  he  is  incapable  of  exercising 
choice  in  his  actions  and  requires  con- 
stant supervision.  Garrett's  aggressive 
disorders  have  resulted  in  harm  to  him- 
self, the  members  of  his  family,  and 
their  home. 

SSI  not  only  has  enabled  the  family 
to  make  household  repairs  when  Gar- 
rett has  damaged  the  house,  but  also  to 
pay  for  day  care  for  their  younger 
daughter  when  Garrett's  mother  has 
had  to  take  him  to  therapy.  There  is  no 
day  care  for  a  youngster  like  Garrett. 

Garrett  is  just  one  example  of  the 
kind  of  child  who  should  not  be  re- 
moved from  SSI  I  am  hopeful  that  this 
Congress  will  see  fit  to  take  a  balanced 
approach  to  this  issue  to  ensure  that 
we  clean  up  this  program  in  a  way  that 
is  tough,  honest  and  fair. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  making 
the  changes  to  SSI  that  I  have  already 
mentioned,  our  proposal  also: 

Increases  the  use  of  standardized 
tests  to  make  it  virtually  impossible 
for  anyone  to  feign  a  disability; 

Expands  and  better  targets  SSI  con- 
tinuing disability  reviews; 

Expands  civil  penalties  for  those  who 
coach  children  to  act  inappropriately 
in  order  to  receive  benefits; 
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Graduates  the  level  of  benefits  that 
families  receive  when  they  have  more 
than  one  child  on  SSI: 

Changes  the  SSI  policy  regarding  ret- 
roactive lump  sum  benefits; 

Requires  parents  to  demonstrate  that 
they  have  sought  appropriate  treat- 
ment to  alleviate  their  child's  disabil- 
ity; and  several  other  important  provi- 
sions. 

Mr  President,  while  a  great  deal  of 
time  and  effort  has  gone  into  develop- 
ing this  legislation,  I  would  be  the  first 
to  acknowledge  that  there  may  be 
room  for  improvement.  For  example, 
the  Slattery  Commission  on  Childhood 
Disability  appears  ready  to  recommend 
that  Medicaid  coverage  continue  for 
children  who  leave  SSI  because  their 
condition  improves,  but  need  continued 
medical  assistance  to  ensure  their  con- 
dition does  not  worsen.  Although  this 
provision  is  not  in  our  bill.  I  believe  it 
is  one  the  Congress  should  consider. 

I  also  want  to  call  to  my  colleagues' 
attention  a  new  report  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Social  Insurance  entitled 
•■Restructuring  the  SSI  Disability  Pro- 
gram for  Children  and  Adolescents." 
The  Academy's  study,  conducted  by  a 
nonpartisan  group  of  national  experts, 
is  an  extremely  thoughtful  and  com- 
prehensive analysis  of  the  approach 
Congress  should  take  to  reform  SSI. 
And  it  contains  many  parallels  to  the 
legislation  we  are  introducing  today. 
The  report  recommends  strengthening 
eligibility  criteria,  preserving  the  cash 
benefit,  graduating  the  amount  of  ben- 
efits families  receive  when  they  have 
more  than  one  child  on  SSI,  encourag- 
ing measures  to  foster  independence 
among  those  youngsters  who  can  be- 
come independent,  and  several  other 
items. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  orlered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  National  Academy  of  Social 
Insurance.  May  8.  1995] 
Expert  Group  Reco.mme.nds  Steps  to  Re- 
structure SuppLEME.NT.\L  Security-  Dis- 
ability Program  for  Children,  Adoles- 
cents 

Washi.ngto.n,  DC  —A  nonpartisan  ^oup  of 
national  experts,  responding  to  a  study  re- 
quest from  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee in  Che  102nd  Congress,  said  today  that 
"there  is  a  strong  rationale  for  the  payment 
of  cash  benefits  to  families  with  disabled 
children,  while  suggesting  specific  steps  to 
restructure  the  Supplemental  Secunty  In- 
come (SSI)  disability  program  whose  future 
is  currently  being  debated  in  the  Congress. 

The  Committee  on  Childhood  Disability  of 
the  National  .Academy  of  Social  Insurance 
released  its  findings  in  a  study  entitled  "Re- 
structuring the  SSI  Disability  Program  for 
Children  and  Adolescents."  The  study,  one 
year  in  the  making,  also  considered  the 
views  of  12  additional  experts  in  government, 
academia.  and  the  private  sector  who  con- 
tribute to  the  Academy's  Disability  Policy 
Panel. 


The  population  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities is  small,  but  significant,  and  varies  de- 
pending on  the  definition  of  "disability  " 
The  National  Health  Interview  Survey  esti- 
mates in  1991  that  children  who  had  a  "limi- 
tation in  their  major  activity"— which 
means  attending  school  for  children  age  .V17. 
or  playing  for  younger  children— numbered 
2.7  million  or  4.2  percent  of  children  under  18. 
In  December  of  1994,  there  were  837.000  low- 
income  children  under  18  receiving  SSI  due 
to  their  disabilities. 

Jerry  Mashaw.  the  Panel  chair  and  Ster- 
ling Professor  of  Law  at  Yale  University,  ex- 
plained that  "cash  payments  must  be  seen  in 
the  context  of  needs  for  family  support 
There  are  myriad  special  burdens  placed  on 
families  of  children  with  severe  disabilities. 
Cash  support  can  ease  those  burdens,  even  if 
it  cannot  remove  them.  Low-income  fami- 
lies, already  at  the  margin,  face  particular 
difficulties  meeting  the  added  costs  associ- 
ated with  their  child's  disability." 

The  Committee,  though  clearly  in  support 
of  cash  benefits  for  disabled  children,  said 
that  these  benefits  should  be  made  "only  in 
appropriate  cases"  and  that  they  should  not 
be  excessive  in  the  modest  number  of  cases 
where  families  have  more  than  one  disabled 
child.  Most  importantly,  they  argued,  'the 
approach  to  the  support  of  disabled  children 
through  the  SSI  program  should  be  reori- 
ented toward  an  emphasis  on  the  medical  re- 
covery, physical  and  mental  development 
and  job  readiness  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities." 

The  rapid  growth  in  SSI  childhood  disabil- 
ity awards  between  1989  and  1993  has  leveled 
off  and  actually  declined  in  1994.  According 
to  Mashaw.  the  growth  appears  to  be  a 
"wave"  rather  than  a  long  term  trend.  The 
•wave"  was  attributed  to  four  factors:  up- 
dates of  the  listing  of  disabling  childhood 
mental  impairments  in  late  1990;  implemen- 
tation of  a  1990  Supreme  Court  decision  that 
expanded  SSI  eligibility  criteria  for  children; 
legislatively  mandated  outreach  activities 
by  the  Social  Security  Administration  as 
well  as  efforts  by  States  and  private  organi- 
zations to  enroll  eligible  children  in  the  SSI 
program;  and  an  economic  recession  in  1990- 
91  that  caused  more  families  with  di.sabled 
children  to  meet  the  programs  low-income 
criteria. 

The  report  also  makes  clear  that  allega- 
tions of  widespread  abuse  have  not  been  sub- 
stantiated in  any  of  the  studies  that  have 
been  done.  The  data  show  that  children  who 
receive  SSI  have  very  significant  disabil- 
ities, and  that  those  who  are  suspected  of 
"gaming  the  system"  are  denied  benefits 
Further,  the  Social  Security  Administration 
has  put  in  place  rigorous  new  systems  to  in- 
vestigate all  such  allegations  and  assure 
that  benefits  are  not  improperly  paid. 

The  Academy's  expert  group  identified  five 
themes  that  define  sound  disability  policy 
for  children  and  adolescents: 

Family  preservation.  'The  basic  purpose  of 
cash  benefits  is  to  support  and  preserve  the 
capacity  of  families  to  care  for  their  disabled 
children  in  their  own  homes  "  This  can  be 
done  by  providing  for  some  of  the  additional, 
non-medical,  but  disability-related,  costs  of 
raising  a  disabled  child,  by  compensating  for 
some  of  the  income  lost  because  of  the  every- 
day necessities  of  caring  for  a  disabled  child; 
and  by  meeting  the  child's  basic  needs  for 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 

"Without  these  supports, •'  they  argue, 
"disabled  children  would  be  at  a  much  great- 
er risk  of  losing  both  a  secure  home  environ- 
ment and  the  opportunity  for  integration 
into  community  life,  including  the  world  of 
work.^' 


Strengthened  eligibility  criteria.  The  Com- 
mittee urged  that  maladaptive  behavior" 
be  eliminated  as  a  separate  "functional  do- 
main" for  evaluating  childhood  mental  dis- 
orders that  qualify  one  for  SSI.  Further, 
they  called  for  increased  use  of  standardized 
tests  to  assess  functioning  for  children  with 
mental  disorders,  .^nd.  they  called  for  re- 
vamping the  'individualized  functional  as- 
sessment '•  required  by  the  Supreme  Court  to 
make  it  a  more  accurate  barometer  of  both 
physical  and  mental  disabilities,  that  is  not 
so  closely  tied  to  mental  di.sorders. 

The  Committee  said  that  "new  regulations 
should  be  developed  expeditiously  to 
strengthen  the  childhood  eligibility  criteria. 
At  the  same  time,  care  should  be  taken  not 
to  repeat  the  tumult  of  the  early  1980s,  when 
radical  retrenchment  in  Federal  disability 
policy  brought  widespread  individual  hard- 
ship and  judicial  challenges.  States  were  at 
first  reluctant,  and  then  refused,  to  imple- 
ment the  harsh  policies  because  it  left  them 
with  the  burden  of  care  for  vulnerable  popu- 
lations whose  Federal  benefits  were  denied 
or  terminated. 

Limiting  family  benefits  when  there  is 
more  than  one  eligible  child  in  the  house- 
hold With  appropriate  exceptions  for  chil- 
dren who  need  round-the-clock  nursing  care 
or  foster  care,  and  for  adopted  special-needs 
children.  SSI  benefits  for  families  with  more 
than  one  disabled  child  should  be  limited  to 
1.5  times  the  individual  benefit  for  two  chil- 
dren and  two  times  the  benefit  for  three  or 
more  children,  according  to  the  Committees 
recommendations.  No  disabled  child  should 
lose  Medicaid  eligibility  because  of  this 
limit  on  cash  benefits. 

Encourage  a  work  track  for  teens  with  dis- 
abilities. At  age  14.  teenagers  on  SSI,  to- 
gether with  their  parents  and  special  edu- 
cation advisors,  should  begin  setting  career 
goals  and  developing  transition  plans  out  of 
SSI  and  into  financial  independence  when- 
ever possible,  according  to  the  study  group. 
While  these  children  are  pursuing  their  goals 
for  work  or  further  education  after  high 
school,  they  would  have  assurance  of  SSI 
benefits  until  they  reached  age  18.  even  if 
they  began  to  demonstrate  work  skills. 

Encourage  energetic  measures  by  States. 
localities,  and  the  private  sector  to  limit  the 
period  when  cash  support  is  needed  for  in- 
fants and  young  children  with  di.sabilities 
Children's  progress  should  be  tracked  and  pe- 
riodically reviewed  to  ensure  that  those  who 
recover  do  not  remain  on  the  SSI  disability 
rolls,  and  that  those  whose  disabilities  per- 
sist are  linked  to  services  appropriate  to 
their  changing  needs  as  they  grow  older. 

The  Disability  Policy  Panel  will  issue  a  re- 
port providing  a  fundamental  review  of  the 
Social  Security  Disability  programs  for 
adults  later  this  fall  Today  s  report  on  chil- 
dren and  the  SSI  disability  program  is  avail- 
able from  the  National  Academy  of  Social 
Insurance.  The  .Academy  is  a  nonprofit,  non- 
partisan organization  devoted  to  furthering 
knowledge  and  understanding  of  Social  Secu- 
rity and  related  public  and  private  social 
programs  The  Disability  Project  is  sup- 
ported by  The  Pew  Charitable  Trusts,  The 
Robert  Wood  Johnson  Foundation,  and  cor- 
porate members  of  the  Health  Insurance  As- 
sociation of  America  that  offer  long-term 
disability  insurance. 

MAY  11,  1995. 
Hon.  Kent  Conrad. 

U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Conrad:  The  undersigned 
national  organizations  are  writing  to  express 
our   full   support   for   the   bill   you.   Senator 


Chafee.  Senator  Jeffords  and  Senator  Brad- 
ley are  sponsoring,  to  make  sensible  reforms 
to  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI) 
program  for  children  with  disabilities. 

The  SSI  program  is  a  lifeline  for  families 
who  have  children  with  disabilities.  Over 
900.000  children  with  severe  impairments  liv- 
ing in  low-income  families  now  receive  cash 
benefits  to  meet  their  basic  needs  (which 
often  cost  more  for  children  with  disabil- 
ities), compensate  for  their  extraordinary 
expenses,  and  offset  loss  of  income  because  a 
parent  must  remain  unemployed  or  under- 
employed to  care  for  their  child. 

The  SSI  program  for  children  has  been  ma- 
ligned by  allegations  that  parents  are 
"coaching'^  their  children  to  appear  disabled 
and  that  SSA  is  qualifying  children  with 
mild  impairments  The  program  has  been  in- 
tensively examined  by  the  Social  Security 
Administration,  the  HH.S  Office  of  Inspector 
General  and  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
While  they  criticized  some  aspects  of  the 
program,  they  could  not  substantiate  the  al- 
legations of  widespread  fraud  or  maladmin- 
istration. Nevertheless,  the  House  enacted 
legislation.  H.R.  4.  which  throws  170.000  chil- 
dren off  the  program  immediately,  denies 
benefits  to  400.000  others  over  the  next  five 
years,  and  replaces  cash  benefits  to  future  el- 
igible children  with  a  vague  set  of  services 
administered  by  the  states.  The  House  bill 
cuts  by  35%  estimated  SSI  spending  for  the 
children  over  the  next  five  years. 

Your  bill  represents  sensible  reform.  It  ad- 
dresses the  issues  raised  by  the  program's 
critics  without  decimating  the  program.  It 
clarifies  and  raises  the  SSI  eligibility  stand- 
ards, expands  the  definition  of  fraud  to  in- 
clude "coaching"  children  to  pass  disability 
tests,  requires  periodic  reviews  to  assure 
that  children  who  are  no  longer  disabled  are 
removed  from  the  program  and  improves  in- 
centives to  encourage  children  to  move  to- 
ward independence. 

We  are  happy  to  support  your  legislation 
and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  as- 
sure its  passage  in  the  Senate  and  ultimate 
enactment  into  law. 
Sincerely. 
Joseph  Manes;  Rhoda  Schulzinger. 
Bazclon  Center  Mental  Health  Law; 
Martha  Ford.  The  Arc;  Al  Guida.  Na- 
tional Mental  Health  .■K.ssociation:  on 
behalf  of:  .American  Academy  of  Child 
and  Adolescent  Psychiatry;  American 
Association  of  Children's  Residential 
Centers;  American  Association  on  Men- 
tal Retardation;  American  Association 
for  Partial  Hospitalization;  American 
Association  of  Pastoral  Counselors: 
American  Association  of  Private  Prac- 
tice Psychiatrists;  .American  Associa- 
tion of  Psychiatric  Services  for  Chil- 
dren; American  Board  of  Examiners  in 
Clinical  Social  Work;  American  Coun- 
seling Association;  American  Counsel- 
ing Association:  American  Family 
Foundation:  American  Occupational 
Therapy  Association;  Orthopsychiatric 
Association;  American  Psychoanalytic 
Association;  American  Psychological 
Association;  American  Rehabilitation 
Association;  Anxiety  Disorders  .Asso- 
ciation of  America;  Association  of 
Mental  Health  Administrators;  Bazelon 
Center  for  Mental  Health  Law;  Cor- 
poration for  the  Advancement  of  Psy- 
chiatry; Cult  Awareness  Network;  Epi- 
lepsy Foundation  of  America;  Family 
Service  America;  Federation  of  Fami- 
lies for  Children's  Mental  Health; 
International  Association  of 

Psychosocial    Rehabilitation    Services; 


Legal  Action  Center;  National  Associa- 
tion of  Protection  and  Advisory  Sys- 
tems;   National    Association    of    Psy- 
chiatric Health  Systems;  National  As- 
sociation of  Psychiatric  Treatment  for 
Children;      National      Association      of 
School    Psychologists;   National   Asso- 
ciation of  Social  Workers;  National  As- 
sociation of  State  Directors  of  Develop- 
ment  Disabilities   Services,    Inc.;    Na- 
tional   Association    of    State    Mental 
Health    Program    Directors;    National 
Community   Mental  Healthcare  Coun- 
cil; National  Depressive  and  Manic  De- 
pressive  Association;   National    Easter 
Seal    Society:    National    Federation   of 
Societies  for  Clinical  Social  Work;  Na- 
tional   Head    Injury    Foundation;    Na- 
tional Mental  Health  Association;  Na- 
tional Organization  of  State  Associa- 
tions for  Children;  National  Organiza- 
tion for  Rare  Disorders;  The  Arc;  Unit- 
ed Cerebral   Palsy  Association;  World 
Association  of  Psychosocial  Rehabili- 
tation. 
Mr.    CHAFEE.    Mr.    President,    I    am 
pleased  today  to  Join  Senator  Conrad 
in  introducing  the  Childhood  SSI  Eligi- 
bility Act.  This  legislation  makes  im- 
portant reforms  to  the  children's  SSI 
program   without   completely   disman- 
tling this  critical  cash  assistance  pro- 
gram for  low-  income  families  with  dis- 
abled children. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  from  the 
outset  that,  contrary  to  the  many  sen- 
sational stories  we  have  seen  in  the 
press,  80  percent  of  children  receiving 
SSI  payments  are  severely  disabled. 
They  suffer  from  severe  physical  dis- 
abilities such  as  cystic  fibrosis  and  cer- 
ebral palsy,  or  from  significant  devel- 
opmental retardation.  The  other  20  per- 
cent have  other  mental  impairments 
such  as  childhood  autism  or  schizo- 
phrenia. 

The  families  of  such  children  need 
cash  assistance  in  addition  to  medical 
services.  In  many  of  these  cases,  one 
parent  must  remain  home  with  the 
child;  in  this  case,  the  program  serves 
as  income  replacement  for  a  parent 
who  must  quit  working.  If  these  fami- 
lies were  to  lose  their  SSI  cash  bene- 
fits, many  would  not  have  the  re- 
sources to  care  for  their  children  at 
home  resulting  in  a  significant  in- 
crease in  institutionalization.  Mr. 
President,  if  there  is  one  thing  we  can 
all  agree  on  it  is  that,  whenever  pos- 
sible, children  should  remain  at  home 
with  their  families  and  in  the  commu- 
nity instead  of  in  institutions.  This 
legislation  continues  to  make  that  pos- 
sible. 

The  cash  is  also  used  for  other  criti- 
cal supports,  such  as  specially  trained 
child  care  providers,  specially  equipped 
vehicles  to  transport  children  who  use 
wheelchairs,  home  modifications  and 
adaptations,  special  telecommuni- 
cation services,  and  family  support 
services. 

Having  said  that.  I  also  recognize 
that  there  are  some  problems  with  the 
children's  SSI  program,  and  that  is 
why  we  are  introducing  legislation 
today.  There  has  been  rapid  growth  in 


the  SSI  program  for  children  over  the 
last  5  years.  In  1989  the  program  was 
providing  cash  assistance  to  300.000 
children;  by  1994  it  was  serving  890,000 
children.  During  this  same  period  the 
cost  of  the  children's  SSI  program  grew 
from  $1.2  billion  to  $4.5  billion. 

The  growth  in  the  program  has  now 
leveled  out.  but  clearly,  we  need  to  ask 
ourselves  why  the  program  suddenly 
exploded  and  how  we  can  prevent  this 
from  happening  in  the  future.  There 
are  a  couple  of  reasons  for  the  sudden 
growth.  First,  the  recession  in  the 
early  1990's  resulted  in  many  people 
falling  into  poverty,  precipitating  an 
increased  need  for  government  assist- 
ance. Second,  in  1989  the  Congress  di- 
rected the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion [SSA]  to  conduct  outreach  for  the 
first  time  to  potentially  eligible  fami- 
lies with  children  who  have  severe  dis- 
abilities. Third,  there  was  a  change 
made  to  the  mental  impairment  list- 
ings. And.  finally,  the  1990  Supreme 
Court  decision,  the  so-called  Zebley  de- 
cision required  SSA  to  change  its 
childhood  disability  determination 
process  to  evaluate  the  child's  level  of 
functioning  in  addition  to  his  or  her 
medical  condition.  It  was  estimated  at 
that  time  that  1  million  additional 
children  will  meet  the  new  criteria 
under  Zebley. 

We  have  all  heard  and  read  about  the 
stories  of  parents  gaming  the  system 
and  coaching  their  children  to  act  dis- 
abled in  some  fashion  to  qualify  for 
SSI.  And  I  do  not  question  that  some  of 
this  occurs.  But  is  it  rampant?  The 
GAO  finds  no  solid  evidence  of  parents 
coaching  their  children,  although  it 
does  recommend  that  we  take  a  serious 
look  at  certain  aspects  of  the  eligi- 
bility determination  process.  And  that 
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First,  the  legislation  tightens  eligi- 
bility to  ensure  that  only  children  with 
severe  and  persistent  impairments, 
which  substantially  limit  their  ability 
to  function,  receive  benefits.  Second,  it 
increases  and  better  targets  continuing 
disability  reviews  to  ensure  that  only 
those  who  remain  eligible  actually  con- 
tinue to  receive  benefits.  Third,  it  ex- 
pands penalties  for  coaching  children 
to  act  inappropriately  in  order  to  re- 
ceive benefits.  Finally,  it  imposes  grad- 
uated payments  for  additional  chil- 
dren, like  other  cash  assistance  pro- 
grams such  as  AFDC. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  this  legisla- 
tion is  a  fair  and  balanced  approach.  It 
acknowledges  and  corrects  abuses  in 
the  system  while  reinforcing  the  pur- 
pose of  the  program:  to  enable  children 
with  disabilities  to  remain  at  home  or 
in  another  appropriate  and  cost-effec- 
tive setting  and  to  cover  the  additional 
costs  of  caring  for  and  raising  such  a 
child. 

Who  is  this  money  serving?  Children 
like  Juan,  a  9-year-old  youngster  in  my 
home  State  of  Rhode  Island.  Juan  has 
been  on  SSI  since  birth,  confined  to  a 
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wheelchair  and  dependent  on  medical 
technology  to  survive.  Without  the 
cash  assistance  he  receives  under  SSI, 
Juan's  mother  would  be  forced  to  put 
him  into  a  residential  facility  at  a  cost 
of  almost  $200,000  per  year.  Compare 
this  to  the  maximum  SSI  benefit  of 
$438  a  month.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  getting  a  pretty  good  deal,  and  that 
families  like  Juan's  deserve  every 
nickel  they  get. 

The  Finance  Committee  will  be  tak- 
ing up  this  issue  in  the  coming  weeks 
as  part  of  welfare  reform.  Many  of  my 
colleagues  are  familiar  with  the  provi- 
sion in  the  House-passed  welfare  re- 
form bill  which  would  eliminate  cash 
assistance  for  all  children  unless  they 
would  be  otherwise  institutionalized. 
In  my  view,  this  should  be  rejected.  I 
sincerely  hope  that  my  colleagues  on 
the  Finance  Committee  will  consider 
the  legislation  we  are  introducing 
today  as  an  alternative  which  provides 
effective  reforms  without  removing 
disabled  children  from  the  rolls  who 
are  truly  in  need. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  Senator  Conrad's 
Childhood  Supplemental  Security  In- 
come [SSI]  Eligibility  Reform  Act.  I 
am  pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor 
of  this  bill.  I  would  like  to  begin  by  ac- 
knowledging and  thanking  my  col- 
league Senator  Conrad  for  his  hard 
work  and  dedication  on  drafting  this 
bill  to  cure  the  problems  in  the  chil- 
dren's SSI  program.  I  am  hopeful  for 
this  bill's  quick  consideration  and 
adoption 

In  the  welfare  reform  bill  passed  ear- 
lier this  year  by  our  colleagues  in  the 
House,  substantial  changes  were  made 
in  the  children's  SSI  program.  How- 
ever, I  believe  that  the  House  version 
of  thib  bill  fails  to  address  the  criti- 
cisms leveled  towards  this  program 
while  at  the  same  time  ensuring  that 
the  children  and  families  that  rely  on 
and  need  these  benefits  receive  them. 

For  example,  a  family  I  know  of  in 
Vermont  h£>s  two  young  children  with 
cystic  fibrosis.  They  live  in  a  very 
rural  area  of  Vermont  about  2  hours 
away  from  the  specialty  clinic  and  hos- 
pital they  go  to  This  distance  creates 
a  constant  expense  of  travel  to  this 
clinic  and  hospital.  In  addition,  the 
medication  costs  for  the  two  children 
are  very  high.  The  infant  had  growth 
problems  related  to  malabsorption 
which  required  special  formula.  The 
older  child  had  severe  malabsorption 
that  required  surgery  and  requires  sub- 
sequent close  follow-up  of  his  nutri- 
tional status. 

The  father  of  these  children  works 
full  time,  but  has  to  take  time  off  to 
attend  the  clinics  with  the  children 
and  to  transport  and  visit  them  in  the 
hospital.  Some  of  the  time  off  is  unpaid 
because  he  has  limited  vacation  time. 

The  children's  mother  had  intended 
to  return  to  work  after  they  were  bom 
but  cannot  find  a  day  care  provider 


who  is  comfortable  with  the  children's 
medical  care  needs.  She  undoubtedly 
would  also  have  difficulty  finding  an 
employer  who  would  allow  her  the  nec- 
essary time  off  for  appointments,  hos- 
pitalizations, and  so  forth. 

Mr.  President,  this  family  has  a  clear 
need  for  the  Medicaid  coverage  and 
extra  income  that  SSI  provides.  It  is 
difficult  to  imagine  how  they  could 
continue  to  provide  the  medical  care 
that  their  children  need  without  these 
benefits.  They  are  a  hard-working  and 
tax-paying  couple  who  struggle  to  do 
the  best  that  they  can  for  their  chil- 
dren. The  effect  of  the  House  bill  on 
this  family  would  be  devastating,  while 
our  bill  would  ensure  that  this  family 
that  needs  to  receive  these  benefits 
would  still  receive  them. 

I  believe  that  the  bill  being  intro- 
duced today  will  meet  both  of  these 
goals:  preserve  the  essential  parts  of 
the  children's  SSI  program,  while,  at 
the  same  time,  addressing  the  concerns 
raised  by  its  critics.  I  would  now  like 
to  address  the  valid  criticisms  of  the 
SSI  program,  and  our  specific  solutions 
in  the  bill  to  these  criticisms. 

First,  our  bill  will  address  the  issue 
that  SSI's  purpose  for  children  with 
disabilities  was  never  sufficiently  de- 
fined. By  defining  the  program  as 
maintaining  children  with  disabilities 
in  the  most  appropriate  and  cost-effec- 
tive setting,  and  enhancing  such  chil- 
dren's opportunities  to  develop  into 
independent  adults,  our  bill  will  com- 
bat the  old  once-disabled-always-dis- 
abled way  of  thinking. 

This  bill  will  also  combat  the  current 
problem  that  children  who  are  not  se- 
verely disabled  are  drawing  benefits. 
By  tightening  the  SSI  eligiibility  re- 
quirements, our  bill  will  ensure  that 
children  and  families  that  truly  need 
these  benefits  will  be  receiving  them. 

In  addition,  by  increasing  penalties 
to  parents  and  guardians  that  know- 
ingly and  willfully  coach  children  to 
act  in  ways  that  render  them  eligible 
for  SSI,  and  requiring  greater  use  of 
standardized  testing,  our  bill  will  stem 
the  practice  of  children  who  should  be 
ineligible  for  benefits  being  found  to  be 
eligible  for  SSI. 

Further,  our  bill  will  graduate  pay- 
ments to  families  for  each  additional 
child  in  the  family  receiving  SSI  bene- 
fits. This  provision  will  ensure  that 
families  with  multiple  kids  receiving 
SSI  benefits  will  not  be  receiving  the 
maximum  benefit  for  each  child. 

Finally,  our  bill  will  help  children  re- 
ceiving SSI  benefits  move  toward  self- 
sufficiency.  I.  for  one.  find  this  to  be 
one  of  the  most  important  provisions 
of  the  bill.  By  ensuring  that  we  move 
people  toward  self-sufficiency,  we  are 
helping  reduce  the  number  of  children 
receiving  SSI  benefits,  while  increasing 
the  possibility  that  these  individuals 
will  not  require  future  governmental 
support. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  our  bill 
changes  what  is  wrong  with  the  SSI 
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program  while  maintaining  legitimate 
benefits  that  children  and  their  fami- 
lies rely  on.  We  don't  want  to  go  back 
to  a  much  more  costly  system  that  in- 
stitutionalizes children  rather  than  af- 
fording them  an  opportunity  for  pro- 
ductive and  self-sufficient  lives.  Thus.  I 
feel  confident  in  stating  that  this  bill 
will  ensure  that  continued  support  of 
SSI  benefits  to  families,  like  the  one 
from  Vermont  I  described  earlier,  while 
solving  some  of  the  problems  currently 
plaguing  the  children's  SSI  system. 
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ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  234 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Campbell,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Brown]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  234.  a  bill  to  amend  title  23.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  exempt  a  State  from 
certain  penalties  for  failing  to  meet  re- 
quirements relating  to  motorcycle  hel- 
met laws  if  the  State  has  in  effect  a 
motorcycle  safety  program,  and  to 
delay  the  effective  date  of  certain  pen- 
alties for  States  that  fail  to  meet  cer- 
tain requirements  for  motorcycle  safe- 
ty laws,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  240 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Do.menici,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  B.\ucu.s]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  240.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934  to  establish  a  fil- 
ing deadline  and  to  provide  certain 
safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  interests 
of  investors  are  well  protected  under 
the  implied  private  action  provisions  of 
the  Act. 

S.  256 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOLE,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch!  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolma  [Mr.  i-airclothi  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  256,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  estab- 
lish procedures  for  determining  the 
status  of  certain  missing  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  and  certain  civilians, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  302 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Hutchison,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Chafee]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  302.  a  bill  to  make  a  technical  cor- 
rection to  section  11501(hK2)  of  title  49, 
United  States  Code. 

S.  383 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWine]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
383,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  policy  on  the  deployment  by 
the  United  States  of  an  antiballistic 
missile  system  and  of  advanced  theater 
missile  defense  systems. 

S.  440 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  440,  a  bill  to  amend  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  the 


designation   of  the   National   Highway 
System,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S    641 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  641.  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Ryan 
White  CARE  Act  of  1990,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  684 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Ford]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  684.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  pro- 
grams of  research  regarding  Parkin- 
son's disease,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  768 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  BURN.S]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  768,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  of  1973  to  reauthorize 
the  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel 
to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  purposes. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  California  [Mrs. 
Boxer]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770.  supra. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  INTERSTATE  TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF  MUNICIPAL  SOLID 
WASTE  ACT  OF  1995 


THOMPSON  AMENDMENT  NO.  756 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  ) 
Mr.  THOMPSON  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  to  provide  au- 
thority for  States  to  limit  the  inter- 
state transportation  of  municipal  solid 
waste,  and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows; 

On   page   56.   line   18.   strike   after   ■•deliv- 
ered." through  "provision"  on  line  21. 


BAUCUS  AMENDMENT  NO.  757 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    BAUCUS   submitted   an   amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill,  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  50.  strike  line  18  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing; in  which  the  generator  of  the  waste 
has  an  ownership  interest.". 


DODD  (AND  LIEBERMAN) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  758 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  DODD,  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  LIEBERMAN)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  534,  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  62.  line  4.  after  the  words  public 
service  authority,  add  "or  its  operator" 


ROTH  (AND  BIDEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  759 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  ROTH  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
BiDEN)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill,  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  53.  line  3.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division' and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  4.  strike  'or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  lines  7  and  8.  strike  "or  politi- 
cal subdivision  "  and  insert  ".  political  sub- 
division, or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  10.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  56.  lines  1  and  2  strike  "and  each 
political  subdivision  of  a  State"  and  insert  ". 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  and  public 
service  authority". 

On  page  56,  line  12.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  56.  line  22.  strike  "operation"  and 
insert  "existence  ". 

On  page  57.  line  4.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision. 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57.  line  7.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority  ". 

On  page  57.  line  21.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 


CAMPBELL  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  760 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  CAMPBELL  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BROWN,  and  Mr.  Kempthorne)  submit- 
ted an  amendment  intended  to  be  pro- 
posed by  them  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra; 
as  follows: 

On  page  69.  strike  the  quotation  mark  and 
period  at  the  end  of  line  22. 

On  page  63.  between  lines  22  and  23.  Insert 
the  following; 

"(5)  NO-MIGRATION  EXEMPTIONS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Ground  water  monitor- 
ing requirements  may  be  suspended  by  the 
Director  of  an  approved  State  for  a  landfill 
operator  if  the  operator  demonstrates  that 
there  is  no  potential  for  migration  of  hazard- 
ous constituents  from  the  unit  to  the  upper- 
most aquifer  during  the  active  life  of  the 
unit  and  the  post-closure  care  period. 

"(B)  Certification.— A  demonstration 
under  subparagraph  i.\)  shall— 

•(i)  be  certified  by  a  qualified  groundwater 
scientist  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  an 
approved  State. 

"(C)  Guidance.— 

"(i)  In  GENERAL —Not  later  than  6  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, the  Administrator  shall  issue  a  guid- 
ance document  to  facilitate  and  streamline 
small  community  use  of  the  no  migration  ex- 
emption under  this  paragraph. 

"(ii)  CLARITY.— The  guidance  document  de- 
scribed in  clause  (i)  shall  be  written  in  clear 
terms  designed  to  be  understandable  by  offi- 
cials of  small  communities  without  expert 
assistance.". 


BINGAMAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  761 

Mr.  BINGAMAN  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill,  S,  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 


At  the  appropriate  place  Insert  the  follow- 
ing; 

SEC.  .  BORDER  STUDIES. 

<a)  Definitions  —In  this  section; 

(1)  Administrator.— The  term  "Adminis- 
trator" means  the  Administrator  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency 

(2)  Maquiladora— The  term 
"maquiladora  "  means  an  industry  located  in 
Mexico  along  the  border  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico. 

(3)  Solid  Waste.— The  term  "solid  waste" 
has  the  meaning  provided  the  term  under 
section  1004(27)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6903(27)). 

(b)  In  General — 

(1)  Study  of  solid  waste  management  is- 
sues associated  WTTH  north  AMERICAN  FREE- 
TRADE  agreeme.nt.— As  soon  as  practicable 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  conduct  a 
study  of  solid  waste  management  issues  as- 
sociated with  increased  border  use  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  North  Amer- 
ican Free  Trade  Agreement. 

(2)  Study  of  solid  waste  management  is- 
sues associated  with  united  states-canada 
FREE-TRADE  AGREEMENT —As  soon  as  prac- 
ticable after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Administrator  may  conduct  a  simi- 
lar study  focused  on  border  traffic  of  solid 
waste  resulting  from  the  implementation  of 
the  United  States-Canada  Free-Trade  Agree- 
ment, with  respect  to  the  border  region  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Canada. 

(c)  Contents  of  Study.— A  study  con- 
ducted under  this  section  shall  provide  for 
the  following: 

(1)  A  study  of  planning  for  solid  waste 
treatment,  storage,  and  disposal  capacity 
(including  additional  landfill  capacity)  that 
would  be  necessary  to  accommodate  the  gen- 
eration of  additional  household,  commercial, 
and  industrial  wastes  by  an  increased  popu- 
lation along  the  border  involved. 

(2)  A  study  of  the  relative  impact  on  border 
communities  of  a  regional  siting  of  solid 
waste  storage  and  disposal  facilities. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  research  concerning  meth- 
ods of  tracking  of  the  transportation  of— 

(A)  materials  from  the  United  States  to 
maquiladorais:  and 

(B)  waste  from  maquiladoras  to  a,  final  des- 
tination. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  a  determination  of  the  need 
for  solid  waste  materials  safety  training  for 
workers  in  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
within  the  100-mile  zone  specified  in  the 
First  StaKe  Implementation  Plan  Report  for 
1992-1994  of  the  Integrated  Environmental 
Plan  for  the  Mexico-United  States  Border,  is- 
sued by  the  Administrator  in  February  1992 

(5)  A  review  of  the  adequacy  of  existing 
emergency  response  networks  in  the  border 
region  involved,  including  the  adequacy  of 
training,  equipment,  and  personnel. 

(6)  An  analysis  of  solid  waste  management 
practices  in  the  border  region  involved.  In- 
cluding an  examination  of  methods  for  pro- 
moting source  reduction,  recycling,  and 
other  alternatives  to  landfills. 

(d)  Sources  of  Information.— In  conduct- 
ing a  study  under  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall,  to  the  extent  allowable  by  law, 
solicit,  collect,  and  use  the  following  infor- 
mation; 

(DA  demographic  profile  of  border  lands 
based  on  census  data  prepared  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce and.  in  the  case  of  the  study  described 
in  subsection  (bKl).  census  data  prepared  by 
the  Government  of  Mexico. 
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(2)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in  side   the  jurisdiction   of  the   affected   local  importing  State  at  which  a  liniit  is  estab- 

subsectlon  (bi(l).  Information  from  the  Unit-  government  does  not  meet  the  requirement  lished  under  clause  (i)  is  uniform  for  all  such 

ed   States  Customs  Service  of  the   Depart-  of  the  preceding  sentence."  facilities. 

ment  of  the  Treasury  concerning  solid  waste                                         "(iii)    Conflict.— A    limit    referred    to    in 

transported  across  the  border  between  the  Amendment  No.  763  clause  (iiKi)  shall  be  treated  as  conflicting 

United  States  and  Mexico,  and  the  method  of  On  page  34.  line  4.  after  "igga"  insert  "or  with  a  permit  or  host  community  agreement 

transportation  of  the  waste.  calendar  year  1994.  whichever  is  less"  If— 

i3»  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in                                         -(Ii  the  permit  or  host  community  agree- 

subsection  (bull,  information  concerning  the  Amendment  No.  764  ment  establishes  a  higher  limit,  or 

type    and    volume    of    materials    used    in  q^  ^^^  ^   ^^^.j^^  ,^,,^3  jj  through  24  and  "<"'  ^'^^  permit  or  host  community  agree- 

maQuiladoras  insert  the  following-  ment  does  not  establish  any  limit. 

(4,(A.  Immigration  data  prepared  by  the  ..(2,  Host  community  agreement-  on    the    amount   of   out-of-state    municipal 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  of  .,^^,  q^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^j^^  ,g  ^  ^^^s  solid  waste  that  may  be  received  annually  at 

(BTTn^'th'^'case  of^th'e^study  described  in  ^^^^  "^"^^  °''  ENACTMENT.-The  term  "host  a  landfill  or  incinerator  that  ,s  the  subject  of 

subsection  <b>(l).  immigration  data  prepared  community  agreement  ,  with  respect  to  an  the  permit  or  host  c-ommun.ty  agreement 

by  the  Government  of  Mexico.  T^^-"'^'.  '"'*?<^  'T  °"  °'  ^^^^'  l^^  '^*^^.  ( iv)  Limit  stated  as  percentage  - 

(51  Information  relating  to  the  Infrastruc-  that  is  90  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  "(I)  In  general —A  limit  under  clause  (i) 

ture  of  border  land    including  an  accounting  ^^^^  section,  means  a  written,  legally  bind-  shall  be  stated  as  a  percentage  of  the  amount 

of  the  number  of  landfills   wastewater  treat-  ing  document  or  documents  executed  by  duly  of  out-of-State  municipal   solid  waste  gen- 

ment  systems    and  solid  waste   treatment  authorized  officials  of  the  affected  local  gov-  erated  in  the  exporting  State  and  received  at 

storage  and  disposal  facilities  emment  that  specifically  authorizes  a  land-  landfills  and  facilities  in  the  importing  State 

(61  A  listing  of  each  site  in  the  border  re-  fi'l     o""     incinerator     to     receive     specified  during  calendar  year  1993. 

gion  involved  where  solid  waste  is  treated,  amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste  generated  "(II)  Amount  —For  any  calendar  year,  the 

stored  or  disposed  of  out  of  State.  percentage  amount  of  a  limit  under  clause  (i) 

(7)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in  "<B)  Before  date  that  is  90  days  after  shall  be  as  specified  in  the  following  table: 

subsection  (b)(1).  a  profile  of  the  industries  date  of  enactment  —  Applicable 

in  the  region  of  the  border  between  the  Unit-  "<i)  In  general— The  term    host  commu-  -Calendar  year: 

ed  States  and  Mexico.  n>ty  agreement',  with  respect  to  an  agree-  Perc*nuge: 

(e)  Consultation    and    Cooperation —In  ment  entered  into  before  the  date  that  is  90  jggg                                                            35 

carrying  out  this  section,  the  Administrator  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec-            ^997 75 

shall  consult  with  the  following  entities  in  tlon —                                                                                jggg 35 

reviewing  study  activities:  "(D  means  a  written,  legally  binding  docu-            jggg !"!!!!!!!!!!!!""!"!!!!!!!!"!"!!.!!!           55 

(1)  With  respect  to  reviewing  the  study  de-  ment  or  documents  executed  by  duly  author-            after  1999 '. 50 

scribed  in  subsection  (b)(l>.  States  and  polit-  ized  officials  of  the  affected   local   govern- 

ical  subdivisions  of  States  (including  munici-  ment  specifically  authorizing  a  landfill  or  in- 

palities  and  counties)  in  the  region  of  the  cinerator  to  receive  municipal  solid  waste  HUTCHISON  AMENDMENT  NO.  766 

border  between  the  United  States  and  Mex-  generated  out  of  State:  but  (Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  ) 

ico  "(II)  does  not  include  an  agreement  to  pay  w           UTTTrHTcir^M      «ihmittpH 

(2)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  agencies  (in-  host  community  fees  for  receipt  of  waste  un-  '^^.  ,  "  ,  ^f  f  ^Qomiitea  an 
eluding  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  less  additional  express  authorization  to  re-  amendment  intended  to  oe  proposed  by 
Secretary  of  Housing,  the  Secretary  of  ceive  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  is  her  to  the  bill,  S.  534,  supra,  as  follows: 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of  also  included.  On  page  64.  line  6.  strike  the  word  'may" 
Transportion.    and    the    Secretary   of   Com-  "(ii)  Terminology.— An   agreement   under  and  insert  the  word  "shall." 

merce)   and   with   respect   to   reviewing   the  clause  (i)  may  use  a  term  other  than   out-of-                                       

study  described  in  subsection  (bid),  equiva-  State",  provided  that  any  alternative  term  or  ddt'h  /amti  nTnl^M^    a  MTTMnMCMT'ti 

lent  officials  of  the  Government  of  Mexico.  terms  evidence  the  approval  or  consent  of  ^^^^  ^       ^^    tct  ^io 

(f)  Reports  to  Congress.— On  completion  the  affected  local  government  for  receipt  of  NOS.  767-768 

of  the  studies  under  this  section,  the  Admin-  municipal  solid  waste  from  sources  or  loca-  (Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  ) 

istrator  shall,  not  later  than  2  years  after  tions  outside  the  State  in  which  the  landfill  j^j.      rqTH     (for     himself     and     Mr 

the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  submit  to  or  incinerator  is  located  or  is  proposed  to  be  D,„r-v.\  =„KTv,i^^a^   t,.,r.  orv,or,^r„or,f  =   ;„ 

the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  re-  located  ^^^^■^'  submitted  two  amendments  in- 

ports   that  sum.marize   the   findings  of  the                                       tended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to  tne 

studies  and  propose  methods  by  which  solid  Amendment  No.  765  t)ill.  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

-waste  border  traffic  may  be  tracked,  from  Qn  page  35.  strike  line  3  and  all  that  fol-  Amendment  No  767 

source  to  destination  on  an  annual  basis.  ^^ws  through  page  36.  line  12,  and  insert  the  On  page  66.  between  lines  17  and  18  insert 

(g)  BORDER  ^TtDY  DEL..Y.-The  conduct  (J  fo,io^i„^:  the  following: 

thestudy  described  in  subsection  (b)(2)  shall  ..^^^     Addhional     umit     for     municipal  -(j)  Public  Service  Authorities. -For  all 

not  delay  or  otherwise  affect  completion  of  waste.-  purposes  of  this  title,  a  reference  to  a  politi- 

,hfFrvn'^rr-^"^f  J^fnn^nl'n'liHiHL...  "<*'  ^^  GENERAL.-A  State  (referred  to  in  cal  subdivision  shall  include  reference  to  a 

duV    Le  s  udiTs  reqL red  by%h?s  sect?^^^^^^  '"^'^  subparagraph  as  an    importing  State')  public  service  authority. 

auct  tne  :,cuaies  requirea  oy  tnis  section  is  ^       impose  a  limit  under  (in  addition  to  or                                         

not  otherwise  available,  the  President  may  ,„  ,jg^  ^j         ^^^er  limit  imposed  under  this  Amendment  No  768 

transfer  to  the  Administrator,  for  use  m  con-  paragraph)  on   the  amount  of  out-of-State  ^„  „,,,  ^   Unr^ZiZ ■rLr.f^nn■•  =.nrt 

ducting   the   studies,   any   funds   that   have  f^^J,;^,  .^^^^  ^^^e  received  at  landfills  .  °"  ^^f!.!?, ''"'.^- '^'''''    operation    and 

been   appropnated   to    the    President   under  ^„^  incinerators  in  the  importing  State.  '"'""    existence 

section    533    of    the    North    American    Free  -(ii,  requirements.-A  limit  under  clause                                       

^^'^  o   ,'^fJ^T^"''    Implementation    Act   (19  (i,  may  be  imposed  only  if  each  of  the  follow-  KTiT.  AMENDMENT  NO.  769 

use.  3473)  that  are  m  excess  of  the  amount  ^      rpniiirpmpnt<i  is  met- 

needed  to  carry  out  that  section.  States  that  '"^.^T^e  iTmitdoes  not  conflict  (within  the  J^l  FQ"  ^Z'"'^^^'^  ^"  amendment  to 

wish  to  participate  in  study  will  be  asked  to  meaning  of  clause  (iii))  with  any  permit  or  ^^e  bill,  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

contribute   to   the   costs  of  the  study.  The  jjost  community  agreement  authorizing  the  On  page  57.  strike  line  16  and  all  that  fol- 

terms  of  the  cost  share  shall  be  negotiated  receipt     of     out-of-State     municipal     solid  lows  through  page  58.  line  22.  and  insert  the 

between      the      Environmental      Protection  waste  following: 

Agency  and  the  State".  ..^^■^  -j^g  importing  State  has  notified  the  "(4)  Continued  effectiveness  of  althor- 

Governor  of  the  exporting  State  or  SUtes  of  ity  dut^ing  amortiz.ation  of  financing — 
COATS  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  762-765  the  proposed  limit  at  least  12  months  before  "(A)   In   general  —With   respect   to   each 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  )  imposition  of  the  limit      •  designated  waste  management  facility  or  fa- 
Mr    COATS   submitted    four   amend-  "(ni)  The  importing  State  has  notified  the  cilities.  or  Public  Service  Authority,  author- 

T»>or,f=.  i„for,^=,i  f«  Kr,  ., ^^^^^  K,,  v,i™  Governor  of  the  exporting  State  or  States  of  ity    may    be    exercised    under    this    section 

ments  intende<l  to  be  proposed  by  him  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ,.^j^  ^^  ,^  J^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^„_  ^„,y_ 

to  tne  Dill.  b.  W4,  supra,  as  follows.  forcement  of  the  limit.  "(1)   until    the   date    on    which    payments 
Ame.vdment  No.  762  •■(IV)    The    percentage    reduction    in    the  under  the  schedule  for  payment  of  the  cap- 
On  page  52.  line  6.  after  "State.""  insert  "A  amount     of     out-of-State     municipal     solid  ital  costs  of  the  facility  concerned,  as  in  ef- 
general  reference  to  the  receipt  of  waste  out-  waste  that  is  received  at  each  facility  in  the  feet  on  May  15.  1994,  are  completed;  and 
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"(ii)  so  long  as  all  revenues  (except  for  rev- 
enues used  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  designated  waste  management  facility  or 
facilities,  or  Public  Service  Authority)  de- 
rived from  tipping  fees  and  other  fees 
charged  for  the  disposal  of  waste  at  the  facil- 
ity concerned  are  used  to  make  such  pay- 
ments. 

"(B)  Refinancing.— Subparagraph  (A)  shall 
not  be  construed  to  preclude  refinancing  of 
the  capital  costs  of  a  facility,  but  if,  under 
the  terms  of  a  refinancing,  completion  of  the 
schedule  for  payment  of  capital  costs  will 
occur  after  the  date  on  which  completion 
would  have  occurred  in  accordance  with  the 
schedule  for  payment  in  effect  on  May  15. 
1994,  the  authority  under  this  section  shall 
expire  on  the  earlier  of — 

"(i)  the  date  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A)(i):  or 

"(ii)  the  date  on  which  payments  under  the 
schedule  for  payment,  as  in  effect  after  the 
refinancing,  are  completed. 

"(C)  Any  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
exercising  flow  control  authority  pursuant 
to  subsection  (o  may  exercise  such  author- 
ity under  this  section  only  until  completion 
of  the  original  schedule  for  payment  of  the 
capital  costs  of  the  facility  for  which  per- 
mits and  contracts  were  in  effect,  obtained 
or  submitted  prior  to  May  15.  1994." 


section,  but  subject  to  subsection  (j).  any  po- 
litical subdivision  which  adopted  a  flow  con- 
trol ordinance  in  November  1991.  and  des- 
ignated facilities  to  receive  municipal  solid 
waste  prior  to  April  1.  1992.  may  exercise 
flow  control  authority  until  the  end  of  the 
remaining  life  of  all  contracts  between  the 
political  subdivision  and  any  other  persons 
regarding  the  movement  or  delivery  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  or  voluntarily  relin- 
quished recyclable  material  to  a  designated 
facility  (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994).  Such  au- 
thority shall  extend  only  to  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  to  which  flow  control  authority  was 
actually  applied  on  or  before  May  15,  1994. 
The  authority  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
exercised  in  accordance  with  section 
4012(b)(4). 


SNOWE  (AND  COHEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  770 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Ms.     SNOWE    (for    herself    and    Mr. 
Cohen )   submitted   an   amendment   in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill.  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  58.  line  5.  strike  "'original  facility"' 
and  insert  "facility  (as  in  existence  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section)'". 


SNOWE  (AND  COHEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  771 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Ms.    SNOWE    (for    herself    and    Mr. 
Cohen)   submitted   an   amendment   in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill,  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  56,  lines  18  through  21.  strike  "'the 
substantial  construction  of  which  facilities 
was  performed  after  the  effective  date  of 
that  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision  and". 


SPECTER  AMENDMENT  NO.  772 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table) 

Mr.  SPECTER  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill,  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows; 

On  line  23  on  page  56,  after  ■1994  "  insert 
the  following:  ";  or 

"(C)  is  imposed  to  direct  the  flow  of  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  to  existing  publicly-financed 
resource  recovery  facilities  (as  defined  in 
section  1004(24)  of  this  Act)  which  were  con- 
structed prior  to  January  1,  1975  and  were  in 
operation  as  of  May  15,  1994". 


FAIRCLOTH  AMENDMENT  NO.  773 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  59.  after  line  20,  in.sert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(6)  Flow  control  ordinance —Notwith- 
standing anything   to   the   contrary   in   this 


JEFFORDS  AMENDMENT  NO.  774 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,) 

Mr.  JEFFORDS  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill,  S,  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following: 

"(f)  State  Solid  Waste  DisTRKrr  Author- 
rrv.— A  solid  waste  district  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if— 

"(1)  the  solid  waste  district  is  currently  re- 
quired to  initiate  a  recyclable  materials  re- 
cycling program  in  order  to  meet  a  munici- 
pal solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at  least  30 
percent  by  the  year  2000.  and  uses  revenues 
generated  by  the  exercise  of  flow  control  au- 
thority strictly  to  implement  programs  to 
manage  municipal  solid  waste,  other  than 
development  of  incineration;  and 

••(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  solid  waste 
district — 

"(A)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
the  management  and  regulation  of  the  stor- 
age, collection,  processing,  and  disposal  of 
solid  wastes  within  its  jurisdiction: 

"(B)  was  authorized  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1990)  to  exercise 
now  control  authority,  and  subsequently 
adopted  the  authority  through  a  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  contract,  franchise,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision:  and 

••(C)  was  required  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1,  1992)  to  develop  and 
implement  a  solid  waste  management  plan 
consistent  with  the  State  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan,  and  the  district  solid  waste 
management  plan  was  approved  by  the  ap- 
propriate State  agency  prior  to  September 
15,  1994. 


LAUTENBERG  AMENDMENT  NO.  775 
Mr.      LAUTENBERG      proposed     an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as 
follows; 

On  page  58,  strike  line  23  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  59.  line  20.  and  insert  the 
following: 

"(5)  ADDI-nONAL  AUTHORrrv  — 

•'(A)  Application  of  paragraph.— This 
paragraph  applies  to  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  that,  on  or  before  Janu- 
ary 1.  1984— 

"(i)  adopted  regulations  under  State  law 
that  required  the  transportation  to.  and 
management  or  disposal  at.  waste  manage- 
ment facilities  in  the  State,  of — 

"(I)  all  solid  waste  from  residential,  com- 
mercial, institutional,  or  industrial  sources 
(as  defined  under  State  law);  and 


"(ID  recyclable  material  voluntarily  relin- 
quished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the  re- 
cyclable material;  and 

••(ii)  as  of  January  1,  1984.  had  imple- 
mented those  regulations  in  the  case  of 
every  political  suttdivision  of  the  State. 

•■(B)  AUTHORrrY —Notwithstanding  any- 
thing to  the  contrary  in  this  section  (includ- 
ing subsection  (j)).  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  may  continue  to  exercise  flow  control  au- 
thority (including  designation  of  waste  man- 
agement facilities  in  the  State  that  meet  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (O)  for  all  classes 
and  categories  of  solid  waste  that  were  sub- 
ject to  flow  control  on  January  1.  1984. 


DORGAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  776 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Dr    DOR.GAN   submitted  an   amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows; 

On  pa^e  50.  strike  line  22  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  51.  line  2. 


WARNER  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  777- 
779 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      WARNER      submitted      three 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows; 

amendment  No.  777 
On  page  53.  line  10.  insert  "or  operated" 
after  ••identified" 

Amendment  No.  778 
On  page  58.  line  20.  strike  "and"  and  insert 
•"or"'. 

Amendment  No.  779 
On  page  65.  line  6.  insert  '•or  related  land- 
fill restoration""  after  "services'". 


MCCONNELL  Ar.IENDMENT  NO.  780 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      MCCONNELL      submitted      an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 
TITLE  ni— STATE  OR  REGIONAL  SOLED 
WASTE  PLANS 

SEC.  301.  FINDING. 

Section  1002(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6901(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  "';  and"';  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'(5)  that  the  Nation's  improved  standard  of 
living  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  solid  waste  generated  per  capita, 
and  the  Nation  has  not  given  adequate  con- 
sideration to  solid  waste  reduction  strate- 
gies.". 

SEC.  302.  OBJECTIM!:  of  SCUD  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
ACT 

Section  1003(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6902(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (10); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (11)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(12)   promoting   local   and   regional   plan- 
ning for — 

••(A)  effective  solid  waste  collection  and 
disposal:  and 
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■■(B)   reducing   the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies.". 
SEC.  303.  NATIONAL  POUCY. 

Section  1003<b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U-S.C.  6902(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing ■solid  waste  and"  after  "generation  or'. 

SEC.  304.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SUBTITLE  D  OF  SOLID 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT. 

Section  4001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6941)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"promote  local  and  regional  planning  for  ef- 
fective solid  waste  collection  and  disposal 
and  for  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waiste  reduction  strategies,  and"  after  "ob- 
jectives of  this  subtitle  are  to" 
SEC.  30S.  GUIDELINES  FOR  STATE  PLANS. 

Section  4002(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6942(b))  is  amended  by  striking 
"eighteen  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  section"  and  inserting  "18 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Interstate  Transportation  of  Municipal  Solid 
Waste  .^ct  of  1995". 

SEC.   30«.   DISCRETIONARY   STATE   PLAN   PROVI- 
SIGNS. 

Section  4003  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use  6943)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

••(e)    DiSCRETIO.NARY    PL.^N    PROVISIONS   RE- 

LATLNG  TO  Solid  Waste  Reduction  Goals. 
Local  and  Regional  Plans,  a.nd  Issuance 
OF  Solid  Waste  Management  Per.mits.— A 
State  plan  submitted  under  this  subtitle 
may  include,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  pro- 
visions for— 

•■(1)  establishment  of  a  State  per  capita 
solid  waste  reduction  goal,  consistent  with 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  subtitle, 
under  which  the  State  may  disapprove  a 
local  or  regional  plan  or  deny  a  solid  waste 
management  permit  that  is  inconsistent 
with  those  goals  and  objectives,  and 

(21  establishment  of  a  program  relating 
solid  waste  management  permits  issued  by 
the  State  in  accordance  with  sections  4004 
and  4005  to  local  and  regional  plans  devel- 
oped in  accordance  with  section  4006  and  ap- 
proved by  the  State,  under  which  the  State 
may— 

■■(A)  deny  a  permit  for  the  reason  that  the 
permit  is  inconsistent  with  a  local  or  re- 
gional plan: 

■■(B)  issue  a  permit  despite  inconsistency 
with  a  local  plan  if— 

"(1)  the  plan  does  not  adequately  provide 
for  the  current  and  projected  solid  waste 
management  needs  of  the  persons  within  the 
planning  area,  or 

■(ill  issuance  of  the  permit  is  necessary  to 
meet  the  solid  waste  management  needs  of 
persons  outside  the  planning  area  but  within 
the  State's  jurisdiction; 

••(C)  deny  a  permit  despite  consistency 
with  a  local  plan  if  the  plan  is  inconsistent 
with  a  State  per  capita  solid  waste  reduction 
goal  established  under  paragraph  (1);  and 

■■(D)  allow  local  and  regional  plans  to  ban 
or  restrict  the  importation  of  solid  waste 
(except  hazardous  waste,  and  except  solid 
waste  imported  in  accordance  with  a  host 
community  agreement  for  which  the  State 
issued  a  permit  prior  to  January  1.  1994)  from 
outside  the  planning  area  if  the  current  and 
projected  solid  waste  management  needs  of 
the  persons  within  the  planning  area  have 
been  met  by  solid  waste  management  facili- 
ties identified  in  the  plan,  whether  within  or 
outside  the  planning  area.^'. 

SEC.  307.  PROCEDURE  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  STATE  PLAN& 

Section  4006(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C    6946(b))  is  amended  ■and  dis- 


cretionary plan  provisions"  after   'minimum 
requirements". 


COATS  AMENDMENT  NO.  781 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  COATS  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  43.  between  lines  14  and  15  insert 
the  following: 

"(d)  Denl^l  OF  Permit  Based  on  a  Needs 
Determinaton  — The  CJovemor  of  a  State 
may  deny  a  permit  for  a  solid  waste  manage- 
ment facility  on  the  basis  of  a  needs  deter- 
mination in  the  permitting  process  if  State 
law  enacted  or  regulation  adopted  prior  to 
May  15.  1994.  specifically  authorizes  a  denial 
on  that  basis. 


MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  782 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  60  strike  lines  6  through  12  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

"(B)  prior  to  May  15,  1994.  the  political  sub- 
division committed  to  the  designation  of  the 
particular  waste  management  facilities  or 
public  service  authority  to  which  municipal 
solid  waste  is  to  be  transported  or  at  which 
municipal  solid  waste  is  to  be  disposed  of 
under  that  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  plan. 
or  legally  binding  provision. 


COHEN  (AND  SNOWE) 
AMENDMENTS  NOS.  783-84 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.    COHEN    (for    himself    and    Ms. 
Snowe)  submitted  two  amendments  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 
Amendment  No.  783 

On  paige  55,  between  lines  10  and  U  insert 
the  following: 

"(5)  Pirr  or  pay  agreement— <1)  The  term 
■put  or  pay  agreement'  means  an  agreement 
that  obligates  or  otherwise  requires  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  to — 

"(A)  deliver  a  minimum  quantity  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  to  a  waste  management 
facility;  and 

"(B)  pay  for  that  minimum  quantity  of 
municipal  solid  waste  even  if  the  stated  min- 
imum quantity  of  municipal  solid  waste  is 
not  delivered  within  a  required  period  of 
time. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  subsections  (b)  and  (o.  the  term 
'legally  binding  provision  of  the  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision'  includes  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  that  designates  waste  to  a  waste 
management  facility  that  was  in  operation 
on  or  before  December  31.  1988 

"(3)  The  entering  into  of  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  des- 
ignation (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)(1))  for 
all  purposes  of  this  title. 

Amendment  No.  784 

On  page  55.  between  lines  10  and  11.  insert 
the  following: 

"(5)  Put  or  pay  agreement— (D  The  term 
■put  or  pay  agreement'  means  an  agreement 
that  obligates  or  otherwise  requires  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  to — 

"(A)  deliver  a  minimum  quantity  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  to  a  waste  management 
facility:  and 


"(B)  pay  for  that  minimum  quantity  of 
municipal  solid  waste  even  if  the  stated  min- 
imum quantity  of  municipal  solid  waste  is 
not  delivered  within  a  required  period  of 
time. 

■'(2)  For  purpo-ses  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  subsections  (b)  and  (c),  the  term 
legally  binding  provision  of  the  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision'  includes  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  that  designates  waste  to  a  waste 
management  facility  that  was  in  operation 
on  or  before  December  31.  1988  and  that  re- 
quires an  aggregate  tonnage  to  be  delivered 
to  the  facility  during  each  operating  year  by 
the  political  subdivisions  which  have  entered 
put  or  pay  agreements  designating  that 
waste  management  facility. 

"(3)  The  entering  into  of  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  (les- 
ignation  (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)(1))  for 
all  purposes  of  this  title. 


ROTH  (AND  BIDEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  785 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.     ROTH     (for     himself    and     Mr. 
BiDEN)   submitted    an    amendment   in- 
tended to  be  propiosed  by  them  to  the 
bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  56.  line  23,  strike  ■1994."  and  in- 
sert ■1994.  or  were  in  operation  prior  to  May 
15.  1994.  and  were  temporarily  inoperative  on 
May  15,  1994." 


MURRAY  AMENDMENT  NO.  786 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mrs.  MURRAY  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  her  to 
the  bill  S,  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

"(fi  State-Mandated  Solid  Wa.ste  Man- 
agement Planning.— A  political  subdivision 
of  a  Stale  may  exercise  flow  control  author- 
ity for  municipal  solid  waste,  construction 
and  demolition  debris,  and  for  voluntarily 
relinquished  recyclable  material  that  is  gen- 
erated within  its  jurisdiction  if  State  legisla- 
tion enacted  prior  to  .January  1,  1990  man- 
dated the  political  subdivision  to  plan  for 
the  management  of  solid  waste  generated 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  if  prior  to  .Janu- 
ary 1,  1990  the  State  delegated  to  its  political 
subdivisions  the  authority  to  establish  a  sys- 
tem of  solid  waste  handling,  and  If  prior  to 
May  15.  1994: 

(1)  the  political  subdivision  has,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plan  adopted  pursuant  to  such 
State  mandate,  obligated  itself  through  con- 
tract (including  a  contract  to  repay  a  debt) 
to  utilize  existing  solid  waste  facilities  or  an 
existing  system  of  solid  waste  facilities:  and 

(2)  the  political  subdivision  has  undertaken 
a  recycling  program  in  accordance  with  its 
adopted  waste  management  plan  to  meet  the 
State's  solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  fifty 
percent;  and 

(3)  significant  financial  commitments  have 
been  made  to  Implement  the  plan  cited 
above. 


DEWINE  AMENDMENT  NO.  787 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  DEWINE  submitted  an  atnend- 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(  )  Authority  To  Restrktt  Out-of- 
Stattc  Construction  and  Demolition  De- 
bris.- 
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'■(1)  Li.sT.  -On  or  before  .June  1.  1997.  the  Mr.  HATFIELD  submitted  an  amend-     sec.  03.  a-MKNument  of  solid  waste  dis- 

Administraior  shall  publish  a  li.si  dLsclosintr  ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  posai- act. 

the  amount  of  construction  and  demolition  ^^o  ^he  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows:  ^  'f  '^'  *^'^'*^'**':       iT            Waste  Disposal 

debris  exported   by   each   Slate   in  calendar  .,   ,.           ,     ,  ,>,               .^„     .             »   .v.  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

vear  I99fi  ^^  ^^^  ''"*'  °^  ^*^^  amendment,  insert  the  the  following  new  subtitle 

ycdi   i»3D.  followinif  new  title 

■•(2)   Authority. -A   State   (referred   to   in  ^              IjIjL            _  "Subtitle  K— Beverage  ConUiner  Recycling 

this  sub.seclion  as  an    importing  Slate)  may  iiiLt,   —  -SEC.  12001.  DEFINITIONS. 

impose  a  limit  on  the  amounl  of  oul-of-.Stale  '^^^C.       oi.  SHORT  Tin. k.  As  used  in  this  subtitle: 

construction  and  demolition  debris  received  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the    "National  .(u      Beverage -The      term       beverage' 

at  landfills  and  incinerators  in  the  importing  Beverage  Container  Reu.se  and  Recycling  Act  means  beer  or  other  malt  beverage,  mineral 

State.  °f  1"^  ■  water,  soda  water,  wine  cooler,  or  a  carbon- 

(3)  Limit  stated  AS  percentage.-  sec       02.  findings.  ated  soft  drink  of  any  variety  in  liquid  form 

•■(A)  In  general. -a  limit  under  paragraph  Congress  finds  the  following:  intended  for  human  consumption 
(1)  shall  be  stated  as  a  percentage  of  ihe  <!'  The  failure  to  reuse  and  recycle  empty  ..,2)  beverage  container. -The  term  -bev- 
amounl    of    out-of-Staie    construction    and  beverage  containers  represents  a  significant  gp^^g  container'  means  a  container- 
demolition  debris  generated  in  the  exporting  an*!  unnecessary  wasie  of  important  national  ..,y^)  constructed  of  metal   glass  or  plastic 
State  and  received  at  landfills  and  facilities  energy  and  material  resources.  ^q^  ^  combination  of  the  materials); 
in  the  importing  State  during  calendar  year  '2)  The  littering  of  empty  beverage  con-  ..,g,  having  a  capacity  of  up  to  one  gallon 
iy96  lainers  constitutes  a  public  nuisance,  safety  of  liauid  and 

'■(B)  AMOUNT.-For  any  calendar  year,  the  hazard,    and    aesthetic    blight    and    imposes  -(C)  that  is  or  has  been  sealed  and  used  to 

ptrronlageamounlof  a  limit  under  subpara-  "PO"    P"blic    agencies,    private    businesses,  contain    a    beverage    for   sale    in    intersUte 

trraph  (Ai  shall  be  as  specified  in  the  follow-  farmers,   and  landowners  unnecessary   costs  commerce 

ing  table:  for  ^he  collection  and  removal  of  the  con-  .,,3,     beverage    distributor  -The    term 

Applicable  o    i^  i  j         .            i.i       r          .v.            .  'beverage  distributor'  means  a  person  who 

.^  ,      .                                                  «HMin«Dii-  3    Solid  waste  resulting  from  the  empty     „„„„   „!;  „rr„^   ,„,  ^,,„   i„   i„,„^»,„ 

Calendar  year:  i,                      .   .                  ...                  r-       .  sells  or  offers   for  sale   in   interstate  com- 

'  beverage  containers  constitutes  a  significant  „„„„„  ,„  k«„»-o.,«  -or.n..^,  k»„«>™„».  ,-  k„. 

Ferrentaee:  .          ji                               .          r                  t  merce  to  beverage  retailers  beverages  in  bev- 

iQOfl                                                 fercenuige^  ^j,j  rapidly  growing  proportion  of  municipal  ^         containere  for  resale 

.rri ::;  solid  waste  and  increases  the  cost  and  prob-  ,,°.,  n^,,^„.„^  „..»..,,„„     t^     .     _   .v. 

1999                                                              100  ,            ,    „    .      ,                       ...    J.           ,     ,  '4)  Beverage  retailer— The  term    bev- 

2000 ..::::.:::::.::::::::::::;::::::::::::.::::::::     Z  len^s^of ^effectively  managmg  the  d.sposai  of  ^^^^^  ^^^,,^^.  ^^^„^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^  purchases 

2001 95  ,^4,  u  is  difficult  for  local  communities  to  ''°"'  ^  beverage  distributor  beverages  in  bev- 

2002 90     „„:^„  ,v,„  „„„„„„„ „„„i,„i  ,„  i„in„.„  „ erage  containers  for  sale  to  a  consumer  or 

~,zz~,                                                              wi  raise  the  necessary  capital  to  initiate  com-  J^      ,,            ,/■.,,.                        ». 

2003 8^  prehensive  recycling  programs.  ^'^^  ^^l'^"""  °"^^  ^  f "  '"  commerce  bev- 

2004  80  ,5,  ^.^g          g  ^„j  rgcycling  of  empty  bev-  ^^^^^^  in  beverage  containers  t<J  a  consumer 

2005 75  container  would  help  eliminate  un-  'S'     CONSUMER.-The     term      consumer 

2006 70  neces.sary  burdens  on  individuals,  local  gov-  ">«*"«  =^  f^""  *»'°  purchases  a  beverage 

2007  65  ernments,  and  the  environment.  container  for  any  use  other  than  resale 

2008 60  ,6)  Several  Slates  have  previously  enacted  '\^^\    Refund    VAi.UE.-The    terro    'refund 

2009  ;^- ^55  and  implemented  Slate  laws  designed  to  pro-  y*'"«  means  the  amount  specified  as  the  re- 

*"-«■■  2009  50.  ^g^.^  ^^g  environment,  conserve  energy  and  fund  value  of  a  beverage  container  under  sec- 

"(4)  Con.struction  and  demolition  de-  material  resources,  and  promote  resource  re-  '^'O"  '2002. 
BRis.— In  this  subsection,  the  term  construe-  covery  of  waste  by  requiring  a  refund  value  *''  UNBROKEN  BEVERAGE  CONTAINER— The 
lion  and  demolition  debris'  means  debris  re-  on  the  sale  of  all  beverage  containers.  ^^^^  unbroken  beverage  container'  shall  in- 
sulting from  construction,  remodeling,  re-  (7)  The  laws  referred  to  in  paragraph  (6)  ^^^^^  a  beverage  container  opened  in  a  man- 
pair,  or  demolition  of  structures,  other  than  have  proven  inexpensive  to  administer  and  "^r  in  which  the  container  was  designed  to 
such  debris  ihat^  effective  at  reducing  financial  burdens  on  *»"  opened.  A  beverage  container  made  of 
"(A)  is  commingled  with  municipal  solid  communities  by  internalizing  the  cost  of  re-  metal  or  plastic  that  is  compressed  shall 
waste  (Which  such  commingled  debris  is  in-  cycling  and  litter  control  to  the  producers  constitute  an  unbroken  beverage  container  if 
eluded  within  the  meaning  of  municipal  and  consumers  of  beverages.  the  statement  of  the  amount  of  the  refund 
solid  wa.sie');  or  (8)  A  national  system  for  requiring  a  re-  value  of  the  container  is  still  readable. 

"(B)  the  generator  of  the  debris  has  deter-  fund  value  on  the  sale  of  all  beverage  con-  ■■<8)  Wine  cooler.— The  term   wine  cooler' 

mined  to  oe  conUined  in  accordance  with  tainers  would  act  as  a  positive  incentive  to  means  a  drink  containing  less  than  7  percent 

paragraph  (6).  individuals  to  clean  up  the  environment  and  alcohol  (by  volume) — 

"(54)  Out-of-state  con.struction  AND  DEM-  would—  "<A)  consisting  of  wine  and  plain,  spar- 

OLITION  Debri-s— In  this  -subsection,  the  term  (A)  result  in  a  high  level  of  reuse  and  recy-  kling.  or  carbonated  water:  and 

out-of-Sute    construction    and    demolition  cling  of  the  containers;  and  ■(B)  containing  a  non-alcoholic  beverage, 

debris'   means,   with   respect   to  any   State.  (B)  help  reduce  the  costs  associated  with  flavoring,  coloring  material,  fruit  juice,  fruit 

construction    and    demolition    debris    gen-  solid  waste  management.  adjunct,  sugar,  carbon  dioxide,  or  preserva- 

erated   outside   the   State    Nothing   in   this  (9)  A  national  system  for  requiring  a  re-  lives  (or  any  combination  thereof), 

paragraph   shall    be   construed   to   interfere  fund  value  on  the  sale  of  all  beverage  con-  -«EC.  12002.  REQLTRED  BEVERAGE  CONTAINER 

with  a  treaty  to  which  the  United  Stales  is  lainers  would   result  in  significant  energy  LABELING. 

a  parly.  conservation  and  resource  recovery  "Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  section 

"(6)  Contamin.JiTED  debris  -  (10)  The  reuse  and  recycling  of  empty  bev-  12007,  no  beverage  distributor  or  beverage  re- 

•■{.\)  Determination  -For  the  purpose  of  erage  containers  would  eliminate  unneces-  taller  may  sell  or  offer  for  sale  in  interstate 

determining  whether  debris  is  contaminated  sary   burdens  on   the   Federal   Government,  commerce   a   beverage   in   a   beverage   con- 

for  the  purpose  of  paragraph  (4)   the  genera-  local  and  Slate  governments,  and  the  envi-  tainer  unless  there  is  clearly,  prominently, 

lor  of  the  waste  shall  conduct  representative  ronmenl.  and  securely  affixed  to.  or  printed  on,  the 

sampling  and  analysis  of  the  debris,  the  re-  (ID  The  collection  of  unclaimed   refunds  conUlner  a  statement  of  the  refund  value  of 

suit  of  which  shali  be  submitted  to  the  af-  from    a    national    system    of   beverage    con-  the  container  in  the  amount  of  10  cents.  The 

fected   local   government   for  recordkeeping  tainer  recycling  would  provide  the  resources  Administrator  shall  promulgate  regulations 

purposes  only,  unless  not  required  by  the  af-  nece.ssary  to  assist  comprehensive  reuse  and  establishing  uniform  standards  for  the  size 

fected  local  government  recycling  programs   throughout  the   United  and  location  of  the  refund  value  statement 

"(B)  Disposal. -Debris  that  has  been  de-  Slates.  on  beverage  containers.  The  10  cent  amount 

termined   to   be   contaminated   under   para-  '12)  A   national   system  of  beverage  con-  specified  in  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 

graph  (1)  shall  be  disposed  of  in  a  landfill  tainer  recycling  is  consistent  with  the  intent  adjustment   by   the  Administrator,   as  pro- 

that  meets,  at  a  minimum,  the  requirements  of  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  vided  in  section  12008. 

of  this  subtitle    "  Act  of  1976(42  U.S.C.  6901  etseq).  "SEC.  12003.  ORIGINATION  OF  REFUND  VALUE. 

■■(7)    Annual    reports.— Submissions    and  (13)  The  provisions  of  this  title  are  consist-  "For  each  beverage  in  a  beverage  container 

annual  reports  under  subsection  (a)(6)  shall  ent  with  the  goals  established  by  the  Admin-  sold  in  interstate  commerce  to  a  beverage 

include  the  amounl  of  construction  and  dem-  istrator   of   the    Environmental    Protection  retailer  by  a  beverage  distributor,  the  dis- 

olition  debris  received.  Agency  in  January  1988.  The  goals  include  a  tributor  shall  collect  from  the  retailer  the 

national  goal  of  25  percent  source  reduction  amounl  of  the  refund  value  shown  on  the 

M4T'iriT?i  ^^   AMCMnvfTi'MT'  Mn    7BB  and  recycling  by  1992.  coupled  with  a  sub-  container.  With  respect  to  each  beverage  in  a 

t\A  i.  V  iii.iju  Aivi£.iNLiivit!.iNi   wu.   (00  siantial  slowing  of  the  projected  rale  of  in-  beverage  container  sold  in  interstate  com- 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.)  crease  in  waste  generation  by  the  year  2000.  merce  to  a  consumer  by  a  beverage  retailer. 
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the  retailer  shall  collect  from  the  consumer 
the  amount  of  the  refund  value  shown  on  the 
container.  No  person  other  than  a  person  de- 
scribed in  this  section  may  collect  a  deposit 
on  a  beverage  container 
-SEC.  12004.  RETL-RN  OF  REFUND  VALUE. 

■•(a)  P.AYMENT  BY  Retailkr.— If  a  person 
tenders  for  refund  an  empty  and  unbroken 
beverage  container  to  a  beverage  retailer 
who  sells  (or  has  sold  at  any  time  during  the 
3-month  period  ending  on  the  date  of  tender) 
the  same  brand  of  beverage  in  the  same  kind 
and  size  of  container,  the  retailer  shall 
promptly  pay  the  person  the  amount  of  the 
refund  value  stated  on  the  container. 

■lb)  P.WME.NT  BY  Distributor.— 

"(1)  In  general.— If  a  person  tenders  for 
refund  an  empty  and  unbroken  beverage  con- 
tainer to  a  beverage  distributor  who  sells  (or 
has  sold  at  any  time  during  the  3-month  pe- 
riod ending  on  the  date  of  tender)  the  same 
brand  of  beverage  in  the  same  kind  and  size 
of  container,  the  distributor  shall  promptly 
pay  the  person— 

•■(A)  the  amount  of  the  refund  value  stated 
on  the  container,  plus 

■■(B>  an  amount  equal  to  at  least  2  cents 
per  container  to  help  defray  the  cost  of  han- 
dling. 

■■(2)  Tendering  beverage  containers  to 
other  persons.— This  subsection  shall  not 
preclude  any  person  from  tendering  beverage 
containers  to  persons  other  than  beverage 
distributors 

■■(C)  AGREE.MENTS  — 

••(1)  In  GENERAL —Nothing  in  this  subtitle 
shall  preclude  agreements  between  distribu- 
tors, retailers,  or  other  persons  to  establish 
centralized  beverage  collection  centers,  in- 
cluding centers  that  act  as  agents  of  the  re- 
tailers. 

■•(2)  AGREEME.NT  for  crushing  or  BUN- 
DLING—Nothing  in  this  subtitle  shall  pre- 
clude agreements  between  beverage  retail- 
ers, beverage  distributors,  or  other  persons 
for  the  crushing  or  bundling  (or  both)  of  bev- 
erage containers 

-SEC.  12005.  ACCOfVnNC  FOR  fNCI-ALMED  RE 
FUVnS  A.VD  PROVISIONS  FOR  STATE 
RECYCLING  FUNDS. 

"(a)  Unclai.med  Rehnds  — At  the  end  of 
each  calendar  year,  each  beverage  distribu- 
tor shall  pay  to  each  State  an  amount  equal 
to  the  sum  by  which  the  total  refund  value 
of  all  containers  sold  by  the  distributor  for 
resale  in  that  State  during  the  year  exceeds 
the  total  sum  paid  during  that  year  by  the 
distributor  under  section  12(K)4(b)  to  persons 
in  the  State.  The  total  amount  of  unclaimed 
refunds  received  by  any  State  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  available  to  carry  out  pollution 
prevention  and  recycling  programs  in  the 
SUte. 

"(b)  Refunds  in  Excess  of  Collections.— 
If  the  total  amount  of  payments  made  by  a 
beverage  distributor  in  any  calendar  year 
under  section  12004(b)  for  any  State  exceeds 
the  total  amount  of  the  refund  values  of  all 
containers  sold  by  the  distributor  for  resale 
in  the  State,  the  excess  shall  be  credited 
against  the  amount  otherwise  required  to  be 
paid  by  the  distributor  to  that  State  under 
subsection  (a)  for  a  subsequent  calendar 
year,  desigrnated  by  the  beverage  distributor. 

-SEC.  12006.  PROHIBmONS  ON  DETAf'HABLE 
f>PE.NINGS  .\.\TJ  POST  REUE.MPTION 
DISPOSAL. 

"(a)  Detachable  Openings.— No  beverage 
distributor  or  beverage  retailer  may  sell,  or 
offer  for  sale,  in  interstate  commerce  a  bev- 
erage in  a  metal  beverage  container  a  part  of 
which  is  designed  to  be  detached  in  order  to 
open  the  container. 

"(b)  Post-Rede.mption  Disposal.— No  re- 
taller  or  distributor  or  agent  of  a  retailer  or 


distributor  may  dispose  of  any  beverage  con- 
tainer labeled  pursuant  to  section  12002  or 
any  metal,  glass,  or  plastic  from  the  bev- 
erage container  (other  than  the  top  or  other 
seal  thereof)  in  any  landfill  or  other  solid 
waste  disposal  facility. 

-SEC.  12007.  EXEMPTED  STATES. 

■(a)  In  General  — 

■■(1)  Exemption —Sections  12002  through 
12005  and  sections  12008  and  12009  shall  not 
apply  in  any  State  that — 

•■(A)  has  adopted  and  implemented  require- 
ments applicable  to  all  beverage  containers 
sold  in  the  State  if  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines the  requirements  to  be  substantially 
similar  to  the  provisions  of  sections  12002 
through  12005  and  sections  12008  and  12009  of 
this  subtitle:  or 

••(B)  demonstrates  to  the  Administrator 
that,  for  any  period  of  12  consecutive  months 
following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
title, the  State  achieved  a  recycling  or  reuse 
rate  for  beverage  containers  of  at  least  70 
percent. 

••(2)  Termination  of  exe.mption  — If  at  any- 
time following  a  determination  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator under  paragraph  (1)(B)  that  a 
State  has  achieved  a  70  percent  recycling  or 
reuse  rate,  the  Administrator  determines 
that  the  State  has  failed,  for  any  12-consecu- 
tive  month  period,  to  maintain  at  least  a  70 
percent  recycling  or  reuse  rate  of  beverage 
containers,  the  Administrator  shall  notify 
the  State  that,  on  the  expiration  of  the  90- 
day  period  following  the  notification,  sec- 
tions 12002  through  12005  and  sections  12008 
and  12009  shall  apply  with  respect  to  the 
State  until  a  subsequent  determination  is 
made  under  paragraph  (IhA)  or  a  demonstra- 
tion is  made  under  paragraph  (1)(B). 

■(b)  Determination  of  Tax— No  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  that  imposes  a 
tax  on  the  sale  of  any  beverage  container 
may  impose  a  tax  on  any  amount  attrib- 
utable to  the  refund  value  of  the  container. 

••(c)  Effect  on  Other  Laws —Nothing  in 
this  subtitle  is  intended  to  affect  the  author- 
ity of  any  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof— 

■•(1)  to  enact  or  enforce  (or  continue  in  ef- 
fect) any  law  concerning  a  refund  value  on 
containers  other  than  beverage  containers; 
or 

••(2)  to  regulate  redemption  and  other  cen- 
ters that  purchase  empty  beverage  contain- 
ers from  beverage  retailers,  consumers,  or 
other  persons. 

■SEC.  12008.  REGULA'nONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Not  later  than  12 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subtitle,  the  Administrator  shall  prescribe 
regulations  to  carry  out  this  subtitle. 

•■(b)  Beverage  RtrrAiLER  — The  regulations 
shall  include  a  definition  of  the  term  "bev- 
erage retailer"  for  any  case  in  which  bev- 
erages in  beverage  containers  are  sold  to 
consumers  through  beverage  vending  ma- 
chines. 

•(c)  Adjustment  for  Inflation.— The  reg- 
ulations shall  adjust  the  10  cent  amount 
specified  in  section  12002  to  account  for  infla- 
tion. The  initial  adjustment  shall  become  ef- 
fective on  the  date  that  is  10  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subtitle,  and  addi- 
tional adjustments  shall  become  effective 
every  10  years  thereafter. 
-SEC.  12009.  PENAL^nES. 

•'Any  person  who  violates  any  provision  of 
section  12002.  12003.  12004.  or  12006  shall  be 
subject  to  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
$1,000  for  each  violation.  Any  person  who  vio- 
lates any  provision  of  section  12005  shall  be 
subject  to  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
SIO.OOO  for  each  violation. 


"SEC.  12010.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

■■Except  .vs  provided  in  .section  12008.  thi.s 
subtitle  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  that  is 
2  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  thi.s 
subtitle.". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  the  Solid  Waste   Dispo.sal   .\ct  (42 
use.  prec.  6901)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  items: 
•subtitle  k— beverage  container 
recycling 
•Sec.  12001.  Definitions. 

•'Sec.  12002.  Required  beverage  container  la- 
beling 
•Sec.  12003  Origination  of  refund  value. 
•Sec.  12004.  Return  of  refund  value 
•Sec.    12005.    Accounting   for   unclaimed   re- 
funds and  provisions  for  State 
recycling  funds. 
•Sec.  12006.  Prohibitions  on  detachable  open- 
ings and   post-redemption   dis- 
posal. 
•Sec.  12007.  Exempted  States. 
•Sec.  12008.  Regulations. 
•Sec.  12009.  Penalties. 
•Sec.  12010   Effective  date". 


SMITH  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  789 

Mr.  SMITH  (for  himself.  Mr.  Ch.\FEE. 
and  Mr.  Baucus)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  38.  line  18,  strike  the  phrase  'the 
Administrator  has  determined". 

On  page  39.  after  line  8.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: •For  purposes  of  developing  the  list  re- 
quired in  this  Section,  the  Administrator 
shall  be  responsible  for  collating  and  pub- 
lishing only  that  information  provided  to  the 
Administrator  by  States  pursuant  to  this 
Section.  The  Administrator  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  gather  additional  data  over  and 
above  that  provided  by  the  States  pursuant 
to  this  Section,  nor  to  verify  data  provided 
by  the  States  pursuant  to  this  Section,  nor 
to  arbitrate  or  otherwise  entertain  or  resolve 
disputes  between  States  or  other  parties  con- 
cerning interstate  movements  of  municipal 
solid  waste.  Any  actions  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  Section  shall  be  final  and 
not  subject  to  judicial  review. •' 

On  page  38.  after  the  •.'  on  line  16  insert 
the  following:  '•States  making  submissions 
referred  to  in  this  Section  to  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notice  these  submissions  for 
public  review  and  comment  at  the  State 
level  before  submitting  them  to  the  .^dmin- 
istrator.^^ 

On  page  33.  line  20,  strike  ••(6)(D) '•  and  in- 
sert •■(6KC)". 

On  page  34,  line  13.  strike  •determined" 
and  insert  ■listed". 

On  page  34.  line  13.  strike  ■■(6)(E)"  and  in- 
sert ■■(6)(C)". 

On  page  36.  line  16.  strike  "(eME)"  and  in- 
sert ••(6)(C)" 

On  page  50.  strike  line  18  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing in  which  the  generator  of  the  •ivaste 
has  an  ownership  interest.". 


DAMATO  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  790- 
814 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.   D'AMATO  submitted  25  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 
amendment  No.  790 
At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 


(    )  Severability.— 

If  any  provision  of  thi.s  Act.  an  amendment 
made  by  this  Act.  or  the  application  of  such 
provision  or  amendment  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional, 
the  remainder  of  this  Act.  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act.  and  the  application  of  the 
provisions  of  such  to  any  person  or  cir- 
cumstance shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Amendment  No.  791 

On  page  35.  line  5.  insert  the  phrase  "or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste"  after  the  word 
•agreements". 

On  page  37,  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  •'not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  oiit-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste^^  before  the  world 
■■-shall". 

On  page  38.  line  3.  delete  "July  1"  and  in- 
sert ■■May  1". 

On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  •at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  after  the  word  ••State". 

On  page  38.  line  19.  insert  the  phrase  ••to 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host- 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  before  the  word  "in". 

Amendment  No.  792 

On  page  64.  at  line  3.  insert  the  following 
and  reletter  all  subsequent  paragraphs: 

(0  State-Authorized  Services  and  Local 
Plan  Adoption— A  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
other  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to 
May  15.  1994.  the  political  subdivision— 

(1)  has  been  authorized  by  State  statute  to 
exercise  flow  control  authority  and  had  im- 
plemented the  authority  through  a  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  contract,  or  other  legally 
binding  provision;  and 

(2)  had  adopted  a  local  solid  waste  manage- 
ment plan  pursuant  to  State  statute;  and 

(3)  had  incurred  significant  financial  ex- 
penditures for  the  planning,  site  selection, 
design,  permitting,  construction  or  acquisi- 
tion of  the  facilities  proposed  in  its  local 
solid  waste  management  plan. 

Amendment  No.  793 

On  page  60,  delete  from  line  23  to  page  61. 
line  2.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(C)  Revenue  bonds. — Prior  to  May  15,  1994. 
revenue  bonds  were  presented  for  sale  to  spe- 
cifically provide  revenue  for  the  site  selec- 
tion, permitting  or  acquisition  for  construc- 
tion of  the  facility. 

On  page  61,  after  line  8.  add  the  following: 

(E)  Financial  expenditures —Prior  to 
May  15,  1994,  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion had  executed  revenue  or  general  obliga- 
tion bonds  or  other  financial  instruments 
(such  as  lines  of  credit  and  bond  anticipation 
notes)  to  provide  for  the  site  selection,  per- 
mitting, or  acquisition  for  construction  of 
the  facility. 

Amendment  No.  794 

On  page  64.  after  line  (2).  add  a  new  sub- 
division (4)  as  follows  and  reletter  the  re- 
maining subdivisions  accordingly: 

(f)  St.ate-Authorized  Flow  Con-trol.- a 
political  subdivision  of  a  State  may  exercise 
flow  control  for  municipal  solid  waste  and 
recyclable  material  that  is  generated  within 


its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to  May  15.  1994  the 
political  subdivision  had  been  authorized  by 
State  statute  to  exercise  flow  control  au- 
thority. 

Amendment  No.  795 

Page  64.  line  3.  insert  the  following  as  let- 
ter (f)  and  reletter  subsequent  paragraphs  ac- 
cordingly: 

(f)  St  ATE- Authorized  Services  and  Local 
Plan  adoption.— a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to 
May  15.  1994.  the  political  subdivision— 

( 1 )  had  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
which  specifically  named  the  political  sub- 
division to  exercise  flow  control  authority 
and  had  implemented  the  authority  through 
a  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  contract,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

(2)  hacl  adopted  a  local  .solid  waste  manage- 
ment plan  pursuant  to  State  statute  and  was 
required  by  State  statute  to  adopt  such  plan 
in  order  to  submit  a  complete  permit  appli- 
cation to  construct  a  new  solid  waste  man- 
agement facility  proposed  in  such  plan;  and 

(3)  had  presented  for  sale  a  revenue  or  gen- 
eral obligation  bond  to  provide  for  the  site 
selection,  permitting,  or  acquisition  for  con- 
struction of  new  facilities  identified  and  pro- 
posed in  its  local  solid  waste  management 
plan;  and 

(4)  includes  a  municipality  or  municipali- 
ties required  by  State  law  to  adopt  a  local 
law  or  ordinance  to  require  that  solid  waste 
which  has  been  left  for  collection  shall  be 
separated  into  recyclable,  reusable  or  other 
components  for  which  economic  markets 
exist;  and 

(5)  is  in  a  State  that  has  aggressively  pur- 
sued closure  of  substandard  municipal  land- 
fills, both  by  regulatory  action  and  under 
statute  designed  to  protect  deep  flow  re- 
charge areas  in  counties  where  potable  water 
supplies  are  derived  from  sole  source 
aquifers. 

Amendment  No.  796 

On  page  61.  after  line  8.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(E)  Significant  expenditure.— The  politi- 
cal subdivision  had.  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  ex- 
pended or  committed  to  expending  at  least  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  a  comprehensive  solid 
waste  management  system,  and  had  relied  on 
flow  control  authority  for  the  completion  of 
the  system  and  payment  of  obligations  in- 
curred for  the  establishment  of  the  system. 

Amendment  No.  797 

On  page  61,  after  line  8,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(E)  Significant  EXPENDrruRE  — The  politi- 
cal subdivision  had.  prior  to  May  15.  1994,  ex- 
pended or  committed  to  expending  at  least  75 
percent  of  the  cost  of  a  comprehensive  solid 
waste  management  system,  and  had  relied  on 
flow  control  authority  for  the  completion  of 
the  system  and  payment  of  obligations  in- 
curred for  the  establishment  of  the  system. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  798 

On  page  35.  line  9.  replace  "1993'  with 
•1994  ". 

Amendment  No.  799 
On  page  46.  line  19.  before  "or"  add  ",  to 
authorize,  require,  or  result  in  the  violation 
or  failure  to  perform  the  terms  of  a  written, 
legally  binding  contract  entered  into  before 
enactment  of  this  section." 


AMENDMENT  NO.  800 

On  page  39.  line  8.  replace  "June  1"  with 
"September  1". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  801 

On  page  38,  lines  14  and  15.  delete  "the 
identity  of  the  generator'. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  802 
On  page  36.  line  21.  after  'waste",  add  "A 
limit  or  prohibition  shall  be  treated  as  vio- 
lating and  inconsistent  with  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement  or  permit  if  the  agreement 
or  permit  establishes  a  higher  limit  or  does 
not  establish  any  limit." 

AMENDMENT  NO.  803 

On  page  33,  line  1.  delete  immediately  upon 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section"  and  Insert 
"beginning  January  1.  1996". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  804 

Starting  on  page  34.  delete  line  5  through 
page  35.  line  2.  and  renumber  the  remainder 
of  the  paragraphs  accordingly. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  805 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5  through  page  35. 
line  22  and  replace  with  the  following: 

"(3)(i)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4), 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  1  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste: 

"(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  95  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  lo  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993. 

"(II)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  95 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  State 
in  the  previous  year. 

•"(Ill)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50*/.  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993." 

On  page  36.  line  14.  delete  "and  (B)". 

On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  "not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste"  before  the  word 
'"Shall". 

On  page  38.  line  3.  delete  "July  1"  and  in- 
sert "May  1". 

On  page  38,  line  8,  insert  the  phrase  "at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  after  the  word  ""State". 

Delete  page  38.  line  17  through  page  39.  line 
6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

•'(C)  LIST.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  States  and  the  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste  " 

Amendment  No.  806 

Delete  from  page  34,  line  5  through  page  35. 
line  22  and  replace  with  the  following: 

"(3)(i)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  1  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste: 

"(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  92  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993. 

"(II)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  92 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  State 
in  the  previous  year. 

"(Ill)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993." 

On  page  36.  line  14,  delete  "and  (B)". 
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On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  "not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste"  before  the  word 
••shall". 

On  page  38.  line  3.  delete  •'July  1"  and  in- 
sert "May  1". 

On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  "at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  after  the  word  "State". 

Delete  page  38.  line  17  through  page  39.  line 
6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

■(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  States  and  the  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste." 


AME\DME>fT  No.  807 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5.  through  page 
35,  line  22  and  replace  with  the  following: 

"(3)(ii  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  1  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste. 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  91  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993: 

(III  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  91 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  state 
in  the  previous  year; 

(iri)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993. 

On  page  36.  line  14.  delete  •'and  (B)" 

On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  •'not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waiste"  before  the  word 
••shall". 

On  page  38.  line  3.  delete  "July  1"  and  in- 
sert "May  1". 

On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  •'at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waiste"  after  the  word  "State". 

Delete  page  38.  line  17.  through  page  39. 
line  6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

■■(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  states  and  the  out-of- 
state  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste." 

Amendment  No.  808 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5.  through  page 
35.  line  22  and  replace  with  the  foUo'ving: 

■•(3k i)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  1  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste. 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  93  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993: 

(II)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  93 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  state 
In  the  previous  year; 

(III)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993. 

On  page  36.  line  14.  delete  ••and  (B)". 

On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  '•not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste^  before  the  word 
"Shall-. 

On  page  38.  line  3,  delete  •'July  1"  and  in- 
sert ••May  r'. 


On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  'at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  after  the  word  ••State". 

Delete  page  38,  line  17  through  page  39.  line 
6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

'•(C)  List. — The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  states  and  the  out-of- 
state  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste." 

Amendment  No.  809 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5.  through  page 
35.  line  22  and  replace  with  the  following: 

"(3)(i)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  1  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste." 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  94  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993. 

(ID  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  94 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  state 
in  the  previous  year; 

(III)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993. 

On  page  36.  line  14.  delete   "and  (B)^ 

On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  ■not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste"  before  the  word 
•shall"" 

On  page  38.  line  3,  delete  "July  I""  and  in- 
sert ••May  r". 

On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  "at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste"  after  the  word  "•State"' 

Delete  page  38.  line  17.  through  page  39. 
line  6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

'•(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  states  and  the  out-of- 
state  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste." 

A.MEND.MENT  NO.  810 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5.  through  page 
35.  line  22  and  replace  with  the  following: 

•'(3)(i)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4i. 
no  State  may  export  to  landfills  or  inciner- 
ators in  any  I  State,  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste. 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  94  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993: 

(II)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  90 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  state 
in  the  previous  year; 

(III)  In  calendar  year  2003,  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  50%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993. 

On  page  36.  line  14  delete  '•and  (B)" 

On  page  37.  line  22.  insert  the  phrase  "not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste""  before  the  word 
"shalV 

On  page  38.  line  3,  delete  "July  1"  and  in- 
sert  'May  1". 

On  page  38.  line  8.  insert  the  phrase  "at 
landfills  or  incinerators  not  covered  by  host 
community  agreements  or  permits  authoriz- 
ing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste'^  after  the  word  •State'^ 

Delete  page  38.  line  17.  through  page  39. 
line  6  and  replace  with  the  following: 


■■(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  states  and  the  out-of- 
state  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste." 

Amendment  No.  811 

Replace  from  page  34,  line  18.  through  page 
35,  line  2.  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.500.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
each  of  calendar  years  1996  and  1997 

(ii)  3.000,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1998  and  1999 

(iii)  2.500.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2000  and  2001 

(iv)  2. COO. 000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2002  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(il  3.500.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.500.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,000.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  3.000.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.500,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vii  2,500.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,000,000  tons  in  2002  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

AMENDMENT  NO,  812 

On  page  34,  line  9,  delete  "prohibit  or".. 

Amendment  No.  813 
On  page  34,  lines  9  and  10,  delete  '•prohibit 
or  limit  the  amount  "  and  insert  •restrict 
levels  of  imports  to  reflect  the  appropriate 
level  as  specified  in  (i)  through  (v)", 

Amend.ment  No.  814 
Insert    the    following   at    the   appropriate 
place: 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Comprehen- 
sive Iran  Sanctions  Act  of  1995". 
SEC,  2.  CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS. 

(a)  Iran's  'Violations  of  Human  Rights.— 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings 
with  respect  to  Iran's  violations  of  human 
rights: 

(1)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights.  Am- 
nesty International,  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  State,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  assassinations  outside  of 
Iran,  such  as  that  of  former  Prime  Minister 
Shahpour  Bakhtiar  for  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  France  issued  arrest  warrants  for 
several  Iranian  governmental  officials. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and  by 
Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  revolutionary  trials 
which  do  not  meet  internationally  recog- 
nized standards  of  fairness  or  justice.  These 
trials  have  included  such  violations  as  a  lack 
of  procedural  safeguards,  trial  times  of  5 
minutes  or  less,  limited  access  to  defense 
counsel,  forced  confessions,  and  summary 
executions. 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Iran  systematically  represses 
its  Baha'i  population.  Persecutions  cf  this 
small  religious  community  include  assas- 
sinations, arbitrary  arrests,  electoral  prohi- 
bitions, and  denial  of  applications  for  docu- 
ments such  as  passports. 

(4)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Tran  suppresses  opposition  to 
its  government.  Political  organizations  such 


as  the  Freedom  Movement  are  banned  from 
parliamentary  elections,  have  their  tele- 
phones tapped  and  their  mail  opened,  and  are 
systematically  harassed  and  intimidated. 

(5)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and 
.Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  failed  to  recognize  the  importance 
of  international  human  rights.  This  includes 
suppre.sKion  of  Iranian  human  rights  move- 
ments such  as  the  Freedom  Movement,  lack 
of  cooperation  with  international  human 
rights  organizations  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Red  Cross,  and  an  overall  apathy 
toward  human  rights  in  general.  This  lack  of 
concern  prompted  the  Special  Representa- 
tive to  state  in  his  report  that  Iran  had  made 
■•no  appreciable  progress  towards  improved 
compliance  with  human  rights  in  accordance 
with  the  current  international  inslruments^^. 

(6)  As  cited  by  Amnesty  International,  the 
Government  of  Iran  continues  to  torture  its 
political  prisoners.  Torture  methods  include 
burns,  arbitrary  blows,  severe  beatings,  and 
positions  inducing  pain. 

(bi  Iran's  Acts  of  International  Terror- 
ism —The  Congress  makes  the  following  find- 
ings, based  on  the  records  of  the  Department 
of  State,  with  respect  to  Iran's  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism: 

( 1 )  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State. 
the  Government  of  Iran  was  the  greatest 
supporter  of  state  terrorism  in  1992,  support- 
ing over  20  terrorist  acts,  including  the 
bombing  of  the  Israeli  Embassy  in  Buenos 
.^iros  that  killed  29  people. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  is  a  sponsor  of  radi- 
cal religious  groups  that  have  used  terrorism 
as  a  tool.  These  include  such  groups  as 
Hezballah.  HAMAS,  the  Turkish  Islamic 
Jihad,  and  the  Popular  Front  for  the  Libera- 
tion of  Palestine-General  Command  (PFLP- 
GC). 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  has  resorted  to 
international  terrorism  as  a  means  of  ob- 
taining political  gain.  These  actions  have  in- 
cluded not  only  the  assassination  of  former 
Prime  Minister  Bakhitiar.  but  the  death  sen- 
tence imposed  on  Salman  Rushdie,  and  the 
assassination  of  the  leader  of  the  Kurdish 
Democratic  Party  of  Iran. 

(4)  .As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State 
and  the  Vice  President's  Task  Force  on  Com- 
batting Terrorism,  the  Government  of  Iran 
has  long  been  a  proponent  of  terrorist  ac- 
tions against  the  United  States,  beginning 
with  the  takeover  of  the  United  States  Em- 
ba.ssy  in  Tehran  in  1979.  Iranian  support  of 
extremist  groups  have  led  to  the  following 
attacks  upon  the  United  States  as  well: 

(A)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Embassy  in  Beirut  killing  49  in  1983 
by  the  Hezballah. 

(B)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Marine  Barracks  in  Beirut  killing  241 
in  1983  by  the  Hezballah. 

(C)  The  assassination  of  the  president  of 
American  University  in  1984  by  the 
Hezballah. 

(D)  The  kidnapping  of  all  American  hos- 
tages in  Lebanon  from  1984-1986  by  the 
Hezballah 

SEC,  3.  TRADE  EMB.'UUiO. 

(a)  In  General. -Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (d),  effective  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  a  total  embargo  shall  be  in 
force  on  trade  between  the  United  States  and 
Iran. 

(b)  Covered  Transactions— As  part  of 
such  embargo  the  following  transactions  are 
prohibited: 

(1)  Currency  transactions.— Any  trans- 
action in  the  currency  exchange  of  Iran. 


(2)  Credit  transactions— The  transfer  of 
credit  or  payments  between,  by.  through,  or 
to  any  banking  institution,  to  the  extent 
that  such  transfers  or  payments  involve  any 
interest  of  Iran  or  a  national  thereof. 

(3)  Importation  of  currency  or  securi- 
ties—The  importing  from,  or  exporting  to. 
Iran  of  currency  or  securities. 

(4)  Transactions  in  property— Any  acqui- 
sition, holding,  withholding,  use.  transfer, 
withdrawal,  transportation,  importation  or 
exportation  of.  or  dealing  in.  or  exercising 
any  right,  power,  or  privilege  with  respect 
to.  or  any  transaction  involving,  any  prop- 
erty in  which  Iran  or  any  national  thereof 
has  any  interest;  by  any  person,  or  with  re- 
spect to  any  property,  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States. 

(5)  Exports  —The  licensing  for  export  to 
Iran,  or  for  export  to  any  other  country  for 
reexport  to  Iran,  by  any  person  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  of  any 
item  or  technology  controlled  under  the  Ex- 
port Administration  Act  of  1979,  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act,  or  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954. 

(c)  Extraterritorial  Applica'hon  — In  ad- 
dition to  the  transactions  described  in  sub- 
section (b),  the  trade  embargo  imposed  by 
this  Act  prohibits  any  transaction  described 
in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of  that  sub- 
section when  engaged  in  by  a  United  States 
national  abroad. 

(d)  Exceptions— The  authority  granted  to 
the  President  by  this  section  does  not  in- 
clude the  authority  to  regulate  or  prohibit, 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  following: 

(1)  Communications —Any  postal,  tele- 
graphic, telephonic,  or  other  personal  com- 
munication, which  does  not  involve  a  trans- 
fer of  anything  of  value. 

(2)  Humanitarian  assistance —Donations, 
by  persons  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  of  articles,  such  as  food, 
clothing,  medicine,  medical  supplies,  instru- 
ments, or  equipment  intended  to  be  used  to 
relieve  human  suffering,  except  to  the  extent 
that  the  President  determines  that  such  do- 
nations are  in  response  to  coercion  against 
the  proposed  recipient  or  donor. 

(3)  iNFORMA'nON  AND  INFORMATIONAL  MATE- 
RIALS—The  importation  from  Iran,  or  the 
exportation  to  Iran,  whether  commercial  or 
otherwise,  regardless  of  format  or  medium  of 
transmission,  of  any  information  or  informa- 
tional materials,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  publications,  films,  posters,  phonograph 
records,  photographs,  microfilms,  micro- 
fiche, tapes,  compact  discs.  CD  ROMs, 
artworks,  and  news  wire  feeds.  The  exports 
exempted  from  regulation  or  prohibition  by 
this  paragraph  do  not  include  those  which 
are  otherwise  controlled  for  export  under 
section  5  of  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979.  or  under  section  6  of  such  Act  to  the 
extent  that  such  controls  promote  the  non- 
proliferation  or  antiterrorism  policies  of  the- 
United  States,  or  with  respect  to  which  acts 
are  prohibited  by  chapter  37  of  title  18.  Unit- 
ed States  Code. 

(e)  Penalties. — Any  person  who  violates 
this  section  or  any  license,  order,  or  regula- 
tion issued  under  this  section  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  penalties  as  are  applicable 
under  section  206  of  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1705) 
to  violations  of  licenses,  orders,  or  regula- 
tions under  that  Act. 

(O  Application  to  Existing  Law— This 
section  shall  apply  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  international 
agreement. 

SEC.  4.  IMPOSITION  OF  SANCTIONS  ON  PERSONS 
ENGAGING  IN  TRADE  WITH  IRAN, 
(a)  DETERMINA-nON  BY  THE  PRESIDENT.- 


(1)  In  GENERAL— The  President  shall  im- 
pose the  sanctions  described  in  subsection  (b) 
if  the  President  determines  in  writing  that, 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
a  foreign  person  has,  with  requisite  knowl- 
edge, engaged  in  trade  with  Iran  in  any 
goods  or  technology  (as  defined  in  section  16 
of  the  Export  Administration  Act  of  1979). 

(2)  Persons  against  which  the  sanctions 
ARE  TO  BE  IMPOSED— The  Sanctions  shall  be 
imposed  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  on— 

(A)  the  foreign  person  with  respect  to 
which  the  President  makes  the  determina- 
tion described  in  that  paragraph; 

(B)  any  successor  entity  to  that  foreign 
person: 

(C)  any  foreign  person  that  is  a  parent  or 
subsidiary  of  that  person  if  that  parent  or 
subsidiary  with  requisite  knowledge  engaged 
in  the  activities  which  were  the  basis  of  that 
determination;  and 

(D)  any  foreign  person  that  is  an  affiliate 
of  that  person  if  that  affiliate  with  requisite 
knowledge  engaged  in  the  activities  which 
were  the  basis  of  that  determination  and  If 
that  affiliate  is  controlled  in  fact  by  that 
person. 

(b)  Sanctions.— 

(1)  De.scription  of  sanctions —The  sanc- 
tions to  be  imposed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(aMl)  are,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  as  follows: 

(A)  Procurement  sanction— The  United 
States  Government  shall  not  procure,  or 
enter  into  any  contract  for  the  procurement 
of.  any  goods  or  services  from  any  person  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)(2). 

(B)  Export  sanction —The  United  States 
Government  shall  not  issue  any  license  for 
any  export  by  or  to  any  person  described  in 
subsection  (a)(2). 

(2)  Exceptions- The  President  shall  not 
be  required  to  apply  or  maintain  the  sanc- 
tions under  this  section— 

(A)  in  the  case  of  procurement  of  defense 
articles  or  defense  services — 

(i)  under  existing  contracts  or  sub- 
contracts, including  the  exercise  of  options 
for  production  quantities  to  satisfy  require- 
ments essential  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(ii)  if  the  President  determines  in  writing 
that  the  person  or  other  entity  to  which  the 
sanction  would  otherwise  be  applied  is  a  sole 
source  supplier  of  the  defense  articles  or 
services,  that  the  defense  articles  or  seirvices 
are  essential,  and  that  alternative  sources 
are  not  readily  or  reasonably  available;  or 

(iii)  if  the  President  determines  in  writing 
that  such  articles  or  services  are  essential  to 
the  national  security  under  defense  co- 
production  agreements; 

(B)  to  products  or  services  provided  under 
contracts  entered  into  before  the  date  on 
which  the  President  publishes  his  Intention 
to  impose  the  sanction; 

(C)  to— 

(i)  spare  parts  which  are  essential  to  Unit- 
ed States  products  or  production; 

(ii)  component  parts,  but  not  finished  prod- 
ucts, essential  to  United  States  products  or 
production;  or 

(iii)  routine  servicing  and  maintenance  of 
products,  to  the  extent  that  alternative 
sources  are  not  readily  or  reasonably  avail- 
able; 

(D)  to  information  and  technology  essen- 
tial to  United  States  products  or  production; 
or 

(E)  to  medical  or  other  humanitarian 
items. 

(c)  SUPERSEDES  EXISTING  LAW.— The  provi- 
sions of  this  section  supersede  the  provisions 
of  section  1604  of  the  Iran-Iraq  Arms  Non- 
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Proliferation  Act  of  1992  (as  contained  in 
Public  Law  102-484)  as  such  section  applies  to 
Iran. 

SEC.  5.  OPPOSITION  TO  Ml/LTILATERAL  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  LVTER.NATIONAL  FINANCIAL  INSTITU- 
TIONS.—<1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  executive  di- 
rector of  each  international  financial  insti- 
tution described  in  paragraph  (2)  to  oppose 
and  vote  against  any  extension  of  credit  or 
other  financial  assistance  by  that  institution 
to  Iran. 

(2)  The  international  financial  institutions 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  are  the  Inter- 
national Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Devel- 
opment, the  International  Development  As- 
sociation, the  .-Vsian  Development  Bank,  and 
the  International  Monetary  Fund. 

(bi  United  N.\tions.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  United  States  Permanent 
Representative  to  the  United  Nations  should 
oppose  and  vote  against  the  provision  of  any 
assistance  by  the  United  Nations  or  any  of 
its  specialized  agencies  to  Iran. 

SEC.  8.  WATVER  AUTHORITY. 

The  provisions  of  sections  3.  4.  and  5  shall 
not  apply  if  the  President  determines  and 
certifies  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  that  Iran — 

(11  has  substantially  improved  its  adher- 
ence to  internationally  recognized  standards 
of  human  rights; 

(2)  has  ceased  its  efforts  to  acquire  a  nu- 
clear explosive  device;  and 

(3)  has  ceased  support  for  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism. 

SEC.  7.  REPORT  REQUIRED. 

Beginning  60  days  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  and  every  90  days  there- 
after, the  President  shall  transmit  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  a  report 
describing — 

(1)  the  nuclear  and  other  military  capabili- 
ties of  Iran;  and 

(2)  the  support,  if  any.  provided  by  Iran  for 
acts  of  international  terrorism. 

SEC.  8.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  Act; 

(1)  Act  of  i.vternational  terrorism.— The 
term  "act  of  international  terrorism"  means 
an  act — 

(Ai  which  is  violent  or  dangerous  to  human 
life  and  that  is  a  violation  of  the  criminal 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or 
that  would  be  a  criminal  violation  if  com- 
•  mitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  or  any  State:  and 

(B)  which  appears  to  be  intended— 

(i)  to  intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian  popu- 
lation; 

(ii)  to  influence  the  policy  of  a  government 
by  intimidation  or  coercion;  or 

(iii)  to  affect  the  conduct  of  a  government 
by  aissassination  or  kidnapping. 

l2)  APPROPRI.ATE  CONGRESSIONAL  COMMIT- 
TEES.—The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees  '  means  the  Committees  on 
Banking,  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs  and 
Foreign  Relations  of  ths  Senate  and  the 
Committees  on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices and  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  Foreign  person  —The  term  "foreign 
person"  means — 

(A)  an  individual  who  is  not  a  United 
States  national  or  an  alien  admitted  for  per- 
manent residence  to  the  United  States;  or 

(B)  a  corporation,  partnership,  or  other 
nongovernment  entity  which  is  not  a  United 
Stales  national. 

(4 1  Iran— The  term  "Iran"  includes  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  Iran. 

(5)  Nuclear  explosive  device.— The  term 
"nuclear  explosive   <(evice"   means  any   de- 


vice, whether  assembled  or  disassembled, 
that  is  designed  to  produce  an  instantaneous 
release  of  an  amount  of  nuclear  energy  from 
special  nuclear  material  that  is  greater  than 
the  amount  of  energy  that  would  be  released 
from  the  detonation  of  one  pound  of  trinitro- 
toluene (TNT). 

(6)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  "requisite  knowledge" 
means  situations  in  which  a  person  knows". 
as  "knowing"  is  defined  in  section  104  of  the 
Foreign  Corrupt  Practices  Act  of  1977  (15 
U.S.C.  78dd-2). 

(7)  United  states.— The  term  "United 
States"  means  the  several  States,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands.  American  Samoa. 
Guam,  the  United  States  Virgin  Islands,  and 
any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

(8)  United  states  national.— The  term 
"United  States  national"  means — 

(A)  a  natural  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  who  owes  permanent  alle- 
giance to  the  United  States; 

(B)  a  corporation  or  other  legal  entity 
which  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  any  State  or  territory  there- 
of, or  the  District  of  Columbia,  if  natural 
persons  who  are  nationals  of  the  United 
States  own,  directly  or  indirectly,  more  than 
50  percent  of  the  outstanding  capital  stock 
or  other  beneficial  interest  in  such  legal  en- 
tity; and 

(C)  any  foreign  subsidiary  of  a  corporation 
or  other  legal  entity  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B). 


BREAUX  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  815^18 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BREAUX  submitted  four  amend- 
ments Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

AMEND.yENT  NO.  815 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .   STUDY    or    INTERSTATE    WASTE    TRANS- 
PORT. 

(a)  Definitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  Hazardous  waste.— The  term  "hazard- 
ous waste"  has  the  meaning  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1004  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6903). 

(2)  SEWAGE  sludge.— The  term  "sewage 
sludge"— 

(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

(B)  includes — 

(i)  domestic  septage; 

(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

(iii)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

(C)  does  not  include — 

(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator;  or 

(ii)  grit  or  screening  generated  during  pre- 
liminary treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in  a 
treatment  works. 

(3)  Sludge.- The  term  "sludge"  has  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Stu'DY.— Not  later  thin  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 


(1)  the  quantity  of  sludge  (including  sew- 
age sludge  I  and  hazardous  waste  that  is 
being  transported  acro.ss  State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported sludge  and  waste. 

.Amendment  No.  816 

Beginning  on  page  49,  strike  line  14  and  all 
that  follows  through  page  51,  line  17.  and  in- 
sert the  following; 

tics,  leather,  rubber,  hazardous  waste,  sew- 
age sludge,  or  other  combustible  or  non- 
combustible  materials  such  as  metal  or  glass 
(or  any  combination  thereof)  The  term  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste'  does  not  include— 

"(A)  any  solid  waste,  including  contami- 
nated soil  and  debris,  resulting  from  a  re- 
sponse action  taken  under  section  104  or  106 
of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse. Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  (42  use  9604  or  9606)  or  a  corrective  ac- 
tion taken  under  this  .^ct: 

"(B)  any  metal,  pipe,  glass,  plastic,  paper, 
textile,  or  other  material  that  has  been  sepa- 
rated or  diverted  from  municipal  solid  waste 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph)  and 
has  been  transported  into  a  State  for  the 
purpose  of  recycling  or  reclamation; 

"(C)  any  solid  waste  that  is — 

"(i)  generated  by  an  industrial  facility;  and 

"(ii)  transported  for  the  purpose  of  treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal  to  a  facility  that 
is  owned  or  operated  by  the  generator  of  the 
waste,  or  is  located  on  property  owned  by  the 
generator  of  the  waste,  or  is  located  on  prop- 
erty owned  by  a  company  with  which  the 
generator  is  affiliated; 

"(D)  any  solid  waste  generated  incident  to 
the  provision  of  service  in  interstate,  intra- 
state, foreign,  or  overseas  air  transportation; 

"(E)  any  industrial  waste  that  is  not  iden- 
tical to  municipal  solid  waste  (as  otherwise 
defined  in  this  paragraph)  with  respect  to 
the  physical  and  chemical  state  of  the  indus- 
trial waste,  and  composition,  including  con- 
struction and  demolition  debris; 

"(F)  any  medical  waste  that  is  segregated 
from  or  not  mixed  with  municipal  solid 
waste  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph): or 

(G)  any  material  or  prodiift  returned 
from  a  dispenser  or  distributor  to  the  manu- 
facturer for  credit,  evaluation,  or  possible 
reuse. 

"(5)  The  term  'compliance'  means  a  pat- 
tern or  practice  of  adhering  to  and  satisfying 
standards  and  requirements  promulgated  by 
the  Federal  or  a  State  government  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  significant  harm  to 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Actions 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  compliance 
schedules  for  remediation  established  by 
Federal  or  State  enforcement  authorities 
shall  be  considered  compliance  for  purposes 
of  this  section. 

"(6)  Sewage  sludge— The  term  sewage 
sludge'— 

"(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

"(B)  includes— 

"(i)  domestic  septage; 

"(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

"(ill)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

"(C)  does  not  include — 

"(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator;  or 

■■(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during 
preliminary  treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in 
a  treatment  works." 


Amendment  No.  817 
On  page  49.  line  14,  after  "rubber,"  insert 
"hazardous  waste,". 

Amendment  No.  818 

Beginning  on  page  49,  strike  line  14  and  all 
that  follows  through  page  51,  line  17.  and  in- 
sert the  following:  tics,  leather,  rubber,  sew- 
age sledge,  or  other  combustible  or  non- 
combustible  materials  such  as  metal  or  glass 
(or  any  combination  thereof).  The  term  'mu- 
nicipal old  waste'  does  not  include — 

■■(A)  any  solid  waste  identified  or  listed  as 
a  hazardous  waste  under  section  3001; 

■■(B)  any  solid  waste,  including  contami- 
nated solid  and  debris,  resulting  from  a  re- 
sponse action  taken  under  section  104  or  106 
of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse. Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  (42  use.  9604  OR  9606)  or  a  corrective 
action  taken  under  this  Act; 

■■(C)  any  metal,  pipe,  glass,  plastic,  paper. 
textile,  or  other  material  that  has  been  sepa- 
rated or  diverted  from  municipal  solid  waste 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  thi.s  paragraph)  and 
has  been  transported  into  a  State  for  the 
purpose  of  recycling  or  reclamation: 

"(D)  any  solid  waste  that  is— 

"(i)  generated  by  an  industrial  facility;  and 

"(ii)  transported  for  the  purpose  of  treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal  to  a  facility  that 
is  owned  or  operated  by  the  generator  of  the 
waste,  or  is  located  on  property  owned  by  the 
generator  of  the  waste,  or  is  located  on  prop- 
erty owned  by  a  company  with  which  the 
generator  is  affiliated; 

'■(E)  any  solid  waste  generated  incident  to 
the  provision  of  service  in  interstate,  intra- 
state, foreign,  or  overseas  air  transportation; 

■'(Fi  any  industrial  waste  that  is  not  iden- 
tical to  municipal  solid  waste  (as  otherwise 
defined  in  this  paragraph)  with  respect  to 
the  physical  and  chemical  state  of  the  indus- 
trial waste,  and  composition.  Including  con- 
struction and  demolition  debris; 

"(G)  any  medical  waste  that  is  segregated 
from  or  not  mixed  with  municipal  solid 
waste  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph); or 

■■(H)  any  material  or  product  returned 
from  a  dispenser  or  distributor  to  the  manu- 
facturer for  credit,  evaluation,  or  possible 
reuse. 

"(5)  The  term  'compliance"  means  a  pat- 
tern or  practice  of  adhering  to  and  satisfying 
standards  and  requirements  promulgated  by 
the  Federal  or  a  State  government  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  significant  harm  to 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Actions 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  compliance 
schedules  for  remediation  established  by 
Federal  or  State  enforcement  authorities 
shall  be  considered  compliance  for  purposes 
of  this  section. 

"(6)  Sewage  sludge.— The  term  sewage 
sludge' — 

■■(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

"(B)  includes— 

"(i)  domestic  septage; 

■•(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

■■(ill)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

"(C)  does  not  include — 

"(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator:  or 

"(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during 
preliminary  treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in 
a  treatment  works. 


Mr.  LIEBERMAN  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  pages  62-63,  strike  lines  24-25.  and  lines 
1-3. 


BIDEN  AND  ROTH  AMENDMENT 
NO.  820 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    BIDEN    (for    himself    and    Mr. 
RoTH)    submitted    an    amendment    in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  S.  534.  supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  56.  line  23.  strike  "1994  "  and  in- 
sert "1994,  or  were  in  operation  prior  to  May 
15,  1994  and  were  temr>orarily  inoperative  on 
May  15,  1994,". 


LIEBERMAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  819 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table). 


BAUCUS  AMENDMENT  NO.  821 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  BAUCUS  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  33,  line  9.  strike  all 
through  page  46,  line  19.  and  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(a)  Restriction  on  Receipt  of  Out-of- 
State  Waste.— (1)  In  general.— (A)  Except 
as  provided  in  subsections  (b)  and  (e),  effec- 
tive January  1,  1996,  a  landfill  or  incinerator 
in  a  State  may  not  receive  for  disposal  or  in- 
cineration any  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  unless  the  owner  or  operator  of  such 
landfill  or  incinerator  has  entered  into  a 
host  community  agreement  or  obtained  a 
permit  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste  prior  to  enactment  of 
this  section,  or  obtains  a  host  community 
agreement  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

"(2)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4), 
immediately  upon  the  dale  of  publication  of 
the  list  required  in  paragraph  (6)(D)  and  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  a  request  in 
writing  by  the  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (5). 
may  limit  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  received  fo**  disposal  at 
each  landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the 
exceptions  provided  in  subsection  (b)  that  is 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor, 
to  an  annual  amount  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at  such 
landfill  or  incinerator  during  calendar  year 
1993. 

■•(3)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4), 
immediately  upon  the  date  of  publication  of 
the  list  required  in  paragraph  (6)(E),  and  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  a  request  in 
writing  by  the  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (5), 
may  prohibit  or  limit  the  amount  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  disposed  of  at 
any  landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the  ex- 
ceptions in  subsection  (b)  that  is  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor,  generated 
in  any  State  that  is  determined  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator under  paragraph  (6)(E)  as  having 
exported,  to  landfills  or  incinerators  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  or  per- 
mits authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  more  than — 

"(i)  3,500,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  1996; 

"(ii)  3,000,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

"(iii)  2,500,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

""(iv)  1,500,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


'(V)  1.000,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

"(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

""(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

"(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

"(Ill)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

"'(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,100,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

"(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons. 

"(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

■"(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  cal- 
endar year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

"(ii)  The  Governor  of  an  importing  State 
may  take  action  to  restrict  levels  of  imports 
to  reflect  the  appropriate  level  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  imports  if— 

"(I)  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator,  12  months 
prior  to  taking  any  such  action,  of  the  im- 
porting State's  intention  to  impose  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section: 

"(II)  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator  of  the  violation 
by  the  exporting  Slate  of  this  section  at 
least  90  days  prior  to  taking  any  such  action; 
and 

"(III)  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  importing  State  are  uniform  at 
all  facilities. 

"(C)  The  authority  provided  by  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B)  shall  apply  for  as  long  as 
a  State  exceeds  the  permissible  levels  as  de- 
termined by  the  Administrator  under  para- 
graph (6)(E). 

"(4)(A)  A  Governor  may  not  exercise  the 
authority  granted  under  this  section  if  such 
action  would  result  in  the  violation  of.  or 
would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  with,  the 
terms  of  a  host  community  agreement  or  a 
permit  issued  from  the  State  to  receive  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

"(B)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3),  a 
Governor  may  not  exercise  the  authority 
granted  under  this  section  in  a  manner  that 
would  require  any  owner  or  operator  of  a 
landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the  excep- 
tions provided  in  subsection  (b)  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  received  from  any  State  for  disposal  at 
such  landfill  or  incinerator  to  an  annual 
quantity  less  than  the  amount  received  from 
such  State  for  disix>sal  at  such  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator during  calendar  year  1993. 

"(5)  Any  limitation  imposed  by  a  Governor 
under  paragraph  (2)  or  (3)— 

"(A)  shall  be  applicable  throughout  the 
State; 

"(B)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  particular  landfill  or 
incinerator  within  the  State;  and 

"(C)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  shipments  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  on  the  basis  of 
place  of  origin  and  all  such  limitations  shall 
be  applied  to  all  States  in  violation  of  para- 
graph (3). 

"(6)  ANNiJAL  state  REPORT.— 

"(A)  In  general— Within  90  days  after  en- 
actment of  this  section  and  on  April  1  of 
each  year  thereafter  the  owner  or  operator  of 
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each  landfill  or  incinerator  receiving  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  shall  submit  to 
the  affected  local  government  and  to  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  landfill 
or  incinerator  is  located,  information  speci- 
fying the  amount  and  State  of  origin  of  out- 
of-state  municipal  solid  waste  received  lor 
disposal  during  the  preceding  calendar  year. 
Within  120  days  after  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion and  on  July  1  of  each  year  thereafter 
each  State  shall  publish  and  make  available 
to  the  Administrator,  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  origin  and  the  public,  a  report  con- 
taining information  on  the  amount  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  for  dis- 
posal in  the  State  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year. 

■(B)  Contents.— Each  submission  referred 
to  in  this  section  shall  be  such  as  would  re- 
sult in  criminal  penalties  in  case  of  false  or 
misleading  information.  Such  information 
shall  include  the  amount  of  waste  received. 
the  State  of  origin,  the  identity  of  the  gener- 
ator, the  date  of  the  shipment,  and  the  type 
of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

■•(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  States  that  the  Administrator 
has  determined  have  exported  out-of-State 
in  any  of  the  following  calendar  years  an 
amount  of  municipal  solid  waste  in  excess 
of— 

"(1)  3.500.000  tons  in  1996; 

"(li)  3.000.000  tons  in  1997. 

"(iii)  3.000.000  tons  in  1998; 

"(iv)  2.500.000  tons  in  1999; 

"(v)  2.500.000  tons  in  2000; 

"(vi)  1.500.000  tons  in  2001; 

"(vii)  1.500.000  tons  in  2002; 

■■(viii)  1.000.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

■■(IX)  1.000.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

The  list  for  any  calendar  year  shall  be  pub- 
lished by  June  1  of  the  following  calendar 
year 

■■(D)  Savings  provision.- Nothing  In  this 
subsection  shall  be  construed  to  preempt  any 
State  requirement  that  requires  more  fre- 
quent reporting  of  information. 

■•(7)  Any  affected  local  government  that  in- 
tends to  enter  into  a  host  community  agree- 
ment after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, shall  prior  to  taking  such  action— 

"(A)  notify  the  Governor,  contiguous  local 
governments,  and  any  contiguous  Indian 
tribes; 

■(B)  publish  notiae  of  the  action  In  a  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  at  least  30  days 
before  taking  such  action; 

■■(C)  provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment  in  accordance  with  State  law.  in- 
cluding at  least  1  public  hearing;  and 

■■(D)  following  notice  and  comment,  take 
formal  action  on  any  proposed  request  or  ac- 
tion at  a  public  meeting. 

■•(8)  Any  owner  or  operator  seeking  a  host 
community  agreement  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  shall  provide  to 
the  affected  local  government  the  following 
information,  which  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  public  from  the  affected  local  govern- 
ment: 

■•(A)  A  brief  description  of  the  planned  fa- 
cility, including  a  description  of  the  facility 
size,  ultimate  waste  capacity,  and  antici- 
pated monthly  and  yearly  waste  quantities 
to  be  handled. 

■(B)  A  map  of  the  facility  site  that  indi- 
cates the  location  of  the  facility  in  relation 
to  the  local  road  system  and  topographical 
and  hydrological  features  and  any  buffer 
zones  and  facility  units  to  be  acquired  by  the 
owner  or  operator  of  the  facility. 

•'(C)  A  description  of  the  existing  environ- 
mental conditions  at  the  site,  and  any  viola- 
tions of  applicable  laws  or  regulations. 


'•(D)  A  description  of  environmental  con- 
trols to  be  utilized  at  the  facility. 

••(E)  A  description  of  the  site  access  con- 
trols to  be  employed,  and  roadway  improve- 
ments to  be  made,  by  the  owner  or  operator. 
and  an  estimate  of  the  timing  and  extent  of 
increased  local  truck  traffic. 

••(F)  A  list  of  all  required  Federal,  State, 
and  local  permits. 

••(G)  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  any  violations  of  environmental 
laws  (including  regulations)  by  the  owner 
and  operator,  the  disposition  of  enforcement 
proceedings  taken  with  respect  to  the  viola- 
tions, and  corrective  measures  taken  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  proceedings. 

•'(H)  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  compliance  by  the  owner  or  operator 
with  the  State  solid  waste  management  plan. 

"(b)  Exceptions  to  authority'  To  Prohibit 
Out-of-State  Municipal  Solid  waste— (U 
The  prohibition  on  the  disposal  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  in  subsection 
(a)(1)  shall  not  apply  to  landfills  and  inciner- 
ators in  operation  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  section  that — 

"(A)  received  during  calendar  year  1993 
documented  shipments  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste;  and 

"(Bid)  in  the  case  of  landfills,  are  in  com- 
pliance with  all  applicable  Federal  and  State 
laws  and  regulations  relating  to  operation. 
design  and  location  standards,  leachate  col- 
lection, ground  water  monitoring,  and  finan- 
cial assurance  for  closure  and  post-closure 
and  corrective  action;  or 

••(ii)  in  the  case  of  incinerators,  are  in 
compliance  with  the  applicable  requirements 
of  section  129  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
7429)  and  applicable  State  laws  and  regula- 
tions relating  to  facility  design  and  oper- 
ations. 

"(C)  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section,  the  owner  or  operator  entered  into  a 
host  community  agreement  or  received  a 
permit  specifically  authorizing  the  owner  or 
operator  to  accept  at  the  landfill  or  inciner- 
ator municipal  solid  waste  generated  outside 
the  State  in  which  it  is  or  will  be  located.  " 

••(2)  A  Governor  may  not  prohibit  the  dis- 
posal of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste 
pursuant  to  subsection  (aXl)  facilities  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  that  are  not  in 
compliance  with  applicable  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  unless  disposal  of 
municipal  solid  waste  generated  within  the 
State  at  such  facilities  is  also  prohibited. 

"(3)  The  owner  or  operator  of  a  landfill  or 
incinerator  that  is  exempt  under  this  sub- 
section from  the  prohibition  in  subsection 
(aKD  shall  provide  to  the  State  and  affected 
local  government,  and  make  available  for  in- 
spection by  the  public  in  the  affected  local 
community,  a  copy  of  the  host  community 
agreement  or  permit  referenced  in  subpara- 
graph (C).  The  owner  or  operator  may  omit 
from  such  copy  or  other  documentation  any 
proprietary  information,  but  shall  ensure 
that  at  least  the  following  information  is  ap- 
parent; the  volume  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  wsate  received;  the  place  of  origin  of 
the  waste,  and  the  duration  of  any  relevant 
contract. 

•'(c)  ADDmoNAL  Authority  To  Limit  Out- 
of-State  Municipal  Solid  Waste.— <1)  In 
any  case  in  which  an  affected  local  govern- 
ment is  considering  entering  into,  or  has  en- 
tered into,  a  host  community  agreement  and 
the  disposal  or  incineration  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste  under  such  agreement 
would  preclude  the  use  of  municipal  solid 
waste    management    capacity    described    in 


paragraph  (2).  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 
which  the  affected  local  government  is  lo- 
cated may  prohibit  the  execution  of  such 
host  community  agreement  with  respect  to 
that  capacity. 

■■(2)  The  municipal  solid  waste  manage- 
ment capacity  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  is 
that  capacity — 

■■(A)  that  is  permitted  under  Federal  or 
State  law; 

•■(B)  that  is  identified  under  the  State 
plan;  and 

■■(C)  for  which  a  legall,y  binding  commit- 
ment between  the  owner  or  operator  and  an- 
other party  has  been  made  for  its  use  for  dis- 
posal or  incineration  of  municipal  solid 
waste  generated  within  the  region  (identified 
under  section  4006(a))  in  which  the  local  gov- 
ernment is  located. 

■■(d)  Cost  Recovery  Surcharge.— 
"(1)  AUTHORITY'.— A  State  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  may  adopt  a  law  and  impose 
and  collect  a  cost  recovery  charge  on  the 
processing  or  disposal  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  in  the  State  in  accordance 
with  this  subsection. 

•■(2)  Applicability —The  authority  to  im- 
pose a  cost  recovery  surcharge  under  this 
subsection  applies  to  any  State  that  on  or 
before  April  3.  1994.  imposed  and  collected  a 
special  fee  on  the  processing  or  disposal  of 
out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  pui^suant 
to  a  State  law. 

■■i3)  LiMPTA'noN.- No  such  State  may  im- 
pose or  collect  a  cost  recovery  surcharge 
from  a  facility  on  any  out-of-State  munici- 
pal solid  waste  that  is  being  received  at  the 
facility  under  1  or  more  contracts  entered 
into  after  April  3,  1994.  and  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section. 

■■(4)  Amount  of  surcharge.— The  amount 
of  the  cost  recovery  surcharge  may  be  no 
greater  than  the  amount  necessary  to  re- 
cover those  costs  determined  in  conformance 
with  paragraph  (6)  and  in  no  event  may  ex- 
ceed $1.00  per  ton  of  waste. 

■■(5)  Use  of  surcharge  collected.— All 
cost  recovery  surcharges  collected  by  a  State 
covered  by  this  subsection  shall  be  used  to 
fund  those  solid  waste  management  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  State  or  its  polit- 
ical subdivision  that  incur  costs  for  which 
the  surcharge  is  collected. 

■■(6)  Conditions— (A)  Subject  to  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C).  a  State  covered  by  this 
subsection  may  impose  and  collect  a  cost  re- 
covery surcharge  on  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal within  the  State  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  if— 

••(i)  the  Si.ate  demonstrates  a  cost  to  the 
State  arising  from  the  processing  or  disposal 
within  the  State  of  a  volume  of  municipal 
solid  waste  from  a  source  outside  the  State; 

••(ii)  the  surcharge  is  ba.sed  on  those  costs 
to  the  State  demonstrated  under  clause  (i) 
that,  if  not  paid  for  through  the  surcharge, 
would  otherwise  have  to  be  paid  or  sub- 
sidized by  the  State;  and 

"(iii)  the  surcharge  is  compensatory  and  is 
not  discriminatory. 

••(B)  In  no  event  shall  a  cost  recovery  sur- 
charge be  imposed  by  a  State  to  the  extent 
that  the  cost  for  which  recovery  is  sought  is 
otherwise  paid,  recovered,  or  offset  by  any 
other  fee  or  tax  assessed  against  or  volun- 
tarily paid  to  the  State  or  its  political  sub- 
division in  connection  with  the  generation, 
transportation,  treatment,  processing,  or 
disposal  of  solid  waste. 

••(C)  The  grant  of  a  subsidy  by  a  State  with 
respect  to  entities  disposing  of  waste  gen- 
erated within  the  State  does  not  constitute 
discrimination  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(A)(iii). 
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■■(7)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  sub- 
section: 

■■(A)  The  term  costs^  means  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  State  for  the  implementation 
of  its  laws  governing  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal of  municipal  solid  waste,  limited  to  the 
issuance  of  new  permits  and  renewal  of  or 
modification  of  permits,  inspection  and  com- 
pliance monitoring,  enforcement,  and  costs 
a.ssociated  with  technical  assistance,  data 
management,  and  collection  of  fees. 

■■(B)  The  term  processing'  means  any  ac- 
tivity to  reduce  the  volume  of  solid  waste  or 
alter  its  chemical,  biological  or  physical 
slate,  through  processes  such  as  thermal 
treatment,  bailing,  composting,  crushing, 
shredding,  separation,  or  compaction. 

■(e)  Savings  Clause— Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  interpreted  or  construed— 

'■(1)  to  have  any  effect  on  State  law  relat- 
ing to  contracts  to  authorize,  require,  or  re- 
sult in  the  violation  or  failure  to  perform  the 
terms  of  a  written.  legall.v  binding  contract 
entered  into  before  enactment  of  this  section 
during  the  life  of  the  contract  as  determined 
under  State  law;  or 


DODD  AMENDMENT  NO.  822 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  DODD  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  S.  531.  supra;  as  follows: 

In   the   committee   substitute   on   page  62. 
line   14.   strike   'and  ".   and  all   that   follows 
through  line  3  on  page  63.  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing; 
••or 

••(iii)  entered  into  contracts  with  the  oper- 
ator of  a  solid  waste  facility  selected  by  an 
operating  committee  composed  of  local  po- 
litical subdivisions  created  pursuant  to 
State  law  to  deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered 
to  the  facility  substantially  all  of  the  dispos- 
able municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generated 
or  collected  by  or  within  the  control  of  the 
political  subdivision,  which  imposed  flow 
control  pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  and 
where  niif«fanHing  rpvpniip  hnnds  werp  issued 
on  behalf  of  the  operating  committee  for 
waste  management  facilities; 

■■(B)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  public  serv- 
ice authority  or  operating  committee  com- 
posed of  local  political  subdivisions  created 
pursuant  to  State  law— 

■■(i)  issued  or  had  issued  on  its  behalf,  the 
revenue  bonds  for  the  construction  of  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  facilities  to  which  the  politi- 
cal subdivision's  municipal  solid  waste  is 
transferred  or  disposed;  and 

■•(ii)  commenced  operation  of  the  facili- 
ties." 


SMITH  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  823-^24 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    SMITH    submitted    two    amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 
.■\.mkndment  No.  823 
On  page  56.  lines  18  through  21.  strike  ••the 
substantial  construction  of  which  facilities 
was    performed    after    the    effective    date    of 
that  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision  and". 

.Amendment  No  824 

On  page  56.  strike  lines  10  through  13  and 
insert  the  following: 

■■(A)(i)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  and  was  being  implemented  on  May  15. 
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1994.  pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision;  or 

•■(ii)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  but  implementation  of  such  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legally  binding 
provi-". 


WELLSTONE  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
825-826 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.     WELLSTONE     submitted     two 
amendments   intended   to  be   proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows; 

Amendment  No.  825 
On  page  56.  strike  lines  18  through  21  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "mate- 
rial is  to  be  delivered,  or  the  substantial  con- 
struction of  which  facilities  was  performed 
after  the  effective  date  of  that  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision,  and 

(C)", 

Amendment  No.  826 

On  page  59,  between  lines  20  and  21.  insert 
the  following: 

••(6)  For  the  purposes  of  (1).  ••was  being  im- 
plemented on  May  15.  1994"  includes  provi- 
sions that  would  have  been  in  implementa- 
tion on  such  date  but  for  any  court  decision 
finding  that  such  provisions  unconstitution- 
ally interfere  with  interstate  commerce  or 
but  for  the  voluntary  decision  of  a  State  or 
its  political  subdivision  to  suspend  imple- 
mentation because  of  the  existence  of  such 
court  decision  or  decisions. •'. 


SMITH  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  827-828 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    SMITH    submitted    two   amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  827 
On  page  67.  strike  the  period  and  quotation 
mark  at  the  end  of  line  2. 

On  page  67,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

"(k)  TrrLE  Not  Applicable  To  Listed  Fa- 
cilities—Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  the  authority  to  exercise 
now  control  shall  not  apply  to  any  facility 
that— 

"(1)  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
is  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List 
under  the  comprehensive  Environmental.  Re- 
sponse. Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (42 
U  S.C.  9601  et  seq.);  or 

"(2)  as  of  May  15.  1994.  was  the  subject  of  a 
pending  proposal  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  be  list- 
ed on  the  National  Priorities  List.". 

Amendment  No.  828 

On  page  60.  strike  lines  1  through  5  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

"(A)(i)  the  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  specifically 
provides  for  flow  control  authority  for  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  within  its 
boundaries;  and 

■■(ii)  such  authority  was  exercised  prior  to 
May  15.  1995.  and  was  being  implemented  on 
May  15.  1994". 


DOMENICI  AMENDMENT  NO.  829 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 


Mr.  DOMENICI  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  69.  line  22,  strike  "  "." 
On  page  69.  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 
the  following  new  provision: 

■■(5)  Further  revisions  of  guidelines  and 
CRITERIA —Not  later  than  April  9,  1997.  the 
Administrator  shall  promulgate  revisions  to 
the  guidelines  and  criteria  promulgated 
under  this  title  to  allow  states  to  promul- 
gate alternate  design,  operating,  landfill  gas 
and  groundwater  monitoring,  financial  as- 
surance, and  closure  requirements  for  land- 
fills which  receive  20  tons  or  less  of  solid 
waste  per  day  based  on  an  annual  average 
and  are  located  in  areas  receiving  20  inches 
or  less  of  annual  precipitation,  provided  that 
such  alternate  requirements  are  sufficient  to 
protect  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment.•. 


DEWINE  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  830-834 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  DeWINE  submitted  five  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 
amendment  No  830 

On  page  43.  between  lines  14  and  15.  insert 
the  following: 

••(d)  Additional  Authority  To  Limit  Out- 
of-State  Municipal  Solid  Waste  by  Impos- 
ing A  Percentage  Limitation — 

••(1)  State  law —a  State  may  by  law  pro- 
vide that  a  State  permit  for  a  new  landfill  or 
incinerator  shall  include  a  percentage  limi- 
tation on  the  total  quantity  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  water  that  may  t>e  received 
at  the  landfill  or  incinerator 

•■(2)  Requiremen-ts  — A  percentage  limita- 
tion imposed  under  paragraph  (1>— 

■■(A)  shall  be  uniform  for  all  landfills  or  in- 
cinerators for  which  a  permit  is  required 
under  State  law;  and 

■•(B»  shall  not  discriminate  against  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  based  on  the 
State  of  origin  unless  the  waste  is  received 
under  an  agreement  entered  into  under  sec- 
tion 1005<b)  pursuant  to  which  the  State  and 
1  or  more  other  States  (referred  to  in  this 
subsection  as  an  •exporting  State')  have 
agreed  on  a  different  percentage  limitation 
for  specific  facilities  for  municipal  solid 
waste  from  any  such  exporting  State. 

••'3)  Major  modifications— This  sub- 
seci  on  shall  apply  to  a  permit  (or  permit 
amendment)  for  a  major  modification  of  a 
landfill  or  incinerator  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  applies  to  a  permit  for  a  new  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator if  the  landfill  or  incinerator  was 
not  authorized  to  receive  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal waste  pursuant  to  a  host  community 
agreement  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section. 

Amendment  No  831 
On  page  42.  line  19.  after    •Waste."  insert 
the  following:   "by  requiring  use  of  municipal 
solid  waste  management  capacity  under  a 
host  community  agreement". 

Amendment  No.  832 
On  page  43.  line  15.  strike  "(d)"  and  Insert 
"(e)". 

Amendment  No.  833 
On  page  46.  line  16.  strike   "(e)"  and  insert 
"(O". 

Amendment  No.  834 
On  page  47,  line  5.  strike  "(f)"  and  insert 
••(g)". 
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KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 

835-848 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr      KEMPTHORNE     submitted     14 
amendments   intended   to   be   proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  835 

On  page  40.  lines  19  and  20.  after  the  word, 
"Site",  strike  the  following:  "and  any  viola- 
tions of  applicable  laws  or  regulations". 

.\MENDMENT  NO    836 

On  page  39.  line  8,  strike  the  word,  "June", 
and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the  word.  "Septem- 
ber". 

AME.NDMENT  No.  837 

On  page  38,  line  14,  after  the  word,  "re- 
ceived." strike  everything  through  the  end 
of  the  sentence  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the 
following:  "the  State  of  origin  and  the  date 
of  shipment". 

Amend.ment  No.  838 
On  page  33.  line  11.  strike  the  words,  "im- 
mediately upon  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section."    and    in    lieu    thereof    insert    the 
words,  "beginning  January  1.  1996  " 

A.ME.NDMENT  NO.  839 

On  page  52.  line  6,  add  the  following  new 

subsection: 

(  )  APPLICATION.— The  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  prohibit  or  limit 
receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste 
at  any  landfill  or  incinerator  that  meets 
both  of  the  following  conditions: 

(A)  The  facility  has  been  granted  a  permit 
under  State  law  to  receive  municipal  solid 
waste  for  combustion  or  disposal:  and 

(B)  The  State  or  its  political  subdivision 
within  which  the  facility  is  located  has  exer- 
cised any  flow  control  authority  provided 
under  other  provisions  of  this  subtitle  to 
prohibit  or  limit  the  receipt  by  the  facility 
of  municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generated 
within  the  State  or  its  political  subdivision. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  840 
On  page  45.  lines  15  and  16.  after  the  word. 
"tax",  strike  the  words,  "assessed  against  or 
voluntarily";  on  lines  16  and  17,  after  the 
word,  "subdivision",  insert  the  following:  ". 
or  to  the  extent  that  the  amount  of  the  sur- 
charge is  offset  by  voluntarily  agreed  pay- 
ments to  a  State  or  its  political  subdivi- 
sion". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  841 
On   page  52.   line  3.   after   the  word,   "it", 
strike  the  words,  "clearly  and  affirmatively 
states ".  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the  words, 
"reasonably  evidences". 

.\.MENDME.NT  NO.  842 

On  page  45,  line  19,  after  the  number, 
"3001".  add  the  following  words,  "or  waste 
regulated  under  the  Toxic  Substances  and 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2601  et  seq.)". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  843 
On  page  48.  lines  22  and  23.  after  the  word, 
"additional",  strike  the  word,  "express"  and 
in  lieu  thereof  insert  the  word,  "specific". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  844 

On  page  46.  line  19.  after  the  word,  "con- 
tracts", insert  the  following:  ",  or  to  author- 
ize, require,  or  result  in  the  violation  or  fail- 


ure to  perform  the  terms  of  a  written,  le- 
gally binding  contract  entered  into  before 
enactment  of  this  section". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  845 

On  page  44.  line  44,  line  8,  strike  the  words, 
"enactment  of  this  section"  and  in  lieu 
thereof  insert  the  words,  "adoption  of  a 
State  law  authorized  by  this  subsection". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  846 

On  page  43.  line  23.  after  the  word.  "on", 
strike  the  words,  "or  before". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  847 

On  page  36,  line  21.  add  the  following  new 
sentence:  "A  limit  or  prohibition  shall  be 
treated  as  a  violation  of  and  inconsistent 
with  a  host  community  agreement  or  permit 
if  the  agreement  or  permit  establishes  a 
higher  limit  or  does  not  establish  any 
limit.". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  848 

On  page  36.  line  5,  after  the  word  "agree- 
ments", insert  the  words,  "or  permits  au- 
thorizing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste". 


LEVIN  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  849-858 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  LEVIN  submitted  10  amendments 

intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 

bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  849 

On  page  49,  line  3,  after  "of  the  State." 
strike  all  that  follows  through  line  8. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  850 

On  page  56.  line  23,  after  "1994"  insert  ",  or. 

(C)  was  used  by  the  political  subdivision  to 
finance  resource  recovery  or  waste  reduction 
programs." 

.^MENDMENT  NO.  851 

On  page  60.  lines  7  and  8.  strike  "a  waste 
management  facility"  and  insert  "1  or  more 
waste  management  facilities". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  852 
On  page  53,  lines  17  and  18  and  insert  "to  1 
or  more  designated  waste  management  fa- 
cilities or  facilities  for  recyclable  material". 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  853 
On  page  53,  line  24,  strike  "and"  and  insert 
"or". 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  854 

On  page  63.  line  22,  strike  "significant". 

Amendme.nt  No.  855 
On  page  63.  line  11.  strike  "operation  of 
solid  waste  facilities  to  serve  the". 

Amendment  No.  856 
On  page  63.  line  16,  strike  "30"  and  insert 
"25". 

Amendment  No.  857 
On  page  56.  line  18.  after  "delivered,"  in- 
sert "or". 

Amendment  No.  858 
On  page  59.  line  1.  strike  "1984"  and  insert 
"1989". 


Mrs.       P^EINSTEIN      submitted      an 

amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
her  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  line  3.  insert  the  following  as 
subsection  (0  and  reletter  subsequent  sub- 
sections accordingly: 

(f)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  a  political  subdivision  which,  upon 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section,  is  man- 
dated by  state  law  to  divert  25  percent,  by 
January  1.  1995.  and  50  percent,  by  January  I. 
2000.  of  all  solid  waste  generated  within  its 
jurisdiction  from  landfill  and  resource  recov- 
ery facilities  throuifh  source  reduction,  recy- 
cling, and  composting  activities,  may  enter 
into  a  contract,  franchise  or  agreement  with, 
or  issue  a  license  or  permit  to.  a  public  or 
private  entity  by  which  the  public  or  private 
entity  is  exclusively  or  nonexclusively  au- 
thorized to  provide  a  solid  waste  manage- 
ment activity.  Such  state  or  political  sub- 
division may  as  a  condition  in  such  contract, 
agreement,  license  or  permit,  require  the 
public  or  private  entity  to  deliver  the  solid 
waste  or  voluntarily  relinquished  recyclable 
material  to  a  waste  management  facility 
identified  by  the  state  or  political  subdivi- 
sion in  such  contract,  agreement,  license  or 
permit.  Any  such  contract,  franchise  or 
agreement,  regardless  of  its  effective  dale, 
and  any  such  license  or  permit,  regardless  of 
when  issued,  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable regulation  of  commerce  and  shall 
not  be  considered  to  be  an  undue  burden  on 
or  to  otherwise  impair,  restrain,  or  discrimi- 
nate against  interstate  commerce  For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  "solid 
waste"  shall  mean  solid  waste  as  defined 
under  the  law.  in  existence  on  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection,  of  the  state. 


FEINSTEIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  859 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 


DODD  AMENDMENT  NO   860 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.   DODD  submitted  an  amendment 

intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 

bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

In  the  Committee  substitute,  on  page  62, 
line   14,   strike   "and",   and   all   that   follows 
through  line  3  on  page  S3,  and  insert  the  fol 
lowing: 

"or 

"(iii)  entered  into  contracts  with  the  oper- 
ator of  a  solid  waste  facility  .selected  by  an 
operating  committee  composed  of  local  po- 
litical subdivisions  created  pursuant  to  state 
law  to  deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the 
facility  substantially  all  of  the  disposable 
municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generated  or 
collected  by  or  within  the  control  of  the  po- 
litical subdivision,  which  imposed  flow  con- 
trol pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  and 
where  outstanding  revenue  bonds  were  issued 
on  behalf  of  the  operating  committee  for 
waste  management  facilities: 

"(B>  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  public  serv- 
ice authority  or  operating  committee  com- 
posed of  local  political  subdivisions  created 
pursuant  to  state  law — 

"(i)  issued  or  had  issued  on  its  behalf,  the 
revenue  bonds  for  the  construction  of  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  facilities  to  which  the  politi- 
cal subdivision's  municipal  solid  waste  is 
transferred  or  disposed:  and 

"(iii  commenced  operation  of  the  facilities 

"(2)  Duration  of  authority.— Authority 
under  this  subsection  may  be  exercised  by  a 
political  subdivision  qualifying  under  para- 
graph (l)(A){ii)  or  paragraph  (IXAxiii)  only 
until  the  expiration  of  the  contract  or  the 
life  of  the  bond,  whichever  is  earlier. 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  861 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as 
follows; 

On  page  19.  line  19.  before  would  be  infea- 
sible"  insert  "or  unit  that  is  located  in  or 
near  a  small,  remote  Alaska  village". 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  862 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.    CHAFEE    (for    Mr.    MURKOWSKi) 

submitted  an  amendment  intended   to 

be  proposed  by  him  to  the  bill  S.  534, 

supra;  as  follows; 
On  page     .  line     .  before  "would  be  infeasi- 

ble"  insert  "or  unit  that  is  located  in  or  near 

a  small,  remoie  .■Maska  village". 


PRYOR  AMENDMENT  NO.  863 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  PRYOR  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  an  amendment  intended  to  be  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  to  bill  S.  534, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following: 

■(f)  Inclusion  of  Certain  ADDmoNAL 
States  and  Political  Subdivisions.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  flow  control  authority  granted  under 
this  title  may  be  exercised  by  a  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision  that,  prior  to  May  15,  1994, 
adopted  a  flow  control  measure  or  measures, 
individually  or  collectively,  that  required 
the  delivery  of  flow-controllable  solid  waste 
to  a  proposed  or  existing  waste  management 
facility. 


LEVIN  (AND  ABRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  864 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
ABR.MiAM)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proDOsed  bv  them  to  the 
bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  33,  strike  line  9  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  17,  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(a)  Restriction  on  Receipt  of  Out-of- 
State  Municipal  Solid  Waste.— 

"(1)  In  general.— 

"(A)  Authoriz.\tion.— Effective  90  days 
after  enactment,  a  landfill  or  incinerator  in 
a  State  may  not  receive  for  disposal  or  incin- 
eration any  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  unless  the  owner  or  operator  of  the 
landfill  or  incinerator  obtains  explicit  au- 
thorization (as  part  of  a  host  community 
agreement)  from  the  affected  local  govern- 
ment to  receive  the  waste. 

"(B)  Requirements  for  authorization.— 
An  authorization  under  subparagraph  (A) 
shall— 

"(i)  be  granted  by  formal  action  at  a  meet- 
ing: 

"(ii)  be  recorded  in  writing  in  the  official 
record  of  the  meeting:  and 

"(iii)  remain  in  effect  according  to  its 
terms. 

"(C)  Discretionary  terms  and  condi- 
tions.— .■\n  authorization  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  may  specify  terms  and  conditions, 
including  an  amount  of  out-of-State  waste 
that  an  owner  or  operator  may  receive  and 
the  duration  of  the  authorization. 

"(D)  Notification.— Promptly,  but  not 
later  than  90  days  after  an  authorization  is 


granted,  the  affected  local  government  shall 
notify  the  Governor,  contiguous  local  gov- 
ernments, and  any  contiguous  Indian  tribes 
of  an  authorization  under  subparagraph  (A). 

"(2)  Information —Prior  to  seeking  an  au- 
thorization to  receive  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste  under  paragraph  (1).  the  owner  or 
operator  of  the  facility  seeking  the  author- 
ization shall  provide  (and  make  readily 
available  to  the  Governor,  each  contiguous 
local  government  and  Indian  tribe,  and  any 
other  interested  person  for  inspection  and 
copying)  the  following  information: 

"(A)  A  brief  description  of  the  facility,  in- 
cluding, with  respect  to  both  the  facility  and 
any  planned  expansion  of  the  facility,  the 
size,  ultimate  waste  capacity,  and  the  antici- 
pated monthly  and  yearly  quantities  of  (ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  volume)  waste  to  be  han- 
dled. 

"(B)  A  map  of  the  facility  site  disclosing— 

"(i)  the  location  of  the  site  in  relation  to 
the  local  road  system  and  topography  and 
hydrogeological  features;  and 

"(ii)  any  buffer  zones  or  facility  units  to  be 
acquired  by  the  owner  or  operator. 

"(C)(i)  A  description  of  the  then-current 
environmental  characteristics  of  the  site  and 
of  ground  water  use  in  the  area  (including 
identification  of  private  wells  and  public 
drinking  water  sources). 

"(ii)  A  discussion  of  alterations  that  may 
be  necessitated  by,  or  occur  as  a  result  of, 
the  facility. 

"(D)  A  description  of— 

"(i)  environmental  controls  typically  re- 
quired to  be  used  on  the  site  (pursuant  to 
permit  requirements),  including  run-on  and 
runoff  management,  air  pollution  control  de- 
vices, source  separation  procedures  (if  any), 
methane  monitoring  and  control,  landfill 
covers,  liners  or  leachate  collection  systems, 
and  monitoring  programs;  and 

"(ii)  any  waste  residuals  generated  by  the 
facility,  including  leachate  or  ash,  and  the 
planned  management  of  the  residuals. 

"(E)  A  description  of  site  access  controls 
to  be  employed,  and  roadway  improvements 
to  be  made,  by  the  owner  or  operator,  and  an 
estimate  of  the  timing  and  extent  of  in- 
creased local  truck  traffic. 

"(F)  A  list  of  all  required  Federal,  State, 
and  local  permits. 

"(G)  Estimates  of  the  personnel  require- 
ments of  the  facility,  including  information 
regarding  the  probable  skill  and  education 
levels  required  for  jobs  at  the  facility,  which, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  distinguishes  be- 
tween employment  statistics  for 
preoperational  levels  and  those  for 
postoperational  levels. 

"(H)  .'^ny  informa'.K  "■  that  is  required  by 
Federal  or  State  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to — 

"(i)  any  violations  of  environmental  laws 
(including  regulations)  by  the  owner,  the  op- 
erator, or  any  subsidiary  of  the  owner  or  op- 
erator; 

"(ii)  the  disposition  of  enforcement  pro- 
ceedings taken  with  respect  to  the  viola- 
tions; and 

"(iiij  corrective  action  and  rehabilitation 
measures  taken  as  a  result  of  the  proceed- 
ings. 

"(I)  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
Federal  or  State  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  gifts  and  contributions  made  by  the 
owner  or  operator. 

"(J)  Any  information  that  Is  required  by 
Federal  or  State  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  compliance  by  the  owner  or  operator 
with  the  .State  solid  waste  management  plan. 

"(3)  Notification —Prior  to  taking  formal 
action  with  respect  to  granting  authoriza- 


tion to  receive  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  an  af- 
fected local  government  shall— 

"(A)  notify  the  Governor,  contiguous  local 
governments,  and  any  contiguous  Indian 
tribes; 

"(B)  publish  notice  of  the  action  in  a  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  at  least  30  days 
before  holding  a  hearing  and  again  at  least  15 
days  before  holding  the  hearing,  unless  State 
law  provides  for  an  alternate  form  of  public 
notification;  and 

"(C)  provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment  in  accordance  with  State  law,  in- 
cluding at  least  1  public  hearing. 


BREAUX  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  865-866 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BREAUX  submitted  two  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 
amendment  No.  865 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  STUDY  OF  INTERSTATE  SLUDGE  TRANS- 
PORT. 

(a)  Definitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  Sewage  sludge— The  term  "sewage 
sludge"— 

(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

(B)  includes — 

(i)  domestic  septage; 

(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

(iii)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

(C)  does  not  include— 

(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator;  or 

(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during  pre- 
liminary treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in  a 
treatment  works. 

(2)  Sludge.— The  term  "sludge"  has  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
ter nine— 

(''  the  quantity  of  sludge  (including  sew- 
age ludge)  that  is  being  transported  across 
State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported sludge. 

Amendment  No.  866 
.\t  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .     STUDY     OF     INTERSTATE     HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  transport. 

(a)  Definition  of  Hazardous  Waste.— In 
this  section,  the  term  "hazardous  waste"  has 
the  meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Study.- Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quantity  of  hazardous  waste  that  is 
being  transported  across  State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported waste. 
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JEFFORDS (AND  LEAHY) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  867 

Mr.  JEFFORDS  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  64.  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following-: 

•■(f)  St.\te  Solid  w.\ste  District  author- 
ity.—a  solid  waste  district  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if— 

■■(li  the  solid  waste  district  is  currently  re- 
quired to  initiate  a  recyclable  materials  re- 
cycling program  in  order  to  meet  a  munici- 
pal solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at  least  30 
percent  by  the  year  2000.  and  uses  revenues 
generated  by  the  exercise  of  flow  control  au- 
thority strictly  to  implement  programs  to 
manage  municipal  solid  waste,  other  than 
development  of  incineration:  and 

"(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  solid  waste 
district — 

■■(A)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
the  management  and  regulation  of  the  stor- 
age, collection,  processing,  and  disposal  of 
solid  wastes  within  its  jurisdiction; 

■•(B)  was  authorized  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  .January  1.  1990)  to  exercise 
flow  control  authority,  and  subsequently 
adopted  the  authority  through  a  law,  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  contract,  franchise,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

■■(C>  was  required  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  develop  and 
Implement  a  solid  waste  management  plan 
consistent  with  the  State  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan,  and  the  district  solid  waste 
management  plan  was  approved  by  the  ap- 
propriate State  agency  prior  to  September 
15.  1994 


MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  868 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Moynihan)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534, 
supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  fiO  line  7.  strike  the  word  'a"  and 
insert  "the  particular". 

On  page  60.  line  8,  strike  the  word  "facil- 
ity" and  insert  in  its  place  "facilities  or  pub- 
lic service  authority". 

On  page  60.  line  15.  strike  the  word  "facil- 
ity" and  insert  in  its  place  "facilities  or  pub- 
lic service  authority". 


CAMPBELL  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  869 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Campbell  for 
himself,  Mr.  Brown,  and  Mr. 
Kempthorn'E)  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  69.  strilce  the  quotation  mark  and 
period  at  the  end  of  line  22. 

On  page  69.  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 
the  following: 

"(5)  NO-.VIIGRATION  EXEMPTION.— 

"I A)  Ln  ge.ner.\l.— Ground  water  monitor- 
ing requirements  may  be  suspended  by  the 
Director  of  an  approved  State  for  a  landfill 
operator  if  the  operator  demonstrates  that 
there  is  no  potential  for  migration  of  hazard- 
ous constituents  from  the  unit  to  the  upper- 
most acqulfer  during  the  active  life  of  the 
unit  and  the  post-closure  care  period. 

■(B)  CERTIFICATION.— A  demonstration 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall — 

"(i)  be  certified  by  a  qualified  groundwater 
scientists  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  an 
approved  State. 


"(C)  Guidance.— 

"(1)  Ln  general.— Not  later  than  6  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, the  Administrator  shall  issue  a  guid- 
ance document  to  facilitate  small  commu- 
nity use  of  the  no  migration  exemption 
under  this  paragraph. 


DODD  (AND  LIEBERMAN) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  870 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Dodd,  for  him- 
self, and  Mr.  Lieberman)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  55,  line  8,  add: 

"(B»  other  body  created  pursuant  to  State 
law  or". 

Redesignate  "(B)"  as  "(C)". 

On  page  62  line  1  insert  after  "authority", 
"or  on  its  behalf  by  a  State  entity". 

On  page  62  line  17  insert  after  "bonds",  "or 
had  issued  on  its  behalf  by  a  State  entity" 

On  page  62  line  24  strike  all  through  page 
63  line  3.  and  insert  the  following,  'the  au- 
thority under  this  subsection  shall  be  exer- 
cised in  accordance  with  section  4012(b)(4).". 


ROTH  (AND  BIDEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  871 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  ROTH.  for  him- 
self, and  Mr.  BiDEN)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as 
follows; 

On  page  53.  line  3.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision. 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  4.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  lines  7  and  8.  strike  "or  politi- 
cal subdivision"  and  insert  ".  political  sub- 
division, or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  10.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  56.  lines  1  and  2.  strike  "and  each 
political  subdivision  of  a  State"  and  insert  '. 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  and  public 
service  authority". 

On  page  56,  line  12,  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ",  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57,  line  4.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision. 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57.  line  7.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57.  line  21.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision. 
or  public  service  authority". 


BIDEN  (AND  ROTH)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  872 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  BiDEN.  for  him- 
self, and  Mr.  Roth)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows; 

On  page  56.  line  23,  strike  "1994."  and  in- 
sert "1994,  or  were  in  operation  prior  to  May 
15.  1994  and  were  temporarily  inoperative  on 
May  15.  1994,". 


SMITH  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  873 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  SMITH,  for  him- 
self. Mr.  Thompson,  Mr.  Cohen.  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  and  Ms.   Snowe)   proposed 


an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra; 
as  follows: 

On  page  56.  lines  18  through  21.  strike  "the 
substantial  construction  of  which  facilities 
was  performed  after  the  effective  date  of 
that  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision  and". 

On  page  67.  strike  the  period  and  quotation 
mark  at  the  end  of  line  2. 

On  page  67.  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

"(k)  Title  Not  Applicable  to  Listed  Fa- 
cilities.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  tiie  authority  to  exercise 
flow  control  shall  not  apply  to  any  facility 
that— 

"(1)  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
is  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List 
under  the  Comprehensive  Environmental. 
Response.  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act 
(42  U.S. C.  9601  et  seq.):  or 

"(2)  as  of  May  15,  1994,  was  the  subject  of  a 
pending  proposal  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  be  list- 
ed on  the  National  Priorities  List.". 


SMITH  (AND  WELLSTONE) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  874 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Smith,  for  him- 
self, and  Mr.  Well.stone)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  56.  strike  lines  10  through  13  and 
insert  the  following: 

"(A)(i)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  and  was  being  implemented  on  May  15. 
1994.  pursuant  to  a  law,  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision;  or 

■■(ii)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15, 
1994.  but  implementation  of  such  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legall.v  binding 
provision  of  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion was  prevented  by  an  injunction,  tem- 
porary restraining  order,  or  other  court  ac- 
tion, or  was  suspended  by  the  voluntary  deci- 
sion of  the  State  or  political  subdivision  be- 
cause of  the  existence  of  such  court  action." 

On  page  60.  strike  lines  1  through  5  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

"(A)(i)  the  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  specifically 
provides  for  flow  control  authority  for  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  within  its 
boundaries;  and 

"(ii)  such  authority  was  exercised  prior  to 
May  15.  1995.  and  was  being  implemented  on 
May  15,  1994." 


SNOWE  (AND  COHEN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  875 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Ms.  Snow'E  for  her- 
self and  Mr.  Cohen  )  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  58.  line  5.  strike  "original  facility" 
and  insert  'facility  (as  in  existence  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section)". 


PRYOR  AMENDMENT  NO.  876 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Pryor)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534. 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  61.  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert 
the  following: 

"(di  FoR.M.\TiON  OF  Solid  Waste  Manage- 
ment District  to  Purchase  and  Operate 
Existing  Facility.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (b)(1)  (A)  and  (B).  a  solid  waste  man- 
agement district  that  was  formed  by  a  num- 
ber of  political  subdivisions  for  the  purpose 


of  purchasing  and  operating  a  facility  owned 
by  1  of  the  political  subdivisions  may  exer- 
cise flow  control  authority  under  subsection 
(b)  if- 

"(1)  the  facility  was  fully  licensed  and  in 
operation  prior  to  May  15.  1994: 

"(2)  prior  to  April  1.  1994.  substantial  nego- 
tiations and  preparation  of  documents  for 
the  formation  of  the  district  and  purchase  of 
the  facility  were  completed; 

"(3)  prior  to  May  15,  1994,  at  least  80  per- 
cent of  the  political  subdivisions  that  were 
to  participate  in  the  solid  waste  manage- 
ment district  had  adopted  ordinances  com- 
mitting the  political  subdivisions  to  partici- 
pation and  the  remaining  political  subdivi- 
sions adopted  such  ordinances  within  2 
months  after  that  date:  and 

■■(4)  the  financing  was  completed,  the  ac- 
quisition was  made,  and  the  facility  was 
placed  under  operation  by  the  solid  waste 
management  district  by  September  21,  1994," 


COHEN  (AND  SNOWE)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  877 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Cohen,  for  him- 
self, and  Ms.  Snowe)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  55.  between  lines  10  and  11  insert 
the  following: 

"(5)  Put  or  pay  agreement.— d)  The  term 
■put  or  pay  agreement'  means  an  agreement 
that  obligates  or  otherwise  requires  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  to— 

"(A)  deliver  a  minimum  quantity  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  to  a  waste  management 
facility:  and 

"(B)  pay  for  that  minimum  quantity  of 
municipal  solid  waste  even  if  the  stated  min- 
imum quantity  of  municipal  solid  waste  is 
not  delivered  within  a  required  period  of 
time. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  subsections  (b)  and  (c).  the  term 
'legally  binding  provision  of  the  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision'  includes  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  that  designates  waste  to  a  waste 
management  facility  that  was  in  operation 
on  or  before  December  31.  1988  and  that  re- 
quires an  aggregate  tonnage  to  be  delivered 
to  the  facility  during  each  operating  year  by 
the  political  subdivisions  which  have  entered 
put  or  pay  agreements  designating  that 
waste  management  facility. 

"(3)  The  entering  into  of  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  des- 
ignation (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)(1))  for 
all  purposes  of  this  title." 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

committee  on  armed  services 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 
meet  on  Thursday.  May  11.  1995.  at  9:30 
a.m.  in  open  session  to  receive  testi- 
mony on  the  national  security  implica- 
tions of  lowered  export  controls  on 
dual-use  technologies  and  U.S.  defense 
capabilities. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

committee  on  finance 

Mr.   CHAFEE.    Mr.   President.   I  ask 

unanimous  consent   that   the   Finance 

Committee     be     permitted     to     meet 

Thursday.    May   11.    1995.   beginning  at 


9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD-215.  to  conduct  a 
hearing  on  Medicare  solvency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

committee  on  rules  and  administration 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  and  Administration  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Thursday.  May  11,  1995. 
at  9:30  a.m.,  to  hold  a  hearing  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  Smithsonian 
Institution:  Management  Guidelines 
for  the  Future. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

committee  on  veterans'  AFFAIFIS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  would 
like  to  request  unanimous  consent  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  the  reorganization  of 
the  Veterans  Health  Administration, 
and  the  requirement  of  38  U.S.C.  510(b) 
for  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
to  provide  90  days"  notice  to  the  Con- 
gress before  an  administrative  reorga- 
nization may  take  effect.  The  hearing 
will  be  held  on  May  11,  1995,  at  10  a.m.. 
in  room  il8  of  the  Russell  Senate  Office 
Building. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.SPECIAL  committee  ON  AGING 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday.  May  11.  at  9:30  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  the  topic  of  long- 
term  care  financing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

subcommittee  ON  DisABiLm-  policy 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Disability  Policy  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources be  authorized  to  meet  for  a 
hearing  on  the  Individuals  with  Dis- 
abilities Education  Act.  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Thursday.  May 
11,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

subcom.mittee  on  immigration 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Immigration  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  May  11,  1995,  at  2:30 
p.m.  to  hold  a  hearing  on  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  oversight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.subcommittee  on  INTERNA'nONAL  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Inter- 
national Operations  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday. 
May  11.  1995.  at  3  p.m.  to  hear  testi- 
mony on  the  reorganization  and  revi- 


talization  of  America's  foreign  affairs 
institutions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

subcommittee  on  NEAR  EASTERN  AND  SOUTH 
ASIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Near  East- 
em  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Sub- 
committee of  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday.  May  11.  1995.  at  10  a.m.  to 
hear  testimony  on  U.S.  assistance  pro- 
grams in  the  Middle  East. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

subcommittee  on  readiness 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Readiness  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  be  author- 
ized to  meet  at  2:30  p.m.  on  Thursday, 
May  11,  1995.  in  open  session,  to  receive 
testimony  on  Environmental.  Military 
Construction  and  BRAC  Programs  in 
review  of  S.  727.  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  1996. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMrrTEE  ON  SUPERFUND.  WASTE 
CONTROL.  AND  lUSK  ASSESSMEhTT 

Mr  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Superfund.  Waste  Con- 
trol, and  Risk  Assessment  be  granted 
permission  to  conduct  an  oversight 
hearing  Thursday.  May  11.  at  1:30  p.m.. 
regarding  the  Comprehensive  Environ- 
mental Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMOTEE  ON  TERRORISM.  TECHNOUXJY. 

AND  go\t:rnment 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Terrorism.  Technology, 
and  Government  Information  for  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday.  May  11.  1995,  at 
9:30  a.m.  to  hold  a  hearing  on  mayhem 
manuals  and  the  internet. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE  TO  LEE  TODD 

•  Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  recognize  the  career  of 
Mr.  Lee  Todd,  who  is  working  hard  to 
make  Lexington.  KY.  a  major  stop  on 
the  information  highway  Lee  is  presi- 
dent and  CEO  of  DataBeam,  one  of  the 
State's  few  high-technology  compa- 
nies. 

Lee  grew  up  in  Earlington,  KY.  where 
at  age  14  he  became  the  best  pool 
shooter  in  town.  Lee  credits  his  early 
years  in   the  western  Kentucky   town 
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with  helping  make  him  who  he  is 
today.  In  a  recent  article  in  Bluegrass 
magazine.  Lee  says  "I  think  every  kid 
needs  something  to  feel  good  about,  to 
develop  self  esteem.  For  some  kids  it 
was  athletics.  For  me.  it  was  pool." 

After  graduating  from  high  school. 
Lee  attended  Murray  State  University, 
but  after  2  years  he  transferred  to  the 
University  of  Kentucky.  After  receiv- 
ing his  diploma.  Lee  moved  to  Boston 
and  attended  M.I.T..  where  he  earned 
his  M.S.  and  Ph  D  in  electrical  engi- 
neering. It  was  also  in  Boston  that  he 
met  his  wife,  Patsy 

The  Todds  returned  home  to  the 
Bluegrass  State  after  graduation.  They 
settled  in  Lexington,  and  Lee  got  a  job 
in  the  Electrical  Engineering  Depart- 
ment at  the  University  of  Kentucky. 
He  taught  at  U.K.  for  9  years,  and  dur- 
ing that  time  he  was  honored  with  sev- 
eral teaching  awards,  including  the 
coveted  U.K.  Alumni  Association  Great 
Teacher  Award. 

Lee  caught  "entrepreneur  fever"  at 
M.LT,  where  he  was  awarded  with  six 
patents  for  advancements  in  picture 
tube  technology.  These  patents  helped 
lead  to  the  development  of  DataBeam. 
In  1993,  DataBeam  introduced  FarSite. 
the  first  software-driven  computer  con- 
ference room  system.  This  high-tech- 
nology allows  a  document  to  be  viewed 
at  the  same  time  on  different  computer 
screens  at  different  locations  through- 
out the  country. 

DataBeam.  which  was  given  the  Out- 
standing Small  Business  Award  in  1988. 
is  currently  focusing  on  partnerships. 
The  company  recently  added  software 
giant  Microsoft  to  its  list  of  partners, 
which  already  includes  AT&T.  MCL 
and  Motorola. 

Lee  believes  that  by  improving  edu- 
cation and  by  helping  to  create  a  high- 
technology  industry,  Kentucky  will 
have  a  brighter  future.  He  founded  and 
'  chairs  the  Kentucky  Science,  and 
Technology  Counsel,  which  developed  a 
hands-on  learning  package  for  elemen- 
tary schoolchildren.  This  program  is 
now  used  in  about  60  percent  of  the  ele- 
mentary schools  across  the  State. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  recognizing  this  outstanding 
Kentuckian  for  his  many  accomplish- 
ments. I  am  confident  that  Mr.  Todd 
will  continue  to  invest  in  the  future  of 
Kentucky,  as  he  has  done  so  graciously 
in  the  past.* 


POLITICAL  TRANSITION  IN  CHINA 

•  Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  23,  the  Congressional  Economic 
Leadership  Institute,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Congressional  Competitive- 
ness Caucus,  held  a  discussion  of  China 
as  that  nation  begins  a  political  transi- 
tion. 

The  meeting  was  led  by  three  China 
experts:  former  United  States  Ambas- 
sador to  China,  Jim  Lilley;  Nigel 
Holloway.    Washington    correspondent 


of  the  Far  Eastern  Economic  Review; 
and  Drew  Liu.  executive  director  of  the 
China  Institute. 

Called  "China  After  Deng."  this  vig- 
orous discussion  highlighted  some  of 
the  outstanding  issues  in  Chinese  in- 
ternal affairs  and  the  United  States- 
China  relationship.  I  commend  it  to  my 
colleagues  who  wish  to  gain  a  deeper 
understanding  of  these  issues. 

The  panelists  agreed,  in  the  words  of 
Drew  Liu.  that  'China  is  perhaps  en- 
tering the  most  crucial  period  of  tran- 
sition." 

Mr.  Holloway  expressed  another 
theme  by  urging  "constructive  engage- 
ment," since  the  United  States  and  the 
West  generally  "need  to  keep  drawing 
China  out,  into  the  wider  world,  and 
help  to  prevent  its  becoming  a 
merchantilist  military  state." 

Ambassador  Lilley  put  these  points 
in  context  by  noting  that  basic  long- 
term  economic  and  political  trends 
within  China  are  positive  and  leading 
toward  a  more  economically  and  mili- 
tarily powerful  nation,  and  that  the 
range  of  United  States  interests  in  the 
relationship  with  China  is  very  broad. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  institute 
for  organizing  this  useful  discussion, 
and  I  ask  that  the  transcript  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  transcript  follows: 

China  After  Deng 

P.\.\ELISTS 

Ambassador  James  R.  Lilley.  Director  of 
Asian  Studies.  American  Enterprise  Insti- 
tute. 

Nigel  Holloway.  Washington  Correspond- 
ent. Far  Eastern  Economic  Review. 

Drew  Liu.  Executive  Director.  China  Insti- 
tute. 

MODERATORS 

U.S.  Senator  Max  Baucus. 

Congressman  Jim  Kolbe. 

Rep.  Jim  Kolbe.  We're  here  to  look  at  a 
very  timely  topic  and  one  in  which  there  is 
a  great  deal  of  interest  in  the  United 
States— the  subject  of  China  in  the  era  after 
Deng  Xiaoping. 

It's  my  pleasure  this  morning  to  introduce 
my  Senate  colleague  and  good  friend.  Max 
Baucus.  Senator  Baucus  has  been  involved 
with  the  Competitiveness  Forum  for  a  long 
time — in  fact,  since  it  was  begun  in  1987  He 
is  a  member  of  the  Trade  Subcommittee  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee;  he's  also 
ranking  member  of  the  Senate  Environment 
Committee.  As  I  think  many  of  you  know,  he 
has  taken  a  very  strong  and  personal  inter- 
est in  the  subject  of  China  over  the  years. 
Please  join  me  in  welcoming,  to  introduce 
our  panel  this  morning,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Montana.  Max  Baucus.  Max: 

Sen.  Max  Baucus.  Thank  you.  Jim.  Thank 
you  all  for  coming  out  this  morning.  We 
have  three  very  distinguished  guests  this 
morning  to  help  us  discuss  the  future  of 
China  as  that  nation  enters  an  era  of  politi- 
cal transition.  In  politics  and  security.  Chma 
is  critical  to  every  major  Asian  security 
issue — from  the  conflict  between  India  and 
Pakistan,  to  the  Spratly  Islands,  to  the  Ko- 
rean peninsula  and  on  up  north  to  the  Rus- 
sian Far  East.  It  holds  a  permanent  seat 
with  a  veto  in  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council  and.  of  course.  China  is  a  nation  of 
1.2  billion  people  with  one  of  the  world's 
largest  armies. 


In  commerce.  China  is  already  one  of  the 

world's  largest  economies  and  international 
traders.  Its  trading  power  will  increase  even 
more  after  1997,  While  China  is  our  fastest 
growing  export  market,  its  issues— copy- 
rights and  patents:  market-access  for  Mon- 
tana wheat-producers:  World  Trade  Organi- 
zation membership:  and  trade  deficits — show 
that  China  is  also  one  of  our  most  difficult 
trade  policy  challenges. 

In  environmental  policy.  China  will  very 
soon  become  the  largest  contributor  to  glob- 
al warming.  Its  rapid  coastal  development, 
growing  fishing  fleet,  and  reliance  on  coal 
for  power  generation,  all  pose  immensely  dif- 
ficult questions,  .^nd.  of  course,  since 
Tiananmen  Square  in  1989.  almost  no  for- 
eign-policy issue  has  been  as  controversial  or 
as  divisive  here  in  the  United  States  as  has 
human  righr.s  in  China. 

Internally.  China  faces  high  inflation. 
widespread  corruption,  and  a  declining 
standard-of-living  in  rural  and  inland  regions 
relative  to  urban  and  coastal  areas  At  the 
National  People's  Congress  last  week,  people 
as  diverse  as  Prime  Minister  Li  Peng  and  dis- 
sident petitioners  identified  these  as  prob- 
lems threatening  the  stability  of  the  coun- 
try. 

And  what  should  we.  the  United  States,  ex- 
pect in  the  next  few  years''  What  policies  are 
likely  to  get  results?  Conversely,  what  ac- 
tions will  create  a  backlash?  Difficult  ques- 
tions— and  we  have  had  heated  debates  over 
them  since  1989.  But  I  think  everyone  will 
agree  the  U.S.  would  benefit  from  a  deeper 
understanding  of  trends  and  possible  future 
developments  in  China.  The  CELI  has 
brought  together  a  panel  of  three  long-time 
observers  who  can  help  us  arrive  at  that  un- 
derstanding They  are; 

The  Honorable  Jim  Lilley.  Jim  is  one  of 
our  country's  most  accomplished  diplomats 
and  Chinese  scholars.  He.  of  course,  was  the 
Ambassador  of  China  during  the  Bush  .Ad- 
ministration and  previously  served  as  Am- 
bassador to  Korea.  An  internationally  re- 
spected commentator  on  Chinese  .Affairs  and 
U.S.  China  policy,  he  is  now  a  Scholar-in-res- 
idence  at  the  American  Enterprise  Institute 

Nigel  Holloway.  a  long  time  observer  of 
Chinese  and  Asian  affaii-s.  Mr.  Holloway  is 
the  Washington  correspondent  for  the  Far 
Eastern  Economic  Review,  which  for  decades 
has  been  the  most  respected  Journal  of  East 
Asian  business  and  politics. 

And  Drew  Liu.  Executive  Director  of  the 
China  Institute.  The  China  Institute,  estab- 
lished here  in  Washington  by  Wong  Jung  Tao 
on  his  release  from  prison  last  year,  links 
China's  most  respectable  intellectual  dis- 
sidents on  research  on  political  and  eco- 
nomic trends  in  China. 

Each  panelist  will  speak  for  a  few  minutes 
on  what  he  sees  as  a  major  trend  in  China's 
economic  and  political  development  as  we 
enter  this  transition  era.  Then  we'll  take 
questions.  Thank  you  all  for  coming.  Let's 
give  a  big  warm  welcome  to  our  guest.  [Ap- 
plause] Jim.  I  think  you're  first. 

.Ambas-sador  Jim  Lii.i.ey.  Well,  that's  quite 
a  challenge.  Let  me  just  anecdote  the  first.  I 
asked  three  people  about  the  future  of 
China— not  romantics  or  visionaries,  but 
people  that  basically  do  business  there.  One 
was  a  Korean  fat  cat  who  has  invested  prob- 
ably three-quarters  of  a  billion  dollars  in 
China  and  is  investing  more.  And  I  said 
Chairman,  how  do  you  see  China'!'  He  looked 
at  me  and  he  went  like  this  [gesturing]— he 
said  headaches,  terrible  headaches.  But  also, 
he  said,  long-term  good. 

Secondly.  I  talked  to  a  Hong  Kong  busi- 
nessman, just  last  night.  And  I  said,  where 


do  you  see  it?  He  said,  "I  have  just  bought 
one-quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  of  property  in 
Hong  Kong  and  I  see  a  long-term  rise  because 
I  am  in  the  busine.ss  of  making  money.  The 
one  thing  I  avoid  is  having  anything  to  do 
with  princely,  high-cadre  kids,  economically. 
Socially  they're  fine — but  don't  touch  them 
any  other  way."  But  he  said.  "I'm  putting 
my  money  where  my  mouth  is — investing  in 
the  future  of  Hong  Kong." 

The  third  person  was  a  Department  of 
Commerce  representative  who  speaks  beau- 
tiful Chinese.  He  said  Commerce  is  quad- 
rupling its  staff  in  Shanghai,  hiring  22  new 
locals;  it's  going  to  become  the  base  of  oper- 
ations, almost  paralleling  our  operation  in 
Beijing.  In  other  words,  the  United  Statas 
Government  is  putting  its  people  where  it's 
mouth  is.  and  they  are  going  to  build  a  cen- 
ter in  Shanghai.  This  on  a  bet  on  the  future 
of  China's  economy.  I'm  not  saying  the  U.S. 
Government  is  always  right.  But  I'm  saying 
this  is  where  they  are  going  to  make  their 
action. 

Let's  move  into  the  situation  of  China. 
Just  briefly.  I'll  touch  on  three  zones  which 
are  the  obvious  ones — political,  military, 
economic. 

First,  militarily:  Senator  Baucus  has 
touched  on  the  places  in  Asia  where  China  is 
an  indispensable  player.  On  the  Korean  pe- 
ninsula, the  stakes  are  very  high;  we  are  in 
a  game  of  chicken  and  brinkmanship  this 
very  weekend.  Strategically,  the  Chinese  are 
basically  with  us.  But  they  play  a  different 
game,  one  with  Chinese  characteristics. 
They  don't  want  to  see  Kim  Joy  II  with  nu- 
clear weapons  and  long-range  missiles.  Nor 
do  they  want  to  see  instability  on  the  fienin- 
sula.  Probably  better  than  anybody,  the  Chi- 
nese know  what  a  really  weird,  strange  re- 
gime Kim  Joy  II  runs.  They're  done  good 
work  in  the  past;  they've  also  been  ambigu- 
ous in  certain  areas.  But.  to  get  a  solution. 
the  Chinese  have  to  be  a  player,  and  we  have 
to  play  with  them.  Because  when  we  work 
with  China.  North  Korea  tends  to  give;  when 
we  split  with  China,  they  take  advantage  of 
It. 

Second,  the  South  China  Sea.  Perhaps  you 
saw  the  piece  in  the  Outlook  section  of  the 
Washington  Post  this  weekend?  China  is 
playing  a  long-term  game  of  taking  over  the 
South  China  Sea— no  Question  about  that. 
It's  going  to  happen,  not  in  this  century  per- 
haps, but  in  the  next  century.  It  is  not  going 
to  be  necessarily  large  or  violent,  but  more 
of  a  creeping  takeover.  This  is  spelled  out  in 
their  internal  documents.  They  are  mod- 
ernizing their  military  with  this  objective  in 
mind.  Jiang  Zemin  mentioned  this  in  effect 
at  the  National  People's  Congress.  So  you 
shouldn't  be  confused. 

What  you  have  a  genuine  ai-gument  over  is: 
Can  they  do  it?  Are  they  able  to  do  it?  With 
economic  growth,  will  China  spend  its  money 
on  unproductive  military  activity  that  puts 
them  in  confrontation  with  the  rest  of  Asia 
and  possibly  with  the  world's  most  powerful 
instrument,  the  United  States  Seventh 
Fleet?  They've  got  to  calculate  very  care- 
fully and  intelligently— which  is  precisely 
what  they  are  doing.  But  they  have  ambi- 
tions, there's  little  question. 

The  third  area,  of  course,  is  the  Taiwan 
Straits.  There's  a  great  deal  of  gong-banging, 
stage-acting  and  posturing:  Both  sides  trying 
to  use  the  Americans  against  the  other 
side — a  very  old  game.  Please  don't  get 
sucked  in.  The  Chinese  and  Taiwanese  are 
working  very,  very  closely  to  straighten 
things  out — when  they  really  put  their  mind 
to  it.  But  its  much  more  fun  for  each  one  to 
use  the  Americans  to  bash  the  other  side.  So 


be  careful  here.  We  hope  it  isn't  next  year's 
issue  This  year,  the  issue  is  intellectual- 
property  rights;  last  year,  it  was  MFN  and 
human  rights.  Next  year,  is  it  going  to  be 
Taiwan?  Let's  not  make  it  Taiwan.  Let's 
work  ourselves  out  of  this  one — and  we  can  if 
we  don't  let  the  Chinese  use  us. 

Finally,  the  economic  situation — obviously 
a  mixed  bag.  China  has  an  excellent  growth 
record.  Reserves  are  up  a  hundred  percent. 
The  trade  balance  has  gone  from  12  billion 
negative  last  year  to  five  billion  plus  this 
year.  But  China  also  has  150  million  surplus 
laborers,  along  with  real  problems  in  getting 
some  sort  of  a  financial  code — a  taxation 
code  that  functions.  You  see  progress,  but 
it's  shaky.  So  apply  the  same  business  judg- 
ment you  would  in  any  such  country:  Know 
your  partner,  know  the  local  market  situa- 
tion, get  a  good  contract,  deal  with  the  peo- 
ple in  power  to  get  thingrs  done.  This  all  ap- 
plies to  China.  There  is  no  quick  fix. 

The  good  news  I  see  coming  out  of  the  Na- 
tional People's  Congress  that  just  finished 
is — don't  get  me  wrong  on  this  one.  don't 
caricature  my  position,  but — a  slow  move- 
ment towards  the  rule  of  law.  There  are  dif- 
ferences in  the  Chinese  system  about  how 
this  should  be  done,  and  how  fast.  But  the  ar- 
guments they  are  having  are  arguments  we. 
as  Americans,  can  comprehend:  Subsidies  to 
state-owned  enterprises.  Subsidies  to  agri- 
culture. How  you  manage  the  distribution  of 
money  internally— how  much  you  put  into 
the  state  sector  and  how  much  you  keep  out 
in  the  free-market  sector.  Arguments  about 
the  rules  governing  property,  bankruptcy, 
and  central  banking.  And  I  see  progress  on 
most  of  these  fronts. 

But  the  most  encouraging  sign  is  a  degree 
of  autonomy  coming  out  of  the  Chinese 
themselves.  'Vou  find  one-third  of  the  people 
voting  against  a  candidate  for  Vice-Premier. 
You  certainly  have  people  showing  their  dis- 
pleasure at  Li  Peng's  work  report — very  few. 
but  they  show  it.  You.  see  across-the-board, 
the  Chinese  representative  bodies,  usually 
overstaffed,  beginning  to  move  in  the  direc- 
tion of  some  kind  of  an  independent  pos- 
ture— where  they  can  exercise  a  function 
over  the  party  people.  What  I  think  it  boils 
down  to.  over  the  long  haul,  is  the  rule  of 
law  versus  the  rule  of  man.  A  very  deep  issue 
in  Chinese  history,  it  is  not  easily  solved— 
but  the  issue  emerged  in  this  National  Peo- 
ple's Congress.  And  I  think  that  probably  is 
the  most  promising  sign  in  China  today. 
Thank  you.  [Applause] 

Nigel  Holloway.  Thank  you  very  much. 
I'd  like  to  thank  the  Institute  very  much  for 
inviting  me  to  this  pulpit.  First  of  all.  I  want 
to  say  that  this  is  the  first  time  that  I've  ac- 
tually spoken  about  China's  future  in  this 
way.  I'm  a  journalist,  probably  as  many  of 
you  are — so.  we  have  something  in  common. 
But  I  maybe  can  see  things  in  a  slightly  dif- 
ferent way  from  the  specialist.  I  have  obvi- 
ously traveled  in  China  several  times.  I  lived 
in  Hong  Kong  for  three-and-a-half  years.  And 
I've  written  about  Asia  as  a  whole  since  1982. 

I  want  to  start  by  emphasizing  the  mag- 
nitude of  what's  happening  in  China  today. 
Living  standards  have  been  doubling  every 
five  years  or  so — something  that  has  never 
happened  in  a  country  larger  than  100  mil- 
lion people.  What  an  extraordinary  change 
taking  place  with  one-fifth  of  the  world's 
population.  (Of  course.  India  is  starting  to  go 
through  the  same  transition— but  it's  dif- 
ferent in  India. ) 

Second  point:  In  China,  we  have  a  Marxist 
superstructure,  superimposed  on  a  capitalist 
substructure.  This  is  a  recipe  for  tension, 
dislocation  and  conflict  in  the  long  term. 


You  tend  to  compare  It  with  Russia,  where 
political  opening  preceded  economic  re- 
form—and we  can  see  where  Russia  is  today. 
The  Chinese  transition,  running  the  opposite 
way.  is  almost  as  difficult.  China's  leader- 
ship is  "riding  the  capitalist  tiger"  like  the 
capitalist  governments  in  eastern  Europe 
after  the  second  world  war  were  riding  the 
communist  tiger- and  they  were  swallowed 
up.  (The  only  country  that  succeeded  in  pull- 
ing it  off  was  Singapore,  in  the  late  19506. 
where  Lee  Kuan  Yew  managed  to  stifle  the 
communist  tiger.) 

In  China's  case  today  the  tiger,  of  course, 
is  the  capitalist  system.  Deng  and  his  co- 
horts know  they  have  to  delivery  the  goods. 
But  the  goods  contain  the  seeds  of  their  own 
destruction,  namely  the  destruction  of  the 
communist  system.  The  stock  market,  its 
shareholders,  these  are  people  with  stakes  in 
an  economic  system  antagonistic  to  the  po- 
litical superstructure.  This  could  be  resolved 
gradually  without  major  conflicts.  It  could 
also,  of  course,  lead  to  another  revolution. 

The  third  factor  is  the  leadership  transi- 
tion itself.  We  are  going  through  another  un- 
precedented situation  for  China,  with  nobody 
of  a  similar  stature  or  credentials  to  replace 
Deng— so  we  are  heading  into  an  open  coun- 
try with  no  real  road  map.  The  first  stages  of 
the  transition  has  already  taken  place:  Deng 
has  fully  retired.  I  don't  think  he  has  been  a 
factor  for  about  a  year  now  since  the  mili- 
tary appointments,  made  about  a  year  ago. 
He  is  not  playing  a  role  like  Lee  Kuan  Yew. 
still  a  major  factor  in  Singapore  politics 

What  precedents  do  we  have  for  the  situa- 
tion in  China  under  a  collective  leadership? 
We  have  the  inauspicious  one.  of  course,  of 
Yugoslavia  after  Tito — obviously  there  are 
major  differences  between  the  situation  of 
Yugoslavia  and  that  in  China.  Perhaps  a  bet- 
ter precedent  is  Vietnam:  Since  the  death  of 
Ho  Chi  Minh.  there  has  been  a  fairly  stable 
collective  leadership.  But  Vietnam,  of 
course,  faces  the  same  structural  problems 
that  China  does  long-term. 

Nobody  knows  of  course,  what  will  happen 
in  China,  just  as  nobody  knows  who's  going 
to  win  next  year's  presidential  election  here. 
But  it's  even  harder  to  predict  where  China 
will  be  next  year  because  it's  so  opaque. 
Talking  to  specialists,  which  is  basically 
what  I  do.  I  get  most  of  this  second-hand. 
But  the  consensus  is  that  China  will  move  to 
a  sort  of  authoritarian-capitalist  model. 
That  I  think  is  what  it's  aiming  for— rather 
like  Singapore,  a  prospect  the  United  States 
and  the  west  can  perhaps  deal  with.  Singa- 
pore is  a  free-trading  nation  firmly  in  the 
Western  camp  but  also  with  significant  po- 
litical differences.  But  Singapore  is  a  very 
small  island  nation  and  China  is  a  com- 
pletely different  kettle  of  fish.  Could  we  live 
with  a  Singapore-style  China? 

Another  question:  Will  China  break  up 
after  the  demise  of  Deng  Xiaoping.  Again, 
the  consensus  among  specialists  is  that  this 
is  very  unlikely.  But  one  of  the  points  they 
make  is  how  the  interest  groups — the  inter- 
est-group politics  really  running  China 
now— is  like  the  woven  weft  of  a  textile.  Pull 
out  one  strand,  and  the  textile  will  not  frag- 
ment— because  there  are  so  many  overlap- 
ping interests.  For  example,  the  military  re- 
gions China  is  divided  into  do  not  exactly 
match  the  economic  territory— they  overlap 
Another  example  is  how  the  regional  mili- 
tary command  is  rotated  on  a  regular  baisis 
so  they  can't  build  local  systems.  At  any 
rate,  the  consensus  is  China  is  unlikely  to 
break  up  in  the  next  10  years. 

What  should  American  policy  be  towards 
China?  Constructive  engagement  is  certainly 
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the  right  objective.  The  United  States  and 
the  west  need  to  keep  drawinpr  China  out. 
into  the  wider  world,  and  help  to  prevent  its 
becoming  a  mercantilist  military  state.  This 
is  absolutely  the  right  objective.  Also,  be- 
cause the  United  States  has  such  a  wide 
array  of  interests  in  dealing  with  China,  it 
should  lay  those  out.  and  take  a  very  hard 
look  at  where  its  priorities  lie.  rather  than 
veering  in  one  direction  or  another. 

So  I  think  the  changes  that  are  obviously 
taking  place  in  US. -China  policy  over  the 
last  year  have  been  in  the  right  direction. 
This  is  absolutely  the  right  way  to  go.  The 
U.S.  cannot  bottle  up  China,  nor  should  it.  If 
it  can  help  integrate  China  fully  into  world 
affairs,  this  will  be  one  of  the  greatest 
achievements  of  the  21st  Century.  This  re- 
quires an  extremely  deft  handling  to  avoid 
the  confusion  we  had  a  month  ago  when,  in 
short  order,  we  had  conflict  over  intellec- 
tual-property rights,  a  dramatic  reduction  in 
MFN  tariffs  to  China,  and  questions  over  the 
U.S.  stance  on  Chinas  application  to  the 
WTO.  In  the  midst  of  all  of  this,  we  also  had 
Hazel  O'Leai-y  in  Beijing  touting  the  con- 
tracts. It  was  confusing  for  China — and  con- 
fusing for  Americans  too.  I  mean,  what  is 
American  policy  towards  China?  So  it  re- 
qulresi  a  very  careful  explanation:  "We  have 
this  array  of  differing  interests — but  these 
are  the  ones  that  are  important." 

The  shift  in  the  U.S.  stance  towards  Chi- 
na's WTO  membership  application  is  right— 
the  U.S.  is  right  to  call  for  the  toughest  pos- 
sible terms  on  China's  application.  China 
will  probably  become  a  member  of  the  WTO 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  and  thafs  the  very 
best  development.  But  I  think  it  will  be 
largely  on  the  west  terms  rather  than  on 
China's. 

If  you  look  at  all  different  aspects  of  Chi- 
na's relationships  with  the  world  and  what 
Jim  Lilley  was  saying  about  the  rule  of  law. 
I  sense  a  subtheme:  China  has  to  play  by 
western  rules  if  it  wants  to  be  a  global  play- 
er—whether it's  arm  sales,  trade,  and  so  on. 
And  I  think  that  the  U.S.  is  right  to  stress 
that  in  all  international  forums. 

I'd  also  like  to  make  a  plea  that  the  U.S. 
should  at  every  appropriate  opportunity 
stress  its  strongest  possible  commitment  to 
Hong  Kong's  long-term  autonomy.  As  we've 
seen  over  the  last  few  years,  there's  been  a 
significant  erosion  in  both  the  Chinese  and. 
I  must  confess,  the  British  attitude  towards 
what  was  agreed  on  paper  in  the  joint  dec- 
laration. This  is  a  source  of  serious  concern. 
And  the  United  States  should  stress  during 
said  meetings  with  Lu  Ping,  the  senior  rei>- 
resentative  of  Beijing  on  Hong  Kong  affairs, 
that  the  U.S.  has  a  strong  interest  in  Hong 
Kong's  economic  and  political  autonomy. 

I'd  also  like  to  agree  with  Jim  Lilley  that 
the  U.S.  must  avoid  pushing  the  Taiwan  card 
too  far.  This  has  obviously  been  the  major 
danger.  I  think,  since  the  Republican  vic- 
tories in  the  election  last  year,  and  needs  to 
be  watched  very  carefully.  That's  my  final 
point.  Thank  you. 

Drew  Liu.  Thank  you.  Senator  Baucus. 
Thank  you.  Congressman  Kolbe.  And  I  would 
like  to  thank  also  the  Institute  for  this  op- 
portunity. 

China  is  perhaps  entering  the  most  crucial 
period  of  transition,  and  many  of  the 
changes  have  taken  place  over  last  dozen 
years  or  so.  Those  changes  are  fundamental 
and  from  bottom-up.  .\nd  so  China  has  en- 
tered the  threshold  of  fundamental  change. 
What  Is  the  background,  the  nature  of  the 
forces,  behind  this  change? 

First.  I  would  like  to  emphasize  the  crisis 
China  is  facing.  In  the  political  area,  as  ev- 


erybody Is  aware,  China  is  facing  a  crisis  of 
transition,  with  a  crack  on  the  top  echelon. 
And  it's  reflected  especially  in  this  People's 
Congress  Session:  Complaints  and  grievances 
from  the  lower  echelon,  and  from  local  offi- 
cials, are  aimed  against  the  center,  .^nd,  in 
both  political  and  economic  areas — a  linking 
point — you  have  this  corruption  issue.  It  is 
economical  as  well  as  political.  The  Chinese 
system  Is  unable  to  contain  corruption, 
which  is  very  much  hated  by  the  Chinese 
populace. 

In  economics,  the  problem  of  the  system  is 
more  fundamental  than  at  first  glance.  The 
whole  structure  of  communist  state  owner- 
ship has  been  very  much  undermined.  But 
the  new  system  has  not  been  established  dur- 
ing this  transition.  The  transition  is  from 
the  one  kind  of  a  planning  system  to  the 
market  system— and  you  have  this  plunder- 
ing of  the  public  funds,  and  public  property, 
by  officials.  There  is  no  law— it's  a  jungle 
You  [in  America]  talk  about  Ivan  Boesky:  in 
China  today,  everybody  is  Ivan  Boesky.  The 
Chinese  people  perceive  this  as  very  unfair, 
[a  profound]  injustice.  Certainly  in  the  social 
arena,  you  have  hundreds  of  millions  of  peo- 
ple migrating  from  the  rural  area,  from  the 
inner  provinces,  to  the  .southeast  provinces. 
And  these  are  the  sign  posts,  in  the  Chinese 
history  of  big  trouble,  confirming  a  dynas- 
ty's end.  The  Ching  dynasty  was  very  much 
ended  in  that  way— migration  was  part  of 
the  reason. 

So  there  are  three  major  scenarios.  First  is 
the  continuation  of  dictatorship,  the  single- 
party  model,  in*ybe.  Second  is  the  opening 
of  a  political  tystem  and  gradual  trans- 
formation into  democracy.  The  third  one  we 
could  see  is  social  unrest.  The  [inaudible 
word]  of  the  Chinese  society  and  maybe  the 
breaking-up  of  China. 

I  would  think  the  first  scenario  is  growing 
less  likely  because  of  the  lack  of  a  strong 
man  to  hold  China  together— a  Deng 
Xiaoping,  a  figure  like  that.  With  the  power 
base  in  both  military  and  party,  and  the 
state's  bureaucratic  system  and  in  the  Chi- 
nese political  culture,  the  demand  is  for 
some  kind  of  strong  man  to  hold  it  together. 
It's  like  a  reverse  pyramid:  One  man  at  the 
bottom,  everything  is  on  top  The  bottom 
goes  away,  and  then  you  have  the  collapse. 
The  current  leadership  of  Jiang  Zemin  is  less 
capable  of  playing  the  same  kind  of  integrat- 
ing role  as  Deng  Xiaoping.  And  [Chinese  soci- 
ety lacks]  the  tradition  of  politics.  Once  in 
transition,  divisions  multiply.  So  continu- 
ation of  the  dictatorship  is  also  unlikely.  In 
all  systems,  the  social  forces  formed  during 
the  reform  process  have  been  unable  to  be 
controlled. 

The  second  scenario  is  the  deep  social  un- 
rest. But  we  think  the  biggest  opportunity 
[occurring  with  this  scenario  would  be]  the 
gradual  transition  to  a  constitutional  de- 
mocracy. And  let  me  say  how  I  envision  this 
could  happen.  At  the  China  Institute,  we  do 
studies,  mainly  in  the  integrated  area  of  the- 
ory in  the  practice.  And  we  try  to  combine 
the  vision  blueprinting  with  actual  process 
of  change.  What  we  find  is  that  China's 
change  in  progress,  towards  political  open- 
ness and  the  signs  towards  democratization, 
is  always  the  result  of  a  muddling  through. 
It's  not  designed,  it's  not  planned.  It's  not  in 
anybody's  mind. 

As  a  result,  many  consequences  are  unin- 
tended. The  different  interest  groups  need  to 
reposition  themselves — but  they  don't  have 
commonly  accepted  rules  of  the  game.  The 
process  of  democracy  could  be  introduced 
Into  this  situation — even  though  people  may 
not  be  aware  of  the  consequences.  For  in- 


stance, the  mechanism  of  free  elections,  the 
mechanism  of  checks  and  balances,  and  the 
mechanism  of  [an  impartial]  monitoring  de- 
vice— all  could  be  gradually  introduced  into 
the  process. 

Now  secondly,  it's  not  a  moral  process, 
like  [in  America].  Here,  it's  the  ideal— you 
know  the  Founding  Fathers,  you  know  about 
universal  rights.  In  China,  it's  not  like  that; 
it's  really  a  process  of  people.  "See,  this  is 
we  have  to  do.  This  [set  of  democratic  mech- 
anisms] is  a  way  we  can  compromise  without 
going  total  chaos  [and  risking]  civil  war." 

So,  in  this  [potential]  process,  what  is  the 
position  and  role  of  the  western  world?  How 
is  this  important  process  linked  to  the  west- 
em  world  in  general  and  the  U.S.  in  particu- 
lar? Shift  the  angle  a  little  bit  to  say  the  im- 
portance of  the  U.S. /China  relation  in  the 
immediate  future.  It's  very  paradoxical  and, 
I  mean— there's  no  China  policy.  Perhaps  it 
shouldn't  be  a  "China  policy"— because  of 
the  two  fundamental  paradoxes  in  dealing 
with  China.  One  is  to  deal  with  China  on  an 
international  level— where  you  treat  China 
as  a  society,  as  a  state,  as  a  collective.  The 
other  is  the  China  of  individuals. 

Let  me  offer  an  example:  On  intellectual- 
property  rights,  we  have  monitored  events, 
the  process,  very  closely.  Then  we  receive  re- 
sponses from  different  sectors  among  the 
Chinese — and  I  was  surprised.  Because,  from 
our  point  of  view,  it  is  fair  for  China  to  abide 
by  international  standards.  But  I  draw  your 
attention  to  the  internal  Chinese  response  to 
this  whole  issue — to  demonstrate  why  U.S. 
policy  has  to  deal  not  only  with  China  as  a 
state  and  a  collective,  but  also  reach  beyond 
that  level,  to  the  more  individual  level. 

The  Chinese  look  at  intellectual-property 
rights,  as  the  government  crack  down,  and 
many  Chinese  businessmen  think  it's  un- 
fair— even  though,  from  outside,  we  look  at 
it  as  fair.  Why  is  it  unfair?  Because  in  China 
there  are  more  pressing  issues — like  fake 
medicine.  Hundreds  of  people  die  as  a  result 
of  fake  medicine.  One  report  in  the  Chinese 
media  about  hundreds  dying— from  fake  wine 
made  from  industrial  alcohol.  People  drink 
it  and  go  blind.  Things  like  that  are  more 
pressing  issues  than  intellectual  property. 
[America  wants  the  Chinese]  government  to. 
you  know,  select  intellectual-property  rights 
and  push  them  very  hard.  What  the  Chinese 
populace  see  is  the  government  caving  in  to 
the  interest  of  the  foreigners — without  tak- 
ing care  of  the  serious  domestic  issues. 

One  more  thing  about  pre.ssing  China. 
When  we  look  at  an  event,  the  nationalism  is 
always  in  the  back  of  mind.  Some  of  the 
same  complaints  of  national  because  of  this 
disparity  between  the  two  systems.  So  what 
do  you  perceive  the  fair — "justice"  in  the 
global  and  international  perspective,  we  per- 
ceive as  injustice  and  defeat  into  some  other 
forces  that  may  not  be  productive.  I'm  try- 
ing to  add  perspective:  I'm  not  saying  spe- 
cifically do  this  or  do  that.  I  offer  an  angle 
on  China's  present  position  in  the  system- 
incompatible  with  the  democratic  and  mar- 
ket system  on  one  hand;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  wanting  to  enter  into  the  world  com- 
munity. 

So  the  political  transformation,  the  liber- 
alization, democratization  are  really  the  key 
to  the  future  of  the  U.S. /China  relations  in 
the  long-term  may  not,  you  know  like  a  very 
pressing  issue,  tomorrow  in  the  media.  But 
it's  like  the  under  current  that  we  will  carry 
the  problems  or  your  [inaudible  word]  into  a 
specific  problem  into  U.S.  China  relations.  If 
China  is  not  going  democratic,  and  that  is 
very  unlikely  I  would  say.  THe  Chinese  will 
observe  the  law  of  the,  observe  the  general 


international  accepted  standards  only  by  the 
doing  system  to  be  compatible,  and  then  you 
can  have  a  more  better  and  more  productive 
relationship.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Sen  Baucus.  I'll  take  the  liberty  of  asking 
the  first  questions.  A  lot  of  discussion  so  far 
has  been  about  the  United  Slates  relation- 
ship to  China.  I  would  just  like  to  turn  the 
tables  and  ask  our  panelists:  How  the  Chi- 
nese see  US']"  I  mean,  do  they  see  us  as  being 
fair  or  unfair'^  You  mentioned  that  we're 
pushing  intellectual  property  protection,  for 
example,  to  the  local  people.  Say,  gee  that's 
not  according  to  our  priorities  in  China.  But 
do  the  businessmen  in  China  or  the  Chinese 
leadership  recognize  or  don't  know  the  Unit- 
ed Stales  has  a  legitimate  beef  after  all  And 
perhaps  they  should  follow  the  United  States 
in  trying  to  protect  intellectual  property. 
Or,  on  the  other  hand,  are  they  just  using 
local  conditions  as  a  cover  to  not  do  what 
they  know  they  should  do?  My  basic  point  is: 
What's  the  Chinese  leadership  perception  of 
the  United  States?  For  example,  is  this  na- 
tion seen  as  relevant  around  the  world  these 
days?  And,  if  we're  relevant,  where  are  we 
relevant  to  how  they  see  their  future?  Jim. 
Ill  give  you  that  one. 

Jim  Lii.i>ey  1  think  the  main  fear  in  China 
wiih  regard  to  US.  attitude  is  that  the  U.S. 
looking  for  a  boogie  man  or  looking  for  an 
enemy,  after  Russia,  to  settle  on  China  and 
will  adopt  the  .sort  of  containment  policy 
which  ever  way  you  would  like  to  put  it  that 
was  adopted  towards  the  .Soviet  Union.  And 
so  that's,  I  think,  one  of  the  major  reason 
why  the  constructive-engagement  policy  is 
the  right  one  to  draw  China  out  to  avoid  the 
impression  that  United  Slates  is  trying  to 
encircle  China  and  contain  it. 

Jim  Koi.BK  Well  I  listened  last  night  at  a 
dinner  to  the  Minister  for.  Director  of.  Ad- 
ministrator for  Hong  Kong  affairs  in  China 
described  the  commitment  that  China  has  to 
maintaining  the  rules  of  law  as  he  puts  it 
and  the  agreement  that  was  reached  with 
Britain  over  the  transition  of  Hong  Kong  to 
China.  And  I'm  wondering  if  any  of  our 
speakers,  this  morning's  panelist  would  com- 
ment on  the  issue  of  how  important  is  the 
transition  to  Chinese  rule  in  Hong  Kong 
What  will  the  rest  of  the  world  be  watching 
in  this  transition  and  what  do  you  think  we 
can  expect  as  this  transition  takes  place? 

Drew  Liu.  Hong  Kong  issue  is  a  very 
touchy  issue  in  the  sentiment  of  the  Chinese 
mentality  because  it  would  cause  the  Chi- 
nese a  humiliating  defeat  But  Hong  Kong  is 
also  a  very  hot— like  what  we  -say  in  Chinese, 
a  hot  potato;  You  hold  it.  you  want  to  eat  it, 
but  its  hot  And  there  is  paradox,  of  course: 
Hong  Kong  is  resources  for  the  foreign  cur- 
rency and.  on  the  other  hand.  Hong  Kong  is 
the  stronghold  of  liberal  ideas,  and  may  help 
to  spread  political  instability  In  reacting  to 
that,  how  will  the  Chinese  government  deal 
with  Hong  Kong'' 

I  see  several  possibilities  I  think  the  most 
likely  response  is  to  contain  Hong  Kong 
Right  now.  there's  easier  traffic  form  Hong 
Kong  to  China  and  then,  if  Chinese  govern- 
ment step  in.  It  most  probably  would  main- 
tain Hong  Kong's  current  system  Let  Hong 
Kong  still  play  the  role  it  has  been  playing 
On  the  other  hand,  in  order  to  prevent  Hong 
Kong's  penetration,  especially  in  the  media. 
China  would  make  it  more  difficult  for  peo- 
ple to  travel  from  Hong  Kong  to  China  and 
from  China  to  Hong  Kong  And  I  think  that 
seeing  this  as  one  possible  solution  shows 
the  mentality  of  the  Chinese  leadership 

So  what  we  are  suggesting  is.  Hong  Kong  is 
really  constructing,  of  course,  opening  wider 
China's    market,    marketization   and   giving 


China  the  stimulus  to  go  further  in  market- 
ing reform,  abolishing  the  kind  of  state-con- 
trolled ownership  structure.  And  on  the 
other  hand,  it  can  gradually  bring,  you  know 
alternatives,  some  models,  examples  of  how 
to  live  and  operate  in  a  more  democratic, 
more  efficient  society. 

So  we  propose  that  the  following  institu- 
tions, especially  cultural  institutions,  may 
go  into  Hong  Kong  right  now  and  then  en- 
large their  activities— especially  with  regard 
to  the  linkages  inside  China.  P'or  instance, 
educational  projects.  You  know,  many  cul- 
tural things  may  not  be  political— nonpoliti- 
cal,  I  would  say.  You  know,  purely  edu- 
cational, but  by  doing  this,  by  joint  venture, 
joint  project,  then  Hong  Kong  and  China  can 
be  linked.  If  they  try  to  cut  off  Hong  Kong 
from  China  after  1997  in  administrative 
ways,  then  China's  internal  education  would 
also  suffer  loss  and  damage.  This  is  a  very 
crucial  time  in  Hong  Kong,  definitely,  it  is 
very,  very  important  for  the  future  of  China. 
Thank  you. 

Jim  Lilley  (inaudible  words]  is  basically 
allow  free  market  forces  to  go  and  strangle 
the  political  process  in  the  cradle  And  they 
have  a  lot  of  sympathy  from  Chinese  in  Hong 
Kong  who  think  this  western  bourgeois  de- 
mocracy is  really  not  applicable.  So  I  think 
you've  got  somewhat  of  an  economy  there  in 
terms.  Bob.  you  know  the  formula  very  well: 
Let  the  free-market  process  work  in  Hong 
Kong.  Keep  it  the  goose  laying  the  golden 
eggs.  Have  commercial  rule  of  law  in  Hong 
Kong.  Persist  it  for  50  years— but  do  not 
allow  the  political  process  to  work  and  to 
contaminate  China.  That  is  the  formula  they 
have— yes.  their  formula.  I'm  talking  about 
how  the  Chinese  view  Hong  Kong. 

The  question  came  up  last  night,  as  the 
Congressman  knows  Somebody  asked  our 
distinguished  visitor  why  he  didn't  deal  with 
the  democratic  party  in  Hong  Kong,  the  dis- 
senters. And  what  he  said  in  his  very  cogent 
and  very  frank  way  is  this:  The  basic  law  of 
Hong  Kong  calls  for  freedom  of  press,  free- 
dom of  assembly,  freedom  of  da-da.  da-da. 
da-da— he  sounded  like  Jefferson.  Of  course, 
everybody  knows  that  isn't  what  happens. 
And  if,  the  basic  law  says  very  clearly,  we're 
going  to  have  a  fully  elected,  [inaudible 
word]  in  Hong  Kong.  So  what  are  you  wor- 
ried about? 

The  fact  is,  course,  that  most  people  say 
the  Hong  Kong  process  works  just  fine,  but 
scattered  angry  people  keep  pushing  a  "bour- 
geois democracy  "  that  doesn't  really  make 
much  sense.  "They  are  all  trained  in  Eng- 
land. They  talk  English  better  than  we  do. 
They  don't  really  represent  the  grassroots." 
Fact  is.  these  people  keep  getting  most  of 
the  votes.  There  is  a  feeling  out  in  Hong 
Kong  that  they  really  do  deserve  democracy. 
And  there  are  people  voting  for  Martin  Lee 
and  Company.  [Inaudible  words.]  They're 
voting  for  them.  It's  a  rather  positive  sign. 

Moderator:  Okay 

Sen  BINGAMAN.  I  wanted  to  ask  about  our 
trade,  growing  trade  imbalance  with  China. 
As  I  see  it.  the  first  year  of  the  Bush  admin- 
istration, we  had  about  a  $3  million  trade 
deficit  with  China.  This  year,  this  last  year, 
we  had  about  a  $28  billion  trade  deficit  with 
China  And  China  has  only  began  to  export: 
As  a  share  of  their  gross  national  product. 
China  is  not  near,  doesn't  devote  near  as 
much  of  their  economy  to  export  manufac- 
ture as  do  other  industrial  countries.  So  the 
potential  for  increased  manufacture  for  ex- 
port is  great.  I  see  this  growing  geometri- 
cally over  the  next  five  to  10  years  and,  in 
the  next  century,  a  greater  US.  trade  deficit 
with  China  than  we  have  with  Japan  today— 


with  no  way  to  turn  that  around  This  will 
hamper  our  ability  to  produce  or  maintain 
manufacturing  jobs  in  this  country  I  would 
be  interested  as  to  whether  I  am  right  or 
wrong  in  that  prediction,  and  if  there  is 
some  solution  other  than  continued  hand- 
wringing  and  teeth-gnashing. 

Jim  LlI-l.EY.  I'll  Uke  a  crack  at  it.  That  is 
what  Mickey  Kantors  trips  were  alt  about.  I 
don't  think  Mickey  is  sitting  in  a  corner 
gnashing  his  teeth-  he  s  going  to  the  Chine.se 
and  saying:  Open  your  market  I  think  this  is 
all  about  China  getting  into  GATT  and  WTO 
This  is  why  they  want  to  come  in  as  a  devel- 
oping nation.  Fifteen  percent.  22  percent  tar- 
iffs, developed  nation,  fifteen  percent.  Three 
thousand  items  are  put  on  the  block 
They've  got  to  protect  inefficient  dinosaurs 
in  the  state-owned  enterprise  sector.  They 
are  frightened  of  what  GATT  and  WTO  will 
do  to  them.  So  we  can  face  up  to  this  prob- 
lem the  way  we  faced  it  in  other  areas  where 
it  has  worked— Taiwan  and  Korea.  It  hasn't 
worked  in  Japan,  unfortunately,  because  of 
their  closed  system.  But  we  have  been  able 
to  close  some  of  these  trade  gaps  by  persist- 
ently demanding  they  pay  royalties  on  intel- 
lectual properties— our  strong  suit,  where  we 
can  export  a  great  deal. 

As  Jack  Valenii  said,  our  exports  in  the 
entertainment  industry  are  one  of  our  larg- 
est exports.  In  some  sectors  of  China  we  are 
comparatively  effective  So  you  go  after 
those.  I'm  talking  about  power  I'm  talking 
about  aircraft.  I'm  talking  about  auto- 
mobiles. I'm  talking  about  electronics.  The 
Americans  have  to  get  in  there  and  compete 
as  strong  as  any  nation  in  the  world.  We 
aren't  going  to  win  the  China  market  by  get- 
ting quotas  or  trying  to  force  them  into 
some  sort  of  managed-trade  arrangement 
You  get  the  Chinese  to  come  across  and 
change  their  trade  surplus  with  us  by  open- 
ing their  market.  I  think  this  is  what  Kantor 
IS  trying  to  do.  and  we  should  support  it  100 
percent.  We  are  beginning  to  make  some 
progress  on  this  But  it's  going  to  be  a  long 
hard  road. 

Male  Voice.  The  question  that  has  come 
to  my  mind  is  the  degree  to  which  the  other 
countries— let's  say  Europe.  Japan  and  oth- 
ers- are  using  our  MFN  position  really  [in- 
audible words),  and  are  saying  to  China.  No 
WTO  membership  until  you  open  up  and  so 
forth.  I  agree  that  Japan  and  the  others  are 
taking  advantage  of  us  by  working  with  the 
Chinese  leadership 

Jim  Lilley.  I  think.  Senator,  you  make  a 
very  good  point.  The  Europeans  and  Japa- 
nese love  to  hold  our  coats  while  we  go  in 
and  slug  it  out  with  the  Chinese  We  finally 
get  the  agreement,  then  they  all  follow  to 
take  advantage  of  it.  Let  me  make  a  con- 
trast. On  human  rights,  it  was  totally  bilat- 
eral. Nobody  else  had  anything  to  do  with 
our  position.  And  this  is  what  undercut  us, 
or  it's  one  big  reason.  The  business  commu- 
nity did  not  support  us  No  nation  in  the 
world  supported  us.  They  said,  'What  a 
bunch  of  goofballs  We're  going  to  pick  up 
the  pieces  of  the  American  effort."  But,  on 
GATT  and  WTO,  we  got  a  lot  of  support;  on 
IPR,  we  got  a  lot  of  support  They  aren't  as 
aggressive  as  we  are.  the  don't  have  their 
Mickey  Kantors— but  they  did  come  in  And 
they  are  going  to  support  us  to  a  degree  on 
this.  Of  course,  most  of  them  are  intellec- 
tual-property right  violators  too!  So,  there's 
all  sort  of  hypocrisy  mixed  into  this  arrange- 
ment. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  in  WTO  and  IPR, 
we  are  on  solid  ground  with  our  friends,  but 
as  usual.  Senator,  the  Americans  have  to 
take  the  lead. 
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Male  Voice.  [Inaudible  words.] 

M.^LE  Voice.  Pardon. 

Male  Voice.  [Inaudible  word.) 

Jim  Lilley.  Well.  I  supposed  what  we  try 
to  do.  at  least  we  tried  to  do  this  when  I  was 
in  GATT,  is  arrange  tougher  conditions  on 
the  Chinese.  We  would  workinif  with  EC.  And 
one  of  the.  rather.  I  suppose  I'm  talking  too 
much  again.  Through  the  EC  and  directly, 
we  used  to  say  to  the  Chinese:  "You  know. 
Taiwan's  an  applicant  too.  And  they  are 
meeting  all  of  the  standards  of  GATT.  WTO. 
If  you  drag  your  feet,  it  could  be  possible 
that  Taiwan  would  get  it  first.  "  This  was  a 
very  sobering  influence.  I  think.  It  works 
about  once  or  twice — that's  all.  And  then 
you've  got  to  get  better  tactics  to  work  on 
It. 

But  the  more  usual  argument,  and  you  get 
European  support  on  this,  is  if  you  don't 
shape  up.  you  aren't  going  to  get  the  tech- 
nology you  want.  An  the  do  lust  for  tech- 
nology, they  want  the  best— that's  all  you 
hear  from  the  Chinese.  So  this  is  where  you 
put  the  brakes  on.  We  don't  have  COCOM 
anymore,  but  some  sort  of  an  arrangement 
With  our  allies.  The  Chinese  are  very  depend- 
ent upon  Europe  and  Japan  to  get  some  sort 
of  common  policy  for  when  they  violate  too 
much  by  "going  their  own  way."  as  people 
say.  you  can  bring  to  bear  collective  pres- 
sure. 

This  approach  worked  very  well  in  1990 
when  I  was  in  China.  We  worked  very  closely 
with  Japan,  the  Europeans.  Canadians.  Aus- 
tralians. New  Zealanders — to  exert  leverage. 
Because  in  the  international  bank,  let  me 
just  make  one  point.  China  is  very  dependent 
on  higher  [inaudible  word]  loans.  They  are 
the  biggest  recipients  in  the  world.  It's  two 
to  three  billion  dollars  a  year  It  may  not 
sound  like  much.  But  it  is  crucial  when 
matched  with  a  third  yen  loan  package  from 
Japan,  and  most  every  nation  from  the  Unit- 
ed States.  Don't  use  it  as  a  club  publicly,  but 
quietly  and  effectively,  through  diplomatic 
channels. 

Nigel  Holloway.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
the  trade  imbalance  within  the  U.S.  and 
China  is  really  quite  extraordinary  U.S.  ex- 
port.s  to  China  are  less  than  $10  billion  and 
China's  exports  here  approach  $40  billion.  A 
lot  of  it  has  to  do  with  the  restructuring 
that  is  going  on.  The  question  then  is.  is 
Chin  going  to  become  another  Japan,  the 
capitalist  but  closed  market.  My  hunch  is  it 
will  not — because  the  corporate  structure  in 
China  is  evolving  very  different  from  that  in 
Japan.  Japan  has  these  [inaudible  word]  net- 
works of  companies  that  basically  collude 
through  long-term  equity  arrangements.  But 
the  Chinese  don't  do  business  that  way.  I 
think  that's  something  to  bear  in  mind. 

What  we  really  have,  as  Jim  says,  is  a  mar- 
ket-access question.  China  is  starting  to 
open  its  market  If  you  look  at  the  market 
within  China,  there  are  enormous  barriers 
for  one  province  trying  to  trade  with  an- 
other They  basically  compete  with  each 
other,  and  stumble  over  each  other,  and  try 
and  prevent  goods  from  one  province  going 
into  another  And  this  is  the  area  where  the 
World  Bank  is  especially  keen  to  see  major 
changes.  .And  I  think  it's  also  one  the  US. 
should  focus  increasingly  on:  If  it  can  pry 
open  China's  market,  this  will  be  the  biggest 
factor  in  increasing  democratization  in 
China. 

Sen.  Baucus.  Stand  up  please.  Thank  you. 

QUES-nos   [Inaudible] 

Ji.M  Lilley  Im  glad  you  asked  for  clari- 
fication, because  there  may  be  some  mis- 
understanding I'm  not  saying  the  United 
Sutes  will  stay  out  of  this  thing.  We  are  in- 


volved up  to  here.  We  have  something  called 
the  Taiwan  Relations  Act.  which  is  the  law 
of  the  land.  We  also  have  an  increasingly 
strong  relationship  with  China.  WTiat  I  re- 
sent very  much  is  lobbying  groups  and  for- 
eign ministry  tantrums  towards  the  United 
States  to  try  to  get  us  to  become  their  point 
man  on  beating  up  on  the  other  side.  That's 
what  I  don't  like  We've  got  a  lot  of  leverage 
in  this  deal  and  I  think  we  should  use  it— be- 
cause both  of  them  really  need  us  in  this 
one. 

But  don't  get  trapped  into  a  Chinese  "tong 
war  "  on  it.  Keep  you  powder  dry.  Keep  man- 
aging it  carefully.  Don't  make  a  great  big 
announcement  of  a  Taiwan  policy  review  and 
beat  the  gong  .saying  this  some  sort  of  a  big 
deal,  when  it  turns  out  to  be  a  big  fat  zero 
and  everybody  knows  it — the  Chinese  become 
furious  at  the  policy  review  and  the  Taiwan- 
ese are  disappointed.  Much  better  to  keep 
your  mouth  shut  and  work  a  little  bit  quiet- 
ly on  this  thing  as  it  is  run  by  all  of  the 
other  administrations. 

By  the  same  token,  you  have  to  be  careful 
in  terms  of  Chinese  sensitivities  on  this.  You 
also  have  to  be  careful  in  the  Taiwan  proc- 
ess, but  as  I  was  saying  to  Bob  Kupp  earlier, 
we  have  been  pushing  democracy  in  China 
for  about  35  years.  I  used  to  beat  upon  the 
Taiwan  government  regularly  about  getting 
the  dissidents  out  and  letting  the  Taiwanese 
back  in,  letting  the  political  process  work. 
We  succeeded.  And  now  you've  got  a  flourish- 
ing democracy,  a  chaotic  democracy,  and 
even  fist-fighting  in  the  legislative  halls, 

Jim  Lilley  On  the  other  hand,  for  the 
United  States  to  begin  stumbling  around  in 
the  thicket  of  Taiwan  domestic  policies, 
watch  your  step.  The  responsible  business- 
men and  politicians  in  Taiwan  know  the  lim- 
its of  what  they  can  do.  And  they  know  that 
breaking  with  China  is  not  in  their  interest. 
But  this  doesn't  stop  demagogues  and  others 
from  raising  hell  on  the  basis  of  political 
strategy.  On  the  other  side,  on  China's  side, 
if  I  hear  "sacred  sovereignty"  one  more 
time.  I  think  I'll  vomit.  I've  gotten  into  a  lot 
of  trouble  by  noting  how  it  sounds  like  Gun- 
boat Diplomacy  from  the  19th  century.  "It's 
what  you  Chinese  hate  the  worst.  Don't  talk 
about  [engaging  in)  it  yourself;  don't  start 
practicing  it.  Don't  start  flexing  your  mus- 
cles and  saying  if  we  don't  get  what  we  want, 
were  going  to  use  force.  This  doesn't  make 
any  sense." 

The  irony  is  that  China  and  Taiwan  are 
getting  along  extremely  well— solving  prob- 
lem after  problem.  Taiwan  just  hosted  the 
highest-ranking  Chinese  delegation  in  his- 
tory and  many,  many  leading  figures  in  the 
political,  economic  and  cultural  realms  deal 
with  their  Chinese  friends.  You  have  Taiwan 
businessmen  going  over  there  to  spend  four 
hours  with  Jiang  Zemin  giving  him  advice  on 
how  to  make  a  new  central  bank  You've  got 
people  from  Taiwan  going  over  there  and  re- 
organizing all  of  their  deep  ports— a  major 
priority  in  China.  You  got  them  keeping  the 
whole  economy  bustling.  Of  course,  there's 
speculation,  a  few  nasty  little  elements  of  it. 
but  it  increases  the  growth  rate. 

So  all  1  can  say  to  America  is:  Be  careful 
you  don't,  somehow  or  another  in  the  next 
year  or  so,  get  trapped  into  this  ugly  little 
war  or  this  ugly  little  fracas  they  are  trying 
to  create.  It's  not  in  our  interest  to  do  so. 

Sen.  Baucus.  Any  questions? 

Voice.  (Inaudible  words.) 

Nigel  Holloway  Yeah.  Let  me  just  give 
you  three  principles  of  what's  happening  in 
China  right  now.  You  have  three  things.  You 
have  what  we  call  persistent  feudalism, 
which    is    Confucianism— no.    chaos    collec- 


tively. This  feudalism  is  part  of  the  Chinese 
structure.  This  mixes  in  with  decaying  so- 
cialism. And  this  is  socialism's  ingrown 
privilege,  a  party  privilege.  Third,  you  have 
rapid  capitalism.  You  have  corruption,  nepo- 
tism and  growth.  They  all  jam  together  in 
todays  China. 

If  you  have  this  growth  and  if  you  have 
feudalism,  and  if  you  have  this  decaying  so- 
cialism, what  results  is  great  disparties  of 
wealth  between  provinces,  et  cetera,  j^nd  the 
millions  of  people  begin  to  move  towards  the 
productive  areas.  It's  very  hard  to  control 
because  these  people  live  in  camps  They 
have  three  and  four  children.  They  pay  no 
attention  to  birth  control  or  the  national 
policy.  It  drives  the  Chinese  wild— who.  of 
course,  have  some  rather  draconian  methods 
to  keep  things  down.  Basically,  I  think  they 
have  been  very  successful  in  keeping  control 
of  the  population— but  it's  not  very  pretty  to 
look  at.  They  think  it's  crucial  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  situation. 

What  they  are  trying  to  do  now  in  a  very, 
very  concerted  effort  is  beginning  to  move 
investment  capitalism  into  the  hinterlands, 
but  they've  got  to  make  it  competitively  at- 
tractive, and  that's  hard  to  do.  They  recog- 
nize the  problem;  they  recognize  it's  very  se- 
rious. Its  right  at  the  heart  of  how  you  re- 
form state-owned  enterprises.  Because  the 
conservatives  are  saying,  keep  the  money 
flowing.  Others  say  let  them  go  bankrupt 
and  take  care  of  this  thing  through  other 
means.  And  it  ends  up  as  gridlock  in  many 
cases.  But,  at  least,  I  think  they  are  acutely 
aware  of  the  problem  and  are  trying  to  deal 
with  it. 

Sen.  Baucus.  You  have  time  for  one  more 
question. 

Question.  [Inaudible  words] 

Drew  Liu.  We  touch  on  the  topic  of  the 
trade  imbalance  as  China  opens  up  its  mar- 
ket And  I  would  like  to  say  something  more 
about  the  fundamental  problem,  the  system 
problem,  the  structural  problem.  One  of  the 
things  is  transparency  of  the  legal  system 
And  if  you  don't  have  transparency— when 
the  local  government,  you  know,  the  sector 
cannot  break  their  own  laws— this  instantly 
creates  barriers.  For  instanr-p  nn  the  WTO 
The  center  wants  to  enter  the  WTO  The 
local,  some  of  the  local  wants  to  enter  the 
center  also,  but  not  without  some  incentive. 
But  there's  some  problem  in  it  That  is  how 
to  guarantee  the  Chinese  abide  by  these  laws 
and  the  standards.  And,  there  are  loopholes, 
you  know,  that  are  unpredictable  Our  future 
in  China  comes  without  a  well  established 
legal  system,  without  transparency  and  due 
process 

And  the  second  thing  is  the  political  sys- 
tem. For  instance,  entering  the  WTO.  wheth- 
er China  can  do  it  or  not  politically,  is  a 
question.  If.  in  entering  the  WTO,  the  center 
enforces  the  regulations— you  know,  opening 
its  market— then  maybe  thirty  percent  of 
the  state-owned  workers  will  be  unemployed 
A  great  political  problem  and  a  great  risk  to 
the  Chinese  leadership  But  are  you  going  to 
take  the  risk  or  not  take  the  risk''  .^nd  what 
if  the  risk  becomes  threatening  and  then  it 
(the  new  policy)  reverses  in  some  way.  Much 
uncertainty  links  to  the  internal  process  of 
the  Chinese  system. 

Ji.M  Lilley.  OK  1  just  want  to  make  one 
comment  on  agriculture.  A  terrible  problem 
for  China  is  that  agricultural  land  is  shrink- 
ing; the  harvest  is  not  good.  They  are  going 
to  import  more  and  more  grain.  It's  going  to 
be  a  big  problem  and  so  1  would  .say  your  ag- 
riculture-export possibilities  are  consider- 
able. Some  estimates  have  China  importing 
as  much  as  100  million  tons  of  grain  by  the 


next  century;  they  have  made  some  bad  con- 
verting mistakes  in  terms  of  agricultural 
land,  industrial  land.  The  solution,  people 
say,  IS  what  they  call  village-  and  township- 
enterprises:  Basically  capitalistic,  they  are 
put  into  the  countryside,  are  use  surplus  ag- 
riculture labor  to  create  small  consumer 
items.  But  they've  gone  about  increasing  ag- 
riculture production  by  importing  chemical 
fertilizers,  by  developing  their  own  plants. 
It's  really  very,  very  difficult  for  them.  And 
I  see  a  big  market  for  agricultural  products. 
Sen.  Baucus.  OK.  We  have  no  more  time! 
Lets  give  a  great  round  of  applause  to  our 
panelists:  Drew  Liu,  Nigel  Holloway  and  Jim 
Lilley.  Bob  mentioned  a  packet  of  informa- 
tion which  I  think  will  be  very  interesting 
for  everyone.  I  encourage  you  to  go  pick  up 
a  copy  as  you  leave.  I  want  to  thank  CELI 
very  much  for  hosting  this  event— I  want  an- 
other soon.  Thank  you.» 


DECISION  TO  EXTEND  NPT 
INDEFINITELY 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  inter- 
national efforts  to  curb  the  spread  of 
nuclear  weapons  were  ^iven  a  tremen- 
dous boost  today  with  the  decision  by 
more  than  170  nations  to  extend  indefi- 
nitely the  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.  The  U.S.  Arms  Control  Agency 
and  Ambassadors  Ralph  Earle  II  and 
Thomas  Graham,  Jr..  deserve  our  deep 
appreciation. 

The  decision  by  the  participants  in 
the  NPT  extension  conference  dem- 
onstrates their  willingness  to  trust  us 
and  the  other  nuclear  powers  to  con- 
tinue with  the  effort  in  SALT  and 
START  to  reduce  our  strategic  nuclear 
arsenals,  to  strive  eagerly  and  effec- 
tively to  bring  about  an  end  to  nuclear 
testing,  and  to  be  unflagging  in  efforts 
to  spare  the  world  from  nuclear  war 
and  the  threat  of  nuclear  war.  We  have 
today  incurred  a  renewed  obligation  to 
prove  to  those  who  trust  us  that  their 
trust  is  not  misplaced.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  INTERNATIONAL  HER- 
ITAGE HALL  OF  FAME  INDUCT- 
EES 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  recognize  the  accomplishments 
of  four  distinguished  community  lead- 
ers from  the  Detroit  area.  These  four 
individuals  will  be  inducted  tonight. 
Thursday,  May  11.  1995,  into  the  Inter- 
national Heritage  Hall  of  Fame  housed 
at  Cobo  Center.  The  inductees  have 
been  selected  for  outstanding  service  to 
their  respective  ethnic  groups  and  the 
community  at  large. 

The  International  Institute  of  Metro- 
politan Detroit  has  been  working  since 
1919  to  assist  immigrants  who  have  ar- 
rived in  the  Detroit  metropolitan  area. 
The  inductions  of  the  four  1995 
honorees  will  bring  the  membership  in 
the  Hall  of  Fame,  which  began  in  1984, 
to  56,  The  inductees  are  U,S.  Circuit 
Court  Judge  Damon  J,  Keith,  the  late 
Daniel  F.  Stella,  Dr.  Helen  T,  Suchara, 
and  Mrs.  Barbara  C.  'VanDusen. 

U.S,  Circuit  Judge  Damon  Keith  is  a 
former  president  of  the  Detroit  Hous- 


ing Commission  and  former  chairman 
of  the  Michigan  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
sion. An  African-American,  Keith  has 
served  as  a  Federal  judge  since  1967  and 
was  chief  judge  of  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  Eastern  Michigan  from  1975 
to  1977.  He  is  a  graduate  of  West  Vir- 
ginia State  College,  the  Howard  Uni- 
versity Law  School,  and  Wayne  State 
University  School  of  Law.  He  also 
holds  honorary  doctorates  from  those  3 
institutions  and  24  other  colleges  and 
universities.  He  has  held  numerous 
civic  positions  including  national 
chairman  of  the  Judicial  Conference 
Committee  on  the  Bicentennial  of  the 
U.S,  Constitution,  chairman  of  the 
Citizens  Council  for  Michigan  Public 
Universities,  and  general  cochair  of  the 
United  Negro  College  Fund. 

Daniel  Stella  was  president  for  10 
years  of  Friends  of  the  International 
Institute.  An  Italian-American  who 
died  last  July,  Stella  was  instrumental 
in  the  establishment  of  the  Hall  of 
Fame  and  an  active  promoter  of  rela- 
tions between  Detroit  and  its  sister 
city,  Toyota.  Japan.  Mr.  Stella  was 
also  a  partner  in  the  Detroit  law  firm 
of  Dykema  Gossett.  He  was  a  graduate 
of  the  Harvard  Law  School,  the  College 
of  Holy  Cross,  and  the  London  School 
of  Economics  and  Political  Science. 
and  a  member  of  the  Michigan  and 
California  bars,  among  others.  He  was 
a  director  of  the  Detroit  and  Windsor 
Japan-American  Society  and  a  member 
of  the  Association  for  Asian  Studies. 
American  Citizens  for  Justice,  the 
Michigan  Oriental  Arts  Society,  and 
the  Founders  Society  and  Friends  of 
Asian  Art  of  the  Detroit  Institute  of 
Arts.  Mr.  Stella  also  served  in  Vietnam 
with  the  U.S.  Navy  Judge  Advocate 
General's  Corps. 

Helen  Suchara.  a  retired  educator, 
last  served  as  uiiecLui  of  the  Office  of 
Student  Teaching  at  Wayne  State  Uni- 
versity. A  Polish-American,  she  was  a 
Peace  Corps  volunteer  in  Poland  from 
1990  to  1992  and  has  begun  a  new  career 
in  public  service  since  her  retirement. 
She  holds  positions  on  the  Madonna 
College  Social  Work  Advisory  Board 
and  the  board  of  regents  of  Saginaw 
Valley  State  University.  She  received 
bachelor's  and  master's  degrees  from 
Wayne  State  University  and  a  doctor- 
ate from  Columbia  University.  She 
taught  at  WSU,  Columbia,  the  Univer- 
sity of  Delaware,  the  University  of  Vir- 
ginia, and  Wheelock  College  in  Boston, 
and  earlier  in  public  schools  in  Detroit 
and  Howell,  MI.  She  has  worked  on  the 
boards  of  the  International  Institute 
and  Friends  of  the  International  Insti- 
tute. She  h£is  also  worked  in  affiliation 
with  the  Polish-American  Congress  of 
Michigan  Scholarship  Committee,  the 
Catholic  Social  Services  of  Wayne 
County,  the  Michigan  Elementary 
School  Curriculum  Committee,  and  the 
Dominican  Sisters  of  Oxford  Formation 
Committee. 

Barbara  VanDusen  is  a  member  of 
the    executive    committee    of    Detroit 


Symphony  Orchestra  Hall  and  cochair 
of  the  Greater  Detroit  Inter-faith 
Roundtable  of  the  National  Conference 
of  Christians  and  Jews.  An  English- 
American  who  also  has  Cornish.  Irish, 
Dutch,  and  Scottish  heritage,  she  is 
the  widow  of  Richard  VanDusen. 
former  chairman  of  the  Greater  Detroit 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  Holder  of  a  1949 
bachelor's  degree  from  Smith  College, 
she  has  also  been  involved  in  numerous 
community  organizations  as  a  trustee 
of  the  Community  Foundation  for 
Southeastern  Michigan  and  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  governing  boards  of  the 
Michigan  Nature  Conservancy  and  the 
World  Wildlife  Fund. 

I  know  my  Senate  colleagues  and  the 
people  of  Michigan  join  me  in  con- 
gratulating these  distinguished  mem- 
bers of  the  metropolitan  Detroit  com- 
munity. Their  commitment  to  their 
communities  and  to  public  service  is  an 
example  to  us  all.  We  thank  them  for 
their  extraordinary  efforts.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  VOLUNTEERS  OF 
HOSPICE  CARE.  INC. 

•  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  acknowledge  the  volun- 
teers of  Hospice  Care  and  their  long- 
time commitment  to  care  for  people 
with  life-threatening  illnesses.  Found- 
ed in  1981.  Hospice  Care.  Inc..  of  Con- 
necticut has  been  providing  patients 
and  their  families  with  medical  care 
and  other  support  services  that  are 
crucial  during  difficult  times.  For  over 
a  decade  these  highly  trained  volun- 
teers, along  with  the  organization's 
professionals,  have  provided  more  than 
2.000  patients  and  their  loved  ones  with 
home  care,  inpatient  care,  and  assist- 
ance whenever  needed.  Volunteers  are 
also  involved  in  administrative  work, 
public  awareness,  fundraising.  and  act 
on  the  board  of  directors. 

Many  of  the  volunteers  have  been 
dedicated  to  the  organization  since  its 
founding  and  will  continue  to  give 
their  time  and  energy  to  help  their  fel- 
low residents  of  Connecticut.  With 
their  hard  work  and  dedication  they 
have  provided  important  medical  and 
moral  support  to  those  who  are  ill  or 
suffer  from  the  loss  of  a  loved  one. 
Through  their  selfless  behavior  the  vol- 
unteers of  Hospice  Care  Inc.  have  posi- 
tively influenced  the  lives  of  many 
members  of  their  communities. 

I  am  proud  to  acknowledge  the  suc- 
cess and  commitment  of  Hospice  Care's 
volunteers.  They  have  shown  what  can 
be  achieved  with  private  initiative  and 
have  thereby  contributed  to  the  wel- 
fare of  Connecticut.* 


COMMENDING  REBECCA  S.  FINLEY 

•  Ms.  MEKULSKI  Mr.  President.  I  am 
delighted  today  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  the  installation 
next  month  of  Rebecca  S.  Finley, 
Pharm.D.  M.S..  as  the  president  of  the 
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American  Society  of  Health-System 
Pharmacists  at  the  society's  52d  an- 
nual meeting  in  Philadelphia. 

ASHP  is  the  30.CXXD-member  national 
professional  association  that  rep>- 
resents  pharmacists  who  practice  in 
hospitals,  health  maintenance  organi- 
zations, long-term  facilities,  home  care 
agencies,  and  other  components  of 
health  care  systems. 

Elarly  in  her  career.  Dr.  Finley  made 
the  professional  commitment  to  prac- 
tice, research,  write,  and  teach  phar- 
macy in  the  challenging  field  of  clini- 
cal oncology.  She  currently  directs  the 
section  of  pharmacy  services  and  is  as- 
sociate professor  of  oncology  at  the 
University  of  Maryland  Cancer  Center 
in  Baltimore.  She  holds  an  appoint- 
ment as  associate  professor  in  the  de- 
partment of  clinical  pharmacy  at  the 
university's  school  of  pharmacy. 

Dr.  Finley  received  her  bachelor  of 
science  and  doctor  of  pharmacy  degrees 
from  the  University  of  Cincinnati  and  a 
master  of  science  in  institutional  phar- 
macy from  the  University  of  Maryland. 

On  behalf  of  my  colleagues,  Mr. 
President,  I  want  to  extend  my  best 
wishes  to  Dr.  Finlay  in  her  tenure  as 
president  of  ASHP.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  her  and  the  society  on 
health  care  issues  in  the  years  to 
come.* 


NOMINATION  OF  JOHN  M.  DEUTCH, 
OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  DI- 
RECTOR OF  CENTRAL  INTEL- 
LIGENCE 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  gallant  friend  from  Ne- 
braska. I  rise  in  support  of  the  position 
he  has  taken  and  also  that  of  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

In  the  103d  Congress  and  then  the 
104th,  I  offered  legislation  that  would 
basically  break  up  the  existing  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  and  return  its 
component  parts  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  Department  of  State. 
This  in  the  manner  that  the  Office  of 
Strategic  Services  was  divided  and  par- 
celed out  at  the  end  of  World  War  II. 

I  had  hoped  to  encourage  a  debate  on 
the  role  of  intelligence  and  of  secrecy 
in  American  society.  That  debate  has 
taken  place.  Some  of  the  results,  I 
think,  can  be  seen  in  the  nomination  of 
a  distinguished  scientist  and  public 
servant,  John  Deutch,  to  this  position. 

This  could  not  have  been  more  clear 
in  his  testimony.  He  made  a  point,  self- 
evident  we  would  suppose,  but  not  fre- 
quently to  be  encountered  in  a  pro- 
nouncement of  a  potential  DCI.  He 
said: 

Espionag-e  does  not  rest  comfortably  In  a 
democracy  Secrecy,  which  is  essential  to 
protect  sources  and  methods,  is  not  welcome 
In  an  open  society.  If  our  democracy  is  to 
support  mtelligence  activities,  the  people 
must  be  confident  that  our  law  and  rules  will 
be  respected. 


It  may  have  come  as  a  surprise — al- 
though it  ought  not  to  have — in  recent 
months  and  weeks,  to  find  how  many 
persons  there  are  in  this  country  who 
do  not  have  confidence  that  our  laws 
and  rules  will  be  respected;  who  see  the 
Government  in  conspiratorial  modes, 
directed  against  the  people  in  ways 
that  could  be  of  huge  consequence  to 
Americans. 

Richard  Hofstadter  referred  to  this 
disposition  when  he  spoke  of  "The 
Paranoid  Style  in  \meric.in  Politics." 
Thus,  for  example,  the  widespread  be- 
lief that  the  CIA  was  somehow  involved 
in  the  assassination  of  President  Ken- 
nedy. 

It  is  important  to  understand  how 
deep  this  disposition  is  in  our  society. 
In  1956.  even  before  Hofstadter  spoke  of 
it,  Edward  A.  Shils  of  the  University  of 
Chicago — a  great,  great,  social  sci- 
entist, who  has  just  passed  away— pub- 
lished his  book,  "The  Torment  of  Se- 
crecy." in  which  he  wrote; 

The  exfoliation  and  intertwinement  of  the 
various  patterns  of  belief  that  the  world  is 
dominated  by  unseen  circles  of  conspirators, 
operating  behind  our  backs,  is  one  of  the 
characteristic  features  of  modem  society. 

Such  a  belief  was  very  much  a  fea- 
ture of  the  Bolshevik  regime  that  took 
shape  in  Russia  in  1917  and  1918.  Hence 
the  decision  to  help  found  and  fund  in 
the  United  States  a  Communist  Party, 
part  of  which  would  be  clandestine. 
The  recent  discovery  in  the  archives  in 
Moscow  that  John  Reed  received  a  pay- 
ment of  1.008.000  rubles  in  1920.  As  soft 
money,  that  would  be  a  very  consider- 
able sum  today. 

It  is  said  that  organizations  in  con- 
flict become  like  one  other.  There  is  a 
degree  to  which  we  have  emulated  the 
Soviet  model  in  our  own  intelligence 
se--iccs.  A  verj'  powerful  essay  on  this 
matter  has  just  been  written  by  Jeffer- 
son Morley  in  the  Washington  Post 
under  the  headline  "Understanding 
Oklahoma"  in  an  article  entitled  "De- 
partment of  Secrecy;  The  Invisible  Bu- 
reaucracy That  Unites  Alienated 
America  in  Suspicion." 

I  would  refer  also  to  Douglas  Turner 
this  weekend  in  the  Buffalo  News.  I 
spoke  of  these  concerns  in  an  earlier 
statement  on  the  Senate  floor  entitled 
"The  Paranoid  Style  in  American  Poli- 
tics," which  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  what 
we  have  today  is  so  much  at  variance 
with  what  was  thought  we  would  get. 
Allen  Dulles  was  very  much  part  of  the 
foundation  of  postwar  intelligence, 
having  been  in  the  OSS,  serving  with 
great  distinction  in  Switzerland  during 
World  War  U.  Peter  Grose,  in  his  new 
biography,  "Gentleman  Spy;  The  Life 
of  Allen  Dulles,"  recounts  the  testi- 
mony Dulles  gave  before  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  on  April  25. 


1947.  as  we  were  about  to  enact  the  Na- 
tional Security  Act  of  1947  which  cre- 
ated a  small  coordinating  body,  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

Personnel  for  a  central  intelligence  agen- 
cy, he  argued,  "need  not  be  very  numerous 
*  *  *.  The  operation  of  the  service  must  be 
neither  flamboyant  nor  overshrouded  with 
the  mystery  and  abracadabra  which  the  ama- 
teur detective  likes  to  assume.  "  In  a  lectur- 
ing tone,  he  tried  to  tell  the  Senators  how 
intelligence  is  actually  assembled. 

■Because  of  its  glamour  and  mystery, 
overemphasis  is  generally  placed  on  what  is 
called  secret  intelligence,  namely  the  intel- 
ligence that  is  obtained  by  secret  means  and 
by  secret  agents.  *  *  *  In  time  of  peace  the 
bulk  of  intelligence  can  be  obtained  through 
overt  channels,  through  our  diplomatic  and 
consular  missions,  and  our  military,  naval 
and  air  attaches  in  the  normal  and  proper 
course  of  their  work.  It  can  also  be  obtained 
through  the  world  press,  the  radio,  and 
through  the  many  thousands  of  .Americans, 
business  and  professional  men  and  .American 
residents  of  foreign  countries,  who  are  natu- 
rally and  normally  brought  in  touch  with 
what  is  going  on  in  those  countries. 

"A  proper  analysis  of  the  intelligence  ob- 
tainable by  these  overt,  normal,  and  above- 
board  means  would  supply  us  with  over  80 
percent.  I  should  estimate,  of  the  informa- 
tion required  for  the  guidance  of  our  na- 
tional policy  " 

Mr.  President,  that  did  not  happen. 
Instead,  we  entered  upon  a  five-decade 
mode  of  secret  analysis,  analysis  with- 
held from  public  scrutiny,  which  is  the 
only  way  we  can  verify  the  truth  of  a 
hypothesis  in  natural  science  or  in  the 
social  sciences. 

The  result  was  massive  miscalcula- 
tion. Nicholas  Eberstadt  in  his  wonder- 
ful new  book.  "The  Tyranny  of  Num- 
bers. "  writes  "It  is  probably  safe  to  say 
that  the  U.S.  Government's  attempt  to 
describe  the  Soviet  economy  has  been 
the  largest  single  project  in  social 
science  research  ever  undertaken."  He 
said  this  in  1990.  in  testimony  before 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
"The  largest  single  project  in  social 
science  research  ever  undertaken,"  It 
was  a  calamity. 

No  one  has  been  more  forthright  in 
this  regard  than  Adm.  Stansfield  Turn- 
er in  an  article  in  Foreign  Affairs  at 
about  that  time.  He  said  when  it  came 
to  predicting  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  corporate  view  of  the  intel- 
ligence community  missed  by  a  mile. 

I  can  remember  in  the  first  years  of 
the  Kennedy  administration  meeting 
with  Walt  Rostow,  chairman  of  the  pol- 
icy planning  staff  in  the  Department  of 
State.  As  regards  the  Soviet  Union,  he 
said  he  was  not  one  of  those  "6  percent 
forever  people."  But  there  it  was, 
locked  into  our  analysis.  That  is  what 
the  President  knew. 

In  Richard  Reeves'  remarkable  biog- 
raphy of  John  F.  Kennedy,  he  records 
that  the  Agency  told  the  President 
that  by  the  year  2000  the  GNP  of  the 
Soviet  Union  would  be  three  times  that 
of  the  United  States.  Again,  that  is 
what  the  President  knew.  Any  number 
of  economists   might   have   disagreed. 


The  great  conservative  theorists, 
Friedman,  Hayek.  Stigler,  would  never 
have  thought  any  such  thing.  Impor- 
tant work  done  by  Frank  Holzman,  at 
Tufts,  and  the  Russian  Research  Center 
at  Harvard  disputed  what  little  was 
public.  But  to  no  avail.  The  President 
knew  otherwise,  and  others  did  not 
know  what  it  was  he  knew. 

The  consequence  was  an  extraor- 
dinary failure  to  foresee  the  central 
geo  political  event  of  our  time.  A  vast 
overdependence  on  military  and  simi- 
lar outlays  that  leave  us  perilously 
close  to  economic  instability  ourselves. 

I  would  like  to  close  with  a  letter 
written  me  in  1991  by  Dale  W. 
Jorgenson,  professor  of  economics  at 
the  Kennedy  School  of  Government,  in 
which  he  said; 

I  believe  that  the  importance  of  economic 
intelligence  is  increasing  greatly  with  the 
much-discussed  globalization  of  the  U.S. 
economy.  However,  the  cloak-and-dagger 
model  is  even  more  inappropriate  to  our  new 
economic  situation  than  it  was  to  the  suc- 
cessful prosecution  of  the  Cold  War  that  has 
just  concluded.  The  lessons  for  the  future 
seem  to  me  to  be  rather  transparent.  The 
U.S.  Government  needs  to  invest  a  lot  more 
in  international  economic  assessments.  *  •  * 
[I]t  should  reject  the  CIA  monopoly  model 
and  try  to  create  the  kind  of  intellectual 
competition  that  now  prevails  between  CBO 
and  OMB  on  domestic  policy,  aided  by 
Brookings.  AEI  (American  Enterprise  Insti- 
tute], the  Urban  Institute,  the  Kennedy 
School,  and  many  others. 

That  is  wise  counsel.  I  have  the  con- 
fidence that  John  Deutch.  as  a  sci- 
entist, will  understand  it.  I  am  con- 
cerned, however,  that  the  administra- 
tion will  not. 

Mancur  Olson,  in  his  great  book, 
"The  Rise  and  Decline  of  Nations", 
asked:  Why  has  it  come  about  that  the 
two  nations  whose  institutions  were 
destroyed  in  World  War  II,  Germany 
and  Japan,  have  had  the  most  eco- 
nomic success  since?  Whereas  Britain, 
not  really  much  success  at  all;  the 
United  States— yes,  but.  He  came  up 
with  a  simple  answer.  Defeat  wiped  out 
all  those  choke  points,  all  those  rents, 
all  those  sharing  agreements,  all  those 
veto  structures  that  enable  institu- 
tions to  prevent  things  from  happen- 
ing. And  we  are  seeing  it  in  this  our 
own  Government  today,  5  years  after 
the  Berlin  wall  came  down.  Nothing 
changes,  or  little  changes. 

Recall  that  3  years  before  the  wall 
came  down  the  CIA  reported  that  per 
capita  GDP  was  higher  in  East  Ger- 
many than  in  West  Germany.  I  hope  I 
take  no  liberty  that  I  mentioned  this 
once  to  Dr.  Deutch  and  added.  "Any 
taxi  driver  in  Berlin  could  have  told 
you  that  was  not  so."  Dr.  Deutch  re- 
plied, "Any  taxi  driver  in  Washing- 
ton." A  most  reassuring  response. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas  for  her  graciousness  for  al- 
lowing me  to  speak  when  in  fact  in  al- 
ternation it  would  have  been  her  turn. 


Exhibit  1 

[From  the  Congressional  Record.  Apr.  25. 

1995] 

Thk  Par.^.noid  Style  in  American  Politics 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  as  we  think 
and,  indeed,  pray  our  way  through  the  after- 
math of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  asking 
how  such  a  horror  might  have  come  about, 
and  how  others  might  be  prevented.  Senators 
could  do  well  to  step  outside  the  chamber 
and  look  down  the  mall  at  the  Washington 
Monument.  It  honors  the  Revolutionary  gen- 
eral who  once  victorious,  turned  his  army 
over  to  the  Continental  Congress  and  retired 
to  his  estates.  Later,  recalled  to  the  highest 
office  in  the  land,  he  served  dutifully  one 
term,  then  a  second  but  then  on  principle 
not  a  day  longer.  Thus  was  founded  the  first 
republic,  the  first  democracy  since  the  age  of 
Greece  and  Rome. 

There  is  not  a  more  serene,  confident, 
untroubled  symbol  of  the  nation  in  all  the 
capital.  Yet  a  brief  glance  will  show  that  the 
color  of  the  marble  blocks  of  which  the 
monument  is  constructed  changes  about  a 
quarter  of  the  way  up.  Thereby  hangs  a  tale 
of  another  troubled  time:  not  our  first,  just 
as.  surely,  this  will  not  be  our  last. 

As  befitted  a  republic,  the  monument  was 
started  by  a  private  charitable  group,  as  we 
would  now  say.  the  Washington  National 
Monument  Society.  Contributions  came  in 
cash,  but  also  in  blocks  of  marble,  many 
with  interior  inscriptions  which  visitors 
willing  to  climb  the  steps  can  see  to  this 
day.  A  quarter  of  the  way  up.  that  is.  For  in 
1852.  Pope  Pius  IX  donated  a  block  of  marble 
from  the  temple  of  Concord  in  Rome.  In- 
stantly, the  American  Party,  or  the  Know- 
Nothings  ("I  know  nothing."  was  their 
standard  reply  to  queries  about  their  plat- 
form) divined  a  Papist  Plot.  An  installation 
of  the  Pope's  block  of  marble  would  signal 
the  Catholic  Uprising.  A  fevered  agitation 
began.  As  recorded  by  Ray  Allen  Billington 
in  The  Protest  Crusade.  1800-1860; 

"One  pamphlet.  The  Pope's  Strategem: 
■Rome  to  America!"  An  Address  to  the 
Protestants  of  the  United  States,  against 
placing  the  Pope's  block  of  Marble  in  the 
Washington  Monument  (1852).  urged  Protes- 
tants to  hold  indignation  meetings  and  con- 
tribute another  block  to  be  placed  next  to 
the  Pope's  'bearing  an  inscription  by  which 
all  men  may  see  that  we  are  awake  to  the 
hypocrisy  and  schemes  of  that  designing, 
crafty,  subtle,  far  seeing  and  far  reaching 
Power,  which  is  ever  grasping  after  the 
whole  World,  to  sway  its  iron  scepter,  with 
bloodstained  hands,  over  the  millions  of  its 
inhabitants." " 

One  night  early  in  March,  1854,  a  group  of 
Know-Nothings  broke  into  the  storage  sheds 
on  the  monument  grounds  and  dragged  the 
Pope's  marble  off  towards  the  Potomac.  Save 
for  the  occasional  ■sighting",  as  we  have 
come  to  call  such  phenomena,  it  has  never  to 
be  located  since. 

Work  on  the  monument  stopped.  Years 
later,  in  1876.  Congress  appropriated  funds  to 
complete  the  job.  which  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, under  the  leadership  of  Lieutenant 
Colonel  Thomas  I.  Casey  did  with  great 
flourish  in  time  for  the  centennial  observ- 
ances of  1888. 

Dread  of  Catholicism  ran  its  course,  if 
slowly.  (Edward  M.  Stanton,  then  Secretary 
of  War  was  convinced  the  assassination  of 
President  Lincoln  was  the  result  of  a  Catho- 
lic plot.  I  Other  manias  followed,  all  bril- 
liantly describe  in  Richard  Hofstadter's  re- 
velatory lecture  "the  Paranoid  Style  in 
American  Politics"  which  he  delivered  as  the 
Herbert  Spencer  Lecture  at  Oxford  Univer- 


sity within  days  of  the  assassination  of  John 
F.  Kennedy.  Which  to  this  day  remains  a  fer- 
tile source  of  conspiracy  mongering.  George 
Will  cited  Hofstadter's  essay  this  past  week- 
end on  the  television  program  ■This  Week 
with  David  Brinkley.  "  He  deals  with  the 
same  subject  matter  in  a  superb  column  in 
this  morning's  Washington  Post  which  has 
this  bracing  conclusion. 

"It  is  reassuring  to  remember  that 
paranoiacs  have  always  been  with  us.  but 
have  never  defined  us." 

I  hope.  Mr.  President,  as  we  proceed  to 
consider  legislation,  if  that  is  necessary,  in 
response  to  the  bombing,  we  would  be  mind- 
ful of  a  history  in  which  we  have  often  over- 
reached, to  our  cost,  and  try  to  avoid  such  an 
overreaction. 

We  have  seen  superb  performance  of  the 
FBI.  What  more  any  nation  could  ask  of  an 
internal  security  group  I  cannot  conceive. 
We  have  seen  the  effectiveness  of  our  State 
troopers,  of  our  local  police  forces,  fire  de- 
partments, instant  nationwide  cooperation 
which  should  reassure  us  rather  than  fright- 
en us. 

I  would  note  in  closing.  Mr.  President,  that 
Pope  John  Paul  II  will  be  visiting  the  United 
States  this  coming  October.* 


NATIVE  AMERICAN  PROGRAMS 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  calendar  No.  51,  S.  510. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows; 

A  bill  (S.  510)  to  extend  the  authorization 
for  certain  programs  under  the  Native  Amer- 
ican Programs  Act  of  1974,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  510) 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs  with  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SECTION  1.  AUTHORIZATIONS  OF  CERTAIN  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS UNDER  THE  .NATIVE 
AMERICAN  PROGRAMS  ACT  OF  I97«. 

(a)  Section  816.— Section  816  of  the  Native 
American  Programs  Act  of  1974  (42  U.S.C. 
2992d)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "for  fiscal 
years  1992.  1993.  1994.  and  1995."  and  inserting 
■for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997,  1996,  and 
1999.  ": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c),  by  striking  "for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1992,  1993.  1994.  1995.  and 
1996."  and  inserting  "for  each  of  fiscal  years 
1996.  1997.  1998.  and  1999.";  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  ■$2,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1993  and  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  fiscal  years  1994,  1995,  1996.  and 
1997."  and  inserting  "such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996,  1997, 
1998.  and  1999.  ". 

(b)  Section  803A(r)(l)— Section  803A(f)(l)  of 
such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  2991b-l(f)(l))  is  amended 
by  striking  ■"for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1992. 
1993.  and  1994.  $1,000,000"  and  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  1999.". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
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substitute  amendment  be  agreed  to, 
that  the  bill  be  deemed  read  a  third 
time,  passed,  and  that  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table,  and 
that  any  statements  relating  to  the 
bill  be  placed  at  the  appropriate  place 
in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  bill  (S.  510).  as  amended,  was 
deemed  read  for  the  third  time,  and 
passed  as  follows: 

S.  510 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  AtTHORIZATTONS  OF  CERTAIN  AP 
PROPRIATIONS  INT)ER  THE  NATIVE 
AMERICAN  PR0<;RAMS  ACT  OF  1974. 

(a)  Section  816.— Section  816  of  the 
Native  American  Programs  Act  of  1974 
(42  U.S.C.  2992d)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  fai.  by  striking  "for 
fiscal  years  1992,  1993,  1994,  and  1995. '■ 
and  inserting  'for  each  of  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997,  1998,  and  1999."; 

(2)  in  subsection  (o.  by  striking  "for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1992.  1993.  1994. 
1995.  and  1996,"  and  inserting  "for  each 
of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997,  1998,  and 
1999,";  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (e),  by  striking 
"$2,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1994.  1995.  1996.  and  1997."  and  in- 
serting "such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996,  1997, 
1998,  and  1999  ". 

(bi  Section  803A(f)(l).— Section 
803A(fKl)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  2991b- 
1(f)(1))  is  amended  by  striking  "for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1992,  1993.  and 
1994.  $1,000,000"  and  inserting  "such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  1999.". 


MEASURE  INDEFINITELY  POST- 
PONEI>-SENATE  CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  9 

Mr  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  calendar  No. 
37.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  9,  be 
indefinitely  postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEASURE  READ  THE  FIRST 
TIME— S.  790 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  S.  790  introduced  earlier 
today  by  Senators  McC.\rN  and  Levin  is 
at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  ask  for  its  first  read- 
ing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  the  first 
time. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  790)  to  provide  for  the  modifica- 
tion  or  elimination  of  the  Federal  Reporting 
Requirements. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  now  ask  for  its  sec- 
ond reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  bill  will  be  read  the  second  time 
on  the  next  legislative  day. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  re- 
quest that  the  Senate  go  into  executive 
session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


REMOVAL  OF  INJUNCTION  OF  SE- 
CRECY—CONVENTION ON  NU- 
CLEAR SAFETY'  (TREATY  DOCU- 
MENT NO.  104-6) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  injunction 
of  secrecy  be  removed  from  the  Con- 
vention of  Nuclear  Safety,  Treaty  Doc- 
ument Number  104-6,  transmitted  to 
the  Senate  by  the  President  today;  and 
the  treaty  considered  as  having  been 
read  the  first  time;  referred,  with  ac- 
companying papers,  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  ordered  to  be 
printed;  and  ordered  that  the  Presi- 
dent's message  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  message  of  the  President  is  as 
follows: 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith,  for  Senate  ad- 
vice and  consent  to  ratifiration.  the 
Convention  on  Nuclear  Safety  done  at 
Vienna  on  September  20.  1994.  This 
Convention  was  adopted  by  a  Diplo- 
matic Conference  convened  by  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA)  in  June  1994  and  was  opened  for 
signature  in  Vienna  on  September  20, 
1994,  during  the  IAEA  General  Con- 
ference. Secretary  of  Energy  O'Leary 
signed  the  Convention  for  the  United 
States  on  that  date.  Also  transmitted 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate  is  the 
report  of  the  Department  of  State  con- 
cerning the  Convention. 

At  the  September  1991  General  Con- 
ference of  the  IAEA,  a  resolution  was 
adopted,  with  U.S.  support,  calling  for 
the  IAEA  secretariat  to  develop  ele- 
ments for  a  possible  International  Con- 
vention on  Nuclear  Safety.  From  1992 
to  1994,  the  IAEA  convened  seven  ex- 
pert working  group  meetings,  in  which 
the  United  States  participated.  The 
IAE.\  Board  of  Governors  approved  a 
draft  text  at  its  meeting  in  February 
1994.  after  which  the  IAEA  convened  a 
Diplomatic  Conference  attended  by 
representatives  of  more  than  80  coun- 
tries in  June  1994.  The  final  text  of  the 


Convention    resulted    from    that    Con- 
ference. 

The  Convention  establishes  a  legal 
obligation  on  the  part  of  Parties  to 
apply  certain  general  safety  principles 
to  the  construction,  operation,  and  reg- 
ulation of  land-based  civilian  nuclear 
power  plants  under  their  jurisdiction. 
Parties  to  the  Convention  also  agree  to 
submit  periodic  reports  on  the  steps 
they  are  taking  to  implement  the  obli- 
gations of  the  Convention.  These  re- 
ports will  be  reviewed  and  discussed  at 
review  meetings  of  the  Parties,  at 
which  each  Party  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  and  seek  clarification 
of  reports  submitted  by  other  Parties. 

The  United  States  has  initiated 
many  steps  to  deal  with  nuclear  safety, 
and  has  supported  the  effort  to  develop 
this  Convention.  With  its  obligatory 
reporting  and  review  procedures,  re- 
quiring Parties  to  demonstrate  in 
international  meetings  how  they  are 
complying  with  safety  principles,  the 
Convention  should  encourage  countries 
to  improve  nuclear  safety  domestically 
and  thus  result  in  an  increase  in  nu- 
clear safety  worldwide.  I  urge  the  Sen- 
ate to  act  expeditiously  in  giving  its 
advice  and  consent  to  ratification. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

THE  White  House,  May  11, 1995. 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  MAY  12,  1995 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9:30 
a.m.  on  Friday,  May  12,  1995;  that  fol- 
lowing the  prayer  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day. 
and  the  Senate  then  immediately  re- 
sume consideration  of  S.  534  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Members  have  until  10  a.m. 
to  file  second-degree  amendments  to  S. 
534. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  cloture  vote  on  the  com- 
mittee substitute  occur  at  10  a.m.  on 
Friday,  and  that  the  mandatory 
quorum  under  rule  XXII  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  For  the  information  of 
all  Senators,  the  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  tomorrow.  A  cloture  vote 
will  occur  on  the  committee  substitute 
at  10  a.m.  Senators  should  be  on  notice 
that  it  is  the  hope  of  the  leader  to  com- 
plete action  on  this  bill  on  Friday.  Also 
the  leader  may  want  to  consider  Cal- 
endar No.  92,  H.R.  483.  the  Medicare  se- 
lect  bill.   Therefore,   votes   will   occur 


throughout  Friday's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  acting  floor  leader  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  FORD.  Since  he  is  the  floor  man- 
ager of  the  bill,  regardless  of  whether 
cloture  is  voted  tomorrow  or  not.  what 
amendments  and  how  many  would  he 
think  we  might  have?  Does  he  have  a 
ballpark  figure?  There  are  a  good  many 
amendments  that  have  been  filed.  I 
wonder.  Most  of  them  are  germane. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  think  the  bidding  has 
changed  since  this  last  vote.  I  would 
expect  tomorrow  we  would  have  several 
votes  in  the  morning  rather  rapidly.  I 
hope.  Just  call  them  up. 

Mr.  FORD.  That  might  be  a  little 
hard  to  do.  call  them  up  and  vote  on 
them  or  move  to  table. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  hope  that  they  will 
be  brought  up. 

As  I  say,  the  situation  has  changed 
since  this  last  vote.  If  we  had  prevailed 
on  this  last  vote.  I  would  have  thought 
we  would  be  able  to  finish  tomorrow  by 
2  o'clock,  something  like  that.  Now. 
the  situation  has  changed,  so  it  is  a  lit- 
tle difficult  to  say.  All  I  can  say  Is  we 
will  move  these  amendments  along  as 
fast  as  we  can. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  understand  there  might 
be  some  Senators  leaving  at  an  early 
hour  tomorrow  and  it  might  not  be  ap- 
propriate to  have  these  votes  when 
they  would  miss  so  many. 

I  wonder  if,  after  cloture,  we  may 
have  one  or  two  and  that  might  end  it 
for  the  day,  but  I  see  the  heads  are 
shaking,  so  you  do  not  want  me  to 
know  that  tonight. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
not  wanting  the  Senator  to  know.  If  we 
told  him  something,  it  would  be  from 
ignorance,  I  am  afraid. 

In  any  event,  it  would  be  my  hope 
that  we  could  finish  tomorrow  at  a  de- 
cent hour,  but  I  am  not  so  sure  based 
on  that  last  vote  we  had. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  re- 
sume the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  seek  the  chairman's  clarifica- 
tion of  the  relationship  between  the 
flow-control  provisions  of  S.  534  and  ex- 
isting State  law.  Section  4012(i)(2)  of 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  states  that 
"[njothing  in  the  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  a  political  subdivi- 
sion of  a  State  to  exercise  flow  control 
authority  granted  by  this  section  in  a 
manner  that  is  inconsistent  with  State 
law." 

Am  1  correct  that  this  language 
would  restrict  a  local  government  from 
exercising  flow  control  if  an  existing 
State  statute  does  not  grant  such  au- 
thority to  a  local  government,  such  as 
section  15.1-28.01  of  the  Code  of  Vir- 
ginia (1950),  as  amended? 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  share  the  concerns  of 
my  senior  colleague.  In  Virginia,  local 
governments  and  private  industry  have 
worked  over  the  years  to  develop  a  fair 
compromise  to  provide  for  an  effective 
integrated  waste  management  system. 
It  is  not  our  intention  to  have  this  leg- 
islation interfere  with  that  balance. 

Mr.  SMITH.  The  Senators  from  Vir- 
ginia are  correct.  This  legislation  is 
not  intended  to  expand  a  local  govern- 
ment's flow-control  authority  beyond 
that  permitted  under  existing  State 
law. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr,  President,  I  have  a 
series  of  amendments  that  have  been 
agreed  to.  I  will  send  them  to  the  desk 
successively. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  861 

(Purpose:  To  allow  exemption  from  certain 

requirements   of   units    in    small,    remote 

.Maska  villages) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  first  is  an  amend- 
ment by  Senator  MURKOWSKi.  I  send 
the  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
1  lS  immcuiai.iG  cGri3iu.6r*ci(jion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE).  for  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  861. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  69.  line  19.  before  'would  be  infea- 
sible"  insert  'or  unit  that  is  located  in  or 
near  a  small,  remote  Alaska  village". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
examined  this  amendment  and  we  have 
no  objection  to  it 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No,  861)  was  agreed 
to. 

.^kMENDMENT  NO.  868 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr,  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration.  This 
amendment  is  proposed  by  Senator 
Moynihan. 


The  amendment  has  the  agreement  of 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE].  for  Mr.  Moynihan.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  868. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pai^e  60.  line  7,  strike  the  word  "a"  and 
insert  "the  particular". 

On  page  60,  line  8,  strike  the  word  "facil- 
ity "  and  insert  in  its  place  '"facilities  or  pub- 
lic service  authority". 

On  page  60,  line  15,  strike  the  word  •facil- 
ity" and  insert  in  its  place  "facilities  or  pub- 
lic service  authority  ". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  has  been  examined  on  this 
side  and  we  are  in  agreement  with  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  868. 

The  amendment  (No.  868)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  889 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  the  administrator  to 
exempt  a  landfill  operator  from  ground 
water  monitoring  requirements  in  cir- 
cumstances in  which  there  Is  no  chance  of 
ground  water  contamination) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.   Mr.   President.   I  send 

to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 

Senator    Campbell,     cosponsored     by 

Senators  Brown,  and  Kempthorne,  and 

ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The     Senator     from     Rhode     Island     [Mr. 

CHAFEE),  for  Mr.  Ca.mpbell.  for  himself,  Mr. 

Brown,  and  Mr.   Kempthorne,   proposes  an 

amendment  numbered  869. 
Mr.   CHAFEE.   Mr.   President,   I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 

amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

objection  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  69.  strike  the  quotation  mark  and 

period  at  the  end  of  line  22. 
On  page  69.  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 

the  following: 

"(5)  N0-MIGR.AT10N  exemption.— 

"(A)  In  general— Ground  water  monitor- 
ing requ.rements  may  be  suspended  by  the 
Director  of  an  approved  State  for  a  landfill 
operator  if  the  operator  demonstrates  that 
there  is  no  potential  for  migration  of  hazard- 
ous constituents  from  the  unit  to  the  upper- 
most aquifer  during  the  active  life  of  the 
unit  and  the  post-closure  care  period. 

"(B)  Certification.— A  demonstration 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall— 

"(i)  be  certified  by  a  qualified  groundwater 
scientist  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  an 
approved  State. 

"(C)  Guidance.— 

"(i)  In  general.— Not  later  than  6  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, the  Administrator  shall  issue  a  guid- 
ance document  to  facilitate  small  commu- 
nity use  of  the  no  migration  exemption 
under  this  paragraph. 
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Mr  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
examined  the  amendment  and  it  is  ac- 
ceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  i3*on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  869. 

The  amendment  (No.  869)  was  agreed 
to. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  870 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Dodd  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Chafee],  for  Mr.  Dodd.  for  himself,  and  Mr. 
LlEBER.M.^N,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 870 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  55.  line  8.  add; 

■'(Bi  other  body  created  pursuant  to  State 
law.  or". 

Redesignate  "(B)"  as  "(C)". 

On  page  62.  line  1.  insert  after  "authority" 
"'or  on  its  behalf  by  a  State  entity". 

On  page  62.  line  17.  insert  after  "bonds"  "or 
had  issued  on  its  behalf  by  a  State  entity". 

On  page  62.  line  24.  strike  all  through  page 
63.  line  3.  and  insert  the  following:  "The  au- 
thority under  this  subsection  shall  be  exer- 
cised in  accordance  with  section  4012(b)(4).". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
the  clerk,  is  this  the  amendment  that 
begins  "On  paere  55.  line  8  add"? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator IS  correct. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  have  examined  the 
amendment  and  find  it  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  870)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
LiEBERM.^.v  be  added  as  an  original  co- 
sponsor  to  the  Dodd  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.•\MENDME.ST  NO.  871 

(Purpose:  To  make  clear  that  flow  control 
authority  is  provided  to  public  service  au- 
thorities and  modify  the  condition  for  ex- 
ercise of  flow  control  authority) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 

to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 

Senators  Roth  and  Biden  and  ask  for 

its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER       The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from     Rhode     Island    [Mr. 

Ch.afee].  for  Mr.  Roth,  for  himself  and  Mr. 

Biden.    proposes   an    amendment    numbered 

871 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.   Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  53.  line  3.  strike  or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ",  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  4.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  lines  7  and  8.  strike  "or  politi- 
cal subdivision"  and  insert  ".  political  sub- 
division, or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  53.  line  10,  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ",  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  56.  lines  1  and  2,  "and  each  politi- 
cal subdivision  of  a  State"  and  insert  ",  po- 
litical subdivision  of  a  State,  and  public 
service  authority". 

On  page  56.  line  12.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57,  line  4,  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57.  line  7.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

On  page  57.  line  21.  strike  "or  political  sub- 
division" and  insert  ".  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  also 
have  examined  this  amendment  and 
find  it  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  871)  was  agreed 
to. 

AME.NDMENT  NO.  872 
(Purpose:  To  modify  the  condition  for 
exercise  of  flow  control  authority) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Biden  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The    Senator    from    Rhode    Island     [Mr. 

Chafee],  for  Mr.  Biden.  for  himself  and  Mr. 

Roth,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  872 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  56.  line  23.  strike  "1994."  and  in- 
sert "1994.  or  were  in  operation  prior  to  May 
15.  1994  and  were  temporarily  inoperative  on 
May  15.  1994.". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  find 
this  amendment  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  872. 

The  amendment  (No.  872)  was  agreed 
to. 

amendment  no.  873 

(Purpose:  To  protect  communities  that  en- 
acted flow  control  ordinances  after  sub- 
stantial construction  of  facilities  but  be- 
fore May  15.  1994) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senators  Smith,  Thompson  and 
Cohen,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend- 
ment and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 


The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr, 
Ch.^vFEE].  for  Mr.  Smith,  for  himself.  Mr. 
Thompson  and  Mr.  Cohen,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  873. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  56.  lines  18  through  21.  strike  "the 
substantial  construction  of  which  facilities 
was  performed  after  the  effective  date  of 
that  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or  other  le- 
gally binding  provision  and". 

On  page  67.  strike  the  period  and  quotation 
mark  at  the  end  of  line  2. 

One  page  67.  between  lines  2  and  3.  insert 
the  following: 

"(k)  Title  Not  Applicable  To  Listed  Fa- 
cilities.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  the  authority  to  exercise 
flow  control  shall  not  apply  to  any  facility 
that^ 

"(1)  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
is  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List 
under  the  comprehensive  Environmental,  Re- 
sponse. Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (42 
use.  9601  et  seq):  or 

"(21  as  of  May  15.  1994.  was  the  subject  of  a 
pending  proposal  by  the  .Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  .•\gency  to  be  list- 
ed on  the  National  Priorities  List.". 

Mr.    BAUCUS.    We   find    this   amend- 
ment acceptable. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  873)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDME.NT  no.  874 

(Purpose:  To  modify  the  conditions  on 
exercise  of  flow  control  authority) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senators  Smith  and  Wellstone, 
I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Chafee).  for  Mr.  Smith,  for  himself  and  Mr. 
VV'ellstone.  propo.ses  an  amendment  num- 
bered 874. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  56.  strike  lines  10  through  13  and 
insert  the  following: 

■(.\)(i)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  1.5. 
1994.  and  was  being  implemented  on  May  15. 
199'1.  pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  of 
the  Slate  or  political  subdivision;  or 

"(ill  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  \b. 
1994.  but  implementation  of  such  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision  of  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion was  prevented  by  an  Injunction,  tem- 
porary restraining  order,  or  other  court  ac- 
tion, or  was  suspended  by  the  voluntary  deci- 
sion of  the  State  or  political  subdivision  be- 
cause of  the  existence  of  such  court  action. 

On  page  60.  strike  lines  1  through  5  and  in- 
sert the  following: 


■|  A  1(11  the  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  specifically 
provides  for  flow  control  authority  for  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  within  its 
boundaries;  and 

"(ii)  such  authority  was  exercised  prior  to 
May  15.  1995.  and  was  being  implemented  on 
May  15.  1994. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr  President,  we  ac- 
cept the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  874)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  875 

(Purpose:  To  clarify  the  intent  of  the  provi- 
sion relating  to  the  duration  of  flow  con- 
trol authority) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senator  Snowe,  I  send  to  the 
desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE).  for  Ms.  Snowe.  for  herself  and' Mr. 
Cohen,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
875 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  58.  line  5.  strike  "original  facility" 
and  insert  "facility  (as  in  existence  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section)". 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  is  this 
the  amendment  which  begins  "On  page 
58.  line  5.  strike  'original  facility'  "  ? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  thank  the  Chair.  We 
accept  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  875)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  876 

(Purpo.se:  To  provide  for  the  case  of  a  forma- 
tion of  a  solid  waste  management  district 
for  the  purchase  and  operation  of  an  exist- 
ing facility) 

Mr.  CHAFEE  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senator  Prvor.  I  send  to  the 
desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The     Senator     from     Rhode     Island     [Mr. 
Chafee].  for  Mr.  Pryor.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  876, 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  61.  between  lines  7  and  8,  insert 
the  following: 

■(d)  Formation  of  solid  waste  manaoe- 

ME.NT  district  TO  PURCHASE  AND  OPERATE  EX- 


ISTING facility.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (b)(1)(A)  and  (B),  a  solid  waste  man- 
agement district  that  was  formed  by  a  num- 
ber of  political  subdivisions  for  the  purpose 
of  purchasing  and  operating  a  facility  owned 
by  1  of  the  political  subdivisions  may  exer- 
cise flow  control  authority  under  subsection 
(b)  if- 

"(1)  the  facility  was  fully  licensed  and  in 
operation  prior  to  May  15.  1994: 

"(2)  prior  to  .April  1.  1994.  substantial  nego- 
tiations and  preparation  of  documents  for 
the  formation  of  the  district  and  purchase  of 
the  facility  were  completed: 

"(3)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  at  least  80  per- 
cent of  the  political  subdivisions  that  were 
to  participate  in  the  solid  waste  manage- 
ment district  had  adopted  ordinances  com- 
mitting the  political  subdivisions  to  partici- 
pation and  the  remaining  political  subdivi- 
sions adopted  such  ordinances  within  2 
months  after  that  date:  and 

■•(4)  the  financing  was  completed,  the  ac- 
quisition was  made,  and  the  facility  was 
placed  under  operation  by  the  solid  waste 
management  district  by  September  21.  1994. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  876)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  877 

(Purpose:  To  make  clear  that  entering  into  a 
put  or  pay  agreement  satisfies  the  require- 
ment of  a  legally  binding  provision  and  a 
designation  of  a  facility) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.   Mr.   President,  on  be- 
half of  Senators  Cohen  and  Snowe,  I 
send   to   the   desk   an   amendment  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE).  for  Mr.  CoHEN.  for  himself  and  Ms. 
Snowe.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
877. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  55,  between  lines  10  and  11  insert 
the  following: 

"(5)  Put  or  pay-  agreement.— The  term 
put  or  pay  agreement"  means  an  agreement 
that  obligates  or  otherwise  requires  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  to — 

"(A)  deliver  a  minimum  quantity  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  to  a  waste  management 
facility;  and 

"(B)  pay  for  that  minimum  quantity  of 
municipal  solid  waste  even  if  the  stated  min- 
imum quantity  of  municipal  solid  waste  is 
not  delivered  within  a  required  period  of 
time. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  subsections  (b)  and  (c).  the  term 
legally  binding  provision  of  the  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision'  includes  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  that  designates  waste  to  a  waste 
management  facility  that  was  in  operation 
on  or  before  December  31.  1988  and  that  re- 
quires an  aggregate  tonnage  to  be  delivered 
to  the  facility  during  each  operating  year  by 
the  political  subdivisions  which  have  entered 
put  or  pay  agreements  designating  that 
waste  management  facility. 


"(3)  The  entering  into  of  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  des- 
ignation (as  defined  in  subsection  (a)(1))  for 
all  purposes  of  this  title." 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
examined  it  and  agreed  with  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  877)  was  agreed 
to. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  Senators  Hutchison  and  Snowe  be 
added  as  cosponsors  to  amendment  No. 
873,  which  was  previously  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  as  well  as  the  Presiding  Of- 
ficer, the  chairman  of  a  relevant  sub- 
committee, for  being  very  active  on 
this  bill.  We  have  made  a  lot  of 
progress  today  and  particularly  this 
evening.  I  think  it  is  a  good  omen,  and 
I  hope  we  can  wrap  up  this  bill  expedi- 
tiously tomorrow.  So,  once  again,  I 
compliment  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee and  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  say  that  without  the  forceful  drive 
of  the  ranking  member,  we  would  not 
be  this  far.  So  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
of  the  occupant  of  the  chair,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
I  thank  the  ranking  member  for  all  of 
his  support  in  making  this  possible. 

I,  too,  hope  that  tomorrow  we  can 
finish  what  we  have  here.  It  may  be 
that  we  can.  Certainly,  we  are  going  to 
try. 

We  are  going  to  come  in  at  9:30,  and 
there  is  a  vote  on  cloture  at  10.  Regard- 
less of  the  outcome  of  that  vote,  I  hope 
we  can  continue  working  to  see  if  we 
cannot  finish  all  of  this.  If  we  cannot 
finish,  at  least  maybe  we  can  get  agree- 
ments so  there  will  be  voting  at  a  set 
time  on  whatever  date  the  leader 
chooses.  But  it  is  my  goal,  and  I  know 
it  is  the  goal  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber, to  finish  this  bill  quickly.  There  is 
always  the  threat  that  if  we  do  not  get 
it  through,  the  leader  will  pull  it  down, 
as  he  has  other  business  we  have  to  at- 
tend to. 

So  I  thank  the  ranking  member  for 
all  of  his  support. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  If  there  is  no  further 
business  to  come  before  the  Senate,  I 
ask  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  9:13  p.m.,  recessed  until  Friday,  May 
12,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received    by 
the  Senate  May  11.  1995: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

KARL  N  STAUBER.  OF  MINNEaOTA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  COMMODrrV 
CREOrr  CORPORATION.  VICE  DANIEL  A  SUMNER.  RE- 
SIGNED 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  US  ARMY  RESERVB  OFFICERS  FOR 
PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  IN  THE  RE- 
SERVE OF  THE  AR-VY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS  3J7I.  3384  AND  12208<AI. 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE: 

To  be  major  general 

BRIG.  GEN   JOHN  T  CROWE.  572-18-3633 
BRIG  GEN   CHARLES  A   INGRAM.  422-62-5875 
BRIG  GEN   HERBERT  KOGER.  JR  .  250-64-3399 
BRIG   GEN   CALVIN  LAU.  575-40-0573 
BRIG  GEN   BRUCE  G   MACDONALD.  380-36-9310 


To  be  brigadier  general 


CX)L  LLOYD  D  BURTCH.  503-56-7226 
COL  ROBERT  L  LENNON.  385-36-1382 
COL   RAYMOND  E  GANDY.  JR  .  57S-46-T637. 
COL   ROBERT  W   SMITH  III.  194-38-6242. 
COL  HARRY  E   BIVENS.  242-66-2802. 
COL   KENNETH  P   BERGQUIST.  033-34-8105. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  US  ARMY.  WITHOUT  SPECIFICATION  OF  BRANCH 
COMPONENT.  AND  IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  OF  THE  UNIT- 
ED .STATES  TO  THE  GR.\DE  INDICATED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  ARTICLE  II.  SECTION  2.  CLAUSE  2  OF  THE  CON 
STmmON  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  AS  DEAN  OF  THE 
ACADEMIC  BOARD.  UNITED  STATES  MILITARY  ACADEMY. 
A  POSITION  ESTABLISHED  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  1335 

DEAN  OF  THE  ACADEMIC  BOARD 

To  be  permanent  brigadier  general 

COL   FLETCHER  M   LAMKIN.  JR  .  110-34-9472.  US   ARMY 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A 
POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM    BRENT  M.  BENNITT.  U.S.  NAVY,  551-60-^81. 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICERS.  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DlfTY  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED 
IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  ARMY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
SECTION  624.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  THE  OFFI- 
CERS LNDICATED  BY  ASTERISK  ARE  ALSO  NOMINATED 
FOR  APPOINTMENT  IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  IN  ACCORD 
ANCE  WITH  SECTION  531.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE; 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

ABBOTT.  SCOTT  L  .  529-86-4838 
ACOSTA.  JESSE  T  .  461-13-4152 
ADAMAKOS.  GEORGE  L.   003-14- 1846 
ADKINS.  DONALD  M  .  413-90-1800 
ADLER.  PETER  J  .  394-56-5687 
AGEE.  COLLIN  A  .  279-58-7M1 
AIELLO.  JA.MES  P  .  561-92-0660 
AKLEY.  SUSAN  E  .  216-64-8752 
ALDERETE,  GREGORY  L..  119-38-1679 
ALDERMAN,  M.^RC  I  .  224-80-5132 
ALFORD,  KE.NNETH  L..  528-88-8875 
•ALICEA,  FRANCISCO  J  .  267-49-5090 
ALL.MENDLNCER   PERRY.  442-56-2765 
ALLMON.  THOM.^S  A  .  292-56-1511 
ALLOR.  PETER  G  .  157-52-5185 
ALLYN.  DANIEL  B  .  004-62-6989 
ALSPACH   WILLIAM  A.  523-76-2388 
ALVAREZ.  CH.\RLES.  052-50-9811 
ALV.\REZ.  ROBERT,  134-46-6207 
ANDERSON.  DAVID  L.,  52S-88-3T70 
ANDERSON.  DONNIE  P  .  449-13-0457 
ANDERSON.  JOSEPH.  124-54-0128 
ANDERSON.  NICHOLAS,  056-50-2029 
ANDERSON,  SAR,\  F  .  257-96-9100 
ANDERSON   WELSEY  B,,  018-50-9459 
•ANDREORIO.  .STEPHEN,  151-44-577J 
ANDREWS,  KRISTOPHER.  562-17-0457 
ANDREWS.  .SANDRA  S    238-84-7063 
ANOELOSANTE,  JA.MES.  0O4-6O-5S33 
A.VTLEY,  BILLY  W  ,  263-33-6337 
ANTRY.  ROBERTA  A  .  239-76-1545 
APPLEGET.  JEFFREY  A  .  008-46-43® 
ARATA.  STEPHEN  A  .  184-48-4784 
ARGO.  HARRY  M     228-92-9266 
.\RMOUR.  DAVID  T  ,  146-56-9860 
AR.MSTRONG,  KEITH  A  .  467-86-7005 
ARNDT.  F  J  .  531-54-8380 
ARROVONIEVES,  JOSE.  583-66-3172 
ARTHUR.  JOHN  E    231-84-4094 
•AUSTIN,  BENNY  B  ,  587-94-1764 
AUSTIN.  STEPHEN  D  .  543-82-3077 
BAHR.  MARK  S  .  256-96-7444 


BAKER.  DOUGLAS  S  .  386-46-1115 
BAKER.  GEORGE  R  .  267-31-7584 
BALTAZAR.  THOMAS  P  ,  228-88-7697 
B.\NNER.  GREGORY  T  .  120-4+3940 
BARBER.  JE.SSE  L  .  257  94-9017 
BARNEH.  FRANCHE.STEE.  228-36-32TI 
BARNETTE.  MARK  F    053-38-5165 
BARRETO.  DANIEL.  581-18-6761 
BARRETT.  BRUCE  J  .  255-94-2146 
BARTON.  DOUGLAS  A  .  441-66-8373 
BASSETT.  WILLIAM  E  ,  494-66-8524 
BASSETT  JEFFREY  L  .  110-52-1565 
BATTEN   BRUCE  W  .  560-06-6780 
BAUGHMAN.  DANIEL  M  .  460-94-2826 
BAUGHMAN   JEFFREY  A  .  496-70  8828 
BAYLESS.  ROBERT  M  .  226  76-1097 
BEALE.  CAROLYN  M  .  351-52-9389 
BEALE.  JOHNNIE  L  .  22»-92-»234 
BEANLAND.  THOMAS  J  .  023-44-0828 
BEASLEY.  DANIEL  G  .  2S7  96-2798 
BEATTY.  ROBERT  J  .  220-70-2562 
BECNEL.  WADE  B  .  433-73-3873 
BELLINI.  MARK  A  .  190-50-0763 
BELT.  BRUCE  D  .  218-70-7S15 
BENITO.  RICKY.  467-04-7981 
BENNETT.  THO.MAS  B  .  298-42-1225 
BENNETT.  WILLIAM  W  .  526-02-613S 
BERBERICK,  RAYMOND.  020-18-7793 
BETTEZ.  MICHAEL  G  ,  439-80-6343 
BEYER.  RENAE  M  .  504-58-6699 
BIANCA.  DAMIAN  P  .  587-62-7420 
BLANCO.  STEPHEN  G  .  234-929922 
BIERWIRTH.  ROY  C  .  386-70-1564 
BILL.  GARY  F  .  230-90^924 
BILLINGS.  TONY  R  .  246-90-0687 
BISACRE.  .MICHAEL  D  .  034-50-9984 
BLACK.  KENNETH  B  ,  293-58-0105 
•BLACKBUR.N.  THO.MAS  P  .  215-78-4998 
BLALNE.  .JOHN  M  .  263-33-5983 
BLAKELY.  TERRY  A  .  364-56-8140 
BLAKEMAN.  KEITH  E  .  526-19-0785 
BLANK.  JAMES  E  .  231  94-5479 
BLASHACK.  CATHERINE.  468-72-0989 
BLEAKLEY.  ALBERT  .M  .  220-46-7356 
BLECKMAN   DALE  M  .  494-52-1958 
BLEIMEISTER.  ROBERT.  561  96-5512 
BLOECHL.  TIMOTHY  D  .  387-48-2205 
BLOISE.  JAMES  E  .  522-90-3102 
BLUE.  THOMAS  G  .  242-98-7832 
BOATNER.  MICHAEL  E  .  22S-96-3611 
BONDS.  MARCUS.  135-48-3221 
BONE.  JOHN  J  .  JR  .  020-46-0456 
BONEBRAKE.  DOUGLAS.  523-60-1075 
BONESTEEL,  RONALD  M  .  331  52-1828 
BONNER.  DOUGLAS  C  .  254-96-3701 
BONSELL.  JOHN  A     197  50-0669 
BOOZER.  JAMES  C  .  251  11-1513 
BORNICK.  BRUCE  K  .  106-52-7645 
BOSHEARS.  STEVE.N  R  .  048-62-6156 
BOSLEY.  LARRY  L  ,  511-56-9790 
BOURGAULT.  RICHARD.  023-50-6031 
BOWERS.  BOBBY  S  .  403-82-7232 
BOWERS.  WILLIAM  E  .  326-52-9029 
BOWLES.  KEVIN  L  .405-88  8234 
BOWMAN   .MICHAEL.  352-53-6897 
BOWMAN.  ROBERT  E  .  216-72-5224 
BOYD.  JANE  A  .  167-46-0001 
BOZEK.  GREGORY  J  .  158-18-3680 
BRADLEY.  DARRYL  M  .  247-08-4368 
BRAY.  BRITT  E  .  493-66-7810 
BRF.SLIN.  CHARLES  B  .  014-46-9980 
BRIGGS.  RALPH  W  .  191-52-3369 
BRODERSEN.  STEPHEN.  477-62-0058 
BRODELTt.  M.\KC  P  .  001-48-6245 
BROKAW.  NINA  L..  378-52-8160 
BROOKS.  RICHARD  W  .  018-18-7360 
BROSSART.  THOMAS  M  .  271-58-0008 
BROWN.  ARMOR  D  .  255-94-3186 
BROWN.  DAVID  W  .  127-54-5815 
BROWN.  INEZ  C  .  106-44-9715 
BROWN.  JOSEPH  A  .  388-66-8982 
BROWN.  LAWRENCE  H  .  169-44-9635 
BROWN.  MATTHEW  J  .  193-38-7130 
BROWN.  REX  E  .  430-13-8863 
BROWN.  RONNIE  L  .  230-78-9494 
BRUMFIELD.  CALVIN  D  .  427-11-7847 
BRYANT.  KATHERINE  M  ,  473-66-9774 
BRYDGES.  BRUCE  E  .  213-70-6641 
BRYNICK.  MARK  T  .  378-64-1469 
BRYSON.  RUTH  E  .  064-46-5871 
BUCHNER,  MICHAEL  S  .  526-11-3930 
BUCK.  STEPHEN  D  .  085-54-3686 
BUFFKDJ.  RONALD  M  .  249-96-5941 
BUITRAGO.  JOSE  A,.  583-78-2742 
BUNDE.  VICTOR  A  .  030-18-9428 
BUNTING.  TIMOTHY  L  .  362-58-9221 
BURKE.  JOHN  D  .  364-27-5575 
BURKE.  KEVIN  J    025-44-4572 
BURKHART.  TIMOTHY  J  .  5O3-68-M70 
BURLE.SON.  BRUCE  B  .  239-94-6060 
BUZAN.  MILTON  T  .  494-70-3542 
BYRNES.  RONALD  B  .  266-13-9148 
BUYS.  DAVID  L  .  56S-88-6494 
CALL.  MARK  K  .  514-56-3682 
CALLAWAY.  CHARLES  T    23094-3096 
CAMP.  LOIS  F  .  203-12^9653 
CAMPBELL.  RICHARD  D  .  224-72-5183 
CAMPBELL  STEPHEN  T  .  254-94-2330 
CAMPISI.  PETER  C  .  085-18-1209 
CAMPOS.  LIONEL  G  .  585-80-5461 
CANNON.  PATRICK  M  .  455-84-53T7 
CAPRANO.  REBECCA  H  .  456-06-70T7 


CAPSTICK.  PAUL  R  .  026-42-7526 
CARDARELLI.  .MICHAEL.  027-18-3904 
CARDENAS.  WILLIAM  G  .  334-52-6899 
CARDINAL.  BEVERLY  S  .  538- .56-9911 
CAREY.  THO.MAS  J  .  089-46-1367 
CARNEY.  ROBERT  L  .  087  52-9392 
CARPE.N-^ER.  A.NTONIO.  191-503032 
CARPENTER.  SHERRY  L  .  190^38^2803 
CARROLL.  DOUGLAS  E  .  265-29-4583 
C.1RR0LL.  DEKKETH  W  .  465-06-8626 
CARROLL.  LANCE  S  .  228-90-7539 
CARTER.  FREDERICK  L  .  424-72-0723 
CASON.  TONT  W  .  411-80-8750 
CERVONE   MICHAEL  B  .  458-04-2391 
CHALLANS.  TIMOTHY  L  .  521-86-0884 
CHANEY   RONALD  H  .  221-42-1357 
CHAPEL.  DIANA  M     398-^8-1022 
CHA.STAIN.  RICHARD  L  .  256-88-5054 
CHEEK.  GARY  H  .  261  35-5238 
CHIN.  MING  G  .  131-44-9094 
CHRANS,  DONALD  E  .  149-52-8518 
CHRISTENSEN.  JOHN  A..  246-02-1000 
CLARK.  BENJAMLN  R  .  226-86-9205 
CLARK.  DAVID  A  .  461-13-3561 
CLARK.  EARL  M  .  223-80-6625 
CLARK.  WALTER  L  .  257-02-1900 
CLAY.  .MICHAEL  D  .  441-56-7412 
CLAY.  STEVEN  E  .  259-13-9780 
CLEGG.  JAMES  D  .  355-50-1489 
CLEMENT.  DAVID  L  .  294-50-7477 
CLEMONS.  JOHN  L..  JR  .  253-02^2311 
CLEPPER.  FRANCIS  D  .  414-11-8197 
CLIFTON.  WILLIAM  R  .  161-18-1918 
COCKER.  LOUIS  F  ,  230-88-4196 
COLBERT.  PATRICK  L  .  423-78-1597 
COLEMAN.  GIFFORD.  263-23-4817 
COLLETTI.  FRANCIS  A  .  115-38-5651 
COLLINS.  ALFRED  C  .  257  94-7143 
COLLINS.  JACK.  424-78-2214 
COLLYAR.  LYNN  A  .  585-84-1719 
CONLEY.  JOE  E  .  438-94-9110 
CONNER.  DALE  R  .  542-54-9755 
CONWAY.  R.\NDALL  G..  524-02-6406 
COOPER.  KEITH  L  .  574-52-8316 
COPELAND.  WILLIA.M  H  .  141-50-3695 
CORBETT,  STEVEN  R  .  518-86-2378 
CORDES.  .MICHAEL  A  .  519-72-3673 
CORLEY.  MICHAEL  J  .  248-02-0974 
COTTER.  GERARD  J  .  072-50-8205 
COTTON,  EDMUND  W  .  444-58-9906 
COURTNEY.  EDWIN  L  .  105-86-4358 
COX,  KENDALL  P  .  037  36-8942 
CRITES.  STEVEN  J..  281-58-1218 
CROSBY.  WILLIAM  T  .  249-17-8622 
CROSS.  JESSE  R  .  444-60-6494 
CROSSLEY.  RICHARD  J  .  125-02-2514 
•CROSSONWILLIAMS.  ME.  210-36-8762 
CROW.SON.  MARK  S  .  225-90-0062 
CRUMP.  LEONARD  A  .  JR  .  034-50-1253 
CRUTCHFIELD.  BRENDA.  419-84-4079 
CRUZE.  HOYT  A  .  415-86-1737 
CUGNO.  RONALD  J  .  025-10-1499 
CUMMINGS.  WINFRED  S  .  244-94-0410 
CURTIS.  DWIGHT  D  .  123-82-8180 
CYPHER.  ERICKSON  D    282-62-8349 
CZEPIOA.  .STEVEN  M  .  047-50-9405 
DAILEY.  DENISE  F,,  267-25-3066 
DALLAS.  WILLIAM  B  .  577-72-6951 
DALTON.  JAMES  B,.  207-44-7130 
DANCZYK.  GARY  .M  .  393-68-9687 
DARCY.  PAUL  A  .  262-65-«29 
DARROCH.  DAVID  L  .  132-52-2357 
DAVIS.  DIANA  L  .  495-56-3761 
DAVIS.  HENRY  J  .  415-94-5966 
DAVIS.  KEVIN  A  .  579-76-1806 
DAVIS.  MARK  J  .  275-52-5552 
DAVIS.  MICHAEL  L  ,  108-02-6864 
DAVIS,  RICHARD  A  ,  121-71-2011 
DAVIS,  STEVEN  L,.  504-70-0667 
DAY.  K.AREN  K  .  261-11-9979 
DEAN.  JOHN  C  ,  004-54-1280 
DEFFERDING,  MICHAEL.  541-66-9072 
DEGRAFF    CHRISTIAN,  120-46-^)18;! 
DEKANICH,  WILLIAM  M  .  390-52-5536 
DELZELL,  GAIL  E  .  391-70-8235 
DEMAYO.  MICHAEL  P  ,  080-54-6973 
DEMING,  JAMES  F  ,  214-72-9250 
DEROBERTIS,  PETER  S  ,  579-84-2457 
DEVERILL,  SHANE  M  .  112-48-7059 
DEVLIN,  ROBERT  J  ,  042-14-7217 
DEYOUNG,  .MICHAEL  W  ,  167-78-7171 
DIBB,  KEVIN  L  .  392-46-5869 
DIDONATO.  DAVID  M  .  105-52  9080 
DIEHL    GREGORY  D  .  190-48-8229 
DIE.MER,  MANUEL  A.,  16M9-18U 
DIETRICK,  KEVIN  M  ,  n3-14-S3«l 
DIMITROV,  GEORGE  V  ,  071-18-5368 
•DIODONET,  HECTOR,  091-54-0717 
DISALVO,  PHILIP  J  ,  123-46-2103 
DISSINGER.  FREDERIC.  157-19-1185 
DOLINISH,  GERALD  A  ,  207  46-1112 
!X)N.\HER,  WILLIAM  F  .  031-11-5131 
DONALDSON,  BRUCE  J  ,  051-42-9623 
DOOLEV    JOHN  M  ,  587  62  2S46 
DORMAN,  GOODE  G  ,  587-81-7704 
DOUGLAS,  KATHY  L,,  193-38-1588 
DOWLING.  EDMUND  A  ,  518-72-8316 
DRAGON,  RANDAL  A  ,  224-90-1615 
DRAKE,  WAYNE,  556  33-7178 
DRATCH,  -SCOTT  R  .  090-50-7106 
DRUM.MOND,  WILLIAM  T  .  .509-66- 7W8 
DRZEMIECKI,  MARK  E  ,  181-18-2060 


DUULEV,  HEX  t;  ,  1J-".    ._■  ■•!«'> 
DUEMLER,  RICHARIi  t      .'-i  Hr,  Ibin 
DUFFY,  MATTHEW  J  ,  227  Sfc-lx'.lO 
DUFFY,  MICHAEL  E  .  227-86-6475 
DUFFY,  SHARON  R  .  108-52-7208 
DUFFY,  WILLIAM  R,,  227-86-6246 
riUNCAN,  RAYMOND  J..  570-76-1874 
liUPAS.  LAWRENCE  L..  433-06-8809 
DIKR.  PETER  P,.  267-31-0858 
EARLY.  DREW  N,.  227-74-1903 
EARNE.ST,  CLAY  B,.  439-90-O176 
EATON.  GEORGE  B  .  543-66-6796 
EAYRE.  TIMOTHY  E  .  154-54-0825 
EBEL.  WILLIAM  E,.  512-63- 58S1 
EHRMANTRAUT,  SCOTT.  576-72-9232 
EISEL.  GEORGE  W  .  257-98-7918 
ELDRIDGE,  CHARLES  R  .  282-62-6615 
ELEDUI.  WILLIA.M  E  .  .57.5-88-0738 
ELLER.  GARY  D  .  518-58-4099 
ELLIS.  BRYAN  W  .  465-21-6365 
ELLIS.  DAVID  R  .  249-82-0561 
•E.MBREV   WALLACE  E  .  457-92-0987 
ENGEBRETSON.  .STEVEN.  .503-56-5949 
ENGLAND.  MARK  A  .  510-80-5011 
ENGLERT.  MARVIN  A  .  289-44-3678 
ESHELMAN.  M.ARK  J  .  314-64-8870 
EVANS.  CALVIN  E,.  522-68-1272 
EVANS.  GEORGE  S  .  418-702410 
EVANS.  PHILIP  M  ,  453-19-1061 
FAGAN.  WILLIAM  J-.  209-16-6056 
FAILLE.  ROBERT  C  .  040- .58-2057 
FAIN,  JOHN  R  .  263-51-2644 
FEIERSTEIN.  MARK  D  .  044-18-1858 
FERRELL.  DONALD  M  .  109-11-9,308 
FINKE.  JON  E,.  316-70-9055 
FIX.  ROBERT  G..  230-74-9244 
FLANAGAN.  MICHAEL  S..  275-58-5697 
FLESER.  WILLIAM  C  .  3S3-74-9743 
FLETCHER.  EDWARD  A  .  527-90-4603 
FLUEGEMAN.  STEPHEN   ■27»«)-O320 
FLUEVOC.  JEAN  E  .  191-46-1893 
ELVNN.  MICHAEL  T  .  036-4O-I740 
FOLEY.  EDWARD.)  .  198-16-5695 
EONTANELLA.  SHARON.  458-78-8786 
FORD.  CHARLES  K,.  519-.56-8529 
FORRESTER.  PATRICK.  228-76-1419 
FO.STER.  JA.MES  C  .  252-06-0203 
FOSTER,  STEPHEN  L,  393-18-4960 
FOWLER.  JA.MES  M  .  449-04-0717 
FOX.  MICHAEL  E  ,  481-64-6036 
FOX,  STEVEN  G  ,  562-94-1667 
FRANCIS.  WAYNE  A  .  208-16-8889 
FRANCKS  JOHN  M  .  528-84-0765 
FRANK.  BRIAN  K.  202  50-3524 
FRANKS,  RONALD  E  .  151-17-5345 
FRANKLIN,  FRANK  L,,  518-70-3326 
FREELAND,  RAY.MOND  E  ,  137-50-3148 
EREND.AK.  THOMAS  M-.  192  52-4503 
FRIEDSON,  JOHN  M  .  044-48-5938 
FROST.  JACK  R,.  545-84-3111 
PUL.MER-SHAW.  DOROTH,  154-11-7038 
GABRIEL,  BERNARD  P  .  575-64-5949 
GALE,  MATTHEW  J  .  277-52-2595 
GALGANO.  FRANCIS  A.  093-40-6360 
GA.MBI.E,  GEORGE  K  ,  271-56-7356 
GANTT,  JOHN  K,.  163-04-2344 
GARCIA,  .MELFRED  S  ,  576  84-7665 
GARCIA,  WAYNE  L,,  OSO-46-6110 
GARDNER,  JOHN  P,,  262-17  9266 
CARRLSON.  CHARLES  A  .  110-60-6981 
GARVEY,  DANIEL  L  ,  214-64-9331 
GASBARRE.  ANTHONY  J  .  028-44-0855 
GASKELL.  DOUGLAS.  .M  .  044-10-3244 
GATES.  FRANCIS  K,.  121-56-4685 
GATEWOOD,  DAVID  M,.  227-68-1433 
GAULT,  CLOVIS  G  .  46021-9819 
GAVIN.  TI.MOTHY'  P  ,  013-,5O-6505 
GAVORA    WILLIA.M  M  .  121-50-1,516 
GELHARDT.  MARK  D  .  261-81-«H0 
GIBSON,  CHARLES  L  ,  139-18-1577 
GIB.SON,  PETER  R  ,  391-18-1251 
GIB.SON,  TI.MO'.TIY  J  .  347-56-1895 
GIDDENS,  CECIL  D-.  267-13-1935 
GIERLAK,  J.\.MES  E,.  203-16-9727 
GILBERT,  REX  L,,  521  94-1195 
GILLISON,  AARON  P  ,  578-84-9063 
GILMORE,  LLOYD  J,,  133-98-6678 
GINEVAN   .MARK  E  ,  214-62-0528 
GLEN    PAUL  D  ,  261  49-9318 
GLENNON,  THOMAS  J,.  124-42-7168 
GLOVER,  DOUGLAS,  251-<I6-2164 
GLYNN.  MARK  V  .  545-70-7634 
GOLD.  ALLAN  J  .  262-86-4308 
GOLD.  RUSSELL  D  .  262-86-1309 
GOLDEN.  WALTER  M  .  522-86-3792 
Orf)LDER,  LA.SCE  G,.  576-64-3504 
GOLIGOWSKI.  .STEVEN.  475-72-7807 
GOMEZ   ALBERT  J  .  515-60-1187 
GORDON,  ROBERT  L,  521-02-7839 
GRAHAM    CLIFFORD  P  ,  378-60  9374 
GRAHAM,  ONEY  .M  ,  230  88-5851 
GRAHAM,  THOMAS  E  ,  189-64-7968 
CRAHEK,  RONALD  A  ,  286-56-2263 
GRANDIN,  JAY  F  ,  001  40-  1521 
GRANGER,    JAMES  E  .  118-80-3500 
GRAIGNARI),  GERRI  K  .  183-50-4151 
GRAY,  XAVIER  D  ,  237  90  3463 
GREENBERG,  WILLIAM,  189-,50-9975 
GREENE,  GUS  E     ,524-90-2127 
GREY,  DANIEL  O  ,  521  82-6709 
GRIFFIN.  GREER,  261-31-0710 
GRIFFIN,  THO.MAS  .M  ,  032-16-1281 


GROLLER.  ROBERT  L  .  082^50  7613 
CROS.SMAN.  DAVID  A  .  502-70  4732 
GROTKE.  MARK  L  .  120-50-1415 
GRUNER.  ELLIOTT  G  .  002  4fr«79 
GRUNWALD.  ARTHUR  A  .  .116-48-2918 
GUADALUPE.  JOSE  A  ,  107  40-2792 
GUERRY.  CHARLES  J  .  247-78-4535 
GUGLIELMI   ROBERT  T.  192-48-3661 
GULAC.  CHARLIE  C  .  586-62-7024 
GULOTTA.  GASPER.  056-46-9304 
GUMM.  GARY  J  .  533-68-5913 
GUNNING.  JOAN  A..  243-13-7977 
GUSSE.  SHERRY  M  .  503-78-3215 
H.4GEN.  THOMAS  M     502~7+-0887 
HAHN.  ROBERT  F  .  099-50-2038 
HALE.  DAVID  D,,  527-23-7207 
HALE,  MATTHEW  T  .  114^56-8033 
HALLISEY.  CHRISTINE.  033-12-6232 
HALSTEAD.  REBECCA.  109-52-2319 
HAMILTON.  HARRY  S  .  570-13-1796 
HA.MILTON.  JOHN  A  .  570-02-7560 
HAMILTON.  JOHN  C  .  230-86^2533 
HAMMELL.  ROBERT  J  .  432-02-5015 
HANAYIK.  ROBERT  A  .  203-50-6652 
HANIFV.  DOUGLAS  J  .  503-56-5343 
HANSEN.  ROGER  A  .  573-90-2729 
HANSINGER.  THOMAS  R  .  397-68-8809 
.    HANSON.  RICKEY  L  .  482-74-8473 
HANSON.  ROBERT  J.  5:18-58-6674 
HAN.SON,  WILLIAM  V  .  363-52-3262 
HARBLSON.  JOHN  W  .  108-96-3602 
HARCHELROAD.  JOAN  L  .  186-18-7839 
HARDMAN.  SUSAN  B  .  221-52-4724 
HARDRICK   HAROLD  S  .  420-82  2478 
HARDY.  KIRT  T  .  219-58-8602 
HARKINS.  HO.MER  W  .  513-48-9375 
HARMAN.  FRANK  LI.  510-61-3984 
HARNAGEL.  N.\THAN  C  .  449^25-3886 
H.\RPER.  JAMES  H  .  262-94-4926 
HARPER.  THELMA  P  .  208-46^9145 
HARPER.  WILLIAM  P  .  III.  226-62-3116 
HARRELL,  WILLIAM  D..  257-84-0791 
HARRISON.  MICHAEL  T  .  225-82-3958 
HARTER.  GARY  R  .  182-52-2514 
HARTER.  ROBERT  L  .  426-08-2585 
HARTMAN.  MICHAEL  J  .  332-18-8571 
•HARVEY.  AARON  C  .  230-84-6046 
HARVEY.  DEREK  J  .  350-46-6553 
HATCH.  RICHARD  G  .  527-88-8300 
HAUGHS.  MARK  I  .  316-66-8292 
HAVERTl'.  ROBERT  B..  527-90-1798 
HA  WES.  KENNETH  A  .  028-36-9795 
HAYNES.  FOREST  D  .  404-82-4762 
HEANEY,  THOMAS  A  .  038-44-0426 
HECKEL.  JEFFREY  J  .  397-64-9162 
HECKMAN.  DEBRA  L  .  003-46-6781 
HEINE.  KURT  M  .  223-82-6993 
HELMICK.  MICHAEL  R  .  224-90^7061 
HELTON.  EMORY  R  .  369-58-3271 
•HENDERSON.  JOYCE.  255-96-5207 
HENRICKSON.  HAY  D  .  118-64  9594 
HENNE.  SCOTT  M  .  184-44-9993 
HENNIOAN.  JOHN  R,.  434-11-8538 
HENSON,  JOHN  C.  42088-9152 
HENTSCHEL.  HELMUT  K  .  219-62-7218 
HENTSCHEL.  TIMOTHY.  089-44-7349 
HERITAGE.  GREGORY  M  .  556-15-7576 
HERR.  LOREN  D,.  177  72-3721 
HESTER.  JAMES  R..  251  -82-7325 
HE.STER.  JOHN  B  .  538  66  9757 
HEWITT.  STEPHANIE  A..  543-70-5010 
HICKS,  KELLY  J  ,  283-62-2818 
HIGGINS.  DAVID  W  .  587-18-9715 
HILDRETH.  BRADFORD.  231-80-7176 
HILL.  MONTE  R..  443-58-3223 
HILL.  ROBERTA  A  .  023-50-6044 
HINK,  DANIEL  B  .  527-04-7S44 
HINKLE.  MICHAEL  J  .  260-88-7412 
HINRICHSE.N.  THOMAS.  393-66-6205 
HOBERNICHT.  RICHARD.  503-66-5177 
HODGE.  JA.MES  A  ,  260-88-7047 
HODGES,  FREDERICK  B  .  266  11  7686 
HOFF.  MICHAEL  J  .  ,502-74-8570 
HOFF.  RICHARD  H  .  069-12-8436 
HOFFMAN.  LAWRENCE  W  .  079-18-2940 
HOLLADAY.  CHRISTOPH.  226-86-9414 
HOLLOWAY.  SAMUEL  A  .  457-82-1079 
HOLMES.  ROBERT  S  .  440-60-2982 
HOOVER.  WILLIAM  G  .  413-9+  2631 
HORN.  MICHAEL  R  .  092-54-1523 
HORV.\TH.  JAN  S..  542-58-7447 
HOSSELRODE.  RANDY  W  .  215-.56-8845 
HOUCK.  BOYD  D  .  194-48-2041 
HOUGH.  ROBERT  D  .  204-44-2782 
HOUSE.  JAMES  M  .  215-64-5661 
HOUSTON.  THOMAS  D  .  258-98-3043 
HUFF.  DONALD  C  .  324-50-6348 
HUGGINS.  JA.MES  L,.  547-23-5117 
HUGGLER.  SU.SAN  L  .  451-35-9853 
HUGHES.  BERNARD  C  .  230-94-2062 
HUGHES.  DUANE  E  .  403-86-4078 
HUGHES.  ERIC  M  .  210-50-7165 
HUNSBERGER,  JERALD.  315-58-8661 
HURLEY,  BRIAN  R  ,  020-44-4454 
HURLEY,  MARK  S  ,  04252-2498 
HYNES.  DEWITT,  JR,,  587-98-8IS4 
ILER.  GERALD  A  .  497  60-8295 
INGRAM.  BERND  L  .  449-174199 
IPPOLITO.  MARY  K  .  228-96-5330 
ISH.MAEL.  LAUREN  M,.  145524119 
•ISOM,  RONALD  G  .  498-64-2685 
ITHIER.  JAN  P     584-78-1534 


IVES.  .JOHN  W  .  45+  96-1036 
•IVY.  LENORA  A  .  515-70-9384 
JACKSON.  BONNIE  L  .  280  48-5280 
JACKSON.  HOWARD  C  ,  255-84-9103 
JACKSON.  KEVIN  D..  567-06-1032 
JACKSON.  KOREY  V  .  504-72-1630 
JACKSON.  LEON,  JR  .  320-48-6808 
•JACK.SON.  MICHELE  M  .  588-82-8842 
JACOB.  KEVIN  P  .  229^94-2754 
JACOBS.  CARL  M  .  250-02-0849 
JACOB.SON.  DANIEL  J  .  484-68-8066 
JACOBY.  MARTIN  A..  4*7-68-1331 
JAOOE.  MARCELLUS  H  .  419-72  9815 
JAMESON.  LARRY  W  .  495-66-8411 
JANKER.  PETER  S  ,  536-66-7854 
JANNING.  DONALD  J.   274-44-7682 
JENKINS.  PLEZ  A  .  456-08-2782 
JENKINS,  RICHARD  B  ,  253-115394 
JENKI.NS.  ROY  T  .  295-44^9655 
JIMENEZ,  MARTIN  A  .  585-94-2061 
•JOHNSON,  ALBERT,  ,IR  ,  442-60-0040 
JOHN.SON.  CARL  M  .  528-82-4888 
JOHNSON.  DAN  A  .  151  527784 
JOHNSON.  DAVID  H  .  263-23-5327 
JOHNSON.  DOROTHY  T  .  212-74-2769 
JOHNSON,  ERIC  J  ,  247-11-9431 
JOHNSON,  GREGORY  L  ,  456-08-4188 
JOHNSON,  JEROME,  247  17-7356 
JOHNSON.  MARK  H,.  466-04-0949 
JOHNSON.  MICHAEL  V  ,  252-90-6406 
JOHNSON.  NANCY  A  .  264-67  7188 
JOHNSON.  RODNEY  E  .  439-90-3376 
JOHN.SON.  ROY  A  .  237-04-6765 
JONES.  CHARLES  A  .  252-76-4738 
JONES.  DONALD  E  .  029-44-5681 
JONES.  FREEMAN  E  .  226-66-6127 
JONES.  JOHN  R  .  197-48-1006 
JONES.  JON  M  .  550-15-3601 
JONES.  LAURENCE  M  .  28013-8921 
JONES.  PAUL  F  .  242-7+6580 
JONES.  ROBERT  G  .  197-46^3921 
JONES.  WILLIAM  G  .  33548^5588 
JORDAN.  HAROLD  H  .  225-90-0028 
JORDAN.  WU.LIE  C  .  267  92.9404 
JORDE.  LEE  C  .  501-84-1127 
JOYNER.  JAMES  M  .  266-11-1250 
JUAREZ.  LAURENCE.  585-36-6777 
JUDGE.  .JOSEPH.  III.  247-86-5506 
JUNG.  RICHARD  G  .  080-16-1532 
KALLAM.  CHARLES  T  .  262  33-0954 
KALLIGHAN.  MARTIN  T  .  524-92^1098 
KALL.MAN,  MICHAEL  E  .  510-6+-3488 
K.\RDOS.  JOHN  A  .  047-t8«)&5 
KA.SHISHIAN.  JOHN  P  .  200-48-4817 
KAS.SON.  ROBERT  D  .  387-707129 
KASTNER.  PATRICK  J  .  231-86-8022 
KATHER.  GEORGE  R  .  405-86-0731 
KAZ.MIERSKI.  ANTHONI-.  151-52-3852 
KEEFE.  JOHN  M  .  550-13-0627 
KEEGAN.  WILLIAM  T  .  076-56-9746 
KELLER.  BRIAN  C  .  421-80-0868 
KENDRICK.  WILLIAM  D  .  414-94-1966 
KENNEDY.  DAVID  N  .  033-46-5305 
KENNEDY.  NEAL  G  .  418-80-7687 
KENNEDY.  ROBERT  K  .  1T7-501683 
KENNEY.  RICHARD  P  .  214-72-7024 
KENT.  JAMES  E  .  257-96-3303 
KICKBUSCH.  DAVID  A  .  3l»-64-O015 
KIDD.  WILLIAM  G    423-76-7073 
KIDWELL.  THOMAS  S  .  258-72-1642 
KILIAN.  BARBARA  M  .  224-94-3312 
KILPATRICK    BRIA.N  R     226-94-1145 
KING.  CHARLES  H  .  405-78-7793 
KING.  ROGER  L  .  458^80-3264 
KIRKER    RORV  J  .  261-13-8728 
KIRKLAND.  JOHN  D  .  421  78-3338 
KIRSCH.  MICHAEL  W  .  41»«+  9557 
KLINE.  JARED  A  ,  044-62  9993 
KLINE.  .MAX  L  .  513-52-8403 
KNAPP.  STEVEN  A  ,  469-70-1373 
K.NIE.  JOHN  C  ,  262  31-7808 
KNIERIE.MEN.  DALE  A  .  2»7-54-9157 
KNIGHT   WILLIAM  L  .  27050-0358 
KNIGHTON.  CHRISTINE.  264-94-62&4 
KNOX.  BRIAN  K  .  485-70  .5388 
KOEPKE.  DENNIS  F  .  34;M6  3878 
KOLDITZ.  THOMAS  A  .  360-38-9144 
•KOOYMAN.  SIDNEY  C  .  485-66-1909 
KOSICH.  FRANCIS  X  .  300-48-4682 
KOVALCHIK.  EMIL  J  .  I54-5+-248I 
KRAUSE.  PAUL  J  .  567  17  5240 
KRUGER.  KELLY  D  .  228-78-9409 
KRUGER.  LINDA  L  .  575-52-4447 
KRYJAKDINA.  MARY  A  .  0«»-42^9«27 
KUIPER.  MARCUS  A  .  521-06-7988 
LAINE.  HOWARD  D.  231-92-1533 
LAJOIE.  STEVEN  F  .  024-42- 7S78 
LALLY.  RICHARD  W  .  022-50-0424 
LAMAR.  KEVIN  T  .  576-72-2919 
LAMBERT.  THOMAS  S    264-21  2716 
LAMOE.  JEFFREY  P  .  52266-0905 
LA.NG.  JEANNE  M  .  550-27-1633 
LANG.  ROBERT  I-OUIS  J  .  241-024915 
LANGENWALTER  COREY.  223^90-0180 
LANPHERE.  MICHAEL  C  .  567  93-5309 
LARGENT.  REGINA  M  .  265-06-5404 
LARSON.  JAMES  P  .  457-94-0316 
LARSON.  .STEVEN  W  .  567-08-3503 
LATSHA.  KIRK  L  .  173-48  7573 
LEBANO.  TITO  N  .  305-74-2838 
LEECHIN.  THOMAS  E  .  362-37-3470 
LEES.  MARK  R..  512-60-2227 
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LEFTHICH   DAVID  L-.  230-70-1271 
LEGARE,  jEAN  M..  »MI2-T579 
LEIGNADIER.  VICTORIA,  082-50-^*47 
LEMIRE.  JUDITH  K  .  052-40- 28r 
•LEMONS,  STEVEN  .M  .  387-48-2377 
LEONARD.  JAMES  L.,  2K7-19-827S 
LEONARD.  JOHN  R  .  ISn-M-XH 
LEONARD   KEVIN  A  .  5H-««-9«aT 
LEONH.ARD   ROBERT  R  .  a»-a>-9982  ' 
LEYVA   GABRIEL  F  ,  56i-04-»758 
LIBBEE,  MICHAEL  W  ,  293-48-2733 

LIEN,  JAMES  A  .  xn-sa-rns 

LIETZ.  LLOTD  W  .  4i9-04-*H9 
LIGON,  CL.1UDE  M,    212-76-3479 
LLNDEN,  KURT  E,.  357-52-6681 
LINK,  ROBERT  C  ,  217.«8-7606 
LIPTAK.  THO.MAS  J  .  207-50-3209 
LITTEL.  .MARK  T  .  148-54-3575 
LITTLEJOHN.  .MARK  K  ,  214-70-7874 
LOCKE,  PRISCILLA  W    386-62-7352 
LOCKWOOD.  GEORGE  T     478-74-7337 
LOCKWOOD.  RICHARD  G  .  22S-32-6558 
LOFTIN   MICHAEL  T  .  270-50-3984 
LONG    JEFFERY  L  ,  533-66-5046 
LONGHA.NY   GARY  A  .  076-52-3075 
LOPEZ,  MICHAEL  A  ,  153-56-9812 
LOWE,  ALAN  C  ,  530-52-1986 
LUCAS.  DAVID  C  .  277-50-8547 
LUCE.  JOHN  R    582-31-0425 
LUEDTKE.  LLOYD  L..  386-68- 705S 
LYNN,  ALAN  R  ,  224-90-8649 
MACALLISTER  CRAIG.  573-88-0234 
MACDONALD,  ANNE.  P  .  02S-38-aS79 
MACDOUGALL.  RICHARD.  112-50-8791 
MACIAS.  ARMANDO  R  .  585-44-7382 
MACNEALY   RICHARD  E  .  587-98-4608 
MADDOX.  CAROLYN  L  ,  234-90-0502 
MADDOX   KENNETH  A  ,  220-64-5177 
MADIGAN,  JOHN  P  ,  228-90-2588 
MAGALSKI,  MICHAEL  A     490-66-2298 
MAHONEY    PAUL  L  1    429-19-0292 
MAIER.  THOMAS  L  .  510-64-3548 
MAIERS    MARK  W     485-76-1707 
.MALISZEWSKI.  JANE  F,.  144-52-0036 
MALTO.  BENSON  O  .  554-93-8613 
MANCUSO.  AUGUST  R  .  017-48-4888 
MANGANO.  WILLIA.M  F  .  020-44-7421 
MANNING.  HENRY,  140-50-3855 
MANTA.  JULIE  T  .  174-48-6727 
MARIN,  JOHN  A  ,  17S-48-7900 
MARKLE    lEFFREY  A  ,  I73-14.9936 
MARSH.ALL.  RAYMOND  F  ,  228-92-3988 
MARSTON,  SUSAN  C  ,  047-48-2389 
•M.ARTIN.  EDWIN  H  .  420-82-5064 
MARTIN   GREGG  F  .  027-48-8042  I 

MARTIN    JA.MES  N  .  247-13-5399 
MASCELLI    ALEX    197-46-3076 
MASER.  DREW  D  ,  302-54-2208 
MA.SON.  KENNETH  M  .  2!8-«)-3566 
MASON    MARY  J     387-88-4398 
MASSIE.  DARRELL  D  ,  523-82-4747 
MASTERS.  GARY  L  ,  255-96-9983 
MASTIN,  WILLIAM  H     420-82-2844 
MAURER.  CHARLES  F  ,  208-40-2108 
MAXWELL,  DANIEL  T  .  062-54-2160 
MAXWELL   FREDERICK.  217-50-0371 
MAVBERRY   THOMAS  S  .  227-80-7890 
.MAYER,  GERALD  T  ,  296-52-5056 
M.AYfcK.  THEODORE  .M  .  J«7-C)<i-o<«H/ 
MAYSOR.  SHERWLN.  311-63- 35SJ 
MC  ANELLY   GENE  C  ,  463.98-3405 
MC  BRIDE.  TERESA  M  .  197  50^:050 
MCCALL.  OLION  E  .  248-08-8273 
MCCALLISTER.  LARRY.  197-62-3675 
MCCARTHY,  DANIEL  J  .  035-40-1012 
MCCARTHY.  JAMES  E  .  045-42-1119 
MCCONVILLE  JAMES  C  .  034-46-5757 
MC  COOL.  THOMAS  J  .  221-46-7812 
MCDEVITT   KENNETH  A  .  444-68-6986 
MCFEETERS,  .STEVEN  E     509-62-S341 
MCGHEE,  CORNELL  T  ,  458-13-3305 
MC  CLONE    CARL  S     406-84-6874 
MCGRATH,  GERALD  E..  030-42-3302 
MCGUINESS.  .MATTHEW.  011-48-1978 
MC  INTIRE    ROY  S  ,  406-78-5722 
MCKEDY    KEVIN,  E  ,  219-72-3306 
MCKEEVER  CHARLES  J  ,  221-42-6770 
MCMANA.MON    PATRICK,  272-56-9642 
MCMANUS   WILLIAM  C  ,  257-11-0243 
MCM.ATH.  MICHAEL  L  .  264-23-1394 
MCMILLIAN.  DONALD  G,.  244-94-9044 
MCMULLIN    JOSEPH  B  ,  549-04-7504 
MC  PEAK   RICKIE  A  ,  226-90-7110 
MCVEIGH,  JOSEPH  W  .  517-74-7278 
MCWHERTER  JAMES  A     324-50-5180 
MEDVE.  JOHN  P    549-04-2352 
•MELTON.  STEPHEN  L  ,  553-86-1690 
MEREDITH,  PAUL  D  ,  534-64-2584 
MERENESS  GORDON  H  .  452-19-2708 
MERILA.  SUSAN  G  .  226-78-6809 
METCALF.  HERBERT  E  .  526-80-5404 
MEYER    DAN  C  ,  439-80-2654 
MEYER,   JEFFREY  C  ,  228-92-2636 
MILLER    SCOTT  K  ,  322-54-4772 
MILLER-  WILLIAM  J  ,  265-29-3115 
MILl.EY    MARK  A  .  032-44-6104 
MILLS,  ANIN.SWORTH  B  .  009-44-6539 
MINAHAN    JOHN  R  .  223^«-0473 
MINNIEFIELD,  .ANITA.  256-02-,55«7 
MINNON    JA.MES  H     567  23-8351 
MISENHEIMER,  KAREN,  559-98-9718 
MISHKOFSKI.  STEPHEN.  224-86-6002 


MITCHELL.  JA.MES  E  .  481  54-7768 
MITCHELL.  JOHNNY  F  .  587  70-5254 
MITCHELL.  STEPHEN  D  .  413-90-0841 
MITROCSAK.  ROBERT  M  .  115-44-3014 
MDCON.  GEORGE  C.  285-90-4157 
MOELLER.  KIRK  A  .  549-70-7717 
MOENTMANN.  JAMES  E  .  489-64-2821 
MOODY.  MICHAEL  E..  431  15-7161 
MOONE\H.\N.  SAMUEL  A  .  410-96-0889 
MOORE.  JOSEPH  A  ,  265-31-6656 
M008MANN.  CHRISTOPH.  570^73-6918 
MORAN.  JERRY  L  .  511-66-8179 
MOREHOUSE.  DAVID  A  .  547-96-7823 
MORGAN.  BRIAN  F  .  177-48-9784 
MORGAN.  CHERYL  A..  1S3-53-6900 
MORGAN.  KEVIN  C.  4i5-13-6157 
MOYNIHAN.  FRANCIS  W  .  171-44-4246 
MROCZKIEWICZ.  PETER.  527-94-7004 
MUDD.  MICHAEL  G  .  401-92-1685 
MULVENNA.  JAMES  R  .  348-56^1272 
MURRELL.  RICHARD  J  .  572-04-3630 
MUSTION.  RICHARD  P  .  491-66-7399 
MYERS.  DANIEL  J  ,  579-84-2103 
MYERS.  GARY  L..  JR  .  250-90-9020 
NAFFZIGER.  PHYLLIS.  3S5-68-4315 
NANRY.  WILLIAM  P  .  050-50-8012 
NEAL.  ANTHONY  D  .  242-80-7237 
NELSON.  ROBERT  S  .  475-66-4236 
NEWMAN.  DALE  C  .  414-98-9684 
NEWTON.  RONALD  A  .  259-88-9605 
NG.  MARCELLA  A  .  489-66-7113 
NICHOLS.  GARY  L  .  486-64-8990 
NICHOLSON.  THEODORE.  377-56-0602 
NICKERSON.  THOMAS  E  .  2S7  25-9306 
NIEMANN.  THOMAS  A  .  370-72-4535 
NOEL.  WILLIAM  J  .  166-44-4475 
NOONAN.  KEVIN  S  .  148-56-7926 
NORDAHL.  JAMES  F  .  002-44-7440 
NORMAN   WILLIAM  B  .  128-54-1290 
NORRIS.  KEITH  S  .  486-70-8033 
NORTON.  DOUGLAS  J  .  151-42-7887 
NOVrrSKE.  STEVEN  A  .  399-64-9350 
NOWAK.  HENRY  J  .  273-44-8712 
NYQUIST.  ROY  A  .  040-58-0323 
ODONNEL.  JOHN  J  .  337-52-3486 
OLIVA.  JACK  A  .  089-50-1420 
OLSON.  DONALD  C  .  585-44-1884 
OMURA.  MICHAEL  I  .  233-56-8080 
OQUENDO.  GWENDOLYN.  426-17  7811 
ORAMA.  JUAN  L  .  583-96-4150 
ORGERON,  HERMAN  J  .  434-78-1053 
OTTERSTEDT.  CHARLES.  096-46-4368 
OWENS.  JOHN  A  .  331-56-0030 
OWENS.  PHILLIP  B  .  251-93-9411 
PADGETT.  MICHAEL  O  .  230-90-7677 
PADRON  LAWRENCE  A  .  466-04-8013 
PAGAN.  JESUS  S  .  584-83-0536 
PALLOTTA.  RALPH  G  .  116-48-6084 
PALUMBO.  RAYMOND  P  .  164-56-9347 
PANNELL.  WESLEY  W  .  258-13-7688 
PARKER.  JAMES  P  .  003-46-4534 
PARKER.  STEPHEN  R  .  224-90-9498 
PARgUETTE.  WILLIAM.  021-46-7033 
PASQUALE.  GARY  L  .  143-53-4924 
PATTON.  GARY  S  ,  203-46-6191 
PATTON.  STUART  B  .  575-68-0561 
PATYKULA.  JOSEPH  A  .  231-86-4424 
PAULTER.  PHILLIP  G.  546-23-7034 
FaVNE.  rUSlEK  p  .  Z26-90-4388 
PAYNE.  JOEL  T  .  413-86-9171 
PEARCE.  JERRY  W  .  447-60-1823 
PEARCE.  SYLVIA  R  .  090-50-8835 
PEARS.ALL.  DAVID  F  .  090-46-9318 
PECK.  THOMAS  E  .  035-36-2326 
PECORARO.  JOSEPH  E  .  006-60-2060 
PEDERSEN.  RICHARD  N  .  406-76-1879 
PEDONE.  JOSEPH  E  .  108-52-3041 
PEELE.  LOREN  D.  230-78-8865 
PELEGREEN.  ROBERT  L  .  450-13-4540 
PELIZZON.  DAVID  R  .  011-48-69Z3 
PEPPERS.  JOHN  M  .  482-78-1093 
PERIOLA.  IRWIN  K  .  215-78-8489 
PERKINS.  ALVIN  A  .  224-90-8992 
PERKINS.  LARRY  D  .  513-58-8903 
PERKINS.  NATHANIEL.  241-90-1973 
PERRIN.  .MARK  W  .  229-90-7150 
•PERRON.  DANIEL  V  .  385-68-0073 
PERRY.  RALPH  J  .  035-40-3633 
PERWICH.  II  A  .  212-68-7090 
PETERS.  STEVEN  E  .  549-88-8712 
PETRIE.  CHARLES  R  .  509  52-7506 
PHARR,  MICHAEL  D  .  237  92-0132 
PHILLIPS.  CHARLES  E  .  226-86-0960 
PIDCEON.  ROBERT  F  .  023-44- 19S2 
PIERCE.  WALTER  E  .  410-11-8957 
PIERSANTE.  MICHAEL.  103-43-7393 
PIERSON.  JAMES  R  .  076-38-5844 
PIFER.  TIMOTHY  J  .  233-74-8261 
PINCKNEY.  BELINDA.  254-92-5043 
PINCKNEY.  QUINNSAND.  247-96-6084 
PITTARD.  WILLIAM  G  .  224-88-3646 
PLOURD   PATRICK  N  .  542-72-0846 
POLLARD   RICHARD  D  .  121-42-2920 
POOLE.  RALPH  L  .  244-88-0520 
POPE.  ROBIN  .M  .  413-02-9789 
PORTOUW.  LAWRENCE  J  .  138-53-5708 
POST,  VICTORIA  A..  377-86-1407 
POSTON.  DENISE  J  .  550-29-6057 
POTTS.  CURTIS  D  .  328-54-8198 
POWELL.  BARON  M  .  056-54-1737 
POWELL  CARMEN  L  .  272-64-4997 
POWELL.  MICHAEL  A  .  499-70-7083 


PRECZEWSKI,  .STANLEY.  139-,56-0169 
PRE.SCOTT.  GLEN  T  ,  025-42- -2287 
PRESLEY.  MICHAEL  L  ,  432-06-1612 
PRICE,  ALAN  L  ,  510-64-0349 
PRICE.  LEON  L  .  497-64-7583 
PRICE,  NANCY  L  ,  416-72-4505 
PR1TCH.ARD,  JOSEPH  M  ,  171-40-0840 
PROIETTO,  RICHARD,  114-52-5541 
PROKOPYK.  WILLL^M  N  .  288-44-2248 
PRUITT,  DAVID  N  ,  267-98-4824 
PTASZYNSKI,  DANIEL  280-62-0952 
PUHL,  GREGORY  J  ,  280-52  ,S2I2 
PUTZ,  . lEFFREY  L  ,  309-72- IM42 
QUINNETT.  ROBERT  L  ,  261-80-4087 
RAGLAND,  DENNIS  N.,  229-90-4179 
RAGLER.  HORACE  J  ,  265-31-8391 
RAMIREZ,  JOE  E  ,  453-15-1924 
PA.MOS,  RAMON  LI,  087-49-7942 
RA.MSEY,  .MICHAEL  A  ,  527-70-8360 
RARIG,  JEFFREY  A  ,  227-94-9262 
RASMUSSEN.  VALERIE,  326-52-9472 
RAYCRAFT,  JAMES  W  ,  .541-70-2938 
REARDtJN,  MARK  J  ,  216-76-4680 
REAVES.  EUGENE  W  ,  131  38-5830 
REDMAN,  DOUGLAS  L  ,  247-04-0087 
REDMOND,  LAURIE.  061-50- 2831 
•RED.MOND,  MICHAEL  J  ,  093-54-7271 
REED,  DONALD  J  .  306-66-  TS34 
REED,  DWIGHT  D  .  241-11-9319 
REED,  ROBERT  J  ,  430-15-9343 
REICHERT,  WILLIA.M  ,1  ,  50i«)-2704 
REINEBOLD,  JA.MES  L    309.*6-4963 
REISING,  LAVERN.  480-72-0749 
REMBISH,  RAYMOND  C  ,  229-90-5929 
REYES,  JERARDO,  453-96-5156 
RHYNEDANCE.  GEORGE,  533-68-3699 
RICHARD.SON,  FREDRIC.  237-04-5034 
RICHARDSON.  SHELLEY.  095-52-7944 
RICHARDSON,  THOMAS,  550-21-5539 
RICHON,  GEORGE  L     148-50-2059 
RIE.MAN,  ANNE  L  ,  563-15-5236 
RIVERA,  GUILLERMO  A  ,  5(0-^4  1897 
ROBERSON,  ERNE.'^T  N     247-96-5340 
ROBERTS,  ARTHUR  R  ,  424-78-4636 
ROBERTSON,  ALAN  D    506-82-0584 
ROBERTSON,  VICTOR  M  .  132  38-2960 
ROBINSON.  RONALD  V  .  577-80-8835 
ROBLES.  DAVID,  583-04-4585 
ROCHA,  BOBBY  M  ,  252-13-9711 
RODDIN,  MICHAEL  I  .  132-48-6240 
RODRIGUEZ.  HERBERT,  415-94-1534 
RODRIGUEZ,  JAMES  L  ,  180-50-5133 
ROEBER,  RODNEY  B  ,  455-15-3745 
ROGERS,  DENNIS  E  ,  25+96-6273 
ROLLER,  CHARLES  E-,  352-50-3845 
ROONEY-  ROBERT  R  .  102-44-9685 
ROOT,  ROBERT  L  ,  457-13-4043 
•ROSA,  VICTORIA  A  .  063-50-4996 
ROSENBLUM    JAY  R  ,  225-96-0265 
ROSS,  STEPHEN  W  ,  22S- 90-5460 
ROTH,  -JERRY  H  ,  480-66-72S1 
ROUPS,  MARK  S  ,  413-02-4005 
ROWAN    PETER  J  .  120-46-0926 
ROWE,  STEVE  A     402-92-S576 
ROWLKTTE    ROBERT  A  ,  407  86-5880 
ROYER,  DENNIS  E  .  179-44^*537 
RUDE.SHEIM,  FREDERIC.  264-75-8656 
RUNDLE.  .STEVEN  L  ,  524-88-7734 
RUPP.  DAVID  R,.  455-23-6443 
RUSSELL.  DANIEL  J  .  455-04-6620 
RUSSELL,  SUZANNE  W  .  158-48-5120 
RYAN,  MICHAEL  A  .  572-33-05.58 
RYAN    WILLIAM  J  .  081-50-0891 
SADERUP,  KEVIN  D  ,  530-56  1364 
SALA,  WILLIAM  P  .  426-06-8981 
SALES,  MILLARD  V  ,  431-1>*987 
SALESKY,  .MARK  E  .  171.38-7489 
SALiEY.  RITA  J  .  322-44-3393 
8ALO.  DONALD  G  .  135-11-7190 
SANDERS    DAUN  A  ,  257-04-6326 
SANDERS,  PETER  D  ,  120-72-7189 
SANDERS,  SANDY  M  ,  526-96-8126 
SANDUSKY,  SUE  A  ,  270-16-9424 
SANNWALDT,  EDWARD  J  .  140-52-4911 
SATTERFIELD,  SARAH,  358-48-7942 
SAUER,  GARY  G  ,  155- ,38-7383 
SCHAMBURG.  GARY  R    489^62-2333 
SCHEELS,  SCOTT  M  ,  122-:!8-5232 
SCHENCK,  RICHARD  G  ,  402-96-3068 
.SCHMIDT,  RODNEY  H  ,  225-80-5561 
.SCHMITH,  STEPHEN  G  ,  035-40-899:! 
SCHOESSEL.  ROGER  A  ,  431-8+4819 
SCHOLTZ,  STEVEN  R  ,  008-52  6621 
SCHULTZ.  JAMES  V  .  431-13-1181 
SCHULZE.  FREDERICK,  190-50-8745 
SCHUMACHER,  CELIA  K  ,  392-66-8046 
SCHWAB.  DANIEL  P  .  513-58-4487 
SCHWARTZMAN,  ROBERT.  22fr 88-1718 
SCHWARZ    CHARLES  R  ,  437-90-2339 
SCOTT    DOUGLAS  R  ,  219  73«.')05 
SCUDDER,  JOHN  V  ,  56:1-04-0162 
SEAY.  TONY  S  .  430-13-3470 
SELLERS.  DONALD  E  .  265-02-6176 
SE.MMENS,  .STEVEN  P  .  518-73-9116 
SENNEWALD    JULIA  K  ,  226-84-0781 
SEWARD,  .JOHN  E  ,  4 9+ «4  0909 
SHAFER,  TONY  R     307-68-4936 
SHAFFER,  DAIVD  W     181-38-9687 
SHALAK,  MICHAEL  A  ,  411-24-8631 
SHANNEY,  JOSEPH  M  ,  564-04-4027 
SHAPIRO.  STUART  M  ,  084-48-0071 
SHARP,  STEPHEN  L     406^80-6502 
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.SHAKl',  TKRRANCE  R  ,  074-.5O-3241 
SHAVER,  JOHN  V.  ,  113-04-9983 
SHAW,  CHARLES  H  ,  126-06-3523 
SHERMAN,  PATRICK  L  ,  116-84-86.54 
SHIPP    DOUGLAS  A  .  299-56-5612 
SHIRLEY.  JASON  D  .  192-68-6191 
SHIVE.  KENNETH  D  ,  237-08-9922 
SHIVELY,  STEVEN  W  ,  563-88-1806 
SHOEMAKER   ROBERT  M  ,  503-76-8136 
SHORT    PAUL  B  ,  227-80-6660 
SHRANK,  RICHARD  C  ,  547  90-9653 
SIE.MINSKI,  GREGORY,  226-86  5619 
SIMPSON,   JOHN  A  ,  187  66-3618 
SIMS,  STANLEY  L  ,  431-11-7398 
SKERTIC,  ROBERT  P  ,  316-54-7900 
SKILES,  MICHAEL  .)  .  523-82-0390 
SLATE,  N.\THAN  K  ,  224-88-0054 
SLEDGE,  NATHANIEL  H  ,  116-82-0331 
SMART-  ANTOINETTE  G  ,  39-V56-49e7 
SMART-  JON  P  ,  456-27-2962 
S.MITH,  BILLY  R  ,  427-15-0617 
SMITH,  ERNEST  L  ,  136-70-0679 
SMITH-  EUGENE  A  .  051-52-8116 
S.MITH-  lEFFREY  C,  112-78-5251 
SMITH,  JOHN  S  .  220-64-3436 
SMITH    JOSEPH  M  ,  244  98-6847 
SMITH,  KEITH  A  ,  211-11-7263 
SMITH.  MARK  S  ,  361-64-1307 
S.MITH,  MICHAEL,  019-44-3598 
SMITH,  .MICHAEL  J  ,  214-76-0545 
SMITH,  ROBERT  A  ,  256-13-6461 
SMITH    TODD  R  -  233-88-4297 
SMITH-  WILLIAM  J  .  258-15-7377 
SMITH.  WILLIAM  P  .  371-50-6441 
SNAPP,  JAKIE  W  ,  246-13-2624 
SNELL,  REGINALD  W  .  267-23-1372 
SNIDER.  WILLIA.M  G  .  342-48-4325 
SNIFFIN,  CHARLES  T  ,  093-52  9415 
SNODGRASS,  DAVID  B,.  509-64-6857 
SNOOK,  KATHLEEN  G  .  202-52-7056 
SNOOK.  SCOTT  A  ,  191-52-0775 
SNYDER,  DANIEL  R  .  311-58-9921 
.SONIAK.  ROBERT  W,,  153-54-0700 
SORENSEN,  KENT  M  ,  173-66-1691 
SORENSEN.  ROBERT  E  -  472-66-4073 
.SOUTH.  DANNY  H  ,  245-88-9915 
.SOVINE,  JOHN  W  ,  232-92-0628 
SPAIN.  TEDDY  R  ,  245-96-5151 
SPEIR,  ROBERT  M  -  229-88-7568 
SPELLISSY-  THOMAS  F  -  12048-  1596 
SPENCER-  TIMOTHY  G  ,  19S-&4-284e 
SPILDE,  RANDY  D  ,  184  68  1611 
SPILLER,  JOHN  M  .  250-08-3865 
SPINELLI,  -lOHN   I  -  180-18-8771 
SPINOSA.  A.NTHONY  P  .  177-18-7945 
.STAAB    LEE  A  .  510-62-5411 
STAFFORD-  DANIEL  H  .  037-42-1634 
STANOCH-  GUY  K  -  336-52-6930 
STARKEY-  LORETTA  S  -  121-16-8463 
STASHAK,  FRANK  J  ,  550-02  2285 
,STAWASZ,  JOHN  M  ,  080-52-2736 
STEPF    JOE  E     1.5^80-8740 
.STEVENSON,  KIM  D  ,  202-50-3455 
.STEVEN.SON,  NATHANIE,  .546-06-3321 
.STEWART-  CAROLYN  A  -  128-44-2019 
STEWART-  JACgUE  J  -  194-44-9276 
STOLL-  KOBURN  C  -  503-56-7362 
STONER    -lOHN  K  -  226-84-3291 
STORY-  KURT  S  .  257-71-6669 
.STPIERRE.  HENRY  M  .  200-50-7535 
.STRANG.  MICHAEL  J  ,  045-16-5761 
STREFF,  MICHAEL  J  ,  5.37-58-6939 
•STRICK,  DONALD  E  ,  497-60-9951 
STURGEON,  NANCY  L  ,  500-64-3646 
SUNDT    ERIC  A  .  230-80-9026 
SUTEY.  WILLIAM  K  ,  528-04-4282 
SUTLIFF,  KEVIN  .M  ,  420-80-7472 
SUTTON,  RONALD  L  ,  225-84-5978 
SWAREN-  THOMAS  L  .  231-96-1451 
SWARTZ.  DOUGLAS  E  ,  524-02-1323 
SWINDELL,  DAVID  K  ,  520-70-2043 
SZARENSKl-  DANIEL  S  .  374-70  1510 
TABLER-  A.NTHONY  D  .  283-60- n63 
TA.M-  YAT-  103-40-4816 
TANAKA    ALISON  E  -  576-71-5914 
TANNER-  ALBERT  G  -  568-86-0033 
TATA,  ANTHONY  J  ,  224~64-»746 
TAYLOR,  CLARENCE  E  ,  406-90-0130 
TAYLOR,  MARK  C  ,  025-50-2521 
TAYLOR.  VERNON,  SR  ,  219-52-3077 
TEAGUE.  GEORGE  E  ,  412-17-5581 
TEEPLES,  DAVID  A  ,  :»5-60-1729 
TERRILL,  MARILYN  E  ,  212-72-2805 
THEIN    SCOTT  E     177-70-2073 
THIBODEAU,  FRANKIE,  00fr«O-8752 
THOMA,  KARL  C  .  122-52-9404 
THOMAS    ALBERT  P  ,  250-78-5432 
THOMAS,  DONA  M  ,  279-60  3097 
THOMAS.  KELLY  J  ,  211-17-0601 
THOMAS    KIRK  K  .  508  724110 
THO.MAS,  MARTIN  S  ,  102-78-4715 
THOMAS.  RANDAL  J  .  501-78-4320 
THOMASON.  JERRY  D  ,  260-71-3519 
THOMPSON,  HARRY  H  ,  248-02-0050 
THOMPSON-  MICHAEL  D  -  166-11-9116 
TH<iRKSEN-  DAVID  P  -  028-18-0174 
THORN.AL-  M.ASON  W  .  074  52-5112 
TIDI.ER-  TERENCE  M     393-70W98 
TIEDE,  CORW-l'N  B  ,  504  72-9236 
TIMIAN,  DONALD  H  ,  527-19-1.561 
TODD,  FRANK  P  .  516.06-5195 
TORRANCE.  THOMAS  G  .  ■255-98-1554 
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TORRES,    losE    12:>-46-7167 
TOWE,  ,>AMES  A     1^5-46-8215 
TOWNSEND,  MARSHALL,  570-92-3830 
TRAUTMAN,  KONRAD  J  .  187-44-8515 
TREHARNE,  JAMES  T  .  272-56-5663 
TRITSCHLER.  TABOR  W,.  114-92-1821 
TROLLER-  KEVIN  G-.  359-14-1628 
TSUDA.  DAVID  T-.  447-76-4331 
TUDOR.  RODNEY  E  .  450-13-2427 
TUNSTALL.  STANLEY  Q..  255-13-0595 
TURBAN.  DAVID  M  .  462-93-0030 
TURCK.  PETER  H-.  018-38-0274 
TURNER.  JOHN  N  .  555-23-2067 
TU'RNER.  LARRY  D  .  230-82-9445 
TUTTLE,  ROBERT  C  .  137-5O-2S70 
TYACKE.  EMERY  L    490-64-8465 
TY'ACKE.  LORRAINE  E,.  548-94-6082 
UBBELOHDE,  KURT  F  ,  183-78-8590 
UNDERWOOD,  RICHARD.  240-98-2428 
VALE.NTINE,  FRANCO  L  .  229-93-0829 
VANDYKE,  LEWIS  L  .  239-90-6614 
VANDYKE,  NORVEL  M  ,  492-54-8729 
VANHORN,  THURSTON.  510-50-0886 
VAUGHN.  MARK  .M  ,  134  98-9633 
VAZQUEZ,  JOSE  L  .  581-06-9406 
VENEY.  DAVID  W  .  217  «4-5997 
VILL.\HERMOSA,  GILBE.  538-68-6253 
VILLARREAL,  ABEL  H  .  463-98-0315 
VISBAL.  ROBERT  M  ,  555-13-4192 
VOGT,  WILLIAM  C  ,  196-50-3217 
VONPLINSKY,  ALEXAND.  260-74-8138 
VORDERM.ARK.  JEFFREY.  545-04-5229 
VOSBURCH.  ALLAN  R  .  017  38-2581 
VOSTI.  PAUL  H  .  320^48-2617 
WAGNER.  SUSAN  K  .  195-14-9352 
WALDEN.  JOSEPH  L  .  237-02-2339 
WALDROP.  JAMES  R  .  401-94-1178 
WALLACE.  CHRISTOPHE,  028-42-4832 
WALLACE.  ROBERT  M  .  269-48-5859 
WALSH.  PETER  K  .  071-52-5672 
WAMPLER.  DOUGLAS  L  .  225-76-7335 
WARD.  GEORGE  A..  254-13-6159 
WARD.  RONALD  C.  267-29-2480 
WARRICK.  LARRY  P  .  118-64-4576 
WASHINGTON.  LEE  E  .  422-76-5058 
WATERS.  HENRY  J  .  012-48-0701 
WATTS.  VICKY  C  ,  107-86-5651 
WAYBRIGHT,  HAROLD  B  .  232-76-2221 
WEBBER.  KURT  E  .  261-35-8189 
WEIDERHOLD.  MICHAEL.  228-94-7318 
WEILAND,  PETER  L,.  304-52-5547 
WEINER,  BEN  W  .  453-96-2468 
WEINTRAUB.  JASON  S,.  091-.5O-1686 
WELCH,  DAVIS  S,,  403-93-5712 
WELCH,  RONALD  W  .  482-66-8253 
•WELLS.  DEMETRA  A  .  430-96-3161 
WEST.  STEPHEN  K  .  421-88-1531 
WEST.  TERRY  A  .  507-86-1050 
WESTFIELD.  ALAN  D  .  016-50-7798 
WETTIO.  KEITH  S  .  314-62-3569 
WHEAT.  JANIS  A  .  212-82-0148 
WHITE.  JOHN  S..  251-06-3164 
WHITEHEAD.  GARY  W  .  103-92-3006 
WHITEHEAD,  RAY  A-,  413-90-2413 
WHITEFIELD-  CHARLES.  264-11-1687 
WHITTAKER.  DAVID  F  .  267-90-9945 
WILCOX.  PAUL  A  .  094-1!l-r2S3 
WILEY.  ANTHONY'  G  .  245-13-3001 
WILHELM.  GERD  P  .  121  42-7128 
WILKER.SON,  KEVIN  V  ,  512-64-0694 
WILKINSON,  JEFFERY-  263-1M878 
WILLETT,  JA.MES  A  .  166  90-3345 
WILLIAMS,  CHARLES  K,,  221-52-0311 
WILLIAMS,  JAMES  R  .  228-72-2853 
WILLIAMS.  KEWY-N  L  .  277-58-7808 
WILLIAMS,  MARVIN  W  .  187-52-0251 
WILLIAMS.  PETER  G,.  520-82-8299 
WILLIAMS,  RICHARD  A  .  116-88-7806 
WILSON,  BERNARD  E  ,  405-90-1704 
WILSON,  DANIEL  M,.  229-90-4745 
WIL.SON,  MARILEE  D..  199-62-1867 
WININGER,  WALTER  E-.  113-76-3964 
WISE.MAN.  JOHN  W  .  512-70-0628 
WITHERS.  GEORGE  K..  225-98-1507 
WITHERS.  JAMES  M  .  223-94-8665 
•WONSIDLER.  CRAIG.  202-50-1928 
YOUNG.  DANIEL  D  .  170-52-2803 
YOUNG.  GARY  R  .  570-96-0301 
YOUNG.  THOMAS  W  .  257-86-6315 
ZACCARDI.  ROBERT  W..  23O-86-O009 
ZACOVIC.  WILLIAM  R  .  205-44-9829 
ZAJ,  EDWARD  A,.  555-80-9922 
ZARGAN,  CURT  S  .  226-86-8068 
ZELLER.  WALTER  G-.  211  36-4111 
ZIELINSKI-  PETER  J-.  313-709435 
ZIMMERMAN.  JANET  A  .  042-50-5898 
ZIMMER.MAN.  HALF  W  .  224-17-5494 
ZOLIK,  DAMIAN  J..  223-50-9786 
ZUVICH.  ANTHONY  J..  175-48-5694 
0426X 
0092X 
0732X 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWINC^NAMED  LIEUTENANT  COMMANDERS 
IN  THE  LINE  OF  THE  NA\T  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  PER 
MANENT  GRADE  OF  COMMANDER,  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE 
10.  UNITED  .STATES  CODE,  SECTION  624,  SUBJECT  TO 
QUALIFICATIONS  THEREFORE  AS  PROVIDED  BY  LAW: 


UNRESTRICTED  LINE  OFFICERS 

To  be  commander 

MILTON  D  ABNER.  435-11-4565 
MICHAEL  W   ACKERMAN.  458-06-T3U 
RONALD  C   ADAMO.  262-43-1970 
MARK  H   ADAMSHICK    136-52-5454 
MICHAEL  H   ALBRIGHT.  373-70-5689 
DAVID  M   ANDERSON.  559-27-3224 
DOUGLAS  M   ANDRE.  375-70-9050 
GREGORY  E  ANTOLAK.  535-68-5070 
BARON  W   ASHER.  283-41-5001 
LARRY  D   AYERS.  424-70-1236 
CARLOS  E  AYUSO.  533-73-4358 
STUART  D   BAILEY.  227-94-8482 
MARK  J   BAKER.  201-44-8121 
MICHAEL  J   BAREA.  086  48  4881 
EDWARD  BARFIELD.  138-48-7189 
THOMAS  H   BARGE  U.  098-42-77S9 
JOHN  W   BARNHILL.  3e2-5»-«375 
RICHARD  R  BARTIS.  109-40-7579 
.ANDREW  J    BARTON.  561-29-8393 
JEFFREY  B.  BATES.  550-70-9221 
MARK  A   BAULCH.  508-78-4516 
PETER  D   BAU.MANN.  575-74-484« 
ROBERT  W    BECK.  135-62-9586 
WALTER  S   BEDNARSKI.  JR  .  570-11-1588 
STEPHEN  J   BENSON.  125-50-9994 
DAVID  M   BENTZ.  230-84-7415 
THOMAS  A   BERC   472-78-5677 
FRED  V   BERLEY.  264-80-1966 
ELLIOTT  M   BERMAN.  184-44-2512 
SCOTT  A   BERNARD.  547-93-0946 
RUSSELL  E   BIRD.  557-13-3812 
CHARLES  R   BLAKE.  145-50-«62 
WILLIAM  J   BLEVINS.  2S7-15-9S37 
MARK  W    BOCK.  261-39-0648 
MARK  R  BOETTCHER   151-44-7128 
JOHN  W  BOLIN  III.  483-58-8762 
ALLEN  R  BOUGARD.  481-78-7780 
KEITH  P  BOWMAN.  209-46-8937 
JAMES  W.  BOYD.  JR  .  431-96-5384 
PATRICK  H   BRADY.  215-64-7370 
SCOTT  M   BREEDING.  264-27-3752 
ROBERT  C  BROWN.  JR  .  530-74-6193 
EDWARD  L  BROWNLEE.  269-64-5437 
GLENN  M   BRUNNER.  391-64-4352 
DAVID  L   BUCKEY.  544-60-2449 
KENNETH  P   BUELL,  066-56-8845 
JOHN  M   BURDON.  576-86-8106 
ROBERT  J   BURRELL.  198-46  9777 
EDWARD  C   BURTON.  215-60-1807 
JOHN  E  BUT  ALA.  216-70-4546 
RANDALL  S  BUTLER,  511-70-9799 
JAMES  F  CALDWELL.  JR  .  043-62-5858 
JAY  D  CALEB.  282-51-8509 
CHARLES  B  CAMERON.  088-68-9065 
JOHN  M    CAMERON.  483-70-2947 
DIANA  T  CANGELOSI.  347-52-0932 
THOMAS  W  CARPENTER.  JR.  376-68-9668 
CLARENCE  E  CARTER.  406-94-1341 
GILBERT  A   CARTER.  235-98-8574 
WALTER  E  CARTER.  JR  .  036-44-4740 
ODILON  V   CAVAZOS.  JR..  563-94-8682 
CARLOS  M  CHAVEZ.  527-45-2778 
PATRICK  D  CLARK.  395-58-8233 
RANDY  W  CLARK.  422-80-8842 
RAY  L  CLARK.  JR  .  414-15-3321 
WILLIAM  J.  CLARK.  JR  .  208-40-7756 
MARTIN  S  COHEN.  568-25-4242 
MICHAEL  A  COLLINS.  433-74-5433 
DAVID  J   CONAWAY.  403-88-1036 
JAMES  K  COOK.  059-40-4320 
MICHAEL  J  COOMES.  510-63-1588 
GARY  T  COOPER.  362-31-8641 
ERIC  A   COPELAND  III.  406-88-8685 
THOMAS  F  COSCROV-E.  JR  .  185-48-3199 
JOHN  W  COTTON.  014-44-0134 
CHARLES  E  COUGHLIN.  117-52-1342 
THOMAS  A   CROPPER.  220-68-9981 
SCOTT  E.  CROSSLEY.  120-46-0990 
ROY  W  CROWE.  065-56-1824 
PAULA  C   CRUZ.  561-17-4307 
WILLLAM  P  CULLEN.  089-46-3676 
THOMAS  J  CULORA.  051-54-6715 
ALBERT  CURRY.  JR  .  260-96-6526 
BRUCE  H   CURRY.  551-41-0142 
BARRY  F   DAGNALL.  202-52-1003 
DAVID  A   DAHL.  508-72-6749 
DENNIS  P   DANKO.  194-48-1961 
JOHN  R  DAUGHERTY.  132-88^3299 
SUSAN  A   DAVIES.  139-58-7194 
WILLLAM  C  DAVIS.  264-27-6103 
RICHARD  L  DA  WE.  500-64-4046 
SUZANNE  M   DEE.  568-72-1466 
THOMAS  P  DEE.  119-44-8747 
KEVIN  P  DENHAM.  156-53-1758 
DANA  S   DERVAY.  111-40-4767 
JEFFREY  W   DESPAIN,  5274)4-7602 
RANDOLPH  L  DEWAR.  201-48-3216 
CURTIS  R  DICKERSON.  561-11-2426 
DAVID  J   DICKSHINSKI.  036-40-0081 
JOHN  W   DIMOCK.  152-44-2132 
ERNEST  W   DOBSON.  JR  .  207-5O-O9Tr 
LARRY  W  DODSON.  240-03-5004 
ROBERT  E  DOLAN.  135-56-4119 
FREDERICK  C   DORAN,  JR  .  028-48-2270 
JAMES  P  DOWNEY.  450-13-1036 
ROBERT  O   DRAKE.  153-50-4612 
WILLIAM  M   DRAKE  566-04-8865 
WILLLAM  G   DUBYAK.  176-38-7868 
PAUL  A.  DUNNE  U.  467-04-6154 
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JOHN  B   EGGLESTON.  227-73-1025 
RICHARD  K   ELEY.  264-15-2394 
MARK  A    ERIKSON    5(»-70-l»17 
ALAN  E   ESCHBACH.  210-38-7339 
MANUEL  E   FALCON.  230-94-3233 
PHILIP  G   FARRELL.  089-38-2543 
CRAIG  C   FELKER   183-48-8686 
MARK  A    FILIPIC  269-14-8746 
JOSEPH  J    FITZOER-\LD    182-42-0386 
GEORGE  E   FLAX.  220-48-5986 
ROBERT  L   FORWOOD.  JR  .  J3rr-58-a863 
DAVID  J   FROST.  169-44-3510 
DONALD  E  GADDIS.  217-72-8363 
JAMES  W  GALANIE.  284-62-0T37 
DANIEL  I  GALLAGHER.  3Crr-66-2636 
GARY  D  GALLOWAY.  225-70-7776 
JOHN  H  GARNER.  JR..  426-08-3406 
JOHN  P  GATELY  556-98-7840 
BRIAN  J   GERLING   515-62-1321  1 

LLOYD  E  GILHAM.  542^70-6741 
DAVID  W   GLAZIER.  043-40-9734  1 

MICHAEL  D  GNOZZIO.  152-56-3051 
LEONARD  G   GOFF  216-63-6834 
DEVON  C    GOLDSMITH    263-13-6721 
BENJAMIN  J    GOSLIN    JR.  434-84-588) 
STEPHEN  S   GR.VHAM   082-48-6156 
JON  A    GREENE.  527-47-1781 
THOMAS  R  GRIMM.  561-23-4112 
RUSSELL  J    GROCKI.  040-64-9616 
DAVID  *   GRUBER,  162-44-6205 
.MICHAEL  I   GURLEY.  553-96-1509 
JOHN  R   HAFBY.  024-48-0718 
RICH.'.RD  E   HAGY  II.  153-08-6929 
KENNETH  E    HALLOWAY  III.  226-98-6419 
MICHAEL  S    HANLEY.  460-76-6449  , 

WILLL^M  J    HARDEN.  213-72-1143 
DAVID  C   HARDESTY.  460-19-9205 
RU-SSELL  E   HARRIS   567-88-1261 
WILLIA.M  R   HARTSFIELD.  243-80-3379 
STEPHEN  J    HAUSS.MANN.  367  70-2635 
CHRISTOPHER  C.  H-\YES.  333-53-3683 
RICHARD  HEIMERLE  051-18-6864 
CARL  R   HELDRETH,  234-94-0631 
.MARK  T    HELMK.\MP.  316-64-1586 
XERXES  Z    HERRINGTON.  JR..  426-88-1055 
THOMAS  W    HILLS.  264-67-1699 
WILLL\M  P   HOCAN.  208-40-9381 
ALBIN  L   HOVDE  578-62-2428 
JEFFRY  L.  HUBER.  335-50-1772 
JOHN  S    HUSAIM    143-44-6252 
PAUL  D   IMS   JR    472-68-3055 
GLENN  M   IRVINE.  029-48-4211 
DAVID  W    JACKSON.  526-25-6027 
L    P    JAMES  III.  041-46-0438 
BRENT  W   JETT  JR  .  263-11-3573 
JORGE  1   JIMENEZROJO.  266-94-2790 
RANDALL  L-  JOHNSON.  252-17.ar75 
WILLUM  H   JOHNSON.  508-62-1058 
.MARK  C  JONES.  r2~76-2854 
RICHARD  L   JORDAN.  575-66-2972  I 

BRADLEY  F  JVBLOU.  140-38-8242         I 
HOWARD  C    KEESE   429-88-8485  ' 

WILLIAM  L    KERVAHN.  226-84-1782 
MICHAEL  E   KILEY,  030-48-5997 
JEFFREY  A   KLNG,  466-82-9031 
TIMOTHY  J    KISLEY.  524-76-5960 
P.^TRICK  N    KLUCKMAN.  244-92-5256 
WINFORD  W    KNOWLES.  451-08-1736 
TERRY  B   KRAFT.  579-86-8411 
ANTHONY  .M-  KURTA.  517-86-8609 
NEAL  J    KUSUMOTO.  576-90-8545 
DAVID  A    LABARBERA.  115-4^-8826 
ROBERT  J    LABELLE.  JR..  095-46-3218 
THOMAS  LANG,  386-60-3380 
RUSSELL  G   LANKER.  273-56-7011 
MARK  S    LAUGHTON.  245-04-2114 
DAVID  L   LEACH.  321-52-1012 
SCOTT  F   LEFTWICH   223-94-6353 
MATTHEW  A    LEIDEN.  210-50-3896 
ANTHONY  M    LEIGH.  JR  .  212-60-1007 
.MARK  R   LICHTENSTEIN.  159-40-4281 
HOWARD  R   LIND   231-70-2944 
CHRLSTOPHER  J    LINDBERG.  100-42-9324 
F.RIC   I    LINDENBAUM.  258-17-1199 
LEE  H   C    LITTLE.  556-26-5343 
JEFFREY  3   LOCKE.  550-86-H26 
JOSEPH  C    LODMELL.  236-88-6487 
MICHAEL  LOIZOS  JR  .  152-60-0685 
ROBERT  L   LONG  521-90-2305 
RANDALL  LOVDAHL.  396-72-0759 
WILLIE  T   LOVETT  III.  255-98-1899 
PETFJ4  LYDDON.  572-23-1551 
TIMOTHY  S   M AC  GREGOR.  093-50-6084 
JOHN  MAITNER  II.  132-14-5266 
TODD  W   MALLOY   573-37-6655 
THOMAS  J    MA  LONE.  210-36-8085  I 

MICHAEL  R   MAR.\,  186-38-2587  I 

GERARD  M    MARKARIAN.  06I-18-S913 
LOUIS  D   .MARQUET.  028-54-0141 
WILLIAM  R   MASSEY.  JR.  411-02-1870 
JOHN  R    MATHIS,  391-66-6831 
JA.MES  E    MC  ALOON.  040-60-8084 
JOSEPH  A    MCBREARTY    213-52-9995 
JEFFREY  C   MCCA.MPBELL.  585-78-8166 
TIMOTHY  A    MCCANDLESS.  049-58-9010 
MARK  A   .MCCORMICK.  301-43-8011 
PHILIP  C   MC  DANIEL.  296-54-8383 
KIM  MCELIGOT.  527-02-0464 
BRIAN  G    MCKEEVER.  060-50-3921 
FREDERICK  P    MCKENNA.  JR.  226-66-6386 
THOMAS  D   MCKENNA.  178-53-5300 
STEVEN  A   MCLAUGHLIN.  640-72-3191 


JAMES  R   MCMOJ-AN.  JR  .  307-83-0177 
LANCE  W   MCMILLAN.  577-66-1321 
ARTHUR  A.  MCMINN.  133-60-2824 
THOMAS  A   MCMURRY.  556-27-6302 
ROBERT  P   MEAGHER.  236-82-2457 
WALTER  A   MEEKS.  466-06-4994 
THOMAS  R.  MEHRINGER.  468-08-0152 
TIMOTHY  W   MEIER.  509-72-8136 
ANDRE  R    MERRILL.  540-80-8463 
CHARLES  L  MEYERS.  JR  .  193-18-9168 
DEWOLFE  H   MILLER.  203-50-6613 
NEAL  R   MILLER.  092^50-8997 
TODDR   MILLER.  279-56-8611 
MARK  E   MILLS.  269-66-2168 
PATRICK  M    MILLS.  306-66-5489 
VERNON  B   MILLSAP.  JR  .  253-90-3286 
MARTIN  D.  MOKE.  226-88-7782 
MARK  A   MONTI.  101-54-3467 
JONATHAN  D   MOORE.  156-58-2953 
MICHAEL  L   MOHAN.  062-54-2260 
MARK  T  MULLIGAN.  137-44-6938 
THOMAS  H   MYERS.  278-50-5711 
KEVIN  B   NEARY,  224-72-4967 
THOMAS  F   NEDERVOLD.  539-48-0148 
BRUCE  E  NELSON.  250-92-6660 
MARK  R  NICHOLS.  116-50-7273 
JOHN  W   NICHOLSON.  220-80-1735 
CHRISTOPHER  D  NOBLE.  448-56-3429 
MARK  L  NOLO.  512-52-6649 
GREGORY  R   NOWAK.  391-64-1259 
ROBERT  W   NOWAK.  333-54-8568 
KEVIN  OFLAHERT^-.  560-43-6968 
PATRICK  W   OKANE.  101-53-1581 
ELIZABETH  D  OLMO.  523-82-7108 
WILLIAM  C.  OMSPACH.  286-54-1909 
JOHN  F  ORTOLF.  261-88-6906 
GEOFFREY  T   PACK.  560-98-4780 
RICHARD  K   PACKER.  546-25-9964 
TIGHE  S   PARMENTER.  312-70-7763 
JEFFREY  M   PAULS.  306-62-5936 
ROBERT  H   PERRY.  223-82-1486 
CHRIS  F   PIERSON.  531-60-0794 
DAVID  T   PITTELKOW.  396-60-1177 
PAUL  M    PLESCOW.  266-33-9926 
MARK  R   POLNASZEK.  257  90-4690 
KENNETH  R   PORTER.  453-25-0114 
DAVID  A   PORTNER.  566-25-6049 
KEVIN  J   PRINDLE.  664-92-1710 
BRIAN  D  QUERRY.  163-53-8532 
EDWARD  J  QUINN.  193-10-2204 
STEVEN  A   RABOGLIATTI.  626-13-7310 
ROD  D   RAYMOR.  369-58-8627 
JOHN  B   READ  III.  404-76-7335 
CHRISTOPHER  S   REAL.  239-15-l'280 
BRADLEY  T  RENNER.  290-58-4072 
JOHN  M   RICHARDSON.  251  23-1324 
MICHAEL  H   RIDDLE.  250-96-8141 
DAVID  W   ROBEY.  227-aM093 
MICHAEL  D   ROBINSON.  309-52-1364 
RAUL  D  J   RODRIGUEZ.  320-64-6248 
FREDERICK  J   ROEGGE.  473-58-6573 
KENNETH  C   ROSE.  233-84-9776 
THOMAS  S  ROWDEN.  228-94-5003 
KEVIN  G   SAIGHMAN.  495-62-2376 
CARL  V   SCHLOEMANN.  491-66-2105 
BARBARA  L.  SCHOLLEY.  321-64-4702 
DENNIS  A  SCHULZ.  228-90-1333 
DAVID  E   SCHWARTZENBURG.  43713-7409 
BRUCE  E  SERVICE,  145-38-5924 
THOMAS  K   SHANNON.  006-70-3985 
HERMAN  A   SHELANSKl.  198-18-1720 
STEPHEN  T  SHEPHERD.  281-53-6681 
MARK  R  SICKERT.  385-18-9230 
RONALD  L  SINGER.  261-13-9777 
JAY  M   SMITH.  392-60-0766 
MARTIN  P  SMITH.  271  48-3483 
STEPHEN  S   SMITH.  331  58-1877 
KENNETH  V   SMOLANA.  375-62-1494 
PATRICK  W   SNELLINCS.  456-13-6663 
JAMES  D   SOUTHWARD,  585-90-7790 
JOSEPH  A   SPATA.  072-64-1184 
DAVID  B  STANSBURY.  228-84-4771 
JIMMIE  C  STEELMAN.  044-63-3620 
MARK  R  STEERS,  078-54-5883 
JAMES  A   STEWART.  433-04-8236 
JAMES  T  STEWART.  652-88-1018 
TIMOTHY  R  STITH,  243-98-0005 
EAMON  M    STORRS.  533-68-1296 
JEFFREY  P  STRATTON.  153-54-6904 
MATTHEW  D  .STURCES.  542-72-5770 
JOSEPH  STUYVESANT.  219-72-7326 
DAVID  G   SUM.MER,  339-54-6019 
MARK  L  SUYCOTT.  490-60-5614 
MITCHELL  T  SWECKER,  229-84-1743 
KENNETH  W  TAYLOR.  587-66-1121 
THOMAS  F  TAYLOR,  359-56-7214 
THOMAS  R  TAYLOR,  JR  .  407-98-7319 
JAMES  J   THADEN.  380-72-T346 
JA.MES  E  THIRKILL,  558-06-4864 
HOWARD  W  THORP.  JR  .  151-50-2832 
ROBERT  D  THRELKELD.  121  80-1143 
JASON  E  TIBBELS.  192-38-3705 
TIMOTHY  S  TIBBITS.  294-54-8080 
JOHN  J  TIERNEY.  JR  .  466-13-3612 
BRYAN  W  TOLLEFSON.  536-62-5465 
JULIAN  E  TONNING.  ■258-86-9615 
BRUCE  J   TOTH   2S6-56-8015 
JEFFREY  TRUMBORE.  160-48-1507 
EDWARD  TUCHOLSKl.  098-64-3303 
WAYNE  A    TUNICK.  110-18-5851 
MAX  W   UNDERWOOD.  579-84-4636 
RONALD  J    UNTERREINER,  500-58-6436 


WILLIAM  H   VALENTINE,  041-52-4482 
WILLIAM  J    VANDERLIP.  JR.,  242-93-4708 
JAMES  T   VAZQUEZ,  060-54-4905 
RONALD  J.  VELIZ,  526-27  1960 
JACK  E.  VESS.  247-21-5479 
KENNETH  VOORHEES.  155-54-7540 
JOHN  M   WACHTER,  270-54-3606 
HARRY  E   WAIDELICH,  154-56-8523 
ROBERT  M    WALL.  227  90«748 
WILLIAM  E    WARD,  219-60-6.595 
JAMES  L   WATERS.  JR..  424-88-1110 
MARION  E  WATSON,  JR  ,  587-70-8433 
THOMAS  H   WEBBER.  538-62-6581 
CHRI.STROPHER  G   WENZ,  150-52-4838 
JAMES  R    WHITE.  JR.  262-37-2254 
WARREN  .M.  WIGGINS.  263-25-0819 
CLAYTON  S   WILCOX,  184-18-1327 
KARL  C   WILLIAMS,  421-80-4871 
R   D  WILSON,  JR  ,  344-40-7335 
WARD  A.  WILSON  III,  215-78-2718 
ROBERT  W   WIN,SOR,  221  54-3555 
EDWARD  G   WINTERS  III,  264-275375 
JONATHAN  D    WINTERS,  261-33-8176 
WILLIAM  S   WOLFNER,  266-37-8278 
MICHAEL  P   WOOD,  546-82-1349 
DAVID  B  WOODS,  528-92-1091 
STEVEN  W    WRIGHT,  312-62-0902 
MICHAEL  L   YARNOFF,  231-94-6429 
TODD  A    ZECCHIN.  371-74-1504 
NEILG   ZERBE.  516-66-4486 
RONALD  E   ZIEMBKO.  049-16-8,386 

ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICERS 

To  be  commander 

DWICHT  R   ALEXANDER  393^62-5800 
CARL  S   BARBOUR.  226^98-3303 
JOHN  .M   BARENTINE.  430^90^9860 
LAWRENCE  R   BAUN.  510-66-7099 
JOHN  K   BERGERSEN.  113-54^3561 
JAMES  P    BROWN.  213-64-1414 
PETER  S.  BUCZYN.SKI.  043-38-5683 
GLENN  E    CANN.  039-36-4671 
DAVID  C  CHAPPELL.  527-08-1700 
ROBERT  D   CHILDS.  520-60-7266 
STEVEN  R  CHISM.  425-02-9283 
FRANCIS  R  COLBERG.  584-78-2233 
EDWARD  M   CONNOLLY.  246-08-0777 
CHARLES  V   IKYri'.  585-94-4222 
GARY  G    DURANTE.  116-62-3745 
MARGARET  S   FARRELL.  177-52-1200 
PEGGY  A    FELDMANN,  461-06-5518 
JONATHAN  C   IVERSON.  228-83-8004 
GIBSON  B   KERR.  009-16-9409 
RICHARD  D   LA.STZ,  464-29-8740 
CHARLOTTE  V   LEIGH,  421^2-5608 
ALAN  D    LEWIS,  011-38-1792 
DAVID  H    LEWIS,  575-84-8107 
CRAIG  W   LITTLE,  228-74- 3908 
RONALD  W   LUBATTI.  170-16-8116 
RICHARD  D   MARVIN.  JR  .  517-70-6125 
MICHAEL  E   MCMAHON.  521-78-6567 
THOMAS  J   .MOORE.  264-17-1058 
KURT  A    MULLER.  053-18-4906 
RANDAL  D   NIVER,  526-78-1579 
DEAN  M    PEDERSEN.  .iOO- 50-5733 
MARK  PHILLIPS    143-60-8828 
RONALD  G   RAHALL,  209-38-7663 
JEFFREY  S   REED,  563-31-2188 
FREDERICK  F   .SCHULZ.  047-42-5852 
EUGENE  B   SEDY,  536-62-5967 
DALE  E   SIGMAN,  292-58-9468 
.SCOTT  J   SMITH,  345-38-6489 
JOHN  P   SPENCER,  334-52-9174 
STEPHEN  W   STANKO,  530-60-1890 
CAROL  A   THOMP.SON.  250-23-7360 
MANNING  ,M   TOWNSEND.  571-04-0621 
CLARK  E   WHITMAN,  296-44-0859 
ROY  L    WOOD,  JR  .  453-13-9197 
STEVEN  W   WOOD,SON,  .520-68-6066 
HENRI  W   ZAJIC.  130-38-4867 

AEROSPACE  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICERS 
(ENGINEERING! 

To  be  commander 

STEVEN  R    EASTBURG.  104-54-0239 
RICHARD  H    FANNEY.  404-76-0862 
ELI  E  HERTZ.  206-16-2261 
KIM  A   JOHN.SON.  243-98-6404 
WILLIAM  F   LONCHAS.  JR  .  506-74-4140 
DENNIS  A   LOTT.  134-44-7956 
JOHN  .M    MULCAHY.  402-72-3765 
R   J    NIEWOEHNER.  500  68«)43 
ROBERT  P   PATY.  466-06-1500 
PETER  J.  RIE.STER.  100-54-6578 
JAMES  W   ROBERTS.  020-52-7981 
JOHN  W.  .SCANLAN  II.  509-62-1064 
ALAN  D    .SCOTT.  527-84-3804 
RUSSELL  W   SCOTT,  351-56-3989 
RANDALL  G   SHORT,  233-72-8782 
DAVID  E   STEVENS,  250-27-2877 
JA.MES  W   TRUEBLOOD,  562-33-8468 
DAVID  R,  WAGNER,  039-38-8803 
DOUGLAS  L  WHITENER,  242-06-3265 
JOHN  A    ZAWIS.  333-43«284 

AEROSPACE  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICERS 
(MAINTENANCE) 

To  be  commander 

ROBERT  L   ALLEN,  250^16-6644 
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ERICH  S    BLUNT,  JR  ,  .587-34-2871 
WAYNE  P    BORCHERS,  389^79  2587 
JOHN  D   BURPO.  214-«-8380 
FRED  E   CLEVELAND.  262  31  ^)036 
JEFFREY  S,  COOK,  394-50-7533 
MARK  W   CZARZA.STY,  150-44-4303 
LEONARD  B  GORDON,  5,39-64-5500 
THOMAS  R   HAMMAN,  457  06^6333 
MARTHA  E    KANTOR   064-46  7;,84 
DANIEL  J   LAFOND,  025- .18-9973 
HARRY  LEHMAN.  JR..  416-98-7067 
WILLIAM  H   MCSWAIN.  513-64-6994 
MARK  H   STONE.  JR  ,  394-62-0839 
.STEVEN  R   VOYLES.  325-38-6930 

AVIATION  DUTY  OFFICERS 

To  be  commander 

JOHN  K    BRADY.  366^40-2597 

CHRISTOPHER  M   STEINNECKER.  268-68-0882 

BRUCE  A    VANDENBOS.  543-68-4300 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (CRVPTOLOGVi 

To  be  commander 

MICHAEL  A.  BROWN.  019^:16-0253 
JOHN  W   GORDON,  029-44^9894 
CLINTON  G   LYONS  IV,  411-76-0086 
JOHN  B   MAYS  III.  259-74^1731 
JAMES  R   .MCGOVERN,  JR  ,  282  37  3884 
.STEPHENS   MCKENZIE.  Il6.48-a'i86 
RICHARD  D   PAUPARD.  IR  .  214-58-9981 
HELENA  E    REEDER.  212  64- 1502 
SCOTT  L   ROME.  148  46  8301 
JEREMIE  P  SARE.  069-16-5960 
PAUL  W    SCHUH    286-44-5417 
PAUL  W  THRASHER.  420-82  2201 
CHRISTINE  I    WE.STONLYONS,  154-I8-4M0 
ROBERT  A   ZELL.MANN,  458-82-'2348 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (INTELLIGENCE) 

To  be  commander 

WILLIAM  W    ARRAS   ;M»46  9893 
LAWRENCE  N    A.SH,  464   15-1131 
LINDA  J    BAHRANI.  288  66-2276 
CHRLSTOPHER  D   BOTT.  506-66-3908 
DAVID  B  CAMPBELL.  '207  38-6105 
CHRLSTOPHER  A   COf)K.  142- .52  6352 
ANNEM    DONOVAN.  579  84-4640 
TIMOTHY  .1    DOOREY.  175-46-7999 
ROBERT  I)   E.STVANIK.  358  48-7625 
KEVIN  K    FRANK.  079-40-8062 
CHRISTOPHER  O   GEVING.  521  78-6571 
WILLIAM  E  OORHAM.  JR  .  230  88-5352 
CHARLES  G   HART  22182-1332 
DONNAS   W   HOLLY.  .S;(6-70-3!  10 
DEBRA  J    JU.STIN,  246-94-6596 
SARA  A   KLNG,  .V24^82-6089 
WILLIAM  M   I.UOMA,  421-76-64.38 
EILEEN  F    MACKREI.L,  176-48-1784 
ROBERT  M    NAVARRO.  4,'i2-25-4037 
JOHN  P   RUBEL,  201  .50  3276 
WILLIAM  D.  SAS.  296  46-9080 
RICHARD  L   SAUNDERS.  351  44-9323 
VINCENT  A    SHAHAYDA.  403  80  5715 
WAYNE  F   SWEITZER.  019-10-1504 
DAVID  B   WAUGH.  150^50^9729 
.STEVEN  K    WESTRA.  316-62-3938 
JA.MES  J    WHITUS.  376-60-3143 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (PUBLIC  AFFAIRS) 
To  be  commander 

BRUCE  A   COLE.  330-62-0225 
BRIAN  P  CULLIN.  •227-80-.5233 
GORDON  J   HUME.  5te-68  9116 
TIMOTHY  S  OLEARY.  533-74  7564 
FRANK  THORP  IV.  216-74-3786 
PAUL  J    WEISHAUPT.  110-36-1199 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (FLEET  SUPPORT) 
To  be  commander 

JUDITH  L   C   ACKER.SON.  562-86-3563 
MARY  L   ANDERSON.  547  150089 
NORMA  M    ANDERTON.  197  50^2656 
CELE.STEA    BILICKI.  377  .54  3099 
LEANNEJ    BRADDOCK.  410-92-4420 
VICTORIA  L   BURCHETT.  227-96-^736 
BONITA  I   CA.MPBELL.  389-52-«64 
KIMBERLY  A    CAMPBELL.  266  49  8864 
ELIZABETH  F   CAREY.  207  44-2321 
P.^TRICIA  A    CERCHIO.  222-10-3232 
KATHLENECONTRES.  168-48-8945 
CYNTHIA  A,  COVELL.  521-90-9130 
BERNITA  D    DODD.  230-88-2645 
CATHERINE  T    EADS.  496-60-1785 
ROBIN  R   GANDOLFO.  462-06-8461 
KRISTINEH   GEDDINGS.  250-74-3113 
WENDY  A   GEE.  :r72«2-6064 
A.M.^LIE  R   GLUF.  161   90  5408 
ROBERTA  A    GOLDENBERG.  424-*4-2937 
GAIL  A    GRIFFIN.  324-t4-.1748 
ANNE  W    HE.MINGWAY.  199-52-5431 
SUSAN  L    HIGGINS.  562  98-3447 
MARY  E   HILL.  277  50-2859 
AMY  L    HUGHES.  191-106161 
SHANNON  M  L   HURLEY.  470-71-9947 
CAROLYN  D     lACK.SON.  420-74-7200 
CYNTHIA  K   JACKSON.  259-90-5934 
PATRICIA  A.  JACKSON.  369-62-5508 
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LEAH  D  JOHNSON.  490-66-7987 
BONNIE  L  JOHNSTON.  381-62-0177 
SUSAN  S  JORDAN.  498-68-1023 
ANNE  E   KEl.LEY.  083-50-5807 
DEBORAH  R   KERN.  557-90-5292 
BARBARA  A    KLESK.  476-64-8465 
ELIZABETH  A   KNUTSON.  374-62-4887 
MARY  M   KOLAR.  390-66-8602 
TARA  L    LACAVERA.  253-96-9119 
PEGGY  I.   LAU.  366-66-6997 
SANDRA  L   LAWRENCE.  108-42-9168 
DEBORAH  R   LEIGHTON.  038-38-2424 
MARY  A    .MARGOSIAN.  381-62-5195 
JILL  L   .MATHEWS.  014-44-6276 
JEANNE  M   MC  DONNELL.  002-42-2686 
ANNE  E  S   MC  KINNEY.  196-4O-I680 
KATHRYN  MCNAMARA.  223-78-3727 
DIANECMIELCARZ.  020-38-6327 
CAROLYN  J   .MILLER.  068-38-0164 
RUTH  A   .MILLER.  407  84-3077 
GLORIA  D   MOBERY.  090-1^9840 
LINDA  L   MUTH.  479-82-3360 
GALE  V   NAPOLIELLO,  286  16-2248 
MARY  B   NEWTON  051  64-7853 
NANETTE  M    OGARA.  103-SO-3427 
LYSA  L  OLSEN.  353-52-2245 
VIRGINIA  OVERSTREET.  257  94-4403 
CAROL  S   PETREA.  380-72-5313 
MARGARET  E   PINKERTON.  451-08-2416 
SUSAN  F   PLOW.MAN.  221  64-8500 
JOYCE  C.  POWELL.  138-42-0495 
KAREN  M   RASMUSSEN.  394  56-1448 
KAREN  A    RAYBURN.  134-12-7192 
MARGARET  R  W   REED.  527-96-6104 
PAULA  .MP   RICKETTS.  395-62-6742 
JULIE  A   ROWELL.  560-27  9660 
LOIS  J  H   SCHOONOVER.  405-74-0621 
EOLA  L   SCOTT.  217-66-4174 
LINDA  K   SHULTZ.  026-38-3432 
MILAGROS  M   SIMONS.  584-54-5064 
KRI.STINE  K   SIMS.  369-16-7850 
PATRICIA  .1    SOTTILE.  057-12  4440 
LINDA  S   SPEED.  004-.54-0846 
DOROTHY  L  TATE.  230-88-6417 
LAUREN  TAULMAN.  154^68-6647 
CATHY  A   THOMAS.  368-5+9389 
VICTORIA  S  TURNER.  084-52-3920 
ELLEN  C.  VADNEY.  264-27-0070 
DORIS  V    VANSAUN.  402^80-8040 
MARCIA  VANWYE,  06344-5017 
AMY  L  WARRICK.  187-62-1186 
LISA  R  WERKHAVEN,  298-56-T2S3 
MARILYN  S    WESSEL.  283-54-4683 
ANNE  L  WESTERFIELD,  136  58-1665 
LAURA  J    ZIEGLER.  226-82  7426 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (OCEANOGRAPHY) 

To  be  commander 

ROBERT  I.   BEARD.  432-25-4134 
JEFFREY  S   BE.ST.  226^98-9459 
STEVEN  R  CAMERON.  236-96-9102 
ROLAND  E   DEJE.SUS.  566-35-2242 
EDMOND  M    FROST.  066-46-3101 
K.\THARINES  GARCIA.  321  52-4682 
MARK  J  GUNZELMAN.  213-48-8090 
JAMES  A   HILL.  466-98-2033 
HENRY  JONES.  56.3.31  6331 
ERIK  C.  LONG.  292-48-0667 
RUTLEDGE  P   LUMPKIN,  249-11-7350 
GARY  M   MINEART,  483  78-9178 
JOHN  F  OHARA,  025-50-2663 
DANIEL  H   .STREED,  469^74^1279 
DAVID  W   TITLEY,  130-38  5416 

LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICERS  (LINE) 

To  be  commander 

JOSEPH  W   ALIGOOD,  267-80-9015 
JERRY  L   BIRDSONG,  568-68-2551 
MARVIN  P   BRUMBAUGH,  520-60-7712 
MICHAEL  P   BRYCE,  0O6-46-4I06 
DAVID  R  CARLSON,  343  36-9679 
ANTHONY  V   DEBELLO,  057-44-1309 
CIPRIANO  M   DELUNA,  563-82  3671 
HERBERT  K   DUFF,  436-76-0303 
JOHN  C    FAHLING,  336-14  5079 
MICHAEL  I,   FAIR.  262-90-9248 
HAROLD  A    FISCHER.  068-40-6394 
BRUCE  J   HERMAN.  353  44-6265 
JOHN  W   HIBBARD.  540-64-0432 
ROBERTA   KEENAN.  427  960116 
CHARLES  N    KIRTLEY.  469-62  5813 
JOHN  H   MCCRINK.  131  36-1793 
KERRY  P   MURRAY.  467-76^5896 
FRANK  W   NICHOLS.  492-56-5300 
JACK  H    NORRIS.  440-50-0089 
JOHN  J   ORDEMANN.  142-36-8883 
ALBERT  C   L.  I   PAIJUIN.  041-14-1489 
NORMAN  B   PETERS.  552-70-2682 
ROY  C   PETERSON.  223-74-1823 
DEL  L   RENKEN,  516-60-4746 
GARY  L   RICHARD,  261^6-0596 
RICHARD  A   SPON,  267-04-0007 
RONALD  E  SWART,  503-52-3853 
THOMAS  G  WARNER,  048-38-5604 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  CAPTAINS  OF  THE  US  MA- 
RINE CORPS  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  MAJOR, 
UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTION  624  OF  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE: 


To  be  captain 


DAVID  V   ADAMIAK.  024-63-4706 
SCOTT  D  AIKEN.  415-27-3508 
ROBERT  C  ALEXANDER.  446-68-8340 
ROBERT  D   ALLEN.  400-64-0463 
SCOTT  A   ALLEN,  120-40-9520 
SCOTT  T  ALLEN,  22i«-6540 
BERN  J  .U.TMAN,  218-88-7833 
JERALDO  T  ALVAREZ.  462-08-9B70 
VTNCE.Vr  AMATO.  JR  .  139-81-7198 
BRIAN  J   A.NDERSON.  539-84-3458 
DAVID  A   ANDERSON.  468-82-1353 
RICHARD  A   ANDERSON.  501-70-2413 
ROARKE  L  ANDERSON,  346-62-7810 
JOSEPH  A   ANDY.  209-52-5836 
HAL  M   ANGUS.  547-17-7825 
EUGENE  N   APICELLA,  290-44-3462 
JOHN  R  AR.MOUR.  399-80-7502 
ROBERT  K   ARMSTRONG,  JR  .  411  17-6315 
VAUGHN  A   ARY,  441-74-6163 
JOHN  D  AUGSBURG  ER  494-82-2989 
DAVID  F  AUMULLER.  268-46-4038 
THOMAS  G   AVEY,  213-58-1624 
MARK  T  AYCOCK,  438-68^3492 
JEFFREY  T   BAILEY,  293-48-5872 
GREGGORY  L  BAKER.  166-56-1637 
ROBERT  S   BAKER.  366-72-7007 
ROSSER  O   BAKER.  JR    068-56-2503 
THOMAS  W    BAKER.  170-68-2159 
MARY  H   BALDWIN.  174-48-4183 
CHRISTOPHER  P   BALESTERI.  149-68-W61 
.lEFFREY  B  BARBER.  282-86-8776 
RICHARD  L   BARFIELD.  251-11-8030 
DENNIS  J    BARHAM.  243-11-0149 
TI.MOTHY  M    BARROW.  454-27-5643 
JOHN  D  BARTH.  537  «- 7108 
KEITH  W  BA.SS.  230-96  2672 
TROY  R  BATES.  450-45-6649 
LUDOVIC  M    BAUDOINDAJOU'X.  434-25-«5« 
RICHARD  W    BAXTER.  249-82-2860 
PATRICK  B   BEAGLE.  344-60-9681 
MICHAEL  K   BEALE.  214-72-4687 
JAMES  C   BECKER.  JR  .  460-31  3828 
WILLIAM  H   BECKETT.  498-68-4379 
MICHAEL  H   BELDING.  208-48-8210 
GREGGORY  R  BEMBENEK.  122-62-6230 
CALVIN  B   BENNETT  III.  255-06-7503 
EUGENE  S   BENVENUTTI.  JR  .  261-73-8141 
STEVEN  W   BERGER.  464  25-3071 
RONNIE  A    BERNAL  535-88-6113 
JOEL  H   BERRY  III.  231-94-6291 
MICHAEL  C  BERRYMAN.  444-64*377 
CRAIG  W   BEVAN.  561-03-7555 
SHERMAN  L   BIERLY.  277-44-3072 
MO.NTEG   BIERSCHENK.  507-86-0340 
ANDREW  D   BIGELOW  375-76-4783 
JAMES  H    BISHOP.  229-16-2063 
RICHARD  K   BLAND.  462-86-1780 
BENJAMIN  S   BLANKEN.SHIP  405-74-7945 
KIRK  J    BLAU    48086  .3655 
BRIAN  D    BOHMAN,  574-54-8849 
GRECK)RY  J    BONAM.  267-06-8849 
GREGORY  F   BOND.  227-88-5496 
JAMES  C   BONNER.  667-98-5822 
DAVID  H   BOOTH.  543-52-2310 
JOHN  R   BORNEMAN  III.  172-54-2301 
EUGENE  N   BO.SE.  144-64-2170 
FRANCIS  P   BOTTORFF   191  56-7078 
PAUL  R    BOUGHMAN.  403-92-4338 
JOHN  M   BOURGAULT.  556-39-8233 
JOSEPH  G   BOWE.  069-63-7603 
MICHAEL  R   BOWERSOX.  205-58-8871 
PETER  L   BOWLING.  368-73-8796 
RICHARD  D  BOYER.  381-83-7851 
JEFFRY  S    BRADY.  31860-8597 
MATTHEW  P   BRACXl.  3,56-40-4175 
CARTER  H   BRANDENBURG.  264-74-3597 
TERENCE  P  BRENNAN.  562-35-3264 
JAMF.S  B   BRIGHT.  414-17-2897 
MICHAEL  G   BROmiER.  148-63  3238 
JOSEPH  R   BROSHEARS.  080-56-7767 
JOHN  A   BROW.  416-02-4776 
CONRAD  N   BROWN.  JR  .  144-56-4318 
GARY  E    BROWN.  JR  .  466-15-9379 
MARK  S   BROWN.  344-48-6463 
STEPHEN  D  BROWN.  016-48-2625 
KIRK  E   BRUNO.  164-56-1258 
JOHN  A   BRUSH.  »I-66-22S7 
DONOVAN  E  BRYAN.  070-54-0676 
FREDRICK  C   BRYAN.  234  11  4396 
MARTIN  C   BRYANT.  348-42-0329 
KEITH  D   BUCHANAN.  224-90-0454 
JAMES  E   BUDWAY.  004-74-7927 
ADRIAN  W   BURKE.  465-16-6385 
GERARD  K   BURNS.  061-56-5349 
MARTIN  J   BURNS.  35964-0271 
SHAWN  W   BURNS.  011-52-9225 
MICHAEL  H   BURT.  267-68-1735 
BRETT  K   BURTIS.  120-66-2594 
JOHN  M    BUTTERWORTH.  533-68-9387 
KEVIN  L   BYWATERS  040-42^7963 
WILLIAM  P  CABRERA  II.  267-8^«79 
GREGORY  R  CALDWELL.  196-44-3882 
PAUL  F  CALLAN.  019^36-6961 
DEXTER  CAMPBELL.  361-47  3333 
PATRICK  J   CAMPBELL.  223-98-3388 
MICHAEL  T  CARIELLO.  26661  7826 
JOHN  W  CARL.  080-38-9327 
CHARLES  K   CARROLL.  526^596474 
WAY'NE  D  CARSON.  016-14-8364 
JAMES  S.  CASON,  3SO-58-4309 
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ANTONIO  J   CERRILLO.  390-64-0270 
MARK  S  CHANDLER.  419-94-2750 
MURRAY  W  CHAPMAN.  397-SIMO40 
.JAMES  B  CHARTIER.  023-M-OTOI 
BRENT  C  CHERRY.  519-72-4204 
CAMILO  CHINEA,  111-58-6109 
CHISHOLM  ROY  261-33-59S6 
PHILLIP  C   CHUDOBA    158-52-6994 
M.\TTHEW  R  CICCHINELLI.  08CMO-2999 
KEITH  L  CIERI   466-02-5640 
JA.MES  W   CLARK.  JR.  403-90-6867 
KENNETH  W  CLARK.  546-13-4234 
ROBERT  D   CLARK,  214-92-2305 
THOMAS  S  CLARK  III.  529-66-4336 
JONATHAN  S   CLAUCHERTY.  365-80-1812 
JUSTON  H   CLEMENT.  422-80-4851 
DAVID  W   COFFMAN   266-75-8012 
CHRIS  A   COLEE.  266-19-9224 
WILLL\M  T   COLLINS.  563-51-9356 
STEPHEN  I   CONBOY  064-46-6253 
PATRICK  P   CONNELLY.  576-68-r734 
MICH.\EL  R  CONNOLLY  344-S8-6823 
ALBERT  T  CONORD.  216-90-7570 
KEVIN  B   CONROY   545-51-3356 
HARRY  G    CONSTANT.  JR  .  378-64-3973 
PATRICK  M    COOKE.  196-48-4120 
WILLIA.M  R   COPE,  228-08-6622 
GEORGE  D   COPELAND.  237-98-7438 
ADAM  J    COPP.  054-60-0957 
STEPHEN  P  CORCORAN.  138-70-OlffT 
GEOFFREY  A    CORSON.  003-56-3806 
SCOTT  E   CORWIN.  020-52-2601 
WILLL^M  R   COSTANTINI,  096-42-7691 
CHRISTOPHER  R   COVER.  186-52-8071 
JONATHAN  D   COVINGTON.  419-03-2266 
JOHN  D  COWLEY.  416-92-7757  | 

JOHN  J   CRANE.  264-61-7804 
JAMES  T   CRAVENS.  402-74-1255 
CRAIG  C   CRENSHAW.  264-69-5885 
RAFFAELE  CROCE.  155-66-1801 
JEFFREY  B   CROCKETT.  523-13-8902 
DOUGLAS  F    CROM*  ELL.  283-70-3821 
MADISON  H   CRUM,  ,JR  .  241-15-8982 
GARY  W  CUBBAGE.  226-04-5313 
RONALD  S   CULP.  264-19-2501 
JOSEPH  W  CURATOLA.  585-19-6799 
WILLL^M  D   CURRY.  471-82-3172 
PAUL  1   CYR.  560-23-6347 
RONALD  R    DALTON.  458-15-2208 
ERIC  -M    DA.MM.  209-I8-3674 
MATTHEW  F    DANIEL,  412-98-6939 
CHRISTOPHER  J    DAVIS.  145-60-8434 
RICHARD  D    DAVIS.  JR.  371-70-8659 
NEWELL  B   DAY  II.  576-84-0506 
DANIEL  C    DEAMON.  476-82-3402 
DAVID  D    DEAN    J66-74-9244 
RICHARD  A   DEFOREST.  229-02-6185 
DAVID  W    DEIST    21-56-0038 
P.A.TRICK  M    DELATTE.  111-50-6540 
GARY  R    DELIBERTO.  328-62-4860 
PETER  L    DELORIER.  053-54- 23S5 
FR.\NC1S  A    DELZOMPO.  552-35-3104 
JAMES  R   DENNEY.  300-44-0586 
JAMES  G    DERDALL.  327-54-1032 
MARK  J   DESENS.  322-50-0795 
JAMES  E    DEVERS.  579-93-8180 
STUART  L   DICKEY.  451-37-1711 
KURT  E    DIEHL.  090-56-8648 
MARK  V   DILLARD.  566-55-^e94 
JOHN  E.  DtXISON.  374-50-1122 
JEFFREY  S   DODD  255-19-9744 
JON  G   DOERING.  267-71-1065 
DENNIS  A   DOGS.  399^8-1100 
THOMAS  E   DOLAN   JR    014-40-2862 
TIMOTHY  J    DOLAN,  14.3-60-7079 
WILLLAM  L    DOLLEY.  006-64-1360 
JA.MES  V    DOMINICK  III.  105-50-9241 
GREGORY  M-  DOUQUET.  356-42-1034 
JERO.ME  E   DRISCOLL.  555-15-7065 
BARRY  T   DUNCAN.  240-25-1587 
ROBERT  T   DURKIN.  130-52-0450 
CHARLES  E    DYE.  289-68-7337 
BRADLEY  R.  EAD3   308-76-8022 
WINSTON  I    EARLE.  092-56-6012 
STEVEN  M   EIDSMOE.  534-68-3118 
DAVID  A    ELLIS,  267-19-9057 
JOSEPH  R   ELLIS.  189-48-5720 
TAMMY  R   ELLIS.  378-64-5449  I 

KEVIN  G    E.MERY   264-63-6803  I 

RICHARD  C   ERLER.  337-52-9456 
LINK  P   ER.MIS   154-35-1270 
WILLL^.V  P   ESHEL.M.AN.  JR  .  571-51-9773 
CLAYTON  O    EVERS.  JR..  266-88-7744 
THOMAS  A    EWING.  262-57-6566 
JOACHIM  W    PACK.  393-80-9691 
MARK  C    FELSKE.  056-62-6786 
CARL  FELTON   261-71-5576 
NICHOLAS  FERENCZ  III.  271-71-5294 
STEPHEN  A    FERRANDO.  111-76-9068 
ERIC  K    FIPPINGER.  073-62-9916 
HENRY  G    FI.SCHER    468-84-3919 
KENNETH  S    FLSCHLER.  19+-56-3641 
DANIEL  M    FITZGERALD.  52»-13-0774 
BRI.\N  P    FITZGIBBONS,  086-54-8568 
JACK  E    FLANAGAN,  091-54-0795 
ROBERT  J    FLEMING    030-48-3902 
MATTHEW  D   FLETCHER.  362-76-554* 
ERIC  A    FOLLSTAD.  173-84-9182 
SUSAN  W    FONTENO    349^38^587 
PATRICK  D    FORD    508-74-3609 
KIM  E    FOSS.  310-66-7589 
DAVID  C    FOSTER.  239-17-9649 


TIMOTHY  S  FOSTER.  228-96-8818 
STEVEN  D   FOX.  315-64-8807 
DAVID  S   FOY.  257-04-3110 
MICHAEL  M    FRAZIER.  556-53-1579 
BENNETT  C.  FREEMON.  451-41-6799 
JAMES  B   FRITZ.  313-72-1287 
SCOTT  B   FROSCH.  398-78-6324 
THOMAS  J    FUHRER.  183-18-7937 
SCOTT  J   FULLER.  387-72-1753 
JOHN  D  GAMBOA.  554-08-4019 
JAMES  M   GANNON.  333-58-2786 
JEFFERY  A   GARDNER.  380-48-1789 
ROBERT  L  GARDNER.  563-55-3841 
DAVID  P  GARNISH.  522-06-8798 
MICHAEL  G  GARRETT.  515-70-8207 
KENNETH  E  GASKILL.  JR  .  137-66-rr78 
JAMES  D  CASS.  413-11-8726 
ROBERT  W  GATES.  214-84-9310 
SHERYL  G  GATEWOOD.  490-82-0127 
BRAD  R  GERSTBREIN.  163-60-9941 
JEFFREY  G   GERVICKAS.  022-48-3062 
HERMAN  H  GILES.  JR     129-16-7195 
KENYON  M   GILL  III,  492-76-5389 
DANIEL  J   GILLAN.  327-54-0863 
THOMAS  C  GILLESPIE.  549-33-1480 
BRENT  P  GODDARD.  008-58-7057 
STEWART  O  GOLD.  140-50-2718 
ROBERTO  GOLDEN  III,  157-66-4168 
BRIAN  S  GOOD.  387-76-1120 
HENRY  J  OOODRUM.  414-25-8692 
DAVID  M   GOUDREAU.  364-72-5967 
RICKEY  L  GRABOWSKI.  500-63-8519 
BRIAN  J   GRADEN.  317-70-1501 
RICHARD  E  GRANT.  106-54-6130 
ANTHONY  J  GRECO.  JR  .  114-60-9737 
EDWARD  M.  GREEN.  187-58-5772 
PETER  GRELL.  051-62-6086 
KEVIN  L  GROSS.  567-43-6893 
SAMUEL  B  GROVE.  311-74-7941 
MICHAEL  A  GROVES,  518-78-3399 
JOSEPH  GUADAGNO.  205-18-8608 
BRIAN  H  GUDMUNDSSON.  079^56-3033 
ROLANDO  GUZMAN.  363-62-5692 
GREGG  T  HABEL.  298-48-9124 
JOHN  R  HAHN,  221-60-7300 
RONALD  D   HAHN.  JR  .  168-68-6703 
CHRISTIAN  N   HALIDAY.  226-7S-4816 
JACK  Q  HALL.  216-90-7649 
JOHN  A   HALL,  JR  ,  362^59-9780 
MARK  E   HALL.  293-56-1758 
TIMOTHY  J   HALL.  502-86-5989 
DOUGLAS  R   HAMILTON.  449-41-3385 
THOMAS  J    HAMILTON  II,  261-61-5656 
RICHARD  M   HANCOCK  228-04-4190 
EDDIE  W  HANNA.  439-11  3586 
TERRENCE  L  HANNIGAN.  523-02-1323 
ROBERT  J.  HANSBERRY,  JR.,  530-46-4675 
DAVID  K   HANSEN.  342-64-4878 
MICHAEL  B  HANYOK.  184-66-6568 
DOUGLAS  M   HARDISON.  449-2»-4S55 
RICHARDS   HARPER.  524-13-5132 
LONNIE  R   HARRELSON  249-15-1312 
WILLLAM  M   HARRISON.  571-11  2262 
DANA  L   HASKELL  005-64-0588 
JOSEPH  K   HAVILAND   191  56-2224 
JEFFREY  M   HAYNES  156-13-4660 
JOHN  D   HAYNES.  JR  .  042^64-7774 
8KENT  HEAKN  11.  143-62-3953 
RANDY  L   HEBERT  248-29-6365 
NELSON  T  HECKROTH.  540-74-1754 
JEFFREY  J   HEDERER.  389-82-1247 
DAVID  S   HEESACKER.  211  96-1948 
SCOTT  A    HEFFNER.  261  59-3634 
ANTHONY  J   HEIDEMAN,  559-39-7526 
DANIEL  K   HENRY.  353-60-1085 
FELIPE  HERNANDEZ.  546-88-9468 
JEFFREY  M   HEWLETT.  093-56-6063 
DAN  P  HICKEY.  273-68-1390 
WILLMM  E  HICKEY.  JR  .  023-46-8344 
MICHAEL  K.  HILE.  293-60-4409 
CHANDLER  B   HIRSCH.  226-90-1S31 
JON  S  HOFFMAN.  569-31-0421 
PATRICK  R    HOGAN.  070-54-1925 
L.ARRY  J    HOLCOMB   337-62-5580 
RICHARD  W   HOLLAND.  562-06-9223 
ROBERT  H   HOLMAN.  515-76-5672 
GERALD  M   HORSEMAN.  175-48-8818 
CHRISTOPHER  B   HOUSER.  244-29-5304 
FRANCIS  X   HOWARD.  333-56-0627 
MICHAEL  R.  HUDSON.  573-17-1471 
JAY  L  HUSTON.  387-66-5607 
CARL  R   INGEBRETSEN   JR  .  231-04-7783 
DAVID  A   INGEBRETSEN   231-04-8322 
BIENVENIDO  P   I NTOY.  JR.  334-60-8073 
JOSEPH  A    ISAAC.  JR  .  544-78-1698 
THOMAS  R   rVAN.  178-54-1126 
CINO  V   JACKSON.  369-64-6755 
JEROME  A  JACKSON.  084-60-4698 
JERRY  G   JAMISON,  467-19-6684 
RUSSELL  E  JAMISON,  JR  .  554-37-1937 
RICHARD  B   JAgUES,  002-50-9606 
MARC  W  JASPER,  56»-37  3637 
MARK  S  JEBENS.  331-54-5563 
CHARLES  A   .JOHNSON.  JR  .  224-02-5379 
DANIEL  P  JOHNSON.  512-73-8266 
CARL  E  JONES  III.  421  74-0936 
KEVIN  M   JONES.  572-15-1168 
MICHAEL  S  JONES.  149-62-6672 
BARRY  D  JUSTICE.  102-54-3189 
STEPHEN  P   KACHELEIN.  553-31-3347 
PAUL  A    KARAFA.  135-48-1816 
HARVEY  A.  KEELING  III.  330-80-9828 


KEVIN  T   KELLEY.  381-68-9757 
CHARLES  A   KELLY.  053-62-7070 
KATHLEEN  P   KELLY.  240-27-1005 
KEVIN  M.  KELLY.  103-60-3230 
STEVEN  A    KELLY.  155-27-3421 
TODD  G    KEMPER.  307  52-5318 
STEVF,N  C   KENDALL.  181-82-2196 
PAUL  J    KENNEDY.  01568-3287 
PHILLIP  W    KENOYER,  535-78-7112 
ELIZABETH  K    KERSTENS.  346-40-4222 
ASAD  A    KHAN.  04.V58  5210 
MICHAEL  J   KIBLER.  098-42-6502 
ROBERT  F   KILLACKEY.  JR  ,  119-64-3953 
JEFFREY  B    KILMER    265-,5i  S162 
EARNEST  U   KING.  ;i30-58-l.>16 
STEPHEN  D    KING,  493-66-8002 
CHARLES  L    KIRKLAND,  261  67  84,30 
.STEPHEN  F    KIRKPATRICK.  166  96-7431 
CARLOS  P    KIZZEE.  269-68-2519 
DOUGLAS  R   KLEINSMITH.  362-78-9882 
GREG  A   KOSLOSKE.  357-60-1171 
BARRY  L   KRAGEL   481-86-1830 
BRIAN  J    KRAMER,  l71-18-27'30 
JOHN  L   KRATZERT.  068-60-3176 
MICHAEL  E   KRIVDO.  287.58-5155 
PAUL  A    KUCKUK.  396-18-0658 
KEVAN  B   KVENLOG.  473-72  1264 
JA.MES  G.  KYSER  IV.  226-04-1010 
JOH.N  D    LADUE.  377-86-8093 
ROOSEVELT  G   LA  FONT  A.NT.  1 19-56-0517 
CHRIS  A    LAMSON.  157-11-7712 
MICHAEL  E   LANGLEY.  532-64-3483 
MARTIN  E    LAPIERRE.  JR  .  339-60-5543 
MICHAEL  L   LAWRENCE.  510-66-6762 
ROBERT  F   LEARY.  021-54-6719 
SHELDON  H   LEAVITT.  226-130008 
PAUL  J    LEBLA.NC.  532-62-9102 
DANIEL  J   LECCE.  203-56-9124 
GARY  C.  LEHMANN.  052-62-9376 
ERICK  J   LERMO.  561-92-1980 
WILLIAM  M   LEVISON.  527-80-9746 
KYLE  B   LEWIS.  511-72-0986 
GEORGE  E   LINES.  585-23-3796 
DAVID  P   LOBIK.  018-58-0427 
LAWRENCE  S,  LOCH.  071-54-1081 
JOAN  LONOUA.  043-70-8503 
P.-KTRICK  G    LOONEY.  226-08-6426 
RAYMOND  S   LOPES.  JR  .  088-58-2899 
MATTHEW  A   LOPEZ.  340-62-7059 
CHRISTOPHER  J    LORIA.  022-54-9523 
DONALD  A.  LORKOWSKI.  553-13-0109 
JOHN  K    LOVE.  464-33-6661 
BRADLEY  L.  LOWE.  507-90-1226 
JON  K   LOWREY.  124-92-0443 
JOHN  I.OWRV  III.  048-10-2976 
KENNETH  D    LOY.  530-58-9878 
GREGG  L    LYON.  215-78-7464 
MARK  R   LYONS.  100-80-8764 
SCOTT  J   MACK.  220-84-7957 
.STEPHEN  A    MACKEY.  175-90-7704 
ANDREW  R   MAC  MANNIS.  071-14-1943 
MARK  L    MAGRAM.  157-66-9162 
PATRICK  J    MALAY.  121-58-5352 
JOHN  C    MALIK  III.  071-60-0411 
STEVEN  T   MANNING.  488-60-7929 
MICHAEL  W    MANZER.  .m,  064-54-4880 
NICHOLAS  F    .MARANO.  186-50-5008 
DOUGLAS  C    .MARR.  .508-76-9421 
FRANCE.SCO  MARRA,  157-46-9265 
LARRY  R    .MARSHALL.  175-16-3316 
JOHN  R   MARTI.  172  68-1851 
CHRISTOPHER  B   .VIARTIN.  262-65-1107 
JAMES  M    MARTIN.  .504-92-2039 
ANTONIO  J    MATTALIANO.  JR  .  025-54-5034 
WILLIAM  G    .MATTHEWS.  211-19-2299 
A.N'THONY  ,J    .MACRO.  051-56  2393 
MICHAEL  T   MAURO.  126-50-0252 
JOHN  F   MAY.  291  72-1797 
ROBERT  C    MC  ARTHUR.  ,527  63-5534 
MARK  W    MCCADDEN,  196-4S-085.5 
EDWARD  C    MCCARTHY.  120-50-8627 
GARY  J    MCCARTHY,  147-62-8865 
TERESA  F    .MCCARTHY,  006-66-5287 
ROB  B    MCCLARV    241    15-4420 
KEVIN  P    MCCLERNON,  112-626067 
KEVIN  M    MCCONNELL.  517-76-2477 
MARKG    MCCONNELL.  265-29-2021 
BRYAN  P   MCCOY.  086-58  2401 
JAMES  M    MCCUE.  117  50-0959 
DWAYNET    MC  DAVID.  405-94-7220 
EDWARD  F   MCDONNELL.  033-48-1952 
JOHN  G   .MCGONAGLE.  021-54-19;)0 
.SCOTT  R    .MCGOWAN    >33-li2  9847 
JAMES  A    MCGREGOR.  076-62-5501 
LEON  A    MCILVENE.  261  55-1775 
SCOTT  J    MEDEIROS.  014-56-3512 
STEPHEN  A    MEDEIROS.  012-58-3523 
GLEN  E    MELIN,  544-82-2989 
MARK  A   MELIN,  542-86-6391 
JUDITH  J    MELLON,  561-96-1775 
MARK  W    MELORO.  152-50-0451 
LAWRENCE  E   MICCOLIS.  158-62-8157 
MICHAEL  A    .MICUCCI.  504-84-7553 
DREW  B   MILLER.  .363-75-1966 
LEONARD  D    MILLER.  508-60-8916 
SIDNEY  F    MITCHELL.  58703-6311 
MICHAEL  T   MIZE.  029-52-6900 
JOHN  A    .MOFFETT,  003-18-0749 
JOSEPH  F    .MONAGHAN.  JR  .  217-88-6756 
MICHAEL  J    MONYAK.  160-54-3472 
DONALD  A    MOORE.  328-52-1905 
JEFFREY  A    MOORE.  257-21-8378 
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THOMAS  C.  MOORE.  567-15-6113 
MICHAEL  F    .MORRIS.  248-11-5105 
MICHAEL  K   .MORTON.  527-59-2609 
THOMAS  P   .MUDGE.  535-18-1380 
LAURA  I    MUHLENBERG,  107-90-1009 
CHRISTOPHER  J    MULLIN.  020-58-1159 
TIMCJTHY  J    MURPHY.  176  52-6616 
GLENN  A    MURRAY.  270-54-2483 
JOSEPH  B   MURRAY  III.  232-13-2103 
BRIAN  C    MURTHA.  283-60-2966 
SAMUEL  R   MYERS.  381-72-1855 
RICK  J    NATALE.  041-66-8385 
JAMES  E    NEES.  544-78-6508 
NIEL  E    NEL.SON.  229-98  9399 
.STEPHEN  G    NIE.MERSKI.  048-60-1711 
CARL  H    NISHIOKA.  576-72-1733 
.STEPHEN  G   NITZSCHKE.  300- ,52-8329 
MATTHEW  n    NORMAN.  178-50-6603 
TK.RRENCE  K   ODELL.  569-04-2603 
DANIEL  J    ODONOHUE.  114-54-3417 
ANDREW  S   OHARA.  207-56-1991 
SCOTT  D  OLINGER.  425-94-7560 
GREGG  P  OLSON.  007-62-7633 
CHRI.STOPHER  J    OLSZKO.  293-56-7245 
DAVID  P    OLSZOWY.  083-52-3066 
ROBERT  G   OLTMAN.  171-58-9848 
JON  E    OMEY.  54.5-37-0010 
JOHN  P  OROURKE.  217-90-7173 
JA.MES  W    ORR.  566-80-5805 
ROY  A    OSBORN.  161-15-5777 
DAVID  F   OVERTON.  263-49-2944 
.STEPHEN  M    PACE.  26.5-57-3004 
MICHAEL  S    PALERMO.  JR..  061-12-1926 
BRIAN  T    PALMER.  102-62  3369 
KIRK  D   PAL.MER.  242-23-3607 
JAMES  D   PANKNIN.  JR.  246-23-4912 
D<-1UGLAS  A    PARIS.  406-94-4008 
WILLIAM  J    PARKER  III.  266-73-1104 
PAUL  s   PATTERSON.  JR  .  266-55-1147 
ANTHONY  C    PA VACK.  568-29-6214 
WILLIAM  R    PAYNE.  JR  .  109-19-1519 
DEAN  A    PENKETHMAN.  03.5-48-5092 
HENRY  L   PENNINGTON.  347  62  7354 
JOSEPH  F.  PERITO.  128-60-2095 
GERALD  A.  PETERS.  530-50-8589 
NORMAN  L,  PETERS.  262-17-2941 
ROBERT  O    PETIT.  433-90-0883 
DAVID  G    PETITT.  106-56-6660 
PETER  PETRONZIO.  Oil  51-1210 
MICHAEL  N    PEZNOLA.  030-54-6600 
RUSSELL   I    PHARRIS.  537.52- 2235 
DARRELL  PHILPOT.  083-50-0965 
KEITH  W   PIERCE.  246-11-3260 
DAVID  K    PIGMAN.  261-51-5357 
MICHAEL  J   PIIRTO.  559-08-4305 
DA.NIEL  A    PINEDO.  553-98-8002 
JOHN  M    PIOLI.  148-66-6919 
BENTON  W    PITTMAN.  428-96-0878 
SCOTT  H    POINDEXTER.  218-76-2355 
JOHN  M   POLLOCK.  229-17-4105 
RICHARD  R   POSEY.  440-62-4754 
WILLIAM  T    POTTS.  JR..  423-60-9926 
JONATHON  D    POWELL.  537-56-5837 
LAULIE  S   POWELL.  265-19-3676 
JOELR    POWERS.  127  31-1093 
ALAN  M    PRATT.  .364-60^0817 
ri.AHENCF,  V    PREV ATT.  IV.  265-35-1586 
.JOHN  H    PRICE.  528-86  9764 
RICHARD  A.  PRZYBYSZEW.SKI.  549-31-3096 
PAUL  L   PUGLIESE.  096-60-0511 
DANIEL  G    PURCELL.  185-52-3063 
DAVID  R   PUTZE.  169-60-M54 
JOHN  T  QUINN  II.  222  30-4642 
ROBERT  N    RACKHAM.  JR  .  519-76-7273 
ROBERTO  F    RAMIREZ.  164-35-3599 
WILLIAM  J    RAMPEY.  JR.  248-80-6990 
JOHNNY  R   RANEY.  118-88-9794 
ROBERT  C    RAWDON.  JR  .  115-21-3770 
PETER  C    REDDY.  228-62-6715 
PATRICK  L   REDMON.  307-76-9370 
RICHARD  W,  REGA.N,  228-04-3847 
LAURA  A   REICH.  568-59-8483 
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TERENCE  W.  REID.  249-35-5227 
KEITH  A    REIMER.  413-23-8592 
SHAWN  M   REINWALD.  185-14-1658 
JAY  W   REIST.  121  42-1233 
CARL  A.  REYNOSO.  557-27-9259 
MARC  F   RICCIO.  223-08-9925 
JOSEPH  P   RICHARDS.  0)0-56-8836 
STEPHEN  P   RICHARDSON.  206-62-4224 
SAMUEL  M    RIDDER  II.  275-46-9963 
PATRICK  A    RILEY.  217-86-9781 
JEFFREY  A   ROBB.  100-94-4676 
LAWRENCE  R.  ROBERTS.  052-58-8115 
CURTIS  M.  ROGERS  III.  239^25-4462 
MARK  L    ROHRBAUGH  II.  040-66-9656 
ROGER  W    ROLAND.  447  62-8943 
GARRY  K    ROSENGRA.NT.  088-.50-6385 
CHRISTOPHER  P   ROUSSEY.  312-74-8190 
LISA  A-  ROW.  207  .52-9652 
ROBERT  R  ROWSEY.  032-56-9410 
STEVEN  R   RUDDER.  042-64-3612 
DAVID  L   RUIZ.  51694-5513 
WILLIAM  M   RUKES.  478-72-1654 
DAVID  RUNYON.  383-18-8117 
JEREMIAH  I    RUPERT.  290-14-2327 
GREGORY  M    RYAN.  239-96-9000 
CHARLES  A    RYN.  193-42-1306 
CHARLES  B.  SAGEBIEL.  263-87-6433 
RAYMOND  J   SANCHEZ.  JR  .  309-74-1750 
DANIEL  J.  .SANDERS.  498-64-6885 
ALAN  SCHACH.MAN.  JR  .  364-86-5768 
.STEVE  SCHEPS.  074-58  5433 
TODD  W    SCHLUND.  503-96-2328 
RICHARD  M   SCHMITZ.  157-66-8962 
JAMES  J   SCHULTZ.  308-76-5949 
PAUL  D   SCHULTZ.  395-68-9800 
JOHN  M,  SCHUM.  564-39-1928 
ROBERT  C.  .SCHUTZ  IV.  217-86  2768 
GARRY  S  .SCHWARTZ.  297-54-5639 
RUSSELL  W.  SCOTT  III.  150-66-1352 
DOUGLAS  L-  SEAL.  544-71-3296 
RONALD  A.  SEL\T.  527-71-6709 
GREGORY  D   SEROKA.  546-13-4086 
ROSEANN  L   SGRICNOLI.  287-60-0062 
CHRISTOPHER  A    SHARP.  494-70-0665 
JEFFREY  J    SHARROCK.  366-72-3941 
KIRK  A   SH  A  WHAN.  276-68-6160 
MARK  V   SHIGLEY.  231-70-5760 
MATTHEW  SHIHADEH.  193^38-3496 
TIMOTHY  V   SHINDELAR.  541-763914 
BRADLEY  H   SHUMAKER.  286-64-9414 
ROBERTA   SICHLER.  091  58-0158 
MARTIN  H   SITLER.  272-64-0385 
ERIC  B.  SMITH.  217-92-7025 
GEORGE  W   SMITH.  JR.  213-94-2329 
RANDALL  W   SMITH.  267-51-6246 
RUSSELL  M    SMITH.  438-21-3376 
WENDY  A   SMITH.  572-13-7437 
JOH.N  R    SNIDER.  533-68-0721 
MICHAEL  .1   SNYDER.  157-52-5648 
STEVEN  F   SNYDER.  461-23-8262 
ANDREW  L   SOLGERE.  561  31-9628 
MARISSA  A    SOUZA.  086-42-0729 
RICHARD  W.  SPOONER.  226-86-4994 
MICHAEL  R  .ST.AHLM.AN.  264-89-1000 
JAMES  J   STANFORD.  JR  .  431-27-1016 
FLOYD  J   STANSFIELD.  542-94-1573 
ROBERT  S   STARBUCK.  543-80-2249 
.'ANDREW  O   .STARR.  328-60-6849 
RICHARD  V   STAUFFER.  JR..  172  48-7266 
TERRY  P  STAUTBERG.  294-64^7546 
JOHN  E.  STEVENS.  512-74-3050 
ROBERT  J   STEVEN.SON.  303-68-7517 
WENDY  A   .STEWART.  564-43-1313 
CRAIG  J   STILES.  086-60-6666 
CHRLSTOPHER  W  .STODDARD.  363-66-8727 
DAVID  A    STOPP.  067-18-8071 
THEODORE  J   STOUT.  471-82-6729 
JOEL  W   STRIETER.  296-56-3748 
FREDERICK  W   STURCKOW,  571-63-0866 
ARTHUR  T  STURGEON.  JR..  255-33-2039 
STEPHEN  M.  SULLIVAN.  012-54-3683 
MARK  D.  SUMNER.  327-64-3626 
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JEROME  E.  SZEWCZYNSKI.  52I-0e-<S66 
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MICHAEL  J  TAYLOR.  077-60-0618 
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ARTHUR  M  TRINGALl   101-622961 
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MICHAEL  A  WALKER.  150-68-8423 
JIMMY  D   WALLACE  II.  456-87-7230 
ROBERT  E   WALLACE.  267-65-1442 
WILLIAM  F   WALSH.  318-84-3352 
HARRY  P   W.ARD.  134-52-8997 
JAMES  W   WARD.  JR  .  534-74-1869 
PATRICK  WARESK.  144-54-5106 
DAVID  M   WARGO.  285-64-3706 
CHARLES  P.  WATSON,  386-48-9922 
ROBERT  T  WATTS,  496-76-9677 
RUDOLF  WEBBERS.  365-85-3361 
PAUL  J   WEBER.  544-70  8435 
ROBERT  K   WEINKLE.  JR  .  343-13-9134 
JOHN  L  WELIN.SKI,  533  72-9913 
CLARENCE  E  WELLS.  265-17-4818 
ROBERT  F   WENDEL.  541  96-8423 
ROGER  A   WENDT.  463-37  9566 
RICHARD  M   WERSEL.  JR  .  550-11-mS 
MICHAELBWE.ST.  226-17-8668 
MICHAEL  R  WESTMAN  216-62-4562 
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KEVLN  L   WHITE.  534-63-1303 
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RICHARD  R  WILLIAMS  111.  219-52-4331 
THOMAS  M   WILLIAMS.  JR  .  571-47-4730 
JOHN  A   WILSON.  JR.  013-54-0517 
GARY  A    WINTER.STEIN.  zn -60-0619 
DONALD  G   WOGAMAN.  578-90-5494 
DAKOTA  L  WOOD.  491-66-1831 
DAVID  S  WOOD.  254-17-5991 
PETER  D.  WOODMANSEE.  04560-3652 
MICHAEL  K  WOODWARD.  305-74-9171 
GEORGE  T  WRIGHT.  JR  .  2S3-69-13S0 
LLOYD  A    WRIGHT.  464-31-6450 
DANIEL  D  YOO.  231-08-6152 
ROY  D  YOUNG.  510-64-2792 
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JOAN  P   ZIMMERMAN.  381-54-6603 
JOHN  O.  ZUPPAN.  6a>-31-38ff7 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— T/iarsda>',  May  11,  1995 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Foley]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washincto.s'.  DC. 

May  11.  1995. 
I  hereby   designate   the   Honorable   Mark 
Adam  Foley  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore 
on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Reverend  Richard  A.  Rhoades. 
Friedens  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church, 
Gibsonville.  NC,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Gracious  God.  as  You  have  created  a 
world  so  lush  and  wonderful  and  placed 
us  here  to  both  care  for  and  enjoy  it. 
guide  this  Nation  as  a  people  to  con- 
sciously respect  and  care  for  one  an- 
other and  for  all  that  exists.  Bless  this 
body,  set  apart  by  the  people,  to  faith- 
fully steward  and  guide  the  activities 
of  the  United  States  of  America.  Em- 
power the  leaders  to  use  their  gifts  to 
the  fullest,  and  enable  their  staff  mem- 
bers to  perform  their  tasks  with  excel- 
lence. Comfort  these  Your  servants 
through  the  demands  and  stresses  of 
their  positions.  And  help  all  of  our  Na- 
tion's citizens  to  join  in  working  to- 
gether for  universal  peace  and  for  the 
good  of  each  other  and  of  the  world. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  'Will  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jo.vE.s]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  JONES  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  alleijiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  Justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan.  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
with  an  amendment  in  which  the  con- 
currence of  the  House  is  requested,  a 
bill  of  the  House  of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  956.  An  act  to  establish  legal  stand- 
ards and  procedures  for  product  liability  liti- 
gation, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276h-276k  of  title 
22,  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  as  a  member 
of  the  Senate  delegation  to  the  Mexico- 
United  States  Interparliamentary 
Group  during  the  1st  session  of  the 
104th  Congress,  to  be  held  in  Tucson, 
AZ,  May  12-14,  1995. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276d-276g  of  title 
22,  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mr.  Akaka  as  a  member  of  the 
Senate  delegation  to  the  Canada-Unit- 
ed States  Interparliamentary  Group 
during  the  1st  session  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress, to  be  held  in  Huntsville,  ON, 
Canada,  May  18-22,  1995. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  sections  276h-276k  of  title 
22,  United  States  Code,  as  amended,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
appoints  Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Murkow- 
sKi,  and  Mr.  Gorton  as  members  of  the 
Senate  delegation  to  the  Mexico-Unit- 
ed States  Interparliamentary  Group 
during  the  1st  session  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress, to  be  held  in  Tucson,  AZ,  May 
12-14.  1995. 


250TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  FRIEDENS 
LUTHERAN  CHURCH 

(Mr.  COBLE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  welcome  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  today  a  minister  from 
my  district.  Reverend  Rhoades  serves 
as  the  pastor  of  the  Friedens  Lutheran 
Church.  Friedens  Lutheran  Church.  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  beautifully  situated  among 
the  gentle  rolling  hills  of  Piedmont, 
NC,  between  Gibsonville  and 
McLeansville  in  the  heart  of  the  sixth 
Congressional  District. 

Friedens.  a  patriotic  congregation. 
focusing  on  worship  of  God,  service  to 
the  community,  and  living  the  love  of 
God  in  their  own  lives  and  with  every- 
one they  meet,  is  celebrating  its  250th 
anniversary  this  year.   In  addition  to 


Reverend  Rhoades,  we  are  privileged. 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  have  in  the  House  gal- 
lery today  several  members  of  the 
Friedens  Lutheran  Church. 

Again,  I  say  it  is  our  privilege  to  wel- 
come our  guest  chaplain,  Reverend 
Rhoades  today,  and  the  members  of  the 
Friedens  Lutheran  Church,  to  the 
House  of  Representatives. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  remind  Members  not  to 
refer  to  members  in  the  gallery. 


BUDGET  RESOLUTION  A  PRODUCT 
OF  SECRECY 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
morning  around  1  or  1:15  a  budget  reso- 
lution was  adopted  by  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget.  It  is  the  product 
of  secrecy,  of  task  forces  meeting, 
working  as  a  shadow  government  in 
this  Capitol,  to  design  a  budget  resolu- 
tion. And  if  you  had  sat  there  from  10 
in  the  morning  until  a  little  after  1  in 
the  morning  the  next  day  as  I  have, 
you  would  understand  why  it  has  been 
necessary  to  conceive  this  budget  reso- 
lution in  secret,  because  the  members 
of  the  Republican  caucus  have  again 
broken  their  word. 

They  have  broken  their  word  about 
having  an  open  House,  which  they 
promised  on  the  first  day.  And  the  rea- 
son it  was  so  essential  for  them  to  op- 
erate in  secrecy  is  t'nac  they  are  break- 
ing their  word  to  seniors  across  this 
country.  They  are  coming  after  Medi- 
care to  the  tune  of  almost  $300  billion 
in  cuts,  directly  out  of  the  pockets  of 
American  seniors. 

Finally,  after  being  pressed,  they  ad- 
mitted that  copayments  are  going  up 
for  American  seniors  and  that  many 
seniors  will  see  a  cut  in  their  benefits. 
They  just  do  not  know  who  has  been 
marked  for  the  most  pain. 


FEDERAL  BUDGET  MUST  BE 
BROUGHT  UNDER  CONTROL 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks. ) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  time  is 
running  out. 

If  Congress  fails  to  address  the  out-of 
control  Federal  budget,  it  will  soon  be 
too  late  for  our  children's  future. 
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If  we  fail  to  end  the  irresponsible 
spending  that  Washington  has  engaged 
in  for  the  last  25  years,  we  can  say 
goodbye  to  the  American  dream,  and 
say  hello  to  a  diminished  standard  of 
living  for  our  kids. 

The  consequences  are  just  too  great 
to  imagine  if  we  do  not  bring  the  Fed- 
eral budget  into  balance.  In  just  10 
years,  at  current  projections,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  be  unable  to  pay 
for  anything  beyond  the  service  on  the 
debt  and  entitlements.  That  means  no 
defense,  no  law  enforcement,  or  any 
other  domestic  spending. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Republicans  are  com- 
mitted to  bringing  budgetary  sanity 
out  of  budgetary  chaos.  We  will  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  eliminating  out- 
dated agencies,  waste,  and  programs 
that  simply  do  not  work.  All  the  lib- 
eral Democrats  can  offer  is  class  war- 
fare rhetoric  and  posture  for  the  best 
political  angle.  They  totally  fail  to  re- 
alize that  the  future  of  America  is  on 
the  line  and  that  time  is  running  out. 
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time  and  today,  we  have  on  a  per  cap- 
ita basis  increased  the  debt  about  $2.10 
each. 

Thomas  Jefferson  said  that  "We 
should  consider  ourselves  unauthorized 
to  saddle  posterity  with  our  debts,  and 
morally  bound  to  pay  them  ourselves." 
Yesterday  the  Republican  members  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  joined 
by  one  of  the  Democrat  members  of  the 
committee,  passed  what  will  be  a  zero, 
goose  egg,  nothing,  no  deficit  in  the 
year  2002,  balanced  budget  resolution. 


GOP  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

(Mr.  FOGLIETTA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
any  surprise  how  the  Republicans 
would  reach  a  balanced  budget  in  7 
years?  By  breaking  our  contract  with 
senior  citizens,  with  veterans,  with  the 
most  vulnerable  people  in  our  society, 
and  with  those  of  us  who  live  in  cities. 

I  take  the  floor  today  to  challenge 
just  one  aspect  of  this  disastrous  plan. 
that  which  would  bankrupt  American 
mass  transit.  The  best  wa.y  that  we  can 
empower  people  and  bring  them  out  of 
poverty  and  welfare  is  to  help  them  get 
jobs  and  to  keep  those  jobs.  This  re- 
quires meeting  practical  needs,  job 
training,  child  care,  health  insurance, 
and  mass  transit.  We  must  help  people 
get  to  their  jobs  on  safe,  dependable, 
and  economical  public  transit. 

Thus  I  rise  to  oppose  some  of  the  as- 
pects of  this  mean-spirited  budget  plan 
and  to  oppose,  as  strongly  as  I  can,  the 
end  of  the  Federal  Government's  com- 
mitment to  mass  transportation. 


LJThis  symbfil  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  eg.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  insened  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


ZERO  DEFICIT  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION  PASSED 

(Mr.  HOKE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  Rome  burns 
and  Nero  fiddles.  Since  yesterday  at 
this  time,  the  national  debt  has  in- 
creased S548  million.  That  is  almost  $23 
million  every  single  hour,  $383,000 
every  single  minute,  $9,000  every  sec- 
ond. Every  newborn  baby  enters  the 
world  owing  $17,300  of  his  or  her  share 
of  the  national  debt.  That  means  that 
between    yesterday    morning    at    this 


MEDICARE  RECIPIENTS  PLACED 
AT  GREAT  RISK 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLA'YTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  now 
know  that  the  majority  proposes  to  re- 
duce Medicare  spending  by  $250  billion 
over  the  next  7  years.  This  will  mean 
the  average  Medicare  patient's  benefits 
will  be  reduced  by  $132  in  1996  to  $2,000 
in  the  balanced  budget  year  2002.  Out- 
of-pocket  costs  will  rise  as  well.  Each 
American  on  Medicare,  and  their  fami- 
lies, can  expect  to  be  responsible  for 
thousands  of  dollars  of  additional  costs 
per  year.  The  import  of  these  huge 
spending  reductions  are  profound— less 
people  will  have  access  to  quality 
health  care,  and  our  Nation's  hospitals 
will  be  put  at  great  risk. 

As  Medicare  goes  under  the  knife,  so 
too  does  funding  for  medical  education, 
especially  teaching  hospitals,  such  as 
Pitt  Memorial,  in  my  congressional 
district.  Hospitals  like  Pitt  Memorial 
receive  about  30  percent  of  their  fund- 
ing for  resident  training.  They  get  ad- 
ditional funds  for  graduate  medical 
education  programs.  These  funds  pro- 
vide such  hospitals  with  the  financial 
cushion  so  that  they  can  continue  to 
provide  care  for  Medicare  patients. 
Who  will  pick  up  the  slack  for  this  es- 
sential funding— certainly  not  the 
States,  the  counties  or  the  people?  I  in- 
vite my  colleagues  from  across  the 
aisle  to  really  consider  the  impact  that 
these  deep  spending  reductions  will 
have  on  millions  of  seniors  and  their 
families.  This  will  end  Medicare,  as  we 
know  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  these  huge  reductions 
go  into  effect.  Medicare  patients  and 
their  families  will  suffer. 
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actually  they  were  spending  more  than 
ever. 

Now  they  come  to  the  floor  and  claim 
that  Republicans  are  cutting  Medicare, 
when  the  cold,  hard  facts  are  just  the 
opposite. 

As  you  can  see  by  this  chart,  the  per 
capita  expenditure  in  Medicare  will  in- 
crease from  $4,700  to  $6,300  over  the 
next  7  years. 

In  Democrat  parlance,  that  is  a  cut. 
but  to  most  Americans  that  is  a  sig- 
nificant increase. 

Coupled  with  our  reforms,  which  will 
weed  out  waste  and  fraud,  we  will  pro- 
tect, improve,  and  preserve  Medicare 
far  into  the  next  century. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Democrats  who 
come  to  the  floor  today  will  continue 
to  attack  Republicans  for  cutting  Med- 
icare. But  as  this  chart  shows,  the 
truth  is  far  different  from  the  Demo- 
crat version  of  reality. 


TIME  WARP 


(Mr.  CHRYSLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
are  caught  in  a  time  warp. 

They  are  still  thinking  like  the  Con- 
gress of  old.  where  through  the  magic 
of  baseline  budgeting.  Democrats  could 
claim  they  were  cutting  spending  when 


MEDICARE  CUTS  PAY  FOR  TAX 
CUTS  FOR  WEALTHY 

(Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  Republicans  have  finally  un- 
veiled their  budget  proposal.  And  as  ex- 
pected, the  news  is  not  good  for  our 
senior  citizens. 

House  Republicans  returned  from 
their  party  conference  last  week  united 
by  a  plan  to  cut  Medicare  in  order  to 
pay  for  their  $345  billion  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans.  Under  this  pro- 
posal. 37  million  seniors  will  lose  $900  a 
year  while  a  very  lucky  1.1  million  tax- 
payers—those making  more  than 
$230,000  a  year— will  enjoy  a  $20,000 
bonus. 

When  President  Clinton  came  to  of- 
fice, the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  was  due 
to  run  out  of  funds  in  1999.  Through 
tough  actions  that  this  administration 
passed,  and  every  Republican  opposed, 
the  trust  fund  was  strengthened  for  an 
additional  3  years.  The  President  then 
proposed  a  highly  detailed  health  care 
reform  proposal  that  would  have  sig- 
nificantly strengthened  the  Medicare 
Trust  Fund,  and  again  was  opposed  by 
most  Republicans. 

Since  last  year's  election,  the  Presi- 
dent has  made  clear  that  he  still  wants 
to  work  on  Medicare  cost  issues  with 
the  Republicans,  but  that  it  has  to  be 
in  the  context  of  real  health  care  re- 
form that  protects  the  integrity  of  the 
program,  expands  coverage,  and  pro- 
tects choice  as  well  as  quality  and  af- 
fordability.  No  responsible  person 
should  stand  by  and  allow  Medicare  to 
be  used  as  a  cover  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy  and.  in  doing  so.  break 
our  historic  contract  with  the  senior 
citizens. 
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REPUBLICANS  SUBMIT  AN  HONEST 
BALANCED  BUDGET  PROPOSAL 

( Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
daughter  is  grown  and  she  and  her  hus- 
band have  a  I'j-year-old  son  and  an- 
other child  on  the  way.  The  last  time 
an  official  House  committee  submitted 
a  bill  to  balance  the  budget,  she  was  2. 

Today.  House  Republicans  present 
the  first  honest  attempt  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  do  so  not  for  politics,  but 
for  our  children,  my  daughter  and  son. 
and  my  grandchildren.  We  do  so  be- 
cause my  family,  your  family  and  fam- 
ilies across  the  country  cannot  achieve 
the  American  dream  if  we  do  nothing. 

If  we  do  nothing,  we  will  pay  more 
interest  on  the  debt  than  we  spend  for 
defense.  Moreover,  my  grandchildren 
will  pay  more  than  S185.000  in  their 
lifetimes  just  to  pay  interest  on  the 
debt. 

We  will  not  stand  by  and  watch  any 
child  in  this  country  be  subject  to  that 
type  of  cruelty.  Yet  the  Democrat 
Party,  which  needlessly  frightened 
children  of  the  impending  doom  of 
school  lunches  is  utterly  unmoved  by 
the  threat  to  the  dreams  and  future  of 
those  same  kids 


D  1015 
TRADE  DEFICIT  WITH  JAPAN 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
battle  for  a  balanced  budget  is  not  tak- 
ing place  in  the  Halls  of  Congress.  The 
battle  for  a  balanced  budget  is  raging 
in  the  Pacific  over  the  protectionist 
trade  policies  of  Japan.  You  know  that. 
I  know  that,  and  the  American  worker, 
they  absolutely  know  it.  Watch  them 
at  election  time. 

I  commend  President  Clinton  for  his 
efforts.  The  President's  fight  is  abso- 
lutely right.  I  just  hope  at  the  last 
minute  they  do  not  make  another  com- 
promise washed-down  deal. 

Let  me  say  this:  The  hammer  is  in 
the  hands  of  Congress.  I  recommend 
imposing  a  15-percent  across-the-broad 
tariff  on  Japanese  products,  all  prod- 
ucts until  they  open  their  market. 
Think  about  it.  That  worked  for  Wash- 
ington. That  worked  for  Lincoln.  And 
that  worked  for  Japan. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  winning 
and  losing  is  contagious.  Let  us  join 
the  President's  fight.  Let  us  take  ac- 
tion against  Japan.  They  are  not  going 
to  open  their  doors  on  a  voluntary  re- 
quest. 


WHERE'S  THE  DEMOCRATS'  PLAN 
(Mr.   CHABOT  asked  and   was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 


Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day. Republicans  produced  a  historic 
plan  to  bring  us  to  a  balanced  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  The  liberal  Democrats 
here  in  Congress  have  already  jumped 
on  the  whining,  moaning,  and  groaning 
bandwagon  to  denounce  our  plan  in 
every  way  they  can. 

But  let  me  just  ask  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  one  question, 
Where's  your  bill?  Where's  your  plan  to 
balance  the  budget? 

The  fact  is  that  you  don't  have  a 
plan.  You  haven't  submitted  anything 
in  writing  to  balance  the  budget.  In- 
stead, you  are  content  to  sit  there 
maintaining  the  status  quo  while  our 
children's  future  goes  down  the  drain. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Republicans  care  about 
the  future  of  our  country.  Republicans 
will  pass  a  balanced  budget.  We  will 
keep  our  promise  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. 


KEEPING  THE  MEDICARE  PROMISE 

(Mr.  FAZIO  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, after  waging  a  war  against  our  Na- 
tion's children  by  slashing  school  lunch 
and  child  nutrition  programs,  the  Re- 
publicans have  turned  their  sights  on 
America's  senior  citizens. 

Yesterday,  they  released  the  details 
of  a  Republican  budget  that  finances 
tax  breaks  for  wealthy  Americans  by 
gutting  Medicare. 

The  Republicans  intend  to  write 
their  wealthy  friends  a  check  for  $305 
billion.  And  to  finance  this  giveaway, 
they  plan  to  force  seniors  to  cough  up 
an  extra  $9(X)  a  year. 

By  targeting  those  with  the  most  yet 
to  give,  our  children,  and  those  who 
have  made  the  greatest  sacrifice — our 
seniors — the  Republicans  are  under- 
mining a  fundamental,  moral  obliga- 
tion. 

This  debate  is  not  about  deficit  re- 
duction. It  is  about  sacrifice.  The  gen- 
eration of  Americans  who  now  receive 
Medicare  benefits  sacrificed  to  bring 
this  Nation  great  prosperity. 

A  senior  from  my  districts  from 
Vacaville,  CA— wrote  to  tell  me  that 
these  programs  are:  "promises  made  to 
people  who  earned  these  benefits." 

Promises?  Where  have  I  heard  that 
word  before?  "Promises  made,  promises 
kept." 

Obviously,  this  is  one  promise  the 
Republicans  do  not  intend  to  keep. 


THE  WRONG  WAY  TO  GO  WITH 
SOCIAL  SECURITY 

(Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Republicans  are  solving 
something   that   has   bothered   all    the 
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people,  but  I  do  not  think  they  are 
doing  it  the  right  way.  Older  people 
have  complained  to  me;  I  am  not  talk- 
ing about  the  wealthy  older  people  who 
will  be  the  beneficiaries  of  the  Repub- 
lican tax  cuts  but  the  average  older 
person  for  whom  Social  Security  is  a 
major  part  of  their  income.  And  they 
have  complained  that,  as  the  Social  Se- 
curity cost  of  living  has  gone  up,  Medi- 
care has  come  and  taken  it  away.  And 
they  have  been  virtually  equal  in  many 
cases. 

Well,  no  longer  under  the  Republican 
budget  plan  will  the  cost-of-living  in- 
crease that  older  people  get  be  equal  to 
the  increase  they  have  to  pay  in  Medi- 
care. But  the  Republicans  are  solving 
this  in  the  wrong  way. 

Older  people  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
more  for  their  Medicare,  and  under  the 
Republican  plan  they  will  get  less  for 
their  Social  Security.  So  every  year 
older  people  will  see  under  the  plan  an 
erosion  in  their  incomes  because  the 
Republicans  will  reduce  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing. 

They  want  to  cut  taxes  for  wealthy 
older  people  who  will  be  making 
$150,000  or  $200,000  a  year,  but  they  will 
cut  the  cost  of  living  for  an  older  per- 
son living  on  $9,000  or  $10,000.  That  is 
the  wrong  way  to  go. 
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This  Is  how  the  Republicans  keep  their 
promises:  By  cutting  Medicare,  By  cutting  So- 
cial Security.  The  American  people  deserve 
better. 


REPUBLICANS  PROMISES  ARE 
BROKEN 

(Mrs.  LOWEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publican budget  cuts  $21  billion  from 
Social  Security.  Seniors  who  have 
worked  hard  their  whole  lives  will  lose 
hundreds  of  dollars  in  Social  Security 
benefits.  Social  Security  is  a  contract 
that  we've  made  with  our  Nation's  sen- 
iors. The  Republican  budget  tears  that 
contract  into  pieces. 

The  Republican  budget  cuts  $283  bil- 
lion from  Medicare.  The  Republican 
budget  will  eliminate  Medicare  as  we 
know  it  by  herding  seniors  into  HMO's 
and  by  charging  them  $3,500  more  for 
their  health  care.  Seniors  who  depend 
on  Medicare  will  be  out  of  luck. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republican  budget 
breaks  faith  with  the  millions  of  Amer- 
ican seniors  who  depend  on  Medicare 
and  Social  Security  to  make  ends 
meet. 

Day  after  day  we  have  heard  how  the 
Republicans  have  kept  their  promises 
to  the  American  people.  One  after  an- 
other the  Republicans  told  us  that 
promises  made  are  promises  kept. 

Well  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  learn 
that  Republican  promises  made  are 
promises  broken. 

Speaker  Gingrich  and  the  Republican 
majority  promised  that  they  would  not 
cut  Social  Security  benefits.  They 
promised  not  to  devastate  Medicare. 

But  what  is  the  truth?  What  does 
their  new  budget  say? 


BROKEN  PROMISES 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  Repub- 
licans love  to  get  up  here  everyday  and 
talk  about  promises  made  and  promises 
kept,  but  it  seems  that  my  GOP  col- 
leagues have  forgotten  our  sacred 
promise  to  take  care  of  America's  sen- 
ior citizens.  In  fact,  under  the  GOP 
budget  proposal,  released  yesterday, 
seniors  take  a  double  hit. 

First,  Republicans  cut  health  care  for 
seniors.  The  GOP  budget  reduces  Medi- 
care spending  by  $283  billion  over  7 
years — a  25-percent  reduction  in  the 
year  2002.  Then,  to  make  matters 
worse.  Republicans  turn  around  and  re- 
duce Social  Security  benefits  for  sen- 
iors by  $24  billion  between  1999  and 
2002. 

Now,  Speaker  Gi.ngrich  calls  these 
cuts  painless.  But,  they  are  not  pain- 
less to  the  millions  of  seniors  who  rely 
on  Medicare  and  Social  Security  to 
help  pay  the  bills  and  make  ends  meet. 

Republicans  promised  to  protect 
Medicare.  Republicans  promised  that 
Social  Security  would  be  off  the  table 
during  this  budget  debate.  Promises 
made,  promises  broken. 


and  provide  for  the  college  education  of 
their  children? 

These  are  questions  that  need  to  be 
answered  as  we  flesh  out  the  Repub- 
lican budget.  Disaster  for  kids;  disaster 
for  seniors. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  AND 
NATION'S  CHILDREN 

(Mr.  POMEROY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
niaiks.) 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  had 
a  long  day  in  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget  yesterday.  I  am  here  to  tell 
Members  about  one  aspect  of  the  Re- 
publican plan  to  balance  the  budget 
that  they  do  not  want  to  talk  much 
about.  That  is  about  the  deep  cuts  in 
Medicare,  $181  billion  over  the  next  7 
years.  And  the  impact  of  these  would 
take  health  insurance  away  from  5  mil- 
lion kids  that  now  have  it.  It  is  taking 
a  health  care  problem  in  this  country 
and  making  it  much  worse  by  depriving 
5  million  kids  of  health  insurance  cov- 
erage. 

The  plan  does  not  stop  there,  because 
it  also  assaults  the  elderly  that  depend 
upon  Medicaid  to  help  them  defray  the 
cost  of  nursing  home  expenses  when 
they  have  exhausted  their  personal  ac- 
counts. What  will  happen  to  some  in  a 
nursing  home  that  has  exhausted  their 
life  savings?  Will  they  be  put  out  on 
the  street  when  the  Republican  Medic- 
aid cuts  begin  to  hit  and  there  are  no 
more  funds  available?  Will  the.v  be 
forced  to  move  in  with  their  children 
who  are  already  struggling  to  make  it 


SHRINKING  THE  BUDGET 
(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission   to    address    the    House    for    1 
minute.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  they  are 
making  a  movie  this  summer  of  the  Re- 
publican budget,  I  think  it  can  be  ti- 
tled "Honey,  I  Shrunk  the  Budget  and 
I  Blew  Up  the  Economy.  "  I  blew  it  up 
by  gutting  Medicare,  cutting  it  up  to  25 
percent.  And  who  will  pay  for  that? 
Senior  citizens,  by  not  getting  care; 
businesses  and  young  people,  by  having 
to  pay  more  insurance  premiums;  hos- 
pitals that  have  to  close  because  they 
cannot  absorb  these  kinds  of  losses. 

Blew  up  the  economy  by  cutting  pro- 
grams that  bring  growth.  Student 
loans  cut  by  $33  billion.  Student  loans 
that  affect  almost  every  person  in  this 
country.  The  Economic  Development 
Administration,  the  linchpin  for  so 
much  industrial  develop,  the  Appalach- 
ian Regional  Commission  terminated. 
These  grow  the  economy;  the  Repub- 
lican budget  shrinks  it.  Balancing  the 
budget,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  important  for  a 
strong  economy.  But  not  with  this 
budget  and  not  one  that  bankrupts  the 
economy. 
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Nearly  2  years  of  negotiations  have 
failed  to  produce  an  agreement  in  the 
United  States-Japan  auto  trade  talks. 
The  administration  announced  tough 
trade  sanctions  against  Japan.  These 
sanctions  will  probably  entail  higher 
tariffs  on  Japanese  imports  worth  bil- 
lions of  dollars  a  year. 

I  urge  USTR  and  the  administration 
to  remain  tough  on  Japan.  The  United 
States-Japan  gap  in  trade  is  not  reflec- 
tive of  the  competitiveness  of  United 
States  autos  and  auto  parts.  The  Unit- 
ed States  is  manufacturing  auto  and 
auto  parts  that  are  capable  of  compet- 
ing in  the  Japanese  market.  The  qual- 
ity of  United  States  products  would 
gradually  bring  about  a  reduction  of 
the  deficit,  if  Japan  would  only  begin 
to  open  their  market. 

We  need  .to  send  Japan  a  clear  mes- 
sage that  we  will  not  back  down  on  the 
opening  of  their  markets  to  auto  and 
auto  parts.  If  they  refuse  to  negotiate, 
we  should  promptly  enact  tough  sanc- 
tions. 


KEEP  PRESSURE  ON  JAPAN 

(Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  recently  the  United  States 
and  Japan  resumed  automobile  trade 
talks  and  these  talks  have  collapsed. 
The  talks  were  aimed  at  opening  the 
Japanese  market  to  autos  and  auto 
parts. 

The  United  States  presented  new  pro- 
posals in  the  two  priority  areas — im- 
proved foreign  access  to  Japan's  auto 
markets  and  increase  sales  of  auto 
parts  in  both  the  United  States  and 
Japan.  Japan's  auto  market  remains 
closed.  It  has  been  stated  Japan  sells  as 
many  cars  in  a  week  in  the  United 
States  as  United  States  automakers 
sell  a  whole  year  in  Japan. 

Japan  continues  to  maintain  a  closed 
economy  which  discriminates  against 
United  States  auto  exports  and  effects 
international  economics.  Japanese  offi- 
cials have  expressed  dismay  over  what 
they  termed  new  demands  at  a  late 
stage  of  talks. 

Currently,  there  is  a  $36.7  billion 
United  States-Japan  gap  in  trade  in 
autos  and  auto  parts.  This  gap  has  to 
be  decreased.  Japan's  market  share  of 
auto  imports  is  only  4  percent.  In  addi- 
tion, Japan's  market  share  of  auto  im- 
ports is  only  2.4  percent. 


CLEAN  WATER  ACT  PROTECTIONS 
THREATENED  BY  H.R.  961 

(Mr.  FLAKE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FLAKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  H.R.  961  because 
I  know  that  rolling  back  essential  pro- 
tections of  the  Clean  Water  Act  will 
not  contribute  to  the  health  and  wel- 
fare of  my  constituents.  In  commu- 
nities such  as  mine,  water  quality 
problems  still  persist.  In  addition  to 
New  York  City-wide  problems  with 
giardia,  a  bacteria  that  causes  stomach 
ailments,  the  families  in  my  district 
have  had  to  depend  on  aggressive  water 
quality  standards,  challenging  the 
water  company  in  court  when  health  is 
endangered  by  substandard  water  qual- 
ity. This  right  to  appeal  is  predicated 
on  the  existence  of  strong  enforcement 
water  quality  standards.  Standards 
that  H.R.  961  would  roll  back  to  erase 
23  years  of  progress. 

In  addition,  the  Sixth  Congressional 
District  of  New  York  borders  on  Ja- 
maica Bay.  a  fragile  area  of  marshland 
and  islands  that  is  widely  used  for  fish- 
ing and  recreation.  Jamaica  Bay  is  reg- 
ularly contaminated  by  raw  sewage 
and  toxins  that  result  from  combined 
sewer  overflow  problems  and  storm 
water.  And  we  are  not  alone,  a  1992 
study  showed  that  14  large  cities,  in- 
cluding New  York  City,  Atlanta,  and 
Minneapolis  have  deposited  more  than 
165  billion  gallons  of  raw  sewage  and 
pollution  into  surface  waters  each 
year.  For  my  constituents,  H.R.  961  se- 
riously impedes  any  attempt  to  control 
this  problem  by  postponing  action  to 
correct  problems  with  combined  sewer 
systems  for  at  least  15  years.  While  we 
wait,  the  health  concerns  about  fishing 
grow.  Jamaica  Bay  cannot  wait  until 
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year  2010  for  this  problem  to  be  ad- 
dressed. Can  the  waters  in  my  col- 
leagues district  wait?  Oppose  H.R.  961. 


REPUBLICANS  BALANCE  THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  TATE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  to 
balance  the  budget  is  now.  It  is  time  to 
end  40  long  years  of  reckless  spending. 

The  Republicans  yesterday  passed  an 
historic  budget.  We  believe  it  is  wrong 
to  burden  a  child  bom  today  with 
$187,150  in  taxes  in  their  lifetime  just 
to  balance  the  budget.  We  think  it  is 
wrong  to  do  nothing  and  let  Medicare 
go  by  the  wayside.  We  believe  it  is 
right  to  cut  waste,  to  cut  duplication. 
We  believe  we  have  a  moral  imperative 
to  balance  the  budget. 

But  where  is  the  Democrat  plan? 
There  is  no  plan,  folks.  That  is  the 
problem. 

We  believe  you  should  have  a  plan. 
And  I  was  taught  as  a  young  boy,  if  I 
do  not  agree  with  something  or  I  think 
it  is  wrong.  I  should  have  a  better  plan. 
There  should  be  a  better  way  to  do 
things. 

Their  idea  is  to  say.  you  are  cutting 
kids.  Well,  there  you  go  again.  We  have 
a  plan.  We  have  a  plan  to  save  our  chil- 
dren's future,  to  protect  Medicare  and 
to  get  us  back  on  the  road  to  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility. That  is  exactly  what  the 
Republicans  plan  on  doing.  We  are 
going  to  join  with  the  American  people 
in  doing  so. 
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loans  that  millions  of  young  people 
will  need  in  order  to  get  to  college.  The 
Contract  With  America  works  for  the 
rich.  It  is  a  disaster  for  middle-income 
and  working  people. 
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THE  CONTRACT  WITH  AMERICA:  A 
DISASTER  FOR  MIDDLE-INCOME 
AND  WORKING  PEOPLE 

(Mr.  SANDERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr,  Speaker,  at  a 
time  when  the  gap  between  the  rich 
and  the  poor  is  growing  wider,  I  am  not 
impressed  by  the  Republican  plan 
which  provides  huge  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthiest  people  in  this  country  and 
the  largest  corporations,  and  cuts  back 
savagely  on  a  wide  variety  of  programs 
meant  for  low-income  and  middle-in- 
come people. 

When  thousands  and  thousands  of 
senior  citizens  in  the  State  of  Vermont 
today  are  finding  it  very  hard  to  pay 
their  health  care  bills,  I  am  not  im- 
pressed by  a  Contract  With  America 
which  savagely  cuts  back  on  Medicare 
and  Medicaid.  When  millions  of  middle 
class  families  today  cannot  afford  to 
send  their  kids  to  college  because  of 
the  high  cost  of  higher  education,  I  am 
not  impressed  by  a  Contract  With 
America  which  cuts   back   terribly  on 


WATER  CROSSES  STATE  LINES 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
disappointed  yesterday  that  the  sub- 
stitute for  the  Clean  Water  Act  was  not 
passed  on  the  House  floor,  but  I  think 
that  during  the  course  of  the  debate 
one  very  important  fact  was  brought 
out. 

Several  speakers  said  and  pointed  out 
that  the  problem  with  clean  water,  or 
the  problem  with  water  in  general,  is 
that  it  follows,  it  crosses  State  lines. 
In  other  words,  when  we  are  dealing 
with  the  various  amendments  to  the 
Clean  Water  Act  today,  we  have  to 
keep  in  mind  that  each  State  cannot  be 
responsible  totally  for  the  water  within 
its  jurisdiction,  because  it  has  an  im- 
pact on  other  States.  That  is  why  I 
think  it  was  very  important  yesterday 
that  we  were  able  to  pass  the  amend- 
ment on  coastal  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion, because  it  means  that  one  State 
will  not  be  able  to  have  a  lesser  stand- 
ard or  a  lesser  management  program 
than  another  State  and  negatively  im- 
pact that  State. 

The  same  philosophy  has  to  go  before 
us  today  when  we  are  dealing  with  the 
other  amendments,  whether  it  is  ocean 
discharge  and  waivers  for  secondary 
treatment,  or  it  is  beach  water  testing. 
All  these  things  should  be  voted  on  and 
looked  at  in  the  context  of  the  fact 
that  water  crosses  State  lines.  What- 
ever one  State  does  is  going  to  have  an 
impact  on  another  State. 


WHERE  IS  THE  CUT? 

(Mr.  HOBSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  where  is 
the  cut? 

House  Democrats  have  come  to  the 
floor,  claiming  that  Republicans  are 
cutting  Medicare. 

But  I  have  to  ask  my  colleagues, 
where  is  the  cut? 

If  you  look  at  this  simple  chart,  you 
will  see  that  Republicans  are  not  cut- 
ting Medicare  at  all.  In  fact,  we  are  in- 
creasing Medicare  spending  per  person 
from  $4,700  to  $6,300. 

So.  where  is  the  cut? 

In  a  liberal  Democrat's  mind,  when- 
ever you  slow  the  growth  of  spending, 
whenever  you  weed  out  waste  and 
fraud,  whenever  you  give  a  bureaucrat 
his  walking  papers,  that  is  a  cut. 

But  to  the  American  taxpayers,  these 
are  not  cuts.  To  senior  citizens,  these 


are  not  cuts.  To  people  possessed  of 
common  sense,  these  are  not  cuts. 

These  are  reforms  that  preserve,  pro- 
tect and  improve  Medicare  far  into  the 
next  century. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  to  ask  my  col- 
leagues, where  is  the  cut? 


THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  WANT  A 
BALANCED  BUDGET.  NOT  EXCUSES 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  IL'WWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
weeks  now.  liberal  Democrats  have 
taken  to  this  floor  to  decry,  accuse, 
condemn,  denounce,  declaim,  vilify,  in- 
criminate, fulminate.  remonstrate. 
deprecate,  and  attack  any  plan  to  bal- 
ance our  budget.  For  some  reason,  they 
see  no  need  to  balance  our  budget.  Wo 
have  to  make  changes. 

Despite  all  the  carping  from  the 
other  side,  our  friends  on  this  side  offer 
no  alternatives.  They  offer  no  solu- 
tions. They  offer  no  plan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  the  Repub- 
lican majority  introduced  a  plan  to 
balance  our  budget  in  7  years.  There  is 
no  longer  any  excuse  not  to  balanrr 
the  budget.  We  have  exhausted  all  ihc 
old  methods.  All  of  the  old  big  govern- 
ment ideas  have  been  tried  and  found 
wanting  and  found  lacking,  for  the  lib- 
erals to  come  to  this  floor  with  their 
hot  air  about  class  warfare  is  nothing 
short  of  irresponsible. 

The  American  people  are  tired  of  ex- 
cuses. They  want  this  Congress  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  Republicans  will  do 
this,  with  or  without  the  carping  and 
crying  of  the  liberal  Democrats. 


THE    NATION'S    FUTURE    TIED    TO 
BALANCING  THE  FEDERAL 

BUDGET 

(Mr.  BAKER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, balancing  the  Federal  budget  is  a 
noble  cause.  It  is  one  of  the  few  issues 
of  our  era  that  demands  our  full  atten- 
tion. The  reason  is  very  simple:  moving 
the  Federal  budget  into  balance  is  not. 
ultimately,  a  debate  about  numbers, 
programs,  agencies  or  interest  groups. 
It  is  a  debate  about  the  future  of  our 
country.  It  is  about  whether  or  not  we 
will  leave  our  children  in  utter  bank- 
ruptcy or  with  the  hope  of  a  better  to- 
morrow. Either  we  tame  the  deficit 
monster  that  is  ravaging  our  capacity 
for  economic  survival,  or  the  very  con- 
cept of  prosperity  will,  for  most  of  our 
children,  be  little  more  than  a  wistful 
memory. 

By  the  early  21st  century— a  few 
years    from    now— the    entire    Federal 


budget  will  be  consumed  by  entitle- 
ment spending  and  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  This  is  the  shocking  con- 
clusion of  the  President's  own  commis- 
sion on  entitlements.  It  demands 
change — now. 

Republicans  are  committed  to  cap- 
ping the  growth  of  Federal  spending 
and  cutting  waste  in  the  Federal  budg- 
et, not  to  meet  an  arbitrary  deadline, 
but  for  the  sake  of  our  children  and  our 
country.  That  is  our  mission.  Mr. 
President.  We  will  accomplish  it. 


AMERICA  NEEDS  A  NATIONAL 
CLEAN  AIR  ACT 

(Mr.  DINGELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  this 
body  meets  today,  the  conferees  are 
discussing  the  rescission  bill  a  number 
of  substantive  changes  in  the  Clean  Air 
Act;  first,  to  prevent  EPA  from  impos- 
ing sanctions  on  States  that  violate 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  no  matter  how  de- 
liberate or  egregious  the  violation;  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  that  new 
highway  projects  funded  with  Federal 
monies  must  conform  to  the  Clean  Air 
Act  by  taking  air  quality  consider- 
ations into  account;  and  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  that  EPA  give  100  per- 
cent credit  to  all  State  inspection  and 
maintenance  programs,  no  matter  how 
deficient,  how  inadequate,  or  how  pa- 
tently empty  those  particular  pro- 
grams might  be. 

These  are  amendments  which  elimi- 
nate EPA's  sanction  authority,  and  ef- 
fectively makes  the  Clean  Air  Act  vol- 
untary. If  a  State  wants  to  opt  out  of 
the  act  and  allow  limitless  pollution  in 
that  State,  it  is  allowed  to  do  so.  This 
is  fundamentally  inconsistent  with  the 
position  that  the  Congress  has  taken 
time  after  time  for  so  many  years,  that 
we  need  a  national  Clean  Air  Act  to 
prevent  and  to  protect  our  people 
against  interstate  pollution. 


Well,  they  just  about  tripped  over 
themselves  to  get  to  the  floor  to  de- 
nounce our  plan  as  a  devious  plot  to 
benefit  the  rich  at  the  expense  of  chil- 
dren, the  elderly,  and  the  poor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  liberals  are  not 
fooling  anyone.  Even  President  Clin- 
ton's own  Cabinet  members  admit  that 
Medicare  is  going  broke.  And  nobody 
denies  the  existence  of  the  national 
debt. 

But  what  have  the  liberal  Democrats 
offered?  Nothing  but  a  few  well-re- 
hearsed class  warfare  epitaphs. 

I  only  have  one  question  for  my 
friends  on  the  other  side.  You  know  the 
problems  we  face — where  is  your  plan? 

Where  is  it? 


WHERE  IS  THE  DEMOCRAT  PLAN 
TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET? 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  never 
cease  to  be  amazed  at  the  speed  with 
which  liberal  Democrats  are  able  to 
rattle  off  class  warfare  rhetoric.  It  is  as 
if  liberal  Democrats  get  up  every  morn- 
ing and  drink  a  speciall.y  concocted 
bromide  which  enables  them  to  spew 
forth  class  warfare  epitaphs  with  ma- 
chine-gun like  rapidity. 

The  most  recent  example  was  yester- 
day when  Republicans  offered  our  plan 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget  in  7 
years. 

But  what  was  the  response  from  the 
liberals? 


DEMOCRATS  WILL  NOT  BALANCE 
THE  BUDGET  ON  THE  BACKS  OF 
SENIORS  OR  THE  POOR 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  new  Republican  majority 
has  shown  great  courage  and  guts,  as 
we  heard  from  another  speaker,  to  cut 
and  balance  the  budget.  They  are  bal- 
ancing their  budget  by  making  signifi- 
cant cuts  in  Medicare,  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing for  Social  Security,  education 
funds,  and  job  training  funds.  That 
takes  a  lot  of  guts  and  courage  to  pick 
on  the  least  fortunate  of  our  society. 

The  Republican  majority  call  their 
drastic  budget  cuts  in  Medicare  slow 
growth.  Either  way,  it  is  less  money 
for  the  next  7  years  than  expected  for 
the  growth  in  senior  citizens,  so  it  is  a 
cut.  whether  we  call  it  that  or  not. 
Medicare  is  not  a  bank  to  be  raided  by 
the  Republicans,  just  because  they 
want  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut. 

The  Republican  majority  also 
changes  the  way  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  is  calculated,  ultimately  cutting 
the  COLA'S  for  seniors.  I  thought  our 
new  leadership  told  us  Social  Security 
would  be  sacred. 

I  want  everyone  in  Congress  to  know 
that  Democrats  want  to  work  with  Re- 
publicans, but  we  refuse  to  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  Medicare,  on 
the  backs  of  cost  of  living  for  seniors, 
or  education  funding,  or  the  least  for- 
tunate of  our  society. 


REPUBLICANS  WILL  WORK  TO 
PRESERVE  AND  PROTECT  MEDI- 
CARE 

(Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, according  to  the  President's  Com- 
mission on  Entitlements,  in  about  a 
decade  all  Federal  revenues  will  be 
consumed  by  entitlements  and  interest 
on  the  debt.  At  that  point,  the  Federal 
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Government  will  cease  to  exist  as  we 
know  it;  no  defense,  no  law  enforce- 
ment, no  education,  no  anything  out- 
side of  entitlements  and  debt  service. 

The  fact  is.  there  is  a  problem  with 
Medicare.  By  the  year  2002.  the  funds 
will  be  out  completely.  What  could  we 
do  about  that?  We  can  work  together. 
Republicans  and  Democrats  together, 
to  make  sure  that  we  help  our  seniors, 
to  make  sure  that  Medicare  is  sound 
and  safe  and  protected. 

The  fact  is,  the  Republicans  do  have 
a  plan.  We  will  be  presenting  it.  We  do 
expect  to  have  the  American  people 
embrace  it,  because  it  is  one  that  is 
sensitive  to  families,  sensitive  to  our 
children,  sensitive  to  senior  citizens, 
and  one  that  will  provide  the  kind  of 
health  care  that  Americans  have  come 
to  expect.  The  fact  is.  Republicans  will 
lead  the  way  to  protect,  preserve,  and 
to  protect  Medicare,  and  to  work  with 
senior  citizen  organizations  and  their 
families  to  make  sure  that  Medicare  is 
protected.  We  guarantee  that.  We  will 
work  on  it  every  day.  So  help  me  CJod, 
it  will  be  accomplished. 


CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
FOLEY).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
140  and  rule  XXIII,  the  Chair  declares 
the  House  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill.  H.R.  961. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  VIHOI^ 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
961)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act,  with  Mr.  HoBSON 
(Chairman  pro  tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Wednesday, 
May  10,  1995.  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
BOEHLERT]  had  been  disposed  of.  and 
title  UI  was  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  III? 

AMKNDMENTS  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TRAFICANT 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  2  amendments,  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendments, 
one  in  title  III  and  one  in  title  V,  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Traficant; 
Page  35.  after  line  23.  insert  the  following: 

"(2)  Limitation  and  Notice.— If  the  Admin- 
istrator or  a  State  extends  the  deadline  for 
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point  source  compliance  and  encourages  the 
development  and  use  of  an  innovative  pollu- 
tion prevention  technology  under  paragraph 
(1),  the  Administrator  or  State  shall  encour- 
age, to  the  maximum  extend  practicable,  the 
use  of  technology  produced  in  the  United 
States.  In  providing  an  extension  under  this 
subsection,  the  Administrator  or  State  shall 
provide  to  the  recipient  of  such  extension  a 
notice  describing  the  sense  of  Congress  ex- 
pressed by  this  paragraph. 

Page  35.   line  24.  strike   ■•<2)'"   and  insert 
'•(3)". 

Page   35.    line   7.   strike   "(3)"   and   in-sert 
•■(4)". 

Page 
••(5)". 

Page  216. 
V522". 

Page  217, 
••522" 

Page  219, 
SEC.     512. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

Chairman,  will  the 


May  11,  1995 


35. 


line  18. 
line  12, 


strike   '(4)"   and  insert 


strike  "521"  and  insert 
line  7.  strike  "521"  and  insert 


after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 

AMERICAN-MADE  EQUIPMENT  AND 
PRODUCTS. 

Title  V  (33  U.S.C  1361-1377)  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  before  section  522.  as 
redesignated  by  section  510  of  this  .Act.  the 
followine: 

-SEC.    521.    AMERICAN-.MADE    EQUIPME.NT    .AND 
PRODUCTS. 

"(a)  PURCH.JiSE  OF  AMERICA.V-M.\DE  EQUIP- 
MENT .VND  Products.— It  is  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that,  to  the  greatest  extent  prac- 
ticable, all  equipment  and  products  pur- 
chased with  funds  made  available  under  this 
Act  should  be  American-made. 

"(b)  Notice  to  Recipie.vts  of  assist- 
ance.—In  providing  financial  assistance 
under  this  Act,  the  .Administrator,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  shall  provide  to 
each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a  notice  de- 
scribing the  sense  of  Congress  expressed  by 
subsection  (a)." 

Conform  the  table  of  cootents  of  the  bill 
accordingly 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendments  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
these  are  basically  Buy  American 
amendments.  This  one,  though,  deals 
with  the  fact  that  if  the  administrator 
or  State  extends  the  deadline  for  point 
source  compliance,  and  encourages  de- 
velopment and  use  of  an  innovative 
pollution  prevention  technology,  under 
paragraph  1,  the  administrator  or 
State  shall  encourage,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  the  use  of  tech- 
nology produced  in  the  United  States. 
That  would  encourage  more  technology 
development  in  our  country  to  deal 
with  these  issues. 

It  has  been  worked  out.  The  second 
amendment  is  a  standard  "Buy  Amer- 
ican" amendment. 

Mr  SHUSTER.  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  vield'' 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

We  have  reviewed  these,  and  we 
think  these  are  good  amendments.  We 
support  them. 


Mr.  MINETA.  Mr. 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  reason  to  object  to  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  With  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  urge  a  vote  in  favor  of  the 
amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The    CHAIRMAN.    Are    there    other 
amendments  to  title  III  of  the  bill? 
amendment  offered  bv  .mk.  p.-\llone 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows'. 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pallone: 
Strike  title  DC  of  the  bill  (pages  323  through 
326). 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  strike  provisions  of 
the  bill  which  authorize  waivers  of  sec- 
ondary treatment  requirements  for 
sewage  treatment  plants  in  certain 
coastal  communities  which  discharge 
into  ocean  water. 

There  are  two  major  steps  to 
wastewater  treatment  which  I  think 
many  of  us  know.  One  is  the  physical 
primary  treatment,  which  is  the  re- 
moval of  suspended  solids.  The  second 
is  the  biological  or  secondary  treat- 
ment, which  is  the  removal  of  dissolved 
waste  by  bacteria. 

Secondary  treatment,  in  my  opinion, 
is  very  important,  because  it  is  critical 
to  the  removal  of  organic  material 
from  sewage.  It  is  the  material  linked 
to  hepatitis  and  gastroenteritis  for 
swimmers.  It  is  also  the  common  de- 
nominator. Secondary  treatment  sets  a 
base  level  of  treatment  that  all  must 
achieve,  putting  all  facilities  on  equal 
ground. 

Today  almost  15,000  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  around  the  country 
apply  secondary  treatment.  It  makes 
no  sense  to  exempt  many  of  these  fa- 
cilities. Under  existing  law.  a  national 
standard  of  secondary  treatment  for 
public  owned  treatment  works  was  es- 
tablished by  Congress  in  the  original 
1972  Clean  Water  Act. 

There  was  a  window  of  time  during 
which  facilities  could  apply  for  ocean 
discharge  as  an  alternative  to  second- 
ary treatment.  However,  this  window 
has  closed.  A  bill  was  passed  last  year. 
October  31,  that  allows  the  city  of  San 
Diego  to  apply  for  a  waiver,  even 
though  that  window  has  closed. 

The  EPA  has  a  year  pursuant  to  that 
legislation  to  make  a  decision  on  their 
application,  and  at  present  it  looks 
likely  that  San  Diego  would  be  granted 
such  a  waiver.  However,  despite  these 
concessions  that  have  been  made,  a 
provision  has  been  included  in  H.R.  961 


that  would  grant  such  a  waiver  to  San 
Diego  without  the  necessary  EPA  re- 
view. 

I  am  concerned.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
we  are  going  toward  what  I  would  call 
a  slippery  slope  on  the  issue  of  second- 
ary treatment. 
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The  San  Diego  waiver  was  for  ocean 
outfalls  at  least  4  miles  out  and  300  feet 
deep.  This  was  the  only  provision  in 
the  original  H.R.  961.  But  in  committee 
this  section  was  expanded.  Other  towns 
can  now  apply  for  10-year  permits  that 
would  allow  for  ocean  discharge  only  1 
mile  out  and  at  150  feet  of  depth. 

This  new  expansion  of  the  section  ap- 
plies to  at  least  six  facilities  in  Califor- 
nia, two  in  Hawaii,  and  there  may  be 
two  dozen  other  facilities  that  it  could 
apply.  Also,  communities  under  10,000 
are  now  eligible  for  permits,  and  there 
are  about  6,500  facilities  of  63  percent 
of  all  facilities  that  could  be  eligible 
under  this  under  10,000  provision.  Soon 
Puerto  Rico  may  also  be  able  to  apply 
for  a  waiver  of  secondary  treatment  be- 
cause of  the  legislation  the  committee 
marked. 

I  think  that  this  is  a  terrible  develop- 
ment. I  would  like  to  know  what  is 
next.  What  other  waivers  and  weaken- 
ing amendments  are  going  to  exist  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act? 

Ultimately,  if  we  proceed  down  this 
slippery  slope,  secondary  treatment 
may  in  fact  disappear  in  many  parts  of 
the  country.  Secondary  treatment  may 
be  costly,  but  it  will  cost  more  to  clean 
up  the  mess  after  the  fact,  if  we  can 
clean  it  up  at  all. 

The  ultimate  problem  I  have,  and  I 
am  trying  to  correct  with  this  amend- 
ment, is  this  idea  that  somehow  the 
ocean  is  out  of  sight,  out  of  mind,  that 
is.  a  sort  of  endless  sink  that  we  can 
continue  to  dump  material  in.  It  is  not 
true.  The  material  comes  back  and 
ocean  water  quality  continues  to  dete- 
riorate. 

Please  do  not  gut  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  Let  us  not  start  down  the  slippery 
slope  of  allowing  ocean  discharge  with- 
out secondary  treatment,  and  please 
support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
strikes  all  of  the  secondary  treatment 
provisions  in  the  bill.  During  the  de- 
bate on  the  unfunded  mandates,  sec- 
ondary treatment  was  cited  as  one  of 
the  most  costly  unfunded  mandates  to 
States  and  localities. 

Our  bill  provides  relief  from  this 
mandate,  but  it  provides  relief  only 
where  it  is  also  an  unfunded  mandate. 
Our  bill  allows  a  waiver  of  secondary 
treatment  for  deep  ocean  discharges, 
but  only  where  secondary  treatment 
provides  no  environmental  benefit. 

Let  me  emphasize  that.  We  allow  for 
a  waiver  of  secondary  treatment  for 
deep  ocean  benefits  but  only  when  sec- 
ondary treatment  provides  no  environ- 
mental benefit. 
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This  waiver  must  be  approved  by  ei- 
ther the  State  water  quality  authority 
people  or  by  the  EPA.  so  this  is  not 
some  willy-nilly  waiver  that  a  locality 
can  give  itself.  It  must  go  through  the 
rigorous  procedure  of  first  showing 
that  by  getting  the  waiver,  they  are 
providing  no  environmental  benefit, 
and.  second,  getting  the  approval  of  the 
EPA  or  the  State. 

The  bill  also  allows  certain  alter- 
native wastewater  treatment  tech- 
nologies for  small  cities  to  be  deemed 
secondary  treatment  if,  and  this  is  a 
big  if,  if  they  will  contribute  to  the  at- 
tainment of  water  quality  standards. 

This  flexibility.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
badly  needed  because  traditional  cen- 
tralized municipal  wastewater  treat- 
ment systems  do  not  always  make  eco- 
nomic sense  to  small  communities.  We 
need  to  provide  the  flexibility  to  the 
States  and  to  EPA  to  allow  the  use  of 
alternatives,  for  example,  like  con- 
structed wetlands  or  lagoons,  where 
they  make  both  economic  and  environ- 
mental sense. 

Perhaps  the  most  egregious  example 
of  the  problems  we  would  face  if  we 
were  to  adopt  this  amendment  is  the 
situation  in  San  Diego  to  spend  $3  bil- 
lion on  secondary  treatment  facilities 
when  indeed  the  California  EPA  and 
the  National  Academ,y  of  Sciences  says 
it  IS  unnecessary.  So  this  flexibility  is 
needed  not  only  for  San  Diego  but  for 
many  of  the  cities  across  America. 

I  strongly  urge  defeat  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  idea  of  waiving 
secondary  treatment  standards  sounds 
alarms  because  the  successes  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  over  the  past  23  years 
are  attributable  in  large  part  to  the 
acfs  requirements  for  a  baseline  level 
of  treatment — secondary  treatment,  in 
the  case  of  municipal  dischargers. 

There  are  several  reasons  that  these 
waivers  should  be  stricken  from  the 
bill:  First,  they  are  not  based  on  sound 
science;  second,  they  threaten  to  de- 
grade water  quality  and  devastate  the 
shoreline;  third,  they  are  unfair;  and, 
fourth,  they  are  unnecessary. 

NOT  BASED  ON  .SOUND  SCIENCE 

Several  of  the  bill's  secondary  waiver 
provisions  abandon  the  basic  require- 
ment that  the  applicant  demonstrate 
that  a  waiver  will  not  harm  the  marine 
environment.  The  bill  abandons  this  re- 
quirement, even  though  it  makes 
sense,  and  has  been  met  by  more  than 
40  communities  that  have  obtained 
waivers. 

This  congressional  waiver  of  sci- 
entific standards  is  at  direct  odds  with 
the  themes  of  sound  science  and  risk 
analysis  that  were  embraced  in  the 
Contract  With  America.  The  con- 
sequences could  be  devastating  to  the 
environment. 
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HARMFUL  TO  WATER  QUALITY  AND  THE  MARINE 
ENVIRONMENT 

For  example,  the  secondary  waiver 
provision  intended  for  Los  Angeles  pro- 
vides for  waivers  if  the  discharge  is  a 
mere  1  mile  offshore,  and  150  feet  deep. 
Unfortunately,  history  has  taught  us 
that  sewage  discharges  at  about  1  mile 
offshore  can  wreak  havoc. 

In  1992.  San  Diego's  sewage  pipe  rup- 
tured two-thirds  of  a  mile  offshore, 
spewing  partially  treated  sewage  con- 
taining coliform  and  other  bacterias 
and  viruses,  and  closing  more  than  4 
miles  of  beaches.  This  environmental 
disaster  happened  just  one-third  of  a 
mile  closer  to  shore  than  the  1-mile- 
offshore  standard  for  municipal  dis- 
charges under  one  of  the  waivers  in 
this  bill. 

In  addition,  it  appears  that  this  waiv- 
er provision,  although  intended  for  Los 
Angeles,  picks  up  at  least  19  other 
cities  as  well.  And,  the  waiver  for  small 
communities  makes  thousands  more 
communities  eligible  for  waivers,  even 
though  many  of  them  are  already 
meeting  secondary  requirements  and 
could  seek  to  reduce  current  treatment 
under  this  provision. 

Since  the  number  of  waivers  author- 
ized under  this  bill  is  potentially  quite 
large,  the  environmental  impact  also 
can  be  expected  to  be  substantial,  par- 
ticularly for  waste  discharged  just  1 
mile  from  shore. 

The  San  Diego  and  Los  Angeles  pro- 
visions both  provide  for  enhanced  pri- 
mary treatment  in  place  of  secondary. 
We  would  think  for  a  minute  about 
what  primary  treatment  is.  It  is  not 
really  treatment  at  all— you  just  get 
the  biggest  solids  out  by  screening  or 
settling,  and  the  rest  goes  through  raw, 
untreated.  Chemically  enhanced  pri- 
mary means  you  add  a  little  chlorine 
to  the  raw  sewage  before  discharging 
it. 

This  means  that  even  when  the  sys- 
tem is  operating  properly— without  any 
breaks  in  the  pipe  spewing  sewage  onto 
our  beaches — the  bill  could  result  in  es- 
sentially raw  human  waste  being 
dumped  a  mile  out  from  our  beaches. 
Most  Californians  do  not  want  essen- 
tially raw  sewage  dumped  1  mile  from 
their  beaches. 

UNFAIR 

The  waiver  provisions  are  unfair  be- 
cause they  grant  preferential  treat- 
ment to  select  communities.  This  fa- 
voritism has  direct  consequences  for 
the  thousands  of  communities  that 
most  of  us  represent:  those  that  have 
expended,  or  are  in  the  process  of 
spending,  substantial  resources  to  com- 
ply with  secondary  requirements.  Some 
communities,  such  as  the  city  of  San 
Jose  which  I  represent,  have  gone  well 
beyond  secondary. 

The  waiver  provisions  say  to  all  of 
these  communities  that  they  were  fools 
for  having  complied  with  the  law,  be- 
cause if  they  had  just  dragged  their 
feet,  they,  too,  could  have  escaped 
these  requirements. 
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UNNECESSARY 

In  the  case  of  San  Diego,  the  inequity 
of  allowing  a  third  bite  at  the  apple  is 
heightened  by  the  fact  that  San  Diego 
will  obtain  a  secondary  waiver  treat- 
ment without  the  bill.  Yes,  the  bill's 
waiver  provision  is  completely  unnec- 
essary for  San  Diego  because  San  Diego 
was  singled  out  for  preferential  treat- 
ment just  last  year. 

In  October  1994  President  Clinton 
signed  into  law  a  bill  that  was  passed 
in  the  closing  days  of  the  103d  Con- 
gress. Of  the  thousands  of  communities 
required  to  achieve  secondary  treat- 
ment, only  San  Diego  was  authorized 
to  apply  for  a  waiver  last  year.  San 
Diego  submitted  its  application  last 
month,  an  EPA  has  publicly  announced 
its  commitment  to  act  quickly  and 
both  EPA  and  the  city  expect  that  a 
waiver  will  be  granted. 

Why,  then,  is  San  Diego  now  receiv- 
ing another  waiver?  Because  this  year's 
waiver  would  provide  even  a  better  deal 
than  last  year's— it  would  be  perma- 
nent, and  would  excuse  Dan  Diego  from 
baseline  requirements  that  last  year 
San  Diego  agreed  that  it  could  and 
would  meet. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BILBRA"V.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  would  have  to  say.  as 
someone  who  has  spent  18  years  fight- 
ing to  clean  up  the  pollution  in  San 
Diego  County,  it  concerns  me  when  my 
colleague  from  California  speaks  of  the 
pollution  problems  in  San  Diego,  when 
in  fact  we  can  recognize  that  one  of  the 
major  problems  we  have  had  is  that  the 
regulation  has  taken  precedence  over 
the  science  and  the  need  to  protect  the 
public  health. 

This  bill  as  presented  by  the  chair- 
man reflects  the  scientific  data  that 
shows  that  not  only  does  having  chemi- 
cally enhanced  primary  not  hurt  the 
environment,  but  it  also  shows  that  the 
studies  that  have  been  done  by  many, 
many  scientific  groups,  in  fact  every 
major  scientific  study  in  the  San  Diego 
region  has  shown  that  if  we  go  to  sec- 
ondary, as  my  colleague  from  Califor- 
nia would  suggest,  that  the  secondary 
mandate  would  create  more  environ- 
mental damage  than  not  going  to  sec- 
ondary. 

This  is  a  big  reason  why  a  gentleman 
from  Scripps  Institute,  a  Dr.  Revell. 
came  to  me  and  personally  asked  me  to 
intervene.  My  colleagues  may  not 
think  that  I  have  any  credentials  in 
the  environmental  field,  but  I  would 
point  out  that  Dr.  Revell  is  one  of  the 
most  noted  oceanographers  that  has 
ever  lived  in  this  century.  He  just 
passed  away.  He  was  saying  strongly 
that  the  secondary  mandate  on  the 
city  of  San  Diego  was  going  to  be  a 
travesty,  a  travesty  to  the  people  of 
San  Diego  but,  more  important,  a  dam- 
age to  the  environment  of  our  oceans 
and  our  land. 
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My  colleague  from  San  Jose  has 
pointed  out  that  there  may  be  a  prob- 
lem giving  waivers.  I  think  we  all  agree 
that  there  are  appropriate  procedures, 
but  those  procedures  should  follow 
science. 

The  city  of  San  Jose  has  gone  to  ex- 
tensive treatment,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
when  the  science  said  that  you  could 
dispose  of  that  m  the  estuary  of  south- 
ern San  Francisco  Bay.  my  colleague's 
city  of  San  Jose  was  giver  a  waiver  to 
be  able  to  do  that,  and  will  continue  to 
do  it  because  the  science  says  that  it  is 
okay.  Our  concern  with  this  is  the  fact 
that  the  process  should  follow  the  path 
toward  good  environment. 

What  we  have  today  now  is  a  process 
that  diverts  the  attention  of  those  of 
us  in  San  Diego  and  the  EPA  away 
from  real  environmental  problems  and 
puts  it  toward  a  product  that  is  26 
pounds  of  reports,  1.5  million  dollars' 
worth  of  expenses.  It  is  something  that 
I  think  that  we  really  have  to  test 
those  of  us  here:  Do  we  care  about  the 
environment  of  America  or  do  we  care 
about  the  regulations  of  Congress? 

When  the  science  and  the  scientists 
who  have  worked  strongly  on  this 
stand  up  and  say.  'Don't  require  sec- 
ondary sewage  in  San  Diego."  we  really 
are  put  to  the  test.  Are  we  more  wed- 
ded to  our  regulation  than  we  are  to 
our  environment? 

D  1100 

Now  if  you  do  not  believe  me,  though 
I  have  fought  hard  at  trying  to  clean 
up  Mexican  sewage  and  trying  to  get 
the  sewage  to  stay  in  pipes,  while  the 
EPA  has  ignored  that,  they  have  con- 
centrated on  this  process.  I  would  ask 
my  colleague  to  consider  his  own  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  FiLNER].  who  has  worked  with  me 
on  this  and  lives  in  the  community  and 
has  talked  to  the  scientists,  and  Mr. 
FiLNER  can  tell  you  quite  clearly  that 
this  is  not  an  issue  of  the  regulations 
with  the  environment,  this  is  one  of 
those  situations  where  the  well-inten- 
tioned but  misguided  mandate  of  the 
197D's  has  been  interpreted  to  mean  we 
are  going  to  damage  the  environment 
of  San  Diego,  and  I  would  strongly  urge 
that  the  environment  takes  precedence 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  my  col- 
league from  San  Diego,  Mr.  FiLNER,  to 
respond  to  the  fact  that  is  it  not  true 
that  the  major  marine  biologists. 
Scrlpps  Institute  of  Oceanography,  one 
of  the  most  noted  institutes  in  the  en- 
tire country  on  the  ocean  impacts,  sup- 
ports our  actions  on  this  item? 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate being  here  with  the  Congressman 
from  my  adjacent  district.  San  Diego. 
Before  I  answer  the  question.  I  do  want 
to  point  out  that  for  many  years  we 


had  adjacent  districts  in  local  govern- 
ment. Mr.  BiLBR-W  being  a  county  su- 
pervisor and  myself  being  a  San  Diego 
city  councilman.  We  have  worked  to- 
gether for  many,  many  years  on  this 
very  issue.  We  have  fought  about  it.  we 
have  argued  about  it,  we  have  come  to 
an  agreement  about  how  we  should 
handle  this,  and  I  think  it  is  very  ap- 
propriate that  we  are  both  now  in  the 
Congress  to  try  to  finally  give  San 
Diego  some  assurance  to  try  to  deal 
satisfactorily  with  the  environment, 
and  yet  do  it  in  a  cost-effective  man- 
ner. 

The  gentleman  from  California  asked 
me  about  good  science.  The  gentleman 
from  San  Jose  talked  about  good 
science.  The  most  respected  scientists 
who  deal  with  oceanography  in  the 
world  at  the  Scripps  Institute  of 
Oceanography  have  agreed  with  our 
conclusions. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BiLBRrtY]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Filner  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bilbr.w  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  FILNER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  the  scientists  from 
the  Scripps  Institute  have  lobbied  this 
Congress  for  this  change.  The  Federal 
judge  in  charge  of  the  case  has  lobbied 
us  for  the  change.  The  local  environ- 
mental groups  have  lobbied  us  for  the 
change.  The  local  environmental 
groups  have  lobbied  us  for  the  change. 
And  I  would  ask  my  colleague  to  con- 
tinue that  thought. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  I  would  like  to  point 
out,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  experience  with 
Mr.  FILNER  was  as  the  director  of  the 
public  health  department  for  San 
Diego,  and  as  he  knows,  this  is  not 
something  I  am  not  involved  with.  I 
happened  to  be  personally  involved 
with  the  water  quality  there.  I  surf,  my 
9-  and  8-year-old  children  surf.  We  have 
water  contact:  we  care  about  the  envi- 
ronment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
do  not  understand  though,  since  the  ex- 
isting bill  that  was  passed  last  year  ac- 
tually allows  for  you  to  have  a  waiver, 
assuming  certain  conditions  are  met. 
and  EPA  I  understand  has  already  gone 
through  that  application  process,  why 
do  you  find  it  necessary  in  this  bill  to 
grant  an  absolute  waiver? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BILBRAY]  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Minet.\  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bilbray  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Why  would  I  ask? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  In  other  words,  my 
understanding,    you    tell    me    if   I    am 
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wrong,  is  that  pursuant  to  this  legisla- 
tion. I  will  call  it  special  legislation  if 
you  will  that  passed  last  year,  San 
Diego  can  now  apply  for  a  waiver.  It 
may  be  the  only  municipality  that  can. 
And  EPA  is  now  in  the  process  of  look- 
ing at  that  application  for  a  waiver, 
and  if  in  fact  what  Mr.  Filner  and  you 
say  is  the  case  that  the  waiver  then  is 
likely  to  be  granted,  why  do  we  need  to 
take  that  one  exception  that  is  already 
in  the  law  for  San  Diego  and  now  ex- 
pand it  to  many  others,  thousands  pos- 
sibly of  other  municipalities  around 
the  country? 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  The  fact  is  that  it  is 
costing  $1.5  million.  The  fact  is.  it  is 
only  a  4-  to  5-year  waiver,  and  the  fact 
that  under  our  bill  all  monitoring,  the 
EPA  will  monitor  it,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  of  Califor- 
nia will  monitor  it.  We  have  developed 
a  system  that  scientists  say  will  be  the 
most  cost-effective  way  of  approaching 
this.  All  of  the  monitoring,  all  of  the 
public  health  protections  are  there.  As 
long  as  the  environment  continues  not 
to  be  injured,  we  will  continue  to  move 
forward. 

And  you  have  to  understand,  too.  one 
thing  you  do  not  understand  that  Mr. 
Filner  and  I  do  understand,  we  have 
had  at  the  time  of  this  process,  this  bu- 
reaucratic process  has  been  going  on, 
we  have  had  our  beaches  closed  and 
polluted  from  other  sources  that  the 
EPA  has  ignored. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  understand,  and  you 
have  gone  through  that  with  me  and  I 
appreciate  that.  My  only  point  is  I  do 
not  want  to  go  down  the  slippery  slope 
of  the  possibility  of  getting  applica- 
tions and  waivers  granted. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  There  is  no  slippery 
slope.  What  it  says  is  those  that  have 
proven  scientifically  there  is  no  rea- 
sonable reason  to  think  there  is  envi- 
ronmental damage  that  is  going  to 
occur  should  not  h.ive  to  go  through  a 
process  of  having  to  go  through  EPA 
and  the  Federal  bureaucracy.  I  think 
you  would  agree  if  we  in  the  1970's  were 
told  by  scientists  there  is  no  foresee- 
able damage  or  foreseeable  problem 
with  water  quality,  this  law  would 
never  have  been  passed.  In  San  Diego 
the  scientists  have  said  that,  and  I 
think  you  need  to  reflect  it. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  My  point  is  the  ex- 
emption for  San  Diego  applies  to  3 
miles  out,  certain  feet. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Four  miles.  300  feet. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Now  you  have  an- 
other exemption  for  certain  towns. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Totally  different. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Though  you  have  an- 
other exemption,  towns  under  10.000.  no 
scientific  basis  for  that.  All  these 
things  are  thrown  into  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BiLRRAY]  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mineta  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Bilhray  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  an  additional  2 
minutes). 
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Mr.  BILBRAY.  The  fact  is  here  it  is 
outcome-based.  In  fact  the  water  qual- 
ity is  not  violated  as  long  as  scientists 
at  EPA  say  there  is  not  damage.  My 
concern  to  you  is  if  the  monitoring  is 
done,  if  the  environment  is  protected, 
if  EPA  and  all  of  the  scientists  say  it  is 
fine,  why.  then  why  is  the  process  with 
a  million  and  a  half  dollars  and  26 
pounds  of  paper  so  important  to  you  to 
make  sure  those  reports  have  been 
filed" 

Mr.  PALLONE.  The  difference  is  you 
are  going  through  that  process  and  you 
may  actually  achieve  it  in  convincing 
the  EPA  pursuant  to  the  existing  law 
that  that  is  the  case.  But  what  this  bill 
has  done  is  go  beyond  that,  it  has  said 
that  there  is  an  absolute  waiver  for 
San  Diego,  they  do  not  really  have  to 
do  anything  else  at  this  point. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Yes.  with  all  the  mon- 
itoring that  would  have  to  be  done 
under  existing  law,  the  same  review 
process  and  public  testimony  the  same 
way . 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Then  it  goes  on  to 
take  another  category.  1  mile  and  150  is 
OK.  and  for  a  third  category  if  you  are 
under  10.000  it  is  OK.  For  another  cat- 
egory for  Puerto  Rico  we  are  going  to 
do  the  study.  You  know  you  may  make 
the  case,  we  will  have  to  see.  that  your 
exception  makes  sense.  You  may  be 
able  to  do  that  to  the  EPA.  but  why  do 
we  have  to  gut  the  entire  bill  and  make 
all  those  other  exceptions?  It  makes  no 
sense  to  carry  one  San  Diego  case  that 
is  now  going  through  proper  channels. 
This  says  they  get  the  waiver;  they  do 
not  need  to  go  through  the  process  in 
the  previous  bill,  and  now  we  have  all 
these  other  exemptions. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  You  have  to  read  the 
bill  and  all  the  conditions  of  being  able 
to  meet  the  triggers  of  the  EPA. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  have  the  bill  in 
front  of  me.  It  has  four  different  cat- 
egories. The  San  Diego  category,  then 
it  goes  for  the  ones  who  go  1  mile  and 
150,  then  the  ones  that  are  10.000  or 
fewer,  and  then  it  goes  to  Puerto  Rico. 
All  of  these  categories. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  And  you  have  mon- 
itoring that  basically  says  that  you 
have  to  prove,  bring  monitoring  that 
you  do  not.  that  you  are  not  degrading 
the  environment.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about;  we  are  talking  about  an 
outcome  basis.  Does  it  hurt  the  envi- 
ronment? Not  the  regulations.  Is  the 
environment  hurt  here. 

Mr.  P.ALLONE.  I  do  not  see  any  sci- 
entific basis. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BILBRAY]  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  BILBRAY]  be  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  California? 


Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object.  I  will  not 
do  so  now,  but  if  we  are  going  to  move 
this  along,  I  think  we  should  all  try  to 
stay  within  the  rules  of  the  House  and 
the  time  allotment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  was  just  asking 
for  unanimous  consent  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  San  Diego.  Mr.  Bilbray, 
to  be  given  an  additional  2  minutes, 
and  I  would  like  to  be  able  to  ask  a 
question  of  him  since  he  also  referred 
to  the  city  of  San  Jose,  and  I  happen  to 
be  the  former  mayor  of  San  Jose. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  inquire  once  again,  is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  ob- 
jection is  this:  that  last  year  we 
worked  to  grant  the  city  of  San  Diego 
the  opportunity  to  apply  under  pre- 
viously expired  provisions  to  apply  for 
a  waiver.  I  thought  we  did  that  in  good 
faith,  with  the  city  of  San  Diego  also 
agreeing  to  certain  conditions.  Things 
like  the  need  for  alternative  uses  for 
their  water  and  say  that  this  would  be 
a  waiver  that  would  only  be  good  for  a 
certain  period  of  time.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  waiver  is  indefinite, 
except  that  there  is  a  requirement  for 
a  report  to  be  done  every  5  years.  And 
that  to  me  is  a  reasonable  kind  of  an 
approach. 

Also  in  terms  of  any  waiver  for  the 
city  of  San  Jose.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  what  the  gentleman  is  referring 
to,  because  we  are  at  tertiary  treat- 
ment in  terms  of  our  discharge  into 
San  Francisco  Bay. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  The  fact  is  that  San 
Jose  opens  into  an  open  trench  into  20 
feet  of  water  in  an  estuary;  it  does  not 
place  it  350  feet  deep  and  4''i  miles  out 
in  an  area  where  scientists  say  not 
only  does  it  not  hurt  the  environment, 
it  helps  it.  And  so  you  do  have  a  waiver 
to  be  able  to  do  that  rather  than  being 
required  to  have  to  use  other  outfall 
systems  but  it  is  because  you  were  able 
to  show  that. 

But  the  trouble  here  with  this  proc- 
ess is  that  all  reasonable  scientific 
data  shows  that  there  is  no  reason  to 
have  to  spend  the  26  pounds  of  reports, 
the  $1"-  million,  and  when  you  get  into 
it.  EPA  will  be  the  trigger  to  decide  if 
that  process  needs  to  go.  What  EPA 
told  me  as  a  public  health  director 
when  I  say  this  is  a  waste  of  money, 
the  Government  did  not  mean  to  do 
this,  they  said  Congress  makes  us  do  it. 
They  do  not  give  us  the  latitude  to  be 
able  to  make  a  judgment  call  based  on 
reasonable  environmental  regulations 
they  have  mandated  to  us.  So  I  am  tak- 
ing the  mandate  away  from  them. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  requisite  number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  my 
strong  support  for  this  amendment  to 
strike  the  waivers  of  secondary  treat- 
ment requirements. 

This  is  an  issue  of  protecting  our  Na- 
tion's beaches  and  coastal  waters. 

It  is  a  matter  of  protecting  the  tour- 
ist economies  of  many  States  and  of 
protecting  the  health  of  the  American 
people. 

Do  we  want  our  ocean  waters  to  be  a 
disposal  area  for  sewage  that  has  re- 
ceived only  the  barest  minimum  of 
treatment? 

For  20  years,  we  have  done  better 
than  that  as  the  secondary  treatment 
requirement  has  stood  as  one  of  the  pil- 
lars of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

This  bill  started  with  a  waiver  for 
one  city— San  Diego.  Then  it  moved  to 
two  dozen  more  in  California  and  an- 
other possible  six  in  Florida.  Then  we 
added  Puerto  Rico. 

Where  will  this  race  to  lower  stand- 
ards end? 

H.R.  961  tells  those  who  complied 
with  the  Clean  Water  Act  that  they 
should  have  waited.  Maybe,  they  could 
have  gotten  a  waiver. 

It  tells  those  who  waited  that  they 
were  smart.  They  could  keep  putting 
their  untreated  sewage  in  the  ocean. 

The  beaches  of  New  Jersey  had  fre- 
quent water  problems  several  years  ago 
before  New  York  City  finished  its  sec- 
ondary treatment  plant. 

The  problems  in  New  Jersey  should 
be  a  warning  that  we  should  stick  to 
the  secondary  treatment  requirements 
and  not  put  poorly  treated  sewage  in 
the  ocean. 

This  provision  of  H.R.  961  sends  us 
back  more  than  20  years.  Since  1972. 
secondary  treatment  has  been  the 
standard  that  all  communities  have 
been  required  to  meet. 

That  basic  standard  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  should  not  be  changed.  We 
should  keep  moving  forward  on  the  ef- 
fort to  clean  up  our  waters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  hold  the  line  on  secondary  treat- 
ment and  vote  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to  admit  that  I 
have  seen  some  alternatives  around  the 
world  that  do  intrigue  me.  If  we  are 
going  to  go  to  this  broad  of  an  exemp- 
tion from  secondary  treatment,  for  in- 
stance in  Hong  Kong,  I  was  there  and 
on  the  ferry  early  one  morning,  and  I 
noticed  how  they  deal  with  it.  they  do 
not  require  secondary;  in  many  cases 
they  do  not  require  primary  treatment. 
They  are  a  little  oversubscribed  to 
their  sewer  system.  They  have  nifty 
boats  that  go  around  the  harbor  with 
nets  in  the  front  and  they  scoop  up  ev- 
erything that  floats,  and  if  it  does  not 
float,  it  is  not  a  problem.  So  I  guess 
you  know  if  we  cannot  support  the 
Pallone  amendment,  we  can  say  we  are 
headed  in  that  direction.  We  can  buy 
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some  of  the  nifty  little  boats  from 
Hong:  Kong  with  the  nets  on  the  front 
and  drive  them  around  the  beachfront 
areas  in  the  morning  before  people  go 
in  for  that  swim,  and  you  know  if  you 
cannot  see  it.  it  is  not  a  problem. 

D  1115 

.Mr  FILXER  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  DeF.XziO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  knows  that  on  al- 
most every  environmental  issue,  we  are 
in  total  agreement. 

Are  you  familiar  with  the  percentage 
of  solid  removal  in  the  system  that  San 
Diego  now  uses? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
my  understanding  is  you  attempt  to 
achieve  84  percent. 

Mr.  FILNER.  It  is  not  an  attempt. 
We  achieve  84  percent. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  will  tell  you,  re- 
claiming my  time,  in  my  metropolitan 
wastewater  facility,  of  which  I  was  on 
the  board  of  directors  as  a  county  com- 
missioner, we  built  it  for  $110  million. 
We  get  lOO  percent  out.  We  do  second- 
ary and  we  do  tertiary  treatment. 
Theoretically,  if  one  wanted  to,  one 
could  drink  the  outfall.  I  do  not  want 
to  drink  the  outfall.  I  do  not  know  that 
we  have  to  drive  everything  to  that 
standard.  But  to  think  of  the  ocean  as 
an  endless  dump  close  in  proximity.  I 
realize  you  have  a  big  problem  with 
Mexico,  basically  you  are  saying  Mex- 
ico can  dump  all  their  stuff  in  there, 
why  cannot  we  not  just  dump  in  a 
small  amount  of  our  stuff.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  the  solution.  I  think  we 
should  be  forcing  Mexico  to  clean  up  so 
the  people  in  California  can  go  to  the 
beach  every  day  in  the  future. 

Mr.  FILNER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  that  is  exactly  our  policy.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  those  of  us  who  live  in 
San  Diego  and  who  completely  depend 
on  the  beaches  not  only  for  our  own  en- 
joyment but  for  tourism  and  economic 
help,  we  could  never  possibly  see  the 
ocean  as  merely  a  dumping  ground.  We 
believe  it.  as  you  do,  we  believe  that 
money  to  get  that  infinitesimal  in- 
crease in  solid  removal  required  by  the 
EP.A.  to  put  into  water  reclamation,  to 
put  into  tertiary,  to  deal  with  the 
Mexican  sewage  is  the  way  we  ought  to 
spend  our  money,  not  be  required  to 
spend  billions  of  dollars  on  something 
which  gives  us  very  little  marine  envi- 
ronment protection. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
do  you  think  16  percent  is  infinites- 
imal? 

Mr.  FILNER.  No.  it  is  not  16  percent. 
You  know  what  secondary  require- 
ments are? 

Mr  DEFAZIO.  I  am  talking  about  the 
difference  between  the  84  percent  and 
the  100  percent. 

Mr.  FILNER.  The  law  requires  us  to 
do  85  percent.  We  are  doing  84  percent. 


Should  we  spend  $5  billion  to  get  an  in- 
finitesimal increase  in  that  solid  re- 
moval with  enormous  damage  to  the 
land  environment,  because  we  would 
have  to  put  in  extra  energy  to  do  that 
for  sludge. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time. 

Mr.  FILNER.  It  is  not  environ- 
mentally sound. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Does  this  exemption 
go  narrowly  to  that  1  percent  for  San 
Diego,  or  does  exemption  go  beyond 
that? 

Mr.  FILNER.  I  am  certainly  support- 
ing it  as  the  section  in  the  bill  that  ap- 
plies to  San  Diego. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  spoke  yesterday  gen- 
erally about  this  bill  and  my  objections 
to  it. 

I  am  rising  today  to  support  the 
Pallone  amendment,  and  also  to  make 
some  more  specific  comments  about 
that  portion  of  the  bill  providing  a 
waiver  for  full  secondary  treatment. 
That  portion  of  the  bill  was  drafted  by 
my  good  friend  and  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Hor.m],  and 
his  district  is  just  south  of  mine,  and 
we  agree  on  most  everything,  except 
for  this. 

I  want  to  explain  why  we  disagree 
and  also  to  say  that  we  worked  to- 
gether. His  office  was  extremely  help- 
ful to  me  in  providing  information  in 
support  of  his  amendment,  and  I  hope 
he  understands  that  my  demur  has  to 
do  specifically  with  what  I  believe  are 
the  unintended  consequences  of  his 
amendment  on  Santa  Monica  Bay. 

Santa  Monica  Bay  is  the  largest  bay 
in  southern  California,  and  most  of  it 
is  in  my  congressional  district.  I  wrote 
to  EPA  so  that  I  could  understand  bet- 
ter whether  good  science  was  involved 
in  his  amendment  and  how  it  would  af- 
fect Santa  Monica  Bay.  The  letter  that 
I  received  the  other  day  from  the  as- 
sistant administrator  of  EPA  says,  in 
part: 

This  amendment  does  not  appear  to  be 
based  upon  sound  science.  We  are  not  aware 
of  any  scientific  documentation  which  sug- 
gests that  discharges  through  outfalls  that 
are  1  mile  and  150  feet  deep  are  always  envi- 
ronmentally benign.  To  the  contrary,  a  1993 
study  by  the  National  Research  Council  rec- 
ommended that.  "Coastal  wastewater  man- 
agement strategy  should  be  tailored  to  the 
characteristics,  values,  and  uses  of  the  par- 
ticular receiving  environment."  Thus,  we  be- 
lieve this  blanket  exemption  is  neither  sci- 
entifically nor  environmentally  justifiable, 
and  could  result  in  harm  to  the  people  who 
depend  upon  the  oceans  and  coasts  for  their 
livelihood  and  enjoyment. 

And  the  letter  goes  on  to  say  specifi- 
cally that  with  respect  to  the  Santa 
Monica  Bay  Restoration  project,  a 
project  worked  on  by  all  sorts  of  agen- 
cies and  individuals  in  California  and 
supported  by  California's  Governor, 
Pete  Wilson,  this  blanket  exemption 
could  derail  the  key  element  of  the  res- 
toration plan. 


For  those  careful  and  specific  rea- 
sons, I  oppose  the  Horn  language,  and  I 
support  the  Pallone  amendment. 

And  let  me  add  just  one  thing,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Somewhere  here  is  a  chart 
that  was  provided  to  me  by  EPA.  and  it 
shows  the  consequences  of  not  going  to 
full  secondary  treatment.  The  sus- 
pended solids  that  can  be  discharged 
are  the  biggest  problem,  and  the  chart 
has  this  broken  out  by  area  of  Los  An- 
geles. In  the  L.A.  County  sanitation 
district,  which  would  be  directly  af- 
fected by  this  exemption,  the  sus- 
pended solids  are  the  highest  portion  of 
this  chart,  and  it  is  a  big  problem  spe- 
cifically for  Los  Angeles. 

Let  me  finally  say  one  more  thing. 
The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Horn]  has  sent,  I  think  today,  a  "Dear 
Colleague"  letter,  and  he  makes  a 
point  with  which  I  agree,  and  I  want  to 
apologize  to  him.  He  says  that  in  a  dif- 
ferent "Dear  Colleague"  letter  cir- 
culated by  some  of  us,  we  said  that  his 
amendment  could  result  in  raw  sewage 
dumped  into  Santa  Monica  Bay.  That 
was  an  error.  I  apologize  for  that.  The 
amendment  would  result  in  partially 
treated  sewage  dumped  into  Santa 
Monica  Bay. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Pallone  amendment. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  good  friend  for  yielding. 

The  San  Diego  situation  is  a  classic 
example  of  regulatory  overkill.  But  re- 
gardless of  how  you  feel  about  San 
Diego,  you  should  vote  "no"  on  this 
amendment,  because  it  guts  all  of  the 
provisions  that  allow  flexibility  on  sec- 
ondary treatment,  including  the  flexi- 
bility for  small  communities  across 
America. 

We  have  worked  on  all  of  these  provi- 
sions with  State  officials,  wastewater 
and  environmental  engineers,  and  we 
should  resoundingly  defeat  this  amend- 
ment not  only  because  of  San  Diego 
but  because  of  what  it  does  across 
America. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  this  amendment 
to  strike  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
which  authorize  waivers  of  secondary 
treatment  requirements  for  certain 
coastal  communities  which  discharge 
into  deep  waters. 

I  successfully  offered  this  provision 
in  the  committee  markup  of  H.R.  961. 
My  reasons  for  doing  so  were  based  on 
sound  scientific  reasons,  and  they  are 
environmentally  responsible. 

I  was  delighted,  and  I  am  delighted  to 
take  the  apology  of  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  southern  California. 

That  letter  she  quotes  from  the  as- 
sistant administrator  of  EPA  talks  in 
broad   generalities.    It    does    not    talk 


about  the  specifics  of  the  Los  Angeles 
area  situation,  and  I  want  to  go  into 
that. 

There  is  no  permanent  waiver  in  this 
provision.  It  would  be  good  for  10  years 
It  would  be  subject  to  renewal  after 
that  period.  The  driving  force  behind 
this  amendment  is  simply  good 
science. 

This  Congress  is  moving  forward  to 
implement  cost/'benefit  analysis  and 
I'isk  assessment  across  all  environ- 
mental statutes. 

Deep  ocean  outfalls  that  meet  all 
water  quality  standards  are  an  obvious 
place  to  apply  these  principles. 

Now,  to  obtain  this  waiver,  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  must  meet  a 
stringent  high-hurdles  test,  and  I  have 
not  heard  one  word  about  that  today. 
Outfalls  must  be  at  least  1  mile  long. 
150  feet  deep.  The  discharge  must  meet 
all  applicable  State  and  local  water 
quality  standards,  and  I  do  not  think 
anyone  is  going  to  tell  us  that  Califor- 
nia has  low  water  quality  standards. 
We  have  high  standards,  just  as  we  do 
in  air  pollution. 

Now.  the  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  must  have  an  ongoing  ocean 
monitoring  plan  in  place,  and  we  do  in 
Los  Angeles  City  and  County.  The  ap- 
plication must  have  an  EPA-approved 
pretreatment  plan,  and  we  do  in  Los 
Angeles  City  and  County.  Effluent 
must  have  received  at  least  a  chemi- 
cally enhanced  primary  treatment 
level,  and  at  least  75  percent  of  sus- 
pended solids  must  have  been  removed. 
That  is  exactly  what  we  have. 

This  provision  is  not  any  broad  loop- 
hole. Indications  also  are  that  only  five 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  in  the 
country  would  meet  this  high-hurdles 
test.  They  are  Honolulu.  Anchorage, 
Orange  County,  and  Los  Angeles  Coun- 
try, and  the  city  of  Los  Angeles.  The 
first  three  cities  already  have  waivers. 

As  I  said  in  committee,  the  program 
under  which  the  original  waivers  were 
given  to  the  city  and  country,  that  has 
expired.  The  country  of  Los  Angeles  is 
being  forced  to  spend  $400  million  to  go 
to  full  secondary  treatment. 

Now.  if  that  money  went  to  improv- 
ing the  environment  or  cleaning  up 
real  environmental  problems,  and  we 
have  hundreds  of  them  where  usually 
the  lawyers  are  getting  the  fees  and  we 
are  not  cleaning  up  the  problems,  that 
would  all  be  understandable.  But  it  is 
not. 

This  provision  simply  assures  that 
we  are  spending  local  and  Federal  dol- 
lars wisely,  not  forcing  communities  to 
take  steps  that  simply  make  no  sense. 
which  begs  the  question:  Why  should 
we  force  communities  to  spend  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  to  meet  a 
standard  where  that  standard  is  al- 
ready being  met? 

The  city  of  Los  Angeles  treatment  al- 
ready meets  the  requirements  of  sec- 
ondary treatment.  So  why  spend  mil- 
lions of  the  taxpayers"  hard-earned  dol- 


lars to  require  Los  Angeles  to  build  fa- 
cilities that  already  meet  that  required 
standard?  The  effluent  from  the  county 
of  Los  Angeles  far  exceeds  the  rigorous 
State  ocean  plan  developed  by  the 
State  of  California  for  every  single 
measured  area,  including  suspended 
solids,  toxics,  and  heavy  metals. 

I  have  some  attached  graphs  here 
some  of  you  might  want  to  wander  up 
and  look  at.  The  current  requirements 
to  force  the  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  to  full  secondary  treatment  is 
not  justified  when  meeting  that  stand- 
ard will  bring  no  environmental  im- 
provement to  the  ocean  but  will  cost 
local  ratepayers  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  science  behind 
this  provision  is  irrefutable.  No  one  is 
advocating  pumping  untreated 

wastewater  into  deep  oceans  off  of 
Santa  Monica  Bay  or  in  Santa  Monica 
Bay  or  elsewhere. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
HdBsoN).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  HORN]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Horn 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  going  to 
full  secondary  treatment  will  not  have 
any  positive  environmental  benefit.  In- 
stead, we  will  be  spending,  as  I  have 
said  earlier,  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  of  the  citizens  of  the  county 
and  city  of  Los  Angeles,  local  taxpayer 
money,  for  no  good  reason.  We  simply 
cannot  afford  to  be  wasting  money  on 
problems  that  do  not  exist. 

If  municipal  wastewater  treatment 
facilities  are  meeting  the  high-hurdles 
test,  including  in  H.R.  961,  it  serves  the 
public  interest,  it  serves  the  interests 
of  the  local  taxpayers,  and  it  serves  the 
interests  of  the  Nation  to  keep  this 
waiver  intact,  and  all  else  is  really 
nonsense. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Horn]  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  P.^llone  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Horn  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
wanted  to  ask  is:  We  had  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Harm.\n) 
read  from  some  sections  of  this  letter 
from  the  EPA  from  a  Mr.  Perciasepe.  I 
do  not  know  if  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Horn]  has  seen  this  or 
not. 

Mr.  HORN.  I  have  not. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  And  also  from  the 
EPA  I  received  a  list  of  another,  I  do 
not  know,  another  10  to  20  municipali- 
ties beyond  6  in  California  and  the 
extra  2  in  Hawaii  you  mentioned.  My 
concern  is  this:  this  is  the  crux  of  it. 
Clearly,    San   Diego   is   one   situation. 
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They  already  have  a  waiver  pursuant 
to  existing  law.  But  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Horn]  which  now  goes  to  the  150- 
foot  depth  and  the  1  mile. 

Mr.  HORN.  And  5  miles,  I  might  add, 
is  the  other  one.  One  is  1  mile  out.  one 
is  150;  the  other  is  5  miles  out.  150. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  This  begins  to  open 
the  door,  if  you  will,  to  a  whole  dif- 
ferent group  of  municipal  sewage  treat- 
ment plants  beyond  the  San  Diego 
waiver  and  is.  of  course,  of  greater  con- 
cern to  me  than  even  that  one. 

You  mentioned  scientific  evidence. 
Clearly,  this  letter  from  the  EPA  as- 
sistant administrator  indicates  that 
they  are  very  concerned  that  this  ex- 
emption that  you  have  now  put  in  is 
not  based  on  sound  science,  plus  the 
EPA  has  given  us  a  strong  indication 
that  beyond  the  6  or  so  California  and 
the  2  Hawaii  ones,  we  are  talking  now 
possibly  about  another  20  or  30.  We  do 
not  know  how  many.  It  is  a  major  con- 
cern. I  just  have  not  heard  anything 
from  the  gentleman  to  verify  scientific 
basis  for  this  new  exemption  that  goes 
beyond  San  Diego. 

Mr.  HORN.  I  know  of  no  one  that  dis- 
agrees that  the  city  and  county  of  Los 
Angeles  have  met  the  scientific  stand- 
ards. EPA  has  never  said  it.  If  they  are 
suddenly  coming  in  at  the  last  minute 
with  a  little  sideswiping  and  saying  all 
of  these  cities  will  be  eligible  for  it, 
that  is  nonsense. 

D  1130 

My  language  is  very  specific.  It  ap- 
plies to  one  situation:  The  city  and 
county  of  Los  Angeles,  that  already 
have  the  waste  treatment,  that  goes 
out  to  sea.  There  has  not  been  any 
complaints  that  they  are  violating  any 
standard  of  science.  They  test  regu- 
larly. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOBsoN).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Horn]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hunter  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Horn  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  HORN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  chairman,  my 
point  is.  again.  I  heard  the  San  Diego 
argument.  I  heard  the  Los  Angeles  ar- 
gument. I  do  not  agree  with  it.  but  I 
am  hearing  it.  You  are  opening  the 
door,  and  you  have  opened  it  to  the  six 
California  and  two  Hawaii  ones,  to 
eliminating  secondary  treatment  re- 
quirements for  a  whole  slew  of  other 
municipalities.  That  is  a  problem. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaiming 
my  time,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey,  we  are  not  opening 
the  door.  The  language  is  very  specific. 
The  hurdles  are  quite  specific  as  to  the 
outfalls  1  mile  long,  150  feet  deep,  that 
must  meet  all  applicable  State  and 
local  water  quality  standards  and  must 
have  an  ongoing  ocean  monitoring  plan 
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in  place.  That  is  exactly  what  we  have. 
These  charts  show  that  we  are  way 
below  the  level  of  concern. 

The  question  if  very  simple,  folks. 
For  the  sake  of  the  ego  of  EPA.  do  we 
have  the  taxpayers  of  Los  Angeles 
spend  $400  million  when  it  will  not  im- 
prove the  situation  one  iota,  because 
they  already  meet  it?  So  the  full  sec- 
ondary bit  has  been  met  in  the  pre-sec- 
ondary.  and  that  is  why  we  should  not 
be  spending  S400  million  more. 

Mr  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  HORN'.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  Let  me  say 
I  support  him  in  his  efforts  to  inject 
some  common  sense  into  this  arbitrary 
application  of  law  that  defies  science. 
The  best  scientists  in  the  world  have 
supported  our  situation  in  San  Diego, 
where  they  say  nature  takes  care  of 
this;  you  do  not  have  to  spend  $2  bil- 
lion. EPA.  we  can  spend  it  somewhere 
else  where  we  desperately  need  it. 
Science  also  supports  the  gentleman 
from  Long  Beach. 

The  point  is.  the  gentleman  says  this 
opens  the  door.  Let  me  say  to  my 
friend  from  New  Jersey,  the  door 
should  always  be  open  to  reason,  com- 
mon sense,  and  science.  That  is  pre- 
cisely what  we  are  injecting  in  this  ar- 
gument today.  With  all  the  programs, 
good  programs,  that  must  take  reduc- 
tions because  of  the  deficit  problem, 
the  idea  that  you  do  not  use  common 
sense  to  reduce  spending  where  it  does 
not  have  to  be  done  makes  no  sense.  So 
I  support  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  to  beat  a  dead 
horse  or  a  dead  sewage  system,  as  the 
case  may  be,  I  do  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
friend  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 

[Mr.  P.\LI.ONE]. 

This  amendment  raises  the  possibil- 
ity that  San  Diego  will  be  forced  to 
waste,  yes,  waste,  billions  of  dollars  to 
change  a  sewage  system  that  this  Con- 
gress, the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  a  Federal  District  Court  judge. 
the  San  Diego  chapter  of  the  Sierra 
Club,  the  world  renowned  scientists 
from  the  Scripps  Institute  of  Oceanog- 
raphy, have  all  agreed  does  no  harm 
and  in  fact  may  benefit  the  marine  en- 
vironment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  one-size-fits-all 
requirement  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
just  does  not  make  sense  for  San 
Diego.  It  does  not  make  scientific 
sense,  it  does  not  make  economic 
sense,  nor  does  it  make  environmental 
sense.  It  is  simply  a  bureaucratic  re- 
quirement to  provide  a  level  of  treat- 
ment that  is  unnecessary,  costly,  and 
provides  no  beneficial  impact  to  the 
marine  environment. 

This  is  not  simply  my  personal  opin- 
ion. The  option,  as  we  stated  over  and 


over  again,  is  stated  by  scientists  from 
the  Scripps  Institute  of  Oceanography 
and  from  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences.  It  is  supported  by  reams  of 
scientific  data  collected  over  the  years. 
These  studies  have  shown  there  is  no 
degradation  of  water  quality  or  the 
ecology  of  the  ocean  due  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  plant's  chemically  en- 
hanced treated  waste  water. 

Let  me  point  out,  this  is  not  merely 
a  chlorine  treated  primary  situation. 
This  is  an  alternative  to  secondary 
treatment  that  includes  a  much  higher 
level  of  technology  that  my  friend,  if  I 
can  yield  to  my  friend  from  California 
[Mr.  BiLBRAY],  might  explain. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield.  I  think  the  prob- 
lem is  understanding  the  technical  is- 
sues here.  The  fact  that  what  was  in- 
terpreted as  being  chlorination,  San 
Diego  is  not  using  the  chlorination. 

Chemically  enhanced  primary  treat- 
ment was  actually  brought  to  San 
Diego  by  members  of  the  Sierra  Club  as 
a  much  more  cost  effective  and  envi- 
ronmentally safe  way  of  getting  to  sec- 
ondary treatment.  It  is  where  you  use 
chemicals  to  remove  the  solids  to  ful- 
fill the  standard. 

What  it  does  is  say  look,  back  in  the 
seventies  we  thought  there  was  only 
one  way  to  able  to  clean  up  the  water. 
Now  scientists  have  come  up  with  new 
technologies.  If  we  look  at  a  1970  car 
and  a  1990  car,  we  will  agree  there  is  a 
difference. 

The  other  issue,  the  chemical,  what 
is  called  chemical  enhanced  primary, 
the  fact  is  primary  really  is  talking 
about  a  secondary  treatment  that  does 
not  use  injected  air  and  bubbling  sew- 
age around,  biological  activity.  In  a 
salt  water  environment  scientists  say 
there  is  no  problem  with  this,  it  does 
the  job.  The  only  difference  is  the  BOD. 
the  biochemical  oxygen  demand,  which 
in  a  deep  salt  water  environment  does 
not  create  any  problem  according  to 
the  scientists. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  too,  as  my 
colleague  has,  we  are  talking  about 
this  can  only  be  done  if  the  facility's 
discharges  are  consistent  with  the 
ocean  plan  for  the  State  of  California, 
one  of  the  most  strict  water  quality 
programs  in  the  entire  Nation,  if  not 
the  most.  So  we  are  saying  how  you  do 
it  we  do  not  mind,  as  long  as  the  fin- 
ished product  does  not  hurt  the  envi- 
ronment and  gets  the  job  done. 

I  appreciate  my  colleagues  who  are 
going  through  a  transition  here.  We  are 
getting  away  from  command  and  con- 
trol, Washington  knows  the  answer  to 
everything.  What  we  are  trying  to  get 
down  to  is  saying,  local  people,  if  you 
can  find  a  better  answer  to  get  the  job 
done  that  we  want  done,  you  not  only 
have  a  right  to  do  that,  you  have  a  re- 
sponsibility, and  we  will  not  stand  in 
the  way  of  you  doing  that. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
monitoring  continues.  If  there  is  a  pol- 


lution problem,  if  the  EPA  sees  there  is 
a  hassle,  if  the  monitoring  problem 
shows  there  is  an  environmental  prob- 
lem, this  waiver  immediately  ceases 
and  we  go  back  to  the  same  process. 
That  should  assure  everyone  who  cares 
about  the  environment. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time.  I  do  want  to  thank  the 
chair  of  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  for  under- 
standing the  issues  for  San  Diego,  for 
helping  us  last  year  get  our  waiver,  and 
for  guaranteeing  a  success  this  year. 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FILNER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr  Chairman,  I 
would  like  my  colleagues  in  the  Con- 
gress to  recognize  that  this  has  been  an 
issue  that  has  been  before  the  Congress 
for  as  long  as  I  have  served  in  Con- 
gress, for  12  years  and  more.  We  have 
been  working  on  this  issue  of  trying  to 
resolve  the  problems  that  San  Diego 
has  had.  If  we  are  to  follow  the  general 
policy  that  is  now  taking  place  in  the 
Congress,  where  we  evaluate  every  re- 
quirement and  every  mandate  and 
every  regulation  on  the  basis  of  cost- 
benefit  analysis,  there  is  absolutely  no 
question  that  we  would  never  impose  a 
multibillion-dollar  process  on  San 
Diego. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Fll.NKR]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Filner 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  no  way  that  this  project,  as  it  would 
be  required  to  go  to  secondary  treat- 
ment, could  possibly  pass  a  cost-benefit 
analysis,  and  thus  we  ought  to  really 
allow  the  flexibility  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu- 
STER]  has  put  in  the  bill  that  would 
allow  the  City  of  San  Diego  to  meet 
their  requirements  in  an  environ- 
mentally sound  way. 

I  strongly  urge  that  the  Congress  ap- 
prove the  bill  as  it  is  written  and  reject 
this  amendment.  There  is  a  bipartisan 
issue  for  this.  The  entire  delegation 
from  San  Diego,  of  whom  I  am  one,  has 
recommended  we  disapprove  this 
amendment.  It  is  certainly  important 
to  us  that  we  do  not  impose  a  $12  bil- 
lion cost  on  the  people  of  San  Diego. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  Mr, 
Pallone's  amendment  to  the  clean  water  re- 
authorization bill  This  amendment  plays  right 
into  the  environmentalists'  chicken  little  ones 
that  our  environmental  protection  system  is 
falling.  On  the  contrary,  chairman  Shuster's 
amendments  to  the  clean  water  bill  provide 
communities  the  flexibility  they  need  to  better 
protect  our  natural  resources. 

Specifically,  Mr.  Pallone  claims  that  allow- 
ing San  Diego  a  permanent  waiver  to  the 
ERA'S  burdensome  secondary  sewage  re- 
quirements jeopardizes   southern   California's 
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water  resources.  The  facts  just  do  not  support 
this  assertion. 

San  Diego's  location  on  southern  Califor- 
nia's beautiful  coastline  allows  the  city  to  take 
advantage  of  deep  ocean  outfall  capabilities. 
Scientific  studies  conclude  that  San  Diego's 
sewage  treatment  efforts  are  both  effective 
and  environmentally  sound.  In  fact,  the  sur- 
rounding ecosystem  flourishes  partly  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  outfall  effluence. 

Yet,  the  EPA  continues  to  shove  their  Fed- 
eral mandates  from  Washington  down  the 
throats  of  San  Diego  taxpayers.  They  continue 
to  require  San  Diego  to  spend  up  to  Si  2  bil- 
lion on  an  unnecessary  and  potentially  envi- 
ronmentally damaging  secondary  sewage 
treatment  plant. 

Year  after  year.  San  Diego  officials  battle 
Federal  bureaucrats  who  require  the  city  to 
submit  a  costly,  time  consuming  waiver  appli- 
cation. The  last  one  cost  S1  million  and  was 
more  than  3,000  pages  long.  The  American 
people  are  tired  of  this  kind  of  bureaucratic 
bullying. 

Far  from  the  Chicken  Little  cries  of  the  envi- 
ronmentalists, the  American  people  cry  out  for 
a  little  commonsense.  Chairman  ShuSTER's  bill 
and  the  San  Diego  waiver  provision  bring  a 
level  of  rationality  to  the  environmental  protec- 
tion process.  Since  I  began  my  service  in 
Congress,  I  have  worked  as  a  former  member 
of  Chairman  Shuster's  committee  to  do  |ust 
that.  Now  as  part  of  a  Republican  majority,  I 
am  pleased  to  see  my  efforts  come  to  fruition. 

Republicans  love  the  environment  as  much 
as  anyone.  My  district  in  southern  California 
contains  some  of  the  most  beautiful  natural  re- 
sources in  the  country.  I  would  never  vote  for 
a  bill  which  would  damage  those  resources  in 
any  way.  I  just  think  the  people  who  live  on 
the  coast,  or  in  the  forests,  or  canyons  or 
grasslands  have  a  better  sense  of  how  to  pro- 
tect their  resources  than  some  bureaucrat  sil- 
ting in  an  office  m  Washington.  The  situation 
in  San  Diego  demonstrates  this  most  clearly. 
for  that  reason,  I  oppose  Mr.  Pallone's 
amendment. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  an  issue  on 
which  I  would  like  to  engage  in  a  col- 
loquy and  get  the  support  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee.  I  understand 
that  section  319(h)(7)(F)  identifies  the 
scope  for  which  a  State  may  use  clean 
water  grants. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  State  of  Flor- 
ida, the  excessive  growth  of  nonindige- 
nous.  noxious  aquatic  weeds,  like 
hydrilla,  is  an  extremely  serious  im- 
pairment of  our  waters.  Funds  avail- 
able for  control  of  these  weeds  are  pres- 
ently very  limited. 

This  provision  authorizes  States  like 
Florida  to  utilize  a  portion  of  their 
nonpoint  source  funds,  should  they 
choose  to  do  so.  for  the  control  of  ex- 
cessive growth  of  these  nonindigenous 
aquatic  weeds.  Although  this  is  an  im- 
portant use,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  m.y  un- 
derstanding that  the  utilization  of 
funds  for  aquatic  weed  control  should 
not  deplete  the  funds  available  for 
other    nonpoint    source    programs.    Is 
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that   the   understanding   of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  I  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  for  his  support  and 
clarification  of  this  section. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  H.R.  961  is  a 
dangerous  piece  of  legislation  for  my 
district,  which  includes  the  beautiful 
Santa  Monica  Bay.  For  years  the  peo- 
ple of  Los  Angeles  have  worked  to 
clean  the  bay  and  make  it  safe  for 
swimmers,  divers,  and  the  thousands  of 
people  who  eat  local  seafood. 

Tlae  city  of  Los  Angeles,  however,  de- 
serves very  little  credit  for  this.  City 
bureaucrats  have  dragged  their  feet 
and  done  everything  they  could  to 
avoid  tougher  controls.  But  our  com- 
munity was  so  committed  that  it  over- 
ruled the  bureaucrats  and  twice  voted 
by  overwhelming  margins  to  stop  the 
Los  Angeles  sewage  system  from  dump- 
ing poorly  treated  sewage  into  the  bay. 

As  a  result,  we  have  spent  over  $2  bil- 
lion to  bring  full  secondary  treatment 
to  the  Hyperion  treatment  plant.  Let 
me  repeat  that,  because  it  is  important 
to  understand  our  situation.  We  have 
already  spent  $2  billion  to  stop  dan- 
gerous pollution.  To  complete  the 
project,  we  need  to  spend  $85  million 
more. 

Well,  under  this  bill,  we  will  never 
spend  that  $85  million,  and  we  will 
never  be  able  to  clean  up  the  bay.  H.R. 
961  would  overturn  our  local  decision 
and  relieve  the  sewage  system  from 
meeting  its  obligation  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act  to  treat  sewage. 

This  is  a  bizarre  situation.  This  Con- 
gress is  going  to  overturn  a  local  deci- 
sion made  by  Los  Angeles  voters,  and 
in  the  process  throw  $2  billion  down 
the  drain  and  condemn  the  Santa 
Monica  Bay  to  a  constant  flow  of  sew- 
age. Let  us  avoid  this  lunacy  and  vote 
for  the  Pallone  amendment. 

Let  me  point  out  the  anomaly  here. 
Unless  we  have  EPA  insisting  that  the 
decisions  be  made  to  protect  the  Santa 
Monica  Bay.  the  publicly  owned  sewage 
system  will  not  be  upgraded  to  accom- 
plish that  result.  They  have  dragged 
their  feet.  The  local  decisionmakers, 
the  people,  will  be  frustrated. 

We  need  the  strength  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  be  sure 
that  the  people's  will  is  carried  out. 

The  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  H.\RM.\N]  has  indicated  in  her 
statements  the  points  made  by  the  as- 
sistant administrator  of  the  EPA, 
where  he  has  said  in  the  letter  to  her 
that  the  bill  would  alter  fundamentally 
the  current  processes  and  standards  by 
which  EPA  assures  that  communities 
achieve  cost-effective  commonsense 
sewage  treatment  solutions. 
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The  decision  that  will  be  made  in 
fact  if  this  bill  is  not  amended  by  the 
Pallone  amendment  would  be  to  under- 
mine decisions  based  upon  sound 
science.  It  would  undermine  the  proc- 
ess of  the  Santa  Monica  Bay  restora- 
tion project,  which  has  involved  so 
many  people  over  many  years  in  devel- 
oping comprehensive  approaches  to 
water  pollution  control  and  infrastruc- 
ture investments. 

The  key  point  is  not  to  let  govern- 
ment bureaucrats  in  Los  Angeles  de- 
cide to  ignore  what  the  people  in  the 
area  want,  which  is  secondary  treat- 
ment so  that  we  can  protect  Santa 
Monica  Bay. 

I  urge  that  we  adopt  the  Pallone 
amendment,  so  that  it  would  permit 
the  existing  law  that  has  been  pursued 
in  making  that  work  to  succeed,  and 
that  we  not  let  the  present  bill,  which 
is  being  proposed  today,  undermine 
what  is  so  important  for  the  Santa 
Monica  Bay  and  all  around  this  coun- 
try, to  protect  the  public  and  to  over- 
turn the  last  20  years  of  effort  to  clean 
up  polluted  waters. 

D  1145 

I  urge  support  for  the  Pallone  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr,  Chairman,  let  me  just  take  issue 
with  the  theme  that  was  offered  by  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  the  Los  An- 
geles area  and  apply  it  to  our  situation 
in  San  Diego. 

In  San  Diego,  we  have  the  Scripps  In- 
stitute, as  has  been  said  a  number  of 
times  by  the  gentlemen  from  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  FlLNER  and  Mr.  Bilbray  and 
Mr.  Packard,  the  best  scientists  in  the 
world  with  respect  to  oceanography. 
Those  scientists  over  many  years  have 
affirmed  and  reaffirmed  that  you  do 
not  need  to  do  this  $2  billion  treatment 
program  for  the  cleaning  of  San  Diego 
sewage. 

We  have  literally  thousands  of 
projects  throughout  the  country  where 
you  do  have  pollution  problems,  where 
you  are  begging  for  dollars. 

In  the  defense  nuclear  weapons  com- 
plex, we  have  a  $6  billion  budget  that 
has  been  submitted  to  us  by  the  Clin- 
ton administration  to  clean  up  the  nu- 
clear waste  that  has  been  reposited 
through  the  years  at  our  defense  weap- 
ons installations. 

You  have  a  lot  of  places  where  we  can 
use  this  money.  Here  we  have  our  own 
scientists,  the  best  scientists  in  the 
world,  who  are  not  rebutted  scientif- 
ically by  anybody,  saying,  you  do  not 
have  to  spend  $2  billion  doing  this. 

I  have  been  in  these  meetings  with 
EPA  over  the  years,  as  Mr.  Bii.bray 
has.  The  basic  theme  that  has  come 
from  them  time  and  again  in  the  meet- 
ings has  been,  we  do  not  care  what  the 
scientists  say.  You  have  got  to  do  it  be- 
cause it  is  the  law. 
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Here  we  are  affording  our  colleagues 
and  the  taxpayers  to  do  what  is  right, 
to  do  what  is  consistent  with  science, 
to  do  what  is  consistent  with  public 
safety  and  to  save  52  billion.  If  we  can- 
not understand  that  this  blind  adher- 
ence to  this  rigid  philosophy  that  has 
made  EPA  frankly  an  enemy  of  many 
communities  in  this  country,  if  we  can- 
not understand  that  this  philosophy 
needs  to  be  changed,  then  we  are  going 
to  be  spending  billions  in  the  future 
that  we  do  not  need  to  spend. 

Mr  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

I  do  want  to  make  a  clear  distinction 
between  the  San  Diego  situation  and 
the  Los  Angeles-Santa  Monica  Bay  sit- 
uation. Under  existing  law.  San  Diego 
can  get  a  waiver,  and  I  think  you  are 
making  an  excellent  case  for  that  waiv- 
er. But  if  this  bill  becomes  law.  places 
like  Santa  Monica  Bay,  which  should 
not  be  excused  from  secondary  treat- 
ment, would  be  disadvantaged.  You  are 
taken  care  of.  but  the  bill,  without  the 
Pallone  amendment,  disadvantages  Los 
Angeles  and  other  communities  around 
this  country  where  good  science  would 
indicate  that  we  ought  to  have  the  sec- 
ondary treatment. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  As  I  understand  it, 
this  permanentizes  our  waiver.  If  we  do 
not  achieve  it,  we  will  be  back  in  the 
same  boat  perhaps  in  a  year  or  two 
begging  the  Federal  Government  not  to 
force  us  to  spend  in  San  Diegc  several 
billions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  point  out  that  in  each  section, 
the  facility  discharge  is  subject  to  the 
ocean  monitoring  program  acceptable 
to  Federal  and  State  regulators,  and  it 
must  be  in  compliance  with  the  ocean 
plan  for  the  State  of  California. 

If  my  colleague  from  California  feels 
that  California's  water  quality  board  is 
somehow  not  enforcing,  we  have  one  of 
the  most  efficient  water  quality  con- 
trols here.  In  fact,  they  pointed  out  in 
the  San  Diego  instance  that — the  water 
quality  control  board  has  pointed  out 
that  we  do  fulfill  their  discharge  re- 
quirements and  that  EPA  would  have 
the  lead  role  in  assessing  these  per- 
mits. This  happens  at  both  locations.  I 
think  the  problem  is  we  are  talking 
about  chemically  enhanced  primary, 
does  it  fulfill  the  intention  of  Congress 
of  cleaning  up  the  pollution? 

The  BOD.  which  is  what  it  does  not 
address,  does  not  apply,  is  not  needed 
in  a  saltwater  deep  outfall.  It  does  in 
an  estuary  like  the  shallow  waters  of 
San  Francisco  and  in  the  lakes  and  riv- 
ers. But  here  what  we  get  down  to  is.  is 


P.^LLONE.  and  by 
Mr.  Hunter  was 
for    1    additional 


Congress  worried  about  the  environ- 
ment or  is  it  a  command  and  control 
thing;  we  made  a  decision  that  there 
was  a  certain  way  you  treated  sewage 
and  if  somebody  has  a  different  way 
that  does  the  job  cheaper,  we  do  not 
care.  We  will  not  allow  them  to  do  it 
because  we  figure  there  is  only  one  way 
to  get  the  job  done. 

All  of  the  regulatory  agencies,  the 
EPA,  let  me  point  out,  the  EPA  not 
only  is  impressed  with  San  Diego's 
jump  on  monitoring.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, EPA  has  hired  the  city  of  San 
Diego's  monitoring  system  to  monitor 
the  entire  northern  Baja. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hobson).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hunter]  has  ex- 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr 
unanimous  consent, 
allowed  to  proceed 
minute.) 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 

P.ALLONE]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
point  again  is  that  with  regard  to  the 
San  Diego  situation,  we  understand 
that  under  current  law  you  can  apply 
for  this  waiver,  and  we  have  every  rea- 
son to  believe  that  you  will  get  the 
waiver. 

I  would  disagree  with  the  gentleman 
from  San  Diego  in  his  statement  that 
the  language  of  the  bill  in  just  grant- 
ing the  waiver  outright  allows  at  some 
future  time  for  this  waiver  to  be  taken 
back.  I  do  not  see  the  ocean  monitoring 
program  as  providing  for  that. 

Leaving  that  aside,  the  point  of  the 
matter  is  that  this  legislation  opens  up 
a  lot  of  other  waivers,  for  LA.  for  a  lot 
of  other  different  towns.  The  letter 
that  we  have — and  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Ms.  Har.man]  pre- 
sented today  from  the  EPA— actually 
says  that  that  is  not  scientifically 
based. 

I  understand  the  arguments  that  are 
being  made  by  the  San  Diego  people, 
but  I  think  it  is  distinct  and  they  have 
opportunities  for  a  waiver.  There  has 
been  no  evidence  presented  that  there 
is  any  scientific  basis  for  any  of  these 
other  waivers. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  The  scientific  data, 
what  is  called  chemically  enhanced  pri- 
mary, is  equivalent  to  secondary  treat- 
ment. 

I  would  like  to  make  several  points  about 
my  legislation  to  recognize  San  Diego's  pri- 
mary advanced  treatment  as  the  equivalent  of 
secondary  sewage  treatment. 

Comprehensive  ocean  monitoring  studies 
conducted  by  the  city  of  San  Diego  dem- 
onstrates that  the  present  combination  of  m- 
dustnal  waste  source  controls,  chemically  en- 
hanced pnmary  treatment  facilities  and  ocean 
discharge  facilities  are  highly  effective  at  pro- 
tecting the  ocean  environment. 


Under  the  legislation  I  have  introduced,  the 
city  will  still  be  required  to  demonstrate  that  it 
meets  the  State  and  Federal  clean  water 
standards  through  the  continued  monitoring 
and  testing  procedures  witnessed  today. 

As  many  of  my  California  colleagues  know, 
fvlayor  Golding  has  submitted  the  city's  appli- 
cation for  a  waive  from  the  secondary  sewage 
requirement  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  city  had  worked  for  years  to  get 
straightforward,  unconditional  legislation  to  ac- 
knowledge the  scientific  basis  for  the  ade- 
quacy of  our  existing  level  of  treatment.  During 
the  closing  days  of  the  103d  Congress,  a 
compromise  was  ultimately  accepted  m  the 
form  of  a  free  standing  bill  which  limits  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  point  Loma  plant  and  requires 
significant  water  reclamation  capacity. 

Failure  to  obtain  this  legislation  would  have 
meant  a  costly  time-consuming  trial  on  the  re- 
quirement of  the  secondary  treatment. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  you  today  what 
the  difference  between  the  waiver  application, 
and  my  legislation,  which  provides  permanent 
relief  from  the  mandate. 

Point  Loma  must  operate  under  a  National 
Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  [NPDES]  per- 
mit, issued  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  every  5  years 

Regardless  of  whether  the  city  is  operating 
under  a  waiver,  or  an  exemption  as  I  have 
proposed.  Point  Loma  must  still  renew  its  per- 
mit. 

Likewise,  the  permit  can  only  be  reissued 
after  a  public  review  and  hearing  process  is 
completed. 

Either  way,  if  the  city  is  not  in  compliance 
with  State  or  Federal  standards,  it  would  not 
receive  its  operating  permit  from  the  EPA. 

The  bottom  line;  It  is  more  cost  effective  to 
provide  the  city  with  permanent  relief  from  the 
secondary  sewage  requirement.  The  waiver 
application  that  Mayor  Golding  submitted  to 
the  EPA  was  15  volumes  long  and  cost  SI 
million  dollars  to  assemble. 

This  IS  money  which  could  be  spent  improv- 
ing the  existing  system,  or  expanding  it  to 
meet  future  needs. 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  point  out  that  the  State  of 
California,  which  was  a  plaintiff  m  the  Federal 
lawsuit  against  San  Diego  for  6  years 
switched  sides,  and  became  a  defendant  m 
the  case,  supporting  the  city's  contention  that 
the  sewage  treatment  standard  is  needlessly 
stringent  for  San  Diego.  California  switched 
sides  after  the  city  began  operating  the  ex- 
tended sewage  disposal  pipe,  an  action  de- 
signed to  bring  the  city  into  compli,?nce  with 
the  State's  ocean  plan. 

The  city  has  currently  been  in  compliance 
with  the  State  standards  for  1  7  months. 

My  legislation  in  no  way  exempts  the  city 
from  the  requirements  and  standards  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

Continued  monitoring  and  testing  is  explicitly 
provided  for  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  ocean 
environment  is  protected. 

And  if  the  State  of  California  can  be  con- 
vinced that  the  city  was  acting  in  good  faith  to 
protect  the  ocean,  the  EPA  must  surely  be 
able  to  recognize  that  the  city's  resources  can 
be  spent  on  more  environmentally  friendly  pur- 
suits that  Si  million  dollar  waiver  applications. 

My  legislation  will  accomplish  the  parallel 
goals  of  protecting  our  ocean  environment  and 
the  taxpayer's  wallet. 


C.M.iKORNiA  Environmental 

Protection  Agkncy. 
Sacramento,  CA.  March  8,  1995. 
Hon.  SUSAN  GOLDING, 
Mayor,  City  of  San  Diego. 
San  Diego.  CA. 

Dkar  Mayor  Golding:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  i,s  to  convey  the  California  Environ- 
mental Protection  Ag^ency's  support  for  your 
efforts  to  obtain  a  legislative  exemption 
from  the  federal  secondary  treatment  re- 
quirements for  San  Dingo's  Pt.  Loma 
wastewater  treatment  plant. 

This  support  is  in  recognition  of  the  dem- 
onstrated ability  of  the  Pt.  Loma  plant  to 
comply  with  state  Ocean  Plan  standards. 
The  recently  extended  ocean  outfall  has  been 
shown  to  be  performing  very  well.  This,  in 
conjunction  with  the  successful  implementa- 
tion of  chemically  enhanced  treatment  at 
Ft.  Loma  has  siven  the  city  of  San  Diego  a 
sewage  treatment  and  disposal  system  full.v 
capable  of  protecting  the  marine  environ- 
ment without  the  need  for  expensive  second- 
ary treatment. 

The  consensus  statements  by  the  scientists 
of  the  Scripps  Institution  of  Oceanogrraphy 
fully  support  the  concept  of  advance  primary 
treatment  for  discharge  in  swiftly  moving 
marine  waters  such  as  those  that  exist  off 
Pt.  Loma.  Additionally,  scientists  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Science,  after  three  years 
of  study,  have  published  conclusions  that 
support  San  Diego's  efforts  to  amend  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  The  Academy's  April  1993 
study  'Waste  Management  for  Coastal  Urban 
Areas  "  includes  many  findings  applicable  to 
San  Diego's  situation.  Ihe  Academy  con- 
cluded that  the  secondary  treatment  require- 
ment can  lead  to  overcontrol  and  overprotec- 
tion  along  open  ocean  coasts.  Further,  the 
Academy  stressed  that  the  Clean  Water  Act 
does  not  allow  regulators  to  adequately  ad- 
dress regional  variations  in  environmental 
systems.  In  the  case  of  a  deep  ocean  dis- 
charge, such  as  San  Diego,  they  concluded 
that  biochemical  oxygen  demand,  pathogens, 
nitrogen  and  other  nutrients  were  of  little 
concern.  In  summary,  the  Academy  sci- 
entists concluded  that  chemically  enhanced 
primary  treatment  is  an  effective  technology 
for  removing  suspended  solids  and  associated 
contaminants. 

The  State  of  California  concurs  with  the 
Scripps  scientists  as  well  as  the  National 
Academy  of  Science.  Our  review  of  your  sys- 
tem and  the  extensive  Ocean  Monitoring 
Program  repwrts  further  support  the  fact 
that  San  Diego  will  continue  to  meet  all 
State  Ocean  Plan  Standards  for  your  dis- 
charge. Based  on  this  scientific  evidence,  the 
State  of  California  fully  supports  the  City's 
request  for  legislation  to  grant  an  exemption 
from  secondary  treatment. 
Sincerely. 

James  M.  Strock. 

California  Regional  Water  Qual- 
ity Control  Board,  San  Diego 
Region, 

San  Diego.  CA,  March  27.  1995. 
D.wid  Schlesinger. 

Director.  .Metropolitan  Wastewater  Department, 
San  Diego.  CA. 

Dear  Mr.  Schlesinger:  Recently  there 
have  been  some  questions  raised  about  regu- 
lation of  the  City  of  San  Diego's  discharge 
through  the  Point  Loma  Ocean  Outfall.  Be- 
cause of  the  length  of  the  extended  outfall, 
the  terminus  is  now  beyond  the  3  mile  off- 
shore boundar.v  for  State  waters.  Neverthe- 
less, a  NPDES  permit  would  still  be  required 
for  the  City's  ocean  discharge.  However.  U.S. 
EPA  would  have  the  lead  role  in  the  issuance 
of  this  permit. 


I  anticipate  that  the  Regional  Board  will 
participate  in  formulating  the  regulations 
that  will  apply  to  the  City's  ocean  discharge. 
This  participation  will  most  likely  be  either 
furnishing  comments  on  the  NPDES  permit 
to  be  issued  by  U.S.  EPA  or  the  issuing  of  a 
NPDES  permit  for  the  discharge  by  the  Re- 
gional Board.  In  either  event,  it  would  be  my 
recommendation  that  the  NPDES  permit  for 
the  City's  ocean  discharge  contain  require- 
ments consistent  with  the  State's  Ocean 
Plan  for  the  effluent,  receiving  waters  and 
monitoring.  Further,  with  regard  to  the 
Slate's  Ocean  Plan.  I  would  recommend  that 
the  receiving  water  limits  therein  apply  at 
the  boundary  of  the  zone  of  initial  dilution 
(ZID)  even  though  the  ZID  is  beyond  the  3 
mile  limit. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  or  would  like  to 
discuss  this  matter  further,  please  call  me  at 
the  number  on  the  letterhead. 
Very  truly  yours. 

ARTHUR  L.  COE. 
Executive  Officer. 

[From  the  Union-Tribune.  Mar.  23,  1995] 

End  THE  Nightmare— Boxer  Should 

Support  Bilbray's  Sewage  Bill 

San  Diego's  multibillion-dollar  sewage 
nightmare  is  on  the  verge  of  being  solved.  A 
solution  has  been  devised  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  the  form  of  a  bill  that 
would  permanently  exempt  San  Diego's  sew- 
age system  from  the  secondary  treatment 
mandates  contained  in  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

It  looks  like  this  legislation,  sponsored  by 
Rep.  Brian  Bilbray.  R-Imperial  Beach,  will 
pass  the  House  easily.  It  is  supported  by  our 
country's  entire  congressional  delegation 
and  by  the  House  Republican  leadership,  in- 
cluding Speaker  Newt  Gingrich.  R-Ga. 

That  means  the  crucial  hurdle  for  the 
Bilbray  bill  will  be  the  Senate. 

On  a  measure  that  affects  only  one  state, 
tradition  in  the  Senate  holds  that  both  sen- 
ators from  that  state  must  approve  of  the 
bill  before  it  can  reach  the  floor  for  a  vote. 
So.  San  Diego  ratepayers'  hopes  of  avoiding 
what  could  be  an  extremely  costly  and  to- 
tally unnecessary  sewage  upgrade  rest  with 
Califuinia  Democratic  Sens.  Barbara  Boxer 
and  Dianne  Feinstein. 

Boxer  in  the  past  has  shown  a  good  grasp 
of  this  issue.  She  sponsored  an  amendment 
in  the  Senate  last  year  that  allowed  San 
Digeo  to  apply  for  a  waiver  from  the  second- 
-■ry  treatment  mandates  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  The  waiver,  which  the  city  is  applying 
for.  would  have  to  be  renewed  every  five 
years. 

Boxer  lobbied  hard  for  the  waiver,  explain- 
ing to  her  colleagues  that  secondary  treat- 
ment is  unnecessary  for  San  Diego's  sewage 
system  because  of  our  deep  ocean  outfall. 
With  San  Diego  city  officials  at  here  side  she 
pointed  out  at  public  hearings  that  the  sci- 
entific community  overwhelmingly  supports 
that  contention. 

The  exemption  now  proposed  by  Bilbray 
would  simply  codify  in  perpetuity  the  waiver 
that  Boxer  sponsored  for  San  Diego  last 
year. 

Local  environmental  groups  such  as  the  Si- 
erra Club  have  opposed  the  exemption  be- 
cause they  have  said  it  wouldn't  mandate 
the  extensive  ocean  monitoring  that  the 
waiver  requires.  Upon  hearing  that  com- 
plaint, Bilbray  toughened  the  language  on 
environmental  monitoring  in  his  bill. 

The  Sierra  Club's  other  objection  to  the 
exemption  has  been  that  it  would  undermine 
provisions  for  producing  reclaimed  water 
that  are  contained  in  the  waiver  legislation. 
The  exemption  actually  divorces  the  issue  of 
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water  reclamation  from  sewage  treatment, 
which  is  proper.  The  two  are  separate  issues. 

If  scientists  say  San  Diego  doesn't  need  to 
treat  its  sewage  to  secondary  standards, 
there's  no  reason  it  should  be  forced  to  treat 
some  of  it  to  an  even  higher  standard  for  re- 
claimed water.  If  San  Diegans  want  re- 
claimed water,  that  should  be  a  local  policy 
decision  wholly  separate  from  the  issue  of 
secondary  sewage  treatment. 

The  Bilbray  measure  could  move  to  the 
Senate  in  one  of  two  ways,  either  as  a  sepa- 
rate bill  or  as  an  amendment  to  a  broader 
bill  reauthorizing  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Ei- 
ther way.  Boxer  and  Feinstein  should  sup- 
port it. 

Boxer  understands  San  Diego's  sewage 
problems,  so  she  should  see  that  the  exemp- 
tion is  even  better  than  the  waiver. 

And  so  should  Feinstein,  who  voted  for  the 
waiver  amendment  last  year.  With  their  sup- 
port, San  Diego's  sewage  nightmare  could 
vanish. 

[From  the  Union-Tribune.  Apr.  10.  1995] 

Pass  the  Sewage  Bill— Filner.  Boxer 

Should  Not  Bow  to  Pressure 

San  Diego  has  reached  a  crucial  turn  in  its 
long  battle  to  escape  a  multibillion-dollar 
federal  sewage  mandate  that  scientists  agree 
is  environmentally  unneces.sary. 

At  stake  is  more  than  S3  billion  in  poten- 
tial outlays  by  San  Diego  ratepayers  to  build 
a  mammoth  secondary-sewage  treatment 
plant,  as  required  by  the  federal  Clean  Water 
Act. 

A  measure  by  Rep.  Brian  Bilbray.  R-Impe- 
rial  Beach,  to  exempt  San  Diego  from  this 
exorbitant — and  scientifically  specious- 
mandate  is  advancing  on  Capitol  Hill.  It  de- 
serves the  support  of  San  Diego  County's  five 
representatives  \n  the  House  and  California's 
two  Democratic  senators,  Bart>ara  Boxer  and 
Dianne  Feinstein. 

Regrettably,  however,  the  legislation  does 
not  have  the  unanimous  backing  of  our  dele- 
gation in  Congress. 

Last  week.  Sen.  Boxer  announced  her  oppo- 
sition to  the  Bilbray  measure.  A  day  later. 
Rep.  Bob  Filner.  D-San  Diego,  said  he  was 
undecided  whether  to  support  rcauthoriza 
tion  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  a  broad  bill 
which  includes  Bilbray's  sewage  exemption. 

Filner  says  he  backs  the  exemption,  which 
he  long  has  championed.  But  he  has  very  se- 
rious reservations  about  other  provisions  in 
the  bill.  "There  are  significant  problems 
with  the  bill  overall."  he  says. 

Consequently.  Filner  may  vote  against  it 
when  it  reaches  the  House  floor — despite  the 
billions  of  dollars  at  stake  for  San  Diego 
households. 

The  Democratic  lawmaker  was  conspicu- 
ously absent  last  week  when  the  House 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Commit- 
tee approved  the  Clean  Water  Act  by  a  42-16 
vote.  Filner.  the  only  San  Diego-area  law- 
maker on  the  panel,  said  he  missed  the  criti- 
cal vote  because  he  had  a  doctor's  appoint- 
ment. 

But  political  reality  is  that  both  Boxer  and 
Filner.  along  with  other  Democratic  law- 
makers, are  under  intense  lobbying  pressure 
from  environmentalists  to  vote  against  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  Environmental  groups  such 
as  the  Sierra  Club  vigorously  oppose  San 
Diego's  sewage  exemption  and  other  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  which  they  claim  would 
harm  the  environment. 

But.  unlike  opponents  of  the  exemption. 
San  Diego  has  science  on  its  side. 

An  authoritative  study  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  concluded  in  1993  that 
San   Diego's  current   method   of   "enhanced 
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primary  treatment"  of  its  sewage  poses  no 
harm  to  the  environment.  That's  because 
San  Diego  discharges  its  sewage  4.5  miles  out 
to  sea.  where  the  water  is  over  300  feet  deep. 
A  'consensus  statement"  signed  by  33  emi- 
nent scientists  at  the  Scripps  Institution  of 
Oceanography  in  La  Jolla  reached  the  same 
conclusion. 

In  the  face  of  such  evidence.  Rep.  Filner 
and  Sen.  Boxer  should  recognize  that 
Bilbray's  exemption  serves  the  interests  of 
not  only  San  Diego  sewage  users  but  the  en- 
vironment as  well.  The  real  question  is 
whether  these  two  lawmakers  will  sacrifice 
good  science  and  billions  of  dollars  out  of  the 
pockets  of  San  Diegans  to  satisfy  the  de- 
mands of  Democratic  pressure  groups. 

Historical  Review  of  San  Diego's  Efforts 
To  Meet  the  Requirements  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  April  1995 

THE  .metropolitan  SEWERAGE  SYSTEM 

The  Metropolitan  Sewerage  System  serves 
approximately  1.8  million  persons  living  in 
San  Diego  and  in  14  other  cities  and  sewer 
districts  in  San  Diego  County.  Each  day.  180 
to  190  million  gallons  of  sewage  collected 
from  these  entities  is  treated  at  the  Point 
Loma  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  which  is 
owned  and  operated  by  the  City  of  San 
Diego. 

The  Point  Loma  Plant  uses  a  settling 
method  known  as  advanced  primary  treat- 
ment to  remove  approximately  80  percent  of 
the  solids  from  sewage.  The  liquid  waste,  or 
effluent,  is  then  discharged  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean  through  an  ocean  outfall  pipe  which 
originally  stretched  about  two  and  a  half 
miles  into  the  ocean  to  a  discharge  depth  of 
more  than  200  feet.  This  outfall  was  extended 
to  a  total  length  of  4.5  miles  with  a  discharge 
depth  of  320  feet  in  November  1993. 

Solids,  or  sludge,  are  settled  out  of  the 
sewage  and  are  discharged  into  "digester" 
tanks.  Heating  of  the  sludge  within  the  di- 
gesters produces  methane  gas  which  is 
burned  to  generate  electricity  to  run  the 
Point  Loma  plant  and  to  produce  revenue  to 
offset  a  portion  of  the  operating  costs  of  the 
plant. 

The  heating  also  reduces  the  volume  of  the 
sludge  by  half,  and  the  remaining  solids  are 
then  pumped  to  open-air  drying  beds  and  me- 
chanical presses  on  Fiesta  Island.  After  the 
sludge  is  dried,  it  is  beneficially  used  in  soil 
conditioners,  or  landfilled  when  necessary. 

Improvements  currently  under  way  at  the 
Point  Loma  Plant  will  increase  its  treat- 
ment capacity  to  240  million  gallons  per  day 
(mgd).  An  additional  100  mgd  will  be  needed 
in  the  system  by  the  year  2050. 

THE  CLEAN  WATER  ACT 

In  1972.  the  federal  Clean  Water  Act  be- 
came law,  and  directed  the  EPA  to  adopt 
standards  of  secondary  sewage  treatment  for 
all  municipal  wastewater  dischargers.  Cities 
and  sewerage  districts  were  originally  given 
five  years  to  construct  facilities  to  meet  the 
secondary  standards,  and  costs  were  to  be 
shared  by  local,  state  and  federal  govern- 
ments under  the  Clean  Water  Grant  Pro- 
gram. The  deadline  for  compliance  with  the 
secondary  treatment  standards  was  extended 
several  times,  and  eventually  was  set  at  July 
1.  1988. 

Under  the  Clean  Water  Act,  all  U.S.  dis- 
chargers were  required  to  obtain  from  EPA  a 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  permit  which  established 
effluent  standards  for  both  the  sewage  dis- 
charge and  for  receiving  waters.  A  single  set 
of  standards  was  adopted  for  all  municipal 
dischargers  whether  their  effluent  entered  a 


lake,  stream,  river,  bay  or  ocean.  This  ap- 
proach differed  dramatically  from  Califor- 
nia's existing  system  for  setting  discharge 
standards.  Prior  to  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
California  had  been  operating  under  the 
Dickey  Act.  which  allowed  the  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board  to  adopt  the  re- 
quirements for  individual  dischargers  within 
their  jurisdiction.  The  Regional  Board  stud- 
ied the  discharge  and  receiving  water  at  each 
individual  point  of  discharge  and  set  the  re- 
quirements for  each  discharger  based  on  the 
specific  technical  data  from  that  site.  This 
resulted  in  different  standards  for  commu- 
nities which  discharged  into  smaller  bodies 
of  water  or  into  waters  which  served  as 
drinking  water  supplies  than  for  commu- 
nities which  discharged  into  the  ocean. 

EPA  regulations  under  the  Clean  Water 
Act  defined  secondary  treatment  in  terms  of 
three  wastewater  constituents:  Biochemical 
Oxygen  Demand  (BOD),  suspended  solids,  and 
pH;  1)  BOD  is  a  measure  of  how  much  the  or- 
ganic material  in  the  wastewater  can  be  bro- 
ken down  by  microorganisms.  Thirty-day  av- 
erage concentrations  of  BOD  were  not  to  ex- 
ceed limits  of  30  milligrams  per  liter  (mg/1) 
or  85%  removal,  whichever  was  more  restric- 
tive. In  San  Diego's  case,  because  the  influ- 
ent concentration  can  be  as  high  as  300  mg/ 
1,  the  85%  removal  rate  yields  a  45  mg'l  efflu- 
ent concentration.  Therefore,  the  30  mg  1  re- 
quirement is  the  more  stringent,  and  a  90% 
removal  rate  is  required.  2)  Suspended  solids 
were  also  not  to  exceed  thirty -day  average 
concentration  limits  of  30  mg/1  or  85%  re- 
moval. As  with  BOD,  the  more  stringent  cri- 
terion is  the  30  mg/1.  which  corresponds  to 
approximately  90  percent  removal  of  solids 
from  the  incoming  wastewater.  3)  pH  is  a 
measure  of  the  acidity  of  the  wastewater.  A 
range  from  6.0  to  9.0  was  established  for  pH. 

With  the  exception  of  the  BOD.  suspended 
solids  and  pH.  the  EPA  relied  on  the  water 
quality  standards  contained  in  the  State 
Ocean  Plan  to  control  the  numerous  other 
constituents  found  in  normal  municipal  dis- 
charge, such  as  microorganisms,  heavy  met- 
als and  organic  toxic  substances.  In  addition 
to  the  secondary  requirements  set  by  EPA. 
California  dischargers  had  to  meet  200  other 
technical  requirements  set  'oy  federal  and 
state  water  standards. 

THE  .metropolitan  FACILITIES  PLAN 

At  the  time  the  federal  secondary  treat- 
ment standards  were  adopted,  the  Point 
Loma  discharge  was  operating  under  a  State 
of  California  permit  which  contained  no  lim- 
itation for  BOD  pH.  and  a  limitation  of  125 
mg/1  for  suspended  solids. 

San  Diego  received  its  first  NPDES  permit 
for  Point  Loma  in  1974.  The  initial  permit  al- 
lowed the  facility  to  continue  to  treat  sew- 
age at  the  primary  level  as  had  been  prac- 
ticed for  more  than  a  dozen  years  under  the 
State  waste  discharge  requirements,  but  di- 
rected the  City  to  complete  plans  and  speci- 
fications to  convert  to  secondary  treatment 
by  January  1,  1977. 

The  City  was  awarded  a  federal/state  Clean 
Water  Grant  in  1975  to  finance  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  facilities  plan  to  convert  the  metro- 
politan sewerage  system  to  secondary  treat- 
ment. Preparation  of  the  plan  included  re- 
view of  comprehensive  ocean  monitoring 
data,  extensive  analysis  of  numerous  pri- 
mary and  secondary  treatment  alternatives, 
study  of  various  layouts  of  the  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  System  and  multiple  cost  esti- 
mates. 

The  report,  referred  to  as  the  "Metropoli- 
tan Facilities  Plan"  was  completed  in  Janu- 
ary of  1977,  It  concluded  that  San  Diego's 
primary  effluent  was  creating  virtually  no 


adverse  impacts  on  the  ocean  and  that  sec- 
ondary treatment  was  not  necessary  at  Point 
Loma.  The  consultant  recommended  that 
San  Diego  request  a  waiver  from  EP.\'s  sec- 
ondary treatment  standards. 

At  the  time  the  facilities  plan  was  written. 
however,  there  was  no  provision  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act  which  authorized  EP.^  to  grant 
waivers  from  secondary  treatment.  Because 
the  waiver  process  did  not  exist  and  there 
was  no  guarantee  that  San  Diego  could  ob- 
tain one,  the  facilities  plan  also  included  a 
plan  to  convert  Point  Loma  to  secondary 
treatment. 

THE  SECTION  301lHl  WAIVER  PROCESS 

While  the  NPDES  permit  for  Point  Loma 
was  being  renewed  in  1977,  San  Diego  began 
action  in  Congress  to  enable  EPA  to  grant 
waivers  from  secondary  treatment.  The  City 
was  soon  joined  by  an  association  of  all  the 
major  municipal  wastewater  dischargers  in 
the  United  States.  In  late  1977,  Congress 
added  to  the  Clean  Water  Act  Section  301(h) 
which  established  the  waiver  process. 

Section  301(h)  allowed  municipalities  dis- 
charging wastewater  to  marine  waters  to 
apply  for  modified  standards  of  secondary 
treatment.  Modifications  were  to  be  granted 
on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  were  to  allow  the 
dischargers  to  meet  comparable  state  stand- 
ards in  place  of  the  federal  secondary  stand- 
ards for  BOD.  suspended  solids  and  pH.  The 
municipalities  had  to  demonstrate  that  sew- 
age discharged  under  the  modified  standards 
protected  the  environment  at  a  level  com- 
parable to  sewage  treated  under  federal  sec- 
ondary standards.  The  dischargers  also  had 
to  meet  all  state  and  federal  ocean  water 
quality  standards  and  had  to  protect  the 
beneficial  uses  of  the  ocean. 

THE  WAIVER  application  AND  DUAL  FACILITY 
PLANNING  EFFORTS 

San  Diego  filed  its  waiver  application  in 
September  of  1979.  The  application  asked 
that  San  Diego  be  allowed  to  meet  State 
Ocean  Plan  standards  which  are  based  on  ad- 
vanced primary  treatment  of  sewage  as  an 
alternative  to  federal  standards  for  second- 
ary treatment. 

Concurrent  to  filing  an  application  for  a 
waiver,  the  City  continued  faciiiLy  phtnninK 
efforts.  The  Metro  II  facilities  plan  which  in- 
cluded engineering  studies  for  both  advanced 
primary  treatment  and  secondary  treatment 
recommended  a  new  system  that  would  con- 
sist of  a  45  mgd  secondary  sewage  treatment 
plant  at  Point  Loma  and  a  140  mgd  second- 
ary sewage  treatment  plant  in  the  Tijuana 
River  Valley.  A  major  new  interceptor  sys- 
tem would  convey  sewage  south  to  the  bor- 
der area  and  a  new  land  outfall  would  be  con- 
structed along  the  Tijuana  River  connecting 
the  new  treatment  plant  with  a  new  ocean 
outfall. 

STATE  W.ATER  RE.SOURCES  CO.NTROL  BOARD'S 
REACTION  TO  THE  WAIVER 

After  San  Diego  submitted  its  Section 
301(h)  waiver  application  to  EPA.  the  State 
Water  Resources  Control  Board  assigned  a 
very  low  priority  to  the  award  of  federal 
grant  money  for  construction  of  secondary 
treatment  facilities.  On  May  15.  1980,  the 
State  Board  resolved  through  Resolution  No. 
80-37  not  to  award  Clean  Water  Grants  for 
any  ocean  discharge  project  in  excess  of  that 
needed  to  meet  the  provisions  of  the  Ocean 
Plan  until  the  Board  determined  that  suffi- 
cient grant  funds  were  available  to  justify 
funding  of  such  projects. 

After  the  resolution  was  adopted,  numer- 
ous coastal  communities  throughout  the 
state,  including  San  Diego,  modified  their 
wastewater  treatment  planning  to  eliminate 


or  postpone  secondary  treatment.  Plans  al- 
ready completed  or  partially  completed  were 
shelved  as  the  dischargers  awaited  the  out- 
come of  the  Section  301(h)  applications. 

Resolution  No.  80-37  is  still  in  effect  and 
has  not  been  amended. 

KPA'S  TENTATIVE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  WAIVER 

On  September  23.  1981.  EPA  tentatively  ap- 
proved San  Diego's  waiver  application,  con- 
ditioned upon  the  issuance  of  a  revised 
NPDES  permit  for  the  Point  Loma  dis- 
charge. The  301(h)  permit  was  to  be  issued 
following  a  joint  public  hearing  before  EPA 
staff  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board.  The  public  hearing  was  held  in  No- 
vember 1982,  however,  the  issuance  of  the 
permit  was  held  in  abeyance  to  allow  the 
EPA  and  Regional  Board  to  consider  the  pub- 
lic testimony. 

MEXICAN  UNITED  STATES  BORDER  ISSUES 

In  .^pril  1982.  San  Diego  continued  its  fa- 
cilities planning  efforts  by  initiating  a  study 
directed  toward  determining  a  long-term  so- 
lution for  the  Tijuana  sewage  discharge 
problem  that  had  resulted  in  millions  of  gal- 
lons of  raw  sewage  entering  the  United 
States  from  Mexico.  The  City  Council  con- 
ceptually approved  in  1983.  a  plan  for  the 
construction  of  a  $730  million  joint  inter- 
national wastewater  treatment  and  disposal 
system  with  capacity  for  both  Tijuana  and  a 
portion  of  San  Diego. 

REVISED  WAIVER  APPLICATION 

During  the  three  years  in  which  the  EPA 
was  reviewing  the  original  waiver  applica- 
tion, the  City  updated  population  projec- 
tions. The  new  projections  were  substan- 
tially higher  than  those  used  in  determining 
the  projected  sewage  flows  in  the  waiver  ap- 
plication. When,  in  1983,  the  EPA  opened  up 
the  waiver  process  for  a  second  time,  the 
City  used  the  opportunity  to  revise  and  re- 
submit its  initial  waiver  application  to  in- 
clude projections  for  sewage  discharge 
through  the  year  1993.  and  to  account  for 
treatment  of  Tijuana  sewage.  The  1983  appli- 
cation reaffirmed  the  1979  conclusions  that 
secondary  treatment  of  the  Point  Loma  sew- 
age discharge  was  not  necessary  to  protect 
public  health  and  the  environment. 

REVISION  OF  THE  STATE  OCEAN  PLAN 

While  the  City  was  filing  its  revised  waiver 
application  with  EPA.  the  State  Water  Re- 
sources Control  Board  was  making  changes 
in  the  State  Ocean  Plan  which  would  eventu- 
ally have  a  direct  impact  upon  the  applica- 
tion. 

In  1983,  the  board  adopted  two  significant 
revisions  to  the  plan: 

1.  Body  contact  bacteriological  standards, 
the  same  ones  formerly  applied  only  to  pub- 
lic bathing  beaches,  were  adopted  for  all  kelp 
beds  off  the  California  coaist.  This  action  was 
taken  to  protect  those  persons  who  SCUBA 
dive  in  the  beds,  and  was  to  take  effect  on 
July  1,  1988.  The  law  al.so  allowed  the  Re- 
gional Board  to  examine  kelp  beds  near 
sewer  outfalls  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  ex- 
clude them  from  the  standards 
Cdedesignation")  where  warranted. 

2.  Cities  were  given  the  opportunity  to 
apply  for  an  exemption  from  the  suspended 
solids  standards  under  the  Ocean  Plan  and  to 
request  to  remove  60  percent  rather  than  75 
percent  of  suspended  solids. 

Prior  to  the  1983  revision  of  the  Ocean 
Plan,  neither  the  City  nor  any  public  health 
or  water  quality  regulatory  agency  had  re- 
ceived complaints  of  illness  among  SCUBA 
divers  in  or  near  the  Point  Loma  kelp  beds. 
In  1985.  the  City  asked  the  State  to  exclude 
or  "dedesignate  "  the  Point  Loma  kelp  beds 


from  the  body-contact  bacteriological  stand- 
ards. By  excluding  the  Point  Loma  kelp  beds 
from  the  new  state  standards,  the  Point 
Loma  discharge  would  be  subject  to  the 
original  Ocean  Plan  bacteriological  stand- 
ards, as  addressed  in  the  City's  1979  and  1983 
waiver  applications. 

The  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
conducted  public  hearings  on  the  City's  re- 
quest for  dedesignation  of  the  kelp  beds  in 
September  and  November  of  1985.  The  Re- 
gional Board  postponed  a  decision  on  the 
matters,  however,  until  after  the  City  com- 
pleted further  studies. 

DEDESIGNATION  AND  WAIVER  RECJUESTS 
A.  Dede.itgnation. —Ailer  the  City  filed  its 
original  dedesignation  request  in  September 
1985,  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Con- 
trol Board,  it  conducted  extensive  field  stud- 
ies of  the  Point  Loma  kelp  beds  and  of  the 
health  of  those  who  dive  in  the  kelp  beds. 
The  study  showed  that  the  proposed  bac- 
teriological standards  were  being  met  in  the 
inner  portions  but  were  frequently  exceeded 
along  the  outer  edges  of  the  beds. 

The  accompanying  health  effects  study 
showed,  however,  that  few  cases  of  gastro- 
intestinal illness  were  reported  among  divers 
after  using  the  Point  Loma  beds,  and  that 
the  number  of  reported  cases  was  well  below 
the  level  accepted  by  the  EPA.  (The  study 
indicated  eight  reported  cases  of  illness  fol- 
lowing 1,000  dives,  and  the  proposed  EPA 
bacterial  standards  permit  up  to  19  cases  per 
1.000). 

In  September  of  1986,  the  Executive  Officer 
of  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
indicated  at  a  public  meeting  that  he  would 
recommend  against  San  Diego's 

dedesignation  request  because  no  alternate 
ocean  standards  had  been  developed  to  pro- 
tect divers  in  the  kelp  beds.  He  also  said  he 
would  recommend  against  the  City's  pro- 
posed reduction  in  suspended  solids  removal 
ijecause  San  Diego  could  not  demonstrate  an 
economic  necessity  for  it  and  was  already  re- 
moving 75  percent  of  sewage  solids  at  Point 
Loma  with  existing  rate  revenues. 

Following  discussions  at  a  Council  meeting 
on  December  9,  1986,  (discussed  further  in  fol- 
lowing paragraphs),  the  City  of  San  Diego 
discontinued  its  dedesignation  request  for  a 
revision  to  the  water  quality  standards  on 
December  16,  1986. 

B.  IVairer.— On  September  30,  1986,  EPA  an- 
nounced its  decision  to  reverse  its  tentative 
approval  of  San  Diego's  1979  waiver  applica- 
tion and  to  tentatively  deny  both  the  City's 
1979  and  1983  applications.  EPA  cited  two 
reasons  for  denying  the  applications:  First, 
it  cited  the  City's  inability  to  comply  with 
the  new  State  Ocean  Plan  bacteriological 
standards  scheduled  to  take  effect  in  1988. 
Those  standards  apply  body-bacteriological 
standards,  like  those  formerly  applied  only 
to  public  bathing  beaches,  to  all  kelp  beds 
off  the  California  coast.  The  EPA  stated  that 
compliance  with  the  standards  is  necessary 
to  protect  the  health  of  recreational  users  of 
the  kelp  beds,  and  concluded  that  the  Point 
Loma  sewage  discharge  "has  degraded  the 
recreational  beneficial  use  in  the  kelp  bed  vi- 
cinity". Second,  the  EPA  concluded  that  the 
Point  Loma  discharge  "interferes  with  the 
protection  and  propagation  of  a  balanced  in- 
digenous population"  of  bottom  dwelling 
ocean  organisms  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Point 
Loma  outfall.  In  support  of  this  conclusion. 
EPA  noted  that  species  of  clam  is  found  in 
greater  abundance  near  the  outfall  discharge 
than  away  from  the  outfall,  and  a  species  of 
starfish,  a  brittle  star,  is  less  common  near 
the  outfall  discharge  point  than  away  from 
the  outfall.  The  brittle  star  found  in  reduced 


numbers  near  the  outfall  is  one  of  the  most 
common  and  abundant  species  on  the  South- 
em  California  shelf. 

The  City  had  until  March  30.  1987  to  submit 
a  revised  waiver  application  to  EPA  if  it  in- 
tended to  continue  to  pursue  the  waiver.  On 
November  3,  the  San  Diego  City  Council  au- 
thorized the  City  Manager  to  send  EPA  a  let- 
ter of  intent  to  file  a  revised  application. 
That  letter  had  to  be  submitted  to  EPA  by 
November  15,  1986,  or  the  EPA  tentative  de- 
nial would  have  become  final,  and  a  revised 
waiver  application  would  not  be  allowed.  In 
authoring  the  filing  of  the  letter,  several 
members  of  the  Council  cautioned  that  their 
action  did  not  indicate  support  for  the  filing 
of  a  revised  waiver  application,  and  that 
such  a  decision  would  be  made  following  a 
public  hearing  on  the  waiver  scheduled  on 
December  9. 

SAN  DIEGO'S  DECISION 

San  Diego's  City  Council  devoted  two  pub- 
lic hearings,  one  on  December  9,  1986.  and 
one  on  February  17.  1987,  to  the  issue  of  the 
301(h)  waiver  application  versus  secondary 
treatment.  Public  response  at  both  meetings 
favored  abandoning  waiver  efforts  and  pursu- 
ing the  federally  mandated  secondary  treat- 
ment requirements.  Additionally,  there  was 
much  emphasis  and  support  placed  on  the  po- 
tential for  water  reclamation  and  reuse  if 
the  City  were  to  modify  its  sewage  treat- 
ment system. 

Public  testimony  combined  with  consist- 
ent negative  response  by  the  regulatory 
agencies  placed  the  City  of  San  Diego  in  a 
position  requiring  immediate  forward  action. 
While  all  the  efforts  of  the  past  (waiver  and 
facilities  planning)  had  provided  beneficial 
avenues  to  San  Diego,  laws  as  well  as  public 
opinion  changed  over  time  and  it  was  clear 
that  either  option  that  the  City  chose  would 
require  long  range  planning  and  provisions 
for  water  reclamation. 

On  February  17,  1987,  the  decision  was 
made  to  discontinue  waiver  efforts  and  com- 
ply with  federal  sewage  treatment  standards. 
The  City  immediately  proceeded  at  full 
speed  to  implement  secondary  treatment  and 
water  reclamation.  Immediate  actions  by 
the  City  included  establishing  an  advisory 
committee,  the  Metropolitan  Sewer  Task 
Force  (MSTF).  to  lend  expertise  and  guid- 
ance to  Council  on  the  many  issues  sur- 
rounding the  sewage  modifications;  and  cre- 
ating the  Clean  Water  Program  to  oversee 
the  upgrade  and  expansion  of  the  sewerage 
system. 

CONSENT  DECREE  DISCUSSIONS  WITH  EPA 

Although  the  City  was  swiftly  and  judi- 
ciously pursuing  facilities  planning  efforts. 
it  was  clear  that  the  July  1,  1988  compliance 
deadline  would  not  be  met.  Beginning  in  Jan- 
uary. 1988.  the  City  embarked  on  discussions 
with  the  Department  of  Justice.  EPA. 
SWRCB  and  RWiJCB  to  establish  a  realistic 
time  schedule  for  compliance  with  the  fed- 
eral discharge  standards.  Despite  the  City's 
commitment  to  comply,  the  federal  govern- 
ment sued  the  City  on  July  27.  1988.  The 
State  of  California  joined  as  a  co-plaintiff. 

From  1987  to  1989  the  City  carried  out  in- 
tensive facilities  planning  with  a  team  of  en- 
gineers, planners,  and  environmental  spe- 
cialists working  with  the  community.  After 
consolidating  twenty-two  alternatives  into 
seven,  the  City  adopted  a  plan  that  included 
the  upgrade  of  the  Point  Loma  treatment 
plant,  the  construction  of  a  new  secondary 
treatment  plant  in  the  South  Bay,  and  seven 
new  water  reclamation  plants  located 
throughout  the  service  area.  This  plan, 
called  Alternative  IVa,  was  the  basis  for  an 
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agreement  between  the  City  and  the  State 
and  Federal  governments.  This  agreement, 
called  a  Consent  Decree,  was  signed  by  the 
parties  in  January  1990  and  was  lodged  in 
federal  court.  The  cost  to  implement  the  fa- 
cilities in  the  Consent  Decree  was  estimated 
to  be  $2.5  billion  in  1992  dollars. 

FEDERAL  COIRT  FINDINGS.  JUNE  1991 

When  presented  with  the  proposed  plan. 
Judge  Rudi  Brewster  noted  that  in  order  to 
finalize  the  Decree,  he  would  need  to  find 
that  the  plan  was  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
public.  He  held  a  hearing  on  whether  or  not 
the  present  discharge  at  Point  Loma  has  ad- 
verse impacts  on  the  marine  environment 
and  found  that,  while  there  is  a  potential  im- 
pact to  divers  using  the  kelp  beds  due  to  bac- 
teriological contamination,  there  is  no  sig- 
nificant impact  to  the  sea  life  surrounding 
the  discharge.  He  also  recognized  in  his  find- 
ings that  extension  of  the  outfall  (which  has 
now  been  completed)  would  eliminate  the 
contamination  of  the  kelp  beds. 

Judge  Brewster  ruled  on  June  18.  1991  that 
the  proposed  Consent  Decree  should  be  de- 
ferred to  January  1993.  He  directed  that  the 
City  conduct  pilot  tests  at  the  Point  Loma 
facility  to  determine  whether  or  not  chemi- 
cally-enhanced primary  treatment  could 
meet  the  secondary  treatment  requirements 
and  suggested  that  the  City  pursue  its  best 
efforts  to  amend  the  Clean  Water  Act.  He 
also  suggested  that  the  National  Academy  of 
Science  study  entitled  "Wastewater  Manage- 
ment for  Coastal  Urban  Areas."  which  was 
due  to  be  completed  soon,  be  used  as  further 
guidance  on  the  level  of  treatment  necessary 
to  protect  the  environment. 

CONSUMERS'  .^LTERN.ATIVE 

In  May  1992  the  City  Council  directed  a  re- 
evaluation  of  Alternative  IVa  based  on  re- 
taining Point  Loma  as  an  advanced  primary 
treatment  plant  operating  at  an  ultimate  ca- 
pacity of  240  mgd.  With  this  change.  90  mgd 
of  additional  capacity  could  be  provided  at 
the  Point  Loma  plant  that  would  not  be 
available  if  a  conversion  to  secondary  treat- 
ment had  occurred  as  envisioned  by  Alter- 
native IVa.  The  new  plan,  dubbed  the  Con- 
sumers' Alternative,  has  an  estimated  cap- 
ital cost  of  $1.2  billion  in  1992  dollars.  At  a, 
July  10.  1992  hearing  in  Federal  Court.  Judge 
Brewster  directed  the  City  to  proceed  with 
the  Consumers'  Alternative  and  await  the  re- 
sults of  the  pilot  testing  at  Point  Loma  and 
the  report  from  the  National  Academy  of 
Science. 

PILOT  STUDY  RESULTS 

The  City  completed  the  18-month  pilot 
testing  in  August  1993.  Its  purpose  was  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  chemically  enhanced 
primary  treatment  could  be  used  to  bring 
the  Point  Loma  Plant  into  compliance  with 
the  30  mg  1  effluent  requirement  for  total 
suspended  solids  and  BOD  currently  em- 
bodied in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The  results 
are  clear  for  both  constituents:  the  30  mg/1 
law  to  achieve  secondary  treatment  cannot 
be  met.  As  a  result,  the  City  has  redoubled 
its  efforts  to  amend  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
provide  modified  standards  where  it  is  dem- 
onstrated that  there  will  be  no  adverse  im- 
pact to  the  environment. 

S.ATIONAL  ACADEMY  OF  SCIENCE  REPORT 
CONCLUSIONS 

After  three  years  of  study  the  Academy  re- 
leased 'Wastewater  Management  for  Coastal 
Urban  Areas'  in  April  1993.  No  specific  rec- 
ommendations were  made  regarding  San 
Diego's  wastewater  treatment  system,  but  a 
number  of  conclusions  reported  by  the  Acad- 
emy support  San   Diego's  efforts   to  amend 


the  Act:  (1)  The  secondary  treatment  re- 
quirement can  lead  to  over-control  and  over- 
protection  along  open  ocean  coasts;  the  1972 
Clean  Water  Act  does  not  allow  regulators  to 
adequately  address  regional  variations  in  en- 
vironmental systems.  (2)  In  the  case  of  deep 
ocean  discharge  where  BOD.  pathogens,  ni- 
trogen, and  other  nutrients  are  of  little  con- 
cern, and  contributions  of  toxics  and  metals 
associated  with  solids  are  low.  treatment  for 
removal  of  these  constituents  is  unneces- 
sary. (3>  Chemically  enhanced  primary  treat- 
ment is  an  effective  technology  for  removing 
suspended  solids  and  associated  contami- 
nants. 

FEDERAL  COURT  FINDINGS  AND  INTERIM  ORDER 

On  March  31.  1994  Judge  Rudi  Brewster  re- 
jected the  Consent  Decree  proposed  in  1990  as 
"not  in  the  public  interest."  His  memoran- 
dum decision  stated  that  the  Consent  Decree 
presents  no  environmental  benefit,  requires 
wasteful  over-treatment,  requires  unneces- 
sary sludge  production,  and  mandates  unnec- 
essary reclamation  facilities.  Key  testimony 
in  the  courtroom  included  the  legislative  ef- 
forts of  San  Diego's  Council  members.  Sen- 
ators, and  Members  of  Congress  to  allow  the 
Point  Loma  Treatment  Plant  to  continue  its 
advanced  primary  level  of  treatment. 

An  Interim  Order  issued  August  26.  1994  re- 
quires San  Diego  to  continue  implementa- 
tion of  the  Consumers'  Alternative. 

OCEAN  POLLL"nON  REDUCTION  ACT 

After  the  bill  received  the  unanimous  sup- 
port of  the  House  and  Senate,  President  Clin- 
ton signed  the  Ocean  Pollution  Reduction 
Act  on  October  31.  1994.  This  Act  allows  the 
City  of  San  Diego  to  apply  for  a  waiver  from 
secondary  treatment  within  six  months  and 
requires  the  EPA  to  complete  its  review  of 
the  application  within  one  year  of  its  re- 
ceipt. It  requires  that  San  Diego  commit  to 
45  MGD  of  water  reclamation  capacity  by 
2010  and  that  certain  effluent  parameters 
(80%  suspended  solids  removal  and  58%  bio- 
logical oxygen  demand  removal)  be  met.  It 
also  requires  that  there  be  fewer  suspended 
solids  discharged  to  the  ocean  at  the  end  of 
the  waiver  period  than  are  discharged  at  the 
beginning  of  the  waiver  period. 

San  Diego  submitted  the  waiver  applica- 
tion on  April  24.  1995.  EPA  Administrator 
Carol  Browner  has  notified  San  Diego  that 
an  initial  assessment  will  be  completed  by 
about  June  8.  1995  and  a  Tentative  Decision 
Document  will  be  issued  by  about  August  7. 
1995. 

May  9.  1995. 
Hon.  David  Dreier. 

ChaiTman.  Subcommittee  on  Rules  and  Organi- 
zation of  the  House.  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 
Hon.  David  M.  McIntosh. 
Chairman.  Subcommittee  on  National  Economic 
Growth.  Natural  Resources  and  Regulatory 
Affairs.  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and   Oversight.   House   of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Chairman:  I  write  to  respond  to  a  let- 
ter written  by  the  Honorable  Norman  Y.  Mi- 
neta.  dated  May  I.  1995  (the  "May  1  letter") 
and   delivered   to   your   Subcommittees   for 
consideration  in  connection  with  your  hear- 
ing on   the  procedures  to  be  used   for  the 
Speaker's  "Corrections  Day."  In  that  letter. 
Congressman    Mineta    voices    his    concerns 
with  H.R.  794.  a  bill  introduced  by  Congress- 
man Bilbray.  that  has  been  widely  touted  as 
a  prime  candidate  for  the  Corrections  Day 
process. 

The  purpose  of  this  response  is  to  set  the 
record  straight  about  San  Diego's  motiva- 


tions, justifications  and  evidentiary  support 
for  H.R.  794.  and  further  to  assuage  the  con- 
cerns of  those  who  mistakenly  believe  that 
H.R.  794  is  ill-conceived  or  ill-motivated. 
Contrary  to  the  message  of  the  May  1  letter, 
H.R.  794  is  critical  to  the  long-term  resolu- 
tion of  San  Diego's  wastewater  treatment 
plans,  and  specifically  the  City's  dispute 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(the  "EPA")  over  the  level  of  treatment  nec- 
essary to  protect  the  environment.  By  re- 
sponding to  the  assertions  made  in  the  May 
1  letter.  I  hope  to  educate  and  assure  the 
members  of  Congress  that  by  enacting  H.R. 
794  they  are  promoting  fiscal  and  environ- 
mental responsibility. 

San  Diego  has  been  pursuing  environ- 
mentally sound  and  fiscally  responsible  com- 
pliance with  the  Clean  Water  Act  (the 
"CWA")  for  more  than  two  decades.  Over  the 
past  four  years  our  Congressional  represent- 
atives have  worked  with  the  appropriate 
Congressional  committees  to  pass  legislation 
that  would  provide  an  opportunity  to  estab- 
lish, once  and  for  all.  that  the  current  level 
of  sewage  treatment  at  the  Point  Loma 
Treatment  Plant  fully  protects  the  marine 
environment,  and  that  the  secondary  level  of 
treatment  prescribed  by  the  CWA  does  not 
make  sense  for  our  ocean  or  our  ratepayers. 
Last  year  we  consistently  requested 
straightforward,  unconditional  legislation 
that  would  acknowledge  the  .scientific  basis 
for  the  adequacy  of  our  existing  level  of 
treatment,  but  ultimately  accepted  com- 
promise language  that  limits  the  capacity  of 
the  Point  Loma  plant  and  requires  signifi- 
cant water  reclamation  capacity  to  be  built. 
We  worked  hard  to  get  this  language  into  the 
CWA  reauthorization;  when  it  became  clear 
that  the  CWA  was  not  going  to  be  reauthor- 
ized, we  agreed  in  the  closing  days  of  Con- 
gress to  the  Ocean  Pollution  Reduction  Act 
of  1994.  a  stand-alone  bill  that  mirrored  the 
compromise  provision  in  the  CWA.  Failure  to 
obtain  this  legislation  by  either  vehicle 
would  have  meant  a  costly,  time-consuming 
trial  on  the  requirement  for  secondary  treat- 
ment. 

H.R.  794  embodies  precisely  the  legislation 
we  originally  sought.  In  recent  months,  the 
House  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  approved  H.R.  961.  which  con- 
tains a  coastal  discharge  provision  for  San 
Diego  that  substantially  mirrors  H.R.  794. 
We  are  encouraged  by  the  bi-partisan  sup- 
port we  received  from  the  committee,  but 
with  the  experience  of  last  year's  CWA  re-au- 
thorization process  still  fresh  in  our  minds. 
we  urge  you  to  consider  H.R.  794  as  equally 
vital  to  ensure  that  the  nece.ssary.  long- 
awaited  legislative  relief  is  assured. 

The  May  1  letter  authored  by  Congressman 
Mineta  argues  that  H.R.  794  is  inappropriate 
for  consideration  under  Corrections  Day  pro- 
cedures, raising  in  support  of  that  argument 
several  concerns  as  to  San  Diego's  motiva- 
tion, justification  and  evidentiary  support 
for  H.R.  794.  Although  I  understand  these  ar- 
guments were  addressed  in  the  course  of  in- 
cluding the  coastal  discharge  provision  in 
H.R.  961,  I  offer  the  following  detailed  re- 
sponse to  aid  you  in  fully  understanding  San 
Diego's  position  on  each  of  these  matters. 
the  need  for  secondary  treatment 

There  is  no  dispute  that  the  nationwide  re- 
quirement for  secondary  treatment,  imposed 
in  1972,  has  improved  the  overall  quality  of 
the  nation's  water.  This  is  because  most 
treatment  plants  in  the  country  discharge 
into  inland  lakes,  rivers  and  streams  where 
there  is  limited  capacity  to  assimilate  sus- 
pended solids  or  biochemical  oxygen  demand 
("BOD").  The  May  1  letter  notes  that  the 


city  of  San  .Jose.  California,  requires  an  even 
higher  level  of  treatment  than  secondary  to 
protect  the  environment;  this,  however,  is 
because  San  Jose  discharges  into  a  tidal  es- 
tuary in  South  San  Francisco  Bay  via  an 
open  channel  (not  a  submerged  outfall  pipe) 
into  waters  approximately  20  feet  deep— a  far 
different  circumstance  from  San  Diego's 
outfall  pipe  discharge  into  swiftly  moving 
curi'ents  off  our  open  coast  at  over  3(X)  feet  of 
depth  and  over  four  miles  offshore.  In  fact. 
San  Jose  also  has  to  have  a  "conditional  ex- 
ception "  to  the  requirements  of  the  Bays  and 
Estuaries  Act.  which  would  otherwise  pro- 
hibit discharges  of  this  nature  to  the  Bay  in 
that  area. 

There  is  also  little  dispute  that  San 
Diego's  current  use  of  advanced  primary 
treatment  protects  the  marine  environment. 
Among  the  numerous  favorable  findings  of 
various  scientists  and  agencies.  I  offer  the 
following  for  your  consideration: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  in 
its  1981  Tentative  Decision  Document  on  San 
Diego's  original  waiver  application,  states 
that  'the  applicant's  proposed  discharge  will 
comply  with  the  California  State  water  qual- 
ity standards"  and  that  "the  applicant's  pro- 
posed discharge  will  not  adversely  impact 
public  water  supplies  or  interfere  with  the 
protection  and  propagation  of  a  balanced  in- 
digenous population  of  marine  life,  and  will 
allow  for  recreational  activities." 

Judge  Brewster  stated,  in  his  findings  in 
his  March.  1994  Memorandum  Decisions  and 
Order  Rejecting  the  Proposed  Consent  De- 
cree, that  "the  scientific  evidence  without 
dispute  establishes  that  the  marine  environ- 
ment is  not  harmed  by  present  sewage  ti-eat- 
ment,  and  in  fact  appears  to  be  enhanced.  " 

The  National  Research  Council  committee 
on  "Wastewater  Management  for  Coastal 
Urban  Areas"  stated  in  its  April  1993  report 
that  "chemically  enhanced  primary  treat- 
ment is  an  effective  technology  for  removing 
suspended  solids  and  associated  contami- 
nants." 

Scientists  from  all  over  the  country  have 
testified  in  various  forums,  including  under 
oath  in  the  federal  district  court  in  San 
Diego,  that  San  Diego's  current  level  of 
treatment  fully  protects  the  offshore  envi- 
ronment. 

INDUSTRIAL  PRETREATMENT 

The  May  1  letter  credits  secondary  treat- 
ment and  "the  corresponding  basic  level  of 
treatment  for  industrial  discharges"  with 
the  success  of  the  CWA.  In  fact,  wastewater 
plant  treatment  and  industrial  pretreatment 
are  two  entirely  separate  requirements,  not 
at  all  reliant  on  one  another  although  they 
can  work  in  concert,  as  they  do  in  San 
Diego.  San  Diego's  strong  industrial 
pretreatment  program  is  exactly  what 
makes  our  sewage  treatment  system  a  model 
for  the  rest  of  the  country.  Instead  of  spend- 
ing billion  of  dollars  on  ever  higher  levels  of 
treatment,  San  Diego  works  with  its  indus- 
tries to  ensure  that  toxic  constituents  never 
even  get  into  the  system.  As  a  result,  San 
Diego  has  a  higher  quality  of  wastewater 
coming  into  its  Point  Loma  plant  than  is  re- 
quired for  the  effluent  discharged  after  treat- 
ment. 

Part  of  this  confusion  in  the  May  1  letter 
may  be  attributable  to  a  misunderstanding 
of  what  ""secondary  equivalency"  means.  San 
Diego's  application  for  modified  standards  of 
secondary  treatment  is  exactly  that,  and  no 
more:  a  redefinition  of  "secondary"  under 
certain  circumstances.  It  is  not  a  waiver  of 
or  an  exemption  from  the  protections  of  the 
CWA.  and  it  is  certainly  not  a  "license  to 
pollute."    San    Diego's    permit    under    the 


Ocean  Pollution  Reduction  .\ct — and  any 
modified  definition  applied  under  H.R.  794 — 
seeks  modification  of  only  two  of  the  second- 
ary treatment  requirements:  total  suspended 
solids  and  BOD.  All  of  the  200-plus  other  con- 
stituents that  are  typically  measured  and 
monitored  at  treatment  plants  across  the  na- 
tion will  still  have  to  conform  to  the  second- 
ary treatment  requirements  of  the  CWA.  Be- 
cause of  the  comprehensive  and  effective  in- 
dustrial pretreatment  program  currently  in 
place,  San  Diego  meets  those  standards  now 
and  would  continue  to  meet  those  standards 
under  the  new  law.  ""Secondary  treatment," 
as  currently  defined  in  the  CWA,  would  add 
nothing  significantly  beneficial  to  the  proc- 
ess. 

REASONS  FOR  REJECTION  OF  THE  1983  WAIVER 
APPLICATION 

The  May  1  letter  is  incorrect  insofar  as  it 
implies  that  the  State  of  California  denied 
San  Diego's  waiver  application  in  1986.  The 
state's  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  ("RWQCB"),  in  a  March  1985  letter,  in- 
formed the  City  that  the  State  had  re- 
sponded to  the  EPA  with  a  tentative  finding 
that  ""the  discharge  will  comply  with  appli- 
cable state  laws,  including  applicable  water 
quality  standards,  and  will  not  result  in  ad- 
ditional treatment,  pollution  control,  or 
other  requirements  on  any  other  point  or 
non-point  source.  "  The  denial  was  the  work 
of  the  EPA.  not  the  State.  Moreover,  the 
Tentative  Decision  Document  issued  in  1986 
by  the  EPA  clearly  states  that  EPA's  ten- 
tative denial  was  due  to  the  1983  amendment 
of  the  California  State  Ocean  Plan  that  ap- 
plied the  same  water  quality  standards  to 
the  offshore  kelp  beds  as  had  previously  been 
applied  only  to  bathing  beaches.  This  change 
came  after  the  Point  Loma  plant  had  been 
operating  for  over  twenty  years,  and  led  to 
the  extension  of  the  outfall  that  is  currently 
in  place.  It  was  a  change  in  the  Ocean  Plan, 
and  not  a  failure  of  San  Diego's  treatment 
system,  that  led  to  the  denial. 

SAN  DIEGO'S  WITHDRAWAL  OF  THE  WAIVER 
APPLICATION 

The  circumstances  under  which  San  Diego 
withdrew  its  waiver  application  in  1987.  as 
referenced  in  the  May  1  letter,  must  be  cor- 
rected for  the  record.  In  federal  court  the 
issue  was  fully  reviewed  and  the  testimony 
demonstrated  that  key  officials  from  the 
EPA  and  Regional  Board  convinced  San 
Diego's  mayor  at  that  time  that  not  only 
would  a  revised  application  not  receive  fa- 
vorable review,  but  that  the  EPA  would  en- 
sure that  federal  funds  would  be  forthcoming 
to  help  San  Diego  pay  for  upgrade  of  the  sys- 
tem to  secondary  treatment.  In  addition, 
those  who  opposed  anything  less  than  sec- 
ondary treatment  used  sewage  spills  from  a 
major  pump  station  as  a  tool  to  convince 
some  San  Diegans  to  press  for  withdrawal  of 
the  waiver  application.  Unfortunately,  it  was 
never  explained  to  the  public  that  the  two  is- 
sues are  in  no  way  related,  and  that  spending 
billions  on  secondary  treatment  would  do 
nothing  to  prevent  sewer  spills  or  pump  sta- 
tion break-downs  (and  would,  in  fact,  take 
away  dollars  sorely  needed  to  address  those 
problems).'  Based  on  the  promises  of  the 
EPA  and  the  concerns  of  a  few  citizens,  the 
City  Council  voted  8-1  to  withdraw  the  appli- 
cation, thus  closing  the  door  on  San  Diego's 
waiver  unless  reopened  by  new  law. 


'The  further  Implication  in  the  May  1  letter  that 
the  1992  break  in  the  outfall  was  somehow  forecast 
by  the  EPA  in  19Ki— or  that  spendintt  billions  of  dol- 
lars on  secondary  treatment  would  have  prevented 
the  break— is  equally  unfounded. 
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SAN  DIEGO'S  "HISTORY" 

The  May  1  letter  characterizes  San  Diego's 
""reversals"  during  the  last  23  years,  regard- 
ing whether  or  not  to  implement  secondary 
treatment,  as  a  failure  of  municipal  leader- 
ship. The  true  history  of  the  situation  does 
not  support  that  contention. 

When  Congress  passed  the  law  requiring 
secondai"y  treatment  in  1972.  San  Diego, 
along  with  most  other  municipalities  in  the 
country,  began  the  facilities  planning  nec- 
essary to  implement  the  higher  level  of 
treatment.  After  the  appropriate  environ- 
mental impact  documents  had  been  com- 
pleted, the  findings  were  that  the  No  Project 
Alternative  (not  implementing  secondary 
treatment)  had  the  least  environmental  im- 
pact. Other  municipalities  discharging 
through  long  deep  ocean  outfalls  had  similar 
findings,  and  based  on  that,  in  1977  Congress 
amended  the  Clean  Water  Act.  adding  Sec- 
tion 301(h).  allowing  for  waivers  from  second- 
ary treatment. 

San  Diego  applied  for  a  waiver  in  1979  and 
in  1981  received  a  tentative  approval  from 
EPA.  We  were  encouraged  that  we  were  on 
the  right  track.  Then  in  1986  the  EPA  re- 
versed itself,  issued  a  tentative  denial,  con- 
vinced San  Diego  to  withdraw  the  waiver  ap- 
plication, and  sued  the  City. 

San  Diego  pursued  not  just  secondary 
treatment,  bnt  an  aggressive  water  reclama- 
tion program,  from  1988  until  1992.  when  it 
became  apparent  that  the  cost  far  out- 
weighed both  the  need  and  the  benefits  of 
seven  new  water  reclamation  plants  by  1999. 
We  revised  our  plans,  advised  the  court,  and 
the  court  agreed,  rejecting  the  Proposed 
Consent  Decree  that  would  have  required 
these  overreaching  efforts.  The  judge  cau- 
tioned, however,  that  the  City  had  to  obtain 
a  change  in  the  law.  or  he  would  be  forced  by 
existing  law  to  put  us  on  a  schedule  to  im- 
plement secondary  treatment.  Because  time 
was  literally  running  out.  and  because  Con- 
gress at  the  time  was  not  receptive  to  the 
legislative  relief  now  proposed  by  H.R.  794 
(or  its  counterpart  provision  in  H.R.  961). 
San  Diego  agreed  to  the  conditions  included 
in  the  Ocean  Pollution  Reduction  Act.  Im- 
portantly, it  was  never  represented  that  with 
the  passage  of  the  Ocean  Pollution  Reduc- 
tion Act.  the  city  would  abandon  its  efforts 
to  obtain  |)ermanent  legislative  relief  for  its 
ratepayers. 

Recognizing  that  the  cost  of  the  conditions 
in  the  Ocean  Pollution  Reduction  Act  was 
high,  and  that  the  compromise  was  not  nec- 
essarily in  the  best  long-term  interests  of 
San  Diego's  ratepayers.  I  began  discussions 
with  our  Congressional  delegation  to  enact  a 
better  bill — one  that  would  be  based  on 
science,  would  give  San  Diego  the  same  op- 
portunity given  to  other  coastal  dischargers, 
and  would  continue  to  protect  the  marine 
environment. 

San  Diego's  actions  over  the  past  23  years 
have  always  been  in  response  to  changes  that 
were  made  by  Congress,  the  EPA.  or  both. 
One  of  the  reasons  for  H.R.  794  is  to  provide 
some  certainty  to  San  Diego  that  as  long  as 
the  ocean  is  protected,  as  verified  by  sci- 
entific testing,  secondary  treatment  will  not 
be  required  due  purely  to  changing  bureauc- 
racies and  the  individuals  that  make  them 
up. 

SECONDARY  EQUIVALENCY 

The  May  1  letter  states  that  H  R.  794  would 
give  San  Diego  "a  permanent  exemption 
from  secondary  treatment — no  conditions,  no 
review,  no  questions  asked."  and  further  as- 
serts that  the  City  would  merely  screen  out 
the  larger  solids  and  add  chlorine  to  the  rest, 
"basically  untreated  sewage  except  for  the 
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chlorine."  This  contention  is  likewise  in 
error.  First,  chemically  enhanced  primary 
treatment  is.  according  to  the  National  Re- 
search Council,  "an  effective  technology  for 
remo%'ing  suspended  solids  and  associated 
contaminant."  San  Diego  does  not  chlo- 
rinate its  effluent,  as  is  stated  in  the  May  1 
letter,  because  the  length  and  depth  of  its 
outfall  precludes  the  need  for  doing  so.  The 
wastefield  Is  completely  isolated  from  both 
the  kelp  beds  and  the  bathing  beaches,  fully 
protecting  the  health  and  safety  of  our  citi- 
zens. 

Moreover,  H.R.  794  merely  allows  the  regu- 
lators responsible  for  enforcing  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  the  EPA  and  the  RWQCB.  to 
deem  certain  discharge  to  be  the  equivalent 
of  secondary  treatment.  An  operating  permit 
will  still  be  required,  and  to  obtain  that  per- 
mit the  City  will  have  to  continually  meet 
some  very  strict  standards.  Even  San  Jose. 
with  its  tertiary  treatment  level  must  have 
an  operating  permit  issued  by  the  EPA  and 
RWQCB,  must  monitor  the  treatment  plant 
and  receiving  waters,  must  have  an  indus- 
trial pretreatment  program  in  place,  and 
must  renew  its  permit  every  five  years.  Im- 
plementing secondary  treatment^ — or  a  high- 
er level  of  treatment — does  not  exempt  a 
plan  from  oversight  by  the  regulatory  agen- 
cies, nor  does  it  exempt  a  plant  from  any  of 
the  other  requirements  of  the  CWA. 
SUPPORT  OF  SCIENTISTS  FOR  CURRENT  LEVEL 
OF  TREATME.NT 

The  assertion  in  the  May  1  letter,  that 
Scripps  Institution  of  Oceanography  has 
taken  no  position  on  H.R.  794.  is  true.  How- 
ever, every  credible  scientist  who  has  taken 
a  position  on  whether  or  not  secondary 
treatment  is  needed  at  the  Point  Loma  facil- 
ity has  supported  the  current  level  of  treat- 
ment. Further.  Scripps  Institution  of  Ocean- 
ography does  not.  as  an  institution,  take  po- 
sitions on  policy  issues  such  as  this.  Even  so. 
a  consensus  statement  signed  by  33  profes- 
sors and  researchers  employed  by  Scripps 
supports  the  current  level  of  treatment,  and 
many  other  scientists  around  the  country  at 
other  prestigious  academic  and  research  in- 
stitutions also  support  the  current  level  of 
treatment.  Finally,  the  1933  report  issued  by 
the  National  Research  Council,  the  operating 
arm  of  the  National  Academy  of  Science,  sol- 
idly supports  the  appropriateness  of  less 
than  secondary  treatment  for  municipalities 
like  San  Diego  and  more  than  secondary 
treatment  for  municipalities  like  San  Jose. 
There  is  ample,  uncontroverted  scientific 
support  for  San  Diego's  position. 

JUDGE  BREWSTER'S  CO.MME.NTS  ON  SA.N  DIEGO 

The  May  1  letter  includes  just  one  com- 
ment by  Judge  Brewster,  made  in  1991  when 
he  made  his  Findings  regarding  the  several 
changes  brought  by  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice on  behalf  of  EPA.  The  quote  refers  to 
spills  and  sewer  backups,  for  which  San 
Diego  was  fined  S500,000.  That  problem  is  ir- 
relevant to  the  question  addressed  by  the 
consideration  of  H,R.  794:  whether  or  not  San 
Diego  should  be  required  to  implement  sec- 
ondary treatment. 

In  that  regard.  Judge  Brewster  in  his  1994 
decision  rejecting  the  Proposed  Consent  De- 
cree, said  that  ".  .  .  with  the  new  outfall, 
the  scientific  evidence  without  dispute  es- 
tablishes that  the  marine  environment  is  not 
harmed  by  present  sewage  treatment,  and  in 
fact  it  appears  to  be  enhanced  .  .  ."  He  goes 
on  to  note  that  the  National  Research  Coun- 
cil report  states  'that  on  a  scientific  basis, 
it  would  be  wise  to  consider  environmental 
differences  regulating  sewage  treatment 
standards  under  the  CW.\  "  and  that    'BOD  is 


irrelevant  in  deep  ocean  discharges  because 
of  the  massive  abundance  of  oxygen  in  the 
ocean."  He  reminds  us  that  in  his  1991  Find- 
ings, the  same  ones  that  Mr.  Mineta  ref- 
erences, "this  Court  held  that  the  City's 
Point  Loma  discharge  was  not  causing  sig- 
nificant harm  to  the  balanced  indigenous 
population  surrounding  the  outfall  pipe  ' 
And  most  recently,  at  a  May  1.  1995  hearing 
in  his  courtroom.  Judge  Brewster  stated  that 
"the  City  has  aggressively  moved  forward  to 
complete  all  of  the  Court-ordered  projects — 
many  ahead  of  schedule.  ' 

The  fact  is  that  San  Diego  has  a  well-run 
sewage  treatment  system.  There  have  been, 
and  will  continue  to  be.  spills  occurring,  as 
there  are  with  every  municipality  in  the 
country.  However,  it  is  noteworthy  that  the 
California  Water  Pollution  Control  Associa- 
tion in  March  1995  awarded  the  City  of  San 
Diego  its  "Best  of  the  Best  '  award  for  the 
Collection  System  of  the  Year,  San  Diego  is 
making  progress  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 
The  money  that  would  be  spent  on  secondary 
treatment  can  unquestionably  be  better 
spent  on  pipelines  and  pump  stations  to  con- 
tinue our  improvement  of  the  system. 

Finally.  San  Diego  has  made  substantial 
commitments  to  supplementing  our  water 
supply  in  ways  which  include  water  reclama- 
tion. We  began  construction  on  the  North 
City  Water  Reclamation  Plant,  a  facility 
with  a  capacity  of  30  million  gallons  per  day 
("MGD").  in  1993.  and  expect  to  begin  oper- 
ation in  1997.  It  is  a  1150  million  state-of-the- 
art  plant  that  will  provide  reclaimed  water 
for  customers  in  the  northern  part  of  our 
service  area.  We  are  also  designing  a  7  MGD 
water  reclamation  plant  in  the  South  Bay 
As  we  go  forward  with  our  system-wide  plan- 
ning we  will  continually  evaluate  the  mar- 
ket demand  and  economics  that  are  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  viability  of  water  reclama- 
tion. 

We  recognize  in  San  Diego  that  the  ocean 
is  one  of  our  most  valuable  assets,  and  we 
are  committed  to  protecting  it  now  and  in 
the  future.  The  existing  waiver  process  pro- 
vides temporary  relief  from  expensive  over- 
treatment,  but  will  only  be  valid  for  five 
years.  Thus,  in  another  four  years,  the  City 
will  once  again  have  to  expend  over  $1  mil- 
lion to  prepare  another  waiver  application. 
to  show  once  again  what  is  already  a  matter 
of  scientific  fact— that  secondary  treatment 
is  unnecessary  and  cost-ineffective  for  San 
Diego,  Given  the  City's  history  of  dispute 
with  the  EPA.  the  city  is  wary  of  having  to 
fight  further  battles  over  this  issue. 

The  House  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture Committee  believes  H.R.  794  makes 
sense,  as  evidenced  by  its  ready  willingness 
to  include  it  as  well  in  H.R.  961.  This  provi- 
sion protects  the  environment,  provides  con- 
tinuing monitoring  and  oversight,  and  wel- 
comes public  review  of  the  permit  applica- 
tion. The  relief  provided  by  H.R,  794  does  not 
give  San  Diego  a  license  to  pollute;  on  the 
contrary,  it  acknowledges  a  continuing  duty 
to  meet  strict  California  State  Ocean  Plan 
standards  for  coastal  discharge.  What  it  does 
provide  is  relief  from  regulators  who  dis- 
regard scientific  fact  and  common  sense,  in 
favor  of  a  strict,  blind  and  costly  adherence 
to  ill-fitting  regulations. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present 
the  facts  underlying  this  important  legisla- 
tion. 

Sincerely, 

Susan  Golding. 

Mayor, 
City  of  San  Diego. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hun- 
ter] has  again  expired. 


(On  request  of  Mr.  Wax.man,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Hunter  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Wa.x.man]  who  has  agreed  that  the  San 
Diego  case  is  a  valid  one. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  the  gentleman  makes  a 
very  good  case  for  San  Diego  and  he 
ought  to  get  his  waiver  under  existing 
law.  But  the  point  I  want  to  make  to 
the  gentleman,  it  is  not  in  any  way 
denigrating  your  case,  but  in  our  situa- 
tion, the  local  people  want  the  second- 
ary treatment  and  the  bureaucrats 
that  are  dragging  their  feet  are  local 
bureaucrats.  So  let  us  understand,  bu- 
reaucrats are  not  only  at  the  Federal 
level  that  frustrates  actions  that  the 
people  want. 

Mr  HUNTER.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  tie  goes  to  the  run- 
ner. We  would  rather  have  the  local  bu- 
reaucrats making  decisions  than  those 
in  Washington.  DC, 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  as 
somebody  who  was  operating  a  health 
department,  the  elected  officials  lo- 
cally that  have  to  surf  in  those  waters, 
the  ones  who  are  elected  and  go  face  to 
face  with  the  citizens  every  day.  they 
are  the  ones  who  know  what  really  is 
happening  in  the  ocean  and  they  are 
the  ones  who  are  the  most  concerned 
and  the  most  appropriate  to  be  able  to 
enforce  this. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  they 
are  the  ones  who  have  dragged  their 
feet  contrary  to  the  will  of  the  people 
who  have  had  to  vote  twice  to  say  they 
wanted  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Pallone]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   PALLONE.   Mr.  Chairman.   I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  154.  noes  267, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  315] 
AYES— 154 


Ackerman 

Clayton 

Doyle 

Andrews 

Clement 

Durbin 

Barcia 

Clybum 

Engel 

Barrett  (WIi 

Coleman 

Eshoo 

Becerra 

Collins  iMIi 

Evans 

Beilenson 

Condit 

Fan- 

Berman 

Conyers 

FatUh 

Bonlor 

Costello 

Fazio 

Borski 

Coyne 

Fields  (LA) 

Boucher 

DeFazio 

Flake 

Brown  (CA) 

DeLauro 

Foglietta 

Brown  (FL) 

Dellum-s 

Forbes 

Brown  (OH) 

Deutsch 

Ford 

Bryant  (TX) 

Dicks 

Frost 

Cardin 

Dingell 

Furse 

Clay 

Doggett 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OHi 

Barman 

Hastings  iFLi 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CTi 

Johnson  (SDi 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaplur 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Lazio 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 


Abercrombie 
Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bovill 

Bilbray 

Bihrakis 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bon  ilia 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bunn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chnstensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Coburn 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Crcmeans 

Cubin 


McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNully 

.VIeehan 

.Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Orton 

Owens 

Pal  lone 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roukema 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 
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Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TXi 

Filner 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MAi 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Good  ling 

Gonlon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 


Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thompson 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

HeHey 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleizka 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Light  foot 

Lincoln 

Llnder 

Lipinskl 

Livingston 

Long  ley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Markey 

.Martini 

McCollum 

McCrery 

.McHugh 

.Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 


Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnarl 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (VAi 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

Qulnn 

Radanovich 


Barrett  (NE) 
Bono 

Collins  (GA) 
Collins  (ID 
McDade 


Rams  tad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sax  ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shad egg 

Shaw 

Sbuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 


Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thorn  berry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Y'oung  (FL) 

Zellff 


NOT  VOTING— 13 

Mclnnis  Sanford 

Moakley  Towns 

Murtha  Whitfield 

Peterson  (FL) 
Rogers 


D   1212 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs,  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr, 
Mclnnis  against, 

Mr.  MARTINI  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr,  LAZIO  of  New  'York  changed  his 
vole  from  "no"  to  "aye," 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  additional  amendments  to  title 
III  of  the  bill? 

.AMKNDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MINETA 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  offer 
amendment  No,  30.  as  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mineta: 

Page  133.  strike  line  15.  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  9  on  page  170  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC.    32-.!.    Mi.'NICIPAl.    STORATWATER    MANAGE- 
.MENT  PRCKjRAMS. 

(a)  State  Progra.MS.— Title  III  (33  U.S.C, 
1311  et  seq.)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 
-SEC.    322.    MtNlCIPAl-    STORMWATER    .MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAMS. 

"(a)  PiRPosE.—Thf  purpose  of  this  section 
is  to  assist  States  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  municipal  stormwater 
control  programs  in  an  expeditious  and  cost 
effective  manner  so  as  to  enable  the  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act  to  be  met  in 
each  State  no  later  than  15  years  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  the  municipal 
stormwater  management  program  of  the 
State.  It  is  recognized  that  State  municipal 


stormwater  management  programs  need  to 
be  built  on  a  foundation  that  voluntary  pol- 
lution prevention  initiatives  represent  an  ap- 
proach most  likely  to  succeed  in  achieving 
the  objectives  of  this  Act. 

••(b)  State  Assessment  Reports.— 

"(1)  Co.NTENTS.— After  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  the  Governor  of 
each  State,  consistent  with  or  as  part  of  the 
assessment  required  by  section  319,  shall  pre- 
pare and  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  ap- 
proval, a  report  which— 

"(A)  identifies  those  navigable  waters 
within  the  State  which,  without  additional 
action  to  control  pollution  from  municipal 
stormwater  discharges,  cannot  reasonably  be 
expected  to  attain  or  maintain  applicable 
water  quality  standards  or  the  goals  and  re- 
quirements of  this  Act: 

■•(B)  identifies  those  categories  and  subcat- 
egories of  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
that  add  significant  pollution  to  each  por- 
tion of  the  navigable  waters  identified  under 
subparagraph  (A)  in  amounts  which  contrib- 
ute to  such  portion  not  meeting  such  water 
quality  standards  or  such  goals  and  require- 
ments; 

"(C)  describes  the  process,  including  inter- 
governmental coordination  and  public  par- 
ticipation, for  identifying  measures  to  con- 
trol pollution  from  each  category  and  sub- 
category of  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
identified  in  subparagraph  (B)  and  to  reduce, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  the 
level  of  pollution  resulting  from  such  dis- 
charges; and 

"(D)  identifies  and  describes  State  and 
local  programs  for  controlling  pollution 
added  from  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
to.  and  improving  the  quality  of,  each  such 
portion  of  the  navigable  waters. 

•■(2)  INFOR.MATION  USED  IN  PREPARATION.— In 

developing,  reviewing,  and  revising  the  re- 
port required  by  this  sub.section.  the  State — 

••(.A)  may  rely  upon  information  developed 
pursuant  to  sections  208.  303(e).  304(f).  305(b). 
314.  319.  320,  and  321  and  subsection  (h)  of  this 
section,  information  developed  from  any 
group  stormwater  permit  application  process 
in  effect  under  section  402(p)  of  this  Act  and 
such  other  information  as  the  State  deter- 
mines is  appropriate:  and 

"(B)  may  utilize  appropriate  elements  of 
the  waste  treatment  management  plans  de- 
veloped pursuant  to  sections  208(b)  and  303. 
to  the  extent  such  elements  are  consistent 
with  and  fulfill  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

■■(3)  Review  and  revision —Not  later  than 
18  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995.  and 
every  5  years  thereafter,  the  State  shall  re- 
view, revise,  and  submit  to  the  Adminis- 
trator the  report  required  by  this  subsection. 

••(c)  St.^te  Management  Procha.ms.— 

••(1)  In  general.— In  substantial  consulta- 
tion with  local  governments  and  after  notice 
and  opportunity  for  public  comment,  the 
Governor  of  each  State  for  the  State  or  in 
combination  with  the  Governors  of  adjacent 
States  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval  a  municipal 
stormwater  management  program  based  on 
available  information  which  the  State  pro- 
poses to  implement  in  the  first  5  fiscal  years 
beginning  after  the  date  of  submission  of 
such  management  program  for  controlling 
pollution  added  from  municipal  stormwater 
discharges  to  the  navigable  waters  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  State  and  improving 
the  quality  of  such  waters. 

••(2)  SPECIFIC  contents.— Each  manage- 
ment program  proposed  for  implementation 
under  this  subsection  shall  include  the  fol- 
lowing: 
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"(A)  Identification  of  model  management 
PRACTICES  AND  MEASURES.— Identification  of 
the  model  management  practices  and  meas- 
ures which  will  be  undertaken  to  reduce  pol- 
lutant loadings  resulting  from  municipal 
stormwater  discharges  designated  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B).  talcing  into  account  the  im- 
pact of  the  practice  and  measure  on  ground 
water  quality. 

"(B)  Identification  of  programs  and  re- 
sources.—Identification  of  programs  and  re- 
sources necessary  (including,  as  appropriate, 
nonregulatory  programs  or  regulatory  pro- 
grams, enforceable  policies  and  mechanisms, 
technical  assistance,  financial  assistance, 
education,  training,  technology  transfer,  and 
demonstration  projects)  to  manage  munici- 
I)al  stormwater  discharges  to  the  degree  nec- 
essary to  provide  for  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  goal  of  attainment  of 
water  quality  standards  which  contain  the 
stormwater  criteria  established  under  sub- 
section (h)  for  designated  uses  of  receiving 
waters  identified  under  subsection  (b)(1)(A) 
taking  into  consideration  specific  watershed 
conditions,  by  not  later  than  the  last  day  of 
the  15-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  State  program. 

■•(C)  Progra.m  for  reducing  pollutant 
loadings.— A  program  for  municipal 
stormwater  discharges  identified  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B)  to  reduce  pollutant  loadings 
from  categories  and  subcategories  of  munici- 
pal stormwater  discharges. 

•■(D)  Schedule.— A  schedule  containing 
interim  goals  and  milestones  for  making  rea- 
sonable progress  toward  the  attainment  of 
standards  as  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B) 
established  for  the  designated  uses  of  receiv- 
ing waters,  taking  into  account  specific  wa- 
tershed conditions,  which  may  be  dem- 
onstrated by  one  or  any  combination  of  im- 
provements in  water  quality  (including  bio- 
logical indicators),  documented  implementa- 
tion of  voluntary  stormwater  discharge  con- 
trol measures,  or  adoption  of  enforceable 
stormwater  discharge  control  measures. 

■■(E)  Certification  of  adequate  author- 
ity.— 

••(i)  In  general.- a  certification  by  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  State  or  States  (or 
the  chief  attorney  of  any  State  water  pollu- 
tion control  agency  that  has  authority  under 
State  law  to  make  such  certification)  that 
the  laws  of  the  State  or  States,  as  the  c£ise 
may  be.  provide  adequate  authority  to  im- 
plement such  management  program  or.  if 
there  is  not  such  adequate  authority,  a  list 
of  such  additional  authorities  as  will  be  nec- 
essary to  implement  such  management  pro- 
gram. 

•■(ii)  Commitment— A  schedule  for  seeking, 
and  a  commitment  by  the  State  or  States  to 
seek,  such  additional  authorities  as  expedi- 
tiously as  practicable. 

•■(F)  iDE.NTIFICA'nON  of  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL 

ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS.— An  identification  of 
Federal  financial  assistance  programs  and 
Federal  development  projects  for  which  the 
State  will  review  individual  assistance  appli- 
cations or  development  projects  for  their  ef- 
fect on  water  quality  pursuant  to  the  proce- 
dures set  forth  in  Executive  Order  12372  as  in 
effect  on  September  17.  1983.  to  determine 
whether  such  assistance  applications  or  de- 
velopment projects  would  be  consistent  with 
the  program  prepared  under  this  subsection; 
for  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  identi- 
fication shall  not  be  limited  to  the  assist- 
ance programs  or  development  projects  sub- 
ject to  Executive  Order  12372  but  may  in- 
clude any  programs  listed  in  the  most  recent 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
which  may  have  an  effect  on  the  purposes 


and  objectives  of  the  State's  municipal 
stormwater  management  program. 

■•(G)  Monitoring.— A  description  of  the 
monitoring  of  navigable  waters  or  other  as- 
sessment which  will  be  carried  out  under  the 
program  for  the  purposes  of  monitoring  and 
assessing  the  effectiveness  of  the  program, 
including  the  attainment  of  interim  goals 
and  milestones. 

•■(H)  Identification  of  certain  inconsist- 
ent FEDERAL  ACTIVITIES.— An  identification 
of  activities  on  Federal  lands  in  the  State 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  State  manage- 
ment program. 

■•(I)  IDENTIFICATION  OF  GOALS  AND  MILE- 
STONES.—An  identification  of  goals  and  mile- 
stones for  progress  in  attaining  water  qual- 
ity standards,  including  a  projected  date  for 
attaining  such  standards  as  expeditiously  as 
practicable  but  not  later  than  15  years  after 
the  date  of  approval  of  the  State  program  for 
each  of  the  waters  listed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b), 

••(3)  UTILIZ.ATION  OF  L(K;AL  and  PRIVATE  EX- 
PERTS.—In  developing  and  implementing  a 
management  program  under  this  subsection, 
a  State  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, involve  local  public  and  private 
agencies  and  organizations  which  have  ex- 
pertise in  stormwater  management. 

■•(4)  Development  on  watershed  basis —A 
State  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, develop  and  implement  a  stormwater 
management  program  under  this  subsection 
on  a  watershed-by-watershed  basis  within 
such  State. 

■'(d)  Administrative  Provisions.— 

••(1)  Cooperation  requiremen't.- Any  re- 
port required  by  subsection  (b)  and  any  man- 
agement program  and  report  required  by 
subsection  (o  shall  be  developed  in  coopera- 
tion with  local,  substate.  regional,  and  inter- 
state entities  which  are  responsible  for  im- 
plementing municipal  stormwater  manage- 
ment programs. 

••(2)  Tl.ME  PERIOD  FOR  SUBMISSION  OF  MAN- 
AGEMENT progra.ms.— Each  management  pro- 
gram shall  be  submitted  to  the  Adminis- 
trator within  30  months  of  the  issuance  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  final  guidance 
under  subsection  (I)  and  every  5  years  there- 
after. Each  program  submission  after  the  ini- 
tial submission  following  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995  shall  include  a  demonstration  of  reason- 
able further  progress  toward  the  goal  of  at- 
taining water  quality  standards  as  set  forth 
in  subsection  (c)(2)  established  for  des- 
ignated uses  of  receiving  waters  taking  into 
account  specific  watershed  conditions  by  not 
later  than  the  date  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)(2)(B).  including  a  documentation  of  the 
degree  to  which  the  State  has  achieved  the 
interim  goals  and  milestones  contained  in 
the  previous  program  submission.  Such  dem- 
onstration shall  take  into  account  the  ade- 
quacy of  Federal  funding  under  this  section. 

•■(3)  Transition.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.- Permits  issued  pursuant 
to  section  402(p)  for  discharges  from  munici- 
pal storm  sewers,  as  in  effect  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, shall  remain  in  effect  until  the  effec- 
tive date  of  a  State  municipal  stormwater 
management  program  under  this  section. 
Stormwater  dischargers  shall  continue  to 
implement  any  stormwater  management 
practices  and  measures  required  under  such 
permits  until  such  practices  and  measures 
are  modified  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph 
or  pursuant  to  a  State  municipal  stormwater 
management  program.  Prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  a  State  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement   program,    municipal    stormwater 


dischargers  may  submit  for  approval  pro- 
posed revi.sed  stormwater  management  prac- 
tices and  measures  to  the  State,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  with  an  approved  program  under 
section  402.  or  the  Administrator.  Upon  no- 
tice of  approval  by  the  State  or  the  Adminis- 
trator, the  municipal  stormwater  discharger 
shall  implement  the  revised  stormwater 
management  practices  and  .Tieasures  which 
may  be  voluntary  pollution  prevention  ac- 
tivities. A  municipal  stormwater  discharger 
operating  under  a  permit  continued  in  effect 
under  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be  subject 
to  citizens  suits  under  section  505. 

••(B)  Antibacksliding.— Section  402(o) 
shall  not  apply  to  any  activity  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  this  paragraph. 

•■(e)  APPROVAL  or  Disapproval  of  Re- 
ports or  Management  Programs.— 

■(1)  Deadline.— Subject  to  paragraph  (2). 
not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  sub- 
mission to  the  Administrator  of  any  report 
or  revised  report  or  management  program 
under  this  section,  the  Administrator  shall 
either  approve  or  disapprove  such  report  or 
management  program,  as  the  case  may  be. 
The  Administrator  may  approve  a  portion  of 
a  management  program  under  this  sub- 
section. If  the  Administrator  does  not  dis- 
approve a  report,  management  program,  or 
portion  of  a  management  program  in  such 
180-day  period,  such  report,  management 
program,  or  portion  shall  be  deemed  ap- 
proved for  purpo.ses  of  this  section. 

■■(2)  Procedure  for  disapproval.— If.  after 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  comment 
and  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal 
and  State  agencies  and  other  interested  per- 
sons, the  Administrator  determines  that — 

■■(A I  the  proposed  management  program  or 
any  portion  thereof  does  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
or  is  not  likely  to  satisfy,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act; 

■■(B)  adequate  authority  does  not  exist,  or 
adequate  resources  are  not  available,  to  im- 
plement such  program  or  portion;  or 

■■(C)  the  practices  and  measures  proposed 
in  such  program  or  portion  will  not  result  in 
reasonable  progress  toward  the  goal  of  at- 
tainment of  applicable  water  quality  stand- 
ards as  bet  forth  in  subsection  (C)(2j  estab- 
lished for  designated  uses  of  receiving  waters 
taking  into  consideration  specific  watershed 
conditions  as  expeditiously  as  possible  but 
not  later  than  15  years  after  approval  of  a 
State  municipal  stormwater  management 
program  under  this  section; 
the  Administrator  shall  within  6  months  of 
the  receipt  of  the  proposed  program  notify 
the  State  of  any  revisions  or  modifications 
necessary  to  obtain  approval.  The  State 
shall  have  an  additional  6  months  to  submit 
its  revised  management  program,  and  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  or  disapprove 
such  revised  program  within  3  months  of  re- 
ceipt. 

■■(3)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  report  — 
If  a  Governor  of  a  State  does  not  submit  a 
report  or  revised  report  required  by  sub- 
section (b)  within  the  period  specified  by 
subsection  (d)(2).  the  Administrator  shall, 
within  18  months  after  the  date  on  which 
such  report  is  required  to  be  submitted  under 
subsection  (b).  prepare  a  report  for  such 
State  which  makes  the  identifications  re- 
quired by  paragraphs  (IK A)  and  (IxB)  of  sub- 
section (b).  Upon  completion  of  the  require- 
ment of  the  preceding  sentence  and  after  no- 
tice and  opportunity  for  a  comment,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  report  to  Congress  of  the 
actions  of  the  Administrator  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

•■(4)  Failure  of  state  to  submit  manage- 
ment program.— 


■■(.■\)  Program  management  by  adminis- 
trator.—Subject  to  paragraph  (5).  if  a  State 
fails  to  submit  a  management  program  or  re- 
vised management  program  under  subsection 
(c)  or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve 
such  management  program,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  prepare  and  implement  a  man- 
agement program  for  controlling  pollution 
added  from  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
to  the  navigable  waters  within  the  State  and 
improving  the  quality  of  such  waters  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (c). 

•■(B)  Notice  and  hearing.— If  the  Adminis- 
trator intends  to  disapprove  a  program  sub- 
mitted b.v  a  State  the  Administrator  shall 
first  notify  the  Governor  of  the  State,  in 
writing,  of  the  modifications  necessary  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The 
Administrator  shall  provide  adequate  public 
notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  public  hear- 
ing for  all  interested  parties. 

■■(C)  STATE  revision  OF  ITS  PROGR.\M.— If, 
after  taking  into  account  the  level  of  fund- 
ing actually  provided  as  compared  with  the 
level  authorized,  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines that  a  State  has  failed  to  demonstrate 
reasonable  further  progress  toward  the  at- 
tainment of  water  quality  standards  as  re- 
quired, the  State  shall  revise  its  program 
within  12  months  of  that  determination  in  a 
manner  sufficient  to  achieve  attainment  of 
applicable  water  quality  standards  by  the 
deadline  established  by  this  section.  If  a 
State  fails  to  make  such  a  program  revision 
or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such 
a  revision,  the  Administrator  shall  prepare 
and  implement  a  municipal  stormwater 
management  program  for  the  State. 

■■(5)  Local  manage.ment  programs;  tech- 
nical assi.stance  — If  a  State  fails  to  submit 
a  management  program  under  subsection  (c) 
or  the  Administrator  does  not  approve  such 
a  management  program,  a  local  public  agen- 
cy or  organization  which  has  expertise  in. 
and  authority  to.  control  water  pollution  re- 
sulting from  municipal  stormwater  sources 
in  any  area  of  such  State  which  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  is  of  sufficient  geographic 
size  may.  with  approval  of  such  State,  re- 
quest the  Administrator  to  provide,  and  the 
Ailministrator  shall  provide.  tochn1o;\l  .is 
sistance  to  such  agency  or  organization  in 
developing  for  such  area  a  management  pro- 
gram which  is  described  in  subsection  (o  and 
can  be  approved  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
After  development  of  such  management  pro- 
gram, such  agency  or  organization  shall  sub- 
mit such  management  program  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  approval. 

■■(f)  Interstate  Management  Con- 
ference.— 

■■(1)  Convening  of  conference;  notifica- 
tion; PURPOSE.— 

■■(A)  Convening  of  conference.— If  any 
portion  of  the  navigable  waters  in  any  State 
which  is  implementing  a  management  pro- 
gram approved  under  this  section  is  not 
meeting  applicable  water  quality  standards 
or  the  goals  and  requirements  of  this  Act  as 
a  result,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  pollution 
from  stormwater  in  another  State,  such 
State  may  petition  the  Administrator  to 
convene,  and  the  Administrator  shall  con- 
vene, a  management  conference  of  all  States 
which  contribute  significant  pollution  re- 
sulting from  stormwater  to  such  portion. 

■■(B)  Notification.- If.  on  the  basis  of  in- 
formation available,  the  Administrator  de- 
termines that  a  State  is  not  meeting  applica- 
ble water  quality  standards  or  the  goals  and 
requirements  of  this  Act  as  a  result,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  of  significant  pollution  from 
stormwater  in  another  State,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  notify  such  States. 


'■(C)  Time  limit.— The  Administrator  may 
convene  a  management  conference  under 
this  paragraph  not  later  than  180  days  after 
giving  such  notification  under  subparagraph 
(B).  whether  or  not  the  State  which  is  not 
meeting  such  standards  requests  such  con- 
ference. 

"(D)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  the  con- 
ference shall  be  to  develop  an  agreement 
among  the  States  to  reduce  the  level  of  pol- 
lution resulting  from  stormwater  in  the  por- 
tion of  the  navigable  waters  and  to  improve 
the  water  quality  of  such  portion. 

'■(E)  Protection  of  water  rights.— Noth- 
ing in  the  agreement  shall  supersede  or  abro- 
gate rights  to  quantities  of  water  which  have 
been  established  by  interstate  water  com- 
pacts. Supreme  Court  decrees,  or  State  water 
laws. 

••(F)  Limitations.— This  subsection  shall 
not  apply  to  any  pollution  which  is  subject 
to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Act.  The  requirement  that  the  Adminis- 
trator convene  a  management  conference 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 505  of  this  Act. 

•■(2)  State  management  program  require- 
ment.—To  the  extent  that  the  States  reach 
agreement  through  such  conference,  the 
management  programs  of  the  States  which 
are  parties  to  such  agreements  and  which 
contribute  significant  pollution  to  the  navi- 
gable waters  or  portions  thereof  not  meeting 
applicable  water  quality  standards  or  goals 
and  requirements  of  this  Act  will  be  revised 
to  refiect  such  agreement.  Such  manage- 
ment programs  shall  be  consistent  with  Fed- 
eral and  State  law. 

"(g)  Gra.nts  for  Stormwater  Research.- 

•■(1)  In  general.— To  determine  the  most 
cost-effective  and  technologically  feasible 
means  of  improving  the  quality  of  the  navi- 
gable waters  and  to  develop  the  criteria  re- 
quired pursuant  to  subsection  (g).  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  an  initiative 
through  which  the  Administrator  shall  fund 
State  and  local  demonstration  programs  and 
research  to — 

■'(A)  identify  adverse  impacts  of 
stormwater  discharges  on  receiving  waters; 

••(B>  identify  the  pollutJtnt«  in  stormwat.*»r 
which  cause  impact;  and 

••(C)  test  innovative  approaches  to  address 
the  impacts  of  source  controls  and  model 
management  practices  and  measures  for  run- 
off from  municipal  storm  sewers. 
Persons  conducting  demonstration  programs 
and  research  funded  under  this  subsection 
shall  also  take  into  account  the  physical  na- 
ture of  episodic  stormwater  flows,  the  vary- 
ing pollutants  in  stormwater,  the  actual  risk 
the  flows  pose  to  the  designated  beneficial 
uses,  and  the  ability  of  natural  ecosystems 
to  accept  temporary  stormwater  events. 

••(2)  AWARD  OF  funds.— The  Administrator 
shall  award  the  demonstration  and  research 
program  funds  taking  into  account  regional 
and  population  variations. 

••(3)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  S20.0()0.0(X)  per  fiscal 
year  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  Such 
sums  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

"(h)  Development  of  Stormw.ater  Cri- 
teria.— 

••(1)  In  general.— To  refiect  the  episodic 
character  of  stormwater  which  results  in  sig- 
nificant variances  in  the  volume,  hydraulics, 
hydrology,  and  pollutant  load  associated 
with  stormwater  discharges,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  establish,  as  an  element  of  the 
water  quality  standards  established  for  the 
designated  uses  of  the  navigable  waters, 
stormwater  criteria  which  protect  the  navi- 
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gable  waters  from  impairment  of  the  des- 
ignated beneficial  uses  caused  by  stormwater 
discharges.  The  criteria  shall  be  techno- 
logically and  financially  feasible  and  may  in- 
clude performance  standards,  guidelines, 
guidance,  and  model  management  practices 
and  measures  and  treatment  requirements, 
as  appropriate,  and  as  identified  in  sub- 
section (g)(1). 

••(2)  Information  to  be  used  in  develop- 
me.nt.— The  stormwater  discharge  criteria  to 
be  established  under  this  subsection— 

••(A)  shall  be  developed  from- 

••(i)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the 
demonstration  programs  and  research  con- 
ducted under  subsection  (g); 

••(ii)  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  re- 
search and  monitoring  activities  of 
stormwater  dischargers  performed  in  compli- 
ance with  permit  requirements  of  this  Act; 
and 

"(iii)  other  relevant  information,  including: 
information  submitted  to  the  Administrator 
under  the  industrial  group  permit  applica- 
tion process  in  effect  under  section  402  of 
this  Act; 

••(B)  shall  be  developed  in  consultation 
with  persons  with  expertise  in  the  manage- 
ment of  stormwater  (including  officials  of 
State  and  local  government,  industrial  and 
commercial  stormwater  dischargers,  and 
public  interest  groups);  and 

••(C)  shall  be  established  as  an  element  of 
the  water  quality  standards  that  are  devel- 
oped and  implemented  under  this  Act  by  not 
later  than  December  31.  2008. 

••(i)  Collection  of  Information —The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  collect  and  make  available, 
through  publications  and  other  appropriate 
means,  information  pertaining  to  model 
management  practices  and  measures  and  im- 
plementation methods,  including,  but  not 
limited  to — 

••(1)  information  concerning  the  costs  and 
relative  efficiencies  of  model  management 
practices  and  measures  for  reducing  pollu- 
tion from  stormwater  discharges;  and 

••(2)  available  data  concerning  the  relation- 
ship between  water  quality  and  implementa- 
tion of  various  management  practices  to 
control  pollution  from  stormwater  dis- 
charges. 

••(j)  Reports  of  Administrator.— 

••(1)  Biennial  reports.— Not  later  than 
January  1.  1996.  and  biennially  thereafter, 
the  Administrator  shall  transmit  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate,  a  report  for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  on  the  activities  and 
programs  implemented  under  this  section 
and  the  progress  made  in  reducing  pollution 
in  the  navigable  waters  resulting  from 
stormwater  discharges  and  improving  the 
quality  of  such  waters. 

"(2)  Co.NTENTs  — Each  report  submitted 
under  paragraph  (1).  at  a  minimum  shall— 

••(A)  describe  the  management  programs 
being  implemented  by  the  States  by  types  of 
affected  navigable  waters,  categories  and 
subcategories  of  stormwater  discharges,  and 
types  of  measures  being  implemented; 

•■(B)  describe  the  experiences  of  the  States 
in  adhering  to  schedules  and  implementing 
the  measures  under  subsection  (c); 

■■(C)  describe  the  amount  and  purpose  of 
grants  awarded  pursuant  to  subsection  (g); 

■■(D)  identify,  to  the  extent  that  informa- 
tion is  available,  the  progress  made  in  reduc- 
ing pollutant  loads  and  improving  water 
quality  in  the  navigable  waters; 

■•(E)  indicate  what  further  actions  need  to 
be  taken  to  attain  and  maintain  in  those 
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navigable  waters  (i)  applicable  water  quality 
standards,  and  (ii)  the  goals  and  require- 
ments of  this  Act: 

•■(F>  include  recommendations  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator concerning'  future  programs  (in- 
cluding enforcement  programs)  for  control- 
ling pollution  from  stormwater;  and 

■■(G)  identify  the  activities  and  programs 
of  departments,  agencies,  and  Instrumental- 
ities ot  the  United  States  that  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  municipal  stormwater  manage- 
ment programs  implemented  by  the  States 
under  this  section  and  recommended  modi- 
fications so  that  such  activities  and  pro- 
grams are  consistent  with  and  assist  the 
States  in  implementation  of  such  manage- 
ment programs. 

■Ik)    GuiD.^.NCE    O.N    Model    Stormwater 

M.A.M.^GE.MENT  PR.^CTICES  .\ND  ME.^SURES.— 

■■(1»  In  ge.ner.\l.— The  Administrator,  in 
consultation  with  appropriate  Federal. 
State,  and  local  departments  and  agencies, 
and  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  shall  publish  guidance 
to  identify  model  management  practices  and 
measures  which  may  be  undertaken,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  State  or  appropriate  entity, 
under  a  management  program  established 
pursuant  to  this  section.  In  preparing  such 
gruidance.  the  Administrator  shall  consider 
integration  of  a  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement program  of  a  State  with,  and  the  re- 
lationship of  such  program  to.  the  nonpoint 
source  management  program  of  the  State 
under  section  319. 

•■(2)  Publico  ■noN.— The  Administrator 
shall  publish  proposed  guidance  under  this 
subsection  not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection  and 
shall  publish  final  guidance  under  this  sub- 
section not  later  than  18  months  after  such 
date  of  enactment.  The  Administrator  shall 
periodically  review  and  revise  the  final  guid- 
ance upon  adequate  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment  at  least  once  every  3 
years  after  its  publication. 

■■(3)  Model  ,vian.-\geme.nt  practices  and 
MEASURES  defined.— For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  'model  management 
practices  and  measures"  means  economi- 
cally achievable  measures  for  the  control  of 
pollutants  from  stormwater  discharges 
which  reflect  the  most  cost-effective  degree 
of  pollutant  reduction  achievable  through 
the  application  of  the  best  available  prac- 
tices, technologies,  processes,  siting  criteria, 
operating  methods,  or  other  alternatives. 

■■(1)  Enforcement  With  Respect  to  Munic- 
ipal STOR.MWATER  Dischargers  Violating 
State  Management  Programs.— Municipal 
stormwater  dischargers  that  do  not  comply 
with  State  management  program  require- 
ments under  subsection  (c)  are  subject  to  ap- 
plicable enforcement  actions  under  sections 
309  and  505  of  this  Act. 

■■(m)  Entry  and  Inspection.— In  order  to 
carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  section,  an 
authorized  representative  of  a  State,  upon 
presentation  of  his  or  her  credentials,  shall 
have  a  right  of  entry  to.  upon,  or  through 
any  property  at  which  a  stormwater  dis- 
charge or  records  required  to  be  maintained 
under  the  State  municipal  stormwater  man- 
agement program  are  located. 

■■(n)  Limitation  on  Disch.arges  Regulated 
Under  W.\tershed  Management  Program.— 
Municipal  stormwater  discharges  regulated 
under  section  321  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  this 
section .". 

(b)    Conforming    Amendments   to    Indus- 

TRL\L     STOR.MWATER     DISCHARGE     PROGRAM  — 

Section  402(p)  (33  U.S.C  1342(p))  is  amended- 

(1)  in  the  subsection  heading  by  striking 

"Municipal  and"; 


(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ■•199-1'  and 
inserting  "2001"; 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph 
(1)  the  following:  ■This  subsection  does  not 
apply  to  municipal  stormwater  discharges 
which  are  covered  by  section  322."; 

(4)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  subpara- 
graphs (C)  and  (D)  and  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraph (E)  as  subparagraph  (C); 

(5)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  by  striking  the  heading  for  subpara- 
graph (A): 

(B)  by  moving  the  text  of  subparagraph  (A) 
after  the  paragraph  heading:  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B); 

(6)  in  paragraph  (4) — 

(A)  by  striking  the  heading  for  subpara- 
graph (A); 

(B)  by  moving  the  text  of  subparagraph  (A) 
after  the  paragraph  heading; 

(C)  by  striking  'and  (2)(C)";  and 

(D)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B); 

(7)  by  striking  paragraph  (5); 

(8)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (6)  as  para- 
graph (5):  and 

(9)  in  paragraph  (5)  as  so  redesignated— 

(A)  by  striking  "1993"  and  inserting  ■■2000"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  'paragraph  (2)"  the 
following:  "and  other  than  municipal 
stormwater  discharges". 

(c)  Definitions.— Section  502  (33  U.S.C. 
1362)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(25)  The  term  stormwater'  means  runoff 
from  rain,  snow  melt,  or  any  other  precipita- 
tion-generated surface  runoff. 

"(26)  The  term  'stormwater  discharge' 
means  a  discharge  from  any  conveyance 
which  is  used  for  the  collecting  and  convey- 
ing of  stormwater  to  navigable  waters  and 
which  is  associated  with  a  municipal  storm 
sewer  system  or  industrial,  commercial,  oil. 
gas.  or  mining  activities  or  construction  ac- 
tivities.". 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  strike  the  provision 
in  the  bill  related  to  control  of 
stormwater  discharges,  and  replace  It 
with  a  revised  version  which  addresses 
all  of  the  cities'  concerns. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  would 
amend  the  bill  to  address  the 
stormwater  horror  stories  which  have 
been  raised  by  the  cities  and  the  other 
side,  and  it  would  continue  the  expec- 
tations of  our  constituents  that  indus- 
trial dischargers  will  continue  to  do 
their  share. 

Stormwater  pollution  from  munici- 
palities and  industry  has  been  identi- 
fied as  a  major  contributor  of  water 
quality  violations  by  the  states.  In 
1987,  Congress  enacted  a  comprehensive 
mechanism  to  address  stormwater  dis- 
charges from  municipalities  and  indus- 
tries. We  approved  a  phased  approach, 
allowing  for  flexibility  in  the  pro- 
gram's implementation. 

The  current  provision  has  not  been 
without  its  difficulties,  particularly  for 
municipalities,  and  is  in  neecl  of 
amendment.  But  we  should  not  throw 
out  the  current  program  in  its  entirety 
for  a  new  untested  program— a  program 
which  will  create  huge  loopholes  for  in- 
dustry, with  questionable  environ- 
mental benefits. 

The  stormwater  program  has  been 
criticized  for  being  overly  burdensome. 


But  the  question  is.  do  we  fix  the  bur- 
dens while  maintaining  environmental 
protection,  or  do  we  do  away  with  the 
environmental  protection? 

I  have  heard  my  colleagues  and  the 
witnesses  at  our  hearings  talk  about 
the  need  to  reduce  burdens,  but  always 
with  the  commitment  to  continue  envi- 
ronmental protection.  My  amendment 
does  that. 

My  amendment  adopts  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  961  related  to  stormwater  dis- 
charges from  municipalities.  There 
would  no  longer  be  permits  for  munici- 
pal stormwater  discharge,  just  like  in 
the  bill. 

For  nonmunicipal  dischargers,  my 
amendment  continues  the  status  quo. 
No  new  requirements  are  added.  The 
amendment  continues  the  exemption 
for  commercial  or  other  discharges, 
leaving  those  discharges  to  be  regu- 
lated by  States  as  they  see  fit,  or  to  be 
controlled  under  the  nonpoint  source 
program. 

Finally,  like  the  bill  reported  by  the 
committee,  I  would  create  a  new  $100 
million  program  to  conduct 

stormwater  research  to  test  innovative 
approaches  to  stormwater  control. 

Mr  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  num- 
ber of  objections  to  the  current 
stormwater  program  from  the  mayors 
and  city  councils.  We  should  address 
them. 

While  I  am  not  convinced  that  the 
municipal  permitting  program  should 
be  scrapped.  I  am  willing  to  try  some- 
thing other  than  the  current  program. 

But.  we  should  not  throw  out  the  en- 
tire program  and  force  the  States  to 
begin  anew  for  industrial  discharge. 
Too  much  valuable  time  and  too  many 
resources  have  been  devoted  to  the  ef- 
fort to  date. 

If  the  amendment  is  adopted  in  its 
current  form.  States  will  have  to  begin 
the  development  of  entirely  new  pro- 
grams for  the  control  of  industrial 
stormwater  discharges.  This  require- 
ment for  completely  new  programs  will 
apply  even  in  States  which  do  not  cur- 
rently implement  a  stormwater  per- 
mitting program. 

While  it  may  be  appropriate  to  im- 
pose this  burden  upon  the  States  to 
provide  relief  for  a  few  hundred  cities. 
I  find  no  compelling  reason  to  mandate 
that  States  create  entirely  new  pro- 
grams to  address  thousands  of  indus- 
trial discharges  when  a  mechanism 
currently  exists.  It  appears  that  water 
quality  suffers,  the  States  have  a  new 
mandate,  but  industrial  polluters  bene- 
fit. 

Mr,  Chairman,  one  of  the  recurring 
arguments  in  favor  of  repealing  the 
stormwater  permitting  program  is  that 
the  permitted  entities  cannot  control 
what  is  put  into  their  stormwater.  If. 
for  example,  a  homeowner  decides  to 
put  excessive  amounts  of  pesticide  on 
his  lawn  right  before  it  rains,  that  will 
show  up  in  stormwater  pollution.  That 
is   very   difficult   for  a   community    to 


control.  However,  for  industry,  the  in- 
dustry can  control  what  pollutants  are 
present  at  their  site,  the  industry  can 
control  the  activities  of  its  employees, 
and  the  industry  can  control  the  expo- 
sure of  pollutants  to  precipitation. 

The  arguments  which  are  used  to  jus- 
tify relief  for  municipalities  just  do 
not  hold  up  for  industrial  stormwater. 
Let  us  make  the  program  work,  ease 
the  burdens  upon  cities,  and  address 
our  Nation's  water  pollution  problems 
in  a  responsible  manner. 

Support  my  amendment  to  give  relief 
to  the  cities,  but  assure  that  industry 
does  its  share. 

D  1215 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
should  be  soundly  defeated,  because  it 
really  destroys  our  effort  to  reform  the 
stormwater  provisions  in  the  bill. 

We  have  provided  for  State-developed 
stormwater  management  programs. 
Under  this  amendment,  private  firms 
would  continue  to  be  regulated  or  un- 
regulated, depending  on  the  standard 
industrial  classification  code  of  the  in- 
dustry, not  on  whether  or  not  it  con- 
tributed pollution  to  stormwater  dis- 
charges. This  is  another  example  of 
regulatory  overkill,  of  one-shoe-fits- 
all. 

As  a  result,  if  a  company  falls  within 
a  particular  industry  code,  under  this 
amendment  it  would  have  to  get  a 
stormwater  permit  even,  and  get  this, 
even  if  the  company  happens  to  be  lo- 
cated in  an  office  suite  and  has  no  out- 
side facilities.  It  makes  no  sense. 

This  amendment  leaves  this  broken 
program  in  place  for  over  7  million 
commercial  and  smaller  industrial  fa- 
cilities that  are  covered  by  the 
stormwater  permitting  program  today, 
merely  extending  the  permit  deadline 
until  the  year  2001.  This  amendment 
also  would  fragment  the  Stormwater 
Program  into  two  parts,  increasing 
rather  than  decreasing  the  bureauc- 
racy. 

In  contrast,  our  bill  provides  the 
needed  regulatory  relief  and  will  pro- 
tect the  environment  from  stormwater 
discharges.  Our  bill  repeals  section 
402(p)  and  regulates  stormwater  in  a 
manner  similar  to  other  nonpoint 
sources  and  discharges.  However,  un- 
like the  section  319  nonpoint  program, 
our  Stormwater  Program  will  require 
enforceable  pollution  prevention  plans. 
If  necessary,  the  program  also  provides 
for  the  general  and  site  specific  per- 
mits. 

I  would  emphasize  that  we  have  a  let- 
ter from  the  association  of  State  and 
Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad- 
ministrators strongly  supporting  our 
provision  in  the  bill  and  opposing  this 
amendment. 

Mr,  Chairman.  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
this  amendment. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr, 
HoBSON).  The  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  MlNET.^^]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

recorded  VOTE 

Mr.   SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  votes  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  159,  noes  258. 
not  voting  17.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  316] 
AYE&-159 


Abercrombie 

.\ckerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Barrett  (WD 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Boehlert 

Bonior 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  lOH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Card  in 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutscb 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Durbin 

Engel 

E.'ihoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fat  tab 

Fazio 

Fields  I  LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Oilman 

Green 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  iCAi 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 


Gutierrez 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kleczka 

Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lipinskt 

Lolgreo 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Meek 

Menendei 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mtnge 

Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

NOES— 258 

Bliley 

Biute 

Boehner 

Bon  ilia 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  back 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Cbabot 


Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pomeroy 

Rahall 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zimmer 


Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chnstensen 

Chrj'sler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Coburn 

Coleman 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 


Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balan 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gillmor 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hiiliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 


Baldaccl 
Bono 

Brown  (FL) 
Collins  (GA) 
Collins  (IL) 
Hall  (OH) 


Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Langent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ligbtfoot 

Lincoln 

Llnder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meehan 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Molinarl 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neurrunn 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 


Portman 

PoBhard 

Prj-ce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steanu 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tiahrt 

Trahcant 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon(PL) 

WeldoniPA) 

Weller 

White 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 


NOT  VOTING— 17 

McNulty 

Metcalf 

Moakley 

Murtha 

Peterson  (FL) 

Rangel 


Rogers 
Smith  (MI) 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Whitfield 


D  1243 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
against. 

Mr.  MEEHAN  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PALLONE 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman  I  offer 
and  amendment,  amendment  No.  44. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 
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The  text  of  the  amendment  Is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pallone; 

Pasre  72.  strike  line  20  and  all  that  follows 
throuirh  line  18  on  page  73  and  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(b)  Beaches  Environmental  Assessment, 
Closlre.  and  Health.— 

(l>  Water  quality  criteru  and  stand- 
ards.— 

(A)  Issuance  of  criteria —Section  304(a) 
(33  U.S.C.  1314(a))  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(13)  Coastal  recreation  waters.— (A) 
The  Administrator,  after  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies  and 
other  interested  persons,  shall  issue  within 
18  months  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
paragraph  (and  review  and  revise  from  time 
to  time  thereafter)  water  quality  criteria  for 
pathogens  in  coastal  recreation  waters.  Such 
criteria  shall— 

"(i)  be  based  on  the  best  available  sci- 
entific information: 

•■(iii  be  sufficient  to  protect  public  health 
and  safety  in  case  of  any  reasonably  antici- 
pated exposure  to  pollutants  as  a  result  of 
swimming,  bathing,  or  other  body  contact 
activities:  and 

"(iii)  include  specific  numeric  criteria  cal- 
culated to  reflect  public  health  risks  from 
short-term  increases  in  pathogens  in  coastal 
recreation  waters  resulting  from  rainfall, 
malfunctions  of  wastewater  treatment 
works,  and  other  causes. 

•■(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  coastal  recreation  waters"  means 
Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  waters  com- 
monly used  by  the  public  for  swimming, 
bathing,  or  other  similar  primary  contact 
purposes.  ". 

(B) Standards.— 

(i)  Adoption  by  states.— a  State  shall 
adopt  water  quality  standards  for  coastal 
recreation  waters  which,  at  a  minimum,  are 
consistent  with  the  criteria  published  by  the 
Administrator  under  section  304(a)(13)  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  not 
later  than  3  years  following  the  date  of  such 
publication.  Such  water  quality  standards 
shall  be  developed  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  section  303(c)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  A  State  shall 
incorporate  such  standards  into  all  appro- 
priate progra.ns  into  which  such  State  would 
incorporate  water  quality  standards  adopted 
under  section  303(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act. 

(ii)  Failure  of  states  to  adopt.— If  a 
State  has  not  complied  with  subparagraph 
(A)  by  the  last  day  of  the  3-year  period  be- 
ginning on  the  date  of  publication  of  criteria 
under  section  304(a)(13)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act.  the  Administrator 
shall  promulgate  water  quality  standards  for 
coastal  recreation  waters  for  the  State  under 
applicable  provisions  of  section  303  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  The 
water  quality  standards  for  coastal  recre- 
ation waters  shall  be  consistent  with  the  cri- 
teria published  by  the  Administrator  under 
such  section  304(a)(13).  The  State  shall  use 
the  standards  issued  by  the  Administrator  in 
implementing  all  programs  for  which  water 
quality  standards  for  coastal  recreation  wa- 
ters are  used. 

(2)  Coastal  beach  water  qualitv  monitor- 
ing—Title  IV  (33  U.S.C.  1341-1345)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

-SEC.     406.     COA.STA1.     BEACH     W.XTEK    (JUALITV 
.MONrT(JRlNG. 

•(a)  Monitoring— Not  later  than  9  months 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Administrator 


publishes  revised  water  quality  criteria  for 
coastal  recreation  waters  under  section 
304(a)(13).  the  Administrator  shall  publish 
regulations  specifying  methods  to  be  used  by 
States  to  monitor  coastal  recreation  waters, 
during  periods  of  use  by  the  public,  for  com- 
pliance with  applicable  water  quality  stand- 
ards for  those  waters  and  protection  of  the 
public  safety.  Monitoring  requirements  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall, 
at  a  minimum— 

••(1)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  periods  of  recreational  use  of 
such  waters; 

••(2)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  extent  and  degree  of  use  during 
such  periods: 

"(3)  specify  the  frequency  of  monitoring 
based  on  the  proximity  of  coastal  recreation 
waters  to  pollution  sources: 

•■(4)  specify  methods  for  detecting  short- 
term  increases  in  pathogens  in  coastal  recre- 
ation waters: 

■■(5)  specify  the  conditions  and  procedures 
under  which  discrete  areas  of  coastal  recre- 
ation waters  may  be  exempted  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator from  the  monitoring  require- 
ments of  this  subsection,  if  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  an  exemption  will  not 
impair- 

■•(A)  compliance  with  the  applicable  water 
quality  standards  for  those  waters:  and 

■•(B)  protection  of  the  public  safety:  and 

■•(6)  require,  if  the  State  has  an  approved 
coastal  zone  management  program  under 
section  306  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  of  1972  (16  U.S.C.  1455),  that  each  coastal 
zone  management  agency  of  the  State  pro- 
vide technical  assistance  to  local  govern- 
ments within  the  State  for  ensuring  that 
coastal  recreation  waters  and  beaches  are  as 
free  as  possible  from  fioatable  materials. 

■•(b)  Notification  Requirements.— Regula- 
tions published  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
shall  require  States  to  notify  local  govern- 
ments and  the  public  of  violations  of  applica- 
ble water  quality  standards  for  State  coastal 
recreation  waters.  Notification  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  shall  include,  at  a  mini- 
mum— 

••(1)  prompt  communication  of  the  occur- 
rence, nature,  and  extent  of  such  a  violation, 
to  a  designated  official  of  a  local  government 
having  jurisdiction  over  land  adjoining  the 
coastal  recreation  waters  for  which  a  viola- 
tion is  identified;  and 

••(2)  posting  of  signs,  for  the  period  during 
which  the  violation  continues,  sufficient  to 
give  notice  to  the  public  of  a  violation  of  an 
applicable  water  quality  standard  for  such 
waters  and  the  potential  risks  associated 
with  body  contact  recreation  in  such  waters. 

■•(c)  Floatable  Materials  Monitoring 
Procedures.— The  Administrator  shall— 

••(1)  issue  guidance  on  uniform  assessment 
and  monitoring  procedures  for  floatable  ma- 
terials in  coastal  recreation  waters;  and 

••(2)  specify  the  conditions  under  which  the 
presence  of  floatable  material  shall  con- 
stitute a  threat  to  public  health  and  safety. 

••(d)  Delegation  of  Responsibility.— a 
State  may  delegate  responsibility  for  mon- 
itoring and  posting  of  coastal  recreation  wa- 
ters pursuant  to  this  section  to  local  govern- 
ment authorities. 

•(e)  Review  and  Revision  of  Regula- 
tions.—The  Administrator  shall  review  and 
revise  regulations  published  pursuant  to  this 
section  periodically. 

'•(f)  Definitions.— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section — 

"(1)  the  term  •coastal  recreation  waters' 
means  Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  wa- 
ters commonly  used  by  the  public  for  swim- 
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ming.  bathing,  or  other  similar  body  contact 
purposes;  and 

••(2)  the  term  floatable  materials'  means 
any  matter  that  may  float  or  remain  sus- 
pended in  the  water  column  and  includes 
plastic,  aluminum  cans.  wood,  bottles,  and 
paper  products.  ". 

(3)  Study  to  iden'hfy  indicators  of 
human-specific  pathoens  in  coastal  recre- 
.\tion  waters.— 

(A)  Study —The  Administrator,  in  co-oper- 
ation with  the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  shall  conduct  an 
ongoing  study  to  provide  additional  informa- 
tion to  the  current  base  of  knowledge  for  use 
for  developing  better  indicators  for  directly 
detecting  in  coastal  recreation  waters  the 
presence  of  bacteria  and  viruses  which  are 
harmful  to  human  health. 

(B)  Report.— Not  later  than  4  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and 
periodically  thereafter,  the  Administrator 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  de- 
scribing the  findings  of  the  study  under  this 
paragraph,  including— 

(i)  recommendations  concerning  the  need 
for  additional  numerical  limits  or  conditions 
and  other  actions  needed  to  improve  the 
quality  of  coastal  recreation  waters: 

(ii)  a  description  of  the  amounts  and  types 
of  floatable  materials  in  coastal  waters  and 
on  coastal  beaches  and  of  recent  trends  in 
the  amounts  and  types  of  such  fioatable  ma- 
terials; and 

(iii)  an  evaluation  of  State  efforts  to  im- 
plement this  section,  including  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  section. 

(4)  Grants  to  st.\tes.— 

(1)  Grants.— The  Administrator  may  make 
grants  to  States  for  use  in  fulfilling  require- 
ments established  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  (including  any  amendments  made  by 
such  paragraphs). 

(B)  Cost  sharing.— The  total  amount  of 
grants  to  a  State  under  this  paragraph  for  a 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the 
cost  to  the  State  of  implementing  require- 
ments established  pursuant  to  such  para- 
graphs. 

(5)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection— 

(A)  the  term  'coastal  recreation  waters" 
means  Great  Lakes  and  marine  coastal  wa- 
ters commonly  used  by  the  public  for  swim- 
ming, bathing,  or  other  similar  body  contact 
purposes:  and 

(B)  the  term  "fioatable  materials"  means 
any  matter  that  may  fioat  or  remain  sus- 
pended in  the  water  column  and  includes 
plastic,  aluminum  cans,  wood,  bottles,  and 
paper  products. 

(6)  Authoriz.^tion  of  appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Administrator— 

(A)  for  use  in  making  grants  to  Slates 
under  paragraph  (4)  not  more  than  $3,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  and 

(B)  for  carrying  out  the  other  provisions  of 
this  subsection  not  more  than  $1.00(1.000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  19%  and  1997 

Page  204.  line  14.  strike  "406  "  and  insert 
"407". 

Mr  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  provides  for  a  national  uni- 
form beach  water  (Quality  testing  and 
monitoring  program  that  provides  ade- 
quate protection  for  swimmers  and 
flexibility  for  the  States.  It  is  basically 
oriented  toward  providing,  if  I  could 
call  it.  a  right-to-know  for  bathers  and 
swimmers  in  the  Nation's  waters  that 
they  should  know  when  the  beach 
water  quality  is  such  that  they  should 
not  be  bathing  in  those  particular  wa- 
ters or  at  that  particular  beach. 
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Again,  the  amendment  provides  for  a 
nationally  uniform  beach  water  quality 
testing  and  monitoring  program  for 
bathers  and  swimmers,  essentially  to 
assure  that  bathers  and  swimmers  on 
the  Nation's  beaches  have  a  right  to 
know  and  should  know  when  the  beach- 
es are  of  such  quality  that  they  should 
not  be  swimming  there. 

The  reason  we  need  this  amendment 
is  because  coastal  areas  are  the  most 
populated  areas  of  the  country  and  also 
the  areas  most  rapidly  being  developed. 
The  growth  in  population  demands  on 
sewer  systems  are  extreme  and  have  re- 
sulted in  overflows  contaminating 
coastal  waters  with  human  waste.  This 
human  waste  is  the  leading  cause  of 
human  health  problems  in  coastal  wa- 
ters. 

The  coastal  economy  and  the  econ- 
omy of  our  Nation  in  general  is  inex- 
tricably linked  to  the  quality  of  our 
coastal  waters.  Coastal  tourism,  recre- 
ation, commercial  fishing  are  all 
mutibillion-dollar  industries  and  cre- 
ate thousands  of  jobs.  The  health  and 
safety  of  coastal  residents  and  visitors 
to  coastal  waters  depend  on  it. 

States  have  highly  inconsistent 
water  quality  standards  for  sewage 
contamination,  beach  water  quality 
testing,  and  beach  closing  standards 
and  criteria.  Monitoring  in  some 
States  is  completely  absent.  Most 
States  have  not  even  adopted  EPA's 
recommended  testing  methods. 

Essentially,  this  amendment  is  based 
on  the  Beaches.  Environmental  Assess- 
ment. Closure  and  Health  Act  of  1993. 
long  championed  by  our  former  col- 
league. Mr.  Hughes  from  New  Jersey. 

This  language  which  we  have  in  the 
amendment  today  enjoyed  broad-based 
suppoi  L  and  passed  uveiwhellliiilgly,  I 
stress  overwhelmingly,  in  the  House  in 
the  101st  and  102d  Congresses.  The 
amendment  provides  for  a  national  uni- 
form beach  quality  testing  program.  It 
requires  the  EPA  to  issue  regulations 
on  procedures  to  monitor  coastal  rec- 
reational waters,  but  it  provides  the 
States  with  flexibility  in  the  way  that 
they  go  about  the  monitoring  program. 
It  also  establishes  minimum  standards 
to  protect  the  public  from  pathogen 
contaminated  waters  and  requires 
States  to  post  signs  at  beaches  alerting 
beachgoers  whenever  standards  are  vio- 
lated. 

It  also  requii'es  the  EPA  and  NOAA 
to  conduct  a  study  to  develop  better  in- 
dicators for  detection  pathogenic  risk 
to  human  health  and  guidance  of  ma- 
rine debris,  the  floatables  that  many  of 
us  know  occur,  continue  to  occur,  but 
really  were  a  major  cause  for  our  beach 
closings  in  New  Jersey  back  in  1987  and 
1988. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  focus  of  the  bill 
basically  is  to  ensure  States  have  in 
place  adequate  beach  testing  programs. 
We  provide  authorization  of  $1  million 
to  the  EPA  to  carry  out  its  responsibil- 


ity and  S3  million  for  States  to  have 
matching  grants  so  that  they  can  also 
follow  up  on  this  beach  water  quality 
and  monitoring  program. 

Again.  I  would  stress  the  lack  of  uni- 
formity around  the  country  with  re- 
gard to  beach  closings  is  a  major  prob- 
lem. In  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey, 
we  do  have  a  very  good  program  that 
has  moved  forward  in  terms  of  mon- 
itoring beaches  and  making  sure  that 
they  are  closed  when  the  water  quality 
level  if  unacceptable  for  swimmers  and 
bathers. 

However,  this  is  not  the  case  nation- 
ally, and  I  would  urge  this  amendment 
be  passed  so  that,  as  I  said,  again,  our 
bathers  and  swimmers  and  tourists 
that  use  the  coastal  waters  of  this  Na- 
tion will  know  when  it  is  safe  to  swim. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  which  is  a  mandate  on 
States  to  monitor  beaches  and  incor- 
porates criteria  for  pathogens  on  the 
State  water  quality  standards,  and  this 
would  appear  to  me  to  be  maybe  one  of 
the  first  examples  we  would  have  of  a 
potentially  unfunded  mandate. 

I  wanted  to  address  the  author  of  the 
amendment  with  regard  to  the  funding 
of  this,  whether  any  consideration  has 
been  given,  or  CBO  has  been  asked  to 
give,  any  sort  of  estimate  as  to  what 
the  cost  of  this  might  be  applied  na- 
tionwide. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  would  say.  first  of 
all.  again.  I  would  point  out  that  this 
amendment  is  exactly  the  same  as  leg- 
islation that  passed  in  the  last  two 
Congresses  and  that  there  were  esti- 
mates made.  The  funding  provided  in 
the  bill  for  the  grant  programs  is  basi- 
cally in  there  to  provide  adequate  fund- 
ing for  the  States  on  a  matching  grant 
basis  to  do  this  kind  of  monitoring. 

Now,  again,  I  am  not  saying  a  lot  of 
States  do  not  already  do  this.  Some  do, 
some  do  not.  What  we  are  trying  to  do 
is  provide  uniform  criteria  and  provide 
the  States  with  some  funding  so  that 
they  can  administer  the  program. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
I  understand  that  while  the  amend- 
ment did  pass  in  the  previous  two  Con- 
gresses, it  was  given  very  minimal  de- 
bate. We  really  have  had  not  a  full- 
scale  discussion  of  this  issue. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  in  the  last 
two  Congresses  we  did  not  have  on  the 
books,  albeit  not  applicable,  we  did  not 
have  on  the  books  an  unfunded  man- 
dates statute. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  would  point  out  to 
the  gentleman  that,  you  know,  again, 
from  a  procedural  point  of  view,  that 
unfunded  mandate  legislation,  of 
course,  does  not  go  into  effect  until 
next  year.  But  I  would  maintain  there 
is  adequate  funding  in  this  bill,  at  least 
the  authorization  for  it,  to  provide  ade- 


quate funding  to  the  States  to  do  this 
type  of  monitoring. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  It  strikes  me  there 
are  analogies  here  to  the  Great  Lakes 
initiative  where  we  have  had  some  in- 
dication what  the  cost  might  be,  but 
the  costs  became  wildly  beyond  any- 
body's wildest  dreams  what  it  might 
actually  involve. 

At  any  rate.  Mr.  chairman,  I  must 
oppose  the  amendment,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  has  indicated, 
that  that  State,  New  Jersey,  has  adopt- 
ed pathogen  criteria  on  their  water 
quality  standards.  That  is  certainly 
something  every  State  can  and  perhaps 
should  consider,  but  what  this  amend- 
ment would  do  would  be  to  force  that, 
would  make  other  States  do  precisely 
the  same  thing. 

As  I  say.  New  Jersey  may,  and  obvi- 
ously does,  consider  it  useful  to  have 
pathogen  criteria,  but  other  States 
may  disagree  or  may  have  different  cri- 
teria that  they  would  prefer  to  pursue. 

Point  sources  do  not  discharge  patho- 
gens. It  is  a  very  difficult  task,  some- 
times almost  impossible,  to  determine 
the  source,  so  it  is  really  unclear  how 
a  State  may  meet  a  pathogen  standard 
if  forced  to  adopt  one.  which  this 
amendment  would  ultimately  require, 
a  forced  adoption  of  pathogen  stand- 
ards. 

So  New  Jersey  may.  indeed,  think  it 
is  useful  to  monitor  beaches.  Other 
States  may  agree,  and  certainly  that 
would  be,  in  my  personal  idea,  would  be 
a  good  idea,  but  to  force  them  under 
this,  in  this  mechanism,  I  think  is 
wrong. 

H.R.  961  does,  I  would  point  out,  ac- 
knowledge the  importance,  extreme 
importance,  of  monitoring  by  requiring 
EPA  to  develop  monitoring  guidance, 
to  give  guidance  to  the  States  on  ho-w 
to  go  about  monitoring,  but  it  is  not  a 
mandate.  It  is  not  something  that  is 
going  to  be  forced,  assuming  again  into 
Washington  total  wisdom,  total  knowl- 
edge how  to  do  this.  We  have  enough 
mandates  already. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  a  "no"  vote. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been  some 
Government  programs  we  have  seen 
throughout  the  years  that  have 
worked.  We  have  seen  some  that  have 
failed. 

But  few,  from  the  perspective  of  my 
State  of  New  Jersey,  have  been  as  suc- 
cessful as  our  ocean  testing  and  mon- 
itoring program. 

Since  1974,  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
has  developed  a  program  to  ensure  to 
those  who  visit  our  beaches,  those  in 
our  $18  billion  tourist  industry,  if  you 
swim  in  the  waters  off  our  shore,  it  is 
safe,  it  is  clean,  it  is  a  place  you  would 
want  to  take  your  family.  Today.  180 
different  locations  and  143  bays  and 
rivers  are  monitored  continuously  to 
assure  that  level  of  safety,  and  to  any- 
one  who   in   any   summer  visits   those 
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ocean  locations,  there  is  a  perceptible 
and  an  overwhelming  difference  in  the 
quality  of  the  water  and  the  enjoyment 
of  your  vacation  time  at  a  New  Jersey 
resort. 

We  did  it.  Mr.  Chairman,  because  we 
had  no  choice.  There  were  allegations 
of  sickness,  implications  of  health, 
and.  indeed,  the  economic  losses  were 
mounting.  Restoring  confidence  to 
families  and  to  business  became  criti- 
cal. 

In  the  last  Congress,  the  Members  of 
this  institution  recognized  the  success 
of  this  program  and  overwhelmingly. 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  320  strong, 
voted  to  have  just  such  a  program 
across  the  country.  They  were  right 
then.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  P.\LLONE]  is  right  now. 

This  is  a  program  we  should  have  on 
a  national  basis.  It  makes  about  as 
much  sense,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  one 
State  to  have  ocean  monitoring  and 
another  not  to  have  it  as  if  the  States 
would  have  individual  air  quality 
standards.  It  is  only  a  few  miles  from 
the  beaches  of  Coney  Island,  NY,  to  the 
beaches  of  Sandy  Hook.  NJ.  If  one 
State  will  have  high  standards  and 
monitor  and  attempt  to  assure  a  qual- 
ity of  water  and  another  State  will  not, 
it  is  no  more  than  a  swift  breeze,  an 
ocean  current  away  from  one  State  vio- 
lating the  standard  of  another. 

Indeed,  it  goes  to  the  very  issue  of 
federalism.  These  are  the  kinds  of 
standards  that  were  contemplated  in 
forming  a  union  to  assure  uniformity, 
safety  for  all  of  the  States  and  their  in- 
terests. 

I  trust.  Mr  Chairman,  that  in  each  of 
our  States  we  recognize  the  potential 
loss  economically  and  in  quality  of  life 
if  people  lose  confidence  in  the  basic 
American  right  on  a  weekend  or  a  sum- 
mer afternoon  to  take  your  child  and 
your  family  to  a  beach.  That  is  what 
life  is  all  about,  and  if  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can  mean  anything  to  our 
families,  for  all  of  the  excesses  of  other 
things  it  has  done,  all  the  programs 
that  did  not  work,  all  the  things  we 
should  eliminate,  do  we  really  want  to 
go  so  far  that  as  a  Federal  Government 
we  cannot  say  to  an  individual  Amer- 
ican family.  "We  will  assure  you  you 
will  know  when  your  child  walks  into 
an  ocean  resort,  that  water  will  be  safe 
and  it  will  be  to  the  highest  standards, 
whether  it  is  the  Oregon,  California, 
New  York.  New  Jersey  or  Florida"? 
That  is  what  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  P.\llone]  asks,  and  almost 
to  the  person.  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans, have  voted  for  exactly  that  in 
the  past. 

Today,  we  ask  you  to  do  so  again. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  P.-\LLONE]  for  offering 
this  amendment.  I  am  very  proud  to 
have  joined  with  him  in  his  sponsor- 
ship, and  I  am  very  proud  that  my 
State  uniquely  has  taken  the  lead  in 
setting  these  high  standards. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  alternative  situa- 
tion is  this:  Some  States  will  offer 
their  citizens  no  assurance  at  all. 
Twenty-two  other  States  will  have  11 
different  standards,  conflicting,  lower 
but  without  any  minimum  Federal 
guarantee.  As  we  offer  this  for  the  air 
we  breathe  and  the  water  we  drink,  the 
ocean  that  would  receive  our  families 
should  have  no  less. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  will  not  take  the  5  minutes. 

I  simply  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
this. 

New  Jersey  certainly  can  impose 
whatever  regulatory  requirements  they 
have,  but  to  mandate  what  New  Jersey 
says  is  good  for  New  Jersey  on  the 
other  49  States,  I  think,  is  wrong. 

We  have  required  EPA  to  develop 
monitoring  guidance,  but  not  a  man- 
date. This  is  just  one  mandate,  and  it 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

Water  pollution  at  beaches  poses  a 
special  health  problem  because  these 
are  the  places  where  people,  including 
numerous  children,  come  into  direct 
contact  with  dirty  water.  With  little 
protection,  and  sometimes  without 
warning,  people  are  exposed  to  serious 
water-borne  diseases. 

Coastal  waters  are  also  particularly 
susceptible  to  pollution  because  vir- 
tually all  of  the  water  eventually 
drains  to  the  sea.  As  water  flows  to- 
ward the  coast,  pollutants  are  picked 
up  and  become  increasingly  con- 
centrated. The  result  is  a  very  serious 
health  problem  and  a  very  serious  envi- 
ronmental problem. 

This  amendment  provides  very  nec- 
essary protection  to  the  public  who  vis- 
its our  coastal  recreation  areas.  It 
would  require  EPA  to  issue  water  qual- 
ity criteria  for  pathogens,  and  States 
to  establish  water  quality  standards,  in 
these  areas.  It  would  also  require  a 
State  program  to  monitor  beach  water 
quality,  and  to  notify  local  govern- 
ments and  the  public  of  violation  of  ap- 
plicable water  quality  standards. 

This  is  the  approach  that  has  brought 
us  most  of  the  improvement  in  water 
quality  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
date.  We  should  expect  it  to  be  equally 
effective  in  addressing  beach  water  pol- 
lution problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
Pallone  amendment. 

D  1300 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
will  be  brief.  My  only  point  is  essen- 
tially I  believe  that  this  amendment, 
more  than  anything  else,  is  what  I  call 
a  right-to-know  amendment.  In  other 
words,   when   people  are  swimming   or 
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bathing,  they  should  know  whether  the 
water  quality  is  clean  enough.  I  do  not 
think  it  matters  whether  you  are  in 
New  Jersey  or  any  other  State.  The 
problem  is,  without  some  sort  of  na- 
tional standard  and  program  for  test- 
ing, with  flexibility  for  the  individual 
States  about  how  they  go  about  it, 
there  is  no  way  for  a  bather  or  swim- 
mer to  know  when  they  are  swimming 
whether  the  water  quality  is  adequate. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOBSON).  The  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  P.allone]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr    PALLONE.   Mr.  Chairman.   I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  175,  noes  251, 
not  voting  8.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  317] 
AYES— 175 
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NOES— 251 


Ackerman 

Gilchrest 

Olver 

Andrews 

Oilman 

Owens 

Baldacci 

Gonzalez 

Pallone 

Barcia 

Gordon 

Pastor 

Becerra 

Green 

Payne iNJ) 

Beilenson 

Greenwood 

Pelosi 

Bentsen 

Gutierrez 

Pomeroy 

Berman 

Hall  (OHl 

Poshard 

Boehlert 

Harman 

Rahall 

Bonlor 

Hastings  (FL) 

Rangel 

Borski 

Hefner 

Reed 

Boucher 

Hinchey 

Reynolds 

Brown  (CAi 

Holden 

Richardson 

Brown  (FLi 

Hoyer 

Rivers 

Brown  lOHi 

Jackson-Lee 

Roukema 

Bryant  iTX) 

Jefferson 

Roybal-Allard 

Card  in 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rush 

Castle 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Sabo 

Clay 

Johnston 

Sanders 

ClayCon 

Kanjorski 

Sawyer 

Clvbum 

Kaptur 

Sax ton 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Schroeder 

Collins  (Mil 

Kennedy  iRIi 

Schumer 

Conyers 

Kennelly 

Scott 

Cos  telle 

Kildee 

Serrano 

Coyne 

Klink 

Shays 

Davis 

LaFalce 

Skaggs 

de  la  Garza 

Lantos 

Slaughter 

DeFazio 

Lazio 

Smith  (NJ) 

DeLauro 

Levin 

Spratt 

Dellums 

Lewis  (GAl 

Stark 

Deutsch 

Lincoln 

Stokes 

Dicks 

Lipinski 

Studds 

Dingell 

LoBiondo 

Stupak 

Dixon 

Lofgren 

Thompson 

Doggett 

Lowey 

Thornton 

Doyle 

Luther 

Torkildsen 

Durbin 

Maloney 

Torres 

Engel 

Man  ton 

Torricelli 

English 

Markey 

Towns 

Eshoo 

Martinez 

Tucker 

Evans 

Mascara 

Velazquez 

Farr 

Matsui 

Vento 

Fattah 

McDermott 

Visclosky 

Fazio 

McHale 

Ward 

Fields  (LA) 

McKinney 

Waters 

Filner 

McNulty 

Watt  (NO 

Flake 

.Meehan 

Waxman 

Foglietta 

Meek 

Weldon  (PA) 

Forbes 

Menendez 

Williams 

Ford 

.Meyers 

Wilson 

Fox 

.Mfume 

Wise 

Frank  (MAi 

Mineta 

Woolsey 

Frelinghuysen 

Moran 

Wyden 

Frost 

Morelia 

Wynn 

Furse 

Nadler 

Yates 

Gejdenson 

Neal 

Zimmer 

Gephardt 

Oberstar 

Gibbons 

Obey 

.Abercrombie 

Frisa 

Nethercutt 

Allard 

Funderburk 

Neumann 

Archer 

Gallegly 

Ney 

.\rmey 

Ganske 

Nussle 

Bachus 

Gekas 

Ortiz 

Baesler 

Geren 

Orton 

Baker  (CA) 

Gillmor 

Oxley 

Baker  (LA) 

Goodlatte 

Packard 

Balknger 

Goodllng 

Parker 

Barr 

Goss 

Paxon 

Barrett  (NEi 

Graham 

Payne  (VA) 

Barrett  (WIi 

Gunderson 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bartlett 

Cutknecht 

Petri 

Barton 

Hall  (TXl 

Pickett 

Bass 

Hamilton 

Pombo 

Bateman 

Hancock 

PorWr 

Bereuter 

Hansen 

Portman 

BevUl 

Hastert 

Pryce 

Bilbray 

Hastings  iWA) 

Quillen 

Bilirakis 

Hayes 

(Juinn 

Bishop 

Hayworth 

Radanovich 

Blilfv 

Hefley 

Bams  tod 

Blutc 

Heineman 

Begula 

Boehner 

Merger 

Rim 

Bonilla 

Hilleary 

Roberts 

Brewster 

Hilliard 

Roemer 

Browder 

Hobson 

Rohrabacher 

Brownback 

Hoekstra 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Bryant  iTN) 

Hoke 

Rose 

Bunn 

Horn 

Roth 

Banning 

HosletUer 

Royce 

Burr 

Houghton 

Salmon 

Burton 

Hunter 

Sanford 

Buyer 

Hutchin.son 

Scarborough 

Callahan 

Hyde 

Schaefer 

Calvert 

Inglis 

Schiff 

Camp 

Utook 

Seastrand 

Canidy 

Jacobs 

Sensenbrenner 

Chatmt 

Johnson  (CT) 

Shadegg 

Chamhliss 

John.son.  Sam 

Shaw 

Chapman 

Jones 

Shuster 

Chenowelh 

Kasich 

Sisisky 

Christensen 

Kelly 

Skeen 

Chrysler 

Kim 

Skelton 

Clement 

King 

Smith  (MI) 

dinger 

Kingston 

Smith  (TX) 

Coble 

Kleczka 

Smith  (WA) 

Cobum 

Klug 

Solomon 

Collins  (GA) 

Knollenberg 

Souder 

Combest 

Kolbe 

Spence 

Condit 

LaHood 

Steams 

Cooley 

Largent 

Stenholm 

Cox 

Latham 

Stockman 

Cramer 

LaTourette 

Stump 

Crane 

Leach 

Talent 

Crapo 

Lewis  (CAi 

Tanner 

Cremeans 

Lewis  (KV» 

Tale 

Cubin 

Lightfoot 

Tauzin 

Cunningham 

Linder 

Taylor  (MS) 

Danner 

Livingston 

Taylor  iNCi 

Deal 

Longley 

Tejeda 

DeLay 

Lucas 

Thomas 

Diaz-Balart 

Manzullo 

Thomberry 

Dickey 

Martini 

Thurman 

Dooley 

McCarthy 

Tiahrt 

Doolittle 

McCollum 

Traficant 

Dornan 

McCrery 

Upton 

Dreier 

.McDade 

Volkmer 

Duncan 

McHugh 

Vucanovich 

Dunn 

Mclnnis 

Waldholtz 

Edwards 

.Mcintosh 

Walker 

Ehlers 

McKeon 

Walsh 

Ehrhch 

Metcalf 

Wamp 

Emerson 

Mica 

WatU  (OK) 

Ensign 

Miller  I  FL) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Everett 

Minge 

Weller 

Ewing 

Mink 

White 

Fawell 

Molinari 

Whitfield 

Fields  (TX) 

Mollohan 

Wicker 

Flanagan 

Montgomery 

Wolf 

Foley 

Moorhead 

Young  (AK) 

Fowler 

Murtha 

Young (FL) 

Franks  (CT) 

Myers 

Zeliff 

Franks  (NJ) 

Myrick 

NOT  VOTING-^ 

Bono 

Miller  (CAI 

Peterson  (FL) 

Collins  (ID 

Moakley 

Rogers 

Laughlin 

Norwood 
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The   Clerk   announced    the   following 
pair: 
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On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
against. 

Mr.  BAESLER  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mrs.  KENNELLY  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOB.SON).  Are  there  further  amend- 
ments to  title  III  of  the  bill? 

.^MEND.MF.NT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MINETA 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  amendment  No.  36. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Minet.a:  Page 
170.  line  19,  strike  "issuing". 

Page  170,  line  20.  before  "any"  insert  "issu- 
ing". 

Page  170.  line  24,  strike  "or". 

Page  171.  line  1.  before  "any"  insert  "issu- 
ing". 

Page  171,  line  3  strike  the  period  and  insert 
a  semicolon. 

Page  171.  after  line  3.  insert  the  following: 

"(3)  granting  under  section  301(g)  a  modi- 
fication of  the  requirements  of  section 
301(b)(2)(A): 

"(4)  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  under  section  301(p)(5)  modifies  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301,  302,  306.  or  307: 

"(5)  extending  under  section  301(k)  a  dead- 
line for  a  point  source  to  comply  with  any 
limitation  under  section  301(b)(1)(A). 
301(b)(2)(A),  or  301(b)(2)(E)  or  otherwise  modi- 
fying under  section  301(k)  the  conditions  of  a 
permit  under  section  402: 

"(61  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  under  section  301(q)  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301(b),  306,  or  307: 

"(7)  issuing  a  permit  under  section  402 
which  modifies  under  section  301(r)  the  re- 
quirements of  section  301(b).  306.  or  307: 

"(8)  renewing,  reissuing,  or  modifying  a 
permit  to  which  section  401(O)(l)  applies  if 
the  permittee  has  received  a  permit  modi- 
fication under  section  301(q)  or  301(r)  or  the 
exception  under  section  402(o)(2)(F)  applies; 

"(9)  extending  under  section  307(e)  the 
deadline  for  compliance  with  applicable  na- 
tional categorical  pretreatment  standards  or 
otherwise  modifying  under  section  307(e) 
pretreatment  requirements  of  section  307(b): 

"(10)  waiving  or  modifying  under  section 
307(f)  pretreatment  requirements  of  section 
307(b): 

"(11)  allowing  under  section  307(g)  any  per- 
son that  introduces  silver  into  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  to  comply  with  a 
code  of  management  practices  in  lieu  of  com- 
plying with  any  pretreatment  requirement 
for  silver: 

"(12)  establishing  under  section  316(b)(3)  a 
standard  other  than  best  technology  avail- 
able for  existing  point  sources: 

"(13)  approving  a  pollutant  transfer  pilot 
project  under  section  321(g)(1):  or 

"(14)  issuing  a  permit  pursuant  to  section 
402(r)(l)  with  a  limitation  that  does  not  meet 
applicable  water  quality  standards. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  Chairman  for  his  dili- 
gence in  chairing  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  would  allow 
new  waivers  for  as  many  as  70,000 
chemical  pollutants,  waivers  which 
would  allow  some  to  trade  air  pollution 
credits  in  one  area  for  the  right  to 
dump  extra  pollution  into  the  river  in 
another  area,  waivers  to  industrial  pol- 
luters discharging  into  municipal 
sewer  systems,  waivers  for  innovative 
technologies,  waivers  for  mining,  pulp 
and  paper,  iron  and  steel,  photo  proc- 
essing, food  processing,  electric  power, 
cattle,  oil  and  gas,  and  waivers  from 
water  quality  standards  if  you  say  you 
are  in  a  watershed.  And  this  is  not  an 
exhaustive  list. 

As  a  result,  an  enormous  number  of 
decisions  are  going  to  have  to  be  made 
about  waivers,  and  those  decisions 
taken  together  will  have  an  enormous 
effect  on  the  environment  and  on  the 
costs  of  compliance.  In  fact,  taken  all 
together,  these  decisions  on  all  these 
waiver  requests  will  be  very  important 
regulatory  decisions. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  in  recent 
months  about  cost-benefit  analysis  and 
risk  assessment,  and  how  important 
these  tools  are  when  making  regu- 
latory decisions  involving  tradeoffs  be- 
tween costs  and  benefits.  Many  have 
defended  the  new  cost-benefit  and  risk 
assessment  proposals  as  better  ways  to 
make  regulatory  decisions,  and  they 
have  denied  that  they  were  merely  try- 
ing to  hamstring  the  issuance  of  new 
regulations. 

Here's  our  chance  to  show  what  it  is 
that  we  really  mean.  The  waiver  deci- 
sions in  H.R.  961  would  constitute  im- 
portant regulatory  decisions  and  they 
should  be  subject  to  an  assessment  of 
the  risks  they  pose.  My  amendment 
would  apply  risk  assessment  to  those 
aspects  of  the  bill  where  it  is  most  des- 
perately needed. 

Opponents  of  this  amendment  will 
say  that  there  is  no  need  to  apply  the 
risk  assessment  provisions  to  these 
waivers  Srince  the  risk  assessment  will 
have  been  done  in  establishing  the 
original  standard  from  which  the  waiv- 
er is  granted.  But  that  argument  just 
further  justifies  my  amendment. 

When  the  basic  requirements  from 
which  waivers  are  requested  are  put  in 
place,  a  risk  assessment  determined 
that  the  required  measures  were  justi- 
fied by  the  risks  which  would  be  avoid- 
ed. Now.  under  the  bill,  industry  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  do  less  than 
the  basic  standard— the  standard  which 
the  risk  to  be  addressed  justified.  If  un- 
dertaking the  basic  requirement  is  jus- 
tified by  the  reduction  of  risk, 
shouldn't  we  know  what  the  risks  are 
of  doing  something  less  than  what  has 
been  determined  to  be  justified?  Sound 
risk  assessment  demands  no  less. 

My  amendment  expands  the  use  of 
risk  assessment  under  the  bill.  This 
amendment  would  simply  say  that  in 
making  the  decision  to  grant  these 
waivers.  EPA  should  do  the  same  risk 
assessment  that  this  bill  would  require 
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of  many  other  regulatory  decisions.  If 
it's  a  good  way  to  make  regulatory  de- 
cisions, then  let's  use  it.  We  owe  it  to 
our  constituents  to  be  able  to  say  that 
when  industry  receives  a  waiver  from 
the  basic,  minimum  requirements  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  we  required  that 
there  be  an  assessment  of  the  risks 
posed  by  such  a  waiver. 

Support  my  amendment  to  achieve 
consistency  in  and  expand  the  use  of 
risk  assessment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  greatly  respect  the 
gentleman  from  California  and  his 
leadership  on  many  issues  in  the  trans- 
portation and  public  works  arena,  but  I 
rise  this  afternoon  in  strong  opposition 
to  the  amendment  he  has  proposed. 

Let  me  say  first  of  all  that  this 
amendment  was  very  soundly  rejected 
in  the  committee  by  a  very  large  and 
wide  bipartisan  majority  of  38  to  18. 
Earlier  in  the  debate,  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster],  referred 
in  his  comments  on  the  floor  to  the  lib- 
erals big  lie  strategy  to  try  and  defeat 
this  bill. 

This  amendment  is  predicated  on  one 
of  the  small  fibs  that  makes  up  the  big 
lie  strategy.  I  am  afraid  to  say. 

This  amendment  is  based  on  the  fic- 
tion that  risk  assessments  only  apply 
when  standards  are  being  made  strong- 
er and  do  not  apply  if  they  are  being 
made  weaker.  It  masquerades  as  what 
is  good  for  the  goose  is  good  for  the 
gander  in  the  form  of  an  amendment. 

This  is  simply  not  true,  and  I  will 
demonstrate  that  fact  in  just  a  minute. 

First,  let  me  tell  you  why  the  bill 
distinguishes  between  generally  appli- 
cable regulations  and  site-specific  deci- 
sions. The  reason  for  this  distinction  is 
already  clear  to  the  sponsor  of  this 
amendment. 

I  might  note  that  the  dissenting 
views  in  the  committee  report  support 
national  affluent  limitations  over  site- 
specific  standards  because  they  allow 
the  regulator  to  implement  the  Clean 
Water  Act  without  exhausting  re- 
sources on  complex  resource-intensive 
scientific  adjustments,  such  as  those 
required  under  many  of  the  waiver  pro- 
visions of  H.R.  961. 
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agree  that  the  amount  of  risk  as- 


sessment analysis  necessary  to  make 
up  a  site-specific  permit  modification 
should  be  left  up  to  the  EPA  or  the 
State  Some  site-specific  modification 
will  undoubtedly  be  needed,  but  others 
will  not.  As  the  report  language  warns, 
a  mandatory  risk  assessment  would  un- 
necessarily exhaust  precious  resources 
in  these  cases  Let  me  tell  the  Members 
why  this  amendment  is  based  on  a  fib. 
The  fact  is  the  bill  already  allows  a 
what-is-good-for-the-goose-is-good-for- 
the-gander  philosophy.  There  are  sim- 


ply two  separate  flocks  of  geese  here. 
The  first  flock  are  local  site-specific 
decisions.  Site-specific  permit  modi- 
fication, regardless  of  whether  a  limi- 
tation is  being  made  more  or  less  strin- 
gent, will  not  automatically  trigger  a 
risk  assessment. 

For  instance,  under  section  402,  EPA 
can  tighten  the  limitations  in  a  facili- 
ties permit  based  on  new  site-specific 
information  showing  greater  ecological 
harm  than  was  previously  expected. 
H.R.  961  does  not  require  EPA  to  per- 
form a  risk  assessment  to  make  the 
permit  more  stringent. 

The  second  flock,  using  that  analogy, 
are  significant  regulations,  such  as  ef- 
fluent limitation  guidelines  for  a  class 
of  industry.  They  must  be  supported  by 
sound  risk  assessment,  regardless  of 
whether  they  are  raising  or  lowering 
regulatory  requirements,  because  they 
can  have  potentially  broad  and  impor- 
tant effects  on  a  large  number  of  peo- 
ple. 

For  instance,  any  deregulation  that 
may  be  necessary  to  refocus  EPAs  pri- 
orities will  be  subject  to  a  risk  assess- 
ment. What  is  particularly  ironic  about 
this  amendment  is  that  it  actually 
does  the  opposite  of  its  stated  purpose. 
Far  from  treating  all  requirements 
equally,  the  list  of  waivers  and  permit 
modification  it  would  subject  to  risk 
assessment  do  not  include  any  modi- 
fication that  would  tighten  permit  re- 
quirements. 

The  Mineta  amendment  before  us 
would  not  apply  risk  assessment  when 
EPA  wants  to  tighten  requirements  for 
a  permittee,  but  magically,  risk  assess- 
ment would  be  necessary  before  a  per- 
mittee would  be  granted  any  kind  of 
variance,  no  matter  how  minor.  This 
approach  is  a  microcosm  of  a  well-worn 
extreme  environmentalist  strategy: 
scream  long,  scream  loud  about  any  al- 
leged advantage  so-called  polluters  are 
getting,  while  you  slip  in  your  own  fix 
that  gives  you  the  very  advantage  you 
were  just  condemning. 

The  American  people  have  really 
been  turned  off  by  this  mixture  of  arro- 
gance and  hypocrisy  that  has  been  dis- 
played in  the  past,  and  this  is  no  place 
for  this  today.  That  is  why  Congress 
has  overwhelmingly  passed  risk  assess- 
ment in  every  consistent  vote  before 
this  body  by  wider  and  wider  margins. 
That  is  why  we  must  defeat  this 
amendment.  It  is  an  ill-conceived 
amendment.  It  does  just  the  opposite  of 
what  we  need  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  oppose  this 
amendment.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
defeat  this  amendment,  and  let  us  pass 
a  good  revision  to  our  clean  water  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  this  com- 
monsense  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California, 

If  we  are  serious  about  apply  risk  as- 
sessment to  the  Clean  Water  Act  then 


we  should  apply  it  to  proposals  to 
grant  waivers  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

What  could  have  more  risk  associ- 
ated with  it  than  relaxing  pollution 
control  standards? 

These  waivers  raise  the  possibility  of 
adding  serious  and  harmful  pollutants 
into  our  Nation's  rivers,  lakes,  and 
streams. 

If  we  are  going  to  allow  these  waiv- 
ers, we  should  at  least  subject  them  to 
the  same  risk  analysis  as  other  parts  of 
the  clean  water  program. 

If  these  waivers  can  withstand  the 
scrutiny  of  risk  analysis,  then  there  is 
even  more  reason  for  granting  them. 

If  they  cannot  measure  up.  they 
should  not  be  allowed. 

This  bill  allows  waivers  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act's  requirements  to  limit  dis- 
charges into  the  waters. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  full  under- 
standing of  the  meaning  of  those  waiv- 
ers. 

The  waiver  proposal  has  not  been 
subjected  to  any  kind  of  scientific  eval- 
uation. 

The  Mineta  amendment  would  apply 
science — good  science — and  risk  analy- 
sis to  these  waivers. 

If  we  want  to  limit  these  waivers  to 
areas  where  they  won't  harm  the  envi- 
ronment, this  is  the  right  amendment. 

I  urge  passage  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 

MINET.\]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  This 
will  be  a  15-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— ayes  152.  noes  271, 
not  voting  11.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  318) 
AYES— 152 


Abercrombie 

DeLauro 

Gutierrez 

Ackerman 

Dellums 

Hall  lOH) 

Andrews 

Deutsch 

Harman 

Baldacci 

Dicks 

Hastings  (FL) 

Barcia 

Dingell 

Heney 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Dixon 

Hinchey 

Becerra 

Doggett 

Hoyer 

Beilenson 

Durbin 

Jackson-Lee 

Bentsen 

Engel 

Jefferson 

Berman 

Eshoo 

Johnson  (SD) 

Bishop 

Evans 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Bonior 

Farr 

Johnston 

Borski 

Fattah 

Kanjorski 

Brown  (FLi 

Fazio 

Kaptur 

Brown  (OH) 

Fields  1  LA) 

Kennedy  IMA) 

Br>-ant  (TX) 

Filner 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Card  in 

Flake 

Kildee 

Chapman 

Foglietta 

Kleczka 

Clay 

Forbes 

Klink 

Clayton 

Ford 

LaFalce 

Clement 

Fox 

Lantos 

Clyburn 

Frost 

Levin 

Collins  (MI» 

Furse 

Lewis  (GA) 

Conyers 

Gejdenson 

Lipinski 

Costello 

Gephardt 

Lofgren 

Coyne 

Gibbons 

Lowey 

de  la  Garza 

Gonzalez 

Luther 

DeFazio 

Gordon 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Mat-sui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Mc.Nulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  iCA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Mollohan 

Moran 

Nadler 

Ncal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 


Allard 
.\rcher 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker iCA) 
Baker  (L.'\) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NEl 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bllirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant  iTN ) 
Bunn 
Banning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins  (G.A) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 


Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roybal-AIlard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Serrano 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

NOES— 271 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Frank  (MA) 

Fi-anks  iCT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Ha.vworth 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

HUli.ard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 
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D  1354 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
against. 

Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas  changed  her 
vote  from   "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  COSTELLO  changed  his  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A.MENDME.NTS  OFFERED  BY  MISS  COLLINS  OF 
MICHIGAN 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  a  series  of  amend- 
ments at  the  desk,  amendments  9,  10, 
11,  12,  and  13.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  they  be  considered  en  bloc.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  majority 
has  no  objection  to  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOBSON).  The  Clerk  will  first  designate 
the  amendments. 

The  text  of  the  amendments  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Miss  Collins  of 
MichiKan: 

Page  62.  after  line  14.  insert  the  following: 

(U)  CONSIDER.\TION  OF  CONSU.MPTION  PAT- 
TERNS.—Section  304(a)  if  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(13)  CONSIDERATION  OF  CONSUMPTION  PAT- 
TERNS.—In  developing  human  health  and 
aquatic  life  criteria  under  this  subsection, 
the  Administrator  shall  take  into  account, 
where  practicable,  the  consumption  patterns 
of  diverse  segments  of  the  population,  in- 
cluding segments  at  disproportionately  high 
risk,  such  as  minority  populations,  children, 
and  women  of  child-bearing  age.". 

Page  62.  line  15.  strike  "(d)"  and  insert 
"(e)". 

Page  63.  line  4.  strike  "(e)"  and  insert 
"(0". 

Page  63.  line  24.  strike  "(f)  '  and  insert 
"(g)". 

Page  64,  line  4.  strike  "(g)"  and  insert 
"(h)". 

Page  73.  strike  lines  19  through  22  and  In- 
sert the  following: 

(c)  Fish  Consumption  advisories.— Sec- 
tion 304  (33  use.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(o)  Fish  Consumptions  advisories.— 


"(1)  Posting.- Not  later  than  18  months 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  propose  and  issue 
regulations  establishing  minimum,  uniform 
requirements  and  procedures  requiring 
States,  either  directly  or  through  local  au- 
thorities, to  post  signs,  at  reasonable  and  ap- 
propriate points  of  public  access,  on  navi- 
gable waters  or  portions  of  navigable  waters 
that  significantly  violate  applicable  water 
quality  standards  under  this  Act  or  that  are 
subject  to  a  fishing  or  shell-fishing  ban,  advi- 
sory, or  consumption  restriction  (issued  by  a 
Federal,  State,  or  local  authority)  due  to 
fish  or  shellfish  contamination. 

"(2)  Signs.— The  regulations  shall  require 
the  signs  to  be  posted  under  this  sub- 
section— 

"(A)  to  indicate  clearly  the  water  quality 
standard  that  is  being  violated  or  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  restriction  on  fish  or  shell- 
fish consumption: 

"(B)  to  be  in  English,  and  when  appro- 
priate, any  language  used  by  a  large  segment 
of  the  population  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  navigable  waters; 

"(C)  to  include  a  clear  warning  symbol; 
and 

"(D)  to  be  maintained  until  the  body  of 
water  is  consistently  in  compliance  with  the 
water  quality  standard  or  until  all  fish  and 
shellfish  consumption  restrictions  are  termi- 
nated for  the  body  of  water  or  portion  there- 
of". 

Page  73.  after  line  18.  insert  the  following: 

(c)  Fish  and  Shellfish  Samplings.— Sec- 
tion 304  (33  U.S.C.  1314)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(n)  FISH  AND  SHELLFISH  .SAMPLINGS;  MON- 
ITORING.—Not  later  than  18  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Ad- 
ministrator .shall  propose  and  issue  regula- 
tions to  establish  uniform  and  .scientifically 
sound  requirements  and  procedures  for  fish 
and  shellfish  sampling  and  analysis  and  uni- 
form requirements  for  monitoring  of  navi- 
gable waters  that  do  not  meet  applicable 
water  quality  standards  under  this  Act  or 
that  are  subject  to  a  fishing  or  shell-fishing 
ban.  advisory,  or  consumption  restriction 
(issued  by  a  Federal.  State,  or  local  author- 
ity) due  to  fish  or  shellfish  contamination," 

Page  73.  line  19.  strike  "(c)"  and  insert 
"(d)". 

Page  203.  after  line  8.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  410.  E.NVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  REVIEW. 

Section    402    (32    U.S.C.    1342)    is    further 

amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(U)   ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  REVIEW— No 

permit  may  be  issued  under  this  section  un- 
less the  Administrator  or  the  State,  as  the 
case  may  be,  first  reviews  the  proposed  per- 
mit to  identify  and  reduce  disproportion- 
ately high  and  adverse  impacts  to  the  health 
of.  or  environmental  exposures  of.  minority 
and  low-income  populations.". 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of  contents 
of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  213.  after  line  14.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  508.  DATA  COLLECTION. 

Section  516  (33  U.S.C.  1375)  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  following: 

"(f)  Data  Collection.— 

"(1)  IN  GENERAL.- The  Administrator  shall, 
on  an  ongoing  basis— 

"(A)  collect,  maintain,  and  analyze  data 
necessary  to  assess  and  compare  the  levels 
and  sources  of  water  pollution  to  which  mi- 
nority and  low-income  populations  are  dis- 
proportionately exposed;  and 

"(B)  for  waters  receiving  discharges  in  vio- 
lation of  permits  issued  under  section  402  or 
waters  with  levels  of  pollutants  exceeding 
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applicable  water  quality  standards  under 
this  Act.  collect  data  on  the  frequency  and 
volume  of  discharges  of  each  pollutant  for 
which  a  violation  occurs  into  waters  adja- 
cent to  or  used  by  minority  and  low-income 
communities. 

■(2)  Publication— The  Administrator 
shall  publish  summaries  of  the  data  col- 
lected under  this  section  annually.". 

Redesignate  subsequent  sections  of  the  bill 
accordingly.  Conform  the  table  of  contents 
of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  236.  strike  lines  13  and  14. 

Page  236.  line  15.  strike  •(k)"  and  insert 
•■(j>-. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Miss  COLLIN'S  of  Michigan.  Mr 
Chairman,  my  amendnient  in  part  di- 
rects the  Administrator  to  take  into 
account  the  differing  consumption  pat- 
terns of  different  segments  of  the  popu- 
lation when  developing  water  quality 
criteria. 

There  is  compelling  evidence  to  show 
that  different  segments  of  our  popu- 
lation consume  greater  quantities  of 
fish  per  capita  than  do  others.  Con- 
sequently, if  the  fish  are  tainted  with 
toxic  compounds,  these  segments  of  the 
population  would  be  at  far  greater  risk 
of  health  problems  than  others. 

One  specific  example  is  in  my  home 
State  of  Michigan.  There,  different  na- 
tive American  ethnic  groups  such  as 
the  Ottawa  and  Chippewa  have  a  long 
and  well-documented  fishing  culture. 
Studies  have  shown  their  fish  consump- 
tion rate  to  be  as  high  as  four  times 
the  rate  of  the  average  Michigan  resi- 
dent. These  higher  consumption  rates 
coincide  with  higher  average  level  of 
PCB's  in  the  blood  of  these  people. 

The  Michigan  native  Americans  pro- 
vide only  one  example  of  this  problem. 
So.  consequently.  I  ask  that  in  develop- 
ing human  health  and  aquatic  life  cri- 
teria under  this  subsection,  the  admin- 
istrator shall  take  into  account,  where 
practicable,  the  consumption  patterns 
of  diverse  segments  of  the  population, 
including  segments  with  disproportion- 
ately high  risk  such  as  minority  popu- 
lation, children,  and  women  of  child- 
bearing  age. 

The  next  amendment  asks  that  not 
later  than  18  months  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  act  the  Administrator 
shall  propose  and  issue  regulations  to 
establish  uniform  and  scientifically 
sound  requirements  and  procedures  for 
fish  and  shellfish  sampling  and  uniform 
requirements  for  monitoring  of  navi- 
gable waters  that  do  not  meet  applica- 
ble water  standards  under  this  act  or 
that  are  subject  to  a  fishing  ban,  advi- 
sory, or  consumption  restriction.  The 
amendment  asks  that  the  States  have 
uniform  requirements  to  either  di- 
rectly or  through  local  authorities  post 
signs  at  reasonable  and  appropriate 
points  of  public  access. 

These  amendments  are  designed  for 
those  who  rely  on  lakes  and  rivers  and 
other  navigable  waters  as  a  recreation 


or  sustenance.  They  work  together,  so 
there  I  am  presenting  them  together. 
The  problems  addressed  by  these 
amendments  are  quite  serious.  One- 
third  of  the  Nation's  shellfish  beds  are 
closed  or  restricted  to  harvest  due  to 
pollution.  In  1992,  over  2.600  beaches 
were  closed  or  placed  under  swimming 
advisories  because  of  dangers  to  public 
health.  However,  there  are  no  uniform 
requirements  for  fish  and  shellfish  bans 
or  advisory  and  consumer  restrictions. 

Moreover,  there  are  no  Federal  re- 
quirements for  public  notification 
when  water  quality  standards  are  vio- 
lated. Unfortunately,  there  is  a  great 
disparity  in  the  manner  in  which 
States  monitor  water  safety  for  fishing 
and  swimming.  There  is  also  much  dis- 
parity in  their  means  for  notifying  the 
public. 

The  problems  are  especially  signifi- 
cant for  people  who  depend  on  local 
fishing  as  a  regular  food  source  because 
they  may  be  suijjected  to  higher  doses 
of  contaminants. 

The  public  has  a  right  to  know  if 
their  waters  are  safe  for  swimming  or 
fishing,  and  these  amendments  will  jus- 
tify that  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  next  amendment 
seeks  to  include  impact  evaluations  on 
minority  and  low-income  populations 
in  their  review  of  pollution  discharge 
permit  applications. 

Studies  by  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  the  National  Law 
Journal,  the  University  of  Michigan, 
the  United  Church  of  Christ,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
have  demonstrated  beyond  any  reason- 
able doubt  that  minority  and  low-in- 
come neighborhoods  are  more  likely  to 
be  situated  near  major  sources  of  pollu- 
tion than  other  neighborhoods.  Con- 
sequently, these  neighborhoods  suffer 
greater  exposure  to  health  risk.  In  fact, 
the  President  issued  Executive  Order 
12-898  in  February  1994  to  address  is- 
sues related  to  environmental  justice 
in  minority  and  low-income  popu- 
lations. 

This  amendment  would  ensure  that 
all  permit  applications  under  section 
402  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  be  reviewed 
for  their  effect  on  minority  and  low-in- 
come populations.  This  amendment 
sends  a  message  that  minority  neigh- 
borhoods and  water  tables  will  not  be 
dumping  grounds  for  irresponsible 
toxic  waste  dumpers.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  seeks  to  collect  and 
publish  data  on  water  pollution  affect- 
ing minority  and  low-income  popu- 
lations. The  need  for  such  a  function  is 
clear.  Many  different  studies  have 
shown  a  strong  correlation  between 
race  and  income  and  exposure  to  unsafe 
environmental  factors. 

Studies  by  the  EPA,  the  National 
Law  Journal,  the  University  of  Michi- 
gan, the  United  Church  of  Christ,  and 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
have  demonstrated  that  minority  and 
low-income    neighborhoods    are    more 
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likely  to  be  situated  near  major 
sources  of  pollution  than  are  other 
neighborhoods.  For  example,  three  out 
of  the  Nation's  five  largest  waste  dis- 
posal facilities  are  located  in  minority 
areas,  including  Emil.  AL,  site  of  the 
biggest  toxic  landfill  in  the  United 
States.  Also,  the  Nation's  biggest  con- 
centration of  hazardous  waste  sites  is 
on  Chicago's  South  Side,  where  the 
residents  are  predominantly  African- 
American. 

A  personal  example  concerns  my 
hometown  of  Detroit  where  the  Univer- 
sity of  Michigan  researchers  assessed 
the  relative  influence  of  income  and 
race  on  the  distribution  of  waste  man- 
agement facilities.  Their  study  found 
that  minority  residents  were  four 
times  more  likely  than  white  residents 
to  live  within  a  mile  of  a  commercial 
hazardous  waste  facility,  and  that  race 
was  a  better  predicator  of  proximity  to 
the  site  than  was  income.  In  the  name 
of  equality  and  decency.  I  ask  all  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  en  bloc 
amendment. 

In  the  name  of  equality  and  decency. 
I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
en  bloc  amendment. 

D  1400 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  must  reluctantly  oppose  these 
amendments  from  my  good  friend. 
These  amendments  simply  represent 
the  mandating  of  more  regulations  so 
that  specific  groups  will  get  special 
protection. 

The  goal  of  all  environmental  legisla- 
tion is  to  protect  all  people  from  un- 
reasonable risks.  The  EPA  already  has 
sufficient  authority  to  consider  the  ef- 
fects on  sensitive  subject  populations 
in  the  desiern  of  their  standards.  EPA 
already  is  factoring  environmental  jus- 
tice considerations  into  all  of  its  pro- 
grams. And  nothing  in  this  legislation 
would  prohibit  those  considerations. 

We  simply  believe  that  we  should  not 
be  creating  new  regulations.  We  should 
not  be  forcing  EPA,  we  should  not  be 
micromanaging  EPA  to  do  what  they 
already  have  the  authority  to  do  if 
they  decide  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  environment  in  our  country. 

Further,  section  323(b)  of  our  bill  re- 
quires risk  assessment  used  to  develop 
water  quality  criteria  to  provide  a  de- 
scription of  the  specific  populations 
subject  to  the  assessment. 

So  for  all  of  those  reasons,  while 
these  are  very  well-intentioned  en  bloc 
amendments,  I  must  urge  their  defeat. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  en  bloc  amendment  offered 
by  our  fine  colleague,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Michigan. 

These  amendments  attempt  to  pro- 
vide protection  against  disea.se  caused 
by  consumption  of  contaminated  fish 
and  shellfish  caught  from  polluted  wa- 
ters. 
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Waterbome  diseases  are  hazardous  to 
your  health.  We  may  recall  that  more 
than  100  people  died  in  Milwaukee 
when  they  drank  contaminated  water. 
Eating  contaminated  seafood  is  no  less 
deadly. 

This  amendment  would  require  sci- 
entifically sound  sampling  and  mon- 
itoring of  fish  and  shellfish,  as  well  as 
posting  of  signs  on  navigable  waters 
that  significantly  violate  applicable 
water  quality  standards.  Doing  so  will 
let  us  know  if  the  catch  is  safe  to  eat, 
and  if  it  is  not.  warn  people  against 
eating  it. 

Low-income  and  minority  commu- 
nities often  are  exposed  to  a  higher 
level  of  water  pollution  than  society  as 
a  whole.  To  adequately  protect  resi- 
dents of  these  at-risk  communities,  we 
need  good  information  and  special  rec- 
ognition of  their  disproportionate  ex- 
posure. 

That  is  what  this  amendment  will  do. 
It  would  require  EP.A.  to  take  steps  to 
minimize  the  health  and  environ- 
mental impacts  on  poor  and  minorit,y 
populations  when  issuing  discharge 
permits.  It  would  also  require  EPA  to 
take  into  account  consumption  pat- 
terns of  poor  and  minority  when  devel- 
oping water  quality  criteria. 

These  efforts  will  help  address  the 
higher  risks  facing  these  communities. 
I  urge  support  of  the  Collins  en  bloc 
amendment. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
poit  of  the  Collins  en  bloc  amend- 
ments, and  I  want  to  tell  this  group 
much  progress  has  been  made  since  the 
Clean  Water  Act  has  been  enacted.  It  is 
one  of  our  Nation's  success  stories,  but 
much  still  remains  to  be  done.  One- 
third  of  the  Nation's  shellfish  beds  are 
still  closed  or  restricted  to  harvest; 
one-half  of  the  Nation's  rivers  are  pol- 
luted; and  there  are  still  great  dispari- 
ties as  to  how  States  monitor  pollution 
and  warn  citizens  of  polluted  waters. 
Florida  was  once  called  the  polluted 
paradise.  Many  other  States  still  have 
that  distinction,  they  still  can  be 
called  polluted  areas. 

This,  Mr.  Chairman,  puts  many 
Americans  at  risk.  Studies  show  that 
many  minorities  and  particularly  the 
poor  search  for  fish  and  use  fish  for 
subsistence.  They  live  from  their  daily 
fishing  catch. 

The  clean  water  bill  before  us  today 
is  really  a  misnomer.  Mr.  Speaker.  It 
will  not  provide  clean  water.  It  does 
nothing  to  address  environmental  in- 
equities faced  by  millions  of  minority 
and  low-income  Americans.  Their  com- 
munities are  exposed  to  disproportion- 
ately high  levels  of  pollutants  that  end 
up  in  the  water  supply. 

This  environmental  injustice  is  real, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  must  be  stopped. 
But  the  bill  before  us  today  is  virtually 
silent  on  environmental  injustice.  It 
ignores    the    years    of    environmental 


abuse  suffered  by  minority  and  low-in- 
come communities  across  this  great 
country  of  ours,  whether  they  are  farm 
workers,  inner-city  teenagers,  native 
Americans  on  reservations,  or  minori- 
ties in  small  towns. 

The  Collins  amendments  will  begin 
to  bring  some  justice  to  those  Ameri- 
cans who  face  daily  environmental 
threats  to  their  health. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
in  support  of  environmental  justice  to 
support  the  Collins  amendments. 

Mr,  BECERRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  rise  in  strong 
support  of  this  en  bloc  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  esteemed  colleague  from 
Michigan.  It  is  true  that  at  times  we 
try  to  do  our  utmost  to  protect  our  so- 
cieties and  our  communities  from  pol- 
lution, from  hazards,  from  the  environ- 
ment when  we  create  those  hazards. 
But  oftentimes  we  do  not  succeed. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  current  law 
has  not  done  the  job  of  protecting  cer- 
tain communities,  mostly  low-income 
communities,  minority  communities, 
when  it  comes  to  things  like  environ- 
mental hazards.  Let  me  give  some  very 
concrete  examples. 

I  represent  a  portion  of  the  city  of 
Los  Angeles.  I  happen  to  represent,  in 
portions  of  my  district,  some  of  the 
wealthiest  individuals  in  Los  Angeles, 
and  at  the  same  time  in  another  por- 
tion of  my  district  I  represent  individ- 
uals of  very  low  income. 

On  one  end  of  my  district  I  have  no 
freeways  crossing  through  the  district. 
I  have  no  problems  with  waste  dumps. 
I  have  no  problems  with  projects  for  in- 
cineration plants  or  for  pipelines  for 
oil  to  be  passed  through.  But  on  the 
other  side  of  mj-  district,  I  do.  I  have  a 
district  that  has  within  its  5-mile  ra- 
dius around  seven  prison  facilities  that 
have  been  housed  there  over  the  last  10 
years  as  a  result  of  a  supposed  need  by 
the  county  to  have  a  place  to  house 
prisoners.  We  have  a  toxic  waste  dump 
that  is  on  the  EPA  site  for  cleanup,  and 
it  must  be  taken  care  of  because  it  is 
emitting  pollutants  and  hazardous 
emissions.  I  had.  at  one  point  nearby,  a 
proposal  to  build  a  toxic  waste  inciner- 
ation plant  in  the  district  or  close  to 
the  district.  It  has  not  gone  through, 
but  clearly  present  law  was  not  enough 
to  protect  this.  Current  legislation  is 
not  enough  to  protect,  and  we  need  the 
en  bloc  amendments  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Michigan  to  make  sure  we 
do  so,  because  there  is  a  danger,  it  is 
clearly  the  case,  the  facts  show  it,  that 
disproportionately  minority  commu- 
nities, low-income  communities  share 
the  exposure,  the  highest  exposure  and 
the  burden  of  that  exposure  of  those 
environmental  hazards. 

We  should  and  we  must  do  what  we 
can  to  ensure  that  there  is  equal  treat- 
ment of  all  communities  when  it  comes 
to  hazardous  wastes  to  make  sure  that 
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they  are  all  protected,  but  oftentimes 
we  do  not  go  far  enough.  This  gives  us 
an  opportunity  to  ensure  that  the  past 
wrongs  can  be  righted  and  that  we  will 
never  make  those  mistakes  again,  so 
that  every  community,  whether  they 
are  vei^  empowered,  very  enfranchised, 
or  not.  have  the  opportunity  to  say 
that  they  will  benefit  from  the  protec- 
tions of  our  environment  that  we  are 
trying  to  do  here  today, 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to  strike 
the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  clear  that  all  of 
us  do  not  represent  districts  that  are 
exactly  alike.  My  district  is  vei^r  simi- 
lar to  Congressman  Becerra's.  We 
have  right  now  a  Superfund  site. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  address  water 
in  this  country  without  addressing 
health  status  in  this  country.  And  un- 
fortunately, this  bill  which  is  before  us 
fails  to  address  this  issue  from  the 
standpoint  of  public  health.  This  poses 
a  very  serious  problem.  In  families 
with  annual  incomes  at  or  below  pov- 
erty, almost  70  percent  of  black  chil- 
dren suffer  from  high  lead  blood  levels, 
while  only  36  percent,  which  is  much 
too  high,  of  the  nonblack  children. 
Blood  poisoning  is  the  most  prevent- 
able disease  that  we  can  address.  It  is 
identifiable.  We  just  need  the  protec- 
tions to  do  it.  We  know  what  levels; 
our  scientific  levels  and  science  has 
taught  us  that. 

What  we  need  now  are  standarxis  that 
ensure  that  all  of  our  citizens  are  pro- 
tected. Women  living  less  than  1  mile 
from  a  hazardous  waste  site  have  a  12- 
percent  higher  risk  of  having  a  child 
with  a  birth  defect  than  other  mothers. 
Three  million  homes  or  74  percent  of 
all  private  housing  built  before  1980 
contains  some  lead  paint. 
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Minority  and  low-income  people  are 
more  likely  to  live  in  these  older 
homes.  The  lead  which  they  are  ex- 
posed to  is  stored  in  the  bone,  and  later 
calcium  and  lead  are  released  into  the 
bloodstream,  placing  these  people,  par- 
ticularly women,  at  risk  for  continuing 
lead  poisoning  many  years  later. 

We  are  considering  now  the  costs  of 
health  care.  We  cannot  do  that  in  a 
vacuum.  We  must  consider  all  of  the 
things  that  lead  to  a  large  price  tag 
when  we  talk  about  the  cost  of  health 
care.  We  cannot  afford  to  ignore  a  very 
preventable  illness  that  is  so  common 
among  the  poor. 

We  cannot  stand  here  and  say  that 
we  are  upholding  our  oath  without  re- 
membering that  we  have  a  large  per- 
centage of  poor  people  and  poor  chil- 
dren in  this  country,  and  they  live  in 
the  areas  that  many  of  us  might  not 
see.  but  that  does  not  mean  they  do  not 
exist. 

The  clean  water  bill  now  before  us  is 
notably  silent  about  these  and  other 
important  issues  relating  to  the  health 


12678 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  11,  1995 


May  11,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


of  minorities  and  low-income  Ameri- 
cans. 

These  amendments  offered  by  my 
colleague,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Michigan  [Miss  Collins]  take  an  im- 
portant step  toward  addressing  these 
concerns,  and  I  urge  this  body,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  who  might  not  know  of 
these  kinds  of  areas,  to  please  give  se- 
rious consideration  in  supporting  these 
amendments. 

Mr  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Collins  amendment. 

It  is  time  to  do  right  by  cur  Nation's 
poor  and  minority  communities.  Too 
often,  we  throw  garbage,  place  inciner- 
ators and  dump  dirty  water  in  these 
communities. 

This  amendment  is  an  important  step 
in  making  a  bad  bill  better.  People 
have  a  right  to  know  what  is  in  their 
water,  the  water  they  drink.  The  poor 
and  minorities  have  the  same  right  to 
clean  water  as  the  rest  of  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  right  to  clean 
water  is  threatened. 

In  1972,  Democrats  and  Republicans 
came  together  to  end  pollution  of  our 
water.  They  recognized  that  no  indus- 
try, no  person— no  matter  how  rich  or 
how  powerful— has  the  right  to  poison 
our  streams,  our  lakes,  or  our  people. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  is  a  proud,  bi- 
partisan law  that  stands  up  for  the 
common  person.  It  says  "no"  to  those 
who  would  poison  our  environment.  We 
must  not  allow  it  to  be  weakened. 

I  plead,  with  all  my  colleagues  to 
make  this  bad  bill  a  little  bit  better. 
Support  the  Collins  en  bloc  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  STOKES,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  Collins  amenaments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  pollution  affects  all 
people,  no  matter  where  they  live,  direct  expo- 
sure to  water  pollutants  and  other  environ- 
mental hazards  are  disproportionately  distrib- 
uted. Data  now  indicate  that  low  income,  racial 
and  ethnic  minorities  are  more  likely  to  live  in 
areas  where  they  face  environmental  risk. 

However,  a  stronger  data  base  is  needed  to 
better  understand  the  problems,  to  identify  so- 
lutions to  those  problems  and  evaluate  the  ef- 
ficacy of  programs  that  address  the  problems. 
This  IS  why  it  is  imperative  that  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  collect  and  analyze 
data  on  sources  of  water  pollution  to  which  mi- 
norities and  low-income  populations  are  dis- 
proportionately exposed  For  example  there 
are  clear  situations  where  certain  populations 
are  exposed  to  higher  levels  of  pollutants  In 
waters.  Thus  tt  is  essential  that  prior  to  the 
granting  of  discharge  permits,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  review  the  permit 
application  and  related  elements  to  ensure 
that  minority  and  low-mcome  communities  will 
not  be  adversely  impacted. 

Recognizing  that  a  number  of  factors  might 
increase  susceptibility  to  the  effects  of  water 
pollutants,  the  environmental  justice  amend- 
ment calls  for  the  development  of  water  quality 
standards  that  take  mto  consideration  the  vari- 


ations in  water  usage  among  diverse  seg- 
ments of  the  population,  including  the  high  risk 
individuals  such  as  pregnant  women  and  chil- 
dren. These  individuals  may  be  more  or  less 
sensitive  then  others  to  the  toxic  effects  of 
water  pollutants. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  and  other  provisions  of 
the  environmental  justice  amendment  will  help 
ensure  that  water  improvement  approaches 
are  applied  equitably  across  racial  and  socio- 
economic groups,  minority  and  low-income 
communities  faced  with  a  higher  level  of  envi- 
ronmental risk. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Michigan  [Miss  Collins]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Miss     COLLINS     of    Michigan,     Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  153,  noes  271. 
not  voting  10,  as  follows: 
(Roll  No.  319] 
AYES— 153 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Bare  la 

Barrett  (WIi 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Blsbop 

Bonior 

Borski 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Cos  telle 

Coyne 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Durbin 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MAi 

Frost 

Furse 

Cejdenaon 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 


Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayes 

Hefner 

Hilliarxl 

Hinchey 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Johnston 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (G.\) 

Lincoln 

Lipinski 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  iCA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moran 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Olver 

Ortiz 

NOES— 271 

Bach us 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 


Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

Wooisey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Baker  (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 


Barr 

B.irrett  iNE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brnwnback 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (C.\) 

Combest 

Condi  t 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks (NJi 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderhurk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gek.%s 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 


Bono 
Boucher 
Collins  (IL) 
Fields  (TX) 


Coodlatte 

Coodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  iTXj 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hillearj- 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson  iCT) 

Johnson  'SDi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 


NOT  VOTING— 10 

McDade 
Moakley 
Oxicy 
Peterson  (FL) 


Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

Orton 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stearns 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

T.inner 

T.ite 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thorn  berry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watus  (OK) 

Weldon(FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  lAK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Richardson 
Rogers 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
asrainst. 

Mr.  RIGGS  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  ORTIZ  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

.A,MEND!V1KNT  OKKEKKD  BY  MR.  .MINETA 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

.Amendment  offereii  by  Mr.  Mineta:  Page 
172.  line  14.  insert  "similar  '  before  'risks". 

Page  172,  line  15,  before  the  period  insert 
the  following:  "regulated  by  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  resulting  from 
comparable  activities  anil  exposure  path- 
ways". 

Page  172,  after  line  15,  insert  the  following; 
Comparisons  under  paragraph  (7)  should  con- 
sider relevant  distinctions  among  risks  such 
as  the  voluntary  or  involuntar.v  nature  of 
risks  and  the  preventability  and  nonprevent- 
ability  of  risks. 

Page  173,  line  18,  after  the  period  insert 
closing  quotation  marks  and  a  period. 

Page  173,  strike  line  19  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  172,  line  17. 

Page  176,  lines  10  and  11.  strike  "the  re- 
()Uirement  or  guidance  maximizes  net  bene- 
fits to  society"  and  insert  "the  incremental 
benefits  to  human  health,  public  welfare,  and 
the  environment  of  the  requirement  or  guid- 
ance will  likely  justify,  and  be  reasonably 
related  to.  the  incremental  costs  incurred  by 
State,  local,  and  tribal  governments,  the 
Federal  Government,  and  other  public  and 
private  entities". 

Page  178.  line  14.  insert  "and  benefits" 
after  "costs". 

Page  179.  strike  line  3.  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  180.  line  22. 

Page  180.  line  23.  strike  "(g)  '  and  insert 
■(f)". 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  make  this  bill's  pro- 
visions on  risk  assessment  and  cost- 
benefit  analysis  consistent  with  those 
in  H.R.  1022.  the  Risk  Assessment  and 
Cost-Benefit  Act  of  1995  already  passed 
by  the  House  earlier  this  year. 

This  bill  requires  elaborate  risk  as- 
sessment and  cost-benefit  analysis  to 
be  performed  before  regulations  to  pro- 
tect clean  water  can  be  issued. 

The  argument  in  favor  of  these  re- 
quirements is  that  the  House  has  al- 
ready spoken  on  the  issue  of  risk  as- 
sessment and  cost-benefit  analysis,  and 
we  should  be  consistent  with  it  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

But  the  provisions  in  this  bill  are  not 
consistent  with  H.R.  1022— they  are 
more  extreme  and  more  onerous  in 
three  key  respects. 

First,  regarding  comparative  risk 
analysis,  H.R.  961  would  have  EPA  and 
the    Corps   of  Engineers   compare   the 


risks  which  are  the  subject  of  their 
rulemaking  to  not  only  risks  that  they 
know  something  about,  such  as  the 
health  effects  of  toxics  in  water  or 
flooding  due  to  filling  of  wetlands,  but 
also  risks  about  which  they  know  noth- 
ing, such  as  auto  accidents  on  high- 
ways or  building  collapse  due  to  earth- 
quakes. H.R.  1022  specifically  rejected 
having  agencies  make  risk  compari- 
sons outside  their  areas  of  expertise, 
because  of  a  valid  concern  that  agen- 
cies wouldn't  know  what  they  were 
doing. 

Second,  this  bill  contains  a  look- 
back provision  which  would  require 
risk  assessment  and  cost-benefit  analy- 
sis to  be  applied  to  existing,  as  well  as 
proposed,  regulations.  This  was  the 
Barton  amendment  to  H.R.  1022,  but 
without  safeguards  to  protect  the  risk 
assessment  process.  This  issue  was  spe- 
cifically rejected  on  the  House  floor 
during  debate  on  H.R.  1022.  The  House 
rejected  Mr.  Barton's  look-back  idea 
because  of  concerns  that  it  would  over- 
whelm not  only  the  regulatory  process 
but  also  the  risk  assessment  proce- 
dures, and  subject  them  to  endless 
legal  challenges.  We  should  not  adopt 
in  this  bill  what  the  House  has  earlier 
specifically  rejected  for  the  risk  assess- 
ment bill. 

And  third,  this  bill  goes  well  beyond 
the  standard  established  in  H.R.  1022. 
that  regulatory  benefits  would  likely 
justify,  and  be  reasonably  related  to. 
costs.  Instead,  it  requires  a  clean  water 
regulation  to  maximize  net  benefits. 
H.R.  1022  did  not  adopt  that  standard 
because  our  ability  to  quantify  all 
costs  and  all  benefits  is  not  that  pre- 
cise. Requiring  an  agency  to  select  the 
one  regulatory  option  with  the  highest 
net  benefits,  out  of  all  possible  options, 
assumes  a  level  of  measurement  preci- 
sion which  does  not  exist  in  our  agen- 
cies, nor  can  be  achieved  by  cost-bene- 
fit analysis.  H.R.  1022  did  not  adopt 
this  standard  for  the  simple  reason 
that  it  was  bound  to  fail. 

Many  have  argued  that  on  risk  as- 
sessment and  cost-benefit  analysis  we 
should  be  consistent  with  what  the 
House  did  on  H.R.  1022.  That  is  exactly 
what  my  amendment  does.  I  assume 
this  amendment,  therefore,  will  be  non- 
controversial,  and  urge  its  adoption. 

a  1445 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  another  amendment  by  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  California 
which,  unfortunately,  would  also  gut 
some  of  the  provisions  we  have  worked 
so  hard  to  establish  in  this  legislation 
dealing  with  risk  assessment  and  cost- 
benefit  analysis. 

I  would  like  to  also  share  with  my 
colleagues  the  fact  that  this  amend- 
ment, just  like  the  other  amendment 
offered,  again  by  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman,  was  soundly   rejected   by  our 
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committee.  This  amendment  has  really 
a  grab  bag  of  provisions  in  it  and 
changes,  some  of  which  there  is  good 
news  for  and  some  bad  news  for.  Unfor- 
tunately, most  of  the  news  presented  in 
this  amendment  is  bad  news. 

Let  me  say.  for  instance,  that  the 
one  good  thing  in  this  proposed  amend- 
ment is  that  it  would  clarify  that  risk 
comparisons  should  include  a  discus- 
sion of  differences  between  the  nature 
of  risks  being  compared.  However,  this 
is  already  addressed  in  section 
324(b)(2)(C)  on  page  177,  but  it  does  not 
really  hurt  to  misstate  as  the  cham- 
pion of  this  particular  amendment  has 
offered. 

Now.  that  is  the  good  news.  Now.  my 
colleagues,  let  us  look  at  the  bad  news, 
and  there  are  a  number  of  areas  that 
fall  into  that  category.  Unfortunately, 
the  majority  of  the  changes  proposed 
in  the  rest  of  this  amendment  are  all 
undesirable,  and  I  want  to  highlight  a 
couple  of  these. 

First,  the  amendment  would  change 
the  cost-benefit  criterion  for  maximiz- 
ing net  benefits  to  a  weaker  standard. 
The  benefits  must  be  "reasonably  re- 
lated to  the  cost." 

This  is  a  standard  that  already  exists 
under  certain  sections  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  such  as  section  302(b)(2)(A). 
and  would  be  less  than  vigorous  at 
weeding  out  unnecessary  and  really 
inept  rules. 

Further,  this  standard,  since  it  does 
not  address  cost  effectiveness,  conflicts 
with  the  regulatory  review  criteria 
adopted  by  the  House  in  H.R.  1022  this 
year  that  passed  earlier  by  a  wide  mar- 
gin. 

Second,  the  amendment  would  great- 
ly restrict  the  risks  that  EPA  could 
use  for  comparison  purposes.  Under  the 
amendment.  EPA  could  only  compare 
risks  if  they  have  already  been  regu- 
lated by  EPA  and  result  from  com- 
parable activities  and  exposure  path- 
ways. This  would  greatly  diminish  the 
benefit  of  risk  comparisons. 

For  instance,  part  of  the  value  of  per- 
forming these  comparisons  is  to  see 
whether  there  may  be  other  unregu- 
lated risks  that  deserve  more  imme- 
diate attention.  This  would  not  be  pos- 
sible under  the  amendment  proposed  by 
my  good  colleague. 

Finally,  and  unfortunately,  this 
amendment  would  wipe  out  the  modest 
retroactive  provisions  of  this  bill.  Let 
me  say,  I  would  like  to  see  much  more 
retroactive  attention  to  all  of  these 
regulatory  matters,  even  in  this  legis- 
lation. 

For  instance,  the  retroactive  cov- 
erage has  been  described  and  mis- 
quoted, and  let  me  give  you  one  exam- 
ple here,  by  the  National  Wildlife  Fed- 
eration, as  repealing  "23  years  of  exist- 
ing major  Clean  Water  Act  standards 
by  requiring  extensive  cost-benefit  and 
risk  assessment  reviews  for  all  major 
existing  standards  within  an  impos- 
sible deadline  of  18  months." 
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This  is  simply  untrue  and  mislead- 
ing. In  fact.  H.R.  961.  our  legislation, 
requires  EPA  to  review  only  those  reg- 
ulatory requirements  and  guidelines  is- 
sued after  February  15,  1995,  that  would 
result  in  costs  of  SlOO  million  or  more 
per  year.  Such  reviews  must  be  com- 
pleted within  18  months  of  enactment 
of  this  section. 

Thus  far.  only  one  requirement,  the 
Great  Lakes  Initiative,  issued  in  March 
1995.  would  need  to  be  reviewed  under 
this  subsection.  Further,  since  rules 
costing  $100  million  or  more  already 
are  required  to  be  evaluated  by  EPA 
and  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  under  E.xecutive  Order  12866, 
the  committee  expects  that  the  retro- 
active review  required  by  sections  323 
and  324  will  place  little  or  no  addi- 
tional burden  on  EPA,  assuming  EPA 
has  complied  with  the  Executive  order. 

These  are  only  three  of  the  serious 
problems  with  the  grab  bag  of  changes 
proposed  under  this  amendment,  and 
any  one  of  them  is  in  fact  enough  for 
my  colleagues  to  come  forth  and  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  basis  of  just 
these  three  points.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  against  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Mic.\]  has 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Volkmer,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mic.\  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say 
I  appreciate  the  extension  of  time,  and 
also  the  opportunity  to  talk  about  risk 
assessment,  because  this  is  probably 
the  last  frontal  attack  on  risk  assess- 
ment before  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  this  issue 
came  before  the  House  in  the  last  Con- 
gress and  we  were  denied  an  oppor- 
tunity to  bring  this  forth  in  the  form 
of  a  complete  piece  of  legislation.  It 
was  never  voted  on  as  far  as  affecting 
all  regulatory  items  before  the  Con- 
gress. 

Now  we  have  the  first  individual  bill. 
a  regulatory  bill,  a  regulatory  reform 
bill,  and  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
pass  good  cost-benefit  risk  assessment 
language.  This  is  in  fact  going  to  be 
the  last  assault,  I  believe,  on  risk  as- 
sessment. 

So  many  of  the  colleagues  who  have 
come  here  on  many  occasions  to  vote 
for  risk  assessment  will  have  that  op- 
portunity today.  Many  of  the  people 
who  have  come  here  and  asked  for  cost- 
benefit  analysis  in  the  way  we  pass  reg- 
ulations in  this  Congress  and  through 
the  agencies,  the  Federal  Government, 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  today. 
And  once  and  for  all  we  can  bring  com- 
mon sense  to  a  process,  a  regulatory 
process,  that  has  been  out  of  control, 
out  of  hand,  put  people  out  of  work, 
out  of  business,  out  of  jobs. 


So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  come  to 
the  floor  this  afternoon,  defeat  this 
final  amendment  that  proposes  a  fron- 
tal assault  on  good  risk  assessment 
language  and  also  on  cost-benefit  lan- 
guage that  is  so  essential  to  have  in 
this  clean  water  bill.  This  is  what  this 
is  all  about,  bringing  common  sense, 
bringing  some  light  into  an  area  of 
darkness  in  the  regulatory  processes  of 
this  country. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  the  addi- 
tional time. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Mineta  amendment.  I  have 
to  tell  the  House  that  the  Democratic 
members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget  were  put  to  a  very  difficult 
choice  yesterday:  Should  we  stay 
across  the  street  in  the  Cannon  Build- 
ing and  fight  the  surprise  attack  dis- 
closed in  its  details  for  the  first  time 
yesterday  morning  of  the  Republican 
members  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  to  wreck  havoc  with  Medicare. 
to  break  their  promises  with  reference 
to  Medicare,  and  to  affect  senior  citi- 
zens across  this  country  by  reaching  in 
their  pocket  and  insisting  they  come 
up  with  more  money  to  fund  their 
health  care,  the  same  group  that  wants 
to  challenge  the  middle  class  families 
of  this  country  who  want  to  send  a 
child  to  college,  to  thwart  their  efforts 
by  adding  $5,000  to  the  cost  of  a  Staf- 
ford loan,  do  we  stay  over  there  and 
fight  that  kind  of  surprise  attack  con- 
cocted in  the  shadows  of  this  Capitol 
by  secret  Republican  task  forces,  or  do 
we  come  across  the  street  and  help  the 
gentleman  from  California  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  Congress  stave  off  the  pol- 
luters who  want  to  wreck  one  of  the 
most  effective  pieces  of  environmental 
protection  legislation  that  this  coun- 
try has  ever  known? 

Well,  it  was  a  tough  choice.  But  stay- 
ing there  from  10  in  the  morning  until 
after  1  o'clock  this  morning  did  not 
stop  a  mean-spirited  budget  resolution 
from  passing.  But  I  hope  it  has  helped 
inform  the  American  people  about 
what  lies  ahead,  because  with  Mother's 
Day  coming  up,  if  there  is  any  Amer- 
ican citizen  that  has  not  yet  bought  a 
present  for  Mom,  they  better  send  her 
some  money  if  she  is  on  Social  Secu- 
rity, because  these  Republicans  are 
coming  after  Social  Security  and  com- 
ing after  Medicare. 

Now.  what  about  this  issue  of  water? 
Not  having  had  a  chance  to  fight  the 
battle  yesterday,  I  do  not  quite  under- 
stand why  some  of  our  Republican  col- 
leagues are  so  insensitive  to  the  idea  of 
clean  water.  Maybe  it  is  because  they 
drink  Perrier  all  the  time.  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is.  But  for  whatever  the 
reason,  in  my  part  of  the  country,  Col- 
orado on  the  rocks  is  still  not  a  bad 
drink.  You  take  Colorado  River  water 
that  is  pure,  and  you  pour  it  over  some 
good  ice,  and  on  a  hot  summer  day  in 


Texas  it  tastes  might  good.  This  battle 
is  about  protecting  Colorado  on  the 
rocks,  protecting  the  drinking  water  in 
the  Colorado  River,  in  the  critical  trib- 
utary of  that  river  called  Barton 
Creek,  with  a  natural  spring  called 
Barton  Springs,  which  is  a  source  of 
entertainment  and.  I  might  say.  a  lit- 
tle coolness  on  a  hot  summer  day  in 
Texas. 

Citizens  all  over  central  Texas  are 
struggling  to  protect  that  natural  re- 
source. They  recognize  we  have  some- 
thing very  unique  in  the  beauty  and 
the  quality  of  the  water  of  the  Colo- 
rado River  and  of  Barton  Springs,  a 
place  to  swim,  to  fish.  and.  most  im- 
portantly, a  source  of  drinking  water. 
And  what  is  occurring  today  affects 
Austin.  TX.  very  much,  because  we 
value  our  water.  We  have  developed  a 
balance  between  the  necessary  part  of 
our  economy,  the  need  to  expand  and 
develop  and  have  jobs,  and  the  recogni- 
tion that  does  not  have  to  be  in  con- 
flict with  clean  water  and  the  environ- 
ment. Rather,  the  two  can  interface 
and  work  together. 

Our  children  will  benefit  because  we 
would  not  let  those  two  very  legiti- 
mate concerns  get  in  conflict.  What  is 
occurring  here  today  is  an  effort  to 
thwart  the  attempt  of  the  people  of 
central  Texas  to  protect  their  water 
supply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bottomline  is  that 
this  so-called  Clean  Water  Act  is  really 
a  dirty  water  act.  And  of  the  many  hor- 
rible provisions  of  this  bill,  and  good- 
ness knows  there  are  a  lot  of  them,  the 
one  that  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California  is  now  trying  to  fix 
concerning  the  standards  for  risk  as- 
sessment is  one  of  the  worse. 

What  this  measure  does  is  to  take  an 
amendment  that  was  rejected  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Science,  chaired 
by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  W.-\LKER].  and  rejected  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House.  Let  me  tell  you,  an 
amendment  that  is  so  bad  that  it  gets 
rejected  in  that  committee  is  so  bad 
you  cannot  scrub  it  down  with  a  brush. 
Members. 

Let  me  assure  you  that  that  commit- 
tee on  risk  assessment — and  let  me  re- 
mind you  how  it  handled  the  risk  as- 
sessment bill.  This  is  a  committee 
where  when  you  ask  the  committee 
counsel  about  the  risk  assessment  bill, 
he  cannot  give  you  an  answer  without 
turning  over  his  shoulder  and  getting 
the  answer  from  the  lobbyists  that 
helped  draft  the  bill.  That  risk  assess- 
ment bill  is  the  one  this  House  passed. 
It  will  be  in  this  piece  of  legislation 
even  if  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Minet.^]  is 
adopted  today.  The  question  is,  do  we 
go  even  further  than  that? 

Well,  the  amendment  that  is  already 
in  the  bill  has  received  bipartisan  op- 
position. It  was  Senator  Ch.\fee,  the 
Republican  Member  of  the  Senate,  who 
indicated  that  this  is  not  about  good 


science,  it  is  about  gumming  up  the 
regulatory  process  or.  to  use  his  words. 
it  is  a  recipe  for  gridlock.  And  that  is 
all  that  people  want  who  oppose  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  VoLKMER,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  DoGGETT  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.* 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  risk 
assessment  is  a  good  concept  if.  and 
only  if.  risk  assessment  means  good 
science.  If  risk  assessment  is  only  good 
politics,  if  risk  assessment  is  only 
gumming  up  the  regulatory  process  so 
that  you  cannot  regulate  and  assure 
clean  water,  then  it  is  a  pretty  worth- 
less concept. 
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We  get  a  good  dose  of  that  in  this 
bill,  because  it  was  not  30  minutes  ago 
that  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  said.  well,  let  us  have  it  both 
ways.  If  they  are  going  to  come  along 
and  weaken  the  process,  if  they  are 
going  to  come  along  and  have  waivers 
so  that  polluters  can  pollute  a  little 
here  on  the  side  and  a  little  there  and 
a  little  here,  then  let  us  apply  risk  as- 
sessment to  that.  Was  that  amendment 
accepted?  Absolutely  not,  because  this 
is  a  one  way  street  for  polluters. 

It  is  OK  to  pollute;  do  not  get  in  the 
way  of  anyone  trying  to  regulate  the 
polluter.  But  if  it  is  someone  who 
wants  to  do  something  about  regulat- 
ing pollution,  then  let  us  erect  as  many 
barriers  as  possible. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
not  true  that  H.R.  1022  applies  to  all 
regulations  that  may  be  forthcoming 
under  this  legislation?  The  old  risk  as- 
sessment regulatory  reform  bill  that 
we  passed,  the  House  passed  back  dur- 
ing the  100  days. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  It  does  that.  This  is  a 
question  of  whether  you  go  even  fur- 
ther than  that  bad  old  amendment  that 
we  passed  back  then. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Let  us  say  that  that 
bill  goes  on  and  eventually  becomes 
law  and  then  we  have  this  bill  go  on 
with  these  provisions  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  thinks  so  much 
about  and  this  House  does  not  think  so 
much,  if  you  follow  the  regulatory  re- 
form process  in  the  House  when  we 
voted  on  these  things,  but,  anyway, 
this  passes.  Now  we  have  got  two  dif- 
ferent. EPA,  Corps  of  Engineers  for  ev- 
erybody else  to  follow;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  That  is  absolutely 
right. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  It  is  absolutely 
crazy.  I  do  not  generally  disagree  with 
the  thrust  of  much  of  this  legislation. 
As  far  as  the  agriculture  sections  of  it. 


I  love  it.  But  when  it  comes  to  things 
like  this,  these  are  the  kinds  of  things 
that  make  me  question  whether  I  want 
to  vote  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

With  respect  to  the  Mineta  amend- 
ment. I  would  argue  against  this  and  in 
favor  of  the  bill.  President  Clinton  and 
Mrs.  Browner  and  many  in  the  press 
have  stated  over  and  over  again  that 
big  business  is  responsible  for  the  risk 
assessment  and  cost-benefit  analysis. 
This  legislation  does  have  the  support 
of  over  1.000  industry  trade  associa- 
tions, the  NFIB.  and  the  National 
Farm  Bureau,  but  the  truth  is  that  the 
risk  and  cost-benefit  agenda  is  long 
overdue  and  represents  principles  with 
broad-ranging  support  among  State 
and  local  governments. 

The  claim  that  this  is  just  an  agenda 
of  big  business  is  nonsense.  President 
Clinton  and  Mrs.  Browner  and  the  press 
know  it.  The  National  Governors  Asso- 
ciation states: 

Environmental  requirements  should  be 
based  upon  sound  science  and  risk-reduction 
principles,  including  the  appropriate  use  of 
cost-benefit  analysis  that  considers  both 
quantifiable  and  qualitative  measures.  Such 
analyses  will  ensure  that  funds  expended  on 
environmental  protection  and  conservation 
address  the  greatest  risks  first  and  provide 
the  greatest  possible  return  on  investment. 

The  National  Association  of  Counties 
in  hearings  before  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  stated: 

Congress  should  adopt  legislation  which  re- 
quires federal  agencies  to  provide  fair,  sci- 
entifically sound  and  consistent  assessments 
of  purported  health,  safety  or  environmental 
risks  prior  to  the  imposition  of  new  regula- 
tions. It  is  just  plain  wrong  to  regulate  with- 
out at  least  an  attempt  to  make  a  scientif- 
ically based  assessment  of  the  risk  that  is 
sought  to  be  abated,  its  relationship  to  other 
risks,  and  the  costs  involved. 

The  American  public,  by  a  margin  of 
three  to  one,  supports  cost-benefit 
analysis.  This  amendment  would  sig- 
nificantly weaken  that.  That  is  why  I 
would  urge  Members  to  vote  against 
this  amendment  and  in  support  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GANSKE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  make  a  couple  of  responses 
in  response  to  some  comments  that 
were  made  by  a  previous  speaker  who 
came  to  the  floor  and  said  that  he  was 
only  given  the  opportunity  to  be  at 
budget  hearings  or  to  run  to  the  floor 
and  talk  about  this  clean  water  legisla- 
tion. Indeed,  those  are  some  of  the 
choices  that  we  have  to  face. 

We  have  to  face  the  fact  that  lit- 
erally for  the  last  40  years  that  we 
have,  that  this  Congress  has  robbed 
every  cookie  jar  in  the  country  and 
that  the  cookie  jars  are  all  empty  and 
we  have  busted  the  budget,  and  the 
country  is  in  serious  shape,  financial 
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shape,  and  facing  a  disaster.  Those  are 
the  choices  before  us. 

The  choice  is  not  a  question  of  just 
balancing  the  budget  or  going  on  in  the 
means  that  we  have  done  in  the  past. 
The  choice  is  that  we.  in  fact,  address 
these  serious  financial  problems  and 
that  the  cookie  jar  has  been  raided  for 
the  last  time,  and  we  have  to  make 
those  choices. 

The  choice  on  the  floor  today  that  we 
run  back  and  forth  on  relates  to  regu- 
lation and  the  regulatory  process.  We 
have  so  overregulated.  We  have  had  the 
experience  of  this  law  on  the  books  and 
we  know  what  it  is  doing.  We  know 
how  it  is  driving  people  out  of  business, 
out  of  jobs,  out  of  the  open  world  com- 
petition market. 

We  know,  in  fact,  that  he  talked 
about  bottled  water  and  Perrier.  Well, 
there  are  probably  no  Federal  regula- 
tions except  for  possibly  some  fancy  la- 
beling regulations.  That  is  a  situation 
we  find  ourselves  in,  we  are  swatting  at 
the  flies  and  missing  the  elephants.  So 
we  have  to  make  those  choices  and  we 
have  to  decide. 

We  have  to  bring  into  the  regulatory 
process  cost-benefit  analysis  and  risk 
assessment,  which  is  only  a  common- 
sense  approach.  This  is  not  anything 
that  is  intended  to  destroy  the  environ- 
ment and  have  a  lesser  environment, 
have  less  pure  water  or  air.  It  is  to 
bring  some  reasonableness,  some  com- 
mon sense  to  the  process. 

So  whether  it  is  the  physical  condi- 
tion of  the  United  States  or  the  regu- 
latory conditions  imposed  by  this  Con- 
gress in  years  and  years  of  overregula- 
tion,  those  are  the  questions  before  us. 

Now  we  have  a  chance  with  this 
amendment  to  defeat  the  progress  we 
want  to  make  in  regulatory  reform.  I 
urge  my  colleeigues  to  defeat  the  Mi- 
neta amendment.  Let  us  go  forward. 
Let  us  bring  common  sense  to  the  proc- 
ess. Let  us  make  this  Congress  work 
for  the  people  and  for  business  and  for 
jobs  and  for  competition  rather  than 
against  folks  and  make  some  common- 
sense  improvements  in  the  process. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Minet.\]. 

Very  simply,  the  House  spent  a  week 
debating  the  issues  of  risk  assessment 
and  cost-benefit  determinations. 

I  did  not  agree  with  all  of  the  out- 
comes but  the  House  has  made  a  deter- 
mination. 

Unfortunately,  many  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill  go  far  beyond  the 
House-passed  provisions. 

In  one  case,  this  bill  contains  a  look 
back  provision  that  was  specifically  re- 
jected on  the  House  floor  by  a  vote  of 
206  to  220. 

The  bill  also  contains  language  on 
maximum  net  benefits  that  goes  well 
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beyond  the  cost-benefit  language  ap- 
proved by  the  House  bv  a  vote  of  415  to 
15. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  not  go  be- 
yond what  the  House  has  already  done. 

I  urge  support  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  I  do  so  because  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  gave  a  very  com- 
pelling speech  here.  It  just  did  not  hap- 
pen to  be  accurate.  Because  the  reason 
we  have  the  Clean  Water  Act.  the  rea- 
son we  have  the  Clean  Water  Act  was 
not  because  of  40  years  of  overregula- 
tion.  It  was  because  of  lOO  years  of  peo- 
ple abusing  the  waterways  of  this  Na- 
tion, abusing  the  airways  of  this  Na- 
tion, abusing  the  natural  resources  and 
lands  of  this  Nation  that  the  taxpayers 
unfortunately  now  have  had  to  come 
back  and  clean  up  much  of  that  mess. 

Without  the  Clean  Water  Act.  with- 
out the  Clean  Air  Act,  there  was  no  in- 
dustry that  walked  into  the  Congress 
and  said,  I  am  going  to  voluntarily 
clean  up  the  air  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  area  or  in  Los  Angeles  or  in  Cin- 
cinnati or  in  Philadelphia.  There  was 
no  industry  that  walked  in  here  and 
said,  I  will  voluntarily  take  our  sew- 
age, our  toxic  materials  from  the  steel 
mills,  from  the  chemical  mills,  from 
the  refineries  out  of  the  bays,  out  of 
the  rivers,  nobody  did  that.  They 
fought  this  measure  tooth  and  nail. 
They  have  been  fighting  it  for  30  years. 

But  what  has  been  the  net  result? 
The  net  result  is  we  have  the  cleanest 
industry  and  the  most  efficient  indus- 
tries in  almost  every  segment  of  manu- 
facturing, of  doing  business  in  the  en- 
tire world. 

The  auto  industry  is  now  more  effi- 
cient and  it  is  cleaner.  And  when  you 
read  the  business  journals,  you  will  un- 
derstand that  much  of  that  innovation, 
much  of  that  technology,  much  of  that 
efficiency  came  about  as  a  result  of 
having  to  comply  with  RCRA,  with 
clean  air,  with  clean  water. 

Why  does  Dow  Chemical  now  recycle 
what  used  to  be  toxics  that  were  taken 
off  their  site,  or  duPont?  Because  of 
the  efficiencies  that  were  built  in  and 
the  cost  that  was  built  in  when  they 
could  no  longer  dump  it  in  the  river, 
when  they  could  no  longer  dump  it  in 
the  land,  when  they  could  no  longer 
dump  it  in  people's  backyards,  when 
they  had  to  think  about  how  to  do  it. 

What  happens  now'^  We  refine  more 
oil  out  of  every  barrel.  We  refine  more 
materials  and  refine  more  products 
that  are  used  in  exports,  that  are  used 
in  products  in  this  country  than  ever 
before.  Why?  Because  it  was  subsidized 
before.  It  was  subsidized  by  throwing  it 
into  the  river,  by  sending  it  up  a 
smokestack  and  not  caring  what  hap- 
pened. 

If  Members  want  to  see  what  happens 
to   those   nations   that  chose   another 


route,  that  chose  not  to  have  clean 
water  in  the  1960's  and  1970's,  1980's  and 
1990's.  go  to  Eastern  Europe,  go  to 
Asia.  You  cannot  breathe.  You  cannot 
go  outside  of  your  hotel.  Citizens  can- 
not live.  They  cannot  grow  vegetables. 
Lands  are  taken  out  of  circulation. 

No.  this  is  a  monument  to  success. 

Wonderful  speech  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida.  It  simply  was  not  accu- 
rate. It  simply  was  not  accurate.  It  was 
a  bunch  of  anecdotal  crap  that  cannot 
be  supported  on  the  record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Minet.\]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    BORSKI.    Mr.    Chairman.    I    de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  157.  noes  262. 
not  voting  15,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  320] 
AYES— 157 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bonior 

Borski 

Brown  (CAl 

Brown  (FLi 

Brown  i  OH  i 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clyburn 

Coleman 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

DinKell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

En«el 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green 


A  Hard 
Archer 
Armey 


Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harm  an 

Hastings  iFL) 

Hefner 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kildee 

Kleczka 

Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lincoln 

Llpinski 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

.Mascara 

Matsui 

.McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Meyers 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

NOES— 262 

Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker  iCA) 


Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pal  lone 

Pastor 

Payne  ( .N J ) 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Rahall 

Range! 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Rivers 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmcr 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO) 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 


BaiTPtt  (NE) 

B.irtlett 

Bass 

Bate  man 

Bereuter 

BeviU 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly      . 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 


Barton 
Bono 

Boucher 
Collins  (ILi 
Collins  (MI) 


Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodlfng 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

HilUard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longlev 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCollum 

McCr^ry 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Mc.Vulty 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

.Myers 

My  rick 

Nethertutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

NOT  VOTING— 15 

FatUh 
Frank  (.MA) 
Lazio 

Linder 
Moakley 


Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Paxon 

Payne  (V.\) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sax  ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sen.senbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  iWA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tcjeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldlioltz 

Walker 

Wamp 

WatU  (OK) 

Weldon(FL) 

Weldon(PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Parker 

Peterson  (FLi 
Richardson 
Rogers 

Wal.sh 


So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

D  1530 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr.  Bar- 
ton against. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  MR.  DEFAZIO 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DEFazio:  Page 
92.  line  2,  strike  'or  other  facility",  as  in- 
serted on  page  14  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment offered  by  Mr.  .Shuster. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  before  the  committee 
would  restore  three  words  that  were  in 
the  act  as  it  passed  out  of  committee. 
Those  three  simple  words,  which  were 
struck  yesterday  by  the  so-called  tech- 
nical amendments  and  an  unamendable 
amendment  at  the  beginning  of  consid- 
eration, are  very  important  because 
they  woald  subject  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  and  Federal 
facilities  to  the  same  laws  that  apply 
to  every  State,  to  every  private  entity 
in  America  and  every  municipal  entity 
in  America. 

Should  we  grant  a  broad  exemption 
to  Federal  facilities  in  this  bill  from 
the  Clean  Water  Act  when  private  con- 
tractors, industry,  municipal  govern- 
ments, county  governments,  sewer  dis- 
tricts and  others  cannot  get  such  broad 
exemptions?  I  think  that  for  the  sake 
of  consistency,  most  Members  of  the 
House  would  argue  no. 

We  are  going  to  hear  further  that 
this  exemption  is  warranted  for  na- 
tional security  purposes,  because  most 
of  these  facilities,  these  are  nuclear 
Navy  facilities,  are  essential  to  the  de- 
fense of  the  United  States.  There  is  an- 
other section  in  the  bill,  and  that  sec- 
tion allows  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  by  simple  Executive  order,  to 
exempt  any  Federal  facility  or  oper- 
ation from  all  the  requirements  of  this 
bill,  but  that  would  require  a  separate 
action. 

I  would  argue  that  that  would  be  the 
more  consistent  way  to  deal  with  these 
facilities.  If  some  of  them  truly  need 
an  exemption  from  the  Clean  Water 
Act,  I  do  not  know  what  they  are  doing 
or  what  they  are  putting  in  the  water 
that  they  need  exemptions.  But  if  they 
need  exemptions  so  that  they  can  put 
things  in  the  water  that  industries  and 
local  governments  are  not  allowed  to 
put  in  the  water,  then  they  should  ask 
the  Commander  in  Chief  for  individual 
exemptions  so  there  is  at  least,  some 
level  of  accountability  and  scrutiny  ap- 
plied. 

There  are  10  States  directly  affected 
by  this  amendment,  and  a  total  of  12 
States  when  you  consider  downstream 
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entities.  Again,  the  question  is  what  is 
it  that  is  objected  to  by  the  Federal 
Government?  What  can  the  Federal 
Government  not  do?  What  are  they 
putting  in  the  water? 

I  think  the  people  who  live  in  or  rep- 
resent those  12  States  should  ask  that 
question.  I  think  their  constituents  are 
going  to  ask  them  that  question  in  the 
future.  What  are  they  putting  in  the 
water  that  we  will  not  allow  industry 
to  put  in  the  water,  that  we  will  not 
allow  local  governments  to  put  in  the 
water?  What  is  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment putting  in  my  water  it  needs  a 
blanket  exemption  under  the  act? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentJeman  yield? 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
am  I  hearing  what  the  gentleman  said 
correctly,  that  all  of  the  Navy  nuclear 
facilities  have  been  taken  out  and  you 
did  not  know  about  this?  Did  I  hear 
what  he  said? 

Mr.  DkFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
correct.  The  committee  saw  fit  to  in- 
clude them  under  the  bill  and  then  the 
technical  amendments  removed  them 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  this  bill. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  again.  I  have  always  really- 
respected  him.  He  is  one  of  the  few  who 
really  reads  the  bill.  I  assume  he  did 
not  get  any  notice,  he  just  found  this 
out? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
afraid  that  neither  the  staff  nor  I 
caught  this  before  the  technical 
amendments  had  gone  through  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield,  how  many  facili- 
ties are  there  like  this?  I  really  find  it 
amazing  that  the  Federal  Government 
does  not  want  to  be  under  the  same  law 
as  everyone  else  is. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  This  would  exempt  12 
Federal  facilities.  Mr.  Chairman,  from 
the  laws  that  every  other  local  govern- 
ment. State  government  and  industry 
would  be  subjecte  '  "^  Furthermore,  we 
will  hear.  I  am  certain,  and  the  gentle- 
woman is  familiar  with  this  from  her 
work  on  the  committee,  the  claim  that 
they  need  an  exemption  for  national 
security  purposes. 

The  bill  allows  the  President  with 
the  stroke  of  a  pen  to  exempt  any- 
thing, any  Federal  facility,  if  that  is 
necessary.  Beyond  that,  two  are  closed 
and  one  is  being  decommissioned.  Why 
would  we  remove  a  closed  or  a  decom- 
missioned facility  from  jurisdiction 
under  the  Clean  Water  Act  for  national 
security  purposes? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thought  I  heard  what  he  said  and  I  ap- 
preciate very  much  the  gentleman 
clarifying  that.  That  is  really  shock- 
ing. I  hope  people  support  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

Mr  DeFAZIO.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman. 
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Again,  just  back  to  the  basic  point 
here.  If  indeed  there  is  a  threat  to  na- 
tional security,  particularly  at  those 
closed  bases  or  the  base  that  is  being 
decommissioned 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mrs.  Schroeder,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  DeFazio 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  again 
the  question  is.  Why  should  we  grant  a 
blanket  exemption  under  this  bill  when 
the  President  has  the  authority  as 
Commander  in  Chief  to  exempt  any  in- 
dividual military  facility?  In  particu- 
lar, why  is  it  in  the  States  of  Califor- 
nia. Idaho,  and  South  Carolina  that  we 
would  exempt  facilities  that  are  closed 
or  being  decommissioned?  It  is  particu- 
larly puzzling. 

Even  beyond  that.  I  think  the  resi- 
dents of  the  other  States,  and  the  list 
is  long.  New  York.  Pennsylvania, 
South  Carolina.  Virginia,  Idaho.  Wash- 
ington, Hawaii,  Connecticut,  1  think 
the  residents  of  those  States  should 
ask,  what  is  it  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  putting  into  the  water  that 
no  industry  in  America  is  allowed  to 
put  into  the  water,  that  no  local  gov- 
ernment in  America  is  allowed  to  put 
into  their  water,  whether  it  is  rec- 
reational water  or  drinking  water  or 
just  something  that  happens  to  flow 
through  their  community;  what  is  it 
that  the  Feds  are  putting  in  that  they 
need  this  blanket  exemption?  I  think 
that  is  a  question  that  should  be  an- 
swered. 

All  I  am  saying  is  put  back  in  the 
words,  subject  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  same  requirements  as  everyone 
else  in  this  country,  the  same  way  we 
subjected  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  the  same  laws  as  everyone 
else  in  this  country,  for  the  sake  of 
CO  isistency  make  the  Federal  Govem- 
me  ■  ''ollow  its  own  laws,  and  if  it 
needs  an  exemption  for  national  secu- 
rity purposes,  the  bill  allows  it  with  a 
simple  signature  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  cre- 
ates a  new  and  duplicative  regulatory 
authority  for  the  EPA. 

The  Naval  Nuclear  Propulsion  Pro- 
gram currently  exercises  regulatory 
authority  over  the  activities  affected 
by  this  amendment.  This  is  a  system 
that  has  worked  well  and  has  been 
found  by  the  GAO  to  contain  "no  sig- 
nificant deficiencies."  The  system  is 
already  regulated  and  has  no  need  for 
additional  or  duplicative  regulations 
by  the  EPA. 

Contrary  to  our  efforts  to  reinvent 
government,  do  more  with  less,  and  re- 
duce unnecessary  regulation,  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  would  do  just  the 
opposite. 
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I  am  particularly  concerned  with  the 
costs  this  would  impose  on  the  Navy. 
As  with  most  other  branches  of  the 
Government,  the  Navy  is  facing  signifi- 
cant budget  cuts.  Adding  another  layer 
of  unnecessary  regulation  will  have  the 
effect  of  imposing  additional  tax  on  the 
Navy  and  require  the  Navy  to  devote 
scarce  resources  from  defense  programs 
and  missions  and  instead  use  them  for 
yet  another  layer  of  unnecessary  and 
duplicative  regulations. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  amendment  and  protect  scarce 
naval  resources. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding. 

I  would  make  the  point  that  this  sim- 
ply returns  us  to  current  law.  In  fact, 
in  the  Mineta  clean  water  bill  of  last 
year,  this  provision  was  included.  We 
are  simply  doing  what  was  in  last 
year's  clean  water  bill. 

Perhaps  most  importantly,  I  was  the 
author  of  the  provision  to  change  it, 
and  !  was  wrong.  After  I  studied  the 
issue,  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
points  that  the  gentlewoman  makes 
are  very  valid  points.  We  do  not  need  a 
duplicative  process.  This  is  already 
regulated  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission.  It  works.  "If  it  ain't 
broke,  don't  fix  it." 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  really  pleased 
that  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  has  brought  this 
to  my  attention  because  I  am  just 
shocked  that  my  constituents  are  not 
going  to  be  told  that  there  are  nuclear 
materials  being  put  into  the  rivers, 
into  the  waters,  if  that  polluter  '=  =» 
Federal  facility. 

We  do  not  allow  anyone  else  in  this 
country  to  self-regulate.  It  does  not 
seem  fair  that  private  businesses  are 
held  to  stricter  rules,  to  stricter  costs, 
much  greater  costs  than  Government 
facilities.  If  private  businesses  are  not 
allowed  to  self-regulate,  why  should 
the  Federal  Government  be? 

I  represent  the  First  Congressional 
District  of  Oregon.  That  is  on  the  Co- 
lumbia River.  The  Idaho  National  En- 
gineering Lab  is  upstream  from  me. 
That  means  that  my  constituents  of 
the  P'irst  Congressional  District  of  Or- 
egon may  be  having  nuclear  materials 
put  into  the  river  and  they  are  not 
going  to  be  told  about  it.  I  just  think 
that  is  plain  wrong. 

Mr  Chairman,  we  are  sent  here  to 
speak  for  our  constituents,  to  defend 
their  health.  I  would  like  to  urge  my 
colleagues  who  represent  districts  that 
are  downstream  from  these  Federal  fa- 
cilities to  make  sure  that  we  do  not 
allow  our  constituents'  health  to  be 
damaged. 

I  am  going  to  vote  yes  to  protect  the 
health  of  my  citizens  on  the  DeFazio 


amendment,  and  I  would  like  to  urge 
every  other  Member  who  represents 
someone  who  is  maybe  downstream 
from  a  Federal  facility  to  do  the  same. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
respond  to  the  previous  speech,  I  was  a 
bit  puzzled  to  hear  that  the  nuclear 
Navy  is  subject  to  the  EPA  and  NRC.  If 
that  were  true,  then  there  would  be  and 
there  would  never  have  been  any  need 
to  include  them  in  this  bill. 

They  are  exempt  from  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  they  are  exempt  from  the 
authority  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  and  they  self-regulate. 
Unlike  any  other  polluter  in  America, 
the  nuclear  Navy  tells  us  they  have 
adopted  standards,  they  are  meeting 
their  standards  and  we  should  not 
worry  about  it. 

Well,  if  that  is  good  enough  for  the 
nuclear  Navy,  perhaps  we  should  look 
at  that  approach  for  private  interests 
or  municipal  interests.  I  resent  the  fact 
that  my  municipal  government  has  to 
be  monitored  by  the  EPA  for  its  sewer 
system.  It  costs  money. 

But  at  some  point  we  do  not  allow 
self-regulation.  I  realize  that  of  course 
the  Navy  is  certainly  holding  itself  to 
higher  standards  and  certainly  meeting 
its  own  conditions,  and  if  that  is  true, 
then  it  will  cost  them  nothing  to  com- 

ply- 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeF.azio],  the  point 
you  make  I  think  is  really  important. 
The  city  of  Portland  has  invested  $750 
million  in  cleaning  up  any  pollution 
site  and  they  are  happy  to  live  by  the 
rules  of  the  EPA. 

I  am  just  shocked  to  find  the  nuclear 
Navy,  this  Federal  facility,  is  not  held 
to  the  same  standards.  I  think  it  is 
really  great  that  the  gentleman 
brought  it  to  our  attention.  I  certainly 
support  the  amendment  and  hope  my 
colleagues  will  do  so,  too. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  much 
more  than  5  minutes  because  we  have 
to  get  a  budget  resolution  out  here  on 
the  floor  for  next  week. 

Somebody  posed  a  question  a  few 
minutes  ago:  What  is  the  nuclear  Navy 
putting  in  the  waters  that  others 
don't?  Well,  they  put  in  nuclear  sub- 
marines, for  one  thing,  torpedoes.  They 
even  put  this  marine  in  the  water  once. 

This  amendment  would  strike  much 
of  what  was  accomplished  yesterday  in 
the  chairman's  en  bloc  amendment. 
Let  me  emphasize,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I 
think  Members  ought  to  listen  to  this 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  The  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy,  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  under 
President  Clinton  all  strongly  oppose 
this  DeFazio  amendment.  Keep  that  in 
mind. 
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You  know  only  a  few  years  ago  there 
was  a  Congressman  here  by  the  name 
of  Synar  who.  like  Congressman 
DeFazio.  is  a  remnant  of  the  nuclear 
freeze  movement.  You  know  they  led 
all  of  that  fight  a  few  years  ago. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  a  point  of  personal  privilege. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Can  I  yield  to  my 
good  friend,  because  the  gentleman  was 
part  of  the  movement  on  this  floor. 
You  and  I  have  debated  it  many  times. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  said  that  with  all 
due  respect,  as  you  know. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  un- 
derstand the  gentleman  perhaps  is 
overreaching  with  his  rhetoric.  I  am 
not  aware  of  a  movement  which  people 
signed  up  for.  We  certainly  differ  over 
the  need  for  additional  nuclear  capabil- 
ity when  we  have  12,000  hydrogen 
bombs,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  was  referring  to.  and  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  repeating  what  I  just  said. 

But  let  me  just  say  Mr.  Synar  and  I 
think  Mr.  DeFazio  probably.  I  do  not 
know,  requested  that  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  determine  if  there  was 
a  safety  or  a  health  or  an  environ- 
mental problem  with  the  nuclear  Navy. 
And  you  know  what  the  GAO  report 
came  back  with?  They  found  no  defi- 
ciencies in  the  area  of  the  environ- 
mental protection,  they  found  no  defi- 
ciencies in  nuclear  safety,  and  they 
even  found  no  deficiencies  in  occupa- 
tional safety  and  health. 

Just  last  month,  and  I  think  the  mi- 
nority side  of  the  aisle  ought  to  listen 
to  this  too.  our  President.  President 
Clinton,  praised  the  nuclear  Navy.  I 
would  like  to  quote  him.  He  said,  "Our 
Navy  has  steamed  c.'er  100  million 
miles  on  nuclear  power  *  *  *  in  a  way 
that  has  protected  the  public  and  the 
environment,  both  here  and  abroad." 
And  that,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  is 
a  fact,  100  million  miles. 

We  all  know  my  colleague  and  friend 
from  Oregon  opposes  all  things  nuclear, 
but  this  amendment  does  not  make 
sense.  It  is  an  attempt  to  fix  something 
that  is  not  only  not  broken,  but  is  ac- 
tually working  very,  very  well. 

In  fact.  I  would  again  quote  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  who  just  recently  de- 
scribed the  nuclear  propulsion  program 
as  "exemplifying  the  level  of  excel- 
lence we  are  working  toward  through- 
out our  government." 

Mr.  Chairman,  no  environmental 
problem  exists  with  this  program.  I 
think  we  can  safely  assume  this 
amendment  is  little  more  than  a  back- 
door attempt  to  once  again  undermine 
an  essential  national  security  program 
in  this  country.  And  again  I  would  re- 
quest that  Members  support  the  posi- 
tion taken  by  the  Navy  and  our  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  and  President  Clinton 
and  myself  and  vote  "no"  on  this 
DeFazio  amendment. 
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Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia,  one  of  the  most 
distinguished  members  of  the  National 
Security  Committee. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
want  to  join  in  the  comments  just 
made  by  my  colleague  from  New  York, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee.  I  would  only  offer  in 
addition  to  that  if  you  take  the  record 
of  the  Navy's  nuclear  propulsion  sys- 
tem, the  standards  of  safety  and  their 
performance,  the  military  discipline 
and  integrity  that  has  underlain  their 
program  for  all  of  these  years,  and  you 
wanted  to  make  an  amendment  to 
make  EPA  and  others  subject  to  them 
and  give  them  the  money  to  discharge 
it,  it  might  make  sense,  but  which  cer- 
tainly do  not  add  any  additional  cost 
to  the  taxpayers  for  duplicating,  rep- 
licating that  which  is  already  being 
done  in  a  very  distinguished  way. 

The  idea  that  people  are  putting 
things  in  your  water  and  you  do  not 
know  about  it  I  think  is  basically  pret- 
ty dam  frivolous. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Let  me  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  comments. 

Let  me  remind  my  colleagues  of  what 
is  going  to  happen  here  next  week. 
There  is  going  to  be  on  this  floor  a 
budget  resolution  which  is  going  to 
lead  to  a  balanced  budget  sometime  at 
least  by  the  year  2002.  There  are  going 
to  be  drastic  cuts  in  the  programs  in 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
in  all  of  these  programs,  and  to  pile  yet 
another  obligation  on  our  Navy  which 
is  already  so  under-funded  today  is  just 
outrageous.  This  amendment  had  bet- 
ter be  defeated  for  the  good  of  Amer- 
ica. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  gentleman's  amendment. 

I  must  admit  I  was  very,  very  sur- 
prised. Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  came  on 
the  floor  and  heard  what  the  gen- 
tleman was  saying,  because  I  know 
those  of  us  in  the  Colorado  delegation 
have  insisted  that  Federal  installations 
be  under  the  same  laws  that  the  pri- 
vate sector  is.  I  think  that  has  been 
very  important  and  we  have  wanted 
that  in  our  own  State,  and  I  was  really 
shocked  to  find  out  that  even  though 
we  are  lessening  some  of  these  stand- 
ards, we  still  do  want  these  installa- 
tions to  be  at  the  same  standard  that 
the  private  sector  is.  And  even  when  if 
the  President  thought  there  was  some 
reason,  he  could  with  the  stroke  of  a 
pen  pull  them  out. 

So  I  think  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment is  the  right  way  to  go  and  that  is 
the  way  the  bill  was  originally,  if  I  re- 
member. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon. 


Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding.  Yes,  the 
bill  as  passed  out  of  committee  by  a 
large  margin  included  these  Federal  fa- 
cilities. They  would  have  been  sub- 
jected to  the  same  laws  as  all  other 
businesses  or  Federal  facilities  in 
America. 

The  situation  that  would  be  created 
here,  first  off,  vessels  were  never  a  con- 
sideration, vessels  were  not  part  of  this 
bill.  So  to  bring  out  the  red  herring  of 
the  nuclear  submarines  or  nuclear-pow- 
ered carriers  is  a  red  herring.  They 
were  never  included. 

This  is  shore-based  fixed  facilities  in 
the  United  States  of  America  which 
have  the  potential  to  harm  American 
citizens.  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
regulate  here,  and  in  fact  the  situation 
would  be  created  if  this  amendment  is 
not  adopted,  in  Idaho  we  would  have 
two  different  Federal  agencies  regulat- 
ing two  different  standards  at  Idaho 
nuclear  propulsion  laboratories,  be- 
cause part  of  the  property  is  nuclear 
Navy,  which  will  be  exempt  from  all 
Federal  laws,  and  part  of  the  property 
is  DOE  and  will  be  subject  to  Federal 
laws.  So  the  situation  we  are  going  to 
create  is  bizarre,  and  to  say  it  is  a  bur- 
den or  it  is  going  to  create  a  national 
security  risk  when  we  are  dealing  with 
two  bases  that  have  already  been 
closed,  two  that  are  closed  and  one 
that  is  being  decommissioned,  that  is 
an  absurdity  to  say  somehow  by  sub- 
jecting two  closed  bases,  which  per- 
haps, you  know,  pose  a  daily  threat  to 
nearby  citizens  from  the  Clean  Water 
Act  is  a  threat  to  our  national  secu- 
rity. The  gentlewoman  is  on  the  com- 
mittee of  jurisdiction. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  do  not  really 
understand  it.  because  one  of  the 
things  I  found  when  we  were  going 
through  this  base-closure  process  was 
.many  of  the  citizens  are  very  upset. 
They  are  so  afraid  we  are  going  to  de- 
clare these  areas  sacrifice  zones  and 
not  clean  them  up,  and  I  certainly  hope 
that  is  not  wha  we  are  doing  in  this 
bill,  because  if  y  ju  a.re  saying  closed 
bases  do  not  have  to  comply,  and  we 
are  doing  it  to  save  money,  well,  if  peo- 
ple who  happen  to  live  around  it  want 
it  to  be  cleaned  up,  I  guess  what  we  are 
saying  is  they  have  to  do  it  with  their 
own  money  at  the  local  level  and  the 
Federal  Government  is  not  going  to 
help.  I  really  think  this  is  surprising, 
and  I  am  particularly  startled  that  the 
gentleman  was  not  notified  then  that 
the  bill  was  changed  before  it  came  to 
the  House  floor. 

I  think  the  gentleman's  point  too 
that  he  is  making  is  he  is  talking 
about  the  shore  installations.  He  is  not 
talking  about  tracking  ships  and  doing 
all  of  that,  you  are  talking  about  the 
shore  installations  that  should  be  good 
neighbors,  and  if  there  is  some  reason 
that  cannot  be  that  is  highly  classified, 
the  gentleman  is  assuring  me  there  is 
something  in  the  bill  that  would  allow 
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the  President  to  deal  with  that,  am  I 
correct? 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  That  is  correct.  On 
page  86  beginning  with  line  17,  "The 
President  may  exempt  any  effluent 
source  of  any  department,  agency  or 
instrumentality,"  et  cetera,  and  goes 
on  to  explain  there  is  no  limitation  on 
that  authority. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  really  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  again  for  his 
vigilance. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  shocked,  I  am 
absolutely  penetratively  shocked.  I  do 
not  think  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado has  even  been  shocked  about  any- 
thing in  her  life,  especially  this. 

Second,  I  look  at  the  individuals  that 
are  offering  this.  Is  there  any  shocking 
doubt,  the  same  people  that  would  vote 
to  cut  defense  $177  billion,  the  same 
ones  that  would  put  homos  in  the  mili- 
tary', the  same  ones  that  would  not 
fund  BRAC.  the  same  ones  that  would 
not  clean  up. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  No,  I  will  not. 
Sit  down,  you  socialist. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  The  ludicrous- 
ness  of  this,  even  to  appeal  this.  It  is 
the  lunacy  of  this,  the  EPA  and  other 
organizations  have  continually  stated 
you  take  the  shore-basod  and  the  sur- 
face-based, have  less  problems  than 
any  of  your  public  bases,  less  than  all 
of  them  put  together. 

I  have  operated  off  these  carriers.  I 
have  operated  out  of  these.  You  want 
to  take  a  Geiger  counter,  go  ahead.  I 
have  scuba  dived  underneath  the  docks. 
I  am  not  going  to  do  that  if  it  is  pollut- 
ing. And  the  same  people  that  would 
cortrol  with  big  Government  the  rules 
anJ  the  regulations  and  try  and  dimin- 
ish .ctional  security,  look  at  them, 
just  look  at  them  right  here.  And  the 
same  people.  The  team  never  changes, 
and  you  want  to  put  these  burdens,  and 
the  problems  is  that  you  fail  to  see  the 
solutions  to  very  simple  problems.  You 
state  your  own  opinion  as  fact  when  it 
is  not. 

There  are  studies  and  studies  and 
studies  that  show  that  there  is  no  dis- 
charge, that  it  is  not  regulated,  but  yet 
you  would  cost  the  American  taxpayers 
and  lay  on  rules  and  regulations  and 
have  bigger  Government,  more  facili- 
ties, more  control  over  the  regulatory 
factors,  and  that  is  wrong. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  do 
we  have  to  call  the  gentleman  "the 
gentleman"  if  he  is  not  one? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  speak  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment.  I  thank  the 
chairman  very   much  and  would   like 
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the  opportunity,  if  the  gentleman  from 
California  would  respond,  just  to  ask 
him  a  brief  question,  if  I  might. 

My  ears  may  have  been  playing  a 
trick  on  me.  but  I  thought  I  heard  the 
gentleman  a  moment  ago  say  some- 
thing quote  unquote  about  homos  in 
the  military.  Was  I  right  in  hearing 
that  expression? 

Mr.    CUNNINGHAM.    Mr.    Chairman, 

will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr  CUNNINGHAM.  Absolutely,  put- 
ting homosexuals  in  the  military. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  You  said  something 
about  homos  in  the  military.  Was  the 
gentleman  referring  to  the  thousands 
and  thousands  of  gay  people  who  have 
put  their  lives  on  the  line  in  countless 
wars  defending  this  country?  Was  that 
the  groups  of  people  that  the  gen- 
tleman was  referring  to'^ 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  am  talking 
about  the  military.  People  in  the  mili- 
tary do  not  support  this. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  That  is  not  what  we 
were  talking  about.  You  used  the  word 
homos  in  the  military.  You  have  in- 
sulted thousands  of  men  and  women 
who  have  put  their  lives  on  the  line.  I 
think  they  are  owed 

Reclaiming  my  time.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  also  say  that  if  my  friend  in  sup- 
port of  this  amendment,  if  my  friend 
from  Oregon  was  involved  in  the  nu- 
clear freeze  movement,  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate him.  There  are  millions  of 
Americans  who  wonder  about  the  wis- 
dom of  spending  millions  and  millions 
more  dollars  building  more  and  more 
nuclear  weapons  at  the  same  time  as 
the  Republicans  are  cutting  back  on 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  and  student  loans. 

Furthermore,  I  find  it  incomprehen- 
sible that  at  a  time  when  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  people  in  this  country  are 
terribly  concerned  about  what  is  going 
on  in  the  environment,  terribly  con- 
cerned about  the  environmental  impli- 
cations of  nuclear  energy,  that  the 
American  people  do  not  know  what  is 
in  their  waterways,  and  that  various 
military  installations  might  be  ex- 
empted from  Federal  regulatory  prac- 
tices. 

So  I  very  much  applaud  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeF.^zio]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr  DkFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  126,  noes  294, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 
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Kanjorski 

Murtha 

Sislsky 

Kasich 

Myers 

Skeen 
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Myrick 

Skelton 

Abercrombie 

Green 

Olver 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Nethercutt 

Smith  (Mil 

Baldaccl 

Gutierrez 

Owens 

Kennelly 

Neumann 

Smith  (NJi 

Barcia 

Hall  (OH) 

Pallone 

Kim 

Ney 

Smith  (TX) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Payne (NJ) 

King 

Norwood 

Smith  (WA) 

Becerra 

Hefner 

Pelosi 

Kingston 

Nussle 

Solomon 

Beilenson 

Hinchey 

Pomeroy 

Klink 

Ortiz 

Souder 

Bentsen 

Jackson-Lee 

Poshard 

Klug 

Orton 

Spence 
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Jacobs 

Rahall 

KnoUenberg 

Oxley 

Spratt 

Borskl 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rangel 

Kolbe 

Packard 

Steams 

Brown  iCA) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Reynolds 

LaFalce 
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Stenholm 

Brown  lOHt 

Johnston 

Rivers 

LaHood 

Pastor 

Stockman 

Bryant  (TXi 

Kaptur 

Roybal-Allard 

Largent 

Paxon 

Stump 

Cardin 

Kennedy  (.MA) 

Rush 

Latham 

Payne  (VA) 

Talent 

Clay 

Kildee 

Sabo 

LaTourette 

Peterson  (MN» 

Tanner 

Clybum 

Kleczka 

Sanders 

Laughlin 

Petri 

Tate 

Coleman 

Lantos 

Sawyer 

Lazio 

Pickett 

Tauzin 

Conyers 

Levin 

Schroeder 

Leach 

Pombo 

Taylor  (MS) 

Cos  telle 

Lewis  (GA) 

Serrano 

Lewis  (CA) 

Porter 

Taylor  (.\C) 

Coyne 

Lincoln 

Shays 

Lewis  (KY) 

Portman 

Tejeda 

DeFazio 

Lipinski 

Skaggs 

Lightfoot 

Pryce 

Thomas 

DeLauro 

Lofgren 

Slaughter 

Linder 

Quillen 

Thorn  berry 

Dellums 

Lowey 

Stark 

Livingston 

Quinn 

Thornton 

Deutsch 

Luther 

Stokes 

LoBlondo 

Radanovich 

Thurman 

Dingell 

Maloney 

Studds 

Longley 

Rams  tad 

Tiahrt 

Dixon 

.Manton 

Stupak 

Lucas 

Reed 

Torklldsen 

Dogrgett 

.Markey 

Thompson 

.Manzullo 

Regula 

Torricelli 

Durbin 

.Matsui 

Torres 

Martini 

Riggs 

Traficant 

Engel 

McCarthy 

Towns 

Mascara 

Roberts 

Upton 

Eshoo 

McDermott 

Tucker 

McCollum 

Roemer 

Volkmer 

Evans 

.McKinney 

Velazquez 

McCrery 

Rohrabacher 

Vucanovich 

Farr 

Meehan 

Vento 

McDade 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Waldholtz 

Fatiah 

Meek 

Visclosky 

McHale 

Rose 

Walker 

Fields  (LAi 

Menendez 

Ward 

McHugh 

Roth 

Walsh 

Filner 

Mfume 

Waters 

Mclnnis 

Roukema 

Wamp 

Flake 

Miller  (CA) 

Watt  (NO 

Mcintosh 

Royce 

Watts  (OK) 

Foglletta 

Mineta 

Waxman 

McKeon 

Salmon 

Weldon  (FL) 

Ford 

Mlnge 

Williams 

McNulty 

Sanford 

Weldon  (PA) 

Frank  (.MA) 

Mink 

Wise 

Metcalf 

Sax ton 

Weller 

Furse 

.Nadler 

Woolsey 

Meyers 

Scarborough 

White 

Gejdenson 

.Neal 

Wyden 

Mica 

Schaefer 

Whitfield 

Gephardt 

Oberstar 

Wynn 

Miller  (FL) 

Schiff 

Wicker 

Gibbons 

Obey 

Yates 

Molinari 

Scott 

Wilson 

Mollohan 

Seastrand 

Wolf 
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Montgomery 

Sensenbrenner 

Young  (.\K) 
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Moorhead 

Shadegg 

Young (FL) 

Ackerman 

Clement 

Frost 

Moran 

Shaw 

Zeliff 

Allard 

Clinger 

Funderburk 

Morel  la 

Shuster 

Zimmer 

Andrews 

Coble 

Gallegly 

Archer 

Cobum 

Canske 
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Armey 

Collins  (GA) 

Gekas 

Barton 

Dunn 

Peterson  (FL> 

Bachus 

Combest 

Geren 

Bono 

Frisa 

Richardson 

Baesler 

Condit 

Gilchrest 

Boucher 

Hancock 

Rogers 

Baker  I CA) 

Cooley 

Gillmor 

Collins  (tL) 

-Martinez 

Schumer 

Baker  1  LA  1 

Cox 

Oilman 

Collins  (.MI) 

-Moakley 

Ballenger 

Cramer 

Gonzalez 

Ban- 

Crane 

Goodlatte 
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Barrett  (NEl 
Bartlett 

Crapo 
Cre  means 

Coodling 
Gordon 

The   Clerk  announced 

the    following 

Bass 

Cubin 

Goss 

pairs: 

Bateman 

Cunningham 

Graham 

On  the  vote: 

Bereuter 
Berman 

Danner 
Davis 

Greenwood 
Gunderson 

Mrs.    COLLINS    of   Illinois    for   with    Mr. 

Bevill 

de  la  Garza 

Gutknecht 

BONO  apair 

St. 

Bilbray 

Deal 

Hall  (TX) 

Mr.     MO.\KLEY     for.     w 

th     Ms.     DUNN 

Bihrakis 

DeLay 

Hamilton 

against. 

Bishop 

Diaz-Balart 

Hansen 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan  for.  with  Mr. 

Bliley 

Dickey 

Harman 

FRIS,'\  again.st. 

Blute 

Dicks 

Hastert 

Boehlert 

Dooley 

Hastings  (W.^) 

Messrs. 

BERMAN,  MORAN.  and  JEF- 

Boehner 

Doolittle 

Hayes 

FERSON. 

and  Mrs.  CLAYTON  changed 

Bonilla 

Doman 

Hayworth 

their  vote  from  ■'aye"  to 

"no." 

Brewster 
Browder 

Doyle 
Dreier 

Heney 
Heineman 

Mrs.     LINCOLN    changed     her    vote 

Brown  (FLi 

Duncan 

Heryer 

from  "no" 

to  "aye." 

Brownback 

Edwards 

Hilleary 

So  the  amendment  was 

rejected 

Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 

Ehlcrs 
Ehrlich 

Hilliard 
Hobson 

The  resu 

It  of  the  vote  was  announced 

Banning 

Emerson 

Hoekstra 

as  above  recorded. 

Bun- 

English 

Hoke 

Mr.    FRANK    of    Massachusetts.    Mr. 

Burton 

Ensign 

Holden 

Chairman 

I    move    to   s 

trike    the   last 

Buyer 

Everett 

Horn 

word. 

Callahan 

Ewmg 

Hostettler 

Calvert 

Fawell 

Houghton 

Mr.  Cha 

rman,  I  was  not  on  the  floor 

Camp 

Fazio 

Hoyer 

during  the  last  debate. 

but  I  was  in- 

Canady 

Fields  (TX) 

Hunter 

formed  of 

some  of  the  remarks  that  I 

Castle 
Chabot 

Flanagan 
Foley 

Hutchinson 
Hyde 

want  to  address.  I  am  here,  Mr.  Chair- 

Chambliss 

Forbes 

Inglis 

man,  referring  to  the  comment  of  the 

Chapman 

Fowler 

Istook 

Member  from  California 

in  opposition 

Che    jweth 
Christensen 

Fox 
Franks  (CT) 

Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 

to  the  last 

amendment  ir 

which  he  said 

Chrysler 

Franks  (.N J) 

Johnson.  Sam 

that  this  was  to  be  expected  from  those 

Clayton 

Frellnghuysen 

Jones 

who  suppo 

rted  homos  in 

:he  military. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  very  much  regret 
taking  the  time  away  from  Members  on 
this  serious  subject,  but  the  time  is 
over  when  I  will  let  that  kind  of  gratu- 
itous bigotry  go  unchallenged,  and  I 
take  the  floor  simply  to  express  my 
contempt  for  the  effort  to  introduce 
such  unwarranted  and  gratuitous  slurs 
on  decent  human  beings  on  the  floor  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  join  with  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Fr.-\nk]  in  expressing  my  shock,  out- 
rage, and  contempt  for  what  was  said 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  a  little  while 
ago.  To  express  gratuitous  bigotry 
when  the  subject  of  gays  and  lesbians 
in  the  military  was  not  on  the  agen- 
da—we are  debating  an  environmental 
bill— for  someone  to  get  up  and  make 
an  ad  hominem  attack  on  an  environ- 
mental bill  by  saying.  "What  do  you 
expect  from  someone  who  would  sup- 
port homos  in  the  military."  is  beneath 
the  dignity  of  what  should  be  uttered 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  and  deserves 
condemnation  by  every  decent  individ- 
ual in  this  House. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
first  of  all  it  was  not  the  only  item 
mentioned.  It  is  a  series  of  things  in 
which  the  liberals  in  this  House  have 
supported  their  social  agenda. 

Second,  do  I  support  homosexuals  in 
the  military?  The  answer  is  no.  I  per- 
sonally believe  that  it  affects  readi- 
ness; yes,  I  do. 

Does  the  majority  of  the  military, 
men  and  women  in  the  military,  want 
homosexuals  in  the  military?  The  an- 
swer is  no.  and.  as  long  as  the  military 
leaders  and  those  people  feel  that  way. 
and  if  the  gentleman  could  ever  prove 
to  me  that  that  does  not  have  an  ef- 
fect, then  I  will  change  that  position, 
but  that  is  the  position  currently,  that 
it  affects  the  national  security  and 
readiness  of  this  country,  and  that  is 
what  I  support. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  come  to  Congress  prepared 
to  do  a  number  of  things  that  are  dif- 
ficult. I  like  the  job,  and  I  will  under- 
take them,  but  trying  to  prove  any- 
thing to  the  gentleman  from  California 
goes  beyond  the  pale  of  my  oath,  and  I 
will  not  try. 

I  will  say  again  that  we  are  not  here 
talking  about  the  merits  of  that  issue. 
We  are  talking  about  the  gratuitously 
bigoted  formulation  of  it  by  which  it 
was  injected  into  this  debate,  and  I  find 
that  to  be  beneath  the  dignity  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  un- 
derstood the  statement  which  was  di- 
rected at  me.  it  wa.s  not  to  say  that  I 
wanted  to  put  them  in  the  military. 
Well,  I  have  news  for  the  gentleman 
from  California.  There  are  quite  a  num- 
ber of  gays  and  lesbians  serving  proud- 
ly in  the  U.S.  military,  unfortunately 
not  serving  proudly  and  openly  because 
of  the  fact  that  people  like  him  exist 
and  have  pressured,  as  my  colleagues 
know,  the  President  and  others  to  deny 
that  opportunity  to  those  people. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Let 
me  say  to  the  gentleman  I  do  not  want 
to  get  diverted.  I  am  not  here  debating 
the  substance  of  the  policy;  we  have 
done  that,  and  we  will  do  it  again.  I  am 
particularly  calling  attention  to  the 
formulation,  the  gratuitously,  I  be- 
lieve, bigoted  and  insulating  formula- 
tion, and  I  am  very  disappointed  to  see 
that  language  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman would  be  correct  if  that  is  the 
only  issue.  I  meant  it.  I  said  it  as  a  pol- 
icy of  the  people  in  general  that  sup- 
port the  issues  that  degrade  national 
security  of  this  country,  and  that  is 
one  of  those  many  issues  which  the 
gentleman  supports,  and  in  a  case  of 
amendment  that  is  absolutely  ridicu- 
lous, it  was  meant  to  formulate  those 
same  people  that  do  not  support  de- 
fense are  trying  to  tie  the  hands  of  de- 
fense even  in  the  future. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  The 
defense  of  a  bigoted  remark,  and  it  was 
one  of  several  remarks,  makes  even 
less  sense  than  I  had  expected.  I  am 
talking  about  the  formulation.  It  was 
bigoted,  and  I  would  hope  it  would  not 
be  repeated. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

First  of  all,  it  is  not  a  bigoted  state- 
ment. Many  times  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Dellums]  has  told  me 
that  people  have  differences  of  opinion. 
It  is  this  Member's  opinion  that  homo- 
sexuals in  the  military  do  not  do  serv- 
ice to  the  national  security  of  this 
country,  and  in  that  vein  making  a 
statement  that  those  that  support  that 
are  supporting  the  nonreadiness  of  de- 
fense is— and  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  in 
just  a  second. 

The  second  thing  is  that  there  is  a 
tendency  by  the  Members  that  support 
that  kind  of  activity,  support  all  the 
rest  of  it,  and  it  is  meant  that  we  need 
to  support  national  security  in  this 
country. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  "A  bigoted 
statement,  if  I  was  directing  it  to  you 
or  anybody  else  in  this  thing,  in  other 
contexts,  yes,  would  be  bigoted,  but  a 
personal  opinion,  that  it  degrades  the 
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national  readiness  of  this  country,  is 
not  a  bigoted  statement." 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  was 
referring  in  part  to  the  formulation  of 
homos  in  the  military.  The  gentleman 
has  been  very  careful  since  that  time 
to  say  homosexuals,  but  he  was  not 
very  careful  when  he  got  up  on  the 
floor,  and  I  took  specific  offense  to  the 
deliberately  bigoted  and  belittling 
form  of  words  that  he  chose  to  use. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Reclaiming  ray 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  I 
used  the  shorthand  term,  and  it  should 
have  been  homosexuals  instead  of 
homos.  We  do  misspeak  sometimes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  previous  speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  California,  at- 
tempted to  make  a  correction  in  the 
utilization  of  the  word  homo  or  homo- 
sexuals. I  just  want  to  reemphasize  the 
point  that  I  think  my  colleagues  are 
making  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  It  is 
the  point  that  we  were  discussing  an 
environmental  issue,  and  it  is  the  point 
that  for  some  reason  it  was  thought  ap- 
propriate to  intrude  a  discussion  on  an- 
other nonmeritorious  issue  that  gave 
some  suggestion  that  the  gentleman 
was  throwing  stones,  if  my  colleagues 
will,  at  a  person  for  having  supjrorted  a 
group  of  people  on  another  issue  on  an- 
other point.  That  to  me  seems  to  sug- 
gest bigotry,  and  maybe  the  gentleman 
did  not  mean  that,  and  we  would  ac- 
cept, certainly,  his  clarification  and 
even  an  apology,  but  it  is  certainly  my 
understanding  that,  if  my  colleagues 
were  discussing  one  issue,  and  someone 
throws  another  issue  in  and  castigates 
a  group  uf  people,  then  he  has  clearly 
made  it  an  issue  of  discrimination  and 
bigotry.  Inappropriate  behavior  and 
words,  and  this  certainly  calls  for  an 
apology  to  both  the  colleague  that  was 
speaking  and,  as  well,  the  whole  group 
that  he  has  maligned. 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  .MK.  NADLER 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nadlep.:  Page 
50.  strike  line  19  and  all  that  follows  through 
line  10  on  page  52. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  so  that  we  will  not  have  to  see 
signs  like  the  one  to  my  left  in  the  fu- 
ture. It  is  the  right  of  citizens  of  this 
country  to  have  clean  water.  If  this  bill 
is  passed  in  its  current  form,  the  signs 
will  never  come  down. 

During  the  committee  markup  of  this 
legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  introduced 
an  amendment  that  would  have  deleted 
a  section  of  the  bill  that  allowed  pollu- 
tion controls  to  be  lowered  or  elimi- 
nated for  waterways  that  had  already 
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been  cleaned  up  if  the  cost  of  maintain- 
ing those  controls  outweighed  the  ben- 
efit of  maintaining  the  level  of  water 
quality  in  the  opinion  of  the  State.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  for 
taking  this  section  of  the  bill  out  of 
the  bill  in  his  en  bloc  amendments  we 
adopted  yesterday.  While  I  am  pleased 
this  was  done,  I  believe  we  must  go  fur- 
ther. 

The  bill  still  permits  States  to  aban- 
don all  efforts  to  attain  the  previously 
set  water  quality  goals,  or  even  any 
water  quality  goals  at  all.  if  the  State 
determines  that  in  its  opinion  the  cost 
of  reaching  the  designated  water  qual- 
ity standard  outweighs  the  benefit. 

D  1630 

My  amendment  would  delete  this  sec- 
tion of  the  bill  and  maintain  the  cur- 
rent process  in  which  the  designated 
use.  the  designated  quality,  fishable. 
swimmable.  navigable,  can  be  reviewed 
by  the  State  every  3  years. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment  for  the  following  reasons: 
First,  this  bill  waives  Clean  Water  Act 
quality  standards  if  the  cost  outweighs 
the  benefit  of  keeping  the  water  clean. 

I  ask.  how  do  you  measure  the  bene- 
fit of  parents  being  able  to  take  their 
children  fishing,  or  of  children  using 
their  favorite  watering  hole,  or  a  fish- 
erman making  their  livelihoods,  and 
how  do  you  determine  whether  that 
outweighs  the  cost  of  attaining  that 
level  of  water  quality? 

The  bill  does  not  define  what  con- 
stitutes a  benefit  that  would  outweigh 
the  cost,  and  vice  versa.  The  bill  does 
not  define  how  to  measure  the  cost  ver- 
sus the  benefit  and  what  standards  to 
apply  to  measure  which  exceeds  the 
other. 

Second,  proponents  of  this  bill  never 
referred  to  any  problems  with  the  cur- 
rent guidelines  for  determining  how 
clean  the  waterway  must  be,  what 
standards  must  be  attained,  nor  does 
this  bill  try  to  modify  existing  guide- 
lines. They  do  not  identify  why  we 
should  change  it. 

Instead,  the  bill  reflects  the  notion 
that  if  a  State  believes  it  is  too  expen- 
sive to  reach  the  water  quality  levels 
set  pursuant  to  the  standards  that  it 
already  determined,  and  that  it  can 
change  every  3  years,  then  you  can  just 
stop,  or  not  try  quite  as  hard  to  clean 
up  the  water. 

The  bill  essentially  says  in  this  sec- 
tion that  we  do  not  really  care  about 
the  health  and  well-being  of  the  people 
using  this  water.  If  it  is  expensive  for  a 
polluter  to  clean  up  the  water,  do  not 
bother.  In  other  words,  the  cost  to  the 
polluter  is  more  important  than  the 
health  of  our  children  under  this  text. 

Third,  the  current  law  gives  the 
States  ample  flexibility  to  adjust  the 
designated  uses  of  a  waterway  and  the 
level  of  water  quality  they  must  at- 
tain. Current  law  reflects  that  every  3 


years  this  must  be  reviewed  in  the 
practicality  of  keeping  the  designation 
of  each  waterway,  whether  it  be  fish- 
able,  swimmable.  navigable,  must  be 
reviewed  every  3  years.  They  must  take 
into  account  health,  safety,  agricul- 
tural, industrial,  and  recreational  uses 
of  the  waterway.  The  States  can  then. 
after  EPA  approval,  increase  the 
amount  of  pollution  that  is  allowed 
into  those  waters. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  argue  we 
should  trust  the  States  to  make  these 
determinations  without  EPA  approval 
and  allow  them  greater  flexibility.  But 
this  is  not  just  a  matter  of  trusting  the 
States.  It  hats  to  do  with  preventing 
polluters,  big  businesses,  from  in  es- 
sence blackmailing  the  States  by  say- 
ing to  a  State  if  you  do  not  lower  the 
water  quality  standards,  we  will  move 
to  the  other  States  and  we  will  take 
our  taxes  and  our  jobs  with  us. 

The  only  way  to  protect  the  States 
against  this  form  of  blackmail  by  big 
polluters  is  to  have  the  EPA  still  have 
a  role  to  set  minimal  standards,  so 
that  the  State  can  say  well,  while  you 
may  be  able  to  move  because  you  do 
not  want  to  attain  the  quality  stand- 
ards here,  but  you  will  not  be  able  to 
do  the  same  kind  of  pollution  in  the 
next  State  either. 

It  also  has  to  do  with  preventing 
interstate  pollution.  If  one  State  low- 
ers its  water  quality  standards  in  their 
section  of  a  river,  that  pollution  then 
flows  down  the  river  to  other  States 
that  need  the  same  water  for  fishing  or 
recreational,  agricultural,  fishing  or 
drinking  purposes.  As  I  mentioned  ear- 
lier, the  States  already  have  the  abil- 
ity to  lower  water  quality  standards  if 
they  need  to  do  so.  But  by  including 
this  cost-benefit  analysis  without  any 
guidelines,  it  gives  too  much  leverage 
to  large  polluters. 

Finally  it  says  that  the  State  may 
eliminate  the  water  quality  standard  if 
the  State  determines  that  the  costs  of 
achieving  the  designated  use  are  not 
justified  by  the  benefits.  It  can  go  to 
no  standard  at  all. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
must  adopt  this  amendment  and  get  rid 
of  this  language  if  we  are  going  to  at- 
tain a  safe  and  healthy  environment 
for  people  to  fish,  swim,  and  drink  the 
water. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  afraid  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  pre- 
sented an  amendment  in  search  of  a 
problem.  States  actually  have  asked 
for  this  flexibility,  and  States  cur- 
rently set  these  standards  now.  What 
we  are  looking  at  proposing  in  our  leg- 
islation is  to  allow  a  reasonable  change 
and  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  make 
changes  under  reasonable  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Nadler]  strikes 
the  provisions  of  H.R.   961   that  allow 


States  to  take  costs  and  benefits  into 
account  in  revising  designated  uses  of 
water  bodies. 

Let  me  point  out  that  in  1975.  the  ad- 
ministrator required  States  to  des- 
ignate all  navigable  waters  for  which  a 
use  had  not  been  designated  as  follows: 
They  are  either  fishable.  swimmable. 
and  that  is  to  use  the  quote,  the  des- 
ignation by  the  administrator.  They 
are  designated  as  fishable-swimmable. 

As  a  result,  many  of  the  waters  have 
received  a  designated  fishable-swim- 
mable category  and  an  unrealistic  des- 
ignated use.  For  example,  streams  in 
the  arid  West  that  are  dry  most  of  the 
year  have  been  designated  as  fishable 
and  swimmable. 

The  bill  that  we  have  proposed 
changes  current  regulations,  the  revi- 
sion of  designated  uses,  in  two  ways. 
Let  me  explain  those  two  ways.  First, 
current  regulations  allow  a  State  to  re- 
vise designated  uses  if  it  demonstrates 
to  EPA  that  achieving  the  designated 
use  is  infeasible.  The  bill  allows  the 
State  to  make  the  determination  of 
feasibility,  but  feasibility  is  still  de- 
fined by  EPA. 

Second,  and  let  us  look  at  the  second 
point,  under  current  law  designated 
uses  may  be  revised  only  if  attaining 
the  use  will  result  in  substantial  eco- 
nomic dislocations. 

Certainly  the  author  of  this  amend- 
ment is  very  familiar  with  economic 
dislocations.  I  had  the  opportunity  to 
visit  his  district  some  time  ago.  and  I 
saw  the  skyline  of  his  district  and  the 
vacated  factories,  and  I  think  he  told 
how  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
manufacturing  jobs  have  been  gone, 
how  the  piers  are  abandoned  and  how 
the  housing  tenements  are  abandoned. 
So  we  know  about  this  question  of  sub- 
stantial economic  dislocation.  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  is  familiar  with 
that. 

Let  me  say  that  H.R.  961  allows 
States  to  revise  a  designated  use  that 
is  not  being  attained  if  the  cost  of  at- 
tainment is  outweighed  by  the  bene- 
fits. So  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is 
something  reasonable.  This  is  a  reason- 
able approach,  and  this  is  an  approach 
that  we  think  makes  a  lot  of  sense.  So 
we  are  using  costs  and  benefits  here  in 
a  manner  that  will  give  flexibility  to 
the  States,  and  the  States  have  re- 
quested this  flexibility. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  quite  correct  when  he  says 
that  we  are  granting  this  flexibility  to 
the  States.  The  key  difference,  of 
course,  is  that  under  current  law  the 
administrator  of  EPA  has  to  agree  with 
the  State  that  is  changing  the  des- 
ignated use  that  it  meets  the  require- 
ments   of   the    law.    That    in    effect    is 
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being  removed  here.  Here  the  final  au- 
thority is  the  States.  That  is  exactly 
the  kind  of  flexibility  which  would 
mean  that  there  would  be  no  uniform 
standard  across  the  country  to  make 
sure  that  States  are  in  fact  making 
proper  progress  toward  Clean  Water 
Act  standards,  and  that  is  a  key  dif- 
ference. 

Mr.  MICA.  Reclaiming  my  time,  if  I 
may,  again,  I  think  feasibility  is  still 
defined  under  our  legislation  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
They  will  be  a  participant  in  this  proc- 
ess. Indeed,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  is  offering  an  amendment  that  is 
in  search  of  a  problem  that  does  not 
exist,  that  we  have  a  broad  base  of  sup- 
port for  this  from  the  States,  from  gov- 
ernors, from  counties  and  cities  and 
local  officials.  What  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  take  some  of  the  unreasonable  ap- 
proaches, and  I  gave  an  example,  swim- 
mable-fishable  in  the  desert,  in  an  area 
that  may  have  water  in  it  a  few  days  a 
year.  This  does  not  make  sense. 

So  we  are  just  trying  to  take  a  com- 
mon sense  approach,  look  at  this,  and 
move  forward. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Adoption  of  the  amendment  will  pre- 
serve the  current,  cooperative  system 
of  States  and  EPA  combining  in  the 
protection  of  State  water  quality  con- 
sistent with  the  States'  goals  and  de- 
sires. 

Designated  uses  are  set  by  the 
States.  They  reflect  the  use  of  the 
waterbody  which  the  State  determines 
is  appropriate — not  what  the  Federal 
Government  determines  is  appropriate. 

Currently.  States  may  change  a  des- 
ignated, use  if  attaining  the  use  is  not 
feasible  because  the  more  stringent 
controls  would  result  in  substantial 
and  widespread  economic  and  social 
impact.  The  bill  would  expand  the  abil- 
ity to  downgrade  water  quality  stand- 
ards if  a  State  determines  that  the 
costs  of  achieving  the  designated  use 
are  not  justified  by  the  benefits. 

This  gives  much  too  great  an  empha- 
sis on  cost  at  the  expense  of  environ- 
mental and  human  health  impacts. 
Cost  is  and  always  should  be  of  concern 
in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  However,  cost 
should  be  used  when  determining  the 
method  of  achieving  water  quality 
goals— it  should  not  operate  as  a  limit 
upon  those  goals. 

If  this  amendment  is  rejected,  the 
bill  would  allow  cost  to  become  the 
overriding  concern  in  establishing 
water  quality  standards.  That  is  not 
the  way  to  achieve  expected  water 
quality. 

The  American  people  want  and  ex- 
pect clean,  healthy  water  in  their  riv- 
ers, lakes  and  coastal  areas.  The 
Nadler  amendment  will  help  assure 
that  the  wishes  of  the  people  are  ful- 
filled. Support  the  amendment. 
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Mr  \V.-\MP  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  came  to  the  well  yes- 
terday and  talked  about  the  pendulum 
of  regulation  being  pulled  back  to  the 
middle,  not  going  back  to  where  we 
were,  but  to  where  we  should  be  based 
on  a  reasonable  balance  of  regulation. 

One  of  the  other  defining  issues.  I  be- 
lieve, in  this  new  Congress  is  this  no- 
tion of  do  we  trust  those  that  we  elect 
to  office  in  our  respective  States  with 
a  lot  of  the  decisions  that  come  before 
the  people  in  those  States.  We  do  not 
have  to  federally  micro-manage  every 
specific  element  of  every  program. 

We  need  to  Clean  Water  Act.  We  do 
agree  with  the  concept  of  clean  water. 
But  overregulation.  I  believe,  is  what 
brings  us  to  this  debate  in  1995  to 
amend  the  Clean  Water  Act  with  some 
reasonable  amendments.  I  believe  the 
States  will  do  the  right  thing.  I  believe 
the  elected  leadership  of  our  States  are 
closer  to  the  people,  they  are  more  re- 
sponsible to  the  people.  And  I  believe 
that  sometimes  costs  can  shut  down  a 
free  market  and  there  needs  to  be  a 
reasonable  balance  of  regulation. 

That  is  what  we  are  here  today,  yes- 
terday, and  even  tomorrow  to  debate 
with  these  revisions  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act. 

I  clearly  believe  that  this  amend- 
ment goes  too  far  again  with  Federal 
micro-management  of  many  decisions 
that  can  be  best  made  by  our  States. 
The  10th  amendment  clearly  articu- 
lates the  difference  here  between  the 
Federal  micro-management  and  the 
rights  we  should  have  in  our  States. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  encourage  our 
friends  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
oppose  this  amendment. 

□  1645 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  the  gen- 
tleman has  already  spoken;  has  he  not? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  the  purpose  of  the  Chair  asking 
if  there  was  objection. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Did  the  gentleman 
ask  for  2  additional  minutes? 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Nadler]  is  recognized  for  2  additional 
minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  fun- 
damental question  in  this  amendment 
is  twofold.  One,  do  we  not  believe,  do 
we  recognize  that  the  water  quality 
standards  are  not,  first  of  all,  an  issue 
only  with  respect  to  one  State?  Rivers 
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flow  through  several  States.  It  is  not 
simply  the  case  that  a  decision  on  the 
quality  of  water  only  affects  nec- 
essarily that  one  State.  When  one 
State  decides  to  permit  pollution  to 
continue  because  it  thinks  it  is  too  ex- 
pensive, the  costs  outweigh  the  bene- 
fits, that  will  affect  the  next  State  the 
river  runs  through.  This  is  not  simply 
something  that  we  can  keep  within  one 
State. 

Second,  it  is  not  simply  a  question  of 
do  we  trust  the  States?  We  know  that 
the  States  are  subject  to  pressures  that 
exceed  what  the  Federal  Government  is 
exposed  to.  We  know  that  the  polluting 
businesses  have  a  major  way,  a  major 
leverage  over  the  State  to  tell  the 
State,  You  had  better  give  us  this  abil- 
ity to  keep  polluting.  Do  not  make  us 
spend  this  money  or  move  to  the  other 
State. 

That  does  not  mean  the  State  offi- 
cials necessarily  agree  that  it  is  better 
to  let  the  pollution  continue.  But  they 
might  agree  that  they  have  no  choice 
but  to  submit  to  this  ultimatum  and 
say.  We  will  let  you  continue  polluting. 
We  will  lower  the  water  quality  stand- 
ards because  we  do  not  want  to  lose  the 
jobs  and  the  taxes. 

The  Federal  Government  is  not  sub- 
ject to  that  pressure  and  therefore  can 
better  represent,  therefore  hats  to  be  in 
a  partnership  with  the  State  to  rep- 
resent the  interests  of  the  people  to 
fishable,  navigable,  swimmable,  drink- 
able, safe,  clean  water. 

Therefore,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  NadlerJ. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    NADLER.   Mr.   Chairman.   I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— ayes  121,  noes  294. 
not  voting  19,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  322] 
AYES— 121 


Abercrombie 

Deutscb 

Jackson-Lee 

Ackerman 

Dicks 

Jefferson 

Andrews 

Dinsell 

Johnson.  E.  B 

Baldacci 

Dixon 

Johnston 

Barrett  iWli 

Durbin 

Kennedy  (MAi 

Bccerra 

Entrel 

Kennedy  (Kl) 

Beilenson 

Eshoo 

Klldee 

Bcrman 

Evans 

Kleczka 

Bonior 

Farr 

LaFalce 

Borski 

Fat  tab 

L&ntos 

Brown  (CAi 

Fields  (LA> 

Levin 

Brown  (FLi 

Filner 

Lewis  iGA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Flake 

Lipinskl 

Bryant  iT.Xi 

FoelietU 

Lofgren 

Cardin 

Forbes 

Lowey 

Clay 

Ford 

Luther 

Clayton 

Gejdenson 

Maloney 

Clybum 

Gephardt 

Majiton 

Coleman 

Gibbons 

Markey 

Conyer« 

Gonzale.z 

Matsui 

Coyne 

Gutierrez 

McCarthy 

DeFazio 

Hastings  (FL) 

McDcrmott 

DeLauro 

Hinchey 

McHale 

Dellums 

Hoyer 

McKinney 
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Meek 

Menendez 

Meyers 

Mfunie 

Mineta 

Mink 

Nadler 

Oherstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne i N J i 

Peloai 

Pomeroy 

Raball 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  i  LA  i 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (N'Ei 

Bartlett 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bunn 

Bunnini; 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chr>'5ler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA> 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Coatello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

DoKKett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards 
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Rani^el 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Rivers 

Roy  bal- Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Serrano 

SkaggB 

Slaughter 

Surk 

Stokes 

Studds 

NOES— 294 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  iTX  I 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  iMAi 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks (NJI 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

GiUmor 

Gilman 

Goodlatte 

Good  ling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OHi 

Hall  iTXi 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  IWA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliart 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SDl 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennelly 

Kim 

King 


Thompson 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 


Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Lewis  iCA) 

Lewis  I KY ) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  I FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomenr- 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne ( V  A ) 

Peterson  (MM 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

RigKS 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Hohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 


Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

SchlfT 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sistsky 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 


Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Traficant 


Upton 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Wyden 
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Barton 

Bono 

Boucher 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Dunn 

Fnsa 


Richardson 

Rogers 

Schumer 

Skelton 

Torres 


Hancock 

Leach 

McCollum 

Miller  (CA) 

Moakley 

Ortiz 

Peterson  (FL) 

D   1708 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr. 
WATTS  against. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY  for.  with  Mr.  BARTON 
ag'ainst. 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan  for.  with  Ms. 
DUNN  of  Washington  against. 

Mr.  MASCARA  and  Ms.  FURSE 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  HOYER  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye". 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR  OBERSTAR 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Oberstar: 

Page  100.  strike  line  5  and  all  that  follows 
through  the  first  period  on  line  10  on  pane 
101. 

Page  102.  line  1.  strike  "Such  demonstra- 
tion" and  all  that  follows  through  the  first 
period  on  line  3. 

Page  114.  strike  line  17  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  4  on  page  115. 

Page   115.  line  5.  strike 
••(m)  ■. 

Page   117.   line  4.  strike  "(o) 
"(n)". 

Page   117.   line  6.  strike 
"(p)". 

Page  117.  line  10.  strike 

"(O)". 

Page   117.   line   12.  strike 
"(p)". 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr. 
colleagues,  nonpoint  source  pollution 
is  the  next  frontier  of  our  clean  water 
program.  The  Nation  has  done  very 
well  in  cleaning  up  pollution  from 
point  sources.  Over  the  past  20-plus 
years  since  the  Clean  Water  Act  was 
enacted  in   1972.   industry  and  munici- 
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palities  both  have  spent  on  the  order  of 
$230  billion  cleaning  up  point  sources. 

Yet.  although  a  measure  of  progress 
has  been  made  in  our  lakes  and 
streams,  we  still  have  unacceptably 
high  levels  of  pollution,  principally 
coming  from  runoff  from  open  land 
sources:  agricultural  lands,  lands  under 
development  for  housing  or  other  pur- 
poses, forestry  lands  that  have  not 
been  properly  protected. 

The  most  egregious  effect  of  such 
runoff  from  nonpoint  source  was  the  al- 
ready-relerred-to  attack  of 

Cryptosporidium  in  the  city  of  Milwau- 
kee a  couple  of  years  ago,  where  runoff 
from  agricultural  land  carried  with  it  a 
deadly  disease;  it  got  into  the  drinking 
water  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  and  af- 
fected some  400,000  citizens,  of  whom 
120-plus  died. 

Those  illnesses  and  those  deaths 
could  have  been  prevented  with  effec- 
tive nonpoint  source  protection  pro- 
grams. 1  spent  some  10  years  attempt- 
ing to  develop  such  language,  which 
was  included  in  the  committee  bill  in- 
troduced by  our  chairman  in  the  last 
Congress,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  MiNETA],  and  which  I  have 
very  strongly  advocated. 

That  bill  died  with  the  103d  Congress, 
and  in  the  current  legislation,  the  bill 
before  us  does  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
issue  of  nonpoint  source.  1  commend 
our  current  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Shu.ster.  for 
attempting  to  address  this  issue. 

However,  there  are  two  fatal  short- 
comings in  this  bill  that  make  the 
nonpoint  source  program  utterly  inef- 
fective. The  first  is  one  that  introduces 
into  this  debate  a  totally  new  concept. 
On  section  319  (B)7,  subsection  7,  there 
is  language  providing  for  an  exemption 
for  whole  farm  or  ranch  natural  re- 
soui'ces  management  plans,  but  no- 
where in  the  bill  are  those  two  items 
defined.  Nowhere  in  legislative  lan- 
guage do  we  have  those  items  clarified. 

Yes,  there  is  some  reference  to  it  in 
committee  report  language,  but  as  we 
all  know,  when  an  issue  of  this  kind  is 
challenged  in  court,  the  court  does  not 
look  to  committee  report  language.  It 
scarcely  looks  at  the  debate  that  we 
conduct  here  on  the  floor.  It  looks  to 
the  legislative  language,  and  there  is 
no  definition  of  what  is  a  whole  farm  or 
a  ranch  natural  resources  management 
plan. 

The  bill,  therefore,  in  that  section, 
where  it  should  be  addressing  runoff 
from  open  sources,  pesticides,  fun- 
gicides, rodenticides,  fertilizers,  herbi- 
cides, makes  no  such  reference,  has  no 
control  mechanism.  Then  in  a  further 
section,  the  bill  provides  some  funding, 
for  which  I  do  commend  our  chairman. 

It  starts  off  at  $100,000  and  goes  up  to 
$300,000  a  year.  Then  it  says  "However, 
if  the  appropriation  level  does  not 
meet  the  authorization  level,  the  en- 
forcement does  not  follow."  The  State 
is  not  required  to  enforce  the  program. 
EPA  has  no  enforcement  authority. 
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This  scenario,  and  in  these  tight 
budget  times,  that  language  becomes  a 
self-fulfiling  prophecy.  If  we  get  close, 
say  $95  million  in  appropriation,  but 
not  $100  million,  there  is  no  require- 
ment for  enforcement.  There  is  some 
sort  of  language  that  suggests  that  if 
the  administrator  of  EPA  and  the 
State  together  certify  that  the 
amounts  appropriated  are  sufficient  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  section, 
that  the  deadline  then  will  be  enforced. 

1  do  not  think  that  will  ever  happen. 
I  do  not  think  we  are  ever  going  to 
have  a  Governor  saying  less  will  do 
more. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  OBER- 
ST.^R]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  OBER- 
STAR was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

n  1715 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  al- 
though we  know  the  pressures  and  con- 
straints and  we  know  very  well  what 
enormous  pressures  there  will  be  on 
Governors  not  to  move  to  the  stage  of 
compliance.  I  want  to  see  compliance.  I 
want  to  see  our  open  spaces,  runoff  of 
pollution  from  open  lands,  cleaned  up. 

That  is  the  next  frontier.  That  is  the 
challenge  that  we  must  meet.  This  bill 
gives  19  years  to  get  to  that  point,  but 
the  deadline  will  always  be  a  mirage.  It 
will  always  be  out  there  just  beyond 
our  grasp  because  the  funding  will 
never  be  there. 

I  wish  the  Chair  would  agree  to  a 
means  in  which  we  could  accomplish 
that  the  objective  without  having  it 
slip  from  our  grasp  and  not  be  so  elu- 
sive as  this  bill  provides. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  my 
amendment,  which  strikes  those  provi- 
sions and  puts  some  teeth  into  the  non- 
point  source  provisions  of  this  bill, 
which  otherwise  are  reasonably  good. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  surprised  that 
my  good  friend  from  the  great  agricul- 
tural State  of  Minnesota  would  come 
forward  with  a  provision  that  really 
guts,  eliminates  whole  farm  planning 
in  the  State's  non-point  source  man- 
agement program.  Essentially  what 
this  amendment  says  is.  once  again,  we 
do  not  trust  the  States.  Once  again,  we 
in  Washington  know  best. 

In  fact,  we  have  a  letter  from  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association  dated 
just  yesterday  in  which  they  urge 
strong  support  for  the  language  that 
we  have  in  the  bill.  They  say.  "We  sup- 
port this  approach  to  non-point  source 
pollution." 

So  the  Governors  are  strongly  in  sup- 
port of  what  we  are  attempting  to  do 
here,  and  1  think  it  is  time  that  we 
trust  our  States  and  do  not  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  Washington  always 
know  best. 

The  whole  farm  plan  is  a  voluntary 
initiative    that    makes    environmental 


sense.  What  is  very  significant  is  that 
there  must  be  approval  from  the  water 
quality  people  in  the  State,  through  a 
written  memorandum  of  agreement, 
that  the  whole  farm  plan  is  consistent 
with  a  non-point  source  management 
program  before  such  a  whole  farm  plan 
can  be  adopted  in  the  State. 

That  is  fair.  That  says  that  we  do  put 
emphasis  on  the  environment.  That 
says  there  has  got  to  be  a  non-point 
source  management  program  in  a 
State. 

Further,  I  may  not  agree  with  too 
much  of  what  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion is  attempting  to  do,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  the  Clinton  administration, 
and  1  say  to  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  proposed  the  whole  farm 
plan  in  the  1995  farm  bill.  It  is  a  Clin- 
ton farm  initiative  and  it  is  a  good  one. 
and  we  should  support  it. 

In  fact,  as  to  the  issue  of  the  defini- 
tion of  what  this  plan  should  be.  first 
of  all.  it  is  indeed  defined  in  the  report; 
but  much  more  importantly  than  being 
defined  in  the  report,  we  looked  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  this 
House  to  define  it  in  the  farm  bill. 

That  is  where  the  definition  should 
take  place.  It  is  a  farm  issue.  The  farm 
bill  should  be  the  place  where  the  defi- 
nition is  provided.  We  have  confidence 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to  do 
that.  Further,  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment also  strikes  the  safeguards 
against  unfunded  mandates.  This  is  an 
extremely  important  point. 

The  last  thing  I  think  we  want  to  do 
around  here  is  eliminate  safeguards 
against  unfunded  mandates.  Indeed,  if 
the  appropriation  is  enough  in  any 
given  year  to  allow  the  States  to  im- 
plement the  program,  there  is  no  slip- 
page of  deadlines 

For  all  of  those  reasons.  I  think  we 
should  support  our  farmers,  we  should 
support  our  Governors,  we  should  sup- 
port oui  States,  and  we  should  reject 
this  amendment. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  here  in  my 
hand  a  letter  from  the  Governor  of  Or- 
egon. He  says  in  this  letter,  "The  State 
of  Oregon  is  opposed  to  H.R.  961.  This 
bill  includes  several  unacceptable  pro- 
visions that  would  undermine  the  care- 
ful balance  of  the  Clean  Water  Act." 

He  goes  on  to  say,  "Proposals  raise 
significant  concerns  that  the  progress 
made  in  improving  water  quality  over 
the  last  20  years  will  be  traded  in  for 
short-term  economic  gains  without  suf- 
ficient consideration  of  the  long-run 
costs." 

"The  proposals,"  he  says,  "which 
raise  the  greatest  concern  in  Oregon 
include  failure  to  add  clear  deadlines. 
goals,  and  consequences  to  the  non- 
point  source  program." 

For  95  percent  of  Oregon's  100.000 
miles  of  streams,  non-point  pollution  is 
the  only  source  of  pollution.  Yet  H.R. 
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961.  as  the  Governor  has  said,  does  not 
provide  clear  guidance  or  goals  to  ad- 
dress non-point  source  pollution.  Even 
worse,  the  bill  would  repeal  the  State's 
existing  coastal  zone  non-point  pollu- 
tion programs. 

In  other  words,  for  95  percent  of  the 
State's  streams,  the  Oregon  streams, 
H.R.  961  would  not  only  fail  to  make 
any  progress  in  combating  water  pollu- 
tion problems,  it  would  actually  under- 
mine existing  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  find  it  a  little  ironic 
that  the  104th  Congress,  which  has  re- 
peatedly said  it  is  a  protector  of 
States'  rights,  is  now  advocating  to 
pull  the  rug  from  under  States  like  Or- 
egon which  are  diligently  trying  to  im- 
prove the  quality  of  life  inside  their 
borders. 

There  is  absolutely  no  point  to  H.R. 
961"s  non-point  provisions.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  oppose  them  by  support- 
ing the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar]  which 
would  put  teeth  into  non-point  source 
pollution  protections. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  gentlemen's  amendment  to 
strike  the  provisions  of  the  bill  sup- 
porting the  concept  of  whole  farm  and 
ranch  management  programs.  The  pro- 
visions as  included  in  the  bill  have  the 
support  of  many  major  commodity 
groups  including  the  U.S.  Wheat 
Growers.  National  Cotton  Council.  Na- 
tional Com  Growers.  American  Soy- 
bean Association),  several  farm  and  ag- 
ribusinesses organizations  (American 
Farm  Bureau.  National  Council  of 
Farm  Cooperatives),  along  with  that  of 
the  National  Governors  Association 
and  the  National  Association  of  the 
State  Departments  of  Agriculture. 
These  provisions  direct  the  EPA  Ad- 
ministrator, in  coordination  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  to 
consult  with  individual  States  in  order 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  conflicting  re- 
quirements and  guidelines  relating  to 
nonpoint  source  pollution— this  amend- 
ment removes  those  incentives. 

As  I  have  stated  in  this  body  many 
times  over  the  years.  American  farm- 
ers and  ranchers  are  the  original  stew- 
ards of  the  land.  No  one  has  a  greater 
interest  in  maintaining  and  improving 
the  quality  of  their  soil  and  water  than 
the  domestic  farm  and  ranch  producer. 
I  have  also  noted  that  the  hard-work- 
ing men  and  women  of  today's  farming 
and  ranching  communities  are  willing 
to  further  commit  themselves  to  con- 
tinued responsible  soil  and  water  prac- 
tices. These  provisions  direct  farmers 
and  ranchers  to  work  with  their  indi- 
vidual State  in  developing  and  imple- 
menting a  voluntary  plan  to  address 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

For  too  long,  agricultural  producers 
have  been  subject  to  onerous  rules  and 
regulations  from  both  the  federal  and 
state  level.  In  many  cases,  this  confu- 
sion  has  deterred   efforts   to   exercise 
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common-sense,  nonpoint  source  pollu- 
tion reduction  efforts.  By  rejection  of 
this  amendment,  farmers  and  ranchers 
will  be  able  to  utilize  sound  conserva- 
tion practices,  such  as  Best  Manage- 
ment Practices,  low-tillage,  no-tillage, 
buffer  strips,  and  a  variety  of  other 
USDA  approved  management  practices 
in  their  crop  production  efforts. 

Individual  farmers  and  ranchers  fi- 
nally deserve  the  opportunity  to  prove 
their  commitment  to  nonpoint  source 
pollution  reduction  without  the  heavy- 
handed,  inflexible  mandatory  demands 
of  Washington's  Federal  bureaucracy.  I 
ask  the  Members  of  this  body  to  reject 
this  attempt  to  take  away  incentives 
to  provide  some  much-needed  flexibil- 
ity to  our  Nation's  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers to  adopt  proven  plans  to  improve 
water  quality  on  agricultural  lands. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  support 
this  amendment.  It  would  eliminate 
two  of  the  most  egregious  loopholes  in 
the  nonpoint  source  section  of  the  bill. 
First,  the  amendment  would  strike  a 
provision  that  exempts  agricultural 
producers  from  the  nonpoint  provisions 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  if  a  producer 
has  in  place  a  plan  referred  to  as  a 
"whole  farm  or  ranch  natural  resources 
management  plan." 

I  want  to  be  clear  at  the  outset.  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  concept  of 
whole  farm  plans.  It  makes  a  lot  of 
sense  for  farms  that  are  subject  to  nu- 
merous planning  requirements  to  con- 
solidate them  into  a  comprehensive 
management  plan.  But  that  is  not  what 
H  R.  961  does. 

H.R.  961  creates  a  mechanism  for  es- 
cape from  Clean  Water  Act  coverage 
without  any  assurance  whatsoever  that 
a  farm  plan  will  even  address  nonpoint 
source  pollution. 

Any  farmer  who  prepares  a  document 
and  calls  it  a  whole  farm  plan  can  be 
out  of  the  nonpoint  program  entirely. 

The  bill  contains  no  specifications  or 
standards  as  to  what  the  farm  plan 
should  address,  or  what  it  should  at- 
tempt to  accomplish. 

There  is  no  requirement  that  the 
State  or  Federal  environmental  agen- 
cies with  expertise  in  protecting  water 
quality  play  any  role  in  ensuring  that 
these  plans  address  water  quality  con- 
cerns. 

In  fact,  there  is  no  requirement  that 
the  plans  include  measures  to  address 
water  quality  concerns. 

H.R.  961  removes  from  the  reach  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  the  single  greatest 
source  of  water  quality  impairment.  By 
allowmg  whole  farm  plans  to  serve  as 
compliance,  the  bill  takes  away  from 
States  the  ability  to  require  nonpoint 
control  by  these  producers,  even  if  the 
State  program  is  not  making  progress 
in  controlling  nonpoint  pollution.  This 
will  unnecessarily  hamper  the  efforts 
of  States  in  achieving  environmental 
results. 


The  Oberstar  amendment  also  would 
strike  provisions  that  improperly  make 
environmental  protection  contingent 
on  receipt  of  Federal  funding.  Require- 
ments on  States  for  assessments, 
nonpoint  program  implementation  and 
monitoring  would  all  be  delayed  one 
year  for  each  year  that  the  Federal  ap- 
propriation for  nonpoint  programs  falls 
even  one  dollar  short  of  the  amount  au- 
thorized. And.  the  amount  of  federal 
assistance  provided  will  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  determining  whether  a 
State's  program  is  making  reasonable 
progress  toward  attainment  of  water 
quality  standards. 

These  concepts  of  linking  Clean 
Water  Act  goals  with  Federal  funding 
are  bad  policy  and  are  certain  to 
thwart  any  progress  in  addressing  the 
largest  remaining  source  of  pollution. 
The  Clean  Water  Act  has  never  been  a 
fully  federally  funded  program.  Indi- 
viduals and  corporations  have  respon- 
sibilities not  to  contaminate  their 
neighbors'  water  regardless  of  whether 
they  receive  any  payments  from  the 
Federal  Government. 

As  with  all  of  the  loopholes  in  the 
bill,  someone  will  pay  the  price. 
Nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  need  to 
do  more,  not  less,  to  reduce  water  pol- 
lution. That  is  the  only  way  to  avoid 
disproportionate  burdens  on  industrial 
and  municipal  dischargers,  and  enor- 
mous losses  to  the  tourism  industry, 
recreation  and  others.  And,  it  is  the 
only  way  we  can  achieve  the  quality  of 
water  that  our  citizens  expect  and  de- 
serve. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Oberstar  amendment. 

D  1730 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strongest  pos- 
sible opposition  to  the  Oberstar  amend- 
ment. This  is  an  amendment  that  every 
single  member  of  the  House  should  op- 
pose. 

First  of  all.  as  a  fourth  generation 
family  farmer,  I  cannot  stress  strongly 
enough  how  offensive  the  Oberstar 
amendment  is.  We.  in  agriculture,  are 
sick  and  tired  of  Washington,  DC,  bu- 
reaucrats treating  us  with  contempt. 

There  is  general  agreement  among 
people  who  understand  agriculture  that 
Best  Management  Practices  are  the 
most  cost  effective  programs  for  reduc- 
ing agricultural  run-off.  That  is  the  re- 
sponsible principle  that  this  bill  seeks 
to  put  into  affect. 

And,  who  are  the  experts  on  agricul- 
tural run-off?  I  assure  you  that  the  an- 
swer is  not  the  bureaucrats  at  EPA. 

H.R.  961  puts  the  responsibility  of  de- 
veloping Best  Management  Practices 
in  the  hands  of  the  USDA. 

The  Oberstar  amendment  dem- 
onstrates contempt  for  farmers  and 
contempt  for  the  USDA. 

As  far  as  the  unfunded  mandates  por- 
tion of  the  Oberstar  amendment.  Presi- 


dent Clinton  has  already  signed  into 
law  the  Unfunded  Mandates  Reform 
Act  to  prevent  exactly  this  type  of  leg- 
islation from  being  passed  by  Congress. 

The  provisions  of  H.R.  961  are  simple, 
but  fair.  The  bill  makes  an  estimate  of 
annual  needs  toward  attaining  the 
goals  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  If  Con- 
gress does  not  appropriate  these  funds, 
compliance  deadlines  for  the  States  are 
delayed. 

This  is  the  type  of  unfunded  mandate 
relief  that  both  Houses  of  Congress 
have  already  approved  overwhelmingly 
and  is  already  Federal  law. 

The  Oberstar  amendment  says  "for- 
get all  that,  let's  pretend  that  the  un- 
funded mandate  bill  never  passed.  Let's 
go  back  to  business  as  usual,  passing 
the  buck  as  we've  done  before." 

Even  if  you  didn't  support  unfunded 
mandate  reform,  you  should  respect 
that  this  is  now  the  law  of  the  land.  No 
Member,  no  matter  how  you  feel  about 
the  rest  of  the  bill,  should  support  this 
amendment. 

Vote  "no"  on  the  Oberstar  amend- 
ment. It's  an  insult  to  farmers.  It  de- 
serves to  be  defeated  resoundingly.  In 
fact,  it  deserves  to  be  defeated  unani- 
mously. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman   from    Minnesota    [Mr.    Ober- 

ST.\R]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  122,  noes  290, 
not  voting  22,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  323] 
AYES— 122 


Abercrombie 

Ford 

Matsui 

.\ckerman 

Furse 

McDermott 

Andrews 

Gejdenson 

McHale 

Barrett  iWli 

Gephardt 

McKinney 

Becerra 

Gibbons 

.Meehan 

Beilenson 

Gonzalez 

Mcnendez 

Herman 

Green 

Mfume 

Bonior 

Gutierrez 

Mineta 

Borski 

Harman 

Mink 

Brown  i  C.^  i 

Hastings  (FL) 

Moran 

Brown  (FLi 

Hinchey 

Nadler 

Brown  lOHi 

Jefferson 

Neal 

Cardln 

Johnson  (CT) 

Oberstar 

Clay 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Olver 

Conyers 

Johnston 

Owens 

Costello 

Kanjorski 

Pallone 

Coyne 

Kaptur 

Payne (NJ) 

DeFazio 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Pelosl 

DeLauro 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Rahall 

Dellums 

Kennelly 

Range  1 

Deutsch 

Kildee 

Reed 

Dicks 

Kleczka 

Reynolds 

Dtngell 

LaFalce 

Rivers 

Dixon 

Lantos 

Roybal-Allard 

Doggett 

Levin 

Rush 

Engel 

Lewis  (GA) 

Sabo 

Eshoo 

Lipinski 

Sanders 

Evans 

Lofgren 

Schroeder 

Fattah 

Lowey 

Scott 

Fields  (LA) 

Luther 

Serrano 

Filner 

Maloney 

Shays 

Flake 

Man  ton 

Skaggs 

Foglietta 

Markey 

Slaughter 

Forbes 

Martinez 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torricelli 

Towns 


AUard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  INE) 

Bartlett 

Bass 

Bate  man 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

BoPhlert 

Boehner 

BonlUa 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  iTN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combcst 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

EnsixD 

Everett 


Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

NOES— 290 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (M.^) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gllchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Hergcr 

Hilleary 

Billiard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houi;hton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Iiiglis 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 
Longley 


Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Lucas 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

.Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morel  la 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

.Nethercutl 

Neumarm 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pr>ce 

Quillen 

Quinu 

Kadanovich 

Rams  tad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabachcr 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Scastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 


Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC> 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 


Barton 
Bono 
Boucher 
Collins  (ID 
Collins  (MI) 
Dunn 
Frisa 
Hancock 


Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 


NOT  VOTING— 22 

Meek 

Miller  (CA) 
Moakley 
Ortiz 
Pastor 

Peterson  (FL) 
Richardson 
Rogers 


White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Schumer 
Tanner 
Torres 
Waldholtz 
Watts  (OK) 
Young (FL) 


D  1751 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Texas  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
against. 

Mr.  Markley  for  with  Ms.  Dunn  ajrainst. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  MichiKan  for.  with  Mr. 
Watts  against. 

Messrs.  FRANKS,  of  New  Jersey, 
WISE.  CLYBURN,  and  BRYANT  of 
Texas  changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Ms.  DELAURO  and  Mr.  DOGGETT 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PALLONE 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment.  Amendment  No.  41. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  PALLONE: 
II.R.  961 

OFFERED  By:  Mr.  PALLONE 

AMENDMENT  No.  41;  Page  81.  after  line  1.  in- 
sert the  following: 

(a)  FINDING  WITH  RESPECT  TO  HAR.M  CAUSED 

BY  VI0L.^TI0NS.— Section  101  (33  U.S.C.  1251) 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

■•(i)  FINDING  With  Respect  to  Harm 
Caused  by  Violations.— Congress  finds  that 
a  discharge  which  results  in  a  violation  of 
this  Act  or  a  regulation,  standard,  limita- 
tion, requirement,  or  order  issued  pursuant 
to  this  Act  interferes  with  the  restoration 
and  maintenance  of  the  chemical,  physical, 
and  biological  integrity  of  any  waters  into 
which  the  discharge  flows  (either  directly  or 
through  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works), 
including  any  watei-s  into  which  the  receiv- 
ing waters  flow.  and.  therefore,  harms  those 
who  use  or  enjoy  such  waters  and  those  who 
use  or  enjoy  nearby  lands  or  aquatic  re- 
sources associated  with  those  waters. 

••(j)  Finding  With  Respect  to  Citizen 
Suits.— Congress  finds  that  citizen  suits  are 
a  valuable  means  of  enforcement  of  this  Act 
and  urges  the  Administrator  to  take  actions 
to  encourage  such  suits,  including  providing 
information  concerning  violators  to  citizen 
groups  to  assist  them  in  bringing  suits,  pro- 
viding expert  witne.sses  and  other  evidence 
with  respect  to  such  suits,  and  filing  amicus 
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curiae  briefs  on  important  issues  related  to 
such  suits.". 

(b)  Violations  of  Requirements  of  Local 
Control  authorities.— Section  307(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1317(d))  is  amended  by  striking  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  the  following: 
■After  the  date  on  which  (1)  any  effluent 
standard  or  prohibition  or  pretreatment 
standard  or  requirement  takes  effect  under 
this  section  or  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  under  section  402(a)(3) 
or  402(b)(8)  of  this  Act  takes  effect,  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  owner  or  operator  of  any 
source  to  operate  such  source  in  violation  of 
the  effluent  standard.  prohibition, 
pretreatment  standard,  or  requirement". 

(c)  Inspections.  Monitoring,  and  Provid- 
ing Information.— 

(1)  APPLiCABiLrrY  OF  requirements.— Sec- 
tion 308(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1318(a))  is  amended  by 
striking  "the  owner  or  operator  of  any  point 
source"  and  inserting  "a  person  subject  to  a 
requirement  of  this  Act". 

(2)  Public  access  to  information.— The 
first  sentence  of  section  308(b)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(including  information 
contained  in  the  Permit  Compliance  System 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency)" 
after  "obtained  under  this  section"; 

(B)  by  inserting  "made"  after  "shall  be"; 
and 

(C)  by  inserting  "by  computer  tele- 
communication and  other  means"  after 
"public"  the  first  place  it  appears. 

(3)  Public  infor.mation.— Section  308  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(e)  Public  Information.— 

"(1)  Posting  of  notice  of  polluted  wa- 
ters.—At  each  major  point  of  public  access 
(including,  at  a  minimum,  beaches,  parks, 
recreation  areas,  marinas,  and  boat  launch- 
ing areas)  to  a  body  of  navigable  water  that 
does  not  meet  an  applicable  water  quality 
standard  or  that  is  subject  to  a  fishing  and 
shell  fishing  ban.  advisory,  or  consumption 
restriction  (issued  by  a  Federal.  State,  or 
local  authority)  due  to  fish  or  shellfish  con- 
tamination, the  State  within  which  bound- 
aries all  or  any  part  of  such  body  of  water 
lies  shall,  either  directly  or  through  local 
authorities,  post  and  maintain  a  clearly  visi- 
ble sign  which— 

"(A)  indicates  the  water  quality  standard 
that  is  being  violated  or  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  the  restriction  on  fish  or  shellfish 
consumption,  as  the  case  may  be; 

"(B)  includes  (i)  information  on  the  envi- 
ronmenul  and  health  effects  associated  with 
the  failure  to  meet  such  standard  or  with  the 
consumption  of  fish  or  shellfish  subject  to 
the  restriction,  and  (ii)  a  phone  number  for 
obtaining  additional  information  relating  to 
the  violation  and  restriction;  and 

"(C)  will  be  maintained  until  the  body  of 
water  is  in  compliance  with  the  water  qual- 
ity standard  or  until  all  fish  and  shellfish 
consumption  restrictions  are  terminated 
with  respect  to  the  body  of  water,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

"(2)  Notice  of  discharges  to  navigable 
WATERS.— Except  for  permits  issued  to  mu- 
nicipalities for  discharges  composed  entirely 
of  stormwater  under  section  402  of  this  Act. 
each  permit  issued  under  section  402  by  the 
Administrator  or  by  a  State  shall  ensure 
compliance  with  the  following  require- 
ments: 

"(A)  Every  permittee  shall  conspicuously 
maintain  at  all  public  entrances  to  the  facil- 
ity a  clearly  visible  sign  which  indicates 
that  the  facility  discharges  pollutants  into 
navigable  waters  and  the  location  of  such 
discharges;  the  name,  business  address,  and 
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phone  number  of  the  permittee:  the  permit 
number;  and  a  location  at  which  a  copy  of 
the  permit  and  public  information  required 
by  this  paragraph  is  mamtained  and  made 
available  for  inspection  or  a  phone  number 
for  obtaining  such  information. 

■■(B)  Each  permittee  which  is  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  shall  include  in  each 
quarterly  mailing  of  a  bill  to  each  customer 
of  the  treatment  works  information  which 
indicates  that  the  treatment  works  dis- 
charges pollutants  into  the  navigable  waters 
and  the  location  of  each  of  such  discharges; 
the  name,  busmess  address  and  phone  num- 
ber of  the  permittee;  the  permit  number;  a 
location  at  which  a  copy  of  the  permit  and 
public  Information  required  by  this  para- 
graph is  mamtained  and  made  available  for 
inspection  or  a  phone  number  for  obtaining 
such  mformation;  and  a  list  of  all  violations 
of  the  requirements  of  the  permit  by  the 
treatment  works  over  the  preceding  12- 
month  period. 
"(3)  Regllations.— 
••(A)  Issuance.— The  Administrator— 
■•(i)  not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection,  shall 
propose  regulations  to  carry  out  this  sub- 
section; and 

■■(ii)  not  later  than  18  months  after  such 
date  of  enactment,  shall  issue  such  regula- 
tions. 

■(B)  Content— The  regulations  issued  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  shall  esublish— 

■■(i)  uniform  requirements  and  procedures 
for  identifying  and  posting  bodies  of  water 
under  paragraph  (1); 

■•(ii)  minimum  information  to  be  included 
in  signs  posted  and  notices  issued  pursuant 
to  this  subsection; 

■■(iii)  uniform  requirements  and  procedures 
for  fish  and  shellfish  sampling  and  analysis; 
••(iv)  uniform  requirements  for  determin- 
ing the  nature  and  extent  of  fish  and  shell- 
fish bans,  advisories,  and  consumption  re- 
strictions which— 

■•(I)  address  cancer  and  noncancer  human 
health  risks; 

■III)  take  into  account  the  effects  of  all 
fish  and  shellfish  contaminants,  including 
the  cumulative  and  synergistic  effects; 

(III)  asbure  the  protection  oi  subpopula- 
tions  who  consume  higher  than  average 
amounts  of  fish  and  shellfish  or  are  particu- 
larly susceptible  to  the  effects  of  such  con- 
tamination: 

■■(IV)  address  race,  gender,  ethnic  composi- 
tion, or  social  and  economic  factors,  based 
on  the  latest  available  studies  of  national  or 
regional  consumption  by  and  impacts  on 
such  subpopulations  unless  more  reliable 
site-specific  data  is  available: 

"■(V)  are  based  on  a  margin  of  safety  that 
takes  into  account  the  uncertainties  in 
human  health  impacts  from  such  contamina- 
tion: and 

•■(VI)  evaluate  assessments  of  health  risks 
of  contaminated  fish  and  shellfish  that  are 
used  in  pollution  control  programs  developed 
by  the  Admmistrator  under  this  Act.". 

(4)  St.\te  reports— Section  305(b)(1)  (33 
U.S.C.  1315(b)(1))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  •and'"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (D); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (E)  and  inserting  ••;  and";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
■■(F)  a  list  identifying  bodies  of  water  for 

which  signs  were  posted  under  section 
308(e)(1)  in  the  preceding  year."'. 

(d)  Civil  Penalties.— 

(1)  Enforcement  of  local  pretreatment 
reqlirements.— 

(A)  Compliance  orders.— 
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(i)  Initial  .action.- Section  309(ai(l)  (33 
U.S.C.  1319(a)(1))  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  'of  this  Act."'  the  following:  ••or  is  in 
violation  of  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 402(a)(3)  or  402(b)(8)  of  this  Act."'. 

(ii)  Issuance  of  orders.— Section  309(a)(3) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  'he  shall" 
the  following:  "or  is  in  violation  of  any  re- 
quirement imposed  in  a  pretreatment  pro- 
gram approved  under  section  402(a)(3)  or 
402(b)(8)  of  this  Act.". 

(B)  Criminal  penalties.— Section 
309(c)(3)(A)  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
■and  who  knows"'  the  following:  ■or  know- 
ingly violates  any  requirement  imposed  in  a 
pretreatment  program  approved  under  sec- 
tion 402(a)(3)  or  402(b)(8)  of  this  Act."'. 

(C)  Administrative  penalties— Section 
309(g)(1)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "or  by 
a  State."  the  following:  ■or  has  violated  any 
requirement  imposed  in  a  pretreatment  pro- 
gram approved  under  section  402(a)(3)  or 
402(b)(8)  of  this  Act  or  an  order  issued  by  the 
Administrator  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.". 

(2)  Tre.atment  of  single  operational  up- 
sets.— 

(A)  Criminal  penalties.— Section  309(c)  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraph  (5)  and  redes- 
ignating paragraphs  (6)  and  (7)  as  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6).  respectively. 

(B)  Civil  penalties.— Section  309(d)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  last  sentence. 

(C)  ADMiNisTRA'nvE  PENALTIES.— Section 
309(g)(3)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last  sen- 
tence. 

(3)  Use  of  civil  penalties  for  mitigation 

PRaJECTS.— 

(A)  In  GENERAL.— Section  309(d)  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  second  sentence  the 
following:  'The  court  may.  in  the  court's 
discretion,  order  that  a  civil  penalty  be  used 
for  carrying  out  mitigation  projects  which 
are  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
and  which  enhance  the  public  health  or  envi- 
ronment."". 

(B)  Conforming  amendmen-t.- Section 
505(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1365(a))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
last  sentence  the  following:  ■,  including  or- 
dering f  he  use  of  a  civil  penalty  for  carrying 
out  mitigation  projects". 

(4)  DETER.MINA-nON  OF  AMOUNT  OF  PEN- 
ALTIES.— 

(A)  CUTL  PENAL-nES.- Section  309(d)  (33 
U.S.C.  1319(d))  is  amended  by  inserting  ■the 
amount  of  any  penalty  previously  imposed 
on  the  violator  by  a  court  or  administrative 
agency  for  the  same  violation  or  violations.  " 
after  -economic  impact  of  the  penalty  on  the 
violator."'. 

(B)  ADMiNisTRA-nvE  PENALTIES.— Section 
309(g)(3)  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  'or  savings";  or 

(ii)  by  inserting  ■•the  amount  of  any  pen- 
alty previously  imposed  on  the  violator  by  a 
court  or  administrative  agency  for  the  same 
violation  or  violations."  after  Tesulting 
from  the  violation."". 

(5)  Limitation  on  defenses.— Section 
309(g)(1)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following:  'In  a  proceeding  to  assess  or  re- 
view a  penalty  under  this  subsection,  the 
adequacy  of  consultation  between  the  Ad- 
ministrator or  the  Secretary,  as  the  case 
may  be.  and  the  State  shall  not  be  a  defense 
to  assessment  or  enforcement  of  such  pen- 
alty."". 

(6)  AMOUNTS  OF  administrative  CIVIL  PEN- 
ALTIES.— 

(A)  General  rule.— Section  309(g)(2)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(2)  Amoiwt  of  penalties:  .notice;  hear- 
ing.— 


■'(A)  Maxi.mu.m  a.mou.vt  OF  penalties —The 
amount  of  a  civil  penalty  under  paragraph 
(1)  may  not  exceed  S25.000  per  violation  per 
day  for  each  day  during  which  the  violation 
continues. 

■■(B)  Written  .notice.— Before  issuing  an 
order  assessing  a  civil  penalty  under  this 
subsection,  the  Administrator  shall  give  to 
the  person  to  be  assessed  the  penalty  written 
notice  of  the  Administrators  proposal  to 
issue  the  order  and  the  opportunity  to  re- 
quest, within  30  days  of  the  date  the  notice 
is  received  by  such  person,  a  hearing  on  the 
proposed  order. 

■■(C)  Hearings  .not  on  the  record.— If  the 
proposed  penalty  does  not  exceed  $25,000.  the 
hearing  shall  not  be  subject  to  section  554  or 
556  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  but  shall 
provide  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  be  heard 
and  to  present  evidence. 

■■(D)  Heari.ngs  on  the  record— If  the  pro- 
posed penalty  exceeds  $25,000.  the  hearing 
shall  be  on  the  record  in  accordance  with 
section  554  of  title  5.  United  States  Code.  The 
Administrator  may  issue  rules  for  discovery 
procedures  for  hearings  under  this  subpara- 
graph.". 

(B)  Conforming  a.mendments.— Section 
309(g)  is  amended— 

(i)  in  paragraph  (D  by  striking  -class  I 
civil  penalty  or  a  class  II"; 

(ii)  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph 
(4)(C)  by  striking  ■■(2KA)  in  the  case  of  a 
class  I  civil  penalty  and  paragraph  (2)(B)  in 
the  case  of  a  class  II  civil  penalty"  and  in- 
serting ■•(2i  ";  and 

(iii)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (8) 
by  striking  ■■asse.ssment^^'  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  -by  filing^^  and  inserting  ■as- 
sessment in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  or  in  the  district 
in  which  the  violation  is  alleged  to  have  oc- 
curred by  filing". 

(7)  St.\te  enkorce.ment  actions  as  bar  to 
federal  enforceme.nt  actio.ss.- Section 
309(g)(6)(A)  is  amended— 

(.•\)  by  inserting  -or"  after  the  comma  at 
the  end  of  clause  (i); 

(B)  by  striking  clause  (ii);  and 

(C)  in  clause  (iii)— 

(i)  by  striking  -'or  the  State"';  and 
(ii)  by  striking   -or  such  comparable  SUte 
law.  as  the  case  may  be.". 

(8)  Recovery  of  economic  benefit— Sec- 
tion 309  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

■-(h)  Recovery  of  Econo.mic  Benefit — 
■■(1)  General  rule.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  section,  any  civil  pen- 
alty assessed  and  collected  under  this  sec- 
tion must  be  in  an  amount  which  is  not  less 
than  the  amount  of  the  economic  benefit  (if 
any)  resulting  from  the  violation  for  which 
the  penalty  is  assessed. 

■■(2)  Regul.ations.— Not  later  than  2  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Administrator  shall  issue  regu- 
lations establishing  a  methodology  for  cal- 
culating the  economic  benefits  or  savings  re- 
sulting from  violations  of  this  .\ct.  Pending 
issuance  of  such  regulations,  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  effect  and  economic  benefits  shall 
be  calculated  for  purposes  of  paragraph  d)  on 
a  case-by-case  basis."". 

(9)  Limitation  on  co.mpromises.— Section 
309  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(i)  Limitation  on  Compro.mises  of  Civil 
Penalties.— Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  section,  the  amount  of  a  civil 
penalty  assessed  under  this  section  may  not 
be  compromised  below  the  amount  deter- 
mined by  adding— 


■■(1)  the  minimum  amount  required  for  re- 
covery of  economic  benefit  under  subsection 
(h).  to 

■■(2)  50  percent  of  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  the  civil  penalty  assessed  and 
such  minimum  amount."". 

(10)  Minimum  amount  for  serious  viola- 
tions.—Section  309  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(j)  Minimum  Civil  Penalties  for  Serious 
violations    and    Significant    NoncomplI- 

ERS.— 

•"(1)  Serious  violations.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  section  (other 
than  paragraph  (2)).  the  minimum  civil  pen- 
alty which  shall  be  assessed  and  collected 
under  this  .section  from  a  person— 

■■<A)  for  a  discharge  from  a  point  source  of 
a  hazardous  pollutant  which  exceeds  or  oth- 
erwise violates  any  applicable  effluent  limi- 
tation established  by  or  under  this  Act  by  20 
percent  or  more,  or 

"(B)  for  a  discharge  from  a  point  source  of 
a  pollutant  (other  than  a  hazardous  pollut- 
ant) which  exceeds  or  otherwise  violates  any 
applicable  effluent  limitation  established  by 
or  under  this  Act  by  40  percent  or  more, 
shall  be  $1,000  for  the  first  such  violation  in 
a  180-day  period. 

•■(2i  Significant  noncompi.iers.- Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  section, 
the  minimum  civil  penalty  which  shall  be  as- 
sessed and  collected  under  this  section  from 
a  person — 

■■(A)  for  the  second  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  period  from  a  point  source  of  a  haz- 
ardous pollutant  which  exceeds  or  otherwise 
violates  any  applicable  effluent  limitation 
established  by  or  under  this  .\ct  by  20  per- 
cent or  more. 

••(B)  for  the  second  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  period  from  a  point  source  of  a  pol- 
lutant (Other  than  a  hazardous  pollutant) 
which  exceeds  or  otherwise  violates  an.v  ap- 
plicable effluent  limitation  established  by  or 
under  this  Act  by  40  percent  or  more. 

■■(C)  for  the  fourth  or  more  discharge  in  a 
180-day  period  from  a  point  source  of  any 
pollutant  which  exceeds  or  otherwise  vio- 
lates the  same  effluent  limitation,  or 

■■(D)  for  not  filing  in  a  180-day  period  2  or 
more    reports    in    accordance    with    section 
402(r)(l). 
shall  be  $5,000  for  each  of  such  violations. 

■■(3)  Mandatory  inspections  for  signifi- 
cant noncompliers.— The  Administrator 
shall  identify  any  person  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  as  a  significant  noncomplier  and 
shall  conduct  an  inspection  described  in  sec- 
tion 402(q)  of  this  Act  of  the  facility  at  which 
the  violations  were  committed.  Such  inspec- 
tions shall  be  conducted  at  least  once  in  the 
180-day  period  following  the  date  of  the  most 
recent  violation  which  resulted  in  such  per- 
son being  identified  as  a  significant  noncom- 
plier. 

■■(4)  Annual  reporti.ng.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  transmit  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Governors  of  the  States,  and  shall  publish  in 
the  Federal  Register,  on  an  annual  basis  a 
list  of  all  persons  identified  as  significant 
noncompliers  under  paragraph  (3)  in  the  pre- 
ceding calendar  year  and  the  violations 
which  resulted  in  such  classifications. 

■■(5)  Hazardous  pollutant  defined— For 
purpo.ses  of  this  subsection,  the  term  "haz- 
ardous pollutant'  has  the  meaniiig  the  term 
•hazardous  substance^  has  under  subsection 
(c)(7)  of  this  section. •'. 

(11)  STATE  PROGRAM —Section  402(b)(7)  (33 
U.S.C.  1342(b)(7))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

■■(7)  To  abate  violations  of  the  permit  or 
the  permit  program  which  shall  include,  be- 


ginning on  the  last  day  of  the  2-year  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Clean  Water  Compliance  and  Enforce- 
ment Improvement  Amendments  Act  of  1995. 
a  penalty  program  comparable  to  the  Fed- 
eral penalty  program  under  section  309  of 
this  Act  and  which  shall  include  at  a  mini- 
mum criminal,  civil,  and  civil  administra- 
tive penalties,  and  may  include  other  ways 
and  means  of  enforcement,  which  the  State 
demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator are  equally  effective  as  the  Fed- 
eral penalty  program:". 

(12)  Federal  procurement  compliance  in- 
centive.—Section  508(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1368(a))  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  second 
comma  •or  who  is  identified  under  section 
309(j)(3)  of  this  Act,"'. 

(e)  National  Polluta.nt  Discharge  Elimi- 
N.^TioN  Permits.— 

(1)  Withdrawal  of  state  progr.\m  ap- 
proval—Section  402(b)  (33  use.  1342(b))  is 
amended  by  striking  ""unless  he  determines 
that  adequate  authority  does  not  exist:""  and 
inserting  the  following:  ""only  when  he  deter- 
mines that  adequate  authority  exists  and 
shall  withdraw  program  approval  whenever 
he  determines  that  adequate  authority  no 
longer  exists:"". 

(2)  Judicial  review  of  rulings  on  applica- 
tions FOR  .ST.\TE  permits.— Section  402(b)(3) 
is  amended  by  inserting  "'and  to  ensure  that 
any  interested  person  who  participated  in 
the  public  comment  process  and  any  other 
person  who  could  obtain  judicial  review  of 
that  action  under  any  other  applicable  law 
has  the  right  to  judicial  review  of  such  rul- 
ing^'  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end. 

(3)  Inspections  for  major  industrial  and 
municipal  dischargers.— Section  402(b)  is 
amended — 

(.\)  by  striking  ••and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (8); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  a  semicolon:  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
'•(10)  To  ensure  that  any  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  major  industrial  or  municipal 
facility,  as  defined  by  the  Administrator  by 
regulation,  includes  conditions  under  which 
such  facility  will  be  subject  to  at  least  an- 
nual inspections  by  the  State  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (q)  of  this  section;^. 

(4)  Monthly  reports  for  significant  in- 
dustrial USERS  of  potws.— Section  402(b)  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

••(11)  To  en.sure  that  any  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  in  the  State  includes  conditions  under 
which  the  treatment  works  will  require  any 
significant  industrial  u.ser  of  the  treatment 
works,  as  defined  by  the  Administrator  by 
regulation,  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator, the  State,  and  the  treatment 
works  a  monthly  discharge  monitoring  re- 
port as  a  condition  to  using  the  treatment 
works:'. 

(5)  Permits  required  for  introduction  of 
pollutants  into  roTws.— Section  402(b)  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

--(12)  To  ensure  that,  after  the  last  day  of 
the  2-year  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  any  signifi- 
cant industrial  user,  or  other  source  des- 
ignated by  the  Administrator,  introducing  a 
pollutant  into  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  has.  and  operates  in  accordance  with, 
a  permit  issued  by  the  treatment  works  or 
the  State  for  introduction  of  such  pollutant; 
and"". 

(6)  Granting  of  authority  to  potws  for 
inspections  and  penalties.— Section  402(b) 
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is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

•■(13)  To  ensure  that  the  State  will  grant  to 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  in  the 
State,  not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  aulhoiity, 
power,  and  responsibility  to  conduct  inspec- 
tions under  subsection  (q)  of  this  section  and 
to  assess  and  collect  civil  penalties  and  civil 
administrative  penalties  under  paragraph  (7) 
of  this  subsection."'. 

(7)  iNSPEcrriON.— Section  402  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(D  Inspection.— 

•■(1)  General  rule.— Each  permit  for  a  dis- 
charge into  the  navigable  waters  or  intro- 
duction of  pollutants  into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  issued  under  this  section 
shall  include  conditions  under  which  the  ef- 
fluent being  discharged  will  be  subject  to 
random  inspections  in  accordance  with  this 
subsection  by  the  Administrator  or  the 
State,  in  the  case  of  a  State  permit  program 
under  this  section. 

"(2)  Minimum  standards.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  establish  minimum  standards  for 
inspections  under  this  subsection.  Such 
standards  shall  require,  at  a  minimum,  the 
following: 

■■(A)  An  annual  representative  sampling  by 
the  Administrator  or  the  State,  in  the  case 
of  a  State  permit  program  under  this  sec- 
tion, of  the  effluent  being  discharged;  except 
that  if  the  discharge  is  not  from  a  major  in- 
dustrial or  municipal  facility  such  sampling 
shall  be  conducted  at  least  once  every  3 
years. 

■•(B)  An  analysis  of  all  samples  collected 
under  subparagraph  (A)  by  a  Federal  or 
State  owned  and  operated  laboratory  or  a 
State  approved  laboratory,  other  than  one 
that  is  being  used  by  the  permittee  or  that  is 
directly  or  indirectly  owned,  operated,  or 
managed  by  the  permittee. 

■■(C)  An  evaluation  of  the  maintenance 
record  of  any  treatment  equipment  of  the 
permittee. 

"(D)  An  evaluation  of  the  sampling  tech- 
niques used  by  the  permittee. 

■■(E)  A  random  check  of  discharge  monitor- 
ing reports  of  the  permittee  for  each  12- 
month  period  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  or  not  such  leports  are  consistent 
with  the  applicable  analyses  conducted 
under  subparagraph  (B). 

•■(F)  An  inspection  of  the  sample  storage 
facilities  and  techniques  of  the  permittee."'. 

(8)  Reporting.— Section  402  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(S)  Reporting.— 

■■(1)  General  rule.— Each  person  holding  a 
permit  issued  under  this  section  which  is  de- 
termined by  the  Administrator  to  be  a  major 
industrial  or  municipal  discharger  of  pollut- 
ants into  the  navigable  waters  shall  prepare 
and  submit  to  the  Administrator  a  monthly 
discharge  monitoring  report.  Any  other  per- 
son holding  a  permit  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Admin- 
istrator quarterly  discharge  monitoring  re- 
ports or  more  frequent  discharge  monitoring 
reports  if  the  Administrator  requires.  Such 
reports  shall  contain,  at  a  minimum,  such 
information  as  the  Administrator  shall  re- 
quire by  regulation. 

"(2)  Reporting  of  hazardous  dis- 
charges.— 

■■(A)  General  rule.— If  a  discharge  from  a 
point  source  for  which  a  permit  is  issued 
under  this  section  exceeds  an  effluent  limita- 
tion contained  in  such  permit  which  is  based 
on  an  acute  water  quality  standard  or  any 
other  discharge  which  may  cause  an 
exceedance  of  an  acute  water  quality  stand- 
ard or  otherwise  is  likely  to  cause  injury  to 
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persons  or  damage  to  the  environment  or  to 
pose  a  threat  to  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment, the  person  holding  such  permit 
shall  notify  the  Administrator,  in  writing,  of 
such  discharge  not  later  than  2  hours  after 
the  later  of  the  time  at  which  such  discharge 
commenced  or  the  time  at  which  the  permit- 
tee knew  or  had  reason  to  know  of  such  dis- 
charge. 

"(B)  Special  rule  for  haz.\rdous  polllt- 
ANTS.— If  a  discharge  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  is  of  a  hazardous  pollutant  (as  de- 
fined in  section  309<j)  of  this  Act),  the  person 
holding  such  permit  shall  provide  the  Ad- 
ministrator with  such  additional  informa- 
tion on  the  discharge  as  may  be  required  oy 
the  Administrator.  Such  additional  informa- 
tion shall  be  provided  to  the  .Administrator 
within  24  hours  after  the  later  of  the  time  at 
which  such  discharge  commenced  or  the 
time  at  which  the  permittee  became  aware 
of  such  discharge.  Such  additional  informa- 
tion shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  an  esti- 
mate of  the  danger  posed  by  the  discharge  to 
the  environment,  whether  the  discharge  is 
continuing,  and  the  measures  taken  or  being 
taken  (i)  to  remediate  the  problem  caused  by 
the  discharge  and  any  damage  to  the  envi- 
ronment, and  (ii)  to  avoid  a  repetition  of  the 
discharge. 

•■(3)  SiGN.MXRE.— All  reports  filed  under 
paragraph  (1)  must  be  signed  by  the  highest 
ranking  official  having  day-to-day  manage- 
rial and  operational  responsibility  for  the  fa- 
cility at  which  the  discharge  occurs  or.  in 
the  absence  of  such  person,  by  another  re- 
sponsible high  ranking  official  at  such  facil- 
ity. Such  highest  ranking  official  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  accuracy  of  all  information 
contained  in  such  reports;  except  that  such 
highest  ranking  official  may  file  with  the 
Administrator  amendments  to  any  such  re- 
port if  the  report  was  signed  in  the  absence 
of  the  highest  ranking  official  by  another 
high  ranking  official  and  if  such  amend- 
ments are  filed  within  7  days  of  the  return  of 
the  highest  ranking  official.". 

(9)  Ll.MITATIO.N  ON  ISSUANCE  OF   PERMITS  TO 

siGNiFiCA.NT  noncompliers.— Section  402  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(t)  SIGNIFICANT  Noncompliers.— No  per- 
mit may  be  issued  under  this  section  to  any 
person  (other  than  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works)  identified  under  section  309(j)(3) 
of  this  Act  or  to  any  other  person  owned  or 
controlled  by  the  identified  person,  owning 
or  controlling  the  identified  person,  or  under 
common  control  with  the  identified  person, 
until  the  .Administrator  or  the  State  or 
States  in  which  the  violation  or  violations 
occur  determines  that  the  condition  or  con- 
ditions giving  rise  to  such  violation  or  viola- 
tions have  been  corrected.  No  permit  appli- 
cation submitted  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  subsection  may  be  approved  un- 
less the  application  includes  a  list  of  all  vio- 
lations of  this  Act  by  a  person  identified 
under  section  309<j)  of  this  Act  during  the  3- 
year  period  preceding  the  date  of  submission 
of  the  application  and  evidence  indicating 
whether  the  underlying  cause  of  each  such 
violation  has  been  corrected.". 

<10)  Applicability.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  per- 
mits issued  before,  on.  or  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act;  except  that — 

(A)  with  respect  to  permits  issued  before 
such  date  of  enactment  to  a  major  industrial 
or  municipal  discharger,  such  amendments 
shall  take  effect  on  the  last  day  of  the  1-year 
period  beginning  on  such  date  of  enactment; 
and 

(B)  with  respect  to  all  other  permits  issued 
before  such  date  of  enactment,  such  amend- 


ments shall  Lake  effect  on  the  last  day  of  the 
2-year  period  beginning  on  such  date  of  en- 
actment. 

(f)  Expired  state  Permits.— Section  402(d) 
(33  U.S.C.  1342(d))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Expired  state  permits.— In  any  case 
in  which — 

"(A)  a  permit  issued  by  a  State  for  a  dis- 
charge has  expired. 

"(B)  the  permittee  has  submitted  an  appli- 
cation to  the  State  for  a  new  permit  for  the 
discharge,  and 

"(C)  the  State  has  not  acted  on  the  appli- 
cation before  the  last  day  of  the  18-month 
period  beginning  on  the  date  the  permit  ex- 
pired. 

the  Administrator  may  issue  a  permit  for 
the  discharge  under  subsection  (a).". 

(g)  CoMPLiA.NCE  Schedule.— Section 
302(b)(2)(B)  (33  U.S.C.  1312(b)(2)(B))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "The 
Administrator  may  only  issue  a  permit  pur- 
suant to  this  subparagraph  for  a  period  ex- 
ceeding 2  years  if  the  Administrator  makes 
the  findings  described  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  this  subparagraph  on  the  basis  of  a  public 
hearing.". 

(h)   Emergency   Powers.— Section   504   (33 
U.S.C.  1364)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
-SEC.  504.  COMMUNITY  PROTECTION. 

"(a)  Issuance  of  Orders;  Court  Action  — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
Act.  whenever  the  Administrator  finds  that, 
because  of  an  actual  or  threatened  direct  or 
indirect  discharge  of  a  pollutant,  there  may 
be  an  imminent  and  substantial 
endangerment  to  the  public  health  or  welfare 
(including  the  livelihood  of  persons)  or  the 
environment,  the  Administrator  may  issue 
such  orders  or  take  such  action  as  may  be 
necessary  to  protect  public  health  or  welfare 
or  the  environment  and  commence  a  suit  (or 
cause  it  to  be  commenced)  in  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  district  where 
the  discharge  or  threat  occurs.  Such  court 
may  grant  such  relief  to  abate  the  threat 
and  to  protect  against  the  endangerment  as 
the  public  interest  and  the  equities  require, 
enforce,  and  adjudge  penalties  for  disobe- 
dience to  orders  of  the  Administrator  issued 
under  this  section,  and  grant  other  relief  ac- 
cording to  the  public  interest  and  the  equi- 
ties of  the  case. 

"(b)  Enforcement  of  Orders.— Any  person 
who.  without  sufficient  cause,  violates  or 
fails  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the  Adminis- 
trator issued  under  this  section,  shall  be  lia- 
ble for  civil  penalties  to  the  United  States  in 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  $25,000  per  day  for 
each  day  on  which  such  violation  or  failure 
occurs  or  continues.". 

(i)  Citizen  Suits.— 

(1)  Suits  for  past  violations.— Section  505 
(33  U.S.C.  1365)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (axl)  by  inserting  "to 
have  violated  or"  after  "who  is  alleged"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(ii)  by  striking 
"occurs"  and  inserting  "has  occurred  or  is 
occurring";  and 

(C)  in  subsection  (0(6)  by  inserting  "has 
been  or"  after  "which". 

(2)  Time  li.mit.— Section  505(b)(1)(A)  is 
amended  by  striking  "60  days"  and  inserting 
"30  days". 

(3)  Effect  of  judgments  on  citizen 
SUITS.— Section  505(b)  is  further  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)(B>— 

(i)  by  striking  ",  or  a  State";  and 

(ii)    by    striking    "right."    and    inserting 

"right  and  may  obtain  costs  of  litigation 

under  subsection  (d).  or";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"The  notice  under  paragraph  (IHA)  need  set 


forth  only  violations  which  have  been  spe- 
cifically identified  in  the  discharge  monitor- 
ing reports  of  the  alleged  violator.  An  action 
by  a  State  under  subsection  (a)(1)  may  be 
brought  at  any  time.  No  judicial  action  by 
the  Administrator  or  a  State  .shall  bar  an  ac- 
tion for  the  same  violation  under  subsection 
(a)(1)  unless  the  action  is  by  the  .Adminis- 
trator and  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
paragrah.  No  administrative  action  by  the 
Administrator  or  a  State  shall  bar  a  pending 
action  commenced  after  February  4.  1987.  for 
the  same  violation  under  subsection  (a)(1) 
unless  the  action  by  the  Administrator  or  a 
State  meets  the  requirements  of  section 
309(g)(6)  of  this  Act.". 

(4)  Conse.nt  judgme.nts.— Section  505(c)(3) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: "Consent  judgments  entered  under  this 
section  may  provide  that  the  civil  penalties 
included  in  the  consent  judgment  be  used  for 
carrying  out  mitigation  projects  in  accord- 
ance with  section  309(d).". 

(5)  Pretreatment  requirements.— Section 
505(f)(4)  is  amended  by  striking  "or 
pretreatment  standards  '  and  inserting  "or 
pretreatment  standard  or  requirement  de- 
scribed in  section  307(d)". 

(6)  Effluent  standard  definition.— Sec- 
tion 505(f)(6)  is  amended  by  inserting  "nar- 
rative or  mathematical"  before  "condition". 

(7)  Definition  of  citizen.— Section  505(g)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■(g)  Citizen  Defined.— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  "citizen'  means  a  person  or 
persons  having  an  interest  (including  a  rec- 
reational, aesthetic,  environmental,  health, 
or  economic  interest)  which  is.  has  been,  or 
may  be  adversely  affected  and  includes  a  per- 
son who  uses  or  enjoys  the  waters  into  which 
the  discharge  flows  (either  directly  or 
through  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works), 
who  uses  or  enjoys  aquatic  resources  or  near- 
by lands  associated  with  the  waters,  or  who 
would  use  or  enjoy  the  waters,  aquatic  re- 
sources, or  nearby  lands  if  they  were  less 
polluted.". 

(8)  Offers  of  judgment.— Section  505  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

ii)  Applicability  of  Offers  of  Judg- 
ment.—Offers  of  judgment  pursuant  to  Rule 
68  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  actions  brought 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  of  this  section.". 

(j)  Issuance  of  Subpoenas.— Section 
509(a)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1369(a)(1))  is  amended  by 
striking  "obtaining  information  under  sec- 
tion 305  of  this  Act.  or  carr.ving  out  section 
507(e)  of  this  Act."  and  inserting  "carrying 
out  this  Act.". 

(k)  Judicial  Review  of  EPA  Actions.— 
Section  509(b)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1369(b)(1))  is 
amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end 
of  clause  (D)  "including  a  decision  to  deny  a 
petition  by  interested  person  to  veto  an  indi- 
vidual permit  issued  by  a  State.";  • 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end 
of  clause  (E)  "including  a  decision  not  to  in- 
clude any  pollutant  in  such  effluent  limita- 
tion or  other  limitation  if  the  Administrator 
has  or  is  made  aware  of  information  indicat- 
ing that  such  pollutant  is  present  in  any  dis- 
charge subject  to  such  limitation.";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "and  (G)"  and  inserting  the 
following:  "(G)  in  issuing  or  approving  any 
water  quality  standard  under  section  303(c) 
or  303(d).  (H)  in  issuing  any  water  quality 
criterion  under  section  304(a).  including  a  de- 
cision not  to  address  any  effect  of  the  pollut- 
ant subject  to  such  criterion  if  the  Adminis- 
trator has  or  is  made  aware  of  information 
indicating  that  such  effect  may  occur,  and 
(J)". 
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(n  National  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund.— 

(1)  In  general— Title  V  (33  U.S.C.  1361- 
1377)  is  amended  by  redesignating  section  519 
as  section  522  and  by  inserting  after  section 
518  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  519.  NATIONAL  CLEAN  WATER  TRUST  FUND. 

"(ai  Creation  of  Trust  Fund —There  is 
established  in  the  Treasury-  of  the  United 
States  a  trust  fund  to  be  known  as  the  Clean 
Water  Trust  Fund". 

"(b)  Transfers  to  Trust  Fund.— There 
are  hereby  appropriated  to  the  Clean  Water 
Trust  Fund  amounts  equivalent  to  the  pen- 
alties collected  under  section  309  of  this  Act 
and  the  penalties  collected  under  section 
505(a)  of  this  Act  (excluding  any  amounts  or- 
dered to  be  used  to  carry  out  mitigation 
projects  under  section  309  or  505(a).  as  the 
case  may  be). 

"(c)  Administration  of  Trust  Fund.— The 
Administrator  shall  administer  the  Clean 
Water  Trust  Fund.  The  Administrator  may 
use  moneys  in  the  Fund  to  carry  out  inspec- 
tions and  enforcement  activities  pursuant  to 
this  Act.  In  addition,  the  Administrator  may 
make  such  amounts  of  money  in  the  Fund  as 
the  Administrator  determines  appropriate 
available  to  carry  out  title  VI  of  this  Act.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendme.nt  to  state  re- 
volving fund  program.— Section  607  (33 
U.S.C.  1387)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(a)  In  General.— "  before 
"There  is";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)    Treatme.nt    of    Transfers     From 

Clean  W.\ter  Trust  Fund.— For  purposes  of 
this  title,  amounts  made  available  from  the 
Clean  Water  Trust  Fund  under  section  519  of 
this  Act  to  carry  out  this  title  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  title  and  as  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  title.". 

(m)  applicability.— Sections  101(h). 
309(B)(6)(A).  505(a)(1).  505(b).  505(g).  and  505(i) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
as  inserted  or  amended  by  this  section,  shall 
be  applicable  to  all  cases  pending  under  such 
Act  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  .Act 
and  all  cases  brought  on  or  after  such  date  of 
enactment  relating  to  violations  which  oc- 
curred belore  such  date  of  amenunienL. 

Redesignate  subsequent  subsections  of  sec- 
tion 313  of  the  bill  accordingly. 

Page  81.  line  4.  strike  "(h)"  and  insert 
"(k)". 

Page  131.  line  5.  strike  "(r)"  and  insert 
"(u)". 

Page  188,  line  21  strike  "(s)"  and  insert 

"(V)". 

Page   192,   line  6.  strike   "(t)"   and  insert 

"(W)". 

Page  216,  line  11.  strike  "by"  and  all  that 
follows  through  "518"  on  line  13  and  insert 
"by  inserting  after  section  519". 

Page  216.  line  14.  strike  "519"  and  insert 
"520". 

Page  217.  line  7.  strike  "before"  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  comma  on  line  8 
and  insert  "after  section  520". 

Page  217,  line  9.  strike  "520"  and  insert 
"521". 

Page  321.  line  3.  strike  "(8)"  and  insert 
"(7)". 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  seeks  to  improve  enforce- 
ment of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Based  on 
EPA  data,  almost  20  percent  of  U.S. 
major  industrial,  municipal  and  Fed- 
eral facilities  were  in  significant  non- 
compliance with  their  Clean  Water  Act 
permits. 

The  EPA  inspector  general  has  found 
that  penalty  assessments  are  not  suffi- 


cient to  recover  the  economic  benefits 
gained  by  noncompliance  with  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  Small  fines  and 
lengthy  time  limits  to  achieve  compli- 
ance promote  an  it-pays-to-pollute 
mentality,  and  failure  to  recover  eco- 
nomic benefits  places  those  who  com- 
pl.y  with  the  law  at  an  economic  dis- 
advantage relative  to  those  who  are  in 
violation  of  the  law. 

The  Clean  Water  enforcement  pro- 
gram should  be  strengthened  to  pro- 
mote greater  incentives  to  comply  with 
the  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  New  Jersey  we  have 
on  the  books  as  a  State  law  Clean 
Water  enforcement  amendments,  which 
became  law  in  May  of  1990,  that  in- 
crease enforcement.  In  March  of  1995, 
the  New  Jersey  department  of  environ- 
mental protection  released  their  4th 
annual  report  of  the  Clean  Water  En- 
forcement Act  in  New  Jersey.  Their 
findings  reflect  a  significant  decrease 
in  penalty  assessments  as  a  result  of 
increased  compliance.  The  number  of 
significant  noncompliers  declined  from 
70  to  44  in  a  given  year. 

Basically,  the  enforcement  provi- 
sions in  this  amendment  require  State 
programs  to  establish  mandatory  mini- 
mum penalties  for  serious  violations  of 
and  significant  noncompliance  with  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  They  require  pen- 
alties recover  at  least  economic  bene- 
fits, and  they  improve  and  increase  the 
frequency  of  discharge  reporting. 

In  addition  to  the  enforcement  provi- 
sions, this  amendment  would  remove 
obstacles  to  citizen  suits.  The  1972 
Clean  Water  Act  included  authority  for 
citizens  to  sue  polluters,  thereby  rec- 
ognizing the  U.S.  EPA  and  the  States 
might  be  unable  or  unwilling  to  aggres- 
sively pursue  all  violators,  and  citizen 
suits  are  a  proven  enforcement  tool. 

According  to  a  U.S.  Department  of 
Justice  statistical  report,  private  citi- 
zen actions  over  5  fiscal  years  have  re- 
covered approximately  $11  million  in 
penalties  and  interest.  Basically,  what 
we  do  in  this  amendment  is  allow  citi- 
zens to  sue  for  past  violations,  over- 
turning a  1987  Supreme  Court  case 
which  made  those  kinds  of  actions 
more  difficult. 

The  amendment  also  increases  citi- 
zens' rights  to  know,  through  posting 
notice  requirements  and  fish  consump- 
tion advisories.  There  are  currently  no 
Federal  requirements  the  public  be  no- 
tified when  water  quality  standards  are 
violated.  There  are  no  uniform  require- 
ments for  determining  the  nature  and 
extent  of  fish  and  shellfish  bans.  Essen- 
tially, we  have  posting  of  notice  re- 
quirements for  areas  where  you  should 
not  swim  or  fish,  and  also  fish  con- 
sumption advisories. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  point 
out  the  amendment  establishes  a  na- 
tional Clean  Water  trust  fund  to  carry 
out  inspections  and  enforcement  pursu- 
ant to  the  act.  The  idea  is  the  penalties 
we  would  get  for  increased  enforcement 
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would  go  into  this  fund,  and  they  would 
be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  this  amend- 
ment be  considered.  I  think  that  one  of 
the  most  important  things  we  can  do  is 
increase  enforcement  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  and  that  is  the  primary 
purpose  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment is  5  congressional  pages  of  man- 
datory enforcement  provisions  inserted 
into  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  amend- 
ment not  only  is  unnecessary  but  could 
be.  and  is,  counterproductive  to  effec- 
tive enforcement  of  the  act. 

This  amendment,  and  get  this,  this 
amendment  would  deny  due  process  to 
alleged  violators  in  connection  with 
the  imposition  of  administrative  pen- 
alties. Penalties  could  be  imposed 
without  the  alleged  violators  having 
the  right  to  due  process. 

Further,  this  amendment  specifies 
minimum  penalties,  mandatory  mini- 
mum penalties,  that  must  be  imposed, 
and  so  severely  limits  the  abilities  of 
the  enforcement  authorities,  the  EPA 
and  the  States,  to  sit  down  and  com- 
prom.ise  prop)osed  penalties,  to  nego- 
tiate proposed  penalties.  In  some  in- 
stances, it  woul(i  bar  such  compromises 
altogether. 

Now,  this  certainly  is  not  flexibility. 

The  National  Governors'  Association 
is  strongly  opposed  to  this  amendment. 
The  State  water  quality  officials  are 
strongly  opposed  to  this  amendment, 
and,  indeed,  thjs  amendment  also 
would  allow  duplicative  enforcement 
by  citizens"  groups  of  violations  that 
have  been  the  subject  of  State  enforce- 
ment actions.  Not  only  could  the  State 
bring  an  enforcement  action,  but  citi- 
zens' groups  could  come  along  and  also 
bring  an  enforcement  action,  and  even 
worse,  citizens'  groups  could  bring  an 
enforcement  action  against  something 
that  already  has  been  corrected.  Let 
me  emphasize  that. 

Even  though  something  hats  been  cor- 
rected, citizens'  groups  would  be  able 
to  reach  back  and  bring  an  enforce- 
ment action  against  somebody  even 
though  they  corrected  the  problem. 

In  sum,  this  amendment  imposes 
greater  rigidity  on  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  It  would  encourage,  rather  than 
discourage,  protracted  litigation.  This 
is  a  lawyers'  paradise,  and  this  should 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  very  important 
that  citizens  be  notified  when  a  beach 
or  lake  where  they  take  their  children 
to  swim  or  fish  is  subject  to  a  fishing 
ban  due  to  fish  contamination,  or  is 
not  meeting  water  quality  standards. 
This  amendment  would  give  the  public 
the  information  it  deserves,  so  that 
people  can  protect  themselves  from  ill- 
ness caused  by  eating  contaminated 
fish  or  swimming  in  polluted  water. 
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It  makes  sense  that  where  a  court 
finds  that  a  discharger  has  violated  the 
Act,  the  penalty  should,  at  a  minimum, 
recoup  the  economic  benefit  that  the 
violator  realized  as  a  result  of  its  viola- 
tions. Otherwise,  the  polluter  would 
gain  an  advantage  over  its  competitors 
who  complied  with  the  law.  This 
amendment  would  prevent  windfalls 
that  reward  polluters. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  examples  of 
how  the  amendment  would  strengthen 
enforcement  and  other  provisions  of 
the  Act.  and  ultimately  improve  the 
quality  of  our  Nation's  waters  and  the 
protection  provided  to  our  citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  support  for  the 
amendment. 

D  1800 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 

to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr  Chairman,  the  thrust  of  this 
amendment  is  to  bring  about  manda- 
tory enforcement,  and  I  do  not  find 
that  as  a  shocking  thing,  or  something 
that  is  undesirable  or  should  not  be 
part  of  this  bill. 

I  do  not  believe  anybody  who  is  more 
than  25  or  30  years  old  in  this  country 
has  any  problem  remembering  the  bad 
old  days,  the  days  when  the  Cuyahoga 
River  was  so  polluted  that  it  actually 
caught  fire,  the  days  when  the  Willam- 
ette River  in  Oregon,  a  State  highly  re- 
garded for  its  environmental  laws,  was 
not  fishable.  swimmable.  or  drinkable, 
and.  thanks  to  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
and  actual  mandatory  enforcement, 
those  rivers  have  been  substantially 
cleaned  up. 

But  work  remains  to  be  done,  and  I 
do  not  see  how  those  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  who  are  diluting  the  stand- 
ards which  would  be  enforceable  under 
this  bill,  and  minimizing  them,  and 
moving  significant  areas  of  concern  to 
voluntary  compliance,  would  object  for 
those  few  things  that  they  leave  to  be 
mandatorily  regulated,  that  to  be  the 
prospect  of  fines  against  polluters  and 
higher  fines  against  repeat  polluters. 
There  is  due  process  for  every  viola- 
tion. I  am  puzzled  that  the  esteemed 
chairman  would  say  there  is  not  due 
process.  It  is  there. 

On  the  issue  of  fines.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  we  would  do  here  is  level  the 
playing  field  among  competitors  in  an 
industry.  For  example,  in  my  State,  in 
my  district,  one  of  my  paper  mills  has 
just  spent  SoO  million,  and  that  is  a  lot 
of  money,  to  clean  up  its  discharge  into 
the  Willamette  River  because  down- 
stream that  same  river  is  used  for 
drinking  water  in  addition  to  the  fish- 
ing and  other  benefits,  and  they  are 
state-of-the-art.  fully  in  compliance. 
Now  should  another  mill,  which  has 
drug  its  feet  thus  far  and  is  not  in  com- 
pliance with  existing  law.  be  allowed  to 
continue  in  that  vein  and  economically 
benefit?  This  amendment  says  no.  that 
the  fine  would  be  commensurate  at 
least  to  the  economic  benefits.  So  what 


we  would  do  is  level  the  playing  field 
among  members  of  an  industry,  be- 
tween those  who  have  acted  in  good 
faith  as  good  citizens,  good  corporate 
citizens  and  good  citizens  of  their  com- 
munity, and  those  who  have  not. 

So  I  do  not  find  it  a  radical  proposal 
at  all  that  we  should  have  mandatory 
enforcement  of  those  standards  which 
do  remain  the  bill  which  is  before  us 
today,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  that  what 
we  are  basically  talking  about  here  are 
bad  actors,  repeat  offenders,  and  in  the 
case  of  the  bad  actors  or  the  repeat  of- 
fenders of  their  discharge  permits,  we 
are  imposing  mandatory  minimum 
penalties,  and  then  they,  for  the  more 
serious  violations,  those  penalties  in- 
crease on  a  daily  basis  to  a  maximum 
penalty  which  is  much  higher  than 
what  is  currently  in  the  law.  The  idea 
is  basically  very  similar  to  what  is 
done  in  a  lot  of  statutes  where  we  want 
to  make  sure  that  bad  actors  have  to 
pay  a  fine  that  is  commensurate  with 
the  economic  benefit  that  they  have  re- 
ceived. Otherwise,  what  is  the  point  of 
having  the  Clean  Water  Act? 

In  regard  to  the  State  administrative 
actions,  I  know  the  gentleman  on  the 
other  side  mentioned  that  he  did  not 
like  the  idea  of  State  administrative 
actions,  that  they  should  be  able  to 
preclude  citizens'  suits,  but  I  would 
point  out  that  in  many  cases  courts 
have  construed  the  preclusion  provi- 
sion so  broadly  that  almost  any  State 
administrative  action,  no  matter  how 
inadequate,  has  had  a  preclusive  effect 
on  citizens'  suits.  So  we  want  citizens 
to  be  able  to  bring  actions  where  nec- 
essary to  enforce  the  act,  and  again,  in 
the  past  those  citizen  action  suits  have 
really  done  a  lot  to  enforce  the  Clean 
Water  Act  and  should  be  encouraged. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
P.\LLONE]  for  his  good  work  on  this 
amendment  and  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman      from       New      Jersey       [Mr. 

P.\LLONE]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Chairman.  I  de- 


Mr.   PALLONE.   Mr. 
mand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  b.v  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  106.  noes  299. 
not  voting  29,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  324] 

(Roll  No.  324] 

AYES— 106 

.Ackerman 

Gejdenson 

Rahall 

Andrews 

Gephardt 

Reynolds 

Beceira 

Gibbons 

Rivers 

Beilenson 

Gonzalez 

Roukema 

Berman 

Green 

Roybal-Allard 

Bonior 

Gutierrez 

Rush 

Borski 

Hastings  (FL) 

Sabo 

Brown  iC.\) 

Hinchey. 

Sanders 

Brown  (0H> 

Jackson-Lee 

Saxton 

Bryant  (TX) 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Schroeder 

Clay 

Johnston 

Scott 

Clayton 

Kaptur 

Serrano 

Clybum 

Kennedy  iMA) 

Shays 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Slaughter 

Conyers 

Kildee 

Smith  (NJ) 

Coyne 

Lantos 

SUrk 

DeFazio 

Lewis  (GA) 

Stokes 

DeLauro 

Lofgren 

Studds 

Dellums 

Lowey 

Thompson 

Deutsch 

Luther 

Thornton 

Dixon 

Maloney 

Torricelli 

Doggett 

Markey 

Towns 

Durbin 

Martinez 

Tucker 

Engel 

McDermott 

Velazquez 

Eshoo 

McHale 

Vento 

Evans 

McKlnney 

Visclosky 

Fields  (LA) 

Menendez 

Ward 

Filner 

Mineta 

Waters 

Flake 

Moran 

Watt  (NC) 

Foglietta 

Nadler 

Waxman 

Forbes 

Oberstar 

Woolsey 

Ford 

Olver 

Wyden 

Fox 

Owens 

Wynn 

Frank  (MA) 

Pallone 

Yates 

Frost 

Payne (NJ) 

Furse 

Pelosi 
NOES-299 

A I  lard 

Collins  (GA) 

Goodling 

.Archer 

Combest 

Gordon 

Armey 

Condit 

Goss 

Bachus 

Cooley 

Graham 

Baesler 

Costello 

Greenwood 

Baker  ICA) 

Cox 

Gunderson 

Baker  (LA) 

Cramer 

Gutknecht 

Baldacei 

Crane 

Hall  (OH) 

Bal  lender 

Crapo 

Hall  (TX) 

Barcia 

Cremeans 

Hamilton 

Barr 

Cubin 

Hansen 

Barrett  (NE) 

Cunningham 

Harman 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Danner 

Hastert 

Bartlett 

Davis 

Hastings  (WA) 

B.\ss 

de  la  Garza 

Hayes 

Bateman 

Deal 

Hayworth 

Bentsen 

DeLay 

Heney 

Bereuter 

Diaz-Balart 

Hefner 

Bevill 

Dickey 

Heineman 

Bilbray 

Dingell 

Herger 

Bllirakis 

Dooley 

Hillearv 

Bishop 

Doolittle 

Hilliard 

Bliley 

Doman 

Hobson 

Blute 

Doyle 

Hoekstra 

Boehlert 

Dreier 

Hoke 

Boehner 

Duncan 

Holden 

Bonilla 

Edwards 

Horn 

Brewster 

Ehlers 

Hostettler 

Browder 

Ehrlich 

Houghton 

Brown  (FL) 

Emerson 

Hoyer 

Brownback 

English 

Hunter 

Bryant  (T.N) 

Ensign 

Hutchinson 

Bunn 

Everett 

Hyde 

Bunning 

Ewmg 

Inglis 

Burr 

Farr 

Istook 

Burton 

Fawel! 

Jacobs 

Buyer 

Fazio 

Jefferson 

Callahan 

Fields  (TX) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Calvert 

Flanagan 

Johnson  (SD) 

Camp 

Foley 

Johnson.  Sam 

Canady 

Fowler 

Jones 

Cardin 

Franks  (CTT) 

Kanjorski 

Castle 

Franks  INJ) 

Kasich 

Chabot 

Frelinghuysen 

Kelly 

Chambliss 

Funderburk 

Kennelly 

Chapman 

Callegly 

Kim 

Chenoweth 

Ganske 

King 

Chnstensen 

Gekas 

Kingston 

Chrysler 

Geren 

Klmk 

Clement 

Gilchrest 

Klug 

Clinger 

Gillmor 

Knollenberg 

Coble 

Oilman 

Kolbe 

Cobum 

Goodlatte 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Netbercutt 

Skecn 

Largent 

Neumann 

Skclton 

Latham 

Ney 

.Smith  (Mil 

LaTourette 

Norwood 

Smith  (TX) 

Laughlin 

Obey 

Smith  (WA) 

Lazio 

Orton 

Solomon 

Leach 

Oxiey 

Souder 

Levin 

Packard 

Spencc 

Lewis  (CA) 

Parker 

Spratt 

Lewis  iKY) 

Paxon 

Stearns 

Lightfoot 

Payne  (VA) 

Stenholm 

Lincoln 

Peterson  (MN) 

Stockman 

Linder 

Petri 

Stump 

Lipinski 

Pickett 

Stupak 

Livingston 

Pombo 

Talent 

LoBiondo 

Pomeroy 

Tate 

Longley 

Porter 

Tauzin 

Lucas 

Portman 

Taylor  (MS) 

Manlon 

Poshard 

Taylor  (.NC) 

Manzullo 

Pryce 

Tejeda 

Mascara 

Quillen 

Thomas 

Matsui 

(Juinn 

Thomberry 

McCarthy 

Radanovicb 

Thurman 

McCollum 

Rams  tad 

Tiahrt 

McCrery 

Reed 

Torkildsen 

McDade 

Rcgula 

Traficant 

McHugh 

Riggs 

Upton 

Mclnnis 

Roberts 

Volkmer 

Mcintosh 

Roemer 

Vucanovich 

McKeon 

Rohrabacher 

Waldholtz 

Mc.Nulty 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Walker 

.Meehan 

Rose 

Walsh 

Metcalf 

Roth 

Wamp 

Meyers 

Royce 

Weldon(FL) 

.Mfume 

Salmon 

Weldon  (PA) 

Mica 

Sanford 

Weller 

Miller  (FL) 

Sawyer 

White 

Minge 

Scarborough 

Wbitrield 

Molinari 

Schaefer 

Wicker 

Mollohan 

Schiff 

Williams 

Montgomery 

Seastrand 

Wilson 

Moorhcad 

Sensenbrenner 

Wise 

.Morella 

Shadegg 

Wolf 

Murtha 

Shaw 

Young  (AKi 

Myers 

Shuster 

Zeliff 

.Mynck 

Sisisky 

Zimmer 

Neal 

Skaggs 

NOT  VOTING— 29 

Abercrombie 

Hancock 

Peterson  (FL) 

Barton 

Kleczka 

Range  1 

Bono 

Martini 

Richardson 

Boucher 

Meek 

Rogers 

Collins  (ID 

Miller  (CAi 

Schumer 

Collins  (MI) 

Mmk 

Tanner 

Dicks 

Moakley 

Torres 

Dunn 

Nussle 

Watts  (OK) 

Fattah 

Ortiz 

Your.s(FL) 

Frisa 

Pastor 

D   1825 

The   Cle 

rk   announced 

the   following 

pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois  for.  with  Mr 
NUSSLE  against. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY  for.  with  Mr.  BARTON 
against. 

Mi.ss  COLLINS  of  Michigan  for.  with  Ms. 
DUNN  against. 

Mr.  R.^NGEL  for.  with  Mr.  BONO  against. 

Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts  and  Mr. 
TORKILDSEN  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  changed 

his  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 
So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 

as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YOUNG  OF 
ALASKA 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska,  Mr  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Anien(iment  offered  by  Mr.  YoUNG  of  Alas- 
ka: Page  70.  after  line  25.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(e)  ANCHORAGE.  Ala.ska,— Section  301  (33 
use,  1311)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 
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■(V)  ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA,— The  Adminis- 
trator may  grant  an  application  for  a  modi- 
fication pursuant  to  subsection  (h)  with  re- 
spect to  the  discharge  into  marine  vraters  of 
any  pollutant  from  a  publicly  ov/nec^  treat- 
ment works  ser\'ing  Anchorage.  Alaska,  not- 
withstanding subsection  (j)(l)(A)  and  not- 
withstanding whether  or  not  the  treatment 
provided  by  such  treatment  works  is  ade- 
quate to  remove  at  least  30  percent  of  the  bi- 
ological oxygen  demanding  material". 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska  (during  the 
reading),  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, My  amendment  will  revise  sec- 
tion 301(h)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
allow  the  city  of  Anchorage  which  has 
a  waiver  of  secondary  treatment  to  be 
relieved  of  the  30-percent  BOD  removal 
requirement.  This  requirement  puts  a 
tremendous  burden  on  the  city. 

EPA  requires  the  Anchorage 
Wastewater  Utility  to  remove  30  per- 
cent of  organic  material  from  sewage 
before  it  can  be  discharged.  Meeting 
this  requirement  for  Anchorage  has 
been  extremely  difficult  because  sew- 
age inflow  is  very  clean. 

In  1991.  the  utility  was  approached  by 
2  fish  processors  who  wanted  to  dis- 
charge 5.000  pounds  of  fish  guts  into  the 
system  daily.  Anchorage  approved  the 
request  and  it  made  it  easier  to  meet 
the  30-percent  requirement.  The  dis- 
charge was  less  clean,  but  the  EPA  re- 
quirement was  satisfied.  This  is  a  per- 
fect example  of  why  we  need  cost  bene- 
fit analysis  in  our  laws. 

The  cost  for  Anchorage  is  $180,000  per 
year  in  increased  operating  expenses. 
They  will  be  required  to  spend  more 
than  54  million  within  the  next  2  years. 
All  this  while  spending  SI  million  over 
6  years  to  monitor  outflows  to  ensure 
there  is  no  negative  impact  from  the 
discharge. 

Had  their  been  some  flexibility  in  the 
law.  Anchorage  could  have  avoided 
millions  of  unnecessary  expenditures. 

I  urge  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr,  SHUSTER,  Mr,  Chairman,  as  I 
understand  it,  this  is  limited  to  An- 
chorage. AK. 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  The  gen- 
tleman is  correct. 

Mr,  SHUSTER,  It  makes  a  lot  of 
sense,  and  I  support  the  gentleman. 

Mr,  MINETA,  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California, 

Mr,  MINETA,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  just 
would  like  to  make  a  short  comment 
that  I  oppose  this  amendment.  This  is 
just  another  waiver  of  standards,   an- 
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other  rollback  of  existing  require- 
ments, and  it  is  specifically  for  An- 
chorage, AK.  If  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  the  law  will  allow  for  less 
than  primary  treatment.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  the  next  amendment  will 
be  to  allow  totally  untreated  sewage  to 
be  discharged  into  coastal  waters, 
whether  it  is  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Alaska  or  other  amendments  that 
will  come  forward. 

D  1830 

I  urge  rejection  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska  [Mr,  YoUNG]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDME.NT  OFFERED  BY  MR,  VISCLOSKY 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk, 
amendment  No.  54. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Visclosky: 
Page  82.  after  line  21.  insert  the  following: 

(c)  National  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund,— 
Section  309  (33  U.S.C.  1319)  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(i)  N.ational  Clean  Water  Trust  Fund.— 

"(1)  E.STABLISHMENT.— There  is  established 
in  the  Treasury  a  National  Clean  Water 
Trust  Fund  (hereinafter  in  this  subsection 
referred  to  as  the  Fund')  consisting  of 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Fund  under  para- 
graph (2)  and  amounts  credited  to  the  Fund 
under  paragraph  (3), 

•(2)  Transfer  of  amounts,- For  fiscal 
year  1996.  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  transfer,  to 
the  extent  provided  in  advance  In  appropria- 
tions Acts,  to  the  fund  an  amount  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  to  be  equal  to  the 
total  amount  deposited  in  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
from  fines,  penalties,  and  other  moneys  ob- 
tained through  enforcement  actions  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  this  section  and  section 
505(a)(1).  including  moneys  obtained  under 
consent  decrees  and  excluding  any  amounts 
ordered  to  be  used  to  carry  out  mitigation 
project.s  under  this  section  or  section  d05(a). 
as  the  case  may  be, 

"(3)  Investment  of  a.mounts,— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  invest  in  inter- 
est-bearing obligations  of  the  United  States 
such  portion  of  the  Fund  as  is  not.  in  the 
Secretary's  judgment,  required  to  meet  cur- 
rent withdrawals.  Such  obligations  shall  be 
acquired  and  sold  and  interest  on.  and  the 
proceeds  from  the  dale  or  redemption  of. 
such  obligations  shall  be  credited  to  the 
Fund  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
section  9602  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986, 

"(4)  Use  ok  amount.s  for  remedial 
projects,— Amounts  in  the  Fund  shall  be 
available,  as  provided  in  appropriations  Acts, 
to  the  Administrator  to  carry  out  projects  to 
restore  and  recover  waters  of  the  United 
States  from  damages  resulting  from  viola- 
tions of  this  Act  which  are  subject  to  en- 
forcement actions  under  this  section  and 
similar  damages  resulting  from  the  dis- 
charge of  pollutants  into  the  waters  of  the 
United  States. 

••(5)  Selection  of  projects.— 

■•(A)  Prioritii' — In  selecting  projects  to 
carry  out  under  this  subsection,  the  Admin- 
istrator shall  give  priority  to  a  project  to  re- 
store   and    recover    waters    of    the    United 
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states  from  damages  tlesoribed  in  paragraph 
(4).  if  an  enforcement  action  conducted  pur- 
suant to  this  section  or  section  505<a)(li 
against  such  violation,  or  another  violation 
in  the  same  administrative  region  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency  as  such  vio- 
lation, resulted  in  amounts  being  deposited 
in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasurj-. 

••(B»  Consultation  with  sT.^TEs.— in  se- 
lecting projects  to  carry  out  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Administrator  shall  consult  with 
States  in  which  the  Administrator  is  consid- 
ering carrying  out  a  project. 

••(Ci  ALLOc.\TiON  OF  .\MOUNTS.— In  deter- 
mining an  amount  to  allocate  to  carr^'  out  a 
project  to  restore  and  recover  waters  of  the 
United  States  from  danrjage.s  described  in 
paragraph  (4).  the  Administrator  shall,  in 
the  case  of  a  priority  project  under  subpara- 
graph (A),  take  into  account  the  total 
amount  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  as  a  result  of  enforcement  actions 
conducted  with  respect  to  such  violation 
pursuant  to  this  section  or  section  505<a)(l). 

•■(6)  I.MPLEME.NTATION.— The  Administrator 
may  carry  out  a  project  under  this  sub- 
section either  directly  or  by  making  grants 
to.  or  entering  into  contracts  with,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  or  any  other  public  or 
private  entity. 

••(7)  Report  to  congress.— Not  later  than  1 
year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  and  every  2  years  thereafter,  the 
Administrator  shall  tran.3rr.it  to  Congress  a 
report  on  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section.". 

(d)  Use  of  Civil  penalties  for  Mitigation 
Projects.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1319(d))  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
second  sentence  the  following:  'The  court 
may.  in  the  court's  discretion,  order  that  a 
civil  penalty  be  used  for  carr.ying  out  mitiga- 
tion projects  which  are  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  and  which  enhance  the 
public  health  or  environment.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
505(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1365(a»i  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
last  sentence  the  following:  ".  including  or- 
dering the  use  of  a  civil  penalty  for  carrying 
out  mitigation  piojects  in  accordance  witli 
section  309<d)." 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
H.R.  961.  which  would  help  expedite  the 
cleanup  of  our  Nation's  waters.  My 
amendment  would  create  a  national 
clean  water  trust  fund,  establish  fines, 
penalties  and  other  moneys  collected 
through  enforcement  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  to  help  alleviate  the  prob- 
lems for  which  the  enforcement  actions 
were  taken. 

This  amendment  would  not  in  any 
way  change  the  way  in  which  enforce- 
ment actions  were  taken,  the  nature  of 
the  penalties  or  the  manner  in  which 
the  penalties  were  levied.  I  would  want 
to  make  that  very  clear.  A  similar  pro- 
vision was  included  in  last  year's  Clean 
Water  Act  reauthorization,  H.R.  3948. 

Currently,  there  is  no  guarantee  that 
fines  or  other  moneys  that  result  from 
violations  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  be 
used  to  correct  water  cjuality  problems. 
Instead,  some  of  the  money  goes  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  U.S.  Treasury 
without  any  provision  that  it  be  used 
to  improve  the  quality  of  our  nation's 
water. 


The  congressional  district  I  represent 
is  in  northwest  Indiana.  It  is  home  to 
abundant  rivers  and  wetlands.  It  is  also 
home  to  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakfishore  and  five  major  steel  facili- 
ties. A  century  of  industrial  develop- 
ment has  created  many  toxic  hot  spots, 
including  the  Indiana  Harbor  Ship 
Canal,  which  pose  a  constant  threat  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  northwest  In- 
diana residents.  I  am  keenly  aware  of 
the  need  to  balance  between  protecting 
the  environment  and  encouraging  eco- 
nomic growth.  It  would  certainly  be  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  to  ensure 
that  penalty  moneys  paid  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  for  violations  of  the  act  were 
used  to  clean  up  polluted  water. 

Today  I  am  concerned  that  EPA  en- 
forcement activities  under  which  fines 
and  other  penalties  are  levied  ignore 
the  fundamental  issue  of  how  to  pay 
for  the  cleanup  of  the  water  pollution 
problems  for  which  the  enforcement 
occurred.  If  we  are  really  serious  about 
ensuring  the  successful  implementa- 
tion of  the  act,  we  should  put  enforce- 
ment funds  to  work  and  actually  clean 
up  our  nation's  waters. 

It  does  not  make  sense  for  scarce  re- 
sources to  go  into  the  bottomless  pit  of 
the  Treasury's  general  fund  especially 
if  we  fail  to  solve  our  serious  water 
quality  problems. 

Specifically  my  amendment  would 
establish  a  National  Clean  Water  Trust 
Fund  within  the  U.S.  Treasury  for 
fines,  penalties,  and  moneys  including 
consent  decrees  obtained  through  en- 
forcement of  the  act  that  would  other- 
wise be  placed  into  the  Treasury's  gen- 
eral fund.  Under  my  proposal,  the  EPA 
Administrator  would  be  authorized  to 
prioritize  and  carry  out  projects  to  re- 
Gtorc  and  recover  waters  of  the  United 
States  using  the  funds  collected  from 
violations  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

However,  this  amendment  would  not 
in  any  way  preclude  EPA's  authority 
to  undertake  and  complete  supple- 
mental environmental  projects  as  part 
of  settlements  related  to  violations  of 
the  act  and  other  legislation.  I  strong- 
ly support  the  use  of  SEPs  to  facilitate 
the  cleanup  of  serious  environmental 
problems  which  are  particularly  preva- 
lent in  districts  such  as  mine. 

However,  my  bill  would  dedicate  the 
cash  payment  to  the  Treasury,  to  the 
Clean  Water  Trust  Fund.  The  amend- 
ment further  specifies  that  remedial 
projects  be  within  the  same  EPA  re- 
gion where  enforcement  action  was 
taken.  Northwest  Indiana  is  in  EPA 
Region  5,  and  there  are  10  EPA  regions 
throughout  the  United  States.  Under 
the  proposal,  any  funds  collected  from 
enforcement  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  in 
Region  5  would  remain  in  the  trust 
fund  for  that  region 

The  establishment  of  the  trust  fund 
is  an  innovative  way  in  which  to  help 
improve  the  quality  of  our  nation's  wa- 
ters by  targeting  funds  accrued  from 
enforcement  of  the  act  that  would  oth- 


erwise go  into   the  Treasury.  We  can 
put  scarce  resources  to  work  to  facili 
tate  the  cleanup  of  the  problem  area^ 
throughout  not  only  the  Great  Lakes 
but  this  great  country. 

I  urge  support  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  movr 
to  strike  the  last  word.  It  is  with  great 
reluctance  that  I  must  oppose  the 
amendment  of  my  good  friend. 

This  amendment  has  appeal.  I  would 
be  very  happy  to  work  with  the  gen 
tleman  and  other  interested  commit- 
tees on  this  to  see  if  indeed  we  coulci 
work  something  out.  The  concerns  w( 
have  here  tonight,  however,  are  multi- 
fold. 

First  of  all,  this  could  end  up  cvf-i' 
ing  a  slush  fund  for  the  EPA.  Thav, 
think,  we  do  not  want  to  see  happen. 
This,  in  effect,  could  become  a 
superfund  for  water,  if  you  will,  ar, 
aquatic  superfund.  We  certainly  do  not 
want  to  see  a  replay  of  all  the 
superfund  problems  we  have  had. 

One  of  the  things  that  concerns  me 
greatly  is  that  this  provision,  I  am 
told,  could  encourage  citizen  lawsuits 
for  even  minor  infractions  and.  indeed, 
it  could  possibly  create  a  situatior 
where  EPA  might  exercise  prosecu 
torial  discretion.  That  is  something  I 
do  not  think  we  want  to  see  happen. 

Indeed,  it  also,  as  I  understand  the 
way  it  is  crafted,  could  create  a  situa 
tion  where  hundreds,  if  not  thousands, 
of  citizens  groups  would  be  going  into 
the  court  to  seek  funds  out  of  this  pro 
gram    or,     indeed,    going    into    cour: 
using,  even  worse,  using  the  funds  from 
this   program   to   pay   for  citizen   law 
suits. 

Finally,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  certainly  has  a  clear  interest  in 
this  because  it  does  take  money  out  of 
the  general  fund  Treasury,  and  so  I 
think  anything  that  we  do  here  would 
have  to  be  done  in  concert  with  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

For  all  of  the  reasons,  I  think  we 
should  reject  this  amendment  tonight. 
But  I  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the 
gentleman  to  see  if  we  could  crafi 
something  that  might  be  acceptable 
not  only  to  our  committee  but  to  the 
other  committees  of  jurisdiction. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  sup- 
port the  gentleman's  amendment. 

In  today's  tight  economic  times,  it  is 
important  that  we  attempt  to  maxi- 
mize the  resources  available  for  envi- 
ronmental protection.  This  amendment 
would  assure  that  the  fines  and  pen- 
alties which  are  assessed  and  collected 
for  violations  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
are  used  to  benefit  the  environment  in 
the  area  where  the  violation  occurred. 

This  amendment  will  put  these  fines 
and  penalties  to  use  to  create  remedial 
projects    to   restore   and   recover   from 


damages  resulting  from  the  violation. 
While  consent  orders  often  include  en- 
vironmental remediation,  when  cases 
go  to  trial,  fines  and  penalties  often 
end  up  as  miscellaneous  receipts  in  the 
Treasury.  This  may  assist  the  general 
fund,  but  it  doesn't  help  the  local  envi- 
ronment which  has  suffered  the  harm. 

Funding  at  all  levels  of  Government 
is  under  increasing  pressure.  If  we  can 
increase  funding  for  environmental 
cleanup,  without  using  tax  receipts,  I 
believe  that  we  should  pursue  such  an 
option. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  also  want  to  in- 
dicate support  for  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman.  As  those  of  you  who  lis- 
tened to  the  debate  on  my  amendment 
previously  know.  1  had  advocated  es- 
tablishing a  trust  fund  with  fines  and 
penalties  that  are  received  from  viola- 
tions for  enforcement  purposes.  But  I 
think  that  the  purpose  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  'VISCLOSKY], 
in  setting  up  this  trust  fund  is  cer- 
tainly just  as  valid. 

There  is  no  question  that  we  need 
more  funding  for  cleanup,  and  I  would 
like  to  see  nothing  better  than  to  have 
the  money  that  comes  from  violations 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act  placed  into  a 
fund  that  would  be  used  for  more  clean- 
up rather  than  go  to  the  general  Treas- 
ury. I  think  that  is  the  way  to  go  in 
order  to  provide  additional  funding  for 
cleanup. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
gentleman  asking  for  unanimous  con- 
sent to  DC  recognized  for  1  minute? 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for 
an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  respond  to  the  arguments 
made  by  the  chairman. 

First  of  all.  the  idea  that  a  slush  fund 
would  be  traded  is  simply  not  true.  If 
you  look  at  the  total  national  fines 
that  have  been  imposed  by  EPA  and 
the  courts,  you  are  talking  about  $12 
million  in  a  year  like  1989.  You  are 
talking  about  S28  million  in  a  year  like 
1993. 

Second,  that  the  moneys  would  be 
used  to  pay  for  citizens'  suits  is  abso- 
lutely not  true.  I  point  out  in  the  text 
of  the  amendment  it  states,  "Amounts 
in  the  fund  shall  be  available,  as  pro- 
vided in  appropriations  acts."  that  is 
your  ultimate  break  on  this  system, 
"to  the  administrator  to  carry  out 
projects  to  restore  and  recover  waters 
of  the  United  States  from  damages  re- 


sulting from  violations  of  this  act 
which  are  subject  to  enforcement  ac- 
tions under  this  section  and  similar 
damages  resulting  from  the  aischarge 
of  pollutants  into  the  waters  of  the 
United  States." 

Again,  the  control  of  this  system  is 
the  appropriations  process.  They  are 
subject  to  it.  and  they  are  only  avaiV 
able  to  clean  up  polluted  waterways  in 
the  United  States. 

The  final  point  the  gentleman  made, 
that  this  would  encourage  bureaucrats 
to  run  amok,  again,  the  break  on  the 
system  is  the  subject  of  the  annual  ap- 
propriations process,  just  as  the  high- 
way trust  funds,  the  aviation  trust 
funds  and  other  funds  are.  So  I  do  not 
think  we  have  that  encouragement.  We 
are  not  changing  the  penalties. 

I  would  recommend  the  amendment 
to  the  Members'  attention. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  has  a 
very  interesting  amendment.  I  think  it 
should  be  very  carefully  considered. 

The  purpose  of  my  rising  today  is  to 
address  an  undercurrent  that  is  going 
on  in  the  House  right  now.  That  under- 
current pertains  to  the  vote  last  night 
on  the  coastal  zone  management  pro- 
gram. There  are  a  number  of  Members 
who  are  wondering  what  really  is  going 
to  happen  now  that  the  House  has  spo- 
ken its  will  by  a  vote  of  224  to  199. 

There  are  a  lot  of  Members  wonder- 
ing what  people  outside  this  Chamber 
who  have  a  vested  interest  in  the  suc- 
cess of  this  program  are  saying.  So  I 
thought  it  would  be  timely  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  in  the  House  a  let- 
ter I  have  received  just  today  from  the 
Coastal  States  Organization  which 
says: 

We  are  wutiiiK  hi  gieaL  appreciation 
for  the  vote  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
yesterday  in  restoring  and  fixing  the 
coastal  nonpoint  pollution  control  pro- 
gram during  the  debate  on  the  reau- 
thorization of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Fi- 
nally, through  your  amendment"— the 
letter  is  addressed  to  me— "we  can  ad- 
dress the  critical  problem  of  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  in  a  manner  that 
grants  the  coastal  states,  rather  than 
the  federal  agencies,  the  flexibility  and 
authority  to  determine  which  coastal 
waters  are  threatened  or  degraded,  tar- 
get the  coastal  nonpoint  pollution  pro- 
gram as  well  as  prioritize  which  waters 
to  address  first,  utilize  voluntary 
measures  first  to  address  coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  rather  than  being 
required  to  implement  mandatory  re- 
quirements and  start  working  to  ad- 
dress this  serious  problem  now.  not  five 
years  from  now." 

The  letter  from  the  Coastal  States 
Organization  goes  on  to  say: 

•Through  your  amendment,  this  pro- 
gram has  been  redesigned  to  be  a  state- 
implemented  program.  Thank  you  for 
taking  this  'states  rights'  approach  and 
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granting  us  the  authority  and  flexibil- 
ity to  address  this  serious  problem  as 
the  states  deem  appropriate  as  well  as 
for  saving  over  four  years  worth  of 
work.  Please  convey  our  gratitude  to 
all  the  Members  of  Congress  who  sup- 
ported your  efforts  to  restore  and  pro- 
tect this  nation's  companies." 

D  1845 

Less  than  24  hours  ago,  the  House,  by 
a  decisive  vote,  voted  to  protect  the 
coastal  management  program.  Now  the 
undercurrent  in  this  Chamber  indicates 
that  there  is  a  secretive  plan  to  undo 
what  we  did.  I  want  Members  to  know 
the  Coastal  States  Organization  does 
not  want  any  secret  plan  to  be  imple- 
mented. The  Coastal  States  Organiza- 
tion does  not  want  any  sleight  of  hand. 
The  Coastal  States  Organization,  with 
30  States  involved,  representing  tens  of 
millions  of  people,  are  watching  us,  and 
they  are  saying  "Don't  back  down.  "  I 
thought  it  was  very  important,  so 
timely,  to  present  this  letter  to  this 
Chamber,  so  that  we  could  all  have  the 
benefit  of  the  wisdom  of  the  Governors 
in  the  States  and  the  people  we  are  try- 
ing to  effectively  serve. 

'ATiat  we  are  about  today  is  address- 
ing a  most  sensitive  environmental  and 
public  health  piece  of  legislation.  Let 
no  undercurrents  undermine  what  we 
have  already  done. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  VisCLOSKY]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

recorded  vote 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  Was  taken  by  ciecLioiiic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  156.  noes  247, 
not  voting  31,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  325) 
AYES— 156 


Abercrombic 

Ehlers 

Hastings  (FL) 

.\ndrews 

En^el 

Helnenun 

Barcta 

Ensign 

Hinchey 

Becerra 

Eshoo 

Horn 

Beilenson 

Evans 

Hoyer 

Berman 

Farr 

Jackson-Lee 

Boehlert 

Fawell 

Jacobs 

Bonior 

Faiio 

JefTenon 

Borslci 

Fields  (LA) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Brown  (C.Ai 

Filner 

Johnson  (SDi 

Brown  lOHi 

Flake 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Bun- 

Foglietta 

Kaptur 

Castle 

Forbes 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Clay 

Ford 

Kennedy (RI) 

Clement 

Fox 

Kennelly 

Clyburn 

Frank  iMAi 

Kildee 

Condit 

Frost 

Klink 

Conyers 

Furse 

Lantos 

Co.stello 

Gejdenson 

Lewis  (GA> 

Coyne 

Gephardt 

Lincoln 

DeFizio 

Cib)x>ns 

Lipinski 

DeLauro 

Gilchrest 

LoBiondo 

Dellunw 

Cilman 

Lowey 

Deutsch 

Gonzalez 

Luther 

Dicks 

Cordon 

Maloney 

DinKfll 

Green 

Man  ton 

Dixon 

Greenwood 

.Markey 

Doggett 

Gunderson 

Martinez 

Dooley 

Gutierrez 

McDennott 

Durbin 

Hall  lOH) 

McHale 
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McKinney 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Payne (NJi 

Pajrne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN'i 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Port  man 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacbus 
Baesler 
Baker  (CAi 
Baker  I  LA  I 
Baldacci 
Ban- 
Barrett  iNEl 
Barrett  (Wl) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bllhray 
Bilirakls 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blut^ 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TNi 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Chabot 
Cbambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chris  tensen 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Coleman 
Collins  <CAi 
Com  best 
Cooley 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doman 
Doyle 
Dreler 
Duncan 
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Poshard 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolils 

Richardson 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Sax ton 

Schroeder 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skaegs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJi 

Souder 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

NOES— 247 

Edwards 

Ehrhch 

Emerson 

English 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fields  iTX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJi 

Frellnghuysen 

Funderhurk 

Callegly 

Canske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Glllmor 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Cutknecht 

Hall  (TXi 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  I WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Laigent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KYi 

Ligbtfoot 

Linder 


Studds 

Stupak 

Thompson 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

t'pton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Livingston 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Mynck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

(Juinn 

Radanovich 

Hegula 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (Mil 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 


Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzm 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 


Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

NOT  VOTING— 31 


Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

ZeUff 


Ackerman 

Ballenger 

Barton 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brown  (FL) 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Dunn 

Fattah 

Frisa 


Peterson  (FL) 

Rogers 

Roukema 

Sanders 

Schumer 

Tanner 

Torres 

Watts  (OK) 

Young  (FL) 


the    following 


Hancock 

Harm  an 

Is  took 

Johnston 

McNulty 

Meek 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Moakley 

Ortiz 

Pastor 

D  1904 

The   Clerk   announced 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr.  Watts 
against. 

Mr.  Moakley  for.  with  Mr.  Bono  against. 

Miss  Collins  of  Michigan  for,  with  Ms. 
Dunn  of  Washington  against. 

Mr.  WAXMAN  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye."' 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLAN.\TION 

Mr.  PASTOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  I  re- 
turned to  Arizona  to  attend  the  graduation  of 
my  daughter  from  Arizona  State  University. 
Consequently,  1  missed  a  number  of  roilcall 
votes  on  H.R.  961.  Had  I  been  present.  I 
would  have  voted  in  the  following  manner: 
"Nay"  on  roilcall  vote  No.  323,  "aye"  on  roll- 
call  vote  No.  324;  "aye"  on  roilcall  vote  No 
325. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  Strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  for  the  purpose 
of  in(3uiring  from  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  or  the  distinguished  major- 
ity leader  if  we  could  know  what  the 
schedule  is  for  the  remainder  of  today 
and  tomorrow. 

I  rise  because  we  were  told  during  the 
period  when  the  contract  was  on  that 
when  the  contract  was  finished,  that 
the  schedule  would  be  a  little  more 
family  friendly  and  that  we  could  get 
people  home  at  a  reasonable  hour.  This 
is  the  second  night  that  we  are  going 
to  be  here  late. 

I  realize  this  is  important  legislation 
but  as  I  look  at  the  schedule  for  next 
week,  there  are  days  when  there  is  not 
a  lot  of  business  that  we  could  perhaps 
finish  this  bill.  I  inquire  of  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  if  we  could 
perhaps  leave  fairly  soon  so  that  Mem- 
bers could  see  their  families  and  come 
back  tomorrow  and  try  to  finish. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  let  me  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  inquiry.  We  have  been  talking  to  a 
variety  of  Members  on  both  the  major- 
ity and  minority  side. 


There  are,  for  a  great  many  of  our 
Members,  very  serious  matters  before 
the  House  that  have  very  serious  con- 
sequences to  their  particular  national 
and  local  interests.  It  has  been  our 
hope  and  intention  to  move  this  bill  to 
the  point  that  we  could  complete  the 
work  on  the  bill  by  1  p.m.  tomorrow  be^ 
cause  many  Members  have  some  depar- 
ture times  that  are  very  strategically 
important  to  them  there  as  well. 

It  is  our  hope  to  finish  the  bill  by  1 
p.m.  tomorrow  and  to  do  that  in  such  a 
way  as  to  not  abridge  the  rights  of  any 
Member  that  chooses  to  offer  the 
amendment  that  they,  in  so  many 
cases,  have  so  often  carefully  prepared 
and  so  patiently  waited  their  turn  to 
offer,  and  also  to  hold  without  an.y  bias 
against  that  Member  their  right  to  call 
their  vote.  Many  times  a  Member  offers 
an  amendment  and  wants  to  have  a 
vote,  a  recorded  vote,  and  it  is  fun- 
damentally that  Member's  right. 

In  the  meantime  we  have  been  in  dis- 
cussions, and  I  had  hoped  that  by  7 
p.m.  we  would  have  some  greater  clar- 
ity of  understanding  to  where  I  could 
make  an  announcement.  As  it  is  now,  I 
think  discussions  are  still  ongoing. 

We  are  still  optimistic  that  we  could 
either  continue  tonight  to  a  later  hour 
and  finish  the  bill,  so  that  we  could  all 
be  done  with  our  week  this  evening,  or 
to  see  clearly  that  it  is  possible  for  us 
to  rise  at  an  earlier  hour  and  then  com- 
plete the  bill  tomorrow  in  such  a  time 
as  to  convenience  those  people  who  are 
trying  to  get  their  departure  by  1  p.m. 
or  thereabouts. 

The  other  option  that  is  out  there 
that  we  are  cognizant  of  is  to  hold  the 
bill  over  into  next  week.  That  is  some- 
thing that  a  great  many  Members  also 
would  like  to  avoid. 

Let  me  just  say  that  we  are  continu- 
ing that  information.  Pernaps  during 
the  course  of  the  next  amendment,  be- 
tween now  and  the  next  vote  that  is 
called,  we  can  have  some  definitive 
final  understanding  of  where  we  can  go, 
and  we  will  be  able  to  make  an  an- 
nouncement that  defines  which  of  the 
three  alternatives  has  sort  of  presented 
itself  through  the  will  of  the  Members 
who  are  participating  in  the  bill. 

Mr  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

I  realize  it  is  difficult  to  make  every- 
thing come  out  on  time,  but  I  really 
believe  that  there  was  a  great  amount 
of  anticipation  and  excitement  among 
all  Members  when  we  talked  about 
making  the  schedule  more  family 
friendly.  I  admit  it  is  hard  to  do.  I  have 
been  in  your  position,  and  I  know  how 
difficult  it  is.  But  in  that  this  bill  is 
not  essential,  we  are  not  on  a  strict 
time  line,  I  really  believe  it  would  be 
helpful  if  Members  could  go  home  at  a 
decent  hour,  come  back  tomorrow,  get 
out  at  1  p.m.,  come  back  on  Tuesday 
and  get  our  work  done. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  let  me  just  say,  I  under- 
stand that,  and  again  as  the  gentleman 
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from  Missouri  knows,  we  always  try  to 
juggle  as  fairly  as  possible  the  heart- 
felt interests  of  a  large  group  of  dif- 
ferent Members  with  different  inter- 
ests, and  we  are  continuing  to  work 
with  that. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  vield'^ 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROExMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  dis- 
tinguished leader  from  Texas  and  I 
have  engaged  many  times  over  the 
course  of  the  last  125  days  about  the 
schedule,  and  about  getting  a  more  pre- 
dictable schedule  and  a  more  effective 
schedule  and  a  more  family-friendly 
schedule. 

I  would  just  like  to  ask  the  leader  a 
couple  of  questions. 

How  many  amendments  do  we  have 
left  on  this  bill? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  there  are  a  fairly  significant 
number  of  amendments,  about  15.  Then 
there  are  questions  related  at  who 
among  the  15  choose  to  offer  their 
amendment?  Do  they  choose  to  call  re- 
corded votes?  Are  there  agreements 
that  might  be  made? 

We  have  also  looked  at  the  option  of 
a  time  limitation.  We  have  some  Mem- 
bers that  feel  very  strongly  they  do  not 
want  that  and  would  object  to  it. 

As  I  liave  said,  I  suppose  I  have  sort 
of  kept  the  gates  of  bargaining  and  ne- 
gotiation open  a  little  longer  perhaps 
than  one  normally  does.  But  wc  like  to 
keep  options  open  for  fair  consider- 
ation for  all  interested  parties  as  long 
as  we  can  before  we  come  to  some  sort 
of  "This  is  it,  we've  got  to  pick  option 
A.  B.  or  C  and  close  the  gate  on  the 
other  options." 

Mr.  ROEMER.  If  the  leader  would  an^ 
swer  some  other  questions,  we  have 
about  3  or  1  amendments  left  on  thit. 
side,  so  you  have  10  or  II  amendments 
left  on  your  side.  Is  that  correct? 

You  are  working  on  your  side  now  to 
try  to  get  some  unanimous-consent 
agreements  to  bracket  the  wetlands 
section  or  to  limit  time  on  this  open 
rule? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  almost  wholly  correct.  We  are  really 
working  with  our  side  rather  than  on 
our  side.  Given  that  little  subtlety,  we 
are  working  together,  and  I  understand 
we  all  would  like  to  get  out  early.  If  we 
are  going  to  come  back  tomorrow,  we 
would  rather  get  out  earlier  than  later. 

I  think  if  we  can  get  back  to  the  bill 
and  maybe  again  talk  to  some  of  these 
final  Members,  maybe  we  can  get  a 
final  answer. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Can  the  leader  give  us 
some  time  as  to  when  he  is  going  to 
make  an  announcement  tonight  to  let 
us  know  if  we  will  be  in  until  midnight 
tonight  and  until  1  p.m.  tomorrow?  Can 
we  begin  to  let  our  staffs  know  when 
we  can  make  reservations  to  fly  back 
home  tomorrow? 

Can  the  leader  be  a  little  bit  more 
specific,  since  the  11  or  12  amendments 
are  on  his  side? 


Mr.  ARMEY.  Again,  if  I  may  remind 
you.  the  schedule  has  been,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  schedule  you  had  before 
you  left  for  your  April  recess  that 
scheduled  your  departure  time  for  to- 
morrow at  3  p.m.  We  are  working  for  1 
p.m. 

In  all  due  respect  to  all  the  other 
Members.  I  have  more  or  less  felt  that 
anything  between  now  and  your  print- 
ed schedule  that  you  had  prior  to  your 
April  recess  that  says  3  p.m.  is  fair 
game.  Again.  I  am  trying  to  work  with 
everybody. 

I  would  not  hold  anybody  late  to- 
night unless  there  was  some  chance  we 
could  compensate  for  that  lateness  by 
getting  the  bill  done. 

Mr  ROEMER.  That  is  my  question  to 
the  leader,  is  if  we  go  late  tonight,  we 
could  be  out  earlier  than  1  p.m.  tomor- 
row and  we  could  make  reservations  to 
fly  back  home  at  10  or  11  a.m.  tomor- 
row. 

When  would  we  know  that? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  That  is  a  level  of  fine- 
tuning  that  goes  even  beyond  the  great 
expectations  of  Keynesian  fiscal  policy 
in  the  early  1960's.  Certainly  we  should 
be  able  to  get  a  look  at  whether  or  not 
we  can  finish  the  bill  tonight  or  must 
come  back  tomorrow.  When  we  get  to 
that  definitive  point,  then  we  can  see 
the  option. 

I  would  not  ask  Members  to  stay 
until  midnight  tonight,  stay  late  to- 
morrow, and  then  come  back  next  week 
and  work  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Would  the  leader  be 
willing  to  roll  votes  until  tomorrow 
and  have  debate  on  these  serious  ques- 
tions? 

I  agree  with  the  leader  that  many  of 
these  questions  and  many  of  these 
amendments  are  very  serious.  We  of- 
fered a  serious  substitute  yesterday. 
Many  of  these  amendments  need  to  be 
seriously  debated,  but  to  then  limit 
this  serious  debate  between  now  and  1 
p.m.  tomorrow  does  not  do  the  service 
that  the  leader  has  talked  about. 

What  about  on  Tuesday,  where  you 
have  scheduled  the  New  London  Na- 
tional Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance  Act? 
I  think  that  is  the  only  order  of  busi- 
ness all  day  Tuesday. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
again  for  that  recommendation. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  But  he  is  not  going  to 
listen  to  my  recommendation. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  The  gentleman,  I  think, 
does  me  a  bit  of  a  disservice  to  presume 
that  I  have  not  taken  that  into  consid- 
eration up  to  this  point. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  You  are  the  leader, 
and  I  am  sure  you  are  way  ahead  of 
this  minority  Member. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Perhaps  if  I  could 
reclaim  my  time  and  bring  this  to  a 
conclusion,  because  we  are  now  wast- 
ing time. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  As  Randy  Quaid  says. 
"I'll  get  back  to  you  later  with  the  de- 
tails as  quickly  as  I  can." 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  know  the  gen- 
tleman is  doing  everything  that  he  can 
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to  bring  this  to  a  successful  and  swift 
conclusion.  Just  please  know  that 
there  is  a  lot  of,  unhappiness  maybe  is 
too  strong  of  a  word,  but  deep  concern 
and  unhappiness,  I  am  sure,  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  about  the  failure  to 
get  out. 

The  contract  is  over.  It  is  time  for 
family  friendly. 

a  1915 

Let  us  do  everything  we  can  to  make 
that  happen. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
there  have  been  nine  recorded  votes  on 
your  side  today,  none  on  ours. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  understand. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  I  may  respond  to  the 
gentleman? 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  do  understand  the  con- 
cern the  Members  have.  And  let  me 
just  say  to  a  large  extent  it  is  out  of 
our  concern  for  the  full  rights  of  each 
individual  Member  that  we  have  come 
to  this  point,  and  we  will  get  back  to 
that  business  and  try  to  resolve  this  as 
quickly  as  we  can. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur- 
ther amendments  to  title  III. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  IV. 

The  text  of  title  I'V  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  IV— PERMITS  AND  UCENSES 

SEC.  401.  WASTE  TRF..AT^^E.\T  SYSTEMS  FOR  CON- 
CE.\TRATED  ANIMAL  FEEDING  OPER- 
ATIONS. 

Section  402(a)  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing netv  paragraph: 

"(6)  CONCENTRATED  ANIMAL  FEEDING  OPER- 
ATIONS.—FoT  purposes  of  this  section,  waste 
treatment  systems,  including  retention  ponds  or 
lagoons,  used  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
Act  for  concentrated  animal  feeding  operations, 
are  not  waters  of  the  United  States.  An  existing 
concentrated  animal  feeding  operation  that  uses 
a  natural  topographic  impoundment  or  struc- 
ture on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  which  is 
not  hydrologically  connected  to  any  other  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States,  as  a  waste  treatment 
system  or  wastewater  retention  facility  may  con- 
tinue to  use  that  natural  topographic  feature 
for  waste  storage  regardless  of  its  sue,  capacity, 
or  previous  use.". 

SEC.  401.  PERMTT  REFORM. 

(a)  Dilation  and  REOPENERS.—Section 
402(b)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(b)(1))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "five" 
and  inserting  "10"  and  by  striking  "and": 

(2)  by  inserting  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  subparagraph  (D):  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(E)  can  be  modified  as  necessary  to  address 
a  significant  threat  to  human  health  and  the 
environment:". 

(b)  Review  of  Effluent  LiMiTATiONs.—Sec- 
tion  301(d)  (33  U.S.C.  1311(d))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(d)  REVIEW  OF  Effluent  Limitations.— Any 
effluent  limitation  required  by  subsection  (b)(2) 
that  is  established  in  a  permit  under  section  402 
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shall  be  reviewed  at  least  every  10  years  when 
the  permit  is  reissued,  and.  if  appropriate,  re- 
vised.". 

(c)  DISCHARGE  Limit.— Section  402(b)(1)(A)  (33 
U.S.C.  1342(b)(1)(A))  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  semicolon  at  the  end  the  following: 
"except  that  in  no  event  shall  a  discharge  limit 
in  a  permit  under  this  section  be  set  at  a  level 
below  the  lowest  level  that  the  pollutant  can  be 
reliably  quantified  on  an  interlaboratory  basis 
for  a  particular  test  method,  as  determined  by 
the  Administrator  using  approved  analytical 
methods  under  section  304(h):". 
SEC.  44)3.  REVIEW  OF  STATE  PROGRAMS  AND  PER- 
.WTS. 

(a)  REVIEW  OF  State  Programs.— Section 
402(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(c))  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  first  sentence  the  following:  "Upon 
approval  of  a  State  program  under  this  section, 
the  Administrator  shall  review  administration  of 
the  program  by  the  State  once  every  3  years.". 

(b)  REVIEW  OF  St.ate  Per.mits.— Section 
402(d)(2)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(d)(2))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "as  being 
outside  the  guidelines  and  requirements  of  this 
Act"  and  inserting  "as  presenting  a  substantial 
risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment": 
and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking  "and 
the  effluent  limitations"  and  all  that  follows  be- 
fore the  period. 

(C)  COURT  PROCEEDINGS  TO  PROHIBIT  INTRO- 
DUCTION OF  POLLUTANTS  INTO  TREATMENT 
WORKS.— Section  402(h)  (33  U.S.C.  1342(h))  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "approved  or 
where"  the  following:  "the  discharge  involves  a 
significant  source  of  pollutants  to  the  waters  of 
the  United  States  and". 
SEC.  404.  STATISTICAL  NONCOMPUANCB. 

(a)  .SCMBER  OF  E.XCURSlOss— Section  402(k) 
(33  U.S.C.  1342(k))  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  first  sentence  the  following:  "In  any  en- 
forcement action  or  citizen  suit  under  section 
309  or  505  of  this  Act  or  applicable  State  law  al- 
leging noncompliance  with  a  technology-based 
effluent  limitation  established  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 301.  a  permittee  shall  be  deemed  in  compli- 
ance with  the  technology-based  effluent  limita- 
tion if  the  permittee  demonstrates  through  ref- 
erence to  information  contained  in  the  applica- 
ble rulemaking  record  that  the  number  of  excur- 
sions from  the  technology-based  effluent  limita- 
tion are  no  greater,  on  an  annual  basis,  than 
the  number  of  excursions  expected  from  the 
technology  on  which  the  limit  is  based  and  that 
the  discharges  do  not  violate  an  applicable 
water-quality  based  limitation  or  standard.". 

(b)  PRETREATMENT        STANDARDS.— Section 

307(d)  (33  U.S.C.  1317(d))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following:  "In  any  enforcement 
action  or  citizen  suit  under  section  309  or  505  of 
this  Act  or  applicable  State  taw  alleging  non- 
compliance with  a  categorical  pretreatment 
standard  or  local  pretreatment  limit  established 
pursuant  to  this  section,  a  person  who  dem- 
onstrates through  reference  to  information  con- 
tained in  the  applicable  rulemaking  record — 

"(1)  that  the  number  of  excursions  from  the 
categorical  pretreatment  standard  or  local 
pretreatment  limit  are  no  greater,  on  an  annual 
basis,  than  the  number  of  excursions  expected 
from  the  technology  on  which  the  pretreatment 
standard  or  local  pretreatment  limit  is  based, 
and 

"(2)  that  the  introduction  of  pollutants  into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  does  not  cause 
interference  with  such  works  or  cause  a  viola- 
tion by  such  works  of  an  applicable  water-qual- 
ity based  limitation  or  standard, 
shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  standard 
under  the  Act.". 
SEC.  405.  ANTI-BACKSUDING  REQUIREMENTS. 

Section  402(0)  (33  U.S.C.  1343(0))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 


"(4)  NON APPLICABILITY  TO  PUBLICLY  OWNED 
TREATMENT  WORKS. — The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  shall  not  apply  to  permitted  dis- 
charges from  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
if  the  treatment  works  demonstrates  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Administrator  that — 

"(A)  the  increase  in  pollutants  is  a  result  of 
conditioris  beyond  the  control  of  the  treatment 
works  (such  as  fluctuations  in  normal  source 
water  availabilities  due  to  sustained  drought 
conditions):  and 

"(B)  effluent  quality  does  not  result  in  im- 
pairment of  water  quality  standards  established 
for  the  receiving  waters.". 

SEC.  406.  INTAKE  CREDITS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  after  subsection  (k)  the  following: 

"(I)  Intake  Credits.— 

"(I)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any  pro- 
vision of  this  Act,  in  any  effluent  limitation  or 
other  limitation  imposed  under  the  permit  pro- 
gram established  by  the  Administrator  under 
this  section,  any  State  permit  program  approved 
under  this  section  (including  any  program  for 
implementation  under  section  118(c)(2)).  any 
standards  established  under  section  307(a).  or 
any  program  for  industrial  users  established 
under  section  307(b).  the  Administrator,  as  ap- 
plicable, shall  or  the  State,  as  applicable,  may 
provide  credits  for  pollutants  present  in  or 
caused  by  intake  water  such  that  an  owner  or 
operator  of  a  point  source  is  not  required  to  re- 
move, reduce,  or  treat  the  amount  of  any  pollut- 
ant in  an  effluent  below  the  amount  of  such 
pollutant  that  is  present  in  or  caused  by  the  in- 
take water  for  such  facility— 

"(A)(i)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water  and 
the  receiving  waters  into  which  the  effluent  is 
ultirruitely  discharged  are  the  same: 

"(ii)  if  the  source  of  the  intake  water  meets 
the  maximum  contaminant  levels  or  treatment 
techniques  for  drinking  water  contaminants  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  the  Safe  Drinking  Water 
Act  for  the  pollutant  of  concern:  or 

"(Hi)  if.  at  the  time  the  limitation  or  standard 
is  established,  the  level  of  the  pollutant  in  the 
intake  water  is  the  same  as  or  lower  than  the 
amount  of  the  pollutant  m  the  receiving  waters, 
taking  into  account  analytical  variability:  and 

"(B)  if.  for  conventional  pollutants,  the  con- 
stituents of  the  conventional  pollutants  m  the 
intake  water  are  the  same  as  the  constituents  of 
the  conventional  pollutants  in  the  effluent. 

"(2)  ALLOWA.\CE  FOR  INCIDE,\TAL  A.VOUNTS.— 
In  determining  whether  the  condition  set  forth 
in  paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  is  being  met.  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  or  the  State  may.  as  appropriate, 
make  allowance  for  incidental  amounts  of  in- 
take water  from  sources  other  than  the  receiving 
waters. 

"(3)  Credit  for  nonqualifying  pollut- 
.ANTS.—The  Administrator  shall  or  a  Slate  may 
provide  point  sources  an  appropriate  credit  for 
pollutants  found  in  intake  water  that  does  not 
meet  the  requirement  of  paragraph  (1). 

"(4)  .MONITORING.— Nothing  in  this  section 
precludes  the  Administrator  or  a  State  from  re- 
quiring monitoring  of  intake  water,  effluent,  or 
receiving  waters  to  assist  in  the  implementation 
of  this  section.  '. 
SEC.  407.  COMBINED  SEWER  OVERFLOWS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(s)  Combined  Sewer  Overflows.— 

"(I)  requirement  for  permits.— Each  permit 
issued  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  discharge 
from  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  shall 
conform  with  the  combined  sewer  overflow  con- 
trol policy  signed  by  the  Administrator  on  April 
U.  1994. 

"(2)  Term  of  permit.— 

"(A)  Compliance  deadline.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  compliance  schedule  under  section 
301(b),  or  any  permit  limitation  under  section 


402(b)(1)(B),  the  Administrator  (or  a  State  with 
a  program  approved  under  subsection  (b))  may 
issue  a  permit  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  combined  storm  and  sanitary 
sewer,  that  includes  a  schedule  for  compliance 
with  a  long-term  control  plan  under  the  control 
policy  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1),  for  a  term 
not  to  exceed  15  years. 

"(B)  E.XTENSiON.—.Wotwithstanding  the  com- 
pliance deadline  .specified  in  subparagraph  (A). 
the  .'idministrator  or  a  State  with  a  program  ap- 
proved under  subsection  (b)  shall  extend,  on  re- 
quest of  an  owner  or  operator  of  a  combined 
storm  and  sanitary  sewer  and  subject  to  sub- 
paragraph (C),  the  period  of  compliance  beyond 
the  last  day  of  the  15-year  period— 

"(i)  if  the  .Administrator  or  the  State  deter- 
mines that  compliance  by  such  last  day  is  not 
within  the  economic  capability  of  the  owner  or 
operator:  and 

"(ii)  if  the  owner  or  operator  demonstrates  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  .■idministrator  or  the 
State  rea.<sonable  further  progress  towards  com- 
pliance with  a  long-term  control  plan  under  the 
control  policy  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 

"(C)  Limitations  on  extensions.— 

"(i)  Extension  not  appropri.ate.— Notwith- 
standing subparagraph  (B).  the  .Administrator 
or  the  State  need  not  grant  an  extension  of  the 
compliance  deadline  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A)  if  the  Administrator  or  the  State  determines 
that  such  an  extension  is  not  appropriate. 

"(ii)  NEW  York-New  Jersey.— Prior  to  grant- 
ing an  extension  under  subparagraph  (B)  with 
respect  to  a  combined  sewer  overflow  discharge 
originating  in  the  State  of  New  York  or  New  Jer- 
sey and  affecting  the  other  of  such  States,  the 
Administrator  or  the  State  from  which  the  dis- 
charge originates,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  pro- 
vide written  notice  of  the  proposed  extension  to 
the  other  State  and  shall  not  grant  the  exten- 
sion unless  the  other  State  approves  the  exten- 
sion or  does  not  disapprove  the  extension  within 
90  days  of  receiving  such  written  notice. 

"(3)  Savings  clause. — Any  consent  decree  or 
court  order  entered  by  a  United  States  district 
court,  or  administrative  order  Issued  by  the  .Ad- 
ministrator, before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection  establishing  any  deadlines, 
schedules,  or  timetables,  including  any  interim 
deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables,  for  the  eval- 
uation, design,  or  construction  of  treatment 
works  for  control  or  elimination  of  any  dis 
charge  from  a  municipal  combined  storm  and 
sanitary  sewer  system  shall  be  modified  upon 
motion  or  request  by  any  party  to  such  consent 
decree  or  court  order,  to  extend  to  December  31. 
2009.  at  a  minimum,  any  such  deadlines,  sched- 
ules, or  timetables,  including  any  interim  dead- 
lines, schedules,  or  timetables  as  is  necessary  to 
conform  to  the  policy  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1)  or  otherwise  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
subsection.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, the  period  of  compliance  with  respect  to  a 
discharge  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)(C)(ii) 
may  only  be  extended  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (2)(C)(ii).". 
SEC.  408.  SANITARY  SEWER  OVERFLOWS. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(t)  Sanitary  sewer  Overflows.— 

"(1)  Development  of  policy.— Not  later 
than  2  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection,  the  .Administrator,  in  consulta- 
tion with  State  and  local  governments  and 
water  authorities,  shall  develop  and  publish  a 
national  control  policy  for  municipal  separate 
sanitary  sewer  overflows.  The  national  policy 
shall  recognise  and  address  regional  and  eco- 
nomic factors. 

"(2)  Issuance  of  permits.— Each  permit  is- 
sued pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  discharge 
from  a  municipal  separate  sanitary  sewer  shall 
conform  with  the  policy  developed  under  para- 
graph (1). 
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"(3)  Compliance  deadline— Notwithstand- 
ing any  compliance  schedule  under  section 
301(b).  or  any  permit  limitation  under  subsection 
(b)(1)(B),  the  Administrator  or  a  State  with  a 
program  approved  under  subsection  (b)  may 
issue  a  permit  pursuant  to  this  section  for  a  dis- 
charge from  a  municipal  separate  sanitary 
sewer  due  to  stormwater  inflows  or  infiltration. 
The  permit  shall  include  at  a  minimum  a  sched- 
ule for  compliance  with  a  long-term  control  plan 
under  the  policy  developed  under  paragraph  (1). 
for  a  term  not  to  exceed  15  years. 

"(4)  Extension -Notwithstanding  the  com- 
pliance deadline  specified  in  paragraph  (3).  the 
.Administrator  or  a  State  with  a  program  ap- 
proved under  subsection  (b)  shall  extend,  on  re- 
quest of  an  owner  or  operator  of  a  municipal 
separate  sanitary  sewer,  the  period  of  compli- 
ance beyond  the  last  day  of  such  15-year  period 
if  the  Administrator  or  the  State  determines  that 
compliance  by  such  last  day  is  not  within  the 
economic  capability  of  the  owner  or  operator, 
unless  the  Administrator  or  the  State  determines 
that  the  extension  is  not  appropriate. 

"(5)  Effect  on  other  actions.— Before  the 
date  oj  publication  of  the  policy  under  para- 
graph (1).  the  Administrator  or  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  not  initiate  any  administrative  or  ju- 
dicial civil  penalty  action  m  response  to  a  mu- 
nicipal separate  sanitary  sewer  overflow  due  to 
stormwater  inflows  or  infiltration. 

"(6)  Savi.kgs  clause. — Any  consent  decree  or 
court  order  entered  by  a  United  States  district 
court,  or  administrative  order  issued  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator, before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection  establishing  any  deadlines, 
schedules,  or  timetables,  including  any  interim 
deadlines,  schedules,  or  timetables,  for  the  eval- 
uation, design,  or  construction  of  treatment 
works  for  control  or  elimination  of  any  dis- 
charge from  a  municipal  separate  sanitary 
sewer  shall  be  modified  upon  motion  or  request 
by  any  parly  to  such  consent  decree  or  court 
order,  to  extend  to  December  31,  2009,  at  a  mini- 
mum, any  such  deadlines,  schedules,  or  time- 
tables, including  any  interim  deadlines,  sched- 
ules, or  timetables  as  is  necessary  to  conform  to 
the  policy  developed  under  paragraph  (1)  or 
otherwise  achieve  the  objectives  of  this  sub- 
section.". 

SEC.  409.  ABANDONED  MINES. 

Section  402  (33  U.S.C.  1342)  is  further  amended 
by  inserting  after  subsection  (o)  the  following: 
"(p)  Permits  for  Remedhting  Party  on 

ABANDONED  OR  INACTIVE  MINED  LANDS.— 

"(1)  APPLICABILITY.— Subject  to  this  sub- 
section, including  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (3).  the  Administrator,  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  concerned  State  or  Indian  tribe, 
may  issue  a  permit  to  a  remediating  party  under 
this  section  for  discharges  associated  with  reme- 
diation activity  at  abandoned  or  inactive  mined 
lands  which  modifies  any  otherwise  applicable 
requirement  of  sections  301(b),  302,  and  403,  or 
any  subsection  of  this  section  (other  than  this 
subsection). 

"(2)  .APPLICATION  for  a  PERMIT— a  remediat- 
ing party  who  desires  to  conduct  remediation 
activities  on  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands 
from  which  there  is  or  may  be  a  discharge  of 
pollutants  to  waters  of  the  United  States  or  from 
which  there  could  be  a  significant  addition  of 
pollutants  from  nonpoint  sources  may  submit  an 
application  to  the  Administrator.  The  applica- 
tion shall  consist  of  a  remediation  plan  and  any 
other  information  requested  by  the  Adminis- 
trator to  clarify  the  plan  and  activities. 

"(3)  Remediation  Plan.— The  remediation 
plan  shall  include  (as  appropriate  and  applica- 
ble) the  following: 

"(A)  Identification  of  the  remediating  party, 
including  any  persons  cooperating  with  the  con- 
cerned State  or  Indian  tribe  with  respect  to  the 
plan,  and  a  certification  that  the  applicant  is  a 
rimedtating  party  under  this  section. 


(B)  Identijication  o]  the  abandoned  or  inac- 
tive mined  lands  addressed  by  the  plan. 

"(C)  Identification  of  (he  waters  of  the  United 
States  impacted  by  the  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands. 

"(D)  A  description  of  the  physical  conditions 
at  the  abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands  that 
are  causing  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 

"(E)  A  description  of  practices,  including  sys- 
tem design  and  construction  plans  and  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  plans,  proposed  to  re- 
duce, control,  mitigate,  or  eliminate  the  adverse 
water  quality  impacts  and  a  schedule  for  imple- 
menting such  practices  and.  if  it  is  an  existing 
remediation  project,  a  description  of  practices 
proposed  to  improve  the  project,  if  any. 

"(F)  An  analysis  demonstrating  that  the  iden- 
tified practices  are  expected  to  result  m  a  water 
quality  improvement  for  the  identified  waters. 

"(G)  A  description  of  monitoring  or  other  as- 
sessment to  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the  suc- 
cess of  the  practices  during  and  after  implemen- 
tation, including  an  assessment  of  baseline  con- 
ditions. 

"(H)  A  schedule  for  periodic  reporting  on 
progress  in  implementation  of  major  elements  of 
the  plan. 

"(I)  .A  budget  and  identified  funding  to  .lup- 
port  the  activities  described  m  the  plan. 

"(J)  Remediation  goals  and  objectives. 

"(K)  Contingency  plans. 

"(L)  A  description  of  the  applicant's  legal 
right  to  enter  and  conduct  activities. 

"(M)  The  signature  of  the  applicant. 

"(N)  Identification  of  the  pollutant  or  pollut- 
ants to  be  addressed  by  the  plan. 

"(4)  Per.mits.— 

"(A)  Conte.\TS.— Permits  issued  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall— 

"(i)  provide  for  compliance  with  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  remediation  plan  which,  follow- 
ing issuance  of  the  permit,  may  be  modified  by 
the  applicant  after  proi^iding  notification  to  and 
opportunity  for  review  by  the  Administrator: 

"(ii)  require  that  any  modification  of  the  plan 
he  reflected  in  a  modified  permit: 

"(Hi)  require  that  if.  at  any  time  after  notice 
to  the  remediating  party  and  opportunity  for 
comment  by  the  remediating  party,  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  the  remediating  party  is 
not  implementing  the  approved  remediation  plan 
in  substantial  compliance  with  its  terms,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  notify  the  remediating  party  of 
the  determination  together  with  a  list  specifying 
the  concerns  of  the  Administrator: 

"(iv)  provide  that,  if  the  identified  concerns 
are  not  resolved  or  a  compliance  plan  approved 
within  180  days  of  the  date  of  the  notification, 
the  Administrator  may  lake  action  under  section 
309  of  this  Act: 

"(V)  provide  that  clauses  (Hi)  and  (iv)  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  action  under  section 
309  to  address  violations  involving  gross  neg- 
ligence (including  reckless,  willful,  or  wanton 
misconduct)  or  intentional  misconduct  by  the  re- 
mediating party  or  any  other  person: 

"(vi)  not  require  compliance  with  any  limita- 
tion issued  under  sections  301(b),  302,  and  403  or 
any  requirement  established  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  any  subsection  of  this  section 
(other  than  this  subsection):  and 

"(vii)  provide  for  termination  of  coverage 
under  the  permit  without  the  remediating  party 
being  subject  to  enforcement  under  sections  309 
and  505  of  this  Act  for  any  remaining  dis- 
charges— 

"(I)  after  implementation  of  the  remediation 
plan: 

"(II)  if  a  party  obtains  a  permit  to  mine  the 
site:  or 

"(III)  upon  a  demonstration  by  the  remediat- 
ing party  that  the  surface  water  quality  condi- 
tions due  to  remediation  activities  at  the  site, 
taken  as  a  whole,  are  equal  to  or  superior  to  the 


surface  water  qualities  that  existed  prior  to  ini- 
tiation of  remediation. 

"(B)  Limitations —The  Administrator  shall 
only  issue  a  permit  under  this  section,  consist- 
ent with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  to  a 
remediating  party  for  discharges  associated  with 
remediation  action  at  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands  if  the  remediation  plan  dem- 
onstrates with  reasonable  certainty  that  the  ac- 
tions will  result  in  an  improvement  in  water 
quality. 

"(C)  Public  participation —The  Adminis- 
trator may  only  iss~ue  a  permit  or  modify  a  per- 
mit under  this  section  after  complying  with  sub- 
section (b)(3). 

"(D)  Effect  of  failure  to  comply  with 
PERMIT.- Failure  to  comply  with  terms  of  a  per- 
mit issued  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  be  a  violation  of  an  effluent  stand- 
ard or  limitation  issued  under  this  Act. 

"(E)  Limitations  on  statutory  construc- 
tion.—This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed— 

"(i)  to  limit  or  otherwise  affect  the  Adminis- 
trator's powers  under  section  .504:  or 

"(ii)  to  preclude  actions  pursuant  to  section 
309  or  505  for  any  violations  of  sections  301(a). 
302.  402.  and  403  that  may  have  existed  for  the 
abandoned  or  inactive  mined  land  prior  to  initi- 
ation of  remediation  covered  by  a  permit  issued 
under  this  subsection,  unless  such  permit  coivrs 
remediation  activities  implemented  by  the  permit 
holder  prior  to  issuance  of  the  permit. 

"(5)  Definitions.— In  this  subsection  the  fol- 
lowing definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Remediating  party.— The  term  'remedi- 
ating party '  means— 

"(I)  the  United  States  (on  non-Federal  lands), 
a  State  or  its  political  subdivisions,  or  an  Indian 
tribe  or  officers,  employees,  or  contractors  there- 
of: and 

"(ii)  any  person  acting  in  cooperation  with  a 
person  described  in  clause  (i).  including  a  gov- 
ernment agency  that  owns  abandoned  or  inac- 
tive mined  lands  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
remediation  of  the  mined  lands  or  that  is  engag- 
ing in  remediation  activities  inadental  to  the 
ownership  of  the  lands. 

Such  term  does  not  include  any  person  who,  be- 
fore or  following  issuance  of  a  permit  under  this 
section,  directly  benefited  from  or  participated 
in  any  mining  operation  (including  exploration) 
associated  with  the  abandoned  or  inactive 
mined  lands. 

"(B)  Abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands.— 
The  term  'abandoned  or  inactive  mined  lands' 
means  lands  that  were  formerly  mined  and  are 
not  actively  mined  or  in  temporary  shutdown  at 
the  time  of  submission  of  the  remediation  plan 
and  issuance  of  a  permit  under  this  section. 

"(C)  Mined  lands.— The  term  mined  lands' 
means  the  surface  or  subsurface  of  an  area 
where  mining  operations,  including  exploration, 
extraction,  processing,  and  beneficiation.  have 
been  conducted.  Such  term  includes  private 
ways  and  roads  appurtenant  to  such  area,  land 
excavations,  underground  mine  portals,  adits, 
and  surj'ace  expressions  associated  with  under- 
ground workings,  such  as  glory  holes  and  sub- 
sidence features,  mining  waste,  smelting  sites 
associated  with  other  mined  lands,  and  areas 
where  structures,  facilities,  equipment,  ma- 
chines, tools,  or  other  material  or  property 
which  result  from  or  have  been  used  in  the  min- 
ing operation  are  located. 

"(6)  Regulations.— The  Administrator  may 
issue  regulations  establishing  more  specific  re- 
quirements that  the  Administrator  determines 
would  facilitate  implementation  of  this  sub- 
section. Before  issuance  of  such  regulations,  the 
Administrator  may  establish,  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
comment  as  provided  by  subsection  (b)(3),  more 
specific  requirements  that  the  Administrator  de- 
termines would  facilitate  implementation  of  this 
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subsection  in  an  individual  permit  issued  to  the 

remediating  party.". 

SBC.  410.  BENEFICIAL  USE  OF  BIOSOUDS. 

(a)  REFERE.'-CES.— Section  405(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1345(a))  i-s  amended  by  inserting  "(also  referred 
to  as  'biosolids')"  after  "sewage  sludge"  the 
first  place  it  appears. 

(b)  APPROVAL  OF  STATE  PROGRAMS.— Section 
405(f)  (33  U.S.C.  1345(f))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  APPROVAL  OF  .rr.ATE  PROGRAMS.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Administrator  shall  approve  for  purposes  of  this 
subsection  State  programs  that  meet  the  stand- 
ards for  final  use  or  disposal  of  sewage  sludge 
established  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to 
subsection  (d).". 

(c)  Studies  a.\d  Projects.— Section  405(g)  (33 
U.S.C.  1345(g))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)  by 
inserting  "building  materials,"  after  "agricul- 
tural and  horticultural  uses."; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following:  "Not  later  than  January  1.  1997,  and 
after  providing  notice  and  opportunity  for  pub- 
lic comment,  the  Administrator  shall  issue  guid- 
ance on  the  beneficial  use  of  sewage  sludge.": 
and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  strilcing  "September 
30.  1936."  and  inserting  "September  30,  1995.". 
SEC.  411.  WASTE  TREATMENT  SYSTEMS  DEFINED. 

Title    IV    (33    U.S.C.    1341-1345)    is    further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"SEC.     406.     WASTE     TREATME.ST    SYSTEMS    DE- 
FINED 

"(a)  ISSUA.SCE  OF  Regulations.— Not  later 
than  1  year  of  the  dale  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator,  after  consultation 
with  State  officials,  shall  issue  a  regulation  de- 
fining 'waste  treatment  systems'. 

"(b)  IscLL'sio\  of  Areas.— 

"(1)  Areas  which  may  be  tscLUDED.—In  de- 
fining the  term  'waste  treatment  systems'  under 
subsection  (a),  the  Administrator  may  include 
areas  used  for  the  treatment  of  wastes  if  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  that  such  inclusion  will 
not  interfere  with  the  goals  of  this  Act. 

"(2)  AREAS  WHICH  SHALL  BE  ISCLUDED.—In  de- 
fining the  term  waste  treatment  systems'  under 
subsection  (a),  the  Administrator  shall  include. 
at  a  minimum,  areas  used  for  detention,  reten- 
tion, treatment,  settling,  conveyance,  or  evapo- 
ration of  wastewater,  stormwater.  or  cooling 
water  unless— 

"(A)  the  area  wcls  created  in  or  resulted  from 
the  impoundment  or  other  modification  of  navi- 
gable waters  and  construction  of  the  area  com- 
menced after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section: 

"(B)  on  or  after  February  15.  1995.  the  owner 
or  operator  allows  the  area  to  be  used  by  inter- 
state or  foreign  travelers  for  recreational  pur- 
poses: or 

"(C)  on  or  after  February  15.  1995.  the  owner 
or  operator  allows  the  taking  of  fish  or  shellfish 
from  the  area  for  sale  in  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce. 

"(c)  Interim  Period.— Before  the  date  of  is- 
suance of  regulations  under  subsection  (a),  the 
Administrator  or  the  State  (in  the  case  of  a 
State  with  an  approved  permit  program  under 
section  402)  shall  not  require  a  new  permit 
under  section  402  or  section  404  for  any  dis- 
charge into  any  area  used  for  detention,  reten- 
tion, treatment,  settling,  conveyance,  or  evapo- 
ration of  wastewater,  stormwater,  or  cooling 
water  unless  the  area  is  an  area  described  in 
subsection  (b)(2)(A),  (b)(2)(B),  or  (b)(2)(C). 

"(d)  Savings  CLAVSE.—Any  area  which  the 
Administrator  or  the  State  (in  the  case  of  a 
State  with  an  approved  permit  program  under 
section  402)  determined,  before  February  15, 
1995,  is  a  water  of  the  United  States  and  for 
which,  pursuant  to  such  determination,  the  Ad- 


ministrator or  State  issued,  before  Februaru  15. 
1995,  a  permit  under  section  402  for  discharges 
into  such  area  shall  remain  a  water  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

"(e)  Regulation  of  Other  areas.— With  re- 
spect to  areas  constructed  for  detention,  reten- 
tion, treatment,  settling,  conveyance,  or  evapo- 
ration of  wastewater,  stormwater,  or  cooling 
water  that  are  not  waste  treatment  systems  as 
defined  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  this 
section  and  that  the  Administrator  determines 
are  navigable  waters  under  this  Act.  the  Admin- 
istrator or  the  States,  in  establishing  standards 
pursuant  to  section  303(c)  of  this  Act  or  imple- 
menting other  requirements  of  this  Act.  shall 
give  due  consideration  to  the  uses  for  which 
such  areas  were  designed  and  constructed,  and 
need  not  establish  standards  or  other  require- 
ments that  will  impede  such  uses.". 
SEC.  412.  THERMAL  DISCHARGES. 

.4  municipal  utility  that  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section  has  been  issued  a  per- 
mit under  section  402  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act  for  discharges  into  the  Upper 
Greater  Miami  River.  Ohio,  shall  not  be  required 
under  such  Act  to  construct  a  cooling  tower  or 
operate  under  a  thermal  management  plan  un- 
less— 

(1)  the  Administrator  or  the  State  of  Ohio  de- 
termines based  on  scientific  evidence  that  such 
discharges  result  in  harm  to  aquatic  life:  or 

(2)  the  municipal  utility  has  applied  for  and 
been  denied  a  thermal  discharge  variance  under 
section  316(a)  of  such  Act. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RIOGS 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  numbered  47  offered  by  Mr. 
RiGGS:  Insert  at  the  appropriate  place  in 
title  IV  the  following  new  section: 

"DiscH.^RGE  Volume.— Section  402(o)(2)  (33 
U.S.C.  1342(o)(2))  is  amended  in  the  first  sen- 
tence by  insertinK  "the  concentration  or 
loading  or'  after  the  words  ■applicable  to" 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  full  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Shuster],  for  his  excellent 
work  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  and  believe 
that  my  amendment  should  not  be  con- 
troversial. It  reaffirms  what  the  EPA 
should  already  know.  Clean  water  is 
not  itself  a  pollutant,  and  should  not 
be  regulated  as  such. 

Specifically,  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  clarifies  the  anti-back- 
sliding  exception  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act  under  section  402(o).  The  act  now 
allows  a  discharge  permit  to  be  "re- 
newed, reissued  or  modified  to  contain 
a  less  stringent  effluent  limitation  ap- 
plicable to  a  pollutant"  in  certain  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  amendment  would  make  clear 
that  as  long  as  other  clean  water  pre- 
cautions are  followed,  a  discharge  per- 
mit could  be  renewed,  reissued  or  modi- 
fied to  contain  a  less  stringent  effluent 
limitation  applicable  to  the  concentra- 
tion or  loading  of  a  pollutant. 

The  effect  of  the  language  is  that  in- 
creased volumes  of  treated  wastewater 
could  be  discharged  into  a  river  or 
other  body  of  water  as  long  as  water 
quality  is  not  degraded 
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The  amendment  is  consistent  with 
the  spirit  of  H.R.  961  in  that  it  gives 
flexibility  while  preserving  require- 
ments that  water  quality  standards  be 
met. 

This  amendment  is  particularly  im- 
portant to  a  jurisdiction,  a  portion  of 
which  I  represent,  the  city  of  Santa 
Rosa  in  Sonoma  County,  CA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  anti-backsliding 
exception  criteria  explicitly  addresses 
only  the  concentration  of  effluent  qual- 
ity constituents,  not  the  pollutant 
quantity  or  wastewater  flow.  It  appears 
that  my  amendment  would  enable  the 
city  of  Santa  Rosa  to  discharge  into  a 
nearby  river  at  a  greater  than  1  per- 
cent rate  only  with  modification  of  the 
anti-backsliding  provision. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
allow  funds  to  be  spent  where  the  envi- 
ronment will  benefit  the  most.  Without 
this  proposed  language  publicly  owned 
wastewater  treatment  works  across  the 
country  could  be  forced  by  existing 
regulations  to  forgo  implementation  of 
wastewater  reuse  projects  that  would 
restore  wetlands  and  supply  reclaimed 
water  to  support  local  agriculture,  the 
wastewater  that  would  be  made  avail- 
able by  this  amendment  and  in  the  case 
of  the  city  of  Santa  Rosa,  avoid  agri- 
cultural pumping  of  water  from 
streams  used  by  salmon  and  flathead. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  urge  my  colleagues'  approval  of 
this  amendment,  and  again  I  would 
hope  that  my  amendment  would  be  ac- 
cepted by  the  minority  and  I  believe 
that  my  amendment  is  noncontrover- 
sial  in  nature. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise  in 
support  to  the  Riggs  amendment.  It 
provides  a  needed  clariiication  Gi  the 
402(0)  exemptions,  and  I  would  urge  a 
yes  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGCs]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  other 
amendments  to  title  IV? 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  V. 

The  text  of  title  V  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  501.  C0.\SVLTATI0N  WITH  STATES. 

Section  501  (33  U.S.C.  1361)  is  amcidni  hij 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  suh^'ctu/n 

"(g)  Consultation  With  St.ates.^ 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Administrator  shall 
consult  with  and  substantially  involve  State 
governments  and  their  representative  organica- 
ttons  and.  to  the  extent  that  they  participate  in 
the  administration  of  this  Act,  tribal  and  local 
governments,  in  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  decisionmaking,  priority  .netting,  policy 
and  guidance  development,  and  implementation 
under  this  Act. 

"(2)  Inapplicability  of  federal  advisory 
committee  .act.— The  Federal  Advisory  Com- 
mittee Act  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  shall  not  apply  to 
meetings  held  to  carry  out  paragraph  (1)— 

"(A)  if  such  meetings  are  held  exclusively  be- 
tween Federal  officials  and  elected  officers  of 
State,  local,  and  tribal  governments  (or  their 
designated  employees  with  authority  to  act  on 
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their  behalf)  acting  in  their  official  capacities: 
and 

"(B)  if  such  meetings  are  solely  for  the  pur- 
poses of  exchanging  views,  information,  or  ad- 
vice relating  to  the  management  or  implementa- 
tion of  this  Act. 

"(3)  Implementing  guidelines.— No  later 
than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  paragraph,  the  Administrator  shall  issue 
guidelines  for  appropriate  implementation  of 
this  subsection  consistent  with  applicable  taws 
and  regulations.". 
SEC.  502.  .\AVIGABLE  WATERS  DEFINED. 

Section  502(7)  (33  I'.S.C    1362(7))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "Such  term 
does  not  include  'waste  treatment  systems',  as 
defined  under  section  406.". 
SEC.  503.  CAFO  DEFINITION  CLARIFICATION. 

Section  502(14)  (33  U.S.C.  1362(14))  is  further 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(other  than  an  intermittent 
nonproducing  livestock  operation  such  as  a 
stockyard  or  a  holding  and  sorting  facility)" 
after  "feeding  operation":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "The 
term  does  include  an  intermittent  nonproducing 
livestock  operation  if  the  average  number  of  ani- 
mal units  that  are  fed  or  maintained  m  any  90- 
day  period  exceeds  the  number  of  animal  units 
determined  by  the  Administrator  or  the  State  (in 
the  case  of  a  State  with  an  approved  permit  pro- 
gram under  section  402)  to  constitute  a  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  operation  or  if  the  op- 
eration is  de.'iignated  by  the  Administrator  or 
State  as  a  significant  contributor  oj  pollution.". 

SEC.  5M.  PUBLICLY  OWNED  TREATMENT  WORKS 
DEFINED. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(27)  The  term  'publicly  owned  treatment 
works'  means  a  treatment  works,  as  defined  m 
section  212.  located  at  other  than  an  industrial 
facility,  which  is  designed  and  constructed  prin- 
cipally, as  determined  by  the  Administrator,  to 
treat  domestic  sewage  or  a  mixture  of  domestic 
sewage  and  industrial  wastes  of  a  liquid  nature. 
In  the  case  of  such  a  facility  that  is  privately 
owned,  such  term  includes  only  those  facilities 
that,  with  respect  to  such  industrial  wastes,  are 
carrying  out  a  pretreatment  program  meeting  all 
trie  requirernentK  e^itohjishpfl  under  section  307 
and  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9)  of  section  402(b)  for 
pretreatment  programs  (whether  or  not  the 
treatment  works  would  be  required  to  implement 
a  pretreatment  program  pursuant  to  such  sec- 
tions).". 
SEC.  SOS.  STATE  WATER  QVANTTrV  RIGHTS. 

(a)  Policy— Section  101(g)  (33  U.S.C.  1251(g)) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  last  sentence  "and  in  accordance 
with  section  510(b)  of  this  Act". 

(b)  St.ate  Authority.— Section  510  (33  U.S.C. 
1370)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  section  heading  and  '"SEC 
510.  Except"  and  inserting  the  following: 

SEC.  510.  STATE  ALTHORITY. 

"(a)  In  General. ^Except":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  Water  Rights.— Nothing  m  this  .Act 
.•ihall  be  construed  to  supersede,  abrogate,  or 
otherwise  impair  any  right  or  authority  of  a 
State  to  allocate  quantities  of  water  (including 
boundary  waters).  .Wolhing  m  this  Act  shall  be 
implemented,  enforced,  or  construed  to  allow 
any  officer  or  agency  of  the  United  States  to 
utilice  directly  or  indirectly  the  authorities  es- 
tablished under  this  Act  to  impose  any  require- 
ment not  imposed  by  the  State  which  would  .su- 
persede,  abrogate,  or  otherwise  impair  rights  to 
the  use  of  water  resources  allocated  under  State 
law,  interstate  water  compact,  or  Supreme  Court 
decree,  or  held  by  the  United  States  for  use  by 


a  .State,  its  political  subdivisions,  or  its  citizens. 
No  water  rights  arise  in  the  United  States  or 
any  other  person  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as 
limiting  any  State's  authority/  under  section  401 
of  this  Act,  as  excusing  any  person  from  obtain- 
ing a  permit  under  section  402  or  404  of  this  Act. 
or  as  excusing  any  obligation  to  comply  with  re- 
quirements established  by  a  State  to  implement 
section  319.". 

SEC.  506  IMPLEMEST.XTIOS  OF  WATER  POLLU- 
TION l^WS  with  RESPECT  TO  VEGE- 
TABLE OIL. 

(a)  DIFFERENTI.ATION  AMONG  FATS.  OILS.  AND 
GRE.ASES.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  issuing  or  enforcing  a  reg- 
ulation, an  interpretation,  or  a  guideline  relat- 
ing to  a  fat.  oil,  or  grease  under  a  Federal  law 
related  to  water  pollution  control,  the  head  of  a 
Federal  agency  shall — 

(A)  differentiate  between  and  establish  sepa- 
rate classes  for — 

(i)(l)  animal  fats:  and 
(11)  vegetable  oils:  and 
(ii)  other  oils,  including  petroleum  oil:  and 

(B)  apply  different  standards  and  reporting 
requirements  (including  reporting  requirements 
based  on  quantitative  amounts)  to  different 
classes  of  fat  and  oil  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2). 

(2)  Co.vsiDERATio.vs.—ln  differentiating  be- 
tween the  classes  of  animal  fats  and  vegetable 
oils  referred  to  in  paragraph  (l)(A)(i)  and  the 
classes  of  oils  described  in  paragraph  (l)(.A)(ii). 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  consider 
differences  in  physical,  chemical,  biological,  and 
other  properties,  and  in  the  environmental  ef- 
fects, of  the  classes. 

(b)  Definitions.— In  this  section,  the  follow- 
ing definitions  apply: 

(1)  Animal  F.-iT.—The  term  "animal  fat" 
means  each  type  of  animal  fat.  oil.  or  grease,  in- 
cluding fat.  oil.  or  grease  from  fish  or  a  marine 
mammal  and  any  fat.  oil.  or  grease  referred  to  in 
.■icction  61(a)(2)  of  title  13.  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Vegetable  oil.— The  term  "vegetable  oil" 
means  each  type  of  vegetable  oil,  including  veg- 
etable oil  from  a  seed,  nut.  or  kernel  and  any 
vegetable  oil  referred  to  in  section  61(a)(1)  of 
title  13.  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  507.  NEEDS  ESTIMATE. 

Section  516(b)(1)  (33  U.S.C.  1375(b)(1))  is 
amended— 

(1)  m  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "biennially 
revised"  and  inserting  "quadrennially  revised": 
and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking  "Feb- 
ruary 10  of  each  odd-numbered  year"  and  in- 
serting "December  31.  1997.  and  December  31  of 
every  4th  calendar  year  thereafter". 

SEC.  508.  GENERAL  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

Section  517  (33  U.S.C.  1376)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  before  "SI 35. 000. 000": 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
the  following:  ".  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  each  of  fiscal  years  1991  through 
2000". 

SEC.  509.  /,VDM,V  TRIBES. 

(a)  Cooperative  Agreeme.'^ts.— Section 
518(d)  (33  U.S.C.  1377(d))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following:  "In  exercising  the  re- 
view and  approval  provided  in  this  paragraph, 
the  Administrator  shall  respect  the  terms  of  any 
cooperative  agreement  that  addresses  the  au- 
thority or  responsibility  of  a  State  or  Indian 
tribe  to  administer  the  requirements  of  this  Act 
within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  a  Federal  In- 
dian reservation,  so  long  as  that  agreement  oth- 
erwise provides  for  the  adequate  administration 
of  this  Act.". 

(h)  Dispute  Resolution.— Section  518  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (h)  as  sub- 
section ()):  and 
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(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (g)  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(h)  Dispute  resolution.— The  Adminis- 
trator shall  promulgate,  in  consultation  with 
States  and  Indian  tribes,  regulations  which  pro- 
vide for  the  resolution  of  any  unreasonable  con- 
sequences that  may  arise  as  a  result  of  differing 
water  quality  standards  that  may  be  set  by 
States  and  Indian  tribes  located  on  ccmtmon 
bodies  of  water.  Such  mechanism  shall  provide, 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  objectives  of 
this  Act.  that  persons  who  are  affected  by  dif- 
fering tribal  or  State  water  quality  permit  re- 
quirements have  standing  to  utilize  the  dispute 
resolution  process,  and  for  the  explicit  consider- 
ation of  relevant  factors,  including  the  effects  of 
differing  water  quality  permit  requirements  on 
upstream  and  downstream  dischargers,  eco- 
nomic impacts,  and  present  and  historical  uses 
and  quality  of  the  waters  subject  to  such  stand- 
ards."". 

(c)  Petitions  for  Review.— Section  518  (33 
use.  1377)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (h)  (as  added  by  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section)  the  following: 

""(i)  District  Courts:  Petition  for  Review: 
Standard  of  Review.— .Motwithstandmg  the 
provisions  of  section  509.  the  United  States  dis- 
trict courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  actions 
brought  to  review  any  determination  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator under  section  518.  Such  an  action 
may  be  brought  by  a  State  or  an  Indian  tnbe 
and  shall  be  filed  with  the  court  withm  the  90- 
day  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Administrator  is  made.  In  any 
such  action,  the  district  court  shall  review  the 
Administrator's  determination  de  novo."". 

(d)  Definitions.— Section  518(i)(l).  as  redesig- 
nated by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end 
the  following:  ".  and.  m  the  State  of  Oklahoma, 
such  term  includes  lands  held  in  trust  by  the 
United  States  for  the  benefit  of  an  Indian  tribe 
or  an  individual  member  of  an  Indian  tribe, 
lands  which  are  subject  to  Federal  restrictions 
against  alienation,  and  lands  which  are  located 
within  a  dependent  Indian  community,  as  de- 
fined m  section  1151  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code". 

(e)  Reservation  of  Funds.— Section  518(c)  (33 
U.S.C.  1377(c))  IS  amended  in  the  first  sen- 
tence— 

(1)  by  striking  "beginning  after  September  30. 
1986.": 

(2)  by  striking  "section  205(e)'"  and  inserting 
""section  604(a)": 

(3)  by  striking  "one-half  of:  and 

(4)  by  striking  "section  207"  and  inserting 
"sections  607  ana  603". 

SEC.  510.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

Title  V  (33  U.S.C.  1361-1377)  is  amended  by  re- 
designating section  519  as  section  521  and  by  in- 
serting after  section  518  the  following 
"SEC.  519.  FOOD  PROCESSING  AND  FOOD  SAFETY. 

""In  developing  any  effluent  guideline  under 
section  304(b).  pretreatment  standard  under  sec- 
tion 307(b).  or  new  source  performance  standard 
under  section  306  that  is  applicable  to  the  food 
processing  industry,  the  Administrator  shall 
consult  with  and  consider  the  recommendations 
of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  and  Department  of  Com- 
merce. The  recommendations  of  such  depart- 
ments and  agencies  and  a  description  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator"s  response  to  those  recommendations 
shall  be  made  part  of  the  rulemaking  record  for 
the  development  of  such  guidelines  and  stand- 
ards. The  Administrator"s  response  shall  include 
an  explanation  with  respect  to  food  safety,  in- 
cluding a  discussion  of  relative  risks,  of  any  de- 
parture from  a  recommendation  by  any  such  de- 
partment or  agency.". 
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SEC.  511.  AUDIT  DISPVTE  RESOLUTION. 

Title  V  (33  U.S.C.  1X1-1377)  is  further  amend- 
ed by  insertirig  before  sectiori  521.  as  redesig- 
nated by  section  510  of  this  Act.  the  following: 

'SEC.  520.  .MDIT  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

■■(a I  EsT.4BLlsH.\tE\T  OF  Bo.ARD.—The  Admin- 
istrator shall  establish  an  independent  Board  of 
Audit  Appeals  (hereinafter  m  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  'Board')  m  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section. 

"(b)  Duties.— The  Board  shall  have  the  au- 
thority to  review  and  decide  contested  audit  de- 
terminations related  to  grant  and  contract 
awards  under  this  Act.  In  carrying  out  such  du- 
ties, the  Board  shall  consider  only  those  regula- 
tions, guidance,  policies,  facts,  and  cir- 
cumstances in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  grant  or 
contract  award. 

"(c)  Prior  Eligibility  Decisions.— The 
Board  shall  not  reverse  project  cost  eligibility 
determinations  that  are  supported  by  an  deci- 
sion document  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  including  grant  or  contract  approvals, 
plans  and  specifications  approval  forms,  grant 
or  contract  payments,  change  order  approval 
forms,  or  similar  documents  approving  project 
cost  eligibility,  except  upon  a  showing  that  such 
decision  was  arbitrary,  capricious,  or  an  abuse 
of  law  in  effect  at  the  time  of  such  decision. 

"(d)  ME.KtBERSHIP.— 

"(1)  .APPOlsT\tEST.—The  Board  shall  be  com- 
posed of  T  members  to  be  appointed  by  the  .Ad- 
ministrator not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section. 

"(2)  Terms.— Each  member  shall  be  appointed 
for  a  term  of  3  years. 

"(3)  QUALIFICATIOSS.—The  Administrator 
shall  appoint  as  members  of  the  Board  individ- 
uals who  are  specially  qualified  to  serve  on  the 
Board  by  virtue  of  their  expertise  in  grant  and 
contracting  procedures.  The  Administrator  shall 
make  every  effort  to  ensure  that  individuals  ap- 
pointed as  members  of  the  Board  are  free  from 
conflicts  of  interest  in  carrying  out  the  duties  of 
the  Board. 

"(e)  Basic  Pay  a\d  Travel  Expesses.— 

"(1)  Rates  of  pay -Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  members  shall  each  be  paid  at  a 
rate  of  basic  pay.  to  be  determined  by  the  .Ad- 
ministrator, for  each  day  (including  travel  time) 
during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Board. 

"(2)  PROHmiTinx  OF  rnMPESKATins  np  FPn- 
ERAL  E.MPLOYEES.-  Members  of  the  Board  who 
are  full-time  officers  or  employees  of  the  United 
States  may  not  receive  additional  pay.  allow- 
ances, or  benefits  by  reason  of  their  service  on 
the  Board. 

"(3)  Travel  E.XPES'SES—Each  member  shall 
receive  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  m 
lieu  of  subsistence,  in  accordance  with  sections 
5702  and  5703  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

"(f)  AD.\fI.\ISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  SERVICES.— 
Upon  the  request  of  the  Board,  the  Admini.'i- 
trator  shall  provide  to  the  Board  the  administra- 
tive support  services  necessary  for  the  Board  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  under  this  section. 

"(g)  Disputes  Eligible  for  Review.— The 
authority  of  the  Board  under  this  section  shall 
extend  to  any  contested  audit  determination 
that  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section 
has  yet  to  be  formally  concluded  and  accepted 
by  either  the  grantee  or  the  Administrator.". 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  EMERSON 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment- 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Emerson:  In- 
sert the  followinK  new  section  into  H  R.  961: 

SEC.    .  FEDERAL  POWER  ACT  PART  I  PRaiECTS. 

Section  511(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  §1371)  is  amended 


by  adding  after  'subject  to  section  10  of  tht> 
Act  of  March  3.  18.99."  the  following,  and  by 
renumbering  the  remaining  paragraph  ac- 
cordingly: 

••(3)  applying  to  hydropower  projects  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  or  its  successors 
under  the  authority  of  Part  I  of  the  Federal 
Power  .\ct  (16  U.S.C.  §§791  et  seq.);". 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  re- 
solve the  friction  and  conflict  that  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  as  interpreted  by  the 
Supreme  Court  in  its  1994  Tacoma  deci- 
sion, is  creating  with  the  Federal 
Power  Act.  The  Supreme  Court  has  in- 
terpreted the  Clean  Water  Act.  in  par- 
ticular section  401  of  the  Act.  so  broad- 
ly as  to  effectively  supersede  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission's 
licensing  authority  over  hydropower 
projects  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
This  amendment  would  rectify  that  sit- 
uation by  exempting  hydropower 
projects  from  regulation  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission already  conducts  a  comprehen- 
sive review  of  proposed  new  hydro- 
power  projects  when  first  deciding 
whether  to  issue  a  license  and  again 
upon  relicensing.  That  review  taljes 
into  account  the  inputs  of  State  and 
Federal  agencies,  Indian  tribes,  and  the 
public.  The  review  also  carefully  evalu- 
ates and  addresses  the  potential  envi- 
ronmental impacts  of  each  proposed 
and  existing  project.  Therefore,  in  the 
context  of  hydropower  projects  under 
the  Commission's  jurisdiction,  there  is 
no  need  for  the  additional,  duplicative 
layer  of  regulation  that  the  Clean 
Water  Act  now  creates.  This  amend- 
ment eliminates  the  duplicative  layer 
of  Federal  regulation. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  of 
jurisdiction. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  un- 
derstand what  he  is  attempting  to  ac- 
complish here.  My  judgment  is  that  it 
does  go  a  little  too  far.  and  I  am  hope- 
ful that  we  might  be  able  to  work  out 
a  compromise.  I  believe  either  Con- 
gressman Tate  or  myself  or  Congress- 
man L.\UGHLIN  will  have  a  compromise, 
and  I  would  be  constrained  to  vigor- 
ously support  the  compromise  and  hope 
the  gentleman  might  be  able  to  see  his 
way  clear  to  do  that. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  I  am  glad  to  be 
amended,  if  that  is  the  intent  of  the 
chairman. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard 
a  great  deal  of  talk  this  year  about  unfunded 
mandates,  about  tfie  nghts  of  the  States, 
about  regulatory  burdens  on  local  units  of  gov- 
ernment. Well,  1  would  say  to  my  colleagues, 
this  amendment  represents  the  granddaddy  of 
all  burdens  on  the  States,  of  all  unfunded 
mandates  on  the  States  and  of  all  violations  of 
the  rights  of  the  States. 


What  this  amendment  says  is  that  we  will  let 
the  Federal  Government,  n  the  form  of  FERC, 
run  roughshod  over  State  water  quality  deter- 
minations during  the  licensing  of  hydroelectric 
power  projects. 

It  is  an  amendment  of  convenience.  At 
times,  it  IS  convenient  to  support  State  pri- 
macy. This  time,  to  some,  apparently  it  is  not 
convenient. 

And  so,  what  this  amendment  basically  says 
is  that  we  will  allow  FERC  to  shove  hydro 
projects  down  the  throats  of  the  States,  and 
while  we're  at  it,  overturn  a  Supreme  Court 
decision  and  disregard  the  views  of  40  State 
attorneys  general. 

The  simple  fact  of  the  matter  Is  that  water 
quality,  where  the  States  have  primacy  under 
section  401  of  the  act,  and  water  quantity  con- 
siderations cannot  be  separated. 

For  this  reason,  the  States  currently  have 
the  right  to  condition  hydroelectric  power  li- 
censes issued  by  FERC  to  protect  their  bona 
fide  interest  in  maintaining  the  water  quality  of 
their  rivers  and  streams. 

This  amendment  would  do  away  with  that 
fundamental  right  of  the  States. 

As  40  State  attorneys  general  wrote  to  the 
committee  leadership  recently:  "This  Congress 
Is  actively  pursuing  a  new  federalism,  seeking 
to  delegate  to  States  authonty  previously  held 
by  the  Federal  Government." 

They  concluded:  "How  ironic  it  would  be  lor 
this  Congress  to  reverse  this  policy  and  strip 
away  longstanding  State  authority  over  water 
quality." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this 
amendment. 

.\.MENDME\T  OFFERED  BY  .MR.  LAUOHUN  .■^S  .^ 
SL'BSTITUTE  FOR  THE  .\MENDMENT  OFFERED 
BY  MR.  EMERSON 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute  for 
the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Laughlin  as  a 
substitute  for  the  (tnienuruciiL  uffeieJ  by  Mi 
E.merson:   Page  213.  after  line  5.  insert  the 
foUowintr: 
SEC.  507.  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 

(a»  In  General.— Section  401  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  does  not  apply 
with  respect  to  the  licensing  of  a  hydro- 
electric project  under  Part  I  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  if  the  relevant  federal  agency 
makes  the  determination  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (b)  in  accordance  with  the  mecha- 
nism described  in  subsection  (c). 

(b)  Determination.— The  determination  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  is  a  specific  deter- 
mination that  a  denial,  condition,  or  require- 
ment of  a  certification  under  section  401  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  .\ct  for 
such  a  project  is  inconsistent  with  the  pur- 
poses and  requirements  of  Part  I  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act. 

(c)  Mechanism.— The  dispute  resolution 
mechanism  for  purposes  of  subsection  (i.i 
shall  be  a  mechanism  established  by  the  rel- 
evant federal  agency  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  and  the  States,  for  resolv- 
ing any  conflicts  or  unreasonable  con- 
sequences resulting  from  actions  taken 
under  section  401  by  a  State,  an  interstate 
water  pollution  control  agency  or  the  Ad- 
ministrator relating  to  the  issuance  of  a  li- 
cense (or  to  activities  under  such  license)  for 
a  hydroelectric  project  under  Part  I  of  the 
Federal   Power  Act.   Such  mechanism  shall 
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include,  at  a  minimum,  a  process  whereby: 
(li  the  relevant  federal  agency,  in  coordina- 
tion with  the  State,  the  interstate  agency  or 
the  Administrator  (as  the  case  may  be)  may 
(ietermine  whether  any  denial,  condition  or 
requirement  under  section  401  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  relating  to  the 
issuance  of  such  license  or  to  activities 
under  such  license  is  inconsistent  with  the 
purposes  and  requirements  of  Part  I  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act;  (2)  such  denial,  condi- 
tion, or  requirement  shall  be  presumed  to  be 
consistent  with  the  purposes  and  require- 
ments of  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  if 
based  on  temperature,  turbidity  or  other  ob- 
jective water  quality  criteria  regulating  dis- 
charges of  pollutants;  and  (3)  any  denial, 
condition,  or  requirement  not  based  on  such 
criteria  shall  be  presumed  to  be  consistent 
with  the  purposes  and  requirements  of  Part 
I  of  the  Federal  Power  .\ct  unless  the  rel- 
evant federal  agency,  after  attempting  to  re- 
solve any  inconsistency,  makes  a  specific  de- 
termination under  subsection  (b)  and  pub- 
lishes such  determination  together  with  the 
basis  for  such  determination  in  the  license  or 
other  appropriate  order. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The   CH.AIRMAN.    Is   there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas':" 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.   LAUGHLIN.    Mr.   Chairman,   the 
Laughlin-Tate-Brewster-Bachus-Par- 
ker  amendment  to  the  Emerson  amend- 
ment is  a  balanced,  reasonable  amend- 
ment to  address  the  ongoing  problem 
involving    section    401     of    the    Clean 
Water  .A.ct  and  the  Federal  Energy  Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

This  sets  up  a  balanced,  fair  dispute 
resolution  process.  It  responds  to  the 
conflicts— or  at  least  potential  con- 
flicts—between Clean  Water  Act  water 
T.iality  rertifiratinns  and  FERC  hydro- 
power  licensing  decisions. 

A  recent  Supreme  Court  case  has  ex- 
panded the  interpretation  and  use  of 
section  401. 

This  amendment  does  not  overturn 
that  case.  It  does  not  weaken  States 
rights  to  protect  water  quality. 

Instead,  it  sets  up  a  fair  mechanism 
to  resolve  potential  conflicts  or  unrea- 
sonable consequences.  It  also  retains 
States  rights  to  protect  water  qual- 
ity—the original  intent  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  deals 
with  hydroelectric  power.  Hydro- 
electric power  is  our  largest  renewable 
energy  source.  Ninety-five  percent  of 
our  renewable  energ.y  in  the  United 
States  is  hydroelectric  power.  That 
source  of  renewable  energy  is  threat- 
ened by  the  1994  Supreme  Court  ruling 
which  the  gentleman  from  Texas  men- 
tioned, and  it  has  placed  this  energy 
resource  in  jeopardy.  The  Supreme 
Court  ruling  known  as  the  Tacoma  de- 
cision  expands   the   role  of  the   State 


water  quality  agency  beyond  tradi- 
tional water  quality  issues  by  permit- 
ting these  agencies  to  regulate  oper- 
ations of  a  hydro  project,  a  power  pre- 
viously under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion and  Federal  natural  resource 
agencies. 

n  1930 

Hydropower  today  provides  12  per- 
cent of  our  Nation's  electricity,  and  I 
call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  hy- 
dropower emits  no  greenhouse  gases  or 
pollutants.  It  does  not  produce  any 
toxic  waste.  It  is  completely  renewable 
through  annual  rainfall  and  snow  melt, 
and  it  is  domestically  produced,  which 
is  critical  to  national  security.  In  the 
next  decade  a  large  portion  of  the  Na- 
tion's hydroelectric  projects  will  come 
up  for  relicensing  before  FERC. 

In  my  home  State  of  Alabama.  70  per- 
cent of  the  hydroelectric  projects  must 
be  relicensed  in  the  next  10  years.  Un- 
fortunately, as  these  vital  projects 
come  up  for  relicensing,  they  are 
threatened  by  the  Tacoma  decision. 

If  left  unaddressed  in  this  present 
legislation,  the  Supreme  Court's  inter- 
pretation of  section  401  of  the  existing 
Clean  Water  Act  threatens  the  continu- 
ing operation  of  hydroelectric  projects 
throughout  this  country,  and  in  doing 
so,  it  threatens  the  viability  of  our 
most  significant  renewable  resource 
and  millions  of  business  and  customers 
who  depend  on  hydroelectric  power.  To 
allow  this  situation  to  threaten  the 
hundreds  of  existing  projects  that  will 
undergo  relicensing  in  the  coming  year 
is  simply  not  good  environmental  or 
public  policy. 

As  the  largest  provider  of  renewable 
energy,  hydropower  must  not  be  stran- 
gled by  the  dual  regulatory  process 
that  has  been  inadvertently  created  by 
the  Tacoma  decision. 

The  substitute  being  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Laughli.n], 
the  gentlemen  from  Washington,  Okla- 
homa, Mississippi,  and  myself,  gives 
this  Congress  the  chance  to  pull  hydro- 
electric projects  out  of  the  regulatory 
quicksand  that  has  been  created  and 
get  our  energy  and  environmental  poli- 
cies working  together  for  a  secure, 
clean  energy  future. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

If  I  could  enter  into  a  discussion  with 
my  friend  from  Missouri,  we  just  re- 
ceived a  copy  of  this,  and  what  I  am 
trying  to  understand  in  reading 
through  it  is:  Are  we  preempting  the 
States?  I  know  that  that  was  the  objec- 
tive of  the  original  amendment,  to  pre- 
empt the  State's  authority  to  control 
its  own  water.  In  this  case,  we  seem  to 
have  some  kind  of  a  dispute  mecha- 
nism being  set  up,  but  it  seems  to  me 
ultimately  the  decisions  will  all  be 
made  within  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  The  object  here  is  to 
establish  a  dispute  resolution  process. 
That  is  the  intent  of  the  amendment, 
to  avoid  duplicative  efforts. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
who  would  have  the  final  say  in  a  dis- 
pute where  a  State  has  determined 
that  a  hydro  project  is  inconsistent 
with  that  State's  regulation  of  its  own 
waters;  that  is,  of  whether  they  have  a 
concern  regarding  drinking  water  qual- 
ity, turbidity,  fisheries,  whatever? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  In  an  issue  involving 
the  jurisdiction  of  FERC,  it  would  be 
FERC. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time 
then,  so  the  gentleman  is  preempting 
States'  rights,  and  in  the  Western 
States  a  number  of  States  have  opted 
to  oppose  projects  by  FERC,  and  now 
in  this  case,  should  a  State  oppose  a 
project  approved  by  FERC,  FERC  could 
overrule  the  State?  Is  that  correct?  I 
guess  it  is. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  no,  the  States  still  have 
their  right  to  protect  their  water  qual- 
ity. It  is  when  we  get  into  the  issues  of 
water  quantity  that  you  need  an  arbi- 
ter above  an  individual  State 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
do  not  know  how  in  the  West,  where  it 
does  not  rain  in  the  summertime  and 
some  years  we  do  not  have  a  lot  of  run- 
off, we  can  separate  the  issues  of  water 
quantity  and  quality.  They  kind  of  go 
together.  If  we  do  not  have  enough 
water,  a  lot  of  times  there  may  be 
something,  a  problem  with  resident 
fish,  and  there  may  be  a  problem  with 
other  naturally  occurring  pollutants. 
We  have  some  mercury  contamination 
that  is  natural.  If  we  do  not  have 
enough  water,  it  reaches  dangerous  lev- 
els. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  I  think  the  best  way  to 
put  it  is  that  when  a  State  acts  under 
the  Clean  Water  Act  and  there  is  a  dis- 
pute, you  need  a  higher  authority  to  go 
to  resolve  the  dispute.  So  this  is  a  dis- 
pute resolution  mechanism  more  than 
anything  else. 

Certainly,  it  would  not  be  my  object 
to  preempt  States'  rights,  but  there 
certainly  are  issue  areas  where  States, 
where  a  higher  authority  needs  to  be 
invoked. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
is  the  gentleman  familiar  with  the  po- 
sition of  the  Westerri  Governors,  and 
have  the  Western  Governors  signed  off 
on  this?  Because  they  were  opposed  to 
the  previous  amendment. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  We  have  worked  with 
the  Western  Governors.  No,  they  have 
not  signed  off  on  it.  We  have  given 
them  every  opportunity  to  be  involved, 
and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons,  quite 
frankly,  for  which  there  needs  to  be  a 
dispute  resolution. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
there  is  a  dispute  resolution  now.   It 
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has  been  determined,  you  know, 
through  the  Supreme  Court  that,  in 
fact.  States  ultimately  control  the  wa- 
ters within  their  States  and  they  can- 
not be  preempted  by  a  bunch  of  faceless 
Federal  bureaucrats.  I  guess  I  would 
ask.  could  the  gentleman  name  the 
members  of  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission?  I  cannot.  I  do  not 
know  who  they  are. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  the  Supreme  Court  specifi- 
cally did  not  address  the  issue  that  the 
gentleman  is  raising,  which  is  why  we 
need  a  dispute  resolution  process. 

Mr.  DeF.AZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
mean,  so  we  would  determine  that  if  a 
State  disagrees  with  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission,  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
would  essentially  have  the  ultimate 
say.  As  a  western  Member,  I  have  a 
real  concern  giving  authority  over 
State  water  in  the  Western  States  to  a 
bunch  of  nameless,  faceless  bureau- 
crats in  Washington,  DC,  even  if  they 
are  appointed  by  an  ostensibly  Demo- 
crat President  and  Administration. 

Really,  it  is  not  something  I  am  par- 
ticularly interested  in  granting  to  this 
agency,  and  this  amendment  seems  to 
do  so,  and  I  am  not  interested  in  doing 
that.  I  am  trying  to  understand  this. 
The  staff  is  furiously  reading  through 
it.  If  we  could  ask  for  an  additional  ex- 
tension of  time,  I  would  appreciate  the 
Chair  doing  so. 

Mr.  BACKUS.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  I  would  like  to  respond  to  your 
concerns  for  the  Western  States  by 
pointing  out  to  you  some  testimony 
from  David  Conrad,  who  is  the  water 
resource  specialist  for  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  and  he,  in  fact,  in 
testimony  given  in  connection  with 
H.R.  649. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  trom  Alabama  [Mr.  Bachus] 
has  expired. 

LEGISL.\TIVE  PROGRAM 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Shuster 
was  allowed  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  take  this  time  in  order  to  make  an 
announcement. 

In  consultation  with  several  Mem- 
bers, including  the  majority  leader, 
what  we  have  decided  is  to  rise  tonight 
at  8;30.  to  come  in  tomorrow  at  10 
o'clock,  work  until  1  o'clock,  rise  to- 
morrow afternoon,  take  this  bill  up 
Monday  evening,  probably  around  6 
o'clock,  as  soon  as  we  can  Monday.  I 
understand  there  is  other  legislation 
before  us  Monday,  and  take  the  bill  up 
again  at  10  a.m.  on  Tuesday  and  at- 
tempt to  complete  it  on  Tuesday. 

The  majority  leader  tells  me  that  we 
would  consider  setting  time  limits  next 
week,  if  necessary,  but  this  is  my  un- 
derstanding of  where  we  are.  So  I 
would  expect  that  we  will  rise  around 
8:30  tonight,  and  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  an  additional  5 


minutes  for  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Bachus]  so  the  gentleman 
and  I  may  continue  our  colloquy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  defer 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Bachus]. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  What  I  was  saying  was 
Mr.  Conrad  gave  testimony  in  1991,  in 
which  he  argued  against  FERC  giving 
up  being  the  final  arbitrator  of  these 
hydroelectric  projects,  and  he  said  at 
that  time  that  he  would  like  FERC  pre- 
served as  the  final  arbitrator  by  saying 
that  if  the  right  was  withdrawn,  it 
would  eliminate,  and  he  gave  three  rea- 
sons, it  would  eliminate  the  critical 
floor  of  environmental  protection  that 
now  exists  in  the  Federal  Power  Act 
and  in  related  Federal  environmental 
laws;  second,  it  would  make  hydro- 
electric licensing  and  the  protection  of 
the  environment  much  more  difficult 
and  unpredictable  than  it  is  currently; 
and  third,  and  to  address  your  specific 
concerns,  it  would  vastly  reduce,  espe- 
cially in  the  Western  States,  the  oppor- 
tunities for  the  public  to  be  involved  in 
the  environmental  conditions  associ- 
ated with  hydropower  development. 

As  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  is  aware, 
FERC  goes  through  exhaustive  hear- 
ings in  which  local  citizens  are  allowed 
to  give  testimony.  Local  agencies  are 
allowed  to  give  testimony,  and  under 
the  amendment  which  has  been  pro- 
posed, the  States  would  still  have 
every  right  to  establish  and  to  enforce 
water  quality  standards,  including 
adopting  water  quality  standards  to 
rightfully  establish  the  amount  of 
chemicals  or  pollutants,  percentages, 
in  the  water,  and  establish  numeric 
water  quality  criteria  standards. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  If  I  could  ask  the  gen- 
tleman, the  point  I  was  making,  for  in- 
stance, and  I  can  go  to  a  specific  in- 
stance but  I  will  not,  but  it  involved 
quantity,  not  quality,  because  without 
the  quantity  we  do  not  get  to  that 
point  because  of  naturally  occurring 
pollutants.  So  you  are  saying  if  there 
is  a  naturally  occurring  problem  or 
pollutant,  the  State  could  control  the 
quantity  sufficient  to  dilute  it,  because 
that  is  essentially  what  we  are  doing  in 
this  instance,  in  order  to  keep  up  tem- 
peratures and  in  order  to  offset  other 
problems  in  the  water;  we  could,  the 
State  would  still  have  the  right  to  con- 
trol quantity  if  it  could  make  a  case 
based  on  water  quality  grounds.  Is  that 
the  gentleman's  understanding  of  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  BACHUS.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  you  have  to  have  adequate  in- 
flow for  these  projects,  and  FERC 
would  continue  to  be  the  final  arbiter 
of  that.  But  the  States  would,  and  local 
governments  and  citizen  groups,  would 
all  participate  through  a  mediation  or 
arbitration  process  that  is  set  up  in 
this  amendment. 
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Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time 
then,  I  guess  ultimately,  I  mean  I 
would  then  conclude,  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  because  I  do  not  want 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission to  be  the  final  arbiter  of  some- 
thing that  concerns  the  waters  of  a 
sovereign  western  State.  You  know,  we 
had  a  dispute  in  my  State  between 
FERC  and  the  State,  and  the  State  pre- 
vailed because  the  State  demonstrated 
that  the  project  approved  by  FERC 
would  have  caused  the  decimation  of  a 
fishery.  The  State  had  wildlife  con- 
cerns, and  also  would  have  very  det- 
rimental effects  on  a  very,  very  heavily 
used  river  in  terms  of  Whitewater  raft- 
ing. 

So  I  am  not  assured  by  the  idea  that 
these  faceless,  nameless  bureaucrats  at 
FERC  are  going  to  be  the  protectors  of 
the  50  States'  sovereign  water  rights. 
So  I  would  reluctantly  rise  in  objection 
to  the  amendment,  as  I  understand  it. 
I  have  hardly  been  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  review  it. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  we  do  recognize  that  qual- 
ity and  quantity  are  mixed.  But  let  me 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  when  a 
State  makes  a  quantity  decision  that 
may  be  in  conflict  with  FERC,  there 
needs  to  be  a  dispute  resolution  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
my  understanding  now.  in  those  cases, 
either  it  has  been  decided  by  the 
courts,  I  am  not  certain,  or  certainly 
people  have  had  recourse  to  the  courts, 
given  the  conflict  between  a  State 
agency  and  a  Federal  agency.  But  to 
have  a  dispute  resolution  wherein 
FERC  has  the  final  say,  if  this  were  a 
neutral  dispute  resolution  process  with 
an  arbitrator  or  a  mediator  or  some- 
thing, someone  not  part  of  FERC,  I 
would  be  more  interested  and  enthu- 
siastic, but  to  say  there  will  be  a  dis- 
pute resolution  and  FERC,  who  dis- 
agrees with  the  State,  will  get  to  deter- 
mine the  resolution  is  going  back  to 
the  fox  guarding  the  chickenhouse. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  if  it  is  strictly  a  FERC 
issue.  FERC  will  decide.  The  problem 
comes  when  there  is  a  conflict  between 
FERC  and  the  States. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Again,  that  is  my  con- 
cern. I  would  like  to  see  the  States 
have  at  least  equal  footing,  if  not  pre- 
eminence, when  it  comes  to  this. 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
Transportation  Committee  for  his  ef- 
forts on  this  particular  issue,  trying  to 
forge  a  compromise,  as  well  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Laughli.n]  and 
others  who  have  been  working  on  this 
particular  issue. 

Since  January  4.  we  have  been  trying 
to  make  Government  more  efficient, 
less  bureaucracy,  trying  to  streamline 
all  processes  of  Government. 
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The  Tacoma  case  complicates  this 
entire  issue.  What  we  are  trying  to  do 
is  bring  some  common  sense  back  to 
this,  and  there  are  some  questions  left 
unanswered  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

Now,  this  amendment  recognizes  the 
expanded  role  granted  to  the  States  by 
the  Supreme  Court,  but  we  need  a  bal- 
ance. We  need  a  reasoned  approach. 

The  current  process  under  FERC 
looks  at  environmental  concerns,  looks 
at  power  production,  looks  at  fish  and 
wildlife,  looks  at  native  American 
treaties,  looks  at  irrigation,  looks  at 
management  of  Federal  lands,  looks  at 
interstate  flow  issues,  and  FERC  does 
not  always  rule  on  the  side  of  hydro. 

D  1945 

I  mean,  if  we  do  not  have  these  kind 
of  changes,  this  is  going  to  be  a  law- 
yers' dream.  We  are  going  to  fight  over 
between  who  and  which  is  right.  The 
current  process  is  complicated.  The 
current  process  is  lengthy.  Otherwise, 
if  we  do  not  make  these  changes,  we 
are  going  to  have  the  Noah's  Ark  ap- 
proach. We  are  going  to  have  two  of  ev- 
erything. We  have  got  to  have'  some 
kind  of  process  to  solve  this  problem. 

This  amendment,  I  think  and  I  be- 
lieve, will  promote  what  is  our  renew- 
able resource  right  here  in  America, 
and  that  is  our  water  resources.  We 
need  to  protect  it.  To  me  this  is  a  com- 
monsense  solution.  It  has  been  worked 
out  in  a  bipartisan  way,  and  I  think 
that  it  deserves  the  support  of  the 
Members  of  this  body. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TATE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Well,  again  just  re- 
turning to — as  my  colleague  knows,  I 
think  we  ail  strive  tor  consistency.  1 
mean  the  issue  of  preempting  the  State 
on  waters  solely  within,  as  my  col- 
league knows,  its  jurisdiction  disturbs 
me,  and  I  would  assume  it  disturbs  the 
gentleman    to    give    that    power    to    a 

bunch    of Could     the     gentleman 

name  the  members  of  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission  for  me? 

Mr.  T.'\TE.  Once  again,  I  cannot 
name  the  names  of  the  FERC,  but  the 
point  to  keep  in  mind,  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon,  is,  if  we  do  not  make 
these  differences  and  changes,  we  are 
going  to  have  two  processes.  I  mean  we 
have  to  decide.  Eventually,  there  has 
to  be  an  answer.  Otherwise  this  be- 
comes a  lawyers'  dream.  We  are  going 
to  argue  between  which  is  right.  I  am 
someone  who  respects  States'  rights, 
but  ultimately  there  needs  to  be  a  deci- 
sion. This  provides  that  ultimate  deci- 
sion. Otherwise  we  are  just  hanging  out 
there  in  space  waiting  for  someone  to 
answer.  This  gives  a  final  answer,  and 
that  is  what  we  need. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  in  my  State  we  got  to  a  final  an- 
swer. FERC  approved  the  project,  the 
State  disapproved  it,  and  the  project 
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did  not  go  forward,  and  I  would  hope 
that  woulo  be  the  result,  but  under  this 
amendment  FERC  would  approve  it. 
the  State  would  disapprove  it.  and 
FERC  would  then  preempt  the  State, 
and  I  am  puzzled  that  a  Western  Mem- 
ber would  support 

Mr.  TATE.  Reclaiming  my  time,  that 
could  still  occur  under  this  current 
provision.  We  are  just  trying  to  have 
some  finality  to  this,  some  certainty  to 
this,  and  to  move  forward  with  this. 
The  gentleman's  scenario  would  still 
exist  under  this  particular  bill,  or  actu- 
ally substitute  to  the  Emerson  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TATE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
substitute  amendment.  This  case  oc- 
curred in— Tacoma  case  is  in  my  dis- 
trict and  it  affected  a  dam  up  on  the 
Olympic  Peninsula  in  the  State  of 
Washington,  and  I  have  thought  about 
this  at  some  great  length,  and  in  my 
judgment  we  have  to  have  some  way  to 
resolve  this.  I  say  to  my  colleagues. 
You  can't  have  the  States  being  able  to 
completely  block.  I  mean  that  the 
FERC  should  consider  the  States"  ob- 
jections, they  should  give  them  very 
thorough  consideration  and  that  there 
should  be — as  I  understand  the  bill, 
there  is  basically  you're  saying  that, 
unless  the  FERC  can  show  that  it's  in- 
consistent with  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
basically  it  has  to  go  along  with  the 
State  objection.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
fine,  but  to  have  this — to  have  these 
two  processes  where  both  of  them  are 
kind  of  State  FERC's  and  a  national 
FERC  I  think  is  a  big  mistake,  and  I 
think  this  is  a  good  compromise.  I 
think  its  weii-thought-out  and  very 
balanced,  and  I  would  hope  that  it 
would  be  adopted. 

Mr.  TATE.  Reclaiming  my  time  to 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  the 
Sixth  District  of  Washington.  I  say. 
You  are  exactly  right.  The  burden  of 
proof  is  on  FERC  to  prove  that  it  is  the 
problem,  and  so  that's — we  are  solving 
the  problem  with  this.  We  are  getting 
rid  of  the  duplication,  and  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  support. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  would  point  out  this 
does  mean  this  is  kind  of  a  strong  Fed- 
eral system,  but  I  think  in  this  case  it 
is  warranted. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  it  is  very  in- 
teresting that  in  the  Northwest  we  rely 
about  40  percent  on  hydropower  pro- 
duction. Unfortunately,  hydropower 
production  is  dependent  upon  water  for 
its  fuel  source,  and  unless  there  is  a  re- 
liable quantity  of  water  which  could  be 
taken  away  from  a  project  because  of 
quality  concerns,  and  unless  there  is  a 
stability  in  that  in  the  long  term  over 
the  period  of  the  license,  a  project  can 


be  threatened,  and  ratepayers  ulti- 
mately have  to  pay  that  cost. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  on  that  point? 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Maybe  I  misheard  the 
gentlewoman,  but  I  understood  her  to 
say  that  a  project  might  be  deprived  of 
a  quantity  of  water  because  of  quality, 
water  quality,  concerns.  Well,  I  would 
hope  that  would  be  the  case,  and  I 
would  imagine  that  most  people  in 
Idaho  would  hope  that  would  be  the 
case. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Well,  reclaiming 
my  time,  if  a  project  is  required  be- 
cause of  water  quality  problems  to 
have  to  spill  in  order  to  raise  the  level 
of  the  water  downstream  because  of 
water  quality  problems,  and  they  are 
required  by  a  State  agency  to  spill 
above  and  beyond  the  capacity  of  the 
plan  to  take  the  water,  and  they  are 
not  only  able  to  produce  the  electricity 
that  they  should  be  producing  over  a 
period  of  time,  that  causes  a  great  deal 
of  uncertainty,  not  only  to  the  power 
producers,  the  ratepayers,  but  also  to 
the  bankers  and  the  bond  company. 
The  water  is  the  fuel  source,  and  before 
a  license  is  granted,  the  license  appli- 
cant certainly  has  to  go  though  all  of 
the  hoops  set  forth  in  the  Environ- 
mental Comprehensive  Protection  Act 
which  requires  that  the  State  once  and 
for  all  set  the  criteria  as  far  as  quality 
and  quantity  of  water  and  how  that 
would  mix.  Our  concern  is  that  the 
goal  posts  do  not  get  moved  down  the 
pike  so  that  it  can  break  projects  be- 
cause we  are  so  reliant  on  hydropower. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  again? 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  just  like  to  point 
out.  and  I  do  not  know  the  gentle- 
woman's relationship  with  the  gen- 
tleman, but  Allen  G.  Lance,  attorney 
general  of  Idaho,  was  opposed  to  the 
last  iteration  of  this  that  he  saw.  and  I 
do  not  believe  he  has  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  review  this  one. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Yes.  I  do  not 
think  our  attorney  general  has  had  the 
opportunity  to  review  this  amendment, 
and  I  have  not  had  the  opp)ortunity  to 
speak  to  him.  I  am  a  very  strong  pro- 
ponent of  States'  water  rights;  that  is 
one  of  the  reasons  I  ran  for  Congress, 
but  I  think  that  we  have  to  offer  to  our 
ratepayers  and  to  the  license  holders  a 
certain  degree  of  certainty,  and  I  think 
that  this  amendment  would  do  that. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Laughlin  amendment.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  resolves  very  simply  a 
potential  problem  resulting  from  the 
so-called  Tacoma  decision  by  the  Su- 
preme Court.  That  decision  actually 
puts  the  Clean  Water  Act  in  direct  con- 
flict with  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission  under  the  Federal 
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Power  Act.  It  erodes  FERC's  ability  to 
balance  broad  national  interests  when 
making  decisions  about  hundreds  of 
hydro  projects  around  the  country. 

Without  this  amendment,  hydro- 
electricity's  clean  and  affordable  con- 
tribution to  our  Nation  is  threatened.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Laughlin  amendment. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
one  unfair  thing  about  this  debate  is 
there  has  been  some  suggestion  that 
under  this  amendment  that  the  States 
and  their  water  quality  agencies  do  not 
have  significant  authority  under  this 
amendment.  I  would  remind  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  and  anyone  that  is 
concerned  about  this  that  FERC  will 
still  be  required  to  include  the  State's 
position  on  the  need  for  power  for  the 
project,  the  value  of  the  project  to  the 
local  and  regional  economy,  as  well  as 
the  effects  on  recreation,  fish  and  wild- 
life, and  water  quality  in  deciding 
whether  or  not  to  issue  a  license,  and 
over  the  past  history  of  FERC's  regula- 
tion, even  prior  to  this  amendment 
which  expands  the  rights  of  the  water 
quality  agencies  of  the  States.  FERC 
has  accepted  the  recommendations  of 
the  States  in  over  90  percent  of  the 
cases,  and  we  strengthen  that.  We 
strengthen  under  this  amendment  the 
right  of  the  States  to  mandatory  input 
and  to  mandator^'  participation. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BACHUS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  The  qualification  I  see 
in  here  is  for  such  a  project,  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes  and  require- 
ment of  part  1  of  the  Federal  Power 
Act.  Again,  not  having  been  given  the 
time  to  go  back  and  review  the  stat- 
utes, what  protections  are  in  part  1  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act.  Are  all  the 
things  that  the  gentleman  just  men- 
tioned included  in  part  1  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  All  the  present  protec- 
tions of  the  Federal  Power  Act  are  in- 
cluded and  preserved  under  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  So  part  1  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  includes  all  of  those 
concerns  and  additions  the  gentleman 
just  listed. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Either  those  or  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  which  is  now  in  ef- 
fect, or  other  statutes  and  FERC  regu- 
lations, rules  and  regulations. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  the  point  is  we  are 
exempting  them  unless  it  is  inconsist- 
ent here,  and  I  guess,  as  the  gentleman 
knows.  I  think  that  this  is  an  amend- 
ment of  such  import  to  the  West,  to 


unveil  it  with  no  opportunity  to  have 
it  reviewed  by  the  rathor  lengthy  list 
of  attorney  generals — four  pages  from 
the  West;  I  am  not  sure  how  many  are 
on  here,  and  other  States  other  than 
the  West:  Delaware,  Georgia,  Hawaii. 
Illinois,  Iowa,  Maine.  Well,  looks  like 
we  went  to  the  East:  Pennsylvania. 
New  Mexico,  et  cetera.  It  looks  like 
most  of  the  State  attorney  generals 
signed  this,  and  to  not  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  run  it  by  all  the  attorney 
generals  that  objected  to  the  original 
iteration,  it  seems  again,  as  my  col- 
leagues know,  that  this  is  something 
that  would  perhaps  be  better  left  until 
Tuesday  to  at  least  give  some  of  us  an 
opportunity  to  review  it  with  attorney 
generals. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  In  conclusion  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon and  to  the  Members,  "Remember 
the  days  when  hydroelectric  power  was 
the  most  popular  of  energy  resources. 
It  was  cheap,  it  was  friendly  to  the  en- 
vironment. Fishermen  and  boaters 
loved  the  reservoirs  that  were  created. 
The  big  dams  were  called  the  Eight 
Wonders  of  the  World.  The  National 
Geographic  had  article  after  article 
about  the  popularity  and  the 
attractiveness  of  hydroelectric  power." 

I  say  that  is  not  changed  today.  It  is 
95  percent  of  our  renewable  energy 
comes  from  hydroelectric  power.  It  is 
as  important  today,  if  not  more  impor- 
tant, than  it  was  then,  and  70  percent 
of  those  projects,  hundreds  of  projects 
throughout  this  country,  are  going  to 
be  coming  up  for  relicensing  in  the 
next  10  years.  We  have  to  establish  an 
arbitration  and  a  licensing  agreement 
and  not  keep  these  tied  up  in  court,  as 
the  gentleman  alluded  to,  for  years  and 
years.  It  is  a  matter  of  national  secu- 
rity. It  makes  us  less  dependent  on  for- 
eign oil. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  L.mjghli.v]  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Emerson]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

HECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
p.\ruament.»lry  inquiry 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  This  vote  is  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emerson]  as 
amended;  is  that  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
not  correct. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  All  right;  go  ahead.  I 
was  just  trying  to  get  straight  for 
Members  what  we  are  voting  on.  We 
are  voting  on  the  amendment  offered 


as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Emer.son]. 

The   CHAIRMAN.   The   gentleman    is 
correct. 

The  vote  as  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  309.  noes  100. 
not  voting  25,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  326] 
AYES— 309 


.^llard 

Doman 

Kleczk.-v 

Andrews 

Doyle 

Klink 

Archer 

Dreier 

Klug 

Armey 

Duncan 

KnoUenberg 

Bacbus 

Edwards 

Kolbe 

Baesler 

Ehlers 

LaFalce 

Baker  (CA) 

Ehrlich 

LaHood 

Baker  (LA) 

Emerson 

Largent 

Ballenger 

English 

Latham 

Barcia 

Everett 

LaTourette 

Ban- 

Ewing 

Laughlin 

Barrett  (NE) 

Fan- 

Lazio 

Bartlett 

Fattah 

Leach 

Bass 

Fawell 

Lewis  (CA) 

Bateman 

Fazio 

Lewis  (KY) 

Bentsen 

Fields  (TX) 

Lightfoct 

Bereuter 

Flanagan 

Linder 

Bevill 

Foley 

LoBiondo 

Bilbray 

Forbes 

Longley 

Billrakis 

Fowler 

Lucas 

Bishop 

Fox 

Luther 

Bliley 

Franks  (CT) 

Manton 

Blute 

Franks  (NJ) 

Manzullo 

Boehlert 

Frelinghuysen 

.Martinez 

Boehner 

Frost 

Martini 

Bonilla 

Funderburk 

Mascara 

Borskl 

Gallegly 

Matsui 

Brewster 

Ganske 

McColIum 

Browder 

Gekas 

McCrery 

Brown  (CA) 

Gephardt 

McDade 

Brown  (FL) 

Geren 

McHale 

Brownback 

Gillmor 

.McHugh 

Brj-ant  (T.Ni 

Oilman 

Mcintosh 

Bryant  (TXi 

Gonzalez 

McKeon 

Bunn 

Goodlatte 

McNulty 

Sunning 

Goodling 

Metcalf 

Burr 

Gordon 

Mica 

Burton 

Goss 

Miller  (FL) 

Buyer 

Graham 

Minge 

Callahan 

Green 

Molinari 

Calvert 

Greenwood 

Mollohan 

Camp 

Gunderson 

Montgomery 

Canady 

Gutknecht 

Moorhcad 

Caiilin 

Hall  lOH) 

Moran 

Castle 

Hall  (TX) 

Morella 

Chabot 

Hamilton 

Martha 

Chambliss 

Hansen 

Myers 

Chapman 

Hastert 

Myrick 

Chenoweth 

Hastings  (WA) 

Nethercutt 

Chriftensen 

Hayes 

.Neumann 

Chrysler 

Hayworth 

Ney 

Clayton 

Heney 

Norwood 

Clement 

Hefner 

Nussle 

Cllnger 

Heineman 

Orton 

Clyburn 

Herger 

0x1  ey 

Coble 

Hilleary 

Packard 

Co  bum 

Hilliard 

Parker 

Coleman 

Hobson 

Paxon 

Collins  (GA) 

Hoekstra 

Peterson  (MNi 

Combest 

Hoke 

Petri 

Condit 

Holden 

Pickett 

Cooley 

Horn 

Pombo 

Costello 

Hostettler 

Pomeroy 

Cox 

Houghton 

Porter 

Cramer 

Hoyer 

Portman 

Crane 

Hunter 

Poshard 

Crapf> 

Hutchinson 

Pryce 

Cremeans 

Hyde 

Quillen 

Cubin 

Inglls 

Quinn 

Cunningham 

Jacobs 

Radanovich 

Danner 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rams  tad 

Davis 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Regula 

de  la  Garza 

Johnson.  Sam 

Riggs 

Deal 

Jones 

Roberts 

DeLay 

Kanjorski 

Roemer 

Diaz-Balart 

Kaptur 

Rohrabacher 

Dickey 

Kasich 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Dicks 

Kelly 

Rose 

Dingell 

Kennelly 

Roth 

Doggett 

Kim 

Roukema 

Dooley 

King 

Royce 

Doolittle 

Kingston 

Salmon 

.-ianfonl 

Souder 

Upton 

Sawyer 

Spence 

Visclosky 

Saxton 

Spratt 

Volkmer 

Scarborough 

Steams 

Vucanovich 

.Schaefer 

Stenholm 

Waldholtz 

Schiff 

Stockman 

Walker 

Scott 

Stump 

Walsh 

.Se.istrand 

Stupak 

Wamp 

Spn.spnbrenner 

Talent 

Ward 

Hh,\(iegg 

Tate 

Weldon  (FL) 

Shaw 

Tauzin 

Weldon(PA) 

Shays 

Taylor  (MS) 

Weller 

Shuster 

Taylor  (NCi 

White 

Sisisky 

Tejeda 

Whitfield 

Skeen 

Thomas 

Wicker 

Skelton 

Thornberry 

Wilson 

Smith  (MI) 

Thornton 

Wise 

Smith  (NJ) 

Thurman 

Wolf 

Smith  (TX) 

Tiahrl 

Young  (AK) 

Smith  (WA) 

Torkildsen 

Zellff 

Solomon 

Traficanl 
NOES— 100 

Zimmer 

M>ercrombie 

Hinchey 

Payne (VA) 

Ackerman 

Jackson-Lee 

Pelosi 

H.ildacci 

Jefferson 

Rahall 

Barrett  (WD 

Johnson  (CT) 

Range  1 

Becerra 

Johnston 

Reed 

Beilenson 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Reynolds 

Berman 

Kennedy (RIi 

Richardson 

Bonior 

Kildee 

Rivers 

Brown  (OH) 

Lantos 

Roybal-Allard 

Clay 

Levin 

Rush 

Conyers 

Lewis  (GA) 

Sabo 

Coyne 

Lincoln 

Sanders 

DeFazio 

Lipinski 

Schroeder 

DeLauro 

Lofgren 

Serrano 

Dellums 

Lowey 

Skaggs 

Deutsch 

Maloney 

Slaughter 

Dixon 

Markey 

Stokes 

Durbin 

McCarthy 

Studds 

Engel 

.McDermott 

Thompson 

Ensign 

Mclnnis 

Torricelli 

Eshoo 

McKinney 

Towns 

Evans 

Mechan 

Tucker 

Fields  (LA) 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

K  liner 

Meyers 

Vento 

Flake 

.Mineta 

Waters 

Foghetta 

Mink 

Watt  (NCi 

Ford 

Nadler 

Waxman 

Frank  (M.Ai 

Neal 

Williams 

Furse 

Oberstar 

Woolsey 

Gejdenson 

Obey 

Wyden 

Gibbons 

Olver 

Wynn 

Gilchrest 

Owens 

Yates 

Gutierrez 

Pallone 

Histings  (FL) 

Payne (NJ) 

NOT  VOTING— 25 

:'iarton 

lalOOk 

Rogei-s 

Bono 

Livingston 

.Schumer 

y.  lucher 

Meek 

Stark 

Collins  (ID 

Mfume 

Tanner 

Collin.' 'MI) 

Miller  (CA) 

Torres 

Dunn 

Moakley 

Watts  (OK) 

Frisa 

Ortiz 

Young  (FL) 

Hancock 

Pastor 

Harman 

Peterson  (FL) 

a  2020 

The  Clerk  announced   the  following 

pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr  Bono  for.  with  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois 
ii^ainst. 

-Mr.  Watts  for.  with  Mr.  Moakley  against. 

Mr.  Barton  for.  with  Miss  Collins  of  Michi- 
1,'an  against. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Ms.  PELOSI,  Mrs. 
JOHNSON  of  Connecticut,  Ms. 
MCKINNEY.  and  Messrs.  SKAGGS. 
BARRETT  of  Wisconsin,  and  MEEHAN 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

.Messrs.  T.-^YLOR  of  Mississippi, 
BROWNBACK.  WISE.  BARCIA. 

POMEROY.  and  HOUGHTON  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONA!,  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MFUME.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was,  unfortu- 
nately, required  to  attend  to  business  in  my 
congressional  district  .n  Baltimore  this  evening 
and  thus  forced  to  miss  two  record  votes. 
Specifically.  I  was  not  present  to  record  my 
vote  on  rollcall  vote  No.  325,  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Visclosky  of  Indiana  and  roll- 
call  vote  No.  326.  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  L.AUGHLIN  of  Texas  to  the  Emerson  of  Mis- 
soun  amendment. 

Had  I  been  here  I  would  have  voted  "yea" 
on  rollcall  vote  No.  325  and  "nay"  on  rollcall 
vote  No.  326. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  E.MERSON], 
as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Chair,  the  noes  have  it.  and  the 
amendment  is  rejected. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  have  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was 
on  my  feet  and  did  not  hear  the  Chair 
announce  the  vote.  What  was  the  an- 
nouncement of  the  5-minute  vote? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  announcement 
of  the  5-minute  vote  was  that  the  noes 
prevailed.  The  Chair  stands  corrected. 
It  was  not  a  5-minute  vote.  There  was 
a  voice  vote. 

On  the  voice  vote,  the  noes  prevailed 
and  the  amendment  was  not  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Those  in  favor  of  a 
recorded  vote  will  indicate  by  standing. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  have  a  parliamentary 
inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems 
to  me  Members  have  left.  To  now  call 
for  a  vote 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
be  in  order. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  House  will  be 
in  order.  Members  will  suspend. 

The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
MiNETA)  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Chair.  The  gentleman  from  California 
shall  proceed. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the 
basis  of  what  we  have  now  heard.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  last  vote 
be  reconsidered,  that  the  voice  vote  be 
reconsidered;  that  there  be  a  reconsid- 
eration of  the  voice  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  motion  to  recon- 
sider is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Members  will 
suspend. 


By  unanimous  consent,  the  Commit- 
tee may  vacate  a  voice  vote,  and  do  it 
over. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  voice  vote 
be  vacated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emerson], 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  title  VI  is  read. 
I  will  then  move  that  the  Committee 
do  rise.  We  will  come  in  tomorrow  at  10 
o'clock  to  resume  debate  on  this  legis- 
lation. We  will  proceed  until  1  o'clock 
tomorrow  afternoon.  We  will  take  up 
this  legislation  Tuesday  morning.  How- 
ever. I  am  informed  by  the  majority 
leader  that  there  will  be  other  votes  on 
Monday,  as  has  been  previously  an- 
nounced. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  V? 

If  not.  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
VI. 

The  text  of  title  VI  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  VI— STATE  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

SEC.  601.  GENERAL  AUTHORJTi-  FOR  CAPITAUZA 
TIOS  GRANTS. 

Section  601(a)  (33  U.S.C.  1381(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  "(1)  for  construction"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  and  inserting  "to  ac- 
complish the  purposes  of  this  Act.". 
SEC.  602.  CAPlTAUZATtON  GRANT  AGREEMENTS. 

(a)  RE(jviRE»E.\Ts  For  Co.vsTfit'cr/o.v  of 
Treatmest  Works.— Section  602(b)(6)  (33 
U.S.C.  1382(b)(6))  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "before  fiscal  year  1995".  and 

(2)  by  striking  "201(b)"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "213"  and  inserting  "211". 

(b)  COMPLIANCE  With  other  federal 
Laws.— Section  602  (33  U.S.C.  1382)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(c)  Other  Federal  Laws.— 

"(1)  COMPLl.ASCE  WITH  OTHER  FEDERAL 
LAWS. — //  a  State  provides  assistance  from  its 
water  pollution  control  revolving  fund  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  this  title  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  statute,  rule,  executive  order, 
or  program  of  the  State  which  addresses  the  in- 
tent of  any  requirement  or  any  Federal  execu- 
tive order  or  law  other  than  this  Act.  as  deter- 
mined by  the  State,  the  State  in  providing  such 
assistance  shall  be  treated  as  having  met  the 
Federal  requirements. 

"(2)  Limitation  on  applicability  of  other 
FEDERAL  LAWS.— If  a  State  does  not  meet  a  re- 
quirement of  a  Federal  executive  order  or  law 
other  than  this  Act  under  paragraph  (1),  such 
Federal  law  shall  only  apply  to  Federal  funds 
deposited  m  the  water  pollution  control  revolv- 
ing fund  established  by  the  State  in  accordance 
with  this  title  the  first  time  such  funds  are  used 
to  provide  assistance  from  the  revolving  fund.". 

(c)  Guidance  for  S.mall  SYSTEMs.—Section 
602  (33  U.S.C.  1382)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Guidance  for  S.mall  Systems.— 

"(1)  Simplified  procedures.— Not  later  than 

1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 

subsection,   the  Administrator  shall  a.isist  the 

States  in  establishing  simplified  procedures  for 
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small  sustems  to  obtain  assistance  under  this 
title. 

"(2)  Publication  of  manual.— Not  later  than 
I  year  after  the  date  of  the  eriactment  of  this 
subsection,  and  after  providing  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  public  comment,  the  Administrator 
shall  publish  a  manual  to  assist  small  systems  in 
obtaining  assistance  under  this  title  and  publish 
in  the  Federal  Register  notice  of  the  availability 
of  the  manual. 

"(3)  Small  syste.v  DEFisED.—For  purposes  of 
this  title,  the  term  'small  system'  means  a  system 
for  which  a  municipality  or  intermunicipal. 
interstate,  or  State  agency  seeks  assistance 
under  this  title  and  which  serves  a  population 
of  20.000  or  less.". 

SEC.  S03.  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  REVOLV- 
ING LOAN  FUNDS. 

(a)  ACTIVITIES  Eligible  for  assista.nce.— 
Section  603(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1303(0))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Activities  Eligible  for  .Assistance.— 

"(I)  In  general.— The  amounts  of  funds 
available  to  each  State  water  pollution  control 
revolving  fund  shall  be  used  only  for  providing 
financial  assistance  to  activities  which  have  as 
a  principal  benefit  the  improvement  or  protec- 
tion of  water  quality  to  a  municipality,  inter- 
municipal agency,  interstate  agency.  State 
agency,  or  other  person.  5u(Vt  activities  may  in- 
clude the  following: 

"(A)  Construction  of  a  publicly  owned  treat- 
ment works  if  the  recipient  of  such  assistance  is 
a  municipality. 

"(B)  Implementation  of  lake  protection  pro- 
grams and  projects  under  section  314. 

"(C)  Implementation  of  a  management  pro- 
gram under  section  319. 

"(D)  Implementation  of  a  conservation  and 
management  plan  under  section  320. 

"(E)  Implementation  of  a  watershed  manage- 
ment plan  under  section  321. 

"(F)  Implementation  of  a  stormwater  manage- 
ment program  under  section  322. 

"(C)  Acquisition  of  property  rights  for  the  res- 
toration or  protection  of  publicly  or  privately 
owned  riparian  areas. 

"(H)  Implementation  of  measures  to  improve 
the  efficiency  of  public  water  use. 

"(I)  Development  and  implementation  of  plans 
by  a  public  recipient  to  prevent  water  pollution. 

"(J)  .Acquisition  of  lands  necessary  to  meet 
any  mitigation  requirements  related  to  construc- 
tion of  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works. 

"(2)  Fund  amounts.— The  water  pollution 
control  revolving  fund  of  a  State  shall  be  estab- 
lished, maintained,  and  credited  with  repay- 
ments, and  the  fund  balance  sha'l  be  available 
in  perpetuity  for  providing  financial  assistance 
described  in  paragraph  (I).  Fees  charged  by  a 
State  to  recipients  of  such  assistance  may  be  de- 
posited in  the  fund  for  the  sole  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  cost  of  administration  of  this 
title.". 

(b)  Extended  Repay.ue.\t  Period  for  Di.<;- 
ADVANTACED  Co.M.MUNiTiES.— Section  603(d)(1) 
(33  U.S.C.  1383(d)(1)  I  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (.A)  by  inserting  after  "20 
years"  the  following:  "or.  in  the  case  of  a  dis- 
advantaged community,  the  lesser  of  40  years  or 
the  expected  life  of  the  project  to  be  financed 
with  the  proceeds  of  the  loan":  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "not  later 
than  20  years  after  project  completion"  and  in- 
serting "upon  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  the 
loan". 

(c)  Loan  Guarantees  for  Innovative  Tech- 
nology.—Section  603(d)(5)  (33  i'.S.C.  1383(d)(5)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(5)  to  provide  loan  guarantees  for— 

"(.A)  similar  revolving  funds  established  by 

municipalities  or  intermunicipal  agencies:  and 
"(B)  developing  and  implementing  innovative 

technologies.". 


(d)  APMINL-iTR-^THE         E.'kPENSES.-    ScctWH 

603(d)(7)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(d)(7))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: "or  $400,000  per  year,  whichever  is  greater, 
plus  the  amount  of  any  fees  collected  by  the 
State  for  .tuc/i  purpose  under  subsection  (c)(2)". 

(e)  Technical  and  Planning  assista.wce  for 
Small  Syste.ms.— Section  603(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1383(d))  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(6): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (7)  and  inserting  ".  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(8)  to  provide  to  small  systems  technical  and 
planning  assistance  and  assistance  in  financial 
management,  user  fee  analysis,  budgeting,  cap- 
ital improvement  planning,  facility  operation 
and  maintenance,  repair  schedules,  and  other 
activities  to  improve  wastewater  treatment  plant 
operations:  except  that  such  amounts  shall  not 
exceed  2  percent  of  all  grant  awards  to  such 
fund  under  this  title.". 

(f)  Co.ssisTE.scY  With  Pla.wninc  Require- 
ments.—Section  603(f)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(f))  is 
amended  by  striking  "and  320"  and  inserting 
"320.  321,  and  322". 

(g)  Limit. \TioNS  on  construction  assist- 
ance.—Section  603(g)  (33  U.S.C.  1383(g))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(g)  Limitations  on  Construction  Assist- 
ance.—The  State  may  provide  financial  assist- 
ance from  its  water  pollution  control  revolving 
fund  with  respect  to  a  project  for  construction 
of  a  treatment  works  only  if — 

"(1)  such  project  is  on  the  State's  priority  list 
under  section  216  of  this  Act:  and 

"(2)  the  recipient  of  such  assistance  is  a  mu- 
nicipality in  any  case  in  which  the  treatment 
works  is  privately  owned.". 

(h)  I.\terest  Rates.— Section  603  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(i)  Interest  Rates. — In  any  case  in  which  a 
State  makes  a  loan  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)(1) 
to  a  disadvantaged  community,  the  State  may 
charge  a  negative  interest  rate  of  not  to  exceed 
2  percent  to  reduce  the  unpaid  principal  of  the 
loan.  The  aggregate  amount  of  all  such  negative 
interest  rate  loans  the  State  makes  in  a  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  20  percent  of  the  aggregate 
amount  of  all  loans  made  by  the  State  from  its 
revolving  loan  fund  in  such  fiscal  year. 

"(j)   DISADVANT.WED   COMMUNITY   DEFINED.— 

As  used  m  this  section,  the  term  'disadvantaged 
community'  means  the  service  area  of  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  with  respect  to  which 
the  average  annual  residential  sewage  treatment 
charges  for  a  user  of  the  treatment  works  meet 
affordability  criteria  established  by  the  State  in 
which  the  treatment  works  is  located  (after  pro- 
viding for  public  review  and  comment)  in  ac- 
cordance with  guidelines  to  be  established  by 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  the 
States.". 

(i)  Sale  of  Treatment  Works.— Section  603 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(k)  Sale  of  Treatment  Works.— 

"(1)  In  general. — Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  this  Act.  any  State,  municijxility, 
intermunicipality.  or  interstate  agency  may 
transfer  by  sale  to  a  qualified  private  sector  en- 
tity all  or  part  of  a  treatment  works  that  is 
owned  by  such  agency  and  for  which  it  received 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  this  Act  if 
the  transfer  price  will  be  distributed,  as  amounts 
are  received,  in  the  following  order: 

"(A)  First  reimbursement  of  the  agency  of  the 
unadjusted  dollar  amount  of  the  costs  of  con- 
struction of  the  treatment  works  or  part  thereof 
plus  any  transaction  and  fix-up  costs  incurred 
by  the  agency  with  respect  to  the  transfer  less 
the  amount  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance 
provided  with  respect  to  such  costs. 


"(B)  If  proceeds  from  the  transfer  ri't'ian- 
after  such  reimbursement,  repayment  of  ',< 
Federal  Govdnment  of  the  amount  of  such  Fed- 
eral financial  assistance  less  the  applicable 
share  of  accumulated  depreciation  on  such 
treatment  works  (calculated  using  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  accelerated  depreciation  schedule 
applicable  to  treatment  works). 

"(C)  If  any  proceeds  of  such  transfer  remain 
after  such  reimbursement  and  repayment,  reten- 
tion of  the  remaining  proceeds  by  such  agency 

"(2)  Release  of  condition.— .Any  require- 
ment imposed  by  regulation  or  policy  for  u 
showing  that  the  treatment  works  are  no  longer 
needed  to  serve  their  original  purpose  shall  not 
apply. 

"(3)  SELECTION  of  BUYER.— A  State,  munici- 
pality, intermunicipality,  or  interstate  agency 
exercising  the  authority  granted  by  this  sub- 
section shall  select  a  qualified  private  sector  en 
tity  on  the  basis  of  total  net  cost  and  other  ap- 
propriate criteria  and  shall  utilize  such  competi 
live  bidding,  direct  negotiation,  or  other  criteria 
and  procedures  as  may  be  required  by  State  law 

"(I)  Private  Ownership  of  Tre.^t.meni 
Works.— 

"(1)  Regulatory  review.— The  Administrator 
shall  review  the  law  and  any  regulations,  poli- 
cies, and  procedures  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection .Agency  affecting  the  construction,  im- 
provement,    replacement,     operation,     mainte- 
nance, and  transfer  of  ownership  of  current  and 
future  treatment  works  owned  by  a  State,  mu- 
nicipality, intermunicipality .  or  interstate  a  ;  ■ 
cy.  If  permitted  by  law.  the  Administrator  >/,/; 
modify   such   regulations,   policies,   and  proce 
dures  to  eliminate  any  obstacles  to  the  construe 
lion,  improvement,  replacement,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  such  treatment  works  by  qi.ah 
fied  private  sector  entities. 

"(2)  Report.— Not  later  than  180  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Ad 
ministrator  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report 
identifying  any  provisions  of  law  that  must  be 
changed  in  order  to  eliminate  any  obstacles  re- 
ferred to  m  paragraph  (I). 

"(3)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec 
tion.  the  term   'qualified  private  sector  entity' 
means  any  nongovernmental  individual,  group 
af-iociation.  business,  partnership,  organisation 
or  privately  or  publicly  held  corporation  that- 

"(.A)  has  sufficient  experience  and  expertise  to 
discharge  successfully  the  responsibilities  associ- 
ated with  construction,  operation,  and  mainte- 
nance of  a  treatment  works  and  to  satisfy  any 
guarantees  that  are  agreed  to  in  connection 
with  a  transfer  of  treatment  works  under  sub- 
section (k): 

"(B)  has  the  ability  to  assure  protection 
against  insolvency  and  interruption  of  service^ 
through  contractual  and  financial  guarantees 
and 

"(C)  with  respect  to  subsection  (k),  to  the  ex 
tent  consistent  with  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  and  the  General  Agreetnent  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade— 

"(i)  is  majority-owned  and  controlled  by  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States;  and 

"(ii)  does  not  receive  subsidies  from  a  foreign 
government". 
SEC.  604.  ALLOTMENT  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  In  CENERAL.—Section  604(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1384(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Formula  for  Fiscal  Ye.\rs  1996-2000.— 
Sums  authorised  to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  607  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997, 
1998,  1999.  and  2000  shall  be  allotted  for  such 
year  by  the  Administrator  not  later  than  the 
10th  day  which  begins  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995.  Sums  authorised  for  each  such  fiscal  year 
shall  be  allotted  in  accordance  with  the  follow- 
ing table: 


May  11,  1995  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

Percentage  of  sums  -SEC.  608.  STATE  NONPOINT  SOURCE  water  POL- 

"States:  LUTION        CONTROL         REVOLVING 

authorised:  FUNDS. 

Alabama  1.0110  "(a)    General    AUTHORiTY.-The    Adminis- 

Alaska  0.54II  tralor  shall  make  capitalisation  grants  to  each 

Arizona  0.7464  State  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  nonpoint 

Arkan.ias 0.5914  source  water  pollution  control  revolving  fund 

California  7.9031  for  providing  assistance- 
Colorado  0.7232  '  (^)  '0  persons  for  carrying  out  management 

Connecticut  1.3537  practices  and  measures  under  the  State  manage- 

Delaware 0.4438  ment  program  approved  under  section  319:  and 

District  of  Columbia  ....................        0.4438  "<->  '"  agricultural  producers  for  the  develop- 

Florida  3  4462  ment  and  implementation  of  the  water  quality 

Georgia  1.8683  components  of  a  whole  farm  or  ranch  resource 

Hawaii  0  7002  management   plan    and  for   implementation    of 

Idaho  0.4438  management  practices  and  measures  under  such 

Illinois  4.9976  a  plan. 

Indiana  2.6631  A  Stale  nonpoint  source  water  pollution  control 

Iowa  1.2236  revolving  fund  shall  be  separate  from  any  other 

Kansas  0.8690  State  water  pollution  control  revolving  fund:  ex- 
Kentucky  1.3.570  cept  that  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the  State 

Louisiana  1.0060  may  transfer  funds  from  one  fund  to  the  other 

Maine  0.6999  fund. 

Maryland  2.1867  "<^>  APPLICABILITY  OF  OTHER  REQUIRE.'HENTS 

Massachusetts  3.7518  ^^  This  TITLE. — Except  to  the  extent  the  Admin- 

Michigan   3.8875  istrator,  in  consultation  with  the  chief  executive 

Minnesota    1.6618  officers  of  the  States,  determines  that  a  provi- 

.Mississippi   0.8146  ^'0"  "/  ""*  ''"^  '*  ""'  consistent  with  a  provl- 

Missouri  2.5063  *"""'  "/  this  section,  the  provisions  of  sections 

.Montana  0.4438  ^^'  through  606  of  this  title  shall  apply  to  grant.'! 

Nebraska  0.4624  made  under  this  section  m  the  same  manner  and 

Nevada   0.4438  '"  ""^  same  extent  as  they  apply  to  grants  made 

New  Hampshire  0.9035  under  section  601  of  this  title.  Paragraph  (5)  of 

New  Jersey  4.5156  section  602(b)  shall  apply  to  all  funds  in  a  State 

.\'ew  .Mexico  0.4438  revolving  fund  established  under  this  section  as 

New  York  12.1969  a  result  of  capitalisation  grants  made  under  this 

.Worth  Carolina  1.9943  section:  except   that  such  funds  shall  first   be 

North  Dakota 0.4438  ^^^^  '"  assure  reasonable  progress  toward  at- 

Ohio  5.0898  tainment  of  the  goals  of  section  319.  as  deter- 

Oklahoma  0.7304  mined  by  the  Governor  of  the  State.  Paragraph 

Oregon  1.2399  ^^^  "f  section  603(d)  shall  apply  to  a  State  re- 

Pennsylvania  4.2145  volvmg  fund  established  under  this  section.  ex- 
Rhode  Island  0.6077  cepi  that  the  4-percent  limitation  contained  in 

South  Carolina  0.9262  such  section  shall  not  apply  to  such  revolving 

South  Dakota  0.4438  f^^d. 

Tennessee  1.4668  "^'^>  Apportionment  of  Funds.— Funds  made 

jgxas         4  6458  available  to  carry  out  this  section  for  any  fiscal 

UlaJi    0  4764  vear  shall  be  allotted  among  the  Slates  by  the 

Vermont 0  4438  .Administrator  in  the  same  manner  as  funds  are 

Virginia  2  2615  allotted  among  the  States  under  section  319  in 

iva^'/iingion"!;;;!;";;;!;;";'.!!;!!;;!!'.;;;    1.9217  such jiscai  year. 

West  Virginia  1 4''49  '^'   Authoriz.ation  of  Appropriatioss.- 

Wisconsm         2^^^''  There  is  authorised  to  be  appropriated  to  carry 

,,.,',.„. /I'v/^c  out  this  section  S500.000.000  per  fiscal  year  for 

ViXioming  0.443a  ^     ,r        ,  ,r,n^  .i.  u  -i/i/i/i  •• 

Puerto  Rico  .  1179^  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.    . 

Northern  Afananas  ''"'""""""!!"        0.0377  Mf-  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in 

American  Samoa  0.0312  opposition  to  H.R.   961.   This  bill   has  many, 

Guam  0.0587  many   flaws.    It   allows   industry   to  discharge 

Pacific  Islands  Trust  Territory  ....       0.1158  more  toxics  than  they  do  today— forcing  cities 

Virgin  Islands  0.0576".  and  towns  to  be  responsible  for  cleaning  up 

(b)       Conforming       Amendment —Section  industry's  discharges,  or  allowing  those  pollul- 

604(c)(2)  IS  amended  hi/  striking  "title  II  of  this  g^its  to  flow  into  Our  watenA/ays.  The  bill  does 

Act    and  inserting  "this  title  ^^^^        ,^  ^^^^^^^  ,^g  problems  of  non-point 

SEC.  605  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIO.SS  ^^^^J        |^,,^^    ^^,^^^  ,^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  j^,*^ 
Section  607, 33  U.S.C.  1387(a),  IS  arnended-  ^^^   ,^3^        ,^,   g^^^^g  pollution.   The   bill 

(1    hii  striking    and    at  the  end  of  paragraph  ,  .  1    u  1.   1       1  .  < 

,  1  f     n    H  establishes  wholesale  new  categories  of  waiv- 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para-  ^rs  and  exemptions  which  will  roll  back  protec- 
graph  (5)  and  inserting  a  semicolon,  and  'iO"S  for  our  citizens  and  set  us  back  in  our  ef- 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  forls  to  clean  up  our  rivers  and  streams. 
"(6)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal         There  is  a  lot  wrong  with  this  bill.  However, 

year  1995.  as  a  scientist,  I  want  to  address  in  detail  one 

"(7)  S2.500.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1996:  particular  set  Of  appalling  provisions — those 

"(8)  S2. 500. 000. 000  for  fiscal  year  1997:  concerning  wetlands. 

■■(9)  S2. 500. 000. 000  for  fiscal  year  1998:  yVe  have  heard  repeatedly  since  the  start  of 

"(10)  S2.500.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and  ,he  104th  Congress  and  in  the  debate  on  this 
"(ID  S2. 500. 000, 000  for  fiscal  year  2000".  t)ill  Over  the  last  2  days  that  Republicans 

SEC.  606.  STATE  NONPOINT  soiJRCE  l^JER  poL-  ^g^t  to  rely  On  sound  science  in  reforming  our 

LUllOn  LUN I nOL  Kt,VUL\ liyU  .    ,  ,  .-«  ,  ^> ,_  n 

FUNDS.  environmental  laws.  Speaker  Gingrich  himself 

Title  VI  (33  use  1381-1387)  is  amended-  endorsed  this  pnnciple  in  describing  his  vision 

(1)  m  section  607  by  inserting  after  "title"  the  of  what  21st  century  America  should  look  like. 
following:  "(other  than  section  608)":  and  In  fact,  Mr.  Shuster's  Committee  report  em- 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  phasizes    the    importance    of    using    sound 
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science,  and  says  quite  plainly  "The  Commit- 
tee also  heard  repeatedly  of  the  need  to  en- 
sure that  Clean  Water  Act  standards  and  re- 
quirements are  based  on  sound  scientific  evi- 
dence and  principles." 

I  agree.  In  fact,  I  think  wetlands  regulation 
is  one  area  crying  out  tor  greater  reliance  on 
scientific  knowledge. 

But  unfortunately,  we  are  seeing  a  pattern 
emerge  m  this  House  that  sound  science  is 
only  to  be  used  when  it  agrees  with  the  pre- 
conceived notions  of  Republicans, 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  assem- 
bled a  very  broad  and  diverse  panel  to  exam- 
ine how  we  can  identity  a  wetland.  The  results 
of  2  years  ot  study  by  the  best  people  working 
in  the  field — wetlands  professionals  and  aca- 
demics alike — are  now  m. 

The  study  makes  it  absolutely  clear  that 
there  IS  no  scientific  justification  for  the  wet- 
lands provisions  in  H.R.  96 1 

For  example,  the  NAS  Committee  con- 
cluded that  the  best  scientific  descnption  of  a 
wetland  would  use  14  days  of  water  saturation 
in  the  root  zone.  H.R.  96i  manaates  a  defini- 
tion of  21  days  of  saturation  on  the  surtace. 
The  difference  could  result  m  30  to  50  percent 
less  wetlands  across  the  country 

In  addition,  H.R.  96i  restricts  protections  of 
wetlands  on  the  basis  of  the  functions  they 
perform.  This  might  be  a  fine  idea — if  we  had 
the  knowledge  to  back  it  up.  I  strongly  support 
increased  cost-effectiveness  and  pnontjzation 
in  our  environmental  protection  However,  the 
NAS  study  found  that  we  simply  do  not  know 
enough  about  wetlands  at  this  point  to  reliably 
classify  them  on  the  basis  of  function.  The 
NAS  Committee  found  that  any  shorthand  at- 
tempt to  priontize  wetlands  on  the  basis  of 
size,  or  proximity  to  developed  areas,  is  wholly 
inadequate  from  a  scientific  pomt  of  view. 

We  should  classify  wetlands,  but  only  based 
on  our  scientific  knowledge  We  know  that 
wetlands  pertorm  important  functions — m  flood 
prevention,  water  quality,  wildlife  habitat  and 
other  areas.  However,  the  plain  iacl  is  that  no 
one  has  the  scientific  knowledge  to  pick  and 
choose  which  wetlands  to  regulate  on  the 
basis  of  function. 

Each  Member  of  this  House  faces  a 
straightforward  test  of  whether  or  not  one 
agrees  with  the  principle  of  basing  our  regu- 
latory decisions  on  sound  science. 

Any  suggestion  that  the  content  or  timing  ot 
the  f^AS  report  is  politically  motivated  is  out- 
rageous and  represents  a  wholesale  reiection 
of  the  pnnciple  that  Congress  should  utilize 
professional  expertise  m  making  difficult  sci- 
entific decisions. 

The  fact  IS,  Members  who  make  such  in- 
sinuations are  simply  disappointed  that  their 
ostnch-like  efforts  to  schedule  floor  consider- 
ation of  H  R  961  in  advance  of  the  release  of 
this  report  were  unsuccessful 

Make  no  mistake,  if  you  support  using 
sound  science  m  regulatory  decisions,  you 
must  oppose  the  provisions  of  H  R.  961.  Any- 
thing less  IS  sheer  hypocrisy. 

Mr.  SERRANO  Mr  Chairman,  there  they  go 
again. 

The  pattern  the  Republicans  set  for  the  first 
200  days  was  to  cut  spending  and  repeal  pro- 
grams intended  to  help  children,  the  poor,  the 
elderly,  legal  immigrants,  and  working  families, 
so  they  can  give  tax   cuts  to  the  wealthiest 
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Americans  at  the  same  time  they  are  bal- 
ancing the  federal  budget  by  2002. 

The  first  significant  piece  of  legislation  for 
the  second  hundred  days  is  the  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995,  H.R.  961,  known  in 
some  circles  as  the  'Dirty  Water  Act"  because 
the  Republicans  have  chosen  to  protect  pollut- 
ers rather  than  the  health  and  well-being  of  or- 
dinary people. 

This  bill  would  roll  back  two  decades  of 
progress  in  reducing  pollution  in  our  lakes,  riv- 
ers, and  coastal  areas,  and  halt  further 
progress.  It  would  let  corporate  polluters  in- 
crease pollution,  and  make  downstream  water 
users  pay  to  remove  pollution  that  shouldn't 
get  into  the  water  m  the  first  place. 

There  are  problems  throughout  the  bill.  Per- 
haps the  most  widely  debated  provisions 
would  redefine  80  percent  of  the  nation's  wet- 
lands out  from  under  federal  protection. 

Now,  we  don't  have  a  lot  of  wetlands  in  the 
South  Bronx,  but  we  do  dnnk  water,  and  wet- 
lands recharge  water  supplies  and  filter  harm- 
ful substances  from  our  water  We  eat  fish 
and  seafood,  and  wetlands  provide  critical 
habitat,  assunng  adequate  stocks  now  and  in 
the  future.  We  enjoy  fishing,  swimming,  and 
other  recreation  on  and  around  the  water,  and 
wetlands  help  keep  our  waters  clean.  But  H.R. 
961 's  wetlands  provisions  would  cost  us  more 
while  reducing  the  quality  of  our  water  and  the 
safety  and  quantity  of  our  seafood.  We  have 
plenty  of  reasons  to  care  about  wetlands. 

Another  ma|or  problem  for  me,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, IS  the  burden  this  bill  would  place  on 
urban  consumers  downstream  from  runoff 
sources — the  agribusinesses,  miners,  for- 
esters, and  developers  that  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  take  even  minimal  actions  to  prevent 
pollution  for  decades,  if  every.  In  many  areas, 
overall  water  quality  continues  to  be  poor  be- 
cause sources  of  polluted  runoff  are  not  doing 
their  share.  Under  H.R.  961.  low-mcome  urban 
ratepayers  would  have  to  pay  more  to  get 
clean  water,  while  upstream  businesses  that 
could  afford  to  limit  pollution  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  do  so. 

In  addition,  I  am  deeply  distressed  by  the 
bill's  lack  of  environmental  justice  protections 
for  poor  people  and  people  of  color.  Amend- 
ments to  require  water  quality  testing  and  re- 
porting in  areas  where  the  most  vulnerable 
papulations  live,  work,  fish,  and  swim,  and 
posting  of  fish  advisories  to  warn  subsistence 
fishers  that  fish  m  certain  waters  are  too 
poisoned  to  eat — low-cost  and  cost-effective 
measures — have  been  rejected. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  only  a  few  of 
the  problems  I  see  in  this  bill.  The  Clean 
Water  Act  is  widely  regarded  as  one  of  our 
most  effective  and  successful  environmental 
laws.  It  has  produced  marked  improvements  in 
the  health  of  our  people,  the  quality  of  life 
along  our  waterways  and  coasts,  and  the 
availability  of  clean  water  for  household  use 
and  recreation.  But  the  Republicans,  in  H.R. 
961  reverse  these  successes  and  deny  us  fur- 
ther progress 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  this  bill,  as  do  many 
thoughtful  New  Yorkers,  who  have  written  let- 
ters opposing  H.R.  961. 

Marcia  Fowie  of  the  New  York  City  Audutxin 
Society  wrote: 

Over  23  years,  the  water  quality  of  New 
York    Harbor,    the   Hudson   River,    the   East 
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River.  Long  Island  Sound  and  Jamaica  Bay — 
making  up  578  miles  of  New  York  City  water- 
front— has  markedly  improved  due  primarily 
to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  progress  should 
not  be  broken  nor  weakened. 

Judith  Enck  and  Linda  Babiarz  of  NYPIRG 
wrote: 

There  are  few  things  as  important  to  sus- 
taining life  as  water.  We  must  not  return  to 
the  days  when  swimming  and  fishing  threat- 
ened our  health. 

Bruce  Carpenter  of  New  York  Rivers  United 
wrote: 

Regardless  of  amendments,  please  vote  NO 
on  H.R.  961.  The  quality  of  our  country's  wa- 
ters must  not  be  undermined  by  polluters 
and  special  interests. 

Rav  Freidel  of  Concerned  Citizens  of 
Montauk  wrote: 

We  have  tried  to  find  alternative  amend- 
ments that  would  make  the  Clean  Water  Act 
clean  again.  There  is  no  way  to  fix  it.  It  is 
simply  a  dirty  water  bill. 

Marcy  Benstock  of  the  Aquatic  Habitat 
Project,  Clean  Air  Campaign  in  New  York  City 
wrote: 

H.R.  961  includes  so  many  harmful  changes 
that  it  cannot  be  fixed 

They  are  hght.  No  amendments  adopted  in 
the  House  will  fix  this  bill  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  voting  against  passage 
of  H.R.  961. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  reg- 
ulation of  stormwater  m  my  congressional  dis- 
tnct  has  become  known  simply  as  the  "rain 
tax." 

The  city  has  impxDsed  a  new  utility  tax  on  all 
property  owners  in  order  to  raise  S5.5  million 
annually  to  offset  some  of  the  costs  of  this  un- 
funded Federal  mandate.  As  my  constituents 
in  Greensboro.  NC.  have  become  aware  of 
the  direct  tax  resulting  from  the  current  Clean 
Water  Act.  they  have  called  and  written  my  of- 
fice to  express  their  outrage  over  this,  a  per- 
fect example  of  Federal  overreach.  "What  will 
be  taxed  next''"  they  ask. 

I  have  a  letter  from  Greensboro's  city  man- 
ager, Bill  Carstarphen,  m  which  he  supports 
the  stormwater  management  provisions  in 
H.R.  961.  Further,  city  officials  urge  the  defeat 
of  amendments  that  could  subvert  the  im- 
proved flexibility  in  H.R.  961  for  Stale  and 
local  governments  to  address  stormwater  pol- 
lution. Our  city's  environmental  services  direc- 
tor. Elizabeth  Treadway.  praises  the  recogni- 
tion in  H.R,  961  that  stormwater  cannot  be 
considered  a  pomt-source  pollution  problem. 
These  are  our  community  experts  speaking  to 
the  need  for  developing  this  program  to  the 
States,  with  an  emphasis  on  voluntary  compli- 
ance. 

Greensboro  was  issued  its  permit  in  late 
1994.  The  city  spent  almost  Si  million  over  a 
2-year  penod  just  to  secure  the  permit.  The 
city  was  forced  to  spend  this  money  even 
though  a  solution  to  stormwater  pollution 
under  current  law  is  unenforceable.  It  is  multi- 
source. 

The  stormwater  provisions  in  H.R.  961  have 
been  cnticized  as  rolling  back  existing  protec- 
tions and  allowing  currently  treated  stormwater 
to  be  discharged  without  treatment.  In  fact, 
H.R.  961  does  not  eliminate  the  permit  under 
which  Greenst)oro  currently  manages  its 
stormwater    program.    Greensboro    and    341 
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other  large  cities — and  134,000  industrial  fa- 
cilities— already  have  stormwater  permits. 
Greensboro  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
the  existing  permit  until  it  became  subject  to 
voluntary  activities,  enforceable  plans,  general 
permits,  and  site-specific  permits  under  ap- 
proved State  stormwater  management  pro- 
grams descnbed  in  H.R.  961. 

The  stormwater  provisions  of  the  current 
Clean  Water  Act  are  unworkable.  H.R.  961 
would  replace  the  current,  broken  Federal  re- 
quirements with  a  new  program  worked  out 
between  local  governments  and  their  State. 
H.R.  961  would  recognize  city  officials'  con- 
cerns that  stormwater  varies  dramatically  by 
season,  by  climate,  and  by  each  storm.  This 
issue  cries  out  for  the  application  of  balance. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  stormwater 
amendments  designed  to  perpetuate  the  sta- 
tus quo. 

Mr.  BARTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the 
clean  water  bill,  H.R.  961.  Among  its  many 
good  provisions,  which  have  already  been  de- 
scribed and  extolled,  is  a  commonsense  solu- 
tion to  an  issue  that  has  unnecessarily  bur- 
dened cities  in  my  distnct,  as  well  as  many 
others,  regarding  separate  "Sanitary  Systems 
Overflows"  [SSO'sJ. 

H.R.  961  instructs  the  EPA  to  develop  a 
reasonable,  flexible,  consistent,  and  economi- 
cally feasible  approach  for  controlling  dis- 
charges from  SSO's.  It  also  instructs  them  to 
stop,  review,  and  modify  enforcement  actions 
for  projects  required  under  the  old  policy. 

While  overinterpreting  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
the  EPA  has  required  cities  with  SSO  sys- 
tems, like  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  in  my  district, 
to  eliminate  all  overflows.  The  overflows  in 
question  do  not  present  a  public  health  or 
water  quality  concern.  Yet,  to  date,  the  EPA 
has  forced  cities  in  Texas  alone  to  begin  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  of  work  to  eliminate 
all  overflows.  This  bill  will  correct  this  situation. 

We  have  come  a  long  way  since  I  asked 
EPA  officials  to  meet  m  my  office  with  rep- 
leseiiidiives  of  Dallas  and  Forth  Worth  on  this 
issue,  when  few  others  were  raising  this  con- 
cern. 

I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Committee  for  his  help  on 
this  issue  and  would  like  to  work  with  him  to 
make  some  technical  and  refining  changes 
that  are  currently  being  discussed.  I  strongly 
support  the  solution  included  in  this  bill  and 
look  forward  to  it  becoming  law. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
strongly  urge  all  my  fellow  Members  to 
vote  for  H.R.  961,  Clean  Water  Act 
Amendments.  This  is  much  needed  leg- 
islation. The  Clean  Water  Act  includes 
an  unfunded  Federal  mandate  which 
places  a  terrible  toll  on  our  State, 
county,  and  local  governments  and  the 
taxpayers  who  pay  their  bills. 

In  my  hometown  of  San  Antonio,  TX. 
the  Federal  stormwater  regulation — a 
provision  of  the  Clean  Water  Act^ — has 
forced  the  municipal  water  districts  to 
raise  taxes  on  property  owners.  This 
egregious  assessment  is  listed  on 
monthly  water  bills  as  the  FED 
STMWTR  FEE,  so  constituents  know 
this  levy  is  a  direct  result  of  Federal 
mandates.  Let  me  tell  you,  they  are 
upset. 
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Many  small  businesses"  water  bills 
have  risen  from  $30  to  $200  a  month. 
This  is  money  that  could  have  gone  for 
employee  raises  or  company  improve- 
ments and  investments. 

The  city  of  Laredo,  TX,  also  in  my 
district,  faced  a  S3  million-a-year  bill 
from  unneeded  stormwater  regulation. 
This  city  on  the  border  with  Mexico 
has  to  comply  with  United  States  Fed- 
eral regulations  while  Nuevo  Laredo, 
it's  sister  community  on  the  Mexican 
side,  does  not.  This  means  that  the  dis- 
charged water  does  not  get  any  clean- 
er. The  stormwater  fee  is  irrelevant  in 
Laredo,  but  it's  required.  In  fact,  it  is 
a  lot  like  money  flowing  down  a  sewer. 
Well  intentioned,  but  of  no  practical 
use. 

Please  vote  for  this  sensible  legisla- 
tion. Far  too  many  American  commu- 
nities are  in  dire  financial  situations 
and  cannot  afford  these  costly  and,  in 
many  cases,  unnecessary  burdens. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller)  having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr. 
MclNNis.  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  961)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  had  come  to  no 
resolution  thereon. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  357 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  357. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
ubjeutioii  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  535.  THE  CORNING  NATIONAL 
FISH  HATCHERY  CONVEYANCE 
ACT 

Mr.  McINNIS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-116)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  144)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  535)  to  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  convey  the 
Corning  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the 
State  of  Arkansas,  which  was  referred 
to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to 
be  printed. 


(Rept.  No.  104-117)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  145)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  584)  to  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  convey  a  fish 
hatchery  to  the  State  of  Iowa,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  614,  THE  NEW  LONDON  NA- 
TIONAL FISH  HATCHERY  CON- 
VEYANCE ACT 

Mr.  McINNIS,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-118)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  146)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  614)  to  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  convey  to  the 
State  of  Minnesota  the  New  London 
National  Fish  Hatchery  production  fa- 
cility, which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 
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REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H  R.  1500 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  15(K). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  584,  CONVEYANCE  OF  THE 
FAIRPORT  NATIONAL  FISH 

HATCHERY     TO     THE     STATE     OF 
IOWA 

Mr.   McINNIS,   from   the   Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 


PERMISSION  FOR  CERTAIN  COM- 
MITTEES TO  SIT  TOMORROW, 
FRIDAY,  MAY  12,  1995  DURING  5- 
MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  follnwing 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  tomorrow  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule:  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services;  the  Committee  on 
Commerce;  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities; 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions; and  the  Committee  on  Veterans 
Affairs. 

It  it  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  these  requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  am  instructed  by  the  leadership  that 
these  committees  have  been  consulted. 
and  it  is  proper  for  them  to  meet  to- 
morrow. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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REMOVAL    OF    NAME    OF    MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.   1143.  H.R 
1144.  AND  H.R.  1145 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr. 
Bryant  of  Texas  be  removed  from  the 
list  of  cosponsors  of  the  following  bills 
Introduced  by  myself:  H.R.  1143.  H.R. 
1144.  and  H.R.  1145. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  Jan- 
uary 4,  1995.  and  under  a  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  following  Members 
will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


NATIONAL  SPACEPORT  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Mrs. 
Seastr.'vnd]  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
morrow I  will  formally  introduce  the 
National  Spaceport  Act,  but  today,  I 
would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to 
discuss  why  I  believe  this  is  a  critical 
and  important  step  forward  for  Amer- 
ican space  policy  as  we  prepare  for  the 
21st  century. 

America  has  always  been  a  world 
leader  in  space  development,  explo- 
ration, technology,  and  most  recently 
commercialization.  Our  Nation  has  al- 
ways understood  the  importance  of 
space  and  has  exercised  bipartisan  co- 
operation when  it  came  to  advancing 
space  issues.  This  bipartisan  coopera- 
tion has  come  from  every  comer  of  the 
political  spectrum  because  of  a  univer- 
sal recognition  that  space  is  an  area  of 
national  unity  and  importance.  I  re- 
cently saw  this  bipartisan  cooperation 
firsthand  during  the  deliberations  over 
the  California  Spaceport  and  its  25- 
year  lease  with  the  Air  Force. 

We  are  now  into  the  next  frontier  of 
space  and  that  is  the  growing  commer- 
cial arena.  Commercial  space  was  once 
an  area  dominated  by  the  United 
States.  However,  over  the  past  few 
years,  we  have  relinquished  our  leader- 
ship position  and  stood  by  as  other  na- 
tions have  stepped  in  and  vigorously 
embraced  the  vast  opportunities  pre- 
sented by  this  market. 

Today,  a  Europ>ean  consortium  con- 
trols over  60  percent  of  the  commercial 
launch  market.  In  addition,  many 
other  nations  including  China,  Russia, 
Japan,  India.  Canada,  and  Australia 
are  becoming  stronger  and  stronger 
competitors.  Most  have  the  benefit  of 
big  and  seemingly  unlimited  govern- 
ment subsidies.  For  example,  earlier 
this  year,  the  Japanese  government  an- 
nounced a  5.1-percent  increase  in  their 
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overall  space  budget.  The  Russians 
have  also  approved  a  substantial  in- 
crease in  1995  funding  while  the  Indian 
Government  increased  their  funding  for 
1995-96  by  31  percent.  There  is  a  strong 
return  on  the  investment.  European  in- 
dustry expects  to  post  sales  of  up  to  $12 
billion  from  commercial  launches  of 
Ariane  rockets  by  the  end  of  the  dec- 
ade. 

Although  the  United  States  remains 
a  strong  competitor  with  active  space- 
ports and  a  healthy  booster  and  sat- 
ellite market,  we  have  not  charted  a 
course  to  reg'ain  a  leading  role  in  what 
has  become  a  very  large  market.  More- 
over, this  very  large  market  promises 
to  be  an  even  larger  international  en- 
terprise in  the  21st  century. 

We  have  to  take  a  step  out  of  the  box 
and  employ  a  new  approach  with  re- 
gard to  commercial  space.  The  first 
step  is  educating  and  making  the  case 
that  space  is  more  than  a  NASA, 
science,  or  an  exploration  issue.  Space 
is  a  vast  area  of  untapped  economic  po- 
tential for  local  communities.  State, 
and  most  importantly  our  Nation. 

We  are  not  looking  for  government  to 
play  the  leading  role,  but  instead  we 
are  looking  to  the  private  sector.  But  if 
we  are  to  convince  the  private  sector 
that  commercial  space  is  a  worthwhile 
and  ultimately  profitable  undertaking 
we  have  to  demonstrate  Government's 
commitment  to  a  comprehensive  com- 
mercial space  policy  and  the  develop- 
ment of  commercial  spaceports. 

A  spaceport  is  a  transportation  cen- 
ter that  moves  surface  infrastructure 
into  space.  I  believe  that  we  ought  to 
look  at  spaceports  in  the  same  way 
that  we  look  at  airports  and  treat 
them  just  like  we  would  airports.  Rath- 
er than  moving  passengers  from  one 
place  to  another,  spaceports  move  com- 
merce from  one  place  to  another. 

The  spaceport  philosophy  is  a  com- 
mitment to  use-friendly  environments, 
integrated  launch  services,  and  low- 
cost  access  to  space.  In  addition  it  is 
important  to  recognize  that  facility  de- 
velopment is  separate  from  the  overall 
commercial  space  industry.  In  the 
United  States,  the  available  parts  of 
the  market  are  launch  bases,  boosters, 
and  satellites.  The  missing  piece  of  the 
puzzle  is  a  facility  for  the  launches  and 
timing  is  important.  It  is  imperative 
that  spaceport  development  progress 
quickly  in  order  to  maintain  the  other 
elements  of  the  market. 

In  America  today,  there  are  only  two 
existing  spaceports,  but  many  more 
who  want  to  become  active  spaceports. 
I  would  encourage  all  States  who  are 
interested  in  developing  spaceports  to 
get  involved.  Commercial  spaceports 
means  jobs — many  jobs.  Jobs  in  build- 
ing the  spaceports:  manufacturing 
rockets  and  satellites:  research,  train- 
ing, and  education. 

Commercial  spaceports  produce  posi- 
tive economic  return.  In  California  for 
example,    the    growth    of   a   spaceport 


helps  in  the  revitalization  of  the  high- 
tech  industries  which  have  been  hurt 
by  defense  cuts.  This  means  more  high 
paying  jobs,  added  business  for  local 
service  providers,  new  hotels,  homes, 
shopping  centers,  education  centers, 
and  research  facilities. 

In  America  we  want  to  do  it  a  little 
differently  than  other  nations.  We 
want  to  reach  a  point  where  govern- 
ment acts  as  a  facilitator  not  an  obsta- 
cle. We  want  the  government  to  be  pri- 
marily a  customer  rather  than  a  pro- 
vider. We  want  to  give  States  the  flexi- 
bility necessary  to  develop  commercial 
spaceports  and  attract  private  industry 
support.  We  want  to  encourage  greater 
private  industry  support  through  tax- 
exempt  bond  financing.  We  want  space- 
port development  to  progress  free  of 
the  traditional  regulatory  barriers  im- 
posed by  Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  commercial  spaceport 
development  is  in  the  national  eco- 
nomic interest.  It  is  an  issue  of  trans- 
portation and  it  should  be  pursued  as 
part  of  a  national  transportation  pol- 
icy. It  means  jobs,  it  means  economic 
opportunity,  and  it  requires  American 
leadership. 


A  SMALLER.  MORE  EFFICIENT 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
orevious  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  first  time  today  in  26  years,  some- 
thing very,  very  unusual  has  happened. 
That  is,  this  morning  at  1:05  a.m.,  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  proposed  a  balanced 
budget,  a  balanced  budget,  one  so  that 
in  7  years  our  kids  and  grandkids  won't 
be  having  more  debt  to  pay  off  because 
we  were  not  willing  to  face  the  tough 
task  and  make  the  tough  choices  now 
to  be  able  to  cut  things  back. 

I  think  this  is  a  grand  moment  that 
we  are  finally  addressing  this  most 
critical  of  problems.  This  year  alone 
the  Federal  debt  is  going  to  $5  trillion. 
If  we  don't  balance  the  budget,  going 
on  the  current  projection  path  we  have, 
if  we  don't  put  our  oar  into  the  water 
to  make  this  happen,  it  is  going  to  be 
at  $7  trillion  by  the  year  2002.  It  is  time 
we  do  it. 

There  is  only  one  way  we  are  going 
to  be  able  to  balance  the  budget.  That 
is,  creating  a  smaller,  more  focused, 
more  efficient  Federal  Government, 
one  that  was  originally  intended  by  the 
Founding  Fathers,  one  that  is  not  into 
all  functions  and  tries  to  do  everything 
for  everybody  but  a  limited  govern- 
ment, a  focused  Federal  Government, 
one  I  think  that  Thomas  Jefferson 
would  be  proud  of,  one  that  I  would 
hope  that  Peter  Drucker.  the  manage- 
ment guru,  would  be  proud  of  for  its  ef- 
ficiency, and  one  most  of  all  that  I 
would  hope  the  American  people  would 


be  proud  of  for  what  it  delivers  of  serv- 
ices of  what  they  call  on  their  Govern- 
ment to  do. 

We  have  had  a  Federal  Government 
this  past  quarter  of  a  century  that  has 
grown  out  of  control  and  everybody  has 
contributed  to  it,  everybody  in  this 
country,  and  in  this  institution  here  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  It  is  time  to  get 
it  back  into  control.  It  is  time  to  cut  it 
back.  It  is  time  to  recreate  the  limited 
Government  that  was  always  intended 
by  our  Founding  Fathers. 

The  Federal  Government  was  not 
meant  to  be  all  things  to  all  people. 
James  Madison  wrote  early  on  in  the 
founding  of  our  country  this: 

"The  powers  delegated  by  the  pro- 
posed Constitution  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  few  and  defined." 

We  must  get  the  Federal  Government 
back  to  its  core  functions  of  what  it 
was  originally  intended  to  be  and  not 
flung  out  here  into  so  many  different 
things  but  focused,  efficient,  and 
smaller  so  that  we  can  be  able  to  cut 
back  on  the  spending,  so  that  we  can  be 
able  to  not  deliver  so  much  debt  to  our 
children,  so  that  we  can  hold  the  dream 
out  and  push  toward  even  paying  off 
the  debt,  the  nearly  $5  trillion  in  debt 
that  has  been  accumulated. 

There  are  a  number  of  proposals  that 
have  been  put  forward.  Some  of  them 
call  for  the  elimination  of  whole  agen- 
cies in  the  Federal  Government,  agen- 
cies such  as  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce and  Energy.  HUD  and  Edu- 
cation, keeping  certain  of  the  core 
functions  that  are  functions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  should  be  done  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  eliminat- 
ing other  portions,  privatizing  some 
functions  and  sending  some  functions 
back  to  State  and  local  units  of  gov- 
ernment so  that  at  the  end  of  the  day 
we  have  a  smaller,  more  focused,  more 
efficient  Federal  Government. 

This  is  an  absolute  need,  if  for  no 
other  reason  than  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren,  so  that  they  can  have  a 
future,  not  saddled  with  this  huge  debt, 
not  saddled  with  such  an  enormous 
mortgage  on  America. 


HAITI 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr. 
Metc.\lf]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
with  great  concern  over  the  adminis- 
tration's action  in  Haiti.  On  March  31, 
1995,  President  Clinton  turned  over 
control  of  the  Multi  National  Force 
[MNF]  in  Haiti,  to  the  United  Nations, 
under  the  auspice  of  the  U.N.  Mission 
in  Haiti  [UNMIH].  UNMIH.  although 
still  under  American  command,  differs 
from  the  previous  U.S.  operation  in 
two  respects.  The  net  effect  of  these 
changes  is  a  U.S.  commander  and  U.S. 
forces  under  the  control  of  the  U.N. 
Special    Representative.    Mr.    Lakhdar 


Brahimi  and  a  U.N.  mandate  for  rules 
of  engagement  [ROE]  which  dictate  the 
use  of  force  by  U.S.  troops. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  his  report  to  the  U.N. 
Security  Council  on  January  17,  1995. 
Secretary  General  Boutros  Boutros- 
Ghali  stated;  "UNMIH  will  consist  of 
civilian,  military  and  civilian  police 
components  under  the  control  of  my 
special  representative.  Mr.  Lakhdar 
Brahimi."  This  statement  by  the  Sec- 
retary makes  it  clear  he  expects  that 
General  Kinser  will  work  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  United  Nations.  In  his 
report  to  Congress  on  February  1.  1995, 
President  Clinton  indirectly  acknowl- 
edged this  by  stating  "the  UNMIH 
commander  will  work  for  the  U.N.  Spe- 
cial Representative  of  the  Secretary 
General." 

The  administration.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  respond  to  my  concern  by  stating 
that  General  Kinzer  will  have  oper- 
ational control  of  all  forces  in  Haiti. 
This  is  a  considerable  improvement 
over  the  situation  in  Somali,  but  it  is 
still  not  good  enough.  We  all  remember 
Somalia,  where  United  States  soldiers 
were  shot  down  and  dragged  through 
the  streets  while  under  a  foreign  com- 
mand, in  an  event  forever  etched  in 
American  minds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  concern  is  best  il- 
lustrated by  the  current  situation  in 
Bosnia.  Lt.  Gen.  Rupert  Smith  has  the 
same  operational  control  in  Bosnia 
that  Gen.  Kinzer  has  in  Haiti.  Serbian 
gunners  attacked  Butmir  last  weekend 
killing  10  and  wounding  50.  Mr.  Speak- 
er this  area  was  well  within  the  exclu- 
sion zone.  Lt.  Gen.  Smith  requested 
NATO  support  enforcing  the  U.N.  reso- 
lution protecting  Sarajevo  by  ordering 
air  strikes.  With  the  planes  in  the  air 
U.N.  Special  Representative  Akashi  re- 
jected the  request.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
you  how  can  Lt.  Gen.  Smith  protect  his 
troops  and  their  commitments  when 
his  military  judgment  is  overruled  by  a 
U.N.  representative. 

Mr.  Speaker,  operational  control  is 
simply  not  good  enough.  We  must  take 
additional  steps  to  assure  General 
Kinzer  and  our  troops  will  not  be  over- 
ruled by  the  U.N.  civilian  command 
when  ordering  military  action. 

The  second  concern  I  have  deals  with 
the  revised  rules  of  engagement  under 
UNMIH.  The  rules  of  engagement  ap- 
proved by  the  Security  Council  are  sig- 
nificantly more  restrictive  than  the 
rules  under  U.S.  command  of  the  Multi 
National  Force.  The  rules  of  engage- 
ment of  UNMIH  were  mandated  by  the 
United  Nations:  not  by  the  United 
States.  Any  changes  to  the  current 
rules  of  engagement  must  go  through 
the  Secretary  General  and  the  Security 
Council,  not  through  Gen.  Kinzer  or 
any  other  American.  Mr.  Speaker,  how 
can  the  administration  assert  U.S. 
command  of  our  forces  when  policy  is 
evolving  not  out  of  the  Pentagon,  but 
the  United  Nations. 

The  record  of  U.N.  "peacekeeping  op- 
erations". Mr.  Speaker  is  poor  at  best. 


The  situation  in  Bosnia  illustrates 
multiple  scenarios  were  operational 
control  was  called  into  question  by  the 
U.N.  Special  Representative.  Moreover, 
we  should  never  be  forced  to  accept 
U.N.  mandates  for  rules  of  engagement 
that  place  unreasonable  restrictions  on 
our  forces.  This  is  not  what  the  House 
intended  under  the  National  Security 
Revitalization  Act.  We  must  take  ac- 
tion to  restore  the  integrity  and  safety 
of  our  forces.  We  must  work  quickly  to 
protect  our  forces  from  the  action 
taken  by  the  administration,  before  we 
are  forced  to  accept  another  tragedy  at 
the  hands  of  the  United  Nations. 


D  2045 


12719 

ate  a  series  of  new  choices  so  senior 
citizens  can  control  their  own  future. 
Mr.  Speaker.  Any  good  ideas  citizens 
have  would  be  appreciated  by  their 
Representative  on  Commerce  and  Ways 
and  Means  Committees  as  they  develop 
a  new  and  improved  Medicare  system. 

As  for  me.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
heading  a  Medicare  preservation  task 
force  for  the  purpose  of  preserving,  im- 
proving, and  protecting  our  Medicare 
system  for  our  seniors. 

Together  we  can  create  a  Medicare 
system  that  offers  the  best  care  at  the 
lowest  cost  with  the  senior  citizens 
having  the  greatest  control  over  their 
own  health  care.  We  will  improve  Medi- 
care so  it  can  be  protected  and  saved. 


SAVING  MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  rise  tonight  to  give  a  brief  review 
of  how  this  Congress  is  fighting  for  our 
senior  citizens  across  the  country. 
First,  we  rolled  back  the  Social  Secu- 
rity tax  increase  of  1993.  Second,  we 
have  raised  the  income  eligibility  level 
above  $11,200  for  those  under  70.  Over 
the  next  5  years.  Mr.  Speaker,  seniors 
will  be  able  to  earn  income  up  to 
$30,000  without  ever  having  a  deduction 
from  their  Social  Security.  Third.  So- 
cial Security  is  off  the  table.  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  it  comes  to  this  budget. 
And  fourth,  now  House  Republicans  are 
determined  to  save  Medicare  by  using 
new  approaches,  new  managements, 
and  new  technologies  to  improve  it. 
preserve  it.  protect  it.  and  eliminate 
the  fraud  and  abuse. 

The  Cimion  Administration's  Trust- 
ees Report  on  Medicare  warns  that  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  starts  to  go  broke 
in  1996  and  could  be  bankrupt  by  2002. 
The  current  Government-controlled 
Health  Care  Finance  Administration 
system  has  much  waste  and  fraud.  The 
General  Accounting  Office  estimates 
$44  billion  a  year  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid fraud. 

Our  legislation  will  obviously  make 
sure  that  these  changes  are  made  so 
that  a  strong  Medicare  system  is  what 
we  have  restored. 

We  also  want  to  give  senior  citizens 
an  incentive  to  fight  waste  and  fraud 
by  paying  them  25  percent  of  any  waste 
or  fraud  that  they  find  on  their  bills. 
We  want  to  strengthen  and  empower 
our  senior  citizens. 

Republicans  will  also  increase  Medi- 
care spending  from  $4,700  per  retiree 
today  to  $6,300  per  retiree  in  2002.  That 
is  a  34-percent  increase  in  Medicare 
spending  per  retiree.  There  is  abso- 
lutely no  cut  in  Medicare  spending. 

We  will  preserve  the  current  Medi- 
care system  for  seniors  who  want  it, 
but  no  one  will  of  course  be  forced  into 
a  system  they  do  not  want.  We  will  cre- 


BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  DURBIN]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  comments  today  about  the  ac- 
tion of  the  House  Budget  Committee 
early  this  morning  in  enacting  a  budg- 
et resolution  which  basically  sets  the 
spending  goals  for  Congress  for  the 
next  year.  But  before  I  address  that,  I 
would  like  to  remind  those  who  are  lis- 
tening that  just  a  few  weeks  ago  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  of  Representatives, 
as  part  of  the  so-called  Republican 
Contract  With  America,  the  Repub- 
licans by  and  large  with  a  few  Demo- 
cratic votes  enacted  a  tax  cut.  yes.  a 
tax  cut  during  a  period  of  high  Federal 
deficits. 

Many  people,  including  a  number  of 
Republicans,  questioned  the  wisdom  of 
cutting  taxes  when  in  fact  we  are  In 
the  red.  But  the  Republicans  were  de- 
termmed  to  do  it  and  went  ahead  with 
their  plan.  Their  plan,  unfortunately, 
did  not  cut  taxes  primarily  for  middle- 
income  and  working  families.  No;  pri- 
marily the  tax  breaks  went  to  wealthy 
corporations  and  wealthy  individuals. 
In  fact,  for  1.71  million  Americans  the 
Republican  plan  will  result  in  a  $20,000 
tax  break. 

Now  you  cannot  give  away  those  Fed- 
eral taxes  without  it  costing  you  some- 
thing, and  in  fact  over  the  next  7  years 
that  Republican  tax  break  is  going  to 
cost  taxpayers  an  additional  $345  bil- 
lion. Over  and  above  the  deficits  that 
we  run  each  year,  we  are  adding  an- 
other $345  billion  dollars  to  the  na- 
tional debt  for  this  tax  cut  package. 

Why  did  we  do  it?  A  lot  of  people 
wonder.  Of  course  it  is  good  news  for  a 
politician  to  go  home  and  say.  guess 
what.  I  got  a  tax  break  for  you.  But 
people  at  home  I  think  are  a  little 
wiser  and  understand  at  a  time  of  defi- 
cits a  tax  break,  particularly  for  the 
wealthy  people  and  corporations,  is 
certainly  not  the  right  medicine  for 
the  patients. 

So  now  let  us  fast-forward  to  1  a.m. 
this  morning  when  the  House  Budget 
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Committee  decides  to  put  out  their 
House  Budget  Resolution  and  lay  out 
the  spending  goals  for  Congress  for  the 
next  year. 

Well  they  had  a  problem.  They  not 
only  had  to  deal  with  the  deficit,  they 
had  Co  figure  out  how  to  pay  for  that 
tax  break,  and  so  they  had  to  make 
deeper  cuts  in  spending  in  order  to 
take  care  of  the  Republican  tax  break, 
and  to  come  out  with  the  so-called  bal- 
anced budget  when  it  is  all  said  and 
done. 

So.  where  did  they  turn  to  make  the 
cuts  in  Federal  spending  to  pay  for  the 
tax  break  for  wealthy  individuals  and 
profitable  corporations?  They  turned 
to  Medicare.  In  fact,  they  cut  over  a  7- 
year  period  of  time  $283  billion  from 
Medicare.  Medicare  of  course  is  the 
health  insurance  plan  for  America's 
senior  citizens. 


here  you  have  the  senior  citizens  get- 
ting hit  in  both  directions.  First  they 
do  not  get  the  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment they  anticipated  for  Social  Secu- 
rity, and  then  have  to  pay  for  more 
Medicare. 

For  what?  To  pay  for  the  Republican 
tax  break.  That  to  me  is  upside  down. 
If  we  are  going  to  balance  the  budgets, 
let  us  do  it  in  a  fair  way  and  not  nail 
Medicare  and  Social  Security. 


A  MOTHER'S  DAY  TRIBUTE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  Sunday,  May  14,  1995.  we  will  have 
another  very  joyous  occasion  to  cele- 


brate and  commemorate  a  very  special 
What  does  that  mean  when  you  make     day  for  Americans,  and  so  I  thought  it     participating  in  a  press  conference  at 


home  and  outside  the  home,  and  what 
we  may  not  know  is  that  many  of  them 
are  working  for  less  money. 

For  women  in  many  industries,  tex- 
tiles, apparel  footwear,  for  instance, 
their  pay  has  actually  dropped  nearly  5 
percent  over  the  last  10  years  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  they  are  working  hard- 
er and  working  longer.  In  fact,  one- 
third  of  America's  working  women 
earn  poverty-level  wages. 

Ironically,  many  of  the  gifts  which 
we  traditionally  give  our  mothers  on 
Mothers'  Day  as  expressions  of  our 
gratitude  turn  out  to  be  the  products  of 
industries  which  depend  on  the  depres- 
sion of  wages,  primarily  women's 
wages,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  prod- 
ucts such  as  new  shoes  or  new  hand- 
bags or  new  outfits  and.  yes,  even 
roses. 

Last  Tuesday,  I  had  the  privilege  of 
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a  $283  billion  cut  in  Medicare?  It  means 
that  during  that  7-year  period  of  time, 
every  senior  citizen  in  America  will  be 
asked  to  pay  an  average  of  $3,500  more 
in  premiums  in  Medicare.  So  you  have 
the  seniors,  many  of  them  in  very  low 
income  situations  if  any  income,  pay- 
ing more,  so  that  they  can  in  fact  com- 
pensate for  the  Republican  tax  break. 

That  to  me  raises  some  serious  ques- 
tions of  fairness.  And  make  no  mis- 
take, we  are  talking  about  cuts  in  Med- 
icare. Many  Republicans  will  stand  up 
and  say  it  is  not  really  a  cut.  you 
Democrats  have  it  wrong  all  over 
again.  We  are  increasing  spending 


appropriate  during  the  course  of  delib-  which  we  pointed  out  the  discrepancies 
eration  and  sometimes  making  very  in  wages  between  products  made  in  our 
difficult  decisions  on   behalf  of  all  of    country  and  the  same  products  made 


our  citizens  to  simply  take  a  moment 
to  part  the  waters  and  stop  for  a  mo- 
ment and  pause  and  simply  say  happy 
Mother's  Day,  happy  Mother's  Day  to 
the  mothers,  to  grandmothers,  to 
mothers-in-law,  to  stepmothers,  to  fos- 
ter mothers,  those  mothers  who  take 
in  children,  mothers  who  have  adopted, 
and  act  as  mothers,  those  women  with 
no  relation  by  blood  or  law  but  have 
really  mothered  someone  somehow, 
somewhere,  and  certainly  to  those 
mothers    in    your    neighborhoods    and 


Well,  let  me  try  to  tell  you  what  they    cities  and  towns  and  our  counties  and 


mean  by  that.  Assume  for  a  minute 
that  you  get  a  notice  from  your  bank 
or  savings  and  loan  that  your  mortgage 
payment  just  went  up  $100  a  month. 
That  is  a  source  of  real  concern  for 
m.ost  families.  But  then  your  boss  tells 
you,  incidently  I  am  giving  you  a  raise 
of  $50  a  month. 

Well  you  thank  your  boss.  You  think 
to  yourself,  I  am  still  $50  short.  What 
the  Republicans  are  doing  is  providing 
the  $50  a  month  in  Medicare  increases 
when  the  cost  of  Medicare  is  going  up 
$100,  and  the  same  thing  is  going  to  be 
happening  in  the  out  years.  The  cost  of 
Medicare  goes  up,  but  the  Republicans 
do  not  provide  enough  money  for  it  be- 
cause they  have  to  take  care  of  this  tax 
break  that  they  passed. 

And  then  take  a  look  at  what  they 
did  on  Social  Security.  We  stood  on 
this  floor,  passed  a  resolution  and  said 
no,  not  never,  never  will  we  cut  Social 
Security,  not  even  to  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget.  Just  count  on  it.  And  ev- 
erybody ceremoniously  voted,  went 
home  and  put  out  a  press  release  and 
told  the  seniors  they  never,  never  have 
to  worry,  we  are  never  going  to  touch 
Social  Security. 

Guess  what,  1  a.m.  this  morning  in 
comes  the  House  Republican  budget 
resolution  and  it  cuts  Social  Security. 

It  reduces  the  COLA,  the  cost-of-liv- 
ing adjustment  for  Social  Security.  So 


our  States  and  our  churches  and  syna- 
gogues and  parishes  and  mothers  who 
are  always  there  to  help  someone.  I 
simply  want  to  say  to  you  and  to  all 
Americans  let  us  make  May  14,  1995  a 
very  special  time,  a  very  close  time,  a 
very  rewarding  time  for  that  woman 
who  has  been  so  very  special  to  you. 
Let  us  make  sure  we  say  to  each  and 
every  one  of  those  mothers  and  I  cer- 
tainly want  to  say  to  all  of  those  in  the 
18th  Congressional  District  of  Texas 
happy  Mother's  Day  to  you.  You  de- 
serve it  and  we  could  not  have  done  it 
without  you. 


COME  SHOP  WITH  ME  FOR 
MOTHERS  DAY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Ohio  [Ms.  K.^PTUR]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Sun- 
day America  celebrates  Mother's  Day. 
And  families  all  over  our  country  will 
gather  on  this  day  to  honor  the  women 
who  strive  every  day  both  inside  and 
outside  the  home  to  keep  the  families 
of  America  strong;  a  celebration  they 
richly  deserve. 
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We  all  know  that  American  women 
are  working  more  and  more  inside  the 


overseas,  in  fact,  products  made  by 
U.S.  companies  that  have  outsourced 
production  abroad.  We,  to  demonstrate 
our  point,  dressed  a  mannequin  in 
many  of  these  foreign  goods,  and  on 
the  mannequin  we  had  a  Coach  hand- 
bag, where  American  women  used  to 
earn  $7.42  an  hour,  not  high  wages  by 
any  standards,  but  today  those  bags 
are  being  made  by  Korean  workers 
being  paid  $1.64  an  hour,  and  those 
Coach  bags  cost  nearly  $200.  So  who  is 
making  the  profit  off  those  women? 

Or  Naturalizer  shoes:  women  in  our 
country  used  to  make  $6.95  an  hour  in 
manufacturing  Naturalizer  shoes,  but 
their  wages  and  jobs  are  gone,  and 
those  shoes  are  now  made  in  Brazil, 
where  women  there  earn  47  cents  an 
hour,  out,  ot  course,  Naturalizer  shoes 
cost  well  over  $50.  So  who  is  making 
the  profit  off  those  women? 

Or  take  this  sweater,  a  Chaus  sweater 
that  used  to  be  manufactured  in  the 
United  States,  where  women  earned 
$7.88  an  hour.  Now  this  very  same 
sweater  made  by  that  same  company  in 
China,  where  women  work  for  pennies, 
but,  of  course,  the  sweater  is  not 
cheap.  In  fact,  the  price  tag  on  this  one 
is  over  $40.  Who  is  making  the  profit 
off  those  women? 

Or  take  this  skirt,  manufactured  by 
the  At  Last  Company.  This  skirt  used 
to  be  made  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  Women  workers  earned  $7.49 
an  hour.  Now  this  skirt  is  being  made 
in  India,  and  chances  are  if  a  child  in 
India  helped  make  that  skirt,  which  is 
very  likely,  no  wages  were  paid. 

So  it  being  Mothers  Day,  we  provided 
our  mannequin  with  a  dozen  roses. 
Roses  are  grown  in  this  country,  and 
they  are  harvested,  and  the  average 
wage  of  farm  workers  is  $5  an  hour. 
But,  of  course,  the  roses  that  are  avail- 
able in  this  community  today  are  pro- 
vided through  Colombia,  where  work- 
ers earn  55  cents  an  hour.  But  if  you 


try  to  buy  your  mom  a  dozen  roses  in 
Washington  this  week,  it  is  going  to 
cost  you  $75.  So  ask  yourself,  who  is 
making  the  money  off  of  these  women? 

But  are  we  getting  a  real  bargain  for 
all  of  this  value  for  our  money?  A 
break  for  the  consumer?  Well,  I  ask 
you,  is  a  bargain  a  Coach  handbag  at 
$200  or  Naturalizer  shoes  at  $50  or  a 
Chaus  sweater  at  $40  or  roses  at  "5? 

The  Come  Shop  With  Me  campaign 
asks:  Is  it  worth  it?  Are  we  really  get- 
ting a  good  deal?  Can  the  7,300  people 
who  have  lost  their  jobs  making  hand- 
bags here  in  America  afford  a  $200 
Coach  handbag  made  in  Korea?  Can  the 
17,700  women  who  have  lost  their  jobs 
in  our  country  in  the  footwear  industry 
buy  Naturalizer  shoes  made  in  Brazil 
that  cost  $50?  And  can  the  women  of 
Brazil  or  the  women  of  Korea  or  the 
women  of  India,  can  they  buy  those 
products  on  the  wages  they  earn?  Abso- 
lutely not. 

Over  the  last  decade  in  our  country, 
nearly  300,000  women  workers  have  lost 
jobs  in  the  textile  industry  alone, 
mostly  to  foreign  competition. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  end  by  saying 
the  Come  Shop  With  Me  campaign  will 
continue  over  the  next  few  months  to 
draw  our  attention  to  the  human  cost 
of  trade. 

Tonight  I  say  to  the  mothers  of 
America  and  the  world,  "Happy  Moth- 
er's Day.  We  will  not  forget  you." 


Mrs.  Clayton,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Becerr.^.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Di'RBiN,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  H.wwoRTH)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Brow.n'back,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Metcalf,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  for  5  minutes, 
on  May  16  and  17. 

Mr.  Fo.x  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  her  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee,  for  5  minutes, 
today . 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  GEPHARDT),  for  today  after  4:15 
p.m.,  on  account  of  illness. 

Mr.  Pa.stor  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
GEPHARDT),  for  today  after  5  p.m.  and 
the  balance  of  the  week,  on  account  of 
personal  business. 

Mr.  Tanner  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
GEPHARDT),  for  today  after  5  p.m.  and 
the  balance  of  the  week,  on  account  of 
official  business. 

Mr.  Bono  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today  and  May  12.  on  ac- 
count of  medical  leave. 

Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Armey),  for  today  after 
3:30  p.m.  and  the  balance  of  the  week, 
so  that  she  may  attend  the  graduation 
of  her  son  Reagan  from  Arizona  State 
University. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative programs  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina) 
to  revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  OwEN.s,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeFazio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  LlPlNSKi,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  9  o'clock  and  5  minutes  p.m.). 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Friday,  May  12,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  W.\TT  of  North  Carolina) 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Durbin. 

Mr.  Rush. 

Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Baesler. 

Mr.  Tow-NS. 

Mrs.  Thurman. 

Mr.  Montgomery". 

Mr.  Reed. 

Ms.  Kaptur. 

Mr.  Manton. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Martini  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Bilirakis. 

Mrs.  Roukema. 

Mr.  Dornan. 

Young  of  Florida. 

Forbes. 

Hunter. 

goodling. 

Gunderson. 

Mr.  McKeon. 

Mr.  Horn  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Kaptur )  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  UPTON. 

Mrs.  Fowler. 

Mr.  Goodl.atte. 

Mr.  Trafic.ant. 

Mr.  Rahall. 

Mr.  Mfume. 

Mr.  KIM. 

McCarthy'. 

STOKES. 


Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Ms. 
Mr. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Ms.  PRYCE;  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  144.  Resolution  providinif  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  535)  to  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  the 
Corning  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State 
of  Arkansas  (Rept.  104-116).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  McINNIS:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  145.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  584)  to  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  a  fish 
hatchery  to  the  State  of  Iowa  <Rept.  104-117). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  146.  Resolution  providing 
for  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  614)  to  di- 
rect the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey 
to  the  State  of  Minnesota  the  New  London 
National  Fish  Hatchery  production  facility 
(Rept.  104-118).  Referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar. 


Ms. 


ADJOURNMENT 
KAPTUR.  Mr.   Speaker.  I  move 


that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows; 

By    Mr.    THOMAS    Cor    himself.    Mr. 
Stark.  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.     Cardin.     Mr.     McCRERY.     Mr. 
McDermott,  Mr.  Ensign.  Mr.  Klecz- 
KA.  Mr.  Chhistensen.   Mr.   Lewis  of 
Georgia.  Mr.  Crane.  Mr    Houghton. 
and  Mr.  Sam  Johnson); 
H.R.  1610.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1036  to  require  cir.ploycr  pro 
vided  group  health  plans  to  credit  coverage 
under  a  prior  group  health  plan  against  any 
preexisting    condition    limitation:     to    the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  MONTGOMERY: 
H.R.  1611.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Veterans    Affairs    to    assist    in    alleviating 
housing  shortages  for  active  duty  personnel 
through   interest  rate   buy   downs,   and   for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs,  and  in  addition  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  National  Security,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By    Mr.    SUNNING    of  Kentucky    ifor 
himself.  Mr.  John.ston  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Owens.    Mr.    Parker.    Mr.    McKeon. 
and  Mr.  Traeicant): 
H.R.  1612.  A  bill  to  require  the  general  ap- 
plication   of   the    antitrust    laws    to   major 
league  baseball,  and  for  other  purposes,  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  CONYERS: 
H.R.    1613.    A    bill    to   amend    the    United 
SUtes  Housing  Act  of  1937  to  require  the 
Secretary   of  Housing  and   Urban   Develop- 
ment to  administer  a  program  of  construc- 
tion and  revitalization  of  public  housing,  and 
for  other  purposes;    to   the   Committee   on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 
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By    Mr.     DURBIN     (for    himself.     Mr. 
Kleczka.  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida.  Mr. 

P.\LLONE.    Mr.    ACKER.M.\.\.    Mr.    W.^X- 

.M.\N.    Mr.    McDermott.    Ms.    Pelosi, 
Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Is- 
land.   Ms.    K.APTUR.   Mr    St.-^rk.    Mr. 
Olver.  Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Coleman.  Mr    Gonzalez,   Mr.  Ober- 
STAR.Mr.  Yates,  and  Mr.  Hilll^rd): 
H.R.  1614.  A  bill  to  amend  the  provisions  of 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  relat- 
ing to  medigap  policies  to  eliminate  a^e  rat- 
ing in  premiums,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr    GOODLATTE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
iNGLis      of     South      Carolina.      Mr. 
PosHARD.  Mr,  Hancock.  Mr.  Frank  of 
Massachusetts,  and  Mr.  Bartlett  of 
Maryland): 
H  R    1615    A  bill  to  require  that  a  monthly 
statement  of  costs  charged  against  the  offi- 
cial  mail  allowance  for  persons  entitled  to 
use    the    congressional    frank    be    kept    and 
made  available  to  the  public,  and  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  that  allowance  for  any  Mem- 
ber of  the  House  of  Representatives:  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  UPTON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
BOUCHER): 
H  R.  1616.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Comprehen- 
sive Environmental  Response.  Compensa- 
tion, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  to  provide  a 
process  for  the  allocation  of  liability  among 
potentially  responsible  parties  at  Superfund 
sites:  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By    Mr     McKEON    (for    himself.    Mr. 

GOODLLNG.  Mr.  CUNNINGHA.M.  Mr.  GUN- 

DERSON.  Mr.  RiGGs.  Mr  DeLay.  Mr. 
BOEHNER.  Mr.  Kasich.  Mr.  McIntosh. 
Mr.      Petri.      Mrs.      Roukema.      Mr. 

FUNDERBURK.     Mr.     SOUDER.     Mr.     Fa- 

WELL.  Mr.  Ballenger.  Mr.   Barrett 
of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Hoekstra.  Mr.  Cas- 
tle, Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Sam 
.Johnson.    Mr.    Talent.    Mr.    Green- 
wood.       Mr.        Hutchlnson.        Mr. 
Knollenberg.      Mr.     Graha.m.      Mr. 
Weldon    of   Florida,    Mr.    Norwood. 
and  Mr.  Davis ): 
H  R.  1617   A  bill  to  consolidate  and  reform 
workforce    development    and    literacy    pro- 
grams, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational  Oppor- 
tunities. 

By  Mr  GUTKNECHT  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Metcalf.  Mr  Brownback.  Mr.  Fox. 
Mr  Wa.mp.  Mr,  Rigcs.  Mr.  Neumann. 
Mr.  English  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
SouDER.  Mr,  Davis.  Mr.  Sanford, 
Kllg,    Mr.    S.MITH    of   Michigan, 

COBURN.         Mr  CHRISTENSEN, 

Scarborough,     Mr.     Shadegg. 
LoBioNDO.     Mr.     Radanovich. 

Seastrand.     Mr,     Hayworth. 
Washington,      and 


H  R 


Smith  of 
Largent): 
1618,  A  bill 


Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 

Mr. 


to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  to  impose  certain  limitations 
relating  to  participation  by  a  Member  of 
Congress  in  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System  or  the  Federal  Employees'  Retire- 
ment System:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  and  in  addition 
to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 


By   Ms.    MOLINARI   (for  herself.    Mrs. 
Maloney.     Mr.     Wilson,     and     Mr. 
Paxon): 
H.R.  1619.  A  bill  to  amend  section  227  of  the 
Housing  and  Urban-Rural   Recovery   Act  of 
1983  to  prohibit  owners  and  managers  of  fed- 
erally assisted  rental  housing  from  prevent- 
ing elderly  residents  of  such  housing  from 
owning   or   having   household   pets   in   such 
housing;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services. 

By  Mr.  REGULA  (for  himself.  Mr.  Vis- 
closky.  Mr.  Traficant.  Mr.  Lipinski. 
Mr.  Doyle.  Mr.  Serrano.  Mr.  Acker- 
man.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr.  Klink.  Ms. 
Pelosi.  Mr.  LaTourette.  Mr.  Eng- 
USH  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Mr.  MUR- 
THA): 

H.R.  1620.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  establish  a  pilot  project  providing 
loans  to  States  to  establish  revolving  loan 
funds  for  the  environmental  cleanup  of  sites 
in  distressed  areas  that  have  the  potential  to 
attract  private  investment  and  create  local 
employment:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

H.R.  1621.  A  bill  to  require  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  establish  a  program  under  which 
States  may  be  certified  to  carry  out  vol- 
untary environmental  cleanup  programs  for 
low  and  medium  priority  sites:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  and  in  addition  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  TOWNS: 
H.R.  1622.  A  bill  to  require  the  Consumer 
Product  Safety  Commission  to  ban  toys 
which  in  size,  shape,  or  overall  appearance 
resemble  real  handguns:  to  the  Committet^ 
on  Commerce. 

By   Mr.    NEUMANN   (for   him.self.    Mr. 
Solomon.  Mr.  Chrysler.  Mr,  Tiahrt. 
Mrs.  Cubin.  Mr.  Souder,  Mr.  Coburn. 
Mr.   Dreier.   Mr.   Goss.   Mr,   Zeliff. 
Mr.  Upton.  Mr,   Bartlett  of  Mary- 
land.   Mr.    Graha.m.    Mr.    Roth.    Mr. 
Hilleary.  Mr.  Frisa.  Mrs.  Smith  of 
Washington.     Mr.     Stockman.     Mr. 
COOLEY.   Mr.   Barton  of  Texas.   Mr. 
Metcalf.     Mr.     Scarborough.     Mr. 
Brownback.  Mr.  DoRNAN.  Mr,  Smith 
of  Michigan.   Mr.   Christensen,   Mr. 
Sa.m   Johnson.   Mr.   Gilchre.st.   Mr. 
Hostettler.   Mr.   Combest,   and   Mr 
HORN): 
H.  Con.  Res.  66.  Concurrent  resolution  set- 
ting forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S!  Government  for  the  fiscal  years  19%, 
1997.   1998.   1999.   2000.   2001.   and  2002:   to   the 
Committee  on  the  Budget. 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII, 

79.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial  of 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Alaska,  rel- 
ative to  medical  savings  account  legislation: 
to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  28:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee. 

H.R.  62:  Mr.  Hostettler, 

H.R.  123:  Mr.  Saxton.  Mr.  Kasich,  Mr. 
McCrery.  Mr.  Hoke.  Mr.  Ewing.  Mr.  Rahall. 
Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Zeliff,  Ms.  Dunn  of 
Washington,  Mr.  Chambliss.  Mr.  Cremeans. 
Mr.  Metcalf.  Mr.  Radanomch.  Mrs.  Johnson 
of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Salmon,  and  Mr. 
Whitfield. 

H.R.  373:  Mr.  HiLLIARD  and  Mr. 
Radanovich. 

H.R.  485:  Mr.  CoYNE. 

H.R.  499:  Mr.  Ney,  Mr.  Bono,  and  Mr. 
Stearns. 

H.R  500:  Mr.  Calvert  and  Mr.  KiM. 

H.R.  539:  Mr.  Tauzin.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  Wick- 
er. Mr.  Inglis  of  South  Carolina,  and  Mr. 
Minge. 

H.R.  540:  Mr.  Rahall.  Mr,  Lewis  of  Geor- 
gia. Mr.  Berman.  Mr.  Camp.  Mr.  Saxton.  Mr. 
Owens.  Ms.  Molinari.  Mr,  Lipinski.  Mr.  Fog- 
lietta. Ms.  Slaughter.  Mr.  LaFalce.  Mr, 
Frost.  Ms.  Lowey.  and  Mr.  Moakley. 

H.R.  575:  Mr.  Brownback.  Mr.  Brown  of 
Ohio,  and  Ms.  Furse. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  Abercrombie  and  Mr.  Diaz- 
Balart 

H.R.  582:  Mr.  HUNTER  and  Mr.  Filner. 

H.R,  659:  Mr.  Reynolds.  Mr.  Foley.  Ms, 
Furse,  Mr.  Hansen.  Mr.  Fattah.  Mr.  Sen- 

SENBRENNER.     Mr.     MARTINEZ.     Mr.     HANCOCK. 

and  Mr.  Cle.MENT. 

H.R.  719:  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr. 
Jacobs.  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida,  Ms.  Lowey. 
and  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  743:  Mr.  Cunningham.  Mr,  Riggs.  Mr. 
Castle,  and  Mr.  Hancock. 

H.R.  747:  Mr.  LaFalce  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  752:  Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Hefley.  Mr. 
Laughlin.  Mr,  McCoLLUM.  Mr.  Roth,  and  Mr. 

VOLKMER, 

H.R.  769:  Mr.  Davis. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  Manzullo.  Mr.  INGLIS  of 
South  Carolina.  Mr.  Blute.  and  Mr.  Ganske. 

H.R.  910:  Mr.  Mineta. 

H  H.  yj«:  Mr.  crane. 

H  R.  946:  Mr  BuNN  of  Oregon. 

H.R.  958:  Mr.  Pallone.  Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr. 
Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  Mr.  Quinn. 

H.R.  972:  Mr.  Fox, 

H.R.   991:    Mr.    Lewis   of  Georgia   and   Mr 

W'YDEN. 

H.R.  994:  Mr.  Latham  and  Mr.  Wilson. 

H.R.  1020:  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Torkildsen.  Mr. 
GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland.  Mrs. 
Johnson  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Cre.means,  Mr, 
Gutknecht.  Mr.  McHale.  Mr.  Petri.  Mr, 
Quillen.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Running  of 
Kentucky.  Mr.  Young  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Manzullo.  Mr.  Rahall.  Mr.  McIntosh.  Mr, 
Roberts.  Mr.  Skeen.  Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Bar- 
ton of  Texas,  Mrs.  Clayton.  Mr.  Clinger. 
Mr.  Flanagan.  Mr.  Deutsch.  Mr.  Packard. 
and  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan. 

H.R.  1085:  Mr.  Hoekstra. 

H.R,  1103:  Mr.  Everett. 

H.R.  1118:  Mr.  Schaefer, 

H,R.  1173:  Mr.  Bateman, 

H.R.  1202:  Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Romero-Barcelo.  Mr.  Doyle,  Mr.  Fawell. 
Mr.  Jones,  and  Ms.  Pryce. 

H.R,  1242:  Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mrs. 
Waldholtz.  and  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washing- 
ton. 

H.R.  1264:  Mr,  Frank  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mr.  Frazer. 

H.R.  1278:  Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  TORRES.  Mr, 
Kanjorski,  Mr.  HiLLIARD.  and  Mr.  Olver. 


H.R.  1293;  Mr.  MiNGE. 

H.R.  1300:  Mr.  English  of  Pennsylvania, 
Mr.  Ballenger,  Mr.  Fox,  Mrs.  Myrck.  Mr. 
Rose.  Mr.  Schaefer.  and  Mr.  Hefner. 

H.R.  1363:  Mr.  Tanner.  Mr.  Hefley.  and 
Mr.  iNGLis  of  South  Carolina. 

H.R.  1389:  Mr.  Nadler.  Mr.  Evans,  Mr. 
Serrano,  and  Mr.  Gutierrez. 

H.R.  1406:  Mr.  Murtha,  Mr.  Fattah,  and 
Mr.  Rahall. 

H.R.  1448:  Mr.  Cunningham.  Mr.  Schaefer. 
Mr.  Zeliff.  Mr.  Lightfoot.  Mr.  Cremeans. 
Mr  Hansen.  Mr.  Gilchrest,  Mr.  Dornan, 
and  Mr.  Tejeda. 

H.R.  1559:  Mr.  Emerson.  Mr.  Gene  Green  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas.  Mr.  Hobson.  Mr. 
Klink.  Mr.  Hilliard.  Mr.  Johnston  of  Flor- 
ida. Ms.  Lofgren.  and  Mr.  Luther. 

H.R.  1589:  Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska. 

H.R.  1594:  Mr.  Chabot.  Mr.  Foley,  and  Mr. 
Ballenger. 

H.J.  Res.  16:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky  and 
Mr.  Duncan. 

H.J.  Res.  70:  Mr,  Zimmer.  Mr.  Cunningham. 
Mr.  Shays,  Ms.  Woolsey.  Mr.  Cardin,  Mr. 
Gejdenson.  Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Moran.  Ms. 
DeLauro.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
BoNIOR.  Mr.  Mfume.  Mr.  MEEHAN.  Ms. 
Lowey.  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas.  Mr.  Foglietta. 
and  Mr.  QuiNN. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Dooley.  and 
Mrs.  Lincoln. 


H.  Con.  Res.  47:  Mr  Farr.  Mr.  Fox.  Mr. 
Hinchey.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
McKeon.  Mr.  Norwood,  and  Mr.  Pallone. 

H.  Con.  Res.  50:  Mr.  Solomon. 

H.  Con.  Res.  63:  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H.  Res.  39:  Ms.  Woolsey  and  Mr.  Gejden- 
son. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R.  3.57:  Mr.  LaHood. 

H.R.  1143:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1144:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1145:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1500;  Ms.  Pelosi. 


AMENDMENTS 
Under   clause    6   of   rule   XXIII,    pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  961 
Offered  By;  Mr.  de  la  Garza 
Amendment  No.  63;  On  page  237.  in  line  11 
after    "treatment  works"  insert  "and  appro- 
priate connections". 

On  page  237,  strike  line  14.  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "(c)"  on  line  19  and  insert 
"(b)". 


On  page  237.  on  line  23  redesigTiate  "(d)"  as 
"(c)". 

H.R.  961 

Offered  By;  Mr.  Largent 

AMEND.MENT  No.  64;  Page  232.  strike  lines  13 
through  17  and  insert  the  following: 

"(7)  $2,250,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

"(8»  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

"(9)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

"(10)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999;  and 

"(11)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000.". 

Page  232.  strike  line  18  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  20  on  page  234. 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  32.  line  6.  strike  ••$3,000,000,000"  and 
insert  "2.250.000.000". 

H.R.  %1 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Taylor  of  Mississippi 

AMENDMENT  No.  65:  Page  292.  line  20.  strike 
"and". 

Page  292.  after  line  20.  insert  the  following: 

■•(G)  standards  and  procedures  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  and  economi- 
cally feasible,  require  the  creation  of  wet- 
lands and  other  environmentally  beneficial 
uses  of  dredged  or  fill  material  associated 
with  navigational  dredging;  and 

Page  292.  line  21,  strike  "(G)"  and  insert 
"(H)". 
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THE  MEDIGAP  CONSUMER  PROTECTION 
ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  RICHARD  J.  DLMI.N 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing the  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act 
of  1995.  which  will  help  millions  of  seniors 
hang  on  to  the  private  health  insurance  they 
purchase  to  pay  for  the  deductibles  and  serv- 
ices which  are  not  covered  by  Medicare. 

In  recent  years,  insurance  companies  have 
increasingly  sold  Medigap  policies  whose  pre- 
miums are  determined  usmg  a  method  known 
as  "attained  age  rating".  An  attained  age  pol- 
icy offers  the  buyer  lower  premiums  at  an 
early  age  but  its  premiums  increase  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  aging  of  the  policyholder.  At  various 
age  thresholds  the  insurer  raises  premiums  to 
reflect  the  expected  greater  use  of  health  care 
by  older  policyholders.  Due  to  the  high  infla- 
tion rate  in  the  cost  of  health  care,  all  Medigap 
policy  premiums  increase  with  time,  but  the 
premiums  of  attained  age  policies  increase 
much  more  sharply. 

The  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act 
would  prohibit  annual  Medigap  premium  in- 
creases from  being  based  on  the  age  or  aging 
of  the  policyholder.  This  would  prohibit  insur- 
ance companies  from  selling  any  more  at- 
tained age  Medigap  policies.  Ten  States  al- 
ready prohibit  attained  age  rating  for  Medigap: 
Arkansas,  Connecticut,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Idaho,  Maine,  Massachusetts.  Minnesota,  New 
York,  and  Washington.  The  bill  would  allow 
people  who  have  already  purchased  attained 
age  policies  to  keep  them  if  they  choose  to  do 
so.  However,  insurance  companies  would 
have  to  offer  these  policyholders  the  option  of 
changing  their  insurance  coverage  to  a  policy 
not  based  on  attained  age  rating,  for  example, 
a  community  rated  or  issue  age  rated  policy. 

Most  Medigap  purchasers,  and  many  insur- 
ance agents,  do  not  understand  how  attained 
age  rating  works,  so  prospective  policy  buyers 
often  have  a  difficult  time  in  making  an  in- 
formed decision.  Senior  citizens  who  purchase 
attained  age  policies  and  later  face  unexpect- 
edly arge  premium  increases  as  they  age  find 
it  difficult  to  change  policies  because  they  usu- 
ally must  face  a  6-month  waiting  penod  for 
pre-existing  health  conditions.  When  seniors 
enter  the  Medicare  system — usually  at  age 
65 — they  have  a  6-month  window  of  oppor- 
tunity during  which  they  can  sign  up  for 
Medigap  insurance  without  being  denied  cov- 
erage because  of  pre-existing  conditions.  At 
all  other  times  they  are  subject  to  such  a  pre- 
existing condition  waiting  period. 

The  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act 
would  direct  the  National  Association  of  Insur- 
ance Commissioners  [NAIC]  to  develop  guide- 
lines to  eliminate  attained  age  rating  which 
would  then  be  implemented  in  all  States.  The 


NAIC,  founded  in  1871.  is  the  Nation's  oldest 
association  of  State  public  officials.  It  is  com- 
posed of  the  chief  insurance  regulators  of  all 
50  States,  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  4 
U.S.  terntories.  In  the  past.  Congress  has  re- 
quested similar  action  from  the  NAIC.  which 
has  successfully  completed  these  requests. 

For  instance,  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990  instructed  NAIC  to  de- 
velop model  standardized  benefit  packages  for 
the  Medigap  market.  After  holding  public  hear- 
ings, and  consulting  with  interested  parties, 
the  NAIC  completed  the  standards,  which 
were  approved  t)y  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  and  became  law. 

I  would  like  to  include  in  the  Record  the  fol- 
lowing excerpt  from  a  Consumer  Reports  arti- 
cle of  August  1994  which  describes  the  at- 
tamed-age  pricing  problem  in  the  Medigap 
market: 

Many  companies  have  changed  the  way 
they  price  policies  so  they  can  bait  consum- 
ers with  low  premiums  at  the  outset  and  trap 
them  with  very  high  increases  later  on. 

In  1989.  most  carriers  used  either  "commu- 
nity rates"  or  "issue-age  rates"  to  price 
their  policies.  With  community  rates,  all 
policyholders,  young  or  old.  pay  the  same 
premium.  With  issue-age  rates,  premiums 
will  vary  depending  on  the  age  of  the  buyer. 
But  in  either  case,  the  annual  premium  will 
go  up  only  to  reflect  inflation  in  the  cost  of 
benefits;  it  will  not  rise  because  you  get 
older.  Both  community  and  issue-age  rates 
protect  policyholders  from  steep  annual  in- 
creases. 

Now.  however,  more  and  more  insurance 
companies  are  restoring  to  a  less  benign 
strategy  as  "attained-age  '  pricing.  It  allows 
companies  to  gain  a  competitive  advantage 
by  selling  cheap  policies  to  65-year-olds  when 
they  enter  the  Medicare-supplement  market. 
With  attained-age  pricing,  the  initial  pre- 
miums, especially  for  those  between  65  and 
69.  are  usually  lower  than  for  issue-age  or 
community-rated  policies.  But  there's  a 
catch:  Premiums  will  rise  steeply  as  the  pol- 
icyholder gets  older. 

In  1990.  31  percent  of  all  Blue  Cross-Blue 
Shield  affiliates  sold  policies  with  attained- 
age  rates.  In  1993.  55  percent  did.  At  the  same 
time,  the  proportion  of  Blue  Cross-Blue 
Shield  plans  offering  community  rates  has 
dropped  from  51  percent  to  21  percent.  AARP' 
Prudential  still  offers  community  rates  but 
finds  its  initial  premiums  have  become  less 
competitive  for  policyholders  age  65  to  69. 

Attained-age  policies  are  hazardous  to  pol- 
icyholders. By  age  75.  80,  or  85.  a  policy- 
holder may  find  that  coverage  has  become 
unaffordable — just  when  the  onset  of  poor 
health  could  make  it  impossible  to  buy  a 
new.  less  expensive  policy.  Take,  for  exam- 
ple, an  attained-age  Plan  F  offered  by  New 
York  Life  and  an  issue-age  Plan  F  offered  by 
United  American.  For  someone  age  65.  the 
New  "^'ork  Life  policy  is  about  $114  a  year 
cheaper.  But  by  age  80.  the  New  York  Life 
policyholder  would  have  spent  a  total  of 
S5000  more  than  the  buyer  of  the  United 
American  policy. 

Buyers  are  rarely  warned  of  these  con- 
sequences. Neither  insurers  nor  agents  are 


required  to  tell  consumers  how  expensive  at- 
:amed-age  policies  will  become  over  time.  A 
sales  brochure  from  California  Blue  Cross, 
which  boasts  one  of  the  state's  hottest-sell- 
ing Medicare  supplements,  says  nothing 
about  rate  increases;  it  doesn't  even  mention 
that  rates  are  calculated  on  an  attained-age 
basis.  Of  the  17  agents  our  reporter  heard, 
only  one  discussed  the  way  his  company's 
rates  were  set— and  he  thoroughly  confused 
the  three  methods.  "The  vast  majority  of 
agents  don't  understand  attained-age  pric- 
ing, so  they  can't  possibly  explain  it  to  their 
customers."  says  Mark  McAndrew,  president 
of  United  American. 

Only  10  states — Arkansas,  Connecticut. 
Florida.  Georgia.  Idaho.  Maine.  Massachu- 
setts. Minnesota.  New  York,  and  Washing- 
ton—either require  that  insurers  use  commu- 
nity rates  or  specifically  ban  attained-age 
policies.  In  most  other  states,  insurers  are 
shifting  to  attained-age  policies.  United 
American,  a  large  seller  of  Medicare-supple- 
ment policies,  has  just  notified  state  insur- 
ance regulators  that  it  plans  to  switch  from 
issue-age  to  attained-age  rates.  "We  think 
attained-age  rates  are  a  bad  thing,  but  our 
agents  had  to  eat."  explains  Joyce  Lane,  a 
United  American  Vice  president. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Bonnie  Burns,  a  private  con- 
tractor for  California's  Health  Insurance  Coun- 
seling and  Advocacy  Program  delivered  the 
following  testimony  before  the  House  Health 
and  Environment  Subcommittee  earlier  this 
year: 

The  danger  [with  attained  age  rating]  is 
that  just  when  people  oegin  to  need  more 
and  more  medical  care,  they  will  also  be  hit 
with  much  higher  premiums.  Alternative 
methods  of  calculating  premiums  mean  that 
older  beneficiaries  will  almost  always  pay 
less  than  with  attained  age  rates.  The  im- 
pact of  sharply  increased  premiums  is  mini- 
mized. 

Most  seniors  are  in  the  middle  class  or 
below  and  are  already  spending  about  23  per- 
cent of  their  income  on  health  care  expenses 
according  to  the  AARP,  while  those  under  65 
spend  about  8  percent.  As  people  age  their  in- 
come and  resources  go  down  over  time,  par- 
ticularly for  older  widowed  women,  and  out 
of  pocket  costs  for  health  care  consume  an 
increasingly  larger  part  of  their  income. 
Their  ability  to  absorb  additional  costs  in 
premiums,  deductibles  and  coinsurance  is 
limited. 

Mr.  Speaker,  affordable  premiums  and  reli- 
able health  care  coverage  are  crucial  issues 
for  millions  of  elderly  Americans  on  fixed  in- 
comes. At  age  65.  virtually  all  Americans  rec- 
ognize the  importance  of  good  health  cov- 
erage. Seniors  face  rapidly  increasing  nealth 
costs  as  they  reach  their  seventies  and 
eighties.  It  is  inappropriate  to  lure  seniors  into 
attained  age  policies  which  they  will  not  be 
able  to  afford  if  they  live  for  a  decade  or  two. 
That  IS  why  Consumers'  Union  and  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Senior  Citizens  have  written 
letters  strongly  supporting  the  Medigap 
Consumer  Protection  Act. 

I  would  like  to  close,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  de- 
scribing a  few  of  the  things  the  Medigap 
Consumer  Protection  Act  will  not  do: 
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The  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act  does 
not  place  price  controls  on  the  insurance  in- 
dustry Under  this  bill  each  insurance  carrier 
will  continue  to  set  its  own  rates  and  can 
charge  as  much  or  as  little  as  it  feels  is  pru- 
dent as  long  as  it  continues  to  meet  the  loss 
ratio  requirements  which  are  already  in  place 
under  current  law 

The  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act  does 
not  dimmish  valuable  consumer  choice.  At- 
tained age  rating  makes  it  more  difficult  and 
confusing  for  consumers  to  make  price  com- 
parisons and  compare  different  policies.  At- 
tained age  rating  confuses  prospective 
policybuyers  and  insurance  agents.  Attained 
age  rating  deceives  the  average  Medigap  pur- 
chaser into  purchasing  coverage  which  they 
may  not  be  able  to  afford  later  in  life.  This  bill 
only  prohibits  the  sale  of  any  more  of  those 
policies  that  Consumer  Reports  correctly  de- 
scribed as  bait  and  trap  policies. 

The  Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act  will 
not  force  insurance  carriers  out  of  business. 
Under  current  law,  insurance  carriers  must 
meet  loss  ratio  requirements  of  65  percent  for 
the  individual  market  and  75  percent  for  the 
group  market-  Loss  ratios  represent  how  much 
an  insurance  company  must  spend  on  benefits 
for  each  dollar  it  collects  m  premiums.  For  in- 
stance, a  earner  selling  Medigap  policies  to  in- 
dividuals must  offer  an  average  of  at  least  65 
cents  in  benefits  for  each  dollar  it  collects  in 
premiums.  This  bill  will  still  allow  insurance 
carriers  to  clear  up  to  35  cents  on  each  dollar 
in  premiums  they  collect. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  will  |0in  me  in  cosponsonng  the 
Medigap  Consumer  Protection  Act  and  m 
working  toward  its  enactment  so  we  can  help 
seniors  retain  affordable,  private  Medigap  cov- 
erage as  they  grow  older.  This  legislation  sim- 
ply eliminates  a  type  of  policy  that  ropes  sen- 
iors into  policies  with  deceptively  low  initial 
premiums  followed  by  sharp  increases  when 
those  consumers  may  no  longer  have  the  opj- 
tion  of  switching  to  a  competing  policy. 


PASSAIC  HIGH  SCHOOL  INDIANS 


•   Ihii     bullet  ■  symbol  idennnes  siatemenis  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  ot  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Memt)er  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  MARTINI 

OF  .\EW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  II.  1995 
Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  commemorate  one  of 
the  greatest  high  school  basketball  teams  of 
all  time,  the  191&-25  Passaic  High  School  In- 
dians. Over  'hat  6-year  stretch,  the  Indians  en- 
joyed the  longest  winning  streak  ever  for  a 
high  school,  college,  or  professional  team. 
They  won  an  incredible  159  games  in  a  row. 
From  December  17,  1919,  to  February  6. 
1925,  Passaic  High  was  unbeatable.  In  an  era 
of  low-scoring  basketball,  they  outscored  their 
opponents  by  an  average  of  39  points,  topping 
100  points  a  dozen  times.  They  once  crushed 
an  opponent  145  to  5. 

While  these  teams  were  blessed  with  great 
players,  such  dominance  transcends  individual 
stars  and  usually  begins  with  the  coach.  It  was 
Prof.  Ernest  Blood  that  led  the  charge  for 
these  young  men  for  so  many  years.  Blood 
began  playing  basketball  |ust  a  year  atter  it 
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was  invented,  and  soon  after  he  stopped  play- 
ing he  was  coacixng  In  Potsdam,  NY,  his 
high  school  team  did  no',  bse  to  another  high 
school  team  from  1906  to  1915. 

A  move  to  Passaic.  NJ.  in  1918  brought  him 
to  the  job  that  would  make  him  famous.  Al- 
though his  first  season  was  marred  by  a  de- 
feat in  the  State  championship,  the  streak 
began  on  the  first  day  ot  the  1919  season. 
Win  atter  win  turned  into  State  championship 
after  State  championship.  As  the  streak  pro- 
gressed, the  team  became  the  center  of  atten- 
tion for  this  industrial  city:  A  factory  whistle 
would  indicate  the  results  of  the  game,  two 
loud  blasts  for  a  win,  one  long  blast  for  a  loss. 
Blood's  foresight  and  desire  kept  the  team 
ahead  of  its  time,  and  he  eventually  led  them 
to  five  consecutive  undefeated  seasons.  147 
games  in  all. 

Blood  left  after  the  1923-24  season,  but  the 
streak  continued  well  into  the  next  season,  fi- 
nally coming  to  an  end  in  a  39  to  35  defeat 
at  the  hands  of  Hackensack  High  on  February 
6,  1925.  It  had  been  159  games  since  the  In- 
dians had  experienced  a  defeat,  and  the  mag- 
nitude of  their  accomplishments  did  not  go  un- 
noticed. Coach  Blood  was  the  third  coach  ever 
elected  to  the  Basketball  Hall  of  Fame,  and 
one  of  the  team's  greatest  stars,  Johnny 
Roosma,  was  also  accorded  that  honor. 

And  to  this  day,  the  wonder  teams  of  Pas- 
saic High  are  enjoying  much-deserved  acco- 
lades. On  May  18  of  this  year,  they  will  be  in- 
ducted into  the  Sports  Hall  of  Fame  of  New 
Jersey.  Congratulations  to  the  families  and 
friends  of  all  of  those  connected  with  these 
special  athletes.  Their  accomplishments  are 
rightly  being  enshrined  into  the  memory  ot  our 
great  State,  and  memonalized  for  basketball 
fans  across  the  country. 


STATEMENT  HONORING  RAY  AND 
BETTY  WELLS 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

•y  NK'J.'    i.KP.-^K"^' 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  to  call 
attention  to  the  Girl  Scout  spring  gala  being 
held  by  the  Girl  Scout  Council  of  Bergen 
County.  May  12,  in  Teaneck,  NJ.  They  will 
honor  Ray  and  Betty  Wells,  who  will  receive 
the  Girl  Scouts  Outstanding  Achievement 
Award  tor  their  many  years  of  service  to  the 
Girl  Scouts  and  other  community  and  civic  or- 
ganizations Proceeds  from  this  event  will  ben- 
efit nearly  10.000  girls  and  2.500  Girl  Scout 
volunteers. 

Ray  and  Betty  Wells,  whom  I  have  known 
for  many  years,  are  community  leaders  who 
are  an  inspiration  to  us  all.  Each  has  a 
resume  of  service,  activities,  and  dedication 
that  is  incomparable.  Their  energy  and  enthu- 
siasm are  endless.  It  is  their  brand  of  vol- 
unteerism  and  personal  generosity  that  has 
made  our  county  an  exceptional  place  to  work 
and  raise  a  family.  Bergen  County  has  been 
blessed  to  have  good  citizens  like  Betty  and 
Ray. 

Betty  Wells,  a  Girl  Scout  herself  for  5  years 
as  a  young  girl,  worked  as  a  volunteer  m  Girl 
Scouting  for  more  than  25  years,  highlighted 
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by  10  years  as  the  leader  of  Troops  350  and 
276  in  Paramus  She  was  a  charter  member 
of  the  Order  of  the  Evergreen  and  is  a  recipi- 
ent of  the  "Thanks"  badge,  the  Girl  Scouts' 
highest  honor  for  adults.  She  served  as  the 
association  chainwoman  and  service  team 
chairwoman  in  Paramus. 

Ray  Wells  became  involved  in  the  Girl 
Scouts  through  Betty's  involvement,  serving 
first  for  several  years  as  the  fund  drive  chair- 
man in  Paramus  before  ultimately  taking  on 
the  fundraising  eftorls  for  all  of  Bergen  Coun- 
ty. He  also  served  on  the  board  of  directors. 
An  architect,  he  also  wrote  a  Girl  Scout  marv 
ual  on  building. 

The  Wells'  Girl  Scout  activities  centered,  of 
course,  around  their  daughter,  Holly,  who  en- 
joyed Girl  Scouting  from  age  7  to  17  with  her 
mother  as  troop  leader.  Holly  today  continues 
the  tradition  of  shaping  young  people  as 
owner  and  operator  of  a  preschool  in  Penn- 
sylvania. 

Holly,  of  course,  is  only  one  member  of  Ray 
and  Betty's  lovely  family,  to  whom  they  are  im- 
mensely dedicated.  They  have  two  other 
daughters,  Kerry,  a  secretary  who  lives  in  Fair 
Lawn,  and  Julie,  a  nurse  in  Seoul.  South 
Korea.  Their  son.  Tom.  is  an  attorney.  Peter  is 
director  of  the  Paramus  Building  Department 
and  Jeff  is  the  pnncipal  of  Wells  Associates, 
the  family  architecture  firm. 

Betty  and  Ray.  who  txith  grew  up  in 
Lyndhurst,  moved  in  1953  and  began  their  in- 
volvement in  community  service  almost  imme- 
diately. Both  served  as  Sunday  School  teach- 
ers at  the  Old  Paramus  Reformed  Church, 
where  Ray  was  Sunday  School  supenntendent 
and  Betty  was  a  choir  member,  deacon,  and 
elder.  Betty  joined  the  Stony  Lane  Elementary 
School  Parent-Teacher  Organization  after  their 
children  began  school,  eventually  tjecommg  its 
president.  She  also  was  a  member  of  or  vol- 
unteered at  the  Paramus  Junior  Women's 
Club,  the  Paramus  Garden  Club,  the  Paramus 
Women's  Club,  the  Juvenile  Conference  Com- 
mittee, the  Hermitage  m  Ho-Ho-Kus,  the 
Church  Guild  an  Valley  Hospital. 

Ray  was  a  memtjer  of  or  worked  with  the 
Paramus  Jaycees,  the  George  Washington 
Cemetery  Board,  the  Aviation  Hall  of  Fame, 
the  Bergen  County  Regional  Blood  Center,  the 
Oradell  Planning  Board,  the  Bergen  Museum 
of  Arts  and  Science,  the  Boy  Scouts,  March  of 
Dimes,  and  United  Way.  He  joined  the 
Paramus  Rotary  Club  in  1964  and  went  on  to 
serve  as  a  director,  president,  and  distnct  gov- 
ernor before  becoming  an  international  direc- 
tor of  the  service  organization.  He  headed  up 
Rotary  projects  as  diverse  as  Polio  Plus— an 
eftort  to  eradicate  polio — Preserve  Planet 
Earth  and  restoration  of  the  gazetxj  at  Bergen 
Pines. 

The  Rotary  motto  best  describes  Ray  and 
Betty:  "Service  Above  Self."  Their  good  work 
and  service  to  their  neighbors  and  fellow  men 
are  limitless.  Four  decades  of  community  serv- 
ice IS  a  record  that  few  can  even  come  close 
to  matching.  I  give  my  heartfelt  congratulations 
to  the  Wells  and  wish  them  the  best  tor  the  fu- 
ture. We  are  all  blessed  to  have  you  pass  our 
way.  God  bless  and  Godspeed. 


THE  PAPER  AND  INK  USED  IN  THE 

QRIGir.AL  PIIBLICAT10-.  '.■AY  AFFECT  THE 

QUALITY  OF  THE  MICROFORM  EDITION. 
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CHANGE  OF  COMMAND  OF 
ADMIRAL  SKIP  DIRREN 


HON.  TILUE  K.  FOWLER 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA'^IVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to  Rear 
Adm.  Frank  M.  "Skip"  Dirren,  Jr.,  who  has 
been  the  commander  of  Naval  Base  Jackson- 
ville since  July  of  1992,  and  who  will  be  leav- 
ing us  tomorrow  to  accept  a  new  command  in 
Norfolk,  VA.  Admiral  Dirren  is  a  man  of  char- 
acter, courage  and  compassion  and  an  out- 
standing naval  officer  I  am  proud  to  call  him 
my  fnend. 

If  It  IS  true  that  "nothing  is  really  work  unless 
you  would  rather  be  doing  something  else,"  as 
J.M.  Barne  once  said,  then  Skip  Dirren  has 
not  done  a  lick  of  work  since  he  joined  the 
Navy  In  1964.  He  loves  his  )0b  and  is  the 
quintessential  Navy  man — patnotic,  loyal,  and 
devoted  to  duty.  A  decorated  veteran  heli- 
copter pilot,  he  has  made  the  Navy  his  life, 
and  he  exemplifies  the  virtues  that  I  associate 
with  the  service  at  its  best. 

Skip  IS  also  a  fine  leader  and  good  man  to 
have  in  your  corner,  as  he  has  consistently 
demonstrated  during  ms  tenure  m  Jackson- 
ville. His  turn  at  the  helm  of  our  Navy  complex 
has  helped  to  steer  our  facilities  and  person- 
nel through  some  very  rough  waters,  and  he 
has  strengthened  the  already  good  relation- 
ship between  the  community  and  its  Naval  fa- 
cilities in  many  ways. 

His  community  activism  has  panicularly  en- 
deared him  to  our  citizens,  and  his  warmth 
and  eloquence  have  made  him  a  much 
sought-after  speaker  In  short,  he  has  become 
a  respected  and  beloved  member  of  the  com- 
munity, and  his  generosity,  his  kindness,  and 
his  many  talents  will  be  greatly  missed. 

Mr,  Speaker,  although  the  business  of  the 
House  prevents  me  from  attending  Admiral 
uiirren's  change  of  CuiTirriand  ceremony  tomor- 
row, my  thoughts  will  be  with  him  and  his 
lovely  wife.  Susan,  as  they  celebrate  a  job 
well  done  and  prepare  to  enter  a  new  chapter 
in  their  life  together.  I  hope  they  know  that 
they  take  with  them  the  gratitude  and  affection 
of  our  entire  city.  I  wish  them  both  fair  winds 
and  following  seas. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MORTON  GOULD: 
COMPOSER,  CONDUCTOR,  AND 
FRIEND 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TF.N.SKSSKE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  11.  1995 
Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
highlight  merely  a  few  of  the  countless  accom- 
plishments in  my  dear  fnend  Morton  Gould's 
distinguished  career,   recently  capped  off  by 
his  receipt  of  the  Pulitzer  Prize  for  music  com- 
position. 

A  New  York  native.  Gould  began  this  career 
at  the  early  age  of  six,  when  his  first  composi- 
tion was  published.  His  tutelage  m  piano  and 
composition  continued,  and  by  age  21,  he  was 
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conducting  and  arranging  weekly  orchestra 
radio  programs  for  the  WOR  Mutual  Network. 

Perhaps  Gould's  most  performed  instrumen- 
tal piece  IS  his  "Pavanne,"  from  his  "Second 
Symphonette."  Other  works  familiar  to  all  of  us 
include  "Latin-American  Symphonette,"  "Spir- 
ituals for  Orchestra, "  "Tap  Dance  Concerto," 
"Jekyll  and  Hyde  Variations,"  and  "American 
Salute." 

The  Library  of  Congress  has  commissioned 
his  work,  as  well  as  the  Chamber  Music  Soci- 
ety of  Lincoln  Center,  The  New  York  City  Bal- 
let, and  the  Amencan  Ballet  Theater.  He  has 
composed  scores  for  Broadway  musicals. 
films,  and  both  television  movies  and  series. 

Conductors  worldwide  have  had  the  pleas- 
ure of  directing  performances  of  his  composi- 
tions, and,  as  conductor,  Gould  has  appeared 
with  major  orchestras  in  the  United  States, 
Japan,  Australia,  and  Israel. 

Some  of  Gould's  other  awards  include  a 
Grammy  Award,  several  Grammy  nominations, 
the  1983  Gold  Baton  Award,  the  1985  Medal 
of  Honor  for  Music  from  the  National  Arts 
Club,  and  the  Kennedy  Center  Honors  in 
1994.  He  received  the  Pulitzer  Pnze  this  year 
for  "Stnngmusic."  which  was  composed  at  the 
request  of  Director  Rostropovich.  to  com- 
memorate his  last  season  as  director  of  the 
Washington,  DC,  National  Symphony  Orches- 
tra. 

Gould  served  as  president  of  ASCAP 
(American  Society  of  Composers.  Authors  and 
Publishers]  from  1986  to  1994.  He  has  been 
an  ASCAP  member  since  1935  and  a  board 
member  since  1959. 

Certainly  we  have  all  benefited  over  the 
years  from  his  work  and  know  that  future  gen- 
erations will  benefit  as  well.  Piease  lom  me 
today  in  hononng  one  of  America's  truest 
virtuosos. 


SALUTE  TO  MR.  ROBERT  HEENAN 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUETTA 

OF  PENNSi'LV.-\.SI.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today 
to  honor  Mr.  Robert  T.  Heenan.  the  business 
manager  of  the  International  Union  of  Operat- 
ing Engineers,  Local  542,  who  is  the  1995  re- 
cipient of  the  Salute  to  Labor  Gold  Medal 
Award. 

Mr.  Heenan  joined  the  Operating  Engineers 
Local  542  in  1948  after  completing  his  service 
with  the  U.S.  Army.  He  has  sen/ed  as  the 
business  agent,  collection  manager  for  the 
welfare  and  pension  fund  and  the  business 
manager  for  local  542. 

In  addition  to  his  work  with  local  542,  Mr, 
Heenan  has  served  with  distinction  on  the 
Pennsylvania  State  Housing  Authonty,  the 
CETA  board  of  Bucks  County,  PA  and  the 
Bucks  County  Water  and  Sewer  Authority.  Mr. 
Heenan  is  the  current  vice  president  of  the 
Philadelphia  Building  and  Construction  Trades 
Council  and  the  Pennsylvania  State  AFL-CIO 
Council. 

Mr.  Heenan's  commitment  to  community 
service  has  led  to  significant  strides  in  neigh- 
borhoods throughout  the  Philadelphia  region. 
Under  Mr.   Heenan's   leadership,    local   542's 


May  11,  1995 

apprenticeship  program  has  donated  a  great 
deal  of  assistance  to  local  nonprofit  groups. 
For  example,  Mr.  Heenan  is  responsible  for 
the  reconstruction  of  two  ballfields  at  seventh 
and  Packer  Streets  in  Philadelphia. 

Mr.  Heenan  is  also  a  long-time  supporter  of 
UNICO  Chanties  the  Amencan  Diabetes  Asso- 
ciation, and  the  Marine  Corps  League's  toys 
for  tots  campaign. 

I  |Oin  the  Philadelphia  chapter  on  UNICO. 
Bob's  wonderful  wife  Mary  Heenan,  and  the 
Heenan  children  and  grandchildren  in  rec- 
ognizing Mr.  Robert  Heenan  for  his  fine  con- 
tnbutions  to  his  country  and  community.  I  wish 
him  the  best  of  luck  in  his  future  endeavors 
and  am  confident  that  he  will  continue  to  be  a 
great  contributor  to  communities  throughout 
the  Delaware  Valley. 


THE  MILITARY  HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  G.V.  (SONNY)  MONTGOMERY 

OF  MISSIS.SIFPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
today  introducing  H.R.  1611,  the  Military 
Housing  Assistance  Act  of  1995.  The  purpose 
of  this  measure  is  to  enable  active  duty  mili- 
tary personnel  to  purchase  homes  for  them- 
selves and  their  families  in  areas  where  the 
supply  of  suitable  military  housing  is  inad- 
equate. As  a  result,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense's on-base  housing  costs  could  be  signifi- 
cantly reduced.  This  )oint  Department  of  Veter- 
ans' Affairs/Department  of  Defense  [VA/DOD] 
program  would  be  an  excellent  example  of 
Federal  agencies  working  together  to  enhance 
the  lives  of  our  armed  services  personnel 
while  reducing  DOD  construction  expendi- 
tures. 

Under  this  program,  DOD  would  be  author- 
ized to  buy  down  the  interest  rate  for  certain 
active  duty  personnel  purchasing  off-base 
housing  using  the  VA  guaranteed  home  loan. 
This  buydown  would  lower  the  monthly  mort- 
gage payment  dunng  the  first  3  years  of  the 
loan.  Loans  covered  by  this  proposal  would, 
as  IS  currently  the  case  with  VA  home  loans, 
be  made  by  private  lenders.  The  escrowed 
funds  needed  for  the  buydown  would  be  pro- 
vided to  the  lender  by  the  VA.  DOD  would 
then  reimburse  the  VA.  These  loans  would  be 
processed  in  the  same  way  as  any  other  VA 
loan  which  includes  a  buydown  except  that 
these  loans  would  be  underwritten  at  the  sec- 
ond-year rate  rather  than  at  the  full  note  rate, 
thus  enabling  more  individuals  to  qualify  for 
the  loans.  Additionally,  DOD  would  be  author- 
ized to  indemnity  mortgagees  against  any 
loss,  thereby  covering  the  difference  between 
the  VA  guaranty  and  any  actual  loss  on  the 
sale  of  the  property. 

Eligibility  for  these  loans  would  be  limited  to 
all  enlisted  members  and  officers  in  the  pay 
grade  0-3  or  below  who  are  first-time  users  of 
the  VA  home  loan  program.  Application  for 
participation  in  this  program  would  be  made 
within  12  months  of  assignment  to  a  housing 
shortage  area.  The  service  Secretaries  would 
designate  those  bases  that  have  a  housing 
shortage. 
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An  important  component  of  this  bill  would 
require  individuals  participating  In  the  program 
to  participate  In  comprehensive  prepurchas 
counseling.  It  has  been  demonstrated  that 
counseling  of  this  typ>e  results  in  borrowers 
who  are  better  prepared  to  assume  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  homeownership.  Additionally, 
VA  would  be  authorized  to  assign  qualified  VA 
loan  guaranty  personnel  to  the  bases  des- 
ignated as  having  housing  shortages.  These 
VA  personnel  would  provide  prepurchase 
counseling  and  loan  servicing  assistance  and 
assist  Gl's  with  the  purchase  and  subsequent 
sale  of  their  homes. 

Atter  consulting  with  and  obtaining  the 
agreement  of  the  VA,  DOD  would  be  author- 
ized to  transfer  its  property  management  juns- 
diction  to  the  VA.  Thirty  VA  FTEE  would  be 
authonzed  to  fulfill  these  responsibilities. 

Under  this  bill,  DOD  would  be  authonzed 
Si  04  million  and  $6  million  would  be  author- 
ized for  the  VA.  VA  estimates  these  amounts 
would  provide  for  32,000  loans  per  year. 

I  believe  the  Military  Housing  Assistance  Act 
of  1995  would  establish  an  excellent  program, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  who  would  like  to 
cosponsor  this  measure  to  contact  Bo  Maske 
at  225-5031  or  Beth  Kilker  at  225-9756. 


REMARKS  BY  MAJ.  GEN.  VANG 
PAO  AT  THE  VIETNAM  WAR  ME- 
MORIAL CEREMONY  IN  REMEM- 
BRANCE OF  THE  20TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY OF  THE  FALL  OF  SAIGON 


HON.  ROBERT  K.  DORNAN 

UF  C.ALIFOKNI.^ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Sunday, 
Apnl  30,  I  was  at  the  Vietnam  Memorial  here 
in  Washington.  I  met  personally  with  many 
Vietnam  veterans  and  their  families  at  the  Wall 
there  to  remember  the  sacnfices  of  our  sol- 
diers and  the  20th  anniversary  of  the  tragic  tall 
of  South  Vietnam  to  communism. 

One  of  the  important  ceremonies  that  I  at- 
tended at  the  Wall  was  held  by  the  Counter- 
parts organization  where  thousands  of 
Montagnards,  Hmong,  Laotians  and  Vietnam- 
ese attended  to  mark  the  20th  anniversary  of 
the  tragic  and  bloody  Communist  takeover  of 
their  homelands.  Some  of  those  in  attendance 
at  this  somber  and  important  event  were  Grant 
McClure,  Commanding  Officer  of  Counterparts 
and  former  advisor  to  the  Montagnards  in  the 
Central  Highlands  of  South  Vietnam,  Ambas- 
sador Bill  Colby  former  director  of  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency;  Ma|.  Gen.  Homer  Smith 
head  of  the  Defense  Attache  Office  during  the 
fateful  last  hours  in  Saigon;  Bng.  Gen.  Kor 
Ksor,  a  Montagnard  leader;  Maj.  Gen.  Vang 
Pao,  Commander  of  Military  Region  II  for  the 
Royal  Lao  Army  and  head  of  Hmong  Special 
Forces;  General  Thonglit  Chokbenbun,  Royal 
Lao  Army  Commander;  Dr.  Jane  Hamilton- 
Merntt  the  distinguished  Lao/Hmong  scholar, 
author  and  photojounalist;  and  Philip  Smith, 
Senior  Legislative  Assistant  to  former  U.S. 
Congressman  Don  Ritter  and  current  Director 
of  the  Center  for  Public  Policy  Analysis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  it  is  crucial  for  the 
United  States  and  Thailand  not  to  forget  the 
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tremendous  sacrifices  of  our  former  Vietnam- 
ese, Montagnard,  Hmong  and  Laotian  allies 
dunng  the  Vietnam  War.  I  call  upon  all  Viet- 
nam veterans  and  Amencans  to  oppose  the 
current  U.S.  State  Department  and  Thai  policy 
of  forcibly  repatnating  many  of  these  former 
Hmong  and  Vietnamese  Special  Forces  Com- 
mandos and  combat  veterans  from  refugee 
camps  back  to  the  repressive  Communist  re- 
gimes that  they  fled. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  important  to  make  a  part 
of  the  public  record  the  speech  that  Maj.  Gen. 
Vang  Pao  gave  at  the  20th  Anniversary  Cere- 
mony which  describes  so  well  the  major  con- 
tribution made  by  many  of  our  former  allies 
and  so  many  American  soldiers  dunng  the 
Vietnam  war. 

ST.'KTK.MENT  OF  MAJOR  GENERAL  VANG  PaO 

Dear  Honorable  Guests.  Fellow  Veterans, 
Ladies  and  Gentlemen:  We  are  gathered  here 
today  at  this  ceremony  to  mark  the  20th  An- 
niversary of  the  tragic  fall  of  South  Viet- 
nam. Laos  and  Cambodia  to  invading  Com- 
munist forces.  But.  we  are  also  gathered  here 
to  recognize  and  honor  those  men  and 
women  who  sacrificed  and  lost  their  lives  in 
the  Vietnam  War— the  Second  Indochina 
War— fighting  for  freedom,  democracy,  and 
for  the  peace  and  security  of  Southeast  Asia 
and  the  United  States. 

Tens  of  thousands  of  Lao  and  Hmong  sol- 
diers and  their  families  who  fought  against 
the  invading  Soviet-backed  North  Vietnam- 
ese Army  during  the  war  are  buried  in  un- 
marked graves  in  Laos  and  Vietnam.  TTiey 
fought  to  defend  their  country  and  to  help 
the  United  States  against  the  expansion  of 
Soviet  Communism  through  its  proxy  regime 
in  Hanoi.  But.  their  names  are  not  on  the 
Vietnam  Memorial  Wall  here  in  Washington. 
So.  we  must  be  vigilant  to  keep  alive  their 
memory  in  our  hearts  and  tell  the  story  of 
their  brave  sacrifices  to  our  children  and  our 
children's  children  so  that  their  memory  and 
the  important  cause  that  they  fought  for  is 
not  forgotten  by  future  generations. 

In  Laos,  from  1969  to  1970.  the  Lao  and 
Hmong  Special  Forces  under  my  command 
captured  and  occupied  the  strategic  site  of 
the  Plain  of  Jars  (Thong  Haihin)  which  was 
uiuciai  to  Liie  uverail  coui-se  of  the  war  ef- 
fort. The  Plain  of  Jars  is  near  the  border  of 
North  Vietnam  and  was  controlled  by  three 
North  Vietnamese  divisions.  During  heavy 
fighting  the  Lao  and  Hmong  Special  Forces 
under  my  command  defeated  the  North  Viet- 
namese troops  and  captured  many  Soviet- 
supplied  tanks,  artillery  pieces,  anti-aircraft 
1,'uns.  trucks  and  many  hundreds  of  tons  of 
small  arms  and  other  equipment  which  cost 
Mo.scow  an  enormous  amount  of  money.  The 
Superpowers— the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Unitc'l  States— were  surprised  that  such  a 
small  number  of  Hmong  and  Lao  soldiers 
could  defeat  such  a  large  force  of  the  North 
Vietnamese  Army  and  then  occupy  and  de- 
fend the  Plain  of  Jars.  This  battlefield  vic- 
tory saved  many  Americans  from  having  to 
fight  against  these  North  Vietnamese  troops 
and  their  weapons  as  well  as  greatly  slowing 
the  advance  of  Communism  in  Southeast 
Asia  for  many  additional  years. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  the  major  con- 
tribution made  by  the  Lao  and  Hmong  sol- 
diers of  the  Royal  Lao  Army  in  locating  and 
destroying  many  of  the  North  Vietnamese 
Army's  supply  lines  along  the  Ho  Chi  Minh 
Trail.  The  LaoHmong  Special  Forces  caused 
heavy  losses  to  the  North  Vietnamese  troops 
and  rescued  many  hundreds  of  downed  Amer- 
ican pilots. 

The  United  States  did  not  lose  the  Viet- 
nam   War   on    the   battlefield.    The    United 
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SUtes  withdrew  from  the  Indochina  War  in 
1975  because  of  world  politics.  U.S. -Soviet  de- 
tente. American-Chinese  relations  and  U.S. 
domestic  opposition  to  the  War.  However. 
the  United  States  eventually  won  the  war  in 
world  politics  in  the  struggle  between  Com- 
munism and  Capitalism.  Communism  in  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Europe  collapsed 
with  the  help  of  freedom  fighters  like  the 
Hmong  and  Lao  combat  veterans  who  as- 
sisted the  United  States  in  resisting  the  ex- 
pansion of  international  Communism.  Many 
Communist  countries  changed  to  become 
free  countries  because  of  the  sacrifices  of  the 
Laotian  and  American  men  and  women  who 
defended  freedom  and  democracy  during  the 
Cold  War.  Therefore,  we  must  recognize  and 
honor  those  men  and  women-in-arms  who 
fought  and  died  in  the  Vietnam  War  and  re- 
member that  freedom,  democracy  and  peace 
will  once  again  return  to  Laos,  Vietnam  and 
Cambodia  in  the  near  future. 

Thank  you  for  joining  me  here  today  to 
mark  this  important  occasion.  God  bless  you 
all. 


CENTRAL  NEW  YORK:  NATION'S 
FIRST  PEE  WEE  WORLD  HOCKEY 
CHAMPIONS 


HON.  JAMES  T.  W.USH 

OK  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  I  was  as 
proud  as  I  could  be.  or  thought  I  could  be.  of 
some  very  special  young  athletes  in  my  home 
distnct,  the  Syracuse  Stars  Pee  Wee  Hockey 
Team.  They  had  won  the  USA  Nationals  and 
all  of  Our  hometown  was  awash  in  publicity 
and  congratulations. 

Today  I  am  eager  to  report  that  the  same 
team  has  once  again  prevailed.  They  are  now 
the  holders  of  the  World  Cup  of  Pee  Wee 
Hockey,  having  won  on  February  19  this  year 
the  36th  Annual  Tournoi  De  Quet)ec  in  Que- 
bec City.  The  tournament  hosted  115  teams 
from  17  countries.  The  Stars  defeated  teams 
from  Russia,  Ui^rainc,  Octroi;,  ana  Toronto  on 
their  way  to  becoming  the  first  United  Stales 
team  to  ever  win  the  World  Cup 

To  put  this  tournament  m  perspective,  more 
than  550  former  or  present  NHL  players  have 
participated,  including  Wayne  Gretzky,  Brett 
Hull,  and  Mario  Lemieux. 

The  players  are  Daniei  Bequer,  goalie,  of 
North  Syracuse;  Brian  Balash.  forward,  of  Au- 
burn; Gary  Baronick.  fon/varO.  of  North  Syra- 
cuse: Drew  Bucktooth.  forward,  of  the  Onon- 
daga Indian  Nation,  Tim  Connolly,  forward,  of 
Baldwinsville:  Jeremy  Downs,  defense,  of  Syr- 
acuse, Joshua  Downs,  defense,  of  Syracuse; 
J.D  Forrest,  defense,  of  Auburn,  Todd  Jack- 
son, forward,  of  Corlland;  Josh  Jordan,  for- 
ward, of  Marathon:  Tom  LeRoux.  forward,  of 
Syracuse:  Doug  MacCcrmack.  forward,  of 
Cortland,  Matt  Magiome.  defense,  of  North 
Syracuse:  Freddy  Meyer,  defense,  of  New 
Hampshire;  Anthony  Pace,  forward,  of 
Corlland,  Steve  Pakan,  defense,  of  Syracuse; 
Mike  Saraceni,  goalie,  of  North  Syracuse;  and 
Ricky  Williams,  forward,  of  McGraw.  Head 
Coach  Don  Kirnan  was  assisted  by  coaches 
Mike  Connolly  and  John  Jackson  and  man- 
ager Chris  Kirnan. 

Freddy  Meyer  won  the  Tournament  MVP 
trophy  and  Drew  Bucktooth  won  the  Grand  Fi- 
nale Game  MVP.  Tim  Connolly  was  top  scorer 
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of  the  tournament  and  along  with  Anthony 
Pace  was  named  a  single-game  MVP.  Dan 
Bequer  gave  up  only  two  goals  in  the  last 
three  games,  which  proved  for  some  exciting 
hockey,  especially  in  the  Stars'  5-2  final  game 
win  over  the  Toronto  Young  Nationals. 

I  ask  that  my  colleagues  |oin  me  m  con- 
gratulating these  young  athletes  for  their  per- 
formance, and  for  bringing  home  to  the  United 
States  our  first  World  Cup  of  Pee  Wee  Hock- 
ey. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE  FOOD 
SERVICE  STAFF  AT  THE  MIDDLE 
COUNTRY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 


HON.  MICHAEL  P.  FORBES 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
congratulate  the  excellent  food  service  staff  at 
Middle  Country  School  Distnct  m  Centereach, 
Long  Island,  NY,  for  their  hard  work  and  out- 
standing sen/ice. 

Next  week,  we  will  begin  to  celebrate  Na- 
tional Child  Nutrition  Week,  and  it's  an  impor- 
tant time  for  us  all  to  focus  on  the  health  and 
well-being  of  our  children.  For  the  food  sen/ice 
staff  at  Middle  Country  schools,  however, 
every  week  is  Child  Nutrition  Week  and  every 
day  IS  an  opoortumty  to  make  sure  that  chil- 
dren are  eating  healthy  and  staying  fit. 

These  individuals  at  the  Middle  Country 
schools  continually  go  above  and  beyond  the 
call  of  duty.  Their  work  is  not  |ust  another  job. 
It  IS  an  important  vocation.  They  are  entrusted 
with  our  society's  most  precious  posses- 
sions— our  children.  In  their  delicate  hands, 
we  place  the  crucial  responsibility  that's  usu- 
ally |ust  reserved  for  mothers  and  fathers — the 
responsibility  of  caring  for  our  children.  The 
food  service  workers  rise  to  this  occasion  gra- 
ciously, and  they  gently  nuture  our  students. 

The  food  service  staff  who  work  at  the  Mid- 
dle Ccuntr,'  schools  know  that  the  little  things 
make  all  the  difference.  They  go  out  of  their 
way  to  make  sure  that  a  particular  little  boy 
finishes  his  milk  or  a  certain  little  girl  sticks  to 
her  special  diet.  For  this  extra  effort,  we  are 
most  grateful,  and  on  behalf  of  all  of  the  peo- 
ple of  eastern  Long  Island,  I  would  like  to 
thank  them  for  a  )0b  well  done.  They  truly  are 
role  models.  Their  example  can  teach  us  all. 

I  would  also  like  to  extend  a  special  note  of 
congratulations  and  gratitude  to  Audrey 
Prentice,  the  coordinator  of  the  Middle  Country 
School  Distnct's  food  service  program.  Audrey 
is  a  tireless  champion  for  the  health  and  wel- 
fare of  our  society's  most  vulnerable  mem- 
bers. Her  heart  is  m  her  work  and  that  makes 
all  the  difference.  I  am  very  thankful  for  all  of 
her  wisdom,  her  counsel,  and  her  service. 


WELCOME  TO  JESSAMINE  COUNTY 
MIDDLE  SCHOOL 

HON.  sconr  baesler 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  BAESLER   Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  delighted 
to  welcome  Jessamine  County  Middle  School 
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from  Nicholasville,  KY,  to  Washington,  DC,  on 
their  annual  trip. 

There  is  a  proud  history  in  our  Nation's 
Capital  and  I  am  pleased  that  these  fine 
young  men  and  women  are  able  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  educational  opportunities  avail- 
able here  m  Washington. 


REMEMBERING  THE  ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  the  more  than  1.5  million  victims  of  Ar- 
menian genocide  who  perished  79  years  ago, 
and  their  families  who  still  to  this  day  remem- 
ber this  crime  against  humanity  with  the  same 
intensity  and  pain  that  was  felt  during  8  years 
of  murder,  plight,  and  savagery. 

For  3,000  years,  Armenians  and  Armenian 
culture  had  thrived  m  the  area  covered  by  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  The  Turkish  authonties  in 
power  in  1915,  however,  systematically  wiped 
out  nearly  two-thirds  of  its  Armenian  popu- 
lation. They  first  executed  intellectuals  and 
doctors,  then  adult  males,  leaving  the  elderly, 
the  very  young,  and  women  defenseless,  as 
the  Turkish  Government  forced  them  on  death 
marches  through  the  deserts. 

In  8  short  years,  Turkey  managed  to  slaugh- 
ter a  vibrant,  thriving,  indigenous  population, 
whose  descendants  today  are  ever  vigilante  in 
their  reminding  the  world  never  to  repeat 
crimes  of  this  magnitude  again. 

For  too  long,  people  have  ignored  or  forgot- 
ten this  unimaginable  atrocity.  The  time  has 
come  for  the  United  States,  and  people  every- 
where, to  remember  and  honor  the  victims  of 
this  brutal  cnme  against  humanity.  It  is  imper- 
ative that  we  all  remember  the  incredible  inhu- 
manity of  which  people  are  capable,  for  to  re- 
member IS  to  be  vigilant.  And  vigilance  is  the 
only  way  we  can  ever  keep  such  atrocities 
from  reoccurring.  Through  these  efforts  we 
can  promote  peace  and  goodwill  among  all 
nations  and  cultures.  We  must,  for  if  not  all 
that  we  consider  humanity  will  be  lost. 


CUTS  ENDANGER  OUR  ELDERLY 


HON.  RONALD  D.  COLEMAN 

OK  TEX.\.S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Repub- 
lican party  IS  certainly  full  of  contradictions.  Six 
months  after  signing  a  "Contract  With  Amer- 
ica" that  included  a  platform  promising  fair- 
ness for  senior  citizens,  they  propose  a  budg- 
et that  will  harm  the  poorest  and  the  least 
healthy  of  our  Nation's  older  population.  The 
House  Republican  budget  outlines  cutting 
Medicare  funding  by  S270  billion  over  the  next 
7  years.  In  the  same  period  of  time,  they  pro- 
pose that  we  atxjicate  responsibility  for  the 
Medicaid  to  the  States,  while  decreasing  the 
funding  by  Si 84  billion.  In  order  to  justify  their 
cuts,  they  are  insisting  that  without  reform,  the 
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Medicare  Program  will  be  bankrupt  by  the 
year  2002. 

Frankly,  their  new  position  makes  very  little 
sense.  After  all,  nothing  is  being  done  to  actu- 
ally reform  the  system.  Capping  Medicare 
spending  is  not  reform.  Last  year,  President 
Clinton  and  the  Democratic  leaders  in  Con- 
gress struggled  to  reform  the  whole  health 
care  system,  and  to  prevent  the  very  crisis  in 
Medicare  that  the  Republicans  decry  today. 
Republicans  refused  to  assist  in  the  health 
care  debate,  and  preferred  partisan  sniping. 
They  were  hiding  their  heads  in  the  sand. 
They  were  all  too  eager  to  chticize  the  Demo- 
cratic reform  that  would  have  applied  small 
Medicare  savings  to  comprehensive  health 
care  reform. 

This  year,  we  hear  nothing  of  comprehen- 
sive reform.  We  are  moving  no  closer  to  uni- 
versal and  affordable  coverage.  There  are  no 
genuine  efforts  to  make  our  health  care  sys- 
tem more  effective  and  more  affordable.  But 
the  Republicans  are  talking  about  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  cuts.  The  cuts  that  they  are  pro- 
posing will  not  go  toward  saving  Medicare,  or 
ensunng  universal  coverage,  but  toward  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthy. 

The  Republican  party,  which  proudly  au- 
thored a  bill  entitled  the  "Senior  Citizens  Fair- 
ness Act"  now  proposes  to  take  a  hit  and  the 
poor  and  the  sick  elderty,  without  putting  one 
penny  back  into  their  health  care.  They  are  of- 
fering us  all  the  pain  of  cuts,  without  the  bene- 
fits of  reform.  Cuts  like  these  are  misguided, 
and  should  not  be  tolerated.  Many  people  who 
have  made  tremendous  contributions  to  this 
Nation,  people  in  the  twilight  of  their  life,  will 
suffer  as  a  result  of  this  budget. 


SUPERFUND  LIABILITY 
ALLOCATION  ACT  OF  1995,  H.R.  1616 


HON.  ntED  UPTON 

OF  MICHIG.^N 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11,  1995 
Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  ever  a  Federal 
program  needed  reform,  it  is  the  Supertund 
Program.  It  was  first  created  m  1980  under  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  &  Liability  Act  [CERCLAJ.  It 
was  changed  and  reauthonzed  in  1986  under 
the  Supertund  Amendments  and  Re-authonza- 
tion  Act  [SARA].  It  was  supposed  to  be  reau- 
thorized in  the  last  Congress  and  committees 
in  the  House  and  in  the  other  body  reported 
comprehensive  reform  bills,  but  this  effort  fell 
short  in  the  final  days  of  the  session. 

At  the  center  of  the  Supertund  Program  are 
liability  provisions  arguably  more  draconian 
than  found  in  any  other  Federal  statute. 
Supertund  liability  is  retroactive,  meaning  that 
potentially  responsible  parties  can  be  held  lia- 
ble for  lawful  actions  taken  before  enactment 
of  CERCLA  or  SARA.  Supertund  liability  is 
also  stnct,  meaning  that  there  is  no  need  to 
prove  negligence  to  establish  liability.  It  is  also 
joint  and  several,  meaning  that  a  party  or  par- 
ties that  contributed  small  amounts  of  contami- 
nation to  a  contaminated  site  can  be  held  lia- 
ble for  all  cleanup  expenses. 

With  Supertund  site  cleanups  now  averag- 
ing S30  million,  the  incentive  to  avoid  any  li- 
ability at  any  cost  is  strong.  Small  wonder  that 
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Supertund  has  launched  a  tidal  wave  of  litiga- 
tion. At  least  $1  in  $4  spent  on  Supertund 
cleanups  is  spent  on  lawyers  and  tne  consult- 
ants needed  to  support  lawyers  in  litigation  to 
avoid  Supertund  liability  or  to  transfer  liability 
to  other  parties  via  so-called  contribution  suits. 

In  my  district,  one  of  these  contribution  suits 
eventually  involved  more  than  700  firms  and 
organizations.  More  recently,  a  firm  that  had 
negotiated  a  cleanup  plan  costing  nearly  S20 
million  with  EPA  turned  around  and  filed  con- 
tribution suits  against  three  dozen  local  firms. 
More  important  than  the  moneys  involved, 
these  Supertund-driven  suits  have  divided 
whole  communities  and  created  resentment 
that  will  last  for  years.  This  can't  be  what  Con- 
gress wanted  to  happen  when  the  program 
was  created. 

In  response  to  these  unpleasant  realities,  I 
am  today  joining  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Boucher],  in  introducing  the  Liability  Allo- 
cation Act  of  1995.  Mr.  BOUCHER  and  I  first  ad- 
dressed these  issues  in  November  1993  in  the 
Supertund  Liability  Reform  Act  (H.R.  3624). 
After  negotiations  with  the  administration  and 
other  Supertund  stakeholders,  we  introduced  a 
revised  version  of  H.R.  3624  as  H.R.  4351, 
also  entitled  the  Supertund  Liability  Allocation 
Act.  This  latter  measure  became  section  412 
of  H.R.  3800,  as  reported  by  the  then  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Commerce,  and  section 
413  of  the  same  bill  as  reported  by  the  then 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation. As  I  mentioned  earlier,  H.R.  3800  was 
not  considered  by  the  House  pnor  to  adjourn- 
ment in  1994. 

This  legislation  would  create  an  entirely  new 
system  of  liability  under  Supertund,  one  based 
upon  proportionality  and  the  allocation  of  liabil- 
ity shares  among  potentially  responsible  par- 
ties. It  places  a  moratorium  on  the  commence- 
ment of  cost  recovery  and  contribution  suits 
for  cleanup  costs  until  the  allocation  process  is 
concluded  and  a  stay  on  all  existing  cost  re- 
covery and  contribution  litigation.  Each  party's 
liability  would  be  calculated  in  expedited  man- 
ner; parties  will  pay  only  their  equitable  share 
of  the  cleanup  costs,  those  clearly  related  to 
their  respective  roles  at  the  site  and  to  the 
amount  of  waste  they  actually  contribute:  fi- 
nally, the  expedited  process  for  assigning  li- 
ability and  the  limited  court  review  of  that 
process  should  significantly  decrease  trans- 
action costs  for  all  parties  at  Supertund  sites. 

The  new  system  established  under  this  bill 
would  operate  as  follows; 

First,  after  a  site  is  listed  on  Supertund's 
National  Priority  List,  EPA  notifies  all  parties  at 
the  site  that  they  are  required  to  participate  in 
the  liability  allocation  process. 

Second,  the  parties  choose  from  an  EPA- 
approved  list  of  pnvate  allocators  to  conduct 
the  allocation. 

Third,  EPA  and  any  of  the  parties  may 
nominate  additional  parties  to  be  included  in 
the  process  or  may  excuse  parties  from  the 
process. 

Fourth,  EPA  IS  able  to  provide  expedited 
settlements  to  "de  minimis"  and  "de  micromis" 
parties  to  enable  such  parties  to  avoid  having 
to  participate  in  the  1 8-month  allocation  proc- 
ess, satisfying  small  business'  major  concern. 

Fifth,  the  allocator  is  armed  with  the  nec- 
essary information-gathering  powers,  including 
subpoena  power,  and  is  able  to  enforce  such 
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powers  with  the  backing  of  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment. Parties  who  do  not  cooperate  m  provid- 
ing information  are  subject  to  stift  civil  and 
criminal  penalties. 

Sixth,  each  party  is  given  the  opportunity  to 
be  heard,  including  submitting  an  initial  state- 
ment and  commenting  on  the  draft  allocation 
report  before  the  final  report  is  issued. 

Seventh,  atter  considering  the  "Gore  Fac- 
tors"— including  the  party's  role  at  the  site  and 
the  toxicity  and  volume  of  material — the  allo- 
cator issues  a  report  identifying  each  party's 
share  of  liability  for  the  cleanup  costs  at  the 
site. 

Eighth,  each  party  may  settle  with  the  EPA 
based  on  its  allocated  share.  As  consideration, 
the  party  is  shielded  from  joint  and  several  li- 
ability and  from  actions  for  contribution  from 
other  parties.  Any  party  who  rejects  its  allo- 
cated share  will  be  exposed  to  joint  and  sev- 
eral liability  and  remains  unprotected  from 
contribution  suits.  Although  the  allocation  is 
nonbinding  as  to  the  parties,  the  exposure  to 
joint  and  several  liability  serves  as  a  disincen- 
tive to  reject  the  allocated  share. 

Ninth,  the  Government  is  bound  by  the  allo- 
cation unless  there  is  proof  of  bias,  fraud  or 
unlawful  conduct  on  the  allocator's  part  or  if 
"no  rational  interpretation  of  the  facts  before 
the  allocator,  in  light  of  the  factors  he  is  re- 
quired to  consider,  would  form  a  reasonable 
basis"  for  the  allocation.  The  Government  only 
has  180  days  during  which  such  review  can 
occur,  after  which  the  right  to  reject  the  alloca- 
tion IS  waived. 

Tenth,  the  orphan  share — for  defunct  and 
insolvent  parties — is  paid  out  of  the 
Supertund. 

Eleventh,  the  Government  reimburses  par- 
ties who  pay  for  the  cleanup  for  amounts 
spent  beyond  their  allocated  shares.  The  Gov- 
ernment also  pursues  recalcitrant  parties  who 
fail  to  pay  their  allocated  shares. 

Mr,  Speaker,  many  interests  worked  to- 
gether  in    developing    this    legislation.    If   the 

Sda'^e    that    cijrrocc    haQ    manu    fathers    While 

failure  is  an  orphan  is  accurate,  than  the  fa- 
ther of  this  excellent  proposal  is  my  cosponsor 
and  learned  friend  from  Virginia,  Mr.  Boucher. 
We  have  cosponsored  several  bills  in  the  past 
and  each  of  these  bills  has  done  well  in  the 
legislative  process.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  join  him 
again  m  offenng  this  legislation. 

We  urge  every  Member  of  this  House  to  join 
us  m  cosponsoring  H.R.  1616,  the  Supertund 
Liability  Allocation  Act  of  1995,  and  ask  that 
they  call  David  Luken  of  my  staff  (ext.  53761) 
or  Andrew  Wright  of  Mr.  Boucher's  staff  (ext. 
53861)  to  do  so. 


RABBI  AND  REBBETZEN  RYBAK 
HONORED 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  MARTINI 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11,  1995 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Sunday 
night,  May  14,  1995.  Rabbi  Dr.  Solomon 
Rybak  and  Rebbetzen  Dr.  Shoshana  Rybak 
will  observe  the  completion  of  10  years  aftili- 
ation  with  the  congregation  and  service  to  the 
Passaic  and  Clifton  communities  at  Congrega- 
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tion  Adas  Israel  in  Passaic.  New  Jersey.  I  con- 
gratulate them  and  wish  them  all  the  t)esl  as 
they  celebrate  this  truly  special  occasion. 

Rabbi  and  Rebbetzen  Rybak  have  been 
recognized  as  exceptional  personalities  in  the 
Passaic-Clifton  area  as  well  as  m  the  larger 
metropolitan  New  York-New  Jersey  edu- 
cational community.  Both  have  attained  signifi- 
cant achievements  in  furthenng  Jewish  edu- 
cation and  values.  Upon  completing  his  stud- 
ies at  Yeshiva  University  and  receiving  rab- 
binical ordination  from  the  late,  renowned 
torah  giant  Rabbi  Dr.  Joseph  Soleveitchik, 
Rabbi  Rybak  served  as  Rabbi  Soleveitchik's 
research  assistant  m  the  Rogosm  Institute  of 
Ethics.  Rabbi  Rybak  was  appointed  by  Dr. 
Samuel  Belkin,  President  of  Yeshiva  Univer- 
sity, to  the  position  of  Rosh  Yeshiva  at  the  Ye- 
shiva University  High  School  and  held  that  po- 
sition for  27  years.  Rabbi  Rybak  earned  his 
Ph.D  in  Semitic  languages  from  the  Bernard 
Revel  Graduate  School  of  Yeshiva  University 
and  has  lectured  and  published  on  educational 
and  Halachic  topics.  In  addition  to  his  duties 
as  spiritual  leader  of  Congregation  Adas  Is- 
rael. Rabbi  Rybak  Is  a  Professor  of  Jewish 
Studies  at  Touro  college,  serves  as  the  editor 
of  CHAVRUSA,  the  professional  publication  of 
the  Yeshiva  University  Rabbinical  Alumni  and 
IS  a  member  of  the  executive  board  of  the 
Rabbinical  Council  of  America. 

Equally  accomplished,  Rebbetzen  Rybak 
has  balanced  the  dual  role  of  a  Rebbetzm  and 
a  professional  in  her  daily  routine  Rebbetzen 
Rybak  was  educated  m  both  Israel  and  m  New 
York  and  holds  a  Jewish  Teacher's  Diploma 
from  Beth  Jacob  Seminary  and  a  Doctorate  in 
school  and  clinical  psychology  from  Pace  Uni- 
versity. Rebbetzm  Rybak  has  been  involved  in 
many  of  the  congregation's  programs,  con- 
centrating on  the  youth  Yom  Tov  celebrations 
and  the  congregation's  Simchat  Torah.  Punm, 
and  Yom  Haatzmaul  festivals.  As  a  therapist 
and  licensed  psychologist.  Dr.  Rybak  has 
been  involved  with  several  groups  of  excep- 
tional children  including  the  handicapp)ed,  the 
developmentally  disabled  and  the  gifted.  She 
is  currently  the  clinical  coordinator  at  the  He- 
brew Academy  for  Special  Children  [HASCj  in 
Brooklyn  and  is  a  member  of  several  profes- 
sional organizations  including  the  Amencan 
Psychological  Association,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  School  Psychologists,  and  the  Coun- 
cil for  Exceptional  Children. 

Upon  their  arnval  in  Passaic  in  1984.  Rabbi 
and  Rebbetzen  Rybak  found  a  diversified 
community  representing  the  full  spectrum  of 
modern  Jewish  society.  In  a  quiet  and  unas- 
suming manner  Rabbi  and  Rebt)etzen  Rybak 
began  actively  participating  in  the  ongoing  re- 
vitalization  of  the  Passaic-Clifton  community. 
The  conthbutions  of  Rabbi  and  Rebbetzen 
Rybak  over  the  past  10  years  have  tjeen  in- 
strumental in  continuing  to  make  Passaic  and 
Clifton  attractive  to  young  Jewish  couples 
looking  for  a  vibrant  area  in  which  to  establish 
their  home.  Their  dedication  to  community 
sen/ice  and  education  serves  as  a  role  model 
and  inspiration  to  all.  I  salute  these  two  fine  in- 
dividuals, and  can  only  say  that  I  am  proud  to 
call  them  members  of  the  Eighth  Congres- 
sional Distnct  of  New  Jersey. 
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RACHEL  D.  KILLIAN. 
SCRIPTWRITING  CO^^^EST  WINNER 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JH 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  each  year  the 
Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  of  the  United  States 
and  its  ladies  auxiliary  conduct  the  Voice  of 
Democracy  broadcast  scnptwriting  contest. 
This  past  year,  more  than  126,000  secondary 
school  students  participated  m  the  contest 
competing  for  the  54  national  scholarships  to- 
taling more  than  Si  09,000. 

This  year's  Tennessee  winner  is  Rachel  D. 
Killian,  a  junior  at  South-Ooyle  High  School. 
Miss  Killian  is  an  active  memlser  of  her  stu- 
dent council,  enjoys  reading  and  drama,  and 
belongs  to  Knoxville  Youth  m  Government. 
She  plans  a  career  in  television  and  radio 
journalism-communications.  Miss  Killian  was 
sponsored  by  VEW  Post  1733  and  its  ladies 
auxiliary  m  Knoxville,  TN. 

I  would  ask  that  Miss  Killian's  essay.  "My 
Vision  for  Amenca"  be  entered  into  the 
Record.  I  behave  we  can  all  benefit  from  her 
insightful,  patriotic  remarks; 

My  Vision  for  a.merica 

This  country  was  founded  by  people  of 
yreat  vision.  Although  they  came  from  dif- 
ferent countries  and  backj?rounds.  they  had  a 
common  dream  which  brought  them  to- 
gether—the dream  of  a  land  where  they 
could  have  better  lives.  By  working  together, 
these  strong  pioneers  made  this  dream  of 
freedom  and  opportunity  a  fantastic  reality 
we  call  ■■America." 

During  the  past  two  hundred  years,  this  vi- 
sion of  freedom  has  appealed  to  many 
trapped  under  oppressive  governments. 
Thousands  found  their  way  to  America  each 
year,  escaping  from  wars,  hunger,  political 
unrest  and  religious  persecution.  They  found 
a  haven  in  America.  These  immigrants  are 
our  ancestors.  They  are  our  relatives  not 
necessarily  by  blood,  but  by  a  common  herit- 
age. They  endured  many  pains  and  sacrifices 
to  arrive  here.  Many  had  noting  to  hang  on 
to  but  a  dream. 

These  early  .Americans  were  genuinely 
grateful  for  every  opportunity  they  were 
given.  They  respected  the  government  for  all 
it  provided  and  gladly  participated  in  the  du- 
ties of  citizenship.  Unlike  the  grateful  citi- 
zens of  the  past,  many  Americans  today  in- 
sult the  government  and  blame  the  system 
for  every  problem.  They  demand  benefits. 
such  as  military  protections,  without  accept- 
ing the  burden  of  paying  taxes.  They  often 
believe  they  are  entitled  to  certam  rights 
over  others  and  have  forgotten  what  it 
means  to  be  tolerant  of  others'  beliefs.  Worst 
of  all.  they  display  a  loss  of  confidence  in  the 
future  of  America  and  the  capability  of 
American  leaders.  These  unpatriotic  feelings 
are  destroying  the  optimism,  the  honor  and 
the  pride  we  should  have  in  America.  Be- 
cause there  are  people  burning  with  anger  in- 
stead of  burning  with  pride,  we  have  lost  the 
sense  of  brotherhood  which  once  flowed  from 
sea  to  shining  sea  and  united  this  country. 

My  vision  of  America  calls  for  a  change  in 
every  American  heart.  We  must  remember 
the  dreams  of  our  immigrant  ancestors  and 
imitate  some  of  their  patriotic  values  such 
as  love  for  each  other,  for  our  community 
and  for  our  government.  The  men  and  women 
who  created  our  nation  did  not  expect  others 
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to  rescue  them  from  hardships.  They  were 
not  complainers.  but  achievers,  and  their 
hard  work  brought  America  prosperity. 

In  my  dream  we  are  more  like  our  ances- 
tors. We  are  people  of  vision  pushing  for 
what  we  know  is  right.  We  display  tolerance 
and  patience  for  other  individuals,  and  we 
emphasize  our  similarities  rather  than  our 
differences.  We  look  at  our  collective  ances- 
tors and  say.  "We  are  one.  with  one  spirit. 
We  are  an  American  Family.  " 

In  my  vision.  I  see  a  'new"  America  with 
patriotic  citizens  who  know  and  appreciate 
all  the  lyrics  to  the  "Star-Spangled  Banner." 
I  see  citizens  who  talk  about  what's  right 
with  the  country  instead  of  what's  wrong, 
where  Uncle  Sam  is  welcome  at  every  dinner 
table  and  where  citizens  are  proud  to  show 
they  are  Americans  at  times  other  than  dur- 
ing the  Olympics.  I  see  a  country  that  shares 
dreams  and  reaches  for  goals  that  will  bene- 
fits everyone,  not  just  a  select  few.  I  see 
Americans  with  changed  attitudes  toward 
each  other  and  a  land  where  every  worker 
has  a  respected  place  and  purpose — where 
every  single  person  feels  like  an  important 
part  of  one  united  spirit. 

There  are  ways  that  my  vision  for  America 
could  be  achieved.  First.  American 
newpapers  need  to  print  more  positive  arti- 
cles to  improve  the  public  morale.  Second,  to 
remind  citizens  of  their  many  blessings,  ev- 
eryone needs  to  be  informed  of  the  lack  of 
human  rights  in  other  countries.  It  is  so  easy 
to  forget  how  lucky  we  are  to  be  living  in  the 
United  States.  Finally,  Americans  must  stop 
dividing  into  so  many  groups.  Instead  of 
being  Democrat  or  Republican,  upper  class 
or  blue  collar,  black  or  white,  we  should  be 
American.  If  we  are  going  to  be  strong  as  a 
country,  and  supportive  of  each  other,  then 
we  must  be  united  as  a  people. 

My  vision  for  America  in  not  a  new  one. 
Our  ancestors  held  the  same  hopes  for  this 
country,  but  over  the  years  their  visions 
have  been  forgotten.  If  we  could  remember 
one  thing  from  their  success,  then  it  should 
be  that  we  must  never  stop  believing  in  our 
visions  for  America.  History  has  taught  us 
that  there  are  dreams  that  can  come  true. 


May  11,  1995 
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VISION  FOR  AMERICA 


HON.  MICHAEL  BILIRAKIS 

OF  FLORID.^ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  each  year  the 
Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  and  its  ladies  auxil- 
iary conduct  the  Voice  of  Democracy  broad- 
cast scnptwriting  contest.  This  year  more  than 
126.000  secondary  school  students  partici- 
pated in  the  contest,  competing  for  the  54  na- 
tional scholarships  totaling  more  than 
Si 09.000.  The  contest  theme  for  this  year  was 
"My  Vision  For  America." 

I  am  proud  to  announce  that  one  of  my  con- 
stituents, Stephen  Jensen,  won  fourth  place 
honors  and  a  36,000  scholarship  in  the  Voice 
of  Democracy  contest.  Stephen  is  a  junior  at 
Tarpon  Spnngs  High  School  and  hopes  to  pur- 
sue a  career  in  entertainment  or  public  rela- 
tions. 

In  his  speech.  Stephen  reminds  us  all  of 
what  can  be  accomplished  when  people  are 
united  by  a  common  objective.  I  would  like  to 
share  Stephen's  speech  with  you. 

What  a  vision  we  must  have  been. 
Drenched  in  sweat,  caked  with  mud.  and  sur- 


rounded by  the  foul  stench  of  rotting  vegeta- 
tion and  debris,  over  six  thousand  volunteers 
toiled  in  Albany.  Georgia  this  past  summer 
under  the  blazing  July  sun  to  help  the  people 
whose  lives  were  devastated  by  the  worst 
floods  in  recent  history.  Side  by  side  we  gut- 
ted out  homes  and  churches  sodden  by  the 
floods  and  stripped  the  buildings  down  to 
their  foundations.  Sharing  in  this  service 
gave  me  a  vision  of  what  an  American  com- 
munity can  accomplish  when  people  are 
united  by  a  common  purpose. 

There  are  those  in  this  country  who  are 
overwhelmed  by  another  flood  sweeping 
through  the  streets  of  our  land.  The  surge  of 
violence  and  crime,  drug  abuse,  loss  of  pri- 
vate and  public  virtue  and  the  erosion  of  the 
family  are  but  some  of  the  storm-waters 
surging  over  the  banks  in  our  country  today. 
Our  first  reaction  is  to  view  these  problems 
with  bitterness  and  despair,  but  if  we  can 
truly  hold  on  to  a  positive  vision,  we  will  not 
lose  hope.  Let  us  .share  in  the  view  expressed 
by  American  poet.  Carl  Sandburg  when  he 
wrote.  "I  see  America  not  in  the  setting  sun 
of  a  black  night  of  despair  ahead  of  us.  I  see 
America  in  the  crimson  light  of  a  rising  sun. 
fresh  from  the  burning,  creative  hand  of  God. 
I  see  great  days  ahead,  great  days  possible  to 
men  and  women  of  will  and  vision." 

Experiencing  great  opposition  is  not 
unique  to  Americans  today.  Are  the  chal- 
lenges we  face  any  more  difficult  than  those 
faced  by  previous  generations?  Early  colo- 
nists struggled  with  disease,  famine,  and  the 
rigors  of  an  untamed  wilderness.  Later,  our 
inexperienced  forefathers  fought  the  superior 
military  and  economic  might  of  Great  Brit- 
ain to  claim  their  freedom  from  oppression. 
In  the  nineteenth  century.  America  was  lit- 
erally torn  apart  by  Civil  War  yet  a  people 
wa^  freed  from  slavery.  Pioneers  of  that  day 
endured  tragic  hardships  in  settling  the 
West,  yet  prevailed  and  helped  this  country 
grow  to  its  present  dimensions.  In  this  cen- 
tury. Americans  have  faced  World  War  I  and 
the  devastation  of  the  Great  Depression,  fol- 
lowed almost  immediately  after  by  the  ex- 
hausting conP.icts  of  the  second  World  War. 
America's  foundation  was  created  and 
strengthened  through  overcomine  all  of 
these  trials 

My  vision  for  America  calls  for  renewal  of 
the  ideals  and  faith  in  this  country  that 
made  our  forefathers  victorious  and  America 
great.  It  was  their  commitment  to  these  be- 
liefs that  gave  them  the  determination  to 
sacrifice  and  surmount  tremendous  obsta- 
cles. We  as  Americans  must  uphold  heritage 
of  freedom.  We  must  reaffirm  respect  for  the 
dignity  of  the  individual  and  respect  for  our 
laws  and  those  who  work  to  carry  them  out. 
We  must  acknowledge  a  higher  power  and  ad- 
here to  the  principles  of  honesty,  hard  work, 
cooperation  with  others  and  loyalty  to  our 
country. 

As  President  John  F.  Kennedy  declared. 
•No  nation  can  remain  free  unless  its  people 
cherish  their  freedoms,  understand  the  re- 
sponsibilities they  entail,  and  nurture  the 
will  to  preserve  them." 

Working  side  by  side  with  fellow  .American 
in  Albany.  I  experienced  first  hand  the  vision 
of  mankind  which  has  given  us  strength  and 
hope  and  courage  in  ages  past  as  we  have 
faced  adversity  and  challenges.  I  felt  the 
spirit  of  brotherhood  of  putting  aside  per- 
sonal differences  and  working  together  for 
the  common  good.  This  is  the  vision  which 
calls  out  through  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance, 
for  us  to  be—".  .  .  one  nation,  under  God.  in- 
divisible." My  vision  for  America  is  the  one 
bequeathed  to  each  of  us.  the  legacy  of  our 
forbearers  who  sacrificed  their  lives  in  every 


age  for  all  our  freedoms.  I  see  an  America  at 
peace  through  the  renewed  commitment  of 
her  people,  an  America  that  is  still  the  hope 
of  the  world.  To  this  vision  I  pledge,  in  the 
words  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 
'my  life,  my  fortune,  and  my  sacred  honor.' 


THE  ENERGY  RESOURCE  CENTER 
OF  DOWNEY.  CA,  LEADING  THE 
WAY  FOR  AN  ENERGY-EFFICIENT 
NATION 


HON.  STEPHEN  HORN 

OK  C.\LIP'ORNI.\ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  day  of 
growing  concern  over  both  the  economic  and 
the  environmental  future  of  our  Nation,  I  nse 
to  spotlight  a  "new"  building  in  my  district  that 
sets  a  national  standard  in  energy  efficiency, 
environmental  concern,  and  the  use  of  recy- 
cled materials.  It  is  the  Southern  California 
Gas  Company's  Energy  Resource  Center 
[ERC]  which  IS  located  in  Downey,  CA.  Envi- 
sioned as  a  clearinghouse  on  energy  and  en- 
ergy conservation  information,  the  planners  of 
the  ERC  sought  to  house  this  information  cen- 
ter in  a  building  that  embodied  the  environ- 
mental goals  of  recycling  and  energy  and  re- 
source conservation.  They  succeeded  magnifi- 
cently. 

The  ERC  opened  its  doors  in  April  in  its 
"new"  recycled  building  as  a  one-stop  center 
where  customers  can  find  the  most  efficient, 
cost-effective,  and  environmentally  sensitive 
solutions  to  all  their  energy  needs.  At  the 
ERC,  people  will  be  able  to  get  answers  to  en- 
ergy questions  on  such  diverse  subjects  as 
natural  day  lighting,  gas  cooling,  and  low 
emissivity  windows.  The  ERC  will  also  house 
an  air  quality  permitting  office  of  the  South 
Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District,  that 
will  allow  businesses  to  make  energy  deci- 
sions and  understand  air  quality  permitting  re- 
quirements in  one  stop.  The  ERC  will  provide 
meeting  space  for  up  to  700  people. 

Designated  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  (EPA)  as  an  "Energy  Star 
Building,"  the  ERC  is  one  of  the  Nation's  best 
working  models  of  energy  efficiency  and  cut- 
ting-edge environmental  products — a  living  ex- 
ample of  how  to  recycle  a  building  and  use 
energy  in  the  most  efficient  way.  When  con- 
struction began  on  the  38-year-old  building  in 
April  of  1994.  there  were  no  wrecking  balls.  In- 
stead, builders  reused  many  of  the  materials 
that  were  already  there.  They  incorporated 
those  materials  with  many  of  the  most  ad- 
vanced and  environmentally  sensitive  tech- 
nologies which  are  available  today. 

Dunng  the  construction  process,  all  of  the 
550  tons  of  material  removed  from  the  build- 
ing— asphalt,  red  clay  brick,  porcelain  plumb- 
ing fixtures  among  others — were  sorted  and 
stockpiled.  Matenals  that  could  not  be  used 
again  in  the  building  were  taken  to  recycling 
centers  or  were  given  to  other  builders.  About 
60  percent  of  the  materials  removed — approxi- 
mately 350  tons — were  recycled  one  way  or 
another. 

Contractors  were  required  to  use  recycled, 
toxic-free,  and  environmentally-sensitive  mate- 
rials. As  a  result.  80  percent  of  the  matenals 
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used  in  the  construction  of  the  ERC  came 
from  recycled  or  reused  matenals.  The  ERC 
building  now  features  many  unusual  recycled 
materials  such  as  concrete  reinforcement  bars 
made  of  recycled  steel  from  weapons  con- 
fiscated by  the  Los  Angeles  Sheriff's  Depart- 
ment; flooring  made  of  wood  recovered  from  a 
condemned  turn-of-the-century  building  in  San 
Francisco;  a  wall  made  from  recycled  aircraft 
aluminum;  and  sections  of  the  movie  set  used 
in  the  recent  Warner  Bros,  film  "Disclosure." 

In  addition  to  the  construction  matenals, 
other  state-of-the  art.  environmentally-sensitive 
methods  were  used  such  as  soil  protection, 
dust  minimization,  and  adherence  to  noise 
control  regulations.  The  preservation  of  exist- 
ing land  resources  was  not  forgotten — whether 
they  were  trees,  shrubs,  vines,  and  or  top  soil. 
Drought-resistant  plants  were  used  for  extenor 
landscaping.  There  are  plans  for  an  under- 
ground drip  irngation  system  to  be  fed  by  re- 
claimed wafer. 

The  Southern  California  Gas  Company's 
Energy  Resource  Center  in  Downey,  CA,  is 
leading  the  way  tor  sound  environmental  con- 
struction that  IS  economics-friendly.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Energy  Resource  Center  will  en- 
able those  who  use  it  lo  have  a  much  better 
energy-efficiency  future  and  that  is  good  news 
lor  our  Nation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  COLONEL  SCOTT  E. 
MILLS 


HON.  PAUL  L  GUIMOR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  loday  lo 
recognize  Colonel  Scott  E.  Mills,  U.S.  Air 
Force,  on  the  occasion  ot  his  retirement  from 
the  military. 

Scott  Mills  has  served  as  Chief  of  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  Academy  Activities  Group  since 
June,  1993.  During  the  iasi  2  years,  he  has 
worked  closely  with  many  of  our  offices  in  co- 
ordinating Congressional  nominations  and  in- 
quiries for  the  Academy. 

Born  in  Berkeley,  CA,  Scott  Mills  received  a 
Bachelor  of  Science  degree  as  a  member  of 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy  Class  of  1973. 
He  received  a  Master  of  Science  m  Logistics 
from  the  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  in 
1984.  His  professional  military  education  in- 
cludes Squadron  Officer  School,  Air  Command 
and  Staff  College,  and  the  Air  War  College. 

Scott  Mills'  Air  Force  career  is  one  marked 
diverse  accomplishments.  He  is  a  Master  Nav- 
igator with  over  3,000  flying  hours,  serving  as 
both  C-141  navigator  and  C-141  navigator  in- 
structor. He  has  served  with  4th  Military  Airlitt 
Squadron,  323d  Flying  Training  Wing,  Head- 
quarters Air  Training  Command,  the  Joint 
Cruise  Missiles  Project,  and  the  323d  Support 
Group. 

Scott  Mills  has  received  numerous  awards 
including  the  Defense  Meritorious  Service 
Medal,  the  Meritorious  Service  Medal  with  two 
oak  leaf  clusters  and  the  Air  Force 
Commodation  Medal  with  one  oak  leal  cluster 

Mr.  Speaker.  Scott  Mills'  service  to  his 
country  has  touched  the  lives  of  countless 
young  men  and  women  either  serving  in  the 
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U.S.  Air  Force  or  attending  the  United  States 
Air  Force  Academy.  His  integnty  and  his  com- 
mitment to  excellence  are  the  trademarks  of 
his  career. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  thanking 
him  for  his  distinguished  and  selfless  service 
to  our  Nation,  As  he  returns  to  civilian  life, 
may  he  and  his  family  enjoy  the  lull  blessings 
of  the  freedom  he  has  so  ably  defended  dur- 
ing this  career  as  a  otficer  in  the  U.S.  Air 
Force. 


CAREERS  BILL  INTRODUCTION 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNS'i'LVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  GOODLING  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased 
to  join  Training  Sutx;omminee  Chairman  Buck 
McKeon.  his  Vice  Chairman  Frank  Riggs, 
Youth  Subcommittee  Chairman  DUKE 
Cunningham.  Congressman  Steve  Gunder- 
SON,  Majonty  Whip  Tow  DeLay.  Conference 
Chairman  John  Boehner.  and  Budget  Com- 
mittee Chairman  John  KasiCh.  to  introduce 
the  CAREERS  (the  Consolidated  and  Re- 
formed Education,  Employment,  and  Rehabili- 
tation Act)  Act  to  reform  the  Federal  job  train- 
ing system. 

This  bill  IS  the  result  of  a  number  of  sutv 
committee  hearings,  and  is  the  first  complete 
product  ot  the  Opportunities  Committee's 
Agenda  104  process  m  which  we  examined 
the  vanous  programs  within  our  committees 
jurisdiction  lo  determine  their  effectiveness. 
Our  committee  will  be  working  to  mark  up  this 
bill  throughout  the  month  of  May,  and  will 
hopeluliy  send  a  bill  to  the  floor  for  consider- 
ation early  this  summer. 

We  dratted  this  bill  starting  (rom  the  position 
that  the  current  Federal  wort<  force  preparation 
system  is  fundamentally  flawed  and  in  need  of 
reform  There  3rp  sirnpiy  too  many  programs, 
too  much  bureaucracy,  too  much  duplication, 
and  too  much  waste  ot  taxpayer  money 

The  CAREERS  bill  is  dratted  based  on  two 
overarching  principles:  quality  and  local  con- 
trol. For  many  years,  i  have  been  talking  to 
anyone  who  would  listen  atxiut  the  need  to  in- 
stitute quality  into  the  Federal  training  system. 
Briefly,  CAREERS  focuses  on  providing  qual- 
ity training  services  by: 

Simplifying  the  entire  system  from  more 
than  100  programs  into  just  4  that  we  believe 
should  be  the  focus  ol  Federal  involvement  in 
job  training:  adult  employment  and  training; 
adult  education;  vocational  rehabilitation,  and, 
career  education  and  training  lor  youths. 

Giving  States  and  communities  the  maxi- 
mum amount  of  responsibility  to  run  their  own 
programs; 

Because  we  believe  that  education  and  lit- 
eracy hold  the  key  lo  maintaining  the  long- 
term  economic  competitive  position  of  the 
United  States,  we  require  that  these  issues 
are  a  key  focus  of  the  Federal  work  force 
preparation  system;  and 

Demanding  results  in  the  form  of  high 
standards  lor  improvement  of  local  training 
and  education  systems. 

With  regard  to  local  control:  let  me  be  clear, 
we  are  giving  States  and  localities  more  power 
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to  run  Federal  |ob  training  programs  than  they 
have  ever  had  in  recent  history.  Governors  will 
have  unprecedented  power  to  coordinate  all 
work  force  preparation  State  level  activities. 
As  a  State's  highest  ranking  elected  official,  a 
Governor  is  the  key  to  the  |0b  training  system 
in  every  State. 

It  is  at  the  local  level,  however,  where  the 
most  dramatic  change  takes  place.  Work  force 
development  boards  led  by  businesses  will  co- 
ordinate the  entire  system  in  communities 
around  the  Nation.  They  will  create  one-stop 
sites  to  ensure  coordinated  access  to  all  local 
work  force  preparation  programs.  They  will  op- 
erate programs  for  adult  trammg  and  severely 
disabled  adults,  as  well  as  work  with  schools, 
libranes,  literacy  providers,  and  others  to  en- 
sure the  entire  training  system  works  together 
within  the  community. 

As  you  can  see,  this  is  a  tremendous  under- 
taking and  truly  a  dramatic  reform  in  the  way 
the  Federal  Government  does  business  in  job 
training.  The  CAREERS  bill  also  undertakes 
enormous  reforms  m  the  higher  education 
arena  as  well  by  eliminating  SPRE's  (State 
Postsecondary  Review  Entities)  and  pnvatizing 
the  SALLIE  MAE  and  CONNIE  LEE  corpora- 
tions. 

Our  final  note.  We  have  looked  carefully  at 
other  aporoaches  that  would  completely  turn 
this  program  over  to  States  in  a  modified  ver- 
sion of  revenue  sharing.  As  I  have  said  many 
times.  I  do  not  support  revenue  sharing  be- 
cause we  have  no  revenue  to  share.  What  I 
support  is  outlined  m  this  bill:  four  consoli- 
dated programs,  additional  flexibility  for  States 
and  communities,  but  we  must  continue  the 
Federal  role  m  demanding  results  in  the  form 
of  broad  standards  and  goals  to  ensure  ac- 
countability for  this  important  investment  of 
taxpayer  dollars. 

Again,  I  salute  the  hard  work  of  committee 
members  to  come  up  with  this  bill,  and  1  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  administration  and 
committee  Democrats  to  develop  a  bill  that 
truly  reforms  our  Nations  job  training  system. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  "CONSOLI- 
DATED AND  REFORMED  EDU- 
CATION. EMPLOYMENT,  AND  RE- 
HABILITATION SYSTEMS  ACT" 
THE    -CAREERS  ACT  ' 


HON.  STEVE  GLTVOERSON 

OF  \VTSCO.N.SI.V 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 
Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr  Speaker,  at  a  time 
when  the  skills  levels  of  the  American  work 
force  are  more  important  than  ever  before  to 
U.S.  competitiveness,  this  country's  programs 
designed  to  prepare  its  workers  are  seriously 
fragmented  and  duplicative.  Because  edu- 
cation and  training  programs  have  been  devel- 
oped independently  over  many  years,  there  is 
no  national  strategy  for  a  coherent  work  force 
preparation  and  development  system. 

As  we  all  know  by  now.  the  U.S.  GAG  has 
identified  163  different  Federal  programs,  to- 
taling S20  billion,  which  offer  some  form  of  )ob 
training  and/or  employment  assistance  to 
youth  and  adults  m  the  United  States — yet 
over  the  past  several  years  we  have  continued 
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to  add  to  this  number.  A  major  focus  of  any 
reform  effort  must  be  to  eliminate  unnecessary 
duplication  and  fragmentation  in  these  sys- 
tems, and  at  the  same  time,  provide  States 
and  localities  with  the  flexibility  needed  to 
build  on  successful  existing  programs  and  initi- 
ate change  where  appropriate. 

Today  we  are  introducing  the  Careers  Act — 
a  multitiered  job  training  reform  efforl  that: 
Streamlines  work  force  preparation  programs 
at  the  Federal  level  through  consolidation  of 
similar  programs;  and  provides  flexibility  need- 
ed by  States  and  local  areas  to  further  reform 
State  and  local  systems — building  on  existing 
successful  programs,  encouraging  change 
where  such  change  is  needed,  and  involving 
the  pnvate  sector  at  all  levels  m  development 
of  the  system. 

This  proposal  builds  very  closely  on  two  bills 
that  committee  Republicans  introduced  last 
Congress— H.R.  2943,  the  National  Workforce 
Preparation  and  Development  Act;  and  H.R. 
4407,  the  original  Careers  Act.  It  also  follows 
through  on  legislation  we  introduced  earlier 
this  year,  H.R.  511,  which  pledged  significant 
reform  in  this  area.  With  the  Careers  Act,  we 
are  going  much  further  with  reform  than  any- 
one dreamed  was  possible  dunng  last  Con- 
gress. 

Specifically,  the  Careers  Act  consolidates 
well  over  100  Federal  education  and  training 
programs — as  listed  by  the  GAO — into  4  con- 
solidation grants  to  States  and  local  commu- 
nities. The  four  consolidation  grants  include:  A 
Youth  Workforce  Preparation  Consolidation 
Grant — consolidating  Vocational  Education; 
School-to-Work;  and  JTPA's  Summer  Youth 
Employment,  Year-Round,  and  Youth  Fair 
Chance  Programs  with  programs  would  be 
built  on  a  model  integrating  academic,  voca- 
tional, and  work-based  learning,  and  enhanc- 
ing State  and  local  employer  input  in  the  de- 
sign/developmentydelivery  of  programs;  a  vo- 
cational rehabilitation  consolidation  grant:  an 
adult  training  consolidation  grant  including  pro- 
grams for  disadvantaged  adults  and  for  dis- 
located workers,  and  an  aduil  education  and 
literacy  consolidation  grant — including  all  adult 
education  and  literacy  programs.  The  legisla- 
tion will  provide  maximum  authority  to  States 
and  localities  in  the  design  and  operation  of 
their  work  force  preparation  system;  drive 
money  to  States — and  down  to  local  commu- 
nities to  the  actual  points  of  service  delivery; 
require  the  involvement  of  local  employers  m 
the  design  and  implementation  of  local  sys- 
tems— through  employer-led  local  work  force 
development  boards;  require  that  service  de- 
livery be  provided  through  a  one-stop  delivery 
structure;  and  we  even  allow  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  States  to  use  a  portion  of  their 
funding  to  establish  employer  loan  accounts 
for  the  training  of  incumbent  workers. 

Further,  the  legislation  privatizes  two  exist- 
ing Government-sponsored  enterprises,  Sallie 
Mae  and  Connie  Lee.  m  the  spirit  of  reduced 
Federal  control  for  programs  that  no  longer 
need  Government  support. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  future  U.S.  competi- 
tiveness IS  dependent  on  the  skill  levels  of  our 
workers.  In  addition  to  global  competition, 
technological  advances  and  corporate  realign- 
ments highlight  the  need  to  focus  on  worker 
preparation.  The  future  of  U.S.  competitive- 
ness really  rests  on  what  I  descnbe  as  a   "3- 
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legged  stool."  We  have  already  accomplished 
the  construction  of  the  first  leg — tearing  down 
barriers  to  trade  through  the  enactment  of 
NAFTA  and  GATT.  We  are  currently  working 
on  the  second  leg — providing  tax  and  other  in- 
centives for  modernization  of  the  workplace. 
Finally,  the  third  leg,  and  probably  the  most 
difficult  to  strengthen  and  uphold,  but  one  that 
IS  imperative  to  succeed,  is  that  of  investing  in 
and  strengthening  the  education  and  training 
of  our  citizenry. 

I  think  that  the  Careers  Act  accomplishes 
the  building  and  strengthening  of  this  third  leg. 
It  focuses  on  the  work  force  preparation  and 
literacy  needs  of  youth,  adults,  and  individuals 
with  disabilities.  I  hope  that  we  will  succeed  in 
seeing  its  enactment  this  year. 


May  11,  1995 


TRIBUTE  TO  LEONARD  H. 
MACKAIN 


FRANKING  REDUCTION  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  BOB  GOODLATTE 

OF  VIRGINI.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Thursday.  .May  11.  1995 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  reintroduce  the  Franking  Reduction  Act  of 
1995,  legislation  that  is  necessary  if  we  are  to 
truly  reform  this  House.  The  bloated  franking 
budget  has  become  nothing  more  than  a  bla- 
tantly abused  political  advertising  slush  fund, 
and  it  has  got  to  stop.  My  bill,  which  has  re- 
ceived bipartisan  support,  would  slash  the  S31 
million  franking  budget  in  half. 

The  past  100  days  have  seen  the  passage 
of  several  substantial  m-House  reforms,  prov- 
ing to  the  American  people  our  commitment  to 
real  change.  The  American  people  are  getting 
the  message  that  real  change  is  finally  hap- 
pening  here  in  Washington,  which  is  precisely 
why  we  can't  stop  now.  We  need  to  continue 
to  pass  legislation  consistent  with  our  promise 
of  reform  to  the  American  people. 

To  keep  the  spirit  of  reform  moving,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  some  spring 
House  cleaning.  The  liank  has  grown  Irom  a 
tool  to  inform  and  educate  constituents  about 
legislative  issues  into  a  campaign  advertise- 
ment to  promote  personal  and  political  agen- 
das. We  need  to  restore  credibility  to  the 
franking  process  by  making  Members  account- 
able for  the  costs  they  incur. 

Not  only  will  my  bill  cut  franking  by  50  per- 
cent, but  it  also  requires  monthly  statements 
of  costs  charged  to  each  Member's  account  to 
be  made  available  to  the  public.  This  bill  will 
apply  to  sessions  of  Congress  beginning  after 
the  date  of  enactment. 

The  bloated  franking  budget  can  be  cut 
without  damaging  the  ability  of  Members  to 
communicate  with  their  constituents.  In  the 
103d  Congress,  I  used  less  than  50  percent  of 
my  franking  budget,  without  impairing  my  abil- 
ity to  effectively  correspond  with  my  constitu- 
ents. It  IS  a  common  misnomer  that  a  reduc- 
tion in  franking  affects  a  Member's  perform- 
ance. Rather,  it  forces  Members  to  use  their 
mail  budget  solely  to  inform  and  educate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  can  all  agree  that 
bringing  an  end  to  franking  abuse  is  long  over- 
due. Cutting  the  franking  budget  by  50  percent 
will  restore  the  ongmal  intent  of  the  frank  while 
following  through  with  our  promise  of  contin- 
ued congressional  reform.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  m  supporting  this  bill. 


HON.  JAY  KIM 

OF  C.^LIF0R.^•1.^ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  11,  1995 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  before  the 
House  floor  today  to  recognize  a  major  civic 
leader  in  the  41st  District  who  has  recently  re- 
tired from  many  years  of  public  service.  The 
city  of  Brea  has  greatly  benefited  from  the 
contributions  of  Mr.  Leonard  H.  MacKain  who 
has  been  a  leader  in  our  community  for  many 
years. 

Mr.  MacKain  has  previously  served  on  the 
Brea  City  Council  from  1972  to  1976  with  two 
consecutive  terms  as  mayor  from  1974  to 
1976.  Dunng  this  period,  he  played  an  integral 
part  in  the  building  of  the  Brea  Civic  Center 
and  Library  and  forming  redevelopment  areas 
which  allowed  for  the  construction  of  the  Brea 
Mall. 

In  his  career  in  education,  Mr.  MacKain  has 
held  the  positions  of  superintendent,  assistant 
superintendent,  teacher  principal,  project  man- 
ager, and  board  educator  member.  His  com- 
mitment and  enthusiasm  in  this  area  has  led 
to  the  construction  and  expansion  of  five 
schools  in  Brea  and  has  created  strong  bonds 
between  the  city  and  the  school  district. 

I  also  want  to  mention  that  Mr.  MacKain  has 
also  served  on  the  harbors,  beaches  and 
parks  commission  in  1976  and  held  this  posi- 
tion for  the  next  15  years. 

As  the  U.S.  Congressman  for  the  41st  Dis- 
trict, I  salute  Mr.  MacKain  for  his  outstanding 
achievements  and  dedication  as  a  public  serv- 
ant. Washington  is  beginning  to  delegate  its 
power  to  the  State  and  local  level.  This  re- 
quires able  leaders  to  use  excellent  judgment 
with  this  new  responsibility.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  Mr,  MacKain  is  a  fine  example  of  a 
decisionmaker  at  the  local  level  who  has  put 
in  the  effort  to  successfully  iranslorm  a  corn- 
munity  by  understanding  and  recognizing  how 
to  utilize  existing  resources  given  to  it.  Amer- 
ica needs  more  people  like  him. 
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you.'  This  was  the  first  year  she's  been  able 
to  send  out  Christmas  cards.  You  just  can't 
know  how  precious  these  notes  and  letters  are 
to  me." 

Mr.  Hartvigsen,  working  with  Lorraine's  fam- 
ily, decided  that  the  wand  and  touch  screen 
would  be  perfect,  since  she  had  control  of  her 
head  movements.  "With  a  touch  screen,  ev- 
erything you  do  with  a  keyboard  can  be  done 
just  by  touching  the  screen,"  he  explained. 
"To  use  the  computer,  Lorraine  puts  on  a  cap 
with  a  foot-long  wand  attached.  By  leaning  for- 
ward and  tapping  the  wand  on  certain  parts  of 
the  computer  screen,  she  can  write  a  note  or 
play  a  game." 

Lorraine  and  14  classmates  at  the  Home  for 
Guiding  Hands  use  the  computer  system  to  do 
schoolwork,  to  paint  and  draw,  and  also  to 
learn  to  type  and  send  letters  to  relatives  and 
friends.  Mr.  Harlvigsen  is  also  employed  pan- 
time  as  a  computer  instructor  at  St.  Madeleine 
Sophie's  Center  for  the  Handicapped  in  El 
Cajon,  CA.  He  began  volunteer  work  at  the 
Home  for  Guiding  Hands  m  1988,  but  it  was 
in  the  past  4  years  that  he  realized  how  help- 
ful computers  could  be  as  communication 
tools  for  the  developmentally  handicapped. 
Originally  a  volunteer  at  the  Home  for  Guiding 
Hands,  he  was  hired  several  months  ago  by 
the  home  to  operate  the  computer  lab  that  he 
had  set  up.  He  now  instructs  residents  of  the 
home  m  the  use  of  computers,  as  well  as  resi- 
dents of  the  St.  Madeleine  Sophie's  Center. 

Mr.  Hartvigsen  is  the  son  of  Austin 
Hartvigsen  of  Santee  and  the  late  Mrs.  Austin 
Hartvigsen,  both  of  whom  were  volunteers  for 
several  years  at  the  naturalization  ceremonies 
in  San  Diego.  They  welcomed  the  new  citi- 
zens, answered  any  questions  they  might 
have,  and  helped  them  register  to  vote.  The 
family  is  an  outstanding  example  of  the  best  in 
volunteerism  in  Amenca. 


HOME  FOR  GUIDING  HANDS 


HON.  DUNCAN  HUNTER 

OF  C.\LIF0RNI.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  II.  1995 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  mentally  and 
physically  disabled  people  are  being  helped  by 
computers  in  two  homes  for  the  disabled  be- 
cause of  techniques  developed  by  Lloyd 
Hartvigsen.  He  credits  part  of  the  success  for 
the  lab  he  established  at  the  Home  for  Guid- 
ing Hands  at  Lakeside,  CA,  to  Lorraine  Bar- 
rack, now  36  years  of  age,  who  has  had  cere- 
bral palsy  since  birth. 

"It  just  made  sense  that  people  who  can't 
speak  might  find  their  voice  with  the  aid  of  a 
computer,"  said  Mr.  Hartvigsen,  a  retired  pnnt- 
er  who  established  a  10-terminal  lab  for  resi- 
dents of  the  Home  for  Guiding  Hands.  The 
mother  of  Lorraine  Barrack,  Mrs.  Elaine  Bar- 
rack, said  "It's  the  fii-st  time  my  daughter  has 
been  able  to  write  us  a  note  that  says  'I  love 


WHY  AMERICA  NEEDS  A  DEPART- 
MENT OF  VETERANS  AFFAIRS 


HON.  G.V.  (SONNY)  MONTGOMERY 

OF  M1&SIS.SIFP1 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  share  with  my  colleagues  a  letter 
wntten  by  the  Honorable  Jesse  Brown,  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs, 
to  Mr.  Stuart  Butler,  vice  president  of  the  Her- 
itage Foundation.  The  letter  is  in  response  to 
the  Heritage  Foundation's  proposal  to  elimi- 
nate the  Department  of  Veterans  Aflairs  and 
establish  it  as  a  bureau  within  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

I  believe  Secretary  Brown's  remarks  point 
out  how  important  it  is  to  maintain  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs,  in  the  wake  of  all  the 
myths  being  printed  in  the  media  about  the 
Department's  facilities  and  the  services  it  pro- 
vides, the  facts  laid  out  m  Secretary  Brown's 
letter  make  for  very  compelling  reading. 

The  Secretary  of  Veterans  affairs. 

Wastiington.  May  10.  1995. 
Mr.  Stuart  Butler. 

Vice  President.  The  Heritage  Foundation.  Mas- 
sachusetts Avenue  .V£..  Washington.  DC. 
DEAR  Mr.  Butler:  I  was  rather  perplexed 
when  I  read  your  proposal  to  eliminate  the 
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Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  and  estab- 
lish it  as  a  bureau  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. Likewise,  I  was  mystified  by  some  of 
the  specific  program  recommendations  In 
your  report  on  'Rolling  Back  Government.  ' 
About  the  only  statement  that  I  agree  with 
is.  "The  care  of  Americans  who  have  served 
their  country  in  the  armed  forces  is  a  core 
function  of  the  federal  government."  At 
least  you  are  right  in  that  regard. 
Cabinet  Status 
VA  was  elevated  to  Cabinet  status  in  1989 
after  years  of  congressional  deliberation. 
President  Reagan  agreed  with  Congress  that 
the  agency  charged  with  administering  bene- 
fits and  services  to  our  veterans  and  their 
dependents  <who  now  number  26  million  and 
44  million,  respectively)  belongs  at  the  Cabi- 
net table  when  issues  are  being  formulated 
and  acted  upon.  President  Reagan  was  right. 
Your  report  portrays  VA  as  an  inefficient  bu- 
reaucracy while  offering  no  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  such  a  statement.  I  am  curious  how 
you  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  exist- 
ing structure  for  providing  veterans  benefits 
and  services  would  become  more  efficient 
with  another  layer  over  it.  that  of  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  possibly 
others.  Further,  if  VA  were  to  be  made  a  bu- 
reau within  DoD.  the  Nation's  obligations  to 
our  veterans  would  constantly  be  at  risk  of 
being  subordinated  to  National  defense  and 
security  needs,  particularly  in  time  of  con- 
fiict  or  great  danger.  The  lack  of  wisdom  of 
placing  veterans  programs  in  such  a  precar- 
ious position  has  been  obvious  to  Congress 
and  Presidents  for  many  decades.  How  could 
you  possibly  fail  to  realize — or  even  ad- 
dress—the fact  that  a  separate  VA  assures 
that  veterans'  needs  are  addressed  on  their 
own  merits  and  not  based  on  whether  our  Na- 
tion needs  to  spend  more  or  less  on  defense? 

DISABILITY'  COMPENSA'nON 

Turning  to  the  proposals  you  make  for  spe- 
cific VA  programs.  I  found  it  extremely  iron- 
ic that,  in  the  name  of  "allowing  veterans  to 
enjoy  the  benefits  of  privately  provided  .  .  . 
retirement  services"  and  modernizing  the 
VA  disability  compensation  program,  you 
simply  propose  taking  away  compensation 
from  certam  veterans.  One  group  who  would 
"benefit"  from  your  efforts  to  bring  VA  up 
to  the  private,  modem  standards  you  admire 
are  veterans  with  service-connected  injuries 
or  illnesses  rate  10%  or  20%  disabling  who  do 
not  meet  an  economic-need  test  that  you 
failed  to  disclose  and.  thus,  would  lose  their 
benefits.  These  veterans  could  have  lost  two 
fingers  or  four  toes,  or  they  might  have  per- 
sistent, moderate  swelling  of  a  foot  as  a  re- 
sidual of  frostbite,  or  any  of  a  wide  range  of 
other  impairments— for  which  VA  pays  about 
1.2  million  veterans  monthly  compensation 
in  the  amount  of  $89  (the  10%  rate  or  $170 
(the  20%  rate).  These  veterans,  the  Urget  of 
your  efforts  to  provide  the  "benefits  "  ol 
what  the  private  sector  provides,  will  cer- 
tainly be  grateful  for  your  efforts.  I  am  also 
certain  that  they  will  find  dismaying,  as  will 
all  disabled  veterans  anU  all  other  Ameri- 
cans with  disabilities,  your  unfounded  con- 
clusion that  '[dlisabity  is  no  longer  a  major 
hindrance  in  finding  work." 

You  also  urge  that  disability  compensation 
payments  be  limited  to  those  disabled  as  a 
result  of  "direct"  active  duty  experiences. 
This  apparently  would  mean  that  compensa- 
tion would  no  longer  be  paid  for  disabilities 
incurred  during  military  service  unless  it 
can  be  shown  they  were  caused  by  the  per- 
formance of  official  duties.  However,  mili- 
tary personnel  are  considered  to  be  on  duly 
24  hours  a  day  and  are  subject  to  military 
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discipline  and  the  military  system  of  crimi- 
nal justice  around  the  clock  every  day  of  the 
year.  Unlike  civilian  employees,  who  can 
refuse  assignments  and  leave  their  jobs,  serv- 
ice members  cannot  refuse  orders  sending 
them  to  remote  or  unfamiliar  areas  in  the 
United  States  or  overseas.  Doing  so  would 
subject  them  to  criminal  prosecution,  as 
would  unauthorized  absences.  In  addition, 
our  people  in  uniform  are  often  subjected  to 
unusual  physical  and  psychological  stress, 
including  the  special  dangers  involved  in 
training  for  combat  and  the  horrible  risks 
and  unique  hardships  of  armed  conflict.  In  a 
very  real  sense,  whatever  happens  to  them 
during  their  period  of  service  is  in  the  line  of 
duty. 

Given  these  unique  circumstances  of  mili- 
tary service,  it  is  only  fair  and  reasonable 
that  the  package  of  pay  and  benefits  for  our 
militar>'  personnel  includes  comprehensive 
health  care  during  service  and,  thereafter,  a 
system  of  disability  compensation  and  medi- 
cal benefits  for  any  disabilities  incurred  dur- 
ing service.  I  see  these  benefits  as  essential 
to  the  maintenance  of  our  All-Volunteer 
Force. 

Moreover,  I  believe  it  would  be  a  disgrace, 
as  well  as  very  harmful  to  recruitment,  if 
our  military  were  to  take  a  young  man  who 
was  left  paralyzed  from  an  off-base  accident, 
for  example  in  Thailand  or  on  an  icy  road  in 
New  England,  and  simply  send  him  back  to 
his  parents  and  tell  them  that  the  Govern- 
ment was  not  going  to  be  responsible  for  his 
medical  bills  or  pay  him  compensation  to 
make  up  for  his  lost  earning  power.  To  me, 
that  would  be  a  tragic  reversal  of  our  cur- 
rent, very  sound  policies. 

MEDICAL  C.ilRE 

Your  aissertion  that  the  VA  health-care 
system  provides  poor  care  to  American  vet- 
erans is  totally  unsubstantiated — except  for 
a  newspaper  article  by  a  disgruntled  former 
VA  employee  (hardly  the  type  of  scholarship 
expected  of  a  prestigious  policy  institute). 
Our  accreditation  scores  are  consistently 
substantially  higher  than  those  in  the  pri- 
vate sector.  You  say  that  "most  telling  is 
that  only  9.6  percent  of  eligible  veterans  rely 
exclusively  on  the  VA  system  for  their 
health  care."  What  this  tells  is  not  that  VA 
provides  poor  service.  Rather,  it  says  that 
VA  does  not  have  the  resources  to  treat 
many  veterans  who  are  not  service-disabled 
or  poor.  Veterans  groups  tell  us  that  many  of 
their  members  who  are  locked  out  by  current 
constraints  would  prefer  to  use  VA  health- 
care services. 

You  cite  as  evidence  of  poor  medical  care 
successful  malpractice  suits  against  VA  of 
$254  million  during  the  decade  1983-1992.  That 
comes  to  an  average  of  about  $25  million  per 
year.  Our  data  indicate  a  slightly  higher 
number,  about  $30  million  annually.  How- 
ever, in  the  absence  of  any  comparative  data 
regarding  the  private  sector,  these  numbers 
have  no  significance.  In  fact,  when  you  con- 
sider that  VA  runs  the  largest  health  care 
system  in  the  country  and  annually  provides 
care  to  2.5  million  veterans,  including  1  mil- 
lion episodes  of  inpatient  care  and  26  million 
outpatient  visits,  that  figure  does  not  seem 
out  of  line.  Perhaps,  your  figures  show  just 
the  opposite;  that  VA  is  providing  high  qual- 
ity care. 

You  advocate  a  voucher  system  to  provide 
health  care  for  veterans.  You  say  that  this 
would  permit  veterans  to  choose  their  own 
insurance  plans  and  that  this  would  help 
save  $7.9  billion  over  five  years.  I  would  real- 
ly like  to  see  the  economic  analysis  underly- 
ing that  ridiculous  projection.  To  whom 
would  you  provide  vouchers:  The  2.5  million 
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veterans  who  receive  VA  care  in  any  given 
year;  the  5  million  who  receive  care  over  a 
five-year  span;  or  the  approximately  12  mil- 
lion service-disabled  and  low-income  veter- 
ans who  have  entitlement  to  VA  care"'  How 
much  would  these  vouchers  be  worth?  Would 
they  be  sufficient  for  our  veterans  with  a 
history  of  heart  attacks  or  cancer  to  pur- 
chase comprehensive  health  care?  Would 
they  enable  veterans  with  chronic  mental  ill- 
ness, diabetes,  or  epilepsy  to  obtain  all  the 
care  they  need?  Would  your  vouchers  cover 
the  complete  health-care  and  rehabilitation 
needs  of  veterans  with  spinal-cord  injuries. 
missing  limbs,  and  blindness?  Would  you  pro- 
vide vouchers  for  World  War  11  veterans 
needing  long-term  care?  Or  would  your 
vouchers  shift  major  costs  of  care  to  sick 
and  disabled  veterans  or  simply  leave  many 
of  them  out  in  the  cold? 

Have  you  examined  the  several  studies  sug- 
gesting that  VA  care  is  less  costly  than  pri- 
vate care?  How  did  you  arrive  at  your  appar- 
ent conclusion  that  private  care  would  be 
more  economical? 

I  believe  you  also  need  to  realize  that 
about  1  million  of  our  patients  have  Medi- 
care eligibility  but  have  chosen  VA  as  their 
health-care  provider. 

You  want  VA  to  close  many  of  its  hos- 
pitals, and  you  claim  that  the  majority  of 
VA  buildings  are  under-used.  Our  hospitals 
run  at  an  occupancy  rate  of  75  percent,  com- 
pared to  the  private  sector  average  of  67  per- 
cent. Our  nursing  homes  have  an  occupancy 
rate  of  over  90  percent;  and  our  domicil- 
iaries.  83  percent.  What  kind  of  survey  en- 
abled you  to  reach  the  preposterous  conclu- 
sion that  most  VA  facilities  are  underused? 
Again.  I  would  like  to  see  the  underlying  re- 
search and  analysis. 

You  call  for  a  halt  to  all  new  VA  construc- 
tion. You  obviously  haven't  seen  the  things 
that  I  have — veterans  housed  in  open  wards, 
communal  bathrooms,  inadequate  facilities 
for  female  patients.  These  deficiencies  need 
to  be  corrected;  and  we  need  to  meet  the 
growing  need  for  modern  outpatient  facili- 
ties and  nil  major  gaps  in  inpatient  care  in 
certain  areas.  We  can't  just  terminate  our 
construction  program,  unless  we  wish  to 
close  down  the  VA  system.  Unfortunately, 
that  appears  to  be  your  goal. 

You  also  mistakenly  took  a  swipe  at  VA 
construction  as  "pork  barrel  spending.  " 
Very  little  pork  creeps  into  VA  construction. 
and  your  unfamiliarity  with  veterans'  pro- 
grams is  revealed  by  your  silly,  mistaken 
reference  to  the  appropriation  of  $5  million 
for  bedside  phones  "in  Virginia  medical  cen- 
ters." 

The  appropriations  conference  report  item 
you  referred  to  used  the  expression  "VA 
medical  centers."  The  money  was  to  assist  in 
VA's  national  effort  to  provide  bedside 
phones  in  all  VA  hospitals.  In  the  veterans' 
area.  "VA"  usually  means  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  not  Virginia.  If  you  con- 
tinue to  work  in  this  field,  this  is  one  of  the 
many,  many  things  with  which  you'll  need 
to  become  acquainted.  Most  are  more  con- 
sequential, such  as  the  extent  of  the  Nation's 
obligation  to  those  who  have  served  and  sac- 
rificed so  much  and  the  gratitude  that  the 
American  people  feel  for  their  defenders. 

Because  of  your  reputation  as  a  think 
tank,  your  report  will  receive  serious  consid- 
eration in  Congress.  It's  a  shame  that  it  is  as 
lacking  in  concern  for  our  Nations  veterans 
as  it  is  in  rigorous  analysis  and  pertinent 
data.  I  wish  you  had  done  a  better  job. 
Sincerely. 

Jesse  Brown. 
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SPEAKING  OUT  ON  MEDICARE,' 
MEDICAID  BUDGET  CUTS 


HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank 
my  distinguished  colleagues.  Frank  Pallone, 
Karen  McCarthy,  and  Cal  Dooley,  (or  spon- 
soring this  special  order.  I  am  pleased  to  join 
them  for  this  candid  discussion  on  proposed 
budget  cuts  to  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Programs. 

The  Republican  plan  calls  for  nearly  S200 
billion  in  cuts  to  Medicaid  and  other  health  ini- 
tiatives. In  my  congressional  district,  and  in 
communities  throughout  the  United  States, 
millions  of  Americans  are  served  by  the  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  Programs.  In  spite  of  this 
critical  need,  in  order  to  fund  a  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy.  Republicans  in  Congress  have  placed 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  on  the  chopping  block. 
By  taking  this  position,  they  are  continuing  to 
exhibit  a  callous  disregard  (or  those  most  vul- 
nerable in  our  society — those  in  the  dawn  of 
life,  our  children;  those  m  the  twilight  of  life, 
the  elderly;  and  those  who  are  in  the  shadow 
of  life — the  sick,  the  needy  and  the  handi- 
capped. 

Medicaid  is  America's  largest  health  care 
program  for  the  poor,  covering  about  60  per- 
cent of  all  Americans,  This  year,  Medicaid  will 
provide  basic  health  care  coverage  for  over  36 
million  low-income  children,  mothers,  elderly, 
and  disabled  Americans, 

Mr.  Sp>eaker,  approximately  40  million  Amer- 
icans have  no  health  insurance  coverage. 
Without  Medicaid,  the  number  of  uninsured 
would  nearly  double.  This  would  result  in 
needless  suffering,  and  death  and  disease 
would  increase.  Further,  we  have  not  consid- 
ered the  drain  this  would  create  on  the  Na- 
tion's health  care  delivery  system  in  treating 
those  who  are  uninsured. 

Between  1988  and  1994,  Medicaid  was  ex- 
panded to  provide  coverage  for  pregnant 
women  and  children.  This  was  done  in  an  ef- 
fort to  decrease  the  Nation's  infant  mortality 
rate,  and,  at  the  same  time,  increase  child- 
hood immunizations.  The  expansion  signalled 
our  commitment  to  guarantee  our  children  a 
healthy  start  and  thus,  a  brighter  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republican  leadership  has 
promised  to  balance  the  budget  by  cutting  Si 
trillion  from  the  budget  over  7  years.  This 
would  finance  a  proposed  S350  billion  tax 
break  for  America's  wealthiest  citizens.  In  ad- 
dition to  Its  assault  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
the  Budget  plan  represents  an  assault  on  pro- 
grams such  as  housing,  summer  jobs  for  our 
youth,  education,  job  training,  and  energy  as- 
sistance for  our  elderly. 

As  Members  of  Congress,  we  must  take  a 
strong  stance  in  defense  of  our  Nation's  sen- 
iors. It  IS  estimated  that  the  proposed  $282  bil- 
lion in  cuts  to  Medicare  would  add  more  than 
53,000  to  seniors'  health  costs.  In  fact,  if  the 
cuts  to  Medicare  become  law,  the  average 
Medicare  beneficiary  is  expected  to  pay  ap- 
proximately S3, 500  more  in  health  costs  over 
the  same  7-year  penod. 

According  to  the  Urban  Institute,  the  typical 
Medicare    beneficianes    already    dedicate    a 
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staggering  21  percent  of  their  incomes  to  pay 
out-of-pocket  health  care  expenditures.  While 
our  Republican  colleagues  say  that  they  aren't 
cutting  Social  Security,  under  their  budget  pro- 
posal for  Medicare,  seniors  would  see  40  to 
50  percent  of  their  cost-of-living  adjustment 
consumed  by  increases  in  Medicare  cost  shar- 
ing and  premiums. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  grateful  to  my  colleagues 
for  allowing  this  meaningful  discussion  on  a 
very  important  issue.  I  share  their  concern  that 
we  must  protect  Medicare  and  Medicaid  from 
the  Republican  budget  ax.  We  must  not  allow 
the  Republican  Party  to  balance  the  budget  on 
the  backs  of  those  most  in  need.  By  the  same 
token,  we  will  not  allow  our  seniors  and  the 
poor  to  be  used  as  pawns  in  a  tax  give-away 
scheme  for  the  nch. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  CONSOLI- 
DATED AND  REFORMED  EDU- 
CATION. EMPLOYMENT,  AND  RE- 
HABILITATION SYSTEMS  ACT. 
THE  CAREERS  ACT 


HON.  HOWARD  P.  "BUCK"  McKEON 

OK  C.'\LIFOR.MA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11,  1995 
Mr.  McKEON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  join- 
ing the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties, Rep.  Bill  Goodling,  all  Republican  Mem- 
bers of  our  Committee,  and  Representatives 
Kasich,  Delay,  Boehner,  and  Davis,  in  intro- 
duction of  the  Consolidated  and  Reformed 
Education,  Employment,  and  Rehabilitation 
Systems  Act — tietter  known  as  the  Careers 
Act  of  1995.  This  legislation  transforms  this 
Nation's  vast  array  of  career-related  edu- 
cation, employment,  and  job  training  programs 
into  a  true  system  of  workforce  preparation 
and  development. 

As  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Con- 
gress by  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 
over  the  past  several  years,  the  United  States 
currently  has  as  many  as  163  different  Federal 
programs,  totaling  S20  billion,  which  offer 
some  form  of  job  training  and/or  employment 
assistance  for  youth  and  adults.  In  addition  to 
the  excessive  number  of  Federal  programs, 
the  quality  of  U.S.  training  programs  vanes 
significantly.  As  a  result,  earlier  this  year  we 
introduced  H.R.  511,  the  Workforce  Prepara- 
tion and  Development  Act.  which  pledged  that 
the  104th  Congress  would,  thoroughly  evalu- 
ate our  current  programs,  and  subsequently 
develop  and  enact  legislation  that:  First,  Elimi- 
nates duplication  and  fragmentation  in  federal 
workforce  development  programs;  Second, 
transfers  major  decision-making  to  States  and 
local  communities;  Third,  stresses  the  vital 
role  of  the  pnvate  sector,  at  all  levels,  in  the 
design  and  implementation  of  the  workforce 
preparation  system;  Fourth,  is  market  driven, 
accountable,  reinforces  individual  responsibil- 
ity, and  provides  customer  choice  and  easy 
access  to  services;  and  Fifth,  establishes  a 
national  labor  market  Information  system  that 
provides  employers,  job  seekers,  students, 
teachers,  training  providers,  and  others  with 
accurate  and  timely  information  on  the  local 
economy,  on  occupations  in  demand  and  the 
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skill  requirements  for  such  occupations,  and 
information  on  the  performance  of  service  pro- 
viders in  the  local  community. 

Today,  after  a  comprehensive  set  of  hear- 
ings on  this  issue,  we  are  following  through  on 
our  promise.  We  are  introducing  legislation 
that  will  do  what  was  pledged  in  H.R.  51 1. 
The  Careers  Act,  does  all  of  the  above  and 
more.  The  Careers  Act  would  consolidate  and 
eliminate  over  150  existing  education,  training. 
and  employment  assistance  programs  into  4 
consolidation  grants  to  the  States.  Such  grants 
would  include;  A  Youth  WorWorce  Preparation 
Grant;  and  Adult  Employment  and  Training 
Grant;  a  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Grant;  and 
an  Adult  Education  and  Literacy  Grant.  And 
these  4  programs,  working  together,  wll  form 
each  State's  workforce  preparation  system. 

Our  bill  provides  maximum  authority  to 
States  and  localities  m  the  design  and  oper- 
ation of  their  workforce  preparation  systems. 
We  significantly  reduce  administrative  require- 
ments, paperwork,  duplicative  planning,  report- 
ing, and  data  collection  requirements  across 
the  vanous  programs — in  general  eliminating 
vast  bureaucracy  within  the  system.  However, 
our  legislation  does  provide  some  broad  pa- 
rameters for  the  design  of  a  workforce  devel- 
opment system,  that  we  feel  are  necessary  to 
move  the  system  in  the  nght  direction,  based 
on  testimony  heard  in  our  numerous  heanngs. 
and  in  talking  to  people  around  the  country. 

Specifically,  title  I  of  Careers,  is  designed  to 
build  an  infrastructure  in  States  and  local  com- 
munities for  development  and  implementation 
of  a  comprehensive  workforce  development 
system.  At  the  State  level.  Governors  are 
asked  to  pull  together  key  State  agency  heads 
and  leaders  from  business  and  education  to 
develop  a  single  State  plan  and  performance 
measurement  system  for  the  entire  workforce 
development  system.  Governors  are  also 
asked  to  designate  workforce  development 
areas  throughout  the  State,  for  the  distribution 
of  funds  and  service  delivery  under  much  of 
the  system. 

To  ensure  the  involvement  of  employers  m 
the  design  and  implementation  of  local  sys- 
tems, Careers  requires  the  establishment  of 
local,  employer-led,  workforce  development 
boards.  These  boards  would  provide  policy 
guidance  and  oversight  over  local  systems, 
and  would  be  responsible  for  the  establish- 
ment of  local  one-stop  delivery  systems — eas- 
ily accessible  single  points  of  entry  into  the 
local  workforce  preparation  system. 

The  youth  workforce  development  program 
pulls  school  systems  and  postsecondary  insti- 
tutions together  with  local  business  leaders  to 
develop  a  school-to-work  system  tor  both  m- 
school,  and  out-of-school  youth  m  the  commu- 
nity. This  system  is  designed  to  result  in  chal- 
lenging academic  and  occupational  com- 
petency gams  for  all  youth  in  the  community, 
as  well  as  completion  of  high  school,  or  its 
equivalent,  and  other  positive  outcomes  such 
as  placement  and  retention  in  employment,  or 
continuation  into  postsecondary  education  or 
training.  States  would  also  be  require  to  show 
how  special  population  students  meet  the  per- 
formance standards. 

Under  the  adult  and  the  vocational  rehabili- 
tation programs,  upfront  or  core  services — 
such  as  information  on  )obs,  assessment  of 
skills,  counseling,  job  search  assistance,  infor- 
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mation  on  education,  training,  and  vocational 
rehabilitation  programs  in  the  local  community, 
assessment  of  eligibility  for  such  programs — 
including  eligibility  for  student  financial  aid — 
and  referral  to  appropriate  programs  would  t>e 
available  to  all  individuals  through  a  net  work 
of  one-stop  career  centers  ana  affiliated  sat- 
ellite centers  throughout  each  community.  For 
individuals  with  severe  disabilities  and  deter- 
mined to  be  in  need  of  more  intensive  serv- 
ices, such  services  would  be  available  through 
vouchers  and  other  means  to  be  used  with  ap- 
proved providers  of  vocational  rehabilitation 
services.  Under  the  adult  training  system,  for 
individuals  who  are  unable  to  obtain  employ- 
ment through  the  core  services  more  inten- 
sive service  such  as  specialized  assessment 
and  counseling,  and  development  of  employ- 
ability  plans,  would  be  available — also  through 
the  one-stops.  For  those  unabie  to  obtain  em- 
ployment through  these  services  and  deter- 
mined to  be  in  need  of  education  or  training, 
such  services  would  be  provided — through  the 
use  of  vouchers  or  other  means  that  offer 
maximum  customer  choice  in  the  selection  of 
training  providers.  States  would  be  required  to 
establish  a  certification  system  for  the  identi- 
fication of  legitimate  providers  of  education 
and  training  for  receipt  of  vouchers — taking 
into  account  the  recommendations  of  local 
workforce  boards. 

Finally,  beyond  the  specific  area  of  job  train- 
ing, the  Careers  Act  includes  privatization  pro- 
posals for  2  existing  government  sponsored 
enterpnses — again  focusing  on  the  streamlin- 
ing of  federal  programs.  Sallie  Mae  and 
Connie  Lee  were  created  by  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  and  are  examples  of  for-profit, 
stockholder  owned  GSEs  which  have  success- 
fully fulfilled  their  intended  purposes.  Pnvatiza- 
tion  cuts  the  ties  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  establishes  a  willingness  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  to  take  a  successful  public- 
private  partnership  anq  turn  it  into  a  com- 
pletely private  venture  when  government  sup- 
port IS  no  longer  necessary,  l  want  to  thank 
the  administration  for  its  thoughtful  testimony 
at  our  hearing  on  the  issue  of  privatization  and 
for  its  assistance  m  identifying  and  addressing 
the  important  and  complex  issue  involved  in 
privatization  proposals.  And  also,  i  would  like 
to  thank  the  administration  for  its  testimony 
and  advice  on  reform  of  our  job  training  sys- 
tem. 

As  a  Congressman  from  a  district  in  Califor- 
nia that  has  been  hit  hard  by  defense  and 
aerospace  cutbacks — l  understand  that  the 
skills  of  this  Nation's  workforce  are  more  im- 
portant today  then  ever  before  to  U.S.  com- 
petitiveness. However,  our  current  patchwork 
of  Federal  programs  is  not  the  answer.  The 
Careers  Act  addresses  our  long  term 
workforce  preparation  strategy  by  creating  a 
seamless  system  (or  youth  and  adults  to  meet 
the  competitive  needs  of  our  work  force.  I 
thank  our  distinguished  chairman  for  his  in- 
sight and  leadership  on  this  vital  issue  and  I 
invite  all  of  my  colleagues  to  |Oin  with  us  in 
this  dramatic  effort  to  overhaul  the  Federal  ap- 
proach to  job  training  and  work  force  prepara- 
tion. 
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DEDICATION  OF  THE  RICHARD 
BOLLING  FEDERAL  BUILDING 


HON.  KAREN  McCARTHY 

OF  MISSOURI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Ms.  McCarthy.  Mr.  speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  intorm  the  Members  o(  this  body  that  on 
Sunday,  May  13,  the  people  of  the  Fifth  Con- 
gressional District  of  Missouri  will  pay  tnbute 
to  the  late  Dick  Boiling,  a  Mennber  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  1949-1983. 
We  come  together  this  weekend  to  dedicate 
the  Federal  building  in  downtown  Kansas  City 
as  the  Richard  Boiling  Federal  Building. 

DicK  Boiling  represented  my  congressional 
district  for  34  years  and  it  is  a  fitting  tnbute 
that  this  building  be  named  in  his  honor.  This 
building  resulted  from  his  vision — the  vision  of 
a  man  who  understood  how  vitally  important  it 
is  for  the  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  live  and  work  in  local  communities  like 
Kansas  City  throughout  the  country. 

Dick  Boiling  will  long  be  remembered  as  a 
giant  of  the  House,  and  a  voice  for  his  con- 
stituents on  the  national  political  stage.  He  is 
a  shining  example  of  the  generation  we  so  re- 
cently honored  on  VE  Day,  a  generation  that 
fought  economic  depression,  went  overseas  to 
defend  our  freedom,  and  returned  to  build  a 
new  society  with  opportunity  (or  all. 

Initially  intent  on  an  academic  career  after 
college.  World  War  II  intervened  and  Dick 
Boiling  enlisted  as  a  pnvate  and  emerged  5 
years  later  as  a  lieutenant  colonel  with  a 
Bronze  Star.  Continuing  as  he  began,  Dick 
Boiling  battled  entrenched  forces  all  of  his 
life — the  armies  of  ignorance,  segregation,  and 
machine  politics.  His  first  post-war  job  brought 
him  to  Kansas  City  as  director  of  Student  Ac- 
tivities and  Veterans  Affairs  at  the  University 
of  Kansas  City,  now  known  as  the  University 
of  Missoun-Kansas  City. 

While  at  the  University  Dick  Boiiing  became 
very  active  in  the  American  Veterans  Commit- 
tee and  the  Americans  for  Democratic  Action. 
His  political  activities  led  to  his  decision  to  run 
for  Congress  in  1948  against  the  Pendergast 
machine  candidate  in  the  primary  and  against 
a  one-term  Republican  who  was  perceived  to 
have  a  lock  on  the  district.  Mobilizing  a  core 
group  of  activist  veterans,  Dick  Boiling  charac- 
terized his  election  on  President  Truman's 
coattails  as  a  fluke.  He  went  on  to  be  re-elect- 
ed, by  overwhelming  victory  margins,  to  16 
additional  terms. 

It  is  difficult  to  describe  in  a  few  short  sen- 
tences the  career  of  a  man  who  served  in  this 
institution  for  34  years.  He  was  passionate 
about  the  House  of  Representatives.  He  was 
not  afraid  to  be  critical  of  the  House  as  he 
was  in  his  best  known  book,  "House  Out  of 
Order,"  and  he  devoted  much  of  his  career  to 
reform  of  its  shortcomings.  Known  for  his  par- 
liamentary skills,  he  was  particularly  proud  of 
his  contnbutions  which  led  to  passage  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1957,  the  first  meaningful 
civil  nghts  legislation  enacted  after  Recon- 
struction. 

Dick  Boiling  served  as  an  adviser  to  many 
of  the  great  political  personalities  of  his  time: 
Speakers  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
Presidents  and  Presidential  contenders,  and 
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other  national  leaders.  I  have  also  been 
moved  by  the  statements  of  his  colleagues 
made  m  tributes  at  the  time  of  his  retirement 
from  the  House  m  1982  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death  m  1991  He  was  a  mentor  to  many  of 
those  elected  to  serve  m  this  body  and  clearly 
the  hero  of  countless  more  both  inside  and 
outside  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Perhaps  Dick  Boiling's  greatest  contribution 
to  those  who  knew  him  or  who  know  of  him 
was  his  spirit.  He  never  shied  from  fighting  for 
a  cause  m  which  he  believed.  He  urged  his 
fellow  Members  to  work  hard,  to  serve  their 
constituents,  to  be  honest,  and  to  have  the 
courage  of  their  convictions.  He  is  a  role 
model  to  me  and  to  countless  others  of  my 
generation  who  have  chosen  public  service. 
His  leadership  is  a  contribution  which  will  not 
be  forgotten  in  his  congressional  district  or  by 
the  country.  On  behalf  of  the  people  of  the 
Fifth  District  of  Missouri  I  am  proud  to  join  in 
the  dedication  of  the  Richard  Boiling  Federal 
Building. 


May  11,  1995 
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TRIBUTE  TO  OFFICER  JOSEPH 
GALAPO 


HONORING  DR.  MICHAEL  GANNON 


WE  NEED  TO  BAN  TOY  GUNS 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  .NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again,  an- 
other child  in  the  city  of  New  York  died  need- 
lessly at  the  hands  of  a  police  officer  who 
thought  the  child  had  a  gun.  While  the  child 
did  have  a  gun,  it  was  a  toy  gun. 

As  a  result  of  this  ongoing  crisis,  I  am  intro- 
ducing a  bill  today  asking  the  Consumer  Prod- 
uct Safety  Commission  to  ban  toys  which  in 
size,  shape,  or  overall  appearance  resemble 
real  handguns.  Congress  tried  to  ban  toy 
handguns  by  passing  the  Federal  Energy 
Management  Improvement  Act  of  1988  which 
required  that  all  toy  guns  manufactured  or  sold 
after  May  5,  1989,  be  marked  to  distinguish 
them  ftOOi  redii  wedpuiib. 

The  act  required  one  of  the  following  mark- 
ings: a  blaze  orange  plug  inside  the  muzzle: 
an  orange  band  covering  the  outside  end  of 
the  muzzle:  construction  of  transparent  or 
translucent  matenals:  coloration  of  the  entire 
surface  with  bright  colors:  or  predominately 
white  coloration  in  combination  with  bright  col- 
ors. The  act  also  required  the  Director  of  the 
National  Institute  of  Justice  [NIJ]  to  conduct  a 
technical  evaluation  of  the  marking  systems. 

The  conclusion  of  the  evaluation  conducted 
by  NIJ  showed  that  the  orange  plug  marking 
standard  completely  failed  to  enable  police  of- 
ficers to  identify  the  weapon  as  a  toy  gun.  In 
fact,  clearly  marked  toy  guns  were  most  likely 
to  provoke  shootings  on  the  first  trial,  and  less 
likely  only  after  police  officers  gained  some  fa- 
miliarity with  the  situation  and  the  possible  ap- 
pearance of  toy  guns. 

It  IS  quite  clear  to  me,  and  should  be  to  all 
of  you,  that  something  drastic  needs  to  be 
done  to  stop  the  needless  shooting  of  inno- 
cent children.  Markings  are  not  enough — they 
do  not  work. 

To  ensure  that  there  are  no  mistakes,  no 
failures  to  recognize  plastic  from  steel,  I 
strongly  encourage  you  to  vote  for  a  total  ban 
on  the  manufacturing  of  realistic  toy  hand- 
guns. 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  MANTON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11,  1995 

Mr.  MANTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  former 
New  York  City  police  officer  and  in  recognition 
of  National  Police  Week,  I  rise  today  to  pay 
tribute  to  Officer  Joseph  Galapo. 

Officer  Joseph  Galapo  was  killed  in  the  line 
of  duty  on  August  16,  1988.  He  made  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  for  those  he  served.  I  extend 
my  most  hearHelt  condolences  to  Officer 
Galapo's  widow  and  three  children.  I  hope  it  is 
of  some  comfort  to  the  family  to  know  the  peo- 
ple of  New  York  City  feel  a  deep  sense  of 
gratitude  for  the  sacrifice  you  have  made. 

Dunng  the  week  of  May  14,  we  recognize 
the  tremendous  sacrifice  officers  of  the  law 
make  to  keep  our  society  free  from  cnme  and 
violence.  I  hope  my  colleagues  join  me  in  ac- 
knowledging the  police  officers  who  continue 
to  protect  the  community  in  which  they  live 
and  remember  those  who  have  lost  their  lives 
in  doing  so.  I  encourage  you  all  to  visit  the 
National  Law  Enforcement  Officers  Memorial 
located  m  the  heart  of  Washington,  DC  at  Ju- 
diciary Square.  This  is  a  fine  way  to  remember 
those  who  we  could  never  repay. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  FATHER  MICHAEL 
LAVELLE 

HON.  JAMIS  A.  TRARCANT,  JR. 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11.  1995 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  stand  here  today  to  honor  a 
remarkable  man  from  the  17th  Congressional 
District  of  Ohio.  Father  Michael  Lavelle  took 
great  pleasure  in  helping  others  and  this  Earth 
will  sorely  miss  the  light  his  presence  brought. 

Father  Lavelle  had  a  long  and  illustrious  ca- 
reer with  John  Carroll  University,  culminating 
in  his  appointment  as  president  of  the  univer- 
sity. He  was  a  scholar  of  the  highest  order 
and  a  social  worker  with  a  giant  heart.  Father 
Lavelle  is  even  known  in  international  circles 
for  his  successful  efforts  to  bring  books  and 
religious  items  into  Communist  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. Indeed,  Father  Lavelle  was  a  scholar,  an 
author,  a  linguist  who  spoke  most  of  the  major 
languages  of  Europe,  and  a  literary  man 
whom  more  than  one  Jesuit  referred  to  as  the 
"last  of  the  Renaissance  men. "  But,  above  all 
else  he  was  a  loyal  and  faithful  priest  who 
cared  deeply  not  only  for  his  fellow  country- 
men but  for  all  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  rare  that  I  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  honor  someone  like  Father  Michael 
Lavelle  who  gave  so  much  not  only  to  his  own 
community  but  also  to  the  entire  country.  My 
heartfelt  appreciation  goes  out  to  Father 
Lavelle  for  his  contributions.  He  was  a  great 
man  and  will  be  sorely  missed.  May  he  find 
eternal  peace  and  happiness  in  his  reunion 
with  the  Lord. 


HON.  KAREN  L  THURMAN 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  11,  1995 

Mrs.  THURMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  year,  the 
State  of  Florida  is  celebrating  its  150th  birth- 
day. This  important  milestone,  Florida's  Ses- 
quicentennial,  will  be  observed  all  year  as  our 
citizens  recognize  the  varied  events  and  peo- 
ple that  have  contributed  to  our  State's  rich 
heritage, 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  honor  someone 
who  has  contributed  greatly  to  the  understand- 
ing and  popularization  of  Florida's  history,  Dr 
Michael  Gannon. 

Dr.  Michael  Gannon  is  a  distinguished  serv- 
ice professor  of  history  at  the  University  of 
Florida.  A  specialist  in  the  Spanish  colonial 
history  of  Florida  and  the  Caribbean,  he  is 
also  director  of  the  Institute  for  Early  Contact 
Period  Studies,  which  conducts  research  into 
the  voyages  of  Christopher  Columbus  and  the 
first  contacts  between  Europeans  and  Native 
Americans  m  the  New  World. 

Raised  in  St.  Augustine,  FL,  Dr,  Gannon 
has  had  a  long  interest  in  the  early  Spanish 
missions  of  Florida  about  which  he  has  written 
extensively.  Two  of  his  books,  "Rebel  Bishop" 
(1964)  and  "The  Cross  in  the  Sand"  (1965) 
give  readers  an  indepth  look  at  the  early  his- 
tory of  Florida.  He  is  coauthor  of  two  other 
books  and  a  contributor  to  numerous  others 
on  the  region,  including  "Spanish  Influence  in 
the  Caribbean,  Florida  and  Louisiana,  1500- 
1800,"  and  "The  Hispanic  Experience  in  North 
America."  Dr.  Gannon  also  edited  the  com- 
prehensive "New  History  of  Florida,"  which  will 
appear  m  bookstores  later  this  year. 

Dr.  Gannon  served  for  i9  years  as  a  mem- 
ber and  two-time  chairman  of  the  Historic  St. 
Augustine  Preservation  Board;  and  currently 
serves  under  the  Secretary  of  State  as  chair- 
man of  the  De  Soto  Trail  Committee  and 
chairman  of  the  Spanish  Mission  Trail  Com- 
mittee. Under  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  he 
served  as  a  member  of  the  State's  Columbus 
Quincentenary  Jubilee  Commission,  and  chair- 
man of  that  body's  History  and  Culture  Com- 
mittee, In  1992  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior appointed  Dr.  Gannon  to  a  4-year  term  on 
the  National  De  Soto  Expedition  Trail  Commis- 
sion. He  IS  an  honorary  board  member  of  the 
St.  Augustine  Historical  Society,  and  a  mem- 
ber of  the  editorial  board  of  the  Florida  Histori- 
cal Quarterly. 

In  the  area  of  military  history.  Dr.  Gannon 
published  "Operation  Drumbeat,"  a  history  of 
Germany's  first  U-boat  operation  along  the 
American  coast  m  World  War  II.  The  book  be- 
came a  national  best  seller  and  the  subject  of 
a  National  Geographic  Explorer  program.  The 
show  won  an  emmy  award  as  the  best  histori- 
cal program  in  1992.  Dr.  Gannon  published 
"Florida:  A  Short  History"  m  1993  and  in  1994, 
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"Secret  Missions,"  a  Flonda-based  histoncal 
novel  set  in  World  War  II, 

Dr,  Gannon  has  published  numerous  arti- 
cles on  history,  religion,  military  affairs,  and 
ethics  in  national  journals  and  magazines.  In 
the  summer  of  1968,  Dr.  Gannon  served  in 
Vietnam  as  a  war  correspondent  for  the  jour- 
nal, "America"  and  the  National  Catholic  News 
Service.  He  is  the  author  of  the  histoncal  arti- 
cle on  "The  Catholic  Church  m  the  United 
States"  that  appears  in  the  1994  edition  of  the 
"Encyclopedia  Americana"  and  of  another  arti- 
cle under  the  same  title  that  appears  in  the 
"Encyclopedia  of  Southern  History."  Dr.  Gan- 
non has  lectured  widely  m  this  country,  as  well 
as  in  Spam,  Italy.  Mexico,  and  the  Caribbean. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Dr.  Gannon  is  a  distinguished 
professor  who  has  been  honored  for  his  ex- 
pertise and  achievements.  In  1979,  the  Uni- 
versity of  Florida  National  Alumni  Association 
awarded  him  its  first  distinguished  alumni  pro- 
fessorship in  recognition  of  the  impact  that  he 
has  had  on  student's  lives  and  careers.  In 
1990.  King  Juan  Carlos  I  of  Spain  conferred 
on  Dr  Gannon  the  highest  civilian  award  of 
that  country.  Knight  Commander  of  the  Order 
of  Isabel  la  Catolica.  Dr.  Gannon  has  also 
been  the  recipient  of  the  Arthur  W.  Thompson 
Prize  in  Florida  History  and  in  1978  was 
named  Teacher  of  the  Year  (or  the  College  of 
Liberal  Arts  and  Sciences. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Dr.  Gannon's  work  has  added 
a  great  deal  to  our  knowledge  of  the  varied  in- 
fluences that  have  shaped  the  history  of  Flor- 
ida. The  sesquicentenmal  celebrations  in  Flor- 
ida will  be  that  much  more  meaningful  be- 
cause of  the  careful  research  of  Dr.  Gannon. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  proud  to  represent  the 
University  of  Florida  and  professors  like  Dr. 
Gannon,  who  are  dedicated  to  excellence. 


MARTIN  UNIVERSITY 

HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  11,  1995 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Martin  University 
IS  the  oldest  University  in  Indiana  pnmanly  de- 
voted to  the  education  of  Afncan-Amencan 
students. 

What  follows  IS  a  richly  deserved  editorial 
about  the  University  which  was  published  in 
the  Indianapolis  News  in  April  1995. 
[From  the  Indianapolis  News.  Apr.  13.  1995] 
A  Pillar  in  Brightwood 

Thanks  are  due  those  community  leaders 
who  have  made  the  inner-city  Brightwood 
area  a  little  brighter.  What  has  happened 
there  is  an  example  to  the  nation  of  how 
local  institutions  can  make  a  difference  in 
their  communities. 

In  1987.  Martin  University  moved  its  main 
campus  from  College  Avenue  to  the 
Brightwood  address  of  2171  Avondale  Place. 
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TTie  low-budget,  nondenominational  school 
came  to  the  neightwrhood  at  a  time  when 
families  and  businesses  were  moving  out. 

"The  primary  reason  we  moved  to 
Brightwood  is  because  the  vacated  buildings, 
including  the  beautiful  St.  Francis  de  Sales 
Catholic  parish,  became  available  to  us  at  a 
great  price.  The  revitalization  in  the  com- 
munity is  a  by-product,"  said  Martin's  pub- 
lic relations  director.  Pat  Stewart. 

Martin  University  still  has  four  buildings 
at  the  original  College  Avenue  campus.  And 
in  1988.  the  university  opened  the  Lady  Eliz- 
abeth. Campus  at  the  Indiana  Women's  Pris- 
on for  inmates  there. 

The  main  campus  in  Brightwood  comprises 
nine  buildings.  The  university's  move  has 
provided  a  unifying  entity  for  the  commu- 
nity, which  was  divided  in  the  1970s  when  I- 
70  was  constructed.  The  neighborhood  also 
suffered  from  a  loss  of  residents  who  moved 
to  the  suburbs. 

Martin  University  has  offset  some  of  these 
changes. 

Besides  making  good  use  of  old  buildings, 
the  84  faculty  and  staff  members  educate  and 
train  people  who  may  not  have  similar  op- 
portunities elsewhere. 

The  institution  serves  520  students  from  all 
over  Indianapolis,  most  from  minority  and 
low-income  back-grounds.  Approximately  150 
students  reside  in  the  Brightwood  neighbor- 
hood. 

The  university  offers  more  than  tradi- 
tional academic  courses. 

Senior  citizens  and  children  may  attend 
computer  classes  and  summer  school  pro- 
grams, and  all  residents  may  attend  semi- 
nars about  economic  and  political 
empowerment. 

The  university  also  runs  a  health  clinic 
were  university  staff.  students  and 
Brightwood  residents  who  aren't  students 
can  come  for  counseling  and  medical  ser\'- 
ices.  And  it  holds  clothing  and  food  drives  to 
Ijenefit  people  with  various  needs  in 
Brightwood. 

The  school  doesn't  stop  there,  however 
Recognizing  the  need  to  broaden  the  experi- 
ences of  the  people  it  serves,  it  provides  ar- 
tistic anrl  fMilr.iiral  events  for  resident.* 
Among  those  activities,  it  has  hosted  the 
Carmel  Symphony  Orchestra  and  holds  an 
annual  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  celebration. 

"Caring  about  this  community  isn't  an 
afterthought  of  the  university.  It's  in  our 
mission  statement."  Sister  Jane  Schilling 
told  News  reporter  Judith  Cebula.  She  teach- 
es and  serves  as  vice  president  at  Martin. 

The  Rev.  Boniface  Hardin,  founder  and 
president  of  this  university,  deserves  com- 
mendation for  the  vision  he  has  for  his  uni- 
versity and  community.  His  goal  of  serving 
others  and  seeking  to  make  them  successful 
is  the  cause  of  success  in  his  efforts. 

One  of  the  most  impressive  aspects  of  Mar- 
tin University  is  its  financial  foundation. 
The  money  comes  through  tuition,  private 
donations  and  foundation  grants. 

At  a  time  when  welfare  plans  are  being  de- 
bated to  death,  it  is  refreshing  to  see  dedi- 
cated individuals  responding  to  urban  prob- 
lems with  so  little  dependence  on  govern- 
ment remedies. 
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The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  LONGLEY]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC, 

May  12.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  James  B. 
LONGLEY.  Jr..  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore 
on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  grateful,  O  God,  that  in  all 
the  moments  of  life  there  are  friends 
and  colleagues  who  offer  to  us  their 
counsel  and  good  word,  who  speak  the 
truth  with  us  and  who  correct  us  when 
we  need  correction,  who  support  us 
when  we  need  help,  and  who  walk  with 
us  when  we  are  alone.  Our  hearts  are 
thankful.  O  gracious  God.  that  every 
person  can  receive  love  and  respect  and 
kindness  from  others,  even  as  we  open 
our  hearts  and  minds  to  those  near  and 
dear  to  us.  May  Your  blessing,  O  God, 
that  is  new  every  morning  and  is  with 
us  in  the  depths  of  our  souls,  be  with  us 
this  day  and  every  day.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

Tlie  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Juui'nai  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman    from   Missouri    [Mr.    Volk- 
MER]  come  forward  and  lead  the  House 
in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  VOLKMER  led  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance as  follows: 

I  pledge  aUeKiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  .-Vmerica.  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 
A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,     one     of    its    clerks,     an- 


nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed  a 
bill  of  the  following  title,  in  which  the 
concurrence  of  the  House  is  requested: 
S.  510.  An  act  to  extend  the  authorization 
for  certain  programs  under  the  Native  .Amer- 
ican Programs  Act  of  1974.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 


CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  140  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  961. 

D  1003 

IN  THE  COM.MITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  961) 
to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  with  Mr.  MclNNis  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Thursday, 
May  11,  1995,  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  E.m- 
ERSON],  as  amended,  had  been  disposed 
of,  and  title  VI  was  open  at  any  point. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title 
VI? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LIPINSKI 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lipinski:  Pages 
231  and  232.  strike  the  Uble  and  insert  the 
following: 

Percent  of  sutus 
"States;  authon^fd 

Alabama  0.7736 

Alaska  0.2500 

Arizona  i  1526 

Arkansas 0.3853 

California 9.3957 

Colorado  0.6964 

Connecticut  1.3875 

Delaware  0.2500 

District  of  Columbia 0.3203 

Florida 3.4696 

Georgia  2.0334 

Hawaii   0.2629 

Idaho 0.2531 

Illinois  5.6615 

Indiana  3  1304 

Iowa  06116 

Kansas   0.8749 

Kentucky  1.3662 

Louisiana 1.0128 

Maine  0  6742 


Maryland   1.6701 

Massachusetts  4.3755 

Michigan  3.8495 

Minnesota  1.3275 

Mississippi  0.6406 

Missouri  1.7167 

Montana  0  2500 

Nebraska  0.4008 

Nevada  0.2500 

New  Hampshire  0  4791 

New  Jersey   4.7219 

New  Mexico 0.2500 

New  York  14.7435 

North  Carolina 2.5920 

.North  Dakota  0.2500 

Ohio  4.9828 

Oklahoma  0.6273 

Oregon   12483 

Pennsylvania  4.2431 

Rhode  Island  0.4454 

South  Carolina   0.7480 

South  Dakota  0.2500 

Tennessee  1.4767 

Texas  .^[^^^3 

L'tah  0.2937 

Vermont   0.2722 

Virginia 2.4794 

Washington  2  2096 

West  Virginia 1  4346 

Wisconsin  1  4261 

Wyoming  0.2500 

Puerto  Rico   1.O866 

.Northern  Marianas  0.0308 

.■\merican  Samoa  0  0908 

Ouam   0.0657 

Palau   0.1295 

Virgin  Islands  0.0.527'. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  very  straightforward. 
During  the  subcommittee  markup  of 
H.R.  961,  an  amendment  was  adopted 
which  revised  the  allotment  formula 
for  the  State  revolving  fund  grants  for 
wastewater  treatment  facilities.  Al- 
though putting  a  10  percent  cap  in  a 
hold  harmless  provision  in  the  bill  may 
seem  like  a  good  idea,  the  change  in 
the  formula  has  a  dramatic  impact  on 
allotments  for  21  States,  including  Illi- 
nois. 

Let  us  look  at  history.  Right  now  al- 
location is  based  on  needs  and  popu- 
lation data  from  the  1970's.  Nobody 
thinks  we  should  keep  using  this  allo- 
cation, and  until  the  amendment  was 
adopted  in  subcommittee,  everyone 
agreed  on  the  allocation  that  is  in  my 
amendment  which  was  based  on  the 
most  current  data,  which  means  the 
1990  population  figures,  the  1990  needs. 
But  it  was  changed  by  the  subcommit- 
tee, and  I  want  to  change  it  back.  The 
reason  should  be  clear. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  amendment  does 
not  pass,  Illinois,  represented  by  me 
and  19  other  Members  of  this  body,  will 
lose  almost  $83  million  over  5  years. 
Also,  Arizona  will  lose  $50  million: 
California.  $186  million;  Connecticut,  $4 
million;    Florida,   $3   million;   Georgia. 
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$20  million;  Indiana,  $58  million;  Kan- 
sas, $737,000;  Kentucky,  $1^^  million; 
Louisiana,  $850,000;  Massachusetts, 
$78,000;  New  Jersey,  $25,000;  New  York, 
$381  million;  North  Carolina.  $74  mil- 
lion; Oregon.  $1  million;  Pennsylvania, 
$3,575  million;  Tennessee,  $1  million; 
Texas.  $4  million;  Virginia.  $27  million; 
Washington.  $35  million;  West  Virginia. 
$1.2  million;  American  Samoa,  $1.2  mil- 
lion; Guam,  $875,000.  For  the  21  affected 
States  we  are  talking  about  a  total  of 
almost  $1  trillion;  to  be  exact,  $955  mil- 
lion. 

But  obviously  some  States  benefit 
from  the  provision.  Alaska  gains  $37 
million;  Hawaii,  $55  million;  Iowa,  $77 
million;  Missouri,  $99  million,  and  Wis- 
consin is  the  biggest  winner  with  an  in- 
crease of  more  than  $127  million. 

I  would  not  be  so  bold  as  to  suggest 
that  the  16  Members  from  Wisconsin 
vote  for  this  amendment.  If  they  did. 
they  would  be  voting  against  $127  mil- 
lion for  their  own  State.  The  same  goes 
for  the  Representatives  of  the  29  States 
that  benefit  from  this  allocation  that 
is  presently  in  the  bill.  Although  I 
would  be  more  than  happy  to  have 
their  votes.  I  certainly  will  not  seek 
them,  expect  them  to  vote  against  the 
best  interests  of  their  State,  but.  if  I 
and  every  other  Member  from  a  State 
that  loses  money  under  the  new  alloca- 
tion votes  against  this  amendment,  we 
will  be  voting  against  our  State.  That 
does  not  make  any  sense  to  me,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

This  amendment  is  not  complicated. 
There  are  winners  and  losers  on  the 
issue.  But  if  every  Member  votes  in  the 
best  interest  of  his  or  her  State,  my 
amendment  will  pass  299  to  136.  I  hope 
that  will  happen. 

AMENDMENT  OFEKRED  BV  MR.  BATEMAN  AS  A 
SI'B.STITrTE  FOR  THE  A.MEND.MENT  OFFERED 
BV  MR.  LIPINSKI 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
amendment. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bateman  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
LIPINSKI:  Pages  231  and  232.  strike  the  table 
and  insert  the  following: 


Percentage  ot  sums  autfionred  lo'  liscai  «ar 


Percentage  ot  sums  authonred  lor  fiscal  year 


Slate 


Alabama  

Alaska  , .... 

Arizona  

A/tiansas 


Calitarnu 
Colorado  .... 
Connect  icut 
Delaware  ... 
District  ot 

Florida  

Georgia  

Hawaii  .... 

Idaho  

Illinois        . 

Indiana 

Iowa     

Kansas  

Kentucky  

Louisiana  

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota  


1996 

1997 

1938 

1999  4 
2000 

1.0693 

lono 

0  95O4 

0  8896 

0,5723 

05411 

0  5087 

0  4761 

0  7139 

0  7464 

0  7767 

0  8060 

06255 

0  5914 

0  5560 

0  5204 

75590 

7  9031 

8  2244 

8  5345 

0  7649 

0  7232 

0  6885 

05847 

12948 

13537 

13718 

13643 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  39O5 

3  4532 

3  4462 

3  4304 

34115 

178'0 

18683 

19443 

19993 

0  7406 

0  70O2 

0  6583 

06161 

0  4694 

0  4438 

04173 

0  3905 

4  7801 

4  9976 

5  20O8 

5  3970 

2.5472 

2  6631 

2  7714 

2  8759 

12942 

12236 

1  1503 

10767 

0  8708 

0  8690 

0  8650 

0  8502 

13452 

13570 

13508 

13433 

10512 

10060 

10014 

0  9958 

0  7402 

0  6999 

0  6566 

0  6629 

23128 

2  1867 

2  0557 

19241 

3  5884 

3  7518 

3  9043 

4  0515 

41117 

3  8875 

38061 

3  7850 

17576 

16618 

15622 

14522 

Slate 


1996 


1997 


1998 


1999* 
2000 


Mississippi 

Missouri      

Montana      

Nebraska       

Nevada         

New  Hampstiitt  , 

New  lersey    _. 

New  Mexico    

New  ror»       

North  Carolina 

North  Dakota  

Ohio     

Oklahoma 

Oregon     _.i... 

Pennsylvania  

Rhode  Island  „ 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee     

Teias _ 

Utah   ,._ 

Vermoflt 

Virginia        

Washington   

West  Virginia  

Wisconsin 

Wyoming        

Puerto  Rico   

Northern  Marianas  .. 

American  Samoa 

Guam 

Palau 

Virgin  Islands 


08615 
26509 
0  4694 
0««91 
0  4694 
09556 
4  3190 
04694 
116659 
19075 
04694 
53833 
0.7726 
11939 
41866 
06421 
0  9796 
04694 
14697 
4  6552 
05039 
0  4694 
21630 
i.t3S0 
1.4907 
25852 
04694 
12472 
0  0399 
0  0859 
0  0621 
0  1224 
0  0551 


0  8146 
25063 
0  4438 
0  4624 
0  4438 
0  9035 
4  5155 
0  4438 
1M969 
19943 
04438 
50898 
07304 
12399 
4  2145 
0  6071 
09262 
0  4438 
14668 
4.6458 
0  4764 

0  4438 
22615 
19217 
14249 
24442 
04438 

1  1792 
00377 
00812 
0  0587 
01158 
0  0576 


0  7658 
2  3562 
04173 
0  4347 
04173 
0  8494 
4  6686 
04173 
12  6928 
20754 
04173 
4  9266 
06867 
12342 
4  1952 
0  5707 
0  8707 
04173 
14600 
4  6245 

0  4479 
04173 
2  3534 
19998 
14184 
2  2978 
04173 

1  1185 
0  0355 
0  0763 
0  0552 
01O88 
0  0599 


0  7167 
2  2054 
0  3905 
0  4069 
0  3905 
0  795O 
46428 
0  3905 
131714 
21537 
03905 
4  8993 
06427 
12274 
4  1720 
05342 
08150 
0  3905 
14520 
4  5989 
04192 
0  39O5 
2  4379 
2  0752 
14106 
21507 

0  3905 

1  1123 
0  0332 
00714 
0  0517 
01019 

0  0599  ■■ 


Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  House,  I  rise  reluc- 
tantly to  offer  an  alternative  by  way  of 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  just 
discussed  and  presented  by  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Lipinski].  Our  relationship  has  been  a 
very  close  and  cordial  one.  and  I  would 
hold  it  up  as  an  example  of  the  biparti- 
san spirit  in  which  all  of  us  should  con- 
duct our  affairs  for  all  Members  of  the 
House. 

Let  me  say  that  I  find  myself  some- 
what in  the  position  of  the  interloper 
who  sought  to  separate  two  young  sis- 
ters involved  in  a  fist  fight  in  the 
schoolyard,  where  the  interloper,  the 
peacemaker,  became  the  subject  of  at- 
tack by  both  parties  Therp  are  indeed 
winners  and  losers  any  time  we  change 
any  formula  by  which  funding  is  allo- 
cated, as  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
has  pointed  out. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  must  bear 
in  mind,  however,  as  we  go  through 
this  debate  about  how  to  accomplish 
this  reallocation  based  upon  a  new  for- 
mula is  some  notion  of  equity,  espe- 
cially as  it  bears  upon  the  default  of 
the  Congress  over  so  many  years  to 
have  upgraded  the  formula  that  has 
been  in  the  law  since  the  1970's.  We  did 
not  do  that  which  we  should  have  done 
over  that  long  period  of  time,  and  so  fi- 
nally, when  we  have  a  new  need  for  as- 
sessment and  a  proposed  formula  for 
allocation,  it  creates  incredible  peaks 
and  valleys  for  so  many  States.  There 
are  States  that  lose  as  much  as  59  per- 
cent of  the  funding  they  have  histori- 
cally been  receiving.  There  are  States 
which  have  enormous  gains  as  a  result 
in  the  new  formula.  The  committee  bill 
has  capped  the  gains  and  losses  at  5 
percent.  The  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipinski] 
implements  the  new  formula  without 
any  caps,  without  any  effort  to  deal 
with  the  incredible  losses  which  some 


States  will  sustain  while  giving  all  of 
the  gain  to  every  State 

Mr.  NADLER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Not  at  this  point:  I 
will  try  to  save  some  time  so  that  I 
might  at  the  end. 

The  alternative  provision  that  I  offer 
to  both  the  committee  bill  and  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois'  amendment  is 
to  allow  those  States  that  gain  to  gain 
more  than  is  available  to  them  under 
the  committee  bill,  while  at  the  same 
time  putting  some  floor  under  the 
losses  of  the  losing  States.  Under  my 
substitute  amendment.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gainers  would  gain  5  percent  each 
year  until  they  had  gained  20  percent 
above  their  present  allocations.  The 
losers  would  lose  5  percent  each  year 
until  they  had  lost  20  percent  of  their 
allocation.  Obviously  this  is  an  effort 
to  do  some  equity,  to  prevent  the  enor- 
mous peaks  and  valleys  that  would 
occur  if  we  just  implement  the  new  as- 
sessment formula  without  any  change, 
but  certainly  would  be  dealing  more 
equitably  with  the  gaining  States  than 
allowing  them  significantly  more  of 
the  gains  they  are  entitled  to  under  the 
new  formula  than  would  the  committee 
bill  as  it  comes  to  the  floor. 

I  strongly  recommend  to  my  col- 
leagues that,  not  only  from  a  sense  of 
equity,  but  in  terms  of  looking  at  this 
bill  more  analytically,  that  they  sup- 
port my  substitute  amendment.  There 
are  States  which  would  gain  more 
under  the  gentleman  from  Illinois' 
amendment,  but  suppose  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois'  amendment  at 
the  end  of  the  day  is  not  the  version 
which  carries  They  would  then  be 
stuck  with  the  allocation  formula  in 
the  bill  as  it  comes  to  the  floor  or  some 
modification  which  ultimately  may 
arise  in  committee  of  conference,  and 
under  the  worst  possible  case,  if  the 
bill  is  not  enacted  into  law.  we  would 
have  no  reauthori2^tion  other  than  re- 
volving funds  and  no  funds  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  "When  you 
contemplate  all  of  the  alternatives,  I 
think  the  responsible,  the  fair,  the  eq- 
uitable alternative  would  be  found  to 
be  the  one  which  I  offer  this  morning." 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  BATEMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Could  the  gentleman 
answer  the  following  questions?  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipinski] 
gave  us  a  list  of  States,  of  how  much 
they  would  lose  under  the  committee's 
formula  compared  to  his  formula.  It 
names  some  of  the  larger  losers,  and 
can  the  gentleman  tell  me  the  cor- 
responding figures  for  his  substitute, 
please? 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  I  do  not  have  them 
in  front  of  me.  I  will  get  them  and 
bring  them  to  the  gentleman.  There  is 
a  list,  and  it  will  be  available  on  the 
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floor.  I  do  not  have  it  In  my  remarks. 
I  do  not  have  it  in  front  of  me. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me.  I  have 
those  figures,  and  I  will  give  them  to 
him. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  so 
we  can  get  those  figures? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bate- 
man]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nadler  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  B.\teman  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

D  1015 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
the  list.  The  gentleman  wants  to  know 
what  the  losses  are  going  to  be.  He  does 
not  know  what  you  are  going  to  ask. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Might  I  suggest  if 
the  time  has  been  yielded  back  to  me, 
the  more  orderly  way  to  proceed  might 
be  for  me  to  yield  back  the  time  and 
then  you  all  can  raise  such  questions 
as  you  want,  and  then  I  will  try  and 
have  the  information  to  respond.  At 
this  point  let  me  yield  back  the  time. 
I  am  not  trying  to  avoid  getting  you 
the  information. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  make  a 
couple  of  comments  here.  Allocations 
of  highway  funding  should  be  based  on 
need  and  population.  That  is  the  tradi- 
tion in  the  House  and  the  fairest  way. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  bases  the  alloca- 
tions on  the  latest  needs  figures  from 
1990  and  on  the  latest  population  fig- 
ures from  the  1990  census.  Of  course, 
they  differ  from  the  needs  and  popu- 
lation figured  in  1970.  20  years  ago. 
based  on  a  20-year-old  formula.  Of 
course,  some  States  have  greater  needs 
now  relative  to  others  and  greater  pop- 
ulation now  relative  to  others,  and  oth- 
ers have  less. 

They  should  gain  and  lose  accord- 
ingly. If  some  States  have  much  less 
needs,  then  they  should  have  much  less 
funds.  If  some  States  have  much  more 
needs,  they  should  get  a  much  greater 
proportion  That  is  the  fairest  way  to 
do  it.  and  that  is  what  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  does,  and  that  is  the  tra- 
dition we  have  followed  over  the  years. 

The  committee  formula  bases  it  on 
current  needs  and  population,  modified 
by  a  hold-harmless  formula  to  say  that 
those  States  which  no  longer  have  the 
need  relative  to  others  should  continue 
getting  more  than  they  need  relative 
to  others. 

The  substitute  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  says  well,  we  are  not  going  to 
continue  that  indefinitely,  but  we  are 


going  to  continue  to  give  an  unfair  pro- 
portion to  some  States,  to  6  States. 
and  an  unfairly  low  proportion  to  26 
States,  for  5  years.  In  fact,  for  any  that 
are  off  balance  by  more  than  20  per- 
cent, indeterminately.  It  is  not  fair  and 
not  right. 

Therefore  I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
substitute  amendment  and  the  adop- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

With  that.  I  will  ask  if  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  would  answer  a  couple  of 
questions. 

I  would  ask  the  gentleman,  under  the 
committee  formula.  Washington  loses 
$35  million.  How  much  would  it  lose 
under  the  gentleman  from  Virginia's 
amendment? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $28,452,500. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Virginia  loses  $27  mil- 
lion. How  much  would  it  lose  under  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $18,588,500. 

Mr.  NADLER.  New  York  loses  $318 
million.  Under  the  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute, how  much  would  it  lose? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  The  great  State  of 
New  York  would  lose  $270,720,500. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Illinois  would  lose  $83 
million.  How  much  would  it  lose  under 
the  substitute? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $63,375,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Arizona  would  lose  $50 
million.  How  much  would  it  lose  under 
the  substitute? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $47,850,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  California  would  lose 
$186  million  under  the  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $155,570,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  And  Florida  would  lose 
$3  million.  Under  the  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute, how  much  would  it  lose? 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $4,888,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Indiana  would  lose  $58 
million  under  the  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $47,962,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Georgia  would  lose  $20 
million  under  the  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  $14,220,000. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  simply  ob- 
serve the  gentleman's  substitute  does 
very  little,  as  you  heard  from  those  fig- 
ures, to  undo  the  inequity  of  the  com- 
mittee formula.  The  gentleman's  sub- 
stitute should  not  be  adopted.  The 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois, which  bases  the  allocation  for- 
mula strictly  on  needs  and  on  popu- 
lation based  on  the  1990  census,  should 
be  adopted  as  continuing  the  tradition 
of  the  House  to  base  these  allocations 
fairly  on  population  and  on  needs.  And 
if  some  States  have  much  less  needs 
currently,  so  be  it.  If  others  have 
greater,  they  should  get  proportion- 
ately what  they  need. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NADLER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 


Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  not  question 
the  arithmetic  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  or  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  I  would  question,  however,  the 
ultimate  analysis  and  where  the  bot- 
tom line  falls.  It  is  true  that  States 
you  enumerated  would  not  do  as  well 
under  my  substitute  as  under  the  Li- 
pinski  amendment.  I  think,  however, 
you  need  to  assess  it  in  the  context  of 
what  is  the  difference  between  the  ver- 
sion of  the  formula  in  the  committee 
bill  and  the  Bateman  substitute,  and 
all  of  those  States  would  be  substan- 
tially improved  or  enhanced  under  my 
substitute,  more  than  they  would 
under  the  bill  as  it  comes  to  the  floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Nadler]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Nadler 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  here 
are  the  differences.  The  States  that 
have  greater  needs  and  greater  popu- 
lations would  not  be  substrntially  ben- 
efited and  treated  substantially  more 
fairly  under  the  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia.  Compare: 
Washington  would  only  lose  $28  million 
instead  of  $35  million.  Is  $7  million  sub- 
stantial? It  would  still  lose  $28  million 
from  what  it  should  get.  Virginia 
would  lose  $18  million  instead  of  $27 
million.  New  York  would  lose  $270  mil- 
lion. It  is  better  than  $318  million,  but 
still  $270  million.  Unfair.  Illinois  would 
lose  $63  million.  Better  than  $83  mil- 
lion. California  would  lose  $155  million. 
A  little  better  than  $186  million,  but 
still  $155  million  less  than  it  should 
get.  Georgia,  $14  million:  Florida,  $3 
million. 

The  sum  and  substance,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  most  States,  the  majority 
of  States.  26  States,  would  be  treated 
unfairly  under  this  amendment  and 
under  the  substitute.  Six  States  would 
gain.  There  is  no  reason  for  that  other 
than  a  desire  to  protect  the  States 
which  have  relatively  less  need,  and  in 
this  era  of  fiscal  stringency,  where  we 
are  going  to  be  cutting  down  the  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  appro- 
priations bill,  we  should  not  treat  the 
States  unfairly. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NADLER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this 
passes,  will  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  vote  for  the  bill?  If  the  Lipinski 
amendment  passes,  will  the  gentleman 
vote  for  the  bill? 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr  Chairman,  if  many 
of  the  other  changes  that  I  and  others 
on  this  side  have  suggested  are  adopt- 
ed, I  would  certainly  consider  it. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  obfuscation. 
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Mr.  NADLER.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
it  is  never  a  valid  argument  against  an 
amendment  that  the  people  supporting 
the  amendment  may  or  may  not  sup- 
port the  bill.  The  question  is.  What 
does  the  bill  look  like  at  the  end?  I 
cannot  tell  you  right  now  what  the  bill 
is  going  to  look  like  at  the  end.  I  re- 
serve judgment  on  whether  I  will  vote. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bateman]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  committee  bill 
we  rewrote  the  formula.  The  formula 
was  developed  in  the  1970's  based  on 
population  and  based  on  needs.  As  a  re- 
sult of  the  changing  needs  and  the 
changing  population,  we  rewrote  that 
formula.  However,  in  doing  so,  we  rec- 
ognized that  it  would  have  an  extreme 
impact  on  23  States,  which  under  the 
raw  formula  change  would  see  one- 
third  or  more  of  their  grants  wiped  out 
between  1995  and  1996.  Three  States, 
Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Iowa,  would  have 
their  programs  cut  by  55  to  70  percent. 
So  we  said  to  ease  the  pain  and  the 
transition,  we  would  put  a  plus  or 
minus  10  percent  cap,  which  seems  to 
be  fair. 

Now,  Pennsylvania  would  gain  under 
Mr.  LiPiN.sKi's  wiping  out  of  this  10  per- 
cent cap.  But.  nevertheless,  in  the  in- 
terest of  balance  and  fairness,  I  think 
that  it  is  appropriate  to  have  some 
form  of  transition. 

Along  comes  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bate- 
man], which  actually  goes  a  lot  further 
toward  Mr.  Lipin.ski  than  the  10-per- 
cent cap  which  we  imposed  in  the  com- 
mittee. Under  this  formula,  it  would  go 
from  a  55-percent  cap  to  10  percent  in 
the  second  year,  to  15  percent,  to  20 
percent,  and  20  percent  in  the  fifth 
year,  the  final  year  of  this  bill.  Pre- 
sumably there  would  be  no  caps  as  we 
move  beyond  the  fifth  year. 

I  think  that  is  more  balanced  and 
more  fair.  It  phases  out  the  caps  and. 
ultimately  over  a  5-year  period,  we  get 
to  the  raw  formula  that  Mr.  Lipinski  is 
proposing,  and  the  formula  which  is  in 
the  bill,  without  the  caps. 

So,  for  all  of  those  reasons,  I  believe 
in  the  interest  of  fairness  and  balance, 
we  should  support  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment as  a  compromise  to  this  issue, 
and  urge  adoption  of  the  Bateman 
amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Bateman  substitute  amendment 
and  am  in  support  of  the  Lipinski 
amendment.  The  formula  used  to  allo- 
cate wastewater  State  evolving  loan 
fund  money  under  existing  law  is  based 
on  data  from  the  mid-1970's.  with  most 
of  the  weight  on  needs  and  relatively 
little  weight  on  population.  No  one  can 
defend   using   out-of-date   data  as   the 
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best  way  to  allocate  scarce  resources, 
or  to  effectively  address  needs  into  the 
21st  century,  which  is  what  the  for- 
mula we  put  in  this  bill  will  have  to  do. 

All  the  clean  water  bills  introduced 
in  the  last  Congress  and  in  this  Con- 
gress, including  H.R.  961  as  originally 
introduced,  have  used  the  same  new 
formula,  one  that  retains  the  weights 
in  existing  law  but  is  based  on  the  lat- 
est needs  and  population  data  avail- 
able. 

The  formula  was  changed  during  sub- 
committee markup.  This  latest  for- 
mula—the one  that  is  in  the  reported 
bill— basically  keeps  the  formula  that 
is  in  existing  law.  but  adjusts  a  State's 
allocation  up  or  down  by  10  percent. 
That  is  hardly  bringing  the  formula  up 
to  date. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  in  this 
Congress,  and  by  proponents  of  this 
bill,  about  making  decisions  based  on 
sound  science.  But  one  is  hard  put  to 
explain  how  relying  on  data  that  are  20 
years  out  of  date  and  an  arbitrary  plus 
or  minus  10  percent  adjustment  can  be 
sound  science. 

Because  of  tight  Federal  budget. 
wastewater  treatment  program  suffers 
from  severely  limited  funding.  It  is. 
therefore,  imperative  that  we  use  the 
money  available  in  the  most  effective 
way  possible.  Allocating  it  in  the  way 
best  reflective  of  current  needs  is  part 
of  assuring  that  it  is  used  as  effectively 
as  possible.  The  formula  in  existing 
law.  of  course,  does  not  meet  that  test. 
Neither  does  the  formula  in  H.R.  961. 

It  has  been  argued  that  while  a 
change  in  the  existing  formula  is  clear- 
ly overdue,  we  should  only  marginally 
adjust  the  formula  because  otherwise  a 
few  States  would  have  their  allotments 
changed  substantially.  That  may  be 
true.  But  it  is  only  because  we  have 
waited  so  long  to  update  the  formula 
For  instance,  if  you  allow  no  Social  Se- 
curity cost-of-living  adjustment  for  20- 
year  catch-up  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment will  produce  a  big  jump.  too.  But 
that  does  not  make  it  any  less  justi- 
fied. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  has  cir- 
culated a  "Dear  Colleague"  so  that 
Members  can  see  exactly  how  the  for- 
mula in  this  bill  would  treat  all  States 
and  how  the  formula  in  his  amendment 
would  treat  all  States.  Given  the  im- 
portance of  this  vote.  I  would  urge  all 
Members  to  be  familiar  with  that  infor- 
mation before  they  cast  their  votes.  If 
anyone  does  not  have  that  information. 
I  am  sure  that  Mr.  Lipinski  can  make 
that  available  to  our  colleagues. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  at  this  time  in 
support  of  the  Lipinski  amendment. 

D  1030 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman.  1  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Bateman 
amendment  and  in  opposition  to  the 
Lipinski  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  oppose  this 
amendment   which   would    reinstate   a 


previously  rejected  and  inequitable  for- 
mula for  the  allocation  of  Federal  cap- 
italization grants  for  State  revolving 
loan  funds. 

First  of  all.  it  is  my  understanding 
that  there  is  a  certain  amount  of  con- 
troversy regarding  the  validity  of  the 
1992  needs  survey  on  which  the  formula 
in  the  amendment  is  based.  In  addition. 
the  formula  results  in  such  wild  fluc- 
tuations that  most  States  experience 
either  tremendous  losses  or  tremen- 
dous gains  in  their  allotment. 

My  own  State  of  Wisconsin  would  ex- 
perience a  48-percent  drop  from  the  for- 
mula in  existing  law.  And  that  is  not 
the  most  severe  decrease — several 
States  would  be  cut  even  more  dra- 
matically. How  can  we  be  expected  to 
support  that? 

A  decrease  of  that  amount  would  be 
particularly  frustrating  and  discourag- 
ing to  States  which  are  leaders  in 
water  quality  programs  and  devote 
State  resources  to  wastewater  treat- 
ment programs  beyond  the  required  20- 
percent  match  under  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  Many  of  these  leaders  would  be 
cut  severely  under  this  amendment.  A 
10-percent  decrease  still  causes  some 
concern,  but  a  48-percent  drop  would  be 
devastating  and  would  send  the  wrong 
message  to  our  State  partners  in  clean 
water. 

I  can  assure  you  that  many  of  us 
would  be  happy  to  receive  a  10-percent 
increase.  Some  States  will  receive  less 
of  an  increase  under  the  formula  in 
H.R.  961,  but  they  are  still  receiving  a 
10-percent  increase. 

Finally,  I  believe  that  we  really 
should  take  another  look  at  what  ele- 
ments are  included  in  this  needs  based 
formula.  H.R.  961  opens  up  the  State  re- 
volving loan  funds  so  that  States  can 
use  the  Federal  funds  for  wastewater 
treatment,  clean  lakes  programs, 
nonpoint  source  pollution  control  pro- 
grams, watershed  and  stormwater  pro- 
grams, and  a  host  of  other  activities. 
But  this  formula  reportedly  is  based 
primarily  on  wastewater  treatment 
capital  infrastructure  requirements. 

But  if  you  consider  Wisconsin's  near- 
ly 15,000  lakes.  57.000  stream  and  river 
miles.  1.100  miles  of  Great  Lakes  shore- 
line. 1.700  square  miles  of  estuaries  and 
harbors,  and  the  agricultural  pollution 
challenges  that  we  face  from  70,000 
farms — which  is  4  times  what  New 
York  State  has — and  if  all  of  these  fac- 
tors were  included  in  the  formula,  I  can 
assure  you  the  overwhelming  water 
needs  we  have  in  Wisconsin  would  be- 
come quite  apparent. 

I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  for  his  action  and  leader- 
ship on  this  issue.  And  I  urge  that  the 
Lipinski  amendment  be  defeated  by  the 
House  as  it  already  has  been  in  the 
committee. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 
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Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  take 
it  the  gentleman  agrees  with  me  and 
shares  my  concern  that  if  you  just  im- 
plemented the  raw  data  from  the  new 
formula,  29  States  would  lose,  some  of 
them  as  much  as  9  percent  of  their 
funding. 

Mr.  PETRI.  That  is  absolutely  right. 
What  this  would  do.  too,  is,  frankly. 
based  on  needs  and  not  looking  at  what 
States  have  done  tends  to  reward 
States  that  have  been  ineffective  in 
using  funds  they  got  under  the  last  pro- 
gram rather  than  States  that  have 
done  a  good  job. 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  little  bit 
funny,  plus  removing  the  nonpoint 
source  approaches  here  and  the  needs 
assessment  survey  does  not  reflect  the 
broadening  of  the  State  and  Federal 
pollution  fighting  effort.  The  needs  are 
based  on  wastewater  needs,  not  on 
total  needs  in  each  State. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess  the  bottom 
line  here  is  that  we  often  get  embroiled 
in  these  formula  debates  here  in  the 
House.  And  I  have  heard  some  seem- 
ingly convincing  arguments  on  the 
other  side  enumerating  the  number  of 
States  that  would  benefit  under  one 
formula  or  the  other.  But,  of  course, 
part  of  what  is  neglected  in  that  argu- 
ment is  the  population  base  on  those 
States. 

Actually,  under  the  Lipinski  amend- 
ment, the  math  is  pretty  simple  for  299 
Members  of  this  House  and  for  the  con- 
stituents of  299  Members  of  this  House. 
There  is  not  enough  money  to  do  ev- 
erything we  need  to  do  in  wastewater 
treatment.  I  think  there  should  be 
more  money  in  the  budget.  I  think  the 
Republican  budget  proposed  yesterday 
by  slashing  funds  for  infrastructure 
and  wastewater  treatment  is  going  the 
wrong  way.  I  would  be  willing  to  sup- 
port a  higher  emphasis  on  these  needs 
in  our  Nation.  But  given  the  fact  we 
are  fighting  over  a  shrinking  pie  here, 
there  is  a  pretty  basic  equation. 

That  is,  if  you  lose  under  the  com- 
mittee bill,  which  299  Members  of  this 
body  do,  far  more  than  a  simple  major- 
ity, those  same  299  Members  still  lose 
under  the  Bateman  substitute  to  the 
Lipinski  amendment. 

So  I  would  suggest,  despite  all  the 
Rube  Goldberging  and  everything  else 
that  is  going  on  around  here,  that  we 
get  back  to  the  basic  facts.  And  that  is, 
the  needs  are  not  met  in  those  States 
represented  by  299  Members  any  better 
than  they  are  in  the  other  States  rep- 
resented by  a  minority  of  Members  in 
this  House  who  would  benefit  under 
this  amendment.  So  I  would  strongly 
suggest  that  any  of  those  299  who  vote 
to  gut  the  Lipinski  amendment  will 
perhaps  have  some  explaining  to  do 
when  they  go  home  to  their  constitu- 
ents. 


Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  Lipinski  amendment  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Bateman  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  for  his  very  thoughtful 
substitute.  And  he  is  my  friend  and  I 
reluctantly  oppose  his  substitute  here. 
I  would  say  that  under  its  current 
form,  title  VI  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
amendment  authorizes  an  annual  allo- 
cation of  $2.5  billion  over  the  next  5 
years  for  State  water  pollution  con- 
trolling revolving  funds  or  SRF's. 
These  SRF's  provide  critical  assistance 
to  States  for  the  operation  loan  pro- 
grams, for  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  municipal  wastewater  treat- 
ment plants.  These  loans  represent  the 
frontline  for  localities  in  their  struggle 
to  improve  our  drinking  water  quality. 

However,  as  it  is  written  now,  title 
VI  unfairly  distributes  these  funds 
under  a  bizarre  and  outdated  formula 
that  is  based  on  estimated  needs  and 
population  statistics  from  the  1970's. 
Instead,  the  Lipinski  allocation  re- 
flects real  needs  and  uses  real  current 
census  data,  the  result  being  a  better 
return  for  each  dollar  spent. 

The  Bateman  substitute,  on  the 
other  hand,  attempts  to  address  in- 
equity through  a  level  of  caps  and  also 
trying  to  move  in  this  same  direction. 
But  to  offer  or  foster  the  argument 
that  we  have  a  past  inequity  that  is  20 
years  old.  that  is  based  on  data  that  is 
that  old.  that  will  only  move  toward 
correcting  it  rather  than  correcting  it 
now  seems  to  be  perpetuating  the  same 
wrong  of  the  past  just  to  a  lesser  de- 
gree. 

I  think  in  pure  fairness,  we  should 
adopt  the  Lipinski  amendment  and  re- 
ject the  Bateman  substitute,  painful 
though  it  may  be  for  those  States  who 
have,  under  the  current  calculation,  re- 
ceived more  than  they  should  have  for 
many  years  and  will  continue  to  re- 
ceive more  under  this  substitute. 

If  the  Lipinski  amendment  is  not 
adopted,  then  States  like  California, 
New  York,  and  my  home  State  of  Illi- 
nois will  lose  millions.  The  Lipinski 
amendment  is  a  question  of  fairness. 
With  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 
States  like  Illinois  will  receive  their 
equitable  share  of  SRF  assistance  ais 
opposed  to  something  closer  to  their 
equitable  share. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Lipinski  amendment  and  to  defeat 
the  Bateman  substitute. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Bateman  sub- 
stitute amendment,  and  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  my  very 
good  friend,  and  I  mean  this  sincerely, 
my  very  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  B.-\teman).  putting 
forth  this  amendment.  He  and  I  came 
to  Congress  together.  We  were  friends 
then. 


May  12,  1995 

In  the  last  few  years,  we  worked  very 
closely  together  on  the  Merchant  Ma- 
rine Subcommittee.  In  fact,  I  doubt  se- 
riously there  has  ever  been  a  majority 
or  minority  that  worked  any  closer  to- 
gether. So  I  am  happy  that  he  has 
brought  forth  this  amendment.  I  know 
that  he  frames  it  as  a  compromise,  but 
in  all  honesty  I  do  not  see  it  as  a  com- 
promise. It  is  a  minute  step  in  the 
right  direction  but  only  a  minute  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

Let  us  remember  that  my  amend- 
ment simply  restores  what  was  in  the 
bill  last  year,  what  was  in  the  bill  at 
the  beginning  of  this  year,  and  what 
was  not  removed  from  the  bill  until  the 
subcommittee  markup. 

At  the  full  committee  markup,  I  at- 
tempted to  return  to  the  original  for- 
mula in  the  bill  based  upon  1990  popu- 
lation and  needs.  We  lost.  We  lost  on  a 
vote  of  30  to  30.  Unfortunately  the  31st 
vote  in  our  favor  wandered  in  the  door 
a  few  minutes  after  the  gavel  fell.  The 
next  day  we  attempted  to  revive  it  for 
another  vote,  but  we  failed.  It  was  ta- 
bled. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  heard  people 
talk  about  here  today  that  it  was  de- 
feated in  committee.  There  have  been 
letters  sent  out  saying  it  was  defeated 
in  committee,  my  amendment.  It  is 
true,  but  I  thought  I  would  put  it  in 
the  proper  perspective. 

Once  again  I  would  like  to  reiterate, 
there  are  winners  and  there  are  losers. 
I  oppose  and  I  ask  you  to  oppose  the 
Bateman  substitute,  and  I  ask  you  to 
support  the  Lipinski  amendment,  par- 
ticularly the  following  States:  Arizona, 
California,  Connecticut,  Florida,  Geor- 
gia, Illinois,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Ken- 
tucky, Louisiana,  Massachusetts,  New 
Jersey,  New  York,  North  Carolina,  Or- 
egon, Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  Texas, 
Virginia,  Washington,  and  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

If  you  do  not  defeat  the  Bateman 
amendment  and  support  the  Lipinski 
amendment,  those  States  will  lose 
close  to  $800  million. 

Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Lipinski  amendment.  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  respect  for  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  but  I  think  this  approach 
is  flawed.  I  will  be  supporting  the  Bate- 
man amendment  and  vote  against  the 
Lipinski  amendment  because,  quite 
frankly,  the  Lipinski  amendment  pro- 
vides an  inequitable  allotment  formula 
for  the  distribution  of  State  revolving 
loan  funds. 

Sure,  I  would  love  to  think  solely 
about  my  State  and  how  much  more 
money  we  could  get  out  of  the  Lipinski 
formula.  But  we  are  talking  about 
clean  water  as  a  national  policy  here. 
Every  State  deserves  a  fair  allotment. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  SRF  is  a 
national  program.  We  in  Congress  have 
a  duty  and  responsibility  to  ensure 
that  national  programs  are  run  fairly 
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and  equitably.  The  chairman  and  the 

committee  did  that  in  the  committee, 
and  the  Bateman  substitute  goes  even 
further  toward  that  end. 

It  provides  safeguards  to  prevent 
huge  disparities  in  funding  allotments 
and  ensures  that  no  State  benefits  at 
the  expense  of  another  State.  Under  Li- 
pinski, however,  only  a  few  States 
would  benefit  at  the  expense  of  23  other 
States,  14  of  which  stand  to  see  their 
SFR  funds  cut  by  more  than  50  percent. 
This  is  not  fair,  and  it  simply  is  not 
good  public  policy  especially  at  a  time 
when  we  are  encouraging  States  to 
play  a  more  active  role  in  managing 
their  pollution  control  programs. 

Mr.  Batem.\n's  amendment  is  more 
evenhanded  and  does  not  contain  this 
egregious  treatment  that  some  States 
receive  under  the  Lipinski  amendment. 
The  allotment  formula  is  far  more  ob- 
jective. 

For  this  reason.  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  do  the  fair  thing  and  vote  against 
the  Lipinski  amendment  and  vote  for 
the  Bateman  substitute. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Bateman 
substitute  and  in  opposition  to  the  Li- 
pinski amendment. 

The  gentleman  is  entirely  correct  in 
his  formula  approach:  by  that  I  mean 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipin- 
ski], as  was  the  committee.  However, 
the  committee  balanced  the  extraor- 
dinary impact  that  would  occur  on  the 
handful  of  States,  somewhere  14  to  20. 
that  would  be  so  disproportionate  to 
their  present  funding  that  it  simply 
was  not  fair. 

D  1045 

I  would  have  no  quarrel  with  accept- 
ing the  formula  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Lipinski].  if  it  did  not  so 
disservice  that  handful  of  States.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  was  also  cor- 
rect when  he  read  his  list  a  moment 
ago  and  included  my  home  State  of 
Louisiana  as  one  that  would  lose  under 
both  the  committee  and  the  substitute 
amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  B.\teman].  But  I  believe  a 
State  like  Louisiana,  that  I  represent, 
would  lose  something  bigger  if  we  did 
not  understand  that  we  should  not  gain 
at  the  tremendous  expense  of  those 
who  would  be  so  unfairly  impacted  by 
the  rigid  change  in  allocation  of  for- 
mula. 

Therefore,  the  phase-in  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  is 
a  much  fairer  approach,  balances  be- 
tween the  two.  and  I  hope  is  supported 
by  a  majority  of  the  House.  We  come 
here  never  forgetting  where  we  are 
from,  but  we  also  recognize  that  "U.S." 
stands  in  front  of  "Congressman,"  and 
on  the  occasions  when  our  States 
would  be  so  severely  negatively  im- 
pacted we  hope  to  remember  and  re- 
mind those  that  we  helped  at  these 
times  in  asking  their  help  in  the  fu- 
ture. 


For  that  reason.  I.  on  one  of  the  rare 
occasions,  disagree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipinski].  I  am  going 
to  oppose  his  amendment. 

Mr,  ZELIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Lipinski  amendment.  H.R. 
961.  as  passed  by  the  Transportation 
Committee,  authorizes  general  State 
revolving  fund  capitalization  grants  at 
$3  billion  each  year  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  These  SRF  capitalizing 
grants  provide  essential  assistance  to 
States  and  local  governments  which 
will  be  faced  with  over  $120  billion  in 
capital  needs  related  to  Clean  Water 
Act  water  quality  requirements  over 
the  next  20  years. 

In  addition  to  increasing  the  total 
amount  of  SRF  grants  available  to 
States  and  localities,  title  VI.  as 
passed  by  the  committee,  is  based  on 
the  population  and  the  recently  esti- 
mated needs  of  a  State,  and  includes  a 
hold  harmless  cap  to  prevent  any  State 
from  losing  or  gaining  more  than  20 
percent  of  its  prior  allotment. 

The  current  SRF  allotment  formula 
is  based  on  an  outdated  1977  State  pop- 
ulation and  needs  data.  The  Lipinski 
amendment  would  force  States  to  ab- 
sorb the  effects  of  updating  a  nearly  20- 
year-old  SRF  formula  in  1  year.  With- 
out the  Bateman  amendment  and  the 
20-percent  floor  and  cap.  there  would  be 
many  very  big  losers  and  a  couple  of 
very  big  gainers.  The  elimination  of 
the  20-percent  loss  limitation,  as  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Lipinski.  would  result  in 
30  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
being  faced  with  a  drastic  reduction  in 
their  share  of  SRF  grants. 

New  Hampshire  would  be  the  fourth 
largest  ioser  under  the  Lipinski  allot- 
ment formula.  It  would  suffer  a  53-per- 
cent reduction  in  its  current  allotment 
of  SRF  grants,  which  translates  as  a 
loss  of  over  $10  million  per  year.  Based 
on  the  1992  Needs  Survey  Report  to 
Congress.  New  Hampshire's  total  sew- 
age infrastructure  needs  a  total  over  $1 
billion.  This  cut  of  $53  million  between 
fiscal  years  1996  and  2000  would  be  dev- 
astating to  the  communities  of  New 
Hampshire.  New  Hampshire's  $536  mil- 
lion in  new  sewer  construction  needs 
would  still  be  unmet.  Its  $164  million  in 
wastewater  treatment  needs  would  be 
unmet.  Its  $37  million  in  rehabilitation 
of  existing  sewer  needs  would  be 
unmet.  And  its  $330  million  in  com- 
bined sewer  overflow  needs  would  be 
unmet.  The  amendment  would  finan- 
cially cripple  communities  throughout 
the  State  and  hinder  efforts  to  improve 
the  quality  of  their  water  resources. 

New  Hampshire  is  by  no  means  the 
only  State  faced  with  enormous  water 
infrastructure  costs,  nor  is  it  the  only 
State  that  would  be  faced  with  severe 
reductions  in  its  SRF  allotment  under 
the  Lipinski  amendment.  There  would 
be  far  more  big  losers  than  big  gainers 
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under  this  amendment.  The  biggest  los- 
ers would  be  Hawaii  at  a  66-percent 
loss,  Alaska  at  59  percent.  Iowa  at  55 
percent,  Delaware  at  50  percent,  Mon- 
tana at  50  percent,  Nevada  at  50  per- 
cent. New  Mexico  at  50  percent.  North 
Dakota  at  50  percent.  South  Dakota  at 
50  percent,  Wyoming  at  50  percent,  and 
Idaho  at  49  percent.  The  big  winners 
under  the  Lipinski  amendment  would 
be  Arizona  at  a  68-percent  increase. 
North  Carolina,  at  42  percent,  and  New 
York  at  32  percent.  Mr.  Lipinski's 
State  of  Illinois  would  gain  24  percent. 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  fair  for  10  States  to 
lose  50  percent  or  more  of  their  SRF 
funding  to  1  State's  gain  of  68  percent; 
or  for  22  States  and  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  lose  30  percent  or  more  of 
their  funding  to  5  States'  gain  of  30 
percent  or  more?  With  the  10  percent 
hold  harmless  in  place,  the  30  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  which 
would  have  otherwise  suffered  signifi- 
cant cuts  in  their  share  of  the  SRF 
grants  will  be  able  to  continue  their 
needed  wastewater  treatment  projects. 

This  is  an  issue  of  fairness  and  of 
sound  national  public  policy.  Let  us 
not  return  the  Clean  Water  Act  to  be 
an  unfunded  mandate  for  a  majority  of 
the  States.  It  is  our  obligation  to  en- 
sure equity  in  the  SRF  allotment  dis- 
tribution so  that  all  States,  counties, 
and  localities  across  this  Nation  have 
the  ability  to  meet  their  wastewater 
infrastructure  needs  and  to  do  their 
part  in  improving  the  quality  of  Ameri- 
ca's water  resources.  I  strongly  urge 
my  colleagues  join  with  me,  support 
the  Bateman  amendment,  and  vote 
"no"  on  the  Lipinski  amendment. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  reluctant  op- 
position to  the  amendment  of  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Lipinski],  and  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]. 

In  my  judgment,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
allocation  formula  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  would  virtually  wipe  out 
in  less  than  a  year  almost  half  of  the 
State  clean  water  programs  in  this  pro- 
gram. Maryland  would  lose  money 
under  this  formula,  but  as  many  of  us 
here  have  discussed  in  the  last  few 
minutes,  it  is  not  the  focus  of  one 
State  versus  another  State.  We  are  not 
in  competition.  If  we  are  in  a  mode  to 
understand  the  necessity  for  watershed 
management  for  clean  water,  where  a 
number  of  States  in  a  particular  water- 
shed have  to  work  together  to  clean 
their  water,  to  reduce  the  problem  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution,  to  do  all 
those  things  that  are  necessary  for 
States  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
those  people,  and  to  have  a  State  re- 
volving loan  fund  to  impact  that,  the 
formula  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr  Lipinski]  does  not  do  that. 

In  my  judgment,  under  the  allocation 
of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  over  20 
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States  or  a  third  or  more  of  the  States 
with  SRF  grants  would  largely  be 
eliminated.  The  States  that  gain  under 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr,  Lipinski]  would  still  gain 
under  the  committee  bill  and  under  the 
gentleman's  amendment,  they  just 
would  not  gain  as  much. 

To  be  fair  to  the  many  States  that 
may  potentially  lose  large  portions  of 
their  programs,  this  amendment  should 
be  defeated.  I  encourage  Members  to 
vote  for  the  Bateman  amendment. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr,  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Lipinski  amendment  and  in 
opposition  to  the  Bateman  amendment. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  BORSKI.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  Pennsylvania  for  yielding 
to  me. 

First  of  all.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
failed  to  mention  the  fact  that  I  think 
that  during  the  course  of  the  sub- 
committee markup,  full  committee 
markup,  and  here  on  the  House  floor, 
with  a  bill  that  is  very  controversial, 
because  people  have  very  strong  opin- 
ions, that  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Shuster],  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation,  has  done  an  outstand- 
ing job.  I  have  said  this  on  other  occa- 
sions, and  I  want  to  say  it  once  again. 

I  would  also  like  to  jump  back  just 
for  a  moment  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  B.^teman). 
because  it  pains  me  to  be  up  here  op- 
posing him  when,  as  I  say.  in  the  last  2 
years  we  worked  so  diligently  on  at- 
tempting to  save  the  IT. 3.  merchant 
marine. 

However,  I  have  to  say  that  the  Bate- 
man substitute  suffers  from  the  same 
defects  as  the  ones  in  the  bill.  It  uses 
the  same  outdated  population  and 
needs  data  to  apportion  SRF  money  to 
finance  construction  of  wastewater  fa- 
cilities. The  result  is  a  formula  that 
bears  no  resemblance  to  the  clean 
water  needs  we  face  today.  Thus,  it  will 
not  help  us  prepare  for  the  environ- 
mental challenges  we  will  be  facing  in 
the  near  future. 

The  phase-in  period  is  also  problem- 
atical. It  simply  means  that  we  have  to 
wait  another  4  years  to  get  20  percent 
of  the  adjustment  we  need  to  reflect 
current  and  future  needs.  We  have 
waited  a  long  time  to  update  the 
wastewater  SRF  formula.  We  should 
not  have  to  wait  another  4  years  to  get 
another  20  percent  of  the  changes  in 
the  current  data  showing  that  we  need 
it  now.  For  the  sake  of  getting  the 
most  efficient  allocation  of  resources, 
of  getting  the  most  bang  for  our  buck, 
we  should  defeat  the  substitute,  and  we 
should  support  the  Lipinski  amend- 
ment. 


One  last  time.  I  simply  want  to  say 
that  if  Members  are  from  the  following 
States,  and  there  are  299  Members  from 
the  following  States,  if  you  are  from 
these  States,  defeat  the  Bateman 
amendment,  support  the  Lipinski 
amendment,  and  these  States  will  gain 
close  to  SI  trillion:  Arizona,  California. 
Connecticut,  Florida.  Georgia,  Illinois, 
Indiana.  Kansas.  Kentucky,  Louisiana. 
Massachusetts.  New  Jersey.  New  York, 
North  Carolina,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania. 
Tennessee.  Texas,  Virginia,  Washing- 
ton, and  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  and  congratulate  him 
on  his  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  B.\TEM.\N]  as 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Li- 
pinski]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  clause  2(c)  of  rule  XXIII, 
the  Chair  announces  that  he  may  re- 
duce to  not  less  than  5  minutes  the  pe- 
riod of  time  within  which  a  rollcall 
vote  may  be  taken  without  intervening 
business  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipin- 
ski]. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  160,  noes  246, 
not  voting  28,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  327] 
AYES— 160 


Allard 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 

Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (OH) 
Callahan 
Camp 
Card  in 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Chris  tensen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Clybum 
Cobum 
Collins  (MI) 
Combest 
Cramer 


Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Oanner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dickey 

Dingell 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Fields  (TXi 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Cilchrest 

Gillmor 

Goodlatte 

Goodline 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hansen 

Hayes 

HeOey 

Hilllard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Hostettler 

Hutchinson 

Inglis 

Johnson  (SD) 


Kaptur 

Kennedy  (RI> 

Kildee 

Kleczka 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Largent 

Latham 

Laughhn 

Leach 

Levin 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

McCrery 

McDade 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

Mfume 

Minge 

Minis 

Montgomery 

.Moran 

Morel  la 

.Neumann 

.Ney 

.Nussle 

Obey 

Orton 

Oxley 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (V.Ai 

Petri 


Pickett 

Port  man 

Pryce 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Rpgula 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roth 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

.Schiff 

Schroeder 


Ackerman 

.\ndrew5 

.\rcher 

Baesler 

Baker  iCAi 

Ballenger 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Boehner 

Borski 

Brown  (CAi 

Brown  iFLi 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bryant  iTXi 

Bunn 

Running 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Calvert 

Canady 

Chapman 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

Clement 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Coyne 

Crane 

Cunningham 

de  la  Garza 

De  Fazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (M.Ai 

Franks  tCT) 

Franks  i.NJi 


Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tauzin 

NOES-246 

Frelinghuy.'<en 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Goss 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  lOHi 

Hall  (TXl 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (W.\| 

Hayworth 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (Cm 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

KanjorsKi 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

LaTourette 

Lazio 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (G.\i 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Maloney 

Manton 

ManzuUo 

Markey 

.Martinez 

Martini 

Maacara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McHale 

McHugh 

McKeon 

McKmney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

.Menendez 


Taylor  iMSl 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Wdldholtz 

Walker 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Zeliff 


Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FLi 

Mineta 

Molinari 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Norwood 

Oberatar 

Olver 

Owens 

Packard 

Pallone 

Payne iNJi 

Pelosi 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Poshard 

Quillen 

Quinn 

iladanovich 

Rahall 

Range  1 

Reynolds 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Royhal-Allard 

ivOyCc 

Rush 

Salmon 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WAi 

Solomon 

Stark 

Steams 

Stockman 

Studds 

Stump 

Tale 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torncelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 


Watt  (NO 

Whitfield 

Wyden 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wynn 

Weldon  iFL) 

Wilson 

Yates 

Weller 

Wise 

Young (FLi 

White 

Woolsey 

Zimmer 

NOT  VOTING— 28 

Baker (LAI 

Hefner 

Pastor 

Bono 

Hoyer 

Peterson  (FL) 

Boucher 

Istook 

Peterson  (MN) 

Collins  (ID 

Kasich 

Rogers 

Cox 

McDermott 

Tanner 

Dornan 

Meek 

Torres 

Dunn 

Miller  (CA) 

Watts  (OK) 

Fattah 

Moakley 

Weldon  (PA) 

Gejdenson 

Mollohan 

Hancock 

Ortiz 

D  1122 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair; 

On  the  vote: 

Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma  for.  with  Mr.  Bono 
against. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Ms.  PELOSI,  and 
Messrs.  STOCKMAN,  PACKARD,  NEAL 
of  Massachusetts,  ROYCE, 

CUNNINGHAM,  DICKS,  GALLEGLY, 
BUYER,  FRELINGHUYSEN,  LAZIO  of 
New  York,  SMITH  of  Texas,  TIAHRT, 
TORKILDSEN,  KIM.  and  QUINN 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  ARMEY,  GEKAS,  LIGHT- 
FOOT.  DEAL  of  Georgia,  NEY, 
CREMEANS,  SABO,  BALDACCI,  and 
HOBSON,  Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Messrs. 
GEPHARDT.  HEFLEY,  EHLERS,  and 
GANSKE,  Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii, 
Messrs.  MFUME,  BARCIA,  and  CLAY, 
Ms.  KAPTUR,  Messrs.  EHRLICH, 
STUPAK.  TAUZIN.  BONIOR, 

GUTKNECHT,  and  RICHARDSON,  and 
Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PF.RRONAI,  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  i  was  in 
conference  with  Senators  on  the  Sen- 
ate side  on  the  rescission  bill  and  did 
not  hear  the  bells  nor  realize  a  vote 
was  being  taken  on  rollcall  No.  327. 
Had  I  been  present  and  voting.  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  un- 
avoidably absent  on  rollcall  327.  Had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye." 

I  was  unavoidably  absent  on  rollcall 
328.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "no." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lipinski]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  V(yrE 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  will  be  a  5- 
minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  247.  noes  154. 
not  voting  33,  as  follows; 


[Roll  No.  328] 

AYES— 247 

Ackerman 

Fnsa 

Murtha 

Andrews 

Frost 

Myers 

Archer 

Funderburk 

Myrick 

Baesler 

Furse 

Nadler 

Ballenger 

Gallegly 

Neal 

Ban- 

Gibbons 

Nethercutt 

Barton 

Oilman 

Norwood 

Bateman 

Gonzalez 

Olver 

Becerra 

Goodlatte 

Owens 

Beilenson 

Gordon 

Packard 

Bentsen 

Goss 

Pallone 

Berman 

Green 

Paxon 

Bilbray 

Gutierrez 

Payne (NJ) 

Bilirakis 

Hamilton 

Payne  (VA) 

Bishop 

Harman 

Pelosi 

Bliley 

Hastert 

Pickett 

Boehlert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pombo 

Borski 

Hastings  (WA) 

Poshard 

Brown  (CA) 

Hayworth 

Quinn 

Brown  (FL) 

Heineman 

Rahall 

Brownback 

Herger 

Rangel 

Bryant  (TNi 

Hilleary 

Reynolds 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hinchey 

Riggs 

Bunn 

Holden 

Roemer 

Bunning 

Hostettler 

Rohrabacher 

Burr 

Houghton 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Burton 

Hunter 

Rose 

Buyer 

Hyde 

Roukema 

Calvert 

Jackson-Lee 

Roybal-AUard 

Canady 

Jacobs 

Royce 

Chambliss 

Jefferson 

Rush 

Chapman 

Johnson  (CT) 

Salmon 

Clayton 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Saxton 

Clement 

Johnston 

Scarborough 

Clinger 

Jones 

Schumer 

Coble 

Kanjorski 

Scott 

Coleman 

Kelly 

Seastrand 

Collins  (GA) 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Serrano 

Condit 

Kennelly 

Shadegg 

Conyers 

Kim 

Shaw 

Cooley 

King 

Shays 

Costello 

Kingston 

Sisisky 

Coyne 

Klink 

Slaughter 

Crane 

Kolbe 

Smith  (NJ) 

Cunningham 

LaFalce 

Smith  (TX) 

Davis 

LaHood 

Smith  (WA) 

de  la  Garza 

Lantos 

Solomon 

Deal 

Lazio 

Souder 

DeFazlo 

Lewis  (CA) 

Stark 

DeLauro 

Lewis  (GA) 

Steams 

Dellums 

Lewis  (KY) 

Stockman 

Deutsch 

Lipinski 

Studds 

Diaz-Balart 

LoBiondo 

Stump 

Dicks 

Lofgren 

Tate 

Dixon 

Lowey 

Tauzin 

Doggett 

Maloney 

Taylor  (NC) 

Dooley 

Manton 

Tejeda 

Doolittle 

Manzullo 

Thomas 

Doyle 

Markey 

Thurman 

Dreier 

Martinez 

Torkildsen 

Durbin 

Martini 

Torncelli 

Edwards 

Mascara 

Towns 

Engel 

Matsui 

Tucker 

Eshoo 

McCollum 

Velazquez 

Evans 

McDade 

Visclosky 

Ewing 

McDermott 

Walsh 

Farr 

McHale 

Ward 

F.iwell 

McHugh 

Watt  (NC) 

Fazio 

Mcintosh 

Waxman 

Fields  (LAi 

McKeon 

Weldon  (FL) 

Filner 

McKinney 

Weller 

Flake 

McNulty 

White 

Flanagan 

Meehan 

Whitfield 

Foglietta 

Menendez 

Wilson 

Foley 

Metcalf 

Wise 

Forbes 

Meyers 

Wolf 

Fnrd 

Mfume 

Woolsey 

Fowler 

Mica 

Wyden 

Fox 

Miller  (FL) 

Yates 

Frank  (MA) 

Mineta 

Young  (FL) 

Franks  (CTl 

Molinari 

Zimmer 

Franks  (NJ) 

Moorhead 

Frelmghuysen 

Moran 
NOES— 154 

Abercrombie 

Barrett  iNE) 

Boehner 

Allard 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bonilla 

Armey 

Bartlett 

Bonior 

Bachus 

Bass 

Brewster 

Baker  (CA) 

Bereuter 

Browder 

Baldacci 

Bevill 

Brown  (OH) 

Barcia 

Blute 

Callahan 

Camp 

Hoekstra 

Ramstad 

Cardin 

Hoke 

Reed 

Castle 

Hom 

Regula 

Chabot 

Hutchinson 

Richardson 

Chenoweth 

Inglis 

Rivers 

Christenaen 

Johnson  (SD) 

Roberts 

Chrysler 

Johnson.  Sam 

Roth 

Clay 

Kaptur 

Sabo 

Clybum 

Kennedy (RI) 

Sanders 

Cobum 

Kildee 

Sanford 

Collins  (MI) 

Kleczka 

Sawyer 

Combest 

Klug 

Schaefer 

Cramer 

Knollenberg 

Schiff 

Crapo 

Largent 

Schroeder 

Cremeans 

Latham 

Sensenbrenner 

Cubin 

LaTourette 

Shuster 

Danoer 

Langhlln 

Skagg. 

DeLay 

Leach 

Skelton 

Dlngell 

Levin 

Smith  (MI) 

Duncan 

Lightfoot 

Spence 

Ehlers 

Lincoln 

Spratt 

Ehrlich 

Linder 

Stenholm 

Emerson 

Longley 

Stokes 

English 

Lucas 

Stupak 

Ensign 

Luther 

Talent 

Everett 

McCarthy 

Taylor  (MS) 

Fields  (TX) 

McCrery 

Thompson 

Ganske 

McInnis 

Thomberry 

Gekas 

Minge 

Thomton 

Gephardt 

Mink 

Tiahrt 

Geren 

Montgomery 

Traflcant 

Gilchrest 

Morella 

Upton 

Gillmor 

Neumann 

Vento 

Goodling 

Ney 

Volkmer 

Graham 

Nunle 

Vucanovich 

Greenwood 

Oberstar 

Waldholiz 

Gunderson 

Orton 

Walker 

Gutknecht 

Oxley 

Wamp 

Hall  (OH) 

Parker 

Wicker 

Hall  (TX) 

Petri 

Williams 

Hansen 

Pomeroy 

Wynn 

Hayes 

Portman 

Young  (AK) 

HeOey 

Pryce 

Zeliff 

Hilliard 

Quillen 

Hobaon 

Radanovich 

NOT  VOTING— 33 

B»ker(LA) 

Hefner 

Pastor 

Bono 

Hoyer 

Peterson  (FL) 

Boucher 

Istook 

Peurson  (MN) 

Collins  (IL) 

Kasich 

Porter 

Cox 

Livingston 

Rogers 

Dickey 

Meek 

Skeen 

Domui 

Miller  (CA) 

Tanner 

Dunn 

Moakley 

Torres 

Fattah 

Mollohan 

Waters 

Gejdenson 

Obey 

Watts  (OK) 

Hancock 

Ortiz 

Weldon  (PA) 

D  1130 

Mr.  HILLEARY  and  Mr. 

MCDERMOTT  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye.'" 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  VI? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LARGENT 

Mr  LARGENT  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Largent:  Pag-e 
232.  strike  lines  13  through  17  and  insert  the 
following: 
"(7 1  J2. 250.000  000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 
"(8 1  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997: 
'•(9)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998: 
"(10)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and 
"(11)  $2,300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000.". 
Pa^e  232.  strike  line  18  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  20  on  page  234. 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Page  32.  line  6.  strike  "$3,000,000,000"  and 
insert  •'2,250,000,000". 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  notes  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has  an 
amendment  which,  in  part,  references 
title  II.  It  will  be  necessarj*  for  the  gen- 
tleman to  ask  for  unanimous  consent 
in  order  to  have  consideration  of  the 
part  of  his  amendment  which  affects 
title  n. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  can  we  get  a 
further  explanation  of  that  portion  of 
it  in  terms  of  its  relationship  to  title 
U? 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  MINETA.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  does 
the  Chair  wish  me  to  address  the  con- 
cern of  our  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  or  address  the  amend- 
ment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  believes 
the  gentleman  from  California  has 
yielded  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa in  pursuit  of  a  question  for  fur- 
ther explanation  of  that  part  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  that  affects  or  impacts 
title  II.  The  Chair  would  reference  the 
gentleman  to  the  last  two  lines  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  note  that  it  is  a  conforming 
change,  and  we  would  ask  that  the  last 
line  be  stricken. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might,  I  was  just  wanting  to  hear  the 
explanation.  I  have  no  objection  to 
what  the  gentleman  is  doing.  I  just 
wanted  an  explanation  on  the  title  II 
portion  of  it.  and  I  appreciate  that 
very,  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  original  amendment  will  be  consid- 
ered. 

There  was  no  objection 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  L.\RGENT]  for  5  minutes  in  support 
of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  to  conform  the  water  infrastruc- 
ture authorizations  in  H.R.  961,  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995,  to 
the  House  budget  resolution  passed 
earlier  yesterday  morning. 

H.R.  961  currently  authorizes  roughly 
S3  billion  annually  for  water  infra- 
structure programs  and  capitalization 
of  water  quality  State  revolving  funds. 
While  these  are  laudable  programs  and 
the  States  do  have  an  important  unmet 
clean  water  need,  the  bill's  authoriza- 
tion total  is  too  high.  The  bills'  fiscal 
year  1996  total  of  $3.05  billion  is  just 
over  $750  million  more  than  the  $2.3  bil- 
lion included  in  the  House  budget  reso- 
lution passed  by  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

While  my  amendment  represents  a 
25-percent  reduction  in  H.R.  961.  water 


infrastructure  authorization,  it  still 
maintains  the  bill's  authorization  lev- 
els above  the  President's  request  of 
$1.87  billion  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Specifically,  my  amendment  will 
eliminate  the  new  nonpoint  source 
State  revolving  fund  capitalization 
program.  This  new  program  was  not  re- 
quested by  the  President  and  could 
cost  up  to  $500  million  a  year.  The  pro- 
gram is  redundant,  since  H.R.  961  al- 
lows moneys  from  the  current  State  re- 
volving fund  program  to  be  used  for 
nonpoint  source  projects. 

My  amendment  further  reduces  the 
State  revolving  authorization  from  $2.5 
billion  annually  to  $2.25  billion  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  That  total  is  increased  to 
$2.3  billion  in  fiscal  years  1997  through 
2000. 

My  amendment  will  make  a  good  bill 
better.  The  amendment  is  fiscally 
sound,  while  allowing  the  States  to  re- 
ceive funding  they  need  for  water  infra- 
structure. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  also  like  to 
include  a  letter  that  was  written  to  the 
chairman.  Chairman  Shcster.  This  is 
from  the  Association  of  State  and 
Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad- 
ministrators, the  folks  responsible 
with  the  State  revolving  fund.  It  is 
their  strong  recommendation,  in  fact,  I 
will  quote: 

It  is  the  strong  position  of  the  Association 
that  the  existing  State  revolving  fund  should 
be  the  mechanism  for  infrastructure  financ- 
ing in  the  future,  and  that  single-purpose 
grants  like  the  nonpoint  source  revolving 
fund  should  not  be  created,  that  the  new 
nonpoint  source  State  revolving  fund  dupli- 
cates existing  authority  and  is  unnecessary. 
that  it  would  require  duplication  of  adminis- 
trative effort  and  financial  resources.  It  lim- 
its gubernatorial  flexibility,  that  it  does  not 
currently  provide  for  the  level  of  flexibility 
provided  under  the  existing  SRF. 

And,  again,  finally,  it  is  their  basic 
position  the  Clean  Water  Act  project- 
level  technical  and  financial  assistance 
should  be  consolidated  rather  then 
fragmented  under  the  existing  State 
revolving  fund,  and,  therefore,  they 
conclude.  "We  are  not  in  a  position  to 
be  supportive  of  this  provision  that  is 
included  in  the  Clean  Water  authoriza- 
tion." 

ASSOCIATION    OF    STATE    AND    INTER- 
STATE Water  Pollution  Control 

ADMINISTRATORS. 

Washington.  DC.  May  9.  1995. 
Hon.  Bud  Shuster. 

Chairman.    Committee   on    Transportation   and 
Infrastructure.    U.S.   House  of  Representa- 
tives.    Rayburn     House     Office     Building. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Chairman  Shuster:  As  was  requested 
by  the  Committee,  the  Association  has  re- 
viewed the  provision  to  create  a  State  Re- 
volving Fund  for  non-point  sources  and  pro- 
vides   the    following    comments.    Please    be 
aware  that,  for  the  most  part,  these  com- 
ments   have    been    shared    personally    with 
Chairman  Boehlert  (in  advance  of  the  full 
committee  mark-up)  and  some  items  were 
addressed  at  that  time. 

1.  It  is  the  strong  position  of  the  Associa- 
tion  that  the  existing  SRF  should  be   the 


mechanism  for  infrastructure  financing  in 
the  future.  Subsidies/single  purpose  grants  or 
SRF's  should  not  be  created. 

2.  This  NPS-'SRF  duplicates  existing  au- 
thority and  is  unnecessary  inasmuch  as  non- 
point  sources  are  already  eligible  under  the 
current  program  and  non-point  source 
projects  are  currently  being  funded  by 
states. 

3.  The  NPS/SRF  would  require  some  dupli- 
cation of  administrative  effort  and  financial 
resources  to  establish  and  maintain.  Again. 
this  is  an  unnecessary  expenditure,  because 
currently,  authority  allows  for  non-point 
source  loans. 

4.  The  NPS'SRF  limits  gubernatorial  nexi- 
bility  by  targeting  Slate  funds  to  a  particu- 
lar problem  rather  than  the  overall  goals  of 
the  Act — as  determined  by  a  State. 

5.  The  NPS/SRF  does  not  currently  provide 
for  the  level  of  flexibility  provided  by  the  ex- 
isting SRF.  (i.e..  the  negative  interest  op- 
tions). Therefore,  it  is  our  understanding 
that  NPS  loan  recipients  cannot  benefit  from 
reduced  paybaclis. 

6  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Tax  Act 
places  a  restriction  on  the  percentage  (e.g. 
10%)  of  an  SRF  that  can  be  provided  to  an  in- 
dividual or  private  sector  entity  when  tax 
exempt  bonds  are  used  to  leverage  or  secure 
the  State  match.  As  the  NPS  SRF  is  specifi- 
cally targeted  to  individuals  farmers,  this 
Tax  Act  restriction  applies.  Hence,  it  is  like- 
ly that  only  10°o  of  the  total  fund  could  be 
utilized  in  some  States. 

The  ASIWPCA  appreciates  Chairman  Boeh- 
lert's  interest  in  placing  higher  priority  on 
non-point  source  pollution.  .^Iso.  ASIWPCA 
supports  efforts,  (within  the  context  of  the 
existing  SRF).  to  address  these  diffuse 
sources.  However,  our  basic  position  is  that 
all  Clean  Water  Act  project-level  technical 
and  financial  assistance  should  be  consoli- 
dated—rather than  fragmented — under  the 
existing  SRF  Therefore,  we  are  not  in  a  po- 
sition to  be  supportive  of  this  provision. 

We  hope  that  these  comments  are  useful  to 
the  committee. 
Sincerely. 

Bruce  Baker, 

President. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  must  strongly  op- 
pose the  gentleman's  amendment. 

We  are  all  concerned  about  the  budg- 
et and  the  Federal  deficit.  However,  we 
cannot  ignore  the  needs  of  our  cities 
and  States,  and  the  bill  before  us  is  al- 
ready inadequate  to  fully  meet  such 
needs. 

Current  estimates  of  the  needs  of 
cities  and  States  to  meet  water  quality 
goals  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  are 
placed  at  $137  billion  over  the  next  20 
years.  Even  at  $3  billion  per  year  as 
provided  in  the  bill,  we  will  not  be  able 
to  provide  as  much  assistance  to  cities 
anci  States  as  I  would  prefer.  Further 
reducing  the  amount  will  only  delay 
achieving  desired  water  quality. 

One  of  the  recurring  themes  of  the 
debate  on  this  legislation  has  been  the 
need  to  reduce  unfunded  mandates 
upon  cities  and  States.  Further  reduc- 
ing the  authorized  funding  will  not 
help  in  reducing  unfunded  mandates,  it 
will  only  make  matters  worse. 

The  $137  billion  in  needs  which  the 
cities  and   States  have   identified  are 


real  needs,  and  those  needs  will  con- 
tinue even  if  this  bill  were  to  become 
law. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  to  my 
colleagues,  that  the  cuts  in  assistance 
to  states  and  cities  are  even  greater 
than  they  might  appear.  These  Federal 
grants  are  for  capitalization  of  State 
revolving  loan  funds — the  money  is 
used  over  and  over  in  providing  assist- 
ance to  localities. 

Over  20  years,  these  funds  will  be 
used  three  times.  Therefore,  a  $3.5  bil- 
lion reduction  over  the  life  of  this  bill 
will  actually  be  a  reduction  of  over  $10 
billion  in  assistance  to  States  and 
cities. 

Few  of  our  Federal  investments  yield 
such  a  high  return.  We  receive  im- 
proved water  quality,  and  the  funds 
will  be  available  in  perpetuity. 

The  final  point  I  will  make  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Largent  amendment  is  that 
while  I  appreciate  the  efforts  of  the 
Budget  Committee  in  developing 
spending  assumptions,  it  is  a  function 
of  the  authorizing  and  appropriating 
committees  to  determine  final  funding 
levels  for  individual  programs.  This 
amendment  presupposes  the  results  of 
that  process.  And,  it  presupposes  the 
results  of  that  process  even  before  the 
budget  resolution  has  been  considered 
by  the  House. 

Should  the  final  budget  resolution  re- 
quire reconciliation  legislation  or  re- 
duced levels  of  appropriations,  then  the 
House  and  appropriate  committees  can 
consider  those  options  at  that  time. 
However.  I  believe  that  we  would  be 
doing  a  great  disservice  to  the  inter- 
ests of  the  cities  and  States  if  we 
should  choose  to  reduce  the  authoriza- 
tion levels  in  the  bill  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  the  rejection  of 
this  amendment.  We  should  allow  the 
budget  and  appropriations  process  to 
work  their  course,  and  we  should  do 
our  best  to  aid  cities  and  States. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  be  able 
to  support  our  full  authorization  that 
we  brought  to  the  floor.  I  would  like  to 
be  able  to  support  it  because  the  needs 
for  clean  water  far  exceed  the  author- 
ization which  is  in  this  bill. 

However.  I  am  extremely  cognizant 
of  the  extraordinary  budget  pressures 
this  Congress  faces.  The  general  fund 
budget  must  be  brought  under  control. 

So.  for  that  reason,  with  some  reluc- 
tance. I  nevertheless  must  support  the 
amendment  which  we  have  before  us 
today,  and  perhaps  most  importantly.  I 
think  we  should  focus  on  the  reality 
that  in  the  last  Congress  the  actual  ap- 
propriation for  this  program  was  $2.3 
billion. 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Largknt]  brings  to  the  floor  today  a 
reduction  which  will  nevertheless  this 
coniing  year  leave  that  authorization 
at  $2.6  billion,  or  $300  million  more 
than   the  reality  of  the  actual   appro- 
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priation  which  we  saw  last  year.  So 
considering  the  pressures  we  have  on 
the  budget,  considering  the  reality  of 
what  the  actual  appropriations  have 
been,  and  also  recognizing  the  extraor- 
dinary needs  that  we  have  for  clean 
water.  I  would  urge  support  of  the 
Largent  amendment. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  to  express  my 
opposition  to  this  amendment  that  will 
continue  the  trend  of  reducing  the  in- 
vestment in  our  Nation's  infrastruc- 
ture. 

The  authorization  levels  in  the  com- 
mittee bill  show  a  commitment  to  con- 
tinuing the  program  of  investment 
that  has  existed  for  20  years.  This  in- 
vestment has  been  crucial  to  the  suc- 
cess of  our  efforts  to  clean  up  the  Na- 
tion's waters. 

Last  year,  as  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Investigations  and  Over- 
sight, I  chaired  a  series  of  hearings 
that  examined  the  need  for  more  cap- 
ital investment  in  this  Nation. 

We  found  that  the  Nation's  needs  for 
investment  in  wastewater  treatment 
are  continuing  to  increase. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy estimates  the  Nation's  total  invest- 
ment needs  in  wastewater  treatment  to 
be  almost  $140  billion. 

It  is  estimated  that  an  additional  $6 
billion  a  year  is  needed  to  meet  our 
needs. 

One  report  by  a  respected  infrastruc- 
ture consulting  firm  estimated  that  we 
will  have  a  $62  billion  shortfall  in  our 
investment  in  wastewater  treatment 
by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  reduc- 
ing the  authorization  levels  in  H.R.  961 
is  the  way  to  meet  our  Nation's  press- 
ing water  pollution  problems. 

The  State  Revolving  Loan  Fund  Pro- 
gram has  been  a  shining  success  in  the 
area  of  innovative  financing  on  a  coop- 
erative Federal  and  State  basis. 

The  States  contribute  their  share 
and  then  control  the  funds  as  they  are 
recycled. 

Many  other  infrastructure  initiatives 
have  been  looking  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act  as  a  model  for  their  own  areas. 

We  should  not  be  attempting  to  cur- 
tail these  programs  but  enhancing 
them  as  a  way  of  solving  our  urgent 
water  pollution  problems. 

Adoption  of  this  amendment  would 
be  another  setback  in  our  attempt  to 
clean  up  our  Nation's  waters.  I  urge  its 
defeat. 
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urgent  water  pollution  problems.  Adop- 
tion of  this  amendment  would  be  an- 
other setback  in  our  attempt  to  clean 
up  our  Nation's  waters. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  also  make  a 
note  for  those  who  are  concerned  most 
about  unfunded  mandates.  If  this 
amendment  were  to  pass,  we  would 
give  our  States,  and  cities  and  local- 
ities more  of  an  unfunded  mandate  to 
meet  their  needs.  I  urge  defeat  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  goes 
to  the  heart  of  the  ability  of  cities  to 
meet  their  obligations  to  clean  up  the 
Nation's  waterways.  At  the  very  start 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act  in  1956.  my 
predecessor.  John  Plotnik.  took  on  the 
daunting  task,  and  then  formidable  and 
incredible  task,  of  crafting  legislation 
to  clean  up  the  Nation's  waterways 
which  are  in  a  despicable  state.  He  rec- 
ognized that  at  the  end  of  all  the  laws 
and  all  the  discussions  we  have  to  have 
funds  to  cities  and  States  to  build  sew- 
age treatment  plants  to  clean  up  their 
effluent,  an  incentive.  A  partnership 
was  struck  between  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  municipalities  and  the 
States,  and  that  partnership  has 
grown,  and  it  has  worked  extraor- 
dinarily well. 

Over  the  years  of  construction,  of  the 
construction  grant  program  for  the 
Federal  water  pollution  control  pro- 
gram, municipalities  have  used,  in 
combination  with  Federal  funds,  some 
$75  billion  to  clean  up  point  sources  of 
discharge.  And  industry  has  spent  in 
the  range  of  $130  billion  to  clean  up 
their  responsibility.  Together  over  $205 
billion  spent  in  the  last  25  years  on 
cleaning  up  point  source  discharges  to 
help  clean  up  America's  waterways. 
Most  municipalities  of  large  size  meet 
secondary  treatment  standards,  but 
the  unmet  needs  and  the  most  recent 
EPA  surveys  show  $137  billion  in  needs 
by  municipalities  to  build  sewage 
treatment  facilities  to  clean  up  those 
discharges.  Talk  will  not  clean  them 
up.  Talk  will  not  take  sewage  out  of 
the  Nation's  waterways.  Treatment  fa- 
cilities do,  and  that  costs  money. 

Now  several  years  ago  we  eliminated 
the  construction  grant  program  and  re- 
placed it  with  a  revolving  loan  fund 
that  shifted  significantly  greater  costs 
to  municipalities  for  their  responsibil- 
ity in  what  is  essentially  a  Federal 
problem:  Rivers  run  between  States; 
that  is  a  Federal  responsibility.  We 
have  a  partnership  to  carry  out  with 
them.  We  said  no  more  grants,  loans, 
that  it  is  going  to  cost  more,  and  now 
what  the  gentleman's  amendment 
would  do  is  for  each  State  cut  roughly 
one-quarter  of  the  funding  available  to 
them  to  help  municipalities  to  do  the 
job  of  cleaning,  continue  the  job  of 
cleaning  up,  discharges  into  lakes  and 
streams. 
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Shifting  of  burden  on  to  State  and 
local  governments  is  not  the  direction 
that  we  ought  to  go  in  the  clean  water 
program.  It  will  take  longer  to  achieve 
the  Clean  Water  Act  goals.  It  will  take 
longer  to  address  the  incredibly  com- 
plex problem  of  separating  combined 
storm  and  sanitary  sewers  in  this  coun- 
try. The  CSO.  the  combined  sewer  over- 
flow, problem  continues  to  grow  as  we 
urbanize  America,  and  less  water  is 
soaked  up  by  wetlands,  and  goes  di- 
rectly into  sewers,  and  causes  more 
sewage  to  go  into  the  Nation's  water- 
ways. We  need  to  stay  on  track  with 
the  construction  of  sewage  treatment 
facilities. 

I  wish  we  did  have  a  construction 
grant  program.  We  now  have  this  re- 
volving loan  program.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues. Don't  make  it  more  burden- 
some for  local  governments  to  meet 
their  responsibilities  to  continue  with 
the  task  of  cleaning  up  their  discharges 
into  the  Nation's  waterways.  Make  it  a 
real  partnership. 

The  funding  in  the  bill  that  the  com- 
mittee has  reported  is  in  my  judgment 
modest.  It  is  less  than  what  we  need  to 
achieve  our  goals.  But  it  is  a  respon- 
sible figure.  We  should  not  cut  below 
that  number. 

Defeat  the  Largent  amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  just  mention  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  Members  so  that  they  under- 
stand where  we  are.  We  have  just  voted 
overwhelmingly  to  accept  the  Lipinski 
amendment  so  that  our  cities  and 
States  would  be  able  to  get  the  needed 
funds  in  order  to  meet  the  clean  water 
needs  of  the  cities  and  States  across 
the  country.  It  appears  now  this 
amendment  would  take  away  some  $700 
million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  our  cities 
and  States  and  some  $3.5  billion  over 
the  5-year  period,  and  so  it  seems  to 
me.  if  our  colleagues  voted  "yes"  on 
the  Lipinski  amendment,  then  they 
should  be  voting  'no"  in  very  strong 
numbers  again  on  the  Largent  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  OBER- 
STAR] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Shuster  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Oberstar  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  sim- 
ply point  out  to  my  friends  that  under 
the  Largent  amendment,  even  with  the 
cuts,  the  State  revolving  fund  under 
the  Largent  amendment  would  still  be 
very  substantially  higher  than  the  ap- 


propriation requested  by  the  Clinton 
administration.  Under  the  Largent 
amendment  the  State  revolving  fund 
would  be  $2.3  billion.  The  administra- 
tion has  only  requested  $1.6  billion,  and 
so  we  still  would  be  above  the  adminis- 
tration. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  make  no  apologies 
for  the  administration  proposal.  I 
think  it  is  grossly  inadequate.  But  I 
think  the  committee  bill,  which  the 
chairman  has  reported  out.  is  on  tar- 
get, it  is  responsible,  it  is  less  than.  I 
think,  what  we  need,  but  I  think  in  to- 
day's budget  climate  it  is  an  appro- 
priate number,  and  we  ought  not  to  un- 
dercut the  good  work  the  committee 
has  done. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  most  of  the  Members 
know  that  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Largent]  is  not  only  an 
NFL  Hall  of  Famer,  but  he  is  a  very 
caring  Hall  of  Famer  here  in  this  body. 
But  I  would  like  the  people  that  are 
thinking  about  supporting  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  reluctantly  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  gentleman's  amendment, 
and  I  have  a  couple  of  concerns,  but. 
first  of  all.  yesterday  we  had  a  bill  that 
would  have  placed  on  DOD  an  unfunded 
mandate  that  would  have  cost  billions 
of  dollars  when  it  was  proven  that 
those  DOD  facilities,  both  the  surface 
and  the  shore  based,  complied  better, 
all  put  together,  than  individual  ones, 
and  that  was  an  unfunded  mandate, 
and  I  did  not  support  that  as  well. 

I  also  believe  in  the  authorization 
level  in  the  committee  mark  that  is 
thoughtful  in  the  process.  And  I  know 
that  the  mention  of  the  Clinton  budg- 
et. I  do  not  imagine  the  President  real- 
ized at  the  time  of  that  budget  that  we 
were  going  to  take  a  look  and  reau- 
thorize the  Clean  Water  Act  as  much  as 
we  are  today. 

I  also  made  a  statement  earlier  that 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
reacted  in  ways  that,  because  of  ex- 
tremes on  both  sides,  those  that  want 
to  concrete  the  world  and  pollute,  and 
yet  those  on  the  other  side  from  the 
environmental  groups  that  have  used  it 
as  a  weapon,  and  somewhere  in  be- 
tween we  have  got  to  lie,  but  if  we  give 
this  to  the  States,  we  have  got  to  give 
them  the  right  and  the  power  to  do 
what  we  are  asking  them  to  do,  and  I 
think  the  committee  mark  is  adequate. 

I  look  in  San  Diego.  If  we  treat  sec- 
ondary water  in  our  sewage  problem,  it 
would  cost  us  between  $8  to  $12  billion 
just  for  the  city  of  San  Diego  in  a  waiv- 
er process.  If  we  look  at  the  Tijuana 
River  that  comes  out  of  Mexico,  that  is 
why  our  beaches  are  fouled,  and  we 
need  support  in  that,  and  the  State 
cannot  do  it  by  itself. 

So  reluctantly  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
my  friend's  amendment,  and  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  think  twice  before  they 
degrade  the  amount  in  the  level. 


Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  somewhat  per- 
plexed as  I  face  this  issue,  and  it  prob- 
ably is  the  plight  of  a  moderate.  I  can 
appreciate  what  the  chairman  is  trying 
to  do  to  get  to  a  lower  figure  to  reflect 
the  everyday  realities,  the  fiscal  reali- 
ties, we  have  now,  and  I  can  support 
that.  But  I  cannot  support  eliminating 
section  606,  the  State  nonpoint-source 
water  pollution  control  revolving 
funds,  for  a  very  basis  reason. 

We  have  constantly  preached  to 
American  agriculture  that  we  want 
them  to  identify  with  the  problem  and 
be  part  of  the  solution,  and  quite 
frankly  American  agriculture  is  justi- 
fied when  they  come  back  to  us  and 
say,  "Quit  giving  us  the  sanctimonious 
sermon.  How  about  a  little  financial 
assistance?  You  want  us  to  do  things 
that  are  going  to  cost  money.  We  don't 
have  the  money.  How  about  helping  us 
out?" 

I  think  that  is  a  legitimate  request. 

So  during  the  committee  delibera- 
tions we  debated  long  and  hard  on  es- 
tablishing a  separate  State  nonpoint- 
source  pollution  revolving  fund  to  the 
tune  of  $500  million.  Give  to  the  States 
the  flexibility  to  use  those  funds  to  ad- 
dress the  problem  of  nonpoint-source 
pollution,  however,  if  there  is  a  much 
higher  priority  and  they  want  to  use 
those  funds  for  wastewater  treatment 
plants,  they  can  do  so.  So  what  we  have 
said  to  the  States  and  to  agriculture  is 
simply  this: 

"We  have  heard  your  pleas.  On  the 
one  hand  the  States  want  flexibility. 
On  the  other  hand  agriculture  wants 
some  financial  assistance."  So  we  say 
we  will  accommodate  both  of  those  re- 
quests by  setting  up  section  606,  the 
nonpoint  source  pollution  revolving 
loan  fund. 

Now  with  this  amendment  cutting 
back,  and  I  understand  the  need  to  cut 
back;  I  am  very  sympathetic  to  what 
the  ranking  member  has  said  and  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  has 
said.  We  know  full  well  the  legitimate 
needs  that  are  out  there  all  across 
America.  It  would  take  $130  billion  if 
we  are  going  to  pass  the  funding  right 
now  as  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Oberstar]  has  so  eloquently  stat- 
ed, but  we  do  not  have  that  money. 

So  we  have  to  deal  with  the  situa- 
tion, not  as  we  would  like  it.  but  as  we 
are  faced  with  it.  So  what  I  want  to  do 
is  ask  the  author  of  the  amendment  if 
he  is  sympathetic  to  my  basic  request 
that  we  retain  the  section  606,  State 
nonpoint-source  pollution  revolving 
fund,  and  if  he  would  accept  a  perfect- 
ing amendment  which  would  allow  us 
to  do  so.  Then  when  that  is  incor- 
porated into  his  amendment,  we  can 
then  go  on  to  vote  on  the  amendment 
as  perfected,  and  everyone  can  vote  as 
they  best  see  fit. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
gretfully I  would  not  be  wiling  to  ac- 
cept that  friendly  amendment,  and  let 
me  just  say  a  couple  of  things,  reasons 
why. 

Currently  the  present  funding  for  the 
State  revolving  fund  is  $1.2  billion. 
Under  this  amendment  we  increase 
that  funding  over  a  billion  dollars, 
where  it  would  be  $2.25  billion.  Cur- 
rently the  State  revolving  fund  has  the 
flexibility  to  address  nonpoint-source 
problems,  and  on  top  of  that  I  have  a 
letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture from  the  Cattlemen's  Association, 
the  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives, 
the  sheep  industry  and  pork  producers, 
the  very  people  that  are  concerned 
about  nonpoint-source  problems,  and 
they  say  in  this  letter  that  the  in- 
creased funding  that  we  are  authoriz- 
ing under  this  amendment,  that  we  be- 
lieve that  this  provides  adequate  au- 
thority for  States  to  reorient  appro- 
priate portions  of  the  existing,  the  ex- 
isting. State  revolving  fund  creatively 
and  aggressively  and  assisting  those 
who  must  address  nonpoint-source  run- 
off, including  provisions  that  allow 
modifications  to  reflect  economic  need. 

And  so  the  reason  that  I  would  object 
to  this  is  that  it  is  running  180  degrees 
opposite  of  what  I  feel  like  that  we  are 
trying  to  do  in  the  104th  Congress,  and 
that  is  try  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bu- 
reaucracy and  creating  any  structures 
within  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
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Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  that  is  unfortunate, 
because  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  what 
I  am  suggesting  will  not  add  $1.  not  SI. 
to  the  bottom-line  amount.  But  what  it 
will  add  is  flexibility  for  the  Gov- 
ernors, and  what  it  will  do  is  guarantee 
for  the  first  time  that  America's  farm- 
ers have  a  source  to  apply  to  receive 
some  assistance  to  follow  through  with 
instilling  best  management  practices, 
doing  the  type  of  things  that  they  want 
to  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEH- 
leht]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Boeh- 
lekt  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  found  repeatedly  that  America's 
farmers  are  among  the  best  stewards  of 
our  land.  They  drink  the  water  that  we 
drink,  they  breathe  the  air  that  we 
breathe.  They  want  to  be  responsible, 
but  they  lack  the  resources.  And.  very 
honestly,  and  I  think  everyone  here 
will  admit  that  under  the  present  State 
revolving  fund  program,  not  one  dime 
goes  to  American  farmers  to  give  them 
a  helping  hand. 

I  want  to  guarantee  that  they  know 
that  there  is  a  source  of  money  that  is 


fenced  off  for  them.  They  can  apply  for 
it.  they  can  use  it.  They  can  help  be 
part  of  the  solution.  That  is  what  they 
want  to  do. 

But.  as  I  said  earlier,  the  farmers  of 
America  are  tired  of  our  sanctimonious 
sermons  coming  from  Washington,  on 
this  great  Hill,  the  citadel  of  freedom, 
telling  them  very  pompously,  "We 
want  you  to  be  part  of  the  solution. 
But,  incidently,  we  are  not  going  to 
give  you  any  money  to  solve  the  prob- 
lem." That  is  not  responsible. 

So  I  fail  to  see  why  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Oklahoma  would  not 
accept  the  perfecting  amendment  that 
does  not  add  one  penny  to  the  total 
bottom-line  amount.  Not  one  penny.  It 
just  says  for  the  first  time,  after  this 
great  deliberation  in  our  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure, 
after  I  worked  hand  in  glove  with  the 
chairman  to  develop  something  that 
was  going  to  be  meaningful.  And  it 
passed  with  not  one  dissenting  vote. 
Nobody  voted  against  it.  Every  single 
member  of  that  committee.  Democrat. 
Republican;  liberal,  conservative;  sup- 
ported the  Boehlert  amendment,  be- 
cause they  said  you  are  right,  we  have 
got  to  do  something  to  recognize  the 
problem,  and  we  have  got  to  do  it  with 
more  than  just  words  and  good  inten- 
tions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEH- 
LERT] has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Boeh- 
lert was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  my  colleagues  to  know  one  of  the 
reasons  I  am  proceeding  is  we  are  try- 
ing to  draft  the  language  for  the  per- 
fecting amendment,  so  we  can  all  ap- 
preciate that  sometimes  takes  a  little 
time.  We  have  got  great  scholars  and 
wizards  in  the  back  room  doing  that. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  Mr. 
Chairman,  Mr.  Latham  was  here  on  the 
floor,  my  good  and  distinguished  col- 
league and  great  friend  from  Iowa  tell- 
ing us  of  the  problems  of  American  ag- 
riculture. I  serve  as  the  chair  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Water,  Resources, 
and  the  Environment.  We  had  a  hear- 
ing in  upstate  Utica.  NY.  on  this  very 
subject,  exclusively  devoted  to  that 
subject  of  nonpoint-source  pollution. 

We  have  talked  to  agriculture.  Agri- 
culture likes  this  initiative.  They  want 
us  to  get  it  in  part  of  the  final  lan- 
guage, and  so  do  I.  So  I  know  nobody, 
that,  really  sincerely,  when  they  evalu- 
ate all  the  facts  of  this,  would  argue 
that  we  should  turn  our  backs  on 
American  farmers.  I  am  not  going  to  do 
so. 

I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  chair  of 
the  Northeast  Agriculture  Caucus.  In 
that  capacity  I  work  with  my  col- 
leagues from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
listen  to  America's  farmers,  to  work 
with  them.  I  want  to  help  them,  and 
the   perfecting  amendment  I  am  sug- 
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gesting  would  be  very  much  in  order 
and  would  help  them. 

A.MENDMENT  OFFKRED  BY  MR.  BOEHLERT  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  LARGENT 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Largent]. 

The  Clerk  read  ais  follows: 

.Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Boehlert  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Largent: 
Strike  that  portion  of  the  amendment  which 
strikes  line  18  on  page  232  and  all  that  fol- 
lows, through  line  20  on  page  234. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Largent]  once  again,  now 
that  he  has  had  a  chance  to  reflect 
upon  this,  if  he  might  see  a  different 
perspective  to  it;  and,  as  the  gentleman 
approaches  the  podium,  I  want  to  re- 
mind him.  we  are  not  adding  one  penny 
to  the  bottom  line. 

What  we  are  adding  is  something  the 
gentleman  has  fought  vigorously  for. 
as  you  have  campaigned,  and  I  welcome 
you  here  to  be  part  of  the  new  major- 
ity, you  said  during  that  campaign  you 
want  to  return  more  authority  to  local 
government.  Boy.  I  agree  with  the  gen- 
tleman 100  percent.  The  gentleman  said 
during  his  campaign  he  wants  to  cut 
down  as  much  as  possible  the  Federal 
spending. 

I  could  not  agree  more  with  the  gen- 
tleman. I.  too,  want  to  cut  down  as 
much  as  possible  Federal  spending.  The 
gentleman  has  said,  and  I  have  said,  we 
want  to  march  together,  to  go  forward, 
to  help  American  agriculture,  and  I 
want  to  do  that. 

So  I  would  ask  the  gentleman  if. 
upon  sober  reflection,  if  he  has  any  new 
insights  he  would  like  to  share  with 
this  distinguished  body. 

Mr.  LARGENT  Mr  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  say  that  I  have  not  seen  the 
amendment  yet.  I  look  forward  to  read- 
ing it  here  in  just  a  second.  But  I  would 
just  say  that  in  my  mind  what  I  see 
this  doing  is  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying,  is  that  we  are  not  asking  for 
one  additional  penny.  But  what  the 
gentleman  would  do  with  his  amend- 
ment is  simply  add  another  drawer  in 
the  already  full  kitchen  of  the  Federal 
Government.  We  will  not  put  any 
money  in  there  right  now,  but  that 
drawer  will  still  be  there. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  not  so;  not  adding 
another  drawer.  It  goes  to  the  States. 
That  is  what  the  State  revolving  fund 
does.  We  send  the  money  from  Wash- 
ington to  the  States.  The  States  ad- 
minister the  State  revolving  fund.  We 
are  saying  the  same  people  administer 
it.  Do  not  hire  any  more  bureaucrats; 
we  have  enough  of  them. 

We  are  saying  take  that  money  and 
sort  of  put  it  over  to  the  side,  just  like 
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when  you  sit  down  and  work  out  the 

monthly  budget  at  home.  You  have  so 
much  for  your  mortgage,  so  much  for 
your  car  payments,  so  much  for  your 
groceries.  If  you  decide  to  earmark  a 
specific  amount  for  groceries,  you  do 
not  go  out  and  add  new  members  to 
your  family.  You  just  sort  of  move  that 
account  over  a  little  bit. 

What  I  am  saying  is  let  us  dem- 
onstrate, colleagues,  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  let  us 
demonstrate  in  very  tangible  form  that 
we  want  to  work  with  American  agri- 
culture. We  want  to  help  America's 
farmers.  Once  again,  let  me  repeat, 
they  are  the  best  stewards  of  the  land 
that  I  know. 

I  am  privileged  to  represent  a  district 
where  agriculture  is  very  important, 
and  I  talk  to  farmers.  I  can  go  and  talk 
to  a  farmer.  A  typical  farmer  in  up- 
state New  York  might  be  milking  60  or 
70  cows,  a  farmer,  wife,  maybe  a  couple 
of  kids.  Along  comes  somebody  and 
says.  Mr.  Farmer,  we  are  concerned 
about  the  quality  of  water.  Guess  what 
the  farmer  says?  So  am  I. 

Then  along  comes  this  expert  and 
says  we  know  how  to  solve  part  of  the 
problem.  We  would  like  you  to  maybe 
have  a  little  buffer  strip  between  your 
land  where  you  are  growing  crops  and 
where  your  pasture  land  is.  and  the 
river  or  stream,  or  put  up  a  fence,  or, 
maybe  even  more  costly,  a  little  ma- 
nure management  system.  It  is  only 
going  to  cost  you  SIO.OOO.  The  farmer 
looks  you  in  the  eye  and  says  where  in 
the  hell  am  I  going  to  get  SIO.OOO? 
Money  does  not  come  down  from  Heav- 
en. 

We  say  we  have  set  up  a  special  fund. 
You  can  apply  to  your  State  govern- 
ment, not  Washington,  not  those  bu- 
reaucrats down  there,  but  your  State 
government.  You  can  go  to  them  and 
say  here  is  the  best  management  plan 
that  I  have  worked  out.  I  accept.  I 
think  it  makes  good  sense.  It  is  going 
to  protect  my  land  and  your  land;  it  is 
going  to  protect  our  water.  Now.  I 
would  like  to  have  a  low-interest,  long- 
term  loan  from  the  State  revolving 
fund  to  help  me  do  it.  I  think  that 
makes  an  awful  lot  of  sense. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further.  I  would  just  say  once 
again  that  the  current  State  revolving 
fund  is  accessible  to  that  farmer  in 
your  district  as  it  currently  exists 
right  now. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  let  me  tell  you  the 
everyday  practical  politics  of  it.  Not 
one  penny  has  gone  to  farmers.  There 
are  all  the  pressures  on  the  State  cap- 
itals and  the  people  administering 
those  fund  dollars  for  funds  for 
wastewater  treatment  plants.  If  you 
have  this  fund  fenced  off  and  they  say 
this  is  what  we  collectively  have 
agreed  on.  the  Federal  Government, 
the  State  government,  we  think  this 
makes  sense.  I  think  it  would  help  a 
great  deal. 


Mr.  LARGENT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further.  I  would  argue  just  the 
opposite,  that  by  creating  a  special 
fund  that  in  fact  you  could  eventually 
limit  the  amount  of  money  that  would 
be  available  to  those  farmers  if  you  de- 
pleted that  fund  and  they  said  you 
have  already  used  up  everything  you 
have  got  in  your  special  nonpoint 
source  revolving  fund,  so  we  are  not 
going  to  give  you  any  more,  as  opposed 
to  being  able  to  tap  the  entire  fund. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  you  cannot  take 
anything  away  from  nothing.  That  is 
what  they  are  now  getting,  zero.  zip. 
zilch,  nothing.  I  want  to  say  here  is 
some  hope.  You  might  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  get  something.  I  think  that 
serves  our  best  interests.  It  serves  the 
best  interests  of  American  agriculture, 
and  I  will  urge  support  of  my  perfect- 
ing amendment. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  I  am  in  sup- 
port of  the  gentleman  from  New  York's 
perfecting  amendment,  but  I  really 
want  to  go  at  the  overall  amendment 
because  I  think  that  is  what  is  crucial 
here. 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma's 
amendment  I  believe  is  sincere.  He  is 
concerned  about  deficit  reduction  and 
other  things.  I  just  think  it  is  the 
wrong  way  to  go  at  this  time. 

I  have  the  opportunity  from  time  to 
time  to  be  involved  in.  as  we  all  in  this 
hall  do,  the  dedication  and  ground 
breaking  ceremonies  for  sewage  treat- 
ment facilities,  and  there  is  a  map  that 
we  have  in  the  West  Virginia  facilities 
when  we  preside  over  these. 

There  is  a  map  that  is  provided:  there 
are  actually  two  maps.  One  has  all  that 
has  been  built,  the  partnership  between 
the  State  government,  the  Federal 
Government,  the  local  government, 
and  the  ratepayers,  as  well  as  tax- 
payers all.  That  partnership  has  built 
$1  billion  worth  of  sewage  treatment 
facilities,  wastewater  construction 
projects,  in  our  State.  And  that  is  im- 
pressive in  a  small  State.  That  is  the 
map  on  one  side,  what  has  been  done. 

There  is  a  map  on  the  other  side,  too, 
and  that  shows  the  many  locations 
that  still  need  to  be  constructed  if  it  is 
to  meet  the  goals  set  by  this  Congress 
and  to  meet  commonsense  goals  of 
health.  What  that  map  shows  is  that 
there  is  at  least  a  S2  billion  need. 

So  that  map  on  one  side  says  $1  bil- 
lion has  been  constructed.  The  map  on 
the  other  side  says  there  is  still  $2  bil- 
lion worth  of  construction  to  do.  So  we 
look  at  what  the  national  figures  are. 
Nationally,  I  hear  statistics  ranging 
everywhere  from  the  most  conservative 
of  somewhere  around  100  to  130  to  150 
billion  dollars'  worth  of  projects  still 
needing  to  be  done  simply  to  meet  ex- 
isting requirements. 

So  I  ask  how  are  we  going  to  do  this? 
I  think  it  is  important  to  look  at  the 
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evolution  of  the  State  revolving  fund. 
Remember,  it  was  just  a  few  years  ago, 
a  dozen  years  ago,  that  it  was  a  grant 
program,  and  it  was  authorized  for  as 
much  as  $5  billion.  That  was  imply  for 
point  source  pollution.  Then  it  was 
ratcheted  down  over  the  years  to  S2.5 
billion.  Then  it  changed  from  a  grant 
fund  gradually  to  a  revolving  loan  fund 
that  people  have  to  pay  back. 

So  what  we  have  gone  from  is  an  out- 
right grant  to  a  revolving  loan  fund. 
Incidentally,  it  is  funded  at  a  far  lesser 
rate  than  S5  billion,  roughly  $2  billion 
last  year. 

Now  look  at  what  is  in  this  bill  as  far 
as  additional  demands  upon  municipal 
treatment  facilities.  I  supported  some 
of  the  measures  in  this  bill  for  addi- 
tionally flexibility,  but  I  also  know 
that  when  you  per  deal  with 
pretreatment  of  industrial  waste,  you 
are  going  to  put  additional  demands  on 
existing  facilities  as  well  as  those  to  be 
built.  Are  we  now  to  step  back  from 
that  commitment  as  well?  Are  we  to 
step  back  from  some  of  the  require- 
ments and  demands  that  will  be  placed 
upon  state  and  local  governments? 

I  also  look  at  unfunded  mandates.  A 
lot  of  talk  around  here  about  that. 
This  legislation  does  maintain  certain 
mandates  in  place.  Yet  would  we  cut 
back  further  on  the  money  that  is  to 
go  to  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  the  ratepayers  themselves  to  assist 
in  meeting  those  mandates? 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  really  I  think 
prefacing  for  what  will  be  a  much 
greater  discussion  that  must  be  con- 
ducted in  this  Congress,  but  in  some 
ways  it  is  going  to  be  started  on  some 
of  these  seemingly  smaller  issues. 

What  role  does  growth  have  in  our 
budget  process?  The  effort  to  balance 
the  budget  in  7  years,  we  all  agree  on 
the  need  for  a  balanced  budget.  But  the 
effort  to  balance  that,  is  it  going  to  re- 
strict the  kind  of  growth  that  is  going 
to  be  needed  to  take  place  in  order  to 
accomplish  that? 

My  feeling  is  you  cannot  cut  your 
way  out  of  this  mess.  You  are  going  to 
have  growth  as  a  solid  component.  We 
have  legitimate  disagreements  in  here 
as  to  what  will  lead  to  that  growth,  but 
I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  be  cutting 
back  those  very  programs  that  are  in- 
deed so  necessary. 

I  had  the  chance  to  attend  a  ground 
breaking  the  other  day  for  an  indus- 
trial part  which  is  guaranteed  to  create 
at  least  350  jobs  and  probably  as  high 
as  800  jobs.  So  important  to  that  park 
was  the  money  necessary  for  the  sew- 
age treatment  facilities.  They  could 
not  have  that  park  without  it. 

a  1215 

The  Federal  Government's  return  on 
its  investment  is  going  to  be  gotten 
back  entirely  within  4  years,  based 
upon  taxes  that  will  be  paid  by  the 
newly  working  people  and  so  on — 4 
years.   I  had  a  real   estate  developer. 
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major  developer  come  up  to  me  after- 
ward and  say.  If  I  could  get  my  return 
back  in  4  years  on  every  investment,  I 
would  be  in  hog  heaven. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  West  'Virginia  [Mr. 
Wise]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Wise 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  this 
body  to  recognize  the  important  need 
of  investment.  Behind  every  major  in- 
dustrial development  project  is  a  need 
for  waste  treatment  disposal.  We  are 
asking  the  Government,  governmental 
sector,  local  and  State  governments 
and  public  service  districts  to  take  on 
an  increased  responsibility  along  with 
increased  flexibility.  This  is  not  the 
time  to  be  cutting  back  the  authoriza- 
tion for  them  to  do  that.  It  is  the  time 
actually  to  be  increasing. 

I  will  not  make  that  argument  on  the 
floor  today,  but  I  would  urge  that  we 
not  support  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  permit  the  language  to 
continue  that  is  in  the  bill. 

MODIFICATION  OF  .AMENDME.VT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
BOEHLERT  TO  THE  .AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY 
MR.  LARGENT 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  be  modified,  in 
the  interest  of  clarity,  so  that  my  col- 
leagues will  understand,  to  strike  $2.3 
billion  each  place  it  appears  in  the  bill 
and  insert  $1.8  billion.  So  what  we  do. 
in  effect,  is  retain  the  section  606  that 
sets  up  this  nonpoint  source  pollution 
revolving  fund  at  $500  million,  when 
added  to  the  $1.8  billion  totals  the  $2.3 
billion  that  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  L.\RGENT]  has  set  as  his  ceil- 
ing. So  that  is  the  perfecting  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  hope  on  a  bipartisan  basis 
the  perfecting  amendment  can  be  ac- 
cepted. Then  we  could  have  the  vote  on 
the  Largent  amendment  as  perfected 
and  everyone  can  work  as  they  wish. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  modification. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Modification  of  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
BOEHLERT  to  the  amendment  (jffered  by  Mr. 
L.AlRGENT:  Strike  ■■$2,300,000,000"  each  place  it 
appears  and  insert    ■$1,800,000,000". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  my  understanding 
of  what  would  occur  in  that  reduction 
is  that  all  of  that  would  come  from  the 
State  revolving  fund.  I  vigorously  op- 
pose that.  I  most  certainly  believe  the 
gentleman  has  a  right  to  a  vote  on 
that,  but  I  certainly  could  not  consent 
to  it  under  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 


Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
I  want  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  to  note  is 
that  the  funds  are  interchangeable. 
This  gives  the  flexibility  to  the  State 
government,  the  State  government 
agency  administering  the  fund. 

As  you  well  know,  because  you  are  a 
student  of  this,  as  you  well  know,  pres- 
ently farmers  get  zip  from  the  State  re- 
volving fund,  nothing.  We  are  setting 
up  something  that  says.  We  are  respon- 
sive to  your  need  for  financial  assist- 
ance. We  will  give  the  money  in  a  State 
revolving  fund.  We  will  fence  off  $500 
million  for  non-point-source  pollution. 

However,  in  recognition  of  your  le- 
gitimate concern,  we  will  give  the 
nexibility  to  the  State.  The  State  can 
use  all  of  that  money  for  other  than 
non-point-source  pollution,  if  that  is 
its  highest  priority. 

But  I  would  respectfully  submit  to 
the  gentleman,  and  that  has  been 
pointed  out  to  me  by  a  number  of  my 
colleagues  from  agriculture  States, 
that  in  many  States  they  have  done 
very  will  in  terms  of  addressing  the 
problem  of  waste  water  treatment 
plants.  They  have  got  what  they  need. 
But  they  need  more  assistance  for  non- 
point-source  pollution  and  they  have 
not  had  the  source. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  continu- 
ing my  reservation  of  objection.  I  ask 
the  gentleman,  in  what  manner  would 
that  be  distributed?  Under  the  for- 
mula? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr,  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield, 
that  would  be  the  same  formula  as  we 
had  for  the  SRF. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  say. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  the  appropriate 
time  or  moment.  I  will  object  to  the 
unanimous  consent.  I  most  certainly 
will  not  object  to  furthering  our  dis- 
cussion at  a  different  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  continuing  my  res- 
ervation of  objection,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman       from       Oklahoma       [Mr. 

L.\RGENT]. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
mind the  gentleman  that  under  the 
current  State  revolving  funds  the 
States  already  have  the  flexibility  to 
address  non-point-source  matters.  So 
what  we  are  doing  is  really  redundant 
and  provides  less  flexibility  for  States, 
potentially  supplies  less  flexibility. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
wish  to  belabor  the  point  at  this  time. 
As  I  say,  it  is  certainly  an  appropriate 
discussion  but  I  feel  that  I  will  have  to 
object  to  the  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  continuing  my  res- 
ervation of  objection,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 

LERT]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  be- 
fore the  gentleman  maintains  his  ob- 
jection, you,  as  a  senior  member  of  the 
committee  of  jurisdiction,  know  full 
well,   because  we  have  examined   this 


very  thoroughly  in  long,  long  hearings. 
American  farmers  are  not  getting  one 
penny  out  of  the  State  revolving  fund 
to  do  some  of  the  things  that  we  are 
suggesting  from  on  high  here  in  Wash- 
ington they  should  do  to  be  part  of  the 
solution  rather  than  just  standing  idly 
by  and  being  perpetuators  of  the  prob- 
lem. We  want  to  give  them  a  source  of 
money  so  that  they  can  apply  to  their 
State  government.  We  want  to  give 
their  State  government  the  flexibility 
that  I  think  you  and  I  would  agree  they 
should  have  to  make  the  decisions  at 
that  level. 

Louisiana  knows  what  is  best  for 
Louisiana,  what  is  good  for  Louisiana, 
as  does  New  York  know  best  what  is 
good  for  New  York. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would 
be  my  understanding,  I  do  not  want  to 
belabor  the  point  now,  but  I  believe 
that  the  agricultural  community  is  op- 
posed to  the  gentleman's  position,  as 
are  the  cities  and  States. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield, 
no. 

Mr.  HAYES.  As  I  say.  I  think  that 
would  be  more  appropriate  perhaps  for 
another  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  simply  going  to 
have  to  object  to  the  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  rise  in  support  of  my  colleague  from 
New  York.  What  I  would  like  to  do  for 
the  Members,  especially  for  Members 
who  might  be  from  a  suburban  area  or 
an  urban  area,  is  to  give  them  some 
idea  what  non-point-source  pollution 
is. 

Non-point-source  pollution  happens 
in  suburbs.  It  happens  in  urban  areas. 
It  happens  in  rural  areas  on  agricul- 
tural farms. 

You  have  all  kinds  of  farms.  You 
have  dairy  farms.  You  have  chicken 
farms.  You  have  grain  farms,  et  cetera. 
There  is  a  variety  of  farms.  I  want  to 
show  you  what  the  problems  are  with 
non-point-source  pollution  on  farms  in 
any  one  of  these  areas. 

Most  farms,  especially  if  there  are 
cows,  chickens,  grain  farmers,  cattle 
farmers,  they  have  a  bam.  Somebody 
said  pig,  OK.  Now  we  have  a  bam. 
Somewhere  around  a  farm  generally 
you  are  going  to  have  a  river  or  some 
waterway. 

This  is  the  Clean  Water  Act  that  we 
are  talking  about.  We  are  trying  to 
prevent  pollution  from  a  source  to  get 
into  the  water  So  what  we  see  here, 
whether  you  have  pigs,  cows,  chickens, 
grain,  or  whatever,  they  have  manure. 
So  it  very  often  costs  money,  if  you  are 
going     to     put    a     manure    shed     for 
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composting  purposes  next  to  the  farm. 
That  composting  shed  could  cost  $5,000. 

If  you  have  dairy  farms  and  cows, 
you  will  have  to  put  a  holding  area  for 
the  cows  sometime  before  you  take 
them  in  to  milk.  That  holding  area  is 
concentrating  manure  which  gradually 
will  get  into  the  ground  water  unless 
you  build  a  holding  area  which  pre- 
vents the  manure  from  leaving  that 
area.  That  is  about  $10,000  on  this  side. 

The  other  things  you  need  for  a  farm 
is  fertilizer,  pesticides,  herbicides.  All 
of  these  things,  if  they  leach  or  flow 
into  the  waterway,  are  going  to  cause  a 
problem  with  the  quality  of  the  water. 
So  what  do  you  need  to  do  to  hold 
those  things?  You  need  certain  things 
called  waterways,  if  you  have  any  con- 
tour on  the  land. 

A  waterway  is  a  grassy  area  that 
helps  absorb  the  runoff  to  prevent  the 
silt  or  the  fertilizer  from  getting  into 
the  ground  water  into  the  waterway. 
You  need  other  things  called  buffer 
zones.  A  buffer  zone  is  a  grassy  area 
around  the  waterway  and  that,  again, 
prevents  the  pollution  or  the  silt  or  a 
variety  of  other  things  from  getting 
into  the  ground  water. 

There  is  something  else  you  need.  If 
you  plant  com  or  wheat  or  rye  or  soy- 
bean, very  often  you  do  not  put  any- 
thing on  the  ground  during  the  winter 
months  and  the  nitrogen  that  you  put 
on  the  ground  in  the  sprmg  and  the 
summer,  unless  it  is  taken  up  into 
these  plants  during  the  winter  months. 
gets  into  the  ground  water  so  that 
costs  more  money. 

In  essence,  for  one  farm,  if  this  is  a 
dairy  farm  or  a  pig  farm  or  a  chicken 
farm  or  a  grain  farm,  every  single 
farmer,  whether  they  own  10.000  acres 
or  100  acres,  has  a  certain  amount  of 
cost  II  he  IS  going  to  prevent  non-point- 
source  pollution.  And  all  of  this  costs 
money. 

Generally  speaking,  farmers  have  not 
gotten  enough  aid  in  this  area.  So  I 
strongly,  i  am  a  big  football  fan  and  all 
the  rest  of  that,  but  I  have  to  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr  HAYES.  Would  the  gentleman 
mind  drawing  in  the  five  different  Fed- 
eral regulators  that  are  going  to  be  on 
the  farm  right  after  that  river  was 
drawn  in? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  First  of  all,  the 
Federal  regulators  should  be  on  the 
farm  and  talk  about  possom  hunting. 
then  have  a  cup  of  coffee  and  a  piece  of 
pie,  and  the  Federal  regulators  ought 
to  be  good  neighbors  and  talk  about 
how  we  can  solve  some  of  these  prob- 
lems, but  unless  the  allocation  is  there. 
unless  the  funding  is  there,  unless  the 
awareness  is  there  that  this  kind  of 
thing  exists,  we  are  not  going  to  stop 
the    greater    problem     that    we    have 


today  of  non-point-source  pollution 
and  help  those  people  who  need  to  be  a 
part  of  the  solution 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
and  also  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
that  we  actually  have  already  in  Ohio 
a  non-point-source  program  that  has 
been  specifically  developed  inside  the 
existing  law.  And  it  is  particularly  tar- 
geted for  ag  interests  so  that  farmers 
can  get  funding  through  the  revolving 
loan  fund  in  order  to  be  able  to  do  ex- 
actly the  kinds  of  things  that  you  are 
talking  about. 

What  I  am  saying  is,  we  do  not  need 
to  fence  off  this  money  inside  this  bill 
in  order  to  achieve  what  you  want  to 
do.  I  cannot  see  any  reason  to  support 
the  Boehlert  amendment  when.  A.  it  is 
possible  to  do  what  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  wants  to  do  already;  B.  it  is 
being  done  in  places  like  Ohio;  and 
C 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
may  be  done  in  places  like  Ohio,  but  it 
is  not  being  done  across  the  Nation.  If 
we  are  looking  at  watershed  ideas  and 
keeping  water  going  from  one  State  to 
another  State  and  raising  the  aware- 
ness of  non-point-source  problems,  es- 
pecially in  agriculture.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert] 
has  the  right  idea. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  under- 
stand that  the  gentleman  does  think 
that,  but  clearly  the  whole  argument 
here  and  the  reason  that  we  are  mak- 
ing these  changes  in  this  act  have  to  do 
with  giving  gieALti  nexibiiily  tu  the 
States  to  be  able  to  do  these  things. 

What  I  am  suggesting  to  the  gen- 
tleman is  that  already  in  many  States. 
Ohio  is  not  the  only  one.  that  flexibil- 
ity has  been  utilized  in  a  responsible 
way. 

Last,  the  other  thing  I  wanted  to  say 
about  the  bill  generally,  the  Largent 
amendment,  is  that  I  sit  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget.  And  it  strikes 
me  that  if  we  do  not  undertake  the 
kind  of  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  L.^rgent]  has 
brought  today,  then  we  are  just  back  in 
the  same  old  routine  that  we  have  been 
in  year  after  year  after  year. 

I  frankly  do  not  want  to  support 
going  through  this  charade  where  we 
have  these  authorizing  bills  that  have 
20,  30,  40.  50  percent  more  money  in 
them  than  what  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  has  said  there  will  be  available 
to  spend  and  what  we  know  that  the 
appropriators  are  going  to  come  up 
with  ultimately. 

Let  us  have  some  honesty,  some 
truth  in  budgeting.  Let  us  have  some 
truth  in  legislation  in  this.  This  is  sup- 
ported by   the  chairman.   This   is   the 


right  direction.  This  is  the  right  way 
to  go. 

We  ought  to  have  the  mark  in  the  au- 
thorizing bill  match  the  mark  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  bill,  match 
the  mark  that  we  are  finally  going  to 
come  up  with  in  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations. That  is  crystal  clear. 

If  we  do  not  take  this  opportunity 
now  to  start  on  that  road,  then  we  will 
play  the  same  old  games  in  the  104th 
Congress  that  we  have  played  in  all 
previous  Congresses. 
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Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Boehlert]  if  he  will  engage  me  in 
a  colloquy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  it.  the 
Largent  amendment  would  reduce  the 
total  funding  to  $2.3  billion. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BORSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  That  is  my  under- 
standing. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  And  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman,  what  would  the  Boehlert 
amendment  do?  Would  that  add  $500 
million  to  that  $2.3  billion? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  No.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  would  not.  My  perfecting  amend- 
ment would  reduce  it  to  $1.8  billion, 
and  retain  the  section  606.  which  is  $500 
million.  Here  is  what  I  would  suggest 
we  do  for  the  good  of  the  cause. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  be  allowed  to  withdraw  the 
amendment,  so  we  can  continue  the 
discussions  between  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  and  the 
suhcommirtPR  chair  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
and  try  to  work  this  out.  I  do  not  think 
that  there  is  any  argument  here,  that 
we  are  trying  to  do  something  that 
demonstrates  to  American  agriculture 
that  we  want  to  set  up  something  that 
is  earmarked  specifically  for  their 
needs  in  addressing  the  problem  of  non- 
point-source  pollution,  but  we  want  to 
do  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  permit  flexi- 
bility for  the  State  Governors  and  the 
administrates  of  the  State  revolving 
fund. 

I  would  like  to  think  that  we  are  cre- 
ative enough  to  accomplish  both  wor- 
thy objectives. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  re- 
questing that  his  amendment  be  with- 
drawn? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BORSKI.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert] then,  so  we  can  move  forward  on 


other  provisions  here,  that  one  of  the 
suggestions  is  that  he  put  this  in  title 
X,  so  we  may  proceed  with  the  amend- 
ment before  us. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  BORSKi]  yield 
for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  BORSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  request  has 
been  granted,  and  the  amendment  is 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  just  as  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry,  would  this  require, 
then,  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  go  back  to  title 
VI  if  we  are  to  have  him  withdraw  this, 
and  we  proceed  forward  on  the  bill? 
Would  he  have  to  get  unanimous  con- 
sent to  go  back  to  title  VI  in  order  to 
be  able  to  amend,  if  he  is  to  do  this  in 
title  X? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  amend  my  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest, the  unanimous-consent  request 
is  to  withdraw  this  amendment  at  this 
point,  with  authority  to  revisit  title  VI 
for  the  purpose  of  this  amendment  onl.y 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  first 
state  that  the  amendment  has  been 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  With  this  proviso. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  that  the 
gentleman  be  able  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  title  VI  after  it  is  passed  in 
the  reading? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  For  this  specific 
amendment  only. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  this  specific 
purpose  only. 

Without  objection,  it  shall  be  in 
order  for  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  to  offer  a  form  of 
his  amendment  to  title  VI  at  a  later 
time  during  consideration. 

There  was  no  objection. 

!'.\RLI.\.MKNT,A,RV  INQUIRY 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  have  a  parliamentary 
inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this 
point  is  the  only  issue  pending  before 
us  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Largent]? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
want  to  reiterate  my  opposition  to  the 
Largent  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  L.^rgent]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 


recordf:d  votk 
Mr.    MINETA.    Mr.    Chairman,    I   de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  209,  noes  192, 
not  voting  33,  as  follows; 
[Roll  No.  329] 
AYES— 209 


.^llard 

Archer 

.^rmey 

Bachus 

Baker (CA) 

Ballenger 

Ban- 

Barllett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bcreuter 

Bevll) 

Bilbray 

Biliraku 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Coo  ley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crape 

Cubin 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Edwards 

Ehrhch 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Everett 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Funderburk 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WIi 

Batcman 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 


Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Herger 

Hllleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

Lucas 

.Manzulio 

Martini 

McCoUum 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

NOES-192 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borskl 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  <TX) 

Camp 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 


Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Qulnn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax  ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

SchifT 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shad egg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slsisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steam? 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (.MS) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Weldon  (FL) 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zelia 

Zimmer 


Clybum 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cremeans 

Cunningham 

Danner 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 


Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbln 

Eblers 

Engel 

English 

Esboo 

Evans 

Ewing 

Parr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

F(3glietta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Frisa 

Frost 

Furse 

Gephardt 

Cilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Goss 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harman 

Haste  rt 

Hastings  (FL) 

Heineman 

Hlnchey 

Holden 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnston 


Andrews 

Baker (LA) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brown  (C.\i 

Chenoweth 

Collins  (IL) 

Conyers 

Cramer 

Doman 


Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (Rl) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kleczka 

Klink 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lipinskl 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

.McCarthy 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Mcnendez 

Mfume 

Mineta 

Minge 

Mink 

MoUohan 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Ney 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA> 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Porter 


Ponman 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Range  I 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Rivers 

Rose 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sbays 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stoke* 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (NCi 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Waldholtz 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitneld 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING— 33 

Dunn 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Hancock 

Hefner 

Lincoln 

Longley 

McCrery 

Meek 

Miller  (CA I 

Moakley 
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Murtba 

Ortiz 

raj>tor 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Richardson 

Rogers 

Tanner 

Torres 

Watts  (OK) 

Williams 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following: 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington  for.  with  Mrs.  Col- 
lins of  Illinois  against. 

Mr.  Bono  for.  with  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida 
against. 

Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma  for.  with  Mr 
Moakley  against. 

Messrs.  HOUGHTON.  COBLE. 

WELLER.  HASTERT.  and  EWING 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  GRAHAM  and  Mr.  HORN  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  note  that  on  the  last 
vote,  rollcall  329,  I  voted  incorrectly.  I 
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had  intended  to  vote  "no"  and  I  was 
registered  as  ■yes." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATKDN 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday, 
May  12,  I  was  unexpectedly  called  back  to 
Connecticut.  As  a  result,  I  missed  three  rollcall 
voles.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
as  follows:  rollcall  No.  327— Bateman  amend- 
ment to  Lipinski  amendment — "no ":  rollcall  No. 
328 — Lipinski  amendment — "yes",  rollcall  No. 
329 — Largent  amendment — "no." 

PERSONAL  F.XPL.W.ATION 

Mr.  PASTOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Fri- 
day. May  12.  I  was  granted  a  leave  of 
absence  to  return  to  Arizona  to  attend 
the  graduation  of  my  daughter  from 
Arizona  State  University.  Con- 
sequently. I  was  absent  for  three  roll- 
call votes  on  H.R.  961.  Had  I  been 
present.  I  would  have  voted  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner:  "nay"  on  rollcall  vote 
No.  327;  -aye"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  328; 
"nay"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  329. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  other 
amendments  to  title  VI? 

If  not.  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
VII. 

The  t.ext  of  title  VII  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  VlI—mSCELLANEOVS  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  701.  TECHSICAL  AME.\DklE.\TS. 

(a)  Sectio.v  IIS.— Section  118(c)(I}(A)  (33 
U.S.C.  J263(c)(I)(A))  IS  amended  by  striking  the 
last  comma. 

(b)  Section  m.— Section  120(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1270(d))  is  amended  by  striking  "(1)". 

(c)  Sectios-  m.— Section  204(a)(3)  (33  U.S.C. 
1284(a)(3))  is  amended  by  striking  the  final  pe- 
riod and  inserting  a  semicolon. 

(d)  Sectios  205.— Section  205  (33  U.S.C.  1285) 
is  amended — 

(1)  m  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking  "and  1985" 
and  inserting  "1985.  and  1986": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  striking  "through 
1985"  and  inserting  "through  1986": 

(3)  in  subsection  (g)(1)  by  striking  the  period 
following  "4  per  centum":  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (m)(l)(B)  by  striking  "this" 
the  last  place  it  appears  and  inserting  "such". 

(e)  SECTION  20a.— Section  208  (33  U.S.C.  1288)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (h)(1)  by  striking  "designed" 
and  inserting  "designated":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (j)(l)  by  striking  "September 
31.  1988"  and  inserting  "September  30.  1988". 

(f)  SECTION  301.— Section  301(})(1)(A)  (33  U.S.C. 
1311(j)(l)(A))  is  amended  by  striking  "that"  the 
first  place  it  appears  and  inserting  "than". 

(g)  SECTION  309.— Section  309(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1319(d))  IS  amended  by  striking  the  second 
comma  following  "Act  by  a  State". 

(h)  SECTION  311.— Section  311  (33  U.S.C.  1321) 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  moving  paragraph  (12) 
(including  subparagraphs  (A),  (B)  and  (O)  2 
ems  to  the  right:  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (h)(2)  by  striking  "The"  and 
inserting  "the". 

(i)  SECTION  505.— Section  505(f)  (33  U.S.C. 
1365(f))  is  amended  by  striking  the  last  comma. 

(!)  SECTION  SI6.— Section  516  (33  U.S.C.  1375)  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (g)  as  sub- 
section (f). 

(k)  Section  51s.— Section  518(f)  (33  U.S.C. 
1377(f))  is  amended  by  striking  "(d)"  and  insert- 
ing "(e)". 

SEC.  702.  JOH.S  .A.  BLAT.\IK  \.ATIO.\AL  FRESH 
WATER  QIAUTY  RESEARCH  LABORA- 
TORY. 

(a)  Designation.— The  laboratory  and  re- 
search facility  established  pursuant  to  section 


104(e)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  (33  use.  1254(e))  that  is  located  in  Duluth. 
Minnesota,  shall  be  known  and  designated  as 
the  "John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh  Water 
Quality  Research  Laboratory". 

(b)  References.— Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map.  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  the  laboratory 
and  research  facility  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the 
"John  A.  Blatnik  National  Fresh  Water  Quality 
Research  Laboratory". 
SEC.  703.  WASTEWATER  SERVICE  FOR  COLONIAS. 

(a)  Grant  assistance.— The  Administrator 
may  make  grants  to  States  along  the  United 
States- Mexico  border  to  provide  assistance  for 
planning,  design,  and  construction  of  treatment 
worlcs  to  provide  wastewater  service  to  the  com- 
munities along  such  border  commonly  known  as 
"colonias". 

(b)  Federal  Share.— The  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  carried  out  using  funds  made 
available  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  50  per- 
cent. The  non-Federal  share  of  such  cost  shall 
be  provided  by  the  State  receiving  the  grant. 

(C)  TREATMENT  WORKS  DEFINED.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "treatment 
works"  has  the  meaning  such  term  has  under 
section  212  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
trol Act. 

(d)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  — 
There  is  authorised  to  be  appropriated  for  mak- 
ing grants  under  subsection  (a)  S50.000.000  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  Such  sums  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

SEC.     704.    SAVINGS    IN    MUNICIPAL    DRrNKI.\G 
WATER  COSTS. 

(a)  STUDY.— The  Administrator  of  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  in  consultation 
with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  .Management 
and  Budget,  shall  review,  analyse,  and  compile 
information  on  the  annual  savings  that  munici- 
palities realize  in  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  drinking  water  facilities  as 
a  result  of  actions  taken  under  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

(b)  CONTENTS. — The  study  conducted  under 
subsection  (a),  at  a  minimum,  shall  contain  an 
examination  of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  construc- 
tion of  drinking  water  filtration  facilities  result- 
ing from  actions  taken  under  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act. 

(2)  Savings  to  municipalities  in  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  drinking  water  facilities  re- 
sulting from  actions  taken  under  such  Act. 

(3)  Savings  to  municipalities  m  health  expend- 
itures resulting  from  actions  taken  under  such 
Act. 

(c)  REPORT. — Not  later  than  1  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  con- 
taining the  results  of  the  study  conducted  under 
subsection  (a). 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DE  LA  GARZA 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DE  la  Garza: 
On  pag;e  237.  In  line  11  after  •treatment 
works"  insert  "and  appropriate  connec- 
tions". 

On  page  237,  strike  line  14.  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "(c)"  on  line  19  and  insert 
"(b)". 

On  page  237.  on  line  23  redesignate  "(d)"  as 
"(c)". 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
wish    to    thank    the   chairman   of   the 
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committee  and  the  ranking  member  for 
agreeing  to  this  amendment.  It  is  an 
amendment  that  will  give  more  flexi- 
bility to  the  Administrator  of  EPA  to 
negotiate  with  areas  on  wastewater 
treatment  that  are  underserved  and 
underprivileged. 

I  want  to  thank  Chairman  Shuster  and  the 
ranking  member  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Mineta, 
for  supporting  my  amendment  to  section  703, 
the  wastewater  service  for  colonias  of  H.R. 
961,  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995. 
Section  703  is  similar  to  a  bill  I  introduced  last 
Congress  and  which  I  reintroduced  this  Con- 
gress as  H.R.  908. 

As  some  of  you  know,  colonias  are  unincor- 
porated areas  along  our  southwestern  border 
that  lack  basic  services,  such  as  water  and 
wastewater.  There  are  some  250,000  Ameri- 
cans living  in  colonias. 

This  amendment  will  amend  section  703  of 
the  bill  to  authorize  the  Administrator  to  make 
grants  to  States  to  provide  assistance  for  plan- 
ning, design,  and  construction  of  treatment 
works  to  provide  wastewater  service  and  for 
appropnate  connections.  My  amendment 
would  allow  recipient  States  to  use  the  finan- 
cial assistance  for  appropriate  connections  for 
colonia  residences  to  connect  them  to  sewer 
collection  systems  which  will  allow  them  to 
make  any  improvements  necessary  to  meet 
existing  county  or  city  requirements.  This  is  an 
important  problem  that  we  need  to  address  in 
order  to  bring  wastewater  connections  into  the 
homes  of  these  communities. 

In  addition,  this  amendment  will  delete  the 
requirements  that  the  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  a  project  for  a  wastewater  service  be 
50  percent.  This  deletion  will  allow  maximum 
flexibility  for  the  Administrator  in  determining 
the  appropriate  funding  of  these  projects  in  al- 
lowing EPA  to  negotiate  the  match  require- 
ment with  the  recipient  State. 

Again,  thank  you  Chairman  Shuster  and 
Mr.  Mineta  for  your  assistance  regarding  this 
imporiaiii  piubiein  io  our  southwestern  com- 
munities. I  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
and  your  committee  on  this  important  issue. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  L.\  GARZA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  examined  this.  We  think  it  is  a 
good  amendment,  and  we  support  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  looked  at  the 
amendment.  We  have  no  objections  to 
the  amendment  on  this  side.  We  do  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  RoBERT.s]  being  on  our  side  as 
well. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber for  his  leadership  on  this  particular 
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bill.  We  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  have 
looked  at  it  very  carefully  and  we 
agree.  We  are  certainly  happy  to  have 
the  gentleman,  on  our  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DE  LA  Garza]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  An.  there  any  fur- 
ther amendments  to  title  VII? 

If  not.  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
VIII. 

The  text  of  title  VIII  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  VIII— WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 
SEC.  mi.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Comprehensive 
Wetlands  Cnnseri-alion  and  Management  Act  of 
1995" 

SEC.    H02.   FINDINGS  AND   STATEMENT  OF  PUR- 
POSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  wetlands  play  an  integral  rote  in  main- 
taining the  quality  of  life  through  material  con- 
tributions to  our  national  economy,  food  supply, 
water  supply  and  Quality,  flood  control,  and 
fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  resources,  and  thus  to 
the  health,  safety,  recreation  and  economic 
well-being  of  citisens  throughout  the  Nation: 

(2)  wetlands  serve  important  ecological  and 
natural  resource  functions,  such  as  providing 
essential  nesting  and  feeding  habitat  for  water- 
fowl, other  wildlife,  and  many  rare  and  endan- 
gered speaes.  fisheries  habitat,  the  enhance- 
ment of  water  quality,  and  natural  flood  con- 
trol. 

(3)  much  of  the  Nation's  resource  has  sus- 
tained significant  degradation,  resulting  m  the 
need  for  effective  programs  to  limit  the  loss  of 
ecologically  significant  wetlands  and  to  provide 
for  long-term  restoration  and  enhancement  of 
the  wetlands  resource  base: 

(4)  most  of  the  loss  of  wetlands  in  coastal  Lou- 
isiana is  nut  attributable  to  human  activity: 

(5)  becaiL^e  75  percent  of  the  .Wation's  wet- 
lands m  the  lower  48  States  are  privately  owned 
and  because  the  majority  of  the  Nation's  popu- 
lation lives  in  or  near  wetlands  nreos,  an  effec- 
tive wetlands  conservation  and  management 
program  must  reflect  a  balanced  approach  that 
conserves  and  enhances  important  wetlands  val- 
ues and  functions  while  observing  private  prop- 
erty rights,  recognising  the  need  for  essential 
public  infrastructure,  such  as  highways,  ports, 
airports,  pipelines,  sewer  systems,  and  public 
water  supply  systems,  and  providing  the  oppor- 
tunity for  sustained  economic  growth: 

(6)  while  wetlands  provide  many  varied  eco- 
nomic and  environmental  benefits,  they  also 
present  health  risks  in  some  instances  where 
they  act  as  breeding  grounds  for  insects  that  are 
carriers  of  human  and  animal  diseases: 

(7)  the  Federal  permit  program  established 
under  section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  was  not  originally  conceived  as  a 
wetlands  regulatory  program  and  is  insufficient 
to  ensure  that  the  Nation's  wetlands  resource 
ba.s'c  will  be  conserved  and  managed  in  a  fair 
and  environmentally  sound  manner,  and 

(8)  navigational  dredging  plays  a  vital  role  in 
the  .\alwn's  economy  and.  while  adequate  safe- 
guards for  aquatic  resources  must  be  main- 
tained, it  is  essential  that  the  regulatory  process 
be  streamlined. 

(b)  PvRPosE.—The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to 
establish  a  new  Federal  regulatory  program  for 
certain  wetlands  and  waters  of  the  United 
States— 

(1)  to  assert  Federal  regulatory  jurisdiction 
over  a  broad  category  of  specifically  identified 


activities  that  result  in  the  degradation  or  loss 
of  wetlands: 

(2)  to  p-'ovide  that  each  Federal  agency,  offi- 
cer, and  employee  exercise  Federal  authority 
under  section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  ensure  that  agency  action  under 
such  section  will  not  limit  the  use  of  privately 
owned  property  so  as  to  diminish  its  value: 

(3)  to  account  for  variations  in  wetlands  func- 
tions in  determining  the  character  and  extent  of 
regulation  of  activities  occurring  m  wetlands 
areas: 

(4)  to  provide  sufficient  regulatory  incentives 
for  conservation,  restoration,  or  enhancement 
activities; 

(5)  to  encourage  conservation  of  resources  on 
a  watershed  basis  to  the  fullest  extent  prac- 
ticable: 

(6)  to  protect  public  safety  and  balance  public 
and  private  interests  in  determining  the  condi- 
tions under  which  activity  in  wetlands  areas 
may  occur:  and 

(7)  to  streamline  the  regulatory  mechanisms 
relating  to  navigational  dredging  in  the  Na- 
tion's waters. 

SEC.  803.  WETLANDS  CONSERVATION  AND  MAN- 
AGEMENT. 

Title  IV  (33  U.S.C.  1341  et  seq.)  is  further 
amended  by  striking  section  404  and  inserting 
the  following  new  section: 

'SEC.  404.  PERMITS  FOR  ACTIMTIES  IN  WET- 
LANDS OR  WATERS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES. 

"(a)  Prohibited  Activities.— No  person  shall 
undertake  an  activity  in  wetlands  or  waters  of 
the  United  States  unless  such  activity  is  under- 
taken pursuant  to  a  permit  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary or  is  otherwise  authorised  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(b)  Authorized  Activities.— 

"(1)  Permits.— The  Secretary  is  authorised  to 
issue  permits  authorising  an  activity  m  wet- 
lands or  waters  of  the  United  States  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

"(2)  NONPERMIT  ACTIVITIES.— An  activity  in 
wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  States  may  be 
undertaken  without  a  permit  from  the  Secretary 
if  that  activity  is  authorised  under  subsection 
(e)(6)  or  (e)(8)  or  is  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  under  subsection  (f)  or 
other  provisions  of  this  section. 

"(c)  Wetlands  Classification.— 

"(1)  Regulations:  applications.— 

"(A)  Deadline  for  issuance  of  regula- 
tions.— Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive  Wetlands 
Conservation  and  Management  Act  of  1995,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  classify  wet- 
lands as  type  A,  type  B,  or  type  C  wetlands  de- 
pending on  the  relative  ecological  significance 
of  the  wetlands. 

"(B)  .APPLICATION  requirement.— Any  person 
seeking  to  undertake  activities  in  wetlands  or 
waters  of  the  United  States  for  which  a  permit 
is  required  under  this  section  shall  make  appli- 
cation to  the  Secretary  identifying  the  site  of 
such  activity  and  requesting  that  the  Secretary 
determine,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (3)  of 
this  subsection,  the  classification  of  the  wet- 
lands m  which  such  activity  is  proposed  to 
occur.  The  applicant  may  also  provide  such  ad- 
ditional information  regarding  such  proposed 
activity  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  classification  of 
such  wetlands  or  whether  and  under  what  con- 
ditions the  proposed  activity  may  be  permitted 
to  occur. 

"(2)  Deadlines  for  classifications  — 
"(A)  General  rule.— Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph,  within  90 
days  following  the  receipt  of  an  application 
under  paragraph  11),  the  Secretary  shall  provide 
notice  to  the  applicant  of  the  classification  of 
the  wetlands  that  are  the  subject  of  such  appli- 
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cation  and  shall  state  m  writing  the  basis  for 
such  classification.  The  classification  of  the 
wetlands  that  are  the  subject  of  the  application 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  for  classification  of 
wetlands  under  paragraph  (3)  and  subsection 
CO. 

"(B)  Rule  for  advance  classifications— In 
the  case  of  an  application  proposing  activities 
located  in  wetlands  that  are  the  subject  of  an 
advance  classification  under  subsection  (h),  the 
Secretary  shall  provide  notice  to  the  applicant 
of  such  classification  within  thirty  days  follow- 
ing the  receipt  of  such  application,  and  shall 
provide  an  opportunity  for  review  of  such  classi- 
fication under  paragraph  (5)  arid  subsection  (i). 

"(3)  Classification  SYSTE.M.—Upon  applica- 
tion under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall — 

"(A)  classify  as  type  A  wetlands  those  wet- 
lands that  are  of  critical  significance  to  the 
long-term  conservation  of  the  aguatic  environ- 
ment of  which  such  wetlands  are  a  part  and 
which  meet  the  following  requirements: 

"(i)  such  wetlands  serve  critical  wetlands 
functions,  including  the  provision  of  critical 
habitat  for  a  concentration  of  avian,  aquatic,  or 
wetland  dependent  wildlife: 

"(ii)  such  wetlands  consist  of  or  may  be  a  por- 
tion of  ten  or  more  contiguous  acres  and  have 
an  inlet  or  outlet  for  relief  of  water  flow:  except 
that  this  requirement  shall  not  operate  to  pre- 
clude the  classification  as  type  A  wetlands 
lands  containing  prairie  pothole  features,  playa 
lakes,  or  vernal  pools  if  such  lands  otherwise 
meet  the  requirements  for  type  A  classification 
under  this  paragraph: 

"(Hi)  there  exists  a  scarcity  within  the  water- 
shed or  aquatic  environment  of  identified  func- 
tions served  by  such  wetlands  such  that  the  use 
of  such  wetlands  for  an  activity  in  wetlands  or 
waters  of  the  United  States  would  seriously 
jeopardise  the  availability  of  these  identified 
wetlands  functions:  and 

"(iv)  there  is  unlikely  to  be  an  overriding  pub- 
lic interest  m  the  use  of  such  wetlands  for  pur- 
poses other  than  conservation: 

"(B)  classify  as  type  B  wetlands  those  wet- 
lands that  provide  habitat  for  a  significant  pop- 
ulation of  wetland  dependent  wildlife  or  provide 
other  significant  wetlands  functions,  including 
significant  enhancement  or  protection  of  water 
quality  or  significant  riatural  flood  control:  and 

"(C)  classify  as  type  C  wetlands  all  wetlands 
that— 

"(i)  serve  limited  wetlands  functions: 

"(ii)  serve  marginal  wetlands  functions  but 
which  exist  m  such  abundance  that  regulation 
of  activities  m  such  wetlands  is  not  necessary 
for  conserving  important  wetlands  functions: 

"(Hi)  are  prior  converted  cropland: 

"(iv)  are  fastlands:  or 

"(V)  are  wetlands  within  industrial,  commer- 
cial, or  residential  complexes  or  other  intensely 
developed  areas  that  do  not  serve  significant 
wetlands  functions  as  a  result  of  such  location. 

"(4)  REQUEST  FOR  DETERMINATION  OF  JURIS- 
DICTION.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — A  person  who  holds  an 
ownership  interest  in  property,  or  who  has  writ- 
ten authorisation  from  such  a  person,  may  sub- 
mit a  request  to  the  Secretary  identifying  the 
property  and  requesting  the  Secretary  to  make 
one  or  more  of  the  following  determinations 
with  respect  to  the  property: 

"(i)  Whether  the  property  contains  waters  of 
the  United  States. 

"(ii)  If  the  determination  under  clause  (i)  is 
made,  whether  any  portion  of  the  waters  meets 
the  requirements  for  delineation  as  wetland 
under  subsection  (g). 

"(Hi)  If  the  determination  under  clause  (ii)  is 
made,  the  classification  of  each  wetland  on  the 
property  under  this  subsection. 

"(B)  PROVISION  OF  INFORMATION.— The  person 
shall  provide  such   additional   information   as 
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may  be  necessary  to  make  each  determination 
requested  under  subparagraph  (A). 

"(C)  Determisatios  asd  sotificatios  by 
THE  SECRETARY— Not  later  than  90  days  after 
receipt  of  a  request  under  subparagraph  (A),  the 
Secretary  shall— 

"(i)  notify  the  person  submitting  the  request 
of  each  determination  made  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  the  request:  and 

"(ii)  provide  written  documentation  of  each 
determination  and  the  basis  for  each  determina- 
tion. 

'(D)  AUTHORITY  TO  SEEK  IMMEDIATE  RE- 
i'lEW.—Any  person  authorised  under  this  para- 
graph to  request  a  jurisdictional  determination 
may  seek  immediate  judicial  review  of  any  such 
jurisdictional  determination  or  may  proceed 
under  subsection  (i). 

"(5)  DE  save  DETERMISATIOS  AFTER  ADVASCE 

CLASSiFiCATios.— Within  30  days  of  receipt  of 
notice  of  an  advance  classification  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  paragraph  (2)(B)  of  this  sub- 
section, an  applicant  may  request  the  Secretary 
to  make  a  de  novo  determination  of  the  classi- 
fication of  wetlands  that  are  the  subject  of  such 
notice. 

"(d)  Right  to  Compensatios.— 

"(I)  Av  GE.S'ERAL.-The  Federal  Government 
shall  compensate  an  owner  of  property  whose 
use  of  any  portion  of  that  property  has  been 
limited  hy  an  agency  action  under  this  section 
that  diminishes  the  fair  market  value  of  that 
portion  by  20  percent  or  more.  The  amount  of 
the  compensation  shall  equal  the  diminution  in 
value  that  resulted  from  the  agency  action.  If 
the  diminution  in  value  of  a  portion  of  that 
property  is  greater  than  50  percent,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  owner,  the  Federal  Government  shall 
buy  that  portion  of  the  property  for  its  fair  mar- 
ket value. 

"(2)  Duration  of  limitation  on  use.— Prop- 
erty with  respect  to  which  compensation  has 
been  paid  under  this  section  shall  not  thereafter 
be  used  contrary  to  the  limitation  imposed  by 
the  agency  action,  even  if  that  action  is  later  re- 
scinded or  otherwise  vitiated.  However,  if  that 
action  is  later  rescinded  or  otherwise  vitiated, 
and  the  owner  elects  to  refund  the  amount  of 
the  compensation,  adjusted  for  inflation,  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  the  property  may 
be  so  used. 

••(3)  Effect  of  state  law.— If  a  use  is  a  nui- 
sance as  defined  by  the  law  of  a  State  or  is  al- 
ready prohibited  under  a  local  zoning  ordi- 
nance, no  compensation  shall  be  made  under 
this  section  with  respect  to  a  limitation  on  that 
use. 

"(4)  Exceptions.— 

"(A)  Prevention  of  hazard  to  health  or 
safety  or  da.'^age  to  specific  property.— No 
compensation  shall  be  made  under  this  section 
with  respect  to  an  agency  action  the  primary 
purpose  of  which  is  to  prevent  an  identifiable — 

"(i)  hazard  to  public  health  or  safety:  or 

"(ii)  damage  to  specific  property  other  than 
the  properly  whose  use  is  limited. 

■■(B)  Navigation  servitude.— No  compensa- 
tion shall  he  made  under  this  section  with  re- 
spect to  an  agency  action  pursuant  to  the  Fed- 
eral navigation  servitude,  as  defined  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  except  to  the  extent 
such  servitude  is  interpreted  to  apply  to  wet- 
lands. 

"(5)  Procedure.— 

"(A)  Request  of  owner.— An  owner  seeking 
compensation  under  this  section  shall  make  a 
written  request  for  compensation  to  the  agency 
whose  agency  action  resulted  in  the  limitation. 
No  such  request  may  be  made  later  than  180 
days  after  the  owner  receives  actual  notice  of 
that  agency  action. 

"(B)  Negotiations.— The  agency  may  bar- 
gain with  that  owner  to  establish  the  amount  of 
the  compensation.  If  the  agency  and  the  owner 


agree  to  such  an  amount,  the  agency  shall 
promptly  pay  the  owner  the  amount  agreed 
upon. 

"(C)  Choice  of  remedies.— If,  not  later  than 
180  days  after  the  written  request  is  made,  the 
parties  do  not  come  to  an  agreement  as  to  the 
right  to  and  amount  of  comperisation,  the  owner 
may  choose  to  take  the  matter  to  binding  arbi- 
tration or  seek  compensation  in  a  civil  action. 

"(D)  ARBITRATION.— The  procedures  that  gov- 
ern the  arbitration  shall,  as  nearly  as  prac- 
ticable, be  those  established  under  title  9,  United 
States  Code,  for  arbitration  proceedings  to 
which  that  title  applies.  An  award  made  in  such 
arbitration  shall  include  a  reasonable  attorney's 
fee  and  other  arbitration  costs  (including  ap- 
praisal fees).  The  agency  shall  promptly  pay 
any  award  made  to  the  owner. 

"(E)  Civil  action. — An  owner  who  does  not 
choose  arbitration,  or  who  does  not  receive 
prompt  payment  when  required  by  this  section, 
may  obtain  appropriate  relief  in  a  civil  action 
against  the  agency.  An  owner  who  prevails  m  a 
civil  action  under  this  section  shall  be  entitled 
to,  and  the  agency  shall  be  liable  for.  a  reason- 
able attorney's  fee  and  other  litigation  costs  (in- 
cluding appraisal  fees).  The  court  shall  award 
interest  on  the  amount  of  any  compensation 
from  the  time  of  the  limitation. 

"(F)  Source  of  payments.— Any  payment 
made  under  this  section  to  an  owner  and  any 
judgment  obtained  by  an  owner  in  a  civil  action 
under  this  section  shall,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  be  made  from  the  annual 
appropriation  of  the  agency  whose  action  occa- 
sioned the  payment  or  judgment.  If  the  agency 
action  resulted  from  a  requirement  imposed  by 
another  agency,  then  the  agency  making  the 
payment  or  satisfying  the  judgment  may  seek 
partial  or  complete  reimbursement  from  the  ap- 
propriated funds  of  the  other  agency.  For  this 
purpose  the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  may 
transfer  or  re-program  any  appropriated  funds 
available  to  the  agency.  If  insufficient  funds 
exist  for  the  payment  or  to  satisfy  the  judgment. 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  head  of  the  agency  to 
seek  the  appropriation  of  such  funds  for  the 
next  fiscal  year. 

"(6)  Limitation.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  any  obligation  of  the  United 
States  to  make  any  payment  under  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  the  availability  of  appropria- 
tions. 

"(7)  Duty  of  .notice  to  owners.— Whenever 
an  agency  takes  an  agency  action  limiting  the 
use  of  private  property,  the  agency  shall  give 
appropriate  notice  to  the  owners  of  that  prop- 
erty directly  affected  explaining  their  rights 
under  this  section  and  the  procedures  for  ob- 
taining any  compensation  that  may  be  due  to 
them  under  this  section. 

"(8)  Rules  of  co.vstruction.— 

"(A)  Effect  on  constitutional  right  to 
co.VPE.\SATION.— Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  limit  any  right  to  comjxnsation 
that  exists  under  the  Constitution,  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  taws  of  any  State. 

"(B)  Effect  of  Payme.it.— Payment  of  com- 
perisation under  this  section  (other  than  when 
the  property  is  bought  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment at  the  option  of  the  owner)  shall  not  con- 
fer any  rights  on  the  Federal  Government  other 
than  the  limitation  on  use  resulting  from  the 
agency  action. 

"(9)  Treatment  OF  certain  actions —A  dim- 
inution in  value  under  this  subsection  shall 
apply  to  surface  interests  in  lands  only  or  water 
rights  allocated  under  State  law:  except  that— 

"(A)  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  ex- 
ploration for  or  development  of  oil  and  gas  or 
mineral  intere.its  is  not  compatible  with  limita- 
tions on  use  related  to  the  surface  interests  m 
lands  that  have  been  classified  as  type  A  or  type 
B  wetlands  located  above  such  oil  and  gas  or 


mineral  interests  (or  located  adjacent  to  such  nil 
and  gas  or  mineral  interests  where  such  adja- 
cent lands  are  necessary  to  provide  reasonable 
access  to  such  interests),  the  Secretary  shall  no- 
tify the  owner  of  such  interests  that  the  owner 
may  elect  to  receive  compensation  for  such  in- 
terests under  paragraph  (I):  and 

"(B)  the  failure  to  provide  reasonable  access 
to  oil  and  gas  or  mineral  interests  located  be- 
neath or  adjacent  to  surface  interests  of  type  A 
or  type  B  wetlands  shall  be  deemed  a  diminution 
in  value  of  such  nil  and  gas  or  mineral  interests. 

"(10)  Jurisdiction.— The  arbitrator  or  court 
under  paragraph  (5)(D)  or  (5)(E)  of  this  sub- 
section, as  the  case  may  be.  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion, m  the  case  of  oil  and  gas  or  mineral  inter- 
ests, to  require  the  United  States  to  provide  rea- 
sonable access  m.  across,  or  through  lands  that 
may  he  the  subject  of  a  diminution  m  value 
under  this  subsection  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
undertaking  activity  necessary  to  determine  the 
value  of  the  interests  diminished  and  to  provide 
other  equitable  remedies  deemed  appropriate. 

"(11)  Limitations  on  statutory  co.\struc- 
TION. — No  action  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed— 

"(A)  to  impose  any  obligation  on  any  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  to  compensate  any 
person,  even  in  the  event  that  the  Secretary  has 
approved  a  land  management  plan  under  sub- 
section (f)(2)  or  an  individual  and  general  per- 
mit program  under  subsection  (1):  or 

"(B)  to  alter  or  supersede  requirements  gov- 
erning use  of  water  applicable  under  State  law. 

"(e)  Requirements  Applicable  to  Per- 
mitted ACTIVITY — 

"(1)  Issuance  or  denial  of  permits.— Fol- 
lowing the  determination  of  wetlands  classifica- 
tion pursuant  to  subsection  (c>  if  applicable, 
and  after  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (d)  if  applicable,  the  Secretary  may 
issue  or  deny  permits  for  authorization  to  un- 
dertake activities  in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the 
United  States  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  Type  a  wetlands.— 

"(.A)  Sequential  analysis.— The  Secretary 
shall  determine  whether  to  issue  a  permit  for  an 
activity  in  waters  of  the  United  States  classified 
under  subsection  (c)  as  type  .4  wetlands  based 
on  a  sequential  analysis  that  seeks,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  to — 

"(1)  avoid  adverse  impact  on  the  wetlands: 

"(ii)  minimize  .<;uch  adverse  impact  on  wet- 
lands functions  that  cannot  he  avoided:  and 

"(iii)  compensate  for  any  loss  of  wetland 
functions  that  cannot  be  avoided  or  minimized. 

■'(B)     MlTla.ATION    TERMS    ,XND    CONDITIONS.— 

.Any  permit  issued  authorizing  activities  in  type 
.A  wetlands  may  contain  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions concerning  mitigation  (including  those  ap- 
plicable under  paragraph  (3)  for  type  B  wet- 
lands) that  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate  to 
prevent  the  unacceptable  loss  or  degradation  of 
type  A  wetlands.  The  Secretary  shall  deem  the 
mitigation  requirement  of  this  section  to  be  met 
with  respect  to  activities  m  type  .A  wetlands  if 
such  activities  (i)  are  carried  out  in  accordance 
with  a  State-approved  reclamation  plan  or  per- 
mit which  requires  recontourtng  and  reveqeta- 
tion  following  mining,  and  (u)  will  result  in 
overall  environmental  benefits  being  achieved. 

"(3)  Type  B  wetl.^nd.s.- 

"(A)  General  rule— The  Secretary  man 
issue  a  permit  authorizing  actn-ities  m  type  B 
wetlands  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  i.ssuance  of 
the  permit  is  in  the  public  interest,  balancing 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  benefits  and  det- 
riments resulting  from  the  issuance  of  the  per- 
mit. The  permit  shall  be  subject  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  are  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Wetlands  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1995.  In  determining  whether  or  not 


to  issue  the  permit  and  whether  or  not  specific 
terms  and  conditions  are  neces.sary  to  avoid  a 
significant  loss  of  wetlands  functions,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  consider  the  following  factors: 

"(i)  The  quality  and  quantity  of  significant 
functions  served  by  the  areas  to  be  affected. 

"(li)  The  opportunities  to  reduce  impacts 
through  cost  effective  design  to  minimize  use  of 
wetlands  areas. 

"(iii)  The  costs  of  mitigation  requirements  and 
the  social,  recreational,  and  economic  benefits 
a.'isoaated  with  the  proposed  activity,  including 
local,  regional,  or  national  needs  for  improved 
or  expanded  infrastructure,  minerals,  energy. 
food  production,  or  recreation. 

"(IV)  The  ability  of  the  permittee  to  mitigate 
wetlands  loss  or  degradation  as  measured  by 
wetlands  functions. 

"(V)  The  environmental  benefit,  measured  by 
wetlands  functions,  that  may  occur  through 
mitigation  efforts,  including  restoring,  preserv- 
ing, enhancing,  or  creating  wetlands  values  and 
functions. 

"(vi)  The  marginal  impact  of  the  proposed  ac- 
tivity on  the  watershed  of  which  such  wetlands 
are  a  part. 

Yrii;  Whether  the  impact  on  the  wetlands  is 
temporary  or  permanent. 

■■(B)  Determination  of  project  purpose.— 
In  con-iidermg  an  application  for  activities  on 
type  B  wetlands,  there  shall  be  a  rebuttable  pre- 
sumption that  the  project  purpose  as  defined  by 
the  applicant  shall  be  binding  upon  the  Sec- 
retary. The  definition  of  project  purpose  for 
projects  sponsored  fei/  public  agencies  shall  be 
binding  upon  the  Secretary,  subject  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  Secretary  to  impose  mitigation  re- 
quirements to  minimize  imjxicts  on  wetlands  val- 
ues and  functions,  including  cost  effective  rede- 
sign of  projects  on  the  proposed  project  site. 

"(C)  Mitigation  require.'^ents.— Except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  requirements 
for  mitigation  shall  be  imposed  when  the  Sec- 
retary finds  that  activities  undertaken  under 
this  section  will  result  in  the  loss  or  degradation 
of  type  B  wetlands  functions  where  such  loss  or 
degradation  is  not  a  temporary  or  incidental  im- 
pact. When  determining  mitigation  requirements 
m  any  specific  case,  the  Secretary  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  type  of  wetlands  affected, 
the  character  of  the  impact  on  wetland  func- 
tions, whether  any  adverse  effects  on  wetlands 
are  of  a  permanent  or  temporary  nature,  and 
the  cost  effectiveness  of  such  mitigation  and 
shall  seek  to  minimize  the  costs  of  such  mitiga- 
tion. Such  mitigation  requirement  shall  be  cal- 
culated based  upon  the  speafic  impact  of  a  par- 
ticular project.  The  Secretary  shall  deem  the 
mitigation  requirement  of  this  section  to  be  met 
with  respect  to  activities  m  type  B  wetlands  if 
such  activities  (i)  are  carried  out  m  accordance 
with  a  State-approved  reclamation  plan  or  per- 
mit which  requires  recontourmg  and  revegeta- 
tion  following  mining,  and  (iii  will  result  in 
overall  environmental  benefits  being  achieved. 

"(D)  Rules  governing  .mitigation.— In  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (j).  the  Secretary  shall 
issue  rules  governing  requirements  for  mitiga- 
tion for  activities  occurring  in  wetlands  that 
allow  for— 

"(i)  minimization  of  impacts  through  project 
design  in  the  proposed  project  site  consistent 
with  the  project's  purpose,  provisions  for  com- 
pensatory mitigation,  if  ariy.  and  other  terms 
and  conditions  necessary  and  appropriate  m  the 
public  interest: 

"(li)  preservation  or  donation  of  type  A  wet- 
lands or  type  B  wetlands  (where  title  has  not 
been  acquired  by  the  United  States  and  no  com- 
pensation under  subsection  (d)  for  such  wet- 
lands has  been  provided)  as  mitigation  for  ac- 
tivities that  alter  or  degrade  wetlands: 

"(■"U  enhancement  or  restoration  of  degraded 
wetlands  as  compensation  for  wetlands  lost  or 
degraded  through  permitted  activity: 


"(iv)  creation  of  wetlands  as  compensation  for 
wetlands  lost  or  degraded  through  permitted  ac- 
tivity ij  conditions  are  imposed  that  have  a  rea- 
sonable likelihood  of  being  successful: 

"(v)  compensation  through  contribution  to  a 
mitigation  bank  program  established  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (4): 

"(vi)  off  site  compensatory  mitigation  if  such 
mitigation  contributes  to  the  restoration,  en- 
hancement or  creation  of  significant  wetlands 
functions  on  a  watershed  basis  and  is  balanced 
with  the  effects  that  the  proposed  activity  will 
have  on  the  specific  site:  except  that  offsite  com- 
pensatory mitigation,  if  any,  shall  be  required 
only  within  the  State  within  which  the  proposed 
activity  is  to  occur,  and  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  be  within  the  watershed  within 
which  the  proposed  activity  is  to  occur,  unless 
otherwise  consistent  with  a  State  wetlands  man- 
agement plan: 

"(vii)  contribution  of  in-kind  value  acceptable 
to  the  Secretary  and  otherwise  authorized  by 
law: 

"(vlii)  in  areas  subject  to  wetlands  loss,  the 
construction  of  coastal  protection  and  enhance- 
ment projects: 

"(ii)  contribution  of  resources  of  more  than 
one  permittee  toward  a  single  mitigation  project: 
and 

"(X)  other  mitigation  measures,  including  con- 
tributions of  other  than  in-kind  value  referred 
to  in  clause  (vu).  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  appropriate  m  the  public  interest  and  con- 
sistent with  the  requirements  and  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

"(E)  Limitations  on  requiring  mitiga- 
tion.— Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub- 
paragraph (C).  the  Secretary  may  determine  not 
to  impose  requirements  for  compensatory  mitiga- 
tion if  the  Secretary  finds  that— 

"(i)  the  adverse  impacts  of  a  permitted  activ- 
ity are  limited: 

"(ii)  the  failure  to  impose  compensatory  miti- 
gation requirements  is  compatible  with  rnam- 
tainmg  wetlands  functions: 

"(iii)  no  practicable  and  reasonable  means  of 
mitigation  are  available: 

"(iv)  there  is  an  abundance  of  similar  signifi- 
cant wetlands  functions  and  values  in  or  near 
the  area  m  which  the  proposed  activity  is  to 
occur  that  will  continue  to  serve  the  functions 
lost  or  degraded  as  a  result  of  such  activity,  tak- 
ing into  account  the  impacts  of  such  proposed 
activity  and  the  cumulative  impacts  of  similar 
activity  in  the  area: 

"(v)  the  temporary  character  of  the  impacts 
and  the  use  of  minimization  techniques  make 
compensatory  mitigation  unnecessary  to  protect 
significant  wetlands  values:  or 

"(vi)  a  waiver  from  requirements  for  compen- 
satory mitigation  is  necessary  to  prevent  special 
hardship. 

"(4)  Mitigation  banks.— 

"(A)  EsTABLISH.MENT.—Not  later  than  6 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
subparagraph,  after  providing  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  review  and  comment,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  issue  regulations  for  the  establish- 
ment, use.  maintenance,  and  oversight  of  miti- 
gation banks.  The  regulations  shall  be  devel- 
oped m  consultation  with  the  heads  of  other  ap- 
propriate Federal  agencies. 

"(B)  Provisions  and  REQUiREME.VTS.—  The 
regulations  issued  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  ensure  that  each  mitigation  bank — 

"(i)  provides  for  the  chemical,  physical,  and 
biological  functions  of  wetlands  or  waters  of  the 
United  States  which  are  lost  as  a  result  of  au- 
thorized adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  or  other 
waters  of  the  United  States: 

"(ii)  to  the  extent  practicable  and  enmron- 
mentally  desirable,  provides  in-kind  replacement 
of  lost  wetlands  function!  and  be  located  in,  or 
m  proximity   to,   the  same  watershed  or  des- 


ignated geographic  area  as  the  affected  wet- 
lands or  waters  of  the  United  States: 

"(iii)  be  operated  by  a  public  or  private  entity 
which  has  the  financial  capability  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph,  including  the 
deposit  of  a  performance  bond  or  other  appro- 
priate demonstration  of  financial  responsibility 
to  .support  the  long-term  maintenance  of  the 
bank,  fulfill  responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection,  and  pro- 
vide for  the  long-term  security  of  ownership  in- 
terests of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  to  protect  the  wetlands 
functions  associated  with  the  mitigation  bank: 

"(iv)  employ  consistent  and  scientifically 
sound  methods  to  determine  debits  by  evaluating 
wetlands  functions,  project  impacts,  and  dura- 
tion of  the  impact  at  the  sites  of  proposed  per- 
mits for  authorized  activities  pursuant  to  this 
section  and  to  determine  credits  based  on  wet- 
lands functions  at  the  site  of  the  mitigation 
bank: 

"(V)  provide  for  the  transfer  of  credits  for 
mitigation  that  has  been  performed  and  for  miti- 
gation that  shall  be  performed  within  a  des- 
ignated time  in  the  future,  provided  that  finan- 
cial bonds  shall  be  posted  in  sufficient  amount 
to  ensure  that  the  mitigation  will  be  performed 
in  the  case  of  default:  and 

"(vi)  provide  opportunity  for  public  notice  of 
and  comment  on  proposals  for  the  mitigation 
banks:  except  that  any  process  utilized  by  a 
mitigation  bank  to  obtain  a  permit  authorizing 
operatioTis  under  this  section  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive  Wetlands 
Coriservation  and  Management  Act  of  1995  satis- 
fies the  requirement  for  such  public  notice  and 
comment. 

"(5)  Procedures  and  deadlines  for  final 

ACTION.— 

"(A)  Opportunity  for  public  comment.— 
Not  later  than  15  days  after  receipt  of  a  com- 
plete application  for  a  permit  under  this  section, 
together  with  information  necessary  to  consider 
such  application,  the  Secretary  shall  publish 
notice  that  the  ai>plication  has  been  received 
and  shall  provide  opportunity  for  public  com- 
ment and.  to  the  extent  appropriate,  oppor- 
tunity for  a  public  hearing  on  the  issuance  of 
the  permit. 

"(B)  General  procedures— In  the  case  of 
any  application  for  authorization  to  undertake 
activities  in  wetlands  or  whalers  of  the  United 
States  that  are  not  eligible  for  treatment  on  an 
expedited  basis  pursuant  to  paragraph  (8),  final 
action  by  the  Secretary  shall  occur  within  90 
days  following  the  date  such  application  is 
filed,  unless— 

"(i)  the  Secretary  and  the  applicant  agree 
that  such  final  action  shall  occur  within  a 
longer  period  of  time: 

"(ii)  the  Secretary  determines  that  an  addi- 
tional, specified  period  of  time  is  necessary  to 
permit  the  Secretary  to  comply  with  other  appli- 
cable Federal  law:  except  that  if  the  Secretary  is 
required  under  the  National  Environmental  Pol- 
icy Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  el  seq.)  to  prepare 
an  environmental  impact  statement,  with  re- 
spect to  the  application,  the  final  action  shall 
occur  not  later  than  45  days  following  the  date 
such  statement  is  filed:  or 

"(iii)  the  Secretary,  within  15  days  from  the 
date  such  application  is  received,  notifies  the 
applicant  that  such  application  does  not  con- 
tain all  information  necessary  to  allow  the  Sec- 
retary to  consider  such  application  and  identi- 
fies any  necessary  additional  information,  tn 
which  case,  the  provisioris  of  subparagraph  (C) 
shall  apply. 

"(C)  Special  rule  when  additional  infor- 
mation IS  REQUIRED.— Upon  the  receipt  of  a  re- 
quest for  additional  information  under  subpara- 
graph (B)(iii).  the  applicant  shall  supply  such 
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additional  information  and  shall  advise  the  Sec- 
retary that  the  application  contains  alt  re- 
quested information  and  is  therefore  complete. 
The  Secretary  may— 

"(I)  within  30  days  of  the  receipt  of  notice  of 
the  applicant  that  the  application  is  complete, 
determine  that  th:  application  does  not  contain 
all  requested  additional  information  and,  on 
that  basis,  deny  the  application  without  preju- 
dice to  resubmission:  or 

"(ii)  within  90  days  from  the  date  that  the  ap- 
plicant provides  notification  to  the  Secretary 
that  the  application  is  complete,  review  the  ap- 
plication and  take  final  action. 

•<D)  Effect  of  sot  meetisg  deadline.— If 
the  Secretary  fails  to  take  final  action  on  an  ap- 
plication under  this  paragraph  within  90  days 
from  the  date  that  the  applicant  provides  notifi- 
cation to  the  Secretary  that  such  application  is 
complete,  a  permit  shall  be  presumed  to  be 
granted  authorizing  the  activities  proposed  in 
such  application  under  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  are  stated  in  such  completed  applica- 
tion. 

"(6)  Type c  wetlands— Activities  in  wetlands 
that  have  been  classified  as  type  C  wetlands  by 
the  Secretary  may  be  undertaken  without  au- 
thorization required  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

"(7)  States  with  substantial  conserved 
wetlands.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— With  respect  to  type  A  and 
type  B  wetlands  in  States  with  substantial  con- 
served wetlands  areas,  at  the  option  of  the  per- 
mit applicant,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  permits 
authorizing  activities  in  such  wetlands  pursu- 
ant to  this  paragraph.  Final  action  on  issuance 
of  such  permits  shall  be  m  accordance  with  the 
procedures  and  deadlines  of  paragraph  (5).  The 
Secretary  may  include  conditions  or  require- 
ments for  minimization  of  adverse  impacts  to 
wetlands  functions  when  minimization  is  eco- 
nomically practicable.  .Vo  permit  to  which  this 
paragraph  applies  shall  include  conditions,  re- 
quirements, or  standards  for  mitigation  to  com- 
pensate for  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  or  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States  or  conditions,  require- 
ments, or  standards  for  avoidance  of  adverse  im- 
pacts to  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  States. 

"(B)  Economic  base  L.iNDS.—Upon  applica- 
tion by  the  owner  of  economic  base  lands  in  a 
State  with  substantial  conserved  wetlands 
areas,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  individual  and 
general  permits  to  owners  of  such  lands  for  ac- 
tivities 171  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United 
States.  The  Secretary  shall  reduce  the  require- 
ments of  subparagraph  (A) — 

"(i)  to  allow  economic  base  lands  to  be  bene- 
ficially used  to  create  and  sustain  economic  ac- 
tivity: and 

"(II)  m  the  case  of  lands  owned  by  Alaska  Na- 
tive entities,  to  reflect  the  social  and  economic 
needs  of  Alaska  Natives  to  utilize  economic  base 
lands. 

The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  and  provide 
assistance  to  the  Alaska  Natives  (including 
Alaska  .Native  Corporations)  in  promulgation 
and  administration  of  policies  and  regulations 
under  this  section. 

"(S)  General  per.mits.— 

"(A)  General  authority.— The  Secretary 
may  issue,  by  rule  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (J),  general  permits  on  a  programmatic. 
State,  regional,  or  nationwide  basis  for  any  cat- 
egory of  activities  involving  an  activity  in  wet- 
lands or  waters  of  the  United  States  if  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  such  activities  are  similar 
m  nature  and  that  such  activities,  when  per- 
formed separately  and  cumulatively,  will  not  re- 
sult m  the  significant  loss  of  ecologically  signifi- 
cant wetlands  values  and  functions. 

"(B)  Procedures.— Permits  issued  under  this 
paragraph  shall  include  procedures  for  erpe- 
dited  review  of  eligibility  for  such  permits  (if 


such  review  is  required)  and  may  include  re- 
quirements for  reporting  and  miltgatwn.  To  the 
extent  that  a  proposed  activity  requires  a  deter- 
mination by  the  Secretary  as  to  the  eligibility  to 
qualify  for  a  general  permit  under  this  sub- 
section, such  determination  shall  be  made  with- 
in 30  days  of  the  date  of  submission  of  the  appli- 
cation for  such  qualification,  or  the  application 
shall  be  treated  as  being  approved. 

"(C)  Compensatory  mitigation.— Require- 
ments for  compensatory  mitigation  for  general 
permits  may  be  imposed  where  necessary  to  off- 
set the  significant  loss  or  degradation  of  signifi- 
cant wetlands  functions  where  such  loss  or  deg- 
radation IS  not  a  temporary  or  inadental  im- 
pact. Such  compensatory  mitigation  shall  be  cal- 
culated based  upon  the  specific  impact  of  a  par- 
ticular project. 

"(D)  Grandfather  of  existing  general  per- 
mits.— General  permits  in  effect  on  day  before 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive 
Wetlands  Conservation  and  Management  Act  of 
1995  shall  remain  in  effect  until  otherwise  modi- 
fied by  the  Secretary. 

"(E)  States  with  substantial  conserved 
LANDS.— Upon  application  by  a  State  or  local 
authority  in  a  State  with  substantial  conserved 
wetlands  areas,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  a  gen- 
eral permit  applicable  to  such  authority  for  ac- 
tivities in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United 
States.  No  permit  issued  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  include  conditions,  require- 
ments, or  standards  for  mitigation  to  com- 
pensate for  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  or  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States  or  shall  include  condi- 
tions, requirements,  or  standards  for  avoidance 
of  adverse  impacts  of  wetlands  or  waters  of  the 
United  States. 

"(9)  Other  waters  of  the  united  states.— 
The  Secretary  may  issue  a  permit  authorizing 
activities  in  waters  of  the  United  States  (other 
than  those  classified  as  type  A.  B.  or  C  wetlands 
under  this  section)  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  is- 
suance of  the  permit  is  in  the  public  interest, 
balancing  the  reasonably  foreseeable  benefits 
and  detriments  resulting  from  the  issuance  of 
the  permit.  The  permit  shall  be  subject  to  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Wetlands  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1995.  In  determining  whether  or  not 
to  issue  the  permit  and  whether  or  not  specific 
terms  and  conditions  are  necessary  to  carry  out 
such  purposes,  the  Secretary  shall  consider  the 
factors  set  forth  in  paragraph  (3)(A)  as  they 
apply  to  nonwetlands  areas  and  such  other  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (3)  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines are  appropriate  to  apply  to  nonwetlands 
areas. 

"(f)  ACTIVITIES  not  Requiring  Permit.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Activities  undertaken  in 
any  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  States  are 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
are  not  prohibited  by  or  otherwise  subject  to  reg- 
ulation under  this  section  or  section  301  or  402 
of  this  Act  (except  effluent  standards  or  prohibi- 
tions under  section  307  of  this  Act)  if  such  ac- 
tivities— 

"(A)  result  from  normal  farming,  silviculture, 
aquaculture.  and  ranching  activities  and  prac- 
tices, including  but  not  limited  to  plowing,  seed- 
ing, cultivating,  haying,  grazing,  normal  main- 
tenance activities,  minor  drainage,  burning  of 
vegetation  in  connection  with  such  activities, 
harvesting  for  the  production  of  food,  fiber,  and 
forest  products,  or  upland  soil  and  water  con- 
servation practices: 

"(B)  are  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance,  in- 
cluding emergency  reconstruction  of  recently 
damaged  parts,  of  currently  serviceable  struc- 
tures such  as  dikes,  dams,  levees,  flood  control 
channels  or  other  engineered  flood  control  fa- 
cilities, water  control  structures,  water  supply 
reservoirs    (where   such    maintenance    involves 


periodic  water  level  drawdowns)  which  provide 
water  predominantly  to  public  drinking  water 
.systems,  grnms.  riprap,  breakwaters,  utility  dis- 
tribution and  transmission  lines,  causeways, 
and  bridge  abutments  or  approaches,  and  trans- 
portation structures: 

"(C)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm,  stock  or  aquaculture 
ponds,  wastewater  retention  facilities  (including 
dikes  and  berms)  that  are  used  by  concentrated 
animal  feeding  operations,  or  irrigation  canals 
and  ditches  or  the  maintenance  of  drainage 
ditches: 

"(D)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  of 
temporary  sedimentation  basins  on  a  construc- 
tion site,  or  the  construction  of  any  upland 
dredged  material  disposal  area,  which  does  not 
include  placement  of  fill  material  into  the  navi- 
gable waters: 

"(E)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm  roads  or  forest  roads,  rail- 
road lines  of  up  to  10  miles  in  length,  or  tem- 
porary roads  for  moving  mining  equipment,  ac- 
cess roads  for  utility  distribution  and  trans- 
mission lines  if  such  roads  or  railroad  lines  are 
constructed  and  maintained,  m  accordance  with 
best  management  practices,  to  assure  that  flow 
and  circulation  patterns  and  chemical  and  bio- 
logical characteristics  of  the  waters  are  not  im- 
paired, that  the  reach  of  the  waters  is  not  re- 
duced, and  that  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
aquatic  environment  will  be  otherwise  mini- 
mized: 

"(F)  are  undertaken  on  farmed  wetlands,  ex- 
cept that  any  change  in  use  of  such  land  for  the 
purpose  of  undertaking  activities  that  are  not 
exempt  from  regulation  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  sec- 
tion to  the  extent  that  such  farmed  wetlands  are 
'wetlands'  under  this  section: 

"(G)  result  from  any  activity  with  respect  to 
which  a  State  has  an  approved  program  under 
section  208(b)(4)  of  this  .Act  which  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of 
such  section: 

"(H)  are  con.'iistent  with  a  State  or  local  land 
management  plan  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
and  approved  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2): 

"(I)  are  undertaken  in  connection  with  a 
marsh  management  and  conservation  program 
in  a  coastal  parish  in  the  State  of  Louisiana 
where  such  program  has  been  approvea  by  the 
Governor  of  such  State  or  the  designee  of  the 
Governor: 

"(J)  are  undertaken  on  lands  or  involve  ac- 
tivities within  a  State's  coastal  zone  which  are 
excluded  from  regulation  under  a  State  coastal 
zone  management  program  approved  under  the 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (16 
U.S.C.  1451.  et  seq.): 

"(K)  are  undertaken  in  incidentally  created 
wetlands,  unless  such  incidentally  created  wet- 
lands have  exhibited  wetlands  functions  and 
values  for  more  than  5  years  in  which  case  ac- 
tivities undertaken  in  such  wetlands  shall  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section: 

"(L)  are  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and  en- 
hancing aviation  safety  or  are  undertaken  in 
order  to  prevent  an  airport  hazard: 

"(M)  result  from  aggregate  or  clay  mining  ac- 
tivities in  wetlands  conducted  pursuant  to  a 
State  or  Federal  permit  that  requires  the  rec- 
lamation of  such  affected  wetlands  if  such  rec- 
lamation will  be  completed  within  5  years  of  the 
commencement  of  activities  at  the  site  and.  upon 
completion  of  such  reclamation,  the  wetlands 
will  support  wetlands  functions  equivalent  to 
the  functions  supported  by  the  wetlands  at  the 
time  of  commencement  of  such  activities: 

"(N)  are  for  the  placement  of  a  structural 
member  for  a  pile-supported  structure,  such  as  a 
pier  or  dock,  or  for  a  linear  project  such  as  a 
bridge,  transmission  or  distribution  line  footing, 
powerline  structure,  or  elevated  or  other  walk- 
way: 


"(O)  are  for  the  placement  of  a  piling  in  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States  m  a  circumstance  that 
involves — 

"(1)  a  linear  project  described  in  subpara- 
graph (N):  or 

"(ii)  a  structure  such  as  a  pier,  boathouse. 
wharf,  marina,  lighthouse,  or  individual  house 
built  on  stilts  solely  to  reduce  the  potential  of 
flooding, 

"(P)  arc  for  the  clearing  (including  mecha- 
nized clearing)  of  vegetation  within  a  right-of- 
way  associated  with  the  development  and  main- 
tenance of  a  transmission  or  distribution  line  or 
other  powerline  structure  or  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  water  .supply  reservoirs  which  provide 
water  predominantly  to  public  drinking  water 
systems: 

"(Q)  arc  undertaken  in  or  affecting 
waterfilled  depressions  created  in  uplands  inci- 
dental to  construction  activity,  or  are  under- 
taken m  or  affecting  pits  excavated  in  uplands 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  fill.  sand,  gravel, 
aggregates,  or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the 
construction  or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned, or 

"(R)  are  undertaken  in  a  State  with  substan- 
tial conserved  wetlands  areas  and— 

"(i)  are  for  purposes  of  providing  critical  in- 
frastructure, including  water  and  sewer  sys- 
tems, airports,  roads,  communication  sites,  fuel 
storage  sites,  landfills,  housing,  hospitals,  medi- 
cal clinics,  schools,  and  other  community  infra- 
structure: 

"(ill  are  for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
log  transfer  facilities  associated  with  log  trans- 
portation activities: 

"(Hi)  are  for  construction  of  tailings  impound- 
ments utilized  for  treatment  facilities  (as  deter- 
mined by  the  development  document)  for  the 
mining  subcategory  for  which  the  tailings  im- 
poundment is  constructed:  or 

"(iv)  are  for  construction  of  ice  pads  and  ice 
roads  and  for  purposes  of  snow  storage  and  re- 
moval. 

"(2)    STATE   OR    local    MANAGEMENT   PLAN.— 

Any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  acting 
pursuant  to  State  authorization  may  develop  a 
land  management  plan  with  respect  to  lands 
that  include  identified  wetlands.  The  State  or 
local  government  agency  may  submit  any  such 
plan  to  the  Secretary  for  review  and  approval. 
The  Secretary  shall,  within  60  days,  notify  in 
writing  the  designated  State  or  local  official  of 
approval  or  disapproval  of  any  such  plan.  The 
Secretary  shall  approve  any  plan  that  is  consist- 
ent with  the  purposes  of  this  section.  .Vo  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  judicial  review  of  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Secretary  to  approve  or  disapprove  a 
land  management  plan  under  this  paragraph. 
Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to 
alter,  limit,  or  supersede  the  authority  of  a  Stale 
or  political  subdivision  thereof  to  establish  land 
management  plans  for  purposes  other  than  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection. 
"(g)  Rules  for  Delineating  Wetlands.— 

"(1)  STANDARDS.— 

"(A)  Issuance  of  rule.— The  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  establish  standards,  by 
rule  in  accordance  with  subsection  (j).  that 
shall  govern  the  delineation  of  lands  as  'wet- 
lands' for  purposes  of  this  section.  Such  rules 
shall  be  established  after  consultation  with  the 
heads  of  other  appropriate  Federal  agencies  and 
shall  be  binding  on  all  Federal  agencies  in  con- 
nection with  the  administration  or  implementa- 
tion of  any  provision  of  this  section.  The  stand- 
ards for  delineation  of  wetlands  and  any  deci- 
sion of  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture (in  the  case  of  agricultural  lands  and 
associated  nonagricultural  lands),  or  any  other 
Federal  officer  or  agency  made  in  connection 
with  the  administration  of  this  section  shall 
comply  with  the  requirements  for  delineation  of 
wetlands  set  forth  in  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C). 


"(B)  E.\CEPTlONS.—The  standards  established 
by  rule  or  applied  in  any  case  for  purposes  of 
this  section  shall  ensure  that  lands  are  delin- 
eated as  wetlands  only  if  such  lands  are  found 
to  be  'wetlands'  under  section  502  of  this  Act: 
except  that  such  standards  may  not — 

"(i)  result  in  the  delineation  of  lands  as  wet- 
lands unless  clear  evidence  of  wetlands  hydrol- 
ogy, hydrophytic  vegetation,  and  hydric  soil  are 
found  to  be  present  during  the  period  in  which 
such  delineation  is  made,  which  delineation 
shall  be  conducted  during  the  growing  season 
unless  otherwise  requested  by  the  applicant: 

"(ii)  result  m  the  classification  of  vegetation 
as  hydrophytic  if  such  vegetation  is  equally 
adapted  to  dry  or  wet  soil  conditions  or  is  more 
typically  adapted  to  dry  soil  conditions  than  to 
wet  soil  conditions: 

"(Hi)  result  in  the  classification  of  lands  as 
wetlands  unless  some  obligate  wetlands  vegeta- 
tion is  found  to  be  present  during  the  period  of 
delineation:  except  that  if  such  vegetation  has 
been  removed  for  the  purpose  of  evading  juris- 
diction under  this  section,  this  clause  shall  not 
apply: 

"(iv)  result  in  the  conclusion  that  wetlands 
hydrology  is  present  unless  water  is  found  to  be 
present  at  the  surface  of  such  lands  for  21  con- 
secutive days  in  the  growing  seasons  in  a  major- 
ity of  the  years  for  which  records  are  available: 
and 

"(V)  result  in  the  classification  of  lands  as 
wetlands  that  are  temporarily  or  incidentally 
created  as  a  result  of  adjacent  development  ac- 
tivity. 

"(C)  Normal  circumstances.— In  addition  to 
the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (B).  any 
standards  established  by  rule  or  applied  to  de- 
lineate wetlands  for  purposes  of  this  section 
shall  provide  that  'normal  circumstances'  shall 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  factual  cir- 
cumstances in  existence  at  the  time  a  classifica- 
tion is  made  under  subsection  (h)  or  at  the  time 
of  application  under  subsection  (e).  whichever  is 
applicable,  if  such  circumstances  have  not  been 
altered  by  an  activity  prohibited  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(2)  Land  area  cap  for  type  a  wetla.wds.— 
No  more  than  20  percent  of  any  county,  parish, 
or  borough  shall  be  classified  as  type  A  wet- 
lands. Type  A  wetlands  in  Federal  or  State 
owneiship  (including  type  A  wetlands  in  units 
of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  the  Na- 
tional Park  System,  and  lands  held  m  conserva- 
tion easements)  shall  be  included  in  calculating 
the  percent  of  type  A  wetlands  in  a  county,  par- 
ish, or  borough. 

"(3)  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS.— 

"(A)  DELINEATION  BY  SECRETARY  OF  AGRI- 
CULTURE—FOT  purposes  of  this  section,  wet- 
lands located  on  agricultural  lands  and  associ- 
ated nonagricultural  lands  shall  be  delineated 
solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  accord- 
ance with  section  1222(j)  of  the  Food  Security 
Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3822(j)). 

"(B)  Exemption  of  la.vds  exempted  under 
FOOD  SECURITY  ACT.— Any  area  of  agricultural 
land  or  any  activities  related  to  the  land  deter- 
mined to  be  exempt  from  the  requirements  of 
subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act 
of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821  et  seq.)  shall  also  be  ex- 
empt from  the  requirements  of  this  section  for 
such  period  of  time  as  those  lands  are  used  as 
agricultural  lands. 

"(C)  Effect  of  appeal  determination  pur- 
suant TO  food  security  act.— Any  area  of  ag- 
ricultural land  or  any  activities  related  to  the 
land  determined  to  be  exempt  pursuant  to  an 
appeal  taken  pursuant  to  subtitle  C  of  title  XII 
of  the  Food  Security  .Act  of  1935  (16  U.S.C.  3821 
et  seq.)  shall  be  exempt  under  this  section  for 
such  period  of  time  as  those  lands  are  used  as 
agricultural  lands. 

"(h)  Mapping  and  Public  Notice  Require- 
ments.— 
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"(1)  Provision  of  public  notice.— Not  later 
than  90  days  after  the  dale  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  of  1995,  the  Secretary  shall 
provide  the  court  of  each  county,  parish,  or  bor- 
ough in  which  the  wetland  subject  to  classifica- 
tion under  subsection  (c)  is  located,  a  notice  for 
posting  near  the  property  records  of  the  county, 
parish,  or  borough.  The  notice  shall— 

"(A)  state  that  wetlands  regulated  under  this 
section  may  be  located  in  the  county,  parish,  or 
borough: 

"(B)  provide  an  explanation  understandable 
to  the  general  public  of  how  wetlands  are  delin- 
eated and  classified, 

"(C)  describe  the  requirements  and  restricticns 
of  the  regulatory  program  under  this  section: 
and 

"(D)  provide  instructions  on  how  to  obtain  a 
delineation  and  classification  of  wetlands  under 
this  section. 

"(2)  Provision  of  delineation  determina- 
tions.— On  completion  under  this  section  of  a 
delineation  and  classification  of  property  that 
contains  wetlands  or  a  delineation  of  property 
that  contains  waters  of  the  United  States  that 
are  not  wetlands,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
in  the  case  of  wetlands  located  on  agricultural 
lands  and  associated  nonagricultural  lands,  and 
the  Secretary,  in  the  case  of  other  lands,  shall— 

"(A)  file  a  copy  of  the  delineation,  including 
the  classification  of  any  wetland  located  on  the 
property,  with  the  records  of  the  property  in  the 
local  courthouse:  and 

"(B)  serve  a  copy  of  the  delineation  deter- 
mination on  every  owner  of  the  property  on 
record  and  any  person  with  a  recorded  mortgage 
or  lien  on  the  property. 

"(3)  Notice  of  enforcement  actions— The 
Secretary  shall  file  notice  of  each  enforcement 
action  under  this  section  taken  with  respect  to 
private  property  with  the  records  of  the  property 
in  the  local  courthouse. 

"(4)  WETLANDS  IDENTIFICATION  AND  CLASSI- 
FICATION PROJECT  — 

"(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  shall  undertake  a  project 
to  identify  and  classify  wetlands  in  the  United 
States  that  are  regulated  under  this  section.  The 
Secretaries  shall  complete  such  project  not  later 
than  10  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  of  1995. 

"(B)  APPLICABILITY  OF  DELINEATION  STAND- 
ARDS.—In  conducting  the  project  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretaries  shall  identify  and  classify 
wetlands  in  accordance  with  standards  for  de- 
lineation of  wetlands  established  by  the  Sec- 
retaries under  subsection  (g). 

"(C)  Public  hearings.— In  conducting  the 
project  under  this  section,  the  Secretaries  shall 
provide  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  public 
hearing  in  each  county,  parish  or  borough  of  a 
State  before  completion  of  identification  and 
classification  of  wetlands  in  such  county,  par- 
ish, or  borough. 

"(D)  PUBLICATION.— Promptly  after  comple- 
tion of  identification  and  classification  of  wet- 
lands in  a  county,  parish,  or  borough  under  this 
section,  the  Secretaries  shall  have  published  in- 
formation on  such  identification  and  classifica- 
tion in  the  Federal  Register  and  in  publications 
of  wide  circulation  and  take  other  steps  reason- 
ably necessary  to  ensure  that  such  information 
IS  available  to  the  public. 

"(E)  REPORTS.— The  Secretaries  shall  report  to 
Congress  on  implementation  of  the  project  to  be 
conducted  under  this  section  not  later  than  2 
years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  of  1995  and  annually  there- 
after. 

"(F)  RECORDATION.— Any  classification  of 
lands  as  wetlands  under  this  section  shall,  to 
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the  maximum  extent  practicable,  be  recorded  on 
the  property  records  in  the  county,  parish,  or 
borough  m  which  such  wetlands  are  located. 

■■(i)  admisistrative  appeals.— 

"(1)  Recvl.atioss  establishing  proce- 
dures.—."^ot  later  than  I  year  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive  Wetlands 
Conservation  and  .Management  .Act  of  1995.  the 
Secretary  shall,  after  providing  notice  and  op- 
portunity for  public  comment,  issue  regulations 
establishing  procedures  pursuant  to  which — 

"(.A>  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determination 
of  regulatory  jurisdiction  under  this  section 
with  respect  to  a  parcel  of  the  landowner's 
property: 

"(B)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  wetlands 
classification  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
a  parcel  of  the  landowner's  property: 

"(C)  any  person  may  appeal  a  determination 
that  the  proposed  activity  on  the  landowner's 
property  is  not  exempt  under  subsection  (f): 

"(D)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determination 
that  an  activity  on  the  landowner's  property 
does  not  qualify  under  a  general  permit  issued 
under  this  section: 

"(E)  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under  this  sec- 
tion may  appeal  a  determination  made  pursuant 
to  this  section  to  deny  issuance  of  the  permit  or 
to  impose  a  requirement  under  the  permit:  and 

"(F)  a  landowner  or  any  other  person  re- 
quired to  restore  or  otherwise  alter  a  parcel  of 
property  pursuant  to  an  order  issued  under  this 
section  may  appeal  such  order. 

"(2)  DEADLISE  FOR  FILING  APPEAL.— An  ap- 
peal brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  filed  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  decision  or  action  on  which  the  ap- 
peal IS  based  occurs. 

"(3)  Deadline  for  decision.— An  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  de- 
cided not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  appeal  is  filed. 

"(4)  Participation  in  appeals  process.— 
.Any  persori  who  participated  in  the  public  com- 
ment process  concerning  a  decision  or  action 
that  IS  the  subject  of  an  appeal  brought  pursu- 
ant to  this  subsection  may  participate  in  such 
appeal  with  respect  to  those  issues  raised  in  the 
person's  written  public  comments. 

"(5)  Decisionmaker.— .An  appeal  brought 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  heard  and 
decided  by  an  appropriate  and  impartial  official 
of  the  Federal  Government,  other  than  the  offi- 
cial who  made  the  determination  or  carried  out 
the  action  that  is  the  subject  of  the  appeal. 

"(6)  STAY  of  penalties  and  mitigation.— a 
landowner  or  any  other  person  who  has  filed  an 
appeal  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  pay  a  penalty  or  perform  mitigation  or 
restoration  assessed  under  this  section  or  section 
309  until  after  the  appeal  has  been  decided. 

"(j)  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS.— 

"(I)  Final  regulations  for  issuance  of 
PER.UITS. — Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive  Wet- 
lands Conservation  and  Management  Act  of 
1993.  the  Secretary  shall,  after  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  comment,  issue  (in  accordance  with 
section  5.y3  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code 
and  this  section)  final  regulations  for  implemen- 
tation of  this  section.  Such  regulations  shall,  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  provide — 

"(A)  standards  and  procedures  for  the  classi- 
fication and  delineation  of  wetlands  and  proce- 
dures for  administrative  review  of  any  such 
classification  or  delineation: 

"(B)  standards  and  procedures  for  the  review 
of  State  or  local  land  management  plans  and 
State  programs  for  the  regulation  of  wetlands: 

"(C)  for  the  issuance  of  general  permits,  in- 
cluding programmatic.  State,  regional,  and  na- 
tionwide permits: 

"(D)  standards  and  procedures  for  the  indi- 
vidual permit  applications  under  this  section: 


"(E)  for  enforcement  of  this  section: 

"(F)  guidelines  for  the  specification  of  sites 
for  the  disposal  of  dredged  or  fill  material  for 
navigational  dredging:  and 

"(G)  any  other  rules  and  regulations  that  the 
Secretary  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  im- 
plement the  requirements  of  this  section. 

"(2)  Navigational  dredging  guidelines.— 
Guidelines  developed  under  paragraph  (1)(F) 
shall— 

"(A)  be  based  upon  criteria  comparable  to  the 
criteria  applicable  to  the  territorial  seas,  the 
contiguous  zone,  and  the  oceans  under  section 
403(c):  and 

"(B)  ensure  that  with  respect  to  the  issuance 
of  permits  under  this  section — 

"(i)  the  least  costly,  environmentally  accept- 
able disposal  alternative  will  be  selected,  talcing 
into  consideration  cost,  existing  technology, 
short  term  and  long  term  dredging  requirements, 
and  logistics: 

"(ii)  a  disposal  site  will  be  specified  after  com- 
paring reasonably  available  upland,  confined 
aquatic,  beneficial  use,  and  open  water  disposal 
alternatives  on  the  basis  of  relative  nslc.  envi- 
ronmental acceptability,  economics,  practicabil- 
ity, and  current  technological  feasibility : 

"(Hi)  a  disposal  site  will  be  specified  after 
comparing  the  reasonably  anticipated  environ- 
mental and  economic  benefits  of  undertaking 
the  underlying  project  to  the  status  quo.  and 

"(iv)  in  comparing  alternatives  and  selection 
of  a  disposal  site,  management  measures  rnay  be 
considered  and  utilized  to  limit,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  adverse  environmental  effects  by 
employing  suitable  chemical,  biological,  or  phys- 
ical techniques  to  prevent  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts  on  the  environment. 

"(3)  Judicial  review  of  final  regula- 
tions.—Any  judicial  review  of  final  regulations 
issued  pursuant  to  this  section  and  the  Sec- 
retary's denial  of  any  petition  for  the  issuance, 
amendment,  or  repeal  of  any  regulation  under 
this  section  shall  be  m  accordance  with  sections 
701  through  706  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code:  except  that  a  petition  for  review  of  action 
of  the  Secretary  in  issuing  any  regulation  or  re- 
quirement under  this  section  or  denying  any  pe- 
tition for  the  issuance,  amendment,  or  repeal  of 
any  regulation  under  this  section  may  be  filed 
only  m  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  such  petition  shall 
be  filed  within  90  days  from  the  date  of  such  is- 
suance or  denial  or  after  such  date  if  such  peti- 
tion for  review  is  based  solely  on  grounds  aris- 
ing after  such  ninetieth  day.  Action  of  the  Sec- 
retary with  respect  to  which  review  could  have 
been  obtained  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
subject  to  judicial  review  in  civil  or  criminal 
proceedings  for  enforcement. 

"(4)  Interim  regulations.— The  Secretary 
shall,  within  90  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conserva- 
tion and  Management  Act  of  1995,  issue  interim 
regulations  consistent  with  this  section  to  take 
effect  immediately.  Notice  of  the  interim  regula- 
tions shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
and  such  regulations  shall  be  binding  until  the 
is.suance  of  final  regulations  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (1):  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide adequate  procedures  for  waiver  of  any  pro- 
visioris  of  such  interim  regulations  to  avoid  spe- 
cial hardship,  inequity,  or  unfair  distribution  of 
burdens  or  to  advance  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(5)   ADMINISTR.ATION  BY  SECRET. ARY. -Except 

where  otherwise  expressly  provided  in  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  administer  this  section. 
The  Secretary  or  any  other  Federal  officer  or 
agency  in  which  any  function  under  this  section 
is  vested  or  delegated  is  authorized  to  perform 
any  and  all  acts  (including  appropriate  enforce- 
ment activity),  and  to  prescribe,  issue,  amend, 
or  rescind  such  rules  or  orders  as  such  officer  or 


agency  may  find  necessary  or  appropriate  with 
this  subsection,  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
this  subsection. 

"(k)  Enforcement.— 

"(1)  Compliance  order.— Whenever ,  on  the 
basis  of  reliable  and  substantial  information 
and  after  reasonable  inquiry,  the  Secretary 
finds  that  any  person  is  or  may  be  in  violation 
of  this  section  or  of  any  condition  or  limitation 
set  forth  in  a  permit  i.tsued  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  an 
order  requiring  such  persons  to  comply  with  this 
section  or  with  such  condition  or  limitation. 

"(2)  Notice  .and  other  procedural  require- 
ments relating  to  orders.— a  copy  of  any 
order  issued  under  this  subsection  shall  be  sent 
immediately  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Governor  of 
the  State  in  which  the  violation  occurs  and  the 
Governors  of  other  affected  States.  The  person 
committing  the  asserted  violation  that  results  m 
issuance  of  the  order  shall  he  notified  of  the  is- 
suance of  the  order  by  personal  service  made  to 
the  appropriate  person  or  corporate  officer.  The 
notice  shall  state  with  reasonable  specificity  the 
nature  of  the  asserted  violation  and  specify  a 
time  for  compliance,  not  to  exceed  30  days, 
which  the  Secretary  determines  is  reasonable 
taking  into  account  the  seriousness  of  the  as- 
serted violation  and  any  good  faith  efforts  to 
comply  with  applicable  requirements.  If  the  per- 
son receiving  the  notice  disputes  the  Secretary's 
determination,  the  person  may  jile  an  appeal  as 
provided  m  sub.iection  (i).  Within  60  days  of  a 
deasion  which  denies  an  appeal,  or  withm  150 
days  from  the  date  of  notification  of  violation 
by  the  Secretary  if  no  appeal  is  filed,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  prosecute  a  civil  action  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (3)  or  rescind  such  order 
and  be  estopped  from  any  further  enforcement 
proceedings  for  the  same  asserted  violation. 

"(3)  Civil  action  enforcement. —The  Sec- 
retary is  authorized  to  commence  a  civil  action 
for  appropriate  relief,  including  a  permanent  or 
temporary  injunction,  for  any  violation  for 
which  the  Secretary  is  authorised  to  issue  a 
compliance  order  under  paragraph  (1).  .Any  ac- 
tion under  this  paragraph  may  be  brought  in 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  in  which  the  defendant  is  located  or  re- 
sides or  is  doing  bu.smess.  and  such  court  shall 
have  jurisdiction  to  restrain  such  violation  and 
to  require  compliance.  Notice  of  the  commence- 
ment of  such  action  shall  be  given  immediately 
to  the  appropriate  State. 

"(4)  Civil  penalties.  — Any  person  who  vio- 
lates any  condition  or  limitation  in  a  permit  is- 
sued by  the  Secretary  under  this  section  and 
any  person  who  violates  any  order  issued  by  the 
Secretary  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  subject 
to  a  avil  penalty  not  to  exceed  $25,000  per  day 
for  each  violation  commencing  on  expiration  of 
the  compliance  period  if  no  appeal  is  filed  or  on 
the  30th  day  following  the  date  of  the  denial  of 
an  appeal  of  such  violation.  The  amount  of  the 
penalty  imposed  per  day  shall  be  in  proportion 
to  the  scale  or  scope  of  the  project.  In  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  a  civil  penalty,  the  court 
shall  consider  the  seriousness  of  the  violation  or 
violations,  the  economic  benefit  (if  any)  result- 
ing from  the  violation,  any  history  of  such  vio- 
lations, any  good-faith  efforts  to  comply  with 
the  applicable  requirements,  the  economic  im- 
pact of  the  penalty  on  the  violator,  and  such 
other  matters  as  justice  may  require. 

"(5)  Criminal  penalties.— If  any  person 
knowingly  and  willfully  violates  any  condition 
or  limitation  m  a  permit  issued  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  section  or  knowingly  and  willfully 
violates  an  order  issued  by  the  Secretary  under 
paragraph  (1)  and  has  been  notified  of  the  issu- 
ance of  such  order  under  paragraph  (2)  and  if 
such  violation  has  resulted  in  actual  degrada- 
tion of  the  environment,  such  person  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $5,000  nor 


more  than  $.V).()00  per  day  of  violation,  or  by  im- 
prisonment for  not  more  than  3  years,  or  by 
both.  If  a  conviction  of  a  person  is  for  a  viola- 
tion committed  alter  a  first  conviction  of  such 
person  under  this  paragraph,  punishment  shall 
be  by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $100,000  per  day 
of  violation,  or  imprisonment  of  not  more  than 
6  years,  or  by  both.  An  action  for  imposition  of 
a  criminal  penalty  under  this  paragraph  may 
only  be  brought  by  the  Attorney  General. 
"(I)  State  Regulation.— 

"(I)  SUB.MISSION  of  proposed  STATE  PRO- 
GRAM.—The  Governor  of  any  State  desiring  to 
administer  its  own  individual  or  general  permit 
program  for  some  or  all  of  the  activities  covered 
by  this  .section  within  any  geographical  region 
within  Us  jurisdiction  may  submit  to  the  Sec- 
retary a  description  of  the  program  it  proposes 
to  establish  and  administer  under  State  law  or 
under  an  interstate  compact.  In  addition,  such 
State  shall  submit  a  statement  from  the  chief 
legal  officer  in  the  case  of  the  State  or  interstate 
agency,  that  the  laws  of  such  State,  or  the 
interstate  compact,  as  the  case  may  be,  provide 
adequate  authority  to  carry  out  the  described 
program. 

"(2)  ST.ATE  AUTHORITIES  REQUIRED  FOR  AP- 
PROVAL.—Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
the  receipt  by  the  Secretary  of  a  program  and 
statement  submitted  by  any  State  under  para- 
graph (1).  the  Secretary  shall  determine  whether 
such  State  has  the  following  authority  with  re- 
spect to  the  issuance  of  permits  pursuant  to 
such  program— 

"(A)  to  issue  permits  which— 

"(i)  apply,  and  assure  compliance  with,  any 
applicable  requirements  of  this  section:  and 

"(ii)  can  be  terminated  or  modified  for  cause, 
including — 

"(I)  violation  of  any  condition  of  the  permit: 

"(II)  obtaining  a  permit  by  misrepresentation, 
or  failure  to  disclose  fully  all  relevant  facts:  or 

"(III)  change  in  any  condition  that  requires 
either  a  temporary  or  permanent  reduction  or 
elimination  of  the  permitted  activity: 

"(B)  to  issue  permits  which  apply,  and  ensure 
compliance  with,  all  applicable  requirements  of 
section  308  of  this  Act  or  to  inspect,  monitor, 
enter,  and  require  reports  to  at  lea.st  the  same 
extent  as  required  in  section  308  of  this  Act: 

"(C)  to  ensure  that  the  public,  and  any  other 
State  the  waters  of  whtcli  may  be  affected,  re- 
ceive notice  of  each  application  for  a  permit  and 
to  provide  an  opportunity  for  public  hearing  be- 
fore a  ruling  on  each  such  application: 

"(D)  to  en.iure  that  the  Secretary  receives  no- 
tice of  each  application  for  a  permit  and  that, 
prior  to  any  action  by  the  State,  both  the  appli- 
cant for  the  permit  and  the  State  have  received 
from  the  Secretary  information  with  respect  to 
any  advance  classification  applicable  to  wet- 
lands that  are  the  subject  of  such  application: 

"(E)  to  ensure  that  any  State  (other  than  the 
permitting  State)  whose  waters  may  be  affected 
by  the  issuance  of  a  permit  may  submit  written 
recommendation  to  the  permitting  Slate  with  re- 
spect to  any  permit  application  and.  if  any  part 
of  such  written  recommendations  are  not  accept- 
ed by  the  permitting  State,  that  the  permitting 
State  will  notify  such  affected  State  (and  the 
Secretary)  in  writing  of  its  failure  to  so  accept 
such  recommendations  together  with  its  reasons 
for  doing  so:  and 

"(F)  to  abate  violations  of  the  permit  or  the 
permit  program,  including  civil  and  criminal 
penalties  and  other  ways  and  means  of  enforce- 
ment. 

"(3)  APPROVAL:  RESUBMI.'!SION.—lf.  With  re- 
spect to  a  State  program  submitted  under  para- 
graph (I)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  the  State — 

"(A)  has  the  authority  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(2),  the  Secretary  shall  approve  the  program  and 
so  notify  such  State  and  suspend  the  issuance  of 


permits  under  subsection  (b)  for  activities  with 
respect  to  which  a  permit  may  be  issued  pursu- 
ant to  the  State  program:  or 

"(B)  does  not  have  the  authority  set  forth  in 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  so  notify  such  State  and  provide  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  revisions  or  modifications  necessary 
so  that  the  State  may  resubmit  the  program  for 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary  under  this  sub- 
section. 

"(4)  Effect  of  failure  of  secretary  to 
MAKE  TIMELY  DECISION.— If  the  Secretary  fails  to 
make  a  determination  with  respect  to  any  pro- 
gram submitted  by  a  State  under  this  subsection 
within  1  year  after  the  date  of  receipt  nf  the 
program,  the  program  shall  be  treated  as  being 
approved  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)(A)  and  the 
Secretary  shall  so  notify  the  State  and  suspend 
the  issuance  of  permits  under  subsection  (b)  for 
activities  with  respect  to  which  a  permit  rnay  be 
issued  by  the  State. 

"(5)  Transfer  of  pending  applications  for 
PERMITS.— If  the  Secretary  approves  a  State  per- 
mit program  under  paragraph  (3)(A)  or  (4).  the 
Secretary  shall  transfer  any  applications  for 
permits  pending  before  the  Secretary  for  activi- 
ties with  respect  to  which  a  permit  may  be  is- 
sued pursuant  to  the  State  program  to  the  State 
for  appropriate  action. 

"(6)  General  permits.— Upon  notification 
from  a  State  with  a  permit  program  approved 
under  this  subsection  that  such  State  intends  to 
administer  and  enforce  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  a  general  permit  issued  by  the  Secretary 
under  subsection  (e)  with  respect  to  activities  in 
the  State  to  which  such  general  permit  applies, 
the  Secretary  shall  suspend  the  administration 
and  enforcement  of  such  general  permit  with  re- 
spect to  such  activities. 

"(7)  Review  by  secretary.— Every  5  years 
after  approval  of  a  State  administered  program 
under  paragraph  (3)(.A).  the  Secretary  shall  re- 
view the  program  to  determine  whether  it  is 
being  administered  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion. If,  on  the  basis  of  such  review,  the  Sec- 
retary finds  that  a  State  is  not  administering  its 
program  in  accordance  with  this  section  or  if 
the  Secretary  determines  based  on  clear  and 
convincing  evidence  after  a  public  hearing  that 
a  State  is  not  administering  its  program  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  section  and  that  substantial 
adverse  impacts  to  wellandi  ui  waleis  of  the 
United  States  are  imminent,  the  Secretary  shall 
notify  the  State  and,  if  appropriate  corrective 
action  is  not  taken  within  a  reasonable  time, 
not  to  exceed  90  days  after  the  date  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  such  notification,  the  Secretary  shall — 

"(A)  withdraw  approval  of  the  program  until 
the  Secretary  determines  such  corrective  action 
has  been  taken:  and 

"(B)  resume  the  program  for  the  issuance  of 
permits  under  subsections  (b)  and  (e)  for  all  ac- 
tivities with  respect  to  which  the  State  was  issu- 
ing permits  until  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
makes  the  determination  described  in  paragraph 
(2)  and  the  State  again  has  an  approved  pro- 
gram. 

"(m)  Miscellaneous  Provisions.— 

"(1)  STATE  authority  TO  CONTROL  DIS- 
CHARGES.— ,\othing  in  this  section  shall  preclude 
or  deny  the  right  of  any  State  or  interstate 
agency  to  control  activities  in  waters  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  State,  including  any  activ- 
ity of  any  Federal  agency,  and  each  such  agen- 
cy shall  comply  with  such  State  or  interstate  re- 
quirements both  substantive  and  procedural  to 
control  such  activities  to  the  same  extent  that 
any  person  is  subject  to  such  requirements.  This 
.'icction  shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting  or  im- 
pairing the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  main- 
tain navigation. 

"(2)  AVAILABILITY  TO  PUBLIC— A  copy  of  each 
permit  application  and  each  permit  issued  under 
this  section  shall  be  available  to  the  public. 


Such  permit  application  or  portion  thereof  shall 
further  be  available  on  request  for  the  purpose 
of  reproduction. 

"(3)  Publication  in  federal  register.— The 
Secretary  shall  have  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  all  memoranda  of  agreement,  regu- 
latory guidance  letters,  and  other  guidance  doc- 
uments of  general  applicability  to  implementa- 
tion of  this  section  at  the  time  they  are  distrib- 
uted to  agency  regional  or  field  offices.  In  addi- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on  a 
biennial  basis  and  make  available  to  the  public 
for  purchase  at  cost — 

"(A)  an  indexed  publication  containing  all 
Federal  regulations,  general  permits,  memo- 
randa of  agreement,  regulatory  guidance  letters, 
and  other  guidance  documents  relevant  to  the 
permitting  of  activities  pursuant  to  this  section: 
and 

"(B)  inforrruition  to  enable  the  general  public 
to  understand  the  delineation  of  wetlands,  the 
permitting  requirements  referred  to  in  subsection 
(e),  wetlands  restoration  and  enhancement,  wet- 
lands functions,  available  nonregulatory  pro- 
grams to  conserve  and  restore  wetlands,  and 
other  matters  that  the  Secretary  considers  rel- 
evant. 

"(4)  COMPLIA.SCE.— 

"(A)  Compliance  with  permit.— Compliance 
with  a  permit  issued  pursuant  to  this  section, 
including  any  activity  carried  out  pursuant  to  a 
general  permit  issued  under  this  section,  shall  be 
deemed  in  compliance,  for  purposes  of  sectioris 
309  and  505,  with  sections  301,  307.  and  403. 

"(B)  Cranberry  production.— Activities  as- 
sociated with  expansion,  improvement,  or  modi- 
fication of  existing  cranberry  production  oper- 
ations shall  be  deemed  in  compliance,  for  pur- 
poses of  sections  309  and  505,  with  section  301. 
if- 

"(i)  the  activity  does  not  result  in  the  modi- 
fication of  more  than  10  acres  of  wetlands  per 
operator  per  year  and  the  modified  wetlands 
(other  than  where  dikes  and  other  necessary  fa- 
cilities are  placed)  remain  as  wetlands  or  other 
waters  of  the  United  States:  or 

"(ii)  the  activity  is  required  by  any  State  or 
Federal  water  quality  program. 

"(5)  Limitation  on  fees— Any  fee  charged  in 
connection  with  the  delineation  or  classification 
of  wetlands,  the  submission  or  processing  of  an 
application  fui  u  permit  authorizing  an  actiulty 
in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  other  action  taken  in  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  (other  than  fines  for 
violations  under  subsection  (k))  shall  not  exceed 
the  amount  in  effect  for  such  fee  on  February 
15.  1995. 

"(6)  Balanced  implementation.— 

"(A)  In  general.— In  implementing  his  or  her 
responsibilities  under  the  regulatory  program 
under  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  balance 
the  objective  of  conserving  functioning  wetlands 
with  the  objective  of  ensuring  continued  eco- 
nomic growth,  providing  essential  infrastruc- 
ture, maintaining  strong  State  and  local  tax 
bases,  and  protecting  against  the  diminishmenl 
of  the  use  and  value  of  privately  owned  prop- 
erty. 

"(B)   MINIMIZ.ATION   of   adverse  EFFECTS  ON 

PRIVATE  PROPERTY.— In  carrying  out  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  and  the  heads  of  all  other 
Federal  agencies  shall  seek  in  all  actions  to  min- 
imize the  adverse  effects  of  the  regulatory  pro- 
gram under  this  section  on  the  use  and  value  of 
privately  owned  property. 

"(7)  Procedures  for  emergencies.— The 
Secretary  shall  develop  procedures  for  facilitat- 
ing actions  under  this  section  that  are  necessary 
to  respond  to  emergency  coriditwns  (including 
fiood  events  and  other  emergency  situations) 
which  may  involve  loss  of  life  and  property 
damage.  Such  procedures  shall  address  cir- 
cumstances  requiring   expedited    approxxils   as 
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well  as  aTcumstances  rectuiring  no  formal  ap- 
proval under  this  section. 

■•(8)  Use  of  property— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  a  use  of  property  ts  limtted  by  an  agen- 
cy action  if  a  particular  legal  right  to  use  that 
property  no  longer  exists  because  of  the  action. 

'■(9)  Limit ATios  os  classification  of  cer- 
tain WATERS.— For  purposes  of  this  section,  no 
water  of  the  United  States  or  wetland  shall  be 
subject  to  this  section  based  solely  on  the  fact 
that  migratory  birds  use  or  could  use  such  water 
or  wetland. 

"(10)  Transition  RULES. — 

"(A)  Permit  required.— After  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  under  section  806  of  the 
Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  of  1995.  no  permit  for  any  ac- 
tivity in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  States 
may  be  issued  except  in  accordance  with  this 
section.  Any  application  for  a  permit  for  such 
an  activity  pending  under  this  section  on  such 
effective  date  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  applica- 
tion for  a  permit  under  this  section. 

"(B)  Prior  permits.— Any  permit  for  an  ac- 
tivity in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  United  Slates 
issued  under  this  section  prior  to  the  effective 
date  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  permit  under  this  section  and 
shall  continue  in  force  and  effect  for  the  term  of 
the  permit  unless  revoked,  modified,  suspended, 
or  canceled  in  accordance  with  this  section. 

"(C)  Reevaluation.— 

"(i)  Petition. — Any  person  holding  a  permit 
for  an  activity  in  wetlands  or  ivater  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  on  the  effective  date  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  may  petition,  after  such  effective 
date,  the  Secretary  for  reevaluation  of  any  deci- 
sion made  before  such  effective  date  concerning 
(I)  a  determination  of  regulatory  jurisdiction 
under  this  section,  or  (II)  any  condition  imposed 
under  the  permit.  Upon  receipt  of  a  petition  for 
reevaluation.  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  the  re- 
evaluation in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

"(ii)  Modification  of  permit.— If  the  Sec- 
retary finds  that  the  provisions  of  this  section 
apply  with  respect  to  activities  and  lands  which 
are  subject  to  the  permit,  the  Secretary  shall 
modify,  revoke,  suspend,  cancel,  or  continue  the 
permit  as  appropriate  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  except  that  no  com- 
pensatinn  shall  be  awarded  under  this  section  to 
any  person  as  a  result  of  reevaluation  pursuant 
to  this  subparagraph  and.  if  the  permit  covers 
activities  in  type  A  wetlands,  the  permit  shall 
continue  in  effect  mthout  modification. 

"(Hi)  Procedure.— The  reevaluation  shall  be 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  time  limits  set 
forth  in  subsection  (e)(5)  and  shall  be  subject  to 
administrative  appeal  under  subsection  (i). 

"(D)  Previously  denied  permits.— So  permit 
shall  be  issued  under  this  section,  no  exemption 
shall  be  available  under  subsection  (f).  and  no 
exception  shall  be  available  under  subsection 
(g)(1)(B).  for  any  activity  for  which  a  permit 
has  previously  been  denied  by  the  Secretary  on 
more  than  one  occasion  unless  such  activity — 

"(i)  has  been  approved  by  the  affected  State, 
county,  and  local  government  within  the  bound- 
aries of  which  the  activity  is  proposed: 

'YiO  in  the  case  of  unincorporated  land,  has 
been  approved  by  all  local  governments  within  I 
mite  of  the  proposed  activity:  and 

"(Hi)  would  result  in  a  net  improvement  to 
water  quality  at  the  site  of  such  activity. 

"(11)  Definitions.— In  this  section  the  follow- 
ing definitions  apply: 

"(A)    ACTIVITY    IN    wetlands   OR    WATERS   OF 

THE  UNITED  STATES— The  term  'activity  in  wet- 
lands or  waters  of  the  United  States'  means — 

"(i)  the  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material 
into  waters  of  the  United  States,  including  wet- 
lands at  a  specific  disposal  site:  or 

"(ii)  the  draining,  channelization,  or  exca- 
vation of  wetlands. 


"(B)  AGENCY. -The  term  'agency'  has  the 
meaning  given  that  term  in  section  551  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code. 

"(C)  Age.^cy  ACTION.— The  term  'agency  ac- 
tion' has  the  meaning  given  that  term  in  section 
551  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  but  also  in- 
cludes the  making  of  a  grant  to  a  public  author- 
ity conditioned  upon  an  action  by  the  recipient 
that  would  constitute  a  limitation  if  done  di- 
rectly by  the  agency. 

"(D)  AGRICULTURAL  LAND— The  term  'agricul- 
tural land'  means  cropland,  pastureland.  native 
pasture,  rangeland.  an  orchard,  a  vineyard, 
nonindustrial  forest  land,  an  area  that  supports 
a  water  dependent  crop  (including  cranberries, 
taro.  watercress,  or  rice),  and  any  other  land 
used  to  produce  or  support  the  production  of  an 
annual  or  perennial  crop  (including  forage  or 
hay),  aquaculture  product,  nursery  product,  or 
wetland  crop  or  the  production  of  livestock. 

"(E)  CONSERVED  WETLANDS.— The  term  'con- 
served wetlands'  means  wetlands  that  are  lo- 
cated in  the  National  Park  System.  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System,  National  Wilderness 
System,  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  and 
other  similar  Federal  conservation  systems,  com- 
bined with  wetlands  located  in  comparable  types 
of  conservation  systems  established  under  State 
and  local  authority  within  State  and  local  land 
use  systems. 

"(F)  ECONOMIC  BASE  LANDS.— The  term  'eco- 
nomic base  lands'  means  lands  conveyed  to,  se- 
lected by,  or  owned  by  Alaska  Native  entities 
pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act,  Public  Law  92-203  or  the  Alaska  Na- 
tive Allotment  Act  of  1906  (34  Stat.  197).  and 
lands  conveyed  to.  selected  by.  or  owned  by  the 
State  of  Alaska  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Slate- 
hood  Act.  Public  Law  35-508. 

"(G)  Fair  .market  value.— The  term  'fair 
market  value'  means  the  most  probable  price  at 
which  property  would  change  hands,  in  a  com- 
petitive and  open  market  under  all  conditions 
requisite  to  a  fair  sale,  between  a  willing  buyer 
and  a  willing  seller,  neither  being  under  any 
compulsion  to  buy  or  sell  and  both  having  rea- 
sonable knowledge  of  relevant  facts,  at  the  time 
the  agency  action  occurs. 

"(H)  Law  of  a  ST.ATE.-The  term  'law  of  a 
State'  includes  the  law  of  a  political  subdivision 
of  a  State. 

"(I)  M!Tic.\T!ON  BANK.  The  term  'mitigation 
bank'  means  a  wetlands  restoration,  creation, 
enhancement,  or  preservation  project  urider- 
taken  by  one  or  more  parties,  including  private 
and  public  entities,  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  mitigation  compensation  credits  to 
offset  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands  or  other  wa- 
ters of  the  United  States  authorized  by  the  terms 
of  permits  allowing  activities  in  such  wetlands 
or  waters. 

"(J)  Navigational  dredging.— The  term 
'navigational  dredging'  means  the  dredging  of 
ports,  waterways,  and  inland  harbors,  including 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  appur- 
tenant to  a  Federal  navigation  channel. 

"(K)  Property.— The  term  property'  means 
land  and  includes  the  right  to  use  or  receive 
water. 

"(L)  Secretary— The  term  'Secretary'  means 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

"(M)  State  with  substantial  conserved 
WETL.iNDS  .areas.— The  term  'State  with  sub- 
stantial conserved  wetlands  areas'  means  any 
State  which— 

"(i)  contains  at  least  10  areas  of  wetlands  for 
each  acre  of  wetlands  filled,  drained,  or  other- 
wise converted  within  such  State  (based  upon 
wetlands  loss  statistics  reported  m  the  1990 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Wet- 
lands Trends  report  to  Congress  entitled  'Wet- 
lands Losses  in  the  United  States  1780's  to 
1980's'):  or 

"(ii)  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  has 
sufficient  conserved  wetlands  areas  to  provided 


adequate  icetlands  conservation  m  such  State, 
based  on  the  policies  set  forth  in  this  Act. 

"(N)  WETLANDS.— The  term  'wetland.s'  means 
those  lands  that  meet  the  criteria  for  delineation 
of  lands  as  wetlands  set  forth  in  subsection 
(g).". 

SEC.  804.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  further  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (6) — 

(A)  by  striking  "dredged  spoil.": 

(B)  by  striking  "or  (B)"  and  inserting  "(B)": 
and 

(C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  ": 
and  (C)  dredged  or  fill  material":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

"(28)  The  term  'wetlands'  means  lands  which 
have  a  predominance  of  hydric  soils  and  which 
are  inundated  by  surface  water  at  a  frequency 
and  duration  .sufficient  to  support,  and  that 
under  normal  arcumstances  do  support,  a  prev- 
alence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in 
saturated  soil  conditions.  Wetlands  generally  in- 
clude swamps,  marshes,  bogs,  and  similar  areas. 

"(29)  The  term  'creation  of  ivetlands'  means 
an  activity  that  brings  a  wetland  into  existence 
at  a  site  where  it  did  not  formerly  occur  for  the 
purpose  of  compensatory  mitigation. 

"(30)  The  term  'enhancement  of  wetlands' 
means  any  activity  that  increases  the  value  of 
one  or  more  functions  in  existing  wetlands. 

"(31)  The  term  'fastlands'  means  lands  located 
behind  legally  constituted  man-made  structures 
or  natural  formations,  such  as  levees  con- 
structed and  maintained  to  permit  the  utilisa- 
tion of  such  lands  for  commercial,  industrial,  or 
residential  purpo.ses  consistent  with  local  land 
use  planning  requirements. 

"(32)  The  term  'wetlands  functions'  means  the 
roles  wetlands  serve,  including  flood  water  stor- 
age, flood  water  conveyance,  ground  water  re- 
charge, erosion  control,  wave  attenuation. 
water  quality  protection,  scenic  and  aesthetic 
use.  food  chain  support,  fisheries,  wetlands 
plant  habitat,  aquatic  habitat,  and  habitat  for 
wetland  dependent  wildlife. 

"(33)  The  term  growing  season'  means,  for 
each  plant  hardiness  zone,  the  period  between 
the  average  date  of  last  frost  in  spring  and  the 
average  date  of  first  frost  in  autumn. 

"(34)  The  term  'incidentally  created  wetlands' 
means  lands  that  exhibit  wetlands  characteris- 
tics sufficient  to  meet  the  criteria  for  delineation 
of  wetlands,  where  one  or  more  of  such  charac- 
teristics is  the  unintended  result  of  human  in- 
duced alterations  of  hydrology. 

"(35)  The  term  'maintenance'  when  used  m 
reference  to  wetlands  means  activities  under- 
taken to  a.tsure  continuation  of  a  wetland  or  the 
accomplishment  of  project  goals  after  a  restora- 
tion or  creation  project  has  been  technically 
completed,  including  water  level  manipulations 
and  control  of  nonnative  plant  species. 

"(36)  The  term  mitigation  banking'  means 
wetlands  restoration,  enhancement,  preserva- 
tion or  creation  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
compensation  for  wetland  degradation  or  loss. 

"(37)  The  term  'normal  farming,  silviculture, 
aquaculture  and  ranching  activities'  means  nor- 
mal practices  identified  as  such  ().v  the  Secretary 
of  .Agriculture,  in  consultation  with  the  Cooper- 
ative Extension  Service  for  each  State  and  the 
land  grant  university  system  and  agricultural 
colleges  of  the  State,  taking  into  account  exist- 
ing practices  and  such  other  practices  as  may  be 
identified  m  consultation  witu  the  affected  in- 
dustry or  community. 

"(38)  The  term  'prior  converted  cropland' 
means  any  agricultural  land  that  was  manipu- 
lated (by  drainage  or  other  phy-sicat  alteration 
to  remove  excess  water  from  the  land)  or  used 
for  the  production  of  any  annual  or  perennial 
agricultural    crop    (including   forage    or    hay). 


aquacultural  product,  nursery  product  or  wet- 
lands crop,  or  the  production  of  livestock  before 
December  23.  1985. 

"(39)  The  term  'restoration'  in  reference  to 
wetlands  means  an  activity  undertaken  to  re- 
turn a  wetland  from  a  disturbed  or  altered  con- 
dition with  lesser  acreage  or  fewer  functions  to 
a  previous  condition  with  greater  wetlands  acre- 
age or  functions. 

"(40)  The  term  'temporary  impact'  means  the 
disturbance  or  alteration  of  ivetlands  caused  by 
activities  under  circumstances  in  which,  within 
3  years  following  the  commencement  of  such  ac- 
tivities, such  wetlands — 

"(A)  are  returned  to  the  conditions  in  exist- 
ence prior  to  the  commencement  of  such  activ- 
ity: or 

"(B)  display  conditions  sufficient  to  ensure. 
that  without  further  human  action,  such  wet- 
lands will  return  to  the  conditions  in  existence 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  such  activity. 

"(41)  The  term  'airport  hazard'  has  the  mean- 
ing such,  term  has  under  section  47102  of  title  49. 
United  States  Code.". 

SEC.  SOS.  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
.ME.\TS. 

(a)  Violation.— Section  301(a)  (33  U.S.C. 
1311(a))  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "402.  and  404"  and  inserting 
"and  402":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "Ex- 
cept as  m  compliance  with  this  section  and  sec- 
tion 404.  the  undertaking  of  any  activity  in  wet- 
lands or  waters  of  the  United  States  shall  be  un- 
lawful.". 

(b)  Federal  Enforcement.— Section  309  (33 
U.S.C.  1319)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(1)  by  striking  "or  404": 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(3)  by  striking  "or  in  a 
permit  issued  under  section  404  of  this  Act  by  a 
State": 

(3)  in  each  of  subsections  (c)(1)(A)  and 
(c)(2)(A)  by  striking  "or  in  a  permit"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "State:"  and  inserting  a 
semicolon: 

(4)  in  subsection  (c)(3)(A)  by  striking  "or  in  a 
permit"  and  all  that  follows  through  "State, 
and"  and  in.serting  "and": 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (c)  the 
following: 

"(8)     TREATMENT    OF    CERTAIN    VIOLATIONS.— 

Any  person  who  violates  section  301  with  respect 
to  an  activity  in  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  which  a  permit  is  required  under 
section  404  shall  not  be  subject  to  punishment 
under  this  subsection  but  shall  be  subject  to 
punisfiment  under  section  404(k)(5).": 

(6)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  ".  or  in  a  per- 
mit issued  under  section  404  of  this  Act  by  a 
State.": 

(7)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (d)  the 
following:  "Any  person  who  violates  section  301 
with  respect  to  an  activity  in  wetlands  or  waters 
of  the  United  States  for  which  a  permit  is  re- 
quired under  section  404  shall  not  be  subject  to 
a  avil  penalty  under  this  subsection  but  shall  be 
subject  to  a  civil  penalty  under  section 
404(k)(4).": 

(8)  in  subsection  (g)(1) — 

(A)  by  striking  "—"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "(A)": 

(B)  by  striking  "or  m  a  permit  issued  under 
section  404  by  a  State,  or":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "as  the  case  may  be."  and  inserting 
"the  .Administrator": 

(9)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (g)  the 
following: 

"(12)  Treatment  of  certain  violations.— 
.Any  person  who  violates  section  301  with  respect 
to  an  activity  m  wetlands  or  waters  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  which  a  permit  is  required  under 
section  404  shall  not  be  subject  to  assessment  of 
a  civil  penalty  under  this  subsection  but  shall  be 


subject  to  assessment  of  a  civil  penalty  under 
section  404(k)(4j.": 

(10)  by  striking  "or  Secretary",  "or  the  Sec- 
retary", "or  the  Secretary,  as  the  case  may  be.", 
"or  Secretary's  ",  and  "and  the  Secretary"  each 
place  they  appear,  and 

(11)  in  subsection  (g)(9)(B)  by  inserting  a 
comma  after  "Administrator". 

SEC.  H06.  EFFECrrVE  DATE. 

This  title,  including  the  amendments  made  by 
this  title,  shall  take  effect  on  the  90th  day  fol- 
lowing the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion 10  H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Act  amend- 
ments, a  measure  which  represents  a  retreat 
from  over  20  years  ol  progress  and  commit- 
ment and  since  presented  on  the  floor  this 
week  has  become  increasingly  weakened  by 
further  amendments  being  added 

The  first  3  months  of  this  104th  Congress 
has  with  the  Republican  "Contract"  rep- 
resented an  assault  on  the  sound,  fair  and 
needed  environmental  laws  enacted  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  the  past  four  decades. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  [CWA]  has  been  a 
good  success  with  extraordinary  achievements 
and  etiort  within  the  Federal  framework.  State 
and  local  governments  have  been  spurred  to 
positive  action  with  an  effective  national 
framework  of  law  and  funding  to  help  achieve 
the  objectives  and  standards.  Each  instance 
when  the  law  was  rewritten  resulted  in  prag- 
matic adjustments  and  amendments  reinforc- 
ing and  empowering  safety,  health  and  envi- 
ronmental considerations.  As  new  information 
and  pressures  impact  the  range  of  law  and  is- 
sues inherent  regarding  the  CWA,  efforts  have 
been  made  to  respond. 

That  IS  changed  in  the  measure  H.R.  961 
that  is  being  promoted  in  the  Congress  today. 

This  legislation  is  a  denial  of  the  problem 
and  trades  short-term  gam  for  a  narrow  group 
of  special  interests  against  the  long  term  prot> 
lems  of  despoiling  the  safety,  health  and  envi- 
ronment of  the  people. 

This  negative  initiative  discards  the  lessons 
of  the  past,  abandons  the  investments  made 
by  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  as  it 
sacrifices  sound  standards  to  political  expedi- 
ency; it  is  wrong  for  the  economy  and  the  en- 
vironment. 

The  measure  H.R.  961  includes  provisions 
waiving  secondary  treatment  facilities,  re- 
places the  wetland  delineation  with  loose 
State  process  and  creates  a  new  payment  en- 
titlement system  to  reward  polluters  for  not 
poHuling,  the  measure  H.R.  961  repeals  exist- 
ing law  for  special  runoff  control  provisions  for 
coastal  areas,  repeals  the  existing  storm  water 
management  program.  An  effort  to  restore 
these  provisions  was  rejected  save  the 
amendment  addressing  some  coastal  provi- 
sions— which  no  doubt  will  be  revoted  before 
we  complete  this  measure  m  the  House.  Can- 
didly, the  fingerprints  of  special  interests  are 
all  over  this  bill  as  it  left  commitlee,  in  fact  it's 
an  open  secret  that  portions  of  the  bill,  the 
CWA  1995,  have  been  written  by  the  lobby- 
ists. It  isn't  just  the  environment  that  is  being 
despoiled;  it  is  the  Congress  and  the  House  m 
such  a  mode  of  behavior  and  activity  that  is 
being  despoiled. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  this  measure  rep- 
resents a  retreat,  a  reneging  on  the  commit- 
ment to  clean  water  and  sound  environmental 
policy. 
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Dismantling  the  Federal  role  and  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  the  coordination,  col- 
laboration that  IS  inherent  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment role  IS  absolutely  essential  to  sound 
environmental  policy,  to  dean  water,  to  clean 
air,  to  the  protection  of  biodiversity  In  fact, 
today  we,  the  Congress,  should  be  pursuing 
global  agreements,  not  turning  back  and  away 
from  science  and  sound  policy. 

Congress  cant  achieve  sound  environ- 
mental policy  in  the  absence  of  a  weakened  or 
undercut  Federal  policy  and  as  nature  abhors 
a  vacuum,  the  power  of  the  people,  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  is  being  filled  by  the  big  cor- 
porations and  special  interests  who  put  pnvate 
profit  and  interest  first  and  the  American  peo- 
ple second  We  must  reject  this  measure  and 
flawed  policy  and  philosophy. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  do  that  simply  to  announce  that  it 
is  my  understanding  we  will  take  up 
the  wetlands  debate  Monday  evening 
after  the  votes  occur  on  suspensions, 
but  there  will  be  no  votes  on  the  wet- 
lands debate  Monday  evening  and  we 
will  move  to  the  continuation  of  this 
bill  Tuesday  morning,  with  an  objec- 
tive of  finishing  this  legislation  by 
Tuesday  night. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  that  the  Com- 
mittee do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose:  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox  of 
Pennsylvania)  having  assumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  McInnis,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  961)  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  GEPHARDT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Armey]  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  schedule  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday,  May  15,  the 
House  will  meet  at  12  p.m.  for  legisla- 
tive business.  We  will  consider  three 
bills  under  suspension  of  the  rules:  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
House  that  Japan  should  immediately 
eliminate  barriers  to  United  States  ex- 
ports on  autos  and  auto  parts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  mention 
with  respect  to  this  bill,  out  of  consid- 
eration for  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Levin],  it  is  possible  that  this 
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may  not  be  considered  until  Tuesday. 
We  will  see  if  we  can  work  that  out. 

We  will  continue  then  on  Monday 
with  H.R.  1045.  legislation  eliminating 
the  National  Education  Standards  and 
Improvement  Council,  and  H.R.  1266, 
the  Greens  Creek  Land  Exchange  Act 
of  1995. 

D  1300 

We  then  plan  to  take  up  the  rules  for 
three  hatchery  bills:  H.R.  614.  the  New 
London  National  Fish  Hatchery  Con- 
veyance; H.R.  584.  the  Fairport  Na- 
tional Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance:  and 
H.R.  535.  the  Coming  National  Fish 
Hatchery  Conveyance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  any  recorded  votes 
are  ordered,  they  will  not  take  place 
before  5  p.m.  on  Monday  evening. 

We  then  plan  to  return  to  debate  on 
amendments  to  H.R.  961.  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  Act  of  1995. 

On  Tuesday  the  House  will  meet  at  10 
a.m.  to  consider  one  bill  under  suspen- 
sion of  the  rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  bill  is  H.R.  1590, 
legislation  requiring  the  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  to  report  rec- 
ommendations on  resolving  the  pro- 
jected financial  insolvency  of  the  trust 
funds. 

We  then  plan  to  continue  consider- 
ation of  amendments  for  the  clean 
water  legislation, 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  our  hope  and  our 
intention  that  we  will  be  able  to  com- 
plete the  clean  water  legislation  on 
Tuesday,  and  we  will  continue  working 
between  the  majority  and  minority 
floor  managers  with  those  people  who 
have  amendments  to  see  what  arrange- 
ments we  can  make  to  assure  comple- 
tion within  that  timeframe  and  still 
give  it  as  much  consideration  as  pos- 
sible to  the  Members.  But  it  is  our 
hope  and  I  think  with  some  confidence 
I  can  say  our  intention  to  complete  the 
bill  in  that  time. 

That  will  make  it  possible.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  Wednesday  for  the  House 
to  meet  at  10  a.m.  and  consider  the 
three  hatchery  bills  made  in  order 
under  the  rules  adopted  on  Monday.  We 
will  then  begin  general  debate  on  the 
fiscal  year  1996  budget  resolution. 
Members  should  be  advised  that  the 
House  may  work  late  on  Wednesday 
evening. 

On  Thursday  the  House  will  meet  at 
9  a.m.  We  plan  to  recess  immediately 
to  honor  former  Members  of  Congress, 
and  then  reconvene  at  10  a.m.  to  return 
to  debate  and  consideration  of  sub- 
stitutes to  the  committee-passed  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution. 

It  is  our  hope  to  have  Members  on 
their  way  home  to  their  families  and 
their  districts  by  approximately  6:30 
p.m.  on  Thursday  night. 

There  will  be  no  votes  on  Friday. 
May  19. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the    distinguished    majority    leader    a 


couple  of  questions.  First,  do  you  ex- 
pect votes  on  Monday  night  on  clean 
water  amendments? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  No.  We  can  have  some 
of  the  debate,  but  we  expect  no  votes 
on  the  Clean  Water  Act  on  Monday 
night. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Second,  I  would 
like  to  ask  if  we  could  reserve  the  time 
between  say  2  p.m.  and  5  p.m.  on  Mon- 
day for  special  orders,  instead  of 
recessing. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  do  not  believe  we  can 
make  this  agreement  at  this  point  be- 
cause we  have  suspensions  we  must 
look  at. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Finally,  in  looking 
at  the  schedule,  it  appears  that  we  are 
talking  about  a  4-hour  period  for  de- 
bate on  the  budget.  And  I  must  say  to 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  that 
there  is  a  lot  of  desire  I  am  sure  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  adequately  de- 
bate this  very  important  budget,  and 
the  changes  that  are  being  proposed  by 
many  Members  in  the  budget,  and  I 
would  like  to  ask  if  we  could  perhaps 
see  more  time  for  debate  in  this  period 
that  you  have  set  out. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  do  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's point.  The  Committee  on 
Rules  has  not  issued  a  rule  on  debate 
for  the  budget,  and  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
report  on  how  much  time  will  be  made 
available,  and  I  know  there  are  discus- 
sions taking  place  on  that. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  would  just  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  we  had  been  hoping 
for  more  like  14  hours  of  general  de- 
bate. This  is  a  very  important  docu- 
ment for  the  future  of  the  country,  and 
people  deserve  to  know  exactly  what 
the  alternatives  are  and  how  they 
would  work  and  allow  for  adequate  de- 
bate, so  I  urge  the  Committee  on  Rules 
to  take  that  under  consideration.  I 
know  these  hatchery  bills  are  probably 
important  somewhere,  but  probably 
more  important  and  especially  to  a 
bass  fisherman  of  such  renown  as  the 
majority  leader,  but  maybe  we  could 
get  to  the  budget  a  little  faster  and 
have  more  time  to  use. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Again  let  me  say  I  do 
appreciate  that.  It  is  a  point  perhaps 
you  want  to  communicate  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  and  I  would  certainly 
be  willing  to  do  the  same.  This  is  a 
very  important  piece  of  legislation.  I 
know  those  members  of  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee  that  generally  con- 
duct what  is  know  as  the  Humphrey- 
Hawkins  debate  have  expressed  their 
concern,  and  we  will  continue  to  en- 
courage the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader  for  yielding.  I  suppose  the  ques- 
tion I  want  to  ask  is  in  terms  of  Mon- 
day night's  treatment  of  the  current 
bill  we  are  on,  the  Clean  Water  Act.  I 
understand  there  will  be  no  votes  Mon- 
day night,  but  will  there  be  debate  on 
amendments,  and  how  long  will  we  go 
Monday  night,  do  you  expect? 


May  12,  1995 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Again  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. The  debate  that  we  have  Mon- 
day night  will  be  on  the  Boehlert 
amendments.  We  would  probably,  pos- 
sibly debate  for  as  much  as  an  hour  or 
an  hour  and  one-half.  One  of  the  things 
we  are  going  to  be  very  sensitive  to  is 
there  be  some  time  retained  so  that 
there  will  be  closing  comments  made 
before  the  vote  is  taken  on  the  next 
day. 

Any  Members  that  wish  to  partici- 
pate in  that  debate  on  the  Boehlert 
amendment  should  be  advised,  though, 
that  their  best  opportunity  to  do  so 
would  be  Monday  evening,  because  we 
do  have  a  real  resolve  to  complete  the 
bill  on  Tuesday,  and,  therefore,  be- 
tween the  floor  managers  there  may  be 
a  need  to  do  some  time  arrangements 
for  Tuesday.  So  if  you  are  anxious  to 
be  a  part  of  that  debate  relative  to  wet- 
lands that  is  known  as  the  Boehlert 
amendment,  I  would  encourage  you  to 
be  here  Monday  night. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  thank  the  leader  for 
yielding.  I  was  just  going  to  ask  rel- 
ative to  the  debate,  then  we  would  still 
have  all  of  Monday  without  any  limita- 
tion, is  that  what  I  hear'^  How  long  do 
you  anticipate  that  we  would  then  be 
going  on  Monday? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Monday  evening. 

Mr.  MINETA.  No  set  time? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  No,  there  would  be  no 
set  time.  Of  course,  participation  is  de- 
termined by  the  number  of  Members 
here.  We  would  obviously  like  to  get  as 
much  of  that  debate  out  of  the  way 
while  still  retaining  some  opportunity 
for  the  principals  to  have  some  state- 
ments before  the  end  of  debate. 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  would  also  like  to 
ask,  the  Pennsylvania  primary  or  I 
guess  Philadelphia  city  elections  are 
on  Tuesday,  and  there  have  been  some 
comments  from  our  colleagues  in  the 
Philadelphia  area  about  that.  So  if 
they  are  not  able  to  be  back  for  Mon- 
day night's  general  debate,  would  they 
still  be  able  to  do  general  debate  or  at 
least  make  some  statements  on  Tues- 
day? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  We  would  try  to  accom- 
modate that.  Of  course  as  you  know 
the  reason  we  have  determined  not  to 
have  votes  Monday  night  is  out  of  con- 
sideration for  those  folks.  Certainly  we 
will  talk  to  them.  And  of  course  the 
sponsor  of  the  amendment  would  want 
to  have  some  comments  prior  to  the 
vote  on  Tuesday  and  perhaps  one  or 
two  others,  so  we  will  try  to  be  as  ac- 
commodating as  possible. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding,  and  I  would  ask 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  I  am 
troubled  to  hear  of  even  the  possibility 
that  this  budget  might  get  as  little  as 
4  hours  of  time.  It  has  been  described 
as  a  revolutionary  budget,  and  I  know 
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as  one  of  I  guess  what  would  be  the 
chief  revolutionaries  you  would  have 
some  concern  about  explaining  it  fully, 
and  that  is  barely  1  hour  for  $100  bil- 
lion of  Medicare  cuts,  and  I  would  hope 
you  would  work  with  the  Committee 
on  Rules  so  that  we  could  have  a  full 
and  complete  debate  extending  over  at 
least  a  couple  of  days  to  explore  what 
this  budget  means  for  ordinary  Amer- 
ican families. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Let  me  just  say  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  for  that  ob- 
servation, and  as  I  said  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri,  we  will  work 
with  the  Committee  on  Rules  to  get  as 
full  a  debate  as  we  can. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 
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DISPENSING         WITH         CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 

WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FORMAT  FOR  MORNING  HOUR 
DEBATES  AND  SPECIAL  ORDERS 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  of 
the  House  of  January  4,  1995,  relating 
to  morning  hour  debates  be  continued 
through  the  adjournment  of  the  2d  ses- 
sion of  the  104th  Congress  sine  die,  ex- 
cept that  on  Tuesdays  the  House  shall 
convene  for  such  debates  1  hour  earlier 
than  the  time  otherwise  established  by 
order  of  the  House  rather  than  90  min- 
utes earlier:  and  the  time  for  such  de- 
bates shall  be  limited  to  25  minutes  al- 
located to  each  party  rather  than  30 
minutes  to  each:  but  in  no  event  shall 
such  debates  continue  beyond  the  time 
that  falls  10  minutes  before  the  ap- 
pointed hour  for  the  resumption  of  leg- 
islative business,  and  with  the  under- 
standing that  the  format  for  recogni- 
tion for  special  order  speeches  first  in- 
stituted on  February  23.  1994.  be  con- 
tinued for  the  same  period. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  Speaker,  these  morning 
hour  debates  are  very  important  to 
both  sides  and  I  understand  there  has 
been  consultation  on  this.  We  applaud 
the  gentleman's  effort. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY,  MAY 
15,  1995 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  10:30  a.m.  on  Monday  next  for 
morning  hour  debates. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  THURSDAY, 
MAY  18.  1995 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Wednesday,  May  17, 
1995,  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  9  a.m.  on 
Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  for  the  purpose 
of  receiving  in  this  Chamber  former 
Members  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  SPEAKER  TO 
DECLARE  A  RECESS  ON  THURS- 
DAY, MAY  18,  1995,  FOR  THE  PUR- 
POSE OF  RECEIVING  FORMER 
MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  for  the  Speaker  to  declare  a  re- 
cess, subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair,  on 
Thursday,  May  18.  1995.  for  the  purpose 
of  receiving  in  this  Chamber  former 
Members  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    The 
Chair  will  entertain  1-minute  speeches. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  DOES  NOT 
CUT  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  HASTERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HASTERT  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
last  few  days,  liberal  Democrats  have 
taken  to  the  floor  to  denounce  so- 
called  Medicare  cuts. 

What  cuts? 

Where  are  they? 

This  chart  clearly  shows  that  under 
the  House  Republican  budget.  Medicare 
funding  will  increase. 

This  year,  we  will  spend  over  $150  bil- 
lion on  Medicare. 

This  will  not  decrease. 

Let  me  be  absolutely  clear  about 
this — Medicare  funding  will  not  de- 
crease. 
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Under  the  House  Republican  plan. 
Medicare  spending  will  have  increased 
to  about  $230  billion  by  the  year  2002. 

Let  me  say  that  again— Medicare 
spending  will  be  $230  billion  in  the  year 
2002.  Now.  if  Medicare  spending  is  $150 
billion  this  year  and  $230  billion  seven 
years  .from  now,  that  is  an  increase  in 
Medicare  spending.  Where's  the  cut? 

Only  in  Washington  could  an  increase 
be  a  cut. 

Well,  the  American  i)eople  are  tired 
of  the  old  Washington  accounting 
methods.  Those  methods  are  the  very 
reason  we  have  a  $5  trillion  debt. 

Republicans  are  committed  to  scrap- 
ping the  old  Washington  accounting 
methods  and  replacing  them  with  the 
truth,  something  not  often  seen  around 
here. 


MEDICARE  INCREASES 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
we  go  home  for  Mother's  Day,  I  think 
all  of  us  know  that  mothers  have  that 
extrasensory  perception  about  when 
people  are  fudging.  Well,  let  me  tell 
you,  there  is  going  to  be  a  lot  of  fudg- 
ing going  on  here  about  this  budget. 
You  are  going  to  hear  its  traditional 
family  values. 

But  let  me  ask  a  question?  Do  you 
know  any  family  in  America  that  when 
they  pull  up  to  the  table  to  put  their 
budget  together  says  let  us  push  the 
children  away  and  let  us  push  the  el- 
derly away,  the  most  vulnerable  in  the 
family,  so  those  who  are  doing  real 
well  can  get  a  larger  piece  of  the  pie?  I 
do  not  know  any  family  like  that.  That 
is  the  traditional  mogul  budget. 

So  we  have  really  turned  it  on  its 
head  and  turned  traditional  family  val- 
ues into  traditional  mogul  values.  And 
if  you  are  really  wondering  what  to  get 
your  mother  this  year  for  Mother's 
Day,  they  have  now  answered  the  ques- 
tion. Send  her  a  check,  send  her  cash. 
She  is  going  to  need  at  least  $900  to 
$1,000  a  year  because  there  is  going  to 
be  an  increase  in  premiums  and  an  in- 
crease in  all  things  that  affect  her 
Medicare. 

Not  a  good  Mother's  Day  present. 


D  1315 


LET  US  EXERCISE  LEADERSHIP 

Mr.  BUYER.  To  my  good  friend  from 
Colorado,  I  think  there  is  a  big  dif- 
ference between  families  in  America. 
Her  vision  is  she  wants  every  family  in 
America  to  drive  the  very  same  type  of 
car  and  for  everybody  to  have  the  same 
piece  in  size. 

I  submit  right  now  we  are  going  to 
hear  a  lot  of  rhetoric  with  regard  to 
the  Nation's  budget. 

It  is  interesting,  this  morning, 
though,  when  I  saw  C-SPAN.  I  got  to 
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see  the  Vice  President,  the  minority 
leader  here  in  the  House,  the  minority 
leader  in  the  Senate.  They  were  asked 
a  very  imr>ortant  question  by  a  mem- 
ber of  the  press.  Intrigruing.  "What  is 
your  plan  to  balance  the  Nation's  budg- 
et without  a  tax  increase  in  7  years?" 
They  looked  at  each  other,  and  there 
was  complete  silence  for  a  good  4  or  5 
seconds.  It  was  wonderful.  It  reminded 
me  almost  of  the  Three  Stooges;  I  saw 
Curley.  Larry,  and  Mo.  They  stood  and 
all  kind  of  looked  at  each  other. 

The  answer  is  they  have  no  plan. 

So  my  message  is:  Stop  the  squawk- 
ing, stop  the  whining,  and  let  us  get 
down  and  work  on  the  Nation's  busi- 
ness, roll  up  our  sleeves,  and  let  us  do 
it.  Because  this  is  very  serious  busi- 
ness. 

You  want  to  talk  about  what  happens 
to  the  American  family,  the  lady  from 
Colorado,  the  greatest  threat  to  the 
American  family  today  is  the  national 
debt.  That  is  the  greatest  threat. 

Folks,  if  we  are  successful,  and  it  is 
now  2002.  the  national  debt  will  be  in 
excess  of  $7  trillion.  Stop  squawking, 
and  let  us  exercise  leadership. 


CALLING  FOR  THE  NAMING  OF  AN 
INDEPENDENT  COUNSEL 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
marks  the  113th  day  since  the  forma- 
tion of  the  House  Ethics  Committee, 
and  no  substantial  action  has  yet  been 
taken  with  regard  to  our  imperial 
Speaker's  serious  ethics  problems. 
Four  very  serious  complaints  have 
been  filed  and  have  been  pending  before 
the  Ethics  Committee  now  for  months. 
yet  no  action.  It  is  obvious  that  an 
independent  counsel  is  needed.  I  advise 
the  Ethics  Committee  to  follow  the  ad- 
vice that  Congressman  Gingrich  gave 
on  July  28.  1988,  when  he  said. 

The  rules  normally  applied  by  the  Ethics 
Committee  to  an  investigation  of  a  typical 
Member  are  insufficient  in  an  investigation 
of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  .  .  .  clearly  this 
investigation  has  to  meet  a  higher  standard 
of  public  accountability. 

I  call  on  Chairperson  Johnson  and 
members  of  the  Ethics  Committee  to 
quit  dragging  their  feet  and  name  an 
independent  counsel.  Inactivity  by  the 
Ethics  Committee  and  press  releases 
from  the  Gingrich  legal  team  will  not 
clear  up  this  most  serious  situation. 
An  independent  counsel  will. 


PROTECTING  OUR  CHILDREN'S 
FUTURE 

(Mr.  TATE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  within  a 
decade,  entitlements  and  interest  will 


consume  the  entire  national  debt,  and 
the  President  has  presented  no  bal- 
anced budget,  and  the  Clinton  Demo- 
crats across  the  aisle  have  continued 
the  status  quo. 

The  Republicans  have  announced  a 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  and  to  pro- 
tect our  children's  future,  and  the 
Democrats  have  announced  yesterday 
that  they  have  no  plan. 

Well,  let  me  tell  you,  folks,  here  is 
their  plan.  Right  here  is  what  they  do 
on  Medicare  to  save  it.  Right  down 
here  is  what  they  do  to  protect  our 
children.  Right  down  here  is  what  they 
do  to  provide  tax  relief  for  working 
families. 

Folks,  there  is  no  plan.  That  is  the 
fact.  The  Republicans  have  a  plan,  a 
plan  to  balance  the  budget,  protect  our 
children's  future  and  to  protect,  pre- 
serve, and  improve  Medicare. 

The  Republicans  are  willing  to  stand 
up  to  the  plate  and  be  counted  and  pro- 
tect our  future.  The  Democrats  have 
their  plan  right  here. 

Take  a  look. 


REPUBLICAN  PLAN  UNFAIR  TO 
MOST  VULNERABLE  POPULATIONS 

(Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  we  approach  the  budget  de- 
bate next  week.  I  think  it  is  important 
for  the  American  people  to  put  this  in 
perspective. 

We  have  cut  taxes  now  $600  to  S700 
billion  over  the  next  10  years  to  benefit 
the  wealthy  people.  Now  we  have  got  to 
come  up  with  some  cuts  in  the  budget 
to  offset  that  lost  revenue.  $600  to  $700 
billion,  to  offset  cuts  in  taxes  for  rich 
people. 

Well,  we  started  by  trying  to  do  that 
on  the  backs  of  poor  people,  and  we  re- 
alized that  there  was  not  enough 
money  in  poor  people's  programs  to  do 
that.  So  now,  next  week,  we  are  turn- 
ing our  attention  to  our  senior  citi- 
zens, and  we  will  try  to  finish  this  job 
under  the  Republican  plan  by  bal- 
ancing the  budget  on  the  backs  of  our 
senior  citizens,  poor  people,  senior  citi- 
zens, balance  the  budget  on  their 
backs,  my  colleagues  say.  Unfair  to  our 
most  vulnerable  populations. 


PRESERVING  THE  AMERICAN 
DREAM 

(Mr.  RIGGS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker  and  col- 
leagues, yesterday  House  Republicans 
offered  a  plan  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  Our  plan  allo- 
cates $11  trillion  for  Federal  spending 
over  the  next  7  years.  It  protects  Social 
Security.  It  eliminates  three  Cabinet- 


level  departments,  13  agencies  and  284 
Federal  programs,  and  it  provides  the 
much  needed  tax  relief  for  families,  as 
promised  in  our  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  what  will  happen 
if  we  take  the  House  Democrats'  ap- 
proach and  do  nothing  but  maintain 
the  status  quo.  A  child  born  this  year 
can  expect  to  pay  $187,000  over  the 
course  of  his  or  her  lifetime  as  a  wage 
earner  and  taxpayer  just  in  interest  on 
the  national  debt,  and  in  2  years,  inter- 
est on  the  national  debt  will  exceed  de- 
fense spending  as  the  single  largest 
item  in  the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  which  alternative  would 
the  House  choose  next  week;  the  status 
quo  or  a  plan  to  balance  the  budget  by 
limiting  the  growth  in  Federal  spend- 
ing and  eliminating  wasteful  spending 
and  programs  that  simply  have  out- 
lived their  usefulness? 

The  answer  is  clear.  We  have  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget.  We  have  a 
moral  imperative  to  preserve  the 
American  dream  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren. 


BALANCE  PRIORITIES  FIRST 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  you 
can  take  each  dollar  that  the  majority 
plans  to  spend  on  the  wealthy  through 
their  tax  break  and  spend  it  on  older 
Americans  through  Medicare  and  still 
have  moneys  to  balance  the  budget 
come  the  year  2002. 

One  wonders  why  there  is  such  an  in- 
sistence by  the  majority  to  take  from 
the  poor  and  give  to  the  wealthy.  When 
one  examines  the  record,  you  see  a  con- 
sistent pattern.  That  consistent  pat- 
tern says  if  you  are  a  pregnant  woman, 
you  are  out  of  luck,  and  if  you  are  an 
infant  baby,  certainly  you  do  not 
count,  and  if  you  are  from  rural  Amer- 
ica, you  can  be  ignored,  and  if  you  are 
poor,  you  do  not  matter,  and  if  you  are 
a  senior  citizen,  you  are  too  late. 

This  weekend  we  will  celebrate 
Mother's  Day.  Mothers  have  always 
taught  us,  and  we  are  reminded  on 
Mother's  Day,  get  your  priorities  right. 
How  we  spend  our  moneys  and  where 
we  spend  our  moneys  says  a  lot  about 
us.  It  says  what  is  important.  It  says  to 
America  that  those  who  spend  more 
than  $200,000  certainly  are  of  more  con- 
sequence than  those  who  earn  less. 

It  says  to  America  that  mothers  do 
not  count.  It  says  to  the  working 
America  we  have  nothing  at  all  to  cele- 
brate this  Mother's  Day. 


Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  where  is 

the  cut?  This  chart  shows  that  under 
the  Republican  budget  plan.  Medicare 
spending  will  increase  by  nearly  $100 
billion  over  the  next  7  years. 

Now,  this  second  chart  that  we  are 
going  to  show  here  shows  that  spending 
per  recipient  for  welfare  recipients  will 
go  from  $4,700  up  to  $6,300  per  person. 

Now,  I  know  this  has  to  come  as  a 
complete  shock  to  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  who  spare  no  op- 
portunity to  scream  about  imagined 
Medicare  cuts.  They  look  at  America 
and  they  see  only  two  kinds  of  people: 
The  wealthy  and  the  victimized.  The 
wealthy  are,  of  course,  evil  and  in  need 
of  punishment.  The  victims  need  pro- 
tection, and  they  think  that  only  lib- 
eral Democrats  here  in  Congress  can 
provide  that  protection. 

Well,  the  liberal  political  world  view 
has  been  almost  totally  rejected  by  the 
American  people.  Americans  are  tired 
of  excuses.  They  are  tired  of  the  slick 
blame  game,  and  they  will  not  be 
scared  by  the  liberal  Democrat  shrieks 
they  hear  here  in  Congress  anymore. 
These  are  imaginary  cuts.  They  do  not 
exist. 


REPUBLICAN  MEDICARE  CUTS 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
Mother's  Day  on  Sunday,  we  are  re- 
minded of  the  commandment  to  "honor 
thy  father  and  thy  mother."  And.  my. 
how  our  fathers  and  our  mothers  and 
our  seniors  all  over  this  country  have 
been  honored  this  week.  They  have 
been  honored  with  $300  billion,  almost, 
of  Medicare  cuts,  and  they  can  brine 
charts  up  here  all  day  and  all  night  and 
all  week  long. 

Apparently,  they  want  to  limit  the 
time  to  discuss  this  to  the  bare  mini- 
mum, but  they  cannot  deny  the  fact 
that  under  existing  law  they  are  cut- 
ting Medicare  by  almost  S300  billion. 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  what  happens 
here  in  the  Halls  of  Congress.  It  is  the 
way  the  American  people  will  view 
these  cuts.  If  you  do  not  understand  a 
cut  is  a  cut,  go  out  and  ask  the  seniors 
across  this  country  and  the  people  that 
care  for  them  what  it  means  that  in 
order  to  get  the  same  level  of  care, 
your  medical  deductible  is  doubled, 
your  premiums  go  up  every  month, 
suddenly  you  have  to  pay  for  home 
health  care  and  for  lab  services. 

You  may  not  call  that  a  cut,  but  a 
senior  citizen  that  faces  the  decision  of 
whether  to  eat  or  whether  to  get 
health  care  is  going  to  view  it  as  the 
very  serious  cut  that  it  is. 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  you 
know.  Sunday  is  Mothers'  Day.  I  do  not 
remember  my  mother  in  the  40  years 
that  I  have  been  her  son.  worrying 
about  the  Federal  budget  on  Mother's 
Day.  I  just  do  not  see  ourselves  sitting 
around  the  house  and  ringing.  "Oh.  my 
goodness,  the  Democrats  are  not  going 
to  get  their  way  in  Congress.  Mothers 
Day  is  ruined.  " 

You  know,  my  mom.  my  family,  we 
do  just  fine  without  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment running  our  lives,  and  that  is 
what  the  American  people  want:  less 
Federal  Government  intervention  in 
the  family. 

The  families  of  America  want  the 
Federal  Government  out  of  the  picture. 
The  best  way  to  protect  the  family  is 
to  make  sure  that  we  have  a  balanced 
budget  so  that  there  will  be  a  Govern- 
ment that  is  not  totally  bankrupt  in 
our  future,  which  my  mother's  grand- 
children and  their  grandchildren  will 
enjoy. 

You  know,  a  great  political  campaign 
was  run  on  this  slogan:  "If  not  us,  who; 
if  not  now,  when;  if  not  this,  what?" 

The  Democrats'  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion, "Well,  if  not  us.  somebody;  if  not 
now.  someday;  and  if  not  this,  we  do 
not  know," 

You  know,  it  is  time  to  come  to  the 
table  with  specifics.  Are  you  going  to 
balance  the  budget,  or  are  you  going  to 
sit  here  and  scare  everybody  in  Amer- 
ica that  the  sky  is  falling?  Let  us  get 
responsible;  let  us  enter  the  debate 
with  the  true  spirit  of  facts  and  not 
rhetoric. 


WHERE  IS  THE  CUT? 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


ENTERING  THE  BUDGET  DEBATE 
WITH  FACTS 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


MEDICARE  IS  ON  THE  BLOCK 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  previous 
speaker  and  I  can  probably  agree  on 
one  thing;  and  that  is.  we  hope  every- 
body has  a  happy  Mother's  Day.  We 
hope  they  are  not  worried  about  the 
Federal  budget  and  the  deficit  prob- 
lems. 

However.  I  would  observe  I  have 
looked  at  this  budget  carefully.  I  have 
seen  what  it  does  to  Medicare.  As 
someone  observed  yesterday,  the  best 
thing  you  can  do  for  mother  this  year 
is  do  not  send  flowers,  send  a  check. 

Because  the  fact  is  there  is  a  real  cut 
in  Medicare.  $300  billion,  and.  yes.  I 
have  heard  that.  well,  the  spending  in- 
creases. But  what  happens  if.  instead  of 
two  people  there  are  now  three  people 
entitled  to  it?  What  happens  if  you  now 
have  higher  deductibles  when  you  go  to 
the  physician?  You  have  to  pay  more 
out  of  pocket.  You  are  now  paying  for 
lab  fees  you  did  not  pay  for  before. 
And.  yes.  medical  inflation  in  this 
country  still  rises  faster  than  regular 
inflation. 
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The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in 
order  to  keep  current  or  even  slightly 
current,  there  is  a  real  cut  that  is  pro- 
posed in  this  budget  in  the  program 
that  affects  all  of  us.  So  Medicare  is  on 
the  block,  and  I  think  it  is  an  impor- 
tant statement. 

Finally,  what  is  more  obnoxious  to 
me  about  this  cut  it  does  not  do  any- 
thing about  the  deficit.  It  does  not  do 
anything  for  seniors.  What  it  does  is 
pay  for  a  tax  break  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans  in  the  tax  cut  package  that 
has  already  passed  here. 


ACHIEVING  A  BALANCED  BUDGET 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  just  came  over  because  I  was  hear- 
ing some  of  the  comments. 

What  concerns  me  very,  very  much  is 
what  is  happening  from  the  Democrats 
while  Republicans  have  designed  a 
budget  that  will  balance  in  the  year 
2002.  Everybody,  I  would  hope,  thinks 
that  there  is  some  good  in  achieving  a 
zero  deficit,  balancing  our  budget  and 
not  spending  any  more  than  we  take 
in. 

Yet  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  and  I 
usually  am  not  partisan  on  these 
things,  have  seen  this  as  an  oppor- 
tunity to  criticize  every  one  of  these 
cuts  that  the  Republicans  are  making. 
without  presenting  to  us  their  idea  of 
where  we  should  be. 

If  you  just  look  at  what  the  Presi- 
dent sent  over  here  as  far  as  his  budg- 
et, his  deficit  spending,  his  spending 
more  than  what  we  are  taking  in  in  the 
year  1996  is  211.  Republicans  156:  in  the 
last  year.  2002,  the  Republicans'  pro- 
posal is  down  to  zero,  zero  deficit.  We 
are  living  within  the  budget,  within 
the  revenues  that  we  are  taking  into 
this  Government.  The  President  is  318. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  side  should 
not  criticize.  They  should  be  forthright 
in  a  saying  here  is  what  we  think  are 
the  reasonable  cuts  if  we  are  going  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA'S  1995 
SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  AND 
RESCISSIONS  OF  AUTHORITY  RE- 
QUEST ACT  OF  1995— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC.  104-74) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  FOX 
of  Pennsylvania)  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States;  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accom- 
panying papers,  without  objection,  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  section  446  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Self-Govemment 
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and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act, 
I  am  transmitting  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia's 1995  Supplemental  Budget  and 
Rescissions  of  Authority  Request  Act 
of  1995.  This  transmittal  does  not  rep- 
resent an  endorsement  of  the  contents 
of  the  District's  budget. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House.  May  12.  1995. 


D  1330 
SPECIAL  ORDERS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  January  4,  1995, 
and  under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  following  Members  will  be 
recognized  for  5  minutes  each 


THE     REPUBLICAN     BUDGET     IS     A 

CUT    IN    MEDICARE    AND    SOCIAL 

SECURITY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gephardt] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
this  afternoon  to  speak  about  the  Re- 
publican budget  and  its  effect  on  Medi- 
care and  Social  Security.  The  assertion 
is  trying  to  be  made  on  the  Republican 
side  that  this  is  not  a  cut.  Well,  I  beg 
to  differ.  To  the  senior  citizens  of  this 
country  who  have  paid  all  their  lives 
into  this  trust  fund,  it  is  a  cut. 

A  cut  is  a  reduction  in  services,  an 
increase  in  premiums,  an  increase  in 
copays  and  deductibles.  So  to  the  sen- 
ior citizen  out  there,  or  to  their  family, 
you  can  call  it  anything  you  want  to 
call  it:  it  is  a  reduction  in  services.  It 
is  less  than  they  expected  to  be  able  to 
get  out  of  this  very,  very  important 
program  in  their  lives,  and  let  us  re- 
member who  we  are  affecting  here.  We 
are  not  just  affecting  the  recipient  of 
the  program  for  the  person  that  is  en- 
rolled in  Medicare.  We  are  affecting 
their  entire  family.  The  30-,  and  40-, 
and  50-year-old  sons  and  daughters  of 
these  recipients  of  Social  Security  will 
have  to  make  up  the  money  if  their 
parent  cannot  come  up  with  it  for  the 
copay,  or  the  deductible  or  the  in- 
creased premium,  and  remember  that 
this  increaised  premium  will  come  out 
of  their  Social  Security  check.  It  is 
automatically  deducted,  so  it  is  in  ef- 
fect a  decrease  in  their  Social  Security 
monthly  payment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  got  lots  and 
lots  of  senior  citizens  around  the  coun- 
try who  live  on  their  Social  Security. 
It  is  the  only  thing  they  have  to  look 
forward  to  every  month  to  pay  their 
rent,  to  pay  their  heating  bill,  to  pay 
for  their  food,  and  so  that  amount  will 
be  reduced.  Let  us  also  remember  this 
budget  calls  for  a  reduction  in  the  So- 
cial Security  benefit.  It  calls  for  an  ar- 
bitrary reduction  in  the  cost  of  living 
escalator  by  over  a  half  a  percent  a 
year  beginning  in  1999. 


By  the  year  2002  it  means  a  $240  cut 
in  their  Social  Security  benefit.  So,  be- 
cause of  the  Medicare  cut  which  comes 
to  about  $1,000  a  person  a  year  imme- 
diately, the  $240  cut  in  their  Social  Se- 
curity benefit  by  the  year  2002,  these 
folks  who  are  living  on  Social  Security 
and  their  families  who  help  support 
them  are  going  to  be  out  about  $1,240  a 
year  that  they  now  count  on  in  order 
to  get  by. 

Now  let  us  remember  that  these  pro- 
grams are  supported  by  taxes.  There  is 
no  deficit  in  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
There  is  no  deficit  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund.  There  is  more  money 
coming  into  those  trust  funds  today 
than  is  spent,  and  we  believe  that  it  is 
wrong  to  make  up  for  problems  some- 
where else  in  the  budget  out  of  those 
trust  funds,  yet  that  is  precisely  what 
the  Republican  budget  does. 

They  said  proudly  for  days,  "We're 
not  going  to  touch  Social  Security;  it's 
off  the  table."  Well,  it  is  on  the  table 
again  in  a  big  way,  $1,240  per  person  per 
year  it  is  on  the  table,  and  that  is  not 
what  was  said.  What  was  said  before 
the  budget  came  out  was  Social  Secu- 
rity is  off  the  table,  it  is  not  going  to 
be  cut. 

And  now  we  even  see  why  it  la  being 
cut.  It  is  being  cut  for  a  tax  break.  The 
Medicare  cut  almost  equals  the  amount 
that  is  going  out  to  give  a  tax  break,  a 
tax  windfall,  for  the  wealthiest  people 
in  the  country. 

So  now  we  see  the  real  value  that  is 
being  expressed.  A  budget  is  an  expres- 
sion of  values  in  its  most  important 
meaning.  The  value  that  the  Repub- 
lican Party  is  expressing  in  this  budget 
is  that  it  is  fine  to  take  dollars,  $1,240 
a  year  ultimately,  from  the  middle-in- 
come families  of  this  country  and 
transfer  it  to  people  making  $200.  and 
$300.  and  $400  and  $500,000  a  year  so 
they  can  get  a  $20.000-a-year  tax  break. 
We  are  going  to  take  $1,240  a  year  from 
middle-income  families  and  families 
trying  to  stay  in  the  middle  class. 

Is  that  our  sense  of  values?  Is  that 
what  we  want  to  have  happen  in  this 
country?  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think 
what  we  want  is  to  help  middle-income 
families  stay  in  the  middle  class,  and 
that  is  what  Social  Security  and  Medi- 
care have  primarily  been  about. 

This  is  not  the  right  approach,  this  is 
not  what  we  ought  to  be  doing,  and  if 
you  say  the  Social  Security  funds  may 
not  be  stable  and  solvent  5  and  10  years 
from  now,  I  say,  "Fine,  let's  look  at 
that.  Let's  look  at  the  whole  health 
care  system  as  we  do  it,  and  let's  not 
start  this  discussion  by  giving  a  $20,000- 
a-year  tax  break  to  families  earning 
$250,000  a  year.  Let's  put  that  off  to  the 
side.  Let's  save  that  one  for  later  when 
we  finally  got  enough  money  in  the 
budget  to  consider  things  like  that. 
But  for  right  now  let's  talk  about  the 
real  problems  of  our  country:  edu- 
cation. Medicare.  Social  Security, 
keeping  those  programs  there  for  the 


middle-income  people  who  paid  their 
taxes  their  entire  life.  Let's  not  take  it 
from  them.  Let's  help  strengthen  those 
programs." 

So  I  hope,  as  we  go  into  this  most  im- 
portant budget,  this  Republican  budget 
represents  the  greatest  change  in  U.S. 
budgets  in  many,  many  years.  Let  us 
have  a  full  debate  in  this  Congress 
about  what  is  actually  happening  here. 
This  budget  will  have  direct  signifi- 
cance, dramatic  consequences,  in  the 
lives  of  average  working  American 
families.  They  deserve  to  know  what 
this  budget  will  do  to  them,  and  before 
we  vote  on  it  and  cast  votes  for  it  or 
against  it,  let  us  let  the  people  know 
what  is  in  it.  Let  us  let  them  partici- 
pate in  the  debate.  Then  we  can  make 
a  judgment.  And  I  believe  if  that  is 
done,  we  will  make  the  right  judgment, 
and  the  right  judgment  is  not  to  invade 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  to  give 
tax  breaks  to  the  people  who  have  done 
the  best  in  our  country.  That  will  not 
be  our  judgment,  and  I  urge  that,  after 
this  debate,  we  will  make  a  better 
judgment,  and  we  will  make  sure  that 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  are  not 
invaded,  and  that  these  cuts  are  not 
made  to  the  middle-income  people  of 
this  country  simply  to  give  a  tax  break 
to  the  people  who  have  it  made. 


OSHA  UNDER  ATTACK 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker.  OSHA,  the 
agency  responsible  for  the  health  and 
safety  of  workers  in  this  Nation,  is 
presently  under  intense  attack.  Par- 
ticularly my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Norwood],  who  is  a 
fellow  member  of  the  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities  Committee, 
has  launched  a  relentless  series  of  at- 
tacks on  OSHA. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  make  a  special 
appeal  to  Congressman  Norwood  that 
we  lower  our  voices  and  make  a  sincere 
effort  to  humanize  our  discussion.  In- 
stead of  focusing  on  the  overwhelming 
but  abstract  statistics  such  as  the 
56,000  hard-working  Americans  who  die 
each  year  from  job  related  causes,  from 
now  on  let  us  emphasize  instead  the  in- 
dividual workers  with  names  and  faces. 

There  are  workers  in  Mr.  Norwood's 
district  like  William  McDaniel,  who 
without  adequate  restraining  protec- 
tion fell  80  feet  off  a  television  tower  to 
his  death  in  Pendergrass,  GA.  Like 
Paul  Powell,  who  was  crushed  in  the 
unguarded  drive  shaft  of  a  machine  at 
an  Augusta,  GA,  plant.  Like  Earnest 
Gosnell  of  Homer,  GA,  who  was  operat- 
ing a  timber  log  skidder  that  had  no 
safety  belts  when  the  machine  over- 
turned and  crushed  him.  these  fine 
Americans  were  all  residents  of  Mr. 
Norwood's  district  in  Georgia. 


What's  really  alarming  here  is  that 
Mr.  Norwood  and  so  many  other  Re- 
publicans show  no  concern  whatsoever 
for  these  workers  and  the  other  56.000 
hard-working  Americans  who  die  each 
year  from  work-related  causes.  It  is 
really  disappointing  and  tragic  that  so 
many  Members  of  Congress  like  Mr. 
Norwood,  would  rather  launch  a  cold- 
hearted  and  sweeping  attack  on  a  Fed- 
eral agency  than  do  everything  pos- 
sible to  protect  their  own  constituents. 

It  is  the  duty  of  every  Member  of 
Congress  to  recognize  and  remember 
that  OSHA  protects  the  lives  of  work- 
ers in  every  district. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  great  things 
about  the  Vietnam  War  Memorial  is 
that  the  Vietnam  War  Memorial  names 
names  of  each  individual  soldier  who 
gave  his  life  for  his  country.  I  do  not 
think  we  should  ever  again  have  monu- 
ments for  unknown  soldiers.  Why  have 
celebrations  of  unknown  soldiers  when 
you  could  name  the  names  and  have 
the  faces?  It  will  make  it  less  likely 
than  for  those  who  make  decisions 
about  war  in  the  future  to  be  careless 
or  casual  when  they  are  making  those 
decisions. 

In  the  same  way  we  ought  to  try  and 
humanize  all  the  work  we  do  here  in 
Congress.  In  the  budget  that  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Republicans,  OSHA  has 
been  drastically  reduced.  OSHA  next 
week  will  be  under  attack  in  the  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities 
Committee.  An  omnibus  bill  which  will 
deal  with  work-related  protections  will 
be  on  the  floor  of  the  committee,  and 
OSHA  will  again  be  under  attack. 

OSHA  saves  lives.  Stop  and  consider 
that  OSHA  saves  lives.  Fifty-six  thou- 
sand people  every  year  die  of  accidents 
on  the  job  or  work-related  causes,  dis- 
eases they  contract  on  the  job  or  acci- 
dents they  have  and  later  die  in  the 
hospital  away  from  the  job.  Six  thou- 
sand die  immediately  in  accidents  on 
the  job,  but  56,000  people  a  year  is  as 
many  people  as  died,  almost  as  many 
people  that  died,  in  the  Vietnam  war 
over  the  whole  7-year  period  of  the 
Vietnam  war. 
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It  is  a  very  serious  matter.  Accidents 
in  the  workplace,  conditions  in  the 
workplace,  are  very  serious.  Let  us  not 
condemn  our  workers  to  unsafe  condi- 
tions unnecessarily.  OSHA  protects 
lives. 

Medicaid  protects  lives  too.  In  the 
same  budget  that  is  going  to  reduce 
OSHA.  we  have  tremendous  reductions 
for  Medicaid.  I  am  not  talking  about 
Medicare,  because  we  can  talk  about 
Medicare  and  the  reductions  there. 
That  also  needs  to  be  debated.  But 
Medicare  will  be  protected.  It  will  be 
discussed  at  length  on  this  floor. 

Greater  cuts  have  been  made  in  Med- 
icaid than  have  been  made  in  Medicare, 
and  the  Republican  budget  proposes  to 
get  rid  of  Medicaid  as  an  entitlement. 


Medicaid  is  health  care  for  poor  people. 
We  are  going  to  have  a  second-class 
health  care  system  sanctioned  by  the 
Federal  Government.  One  system  for 
those  not  in  Medicaid,  those  who  are  in 
Medicare  and  can  afford  Medicare  and 
can  afford  private  insurance,  and  an- 
other system  for  the  poor,  that  is  fi- 
nanced by  the  Government,  a  second- 
class  system  that  will  be  left  to  the 
States  to  run  it.  And  there  will  be  no 
Federal  entitlements.  When  the  States 
run  out  of  money,  if  you  are  sick  or  ill, 
you  will  not  get  any  help. 

Those  are  human  beings  out  there 
with  faces.  Those  are  people  that  we  all 
know.  Somebody  will  know  the  work- 
ers who  are  killed  in  accidents  or  the 
workers  who  die  from  job  related 
causes.  Somebody  knows  somebody 
who  is  going  to  die  as  a  result  of  those 
cuts  in  Medicaid  and  Medicare.  Let  us 
not  proceed  with  an  across-the-board 
cut  in  Medicaid  of  18  percent,  higher 
than  the  cut  in  Medicare,  across-the- 
boaid  cut,  and  assume  that  human 
beings  are  not  going  to  die  as  a  result. 

Second-class  health  care  is  dangerous 
health  care.  I  once  had  a  situation 
where  a  hospital  about  to  go  broke  in 
my  district  told  me  that  we  are  down 
to  such  a  level  that  we  cannot  afford  to 
really  sterilize  our  towels  properly.  We 
do  not  have  the  equipment. 

I  said  to  the  administrator  of  that 
hospital,  if  you  cannot  sterilize  your 
towels  properly,  it  is  time  to  close  the 
hospital.  Let  us  not  try  to  keep  it  open. 

The  provision  of  second-class  health 
care  is  dangerous  and  deadly.  If  we 
treat  people  as  numbers  and  do  not 
treat  them  as  human  beings,  we  run 
the  risk  of  destroying  lives.  Let  us 
lower  our  voices  and  look  at  the  faces 
again. 


MEDICARE:  CUT  OR  LOSE? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Klngston]  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  probably 
has  a  point  when  he  was  saying — ex- 
cuse me.  I  mean  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader,  force  of  habit — Mr.  Gep- 
hardt, was  giving  a  speech  a  few  min- 
utes ago  saying  that  Medicare  is  going 
to  be  cut.  And  I  think  to  some  degree 
that  you  can  argue  that  there  is  going 
to  be  certainly  a  modification  of  Medi- 
care, and  you  may  want  to  say  that 
that  is  a  cut.  But  I  would  say.  what  is 
better,  modifying  Medicare  or  losing 
Medicare?  It  will  be  broke  under  the 
current  Medicare  system  in  6  years.  It 
is  not  a  matter  of  let  us  keep  business 
as  usual  and  avoid  changing  Medicare. 
We  have  got  to  do  that. 

You  know,  I  wish  that  the  critics, 
and  most  of  the  critics  right  now  are 
coming  from  the  minority  side  of  the 
aisle,  would  enter  into  the  solution  as 


freely  as  they  have  entered  into  the 
criticism  of  the  Republican  plan.  If 
they  could  enter  the  debate  with  facts 
and  substance,  instead  of  just  with  tac- 
tics and  strategy,  it  would  be  so  help- 
ful. We  need  the  help  of  the  leadership 
and  the  wisdom  of  the  Democrat  Party. 

We  on  the  Republican  side  would  be 
shortchanging  ourselves  if  we  said  we 
had  all  the  answers.  And  that  is  why 
our  Founding  Fathers  had  a  two  party 
system.  We  need  the  ideas  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  in  order  to  come  up 
with  the  solution. 

The  fact  is,  though,  that  the  Clinton 
Cabinet  is  the  one  who  said  Medicare  is 
going  to  go  broke  in  6  years.  The  Clin- 
ton Cabinet  also  has  come  out  with 
statistics  showing  that  baby  boomer* 
are  going  to  be  retiring  in  the  year 
2002.  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
runs  out  of  money  in  the  year  2030,  and 
these  are  huge  problems. 

I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Michigan, 
Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much  for  yielding.  You 
know,  what  is  so  very  interesting  is 
that  it  was  2  years  ago  that  the  trust- 
ees of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  came  to 
Congress  and  said,  "This  trust  fund  is 
going  broke,  and  it  will  be  out  of 
money  by  the  year  2000."  This  time 
they  came  back  and  said  it  might  last 
until  2002. 

But  the  fact  is,  it  is  a  political  hot 
potato.  For  the  last  2  years,  with  the 
existing  majority  in  Congress  and  the 
President,  they  did  not  want  to  deal 
with  it  because  they  knew  it  left  a  tar- 
get. They  were  politically  vulnerable. 

Republicans  met  and  said,  do  we 
want  to  save  Medicare?  If  we  do,  are  we 
willing  to  take  the  hits  that  we  knew 
were  going  to  come  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle?  "Oh  boy,  are  you  guys 
cruel  and  unreasonable."  The  fact  is, 
there  is  going  to  be  less  money  coming 
into  the  Medicare  trust  fund  in  the 
next  2  years  than  the  payouts.  There  is 
a  little  reserve  there  in  part  A  that  is 
going  to  allow  us  to  continue  until 
2002.  and  then  it  is  bankrupt. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  back,  what  is  bothering  me  is 
we  still  seem  to  have  folks  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  debating  that  Medicare 
is  fine  and  dandy  and  there  are  no 
problems.  We  can  go  on  ad  infinitum 
with  Medicare. 

We  cannot  do  that.  We  are  driving 
straight  into  a  brick  wall  that  we  will 
collide  with  a  bus  full  of  senior  citizens 
in  7  years,  period. 

The  tragedy  of  this  is  look  at  the 
wisdom  on  the  Democrat  side.  I  am  en- 
vious as  I  look  at  the  Democrat  Party. 
They  have  a  lot  of  talent  and  brains 
over  there.  I  would  like,  as  the  Repub- 
lican Party,  to  recruit  some  of  their 
folks.  Some  of  the  people  I  would  rath- 
er not  recruit.  I  am  sure  there  are  folks 
over  here  they  would  rather  not  re- 
cruit. But  good  gracious,  the  wisdom  of 
getting    the    two    parties    together   to 
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come  up  with  a  solution  for  Medicare, 
would  that  not  be  the  responsible  thing 
to  do  for  senior  citizens?  We  are  wrap- 
ping ourselves  around  momma's  bath 
robe  in  the  name  of  Mother's  Day.  We 
have  heard  the  speeches  for  the  last  40 
minutes.  What  my  momma  told  me  to 
do  is  put  aside  party  differences  and  do 
what  is  right.  That  is  what  we  need  to 
do. 

Medicare  needs  to  be  reformed.  The 
Clinton  administration,  Senator 
Kerrey,  many  Democrats,  have  come 
out  front  and  said  that.  Republicans 
have  certainly  said  that.  Take  it  a  step 
further:  To  reform  it,  the  American 
people  need  the  Democrat  and  the  Re- 
publican Parties  working  together  on 
this. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  was  just 
saying  on  reform,  testimony  before  our 
Committee  on  the  Budget  indicated 
there  was  $40  billion  of  fraud  and  abuse 
in  the  system.  So,  for  a  start,  last  year 
we  had  a  proposal  by  the  administra- 
tion that  the  Federal  Government 
should  take  over  all  of  the  medical 
health  care  needs  in  this  country. 

The  fact  is  that  we  have  seen  Medic- 
aid and  Medicare  grow  at  the  rate  of  10 
and  12  percent  a  year.  The  private  prac- 
tice health  care  has  been  6  and  7  per- 
cent. In  fact,  last  year  it  was  about  4 
percent,  with  many  parts  of  the  coun- 
try being  zero.  The  private  sector  is 
growing  at  4  percent,  the  public  sector, 
where  we  have  Medicaid  and  Medicare, 
where  the  Government  is  responsible, 
has  been  growing  at  10  and  12  percent. 
To  say  it  is  a  solution  to  have  the  Fed- 
eral Government  take  over  everything 
does  not  jibe.  We  have  got  to  do  some- 
thing the  corporations  and  the  rest  of 
America  are  doing.  We  have  got  to 
make  smart  shoppers  out  of  every 
American,  including  senior  Americans 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman ran  out  of  time  a  little  while 
ago.  I  wanted  to  hear  about  your 
charts.  Alice  Rivlin  said  today  there 
are  other  places  to  cut  in  the  budget. 
She  said  where  the  Republican  Party 
was  cutting  was  idiotic.  I  am  sure 
there  are  things  that  the  administra- 
tion does  that  the  Republican  Party 
and  Americans  think  are  idiotic.  Has 
the  administration  cut  the  budget  in 
their  proposal,  in  the  President's  budg- 
et proposal? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Kings- 
ton, what  I  learned  is  I  am  not  a  better 
number  drawer  when  I  have  extra  time 
than  I  am  with  short  time.  All  this 
says  is  that  the  only  budget  that — and 
I  do  not  want  to  be  partisan,  but  that 
the  President  has  sent  the  Congress  is 
figured  in  the  same  way  as  the  Repub- 
licans are  figuring  their  budget  as  far 
as  deficits.  These  are  the  deficits  that 
are  going  to  exist  under  the  President's 
budget  that  he  sent  us  about  8  weeks 
ago,  and  the  Republican  budget  passed 
out  of  the  House,  very  similar  to  the 
one  passed  out  of  the  Senate. 

In  year  1996.  the  deficit  under  the 
President's  plan  is  S211  billion.  $156  for 


the  Republican.  Every  year  you  see  our 
deficit  keeps  going  down  and  down.  We 
are  trying  to  brag  about  it.  We  are  say- 
ing for  the  first  time  since  1969,  the  end 
figure  is  zero  as  far  as  the  deficit.  The 
zero  at  the  end  is  the  fact  we  are  bal- 
ancing revenues  with  expenses.  The 
projection  down  here  for  the  President 
is  going  up  on  the  deficit  in  those  out 
years. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  The  figures  are 
right.  It  is  atrocious,  your  momma  is 
ashamed  of  you.  But  if  I  read  that  cor- 
rectly, in  the  year  2001,  the  President's 
budget  has  a  $276  billion  deficit.  The 
Kasich  Committee  on  the  Budget  pro- 
posal has  a  $108  billion  deficit.  The 
year  2002,  the  President  is  at  a  $318  bil- 
lion deficit.  We  are  at  a  $15  billion  sur- 
plus. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  We  are  actu- 
ally starting  to  pay  back  some  of  this 
huge,  gigantic,  $6  trillion  debt  that  the 
kids  and  grandkids  are  going  to  owe  at 
that  time  if  we  do  not  change. 


COMMENTS  ON  THE  DEBT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  SMITH]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, just  some  comments  on  the  debt. 
You  know,  we  have  made  a  decision  in 
the  U.S.  Congress  to  require  that  the 
Senate  vote,  that  the  House  vote,  that 
the  President  sign,  any  time  that  we 
increase  the  debt  ceiling.  Right  now  we 
have  a  debt  ceiling  of  $4.9  trillion.  That 
was  done  2  years  ago.  when  this  admin- 
istration came  into  office. 

Now,  that  is  good,  no  more  charts. 
That  debt  ceiling  was  increased  2  years 
ago  in  1993  to  $4.9  trillion.  Today- 
today  our  debt,  subject  to  the  limit,  is 
$4.77  trillion.  We  are  going  to  hit  the 
cap  of  $4.9  trillion  in  September  or  Oc- 
tober. So  this  House  is  going  to  have  to 
decide,  do  we  want  to  vote  to  increase 
the  debt  limit  again. 

Several  of  us.  Congressman  Chris 
Shays,  myself,  about  20  others,  are 
saying  look,  if  we  are  going  to  vote  to 
increase  the  debt  limit,  should  we  not 
have  something  solid  to  get  us  on  a 
glide  path  to  assure  that  we  are  going 
to  have  a  balanced  budget  sometime  in 
the  next  4  to  7  years?  And  I  think  the 
answer  is  yes. 

So  I  think  we  need  to  send  a  strong 
signal  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  look,  unless  we  are  on  that 
glide  path,  unless  we  have  got  a  law,  a 
reconciliation  bill,  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  or  something  that  can 
somehow  guarantee  to  the  American 
people  that  we  are  not  going  to  pick 
their  pockets  any  more,  we  are  not 
going  to  vote  to  increase  the  debt 
limit. 

So  we  are  sending  that  message  to 
the  President.  We  are  also  sending  a 
letter  signed  by  about  25  of  us  to  the 
majority  leader  in  the  Senate,  to  the 
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Speaker  of  the  U.S.  House,  saying  look, 
do  not  plan  on  our  vote  to  increase 
again  the  debt  ceiling  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment unless  we  have  got  the  kind  of 
firm,  absolute,  tough  legislation  signed 
by  the  President  that  helps  make  sure 
we  are  going  to  get  there. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  want  to  ask  you,  because 
you  are  a  distinguished  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget;  Now,  on  the 
tax  increase  decrease,  can  we  decrease 
taxes  and  balance  the  budget?  Are  we 
being  hypocrites? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  The  gen- 
tleman has  as  good  an  answer  as  I  do. 
so  I  will  let  you  complete  the  answer. 
My  part  of  the  answer  would  be  that 
most  economists  that  appeared  before 
our  Committee  on  the  Budget  agreed 
that  increasing  taxes  is  not  the  way  to 
balance  the  budget  if  we  want  to  stim- 
ulate job  growth  in  this  country.  And 
as  everybody  knows,  or  should  know.  2 
years  ago  in  1993.  what  this  Congress 
did  with  the  different  majority  is  they 
increased  taxes  a  record  $252  billion 
over  the  5  years  of  that  budget. 

Our  conference  met  and  decided  that 
if  we  wanted  to  stimulate  job  growth 
and  savings  and  cap  investment  in  this 
country,  then  we  should  offset  that  $252 
billion  tax  increase  with  some  kind  of 
tax  decrease.  That  is  what  we  did.  This 
tax  decrease  is  totally  paid  for  out  of 
spending  cuts  and  it  is  going  to  stimu- 
late the  economy. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Now,  as  I  recall,  one 
of  your  statistics  was  that  87  percent  of 
the  people  who  benefit  from  the  tax  re- 
duction make  a  combined  income  of 
$75,000  or  less,  87  percent  of  the  Amer- 
ican people.  Is  that  true? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Yes.  that  is 
true.  I  wonder  if  this  is  not  good.  I 
mean,  probably  people  do  not  under- 
stand, the  other  side,  when  they  say 
this  is  tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  But  see, 
what  they  are  saying  is  by  taking  a 
$500  tax  credit  per  child,  the  person 
that  is  making  the  $50,000  or  the 
$100,000  or  the  $150,000  is  in  a  higher  tax 
bracket,  therefore  that  $500  tax  credit 
is  worth  more,  therefore  these  are  tax 
credits  for  the  rich. 

Everybody  should  understand  where 
this  rhetoric  comes  from  when  they 
say  tax  breaks  for  the  rich.  Some  peo- 
ple say  well,  we  are  reducing  the  taxes 
that  corporations  pay  because  we  are 
allowing  them  to  deduct  the  cost  of 
buying  new  machinery  and  equipment 
to  put  better  tools  in  the  hands  of  our 
workers  to  be  more  competitive. 
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You  can  call  that  tax  breaks  for  the 
rich  but  what  it  is  trying  to  do  is  en- 
courage capital  investment  and  job  for- 
mation. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Is  it  not  true  that  if 
the  economic  growth  is  1  percent  over 
the  projected  growth  rate  of  2.1  percent 
over  the  next  7  years,  because  of  eco- 
nomic growth,  we  will  reduce  the  defi- 
cit   $640    billion    because    of   increased 
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revenues  because  businesses  expand, 
they  create  jobs,  more  revenue  comes 
into  the  Federal  budget? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  You  are 
such  an  excellent  person  to  have  a  col- 
loquy with  because  you  know  all  the 
statistics  and  all  the  figures. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Is  the  gentleman 
suggesting  some  of  these  questions  are 
staged?  I  am  highly  offended. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  It  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  when  CBO  comes  up 
with  their  cost  figures,  when  we  have 
anything  to  stimulate  the  economy 
and  job  growth,  they  do  not  take  that 
into  consideration  in  deciding  how 
much  it  is  going  to  cost.  So  if  it  is  a 
tax  decrease,  regardless  of  how  busi- 
ness and  industry  and  jobs  react  to 
that  to  bring  in  ultimately  more  reve- 
nues, they  consider  it  flat.  It  is  a  non- 
dynamic scoring. 

But  you  are  so  correct,  if  something 
we  do  encourages  businesses  to  be  a  lit- 
tle more  competitive  and  to  allow 
them  to  expand,  then  it  is  going  to 
bring  in  so  much  more  revenues  to  to- 
tally offset  everything  and  balance  our 
budget  much  quicker. 


MEDICARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr,  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  January  4,  1995, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
P.\LLONE]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes 
as  the  designee  of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  spend  my  time  today  talking 
about  Medicare.  In  light  of  what  some 
of  the  previous  speakers  said  today,  I 
would  point  out  that  I  am  not  really 
interested  in  the  issue  of  whether  or 
not  we  call  the  changes  that  the  Re- 
publicans have  talked  about  in  their 
budget  as  cuts  or  modifications  or 
whatever.  I  am  satisfied  to  call  them 
changes. 

The  bottom  line  is,  the  Republicans 
in  their  budget  proposals,  both  in  the 
Senate  as  well  as  in  this  House,  have 
suggested  some  major  changes  that  are 
going  to  have  major  impacts  on  the 
Medicare  program.  Some  of  the  pre- 
vious speakers  suggested  today  that 
perhaps  seniors  are  not  worried  about 
it  or  that  perhaps  Democrats  are  mak- 
ing them  worried  unnecessarily. 

Let  me  tell  you  the  reality  is  seniors 
are  worried,  and  they  are  not  worried 
because  of  anything  that  the  Demo- 
crats have  said  to  them.  They  are  wor- 
ried because  they  hear  that  some  of 
these  changes  that  are  coming  in  the 
proposed  Republican  budget  are  going 
to  have  a  major  impact  on  Medicare, 
on  Medicaid,  which  is  also  of  impor- 
tance to  seniors,  as  well  as  on  Social 
Security,  which  as  you  know  was  pre- 
viously said  to  be  off  the  table. 

I  guess  I  was  a  little  concerned  when 
I  heard  the  previous  speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Kingston], 
mention  his  mom.  I  guess  it  is  that  we 
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are  getting  close  to  Mother's  Day  now. 
Different  speakers  talked  about  their 
moms.  The  gentleman  from  Georgia 
specifically  said  that  in  his  case  his 
mother  or  his  family,  I  guess,  was  not 
really  that  worried  about  the  Federal 
Government  and  Federal  programs, 
that  he  felt  that  it  was  increasingly 
important  for  us  to  sort  of  not  depend 
on  Federal  programs  or  forget  about 
these  Federal  programs. 

The  bottom  line  is,  when  you  talk 
about  these  three  Federal  programs 
that  I  mentioned.  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
and  Social  Security,  these  are  Federal 
programs  that  a  lot  of  people  in  this 
country  do  depend  on.  They  are  watch- 
ing very  carefully,  in  my  opinion,  what 
we  do  here  in  the  next  few  weeks  or  the 
next  few  months  that  might  impact  on 
those  programs. 

If  I  could  just  use  my  own  rnom  for 
an  example,  and  I  do  not  usually  do 
that  but,  since  it  has  already  been  stat- 
ed by  some  of  the  others,  she  called  me 
up  just  a  couple  of  days  ago  and  she 
was  very  worried.  She  just  turned  65  a 
few  weeks  ago,  is  now  eligible  for  Medi- 
care for  the  first  time,  relied  on  the 
fact  that  when  she  became  of  age  that 
she  was  going  to  have  the  benefits  of 
Medicare.  And  now  all  of  a  sudden, 
when  she  first  feels  that  she  can  take 
advantage  of  the  program  that  she  and 
my  dad  have  been  paying  into  all  these 
years,  realizes  that  there  may  be  some 
major  changes  and  she  will  not  be  able 
to  benefit  from  what  she  expected  in 
the  program. 

This  is  of  major  concern  to  seniors. 
This  is  not  something  that  is  abstract. 
This  is  something  that  the  average  per- 
son is  concerned  about. 

In  my  district,  when  we  held  a  num- 
ber of  forums  for  senior  citizens  during 
the  April  3  weeks  that  were  in  the  dis- 
trict, when  we  were  not  voting  in 
Washington,  I  heard  over  and  over 
again  from  senior  citizens  in  my  dis- 
trict, which  is  not  a  very  poor  district. 
I  consider  my  congressional  district 
very  much  the  average.  I  have  some 
wealthy  seniors.  I  have  poor  seniors 
and  most  of  my  seniors  are  simply  mid- 
dle class.  But  they  are  very  scared. 
When  they  hear  about  the  changes  in 
Medicare  that  might  make  them  have 
to  pay  more  out  of  their  pocket  for  a 
copayment  or  a  higher  deductible  be- 
fore they  get  benefits  or  changes  that 
might  limit  their  options  in  terms  of 
whether  or  not  they  go  to  a  particular 
doctor  or  hospital,  these  are  things 
they  are  concerned  about. 

When  they  hear  about  Medicaid 
changes  that  might  impact  their  abil- 
ity to  get  long-term  care,  they  are  very 
concerned.  And  they  are  particularly 
concerned  about  what  they  consider  a 
broken  promise  on  the  part  of  the  Re- 
publicans when  the  budget,  when  the 
House  Republican  budget  proposals 
talk  about  a  change  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  that  will  actually  lower 
the  COLA.  Seniors  worry  about  that 
COLA,  that  cost-of-living  adjustment. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  many  of  them  budget, 
and  their  budget  depends  on  every  dol- 
lar that  they  receive  on  a  monthly 
basis  from  Social  Security.  And  when 
you  talk  about  changing  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  so  that  the  amount  of  the 
COLA  is  reduced,  that  extra  few  dollars 
a  month  or  annually  that  they  receive 
makes  a  big  difference  to  them. 

What  I  wanted  to  do  today  was  to  ba- 
sically go  through  some  of  the  sug- 
gested changes  that  are  being  discussed 
by  the  Republicans  in  the  budget  that 
affect  Medicare.  I  think  many  have 
heard  the  last  few  days  that  the  Senate 
Republican  plan  would  pare  about  5250 
billion  from  projected  spending  on 
Medicare  and  that  the  House  plan  ups 
that  ante,  if  you  will,  to  $270  billion. 

WTiat  does  all  this  mean?  What  do 
these  cuts  or  changes  or  modifications 
mean?  How  do  the  Republicans  propose 
to  go  about  implementing  that?  What 
does  it  mean  for  the  average  person? 

Well,  we  heard  today,  or  at  least  I 
heard  for  the  first  time  today  that 
there  was  some  detailed  recommenda- 
tions, about  three  dozen  recommenda- 
tions that  were  made  on  the  House  side 
by  Republicans  on  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  to  slow  the  growth  of 
Federal  Medicare  cost;  in  other  words, 
to  implement  these  so-called  cuts  or 
changes.  And  those  proposals,  I  under- 
stand, have  been  put  forward  by  a  task 
force  from  some  of  the  Republican 
Members,  which  was  made  available 
today,  that  was  actually  sent  to  the 
chairman  of  my  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  Environment  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

I  would  like  to  go  through  some  of 
those  proposals  by  reference  to  an  arti- 
cle that  was  in  the  New  York  Times 
today  that  sort  of  summarized  some  of 
them.  If  I  could  read  from  the  New 
York  Times  article,  it  says  that  Repub- 
licans on  the  House  Committee  on  the 
Budget  recommended  three  dozen  ways 
to  slow  the  growth  of  Federal  Medicare 
costs.  They  include  higher  premium 
deductibles  and  copayment  for  bene- 
ficiaries and  strong  new  incentives  for 
them  to  join  health  maintenance  orga- 
nizations— we  call  them  HMO's— which 
provide  comprehensive  care  in  return 
for  a  fixed  monthly  fee. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
sich], the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget,  said  the  Republican  pro- 
posals would  expand  health  care 
choices  for  the  elderly.  But  a  Mr. 
Corey,  who  is  the  director  of  Federal 
affairs  for  the  AARP,  the  American  As- 
sociation of  Retired  Persons,  said  the 
Republicans  were  creating  a  coercive 
environment  in  which  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries will  be  herded  into  managed 
care  and  out  of  traditional  fee-for-serv- 
ice  arrangements. 

Under  one  of  the  leading  options. 
Medicare  beneficiaries  would  receive 
Federal  vouchers  worth  a  fixed 
amount,  around  $5,100  a  year,  to  enroll 
in    an    HMO   or   other   private   health 
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plan.  They  would  have  to  use  their  own 
money  to  make  up  the  difference  if  the 
cost  exceeded  the  amount  of  vouchers, 
but  they  could  keep  most  of  the  sav- 
ings if  they  chose  less  expensive  plans. 
Now,  this  voucher  proposal  is  just 
one  of  the  proposals  that  has  been  put 
forth  by  Republicans  on  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Budget  to  try  to  cut 
back,  if  you  will,  on  Medicare. 

I  would  like  to  go  through  some  of 
these  and  some  of  the  others  that  are 
mentioned.  When  you  talk  about  a 
voucher  worth  $5,100  to  enroll  in  an 
HMO  or  other  private  health  care  plan, 
again,  you  have  to  make  up  your  own 
money  for  the  difference. 

One  of  the  things  that  a  lot  of  seniors 
are  worried  about  is  that  right  now 
Medicare  is  largely  a  fee-for-service 
program,  which  means  that  you  can  go 
out  to  the  doctor  of  your  choice  or  to 
the  hospital  of  your  choice,  if  you  hap- 
pen to  live  in  an  area  where  there  are 
a  number  of  hospitals,  and  that  doctor 
or  hospital  performs  a  service  and  then 
they  send  a  bill  and  Medicare  pays  for 
it  on  what  we  call  a  fee-for-service 
basis.  The  idea  is  choice.  You  have 
your  own  choice  of  doctors. 

Seniors  traditionally  had  their 
choice  of  doctors  both  when  they  were 
working  and  now  as  part  of  the  Medi- 
care Program.  In  many  parts  of  the 
country,  including  my  own,  the  seniors 
do  not  feel  that  the  HMO's  or  managed 
care  systems  are  as  good  or  do  not  in- 
clude some  of  the  physicians  or  hos- 
pitals that  they  may  want  to  go  to.  But 
now  all  of  a  sudden  under  this  proposal. 
if  it  is  implemented,  they  would  not 
have  a  choice.  They  basically  get  a 
voucher  for  $5,100  and  they  can  find  an 
HMO  that  will  take  them,  or  they  can 
find  another  private  health  plan  that 
operates  on  the  traditional  fee-for- 
service  basis. 

But  think  about  it  a  minute.  Most  of 
these  managed  care  systems  or  other 
private  health  care  plans  that  operate 
on  a  fee-for-service  basis  are  not  going 
to  be  particularly  interested  in  some- 
one who  is  older,  who  might  have  dis- 
abilities, who  might  have  some  pre- 
vious condition  that  is  going  to  make 
them  a  high  risk  individual.  How  likely 
is  it  that  they  are  going  to  be  able  to 
find  a  plan  that  satisfies  them  for  that 
$5,100? 

Ultimately,  many  of  them  are  going 
to  have  to  basically  take  that  addi- 
tional money  out  of  their  pocket  if 
they  have  it  to  pay  for  a  plan.  And  I 
have  to  tell  you,  and  I  think  most  peo- 
ple understand  that  a  lot  of  seniors 
simply  do  not  have  the  money.  So  this 
idea  of  the  voucher  is  a  serious  change, 
that  is  being  talked  about,  that  would 
have  a  major  implication  and  for  many 
seniors  might  result  in  them  not  hav- 
ing health  care  at  all. 

The  next  proposal  that  comes  from 
the  Republicans  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  and  again  reading  now 
from  the  New  York  Times  summary, 
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the  Republicans  also  recommend  a  stiff 
financial  penalty  for  new  Medicare 
beneficiaries  who  refuse  to  join  HMO's. 
Beginning  in  1999,  all  new  enrollees 
choosing  Medicare  fee  for  service  would 
pay  a  premium  $20  higher  than  that  of 
current  Medicare  beneficiaries  one  of 
the  Republican  recommendations  says. 
The  premium  is  now  $46  a  month. 

So  basically  what  they  are  saying  is 
that  if  you  enter,  for  example— this  is 
not  until  l'J'J9,  but  I  will  use  my  mom 
as  an  example  again:  she  just  entered 
the  system  within  the  last  month.  But 
let  us  say  she  was  entering  in  1999.  If 
she  basically  decides  that  she  does  not 
want  to  go  to  an  HMO  or  managed  care 
system  that  limits  the  doctors  or  the 
hospitals,  then  she  has  to  pay  more  to 
continue  in  a  fee-for-service  system 
out  of  her  own  pocket. 

The  amount  that  they  are  talking 
about  here.  $20  higher  than  that  of  the 
current  beneficiaries,  which  is  now  $46 
a  month,  is  significant.  But  I  would 
maintain  that  as  time  goes  on,  that 
differential  between  what  the  senior  is 
going  to  be  charged  if  they  enter  the 
managed  care  system  versus  the  fee- 
for-service  system  will  grow.  And  the 
greatest  fear  that  many  of  the  seniors 
have  in  my  district,  the  greatest  fear 
that  they  have  is  that  ultimately,  if 
they  are  given  a  choice,  which  is  not 
really  a  choice,  between  a  managed 
care  HMO  and  a  fee-for-service  system, 
that  if  the  cost  of  the  fee  for  service  be- 
comes so  prohibitive  that  they  cannot 
pay  for  it.  they  are  essentially  forced 
into  an  HMO  or  managed  care  system. 
That  is  what  we  are  talking  about  here 
with  this  second  Republican  rec- 
ommendation. 

Ultimately  the  cost  of  the  fee-for- 
service  system  would  be  so  expensive 
that  seniors  would  be  forced  into  an 
HMO  where  they  would  not.  given  the 
choice,  have  their  choice  of  doctors  or 
even  hospitals  in  many  cases. 

The  third  proposal  that  comes  from 
the  House  Republican  budget  group 
task  force  is  they  would  reduce  pay- 
ments to  doctors  and  hospitals,  espe- 
cially teaching  hospitals  and  those 
that  serve  large  numbers  of  low-income 
patients.  Well,  this  is  what  I  would  call 
a  reduction  in  the  reimbursement  rate. 
Many  of  you  know  that  in  terms  of 
Medicare,  a  rate  is  established  to  pay 
for  doctors  or  hospitals  by  Medicare, 
and  that  is  what  they  get  reimbursed 
for  the  different  services  that  are  pro- 
vided. 

Some  people  and  some  of  you,  my 
own  seniors,  have  said  to  me:  So  what, 
the  doctors  get  a  lot  of  money.  The 
hospitals  make  too  much  money.  So 
you  reduce  their  reimbursement  rate. 
What  do  I  care,  maybe  it  is  good. 

The  bottom  line  is  maybe  it  is  not 
good,  because  many  hospitals,  particu- 
larly those  who  have  a  high  number  of 
seniors,  as  is  the  case  with  my  district 
in  New  Jersey,  are  basically  dependent 
on    Medicare    reimbursement   and   are 
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just  basically  managing  with  the  budg- 
et they  have,  because  they  have  so 
many  senior  citizens  or  they  have  so 
many  poor  people. 

If  you  reduce  the  reimbursement  rate 
to  hospitals,  some  hospitals  will  simply 
close.  Others  will  not  be  able  to  provide 
the  level  of  service  or  the  quality  of 
service  that  they  are  providing  now. 
What  happens  if  you  reduce  the  reim- 
bursement rate  to  doctors?  Some  may 
say  "So  what,  the  doctors  make  too 
much  money".  The  reality  is  that  doc- 
tors do  not  have  to  take  Medicare  pa- 
tients. If  the  reimbursement  rate  be- 
comes significantly  lower  or  does  not 
increase  as  much  as  it  should  to  keep 
up  with  inflation,  then  a  lot  of  doctors 
will  just  say  "I'm  not  going  to  take 
Medicare  patients."  Seniors  have  al- 
ready complained  to  me  about  how,  in 
many  cases,  they  cannot  find  a  doctor 
who  will  take  Medicare.  If  more  doc- 
tors do  not  take  Medicare,  fewer  doc- 
tors are  going  to  be  available  to  senior 
citizens. 

"The  fourth  thing  that  was  rec- 
ommended by  the  Republicans  on  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget."  and 
again  I  am  reading  from  the  New  York 
Times  article,  "was  to  double  the 
amount  that  beneficiaries  must  pay  for 
doctors'  services  before  Medicare  cov- 
erage begins.  This  is  the  deductible." 

The  annual  deductible,  now  $100, 
would  be  raised  to  $200  and  then  in- 
creased automatically  to  keep  pace 
with  the  growth  of  the  program.  The 
deductible  has  been  raised  only  three 
times  in  the  30-year  history  of  Medi- 
care. 

Here  we  get  to  the  real  nub  of  the 
question.  This  option  increased  the  de- 
ductible. Of  course,  everyone  knows 
what  that  means.  The  deductible  goes 
up,  the  senior  has  to  pay  more  out  of 
pocket  before  they  are  actually  able  to 
take  advantage  of  Medicare.  It  may 
sound  nice,  but  most  or  many  seniors 
simply  cannot  afford  it.  What  they  will 
do  is  they  will  simply  forego  care,  be- 
cause they  know  that  that  care  will  be 
less  than  the  deductible  that  they  have 
to  pay  out.  the  last  thing  in  the  world 
that  we  could  possibly  want. 

The  fifth  thing  that  was  mentioned 
by  this  Republican  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  or  by  Members  recommending 
how  to  deal  with  Medicare,  is  to  ■  m- 
crease  the  monthly  $46  premium  by  $5 
in  each  of  the  next  4  years,  and  then  by 
$6  in  2000  and  in  each  of  the  following 
2  years."  I  assume  that  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  probably  is  the  part 
B  premium  that  seniors  pay  for  doc- 
tors, so  again,  we  are  talking  about  an 
increased  amount  of  money  out  of  sen- 
iors' pockets  if  they  can  afford  it. 

There  are  two  more  options  that  I 
wanted  to  talk  about  today  that  have 
been  suggested  by  the  Republicans  on 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  to  deal 
with  these  changes  they  have  sug- 
gested in  Medicare.  This  next  one  says 
that  "They  would  charge  higher  pre- 
miums for  beneficiaries  with  incomes 


exceeding  $70,000  a  year.  The  premium 
would  more  than  triple,  to  $164  a 
month  for  individuals  with  more  than 
$95,000  a  year,  and  couples  with  more 
than  $115,000.' 

Here  we  are  talking  about  means 
testing.  I  think  many  of  you  know  that 
historically,  and  certainly  when  the 
Medicare  program  was  started  under 
President  Lyndon  Johnson,  that  Medi- 
care was  not  going  to  be  income-based. 
You  paid  into  it.  When  you  reached  the 
age  of  65,  you  took  advantage  of  it.  It 
did  not  matter  what  your  income  was, 
it  was  not  meant  to  be  a  welfare  pro- 
gram. It  was  for  all  senior  citizens. 

Now  we  are  talking,  under  this  pro- 
posal, of  turning  Medicare  basically 
into  an  income-based  program,  I  will 
call  it  a  welfare  program,  and  basically 
reneging  on  the  contract  that  was 
made  with  those  Americans,  that  was 
made  30  years  ago  by  the  President 
then  and  this  Congress,  that  this  was 
not  going  to  be  an  income-based  pro- 
gram. 

Some  may  say  "So  what?  Changing 
times,  we  have  to  change  the  reality  of 
things."  Let  me  assure  you  that  in 
those  States,  and  I  will  use  my  State 
as  an  example,  which  have  a  very  high 
cost  of  living,  some  of  these  income 
categories  that  are  being  used,  for  ex- 
ample, $70,000  a  year,  I  would  maintain 
that  as  time  goes  on  we  will  see  that 
level  be  reduced.  If  it  is  now  70.  it  will 
go  to  60.  then  to  50.  then  to  30. 

Think  about  people  who  live  in 
States  where  the  cost  of  living  is  very 
high.  These  arbitrary  numbers  that  are 
going  to  be  used,  in  my  opinion,  are 
going  to  make  a  lot  of  people  who  can 
really  ill  afford  it.  based  on  this  means 
testing  plan,  have  to  pay  out  of  their 
pocket  more  money  for  their  health 
care,  when  they  happen  to  be  senior 
citizens.  It  goes  against  the  contract 
that  was  made  with  seniors  by  this 
original  enacting  legislation,  and  ulti- 
mately, I  think  it  will  have  more  and 
more  impact  on  middle-class  seniors. 

The  last  thing,  and  there  are  many 
others,  I  am  only  citing  6  but  I  think 
there  are  something  like  35  rec- 
ommendations that  were  put  forward 
by  these  4  members  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  in  the  letter  they  sent  to 
the  chairman  of  my  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  Commerce,  but  the  seventh 
and  last  one  that  I  want  to  mention 
says  "They  will  charge  patients  for  a 
portion  of  the  cost  of  home  health  care 
provided  to  elderly  people  residing  in 
their  homes.  Republicans  said  such  a 
change  would  discourage  overuse  of 
home  health  services.  " 

Again,  one  of  the  most  serious  prob- 
lems we  face  now  is  the  need  for  long- 
term  care  for  seniors.  I  think  everyone 
knows  that  if  you  can  provide  seniors 
with  home-based  health  care,  where 
someone  comes  into  the  home  to  help 
them  get  out  of  bed.  to  help  them  clean 
up,  or  to  help  them  with  the  various 
disabilities   that   they   have,   that  is  a 


very  cheap,  preventive  way  of  dealing 
with  health  care  problems  that  face  the 
elderly,  much  better  than  having  to  go 
to  the  hospital  and  the  costs  entailed 
with  a  hospital,  or  a  nursing  home,  or 
other  kinds  of  institutions. 

Why  in  the  world  would  we  want  to 
discourage  home  health  care  or  build  in 
an  extra  charge  for  home  health  care? 
All  that  is  going  to  do  is  discourage 
seniors  from  using  home  health  care, 
or  not  use  it  at  all  if  they  cannot  afford 
it,  and  the  ultimate  cost  of  that  is  that 
people  become  institutionalized  and  it 
costs  even  more  money  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  point  I  am  trying  to 
make  here  today  is  very  simple. 
Whether  we  call  it  a  cut.  whether  we 
call  it  a  modification,  whatever  we  call 
it.  of  the  changes  that  are  being  dis- 
cussed by  the  House  Republicans  on 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  they 
are  going  to  be  coming  before  this  Con- 
gress, this  House,  next  week,  they  are 
major  changes  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. They  have  a  direct  impact  on 
seniors. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  they  are 
probably  going  to  result  in  a  lot  more 
money  that  seniors  are  going  to  have 
to  pay  out  of  their  pocket,  and  if  they 
cannot  afford  it.  which  many  cannot, 
they  are  simply  not  going  to  have  the 
quality  and  level  of  services,  or  in  some 
cases,  may  not  have  any  health  care  at 
all. 

I  do  not  think.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
costs  of  balancing  the  budget  should  be 
so  heavily  forced  on  the  elderly  within 
this  country.  We  all  know  that  we  have 
to  balance  the  budget,  and  I  certainly 
advocate  that,  but  this  budget,  this 
budget  resolution  that  is  being  pro- 
posed depends  too  much  on  hurting  and 
making  it  more  difficult  for  seniors, 
particularly  with  regard  to  their 
health  care  needs.  That  is  not  the  way 
to  go  about  balancing  the  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wanted  to  talk  a  little 
bit  about  some  of  the  Medicaid  cuts 
and  respond  a  little  bit  to  some  of  the 
statements  that  were  made  about 
President  Clinton's  health  care  pro- 
posal. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  talked  initially  about 
the  Medicare  Program.  I  want  to  also 
talk  a  little  bit  about  the  Medicaid 
cuts  or  changes  that  are  being  dis- 
cussed. Before  I  do  that,  though.  I  want 
just  to  take  5  minutes  or  less  to  just 
give  some  statements  that  have  been 
made  by  some  of  the  associations  that 
deal  with  senior  citizens  about  what 
these  Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts  or 
changes  are  going  to  mean  for  the  el- 
derly. 

I  just  want  to  highlight  a  few  of 
these  things,  because  sometimes  I  feel 
if  I  make  a  statement,  maybe  some 
people  will  believe  it.  but  it  comes 
from  some  of  the  associations  that  rep- 
resent senior  citizens,  perhaps  it  will 
be  more  believable. 

The  American  Association  of  Retired 
Persons,  which,  of  course,  has  been,  I 
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guess,  the  leading  opponent  of  some  of 
these  changes,  they  have  said  that 
Medicare  was  hardly  discussed  in  the 
last  election,  and  there  was  certainly 
no  mandate  from  the  electorate  to 
change  the  system.  I  think  that  is  ob- 
vious. This  is  not  something  that  was 
part  of  any  political  discussion  that  I 
know  of  in  terms  of  anyone  running  for 
office  last  year. 

"Medicare  cuts  would  mean  that  over 
the  next  5  years,  older  Americans 
would  pay  at  least  $2,000  more  out  of 
pocket  than  they  would  pay  under  cur- 
rent law.  and  over  the  next  7  years 
they  would  pay  $3,489  more  out  of  pock- 
et. The  total  number  of  Medicaid  bene- 
ficiaries who  would  use  long-term  care 
services  could  reach  $1.7  million  in  the 
year  2000."  That  is  from  the  AARP. 

The  National  Council  of  Senior  Citi- 
zens says  "The  levels  of  the  cuts  in 
Medicare  contemplated  by  the  Senate 
and  House  Budget  Committees  will  not 
just  devastate  the  finances  of  millions 
of  older  citizens,  but  more  impor- 
tantly, they  will  devsistate  the  hopes 
for  a  secure  and  healthy  old  age  for  all 
Americans." 

The  Older  Women's  League  says: 

We  receive  hundreds  of  letters  from  women 
who  are  already  forced  to  choose  between 
paying  for  food  and  rent  and  buying  much 
needed  medicine  that  is  not  covered  by  their 
Medicare.  Substantial  cuts  in  Medicare  will 
literally  take  food  out  of  the  mouths  of  these 
older  women. 

I  could  not  agree  with  that  more. 
When  I  have  my  forums  in  my  district, 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  sen- 
iors who  show  up  are  women.  Most  of 
the  people  that  are  particularly  scared 
are  women.  Many  of  them  are  just 
making  ends  meet.  If  you  talk  about 
additional  deductibles  or  copayments 
or  out-of-pocket  expenses,  they  are 
making  choices  between  food  and  rent 
and  needed  medical  care. 

Last.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  mention  it 
because  I  happen  to  be  a  Roman  Catho- 
lic, the  Catholic  Health  Association 
says  that  "Budget  cuts  of  such  maig- 
nitude  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  would 
attack  the  very  fiber  of  these  pro- 
grams, and  in  fact,  decimate  them."  As 
I  think  many  know.  Catholic  Charities 
is  one  of  many  nonprofits  that  provides 
medical  care  to  people  who  do  not  oth- 
erwise have  it,  and  anyone  who  has  vis- 
ited a  Catholic  Charities  knows  that  a 
lot  of  the  people,  really  significant 
numbers  of  the  people  that  are  serviced 
by  them  are  senior  citizens,  as  well  as 
children. 

I  would  like  to  now  go  into  Medicaid, 
which  I  guess  has  not  gotten  as  much 
attention  as  the  proposed  changes  in 
Medicare,  but  the  Medicaid  program, 
which  is  the  program  for  poor  people  in 
this  country,  mostly  people  who  are  re- 
ceiving some  sort  of  welfare  of  assist- 
ance, is  also  severely  cut,  some  would 
say  more  severely  challenged,  in  terms 
of  the  amount  of  money  that  is  going 
to    be   available    over    their   next   few 


12774 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


years  than  Medicare  under  this  Repub- 
lican budgret  proposal. 

A  lot  of  people  think  that  Medicaid  is 
just,  you  know,  a  program  for  people 
under  65,  and  that  somehow  seniors  do 
not  take  advantage  of  Medicaid  be- 
cause they  are  covered  by  Medicare. 
The  reality  is  that  for  many  seniors 
who  do  not  have  the  assets  to  pay  for 
long-term  health  care,  if  they  are  poor 
enough,  or  if  they  become  poor  because 
they  have  to  spend  money  on  health 
care.  Medicaid  ends  up  financing  much 
of  their  long-term  care,  particularly 
nursing  home  care,  as  well  as  home 
health  care,  because  that  is  not  pro- 
vided or  covered  by  Medicare. 

The  cuts  in  Medicaid  will  also  se- 
verely impact  seniors  who  need  long- 
term  care.  I  don't  think  anybody  needs 
to  be  reminded  of  the  nursing  home  cri- 
sis we  have  in  this  country.  Again,  if 
you  significantly  cut  back  on  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  available,  I 
would  argue  that  the  quality  of  care  is 
certainly  going  to  decrease. 

Medicaid  is  basically  a  combined 
Federal-State  health  insurance  pro- 
gram, primarily  for  poor  women  and 
children,  the  blind,  and  the  disabled.  It 
is  the  largest  provider  of  long-term 
care  coverage  for  the  elderly  and  the 
disabled.  Two-thirds  of  the  costs  of  the 
Medicaid  Program  go  to  provide  both 
acute  and  long-term  care  to  the  blind, 
the  disabled,  and  the  elderly. 

Most  Medicaid  beneficiaries  are  chil- 
dren, and  children  have  the  lowest  rate 
of  health  insurance  in  the  country,  so 
therefore,  being  without  Medicaid  in- 
surance among  children  would  be  cata- 
strophic. The  cuts  proposed  in  the  Med- 
icaid Program  are  massive.  They  are 
substantially  larger  than  the  total  an- 
nual Federal  costs  of  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram. The  elderly  and  disabled  will 
bear  the  brunt  of  these  cuts,  because 
that  is  where  most  of  the  money  is 
spent. 

Many  senior  citizens  who  have  spent 
their  life  savings  on  long-term  care  are 
enrolled  in  the  Medicaid  Program, 
which  assures  that  their  long-term 
care  can  continue.  With  the  proposed 
Medicaid  cuts,  these  seniors  will  either 
be  forced  out  of  absolutely  vital  long- 
term  care,  or  their  families  will  have 
to  pick  up  the  costs  of  maintaining 
care.  These  cuts  amount  to  a  huge  hid- 
den tax  increase  on  the  families  of 
those  who  need  or  may  need  long-term 
care. 

Where  are  we  shifting  these  costs? 
We  are  shifting  these  costs  to  the  fami- 
lies that  have  to  care,  in  many  cases, 
for  the  elderly.  We  are  going  to  shift 
these  costs  to  the  States,  because  some 
States  will  decide  that  they  cannot  let 
people  just  go  without  health  care,  par- 
ticularly seniors,  so  they  will  have  to 
kick  in  their  tax  dollars,  ultimately  re- 
sulting in  higher  costs  and  taxes  on  the 
State  level,  or  ultimately,  also,  the 
burden  goes  to  the  local  communities 
and  the  local  property  taxpayers.  Be- 


cause Medicaid  costs  are  shared  with 
the  States,  cuts  of  the  magnitude  that 
are  being  talked  about  here  will  force 
States  to  bear  even  larger  Medicaid 
costs,  leading  to  substantial  increases 
in  State  taxes.  If  States  are  unable  to 
meet  that,  people  will  lose  coverage. 
The  uninsurance  rate,  particularly 
among  children,  will  explode,  forcing 
up  costs  for  everyone  else.  Cost  shift- 
ing will  get  much  worse. 

I  think  we  have  to  understand  that 
the  Medicaid  Program  has  basically 
brought  primary  and  preventive  care  to 
people  who  would  not  otherwise  get 
health  care,  and  without  the  Medicaid 
Program,  or  with  some  of  the  changes 
that  are  being  proposed,  we  are  going 
to  see  a  lot  of  people  who  are  poor  sim- 
ply not  getting  coverage. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  WISE.  I  just  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman,  not  only  for  the  special 
order,  but  making  the  point  on  Medic- 
aid, because  so  much  is  focused,  and 
rightly  so.  on  the  cuts  in  Medicare, 
which  is  basically  health  care  for  the 
senior  citizen.  Medicaid.  50  percent  of 
Medicaid  dollars  go  to  senior  citizens, 
basically  for  nursing  homes. 

I  do  not  think  that  a  lot  of  people  ap- 
preciate the  fact  that  there  is  no  nurs- 
ing home  care  under  Medicare.  Medi- 
care does  not  provide  for  the  long-term 
nursing  home  care  that  so  many  fami- 
lies require,  so  they  have  to  turn,  in- 
stead, middle-income  families,  turn  in- 
stead to  Medicaid. 
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The  average  family,  this  was  a  few 
years  ago.  but  the  statistic  was  that  if 
somebody  had  to  pay  the  cost  out  of 
pocket  of  a  nursing  home  for  their 
loved  one.  the  average  family  would  be 
impoverished  in  13  weeks. 

Medicaid  is  what  has  kept  many, 
many  middle-income  families  able  first 
to  meet  the  responsibility  to  their 
loved  one  and  at  the  same  time  to 
avoid  bankruptcy. 

Cutting  back  on  this  program,  as 
well,  goes  right  at  the  heart  of  not  only 
providing  health  care  but  I  think  also 
middle-income  families. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  said  and 
it  is  very  true. 

The  average  cost  of  a  nursing  home 
now,  the  last  I  looked,  was  something 
like  $30,000  to  $40,000  a  year,  at  least  in 
my  area.  It  might  be  less  elsewhere. 
How  many  middle-income  people  can 
afford  that? 

Essentially  what  they  do  as  you  de- 
scribed is  that  they  will  pay  private 
maybe  for  a  year  or  two.  depending  on 
how  much  money  they  have,  and  then 
will  go  on  Medicaid  because  they  won't 
have  any  money  left.  They  will  end  up 
being  in  a  nursing  home  paid  for  by 
Medicaid  a  lot  longer  than  that  year  or 
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two  that  they  happen  to  be  paying  out 
of  their  pocket. 

I  don't  particularly  like  that  spend- 
down  system  that  exists  right  now,  but 
the  bottom  line  is  it  depends  heavily 
on  Medicaid. 

From  the  information  that  I  actually 
had  here  before  me,  the  bottom  line  is 
that  most  of  the  Medicaid  dollars  actu- 
ally are  going  to  pay  for  programs  like 
that  for  the  elderly. 

We  are  talking  about  middle-income 
people,  if  you  will,  that  become  impov- 
erished because  of  the  cost  of  nursing 
home  care.  I  appreciate  those  com- 
ments. 

The  last  thing  that  I  wanted  to  talk 
about  today,  and  again  this  is  partially 
in  response  to  some  of  my  Republican 
colleagues  who  spoke  earlier  today, 
and  were  somewhat  critical,  I  thought, 
of  President  Clinton  and  his  response 
to  the  issue  of  changes  in  Medicare 
that  have  been  proposed  by  the  Repub- 
licans on  the  budget  committees. 

The  reason  that  I  have  to  take  issue 
with  some  of  the  statements  that  were 
made  is  because  the  President's  posi- 
tion has  been  very  clear  for  several 
years  now.  It  is  essentially  that 
changes  in  Medicare  and  any  savings 
that  could  be  achieved  in  Medicare 
costs  basically  should  only  be  made  in 
the  context  of  an  overall  health  care 
reform. 

I  totally  agree  with  that  premise 
that  the  President  has  put  forth.  The 
idea  is,  and  he  basically  expounded  on 
it  the  last  year  or  two  when  he  put 
forth  his  health  care  reform  proposals, 
is  that  in  the  overall  context  of  health 
care  reform,  we  could  probably  save 
some  money  on  Medicare  costs,  but  at 
the  same  time  we  would  expand  Medi- 
care to  provide  more  services. 

The  President  actually  talked  about 
expanding  Medicare  to  cover  prescrip- 
tion drugs,  to  cover  certain  long-term 
care  in  certain  circumstances. 

His  idea  was  not  to  cut  or  modify 
Medicare  and  take  that  money  and  use 
it  for  other  things.  His  idea  was  that 
the  Medicare  dollars  that  are  saved 
would  be  used  to  expand  Medicare,  par- 
ticularly for  preventative  services  like 
prescription  drugs,  like  long-term  care 
for  the  elderly,  and  to  try  to  basically 
save  some  money  as  part  of  the  overall 
reform  that  he  was  making  for  all 
Americans. 

I  think  it  is  very,  very  unfair  for 
some  of  the  Republicans  to  suggest 
that  somehow  the  President  is  not 
being  responsive  on  the  Medicare  issue. 
He  has  been,  he  was,  and  when  he  was, 
he  did  not  receive  cooperation  from  the 
Republicans. 

I  just  wanted  to  highlight  that  if  I 
could  by  a  letter  that  was  sent  to 
Speaker  Gingrich  I  believe  last  week 
from  Leon  Panetta,  the  Chief  of  Staff 
for  President  Clinton,  and  just  to  read 
a  couple  of  paragraphs  if  I  could; 

Last  year,  the  President  spoke  directly  to 
the   nation    about    the    need    to    reform    our 
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health  care  system  and  made  clear  that  fur- 
ther federal  health  savings  needed  to  take 
place  in  the  context  of  serious  health  care 
reform.  In  December  1994.  the  President 
wrote  the  Congressional  leadership  and  made 
clear  that  he  would  work  with  Republicans 
to  control  Health  care  spending  in  the  con- 
text of  serious  health  care  reform.  The  Presi- 
dent repeated  this  offer  in  his  1995  State  of 
the  Union  speech. 

The  President  has  long  stated  that  making 
significant  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
outside  the  context  of  health  care  reform 
will  not  work.  Such  dramatic  cuts  could  lead 
to  less  coverage  and  lower  quality,  much 
higher  costs  to  poor  and  middle  income  Med- 
icare recipients  who  cannot  afford  them,  a 
coercive  Medicare  program,  and  cost-shifting 
that  could  lead  to  a  hidden  tax  on  the  health 
premiums  of  average  Americans.  That  is  why 
it  IS  essential  to  deal  with  the  Medicare 
Trust  Fund  in  the  context  of  health  care  re- 
form that  protects  the  integrity  of  the  pro- 
gram, expands  not  reduces  coverage,  and  pro- 
tects choice  as  well  as  quality  and  afford- 
ability. 

I  could  not  agree  more  with  what  the 
President  suggests,  that  whenever 
changes  we  make  and  whatever  costs 
are  saved  in  Medicare  have  to  be 
looked  at  in  the  context  of  overall 
health  care  reform. 

Incidentally  and  importantly  for  me 
because  I  happen  to  live  in  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  and  represent  part  of  New 
Jersey,  there  was  an  editorial  in  the 
Star  Ledger,  New  Jersey's  largest 
daily,  on  May  3  that  basically  criti- 
cized the  Republican  budget  proposals 
and  was  critical  of  the  fact  that  the 
Republicans  did  not  want  to  deal  with 
Medicare  in  the  context  of  overall 
health  care  reform. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  just  read  parts 
of  this  because  I  think  it  is  so  telling 
in  terms  of  the  debate  we  are  about  to 
engage  in: 

The  editorial  is  entitled,  "Messin" 
With  Medicare."  About  halfway  down 
it  says: 

The  Republicans  say  President  Clinton 
wants  to  hold  Medicare  reform  'hostage"  to 
a  broader  plan  for  national  health  care  re- 
form. 

Which  would  be  the  wise  thing  to  do. 

You  can't  mess  with  Medicare  without  af- 
fecting other  parts  of  health  care  and  spend- 
ing, certainly  not  in  New  Jersey  where  Medi- 
care spends  $5.2  billion  a  year  on  1.1  million 
beneficiaries,  ninth  highest  in  both  cat- 
egories. Consider  the  proposal  to  raise  the 
age  of  eligibility  for  Medicare  to  70  so  the 
program  can  save  about  five  years  on  each 
persons'  medical  bills. 

I  did  not  even  mention  that.  That  is 
another  option,  I  suppose,  that  you  just 
raise  the  age  before  you  get  Medicare 
benefits. 

That  means  shifting  some  of  the  $5.2  bil- 
lion to  employer-paid  health  plans  to  cover 
all  the  years  Medicare  doesn't  If  not.  retir- 
ees will  either  have  to  pay  their  own  way  or 
go  without  coverage  and  care  as  they  enter 
the  stage  of  life  when  they  are  likely  to  need 
both  most.  Think  of  how  many  would  come 
of  age  for  Medicare  just  in  time  for  the  pro- 
gram to  pay  the  consequences  of  years  of 
government  neglect  of  problems  they've  had 
since  they  were  young  but  which  went  un- 
treated for  lack  of  health  care  insurance. 


Hospitals  and  doctors  can  treat  them  dur- 
ing those  years  and  try  to  recover  their  own 
cost  by  dropping  it  into  everybody  else's  bill. 

If  I  could  just  interject.  What  the 
Star  Ledger  editorial  is  saying,  that  if 
you  make  these  changes,  cost  shiftings 
are  going  to  occur  essentially  for  ev- 
eryone else  in  the  private  sector. 

Private  insurance  is  switching  to  managed 
care.  Health  maintenance  organizations  and 
other  insurance  plans  send  their  members  to 
the  doctors  and  hospitals  which  give  big  dis- 
counts, discounts  that  leave  no  margin  to 
cover  what  Medicare  does  not. 

Shifting  senior  citizens  into  managed  care 
is  another  reform  proposal.  The  HMOs  say 
they  can  do  more  for  less  because  they  hunt 
for  discounts  and  manage  how  many  tests 
and  procedures  and  hospitalizations  are  or- 
dered. 

If  the  U.S.  government  doesn't  have 
enough  muscle  to  force  prices  down  through 
Medicare,  it's  hard  to  imagine  a  private  plan 
that  would  at  least  not  without  cutting  ben- 
efits drastically. 

We  face  the  prospect  that  Washington  may 
give  seniors  the  "choice"  of  switching  to  ill- 
defined  managed  care  or  staying  with  tradi- 
tional Medicare  at  an  increased  out-of-pock- 
et cost  too  onerous  to  make  it  a  real  choice. 

That  is  really  what  my  seniors  are 
most  afraid  of  which  is,  are  they  going 
to  be  given  the  option  of  some  kind  of 
managed  care  system  which  basically 
is  ill-defined  and  which  does  not  pro- 
vide the  coverage  that  they  need,  or, 
which  is  more  likely,  they  are  going  to 
be  staying  in  Medicare  and  paying 
more  and  more  out  of  their  own  pocket 
in  order  to  continue  as  part  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

Of  course  that  really  begs  the  ulti- 
mate question,  which  is,  if  you  are  not 
in  a  position  because  you  are  too  poor 
or  lower  middle  class  that  you  simply 
can't  pay  those  additional  out-of-pock- 
et costs  that  are  the  consequence  of 
these  Republicans  proposals,  you  are 
going  to  go  without  medical  care  or 
preventative  care,  get  sicker  and  not 
be  cared  for.  That,  I  think,  is  the  ulti- 
mate result  of  these  Republican  pro- 
posals. 

I  hope  that  as  we  go  into  the  debate 
over  the  next  week  or  so  that  this 
comes  out  and  that  the  American  pub- 
lic is  able  to  realize  what  these 
changes,  if  you  will,  in  the  Medicare 
program  that  the  Republicans  are  talk- 
ing about  really  mean.  I  think  the 
changes  are  major  and  I  think  we  have 
to  do  whatever  we  can  in  this  House  to 
prevent  them  from  becoming  law. 


THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Wise]  is  recognized 
for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  special  or- 
ders are  kind  of  interesting.  What  are 
they  about?  I  am  sure  the  public  looks 
and  they  see  that  there  is  an  empty 
hall. 

The  benefit  of  special  orders,  that  is 
what  we  are  in  right  now,  is  it  gives 
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Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  the 
aisle  being  the  central  aisle  down  the 
middle,  it  gives  Members,  Republican 
and  Democrat,  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  a  chance  to  lay  out  a  little  more 
in  detail,  to  expound  more  fully  on 
what  they  think  is  important,  just  as 
Mr.  PALLONE  before  me  laid  out  some 
of  his  concerns  about  some  of  the  budg- 
et proposals  that  have  come  forward. 

Often  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
where  we  are  limited  by  how  long  we 
can  speak,  whether  it  is  3  minutes  or  5 
minutes,  where  there  is  the  hurly-burly 
of  debate,  it  is  difficult  to  get  out  in  a 
reasoned  way  what  it  is  that  you  really 
want  to  say.  That  is  why  many  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  take  this  opportunity. 

1  take  this  opportunity  because  I 
want  to  speak  about  the  budget.  I  want 
to  speak  about  what  I  think  ought  to 
be  in  the  budget.  I  want  to  respectfully 
disagree  with  the  budget  that  has  been 
presented  by  the  Republican  side,  but 
also  lay  out  an  alternative,  to  lay  out 
my  budget,  and  I  want  to  say  this  is 
my  budget,  not  endorsed  necessarily  by 
anyone. 

I  think  some  important  points  need 
to  be  made.  In  developing  a  budget,  and 
particularly  a  balanced  budget,  and  ev- 
eryone agrees  on  the  need  for  balance 
in  the  budget.  We  balance  a  budget  in 
our  families,  in  our  homes,  in  our  busi- 
nesses, in  State  and  local  governments. 

But  in  balancing  a  budget,  what  is 
the  goal?  The  goal  I  think  for  the  coun- 
try is  not  simply  to  be  able  to  point 
with  pride  and  say  we  have  got  a  bal- 
anced budget.  It  is  to  be  able  to  say  we 
have  a  balanced  budget  in  the  context 
of  a  healthy  economy  because  we  take 
the  steps  necessary  for  a  healthy  econ- 
omy. 

Yes,  we  believe  that  most  of  the  time 
that  means  there  is  a  balanced  budget. 
But  there  are  times  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, not  true  necessarily  in  other 
budgets,  but  there  are  times  in  the 
Federal  Government  where  it  is  nec- 
essary to  run  an  imbalance,  in  times  of 
recession  when  people  are  being  laid 
off. 

As  businesses  balance  their  budgets 
by  laying  off.  that  is  the  time  when  the 
Federal  Government  must  come  in  and 
pick  up  the  slack.  Otherwise,  the  reces- 
sion only  worsens. 

A  balanced  budget  is  important,  yes; 
healthy  economy,  though,  is  the  goal. 
Let's  talk  about  it  in  terms  of  healthy 
economy. 

My  concern  is  that  if  we  adhere  to  a 
7-year  proposal,  that  is,  "Thou  shalt 
balance  the  budget  in  7  years  regard- 
less of  the  consequences,"  then  I  am 
concerned  about  what  that  means  for 
the  economy,  because  it  may  be  more 
of  a  blow  than  the  economy  can  handle. 

I  would  have  to  have  a  movie  made 
this  summer  about  the  proceedings 
that  went  on  here  titled  "Honey.  I 
Shrank  the  Budget  and  I  Blew  Up  the 
Economy,"  because  that  is  not  what 
this  is  about.  This  is  about  building  a 
healthy  economy. 
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First  of  all  I  want  to  respond  very 
quickly  to  the  Medicare  arguments. 
pro  and  con.  and  then  move  into  other 
aspects  of  the  budget. 

I  note  with  interest  the  statements 
made  about  how  there  are  no  cuts  in 
Medicare,  and  I  think  that  argument 
has  gone  back  and  forth  a  lot.  Let  the 
record  show  that  it  was  last  year  that 
this  administration,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, brought  forward  a  plan 
for  reforming  Medicare  in  the  context 
of  overall  health  care  reform,  and  that 
was  almost  universally  disowned  by 
those  on  the  other  side.  Now  they  say, 
"Well,  we've  got  this  great  plan  and  we 
want  you  to  be  involved." 

We  are  saying  it  has  to  be  done  in  the 
context  of  overall  health  care  reform. 
It  also  has  to  be  done  in  the  context  of 
something  else.  If  you  are  asking  sen- 
iors to  pay  more  out  of  pocket  for  re- 
structuring the  health  care  plan,  then  I 
think  it  is  not  too  much  to  ask  that 
that  actually  go  toward  Medicare,  that 
that  actually  go  toward  deficit  reduc- 
tion, but  that  it  not  go  for  a  tax  break 
for  the  very  wealthiest  in  our  country. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  amount  that 
would  come  out  of  Medicare,  roughly 
$300  billion  over  7  years,  is  almost  the 
amount  that  was  voted  by  this  House 
or  voted  by  the  Members  of  the  major- 
ity party  for  a  tax  break,  51  percent  of 
those  benefits  going  to  those  earning 
over  $100,000  a  year. 

Incidentally,  in  West  Virginia  where 
the  bulk  of  the  income  level  is  $20,000 
and  below,  that  segment  of  the  popu- 
lation would  get  only  4  percent  of  that 
tax  cut  benefits,  while  those  over 
$100,000  got  51  percent.  That  is  a  clear 
disparity. 

It  is  interesting  because  in  my  town 
meetings,  18  of  them  which  I  held 
across  the  State  during  the  last  couple 
of  months,  in  my  town  meetings  even 
upper  income  people  were  saying  "We 
don't  need  a  tax  cut.  particularly  one 
that  gives  us  a  tax  break.  What  we  are 
interested  in  is  more  deficit  reduction 
and  more  balancing  the  budget." 
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So  that  is  one  of  the  main  sticking 
points  on  Medicare,  do  not  go  cutting 
Medicare  to  give  a  tax  break  for  the 
upper  income. 

But  let  us  talk  now  about  the  budget 
and  the  economy. 

The  goal  as  I  say  is  for  a  balanced 
budget,  but  in  the  context  of  a  healthy 
economy.  What  is  it  that  makes  a 
healthy  economy?  Growth  makes  a 
healthy  economy,  and  if  you  have  two 
businesses  side  by  side  and  both  of 
them  have  a  debt  problem,  they  have 
too  much  debt,  and  the  United  States 
has  too  much  debt,  and  they  take  steps 
to  cut  that,  where  is  it,  Mr.  Speaker, 
you  would  want  to  invest,  in  the  com- 
pany that  cuts  everything  across  the 
board  regardless  of  how  much  business 
it  creates,  or  would  you  want  to  invest 
in  the  company  that  is  going  to  make 


sensible  cuts,  but  at  the  same  time  is 
going  to  beef  up  those  provisions  by 
bringing  growth  to  that  business  and 
help  it  to  grow  out  of  some  of  its  prob- 
lems? 

I  think  we  ought  to  put  the  debt  of 
the  United  States  in  context.  We  have 
a  debt  problem,  and  I  think  it  is  loom- 
ing as  a  serious  problem;  it  is  not  a  cri- 
sis. And  let  us  look  at  some  statistics. 

First  of  all,  the  debt,  that  total 
amount  that  the  United  States  has 
rung  up.  has  increased  dramatically  in 
the  past  12  years.  It  has  gone  from 
roughly  $1  trillion,  took  about  200 
years  to  get  to  about  this  level,  $1  tril- 
lion, and  in  the  last  12  to  15  years  it 
has  now  grown  to  $4.5  trillion.  And  I 
know  I  am  not  in  scale  with  my  high 
air  chart,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  the  debt  is 
somewhere  around  $4.5  trillion.  That  is 
a  lot  of  money  obviously.  But  let  us 
put  it  in  the  context  of  history. 

Following  World  War  II  this  coun- 
try's debt  was  about  125  percent  of  its 
gross  domestic  product.  In  other  words, 
everything  this  country  did  in  a  year's 
time  in  business  and  sales  and  what 
not,  the  debt  was  about  125  percent.  We 
worked  that  debt  down  steadily  over 
the  next  four  decades  to  roughly  35  per- 
cent of  our  gross  domestic  product  for 
1  year's  economy. 

It  has  now  gone  up.  yes.  it  is  true,  to 
around  65  to  70  percent,  but  this  is.  in- 
cidentally, about  the  same  level  that 
almost  every  other  major  industri- 
alized nation  is  carrying  of  debt  in  re- 
lation to  its  gross  domestic  product.  So 
we  have  a  problem  and  the  trend  line  is 
up  and  leveling  off.  But  we  do  not  have 
a  crisis.  But  we  need  to  reverse  that 
trend. 

Why  do  we  need  to  reverse  that 
trend?  The  debt  takes  time  to  pay  off. 
But  more  importantly,  it  is  the  inter- 
est on  the  debt  that  we  pay  every  year 
that  is  growing.  That  is  what  is  impor- 
tant. 

Roughly  the  interest  on  the  debt  is 
somewhere  around  $300  billion,  this 
year  roughly  15  percent  of  our  total 
Federal  budget.  That  is  $300  billion 
that  is  not  going  for  education,  it  is 
not  going  for  defense,  it  is  not  going 
for  anything  except  to  repay  past  con- 
sumption. So  that  needs  to  come  down. 
But  let  us  bring  it  down  in  a  reasonable 
way. 

The  deficit  is  the  yearly  amount  that 
this  Government  spends  over  what  it 
takes  in;  if  you  take  in  this  much  and 
you  spend  that  much.  Let  us  look  at 
the  deficit  in  relation  to  our  economy. 
Three  or  four  years  ago  this  country's 
deficit  was  about  6  percent  of  its  gross 
domestic  product.  Because  of  the  steps 
taken  in  the  1993  budget  plan,  hotly 
disputed,  I  might  add,  because  of  that 
it  came  from  6  percent  and  it  is  on  a 
trend  line  to  be  cut  in  half,  and  it  is  on 
course  right  now  to  be  around  2.5  to  3 
percent  of  our  gross  domestic  product. 
So,  over  a  5-year  time  the  deficit  in  re- 
lation to  our  overall  economy  has  been 
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cut  in  half.  That  is  not  good  enough.  It 
has  to  keep  going  down,  but  we  have  to 
acknowledge  the  progress  that  has 
been  made  and  it  has  been  made  in  a 
solid  and  stable  way  and  incidently  the 
economy,  despite  the  predictions  of 
those  who  opposed  that  program  only  2 
years  ago,  passed  by  one  or  two  votes 
as  I  recall  here  in  the  House,  the  econ- 
omy instead  of  going  in  the  tank  as 
was  proposed  has  only  grown  instead. 

Now.  what  does  that  mean  for  future 
deficit  reduction?  My  feeling  is  we  need 
to  continue  that  glide  path  but  that  we 
need  to  make  sure  that  several  things 
are  built  in.  First,  that  it  is  a  gentle 
glide  path  and  not  an  abrupt  one.  Sec- 
ond, that  is  builds  in  growth.  The  re- 
ality is  if  you  are  talking  about  paying 
off  a  debt  of  $4.5  trillion,  if  you  are 
talking  about  eliminating  a  deficit  of 
$170  billion  this  year,  or  $200  billion  on 
average,  then  you  are  talking  about 
the  need  to  be  able  to  grow  and  the 
economy  must  grow,  and  you  must 
make  sure  the  steps  you  take  bring 
growth  and  not  retrenchment. 

So  that  deficit  is  what  needs  to  be  fo- 
cused on,  so  I  would  urge  that  instead 
of  a  7-year  time  plan  with  some  pretty 
draconian  cuts  that  it  be  spread  out  to 
10  years  to  12  years.  Why  10  to  12?  Rule 
of  thumb.  It  took  you  10,  12  years  to 
get  into  this  predicament.  I  think  it  is 
going  to  take  logically  10  to  12  to  get 
out. 

But  I  noticed  most  private  sector 
bankruptcy  proceedings  or  chapter  11 
proceedings,  if  you  put  forward  a  rea- 
sonable repayment  plan  for  the  credi- 
tors over  a  number  of  years,  then  ev- 
eryone breathes  a  lot  easier,  the  credi- 
tors loosen  up,  you  are  beginning  to 
pay  off  your  debt  in  a  logical  way  and 
everybody  is  happy  and  that  business 
still  continues  tn  gn  on. 

So,  I  am  not  wedded  to  a  7-year  plan. 
I  am  not  wedded  for  another  reason. 
Here  we  get  a  bit.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  I 
have  been  known  to  be  able  to  cause 
whole  crowds'  eyes  to  glaze  over  when 
I  start  explaining  capital  budgeting, 
but  let  me  try.  All  of  us  believe  that 
the  family  budget  and  a  Federal  budget 
should  be  treated  the  same,  that  you 
should  balance.  There  is  a  difference. 
And  the  family  budget  and  the  Federal 
budget  are  much  the  same  in  that  they 
both  must  set  priorities.  Families  sit 
around  the  table  every  month  and  de- 
cide how  much  for  utilities,  how  much 
for  food,  how  much  for  school,  how 
much  for  health  care,  and  so  on. 

Families  know  something.  Families 
know  they  also  have  to  borrow  to  grow. 
That  is  why  my  wife  and  I  have  a  mort- 
gage on  our  house.  We  cannot  afford  to 
pay  for  a  house  in  1  year.  We  have  to 
mortgage  over  20  to  30  years.  That  is 
why  we  buy  a  car  on  a  payment  plan. 
We  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  a  car  in  1 
year.  We  pay  for  it  over  several  years. 
That  is  why  I  worked  my  way  through 
college  and  had  to  borrow  to  get 
through  college,  and  that  is  why  my 
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children  will  probably  see  the  same, 
but  we  look  at  the  borrowing  for  the 
house,  the  car,  and  the  education  as  a 
necessary  expense  that  has  long-term 
benefits  and  over  time  helps  us  grow.  It 
appreciates  in  value  and  adds  to  our 
value. 

So,  families  know  that,  and  they  do 
that. 

The  Federal  Government  does  not  ac- 
count for  those  long-term  investments 
that  way.  When  you  build  a  mile  of 
road,  you  build  a  Federal  building,  you 
buy  aircraft  carriers,  those  things  that 
have  long-term  value,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment shows  them  being  paid  for  in 
that  1  year.  It  does  not  spread  the  cost 
out  over  the  lifetime  of  the  asset.  It 
pays  for  it  in  that  1  year,  so  that  in 
turn  balloons  up  what  most  businesses 
and  families  know  would  be  a  much 
lesser  expense  because  they  would 
spread  the  cost  out  over  the  lifetime  of 
that  asset.  There  is  no  capital  budget- 
ing. That  is  what  it  is  called.  There  is 
no  capital  budgeting  in  the  Federal 
budget. 

There  is  in  every  State  and  city  gov- 
ernment, and  business  and  family 
budget.  The  State  of  West  Virginia,  for 
instance,  has  a  balanced  budget,  but 
the  State  of  West  Virginia,  as  almost 
every  State  with  possibly  the  exception 
of  one  State,  the  State  of  West  Vir- 
ginia and  48  other  States  at  least  all 
borrow  money  for  their  highways  and 
in  some  cases  for  water,  sewer,  and 
other  long-term  investments.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  is  not  able  to  show  it 
that  way.  So  I  would  put  this  country 
on  a  capital  budget  for  those  long-term 
items. 

But  the  family  also  does  something 
else.  The  family  budget  shows  that 
debt  service.  The  Federal  Government 
borrows,  but  it  does  not  know  whether 
it  is  borrowing  a  dollar  for  gasoline  for 
a  Federal  vehicle  or  a  dollar  for  a  mile 
of  road.  That  needs  to  change. 

So,  growth  must  be,  must  clearly  be 
built  into  this. 

I  would  urge  several  things  in  prepar- 
ing a  budget.  First  of  all.  I  would  urge 
that  there  be  a  longer  phase-in  period. 
Second.  I  would  suggest  there  be  cap- 
ital budgeting,  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment be  able  to  invest  and  encour- 
age investment  just  like  every  busi- 
ness, every  State,  every  city,  every 
family  does,  and  to  have  for  those 
items  that  are  long-term  you  can  bor- 
row for  those  and  show  it  as  such  for 
those  items  that  are  day-to-day  con- 
sumption, your  payroll,  materials, 
those  kinds  of  things  you  pay  for  them, 
and  you  balance  your  budget  for  those. 

Third  is,  I  urge  growth  policies.  My 
concern  about  the  budget  that  will  be 
on  the  floor  next  week  is  it  discourages 
growth;,  it  does  not  encourage  it.  If 
you  believe  balancing  the  budget  in 
and  of  itself  will  bring  you  growth, 
then  fine,  and  you  are  happy  as  a  hog 
in  slop,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
the  statistics  are  pretty  clear,  it  does 


not.  If  you  look  at  studies  you  find  in- 
terestingly enough  at  times  when  we 
have  the  closest  to  balanced  budgets 
our  economy  sometimes  is  in  the  worst 
shape,  and  vice  versa.  Many  are  wring- 
ing their  hands  about  the  deficit  today, 
but  they  are  not  pointing  out  that  the 
stock  market  is  at  an  all-time  high, 
that  employment  has  been  nmning 
along  at  a  fairly  consistent  pace,  and 
the  Federal  Reserve  has  clamped  down 
seven  times  already  on  the  economy  in 
the  past  year  trying  to  restrain  infla- 
tion because  they  felt  the  economy  was 
growing  too  fast.  So  I  think  there  is  a 
real  need  to  recognize  growth  policies. 

I  would  urge  under  that  heading 
there  are  several  programs  not  to  be 
cut  that  are  proposed  to  be  cut.  Stu- 
dent loans.  The  present  proposal  is  to 
cut  the  student  loan  program  $33  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  I  do  not  know  about 
others  in  the  Chamber.  I  think  I  do, 
but  1  know  that  many  of  us  got  our 
education  through  student  loan  pro- 
grams. And  indeed,  the  best  investment 
that  the  Federal  Government  can  make 
is  to  make  sure  that  someone  gets  a 
higher  education.  If  someone  graduates 
from  college,  the  Department  of  Labor 
estimates  their  income  today  by  grad- 
uating from  college  is  60  percent  higher 
over  their  lifetime  than  simply  grad- 
uating from  high  school.  That  inciden- 
tally has  changed  in  the  last  10  years 
from  being  just  30  percent  higher  to 
doubling,  so  the  power  of  a  college  edu- 
cation or  higher  education  is  there. 

Incidentally,  speaking  from  the  most 
businesslike  Federal  Government 
standpoint,  that  is  good  news  for  the 
Federal  Government,  because  that 
means  they  pay  more  taxes.  It  is  good 
news  for  the  economy  because  they  are 
more  active  in  the  economy,  generat- 
ing more  revenue  and  so  on. 

The  person  who  goes  to  college  today 
may  be  the  employer,  the  business  cre- 
ator, the  business  grower  of  tomorrow. 

Please  leave  student  loans  alone. 

I  would  leave  intact  other  growth 
programs.  The  Economic  Development 
Administration,  almost  every  indus- 
trial park  probably  in  our  country,  cer- 
tainly in  my  State,  has  EDA  money  in 
it.  That  is  what  provides  the  linchpin 
that  brings  together  the  deal,  the  pri- 
vate sector,  it  provides  the  water,  the 
sewer,  sometimes  the  shell  building, 
technical  feasibility  studies.  We  just 
broke  ground  on  a  major  development 
in  the  eastern  panhandle  of  West  Vir- 
ginia. It  Is  estimated  that  the  EDA 
grant  which  I  believe  was  $2  million 
will  generate  357  jobs.  I  costed  that 
out.  In  addition  to  the  other  Federal 
grants  involved  it  was  around  $7,883  per 
job  created.  The  estimated  income 
those  workers  will  be  making,  that  will 
be  repaid  to  the  Federal  Government  in 
4  years.  Real  estate  developers  will  tell 
you  if  they  can  get  their  money  back 
in  4  years,  that  is  a  heck  of  a  great  in- 
vestment, and  now  those  people  will  be 
generating  money  for  the  economy  and 
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also   paying   taxes   for  40   years  after 
that. 

So  whether  it  is  the  Economic  Devel- 
opment Administration,  the  Appalach- 
ian Regional  Commission,  so  many  of 
the  other  important  growth-producing 
infrastructure  creating  entities,  I 
would  urge  that  those  be  retained. 

We  just  had  a  debate  on  the  floor 
today  about,  and  unfortunately  it 
passed,  cutting  $700  million  from  the 
State  revolving  fund.  What  does  that 
mean,  Mr.  Speaker?  That  is  the  money 
that  goes  to  build  water  and  sewer 
projects  for  all  of  our  communities; 
$100  billion  need  out  there.  This  Gov- 
ernment comes  up  with  at  best  $2  bil- 
lion a  year,  and  that  just  got  cut.  It 
does  not  make  any  sense  to  me,  be- 
cause water  and  sewer  is  how  we  grow. 

The  third  area  is  transportation.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  hope  that  the  money 
not  be  cut  for  the  highway  trust  fund 
and  the  aviation  trust  fund.  We  need  to 
be  growing  roads  and  improving  our 
roads  and  our  infrastructure  and  our 
mass  transit,  not  retrenching.  There  is 
a  reason  Mr.  Speaker,  people  talk 
about  the  economic  miracle  of  Japan; 
there  are  a  lot  of  reasons.  One  of  them 
is  this:  Japan  has  half  the  economy  of 
the  United  States  or  roughly  60  percent 
of  the  economy,  half  the  population, 
and  yet  spends  more  in  real  dollars 
than  the  United  States  does  in  its  in- 
frastructure, and  so  clearly  we  can 
learn  from  that. 

I  would  support  targeted  tax  cuts, 
Mr.  Speaker,  tax  cuts  that  actually  go 
to  create  growth,  not  tax  cuts  handed 
out  just  to  hand  out  tax  cuts,  because 
it  is  a  great  bumper  sticker,  but  tax 
cuts  that  go  to  create  growth,  limited 
and  targeted  capital  gains  cuts,  tar- 
geted investment  tax  credits  that  actu- 
ally provide  inceuLives  (ui  sniull  busi- 
nesses to  buy  the  equipment  that  helps 
them  to  expand  their  capacity  and  pro- 
ductivity. 

Targeted  tax  cuts  that  encourage  the 
development  of  municipal  and  private 
water  and  sewer  systems  and  those 
other  areas  that  help  us  grow.  Many  of 
those  incidentally  were  removed  in  the 
1986  tax  act.  I  think  it  is  time  to  revisit 
that.  So  there  is  much  that  can  be  done 
for  growth,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  am  getting 
close  to  the  end,  let  me  say  that  it  is  a 
laudable  effort  that  all  make  to  cut  the 
Federal  deficit.  That  has  to  be  done.  As 
I  mentioned,  I  do  not  make  light  of  the 
deficit,  because  what  the  deficit  rep- 
resents is  the  interest  that  is  being 
|}aid  on  the  national  debt. 

D  1500 

And  that  debt  is  too  high,  and  the  In- 
terest is  too  high,  and  it  robs  us  of 
other  areas,  if  you  are  going  to  spend 
money  that  could  be  better  spent.  Not 
a  dollar  of  that  goes  to  education  or 
goes  to  any  other  useful  application. 

So  I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  need  to 
reduce  the  deficit.  I  do  quarrel  with  the 
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idea  that  you  can  willy-nilly  cut  your 

way  to  Nirvana,  that  you  can  willy- 
nilly  cut  your  way  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et, and  particularly  doing  it  in  7  years, 
particularly  doing  it  with  the  type  of 
arcane  and  antiquated  and  ineffective 
accounting  system  that  the  Federal 
Government  has. 

It  is  like  we  are  trying  to  play  a 
game  by  rules  that  are  four  or  five  dec- 
ades old,  and  we  know  they  are  not  any 
good,  and  we  know  they  are  artificial, 
and  we  know  they  do  not  produce  the 
most  logical  outcome,  but.  by  golly. 
they  are  the  rules,  those  are  the  rules 
we  are  going  to  play  by  even  if  it  has  a 
bad  outcome. 

So,  cutting  your  way  completely  to  a 
balanced  budget,  particularly  in  7 
years,  I  believe  can  create  incredible 
problems  for  the  economy.  And  so  I 
would  urge  that  growth  be  an  impor- 
tant initiative  in  that. 

I  don't  think  you  reach  growth  by 
cutting  the  very  programs  that  create 
growth,  and  so  I  hope  that  there  will  be 
time  eventually  to  look  at  those 
growth  areas  and  to  be  putting  a 
growth  agenda  forward. 

I  understand  this  budget  is  going  to 
pass  next  week,  I  guess,  on  the  floor  of 
this  House.  The  votes  are  here.  It  will 
be  muscled  through.  It  will  pass. 

But  my  thought,  though,  is  that  after 
it  passes,  then  we  can  have  some 
calmer  reflection  in  the  country  as 
well  as  this  Congress,  and  that  we  can 
be  talking  about  a  true  growth  initia- 
tive that  moves  this  country  forward. 
You  get  balanced  budgets  by  having  a 
strong  economy,  and  so  as  we  work  to- 
wards that  balanced  budget  goal,  I 
think  at  the  same  time  we  have  to  rec- 
ognize what  the  ultimate  goal  is,  and 
that  is  the  strength  of  this  economy. 

Ill  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  want  to 
address  one  concern  that  has  been 
raised.  Some  have  said,  "Where  is  your 
alternative.  Democrats?  Where  is  your 
alternative?"  "We  have  a  budget  we 
just  reported  out  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,"  say  the  Republican  lead- 
ership, "and  where  is  the  Democratic 
alternative'^" 

Ladies  and  gentleman,  the  Demo- 
crats have  been  putting  their  alter- 
native out  there  on  the  line.  I  get  par- 
tisan at  this  point.  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
Democrats  have  been  putting  their  al- 
ternative out  on  the  line  for  the  past 
few  years.  We  are  the  ones  who  passed 
without  any  help  from  the  other  party, 
passed  a  deficit  reduction  plan  that  re- 
duced the  deficit  $500  billion  over  5 
years,  took  the  deficit  from  being  al- 
most 6  percent  of  gross  domestic  prod- 
uct to  less  than  3  percent  of  gross  do- 
mestic product  in  5  years.  We  are  the 
party  that  put  out  a  comprehensive 
health  care  plan  that  last  year  was  at- 
tacked by  this  side  because  it  re- 
stricted choice,  the  freedom-to-choose 
provider.  It  had  too  much  managed 
care.  This  year  they  come  and  say  the 
greatest    thing    since    sliced    bread    is 


managed  care.  That  is  how  they  would 
seek  to  reduce  the  deficit. 

I  would  say  Democrats  have  been 
there.  Incidentally,  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  be  there.  I  am  going  to  be 
putting  forth  my  growth  agenda.  I  am 
going  to  be  putting  forward  my  bal- 
anced-budget alternatives.  Others  of  us 
are  working  to  put  these  forward.  My 
hope  is  eventually  this  center  aisle  can 
be  replaced  by  people  working  on  both 
sides  of  it.  working  together,  crossing 
over  to  work  for  a  true  growth  agenda 
and  to  work  for  what  I  know  everyone 
in  this  Chamber  agrees  on  and  across 
the  country,  the  need  for  policies  that 
truly  put  this  country  on  the  road  to  a 
healthy  economy,  in  so  doing,  a  bal- 
anced budget  as  well. 

I  also  think  it  is  important  that 
these  special  orders  at  the  end  of  the 
day  following  legislative  business  be 
taken  and  be  recognized  for  what  they 
are,  not  addresses  to  the  Congress  per 
se,  but  addresses  to  more  fully  expound 
the  thoughts  each  Member  has  and  to 
try  and  shape  the  policy  discussion, 
very  important  policy  discussion  that 
is  taking  place  here  over  the  next  cou- 
ple of  weeks. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Gephardt,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeFazio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  LiPINSKI,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  UNUtKWuou,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pallone.  for  60  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Wise,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr  Kingston)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mrs.  Roukema,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Kingston,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  PosHARD.  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr,  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  BoNiOR. 

Ms.  WooLSEY  in  two  Instances. 

Mr.  Engel  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Barcia. 

Mr.  DooLEY  in  two  instances. 


Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Klngston)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Ganske. 

Mr.  Foley. 

Mr.  Ramstad. 

Mr.  Sensenbrenner. 

Mr.  Hoke  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wise)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter: ) 

Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky. 

Mrs.  Roukema. 

Mr.  Kim. 

Mr.  DORNAN. 

Mr.  POSHARD. 

Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Kan.jorski  in  two  instances. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and.  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  510.  An  acl  to  extend  the  authorization 
for  certain  programs  under  the  Native  Amer- 
ican Proffram.s  .^ct  of  1974.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 


AD.JOURNMENT 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  3  o'clock  and  4  minutes  p.m.). 
under  its  previous  order,  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Monday,  May  15.  1995,  at 
10:30  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXI'V,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

864.  .^  letter  from  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  transmitting  a  report  and  rec- 
ommendations of  the  task  force  on  discrimi- 
nation and  sexual  hara.ssment  dated  May 
1995.  Volume  I.  pursuant  to  Public  Law  103- 
337,  section  532;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

865.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
transmitting  certification  that  the  detail  of 
58  DOD  personnel  to  other  Federal  agencies, 
under  the  DOD  Counterdrug  Detail  Program, 
are  in  the  national  security  interest  of  the 
United  States,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  103- 
337.  section  1011;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

866  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense  .Se- 
curity .Assistance  Agency,  transmitting  noti- 
fication concerning  the  accession  of  Den- 
mark to  the  project  to  establish  an  organiza- 
tion for  C.ALS  within  N.ATO  (Transmittal 
No.  S-951.  pursuant  to  22  US.C.  2767(f);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

867.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense  Se- 
curity Assistance  .Agency,  transmitting  noti- 
fication concerning  a  cooperative  counter- 
terrorism   research  and  development  effort 


with  Can.ada  (Transmittal  No.  7-95).  pursu- 
ant to  22  use.  2767(f);  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

868.  A  letter  from  the  .Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  .Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  li- 
cense for  the  export  of  major  defen.se  equip- 
ment and  services  sold  commercially  to  the 
United  States  Arab  Emirates  (Transmittal 
No.  DTC-25-95).  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(c); 
to  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions. 

869.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  li- 
cense for  the  export  of  major  defense  equip- 
ment and  services  sold  commercially  to 
French  Guiana  Australia  (Transmittal  No. 
DTC-26-95).  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(c):  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

870.  -A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense  Se- 
curity Assistance  Agency,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  Transmittal  No.  D-95  which  relates 
to  enhancements  or  upgrades  from  the  level 
of  sensitivity  of  technology  or  capability  de- 
scribed in  section  36(b)(1)  AECA  certification 
93-15  of  28  May  1993.  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
2776(b)(5);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

871  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fi.sh  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  to  improve  the  administra- 
tion of  the  National  Park  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

872.  .A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  amend  title  38.  United  States 
Code,  to  clarify  the  eligibility  of  certain  mi- 
nors for  burial  in  national  cemeteries;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

873.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  amend  title  38.  United  States 
Code,  to  restrict  payment  of  a  clothing  al- 
lowance to  incarcerated  veterans  and  to  cre- 
ate a  presumption  of  permanent  and  total 
disability  for  pension  purposes  for  certain 
veterans  who  are  patients  in  a  nursing  home: 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

874.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  to  amend  title  38.  United  States 
Code,  to  change  the  name  of  Servicemen's 
Group  Life  Insurance  program  to  Service- 
members'  Group  Life  Insurance,  to  merge 
the  Retired  Reservists'  Servicemembers' 
Group  Life  Insurance  program  into  the  Vet- 
erans' Group  Life  Insurance  program,  to  ex- 
tend Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance  cov- 
erage to  members  of  the  Ready  Reserve  of  a 
uniformed  service  who  retire  with  less  than 
20  years  of  service,  to  permit  an  insured  to 
convert  a  Veterans"  Group  Life  Insurance 
policy  to  an  individual  policy  of  life  insur- 
ance with  a  commercial  insurance  company 
at  any  time,  and  to  permit  an  insured  to  con- 
vert a  Servicemembers'  Group  Life  Insur- 
ance policy  to  an  individual  policy  of  life  in- 
surance with  a  commercial  company  upon 
separation  from  service;  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

875.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting  notification  that  cer- 
tain conditions  for  the  conservation  and 
management  of  swordfish  within  the  Inter- 
national Commission  for  the  Conservation  of 
Atlantic  Tunas  have  been  met  and  the  an- 
nual reports  to  Congress  on  this  subject  are 
no  longer  required;  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Resources  and  International  Rela- 
tions. 

!I!M«M     (»— (I7\<.l    Ul  iPl  »)3I 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  DORNAN: 
H.R.    1623.    A    bill    to   amend    the    Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  repeal  family  planning 
programs  under  title  X  of  the  Act:  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

H.R.  1624.  A  bill  to  modify  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  courts  with  respect  to  abor- 
tion; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  1625.  A  bill  to  protect  the  right  to  life 
of  each  born  and  preborn  human  person  in 
existence  at  fertilization;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FOLEY: 
H.R.  1626,  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  adjust- 
ment in  the  rate  of  duty  for  tomatoes  im- 
ported from  Mexico  to  take  into  account 
changes  in  the  value  of  Mexican  currency 
with  respect  to  the  United  States  dollar,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  for  a  period  to  be  sub- 
sequently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

Mr.  BLILEY  (for  himself,  Mr.  Towns. 
Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  de  la  Garza.  Mr. 
Emerson.  Mr.  CoNoft-.  Mr.  Bilirakis. 
Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr. 
CoMBEST,  Mr.  Montgomery.  Mr.  Al- 
LARD,  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska.  Mr, 
Johnson  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  W.\lk- 
ER.  Mr.  DooLEV.  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Hall  of  Texas.  Mr.  Barrett  of 
Nebraska.  Mrs.  Thurman.  Mr. 
Hastert.  Mr.  PoMEROY.  Mr.  Wolf, 
Mr.  Bishop.  Mr.  Stump.  Mrs.  Lin- 
coln. Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Pa.xon.  -Mr. 

GOODLATTE,       Mr.        DCXJLITTLE,       Mr. 

Canady,  Mr.   PoMBO.  Mr.  Kingston. 
Mr.     Walsh.     Mr.     Hoekstra.     Mr. 
Baker   of  Louisiana.    Mr.   Calvert. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Cox.  Mr. 
Crapo.  Mr.  Lucas.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Ken- 
tucky.        Mr.  Shadecg.  Mr. 
HosTETrLER.    Mrs.    Chenoweth.    Mr. 
Hutchinson.     Mr.     Chambliss.     Mr. 
Latham.  Mr.  LaHood.  Mr.  Taylor  of 
North  Carolina.   Mr.   Bkreuter.  Mr. 
Whitfield.    Mr.     Nethercltt.    Mr. 
Boucher.  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Skeen.  Mr. 
Boehner.         Mr.         Stupak.         Mr. 
Thornberry.    Mr.    Bryant    of   Ten- 
nessee, Mr.  Ha.stincs  of  Washington. 
Mr.  Poshard.  Mr.  Burr.  Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner. Mr.  Talent,  Ms.  Danner, 
Mr.  Hefley.  Mr.  Orton,  Mr.  Upton. 
Mr.      Bilbfiay.      Mr.      Foley.      Mr. 
McCrery.  Mr.  Cooley.  Mr.  McHugh. 
Mr.  Ganske.  Mr.  Ewing.  Mr.  Holden. 
Mr.   Manzullo.  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr. 
Chrysler.       Mr.       Gillmor.       Mr. 
Metcalf.      Mrs.      Seastrand.      Mr. 
MiNGE.    Mr.    Dickey.    Mr.    Norwood. 
Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.   Barton  of  Texas. 
Mr.    Gordon.    Mr.    Schaefer.    Mr. 
Clinger.       Mr.       MooRHEAD.       Mr. 
Radanovich.  Mr.  Hancock.  Mr.  Rose, 
Mr.  Buyer,  and  Mr.  Quillen); 
H.R.  1627.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  In- 
secticide.   Fungicide,    and    Rodenticide    Act 
and  the  Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 
Act.  and  for  other  purposes;  Titles  I-III  re- 
ferred to  the  Commitee  on  Agriculture:  Title 
IV.  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  HOKE: 
H.R.  1628.  A  bill  to  establish  a  Defense  Nu- 
clear Program  Agency  to  carry  out  all  de- 


fense nuclear  programs  matters;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

By   Mr.    SANDERS   (for   himself.    Ms. 

Norton,  and  Mr.  Owens): 
H.R.  1629.  .A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  with  respect  to  treatment 
of  corporations,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committees  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services,  and  International  Rela- 
tions, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  SCHAEFER  (for  himself,   Mr. 

Skagcs,    Mr.    Allard.   Mr.    Hefley. 

Mr.  MclNNls.  and  Mrs.  Schroeder): 
H.R.  1630.  A  bill  to  exclude  from  gross  in- 
come certain  disability  benefits  received  by 
former  police  officers  or  firefighters;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs.  SEASTRAND  (for  herself,  Mr. 

Baker   of  California.    Mr.    Bilbray. 

Mr.    Calvert.    Mr.    Doolittle.    Mr. 

Herger.  Mr.  Hunter.  Mr.  Moorhead. 

Mr.    Pombo.    Mr.    Radanovich.    Mr. 

Riggs,    Mr.    Rohrabacher.   and   Mr. 

Skeen  ): 
H.R.  1631.  A  bill  to  encourage  the  develop- 
ment of  the  commercial  space  industry  by 
establishing  State-run  spaceports,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Science,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committees 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  and 
Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
ease  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By    Ms.     WATERS    (for    herself.     Mr. 

Montgomery.  Mr.  Clyburn.  Mr.  Mas- 
cara, and  Mr.  Evans): 
H.R.  1632.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States    Code,    to    extend    certain    veterans 
housing  provisions,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

H.R.  1633.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  43  of 
title  38.  United  States  Code,  to  make  tech- 
nical corrections  in  the  employment  and  re- 
employment rights  of  members  of  the  uni- 
formed services,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By    Ms.    WATERS    (for    herself,    Mr. 

Clyburn.  and  Mr.  Evans ): 
H.R.  1634.  A  bill  to  increase  the  monthly 
rate  for  amounts  payable  for  veterans  edu- 
cation under  the  Montgomery  GI  Bill;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  National  Security, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

80.  By  the  SPEAKER.  Memorial  of  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  rel- 
ative to  recommendations  of  the  Northern 
Forest  Lands  Council;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

81.  Also,  memorial  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly of  the  State  of  Indiana,  relative  to  the  ti- 
tling of  rebuilt  and  salvaged  motor  vehicles; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
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ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  38;  Mr  BRYANT  Of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Ev- 
erett. Mr.  Ney.  Mr.  JEFFERSON.  Mr.  Wynn, 
Mr.  Cr.\ne.  Mr.  TORRlCELLI.  Mr.  LoBlONDO. 
and  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  103:  Mr    Menendez  and  Mr.  CLYBURN. 

H.R.  109:  Mr.  Luther  and  Mr.  Schiff. 

H  R.  209:  Mr.  DeLay  and  Mr.  Barton  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  248:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  303:  Mr.  TORRICELLI  and  Mr.  Clyblrn. 

H.R.  373:  Mr.  Bachus.  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska. 
Mr.  Doolittle.  Mr.  Hunter.  Mr.  McKeon. 
Mr  Schaefer.  Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  Collins  of 
Georgia,  Mr  Deal  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Linder, 
Mr.  Crane.  Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr. 
BUNNING  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Ken- 
tucky. Mr.  B.AKER  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Hayes. 
Mr.  Tauzin.  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Camp.  Mr.  Mo.ntgomery.  Mr.  Hancock.  Mr. 
VOLK.MER.  Mrs.  VucANOVicH.  Mr.  Jones.  Mr. 
Cooley.  Mr.  Kasich.  Mr.  McDade.  Mr. 
SPENCE.    Mr.    CO.MBEST.    Mr.    Stenhol.m.    Mr. 

Wilson.  Mr.  Chapman,  and  Mr.  Taylor  of 
North  Carolina. 

H.R.  375:  Mr.  Chapm.\n.  Mr.  Cox.  and  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska. 

H  R.  390:  Mr,  MOORHEAD. 

H  R  442:  Mr  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  463:  Mr.  Hinchey. 

H.R  468:  Mr  SANDERS,  Mr.  CLYBURN,  Mrs. 
Roukema.  Mrs.  Vuca.novich.  Mr.  Calvert. 
and  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H  R.  530:  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner.  Mr.  CuNNiNGHA.M.  Mr.  Pastor.  Mr. 
Collins  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Clinger,  and  Mr. 
Ney. 

H.R.  556:  Mr.  PASTOR. 

H.R   557:  Mr.  PASTOR. 

H.R.  638:  Mr.  Gutierrez  and  Mr.  Olver. 

H.R.  736:  Mr.  Herger.  Mr.  McKeon,  Mrs. 
Seastrand.  Mrs.  Kelly,  and  Mr.  Lipinski. 

H  R.  759:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  783:  Mr.  Bilirakis, 


H  R.  820:  Mr.  BlLIRAKIs.  Mr  Sawyer.  Mr 
Jacobs.  Mr.  Wicker,  and  Mr.  Stearn.s. 

H.R.  852:  Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Olver.  and  Mr.  Towns. 

H.R.  930:  Mrs.  CUBIN. 

H.R.  939:  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  987:  Mr.  Parker  and  Mr.  Hutchinson. 

H.R.  997:  Mr.  PAYNE  of  Virginia,  Mr. 
FUNDERBURK,  and  Mr.  Crapo. 

H.R.  1021:  Mr.  HAMILTON. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.R.  1034:  Mr.  JONES,  Mr.  Baker  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  McHUGH,  Mr.  Boehlert,  Mr. 
Hoekstra.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin.  Mr 
LaHood.  Mr.  Lightfoot.  Mr.  Fawell.  Mr. 
LoBiONDO.  Mr.  Bateman,  Ms.  Pryce,  Mr. 
Shays,  Mr.  Forbes.  Mr.  Moorhead,  Ms. 
Lowey,  Ms.  Molinari.  Mr.  Ehlers.  Mr. 
MiNGE,  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Hostettler.  and  Mr.  SoUDER. 

H.R.  1045:  Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  1090:  Mr.  Gordon  and  Mr.  Sanders. 

H.R.  1114:  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland  and 
Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H.R.  1124:  Mr.  Frost  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.R.  1169:  Ms.  Lowey. 

H.R.  1184:  Mrs.  Fowler  and  Mr.  DUNCA^f. 

H.R.  1210:  Ms.  Danner. 

H.R.  1222:  Mr.  Kleczka. 

H.R.  1229:  Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1370:  Mr.  Chapman  and  Mr.  Hall  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  1387:  Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Fattah.  Mr.  LI- 
PINSKI, and  Ms.  Velazquez. 

H.R.  1418:  Mr.  STEARNS. 

H.R.  1422:  Mr.  Kleczka  and  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  1442:  Mr.  Poshard.  Mr.  Bishop,  Mr. 
Luther,  Mr.  Hefley,  and  Mr.  Torres. 

H.R.  1445:  Mr.  Sensenbrenner. 

H.R.  1448:  Mr.  McHugh. 

H.R.  1514:  Mr.  McCrery,  Mr.  BARTLETT  of 
Maryland,  and  Ms.  Pryce. 

H.R.  1547:  Mr.  Stark  and.  Mr.  Gene  Green 
of  Texas. 

H.R.  1552:  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Flor- 
ida. Mr.  Sensenbrenner.  Mr.  Volkmer.  Mr. 
Stump.  Mr.  DeFazio.  Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Burr. 
Mr.  Ney,  Mr.  Ballenger.  Mr.  Poshard.  Mr. 


Burton  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Funderburk.  Mr. 
Hkineman.  Mr.  Thornberry.  Mr.  Gordon. 
Mr.  Hoke.  Mr.  Hunter.  Mr.  Gutknecht.  Ms. 
Danner.  Mr.  Rose.  Mr.  Cremeans.  Ms. 
Eshoo.  Mr.  BoEHNER.  and  Mr.  Wicker. 

H.R.  1559:  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr.  Filner.  Mr. 
Jacobs,  and  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  1578:  Mr   Brown  of  California. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Ms.  Brown  of  Florida  and  Mr 
Shaw. 

H.  Con.  Res.  23:  Mr.  Baldacci.  Mr. 
Gutierrez.  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  Mollohan. 
Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Torres,  and  Mr. 
Bentsen. 

H.  Con.  Res.  31:  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.  Con.  Res.  62:  Mr.  Bonior.  Mr.  CONYERS. 
Mr.  FoGLiETTA,  Ms.  Lowey.  Mr.  Martinez, 
and  Ms.  Pelosi. 


May  12,  1995 


PETITIONS.  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 

21.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition  of 
the  Chairman.  State  Transportation  Board. 
Atlanta.  GA.  relative  to  matters  relating  to 
transportation;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS- 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 

The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  discharge  peti- 
tions: 

Petition  1  by  Mr.  CHAPMAN  on  H.R.  125: 
None. 

Petition  2  by  Mr.  STOCKMAN  on  H.  Res. 
HI:  None. 

Petition  3  by  Mr.  VOLKMER  on  H.R.  920; 
None. 

Petition  4  by  Mr.  BRYANT  on  H.  Res.  127; 
Karen  L.  Thurman.  Lloyd  Doggett,  Andrew 
Jacobs.  Jr..  and  Thomas  M.  Barrett. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Lord  God.  You  are  infinite,  eternal, 
unchangeable,  and  the  source  of  wis- 
dom, holiness,  goodness,  and  truth. 
Today  we  want  to  hold  together  two 
Biblical  admonitions.  We  are  told  that 
the  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of 
wisdom  but  also  that  we  are  not  to 
fear.  Help  us  to  distinguish  between 
the  humble  awe  and  wonder  that  opens 
us  to  the  gift  of  Your  guidance,  and  the 
negative  panic  that  so  often  grips  our 
souls. 

Give  us  a  profound  reverence  in  Your 
presence  that  keeps  us  on  the  knees  of 
our  hearts.  May  we  never  presume  that 
we  are  adequate  for  a  day's  challenges 
until  we  have  received  Your  strength 
and  vision.  Give  us  the  confidence  that 
comes  from  trust  in  Your  reliability 
and  resourcefulness.  You  never  let  us 
down  and  constantly  lift  us  up. 

Lord,  liberate  us  from  all  minor  fears 
that  haunt  us:  the  fear  of  hidden 
memories,  the  fear  of  imagined  failure, 
and  the  fear  of  what  is  ahead.  We  may 
not  know  what  the  future  holds,  but  we 
do  know  that  You  hold  the  future.  In 
the  name  of  Him  whose  constant 
watchword  is  "Fear  not,  I  am  with 
youl"  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  leader  time  has  been  re- 
served. The  Senate  will  immediately 
resume  consideration  of  S.  534.  the 
.solid  waste  disposal  bill. 

Senators  should  be  aware  that  roll- 
call  votes  will  occur  this  morning  at  10 
o'clock  on  invoking  cloture  on  the  sub- 
stitute amendment  to  the  solid  waste 
bill. 

As  a  reminder.  Senators  will  have 
until  10  o'clock  this  morning  to  file 
any  second-degree  amendments  to  the 
substitute.  Further  amendments  are 
expected  to  the  bill,  therefore,  addi- 
tional rollcall  votes  are  anticipated 
throughout  today's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  majorit.v  leader  has  indicated 
that  the  Senate  may  also  be  asked  to 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  1,  1995) 

turn  to  consideration  of  H.R.  483,  the 
Medicare  select  bill. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMAS).  The  Senate  will  resume  con- 
sideration of  S.  534. 

The  clerk  will  report  the  bill. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permitted 
to  make  an  announcement  concerning 
hearings  without  regard  to  the  pending 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FEDERAL  PENSION  REVIEW 
HEARINGS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  several 
months  ago  there  was  an  expression  of 
interest  in  the  subject  of  congressional 
pension  reform  raised  by  my  good 
friend  from  Nevada.  Senator  BRYAN. 
His  concern  about  the  subject,  which 
was  raised  here  on  the  floor,  was  sup- 
ported by  the  majority  leader,  and 
there  was  concurrence  that  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  schedule  hearings  later 
in  the  year  on  this  subject. 

Mr,  President,  to  address  the  concern 
raised  by  Senator  Brvan  and  the  ma- 
jority leader,  I  wish  to  announce  that 
the  Subcommittee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  which  I  chair,  has  sched- 
uled hearings  on  Federal  pension  plans 
for  Monday,  May  15,  and  Monday,  May 
22.  at  2  p.m.  They  will  be  held  in  room 
342  of  the  Dirksen  Building, 

The  May  15  hearing  will  be  devoted 
to  the  mechanics  of  Federal  pension 
plans,  including  their  application  to 
Congress,  and  a  review  of  proposals  for 


modifying  congressional  pension  cov- 
erage. The  May  22  hearing  will  be  a 
broad  discussion  of  Federal  plans,  and 
will  include  a  comparison  with  private 
sector  pension  plans.  GAO  will  review 
the  considerable  research  which  they 
have  compiled  in  this  area. 

There  are  several  goals  to  these  hear- 
ings which  include  taking  a  close  look 
at  congressional  pension  coverage;  as- 
sessing the  merits  of  the  differential 
between  this  coverage  and  standard 
Federal  pension  coverage:  and  review- 
ing the  Federal  pension  systems  to  de- 
termine if  changes  need  to  be  made 
which  would  enhance  the  current 
plans,  and  also  protect  the  financial 
soundness  of  these  systems. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  the  opportunity 
to  announce  these  hearings. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  10 
o'clock  having  arrived,  the  clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  invoke  cloture. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

CLOTURE  Motion 

We,  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  hereby  move 
to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  pending 
committee  substitute  amendment  to  S.  534, 
the  solid  waste  disposal  bill 

John  H.  Chafee.  Bob  Dole.  Bob  Smith, 
Jim  Jeffords.  Hank  Brown.  Kit  Bond. 
Orrin  Hatch.  Spencer  Abraham.  Jon 
Kyi.  Larry  E.  Craig.  Kay  Bailey 
Hutchison.  Trent  Lott.  R.F.  Bennett, 
Pete  V.  Domenici,  Dirk  Kempthome, 
Jesse  Helms, 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  unan- 
imous consent,  the  quorum  call  has 
been  waived. 


♦  This  "bullet"  >>  mtx)I  icjentifies  siaiemenis  or  inserti()ns  which  are  nnt  spoken  by  a  Member  <if  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 


12782 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  12,  1995 


May  12,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12783 


VOTE 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  debate  on  the  pending  com- 
mittee substitute  amendment  to  S.  534, 
the  solid  waste  disposal  bill,  shall  be 
brought  to  a  close?  The  yeas  and  nays 
are  required.  The  clerk  wiii  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Specter] 
and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
W.\RNER]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr  FORD  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  PELL)  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Lnhofe).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  50, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  165  Leg.) 
YEAS— 50 


.Abraham 

Frist 

McCain 

.\3hcroa 

Cramm 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Grams 

Morkowski 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Brown 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Bumi 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Campbell 

Hatneld 

Roth 

Chafee 

Helms 

Santonim 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cochran 

lnhofe 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

Crai? 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

D«Wiae 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lett 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Luffar 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Mack 

NAYS— a? 

Akaka 

Feingold 

Leahy 

Baucus 

Feins tein 

Levin 

Biden 

Ford 

Lieberman 

Bin^aman 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bo.ter 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Bradley 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Murray 

Bryan 

HeHiD 

Nunn 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Pryor 

Bynl 

Inouye 

Reid 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Robb 

DAmato 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Saroanes 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Simon 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Wells  tone 

EUon 

Lautentwrg 

NOT  VOTING— 3 
Pell  Specter  Warner 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Three- 
fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  chosen  and 
sworn  not  having  voted  in  the  affirma- 
tive, the  motion  is  not  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  Mr.  President,  many 
people  have  asked  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen for  the  remainder  of  the  day.  What 
we  would  very  much  like  to  do  is  get 
these  amendments  disposed  of  as 
quickly  as  possible.  I  know  that  many 
people  have  plans.  We  would  like  to  see 
how  many  amendments  there  are 
around  here.  I  think  most  of  the  play- 
ers are  here.  If  people  could  tell  us  who 
has  an  amendment,  then  we  could  fig- 
ure where  we  go  from  here. 

Now.  who  has  an  amendment?  All 
right.  Senator  Coats.  We  are  conscious 
of  his.  Senator  Gorton.  We  are  con- 
scious of  his.  That  is  the  same  one  as 
Senator  Murray's,  right? 


Mr.  GORTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Who  else?  Senator 
DoRGAN  has  an  amendment.  I  hope  peo- 
ple will  speak  up  because  we  would  like 
to  close  but  the  amendments,  if  pos- 
sible, if  we  can  get  an  agreement.  Sen- 
ator Boxer,  I  am  sure,  has  one.  We  are 
not  seeking  a  big  list.  I  know  Senator 
Boxer    has    an    amendment.    Senator 

DAMATO. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  may  have  some  very 
comprehensive,  exhaustive  amend- 
ments. I  hope  I  do  not  have  to  offer 
them. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  We  hope  you  do  not. 
too.  If  you  can  check  with  your  Cloak- 
room and  see,  we  will  do  the  same.  We 
want  to  press  this  along  and  hopefully 
finish  today.  We  know  a  lot  of  people 
have  engagements. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  have  a  very  brief 
statement  with  regard  to  the  legisla- 
tion. If  you  are  looking  for  a  few  mo- 
ments of  free  time.  I  could  do  that. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  If  the  Senator  could 
withhold  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Sure. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Is  Senator  Dorgan 
ready  to  go? 

This  would  involve  a  rollcall  vote  on 
Senator  Dorga.n's  amendment,  if  he 
proceeds  with  it. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  My  statement  is 
very  short  and  is  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  if 
we  could  give  30  seconds  or  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  to  make  a 
statement,  and  then  if  I  could  have  the 
floor  again,  we  will  return  to  Senator 
DoROA.v's  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  [Mr.  MURKOWSKi]  is 
recognized. 

A.ME.VDMENT  NO.  861 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  thank  Senator  Chafee,  and 
Senator  Baucus,  the  floor  managers; 
Senator  Smith,  the  subcommittee 
chairman:  and  Senator  Kempthor.nk 
for  accepting  my  amendment  last  night 
which  extends  the  efforts  of  Senator 
Kempthorne,  who  amended  the  inter- 
state waste  disposal  act  to  provide  for 
practicable  solid  waste  regulations 
that  take  into  account  the  remote  na- 
ture of  Alaska  Native  villages — that  is. 
relief  from  covering  landfills,  control- 
ling access  to  landfills  by  an  operator, 
et  cetera— to  cover  all  Alaska  villages. 

This  provision  is  not  a  blanket  ex- 
emption from  all  landfill  standards  for 
these  facilities;  rather,  the  governor  of 
Alaska  will  have  flexibility  to  set  ap- 
propriate standards  based  on  local  con- 
ditions. 

My  amendment  provrides  for  workable 
solid  waste  regulations  for  all  Alaska 
villages.  The  problems  faced  by  Native 
village  landfills  are  the  same  as  those 
faced  by  other  small,  remote  villages: 
both  need  regulatory  relief. 


I  have  a  list  of  Alaskan  villages  not 
classified  as  "Native  villages"  under 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows; 

NON-ANSCA  V1LLAGF.S 

Paxson. 

Seward. 

Chicken. 

Seward. 

Skwentna. 

Healy. 

Kupreanof. 

Tok. 

Elfin  Cove. 

Siana. 

Central. 

Medfra. 

Wiseman. 

Houston. 

Willow. 

Tonsina. 

Northway  Junction. 

Tenakee  Springs. 

Circle  Hot  Springs. 

Gustavus. 

Coffman  Cove. 

Ft.  Glenn. 

Talkeetna. 

McCarth. 

Kenny  Lake. 

Livengood. 

Pelican 

PROBLEM 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Landfills  in  re- 
mote areas  of  Alaska  do  not  have  the 
resources  to  comply  with  Federal  solid 
waste  management  regulations.  Many 
communities  have  no  local  government 
at  all,  or  operate  all  community  serv- 
ices on  an  annual  budget  of  $25,000  to 
$80,000.  If  landfills  close,  the  result  will 
be  illegal  dumping  on  the  lands,  or  into 
the  rivers,  because  no  other  alter- 
natives exist. 

Unlike  areas  in  the  lower  18  States,  if 
Alaska's  village  landfills  are  forced  to 
close  for  economic  reasons,  the  waste 
often  cannot  be  disposed  of  in  regional 
facilities  because  the  necessary  trans- 
portation infrastructure  simply  does 
not  exist.  Many  villages  are  accessible 
only  by  aircraft,  or  in  some  cases,  sea- 
sonal water  transportation.  Alaska  is 
different  from  the  lower  48  where  dis- 
tances may  be  great,  but  communities 
are  connected  by  road  to  regional  land- 
fills. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  If  Senator  Dorgan  is 
ready  to  go.  can  we  get  a  time  agree- 
ment? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection  to  a  time  agreement.  If  I 
might  offer  the  amendment,  I  will 
make  some  remarks,  and  then  we  will 
talk  about  a  time  agreement. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  What  about  20  minutes 
equally  divided? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  offer  the 
amendment  first  and  make  a  few  re- 
marks. It  is  not  my  intent  to  prolong 
it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  yield  for 
that  purpose? 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  Yes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  914 

(Purpose;  To  amend  the  definition  of  -mu- 
nicipal .solid  waste"  to  include  industrial 
waste  retrardless  of  whether  the  industrial 
waste  is  physically  and  chemically  iden- 
tical to  other  municipal  solid  waste) 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 
The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  DOR- 
GAN] proposes  an  amendment  numbered  914. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

On  page  49.  line  16.  insert  the  following 
after  "thereon"  and  before  the  period:  "and 
any  solid  waste  generated  by  an  industrial 

facility" 

On  page  50.  strike  line  22  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  51.  line  2. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
an  amendment  at  the  desk.  My  amend- 
ment is  not  particularly  complicated, 
although  it  might  be  controversial.  My 
amendment  would  change  this  legisla- 
tion so  that  the  bill  includes  all  solid 
waste  generated  by  an  industrial  facil- 
ity with  respect  to  the  definition  of 
waste  addressed  in  this  legislation. 

Currently,  this  legislation  addresses 
municipal  waste.  That  is,  waste  that  is 
generated  by  the  general  public  or  from 
a  residential,  commercial,  institu- 
tional, or  industrial  source  consisting 
of  certain  kinds  of  materials.  That  is 
what  constitutes  the  definition  of  mu- 
nicipal waste  in  the  bill. 

In  my  judgment,  this  legislation 
moves  in  the  right  direction  in  the 
sense  that  it  gives  the  States  the  op- 
portunity to  control,  to  some  extent, 
their  own  destiny.  At  the  present  time. 
the  interstate  commerce  clause  pre- 
vents States  from  having  any  say  at  all 
when  somebody  decides  to  load  train 
loads  of  waste  in  one  jurisdiction  and 
move  it  to  another  jurisdiction.  The 
folks  who  live  in  the  second  jurisdic- 
tion have  no  right  to  say  no.  They  have 
no  right  to  say,  "You  can't  do  that  to 
our  neighborhood.  You  can't  bring  this 
A^aste  to  our  area,  because  we  don't 
want  it."  There  is  no  right  for  them  to 
do  that  under  current  law. 

This  legislation,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, gives  the  States  the  op- 
portunity to  say  no,  to  decide  when 
they  do  not  want  to  have  additional 
kinds  of  municipal  waste  deposited  in 
their  landfills  or  their  waste  disposal 
areas. 

The  definition  of  municipal  waste  in 
the  bill,  unfortunately,  limits  the  op- 
portunity for  the  States  to  make  their 
views  known  on  the  subject  of  most 
waste  that  is  moving  around  the  coun- 
try. Currently,  there  are  15  million 
tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  exported 
nationwide  across  borders;  47  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Cana- 
dian Provinces  of  Ontario  and  British 
Columbia,  and  Mexico  exported  some 
portion  of  their  municipal  solid  waste 


for  disposal  in  the  contiguous  United 
States  in  1992:  44  States  import  some 
municipal  solid  waste  for  disposal;  4 
States  export  more  than  1  million  tons 
of  municipal  solid  waste. 

But  S.  534  applies  only  to  municipal 
solid  waste  and  does  not  restrict  inter- 
state transportation  of  industrial 
waste  to  the  extent  that  it  can  be  re- 
stricted under  this  bill  if  the  States  de- 
cided they  wanted  to  try  to  restrict  it. 
I  simply  ask  the  question;  Why  not  in- 
clude industrial  waste?  Why  would  we 
limit  this  only  to  municipal  waste?  It 
does  not  make  any  sense  to  me. 

The  bulk  of  the  waste  that  is  being 
transported  between  States  is  indus- 
trial waste.  For  example,  we  have  a 
landfill  in  North  Dakota  which  receives 
industrial  waste.  That  landfill,  Echo 
Mountain  in  Sawyer,  ND,  imports 
metal  grindings,  paint  waste,  water 
treatment  sludge,  building  demolition 
material,  contaminated  soil,  liquid  and 
solid  waste  associated  with  car  manu- 
facturing. None  of  which  would  be  cov- 
ered under  this  legislation  in  its 
present  form. 

The  question  is,  if  you  are  going  to 
give  the  Governor  or  you  are  going  to 
give  the  State  the  opportunity  to  say 
to  those  who  would  bring  a  stream  of 
waste  into  their  area  the  right  to  say 
no,  why  would  you  give  them  that 
right  with  only  a  small  part  of  the 
waste?  Why  not  all  of  the  waste?  Why 
not  all  of  the  waste  including  indus- 
trial waste? 

That  is  the  proposition  I  offer  in  this 
amendment.  The  amendment  is  very 
simple.  With  only  one  line  change,  my 
amendment  changes  the  definition  of 
waste  so  that  the  bill's  provisions 
would  include  industrial  waste.  It  is 
not  difficult  for  anyone  to  understand. 
The  impact  of  it  is  very  clear.  The  im- 
pact of  it  gives  the  States  more  rights, 
and,  I  think,  moves  in  the  direction 
that  is  intended  in  this  legislation. 

So  I  start  on  this  issue  believing  that 
a  problem  we  have  in  this  country  with 
respect  to  waste  disposal  is  the  stream 
of  waste  moving  back  and  forth  across 
borders  and  the  corporations  in  this 
country  whose  business  it  is  to  try  to 
find  places  to  put  waste.  I  happen  to 
think  that  smaller,  less  populous 
States  who  ma.y  not  want  to  have  an 
enormous  amount  of  waste  transported 
in  for  profit,  ought  to  have  the  right  to 
say,  "No,  thank  you,  that  is  not  what 
we  want  for  our  future.  We  have  the 
right  to  determine  our  own  future,  and 
this  is  not  what  we  want." 

The  committee  brings  a  bill  to  the 
floor  that  says  that  is  the  right  of  the 
States  with  respect  to  one  category  of 
waste— municipal.  But  then  they  say 
by  omission  it  is  not  the  right  of  the 
States  with  respect  to  the  broad  cat- 
egory of  other  waste,  especially  indus- 
trial. I  say  why  the  inconsistency?  If 
States'  rights  include  the  opportunity 
to  say  no  with  respect  to  the  import  of 
municipal  waste,  why  not  the  same 
right  with  respect  to  industrial  waste? 


Mr.  President,  I  know  that  this  is  a 
controversial  amendment.  I  know  that 
we  will  hear  that  this  legislation  is  a 
carefully  crafted  balance  and  if  any- 
thing should  upset  the  balance,  the 
whole  thing  falls.  We  hear  that  on 
every  bill  that  comes  to  the  floor.  It  is 
like  a  loose  thread  on  a  $20  suit,  you 
pull  the  thread  and  the  arm  falls  off. 
We  hear  that  every  time  there  is  a  bill 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

All  I  am  interested  in  doing  is  to  say 
that  if  the  philosophy  by  which  this 
bill  is  being  brought  to  the  floor  makes 
any  sense  at  all,  namely  that  is  the 
States  should  have  the  right  to  say  no 
to  the  waste  flow  coming  into  their 
States  of  municipal  waste,  then  that 
philosophy  holds  true  with  respect  to 
industrial  waste  as  well. 

I  hope  that  both  managers  of  this  bill 
will  stand  up  and  immediately  accept 
this  amendment  and  thank  me  for  of- 
fering it  and  say  that  it  improves  this 
bill  immensely,  and  I  will  leave  the 
floor  a  very  happy  person. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  can  we 
get  a  time  agreement?  Will  the  distin- 
guished Senator  agree  to  20  minutes 
equally  divided,  and  if  we  do  not  use  it, 
fine? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  That  is  fine  with  me. 
Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  so  ask 
unanimous  consent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator was  quite  right  when  he  said  this 
was  a  carefully  crafted  bill.  What  it  is, 
it  is  a  balance  between  the  exporters 
and  the  importers,  and  the  exporters 
and  the  importers  have  agreed — are 
very  close  to  agreement  now — on  deal- 
ing with  municipal  solid  waste.  If  you 
throw  a  new  equation  into  it.  a  new- 
element  into  the  equation,  such  as  how 
many  different  kinds  of  wastes  are 
there — oh,  there  is  hazardous  waste  and 
there  is  industrial  waste  and  there  is 
construction  and  demolition  debris — 
all  of  these  things.  We  have  become  ex- 
perts on  waste  around  here.  But  we  do 
not  know  what  the  volumes  are,  for  ex- 
ample, of  this  industrial  waste  that  the 
Senator  is  talking  about.  Suppose  that 
added  into  the  numbers  that  were  ex- 
ported or  imported  and  affected  how 
much  the  quotas  could  be  that  come 
into  each  State.  This  whole  bill,  clear- 
ly, would  just  drop  down.  If  we  want  a 
killer  amendment,  this  is  it,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  respect  the  earnestness  of  the  Sen- 
ator who  offered  it,  and  if  he  wants  to 
come  around  sometime  later  in  future 
years  and  say  now  we  have  worked  it 
out  with  municipal  solid  waste,  with 
the  import  and  export  restrictions  and 
the  volumes  and  how  much  there  can 
be  in  future  years  and  so-called  ratch- 
ets, that  is  fine,  but  not  today.  We 
have  enough  problems  with  this  legis- 
lation without  adding  this  element 
into  it. 
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So  I  very  much  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  somewhat  sar- 
castically says — it  is  not  his  intention, 
obviously— that  his  amendment  will 
not  sink  the  bill  as  he  suggests  the 
managers  of  the  bill  will  say.  The  fact 
is  this  amendment  will  sink  this  bill. 
The  reason  is  because  there  is  so  much 
construction.  demolition  material, 
there  is  so  much  sludge,  there  is  so 
much  wastewater  treatment,  there  is 
so  much  of  this  in  interstate  commerce 
today. 

Many  States  want  to  ship  this  mate- 
rial to  another  State  to  help,  frankly, 
with  Superfund  cleanup  or  to  deal  with 
their  waste  in  a  way  that  makes  good 
sense  to  their  own  State,  and  vice 
versa.  It  works  both  ways.  Every  State 
in  the  Nation  ships  this  material  out  of 
State.  Every  State  does  and  every 
State  receives  some. 

So  if  this  amendment  were  to  be 
adopted,  the  general  commerce  today 
of  the  interstate  shipment  of  construc- 
tion and  demolition  material  gen- 
erally, and  the  other  material  that  is 
covered  by  the  Senator's  amendment, 
would  be  severely  disrupted  and 
stopped.  What  then  happens;" 

It  is  not  going  to  happen  because 
Senators  are  going  to  stand  up  and  fili- 
buster this  bill  because  they  know  that 
they  represent  interests  in  their  States 
who  want  to  be  able  to  ship  material 
through  interstate  commerce. 

It  is  true  that  we  have  to  have  a  bal- 
ance here.  On  the  one  hand,  people 
want  to  ship  waste  whenever  they  want 
to  ship  it.  The  free  market  system. 

On  the  other  hand,  governments,  par- 
ticularly State  governments  and  local 
municipalities,  want  to  protect  them- 
selves. They  want  to  enact  laws  to  pro- 
tect themselves  against  the  free  mar- 
ket. 

It  is  the  tension  that  always  exists. 
It  is  what  we  try  to  do  around  here; 
namely,  we  try  to  find  a  balance  be- 
tween those  two  tensions.  There  is  also 
another  tension  here,  another  balance 
we  have  to  try  to  pursue.  That  is  be- 
tween States  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Our  national  motto  is  "'e  pluribus 
unum."  one  out  of  many.  We  are  many 
States.  We  are  50  States.  We  are  not  50 
nations.  We  are  50  States.  We  are  one 
nation,  the  Federal  system.  We  are  try- 
ing to  figure  out  how  to  craft  that  bal- 
ance. 

Mr.  President,  it  reminds  me  very 
much  of  something  a  very  wise  person 
said  not  too  many  years  ago.  That  is, 
all  of  American  political  thought  can 
be  summed  up  in  two  sentences.  No.  1, 
get  the  government  off  my  back;  No.  2, 
there  ought  to  be  a  law  about  that. 

That  is  what  we  are  facing  here.  That 
is  what  this  question  comes  down  to. 


Get  the  government  off  my  back,  the 
opponents  of  the  amendment  said,  be- 
cause they  want  to  be  able  to  ship  this 
material  to  different  States,  and  have 
interstate  commerce.  There  ought  to 
be  a  law  about  that,  is  what  Senators 
say. 

Mr.  President,  we  carefully  consid- 
ered this  question  in  the  committee, 
and  we  decided  that  with  respect  to 
municipal  waste,  which  is  more  easily 
accounted  for  and  which  really  bothers 
communities  more  than  industrial 
waste,  that  we  should  set  up  a  system 
with  certain  restrictions  and  certain 
guidelines.  States,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, can  restrict  the  amount  of 
municipal  waste  that  comes  into  their 
States.  That  is  what  we  are  doing. 

Industrial  waste  is  a  whole  different 
category.  As  I  said,  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  said,  we  really  can- 
not account  for  it  and  do  not  know  how 
much  it  is.  Frankly,  I  do  not  see  why 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is  get- 
ting so  worked  up  about  this,  because 
industrial  waste  is  not  really  the  prob- 
lem that  most  States  have.  It  is  munic- 
ipal waste,  and  also,  it  is  hazardous 
waste.  Hazardous  waste  is  accounted 
for  in  an  entirely  different  category 
and  not  the  subject  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  to  sum  up.  I  under- 
stand the  concerns  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  but  it  is  true  that  if  this 
amendment  passes,  there  can  be  a  lot 
of  Senators  going  to  come  to  the  floor 
and  say,  wait  a  minute,  we  are  not  for 
this  bill.  We  will  vote  against  this 
whole  bill. 

Then  what  will  happen?  Then  the 
citizens  of  North  Dakota  are  not  going 
to  be  able  to  limit  the  imports  of  out- 
of-State  municipal  garbage  otherwise 
coming  into  North  Dakota.  That  is  be- 
cause the  Supreme  Court  said  North 
Dakota  cannot  do  that  unless  this  bill 
passes, 

I  think  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota and  all  Senators  want  this  bill  to 
pass  so  that  States  are  able  to  limit 
municipal  trash  coming  into  their  own 
States. 

For  those  reasons  and  the  fundamen- 
tal reason,  just  to  make  it  crystal 
clear,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted. 
Senators  will  come  to  the  floor,  and 
they  will  be  against  this  bill  because  it 
restricts  commerce  way  too  much.  No 
bill.  And  then  nobody  wins,  everybody 
loses. 

I  therefore  urge  the  Senate  not  to 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
right.  It  is  not  that  I  have  a  crystal 
ball  over  here,  but  I  guess  the  argu- 
ment is  that  whether  or  not  this  is  a 
good  idea  if  the  Senate  would  adopt 
this,  it  will  sink  the  bill.  I  do  not  know 
first  hand  of  the  flotation  properties  of 
this  bill  or  who  constructed  it  or  how 
long  it  might  float. 

I  do  know  that  this  is  a  pretty  good 
idea  to  say  if  it  is  a  good  idea  that  the 
Governors  ought  to  have  the  right  to 
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say  no  on  the  importation  of  municipal 
waste,  there  is  no  reason  to  prevent 
them  from  doing  the  same  on  indus- 
trial waste.  If  it  is  a  good  idea  to  give 
the  States  the  opportunity  to  make 
their  own  judgment  about  some  of 
these  things,  why  is  it  a  good  idea  to 
limit  it  to  the  smallest  part  of  the 
waste  that  is  moving  around? 

Let  me  tell  the  Senators  as  an  exam- 
ple, North  Dakota  imported  73,000  tons 
of  municipal  solid  waste  and  150,000 
tons  of  industrial  waste. 

Now,  if  we  are  saying  the  Governor  or 
the  State  ought  to  have  the  right  to 
say,  "No,"  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, to  a  small  part  of  the 
waste  that  is  moving  in.  but  does  not 
have  a  similar  right  with  respect  to  the 
larger  part.  I  do  not  understand  that.  I 
do  not  think  that  holds  up  philosophi- 
cally. 

The  other  part  of  the  argument  ap- 
parently is  the  claim  that  industrial 
waste  cannot  be  included  in  this  bill 
because  there  is  too  much  of  it.  The 
claim  is  that  if  the  bill  includes  indus- 
trial waste,  we  will  get  a  lot  of  people 
upset.  They  will  come  over  here  and  fil- 
ibuster, and  we  do  not  get  a  bill. 

If  industrial  waste  cannot  be  in- 
cluded because  there  is  too  much  of  it, 
I  guess  that  makes  my  case.  If  there  is 
too  much  industrial  waste  moving  be- 
tween States,  that  is  especially  what 
we  ought  to  be  dealing  with  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

My  own  sense  is  that  the  opposition 
to  this  is  not  consistent.  I  feel  strongl.y 
that  if  we  are  going  to  do  this  with  re- 
spect to  municipal  waste,  we  also 
ought  to  do  it  with  respect  to  indus- 
trial waste,  and  be  consistent.  We 
should  decide  that  States  ought  to 
have  the  right. 

It  was  said  a  few  minutes  ago  that 
the  mood  is  "get  government  off  our 
backs."  I  understand  that  mood.  But 
there  is  another  mood  out  there  by 
some  people  who  say.  "I  don't  want 
garbage  in  my  backyard.  I  don't  want 
people  to  bring  garbage  into  the  areas 
where  I  have  grown  up." 

This  bill  gives  them  the  right  to  re- 
ject that  in  limited  circumstances,  but 
does  not  give  them  the  similar  right  in 
the  broader  circumstances  with  respect 
to  industrial  waste. 

I  appreciate  being  called  earnest,  at 
least,  and  I  do  hope  that  whether  it  is 
on  this  piece  of  legislation  or  at  some 
point  in  the  future,  the  discussion 
about  waste  and  its  movement  in  our 
country  that  there  will  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  people  in  the  States  to  make 
their  own  judgment  about  industrial 
waste  as  well.  If  not  now,  then  at  some 
point  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President  I  shall  not  take  further 
time.  This  is  very  clear. 

I  yield  back  my  time,  and  I  ask  that 
we  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  legis- 
lation, or  if  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land has  different  objectives. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  what  I 
really   hope   is   that  the   Senator  will 
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withdraw  his  amendment.  As  the  Sen- 
ator knows,  we  have  had  no  hearings 
on  this.  We  have  arrived  at  the  tonnage 
limitations  that  affect  importing 
States  and  exporting  limits. 

We  have  had  them  agree  to  this  very 
carefully,  through  a  lot  of  laborious  ne- 
gotiations. If  we  add  all  the  tonnage 
that  comes  with  so-called  industrial 
waste,  and  nobody  knows  how  to  define 
"industrial  waste."  then  we  truly  have 
upset  the  apple  cart. 

What  can  we  promise  the  Senator?  I 
think  he  has  a  legitimate  request  that 
in  the  committee  we  would  consider 
how  to  handle— I  suppose  we  could  get 
into  municipal  waste,  into  construc- 
tion, demolition  debris,  also,  and 
maybe  that  is  something  we  ought  to 
look  at  in  the  future. 

I  do  not  want  to  say  we  will  do  it  im- 
mediately if  we  agree  to  it.  We  have  a 
pretty  full  agenda  in  that  committee. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  that  I  would 
agree  to  having  some  hearings  in  the 
future.  I  am  not  saying  this  calendar 
year,  because  this  calendar  year  is 
really  just  taken  up  with  all  kinds  of 
challenges  in  the  committee  including 
endangered  species,  Superfund,  clean 
water,  plus  the  other  things  we  have  on 
the  agenda. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  not  a  surprise.  We  have 
been  sending  information  over  to  the 
committee  for  a  couple  of  years.  I  filed 
a  bill  on  this  during  the  last  session  of 
Congress,  and  I  have  talked  to  the  com- 
mittee about  it. 

I  certainly  respect  the  views  of  the 
two  managers  of  the  bill,  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  and  the  Senator 
from  Montana,  hut  I  would  very  much 
like  a  vote  on  m.y  amendment. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
another  point  here  which  I  think  is 
quite  relevant.  Very  little  is  known 
about  industrial  waste.  Much  more  is 
known  about  municipal  waste.  That  is 
why  we  in  the  committee  decided  the 
limits  we  came  up  with. 

I  think  it  is  very,  very  dangerous  to 
legislate  in  ignorance.  Very  dangerous. 
This  body  is,  I  might  say,  pretty  much 
ignorant  when  it  comes  to  industrial 
waste.  We  do  not  know  the  numbers. 
We  did  not  know  the  volumes.  We  do 
not  know  enough  about  the  practice, 
very  little  about  the  practice.  I  think 
it  would  be  very,  very  dangerous  for 
this  body  to  legislate  in  ignorance.  We 
may  do  that  sometimes  around  here, 
and  we  may  do  it  with  some  frequency 
around  here,  but  it  does  not  justify  it. 

For  that  reason,  too.  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant that  this  amendment  not  be 
adopted  here.  There  is  time  to  deal 
with  this.  There  is  no  huge  outcry.  My 
office  is  not  inundated.  I  daresay  the 
offices  of  other  Senators  are  not  inun- 
dated with  letters  from  people  at  home 
saying  do  something  about  industrial 
waste. 

That  is  not  the  cry.  What  we  hear  is, 
"Do  something  about  municipal  waste. 


Do  something  about  garbage."  This  is 
not  garbage  in  the  traditional  sense  of 
the  term.  This  is  industrial  waste. 

In  addition,  I  might  underline  an  ear- 
lier point  I  made.  That  is.  a  lot  of  gen- 
erators, waste  generators  around  the 
countr.y,  want  to  avoid  Superfund  sites, 
causing  industrial  waste  to  go  to  a  site 
which  will  then  become  a  Superfund 
site,  so  they  send  the  material  to  sites 
that  have  the  best  environmental  tech- 
nology. Those  sites  are  not  always  in 
that  same  State.  Often,  they  are  in  ad- 
jacent States.  So  generators  want  to 
send  material  to  the  site  that  has  the 
best  environmental  technology  to 
avoid  that  site  being  a  Superfund  site. 

If  we  were,  today,  to  put  more  re- 
strictions in.  that  would  make  it  more 
difficult  for  generators  of  industrial 
waste  to  send  that  material  to  an  envi- 
ronmentally safe  site. 

For  example.  I  have  a  letter  from  the 
Associated  General  Contractors  of 
America  and  a  letter  from  the  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers,  which  I 
would  like  to  put  in  the  Record.  They 
basically  make  the  same  point  oppos- 
ing this. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
letters  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  order  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Associated  General 

Contractors  of  a.m erica. 
Washington.  DC.  September  30,  1994. 
Hon.  Max  Baucus. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  On  Wednesday.  Sep- 
tember 28.  the  House  passed  H.R.  4779.  the 
Stale  and  Local  Government  Interstate 
Waste  Control  Act  of  1994  and  it  is  now  pend- 
ing in  the  Senate.  We  understand  the  Senate 
will  soon  consider  this  legislation  and  may 
attempt  to  broaden  the  coverage  beyond  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  to  include  industrial 
wastes.  The  Associated  General  Contractors 
of  America  opposes  this  expansion. 

Industrial  wastes,  particularly  from  con- 
struction projects,  are  fundamentally  dif- 
ferent from  municipal  solid  wastes.  There 
are  specific  regulatory  programs  requiring 
proper  treatment,  storage  and  disposal  of 
wastes  generated  by  Industry  using  special- 
ized methods  at  specialized  facilities.  (The 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of 
1976  is  one  such  program.)  Not  all  States 
have  adequate  capability  to  manage  indus- 
trial wastes.  Given  the  potential  of  liability 
under  Superfund.  generators  of  industrial 
waste  have  great  incentive  to  fully  and  prop- 
erly dispose  of  these  wastes.  To  limit  the 
transfer  of  industrial  wastes  may  limit  the 
contractor  from  disposing  of  the  waste  at  the 
most  environmentally  protective  facility 
available,  regardless  of  location.  Restric- 
tions on  the  interstate  movement  of  indus- 
trial wastes  under  this  amendment  would 
force  contractors  to  seek  management  of 
wastes  at  facilities  that  may  not  meet  the 
most  stringent  environmental  standards. 

For  these  reasons.  AGC  urges  you  to  op- 
pose any  effort  to  place  restrictions  on  the 
interstate    movement    of   industrial    waste. 
Thank  you  for  .your  consideration. 
Sincerely. 

Heidi  H.  Stirrup. 

Director, 
Congressional  Relations.  Environment. 


National  association 

of  Manufacturers, 
Washington.  DC.  September  30.  1994. 
Hon.  Max  Baucus. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Baucus:  The  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Manufacturers  (NAM)  has  learned 
that  the  Senate  will  soon  consider  legisla- 
tion addressing  the  interstate  movement  of 
municipal  solid  waste  (MSW).  The  NAM 
strongly  opposes  broadening  the  bill  to  in- 
clude industrial  and  other  wastes. 

The  NAM  believes  manufacturers  need  the 
maximum  flexibility  in  determming  the  des- 
tination of  wastes  to  disposal  facilities  and 
that  barriers— such  as  bans  on  interstate 
shipment  of  waste— would  prove  detrimental 
to  that  flexibility. 

Many  industrial  and  hazardous  wastes  re- 
quire specialized  treatment  for  their  proper 
management.  Due  to  the  high  cost  of  build- 
ing these  specialized  treatment  and  disposal 
facilities,  adequate  capability  does  not  exist 
in  all  states.  Generators  of  industrial  wastes 
must  be  allowed  to  safeguard  against 
Superfund  liability  by  sending  waste  to  the 
highest  technology,  most  environmentally 
protective  facilities  available,  regardless  of 
their  location.  Industrial  waste  generators 
often  incur  great  cost  to  ship  their  waste  to 
a  specialized  facility  so  that  they  can  isolate 
their  waste,  and  therefore  their  liability,  at 
one  location,  rather  than  multiple  locations 
throughout  the  country.  Restrictions  on  the 
interstate  movement  of  industrial  waste 
under  this  bill  could  cause  artificially  in- 
flated waste  management  costs  and  undue  fi- 
nancial burden  to  manufacturing  companies 
that  are  implementing  waste  minimization 
and  recycling  programs.  Such  restrictions 
also  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  en- 
vironment if  responsible  waste  generators 
are  forced  to  utilize  facilities  that  are  ill- 
equipped  to  handle  their  particular  types  of 
waste.  If  companies  generating  waste  are  to 
remain  financially  liable  for  the  disposal  of 
their  waste,  then  it  is  critical  that  the  scope 
of  the  pending  legislation  be  limited  to 
MSW. 

For  the  above  reasons,  the  NAM  urges  you 
and  your  colleagues  to  oppose  any  effort  to 
place  restrictions  on  the  interstate  move- 
ment of  industrial  waste  Thank  you  for 
your  consideration  of  our  position.  Please  do 
not  hesitate  to  contact  Theresa  Knieriemen 
Larson  of  our  sUff  at  (202i  637-3175  if  you 
have  any  questions. 
Sincerely, 

Richard  Seibert.  Jr 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  for  that 
reason,  and  the  basic  one  that  if  this  is 
adopted,  I  do  not  know  what  the  pros- 
pects of  the  bill  will  be,  I  urge  that  this 
amendment  be  defeated. 

If  there  is  no  Senator  seeking  i,ime,  I 
move  to  table  the  amendment  and  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
one  additional  comment  to  make,  but  I 
prefer  to  close  this  debate,  if  I  might. 
Are  there  other  people  on  the  floor 
wishing  to  speak? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  observes  the  time  has  expired  for 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island.  Would 
the  Senator  like  to  yield  some  of  his 
time  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire? The  Senator  has  6  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der if  we  could  agree  to  give  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  2  minutes? 
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Mr.  DORGAN.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mrs  BOXER.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  would  that  add  time  to  the  de- 
bate']' There  are  some  who  cannot  see  a 
delay  in  time.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  2  minutes  of  my 
time.  I  have  no  interest  in  prolonging 
this. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  appreciate  that  action 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota.  I 
am  speaking  against  his  amendment, 
so  I  would  say  that  is  a  very  generous 
action. 

I  say  with  the  greatest  respect  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  this  is 
really  a  killer  amendment.  We  do  not 
know  how  much  industrial  waste  is 
shipped  nationwide  We  have  no  idea. 
We  have  no  idea  how  this  amendment 
is  going  to  affect  our  national  system 
of  disposing  of  this  material.  Every 
State,  nationwide,  ships  industrial 
waste.  There  is  the  potential  to  ad- 
versely affect  every  single  State  in  the 
Union.  We  had  a  very  careful  agree- 
ment on  export  and  import  ratchets  in 
this  bill,  very  carefully  crafted.  This  is 
going  to  adversely  affect  the  whole 
amendment.  We  just  have  no  idea  what 
the  impact  would  be. 

So  my  concern  is  that  it  opens  the 
door  to  other  restrictions  on  exports. 
such  as  incinerator  ash.  sludges,  haz- 
ardous waste,  asbestos — who  knows? 
That  is  my  main  concern.  We  have  not 
had  any  hearings.  It  is  just  a  new  issue 
that  is  suddenly  injected  into  the  de- 
bate here,  so  I  strongly  urge  the 
amendment  be  defeated. 

I  thank  my  colleague  and  yield  the 
remainder  of  my  time  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr  DORGAN  Mr  President,  let  me 
reiterate  something,  and  then  I  will  be 
glad  to  go  to  a  vote. 

The  real  reason  here  is  that  there  is 
too  much  industrial  waste.  That  is.  if 
you  strip  away  all  the  arguments,  the 
issue  comes  down  to  the  claim  that 
there  is  too  much  of  it  so  we  should  not 
include  it.  The  managers  claim  that  we 
can  only  get  an  agreement  on  the  lim- 
ited amount,  namely  municipal  waste. 
The  big  corporate  interests  do  not 
want  industrial  waste  included.  I  un- 
derstand that.  But  if  you  are  in  a 
neighborhood  or  region  and  folks  are 
bringing  industrial  waste  in  by  the 
train  car  loads,  unit  train  after  unit 
train,  it  seems  to  me  if  Congress  says 
on  this  little  area  called  municipal 
waste,  you  have  a  right  to  say  some- 
thing about  that,  but  upon  the  bigger 
area  of  industrial  waste,  sorry,  you  do 
not  have  any  rights,  that  does  not 
make  any  sense  to  me.  I  think  it  is 
philosophically  inconsistent. 

I  understand.  I  think  highly  of  both 
managers  of  this  bill.  They  have  done  a 
lot  of  hard  work  on  this.  But  this  is  not 
a  surprise  to  anybody.  We  had  a  hear- 
ing in  Bismarck.  ND.  on  this  very  issue 


under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commerce 
Committee  a  couple  of  years  ago.  I  sub- 
mitted legislation  in  the  last  session  of 
Congress  dealing  with  industrial  waste. 
I  have  been  in  touch  with  the  commit- 
tee on  it  over  time.  So  this  is  not  a  sur- 
prise. It  is  not  that  we  are  ignorant 
about  industrial  waste.  I  know  how 
much  industrial  waste  goes  into  North 
Dakota  versus  municipal  waste;  twice 
as  much  industrial  as  municipal.  And  if 
you  say  the  State  has  a  right  to  say  no 
to  municipal  but  you  do  not  have  a 
right  to  say  no  to  something  twice  as 
big,  you  have  taken  away  the  oppor- 
tunity for  the  State  to  say  no  on  the 
quantity.  That  is  important  to  us. 

That  is  the  reason  I  offer  my  amend- 
ment. And  I  would  like  a  record  vote 
on  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  table  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  amendment  No. 
914.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Specter] 
and  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Warner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  [Mr  NtiNNj  and  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "yea." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CovERDELL).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  79, 
nays  17.  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  166  Leg.] 
YEAS— 79 
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.\braham 

DeWine 

Jeffords 

Akaka 

Dodd 

Johnston 

Ashcroft 

Dole 

Kassebaum 

Baucus 

Domenlcl 

Kempthome 

Bennett 

Faircloth 

Kennedy 

Biden 

Feins teln 

Kerrey 

Bond 

Ford 

Kerry 

Boxer 

Frist 

Kohl 

Bradley 

Gorton 

Kyi 

Brown 

Graham 

Laulenberg 

Bumpers 

Grams 

Lieberman 

Bums 

Grassley 

Lott 

Campbell 

Greirg 

Lugar 

Chafee 

Hatch 

Mack 

Coata 

Hatfield 

McCain 

Cochran 

Henin 

.McConnell 

Cohen 

Helms 

Mikulski 

Coverdell 

Hutchison 

Moseley-Braun 

Craig 

Inhofe 

Moynlhan 

D'Amato 

Inouye 

Murkowski 

.Murray 

Roth 

Snowe 

Nlckles 

Santorum 

Stevens 

Packwood 

Sarbanes 

Thomas 

Pre.ssler 

Shelby 

Thompson 

Prj-or 

Simon 

Thurmond 

Robb 

Simpson 

Rockefeller 

Smith 

NAYS— 17 

Bingaman 

Dorgan 

Hollings 

Breaux 

Exon 

Leahy 

Bryan 

Feingold 

Levin 

Bynl 

Glenn 

Reid 

Conrad 

Gramm 

Wellstone 

Daschle 

Harkin 

NOT  VOTING-^ 

N'unn 

Specter 

Pell 

Warner 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 

amendment  (No.  914)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  wanted  to 
indicate  to  my  colleagues  that  we  are 
going  to  continue  voting  throughout 
the  day.  We  are  going  to  try  to  finish 
this  bill.  We  will  have  votes  on  Mon- 
day, and  we  will  have  votes  next  Fri- 
day. And  we  will  file  cloture  again  this 
afternoon  on  this  bill.  I  hope  it  can  be 
finished  today,  but  we  have  to  com- 
plete our  work  around  here,  and  we  are 
not  moving  very  quickly.  So  there  will 
be  votes  throughout  the  day. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  We  are  anxious  for  peo- 
ple with  amendments  to  bring  them  up. 
I  think  Senator  DeWine  had  an  amend- 
ment. Let  us  see  what  his  decision  is 
on  that.  But  we  are  pressing  for  these 
folks  to  bring  forward  their  amend- 
ments. If  they  are  going  to  offer  them, 
fine.  If  they  are  not  going  to  otfer 
them,  would  they  tell  us. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeried  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CUTS  IN  MEDICARE 
Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  week  House  and  Senate  Repub- 
licans unveiled  their  respective  7-year 
budget  resolutions.  The  promise  of  the 
House  resolution— a  balanced  budget 
by  the  year  2002  and  tax  cuts  for 
wealthy  Americans  is  being  cham- 
pioned by  several  prominent  Senate 
Republicans.  Although  the  Senate 
budget  resolution  contains  a  Boxer 
amendment  that  expresses  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  90  percent  of  the  benefits 
of  potential  tax  cuts  go  to  the  middle 
class,  I  have  every  expectation  that  the 
Republican  bill  will  be  a  windfall  for 
the  wealthy.  Moreover,  the  details  on 
how  the  savings  would  be  achieved  are 
sketchy  and  are  left  for  authorizing 
and  appropriating  committees. 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee  reso- 
lution   assumes    a   $256    billion    cut    in 


Medicare  spending  over  7  years,  but 
provides  no  guidelines  to  the  Senate 
F'inance  Committee  on  how  these  sav- 
ings will  be  achieved.  This  proposed  cut 
is  by  far  the  largest  Medicare  cut  in 
history,  and  the  adverse  impact  on 
beneficiaries  and  providers  is  clear. 

If  Medicare  cuts  of  this  magnitude 
are  approved,  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  estimates 
that  senior  citizens"  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses will  increase  by  $900  a  year  or  a 
total  of  $3,500  over  the  7  years.  As  83 
percent  of  Medicare  benefits  go  to 
beneficiaries  with  incomes  of  $25,000  or 
less,  it  is  obvious  who  will  be  hurt  by 
these  cuts,  yet  the  budget  remains  si- 
lent on  how  it  will  be  done. 

In  addition,  cuts  to  providers  would 
have  serious  ramifications  on  overall 
health  care  costs  as  cuts  in  provider  re- 
imbursement are  often  passed  along  to 
other  payers.  Provider  cuts  cijuld  also 
have  a  potentially  devastating  impact 
on  urban  safety-net  hospitals  which  al- 
ready bear  a  disproportionate  share  of 
the  Nation's  growing  burden  of  uncom- 
pensated care.  These  reductions  in 
Medicare  payments  could  also  endan- 
ger access  to  care  in  rural  areas.  Near- 
ly 10  million  Medicare  beneficiaries — 25 
percent  of  the  total— live  in  rural 
areas.  There  is  often  only  a  single  hos- 
pital in  their  county.  Significant  cuts 
in  Medicare  have  the  potential  of  caus- 
ing rural  hospitals  to  close  or  increase 
the  number  of  providers  that  refuse  to 
treat  Medicare  beneficiaries. 

I  was  appalled  to  hear  that  during 
markup  of  the  resolution,  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  on  a  party-line 
vote,  rejected  two  proposals  to  restore 
funding  to  Medicare  in  lieu  of  provid- 
ing tax  cuts.  Obviously,  this  massive 
cut  in  Medicare  funding  would  be  un- 
necessary if  Republicans  did  not  have 
to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  wealthy  citi- 
zens. 

We  must  work  to  ensure  that  any  ef- 
fort to  extend  the  solvency  of  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  does  not  put  Medicare 
beneficiaries  at  risk.  And  we  must  pro- 
tect the  program  for  future  enrollees.  I 
support  President  Clinton's  view  that 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  must  be  re- 
solved in  the  context  of  health  care  re- 
form. 

Mr.  President,  without  comprehen- 
sive health  care  reform,  significant 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  will  se- 
riously harm  beneficiaries  and  the 
total  health  care  system  as  costs  will 
be  shifted  onto  families  and  businesses. 
Only  by  focusing  on  the  entire  health 
care  delivery  system  will  we  be  able  to 
address  issues  within  Medicare  and  pre- 
serve access  for  Medicare  beneficiaries 
and  underserved  populations. 

Let  me  close  on  this  point.  While  we 
have  heard  Members  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  promise  to  protect  Social 
Security,  the  GOP  budget  reaches  bal- 
ance by  the  year  2002,  only  by  includ- 
ing the  Social  Security  trust  funds  in 
the  budget  calculations. 


While  I  fully  recognize  the  critical 
need  to  ensure  long-term  stability  in 
the  Medicare  Program  and  support  ef- 
forts to  balance  our  budget.  I  am  op- 
posed to  using  arbitrary  cuts  in  the 
Medicare  Program  to  finance  a  tax 
break  for  wealthy  Americans.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  my  colleagues 
on  addressing  these  important  issues. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

T«K  BOTTLE  BILL  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senate  discusses  the  difficult  issue  of 
solid  waste  management.  I  would  like 
to  point  out  to  my  colleagues  that  10 
States  have  achieved  great  success  by 
implementing  some  form  of  beverage 
container  deposit  system.  My  home 
State  of  Oregon,  for  example,  has  had 
remarkable  success  with  its  own  bottle 
bill  for  over  20  years.  Consequently.  I 
am  offering  the  National  Beverage 
Container  Reuse  and  Recycling  Act  as 
an  amendment  to  the  interstate  waste 
bill. 

So  often.  States  serve  as  laboratories 
for  what  later  emerge  as  successful  na- 
tional policies.  The  State  of  Oregon 
and  other  bottle-bill  States  have  prov- 
en that  tippnsit.  prof,rams  are  an  effec- 
tive method  to  deal  with  beverage  con- 
tainers, which  make  up  the  single  larg- 
est component  of  waste  systems.  Ac- 
cording to  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice, deposit-law  States,  which  account 
for  only  18  percent  of  the  population, 
recycle  65  percent  of  all  glass  and  98 
percent  of  all  PET  plastic  nationwide. 
That  means  82  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation is  recycling  less  than  25  percent 
of  our  Nation's  beverage  container 
waste. 

The  amendment  I  have  placed  before 
the  Senate  today  will  accomplish  na- 
tional objectives  to  meet  our  Nation's 
massive  waste  management  difficul- 
ties. A  national  deposit  system  will  re- 
duce solid  waste  and  litter,  save  natu- 
ral resources  and  energy,  and  create  a 
much  needed  partnership  between  con- 
sumers, industry,  and  local  govern- 
ments for  the  betterment  of  our  com- 
munities. 

As  someone  who  grew  up  during  the 
Great  Depression.  I  am  constantly  re- 
minded of  the  throw-away  ethic  that 
has  emerged  so  prominently  in  this 
country.  In  this  regard.  Oregon's  de- 
posit  system    serves   a   much    greater 


role  than  merely  cleaning  up  littered 
highways,  saving  energy  and  resources, 
or  reducing  the  waste  flowing  into  our 
teeming  landfills.  The  bottle  bill  acts 
as  a  tutor.  It  is  a  constant  reminder  of 
the  conservation  ethic  that  is  an  essen- 
tial component  of  any  plan  to  see  this 
country  out  of  its  various  crises.  Each 
time  a  consumer  returns  a  can  for  de- 
posit, the  conservation  ethic  is  re- 
affirmed, and  hopefully  the  consumer 
will  then  reapply  this  ethic  in  other 
areas. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know.  I 
have  a  2D-year  history  on  this  issue  and 
have  been  greatly  enthused  by  develop- 
ments in  recent  years  in  promoting  the 
establishment  of  a  national  bottle  bill. 
The  amendment  I  filed  today  is  iden- 
tical to  the  legislation  I  introduced 
last  Congress.  Although  this  bill  has 
historically  been  referred  to  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee,  in  recent  years 
significant  actions  on  this  measure 
have  come  in  the  Senate  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  and  the 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Com- 
mittee. 

Senator  Jeffords  offered  the  bill  as 
an  amendment  to  the  Resource  Con- 
servation and  Recovery  Act  [RCRA]  in 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee  during  the  102d  Congress. 
Even  though  this  attempt  failed  by  a 
vote  of  6  to  10  it  was  a  monumental 
step  forward.  Additionally,  during  that 
same  Congress  a  hearing  was  held  in 
the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee  on  the  energy  con- 
servation implications  of  beverage  con- 
tainer recycling  as  outlined  in  that  ses- 
sion's bottle  bill.  S.  2335. 

I  regret  that  I  continually  have  come 
to  the  Senate  floor  to  force  the  Senate 
to  take  action  on  this  matter,  but  that 
seems  to  be  the  only  effective  proce- 
dure for  moving  forward  on  this  bill. 
For  example,  during  the  1992  Presi- 
dential campaign,  candidate  Bill  Clin- 
ton declared  his  support  for  a  national 
bottle  bill.  However,  once  he  took  of- 
fice he  and  a  Democratic-controlled 
Congress  were  surprisingly  silent  on 
the  issue  in  the  103d  Congress.  Con- 
sequently, here  I  am  again  offering  the 
Beverage  Container  Reuse  and  Recy- 
cling Act  as  an  amendment  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  active  ap- 
proach to  dealing  with  solid  waste  be- 
fore it  becomes  waste.  It  is  widely  ac- 
knowledged that  recycling  is  the  wave 
of  the  future  and  this  amendment  will 
facilitate  the  recycling  of  beverage 
containers.  I  firmly  believe  the  time 
has  come  for  Congress  to  follow  the 
wise  lead  of  these  States  and  encourage 
deposit  systems  on  a  national  level.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  fully 
examine  the  benefits  of  a  national  bev- 
erage container  deposit  system  and  to 
adopt  this  amendment. 

HoTTl.K  KILL 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  a  na- 
tional deposit  law  is  a  commonsense. 
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proven  method  to  increase  recycling, 
to  save  energy,  to  create  jobs,  and  to 
decrease  waste  generation.  The  experi- 
ence of  10  States,  including  Oregon  and 
Vermont,  attest  to  the  success  of  a  de- 
posit law  or  a  bottle  bill  as  it  is  com- 
monly called. 

Bottle  bills  work.  These  laws  have 
been  successful  in  every  State  that  has 
one.  Recycling  rates  of  over  70  percent 
have  been  achieved  for  beverage  con- 
tainers in  the  bottle  bill  States.  The 
rate  is  over  90  percent  in  Vermont. 
Furthermore,  jobs  have  been  created 
by  this  legislation,  not  lost,  and  a  ma- 
jority of  Americans  support  a  national 
deposit  law. 

There  is  a  misconception  in  some 
people's  minds  that  deposit  legislation 
is  not  compatible  with  curbside  recy- 
cling programs.  Nothing  could  be  fur- 
ther from  the  truth.  Nine  of  the  10 
States  with  deposit  laws  have  vibrant 
curbside  recycling  programs. 

Mr.  President,  both  Senator  H.\T- 
FiELD  and  I  have  been  working  on  this 
issue  for  more  than  20  years.  In  both  of 
our  States,  curbside  recycling  pro- 
grams are  working  in  tandem  with  bev- 
erage container  deposit  systems.  In  to- 
day's world,  we  must  make  every  effort 
to  conserve  precious  natural  resources 
and  reduce  our  use  of  energy.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  measure  and 
thank  the  managers  for  considering 
our  amendment. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk  I 
would  like  to  make  a  few  remarks 
about.  For  over  two  decades,  my  State 
of  Oregon,  and  about  the  same  period 
of  time  the  State  of  Vermont,  have  had 
on  the  books  and  in  practice  what  we 
call  the  bottle  bill.  When  you  buy  soft 
drinks  and  beer  in  my  State,  whether 
they  are  in  the  can  or  the  bottle,  you 
pay  a  deposit.  That  deposit  becomes  an 
incentive  for  people  to  return  those 
bottles  and  cans  rather  than  dumping 
them  in  the  garbage  and  adding  to  the 
problem  of  trash  and  refuse  in  this 
country. 

We  have  found  it  to  be  highly  suc- 
cessful. At  first  there  was  a  great  deal 
of  concern  expressed  by  merchants 
about  the  additional  costs  of  admin- 
istering this  program.  There  was  a 
great  deal  of  discussion  about  the  pos- 
sibility of  labor  being  impacted.  We 
have  demonstrated,  along  with  a  modi- 
fication or  variation  on  a  theme  in  a 
few  other  States,  an  effective  measure 
to  reduce  litter  and  to  recycle  the  glass 
from  the  bottles  and  the  metal  from 
the  cans. 

I  have  offered  this  at  a  national  level 
for  over  20  years  and  it  is  very  interest- 
ing that  the  beer  industry  opposes  it 
very  strongly.  My  good  friend,  the 
former  Senator  from  Wisconsin.  Gay- 
lord  Nelson,  was  the  founder  of  Earth 
Day  However,  every  time  I  introduced 
the  bottle  bill,  this  great  environ- 
mentalist would  be  the  first  to  stand 
and  oppose  it  because  it  was  the  beer 


industry  that  opposed  it  in  his  State 
We  had  the  same  thing  from  the  soft 
drink  industry;  they  opposed  it. 

Now  we  find  there  is  no  longer  solid 
opposition.  Joe  Coors.  of  the  Coors 
Breweries,  has  swung  around.  I  think 
Hamm's  beer — of  course  Blitz- 
Weinhard,  in  our  State — is  supportive 
of  the  proposal.  Now  one  of  the  largest 
growing  beer  producers  in  the  State  of 
Oregon  are  microbreweries.  There  is  no 
longer  the  solid  phalanx  of  opposition. 

I  have  asked.  I  suppose  100  times,  for 
a  hearing.  And  I  have  not  been  able  to 
get  a  hearing  on  this  bill. 

We  had  a  sponsor  at  one  time  many 
years  ago.  not  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts but  a  Congressman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  he  was  urged  and  per- 
suaded to  get  off  the  bill  because  of  the 
opposition  of  organized  labor  in  his 
State.  That  has  been  true  across  this 
country.  There  is  a  lot  of  misunder- 
standing on  the  part  of  organized  labor 
and  others,  that  this  is  somehow  going 
to  add  to  their  costs  or,  that  it  is  a 
beautification  issue,  not  a  recycling, 
refuse,  or  trash  issue.  It  is  all  of  them. 

I  had  intended  to  raise  the  bottle  bill 
as  an  amendment  to  this  bill  from  the 
floor.  I  rarely  raise  amendments  that 
have  not  had  hearings.  I  am  a  tradi- 
tionalist, and  believe  that  issues  of  this 
kind  should  go  through  a  hearing  proc- 
ess through  the  committees  of  jurisdic- 
tion. However.  I  have  had  private  con- 
versation with  the  chairman  of  this 
committee.  Senator  Chafee.  I  wanted 
to  say  to  Senator  Chafee  I  am  not  try- 
ing to  hold  up  this  bill.  I  support  it  and 
I  would  like  to  see  it  enacted  into  law. 
Nevertheless,  I  feel  just  as  strongly 
about  trying  to  get  some  kind  of  a 
hearing  to  move  the  bottle  bill  through 
the  Congress  at  some  point  during  my 
lifetime. 

So  I  would  yield  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  at  this  moment,  if  he 
would  like  to  make  any  comment  or 
give  me  some  assurance  of  a  hearing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon.  He  has  been  persistent  in 
this  measure.  I  do  not  recall  that  we 
ever  had  a  hearing  in  the  committee. 
But  I  do  recall  we  had  a  vote  in  the 
committee.  As  I  recall.  Senator  Jef- 
fords, then  a  member  of  the  commit- 
tee, raised  it  so  we  did  have  a  vote  in 
the  committee  on  it. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Right. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  vote  failed.  How- 
ever, the  Senator  has  been  very  gra- 
cious in  his  handling  of  this  subject.  I 
would  be  glad  to  arrange  a  hearing  for 
his  legislation  in  our  committee. 

I  just  say  this,  if  he  could  give  us  a 
little  time?  We  are  chock-a-block  in 
that  committee  right  now.  But  in  due 
course  I  certainly  will  work  in  a  hear- 
ing. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator's commitment  and  that  satisfies 
my  request. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  Let  me  say  briefly, 
this.  In  my  State  1  have  always  been  a 
supporter  of  the  bottle  bill. 

But  then  it  turns  out  that  in  our  re- 
cycling efforts,  the  thing  that  makes 
the  recycling  effort  go  is  the  fact  that 
the  recycling  center  is  able  to  earn 
money  from  the  aluminum  cans.  It  is 
the  big  money  earner  for  the  recycling 
center  and  helps  carry  everything  else. 

So  in  our  State,  we  will  not  want  a 
bottle  bill  where  you  would  make  a  de- 
posit and  bring  it  back  to  the  central 
place  and  get  your  refund  because  that 
would  deprive  our  recycling  centers  of 
this  constant  flow  of  very  valuable  in- 
come. But  that  may  be  a  unique  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  this  was  a  valid 
issue,  as  the  Senator  described  it  in  his 
State.  However,  concerns  expressed  by 
other  States  that  there  is  competition 
between  deposits  and  other  recycling 
programs  have  been  shown  to  be  over- 
stated. We  have  had  studies,  and  I  will 
be  very  happy  to  produce  the  records  of 
those  studies,  indicating  that  this  is 
not  a  valid  concern,  and  that  instead  of 
being  a  possible  deterrent  to  the  ongo- 
ing efforts  of  recycling,  it  has  become 
an  incentive. 

So  there  should  not  be  this  sense  of 
competition  between  a  bill  of  this  kind, 
in  which  an  individual  can  return  a 
beverage  container  to  the  grocery  store 
and  get  a  refund,  or  other  programs 
where  container  are  returned  to  recy- 
cling centers.  We  have  recycling  cen- 
ters in  our  Stale,  as  well  as  this  de- 
posit law.  I  would  be  happy  to  refer  to 
those  studies  in  more  detail  at  a  hear- 
ing. 

Mr.  President,  with  that  assurance.  I 
see  the  Senator  from  Mas.sachusetts.  I 
do  not  know  if  he  wants  to  get  the  floor 
on  this  issue.  If  not.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  not  call  up  my  amendment  on  the 
desk.  I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  assur- 
ance and  look  forward  to  a  hearing  on 
this  subject. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  unless 
somebody  is  about  to  propose  an 
amendment  or  wants  to  proceed,  I 
would  like  to  proceed  as  if  in  morning 
business  for  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  will  withhold.  We 
have  a  couple  of  amendments  we  can 
accept.  We  can  dispose  of  them.  They 
will  take  very  little  time. 

AMFJ^DMENT  SO.  1070 

(Purpose:   To   include    in    the   definition   of 
■■out-of-State  municipal  waste"  waste  that 
is  generated  outside  the  United  States) 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half   of    Senator    Levin    and    Senator 
ABRAHAM.  I  send  an  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 


The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr 
CHAFEE],  for  Mr.  Levin,  for  himself,  and  Mr. 
.ABRAHAM,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 

1070. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  -19,  strike  lines  1  through  8  and  in- 
.—  n: 

f)  The  term  "out-of-State  municipal  solid 
w.iste"  means,  with  respect  to  any  State, 
municipal  solid  waste  generated  outside  of 
the  State.  Unless  the  President  determines  it 
is  inconsistent  with  the  North  American 
Free  Trade  Agreement  and  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the  term 
shall  include  municipal  solid  waste  gen- 
erated outside  of  the  United  Slates.  Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  genera- 
tors of  municipal  solid  waste  outside  the 
United  Stales  shall  possess  no  greater  right 
of  acces.s  to  disposal  facilities  in  a  State 
than  United  States  generators  of  municipal 
solid  waste  outside  of  that  State. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  our  side 
has  reviewed  this  amendment  and  we 
find  it  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment?  If 
not,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1070)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
lion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1071 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Chafee],  for  Mr.  Warner,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1071. 

Mr  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  65.  line  6.  insert  "or  related  land- 
fill reclamation"  after  "services." 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
reviewed  this  amendment,  as  well,  and 
also  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment?  If 
not,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1071)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts.  If  he  wants  to  pro- 
ceed, this  is  a  good  time  to  do  it. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.    KERRY.    Mr.    President.    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  if  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CRAIG).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  last 
night  the  Budget  Committee,  in  the 
wee  hours,  passed  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  the  U.S.  Senate  on  which  we 
will  shortly  go  to  work.  There  are 
many,  many  questionable  choices  with- 
in that  resolution.  There  will  be  a 
time,  a  very  fixed  time  obviously,  a 
minimum  number  of  hours  that  we 
have  to  debate  it  here  on  the  floor, 
with  a  finality  for  that  debate,  and  it  is 
predetermined.  But  I  would  like  to  just 
talk  for  a  moment,  if  I  can,  about  a 
couple  of  aspects  of  that  budget  as  we 
frame  the  debate  about  where  we  are 
going  in  this  country. 

First,  I  would  like  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  to  one  provision 
that  is  in  this  budget  that  this  Senator 
finds  profoundly  disturbing,  and  that  I 
hope  other  colleagues  will  think  hard 
about  before  we  ratify  it  in  the  course 
of  the  budget  process. 

A  lot  of  things  are  being  proposed  in 
America  today  under  the  banner  of  def- 
icit reduction.  I  think  there  is  a  una- 
nimity here  that  we  obviously  have  to 
reduce  the  deficit.  We  are  going  to  be 
bankrupt  if  we  do  not.  We  cannot  con- 
tinue down  the  road  that  we  are  going 
on.  But  there  also  ought  to  be  an  appli- 
cation of  common  sense  to  the  choices 
that  we  make  as  we  do  that.  Reducing 
the  deficit  does  not  predicate  that  we 
simply  come  in  with  a  machete  or  a 
pickax  and  chop  away  at  things  that 
make  sense,  while  simultaneously  leav- 
ing out  there  the  things  that  do  not 
make  sense. 

One  of  the  items  that  has  fallen 
under  the  budget  committee's  ideologi- 
cal approach  to  this  issue  is  the  Presi- 
dential campaign  fund.  For  whatever 
reasons — I  can  give  you  the  descrip- 
tions that  are  given,  but  I  think  the 
agenda  is  considerably  different — the 
committee  has  chosen  to  eliminate  the 
mechanism  by  which  Americans  for  the 
years  since  Watergate  have  funded 
Presidential  elections.  That  method  is 
to  have  a  checkoff  on  your  tax  form 
with  which  you  decide  to  give  money 
to  the  Presidential  election  fund.  It  is 
a  voluntary  mechanism  in  America. 
But  it  has  been  a  most  important 
mechanism  by  which  we  have  freed 
Presidential  politics  from  the  demean- 
ing process  of  requiring  our  candidates 
to  raise  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
from  special  interests  all  across  this 
country. 


It  has  worked,  Mr.  President.  The 
system  has  worked  President  Ronald 
Reagan  used  it.  President  George  Bush 
used  it.  I  believe  President  Bush  in  the 
course  of  his  career  as  a  Vice  President 
and  as  a  President,  used  something  in 
the  order  of  $200  million  in  order  to  run 
for  the  highest  Federal  office  in  this 
land. 

The  majority  leader.  Robert  Dole. 
has  used  it  in  the  past.  Other  Presi- 
dential candidates  in  this  Senate  have 
used  it.  Republican  and  Democrat 
alike.  No  one  has  suggested  that  sys- 
tem is  wrong,  corrupt,  not  working,  or 
not  freeing  the  Presidential  process 
from  the  rather  terrifying  money  chase 
that  we  in  the  U.S.  Senate  have  to  go 
through.  Yet,  this  Budget  Committee, 
in  an  effort  to  try  to  whack  away  at 
the  deficit,  is  going  to  do  away  with 
this  campaign  financing  mechanism. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  life  of  me  I 
don't  understand  why— but  I  under- 
stand the  argument  that  will  be  made. 
The  argument  will  be  the  soft.  easy, 
political  sloganeering  arguments  that, 
"Gee,  politicians  should  not  be  getting 
welfare."  It  sounds  really  catchy.  And 
the  American  taxpayer  should  not  nec- 
essarily be  paying.  That  is  the  argu- 
ment you  are  going  to  hear.  But  I  will 
bet  you  that  four  members  of  the  Re- 
publican caucus  who  are  running  for 
President  are  prepared,  in  a  matter  of 
weeks,  to  ask  for  that  money  and  will 
take  it  and  will  use  it. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me.  Mr.  President, 
if  we  cannot  remember  the  lessons  of 
Watergate  and  remember  the  degree  to 
which  this  country  felt  a  revulsion  at 
what  happened  during  that  period  of 
time,  when  stacks  of  cash  and  enor- 
mous sums  of  money  were  changing 
hands  in  an  effort  to  try  to  curry  favor 
and  votes  in  America,  if  we  do  not  re- 
member that  lesson,  then  wc  have  not 
learned  much  about  what  was  wrong 
with  American  politics  in  the  course  of 
the  last  years. 

So  I  hope  that  before  we  just  accept 
what  the  Budget  Committee  has  done. 
Members  will  think  hard  about  what  is 
really  good  for  this  country  in  the  con- 
text of  political  campaign  finance  re- 
form. This  Senate  has  twice  passed 
campaign  finance  reform  in  the  last 
years.  We  passed  it  in  1992,  and  the 
House  passed  it,  but  President  Bush  ve- 
toed it.  We  then  passed  it  again  in  1994, 
but  it  died  mostly  because  the  House  of 
Representatives  did  not  want  to  take  it 
up. 

The  bottom  line,  I  think  all  col- 
leagues will  agree,  is  that  we  saw  a  pe- 
riod of  scandal  in  America  that 
brought  reform,  and  it  would  be  irra- 
tional now  in  the  face  of  the  extraor- 
dinary impact  of  money  in  American 
politics  to  suddenly  take  away  our  ca- 
pacity to  free  both  of  our  candidates, 
or  any  major  party  candidate,  from 
having  to  go  out  and  raise  these  ex- 
traordinary sums  of  money  which  most 
Americans  have  come  to  agree  distort 
the  American  political  process. 
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That  is  not  the  only  issue  raised  in 
this  budget,  and  we  will  have  ample 
time  in  the  days  ahead  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  that  the  major- 
ity leader  is  in  the  Chamber.  I  do  not 
know  if  he  had  an  announcement  or  a 
procedure. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Announcement.  I  would 
like  to  get  back  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  say  to  the  majority  leader.  I  had 
asked  if  there  were  any  amendments. 
There  were  no  amendments,  and  I  al- 
lowed whatever  amendments  were 
there  to  be  done  before  speaking.  If 
there  is  an  amendment  that  is  ready  to 
go  forward.  I  am  not  trying  to  delay 
the  process  or  hold  up  the  Senate,  but 
I  thought  I  would  call  attention  to  this 
issue  in  the  absence  of  that. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  do  not  have  any  problem 
with  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader 

Mr.  DOLE.  If  the  Senator  will  yield. 

Mr.  KERRY.  I  would  like  to  retain 
the  right  to  the  floor,  but  I  will  yield. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  have  just  seen  a  list  of 
amendments — 10.  12,  13.  14  amend- 
ments. I  do  not  know  why  people  are 
not  here  offering  the  amendments.  We 
are  going  to  be  here  today,  and  we  are 
going  to  vote  today,  if  we  have  to  have 
Sergeant  at  Arms  votes.  People  who 
wish  to  offer  their  amendments  better 
come  to  the  floor  and  offer  their 
amendments.  We  want  to  finish  this 
bill. 

I  do  not  have  any  problem  with  the 
Senator  speaking,  because,  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  said,  there  is 
nobody  here  to  offer  an  amendment. 
But  I  say  to  my  colleagues  who  have 
amendments,  if  you  are  going  to  offer 
them,  come  to  the  floor  and  offer  your 
amendments.  We  have  two  managers 
here  who  do  want  to  do  business.  They 
were  here  late  last  night.  They  were 
here  early  this  morning.  So  I  hope  we 
can  accommodate  Senator  B.\L'cus  and 
Senator  Chafee  and  others  who  have 
primary  responsibility  for  this  legisla- 
tion. It  is  important  legislation.  We 
ought  to  finish  it.  and  I  hope  that  by  4 
or  5  o'clock  we  will  be  finished  with  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  majority  leader. 


LOOKING  AT  THE  FEDERAL 
BUDGET 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  say  to  my  colleagues  that  the 
last  time  I  looked  at  the  Federal  budg- 
et, which  has  been  many  times  in  the 
last   few  days.   I   did   not   notice   that 


spending  was  increasing  significantly 
in  the  discretionary  domestic  side  of 
the  budget.  I  did  not  notice  that  Amer- 
icans were  coming  up  to  any  of  us  and 
saying  to  us.  Senator,  we  have  too 
much  drug  treatment  in  America;  we 
ought  to  cut  it  so  fewer  addicts  can  get 
treatment. 

I  did  not  notice  that  a  lot  of  people 
were  coming  up  and  saying,  it  is  al- 
ready easy  enough  for  me  to  send  my 
kid  to  school,  so  why  not  cut  the  tax 
deduction  to  send  our  kids  to  college 
and  make  it  harder  for  us  to  send  our 
kids  to  school. 

I  did  not  notice  people  were  suggest- 
ing that  our  train  system  is  com- 
parable to  the  Japanese  or  the  Ger- 
mans or  the  French,  and  therefore  we 
ought  to  be  reducing  the  investment  in 
our  railroads. 

I  did  not  notice  that  our  colleges  and 
universities  were  so  fat  with  money 
that  their  laboratories,  which  are  20 
and  30  years  old  in  many  cases,  are 
state  of  the  art  and  so  they  do  not  need 
additional  Federal  funding  to  increase 
the  science  capacity  or  research  of 
America. 

I  could  run  down  a  long  list  of  things 
that  I  do  not  think  Americans  are  ask- 
ing us  to  cut,  but,  .Mr.  President,  we 
are  cutting  them.  We  are  cutting  them. 
And  I  respectfully  suggest  we  are  cut- 
ting out  of  this  country  the  guts  of  our 
ability  to  be  able  to  remain  a  great 
country  and  guarantee  that  our  kids, 
who  are  increasingly  growing  up  in  a 
vacuum,  are  going  to  have  the  best 
education  system  in  the  world,  the 
kind  of  opportunity  that  we  have 
promised  through  these  years. 

We  had  a  period  of  know-nothingism 
in  America  once  before,  and  I  am  not 
sure  that  we  are  venturing  close  to  a 
new  period  of  sort  of  put  your  head  in 
the  sand  and  pretend— pretend  that  a 
15-year-old  kid  who  has  an  abusive  par- 
ent or  a  drug  addict  parent  and  whose 
other  parent  is  absent,  pretend  that 
that  kid,  who  is  already  at  risk  and 
dropped  out  of  school,  is  somehow  sud- 
denly going  to  be  saved  by  cutting  ac- 
cess to  the  YMCA,  YWCA,  the  Boys  and 
Girls  Clubs,  Youth  Builds,  the  City 
Years,  the  AmeriCorps  of  this  country. 

That  is  what  we  are  doing.  The  one 
part  of  the  budget  that  is  increasing  is 
entitlements.  It  is  the  only  part  of  the 
Federal  budget  that  is  really  increas- 
ing in  real  dollars.  And  the  truth  is 
that  you  are  not  going  to  solve  that 
problem  just  by  whacking  away  at  a 
fixed  amount  of  money  when  more  and 
more  Americans  are  turning  65.  more 
and  more  Americans  are  living  longer, 
and  more  and  more  Americans  have  a 
right  to  expect  that  they  are  going  to 
get  quality  medical  care. 

What  will  happen  if  we  just  lop  off 
several  hundred  billion  out  of  Medi- 
care? Sure,  ws  will  cut  out  some  waste. 
And,  yes,  some  good  entrepreneurs  will 
respond  and  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
managed  care  and  HMO's,  and  so  forth. 


But  you  will  take  the  guts  out  of 
teaching  hospitals.  You  will  take  the 
guts  out  of  research  and  development. 
And  those  things  that  have  provided 
the  United  States  with  the  most  ex- 
traordinary advanced  technology  and 
medical  care  in  the  world  will  suddenly 
begin  to  diminish,  just  like  deferred 
maintenance  on  a  building.  Sure,  we 
can  cut  the  maintenance  today,  and  we 
have  been  doing  that.  I  might  add.  in 
many  different  sectors.  But  5  and  10 
years  from  now,  after  10  years  of  cuts 
and  deferred  maintenance,  the  build- 
ings begin  to  crumble,  the  bridges 
begin  to  fall  down,  the  sewer  systems 
fall  apart,  the  water  treatment  facili- 
ties are  not  there. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  to  stop  and 
recognize  that  there  are  three  deficits 
in  this  country.  There  is  a  fiscal  defi- 
cit, but  there  is  also  an  investment  def- 
icit, and  there  is  a  spiritual  deficit. 
And  we  are  not  going  to  address  the  in- 
vestment deficit,  which  is  critical  to 
dealing  with  the  spiritual  deficit,  un- 
less we  treat  all  three  of  them  simulta- 
neously. And  all  this  budget  that  we 
will  be  presented  does  is  deal  with  the 
fiscal  deficit. 

What  do  I  mean  when  I  say  an  invest- 
ment deficit?  Well.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  give  you  one  example:  railroads. 
The  United  States  is  ranked  34th  in  the 
world  in  our  investment  in  our  rail- 
roads. We  are  just  behind  Ecuador  and 
Bolivia  and  just  ahead  of  Bangladesh. 
And  there  are  only  seven  countries  I 
think  with  railroads  that  are  behind 
us— 34th  in  the  world. 

Now.  I  can  tell  you  that  in  Boston,  in 
New  England,  along  most  of  the  3ast- 
ern  seaboard  and  much  of  the  west 
coast  now,  and  in  other  parts  of  this 
country,  rail  transportation  is  essen- 
tial to  moving  millions  of  people  Lo 
their  jobs,  taking  the  burden  off  of  our 
highways,  and  yet,  we  are  disinvesting 
in  those  railroads,  Mr.  President. 

France  has  its  TGF,  Japan  has  a  bul- 
let train.  And  instead  of  thinking 
about  how  we  are  going  to  provide  mil- 
lions of  jobs  for  Americans  building  an 
adequate  transportation  system,  we 
are  disinvesting. 

No  country  on  this  planet  has  a  rail- 
road system  that  does  not  have  a  sub- 
sidy. There  is  not  a  country  in  the 
world  that  does  not  subsidize  its  rail- 
road system.  And  yet  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  zeroed  out— zeroed 
out— money  for  support  of  railroads. 

Now  I  can  give  you  dozens  of  other 
examples  like  that.  Global  climate 
change.  We  do  not  know  all  the  an- 
swers. We  know  that  there  is  a  phe- 
nomenon taking  place.  We  do  not  have 
a  complete  understanding  of  it.  We 
need  to  have  an  understanding  of  it,  be- 
cause the  consequences  could  be  cata- 
clysmic. And  yet  we  are  cutting  that 
research. 

The  Coast  Guard,  the  admiral  in 
charge  of  the  Coast  Guard  told  me  they 
have  a  $600  million  capital  expenditure 


requirement  just  to  keep  their  ships 
running  properly  to  stay  current  with 
the  demand— Cuba.  Haiti,  fishing  en- 
forcement, drug  trafficking.  But,  Mr. 
President,  we  are  not  providing  that 
money.  We  have  cut  significantly  the 
amount  that  they  need. 

Science  and  research.  There  is  not  a 
public  university  in  this  country  that 
is  not  struggling  to  have  the  capacity 
to  be  able  to  raise  the  standards  of 
learning  for  our  children.  And  yet,  we 
are  going  to  have  a  harder  time  than 
ever  before  in  providing  the  where- 
withal foi'  those  universities  and  for 
those  entities  to  carry  on  to  meet  that 
high  standard. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  so  many  ex- 
amples like  this  that  it  defies  the 
imagination. 

The  last  time  I  looked,  this  was  a 
very  rich  country.  And  not  only  is  it  a 
very  rich  country,  but  it  is  a  country 
that  is  increasingly  seeing  a  huge  divi- 
sion growing  between  those  who  have 
and  those  who  do  not. 

From  1940  to  19,50  to  1960  to  1970, 
Americans  all  grew  simultaneously,  at 
every  sector  of  American  society.  If 
you  were  at  the  lowest  quintile  of  earn- 
ings in  America,  your  income  grew  in 
10  years  by  138  percent.  If  you  were  in 
the  next  two  quintiles  from  1940  to  1980, 
for  40  years,  if  you  were  in  those  mid- 
dle two  quintiles,  you  grew  at  98,  99 
percent  over  a  10-year  period.  And  if 
you  were  in  the  top  quintile.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, you  grew  at  about  98  percent. 

In  the  last  12  years  in  America,  the 
bottom  quintile  went  down  18  percent, 
the  next  quintile  went  down  4  percent, 
and  the  top  quintile  went  up  105  per- 
cent. 

Now,  while  income  has  become 
tougher  and  tougher  for  the  average 
American  to  earn,  they  have  been  wit- 
nessing the  phenomenon  of 
globalization  and  technology,  where 
more  and  more  the  labor  of  human 
hands  and  hearts  is  not  applied  to 
work.  You  have  automation,  robotics, 
artificial  intelligence,  and  technology 
advancements  which  are  what  provide 
most  of  the  productivity  increases  of 
this  country. 

It  is  very  clear  that  America  is  not 
going  to  compete,  by  and  large,  except 
for  niches  here  and  there  with  low- 
wage,  low-scale  jobs.  Increasingly, 
Americans  are  being  forced  into  low- 
wage,  low-scale  service  sector  jobs.  And 
we  are  not  increasing  the  manufactur- 
ing base  of  this  country  in  a  way  that 
creates  the  high  value-added  jobs  that 
allows  ar  American  to  earn  more 
money  and  be  able  to  move  up  the  lad- 
der. 

That,  Mr.  President,  accounts  for 
most  of  the  anger  that  we  feel  in  Amer- 
ica today:  that,  coupled  with  the  ac- 
companying disintegration  of  families 
and  communities. 

Now  that  gets  you  to  the  spiritual 
deficit. 

Mr.  President,  in  1965.  our  colleague. 
P.'KT  MoYNiH.\N.  warned  us  about  what 


happens  in  America  when  children  are 
having  children  out  of  wedlock— chil- 
dren born  into  a  single-person  family. 
In  1965.  Senator  Movnih.'>lN  told  us  of  a 
27-percent-out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  in 
the  inner  city.  He  was  accused  of  being 
a  racist.  Most  of  America  put  its  head 
in  the  sand  and  did  not  pay  much  at- 
tention. 

Today  that  27  percent  is  80  percent. 
Thirty-six  percent  of  all  American 
children  are  born  out  of  wedlock. 

And  I  ask  my  colleagues  how  they 
think  they  are  going  to  deal  with  a  15- 
or  16-year-old  kid  who  has  already 
dropped  out  of  high  school,  who  does 
not  relate  to  their  home,  who  has  no 
organized  religion,  who  does  not  have 
in  his  or  her  life  any  of  the  normal  in- 
gredients of  teaching  values — family, 
church,  synagogue,  school— how  are 
you  going  to  reach  that  15-year-old  in 
order  to  prevent  that  15-year-old  from 
becoming  the  next  inhabitant  of  a 
$50.000-a-year  jail  cell? 

I  am  not  proposing  to  my  colleagues 
that  Government  ought  to  do  it  or  that 
Government  is  the  solution.  But  I  do 
know  that  Government  can  make  a  dif- 
ference in  helping  to  create  a  frame- 
work which  will  allow  those  kids  to 
have  a  shot.  And  that  framework  can 
be  the  support  that  we  give  to  non- 
profit entities,  the  support  that  we 
give  to  a  boys  club,  a  girls  club,  sup- 
port we  give  to  the  Youth  Builds,  the 
AmeriCorps  and  other  efforts  that  try 
to  intervene  where  there  has  been  such 
a  total  failure  otherwise. 

As  I  listen  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  and  elsewhere,  they  say,  "Well, 
it  is  the  family's  responsibility.  Cut  it 
off  and  people  are  going  to  have  to  take 
care  of  themselves." 

The  problem  is,  Mr.  President,  that 
this  country  already  has  a  track  record 
of  doing  that.  In  the  1920's,  1930's, 
1860's.  1870's  and  1880's,  we  saw  what 
happened  when  everybody  was  left  to 
their  own  devices.  That  is  when  we  had 
sweatshops.  That  is  when  we  had  slums 
and  squalor.  That  is  when  we  had  no 
ability  to  cure  half  of  these  things. 

The  truth  is,  Mr.  President,  that  over 
the  course  of  the  last  years,  in  the  last 
40  years,  particularly,  in  America,  we 
have  learned  that  some  of  these  inter- 
ventions truly  make  a  difference  in  the 
lives  of  our  communities  and  of  our 
kids. 

I  respectfully  suggest  that  the  U.S. 
Senate,  the  House,  the  Congress,  the 
country,  are  on  their  way  to  creating  a 
clash  unlike  any  we  have  ever  known 
before  in  this  country. 

The  summer  job  money  has  been  cut. 
Let  me  ask  you:  What  are  those  kids 
going  to  do  this  summer  in  the  heat  of 
New  York  City  or  Los  Angeles  or  De- 
troit or  Chicago  or  Boston  when  they 
have  no  job?  The  Government  said, 
"We  don't  care.  We're  taking  the 
money  away.  Go  fend  for  yourself." 

But  we  all  know  that  the  economy, 
historically,   carries   6   percent   unem- 


ployment or  more.  So  even  though  we, 
the  leadership,  know  that  America  is 
going  to  have  at  least  6  percent  of  its 
country  unemployed,  are  we  still  going 
to  say,  "Go  take  care  of  yourself,"  and 
cut  them  off?  What  are  they  going  to 
do? 

So  I  think,  Mr.  President,  we  are 
heading  for  a  cropper.  I  remember  the 
1960's,  when  I  came  back  from  Viet- 
nam. I  can  remember  people  out  in  the 
streets  with  guns.  I  remember  cars 
being  overturned.  I  remember  bombs.  I 
remember  firestorms  of  automobiles 
burning.  I  respectfully  suggest  that  we 
better  stop  and  think  carefully  about 
the  consequences  of  the  steps  we  take 
and  the  choices  we  make. 

Those  children  that  Pat  Moynihan 
talked  about  in  1965  turned  15  and  16  in 
1980.  All  you  have  to  do  is  go  and  look 
at  the  increase  of  juvenile  violence  in 
America  in  1980,  and  you  can  begin  to 
project  what  those  children  bom  today 
in  the  BO-percent  category  are  going  to 
do  in  the  year  2010  when  they  turn  15 
and  16. 

The  increase  of  murder  among  juve- 
niles is  up  250.  260  percent.  There  were 
29.000  juveniles  murdered  in  America  in 
the  last  10  years,  and  4,000  juveniles  are 
currently  under  arrest  charged  with 
murder.  The  highest  level  of  murders 
in  America  today  are  juveniles  between 
the  ages  of  14  and  25  who  are  murdering 
other  juveniles  between  the  ages  of  14 
and  25. 

I  absolutely  guarantee  you,  it  is  ines- 
capable, unavoidable,  incontrovertible 
that  if  you  have  a  kid  born  today  in  a 
country  that  is  providing  less  work,  in 
a  country  where  information  and  edu- 
cation are  more  important  to  your 
ability  to  work  than  ever  before,  in  a 
country  where  it  will  be  harder  for 
these  kids  to  get  that  education,  not 
easier,  there  is  an  absolute  predict- 
ability to  what  those  kids  will  be  like 
15  and  16  years  from  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  used  to  prosecute 
some  of  those  kids.  I  used  to  be  a  pros- 
ecutor, and  I  talked  to  some  of  them 
back  then.  It  was  OK,  you  could  have  a 
conversation  and  you  could  learn  some- 
thing about  what  they  felt  and  about 
their  anger.  In  the  last  2  years,  I  have 
spent  time  going  to  some  of  the  at-risk 
programs  that  we  are  now  running, 
which  are  the  last  link  between  these 
kids  and  total  loss.  I  have  never,  ever 
in  my  life  heard  such  a  level  of  anger 
that  is  without  explanation.  They  can- 
not explain  it  to  you.  They  do  not 
know  where  it  is  coming  from.  But  you 
can  hear  those  kids  talk  about  being 
runaways  in  Florida  or  New  York, 
about  how  they  left  their  families  at 
age  10,  11,  12. 

Mr.  President,  do  you  know  that  the 
median  age  of  handgun  ownership,  or 
gun  ownership,  in  America  today,  the 
median  age  of  first-time  gun  ownership 
is  12i/t>  years  old? 

So  as  we  think  about  the  budget 
choices  that  we  are  going  to  face  over 
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the  course  of  this  next  IV2  or  2  weeks. 
it  is  my  prayer  that  we  are  not  going 
to  put  our  heads  in  the  sand  and  ignore 
the  other  two  deficits  this  country 
faces:  The  investment  deficit  and  the 
spiritual  deficit. 

In  the  end.  I  have  no  question  that 
Government  is  not  even  the  right  en- 
tity to  deal  with  the  spiritual  or  at- 
tempt to.  But  Government  needs  to  un- 
derstand the  connection  with  those  en- 
tities that  should  be  doing  it.  or  can  be 
doing  it.  and  their  capacity  to  do  it.  in 
the  world  that  we  are  creating. 

Government  needs  to  be  an  em- 
powerer  of  the  local  community  to 
reach  these  children.  For  example,  in 
Brockton.  MA.  there  is  a  Boys  and 
Girls  Club,  but  only  10  percent  of  the 
kids  in  that  community  get  access  to 
that  club.  Simple  question:  What  hap- 
pens to  the  other  90  percent  of  those 
kids?  They  are  out  on  the  streets,  no- 
body is  there,  there  is  no  connection. 

That  is  our  responsibility,  it  seems 
to  me.  to  try  to  empower  the  commu- 
nities to  be  able  to  help  create  the 
civic  reaction  that  will  begin  to  deal 
with  these  children.  And  the  ultimate 
response  will  come  from  churches  and 
synagogues,  spiritual  organizations, 
nonprofit  agencies,  schools,  and  par- 
ents, but  you  have  to  have  a  place  to 
begin.  You  have  to  start  somewhere.  It 
seems  to  me.  that  if  you  have  a  kid  sit- 
ting in  front  of  you  who  is  12  or  13 
years  old  and  they  are  already  dabbling 
in  drugs,  and  they  are  already  in  trou- 
ble at  home,  and  they  are  already  dis- 
connected to  the  school,  we  have  a  fun- 
damental choice:  Are  we  going  to  turn 
our  back  on  that  kid  and  cut  that  kid 
off.  or  are  we  going  to  try  to  channel 
that  child  toward  some  group  or  orga- 
nization that  will  bring  the  child  in, 
embrace  the  child  with  a  notion  that 
the  child  has  a  stake  in  the  community 
and  the  community  cares?  I  think  this 
budget  is  draconian  with  respect  to 
those  efforts.  I  am  not  sure  how  in  the 
next  days,  given  the  choices  we  have, 
we  are  going  to  fix  it. 

Mr.  President,  none  of  what  I  am  say- 
ing should  be  interpreted  to  mask  over 
the  deficit  that  we  do  face  on  the  fiscal 
side.  I  am  prepared  to  make  tough 
choices  about  cuts  that  we  ought  to 
make  and  even  reordering  priorities  to 
try  to  balance  the  budget,  which  I 
think  we  ought  to  do.  But  nobody  has 
ever  convinced  me  of  why  we  abso- 
lutely have  to  do  that  in  6  years  versus 
8  or  versus  10  years.  Nobody  has  con- 
vinced me  that  there  is  some  economic 
virtue  in  picking  a  target  date  that  is 
so  arbitrary  that  may  wind  up  cutting 
capacity  to  meet  other  needs  that  we 
have. 

One  other  point,  Mr.  President.  In- 
creasingly in  America,  we  are  seeing 
the  cash  economy  of  this  country  grow. 
It  is  now.  I  am  told,  about  a  $600  billion 
economy.  That  means  that  we  are  los- 
ing annually  about  $100  billion  of  reve- 
nue because  people  just  choose  not  to 


pay  taxes.  In  fact,  as  a  nation,  we  have 
gone  from  voluntary  compliance  in  our 
income  tax  of  96  percent  down  to  81 
percent.  Each  loss  of  a  point  of  vol- 
untary compliance  is  the  loss  of  $5  bil- 
lion of  revenue.  So  your  good  tax- 
paying,  hard-working  family  that  is 
earning  $25,000,  $30,000  a  year  and  pay- 
ing their  taxes  is  slugging  it  out  to 
make  ends  meet,  to  pay  for  fire,  police, 
schools,  roads,  everything  we  do.  while 
an  increasing  number  of  American  citi- 
zens are  getting  away  with  not  paying 
their  taxes. 

We  have  a  choice.  I  read  in  the  news- 
paper the  other  day  that  we  are  going 
to  have  a  new  thing  called  a  lifestyle 
audit,  and  people  in  America  are  now 
going  to  be  able  to  anticipate  the  IRS 
jumping  into  their  driveways  and  ask- 
ing them  why  there  is  a  certain  kind  of 
car  in  their  driveway,  how  they  man- 
age to  go  ski  somewhere,  what  their 
vacation  style  is,  why  they  eat  at  cer- 
tain restaurants,  and  that  is  the  way 
we  are  going  to  supposedly  enforce  the 
Tax  Code.  I  do  not  think  Americans  are 
going  to  tolerate  an  IRS  gestapo-like 
entity  of  people  intrusively  moving 
into  their  lives. 

So.  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  really 
going  to  make  this  system  work  and 
recapture  that  cash  economy,  we  have 
to  talk  about  changing  the  tax  struc- 
ture of  this  country  and  moving  away 
from  a  dependency  on  income  and  into 
consumption  where  it  is  the  only  place 
that  you  can  begin  to  shift  to  a  reflec- 
tion of  what  the  cash  transaction  is 
while  simultaneously,  I  think,  increas- 
ing people's  savings  and  moving  in  a 
new  direction. 

Mr.  President.  I  see  that  the  manager 
of  the  bill  is  on  his  feet.  If  he  has  an 
amendment.  I  am  prepared  to  conclude. 

Mr.  CHAFEB.  Yes,  Mr  President,  we 
have  a  couple  of  amendments  we  would 
like  to  have  accepted,  then  the  Senator 
is  free  to  continue. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  what  I 
would  like  to  do — the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  been  waiting  patiently.  I 
talked  longer  than  I  told  him  I  in- 
tended to — I  will  just  conclude  my 
comments.  I  will  have  more  to  say  on 
this  in  the  course  of  the  next  weeks. 
But  I  believe  we  are  at  a  crossroads, 
and  I  think  that  the  choices  that  I 
have  outlined  are  only  a  few  of  the 
choices.  But  we  cannot  look  at  the 
needs  of  this  country  exclusively  in 
terms  of  an  arbitrary  approach  to  the 
deficit  reduction.  We  have  to  look  at 
the  other  two  deficits  that  the  Nation 
faces. 

There  is  such  a  thing  as  investment. 
and  there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  return  on 
investment,  and  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  multiples  of  return  on  investment.  I 
think  that  most  people  in  the  Senate 
understand  that.  The  question  is 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  make 
those  wise  judgments. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Wisconsin 
for  his  patience,  and  I  thank  the  distin- 


guished managers  for  their  courtesy.  I 
yield  the  floor. 
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INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

AMKNDME.S'T  NO.   1072 

(Purpose:   To   require   the   .Administrator  of 
the   Environmental   Protection   ARency   to 
conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  quantity 
of   hazardous   waste    that    is    beinp    trans- 
ported across  State  lines  and  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  the  transported  waste) 
Mr.   CHAFEE.   Mr.   President.   I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Bre.-\u.x  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The     Senator     from     Rhode     Island     [Mr. 
Ch.-\fee].     for     Mr.     Brkaux.     proposes    an 
amendment  numbered  1072. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  msert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .     STUDY     OF     INTERSTATE     HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  TRA,NSPORT. 

(a)  DEKlNrrioN  ok  H.JlZ.akdoc.s  \V.\ste.— In 
this  section,  the  term  "hazardous  waste"  has 
the  meaning  provided  in  section  10O4  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  690.3). 

(b)  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
.Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quantity  of  hazardous  waste  that  is 
being  transported  across  State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported waste. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
examined  the  amendment  and  find  it 
acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1072)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr,  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.A.MENDMENT  NO.  1073 

(Purpose:  To  require  the  Administrator  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  quantity 
of  sludge  (including  sewage  sludge)  that  is 
being  transported  across  State  lines  and 
the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  transported 
sludge) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Breaux  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 


The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The     Senator    from     Rhode     Island    [Mr. 

Chakee].     for    Mr.     Breaux.     proposes    an 

amendmf^nt  numbered  1073. 

Mr.  CHAFEE,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  STUDY  OF  I.NTEHSTATE  SLUDGE  TRANS- 
PORT. 

(a)  Definitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  SEWAGE  Sludge.— The  term  "sewage 
sludge" — 

(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works:  and 

(B)  includes — 

(i)  domestic  septage: 

(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process:  and 

(iii)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph):  but 

(C)  does  not  include — 

(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator:  or 

(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during  pre- 
liminary treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in  a 
treatment  works. 

(2)  Sludge.— The  term  "sludge"  has  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C,  6903). 

(b)  STUDY.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quantity  of  sludge  (Including  sew- 
age sludge)  that  is  being  transported  across 
State  lines:  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported sludge. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  also  is  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1073)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  a.sk  unanimous 
consent  to  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  AND 
MEDICARE 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr,  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  comments  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  with  re- 
gard to  the  question  of  including  the 
Presidential  checkoff  for  campaigns  in 
the  budget  resolution.  It  is  an  impor- 
tant program  for  our  elections  being 
free  and  fair  in  this  country,  and  it 
does  not  belong  in   the  budget  resolu- 


tion. I  intend  to  comment  on  that  more 
as  we  get  into  the  budget  resolution  it- 
self. I  am  grateful  to  the  junior  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  for  those  re- 
marks and  for  his  constant  dedication 
to  try  to  do  something  about  this  real- 
ly awful  system  of  financing  campaigns 
that  we  have  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  at  this  time  to 
offer  a  few  comments  on  the  debate 
that  really  does  belong  as  part  of  the 
budget  resolution,  and  that  is  the  de- 
bate that  has  been  taking  place  about 
Medicare.  I  would  like  to  share  my  own 
perspective  on  the  direction  we  ought 
to  pursue. 

As  we  consider  the  budget  resolution, 
presumably  starting  next  week,  this 
will  be  one  of  the  two  or  three  most 
central  issues  that  we  debate.  As  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Kerrey] 
noted  on  the  floor  last  week,  the  Medi- 
care debate  has  been  obviously  politi- 
cized in  quick  order.  That  should  not 
surprise  us  given  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
gram and  especially  how  it  is  viewed  by 
millions  of  Americans.  It  is  a  valued 
program.  The  presence  of  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  last  week 
certainly  had  an  impact  on  what  was 
said,  and  said  by  Members  of  both  par- 
ties. 

Mr.  President,  the  White  House  con- 
ference also  gave  me  an  opportunity— 
a  great  opportunity— to  talk  to  many 
of  the  leading  aging  activists  from  Wis- 
consin on  the  issue.  I  found  their 
thoughts  interesting.  I  think  Wisconsin 
has  one  of  the  best  groups  of  advocates 
for  sound  and  compassionate  policies 
for  the  elderly  in  the  country.  They  al- 
ways give  the  straight  view.  They  tell 
me  not  only  what  is  good  for  the  elder- 
ly but  what  is  good  for  society  as  a 
whole,  including  their  children  and 
grandchildren. 

In  a  meeting  I  had  with  most  of  the 
Wisconsin  delegates  to  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging,  there  was 
a  clear  consensus  that  some  changes  do 
need  to  be  made  to  Medicare.  But  there 
was  also  agreement.  Mr,  President. 
that  those  changes  to  Medicare  have  to 
be  done  in  a  certain  way.  We  need  to 
"cut  smart."  not  "cut  mean,"  as  we 
look  to  keep  the  Medicare  hospital  in- 
surance fund  solvent  and  reduce  the 
pressure  on  the  Federal  deficit. 

It  bears  emphasizing  that  there  are 
these  two  features  with  respect  to  the 
Medicare  problem— both  the  solvency 
of  Medicare  and  the  impact  of  Medicare 
on  the  Federal  budget  deficit. 

As  every  Medicare  beneficiary  knows, 
there  are  two  parts  to  Medicare  called 
part  A  and  part  B.  Part  A  is  what  is 
formally  known  as  hospital  insurance. 
It  pays  some  of  the  costs  of  hospitaliza- 
tion, certain  related  inpatient  care,  as 
well  as  skilled  nursing  facility  care  and 
home  health  care.  I  should  add— and  I 
have  always  been  somewhat  distressed 
by  this — it  does  not  cover  chronic  or 
long-term  care  in  that  part  of  the  pro- 
gram.    Other    than    copayments    and 


deductibles,  part  A  services  are  paid 
from  the  hospital  insurance  trust  fund, 
which  itself  is  funded  from  payroll 
taxes. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  this  hospital  in- 
surance trust  fund  that  is  in  jeopardy, 
and  it  is  expected  to  be  insolvent  by 
the  year  2002.  The  other  part  of  the  pro- 
gram, part  B.  is  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  that  covers 
doctors'  fees,  most  outpatient,  and 
some  other  related  services.  Part  B  is 
partially  funded  by  the  monthly  pre- 
miums that  beneficiaries  pay,  but  most 
of  the  part  B  program  is  funded  from 
the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  some  are  characteriz- 
ing the  cuts  they  expect  to  propose  to 
Medicare  as  being  needed  to  keep  Medi- 
care solvent.  That  portrayal  is  entirely 
misleading,  as,  of  course,  it  is  meant  to 
be;  for  though  some  changes  are  needed 
to  keep  the  hospital  insurance  fund  sol- 
vent, that  trust  fund  is  not  the  whole 
story.  Medicare  is  also  slated  for  cuts 
as  part  of  the  broader  effort  to  reduce 
the  deficit,  possibly  leading  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

So  let  us  be  clear  within  this  body 
and  to  all  Americans,  the  goal  here  of 
those  who  want  to  cut  Medicare  dras- 
tically is  not  just  to  make  the  fund  sol- 
vent, they  want  to  use  a  lot  of  those 
billions  of  dollars  to  deal  with  our  na- 
tional deficit  problem, 

Mr.  President,  I  make  this  point  be- 
cause I  fear  that  the  political  spin  doc- 
tors who  have  chosen  to  depict  Medi- 
care cuts  as  being  apart  and  separate 
from  the  rest  of  the  budget  are  really 
doing  a  great  disservice  to  the  cause  of 
deficit  reduction  itself.  And  there  is  no 
other  issue  I  care  more  about  or  work 
harder  on  than  reducing  the  Federal 
deficit. 

In  an  effort  to  minimize  the  political 
fallout  that  surely  will  come  from  cuts 
to  Medicare,  I  fear  they  may  under- 
mine any  chance  for  a  real  budget 
package  that  will  achieve  the  consen- 
sus it  must  have  if  we  are  going  to 
make  the  politically  tough  decisions 
needed  to  actually  balance  the  Federal 
budget, 

Mr,  President,  my  message  is  that  we 
have  to  be  honest  with  the  American 
people  on  what  is  really  going  on  with 
Medicare,  Medicare  clearly  does  have 
an  impact  on  the  budget.  Part  of  the 
reason  cuts  are  being  proposed  in  that 
area  does  stem  from  our  Federal  budg- 
et deficit,  and  rightly  so.  Medicare 
does  have  to  be  on  the  table  as  we  look 
at  the  budget,  I  will  say,  Mr,  President, 
Medicare  is  not  Social  Security,  It  has 
to  be  considered  along  with  other  areas 
of  Federal  spending.  In  fact,  I  have 
sponsored  legislation  that  has  included 
some  specific,  targeted  Medicare  cuts. 

Medicare  cuts  were  part  of  the  82- 
point  plan  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit 
that  I  used  and  created  during  my  cam- 
paign for  the  U.S.  Senate  in  1992. 

More  importantly,  I  have  voted  for 
legislation  that  contained  significant. 
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but  specific,  targeted  cuts  to  Medicare 
twice  during  the  103d  Congress.  The 
reconciliation  legislation  we  passed  as 
part  of  the  President's  deficit-reduc- 
tion package  included  nearly  $60  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  cuts.  This  is  not  some 
new  idea.  It  is  not  as  if  Medicare  has 
not  already,  in  effect,  given  at  the  of- 
fice. It  has  already  been  hit  to  the  tune 
of  $60  billion  just  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  voted  for.  and 
was  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of.  the 
bipartisan  Kerrey-Brown  deficit  reduc- 
tion package.  It  also  included  signifi- 
cant, specific  Medicare  cuts  on  top  of 
the  $60  billion  that  was  included  in  the 
President's  deficit  reduction  package. 

Yes.  Mr.  President.  I  am  willing 
again  to  vote  for  certain  Medicare  cuts 
if  they  are  appropriate  and  do  not  cut 
at  the  heart  of  the  health  care  of  the 
people  who  need  Medicare. 

But  while  Medicare  needs  to  be  on 
the  table  as  we  search  for  ways  to  re- 
duce the  deficit,  we  have  to  ensure  that 
any  changes  make  sense  both  within 
the  context  of  the  Medicare  program 
itself  and  in  the  broader  context  of  our 
entire  Federal  budget.  For  just  as  Med- 
icare clearly  has  an  impact  on  the  Fed- 
eral deficit.  Medicare  beneficiaries  and 
Medicare  providers  should  not  be  asked 
to  fund  other  political  or  policy  prior- 
ities apart  from  the  goal  of  reducing 
the  Federal  deficit. 

So  I  am  concerned.  Mr.  President. 
that  those  who  argue  the  loudest  for  a 
balanced  budget  tend  to  be  the  people 
who  are  the  first  to  demand  massive 
tax  cuts  and  not  decreases  but  in- 
creases in  Federal  spending.  I  do  not 
think  the  use  of  Medicare  cuts  to  do 
those  two  things  is  appropriate  in  the 
context  of  this  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  be  one  of  the 
people  on  this  floor  to  say  that  neither 
political  party  is  blameless  in  this  re- 
gard. Both  Republicans  and  Democrats 
have  argued  for  increased  defense 
spending  and  for  tax  cuts  at  the  same 
time  they  are  out  here  promising  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  saying  that  their  top 
priority  is  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

We  cannot  argue  that  changes  to 
Medicare  are  needed  to  lower  the  defi- 
cit and  then  devote  our  very  scarce  re- 
sources to  tax  cuts  and  defense  in- 
creases. 

Again.  Mr  President,  I  am  willing  to 
support  certain  further  cuts  to  Medi- 
care to  bring  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
into  balance,  and  even,  where  appro- 
priate, to  help  reduce  the  Federal  budg- 
et deficit. 

That  is  not  something  I  would  say 
about  Social  Security.  I  will  say  it 
about  Medicare.  I  am  not  willing  to 
support  cuts  to  Medicare,  however,  to 
fund  an  irresponsible  tax  cut  and  in- 
crease our  bloated  defense  budget. 

Looking  to  the  Medicare  Program  for 
cuts  will  be  hard  enough.  It  would  be 
far  better  to  be  making  changes  to 
Medicare    as    part    of    comprehensive 


health  care  reform.  In  my  view,  Mr. 
President,  that  would  be  my  first 
choice  as  the  health  care  reform  debate 
illustrated  powerfully  last  year. 

The  cost-shifting  takes  place  because 
of  Medicare,  and  Medicare  mushrooms 
health  care  costs.  Making  changes  to 
Medicare  unilaterally  as  we  apparently 
will  do  in  this  budget  this  year,  outside 
of  comprehensive  reforms  to  the  entire 
health  care  system,  I  am  afraid  invites 
even  more  of  the  cost-shifting. 

I  am  afraid,  though,  Mr.  President,  to 
be  realistic,  there  is  no  sign  that  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform  will  be 
before  the  Senate  in  the  104th  Con- 
gress. That  complicates  the  job  of  find- 
ing savings  in  Medicare  and  limits 
what  to  expect  in  the  way  of  potential 
savings. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  say  today  and  be  specific  that  there 
are  changes  in  Medicare  that  can  and 
should  be  made.  For  example,  we  could 
consider  making  some  changes  to  the 
Medicare  home  health  care  benefit. 

For  example,  I  am  willing  to  consider 
requiring  a  modest  copayment  on  those 
home  health  services  as  long  as  ade- 
quate provision  is  made  for  those  with 
lower  incomes.  Proposals  I  have  seen 
for  20  percent  copayment  may  be  too 
high.  Maybe  they  are  looking  at  a  5-or- 
10-percent  copayment,  making  sure 
that  those  who  cannot  afford  it  are 
taken  care  of.  It  could  at  least  be  on 
the  table. 

Moreover,  Mr.  President — again  to  be 
specific,  not  just  talking  in  the  ab- 
stract about  Medicare  cuts — let  me  ac- 
knowledge that  some  have  suggested 
that  we  might  move  to  have  a  prospec- 
tive payment  system  for  home  health 
care  providers  under  which  Medicare 
would  reimburse  services  on  a  per  epi- 
sode basis.  Some  sa.v  that  would  not 
harm  people  and  would  be  more  effi- 
cient and  save  money.  Given  the  dra- 
matic rise  in  the  number  of  visits  per 
person  served  on  the  Medicare  home 
health  benefit  in  recent  years,  such  a 
change  might  make  sense.  It  certainly 
is  something  we  should  examine. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  also  remind 
my  colleagues  that  a  great  deal  of  the 
increase  in  the  utilization  we  see  in  the 
Medicare  home  health  care  benefit  has 
been  the  direct  result  of  previous  pol- 
icy changes  to  Medicare  that  were  also 
supposed  to  create  savings.  It  did  not 
work  that  way,  in  part,  because  of 
changes  to  Medicare  patients  who  are 
being  discharged  from  hospitals 
quicker  and  sicker  than  they  used  to 
be.  In  many  cases.  Medicare  policies 
have  just  moved  the  site  of  care  from 
the  hospital  to  the  home,  with  the  re- 
sulting increase  in  home  health  care 
benefit  utilization. 

I  am  pleased  that  much  of  the  care 
can  be  given  in  the  home,  but  we  have 
to  be  realistic  about  the  cause  and  ef- 
fect resulting  from  Medicare  changes. 
It  should  serve  as  a  caution  to  all  as  we 
seek  to  find  savings  in  Medicare,  we 


should  not  just  make  a  cut  here  and 
find  out  we  are  paying  the  same  or 
more  through  Medicare  at  another  lo- 
cation. That  does  not  accomplish  any- 
thing either  for  Medicare,  the  people 
who  benefit  from  it,  or  for  the  goal  of 
reducing  the  Federal  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  in  other  areas  there 
may  again  be  more  room  for  modifica- 
tions, to  the  way,  for  example,  we 
make  payments  to  hospitals  for  cap- 
ital-related costs  of  inpatient  service. 
Some  have  argued  that  those  capital- 
related  rates  reflect  erroneous  infla- 
tion forecasts,  and  adjustments  ought 
to  be  made  to  account  for  the  errors. 

This  sounds  like  the  kind  of  specific 
cut  in  Medicare  that  does  not  go  to  the 
heart  of  Medicare,  does  not  harm  the 
individual's  ability  to  get  the  care  they 
need,  but  the  inefficiency  and  excesses 
of  the  way  the  system  is  set  up.  These 
should  be  at  the  top  of  our  list,  not  at 
the  bottom. 

During  last  year's  health  care  reform 
debate,  this  kind  of  modification  was 
considered.  I  think  it  deserves  review 
again. 

Mr.  President,  one  change  that  must 
be  a  high  priority  also,  is  to  ask 
wealthier  beneficiaries  to  shoulder 
more  of  the  cost  of  part  B  services,  re- 
lieving taxpayers  of  some  of  the  sub- 
sid.y  they  are  now  providing,  which 
amounts  to  about  75  percent  of  the  full 
value  of  the  Medicare  part  B  premium. 

I  proposed  that  in  1992  as  part  of  my 
deficit  reduction  proposal,  and  I  recall 
the  comments  made  by  the  majority 
leader  that  those  with  higher  incomes 
ought  to  be  asked  to  pay  a  little  more 
for  part  B  services.  So  that  should  be 
on  the  table. 

We  should  also  consider  making 
changes  to  eliminate  so-called  formula- 
driven  ovei payments  for  hospital  out- 
patient services.  The  Medicare  part  B 
copayment  of  20  percent  is  intended  to 
lower  the  cost  of  Medicare  to  taxpayers 
on  a  dollar-for-doUar  basis.  For  every 
dollar  of  copayment  made  by  a  bene- 
ficiary. Medicare's  own  liability  is  sup- 
posed to  drop  by  $1.  It  is  my  under- 
standing there  are  anomalies  in  the 
Medicare  reimbursement  formula  for 
certain  outpatient  hospital  service. 
The  result,  Mr.  President,  is  that  the 
liability  to  Medicare  is  just  greater 
than  it  should  be. 

So  we  are  talking  here  about  real 
ways  to  save  dollars  to  achieve  our  def- 
icit reduction  goals  without  scaring 
the  people  in  this  countr.v  who  need  the 
basic  Medicare  services,  like  the  pos- 
sible changes  to  inpatient  capital-re- 
lated payment  rates.  This  matter  was 
debated  during  the  health  care  reform 
debate  last  session.  We  did  not  get  it 
done.  We  did  not  get  these  cuts  imple- 
mented. We  could  be  getting  the  bene- 
fit and  savings  of  those  today  if  we  had 
acted  then  instead  of  waiting  until 
now. 

Some  suggested  we  change  the  for- 
mula-driven   overpayments.    Again,    I 


want  the  specific  ideas  on  the  table  for 
the  people  of  this  Congress  and  for  the 
whole  country  to  examine. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  willing  to  con- 
sider proposals  that  provide  incentives 
to  seniors  to  select  managed  care  alter- 
natives. There  are  other  changes  that  I 
would  certainly  be  willing  to  consider. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  want  to  say  a  few 
other  things  about  changes  that  do  not 
make  sense.  Some  we  should  not  be 
doing.  For  example,  shifting  Medicare 
costs  on  the  backs  of  those  with  very 
low  income  not  only  unfairly  burdens 
those  least  able  to  bear  additional 
costs,  but.  again,  to  the  extent  it 
swells  Medicaid  costs,  all  it  will  do  is 
transfer  the  tax  burden  from  the  Fed- 
eral taxpayers  to  the  State  taxpayers. 

Of  course,  that  is  a  convenient  result 
for  our  Federal  budget  writers,  but  not 
an  improvement  for  the  taxpayers  back 
home  in  Wisconsin  or  Minnesota. 

Mr.  President.  I  mentioned  the 
Kerrey-Brown  package  as  legislation 
which  I  supported  and  which  also  con- 
tains specific  and  significant  Medicare 
cuts.  As  I  have  noted  before  on  this 
floor,  the  process,  Mr.  President,  the 
process  by  which  Senator  Kerrey  of 
Nebraska  and  Senator  Brown  of  Colo- 
rado and  others  put  together  this  pack- 
age was,  to  me.  a  model  of  bipartisan 
cooperation. 

We  did  not  hear  much  about  it  during 
the  1994  campaign.  People  assumed 
that  everything  that  happens  out  here 
is  partisan.  But  that  is  not  what  I  have 
found.  There  are  people  in  this  body 
who  do  want  to  get  together  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis  to  solve  the  deficit  problem. 
They  have  done  it.  They  have  put  a  lot 
of  time  into  it.  They  are  willing  to  do 
it  again. 

For  my  part,  I  came  away  from  that 
process  greatly  encouraged  that  there 
were  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
who  were  willing  to  band  together  to 
find  some  common  ground  in  reducing 
the  deficit,  even  if  it  meant  bucking 
the  partisan  political  rhetoric  of  their 
respective  parties. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  in  this 
104th  Congress  we  can  achieve  that 
kind  of  bipartisanship  again,  and  I 
want  to  signal  today  as  we  move  into 
next  week  of  the  budget  resolution, 
that  I  am  not  only  ready  but  very 
eager  to  participate  in  that  bipartisan 
effort.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gr.\.ms).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


to  go   forward  as   though   in   morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President. 


ask  unanimous  consent  to  be  allowed 


HONORING  A  COURAGEOUS  YOUNG 
GIRL.  AND  CARING  COMMUNITY 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  spend  just  a  moment 
talking  about  a  courageous  young  girl 
in  my  hometown  of  Boise,  ID. 

Nine-year-old  Susie  Hamilton,  a 
bright,  vivacious,  and  loving  girl  suf- 
fers from  a  rare  and  deadly  form  of  leu- 
kemia. She  has  been  in  and  out  of  hos- 
pitals in  Boise.  Salt  Lake  City,  and  Se- 
attle for  the  past  8  months.  A  bone 
marrow  transplant  is  her  last  hope  for 
life. 

Mr.  President,  Susie  is  blessed  with 
two  outstanding  parents  who  are  lead- 
ers in  the  community.  Her  father, 
Steve,  is  a  Boise  Fire  Department  bat- 
talion chief,  dedicated  to  saving  lives.  I 
have  worked  with  him  personally  on  a 
variety  of  projects.  Her  mother,  Becky, 
works  at  Boise  Cascade  Corp.  Both 
have  spent  many  long  hours  away  from 
their  jobs  to  tend  to  Susie's  needs. 

There  have  been  some  rough  times 
for  Susie,  Steve,  and  Becky.  I  would 
like  to  read  from  a  newspaper  column 
by  Tim  Woodward  in  the  Idaho  States- 
man, who  wrote  about  this  family: 

Leukemia  alone  Is  bad  enough,  but  there 
were  other  heartbreaks.  When  a  match  was 
found  for  a  donor  after  hundreds  of  tests,  the 
donor  turned  out  to  have  hepatitis.  Susie  got 
it  through  a  transfusion.  Last  month,  she 
had  to  have  a  lunp  removed.  When  a  doctor 
praised  her  courage,  she  whispered.  "What 
choice,  do  I  have''  1  want  to  live   " 

The  community  has  responded,  rais- 
ing over  $12,000  to  offset  medical  bills. 
Today  there  is  a  silent  auction  at  Su- 
sie's school  to  raise  money.  Boise  fire- 
fighters have  switched  shifts  so  Steve 
can  spend  time  with  Susie.  Boise  Cas- 
cade has  given  Becky  as  much  time  off 
as  she  needs,  and  has  even  given  the 
family  use  of  the  corporate  jet  to  fly  to 
Seattle. 

This  ribbon  I  am  wearing,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  just  one  more  sign  of  the  com- 
munity's willingness  to  rally  around 
their  neighbor.  Members  of  the  police 
and  fire  departments,  sheriffs  depart- 
ment, workers  at  Boise  Cascade,  Su- 
sie's classmates  and  teachers,  employ- 
ees at  city  hall,  and  others  in  Boise  are 
wearing  these  ribbons  to  show  their 
support  for  the  family. 

I  would  like  to  read  this  letter  I  just 
received  from  Susie's  grandmother, 
Barbara  Dennett: 

My  Granddaughter.  Susie,  was  diagnosed 
with  adult  leukemia  in  October  of  1994  and 
since  then  has  endured  prolonged  hos- 
pitalization for  chemotherapy  and  several 
surgery's  in  Salt  Lake.  Susie  is  now  in  Se- 
attle undergoing  preparations  for  a  bone- 
marrow  transplant.  This  is  her  only  chance 
to  overcome  the  leukemia— her  only  hope  for 
survival. 

After  searching  for  8  months  for  a  bone 
marrow  match.  Isn't  It  ironic  that  on  this 


50th  anniversary  of  World  War  II's  death  and 
horror,  a  German  soldier  will  be  the  donor  to 
save  the  life  of  a  little  9  year  old  girl  in 
America.  I  believe  this  to  be  a  noteworthy 
occasion. 

This  soldier  was  scheduled  to  go  out  on 
maneuvers,  which  would  delay  the  bone  mar- 
row transplant  15  more  days,  but  chose  to 
make  himself  available  for  the  draw  instead 
slating  he  did  not  wish  for  her  to  suffer  a 
minute  longer  than  necessary.  His  bone  mar- 
row will  be  hand  delivered  from  Germany  to 
Seattle.  Hand  carried,  the  transplant  will 
begin  the  minute  it  arrives. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration 
in  seeing  that  President  Clinton  receives  this 
information.  When  I  told  Susie,  that  every 
one  was  praying  for  her  all  over  the  world, 
she  ask  "even  the  President  of  the  United 
States?"  How  could  I  answer  with  anything 
other  than  "yes.  even  the  President".  A  card 
or  call  from  him  would  go  a  long  way  in 
helping  her  believe  that  we  are  all  telling  her 
the  truth  when  we  say  tnat  there  is  always 
hope  that  she  will  be  well  again  and  a  bright 
future  lies  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  enter  this  letter  into  the 
Record.  I  also  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  newspaper  article  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

SPECUL  9-'i'EAR-0LD  TOUCHES  A  Cmi"8  HEART 

(By  Tim  Woodward) 

If  you've  seen  a  Boise  firefiRhter  lately, 
you  may  have  noticed  he  was  wearing  a  pur- 
ple ribbon  on  his  uniform. 

They're  wearing  purple  at  City  Hall,  too. 
The  mayor,  city  council  members  and  other 
office  workers  all  have  purple  ribbons  pinned 
to  their  clothing. 

Purple  ribbons  dot  lapels  at  the  Boise  Cas- 
cade Corp..  the  Ada  County  Sheriffs  Depart- 
ment. Life  Care  Center,  hospitals,  doctors" 
offices.  Highlands  School. 

The  ribbons  are  symbols  of  support  for  a 
kid  who  has  had  more  bad  luck  than  any  9- 
year-old  deserves.  Susie  Hamilton  has  a  rare 
and  deadly  form  of  leukemia.  She  has  been 
out  of  hospitals  nine  days  in  the  past  eight 
months.  A  bone  marrow  transplant  is  her 
last  hope  for  life. 

Steve  Hamilton.  Susie's  father,  is  a  battal- 
ion chief  with  the  Boise  Fire  Department. 
Hamilton  has  dedicated  his  life  to  saving 
lives.  Now  his  fellow  firefighters  are  helping 
him  in  the  fight  to  save  his  daughter's  life. 

When  Susie  got  sick,  the  firefighters  do- 
nated shifts  so  her  father  could  be  with  her. 
When  she  needed  a  marrow  donor,  the  fire- 
fighters raised  $4,000  and  added  527  names  to 
the  donor  registry. 

Susie's  mother.  Becky  Hamilton,  works  at 
Boise  Cascade.  The  company  not  only  ex- 
tended her  leave  time,  it  flew  the  family  to 
Seattle  in  a  corporate  jet  when  Susie  needed 
to  see  a  specialist  there. 

On  May  12.  the  fire  department.  Boise  Cas- 
cade employees,  the  sheriffs  department. 
Highlands  School  and  civic  groups  will  spon- 
sor a  silent  auction  to  raise  money  for  medi- 
cal expenses.  Businesses  have  donated  raft 
trips,  airplane  rides,  bicycles  and  other 
prizes.  The  auction  will  be  at  Highlands.  Su- 
sie's school. 

"Everywhere  we  go.  whether  it's  the  hos- 
pital in  Salt  Lake  or  the  one  in  Seattle,  the 
people  we  work  with  are  just  amazed  at  the 
support  network  we  have  in  Boise."  Steve 
Hamilton  said.  "They  say  its  unheard  of  in 
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this  day  and  age  to  have  that  kind  of  com- 
munity involvement." 

So  far.  Boiseans  have  donated  more  than 
S12.000  to  the  Susie  Hamilton  Leukemia  Ac- 
count (200  N.  4th  St.  Boise.  ID  83702).  Velma 
Morrison  dropped  by  last  week  with  a  check 
for  $2,500. 

One  of  Susie's  grandmothers  helped  her 
write  a  children's  book.  "Lillie  the  Laughmg 
Giraffe  Loses  Her  Spots  and  That's  No 
Laughing  Matter"  will  go  on  sale  May  12. 
Boise's  Legendary  Publishing  Co.  donated  its 
services.  All  of  the  proceeds  will  be  used  for 
Susie's  medical  expenses. 

•Boise  is  known  as  the  City  of  Trees,  but 
to  me  it's  the  city  of  love."  Susie  said.  ".  .  . 
I've  learned  a  lot  about  love  and  friendship 
and  caring  since  I  got  sick.  I  want  to  thank 
everyone  who  has  helped  me— my  friends,  my 
family  and  people  I'll  never  get  a  chance  to 
meet." 

Leukemia  alone  is  bad  enough,  but  there 
were  other  heartbreaks.  When  a  match  was 
found  for  a  donor  after  hundreds  of  tests,  the 
donor  turned  out  to  have  hepatitis.  Susie  got 
it  through  a  transfusion. 

Last  month,  she  had  to  have  a  lung  re- 
moved. When  a  doctor  praised  her  courage, 
she  whispered.  "What  choice  do  I  have?  I 
want  to  live.  " 

The  search  for  a  donor  was  worldwide.  The 
winner:  a  soldier  in  the  German  army.  The 
transplant  will  be  May  10.  in  Seattle. 

Hundreds  of  people  will  be  thinking  about 
a  brave  little  girl  that  day. 

They'll  be  saying  prayers,  wearing  purple 
ribbons,  hoping  a  miracle  will  save  a  life 
that  has  touched  a  city's  heart. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  have  good  news 
today,  Mr.  President.  Susie  Hamilton 
underwent  15  hours  of  surgery  yester- 
day at  the  Fred  Hutchinson  Cancer 
Center  in  Seattle,  receiving  the  bone 
marrow  from  that  German  soldier.  I 
am  pleased  to  say  early  reports  are 
positive,  and  the  prognosis  is  good. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  be  sending  a  rib- 
bon just  like  this  to  the  White  House 
today  so  that  President  Clinton  can  af- 
firm to  Susie  through  correspondence 
that  everyone  is  praying  for  her  speedy 
and  thorough  recovery  so  that  we  can 
all  affirm  that  there  is  always  hope 
where  there  is  prayer,  and  that  truly 
people  all  over  the  world  are  praying 
for  Susie,  and  to  acknowledge  the  sup- 
port of  the  community  of  Boise  and  all 
of  Susie's  friends  as  they  rally  around 
a  neighbor,  which  I  think  is  the  spirit 
that  does  bring  about  not  only  hope 
but  the  positive  results  Chat  we  want. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  you.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  role. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr  Df:WINE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWI.NE.  Mr.  President,  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  might 
proceed  now  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VICTIMS'  RIGHTS 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
want  to  continue  my  discussion  on  the 
crime  bill  that  I  intend  to  introduce  in 
the  Senate  next  week. 

As  I  have  pointed  out  in  previous 
speeches  on  this  issue,  there  are  really 
two  fundamental  issues  that  we  always 
need  to  address  when  we  look  at  the 
question  of  a  crime  bill,  when  we  look 
at  whether  it  is  a  good  crime  bill  or 
whether  it  is  not,  when  we  look  at 
whether  it  gets  the  job  done  or  not. 
The  first  question  is:  What  is  the  prop- 
er role  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
fighting  crime  in  this  country,  under- 
standing that  90  to  95  percent  of  all 
criminal  prosecution  is  not  done  at  the 
Federal  level,  but  rather  done  at  the 
local  level,  the  State  level,  the  county 
level?  What  is  the  role  of  the  Federal 
Government? 

The  second  question  we  always  have 
to  ask  is.  despite  all  the  rhetoric:  What 
really  works  in  the  area  of  law  enforce- 
ment? What  really  matters?  And.  con- 
versely, what  does  not  matter? 

On  Wednesday  of  this  week,  I  dis- 
cussed these  issues  with  specific  ref- 
erence to  crimefighting  technology. 
The  conclusion  I  reached  was  that  we 
have  an  outstanding  technological  base 
in  this  country  that  will  do  a  great 
deal  to  help  us  catch  criminals. 

Mr.  President,  technology  does,  in 
fact,  matter. 

However,  we  do  need  the  Federal 
Government  to  be  more  proactive  in 
this  area,  more  proactive  in  getting  the 
States  on  line  with  this  technology  and 
giving  the  States  the  aissets  they  need 
to  get  that  job  done. 

Having  a  terrific  national  criminal 
records  system  or  huge  DNA  data  base 
for  convicted  sex  offenders  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  is  great— but  it  will  not  do 
much  good  for  the  police  officer  in 
Lucas  County,  Hamilton  County,  and 
Franklin  County,  OH.  or  if  other  juris- 
dictions across  this  country  cannot  tap 
into  it,  cannot  get  the  information  out 
or,  conversely,  cannot  put  the  informa- 
tion in. 

Mr.  President,  crime  occurs  locally. 
So  we  have  to  make  sure  the 
crimefighting  resources— such  as  high- 
tech  data  bases — are.  in  fact,  available 
to  local  law  enforcement.  And  one  of 
the  principal  provisions  of  the  bill  that 
I  will  introduce  next  week  does  just 
that,  drives  that  home  to  the  thou- 
sands, tens  of  thousands  of  local  law 
enforcement  agencies  scattered 
throughout  our  50  States. 

Mr.  President,  on  Thursday  of  this 
week,  I  discussed  a  second  issue — what 
we  have  to  do  to  get  armed  career 
criminals  off  our  streets.  At  that  time, 
I  talked  specifically  about  a  program 
called  Project  Triggerlock  that  tar- 
geted gun  criminals  for  Federal  pros- 
ecution. 

Mr.  President,  Project  Triggerlock 
worked.  It  got  15,000— 15,000-  armed  ca- 
reer criminals  off  the  streets  m  just  18 
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months.  But,  incredibly,  the  Clinton 
administration  abolished  this  program. 
My  legislation,  Mr.  President,  would 
bring  back  Project  Triggerlock,  and 
toughen  the  laws  on  gun  crimes  in 
many  other  significant  ways.  It  is 
clear,  if  we  are  going  to  be  tough  on 
crime  and  do  things  that  really  matter, 
we  have  to  get  armed  career  criminals 
off  our  streets. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  turn  to  a  third 
provision  of  my  crime  bill,  a  third 
issue,  and  it  is  an  issue  that  is  near  and 
dear  to  my  heart  as  a  former  county 
prosecuting  attorney,  and  that  is  the 
people  that  we  many  times  forget  in 
our  criminal  justice  system,  the  vic- 
tims of  crime. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
that  component  of  my  crime  legisla- 
tion. I  would  like  to  discuss  some  of 
the  measures  I  think  we  ought  to  take 
in  the  area  of  victims'  rights. 

The  late  Hubert  Humphrey  said,  in  a 
much  admired  and  much  quoted  com- 
ment: 

The  moral  test  of  Government  is  how  that 
Government  treats  those  who  are  in  the 
dawn  of  life,  the  children:  those  who  are  in 
the  twilight  of  life,  the  elderly:  and  those 
who  are  in  the  shadows  of  life,  the  sick,  the 
needy,  and  the  handicapped. 

What  the  former  Vice  President  and 
former  U.S.  Senator  said,  what  he  was 
talking  about  was  the  fundamental 
role  of  Government  to  protect  the 
weak,  to  protect  those  citizens  who 
could  not  protect  themselves.  That  is 
why.  I  submit.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
victims  of  crime  belong  on  that  list,  as 
well. 

For  too  long,  victims  have  been  for- 
gotten by  our  judicial  system.  From 
start  to  finish,  the  legal  system  can  be 
a  terrible  ordeal  for  the  victims— a  bu- 
reaucratic nightmare  that  seems  to 
and,  in  fact,  does  many  times,  go  on 
and  on  and  on. 

In  our  Constitution,  we  have  all 
kinds  of  protections  for  the  rights  of 
defendants,  as  well  we  should.  We  try 
to  make  sure  that  they  have  every  pos- 
sible chance— and  that  is  good— be- 
cause we  do  not  know  if  the  defendants 
are  guilty.  We  want  to  know  if  they 
have  justice.  That  is  why  we  bend  over 
backward  to  be  fair  to  anyone  accused 
of  crime. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  process.  I  be- 
lieve that  many  times  we  have  forgot- 
ten the  victims  of  crime 

Over  the  last  few  decades,  we  have 
made  some  progress  in  this  area.  We 
have  made  some  progress  in  recogniz- 
ing the  rights  of  victims.  When  I  was  a 
county  prosecutor  in  the  1970's.  I  saw 
too  many  crime  victims,  people  who 
had  already  been  hurt,  hurt  a  second 
time  by  a  callous  legal  system.  That  is 
why  I  did  everything  that  I  could  to 
protect  the  rights  of  those  victims. 

Today,  the  legal  process,  in  spite  of 
changes,  in  spite  of  reforms,  in  spite  of 
progress  that  we  have  made,  is  still  too 
brutal  on  the  victims.  Our  bottom  line 
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has  to  be  this:  To  be  victimized  once  by 
a  crime  is  already  once  too  often.  To  be 
victimized  yet  again  by  an  uncaring  ju- 
dicial system  is  totally,  totally  unac- 
ceptable. 

There  are  some  measures  we  should 
take  as  part  of  this  year's  crime  legis- 
lation to  continue  the  process  of  mak- 
ing the  legal  system  treat  crime  vic- 
tims with  greater  fairness  and  with 
greater  consideration.  Let  me  talk 
about  a  few  of  these. 

No.  1.  let  us  make  sure  that  crime 
does  not  pay.  Today,  a  Federal  trial 
court  may  — may  -order  restitution  for 
crimes.  I  think  that  in  every  case  they 
should  order  restitution  for  crimes.  I 
think  we  should  mandate  full  restitu- 
tion in  all  Federal  criminal  cases. 

No.  2.  let  us  stop  the  brutalization  of 
victims  in  our  courts.  Under  current 
law.  lawyers  are  not  allowed  to  present 
evidence  that  they  know  is  false.  That 
is  a  basic  tenet  of  judicial  ethics  for 
lawyers.  Every  law  student  learns  that 
early  on.  But  what  defense  lawyers  can 
do  under  our  current  system  is  this:  If 
they  have  a  crime  victim  on  the  stand, 
a  crime  victim  whom  they  know  is  tell- 
ing the  truth,  defense  lawyers  are  still 
allowed  to  make  it  look  like  that  wit- 
ness is  lying.  Defense  lawyers  can  do 
this  even  though  they  know  the  wit- 
ness is  telling  the  truth.  My  legislation 
would  prohibit  this  practice. 

No.  3,  let  us  make  the  trial  process 
more  fair  to  the  victims.  Under  the 
Constitution,  a  defendant  has  the 
right,  if  he  so  chooses,  not  to  testify  in 
his  own  defense.  This  is  a  very  impor- 
tant constitutional  right.  It  is  impera- 
tive that  we  always  protect  this.  This 
right  has  a  consequence,  a  consequence 
that  is  both  unintended  and.  I  submit, 
undesirable. 

There  are  cases  in  which  the  defense 
team  decides  not  to  put  the  defendant 
on  the  stand,  which  is  fine,  and  then. 
though,  attacks  the  victim's  character 
and  the  victim  when  that  victim,  him- 
self or  herself,  takes  the  stand  and  tes- 
tifies. In  effect,  the  defense  lawyers  put 
the  victim  on  trial  while  at  the  same 
time  being  able  to  shield  the  defendant 
from  questions  about  that  defendant's 
own  character. 

I  think  it  is  time  to  end  the  free  ride 
for  these  defendants.  Let  us  simply  say 
to  the  defendants  and  let  us  say  to  the 
defendants'  lawyers  this:  If  you.  the  ac- 
cused or  a  lawyer,  want  to  attack  the 
character  of  a  victim,  then  you  can  ex- 
pect the  prosecutor  to  call  your  char- 
acter into  question.  It  is  only  fair.  It  is 
only  right.  It  is  only  just. 

No.  4.  let  us  make  people  who  are  ac- 
cused of  sexual  assault  be  tested  for 
HIV.  If  you,  or  one  of  your  loved  ones, 
was  the  victim  of  a  sexual  assault 
today,  it  is  very  difficult  to  find  out  if 
the  attacker  has  HIV.  and  in  today's 
society,  is  that  not  something  that  the 
victim  should  know?  Is  that  not  some- 
thing that  the  court  system  should 
help  the  victim  to  determine? 


Last  year,  the  Senate  version  of  the 
crime  bill  did  have  a  provision  mandat- 
ing HIV  testing  of  persons  arrested  for 
sexual  assault.  The  Clinton  administra- 
tion supported  this  provision.  But  in 
the  other  body,  for  some  reason,  it  was 
dropped. 

My  legislation  would  change  that. 
My  legislation  would  put  that  back  in. 
My  legislation  would  force  the  HIV 
testing  of  these  defendants  and  the  dis- 
closure of  the  testing  results  to  the 
victims  of  crime. 

No.  5.  a  fifth  way  to  make  our  system 
more  fair  and  more  just  to  the  victims 
of  crime,  let  us  make  the  jury,  the 
whole  jury  system,  a  level  playing 
field.  The  O.J.  Simpson  trial  has  fo- 
cused America's  attention  on  the  proc- 
ess of  the  selection  of  a  jury.  How  do 
we  make  sure  that  the  jury  is  a  fair 
panel? 

Mr.  President,  under  today's  Federal 
laws,  prosecutors  can  challenge  six  po- 
tential jurors  without  giving  cause, 
what  in  the  courtroom  they  call 
"cause."  Six  jurors  can  be  knocked  off 
without  giving  any  reason.  Defense 
lawyers,  however,  can  challenge  10 
without  giving  a  reason.  These  are 
called  generally  peremptory  challenges 
where  each  side  can  excuse  a  juror 
without  giving  a  reason. 

I  think  that  we  should  give  victims 
an  impartial  trial,  jury,  and  a  fair 
shake.  To  do  that,  I  think  we  need  to 
give  both  the  prosecution  and  the  de- 
fense simply  the  same  number  of  pe- 
remptory challenges.  It  only  seems 
right,  and  it  only  seems  fair. 

Mr.  President,  all  the  provisions  I 
have  discussed  today  to  protect  victims 
have  a  common  theme.  In  our  judicial 
system,  we  cannot  condone  the  re- 
victimization  of  crime  victims.  Our 
system  is  and  must  be  impartial.  It 
must  be  impartial  between  the  prosecu- 
tion and  the  defense,  all  the  while  rec- 
ognizing the  presumption  of  innocence 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant. 

There  is  no  reason  that  the  presump- 
tion of  the  defendant's  innocence 
should  be  construed  in  such  a  way  that 
it  condones  heartless  treatment  of 
crime  victims.  The  criminal  law  em- 
bodies some  of  the  truly  fundamental 
values  of  our  society.  One  of  these  val- 
ues is  that  we  should  console  those  who 
have  been  hurt.  We  should  not  victim- 
ize them  further. 

A  number  of  years  ago  when  I  was  a 
county  prosecuting  attorney,  I  would 
see  the  victims  of  murder  and  other 
violent  crimes.  I  would  interview  peo- 
ple who  had  been  abused,  assaulted, 
and  raped.  I  learned  a  lot  from  talking 
to  these  innocent  people.  I  learned  that 
we  have  to  make  the  crime  victim  a 
full  participant,  not  a  forgotten  person, 
in  the  criminal  justice  system. 

The  proposals  I  have  just  outlined 
would  help  us  make  some  progress  in 
turning  the  criminal  justice  system 
into  a  more  victim-friendly  enterprise. 
It  is  long  past  time  that  we  stop  treat- 


ing the  victims  like  they  are  criminals 
and  the  criminals  like  they  are  vic- 
tims. 

My  legislation  is  an  attempt  to  move 
the  concerns  of  crime  victims  toward 
center  stage  in  our  Federal  criminal 
justice  policy. 

Next  week,  I  will  continue  my  series 
of  speeches  on  the  crime  bill  that  I  in- 
tend to  introduce  next  week.  On  Mon- 
day, I  will  explain  what  I  think  we 
ought  to  do  to  get  more  police  officers 
on  the  streets,  particularly  to  get  more 
police  officers  on  the  streets  where  the 
crime  is  the  highest,  because  if  there  is 
one  thing  that  we  know,  it  is  this:  Law 
enforcement  officers  who  are  well 
trained  and  who  are  deployed  correctly 
on  our  streets  will,  in  fact,  reduce 
crime.  That  is  a  fact.  That  is  the  truth. 
I  will  talk  more  about  this  next  week. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 


MORATORIUM  ON  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  in 
March  of  this  year,  just  2  months  ago, 
this  Senate  considered  a  bill  that 
would  have  imposed  an  across-the- 
board  moratorium  on  the  issuance  of 
new  major  regulations.  That  across- 
the-board  moratorium  would  have  ex- 
tended from  last  November's  election 
up  until  the  end  of  this  year,  the  end  of 
1995.  It  would  have  encompassed  all  of 
1995  and  the  last  several  months  of  1994. 

That  bill  came  up  before  the  Senate, 
and  it  was  overwhelmingly  rejected  by 
this  Senate.  Instead,  on  this  across- 
the-board  moratorium,  the  Senate 
adopted  a  substitute  amendment  which 
was  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa and  the  Senator  from  Nevada. 
And  that  proviaed  for  a  45-day  review 
of  major  new  rules  coming  up  before 
the  new  rules  by  the  Congress.  This  45- 
day  review  was  agreed  to  by  this  Sen- 
ate 100-0.  Any  time  you  can  get  a  vote 
of  100-0,  it  is  considered  favorable; 
overwhelming  is  an  understatement. 

Before  that  bill  was  sent  over  to  the 
House  and  to  the  conference  of  House 
and  Senate  Members,  many  of  us  here 
in  the  Senate  made  clear  that  if  the 
conference  report  came  back  with  an 
across-the-board  moratorium,  we 
would  oppose  it.  We  do  not  want  these 
across  the  board  moratoriums.  We 
wanted  the  situation  that  was  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  which, 
principally,  was  for  a  45-day  review. 

I  want  the  Senate  to  know,  as  I  indi- 
cated during  the  earlier  debate,  that  I 
will  oppose  the  conference  report  if  it 
includes  provisions  of  the  type  that  I 
outlined,  namely  the  restoration  of 
these  broad  moratoriums  that  this  bill 
had. 

Now.  yesterday,  a  Member  of  the 
House  released  a  list  of  the  rules  that 
they  have  targeted  in  the  House.  They 
are  not  satisfied  with  a  45-day  review. 
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They  have  targeted  some  30  rules — 12  of 
them  are  EPA  rules;  4  of  them  are 
worker  safety  rules  to  be  issued  by 
OSHA:  10  of  the  rules  relate  to  food  and 
drug  safety.  Almost  all  of  the  rules  on 
the  list  that  are  targeted  by  the  House 
are  there  to  protect  public  health, 
worker  safety,  and  the  environment. 

I  notice  that  the  occupant  of  the 
chair  is  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  One  of  the  rules  that  is  tar- 
geted deals  with  the  Great  Lakes  clean 
water  quality  guidance.  I  do  not  know 
the  position  of  the  occupant  of  the 
Chair  on  this.  I  suspect  that  most  of 
the  Senators  from  those  States — Illi- 
nois. Indiana.  Michigan.  Minnesota. 
New  York.  Ohio.  Pennsylvania,  and 
Wisconsin— are  interested  in  the  qual- 
ity of  the  water  in  those  Great  Lakes. 

The  EPA  has  proposed  an  initiative 
dealing  with  that  situation.  The  EPA 
has  estimated  a  proposal  that  could 
cost  from  $80  to  S500  million  annually. 
This  has  to  do  with  the  cleanliness  of 
those  lakes.  This  is  one  of  the  rules 
that  has  been  targeted  by  the  House 
Members,  one  that  would  be  subject  to 
an  extensive  moratorium. 

There  are  a  host  of  others.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. One  of  them  I  will  describe.  It  is 
a  rule  promulgated  under  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.  It  would  reduce 
the  levels  of  so-called  disinfection  by- 
products in  drinking  water.  These  are 
the  chemicals  that  form  when  water  is 
chlorinated,  as  is  done  in  most  commu- 
nities. It  is  chlorinated  to  kill  bacteria 
and  other  organisms.  The  chlorine,  in 
some  instances,  combines  with  other 
substances  in  the  water  to  form  new 
chemicals,  such  as  chloroform,  that 
may  cause  significant  cancer  risks  for 
those  using  the  water. 

A  recent  article  in  the  American 
Journal  of  Public  Health  indicated  that 
up  to  10. oca— not  1.000.  but  10. OOO— cases 
of  cancer  per  year  may  be  attributable 
to  these  chemicals  in  our  water.  EPA 
has  been  working  on  a  rule  to  reduce 
this  health  risk. 

Did  EPA  just  conceive  this  rule  as  a 
bunch  of  bureaucrats  sitting  down  at 
EPA  headquarters?  This  is  what  they 
did.  They  convened  a  regulatory  nego- 
tiation involving  all  of  the  parties  that 
had  an  interest.  The  drinking  water 
suppliers,  the  States,  the  cities,  public 
health  organizations — a  very  broad 
group  worked  for  2  years  on  this  rule. 
With  one  exception,  this  broad  range  of 
interests  all  signed  an  agreement  at 
the  end  of  the  process  supporting  the 
proposed  rule.  The  proposed  rule  re- 
flects a  significant  consensus  across 
virtually  the  entire  community  of  in- 
terests involved  in  drinking  water. 
Now.  under  the  House  proposal  this 
would  be  targeted:  it  would  be  sus- 
pended, you  could  not  have  the  rule. 
You  could  not  have  the  rule  until  some 
indefinite  period— until  certainly  per- 
haps the  end  of  this  calendar  year,  and 
probably  into  the  future  likewise.  Why 
should  they  do  that?  I  am  opposed  to 


that  type  of  action  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

A  second  item  on  the  list  is  a  peti- 
tion that  EPA  approved  last  December. 
It  was  a  petition  submitted  by  13 
States  from  the  northeast — my  State 
involved  likewise — asking  that  cars 
with  pollution  controls  such  as  those 
used  in  California  also  be  sold  in  the 
Northecist  to  reduce  our  air  pollution 
problems.  This  was  not  an  EPA  pro- 
posal. In  fact.  EPA  was  reluctant  to  ap- 
prove this  petition.  It  was  required  by 
the  Clean  Air  Act  because  13  States 
had  made  the  request. 

I  was  under  the  impression  that 
many  of  those  who  support  these  regu- 
latory reform  efforts  want  to  return 
more  responsibility  to  the  States.  They 
say.  "We  believe  in  the  States  and 
States  rights."  Here  we  have  a  proposal 
that  was  made  by  the  States  that  is 
targeted  on  this  House  list  as  being 
suspended. 

Now.  a  third  item  on  this  list  is  the 
Federal  implementation  plan  for  Cali- 
fornia that  was  promulgated  in  Feb- 
ruary. EPA  was  ordered  by  the  courts 
to  produce  this  plan  when  California 
failed  to  come  up  with  its  own  pro- 
gram. The  EPA  program  has  been  con- 
troversial in  California  and  Governor 
Wilson  has  asked  that  it  be  suspended. 
And  this  list  would  target  it  for  sus- 
pension. 

But  this  EPA  clean  air  plan  for  Cali- 
fornia has  already  been  overturned. 
The  supplemental  appropriation  for  the 
Defense  Department  enacted  earlier 
this  year  already  repealed  the  Califor- 
nia plan,  including  this  item  on  this 
list  of  30  rules  to  be  killed  must  be  an 
error,  because  Congress  has  already 
acted  to  repeal  this  rule.  I  bring  this 
item  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
make  that  point.  Where  specific  meas- 
ures, including  rules  that  are  required 
by  the  courts  because  of  laws  enacted 
by  the  Congress,  go  too  far.  we  should 
take  action  to  correct  the  excess.  We 
have  done  that  in  several  cases.  We  do 
not  need  an  across-the-board  morato- 
rium, as  mandated  by  the  House  in  the 
legislation  it  passed  and  suggested  for 
this  conference. 

Another  item  on  this  list  is  also  from 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  It  is  the  employee 
trip  reduction  program  that  requires 
large  employers  in  most  severe  non- 
attainment  areas  to  work  with  their 
employees  to  reduce  the  number  of  ve- 
hicle trips  each  day.  In  other  words, 
this  is  a  way,  in  nonattainment  areas 
of  the  country  where  they  have  not  at- 
tained the  clean  air  requirements. 
goals,  that  large  employers  would  work 
with  their  employees  to  reduce  the 
number  of  vehicle  trips.  Six  hundred 
employees,  six  hundred  cars— is  that 
necessary,  or  is  there  another  way  of 
doing  it?  EPA  has  not  issued,  nor  is  it 
about  to.  any  rule  implementing  this 
requirement  of  the  act.  So  there  is  no 
rule  to  suspend. 

This  is  a  requirement  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  that  guides  States  in  the  devel- 


opment of  their  own  implementation 
plans.  It  is  carried  out  by  the  States 
without  Federal  regulation.  This  is  an 
example  where  a  mechanism  called  a 
regulatory  moratorium,  such  as  the 
House  is  suggesting,  is  being  used  to 
reach  into  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  knock 
out  a  specific  policy  that  some  in  the 
House  apparently  do  not  like. 

I  am  not  here  to  defend  the  employee 
trip  reduction  program.  In  fact,  earlier 
this  year  I  asked  EPA  Administrator 
Carol  Browner  to  look  for  other  ap- 
proaches to  the  problem  of  the  increas- 
ing number  of  vehicle  trips  and  miles 
that  are  traveled  that  we  might  sub- 
stitute for  this  measure  in  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  I  am  not  arguing  policy 
grounds  one  way  or  the  other.  My  point 
is  that  in  the  guise  of  regulatory  mora- 
torium, some  in  the  House  are  seeking 
to  repeal  the  provision  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  that  is  not  even  implemented 
through  Federal  rulemaking.  This  pro- 
posal is  not  to  freeze  a  rule.  There  is  no 
rule  to  freeze.  This  is  a  proposal  to 
change  the  law. 

This  list  reflects  an  attack  on  30  spe- 
cific policies  that  some  Members  of  the 
House  would  like  to  see  reversed.  These 
policies  are  intended  to  protect  public 
health,  worker  safety,  and  the  environ- 
ment. I  am  familiar  with  the  rules  on 
the  list  that  would  come  from  EPA. 
They  cannot  be  characterized  as  rules 
written  by  out-of-control  bureaucrats 
without  regard  for  cost  or  risk  reduc- 
tion. To  the  extent  that  rulemakings 
are  actually  involved,  they  have  all 
been  subject  to  cost-benefit  analysis 
under  existing  regulatory  review  re- 
quirements. In  some  cases  the  rules 
have  either  been  painstakingly  devel- 
oped in  consultation  with  State  or 
local  governments  are  actually  written 
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Mr.  President,  the  House  is  no  longer 
proposing  a  regulatory  moratorium. 
What  we  have  here  is  a  fishing  expedi- 
tion. They  have  thrown  out  a  long  list 
of  policies  they  want  killed  to  see  how 
many  the  Senate  will  take  in  the  name 
of  compromise  to  get  a  bill.  I  hope  our 
Senate  conferees  will  not  engage  the 
House  in  this  discussion. 

Mr,  President,  the  Senate  voted  over- 
whelmingly to  reject  an  across-the- 
board  moratorium  on  new  rules.  I  trust 
the  Senate  conferees  will  not  allow  the 
conference  to  produce  a  bill  that 
makes  30  specific  changes  in  law  with- 
out hearings,  without  debate  in  either 
body  on  the  specific  policies,  and  with- 
out the  opportunity  for  Members  to  ex- 
ercise their  rights  to  offer  amendments 
and  have  votes  on  the  substantive 
questions  at  stake.  That  would  be  an 
extraordinary  abuse  of  the  standards 
that  are  to  be  observed  by  a  conference 
committee  between  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

Mr,  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DEWiNE).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous-consent that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
state  to  my  colleagues  who  are  wonder- 
ing about  votes  today,  we  believe  we 
may  have  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment. If  it  is  approved,  there  will  be  no 
additional  votes  today.  We  should  have 
word  on  that.  hopefull.v.  in  the  next 
few  minutes.  I  know  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  other  things  to  do  so  we 
will  try  to  keep  everybody  apprised, 

Mr,  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1071 

(Purpose:  To  promote  local  and  regional 
plannlHR-  for  effective  solid  waste  collec- 
tion and  disposal  and  for  reducing  the 
amount  of  solid  wa.ste  generated  per  capita 
through  the  use  of  solid  waste  reduction 
strategies) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  McCoNNELL  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The      PRKSTDTNG      OFFICER,      The 

clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The     Senator     from     Rhode     Island     [Mr. 

Ch.\kkk].    for   Mr.    McConnell,  proposes  an 

amendment  numbered  1074. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

.At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

TITLE    —STATE  OR  REGIONAL  SOLID 
WASTE  PLANS 
SEC.    01.  FLNDING. 

Section  1002(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
.■\ct  (42  U,S,C,  6901(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  .stnkmg  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4>  and  mserting  '•:  and":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  that  the  Nations  improved  standard  of 
living  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  solid  waste  generated  per  capita, 
and  the  Nation  has  not  given  adequate  con- 
sideration to  solid  waste  reduction  strate- 
gies.". 

SEC.    02.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
ACT. 

Section  1003(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(a))  is  amended— 


(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (10); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
parai?raph  (11)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(12)  promoting  local  and  regional  plan- 
ning for — 

"(A)  effective  solid  waste  collection  and 
disposal;  and 

"(B)  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies.". 

SEC.    03.  NATIONAL  POLICY. 

Section  1003(hi  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing "solid  waste  and"  after  "generation  of, 

SEC.    04.  OB.rECTrVE  OF  Sl'BTITI.E  D  OF  SOLID 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT. 

Section  4001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6941)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"promote  local  and  regional  planning  for  ef- 
fective solid  waste  collection  and  disposal 
and  for  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies,  and"  after  "ob- 
jectives of  this  subtitle  are  to". 

SEC.    05.    DISCRETIONARY    STATE    PLAN    PROVI- 
SIONS. 

Section  4003  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6943)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"(e)  Discretionary  Plan  Provisions  Re- 
lating TO  Solid  Waste  Reduction  Goals. 
Local  and  Regional  Plans,  and  Issuance 
OF  Solid  Waste  Management  PERMrrs.— Ex- 
cept as  provided  in  section  4011(a)(4).  a  State 
plan  submitted  under  this  subtitle  may  in- 
clude, at  the  option  of  the  State,  provisions 
for— 

"(1)  establishment  of  a  State  per  capita 
solid  waste  reduction  goal,  consistent  with 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  subtitle:  and 

"(2)  establishment  of  a  program  that  en- 
sures that  local  and  regional  plans  are  con- 
sistent with  State  plans  and  are  developed  in 
accordance  with  sections  4004.  4005.  and 
4006", 

SEC.     06.   PROCEDCRE  FOR  DE\'ELOPMENT  AND 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  STATE  PLANS. 

Section  4006(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6946(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing "and  discretionary  plan  provisions"  after 
"minimum  requirements". 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
help  States  get  a  handle  on  their  local 
waste  flows  and  to  ensure  that  States 
are  not  precluded  from  establishing  re- 
gional solid  waste  reduction  plans. 
Next  year,  the  subtitle  D  regulations 
affecting  landfills  will  go  into  effect. 
These  new  regulations  will  force  States 
to  closely  reevaluate  their  disposal 
needs  and  develop  their  own  com- 
prehensive plans  on  how  they  might 
implement  the  more  stringent  regula- 
tions. 

Kentucky  has  already  taken  the  ini- 
tiative in  establishing  one  of  the  most 
comprehensive  solid  waste  reduction 
plans  of  any  State.  The  Kentucky  plan 
mandates  that  regional  and  local  au- 
thorities establish  a  waste  collection 
and  disposal  plan  as  well  as  regional 
waste  reduction  strategies.  These  ef- 
forts have  proven  effective  in  stopping 
illegal  dumping,  increasing  recycling, 
and  reducing  the  overall  need  for  land- 
fill space. 

Unfortunately,  without  Federal  legis- 
lation these  plans  are  open  to  constitu- 


tional challenge.  Mr.  President,  where 
does  that  leave  us?  How  can  States  ef- 
fectively meet  the  goals  of  reducing 
waste  flows,  increasing  recycling,  and 
improving  landfill  standards  if  they  are 
prohibited  from  establishing  an  effec- 
tive waste  management  plan? 

Those  of  us  who  have  been  involved 
in  the  interstate  waste  issue  know,  this 
legislation  is  necessitated  by  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Constitution.  A 
number  of  State  and  local  initiatives 
that  attempted  to  deal  with  solid  waste 
issues  have  wound  up  in  court,  and 
eventually  been  struck  down  based  on 
this  provision  of  the  Constitution.  Con- 
sequently, it  is  virtually  impossible  for 
a  State  to  effectively  deal  with  their 
own  waste  flows  without  a  specific  del- 
egation of  Congress'  plenary  commerce 
power. 

In  every  Congress  since  1990  there  has 
been  an  attempt  to  provide  States  the 
authority  to  keep  the  interstate  flow  of 
solid  waste  in  check.  Over  the  ijast  6 
years,  I  have  fought  hard  with  Senator 
Coats  to  ensure  that  States  like  Ken- 
tucky and  Indiana  do  not  become 
dumping  grounds  for  those  States  that 
have  refused  to  control  their  own  waste 
nowo. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  will 
correct  this  by  authorizing  States  to 
establish  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
waste  reduction.  This  is  essential  if 
communities  are  to  get  a  handle  on 
their  own  waste  flows  through  plans 
that  promote  local  planning  and  are 
consistent  with  the  objectives  of  sub- 
title D.  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 
passed  by  Congress  in  1991. 

Gone  will  be  the  days  of  open  dumps 
and  multitudes  of  cheap  landfills  when 
the  new  standards  are  implemented  in 
1996.  These  standards  will  mandate  lin- 
ers, leachate  collection  and  treatment, 
groundwater  and  gas  monitoring,  and 
new  corrective  action.  The  EPA  has  es- 
timated that  nearly  half  of  the  Na- 
tion's 6.000  landfills  will  close.  In  Ken- 
tucky, new  landfill  standards  have  al- 
ready gone  into  effect  and  the  number 
of  landfills  has  declined  dramatically 
from  29  to  just  6.  Mr.  President,  these 
new  regulations  will  compel  many 
States  to  rethink  their  disposal  needs 
and  how  they  should  plan  for  the  fu- 
ture. 

Many  States  may  find  they  do  not 
have  an  effective  plan  for  disposing  of 
their  waste.  States  will  need  to  estab- 
lish a  plan  for  consolidation,  reduction, 
and  recycling  programs  mandated  by 
the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recov- 
ery Act.  Again,  my  amendment  will 
help  States  plan  for  the  inevitable  and 
protect  already  established  plans  from 
legal  challenge. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  will 
not  eliminate  existing  host  community 
agreements,  nor  will  it  ban  the  inter- 
state flow  of  waste.  In  fact,  in  Ken- 
tucky a  special  landfill  was  recently 
authorized  to  accept  waste  from  out-of- 
State.  A  number  of  Kentucky  counties 
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continue  to  ship  and  accept  nominal 
amounts  of  waste  from  our  neighboring 
States  of  West  Virginia.  Ohio.  Indiana, 
and  Illinois.  My  amendment  will  not 
disturb  these  arrangements. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  is  en- 
tirely consistent  with  the  e.xport  reduc- 
tion strategies  contained  in  this  bill. 

I  have  worked  with  the  officials  of 
the  Kentucky  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Cabinet  and  officials  in  Magoffin 
County  to  ensure  that  State  and  re- 
gional waste  plans  are  protected  in  this 
legislation.  I  am  appreciative  of  their 
assistance. 

Today.  Congress  will  clarify  whether 
States  have  the  authority  to  establish 
their  own  plan  for  the  disposal  of 
waste.  Only  with  the  explicit  delega- 
tion of  this  authority  can  States  be 
certain  that  they  are  acting  within  a 
constitutional  framework. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  managers 
of  this  bill  for  accepting  this  amend- 
ment 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  con- 
gratulate Senator  McCONNELL  for  the 
work  he  has  done  in  connection  with 
solid  waste.  It  is  a  subject  he  has  been 
interested  in  for  a  good  number  of 
years. 

Kentucky  is  a  State  that  has  estab- 
lished one  of  the  most  comprehensive 
solid  waste  reduction  plans  of  any 
State  and  the  Senator  was  very  con- 
scious of  that  in  his  dealing  with  the 
legislation  before  us. 

Mr.  President.  I  again  congratulate 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky, Senator  McCONNELL,  for  the 
work  he  has  done. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
reviewed  the  amendment  on  our  side 
and  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1074)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


gratulate  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee on  his  leadership. 

While  some  provisions  in  the  bill 
cause  me  some  concern,  there  is  one 
feature  that  I  would  like  to  highlight 
today. 

The  National  Highway  System  au- 
thorization bill  repeals  the  national 
maximum  speed  limit.  This  is  a  com- 
monsense  feature.  Repeal  removes  the 
threat  of  Federal  highway  dollar  sanc- 
tions if  a  State  does  not  post  its  roads 
at  a  55-  or  65-mile-per-hour  speed  limit. 

The  current  standard  of  55  or  65  miles 
per  hour  may  make  sense  in  some 
States— especially  in  urban,  congested 
areas.  However,  for  big,  sparsely  popu- 
lated States  like  Montana,  it  may 
make  sense  to  change  that  standard. 
And  there  is  no  need  for  Washington  to 
decide  for  us. 

Mr.  President,  the  point  is  that  the 
States  should  have  the  ability  to  set 
their  own  speed  limits.  The  citizens  in 
each  State  should  have  a  say  in  these 
decisions  without  the  threat  of  a  Fed- 
eral highway  fund  sanction. 

I  spend  a  lot  of  time  walking  the 
roads  in  Montana.  I  have  walked  from 
Livingston  to  Bozeman  along  1-90; 
down  Route  93  from  Missoula  to  Hamil- 
ton: up  from  Butte  along  the  road  to 
Missoula;  and  this  summer  I  hope  to 
spend  a  lot  of  time  on  the  Hi-Line. 

And  I  can  tell  you  first-hand,  those 
are  easy  roads  to  walk  and  they  are 
easy  roads  to  drive.  They  do  not  get  a 
lot  of  traffic.  People  stop  and  talk.  I 
can  wave  to  every  other  driver  as  he  or 
she  goes  by.  And  we  should  not  treat 
these  roads  as  if  they  have  bumper-to- 
bumper  New  York  traffic. 

We  made  at  least  a  start  by  letting 
States  raise  the  limit  to  65  on  rural 
roads.  But  a  Montana  driver  could 
drive  very  safely  on  many  of  our  roads 
at  a  higher  speed.  Montana  should  be 
able  to  set  its  own  speed  limit  without 
threatening  our  highway  money. 

So.  Mr.  President,  among  all  the 
things  the  NHS  bill  does — tucked  in 
amongst  the  big  construction  projects, 
new  technology,  increased  competitive- 
ness, and  new  jobs — is  something  that 
is  pretty  small,  but  which  does  a  lot  to 
make  life  easier  and  Government  more 
sensible. 

It  is  just  plain,  simple  common  sense. 
Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 


NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM  AND 
NATIONAL  SPEED  LIMIT 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  this 
week,  the  Senate  Environment  and 
Public  Works  Committee  reported  out 
a  bill  to  designate  the  National  High- 
way System  or  NHS.   I  want  to  con- 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

."iMENDMENT  NO.  1075 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Ch.^iFEE].  for  himself  and  Mr.  Baucus.  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1075. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

Delete  from  page  34.  line  5  through  page  35, 
line  2  and  replace  with  the  following: 

■■(3 ((A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
any  Stale  that  imported  more  than  7,50.000 
tons  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  in 
1993  may  establish  a  limit  under  this  para- 
graph on  the  amount  of  out-of-Slate  munici- 
pal solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at  land- 
fills and  incinerators  in  the  importing  State 
as  follows: 

"(ii  In  calendar  year  1996.  95  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993. 

nil  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002,  95 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  State 
in  the  previous  year. 

•■(iii)  In  calendar  year  2003.  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  65  percent  of 
the  amount  exported  in  1993. 

•(ivi  No  exporting  State  shall  be  required 
under  this  subparagraph  to  reduce  its  ex- 
ports to  any  importing  State  below  the  pro- 
portionate amount  established  herein  ". 

On  page  36.  line  12.  add  and  the  Governor 
of  the  importing  State  may  only  apply  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  but  not  both"  after  "fa- 
cilities". 

On  page  38.  line  2.  after  "year"  insert  ". 
and  the  amount  of  waste  that  was  received 
pursuant  to  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste". 

On  page  38,  line  3,  delete  "July  1"  and  in- 
sert "May  1". 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  17  through 
page  39,  line  6  and  replace  with  the  following: 

"(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  States  and  the  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste.". 

On  page  35.  line  20,  strike  "800.000",  replace 
with  -^SO.OOO". 

On  page  35.  line  22,  strike  "600.000",  replace 
with  "5,50.000". 

On  page  52.  strike  line  6.  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "sources  outside  the  State. 

"(g)  lMPLE.yENT.\TION  .^ND  ENFORCEMENT.— 

.■\ny  State  may  adopt  such  laws  and  regula- 
tions, not  inconsistent  with  this  section,  as 
are  necessary  to  implement  and  enforce  this 
section,  including  provisions  for  penalties.". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this 
managers'  amendment  that  I  have  sent 
to  the  desk  is  the  result  of  laborious 
and  lengthy  negotiations  involving  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Indiana, 
who  spent  so  much  time  in  connection 
with  this  legislation,  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  York,  and 
many  other  Senators  who  have  an  in- 
terest in  this  legislation. 

So  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
examined  the  amendment.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  various  Senators,  par- 
ticularly the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia, as  well  as  the  delegation  from  Illi- 
nois, who  had  some  questions  in  the 
last  final  moments,  have  now  found 
their  objections  are  no  longer  such  as 
to  prevent  the  Senate  from  passing  this 
bill.  They  no  longer  have  those  objec- 
tions. 
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With  those  assurances,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  urge  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

I  want  to  particularly  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana,  Senator  Coats.  Sen- 
ator Co.^TS  labored  in  the  vineyards  in 
this  issue  for  years  and  years,  and  I 
highly  commend  him  for  his  efforts  to 
limit  out-of-State  garbage  from  com- 
ing into  his  State  of  Indiana.  I  also 
want  to  compliment  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

Last  year,  we  almost  passed  this 
bill— within  an  eyelash  of  passing  it.  I 
compliment  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee for  helping  make  passage  a  vir- 
tual reality  here  today. 

Many  other  Senators  worked  very 
hard  trying  to  get  the  right  balance, 
basically,  between  those  States  who 
want  to  limit  trash  coming  into  their 
States  and  those  States  that  still  do 
export  a  lot  of  trash. 

Now,  the  exporting  States,  particu- 
larly New  York  and  New  Jersey,  I 
think,  are  to  be  commended  for  taking 
significant  action  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  exports  to  those  States  to 
put  less  pressure  on  importing  States. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant that  the  importing  States — in- 
cluding my  State  of  Montana— have 
the  ability  to  say  "no"  to  out-of-State 
trash.  It  is  very  important  we  have 
that. 

I  compliment,  again,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  as  well  as  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato].  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Mr  COATS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  commended  me  for 
laboring  in  the  vineyards  for  so  many 
years.  It  did  not  seem  like  I  was  in  the 
vineyards— more  like  the  town  dump. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman.  Sen- 
ator CHAFEE,  for  his  work  this  year 
with  me  and  with  the  coalition  in  fash- 
ioning this  legislation,  in  particular 
this  amendment  that  is  being  sent  to 
the  desk.  It  is  the  culmination  of  a  lot 
of  years,  of  a  lot  of  work,  by  a  lot  of 
people. 

As  the  Senator  from  Montana  said,  it 
is  critical  that  States  that  are  unwill- 
ing recipients  of  out-of-State  waste 
have  a  say  as  to  whether  or  not  they 
receive  this  waste. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  has 
worked  tirelessly  to  help  Members  ac- 
complish this  effort.  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  what  a  dif- 
ference a  year  makes.  We  are  here,  to- 
gether, working  together  on  fashioning 
what  I  think  is  very  appropriate  legis- 
lation. I  want  to  thank  him,  along  with 
Senator  Smith,  Senator  D'Amato,  and 
others,  for  helping  to  put  this  amend- 
ment together.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  again  I 
would  like  to  say  that  the  reason  we 
have  this  legislation  is  really  because 
of  the  steady,  persistent  tenacity  of 
the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

I  can  assure  the  world  that  every- 
body in  Indiana  should  feel  very,  very 
grateful    for    the    work    that    Senator 


CoAT.s  has  done  in  connection  with  this 
legislation.  I  can  also  assert  that  when 
the  definition  of  "bulldog"  is  given, 
there  is  no  one  the  tenacity  shown  by 
a  bulldog  more  appropriately  fits  than 
Senator  Coats.  He  has  pressed  this 
issue  to  its  fullest.  I  congratulate  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. 

So,  the  amendment  (No.  1075)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana for  his  patience  and  help  in  all 
these  measures;  not  only  this  one  we 
are  dealing  with  right  now,  but  the 
whole  series  of  them.  His  suggestions 
have  been  excellent.  I  want  to  express 
my  personal  appreciation,  but  I  know 
that  everyone  in  the  Senate  is  indebted 
to  him  for  his  hard  work  in  seeing  we 
get  these  agreements. 

A.MF.NDME.ST  NO.  1076 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE],  for  Mr.  D'AMATO,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1076. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

Page  64,  line  2.  insert  the  following  as  let- 
ter (f)  and  reletter  subsequent  paragraphs  ac- 
cordingly— 

(0  State- AUTHORIZED  Services  and  L(x;al 
Plan  Adoption.— A  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to 
May  15.  1994,  the  political  subdivision— 

(1)  had  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
which  specifically  named  the  political  sub- 
division to  exercise  flow  control  authority 
and  had  implemented  the  authority  through 
a  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  contract,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

<2)  had  adopted  a  local  solid  waste  manage- 
ment plan  pursuant  to  State  statute  and  was 
required  by  State  statute  to  adopt  such  plan 
in  order  to  submit  a  complete  permit  appli- 
cation to  construct  a  new  solid  waste  man- 
agement facility  proposed  in  such  plan:  and 

(3)  had  presented  for  sale  revenue  or  gen- 
eral obligation  bond  to  provide  for  the  site 
selection,  permitting,  or  acquisition  for  con- 
struction of  new  facilities  identified  and  pro- 
po.sed  in  its  local  solid  waste  management 
plan;  and 

(4)  includes  a  municipality  or  municipali- 
ties required  by  State  law  to  adopt  a  local 
law  or  ordinance  to  require  that  solid  waste 
which  has  been  left  for  collection  shall  be 
separated  into  recyclable,  reusable  or  other 
components  for  which  economic  markets 
exist;  and 


(5)  is  in  a  State  that  has  aggressively  pur- 
sued closure  of  substandard  municipal  land- 
fills, both  by  regulatory  action  and  under 
statute  designed  to  protect  deep  flow  re- 
charge areas  in  countries  where  potable 
water  supplies  are  derived  from  sole  source 
aquifers. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  ex- 
amined this  amendment  and  we  urge 
its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

So.  the  amendment  (No.  1076)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDME.NT  no.  1077 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Coats]. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1077. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  further  reading  be 
dispensed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  52,  between  lines  10  and  11  insert 
the  following: 
■^EC,  102.  NEEDS  DETERMINATION. 

"The  Governor  of  a  State  may  accept,  deny 
or  modify  an  application  for  a  municipal 
solid  waste  management  facility  permit  if— 

"(1)  it  is  done  in  a  manner  that  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

"(2)  a  State  law  enacted  in  1990  and  a  regu- 
lation adopted  by  the  governor  in  1991  spe- 
cifically requires  the  permit  applicant  to 
demonstrate  that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  state  for  the  facility;  and 

"(3)  the  permit  applicant  fails  to  dem- 
onstrate that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  State  for  the  facility". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  thoroughly  agreeable  to 
the  Members  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

So,  the  amendment  (No.  1077)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  be  allowed  to 
proceed  for  5  minutes  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  ACCOM- 
PLISHMENTS IN  MOSCOW  AND 
KIEV 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  in 
my  judgment,  there  have  been  a  num- 
ber of  premature  pronouncements 
about  the  outcome  of  the  President's 
trips  to  Moscow  and  Kiev  that  I  believe 
are  one-sided  and  unfair.  Many  impor- 
tant achievements  have  been  over- 
looked and  ignored,  and  important 
foundations  have  been  laid  for  success 
on  more  contentious  issues  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

It  is  far  too  early  to  know  what  the 
ultimate  outcome  will  be  on  the  very 
contentious  issue  of  the  proposed  Rus- 
sian sale  of  nuclear  reactors  to  Iran. 
The  President  began  the  process  of  en- 
gaging the  Russians  seriously  on  the 
serious  global  security  implications  of 
such  a  sale  by  sharing  information 
with  the  Russians  which  they  will  not 
assess  and  debate.  The  Russians  have 
not  closed  the  door  to  reconsideration 
of  this  issue;  the  President  kept  it  op>en 
through  persuasive  argument  which  we 
hope,  when  fully  evaluated  by  the  Rus- 
sian side,  will  lead  to  the  Russians  de- 
cided to  cancel  this  sale. 

Lost  in  the  coverage  of  the  reactor 
sale  was  an  important  victory  in  the 
resolution  of  a  number  of  outstanding 
issues  regarding  Russia's  closing  down 
arms  sales  to  Iran.  The  Vice  President 
and  Chernomyrdnin  will  draw  up  the 
final  agreement  on  this  very  important 
issue,  which  will  permit  Russia  to  join 
in  with  other  States  as  a  founding 
member  of  the  post-COCOM  regime. 
Key  sticking  points  on  biological  weap- 
ons cooperation,  notably  the  Russian 
agreement  to  begin  visits  to  biological 
weapons  factories  on  August  1.  1995, 
were  resolved  and  the  United  States 
and  Russia  also  issued  a  joint  state- 
ment on  principles  on  theater  missile 
defense  systems  and  their  relationship 
to  the  ABM  Treaty.  Yeltsin  also  re- 
affirmed strong  support  for  START  II 
ratification. 

In  large  part  because  of  the  Presi- 
dent's personal  effort.  Russia  recom- 
mitted herself  to  being  part  of  the 
evolving  European  security  landscape. 
Yeltsin  agreed  to  drop  his  opposition  to 
moving  forward  with  Russia's  Partner- 
ship for  Peace  Membership  and  agreed 
to  proceed  with  implementation  of  its 
program  before  the  end  of  this  month. 
Yeltsin  also  indicated  agreement  with 
plans  to  launch  an  e.xpanded  Russia- 
NATO  dialog  at  the  May  NAC. 

These  are  all  significant  develop- 
ments, developments  which  will  give  us 
a  more  secure  and  more  peaceful  world. 


My  own  view  is  that  the  President's 
decision  not  just  to  visit  Moscow  but 
to  travel  on  to  Kiev  was  also  very  im- 
portant and  underscores  the  policy  of 
the  United  States  of  supporting  all  the 
newly  independent  States,  not  just 
Russia. 

Fortunately,  we  have  excellent  rela- 
tions with  Ukraine  now,  and  because  of 
the  groundwork  that  President  Clinton 
and  his  delegation  laid  we  can  expect 
to  see  expanded  trade,  investment,  and 
commercial  relations  in  the  future. 
None  of  these  changes  happen  over- 
night, and  they  will  never  occur  unless 
a  strong  and  positive  foundation  is 
carefully  laid.  President  Clinton's  visit 
laid  just  such  a  foundation. 

In  addition.  President  Clinton  and 
President  Kuchma  entered  into  an  ex- 
cellent exchange  of  views  on  how  the 
United  States  and  Ukraine  can  cooper- 
ate to  shape  a  stable,  undivided  Europe 
in  the  future.  As  many  have  reflected 
on  the  events  in  Europe  50  years  ago,  I 
believe  we  all  know  and  understand 
how  critically  important  this  is  to 
world  peace  and  to  a  peaceful  future  for 
the  United  States. 

I  applaud  President  Clinton  for  un- 
dertaking this  trip  at  this  time.  He  has 
reached  out  to  the  people  of  Russia  and 
to  the  people  of  Ukraine  at  a  critical 
time  in  the  evolution  of  their  political 
systems,  and  I  believe  through  his  vis- 
its with  political  leaders  from  through- 
out the  Russian  political  spectrum  and 
with  students  at  Moscow  University 
spoke  up  clearly,  firmly,  and  loudly  for 
democracy,  free  elections,  and  reform. 

Fifty  years  ago.  it  would  have  been 
unthinkable  for  an  American  President 
to  travel  to  Moscow,  speak  to  students 
about  democracy,  free  elections,  eco- 
nomic and  political  reform,  and  have 
that  message  broadcast  throughout 
Russia  by  Russian  radio.  This  unthink- 
able event  happened  earlier  this  week. 
I  am  confident  that  this  message  was 
not  lost  on  the  Russian  people,  and  I 
hope  it  will  not  be  lost  here,  for  I  be- 
lieve this  shows  concretely  how  far  our 
relationship  has  evolved  and  how  much 
each  step  we  have  taken  has  meant  in 
the  long  run  toward  real  and  meaning- 
ful change. 

I  believe  the  steps  President  Clinton 
took  in  Moscow  and  Kiev  will  result  in 
more  permanent,  lasting  changes  in 
the  future,  and  I  congratulate  him  for 
tackling  the  many  difficult  and 
daunting  problems  which  he  took  on 
straightforwardly.  Ultimately.  I  be- 
lieve the  record  will  reflect  that  sig- 
nificant progress  was  achieved  in  many 
areas  because  of  the  foundation  which 
President  Clinton  laid  this  week. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Senate  has  turned  to 
this  critical  environmental  issue  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  leg- 
islation, the  Interstate  Transportation 
of  Municipal  Solid  Waste  Act  of  1995. 
Congress  came  very  close  to  enacting 
similar  legislation  in  1994,  and  I  am 
hopeful  that  we  will  achieve  closure  on 
the  interstate  waste  and  flow  control 
issues  shortly.  I  commend  my  col- 
leagues John  Ch.\fee.  Bdr  Smith,  and 
Das  Co.JiTs  for  their  dedicated  effort  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor  at  this 
early  date. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  largest  trash 
exporting  States  bite  the  bullet  and 
take  substantial  steps  towards  self-suf- 
ficiency for  waste  disposal.  This  legis- 
lation would  provide  much-needed  re- 
lief to  Pennsylvania,  which  is  by  far 
the  largest  importer  of  out-of-State 
waste  in  the  Nation.  According  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Department  of  Environ- 
mental Resources,  3.9  million  tons  of 
out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  en- 
tered Pennsylvania  in  1993,  and  4.3  mil- 
lion tons  of  out-of-state  municipal 
solid  waste  entered  Pennsylvania  dur- 
ing 1994.  Most  of  this  trash  came  from 
other  States  in  the  Northeast:  in  1994. 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  were  respon- 
sible for  3.8  million  of  the  4.3  million 
tons  imported  into  Pennsylvania,  rep- 
resenting 88  percent  of  the  total.  New 
York  alone  sent  2.3  million  tons  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  into  Pennsylvania 
last  year. 

This  legislation  would  go  a  long  way 
toward  resolving  the  landfill  problems 
facing  Pennsylvania.  Indiana,  and  simi- 
lar waste  importing  States.  I  am  per- 
sonally familiar  with  the  anxiety  that 
the  landfill  crisis  provokes  in  local 
communities.  On  several  occasions.  I 
have  met  with  county  officials,  envi- 
ronmental groups,  and  residents  of 
northeastern  Pennsylvania  to  discuss 
the  solid  waste  issue.  I  came  away  from 
those  meetings  impressed  by  the  deep 
concerns  expressed  by  the  area's  resi- 
dents. 

Recognizing  the  recurrent  problem  of 
landfill  capacity  in  Pennsylvania's  67 
counties,  since  1989  I  have  pushed  to  re- 
solve the  interstate  waste  crisis.  In 
1989  and  1991,  I  joined  my  late  col- 
league. Senator  John  Heinz,  to  intro- 
duce the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 
Amendments  Act,  which  would  have 
provided  incentives  for  States  to  devise 
realistic  long-term  plans  for  handling 
solid  waste  disposal. 

I  also  supported  the  Interstate  Trans- 
portation of  Municipal  Waste  Act  of 
1992,  which  passed  the  Senate  by  an  89- 
2  vote  in  July.  1992.  That  bill  would 
have  allowed  a  Governor,  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  local  government,  to  pro- 
hibit the  disposal  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal waste  in  any  landfill  or  inciner- 
ator within  its  jurisdiction.  The  House 


failed  to  take  action  on  that  bill,  leav- 
ing it  to  this  Congress  to  act  on  this 
issue. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  103d  Con- 
gress. I  joined  Senator  Co.^t.s  in  trying 
to  build  on  our  near  success  the  pre- 
vious year  and  joined  16  of  our  col- 
leagues to  introduce  bipartisan  inter- 
state waste  legislation  (S.  439).  That 
bill,  which  was  introduced  on  February 
25.  1993.  was  modeled  on  the  waste  leg- 
islation which  had  passed  the  Senate  in 
July  1992  by  an  overwhelming  margin. 
1  was  pleased  that  many  of  the  con- 
cepts contained  in  the  Coats-Specter 
bill  were  relied  upon  in  S.  2345.  the  bill 
unanimously  reported  out  by  the  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  Committee 
last  August  and  again  in  the  bill  being 
considered  by  the  Senate  today.  Last 
year's  bill  provided  legal  authority  to 
every  State  to  restrict  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste  and  was  ap- 
proved in  the  Senate  by  voice  vote  on 
September  30.  1994.  A  modified  version 
of  that  bill,  which  included  both  inter- 
state and  flow  control  provisions,  was 
received  by  the  Senate  on  the  last  day 
of  the  103d  Congress,  but  was  not  con- 
sidered on  the  floor. 

On  March  22,  1995.  I  joined  Senator 
Co.AT.s  and  other  colleagues  in  intro- 
ducing S.  589.  which  parallels  the 
Coats-Specter  bill  from  the  103d  Con- 
gress (S.  439).  The  legislation  we  are 
considering  today  builds  upon  the  leg- 
islation that  pa.ssed  the  Senate  by 
voice  vote  in  1994  and  the  bills  I  have 
worked  on  with  Senator  Co.^TS  in  1993 
and  1995.  I  am  confident  that  S.  534  will 
empower  States  to  deal  with  their  solid 
waste  more  effectively  because  it 
would  provide  every  State  with  signifi- 
cant new  authority  to  restrict  imports 
of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

Some  may  wonder  why  there  is  a 
need  for  Federal  legislation  to  em- 
power States  to  restrict  cross-border 
flows  of  garbage.  Simply  put,  Penn- 
sylvania and  other  States  that  were  in 
the  forefront  of  solid  waste  manage- 
ment have  ended  up  as  the  dumping 
ground  for  States  that  have  been  un- 
willing to  enact  and  enforce  realistic 
long  term  waste  management  plans. 
Although  I  am  advised  that  these 
States  are  making  some  progress,  some 
continue  to  ship  increasing  amounts  of 
waste  to  Pennsylvania  landfills. 

This  legislation  will  lead  to  signifi- 
cant reductions  in  the  amounts  of  out- 
of-State  waste  imported  into  Penn- 
sylvania and  other  States.  Let  me  ex- 
plain how  this  will  be  accomplished. 
First,  the  legislation  allows  a  Governor 
to  unilaterally  freeze  out-of-State 
waste  at  1993  levels  at  landfills  and  in- 
cinerators that  received  waste  in  1993. 
In  addition,  an  import  State  ratchet 
provides  that  a  Governor  may  restrict 
waste  imported  from  any  one  State  in 
excess  of  1.4  million  tons  in  1996.  down 
to  550.000  tons  in  2002  and  thereafter.  I 
was  pleased  that  this  provision  has 
been  carried  over  from  last  year's  bill 


and  is  even  more  restrictive  on  out-of- 
State  trash.  This  provision  provides  a 
concrete  incentive  for  the  largest  ex- 
porting States  to  get  a  handle  on  their 
solid  waste  management  immediately. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  title  I  of 
this  legislation  explicitly  protects 
State  contract  law  and  protects  host 
community  agreements.  It  also  author- 
izes restrictions  on  waste  imported 
from  Canada  if  doing  so  is  found  by  the 
President  to  be  consistent  with  NAFTA 
and  GATT. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  also  pleased  to 
support  S.  534  because  it  contains  pro- 
visions addressing  the  issue  of  waste 
flow  control  authority,  an  issue  of  vital 
importance  to  Pennsylvania's  counties. 

During  the  103d  Congress,  we  encoun- 
tered a  new  issue  with  respect  to  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste— the  issue  of  waste 
flow  control  authority.  As  a  result, 
today  we  are  also  considering  legisla- 
tion which  would  restore  local  author- 
ity to  control  the  flow  of  municipal 
solid  waste. 

On  May  16,  1994.  the  Supreme  Court 
held — &-3 — in  Carbone  versus 

Clarkstown  that  a  flow  control  ordi- 
nance, which  requires  all  solid  waste  to 
be  processed  at  a  designated  waste 
management  facility,  violates  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution. In  striking  down  the 
Clarkstown  ordinance,  the  Court  stated 
that  the  ordinance  discriminated 
against  interstate  commerce  by  allow- 
ing only  the  favored  operator  to  proc- 
ess waste  that  is  within  the  town's  lim- 
its. 

As  a  result  of  the  Court's  decision, 
flow  control  ordinances  in  Pennsylva- 
nia and  other  States  are  considered  un- 
constitutional. Therefore,  it  is  nec- 
essary for  Congress  to  enact  legislation 
providing  clear  authuriiiatiou  fur  local 
governments  to  utilize  waste  flow  con- 
trol. 

I  have  met  with  county  commis- 
sioners who  have  made  clear  that  this 
issue  is  vitally  important  to  the  local 
governments  in  Pennsylvania.  As  fur- 
ther evidence  of  the  need  for  congres- 
sional action,  I  would  note  the  numer- 
ous phone  calls  and  letters  my  office 
has  received  from  individual  Penn- 
sylvania counties  and  municipal  solid 
waste  authorities  that  support  waste 
flow  control  legislation.  The  County 
Commissioners  Association  of  Penn- 
sylvania has  pointed  out  that  since 
1988,  flow  control  has  been  the  primary 
tool  used  by  65  of  the  67  Pennsylvania 
counties  to  enforce  solid  waste  plans 
and  meet  waste  reduction/recycling 
goals  or  mandates.  Many  Pennsylvania 
jurisdictions  have  spent  a  considerable 
amount  of  public  funds  on  disposal  fa- 
cilities, including  upgraded  sanitary 
landfills,  state-of-the-art  resources  re- 
covery facilities,  and  co-composting  fa- 
cilities. In  the  absence  of  flow  control 
authority,  many  of  these  worthwhile 
projects  could  be  jeopardized.  There  is 
also  a  very  real  concern  that  as  a  re- 


sult of  the  Carbone  decision,  prompt 
congressional  action  is  necessary  to  en- 
sure that  local  communities  may  meet 
their  debt  service  obligations  related 
to  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  for 
the  construction  of  their  solid  waste 
management  facilities. 

I  believe  that  this  bill  will  protect 
the  ability  of  municipalities  to  plan  ef- 
fectively for  the  management  of  their 
municipal  solid  waste  while  also  guar- 
anteeing that  market  forces  will  still 
provide  opportunities  for  enterprising 
companies  in  the  waste  management 
industry. 

In  conclusion,  this  legislation  makes 
sense  because  in  the  absence  of  Federal 
legislation  to  empower  States  to  re- 
strict cross-border  flows  of  waste, 
Pennsylvania  and  other  States  inevi- 
tably become  dumping  grounds  for 
States  that  haven't  shown  the  for- 
titude to  enact  realistic  long-term 
waste  management  plans.  Further,  by 
restoring  flow  control  authority,  this 
legislation  protects  Pennsylvania  and 
its  component  local  jurisdictions, 
which  have  promulgated  comprehen- 
sive solid  waste  management  plans  and 
established  state-of-the-art  facilities  to 
handle  waste  generated  within  the 
Commonwealth. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  869 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  pos- 
sibly the  most  important  provision  of 
this  legislation  for  my  State  is  in  re- 
storing the  opportunity  for  small  com- 
munity or  county  landfills  to  be  ex- 
empt from  the  ground  water  monitor- 
ing requirements  of  RCRA,  if  they 
meet  certain  conditions. 

Under  the  bill  a  community  landfill 
can  be  exempt  from  monitoring  if  it 
can  demonstrate  four  things:  that  it 
takes  in  no  more  than  20  tons  of  waste 
per  day,  that  there  is  no  evidence  of 
ground  water  contamination,  that  it  is 
in  an  area  that  receives  less  than  25 
inches  of  precipitation,  and  that  it  has 
no  practical  landfill  alternative. 

The  problem  we  have  in  Colorado 
and,  I  suspect,  throughout  the  West,  is 
that  we  have  many  landfills  that  pose 
zero  threat  to  ground  water  but  they 
may  be  taking  in  more  than  the  bill's 
limit  of  20  tons  of  trash  per  day. 

My  amendment  does  two  things: 
First,  it  codifies  an  existing  regulation 
under  which  a  landfill  operator  may 
file  a  no-migration  petition  with  the 
State;  if  the  petition  is  approved,  the 
landfill  operator  becomes  exempt  from 
the  ground  water  monitoring  require- 
ments. 

And  second,  my  amendment  directs 
the  Administrator  to  publish  within  6 
months  an  explanatory,  or  guidance, 
document  by  which  small  towns  and 
counties  will  be  able  to  easily  and  di- 
rectly take  advantage  of  this  oppor- 
tunity. 

Since  the  implementation  of  RCRA, 
about  a  third  of  the  landfills  in  Colo- 
rado have  closed.  Towns  and  counties 
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have  spent  millions  developing  new 
landfills  that  comply  with  the  subtitle 
D  requirements,  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  in  most  of  Colorado  there  is  prac- 
tically zero  threat  of  leaching  dan- 
gerous substances  from  landfills  into 
ground  water. 

Dozens  of  landfills  in  Colorado  are 
situated  more  than  100  feet  above  the 
water  table;  the  intervening  layers  are 
often  composed  of  shale  and  clay,  mak- 
ing it  impossible  for  materials  to  leach 
downward.  Under  the  existing  subtitle 
D  landfill  rules  these  landfills  must  be 
lined  with  an  impermeable  liner;  to 
then  require  that  these  communities 
spend  an  additional  $15,000  per  year  or 
so  to  test  the  ground  water  is  an  ex- 
treme form  of  overkill. 

Mr  President,  the  EPA  understands 
that  these  conditions  exist  and  to  their 
credit  the  agency  conceived  of  and 
adopted  this  no  migration  petition 
process.  All  that  my  amendment  does 
is  to  codify  this  opportunity,  an  oppor- 
tunity that  has  already  stood  the  full 
test  of  rulemaking,  and  to  push  EPA  to 
make  the  program  available  in  our 
rural  counties. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  particularly 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman. 
Senator  Ch.-\FEE.  and  the  distinguished 
ranking  member.  Senator  B.\ucus,  for 
working  with  me  on  this  important 
amendment  to  our  western  counties. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Without 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Without 
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COMMENDING  FORMER  PRESIDENT 
BUSH 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  commend  former  President  Bush  for 
the  courageous  stand  he  has  taken  in 
canceling  his  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion membership  based  upon  the  im- 
proper language  that  was  used  in  a  so- 
licitation letter  by  the  National  Rifle 
Association 

I  previously  have  spoken  on  this  floor 
about  the  intemperate  language  that 
was  used  in  that  letter.  It  is  no  excuse 
to  say.  •Well,  fundraising  letters  are 
not  always  accurate.  There  was  a  little 
bit  of  hyperbole  here,  and  it  went  a  lit- 
tle bit  overboard,  but  perhaps  other- 
wise it  was  all  right." 

I  think  to  describe  members  of  law 
enforcement  organizations  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  as  'jack-booted  thugs"  and 
inaividuals  wearing  'nazi  bucket  hel- 
mets" who  randomly  shoot  civilians  is 
just  totally  improper. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  commend  former 
President  Bush.  I  think  what  he  did 
was  the  right  thing.  I  hope  it  sends  a 
sobering  note  to  the  National  Rifle  As- 
sociation to  watch  its  language,  par- 
ticularly language  it  sends  out  in  so- 
licitations, or  in  whatever  manner  in 
which  they  dispense  such  language. 

I  congratulate  the  former  President 
for  his  actions. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
ending  the  long,  long  trail  toward  pas- 
sage of  S.  534. 

In  order  to  accomplish  crossing  that 
goal  line,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that,  except  for  the  following  amend- 
ments, no  other  first-degree  amend- 
ments be  in  order  after  the  close  of 
business,  and  that  these  first-degree 
amendments  be  subject  to  relevant  sec- 
ond-degree amendments  and  limited  to 
one-half  of  the  time  allocated  for  each 
first-degree  amendment.  The  excepted 
amendments  are:  Murray-Gorton,  Fein- 
stein,  Levin,  Domenici,  and 
Kempthome. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
when  the  Senate  resumes  the  bill  on 
Tuesday  at  9:30  a.m..  Senator  MuRR.w 
be  recognized  to  offer  an  amendment 
on  which  there  will  be  a  time  limit  of 
1  hour  to  be  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

FEINSTEIN  A.MENDMENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  disposition  of  the  Murray 
amendment.  Senator  Feinstkin  be  rec- 
ognized to  offer  her  amendment  on 
which  there  be  30  minutes  to  be  squally 
divided  in  the  usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

LEVIN  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  disposition  of  the  Feinstein 
amendment.  Senator  Levin  be  recog- 
nized to  offer  an  amendment,  relative 
to  expansion,  on  which  there  be  30  min- 
utes for  debate  to  be  equally  divided  in 
the  usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

DOMENICI  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  disposition  of  the  Levin 
amendment.  Senator  Domenici  be  rec- 
ognized to  offer  an  amendment  relative 
to  title  III,  on  which  there  be  30  min- 
utes for  debate  to  be  equally  divided  in 
the  usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  disposition  of  the  Domenici 
amendment.  Senator  Kempthorne  be 
recognized  to  offer  an  amendment, 
which  is  clarifying  in  nature,  on  which 
there  be  30  minutes  for  debate  to  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  after 
checking  with  the  leadership.  I  am  free 
to  announce  there  will  be  no  further 
roUcall  votes  today. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  MOSCOW  SUMMIT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  President  for  his  suc- 
cessful summit  in  Kiev.  Under  Presi- 
dent Kuchma,  Ukraine  has  become  a 
model  for  the  States  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union.  Agreement  to  disband  nu- 
clear weapons;  free  market  economic 
reforms;  free  and  fair  elections;  open 
investment  climate.  President  Clin- 
ton's visit  was  a  timely  show  of  sup- 
port to  the  deserving  people  of 
Ukraine.  I  expect  the  Congress  to  show 
our  support  for  Ukraine's  political  suc- 
cess. 

There  has  been  a  lot  said  in  the 
media  about  reaction  to  the  Moscow 
summit.  I  have  expressed  my  dis- 
appointment at  the  results  of  the  Mos- 
cow summit.  As  I  said  yesterday,  this 
is  not  partisan  politics — it  is  a  judg- 
ment based  on  the  facts.  I  note  that  to- 
day's New  York  Times  carries  a  head- 
line. "Iran  relieved  on  Yeltsin  deal."  If 
Iran  is  relieved  at  the  results  of  the 
summit,  all  of  us  have  cause  for  con- 
cern. Secretary  Christopher,  in  par- 
ticular, has  led  the  administration's  ef- 
forts to  prevent  nuclear  technology 
from  reaching  Iran.  I  hope  to  work 
with  him  over  the  coming  months  in 
support  of  that  important  goal. 

The  reality  is.  however,  that  there 
was  great  controversy  over  President 
Clinton's  decision  to  attend  V-E  Day 
ceremonies  in  Moscow  and  not  in  other 
capitals.  The  President  made  his  deci- 
sion, and  the  President  decided  to  add 
to  the  'V-E  Day  ceremonies  with  a  sub- 
stantive summit.  Now,  in  the  after- 
math of  the  summit.  Judgments  are 
being  made  about  what  was  achieved.  I 
happen  to  share  the  view  of  Henry  Kis- 
singer, that  a  tremendous  opportunity 
was  missed  on  this  overseas  trip.  I  also 
agree  with  Dr.  Kissinger  that  "NATO 
expansion  requires  a  decision,  not  a 
study."  As  he  points  out.  the  current 
drift  in  United  States  policy  could 
leave  us  with  the  worst  of  all  worlds — 
the  disintegration  of  Western  unity 
with  a  still-anxious  Russia. 

In  the  past  few  days,  other  distin- 
guished writers  have  expressed  their 
views   on    what   was   achieved   at    the 


Moscow  summit,  particularly  by  Bill 
Safire  and  Charles  Krauthammer. 
These  articles  deserve  careful  reading 
b.v  my  colleagues  as  we  continue  our 
assessment  of  the  Moscow  summit. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  the  articles 
by  Safire.  Krauthammer,  and  the  arti- 
cle by  former  Secretary  Kissinger  be 
printed  in  the  Record  following  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 

were    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 

Record,  as  follows: 

IFrom  the  New  York  Times,  May  11,  1995) 

Nadir  of  Summits 

(By  William  Safire) 

Washington.— Bill  Clinton  represented 
American  interests  poorly  in  Moscow. 

On  the  sale  of  Russian  nuclear  plants  to 
Iran,  he  was  taken  in  by— or  participated 
in— a  trick. 

One  month  ago,  to  create  a  "concession" 
to  the  naive  American  President,  Boris 
Yeltsin's  atomic  energy  chief  upped  the  ante, 
lettingr  C.I. A.  ears  hear  him  consider  adding 
centrifuges  to  the  deal  with  Teheran.  That 
outrageous  act  would  be  like  selling  mullahs 
the  means  to  make  a  bomb  right  away,  in- 
stead of  in  a  few  years  with  nuclear  plants 
alone. 

It  was  a  ploy.  While  brushing  aside  a  Clin- 
ton plea  to  withhold  nuclear  facilities  from 
Iran.  Mr.  Yeltsin  grandly  agreed  not  to  add 
the  centrifuges.  Clinton  said  he  was  "deeply 
impressed"  by  this  marvelous  restraint,  then 
failed  to  make  a  strong  case  against  the 
plants  on  TY;  Warren  Christopher  spun  the 
centrifuge  ploy  as  "great  progress." 

Score  a  second  victor.v  for  Yeltsin's  gen- 
erals on  the  1990  Conventional  Forces  in  Eu- 
rope Treaty.  This  was  the  agreement  to  limit 
Russian  troops,  tanks  and  artillery  near  the 
West  from  Norway  to  Turkey. 

But  the  heroes  of  Chechnya  want  to  put  a 
new  58th  Russian  Army  in  the  Caucasus  to 
dominate  its  freed  republics,  much  as  Russia 
now  runs  Georgia.  Moldova  and  Belarus.  This 
would  menace  Turke.y  as  well,  but  appar- 
ently nobody  told  lansu  Ciller  during  iier  re- 
cent visit  to  the  White  House  that  Mr.  Clin- 
ton would  say  "We  are  supporting  the  Rus- 
sian position"  in  blithely  changing  a  treaty 
ratified  by  the  U.S.  Senate. 

The  third  defeat  suffered  by  our  absorbent 
President  in  this  nadir  of  summits  was  about 
Chechnya.  With  the  American  next  to  him, 
Yeltsin  brazenly  told  the  world  press  "there 
is  no  armed  activity"  in  that  bloodied  repub- 
lic. "The  armed  forces  are  not  involved 
there.  Today  the  Ministry  of  the  Interior 
simply  seizes  the  weapons  still  in  the  hands 
of  some  small  armed  criminal  gangs." 

As  he  was  mouthing  this  baldfaced  lie.  the 
Russian  Army  was  intensifying  its  shelling 
of  rebel  positions  southeast  of  Grozny,  fol- 
lowing its  Mylai-style  massacre  of  unarmed 
civilians  in  Samashki  one  month  ago.  The 
Clinton  response  was  to  shut  up.  In  his  long, 
prepared  speech  later,  he  devoted  two  quick 
sentences  to  "this  terrible  tragedy"  that 
could  "erode  support  for  Ru.ssia.  " 

Americans  could  well  feel  humiliated  by 
their  President's  acquiescence  in  the  lying  in 
his  presence,  and  by  his  failure  to  respond  to 
that  personal  insult  b.v  broadcasting  the 
truth.  Many  Russians  were  hoping-  he  would 
express  the  dismay  felt  by  the  rest  of  the 
world  at  the  brutality  of  the  generals  sup- 
porting the  unpopular  Yeltsin.  But  he  hai-dly 
went  through  the  motions. 

Watching  on  TV  in  his  Duma  office,  re- 
former Grigory  Yavlinsky  said  "not  enough" 


when  Clinton  touched  ever-so-lightly  on  the 
continuinK'  Chechnyan  slaughter.  And  when 
Clinton  praised  Yeltsin  for  promising  elec- 
tions on  time,  as  if  that  were  proof  of  his 
democratic  spirit.  Yavlinsky  said:  "But  we 
always  had  elections  on  time.  The  question 
is  what  kind  of  elections— how  open,  how 
fair,  how  financed,  how  counted,  how  super- 
vised." 

We  do  not  yet  know  if  Mr.  Clinton  gave 
away  our  right  to  deploy  regional  defenses 
against  ballistic  missiles;  if  so.  that  would 
score  this  summit  Yelsin  4.  Clinton  0.  And 
the  individual  meetings  we  hoped  he  would 
have  with  opposition  leaders  degenerated 
into  a  breakfast  group  photo-op. 

The  White  House  spinmeisters  will  say:  but 
we  got  Yeltsin  to  join  the  Partnership  for 
Peace,  didn't  we? 

C'mon:  the  PfP  will  go  pfft  at  noon  on  Jan. 
20.  1997.  If  the  paper  "partnership"  is  a  fig 
leaf  to  cover  the  necessary  eastward  expan- 
sion of  NATO,  it  fools  nobody;  but  if 
Yeltsin's  plucking  of  the  fig  leaf  means  Rus- 
sia expects  to  be  invited  to  join  NATO,  there 
goes  the  neighborhood— NATO  would  lose  all 
meaning  as  a  deterrent  to  future  Russian 
empire-rebuilding. 

Summits  do  not  always  yield  mutual  con- 
cessions; conflicting  political  interests  are 
rarely  ameliorated  by  displays  of  cordiality. 
But  a  sign  of  an  American  President's  seri- 
ousness and  maturity  in  the  conduct  of  for- 
eign policy  is  the  willingness  to  admit  in- 
tractability. We  saw  that  so  clearly  in  Rea- 
gan's cold  expression  saying  goodbye  to 
Gorbachev  in  Iceland. 

Bill  Clinton  and  his  anxious  aides  are  pre- 
tending this  summit  was  a  success  when 
they  know  it  was  a  flop.  They  would  gain 
more  respect  by  reporting  reality. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  12.  1995] 
THE  Pushover  Presidency 
(By  Charles  Krauthammer) 

We  will  not  be  satisfied  by  anything  other 
than  the  end  of  the  [Russia-lranj  nuclear  pro- 
gram.—Secretary  of  State  Warren  Chris- 
topher. May  4. 

And  what,  pray  tell,  is  the  penalty  for  de- 
nying satisfaction  to  this  American  sec- 
retary of  state? 

Christopher  and  his  boss  have  said  a  dozen 
times  how  important  it  is  to  the  United 
States  that  Russia  cancel  its  deal  to  sell  nu- 
clear technology  to  Iran.  This  is  an  issue  on 
which  the  president  has  promised  ""to  be 
quite  aggressive."  Evidently,  he  considers 
pleading  and  cajoling  forms  of  aggression. 
After  weeks  of  both— and  after  rewarding  the 
Russians  by  celebrating  V-E  Day  in  Mos- 
cow—Clinton returns  home  empty-handed. 
The  Russians  offered  him  a  couple  laughable 
fig  leaves  (such  as  canceling  a  gas  centrifuge 
sale  to  Iran,  the  chief  purpose  of  which  was 
to  give  them  something  to  cancel),  but  never 
budged  on  the  nuclear  reactor  deal. 

It  is  bad  enough  to  have  no  clout  in  foreign 
policy.  Why  make  a  point  of  advertising  it? 

The  Russians  have  not  just  rejected  Amer- 
ican entreaties.  They  have  been  contemp- 
tuous of  them.  On  Feb.  6.  for  example,  a  Rus- 
sian foreign  ministry  official  charged  that 
"Washington  is  more  concerned  with  remov- 
ing its  competitors  than  about  protecting 
international  security  "—not  just  rejecting 
the  U.S.  position  on  Iran  but  implying  that 
our  motives  are  entirely  fraudulent  as  well. 

The  Japanese,  as  is  their  wont,  have  been 
more  polite  but  no  less  determined  in  brush- 
ing off  the  United  States.  On  Tuesday,  hav- 
ing cut  off  our  own  trade  with  Iran,  we  asked 
Japan  to  follow  suit.  The  timing  was  curi- 
ous: Asking  the  Japanese  to  follow  our  lead 


at  some  economic  sacrifice  just  as  we  are  de- 
claring a  trade  war  on  them.  The  response 
was  predictable:  The  foreign  ministry 
spokesman  said  Japan  would  study  the  U.S. 
policy  taking  into  consideration  its  own 
■"policy  of  securing  a  stable  supply  of  petro- 
leum." Translation:  fat  chance. 

What  did  we  expect?  It  is  bad  enough  to 
have  an  ineffectual  foreign  policy.  It  is  worse 
to  highlight  that  ineffectiveness  by  inviting 
repeated  public  rebuff.  Our  Iranian  diplo- 
macy is  only  the  latest  example.  The  lone 
was  set  with  Christopher's  first  trip  to  Eu- 
rope in  1993.  when  he  presented  his  ideas  on 
Bosnia  as  if  he  were  at  some  Aspen  con- 
ference. He  insisted  on  nothing  and  got  noth- 
ing. The  allies  can  tell  when  Big  Brother  is 
serious  and  when  he  is  not.  They  pointedly 
went  their  own  way. 

A  year  later  he  traveled  to  China  waving  a 
human  rights  agenda.  He  was  treated  scan- 
dalously. Dissidents  were  arrested  while  he 
was  in  Beijing,  just  to  rub  it  in.  Two  months 
later.  Clinton  lifted  the  threat  of  sanctions 
against  China.  The  point  was  made  for  all  to 
see:  There  is  no  penalty  for  stiffing  this  ad- 
ministration. 

Yet  another  demonstration  of  administra- 
tion weakness  was  offered  this  year  by  North 
Korea.  Abjectly  capitulating  to  North  Ko- 
rean war  threats.  Clinton  went  from  declar- 
ing that  North  Korea  would  not  be  allowed 
to  acquire  any  nuclear  weapons  to  heralding 
an  agreement  under  which  North  Korea 
might  begin  to  dismantle  its  facilities  for 
building  more  bombs  a  decade  from  now— 
and  is  rewarded  by  the  United  States  with  a 
nine-year  supply  of  free  oil.  two  free  S2  bil- 
lion nuclear  reactors  (the  same  type,  inci- 
dentally, that  the  Russians  are  selling 
Tehran)  and  the  opening  of  trade  and  diplo- 
matic relations. 

Meanwhile.  North  Korea's  bomb-building 
machinery  is  Scotch-taped  shut.  It  threatens 
weekly  to  remove  the  tape  and  restart  the 
program  if  we  do  not  jump  through  yet  more 
diplomatic  hoops.  We  jump. 

Has  there  ever  been  a  president  who  com- 
manded less  respect  abroad,  less  fear,  less 
compliance  than  Bill  Clinton?  Jimmy 
Carter,  maybe.  But.  to  be  fair,  he  was  lead- 
ing a  country  in  full  psychological  retreat 
from  Vietnam.  He  was  holding  no  cards. 

Clinton,  on  the  other  hand,  leads  the  sole 
remaining  superpower,  fresh  from  victory  in 
the  Cold  War.  unchallenged  by  any  Great 
Power  for  the  first  time  in  50  years,  in  com- 
mand of  the  world's  dominant  military 
force— and  finds  himself  unable  to  be  taken 
seriously  by  even  the  most  minor  world  ac- 
tors. 

Why?  Partly,  presidential  inattention  to 
and  lack  of  interest  in  foreign  affairs.  Part- 
ly. Warren  Christopher's  natural  inclination 
to  find  consensus  rather  than  assert  inter- 
ests. His  repeated  trips  to  Syria,  for  exam- 
ple, begging  a  terrorist  state  (by  the  State 
Department's  own  definition)  to  accept  the 
most  generous  territorial  concessions  it  has 
ever  been  offered,  are  an  embarrassment.  Bui 
for  a  secretary  of  slate  who  sees  his  job  as 
splitting  differences  rather  than  knocking 
heads,  it  seems  perfectly  natural. 

The  most  important  source  of  American 
diplomatic  weakness,  however,  is  a  president 
who  so  discounts  the  domestic  political  im- 
pact of  foreign  policy  that  he  will  expend  no 
political  capital— risk  no  popularity— on  be- 
half of  any  of  his  solemnly  declared  foreign 
policy  goals.  None  on  Bosnia.  None  (at  least 
intentionally)  on  Somalia.  None  on  North 
Korea.  None  on  China.  None  on  NATXD  expan- 
sion. None  on  Russia. 

The  only  issue  on  which  the  president  has 
shown  himself  muscular  is  international  eco- 
nomics: negotiating  free  trade  agreements. 
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opening  markets,  winning  foreign  contracts. 
Not  since  Calvin  Coolidge  have  we  had  a 
president  who  so  firmly  believes  that  the 
business  of  America— at  least  in  foreign  pol- 
icy—is business.  Take  away  a  narrow  eco- 
nomic interest  in  foreign  affairs,  and  you 
have  a  president  who  would  rather  be  golf- 
ing. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  12,  1995] 

For  U.S.  Leadership.  .\  Moment  Missed 
(By  Henry  Kissinger) 

President  Clinton's  attendance  at  the  V-E 
Day  celebration  in  Moscow  aroused  ambiva- 
lent emotions.  No  doubt  Soviet  sacrifices 
contributed  decisively  to  victory  over  the 
Nazi  dictatorship.  But  it  is  also  true  that  the 
Nazi-Soviet  Pact  had  made  the  war  possible; 
that  Stalin  had  divided  Eastern  Europe  with 
Hitler;  that  he  then  supplied  the  Nazi  war 
machine  until  the  Soviet  Union  was  at- 
tacked; and  that  \ipon  victory,  he  occupied 
Eastern  Europe,  launching  four  decades  of 
Cold  War. 

The  Yeltsin-Clinton  summit,  moreover, 
took  place  at  a  moment  of  extraordinary  un- 
certainty in  U.S. -Russian  relations.  There 
are  disagreements  over  Chechnya,  nuclear 
sales  to  Iran  and  NATO  expansion— all  issues 
deserving  high-level  attention.  The  question 
remains  whether  V-E  Day  celebrations,  with 
the  presence  of  so  many  other  heads  of  state. 
was  the  most  auspicious  occasion  for  ad- 
dressing these  controversies.  Even  more  fun- 
damentally, the  visit  to  Moscow  reveals  the 
lack  of  balance  in  the  priorities  of  the  ad- 
ministration's foreign  policy. 

If  any  European  city  deserved  to  be  singled 
out  by  America  for  an  Allied  remembrance, 
it  was  London.  Capital  of  the  nation  that 
steadfastly  resisted  Nazi  aggression  from  the 
beginning,  it  became  America's  most  reliable 
ally,  both  in  the  war  and  in  the  Cold  War 
that  followed.  No  better  occasion  is  likely  to 
arise  to  celebrate  Great  Britain's  unique 
contribution  to  the  cause  of  freedom  or  to 
express  America's  appreciation  for  two  gen- 
erations of  steadfast  cooperation. 

That  the  moment  was  not  seized — even  as 
a  stop  on  the  way  to  Moscow— was  no  mere 
oversight.  One  of  the  curious  attributes  of 
the  leaders  who  grew  up  during  the  Vietnam 
protest  movements  is  that  their  obsession 
with  transcending  the  categories  of  the  Cold 
War  imprisons  them  in  the  debates  of  the 
Cold  War  period.  One  of  their  articles  of  faith 
seems  to  be  that  the  Communist  (or  Soviet) 
menace  was  overdrawn,  indeed  that  the  Cold 
War  cold  have  been  most  effectively  ended — 
if  it  need  ever  have  been  waged— by  reassur- 
ing Russia  rather  than  confronting  it. 

In  that  spirit.  Deputy  Secretary  of  State 
Strobe  Talbott.  the  principal  architect  of 
Washington's  European  policy,  argued  in 
Time  magazine  as  late  as  1990  that  the  doves 
had  never  been  the  threat  it  had  been 
cracked  up  to  be.  Western  policy  had  been  at 
best  irrelevant  when  it  had  not  actually  de- 
layed the  Soviet  collapse.  Thus  Cold  War  at- 
titudes and  institutions,  including  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  needed  to 
change  their  character. 

This  indeed  has  been  the  rationale  behind 
the  administration's  Partnership  for  Peace 
proposal,  which,  whatever  the  rhetoric  to  the 
contrary,  transforms  NATO  from  an  alliance 
into  an  instrument  of  collective  security 
akin  to  the  United  Nations,  thereby  depriv- 
ing North  Atlantic  relations  of  their  special 
character. 

While  these  attitudes  are  not  uniformly 
held  throughout  the  administration,  they 
are  sufficiently  powerful  to  explain  the  .solic- 
itude   shown    to    Yeltsin's    personality    and 


Moscow's  sensitivities  compared  with  the 
tone  deafness  exhibited  toward  West  Euro- 
pean—and especially  British — concerns. 
Washington- Moscow  relations  are  treated  as 
the  keystone  of  America's  European,  if  not 
global,  policy. 

A  good  illustration  is  the  administration's 
attitude  toward  NATO  expansion.  Senior  of- 
ficials have  claimed  that  the  issue  is  when  to 
expand  NATO,  not  whether  to.  They  have 
also  indicated  that  they  would  go  along  with 
Yeltsins  request  that  NATO  expansion  pro- 
ceed slowly  and  that  Russia's  eventual  mem- 
bership in  NATO  not  be  foreclosed. 

Briefings  prior  to  Clinton's  Moscow  trip 
put  the  "when"  at  five  years  and  left  open 
the  possibility  of  a  "reformed"  Russia  join- 
ing the  alliance.  The  long  hiatus  guarantees 
that  the  issue  of  NATO  expansion  will  con- 
tinue to  fester,  while  Moscow  will  be  encour- 
aged to  pressure  the  NATO  allies  and  the  na- 
tions of  Eastern  Europe.  At  the  same  time, 
there  is  not  one  of  Russia's  western  neigh- 
bors seeking  to  join  NATO  that  would  not  re- 
gard offering  Russia  membership  as  the 
woirs  being  asked  to  guard  the  lambs. 

So  long  as  the  cohesion  of  the  Atlantic  Al- 
liance is  not  given  anything  like  the  priority 
the  administration  attaches  to  placating 
Moscow.  Russia  will  find  ways  to  avoid  the 
key  challenge  presented  to  it  by  the  collapse 
of  its  empire:  whether  it  can  be  satisfied  to 
live  as  a  normal  state  within  non-imperial 
borders — even  though  it  comprises  11  time 
zones  and  huge  resources.  A  country  of  such 
size  and  possessing  some  20.000  nuclear  weap- 
ons should  not  need  additional  territory  to 
feel  secure.  A  Russia  that  abandons  imperial 
pretensions  would  soon  deflect  concerns  from 
the  field  of  security  to  political  and  eco- 
nomic cooperation,  for  example  the  Euro- 
pean security  conference  or  the  G-7. 

From  this  point  of  view,  how  much  better 
it  would  have  been  for  Clinton  to  stop  in 
London — even  on  the  way  to  Moscow — and 
use  the  occasion  of  its  V-E  Day  celebration 
to  outline  a  new  vision  of  the  North  Atlantic 
relationship,  something  his  administration 
has  so  far  refused  to  do. 

A  new  initiative  is  needed  above  all  to  re- 
store a  sense  of  direction  to  American  for- 
eign policy.  It  has  become  axiomatic  that 
the  next  phase  of  international  relations  will 
be  shaped  by  a  limited  number  of  power  cen- 
ters: the  United  States.  Europe.  Russia. 
Japan.  China  and  possibly  India  and  Brazil. 
Theoretically  it  is  possible  for  the  United 
States  to  conduct  its  policy  purely  on  the 
basis  of  national  interest,  not  unlike  what 
Great  Britain  in  the  19th  century  termed  the 
policy  of  "splendid  isolation."  This  would  re- 
quire a  careful  assessment  of  rewards  and 
penalties  for  each  region  of  the  world  and  a 
balancing  of  them  to  produce  actions  most 
compatible  with  America's  national  interest. 
In  the  abstract,  such  a  policy  should  be  ten- 
able because,  on  the  face  of  it.  all  the  major 
actors  enumerated  above  have  greater  con- 
flicts with  each  other  than  with  the  United 
States. 

But  in  fact  the  United  States  lacks  a  tradi- 
tion of  a  foreign  policy  based  entirely  on  the 
national  interest.  There  is  little  bureau- 
cratic skill  in  so  cold-bloodedly  equilibrating 
rewards  and  penalties  on  a  global  basis.  A 
country  founded  by  peoples  who  had  turned 
their  backs  on  inherited  tradition  and  who 
believed  in  the  universal  application  of  the 
values  of  their  society  cannot  simply  aban- 
don the  Wilsonianism  that  has  dominated 
20ih-century  American  foreign  policy. 

Though  I  believe  the  time  has  come  for 
America  to  develop  a  concept  of  the  national 
interest  and  apply  it  in  a  balance-of-power 


context,  this  will  work  only  if  we  reduce  the 
regions  for  this  kind  of  foreign  policy  as 
much  as  possible  and  extend  the  areas  where 
a  more  cooperative — even  Wilsonian — ap- 
proach is  feasible. 

Russia  is  as  yet  too  inchoate  and  unformed 
to  function  as  the  anchor  of  American  for- 
eign policy.  The  two  regions  where  moral 
consensus  can  undergird  cooperative  rela- 
tionship are  the  Western  Hemisphere  and  the 
North  Atlantic  or  area.  In  both,  the  key 
countries  have,  to  all  practical  purposes,  for- 
sworn the  use  of  force  in  their  relations  with 
each  other.  In  each,  institutions  already 
exist  capable  of  serving  as  building  blocks  of 
a  cooperative  world  order:  N.^FT.^  and 
Mercosur  in  the  Western  Hemisphere.  N.'KTO 
and  the  European  Union  in  the  Atlantic  re- 
gion. But  while  the  Clinton  administration 
has  put  forward  an  imaginative  vision  for 
the  Western  Hemisphere,  it  has  failed  to  do 
so  for  the  North  .'\tlantic  area,  in  part  be- 
cause of  the  intellectual  legacy  described 
earlier. 

Unless  America  assumes  a  real  leadership 
role,  the  nations  bordering  the  North  Atlan- 
tic will  gradually  drift  apart.  America  will 
become  increasingly  marginalized;  the  two 
sides  of  the  Atlantic  will  grow  more  con- 
scious of  their  rivalries  than  of  their  com- 
mon purposes. 

I  strongly  favor  NATO  expansion.  The  cur- 
rent policy  of  carrying  water  on  both  shoul- 
ders, of  hinting  at  expansion  to  Western  and 
Central  Europe  while  trying  to  placate  Rus- 
sia with  prospects  of  a  protracted  delay— of 
which  the  Moscow  summit  is  a  prime  exam- 
ple—is likely  to  accelerate  the  disintegra- 
tion of  Western  unity  without  reassuring 
Russia.  NATO  expansion  requires  a  decision, 
not  a  study. 

Nevertheless,  by  itself  it  will  not  create  a 
new  sense  of  Atlantic  community.  Security 
can  no  longer  be  the  principal  unifying  bond 
of  the  Atlantic  nations  because,  fortunately, 
there  no  longer  exists  a  unifying  threat. 
Common  purposes,  not  common  fears,  must 
provide  the  cohesion  in  the  new  era  in  which 
economic  and  social  issues  are  becoming 
dominant. 

The  time  has  come  to  put  into  effect  a 
North  Atlantic  Free  Trade  Area  for  manufac- 
tured goods  and  services,  with  negotiations 
regarding  agriculture  to  follow.  Such  a 
grouping  would  accelerate  the  movement  to- 
ward the  principle  of  free  trade  to  which  the 
members  of  the  World  Trade  Organization 
have  committed  themselves.  In  the  mean- 
time, it  would  foster  cooperation  among  the 
nations  of  the  North  Atlantic.  In  a  world 
with  massive  growth  in  Asia,  with  ethnic 
conflicts  and  religious  fundamentalism,  the 
Western  democracies  cannot  afford  their  his- 
torical proclivities  to  national  or  regional  ri- 
valries. 

The  conditions  are  propitious.  Labor 
standards  and  wage  scales  on  the  two  sides  of 
the  Atlantic  and  environmental  concerns  are 
comparable.  Prime  Minister  John  Major  of 
Great  Britain  and  Foreign  Minister  Klaus 
Kinkel  of  Germany  have  expressed  their  in- 
terest in  such  a  project.  A  major  American 
initiative  would  be  received  as  was  Gen. 
George  Marshall's  speech  for  European  re- 
covery and  would  almost  surely  produce  a 
creative  response. 

In  time.  NAFTA  and  the  North  Atlantic 
Free  Trade  Area  could  be  merged,  and  new 
consultative  machinery  in  the  political  and 
social  fields  could  emerge  between  the  West- 
ern Hemisphere  and  the  European  Union.  As 
Russia's  economy  develops  and  its  policy  be- 
comes more  national,  associate  membership 
for  it  in  such  a  free  trade  area  would  be  a 
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di.stinct 
NATO 

America  should  return  as  quickl.v  as  pos- 
sible to  what  it  has  traditionally  done  best: 
to  put  forward  its  vision  for  how  the  nations 
of  the  .North  .Atlantic  can  create  a  new  world 
worthy  of  their  democratic  principles. 


for  their  exemplary  efforts  to  make  the 
roads  in  the  great  State  of  Utah  a  safer 

place  for  all. 


HONORING  FREEWAY  WATCH 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
recognize  the  exemplary  service  the 
Freeway  Watch  Program  provides  to 
my  home  State  in  preventing  freeway 
tragedy,  promoting  public  safety,  and 
enhancing  law  enforcement  efficiency. 

Freeway  Watch  enhances  highway 
safety  by  helping  the  Utah  Highway 
Patrol  and  other  law  enforcement 
agencies  identify  and  remove  impaired 
drivers  from  Utah's  highways.  This 
program  trains  private  citizens  who 
have  cellular  telephones  on  how  to 
identify  possible  drunk  or  drugged 
drivers  and  how  to  report  these  drivers 
to  law  enforcement  agencies.  In  the  3 
months  that  troopers  have  been  giving 
classes,  more  than  1.400  Utahns  have 
been  trained  in  this  program. 

This  program  was  organized  after  the 
tragic  death  of  a  Utah  teenager.  High- 
land High  School  student  Sean  Adkins 
was  helping  his  friend  change  a  flat 
tire  in  the  emergency  lane  of  a  Salt 
Lake  Interstate  on  March  1.  1994.  when 
a  man  with  nine  prior  DUI  convictions 
hit  and  killed  Sean. 

The  friends  who  were  with  Sean  that 
night  asked  the  investigating  trooper, 
Jeff  Peterson,  what  they  could  do  to 
help  combat  drunken  drivers.  Jeff  later 
discussed  this  conversation  with  his 
wife  Suzanne.  Wanting  passionately  to 
make  a  difference  in  the  war  against 
drunken  drivers.  Suzanne  Peterson 
teamed  up  with  her  friend.  Dr.  Carol 
Clark  who  is  executive  director  of  the 
Utah  Science  Center  Authority,  to  im- 
plement Freewa.v  Watch. 

Freeway  Watch  has  brought  together 
many  aspects  of  the  business  commu- 
nity, law  enforcement  agencies,  and 
citizen  organizations  to  promote  public 
safety  and  help  law  enforcement  func- 
tion more  efficiently  at  no  additional 
taxpayer  expense.  KSL  Radio  and  Tele- 
vision, US  West  Cellular,  the  Utah 
Highway  Patrol.  Middlekauff  Lincoln 
Mercury.  Les  Olson  &  Co.,  the  Alcohol 
Policy  Coalition,  and  the  Salt  Lake 
County  Chapter  of  MADD  have  all 
helped  sponsor  this  program  and  make 
it  a  success. 

Mr.  President.  I  bring  this  program 
to  your  attention  becai.~e  I  believe 
that  this  is  an  excellent  example  of  the 
private  and  public  sector  working  to- 
gether for  the  good  of  our  community. 
It  has  always  been  m.v  sincere  belief 
that  when  a  community  bonds  to- 
gether, and  works  for  the  welfare  of  all. 
great  things  will  be  accomplished. 
Many  local  citizens  have  demonstrated 
hard  work,  initiative,  and  true  commu- 
nity service,  and  I  want  to  publicly  rec- 
ognize them  and  sincerely  thank  them 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 

THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  as  of  the 
close  of  business  yesterday,  Thursday, 
May  11.  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,856,339,258,780.63.  On  a  per  capita 
basis,  every  man.  woman,  and  child  In 
America  owes  $18,434.75  as  his  or  her 
share  of  that  debt. 


CONGRATULATING  ANGALENA 
RHUE 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  congratulate  Angalena  Rhue  on  win- 
ning the  1995  President's  Service 
Award,  the  Nation's  highest  honor  for 
volunteers.  President  Clinton  pre- 
sented Ms.  Rhue  this  outstancling 
award  on  April  27  for  her  unselfish 
commitment  to  helping  hundreds  of 
Charleston  area  kids  stay  off  drugs. 

Angalena  Rhue  is  special  in  her  pur- 
suit because  she  knows  what  drug  ad- 
dictions can  do  to  a  person.  Just  6 
years  ago.  this  same  woman  was  a 
crack  cocaine  addict.  Now,  not  only 
has  she  conquered  her  addiction,  but 
she  has  developed  a  program,  ITEC — In- 
filtrate the  Enemy  Camp,  to  ensure 
that  today's  youth  don't  fall  prey  to 
the  same  mistakes. 

Angalena  is  quite  a  self-starter.  What 
began  as  a  small  project  in  her  own 
community  in  Summerville  has  now 
expanded  into  three  counties  to  serve 
low-income  children  ages  4  through  19. 
The  program  builds  self-esteem  and 
stresses  the  importance  of  staying  in 
school  and  staying  off  drugs.  ITEC  of- 
fers afterschool  tutoring  to  children, 
assistance  in  job  searches,  and  requires 
parents  to  attend  sessions  to  learn 
positive  reinforcement  techniques. 

Mr.  President.  I  hear  a  lot  of  talk 
about  what  we,  as  citizens  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  can  do  to  have  a  positive  im- 
pact on  the  next  generation,  the  chil- 
dren of  today.  I  offer  Angalena  Rhue  as 
a  shining  example.  She  has  taken  what 
could  have  been  a  negative  experience, 
her  drug  addiction,  and  turned  it  into 
something  positive  for  the  children  of 
South  Carolina.  She  will  have  an  im- 
measurable impact  on  our  society. 
Through  her  efforts  more  children  will 
turn  away  from  drugs  and  continue 
their  education. 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  join  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  rec- 
ognizing a  fellow  South  Carolinian  for 
being  1  of  18  volunteers  awarded  this 
prestigious  honor  for  truly  making  a 
difference  in  this  country. 

Recently,  the  State  in  South  Caroli- 
na's capital  city,  Columbia,  recognized 
Angalena  Rhue  for  her  award.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Rec(jrd,  as  follows: 


[From  the  State.  Friday,  Apr.  28.  1995) 

Clinton  awards  South  Carolina  Woman 

FOR  Volunteer  Work 

(By  Charles  Pope) 

Washington— Six  years  ago.  Angalena 
Rhue  of  Summerville  was  addicted  to  crack 
cocaine,  caught  in  a  spiral  that  was  dragging 
her  downward. 

Thursday,  the  38-year-old  Rhue  was  at  the 
White  House,  receiving  an  award  from  Presi- 
dent Clinton  for  not  only  turning  her  own 
life  around,  but  the  lives  of  hundreds  of  low- 
income  kids  in  the  Charleston  area. 

Rhue  was  one  of  18  Americans  to  be  award- 
ed the  President's  Service  Award,  the  na- 
tion's highest  honor  for  those  who  "engage 
in  voluntary  community  service  addressing 
unmet  human  needs." 

Rhue  was  selected  from  3.000  nominees  for 
founding  ITEC— Infiltrate  the  Enemy  Camp. 
ITEC  provides  tutoring  and  assistance  to 
children  and  parents  living  in  low-income 
housing  projects.  What  began  as  a  small  ef- 
fort in  the  Haven  Oaks  apartments  in  Sum- 
merville after  Rhue  kicked  drugs,  has  now 
expanded  to  four  locations  in  three  counties, 
serving  more  than  400  children  from  age  4 
through  19. 

"It's  exciting,  its  overwhelming.  I  thought 
I  was  going  to  faint."  said  an  effervescent 
Rhue  after  receiving  her  silver  medallion  in 
a  sunsplashed  Rose  Garden  ceremony. 

"When  we  first  see  these  kids,  there's  a 
sense  of  helplessness,  and  apathy.  But  now 
these  kids  are  soaring  and  there's  no  holding 
them  back." 

In  the  hourlong  ceremony.  Clinton  praised 
the  volunteers  whose  work  becomes  even 
more  important  in  a  time  of  national  crisis. 

"Just  over  a  week  ago  we  were  reminded 
that  there  are  those  who  want  to  see  our  na- 
tion torn  apart."  Clinton  said.  "But  amid  the 
grief  and  the  destruction  we  have  also  seen 
how  quickly  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
Americans  come  together  to  help  each  other 
to  rebuild  and  to  make  this  country  strong- 
er. 

"Today  we'll  hear  stories  of  ordinary 
Americans  doing  extraordinary  things. 

"They  repair  our  parks  and  keep  our  young 
people  out  of  gangs.  They  come  from  all  cor- 
ners of  the  nation.  They  are  diverse  in  age 
and  background.  Yet  they  are  united  by 
something  larger  than  all  of  us— the  simple 
desire  to  fulfill  the  promise  of  American 
life."  the  President  said  before  awarding  the 
18  medals. 

Rhue's  home-grown  program  is  based  on 
restoring  .self-esteem  to  children  who  have 
few  role  models  and  little  parental  guidance. 
Her  programs  require  the  children  to  read 
each  day.  help  them  with  their  homework, 
provide  help  finding  jobs  and  reinforce  the 
need  to  stay  in  school  and  avoid  drugs. 

"I  want  to  save  the  whole  would  from 
drugs."  said  Rhue.  whose  job  is  made  easier 
by  her  natural  affinity  to  children,  her  end- 
less energy  and  her  personal  experiences. 

Rhue  also  requires  parents  to  attend  at 
least  four  sessions  a  year  so  they  can  learn 
how  to  reinforce  the  gains  their  children  are 
making.  She  also  combats  verbal  abuse  that 
parents  direct  to  their  children  and  instructs 
parents  how  to  work  with  teachers  so  that 
children  get  the  most  out  of  school. 

Rhue's  crusade  started  when  she  realized 
she  could  help  and  when  children  started 
showing  up  at  her  doorstep.  The  manager  of 
her  apartment  complex  soon  offered  the  club 
house  and  before  the  first  year  ended,  37  kids 
were  coming  each  day. 

Relying  on  her  own  instincts,  a  talent  for 
attracting  donations,  volunteers  and  help 
from   such   quarters  as  Clemson   Extension 
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Service  and  the  College  of  Charleston,  her 
programs  have  spread  to  low-income  housing 
projects  in  North  Charleston,  the  City  of 
Charleston  and  Moncks  Corner.  Those  four 
centers  serve  more  than  400  children.  Offi- 
cials in  Orangeburg-.  Columbia  and  other  mu- 
nicipalities in  South  Carolina  have  asked  her 
about  the  program. 

And  on  Thursday.  Hillary  Clinton  told 
Rhue  she  would  like  to  come  see  the  program 
in  person. 

When  Rhue  awakes  today,  she  will  be  able 
to  celebrate  her  presidential  award,  and 
more  Importantly,  an  anniversary.  Six  years 
ago  today,  she  weaned  herself  from  cocaine. 


bia,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  copies  of 
DC  Act  11-39.  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  4.  1995:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


REPORT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  CO- 
LUMBIA'S 1995  SUPPLEMENTAL 
BUDGET  AND  RESCISSIONS  OF 
AUTHORITY  REQUEST  ACT  OF 
1995— MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT—PM  48 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  section  446  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Self-Government 
and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act. 
I  am  transmitting  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia's 1995  Supplemental  Budget  and 
Rescissions  of  Authority  Request  Act 
of  1995.  This  transmittal  does  not  rep- 
resent an  endorsement  of  the  contents 
of  the  District's  budget. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House.  May  12,  1995. 


ENROLLED  BILL  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  May  12.  1995.  she  had  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  following  enrolled  bill; 

S.  244.  An  act  to  further  the  goals  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  to  have  Federal 
agencies  become  more  responsible  and  pub- 
licly accountable  for  reducing  the  burden  of 
Federal  paperwork  on  the  public,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated; 

EC-911.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  copies  of 
DC  Act  11-40.  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  4.  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-912.  .■V  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  copies  of 
DC  Act  11-41.  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  4.  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-913.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted; 

By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources,  with 
amendments: 

S.  141.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
of  1931  to  provide  new  job  opportunities,  ef- 
fect significant  cost  savings  on  Federal  con- 
struction contracts,  promote  small  busine.ss 
participation  in  Federal  contracting,  reduce 
unnecessary  paperwork  and  reporting  re- 
quirements, and  for  other  purposes  (Rept, 
No.  104-80). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  DAMATO  (for  himself  and  Mr 
DoDD): 

S.  799.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Act  to  exclude  certain  bank  prod- 
ucts from  the  definition  of  a  deposit;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  D'AMATO  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Dodd); 
S.  799.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Act  to  exclude  cer- 
tain bank  products  from  the  definition 
of  a  deposit;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

THE  B.^NK  INSURA.NCE  FUND  AND  DEPOSITUK 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  the  Bank  Insurance 
Fund  and  Depositor  Protection  Act  of 
1995  with  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Connecticut,  Senator  Dodd.  This 
bill,  which  is  substantially  similar  to 
S.  2548,  the  bill  that  Senator  Dodd  and 
I  introduced  last  October,  makes  an  es- 
sential change  to  the  definition  of  a 
"deposit"  contained  in  the  Federal  De- 
posit Insurance  Act.  Companion  legis- 
lation was  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  last  Wednesday.  The 
House  bill,  H.R.  1574,  was  introduced  by 
Representative  Roukema  and  received 
bipartisan  cosponsorship  from  Rep- 
resentatives   McCollum,    'Vento.    and 

KAN.J0RSKI. 

This  amendment  to  the  Federal  De- 
posit Insurance  Act  is  necessary  to  ad- 
dress a  recent  development  in  the 
banking  industry— the  so-called  retire- 
ment CD.  This  product,  which  is  essen- 
tially a  deferred  annuity,  is  offered  and 
underwritten  by  banks.  Senator  Dodd 
and  I.  along  with  several  other  Bank- 
ing Committee  members,  raised  a  num- 
ber of  concerns  about  the  retirement 


CD  in  a  letter  to  the  FDIC  and  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency  last  year. 
Nevertheless,  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency  and  the  FDIC  have  permitted 
the  offering  of  this  investment  vehicle, 
with  FDIC  insurance  protection.  In 
light  of  this.  Congress  must  act  to  clar- 
ify the  law. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  talking  about 
banks,  with  little  or  no  annuity  under- 
writing experience,  guided  simply  by 
computer  software,  assuming  the  un- 
derwriting risk  that  is  attendant  to 
this  insured  hybrid  investment  vehicle. 
This  is  not  an  empty  concern— at  least 
three  federally  insured  banks  have 
taken  advantage  of  this  breach  in  the 
regulatory  scheme  and  are  offering  this 
investment  vehicle.  Allegedly,  a  num- 
ber of  other  federally  insured  banks  are 
getting  ready  to  do  so.  And  what  will 
happen  if  these  institutions  cannot 
properly  manage  the  underwriting 
risk?  If  any  of  these  banks  mismanage 
this  risk  and  fail,  the  only  guaranteed 
insurer  will  be  the  FDIC  insurance 
fund,  and  ultimately,  perhaps,  the 
American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  President,  the  IRS  recently  is- 
sued a  proposed  regulation  pertaining 
to  the  retirement  CD's  tax-deferred 
status.  Nevertheless,  banks  may  still 
offer  this  product,  and  the  integrity  of 
the  bank  insurance  fund  must  be  pro- 
tected. The  fund  must  not  be  used  as  a 
safety  net  for  untested  and  uncertain 
investment  vehicles.  And  that's  ex- 
actly the  risk  that  this  legislation  will 
protect  against.  This  bill  precludes  the 
extension  of  FDIC  insurance  protection 
to  this  bank-underwritten  investment 
vehicle.  Nothing  more  and  nothing 
less.  I  have  carefully  considered  the  ar- 
guments offered  in  support  of  this 
product  and  I  remain  extremely  con- 
cerned about  the  threat  this  product 
could  pose  to  the  bank  insurance  fund. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  will  protect 
the  bank  insurance  fund  against  poten- 
tial losses  that  are  attributable  to  any 
retirement  CD  that  has  been  under- 
written by  any  bank  since  last  October. 
This  bill  retains  the  effective  date  em- 
ployed last  Congress  in  S.  2548 — Octo- 
ber 6.  1994.  This  effective  date  is  justi- 
fied, since  both  industry  and  the  regu- 
lators were  put  on  notice  of  congres- 
sional concerns  well  before  that  time. 
Further,  this  effective  date  has  been 
retained  in  fairness  to  those  institu- 
tions that  deferred  to  congressional 
concerns  and  did  not  pursue  the  mar- 
keting of  this  investment  product. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  was  drafted 
with  the  Intention  of  avoiding  any 
undesired  effects  on  standard  deposit 
products  that  banks  commonly  offer 
today.  For  instance,  qualified  plans 
and  individual  retirement  accounts  are 
not  intended  to  be  covered  by  this  leg- 
islation, to  the  extent  that  they  do  not 
generate  depository  institution  liabil- 
ities that  constitute  annuity  contracts. 
This  is  the  case  even  if  the  depository 
institution    liability    has    tax-deferred 


status  under  section  72  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  being  intro- 
duced in  order  to  provide  further  con- 
gressional guidance  as  to  the  appro- 
priate scope  and  operation  of  Federal 
banking  law  and  the  proper  use  of  Fed- 
eral deposit  insurance.  This  bill  makes 
sense  in  terms  of  bank  insurance  fund 
protection.  safe-and-sound  banking 
practices,  and  ultimately,  taxpayer 
protection.  The  bank  insurance  fund 
exists  to  protect  the  ordinary  deposi- 
tor-it should  not  be  used  to  give  bank- 
offered  financial  products  a  competi- 
tive marketing  edge.  Competitive  inno- 
vations should  always  be  welcomed, 
but  not  the  misuse  of  Federal  deposit 
insurance.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
support  this  legislation.* 
•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  my  good  friend. 
Senator  D'AM.\TO  to  reintroduce  im- 
portant legislation  we  sponsored  last 
year,  the  Bank  Insurance  Fund  and  De- 
positor Protection  Act  of  1995. 

This  short  and  simple  piece  of  legis- 
lation would  prohibit  Federal  deposit 
insurance  coverage  for  the  so-called  re- 
tirement CD— a  financial  product  that 
emerged  a  little  over  a  year  ago  from  a 
small  corner  of  the  retail  banking 
world.  This  first  of  its  kind  product 
was  cleverly  constructed  to  receive 
both  the  benefits  of  Federal  deposit  in- 
surance and  tax  deferral. 

Mr.  President,  as  it  is  currently 
structured,  the  retirement  should  not 
be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit  In- 
.surance  Corporation.  The  retirement 
CD  raises  significant  policy  issues  re- 
lated to  consumer  protection,  safety 
and  soundness,  regulatory  control,  and 
competitive  equity.  I  believe  that  if  we 
continue  to  allow  it  to  proliferate  as  it 
is  currently  structured,  the  retirement 
CD  could  have  a  tremendously  negative 
impact  on  consumer  confidence  in  our 
fmancial  institutions  and  on  the  stabil- 
ity of  our  deposit  insurance  system. 

The  policy  rationale  for  eliminating 
F'ederal  deposit  insurance  for  this  prod- 
uct is  just  as  compelling  as  it  was  when 
we  last  introduced  this  legislation. 
There  are  now  a  handful  of  financial  in- 
stitutions actively  offering  the  retire- 
ment CD.  More  are  planning  to  start 
selling  the  product  in  the  near  future. 

I  understand  that  in  addition  to  the 
Blackfeet  National  Bank,  which  first 
offered  the  retirement  CD.  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Sante  Fe.  NM.  and 
the  National  Bank  of  the  Common- 
wealth in  Pennsylvania  are  other  in- 
sured depository  institutions  offering 
the  retirement  CD.  Other  institutions 
have  signed  licensing  agreements  to 
sell  the  retirement  CD  or  are  carefully 
considering  offering  it  soon. 

One  year  ago.  the  banking  regulators 
sanctioned  the  sale  of  the  retirement 
CD.  In  separate  letters  dated  May  12, 
1994.  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Currency  [OCC]  and  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  [FDIC], 


stated  they  had  no  objection  to  the 
sale  of  the  CD  by  Blackfeet  National 
Bank  in  Browning,  MT. 

However,  on  April  6.  1995.  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service  issued  a  proposed 
regulation  which  effectively  eliminates 
the  tax  deferral  feature  of  the  retire- 
ment CD.  If  this  proposed  rule  becomes 
final,  it  will  substantially  eliminate 
the  most  attractive  feature  of  the  re- 
tirement CD.  leaving  it  essentially 
with  only  the  characteristics  of  a  regu- 
lar certificate  of  deposit.  While  I  ap- 
plaud the  IRS  action,  their  rule  is  not 
yet  final,  and  the  product  may  still  be 
sold— although  I  would  hope  only  with 
full  disclosure  to  consumers  of  the 
pending  IRS  rule. 

Most  of  my  concerns  about  the  re- 
tirement CD  are  described  in  detail  in 
a  June  20.  1994  letter  that  I  and  several 
of  my  Banking  Committee  colleagues 
sent  to  the  OCC  and  the  FDIC. 

I  will  not  reiterate  all  the  concerns 
described  in  that  letter,  but  will  briefly 
mention  a  couple  of  the  more  troubling 
issues  that  arise  in  connection  with  the 
retirement  CD. 

First,  there  is  enormous  potential  for 
customer  confusion  about  the  retire- 
ment CD's  terms  and  conditions.  This 
product  is  not  a  plain  vanilla  certifi- 
cate of  deposit.  It  is  not  a  simple  annu- 
ity. It  is  a  complex  newfangled  hybrid 
that  has  both  CD  and  annuity  features. 

The  retirement  CD  pays  a  fixed  late 
of  interest  up  to  5  years,  after  which 
the  rate  is  adjusted  at  the  sole  discre- 
tion of  the  bank.  This  rate  is  never 
supposed  to  fall  below  3  percent.  Inter- 
est ceases  to  be  posted  upon  maturity. 
The  customer  may  withdraw  up  to  two- 
thirds  of  the  balance  at  maturity,  and 
the  remainder  will  be  disbursed  in  fixed 
periodic  payments  for  life,  incorporat- 
ing the  imputed  interest  rate. 

Consumers  must  understand  that  the 
interest  rate  is  set  at  the  sole  discre- 
tion of  the  bank.  While  there  is  a  3-per- 
cent floor  during  the  period  when  in- 
terest accrues,  there  is  no  similar 
threshold  during  the  payout  phase. 
This  raises  the  prospect  that  a  cus- 
tomer may  not  know  what  the  imputed 
rate  is  tied  to,  and  that  the  bank  could 
offer  a  fixed  payout  at  an  extremely 
unfavorable  rate. 

Second,  a  consumer  must  understand 
that  this  retirement  CD,  unlike  tradi- 
tional certificates  of  deposit,  contains 
a  component  that  is  not  FDIC  insured. 
FDIC  insurance  only  applies  to  the  bal- 
ance that  is  not  withdrawn  at  matu- 
rity, less  the  full  dollar  amount  of  any 
payments  received.  If  a  bank  that  is- 
sues a  retirement  CD  fails  at  a  point 
when  the  customer  had  already  re- 
ceived the  full  value  of  the  account 
through  lump-sum  distribution  and 
monthly  payments,  the  FDIC  would 
neither  insure  nor  continue  to  pay  the 
monthly  payments  for  the  rest  of  the 
customer's  life.  This  is  the  case  despite 
the  fact  that  the  promotional  material 
claims  to  guarantee  payments  for  life. 


Mr.  President,  at  the  time  they  ap- 
proved the  sale  of  the  retirement  CD, 
the  regulators  expressed  many  of  the 
concerns  I  have  about  the  likelihood  of 
customer  confusion,  the  existence  of 
misleading  marketing  information,  and 
the  impact  of  this  product  on  bank 
safety  and  soundness.  They  outlined 
these  concerns  in  their  respective  no 
objection  letters  I  referred  to  earlier. 
However,  the  regulators  chose  not  to 
prevent  Blackfeet  from  going  forward 
with  the  issuance  of  the  retirement  CD, 
as  long  as  the  bank  complied  with  a 
lengthy  list  of  conditions. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  was  ill-ad- 
vised. There  continues  to  be  strong  evi- 
dence of  substantial  customer  confu- 
sion regarding  the  insurance  status  of 
non-deposit  investment  products  like 
mutual  funds  and  annuity  products 
being  sold  by  banks  and  other  insured 
depository  institutions.  These  products 
are  much  less  complex  than  the  retire- 
ment CD.  The  regulators  themselves 
have  helped  to  collect  compelling  evi- 
dence about  the  ongoing  problem  of 
customer  confusion.  At  a  time  when  we 
are  wrestling  with  how  to  eliminate 
this  problem,  I  find  it  difficult  to  un- 
derstand why  the  regulators  gave  their 
stamp  of  approval  to  the  sale  of  this 
new  complex  product  which  can  only 
make  a  bad  situation  worse. 

Mr.  President,  for  this  and  many 
other  reasons,  the  retirement  CD  as 
it's  currently  structured  should  not  be 
offered  by  banks  to  the  public.  The  leg- 
islation we  are  introducing  today  will 
exclude  the  retirement  CD  from  the 
definition  of  a  deposit  under  the  Fed- 
eral Deposit  Insurance  Act.  The  Retire- 
ment CD  will  therefore  not  be  covered 
by  Federal  deposit  insurance. 

The  legislation  does  not  prohibit 
banks  from  offering  the  retirement  CD. 
It  simply  denies  the  product  deposit 
status  under  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Act. 

The  legislation  is  not  intended  to 
eliminate  existing  levels  of  deposit  in- 
surance coverage  to  deposit  accounts 
established  in  connection  with  certain 
individual  retirement  accounts.  Keogh 
plans,  eligible  deferred  compensation 
plans,  pension  plans  or  similar  em- 
ployee benefit  plans  which  may  be 
maintained  at  an  insured  depository 
institution.  This  legislation  eliminates 
Federal  deposit  insurance  coverage  for 
products  which  expose  the  issuing  in- 
sured depository  institution,  and  ulti- 
mately the  deposit  insurance  funds,  to 
liabilities  that  are  annuity  contracts 
and  are  tax  deferred  under  section  72  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

The  provisions  of  this  act  do  not 
apply  to  any  liability  which  is  not  an 
annuity  contract,  whether  or  not  tax 
deferred  under  section  72  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code.  For  example,  a  li- 
ability other  than  an  annuity  contract 
which  is  part  of  an  individual  retire- 
ment account  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  provisions  of  this  act  even  though 
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the  tax  liability  is  deferred  under  sec- 
tion 72  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  because  section  408(D)  of  the  code 
incorporates  section  72  only  by  ref- 
erence. 

Mr.  President,  the  retirement  CD 
may  be  cleverly  packag'ed.  It  may  be  a 
tempting  new  business  opportunity  for 
the  banking  industry.  But  because  it 
raises  serious  public  policy  concerns 
that  have  not  been  fully  explored,  it 
must  not  receive  the  protection  of  the 
Federal  safety  net.  I  hope  that  the 
Banking  Committee  will  be  able  to 
closely  examine  this  matter  soon  ei- 
ther separately  or  in  the  context  of  fi- 
nancial services  modernization. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate.  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing.  .\nd  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

Washington,  DC.  June  20. 1994. 
Hon.  Eugene  Ludwig. 

ComptToller    of   the    Currency.    Office    of   the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency.   Washington. 
DC. 
Hon.  Andrew  C.  Hove. 

Acting   Chairman.    Federal   Deposit   Insurance 
Corporation.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Ludwig  and  Chairman  Hove:  We 
are  following  with  great  interest  and  concern 
the  efforts  of  the  Blackfeet  National  Bank 
("Blackfeet")  of  Browning.  Montana  to  offer 
to  the  general  public  a  new  "Retirement 
CD."  We  are  disappointed  that  the  OCC  and 
the  FDIC.  by  separate  correspondence  dated 
May  12.  1994.  have  in  effect  sanctioned,  with 
certain  conditions,  plans  to  market  and  offer 
this  Retirement  CD  investment  product. 

We  are  very  troubled  that  the  OCC  and 
FDIC  would  react  favorably  to  a  product 
with  such  enormous  ramifications  for  the 
banking  system,  the  Bank  Insurance  Fund, 
the  insurance  industry — and.  most  impor- 
tantly, for  the  consumers  of  rinancial  prod- 
ucts—without consultation  with  Congress 
and  without  requesting  more  specific  com- 
mitments and  information  from  American 
Deposit  Corp.  or  Blackfeet. 

The  Retirement  CD  product  raises  a  num- 
ber of  significant  concerns  which  we  have  de- 
tailed below.  We  strongly  believe  these  mat- 
ters need  to  be  thoroughly  addressed  by  the 
regulators  and  Congress  before  this  invest- 
ment product  is  offered  to  the  public. 
1.  consumer  protection  issues 

The  OCC  and  FDIC  letters  clearly  indicate 
that  both  regulators  have  rather  significant 
reservations  about  the  consumer-protection 
implications  of  the  Retirement  CD.  Both  let- 
ters contain  suggestions  or  conditions  aimed 
at  ensuring  customer  understanding  and  ade- 
quate disclosure.  This  insured  deposit  prod- 
uct combines  features  of  both  certificates  of 
deposit  and  annuities,  and  it  is  enormously 
complex.  Consumers  may  not  fully  com- 
prehend how  it  works,  the  interest  rate 
structure  or  the  extent  of  FDIC  insurance 
coverage. 

The  Retirement  CD  will  pay  a  fixed  rate  of 
interest  for  up  to  five  years,  after  which  the 
rate  becomes  adjustable  until  the  agreed- 
upon  maturity  date.  The  only  assurance 
given  to  the  consumers  with  respect  to  this 
variable  interest  rate  is  that  it  will  be  at 
least  3  percent.  Upon  maturity,  the  customer 


may  withdraw  up  to  two-thirds  of  the  ac- 
count balance,  and  the  remainder  of  the  ac- 
count will  be  dispersed  for  life  in  fixed  pay- 
ments. These  periodic  payments  incorporate 
an  imputed  interest  rate.  The  consumer 
must  understand  that  the  interest  rate,  dur- 
ing much  of  the  accumulation  f»eriod  (prior 
to  the  agreed-upon  maturity  date)  and  all  of 
the  payout  phase,  will  be  determined  at  the 
sole  discretion  of  the  bank.  Furthermore,  as 
we  understand  this  product  during  the  pay- 
out phase,  there  will  be  no  minimum  im- 
puted interest  rate,  similar  to  the  three  per- 
cent floor  in  the  accumulation  phase.  This 
raises  an  ominous  prospect:  that  a  customer 
will  not  know  exactly  what  the  "imputed" 
rate  is  keyed  to  and  that  the  bank  could 
offer  a  fixed  payout  at  an  extremely  unfavor- 
able rate. 

As  we  understand  the  product.  FDIC  insur- 
ance would  only  apply  to  the  balance  (prin- 
cipal plus  accrued  interest)  that  was  not 
withdrawn  on  the  date  of  maturity,  less  the 
full  dollar  amount  of  any  payments  received 
during  the  pay-out  period.  Therefore,  a  cus- 
tomer would  have  to  understand  that  if  the 
bank  were  to  fail  at  a  point  when  the  cus- 
tomer had  already  received  the  full  value  of 
the  account  through  lump-sum  distribution 
and  monthly  payments,  the  FDIC  would  nei- 
ther insure,  nor  continue  to  pay.  the  month- 
ly payments  for  the  rest  of  the  customer's 
life. 

The  OCC  and  the  FDIC  have  expressed 
consumer  protection  concerns  with  respect 
to  depository  institution  sales  of  uninsured 
non-deposit  investment  products,  such  as 
mutual  fund  shares.  There  is  evidence  that 
banking  consumers  do  not  always  under- 
stand the  simple  fact  that  some  of  the  prod- 
ucts that  banks  offer  are  not  FDIC-insured. 
With  respect  to  the  Retirement  CD,  we  are 
concerned  that  consumers  will  not  be  able  to 
fully-understand  that  a  product  that  is 
called  a  "certificate  of  deposit" — a  tradi- 
tional insured  deposit  product — contains  a 
component  that  is  not  FDIC-insured  (al- 
though we  understand  that  the  promotional 
materials  misleadingly  "guarantee"  pay- 
ments for  life). 

Even  the  regulators  seem  somewhat  uncer- 
tain about  how  the  Retirement  CD  works. 
The  respective  letters  from  the  OCC  and  the 
FDIC  differ  in  their  descriptions  of  one  of  the 
most  important  basic  terms  of  the  product — 
mainly,  at  what  point  the  payout  is  agreed 
to.  The  OCC  letter  states,  "lojn  the  maturity 
date  the  customer  will  select  from  various 
options  for  repayment"  (p.  2,  emphasis 
added).  The  FDIC  letter  states,  •■[ulpon  open- 
ing the  account,  the  customer  also  chooses 
hisher  payout  options"  (p.  1-2.  emphasis 
added).  If  the  regulators  are  confused,  cer- 
tainly the  potential  for  consumer  confusion 
is  enormous. 

We  must  ask  this  question:  "Do  the  regu- 
lators honestly  believe  that  this  products 
that  contains  variable  interest  rates,  certain 
tax  benefits,  and  partial  FDIC-insured  de- 
posit status — will  not  create  substantially 
greater  confusion  than  non-deposit  invest- 
ment products?" 

2.  regulatory  issues 

Annuties  are  currently  subject  to  state 
regulations  enforced  by  state  insurance  offi- 
cials. It  is  unclear  if  state  insurance  regu- 
latory requirements  will  apply  to  the  Retire- 
ment CD.  Both  customers  and  the  bank 
should  know  this.  If  state  regulations  do  not 
apply,  it  should  be  determined  whether 
banks  and  bank  regulators  currently  have 
the  ability  or  resources  to  safeguard  these 
accounts,  and  what  policies  and  procedures 
are  necessary  to  train  bank  personnel  about 


annuities  and  about  appropriate  sales  prac- 
tices. 

3.  SAFETY  and  SOUNDNESS  ISSUES 

Blackfeet  and  other  banks  that  may  offer 
the  Retirement  CD  clearly  will  be  acting  as 
an  underwriter  of  what  is  es.sentially  an  an- 
nuity. Although  clever  lawyering  has  gained 
this  annuity  product  designation  as  a  "de- 
posit", it  poses  much  greater  risk  to  the 
bank  than  a  traditional  deposit.  National 
banks  will  be  assuming  an  unprecedented 
and  inappropriate  risk  as  a  result  of  having 
to  make  a  fixed  payout  for  the  life  of  a  cus- 
tomer. Ultimately,  these  payments  could  ex- 
ceed the  consumer's  balance  on  deposit  at 
maturity.  While  the  OCC  suggests  that 
Blackfeet's  business  plan  should  indicate 
how  it  will  manage  the  risk  associated  with 
the  annuity  payment,  the  OCC  requires  no 
specific  showing  that  the  bank  has  the  capa- 
bility to  quantify  or  manage  this  long-term 
liability  of  unknown  proportions. 

This  "deposit"  is  structured  so  that  at  the 
date  of  maturity,  the  bank  must  determine 
the  fixed  lifetime  payout  for  the  customer 
using  a  complex  and  not  entirely-discernible 
process  to  achieve  a  proper  rate  of  return 
The  Congress  has  opted  not  to  authorize 
banks  to  assume  the  type  of  risk  Blackfeet 
would  assume  in  offering  the  Retirement  CD. 
The  OCC  and  the  FDIC  seem  willing  to  dis- 
regard this  consistent  record  of  Congres- 
sional reluctance  to  allow  federally-insured 
depository  institutions  to  engage  in  such 
high-risk  activities.  The  OCC  and  FDIC  also 
seem  too  willing  to  take  it  on  faith  that  a 
small  national  bank  (armed  with  a  software 
program)  will  have  the  business  acumen  and 
operational  know-how  to  handle  the  risk  of 
underwriting  this  annuity  product. 

4.  COMPETITIVF,  EQUALITY  ISSUES 

The  proliferation  of  the  Retirement  CD 
will  produce  an  unfair  competitive  advan- 
tage for  banks.  It  is  reasonable  to  expect 
that  consumers  will  be  drawn  to  a  tax-de- 
ferred annuity  that  also  offers  federal  de- 
posit insurance.  By  allowing  national  banks 
to  underwrite,  market  and  sell  a  tax-deferred 
annuity  that  is  FDIC-insured.  the  FDIC  is 
granting  a  substantial  competitive  advan- 
tage over  similar  annuity  products  that  do 
not  come  with  a  government  guarantee. 

In  expanding  future  opportunities  for  all  fi- 
nancial service  providers  and  consumers,  the 
Federal  government's  goal  should  be  to  en- 
courage competition  on  a  free  and  fair  basis. 
Balance  sheet  strength,  customer  service  and 
other  market-determined  characteristics, 
not  market-distorting  government  guaran- 
tees, should  determine  success.  Given  the  re- 
cent savings  and  loan  crisis,  and  the  regu- 
lators' concerns  over  the  abuse  of  deposit  in- 
surance, it  would  seem  ill-advised  to  extend 
the  reach  of  the  federal  safety  net  to  a  prod- 
uct that  raises  so  many  regulatory,  competi- 
tive and  consumer  protection  concerns. 

The  OCC  and  the  FDIC  have  made  it  very 
clear  that  when  given  the  opportunity,  they 
will  usually  take  the  most  expansive  and 
creative  view  of  bank  powers  under  current 
law.  We  strongly  support  the  view  that,  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible,  an  explicit 
statutory  mandate  must  exist  before  the  reg- 
ulators authorize  expanded  powers  for  banks, 
or  any  other  financial  intermediaries.  For 
this  reason,  we  continue  to  support  com- 
prehensive modernization  of  our  entire  fi- 
nancial system.  Until  this  can  be  accom- 
plished by  Congress,  we  urge  the  OCC  and 
FDIC  to  balance  the  proclivity  to  expand 
bank  powers  through  regulatory  channels 
against  the  legitimate  public  policy  concerns 
of  consumer  protection,  safety  and  sound- 
ness,   and    competitive    equality.    Products 


that  raise  serious  public  policy  concerns  de- 
serve great  scrutiny,  regardless  of  how  clev- 
erly they  are  packaged  or  how  attractive 
they  may  be  to  the  banking  industry.  The 
Retirement  CD  is  clearly  one  such  product. 

We  do  not  share  your  view  that  this  prod- 
uct, as  It  is  currently  structured,  is  an  ap- 
propriate product  for  national  banks  to  offer 
to  retail  customers.  Therefore,  we  are  devel- 
oping, and  will  soon  introduce,  legislation  to 
prohibit  the  sale  of  this  investment  product. 
Pending  consideration  of  this  legislation  by 
Congress,  we  urge  the  OCC  and  the  FDIC  to 
reconsider  their  respective  positions  on  the 
Retirement  CD. 


of      municipal      solid 
other  purposes;  as  fol- 


Sincerely. 


Christopher  J  Dodd. 
RICHARD  H.  Bryan. 

Alfonse  M.  D'AMATO, 

Lavch  Faircloth.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  44 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Reid,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  INHOFE]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  D'Amato]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  44,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
4  of  the  United  States  Code  to  limit 
State  taxation  of  certain  pension  in- 
come. 

S.  388 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  388,  a  bill  to  amend  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  eliminate  the 
penalties  for  noncompliance  by  States 
with  a  program  requiring  the  use  of 
motorcycle  helmets,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  534 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Baucus,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
534,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for 
States  to  limit  the  interstate  transpor- 
tation of  municipal  solid  waste,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  58S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shelby,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  585,  a  bill  to  protect  the  rights 
of  small  entities  subject  to  investiga- 
tive or  enforcement  action  by  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  INTERSTATE  TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF  MUNICIPAL  SOLID 
WASTE  ACT  OF  1995 


D'AMATO  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  878- 
913 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  D'AMATO  submitted  36  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  to  provide  author- 
ity for  States  to  limit  the  interstate 
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transportation 
waste,  and  for 
lows: 

Amend.ment  No.  878 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BKi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.100.001  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,. 300. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IVi  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(ill)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998. 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999. 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  m  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

MX)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  879 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  yeai-s  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002.  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.002  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,(X)0  tons  in  1998; 

(Iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendmen-t  No.  880 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(ill)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  Stale  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.003  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  ol  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendiir 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1. 850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(Ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  881 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
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than    Che    following   amounts   of  municipal 
solid  waste: 
(I)   In   calendar  year   1996.   the   greater  of 

1.400.004  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(III  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001, 
(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002: 
(vliii  1.850.000  tons  m  2003;  and 

(ixi  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003.  i 

Amendment  No.  882 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(ill)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(VI  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BHl)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
Incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

III   In  calendar  year   1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.005  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  grreater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IVi  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VII I  In  calendar  year  2(X)2  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996. 

(iil  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iiii  3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(Iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(Ix)  1.85O.00O  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

.A.MENDMENT  NO.  883 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,0(K)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.6(X).(XX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.0(K)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.006  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.3(X).0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  tha  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  884 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.00C  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X); 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2(X)1  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.007  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  gi-eater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 


(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(VI)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 
(viiii  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ixi  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  No.  885 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i>  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,CKX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X): 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996,    the   greater  of 

1.400.008  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

I  vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.10O.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850,000  ton.s  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

Amendment  No.  886 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2(X)3  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996,    the   greater   of 

1.400.009  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002. 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,8.50,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

.Amendment  No.  887 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3. 600. (XX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bi(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(II  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.010  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported tu  the  State  in  calendar  year  1907. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110. (XX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

111)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997, 

(111)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

liv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

iviiil  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(1X1  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  888 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,(X)0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


IV)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

IB  Hi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(1)   In   calendar   year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.011  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

I  111  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

I  III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi I  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,0(X)  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  889 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  througji  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,0(X3  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

ill  In  calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.012  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

Ill)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300,(X)0  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

I  III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OCK)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001, 

(Vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


Amendment  No.  890 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(Iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  SUte  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 

1.400.013  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.3(X).000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(Iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  891 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998. 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.014  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

Ill)  In  calendar  year  ISffJ.  the  greater  of 
1.3(X).000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.llO.OCX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  8(X).000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 
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On  pa^e  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600,000  Cons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000, 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  20O2; 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(1x1  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  892 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(ii  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar   year   1996.    the   greater  of 

1.400.015  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.3(X).0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(in  3.100,000  tons  m  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v>  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

A.MEND.ME.ST  NO,  893 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)   In   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.016  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 
(Vii  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons, 
(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(ill)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No,  894 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i>  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,017  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  vear  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amend.ment  No.  895 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 


(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year   1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.018  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1. 200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

.\.mendment  .No,  896 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  l.Boo.uoo  tons  ot  municipal  sona  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar   year    1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.019  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 
(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 
(v)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001: 
(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 


(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
lix)    1.850.000   tons   in    each   calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No,  897 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

1 1)   In   calendar   year   1996.    the   greater  of 

1.400.020  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  -State  in  calendar  .year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

I IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.1 10. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

( V )  In  calendar  year  2000.  1 .00().000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
lino  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 
(1)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 
(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
dii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(IV)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 
<vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

( vii )  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)    1.850.000   tons   in    each   calendar   year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  898 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

1 1 )  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

dii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  ma.v  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.021  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.llO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.OOOOOO  tons. 

(VI )  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

dii)  3.100.000  tons  m  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2(K)1; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,860,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  899 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  .years  1997  and  1998: 

dii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

dv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400,022  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.OOO.OOO  tons. 
(VI 1  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
«VIi>  111  calenuiti  .veai  2002  ui  a,uy  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(ivl  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(VI)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 
(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002: 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  900 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waiste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  (-alendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

dii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

dv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.8,50.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(ii  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  Stale  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 


than    the   following   amounts   of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.023  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(11)3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

dx)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  901 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1996: 

dii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

dv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  Stale  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.024  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  .-.ny  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

d)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  902 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 
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( 1 1  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 

calendar  year  1996; 

<ii)  3.100.000  ions  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(ii  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I I   In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.051  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(!)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996. 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997. 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999;        I 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000;  | 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix»  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003.  , 

.Amendment  No.  903 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  .'^olid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar   year   1996.   the   greater  of 

1.400.052  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IVi  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 


(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(Vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 
(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850,000   tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  904 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tors  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.053  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VU)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(11)3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.6OO.0OO  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(villi  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  905 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  I  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.054  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(11)3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.400,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003.  .tnd 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  906 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X): 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(1)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.0.55  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.6O0.0OO  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999. 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  m  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  ton.s  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

AMENDMENT  NO.  907 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

( i )  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  Slate  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
.solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.056  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(111)3.100.000  tons  m  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  m  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  Ions  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.0OO  ions  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

-AMENDMENT  NO.  908 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii/  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  Stale  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  Stale  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.057  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(llli  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(ill)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  In  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  909 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.058  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(111)3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  m  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  ions  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amend.ment  No.  910 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  I  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.059  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  ions  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 


On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  911 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.060  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(ID  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.UO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2O01.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
■    (ix)   1.850.000  tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  912 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1996; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  watste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.061  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 
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'III  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  g-reater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported CO  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(Vri)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600, (XX)  tons. 

On  pa^e  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  m  1996, 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  m  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vl)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.ME.ND.MENT  NO.  913 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,400,062  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800, 0(X)  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998:       I 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999;        ' 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2, 100. (XX)  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 


On  page  50,  strike  line  22  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  51,  line  2. 


D'AMATO  AMENDMENT  NOS, 
1069 


915- 


DORGAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  914 

Mr.  DORGAN  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  49,  line  16.  insert  the  following 
after  •thereof)"  and  before  the  period:  "and 
any  solid  waste  generated  by  an  industrial 
facility" 


(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  D'AMATO  submitted  155  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra;  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  915 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,063  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V»  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 
(111)3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2,600,000  ton.s  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 
(Vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  916 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,064  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(HI)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(ii  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(11)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  917 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,065  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(11)3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998;  — 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,8.'>0.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  918 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar   year   1996,    the   greater   of 

1.400.066  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,8,50,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMENT  NO.  919 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
In  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.067  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(U)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VII I  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


.^MEND.MENT  NO    920 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,0(K)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year   1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.068  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  BOO. 000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  l.aso.OOO  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  921 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.0(XI  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2(X)3  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 

1.400.069  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300, 0(K)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,0(K)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 


On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  922 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,070  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(U)  3.100.000  tons  in  isftf?; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,8.50,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  923 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.075  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 
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(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  neater  of 
1. 200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  gi  eater  of 
l.llO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2. 600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1. 850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AME.NDMENT  NO.  924 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.026  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300. OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  ralpnrlar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vl)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  925 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 


(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.027  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  ?2  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  m  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No,  926 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.028  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(X)2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 
(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100.000  tons  In  2002; 


(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)    1,850.000   tons   in    each   calendar   year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  927 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.029  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300. OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.0(X)  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  928 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.030  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1. 000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(U  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 
(11)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  ton.s  in  1998; 

(IV)  2,600.000  tons  m  1999: 
(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 
(VI)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii )  2.100.000  tons  m  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(IX)  1.850. OOO  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  929 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  ton.s  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400.031  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
I.IJOO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

I  III'  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  In  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  930 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered  by  host   community  agreements  more 


than    the   following   amounts   of  municipal 
.solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  y>«dr  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.032  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(\')  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2,600,000  tons  :n  2000; 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850. COO  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  931 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.   the  greater  of 

1.100.033  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1. 000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  932 
On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 


(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%,   the  greater  of 

1.400.034  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV»  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  19%: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendme.vt  No.  933 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 

1.400.035  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  19%; 
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(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(lii)  3.10O.0OO  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2. 600.000  tons  in  1999: 
(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(viii  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(villi  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850.000   tons   in   each  calendar 
after  2003. 


year 


Amendment  No.  934 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iiii  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(ivi  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.036  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(HI)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV'i  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.OOO.OOO  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VU)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)3,lW,000  tons  in  1998; 

(Iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  935 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

il)   In   calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.037  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

ill)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(11)3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMEhfT  NO.  936 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.6OO.0OO  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.038  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons, 
(VU)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  937 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

III  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400.039  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(III  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 
(\'Ii  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons, 
(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.6(X),000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  m  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  938 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,100,040  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calend.ar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  .38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  ions  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(111)3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


Amendment  No.  939 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.041  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

( V )  In  calendar  year  2000,  1 ,000.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 
ID  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 
Hi)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997: 
(ill)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(IV)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(VI)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  940 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

( i )  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(li)  3. 100. 000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  20O1  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  Slate  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  communit.v  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.042  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

ill)  In  calendar  yea"  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 


On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 

line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  m  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  941 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after; 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.043  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2OO0.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MEND.MENT  NO,  942 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
.solid  waste: 

(I)   in   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater  of 

1.400.044  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(11)3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  943 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BKi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.045  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(Iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO,  944 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 
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(iV)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.830.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

{BMl)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I I  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.046  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

I  III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IVt  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

IV)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(X)2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iiii  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  cons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ixi  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003.  , 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  945 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.650.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.047  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  199^7.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  tl;e  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 
(ii)3.10O.0OO  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 


(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850.000  tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMENT  No,  946 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BMi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.048  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  20O2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  947 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(BKi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 

1.400.049  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(ii  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  948 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20O0: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  wa.ste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400,050  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons, 
(VII I  In  calendar  year  2(A)2  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMENT  NO.  949 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  yeai's  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by   host  community   agreements   more 


than    the    following    amounts    of   municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.505.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.405.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,305.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.205.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,105.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.005.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  905.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMENT  NO.  950 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.510,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.410.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.310. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.210.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.110.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  l.OIO.OOO  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  910.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  m  1997: 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  m  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  )n  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

AMENDMENT  NO.  951 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


fi)  3.6(X),OO0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,515,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.415.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.315.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 215.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.115.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1,015,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  915.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  952 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,520.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.420.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.320.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.220.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.120,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.020.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  920.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
d)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 


(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 
(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amend.men-t  No.  953 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BKi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.525,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.425.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.325.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.225.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.125.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.025.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  925.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  954 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

dv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)d)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.530.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.430.000  tons  or  90  ptercent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 
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(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  s?reater  of 
1.330,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  srreater  of 
1.230.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1. 130.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.030.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  930.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  m  1996: 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  m  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  m  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

AMENDMENT  NO.  955 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2. 100. 000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
In  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
In  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,535.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.435.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.335.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.235.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.135.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.035.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  935.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(Iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

AMENDMENT  NO.  956 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


(V)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,540, 0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.440.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.340,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,240,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.140.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.040.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  940.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  957 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,6(X),000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
zfter. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,545,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.445,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,345,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.245,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,145,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.045.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar- 
year  thereafter.  945,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000. tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,860,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  958 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.550.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.450.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1. 350.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.250.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.150. 000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.0.50.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  950.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

Iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

( ill )  3.100,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2  600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  l.asO.OOO  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.0(X)  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  959 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.555.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.455.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  .year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.355.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,255,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  20O0.  1.155.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.055.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  955.000  tons. 


On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 

line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  960 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(IV)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
Incineratore  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  communit.y  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,560.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.460.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.360.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.260.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.ieci.OOO  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.060.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  960.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997, 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(VI)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.8.W.0O0  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  961 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.6(X).000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2. 100. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(!)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.565.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.465.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.365.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,265,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.165.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.065.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  965.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v>  2.600.000  tons  m  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.10O.0O0  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1. 850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(IX)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  No.  962 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
Jng: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,570.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,470,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.370.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,270,CXX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,170,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.070.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  970,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

( i )  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  m  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  963 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 


(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,575,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,475,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.375,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.275,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.175.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.075,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  975.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  964 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
In  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2(X)2;  and 

(V)  1,850. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,580,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.480.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.380,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,280,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,180,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.080,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  980.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following; 
(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000: 
(Vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 
(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 
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(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
(Lx)   1.850.000  tons   in   each   calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDME.NT  NO.  965 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(j)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.585.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.485.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

fill)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.385. GOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
portPd  to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

'IVi  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 285.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.185.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.085.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  985.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2. 600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  966 

On  page  04.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after: 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,590,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.490.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,390.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  '  ..'endar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.290,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,190,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.090.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  990,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  967 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  is  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.595,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.495.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.395,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.295,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.19.5.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  1.095.000  tons, 
(VU)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter,  995,000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  968 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
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than    the    following:    amounts    of   municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.500.000  t(.ns  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.100.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  900.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  an.v  calendar 
year  thereafter.  700.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ill  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.10O.0OO  tons  in  1998: 

(ivi  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No.  969 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,605,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.105.(X)0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.605. 0(K)  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.105.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.855.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  ol 
1.505.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.405.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  .year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.305. (XX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.205.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.105.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  905.000  tons. 
(VIIi  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  705.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3.605.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.105.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.105.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.605.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.605.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.105.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.105.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.855.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.855.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amend.MENT  No,  970 
On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


(i)  3,610.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.110.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.610.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.110.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
m  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.860.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(1)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.510.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.410.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(llli  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.310.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.210.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.110.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  910.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  710.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(I)  3.610.000  tons  in  1996: 
(ii)  3.110.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.110.000  tons  in  1998; 

(IV)  2.610.0OO  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.610.000  tons  in  2000: 

(VI)  2.110.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.110.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.860.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  l.BtiO.OOO  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No.  971 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.615.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  vpar  1996: 

(ii)  3.115,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.615.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.115.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(VI  1.865.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

il)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.515.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.415.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,315.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.215.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.115.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  915.000  tons. 
(VII I  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  715.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,615,000  tons  in  1996; 


(ii)  3. 115.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.115.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.615.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.615.000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2.115.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.115.000  tons  in  2002: 
(viii)  1. 865.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.865.000   tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  972 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.620.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.120.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.620.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.120.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.870.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.520.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.420.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.320.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.220,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.120.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  920.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  720.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.620.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,120.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.120.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.620.000  ton:,  in  1999, 

(V)  2,620.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.120.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,120,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.870.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,870.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  973 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.625.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.125.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.625.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.125.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.875.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incineratoi-s  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.525.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.425.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,325.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.225.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.125.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  925.000  tons. 
(V^II)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  725,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,625,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.125.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.125.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,625,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,625.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.125,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,125,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.875.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,875.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Ame.ndment  No.  974 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.630.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.130.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.630.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.130.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.880.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19s«6.  the  greater  of 
1.530.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.430.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.330.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.230.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.130.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  930.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  730.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.630.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.130.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.130.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.630.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.630.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.130.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.130.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.880.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.880.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  975 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.63S,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.135.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.635.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,135.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 
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(V)  1.885.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after 

(Bxi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,535,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1  435,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.335.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.235.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.135.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  935.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  735.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.635.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.1.35.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.13,5.000  tons  in  1998; 

(ivi  2.635.0OO  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.635.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.135.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.135,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.8&5  000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(Ix)  1. 885.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003.  i 

Amendment  No.  976 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.640. OOO  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.140.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,640.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.140.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,890,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  Chat  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

1 1)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.540.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.440.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,340.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.240.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.140.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  940.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  740.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.640.000  tons  in  1996; 

(iiJ  3.110.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iiii  3,140.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,o40,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.840,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2. HO. 000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2. 140. OOO  tons  in  2002: 

(villi  1.890.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1. 890. OOO  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  977 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,645.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.145,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.645.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.145,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.895.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,545.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.445.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.340.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,240,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.145.000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  945.000  tons 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  745.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.645.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.145.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.145,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,645,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.645.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,145.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,145,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,895,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,895,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  978 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,650,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,150,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.650,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,150,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.900.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.550.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.450.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,350.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.250.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.150.000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  9.50.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  750.000  tons. 


On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.6.50.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.150.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.150.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.660,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.650.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,150.000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.150.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,900.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ixi  1.900.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No.  979 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3. 655. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.155.000  ton.s  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.655.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.155.000  ton.s  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.905.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(Ii  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.5,55.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Sta,te  in  calendar  year  1993. 

ill)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.4.55.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,355.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.255.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.155.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  955.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  755.000  tons, 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.655. UOO  tons  m  1996: 

(ii)  3.155,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.155.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.655.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.655.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.155.000  tons  in  2001. 

(Vii)  2.155.000  tons  in  2002. 

(Viii)  1.905.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.905,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

.■\ME.NDMENT  NO.  980 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3. 660. (XX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.160.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.660.0(K)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(IV)  2.160.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

IV)  1.910.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  .State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

il)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.560.0(K)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 
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(III  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.460.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.360.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.260.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.160.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  960.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  760.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
iine  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(I)  3.660.000  tons  in  1996; 
(li)  3.160.000  tons  in  1997; 

(III)  3.160.000  tons  in  1998; 

(IV)  2.660.000  tons  in  1999; 
IV)  2.660.000  tons  in  2000: 
(VI)  2.160.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.160.000  tons  in  2002; 
(Viii)  1,910.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.910,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  981 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.665.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

Iii)  3.165.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(ill)  2.665.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(ivi  2.165.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
m  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,915,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landnils  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

I I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.565.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.465.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  rhp  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.365.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

I IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.265.000  ton.s  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.165.000  tons. 

I VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  965.000  tons. 

I  VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  765.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(I)  3.665.000  tons  in  1996: 

III)  3.165.000  tons  in  1997; 
mi)  3.165.000  tons  in  1998; 
(ivi  2.665.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.665.000  tons  in  2000; 
(VII  2.165.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.165.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.915.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.915.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  982 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.670.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.170.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.670.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 


(iv)  2.170.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.920.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,570.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.470.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,370,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.270.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.170.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  970.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  770.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.670.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.170.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.170.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.670.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.670.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.170. OOO  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.170.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.920.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.920.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  983 
On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 


ing: 

(i)  3.675.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.175.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.675.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.175.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.925.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.575.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.475.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.375.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.275.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.175.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  975.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  775.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.675.000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3.175.000  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3.175.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2,675.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.675,000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2.175.000  tons  in  2001; 
(Vii)  2.175.000  tons  in  2002: 


(viii)  1.925.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.925.000   tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  984 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.680.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.180.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.680.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.180.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.930.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.580.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.480.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.380.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.280.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.180.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  980,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  780.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3,680.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.180.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.180.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.680.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.680,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.180.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,180,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.930,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,930,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  985 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3,685,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,185,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,685,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.185,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1,935.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BWi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.585.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,485.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.385.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.285.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 
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(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.185.000  Ions. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  985.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  785.000  tons. 

On  paKe  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  pagre  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.685.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.185.000  tons  m  1997; 

(iii)  3.185.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,685.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,685,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,185,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.185,000  tons  m  2002: 

(viii)  1.935.000  tons  m  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.935,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  986 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.690,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,190,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2,690,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,190,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,940,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(BHi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.590.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

I II I  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.490.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

I  nil  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.390.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.290.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.190.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  990.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  790.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,690,000  tons  in  1996: 

(Ii)  3,190,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,190,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,690,000  tons  m  1999: 

(V)  2.690.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2. 190.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vli)  2.190.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.940.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.940.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  987 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.695.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.195.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.695.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.195.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.945.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(ii  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 


than    the    following   amounts    of    municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.595.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.495.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.395.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.295.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.195,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  995,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  795.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.695.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.195.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.195.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.695.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.695.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.195.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.195.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.945.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.945.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  988 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.700.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.200.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.700.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.200.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.950.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(ID  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.700.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.200.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.200.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.700.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.700.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.200.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.200.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.950.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.950.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  989 
On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


(i)  3.705.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.205.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(Iii)  1.705.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X); 

(iv)  2.205.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.955.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.705.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.205,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,205,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,705,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,705,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,205,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,205,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.955,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.955.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amkndment  No.  990 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3. 710.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,210.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.702.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000. 

(iv)  2.210.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2(K)2:  and 

(V)  1.960.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  rrunicipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

I II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.100.0(K)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(1)  3.710.000  tons  in  1996; 
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(ii)  3,210.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.210,000  Ions  in  1998: 

(IV)  2,710,000  tons  in  1S99: 

(V)  2,710.000  tons  in  2000: 
(Vi)  2.210.000  tons  in  2001. 
(Vii)  2,210,000  tons  in  2002: 
(Viii)  1,%0,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,960,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amend.ment  No.  991 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.715.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

lii)  3.215.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.715.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.215.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.965.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 100. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.715.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.215.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.215,000  tons  in  1998; 

(IV)  2,715,000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2,715,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,215,000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2,215,000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1,965,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(IX)  1,965.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No.  992 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

( 1 )  3,720,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

Ml)  3,220,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.720.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.220.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1,970.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

Ill)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 
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(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.720.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.220.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.220.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,720.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.720.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.220.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.220.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.970.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.970.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

a.mendment  No.  993 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.725.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.225.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.725.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.225.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.975.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  ot  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.725.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.225.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.225.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.725.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.725.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.225.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.225.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.975.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.975.000  tons  in  each  calendar  vear 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  994 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.730.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.230,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,230,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,230,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


(V)  1,980,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.730.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.230.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.230.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,730.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.730.000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2.230.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.230.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.980.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.980.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  995 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.735.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.235.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(ill)  2.735.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.235.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.985.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(1)3.735.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.235.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.235.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.735.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.735.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.235.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.235.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.985.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.985.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 
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AMENDMENT  NO.  996 

On  pag-e  34.  delete  line  18  through  pag-e  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ill  3.10O.0OO  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iiii  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i>  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

ill   In   calendar   year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.076  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  30  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1. 110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  m  1997; 

(lii)  3,100,000  tons  m  1998: 

(Iv)  2,600,000  tons  m  1999; 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003.  i 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  997 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.6<X),000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2(X)2;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2(X)3  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(Ii   In   calendar   year   1996.    the   greater  of 

1.400.077  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons, 
<VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons 
(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

ypar  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 


On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(11)3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  998 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2(X)1  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.078  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  999 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i>  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year   1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.079  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  6(X).0(X)  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1000 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

( i )  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400,080  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  tlie  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(VII  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1. 850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
aaer  2003, 

Amendment  No.  1001 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 


(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.081  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

I IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  .year  2000.  1.000.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(ivi  2,600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(VI  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vii  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  m  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1002 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(iii  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii I  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20O0: 

livi  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.082  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Stale  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000. 000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 
(iii  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 
(IV)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 


(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)    1.850.000   tons   in    each   calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1003 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after, 

(B)(i)  No  Slate  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.083  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  '2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  m  1998; 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO,  1004 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400.084  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendme.vt  No.  1005 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  SUte  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400,085  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002.  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(11)3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003, 

Amendment  No.  1006 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  soud  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  moi-e 
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than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I I  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1, -100.086  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported CO  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600,000  tons. 

On  page  .38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  m  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  cons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(viil  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  Cons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1007 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3,600  0(Xl  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.0(X)  cons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

1 1)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400,087  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Scace  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.2(X).000  Cons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  Che  State  In  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  Cons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(111)3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  cons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600. OOO  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  m  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

.■\.MENDMENT  NO.  1008 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.088  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  Che  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1010 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2. 600. OOO  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.089  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  In  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(X)2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996; 


(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)    1.850.0(X)    tons    in   each   calendar   year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1009 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.090  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported Co  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  m  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

Amendme.nt  No.  1011 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  Che  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3. 100. 000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.4(X).091  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  .year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.OOO.OOO  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendme.nt  No.  1012 

In  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.092  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  .amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999. 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viil)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amend.ment  No.  1013 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  Cons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

<iv)  2.10O.0O0  Cons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 
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(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.093  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200. OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  Cons  in  2000. 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No,  1014 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv>  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
aiCei', 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.094  tons  or  %  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


Amendment  No.  1015 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(Iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waate 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,400.095  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(ID  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  SUte  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1016 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.0%  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  ^  eater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 
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On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(Hi)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(Iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001. 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1017 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(iii  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(Ivi  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(Ii  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.097  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported CO  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 
(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997, 
(iii  I  3.400.000  tons  m  1998: 
(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 
(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  m  2001: 
(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 
(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  m  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MEND.MENT  NO.  1018 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ill  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(VI  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(BMi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.098  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.3(X).000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  20O0.  1.000.000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.060  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1019 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,400.099  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1020 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X); 


(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I»  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.100  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 
(VI 1  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(ivi  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.6OO.0OO  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1021 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i>  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(ivi  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(VI  1.8.50.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bi(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I I  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.500  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(Vi  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VIi  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII I  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 
(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
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(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
(ix)   1.850.000   tons   in   each   calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No,  1022 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  .solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(IV)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.501  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

I II I  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1. 300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV')  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
l.llO.OOO  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI I  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii I  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(ivi  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(VI  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Viii  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendme.vt  No.  1023 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000. 

I  ivi  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(VI  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bxi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.502  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VII  I  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2,600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,8,50,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1024 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1,400,503  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 
(VI I  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 
(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(II  3.600,000  tons  in  1996; 

(ill  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1025 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered  by   host  community   agreements  more 


than   the   following   amounts   of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.504  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2,600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1026 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste- 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.505  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  io27 
On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 
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(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iiii  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  cons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  wjiste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bi(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.506  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

ill)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

I IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1028 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

Iii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(Ii   In  calendar  year   1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.507  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1,200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1,000,000  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 


(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998: 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850.000   tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1029 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,400,508  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800,000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,600,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001. 

(Vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

"     Amendment  No.  1030 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.509  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993, 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  800,000  tons, 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter,  600,000  tons 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(11)3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.6O0.0O0  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

.■\.MENDMENT  No.  1031 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.900  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(ill)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)d)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste; 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.510  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996, 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200,0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  SLrtle  lu  calendar  year  19S7, 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000. COO  tons, 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998: 

dv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  m  2000; 

(Vi)  2,100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

dx)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1032 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 
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(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  m.ay  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(Ii  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.511  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(ID  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  In  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

dx)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1033 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

dv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)d)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.512  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  -State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
d)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 
di)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(IV)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(IX)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


.A.mendment  No.  1034 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

di)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

dv)  2.100.0O0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400.513  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

dx)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendment  No.  1035 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

did  2.6OO.0O0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.514  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 


On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3,600.000  tons  in  1996; 

di)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

dx)  1,850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

amendme.nt  No.  1036 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  1996; 

di)  3,100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400,515  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  %  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  o'  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  19%; 

(il)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  19%; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  In  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

amendment  No.  1037 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  19%; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  19%; 

did  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

dv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  19%.  the  greater  of 
1.400.516  tons  or  %  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 
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(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  neater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(IIIi  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  jrreater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

I IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998, 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  pa?e  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  cons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001, 

(vil)  2,100,000  tons  m  2002; 

(viil)  1,850,000  tons  m  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1038 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996. 

(li)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2,100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1,850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  wa^te 
in  calendar  year  2(X)3  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  m  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.517  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(XI2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600. 0(X)  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vli)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viiii  1.850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850,0(X)  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1039 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(li)  3.100.000  tons  of  municiijal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(Iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 


(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1. 400.518  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,850,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1040 

On  page  34.  delete  line  IB  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2,600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.519  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  19%. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  20O2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600,000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3,100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2,100,000  tons  in  2001: 
(vii)  2,100,000  tons  in  2002; 


iviii)  1.8.50.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
(ix)   1.850.000  tons   in   each   calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1041 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)   In   calendar  year   1996.    the   greater   of 

1.400.520  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300. (X)0  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  .year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vli)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ixi  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1042 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.521  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(  Vi  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1043 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2;  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400.522  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  .State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  l.ooo.ooo  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  an.v  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(Iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(Iv)  2.600. 000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(viil  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  io44 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996. 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2(X)1  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.8,50.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

iB)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
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than    the   following   amounts   of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.523  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  20O2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1045 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,   the  greater  of 

1.400.524  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.200,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  pT  "nt  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vil)  2,100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

('X)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

amend.ment  No.  1046 
On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.525  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

( VII )  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,600,000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3,100,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600,000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1047 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(■  )  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2(X)3  and  each  year  there- 
aftt 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In   calendar  year   1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.526  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 
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<ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 
(VI  2.600.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 
(vij)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 
(ix)   1.850.000   tons   in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1048 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.0<X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
■  in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)   In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 

1.400.527  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

illi  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.300.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III»  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  Slate  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(VI  2,600.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.MENDME.VT  NO.  1049 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after: 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 

1.400.528  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 


(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1,110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000. COO  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999: 

(v)  2.600.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1. 850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1050 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.600.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(Iv)  2.100.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2(X)2:  and 

<v)  1.850.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i>  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.400,529  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,300,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  m  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1. 110. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.000.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  800.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  600.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.600.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.100.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.600.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.600,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.100.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.100.000  tons  in  2002: 

(Viii)  1.850.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.850.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1051 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.505.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.005.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.505.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.005.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 


IV)  1.7.55.(X)0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 
1.400.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex 
ported  to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  siireater  of 
1.305.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.205.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.105.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1,005.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  805.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  605.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.505.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.005.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.005.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.505.000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2.505.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.005.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.005.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.755.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.755.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1052 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow 
ing: 

(i)  3.510.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.010.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.510.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.010.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2(X)1  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.760.(X)0  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)   In  calendar  year  1996.   the  greater  of 
1.410.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex 
ported  to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.310.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.210.000  ton.s  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.110,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.010.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  810.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  610.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following; 

(i)  3.510.000  tons  in  1996. 

(ii)  3.010.000  tons  m  1997; 

(iii)  3.010.OOO  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.510.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.510.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2.010.000  tons  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2.010.000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.760.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.760.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 


Amendment  No.  1053 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing; 

(i)  3.515.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.015.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.515.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.015.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.765.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bi(ii  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.415.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.315.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill I  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.215.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
poi  teil  to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

'IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.115.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.015,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  815.000  tons. 
(Vlli  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  615.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

U)  3.515.000  tons  in  1996; 

111!  3.015,000  tons  in  1997; 

(III)  3.015,000  tons  in  1998. 

(IV)  2.515.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.515.000  tons  in  2000; 
(Vi)  2.015.000  tons  in  2001; 
(viii  2.015.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.765,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,765.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  io54 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow 
ing: 

(i)  3. .520. 000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

lii)  3.020.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(ill)  2.,S20.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(ivi  2.020.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
m  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.770.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

iB)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.120.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(Ill  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.320. 000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(llli  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,220.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.120.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.020,000  tons 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  820.000  tons 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  620.000  tons. 


On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3,520.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.020.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.020,000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,520,000  tons  in  1999; 

(v)  2,520,000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2,020,000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2,020,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,770,000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1,770.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendment  No.  1055 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.525,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.025.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.525.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.025.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.775.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.425.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.325.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.225.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.125.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.025.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  825.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  625.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i  1  3  .5^5  000  tons  in  1096; 

(ii)  3.025.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.025.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2,525.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.525.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.025.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.025,000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,775,000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,775.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendmk;t  No.  1056 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,530.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  In 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.030.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.530.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.030.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(VI  1.780.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landnils  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
.solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.430,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 


(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.330.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.230.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.130.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.030.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  830.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  630.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.530.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.030.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.030.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.530.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.530,000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2,030.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2,030.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1,780.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.780,000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1057 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.535.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.035.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.535.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.035.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.785,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.435.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.335.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.235.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.135.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(^  )  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.035.000  tons. 

(  .'I)  In  calendar  year  2001.  835.000  tons 

(\  .)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  635.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.535.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3.035.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.035.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.535.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.535.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.035.000  tons  in  2001: 
(Vii)  2.035.000  tons  in  2002; 
(Viii)  1.785.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.785.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1058 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,540,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,040.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.540.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 
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(iv»  2.040.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.790.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bxi)  No  Stale  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.440.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1. 340.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III>  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.240.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.140.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.040.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  840.000  tons. 
(Vri)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 

year  thereafter.  640.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.540.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.040.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.040.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.540.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.540.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.040.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.040.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.790.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.790.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1059 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.545.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.045.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.545.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
In  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.045.0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v>  1.795. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1. 445.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.345.0(X)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.245.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,145. OCX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000,  1.045.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  845.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  645.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.545.000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3.045.000  tons  in  1997: 
(iii)  3.045.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.545.000  tons  in  1999: 
(V)  2.545.000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2.045.000  tons  in  2001: 
(vii)  2.045,000  ton.-,  in  2002: 


(viii)  1.795.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
(ix)   1,795.000   tons   in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1060 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.550.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.050.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.550.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.050.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.800.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.450.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.350.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.250.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.150.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.05O.0OO  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  850.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(X)2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  650.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.559.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.050.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.050.000  tons  in  1998; 

(Iv)  2,550.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.550.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.050.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.050.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.800.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.800.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendment  No.  1061 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.555.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.055.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.555.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20(X): 

(iv)  2.055. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.805.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.455.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.355.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.255.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.155.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 


(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.055.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  855.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  655.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.555.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.055.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.055.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.555.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.555.000  tons  in  2000; 

(vi)  2.055.000  tons  in  2001: 

(Vii)  2.055.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.805.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.805.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1062 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.560,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.060.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.560.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.060.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.810.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov 
ered  by  host  community  agreements  rr\r>v 
than  the  following  amounts  of  mum  ;;  i! 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1,460,0CX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.360.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.260.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,160.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  ,vear  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.060.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001,  860. 0«X)  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  660.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.560.000  tons  in  1996: 

(ii)  3.060.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.060.000  tons  in  1998; 

dv)  2.260.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.260.0O0  tons  in  20O0: 

(vi)  2.060.000  tuns  in  2001; 

(Vii)  2. 060. 000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1.860.000  tons  m  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.860.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1063 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.565.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3. 065. OCX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2..5(>5.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  wa.ste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.065.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.815.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

iBi(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered  by   host  community  agreements  more 


than    the    following   amounts   of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.465.(XX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.365. OCX)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.265.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.165.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1. 065.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  865.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  665.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i>  3,565.000  tons  in  1996: 

(li)  3.065.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.065.000  tons  in  1998: 

(iv)  2.265.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.265.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.065.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.065.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.865.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.865.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  10S4 

On  page  34,  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3,570.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.070.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.570.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.070.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(v)  1.820.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bxi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  w.^ste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.470.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

I  Hi  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,370.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(Ill)  In  calendar  .vear  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.270.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV I  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.170.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.070.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  870.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  670.0CX)  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)  3.570.000  tons  in  1996; 

(li)  3.070.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.070.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.270.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.270.000  tons  in  2000. 

(Vi)  2.070,000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2,070,000  tons  in  2002; 

(Viii)  1,870.000  tons  m  2003;  ,in.i 

(ix)  1.870.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  io65 
On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 


d)  3.575,0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,075.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.575.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.075.0CX)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1.825.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bxi)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.475.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.375.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.275,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.175.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.075.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  875.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  675. OCX)  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(1)3.575.000  tons  in  19%: 

(ii)  3.075.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3,075,000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.275.000  tons  in  1999: 

(V)  2.275.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.075.000  tons  in  2001; 

(vii)  2.075.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.875.000  tons  in  2003;  and 

(ix)  1,875.0CX)  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

Amendment  No.  1066 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.580.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.080.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.580.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  20CX): 

dv)  2.080.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.830.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.480.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1,380.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.280,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1,180.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.080.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  880.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  680.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 
(i)  3.580,000  tons  in  1996; 


(ii)  3.080.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3,080,000  tons  in  1998; 
dv)  2,280.000  tons  in  1999; 
(V)  2.280.000  tons  in  2000: 
(vi)  2.080.000  tons  in  2001; 
(Vii)  2.080.000  tons  in  2002: 
(viii)  1.880.000  tons  in  2003:  and 
(ix)   1,880.000   tons  in   each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendme.nt  No.  1067 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2.  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3.585.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996: 

(ii)  3.085,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.585.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

(iv)  2.085.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(v)  1.835.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)d)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.485.0(K)  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1,385.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.285.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.185.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.085.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  885.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  685.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6,  and  replace  with  the  following: 

d)  3,585.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,085.000  tons  in  1997: 

(iii)  3.085.000  tons  in  1998: 

dv)  2.285.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2,285.000  tons  in  2000; 

(Vi)  2,085.000  tons  in  2001: 

(vii)  2.085.000  tons  in  2002: 

(viii)  1.885.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.885.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

A.mendment  No.  1068 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35, 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

d)  3,590,000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3,090.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998: 

(iii)  2.590.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000: 

dv)  2,090.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2(K)1  and  2002:  and 

(V)  1. 840.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(Bid)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.490.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997.  the  greater  of 
1.390.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 
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(III)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1.290.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
fKjrted  to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  srreater  of 
1.190.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V>  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.090,000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  390.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  690.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  pagre  39. 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following': 
(i)  3.590.000  tons  in  1996; 
(ii)  3.090.000  tons  in  1997; 
(iii)  3.090.000  tons  in  1998; 
(iv)  2.290.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.290.000  tons  in  2000; 
(vi)  2.090.000  tons  in  2001: 
(vii)  2,090.000  tons  in  2002; 
(viii)  1.890.000  tons  m  2003;  and 

(ix)  1.890.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1069 

On  page  34.  delete  line  18  through  page  35. 
line  2,  delete  all  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

(i)  3.595.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  in 
calendar  year  1996; 

(ii)  3.095.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1997  and  1998; 

(iii)  2.595.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  1999  and  2000; 

(iv)  2.095. 0(X)  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  each  of  calendar  years  2001  and  2002;  and 

(V)  1.845.000  tons  of  municipal  solid  waste 
in  calendar  year  2003  and  each  year  there- 
after. 

(B)(1)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  more 
than  the  following  amounts  of  municipal 
solid  waste: 

(I)  In  calendar  year  1996.  the  greater  of 
1.495.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.395.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

(III)  In  calendar  year  1998,  the  greater  of 
1.295.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

I IV)  In  calendar  year  1999.  the  greater  of 
1.195.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

(V)  In  calendar  year  2000.  1.095.000  tons. 

(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  895.000  tons. 

(VII)  In  calendar  year  2(K)2  or  any  calendar 
year  thereafter.  695.000  tons. 

On  page  38.  delete  from  line  22  to  page  39, 
line  6.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

(i)  3.595.000  tons  in  1996; 

(ii)  3,095.000  tons  in  1997; 

(iii)  3.095.000  tons  in  1998; 

(iv)  2.295.000  tons  in  1999; 

(V)  2.295.000  tons  in  2000: 

(vi)  2.095,000  tons  m  2001; 

(vii)  2.095.000  tons  in  2002; 

(viii)  1.895.000  tons  in  2003:  and 

(ix)  1.895.000  tons  in  each  calendar  year 
after  2003 


LEVIN  (AND  .^BRAH.^M) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1070 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  LEVIN  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  ABR.\H.\.M)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534,  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  49,  strike  lines  1  through  8  and  in- 
sert: 

■•(3)  The  term  'out-of-state  municipal  solid 
waste"  means,  with  respect  to  any  State,  mu- 


nicipal solid  waste  generated  outside  of  the 
State.  Unless  the  President  determines  it  is 
inconsistent  with  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  and  the  General  .Afjree- 
ment  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the  term  shall  in- 
clude municipal  solid  waste  generated  out- 
side of  the  United  States.  Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law.  generators  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  outside  the  United  States 
shall  possess  no  greater  right  of  access  to 
disposal  facilities  in  a  State  than  United 
States  generators  of  municipal  solid  waste 
outside  of  that  State. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  managers  of  the  bill 
will  be  able  to  accept  my  amendment 
clarifying  what  constitutes  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste,  cospon- 
sored  by  Senator  Abr.ah.wi. 

S.  534,  as  reported  by  the  committee, 
in  title  I.  section  (0(3)  on  page  49,  de- 
fines out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  as  municipal  solid  waste  [MSW] 
generated  outside  of  the  State.  Thai  is 
pretty  clear  and  unambiguous.  There 
should  not  be  court  battles  over  that 
definition.  If  MSW  generated  in  Ohio 
comes  to  Michigan  for  disposal  it 
should  be  treated  as  out-of-State  MSW, 
and  vice  versa.  If  MSW  generated  in 
Canada  or  any  other  country  comes  to 
Michigan  for  disposal,  it  should  be 
treated  as  out-of-State  MSW.  That 
seems  pretty  clear,  too. 

But,  unfortunately,  the  bill  goes  fur- 
ther and  muddies  the  clarity  of  the  def- 
inition. The  next  sentence  suggests 
that  waste  generated  outside  the  coun- 
try should  somehow  be  treated  dif- 
ferently, in  a  special  category.  It  sug- 
gests that  out-of-country  waste  is  only 
included  in  the  definition  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  if  the 
President  makes  a  determination  that 
including  it  will  be  consistent  with 
NAFTA  and  GATT.  So,  if  this  bill  be- 
came law,  it  would  seem  to  require  an 
affirmative  determination  of  consist- 
ency by  the  President  before  Michigan, 
and  other  States  receiving  out-of-coun- 
try waste,  could  actually  control  this 
MSW  generated  outside  of  their  States. 

This  amendment  reverses  the  pre- 
sumption in  the  bill.  The  bill  will  now 
presume  that  the  term  "out-of-Stale 
municipal  solid  waste"  includes  out-of- 
country  waste,  unless  the  President 
makes  a  determination  that  such  a  def- 
inition is  inconsistent  with  our  trade 
agreements  and  treaty  obligations. 
And,  the  amendment  ensures  that  out- 
of-country  generators  of  municipal 
solid  waste  will  not  be  treated  any  bet- 
ter than  U.S.  generators  of  such  waste 
when  it  comes  to  access  to  disposal  in 
a  State. 

Mr.  President,  waste  is  waste.  If  our 
States  and  local  governments  are  to 
adequately  manage  MSW,  all  waste 
must  be  treated  equally.  Waste  origi- 
nating in  a  foreign  country  is  a  prob- 
lem in  my  home  State  of  Michigan. 

The  last  thing  that  we  should  do  is 
give  foreign  waste  any  kind  of  pref- 
erence. My  amendment  prevents  that 
from  happening. 


WARNER  AMENDMENT  NO.  1071 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  W.AlRNER)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  66,  line  6  insert  "or  related  landfill 
reclamation"  after   "services." 


TITLE 
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BREAUX  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1072- 
1073 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Bre.M-X)  pro- 
posed tw^o  amendments  to  the  bill  S. 
534,  supra;  as  follows: 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1072 

Al  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .     STUDY     OF     INTERSTATE     HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  TRANSPORT. 

(a)  Definition  ok  H.\z.^rdous  Waste.— In 
this  section,  the  term  "hazardous  waste"  has 
the  meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Dispo.sal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
<iate  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
.Agency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quality  of  hazardous  waste  that  is 
being  transported  across  State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported waste. 

Amendme.nt  No.  1073 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  STUDY  OF  I.NTERSTATE  SLUDGE  TRANS- 
PORT. 

(a)  Definitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  Sewage  sludge.— The  term  "sewage 
sludge" — 

(A)  means  solid  semisolid,  or  liquid  residue 
generated  during  the  treatment  of  domestic 
sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

iBi  includes — 

(i)  domestic  septage; 

(ii)  scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

(iii)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

(Ci  does  not  include— 

(ii  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator:  or 

(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during  pre- 
liminary treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in  a 
treatment  works. 

(2)  Sli'DGe.— The  term  "sludge"  has  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  10(M  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(bi  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
.■\gency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(li  the  quantity  of  sludge  (including  sew- 
age sludge)  that  is  being  transported  across 
State  lines:  and 

(2>  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported sludge. 


SEC.    01.  FINT)LNG. 

Section  1002(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use  6901(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  that  the  Nation's  improved  standard  of 
living  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  solid  waste  generated  per  capita. 
and  the  Nation  has  not  given  adequate  con- 
sideration to  solid  waste  reduction  strate- 
gies.". 

SEC.     02.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
ACT. 

Section  1003(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (10); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (11)  and  inserting  •;  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(12)  pi-omoting  local  and  regional   plan- 
ning for- 

■•(A)  effective  solid  waste  collection  and 
disposal;  and 

"(B)  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies.". 
SEC.    03.  NATIONAL  POLICY. 

Section  1003(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing   "solid  waste  and"  after    "generation  of. 
SEC.    04.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SUBTITLE  D  OF  SOLID 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT. 

Section  4001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6941)  is  amended  by  inserting 
••promote  local  and  regional  planning  for  ef- 
fective solid  waste  collection  .and  disposal 
and  for  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies,  and"  after  ■■ob- 
jectives of  this  subtitle  are  to". 
SEC,  05.  DISCRETIONARY  STATE  PLAN  PROV1 
SIONS. 

Section  4003  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6943)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

■■(e)  DISCRETIONARY  PLAN  PROVISIONS  RE- 
LATING TO  SOLID  Waste  REOUcrrioN  Goals, 
Local  and  Regional  Plans,  and  Issuance 
OF  Solid  Waste  Management  Permits.— Ex- 
cept as  provided  in  section  4011(a)(4).  a  State 
plan  submitted  under  this  subtitle  may  in- 
clude, at  the  option  of  the  State,  provisions 
for— 

••(1)  establishment  of  a  State  per  capita 
solid  waste  reduction  goal,  consistent  with 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  subtitle;  and 

■■(2)  establishment  of  a  program  that  en- 
sures that  local  and  regional  plans  are  con- 
sistent with  State  plans  and  are  developed  in 
accordance  with  sections  4004.  4005.  and 
4006."- 

SEC.    06.  PROCEDURE  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  A.NT) 
IMPLEMENTA'nON  OF  STATE  PLANS, 

Section  1006ibi  of  th«  .Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6946(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing ■and  discretionary  plan  provisions  "  after 
"minimum  requirements'". 


MCCONNELL  AMENDMENT  NO.  1074 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  McCoNNELL) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill  S. 
534.  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 


CHAFEE  (AND  BAUCUS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1075 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Baucu.s)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

Delete  from  page  34,  line  5  though  page  35. 
line  2.  and  replace  with  the  following: 

■'(3)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1). 
any  State  that  imported  more  than  750.000 
tons  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  in 


1993  may  establish  a  limit  under  this  para- 
graph on  the  amount  of  out-of-State  munici- 
pal solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at  land- 
fills and  incinerators  in  the  importing  state 
as  follows: 

••(i)  In  calendar  year  1996.  95  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993; 

"(ii)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002,  95 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  State 
in  the  previous  year; 

••(iii)  In  calendar  year  2003,  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  65%  of  the 
amount  exported  in  1993. 

•■(iv)  No  exporting  State  shall  be  required 
under  this  subparagraph  to  reduce  its  ex- 
ports to  any  importing  state  below  the  pro- 
portionate amount  established  herein." 

On  page  36.  line  12.  add  •and  the  Governor 
of  the  importing  State  may  only  apply  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  but  not  both"  after  ■■fa- 
cilities". 

On  page  38,  line  2.  after  'year'^  insert 
■■,  and  the  amount  of  waste  that  was  re- 
ceived pursuant  to  host  community  agree- 
ments or  permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out- 
of-state  municipal  solid  waiste". 

On  page  38.  line  3.  delete  ■■July  1"  and  in- 
sert ■■May  1'^. 

On  page  38,  delete  from  line  17  through 
page  39,  line  6,  and  replace  with  the  follow- 
ing: 

■■(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  States  and  the  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  fiom 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste. ■' 

On  page  35,  line  20,  strike  ■800.000",  replace 
with  •■750,000". 

On  page  35,  line  22.  strike  ■•600,000",  replace 
with  ■■550,000". 

On  page  52,  strike  line  6,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: ■■sources  outside  the  state. 

■■(g)  IMPLEME.NTATION  AND  ENFORCEMENT.- 

Any  state  may  adopt  such  laws  and  regula- 
tions, not  inconsistent  with  this  section,  as 
are  necessary  to  implement  and  enforce  this 
section,  including  provisions  for  penalties.". 


DAMATO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1076 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  D"AM.\TO)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  534, 
supra;  as  follows: 

Page  64.  line  3.  insert  the  following  as  let- 
ter (D  and  reletter  subsequent  paragraphs  ac- 
cordingly: 

(f)  St.\te-Authorized  Services  and  Local 
Plan  adoption.— a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquLshed  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if,  prior  to 
May  15,  1994,  the  political  subdivision— 

(1)  had  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
which  specifically  named  the  political  sub- 
division to  exercise  flow  control  authority 
and  had  implemented  the  authority  through 
a  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  contract,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

(2)  had  adopted  a  local  solid  waste  manage- 
ment plan  pursuant  to  State  statute  and  was 
required  by  State  statute  to  adopt  such  plan 
in  order  to  submit  a  complete  permit  appli- 
cation to  construct  a  new  solid  waste  man- 
agement facility  proposed  in  such  plan;  and 

(3)  had  presented  for  sale  a  revenue  or  gen- 
eral obligation  bond  to  provide  for  the  site 
selection,  permitting,  or  acquisition  for  con- 
struction of  new  facilities  identified  and  pro- 
posed in  its  local  solid  waste  management 
plan;  and 


(4)  includes  a  municipality  or  municipali- 
ties required  by  the  State  law  to  adopt  a 
local  law  or  ordinance  to  require  that  solid 
waste  which  has  been  left  for  collection  shall 
be  separated  into  recyclable,  reusable  or 
other  components  for  which  economic  mar- 
kets exist;  and 

(5)  is  in  a  State  that  has  aggressively  pur- 
sued closure  of  substandard  municipal  land- 
fills, both  by  regulatory  action  and  under 
statute  designed  to  protect  deep  flow  re- 
charge areas  in  countries  where  potable 
water  supplies  are  derived  from  sole  source 
aquifers. 


COATS  AMENDMENT  NO    1077 

Mr.  COATS  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill,  S.  534,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  52,  between  lines  10  and  11  insert 
the  following: 

■^EC.  102.  NEEDS  DETERMINA'nON, 

The  Governor  of  a  .State  may  accept,  deny 
or  modify  an  application  for  a  municipal 
solid  waste  management  facility  permit  if — 

■■(1)  it  is  done  in  a  manner  that  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion; 

•■(2)  a  State  law  enacted  in  1990  and  a  regu- 
lation adopted  by  the  Governor  in  1991  spe- 
cifically requires  the  permit  applicant  to 
demonstrate  that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  State  for  the  facility:  and 

••(3)  the  permit  applicant  fails  to  dem- 
onstrate that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  State  for  the  facility. ■■. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


CONSUMER  PRODUCTS  SAFETY 
COMMISSION  CUTBACKS  A  THREAT 

•  Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  my  colleague.  Senator  John- 
ston and  myself,  I  ask  that  an  article 
printed  in  the  New  Orleans  Times-Pica- 
yune be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

We  found  the  discussion  of  the  U.S. 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission 
very  interesting  and  wanted  to  share 
these  informative  comments  with  our 
colleagues. 

The  article  follows: 
Cutbacks  to  CPSC  Threaten  Us  all 

Today  in  Washington.  DC.  the  U.S. 
Consumer  Product  Safely  Commission  is 
conducting  a  conference  titled  "Safety 
Sells. •■  The  one-day  event  features  business 
executives  who  will  -highlight  product  safe- 
ty sis  an  emerging  business  trend."' 

In  a  press  release  describing  the  event,  the 
commission  said  executives  from  Toys  R  Us, 
Hasbro  Inc.,  Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  and  Volvo 
•■will  discuss  how  they  have  improved  their 
competitive  positions  by  selling  safety." 

In  the  case  of  Volvo,  that's  certainly  true. 
Its  promotions  appeal  to  the  growing  number 
of  car  buyers,  who  intelligently  shop  for 
safer  cars,  armed  with  Consumer  Reports  or 
the  "Car  Book."  by  Jack  Gillis. 

But  toys?  There  are  no  books  or  magazines 
that  list  the  safe  ones  and  the  dangerous 
ones  to  avoid.  And  the  steady  infusion  of  im- 
ported toys,  made  in  countries  that  do  not 
have  safety  standards  as  rigid  as  ours,  rou- 
tinely pass  undetected  through  customs,  fill- 
ing the  marketplace  with  unsafe  products  for 
children. 

We're  talking  about  toys  with  excessive 
amounts  of  lead  or  small   parts   that  can 
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choke  children,  bunk  beds  that  fall  apart, 
etc.  Their  existence  is  why  a  significant  por- 
tion of  this  column  is  routinely  piven  to 
warning  readers  about  recalls. 

Imported  toys  can  be  bought  cheaply  and 
sold  at  huge  profits.  And  even  if  there's  a  re- 
call, the  companies  know  that  most  buyers 
will  never  find  out  about  it  and.  therefore, 
their  profits  will  remain  high. 

One  of  our  best  defenses  against  unsafe 
products  is  the  U.S.  Consumer  Product  Safe- 
ty Commission,  the  only  federal  agency  that 
identifies  and  acts  on  a  wide  range  of  prod- 
uct safety  hazards,  from  toys  to  bikes  to 
household  products. 

Unfortunately,  the  current  trend  for  "less 
government  interference"  could  seriously 
undermine  the  commission's  much-needed 
work  if  it  results  in  additional  cutbacks  to 
this  important  consumer  watchdog.  If  that 
were  to  happen,  the  only  beneficiary  would 
be  the  corporations  that  profit  from  unsafe 
products. 

During  the  Reagan  administration,  the 
commission's  budget  and  staff  were  cut  in 
half.  Then,  as  now.  it  operates  on  a  $42-mil- 
lion  annual  budget — not  much  for  a  major 
federal  agency  that  addresses  the  hazards  in 
our  lives.  Consider  these  facts  from  the  com- 
mission: 

Unintentional  injury  is  the  leading  cause 
of  death  among  people  under  45  years  old  and 
is  the  fourth  leading  cause  of  death  in  the 
nation. 

More  children  die  from  injuries  than  from 
diseases. 

There  are  21.700  deaths  and  28.6  million  in- 
juries each  year  related  to  consumer  prod- 
ucts under  commission  jurisdiction. 

The  deaths,  injuries  and  property  damage 
associated  with  consumer  products  cost  the 
nation  about  $200  billion  annually.  Consumer 
product  injuries  account  for  one  out  of  every 
six  hospital  days  in  this  country. 

The  commission  is  the  only  agency  ad- 
dressing product  safety  and  health  hazards 
for  more  than  15.000  consumer  products. 

What's  more,  the  money  used  to  support 
the  commission  gives  an  excellent  return. 
Every  dangerous  product  removed  from  the 
marketplace  prevents  an  increase  in  the  na- 
tional health  care  bill. 

On  the  local  level.  I  have  nothing  bui  high 
praises  for  Sonny  Sturdivant  and  Sidney 
Englander.  the  CPSC  field  inspectors,  who 
are  invaluable  sources  of  help  for  this  col- 
umn and  to  the  residents  in  this  area. 

If  potential  cutbacks  to  the  commission 
worry  you.  as  it  does  me.  you  may  want  to 
contact  your  representatives  in  Washington 
and  let  your  feelings  be  known.* 


COMMEMORATING  THE  47TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY OF  ISRAEL'S  INDE- 
PENDENCE 

•  Mr  BRADLEY  Mr  President.  I  rise 
today  to  mark  a  joyous  event,  the 
founding  of  the  State  of  Israel  on  May 
14,  1948  From  its  near-miraculous  be- 
ginnings as  a  country  bom  in  strife,  Is- 
rael enters  its  48th  year  a  prosperous 
and  vigorous  democracy. 

With  the  hyperinflation  of  the  1980"s 
a  distant  memory.  Israel  enjoys  stable 
economic  growth  with  moderate  infla- 
tion. Israel's  economic  problems  are 
now  the  challenges  of  any  developed 
country— generating  and  distributing 
wealth.  As  the  circle  of  peace  in  the  re- 
gion expands.  Israel  will  find  itself 
well-placed  to  be  a  major  regional  eco- 
nomic power. 


Israel  has  renewed  itself  as  the  home- 
land of  the  Jewish  people  by  success- 
fully managing  its  latest  "aliyah."  the 
absorption  of  Jews  from  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  successor  states.  Both 
the  infusion  of  new  blood,  and  the  na- 
tional effort  to  welcome  and  absorb 
over  half  a  million  new  citizens  has  re- 
invigorated  the  nation,  while  educating 
a  new  generation  on  the  special  respon- 
sibilities and  benefits  of  life  in  Israel. 

Among  the  greatest  of  those  respon- 
sibilities and  benefits  is  the  nurturing 
of  a  democracy  that  is  the  envy,  not 
only  of  the  Middle  East,  but  of  the 
world.  To  an  extent  perhaps  matched 
only  by  the  United  States.  Israel  has 
welded  diverse  peoples  into  a  demo- 
cratic society.  Israel  understands  the 
lesson  so  eloquently  taught  by  former 
Jerusalem  mayor  Teddy  Kollek  that 
democracy  is  more  than  elections.  De- 
mocracy is  a  way  of  thinking,  a  way  of 
acting  and.  most  of  all,  a  way  of  treat- 
ing one's  neighbor.  The  world  has  much 
to  learn  from  Israel's  successful  experi- 
ment in  representative  democracy  in 
an  often  harsh  environment. 

Israel  marks  its  47th  birthday  closer 
to  lasting  peace  than  ever  before.  As  a 
result  of  the  warm  peace  with  Jordan, 
Israelis  are  finally  visiting  the  legend- 
ary red  rocks  at  Petra.  As  a  result  of 
the  multilateral  peace  negotiations,  Is- 
rael is  normalizing  relations  with  Arab 
states  in  North  Africa  and  the  Persian 
Gulf. 

Israel  is  also  inching  closer  to  peace 
with  its  Palestinian  and  Syrian  neigh- 
bors. However,  as  Israelis  above  all 
peoples  understand,  peace  never  comes 
cheaply,  and  Israel  is  facing  a  historic 
challenge  as  it  tries  to  conclude  genu- 
ine peace  in  the  face  of  terrorism. 

All  of  us  grieve  with  Israel  every 
time  another  terrorist  atrocity  is  per- 
petrated. All  of  us  pray  with  Israel 
that  the  leaders  and  peoples  of  the  Mid- 
dle East,  and  those  of  us  who  support 
them,  will  find  the  wisdom  to  steer  a 
path  through  the  shoals  of  violence  to 
a  lasting  peace. 

The  United  States  Government  and 
individual  Americans  have  an  impor- 
tant role  to  play  in  supporting  Israel, 
its  people,  and  its  leadership,  in  mak- 
ing the  hard  decisions  necessary  for 
peace.  I  am  proud  of  the  record  of  the 
United  States  Senate  in  providing 
unstinting  support  of  Israel,  and  I  will 
be  proud  to  continue  that  record. 

I  am  particularly  proud  of  the  con- 
tributions of  citizens  of  my  own  State 
of  New  Jersey  to  Israel's  development. 
These  are  people  like  Miles  Lerman, 
active  in  fundraising  and  philanthropy 
for  Israel,  and  the  man  most  respon- 
sible for  the  Holocaust  Museum  in 
Washington,  who  form  the  unshakable 
foundation  of  America's  unwavering 
support  for  Israel. 

Israel  today  is  47  years  strong.  I 
know  I  speak  for  the  people  of  New  Jer- 
sey, and  the  United  States,  when  I  wish 
her  peace  and  continued  prosperity.* 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 


AUTHORIZING  1995  SPECIAL  OLYM- 
PICS TORCH  RELAY  THROUGH 
CAPITOL  GROUNDS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  64,  just 
received  from  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

.•\  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  frl) 
authorizing  the  1995  Special  Olympics  torch 
relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol  Grounds. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution. 

So  the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  64)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  motion  to  re- 
consider be  laid  upon  the  table  and 
that  any  statements  relating  to  the 
resolution  be  placed  at  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY.  MAY  15. 
1995 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of  9:30 
a.m.  on  Monday,  May  15,  1995;  that  fol- 
lowing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
no  resolutions  come  over  under  the 
rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  waived, 
the  morning  hour  be  deemed  to  have 
expired,  and  the  time  for  the  two  lead- 
ers be  reserved  for  their  use  later  in 
the  day. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  at  9:30  a.m. 
on  Monday  morning,  it  will  be  the  in- 
tention of  the  majority  leader  to  turn 
to  the  consideration  of  calendar  No. 
101.  S.  395,  relative  to  Alaska  power. 

For  the  information  of  all  Senators, 
an  agreement  was  reached  with  respect 


to  final  consideration  of  S.  534.  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  .A.ct,  which  will 
precipitate  a  rollcall  vote  as  early  as 
10:30  a.m.  on  Tuesday,  May  15.  Addi- 
tional votes  are  expected  prior  to  our 
scheduled  12:30  recess  on  Tuesday. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  rollcall  votes 
can  be  expected  on  Monday  also.  So  I 
alert  all  Senators  that  on  Monday  we 
expect  to  have  votes.  We  would  like  to 
finish  S.  395  on  that  day.  And  the  vote 
could  be  on  that  date,  on  Monday,  with 
respect  to  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the 
bill  or  amendments  relative  to  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration  bill. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
after  I  conclude  my  remarks,  the  Sen- 
ate stand  in  adjournment  under  the 
previous  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  in  January 
1961.  Dwight  Eisenhower  gave  his  last 
speech  as  President  to  the  American 
people. 

And  in  those  remarks.  Ike  offered 
some  advice  which  should  be  remem- 
bered by  all  of  us  in  the  Senate — and 
all  Americans— as  the  Federal  budget 
moves  to  the  top  of  our  agenda  in  the 
coming  weeks. 

Eisenhower  said,  and  I  quote: 

.■\s  we  peer  into  society's  future,  we  must 
avoid  the  impulse  to  live  only  for  today, 
plundering  for  our  own  ease  and  convenience 
the  precious  resources  of  tomorrow.  We  can- 
not mortgage  the  material  assets  of  our 
grandchildren  without  risking  the  loss  also 
of  their  political  and  spiritual  heritage.  We 
want  democracy  to  survive  for  all  genera- 
tions to  come,  and  not  to  become  the  in.sol- 
vent  phantom  of  tomorrow 

It  has  now  been  over  34  years  ago 
since  President  Eisenhower  spoke 
those  words.  And  as  everyone  here 
knows,  they  are  words  that  have  been 
tragically  ignored.  When  Ike  left  the 
White  House,  our  national  debt  stood 
at  approximately  $248  million— $248 
million.  Today,  it  is  $4.8  trillion.  And  it 
continues  to  grow  by  $355,000  each  and 
every  minute — that  is  $482  million  a 
day  far  more  than  our  entire  debt  in 
1961 

There  can  be  no  getting  around  the 
fact,  Mr.  President,  that  America  is  at 
a  crossroads,  and  we  face  a  choice. 

Down  one  road  is  the  status  quo. 

It  is  a  road  that  means  living  for 
today,  plundering  the  resources  of  to- 
morrow. 

It  is  a  road  that  means  we  continue 
to  mortgage  the  assets  of  our  children 
and  grandchildren. 

It  is  a  road  that  sentences  our  coun- 
try to  the  future  that  Eisenhower  fore- 
saw -  a  future  as  an  insolvent  phantom. 


This  is  a  very  easy  road  to  take,  be- 
cause it  involves  no  tough  decisions, 
and  no  leadership  of  any  kind. 

And  it  is  the  road  recommended  by 
President  Clinton,  and  by  many  of  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

Down  the  other  road  is  change. 

A  road  that  means  reversing  the 
spending  patterns  of  the  last  three  dec- 
ades. 

A  road  that  means  reducing  the  rate 
of  growth  of  Government  spending. 

A  road  that  allows  Congress  to  rein 
in  the  Federal  Government,  and  to  re- 
turn power  to  the  States  and  more  im- 
portantly to  the  people. 

It  is  a  road  that  will  be  very  bumpy, 
because  it  will  require  some  tough, 
tough,  tough  decisions. 

It  is  a  road  that  requires  leadership — 
leadership  that  House  and  Senate  Re- 
publican majorities  are  willing  to  pro- 
vide. 

It  is  a  road  that  we  must  take,  be- 
cause it  is  a  road  that  will  result  in  a 
stronger  America  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren. 

And  thanks  to  the  courage  and  hard 
work  of  Chairman  Domenici,  and  his 
fellow  Republicans  on  the  Senate  Budg- 
et Committee,  we  now  have  a  map 
which  will  help  guide  us  down  this 
road. 

In  developing  a  historic  budget  that 
slows  the  growth  in  Federal  spending 
from  5  to  3  percent  a  year,  and  that 
achieves  a  balanced  budget  within  7 
years.  Senator  Domenici  and  the  Budg- 
et Committee  deserve  the  gratitude  of 
all  Americans. 

The  Domenici  budget  reflects  our 
commitment  to  the  American  r>eople  to 
rein  in  the  Federal  bureaucracy.  It 
eliminates  more  than  140  Federal  de- 
partments, agencies,  and  programs — in- 
cluding the  Department  of  Commerce. 
In  doing  so,  it  moves  power  out  of 
Washington,  and  back  to  the  people. 
where  it  belongs. 

The  Domenici  budget  reflects  our 
commitment  to  keep  Americans  safe. 
It  maintains  funding  for  the  FBI,  the 
DEA.  the  INS.  and  for  crime-control 
initiatives  that  aid  police  on  the  front 
lines  in  the  war  against  crime. 

The  Domenici  budget  reflects  our 
commitment  to  protect  Social  Secu- 
rity, and  to  preserve,  improve,  and  pro- 
tect Medicare. 

And  it  reflects  our  commitment  to 
maintain  a  safety  net  for  those  in  true 
need,  by  funding  WIC.  School  Lunch 
and  Breakfast  Programs,  Head  Start, 
child  care,  and  efforts  to  track  down 
deadbeat  dads. 

Senator  Domenici  should  also  be  con- 
gratulated for  keeping  the  majority 
members  together  in  defeating  Demo- 
crat amendments  to  raise  taxes,  cut  de- 
fense, or  spend  more  money. 

Is  the  Budget  Committee  proposal 
perfect?  Of  course  not.  Every  Senator — 


including  this  one— could  find  some 
program  they  thought  needed  more 
money,  or  others  that  needed  less.  But 
it  is  a  historic  document  that  truly 
sets  America  in  the  right  direction. 

And  I  might  add  that,  according  to 
this  morning's  newspapers,  the  world 
agrees  with  that  statement.  These 
press  reports  suggest  that  because  of 
speculation  we  actually  might  do  more 
than  we  have  in  the  past  to  cut  the  def- 
icit, the  dollar  staged  its  biggest  1-day 
rally  in  nearly  4  years. 

Apparently,  this  news  slipped  by  the 
Clinton  administration.  Despite  the 
■Vice  President's  promise  a  few  months 
ago  that — and  I  quote:  "We  think  the 
task  of  balancing  the  budget  is  one 
that  we  have  to  actually  take  respon- 
sibility for  ourselves,"  notwithstand- 
ing that  quote,  the  White  House  has 
chosen  to  abdicate  a  leadership  role  in 
reducing  our  deficit. 

The  budget  they  proposed  earlier  this 
year,  is  one  that  would  give  us  deficits 
of  $300  billion  for  as  far  as  the  eye  can 
see. 

Mr.  President,  the  new  Republican 
Congress  promised  to  make  the  tough 
decisions.  We  promised  to  fight  the  sta- 
tus quo.  We  promised  to  stand  for  real 
change.  We  promised  to  balance  the 
budget.  And  as  this  budget  proves,  we 
are  keeping  our  promises. 

And  make  no  mistake  about  it,  at 
the  same  time  we  are  balancing  the 
budget,  we  will  also  keep  our  promise 
to  provide  real  tax  relief  to  America's 
families. 

Let  me  close,  Mr.  President,  by  warn- 
ing the  American  people  that  in  the 
coming  weeks.  President  Clinton  and 
his  administration  will  be  trotting  out 
the  same  old  scare  tactics  they  tried 
befoie  last  November's  election. 

We  will  hear  them  say  that  Repub- 
licans are  heartless.  We  will  hear  them 
say  that  Republicans  want  to  help  the 
rich,  and  harm  those  in  need.  We  will 
hear  them  say  that  we  are  targeting 
children  and  seniors.  We  will  see  them 
throw  a  lot  of  rocks  at  Republicans. 
But  I  am  afraid  what  we  will  not  see 
from  them  is  leadership. 

While  they  engage  in  class  warfare, 
the  Republican  Congress  will  continue 
to  declare  war  against  the  deficit.  And 
with  the  support  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, it  is  a  war  that  we  will  win. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M., 
MONDAY,  MAY  15,  1995 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
in  adjournment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  4:24  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Monday, 
May  15,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  V-E 
DAY 

HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  |ust  a  few  days 
ago  we  celebrated  the  50th  anniversary  of 
V-E  Day.  signifying  the  defeat  of  Ncizi  Ger- 
many But  as  we  celebrate  the  end  of  the  Sec- 
ond World  War  we  must  remember  that  we 
are  approaching  another  milestone,  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  birth  of  the  nuclear  age. 

On  July  16,  1945.  at  Alamogordo.  NM,  a 
small  group  of  scientists  and  soldiers  wit- 
nessed the  detonation  of  a  primitive  implosion 
"Fat  Man"  type  bomb.  This  was  the  Trinity 
test,  the  first  nuclear  weapons  test  ever  con- 
ducted. 

In  the  decades  smce  the  Tnnity  test  we 
have  seen  the  other  great  powers — the  Soviet 
Union.  China.  Great  Britain,  and  France — de- 
velop and  deploy  nuclear  weapons.  Dunng  the 
cold  war  the  Soviet  Union,  with  its  ability  to 
turn  America  into  a  nuclear  wasteland,  was 
the  singular  threat  to  the  United  States. 

However,  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  end  of  the  cold  war  has  not  seen  the 
end  of  the  nuclear  threat  agamst  the  United 
States,  Indeed,  although  the  threat  of  a  mas- 
sive nuclear  attack  on  the  United  States  has 
receded,  the  possibility  of  one  or  more  nuclear 
weapons  being  used  against  American  military 
forces  overseas  or  even  on  an  American  city 
has  grown  significantly. 

We  as  a  nation  have  only  a  limited  number 
of  recourses  to  stem  the  growing  worldwide 
nuclear  threat.  First,  we  must  act  aggressively 
to  stem  the  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons 
and  ballistic  missile  technology.  This  entails 
not  only  seeking  the  extension  of  passive 
international  agreements  such  as  the  Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation  Treaty,  but  for  the  negotia- 
tion and  rigid  enforcement  of  international  nu- 
clear and  missile  technology  control  regimes. 

Further,  we  must  act  io  isolate  and  defang 
those  nations  that  through  their  possession  of 
or  attempts  to  gam  nuclear  and  missile  tech- 
nology pose  serious  threats  to  international 
peace. 

We  absolutely  must  develop  and  deploy  a 
ballistic  missile  defense  system  that  will  not 
only  protect  American  troops  overseas  but  that 
will  also  protect  the  American  people  in  their 
homes  and  at  their  workplaces  from  the  threat 
of  a  nuclear  attack  with  ballistic  missiles.  In- 
deed. I  ^ave  personally  urged  Secretary  of 
Defense  William  Perry  to  make  ballistic  missile 
defense  the  highest  prionty  within  the  defense 
budget. 

But  most  importantly,  the  United  States 
must  maintain  its  nuclear  deterrent.  To  date, 
no  nation  has  been  able  to  ignore  the  possibil- 
ity of  Its  destruction  by  an  American  retaliation 
triggered  by  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons 
against  the  United  States  or  its  allies. 


Of  course,  the  size  of  Amencas  nuclear  de- 
terrent can  and  will  shrink  as  the  strategic 
arms  reduction  treaties  are  fully  complied  with. 
But  while  the  START  treaties  have  called  for 
significantly  lower  nuclear  arsenals  for  the 
United  States  and  Russia,  they  cannot  and  do 
not  pretend  to  put  the  nuclear  genie  back  in 
the  bottle. 

Even  with  fewer  nuclear  weapons  the 
United  States  must  maintain  the  integrity  of 
Its  nuclear  deterrent  and  must  maintain  the 
ability  to  modernize  and  replace  its  existing 
nuclear  weapons  systems  as  they  age  Since 
1977  the  Department  of  Energy  has  been  re- 
sponsible for  safeguarding  these  capabilities, 
but  under  the  current  administration  it  has 
failed  to  adequately  meet  the  minimum  re- 
quirements of  maintaining  the  operational 
readiness  of  our  nuclear  weapons  stockpile 

Nuclear  testing  has  been  instrumental  to  the 
United  States'  nuclear  deterrent  by:  first,  test- 
ing or  verifying  new  scientific  principals  and 
theoretical  calculations;  second,  proving  the 
engineering,  fabrication  and  integration  of 
components;  and  third,  obtaining  information 
on  the  effects  of  weapons  for  scientific  and 
military  purposes.  The  Clinton  administration 
has  unilaterally  extended  a  moratonum  on  nu- 
clear weapons  testing  and  ceased  nuclear 
weapons  research  and  development,  thus  al- 
lowing a  level  of  uncertainty  to  creep  into  the 
safety,  reliability,  and  performance  of  our  nu- 
clear weaprans. 

The  administration  established  the  Stockpile 
Stewardship  Program  to  explore  means  other 
than  nuclear  testing — such  as  by  computer 
modeling — to  maintain  confidence  in  the  safe- 
ty, reliability,  and  performance  of  nuclear 
weapons,  and  to  ensure  that  the  United 
States'  capability  to  produce  nuclear  weapons 
will  not  disappear.  While  the  Stockpile  Stew- 
ardship Program  may  eventually  produce  use- 
ful results,  it  IS  a  highly  nsky  strategy  because 
much  of  the  program  is  based  upon  the  devel- 
opment of  advanced  computer  and  other  tech- 
nologies that  may  not  be  achieved 

Furthermore,  according  to  senior  officials 
within  the  Energy  and  Defense  Departments. 
the  research  conducted  under  the  Stockpile 
Stewardship  Program  is  underfunded  by  at 
least  S400  million  annually.  This  funding  defi- 
ciency IS  seriously  eroding  the  United  States' 
ability  to  maintain  the  complex  scientific  and 
industnal  base  necessary  to  maintain  a  safe 
and  reliable  nuclear  deterrent.  The  lack  of  new 
design  work  means  that  no  new  systems  will 
be  available  to  replace  older  weapons  sys- 
tems, and  that  maintaining  the  irreplaceable 
base  of  specialized  scientists  and  technicians 
which  make  up  the  weapon  design  team  will 
become  difficult,  if  not  impossible. 

Thus,  I  am  introducing  legislation  today  that 
calls  for  the  termination  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  oversight  of  the  United  States'  de- 
fense-related nuclear  infrastructure  and  estab- 
lishes a  civilian-controlled  Department  of  De- 
fense associated  agency— the  Defense  Nu- 
clear Programs  Agency  [DNPA]. 


May  12,  1995 

I  join  with  the  people  of  the  Bronx  in  honor- 
ing Msgr.  John  Doherty  and  thank  him  for  his 
years  of  service. 


The  DNPA  will  assume  responsibility  for  all 
national  security  functions  of  the  Department 
of  Energy,  including  defense,  nonprohferation. 
and  defense-related  environmental  manage- 
ment programs.  The  DNPA  will  also  assume 
direct  oversight  of  the  defense  and  non- 
defense  functions  and  budgets  of  the  Law- 
rence Livermore,  Los  Alamos,  and  Sandia  Na- 
tional Laboratories.  In  addition,  several  De- 
fense Department  functions  will  be  transferred 
to  the  DNPA. 

The  Administrator  of  the  DNPA.  who  must 
be  a  Civilian,  will  function  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  will  also 
sen/e  as  the  principal  advisor  to  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  defense  nu- 
clear programs  matters.  This  structure  will  en- 
sure continued  civilian  control  and  manage- 
ment of  the  nuclear  weapons  infrastructure 
and  will  also  ensure  that  this  infrastructure  and 
the  armed  services  have  a  more  efficient  and 
responsive  relationship. 

This  legislation  fully  conforms  with  the  104th 
Congress'  desire  to  eliminate  the  Department 
of  Energy  by  terminating  DOE's  management 
of  defense  nuclear  programs  and  establishing 
an  organization  that  will  ensure  that  the  United 
States'  nuclear  deterrent  remains  effective. 


HONORING  MSGR.  JOHN  J. 
DOHERTY 


HON.  EUOT  L  LNGEL 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  1995  makes  two 
major  milestones  in  the  life  of  Msgr.  John 
Doherty.  On  January  27.  he  celebrated  his 
15th  anniversary  m  the  pnesthood  and  on 
June  25,  he  will  celebrate  his  farewell  mass  at 
Saint  Gabriel's  Parish,  located  m  my  congres- 
sional district. 

What  stands  out  most  about  Monsignor 
Doherty  is  not  only  his  commitment  to  his  faith 
but  his  commitment  to  his  community.  The 
Monsignor  was  a  founding  member  and  for  14 
years,  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  Northwest  Bronx  Community  and  Clergy 
Coalition,  a  neighborhood  activist  group,  cred- 
ited with  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Bronx,  restor- 
ing financial  reinvestment  by  banks  and  insur- 
ance companies  and  the  rebuilding  of  scores 
of  homes  and  apartment  houses  in  the  north 
Bronx. 

Monsignor  Doherty  has  been  the  recipient  of 
the  Riverdaiian  of  the  Year  Award  from  the 
Riverdale  Community  Council,  the  Good 
Neighbor  Award  from  Neighborhood  House  as 
well  as  numerous  citations  from  the  New  York 
State  Legislature  and  the  New  York  City 
Council.  Monsignor  Doherty  also  honored  us 
by  offering  the  opening  prayer  for  a  session  of 
the  US.  House  of  Representatives. 


FRANK  SCHUBERT  HONORED  FOR 
CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  LABOR 


HON.  PAUL  E.  KANJORSKI 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  Mr,  Frank  Schubert,  a  labor 
leader  in  northeastern  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Schubert  will  be  honored  by  the  Northeast  Alli- 
ance of  AFL-CIO  Retirees  on  May  11,  1995 
for  his  outstanding  contributions  to  labor. 

Since  1974.  Frank  has  been  director  of  Dis- 
trict Council  87  of  Pennsylvania's  largest  AFL- 
CIO  public  employee  and  health  care  worker's 
labor  union,  the  American  Federation  of  State. 
County  and  Municipal  Employees  or  AFSCME. 

AFSCME  District  Council  87  represents 
more  than  5.000  public  employees  and  health 
care  workers  in  northeastern  Pennsylvania. 
Mr.  Schubert  has  served  on  the  negotiations 
committee  and  the  statewide  safety  committee 
since  1975.  Frank  also  ser^^es  on  the  advisory 
committee  of  the  Greater  Wilkes-Barre  Central 
Labor  council. 

Frank  is  a  member  of  the  board  of  trustees 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Public  Employees  Bene- 
fits Trust  fund  and  a  past  labor  representative 
on  the  Pennsylvania  Health  Care  Cost  Con- 
tainment committee. 

Mr.  Schubert's  leadership  in  the  labor  move- 
ment has  been  evident  during  the  8  years  that 
he  served  as  a  vice-president  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania AFL-CIO.  and  as  a  member  of  the 
executive  committee  of  the  Scranton  Lacka- 
wanna Labor  Management  Committee.  Also, 
for  8  years,  he  served  as  an  executive  board 
member  of  the  greater  Scranton  Central  Labor 
Gounci!.  He  served  as  trustee  of  the  ^en^^- 
sylvania  Public  Employees  Health  and  Welfare 
fund,  and  a  trustee  of  the  AFSCME  Health 
and  Welfare  fund.  Prior  to  his  present  position. 
Schubert  was  an  AFSCME  international  staff 
representative. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  accomplishments  listed 
here  are  a  testament  to  the  dedication  this 
man  has  shown  to  the  members  of  the 
AFSCME  and  the  causes  of  the  labor  move- 
ment. 

I  join  with  his  friends,  family  and  the  com- 
munity in  thanking  Frank  Schubert  for  his 
leadership  and  am  proud  to  commend  him  on 
a  job  well  done. 


•   rhis    bullet  "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  whicli  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


TRIBUTE  TO  PANAMAX 

HON.  LYNN  C.  WOOLSEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  and  celebrate  the  201h  anniversary 
of  Panamax  of  San  Rafael.  Panamax,  the 
country's  foremost  designer  and  manufacturer 
of  power  protection  equipment,  is  deserving  of 
special  congressional  recognition.  What  start- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

ed  out  as  a  one-room,  single-employee  oper- 
ation has  become  a  multimillion-dollar  enter- 
prise that  provides  employment  opportunities 
to  over  100  individuals.  Panamax  has  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  small  business  and  has  a 
record  of  hiring  employees  from  the  Sixth 
Congressional  District. 

Panamax  has  earned  a  reputation  for  inno- 
vation and  service  to  producers  and  users  of 
a  wide  variety  of  high-technology  equipment. 
The  company  has  developed  an  important 
niche  in  the  area  of  devices  that  provide  pro- 
tection from  power  surges  and  spikes.  It  also 
provides  a  complete  guaranty  on  every  unit 
produced. 

Panamax  has  strongly  supported  inter- 
national trade  and  has  substantially  expanded 
Its  trade  with  Canada,  Mexico,  and  other  Latin 
America  countries.  The  company  is  currently 
preparing  to  expand  further  to  the  Pacific  Rim 
countries. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great  pleasure  to  pay 
tribute  and  congratulate  Panamax  as  they 
mark  two  decades  of  service.  I  am  very  proud 
to  be  representing  such  a  fine  company  in 
Congress.  I  extend  my  best  wishes  to  Henry 
Moody,  and  the  Panamax  family,  for  continued 
success  in  the  years  to  come. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  PHIL  MAROOT 


HON.  CALVIN  M.  DOOLEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 

recognize  and  honor  K.  Phillip  Maroot,  of  my 
hometown  of  Hanford.  CA,  who  is  being  hon- 
ored today  by  the  Hanford  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce as  its  1994  Distinguished  Citizen  for  his 
many  years  of  service  to  his  community. 

Phil  Maroot  is  an  attorney  who  has  prac- 
ticed in  Hanford  for  more  than  30  years,  first 
as  a  Kings  County  assistant  district  attorney, 
then  in  private  practice,  where  he  is  a  partner 
in  the  law  firm  of  Maroot.  Hardcastle.  Hatherly. 
While  Phil  has  developed  a  successful  law 
practice,  he  has  contributed  countless  hours  to 
improving  his  community. 

Phil  has  been  very  involved  with  our  local 
schools,  sen/ing  on  the  Hanford  Elementary 
School  District  board  of  trustees,  on  the  Han- 
ford High  School  District  budget  and  curricu- 
lum committee,  and  as  president  of  the  Col- 
lege of  the  Sequoias  Foundation. 

Phil's  community  service  has  also  extended 
to  serving  as  president  of  the  Rotary  Club  of 
Hanford,  vice  president  of  the  Hanford  chapter 
of  the  American  Cancer  Society,  president  of 
the  Kings  County  Bar  Association,  and  board 
member  for  the  Kings  County  Salvation  Army. 

Phil  has  long  been  active  m  the  Hanford 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  serving  a  term  as 
president,  and  also  chairing  task  forces  on  the 
restoration  of  Hanford's  100-year-old  court- 
house and  the  carousel  in  Courthouse  Park. 
For  the  past  8  years,  he  has  chaired  the  Visi- 
tor Agency  advisory  board,  where  he  is  also 
chairman  of  its  downtown  hotel  development 
project. 

Phil  Maroot's  Kings  County  roots  run  deep. 
Born  in  Corcoran,  Phil  is  the  son  of  the  late 
John  Maroot,  a  former  member  of  the  Kings 
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County  board  of  supervisors.  He  graduated 
from  Corcoran  High  School,  where  he  was 
student  body  president,  earned  his  bachelor's 
degree  at  Pomona  College,  and  graduated 
from  Stanford  Law  School  in  1957.  Upon  grad- 
uation, he  served  as  an  Army  officer  before 
joining  the  Kings  County  district  attorney's  of- 
fice in  1964. 

Phil's  wife,  Jeannette,  is  the  owner  of 
Carlson-Wagonlit  United  Travel  Agency  in 
Hanford.  The  Maroots  raised  two  children. 
Greg  an  Becky. 

Phil  Maroot's  long  and  vaned  record  of  serv- 
ice to  his  community  has  truly  earned  him  the 
title  "Distinguished  Citizen." 

Please  join  me.  Mr.  Speaker  and  my  col- 
leagues, in  honoring  Phil  Maroot. 


ILLEGAL  IMMIGRATION 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

OF  NEW  .JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESE.NTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  call 
attention  to  last  night's  "48  Hours"  broadcast 
on  CBS  regarding  immigration. 

If  any  of  us  had  any  doubts  about  the  blight 
of  illegal  immigration  that  is  plaguing  this  Na- 
tion, they  were  most  certainly  set  aside  by  last 
night's  well-documented  television  coverage. 
This  program  clearly  illustrated  that  our  tx»r- 
ders  are  quite  obviously  no  longer  under  con- 
trol. Instead,  immigration  is  out  of  control  in 
this  country.  We  are  already  at  a  point  of  cnsis 
and  the  problem  grows  daily.  I  cannot  under- 
stand why  the  American  people — the  legiti- 
mate, legal,  native-born  or  legally  naturalized 
American  people — are  not  in  revolt  over  this 
issue.  Illegal  immigration  takes  jobs  away  from 
Americans,  takes  additional  taxes  out  of  Amer- 
ican pockets,  crowds  Amencan  schools  and 
hospitals,  and  contributes  to  the  cnme  that 
makes  Amencans  afraid  to  walk  their  own 
streets.  We  may  not  have  an  all  out  revoll  jusl 
yet.  but  I  believe  that  anger  over  this  issue 
was  one  of  the  factor's  m  last  fall's  election  re- 
sults. We  in  Congress  should  take  heed  be- 
cause we  have  been  derelict  in  our  resfwn- 
sibility  on  this  issue. 

Last  night's  program  cited  many  examples 
of  the  costs  of  illegal  immigration.  I  will  repeat 
but  a  few  of  them  here: 

Despite  all  our  attempts  to  be  certain  that  il- 
legal immigrants  are  excluded  from  employ- 
ment, there  are  loopholes  m  our  lav^  that  per- 
mit U.S.  companies  to  fire  American  workers 
and  replace  them  with  temporary  foreign  work- 
ers. Corporate  downsizing  is  one  thing  but  tir- 
ing Amencan  citizens  in  order  to  replace  them 
with  foreigners  willing  to  work  for  a  lower 
wage  is  another.  I  was  particularly  shocked  to 
learn  that  a  New  Jersey  company,  the  AIG  in- 
surance company  in  Livingston,  has  partici- 
pated in  this  practice. 

For  two  centuries,  our  Constitution  has 
guaranteed  citizenship  to  anyone  born  on  our 
soil.  But  illegal  immigrants  have  found  a  way 
to  abuse  this  right:  Pregnant  women  cross  the 
border  into  the  United  States  as  illegals,  give 
birth  to  a  child  and  then  claim  the  right  to  im- 
migrate legally  based  on  the  citizenship  of  that 
child.  Some  40  percent  of  children  born  in 
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California  are  now  born  to  parents  who  are  il- 
legal aliens.  This  is  an  outrageous  abuse  not 
only  o(  our  Constitution  and  legal  system,  but 
of  the  innocence  of  childhood  as  well.  This 
end-run  around  the  Constitution  was  not  the 
intent  of  the  Founding  Fathers  and  we  must 
(ind  a  way  to  stop  it.  The  birth  of  these  chil- 
dren not  only  circumvents  our  law,  but  results 
in  huge  medical  costs  for  the  hospital  care  of 
the  mothers  and  their  children.  These  costs 
are  not  covered  by  insurance  and  ultimately 
drive  up  the  cost  of  insurance  premiums  for 
American  citizens. 

Education  is  another  issue  involving  the  chil- 
dren of  illegal  immigrants.  When  illegal  aliens 
are  enrolled  m  public  schools,  costs  go  up  but 
tax  revenue  does  not — illegal  parents  don't 
pay  taxes  This  results  m  overcrowding  of 
schools  and,  ultimately,  higher  taxes  for  tax- 
paying  citizens.  In  some  border  communities, 
as  many  as  40  percent  of  school  enrollments 
come  from  illegal  aliens. 

Crossing  our  borders  illegally  is  not  the  only 
crime  committed  by  some  illegal  aliens.  Thou- 
sands turn  out  to  be  cnminals  come  to  prey  on 
American  citizens.  This  not  only  increases  fear 
and  reduces  safety,  but  runs  up  exorbitant 
costs  when  these  cnmmals  are  caught,  con- 
victed, and  housed  m  U.S.  prisons. 

The  immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
has  been  hampered  by  incompetence,  ineffi- 
ciency, and  indifference.  The  inability  of  this 
agency  to  dc  its  job  has  become  common 
Knowledge,  to  the  pomt  that  it  is  no  longer  a 
serious  deterrent  to  attempts  to  illegally  enter 
our  country.  The  INS  must  be  improved  and 
we  must  do  our  part  by  ensunng  that  it  is  ade- 
quately staffed  and  funded  and  has  the  legal 
tools  it  needs  to  do  its  )0b. 

Illegal  immigrants  may  be  the  lawbreakers 
in  this  equation,  but  U.S.  employers  are  often 
their  accomplices,  turning  a  blind  eye  and  deaf 
ear  to  the  ^ssue.  Employers  have  not  taken 
seriously  their  responsibility  to  determine  that 
would-be  workers  are,  in  fact,  legal  U.S.  citi- 
zens, and  to  not  only  reject  illegals  but  report 
them  to  the  authorities.  An  immigration  task 
force  headed  by  Barbara  Jordan  recently  con- 
cluded that  a  national  identification  card  may 
be  the  only  answer  here.  Such  an  idea  is  sup- 
ported even  by  a  broad  spectnjm  of  opinion, 
liberal  to  conservative. 

These  costs  of  illegal  immigration  add  up 
very  quickly.  How  can  we  balance  the  budget 
or  make  difficult  cuts  m  worthy  programs  when 
this  illegal  activity  is  allowed  to  continue  un- 
checked at  such  expense''  As  a  member  of 
the  Congressional  Task  Force  on  Immigration 
Reform,  l  call  on  the  House  leadership  to 
make  this  a  prionty  of  the  House  of  104th 
Congress.  We  must  focus  the  spotlight  on  this 
national  scandal  and  see  that  it  is  ended,  not 
next  year,  next  month,  or  next  week,  or  even 
tomorrow,  but  today  There  can  be  no  more 
excuses,  no  more  delays.       i 


THANK  YOU.  FRANK  RECHSTEINER 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BARCIA 

OK  MICHIC.AN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.M'IVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 
Mr,  BARCIA.  Mr   Speaker,  people  who  gen- 
erously and  graciously  give  of  themselves  time 
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and  time  again  are  most  desen^ing  of  our  grat- 
itude. Mr.  Frank  Rechsteiner  of  Bay  City.  Ml. 
IS  one  such  individual.  He  is  being  honored  on 
May  31  by  the  Boys  and  Girls  Clubs  of  Bay 
County,  Inc.,  for  his  25  years  of  service  to  this 
outstanding  organization  as  an  officer  and  a 
member  of  its  board  of  directors  with  the 
awarding  of  its  1995  Helping  Hand  Award. 
This  seventh  annual  Night  to  Remember  will 
truly  be  a  special  one. 

Frank  was  born  in  the  Bay  City  area,  in  the 
town  of  Kawkawlin,  which  also  gave  us  the 
1993  recipient  of  this  prestigious  award,  our 
former  colleague  and  my  predecessor.  Bob 
Traxler.  He  graduated  from  Bay  City  Handy 
High  School  and  continued  to  apply  himself  as 
a  most  capable  individual,  rising  to  his  current 
position  of  president  and  CEO  of  Rechsteiner 
Trenching. 

Frank's  love  for  youth  is  very  easy  to  under- 
stand. As  the  father  of  four  children.  MaryAnn. 
Michael,  Matthew,  and  Marc,  he  knows  per- 
sonally how  precious  children  are,  and  how 
vital  careful  upbringing  is  for  their  adult  lives. 
He  and  his  wife  RoseMane  can  be  proud  of 
their  success  as  parents. 

His  devotion  to  his  community  includes  his 
service  on  the  4-H  board  of  directors,  and  his 
efforts  as  director  of  the  Bay  County  Fair  and 
Youth  Exposition.  As  a  member  of  the  Bay 
City  Lions  Club.  St.  Mana  Goretti  Church,  the 
Ancient  Accepted  Scottish  Rites,  and  as  a 
Noble  of  the  Mystic  Shnne  Elf  Khurafeh  Tem- 
ple, he  has  exemplified  what  it  means  to  be 
involved  for  the  betterment  of  his  friends  and 
neighbors. 

Frank  Rechsteiner  is  also  known  lor  sup- 
porting many  organizations  and  individuals,  in- 
cluding myself  with  his  legendary  pancake 
breakfasts.  Frank  doesn't  say  "no"  when 
asked  to  help.  He  asks  "how"  and  "when." 
That  is  one  reason  why  he  continues  to  serve 
today  as  the  vice  president  of  the  Boys  and 
Girls  Club  Foundation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  know  that  our  commu- 
nities can  be  a  little  better,  and  problems  easi- 
er to  solve  if  we  take  the  time  to  become  in- 
volved. Some  have  the  best  of  intentions,  but 
never  get  involved.  Frank  Rechsteiner  has  the 
best  of  intentions  and  the  best  of  involvement. 
He  IS  a  model  to  us  all. 

I  urge  you  and  all  of  our  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  congratulating  Frank  Rechsteiner  for  his 
well-deserved  Helping  Hand  Award  from  the 
Boys  and  Girls  Clubs  of  Bay  County. 


TRIBUTE  TO  OUR  LADY  OF  RE- 
DEMPTION CHURCH  AND  BISHOP 
NICHOLAS  J.  SAMRA 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OK  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  coming 
weekend  Our  Lady  of  Redemption  Church  in 
my  home  State  of  Michigan,  is  celebrating  its 
75th  anniversary.  In  addition,  their  interim  pas- 
tor. Bishop  Nicholas  J.  Samra,  is  celebrating 
his  25th  anniversary  as  a  priest. 

From  the  very  tDegmmng,  the  founders  of 
Our  Lady  of  Redemption  Church  were  commit- 
ted to  seeing  the  emotional,  educational,  and 
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spiritual  needs  of  the  Melkite  community  ful- 
filled. These  Christian  immigrants  from  Syria 
and  Lebanon  had  been  attracted  to  the  grow- 
ing opportunity  of  Detroit  since  before  the  turn 
of  the  century.  However,  not  until  1920  did 
these  faithful  Melkites  receive  their  own  priest. 
In  that  year  Bishop  Michael  Gallagher  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  requested  Melkite  Pa- 
triarch Dimitri  Cadi  to  send  a  priest  for  the 
2000-member  Melkite  community  within  his  di- 
ocese. Since  that  time  the  Melkite  community 
has  grown  to  become  a  vital  pari  of  the  Detroit 
metropolitan  area. 

Originally  in  Detroit,  the  church  moved  to 
Warren  to  accommodate  the  changing  demo- 
graphics of  the  community.  This  weekend,  m 
addition  to  celebrating  the  past,  the  members 
of  Our  Lady  of  Redemption  Church  are  proud- 
ly looking  toward  the  future.  The  success  of 
this  vibrant  community  has  enabled  them  to 
begin  the  construction  of  a  new  church  on  the 
current  grounds.  The  groundbreaking  cere- 
mony will  take  place  this  weekend  along  with 
the  other  festivities. 

The  Diamond  Anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
the  church  is  a  proud  milestone.  Likewise,  so 
IS  the  Silver  Anniversary  of  the  ordination  of 
Bishop  Samra.  As  the  community  prepares  to 
celebrate  these  historic  anniversaries,  I  ap> 
plaud  the  Melkite  community  lor  its  rich  con- 
tributions to  the  tapestry  that  makes  up  Amer- 
ican life  in  Michigan.  I  commend  the  con- 
gregation for  their  work  and  faith  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  lom  with  me  in  wishing  congratu- 
lations to  all  the  members  of  Our  Lady  of  Re- 
demption Church.  May  their  next  75  years  be 
a  continued  fruitful  ministry. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  in  paying  tribute  to  a  fine  American, 
a  family  man,  and  a  devoted  public  servant, 
Mr.  Allen  C.  Martin. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ALLEN  C.  MARTIN 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  .NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
March  31,  1995,  a  distinguished  public  serv- 
ant, Mr.  Allen  C.  Martin,  retired  from  his  posi- 
tion as  undersheriff  in  the  Union  County  Sher- 
iff's Office.  Mr.  Martin,  a  lifelong  resident  of 
Elizabeth,  had  a  37-year  career  in  law  en- 
forcement which  was  distinguished  by  his  de- 
cency, commitment  to  the  principles  of  justice, 
and  his  concern  for  his  community. 

Mr.  Martin  began  his  law  enforcement  ca- 
reer in  1953  when  he  joined  the  Elizabeth  Po- 
lice Department,  where  he  was  assigned  to 
the  Elizabeth  Port  area.  In  1962.  Mr.  Martin 
joined  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Correc- 
tions as  a  corrections  officer.  In  1968  he  trans- 
ferred to  the  Union  County  Sheriff's  Office 
where  he  sen/ed  as  a  sheriff's  officer  assigned 
to  the  warrant  squad. 

In  1978,  Ralph  Froehlich,  a  man  who  has 
since  distinguished  himself  with  his  service 
and  commitment  to  the  ideals  of  justice,  was 
elected  sheriff  of  Union  County.  Sheriff 
Froehlich  appointed  Mr.  Martin  as  undersheriff 
and  placed  him  in  charge  of  the  process  unit 
and  warrant  squad.  Undersheriff  Martin  com- 
puterized the  office  and  increased  its  capacity. 

Councilman  Martin  has  four  grown  children, 
a  loving  wife,  and  he  continued  to  be  active  in 
his  church  and  several  social  and  political  or- 
ganizations, including  the  NAACP. 


SAFE  BOATING  WEEK 


HON.  JIM  RAMSTAD 

OF  MINNES0T.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12,  1995 

Mr    RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 

commend  the  Minnetonka  Power  Squadron  for 
its  sponsorship  of  Safe  Boating  Week,  which 
IS  May  20-27. 

i  also  want  to  highly  applaud  the 
Minnetonka  Power  Squadron's  continuing  ef- 
forts to  make  boating  a  safe  summertime  ac- 
tivity. 

Minnesota  is  known  worldwide  for  our  more 
than  10.000  lakes.  Each  year,  millions  of  Min- 
nesotans  and  people  from  all  over  the  country 
flock  to  these  lakes  to  fish,  water  ski,  canoe, 
or  just  beat  the  heat. 

As  we  enjoy  these  activities,  however,  we 
must  never  forget  the  importance  of  boating 
safety.  Carelessness  or  recklessness  in  boat- 
ing can  cause  property  damage  and,  even 
worse,  result  in  serious  injury  or  death. 

During  Safe  Boating  Week,  the  Minnetonka 
Power  Squadron  conducts  many  classes  and 
public  awareness  activities  to  promote  the  im- 
portance of  boating  safety. 

This  yearly  reminder  of  safe,  proper  boating 
techniques,  and  simple  precautions— such  as 
carrying  life  preservers — should  be  observed 
by  all  boaters  throughout  the  boatmg  season. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  hope  that  all  boaters — 
m  Minnesota  and  across  the  country — will  take 
the  time  to  review  safe  boating  precautions 
and  exercise  these  practices  all  season  long. 
I  thank  and  applaud  the  Minnetonka  Power 
Squadron  for  showing  us  how  to  enjoy  boating 
safely. 


SALUTE  TO  REV.  DR.  WILLIAM  T. 
KENNEDY.  JR. 

HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEHA 

OF  PENNS.YLV.^M.'i 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12,  1995 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today 
to  honor  Rev.  Dr.  Wiliiam  T.  Kennedy,  Jr.,  the 
pastor  of  Grace  United  Methodist  Church  in 
Philadelphia,  on  the  occasion  of  his  retire- 
ment. 

Reverend  Kennedy  is  completing  25  years 
of  service  in  the  ministry,  10  years  of  which 
have  been  at  the  Grace  United  Methodist 
Church  in  West  Oak  Lane,  Reverend  Kennedy 
has  also  served  at  Wesley  A.M.E.  Zion  m 
South  Philadelphia  and  at  Tioga  United  Meth- 
odist in  North  Philadelphia.  Reverend  Kennedy 
has  also  had  a  distinguished  career  in  edu- 
cation, teaching  sociology,  theology,  and 
preaching  at  Eastern  College,  the  Eastern 
Baptist  Seminary,  Lutheran  Seminary,  and  at 
Drew  University. 

In  addition  to  his  work  m  the  ministry  and 
teaching,  Reverend  Kennedy  has  participated 
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in  numerous  civic  activities.  He  has  served  as 

the  chairman  of  the  Philadelphia  A.M.E.  Zion 
Ministers  Conference,  the  chairman  of  the 
Housing  Committee  at  the  Waterbury  Develop>- 
ment  Corp.,  and  as  chairman  ol  the  Waterbury 
Human  Relations  Commission.  Reverend  Ken- 
nedy has  also  participated  in  a  multitude  of 
other  community  service  organizations  too  nu- 
merous to  name  here. 

Reverend  Kennedy  has  been  a  selfless  con- 
tributor to  his  work  and  community  throughout 
his  lifetime.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me 
in  recognizing  Rev.  William  T.  Kennedy.  Jr.  as 
he  celebrates  his  retirement.  I  wish  him  the 
best  ol  luck  In  his  future  endeavors. 


DEVALUATION  OF  THE  MEXICAN 
PESO 


HON,  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12,  1995 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  to  alleviate  the  dislocation  of 
a  specific  sector  of  the  Florida  economy  due 
to  the  devaluation  of  the  peso.  While  this  leg- 
islation IS  designed  only  to  relieve  the  prob- 
lems experienced  by  the  winter  tomato  indus- 
try in  south  Florida,  it  is  my  belief  that  the  un- 
derlying intent  of  the  legislation  should  be  con- 
sidered to  be  applied  to  all  areas  of  trade  with- 
in the  North  American  Free-Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA). 

Let  me  outline  some  ideas  about  NAfH'A 
preamble  of  the  agreement — the  governments 
of  the  United  States.  Canada,  and  Mexico  re- 
solved to:  First,  create  an  expanded  and  se- 
cure market  for  the  goods  and  services  pro- 
duced in  their  territories;  second,  reduce  dis- 
tortions to  trade;  third,  ensure  a  predictable 
commercial  framework  for  business  planning 
and  investment;  and  fourth,  promote  sustain- 
able development. 

And  finally,  the  second  objective  of  NAFTA 
IS  to:  "Promote  conditions  of  lair  competition  m 
the  free  trade  area." 

When  the  Mexican  peso  underwent  the  de- 
valuation beginning  m  December  1994 — these 
objectives  were  tossed  out  the  window.  The 
administration's  only  response  was  a  multi-bil- 
lion-dollar  bailout  of  the  Mexican  currency  with 
American  taxpayer  dollars.  However  what  the 
administration  failed  to  address  was  the  im- 
pact of  this  devaluation  of  the  peso  on  our  vi- 
tally important  domestic  industries.  Nobody 
knows  for  certain  about  the  overall  effect,  but 
let  me  outline  the  effect  on  an  industry  that  is 
important  to  my  home  State  of  Florida. 

Florida's  tomato  industry  generates  an  esti- 
mated S650  million  in  economic  activity,  and 
employs  more  than  2,000  workers.  However, 
over  the  past  2  years,  Mexico's  share  of  the 
United  States  winter  tomato  market  has  nearly 
doubled,  A  devaluation  of  the  Mexican  cur- 
rency has  caused  a  massive  export  ol  Mexi- 
can tomatoes  to  the  United  States  markets 
where  a  stronger,  more  stable  currency  is  the 
real  objective. 

During  the  winter  season,  Florida  produces 
about  95  percent  of  the  fresh  market  tomatoes 
grown  m  the  United  States,  with  the  only  com- 
petition coming  from  Mexico.  As  the  attached 
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chart  shows,  the  volume  of  Mexican  tomato 
imports  has  dramatically  increased  over  the 
past  year  due  to  the  devaluation  of  the  peso. 

How  has  this  affected  the  bottom  line  of  to- 
mato producers  in  Florida?  They  have  seen 
the  prices  tor  their  tomatoes  decline  from  St 5 
for  a  25  pound  carton  to  only  S5  trom  the  pe- 
nod  ol  January  30  to  February  15  ol  this  year 
This  steady  decline  in  pnces  can  clearly  be  at- 
tributable to  the  search  lor  stable  U.S.  dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  beliel  that  the  recent 
peso  devaluation  undermines  the  basis  lor  the 
establishment  ol  tariffs  and  more  than  eclipses 
the  tariffs  negotiated  to  help  transition  the 
Florida  tomato  industry  into  a  tree-trade  agree- 
ment during  the  10-year  phase  out  penod  for 
tomatoes. 

Therefore,  today  I  am  introducing  legislation 
to  link  the  larifl  ol  tomatoes  to  the  devaluation 
ol  the  Mexican  peso.  This  is  a  simple  solution 
that  would  multiply  the  tanll  on  tomatoes  by 
an  equal  percentage  ol  the  peso  devaluation 
thereby  establishing  a  fair  and  stable  climate 
lor  trade  tjetween  Mexico  and  the  United 
States. 

Furthermore,  this  legislation  directs  the  Sec- 
retary ol  Agriculture  to  determine  the  nature 
and  extent  ol  harm  done  to  the  domestic  in- 
dustry and  take  actions  to  remedy  such  harm. 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  1990,  there  were  230  tomato 
growers  in  Flonda,  today,  there  are  less  than 
100  with  the  threat  ol  dumping  Irom  Mexico 
occurring  every  year. 

Finally,  this  legislation  takes  steps  to  ensure 
that  Mexican  tomatoes  entenng  the  United 
States  meet  the  same  standards  established 
by  the  United  States  Department  ol  Agnculture 
lor  domestic  tomatoes  The  Department  has 
been  lar  too  lax  in  allowing  in  Mexican  toma- 
toes which  do  not  meet  the  same  United 
States  standards. 

While  some  may  argue  that  this  legislation 
will  violate  the  NAFTA,  I  dispute  this  most  ve- 
hemently. NAFTA  was  to  establish  clear  and 
stable  rules  ol  trade  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico.  This  legislation  would  en- 
sure that  to  be  the  case  by  reducing  any  dis- 
tortions to  trade  due  to  the  devaluation  ol  the 
peso.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  carelully  exam- 
ine the  impact  of  the  devaluation  of  the  peso 
on  all  industries  around  the  country  and  deter- 
mine if  this  would  be  a  workable  solution  for 
other  sectors  of  the  economy. 
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THE    RIVER    BEND    NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION,  NEIGHBORHOOD 

FINANCIAL      CORPORATION      AND 
THE  PRINCIPAL  FINANCLA.L 

GROUP  . 


HON.  GREG  GANSKE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  GANSKE  Mr  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
commend  the  River  Bend  Neighborhood  Asso- 
ciation, Neighborhood  Financial  Corporation 
and  the  Pnncipal  Financial  Group.  This  part- 
nership has  been  recognized  for  its  achieve- 
ments in  creating  and  implementing  a  com- 
prehensive neighborhood  action  plan.  The 
partnership  is  one  of  six  partnerships  in  the 
United  States  which  will  receive  Social  Com- 
pact's 1995  Outstanding  Community  Invest- 
ment Award, 

I  had  the  pleasure  and  the  privilege  of  visit- 
ing Fiiver  Bend  this  past  weeKend.  In  the  6 
years  smce  the  partnership  began,  this  com- 
munity which  was  once  comprised  of  drug 
dealers,  prostitutes,  and  decaying  and  aban- 
doned houses  has  become  a  neighborhood  of 
homes  and  families.  Residents  are  no  longer 
afraid  to  walk  down  neighborhood  streets  and 
161  homes  have  been  salvaged  or  recon- 
structed. Crime  is  down.  Pride  is  up. 

Our  country  should  follow  River  Bend's  lead. 
This  neighborhood  is  a  prime  example  of  how 
people  can  help  themselves.  River  Bend  was 
given  a  helping  hand  by  the  financial  services 
industry,  the  city  of  Des  Momes,  and  Polk 
County — not  a  handout  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

I  encourage  more  neighborhoods  in  our  Na- 
tion to  strive  to  accomplish  the  level  of  excel- 
lence which  River  Bend  has  achieved. 


RHODE  ISLAND  GENERAL  ASSEM- 
BLY URGES  SUPPORT  OF  SMALL 
BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 


HON.  PATRICK  J.  KENNEDY 

Or   RHODE  ;.SLA.\D 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, recently  the  general  assembly  m  my  State 
of  Rhode  Island  passed  a  resolution  urging 
the  Congress  to  support  the  7(a)  and  504  pro- 
grams of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

In  my  age  when  thousands  of  jobs  are 
being  created  by  small  businesses,  and  thou- 
sands of  people  are  finding  new  career  oppor- 
tunities as  entrepreneurs,  it  is  more  important 
than  ever  to  support  these  two  important  pro- 
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grams.  We  turn  back  on  America's  future 
when  we  fail  to  support  these  two  initiatives. 

In  the  upcoming  budget  debate  I  hope  my 
colleagues  will  listen  to  and  heed  the  wisdom 
contained  in  this  resolution  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

Whereas,  the  U,S.  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration was  created  in  1953  by  President 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  to  foster  the  growth 
of  small  entrepreneurs,  and 

Whereas,  our  Nation's  economic  prosperity 
is  linked  directly  to  the  health  of  the  small 
business  community,  and 

Whereas,  the  Rhode  Island  business  com- 
munity is  comprised  of  over  97  percent  small 
businesses,  and 

Whereas,  small  businesses  have  grown  19 
percent  since  1982,  they  employ  54  percent  of 
the  American  work  force,  account  for  50  per- 
cent of  the  gross  domestic  product,  and  ac- 
count for  71  percent  in  new  job  growth  in 
1993.  and 

Whereas,  the  Small  Business  Administra- 
tion's (SBA)  504  and  7(a)  financing  programs 
are  a  public-private  partnership  that 
leverages  private  dollars  and  allows  for  con- 
tinued access  to  capital  for  Rhode  Island's 
small  business  community,  and 

Whereas.  SBA's  technical  resources  includ- 
ing the  Small  Business  Development  Center 
at  Bryant  College  and  the  Service  Corps  of 
Retired  Executives  provide  much  needed 
counselling  to  the  Rhode  Island  small  busi- 
ness community,  and 

Whereas,  the  Rhode  Island  SBA  District 
Office  has  approved  over  800  loans  totalling 
S160.5  million  in  guarantee  and  504  financing 
to  the  Rhode  Island  small  business  commu- 
nity from  October  1992  to  present,  and 

Whereas,  this  financial  assistance  has 
played  a  vital  role  in  reviving  the  Rhode  Is- 
land economy:  now  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island  and  Providence  Plan- 
tations hereby  respectfully  requests  the 
United  States  Congress  to  financially  sup- 
port the  U,S,  Small  Business  Administration 
and  its  7(a)  and  504  financing  programs,  as 
well  as  its  education/training  and  advocacy 
programs,  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be 
and  he  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transmit  a  duly  certified  copy  of  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  Speaker  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  and  to  the  Rhode  Island  Dele- 
gation in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 


HONORING  ROBERT  E,  MILLS 

HON.  JAY  KIM 

OF  C.«iLIF0R.M,\ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to  one 
of  California's  outstanding  citizens,  Robert  E, 
Mills  on  the  40th  anniversary  of  his  company. 
Associated  Engineers. 

Robert  E.  "Bob"  Mills,  a  registered  engi- 
neer, founded  the  private  consulting  firm  of 
Associated  Engineers  in  1955.  Mr.  Mills,  using 
his  acumen  and  entrepreneurial  skills,  ex- 
panded the  company  to  include  all  aspects  of 
construction  management,  civil  engineering, 
and  survey  work.  This  work  included  general 
civil  infrastructure  design  and  construction  lor 
industrial,  commercial  and  residential  devel- 
opers, counties  and  municipalities,  flood  con- 
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trol  districts,  school  districts,  public  and  private 
water  agencies,  and  State  and  Federal  high- 
way departments.  In  his  ongoing  pursuit  of  ex- 
cellence Mr.  Mills  invented  the  Cutaline,  an 
asphalt  cutter  which  consists  of  a  circular 
wheel  on  a  special  arm  which  is  conected  to 
a  road  grader  The  Cutaline  does  in  1  hour 
what  it  would  take  3  men,  2  days  to  do. 

As  one  who  believes  in  the  value  of  commu- 
nity service.  Bob  has  served  the  community  as 
chairman  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  Flood 
Control  District  Zone  I  Advisory  Committee, 
chairman  of  economic  development  for  the 
Upland  Chamber  of  Commerce  for  9  years, 
the  board  of  directors  for  the  California  Coun- 
cil of  Civil  Engineers  and  Land  Surveyors, 
chairman  of  the  grading  committee,  which  in- 
stituted changes  in  the  State  of  California  Uni- 
form Building  Code,  the  American  Red  Cross, 
the  Upland  Kiwanis  Club,  the  United  Fund, 
YMCA,  and  on  the  board  of  trustees  of  the 
Congregational  Church  in  Ontario. 

I  commend  Bob  on  his  outstanding  and 
worthwhile  achievements  and  congratulate  him 
on  40  successful  years  of  Associated  Engi- 
neers. 


EUGENE  AND  EARL  BLACK— 91 
YEARS  OF  COMBINED.  DEDI- 
CATED SERVICE 


HON.  GLENN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  special  tribute  to  two  brothers  who  have, 
for  over  four  decades,  made  a  tremendous 
contribution  to  their  communities.  Eugene  and 
Earl  Black  have  served  their  friends  and 
neighbors  throughout  southern  Illinois  as  min- 
isters for  a  combined  91  years.  Both  Eugene 
and  Earl  will  retire  on  June  30,  1995. 

EuQene  Sla'^k  h^^  rr^'ni^*^''^^  *'^  *^a  nppHc 
of  his  neighbors  in  small,  rural  communities 
throughout  southern  Illinois  for  49  years.  He 
has  been  the  pastor  at  the  First  United  Meth- 
odist Church  in  Herrin,  IL,  since  1989  and  will 
step  down  the  last  day  of  June  to  start  what 
promises  to  be  a  rewarding  retirement  in 
Mattoon.  Eugene  plans  to  continue  in  his  re- 
tirement as  an  interim  pastor,  help  his  sons, 
Phillip  and  Paul,  with  home  repairs,  and  travel. 

Earl  Black  also  found  his  life's  calling  in 
service  to  the  church.  For  42  years  he  has 
ministered  to  the  needs  of  the  people  of 
southern  Illinois,  and  currently  serves  as  the 
minister  of  the  First  United  Methodist  Church 
of  Marion.  Earl  plans  to  retire  near  Metropolis, 
where  he  anticipates  a  retirement  full  of  sing- 
ing with  the  gospel  quartet,  auctioneering  m 
the  community,  and  working  m  his  machine 
shop. 

Serving  the  needs  of  congregations  for  over 
40  years  has  been  a  rewarding  experience 
that  neither  brother  would  wish  to  change. 
Being  called  upon  to  aid  in  a  families  time  of 
joy  or  sorrow  is  a  great  responsibility,  and 
both  Eugene  and  Earl  shoulder  the  task  with 
graciousness  and  humility.  Seldom  in  life  are 
people  destined  for  careers  in  which  they  are 
able  to  directly  touch  the  lives  of  those  with 
whom  they  come  in  contact,  but  Eugene  and 
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Earl  have  done  this,  and  I  commend  them  tor 
dedicating  their  lives  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
They  have  enjoyed  careers  of  inspiration  and 
divine  purpose,  and  it  is  with  regret  that  their 
friends  see  them  retire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Earl  and  Eugene  Black  have 
committed  their  lives  to  helping  others  enjoy  a 
special  moment,  or  endure  a  time  of  anguish, 
and  I  am  proud  to  represent  ttiem  in  Con- 
gress. They  have  touched  the  lives  of  count- 
less people,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  in  saluting  these  outstanding  brothers. 


THE  PLIGHT  OF  THE  ROMANIAN 
MOLDOVANS 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

i.iF  i.iHlo 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr,  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  know  that 

the  central  and  eastern  European  revolutions 
of  1989-91  marked  a  historic  event  in  the  Eu- 
ropean struggle  tor  freedom,  democracy,  and 
sovereign  independence  after  so  many  years 
of  Communist  rule.  The  revolutionary  period, 
however,  was  chaotic  and  difficult  lor  the  eth- 
nic minorities  long  held  in  check  by  Soviet  im- 
perialism and  repression.  The  suffenng  was 
also  experienced  by  the  ethnic  minorities  in 
the  Republics  of  the  former  Soviet  Union. 

The  history  of  the  Romanian  Moldovans  is 
one  of  such  suffering  peoples  Upon  the  dec- 
laration of  independence  by  Moldova  in  Au- 
gust 1991,  cordial  relations  were  established 
with  the  neighboring  country  of  Romania. 
From  that  time  forward,  much  has  seemingly 
gone  wrong  in  that  fragile  region, 

I  am  inserting  into  the  CONGRESSIONAL 
Record  some  interesting  information  that  has 
been  brought  to  my  attention  regarding  the 
plight  of  the  Romanian  Moldovans.  I  know  this 
will  be  of  great  interest  to  you  and  I  hope  you 
will  nave  the  opportunuy  to  tead  this  report. 

MOLIXJVA  ,^ND  THK  CA.SE  OF  ILIE  ILASCU— 

Backgrou.nd  to  the  Problf-.m 

Elie  Wie-sel.  an  Auschwitz  survivor,  once 
said  that  forgetting  the  victims  is  like  kill- 
ing them  a  second  time. 

Indeed,  oppressors  and  oppressing  states 
often  insist  on  forgetting  the  past  for  the 
sake  of  a  new  start.  It  is  particularly  con- 
venient for  them  because  the  past  can  be  ex- 
tended from  yesterday  to  whatever  date 
suits  their  interests. 

In  thi.s  case,  Ru.ssia  wants  to  forget  Soviet 
Union's  brutal  past  and  injustices  and  to 
start  with  perestroika,  Moscow  conveniently 
ignores  that  Bessarabia  or  western  Moldova 
was  annexed  from  Romania  in  1940  following 
the  Nazi-Soviet  secret  pact  signed  in  Moscow 
by  Ribbentrop  and  Molotov  in  1939, 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  Romanian 
Moldavians  were  deported,  imprisoned,  or 
summarily  executed.  Hundreds  of  thousands 
of  families  were  split,  uprooted,  displaced, 
never  to  meet  again.  Hundreds  of  thou.sands 
of  Ru.ssians  and  Ukrainians  were  brought  in 
to  reorganize  and  supervise  the  new  republic 
of  Moldova, 

The  former  Romanian  province  was  terri- 
torially mutilated  and  its  borders  redrawn. 
While  the  northern  and  southern  regions  of 
the  new  republic  were  granted  to  Ukraine,  a 
small  piece  of  land  on  the  left  bank  of  the 
Dnestr    River   was   given    to    Moldova.   This 
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area  was  highly  russified  and  its  capital. 
Tiraspol,  served  for  a  very  long  time  as  a 
(  onier  of  Soviet  Marxism  and  Russian  na- 
tionalism. In  fact,  Tiraspol  was  a  spring 
board  for  Party  activists  to  jump  to  power  in 
the  capital  of  Moldova.  Chisinau.  or  to  other 
Soviet  places. 

While  imposing  Marxism  as  a  new  political 
form  of  social  organization.  Moscow  also  de- 
manded strictly  that  the  indigenous  popu- 
lation calls  itself  Moldavian  rather  than  Ro- 
manian, And  to  make  a  modicum  of  distinc- 
tion within  an  otherwise  undivisible  nation- 
ality. Moscow  forced  Moldova  to  adapt  the 
Russian  alphabet  instead  of  the  Latin  script 
used  by  Romanians,  For  a  while,  the  ploy 
worked,  but  only  as  long  as  the  people  was 
brutally  suppressed. 

Perestroika.  nevertheless,  brought  along 
freedom  of  expression  and  of  political  organi- 
zation. Hundreds  of  thousands  of  Moldavians 
gathered  on  many  occasions  in  Chisinau  to 
reclaim  their  history,  their  language,  the 
right  to  be  themselves,  their  Romaian  na- 
tionality. Some  of  the  first  acts  the 
Moldavians  did.  were  to  declare  again  their 
Romanian  identity  and  to  reimpose  from 
within  the  Latin  alphabet.  And  the  Roma- 
nian tricolor  was  flying  again  everywhere. 

Eventually,  Perestroika  caused,  at  least  in 
theory,  the  dissolution  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union  and  it  made  possible  wide  spread  dec- 
larations of  independence, 

Moldova  too  declared  its  independence  on 
-August  27.  1991  and  a  euphoric  state  followed. 
It  also  adopted  the  Romanian  national  an- 
them, it  eased  control  at  the  Romanian  bor- 
der, while  union  with  the  old  country  ap- 
peared imminent.  And  in  the  avant-garde  of 
this  struggle  for  national  recognition  was 
the  Moldavian  Popular  Front.  But  the  initial 
enthusiasm  was  soon  replaced  by  the  harsh 
realities  imposed  again  from  the  center. 
Moscow  would  not  give  up  its  empire. 

First,  the  small  Gagauz  minority  of 
Moldova  was  pushed  by  the  Russians  to  de- 
clare its  independence.  When  this  move 
failed,  the  Tiraspol  Russians  declared  their 
own  separate  Dnestr  Republic  and  vowed  to 
rebuild  communism  and  a  new  Soviet  Union 
around  it.  The  new  Marxist  republic  re- 
adopled  the  former  Soviet  .system  and  began 
to  hire  mercenaries  to  fight  against 
Moldova,  Confronted  with  dismemberment, 
Moldova  formed  an  army  made  mostly  of 
volunteers  and  in  1992  the  two  sides  were 
poised  for  war, 

Moscow  followed  with  great  interest  the 
events  and  manipulat«d  the  war  to  make 
sure  that  Moldova  would  not  be  allowed  to 
rejoin  Romania,  Whenever  the  war  turned 
sour  for  the  Dnestr  Republic,  the  Hth  Rus- 
sian Army  located  in  Tiraspol  openly  inter- 
vened to  its  defense.  It  also  armed  to  the 
teeth  Cossack  and  Russian  volunteers  from 
all  over  USSR  to  fight  against  Moldova. 

Within  a  few  months,  the  war  turned  very 
ugly.  Many  Romanians  from  the  Tiraspol 
area  under  the  new  Dnestr  Republic  were  ar- 
rested, disappeared,  or  were  murdered  in  a 
barbarous  manner.  Several  Romanians  were 
mutilated,  skinned,  or  nailed  to  crosses. 

At  the  same  time  and  in  order  to  beat 
Moldova  into  submission.  Russia  stopped  the 
supply  of  energy  and  raw  materials,  result- 
ing in  freezing  temperatures  during  the  win- 
ter and  industrial  idleness.  What  Moscow 
wanted  was  to  bring  Moldova  back  into  the 
newly  formed  CIS.  to  alienate  it  at  any  price 
from  Romania,  and  to  make  its  people  ac- 
cept the  misnomer  of  ■Moldavian." 

At  the  beginning,  the  new  leaders  in 
Chisinau  resisted  and  fought  the  trend,  but 
later  a  new  group  of  pro-Moscow  individuals 
gave  in  to  the  Russian  demands. 
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It  was  at  the  beginning  of  the  war  of  1992 
that  the  Dnestr  authorities  arrested  the 
leaders  of  the  local  Moldavian  Popular  Front 
and  started  a  shameful  process  which  lasts 
to  this  day.  The  case  is  now  known  as  'The 
Tiraspol  Five."  and  it  has  acquired  inter- 
national attention. 

THE  ■"TIRA.SPOL  FIVE" 

On  June  2.  1992.  a  group  of  five  members  of 
the  Tiraspol  Branch  of  Moldova's  Popular 
Front  was  arrested  on  false  accusations  of 
■terrorist  acts  against  the  Soviet  Power." 
They  were  Hie  Ilascu.  president  of  the  local 
branch  of  the  Front.  Alexandru  Lesco,  Tudor 
Petrov-Popa.  .Andrei  Ivantoc.  and  Petre 
Godiac.  A  sixth  person  who  was  arrested  at 
the  same  time.  Valery  Garbuz.  had  been  in- 
filtrated by  the  local  secret  police  into  the 
organization  in  order  to  testify  against  the 
group. 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  at  the  time  of 
the  arrest,  the  Tiraspol  branch  of  the  Popu- 
lar Front  was  working  legally  and  openly 
within  the  laws  of  Moldova.  By  contrast,  the 
authorities  of  the  Dnestr  Republic  that  ar- 
rested them  were  illegitimate  and  did  not 
represent  any  legal  state. 

At  first,  the  group  was  detained  at  the 
headquarter  of  the  Hth  Russian  Army  in 
Tiraspol,  raising  additional  questions  about 
the  status  of  this  Army.  Initially,  some  20 
persons  were  detained,  but  most  of  them 
were  freed  when  they  retracted  their  pro-Ro- 
manian stand  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  most 
insistent  demand  of  the  investigators  was 
that  they  give  up  their  claim  to  be  Roma- 
nians and  accept  instead  their  regional  iden- 
tification as  Moldavians. 

In  spite  of  the  unbearable  conditions  to 
which  the  victims  were  subjected,  no  one 
confessed  to  any  crimes,  but  this  did  not 
change  anything.  During  the  investigations. 
Ilascu  was  visited  unexpectedly  by  the  min- 
isters of  security  of  both  Moldova  and  the 
Dnestr  Republic,  making  him  think  that  the 
two  entities  acted  in  unison.  On  at  least  one 
occasion,  the  two  security  ministers  left 
Ilascu's  cell  together,  making  fun  of  him. 

As  Ilascu  mentioned  in  a  letter,  the  defend- 
ers were  visited  by  people  from  Romania. 
Switzerland.  Italy.  Poland,  and  even  from 
the  United  States.  But  never  by  any  official 
of  Moldova.  During  this  ordeal.  Ilascu  states, 
they  were  kept  alive  only  because  the  inter- 
national press  took  an  interest  in  them. 

When  the  trial  began,  the  entire  evidence 
against  the  defenders  was  based  on  the  false 
testimony  of  Valery  Garbuz.  And  in  order  to 
scare  them  and  influence  the  judge,  numer- 
ous local  communists  were  brought  in  to 
chant  ■■death  to  the  terrorists."  To  complete 
the  picture,  the  defenders  were  kept  in  an 
iron  cage,  and  the  trial  was  staged  in  a  local 
factory.  It  was  a  reminder  of  the  Stalinist 
trials  of  the  1930s. 

Kept  under  such  conditions,  members  of 
the  Ilascu  group  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
their  arrest  and  subsequent  trial  was  orches- 
trated by  the  Tiraspol  Russians  with  the  sup- 
port of  certain  circles  in  Moscow.  And.  ac- 
cording to  Ilascu.  the  Dnestr  authorities  also 
had  the  cooperation  of  the  new  leaders  of 
Moldova  who  wanted  to  annihilate  the  oppo- 
sition. 

The  most  prominent  among  the  new  lead- 
ers of  Moldova  are  President  Mircea  Snegur. 
Prime  Minister  Andrei  Sangheli.  and  Speak- 
er of  the  Parliament  Peiru  Luchinski.  All 
three  of  them  are  former  secretaries  of  the 
Moldavian  Communist  Party.  Apparently, 
they  are  also  under  Moscow's  pressure  and 
threats.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  inde- 
pendence of  Moldova  is  far  from  being  real. 

Moldova  is  only  independent  of  Romania, 
which  is  exactly  what  Moscow  wanted.  And 


12858 


to  make  sure  of  achieving-  their  goal,  the 
Russians  planned  the  1992  Denstr  War  and 
the  dismemberment  and  federalization  of  the 
small  republic.  Allegedly,  Moscow  also 
threatened  that  if  Bucharest  insisted  on 
claiming  Moldova,  they  would  transform  Ro- 
mania into  a  second  Yugoslavia. 

Thus,  the  true  goal  of  the  arrest  of  the 
Tiraspol  group  of  the  long  public  trial,  and  of 
the  convictions,  seems  to  be  threefold: 

To  intimidate  and  demoralize  the  Roma- 
nian majority  of  Moldova: 

To  cover  up  the  murders  perpetrated  by 
the  very  authorities  of  the  Dnestr  Republic 
during  the  summer  of  1992: 

And  to  kill  any  desire  or  aspiration  of  the 
Moldovan  Romanians  to  unite  with  Roma- 
nia. 

Although  imprisoned,  in  February  1993  Hie 
Ilascu  was  elected  to  the  Moldavian  Par- 
liament. This  enraged  his  captors  even  more. 
In  December  1993.  he  was  sentenced  to  death 
while  his  colleagues  received  long  prison 
convictions.  In  spite  of  his  sentence.  Ilascu 
shouted:  "Long  live  Romania.  You  can  kill 
us.  but  you  cannot  defeat  us." 

As  of  the  end  of  January  1995.  when  Presi- 
dent Mircea  Snegur  came  to  an  official  visit 
to  Washington.  Hie  Ilascu  and  his  group  were 
still  in  prison,  tortured  continuously  and 
dying  a  slow  agonizing  death.  (See  Appen- 
dices) 

RECENT  MOLDAVIAN  VISITS  TO  WASfflNGTON 

While  visiting  Washington.  President 
Snegur  painted  Moldova  as  a  young  but 
democratic  republic  struggling  to  reform  po- 
litically and  to  create  a  free  market  econ- 
omy. He  insisted  that  he  wanted  to  integrate 
his  republic  into  the  European  organisms, 
but  also  to  keep  close  relations  with  Russia 
and  CIS.  (The  question  is  how  can  one  serve 
two  masters?) 

During  the  same  period  of  time  a  promi- 
nent member  of  the  opposition  and  a  leading 
member  of  the  Moldavian  Parliament.  Vasile 
Nedelciuc.  was  also  in  Washington  for  the 
National  Breakfast  Prayer. 

Meetmg  several  congressmen.  Nedelciuc 
spoke  on  behalf  of  the  democratic  opposition 
of  Moldova  and  raised  a  number  of  questions. 
He  insisted  that  the  opposition  supports 
fully  the  idea  of  integration  with  Europe  and 
greets  with  enthusiasm  good  relations  with 
the  United  States. 

On  the  other  hand,  he  underlined  that  clos- 
er relations  with  Russia  and  the  CIS  bloc 
could  prevent  the  process  of  democratization 
and  integration  with  Europe  and  especially 
with  the  mother  country  of  Romania.  He 
also  insisted,  as  President  Snegur  did.  that 
the  presence  of  the  14th  Russian  Army 
headquartered  in  Tiraspol  represents  a  big 
threat.  This  army  and  its  huge  arsenal 
should  be  withdrawn  from  Moldova  as  soon 
as  possible. 

With  regard  to  the  much  needed  and  appre- 
ciated -American  aid.  Nedelciuc  insisted  that 
most  of  it  goes  to  state  enterprises  or  state 
structures,  and  very  little  is  used  to  encour- 
age private  businesses. 

He  stressed  that  the  reforms  did  not  touch 
that  countryside,  where  former  Soviet  state 
and  collective  farms  have  not  been  disbanded 
and  their  chairmen  oppose  any  changes. 

He  underlined  that  the  opposition  has  no 
access  to  radio  and  television  which  remain 
exclusively  in  the  hands  of  the  new  govern- 
ment and  its  party. 

He  also  said  that  the  government  has  abu- 
sively fired  from  administrative  positions 
most  people  who  belonged  to  the  opposition. 
Among  them  there  were  several  freely  elect- 
ed mayors. 

He  stressed  that  most  of  the  visiting  US 
governmental  delegations,  and  even  the  per- 
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sonnel  of  the  American  Embassy  in  Chisinau. 
avoid  to  meet  the  opposition.  A  dialogue 
with  the  opposition  would  be  beneficial  to  all 
parties. 

He  insisted  that  educators,  teachers,  men 
and  women  of  art  and  letters  of  Moldova,  are 
again  persecuted  for  declaring  openly  their 
Romanian  language,  culture,  and  identity. 
Renowned  poet  and  writer.  Grigore  Vieru.  for 
example,  repeatedly  received  telephone 
threats.  In  this  light,  Nedelciuc  .  .  .  pleaded 
that  the  recent  Appeal  of  Moldova's  edu- 
cators be  distributed  in  the  West  and  their 
cause  be  known  and  defended  (See  attached 
Appeal) 

With  regard  to  Hie  Ilascu  and  his  group. 
Vasile  Nedelciuc  stressed  that  their 
unending  ordeal  is  an  insult  to  the  entire  Ro- 
manian nation  and  to  the  concept  of  inde- 
pendence of  Moldova.  President  Snegur  also 
promised  to  intervene  on  his  behalf.  As  Eli 
Wiesel  put  it.  to  forget  them  is  killing  them 
a  second  time  around. 

The  United  States  has  granted  Moldova 
over  two  hundred  million  dollars  as  assist- 
ance. This  year  Moldova  is  scheduled  to  re- 
ceive twenty-two  million  dollars.  This  is  our 
taxpayers'  money.  It  is  unacceptable  to  help 
Moldova  while  the  government  persecutes  its 
majority  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  unable  or 
unwilling  to  free  its  own  citizens  from  pris- 
on. 

Peter  Lucaci.  National  President.  Union 

&  League,  R.S.A.,  Inc. 
Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Nathaniel  Popp,  Roma- 
nian Orthodox  Episcopate  of  America. 
Archibishop  Victorin,  Romanian  Ortho- 
dox Archdiocese  in  America  and  Can- 
ada. 
(Archmandrite)  J.  Michael  Botean.  Apos- 
tolic    Administrator,     sede     vacante. 
Roman  Catholic  Diocese. 
Dr.    Nicholas    Dima.    Union    &    League. 
Washington  Representative. 

APPENDIX  I 

Statement  by  Hie  Ilascu  addressed  to  the 
Prosecutor  of  the  Tiraspol  Court  on  De- 
cember 11.  1993.  after  being  sentenced  to 
death  (summary). 

"The  undersigned  Ilie  Ilascu  was  illegally 
and  brutally  arrested  by  the 

anticonstitutional  authorities  of  the  so- 
called  Moldavian  Dnestr  Republic  on  June  2, 
1992.  at  four  AM  at  my  home  address  on  Pacii 
Str.  Nr.  50/1.  apt.  1.  Tiraspol. 

"The  arrest  was  conducted  by  Vladimir 
Ivanovici  Gorbov.  a  lieutenent  colonel  of 
Moldova's  Ministry  of  Security,  who  was  se- 
cretly dispatched  for  this  mission  from 
Chistinau.  His  mission  was: 

1.  To  join  the  security  authority  of  the 
Dnestr  Republic  pretending  that  he  was  a  po- 
litical refugee  from  Moldova. 

2.  To  collect  compromising  information  for 
the  liquidation  of  the  Tiraspol  branch  of 
Moldova's  Popular  Front,  considered  an  or- 
ganization opposed  to  the  communist  re- 
gimes in  Chisinau  and  Tiraspol. 

In  view  of  his  mission.  Gorbov  arrived  in 
Tiraspol  in  February  1992  and  shortly  after 
in  March,  he  was  already  a  member  of  the 
Dnestr  security  department.  A  few  month 
later,  he  became  deputy  Minister  of  the 
Dnestr  Republic's  Security  Ministry. 

The  arrest  of  the  Tiraspol  Five  was  coordi- 
nated with  V.I.  Garbuz.  a  former  militia  cap- 
tain and  a  known  police  informer,  who  had 
been  infiltrated  into  the  local  branch  of  the 
Popular  Front.  Before  my  arrest,  the  local 
militia  planted  in  my  apartment  arms  and 
ammunitions  of  which  I  had  no  knowledge. 

For  months,  I  was  investigated  by  Gorbov. 
who  applied  the  most  brutal  methods:  beat- 
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ings.  intimidations,  threats,  lies,  starvation, 
isolation,  psychological  pressures,  and  sev- 
eral mocked  executions. 

He  told  me.  for  example,  that  my  younger 
daughter  was  kidnapped  and  that  my  wife 
had  lost  her  sanity.  Gorbov  and  Shevtsov 
also  asked  me  continuously  to  confess,  to 
deny  my  position,  and  to  sign  false  state- 
ments already  written  by  them.  They  tried 
to  make  me  sign  confessions  that  I  was  a 
CIA  agent  as  far  back  as  1989.  and  that  I  also 
was  a  Romanian  secret  agent  trained  to  exe- 
cute terrorist  activities  in  Moldova. 

When  I  totally  refused,  they  beat  me  to  a 
pulp.  Later,  they  tried  to  make  me  sign  con- 
fessions that  I  had  been  a  paid  agent  of 
Moldova's  Security  Ministry  trained  to  carry 
out  terrorist  activities  in  the  territory  of  the 
Dnestr  Republic,  which  I  also  rejected  as  ri- 
diculous. 

Mr.  Prosecutor.  I  also  want  to  stress  that 
during  the  night.  Gorbov  called  his  con  in 
Chisinau  several  times.  In  the  silence  of  the 
night  I  could  hear  that  he  received  from  him 
secret  information  regarding  the  evolution 
of  the  Dnestr  War.  (This  should  be  construed 
as  plain  treason). 

He  also  bragged  frankl.y  about  dozens  of 
members  of  the  Popular  Front  whom  he  h  i  i 
killed  with  is  own  hand  at  Benderi  duiK;^- 
the  height  of  the  war  in  the  summer  of  19'*:: 

Interestingly,  after  accomplishing  his  m: 
sion.  Gorbov  disappeared  from  Tiraspol  and 
returned  to  Chisinau.  where  allegedly  he  had 
retired  to  live  in  .  .  .  peace  and  honor. 

In  view  of  that  Mr.  Prosecutor.  I  demand 
that  Gorbov.  my  investigator  and  accuser 
here  in  Tiraspol,  be  himself  arrested  and 
tried  for  his  crimes.  Ilie  Ilascu,  December  11. 
1993. 

APPENDIX  II 

Letter  by  Ilie  Ilascu  from  Death  Row 

My  cell  is  made  exclusively  of  iron  and  ce- 
ment, and  it  does  not  have  any  ventilation. 
The  windows  have  three  rows  of  bars  and  are 
covered  by  a  metal  sheet.  There  is  no  light 
and  no  fresh  air.  I  have  been  kept  alone  and 
have  not  been  taken  out  since  February. 

.My  kidney  problems  have  aggravated. 
Many  times  I  can  no  longer  stand  the  pain. 
I  also  have  acute  pains  on  the  right  side  of 
the  body  in  the  abdominal,  liver,  and  lung 
areas.  It  has  now  been  two  years  since  I 
could  no  longer  control  my  left  cheek,  which 
shakes  very  often.  M,v  eyes  itch  continu- 
ously, and  following  the  1992  beatings.  I  lost 
two  teeth  while  a  third  one  was  broken. 
Above  the  right  knee.  I  have  an  area  that  is 
now  completely  numb.  My  migraines  are 
continuous,  and  there  are  times  when  I  can 
no  longer  get  up  alone 

The  cell  has  never  been  heated,  and  I  have 
been  continuously  starved.  Mircea  Sengur 
has  not  allowed  anybody  to  help  me.  Not 
even  the  Red  Cross  has  been  allowed  to  visit. 

I  will  resist  as  long  as  God  will  keep  me 
alive.— Ilie  Ilascu,  September  25.  1994. 

Appeal 

To  the  Parliamentary  Assembly  of  the  Coun- 
cil of  Europe.  European  Commission  on 
Human  Rights,  the  Committee  on  Rela- 
tions With  European  Non-Member  Coun- 
tries 

The  present  Appeal  is  a  document  adopted 
at  a  protest  meeting,  held  on  January  20. 
1995  in  Chisinau  (Moldova),  which  was  at- 
tended by  over  400  people  representing  29 
educational,  research  and  cultural  institu- 
tions. 

We.  the  participants  to  the  meeting,  fully 
support  the  efforts  directed  at  obtaining  Re- 
public of  Moldova's  membership  in  the  Coun- 
cil of  Europe,  since,  to  our  strong  belief,  this 


prestigious  international  body  can  give  some 
additional  guarantees  to  the  irreversibility 
of  democratic  changes  that  occurred  in  our 
society  during  the  last  years. 

Its  precisely  the  concern  for  the  fate  of 
ilemocratic  gains  of  1989-90  that  made  the 
people  gather  at  this  meeting. 

The  issue  under  discussion  might  seem 
pretty  insignificant  to  anyone  but  those  who 
know  how  skillfully  and  hypocritically  it 
had  been  manipulated  b.v  the  totalitarian  re- 
gime. It  deals  with  the  term  "Moldovan  lan- 
guage"—a  term  invented  by  Stalin  for  the 
sake  of  building  a  "Berlin  wall'  between  it 
and  Rumanian  language,  and  culture  in  gen- 
eral (for  this  purpose  "Moldovan  language" 
was  even  given  the  Russian  alphabet).  That 
proved  to  be  one  of  the  most  powerful  instru- 
ments of  uprooting  the  ethnic  identity  of  the 
Rumanian  population  of  Bessarabia  and  of 
depriving  it  of  its  cultural  values.  The  most 
progressive  and  honest  scientists  from  both 
the  Republic  of  Moldova  and  Russia  could 
never  accepted  this  falsehood. 

That  is  why  the  issues  of  language  and  its 
alphabet  have  become  pivots  in  the  general 
!•  tnocratic  demands  of  1989.  As  a  result,  the 
A  .idemy  of  Sciences  officially  recognized— 
and  the  first  democratic  Parliament  con- 
firmed— that  there  is  only  one  literary 
Eastern  Romance  language — Rumanian. 
Moldovan  being  just  one  of  its  sub-dialects 
(spoken  also  in  Rumanian  Moldova).  In  the 
general  bliss  of  those  years  it  seemed  that 
there  is  no  way  back  to  the  old  political  ma- 
nipulations. 

In  this  context  one  can  understand  the 
frustration  related  to  the  return  of  the  false 
term  "Moldovan  language",  a  term  the  ac- 
tual majority  party  succeeded  to  introduce 
in  the  Constitution  (.Article  13.1).  By  the 
way.  the  Academy,  when  consulted  by  the 
Parliament  on  the  issue,  reaffirmed  its  pre- 
vious opinion  and  was  thus  ignored  by  the 
latter. 

Things  wouldn't  be  so  dramatic,  if  people 
didn't  know  what  the  implications  of  this 
"minor"  untruth  would  be  to  the  study  of 
history,  literature,  etc..  but  most  of  all  to 
the  MORALITY  of  the  whole  society.  This 
would  mean  another  spiritual  isolation,  i.e. 
our  further  distancing  from  the  ideals  of  Eu- 
ropean integration. 

Even  more  troublesome  is  the  direct  pres- 
sure on  behalf  of  the  Government  upon  the 
teaching  staff  of  the  educational  institutions 
not  to  use  the  term  Rumanian  language. 
Threats  are  already  being  heard  towards 
those  specialists  who  do  not  accept  the  lin- 
guistic and  historical  untruth.  Teachers  feel 
humiliated  by  the  fact  that,  after  they  have 
enjoyed  the  freedom  of  telling  the  truth. 
they  are  forced  to  perpetuate  old  propa- 
gandistic  lies  and  find  it  immoral. 

We.  the  participants  to  the  meeting,  pro- 
test against  the  above  mentioned  facts. 
fiualifying  them  a.s  violations  of  our  human 
and  professional  rights.  These  are  also  viola- 
tions of  the  students'  right  to  education  in 
their  native  literary  language  (and  not  just  a 
sub-dialect  of  it),  on  the  basis  of  scientific 
truth. 

We  also  express  our  protest  against  the  in- 
accessibility of  state  radio  and  TV  (the  only 
ones  in  Moldova)  not  only  to  the  opposition 
parties,  but  also  to  the  researchers,  teachers. 
university  professors  that  have  different 
opinions  from  those  stated  officially. 

We  appeal  to  the  high  authority  of  the 
Council  of  Europe  for  support  in  the  hope 
that  it  will  not  disregard  these  cases  of  en- 
croachment on  our  professional  liberty  and 
human  dignity. 

.■\nticipating  the  membership  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Moldova  in  the  Council  of  Europe,  we 
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are  eager  to  work  towards  the  democratiza- 
tion of  our  society  and  towards  achieving  the 
noble  goals  of  this  European  forum. 
With  our  highest  consideration. 
Timofei  Melnic.  Chief  of  the  Department 
of  Rumanian  Literature,  State  Univer- 
sity, Chairman  of  the  Meeting. 
Address:    str.    Miron    Costin    15/2.   ap.    125. 
Chisinau,  Republic  of  Moldova,  Tel.  (3732)  32- 
25-22. 

Ion  Vicol.  Researcher.  State  University 
of  Moldova.  Secretary  of  the  Meeting. 


HONORING  SAMUEL  BEA.  JR. 


HON.  EUOT  L  EISGEL 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  long-time  com- 
munity leacjer  and  activist.  Samuel  Bea,  Jr.,  is 
retiring  as  (jistnct  manager  of  Community 
Boar(j  No  12  in  the  Bronx  after  serving  18 
years  in  the  post. 

Sann's  commitment  to  the  resitjents  of  the 
Northeast  Bronx  cannot  be  matche(j.  He 
brought  to  the  position  ot  district  manager  ex- 
ceptional management  skills  and  knowledge  of 
people  and  issues  which  were  the  key  to  his 
many  successes  in  trying  to  improve  the  qual- 
ity of  life  for  his  constituents. 

His  past  experience  includes  serving  as  di- 
rector of  Community  Services.  Westchester 
Community  Opportunity  Program.  Inc.,  execu- 
tive director,  Mount  Vernon  Community  Action 
Group,  project  administrator,  Harlem  Hospital 
Comprehensive  Alcoholism  Program,  deputy 
executive,  associate  director,  OJT  director. 
Urban  League  of  Westchester,  manpower  co- 
ordinator, Yonkers.  NY,  and  director.  Neigh- 
borhood Youth  Corps,  Greensburg,  NY. 

Everything  that  Sam  Bea  has  done  in  his 
professional  life  has  been  devoted  toward 
helping  people.  And  though  he  retirees  from 
being  district  manager,  I  am  sure  his  commit- 
ment to  helping  people  will  continue. 

I  join  with  Sam's  family,  friends,  and  col- 
leagues in  wishing  him  the  best  in  the  years 
ahead  and  thank  him  for  all  he  has  done. 


DANVILLE  ROTARY  HONORED  ON 
75TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  PAUL  E.  KANJORKSI 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Rotary  Club  of  Danville, 
PA  which  IS  celebrating  the  75th  anniversary 
of  its  founding.  I  am  pleased  to  have  been  in- 
vited to  participate  in  the  anniversary  dinner 
on  May  13  and  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
bring  the  history  of  the  club  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues. 

Founded  in  1905,  by  Paul  Harris  in  Chicago, 
the  Rotary  has  been  an  institution  in  America 
ever  since.  The  first  Rotary  meeting  consisted 
of  Paul  Harns  and  three  other  businessmen. 
Out  of  that  meeting  came  the  idea  to  form  a 
men's  club  representing  local  business  and 
the  professions.  Weekly  meetings  were  held. 
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in  turn,  at  each  member's  place  of  business. 
This  is  how  the  organization  came  to  be  called 
Rotary. 

The  purpose  as  defined  by  its  founder  was 
to  undertake  civic  functions  of  value  to  the 
community.  Mr.  Harris  was  successful  in  his 
endeavor.  Now  known  as  Rotary  International, 
the  organization  has  grown  to  more  than 
25,000  clubs,  in  172  countnes,  with  member- 
ship well  over  a  million  and  a  quarter.  In  1988, 
Rotary  opened  its  membership  to  women. 

Fifteen  years  after  Paul  Harns  founded  Ro- 
tary, the  Danville  Rotary  Club  was  organized 
and  given  its  charter,  No.  651.  This  club  has 
served  the  community  with  dedic;ation  ever 
since.  The  club  boasts  three  Distnct  Gov- 
ernors from  Its  ranks  from  1938  to  1993.  The 
club  joined  with  Bloomsburg  and  Berwick  to 
found  the  Columbia-Montour  Boy  Scout  Coun- 
cil in  1924.  Boy  Scout  Camp  Lavigne  was 
named  in  honor  of  Jack  Lavigne,  a  charter 
member  of  the  Danville  Rotary. 

Over  the  years,  the  club  has  sponsored  a 
children's  clinic,  the  student  exchange  pro- 
gram, Cub  Pack  36,  Crop  Walk,  Danville  Com- 
munity Center,  Thomas  Beaver  Library,  Edith 
Buckley  Brown  A.L.S.  Foundation  at  Geismger 
Medical  Center,  to  name  just  a  few  of  the 
club's  beneficiaries.  "Service  Above  Self",  the 
motto  of  Rotary  International,  is  the  tradition  of 
the  Danville  Club. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  extremely  proud  of  the 
strong  and  active  influence  of  the  Danville  Ro- 
tary throughout  my  District.  I  am  especially 
pleased  to  join  with  the  Danville  community  in 
congratulating  Danville  Rotary  on  its  75th  an- 
niversary. We  thank  you  for  your  dedication  to 
your  community,  and  for  helping  make  Rotary 
synonymous  with  service. 


TRIBUTE  TO  NANCY  HUDSON  AND 
NANCY  KNOBLE 


HON.  LYNN  C.  WOOLSEY 

OF  CALIFOKMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Ms.  WO<XSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  two  brave  and  very  dedicated  women. 
Nancy  Hudson  and  Nancy  Knoble,  who  are 
deserving  of  special  congressional  recognition 
for  their  efforts  to  call  international  attention  to 
the  battle  against  breast  cancer.  They  are  very 
positive  role  models  for  other  women  faced 
with  this  same  situation. 

The  two  Nancy's  recently  participiated  in  a 
successful  climbing  expedition  of  the  23,085- 
foot  Mount  Aconcagua  m  Argentina  in  which 
16  breast  cancer  survivors  took  part.  They 
should  be  commended  for  their  participation  in 
this  novel  effort,  organized  by  Breast  Cancer 
Fund  ot  San  Francisco,  to  raise  money  for  re- 
search and  treatment  of  breast  cancer.  The 
two  were  recently  recognized  by  the  White 
House  for  their  efforts  during  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's Medicare  Mammography  Aware- 
ness Campaign.  I  know  that  their  enthusiastic 
response  to  fighting  this  disease  m  such  an 
active  manner  helps  to  motivate  others  to  re- 
double their  efforts  against  this  deadly  dis- 
ease, as  well  as  the  example  they  set  and 
hope  they  give  to  other  cancer  survivors. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great  pleasure  to  pay 

tribute  to  Nancy  and  Nancy  for  their  extraor- 
dinary eftorts.  I  am  very  proud  to  be  rep- 
resenting these  two  remarkable  women  in 
Congress,  I  extend  my  heartfelt  congratula- 
tions and  deep  appreciation  to  Nancy  Hudson 
and  Nancy  Knoble  for  their  tremendous 
achievements. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

THE  RIGHT  TO  LIFE  ACT  OF  1995 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JERALD  R, 
BUTCHERT 


HON.  CALVIN  M.  DOOLEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr    DOOLEY,  Mr,  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 

recognize  and  honor  Jerald  R,  Butchert,  a  per- 
sonal friend  of  mine  and  a  man  who  has 
worked  tirelessly  to  make  the  San  Joaquin 
Vaiiey  the  most  fertile  agncultural  land  on 
Earth  Jerry  is  retiring  May  31  as  general  man- 
ager of  the  Westiands  Water  District, 

For  the  past  18  years.  Jerry  has  been  gen- 
eral manager  of  the  Nation's  largest  agncul- 
tural water  district,  a  district  which  approxi- 
mately equals  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  in 
area. 

Jerry  has  built  a  caree''  on  the  prudent  man- 
agement of  water,  and  has  helped  build 
/vestlands  rto  one  of  the  most  impressive 
water-delivery  systems  in  the  world. 

Jerry  was  a  key  participant  in  the  negotia- 
tions that  led  to  the  Reclamation  Reform  Act 
of  1982,  legislation  which  forever  changed  the 
face  of  the  Westiands'  farming  operations,  and 
created  new  opportunities  for  young  land- 
owners and  farmers.  He  also  led  the  district's 
ongoing  negotiations  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment on  the  need  for  adequate  drainage  serv- 
ice. 

More  recently,  Jerry  was  active  in  discus- 
sions that  led  to  the  historic  Bay-Delta  agree- 
ment, an  agreement  that  helped  bring  stability 
to  the  Delta  and  to  California's  agricultural 
water  supply.  He  is  currently  playing  an  impor- 
tant role  m  efforts  to  reform  the  1992  Central 
Valley  Proiect  improvement  Act, 

A  civil  engineering  graduate  of  Fresno  State 
College,  Jerry  began  his  career  as  an  engi- 
neer lor  the  Fresno  Irrigation  District.  He  later 
served  as  the  executive  officer  of  the  Eel 
River  Water  Council,  and  as  the  legislative 
representative  n  Washington,  DC  for  the  Met- 
ropolitan Water  Distnct  of  Southern  California, 

He  has  continued  to  be  active  m  water  orga- 
nizations throughout  his  career,  serving  as  a 
director  of  the  National  Water  Resources  As- 
sociation, the  Centra!  Valley  Proiect  Water  As- 
sociation, and  the  San  Luis  and  Delta- 
Mendota  Water  Authonty,  He  is  a  member  of 
the  Drainage  Oversight  Committee  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  Drainage  Program,  the  Asso- 
ciation of  California  Water  Agencies,  and  the 
American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers. 

Jerry  and  his  wife,  Came  Lou,  have  lour 
children  and  five  grandchildren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Jerry  Butchert  has  a  long 
record  of  achievement  in  his  career.  He  has 
earned  our  honor  and  respect  in  his  retire- 
ment Mr  SpeaKer.  piease  jom  me  and  my 
colleagues  m  recognizing  by  good  fnend,  Jerry 
Butchert. 


HON.  ROBERT  H  DORNAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.1995 
Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pnvileged 
to  introduce  the  Right  to  Life  Act  of  1995  be- 
cause I  must  do  what  I  can  for  our  society  to 
instill  respect  for  human  life  and  stop  the  cur- 
rent culture  of  death.  The  Supreme  Court  in 
Roe  V.  Wade  laid  out  the  blueprint  lor  this  leg- 
islation. It  is  simple,  reasonable,  and  just,  and 
provides  that  the  right  to  life  guaranteed  by 
the  Constitution  is  vested  in  each  human 
being  at  fertilization. 

We  Members  of  the  House  know  that  for 
each  of  tfie  past  22  years  following  Roe  v. 
Wade,  an  estimated  1,500,000  preborn  chil- 
dren have  been  institutionally  killed  throughout 
Federal  enclaves  and  the  States.  More  than 
33,000,000  innocents  have  been  slaughtered, 
pregnant  mothers  traumatized,  and  fathers  de- 
nied paternity.  As  would  be  expected  from  this 
loss  of  respect  for  the  value  of  dignity  of 
human  life,  euthanasia  followed  the  soanng 
abortion  rate.  And  then  street  violence  invaded 
the  lives  of  all  Amencans  at  a  frightening 
pace. 

And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  ask  America 
"How  did  this  tragedy  occur  in  our  beautiful 
Land  of  the  Free''"  Well,  in  a  word,  apathy 
We  took  it  lor  granted  that  America  was  good 
and  just.  But,  evil  worked  from  withm,  and  per- 
suaded our  Supreme  Court  to  make  cata- 
strophic errors  ol  judgment,  fact  and  law  in 
Roe  V.  Wade,  by  which  the  Court  authorized 
the  killing  ol  innocents.  It  is  the  same  evil 
which  we  suffered  when  society  permitted  the 
personhood  ol  a  slave  to  be  less  than  the 
personhood  ol  a  slave  owner.  Now  the  right  to 
lile  of  a  preborn  person  is  less,  according  to 
the  Court,  than  that  of  a  born  child. 

The  Right  to  Lite  Act  confronts  and  over- 
comes the  abortion  plague  spawned  oy  Roe  v 
Wade.  It  assures  that  we  will  no  longer  violate 
the  basic  human  right  to  life.  We  will  provide 
equal  care  and  protection  for  the  right  to  life 
lor  both  a  pregnant  mother  and  her  preborn 
child. 

As  an  American,  I  cannot  live  side-by-side 
with  abortion  and  euthanasia  as  if  it  were  not 
evil  to  kill  a  baby  or  the  aged  or  sick.  As  a 
public  official,  I  cannot  sit  by  as  if  America 
cannot  stop  notorious  violations  of  human 
nghts  in  our  country. 

For  centunes,  Amenca  was  held  hostage  to 
the  great  controversy  over  the  absolute  evil  of 
slavery.  Now,  for  22  years  too  long,  America 
has  been  held  hostage  in  this  great  con- 
troversy and  conflict  over  the  absolute  evil  of 
abortion. 

Where  are  the  bodies  of  the  4,000  or  more 
problem  preborn  babies  intentionally  killed 
each  day  in  Amenca^  The  press  and  media 
show  us  photos  of  starving  children  in  foreign 
lands  and  urge  us  to  get  food  to  the  hungry. 
We  saw  the  dead  and  barely  alive  victims  of 
Hitler's  death  camps  which  sickened  us  50 
years  ago.  Today  we  still  remember  and  me- 
morialize the  worst  evils  of  World  War  II, 

No  longer  should  there  be  a  cover-up  of  the 
death  ol  even  one  preborn  baby.  We  must 
look  squarely  at  the  abortion  tragedy  and  pray 
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that  Amenca  will  be  moved  finally  with  reason 
and  compassion  to  save  preborn  babies,  their 
mothers  and  fathers,  and  our  society. 


RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  16TH 
DISTRICT  STUDENT  CONGRES- 
SIONAL COUNCIL 


HON.  RALPH  REGLU 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  May  12.  1995 

Mr,  REGULA,  Mr.  Speaker,  every  year  I 
sponsor  a  student  congressional  council  in  the 
16th  Distnct  of  Ohio.  High  school  students  are 
selected  to  participate  and  are  assigned  is- 
sues of  national  importance  to  research  and 
debate.  This  year  the  students  were  told  to 
formulate  their  own  "Contract  With  America." 

The  students  spent  many  weeks  research- 
ing and  discussing  the  annual  topic.  They  con- 
clude the  project  by  holding  a  mock  Congress. 
On  this  final  day  the  students  debate  and  vote 
on  their  contract  proposals. 

The  students  considered  over  30  pieces  of 
legislation.  I  am  proud  to  insert  the  following 
proposals  which  passed  their  student  legisla- 
ture into  the  Congressional  Record; 

The  participating  high  schools  are:  Alliance. 
Central  Catholic,  Glen  Oak,  Fairless, 
Fredencktown,  Hillsdale,  Hoover,  Louisville, 
Marlington,  Minen/a,  Northwestern,  R.G. 
Drage,  Tuslaw,  and  West  Holmes. 
Welfare  Refor.m 

It  is  clear  that  the  current  welfare  system 
i.s  slowly  destroying  the  very  fabric  of  our 
-society.  The  current  system  encourages  both 
irresponsible  behavior  and  fraud.  In  an  at- 
tempt to  save  the  American  society  by 
strengthening  the  American  family,  encour- 
aging responsibility,  and  eliminating  unnec- 
essary illegal  behavior,  I  urge  the  passing  of 
this  bill. 

A  bill  to  establish  guidelines  for  the  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  program. 

In  order  to  quality  for  and  receive  Aid  to 
Families  payments  all  applicants  and  recipi- 
ents must  be  at  least  18  years  of  age,  a  legal 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  either  pos- 
se.ss  a  high  school  diploma,  have  passed  the 
Graduation  Equivalency  Test,  or  currently 
be  enrolled  in  a  course  of  study  leading  to  a 
GED  test. 

All  applicants  or  recipients  whom  the 
State  determines  to  be  addicted  to  alcohol  or 
any  type  of  drug  shall  be  required  to  partici- 
pate in  and  successfully  complete  an  addic- 
tion treatment  program.  Those  applicants 
and  recipients  whom  the  State  determines  to 
be  addicted  to  alcohol  or  any  type  of  drug 
shall  also  be  subject  to  random  alcohol  and/ 
or  drug  testing. 

All  guardians  of  children  whose  parent(s) 
are  currently  incarcerated  shall  continue  to 
receive  .■\DFC  payments  for  the  care  of  these 
children. 

.\U  States  shall  have  the  power  to  require 
recipients  of  AFDC  payments  to  perform 
community  service,  providing  that  they  offer 
child  care  to  those  whom  they  determine 
need  it. 

All  unwed  mothers  must  establish  pater- 
nity in  order  to  receive  .•\FDC  payments. 
Once  paternity  is  established.  .^FDC  benefits 
will  not  increase  for  those  women  who  are 
currently  on  welfare  who  give  birth  to  addi- 
tional children. 
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All  fathers  that  fail  to  pay  child  support 
•shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive  AFDC  pay- 
ments, however,  job  training  and  placement 
a.ssistance  shall  be  offered  to  these  men. 

All  States  shall  be  required  to  terminate 
AFDC  payments  to  recipients  who  have  re- 
ceived these  payments  for  at  least  three 
years.  All  States  shall  have  the  power,  how- 
ever, to  end  these  AFDC  payments  after  one 
year,  providing  that  they  offer  a  job  training 
and  assistance  program  to  their  recipients. 

All  State-provided  job  training  and  place- 
ment assistance  programs  shall  be  funded 
through  block  grants,  comprised  of  the  sav- 
ings generated  by  denying  AFDC  benefits  to 
those  under  the  age  of  18.  All  State-provided 
child  care  to  recipients  of  .AFDC  payments 
may  also  be  funded  through  these  block 
grants,  or  States  may  provide  the  position  of 
child  care  administrator  as  a  community 
ser\'ice  opportunity  to  those  recipients 
whom  must  complete  a  State  determined  re- 
quirement of  community  service. 

Stricter  Legislation  Regarding  Persons 
ON  Trial.  Punishments,  and  Their  Appeals 

A  bill  to  have  a  stricter  legislation  regard- 
ing trials,  punishments  and  appeals  of  ac- 
cused persons.  If  a  person  is  accused  of  com- 
mitting a  felony,  they  should  be  tried  as  an 
adult  regardless  of  their  age  when  they  com- 
mitted the  crime.  There  should  be  stricter 
psychiatric  evaluations  for  accused  persons 
claiming  temporary  insanity.  Useless  ques- 
tioning or  the  use  of  irrelevant  evidence 
should  be  abolished.  There  should  be  stricter 
punishments  for  criminals  convicted  of 
crimes  involving  guns,  drugs,  and  other  seri- 
ous felonies.  Any  criminal  convicted  of  any  3 
felonies  will  be  locked  up  in  prison  for  the 
rest  of  their  life.  Life  sentences  should  be 
served  for  the  remainder  of  the  criminal's 
life.  We  should  cut  back  on  jail  privileges  for 
the  white  collar  criminals,  such  as  tennis 
courts,  exercise  rooms,  swimming  pools,  etc 
A  convicted  criminal  should  only  be  allowed 
to  receive  two  appeals.  By  doing  this,  it  will 
eliminate  the  use  of  tax  payers'  funding  of 
useless  court  trials.  If  released,  the  criminal 
must  piiy  court  fees. 

Mandatory  Railroad  Crossing  Warning 
Light  and  Gate  Placement  and  Repair 

This  bill  would  impose  mandatory  place- 
ment of  lights  and  gates  at  all  railroad  cross- 
ings in  use  and  require  immediate  repair  of 
all  faulty  gates  and  lights. 

A  bill  to  create  gates  and  lights  for  all  rail- 
roads in  u.se. 

Sec.  1.  The  federal  government  will  allo- 
cate funds  from  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation to  state  governments  for  the  building 
of  railroad  crossings  that  are  in  use. 

Sec.  2.  All  faulty  gates  and  lights  must  be 
repaired  immediately.  Gates  and  lights  that 
are  not  working  or  are  being  repaired  must 
have  signs  posted  to  notify  this  to  drivers. 

Sec.  3.  If  a  railroad  crossing  does  not  have 
gates  or  lights  then  trains  must  reduce  their 
speed  to  25  m.p.h.  through  the  crossing  until 
the  installation  of  gates  and  lights  is  com- 
plete. 

Sec.  4.  If  a  state  does  not  comply  with  this 
bill  all  federal  funding  for  highways  will  be 
cut  off  for  that  state. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  COL.  CECIL  G. 
FOSTER,  U.S.A. F. 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OK  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  recognize  an  out- 
standing individual,  originally  from  Michigan. 
on  the  occasion  of  his  homecoming  to  serve 
as  Parade  Marshall  of  the  Midland  Memonal 
Day  Parade.  Col.  Cecil  Foster  has  dedicated 
his  life  to  the  service  of  his  country  and  his 
community,  and  is  an  inspiration  to  the  many 
people  whose  lives  he  has  touched. 

Shortly  after  his  graduation  from  Midland 
High  School  in  1943.  Cecil  answered  the  call 
of  his  country  and  enhsted  m  the  Army  Air 
Forces.  This  was  the  beginning  of  a  long  and 
distinguished  career  in  the  U.S.  military.  Dur- 
ing this  time,  his  seni/ices  were  recognized  as 
he  was  awarded  the  Silver  Star  with  one  Oak 
Leaf  Cluster,  the  Distinguished  Flying  Cross 
with  two  Oak  Leaf  Clusters,  and  the  Air  Force 
Commendation  Medal. 

Cecil  immediately  requested  pilot  training, 
and  through  dedication  and  hard  work,  he 
earned  his  wings  in  1948  After  resigning  his 
commission  in  1950,  he  hardly  had  time  to 
settle  into  civilian  life  before  the  onset  of  the 
Korean  War.  The  outbreak  of  hostilities  in 
Korea  once  again  summoned  Cecil's  unwaver- 
ing patriotism.  He  was  recalled  to  active  duty 
in  August  1951  and  assigned  to  the  16th 
Fighter  Interceptor  Squadron,  where  his  brave 
service  to  our  Nation  in  the  name  of  democ- 
racy earned  him  a  promotion  to  Captain. 

Cecil's  military  career  continued  into  the  era 
of  the  Vietnam  War,  Promoted  to  Lieutenant 
Colonel,  he  assumed  command  of  the  390th 
Tactical  Fighter  Squadron  in  DaNang  m  1968. 

During  Cecil's  tours  m  South  Korea  and 
South  Vietnam,  he  logged  over  200  combat 
sorties,  including  the  confirmed  downing  of  9 
MiG-15's.  He  remained  on  active  duty  until 
1975,  and  retired  with  over  5,000  flying  hours. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Colonel  Foster  has  dem- 
onstrated dedication,  patriotism  and  bravery  in 
service  to  his  country  that  is  unparalled  in 
America's  history  books.  He  is  one  of  the  few, 
unique  individuals  whose  actions  still  rep- 
resent the  ideals  upon  which  this  Nation  was 
founded.  I  know  you  will  join  me  m  welcoming 
Midland's  "native  son '  home  to  Michigan  on 
this  special  occasion. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  COME  HOME, 
CORPORATE  AMERICA  BILL 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  May  12.  1995 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr  Speaker,  did  you  know 
that  investment  by  U.S. -based  multinational 
corporations  abroad  rose  by  7.2  percent  to  a 
total  of  37 16.2  billion  m  1993  and  increased  at 
an  even  faster  rate  in  the  first  half  of  1994? 

Stop  and  think  about  the  jobs  and  economic 
growth  that  would  have  been  generated  here 
in  the  United  States  of  America  if  that  invest- 
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menf  capital  had  been  plowed  into  rebuilding 
our  Nation  instead  of  boosting  offshore  com- 
petition and  production. 

It  IS  time  for  Uncle  Sam  to  help  redirect 
much  more  of  our  Nation's  limited  investment 
capital  into  providing  good-paying  jobs  for 
Americans  here  at  home. 

The  best  place  to  start  is  by  eliminating  var- 
ious special  interest  tax  breaks  and  subsidies 
that  reward  U.S.  companies  for  investing 
abroad  rather  than  in  the  United  States  and 
that  add  tens  of  billions  to  our  Federal  deficit 
every  year.  Currently  Federal  tax  and  spend- 
ing policies  actually  favor  overseas  investment 
by  U.S. -based  multinational  corporations  in 
many  ways,  instead  of  rewarding  domestic  in- 
vestment and  job  creation. 

That  is  why  I  have  been  joined  by  other 
members  of  the  Progressive  Caucus  in  sfxjn- 
soring  comprehensive  legislation — The  Come 
Home.  Corporate  Amenca  Bill — to  cut  the  cor- 
porate welfare  tor  U.S. -based  multinational 
corporations  that  are  busy  hollowing  out  our 
Nations  production  base,  exporting  good-pay- 
ing U.S.  Jobs,  and  bilking  the  American  tax- 
payer all  at  the  same  time. 

My  bill  will  cut  the  Federal  deficit  by  S252 
billion  over  the  next  5  years  by  wiping  out  as- 
sorted special  interest  tax  loopholes  and  sub- 
sidies that  have  been  handed  out  year  after 
year  to  U.S. -based  multinational  corporations 
These  are  the  same  companies  that  have 
turned  their  backs  on  millions  of  Amencan 
working  families  whose  hard  work  and  per- 
sonal allegiance  has  been  instrumental  in 
building  these  Fortune  500-type  companies 
into  economic  powerhouses. 

Specifically,  my  bill  will  achieve  major  deficit 
reduction  by  cutting  the  following  multinational 
corporate  welfare: 

Abolishing  the  foreign  tax  credit. 

Eliminating  tax  deferral  of  Income  from  con- 
trolled foreign  corporations: 

Cracking  down  on  transfer  pricing,  whereby 
multinational  corporations  arbitranly  allocate 
computed  income  among  their  operations  in 
different  countnes; 

Eliminating  special  tax  break  that  allows 
companies  to  exclude  15  percent  of  their  ex- 
port income  generated  from  special  subsidi- 
aries often  created  merely  to  claim  and  proc- 
ess the  break; 

Repealing  tax  exemption  from  U.S.  taxes  for 
employees  of  multinational  corporations  re- 
gardless of  whether  or  not  that  income  is  sub- 
ject to  foreign  taxation.  Companies  often 
equalize  tax  liabilities  so  that  their  employees' 
after-tax  income  is  the  same,  thus  allowing  the 
company  to  pad  their  profits; 

Abolishing  the  Overseas  Private  Investment 
Corporation  [OPIC]  which  obligates  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  to  insure  and  underwrite  political 
nsk  insurance  for  companies  to  invest  m 
scores  of  foreign  countnes. 

Cutting  below-market  loan  subsidies  and 
fees  provided  by  the  Export-Import  Bank  for 
foreign  purchasers  to  buy  from  U.S.  compa- 
nies; 

Eliminating  tax  loopholes  allowing  earnings 
stnpping  and  intrafirm  transfers  that  allow 
companies  to  inflate  their  deductible  ex- 
penses; 

Atxjlishing  exemption  for  foreign  investors  to 
avoid  paying  capital  gams  tax  on  the  sale  ot 
their  slock  in  U.S.  corporations;  and 
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Repealing  the  exemption  that  allows  foreign 
investors  to  avoid  paying  taxes  on  interest  re- 
ceived on  bonas  issued  in  the  United  States. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


May  12,  1995 


May  15,  1995 


1995  FINANCL\L  STATEMENT 


HON.  F.  J.\MES  SE.NSLNBRE.NNER.  JR. 

UK  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday.  May  12,  1995 
Mr      SENSENBRENNER.      Mr.     Speaker, 

through  the  following  statement,  I  am  making 
my  financiai  net  worth  as  of  March  31,  1995, 
a  matter  of  public  record.  I  have  filed  similar 
statements  for  each  of  the  15  preceding  years 
I  have  served  ;n  the  Congress. 
AssFrrs 

REAL  PROPER-n' 

Single  family  residence  at  609  Ft.  Williams 
Parkway.  City  of  Alexandria.  Virginia,  at  as- 
sessed valuation.  (Assessed  at  $635,700)  Ratio 
of  assessed  to  market  value:  100%  (Encum- 
bered)— $635,700.00. 

Condominium  at  N76  W14726  North  Point 
Drive.  Village  of  Menomonee  Falls. 
Waukesha  County,  Wisconsin,  at  assessor's 
estimated  market  value.  (Unencumbered) — 
$94,900.00. 

Undivided  2&44ths  interest  in  single  family 
residence  at  N52  W32654  Maple  Lane,  Village 
of  Chenequa.  Waukesha  County,  Wisconsin, 
..L  2.^  44ths  of  assessor's  estimated  market 
value  of  $461,000-   $261,331.81. 

Total  real  property— $975,211.36. 


Common  and  oteterred  stocli 


NumO<f 
of  stiares 


Dollar 
per 
share 


Firstar  Corp 

676 

29  50 

$19  942  00 

American  Teieolione  i  Teletrigli 

521  475 

5175 

26.986  33 

Amentecfi             

358  295 

4125 

14.77967 

R»ll  Jtlantu-  r.nij< 

236642 

52  88 

12.512  45 

Rell  Smiti  Cofp      

268  1234 

59  50 

15  953  34 

NYND.  Inc 

253  226 

39  50 

10.002  43 

P^r.lir  r.l«i^    Inr    ,,,    , 

148 

30  25 

4,477  00 

SoiitlMrst  Rpll  Inc 

358  345 

42  00 

15.050  49 

(f  >   Wf^i    Inc           _ _ 

249  205 
76956 

4013 
4713 

3.33335 

Tenneto  Corp        

36.265  52 

Common  ami  prefened  stock 


Numlxr 
of  shares 


Dollar 
per 
share 


Value 


Newell  Corp         

General  Mills.  Inc  .._._ 

Kellogg  Corp       

Dunn  4  Bradslreet.  Inc    - 

Hail'buflon  Company 

KimDetly-Clarii  Corp  

Minnesota  Mining  &  Manulxtuimg 

Enon  Corp    

•moco  Corp  

Eastman  Kodali  

General  Electric  C« 

General  Molon  Cofp 

Mercli  i  Co  .  Inc  _ 

Warner  Lambert  Co 

Sears  Roetxjcli  t  Co 

Ogden  Corp         - 

Sanduskir  Votmg  Trust 

Monsanto  Corporation 
E  I  OuPonI  de  Nemours  Corp 
Wisconsin  Energy  (^p 
Ubott  Laboratories.  Inc 

Bank  One  Corp       

Unisys,  lot  f^efened 
Benton  County  Mining  (^pany 
Houston  Industries 
Pacific  Gas  (  Electric 

Eastman  Chemical  Co  

Dean  Whitter  Oiscovw 

Airtouch  Contmon _._ 

To«al 


1.676 

25  50 

42  73800 

1,440 

59  63 

85,860  00 

1,600 

58  38 

93,400  00 

2,500 

52  63 

131,562  50 

1,000 

36  53 

36,625  00 

29,084 

52  00 

1.512.368  OO 

1,000 

5813 

58.125  00 

2432 

66  63 

162  032  00 

1,362 

63  63 

86.657  25 

1,080 

53  25 

57.510  00 

2  600 

54  00 

140.400  00 

304 

44  00 

13.37600 

15.639 

42  63 

666.61238 

1.134 

78  25 

88,735  50 

200 

53  38 

1067500 

910 

2013 

1831375 

26 

90  00 

2.34000 

1,672 

80  25 

134,17800 

600 

60  50 

36.30000 

1,022 

27  13 

27.721  75 

6,100 

35  75 

218.075  00 

2,843 

28  50 

81,025  50 

100 

39  00 

3.900  00 

333 

150 

3813 

5.71875 

175 

24  88 

4.353  13 

270 

55  63 

15.018  75 

78 

4075 

3,178  50 

148 

27  25 

4.033  00 

$3  906  801  32 


Life  insurance  policies 


Face 

value 


Surrender 
value 


Northwestern  Mutual  14378000 
Northwestern  Mutual  #4574061 
Massachusetts  Mutual  14116575 
Massachusetts  Mutual  14228344 
Old  line  Life  Ins  15-16070591   . 


$12.000  00 

$29,187  08 

30.000  00 

69,802  27 

10.000  OO 

5  82564 

100.000  00 

123,22994 

175.000  00 

22,253  78 

Total 

250  298  71 

Bank  and  savings  t  loan  accounts 

Balance 

Bank  One.  Milwaukee,  N  A ,  checking  account 

Bank  One  Milwaukee,  N  A    preferred  savings        

Bank  One,  Milwaukee  N  A    reg'jlar  savings 

MSI  Lake  Country  Bank.  Hartland.  Wl.  checking  account  . 

Mil  lake  Country  Bank.  Hartland.  W1,  savings     

Burke  i  Herbert  Bank,  Alexandria,  VA.  checking  account 
Firstar,  FSB.  Bullei.  Ml.  IRA  accsiuls .._ 

Total  „__... 


$1,668  94 

3,611  16 

73587 

2.78862 

607  65 

65003 

49,164  09 


59  226  36 


Miscellaneous 


1985  Pontiac  6000  automobile— blue  book  retail  value 


$2,000  00 


Miscellaneous 

Value 

1991  Buick  Century  automobile— blue  book  retail  value  .., 

Office  furniture  &  equipment  (estimated)              

Furniture,  clothing  i  personal  property  (estimated) 

Stamp  collection  (estimated)       _ 

Interest  in  Wisconsin  retirement  fund    _. — 

Deposits  in  Congressional  Retirement  Fund  — .. 

7,650  00 
lOOOOO 
130.000  00 
40.000.00 
52,35717 
107,77083 
60,246  54 

6  350  00 

20  ft   Manitou  pontoon  boat  and  35  hp  Force  outboard 

motor  (estimated) 
17  ft   Boston  Whaler  boat  and  70  bp  lohnson  outboard 

motor  (estimated)      

5,000  00 

7  000  00 

Total     „    .    - 

419  383  54 

Total  assets 

5  610,92129 

Ll.^BlLITIES 

Nations  Bank  Mortgage  Company.  Louis- 
ville, KY,  on  .■\lexandria,  VA,  residence. 
Loan  #39758-77— $154,345.34. 

Miscellaneous  charge  accounts  (esti- 
mated >— $2,000.00. 

Total  liabilities— $156,345.34. 

Net  worth- $5,454,575.95. 

ST.\TEMENT  OF  1994  TAXES  P.AID 

Federal  income  tax— $98,580.00. 
Wisconsin  income  tax— $21,514.00. 
Menomonee     Falls,     WI,     property     tax— 
$2,370.73. 
Chenequa,  WI,  property  lax— $12,769.43. 
Alexandria,  VA,  property  tax— $6,970.88. 

I  further  declare  that  I  am  trustee  of  a 
trust  established  under  the  will  of  my  late 
father,  Frank  James  Sensenbrenner,  Sr.,  for 
the  benefit  of  my  sister,  Margaret  A.  Sensen- 
brenner, and  of  my  two  sons,  F.  .James  Sen- 
senbrenner, III,  and  Robert  Alan  Sensen- 
brenner. I  am  further  the  direct  beneficiary 
of  two  trusts,  but  have  no  control  over  the 
assets  of  either  trust.  My  wife.  Cheryl  War- 
ren Sensenbrenner,  and  I  are  trustees  of  sep- 
arate trusts  established  for  the  benefit  of 
each  son  under  the  Uniform  Gifts  to  Minors 
Act.  Also,  I  am  neither  an  officer  nor  a  direc- 
tor of  any  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  or  of  any 
other  state  or  foreign  country. 

F.  J.i.MEs  Sensenbrenner,  Jr.. 

Member  of  Corjgress. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

SENATE— Mo/ida^',  May  15,  1995 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmo.nd]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senate  will  be  led  in  prayer  by  the  Sen- 
ate Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John  Ogilvie. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  God,  whom  to  know  is  life's 
ultimate  purpose,  whom  to  serve  is  our 
deepest  joy,  and  whom  to  trust  is  our 
only  lasting  peace,  we  commit  to  You 
the  work  of  this  Senate.  You  have 
made  praise  the  secret  of  opening  our 
minds  and  hearts  to  You.  the  key  to 
unlocking  the  mysteries  of  Your  will, 
and  the  source  of  turning  difficulties 
into  opportunities.  When  we  praise  You 
for  even  life's  tight  places  and  tr.ying 
people,  we  are  strangely  liberated.  You 
have  made  praise  the  highest  form  of 
commitment  of  our  needs. 

So  we  begin  this  week  with  praise  to 
You  for  the  blessings  we  could  neither 
deserve  or  earn  and  for  the  problems  in 
which  You  will  reveal  Your  super- 
natural guidance  and  power. 

We  dedicate  this  week  to  be  one  in 
which  we  constantly  give  You  praise  in 
all  things,  especially  the  perplexities 
that  force  us  to  seek  You  and  Your 
limitless  grace.  In  Your  Holy  Name. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The   PRESIDENT   pro   tempore.    The 
able  majority  leader  is  recognized. 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT- MOTION  TO  PROCEED 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  will  be 
my  intention  momentarily  to  move  to 
proceed  to  consideration  of  S.  395,  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration  bill.  I 
understand  there  are  objections  to  pro- 
ceeding to  the  bill  at  this  time.  There- 
fore. Members  should  be  aware  that 
rollcall  votes  are  possible  this  morning 
and  throughout  the  day. 

Mr.  President.  I  move  to  proceed  to 
consideration  of  S.  395,  Calendar  111, 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr 
Brown).  The  cjuestion  is  on  the  motion. 
Is  there  objection? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  The  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington is  recognized. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
object  to  moving  to  this  bill  at  this 
time,  although  I  understand  the  under- 


lying bill  has  much  in  it  that  is  impor- 
tant. I  do  not  want  to  keep  us  from 
moving  toward  that.  Section  2  of  this 
bill  is  extremely  important,  critical.  It 
has  been  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Banking  Committee  for  the  last  sev- 
eral years  that  I  know  of  that  I  have 
been  here.  It  has  not  been  debated  in 
that  committee  and  I  believe  it  should 
go  back  to  that  committee  to  be  looked 
at. 

It  is  an  extremely  important  section 
that  allows  the  lifting  of  the  ban  on  oil 
for  Alaska  exports.  It  has  tremendous 
impact  to  the  west  coast,  and  particu- 
larly to  my  State  of  Washington,  as 
well  as  Oregon  and  California,  and  is  a 
measure  that  should  see  much  more 
light  of  day,  particularly  in  the  Bank- 
ing Committee,  before  it  is  debated  on 
this  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  proceed  as  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  MEM- 
BERS OF  THE  SENATE  AND 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
OF  MEXICO 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  in- 
troduce to  you  and  to  especially  wel- 
come representatives  from  the  Mexican 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
who  met  with  us  in  Tucson  this  last 
weekend  as  the  delegation  of  the  Unit- 
ed States-Mexico  Interparliamentary 
Conference 

It  is  my  honor  to  present  these  ladies 
and  gentlemen  to  you.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  each  of  their  names  be 
printed  in  the  proceedings  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  along  with  a  copy  of  the  joint 
communique,  a  communique  that  came 
out  of  that  conference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Mexican  Dei.eg.'Mion  List 

SEN.\T0RS 

Senador  Fernando  Ortiz  Arana,  President 
(State  of  Queretaro — PRI). 

Senador  Jose  Murat  (State  of  Oaxaca— 
PRI). 

Senador  Guadalupe  Gomez  Maganda  (State 
of  Guerrero — PRI). 


Senador  Guillermo  Hopkins  Gamez  (State 
of  Sonora— PRI). 

Senador  Jose  Luis  Soberanes  Reyes  (State 
of  Sinaloa— PRI). 

Senador  Fernando  Solana  Morales  (State 
of  Distrito  Federal— PRI). 

Senador  Eloy  Cantu  Segovia  (State  of 
Nuevo  Leon— PRI). 

Senador  Carlos  Sales  Gutierrez  (State  of 
Campeche— PRI). 

Senador  Gabriel  Jimenez  Remus  (State  of 
Jalisco— PAN). 

Senador  Luis  Felipe  Bravo  Mena  (State  of 
Mexico— PAN). 

Senador  Jose  Angel  Conchello  Davila 
(State  of  Distrito  Federal— PAN). 

Senador  Jose  Ramon  Medina  Padilla 
(State  of  Zacatecas— PAN). 

Senador  Hector  Sanchez  Lopez  (State  of 
Oaxaca— PRD). 

Senador  Guillermo  Del  Rio  Ortegon  (State 
of  Campeche— PRD). 

REPRESENTATIVES 

Diputado  Augusto  Gomez  Villanueva,  Co- 
President  (State  of  Aguascalientes— PRI). 

Diputado  Carlos  Aceves  Del  Olmo  (State  of 
Distrito  Federal— PRI). 

Diputado  Samuel  Palma  Cesar  (State  of 
Morelos— PRI). 

Diputado  Marco  Antonio  Davila 
Montesinos  (State  of  Tamaulipas— PRI). 

Diputado  Victor  M.  Rubio  Y  Ragazzoni 
(State  of  Distrito  Federal— PRI). 

Diputado  Rosario  Guerra  Diaz  (State  of 
Distrito  Federal— PRI). 

Diputado  Carlos  Flores  Vizcarra  (State  of 
Distrito  Federal— PRI). 

Diputado  Pindaro  Uriostegui  Miranda 
(State  of  Guerrero— PRI). 

Diputado  Ricardo  Garcia  Cervantes  (State 
of  Baja  California— PAN). 

Diputado  Guillermo  Lujan  Pena  (State  of 
Chihuahua— PAN). 

Diputado  Miguel  Hernandez  Labastida 
(State  of  Distrito  Federal— PAN). 

Diputado  Alejandro  Diaz  Perez  Duarte 
(State  oT  Distrito  Federal- PAN). 

Diputado  Jesus  Ortega  Martinez, 

Diputado  Pedro  Ettiene  Llano  (PRD>. 

Diputado  Joaquin  Vela  Gonzalez  (State  of 
Aguascaliente — PT). 

Joint   Communique.   34th   Meeting   of  the 
Mexico-United    St.-^tes    Interparliamen- 
tary Group.  Tucson,  Arizona,  May  13,  1995 
At   the  conclusion   of  the   34th   Interpar- 
liamentary Meeting  between  the  Congresses 
of  the  United  States  of  America  and  Mexico, 
held  from  May  12-15,  1995,  in  the  city  of  Tuc- 
son, Arizona,   the  participating  delegations 
determined    by    mutual    accord    to    make 
known  the  scope  of  their  discui-sions  through 
this  joint  communique. 

The  Delegations  recognized  that  ties  be- 
tween their  peoples  and  governments  are 
based  on  mutual  respect  and  open  commu- 
nication, which  form  the  foundation  of  good 
relations.  The  Delegations  agreed  to  empha- 
size the  importance  of  the  active  role  that 
each  Congress  must  play  in  strengthening  a 
framework  of  understanding  and  joint  en- 
deavors. The  discussions  in  Tucson  were  cor- 
dial, comprehensive,  and  candid,  aimed  at 
exchanging  views  on  five  principal  subjects, 
expanding  mutual  understanding,  and  ad- 
vancing a  positive,  practical  agenda  for  im- 
proving relations  across  the  board. 


#  Thi.s  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  b\  a  Member  o(  the  Senate  on  the  fl(K>r 
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NAFTA  AND  HEMISPHERIC  FREE  TRADE 

The  Delegations  discussed  the  expansion  of 
economic  relations  among'  Canada.  Mexico, 
and  the  United  States  under  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement.  The  Dele- 
gations discussed  ideas  for  the  acceleration 
of  tariff  phase-out  periods  and  the  complete 
implementation  of  NAFTA  and  committed 
themselves  to  encourage  the  timely  consid- 
eration of  initiatives  to  expand  free  trade  in 
the  Americas. 

ECONOMIC  STABILIZ.ATION 

The  Delegations  discussed  current  eco- 
nomic conditions  and  measures  established 
in  Mexico's  economic  adjustment  program 
and  stressed  that  both  countries  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  complete  and  early  recovery  of 
the  Mexican  economy.  In  particular,  the  Del- 
egations recognized  that  both  Congresses 
will  continue  to  review  implementation, 
within  their  respective  constitutional  au- 
thorities, of  the  economic  stabilization  pack- 
age being  carried  out  under  the  "U.S. -Mexico 
Framework  Agreement"  and  accompanying 
accords  signed  on  February  21.  1995. 

BORDER  COOPERATION 

The  discussions  in  Tucson  provided  ample 
opportunity  for  the  exchange  of  views  on  ex- 
panding border  cooperation,  including  issues 
of  tourism,  customs,  safe  border  crossing, 
health,  and  environment.  The  Delegations 
committed  themselves  to  following  through 
on  initiatives  to  improve  the  quality  of  life 
of  persons  who  live  and  work  in  communities 
along  the  2.000-mile  U.S. -Mexico  border  and 
to  facilitate  the  growing  commerce  through 
regional  ports.  In  addition,  problems  of  port 
security  and  border  crossings  in  violation  of 
the  law  were  discussed. 

IM.MIGRATKWJ 

The  Delegations  recognized  the  need  to  re- 
spect the  fundamental  human  rights  of  all 
persons,  as  well  as  the  sovereign  right  of  all 
states  to  make  autonomous  decisions  regard- 
ing domestic  social  programs  and  their  terri- 
torial integrity,  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
stitution of  each  country.  When  considering 
this  issue,  the  Delegations  agreed  on  the  im- 
portance of  utilizing  the  consultative  mecha- 
nisms established  in  the  U.S. -Mexico  Bina- 
tional  Commission  and  other  appropriate 
channels. 

CO.MBATTING  ILLEGAL  DRUGS 

In  the  strongest  possible  terms,  the  Dele- 
gations agreed  that  combatting  illegal  drugs 
is  a  priority  for  both  countries.  The  Delega- 
tions acknowledged  that  current  bilateral 
anti-drug  cooperation  is  unprecedented  in  its 
scope  and  intensity,  and  that  both  govern- 
ments must  redouble  their  efforts  and  com- 
mit the  nece.ssary  resources  in  order  to 
strictly  apply  the  law  to  criminals  and  to  at- 
tack the  drug  problem  more  effectively  in  all 
its  manifestations,  including  production. 
trafficking,  and  consumption.  The  Delega- 
tions agreed  on  the  need  to  strengthen  ac- 
tions to  fight  organized  crime,  money-laun- 
dering, and  corruption  through  cooperation 
and  with  absolute  respect  for  the  sovereignty 
of  each  country. 

FOLLOW-UP  MECHANISMS 

The  Delegations  agreed  to  consider  estab- 
lishmg  special  congressional  working  groups 
on  bilateral  issues,  including  a  process  to  de- 
velop specific  recommendations  and  follow- 
up  actions  for  future  interparliamentary 
meetings.  They  also  agreed  to  consider  hold- 
ing a  United  States-Mexico-Canada  Interpar- 
liamentary Meeting  in  the  future. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Mexican  Delegation  expressed  its  sat- 
isfaction for  the  atmosphere  of  frank,  open. 


and  candid  dialogue  that  prevailed  at  the 
discussions  in  Tucson.  The  Mexican  legisla- 
tors thanked  their  U.S.  colleagues  for  their 
hospitality  and  extended  their  best  wishes  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States.  The  United 
States  Delegation  extended  their  thanks  to 
their  Mexican  counterparts  and  best  wishes 
to  the  Mexican  people. 

Senator  Fernando  Ortiz  Arana. 
Chairman.  Mexican  State  Delegation. 
Deputy  Augusto  Gomez 

VILLANUEVA, 

Chairman.  Mexican  Chamber 

of  Deputies  Delegation. 
Senator  Jon  Kyl. 
Chairman.  U.S.  Senate  Delegation. 

Representative  Jim  Kolbe. 
Chairman.  U.S.  House  Delegation. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  this  con- 
ference, which  was  the  34Lh  meetingr  of 
the  United  States  and  Mexican  par- 
liamentarians, covered  a  wide  range  of 
topics.  It  focused  in  two  general  areas: 
On  the  economic  and  political  issues. 

On  the  economic  issues,  matters  that 
were  discussed  included  the  implemen- 
tation of  NAFTA  and  other  hemi- 
spheric free-trade  issues,  the  issues  re- 
garding economic  stabilization  for  the 
Mexican  economy,  border  cooperation 
in  a  whole  variety  of  different  ways, 
problems  relating  to  immigration  and. 
most  important,  combating  illegal 
drugs. 

I  might  note  just  in  that  regard  that 
the  communique  notes  in  the  strongest 
possible  terms,  the  delegates  believe 
that  both  countries  need  to  work  even 
more  closely  together  to  solve  this 
problem  that  is  so  critical  to  both  of 
our  countries. 

We  also  included  in  the  communique 
follow-up  mechanisms  that  would  en- 
able us  to  continue  our  work  together 
as  parliamentarians,  including  the  pos- 
sibility that  we  would  meet  with  our 
Canadian  counterparts  as  well  in  a 
three-part  kind  of  meeting. 

Mr.  President,  the  key,  I  think,  to 
this  meeting  was  a  recognition  that 
perhaps  more  than  any  other  time  in 
history,  the  Congresses  of  our  two 
countries  have  changed  dramatically. 
We  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  for  the 
first  time  in  40  years,  the  Republican 
Party  now  controls  both  Houses  of  the 
U.S.  Congress,  and  that  is  creating 
great  changes  in  our  legislative  policy. 

By  the  same  token,  the  Congress  in 
Mexico  is  undergoing  substantial 
change  as  well.  In  addition  to  the  fact 
that  you  have  four  different  parties  in 
the  Congress,  the  parliamentarians 
who  met  this  weekend  all  noted  that 
the  role  that  the  Congress  is  playing  in 
Mexico  is  a  much  more  active  and  ro- 
bust role  than  has  been  true  in  years 
past.  Therefore,  the  areas  of  coopera- 
tion between  the  two  Congresses  take 
on  an  even  greater  importance  as  both 
of  our  countries  face  the  next  few  years 
and  going  into  the  next  century. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  with  a  great 
deal  of  pride  and  with  a  degree  of  hu- 
mility that  I  appear  with  these  mem- 
bers of  the  House  and  Senate  of  Mexico 
and  present  them  to  you  and.  again,  ex- 
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press  my  very  strong  sense  that  this 
kind  of  meeting  is  critical  to  the  future 
of  our  two  countries  which  share  a 
2.000-mile-long  border  and  have  a  very 
bright  future  together.  We  treat  that 
border  as  an  opportunity,  and  I  think 
that  was  the  keyword  in  the  entire 
conference,  was  the  opportunity  that  is 
presented  by  the  working  together  of 
our  two  countries. 

Mr.  President,  now  we  have  the  privi- 
lege of  going  to  the  White  House  and 
meeting  with  President  Clinton.  We 
know  that  that  meeting  will  be  fruitful 
as  well.  I  note  finally  that  there  were 
seven  Senators  from  the  United  States 
who  attended  that  meeting,  as  well  as 
both  Ambassadors  from  the  United 
States  and  Mexico.  Therefore,  it  was  a 
most  productive  conference. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chamber  is  honored  by  the  visit  of  our 
colleagues  and  friends.  You  are  most 
welcome  in  this  Chamber.  We  appre- 
ciate your  visit  very  much. 

Mr.  KYL.  Thank  you.  Mr.  President 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  again.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  recognized. 


May  15,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12865 


MINNESOTA  TAX  FREEDOM  DAY 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day, on  May  14.  1995.  Minnesotans 
marked  two  annual  occasions:  one  that 
millions  of  families  look  forward  to 
each  year,  and  one  that  millions  of 
Minnesota  taxpayers  await  with  a  mix- 
ture of  anger  and  frustration. 

First  and  foremost,  of  course,  was 
Mother's  Day.  the  day  we  all  honor  our 
mothers  for  the  love  and  support  they 
have  given  us. 

The  second,  less  well-known  but 
equally  significant  event  was  Min- 
nesota Tax  Freedom  Day,  the  day  Min- 
nesotans quit  working  to  pay  taxes  at 
the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  of 
government  and  begin  working  for 
themselves.  Every  dollar  my  constitu- 
ents have  earned  so  far  this  year  has 
gone  to  pay  taxes.  For  a  total  of  134 
days.  Minnesotans  have  been  working 
for  the  government;  85  of  these  days 
were  spent  paying  off  Federal  taxes, 
while  the  remaining  49  days  were  spent 
paying  off  State  and  local  taxes. 

Tax  Freedom  Day  comes  much  later 
in  the  year  to  Minnesota  than  it  does 


to  the  Nation  at  large,  which  means 
Minnesotans  spend  longer  than  most 
Americans  working  to  pay  off  their  tax 
bills. 

For  the  average  American  taxpayer. 
Tax  Freedom  Day  is  on  May  6,  but  Min- 
nesotans must  work  more  than  a  week 
longer  for  Uncle  Sam  and  his  cousins 
at  the  State  and  local  levels. 

My  constituents  are  encumbered 
with  the  sixth  highest  tax  rate  in  the 
country.  The  only  States  whose  Tax 
Freedom  Da.ys  come  after  Minnesota's 
are  Connecticut  and  New  York,  who 
both  mark  Tax  Freedom  Day  on  May 
24;  Washington.  DC,  and  New  Jersey,  on 
May  18;  and  Hawaii,  on  May  17. 

For  2  years,  the  tax  load  borne  by 
Minnesotans  has  remained  constant, 
and  Tax  Freedom  Day  has  fallen  on  the 
same  day.  May  14.  But  sadly,  a  lot  has 
changed  since  President  Clinton's  1993 
budget  package. 

In  1993,  Tax  Freedom  Day  in  Min- 
nesota was  May  9.  In  effect,  the  tax  in- 
creases imposed  in  President  Clinton's 
1993  budget  have  forced  Minnesotans  to 
work  an  additional  5  days  just  to  pay 
off  those  new  taxes. 

These  5  days  could  have  been  spent 
on  a  family  vacation,  but  there  is  no 
time  for  fun  when  you  are  working  to 
pay  off  the  Government's  spending 
splurges. 

The  average  per  capita  income  of 
Minnesota  is  $24,403,  36.6  percent  of 
which  goes  to  pay  taxes. 

Translated  into  dollar  terms,  the  av- 
erage annual  tax  bill  for  every  Min- 
nesota taxpayer  this  year  will  be  $8,926, 
or  over  one-third  of  their  hard-earned 
income. 

Americans  face  a  veritable  cornuco- 
pia of  tax  burdens  in  their  day-to-day 
lives,  overflowing  with  the  income 
taxes  and  payroll  taxes  which  rep- 
resent the  largest  component  of  the  av- 
erage American's  tax  bill. 

In  addition  to  these  more  visible 
taxes,  the  cost  of  nearly  all  goods  and 
services  are  inflated  b,y  sales  and  excise 
taxes.  There  are  property  taxes,  estate 
and  other  business  taxes,  and  let  us  not 
forget  the  corporate  income  taxes 
which  are  passed  along  to  consumers 
and  employees  in  the  form  of  higher 
prices  and  lower  wages. 

The  perverse  thing  about  our  current 
progressive  income  tax  system  is  that 
as  national  income  increases,  the  tax 
burden  increases  along  with  it,  more 
than  proportionally.  As  a  result,  eco- 
nomic contractions  tend  to  reduce 
American's  tax  burden  while  economic 
expansions  tend  to  increase  it. 

It  makes  no  sense  that  taxpayers 
should  be  penalized  for  robust  eco- 
nomic growth  by  extracting  more 
money  from  their  paychecks. 

This  is  why  I  support  tax  cuts — real 
tax  cuts — that  help  American  families 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn.  The  $500 
per  child  tax  credit  goes  a  long  way  to- 
ward that  end.  Middle-class  families 
could  save  more,  or  they  could  spend 


more—they  would  be  given  the  freedom 
to  do  whatever  they  want  with  their 
money  because  it  belongs  to  them. 

We  may  never  see  Tax  Freedom  Day 
coincide  with  New  Year's  Day  or  even 
Valentine's  Day,  but  let  us  face  it:  We 
are  about  to  begin  debate  on  a  new 
budget  resolution,  one  that  can  coun- 
teract the  onerous  effects  of  Clinton's 
package  of  tax  hikes  2  years  ago.  Let 
us  not  miss  this  opportunity  to  offer 
tax  relief  to  America's  families.  Let  us 
ensure  that  Tax  Freedom  Day  comes  a 
lot  earlier  next  year  than  it  did  last 
year. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT— S.  395 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  12 
o'clock  noon  the  Senate  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  calendar  101,  S.  395  re- 
garding the  Alaska  Power  Administra- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  1  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is 
recognized. 


THE  BUDGET 


Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  much  discussion  about  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  that  will 
be  brought  to  this  floor  by  Senator  Do- 
MENici  and  the  Budget  Committee 
soon.  I  believe  strongly  we  must  do 
something  in  this  country  or  Medicare 
will  go  broke  and  our  country  will  go 
broke.  That  is  the  alternative  on  one 
side.  The  alternative  on  the  other  side 
is  to  do  something  about  it. 

Those  are  two  rather  grim  alter- 
natives. Because  if  we  continue  down 
the  road  with  a  $4.8  trillion  debt  in  a 
$6.9  trillion  economy,  our  money  will 
soon  become  worthless.  We  are  already 
seeing  signs  of  this;  the  decline  in  the 
value  of  the  dollar,  particularly  the  un- 
explained collapse  of  the  dollar  against 
the  yen  and  against  the  German  mark. 


So  something  is  wrong  in  our  economy. 
In  fact,  I  predict  that  at  some  point  in 
the  next  5  or  10  years  we  will  have  a 
cataclysmic  event.  economically 
speaking,  in  our  country  if  we  do  not 
do  something  now  about  the  Federal 
deficit. 

We  also  have  learned  that  Medicare 
will  go  broke  by  the  year  2002  unless 
something  is  done.  I  have  been  a  cham- 
pion of  senior  citizens.  I  would  ask  our 
senior  citizens,  would  we  rather  have  a 
Medicare  system  that  is  broke,  or 
would  we  rather  have  one  that  is  sol- 
vent even  though  we  may  have  to  make 
certain  changes?  So  that  is  where  we 
stand  as  a  country,  basically,  with  this 
budget  coming  to  the  floor.  It  is  a  his- 
toric turning  point  in  our  country's 
history.  We  have  to  make  a  decision  as 
to  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  face 
up  to  the  facts. 

We  had  a  debate  on  this  Senate  floor 
about  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
recently.  The  Democrats  pointed  out 
that  our  side  of  the  aisle  had  no  plan. 
They  said,  what  is  your  plan  to  balance 
the  budget?  We  do  have  a  plan.  It  is  the 
Domenici  plan  that  will  come  to  this 
floor.  It  has  a  lot  of  cuts;  some  cuts  I 
do  not  personally  agree  with,  but  I  am 
going  to  support  the  Domenici  budget 
plan,  generally  speaking,  because  In 
part  it  is  the  only  game  in  town. 

The  Democrats  do  not  have  a  plan. 
Yet,  they  are  criticizing  our  plan.  That 
is  unfortunate.  The  Democrats  have 
the  White  House.  They  are  supposed  to 
provide  leadership  in  this  area  also. 
But  they  do  not  want  to.  So  it  is  our 
burden  in  the  Republican  majority  to 
provide  commonsense  leadership,  to 
take  the  hits,  to  make  the  tough  votes. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  newspapers 
in  South  Dakota  this  morning  reported 
that  the  Federal  Government — the 
Treasury— released  how  much  my 
State  would  suffer  if  some  of  the  budg- 
et cuts  were  made.  I  say  to  my  fellow 
South  Dakotans,  that  is  the  oldest 
trick  in  the  book  by  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy. They  release  how  much  peo- 
ple are  going  to  suffer,  and  how  much 
money  is  going  to  be  lost.  They  do  not 
say  that  they  might  have  to  reduce  the 
number  of  bureaucrats  in  Washington 
or  at  the  Denver  regional  headquarters. 
They  do  not  say  that  they  are  counting 
as  part  of  the  budget  impact  the  elimi- 
nation of  bureaucrats  and  regulators 
whose  work  may  involve  South  Da- 
kota, but  actually  live  in  Washington, 
DC,  or  Denver.  They  merely  say.  "Your 
State  is  going  to  be  hurt  this  much." 
and,  "Senator,  if  you  vote  to  cut  us. 
you  are  hurting  your  State."  Those 
numbers  that  are  released  in  such  a 
timely  fashion  show  how  skillful  the 
Federal  bureaucracy  is  at  trying  to 
protect  themselves  by  politically  hurt- 
ing Senators  and  Congressmen  who 
vote  for  cuts  in  the  budget. 

So  I  urge  all  South  Dakotans.  and  all 
Americans,  to  take  a  close  look  at  ex- 
actly what  they  are  talking  about. 
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In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
budget,  we  face  a  very  painful  choice. 
On  the  one  hand,  we  can  go  broke  as  a 
nation  and  see  the  value  of  the  dollar 
decline  and  leave  a  great  debt  for  fu- 
ture generations.  We  also  can  keep 
spending  in  Medicare  at  the  same  level 
without  making  changes  and  have  it  go 
broke  by  the  year  2002. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  can  take  a  re- 
sponsible course.  We  can  follow  the 
outline  of  Pete  Domenici's  budget, 
which  he  is  bringing  to  this  floor. 

The  Republicans  in  the  Senate  have  a 
plan.  The  Democrats  do  not.  They  are 
criticizing  our  plan.  That  is  fine.  We 
will  take  the  criticism.  But  I  want  to 
say  to  the  people  in  my  State  and  to 
this  country  that  I  hope  they  give  us 
the  understanding  and  the  credit  for 
taking  leadership,  for  taking  the  tough 
votes  we  will  soon  take,  because  the 
other  side  is  merely  throwing  rocks  at 
us  as  we  are  trying  to  climb  up  the  hill. 

Let  us  remember  that  our  country  is 
at  a  historic  pomt.  We  could  choose  to 
go  bankrupt,  with  a  $4  trillion  debt 
this  year.  With  many  programs  such  as 
Medicare  going  broke,  we  can  keep 
doing  what  we  are  doing,  and  if  so,  it  is 
going  to  lead  to  a  cataclysmic  event. 
Or  we  can  take  some  tough  medicine, 
and  take  some  tough  votes. 

In  the  next  6  months,  I  believe  that  I 
will  be  casting  the  toughest  votes  of 
my  Senate  career.  I  ask  for  the  under- 
standing of  my  constituents  because  it 
is  not  easy.  I  would  rather  be  voting  to 
give  everybody  everything.  It  must 
have  been  fun  to  be  a  Senator  in  the 
1960's,  when  you  could  vote  for  amend- 
ments without  having  any  budget  off- 
set. Now,  with  every  amendment  we 
have,  if  we  add  something  to  the  budg- 
et, we  have  to  say  where  we  are  taking 
it  from  We  have  to  state  under  the 
budget  rules  what  this  is  going  to  do  to 
the  Federal  budget. 

So  the  whole  tone  of  the  next  6 
months  in  this  Chamber  is  going  to  be 
a  very  difficult  one.  We  are  going  to  see 
Senators  struggle  in  their  votes.  It  is 
going  to  be  easier  to  demagog  and  to 
say  let  us  wait  until  next  year,  or 
delay  it  3  or  5  years.  But  the  time  has 
come  to  stand  up  and  be  counted.  I  be- 
lieve that  we  can  do  a  great  deal  for 
the  future  of  the  United  States  if  we  do 
so. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRYAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  for  a  pe- 
riod not  to  exceed  10  minutes  as  if  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair. 


PRAIRIE  ISLAND  DRY  CASK 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  a  little  noticed,  but  I  think 
significant,  event  that  occurred  last 
week. 

Last  Thursday,  Northern  States 
Power  transferred  spent  nuclear  fuel 
from  its  reactor  pool  at  Prairie  Island 
into  a  new  dry  storage  cask  located  at 
the  reactor  site. 

Prairie  Island,  near  Red  Wing,  MN,  is 
the  location  of  two  of  Northern  States 
Power's  three  nuclear  power  reactors. 

Licensed  to  operate  starting  in  1973 
and  1974  respectively,  Prairie  Island  1 
and  Prairie  Island  2  share  a  spent  fuel 
storage  pool. 

Today,  20  years  into  the  40-year  li- 
censed life  of  the  reactors,  the  pool  is 
filling  up. 

Northern  States  Power  needed  to  find 
more  storage  for  the  waste  generated 
at  Prairie  Island.  Fortunately,  licensed 
technology,  dry  cask  storage,  was 
available  which  would  allow  the  utility 
to  move  the  oldest  spent  fuel  assem- 
blies out  of  the  pool. 

NSP  proposed  to  locate  the  casks  at 
the  reactor  site. 

Thursday's  announcement  of  final 
NRC  approval  to  load  the  casks  is  the 
final  chapter  in  a  prolonged  political 
and  public  relations  effort  by  NSP  to 
resolve  until  the  year  2002  its  Prairie 
Island  waste  problem. 

The  public  outcry  that  erupted  after 
NSP  proposed  to  expand  on-site  storage 
is  every  utility  executive's  nightmare, 
and  led  to  the  perception  of  the  Prairie 
Island  situation  as  the  poster  child  of 
the  nuclear  power  industry's  current 
propaganda  campaign  for  interim  stor- 
age of  high-level  nuclear  waste  in  Ne- 
vada. 

In  spite  of  the  obvious  solution  avail- 
able tu  NSP,  on-site  dry  casks,  the 
Prairie  Island  situation  has,  for  several 
years  now,  been  held  up  as  the  prime 
example  of  why  Congress  must  imme- 
diately reopen  the  Nuclear  Waste  Pol- 
icy Act  to  speed  up  progress  on  moving 
high-level  nuclear  waste  to  Nevada. 

Twenty  percent  of  the  Nation's  elec- 
tricity power  supply,  we  have  been 
told,  is  at  risk  if  Congress  does  not  act 
soon. 

Reactors  will  shut  down,  cities  will 
go  dark,  and  electricity  rates  will  sky- 
rocket, if  Congress  does  not  take  the 
waste  off  the  hands  of  the  utilities 
soon— according  to  the  nuclear  power 
industry.  The  nuclear  power  industry's 
shameless  campaign  to  get  the  Federal 
Government  to  take  responsibility  for 
its  waste  is  not  new. 

In  1980.  at  the  same  time  Congress 
was  considering  options  for  the  perma- 
nent disposal  of  high-level  waste,  the 
nuclear  power  industry  was  pushing  for 
away-from-reactor  storage,  or  AFR. 

Without  a  Federal  AP'R  facility,  ac- 
cording to  the  industry,  reactors  would 
begin  closing  by  1983. 

Of  course,  no  Federal  AFR  was  built, 
and  no  reactors  closed  for  lack  of  stor- 
age. 


Besides  creating  the  misleading  im- 
pression of  a  crisis,  of  impending  doom, 
the  nuclear  power  propaganda  cam- 
paign has  always  sought  to  create  the 
impression  that  there  is  only  one  solu- 
tion, one  option  for  avoiding  the  sup- 
posedly catastrophic  consequences  of 
reactor  shutdowns:  move  the  high-level 
nuclear  waste  to  Nevada.  That  is  the 
only  proposal  that  is  offered. 

First,  we  as  a  State  were  targeted  for 
a  permanent  repository. 

That  program  is  an  acknowledged 
failure. 

Now  we  are  targeted  for  interim  stor- 
age. 

For  the  nuclear  power  industry,  that 
means  100  years,  subject  to  renewal. 
That  amounts  to  de  facto  permanent 
storage. 

According  to  the  nuclear  power  in- 
dustry, interim  storage  in  Nevada  is 
the  only  salvation  for  the  future  of  nu- 
clear power. 

Nevadans  have  made  it  crystal  clear 
that  we  want  no  part  of  the  nuclear 
power  industry's  solution  to  its  waste 
problem.  Nuclear  waste  is  not  welcome 
in  Nevada. 

Nevertheless,  the  nuclear  power  in- 
dustry, and  its  surrogate  for  this  mat- 
ter, the  Department  of  Energy,  has 
been  relentless  in  its  efforts  to  force 
Nevadans  to  bear  the  health  and  safety 
risks  of  solving  a  problem  wc  had  no 
role  in  creating. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  solutions  to 
the  nuclear  waste  storage  problem  that 
do  not  include  Nevada.  Last  weeks 
events  at  Prairie  Island  make  that 
abundantly  clear. 

For  all  their  propaganda,  and  all 
their  complaining  to  Congress,  the  nu- 
clear utilities  find  a  way  to  handle 
their  waste,  and  keep  reactors  open 
and  running. 

The  CEO  of  Northern  States  Power, 
John  Howard,  has  said  "Resolution  of 
interim  storage  for  spent  nuclear  fuel 
from  our  country's  commercial  power 
plants  has  reached  crisis  proportions." 

Mr.  Howard's  assessment^ — that  in- 
terim storage  of  nuclear  waste  is  an 
impending  crisis,  and,  thus.  Congress 
must  act  to  move  this  waste  to  Nevada 
as  soon  as  possible — is  a  common 
theme  in  the  nuclear  power  industry. 

As  the  Prairie  Island  situation  dem- 
onstrates, however,  the  crisis  scenario 
is  simply  not  true  from  a  technical  or 
scientific  perspective. 

Of  course,  I  do  not  expect  many  of 
my  colleagues  will  hear  much  about 
the  resolution  of  the  supposed  crisis  at 
Prairie  Island. 

The  resolution  of  the  Prairie  Island 
waste  situation  simply  does  not  track 
with  the  contrived  crisis  scenario  de- 
veloped by  the  nuclear  power  industry 
and  its  lobbyists. 

To  admit  that  nuclear  utilities  can 
find  ways  to  take  care  of  their  own 
waste  would  shatter  the  carefully  con- 
structed fiction  that  interim  storage  in 
Nevada  is  the  only  possible  alternative 
to  shutting  down  the  reactors. 


It  should  be  acknowledged  that 
Northern  Slates  Power  paid  a  price  for 
the  approval  of  additional  storage  at 
Prairie  Island. 

The  debate  over  increased  storage 
was  intense,  and  many  are  still  not 
happy. 

NSP  was  forced  to  make  concessions, 
such  as  building  more  renewable  en- 
ergy sources. 

Other  utilities  are  not  anxious  to  go 
through  what  NSP  went  through. 

The  unfortunate  fact  for  nuclear  util- 
ities is  that  nuclear  power,  and  nuclear 
waste,  are  not  popular. 

The  public  relations  and  political 
problems  associated  with  expanding 
storage  capacity  at  reactors  is  an  ines- 
capable cost  of  nuclear  power. 

Northern  States  Power  also  paid  a  fi- 
nancial price  for  expanding  storage  at 
Prairie  Island. 

As  other  utilities  do  the  same,  espe- 
cially after  the  1998  goal  for  operation 
of  a  permanent  repository  included  in 
the  1982  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act, 
some  action  ought  to  be  taken  to  pro- 
vide some  relief  to  the  ratepayers  who 
have  paid  in  the  first  instance  into  the 
nuclear  waste  fund  and  who  are  not  re- 
ceiving the  storage  at  that  fund  which 
they  contemplated  would  be  oper- 
ational by  the  year  1998. 

I  might  say  parenthetically,  as  the 
distinguished  occupant  of  the  chair 
knows,  under  no  scenario,  under  abso- 
lutely none,  will  a  facility  be  opened  by 
the  year  1998. 

So  I  believe  as  a  matter  of  fairness 
that  ratepayers  are  entitled  to  some 
relief  in  terms  of  payment  into  the  nu- 
clear waste  fund. 

I  have  reintroduced  in  this  Congress, 
as  I  have  on  previous  occasions,  legisla- 
tion which  this  year  bears  the  number 
of  S.  429  which  will  pruvidu  a  credit 
against  nuclear  waste  fund  contribu- 
tions for  utilities  forced  to  build  on- 
site  storage  after  1998. 

Under  S.  429,  ratepayers  will  not  be 
financially  penalized  for  the  misguided 
and  mismanaged  efforts  of  the  nuclear 
power  industry  and  the  Department  of 
Energy  to  build  a  permanent  reposi- 
tory in  Nevada. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  the  nu- 
clear power  industry's  newest  assault 
on  the  people  of  Nevada,  and  support 
S.  429. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
KfvMPTHOrne).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand there  are  two  bills  due  their 
second  reading. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR-  S.  761 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  first  bill  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  761)  to  improve  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  respond  to  the  inter- 
national terrorist  threat. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject to  further  proceedings  on  this  mat- 
ter at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  bill 
will  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR— S.  790 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  second  bill  by 
title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  790*  to  provide  for  the  modifica- 
tion or  elimination  of  Federal  reporting  re- 
quirements. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject to  further  proceedings  on  this  mat- 
ter at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 


DISASTERS 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  last 
Friday,  President  Clinton  declared  a 
major  disaster  for  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi, due  to  damage  resulting  from 
severe  storms,  flooding,  and  related 
problems,  weather  problems  that  oc- 
curred on  May  8  and  during  the  days 
following.  This  declaration  is  deeply 
appreciated  by  the  people  of  Mis- 
sissippi and  the  State  of  Mississippi  be- 
cause very  severe  damage  has  occurred 
in  our  Slate  as  all  of  us  know  who  had 
an  opportunity  to  watch  television  and 
read  about  the  devastating  floods  that 
occurred  all  across  the  gulf  coast,  from 
New  Orleans  to  Mobile  and  beyond.  In- 
cluded in  this  area  of  severe  weather 
damage  was  my  State  of  Mississippi. 
All  of  the  coast  counties  and  some  of 
those  counties  that  are  more  inland  re- 
ceived severe  damage. 

This  declaration  makes  it  possible 
now  for  the  Federal  Emergency  Man- 
agement Agency,  led  by  James  Lee 
Witt,  to  provide  private,  individual  as- 
sistance to  those  disaster  victims  who 
qualify  under  Federal  legislation.  The 
letter  also  states  that  additional  public 
assistance  may  be  added  at  a  later 
date. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Gov- 
ernor's office  and  his  staff  are  working 
with  Federal  agents  at  this  time  in 
Mississippi,  to  try  to  ensure  that  all 
possible  assistance,  emergency  and 
otherwise,  is  made  available  to  these 
disaster  victims.  I  commend  the  Gov- 
ernor and  his  staff  for  the  fine  work 
they  are  doing. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent a  copy  of  the  President's  letter  to 


our  Governor,  Kirk  Fordice,  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  12. 1995. 
Hon.  Kirk  Fordice, 
Governor  of  Afississtppi. 
State  Capitol.  Jackson. MS. 

Dear  Governor  Fordice:  As  requested,  I 
have  declared  a  major  disaster  under  the 
Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and  Emer- 
gency Assistance  Act  (the  Stafford  Act)  for 
the  State  of  Mississippi  due  to  damage  re- 
sulting from  severe  storms,  tornadoes,  and 
flooding  on  May  8.  1995,  and  continuing.  I 
have  authorized  Federal  relief  and  recovery 
assistance  In  the  affected  area. 

Individual  Assistance  will  be  provided. 
Public  Assistance  may  be  added  at  a  later 
date,  if  warranted.  Consistent  with  the  re- 
quirement that  Federal  assistance  be  supple- 
mental, any  Federal  funds  provided  under 
the  Stafford  Act  for  Public  Assistance  will 
be  limited  to  75  percent  of  the  total  eligible 
costs  in  the  designated  areas. 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  (FEMA)  will  coordinate  Federal  as- 
sistance efforts  and  designate  specific  areas 
eligible  for  such  assistance.  The  Federal  Co- 
ordinating Officer  will  be  Mr.  Michael  J. 
Polny  of  FEMA.  He  will  consult  with  you 
and  assist  in  the  execution  of  the  FEMA- 
State  Disaster  Assistance  Agreement  gov- 
erning the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds. 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Clinton. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
also  brings  to  mind  legislation  that  I 
introduced  recently  to  bring  under  the 
purview  of  the  Public  Safety  Officers 
Benefits  Act  the  employees  of  FEMA, 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  as  well  as  employees  of  State 
and  local  emergency  management  and 
civil  defense  agencies. 

Senators  may  not  realize  this,  but 
State  and  local  police  officers,  fire- 
fighters. State  and  local  rescue  squads 
and  ambulance  crews.  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  firefighters,  are 
all  covered  under  the  Public  Safety  Of- 
ficers Benefits  Act.  which  provides 
death  benefits  and  permanent  disabil- 
ity benefits  for  those  who  are  injured 
with  some  traumatic  injury  while  in 
the  line  of  duty. 

Excluded  under  this  act  are  those 
who  work  for  civil  defense  agencies  and 
the  employees  of  the  Federal  Emer- 
gency Management  Agency.  This  had 
been  brought  to  my  attention  a  few 
years  ago.  and  during  the  confirmation 
hearings  in  our  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee  of  James  Lee  Witt,  the  cur- 
rent FEMA  Director.  I  asked  him  his 
reaction  to  legislation  that  would  ex- 
pand coverage  of  this  act  and  his  re- 
sponses were  very  favorable. 

I  introduced  the  legislation.  It  was 
not  adopted  in  the  last  Congress,  but  I 
have  recently  reintroduced  the  bill  and 
it  is  now  pending  in  the  Senate  as  S. 
791.  I  hope  Senators  will  take  a  look  at 
this  bill  and  consider  cosponsoring  the 
legislation,  or  supporting  its  passage. 

I  am  today  sending  a  letter  to  all 
Senators,    inviting   their  attention   to 
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this  legislation  and  the  circumstances 
of  it.  The  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
provide  these  civil  defense  employees 
and  emergency  management  employees 
with  the  same  kind  of  assurance  that 
others  who  are  similarly  employed  will 
have,  should  death  or  disabling  injury 
result  from  the  performance  of  their 
duty.  Their  families  would  receive  sur- 
vivor benefits,  and  they  could  be  made 
eligible  for  disability  benefits. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent a  copy  of  my  'Dear  Colleague" 
letter  to  which  I  have  referred  be  print- 
ed at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Wasnington.  DC.  May  IS.  1995. 

Dear  Colleague;  I  recently  introduced  S. 
791,  a  bill  to  extend  coverage  under  the  Pub- 
lic Safety  Officers  Benefits  Act  to  employees 
of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  (FEMA)  and  employees  of  State  and 
local  emergency  management  and  civil  de- 
fense agencies. 

The  Public  Safety  Officers  Benefits  Act 
provides  benefits  to  the  eligible  survivors  of 
a  public  safety  officer  whose  death  is  the  di- 
rect result  of  a  traumatic  injury  sustained  in 
the  line  of  duty.  The  Act  also  provides  bene- 
fits to  those  officers  who  are  permanently 
and  totally  disabled  as  the  direct  result  of  a 
catastrophic  personal  injury  sustained  in  the 
line  of  duty. 

The  Act  now  covers  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement officers  and  fire  fighters.  Federal 
law  enforcement  officers  and  fire  fighters. 
and  Federal,  State,  and  local  rescue  squads 
and  ambulance  crews.  However,  an  employee 
of  a  State  or  local  emergency  management 
or  civil  defense  agency,  or  an  employee  of 
FEMA  who  is  killed  or  permanently  disabled 
performing  his  or  her  duty  in  responding  to 
a  disaster  is  not  covered  under  the  Act. 

Enactment  of  S.  791  will  remedy  this  situa- 
tion by  extending  the  Act  to  those  employ- 
ees. This  will  en.'^iirf  that  the  .survivors  and 
family  members  of  an  employee  killed  in  the 
line  of  duty  will  receive  benefits  and  that  an 
employee  permanently  and  totally  disabled 
as  a  result  of  injury  sustained  in  the  line  of 
duty  will  also  receive  disability  benefits  of 
the  Act. 

During  his  confirmation  hearing  in  the  last 
Congress.  FEMA  Director  James  Lee  Witt 
said  that  emergency  management  and  civil 
defense  employees  put  their  lives  on  the  line 
just  about  every  time  they  respond  to  an 
event.  Enactment  of  this  legislation  will  pro- 
vide them  with  some  assurance  that,  should 
death  or  disabling  injury  result  from  the  per- 
formance of  their  duty,  their  families  will 
receive  survivor  benefits  or  they  will  receive 
disability  benefits. 

If  you  would  like  to  cosponsor  this  bill, 
please    have    your    staff    contact    Michael 
Loesch  at  4-7412. 
Sincerely, 

Thad  Cochran, 

U.S.  Senator. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  Che  roll. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  S.  395, 
which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

A  bill  (S.  395)  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  to  sell  the  Alaska  Power 
Marketing  Administration,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, with  amendments;  as  follows; 

(The  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to  be 
stricken  are  shown  in  boldface  brack- 
ets and  the  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to 
be  inserted  are  shown  in  italic.) 
S.  395 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

(TITLE  I 
ISECnON  101,  SHORT  TITLE, 

[This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska 
Power  .Administration  Sale  .\cx" 

ISEC,   102.  SALE  OF  S^fET^SHA.M  A.VD  EKIXTNA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

1(a)  The  Secretary  of  Enerpy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Snettisham  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Snettisham")  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the 
February  10.  1989,  Snettisham  Purchase 
Agreement,  as  amended,  between  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  and  the  Alaska  Power  Authority. 

1(b)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Eklutna  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna")  to  the  Municipality  of  .Anchor- 
age doing  business  as  Municipal  Light  and 
Power,  the  Chugach  Electric  Association. 
Inc..  and  the  Matanuska  Electric  Associa- 
tion. Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna  Purchasers"),  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2.  1989. 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended, 
between  the  Department  of  Energy  and  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers. 

[(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  in  implementing  the  sales  authorized 
and  directed  by  this  Act. 

[(d)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  deposit 
sale  proceeds  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous  re- 
ceipts. 

[(e)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare  or  acquire  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
assets  for  sale  and  conveyance.  Such  prep- 
arations and  acquisitions  shall  provide  suffi- 
cient title  to  ensure  the  beneficial  use.  en- 
joyment, and  occupancy  to  the  purchasers  of 
the  asset  to  be  sold. 

ISEC.  103.  EXEMPTION. 

[(a)(1)  After  the  sales  authorized  by  this 
Act  occur.  Eklutna  and  Snettisham.  includ- 
ing future  modifications,  shall  continue  to 
be  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a  et.  seq.). 


1(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  entered  into  between  the  State  of 
Alaska,  the  Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Ala.ska 
Energy  Authority,  and  Federal  fish  and  wil<l- 
life  agencies  regarding  the  protection,  miti- 
gation of.  damages  to.  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  dated  August  7.  1991.  which 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

[(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  or  the  Federal 
Power  .Act  preempts  the  State  of  .Alaska 
from  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment. 

((b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Alaska  has  jurisdiction  to  re- 
view decisions  made  under  the  Memorandum 
of  Agreement  and  to  enforce  the  provisions 
of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  including 
the  remedy  of  specific  performance. 

[(2)  An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  ("Program")  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  or  challenging  actions  of  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Program 
shall  be  brought  not  later  than  ninety  d.iv- 
after  the  date  of  which  the  Program  is  adn;,; 
ed  by  the  Governor  of  Alaska,  or  be  barred 

[(3)  .An  action  seeking  review  of  implemen 
tation  of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  challenged 
act  implementing  the  program,  or  be  barred 

[(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  de- 
scribed in  Exhibit  .A  of  the  Eklutna  Purchase 
Agreement: 

[(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
issue  rights-of-way  to  the  .Alaska  Power  .Ad- 
ministration for  subsequent  reassignment  to 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers — 

[(A)  at  no  cost  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers: 

[(B)  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal 
to  the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  im- 
provements, repairs,  renewals,  or  replace- 
ments; and 

((C)  sufficient  for  the  operation,  mainte- 
nance, repair,  and  replacement  of.  and  access 
to.  Eklutna  facilities  located  on  military 
lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  including  land  selected 
by  the  State  of  Alaska 

((2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subse- 
quently sell  or  transfer  Eklutna  to  private 
ownership,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
may  asse.ss  rea.sonable  and  customary  fees 
for  continued  uses  of  the  rights-of-way  on 
lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement and  military  lands  in  accordance 
with  current  law. 

[(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  .Anchorage  Sub- 
station shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Pur- 
chasers at  no  additional  cost  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  determines  that  pending 
claims  to.  and  selection  of.  those  lands  are 
invalid  or  relinquished. 

[(4)  With  respect  onl.v  to  approximc^tely 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-three  acres  of 
Eklutna  lands  identified  in  paragraphs  1.  a.. 
b..  and  c.  of  exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna  Pur- 
chase Agreement,  the  State  of  .Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  convey,  to  the  State,  improved  land.s 
under  the  selection  entitlements  in  section 
6(a)  of  the  Act  of  .July  7.  \9^  (Public  Law  85- 
508).  and  the  North  .Anchorage  Land  .Agree- 
ment of  January  31.  1983.  The  conveyance  is 
subject  to  the  rights-of-way  provided  to  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers  under  paragraph  (1). 

((d)  With  respect  to  the  approximately  two 
thousand  six  hundred  and  seventy-one  acres 
of  Snettisham  lands  identified  in  paragraphs 
1.  a.  and  b.  of  Exhibit  A  of  the  Snettisham 
Purchase  Agreement,  the  Stale  of  Alaska 
may  select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 


shall  convey  to  the  State,  improved  lands 
under  the  selection  entitlement  in  section 
6(a)  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  19.58  (Public  Law  85- 
508). 

((e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of 
the  sales  authorized  in  .section  2  have  oc- 
curred, as  measured  by  the  transaction  dates 
stipulated  in  the  purchase  agreements,  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  shall— 

((1)  complete  the  business  of.  and  close 
out,  the  Alaska  Power  Administration; 

((2)  prepare  and  submit  to  Congress  a  re- 
port documenting  the  sales;  and 

((3)  return  unused  balances  of  funds  appro- 
priated for  the  .Alaska  Power  .Administration 
to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

1(f)  The  Act  of  July  31.  1950  (64  Stal.  382)  is 
repealed  effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  when  all 
Eklutna  assets  have  been  conveyed  to  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers. 

((g)  .Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (Public  Law  87-874;  76  Stat.  1193)  is  re- 
pealed effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  when  all 
Snettisham  assets  have  been  conveyed  to  the 
State  of  .Alaska. 

((h)  .As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  deter- 
mined in  sub.seclion  (f)  and  (g).  section  302(a) 
of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organization 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  7152  (a))  is  amended— 

(( 1 )  in  paragraph  ( 1 ) — 

((.A)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (C);  and 

((B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D). 
(E)  and  (F)  as  subparagraphs  (C).  (D).  and  (E) 
respectively; 

((2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  out  "the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration,  and  the 
.Ala.ska  Power  Administration"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "and  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration". 

(d)  The  Act  of  August  9.  1955  (69  Stat.  618). 
concerning  water  resources  investigation  in 
.Alaska,  is  repealed, 

(ij)  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
under  this  .Act  are  not  considered  a  disposal 
of  Federal  surplus  property  under  the  follow- 
ing provisions  of  section  203  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  .Administration  Services  Act  of 
1949  (10  use.  484)  and  section  13  of  the  Sur- 
plus Propertv  Act  of  1944  (50  U.S.C.  app. 
1622).  I 

TITLE  I 

SECTION  101.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska  Power 
Administration  Asset  Sale  and  Termination 
Acf. 

SEC.   102.  SALE   OF  SSETTtSH.AM  AND   EKLUTNA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

(a)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authomed  and 
directed  to  sell  the  Snettisham  Hydroelectric 
Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as  "Snettisham") 
to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  this  Act  and  the  February  10.  1989, 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended. 
between  the  Alaska  Power  Administration  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Energy  and  the 
Alaska  Power  Authority  and  the  Authority  suc- 
cessors. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authomed  and 
directed  to  sell  the  Eklutna  Hydroelectric 
Project  (referred  to  m  this  Act  as  "Eklutna")  to 
the  .Municipality  of  Anchorage  doing  business 
us  .\1uriicipat  Light  and  Power,  the  Chugach 
Electric  .Association.  Inc..  and  the  Matanuska 
Electric  .Association,  Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act 
as  "Eklutna  Purchasers"),  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2,  1989. 
Eklutna  Purchase  .Agreement,  as  amended,  be- 
tween the  Alaska  Power  Administration  of  the 
United  Stales  Department  of  Energy  and  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers. 

(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  departments 
and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 


terior, shall  assi.st  the  Secretary  of  Energy  in  im- 
plementing the  sales  authorised  and  directed  by 
this  Act. 

(d)  Proceeds  from  the  sales  required  by  this 
title  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous  re- 
ceipts. 

<e)  There  are  authorised  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  prepare,  sur- 
vey and  acquire  Eklutna  and  Snettisham  assets 
for  sale  and  conveyance.  Such  preparations  and 
acquisitions  shall  provide  sufficient  title  to  en- 
sure the  beneficial  use.  enjoyment,  and  occu- 
pancy by  the  purchaser. 
SEC.  103.  EXEMPTION  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS. 

(a)(1)  After  the  sales  authorised  by  this  Act 
occur.  Eklutna  and  Snettisham,  including  fu- 
ture modifications,  shall  continue  to  be  exempt 
from  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  791a  et  seq.)  as  amended. 

(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph  (1) 
does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
entered  into  among  the  State  of  Alaska,  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Alaska  Energy  Author- 
ity, and  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  re- 
garding the  protection,  mitigation  of,  damages 
to,  and  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife,  dated 
August  7,  1991,  which  remains  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  title  or  the  Federal  Power 
Act  preempts  the  State  of  Alaska  from  carrying 
out  the  responsibilities  and  authorities  of  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement. 

(b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Alaska  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  re- 
view decisions  made  under  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  and  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement,  including  the  rem- 
edy of  specific  performance. 

(2)  An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  ("Program")  of  the  Governor 
of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of  .Agreement 
or  challenging  actions  of  any  of  the  parties  to 
the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  which 
the  Program  is  adopted  by  the  Governor  of  Alas- 
ka, or  be  barred. 

(3)  An  action  seeking  review  of  implementa- 
tion of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not  later 
titan  ninety  days  aflei  the  challenged  act  imple- 
menting the  Program,  or  be  barred. 

(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  described  in 
Exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  issue 
rights-of-way  to  the  Alaska  Power  Administra- 
tion for  subsequent  reassignment  to  the  Eklutna 
Purchasers — 

(A)  at  no  cost  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers: 

(B)  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal  to 
the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  improve- 
ments, repairs,  renewals,  or  replacements:  and 

(C)  sufficient  for  the  operation  of.  mainte- 
nance of.  repair  to.  and  replacement  of,  and  ac- 
cess to,  Eklutna  facilities  located  on  military 
lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  including  lands  selected  by 
the  State  of  Alaska. 

(2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subsequently 
.?c//  or  transfer  Eklutna  to  private  ownership, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  may  assess 
reasonable  and  customary  fees  for  continued  use 
of  the  rights-of-way  on  lands  managed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  military 
lands  in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  Anchorage  Substation 
shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Purchasers  at  no 
additional  cost  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
determines  that  pending  claims  to.  and  selec- 
tions of,  those  lands  arc  invalid  or  relinquished. 

(4)  With  respect  to  the  Eklutna  lands  identi- 
fied m  paragraph  I  of  Exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna 
Purchase  Agreement,  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 


convey  to  the  State,  improved  lands  under  the 
selection  entitlements  in  section  6  of  the  Act  of 
July  7,  1953  (commonly  referred  to  as  the  Alaska 
Statehood  Act.  Public  Law  85-508.  72  Stat.  339. 
as  amended),  and  the  North  Anchorage  Land 
Agreement  dated  January  31.  1983.  This  convey- 
ance shall  be  subject  to  the  rights-of-way  pro- 
vided to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  under  para- 
graph (1). 

(d)  With  respect  to  the  Snettisham  lands  iden- 
tified in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement  and  Public 
Land  Order  No.  5108.  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  improved  lands 
under  the  selection  entitlements  in  section  6  of 
the  Act  of  July  7.  1958  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  Alaska  Statehood  Act,  Public  Law  85-508,  72 
Stat.  339.  as  amended). 

(e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of  the 
sales  authorized  in  section  102  have  occurred,  as 
measured  by  the  Transaction  Dates  stipulated 
m  the  Purchase  Agreements,  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  shall— 

(1)  complete  the  business  of,  and  close  out,  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration: 

(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  documenting 
the  sales:  and 

(3)  return  unobligated  balances  of  funds  ap- 
propriated for  the  Alaska  Power  Administration 
to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

(f)  The  Act  of  July  31,  1950  (64  Stat.  382)  is  re- 
pealed effective  on  the  date,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Energy,  that  all  Eklutna  assets 
have  been  conveyed  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers. 

(g)  Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1193)  is  repealed  effective  on  the 
date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Energy, 
that  all  Snettisham  assets  have  been  conveyed 
to  the  State  of  Alaska. 

(h)  As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  determined 
in  subsection  (f)  and  (g).  section  302(a)  of  the 
Department  of  Energy  Organisation  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  7152  (a))  is  amended- 

(1)  in  paragraph  (It — 

(A)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C):  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D).  (E). 
and  (F)  as  subparagraphs  (Ct.  (D).  and  (E)  re- 
spectively: and 

(2)  m  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  out  "and  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration"  and  by  inserting 
"and"  after  "Southwestern  Power  Administra- 
tion,". 

(I)  The  Act  of  August  9.  1955.  concerning 
water  resources  investigation  in  Alaska  (69  Stat. 
618),  is  repealed. 

(J)  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham  under 
this  title  are  not  considered  disposal  of  Federal 
surplus  property  under  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (40 
U.S.C.  484)  or  the  Act  of  October  3,  1994,  popu- 
larly referred  to  as  the  "Surplus  Property  Act  of 
1944"  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1622). 

TITLE  II 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  "Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the  "Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act,"  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652),  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (f): 

"(f)  Exports  op  Alaska.n  North  Slope 
Oil.— 

"(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3).  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law  (in- 
cluding any  regulation),  any  oil  transported 
by  pipeline  over  a  right-of-way  granted  pur- 
suant to  this  section  may  be  exported. 

"(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
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International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  the  oil 
shall  be  transported  by  a  vessel  documented 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and 
owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  <as 
determined  in  accordance  with  section  2  of 
the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)). 

••(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.).  or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil."'. 

SEC.  203.  SECURITY  OF  SUPPLY. 

Section  410  of  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline 
Authorization  Act  (87  Stat.  594)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "The  Congress  reaffirms 
that  the  crude  oil  on  the  North  Slope  of 
Alaska  is  an  important  part  of  the  Nation's 
oil  resources,  and  that  the  benefits  of  such 
crude  oil  should  be  equitably  shared,  directly 
or  indirectly,  by  all  regions  of  the  country. 
The  President  shall  use  any  authority  he 
may  have  to  ensure  an  equitable  allocation 
of  available  North  Slope  and  other  crude  oil 
resources  and  petroleum  products  among  all 
regions  and  all  of  the  several  States.  ". 

SEC.  204.  AMNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(0)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: "In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  District  5  have  been  unable 
to  secure  adequate  supplies  of  crude  oil  as  a 
result  of  exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope 
crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar  year  and  shall 
make  such  recommendations  to  the  Congress 
as  may  be  appropriate.". 

SEC.  205.  GAD  REPORT. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any.  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  oommence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

SEC.  206.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  [.Actl  title  and  the  amendments  made 
by  it  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  .Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  and  I  have 
been  in  discussion.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington has  agreed  to  taking  up  the  de- 
bate on  the  bill  at  this  time. 

I  ask  the  Chair  for  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  committee  amendment  be 
adopted  and  considered  to  be  the  origi- 
nal text  for  further  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection':' 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 


Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  objection,  it  would  be  my 
intent  to  announce  to  the  body  that  I 
would  move  to  table.  I  want  to  accom- 
modate my  friend  from  Washington, 
but  I  will  suggest  that  at  2:30  I  will 
move  to  table  the  committee  amend- 
ment at  that  hour. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  begin  with  my 
opening  statement  relative  to  S.  395. 

Mr.  President,  on  February  13,  the 
senior  Senator,  Senator  Stevens,  and  I 
introduced  Senate  bill  395.  Title  I  of 
this  bill  provides  for  the  sale  of  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration— known 
as  the  APA— the  assets  of  that  and  the 
termination  of  the  Alaska  Power  Ad- 
ministration once  the  sale  occurs. 

Further,  title  II  would  allow  exports 
of  Alaska's  North  Slope  oil,  referred  to 
as  ANS  crude  oil,  when  carried  only  on 
U.S. -flag  vessels.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  Senator  Feinstein  and  Sen- 
ator Kyl  later  cosponsored  S.  395. 

On  March  1  the  committee  heard  tes- 
timony from  the  administration,  from 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Alaska,  the 
State  of  California,  the  California  inde- 
pendent producers,  maritime  labor,  and 
other  proponents  of  Senate  bill  395.  The 
administration  testified  in  support  of 
lifting  the  Alaska  North  Slope  crude 
oil  export  ban,  and  they  indicated  that 
the  bill  should  be  amended  to  provide 
for  an  appropriate  environmental  re- 
view to  allow  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce to  prevent  anticompetitive  be- 
havior by  exporters  and  to  establish  a 
licensing  system.  And  then  on  March 
15.  after  agreeing  to  work  with  the  ad- 
ministration on  these  concerns  prior  to 
bringing  the  bill  to  the  floor,  the  com- 
mittee adopted  Senate  bill  395  by  an 
overwhelming  vote.  The  vote  on  that 
was  14  to  4.  So  it  was  truly  bipartisan 
support  relative  to  the  merits  of  S.  395. 

Further,  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Johnston  and  I  were  pleased  to  offer  a 
committee  substitute.  We  propose  that 
now  as  in  the  original  bill.  Title  I 
would  provide  for  the  sale  of  the  assets 
of  the  Alaska  Power  Administration 
and  title  II  would  authorize  exports  of 
Alaska  North  Slope  crude  carried  on 
American  flag  vessels  with  changes  to 
satisfy  some  Members  and  administra- 
tion concerns. 

Title  I  of  S.  395  provides  for  the  sale 
of  the  Alaska  Power  Administration's 
assets  and  the  termination  of  the  Alas- 
ka Power  Administration  once  the  sale 
is  completed. 

Further,  I  am  pleased  to  state  that 
the  Department  of  Energy  has  testified 
in  support  of  the  Alaska  Power  Admin- 
istration's asset  sale  and  agency  termi- 
nation. 

In  addition,  on  April  7.  1995,  the  ad- 
ministration submitted  legislation  to 
Congress  substantially  similar  to  title 
I  of  S.  395.  The  transmittal  letter  says: 

This  legislation,  which  is  proposed  in  the 
President's  FY  1996  budget,  is  part  of  the  ad- 
ministration's ongoing  effort  to  reinvent  the 
Federal  Government. 


The  Alaska  Power  Administration  is 
quite  unique  among  the  Federal  power 
marketing  administrations.  First,  un- 
like the  other  Federal  power  market- 
ing administrations,  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration  owns  its  power-gener- 
ating facilities,  which  consist  of  two 
hydroelectric  projects. 

Second,  these  single-purpose  hydro- 
electric projects  were  not  built  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  water  resource  management 
plan  as  is  the  case  or  was  the  case  with 
most  other  Federal  hydroelectric 
dams.  Instead,  they  were  built  to  pro- 
mote economic  development  and  the 
establishment  of  essential  industries. 

Third,  the  Alaska  Power  .Administra- 
tion operates  entirely  in  one  State,  the 
State  of  Alaska. 

Fourth,  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration was  never  intended  to  remain 
indefinitely  under  Government  control. 
That  is  specifically  recognized  in  the 
Eklutna  national  project  authorizing 
legislation.  The  Alaska  Power  Admin- 
istration owns  two  hydroelectric 
projects.  one  near  Juneau  at 
Snettisham  and  the  other  near  Anchor- 
age at  Eklutna.  Snettisham  is  a  78- 
megawatt  project  located  45  miles  from 
Juneau  to  the  south.  It  has  been  Ju- 
neau's main  power  supply  since  1975. 
accounting  for  up  to  80  percent  of  its 
electric  power.  Eklutna  is  a  30-mega- 
watt  project  located  34  miles  northeast 
of  Anchorage.  It  has  served  the  An 
chorage  and  Matanuska  valleys  since 
about  1955  and  accounts  for  5  percent  of 
its  electric  power  suppl.y. 

The  Alaska  Power  Administration's 
assets  will  be  sold  pursuant  to  the  1989 
purchase  agreement  between  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  and  the  pur- 
chasers. Snettisham  will  be  sold  to  the 
State  of  Alaska.  Eklutna  will  be  sold 
jointly  to  the  municipality  of  Anchor- 
age. Chugach  Electric  Association,  and 
the  Matanuska  Electric  Association. 

For  both,  the  sale  price  is  determined 
under  an  agreed  upon  formula.  It  is  the 
net  present  value  of  the  remaining  debt 
service  payments  that  the  Treasury 
would  receive  if  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment had  retained  ownership  of  the 
two  projects.  The  proceeds  from  the 
sale  are  currently  estimated  to  be 
about  $85  million.  However,  the  actual 
sales  price  will  vary  with  the  interest 
rate  at  the  time  of  purchase. 

S.  395.  in  a  separate  formula  agree- 
ment, provided  for  the  full  protection 
of  the  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area.  The 
purchasers,  the  State  of  Alaska,  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  U.S. 
Marine  Fisheries,  and  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  have  jointly  en- 
tered into  a  formal  binding  agreement 
providing  for  postsale  protection,  miti- 
gation and  enhancement  of  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  affected  by  Eklutna 
and  Snettisham.  The  agreement  makes 
that  legally  enforceable. 

As  a  result  of  the  formal  agreement, 
the  Department  of  Energy,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  will  all  argue  that 


the  two  hydroelectric  projects  warrant 
exemption  from  FERC  licensing  under 
the  Federal  Power  Act.  The  August  7, 
1991  purchase  agreement  states  in  part 
that 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  State 
agree  that  the  following  mechanism  to  de- 
velop and  implement  measures  to  protect 
and  mitigate  damages,  to  enhance  fish  and 
wildlife,  including  related  spawning  ground.s 
and  habitat,  obviate  the  Eklutna  purchaser 
and  the  EAE  to  obtain  licenses. 

This  agreed  upon  exemption  from  the 
Federal  Power  Act's  requirements  to 
obtain  a  FERC  license  will  save  the 
purchasers  and  their  customers  as 
much  as  $1  million  in  licensing  costs 
for  each  project  plus  thousands  of  dol- 
lars in  annual  fees. 

The  Alaska  Power  Administration 
has  34  people  located  in  my  State  of 
Alaska.  The  purchasers  of  the  two 
projects  have  pledged  to  hire  as  many 
of  these  as  possible.  For  those  who  do 
not  receive  offers  of  employment,  the 
Department  of  Energy  has  pledged  that 
it  will  offer  employment  to  any  re- 
maining Alaska  Power  Administration 
employees  although  the  DOE  jobs  are 
expected  to  be  in  other  States. 

Let  me  turn  to  title  II.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline 
Amendment  Act  of  1995. 

Title  II  of  S.  395  would  at  long  last 
allow  exports  of  Alaska's  North  Slope 
crude  oil  when  carried  on  U.S. -flag  ves- 
sels. This  legislation  will  finally  allow 
my  State  to  market  its  major  product 
in  the  global  marketplace  and  let  the 
marketplace  determine  its  ultimate 
usage.  The  export  restrictions  were 
first  enacted  shortly  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  1973  Arab-Israel  war 
and  the  first  Arab  oil  boycott.  At  that 
time,  many  people  believed  that  the 
enactment  of  the  export  restrictions 
would  enhance  our  Nation's  energy  se- 
curity. Indeed,  following  the  major  oil 
shock  of  1979.  Congress  effectively  im- 
posed a  ban  on  exports. 

Well.  Mr.  President,  much  has 
changed  since  then.  In  part,  due  to  con- 
servation efforts  and  shift  to  other  fuel 
sources,  total  U.S.  petroleum  demand 
in  1993  actually  was  lower  than  in  1978. 
However,  in  the  last  2  years,  our  con- 
sumption of  oil  has  significantly  in- 
creased and  our  productive  capacity 
has  declined.  Our  dependence  on  for- 
eign oil  sources  has  now  gone  up.  We 
now  produce  almost  3  billion  barrels  a 
day  less  than  we  did  in  1973.  Employ- 
ment in  the  oil  and  gas  production  in- 
dustry has  fallen  by  more  than  400.000 
jobs  since  1982.  Production  on  the 
North  Slope  has  now  entered  a  period 
of  sustained  decline.  Throughput  in  the 
Trans-Alaska  pipeline  has  dropped 
from  2.2  million  barrels  a  day  in  1989  to 
about  1.5  million  barrels  a  day  cur- 
rently. In  California,  small  independ- 
ent producers  have  been  forced  to  aban- 
don wells  or  defer  further  investments 
to  increase  production.  By  precluding 
the   market   from   operating  normally, 


the  export  ban  has  had  the  unintended 
effect  of  discouraging,  discouraging, 
Mr.  President,  oil  production  in  Cali- 
fornia and  Alaska.  Lifting  the  ban  on 
Alaska  North  Slope  crude  oil  exports  is 
the  first  step,  the  first  step  toward 
stopping  the  decline  of  this  Nation's  oil 
production.  ANS  oil  exports  will  in- 
crease our  oil  production  capacity  by 
opening  new  reserves  to  production. 
This  is  oil  production  that  our  country 
can  count  on  if  it  needs  it.  With  an  effi- 
cient market  brought  about  by  exports, 
we  would  not  have  this  increased  pro- 
duction and  resultant  increase  in  en- 
ergy security.  With  this  market  distor- 
tion eliminated,  producers  will  make 
substantial  investments,  will  make  in- 
vestments in  California,  they  will 
make  investments  on  the  marginal 
field  on  the  North  Slope  that  will  lead 
to  additional  production.  Every  barrel 
of  additional  oil  produced  in  California 
and  on  the  North  Slope  is  one  less  that 
would  have  to  be  imported  from  the 
Mideast  or  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

In  an  effort  to  quantify  the  likely 
production  response  and  to  evaluate 
benefits  and  costs  of  Alaska  oil  ex- 
ports, the  Department  of  Energy  has 
concluded  a  very  comprehensive  study 
last  year  on  the  matter.  In  its  June 
1994  report,  the  department  concluded 
"Alaska  oil  exports  would  boost  pro- 
duction in  Alaska  as  well  as  California 
by  approximately  100,000  to  110,000  bar- 
rels per  day  by  the  end  of  the  century." 
The  study  also  concluded  ANS  exports 
could  create  up  to  25.000  jobs.  These  are 
new  jobs  that  will  be  created  in  Califor- 
nia and  to  a  lesser  degree  Alaska.  Now, 
Mr.  President,  some  Senators  have  ex- 
pressed concern  that  lifting  the  ANS 
oil  export  ban  will  jeopardize  the  sup- 
ply of  ANS  crude  on  the  west  coast. 
This  is  just  simply  not  the  case.  Wash- 
ington and  California  are  and  will  re- 
main the  natural  markets  for  ANS 
crude.  Washington  and  California  ports 
are  the  closest  to  Alaska  and  the  ANS 
crude  will  continue  to  be  supplied  to 
those  refineries.  The  economics  simply 
dictate  that  as  the  closest  point  from 
Alaska  and  the  closest  point  to  signifi- 
cant distribution  capability  because  of 
the  populations  in  those  areas  near 
those  west  coast  refineries. 

Furthermore,  the  only  major  refinery 
that  opposes  lifting  the  ban  is  one  that 
has  a  5-year  contract  with  British  Pe- 
troleum to  keep  their  refinery  sup- 
plied. It  is  my  understanding  there  is 
still  approximately  4  years  left  on  that 
contract,  so  there  is  no  immediate  sug- 
gestion that  this  or  any  other  refinery 
is  about  to  have  its  operation  jeopard- 
ized by  this  action. 

Further,  the  lifting  of  the  oil  export 
ban  would  relieve  pressure  that  forces 
some  of  the  ANS  crude  oil  down  to 
Panama,  where  it  is  unloaded,  trans- 
ported across  Panama  via  a  pipeline, 
and  then  reloaded  onto  vessels  to  take 
it  to  the  gulf  coast.  It  simply  makes  no 
economic  sense  to  handle  the  oil  that 


many  times  and  transport  it  that  long 
distance.  That  oil  is  the  oil  we  are 
talking  about,  the  available  oil  from 
75.000  to  200.000  barrels  a  day  that 
would  be  exported.  The  market  in  our 
opinion  should  determine  the  price  and 
destination  of  the  ANS  crude  oil. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  a  long 
concern  in  the  domestic  maritime  com- 
munity that  lifting  this  ban  would 
force  the  scrapping  of  the  independent 
tanker  fleet — these  are  U.S. -flag  ves- 
sels that  make  up  the  significant  por- 
tion of  the  U.S.  maritime  fleet  under 
the  American  flag— and  this  lifting  of 
the  ban  would  destroy  employment  op- 
portunities for  merchant  mariners  who 
remain  a  vital  contributor  to  our  na- 
tional security. 

In  recognition  of  this  concern,  the 
proposed  legislation  before  this  body 
would  require,  and  I  emphasize  require, 
the  use  of  U.S. -flag  vessels  to  carry  the 
available  oil  that  would  be  exported. 
This  is  not  the  first  time  the  law  was 
changed.  Some  would  suggest  that  this 
is  an  issue  of  precedent,  but  it  is  not. 
The  law  was  changed  to  allow  the  ex- 
port of  ANS  crude  oil  in  1988  when  Con- 
gress passed  legislation  to  implement 
the  United  States-Canadian  Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

It  agreed  at  that  time  to  allow  the 
50.000  barrels  a  day  of  ANS  crude  to  be 
exported  to  and  subject  to  the  oil  being 
carried  on  Jones  Act,  that  is  U.S. -flag, 
vessels. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  trying  to 
lift  the  oil  export  ban  for  some  time.  In 
the  past,  maritime  unions  opposed  our 
efforts  because  they  believed  it  would 
increase  job  losses  in  that  industry. 
Last  year,  the  maritime  unions  came 
to  the  realization  that  their  unions 
were  facing  virtual  extinction  if  Alas- 
ka oil  production  cDntinued  to  decline; 
in  other  words,  there  would  be  no  oil  to 
haul  and.  as  a  consequence,  no  ships  to 
man.  So  they  initiated  support  for  lift- 
ing the  ban  to  help  both  Alaska  and 
California  production  if— and  I  want  to 
emphasize  this — if  it  were  transported 
on  U.S. -flag  vessels  with  U.S.  crews. 

Mr.  President,  this  current  ban  no 
longer  makes  economic  sense.  For  far 
too  long,  it  has  hurt  the  citizens  of  my 
State.  It  has  severely  damaged  the 
California  oil  and  gas  industry  and  has 
precluded  the  market  from  functioning 
normally.  In  other  words,  you  have  a 
free  market  out  there.  It  should  func- 
tion as  a  free  market.  If  this  ban  is  left 
in  place  any  longer,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  it  will  further  discourage  en- 
ergy production.  It  will  destroy  jobs  in 
California,  or  the  prospects  for  jobs,  as 
well  as  in  my  State  of  Alaska,  and  it 
will  ultimately  be  the  end  of  our  sea- 
faring mariners,  the  independent  U.S. 
tanker  fleet  and,  as  a  consequence,  the 
shipbuilding  sector  of  our  Nation  be- 
cause, under  the  current  law.  these  ves- 
sels are  required  to  be  built  in  U.S. 
shipyards.  And,  clearly,  if  there  is  no 
oil  to  haul,  you  are  not  going  to  need 
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any  ships,  regardless  of  the  mandate 
that  they  be  U.S.  vessels  with  U.S. 
crews. 

I  am  sure  we  are  going  to  hear  from 
some  of  our  colleagues  today  express- 
ing concerns  that  prices  will  go  up.  gas 
prices,  gasoline  prices,  on  the  west 
coast,  if  exports  of  ANS  oil  are  author- 
ized. 

Well.  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  indi- 
cation that  this  is  the  case.  The  De- 
partment of  Energy  carefully  studied 
this  issue  and  concluded  that  consum- 
ers would  not  see  a  discernible  increase 
in  the  price  at  the  gas  pump.  The  DOE 
showed  that  west  coast  refineries  enjoy 
the  widest  refiner  gross  profit  margins 
in  the  country.  Some  would  ask:  Why? 
Well,  we  will  get  into  that  later  on  in 
the  debate.  I  am  sure. 

In  other  words,  the  west  coast  refin- 
eries have  been  able  to  buy  crude  oil 
for  less  per  barrel  than  anywhere  else 
in  the  country  because  of  the  proxim- 
ity of  the  refiners  to  the  origin  of  the 
oil  in  Alaska,  yet  they  are  selling  the 
gasoline  or  other  refined  products  for 
more  than  anywhere  else  in  the  coun- 
try. 

In  1993.  the  refiners'  gross  margin  on 
the  west  coast  was  more  than  $4  higher 
than  the  U.S.  average,  according  to  the 
Department  of  Energy.  Wholesale  gaso- 
line prices  in  California  are  consist- 
ently 3  or  4  cents  higher  than  in  New 
York,  despite  the  fact  that  California 
refiners  are  purchasing  cheaper  crude 
than  the  foreign  crude  oil  shipped  into 
the  east  coast.  One  wonders  why. 

Another  concern  we  will  probably 
hear  today  is  ANS  oil  exports  will  cre- 
ate environmental  hazards,  including 
increased  chances  of  oilspills.  However, 
the  DOE  study  has  taken  that  into  con- 
sideration and  found  that  exports  of 
Alaskan  oil  will  actually  decrease 
tanker  traffic  in  U.S.  waters.  And  this 
is  the  simple  reality.  Furthermore,  any 
tankers  exporting  ANS  oil  exported 
from  Alaska  will  proceed  some  200 
miles  off  our  coast  and  stay  200  miles 
or  more  off  our  coast  while  proceeding 
overseas.  In  other  words,  this  oil.  a 
small  amount,  in  excess,  will  move 
from  the  Port  of  Valdez  and  go  straight 
across  the  ocean,  we  assume,  to  refin- 
ers in  perhaps  Japan.  Korea,  and  Tai- 
wan, as  opposed  to  this  oil  going  down 
to  the  west  coast  of  Alaska,  the  west 
coast  of  British  Columbia,  the  west 
coast  of  the  State  of  Washington,  the 
State  of  California,  and  Oregon,  as 
well. 

So  to  suggest  that  there  is  an  in- 
crease in  environmental  hazards  of  oil 
spills  is  simply  not  true  because  we  are 
simply  not  moving  this  oil  down  the 
west  coast.  It  is  much  safer,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  to  transport  it  across  the 
ocean  than  down  the  west  coast  of  the 
United  States. 

It  is  interesting  to  point  out,  Mr. 
President,  that  this  oil,  this  excess  oil, 
would  ordinarily  have  gone  all  the  way 
down  the  west  coast  beyond  California 


and  into  the  pipeline  at  the  Pacific 
isthmus  in  Panama,  where  it  would 
have  been  unloaded,  gone  across  Pan- 
ama in  the  pipeline,  and  then  again  re- 
loaded on  smaller  United  States-flag 
vessels  to  be  delivered  to  the  refineries 
in  the  gulf  coast.  The  economics  of  this 
double  handling  is  the  reason  this  is  no 
longer  a  viable  alternative  and  why  we 
have  this  excess  oil  on  the  west  coast. 

Now  there  are  other  concerns  that 
exporting  ANS  crude  will  decrease 
work  for  the  U.S.  shipyards.  However, 
in  my  opinion,  it  will  have  the  reverse 
effect,  simply  because  more  tankers 
will  be  needed  to  trade,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  bring  a  few  more  ships  out. 
The  lay-up  fleet  will  provide  signifi- 
cantly more  jobs  in  the  maritime  mar- 
ket. The  reason  for  that  is  you  are 
moving  the  oil  further  and  when  you 
move  it  further,  it  takes  more  time 
and,  as  a  consequence,  you  need  more 
ships. 

Now,  the  question  that  somehow  this 
will  result  in  tankers  being  repaired 
overseas  if  the  ban  is  lifted.  I  think 
bears  some  examination.  Because  if 
Alaska  crude  oil  production  continues 
to  decline,  in  part  because  of  the  de- 
pressed prices  caused  by  the  export 
ban,  there  will  be  more  tankers  put  in 
lay-up  and  unavailable  for  repair.  And 
I  would  further  advise  the  Chair  that, 
as  far  as  the  threat  of  tankers  being 
lifted  overseas,  there  is  a  50-percent 
surcharge  that  must  be  paid  to  the  U.S. 
Government  for  tankers  that  are  lifted 
in  foreign  yards. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  reality  is  that 
it  simply  makes  no  sense  to  continue 
this  ban  at  this  time.  And  the  lifting  of 
the  ban  will,  in  my  opinion,  increase 
jobs,  certainly  increase  domestic  oil 
production  without  any  cost  to  the 
country.  It  will  be  of  great  benefit  to 
the  country. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  refer  a 
little  bit  to  a  little  of  the  history  rel- 
ative to  this  matter  and  try  and  put 
into  perspective  the  situation  in  the 
State  of  Alaska  as  it  exists  today. 

We  are  all  aware  that  Alaska  was  a 
pretty  good  bargain  when  we  purchased 
it  from  Russia  and  we  paid  a  favorable 
price  for  it. 

But.  you  know,  we  are  a  little  unique 
in  having  come  into  the  Nation  of 
States  in  1959.  We  have  a  population  of 
some  560.000  people  spread  out  over  a 
vast  area  roughly  one-fifth  the  size  of 
the  United  States.  Until  a  few  years 
ago,  we  had  four  time  zones  in  our 
State;  now  we  have  three,  simply  to 
make  it  simpler  living  in  Alaska.  We 
have  some  33.000  miles  of  coastline. 

We  have  a  unique  ownership  of  our 
land.  We  have  365  million  acres.  But  if 
you  look  at  the  ownership  of  that  land. 
you  find  that  the  Federal  Government 
still  owns  over  65  percent  of  that  land. 
Our  State  of  Alaska,  the  State  govern- 
ment itself,  has  about  28  percent.  The 
native  people,  the  aboriginal  people  of 
our  State,  have  some  12  percent,  and 
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the  private  ownership  in  our  State  is 
somewhere  in  the  area  of  3  to  4  percent. 

Our  State  has  been  producing  nearly 
25  percent  of  the  Nation's  total  crude 
oil  for  the  last  16  or  17  years.  That  pro- 
duction was  as  high  as  2  million  barrels 
a  day.  Now  it  is  about  1.6  million  bar- 
rels a  day. 

Coming  into  the  Union  in  1959  with 
the  State  of  Hawaii,  while  we  had  ca- 
maraderie and  a  friendship,  we  in  many 
ways  did  not  have  much  in  common. 
We  were  a  large  land  mass  federally 
owned;  Hawaii,  a  much  smaller  island 
land  area. 

We  were  separated  by  the  Nation  of 
Canada  from  the  continental  United 
States  and.  as  a  consequence,  as  we 
began  to  develop,  a  rather  curious  set 
of  circumstances  came  about.  We  found 
ourselves  subject  to  pretty  much  the 
whims  of  the  Federal  Government  with 
regard  to  development,  because  the 
wealth  and  resources  of  our  State,  un- 
like many  other  States,  were  not  con- 
trolled by  private  individuals  or  pri- 
vate groups  in  residence.  We  found  our- 
selves subject  to  outside  ownership  and 
outside  control. 

So,  as  we  look  at  Alaska  today,  we 
really  have  to  look  at  what  constitutes 
the  ownership  of  our  resources,  what 
contributes  to  our  economy,  where 
they  are  domiciled,  where  our  jobs 
come  from  in  relationship  to  the  devel- 
opment of  those  resources. 

As  we  look  at  who  owns  Alaska 
today,  setting  aside  the  65-percent  Fed- 
eral Government  ownership,  and  iden- 
tify our  industries,  we  first  look  at  our 
oil  industry  and  find  that  our  oil  indus- 
try, which  is  such  a  significant  factor, 
is  not  an  Alaska-based  industry.  It  is 
based  in  Texas,  it  is  based  in  Califor- 
nia, it  is  based  in  England,  as  a  con- 
sequence Oi  iar^c  ".ntcrnciticnai  compa 
nies  and  not  independents  domiciled  in 
our  State. 

Our  second-largest  industry,  fishing, 
for  all  practical  purposes,  is  controlled 
by  interests  out  of  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, primarily  in  Seattle,  and 
Japan,  where  a  large  percentage  of  the 
ownership  is  concentrated.  'Very  little 
of  our  fishing  industry,  as  far  as  the 
processing  is  concerned,  is  domiciled 
with  ownership  in  our  State.  We  have  a 
significant  number  of  fishing  vessels  in 
our  State,  but  many  of  the  fishing  ves- 
sels that  fish  in  our  State  are  domi- 
ciled in  other  States. 

Timber,  which  is  our  third-largest  in- 
dustry, is  primarily  controlled  by  the 
Japanese  and  interests  in  the  State  of 
Oregon  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  in  the 
State  of  Washington. 

Mining,  which  is  a  tremendous  re- 
source potential  for  Alaska,  is  pri- 
marily situated  in  British  Columbia,  in 
England,  and  in  Utah. 

Our  airlines.  Mr.  President,  our  larg- 
est carrier.  Alaska  Airlines,  is  domi- 
ciled in  the  Washington  State  area  in 
Seattle.  We  are  serviced  by  Delta. 
Northwest.  United    As  a  consequence. 
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the  point  I  am  making  is  virtually  ev- 
erything that  comes  in  or  goes  out  of 
.Maska  goes  through  the  State  of 
Washington.  Even  our  shipping,  and 
virtually  everything  we  use  in  our 
State,  comes  through  the  State  of 
Washington.  Sea-Land  is  associated  in 
the  Seattle  area,  yet  it  is  a  New  Jersey 
corporation.  Tote,  which  is  a  carrier 
that  brings  two  to  three  ships  a  week 
in  Alaska,  is  also  domiciled  in  the 
State  of  Washington.  Previous  to  that, 
the  State  was  dependent  on  transpor- 
tation by  Alaska  Steamship  Co. 

Some  of  the  more  senior  Members 
will  undoubtedly  recall  the  ongoing  de- 
bate that  occurred  for  many  years  be- 
tween the  late  Senator  Gruening  and 
the  Alaska  Steamship  Co.  which  he 
claimed  had  a  vice  grip  on  Alaska,  its 
transportation  system  and,  as  a  con- 
sequence, controlled,  to  some  degree, 
the  level  of  Alaska  development. 

As  we  look  at  everything  we  consume 
in  Alaska— virtually  everything— our 
foodstuffs,  our  beverages,  our  mat- 
tresses, our  light  bulbs,  our  toilet 
paper,  everything  comes  up  through 
the  State  of  Washington. 

We  find  many  of  our  oil  rigs  or  ac- 
tivities on  the  North  Slope  relative  to 
oil  and  gas  production  are  fabricated  in 
the  State  of  Louisiana  and  brought  up. 
We  have  our  own  transportation  sys- 
tem, a  ferry  system,  which  sails  out  of 
Bellingham.  WA,  to  Alaska.  It  has  been 
estimated  that  as  much  as  20  percent  of 
all  the  economic  activity  in  the  State 
of  Washington  is  directly  associated 
with  activities  in  Alaska.  So  one  can 
say  anything  that  happens  in  Alaska 
stimulating  the  economy  also  has  a 
multiplying  factor  on  the  State  of 
Washington.  Even  our  oil  tankers  that 
haul  oil  go  to  shipyards,  not  in  Alaska, 


but    shipyards 


and    San 


Diego,  and  those  ships  are  not  crewed 
with  Alaskan  crews,  but  rely  on  crews 
supplied  from  Washington,  Oregon,  and 
California. 

Our  cruise  ships  that  come  up  to  our 
State  during  the  summer  months  sail 
out  of  Vancouver,  BC.  where  they  are 
supplied  and  crewed.  They  are  owned 
by  Florida  and  British  interests. 

So  as  we  look  at  Alaska  coming  into 
the  Union  after  all  the  rest  of  the 
States  have  established  their  land  pat- 
terns, and  so  forth,  we  found  that  we 
had  a  rather  curious  set  of  cir- 
cumstances. We  have  the  reality  that 
we  are  dependent,  in  a  sense,  for  supply 
by  our  States  to  the  south.  The  bene- 
fits are  primarily  concentrated  in  the 
State  of  Washington. 

I  think  perhaps  a  little  further  his- 
tor.v  is  appropriate  as  we  look  back  on 
how  some  of  these  policies  developed, 
and  it  is  fair  to  say  that  back  in  the 
twenties  there  was  a  fear  from  the 
State  of  Washington,  the  Seattle  area. 
that  perhaps  Vancouver.  BC.  or  Prince 
Rupert,  BC,  might  begin  to  supply  the 
frontier  country  of  Alaska.  To  ensure 
this   profitable    business   activity   gen- 


erated through  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton was  not  lost,  there  was  an  action 
by  the  Washington  State  delegation. 
That  delegation  was  basically  respon- 
sible for  getting  the  Jones  Act  passed. 

This  was  a  rather  interesting  piece  of 
legislation  that  said  that  goods  and 
services  that  moved  between  two  U.S. 
ports  had  to  go  in  U.S.  vessels  with 
U.S.  crews,  built  in  U.S.  shipyards. 
This  action  basically  eliminated  the 
British  Columbia  supplying  Alaska 
goods  originating  in  the  United  States 
and  carrying  them  to  ports  in  Alaska. 

The  question  is.  Who  was  Jones?  You 
may  have  guessed  it.  He  was  a  U.S. 
Senator  from  the  State  of  Washington. 
He  served  in  this  body  23  years,  from 
1909  to  1932.  Some  would  say,  why,  he 
was  doing  his  job.  as  some  of  the  oppo- 
nents today  of  this  legislation  can  cer- 
tainly justify,  but  we  have  to  question, 
if  you  will,  in  Alaska  that  we  were 
theoretically  at  that  time  denied  an 
opportunity  to  let  the  market  dictate 
the  transportation  modes  to  our  State. 

I  wonder  how  the  Senator  from  Alas- 
ka would  be  treated  today  if  I  were  up 
here  suggesting  Washington  and  Or- 
egon not  be  allowed  to  export  their 
timber  products  to  the  markets  of  the 
world  or  that  Boeing  would  not  be  al- 
lowed to  sell  their  airplanes  outside 
the  United  States  or  perhaps  people  in 
the  State  of  Washington  have  to  eat  all 
their  own  delicious  apples.  This  is  a 
part  of  the  issue  as  some  of  us  in  Alas- 
ka see  it. 

Our  Washington  State  opponents  say 
oil  export  of  Alaska's  surplus  oil  that 
has  been  on  the  west  coast,  formerly 
went  through  the  Panama  Canal,  would 
harm  Washington  State  because  the  ex- 
cess oil  on  the  west  coast  would  not 
make  it  favorable  for  one  of  their 
major  independent  refiners  in  that  area 
to  be  able  to  buy  this  oil  at  perhaps  a 
favorable  price  that  is  pending. 

They  say  the  refinery  jobs  are  threat- 
ened. I  really  think  this  argument  has 
no  foundation  in  reality.  As  I  stated 
earlier,  this  refinery  in  question  has  5- 
year  contracts  and  4  years  remaining 
with  British  Petroleum  to  supply  the 
amount  of  oil  that  it  needs  to  that  re- 
finery. Perhaps  we  will  get  into  refin- 
ery returns  a  little  later  in  the  debate. 
But  it  is  fair  to  say  the  consumers  of 
Washington  State  are  not  benefiting  by 
the  abnormally  high  rate  of  return  on 
investment  in  comparison  to  the  refin- 
ing industry  as  a  whole  in  this  area. 

In  other  words,  the  profits  are  not 
necessarily  passed  on  to  the  consumer. 
That  is  really  a  case  for  the  Washing- 
ton delegation  to  address.  But  it  cer- 
tainly appears  that  way  from  the  infor- 
mation supplied  us  by  the  Department 
of  Energy,  which  I  will  make  a  part  of 
the  Rkcoru  at  a  later  date. 

Further  production  of  Alaska  oil  will 
always  find  its  natural  markets  in  the 
nearest  area  where  there  is  a  refining 
concentration  simply  because  of  the 
costs     of     transportation;     and     that 


equates  to  the  existing  refineries  on 
the  west  coast,  which  are  the  closest 
source  of  Alaskan  oil. 

Oregon's  opposition  Is  a  little  dif- 
ferent. Washington  State  does  not 
have,  as  I  understand  it,  shipyards  with 
the  capacity  of  lifting  many  of  the 
larger  U.S. -flag  tankers.  Several  years 
ago,  the  Portland  area,  on  the  basis  of 
the  assumption  that  there  would  be 
perhaps  more  oil  produced  in  Alaska, 
floated  a  public  bond  issue  and  bought 
a  large  dry  dock  from  the  Columbia 
River  and  solicited  business  of  hauling 
out  and  dry-docking  Alaskan  tankers 
that  were  in  the  Alaskan  trade  as  well 
as  other  commercial  shipping. 

As  we  look  at  the  merits  of  the  vol- 
ume of  oil,  a  quarter  of  all  US.  produc- 
tion, except  a  small  amount,  goes  to 
the  Virgin  Islands— I  might  add.  in  for- 
eign vessels— that  is  exempt,  and  it 
goes  in  in  these  U.S.  tankers  moved 
down  from  Alaska  to  ports  in  Washing- 
ton, California,  and  Panama.  The  Or- 
egon delegation  fears  that  some  of  this 
excess  oil  that  used  to  move  through 
the  Panama  Canal,  now  with  the  pro- 
posed legislation  that  would  allow  it  to 
move  into  foreign  markets,  the  free 
market,  even  though  it  would  still 
have  to  move  in  U.S.  ships  with  U.S. 
crews,  these  ships  might  be  dry-docked 
in  foreign  shipyards,  even  though  there 
is  a  more.  I  think,  protective  piece  of 
legislation  in  place  that  addresses  this. 
As  I  have  said  before,  this  requires  U.S. 
owners  to  pay  a  50-percent  penalty  to 
the  U.S.  Government  on  top  of  the  for- 
eign shipyard  bill. 

So  what  we  have  here  is  understand- 
able sensitivity.  But  not  much  is  said 
by  our  Oregon  neighbors  as  to  where 
their  shipyard  was  built.  It  was  built  in 
Japan.  That  is  obviously  a  question 
that  they  saw  fir  to  purchase  that  yard 
there  rather  than  build  it  in  the  United 
States.  Unfortunately,  that  shipyard 
has  had  its  ups  and  downs.  It  has  been 
out  of  work  from  time  to  time.  And  in 
making  some  inquiries,  we  found  that 
most  of  the  tanker  traffic  that  used  to 
be  repaired  in  Portland  is  now  being  re- 
paired in  San  Diego  because  we  can 
only  assume  that  yard  appears  to  be 
more  competitive,  even  though,  at  our 
urging,  the  tanker  industry  has  con- 
tracted for  the  repair  of  two  tankers  in 
the  Portland  yard  recently,  and  we  will 
continue  to  support  that  yard  as  much 
as  possible. 

I  hope  that  we  can  address  the  con- 
cerns of  the  Oregon  delegation  because 
we  are  quite  sensitive  to  the  fact  that 
they  floated  a  bond  issue  and  those 
bonds  are  still  being  retired,  and  with- 
out an  adequate  volume  of  business, 
the  ability  to  retire  those  bonds  is 
questionable.  So  we  want  to  assist  in 
every  way  possible,  and  we  are  working 
with  the  Oregon  delegation  at  this 
time  to  try  to  work  out  some  accord. 

I  do  not  want  to  mislead  the  Presi- 
dent about  the  real  issue.  There  is  an 
effort  to  stop  Alaska  from  exporting  its 
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excess  oil.  and  I  wanted  the  Record  to 
reflect  on  the  real  story  and  the  rea- 
sons why. 

Now,  the  issue  of  why  excess  oil  on 
the  west  coast  needs  relief  now  de- 
serves a  brief,  expanded  explanation. 
When  we  were  at  an  all-time  high  of 
our  production— some  2  million  barrels 
a  day— we  simply  had  to  move  this  ex- 
cess oil  because  the  west  coast  refiner- 
ies could  not  consume  it;  the  markets 
were  not  big  enough.  So  a  pipeline  was 
built,  and  It  was  very  interesting.  I 
went  down  for  the  opening  of  it.  It  was 
built  by  the  Government  of  Panama  in 
partnership  with  Northfield  Industries. 
which  is  an  east  coast  firm,  and  Chi- 
cago Bridge  &  Iron.  It  was  built  to 
move  the  excess  oil,  so  the  oil  would  go 
down  from  Valdez  to  the  Pacific  isth- 
mus in  U.S. -flag  vessels,  unloaded,  and 
moved  in  the  pipeline.  I  might  add. 
that  pipeline  was  simply  a  cat  trail  in 
the  jungle,  and  the  pipe,  for  the  most 
part,  was  on  the  surface.  But  it  did  the 
job. 

In  any  event,  once  the  oil  was  un- 
loaded, the  Pacific  isthmus  went 
through  the  pipeline,  reloaded  on  U.S. 
small  ships  and  was  taken  into  the 
Houston  refineries  in  the  Gulf  of  Mex- 
ico. Well,  as  one  can  easily  ascertain, 
the  economics  of  that  double  handling 
is  no  longer  efficient.  As  a  con- 
sequence, they  can  bring  in  oil  in  the 
gulf  and  Houston  refineries  from  South 
and  Central  America,  offshore  Louisi- 
ana, and  Mexico  as  well,  so  they  are 
not  interested  in  taking  the  volumes  of 
the  United  States  oil  which  is  no 
longer  competitive  in  that  market. 
That  is  the  reason  we  have  this  excess 
on  the  west  coast  today. 

Now.  letting  the  Pacific  rim  market 
absorb  the  excess  oil  also  deserves  a 
brief  explanation.  Fij"st  of  <tll.  we  art; 
not  talking  about  very  much  oil.  The 
excess  is  estimated  to  be  somewhere 
between  75.000  to  200.000  barrels  per 
day.  The  rest  of  our  1.6  million  acres  is 
consumed  on  the  west  coast  refineries 
and  will  continue  to  be.  So  if  one  looks 
at  the  economics  of  this  excess  oil,  it  is 
a  pretty  tough  set  of  facts,  because  it 
will  have  to  compete  on  some  rather 
difficult  terms.  I  ask  the  Chair  to  just 
compare  the  costs  of  marketplaces 
such  as  Korea,  Japan,  and  Taiwan,  to 
take  the  oil  from  Alaska,  shipped  in 
United  States-crewed  tankers  that  op- 
erate at  obviously  much  higher  costs, 
when  those  same  countries  can  bring  in 
oil  much  cheaper  in  foreign  tankers 
than  they  can  bring  in  oil  from  the 
Mideast. 

So  there  you  have  an  analysis  of  the 
economics  associated  with  the  merits 
of  getting  some  of  this  excess  oil  off 
the  west  coast.  But  the  real  concern  is 
the  stimulation  of  oil  production  in 
California  and  bringing  on  the  small 
producers  that  have  been  down  for 
some  time.  And  once  this  excess  is  re- 
moved, you  have  the  capability  of  this 
relatively  large  volume  of  small  pro- 


ducers being  able  to  bring  their  oil  in 
because  of  the  close  proximity  and  re- 
duced transportation  costs  associated 
with  bringing  that  oil  into  the  Califor- 
nia refiners. 

So  there  you  have  the  real  issue  be- 
fore this  debate.  Alaskans,  of  course. 
are  sensitive  to  the  significance  of  sov- 
ereignty as  it  applies  to  what  a  State 
produces  in  the  free  market  system. 
having  the  capability  of  making  a  de- 
termination of  just  where  those  re- 
sources will  be  utilized. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
some  more  detail  that  I  would  like  to 
present  to  substantiate  our  concerns 
over  this  legislation.  I  think  the  best 
way  to  do  it  is  to  go  into  some  detail 
relative  to  the  background  associated 
with  the  support  for  this  legislation. 

Last  year,  for  the  first  time,  imports 
met  more  than  half  of  our  domestic 
consumption  because  the  domestic  pro- 
duction has  drastically  declined.  By 
precluding  the  market  from  operating, 
the  export  ban  has  had  an  unintended 
effect  of  discouraging  further  energy 
production. 

With  this  market  disorientation 
eliminated,  producers  would  make  sub- 
stantial investments  in  California  and 
the  North  Slope  that  would  lead  to  ad- 
ditional production. 

Every  barrel  of  additional  oil  pro- 
duced in  California  and  on  the  North 
Slope  is  one  less  than  would  have  to  be 
imported  from  the  Middle  East  or  else- 
where in  the  world.  As  I  have  said  be- 
fore. Mr.  President.  Washington  and 
California  are  the  natural  markets  for 
crude.  Washington  and  California  ports 
are  closest  to  Alaska,  and  the  ANS 
crude  will  continue  to  be  supplied  to 
their  refiners. 

It  simply  no  longer  makes  economic 
sense  tu  handle  the  oil  as  many  times 
and  transport  it  the  long  distance  that 
has  previously  been  the  disposition  of 
that  oil  on  the  west  coast  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  the  oil  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  That  is  the  excess. 

Let  me  refer  to  a  report  from  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  that  addresses  this 
issue.  Lifting  the  Alaska  crude  oil  ex- 
port ban  would,  one.  add  as  much  as 
$180  million  in  tax  revenue  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  by  the  year  2000.  It  would 
allow  California  to  earn  as  much  as 
$230  million  during  the  same  period.  It 
would  increase  U.S.  employment.  U.S. 
jobs,  by  some  11,000  to  16,000  jobs  by 
1995  and  25.000  new  jobs  by  the  year 
2000.  It  would  preserve  as  many  as  3,300 
maritime  jobs.  It  would  increase  Amer- 
ican oil  production  by  as  much  as 
110.000  barrels  a  day  by  the  year  2000.  It 
would  add  200  to  400  million  barrels  to 
Alaska's  oil  reserve. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  these  are  not  fig- 
ures that  have  been  put  together  by  the 
Senator  from  Alaska.  These  are  figures 
released  by  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  address  further 
consideration  of  the  issues  covering 
Alaska's  oil  export,  I  think  we  have  to 


again  rely  on  the  credibility  of  the  in- 
formation. I  was  very  pleased  that  the 
Department  of  Energy  did  such  an  ex- 
haustive study  relative  to  this  issue, 
before  the  administration  took  a  posi- 
tion. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  supports  this 
legislation  because  this  legislation  is 
good  for  America.  It  is  good  for  Amer- 
ica because  it  decreases  our  dependence 
on  foreign  imports.  By  so  doing,  we  ba- 
sically keep  our  dollars  home  and  keep 
our  jobs  home. 

As  a  consequence.  Mr.  President,  we 
find  that  this  report  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  in  substantiating  our 
efforts,  keeps  America  in  a  position  of 
ensuring  that  we  can.  through  the  in- 
centives offered  by  this  legislation. 
keep  our  production  again  flowing  from 
marginal  wells  that  previously  have 
not  been  capable  of  being  competitive 
in  the  marketplace. 

I  am  told  that  several  fields  in  Alas- 
ka adjacent  to  Prudhoe  Bay  that  are 
currently  marginal  at  this  time  would 
be  brought  into  production.  When  one 
begins  to  add  up  all  the  benefits  of  this, 
why.  clearly,  it  benefits  the  maritime 
industry  as  well. 

As  a  consequence.  Mr.  President,  I 
note  that  the  maritime  unions,  with- 
out exception,  support  this  legislation. 
As  a  consequence,  they  are  urging 
Members  to  evaluate  the  merits  of  the 
legislation  before  this  body. 

I  have  already  addressed  at  some 
length  the  issue  of  increased  oil  pro- 
duction. I  want  to  talk  very  briefly 
now  as  to  the  position  of  the  adminis- 
tration in  supporting  the  lifting  of  the 
North  Slope  crude  oil  export  ban.  Inas- 
much as  their  indication  that  the  bill. 
as  proposed,  should  be  amended  to  pro- 
vide for  an  appropriate  environmental 
review,  now  the  question  of  an  environ- 
mental review  would  be  to  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  address 
anticompetitive  behavior  by  exporters, 
and  to  establish  a  licensing  system  of 
some  kind. 

We  have  addressed  those  concerns  in 
the  committee  amendment.  Before 
making  his  national  interest  deter- 
mination, the  President  would  be  re- 
quired, under  this  legislation,  to  com- 
plete an  appropriate  environmental  re- 
view. 

In  making  his  national  interest  de- 
termination, the  President  could  im- 
pose conditions  other  than  a  volume 
limitation.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce 
then  would  be  required  to  issue  any 
rules  necessary  to  implement  the 
President's  affirmative  national  inter- 
est determination  within  some  30  days. 

If  the  Secretary  later  found  that 
anticompetitive  activity  by  an  ex- 
porter had  caused  sustained  material 
oil  shortages  or  sustained  prices  sig- 
nificantly above  the  world  level,  and 
that  the  shortages  or  high  prices 
caused   sustained    material   job   losses. 
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he  could  recommend  appropriate  ac- 
tion by  the  President  against  the  ex- 
porter, including  modifications  of  the 
authority  to  export. 

Under  Senate  bill  395.  the  President 
would  retain  his  authority  to  later 
block  exports  in  an  emergency.  In  addi- 
tion. Israel  and  other  countries,  pursu- 
ant to  an  international  oil  sharing 
plan,  would  be  exempted  from  the  Unit- 
ed States-flag  requirement.  The  com- 
promise also  would  retain  a  require- 
ment of  an  annual  report  by  the  Presi- 
dent on  the  ability  of  the  refiners  to 
acquire  crude  oil.  and  a  GAO  report  as- 
sessing the  impact  of  ANS  exports  on 
consumers,  independent  refiners,  ship- 
builders, and  ship  repair  yards. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  let  me  be  spe- 
cific on  some  of  the  principal  benefits. 
The  principal  benefit,  of  course,  is  in- 
creased oil  production.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  as  I  have  stated, 
projects  Alaska  and  California  produc- 
tion will  increase  by  100.000  to  110,000 
barrels  per  day  by  the  end  of  the  dec- 
ade. Thus,  by  the  end  of  this  decade, 
exports  would  stimulate  an  additional 
36.5  million  to  40  million  barrels  per 
year. 

And  it  would  create  energy  sector 
jobs.  Specifically,  some  25.000  jobs  on 
the  west  coast,  as  well  as  an  undeter- 
mined number  in  Alaska.  Revenues  for 
the  Federal  Government,  according  to 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  scor- 
ing, raising  $55  million  to  $59  million 
over  5  years.  It  would  raise  State  reve- 
nues. 

Using  different  assumptions,  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  concluded  that  the 
ANS  exports  would  generate  up  to  $1.8 
billion  in  revenues  for  California  and 
Alaska  by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

It  would  decrease  net  import  depend- 
ence. It  would  reduce,  as  I  stated,  tank- 
er movements  by  stimulating  onshore 
production  in  California.  Enactment  of 
the  bill  would  actually  reduce  tanker 
movements  off  the  California  coast, 
and  it  would  preserve  repair  opportuni- 
ties by  helping  preserve  the  independ- 
ent fleet  that  otherwise  would  be  laid 
up  for  scrap. 

The  bill  would  provide  shipyard  re- 
pair work  for  shipyards  in  Portland, 
California,  and  others,  that  would  be 
lost  with  the  death  of  the  fleet. 

So,  the  importance  of  continued  pro- 
duction from  Alaska  is  absolutely  vital 
to  the  continuity  of  America's  mer- 
chant marine.  And  the  fact  that  this 
legislation  would  provide  relief  for  the 
excess  oil  speaks  for  itself. 

Let  me  now  draw  your  attention  to 
some  charts  that  I  think  explain  this 
in  detail,  so  we  will  have  a  little  better 
understanding  of  just  what  the  issues 
are  before  us.  This  is  the  area  in  Alas- 
ka. I  wonder  if  I  could  have  the  staff 
provide  me  with  a  pointer,  if  there 
might  be  one  available  at  this  time,  so 
I  can  continue  my  presentation?  I 
think  it  will  be  a  little  more  beneficial 
to  have  it. 
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What  we  have  here  is  a  chart  that  de- 
picts in  detail  the  disposition  of  Alas- 
ka's north  shore  crude  oil. 

Let  me  give  this  to  my  associate  over 
here  and  perhaps  he  can  point  out 
where  the  oil  begins,  the  production 
area  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  which  went  into 
production  in  the  1970's.  An  800-mile 
pipeline  was  built  across  the  breadth  of 
Alaska.  At  that  time  that  pipeline  was 
one  of  the  engineering  wonders  of  the 
world.  It  was  first  estimated  to  cost 
somewhere  in  the  area  of  $900  million. 
By  the  time  it  was  completed,  it  was 
somewhere  in  the  area  of  $7  to  $8  bil- 
lion. There  are  numerous  pump  sta- 
tions along  the  800  miles  of  pipeline. 
The  terminus  is  the  Port  of  Valdez,  and 
that  port  handles  25  percent  of  the 
total  crude  oil  that  is  produced  in  the 
United  States. 

Let  us  look  at  the  destination  of  this 
oil.  Alaska,  my  State,  consumes  70.000 
barrels  a  day  in  three  relatively  small 
refineries.  That  oil  is  used  in  our  State 
for  jet  fuel,  for  heating  oil,  diesel,  gas- 
oline, and  other  purposes. 

Then,  first  of  all  we  ship  from  Valdez 
to  our  neighboring  State  of  Hawaii  di- 
rectly, in  U.S. -flag  vessels,  some  60,000 
barrels  per  day.  That  is  utilized  in  the 
refinery  outside  of  Honolulu. 

The  second  route  is  a  rather  curious 
one.  This  was  by  congressional  action, 
where  we  authorized  a  small  amount  of 
oil  to  go  in  foreign-flag  vessels  to  the 
Virgin  Islands,  to  the  refinery  at  St. 
Croix,  that  is  the  Amerada  Hess  refin- 
ery in  the  Virgin  Islands  which  is  cur- 
rently under  U.S.  flag,  obviously,  but  is 
not  considered  a  U.S.  port  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  Jones  Act.  Some  90.000 
barrels  of  oil  go  that  great  distance 
around  Cape  Horn,  the  southern  {joint 
of  land  of  South  America. 

Then  we  go  to  the  next  half  circle. 
This  i.s  the  oil  we  are  talking  about  al- 
lowing free  market  flow,  to  be  ex- 
ported. This  is  oil  that  moves  down  to 
Panama.  The  reason  it  moves  to  Pan- 
ama is.  simply,  these  tankers  cannot 
go  through  the  Panama  Canal,  so  they 
built  a  pipeline  across  Panama,  and  it 
goes  to  the  gulf  coast. 

As  a  consequence  of  developments  in 
Colombia,  which  is  down  below,  devel- 
opments in  Venezuela  and  other  areas, 
including  Mexico,  the  economics  of 
moving  this  Alaskan  oil  this  great  dis- 
tance, unloading  it.  moving  it  across 
the  pipeline  and  loading  it  again,  and 
taking  it  into  the  gulf  coast,  when 
other  oil  is  available,  as  I  have  stated, 
from  Central  America.  South  America, 
and  Mexico  to  the  gulf  coast— it  is  sim- 
ply no  longer  competitive.  So  we  have 
this  excess  of  some  75.000  to  200,000  bar- 
rels a  day. 

Let  us  look  at  where  this  oil  goes,  re- 
maining, in  the  larger  areas.  The  State 
of  Washington  receives  some  440.000 
barrels  per  day  from  Alaska.  A  good 
portion  of  Washington  - 1  would  say 
somewhere  in  the  area  of  95  percent  of 
Washington's  consumption  is  Alaskan 


oil— as  it  should  be  because  of  the  prox- 
imity. 

The  rest  of  the  west  coast,  down  in 
California  where  we  have,  in  the  San 
Francisco  area  and  Los  Angeles  area, 
large  accumulations  of  refined  product. 
I  am  told  California  is  currently  con- 
suming about  770,000  thousand  barrels  a 
day.  I  am  very  pleased  to  note  the  Sen- 
ator from  California,  Senator  Fein- 
stein,  is  with  me  on  this  legislation  to 
allow  this  export,  because  she  and 
other  Califomians  recognize  the  sig- 
nificant impact  of  relieving  this  excess, 
what  it  would  do  to  stimulate  the 
small  operators,  and  for  the  creation  of 
new  jobs. 

So  that  Is  where  the  oil  goes.  I  just 
want  to  make  one  more  point.  As  Alas- 
ka oil  declines,  the  obvious  alternative 
is  for  these  areas  to  look  toward  im- 
ported oil.  That  imported  oil  would  not 
be  in  U.S. -flag  vessels.  It  would  come 
in.  in  foreign  vessels,  as  some  of  it  cur- 
rently does  to  California  and,  to  a 
smaller  extent,  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton. So  that  is  where  the  oil  goes.  It 
goes  in  U.S. -flag  vessels. 

What  we  are  talking  about,  if  this 
legislation  is  approved  by  this  body, 
and  we  do  move  that  surplus  out,  is  a 
chart  very  similar  to  the  this  one,  al- 
though you  will  note  there  is  no  oil 
moving  through  the  Panama  Canal.  We 
should  have  included  the  Virgin  Islands 
as  continuing  to  receive  their  oil, 
which  they  will. 

But  the  point  is  the  west  coast — 
Washington.  Oregon,  California — clear- 
ly are  going  to  receive  the  same 
amount  of  oil.  Hawaii  will  receive  the 
same  amount  of  oil.  And  this  excess 
that  previously  went  down  here  is 
going  to  be  available  in  the  Pacific 
rim.  We  have  no  idea  what  the  dictate 
will  be.  other  than  it  will  have  to  go  in 
U.S. -flag  vessels  and  we  have  reason  to 
believe  that  those  countries  have  an  in- 
terest in  this  oil  because  of  its  viscos- 
ity and  it  will  be  acceptable  in  the 
marketplace. 

Mr.  FRIST  assumed  the  chair. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Let  us  see  what 
we  have  next.  These  are  some  rather 
interesting  charts.  I  talked  some  time 
ago  about  refined  gasolines  and  the 
price  relative  to  the  east  coast  and 
west  coast.  Of  course,  the  east  coast  is 
dependent  on  oil  coming  in  from  var- 
ious places  around  the  world.  Virtually 
no  Alaskan  oil  comes  on  the  east  coast. 
It  is  oil  that  comes  from  Central  Amer- 
ica. Venezuela,  the  Mideast,  and  other 
places.  What  we  have  is  the  average 
wholesale  price  of  unleaded  regular  gas 
from  California  versus  New  York. 

We  notice  in  1985.  California  was 
slightly  higher  than  New  York;  in  1986 
the  margin  was  again  substantially 
higher.  4  cents  a  gallon;  in  1987  it 
equalized;  in  1988  it  equalized.  Then,  in 
1989  we  found  that  New  York  was  high- 
er. In  1990  we  found  New  York  was 
higher.  In  1991  we  found  New  York  was 
higher. 
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One  would  expect  the  east  coast  to 
have  higher  costs  simply  because  of 
longer  transportation  to  market. 
bringing  that  oil  in  through  the  Mid- 
east and  other  areas. 

Then,  in  1992  we  saw  a  rather  curious 
change.  In  1992.  we  saw  New  York  at  66 
and  California  at  69. 

When  I  say  California.  I  am  talking 
about  the  entire  west  coast  average  as 
opposed  to  a  specific  State.  When  we 
are  talking  about  New  York,  we  are 
talking  about  the  entire  east  coast. 

In  1993.  we  saw  a  differential  gain 
where  it  was  more  expensive  on  the 
west  coast  than  on  the  east  coast.  In 
1994.  again  we  saw  57  compared  to  60. 

So  the  point  is  that  California  was 
higher  in  the  wholesale  price  of  un- 
leaded regular  gasoline.  When  one  con- 
siders that  we  have  had  a  surplus  of  oil 
on  the  west  coast,  during  that  time 
that  we  have  close  proximity  from  the 
standpoint  of  Alaskan  oil  coming  down 
to  the  refiners,  one  may  begin  to  ques- 
tion why  that  is  the  case. 

This  chart  attempts  to  compare — un- 
fortunately, we  could  not  get  more  cur- 
rent figures  than  1993— the  refiner 
growth  margins  in  1992  dollars  per  bar- 
rel. This  chart  was  a  consequence  of  in- 
formation that  was  provided  us  by  the 
Department  of  Energy.  It  lists  PADD  V 
average,  which  are  the  distributors  of 
the  west  coast  U.S.  refiners.  It  shows 
their  growth  margins  vis-a-vis  the  U.S. 
average.  As  one  can  see.  the  west  coast 
gross  profit  margin  per  refiner  is  rath- 
er interesting  in  comparison  to  the  rest 
of  the  country.  I  have  no  hesitation  to 
point  out  that  the  business  community 
is  entitled  to  what  the  traffic  will  bear. 
But  it  is  interesting  to  see  comparisons 
of  one  part  of  the  country  vis-a-vis  an- 
other. 

This  chart  actually  belonged  to  the 
one  earlier  when  we  were  comparing 
New  York  and  California  or  the  east 
coast  vis-a-vis  the  west  coast.  But  cis 
you  can  see.  the  spread  lengthened  over 
here  in  1992  when  California  wholesale 
price  exceeded  that  of  the  east  coast 
price.  Maybe  we  will  have  a  chart  that 
will  give  us  a  little  further  expla- 
nation. 

I  would  like  to  defer  a  little  bit  to  ad- 
dress a  concern  that  we  have  in  Alaska. 
It  is  evident  as  we  address  future  years. 
Clearly,  you  can  see  the  projections  of 
Alaskan  North  Slope  production.  We 
are  here  in  1995.  and  we  are  somewhere 
around  1.6  million  barrels  per  day. 
That  production,  if  you  will  look  at  the 
light  gray,  continues  to  decline.  So 
this  shows  how,  if  we  can  significantly 
reduce  the  decline  in  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  oil  production,  the  pipeline 
will  be  economically  viable  for  a  longer 
period  of  time.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about  here,  trying  to  bring  this 
margin  of  reserves  on  line  and  provide 
more  jobs  and  import  less  oil.  all  of 
which  I  think  everyone  would  agree 
makes  good  sense  and  is  m  the  na- 
tional interest  of  our  Nation. 


We  have  had  discussions  that  would 
suggest  that  Alaska  North  Slope  ex- 
ports will  increase  consumer  prices  at 
the  gas  pump.  The  reality  dictates  oth- 
erwise. The  Department  of  Energy  I 
think  carefully  studied  the  issue  and 
found  that  the  consumers  would  not 
see  any  discernible  increase  in  the 
price  at  the  gas  pump.  The  Department 
of  Energy  showed  that  the  west  coast 
refiners,  as  I  have  shown  on  the  chart — 
this  is  the  Department  of  Energy  talk- 
ing— enjoyed  the  widest  refiner  growth 
margin  in  the  country.  West  coast  re- 
finers are  buying  crude  oil  for  less  per 
barrel  than  anywhere  in  the  country. 
Yet.  they  are  selling  their  gasoline  and 
other  refined  products  for  more  than 
anywhere  else  in  the  country.  Whole- 
sale gasoline  prices,  as  I  have  said,  in 
California  are  consistently  3  or  4  cents 
higher  than  in  New  York. 

Some  say  that  energy  production  will 
not  go  up.  that  Alaska  North  Slope  ex- 
ports will  not  increase  oil  production 
in  California  and  Alaska.  Again.  I 
would  defer  to  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy report  which  carefully  studied  the 
issue  and  concluded  that  oil  production 
would  increase  by  100,000  to  110,000  bar- 
rels per  day  by  the  end  of  the  decade. 
Both  California  independents  and  Brit- 
ish Petroleum  testified  on  March  1  that 
they  expect  substantia!  production  in- 
creases in  California  and  Alaska. 

Some  believe  that  there  will  be  an  in- 
crease in  oil  spills  if  ANS  crude  is  ex- 
ported. The  reality  is  that  the  DOE 
carefully  studied  the  issue  and  found 
that  the  exports  will  actually  reduce 
tanker  traffic  in  U.S.  waters,  especially 
in  California  as  a  result  of  the  in- 
creased on-shore  production. 

Furthermore,  any  tankers  exporting 
ANS  oil  exported  from  Alaska  will  pro- 
ceed as  I  have  ."^aid  to  cross  the  ocean 
and  not  along  the  shore. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Alaska— I  would  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Alaska,  if  I  may 
retain  my  right  to  the  floor 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry:  Does  that  take  a 
unanimous-consent? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Will  the  Senator  use 
the  microphone,  please,  so  we  might 
hear  what  she  is  saying? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unani- 
mous consent  is  required. 

Is  there  objection? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  STEVENS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  jun- 
ior Senator  from  Alaska  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  STEVENS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 


Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  President. 

I  am  saddened  to  see  the  opposition 
that  is  coming  to  the  proposal  to  deal 
with  the  distribution  of  Alaska's  oil  in 
the  fashion  that  we  are  facing  right 
now.  I  am  one  of  the  few  Senators  who 
was  here  at  the  time  the  original  Mon- 
dale  amendment  passed  that  restricts 
the  export  of  Alaskan  oil.  I  remember 
commenting  on  it  at  the  time  that  I 
did  not  think  we  would  ever  sell  Alas- 
kan oil  to  Japan.  At  that  time,  we  were 
working  on  a  theory  that  would  have 
established  a  crude  stream  internation- 
ally so  that  Alaskan  oil  would  not  be 
sold  to  Japan  but  it  would  be  delivered 
to  Japan,  the  Saudi  Arabian  oil  would 
not  be  sold  to  our  east  coast  but  it 
would  be  delivered  to  our  east  coast, 
that  we  would  reduce  the  transpor- 
tation distance  for  tankers  on  the 
oceans  of  the  world  by  establishing  a 
crude  stream  theory,  that  the  crude  oil 
would  be  delivered  to  the  closest  port 
where  it  could  be  utilized,  and  the  sales 
would  take  place  through  arrange- 
ments that  were  made  throughout  the 
world  with  accommodation  being  made 
to  every  producer  for  the  savings  on 
transportation.  We  were  never  allowed 
to  establish  that  concept  for  a  lot  of 
reasons. 

Just  as  we  still  have  in  place  in  Alas- 
ka the  Jones  Act  that  restricts  trans- 
portation to  Alaska  of  all  goods  and 
services  from  Seattle  and  other  places 
in  American-built  ships,  we  are  the 
only  place  in  the  United  States  where 
the  export  of  oil  is  prohibited,  and  it  is 
only  prohibited  really  as  far  as  the  oil 
that  is  transported  in  the  Alaskan  oil 
pipeline.  I  have  always  said  it  was  un- 
constitutional. I  would  invite  anyone 
to  read  the  Constitution.  It  is  not  con- 
stitutional to  require  that  the  products 
of  one  State  be  exported  only  through 
the  ports  of  another  State,  and  that  is 
exactly  what  happens  to  Alaskan  oil. 
Alaskan  oil  goes  to  the  west  coast;  it 
goes  to  Washington;  it  goes  to  Oregon 
and  California,  and  it  is  refined  there 
and  then  the  products  are  exported. 
They  do  not  consume  our  oil.  It  is 
amazing  to  see  this  kind  of  reaction.  I 
wonder  what  would  happen  if  we  said 
that  the  com  produced  in  Iowa  can 
only  be  exported  through  a  Chicago  ex- 
porter. This  is  the  same  kind  of  restric- 
tion. It  makes  no  sense. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  author  of 
the  amendment  that  originally  led  to 
this  prohibition  is  now  the  United 
States  Ambassador  to  Japan,  and  he  is 
seeking  the  removal  of  the  prohibition, 
as  I  understand  it.  We  come  to  the  time 
now  where  the  question  is  whether 
there  can  be  an  exception  made  for  the 
export  of  Alaskan  oil  in  U.S. -made  ves- 
sels, U.S. -manned  vessels,  entirely  in 
accordance  with  the  current  situation, 
and  have  some  of  the  surplus  oil  that 
has  been  developed  on  the  west  coast 
be  exported. 

At  the  time  we  passed  this  amend- 
ment, the  projections  were  that  what 


was  then  known  as  district  5.  the  west 
coast,  would  be  short  of  oil  during  this 
period.  To  the  contrary,  because  of 
other  imports  that  are  coming  into  the 
west  coast,  there  is  a  surplus  of  oil  in 
southern  California  and  along  the  west 
coast  in  general.  It  now  appears  it 
would  be  to  the  best  advantage  of  our 
Nation  if  there  is  this  authority  to  ex- 
port a  portion  of  the  oil  that  comes 
through  the  oil  pipeline. 

Mind  you.  Mr.  President,  that  will 
not  apply  to  any  oil  discovered  in  Alas- 
ka that  is  now  transported  through  the 
Trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline.  It  was  one  of 
the  conditions  we  had  to  agree  to  at 
the  time  we  got  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipe- 
line, authorized  by  one  vote.  I  might 
add.  It  was  the  vote  of  the  then  Vice 
President  which  broke  the  tie  that  de- 
veloped when  we  considered  the  Alas- 
kan oil  pipeline  amendment  to  the 
Right-of-Way  Act,  when  that  act  was 
originally  passed. 

I  find  myself  in  the  strange  position 
of  wondering  why,  after  so  many  years, 
we  still  have  this  opposition  to  Alas- 
kan oil  production.  It  is  a  strange 
thing  that  the  area  of  the  country  that 
has  benefited  most,  more  than  Alaska 
has  ever  benefited -Seattle.  WA.  and 
Washington  State  have  benefited  more 
from  Alaskan  oil  production  than  we 
have  in  terms  of  jobs  and  in  terms  of 
basic  income — it  does  seem  to  me  it  is 
an  odd  thing  that  there  is  opposition  to 
having  it  go  where  market  forces  would 
take  it.  I  wish  we  could  go  back  to  the 
concept  of  the  crude  stream  that  we 
were  working  on  at  that  time.  It  still 
makes  no  sense  to  me  to  see  Middle 
Eastern  oil  go  around  the  horn  or 
through  other  mechanisms  to  get  to 
the  Far  East,  travel  all  that  distance 
on  the  oceans  by  tanker,  and  have 
Alaskan  oil  reverse  that  and  go  down 
the  west  coast  and  through  the  pipeline 
and  up  into  the  east  coast  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

That  is  the  system  which  was 
brought  about  by  the  Mondale  amend- 
ment that  prohibited  the  export  of  oil 
from  the  United  States  that  had  been 
transported  by  the  Trans-Alaska  oil 
pipeline.  I  do  think  it  is  time  we  recog- 
nize that  is  an  unconstitutional  re- 
striction on  the  export  of  oil  from 
Alaska  only,  and  remove  the  obstruc- 
tion to  the  export  of  that  amount  that 
would  be  exported  in  American-flag 
vessels. 

Now.  Alaskans  do  support  the  con- 
cept of  American-flag  vessels.  That  is. 
we  like  the  idea  that  the  American-flag 
vessels  are  the  vessels  that  come  to  the 
Prince  William  Sound  to  receive  Alas- 
ka's oil  for  transport.  This  is  a  period 
of  time,  I  think,  when  we  have  to  rec- 
ognize that  the  maldistribution  has  led 
to  a  strange  pricing  system  on  the  west 
coast  and  clearly  it  will  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States  if  we 
modify  this  law  now. 

1  was  most  pleased  to  see  the  vote  on 
this  bill,  the  amendment  to  this  bill,  as 


it  came  from  the  Energy  Committee, 
and  I  congratulate  my  colleague  and 
good  friend.  Senator  Murkowski.  for 
the  work  he  has  done  in  shepherding 
this  amendment  through  the  commit- 
tee and  to  the  floor.  This  was  really 
the  subject  of  the  bill  that  Senator 
Murkowski  and  I  introduced.  S.  395  was 
introduced  in  February  of  this  year, 
and  the  bill  has,  for  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, been  added  to  the  bill  which 
deals  with  the  subject  of  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  sale.  This  is  an 
amendment  that  I  think  is  timely,  as  I 
said.  We  are  now  in  a  situation  where 
the  pricing  of  oil  is  changing  dras- 
tically. I  am  sure  we  have  all  read  the 
forecasts  that  are  coming  now.  There  is 
no  question  that  the  concepts  of  the 
projections  that  were  made  in  the 
1960's  when  we  considered  this  Alaska 
oil  pipeline  originally  have  not  now 
been  proven  accurate. 

I  do  believe  that  conditions  have 
changed.  They  have  really  improved  to 
a  great  extent.  In  1978,  world  crude  re- 
serves were  estimated  to  be  649  billion 
barrels.  But  last  year,  the  reserves  that 
had  been  proven  reached  1,009  billion 
barrels.  That  is  a  55-percent  increase  in 
the  world's  known  reserves  of  oil. 

As  a  consequence,  prices  have  re- 
flected that  increase  in  reserves.  The 
oil  price  has  dropped.  If  you  put  it  on  a 
deflator  basis  and  carry  it  through 
from  the  times  we  were  debating  this 
basic  Mondale  amendment,  oil  prices 
are  substantially  lower  than  they  were 
then,  even  at  today's  nominal  values. 

I  do  believe  the  Senate  ought  to  take 
note  that  even  the  Washington  Post  re- 
ported la^t  year  gasoline  has  never 
been  cheaper  than  it  has  this  year  com- 
pared with  what  people  pay  for  other 
goods  and  services.  In  other  words,  the 
distribution  system  for  oil  has  changed 
with  the  discovery  of  reservoirs  for 
production  of  oil  throughout  the  world. 
We  have  maintained  a  protection 
against  a  sudden  shortage  or  stoppage 
such  as  we  had  at  the  time  we  had  the 
Arab  oil  embargo.  We  now  have  a  stra- 
tegic petroleum  reserve  that  has  about 
600  million  barrels  of  oil.  We  have  other 
reserves  under  the  control  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  There  is  no  resison 
for  us  to  have  a  prohibition  against  the 
export  of  Alaskan  oil  based  upon  a 
worldwide  shortage  of  reserves. 

That  is  also  what  was  talked  about 
back  at  the  time  the  Mondale  amend- 
ment was  approved.  We  thought  we 
were  running  out  of  oil  and  oil  was  so 
finite  it  would  not  meet  the  demand  of 
the  industrial  economies  over  the  pe- 
riod ahead,  so  there  was  a  necessity, 
they  felt,  to  maintain  the  oil  to  be  pro- 
duced from  Alaska's  North  Slope  for 
U.S.  markets. 

Those  U.S.  markets  have  been  satis- 
fied now,  many  of  them,  for  years,  from 
oil  from  outside  the  United  States  at  a 
much  lower  price  than  any  oil  is  pro- 
duced in  the  United  States.  And  that  is 
why  we  are  buying  it  from  overseas. 


I  do  not  support  the  concept  that  we 
should  not  have  a  basic  oil  and  gas  in- 
dustry in  this  country  to  produce  oil 
and  to  meet  our  needs.  I  do  think  we 
should  do  everything  we  can  to  stimu- 
late that  industry  so  it  has  the  produc- 
tive capability  to  meet  our  needs  and 
to  continue,  along  with  the  strategic 
petroleum  reserve,  to  meet  our  needs 
even  in  times  of  crisis  or  embargoes 
against  our  purchase  from  offshore. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  produc- 
tion of  Alaskan  oil  has  changed  the 
overall  structure  of  oil  pricing  for  the 
great  benefit  of  the  United  States,  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  We  have  had  consider- 
able impact  on  the  pricing  from 
abroad,  and  I  think  that  will  continue. 

This  is  not  a  bill  to  bring  about  the 
total  export  of  all  production  of  Alas- 
kan oil.  It  is  to  allow  exports  on  the 
basis  of  them  being  transported  out  of 
the  United  States  by  American-flag 
vessels  at  considerable  cost  difference 
to  the  prices  paid  for  transportation  by 
foreign  producers  of  oil  that  are  bring- 
ing oil  into  the  United  States. 

I  think  that  at  this  time  right  now, 
when  we  need  to  spur  the  creation  of 
jobs  in  the  United  States,  this  is  a  good 
way  to  do  it.  If  Congress  approves  this 
oil  export  legislation,  we  believe  it  will 
spur  the  creation  of  new  jobs,  spur  en- 
ergy production,  and  raise  revenues  for 
both  the  Federal  and  local  govern- 
ments. 

Small,  independent,  and  other  oil 
producers,  maritime  labor,  and  inde- 
pendent tanker  owners  hope  Congress 
will  enact  this  bill  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible, because  they  have  told  us  just 
that.  It  will  create  jobs.  It  will  give  an 
incentive  to  additional  energy  produc- 
tion and  raise  Federal  and  State  reve- 
nues and  enhance  our  basic  economic 
security. 

I  think  that  energy  security  is  a  sub- 
ject we  ought  to  explore  sometime. 
This  is  part  of  that  concept  of  spurring 
the  economy  to  go  further  into  explo- 
ration and  discovery  of  oil.  In  particu- 
lar. I  think  it  will  spur  the  restoration 
of  the  stripper  oil  wells  in  the  south- 
western part  of  the  United  States.  The 
Department  of  Energy  has  concluded 
that  if  we  do  export  a  portion  of  Alas- 
kan oil.  it  would  result  in  a  substantial 
net  increase  in  U.S.  employment,  stim- 
ulating about  25,000  new  jobs  by  the 
end  of  the  decade. 

As  we  review  this  bill,  I  hope  people 
from  throughout  the  country  will  un- 
derstand that  approving  it  will  mean 
that  Congress  has  taken  action  to  pre- 
serve the  independent  tanker  fleet  and 
to  maintain  the  thousands  of  skilled 
maritime  industry  jobs  that  will  be  re- 
quired as  we  go  into  this  new  phase  of 
distribution  of  Alaskan  oil,  and  it  will 
be  done  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 
This  is  a  segment  of  the  American  mer- 
chant marine.  They  face  a  bleak  future 
unless  there  is  a  stimulus  to  export 
some  of  this  oil.  The  Alaska  North 
Slope  exports  will  help  solidify  the  de- 
mand for  this  tanker  fleet. 
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The  act  of  Congress  making  these  ex- 
ports ix)ssible.  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy has  concluded,  would  raise  roy- 
alty revenues  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  tax  and  royalty  revenues  for 
the  States  of  Alaska  and  California. 
Federal  revenues  are  projected  to  in- 
crease by  $99  billion  to  $180  billion  in 
terms  of  1992  dollars  between  1994  and 
the  year  2000.  The  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  [CBO],  has  told  us  that  this 
legislation  will  raise  a  net  revenue  of 
$55  million.  It  is  a  revenue-sound  pro- 
posal. 

By  lifting  this  ban,  Congress  will,  as 
I  said,  restore  demand  in  California  and 
in  the  Southwest  region  of  the  United 
States.  The  Department  of  Energy 
projects  that  oil  production  will  in- 
crease by  at  least  100.000  barrels  per 
day  by  the  end  of  the  decade  in  that 
part  of  the  country.  That  is  because 
the  independents  face  a  squeeze  in 
terms  of  the  price,  due  to  the  fact  that 
there  was  an  excessive  amount  of  oil  in 
southern  California,  in  particular.  And 
the  stripper  wells,  the  small  producing 
wells,  have  gone  out  of  production. 

We  believe  that,  by  giving  an  incen- 
tive to  produce,  it  will  bring  these  new 
jobs  and  will  give  us  the  chance  to  have 
a  signal  from  Washington  that  we  be- 
lieve enhanced  drilling  activity  should 
take  place  in  that  part  of  the  country 
and  create  new  jobs  in  the  area. 

There  is  very  little,  if  any.  imr>act  of 
this  proposal  on  the  east  coast  or  the 
gulf  coast  of  the  United  States.  The  oil 
has  been  going  through  the  Panama 
Canal  pipeline,  the  oil  that  would  be 
exported,  and  there,  too,  the  markets 
that  the  Alaskan  oil  goes  to  now  have 
a  surplus  of  oil  due  to  the  increase  of 
imports  in  the  United  States  from  the 
Middle  East  and  other  parts  of  the 
world. 

My  point.  Mr.  President,  is  that  this 
is  a  different  oil  world  than  we  had 
when  we  considered  the  Alaska  oil 
pipeline  amendments  in  the  1970'3. 
There  is  a  much  greater  reserve  of  oil 
worldwide,  a  proven  reserve,  and  there 
is  a  much  different  distribution  pat- 
tern. The  effect  of  the  current  distribu- 
tion pattern  is  we  have  created  sur- 
pluses on  the  west  coast  where,  at  the 
time,  we  had  projected  that  there 
would  have  been  a  shortage  if  it  were 
not  possible  to  limit  Alaska's  oil  pro- 
duction to  distribution  to  south  48  de- 
mand only. 

The  administration  has  supported 
this  bill.  The  Senate  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources  Committee  is  in  support 
of  this  legislation.  I  think  we  should 
act  on  it  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  difficulty  that  I  have,  really, 
with  the  bill  is  it  should  have  happened 
a  long  time  ago.  We  have  tried  at  times 
to  remove  this  prohibition.  As  the  Sen- 
ate knows,  over  the  years,  we  had  a  se- 
ries of  votes  on  the  subject,  and  always 
the  opposition  came  from  the  same 
source. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  now,  with  new 
information,  with  support  of  the  En- 


ergy Department,  with  the  administra- 
tion's overall  support  of  the  legisla- 
tion, with  the  concept  of  American  in- 
dustry now  understanding  what  it 
means  to  them — we  now  have  support 
from  the  west  coast  industries:  we  have 
support  from  the  independent  tanker 
operators;  we  have  support  from  the 
maritime  unions;  we  have  support  from 
the  maritime  industry  in  general:  and 
we  certainly  have  support  from  people 
who  understand  what  this  will  mean  in 
terms  of  restoring  jobs  along  the  west 
coast,  as  I  said,  an  estimated  25,000 
jobs — will  support  this  legislation. 

This  bill  also  has  the  sale  of  the  re- 
gional Power  Marketing  Administra- 
tion, as  originally  proposed,  strangely 
enough,  about  the  same  period  of  time 
that  the  Alaskan  oil  pipeline  amend- 
ments were  adopted,  as  offered  by  Sen- 
ator Mondale.  which  restricted  the  ex- 
port of  oil  transported  through  the 
pipeline.  The  administration  at  that 
time  recommended  that  the  Alaska 
power  authority  be  sold. 

We  still  are  working  toward  getting 
that  approved.  The  sale  of  these  assets 
will  generate  between  $1.6  and  $4.9  bil- 
lion in  terms  of  the  Department's  sale 
of  the  regional  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations. We  now  have  Alaska's 
marketing  agency,  a  portion  of  a  na- 
tional plan,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Congress  will  approve  the  national 
plan,  which  will  go  ahead  with  the  rec- 
ommendations I  originally  made  to  the 
Senate  in  behalf  of  the  administration 
in  1973. 

I  think  that  this  will  reduce,  by  the 
way,  the  responsibilities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy.  There  will  be  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  cost  to  the  tax- 
payers to  maintain  these  regional 
power  marketing  administrations,  and 
it  makes  sense  for  us  to  do  this  now,  to 
take  advantage  of  the  circumstances 
that  exist  throughout  our  country  and 
take  the  Federal  Government  out  of 
the  business  of  running  regional  power 
marketing  administrations. 

On  permitting  export  of  Alaskan 
crude,  there  has  been  this  glut  that  has 
been  created  on  the  west  coast.  It 
keeps  the  crude  oil  price  artificially 
low.  It  has  meant,  as  I  said,  the  small 
stripper  wells,  even  some  of  the  me- 
dium-sized operators,  have  gone  out  of 
business.  They  have  had  no  incentive 
to  develop  new  reserves  or  to  really 
reach  out  in  wildcat  areas  of  great 
promise. 

We  believe  the  Mondale  amendment 
has  brought  about  a  dependence  upon 
the  southwestern  area  of  the  United 
States  on  cheap  oil  that  comes  about 
because  of  the  cost  of  transporting  that 
oil  beyond  California  down  to  Panama 
through  the  Panama  Canal  pipeline, 
onto  another  tanker  and  taken  up  to  a 
market  someplace  in  the  south  48 
States  in  the  eastern  part  of  our  coun- 
try. 

The  result  of  that  long  trip  for  the 
Alaskan  oil  to  reach  a  market,  under 
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the  prohibition  against  export,  cannot 
be  sold  except  in  the  United  States,  is 
that  the  sales  have  been  taking  place 
in  California  far  below  the  market 
price  of  oil.  It  has  established,  as  I 
said,  a  glut  of  oil  on  the  west  coast.  It 
has  kept  the  prices  there  so  low  that 
they  have  lost  their  own  industry.  We 
now  feel  that  the  California  people  un- 
derstand that  the  result  has  not  been 
good  for  that  State  nor  for  the  Nation. 
We  need  the  ability  to  produce  from 
the  areas  that  have  capability  of  pro- 
ducing oil  in  times  of  crisis  when  there 
is  a  stoppage,  when  there  is  a  shortage, 
and  this  bill  before  us  now  will  give  us 
that  incentive. 

The  Department  study  that  was  re- 
leased in  June  1994 — I  am  sure  my  col- 
league has  talked  about  it  already— has 
indicated  that  this  will  be  the  case.  It 
has  been  tested  in  many  places.  I  do 
not  see  anyone  discounting  the  study 
that  was  made  by  the  Department  of 
Energy  that  led  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  in  the  national  interest  to  pass 
this  bill.  There  are  a  few  local  spots 
where  there  is  a  willingness  to  prevent 
the  enactment  of  legislation  in  the  na- 
tional interest  because  of  some  special 
or  private  interest  on  their  part.  That 
was  an  interest  that  was  created,  in  my 
judgment,  by  an  unconstitutional  pro- 
vision to  begin  with,  one  that  should  be 
eliminated.  If  I  had  my  way  it  would  be 
a  bill  to  eliminate  it  altogether. 

But  this  legislation  will  give  author- 
ity to  export  under  specific  conditions. 
It  is  a  concept  that  would  be  consistent 
with  the  American  merchant  marine 
concept  of  requiring  that  our  oil  be  ex- 
ported in  American-flag.  American- 
crewed.  American-built  vessels.  I  do  be- 
lieve there  is  a  great  benefit  to  the 
American  people  as  a  whole.  It  is  a  step 
that  should  have  been  taken  a  long 
time  ago. 

It  is  an  interesting  thing.  I  think,  to 
go  back  and  examine  some  of  the  his- 
tory of  Alaska's  oil  industry.  Mr. 
President.  When  we  were  seeking  state- 
hood, there  were  a  great  many  people 
who  opposed  statehood  for  Alaska  be- 
cause they  said  such  a  vast  area  could 
not  afford  self-government.  And  so  a 
series  of  people  made  suggestions  as  to 
how  we  might  be  able  to  finance  our 
own  future,  and  one  of  them  was  to  in- 
crease the  amount  of  land  that  Alaska 
received  as  compared  to  other  States. 

The  State  received  from  the  Federal 
domain  section  16  and  34  out  of  every 
township.  They  had  to  wait  until  those 
townships  were  surveyed,  and  we  find 
the  strange  situation  that  California 
still  is  waiting  for  a  substantial 
amount  of  its  land,  and  Utah  also  and 
Nevada,  because  the  lands  have  never 
been  surveyed.  When  we  looked  at  the 
situation  for  Alaska,  when  we  realized 
people  were  willing  to  allow  Alaska  to 
have  a  greater  land  grant,  and  we  did 
obtain  a  greater  land  grant,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Congress  approved  the  transfer  of 
103.5  million  acres  to  Alaska  out  of  our 


375  million  acres.  What  we  did,  how- 
ever, is  we  permitted  Alaska  to  select 
its  land  from  vacant,  unappropriated, 
unreserved  lands,  and  the  net  result 
was  that  we  had  the  opportunity  to  de- 
cide the  lands  we  wanted  for  our  fu- 
ture. 

The  difficulty  developed  in  what  we 
call  (D)(2),  section  17(D)(2)  of  the  Alas- 
ka Statehood  Act  required  us  to  have  a 
study  of  the  portions  of  our  State  that 
should  be  set  aside  in  the  national  in- 
terest. We  then  proceeded  to  produce 
what  is  known  to  us  as  ANILCA,  Alas- 
ka National  Interest  Lands  Conserva- 
tion Act. 

That  lands  act  restricted  our  right  to 
the  lands  we  could  have  and  required  a 
substantial  portion  of  Alaska  to  be  set 
aside  in  national  withdrawals  and  no 
longer  available  to  us  for  selection. 

In  the  process,  unfortunately,  we 
have  gone  back  to,  again,  a  real  delay 
factor  in  the  surveying  of  lands  that  we 
have  selected.  The  last  time  I  had  an 
estimate,  it  would  be  2050  before  all  of 
the  lands  we  have  selected  are  surveyed 
and  the  native  lands.  Congress  subse- 
quently passed  an  act  which  confers  on 
Alaska  Natives  a  substantial  amount 
of  land,  almost  45  million  acres  of  land, 
in  satisfaction  of  claims  against  the 
United  States  for  the  taking  of  their 
lands  at  the  time  Alaska  was  acquired 
from  Russia. 

The  reason  I  mention  these  delays, 
Mr.  President,  is  that  we  have  a  series 
of  sedimentary  basins  in  Alaska  that 
are  capable  of  producing  oil  or  gas. 
Only  three  of  them  have  been  drilled  so 
far.  I  believe  there  are  17  of  them— I 
think  15  of  them  are  onshore — that  are 
capable,  these  areas  are  capable  of  pro- 
ducing oil  and  gas.  This  bill  before  us 
has  nothing  to  do  with  additional  ex- 
ploration or  use  of  Federal  lands,  but  if 
you  just  look  at  the  lands  that  the 
State  of  Alaska  has.  the  lands  that  the 
native  people  have  a  right  to  under  leg- 
islation that  has  been  passed  by  Con- 
gress previously,  the  great  difficulty 
that  we  have  is  establishing  a  mecha- 
nism for  transport  of  that  oil  to  mar- 
ket, and  beyond  that  establishing  a  de- 
mand for  it. 

As  long  as  there  is  a  surplus  of  oil  on 
the  west  coast,  I  do  not  perceive  that 
there  will  be  a  demand  for  development 
of  the  oil  and  gas  capability  of  the 
State  of  Alaska  lands  or  Alaska  Native 
lands.  But  I  do  believe  that  if  we  can 
have  a  bill  such  as  this  passed  and  have 
that  glut  be  removed  and  restore  the 
incentive  to  the  industry  to  explore  for 
and  develop  oil  in  the  promising  areas 
of  the  west  that  are  not  on  Federal 
lands,  they  are'  not  in  any  way  re- 
stricted by  Federal  Government  policy, 
then  I  think  we  will  have  a  different  fu- 
ture for  our  State. 

That  was  the  intent  of  the  people 
who  brought  about  the  amendments  to 
the  Alaska  Statehood  Act  to  increase 
the  amount  of  land  to  be  given  to  our 
State.  I  think  that  our  State,  in  sur- 


veying the  lands  that  we  would  select, 
tried  to  select  the  lands  that  had  po- 
tential resource  value. 

However,  that  resource  value  is  real- 
ly not  predictable  now  because  of  this 
glut  of  oil.  No  one  really  wants  to  put 
money  into  developing  oil  and  gas  op- 
portunities on  Alaska  State  or  Native 
lands  so  long  as  there  is  an  existing  re- 
striction on  the  export  of  oil  produced 
in  those  slopes. 

Incidentally,  that  oil  is  produced 
from  State  lands.  Many  people  think 
the  oil  is  from  Federal  lands.  The  State 
of  Alaska  owns  the  land  from  which 
the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field  is  produced. 
We  view  it  as  an  unconstitutional  re- 
striction on  our  State's  powers  to  have 
this  restriction  against  the  export  of 
oil  produced  from  lands  owned  by  the 
State  of  Alaska. 

Again,  one  of  the  things  that  makes 
us  so  interested  in  this  legislation  is 
the  future  viability  of  the  lands  that 
we  own.  Those  lands  are  valuable  for 
oil  and  gas,  and  I  do  believe  we  will  see 
the  day,  when  this  bill  passes,  that  the 
independent  oil  industry  will  come  to 
Alaska  and  start  inventorying  these 
potentials  because  of  the  fact  that 
there  will  be  a  potential  increase  in  de- 
mand for  the  oil  and  gas  from  our 
State. 

We  are  in  a  very  strange  cir- 
cumstance here,  apparently,  and  that 
is  that  we  want  to  try  to  get  this  bill 
to  a  vote.  I,  particularly,  very  much 
would  like  to  see  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  having  a  little 
discussion  with  staff  as  to  the  accuracy 
of  a  comment  I  made.  My  memory  is 
that  it  was  the  Mondale  amendment. 
My  staff  says  the  amendment  that  was 
finally  enacted  by  the  Congress  at  the 
time  was  the  Jackson  amendment — the 
amendment  that  was  finally  adopted 
by  the  Senate  in  July  1973.  They  are 
right.  But  I  am  also  right  that  it  was 
Senator  Mondale  that  raised  the  sub- 
ject. I  had  a  debate  at  length  with  him 
at  the  time,  and  his  amendment  was 
subsequently  modified  by  the  former 
Senator  from  Washington.  It  was  the 
Jackson  amendment  that  finally 
passed.  The  initiative  for  the  restric- 
tion on  the  export  of  Alaskan  oil  origi- 
nated with  Senator  Mondale.  I  have, 
since  that  time,  called  it  the  Mondale 
amendment.  If  I  have  offended  anyone 
by  having  so  referred  to  it,  I  am  sorry 
about  that.  But  there  is  no  question 
that  we  discussed  at  length  with  Sen- 
ator Mondale  the  proposal  to  restrict 
the  export  of  oil.  I  do  recall  at  the  time 
that  in  order  to  offset  Senator  Mon- 
dale's  proposal,  I  introduced  an  amend- 
ment which  would  have  prohibited  the 
export  of  oil  from  any  State  in  the 
Union,  which  I  think  would  be  within 
the  constitutional  powers  of  Congress. 
I  did  not  pursue  that,  and  although 
Senator  Jackson  opposed  the  basic 
Alaska  pipeline  amendment,  he  was  the 
one  that  did  offer  the  amendment  that 
was   adopted.    It   was   the   amendment 


that  currently  is  in  the  law  as  far  as 
the  exporting  of  Alaskan  oil.  I  hope 
those  on  my  staff  are  satisfied. 

I  see  my  colleague  is  back.  I  might 
say  to  him.  Mr.  President,  that  I  do 
hope  that  the  bill  will  pass.  And  as  I 
have  said  in  the  Senator's  absence.  I 
believe  as  chairman  of  the  Energy 
Committee,  you  have  done  a  great 
ser\'ice  for  the  country,  for  California, 
and  for  our  State  in  bringing  this  sub- 
ject to  the  floor  in  a  positive  way.  I 
hope  other  Members  of  the  Senate  will 
address  the  report  he  has  presented  and 
show  the  support  that  we  have  for  the 
concept  now.  I  do  hope  that  there  is  an 
overwhelming  vote  in  support  of  the 
bill  that  we  have  before  us  to  bring 
about  both  the  sale  of  the  power  ad- 
ministration, as  well  as  to  enable  the 
export  of  Alaskan  oil  under  the  cir- 
cumstances described  in  the  bill. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  [Mr.  MURKOWSKi],  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  my  senior 
colleague  from  Alaska  regarding  his 
comments  on  this  very  vital  issue, 
which  is  important  not  only  to  our 
State  but  to  the  Nation  as  well. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  have  a  couple  of 
questions  that  refer  to  both  aspects  of 
the  bill. 

First,  the  power  marketing  agency. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  there  is  a 
uniqueness  to  this  power  marketing 
agency;  for  example,  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration  that  is  in  the 
West,  in  that  instance,  it  serves  a  num- 
ber of  States  and  different  municipali- 
ties in  a  great  many  uses.  It  also  does 
not  have  the  generating  facility  but 
simply  the  distribution  facility.  So  it 
is  my  understanding  that  in  this  bill 
the  Alaska  Power  Authority  is  sub- 
stantially different  in  composition,  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming  is  correct.  These  two  power 
marketing  associations  are  separate. 
They  are  not  connected.  The  distance 
between  Snettisham  and  Juneau  and 
Anchorage  is  600,  700  miles,  so  they  are 
not  dependent  on  one  another.  The  pro- 
vision for  the  sale — unlike  other  Fed- 
eral marketing  administrations,  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration  owns  its 
power-generating  facilities  and  hydro- 
electric projects.  It  was  never  con- 
templated that  these  two  relatively 
small  projects  remain  under  Federal 
determination.  It  was  the  considered 
opinion  that  once  they  were  up  and  op- 
erating, the  contribution  to  utilize  the 
tremendous  hydro  potential,  even 
though  it  is  a  very  small  percentage, 
that  they  be  disposed  of,  and  as  a  con- 
sequence, we  have  been  working  with 
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the  administration  in  the  State  of 
Alaska  to  achieve  this.  We  feel  that  the 
support  base  is  there  and.  of  course. 
the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Energy 
and  the  administration  support  this,  I 
think,  is  evidence  that  we  have  a  con- 
structive proposal  here. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
With  respect  to  the  oil  export  portion. 
I  recall  the  hearings  that  we  had  in  the 
Energy  Committee.  I  ask  the  Senator  if 
it  is  not  true  that  we  had  substantial 
testimony,  not  only  from  Members  of 
the  California  delega- 
representatives  of  the 
that  dealt  with  this 
of  seeking  to  develop 
the  domestic  oil  mar- 
case  in  Wyoming.  We 
have  been  very  much  affected  by  that. 
There  have  been  nearly  half  a  million 
jobs  lost  in  the  domestic  oil  industry 
over  the  past  10  years.  We  now  have,  of 
course,  the  highest  imports  that  we 
have  had  for  a  very  long  time — the 
highest  ever.  I  believe.  And  the  testi- 
mony, as  I  recall,  was  that  the  oppor- 
tunity to  export  some  of  the  oil  from 
Alaska  would  strengthen  the  domestic 
oil  industry,  which  would  result,  I 
think,  in  more  jobs  not  only  in  Alaska 
but  perhaps  in  other  parts  of  the  coun- 
try as  well. 

There  was  testimony  about  the  as- 
sistance to  the  oil  production  aspect  to 
the  California  economy,  as  well,  of 
course,  as  providing  an  opportunity  to 
strengthen  the  domestic  industry  as  a 
matter  of  national  security.  That 
seemed  to  me  to  be  the  tenor  of  the 
testimony.  I  ask  the  Senator  if  that  is 
the  impression  that  he  had? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
yes,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  cor- 
rect. As  I  recall  specifically,  the  De- 
partment recommended  in  their  De- 
partment of  Energy  report  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  that  by  the  year  2000  that 
would  be  approximately  S180  million  in 
tax  revenue  to  the  Treasury  and  there 
would  be  an  increase  of  employment  by 
some  11.000  to  16.000  U.S.  jobs  imme- 
diately, and  by  the  year  2000.  25.000 
jobs. 

I  think  that  was  evident  in  the  base 
of  support  that  was  evident  when  the 
vote  came  out  of  the  committee.  14  to 
4.  The  Senator  from  Wyoming  will  re- 
call. Senator  Do.menici.  Senator  NicK- 
LE.S.  Senator  Craig,  Senator  Thomas, 
Senator  Kyl,  Senator  Grah.\.m.  Senator 
Jeffords,  Senator  Burns,  Senator 
C.\.MPBELL,  Senator  Johnston,  Senator 
Ford,  Senator  Bradley,  and  Senator 
BiNGA.MAN  voted  to  vote  out  of  commit- 
tee the  issue  of  the  oil  export  relief,  as 
well  as  the  proposal  on  the  Alaska 
power  authority.  I  think  the  jobs  issue 
was  well  covered  in  that  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  refer  to 
an  article  that  appeared  on  February 
22,  and  it  appeared  in  the  Seattle 
Times.  I  think  it  was  an  editorial  or  an 
op-ed.  It  was  a  column,  in  any  event.  It 
suggests  a  number  of  reasons  why   it 


might  not  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  continue  the  restrictions  on  the  ex- 
port of  Alaska's  North  Slope  crude  oil. 
I  feel  that  the  facts  as  confirmed  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  report, 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  and 
other  objective  sources  show  that  the 
export  of  ANS  crude  oil  on  what  has 
been  agreed  upon,  that  is  U.S. -flagged 
and  U.S.-crewed  vessels  would,  indeed, 
create  jobs,  increase  our  energy  pro- 
duction, and  as  a  consequence  our  na- 
tional security,  and  increase  Federal 
and  State  revenues. 

Now,  in  that  particular  column  there 
was  a  reference  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington  that  suggested  that  ex- 
ports would  "not  meet  the  statutory 
test  designed  to  protect  broader  na- 
tional interests."  Further,  exports 
would  "seriously  hurt  consumers,  jobs, 
and  the  environment  in  our  own 
State." 

Again,  I  would  refer  to  the  com- 
prehensive June  1994  study  by  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  which  concluded 
that  exporting  ANS  crude  oil  on  U.S.- 
flagged  vessels  would,  one.  again  add  as 
much  as  $180  million  in  tax  revenue  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury  by  the  year  2006: 
two.  increase  U.S.  employment  by 
11,000  to  16,000  jobs  immediately  and  by 
25,000  jobs  by  the  year  2000;  third,  pre- 
serve as  many  as  3,300  maritime  jobs; 
fourth,  increase  American  oil  produc- 
tion by  as  much  as  110,000  barrels  a  day 
by  the  year  2000;  fifth,  probably  de- 
crease crude  oil  tanker  movement  in 
U.S.  waters;  sixth,  have  minimal  or 
nonexistent  effect  on  prices  to  consum- 
ers, since  the  benefit  of  the  current 
subsidy  to  west  coast  refiners  from  ex- 
ports is  not  shared  with  consumers  of 
refined  products. 

Now,  the  statement  in  the  article  in- 
dicated and  was  referenced  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  that  "over  the 
years  Alaska  North  Slope  crude  oil  has 
fueled  Washington  State.  Ninety  per- 
cent of  our  crude  oil  comes  from  the 
North  Slope  and  our  refineries  are  op- 
erating at  90  percent  capacity.  Today 
this  secure  supply  of  oil  faces  a 
threat." 

The  fact  is,  if  exports  are  permitted, 
the  Pacific  Northwest  will  continue  to 
be  the  closest  market  for  ANS  crude. 
Given  the  low  cost  of  transporting  oil 
to  Puget  Sound,  there  is  no  economic 
reason  why  any  oil  now  going  there  be 
in  jeopardy. 

Even  the  Coalition  To  Keep  Alaskan 
Oil,  which  is  a  rather  interesting  orga- 
nization—it is  an  oil  refinery-sponsored 
group,  just  a  few  refiners  are  support- 
ing it  now— is  opposed  to  exports.  They 
admitted  in  a  paper  last  year  that  if 
exports  were  permitted,  only  the  ANS 
crude  oil  surplus  to  the  west  coast  re- 
quirements would  be  exported. 

Excess  west  coast  oil  formerly  went 
to  Panama  and  was  transported  across 
the  isthmus  for  transfer  to  smaller 
United  States  tankers  that  moved  the 
oil  to  gulf  coast  refineries.  That  proc- 


ess, which  involved  dual  handling  of 
the  oil.  is  now  prohibitively  expensive 
given  the  low  world  price  of  oil. 

Now.  the  article  further  attributes  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington  that  the 
North  Slope  has  given  us  a  reliable  oil 
supply.  Carried  aboard  U.S. -flagged 
vessels,  the  ships  employ  Washing- 
tonians  as  crew  members,  and  "the 
tankers,  that  transport  Alaskan  oil  are 
repaired  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  If 
export  restrictions  are  lifted,  this  work 
will  go  overseas.  We  could  lose  5.000 
jobs  within  our  own  region  and  $160 
million  in  annual  employment  income. 
This  is  more  than  half  of  the  maritime 
industry's  total  west  coast  employ- 
ment." 

That  is  not  the  case.  The  fact  is  that 
exports  will  aid  substantially  the  mari- 
time industry,  and  all  North  Slope 
crude  oil  would  continue  to  be  carried 
aboard  U.S. -flagged  vessels  with  Amer- 
ican crews.  Labor  leaders  representing 
50.000  members  have  written  the  Presi- 
dent supporting  exports,  stating  that 
"ANS  exports  will  create  jobs,  help 
maintain  our  merchant  marine  and  en- 
courage energy  production." 

Estimates  of  job  losses  are  com- 
pletely unsupported.  Further,  most  of 
the  U.S. -flagged  tankers  are  lifted  for 
repairs  in  yards  currently  in  San  Diego 
and,  to  some  extent.  Portland.  The 
Portland  shipyard  being  built  in  Japan 
and  floated  to  Portland,  portions  of 
that  yard  have  been  facing  financial 
problems. 

I  understand  there  is  a  competitive 
posture  between  Portland  and  San 
Diego.  We  have  encouraged  that  con- 
sideration be  given  to  the  Portland 
bids.  .As  a  consequence,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  there  are  two  ships  that 
are  currently  under  contract  to  be  re- 
paired in  the  Portland  yard. 

Further,  the  article  attributes  the 
Senator  from  Washington  saying, 

More  than  2.000  jobs  at  refineries,  and 
Anacortes.  Bellingham.  and  Takoma  would 
be  lost.  Ninety  percent  of  Alaskan  oil  is 
consumed  by  west  coast  refiners,  and  these 
refiners  go  into  refineries  as  attributed  to 
the  Atlantic  Richfield  Company.  Texaco 
Company,  and  Shell,  plus  independents  such 
as  Tosco  and  a  smaller  refinery.  Summit  Oil. 
Six  of  these  refineries  are  in  our  State,  the 
State  of  Washington,  competing  against  for- 
eign barges  wilUng  to  pay  premium  prices. 
Industry  experts  predict  our  refinerie.;  will 
shut  down  or  be  forced  to  pay  a  premium 
price  to  keep  their  .Alaskan  supply  or  to  pur- 
chase substitute  foreign  crude. 

That  argument  just  is  not  based  on 
fact.  The  facts,  the  hard,  cold  facts,  are 
that  two  of  the  refiners  mentioned  sup- 
port exports— that  is  ARCO  and  British 
Petroleum— and  we  have  evidence  of 
that,  which  will  be  entered  into  the 
Record.  And  for  Texaco,  which  has  not 
taken  a  position  on  the  issue,  supply 
will  be  sure.  In  fact  Tosco,  one  of  the 
refiners,  has  a  supply  agreement  with 
British  Petroleum  that  offers,  in 
Tosco's  own  words,  "a  reliable,  eco- 
nomic supply   of  Alaska  North  Slope 
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crude  oil  for  the  next  5  years,"  al- 
though it  is  my  understanding  there 
are  some  4  years  to  go  on  that  contrac- 
tual agreement.  Foreign  buyers  have 
no  reason  to  pay  premium  prices  for 
Alaska  crude,  because  they  can  get 
their  crude  oil  elsewhere.  As  stated 
above,  even  export  opponents  have  ad- 
mitted at  world  prices  for  Alaska  crude 
oil  now  going  to  Puget  Sound,  it  will 
not  be  exported 

Some  independent  refiners  have  op- 
posed exports  because  the  market  dis- 
tortion created  by  the  current  restric- 
tions allow  these  refiners  to  enjoy,  ac- 
cording to  the  Department  of  Energy, 
"the  largest  gross  refining  margins  in 
the  world." 

No  credible  evidence  supports  the  as- 
sertion that.  "If  forced  to  compete  in  a 
world  market  like  everyone  else  in  the 
United  States,  any  refiner  would  have 
to  lay  off  workers." 

Again,  I  remind  my  colleagues,  one 
refiner  in  question.  Tosco,  already  has 
a  long-term  contractual  supply. 

Further  attributed  to  the  article,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  states: 

Tosco  alone  has  predicted  a  SI  per  gallon 
increase  if  exports  are  permitted. 

The  fact  is.  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy has  concluded  that  the  "economic 
benefits  of  export  could  be  achieved 
without  increasing  prices  either  in 
California  or  in  the  Nation  as  a  whole, 
and  that  the  current  subsidy  to  west 
coast  refiners  from  exports  is  not 
shared  with  consumers  of  refined  prod- 
ucts." 

The  refiner.  Tosco,  in  their  1994  quar- 
terly report  to  the  U.S.  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  stated  that: 

\t  the  Ferndale  refinery  in  Washington, 
refining  margins  average  $4  66  per  barrel:  re- 
tail margins  contmue  to  be  strong,  averag- 
ing U  cents  per  gallon  on  sales  of  .some  2  4 
million  gallons  per  day. 

Tosco,  of  course,  may  be  worried 
about  losing  this  price  advantage,  but 
that  will  not  hurt  consumers  or  the  na- 
tional interest.  It  will  continue  to 
allow  this  firm  to  reap  profits,  which 
they  are  entitled  to.  But  they  are  cer- 
tainly not  passing  on  any  savings  to 
the  consumer. 

It  is  kind  of  interesting  to  note  why 
Washington  State  has  some  of  the 
highest  gasoline  prices  in  the  country 
while  the  refiners,  including  Tosco, 
have  the  highest  profit  margins  be- 
tween the  price  paid  for  crude  oil  and 
the  amount  at  which  they  sell  their  re- 
fined product  or  gasoline.  In  the  sense 
these  refiners  are  closest  to  the  point 
of  the  Alaska  oil  coming  down  from 
Valdez.  these  refiners  are  those  that 
have  the  shortest  shipping  distance;  as 
a  consequence,  the  least  transportation 
costs.  But  one  might  conclude  the  con- 
sumers in  the  State  of  Washington  are 
certainly  not  recipients  of  the  trans- 
portation advantage  that  is  enjoyed  by 
the  geographic  location  of  the  proxim- 
ity of  the  refiners  to  the  Alaska  oil 
supply  at  Valdez. 


Further  reference  in  the  article  by 
the  Senator  from  Washington: 

Since  the  Arab  oil  embargoes  of  the  seven- 
ties, our  reliance  on  foreign  oil  has  not  di- 
minished and  the  arguments  for  retaining 
[that  is.  the  oil  export  restrictions]  remain 
strong. 

The  fact  is  that  exporting  Alaska's 
North  Slope— ANS — crude  would  in- 
crease U.S.  energy  security  by  stimu- 
lating additional  production,  estimated 
by  the  Department  of  Energy  at  100.000 
to  110.000  barrels  per  day.  This  will  re- 
duce U.S.  net  oil  imports. 

The  United  States  has  already  re- 
moved restrictions  in  place  in  the 
1970's  on  petroleum  product  exports 
and  on  the  price  and  allocation  of  oil. 
thus  improving  the  efficiency  of  the 
market.  Exports  from  every  State 
other  than  Alaska  are  allowed  if  cer- 
tain regulatory  requirements  are  met. 
The  effective  ban  on  ANS  exports  is 
unique  and  discriminatory. 

Further,  the  article  makes  reference 
to  comments  from  the  Senator  from 
Washington: 

With  99  percent  of  Alaska's  crude  coming 
through  Puget  Sound  and  94  percent  of  this 
carried  on  U.S.  tankers,  foreign  replacement 
oil  would  not  only  be  more  costly,  but  would 
be  carried  on  more  environmentally  risky 
tankers.  The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  rates  as  high- 
risk  one-half  of  the  current  foreign  tanker 
fleet  that  carries  crude  oil  through  Puget 
Sound. 

The  fact  is,  there  is  simply  no  basis 
to  assert  that  the  Pacific  Northwest 
will  need  to  import  oil  to  replace  ANS 
crude  for  the  reasons  already  listed,  or 
that  foreign-flag  tankers  in  Puget 
Sound  waters  are  environmentally 
risky. 

In  fact,  the  Department  of  Energy 
has  concluded  that  exports  would 
"probably  decrease  crude  oil  tanker 
movement  in  U.S.  waters"  Furthpr, 
virtually  all  the  oil  coming  into  Van- 
couver. BC.  comes  in  through  the 
Straits  of  San  Juan,  adjacent  to  the 
State  of  Washington  and  British  Co- 
lumbia, and  it  comes  in  foreign  tank- 
ers. So  there  is  a  high  concentration  of 
foreign  tanker  activity  already  coming 
into  the  San  Juan  area,  and  some  of  its 
goes  into  Puget  Sound  as  well. 

Another  contention  is  that  British 
Petroleum  Corp.  would  also  save 
money  by  having  its  tankers  built  and 
repaired  in  foreign  countries.  The  fact 
is  that  British  Petroleum  uses  and 
would  continue  to  use  U.S. -flag.  U.S.- 
built,  U.S.-crewed  tankers  to  carry 
Alaska  crude  because.  Mr.  President, 
they  are  a  foreign  corporation  and  can- 
not own  U.S.  vessels.  It  would  make  no 
economic  sense  for  British  Petroleum, 
or  any  other  exporter,  to  reflag  for- 
eign-built tonnage  to  carry  Alaska 
crude,  when  abundant  U.S. -flag,  for- 
eign-built tonnage  is  already  in  exist- 
ence in  the  trade. 

The  ban  on  the  exports  of  Alaska 
North  Slope  crude  oil  simply  makes  no 
sense.  Reality  dictates  that  it  creates 
an  inefficient  market  that  breeds  ex- 


traordinary returns  for  a  few  special 
interests.  And  some  of  these,  unfortu- 
nately, do  not  seem  to  be  inclined  to 
pass  the  benefits  along  to  the  consum- 
ers. Meanwhile,  maritime  and  oil  in- 
dustry jobs  would  be  lost  to  this  de- 
structive trade  restriction. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton does  not  begrudge  the  fact  that 
Alaska  might  benefit  from  lifting  the 
ban.  any  more  than  the  fact  that  Alas- 
kans recognize  activity  in  Alaska  is 
very  beneficial  to  the  State  of  Waish- 
ington.  I  would  again  suggest,  even  on 
this  issue,  what  is  good  for  Alaska  is 
good  for  the  State  of  Washington. 

Our  States  are  too  close  and  too 
intertwined  to  believe  that  restrictions 
on  each  other's  commerce  will  be  good 
for  one  at  the  expense  of  the  other. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  some  other 
items  that  I  want  to  bring  to  your  at- 
tention; that  is,  some  of  the  charges 
relative  to  what  the  passage  of  this  leg- 
islation would  do. 

Some  have  made  the  argument  that 
as  part  of  the  original  deal  in  1973  to 
authorize  construction  of  the  pipeline. 
Congress  saw  fit  to  ban  the  ANS  ex- 
ports. Again.  I  think  it  is  important  to 
note  that  is  not  totally  accurate.  Con- 
gress did  not  ban  exports  in  1973.  In- 
stead, for  the  first  time,  it  restricted 
all  domestically  produced  crude  oil,  in- 
cluding ANS  oil,  to  the  same  general 
export  restrictions.  At  the  committee's 
hearing  on  March  1,  Senator  Stevens. 
one  of  the  few  Senators  still  sitting  in 
this  body  today  who  actually  cast  a 
vote  in  1973.  confirmed  that  there  had 
been  no  such  deal. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  question  of 
increased  foreign  oil  reliance.  The  ar- 
gument is  made  that  by  exporting  ANS 
oil.  we  will  increase  our  dependence  on 
the  Mideast  and  other  foreign  sources 
of  oil.  The  reply  to  that  is  quite  simple. 
The  Department  of  Energy  concluded 
that  enactment  of  the  legislation  will 
decrease  our  net  dependence  on  im- 
ports by  spurring  additional  domestic 
energy  production. 

We  have  heard  the  concern  expressed 
from  time  to  time  about  the  potential 
that  refinery  workers  would  lose  their 
jobs  because  refiners  would  have  to  pay 
more  for  crude  oil.  Yet.  again  in  re- 
sponse, the  Department  of  Energy  con- 
cluded that  independent  refiners  on  the 
west  coast  have  such  high  gross  operat- 
ing margins  that  they  will  be  able  to 
absorb  any  increased  crude  oil  acquisi- 
tion costs  without  significant  job 
losses.  And  as  the  chart  that  I  pre- 
viously showed,  based  on  the  figures  at 
hand,  clearly  there  is  justification  to 
understand  that  is  indeed  the  case. 

There  is  a  question  of  lost  work  to 
foreign  yards  that  would  provide  re- 
pairs. The  argument  has  been  made 
that  once  exports  are  authorized,  the 
tankers  in  the  Alaska  oil  grid  will  all 
be  repaired  in  those  subsidized  foreign 
shipyards  permitting  domestic  ship  re- 
pair yards  to  be  no  longer  economic. 
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Tankers  in  the  Alaskan  oil  trade  are 
free  to  go  abroad  for  repairs  today. 
They  rarely  do.  however,  because  for- 
eign repairs  are  subject  to  a  50-percent 
ad  valorem  duty.  One  might  wonder 
about  some  of  our  restrictive  and  pro- 
tectionist types  of  legislation.  This  is 
one  of  them.  A  recent  court  decision, 
the  Texaco  Marine  decision,  will  en- 
sure that  U.S.  Customs  will  aggres- 
sively enforce  collection  of  that  50-per- 
cent duty,  as  they  should.  Some  sug- 
gested that  customs  is  not  doing  it  ade- 
quately. I  certainly  see  no  reason  why 
customs  should  not  actively  enforce 
the  law. 

Furthermore,  every  tanker  that  is 
scrapped  as  a  result  of  the  declining 
ANS  production  is  one  less  tanker  that 
will  ever  come  in  for  need  of  repair.  By 
spurring  energy  production,  the  bill 
will  actually  increase  repair  opportuni- 
ties for  U.S.  shipyards.  As  long  as  U.S. 
shipyards,  such  as  the  Port  of  Port- 
land. San  Diego,  and  others,  remain 
competitive,  they  should  expect  to  do 
most  of  the  repair  work  on  the  fleet 
simply  because  the  vessels  are  travers- 
ing the  waters  of  the  west  coast. 

An  argument  has  been  made  that 
ANS  exports  will  destroy  the  shipbuild- 
ing sector  opportunity  to  build  1.200  to 
1.500  120,000-dead-weight-ton  tankers 
over  the  next  5  years.  After  this  charge 
was  made  at  the  committees  hearings, 
the  leading  trade  association  for  the 
tanker  industry  advised  us  that  not 
one  of  its  members  had  a  vessel  under 
construction  and  not  one  planned  any 
new  building  with  so  many  vessels  sit- 
ting. 

Furthermore,  there  have  been  sug- 
gestions that  there  has  been  some  vio- 
lation of  GATT  or  OECD.  The  argu- 
ment has  been  made  that  the  U.S. -flag 
requirement  is  an  unprecedented  exten- 
sion of  cargo  preference  and  violates 
our  international  obligation  under 
GATT  and  GATT's  standstill  agree- 
ment and  the  OECD  code.  The  reply  to 
that  is  that  the  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tive formally  advised  the  committee 
that  the  U.S. -flag  requirement  did  not 
violate  our  internal  obligations.  In 
adopting  the  United  States-Canada 
Free-Trade  Agreement.  Congress  spe- 
cifically required  the  use  of  so-called 
Jones  Act  vessels  to  carry  Alaska  oil 
exports  to  Canada.  No  foreign  govern- 
ment currently  complained  at  that 
time. 

There  has  been  some  concern  that 
the  U.S. -flag  requirement  violates  the 
Treaty  of  Friendship.  That  is  the  FCN. 
commerce  and  navigation  with  many 
nations.  The  reply  to  that  is  that  just 
this  past  week  the  administration  tes- 
tified again  that  the  U.S. -flag  require- 
ment does  not  violate  any  of  our  inter- 
national obligations.  The  FCN  treaties 
permit  measures  in  furtherance  of  our 
national  security  such  as  preserving  a 
militarily  useful  tanker  fleet. 

California  offshore  production.  There 
has  been  an  argument  that  exports  will 
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encourage  or  increase  pressure  for  Cali- 
fornia offshore  production.  I  reply  to 
that  that  the  Department  of  Energy 
concluded  that  the  California  offshore 
production  will  not  increase  because 
State  moratoriums  are  effectively  in 
place.  They  simply  block  any  further 
development.  At  the  committee's 
March  1  hearing  the  witnesses  rep- 
resenting the  State  of  California  espe- 
cially rejected  the  argument  saying 
that  the  moratoriums  in  effect  ban  fur- 
ther offshore  development, 

Mr.  President,  let  me  enter  into  the 
Record  at.  this  time  a  letter  from  our 
U.S.  Trade  Representative.  Mr.  Kantor, 
to  Senator  Bennett  Johnston,  dated 
March  9,  1955. 

Dear  Se.vator  Johnston:  This  replies  to 
your  letter  of  March  2,  1995.  requesting  infor- 
mation on  the  implications  of  cargo  pref- 
erence provisions  of  Senate  bill  395  on  our 
obligations  under  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion and  the  Organization  of  Economic  Co- 
operation and  Development.  OECD. 

Specifically,  you  asked  if  the  legislation 
violates  any  trade  agreements,  the  potential 
legal  and  practical  affects  of  a  challenge  as 
well  as  its  effect  on  the  ongoing  negotiations 
on  maritime  in  Geneva. 

As  to  WTO  violation,  I  can  state  categori- 
cally that  Senate  bill  395.  as  currently  draft- 
ed, does  not  present  a  legal  problem. 

Further,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  legisla- 
tion will  violate  our  obligations  under  the 
OECD's  code  of  liberalization  of  current  in- 
visible operations  or  its  companion  common 
principles  of  shipping  policy  However,  the 
OECD  does  not  have  a  mechanism  for  the 
settlement  of  disputes  and  its  associations 
and  the  rights  of  retaliation. 

While  parties  to  the  OECD  are  obligated  to 
defend  practices  that  are  not  consistent  with 
the  codes,  the  OECD  process  does  not  con- 
tain a  dispute  mechanism  with  possible  re- 
taliation rights.  The  OECD  shipbuilding 
agreement,  by  contrast,  does  contain  specific 
dispute  settlement  mechanisms  although  the 
agreement  does  not  address  flag  or  crew  is- 
sues. 

Your  letter  requests  guidance  on  the  impli- 
cations of  Senate  bill  395  on  the  G.'\TTs  min- 
isterial decision  on  negotiations  of  maritime 
transport  service  .  .  .  which  is  the  document 
that  guides  the  current  negotiations  on  mar- 
itime and  the  WTO.  The  maritime  decision 
contains  a  political  commitment  by  each 
participant  not  to  adopt  restrictive  measures 
that  would  improve  its  "negotiating  posi- 
tion" during  the  negotiations  which  expire 
in  1996. 

This  political  commitment  is  generally  re- 
ferred to  as  a  "peace  clause."  Actions  incon- 
sistent with  the  "peace  clause"  or  any  other 
aspect  of  the  maritime  decision  cannot  give 
rise  to  a  dispute  under  the  WTO  since  such 
decisions  are  not  legally  binding  obligations. 

There  are.  of  course,  potential  implica- 
tions for  violating  the  "peace  clause"  by 
adopting  new  restrictive  measures  during 
the  course  of  the  negotiations  These  impli- 
cations could  include  changes  In  the  willing- 
ness of  other  parties  to  negotiate  seriously 
to  remove  maritime  restrictions  that  might 
lead  to  certain  parties  simply  abandoning 
the  negotiating  table.  But  the  maritime  de- 
cision does  not  provide  the  opportunity  for 
retaliation. 

Our  view  is  that  the  US  -flag  preference 
provisions  of  Senate  bill  395  do  not  measur- 
ably increase  the  level  of  preference  for  U.S- 
flag  carriers  and  actually  present  opjwrtuni- 


ties  for  foreign  flag  vessels  to  carry  more  oil 
to  the  United  States  in  light  of  the  poten- 
tially new  market  opportunities  resulting 
from  enactment  of  S.  395.  Thus,  it  would  be 
very  difficult  for  foreign  parties  to  make  a 
credible  case  that  the  U.S.  has  "improved  its 
negotiating  position"  as  a  result  of  S.  395. 

For  reasons  I  have  explained,  we  are  cer- 
tain that  the  U.S. -flag  preference  does  not 
present  legal  problems  for  us  under  the  WTO. 
However,  in  the  event  any  U.S.  measure  were 
found  to  violate  our  obligations.  WTO  does 
not  have  authority  to  require  alterations  to 
affect  statutes.  That  remains  the  sovereign 
decision  of  the  country  affected  by  an  ad- 
verse panel  ruling.  A  losing  party  in  such  a 
dispute  may  alter  its  law  to  conform  to  it,s 
WTO  obligations  to  pay  compensation  or  ac- 
cept retaliation  by  the  prevailing  party. 

Finally,  we  agree  with  you  that  it  would 
not  be  appropriate  to  include  a  requirement 
that  ANS  export  in  U.S. -built  vessels. 

I  trust  this  information  is  of  assistance  to 
you.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 
Sincerely. 

Mickey  Kantor. 
vote  on  .motion  to  table  co.m.mittee 
amendment  beginning  on  page  1.  line  3 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  the 
hour  of  2:30  has  come,  and  I  would 
move  to  table  the  first  committee 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
FAtRCLOTH],  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Gra.mm].  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mrs.  Hutchison],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Lnhofe],  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Jeffords],  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Spec- 
ter] are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  [Mr.  Baucus],  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Brad- 
ley], the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
ExoN].  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kerry],  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Lautenberg],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Ms.  Moseley-Braun],  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn],  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wellstone]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Wellstone)  would  vote 
"yea." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  Are  there  any  other  Senators  in 
the  Chamber  who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  80, 
nays  6.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  167  Leg.] 
YEAS— 80 
Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bingaman 


Bond 

Burns 

Breaux 

Campbell 

Brown 

Chafee 

Bryan 

Coats 

Buniipera 

Cochran 

Cohen 

HeHin 

Nlckles 

Conrad 

Helms 

Packwood 

Coverdell 

HolUngs 

Pell 

CralK 

Inouye 

Pressler 

Daschle 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Dp  Wine 

Kassebaum 

Reld 

Dodii 

Kempthome 

Robb 

Dole 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Domenici 

Kerrey 

Roth 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Santorum 

Feinsteln 

Kyi 

Sarbanes 

Ford 

Leahy 

Shelby 

Frist 

Levin 

Simon 

Glenn 

Lieberman 

Simpson 

Gorton 

Lott 

Smith 

Graham 

Lugar 

Snowe 

Grams 

Mack 

Stevens 

Grassley 

McCain 

Thomas 

Gregg 

McConnell 

Thompson 

Harkin 

Mikulski 

Thurmond 

Hatch 

Moynihan 

Warner 

Hatneld 

Murkowski 
NAYS— 6 

Blden 

Byrd 

Feingold 

Boxer 

DAmato 

Murray 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Baucus 

Hutchison 

Moseley-Braun 

Bradley 

Inhere 

Nunn 

Exon 

Jeffords 

Specter 

Faircloth 

Kerry 

Wellstone 

Gramm 

Lautenberg 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BOND,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  business? 

committee  AMENDMENT  ON  PAGE  17.  LINE  10 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  now  before  the  Senate  is  the 
second  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  had  an  extended  discussion  on  the 
matter  of  the  sale  of  the  Alaska  Power 
Marketing  Association,  as  well  as  the 
proposal  to  allow  the  export  of  surplus 
oil  on  the  west  coast  of  the  United 
States. 

During  the  course  of  the  day,  the 
Senate  came  in  at  9:30  a.m.  and  a  pro- 
posal was  to  take  up  the  bill.  There 
was  an  objection  to  moving  to  the  bill 
from  my  friend  from  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington. As  a  consequence,  from  ap- 
proximately 9:30  a.m.  until  noon,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  had  a 
quorum  call  in  effect,  and  I  had  hoped 
that  we  could  hear  the  particular  posi- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Washington. 

Unfortunately,  that  was  not  the  case. 
There  was  an  agreement  to  move  to  the 
bill  at  12  o'clock,  and  it  is  now  3 
o'clock.  The  amendment  that  we  Just 
tabled  is  significant  and  I  think  was  an 
expression  of  the  attitude  of  the  Senate 
toward  this.  Mr.  President,  further- 
more, the  majority  leader  tried  to  ac- 
commodate Members. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  some  of  the 
changes- — - 


Mr.  BOND,  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Yes. 
Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ad- 
dress a  question  to  the  manager  and 
sponsor  of  this  legislation?  The  Bank- 
ing Committee's  Subcommittee  on 
International  Finance  has  jurisdiction 
which  looks  remarkably  as  though  it 
may  be  appropriate  to  this  measure. 

While  I  am  in  general  support  of  the 
position  of  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Alaska,  I  would  like  to  have  an 
explanation  for  this  body  as  to  the  ju- 
risdiction and  what  he  feels  is  the  ap- 
propriate committee  referral.  Might  I 
ask  that  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Alaska? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  be  happy  to  respond.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding the  Senator  from  Missouri 
is  a  subcommittee  chairman  of  the 
Banking  Committee.  The  question  of 
jurisdiction  has  been  addressed  by  him 
in  the  subcommittee  context,  and  I 
wonder,  for  the  RECORD,  if  he  could 
give  us  some  background  with  regard 
to  the  manner  in  which  they  have  stud- 
ied that. 

Is  it  not,  indeed,  the  fact  that  that 
particular  jurisdiction  under  the  Bank- 
ing Committee,  as  well  as  other  prohi- 
bitions on  the  export  of  Alaska  oil. 
such  as  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act,  the 
Export  Administration  Act,  and  others, 
were  presented  in  such  a  way,  once  the 
proposal  was  made  with  the  substan- 
tiation falling  to  include  the  sale  of  the 
two  generating  plants  in  Alaska,  that 
the  Chair  ruled  that  it  was  appropriate 
that  it  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Com- 
mittee, and  it  is  my  understanding 
that  ruling  of  the  Chair  still  stands. 

I  ask  the  Chair  if  there  is  any  ref- 
erence to  anything  to  the  contrary  to 
that? 

I  am  sorry:  I  guess  the  Chair  was  pre- 
occupied. But  the  issue  that  we  have 
before  us  is  the  jurisdiction  potentially 
of  the  Banking  Committee,  and  the 
Alaska  oil  export  ban  is  not  in  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Senate  Banking  Com- 
mittee because  the  Alaska  oil  export 
originated  in  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipe- 
line Authorization  Act,  the  bill  that  is 
strictly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Energy  Committee. 

The  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
Act,  which  is  EPCA.  includes  a  provi- 
sion that  generally  restricts  crude  oil 
exports.  This  bill  is  also  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Energy  Committee. 
The  bill  was  introduced  but  did  not  ref- 
erence the  Export  Administration  Act. 
Furthermore,  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  expired,  so  it  no  longer  gov- 
erns the  export  of  Alaskan  crude  oil. 
And  that  is  the  understanding  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  with  regard  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  matter  before 
the  Senate  being  referred  to  the  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources  Commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank    the    Senator   from   Alaska.    We 


will  have  further  discussions  on  that,  I 
appreciate  the  discussion  he  has  con- 
ducted and  the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  I 
think  we  are  going  to  do  some  further 
investigation  of  that  matter.  At  this 
point,  I  appreciate  very  much  his  stat- 
ing his  views.  We  will  continue  to  re- 
view that  and  work  at  the  staff  level  to 
assure  there  is  no  problem. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr,  President.  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Alaska  will 
yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI,  The  Senator  is 
happy  to  yield  for  a  question  from  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  want  to  commend 
the  two  Senators  from  Alaska  for  their 
work  on  this  measure.  I  also  want  to 
thank  them  for  seeking  my  support. 
Early  on  in  the  discussions,  because  of 
concerns,  I  took  the  time  to  discuss 
this  with  virtually  all  of  the  parties  in- 
volved. In  a  meeting  in  my  office  in 
September  of  last  year,  one  of  those 
parties  was  British  Petroleum.  British 
Petroleum  would  be  a  major  supplier  or 
purveyor  of  Alaskan  crude. 

One  of  the  concerns  that  I  had  was 
that  we  not  create  jobs  somewhere  else 
and  take  jobs  from  our  people,  specifi- 
cally the  merchant  marine.  The  two 
authors  have  been  good  enough  to  see 
to  it  that  the  legislation  reflects  that 
the  oil  must  be  transported  on  Amer- 
ican-flag and  American-crewed  vessels 
and  has  secured  that  as  a  part  of  the 
legislation.  There  is  another  part  to 
this,  and  that  is  American-built  ves- 
sels. But  because  of  a  GATT  problem. 
it  is  not  possible  to  put  this  in  the  leg- 
islation. 

In  September.  I  received  a  letter  and 
I  would  like  to  quickly  read  this  letter 
and  ask  the  Senator  directly  the  ques- 
tion. The  letter  is  addressed  to  me  and 
it  says: 

Further  to  discussions  with  you  held  Sep- 
tember 30.  1994.  if  the  ban  on  Alaska  exports 
is  lifted.  BP  will  commit  now  and  in  the  fu- 
ture to  use  only  U.S.-built.  US. -flag.  U.S  - 
crewed  ships  for  such  exports.  We  will  sup- 
plement or  replace  ships  required  to  trans- 
port Alaskan  crude  oil  with  the  U.S.-built 
ships  as  existing  ships  are  phased  out  under 
the  provisions  in  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990. 

1  hope  that  this  commitment  satisfies  your 
requ^t  that  Alaska  oil  exports  be  carried  on 
U.S.-built,  U.S.-na«  ships,  manned  by  U.S. 
crews. 

Yours,  sincerely. 

STEVEN  BENZ, 

President. 
BP  Oil  Shipping  Company.  USA. 

My  question  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaiska  is:  Is  this  agreement  still  in  ef- 
fect? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  In  response  to  the 
Senator  from  California,  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding. Mr.  President,  that  indeed 
it  is  still  in  effect.  I  should  point  out, 
however,  as  I  know  the  Senator  from 
California  is  aware.  British  Petroleum, 
being  a  foreign  corporation,  cannot 
own  U.S. -flag,  U.S. -documented  ves- 
sels. So  British  Petroleum  contracts 
with  private  U.S.  owners  that  own  the 
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U.S.  vessels.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  since  they  basically— in  the  sense 
of  having  a  long-term  charter  agree- 
ment— have  dictated  this  position  that 
they  will  move  BP's  oil  and.  for  that 
matter,  all  the  other  oil  that  would 
flow  between  Alaska  and  any  other 
American  port  in  a  U.S.-flaig  vessel. 
But  BP  itself  is  precluded  by  our  mari- 
time laws  from  owning  the  vessel  out- 
right. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  appreciate  that. 
Mr.  President.  It  is  very  important  to 
me  that  this  U.S. -flag  and  crewed  and. 
to  the  extent  we  can,  built  ships  be 
used.  I  take  this  commitment  from  BP, 
however  they  are  going  to  do  it.  that 
the  oil  that  they  transport  will  be  in 
U.S. -flagged,  crewed,  and  built  vessels. 
I  thank  them  for  that. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
letter  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

BP  Oil.  Inc.. 
Cleveland.  OH.  September  30.  1994. 
Hon.  DiANNE  Fei.nstein. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Fei.nstein:  Further  to  dis- 
cussions with  you  held  September  30.  1994.  if 
the  ban  on  .Alaska  exports  is  lifted.  BP  will 
commit  now  and  in  the  future  to  use  only 
U.S.-built.  U.S. -Hag.  U.S. -crewed  ships  for 
such  exports.  We  will  supplement  or  replace 
ships  required  to  transport  Alaskan  crude  oil 
with  U.S.-built  ships  as  existing  ships  are 
phased  out  under  the  provisions  in  the  Oil 
Pollution  Act  of  1990. 

I  hope  that  this  commitment  satisfies  your 
request  that  Alaska  oil  exports  be  carried  on 
U.S.-built.  U.S. -flag  ships,  manned  by  U.S. 
crews. 

Yours  sincerely. 

Steven  Benz. 
President.  BP  Oil  Shipping 

Co..  USA. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  another  ques- 
tion. It  is  essentially  about  jobs.  After 
looking  at  this  very  carefully  and  talk- 
ing with  independent  oil  producers  and 
the  Department  of  Energy,  I  believe 
that  this  legislation  will,  as  the  Sen- 
ators from  Alaska  have  stated  on  the 
floor  earlier,  be  helpful  in  producing 
jobs  in  the  State  of  California. 

The  Department  of  Energy  has  some 
very  generous  estimates  in  theii*  re- 
port. I  am  not  sure  I  believe  the  total- 
ity of  this,  but  suffice  it  to  say  that 
they  predict  5.000  to  15.000  new  jobs 
very  quickly  and  as  many  as  10.000  to 
25.000  jobs  by  the  decade  end.  most  of 
which  they  identify  as  taking  place  in 
Kern  County.  CA. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Alaska  if  he 
concurs  with  this  energy  observation 
and  would  he  agree  that  this  would  be 
job-producing  for  the  State  of  Califor- 
nia? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  in 
reply  to  the  Senator,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy has  done  an  exhaustive  analysis 
and  agrees  that  significant  job  creation 
would  be  initiated  primarily  as  a  con- 


sequence of  small,  independent  stripper 
producers  that  currently  are  having  a 
difficult  time  maintaining  production 
because  of  the  excess  oil  on  the  west 
coast  that  would  be  removed  if  indeed 
this  legislation  becomes  law.  and  that 
would  stimulate  production,  invest- 
ment and,  of  course,  initiate  numerous 
new  jobs.  And  the  proximity  of  that  oil 
to  the  California  refiners  is  such  that 
it  would  reduce  transportation  costs  as 
opposed  to  bringing  the  oil  down— I  am 
not  suggesting  that  California  produc- 
tion would  increase  to  the  point  where 
it  would  replace  Alaska  oil.  but  it 
would  stimulate  that  margin  of  produc- 
tion and  cannot  compete  with  the  ex- 
cess oil  that  is  on  the  west  coast  today. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  my  friend 
from  California  recognizes  that  the 
mix  of  utilization  of  oil  in  the  Califor- 
nia refineries  is  both  Alaskan  as  well 
as  Califomian,  as  well  as  some  im- 
ported oil.  But  there  is  no  question 
about  the  merits  of  the  job  creation 
and  margin  and  operations  coming 
back  on  line.  I  think  that  is  why  this 
legislation  was  so  unanimously  sup- 
ported by  the  California  independent 
oil  producers,  who  have  worked  very 
hard  on  this  legislation. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. I  have  one  last  question,  and  I 
would  like  to  place  a  statement  in  the 
Record.  One  of  the  refineries  is  located 
right  in  my  area  and,  of  course,  that  is 
Tosco  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 
Among  the  parties  that  I  discussed  this 
with,  Tosco  was  one  of  them.  It  is  clear 
that  they  had  some  reservations  about 
the  legislation.  I  did  discuss  this  with 
the  Senator  from  Alaska,  and  I  know 
he  mentioned  this  earlier  on  the  floor. 
I  would  like  him,  if  he  would,  to  repeat 
it.  It  is  my  understanding  that  Tosco 
has  been  assured  reasonable  supplies  of 
oil  even  with  this  agreement  in  place.  I 
would  very  much  welcome  the  Sen- 
ator's response  to  this  in  the  affirma- 
tive or  negative,  whichever  it  may  be. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr  President,  re- 
sponding to  my  colleague  from  Califor- 
nia, with  regard  to  Tosco,  I  am  refer- 
ring to  the  1993  PADD  IV  refinery 
slate,  which  is  the  latest  one  I  have  in- 
dicating the  origin  of  oil  from  the 
Tosco  refinery  at  Martinez,  CA,  which 
is.  I  think,  the  question  posed  by  the 
Senator  from  California. 

The  capacity  of  that  refinery  is 
148.000  barrels  a  day.  That  148.000  comes 
from  the  following  origins:  56.000  bar- 
rels a  day  comes  down  from  my  State 
of  Alaska;  75.000  barrels  a  day  of  that 
refinery's  capacity  comes  from  Califor- 
nia, that  is  produced  locally  in  Califor- 
nia; 18.000  barrels  a  day  of  that  refin- 
ery's utilization  is  imported  oil. 

So  a  little  more.  75,000  California. 
56,000  from  Alaska,  18,000  are  imported, 
and  there  is  another  Tosco  refinery. 
Ferndale,  which  is.  I  think,  of  interest 
to  the  Senator  from  Washington.  The 
Ferndale  refinery  capacity  is  about 
89,000,    currently    operating    at    71,000; 


64.000  come  down  from  Alaska.  7.000  are 
imported— none  comes  from  California, 
which  I  am  sure  is  not  a  surprise. 

The  point  of  the  question  of  my 
friends  from  California.  Washington 
and  California,  are  certainly  the  natu- 
ral markets  for  ANS  crude.  Washington 
and  California  ports  are  closest  to 
Alaska  as  the  origin  of  crude  oil.  and 
the  ANS  will  continue  to  supply  those 
refineries  simply  because  of  the  prox- 
imity and  the  lower  transportation 
costs. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. 

It  is  also  my  understanding,  Senator, 
that  this  bill  specifies  that  the  Presi- 
dent shall  determine  on  an  annual 
basis  whether  independent  refiners  in 
the  Western  United  States  are  able  to 
secure  adequate  supplies  of  crude,  and 
if  not,  he  can  so  indicate  and  make  fur- 
ther recommendations  to  the  Congress; 
is  this  not  correct? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  The  Senator  from 
California  is  absolutely  correct.  That  is 
in  the  bill. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  second  commit- 
tee amendment. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  adopt  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  committee  amendment  on  page 
13.  line  10  was  agreed  to. 

A.ME.ND.ME.Vr  NO.  1078 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  .Alaska  [Mr,  .Mi'RKOW- 
SKI).  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1078. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  further  reading 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  the  text  of  title  II  and  insert  the 
following  text: 

TITLE  II 

SEC.  201.  SHORT  TTfLE. 

Thi.s  Title  may  be  cited  as  'Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  .Amendment  .Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the  "Trans- 
Alaiska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act."  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (0: 

(0  Exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope 
Oii..- 

II)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2i  through  (6).  of 
this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31,  1995 
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unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  thus  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  President — 

(.A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States:  and 

(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within 
four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection. 

The  President  shall  make  his  national  inter- 
est determination  within  five  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  or 
30  days  after  completion  of  the  environ- 
mental review,  whichever  is  earlier.  The 
President  may  make  his  determination  sub- 
ject to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section.  5hall.  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)). 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  restrict 
the  authority  of  the  President  under  the 
Constitution,  the  International  Emergency 
Economic  Powers  Act  (.50  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.), 
or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of  the 
oil. 

(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  President's  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mination by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds  that 
anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  export- 
ing crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  significantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  203.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(0)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing; 

"in  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 


North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 

SEC.  204.  GAO  REPORT. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any.  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finer's, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energ>' 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

SEC.  205.  EFFECTTVE  DATE. 

This  Title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  an  act  entitled  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Authorization  Act,  as  amend- 
ed (43  U.S.C.  1652),  is  amended  with  the 
new  subsection,  "Exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  Oil." 

I  believe  the  Chair  has  the  amend- 
ment. 

What  we  have  attempted  to  do  here 
by  this  amendment,  as  reported  by  the 
committee,  S.  395  would  immediately 
authorize  ANS  exports  carried  in  U.S.- 
nagged  vessels. 

When  the  administration  testified  in 
support  of  lifting  the  Alaska  North 
Slope  crude  oil  export  ban.  they  indi- 
cated the  bill  should  be  amended,  one, 
to  provide  appropriate  environmental 
review;  and  second,  to  allow  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  to  recommend  ac- 
tion against  anticompetitive  behavior 
by  exporters,  and  to  establish  a  licens- 
ing system. 

Mr'  President,  if  no  one  seeks  rec- 
ognition. I  propose  the  question  be  put 
to  the  floor. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
an  objection? 

Mr  MURKOWSKI.  I  do  not  believe  a 
quorum  call  is  in  order. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
for  a  quorum  call. 
Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the  chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  had  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mrs.  BOXER  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  will  the  Presiding  Officer  please 
tell  me  what  the  pending  business  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  call  for  the  ques- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
hear  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  calls  for  the  question. 


Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  parliamentary  situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  par- 
liamentary situation  is  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  is  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Pending? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
pending  and  open  for  debate. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  try  to  reach  a  conclusion, 
as  I  know  my  colleagues  would,  rel- 
ative to  this  matter.  We  have  had  an 
opportunity  coming  in  at  9:30  this 
morning  whereby  we  were  in  a  quorum 
call  until  12  noon,  and  the  Senator 
from  Washington  had  asked  that  we  be 
placed  in  that  quorum  until  such  time 
and  she  was  graciously  kind  to  advise 
me  that  we  could  go  on  the  bill  at  12 
noon. 

Since  the  quorum  call  was  placed  by 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  I  antici- 
pated she  would  have  an  opportunity  to 
speak  at  that  time  on  the  merits  of  the 
bill  or  the  motion  to  proceed.  I  did  not 
attempt  to  call  off  the  quorum  and  she 
did  not  choose  to  speak. 

In  all  fairness,  since  that  time  I  have 
held  the  floor,  along  with  my  senior 
Senator,  Senator  Steve.ns.  In  order  to 
try  and  resolve  this,  I  had  hoped  we 
could  get  a  vote  on  the  question— get 
the  vote  today  and  resolve  this  matter. 
It  is  of  great  interest  to  my  State,  and 
I  know  it  is  of  great  interest  to  the 
State  of  Alaska,  to  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator Johnston,  as  well  as  Senator  Ste- 
vens, because  we  anticipate  attaching 
as  part  of  this  Senator  Johnston's  in- 
terest in  deep  water  drilling. 

Last  week,  the  majority  tried  to  ac- 
commodate Members  by  offering  to 
bring  this  bill  up  at  1  p  m  ^oday,  but  it 
is  my  understanding,  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  be  corrected,  that  there  was 
an  objection  from  the  Senator  from 
Washington.  So  we  had  to  come  in  at 
9:30  a.m.  to  work  out  a  motion  to  pro- 

C66(l. 

As  I  indicated  initially,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  would  not  allow  any 
agreement  on  getting  to  the  bill.  Then 
the  Senator  from  Washington  agreed  to 
letting  the  bill  come  up  at  12  noon. 
Then  again  at  noon,  unfortunately,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  objected  to 
the  first  committee  amendment  being 
adopted.  The  Senator  also  let  it  be 
known  that  if  we  put  in  a  quorum  call 
she  would  object  to  dispensing  with  it. 
and  as  a  consequence,  she  did.  And 
that,  I  believe,  was  when  Senator 
Grams  wished  to  make  a  statement  as 
if  in  morning  business. 

We  were  then  forced  to  hold  the 
floor— 1  was  somewhat  reluctant,  and  I 
am  sure  somewhat  repetitious  in  doing 
so— so  we  could  get  a  vote  at  2:30.  Now 
we  still  have  objections  and  it  is  my 
understanding  now  that  the  objection 
has  been  dropped  on  the  second  com- 
mittee amendment. 
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I  would  like  to — perhaps  we  would 
find  it  expedient — without  losing  my 
right  to  the  noor.  to  ask  the  Chair 
whether  the  Senator  from  Washington 
would  inform  the  Senate  what  her  in- 
tentions might  be  on  the  legislation 
that  is  pending'!'  Specifically.  I  ask, 
does  the  Senator  plan  to  offer  any 
amendments?  If  so.  could  she  inform  us 
what  those  amendments  might  be  so 
we  can  review  them? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  will 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senators 
may  make  any  statement  when  they 
have  the  floor. 

Mr.  FORD.  So  it  is  not  a  require- 
ment, then,  that  she  reveal  what 
amendments  she  would  like  to  have  en- 
tered? She  may  have  a  dozen  and  re- 
duce it  to  six? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  Sen- 
ator may  make  any  statements  when 
that  Senator  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  my  friend 


a  statement,  and  I  will  speak  until  he 
does  get  here. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  rise  today  to  op- 
pose S.  395.  which  is  a  bill  that,  in  part, 
allows  the  export  of  Alaskan  North 
Slope  crude  oil.  This  issue,  at  first 
glance,  may  appear  very  simple.  Lift- 
ing the  ban  on  North  Slope  oil  exports 
would  increase  sales  and  enhance  reve- 
nues for  many  Alaskans.  However,  that 
additional  income  for  a  few  of  our  citi- 
zens must  be  weighed  against  the  con- 


be  happy  to  respond  to  the  questions  of    from  Kentucky.  My  purpose  in  making     cerns  of  the  rest  of  the  Nation 


the  Senator  from  Alaska.  I  did  come  to 
the  floor  this  morning  at  9:30  and  did 
object  to  the  motion  to  proceed.  We 
then  did  work  out  an  agreement  that 
the  bill  would  begin  to  be  debated  at 
noon. 
At  that  time,  I  was  here  on  the  floor 


the  inquiry  was  simply  to  try  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington would  require  the  Senator  to  in- 
voke cloture  on  the  measure. 

Mr.  FORD.  That  is  your  prerogative. 
That  is  your  prerogative. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Does  the  Senator 


and  ready  to  debate  and  was  not  able     care  to  indicate  that?  It  would  be  ap- 


to  say  anything  until  the  2:30  rollcall 
vote.  Since  that  time,  obviously,  there 
has  been  an  exchange  among  several 
Senators. 

I  do  have  a  statement  I  want  to 
make.  I  do  have  a  great  deal  of  infor- 
mation I  want  to  submit  for  the 
Record,  and  I  want  to  be  able  to  bring 
my  side  out  on  this  argument.  I  know 
there  are  a  number  of  other  Senators 


predated,  simply  from  the  standpoint 
of  expediting  the  process. 

If  not.  that  is  certainly  the  right  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  asking  me  that  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  No.  I  respectfully 


who  also  wish  to  present  their  points  of    ask  my  friend  from  Washington  if  it  is 


view  on  this.  The  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia. Senator  Boxer,  does,  and  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Oregon.  Senator  IL\T- 
FIELD.  has  a  statement.  Several  other 
Senators  have  indicated  to  me  that 
they  would  like  the  opportunity  to  de- 
bate this  bill. 

I  also  have  been  told  there  are  a 
number  of  amendments  that  people 
wish  to  bring  forward  on  this  bill. 


anticipated  that  the  Senator  from 
Washington  would  require  the  Senate 
to  invoke  cloture  on  this  measure. 
Might  that  be  her  intention? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Let  me  just  respond. 
Again.  I  was  here  at  9:30  this  morning 
to  object  to  proceeding  to  the  bill  be- 
cause of  the  jurisdictional  questions  I 
had  about  whether  the  bill  should  have 
gone  to  Banking,  which  I  sit  on.  which 


Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  If  I  may  respond?     does   oversee   the   Export   Administra- 


I  am  quite  aware  there  are  at  least  two 
Senators  who  are  on  the  floor  now.  I 
am  most  willing  and  anxious  to  hear 
from  them,  as  well  as  to  hear  from  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

So  the  Senator  is  not  indicating  one     to  the  bill.  I  intend  to  do  that.  I  know 
way    or    another    whether    there    are     other  Senators  do. 


tion  Act.  It  did  not  go  through  that 
committee,  and  that  is  why  I  voiced 
those  objections. 

I  then  later  agreed  to  go  at  noon.  But 
I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  speak 


amendments  which  she  may  be  offering 
that  we  could  review  durmg  the  time 
under  which  she  and  others  may  speak. 

I  wondered  if  she  has  amendments,  if 
the  Senator  from  Washington  has 
amendments'' 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  point  of  in- 
formation. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Sure. 

Mr.  FORD.  Parliamentary  inquiry? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  yield  for  that  pur- 
pose? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  FORD,  Does  the  Senator  from 
Washington  retain  her  own  right  to 
make  her  own  statement  and  to  offer 
all  amendments  without  trying  to  re- 
veal that  in  advance,  and  not  being 
able  to  get  the  floor'' 


I  also  know  there  are  amendments 
out  there.  I  cannot  give  a  specific  num- 
ber, or  any  time,  and  it  will  be  up  to 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  what  he  de- 
termines to  do  in  terms  of  cloture. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Evidently,  it  is 
understood— I  certainly  anticipated  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  inasmuch  as 
she  initiated  the  quorum  call  this 
morning.  I  assumed  she  would  speak 
during  that  time  until  noon.  But  that 
is  her  right  and  I  respect  that  right. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  her  state- 
ment and  that  of  my  other  colleagues 
at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  the  floor? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  The  Senator 
yields  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mrs.     MURRAY.     Mr.     President.     I 


Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  If  I  may  respond?     thank  my  colleagues.  I  do  know  Sen- 
Mr.  FORD.  I  asked  the  Chair  a  ques-     ator  Hatfield  from  Oregon  is  going  to 
t*°"-  return  to  the  floor  and  wants  to  make 


Job  loss,  price  increases,  dependence 
on  foreign  oil.  and  increased  environ- 
mental risks  are  all  issues  that  Con- 
gress must  review— must  review — be- 
fore placing  the  needs  of  one  State 
above  the  concerns  of  many. 

Wlien  Congress  agreed  to  develop 
Alaska's  North  Slope — ANS — crude  oil 
resources  20  years  ago.  it  prohibited  ex- 
ports of  this  oil  unless  the  President 
and  Congress  find  that  exports  serve 
national  economic  and  energy  security. 
and  other  interests.  Those  conditions 
were  a  direct  response  to  the  economic 
chaos  and  long  gas  lines  created  by  the 
Arab  oil  embargoes  of  the  1970's. 

Since  then,  our  reliance  on  foreign 
oil  has  not  diminished.  The  arguments 
for  retaining  the  restrictions  remain 
strong.  Over  the  years,  Alaska  North 
Slope  crude  oil  has  fueled  the  west 
coast.  Mr.  President,  90  percent — 90 
percent — of  Washington  State's  crude 
oil  comes  from  the  North  Slope,  and 
our  refineries  are  operating  at  90  per- 
cent capacity.  The  existence  of  export 
restrictions  has  created  an  extensive 
transportation,  refining,  and  shipyard 
infrastructure  in  our  region. 

The  North  Slope  has  given  us  a  reli- 
able oil  supply,  carried  aboard  U.S.- 
nag  vessels.  Ships  employ  Washing- 
tonians  in  crew  and  support  positions, 
as  well  as  m  ports  and  ship  repair 
yards. 

Today,  this  secure  supply  of  oil  faces 
a  very  serious  threat.  The  State  of 
Alaska  and  British  Petroleum,  the 
principal  producer  of  ANS  crude,  are 
mounting  a  major  effort  to  permit  ANS 
exports.  They  want  to  remove  the  stat- 
utory restrictions.  Removal  of  these 
restrictions  will  enrich  both  the  State 
of  Alaska's  coffers  and  BP's  pockets. 
But  it  would  seriously  hurt  consumers, 
jobs,  and  the  environment  in  this  re- 
gion. 

The  tankers  that  transport  Alaska 
oil  are  repaired  on  the  west  coast.  If 
export  restrictions  are  lifted,  this  work 
will  go  overseas.  We  could  lose  5,000 
jobs  within  our  own  region,  and  $160 
million  in  annual  employment  income. 
This  is  more  than  half  of  the  marine 
industry's  total  west  coast  employ- 
ment. 

For  shipyards.  Alaska's  crude  oil  ex- 
ports would  result  in  the  loss  of  $270 
million  a  year.  More  than  2,000  jobs  at 
refineries  in  my  State  would  be  lost. 

In  addition,  the  Pacific  Northwest 
would  forego  most  of  the  $93  million  in 


annual  Federal,  State,  and  local  tax 
payments  made  by  these  workers  and 
facilities.  Mr.  President,  90  percent  of 
Alaskan  oil  is  consumed  by  west  coast 
refineries  owned  by  Atlantic  Richfield. 
Texaco,  and  Shell,  plus  independents 
such  as  Tosco  and  U.S.  Oil. 

Six  of  these  refineries  are  in  my 
home  State  of  Washington.  Competing 
against  foreign  buyers  willing  to  pay 
premium  prices,  industry  experts  pre- 
dict our  refineries  either  will  shut 
down  or  be  forced  to  pay  a  premium 
price  to  keep  their  Alaskan  supply,  or 
to  purchase  substitute  foreign  crude. 

Major  oil  companies  may  be  able  to 
absorb  much  of  the  price  increase.  But 
the  independents,  that  own  25  percent 
of  the  processing  capacity  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  will  not.  They  cannot 
compete  with  the  majors  by  selling 
their  petroleum  products  at  higher 
prices.  As  many  as  2,500  people  could 
lose  their  jobs  along  with  the  losses  of 
$100  million  in  annual  payroll  income 
and  $500  million  in  annual  tax  pay- 
ments. 

My  concern  for  our  environment 
makes  the  case  for  export  restrictions 
even  more  compelling.  Congress  opened 
Alaska's  North  Slope  for  development 
only  after  it  imposed  strict  conditions 
to  protect  that  region's  fragile  environ- 
ment. Moreover,  Washington  Stale  and 
other  west  coast  Stales  also  enacted 
laws  and  regulations  to  assure  the 
transportation  and  processing  of  this 
oil  is  done  in  a  manner  that  will  not  in- 
jure our  environment. 

With  99  percent  of  Alaska  crude  com- 
ing through  Puget  Sound  and  94  per- 
cent of  this  carried  on  U.S.  tankers, 
foreign  replacement  oil  would  not  only 
be  more  costly  but  would  be  carried  on 
more  environmentally  risky  tankers. 
The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  rales  as  high- 
risk  one-half  of  the  current  foreign 
tanker  fleet  that  carries  crude  through 
Puget  Sound. 

Our  coastal  waters  would  face  an 
added  threat:  Increased  pollution  risks 
from  offshore  transfers  of  crude  oil 
from  large  foreign  tankers  to  smaller 
ships  that  can  actually  deliver  the  oil 
to  our  six  refineries. 

Exporting  ANS  crude  on  less  expen- 
sive foreign  vessels  would  lower  trans- 
portation costs  for  British  Petroleum 
and  raise  their  profits.  It  would  also 
raise  revenue  for  the  Slate  of  Alaska 
because  the  Stale's  ANS  royalty  pay- 
ment is  based  on  the  wellhead  price, 
minus  transportation  costs.  BP  would 
also  save  money  by  having  its  tankers 
built  and  repaired  in  foreign  countries. 
In  short.  North  Slope's  oil  exports 
would  benefit  British  Petroleum  and 
increase  the  Treasury  of  the  Stale  of 
Alaska,  but  they  are  clearly  not  in  the 
interest  of  the  people  I  represent. 

Moreover,  I  do  not  believe  exports 
would  meet  the  statutory  tests  de- 
signed to  protect  broader  national  in- 
terests. When  I  weigh  the  benefits  to 
Alaska  and  BP  against  these  very  seri- 


ous risks,  exports  make  little  sense  to 
me.  For  the  sake  of  our  workers  and 
their  families,  our  environment  and 
our  energy  security,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  listen  and  oppose  this  bill 
and  any  other  efforts  to  lift  the  export 
restrictions. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  read  into  the 
Record  some  of  the  editorials  that 
have  been  written  in  the  last  several 
months  regarding  this  bill  and  the  lift- 
ing of  the  Alaska  oil  ban.  The  first  one 
comes  in  the  Seattle  Times,  and  it  is 
dated  March  3  of  this  year,  1995. 
Keep  AL.^sK.^  Oil  Ban 

The  export  ban  on  Alaskan  crude  oil  has 
served  this  country  well  as  a  domestic  source 
of  valuable  petroleum.  Contrary  to  the  Clin- 
ton administration's  desires,  this  is  not  the 
time  to  overturn  the  ban.  nor  the  time  to 
imply  that  over-dependence  on  foreign  oil 
supplies  is  over. 

Oil  from  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  was 
drilled,  pumped  and  shipped  south  as  part  of 
a  massive  enterprise  intended  to  tap  into  a 
hupe  domestic  reserve.  The  800-mile  Alyeska 
pipeline  delivers  oil  to  the  port  of  Valdez. 
Alaska,  but  it  came  at  enormous  cost  and 
large  environmental  and  cultural  questions. 
The  most  immediate  beneficiaries  are  the 
residents  of  Alaska,  who  receive  yearly  Per- 
manent Fund  checks  for  the  treasure  they 
are  sharing  with  the  rest  of  the  country. 

Alaska's  representatives  are  all  in  favor  of 
ending  the  ban— probably  because  higher 
prices  could  give  their  state  $1.6  billion  more 
in  royalties  in  just  four  more  years.  But 
while  Alaskans  rightly  share  in  the  profits 
from  oil.  those  North  Slope  holes  have  since 
the  beginning  been  considered  a  national  re- 
source. 

Although  nothing  in  the  Alaskan  oil  equa- 
tion has  changed,  the  political  requirements 
of  Southern  California  have  apparently  been 
heard  in  the  Clinton  White  House. 

California  refineries  are  full  of  Alaskan  oil; 
exporting  the  oil  to  its  likely  buyer.  Japan, 
would  stimulate  California's  own  oil  fields. 
Although  Department  of  Energy  officials  tes- 
tified motorists  would  see  very  little  price 
change  at  the  pump,  the  very  premise  of 
stimulating  one  region's  fields  by  exporting 
oil  from  another  region  has  inherent  price 
risks. 

There  is  something  smelly  about  a  plan 
that  sends  Alaskan  oil  abroad  when  the  re- 
source should  be  carefully  used  at  home.  The 
only  reason  the  U.S.  imports  foreign  oil  is  to 
meet  domestic  consumption.  Depleting  our 
own  resources  because  some  refineries  have 
too  much  oil  goes  against  the  original  argu- 
ment for  opening  the  fields. 

Shipping  Alaska's  oil  abroad  carries  a  new 
set  of  environmental  questions  for  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  as  new  maritime  routes 
would  be  opened.  That's  not  the  most  serious 
question  about  dropping  the  oil  ban,  but  sim- 
ply another  in  the  long  list  of  unnecessary 
actions  that  would  result  from  a  misguided 
White  House  political  strategy. 

In  addition,  the  Portland  Oregonian, 
on  February  26,  1995,  printed  this  edi- 
torial: 

(From  the  Portland  Oregonian.  Feb.  26.  1995) 
Keep  Al.^sk.^'s  Oil  Here— Lifting  Ban  on 

Oil  Exports  Would  Raise  Prices  Here. 

Hurt  Port's  Ship  Business,  Increase  U.S. 

DEPENDENCY  ON  FOREIGN  OIL 

Congress  should  sink  a  bill  to  remove  the 
21-year-old  ban  on  exporting  Alaskan  North 
Slope  crude  oil. 


Instead  of  lifting  the  ban.  Congress  should 
support  legislation  introduced  by  Northwest 
Sons.  Patty  Murray.  D-Wash..  and  Mark  O. 
Hatfield.  R-Ore..  to  extend  the  export  re- 
strictions in  the  Export  Administration  Act. 
Removing  the  restrictions  that  limit  the 
sale  of  Alaska's  oil  to  domestic  markets  is 
being  promoted  with  wildly  optimistic  prom- 
ises. Proponents  include  BP  America.  Alas- 
ka's largest  oil  producer,  independent  West 
Coast  oil  producers,  five  maritime  unions, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  and  the 
states  of  Alaska  and  California. 

They  say  lifting  the  ban  on  Alaskan  oil  ex- 
ports would  stimulate  production  of  at  least 
100.000  barrels  of  oil  per  day  and  create  up  to 
25.000  jobs,  primarily  in  Alaska  and  Califor- 
nia, while  not  causing  an  increase  in  the  cost 
of  motor  fuel  prices  on  the  West  Coast. 

Those  projections  are  very  questionable. 
An  Energy  Department  study  completed  last 
summer  suggested  that  lifting  the  ban  would 
create  11.000  to  16,000  jobs  (not  25.000).  That 
study  also  ignored  potential  job  losses  in  the 
West  Coast  ship-supply  industry.  And  it 
didn't  address  the  potential  threat  to  the 
economic  vitality  of  the  nation's  domestic 
tanker  fleet. 

Here's  a  more  realistic  appraisal  of  the 
likely  outcome  of  lifting  the  ban  on  exports 
of  Alaskan  oil: 

West  coast  gasoline  prices  would  rise.  The 
ban  has  depressed  West  Coast  crude  oil  prices 
by  an  estimated  S2  a  barrel  because  Alaska 
oil  is  forced  onto  a  surplus  market  here. 

West  Coast  oil  refiners  have  enjoyed  the 
world's  largest  gross  margins  because  of  the 
Alaskan  crude's  low  price.  If  that  oil  is  with- 
drawn and  exported,  don't  expect  the  refiners 
to  swallow  their  increased  costs  for  replace- 
ment crude.  They'll  surely  pass  it  on  to  mo- 
torists. If  the  total  cost  were  passed  through, 
it  could  result  in  a  7-cent-a-gallon  increase 
at  the  pump. 

Ship  repair  and  maintenance  work  at  the 
Port  of  Portland  will  all  but  disappear.  Pro- 
ponents of  lifting  the  oil-export  ban  say  it 
would  stimulate  shipyard  work  on  the  West 
Coast.  Not  so,  say  Port  of  Portland  officials. 
They  say  their  contractors  believe  the  lifting 
the  ban  would  kill  the  shipyard  business. 
Alaska  taiikcio  .iccount  for  about  70  percent 
of  the  work  now,  but  Port  of  Portland  offi- 
cials believe  that  tanker  operators  would  do 
most  of  their  maintenance  work  in  Japan 
and  Korea  once  the  ban  was  lifted. 

U.S.  dependency  on  foreign  oil  would  In- 
crease markedly,  because  replacement  of 
much  of  the  Alaslsan  North  Slope  crude  oil 
would  come  from  overseas  producers. 

This  comes  at  a  time  when  U.S.  depend- 
ency on  foreign  sources  of  oil  is  at  an  all- 
time  high.  About  half  of  the  U.S.  daily  con- 
sumption of  17.7  million  barrels  of  oil  comes 
from  foreign  sources.  That's  substantially 
greater  dependency  than  this  nation  endured 
before  the  1973  oil  embargo  or  during  the 
Persian  Gulf  War.  And  government  officials 
predict  that  imports  will  represent  59  per- 
cent of  consumption  by  2010. 

Lifting  the  ban  on  exporting  Alaskan  crude 
would  add  to  this  dependency  and  make  the 
nation  even  more  vulnerable  to  international 
disruptions. 

The  gain  in  maritime  jobs  is  not  worth  the 
cost  to  this  nation's  security  and  the  adverse 
effect  that  foreign-oil  dependency  has  had  on 
foreigm  policy. 

Hatfield  and  Murray  need  other  Northwest 
members  of  Congress  to  rally  behind  their 
leadership  on  Alaskan  oil  policy. 

Finally.  I  will  read  an  editorial  from 
The  Bellingham  Herald  called:  "Our 
View." 
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(From  the  Bellingham  Herald.  Mar.  19,  1995) 

Our  View— Don't  Export  North  Slope 

Crude  Oil 

Energy:  Using  the  domestic  oil  ourselves 
reduces  dependency  on  foreign  supplies,  pro- 
tects jobs. 

U.S.  Sen.  Frank  Murkowski.  R-Alaska.  has 
introduced  a  bill  to  lift  the  export  ban  on 
crude  oil  from  Alaska's  North  Slope  oil 
fields.  Sen.  Patty  Murray,  D-Wash.  has  in- 
troduced a  rival  bill  that  would  continue  the 
ban. 

Murray's  bill  better  protects  the  best  in- 
terests, not  only  of  Whatcom  County  and 
other  regions  on  the  Pacific  Northwest 
where  North  Slope  oil  creates  thousands  of 
jobs,  but  of  the  nation. 

It  makes  little  sense  to  propose  exporting 
more  domestic  oil  when  we  already  depend  so 
heavily  on  imported  oil  to  meet  needs  and 
demands  at  home. 

Murkowski  maintains  that  lifting  the  ban 
would  net  Alaska  an  additional  $700  million 
from  increased  oil  sales  and  create  as  many 
as  25.000  new  jobs  there  by  2000. 

Murray  claims  that  it  would  cost  about 
2.000  refinery  and  ship-repair  jobs  in  Wash- 
ington. Oregon  and  California. 

Competing  regional  interests  aside.  Con- 
gress should  look  at  what's  in  the  nation's 
best  interest. 

If  the  export  ban  were  lifted,  foreign  ves- 
sels could  be  used  to  transport  the  crude  oil 
to  other  nations.  That  might  pose  additional 
environmental  risks  as  well  as  eliminate 
American  jobs. 

Nations  such  as  China  are  developing  in- 
dustrial and  technological-based  economies 
and  need  more  oil.  The  pressure  to  cash  in  on 
supplying  it  is  intense.  Just  last  week,  the 
Clinton  administration  had  to  pressure  Con- 
oco to  abandon  a  plan  to  help  Iran  develop 
two  large  offshore  oil  fields. 

Best  that  we  stay  focused  on  what's  in  our 
nation  s  best  interest  regarding  North  Slope 
crude  oil  and  use  it  ourselves. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  all  three  of 
those  editorials  ver>'  clearly  point  out 
that  it  is  in  the  Nation's  best  interests 
to  defeat  the  proposal  that  is  before 
the  Senate  now.  It  is  in  the  Nation's 
best  interest  to  do  so. 

I  am  going  to  respond  to  some  of  the 
points  that  were  made  by  my  col- 
league. Senator  Murkowski,  earlier 
particularly  because  he  mentioned 
some  with  which  I  have  to  disagree. 

He  mentioned  that  the  unions  sup- 
port the  bill  as  he  has  presented  it. 

I  would  like  to  read  for  the  Senate 
who  opposes  the  bill  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  has  presented  to  us: 

Communication  Workers  of  America; 
Industrial  Union  Department,  AFL- 
CIO;  Inland  Boatmen's  International 
Union;  Longshoremen's  and  Ware- 
housemen's Union,  International;  Na- 
tional Farmers  Organization;  National 
Farmers  Union;  Oil,  Chemical  and 
Atomic  Workers:  Steelworkers  of 
America,  United;  Sailors'  Union  of  the 
Pacific;  United  Auto  Workers;  Citizen 
Action;  Consumer  Energy  Council  of 
America;  American  Independent  Refin- 
ers Association;  Huntway  Refining  Co.; 
Indian  Powerine  LP;  Kern  Oil  &  Refin- 
ing; Pacific  Refining  Co.;  Tosco  Refin- 
ing Co.;  U.S.  Oil  &  Refining;  Western 
Independent  Refiners  Association; 
WITCO   Refining   Corp.;    Atlantic    Ma- 


rine; CBI  Industries,  Inc.,  Celeron 
Corp.;  COSCOL  Marine  Co.;  Pacific- 
Tex£is  Pipeline  Co.;  Penn-Attransco. 

The  list  goes  on  opposing  this  bill: 
Avondale  Industries;  Dillingham  Ship 
Repair;  National  Steel  &  Shipbuilding 
Co.;  Northville  Industries;  Port  of 
Astoria,  OR;  Port  of  Portland,  OR; 
Shipbuilders  Council  of  America. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  just  a  few  of 
the  people,  including  labor  unions,  who 
stand  strong  in  opposition  to  lifting 
the  ban  on  Alaskan  oil.  I  think  some  of 
the  unions  that  have  written  to  me 
have  very  clearly  defined  why  they  op- 
pose this  bill.  I  again  do  this  because  I 
heard  my  colleague  from  Alaska  say 
that  unions  support  this  legislation. 

Let  me  read  one  from  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Machinists  and 
Aerospace  Workers  written  to  Mr.  Rob- 
ert Georgine,  president  of  AFL-CIO. 

Dear  Mr.  Georgine:  I  understand  that  an 
amendment  may  be  offered  *  *  *  to  the  mar- 
itime reform  bill  that  would  eliminate  re- 
strictions on  the  export  of  Alaska  oil.  We  are 
told  Senator  Stevens  is  planning  to  offer  the 
change  when  the  Senate  Commerce  Commit- 
tee takes  up  the  measure. 

Our  organization  strongly  opposes  this 
amendment.  Exporting  Alaska  crude  oil 
across  the  Pacific  would  place  500  to  800  jobs 
at  the  Portland  Ship  Yard  at  extreme  risk 
because  the  ships  used  to  export  the  oil 
would  be  repaired  in  foreign  ship  yards,  rath- 
er than  here  at  home  as  they  are  today.  The 
jobs  of  more  local  subcontractors  also  would 
be  threatened  as  well  as  several  thousand  re- 
finery jobs  on  the  West  Coast. 

The  proponents  of  exporting  Alaskan  oil 
are  the  State  of  Alaska,  which  stands  to  gain 
increased  severance  tax  revenues  from  these 
exports,  and  British  Petroleum,  the  major 
producer  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  oil.  The  los- 
ers in  this  proposal  are  U.S.  workers.  U.S. 
energy  security,  and  U.S.  business. 

As  you  know,  the  restrictions  on  the  ex- 
port of  this  oil  have  enjoyed  strong  biparti- 
san support  over  the  past  20  years.  The  last 
time  an  effort  was  made  to  remove  the  ex- 
port ban,  the  effort  lost  on  a  70  to  20  vote. 

We  strongly  oppose  this  amendment  and 
urge  you  to  do  whatever  you  can  to  assure 
that  it  is  not  added  to  the  maritime  reform 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  number  of  let- 
ters from  other  unions:  Sailors  Union 
of  the  Pacific,  Boydoco  Oil  &  Atomic 
Workers,  Metal  Trade  Union,  and  their 
message  is  one  and  the  same,  that 
union  members  stand  strongly  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  legislation  that  is  in  front 
of  us. 

Another  point  that  my  colleague 
from  Alaska  made  was  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  study  supported  his 
language  in  this  bill.  I  want  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  understand  that  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  study  addressed 
the  concerns  of  Alaska  and  California. 

I,  too,  read  that  report  in  its  en- 
tirety, and  it  does  not  address  the  is- 
sues that  are  important  to  Washington 
State,  to  Oregon,  and  indeed  to  the  rest 
of  the  Nation.  It  is  written  in  perspec- 
tive as  to  what  will  be  good  for  Alaska 
and  California.  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant to  point  out  that  the  Clinton  ad- 


ministration is  not  in  support  as  was 
earlier  indicated  by  my  colleague  from 
Alaska.  The  Clinton  administration  is 
not  in  support  as  the  language  stands 
in  front  of  us  right  now.  They  believe 
that  several  important  concerns  need 
to  be  addressed,  including  job  protec- 
tion and  environmental  issues,  before 
they  are  willing  to  endorse  it.  despite 
the  DOE  study.  So  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues this  is  not  supported  by  the 
Clinton  administration  at  this  lime. 
They  have  said  that  the.v  have  very  se- 
rious concerns  and  are  not  supporting 
it  as  it  is  presently  drafted. 

I  also  would  like  to  point  out  the  en- 
vironmental concerns  because  I  can 
speak  for  the  jobs  in  my  State,  and  cer- 
tainly the  Senator  from  Oregon,  Sen- 
ator Hatfield,  will  speak  in  terms  of 
jobs  from  Portland.  But  the  issue  that 
has  not  been  spoken  to  here  is  the  issue 
of  environmental  concern. 

I  heard  my  colleague  from  Alaska 
say  earlier  this  morning  that  this  bill 
in  front  of  us  is  the  first  step  in  in- 
creasing domestic  oil  production.  I 
fear,  and  I  feel  many  of  my  colleagues 
fear,  that  the  second  step  will  be  lifting 
the  ban  on  oil  drilling  off  the  coast  of 
Alaska,  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  ANWR  has  been  a  debate  on 
this  floor  for  many  years.  Allowing  oil 
drilling  there  has  been  debated  and  de- 
feated many  times.  Many  of  us  fear 
that  this  is.  as  my  colleague  from  Alas- 
ka said,  the  first  step,  and  the  second 
step  will  be  drilling  off  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge.  And  I  know 
most  of  my  colleagues  do  not  want  to 
see  that  occur.  I  think  that  is  a  real 
concern  particularly  since  the  budget 
that  was  passed  out  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee last  week  has  an  assumption  in 
it  that  in  order  to  get  to  the  balanced 
budget  one  of  the  things  we  are  going 
to  do  is  allow  oil  drilling  off  Alaska. 
That  is  how  we  are  going  to  balance 
the  budget. 

So  it  is  a  very  real  concern.  We  do 
not  need  to  pass  the  first  step  here  in 
this  legislation  and  pass  the  second 
step  in  the  Budget  Committee,  and  I 
will  oppose  that  as  adamantly  as  I  op- 
pose the  bill  in  front  of  us. 

I  do  want  to  read  to  this  body  a  letter 
from  the  Wilderness  Society.  Sierra 
Club,  Friends  of  the  Earth,  Natural  Re- 
sources Defense  Council,  Alaska  Wil- 
derness League,  and  the  American 
Oceans  Campaign,  because  I  think  it 
very  clearly  states  for  all  of  us  what 
our  environmental  concerns  should  be. 
This  was  written  last  year,  June  23, 
1994. 

Dear  Sen.^tor:  The  Senate  will  soon  be 
asked  to  con.^ider  an  amendment  to  the  Ex- 
port Administration  .Act  to  end  the  ban  on 
the  export  of  North  Slope  Alaskan  crude  oil. 
We  urge  you  to  oppose  lifting  the  export  ban 
for  the  following  environmental  reasons: 

Ending  the  oil  export  ban  would  increase 
development  pressure  for  sensitive  areas  like 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  It  is 
also  likely  to  increase  pressure  for  oil  devel- 
opment  in   fragile   areas   off  the   shores  of 


Alaska  and  California.  The  expanded  devel- 
opment pressure  would  result  from  expanded 
markets,  increases  in  the  wellhead  price  of 
oil  per  barrel,  and  faster  depletion  of  North 
Slope  fields.  It  is  a  serious  concern  that  lift- 
ing the  ban  could  give  nations  like  Japan  a 
vested  interest  in  our  natural  resource  deci- 
sions in  Alaska.  As  long  as  sensitive  areas 
like  the  Arctic  Refuge  and  sensitive  areas 
offshore  California  and  Alaska  are  still  not 
permanently  protected  from  oil  and  gas  de- 
velopment, lifting  the  export  ban  is  a  dan- 
gerous idea. 

Ending  the  ban  is  nonsense  energy  policy. 
U  would  be  a  dramatic  reversal  of  a  national 
policy  we  thought  Congress  had  long  ago  re- 
solved. Lifting  the  oil  export  ban  is  incon- 
sistent with  any  attempt  at  conservation  of 
domestic  oil  for  domestic  use. 

No  environmental  analysis  has  been  done 
on  ending  the  ban.  Lifting  the  ban  would 
open  the  door  to  tankers  nearly  twice  as 
large.  More  traffic  in  Prince  William  Sound 
would  pose  greater  risks  from  spills.  Changed 
tanker  routes  would  make  Kodiak  Island  and 
the  fisheries  of  the  Bering  Sea  more  vulner- 
able to  chronic  and  disastrous  spills. 

Ending  the  nil  export  ban  could  increase 
the  flow  through  the  aging  and  poorly-main- 
tained Trans-Alaska  Pipeline.  A  major  audit 
recently  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  said  that  the  pipeline  system 
poses  imminent  threats  to  public  and  worker 
safety  and  the  environment.  Until  the  gov- 
ernment ensures  that  the  more  than  10.000 
safety  problems  with  the  pipeline  are  re- 
paired, and  that  the  ballast  water  treatment 
and  air  pollution  problems  at  the  Valdez  ma- 
rine terminal  are  resolved,  the  Congress 
should  not  take  actions  that  could  increase 
the  environmental  and  safety  risks. 

Lifting  the  oil  export  ban  would  increase 
oil  imports  into  the  United  States.  Because 
refineries  aren't  set  up  to  refine  the  heavier 
oil  produced  in  California,  the  Alaska  short- 
fall would  be  made  up  by  imports  which 
more  closely  match  the  .Alaska  oil  density. 
This  means  that  more  foreign-flagged  tank- 
ers, with  less  stringent  manning  standards 
than  U.S.  flagged  tankers,  would  be  calling 
on  West  Coast  ports.  Because  increased  im- 
ports would  be  necessary  to  replace  the  oil 
that  could  now  be  exported  to  the  Far  East, 
our  trade  balance  would  not  improve  and  at 
the  same  time  we  would  have  less  control 
over  our  U.S.  domestic  oil  supplies. 

Ending  the  oil  export  ban  breaks  the  prom- 
ise Congress  made  to  the  .American  People 
over  20  years  ago.  .At  that  time.  Congress 
sacrificed  Arctic  wilderness  and  put  Prince 
William  Sound  at  risk  of  tanker  spills,  but 
said  that  the  North  Slope  oil  was  only  to  go 
to  U.S.  markets.  In  1973.  Vice  President 
Spiro  .Agnew  went  to  the  Senate  floor  to  cast 
the  tie-breaking  vote  which  ended  the  in- 
tense debate  over  approval  of  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline.  The  oil  export  ban  was  a 
crucial  part  of  the  deal  Congress  brokered. 
Congress  chose  to  override  pending  legal 
challenges  to  the  pipeline,  proclaiming  the 
environmental  impact  statement  to  be  ade- 
quate even  though  the  major  issue  of  risks  to 
the  marine  environment  from  tankers  was 
poorly  considered 

If  Congress  breaks  the  deal  now  and  lifts 
the  oil  export  ban.  foreign  oil  companies  like 
British  Petroleum  would  reap  the  largest 
benefits,  and  the  American  consumers  would 
be  the  biggest  losers.  It  would  be  ironic  for 
Congress  to  unravel  this  deal  at  the  same 
time  as  Alaskan  jurors  found  Exxon  reckless 
and  as  10.000  fishermen  and  Native  residents 
finally  have  their  day  in  court. 

We  urge  you  to  oppose  lifting  the  ban  on 
exports  of  North  Slope  crude  oil. 


Again,  that  is  signed  by  the  Wilder- 
ness Society,  National  Resources  De- 
fense Council,  Friends  of  the  Earth,  Si- 
erra Club,  Alaska  Wilderness  League, 
and  American  Oceans  Campaign. 

I  think  this  letter  very  clearly  points 
out  to  all  of  us  that  this  is  a  major  step 
and  can  put  a  lot  of  us  at  risk  and  our 
environment  at  risk  that  many  of  us 
care  about. 

It  is  not  a  step  that  should  be  taken 
willy-nilly  on  a  Monday,  when  people 
are  not  prepared  to  think  about  the 
long-term,  serious  consequences.  That 
is  why  I  came  to  the  floor  this  morning 
at  9:30  to  protest  moving  to  this  bill, 
because  it  has  not  gone  through  the 
Banking  Committee  where  the  Export 
Administration  Act  has  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  this  for  a  long  time. 

I  do  believe  we  have  to  look  much 
more  carefully  at  all  of  the  conditions 
that  are  put  forth  in  this  and  all  of  the 
consequences  that  many  of  us  will  have 
to  suffer  for  a  long  time  to  come  if  the 
Senate,  in  its  haste  to  get  legislation 
passed,  does  so  without  considering  the 
consequences  to  many  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  also  like  to 
read  into  the  Record  a  statement  by 
the  Wilderness  Society  and  the  Alaska 
Wilderness  League  that  I  think  points 
to  what  the  environmental  impacts  of 
ending  the  ban  on  Alaska  North  Slope 
crude  oil  exports  will  cause. 

"The  Department  of  Energy's  claims 
about  environmental  impacts  are  mis- 
leading, "  which  refers  back  to  the  DOE 
study. 

DOE  hastily  included  2  pages  of  'environ- 
mental implications  "  in  its  report  on  the  ec- 
onomics of  ending  the  oil  export  ban  which 
were  not  supported  by  any  analysis  or  fac- 
tual substantiation.  The  Administration  has 
failed  to  carry  out  comprehensive  environ- 
mental analysis  required  by  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act. 

Ending  the  oil  export  ban  would  increase 
development  pressure  for  sensitive  areas  like 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  It  is 
also  likely  to  increase  pressure  for  oil  devel- 
opment in  fragile  areas  off  the  shores  of 
Alaska  and  California.  If  the  20-year  export 
ban  IS  lifted,  its  effects  will  be  long  lasting. 
Expanded  development  pressure  as  projected 
by  DOE  would  result  in  faster  depletion  of 
domestic  oil  resources.  It  is  naive  at  best  to 
believe  that  the  oil  industry  won't  battle  to 
gain  access  to  these  'off-limits  "  areas  when 
economic  and  political  factors  are  right.  As 
long  as  these  sensitive  areas  are  still  not 
permanently  protected  from  oil  and  gas  de- 
velopment, lifting  the  export  ban  is  a  dan- 
gerous idea. 

Environmental  and  safety  problems  plagu- 
ing the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System 
(TAPS)  should  be  fixed  before  considering 
lifting  the  ban.  It  is  true  that  the  same  old 
TAPS  infrastructure  will  continue  to  be  used 
for  exported  oil.  and  increased  flow  due  to 
the  new  markets  would  increase  the  risks. 
According  to  a  major  audit  recently  done  for 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  "the  pipe- 
line system  poses  imminent  threats  to  public 
and  worker  .safety  and  the  environment." 
More  than  10.000  problems  were  identified, 
including  "massive  violations  of  the  Na- 
tional Electrical  Code."  The  ballast  water 
treatment   plant  at  the  Valdez  terminal   is 


currently  inadequate  to  handle  large  vol- 
umes of  the  ballast  water  which  must  be  re- 
moved from  cargo  tanks  before  they  are 
filled  with  oil.  and  bigger  tankers  may  call 
at  the  port  if  the  ban  is  lifted. 

The  oil  industry  should  not  be  rewarded 
with  higher  profits  from  shipping  North 
Slope  oil  at  the  same  time  it  is  requesting 
exemptions  from  environmental  laws. 
Alyeska.  which  runs  the  pipeline  for  British 
Petroleum  and  the  other  oil  company  own- 
ers, has  for  years  avoided  limiting  air  pollu- 
tion caused  by  fumes  that  are  released  dur- 
ing tanker  loading  and  recently  requested  a 
12-year  delay  in  meeting  air  pollution  stand- 
ards for  the  nation's  largest  tanker  terminal 
at  Valdez.  Already,  air  emissions  account  an- 
nually for  over  45.000  tons  of  pollutants  such 
as  cancer-causing  benzene,  and  the  terminal 
is  the  largest  source  of  volatile  organic  com- 
pounds in  the  nation. 

Exports  will  expose  new  areas  of  U.S. 
coastlines  in  Alaska  to  increased  risk  of  oil 
spills.  Changed  tanker  routes  would  put  Ko- 
diak Island,  the  Aleutian  chain,  and  the  rich 
fisheries  of  the  Bering  Sea  at  greatly  In- 
creased risk  of  chronic  and  disastrous  oil 
spills.  Tankers  would  still  travel  through 
Prince  William  Sound,  placing  it  at  high  risk 
from  new  spills  even  as  this  area  still  suffers 
from  the  effects  of  the  Exxon  Valdez.  Dump- 
ing of  the  segregated  ballast  water  picked  up 
from  foreign  ports  could  introduce  exotic  or- 
ganisms that  have  serious  environmental 
consequences.  Lifting  the  ban  would  open 
the  door  to  tankers  twice  as  large. 

Serious  risks  to  California's  coastal  envi- 
ronment have  been  ignored.  Increased  im- 
ports to  California  replacing  North  Slope 
crude  shipments  would  involve  much  larger 
foreign  tankers.  Because  of  port  and  draft  re- 
strictions at  the  refineries,  there  would  be 
increased  risks  of  oil  spills  because  there 
would  need  to  be  lightering,  the  transfer  of 
oil  from  the  larger  tankers  to  smaller  vessels 
which  bring  it  into  port,  and  therefore  an  in- 
creased number  of  times  cargo  is  offloaded. 
The  lightering  would  be  conducted  by  foreign 
vessels  which  are  less  fully  exposed  to  liabil- 
ity claims  under  OPA-90  than  U.S.  compa- 
nies. Increased  refining  of  California  heavy 
crude  would  result  in  increased  foreign  tank- 
er traffic  in  California  waters  to  export  the 
byproducts  such  as  residual  oii  w'nich  would 
be  produced  in  excess  of  California  demand. 
Lifting  the  ban  will  not  help  the  U.S.  meet 
its  commitments  to  reduce  Greenhouse  Gas 
emissions.  DOE  states  thermal  enhanced  oil 
recovery  in  California  would  increase  such 
emissions,  but  dismisses  the  amounts  as 
trivial.  However.  DOE  energy  policy  should 
be  to  achieve  further  reductions,  not  to  jus- 
tify increases,  in  order  to  fulfill  U.S.  obliga- 
tions under  the  U.N.  Framework  Convention 
on  Climate  Change  and  to  achieve  President 
Clinton's  goals  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan  to 
reduce  emissions  to  1990  levels  by  the  year 
2000. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  just  some  of 
the  environmental  concerns  that  we 
have  before  us,  but  they  seriously  point 
out  the  questions  that  all  of  us  should 
be  asking  and  have  answers  to  before 
this  ban  on  oil  is  lifted  from  Alaska's 
North  Slope. 

Certainly  I  heard  my  colleague  from 
Alaska  speak  this  morning  about  a 
DOE  report  and  referred  to  it  a  number 
of  times  as  what  the  basis  should  be 
that  we  vote  on,  the  current  amend- 
ment before  us. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  the  adminis- 
tration is  not  supportive  of  the  lan- 
guage as  we  currently  see  it  before  us 
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on  the  floor  because  they  do  have  con- 
cerns still  about  jobs  and  environ- 
mental impact.  But  I  want  to  read  to 
this  body  a  letter  from  someone  who 
agrees  with  me  on  the  DOE  report.  He 
happens  to  be  a  former  adviser  to  the 
Governor  of  Alaska.  So  he  is  from  that 
region;  he  is  a  former  adviser  to  the 
Governor. 

His  name  is  Richard  Fineberg,  and  he 
lives  in  Alaska.  He  says: 

Re  Exporting  Alaska  North  Slope  Crude  Oil. 
De.^r  Secret.^ry  OLeary:  I  read  with 
great  interest  and  disappointment  your  de- 
partment's report.  'Exporting-  Alaska  North 
Slope  Crude  Oil  "  As  a  former  advisor  to  the 
Governor  of  Alaska  on  oil  and  gas  issues  who 
subsequently  prepared  several  reports  for  the 
Alaska  State  Legislature  on  North  Slope 
economic  issues.  I  had  hoped  that  your  re- 
port would  answer  many  important  ques- 
tions about  Alaskan  oil  development.  I  was 
disappointed  because  the  report's  conclu- 
sions appear  to  be  critically  dependent  on 
buried,  dubious  or  false  assumptions  that  un- 
dercut the  validity  of  the  report's  conclu- 
sions. 

Again.  I  remind  the  body  I  am  read- 
ing from  a  letter  of  Richard  Fineberg, 
who  is  former  adviser  to  the  Governor 
of  Alaska.  These  are  his  words,  not 
mine: 

.  .  .  dubious  or  false  assumptions  that  un- 
dercut the  validity  of  the  report's  conclu- 
sions. For  example: 

The  report  asserts  that  Alaska  would  gain 
$700  million  to  J1.6  billion  in  revenues  be- 
tween 1994  and  2000  if  the  ban  were  lifted,  and 
that  under  low-price  scenarios  most  of  that 
gain  would  come  in  1994-96.  Having  prepared 
numerous  reports  on  North  Slope  profits, 
production  prospects  and  Alaska  revenues 
since  leaving  my  position  in  the  governor's 
office  in  1989.  I  must  say  that  these  poorly 
explained  estimates  appear  to  be  highly  im- 
plausible. Moreover.  1994  is  nearly  two-thirds 
over  and  if  the  ban  were  lifted.  ANS  sellers 
and  refiners  would  then  require  some  time  to 
revise  contracts,  arrange  shipments  and  re- 
configure their  refinery  outputs.  With  most 
of  1994  gone,  how  much  of  this  theoretical 
amount  remains  to  be  captured  and  how 
much  is  already  lost  to  history?  I  cannot 
make  that  calculation  because  I  read  the  re- 
port from  cover  to  cover  but  could  never  dis- 
cover the  bases  for  the  $700  to  $1.6  billion  es- 
timate. 

Again,  this  is  someone  who  is  an  ex- 
pert on  Alaskan  export  of  oil. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

Although  there  is  a  known,  fixed  relation- 
ship between  federal  income  taxes  and  state 
revenues  on  ANS  production  at  the  DOE 
study  prices,  the  DOE  report  inexplicably  es- 
timates federal  gains  to  be  well  outside  that 
predictable  range,  at  $99  to  $188  million.  This 
leads  me  to  believe  the  DOE  report  either 
omitted  federal  income  taxes  or  did  not  ac- 
count for  them  correctly.  In  either  event,  it 
would  appear  that  producer  gains  (and.  con- 
sequently, jobs)  may  have  been  over-stated 
because  federal  tax  effects  were  not  consid- 
ered, and  that  federal  gains  may  have  been 
understated.  This  is  precisely  the  kind  of 
ambiguity  that  would  lead  a  careful  reader 
to  view  with  great  skepticism  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  DOE  report. 

Regarding  incremental  North  Slope  pro- 
duction that  might  result  from  lifting  the 
ban,  your  authors  note  that  "If  exports  of 
ANS  crude  oil  raise  crude  oil  prices  or  save 


on  costs  of  shipping  and  handling,  the  result- 
ing revenues  may  be  invested  in  oil  produc- 
tion-related projects  in  the  geographical 
areas  where  the  new  profits  are  made.  This  is 
particularly  true  for  small  companies,  but 
less  so  for  the  major  integrated  companies." 
(Report,  page  Er-l.)  In  a  footnote,  the  report 
states  that  'The  large  ANS  producers  made 
it  clear  in  our  interviews  that  they 
would  not  necessarily  reinvest  in  Alaska  the 
incremental  revenues  made  as  a  result  of  ex- 
porting ANS  oil."  The  same  section  presents 
increased  production  rates  resulting  from 
the  "reasonable"  assumption  "that  all  incre- 
mental revenues  for  the  remaining  produc- 
ers' share  is  invested  in  ANS  crude  produc- 
tion activities  that  add  to  reserves  "  (major 
producers  Arco  and  Exxon — 45%  of  ANS  pro- 
duction— are  factored  out  because  their  oil  is 
transferred  rather  than  sold,  leaving  BP  as 
the  remaining  major  producer).  Because 
major  producer  BP  owns  91%  of  the  remain- 
ing production,  by  its  own  terms  the  report's 
key  assumption  on  reinvestment  is  clearly 
not  reasonable. 

The  report  notes  that  data  "imply  that  re- 
serve additions  in  the  range  of  200  to  400  mil- 
lion barrels  could  be  produced  by  the  invest- 
ment resulting  from  exports  of  .  .  .  ANS 
crude.  Buy  comparison,  [cjurrent  reserves  at 
Endicott  and  Point  Mclntyre.  major  second- 
ary fields  on  the  North  Slope,  are  262  and  356 
million  barrels  respectively."  (Report,  at  p. 
12  and  p.  50).  For  some  reason,  the  report 
makes  no  reference  to  the  largest  major  sec- 
ondary field  on  the  North  Slope.  Kuparuk. 
whose  remaining  reserves  are  three  times 
that  of  the  two  fields  named  in  the  report.  Is 
there  a  reason  for  this?  The  report's  second 
Kuparuk  omission  referred  the  reader  again 
to  Appendix  E— the  same  place  at  which  the 
dubious  assumptions  noted  above  are  sup- 
posed to  be  demonstrated:  nothing  in  that 
appendix  told  me  whether  Kuparuk  was  in- 
cluded or  excluded  from  your  analysis,  or 
why  it  was  omitted  from  the  text. 

I  am  limiting  myself  here  to  clearly  de- 
monstrable examples  because  time  is  short; 
some  in  your  department  seem  to  be  rushing 
toward  a  decision  on  BP's  behalf.  I  write. 
therefore,  to  make  sure  that  you  are  aware 
that  the  DOE  report  released  June  M)  appears 
to  be  laced  with  significant  technical  de- 
fects. These  shortcomings  make  it  difficult 
for  me  to  accept  the  conclusions  one  must 
adopt  to  assume  the  economic  benefits  your 
report  claims  the  United  States  will  realize 
from  lifting  the  ban.  The  reader  is  asked  to 
believe  that  California  refinery  acquisition 
costs  can  go  up  without  affecting  consumer 
gasoline  prices,  and  that  ANS  will  realize  a 
premium  in  Japan  because  its  product  slate 
matches  Japan's  needs.  While  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  state  that  such  heroic  assumptions 
are  invalid,  it  is  my  opinion  that  this  report 
fails  to  demonstrate  them.  These  assump- 
tions are  contradicted  by  the  Coalition  to 
Keep  Alaska  Oil's  June  1994  report.  "Con- 
sequences of  Exporting  Alaska  North  Slope 
Crude  Oil."  I  do  not  presume  to  know  who  is 
correct.  But  I  must  tell  you  that  the  latter 
report  is  strikingly  accurate  in  those  areas 
with  which  I  am  familiar.  More  important. 
the  challenging  report  is  much  less  depend- 
ent on  the  kind  of  Herculean  and  undocu- 
mented assumptions  required  to  reach  the 
conclusions  in  the  DOE  report. 

I  will  continue  reading  and  remind 
my  colleagues  that  I  am  reading  from  a 
letter  directly  about  the  DOE's  study 
that  has  been  referenced  throughout 
speech  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  and 
kept  referring  to  it.  I  wanted  someone 


who  is  an  expert  from  Alaska  to  re- 
spond to  that.  I  will  read  the  last  of 
this  letter: 

The  latter  report  al.so  sets  up  the  back- 
ground of  raising  environmental  concerns 
that  are  casually  dismissed  by  the  DOE  re- 
port: In  particular.  California  supply  ports, 
pipelines,  refinery  storage  facilities  and  re- 
finery operations  appear  to  be  at  risk.  And. 
as  my  colleague  Dr.  Riki  Ott  of  Cordova. 
Alaska,  has  previously  advised  you.  the  DOE 
report  also  dismisses  serious  environmental 
concerns  in  Alaska  concerning  the  integrity 
of  the  Alaska  pipeline  and  marine  transpor- 
tation delivery  system.  As  a  long-time  Alas- 
kan. I  share  Dr.  Otfs  interests  in  the  envi- 
ronmental issues  the  DOE  report  fails  to  ad- 
dress. But  it  is  the  manifest  shortcomings  in 
the  DOE  economic  analysis  that  lead  me  to 
ask  you  to  base  your  decision  on  better  data 
than  the  report  you  released  June  30. 

In  sum.  I  do  not  believe  your  department's 
report  provides  sound  bases  for  its  fun- 
damental conclusions  and  recommendations. 
In  view  of  the  undiscussed  problems  associ- 
ated with  lifting  the  export  ban  and  the  ab- 
sence of  convincing  support  for  taking  this 
action.  I  oppose  lifting  the  ban  at  this  time 
and  request  that  you  address  the  implica- 
tions of  the  DOE  report"s  serious  defects  be- 
fore making  your  decision. 

It  is  signed  Richard  Fineberg. 

Again,  I  would  like  my  colleagues  to 
know  that  the  arguments  in  favor  of 
lifting  the  ban  have  referenced  a  report 
from  DOE  that  I  have  just  read  a  letter 
from,  an  expert  from  Alaska  who  says 
that  a  lot  of  the  assumptions  are  incor- 
rect. In  addition,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration itself  does  not  support  the  lan- 
guage that  is  in  front  of  us  because  it 
still  does  not  address  many  of  their  en- 
vironmental and  job  issues. 

I  also  heard  my  colleague  from  Alas- 
ka speak  about  the  jobs  that  would  be 
brought  if  this  legislation  is  passed.  I 
believe  he  referenced  the  number  25,000. 
From  the  perspective  of  the  State  of 
Washington,  we  have  m.any  people  em- 
ployed in  our  independent  refineries.  I 
know  Senator  Hatfield  from  Oregon 
will  be  out  here  in  a  few  minutes  to 
talk  about  jobs  in  his  State  of  Oregon. 
But  while  he  is  on  his  way.  I  want  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  an  article 
called  "Alaskan  Oil  Exports  Will 
Eliminate  U.S.  Shipyard  Jobs." 

There  has  been  some  question  on 
whether  or  not  jobs  would  be  elimi- 
nated in  the  United  States  if  this  oil 
ban  is  lifted.  I  want  to  read  this  study 
to  you  by  the  Portland  shipyard  Port 
of  Portland: 

The  recommendation  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  study  on  Alaskan  -to  lift  the  twenty- 
year-old  restriction  on  the  exports  of  that 
would  a  eliminate  hundreds  of  shipyard  jobs. 
First,  it  will  cause  a  severe  reduction  in  the 
U.S.  flag  tanker  fleet.  DOE— 

This  refers  back  to  the  report, 
assumes  that  exported  oil  will  be  carried  on 
Jones  Act  ships,  but  Senators  proposing  that 
the  ban  be  lifted  would  only  require  that  the 
oil  be  carried  on  U.S.  flagships,  not  on  Jones 
Act  ships.  This  means  they  need  not  be  re- 
paired in  U.S.  yards.  This  means  lost  of  jobs 
in  our  shipyards  here  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  note  the  presence  of 
my   colleague.    Senator   H.\tfield,    on 
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the  floor.  He  is  a  cosponsor  of  legisla- 
tion I  introduced  earlier.  I  will  yield 
the  floor  at  this  time  for  him  to  make 
his  remarks. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Washington 
State,  Senator  Murray. 

Mr.  President,  first  of  all.  I  want  to 
say  we  have  collaborated  on  this  as  be- 
tween Washington  State  and  Oregon, 
on  the  basis  of  the  impact  it  has  on  the 
Northwest,  outside  of  Alaska.  I  am 
happy  to  say,  too.  that  we  have  been 
working  with  Senator  Murkowski's 
staff  and  we  are  hoping  that  we  can  re- 
solve the  problem  we  have  as  it  im- 
pacts upon  the  Port  of  Portland.  I  will 
address  that  at  a  later  moment. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  distin- 
guish between  title  I  of  this  bill  and 
title  II.  Title  I  of  this  bill  provides  for 
the  sale  of  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration. I  support  the  sale  of  the  Alas- 
ka Power  Administration,  but  I  do 
have  strong  objections  to  provisions  in 
this  bill  which  seek  to  alter,  in  a  fun- 
damental way.  a  longstanding  agree- 
ment relating  to  the  Alaskan  North 
Slope  crude  oil. 

Mr.  President,  for  over  20  years.  Con- 
gress has  maintained  a  ban  on  the  ex- 
port of  crude  oil  from  the  North  Slope 
of  Alaska  transported  via  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline.  This  agreement, 
which  is  based  primarily  on  national 
energy  security,  has  given  rise  to  many 
investments  and  business  expectations. 
The  legislation  now  before  the  Senate, 
sponsored  by  my  good  friend  from  Alas- 
ka, the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Com- 
mittee, would  lift  this  export  limita- 
tion, thus  allowing  unlimited  export  of 
oil  from  Alaska. 

While  I  understand  and  respect  the 
motives  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska,  I 
must  oppose  his  efforts  in  this  case.  I 
believe  it  is  indisputably  in  the  na- 
tional interest  to  maintain  our  pre- 
cious remaining  supplies  of  crude  oil 
for  domestic  use  only.  To  export  our 
Alaska  reserves,  which  account  for  a 
quarter  of  current  U.S.  consumption, 
at  a  time  when  our  reliance  on  unsta- 
ble supplies  of  foreign  oil  is  again  in 
excess  of  50  percent,  would  be  damag- 
ing to  the  already  fragile  energy  secu- 
rity situation  of  the  United  States. 

Again.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  over 
50  percent  of  our  consumption  is  de- 
pendent upon  foreign  imports,  and 
from  a  very  fragile  part  of  the  world, 
geopolitically  speaking— the  Mideast. 

I  have  long  supported  the  restricting 
of  Alaska  North  Slope  production  for 
domestic  use  only.  Beginning  in  1979,  I 
sponsored  legislation  in  several  ses- 
sions of  Congress  to  extend  these  re- 
strictions. Each  time  this  issue  has 
come  before  Congress,  these  restric- 
tions have  been  extended  with  strong 
bipartisan  support.  In  fact,  each  time 
Congress  has  strengthened  the  restric- 
tions with  respect  to  Alaska  and  has 
added  similar  restrictions  to  the  export 


of  oil  produced  in  any  part  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  including  offshore  oil  and  oil 
contained  in  the  strategic  petroleum 
reserve. 

I  am  also  aware  that  sectors  of  the 
refining  and  maritime  industries  have 
made  substantial  investments  based  on 
the  assurances  of  Congress  that  this 
ban  would  remain  in  effect.  It  would  be 
manifestly  unfair  to  upset  these  rea- 
sonable expectations  at  this  stage. 

I  should  also  point  out,  in  order  to 
complete  the  legislative  picture,  that 
Senate  bill  414,  which  I  have  sponsored 
with  Senator  Murray,  is  currently 
pending  before  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee. Our  bill  would  extend  the  current 
export  restrictions  and  is  therefore  di- 
rectly contrary  to  the  provisions  in  the 
bill  presently  before  the  Senate.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  also  has  a  bill, 
Senate  bill  70,  which  would  also  lift  the 
export  restriction,  and  it  is  also  pend- 
ing before  the  Banking  Committee.  I 
am  troubled  that  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Banking  Committee,  is  not 
present  to  express  his  views  on  these 
matters  before  his  committee. 

In  1973,  shortly  after  the  beginning  of 
the  Arab-Israeli  war  and  the  first  oil 
embargo.  Congress  adopted  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act. 
And  this  legislation  authorized  a  con- 
struction of  a  pipeline  to  move  oil  from 
lands  belonging  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
on  the  North  Slope  to  a  Port  at  Valdez. 
The  act  also  amended  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  to  put  in  place  an  export 
restriction  on  all  oil  carried  over  Fed- 
eral rights-of-way.  Under  this  provi- 
sion, exports  were  only  if  the  President 
determined  exports  would  be  in  the  na- 
tional interest,  would  not  diminish  the 
total  quantity  or  quality  of  oil  in  the 
United  atates  and  would  be  done  under 
the  licensing  provisions  of  the  Export 
Administration  Act  of  1969. 

A  second  major  oil  shock  took  place 
in  1979.  At  that  time,  in  section  7(d)  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act,  Con- 
gress effectively  banned  oil  exports 
from  the  Alaskan  North  Slope.  Con- 
gress further  tightened  section  7(d)  in 
1985.  No  rollcall  votes  have  taken  place 
in  the  Senate  since  1984,  when  this 
body  tabled  an  amendment  offered  by 
my  friend  from  Alaska,  Mr.  MURKOW- 
SKi,  which  would  have  allowed  a  lim- 
ited amount  of  exports  at  200,000  bar- 
rels per  day  on  U.S.  vessels,  and  the 
amendment  was  tabled  on  a  vote  of  70- 
20. 

Since  the  first  Alaska  oil  export  re- 
strictions were  enacted  in  1973.  they 
have  provided  enduring  benefits  for  our 
Nation.  I  speak  as  someone  who  has 
been  in  the  Senate  since  this  ban  was 
put  in  place  and  has  watched  it  func- 
tion. As  a  result  of  this  policy,  we  now 
have  an  efficient  transportation  infra- 
structure to  move  crude  oil  from  Alas- 
ka to  the  lower  48  States  and  Hawaii. 
In  addition,  these  restrictions  have 
helped  limit  our  reliance  on  OPEC  and 


unstable  Persian  Gulf  oil  supplies. 
They  have  also  allowed  us  to  enhance 
our  domestic  merchant  marine  that 
continues  to  help  supply  the  essential 
oil  requirements  of  our  domestic  econ- 
omy and  our  military. 

I  have  also  been  in  this  body  long 
enough  to  learn  quite  a  few  history  les- 
sons. And  it  troubles  me  that  despite 
two  major  oil  crises  and  the  Persian 
Gulf  war.  we  continue  to  senselessly 
rely  on  foreign  oil  as  a  major  energy 
source.  U.S.  oil  imports  now  exceed 
half  of  our  daily  oil  requirement.  Gov- 
ernment and  private  estimates  now 
predict  that  by  the  year  2010,  foreign 
oil  imports  will  exceed  60  percent.  I 
consider  these  levels  to  be  worthy  of 
serious  concern.  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration appears  to  be  aware  of  the 
gravity  of  the  situation,  but  I  have  not 
been  impressed  with  the  administra- 
tion's proposals  designed  to  address 
this  growing  problem. 

It  is  my  belief  that  permitting  the 
export  of  any  Alaskan  North  Slope 
crude  would  only  exacerbate  our  al- 
ready serious  problem  of  reliance  on 
foreign  oil.  By  allowing  the  export  of 
Alaskan  oil  to  Japan  and  other  Pacific 
rim  countries,  we  would  further  in- 
crease our  dependency  on  Middle  East- 
ern oil.  something  I  strongly  believe — 
and  history  supports  my  belief— puts 
the  lives  of  United  States  troops  at 
risk.  Exporting  this  oil  could  have  the 
effect  of  increasing  consumer  petro- 
leum costs  on  the  west  cost  and  threat- 
ening the  vitality  of  our  domestic 
tanker  fleet.  Moreover,  Alaskan  oil  ex- 
ports would  cause  job  losses  in  the 
maritime  and  related  ship-supply  in- 
dustries on  the  west  coast.  I  see  no 
sound  policy  reason  for  the  Nation  to 
accept  these  costs. 

Our  ability  to  withstand  future  en- 
ergy crises  will  certainly  be  tested  if 
we  fail  to  take  the  appropriate  steps 
now  to  protect  our  own  energy  re- 
sources. Keeping  this  important  domes- 
tic energy  source  for  domestic  use  only 
will  affirm  the  policy  of  keeping  this 
country  on  the  right  path  toward  en- 
ergy security. 

During  the  1973  trans-Alaska  pipeline 
authorization  debate,  and  during  the 
numerous  debates  on  exports  since  the 
ban  was  originally  put  in  place,  a  fun- 
damental issue  for  me  an(l  a  majority 
of  Senators  has  been  this  Nation's  en- 
ergy security.  The  Senate  spent  weeks 
debating  the  merits  of  allowing  the 
construction  of  the  trans-Alaska  pipe- 
line and  one  of  the  primary  concerns 
and  points  of  debate  was  how  this  pre- 
cious domestic  supply  was  to  be  used  to 
improve  the  energy  security  of  the 
United  States. 

Remarks  at  the  time  by  Senator  Taft 
give  a  sense  of  the  direction  of  the  de- 
bate. 

It  has  been  stated  several  times  that  oil 
from  the  Alaskan  North  Slope  will  not  be 
shipped  to  the  Midwest.  It  has  also  been  stat- 
ed—and feared  by  many— that  a  surplus  of 
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crude  oil  on  our  west  coast  will  result  in  the 
export  of  this  fuel  to  other  countries.  It  is 
understandable  that  Americans  would  ques- 
tion this  action  when  we  are  so  desperately 
in  need  of  oil  in  this  country.  It  is  also  essen- 
tial that  we  not  be  forced  to  rely  too  heavily 
upon  oil  from  Middle  Eastern  nations  who 
have  stated  their  intentions  to  play  politics 
with  oil  to  influence  foreiifn  politics 

Recall  that  in  1973,  we  were  in  the 
midst  of  an  oil  embargo  and  our  heavy- 
reliance  on  foreigm  oil  turned  very 
quickly  into  an  economic  crisis  and  a 
national  security  emergency.  So  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  at  that  time  were  very 
much  aware  of  the  dangers  of  too  great 
a  reliance  on  foreign  sources  of  oil.  The 
Members  of  the  Senate  at  that  time 
knew,  better  than  probably  any  other 
class  of  Senators  since  the  attack  on 
Pearl  Harbor,  that  oil  is  an  important 
national,  as  well  as  natural,  resource. 
Because  of  its  ability  to  influence  the 
events  of  nations,  oil  differs  fundamen- 
tally from  more  benign,  local  commod- 
ities. 

In  1973,  the  Senate  was  very  much  di- 
vided over  whether  to  allow  the  con- 
struction of  the  trans-Alaska  pipeline, 
and  I  recall  Vice  President  Agnew  cast- 
ing the  tie-breaking  vote  on  final  pas- 
sage. However,  the  Senate  was  very 
clear  about  one  thing:  If  approval  was 
to  be  given  for  the  pipeline,  any  oil 
transported  through  that  pipeline  was 
to  be  for  domestic  consumption  only. 
The  oil  was  not  to  be  sold  to  foreign 
countries.  The  oil  was  to  enhance  the 
energy  security  of  this  Nation  by  re- 
ducing our  reliance  on  foreign  imports. 
It  is  clear  that  we  have  yet  to  leam 
our  lesson.  This  fact  is  illustrated  well 
by  the  national  oil  consumption  and 
supply  figures  released  each  year  by 
the  American  Petroleum  Institute. 
API's  reports  over  the  past  decade 
show  that  domestic  oU  production  nas 
continued  to  decline,  while  domestic 
oil  demand  has  continued  to  increase 
by  thousands  of  barrels  of  oil  a  day. 

In  1970,  U.S.  crude  oil  production  hit 
its  all-time  peak  of  9.6  million  barrels 
per  day.  By  1973,  the  year  of  the  Arab 
oil  embargo.  United  States  production 
had  fallen  to  9.2  million  barrels  per 
day.  Today,  the  United  States  produces 
about  6.6  million  barrels  per  day,  a  28- 
percent  decline  since  1973  and  a  31-per- 
cent decline  since  1970.  Less  crude  oil  is 
produced  by  the  United  States  today 
than  was  produced  40  years  ago  in  1955. 
According  to  projections  by  DOE'S 
Energy  Information  Administration, 
U.S.  crude  production  will  continue  to 
decline  over  the  next  decade,  to  5.4  mil- 
lion barrels  per  day  by  the  year  2000,  5.2 
million  barrels  per  day  by  the  year 
2005.  The  Department  of  Energy  reports 
that  the  United  States  produced  5.2 
million  barrels  per  day  in  1950.  To  add 
some  perspective  to  that  number,  in 
1950.  there  were  40  million  cars  on 
America's  highways;  today  there  are 
143  million. 

This  widening  gap  between  domestic 
production  and  demand  is  being  filled 


by  an  increasing  stream  of  foreign  oil 
imports.  In  fact,  in  1991,  the  same  year 
this  Nation  sent  its  young  men  and 
women  to  war  in  the  Persian  Gulf  to 
protect  an  unstable  supply  of  foreign 
oil,  imports  amounted  to  approxi- 
mately 45.6  percent  of  America's  do- 
mestic oil  consumption.  That  event 
should  have  shaken  this  Nation  into  a 
renewed  commitment  to  energy  con- 
servation and  convinced  us  to  reduce 
our  dangerous  reliance  on  foreign  oil. 
However,  our  reliance  on  foreign  oil 
imports  has  increased  from  45.6  percent 
at  the  time  of  the  Persian  Gulf  war  to 
approximately  54  percent  today.  Ex- 
perts predict  a  steady  increase,  ap- 
proaching 60  percent,  in  the  coming 
years. 

This  significant  reliance  on  foreign 
sources  of  oil  merits  our  serious  con- 
cern and  our  most  thoughtful  judg- 
ment. Shipping  domestic  supplies  to 
foreign  markets  in  order  to  stimulate 
otherwise  marginal  U.S.  production  is 
not,  in  my  view,  a  prudent  way  for  us 
to  address  the  long-term  energy  secu- 
rity of  this  Nation.  Promoters  of  the 
trans-Alaska  pipeline  disavowed  any 
desire  to  ever  export  oil  from  the  pipe- 
line, and  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor- 
rectly, the  senior  Senator  from  Alaska 
sponsored  an  amendment  to  outlaw  ex- 
ports. 

In  1973,  those  arguing  that  we  should 
export  our  domestic  oil  supplies  did  not 
prevail  because  exporting  our  domestic 
supplies  was  not  in  the  national  inter- 
est. Those  arguing  for  exports  are  no 
more  persuasive  today.  Exporting  our 
finite  domestic  oil  supplies  is  not  a 
prudent  method  of  decreasing  our  reli- 
ance on  foreign  oil.  It  was  not  prudent 
in  1973.  It  is  not  prudent  today.  It  is  re- 
verse logic  of  a  very  dangerous  sort. 

By  the  passage  of  the  1992  National 
Energy  Act,  we  now  have  many  of  the 
tools  necessary  to  establish  a  sound  na- 
tional energy  policy.  But  make  no  mis- 
take: We  have  a  long  way  to  go  to 
achieve  energy  independence  and  en- 
ergy security  in  this  country.  We  must 
commit  ourselves  to  partnership,  to 
consensus,  and  to  cooperation  if  we  are 
to  move  our  Nation  into  the  role  of 
world  leader  on  numerous  energy 
fronts,  including  in  reducing  fossil  fuel 
use  and  increasing  renewable  energy 
technology. 

Maintaining  the  current  requirement 
that  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  is 
to  be  used  for  domestic  purposes  only 
is  a  vital  part  of  a  rational  energy  pol- 
icy for  this  country. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  tried  to  outline  my  position  in  a 
general  sense  and  then,  in  the  historic 
context,  the  development  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  from  the 
general  to  the  specific.  The  Senator 
from  California,  a  while  ago  on  the 
floor,  was  raising  the  questions  about 
the  impact  upon  jobs  and  upon  the 
local  economy— in  California  and  other 
west  coast  cities.  I  would  like  to  fur- 
ther that  discourse  by  referring  to  my 
own  State  of  Oregon,  and  its  relation- 
ship to  Washington  State,  because  the 
Port  of  Portland  serves  both  sides  of 
the  Columbia  River  and  the  employees 
of  the  Port  of  Portland,  many  of  them, 
traverse  the  bridge  between  the  two 
States  and  their  full-time  employment 
is  in  the  State  of  Oregon.  We  have  a  lot 
of  exchange  between  'Vancouver,  WA, 
and  Oregon,  the  city  of  Portland. 

Based  upon  the  export  restriction 
policy  established  by  Congress  in  1973, 
an  infrastructure  has  been  developed  to 
transport,  refine,  and  deliver  massive 
amounts  of  domestic  crude  oil  to 
American  consumers.  In  the  State  of 
Washington,  refineries  were  built  by 
integrated  oil  companies  and  independ- 
ent refiners  to  process  Alaskan  crude. 
The  infrastructure  required  to  receive 
this  type  of  crude  oil  and  deliver  it  to 
marketers  was  also  developed.  In  my 
own  State  of  Oregon,  facilities  were 
built  or  expanded  to  repair  the  dozens 
of  Jones  Act  tankers  that  carry  this 
oil.  In  the  State  of  California,  refiner- 
ies were  built  or  expanded,  a  new  pipe- 
line from  Long  Beach  to  Texas  was 
built,  and  shipyards  were  expanded  to 
build  and  repair  tankers  in  the  Alaskan 
trade.  A  pipeline  was  built  across  Pan- 
ama to  provide  for  the  more  efficient 
transportation  to  gulf  coast  ports  of 
Alaskan  ui  uuc  that  could  not  be 
consumed  on  the  west  coast.  Jones  Act 
oil  tankers  were  built  to  transport  the 
oil  to  end-use  markets.  Each  of  these 
infrastructure  investments  was  encour- 
aged by  Congress  as  part  of  its  central 
policy  objective:  increased  energy  secu- 
rity through  the  domestic  use  of  this 
important  oil  supply. 

This  relates  to  another  point  that  I 
mentioned  earlier  in  my  remarks,  and 
upon  which  I  shall  now  expand.  This 
point  is  less  related  to  energy  policy 
and  more  related  to  fairness. 

In  direct  reliance  on  this  act  of  Con- 
gress that  put  the  export  restriction  in 
place,  and  on  the  enthusiastic  encour- 
agement of  the  Federal  Government, 
the  citizens  of  Portland,  OR,  undertook 
a  major  investment.  They  voted  to  tax 
themselves  $84  million  to  fund  a  major 
expansion  of  the  Portland  Ship  Repair 
Yard.  This  expansion  program  included 
acquisition  of  the  largest  floating  dry 
dock  on  the  west  coast.  This  dry  dock 
is  specially  designed  for  the  large  oil 
tankers  that  haul  oil  from  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline.  These  vessels  are 
known  as  the  Alaskan  North  Slope 
very  large  crude  carriers  [VLCC's]. 
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Of  the  $84  million  initially  borrowed 
to  complete  the  facility.  $50  million  re- 
mains to  be  paid.  It  is  very  likely  that 
this  facility,  which  accounts  for  500  to 
800  family  wage  jobs,  will  not  continue 
to  be  viable  if  the  bill  currently  before 
the  Senate  passes  and  the  export  ban  is 
lifted.  Exports  will  provide  ship  owners 
with  a  greater  economic  incentive  to 
have  ships  repaired  in  the  low-cost 
East  Asian  shipyards. 

Mr.  President.  $84  million  is  a  great 
deal  of  money  to  taxpayers  in  Port- 
land. This  was  not  an  investment  based 
on  a  P'ederal  handout,  but  rather,  it 
was  a  city  of  moderate  means  putting 
its  own  credit  and  ingenuity  on  the 
line  to  invest  in  a  facility  of  integral 
importance  to  a  stated  Federal  objec- 
tive. It  took  a  great  deal  of  courage  for 
Portlanders  to  make  that  investment. 
But  it  was  not  a  blind  venture.  It  was 
based  on  a  great  deal  of  encouragement 
by  Federal  officials  that  such  a  facility 
was  a  necessary  part  of  the  long-term 
plan  for  the  Alaska  Pipeline  trade. 

Let  me  share  some  of  the  rhetoric  of 
the  time.  I  believe  it  is  helpful  in  un- 
derstanding why  the  citizens  of  Port- 
land made  this  significant  investment 
and  why  it  would  be  highly  unfair  to 
abruptly  change  the  I'ules  at  this  point. 

After  it  became  apparent  that  the  oil 
would  be  used  for  domestic  purposes 
only,  proponents  of  constructing  the 
pipeline  made  a  very  strong  case  for 
the  benefits  such  a  pipeline  would  have 
for  the  U.S.  maritime  industry,  and  in 
particular  their  expectation  that  the 
various  components  of  the  maritime 
industry  would  play  a  vital  role  in  ac- 
complishing the  broad  national  objec- 
tives that  construction  of  a  trans-Alas- 
ka pipeline  was  designed  to  achieve. 
Commerce     Secretary     Maurice     H. 

ministration  officials  in  advocating  ap- 
proval of  the  pipeline.  In  addressing 
the  Seafarers  International  Union  of 
North  America  in  June  1973,  Secretary 
Stans  said  the  pipeline  would  help  re- 
vive U.S.  maritime  strength.  A  trans- 
Canada  pipeline  was  an  option  being  se- 
riously considered  at  that  time,  and 
Secretary  Stans  argued  to  the  group 
that  a  pipeline  across  Canada  would 
"eliminate  all  the  great  maritime  op- 
portunities that  the  Alaska  line  would 
provide."  The  Seafarers  agreed  and  ap- 
proved resolutions  endorsing  the  trans- 
Alaska  route  and  another  resolution 
re-endorsing  the  Jones  Act. 

Andrew  Gibson.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  Maritime  Affairs,  vis- 
ited Portland.  OR.  in  May  1973.  and 
made  the  following  remarks  to  the  Pro- 
peller Club,  a  group  of  maritime  inter- 
ests: 

We  have  estimated  that  with  the  comple- 
tion of  the  Ala.ska  Pipeline,  a  fleet  of  ap- 
proximately 30  new  U.S.  tankers  would  be 
added  to  the  American  merchant  marine  to 
iran.sport  the  oil  from  southern  Alaska  to 
the  West  Coast.  The  construction  of  these 
vessels  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1  billion 
would  give  an  added  stimulus  to  our  shlj)- 


building  industry  and  would  provide  approxi- 
mately 48.000  man-years  of  work  in  the  U.S. 
shipyards  and  allied  industries.  Manning  and 
maintaining  these  vessels  would  create  many 
additional  permanent  maritime  jobs,  while 
the  estimated  annual  operating  and  mainte- 
nance cost  of  $30  million  would  provide  added 
employment  in  the  related  service  indus- 
tries. 

The  debates  in  Congress  added  fur- 
ther substance  to  the  understanding 
that  the  maritime  industry  was  being 
called  upon  to  play  an  important  role 
in  the  success  of  the  trans-Alaska  pipe- 
line. The  assumption  that  this  supply 
was  for  domestic  use  only  is  pervasive. 
Congressman  Young  made  the  case  in 
the  House: 

In  the  maritime  industry.  35  tankers  will 
be  employed  in  the  fleet  required  for  trans- 
porting the  oil  to  the  west  coast  ports.  Twen- 
ty-seven of  these  ships  remain  to  be  con- 
structed. It  has  been  estimated  by  the  Mari- 
time Administration  that  the  construction 
of  these  ships  will  create  73.500  man-years  of 
labor  in  shipyards  and  supporting  industries. 
Maintenance  of  the  fleet  will  generate  770 
permanent  jobs  in  the  Nation's  shipyards. 

In  the  Senate,  Senator  Stevens  made 
a  similar  statement: 

The  trans-Alaska  pipeline  will  particularly 
aid  several  vital  American  industries  which 
are  currently  depressed.  For  example,  the 
American  maritime  and  shipbuilding  indus- 
try will  be  helped  greatly.  Alaskan  oil  must 
be  carried  in  American-bottom  ships  under 
the  Jones  Act.  At  least  27  new  tankers  must 
be  constructed;  73.480  man-years  of  shipyard 
employment  will  be  created;  3,800  permanent 
jobs  will  be  created  to  run  and  maintain  this 
new.  modern  tanker  fleet.  This  will  result  in 
more  than  $1.0  billion  for  America's  ship- 
building industry.  This  is  an  industry  that 
has.  for  some  time,  been  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage  because  of  lower  costs  from 
foreign  competition. 

As  I  read  these  statements,  I  can  well 
understand  why  the  citizens  of  Port- 
land believed  they  were  being  given  as- 
surances that  there  would  be  continu- 
ity if  they  stepped  forward  to  partici- 
pate in  this  new  venture  of  national 
importance.  To  now  lift  the  export  re- 
striction and  ask  the  taxpayers  of 
Portland  to  take  a  $50  million  loss  on  a 
shipyard  that  is  now  of  questionable 
utility  is  imposing  a  great  unfairness. 
This  is  an  unfairness  that  I  cannot 
allow. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BREAUX,  Mr.  President.  I  in- 
quire of  the  chair  and  also  the  floor 
managers.  What  is  the  pending  busi- 
ness of  the  Senate''  I  would  like  to 
make  some  comments  on  bill  S.  395. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  the  Murkowski 
amendment  1078  to  S.  395. 


Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  is  it  in 
order  for  me  to  engage  in  debate  on  the 
pending  legislation  at  the  present 
time? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 
Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  with 
that  understanding.  I  would  like  to 
make  some  comments  on  S.  395. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
provision  included  in  S.  395  which 
would  lift  the  ban  on  the  export  of  the 
Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  so  long 
as  such  oil  is  carried  on  U.S. -flag  ves- 
sels. 

This  amendment  would  reduce  our 
trade  imbalance  and  raise  $99  to  $180 
million  in  revenues  for  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury. It  would  also  create  an  additional 
10,000  to  25,000  new  jobs  and  would  cer- 
tainly spur  domestic  energy  produc- 
tion. 

In  1973,  Mr.  President,  shortly  after 
the  first  Arab  oil  boycott.  Congress 
adopted  this  ban,  and  since  then  the 
domestic  and  world  energy  markets 
have  dramatically  and  significantly 
changed.  Today,  the  export  ban  dimin- 
ishes our  energy  security  because  it  ar- 
tificially depresses  wellhead  prices  on 
the  west  coast,  making  it  uneconomic 
for  domestic  oil  producers  to  invest  in 
marginal  operations. 

Mr.  President,  a  Department  of  En- 
ergy study  confirms  that  lifting  the 
ban  on  Alaskan  crude  oil  would  im- 
prove domestic  energy  security  by  en- 
couraging domestic  exploration  activi- 
ties. DOE  estimates  that  domestic  pro- 
duction will  increase  between  100,000 
and  110,000  barrels  a  day  if  the  ban  is 
lifted. 

In  addition  to  increasing  domestic 
production,  this  bill  will  also  help  to 
stabilize  the  decline  in  the  size  and  vi- 
tality of  the  domestic  merchant  ma- 
rine. 

By  authorizing  the  exports  of  Alas- 
kan oil  on  U.S.  nag  vessels,  we  can 
help  preserve  a  vital  element  of  our  do- 
mestic merchant  marine,  and  we  can 
do  so  without  subsidies  from  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  and  without  measurably 
increasing  any  risk  to  the  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  in  1990,  Congress  over- 
whelmingly supported  enactment  of 
the  Oil  Pollution  Act.  That  legislation 
ultimately  will  require  all  oceangoing 
tankers  plying  our  waters  to  be  built 
or  rebuilt  with  a  double  hull.  It  already 
ensures  that  American  flag  and  foreign 
flag  tankers  will  continue  to  be  subject 
to  the  same  strict  safety  requirements. 
And  since  December  28  of  last  year,  it 
has  imposed  substantial  financial  re- 
sponsibility requirements  for  all  tank- 
ers entering  U.S.  waters. 

Last  year,  the  Department  of  Energy 
conducted  an  extensive  study  of  the 
likely  effects,  including  likely  environ- 
mental implications,  of  changing  the 
current  law.  The  Department,  and  I 
quote: 

Found  no  plausible  evidence  of  ajiy  direct 
negative  environmental  impact  from  lifting 
the  ANS  export  ban. 
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By  and  large,  Mr.  President,  the 
same  U.S. -built.  U.S. -owned,  and  U.S.- 
crewed  vessels  that  carry  Alaskan  oil 
to  market  today  will  continue  to  carry 
the  crude  to  market  tomorrow  with  a 
change  in  policy.  The  same  skilled 
merchant  mariners  will  continue  to 
man  the  vessels.  Current  Department 
of  Defense  and  Department  of  Trans- 
portation projections  indicate  that  we 
are  facing  a  critical  shortage  of  trained 
mariners  capable  of  manning  the  ready 
reserve  force.  This  bill  will  help  ensure 
that  we  will  continue  to  have  a  res- 
ervoir of  capably  trained  mariners  suf- 
ficient to  man  our  reserve  fleet  in  time 
of  national  emergency.  And  our  Nation 
will  continue  to  have  access  to  a  fleet 
of  environmentally  safe  and  militarily 
useful  vessels  that  otherwise  are  des- 
tined to  be  converted  into  razor  blades. 
By  enacting  this  bipartisan  legisla- 
tion, we  can  help  ensure  the  continued 
existence  of  the  largest  segment  of  our 
domestic  merchant  marine.  Let  us 
demonstrate  again  that  we  can  work 
together  to  help  promote  our  energy 
security,  our  national  security,  and  at 
the  same  time  preserve  jobs. 

Mr.  President  and  my  colleagues.  I 
will  just  add  a  couple  of  remarks  and 
point  out  that  again  this  ban  was  en- 
acted at  a  time  when  this  country  lit- 
erally was  on  its  knees  from  the  stand- 
point of  energy  requirements.  The  Mid- 
dle Eastern  oil  nations  had  banded  to- 
gether to  form  cartels  which  restricted 
amounts  of  oil  being  exported  to  the 
United  States  in  particular. 

We  all  remember  the  long  lines  that 
occurred  in  the  1970's  when  people  had 
to  wait  in  line  to  buy  gasoline  for  their 
automobiles  and  vehicles.  Everyone  in 
America  wanted  Congress  to  do  some- 
thing abour.  it.  One  of  the  things  that 
we  did  was  to  say.  all  right,  we  are  not 
going  to  allow  any  of  the  Alaska  North 
Slope  oil  exported  to  other  countries. 
We  are  going  to  keep  it  right  here. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  we  probably 
acted  with  some  degree  of  haste  in  tak- 
ing that  action  and  in  thinking  that  by 
doing  so  we  were  somehow  going  to  in- 
crease the  domestic  production.  I  think 
in  reality  we  should  all  understand 
that  oil  is  a  commodity  which  can  be 
traded  all  over  the  world:  that,  indeed, 
many  ships  that  are  plying  the  oceans 
filled  with  oil  are  sent  to  different 
ports  in  the  middle  of  a  voyage  depend- 
ing on  the  need  because  the  price  is 
better  in  one  area  or  the  need  is  great- 
er in  another  area  or  for  whatever  eco- 
nomic determination  that  is  made. 

So  the  point  is  that  oil  is  traded  on 
the  world  market  according  to  need 
and  price.  If  we  can.  indeed,  take  some 
of  the  crude  oil  in  Alaska  and  sell  it  at 
a  better  price  in  overseas  markets,  we 
should  be  allowed  to  do  that.  The  price 
return  will  allow  greater  domestic  pro- 
duction in  areas  of  the  United  States 
where  that  production  can  occur. 

I  am  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Louisiana.  I  have  nothing  to  do  with 
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oil.  of  course,  that  is  produced  in  Alas- 
ka. But  I  think  this  is  good  policy  for 
my  State,  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and 
indeed  for  all  of  the  States  in  the  Unit- 
ed States.  I  think  it  will  increase  pro- 
duction, and  it  will  not  do  damage  to 
any  part  of  our  Nation.  It  is  good  eco- 
nomic energy  policy  for  the  future  of 
our  country. 

Mr.  President  and  my  colleagues,  I 
hope  we  would  move  on  this.  It  should 
be  relatively  noncontroversial.  I  know 
some  Members  have  legitimate  con- 
cerns, and  they  will  be  heard,  but  I 
think  we  should  move  forward,  debate 
the  issue,  vote  on  this  legislation,  and 
ultimately  we  should  adopt  it  as  good 
energy  policy. 

Having  said  that.  Mr.  President,  see- 
ing no  one  else  seeking  recognition  at 
the  moment,  I  would  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  has  been  noted.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  if 
in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORE  POLICE  ON  THE  STREETS 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr,  President,  I  rise 
this  afternoon  to  continue  my  discus- 
sion of  the  crime  bill  that  I  intend  to 
introduce  this  Wednesday. 

As  I  previously  pointed  out,  there  are 
really  two  basic  questions  that  we  need 
to  address  in  the  area  of  crime  when- 
ever we  try  to  determine  whether  a 
crime  bill  is  good  or  whether  it  is  not 
good,  whether  it  does  the  job  or  wheth- 
er it  does  not  do  the  job. 

The  first  question  is;  What  is  the 
proper  role  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  fighting  crime  in  this  country?  The 
second  is:  What  really  works  in  law  en- 
forcement? What  matters?  What  does 
not  matter? 

Last  Wednesday.  I  discussed  these  is- 
sues with  specific  reference  to 
crimefighting  technology.  The  conclu- 
sion I  reached  was  that  we  have  an  out- 
standing technology  base  in  this  coun- 
try that  does  a  great  deal  and  will  con- 
tinue to  do  a  great  deal  to  help  us 
catch  criminals. 

Technology.  Mr.  President,  does  in 
fact  matter.  But  we  need  the  Federal 
Government  to  be  more  proactive, 
more  proactive  in  getting  the  States  on 
line  with  this  technology.  Having  a  ter- 
rific national  criminal  record  system 
or  a  huge  DNA  database  or  an  auto- 
mated fingerprint  system  or  huge  DNA 
database  for  convicted  sex  offenders  in 


Washington,  DC.  is  great:  it  is  nice. 
But  it  will  not  do  much  good  if  the  po- 
lice officer  in  Hamilton.  OH.  or  Middle- 
town.  OH.  or  Cleveland.  OH.  cannot  tap 
into  it.  cannot  put  the  information  in. 
and  cannot  get  the  information  back 
out. 

My  legislation  would  bring  these 
local  police  departments  on  line.  It 
would  help  them  to  contribute  to  and 
benefit  from  the  emerging  nationwide 
crimefighting  database. 

On  this  past  Thursday.  I  discussed 
what  we  have  to  do  to  get  armed  career 
criminals  off  the  streets,  those  who 
terrorize  us.  terrorize  their  fellow  citi- 
zens with  a  gun.  I  talked  about  a  pro- 
gram called  Project  Triggerlock  that 
targeted  gun  criminals  for  Federal 
prosecution.  My  legislation  would 
bring  back  Project  Triggerlock  and 
toughen  the  laws  on  gun  crimes  in 
many  other  significant  ways.  We  have 
to  get  these  armed  criminals  off  the 
streets. 

On  Friday,  I  talked  about  the  long 
neglected  needs  of  crime  victims.  In 
too  many  ways,  our  legal  system  treats 
criminals  like  victims  and  victims  like 
criminals.  We  have  to  stop  that.  My 
legislation  contains  a  number  of  provi- 
sions that  would  make  the  system 
much  more  receptive  to  the  rights  and 
the  needs  of  crime  victims. 

Today.  I  would  like  to  turn  to  an- 
other item.  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
what  we  can  do  to  put  more  police  offi- 
cers on  the  street,  and  to  put  more  po- 
lice officers  into  our  highest  crime 
areas.  Make  no  mistake,  the  evidence 
is  clear,  putting  a  police  officer  on  a 
street  corner  in  a  dangerous  neighbor- 
hood will  reduce  crime.  We  are  looking 
for  what  really  works,  and  putting  po- 
lice officers  on  the  streets  is  a  proven 
strategy  that  works.  It  is  a  plam  tact, 
if  you  put  a  police  officer  on  the  street. 
crime  will  go  down. 

The  President  is  right  in  this  respect, 
and  he  is  to  be  commended  for  under- 
standing that  there  is.  in  fact,  a  direct 
or  actually  inverse  relationship  be- 
tween the  number  of  law  enforcement 
officers  who  are  deployed  correctly  in 
the  neighborhood  and  the  amount  of 
crime  that  exists  in  that  neighborhood. 
That  is  why  the  President  last  year 
asked  for  $8.8  billion  in  Federal  funding 
for  police  officers.  We  do  need  more  po- 
lice: he  is  correct.  Police  officers  de- 
ployed correctly  matter.  They  do  make 
a  difference. 

But.  Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  we 
can  improve  on  President  Clinton's 
plan,  and  there  are  three  major  short- 
comings I  believe  that  exist  in  the 
President's  plan  that  we  ought  to  ad- 
dress in  the  Senate.  Let  me  list  them; 
First,  the  administration's  plan 
spreads  the  $8.8  billion  far  too  thin.  It 
does  not  target  the  funding  for  police 
officers  to  the  most  crime-ridden  areas 
where  the  funding  is  most  needed.  In- 
stead, it  spends  money  on  extra  police 
officers  even — even — in  extremely  low- 


tee  materials  assume  a  $27  million  sav- 
ings over  5  years  from  termination  of 
the  helium  reserve  program. 
As  the  budget  debate  unfolds  in  the 


crime  areas.  That  just  does  not  make     munity  brutalized  by  rampant  crime. 

sense.  the  police  officer  is  truly  an   ambas- 

Second.    the    administration    is    not     sador  of  law  and  order.  The  police  offi- 

paying  for  the  full  cost  of  the  extra  po-     cer  is  a  living,  breathing  confirmation 

lice  officers.  The  Clinton  proposal  pays  of  America's  resolve  to  defend  civiliza-  House  and  Senate  in  the  coming  week 
for  only  75  percent  of  the  police  officers  tion  from  those  who  want  to  turn  our  there  will  certainly  be  considerable  de- 
and  asks  local  communities  to  come  up  country  into  a  wasteland  of  stealing,  bate  over  programs  of  enormous  mag- 
with  the  remaming  25  percent,  raping,  and  killing,  nitude— programs  with  budget  outlays 

Third,  the  Clinton  plan  provides  the        The  police  officer  is  a  soldier  of  jus-     in  the  billions,  not  millions.  Although 

tice.  and  like  any  other  soldier,  the  po- 
lice officer,  to  be  most  effective,  needs 
to   be  sent  where   the   enemy   is.   The 


money  for  only— only,  Mr.  Presidentr— 3 
years. 

I  think  that  these  problems  I  have 
just  listed  with  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion proposal  can  be  fixed  fairly  easily. 
As  part  of  the  comprehensive  crime 
legislation  I  intend  to  introduce  on 
Wednesday,  I  will  be  including  my  pro- 
posals on  how  we  should  fix  these  prob- 
lems, and  here  is  what  I  propose; 

First.  I  propose  to  pay  for  the  police 
officers  and  to  pay  for  them  in  full.  100 
percent.  Under  my  proposal,  we  will 
send  $5  billion  over  a  period  of  time  to 
the  local  communities  for  new  police 
officers.  Those  police  officers  will  be 
fully  funded  100  percent,  not  just  75 
percent,  as  envisioned  in  the  Clinton 
plan. 

Second,  we  will  fund  these  police  offi- 
cers for  5  years:  5  years,  not  3  years,  as 
envisioned  by  the  Clinton  proposal. 

Third,  and  probably  most  significant, 
my  proposal  will  target  these  funds 
where  they  are  needed  the  most.  Under 
the  Clinton  plan,  really  crime-threat- 
ened communities  are  deprived  of  the 
full  contingent  of  police  officers  they 
really  need.  For  example,  under  the  ad- 
ministration proposal,  a  high-crime 
community,  such  as  Chicago,  has  re- 
ceived 300  police  officers  so  far,  and 
those  300  are  not  even  fully  funded. 
They  are  funded  at  75  percent.  My  leg- 
islation would  put  2,100  new  police  offi- 
cers on  the  streets  of  Chicago  and 
would  pay  for  them  in  full. 

I  can  cite  example  after  example.  Let 
me  just  give  one  from  my  home  State. 
Youngstown,  OH,  is  another  city  with  a 
very  serious  crime  problem.  Under  the 
Clinton  plan,  it  has  received  a  total  of 
10  new  police  officers.  I  think,  however, 
to  make  a  real  difference  in  a  crime 
area,  we  need  to  do  better  than  that. 
Under  the  formula  that  is  contained  in 
the  bill  that  I  will  introduce  on 
Wednesday,  there  would  be  a  total  of  58 
new  police  officers  on  the  streets  of 
Youngstown.  We  would  go  from  10 
under  the  Clinton  plan  to  58  under  my 
plan,  and  the  way  we  are  able  to  do 
that  is  because  we  are  targeting  the 
money  to  go  to  the  areas  where  the 
crime  is  the  worst.  It  only  makes  sense 
that  when  we  are  dealing  with  scarce 
Federal  dollars,  those  Federal  dollars 
should  be  targeted  specifically  to  the 
areas  where  our  citizens  are  most  in 
danger. 

My  proposal  would  put  the  dollars  for 
police  officers  where  police  officers  are 
needed  the  most.  We  are  targeting  the 
250  most  crime-infested  cities  in  Amer- 
ica. We  will  succeed  in  getting  those 
police  officers  on  the  street.  In  a  com- 


the  Budget  Committee  materials  as- 
sume a  $27  million  savings  from  termi- 
nation of  the  helium  reserve  program. 


enemy  is  anyone  who  does  a  drive-by  the  actual  savings  will  be  significantly 
shooting  or  rapes  someone  or  commits  higher  as  the  Federal  Government  sells 
any  other  kind  of  brut  1  act.  off  the  existing  helium  reserve  over  a 

Mr.  President,  anyone  who  watches  period  of  time  that  will  not  disrupt  the 
TV  or  reads  the  papers  knows  where  private  helium  market,  as  well  as  ter- 
the  enemy  really  is.  My  bill  would  minates  the  program  itself.  The  Fed- 
make  sure  that  the  police  officers  are  eral  Government  is  currently  stock- 
deployed  where  they  are  needed  the  piling  enough  helium  to  meet  its  needs 
most.  My  bill  would  pay  for  them  in     for  the  next  80  to  100  years.  In  order  to 

make  sure  that  the  taxpayers  get  a  fair 
price  for  this  helium,  the  reserve  needs 
to  be  sold  over  a  period  of  time  to 
make  sure  that  we  do  not  inadvert- 
ently cause  the  entire  market  price  for 
helium  to  fall  needlessly.  CBO  has  esti- 
mated that  we  can.  at  current  market 
prices,  eventually  recover  between  SI 
and  $1.6  billion  by  this  sale. 

It  is  not  just  the  current  $27  million 

in  savings  but  a  long-term  savings  by 

in  effect  privatizing  this  area  of  our 

Government. 

I  introduced  legislation,  S.  45,  to  ter- 


full. 

This  is  what  it  will  take.  This  is  what 
it  will  take  if  we  are  serious  about  tak- 
ing back  our  streets. 

The  American  people  are,  quite 
frankly,  losing  patience  with  violent 
crime.  They  are  losing  patience  with 
the  syndrome  that  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York,  calls  defining  deviancy  down. 

There  is  a  consensus  out  here,  Mr. 
President,  that  we  will  not  allow  our 
country  to  become  a  place  where  vio- 
lent   crime    is    considered    normal.    I 


think  that  putting  these  police  officers     minate  this  program  on  the  first  day  of 


on  the  street — and  paying  for  them  in 
full— will  be  a  major  symbol  of  our  na- 
tional resolve. 

My  legislation,  Mr.  President,  would 
spend  $5  billion  on  these  police  officers, 


the  104th  Congress.  I  am  pleased  to  re- 
port that  this  legislation  has  gained  bi- 
partisan support  and  that  it  has  been 
cosponsored  by  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.    H.«iRKlN],    the    Senator   from    New 


target  them  where  they  are  needed  the  Jersey  [Mr.  L.m-tenberg].  the  Senator 
most,  and  pay  for  these  police  officers  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Leahy],  the  Sen- 
in  full.  ator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Reid).  the  Sen- 
The  Clinton  administration  plan  in-  ator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl],  the  Sen- 
eluded  $8.8  billion  as  partial  payment  ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  BUMPERS],  the 
for  police  officers,  with  their  deploy-  Senator    from    Colorado    [Mr.    Camp- 


ment  of  police  officers  being  spread 
throughout  the  country  and  spread 
among  many,  many  areas  where  crime 
is  not  that  serious. 

Tomorrow,  Mr.  President,  I  will  dis- 
cuss what  we  can  do  with  this  extra 


bell],  and  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Daschle].  On  May  1.  1995,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Thomas) 
introduced  similar  legislation  to  termi- 
nate the  program,  joined  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho  [Mr.  Craig],  the  Sen- 


$3.8  billion,  and  specifically  how  we  can  ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gr.ams],  the 
use  block  grants  to  give  local  commu-  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
nities  the  flexibility  they  need  to  use     Helms],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 


that  $3.8  billion  as  effectively  as  pos- 
sible. And  then  on  Wednesday  of  this 
week.  Mr.  President.  I  will  be  introduc- 
ing my  comprehensive  crime  bill. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 


Warner],  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Mtokowski].  Thus.  15  Members  of 
the  Senate.  8  Republicans  and  7  Demo- 
crats have  sponsored  legislation  to  ter- 
minate the  program.  Moreover.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  on  January  24.  high- 
lighted termination  of  the  helium  pro- 
gram in  his  State  of  the  Union  Address 
as  an  example  of  the  kind  of  Federal 
spending  that  could  no  longer  be  justi- 
fied. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  previously  spo- 
ken on  the  Senate  floor  about  why  ter- 
mination of  the  Helium  Reserve  Pro- 


TERMINATION  OF  THE  HELIUM 
AND  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  take  a  few  moments  to  praise 
both  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  gram  is  particularly  appropriate  today 
Committees  for  including  in  their  in  light  of  the  growth  of  a  private  he- 
budget  assumptions  termination  of  a  Hum  industry  which  can  more  than 
relatively  small  program,  the  helium  adequately  supply  the  needs  of  the  Fed- 
reserve  program.  The  Budget  Commit-  eral  Government  for  this  product. 
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The  Helium  Reserve  Program,  like 
many  programs  which  are  the  target  of 
today's  deficit  reduction  efforts,  began 
decades  ago  when  there  was  a  reason 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  become 
involved  in  this  area.  In  the  case  of  he- 
lium, the  program  dates  back  to  the 
time  of  President  Woodrow  Wilson.  The 
Helium  Act  of  1925  was  enacted  at  a 
time  when  observation  balloons  were 
thought  to  have  strategic  merit.  It  was 
expanded  under  the  Eisenhower  admin- 
istration when  blimps  were  being  used 
to  spot  enemy  submarines  in  the  At- 
lantic and  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
fledgling  space  program.  Since  that 
time,  however,  a  private  domestic  he- 
lium industry  has  developed  and  as  of 
1995.  90  percent  of  the  helium  produced 
in  this  country  does  come  from  private 
operations. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  it  is  time  to  ter- 
minate the  Federal  helium  program. 
With  the  kind  of  bipartisan  support 
that  is  now  behind  this  effort,  this 
would  seem  like  a  relatively  easy  task 
to  accomplish  during  this  budget  cycle. 
I  hope  It  will  be.  but  I  am  not  overly 
confident,  given  the  history  of  this  pro- 
gram and  similar  programs.  Even  with 
the  endorsement  of  both  Budget  Com- 
mittees, bipartisan  support  in  Con- 
gress, and  the  backing  of  the  adminis- 
tration, terminating  any  Federal  pro- 
gram, large  or  small,  is  never  easy. 

The  Helium  Reserve  Program  was 
targeted  for  termination  by  the  Reagan 
administration,  by  the  Bush  adminis- 
tration, and  now  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. Nonetheless,  it  survived.  The 
Washington  Post,  in  an  article  pub- 
lished February  7.  1995.  entitled  "Odor- 
less, Colorless— and  Hard  To  Kill"  out- 
lined the  history  of  efforts  to  termi- 
nate the  helium  program  and  describe 
it  as  a  'tale  of  yet  another  federal  gov- 
ernment program  that  has  had  more 
than  nine  lives."  Perhaps  1995  will  be 
the  year  that  these  efforts  succeed.  I 
certainly  intend  to  work  to  see  that 
happens. 

But  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  the 
survival  of  these  kinds  of  programs  in 
a  broader  context. 

In  the  last  Congress,  we  terminated 
another  program,  the  Wool  and  Mohair 
Subsidy  Program,  that  was  started  in 
1954  when  wool  was  considered  to  be  a 
strategic  material.  The  program  lived 
on  and  on  long  after  the  original  pur- 
pose had  ended. 

Unfortunately,  even  though  this  was 
a  relatively  small  but  important  piece 
in  the  President's  overall  $500  billion 
deficit  reduction  plan,  I  have  just 
learned  that  there  may  be  yet  another 
attempt  to  try  and  revive  this  program 
now  that  we  finally  finished  it  off.  I 
certainly  hope  that  does  not  happen. 

I  have  2.000-^3.000  sheep  growers  in 
Wisconsin  who  did  not  like  it  when  I 
introduced  legislation  in  the  last  Con- 
gress to  terminate  this  program,  but  I 
also  know  that  many  of  them  recog- 
nized that  it  was  difficult  to  continue 


that  subsidy  in  light  of  our  deficit 
problems.  I  also  worked  with  this  in- 
dustry to  get  legislation  enacted  dur- 
ing the  103d  Congress  to  enable  them, 
working  together,  to  set  up  a  producer- 
funded  promotion  board  to  help  in- 
crease sales  in  the  marketplace  for 
their  product.  I  believe  that  it  is  very 
important  as  we  terminate  Federal 
spending  programs  that  we  do  it  in  a 
way  that  is  sensitive  to  the  needs  of 
the  communities  and  individuals  who 
have  been  dependent  to  some  degree  on 
continuation  of  these  programs. 

So  that  process  appeared  to  have 
worked.  We  cut  the  subsidy,  but  we 
worked  together  to  find  a  way  to, 
through  producer  supported  programs. 
promote  the  product.  They  made  them 
less  dependent  on  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  yet  we  were  able  to  move  for- 
ward for  their  product.  But  we  have  to 
end  many  of  these  programs  if  we  are 
going  to  make  meaningful  progress  in 
reducing  the  deficit  and  achieving  a 
balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  as  one  former  Presi- 
dent once  said,  "Not  all  spending  ini- 
tiatives were  designed  to  be  immor- 
tal." At  least  I  hope  they  were  not. 
Yet.  we  have  all  learned  in  one  way  or 
another  how  difficult  it  is  to  terminate 
a  Federal  spending  program. 

I  recall  during  the  last  Congress  a  de- 
bate over  whether  a  NASA  program 
originally  entitled  SETI— Search  for 
Extraterrestrial  Intelligence— which 
had  been  terminated  had  been  revived 
under  a  new  name.  That  is  another 
demonstration  of  how  difficult  it  is  to 
actually  end  any  Federal  program.  I  re- 
cently had  an  interesting  experience  in 
attempting  to  terminate  a  program  in 
my  own  State— Project  ELF,  a  cold 
war  relic  that  I  believe  no  longer  serves 
any  significant  strategic  purpose. 

The  Senate  recently  voted  unani- 
mously to  terminate  Project  ELF  as 
part  of  the  DOD  rescission  bill.  The 
program  survived,  somehow,  in  con- 
ference, however,  on  the  grounds  that 
some  new  purpose  justified  its  continu- 
ation. I  am  not  satisfied  that  there  is  a 
meaningful  reason  for  continuing  to 
spend  millions  of  dollars  each  year— in 
this  case,  about  $16  million  each  year— 
on  this  program. 

I  am  just  going  to  have  to  continue 
my  efforts  to  try  to  eliminate  that,  al- 
though I  thought  we  finally  had  it  in 
the  Senate. 

During  the  debate  over  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  I  discovered  that 
another  program  that  is  high  on  many 
deficit-reduction  lists,  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  was  going  to  receive 
special  protection. 

The  Senate  committee  report  on  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  created 
what  could  be  called  constitutional 
pork  by  singling  out  TVA  as  a  program 
that  would  somehow  not  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  amendment,  while  every- 
thing else  would  be.  I  add  that  the 
House  Budget  Committee  has  assumed 


termination  of  T'VA  as  part  of  its  budg- 
et resolution. 

I  believe  this  is  the  direction  we 
should  be  headed  with  regard  to  the 
program  which  has  a  long  and  signifi- 
cant history,  going  back  to  1933  when  it 
was  first  created.  Mr.  President,  60 
years  later  we  have  to  question  wheth- 
er the  Federal  Government  should  con- 
tinue to  operate  and  fund  this  particu- 
lar program. 

In  this  regard.  I  have  introduced  leg- 
islation. S.  43.  to  phase  out  funding  for 
T'VA  and  thereby  reduce  the  deficit  by 
about  $600  million  over  5  years.  I  know 
that  this  legislation  and  termination  of 
Federal  funding  for  TVA  will  again  be 
strongly  opposed  by  those  who  benefit 
from  the  program,  and  this,  too,  will  be 
a  hard  fight. 

Mr.  President.  I  mention  these  var- 
ious programs  that  in  total  amount 
come  to  millions— not  billions — each 
year  because  I  think  they  illustrate 
one  of  the  problems  that  confronts 
Congress  as  we  attempt  to  reduce  the 
Federal  deficit.  The  cumulative  total 
spending  on  so  many  of  these  smaller 
programs  does  add  up  to  significant 
budget  cost.  Each  one  standing  alone 
may  not  be  an  overwhelming  burden  on 
the  taxpayers,  but  taken  together, 
they  are  a  major  part  of  the  problem. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  my  experience  in 
the  past  2  years  has  indicated  that  it 
takes  almost  as  much  effort  to  rein  in 
spending  on  these  relatively  small  pro- 
grams as  it  does  to  tackle  the  big-tick- 
et programs.  The  advocates  for  the 
smaller  programs  work  just  as  hard  to 
preserve  them,  and  they  are  often  quite 
effective  in  those  efforts. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  all  know 
that  reducing  the  Federal  deficit  and 
achieving  a  balanced  budget  will  take  a 
great  deal  of  discipline  and  harri  wnrk 
I  am  delighted  that  both  of  the  Budget 
Committees  have  identified  the  Helium 
Reserve  Program  as  being  appropriate 
for  termination  in  this  budget  cycle, 
and  I  am  prepared  to  work  with  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  again  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  to  enact  legislation  that 
closes  down  this  outdated  program  in  a 
manner  that  will  help  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral deficit. 

Mr.  President.  I  realize  there  is  a  lot 
of  partisan  rhetoric  that  goes  with  any 
budget  resolution.  This  one  is  no  excep- 
tion. I  want  to  again  take  this  oppor- 
tunity, as  1  did  Friday  with  regard  to 
appropriate  Medicare  cuts,  to  signal 
my  desire  to  work  with  the  majority 
party  to  find  the  cuts  that  will  actu- 
ally lead  to  that  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002  and  to  make  sure  as  we  do 
it  that  we  look  at  both  the  small  and 
the  big  programs  so  we  balance  the 
budget  not  only  for  the  year  2002,  but 
that  we  can  achieve  a  virtually  perma- 
nent practice  that  is  not  existent  here, 
which  is  to  have  a  permanent  commit- 
ment to  have  a  balanced  Federal  budg- 
et into  the  future.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 


The 


pro- 


The      PRESIDING      OFFICER, 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We  the  undersig-ned  Senators  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  Calendar 
No.  101.  S.  395,  Alaska  Power  Administration 
bill. 

Frank  H.  Murkowski.  Hank  Brown,  Jon 
Kyi,  Conrad  Burns.  Thad  Cochran. 
Larry  Pressler.  Pete  V.  Domenici. 
Strom  Thurmond.  Ted  Stevens.  Trent 
Lott.  Rod  Grams.  Dirk  Kempthorne. 
Craig  Thomas.  Bill  Frist.  Dan  Coats. 
Orrin  Hatch. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 
(During  today's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate,   the    following    morning    business 
was  transacted.) 


NATIONAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS  MEMORIAL.  1995 

Mr,  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  the  men  and  women 
who  gavp  their  lives  .?o  that  we  may  be 
protected. 

Aware  of  the  dangers  that  face  them 
every  day,  law  enforcement  officers 
carry  out  their  duties  to  protect  the 
lives  of  others.  Too  often,  their  own 
lives  are  lost.  Unfortunately,  this  year, 
298  additional  names  will  be  carved 
into  the  National  Law  Enforcement  Of- 
ficers Memorial,  here  in  Washington, 
DC.  It  is  only  fitting  that  on  this  day 
I  pay  tribute  to  several  New  York  law 
enforcement  officers  who  died  in  the 
line  of  duty. 

On  March  15,  1994.  Officer  Sean 
McDonald  was  brutally  slain  'vhile  on 
duty  in  the  44th  Precinct  in  New  York. 
His  murder  occurred  as  he  attempted 
to  save  two  people  from  a  robbery  at- 
tempt. In  a  few  short  moments,  with  a 
series  of  gunshots,  these  ruthless  cow- 
ards stole  the  life  of  a  dedicated  police 
officer,  husband,  and  father. 

In  a  similar  incident  on  May  20  of 
1994.  a  perpetrator  fatally  shot  Inves- 
tigator Ricky  J.  Parisian,  a  devoted  of- 
ficer in  Oneonta,  NY.  Investigator 
Parisian's  life  was  abruptly  ended  when 
the  robber  he  was  struggling  with  shot 
him.  He  was  34  years  old. 


Several  other  names  will  also  be 
added  to  the  memorial.  The  names  to 
be  added  include  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers who  were  also  killed  in  the  line  of 
duty  in  1994.  These  officers  include:  Po- 
lice Officer  Nicholas  DeMutis  of  the 
New  York  City  Police  Department  who 
was  killed  on  January  25,  Police  Officer 
Jose  Perez  of  the  New  York  City  Police 
Department  who  was  killed  on  April  27, 
Police  Officer  John  J.  Venus  of  the  Suf- 
folk County  Police  Department  who 
was  killed  on  November  20,  and  Police 
Officer  Raymond  R.  Cannon,  Jr.,  of  the 
New  York  City  Police  Department  who 
was  killed  in  December  1994. 

The  memorial  will  also  hold  the 
names  of  officers  who  died  in  the  line 
of  duty  before  1994  but  were  not  listed 
until  this  year,  including:  Police  Offi- 
cer John  Cahill  of  the  Haverstraw  Vil- 
lage Police  Department,  Police  Officer 
Francis  J.  Donato,  Jr.,  of  the  New  York 
State  Park  Police,  Police  Officer  John 
Bauer  of  the  Cheektowaga  Police  De- 
partment, and  Sgt.  David  C.  Pettigrew 
of  the  Freeport  Police  Department. 

On  this  day  of  remembrance,  I  would 
like  to  recognize  the  heroic  service  of 
officers  across  the  United  States  who 
risk  their  lives  each  and  every  day,  in 
every  city,  county,  and  State  in  this 
country,  so  that  we  may  live  in  safety. 

The  National  Law  Enforcement  Offi- 
cer Memorial  was  dedicated  in  1991  and 
presently  holds  1.293  names.  This  me- 
morial is  a  way  to  express  our  Nation's 
appreciation  of  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers and  their  efforts  to  fight  crime 
and  protect  our  families. 

This  year's  memorial  observation  is 
also  an  opportunity  for  this  Congress 
to  renew  our  pledge  to  make  our  com- 
munities safer.  By  passing  legislation 
that  will  require  tougher  sentences  for 
convicted  criminalb,  this  Congress  can 
do  its  part.  If  law  enforcement  officers 
can  patrol  our  streets,  risking  their 
lives,  then  the  least  we  can  do  is  make 
sure  that  these  criminals  are  not  back 
on  the  streets  before  they  have  fully 
served  their  time. 


HONORING  DANIEL  S.  MOHAN. 
HERO  OF  THE  YEAR 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  rise  to  honor  a  Missourian  who 
has  distinguished  himself  through  his 
bravery  beyond  the  call  of  duty  and 
earned  the  National  Association  of  Let- 
ter Carriers'  Central  Region  Hero  of 
the  Year  Award.  Daniel  S.  Mohan  is  a 
letter  carrier  from  St.  Claire,  MO.  who 
took  actions  well  beyond  trudging 
through  rain,  sleet,  snow,  and  dark  of 
night  to  complete  his  appointed 
rounds. 

Daniel  Mohan  was  driving  on  his 
postal  route  in  St.  Claire  when  he 
heard  shots.  Soon  after,  a  woman  ran 
screaming  from  her  house  and  fell 
wounded  on  her  driveway,  the  victim  of 
three  gunshot  wounds,  including  one  to 
the   face.    Mr.    Mohan   raced   from   his 


truck  and  pulled  the  victim  to  safety 
behind  his  postal  vehicle  located  across 
the  street  as  her  assailant  was  coming 
out  of  the  house  in  pursuit.  Daniel's 
presence  at  the  scene  discouraged  the 
gunman  who  returned  to  the  house  and 
surrendered  to  authorities  soon  after. 
The  victim  of  the  shooting  was  later 
treated  at  a  local  hospital's  intensive 
care  unit,  and  continues  to  undergo  re- 
constructive surgery.  But  as  Tom 
Yoder,  Police  Chief  of  Saint  Claire  ac- 
knowledged, this  woman  would  not  be 
alive  if  not  for  the  valiant  efforts  of 
Daniel  Mohan. 

For  his  efforts,  Daniel  Mohan  has 
been  honored  by  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Letter  Carriers  as  its  Central 
Region  Hero  of  the  Year.  In  a  time 
when  we  hear  of  events  of  violence 
going  on  in  public  view  without  a  sin- 
gle person  acting  to  stop  egregious  ac- 
tions, Daniel  Mohan's  bravery  and  self- 
sacrifice  is  truly  a  model  to  be  fol- 
lowed. 

Edmund  Burke  said,  "The  only  thing 
necessary  for  the  triumph  of  evil  is  for 
good  men  to  do  nothing."  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  is  my  hope  that  the  heroic  ac- 
tions of  this  Missourian  would  become 
the  norm,  not  the  exception  when  we 
speak  of  how  we  as  Americans  should 
act  toward  our  neighbors. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  '^ES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  3  years  ago  I  began  making  daily 
reports  to  the  Senate  making  a  matter 
of  record  the  exact  Federal  debt  as  of 
close  of  business  the  previous  day.  In 
the  instances  of  my  Monday  reports, 
the  information  related  to  the  close  of 
business  the  previous  Friday. 

As  of  the  close  of  business  Friday, 
May  12,  the  exact  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,859,130,274.89.  meaning  that  on  a  per 
capita  basis,  every  man.  woman,  and 
child  in  America  owes  $18,445.34  as  his 
or  her  share  of  the  Federal  debt 

It  is  important  to  note,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  United  States  had  an  op- 
portunity to  begin  controlling  the  Fed- 
eral debt  by  implementing  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution. Unfortunately,  the  Senate 
did  not  succeed  in  its  first  opportunity 
to  control  this  debt— but  there  will  be 
another  chance  during  the  104th  Con- 
gress. 


POST-CLOSURE  OF  MILITARY 
BASES 
Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  on  March 
16,  1995,  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission  conducted  a 
hearing  to  explore  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's response  to  the  economic  trau- 
ma of  military  base  closings.  This 
hearing  on  so-called  post-closure  mat- 
ters was  extremely  useful  in  assessing 
the  challenges  facing  communities 
that  will  lose  a  base  this  year,  and  I  ap- 
plaud the  Commission's  able  Chairman, 


12898 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  15,  1995 


May  15,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12899 


former  U.S.    Senator  Alan   Dixon,   for 
his  leadership  in  this  regard. 

At  the  request  of  Chairman  Dixon,  I 
am  submitting  into  the  Congressional 
Record  various  documents  outlining 
the  positions  of  several  community  or- 
ganizations concerning  recommended 
improvements  to  the  process  of  closing 
and  redeveloping  military  bases. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  information  supplied  by  the 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Installation  De- 
velopers, the  National  Association  of 
Counties,  and  others,  along  with  a  copy 
of  my  statement  at  the  March  16  hear- 
ing, be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

St.\teme\t  of  Sen.^tor  Davtd  Pryor  Be- 
fore THE  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Re- 
alignment Commission.  March  16.  1995 
Mr    Chairman  and  distinguished  members 
of  this  Commission,  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  before  the  1995  Base  Closure 
Commission  on  the  important  subject  of  re- 
developing closed  military  installations. 

First.  I  applaud  this  Commission  and  its 
Chairman  for  having  the  vision  and  courage 
to  address  an  issue  that  previous  Commis- 
sions declined  to  confront;  the  issue  of  help- 
ing local  communities  rebound  from  the  eco- 
nomic trauma  of  losing  a  military  base. 

By  also  focusing  on  so-called  post-closure 
matters,  some  may  feel  that  this  Commis- 
sion is  straying  too  far  from  its  nest.  I.  how- 
ever, disagree  with  this  notion.  This  Com- 
mission can  fulfill  its  base  closure  respon- 
sibilities while  at  the  same  time,  fulfilling 
its  moral  responsibilities  by  recommending 
ways  to  assist  those  who  will  be  devastated 
by  your  actions  and  findings. 

Distinguished  Commissioners,  we  are 
about  to  complete  our  fourth  and  final  base 
closure  round.  We  have  learned  many  lessons 
from  the  first  three.  The  most  obvious  lesson 
is  that  base  closings  hurt. 

Mr  Chairman,  like  yourself.  I  am  person- 
ally aware  of  the  pain  caused  by  base  closure 
announcements.  The  1991  Commission  closed 
Eaker  Air  Force  Base,  a  B-52  SAC  base  lo- 
cated in  Mississippi  County.  Arkansas.  They 
also  took  away  a  majority  of  the  work  at  Ft. 
Chaffee  near  Ft.  Smith.  .Arkansas.  Now  this 
Commission  must  determine  whether  to 
close  Ft.  Chaffee,  as  the  Army  has  rec- 
ommended, and  whether  to  close  Red  River 
Army  Depot,  located  in  the  town  of  Tex- 
arkana  on  the  Arkansas-Texas  border. 

For  many  cities  where  military  bases  are 
located,  the  military  is  the  largest  employer 
and  the  loss  of  a  base  can  cause  an  economic 
tailspin.  Such  would  be  the  case  at  Red  River 
Army  Depot,  which  accounts  for  10  percent 
of  the  local  economy  in  Texarkana. 
To  be  certain,  base  closings  are  painful. 
The  first  three  base  closure  rounds  have 
also  taught  us  that  Che  task  of  replacing  lost 
military  jobs  through  the  civilian  redevelop- 
ment of  closing  bases  is  difficult,  costly,  and 
often  slow  in  producing  good  results. 

However,  finding  a  new  use  for  an  old  base 
is  a  worthwhile  endeavor,  and  like  it  or  not. 
it  is  an  effort  that  involves  the  federal  gov- 
ernment. 

Since  we  began  closing  obsolete  military 
installations  in  1988.  we  have  struggled  over 
the  appropriate  role  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment in  the  closure,  cleanup,  and  redevelop- 
ment of  these  bases. 


I  must  admit  that  our  original  approach  to 
post-closure  matters  failed  miserably.  In  the 
1988  and  1991  base  closure  rounds,  the  federal 
government,  including  this  very  commission. 
took  a  "hands-ofr'  approach.  The  results 
were  disastrous. 

Job  creation  was  virtually  non-existent. 
Closure  costs  skyrocketed.  Communities 
threw  up  their  hands  in  frustration  over  the 
government's  refusal  to  provide  help  when 
help  was  needed.  When  this  process  began  in 
the  late  1980's,  the  federal  government  was 
the  primary  obstacle  to  a  quick  recovery, 
due  to  our  hands-off  approach. 

I  believe  that  instead  of  standing  in  the 
way  of  progress,  government  should  form 
partnerships  with  local  communities  and 
work  together  with  shared  resources  and 
know-how  to  replace  lost  militar>'  jobs. 

We  should  not  turn  a  cold  shoulder  to  the 
people  who  helped  us  win  the  Cold  War.  Base 
closure  communities  deserve  much  more 
than  a  simple  "thank  you'". 

Fortunately,  on  July  2.  1993,  President 
Clinton  announced  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment would  reverse  its  policy  and  begin  pur- 
suing partnerships  with  communities. 

The  President's  five-point  plan  for  helping 
communities  included  giving  them  greater 
access  to  base  property,  fast-track  environ- 
mental cleanup,  transition  coordinators  at 
every  base  to  help  cut  through  the  red  tape. 
larger  federal  grants  for  economic  develop- 
ment, and  bolder  job  retraining  and  transi- 
tion services  for  those  who  lose  their  jobs. 

After  the  five-point  plan  was  offered,  it  be- 
came clear  that  several  changes  in  law  would 
be  necessary  to  fulfill  the  President's  vision. 
As  a  result,  the  Senate  Democratic  Task 
Force  on  Defense  Reinvestment,  which  I 
chaired,  developed  the  necessary  legislation 
during  the  summer  of  1993. 

The  resulting  legislation,  commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Pryor  Amendment,  was  ac- 
cepted as  an  amendment  to  H.R.  2401.  the 
Fiscal  'Ifear  1994  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act.  and  signed  into  law  by  the 
President  later  that  year. 

The  Pryor  Amendment  ratified  the  Presi- 
dent's five-point  plan  by  making  major 
changes  to  the  base  closure  laws  that  would 
provide  communities  with  desperately  need- 
ed assistance.  A  summary  of  this  legislation 
will  be  submitted  for  the  record  with  my  pre- 
pared remarks. 

The  primary  contribution  of  the  Pryor 
Amendment  is  its  recognition  that  the  land 
and  property  on  closing  bases  can  be  a  cata- 
lyst for  future  development  and  economic 
growth.  Our  legislation  gives  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  authority  to  transfer  or  lease  base 
properties  to  communities  below  fair  market 
value  or.  in  some  cases,  for  free. 

Communities  nationwide  are  currently 
using  this  legislation  to  enhance  their 
chances  for  economic  revival.  Just  last  week, 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  recently  conveyed  600 
acres  of  land  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base  in 
San  Bernardino,  California  at  a  reduced 
price.  This  land  transfer  will  create  1.000  jobs 
immediately  due  to  expansions  in  local  man- 
ufacturing. I  am  also  aware  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Taiwan  wants  to  open  a  foreign 
trade  center  at  Norton,  creating  almost  4.000 
new  American  jobs. 

I  am  pleased  that  communities  like  Norton 
are  taking  advantage  of  the  government's  re- 
newed willingness  to  help  beat  swords  into 
plowshares. 

In  1994,  our  Senate  task  force  was  success- 
ful in  passing  legislation  in  Congress  to  ex- 
empt closed  military  bases  from  the  Stewart 
B.  McKinney  Homeless  Assistance  Act. 

The  task  force  had  been  notified  that  some 
homeless  assistance  groups  were  trying  to 


acquire  base  property  through  the  McKinney 
Act  even  though  local  communities  had  al- 
ready agreed  to  using  the  property  for  other 
purposes. 

This  disruption  was  truly  counter- 
productive and  an  unintended  consequence  of 
the  McKinney  Act. 

Due  primarily  to  the  leadership  of  Senator 
Nunn  and  Senator  Feinstein.  we  formed  a 
consensus  for  passing  legislation  to  exempt 
closed  bases  from  the  McKinney  Act.  Our 
bill,  the  Base  Closure  Community  Redevelop- 
ment and  Homelessness  .\ssistance  Act  of 
1994.  established  a  new  process  for  addressing 
local  homeless  needs  in  a  way  that  is  sup- 
portive of  local  redevelopment  efforts. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  this  legislation  was 
supported  by  base  closure  community  groups 
and  homeless  assistance  groups.  Democrats 
and  Republicans.  It  was  signed  into  law  by 
the  President  late  last  year. 

Each  of  these  initiative.s— the  President's 
five-point  plan  for  increased  federal  funds 
and  assistance,  the  Pryor  Amendment,  and 
the  McKinney  Act  exemption— represent  a 
decisive  shift  in  the  government's  response 
to  base  clo-sings. 

The  good  news  for  communities  that  will 
lose  bases  in  this  round  is  that  the  federal 
government  is  now  ready  and  willing  to  help 
you  beat  swords  into  plowshares.  We  are 
much  better  prepared  now  to  meet  these 
challenges  than  we  were  in  1988  when  the 
base  closure  process  began.  I  applaud  the 
Clinton  Administration  for  its  vision  in  this 
regard. 

At  the  request  of  this  commission.  I  have 
devised  a  few  brief  recommendations  for 
communities  that  lose  a  base  in  this  round. 
First,  begin  planning  early  for  the  future. 
Communities  that  have  found  the  most  suc- 
cess are  those  that  embarked  on  an  early, 
aggressive  effort  to  find  civilian  uses  for 
their  base. 

For  example,  when  England  Air  Force  Base 
in  Alexandria.  Louisiana  was  recommended 
for  closure  in  1991.  the  community  formed 
two  committees.  One  led  the  fight  to  keep 
the  base  open,  the  other  committee,  which 
operated  largely  in  secret,  was  laying  the 
foundation  for  bringing  in  new  business. 

To  date.  England  has  created  aiiiiosL  1.000 
new  jobs  on  base,  due  mostly  to  the  J.B. 
Hunt  trucking  company's  decision  to  train 
truck  drivers  on  the  old  runways. 

I  encourage  local  communities  to  follow 
England's  example.  If  any  of  the  towns  with 
bases  on  the  1995  list  chose  to  begin  planning 
early.  Congress  has  given  the  Department  of 
Defense  the  authority  to  provide  grants  for 
such  purposes.  Also,  last  year  Congress 
passed  legislation  prohibiting  this  commis- 
sion from  penalizing  towns  that  chose  to 
begin  planning  for  redevelopment  even  as 
they  are  fighting  to  keep  their  bases  open. 

I  also  encourage  communities  to  speak 
with  one  voice.  Each  of  the  federal  programs 
I  have  outlined  are  designed  to  help  commu- 
nities help  themselves,  but  It  is  difficult  to 
help  communities  that  are  not  unified. 

For  example.  George  Air  Force  Base  in 
Southern  California  was  closed  in  1988  and 
immediately  thereafter  two  nearby  cities  en- 
gaged in  a  power  struggle  over  who  was  enti- 
tled to  federal  aid  and  future  revenue  from 
the  base.  .\  legal  battle  ensued  and  the  mat- 
ter was  fought  in  the  courts  for  almost  five 
years.  Businesses  Interested  in  locating  on 
base  went  elsewhere.  Today  there  is  little  to 
show  for  their  efforts  at  George  except 
missed  opportunities  and  lost  hope. 

The  government  can  do  little  to  help  com- 
munities unless  they  speak  with  one  voice. 

I  have  also  been  asked  to  make  rec- 
ommendations to  this  Commission  on  ways 


to    improve    the    government's   response    to 
base  closings. 

First,  the  federal  government  should  con- 
tinue vigorously  pursuing  partnerships  with 
local  communities. 

Every  government  employee,  top  to  bot- 
tom, must  be  fully  committed  to  forming 
successful  partnerships. 

While  I  am  convinced  that  the  top  levels  of 
government  are  committed.  I  question 
whether  this  cooperative  spirit  is  alive  at 
the  working  level. 

Although  we  have  made  substantial  im- 
provements, local  communities  are  still  frus- 
trated by  the  service  they  often  receive. 

Every  day.  government  officials  and  com- 
munity leaders  must  choose  between  work- 
ing together  hand-in-hand  or  engaging  in 
hand-to-hand  combat.  I  believe  this  Commis- 
sion could  explore  ways  to  improve  the  coop- 
erative spirit.  Let  mo  suggest  a  few. 

F'irst.  find  ways  to  remove  the  -'govern- 
ment  knows  best"  mentality.  In  most  cases. 
government  attorneys  and  government  bu- 
reaucrats are  making  key  decisions  on  pri- 
vate sector  development  issues  with  little  or 
no  consultation  with  local  experts  who  know 
their  region  best.  We  must  remember  that 
communities  are  in  the  best  position  to  in- 
form us  of  responsible  ways  for  government 
to  contribute. 

Second,  the  Commission  could  explore 
ways  to  make  government  more  nimble,  ca- 
pable of  making  decisions  quicker  and  deliv- 
ering services  more  rapidly. 

The  interim  leasing  process  exemplifies 
the  dangers  of  moving  too  slowly.  Currently. 
the  military  services  are  taking  about  6 
months  to  complete  a  lease  agreement.  This 
is  entirely  too  long.  Without  a  lease,  busi- 
nesses interested  in  locating  on  base  go  else- 
where. We  shoiild  explore  ways  to  speed  up 
the  leasing  process  and  the  delivery  of  other 
important  services. 

One  suggestion  for  making  government 
more  nimble  Is  to  empower  the  workers  in 
the  field.  Give  them  more  flexibility  and 
greater  authority  to  make  decisions  on  the 
spot. 

The  commission  could  explore  this  and 
other  ways  for  speeding  up  decisions  and  re- 
sults. 

Finally,  we  must  not  undo  the  tremendous 
progress  we  have  worked  so  hard  to  achieve. 
Specifically.  I  urge  this  Commission  to  cau- 
tion Congress  against  cutting  funds  for  base 
closure  assistance  programs,  especially  envi- 
ronmental cleanup,  planning  grants,  and 
EDA  grants  for  infrastructure  improve- 
ments. 

Although  Congress  has  provided  the  nec- 
essary funds  in  recent  years,  this  year  these 
monies  are  at  risk. 

If  Congress  cuts  base  closure  assistance 
funds,  communities  would  experience  paral- 
ysis. Economic  development  would  suffer 
and  the  cost  of  closing  bases  would  sky- 
rocket. Such  funding  cuts  would  be  counter- 
productive, and  I  hope  this  commission  will 
see  the  merits  of  fully  funding  these  base 
closure  assistance  programs. 

Again.  I  applaud  Chairman  Dixon  and  this 
commission  for  accepting  its  moral  respon- 
sibility and  exploring  ways  to  help  commu- 
nities rebound  from  the  economic  pain  of 
base  closures.  I  thank  the  commission  for 
the  opportunity  to  give  testimony  at  today's 
hearing. 

The  US  Conference  of  Mayors. 

Washitig(on.  DC.  February  27.  1995. 
Hon.  WiLLiA.M  J.  Clinton. 
President    of    the    United    States.    The    White 
House.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear   Mr     Preside.nt:    With    the   pending 
BRAC  1995  process,  meeting  the  challenge  of 


defense  conversion  is  a  high  priority  for  the 
nation.  While  we  recognize  the  administra- 
tion's need  to  downsize  the  Department  of 
Defense's  base  structure,  arming  cities  with 
the  tools  they  need  to  combat  the  negative 
impact  of  this  downsizing  is  equally  impor- 
tant. 

In  1993,  you  announced  a  five-point  plan  to 
ease  the  impact  of  military  base  closings  on 
local  communities.  Following  your  an- 
nouncement, the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  began  a  series  of  steps  to  assist  com- 
munities responding  to  the  challenges  of  a 
military  base  closures.  These  steps  included 
appointing  a  Mayors'  Task  Force  on  Military 
Base  Closings  and  Economic  Adjustments, 
and  holding  two  national  meetings  to  help 
solicit  ideas  to  improve  the  process  and  ease 
the  difficult  transition  following  a  military 
base  closing. 

Copies  of  our  recommendations  are  being 
delivered  today  to  the  BRAC  Commission,  to 
all  members  of  your  Cabinet,  and  to  the  lead- 
ership in  both  the  House  and  Senate.  These 
recommendations  are  being  released  today 
to  coincide  with  the  list  of  base  closings 
which  is  expected  to  be  released  tomorrow. 

As  co-chairs  of  the  Mayors'  Military  Base 
Closing  and  Economic  Adjustments  Task 
Force,  which  repre.sents  mayors  of  cities 
that  are  currently  trying  to  convert  former 
defense  facilities  to  private  uses,  we  would 
like  to  demonstrate  that  defense  conversion 
can  happen.  However,  in  the  absence  of  the 
reforms  we  have  proposed,  we  are  concerned 
that  successful  conversion  will  never  truly 
be  achieved.  It  is  our  hope  that  you  will  ac- 
tively support  these  recommendations, 
which  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  "defense 
conversion"  is  no  longer  a  buzz  word,  but  a 
reality. 

Respectfully. 

Susan  Golding. 

Mayor.     San     Diego. 

Task  Force  Co-chair. 

Edward  Rendell. 

Mayor.     Philadelphia. 

Task  Force  Co-chair. 

A  National  Action  Plan  on  Milftary  Base 

Closings 
recommendations  from  the  mayors'  task- 
force  ON  military  base  closings  and  eco- 
nomic adjustments  to  the  president  of 
the  united  states  and  the  i(mth  congress 
Foreword 

At  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  Annual 
Meetings  in  Portland.  Oregon.  June  11.  1995. 
the  Conference  adopted  two  resolutions  re- 
garding military  base  closings.  Following 
our  Annual  Meeting.  Conference  of  Mayors 
President.  Knoxville  Mayor  'Victor  Ashe,  ap- 
pointed a  Task  Force  for  Military  Base  Clos- 
ings and  Economic  Adjustments.  Mayors 
Susan  Golding  of  San  Diego  and  Edward 
Rendell  of  Philadelphia  were  appointed  co- 
chairs  of  this  Task  Force. 

With  the  help  of  a  grant  from  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Administration  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  the  Con- 
ference of  Mayors  held  two  meetings  to  as- 
sist mayors  in  preparing  for  the  next  round 
of  base  closings  scheduled  to  be  announced  in 
February  1995.  Approximately  150  commu- 
nities were  represented  at  the  two  meetings. 
The  first  was  held  in  San  Diego  on  December 
8-9.  1994  and  the  second  was  held  In  Washing- 
ton on  January  24.  1995  in  conjunction  with 
the  conference  of  Mayors  Winter  Meeting. 

The  attached  recommendations  are  an  out- 
growth of  those  meetings,  as  are  the  quotes 
that  appear  in  the  margins. 

On  behalf  of  our  officers,  members,  and 
staff;  we  think   those  mayors  and  city  rep- 


resentatives who  attended  the  two  meetings, 
and  especially  appreciate  the  tremendous  as- 
sistance given  to  us  by  the  Economic  Devel- 
opment Administration  and  the  Office  of 
Economic  Adjustment  at  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  Without  their  help,  this 
historic  Conference  initiative  would  not 
have  gone  forward. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  to  thank  our  co- 
chairs.  Mayors  Golding  and  Rendell.  for  their 
outstanding  leadership  on  the  Task  Force. 

We  also  recognize  Mayor  Jerry  Abramson 
of  Louisville,  past  president  of  the  Con- 
ference of  Mayors,  for  making  this  issue  of 
base  closing  a  priority  for  the  mayors  last 
year,  as  well  as  current  President  Victor 
Ashe  who  recognized  the  importance  of  this 
issue  and  kept  military  base  closings  a  top 
priority  for  the  mayors,  even  though  he  had 
no  military  bases  in  his  community. 

Michael  Kaiser,  our  Conference  Staff  Di- 
rector, deserves  special  thanks  for  his  deter- 
mination and  hard  work  in  following 
through  to  make  our  first  past-Cold  War  ini- 
tiative on  base  closings  and  economic  adjust- 
ments a  success  for  our  members  as  we 
confront  the  challenges  of  economic  conver- 
sion in  the  year  ahead. 

J.  TliOMAS  Cochran, 

£recti(ii>e  Director. 
Resolution  on  Base  Closings 

Whereas,  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  has  formed  a  military  base  closing 
and  economic  adjustment  task  force,  and 

WTiereas,  this  task  force  has  held  two 
meetings  in  San  Diego,  California  and  Wash- 
ington, DC  to  help  mayors  effectively  deal 
with  the  consequences  of  military  base  clos- 
ings, and 

Whereas,  mayors  attended  these  two  task 
force  meetings  in  San  Diego  December  8-9, 
1994  and  in  Washington  January  24.  1995  in 
conjunction  with  the  Conference  of  Mayors 
Winter  Meeting.  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  mayors  call  for  several  actions 
necessary  to  ease  the  impact  of  base  closings 
on  various  communities  to  return  the  land 
to  economically  productive  civilian  use,  in- 
cluding: 

Providing  and  continuing  federal  funding- 
for  comm.unitics  affected  by  defense 
downsizing,  including, but  not  limited  to,  the 
support  of  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration lEDA)  and  the  Office  of  Eco- 
nomic Adjustment  (OEA); 

Streamlining  the  process  for  transfer  and 
clean-up  of  military  facilities  scheduled  for 
closure;  and 

Securing  local  control  of  decision-making 
relating  to  infrastructure  and  resources;  be 
it  further 

Resolved.  The  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  will  issue  a  formal  report  to  the 
White  House  and  Congress  prior  to  the  next 
round  of  base  closings  scheduled  to  begin 
March  1st  to  address  these  actions. 
Reco.m.mendations  From  the  Mayors'  Task 

Force  on  MiLrrARV  Base  Closings  and 

Economic  adjustments 

recommendation  i:  speed  and  improve 
funding  for  affected  communities 
Mayors  ask  that  the  federal  government 
respond  to  a  base  closing  as  the  would  to  any 
natural  disaster.  Mayors  call  for  federal 
agencies  to  respond  as  quickly  as  FEMA 
(Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency)  to 
assist  communities  affected  by  base  closings. 
Financial  and  technical  support  should  be 
given  immediately  upon  designation  of  a 
base  closing.  This  impact  aid  should  be 
awarded  without  excessive  paperwork  or 
time  delays. 
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RECOMMENDATION  2:  EUMINATE  HUD  APPROVAL 
OF  LOCAL  COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  MCKLNNEY 
ACT  lI.E..  THE  BASE  CLOSURE  COMMUNITY  RE- 
DEVELOPMENT AND  HOMELESS  ASSISTANCE 
ACT  OF  19941 

Under  the  Base  Closure  Community  Rede- 
velopment and  Homeless  Assistance  Act. 
cities  must  work  with  homeless  assistance 
providers  and  local  redevelopment  authori- 
ties to  develop  a  local  reuse  plan  for  surplus 
federal  properties.  The  Department  of  Hous- 
int?  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  must 
then  approve  the  plan,  and  the  Development 
of  Defense  (DOD)  then  acts  in  accordance 
with  HUD  approval.  Mayors  believe  that  the 
requirements  of  this  statute,  particularly 
the  requirement  of  HUD  approval,  essen- 
tially represents  another  unfunded  federal 
mandate.  How  facilities  are  reused  should  be 
entirely  a  local  decision. 

RECOMMENDATION  3:  STREAMLINE  THE  PROCESS 
FOR  TRANSFERRING  TITLE  AND  CONTROL  OF 
MILITARY  BASE  PROPERTY'  TO  LOCAL  GOVERN- 
MENTS 

As  a  result  of  the  President's  five-point 
plan  and  emphasis  on  community  input, 
there  have  been  tremendous  improvements 
in  the  property  transfer  process.  However, 
much  more  needs  to  be  done. 

Because  existing  efforts  have  not  been  ef- 
fective, mayors  call  for  the  President  to  ap- 
point an  official  Ombudsman  at  the  National 
Economic  Council  in  the  White  House,  who 
can  respond  in  a  timely  fashion,  impose  co- 
ordination and  communications  between  fed- 
eral agencies,  and  cut  the  red  tape  to  facili- 
tate property  transfer  and  economic  develop- 
ment of  military  bases. 

Additionally,  mayors  call  for  a  revision 
clause  for  properties  considered  for  public 
benefit  In  many  cases,  the  property  was 
given  freely  by  the  local  community  to  the 
federal  government  when  the  bases  were  first 
built.  This  property  therefore  should  be 
given  back  to  the  local  community,  not  sold 
back. 

RECOMMENDATION  4:  DEFINE  WHAT  CONSTITUTES 
A  "REUSE  PLAN" 

There  are  different  points  of  view  among 
federal  agencies  about  what  constitutes  a 
reuse  plan.  For  example,  current  law  re- 
quires that  a  reuse  plan  be  completed  within 
nine  months.  But  this  time  is  not  sufficient 
if  the  definition  of  a  reuse  plan  includes  en- 
vironmental impact  studies  and  related  doc- 
umentation. 

The  law  should  recognize  the  variety  and 
differences  among  military  bases.  A  standard 
nine  month  period  may  be  appropriate  for 
smaller  bases,  but  it  is  not  enough  time  for 
larger  bases  where  multiple  jurisdictions  are 
involved  or  where  environmental  contami- 
nants are  more  difficult  to  identify.  A  range 
therefore  (e.g..  6-12  months)  should  be  con- 
sidered rather  than  a  standard  nine  months 
for  all  bases. 

RECO.MMENDATION  5:  QUALIFY  MILITARY  BASES 
FOR  AUTOMATIC  CONSIDERATION  AS  ENTER- 
PRISE ZONES 

If  bases  were  automatically  designated  as 
"Enterprise  Zones."  it  would  give  cities 
many  advantages  to  undertake  economic  de- 
velopment projects  For  example,  special  en- 
terprise zone  designation  for  military  bases 
would  allow  communities  to  use  tax  credits 
for  hiring  out-of-work  federal  employees. 

RECOMMENDATION  6;  ELI.MINATE  THE  REQUIRE- 
MENT THAT  MILITARY  BASE  CONVERSIONS 
COMPLY  WITH  DUPLICATrVE  ST.^TE  AND  FED- 
ERAL ENVIRONMENTAL  REGUL.ATIONS 

Mayors  call  for  better  coordination  be- 
tween   state    and    federal    governments    to 


eliminate  the  needless  duplication  of  efforts 
required  for  environmental  compliance.  The 
cost  and  time  involved  in  trying  to  comply 
with  both  federal  and  state  regulations  are 
enormous.  Many  of  these  regulations  are  du- 
plicative. The  federal  government  should 
agrree  to  find  compliance  with  state  regula- 
tions that  are  substantially  equivalent,  pro- 
vided that  the  state  agrees  to  meet  federal 
timetables  and  provide  a  single  point  of  con- 
tact. 

RECOMMENDATION  7:  CLARIFY  NATIVE  AMERICAN 
PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  REUSE  PLAN 

The  law  remains  unclear  regarding  which 
entities  of  the  federal  government  have  the 
authority  to  make  claims  on  behalf  of  Native 
American  Tribes.  Some  communities  have 
spent  months  on  reuse  plans,  only  to  have 
them  stopped  at  the  last  minute  by  claims 
from  the  Department  of  Interior.  Mayors  call 
for  better  coordination  among  the  armed 
services  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
(BIA)  within  the  Department  of  Interior  to 
clarify  the  rights  of  Native  Americans  with 
regard  to  military  bases. 

RECOMMENDATION  8:  EXEMPTION/EXTENSION  OF 
.MILFTARY  BASE  CONVERSION  FROM  UNIFORM 
BUILDING  CODES.  UNIFORM  FIRE  CODES  AND 
THE  AMERICANS  WITH  DISABILITIES  ACT  COM- 
PLIANCE 

Although  all  mayors  feel  compliance  with 
federal  and  local  laws  is  important,  imme- 
diate compliance  with  many  federal  building 
codes  is  simply  impossible.  Most  military 
properties  are  not  up  to  code.  Unless  the  fed- 
eral government  is  willing  pay  to  bring  these 
properties  up  to  code,  mayors  ask  that  the 
time  for  compliance  be  lengthened,  or  that 
compliance  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
local  governments  which  are  responsible  for 
enforcing  these  codes. 

RECOMMENDATION  9:  CLARIFY  OWNERSHIP 
RIGHTS  TO  AIR  EMISSION  CREDITS  UPON  CLO- 
SURE OF  A  MILITARY  BASE 

All  air  emission  credits  should  be  classified 
as  a  local  asset  under  the  law.  especially  in 
those  cities  where  strict  air  emission  limits 
exist.  The  federal  government  should  provide 
for  prompt  transfer  of  any  credits  formerly 
used  by  the  military  in  connection  with  base 
property. 

RECOMMENDATION  10:  REQUIRE  THE  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT  TO  PAY  FOR  THE  REMOVAL  OF 
FUNCTIONALLY  AND  ECONOMICALLY  OBSOLETE 
STRUCTURES  AND  FIXTURES  ON  CLOSED  MILI- 
TARY BASES 

As  noted  in  Recommendation  #8.  many 
buildings  on  military  bases  do  not  meet 
building  codes.  In  many  cases  it  would  cost 
more  to  fix  us  these  buildings  than  it  would 
to  tear  them  down.  Mayors  aisk  that  the  fed- 
eral government  provide  the  funding  to  re- 
move all  obsolete  structures  and  fixtures 
from  closed  military  bases.  Further,  that 
these  anticipated  costs  be  considered  among 
the  criteria  used  by  the  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission  (BRAC)  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  a  particular  base  should 
be  closed. 

RECOMMENDATION  11:  ENACT  LEGISLATION  TO 
PERMIT  DUAL  USE  OF  BASES 

Although  the  law  makes  reference  to  dual 
use  capability  (i.e..  military  and  civilian  use 
of  base  properties  simultaneously),  the  re- 
ality is  that  dual  use  is  largely  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  local  base  commander. 
Mayors  call  for  clarification  and  consistency 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  to  permit 
dual  use  activities  on  all  military  bases  and 
that  a  prescribed  method  be  established  for 
communities  to  actively  present  a  dual  u.se 
plan  for  those  facilities  considered  to  be  sur- 
plus by  the  military. 


RECOMMENDATION  12:  EDUCATE  BOND  RATERS 
.\ND  INSURERS  REGARDING  THE  ACTUAL  IM- 
PACT OF  CLOSED  MILITARY  BASES  ON  BOND 
R.\TINGS 

There  is  a  deep  lack  of  understanding 
among  bond  raters  and  insurers  with  regard 
to  the  impact  of  base  closings  on  local  com- 
munities. Although  this  is  not  a  federal  con- 
cern, the  mayors  would  like  the  federal  gov- 
ernment to  be  aware  that  they  plan  to  send 
a  delegation  to  Wall  Street  to  meet  with 
bond  raters  and  insurers  to  help  reduce  the 
misunderstandings  that  result  in  lower  bond 
ratings  and  difficulties  for  cities  to  obtain 
the  necessary  insurance  coverage  following  a 
base  closing. 

RECOMMENDATION  13:  OPEN  THE  FEDERAL 
APPRAISAL  PROCESS 

Many  communities  have  had  the  experi- 
ence of  not  knowing  how  the  federal  ap- 
praisal of  base  properties  was  made,  and 
have  had  no  chance  to  react  to  it.  challenge 
it,  or  offer  an  appraisal  of  their  own.  Since 
the  property  appraisal  process  has  a  tremen- 
dous impact  on  the  local  community,  this 
process  needs  to  include  more  local  involve- 
ment. More  importantly,  this  process  needs 
to  emphasize  the  exchange  of  properties  for 
local  conversion  to  promote  private  sector 
participation  (i.e..  in  cases  where  the  local 
government  retains  ownership  and  then 
leases  these  properties  to  the  private  sector). 

RECOMMENDATION  14:  PRESERVE  FINANCIAL  AND 
TECHNICAL  SUPPORT  FOR  COMMUNITIES  AF- 
FECTED BY  PREVIOUS  BASE  CLOSURE  PROC- 
ESSES 11988.  1991.  1993) 

Mayors  unanimously  support  the  involve- 
ment of  the  Economic  Development  Admin- 
istration (EDA)  at  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Ad- 
justment (OEA>  at  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Defense  in  assisting  those  communities  af- 
fected by  military  base  closings  and  defense 
industry  downsizing.  The  majors  call  for  the 
continued  support  of  these  agencies  and  for 
increased  funding,  commensurate  with  the 
impact  of  the  199.5  BRAC  round,  and  any  sub- 
sequent rounds. 

Additionally,  mayors  call  for  special  con- 
sideration to  be  given  to  those  communities 
hard  hit  by  previous  BRAC  rounds  and  ask 
that  the  tW.S  BR.AC  decisions  take  into  ac- 
count the  cummulative  economic  impact  on 
these  communities.  Whenever  possible,  the 
federal  government  should  consider  relocat- 
ing other  federal  agencies/programs  to  these 
affected  communities. 

RECO.M.MENDATION  15:  CLARIFICATION  OF  THE 
DEFINITION  OF  MILITARY  BASE.S 

Military  bases  should  be  clearly  defined 
under  the  law  (i.e..  what  constitutes  a  mili- 
tary reservation  for  the  purposes  of  BRAC). 
In  addition,  mayors  ask  that  GOCO  (Govern- 
ment Owned  Contract  Operated),  munitions 
and  other  defense  related  facilities  be  consid- 
ered for  inclusion  under  the  BRAC  law. 
should  the  BRAC  law  be  extended  beyond 
1995.  (Note:  Currently  these  properties  are 
evaluated  under  GSA  and  other  federal  rules 
and  regulations.) 

RECOMMENDATION  16:  M.\KE  FURTHER 
REVISIONS-'REVIEW  OF  THE  PRYOR  AMENDMENTS 

The  local  reuse  authority  should  have  the 
right  to  reserve— prior  to  any  non-Depart- 
ment of  Defense  screening— all  or  part  of  a 
base  for  an  economic  development  convey- 
ance application.  This  application  could 
occur  prior  to  or  during  the  planning  proc- 
ess, but  should  not  have  to  wait  until  the 
plan  is  completed, 

RECO.M.MEND.'^TION  17:  ADDRESS  HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  CLEANUP  OF  BASES 

There  is  no  question  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment is  responsible  and  liable  for  cleanup 


of  military  bases.  However,  it  is  clear  that 
the  federal  government  greatly  underesti- 
mated the  cost  of  cleanup.  Since  commu- 
nities cannot  develop  sites  until  they  are 
cleaned  up.  it  is  recommended  that  the  Fed- 
eral government  either  allocate  more  money 
for  cleanup  or  change  the  regulations  for 
military  bases.  The  federal  government  must 
adhere  to  a  timetable  for  clean  up.  just  as  it 
imposes  timetables  on  local  governments 
and  private  contractors.  Furthermore,  com- 
munities in  all  States  .should  be  allowed  to 
separate  clean  parcels  of  land  from  dirty  par- 
cels to  allow  economic  development  plans  to 
move  forward. 
RECOMMENDATION  18:  GIVE  CONSIDERATION  TO 
LOCAL  JOB  CRFJ^TION 

Many  of  the  jobs  created  by  a  base  closure 
are  in  the  area  of  environmental  cleanup, 
base  security,  utility  improvements,  and  the 
demolition  of  buildings.  Priority  should  be 
given  to  local  residents  for  these  job&con- 
tracts.  ,\lso.  special  job  training  should  be 
made  available  locally  to  ensure  that  federal 
employees  who  served  the  nation  so  well  for 
so  many  years  receive  every  possible  oppor- 
tunity we  can  give  them,  especially  since 
many  of  these  people  are  just  a  few  years 
away  from  receiving  retirement  benefits. 

RECOMMENDATION  19:  PRIORITY  FOR  PUBLIC 
BENEFIT  TRANSFER 

Every  piece  of  property  should  be  consid- 
ered for  Public  Benefit  Transfer/Economic 
Development  Conveyance  (EDO  before  the 
federal  government  begins  selling  to  the 
highest  bidder.  As  soon  as  a  piece  of  property 
is  identified  for  an  EDC.  a  community  should 
be  allowed  to  approach  local  financial  lend- 
ing institutions  to  give  interested  parties 
quick  access  to  these  properties. 

RECOMMENDATION  20:  PROVIDE  TITLE 
INSURANCE  FOR  FEDERAL  PROPERTY 

Mayors  recommend  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment provide  title  insurance  for  all  fed- 
eral properties.  Given  the  hazards  and  un- 
knowns about  federal  properties,  particu- 
larly from  an  environmental  point  of  view,  it 
is  not  going  to  do  a  city  any  good  to  have 
title  to  these  properties,  and  then  attempt  to 
turn  around  and  convey  them — whether  that 
be  to  a  non-profit  or  private  outfit  only  to 
find  out  that  they  cannot  get  the  title  in- 
sured. 

The  AMERICAN  Cor.vTY  Platfor.m  and  Reso- 
lutions 1994-1995— COM.MUNITY  AND  ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

(From  the  NACO  National  Association  of 
Counties) 

2.5  CHALLENGES  AND  LOCAL  I.MPA(7rS  OF  BASE 
CLOSURE 

The  adverse  economic  impacts  of  military 
base  closures  are  devastating  for  small  or 
rural  communities  and  metropolitan  areas. 
Base  activities  of  ten  play  a  dominant  role  in 
local  and  regional  economies.  Many  commu- 
nities have  witnessed  the  departure  of  10  to 
.30  percent  of  their  population  as  a  result  of 
a  base  closure.  Economic  downturns  and 
slow  economic  growth  over  the  past  several 
years  have  hurt  the  ability  of  large  and 
small  communities  to  adjust  to  base  clo- 
sures, particularly  when  they  must  grapple 
with  the  cumulative  effects  of  cuts  in  other 
federal  programs.  For  an  impacted  commu- 
nity of  any  size,  the  transition  of  a  closing 
military  base  to  civilian  use  is  a  long,  dif- 
ficult and  costly  process. 

Job  Less.  The  most  immediate  impact  felt 
by  a  base  closure  community  is  the  loss  of 
both  military  and  civilian  jobs  at  the  base, 
followed  by  secondary  jobs,  particularly  re- 


tail and  service  positions  in  the  surrounding 
community.  These  job  losses  then  lead  to 
population  loss  as  people  leave  the  area  in 
search  of  new  jobs.  The  Department  of  De- 
fense (DOD)  often  does  not  allow  local  busi- 
nesses to  provide  environmental  testing  and 
cleanup  services  that  would  create  jobs  in 
communities  in  which  bases  are  closed. 

Eroding  Tax  Base.  Local  sales  and  income 
tax  revenues  decline  as  population  and  in- 
comes drop,  and  the  decline  in  real  estate 
values  reduces  property  tax  revenues.  This 
erosion  of  the  tax  base  reduces  the  ability  of 
local  governments  to  provide  needed  serv- 
ices— job  training,  job  search  assistance, 
health  services,  substance  abuse  counseling, 
domestic  violence  prevention,  and  possibly 
welfare  assistance— just  as  the  need  for  them 
increases. 

Increased  Local  Government  Costs.  Local 
governments  can  incur  substantial  long-term 
costs  as  a  result  of  a  base  closure  within 
their  jurisdiction.  These  costs  include  main- 
tenance of  roads,  buildings  and  other  infra- 
structure and  provisions  for  police  and  fire 
protection  on  the  base.  These  services  may 
be  provided  by  a  caretaker  force  until  the 
base  property  is  transferred,  but  the  local 
government  will  have  to  provide  services  to 
the  area  after  transfer.  It  is  important  for 
local  governments/reuse  entities  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  provide  caretaker  services 
which  would  provide  continuity  and  enhance 
transition  to  re-use.  Large  portions  of  base 
property  are  often  available  for  public  bene- 
fit transfer  for  aviation,  education,  health 
care,  public  recreation  and  historic  preserva- 
tion. Organizations  that  receive  base  prop- 
erty for  these  purposes  are  typically  tax-ex- 
empt and  pay  no  property  taxes  to  offset  the 
costs  of  local  government  services. 

Substandard  Buildings  and  Infrastructure. 
Many  buildings  and  much  of  the  physical  in- 
frastructure, such  as  streets  and  utility 
lines,  on  military  bases  do  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  uniform  building,  elec- 
trical and  other  codes  that  set  the  national 
standard  for  what  is  required  for  civilian  use. 
Unless  the  federal  government  assures  that 
transferred  facilities  are  in  good  working 
order  and  comply  with  applicable  federal, 
state  and  local  codes,  including  the  Ameri- 
cans with  Disabilities  Act,  local  govern- 
ments will  face  burdensome  maintenance 
and  renovation  costs  as  they  assume  juris- 
diction over  closed  bases. 

Declining  Real  Estate  Values.  In  response 
to  the  loss  of  job  opportunities  and  the  drop 
in  population,  real  estate  values  decline,  par- 
ticularly in  residential  real  estate.  There 
often  is  a  sudden  surplus  of  housing  and  a 
deficit  of  people  who  want  to  live  in  the  area. 
This  decline  in  real  estate  values  can  be  ex- 
acerbated by  the  presence  of  vacant  military 
bousing  on  the  base  which  is  perceived  as 
adding  to  the  supply  of  housing.  The  value  of 
commercial  and  industrial  real  estate  also 
declines.  Building  space  on  the  base  may  rep- 
resent more  than  a  ten  year  supply  for  the 
local  community.  Owners  have  less  incentive 
to  invest  in  their  property  as  real  estate  val- 
ues decrease.  As  a  result,  local  governments 
will  likely  encounter  new  hazards  through- 
out their  community  from  under  maintained 
and  abandoned  property. 

Adverse  Impact  on  Local  Banks.  Often 
large  numbers  of  small  multi-family  units 
exist  around  military  bases.  When  the  mili- 
tary withdraws,  the  units  are  empty,  and 
owners  cannot  pay  their  mortgages.  Local 
banks  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  re- 
structure loans.  However,  examiners  from 
the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  will  reclas- 
sify  these   loans  as  non-performing.   Regu- 


latory relief  is  needed  during  the  transi- 
tional period  to  allow  an  orderly  restructur- 
ing of  these  loans. 

Strong,  proactive  support  from  the  Presi- 
dent is  vitally  needed  to  assist  in  conversion 
and  reuse  efforts.  Active  leadership  on  the 
part  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
service  secretaries  is  critical.  The  adminis- 
tration needs  to  look  for  ways  to  expedite 
reuse,  reduce  delays,  and  cut  costs  to  closure 
communities. 

2.5.1  Federal  Oversight  of  Base  Closures- 
Efficient  conversion  of  closed  bases  to  pro- 
ductive civilian  uses  will  require  the  coordi- 
nated efforts  of  several  departments  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Conflicting  missions 
within  DoD  and  among  other  federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies  have  slowed  the  base 
reuse  process  and  added  to  the  difficulties 
reuse  communities  face.  Congress  and  DOD 
have  made  unrealistic  estimates  of  the  prof- 
its that  the  Federal  Government  will  receive 
from  reuse  of  closed  installations.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  conversion  process  is  delayed,  be- 
cause base  commanders  are  often  forced  to 
make  economically  unrealistic  demands  in 
the  sale  or  lease  of  base  facilities. 

An  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  should 
be  appointed  in  DoD  whose  primary  respon- 
sibilities are  to  ensure  rapid  conversion  of 
facilities  and  economic  development  which 
enhance  local  economies  and  the  nation's  de- 
velopment as  a  whole.  This  senior  official 
must  have  the  authority  and  responsibility 
to  administer  base  closure  activities  for  the 
three  branches  of  the  military  and  coordi- 
nate actions  taken  by  federal  departments 
and  agencies  which  impact  conversions.  It  is 
critical  that  this  person  have  the  confidence 
and  support  of  the  president.  This  official 
should  foster  an  intergovernmental  partner- 
ship through  continuing  dialogue  with  the 
affected  communities. 

A  new  working  group  should  be  formed  or 
modification  made  in  the  membership  of  the 
Economic  Adjustment  Commission  to  meet 
with  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment. 
Counties,  redevelopment  districts,  states  and 
cities  should  have  representatives  on  this 
working  group,  and  pertinent  federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies  should  participate.  These 
include  Labor.  Commerce.  Treasury.  Health 
and  Human  Service,  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment, the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  Small  Business  Administration. 

The  base  closure  commission  should  have 
greater  geographic  representation  and  rep- 
resentatives from  local  government. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  should  provide 
clear  orders  to  all  commanders  on  installa- 
tions designated  for  closure  that  their  pri- 
mary mission  shall  be  facilitating  swift  ci- 
vilian reuse  of  the  installation  while  mini- 
mizing adverse  impacts  on  the  community  in 
which  the  facility  is  located. 

2.5.2  Economic  Adjustment  Assistance— To 
maximize  the  fiscal  benefit  of  base  closure, 
the  Federal  Government  must  assist  in  the 
rehabilitation  of  substandard  base  facilities 
and  provide  creative  financing  terms  to  pur- 
chasers or  developers  of  closed  bases.  In  addi- 
tion. DOD  must  recognize  that  many  facili- 
ties, such  as  airfields,  will  lose  substantial 
value  if  they  are  used  and  unmaintained  or  if 
key  equipment  is  taken  from  the  facility  for 
use  elsewhere. 

Economic  adjustment  assistance,  from  the 
Officer  of  Economic  Adjustment  or  the 
President's  Economic  Adjustment  Commit- 
tee, is  absolutely  necessary.  Such  funding 
should  not  be  limited  to  reuse  planning,  but 
should  also  be  available  for  special  projects 
on  a  discretionary  basis  and  for  preparing 
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strategric  marketing  plans,  including  devel- 
opment, printing  and  distribution  of  market- 
ing materials.  Funds  currently  available  for 
planning  are  inadequate  The  cost  of  prepar- 
ing general  and  specific  land  use  plans,  while 
different  throughout  the  United  States,  ex- 
ceeds, in  every  instance,  the  amount  of  funds 
available  for  reuse  planning  from  the  Office 
of  Economic  Adjustment. 

■Bridge  funding  "  to  enable  communities  to 
assume  responsibility  for  large  airfields  and 
other  military  facilities  with  civilian  uses 
should  continue  for  several  years  after  clo- 
sure, until  the  facilities  can  begin  to  gen- 
erate revenue.  To  preserve  taxpayers'  invest- 
ment in  these  assets,  facilities  should  be 
maintained,  and  equipment  that  is  essential 
for  their  functioning  should  remain  intact 
for  long-term  economic  development  follow- 
ing conversion. 

To  assist  with  economic  stimulus,  the  fed- 
eral government  (and  state  governments) 
should  enter  into  joint  marketing  agree- 
ments with  local  governments  to  promote 
development  of  these  properties. 

Continued  support  for  projects  related  to 
base  closure  through  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  remains  important.  Af- 
fected local  governments  should  be  eligible 
for  federal  dollars  which  can  be  used  for  local 
priorities,  including  making  loans  or  grants 
to  businesses  that  utilize  former  bases  Any 
loan  repayments  should  go  into  a  revolving 
loan  fund  for  use  by  local  governments  in  fi- 
nancing additional  conversion  activities. 

DoD  must  explore  alternative  methods  to 
finance  the  transfer  of  bases  out  of  federal 
ownership  and  the  development  of  new.  pro- 
ductive uses  on  the  property.  Financing 
often  can  be  provided  without  expense  to  the 
federal  government  merely  by  extending  the 
time  period  during  which  an  installment  pur- 
chase of  a  facility  must  be  paid.  Coordinat- 
ing the  disposition  and  reuse  plans  with 
funding  available  through  other  federal  de- 
partments, such  as  Labor  and  Transpor- 
tation, will  allow  the  federal  government  to 
obtain  a  greater  overall,  long  term  value  for 
closed  bases  while  mitigating  adverse  local 
impacts. 

Legislation  is  needed  to  allow  economic 
development  activities  to  qualify  a^  a  public 
benefit  transfer.  The  cost  of  appraisals 
should  qualify  for  these  funds. 

The  federal  statute  which  prohibits  those 
who  acquire  federal  property  from  disposing 
of  it  at  a  profit  should  be  modified,  possibly 
with  the  federal  government  sharing  a  por- 
tion of  the  profit. 

Allow  local  reuse  authorities  to  issue  tax- 
exempt  industrial  development  bonds,  to 
serve  as  business  incentives  and  provide  fi- 
nancial support  to  local  closure  authorities 
during  the  conversion  phase. 

Closing  military  bases  should  be  made  for- 
eign trade  zones  and  federal  enterprise  zones 
with  the  as.sociated  tax  advantages  and  in- 
vestment credits  to  enable  them  to  attract 
private  investment  Distressed  base  closure 
communities  should  not  have  to  compete  for 
zone  designation  with  other  distressed  com- 
munities. If  authorizing  legislation  limits 
the  number  of  zones,  then  base  closure  sites 
should  be  designated  in  addition  to  designa- 
tions for  other  areas. 

Any  national  infrastructure  financing  pro- 
grams should  set  aside  funds  for  infrastruc- 
ture improvements  on  former  military  in- 
stallations. Bsises  slated  for  closure  often 
have  substandard  and  poorly  maintained 
streets,  sewers  and  other  utility  systems.  In- 
frastructure improvement  costs  can  create 
insurmountable  obstacles  to  reuse  of  bases. 
Conversely,  without  Infrastructure  improve- 


ments, the  federal  government  will  face  in- 
creasingly costly  maintenance  costs  after 
base  closure. 

Local  contractors  should  have  preference 
in  providing  environmental  remediation. 
Local  government/ reuse  entities  should  have 
preference  in  providing  interim  management 
and  caretaker  services. 

2.5.3  Property  Transfer— It  is  imperative  to 
design  and  implement  a  review  and  transfer 
process  that  is  consistent  among  the  operat- 
ing branches  within  DoD.  This  needs  to  be 
responsive  to  community  reu.se  objectives 
and  provide  prompt  transfer  of  property  to 
accomplish  early  economic  recovery. 

There  has  been  only  one  transfer  of  a 
major  base  property  pursuant  to  the  1988  or 
1991  base  closure  laws,  out  of  200  eligible 
properties.  Only  interim  leases  have  been  ap- 
proved, most  of  which  have  been  limited  to 
one  year,  and  all  of  which  can  be  canceled 
with  a  30  day  notice.  This  has  been  one  of  the 
greatest  obstacles  to  local  planning  and  de- 
velopment. It  is  difficult  to  recruit  private 
businesses  to  locate  on  a  base  when  the  local 
governing  entity  can  only  offer  a  one  year 
lease. 

The  pace  at  which  leases  are  approved  is 
too  slow.  There  have  been  instances  where 
lease  applications  have  been  delayed  for 
more  than  nine  months.  DoD  should  process 
interim  lease  applications  within  60  days  as 
required  by  law. 

DoD  should  act  swiftly  to  implement  PL. 
102-426.  This  bill  requires  prompt  identifica- 
tion and  transfer  of  uncontaminated  parcels 
of  base  property.  "Parcelization"  of  bases 
with  contamination  on  them  has  been  held 
up  by  the  Superfund  law  which  forbids  the 
transfer  of  federal  property  on  the  Superfund 
list  until  the  contamination  has  been  reme- 
diated. The  law  clarifies  that 
uncontaminated  parcels  of  bases  on  the 
Superfund  list  may  be  transferred  before 
cleanup  of  contaminated  parcels  has  been 
completed. 

Negotiated  sales  of  base  property  should 
require  congressional  review  only  if  valued 
at  SI  million  or  more.  Current  law  requires 
congressional  review  for  sales  worth  $100,000 
or  more. 

The  McKlnney  Homeless  Assistance  Act  re- 
quires that  all  federal  property,  including 
closing  bases,  be  made  available  to  providers 
for  the  homeless.  The  enormous  number  and 
size  of  public  properties  on  bases  were  not 
envisioned  when  this  act  was  drafted.  In 
order  to  eliminate  any  possibility  of  delay  to 
reuse  efforts  which  result  from  the  ongoing 
nature  of  making  federal  property  available 
to  the  homeless,  legislation  should  be  intro- 
duced which  limits  the  screening  period  for 
McKinney  Act  uses  on  closed  bases  to  the 
same  screening  period  as  federal  agencies. 

Key  "person  property"  items  such  as  ma- 
chinery, equipment,  and  rolling  stock  should 
also  be  made  available  to  assist  in  local  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

DoD  should  reexamine  the  policy  which 
precludes  the  demolition  of  buildings  prior 
to  transferring  bases.  Many  buildings  are  un- 
usable because,  for  example,  they  contain  as- 
bestos, or  do  not  comply  with  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act  and  state  and  local 
building  codes. 

Interim  agreements  should  give  local  gov- 
ernments preference  in  exercising  police 
powers  and  rendering  caretaker  services.  The 
federal  government  should  reimburse  local 
governments  for  maintenance  costs. 

2.5.4.  Indemification— The  threat  of  cata- 
strophic liability  for  environmental  con- 
tamination has  seriously  dampened  efforts 
to  attract  private  businesses  to  locate  on 


closed  military  bjises.  and  directly  threatens 
local  governments  with  potential  liability. 
Reuse  of  facilities  will  often  require  public 
and  private  financing  for  infrastructure, 
buildings  and  business  operations.  Local  gov- 
ernments and  businesses  will  not  find  lenders 
willing  to  invest  in  construction  of  new  fa- 
cilities on  closed  bases  unless  lenders  are  as- 
sured that  the  federal  government  will  be  re- 
sponsible for  damages  arising  from  toxic 
contamination  caused  by  DoD.  Indemnifica- 
tion is  a  waiver  of  sovereign  immunity  that 
places  the  federal  government  in  the  same 
position  as  any  other  owner  of  contaminated 
property.  By  waiving  its  sovereign  immunity 
rights,  the  federal  government  will  enhance 
the  value  of  its  property  by  making  new  in- 
vestment possible. 

DoD  should  expeditiously  develop  policy  or 
regulations  to  permit  interim  leasing  with- 
out demanding  waiver  of  rights  to  indem- 
nification against  environmental  liability. 

2.5.5.  Environmental  Cleanup— Environ- 
mental contamination  on  bases  must  be 
cleaned  to  a  standard  that  not  only  protects 
human  health,  but  also  permit  reuse  of  the 
facility  in  accordance  with  locally  gen- 
erated, legally  defensible  land  use  plans 
without  the  local  agencies  or  private  sector 
having  to  incur  additional  cleanup  costs  in 
order  to  reuse  the  facility.  Local  jurisdic- 
tions must  have  the  opportunity  to  be  active 
participants  in  all  phases  of  environmental 
cleanup,  including  evaluation  of  site  condi- 
tions and  selection  and  implementation  of 
remediation  programs.  The  timetable  for  en- 
vironmental impact  statements. 
parcelization.  and  prioritization  should  be 
coordinated  with  civilian  reuse  plans. 

Federal  cleanup  programs  should  provide 
training  and  employment  of  local  residents 
to  help  mitigate  the  loss  of  jobs  caused  by 
base  closure.  Use  of  local  contractors  should 
improve  compliance  with  local  and  state  as 
well  as  federal  standards.  Funding  for  envi- 
ronmental cleanup  at  closing  bases  should 
continue  at  levels  that  support  timely  trans- 
fer and  conversion. 

2.5.6  Fair  Market  Value— Legislation  is 
needed  to  enable  DoD  to  transfer  closing 
base  property  to  local  interests  at  no  cost, 
reduced  cost,  or  through  flexihle  payment 
methods  according  to  local  conditions.  Con- 
gress and  DoD  have  made  unrealistic  esti- 
mates for  profits  the  federal  government  will 
receive  from  reuse  of  closed  installations.  As 
a  result,  the  conversion  process  is  delayed, 
because  base  commanders  are  often  forced  to 
make  economically  unrealistic  demands  in 
the  sale  or  lease  of  base  facilities. 

Currently,  leases  and  sales  of  base  property 
are  required  to  be  at  "fair  market  value" 
even  in  cases  where  the  purchasing  commu- 
nity provided  the  original  land  to  the  mili- 
tary at  no  cost.  This  requirement  hurts  the 
ability  of  communities  to  attract  new  pri- 
vate sector  jobs  and  investments  and  in- 
creases the  financial  burden  on  the  base  clo- 
sure community. 

The  time  period  over  which  local  govern- 
ments must  amortize  loans  to  purchase  these 
facilities  is  too  short.  Flexible  payment 
methods  could  include  installation  sales 
with  payment  commencing  after  reuse  oper- 
ations have  begun  to  show  a  positive  cash 
flow.  .Mternatively.  a  Federal  Finance  Bank 
could  be  authorized  to  purchase  federally 
guaranteed  bonds  to  be  issued  by  commu- 
nities for  local  acquisition  of  closing  base  fa- 
cilities with  minimal  down  payments  and  at 
low  interest  rates. 

The  basis  of  market  value  is  reuse.  Highest 
and  best  reuse  must  be  physically  possible, 
appropriately  supported,  financially  feasible. 


produce  the  highest  monetary  return  or 
serve  a  public  or  institutional  purpose.  The 
appraisal  of  military  bases  is  complex  and 
challenging.  The  above  definition  of  highest 
and  best  use  allows  considerable  flexibility. 
A  preappraisal  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties of  negotiation  would  bridge  a  commu- 
nication gap  in  the  appraisal  process.  Areas 
of  agreement  may  be  (1)  reuse  assumptions. 
(2)  existing  physical  conditions  (including  in- 
frastructure). (3)  community  building  code 
standards  required  for  reuse,  and  (4)  conver- 
sion funding  resources.  Properly  commu- 
nicated, realistic  professional  differences  of 
opinion  can  bring  about  positive  insight  and 
assist  in  identifying  the  best  alternatives 
and  resolving  issues.  On  the  other  hand,  val- 
ues based  on  limited  knowledge,  unrealistic 
assumptions,  or  simply  widely  different 
reuse  considerations  can  cause  communica- 
tion gaps  and  negotiation  roadblocks.  A  pro- 
fessional appraisal  report  that  appropriately 
and  realistically  addresses  existing  physical, 
functional  and  market  conditions  and  recog- 
nizes the  gap  (costs)  between  these  existing 
conditions  and  the  ultimate  reuse  is  a  valu- 
able resource  to  assist  in  disposition/acquisi- 
tion negotiations.  To  understand  an  apprais- 
er's opinion  of  value,  all  premises,  assump- 
tions, and  projections  that  directed  the  ap- 
praiser should  be  stated. 

The  appraisal  process  tends  to  inflate  the 
value  of  sites  by  failing  to  consider  certain 
factors.  For  example,  the  fair  market  value 
of  an  interim  lea.se  will  go  down  after  the 
base  closes  and  the  available  supply  of  build- 
ing space  skyrockets.  The  federal  govern- 
ment, however,  uses  the  pre  closure  figure 
for  the  value.  The  government  also  should 
consider  the  cost  of  holding  and  maintaining 
real  estate  when  evaluating  the  present 
value  of  base  property.  For  example,  if  a  base 
could  be  sold  today  for  $1.5  million,  or  four 
years  from  now  for  $10  million,  which  is  the 
better  deal  for  the  federal  government  if  the 
annual  caretaker  cost  of  the  property  is  $2.5 
million''  A  discounted  cash  flow  analysis 
should  be  used. 

Local  entities  and  the  military  should  do 
joint  appraisals.  At  a  minimum  the  federal 
government  should  share  appraisal  instruc- 
tions with  localities  so  there  is  a  common 
basis  in  assigning  value  to  the  cost  of  such 
things  as  asbestos  removal  and  correcting 
building  code  violations.  Appraisers  should 
be  instructed  to  value  land  based  on  uses 
that  are  consistent  with  locally  developed 
land  use  plans  even  if  the  appraiser  con- 
cludes that  such  use  is  not  technically 
"higher  and  best  use".  As  background,  the 
"higher  and  best  use"  standard  is  appro- 
priate in  circumstances  in  which  land  use 
plans  have  not  been  modified  for  a  long  time 
and  the  appraiser  concludes  that  there  is  a 
realistic  chance  of  obtaining  local  govern- 
ment approval  of  more  intensive  uses  of  the 
site.  Local  government  will  be  involved  in 
the  reuse  plans  of  any  closed  base  and  they 
will  rezone  the  base  in  the  context  of  an 
overall  strategy  to  mitigate  the  adverse  im- 
pact of  the  closure.  It  is  inappropriate,  in 
that  context,  for  an  appraiser  to  step  in  and 
suggest  that  the  community  or  a  business 
cooperating  with  the  community  pay  a  high- 
er price  because  the  appraiser  believes  that 
there  are  other  uses  to  which  the  land  could 
be  put. 

2.5.7  Job  Retraining— The  Economic  Dis- 
location and  Worker  Adjustment  Act 
(EDWAA)  administered  under  Title  III  of  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act  currently 
serves  displaced  workers  including  those  dis- 
placed due  to  defense  downsizing.  JTP.A  pro- 
grams should  continue  to  be  utilized  as  the 


framework  of  any  new  comprehensive  re- 
training program  for  dislocated  workers. 

The  current  EDWAA  program  would  be 
greatly  enhanced  by  making  several  changes 
at  the  state  and  federal  level: 

The  administration  should  continue  to  tar- 
get discretionary  job  training  funds  to  those 
areas  in  which  military  bases  have  been 
closed  or  are  in  the  process  of  closure. 

The  current  application  process  for  receiv- 
ing these  funds  should  be  streamlined.  Elimi- 
nating the  lengthy  delays  in  this  process 
would  increase  the  ability  of  local  service 
providers  to  administer  this  program  to  dis- 
located military  and  civilian  personnel  on  a 
timely  basis. 

Local  entities  should  be  given  increased 
flexibility  in  the  types  of  retraining  pro- 
grams they  deem  appropriate  to  operate  and 
be  able  to  bypass  the  current  maze  of  approv- 
als necessary  at  the  state  and  federal  level. 

[From  the  National  Commission  for 

Economic  Conversion  &  Disarmament] 

Co.MMis.sioN  Calls  kor  More  Base  Closures 

AND  Advance  Planning  in  Current  Round 
A  smaller  fourth  round? 

On  January  24.  Defense  Secretary  William 
Perry  announced  that  the  next  and  fourth 
round  of  base  closings  "will  not  be  as  large 
as  the  last  one."  This  represents  a  sharp 
change  from  previous  plans  to  make  the  next 
round  larger  than  the  previous  three  com- 
bined. 

Secretary  Perry  claims  the  closure  process 
is  being  slowed  by  the  rising  costs  of  base 
closure  and  the  current  shortage  of  funds. 
Yet  "postponing  closures  only  means  the 
likelihood  of  greater  closure  costs  in  the  fu- 
ture," said  ECD  Executive  Director  Greg 
Bischak,  Ph.D.,  "and  the  delay  of  savings 
that  could  be  realized  from  these  closures." 

Driving  the  base  closure  process  is  the  goal 
of  saving  money  while  bringing  the  base 
structure  in  line  with  the  Administration's 
force  structure  plans.  TTiese  intentions  have 
come  up  against  the  political  pressures  pro- 
vided by  the  '96  elections  as  well  as  short- 
term  budgetary  pressures — because  it  takes 
money  to  make  money  through  the  base  clo- 
sure process.  Yet  "closing  fewer  bases  now 
will  only  exacerbate  the  current  mismatch 
between  an  extravagant  base  structure  and  a 
smaller  force  structure,"  said  Dr.  Bischak. 
"The  far-flung  base  structure  of  the  Armed 
Services  is  still  not  scaled  to  the  reduced 
threats  of  the  post-Cold  War  world.  The  tax- 
payer still  pays  too  much  and  more 
downsizing  needs  to  be  done." 

FORCE  structure  REDUCTIONS  SHOULD  SHAPE 

current  round 

In  the  last  three  rounds  of  base  closures, 
over  70  major  bases  were  selected  for  closure. 
The  majority  of  the  20  bases  targeted  for  clo- 
sure in  1988  in  the  first  round  were  Army 
bases.  During  the  1990  round  the  Air  Force 
closed  13  and  the  Navy  nine  major  installa- 
tions. In  the  1993  round  the  Navy  was  tar- 
geted for  the  bulk  of  the  closures. 

Planned  reductions  in  the  1995  round  will 
likely  focus  on  downsizing  bases  home  to 
heavy  armor,  bomber  wings.  Air  National 
Guard  tactical  air  wings  and  Navy  air  main- 
tenance depots  and  ship  repair  facilities.  A 
number  of  DoD  laboratories  sited  on  bases 
may  be  affected  by  the  base  closure  round. 

"Additional  force  structure  reductions  are 
also  possible  without  compromising  this  na- 
tion's securit.v,"  said  Dr  Bischak.  This 
would  permit  additional  baise  closures,  for 
additional  savings.  According  to  Commission 
estimates,  over  $3.5  billion  could  be  saved 
from  the  defense  budget  on  an  annual  basis 
by  closing  unneeded  additional  bases. 


advance  planni.ng  is  needed 
Efforts  to  keep  bases  off  the  final  list  con- 
stitute the  predominant  strategj'  of  commu- 
nities facing  ixjssible  closure.  According  to 
Bischak.  'In  past  base  closure  rounds,  a 
'Save  the  Base'  impulse  led  communities 
across  the  nation  to  spend  millions  of  dollars 
to  save  bases  while  not  spending  a  dime  on 
promoting  conversion."  In  the  last  round  of 
closures.  Charleston.  South  Carolina  spent 
over  a  million  dollars  to  protect  five  Instal- 
lations, but  managed  to  save  only  the  local 
Navy  hospital.  California  mounted  a  full- 
court  press  costing  the  state  millions  of  dol- 
lars. Already  this  year  San  Antonio  has  com- 
mitments worth  $250,000  to  save  Brooks  Air 
Force  Lab,  Kelly  Air  Force  Base  and  other 
local  facilities.  Oklahoma  has  raised  $200,000 
to  save  Tinker  Air  Force  Base  and  Utah  has 
already  spent  $300,000  to  protect  Hill  Air 
Force  Base  and  plans  to  spend  another 
$300,000  before  the  final  decision  is  made. 

A  Commission  report  by  Catherine  Hill 
with  James  Raffel,  "Military  Base  Closures 
in  the  1990s;  Lessons  for  Redevelopment," 
concludes  from  a  review  of  past  base  closure 
experiences  that  communities  doing  the 
most  advance  planning  reap  the  greatest  re- 
turns in  jobs  and  economic  opportunity. 
Those  communities  on  the  hit  list  in  this 
round  of  closures  should  take  advantage  of 
protection  offered  by  the  FY95  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  which  allows  communities  to 
do  advance  planning  without  prejudicing 
them  for  closure  in  the  decision-making 
process. 

BASE  CLOSURE  CONVERSION-RELATED  PROGRAMS 
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BASE  closure  CONVERSION-RELATED  FUNDING 

In  addition  to  legal  protection  for  advance 
planning,  funds  are  available  for  commu- 
nities affected  by  proposed  base  closures  that 
wish  to  pursue  planning  for  economic  devel- 
opment, worker  retraining,  and  facility  con- 
version. DoD  was  appropriated  $2.8  billion  for 
base  closure  implementation  for  FY95.  The 
$2.3  billion  appropriated  for  environmental 
restoration  of  Defense  Department  facilities 
may  be  the  most  important  investment,  be- 
cause toxic  contamination  remains  the 
greatest  obstacle  to  base  redevelopment.  Ac- 
cording to  Bischak.  "Up-front  investments 
are  required  to  enable  rapid  and  environ- 
mentally responsible  economic  develop- 
ment." 

In  addition,  the  assistance  provided  by  the 
Defense  Department's  Office  of  Economic 
Adjustment  (OEA)  is  invaluable  in  providing 
technical  assistance  and  grants  to  commu- 
nities seeking  to  do  advance  planning.  The 
implementation  of  communities'  conversion 
planning  is  made  possible  by  grants  from  the 
Economic  Development  Administration 
within  the  Commerce  Department.  These 
grants  provide  substantial  funds  for  a  range 
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of  services  includiriFf.  infrastructure  develop- 
ment, technoloiry  initiatives,  revolving  loan 
funds  and  other  economic  development  strat- 
egies. These  funds  are  of  vital  importance 
because  they  leverage  private  sector  and 
local  public  sector  dollars  for  targeted  in- 
vestments to  alleviate  the  sudden  economic 
dislocation  caused  by  base  closures. 

Funds  from  the  Labor  Department's  Dis- 
located Worker  Program  and  the  Defense  De- 
partment's Military  Personnel  Transition 
Assistance  Program  round  out  the  palette  of 
available  assistance  for  communities  and 
workers  facing  base  closures.  Both  defense 
industry  workers  and  employees  of  closed 
bases  are  eligible  for  assistance  under  the 
$178  million  going  to  dislocated  defense 
worker  retraining,  and  active  duty  personnel 
and  civilian  base  employees  are  eligible  for 
military  transition  assistance. 

SUCCESSFUL  CONVERSION  MODELS 

Communities  at  risk  should  look  to  suc- 
cessful models  of  conversion  for  instruction 
and  encouragement.  Both  past  and  current 
bases  possess  assets  of  considerable  pwtential 
use  to  the  surrounding  communities.  Reuse 
is  largely  conditioned  by  the  nature  of  the 
facilities  on  the  base.  Such  facilities  may  in- 
clude airfields,  hospitals,  or  clinics,  child 
care  facilities,  stores,  theaters,  recreational 
facilities  and  housing.  Successful  base  reuse 
usually  results  from  a  community's  ability 
to  identify  the  comparative  advantages  of  its 
regional  economy  and  connect  its  base  rede- 
velopment effort  to  them. 

Urban  base  reuse  is  generally  easier  than 
rural  base  reuse  given  a  city's  economic  di- 
versification and  demand  for  the  real  estate 
and  services  that  a  redeveloped  base  might 
provide.  As  an  example,  the  transformation 
of  McCoy  Air  Force  Base  in  Orlando  into  an 
air  cargo  transport  hub  brought  about  the 
employment  of  6.000  people,  easily  com- 
pensating for  the  loss  of  395  jobs. 

Rural  base  reuse  can  also  be  successful 
given  the  proper  planning.  Presque  Isle, 
closed  in  1961.  was  located  in  an  isolated 
rural  location.  However,  the  local  leadership 
was  able  to  transform  the  base  into  an  eco- 
nomically diverse  center  by  planning  strate- 
gically, inviting  outside  companies  to  the 
site  and  prorating  rent  to  the  number  of  new 
jobs  created.  1.302  jobs  were  created  with  new 
industrial  tenants  including  Indian  Head 
Plywood.  Arrostook  Shoe  Company,  Inter- 
national Paper.  Converse  Rubber  Company. 
Northeast  Publishing  and  a  vocational  train- 
ing school. 

Industrial  parks  are  a  popular  option  for 
base  reuse.  However,  communities  should  be 
conscious  of  the  wide  variety  of  other  pos- 
sible projects.  Air  Force  bases  and  naval  air 
stations  remain  clear  candidates  for  new  mu- 
nicipal or  regional  airports  and  air  cargo 
hubs.  Redevelopment  of  former  bases  as 
schools  has  been  a  successful  model  with  47 
bases  closed  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  now  hav- 
ing schools  on  them.  And  while  using  bases 
for  low-income  and  homeless  housing  does 
not  raise  money  through  sale,  it  does  achieve 
other  important  national  objectives  while  al- 
lowing local  governments  to  acquire  the 
property  at  little  or  no  cost.  Other  govern- 
ment uses  are  also  possible,  including  admin- 
istrative facilities,  hospitals,  postal  distribu- 
tions centers  and  offices,  rehabilitation  cen- 
ters and  prisons.  Often,  bases  are  large 
enough  to  accommodate  public  services  and 
private  developments  under  a  'mixed-use" 
strategy. 

LNGREDIENTS  OF  SUCCESSFUL  B.\SE  CONVERSION 

(1)  Advance  Planning:  Communities  should 
take   full  advantage   of  the  protection   pro- 


vided by  the  law  as  well  as  the  assistance 
provided  by  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjust- 
ment in  the  Defense  Department  to  plan  for 
base  reuse  before  a  closure  occurs.  They 
must  evaluate  the  comparative  advantages 
of  alternative  civilian  purposes  and  the 
means  of  linking  these  economic  develop- 
ment strategies  with  retraining  options. 

(2)  The  programs  responsible  for  funding 
advance  planning,  economic  development 
and  retraining  must  all  be  funded  suffi- 
ciently to  provide  adequate  resources  to  sup- 
port the  base  closure  process. 

(3)  These  programs,  spread  out  over  the  De- 
partments of  Defense,  Commerce  and  Labor, 
must  be  coordinated  so  that  they  can  deliver 
comprehensive  services  efficiently. 

(4)  Cleanup  funding  should  come  from  the 
DoD  budget  to  discourage  further  pollution. 
The  Federal  Facilities  Compliance  Act  and  the 
federal  agreements  signed  by  the  DoD.  the 
EPA  and  State  governments  give  State  offi- 
cials authority  to  enforce  hazardous  waste 
laws  by  levying  fines  and  exacting  other  pen- 
alties on  the  Federal  Government  for  lack  of 
compliance  with  environmental  regulations. 
Governor  Pete  Wilson  of  California  recog- 
nized this  right  in  a  recent  letter  to  Defense 
Secretary  Perry  stating.  "California  expects 
DOD  to  comply  with  the  federalstate  clean- 
up agreements  it  has  signed  at  California 
military  bases.  DOD  is  contractually  obli- 
gated to  seek  sufficient  funding  to  permit 
environmental  work  to  proceed  according  to 
the  schedule  contained  in  those  agreements. 
California  will  not  hesitate  to  assert  its 
right  under  those  agreements  to  seek  fines. 
penalties  and  judicial  orders  compelling  DOD 
to  conduct  required  environmental  work   " 

(5)  There  are  many  stakeholders  in  base 
reuse  development.  Local,  state  and  federal 
government  officials,  private  developers, 
universities,  and  local  citizens  and  citizens 
groups  all  have  a  valuable  role  to  play.  No 
single  party  should  be  excluded  or  allowed  to 
dominate  the  process.  An  active  government 
role  is  essential  to  ensure  that  in  instances 
where  reuse  is  feasible,  conversion  plans 
carefully  weigh  the  interests  of  private  de- 
velopers and  the  community's  social  and  eco- 
nomic needs. 

Since  the  bases  are  government  property, 
the  opportunity  to  use  these  former  bases  for 
public  purposes  should  not  be  overlooked.  A 
concreted  planning  effort,  informed  by  an 
understanding  of  the  differences  among 
bases,  is  essential.  With  federal  leadership 
and  local  activism,  the  downsizing  of  the 
military  base  structure  could  produce  a  host 
of  assets  to  spur  new  economic  development 
in  communities  across  the  nation. 


OREGON  RECIPIENTS  OF  OUT- 
STANDING COMMUNITY  INVEST- 
MENT AWARDS 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  as 
Congress  begins  the  difficult  task  of 
confronting  our  Federal  deficit  and  ad- 
dressing the  needs  of  our  less-developed 
communities,  we  must  focus  on  innova- 
tive ideas  to  meet  these  needs.  Bu- 
reaucracy has  often  failed  to  provide 
successful  solutions,  making  the  for- 
mation of  public-private  partnerships 
necessary  to  jointly  aid  neighborhoods. 
Successful  community  development 
must  be  locally  specialized.  Attempts 
by  Congress  to  write  a  Federal  pre- 
scription for  our  Nation's  underdevel- 
oped communities  will  not  succeed  un- 
less these  strategies  are  sensitive  to 
the  diverse  needs  of  those  localities. 


One  organization  is  making  a  dif- 
ference in  developing  communities  by 
providing  localized,  market-guided  as- 
sistance. The  Social  Compact  is  a  coa- 
lition of  hundreds  of  leaders  from  the 
financial  services  and  community  de- 
velopment industries  who  have  com- 
bined their  forces  to  strengthen  Ameri- 
ca's at-risk  neighborhoods,  both  urban 
and  rural.  Firmly  grounded  in  John 
Locke's  thesis  of  a  covenant  between 
members  of  society  and  the  community 
from  which  one  has  prospered,  empha- 
sizing commonalities  rather  than  ac- 
centuating differences,  the  Social  Com- 
pact advocates  a  voluntary  call  to  ac- 
tion, mobilizing  institutions  to  invest 
their  unique  capabilities  in  neighbor- 
hood self-empowerment  partnerships. 

The  Social  Compact  each  year  recog- 
nizes participating  partnerships  for 
their  achievements  in  community  de- 
velopment. I  am  pleased  to  announce 
that  two  partnerships  in  Oregon,  the 
Portland  Community  Reinvestment 
Initiatives  partnered  with  the  U.S. 
Bank  of  Oregon,  and  the  Northeast 
Community  Development  Corp. 

partnered  with  First  Interstate  Bank 
of  Oregon,  each  received  the  Social 
Compact's  1995  Outstanding  Commu- 
nity Investment  Award. 

Portland  Community  Reinvestment 
Initiatives  and  U.S.  Bank  of  Oregon 
were  recognized  for  their  efforts  in  re- 
claiming 350  properties  located  in  some 
of  Portland's  most  vulnerable  areas. 
This  pioneering  response  to  an  unprec- 
edented affordable  housing  crisis  in 
northeast  Portland  has  given  residents 
the  opportunity  to  become  homeowners 
and  improve  the  supply  of  quality,  af- 
fordable rental  properties  as  a  perma- 
nent community  asset.  Portland  Com- 
munity Reinvestment  Initiatives  was 
\.,reaucva  oy  uiac  ^-.i^^jf  w*  *  yj^  uic^ai^  ««»  ^4* 
effort  to  provide  a  long-term  remedy 
for  large  scale  foreclosures  facing 
northeast  Portland.  U.S.  Bank  of  Or- 
egon stepped  forward  with  a  pioneering 
financing  solution.  The  outcome  of  this 
teamwork  resulted  in  one-third  of  the 
homes  being  purchased  by  lower-in- 
come families  and  the  remaining  units 
are  being  rehabilitated  into  affordable 
rentals. 

The  Northeast  Community  Develop- 
ment Corp.  and  First  Interstate  Bank 
of  Oregon  were  recognized  for  develop- 
ing a  comprehensive  program  to  pro- 
vide the  opportunity  for  homeowner- 
ship  for  250  Portland  families,  reclaim- 
ing 4  vulnerable  inner  northeast  Port- 
land neighborhoods.  Initially  funded  by 
a  Federal  Nehemiah  Housing  Oppor- 
tunity grant,  the  Northeast  Commu- 
nity Development  Corp.  original  aim 
was  to  construct  and  renovate  250  sin- 
gle-family homes  that  would  later  pro- 
vide first-time  home  ownership  oppor- 
tunities for  lower  and  moderate-in- 
come families. 

First  Interstate  took  the  lead  in  the 
project  by  providing  construction  fi- 
nancing, grant  funding,  and  a  line  of 
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credit  for  the  development  of  the  first 
five  demonstration  homes.  First  Inter- 
state provided  additional  assistance  by 
organizing  a  consortium  of  six  local 
leaders  to  commit  Si. 9  million  in  con- 
struction financing  and  first-time 
homebuyer  programs  for  potential  bor- 
rowers. As  a  result  of  this  private-pub- 
lic teamwork,  property  values  are  ris- 
ing in  targeted  areas,  crime  is  decreas- 
ing, and  residents  have  a  renewed  sense 
of  pride  in  their  neighborhood. 

The  ethic  of  civic  responsibility  and 
the  spirit  of  community  are  fundamen- 
tal principles  which  have  guided  our 
country's  evolution.  The  award  recipi- 
ents from  Oregon  are  stellar  examples 
of  these  virtues  in  our  modern  times. 
They  should  serve  as  reminders  of  what 
can  be  accomplished  when  government 
acts  locally  in  a  creative  alliance  with 
the  private  sector 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measures  wore  read  the 
second  time  and  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar; 

S.  761.  A  bill  to  improve  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  respond  to  the  inter- 
national terrorist  threat. 

S.  790.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  modifica- 
tion or  elimination  of  Federal  reporting  re- 
quirements. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted; 

By  Mr  PRESSLER.  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation, 
without  amendment: 

S  62,5.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Land  Remote 
Sensing  Policy  Act  of  1992  (Rept.  No.  104-81). 

By  Mr  DOMENICl.  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  without  amendment: 

S.  Con.  Res.  13  .\n  original  concurrent  res- 
olution setting  forth  the  congressional  budg- 
et for  the  United  States  Government  for  the 
fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999,  2000,  2001. 
and  2002  (Rept   No   104-82). 


and   second    time   by    unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr   COCHRAN: 

S  800.  A  bill  to  provide  for  hearing  care 
sen,'ices  by  audiologists  to  Federal  civilian 
employees:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HELMS: 

S.  801.  A  bill  to  extend  the  deadline  under 
the  Federal  Power  Act  applicable  to  the  con- 
struction of  two  hydroelectric  projects  in 
North  Carolina,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  HOLLINGS: 

S.  802.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation and  coastwise  trade  endorsement 
for  the  vessel  ROYAL  AFFAIRE;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

By  Mr.  McCAIN: 

S.  803.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  in  order 
to  revise  the  process  for  disposal  of  property 
located  at  installations  closed  under  that 
Act  pursuant  to  the  1995  base  closure  round: 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
By  Mr.  BRADLEY: 

S.  804.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  Increase  the  excise  taxes 
on  tobacco  products,  and  to  use  a  portion  of 
the  resulting  revenues  to  fund  a  trust  fund 
for  tobacco  diversification,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  SIMPSON: 

S.  805.  A  bill  to  improve  the  rural  elec- 
trifieation  programs  under  the  Rural  Elec- 
trification Act  of  1936.  to  improve  Federal 
rural  development  programs  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  to  provide 
for  exclusive  State  jurisdiction  over  retail 
electric  service  areas,  to  prohibit  certain 
practices  in  the  restraint  of  trade,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  DOMENICl: 

S.  Con.  Res.  13.  An  original  concurrent  res- 
olution setting  forth  the  congressional  budg- 
et for  the  United  States  Government  for  the 
fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001. 
and  2002;  from  the  Committee  on  the  Budget; 
place  on  the  calendar 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions  were    introduced,    read   the    first 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  COCHRAN: 
S.  800.  A  bill  to  provide  for  hearing 
care  services  by  audiologists  to  Federal 
civilian  employees;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

THE  HE.\RINC  C.\RE  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 

.^(rr 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  legislation  to  include 
audiology  services  in  the  Federal  Em- 
ployee Health  Benefits  Program 
[FEHBP]. 

This  bill  would  amend  the  statute 
governing  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefits  Program  by  requiring 
FEHBP  insurance  carriers  to  guarantee 


direct  access  to,  and  reimbursement 
for,  audiologist-provided  hearing  care 
services  when  hearing  care  is  covered 
under  a  FEHBP  plan. 

The  statute  governing  FEHBP,  title 
5,  United  States  Code.  section 
8902(k)(l),  allows  direct  access  to  serv- 
ices provided  by  optometrists,  clinical 
psychologists  and  nurse  midwives.  yet 
fails  to  allow  direct  access  to  services 
provided  by  audiologists  in  FEHBP 
plans  covering  hearing  care  services. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  would  remedy  this  situation  by 
permitting  direct  access  to  audiology 
services  in  FEHBP  plans  covering  hear- 
ing care  services.  This  measure  will  not 
increase  health  care  costs  since  it 
would  not  mandate  any  new  insurance 
benefits.  On  the  contrary,  the  bill 
should  reduce  costs  of  hearing  care  by 
facilitating  direct  access  to  health  care 
providers  who  are  uniquely  qualified  to 
diagnose  the  extent  and  causes  of  hear- 
ing impairment. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  carefully 
consider  this  legislation  and  join  me  in 
support  of  its  enactment. 


By  Mr.  HOLLINGS: 
S.  802.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  to  issue  a  cer- 
tificate of  documentation  and  coast- 
wise trade  endorsement  for  the  vessel 
Royal  Affaire:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

TRADING  PRIVILEGES  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  today  to  direct  the 
vessel  Royal  Affaire,  official  No.  649292. 
to  be  accorded  coastwise  trading  privi- 
leges and  to  be  issued  a  certificate  of 
documentation  under  section  12103  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code. 

The  Royal  Affaire  was  constructed  in 
Auckland,  New  Zealand,  in  1980.  The 
vessel,  a  sailboat,  is  76.3  feet  in  length. 
20.3  feet  in  breadth,  and  8.8  feet  in 
depth  and  is  self-propelled. 

The  vessel  was  purchased  by  Homer 
C.  Burrous  of  Charleston.  SC.  in  1989 
for  approximately  $900,000,  with  the  in- 
tention of  chartering  the  vessel  for 
cruises  in  and  out  of  St.  Thomas  and 
other  foreign  ports  in  the  Caribbean. 
Since  purchasing  the  vessel  in  1989,  the 
owner  has  had  the  vessel  refitted  in  a 
U.S.  shipyard  at  a  cost  of  over  $800,000. 
Mr.  Burrous  would  like  to  utilize  the 
vessel  to  conduct  coastal  cruises.  How- 
ever, because  the  vessel  was  built  in 
New  Zealand,  it  does  not  meet  the  re- 
quirements for  a  coastwise  license  en- 
dorsement in  the  United  States. 

The  owner  of  the  Royal  Affaire  is 
seeking  a  waiver  of  the  existing  law  be- 
cause he  wishes  to  use  the  vessel  for 
coastal  cruises.  His  desired  intentions 
for  the  vessel's  use  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  coastwise  trade  in  U.S.  wa- 
ters. If  he  is  granted  this  waiver,  it  is 
his  intention  to  comply  fully  with  U.S. 
documentation  and  safety  require- 
ments. The  purpose  of  the  legislation  I 
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am  introducing  is  to  allow  the  Royal 
Affaire  to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade 
and  fisheries  of  the  United  States.* 


By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
S.  803.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Defense 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of 
1990  in  order  to  revise  the  process  for 
disposal  of  property  located  at  installa- 
tions closed  under  that  act  pursuant  to 
the  1995  base  closure  round;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

THE  B.^SE  TR.\.VSITION  .ACCELEFL^TION  ACT 

•  Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will  fi- 
nally ensure  that  fairness  and  dis- 
cipline are  exercised  during  the  con- 
veyance and  land  transfer  portion  of 
the  1995  BRAC  round.  The  Base  Transi- 
tion Acceleration  Act  will  do  three 
things;  eliminate  the  ability  of  special 
interests,  under  the  existing  process,  to 
impose  endless  delays  and  reap  unfair 
benefits;  appropriately  place  control  of 
the  redevelopment  process  in  the  hands 
of  the  communities  affected  by  the 
BRAC;  and  speed  the  economic  recov- 
ery of  those  communities  adversely  im- 
pacted by  the  closing  of  a  military  in- 
stallation in  their  midst. 

Mr.  President,  the  end  of  the  cold 
war  provided  a  unique  opportunity  for 
this  Nation  to  safely  down-size  our 
Armed  Forces.  Doing  so  required  the 
execution  of  a  two-phase  plan;  first,  re- 
duce the  numbers  of  military  person- 
nel; and  then,  slash  infrastructure  to  a 
level  appropriate  for  the  new  size  of  the 
force.  Toward  that  end,  since  1986  we 
have  reduced  our  military  force  struc- 
ture by  nearly  40  percent.  Infrastruc- 
ture, however,  has  been  trimmed  by 
only  about  15  percent. 

We  asked  the  services  to  reduce  their 
numbers,  they  succeeded.  We  at- 
tempted to  create  an  apolitical  mecha- 
nism through  which  excess  infrastruc- 
ture might  be  designated  for  closure; 
we  failed,  failed  for  two  reasons — Gov- 
ernment redtape  and  interference  from 
special  interest  groups. 

Since  1988,  a  new  Federal  bureauc- 
racy has  grown  up  around  the  base  clo- 
sure process.  Interagency  squabbles 
and  turf  battles  among  DOD,  EPA.  In- 
terior, HHS.  GSA.  and  many  other  en- 
tities have  caused  excessive  delays  in 
Federal  screening,  issuance  of  conflict- 
ing and  unhelpful  regulations,  and  in- 
ordinately intrusive  review  of  redevel- 
opment proposals.  The  result  has  been 
increased  costs  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  communities  alike — includ- 
ing costs  to  DOD  to  maintain  idle  mili- 
tary facilities  in  caretaker  status. 

The  Base  Transition  Acceleration 
Act  legislation  eliminates  this  exces- 
sive Federal  regulation.  The  legislation 
strictly  limits  the  timeframe  for  Fed- 
eral property  screening  and  empowers 
a  single  agency.  DOD.  to  quickly  and 
effectively  manage  the  process.  At  the 
same  time,  it  removes  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment from  the  process  of  formulat- 
ing   redevelopment    plans    and    places 


that  responsibility  within  the  purview 
of  the  communities  themselves. 

Unfortunately,  the  problems  associ- 
ated with  the  BRAC  process  are  not 
limited  to  those  created  between  the 
Federal  agencies.  Each  additional  hand 
that  enters  the  process  brings  further 
complication  and  added  time.  With 
every  new  round  of  the  BRAC.  more 
new  hands  enter  the  process.  A  cottage 
industry  of  consultants  has  evolved 
and  flourished  since  1988  when  the  first 
round  of  base  closures  were  ordered. 
Special  interests  are  inserting  them- 
selves with  increasing  frequency  into 
the  military  property  disposal  process. 

Each  of  these  competing  interests 
has  sought  the  assistance  of  their 
elected  representatives  or  their  sponsor 
agency,  and  in  most  cases  received  it. 
The  result  should  come  as  a  surprise  to 
on  one;  this  ostensibly  apolitical  proc- 
ess has  become  excessively  politicized. 
This  proposed  legislation  takes  great 
strides  to  correct  this  problem  and  to 
restore  fairness  to  the  community  re- 
development process. 

Over  the  past  year  or  so.  I,  along 
with  most  other  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate, have  talked  extensively  with  con- 
stituents who  are  deeply  troubled  by 
the  current  round  of  base  closing  delib- 
erations. Their  anxiety  is  certainly  not 
difficult  to  understand.  The  reasons  for 
their  concern  are,  however,  dramati- 
cally different  from  those  expressed  in 
earlier  rounds. 

During  the  first  three  rounds,  com- 
munity concerns  tended  to  center 
around  the  simple  question  of  whether 
a  base  in  their  community  would  be  or- 
dered closed.  This  time,  the  issues  are 
far  more  complex.  Not  only  do  our  con- 
stituents ask  whether  the  base  will 
close,  they  now  ask  other,  more  dif- 
ficult questions.  They  want  to  know 
how  to  avoid  a  prolonged  transition  pe- 
riod. They  want  to  know  whether  to 
hire  consultants.  They  want  to  know 
how  to  handle  special  interest  groups. 
They  want  to  know  how  to  deal  with 
the  bloated  base  closure  bureaucracy. 
Most  of  all,  they  want  to  know  when 
they  will  be  able  to  get  their  lives  back 
on  track. 

These  questions  represent  valid  con- 
cerns— concerns  based  in  horrific  exam- 
ple after  horrific  example  of  costly  and 
lengthy  legal  and  political  battles 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov- 
ernments, special  interest  groups,  and 
community  members. 

Mr.  President,  the  simple  fact  re- 
mains— until  a  reuse  decision  Is  made 
and  property  is  conveyed  to  the  new 
owners  for  redevelopment,  the  affected 
community  suffers  economically  and 
emotionally. 

This  legislation  is  simple  and 
straightforward.  It  will  significantly 
reduce  the  need  for  communities  to 
employ  expensive  consulting  firms  be- 
cause it  will  eliminate  the  redtape  of 
excessive  regulations  for  closing  mili- 
tary bases.  It  will  allow  DOD  to  quick- 


ly realize  the  savings  from  relinquish- 
ing excess  military  infrastructure.  And 
most  importantly,  it  will  relieve  the 
economic  stress  on  local  communities 
and  allow  them  to  quickly  redevelop 
these  former  bases  in  the  manner  best 
suited  to  the  community's  needs.* 
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By  Mr.  BRADLEY: 
S.  804.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  increase  the 
excise  taxes  and  tobacco  products,  and 
to  use  a  portion  of  the  resulting  reve- 
nues to  fund  a  trust  fund  for  tobacco 
diversification,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  T0B.^CCO  CON.SUMtTION  REDUCTION  .■\ND 
HE.^LTH  I.MPROVEMENT  .■\CT  OF  1995 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  came 
to  the  floor  this  afternoon  to  submit  a 
revised  version  of  my  bill  to  increase 
the  Federal  excise  tax  on  tobacco  prod- 
ucts. My  original  bill  would  take  the 
current  tax  level  for  all  types  of  to- 
bacco products  and  multiply  it  by  5.167. 
This  would  raise  the  tax  on  a  pack  of 
cigarettes  from  24  cents  a  pack  to  $1.24 
a  pack.  My  revised  bill  goes  one  step 
further  to  help  Americans — particu- 
larly children  and  teenagers — achieve  a 
tobacco-free  future. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  been  on  this 
floor  many  times  talking  about  the 
dangers  of  tobacco  use.  I  have  repeat- 
edly stated  that  tobacco  use  kills  well 
over  400.000  Americans  every  year — 
more  than  alcohol,  heroin,  crack,  auto- 
mobile and  airplane  accidents,  homi- 
cides, suicides,  and  AIDS  combined. 
And  I  have  sought  to  bring  attention  to 
the  fact  that  each  year  a  growing  num- 
ber of  teenagers  start  smoking,  despite 
the  fact  that  selling  cigarettes  to  mi- 
nors is  illegal.  Virtually  all  new  users 
of  tobacco  are  teenagers  or  younger, 
and  every  30  seconds  a  child  in  the 
United  States  smokes  for  the  first 
time. 

Yet  there  is  another  aspect  of  the  to- 
bacco story  which  has  not  received 
much  attention  on  the  floor  of  this 
body.  Generally,  when  people  think 
about  the  dangers  of  tobacco  use,  they 
think  about  cigarettes.  They  think 
about  the  lung  cancer,  the  emphysema, 
and  the  heart  disease  which  cigarettes 
cause  in  those  who  use  them.  And  they 
realize  that  these  health  impacts  are 
not  limited  to  those  who  actually 
smoke  the  cigarettes.  Rather,  environ- 
mental tobacco  smoke — smoke  from 
other  people's  cigarettes — causes  tens 
of  thousands  of  deaths  each  year. 

But  as  grave  as  the  impacts  of  ciga- 
rette smoking  are.  they  are  only  part 
of  the  story  of  the  death  and  destruc- 
tion which  tobacco  products  wreak  on 
our  society.  There  is  another,  less  well- 
known  yet  still  devastating  side  to  the 
tobacco  story.  And  that  is  the  tale  of 
smokeless  tobacco  products. 

The  use  of  smokeless  tobacco — name- 
ly snuff  and  chew— is  skyrocketing  in 
the  United  States.  Between  1986  and 
1990,  sales  of  snuff  grew  by  close  to  50 


percent.  This  Increase  follows  several 
decades  of  decline  in  sales  and  use. 
Part  of  this  increase  can  be  attributed 
to  increased  social  pressures  placed  on 
smokers,  due  largely  to  concerns  about 
second-hand  smoke.  And  part  of  it  has 
been  fueled  by  perception  that  smoke- 
less products  are  a  safe  alternative  to 
smoking. 

But  the  belief  that  snuff  and  chew 
are  safe  is  absolutely  false.  Let  me 
state  this  very  clearl.y;  smokeless  to- 
bacco can  kill  you.  It  kills  in  different 
ways  than  cigarettes  do,  but  it  kills 
nonetheless.  Smokeless  tobacco  causes 
mouth  cancer.  It  causes  gum  cancer.  It 
causes  throat  cancer.  These  are  just  a 
few  of  the  oral  problems  smokeless  to- 
bacco can  cause.  And  the  threat  of  de- 
veloping these  diseases,  and  of  dying  of 
them,  is  very  real.  Long-term  snuff 
users  are  50  times  more  likely  to  de- 
velop gum  cancer  and  four  times  more 
likely  to  develop  mouth  cancer  than 
nonusers.  Nearly  30.000  new  cases  of 
oral  cancer  are  diagnosed  each  year  in 
the  United  Stales.  Half  of  those  people 
are  dead  within  5  years. 

Smokeless  tobacco  products  are  also 
highly  addictive.  A  typical  dose  of 
snuff  contains  two  to  three  times  as 
much  nicotine,  the  addictive  substance 
in  tobacco,  as  a  single  cigarette.  Be- 
cause of  these  health  risks,  snuff  Is 
banned  in  a  growing  number  of  coun- 
tries, including  the  United  Kingdom, 
France,  Spain,  Belgium.  Holland.  Ger- 
many. Denmark.  Australia,  and  New 
Zealand. 

Despite  these  health  risks,  the  use  of 
smokeless  tobacco  Is  skyrocketing  in 
the  United  States.  So  who  are  these 
new  smokeless  users— those  individuals 
who  are  heading  down  a  path  of  addic- 
tion, cancer,  and  death?  For  the  most 
part,  thev  are  children.  The  average 
ago  of  new  smokeless  users  is  9'/2  years 
old.  Two-thirds  of  smokeless  users 
start  their  habit  before  they  are  even 
12  years  old.  It  is  now  estimated  that  3 
million  Americans  under  age  21  use 
smokeless  tobacco.  Including  1  out  of 
every  5  high  school  males. 

Why  is  this  happening?  A  large  part 
of  the  explanation  lies  in  the  tobacco 
companies'  aggressive  marketing  to- 
ward youth.  But  another  part  of  the  ex- 
planation is  the  cost  of  smokeless  to- 
bacco relative  to  cigarettes.  Despite  its 
dangers,  smokeless  tobacco  is  taxed  at 
only  about  one-tenth  the  rate  of  ciga- 
rettes, making  it  a  cheap  alternative 
to  cigarettes.  And  since  kids  are  the 
most  price-sensitive  of  all  tobacco 
users,  it  is  not  surprising  that  they  are 
turning  to  smokeless  tobacco  in  ever 
growing  numbers. 

My  bill  proposes  to  remove  this  price 
incentive  for  kids  and  adults  to  use 
smokeless  tobacco.  It  does  this  by  set- 
ting the  Federal  excise  tax  on  tins  of 
snuff  and  pouches  of  chew  at  the  exact 
same  dollar  amount  as  on  a  pack  of 
cigarettes.  This  means  that  the  Fed- 
eral taxes  on  these  smokeless  products 
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will  increase  from  their  current  level 
of  less  than  3  cents  per  contamer  to 
$1.24  per  container.  In  the  previous  ver- 
sion of  my  bill,  I  would  have  increased 
the  tax  on  smokeless  products  by  a  fac- 
tor of  5.  While  this  is  a  significant  in- 
crease, it  is  not  enough  to  eliminate 
the  incentive  for  cigarette  smokers  to 
switch  rather  than  quit,  or  to  discour- 
age kids  from  ever  starting  the  tobacco 
habit. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  spoken  earlier 
this  session  about  the  many  benefits 
which  would  be  achieved  by  increasing 
the  Federal  tobacco  tax.  It  will  save 
billions  of  dollars  in  health  care  costs, 
not  only  for  the  Federal  Government 
but  for  private  insurers  and  citizens 
across  the  country.  It  will  save  count- 
less lives.  It  will  decrease  unnecessary 
suffering.  And  it  will  discourage  mil- 
lions of  children  and  teenagers  from 
ever  becoming  addicted  to  tobacco. 

These  changes  to  my  earlier  bill  will 
make  these  benefits  even  more  pro- 
nounced. Smokeless  tobacco  must  no 
longer  be  seen  as  a  safe  and  cheap  al- 
ternative to  cigarettes.  Raising  the  ex- 
cise tax  will  discourage  children  and 
teenagers  from  ever  starting  to  u-se 
smokeless  tobacco,  and  it  will  discour- 
age adults  from  considering  smokeless 
as  a  safe  alternative  to  quitting  to- 
bacco use  entirely. 

Mr.  President,  my  tobacco  tax  bill, 
and  the  changes  I  am  adding  to  It.  are 
good  health  policy.  They  are  good  eco- 
nomic policy.  And  they  are  key  to 
helping  our  children  and  teenagers 
achieve  a  tobacco-free  future.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  support  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  804 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  tn 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFfLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Tobacco 
Consumption  Reduction  and  Health  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  INCREASE  IN  TAXES  ON  TOBACCO  PROD- 
UCTS. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Cigars.— Subsection  (ai  of  section  5701 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  cigars)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "$1,125  cents  per  thousand 
(93.75  cents  per  thousand  on  cigars  removed 
during  1991  and  1992)"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 
inserting  "$5.8125  per  thousand":  and 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Large  cigars.— On  cigars  weighing 
more  than  3  pounds  per  thousand,  a  tax  equal 
to  65.875  percent  of  the  price  for  which  sold 
but  not  more  than  $155  per  thousand." 

(2)  Cigarettes.— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
5701  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on 
cigarettes)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "$12  per  thousand  ($10  per 
thousand  on  cigarettes  removed  during  1991 
and  1992)  "  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  "$62 
per  thou.sand  ■;  and 


(B)  by  striking  "$25.20  per  thousand  ($21 
per  thousand  on  cigarettes  removed  during 
1991  and  1992)"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
"$130.20  per  thousand  ". 

(3)  CIGARETTE  PAPERS.— Subsection  (c)  of 
section  5701  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  cigarette  papers)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "0.75  cent  (0.625  cent  on  cigarette  papers 
removed  during  1991  or  1992)"  and  inserting 
"3.875  cents". 

(4)  CIGARETTE  TUBES.— Subsection  id)  of 
section  5701  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  cigarette  tubes)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "1.5  cents  (1.25  cents  on  cigarette  tubes 
removed  during  1991  or  1992)"  and  inserting 
"7.75  cents". 

(5)  Snuff.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section  570l(e» 
of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on 
smokeless  tobacco)  is  amended  by  striking 
"36  cents  (30  cents  on  snuff  removed  during 
1991  or  1992)"  and  inserting  "$16.53  ". 

(6)  Chewing  tobacco —Paragraph  (2)  of  sec- 
tion 5701(e)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "12  cents  (10  cents  on  chewing  tobacco 
removed  during  1991  or  1992)"  and  inserting 
"$6.61". 

(7)  Pipe  tobacco —Subsection  (f)  of  section 
5701  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on 
pipe  tobacco)  is  amended  by  striking  "67.5 
cents  (56.25  cents  on  chewing  tobacco  re- 
moved during   1991   or  1992)  "  and  inserting 

•$3.4875'. 

(8)  Effective  date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  cigars,  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper, 
cigarette  tubes,  snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  and 
pipe  tobacco  removed  after  December  31. 
1995. 

(b)  Imposition  of  Excise  Tax  on  Manufac- 
ture OR  Importation  of  Roll-Your-Own  To- 
bacco.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  5701  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax)  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection 
(g)  as  subsection  (h)  and  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (f)  the  following  rew  subsection; 

•(g)  Roll-Your-Own  Tobacco. --On  roll- 
.your-own  tobacco,  manufactured  in  or  im- 
ported into  the  United  States,  there  shall  be 
imposed  a  tax  of  $20.67  per  pound  (and  a  pro- 
portionate tax  at  the  like  rate  on  all  frac- 
tional parts  of  a  pound)." 

(2)  Roll-your-own  tobacco  —Section  5702 
of  such  Code  (relating  to  definitions)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(p)  Roll-Your-Own  Tobacco.— The  term 
•roll-your-own  tobacco'  means  any  tobacco 
which,  because  of  its  appearance,  type,  pack- 
aging, or  labeling,  is  suitable  for  use  and 
likely  to  be  offered  to.  or  purchased  by.  con- 
sumers as  tobacco  for  making  cigarettes." 

(3)  Technical  amendmen-ts — 

(A)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  5702  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  "and  pipe  to- 
bacco" and  inserting  ••pipe  tobacco,  and  roll- 
your-own  tobacco". 

(B)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  5702  of  such 
Code  is  amended— 

(i)  in  the  material  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  "or  pipe  tobacco^'  and  inserting 
••pipe  tobacco,  or  roll-your-own  tobacco", 
and 

(ii)  by  striking  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

'•(1)  a  person  who  produces  cigars,  ciga- 
rettes, smokeless  tobacco,  pipe  tobacco,  or 
roll-your-own  tobacco  solely  for  the  person's 
own  personal  consumption  or  use.  and". 

(C)  The  chapter  heading  for  chapter  52  of 
such  Code  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•CHAPTER  52— TOBACCO  PRODUCTS  AND 
CIGARETTE  PAPERS  AND  TUBES". 

(D)  The  table  of  chapters  for  subtitle  E  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  the  item 
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relatiiiK-  to  chapter  52  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing new  item: 

■•Chapter  52.  Tobacco  products  and  cigarette 
papers  and  tubes." 

(4)  Effective  date.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  roU-your- 
own  tobacco  removed  (as  defined  in  section 
5702(p)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 
as  added  by  this  subsection)  after  December 
31.  1995. 

(B)  Transitional  rule.— Any  person  who— 
(i)  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 

is  engaged  in  business  as  a  manufacturer  of 
roU-your-own  tobacco  or  as  an  importer  of 
tobacco  products  or  cigarette  papers  and 
tubes,  and 

(ii)  before  .January  1.  1996.  submits  an  ap- 
plication under  subchapter  B  of  chapter  52  of 
such  Code  to  engage  in  such  business, 
may.  notwithstanding  such  subchapter  B. 
continue  to  engage  in  such  business  pending 
final  action  on  such  application.  Pending 
such  final  action,  all  provisions  of  such  chap- 
ter 52  shall  apply  to  such  applicant  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
such  applicant  were  a  holder  of  a  permit 
under  such  chapter  52  to  engage  in  such  busi- 
ness. 

(c)  Floor  Stocks.— 

(1)  Imposition  of  tax.— On  cigars,  ciga- 
rettes, cigarette  paper,  cigarette  tubes, 
snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  pipe  tobacco,  and 
roll-your-own  tobacco  manufactured  in  or 
imported  into  the  United  States  which  is  re- 
moved before  January  1.  1996.  and  held  on 
such  date  for  sale  by  any  person,  there  shall 
be  imposed  the  following  taxes: 

(A)  Small  cigars.— On  cigars,  weighing 
not  more  than  3  pounds  per  thousand,  $4.6875 
per  thousand. 

(Bi  Large  cigars. — On  cigars,  weighing 
more  than  3  pounds  per  thousand,  a  tax  equal 
to  .53.125  percent  of  the  price  for  which  sold, 
but  not  more  than  $125  per  thousand. 

<C)  S.MALL  CIGARETTES.— On  cigarettes. 
weighing  not  more  than  3  pounds  per  thou- 
sand. $50  per  thousand. 

(D)  Large  cigarettes.— On  cigarettes, 
weighing  more  than  3  pounds  per  thousand. 
$105  per  thousand;  except  that,  if  more  than 
6'-2  inches  in  length,  they  shall  be  taxable  at 
the  rate  prescribed  for  cigarettes  weighing 
not  more  than  3  pounds  per  thousand,  count- 
ing each  2^4  inches,  or  fraction  thereof,  of 
the  length  of  each  as  one  cigarette. 

<E)  Cig.\rette  papers.— On  cigarette  pa- 
pers. 3.125  cents  for  each  50  papers  or  frac- 
tional part  thereof;  except  that,  if  cigarette 
papers  measure  more  than  B'li  inches  in 
length,  they  shall  be  taxable  at  the  rate  pre- 
scribed, counting  each  2>t  inches,  or  fraction 
thereof,  of  the  length  of  each  as  one  ciga- 
rette paper. 

(F)  Cigarette  tlbes.— On  cigarette  tubes. 
6.25  cents  for  each  50  tubes  or  fractional  part 
thereof:  except  that,  if  cigarette  tubes  meas- 
ure more  than  6''a  inches  in  length,  they 
shall  be  taxable  at  the  rate  prescribed, 
counting  each  2^<  inches,  or  fraction  thereof. 
of  the  length  of  each  as  one  cigarette  tube. 

(G>  Snlff  — On  snuff.  $16.17  per  pound  and 
a  proportionate  tax  at  the  like  rate  on  all 
fractional  parts  of  a  pound. 

(H)  Chewing  tobacco.— On  chewing  to- 
bacco. $6.49  per  pound  and  a  proportionate 
tax  at  the  like  rate  on  all  fractional  parts  of 
a  pound. 

(I)  Pipe  tobacco —On  pipe  tobacco.  $2.8125 
per  pound  and  a  proportionate  tax  at  the  like 
rate  on  all  fractional  parts  of  a  pound. 

(.J)  RoLi.-YOLR-owN  tobacco —On  roll-your- 
own  tobacco.  $20.67  per  pound  and  a  propor- 
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tionate  tax  at  the  like  rate  on  all  fractional 
parts  of  a  pound. 

(2)  Liability  for  tax  and  method  of  pay- 
ment.— 

(A)  Liability  for  tax.— a  person  holding 
cigars,  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper,  cigarette 
tubes,  snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  pipe  tobacco, 
and  roll-your-own  tobacco  on  January  1. 
1996,  to  which  any  tax  imposed  by  paragraph 
(li  applies  shall  be  liable  for  such  tax. 

(B)  Method  of  payment.— The  tax  imposed 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  treated  as  a  tax  im- 
posed under  section  5701  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  and  shall  be  due  and  pay- 
able on  February  15.  1996.  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  tax  imposed  under  such  section  is 
payable  with  respect  to  cigars,  cigarettes. 
cigarette  paper,  cigarette  tubes,  snuff,  chew- 
ing tobacco,  pipe  tobacco,  and  roll-your-own 
tobacco  removed  on  January  1.  1996. 

(3)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  terms  ■"cigar",  "cigarette". 
"Cigarette  paper".  "cigarette  tubes", 
"snufr'.  "chewing  tobacco",  "pipe  tobacco", 
and  "roll-your-own  tobacco"  shall  have  the 
meaning  given  to  such  terms  by  subsections 
(a),  (b).  (e).  and  (g).  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (n).  and  subsections  (O)  and  (p)  of 
section  5702  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986.  respectively. 

(4)  Exception  for  retail  stocks— The 
taxes  imposed  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  not 
apply  to  cigars,  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper, 
cigarette  tubes,  snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  pipe 
tobacco,  and  roll-your-own  tobacco  in  retail 
stocks  held  on  January  1.  1996.  at  the  place 
where  intended  to  be  sold  at  retail. 

(5)  Foreign  trade  zones.— Notwithstand- 
ing the  Act  of  June  18.  1934  (19  U.S.C.  81a  et 
seq.)  or  any  other  provision  of  law — 

(A)  cigars,  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper,  cig- 
arette tubes,  snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  pipe  to- 
bacco, and  roll-your-own  tobacco — 

(i)  on  which  taxes  imposed  by  Federal  law 
are  determined,  or  customs  duties  are  liq- 
uidated, by  a  customs  officer  pursuant  to  a 
request  made  under  the  first  proviso  of  sec- 
tion 3(a)  of  the  Act  of  June  18.  1934  ( 19  U.S.C. 
81c(a))  before  January  1.  1996.  and 

(ii)  which  are  entered  into  the  customs  ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States  on  or  after  Janu- 
ary 1.  1996.  from  a  foreign  trade  zone,  and 

(B)  cigars,  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper,  cig- 
arette tubes,  snuff,  chewing  tobacco,  pipe  to- 
bacco, and  roll-your-own  tobacco  which— 

(i)  are  placed  under  the  supervision  of  a 
customs  officer  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  second  proviso  of  section  3(a)  of  the  Act 
of  June  18.  1934  (19  U.S.C.  81c(a))  before  Janu- 
ary 1,  1996.  and 

(ii)  are  entered  into  the  customs  territory 
of  the  United  States  on  or  after  January  1. 
1996.  from  a  foreign  trade  zone, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  para- 
graph (1)  and  such  cigars,  cigarettes,  ciga- 
rette paper,  cigarette  tubes,  snuff,  chewing 
tobacco,  pipe  tobacco,  and  roll-your-own  to- 
bacco shall,  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  be 
treated  as  being  held  on  January  1.  1996.  for 
sale. 

(d)  Establishment  of  Trust  Fund.— 

(1)  In  General.— Subchapter  A  of  chapter 
98  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (re- 
lating to  trust  fund  code)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  9512.  TOBACCO  CONVERSION  TRUST  FUND. 

"(ai  Creation  of  Trust  Fund.— There  is 
established  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  a  trust  fund  to  be  known  as  the  "To- 
bacco Conversion  Trust  Fund'  (hereafter  re- 
ferred to  in  this  section  as  the  "Trust  Fund"), 
consisting  of  such  amounts  as  may  be  appro- 
priated or  credited  to  the  Trust  Fund  as  pro- 
vided in  this  section  or  section  9602(b). 


""(bi  Tr.'\nsfers  to  Trust  Fund.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  transfer  to  the  Trust  Fund  an 
amount  equivalent  to  3  percent  of  the  net  in- 
crease in  revenues  received  in  the  Treasury 
attributable  to  the  amendments  made  to  sec- 
tion 5701  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section 
2  and  the  provisions  contained  in  section  2(c) 
of  the  Tobacco  Consumption  Reduction  and 
Health  Improvement  Act  of  1995,  as  esti- 
mated by  the  Secretary. 

"(c)  Dlstribution  of  Amounts  in  Tru.st 
Fund.— Amounts  in  the  Trust  Fund  shall  be 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as 
provided  by  appropriation  Acts,  for  making 
expenditures  for  purposes  of — 

"(1)  providing  assistance  to  farmers  in  con- 
verting from  tobacco  to  other  crops  and  im- 
proving the  access  of  such  farmers  to  mar- 
kets for  other  crops,  and 

"(2)  providing  grants  or  loans  to  commu- 
nities, and  persons  involved  in  the  produc- 
tion or  manufacture  of  tobacco  or  tobacco 
products,  to  support  economic  diversifica- 
tion plans  that  provide  economic  alter- 
natives to  tobacco  to  such  communities  and 
persons. 

The  assistance  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
may  include  government  purchase  of  tobacco 
allotments  for  purposes  of  retiring  such  al- 
lotments from  allotment  holders  and  farm- 
ers who  choose  to  terminate  their  involve- 
ment in  tobacco  production.'" 

(2)  Clerical  amendment —The  table  of 
sections  for  such  subchapter  A  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  9512.  Tobacco  Conversion  Trust  Fund.  " 


By  Mr.  SIMPSON: 

S.  805.  A  bill  to  improve  the  rural 
electrification  programs  under  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936.  to  im- 
prove Federal  rural  development  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  to  provide  for  exclusive 
State  jurisdiction  over  retail  electric 
service  areas,  to  prohibit  certain  prac- 
tices In  the  restraint  of  trade,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 
rural  electric  legislation 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will 
improve  the  Nation's  Rural  Electric 
Program  by  putting  some  common 
sense  back  into  the  way  we  use  tax- 
payers' money  to  fund  rural  electric 
and  rural  development  loans.  The 
Rural  Electrification  and  Rural  Eco- 
nomic Development  Improvement  Act 
of  1995  would  amend  a  law  that  clearly 
has  not  evolved  in  step  with  the  indus- 
try. 

The  fact  is,  the  growth  of  our  Na- 
tion's population  has  greatly  changed  - 
and  continues  to  change— the  nature  of 
electric  service  areas.  People  are  mov- 
ing Into  previously  underpopulated 
areas  and  our  current  statutes  do  not 
address  that  growth.  There  was  once  a 
widespread  need  for  Government  incen- 
tives in  order  to  provide  "affordable" 
electric  service  to  consumers  in  many 
areas,  but  that  need  too.  has  changed. 

Many  areas  of  our  country  which  are 
no  longer  rural  are  still  being  served  by 
Government-subsidized  utilities,  even 
though  commercial  utilities  are  willing 
to  provide  the  service.  The  result  is  a 
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current  policy  which  puts  the  U.S. 
Government  right  into  the  fray.  We 
end  up  with  a  policy  that  subsidizes 
one  competitor  over  another  and  we 
charge  the  bill  to  the  taxpayers.  That 
terrible  market  distortion  is  the  prod- 
uct of  an  outdated  rural  electric  policy 
that  must  be  changed. 

Since  I  arrived  in  the  Senate  in  1978. 
I  have  watched  the  current  REA  sys- 
tem transfer  billions  of  dollars  in  inter- 
est subsidies  from  taxpayers  to  rural 
electric  borrowers.  Today,  many  of 
those  borrowers  are  perfectly  capable 
of  competing  in  the  open-market  with- 
out Government  subsidies. 

Certainly  not  all  of  the  borrowers 
can  compete.  There  are.  indeed,  many 
troubled  cooperatives  that  need  assist- 
ance. That  is  why  the  objective  of  this 
bill  is  to  pare  down  the  bloated  system 
so  that  we  can  continue  to  fund  hard- 
ship loans.  Nobody  wants  to  pass  legis- 
lation that  will  push  electric  rates 
through  the  roof.  I  certainly  do  not. 
and  that  will  not  happen  with  this  bill. 

My  aim  is  to  get  the  healthy  borrow- 
ers ""off  the  dole  "  so  we  can  focus 
scarce  funds  on  the  hardship  cases. 
That  should  be  very  clear  from  the  be- 
ginning. I  do  not  propose  eliminating 
the  Rural  Utilities  Service  [RUS]  or 
the  subsidized  loan  program.  But  we 
should  target  assistance  to  the  co-ops 
that  really  are  incapable  of  providing 
affordable  electric  service  in  an  open 
market.  And  we  should  offer  healthy 
borrowers  a  nonpunitive  road  to  the 
free  market.  Indeed,  that  is  something 
many  of  them  need. 

There  are  a  great  number  of  co-ops 
out  there— both  distributors  and  power 
suppliers— that  are  locked  in  to  high 
cost  Government  loans.  On  top  of  that. 
many  of  those  distributors  are  stuck 
with  expensive  power  supply  contracts. 
The  co-ops  cannot  shop  around  because 
they  are  loaded  down  with  Govern- 
ment-financed debt  they  cannot  afford 
to  privatize.  So  they  must  continue 
on— unable  to  openly  compete — forced 
to  purchase  more  expensive  power  and 
to  offset  it  with  Government  interest 
subsidies,  while  their  neighbors,  the 
profit-driven  corporations.  become 
more  efficient  and  more  competitive. 

I  trust  my  colleagues  will  agree  that 
we  should  make  every  effort  to  get  the 
""biggest  bang  for  our  buck."  That  has 
been  one  of  the  catch  phrases  of  this 
Congress.  And  it  applies  to  every  Gov- 
ernment program,  not  just  the  Rural 
Utilities  Service.  This  week,  members 
of  the  Budget  Committee  are  confront- 
ing the  difficult  choices  essential  to 
balancing  the  budget  by  2002.  This 
means  they  must  identify  over  $30  bil- 
lion in  cuts  each  year,  for  7  years,  more 
than  10  times  the  painful  cuts  we  just 
passed  in  the  rescissions  bill.  Everyone 
had  best  be  prepared  to  take  their 
lumps  as  we  debate  reductions  in  agri- 
cultural research,  the  arts,  education, 
transportation  and  a  host  of  other  im- 
portant areas— this  electric  program 
should  not  be  exempted. 
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The  overall  size  of  the  program  is 
staggering.  Current  outstanding  loans 
exceed  $20  billion  for  distribution  co- 
operatives—they call  them  ""discos"— 
they  danced  through  $20  billion  and 
over  $40  billion  for  power  supply  co- 
ops—the generation  and  transmission 
facilities,  or  G&T's.  This  is  a  behemoth 
of  a  Government  business.  The  legisla- 
tion I  am  introducing  would  save  tax- 
payers millions  of  dollars  on  interest 
subsidies  alone  without  repealing  the 
program. 

As  I  say  often;  borrowers  that  really 
need  loans  should  like  this  bill.  Under 
current  law,  some  of  them  must  wait 
years  to  get  loans  because  available 
funds  are  allocated  on  a  ""first-come, 
first-served"  basis  and  there  is  not 
enough  to  go  around.  According  to  the 
latest  rural  electric  survey  there  is  a 
$405  million  loan  backlog  this  year. 
That  will  increase  to  more  than  $500 
million  next  year  and  we  still  do  not 
allow  the  RUS  to  prioritize  the  money, 
if  you  are  in  the  back  of  the  line,  you 
just  have  to  wait. 

And  please  hear  this.  The  system  is 
clogged  because  any  entity  that  has 
ever  received  an  REA-approved  loan  re- 
mains eligible  for  rural  electric  loans — 
forever.  Hear  that.  It  is  a  deal.  It  is 
"once  a  borrower  always  a  borrower" 
and  there  is  no  end  in  sight.  Even  if  a 
co-op  is  fully  able  to  obtain  market- 
rate  credit  elsewhere,  it  can  keep  com- 
ing right  back  to  suckle  at  the  teat  of 
the  Federal  treasuir's  low-interest 
loan  program  again  and  again,  even 
sometimes  when  they  have  not  paid  up 
on  the  previous  one.  That  is  not  appro- 
priate and  it  is  not  fair  and  it  is  not 
just.  My  bill  would  subject  RUS  bor- 
rowers to  the  very  same  "credit  else- 
where" test  that  all  other  agricultural 
borrowers  must  face. 

For  exam.ple.  under  current  law.  the 
Farmer's  Home  Administration  can 
only  give  a  loan  to  a  farmer  who  is  un- 
able to  obtain  "reasonable  credit  else- 
where." Farmer's  Home  is  "the  lender 
of  last  resort."  But  RUS  is  instead  a 
""lender  of  first  resort."  If  Congress  is 
serious  about  privatizing  unnecessary 
Government  lending,  then  we  must  put 
a  realistic  means-test  on  RUS  loans. 

Some  of  the  co-ops  will  tell  you  they 
already  have  a  means-test,  but  let  me 
tell  you  what  that  is.  In  1992,  we  lim- 
ited cheap  Government  financing  for 
the  really  wealthy  co-ops  to  70  percent 
of  their  total  debt-load.  That  is  not  a 
means- test.  There  is  a  big  difference 
between  70  percent  and  a  "credit  else- 
where" test. 

I  believe  we  should  retain  the  current 
three-tiered  financing  system  that  in- 
cludes hardship  loans,  direct  loans  and 
guaranteed  loans.  I  believe  that  appli- 
cants should  only  receive  such  assist- 
ance when  they  cannot  get  "credit 
elsewhere."  Then,  they  can  come  to  the 
Government  either  for  low-interest 
hardship  loans,  "at-cost"  direct  loans 
or  a  Government  guarantee  of  up  to  90 
percent. 


Under  my  legislation,  the  RUS  would 
review  the  borrower's  books  every  2 
years.  If  a  borrower's  circumstances 
have  improved  they  would  then  be  al- 
lowed to  prepay  their  Government 
loans,  without  penalty,  in  order  to 
move  into  the  commercial  credit  mar- 
ket. 

The  budget  savings  in  the  legislation 
would  come  from  a  reduction  in  inter- 
est subsidies  and  administrative  costs. 
In  fiscal  year  1995.  the  5  percent  hard- 
ship loan  subsidy  cost  the  taxpayers 
$10  million,  but  "municipal  rate"  di- 
rect loans  cost  over  $46  million.  On  top 
of  that,  we  spent  $30  million  on  admin- 
istration. Those  interest  subsidies  pro- 
vided $74  million  in  hardship  loans  and 
$536  million  in  direct  loans  from  the  re- 
volving fund. 

My  proposal  would  save  over  $60  mil- 
lion by  using  the  treasury  interest  rate 
for  non-hardship  direct  loans.  With  di- 
rect loans  at  treasury  rate  interest,  we 
would  save  over  $60  million  next  year. 
Some  of  that  money  would  go  to  in- 
creasing the  appropriation  for  hardship 
loans  to  $25  million,  which  should  more 
than  double  the  availability  of  truly 
necessary  loans. 

The  National  Rural  Electric  Coopera- 
tive Association— the  NRECA— will 
surely  mobilize  to  fight  this  bill.  Oh. 
you  bet  they  will.  Its  representatives 
will  come  to  the  hill  saying  that  this 
legislation  is  going  to  destroy  their  in- 
dustry, it  will  be  a  tragic  portrait  right 
straight  out  of  ""The  Grapes  of  Wrath." 
But  I  say  that  this  bill  will  not  cause 
rural  America  to  wither  up  and  die. 
Those  images  are  an  absolute  fiction. 

The  reality  is  that  the  REA  has  ac- 
complished its  mission  in  many  areas 
of  our  country.  Proof  of  that  lies  in  the 
simple  fact  that  competition  exists  for 
electric  service  in  many  co-op  terri- 
tories. I  would  ask  again,  why  should 
the  Government  continue  to  subsidize 
electric  loans  when  private  industry  is 
ready  and  willing  to  provide  reasonable 
service? 

The  NRECA  will  also  say  that  their 
comi)etitors  are  trying  to  gobble  up 
their  choice  customers.  I  have  heard 
that  one.  To  that,  I  would  suggest  that 
healthy  co-ops  should  take  advantage 
of  this  bill  and  privatize  their  debt.  In- 
vestors are  out  there  who  want  to  put 
money  into  the  co-ops  because  many  of 
them  have  rapidly  growing  residential 
service  areas  that  are  a  great  invest- 
ment. Those  co-ops  should  be  going 
head-to-head  with  their  competitors  on 
an  even  playing  field. 

On  the  issue  of  annexation  and  terri- 
torial predation,  I  believe  the  leading 
role  should  be  played  by  the  State  pub- 
lic service  commissions.  When  there 
are  difficult — perhaps  even  ancestral- 
disputes  over  territorial  rights.  State 
regulatory  commissions  are  far  better 
suited  to  make  appropriate  determina- 
tions than  is  the  Federal  Government. 
Local  decisions  should  be  made  at  the 
local  level. 
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The  NRECA  will  also  point  a  finger 
at  tax  incentives  that  are  enjoyed  by 
their  profit-driven  competitors.  They 
will  call  that  an  unfair  advantage.  But 
these  electric  co-ops  do  not  pay  any 
Federal  income  taxes.  They  claim  they 
do.  indirectly,  and  that  is  true.  When  a 
cooperative  distributes  dividends  to  its 
members,  the  members  must  pay  tax 
on  that  income.  But  any  "Joe  Citizen" 
who  owns  stock  in  a  power  company 
must  also  pay  income  tax  on  the  divi- 
dends. 

The  argument  that  investor-owned 
utilities  have  an  unfair  tax  advantage 
is  senseless.  If  the  co-ops  really  want 
the  same  tax  incentives,  then  we  would 
have  to  start  taxing  them.  I  do  not 
think  they  want  that. 

Another  very  important  part  of  the 
bill  would  improve  the  delivery  of  rural 
development  funds,  specifically  low-in- 
terest 'water  and  waste  disposal"' 
loans.  We  want  to  ensure  that  priority 
here  is  being  given  to  nonprofit  organi- 
zations whose  projects  are  included  in 
a  local,  regional,  or  statewide  develop- 
ment plan.  This  would  assist  in  the  co- 
ordination of  rural  development  efforts 
and  it  is  consistent  with  the  desire  to 
eliminate  duplicative  spending. 

Another  item  that  needs  correction 
is  a  provision  that^since  1987^has  al- 
lowed electric  borrowers  to  invest  up 
to  15  percent  of  their  total  plant  value 
in  rural  development  projects  without 
RUS  approval— and  without  regard  to 
their  Federal  debt  status. 

The  problem  with  this  is  that  a  co-op 
which  is  receiving  interest  subsidies  on 
its  Federal  debt  could  actually  invest 
any  excess  capital— up  to  15  percent  of 
its  plant  value — in  -rural  development 
projects."  In  theory,  the  taxpayers  sub- 
sidize the  RUS  loans  so  that  borrowers 
can  plug  low-interest  funds  into  rural 
development.  But  a  1992  USDA  inspec- 
tor general's  report  uncovered  a  dif- 
ferent picture.  Of  the  more  than  $8  bil- 
lion that  had  been  invested  by  electric 
borrowers,  less  than  1  percent  actually 
went  to  rural  development  invest- 
ments. 

The  inspector  general  found  a  dis- 
turbing trend  in  which  borrowers  took 
their  Government  interest  subsidies 
right  to  "market-rate  Wall  Street"  and 
invested  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
not  in  rural  development,  but  in  mu- 
tual funds.  My  bill  would  reduce  that 
limitation  to  3  percent.  I  believe  excess 
capital  should  be  used  to  pay  off  tax- 
payer-subsidized debt  before  it  is  used 
to  enrich  the  cooperatives. 

Mr.  President,  I  come  from  a  State 
that  has  been  magnificently  served  by 
the  REA  over  the  years.  One  of  the 
first  national  directors  of  REA  was  one 
J.C.  "Kid"  Nichols,  a  Wyoming  busi- 
nessman who  was  a  dear  and  lifelong 
friend  of  mine.  He  was  there  when  the 
agency  first  embarked  upon  its  mission 
in  this  country,  a  mission  to  bring 
electricity  and  lights  to  rural  America. 
It  was  a  stunning  thing  to  see. 


But  if  we  are  to  better  the  lot  of 
rural  Americans— and  we  all  know  that 
rural  America  can  use  some  real  help — 
we  need  to  be  honest  about  how  far  we 
have  come  to  where  we  are  and  how  we 
can  change  where  we  are  going.  And 
change  we  must^— with  responsibility 
and  with  courage.  The  task  we  face  is 
great  because  we  have  to  deal  with  a 
massive  national  debt,  an  ever-dwin- 
dling Federal  trough,  and  the  wants  of 
voracious  voters. 

The  rural  electric  program  is  a  mi- 
crocosm of  everything  that  is  rights 
and  wrong— with  our  country.  On  the 
one  hand,  the  REA  wired  our  homes  for 
sound  and  light.  It  surely  did  that  for 
the  folks  near  my  hometown  of  Cody. 
WY.  And  it  changed  the  lives  of  rural 
people  forever.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
have  allowed  the  program  to  grow  so 
big  and  so  far-reaching  that  we  have 
lost  sight  of  why  it  was  created  in  the 
first  place:  it  was  to  give  rural  Ameri- 
cans what  the  rest  of  the  country  had — 
electric  power.  Mr.  President,  that  mis- 
sion has  been  accomplished  and  the 
country  has  changed.  Why  does  this 
program  plod  along — year  after  year- 
untouched  by  all  sensibility  and  rea- 
son? 

I  have  often  said  you  show  me  where 
we  need  power  lines  in  rural  America 
today,  and  I  will  be  right  here  to  appro- 
priate and  assist  in  getting  the  money 
to  do  that  in  every  way.  discussing 
density,  discussing  all  the  geographical 
aspects,  all  the  rest.  But  I  have  been 
watching  this  issue  like  a  hawk  for  a 
lot  of  years. 

I  am  pleased  to  offer  this  bill.  I  be- 
lieve that  it  will  save  the  integrity  of 
the  program.  I  will  say  it  again.  Con- 
gress must  take  its  deficit  cutting  task 
seriously,  and  this  legislation  would  be 
an  important  part  of  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  805 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Rural  Elec- 
trification and  Rural  Economic  Development 
Improvement  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra- 
tion was  created  to  facilitate  the  electrifica- 
tion of  rural  America  by  providing  low-inter- 
est loans  to  electric  cooperative  associations 
and  other  entities  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing and  improving  rural  electric  sys- 
tems; 

(2)  more  than  99  percent  of  the  residents  in 
rural  areas  of  the  United  States  now  have  af- 
fordable and  reliable  electric  service: 

(3)  a  large  volume  of  loans,  at  subsidized 
interest  rates,  continue  to  be  made  under  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  to  electric 
cooperative  borrowers  who  could  obtain  fi- 
nancing at  reasonable  rates  and  terms  from 


a  source  other  than  the  Federal  Government 
and  these  borrowers  have  become  significant 
and  successful  participants  in  an  increas- 
ingly competitive  electric  utility  industry: 

(4)  the  Federal  Government  should  make 
electric  loans  only  to  entities  that  cannot 
otherwise  obtain  funding  at  reasonable  rates 
and  terms; 

(5)  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  au- 
thorizes low-interest  and  zero-interest  loans 
and  grants  to  be  made  to  borrowers  under 
the  Act  for  the  purpose  of  rural  economic  de- 
velopment; 

(6>  these  rural  economic  development  pro 
grams  do  not  provide  benefits  to  most  rural 
Americans  since  the  majority  of  these  resi- 
dents receive  electric  utility  service  from  en- 
tities that  do  not  receive  financing  under  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1963; 

(7)  borrowers  under  the  Rural  Electrifica- 
tion Act  of  1936  are  directly  eligible  for  some 
rural  development  programs  under  the  Con- 
solidated Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act 
of  1972: 

(8)  the  limited  funds  made  available  each 
year  for  all  rural  economic  development  pro- 
grams should  not  favor  these  individuals  who 
reside  in  rural  areas  that  are  served  by  bor- 
rowers under  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936;  and 

(9)  borrowers  under  the  Rural  Electrifica- 
tion Act  of  1936  should  not  have  a  competi- 
tive advantage  in  serving  customers  in  rural 
areas  of  the  United  States. 

TITLE  I— IMPROVEMENTS  TO  THE  RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION  LOAN  PROGRAMS 

SEC.  101.  REFERENCES  TO  THE  RURAL  ELEC 
TR[FICATION  ACT  OF  1938. 

As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  "the  Act" 
shall  mean  "the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936"  (7  U.S.C,  901  et  seq.). 
SEC.  102.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT. 

The   Act   is  amended  by  striking   "TITLE 
I-RURAL       ELECTRIFICATION"        imme- 
diately prior  to  section  1  (7  U.S.C.  901) 
SEC.    103.  ORJECnVE  OF  THE   ACT;   INVES"nGA- 
•nONS  AND  REPORTS. 

Effective  October  1.  1995,  section  2  of  the 
Act  (7  U.S.C.  902)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

•^EC.  2.  OBJECTIVE  OF  THE  ACT;  IN-VES-nCA- 
TIONS  AND  REPORTS. 

"(a)  The  objective  of  this  Act  is  to  author- 
ize and  empower  the  Secretary  to  make 
loans  for  the  purposes  of  (1)  furnishing  and 
improving  electric  energy  services  in  rural 
areas  of  the  several  States  and  Territories  of 
the  United  States,  (2)  assisting  rural  electric 
borrowers  to  implement  demand  side  man- 
agement practices,  energy  conservation  pro- 
grams, and  on-grid  and  off-grid  renewable 
energy  systems,  and  (3)  furnishing  and  im- 
proving telephone  service  in  such  areas. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  may  make,  or  cause  to 
be  made,  studies,  investigations,  and  reports 
concerning  the  availability  of  adequate  elec- 
tric and  telephone  services  in  rural  areas  of 
the  United  States  and  its  Territories  and  to 
publish  and  disseminate  information  with  re- 
spect thereto.". 

SEC.  104.  APPLICAnON  OF  STATE  Ij\WS  OR  ORDI 
NANCES  CONCERNING  ELJ:CTRIC 
SERVICE. 

The  Act  is  amended  by  adding,  after  sec- 
tion 2  (7  U.S.C.  902),  the  following  new  sec- 
tions: 
"SEC.    2A.    STATE     REGLI^TION    OF    ELECTRIC 

urn.rrY  service. 

"Nothing  contained  in  this  .^ct  shall  be 
construed  to  deprive  any  State  commission, 
board,  or  other  agency  of  jurisdiction,  under 
any  State  law.  now  or  hereafter  effective,  to 
regulate  electric  service. 


-SEC.  2B.  APPLICATION  OF  STATE  LAW. 

■la)  Nothing  in  thi.s  Act  is  intended  to  pre- 
vent a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
from  enacting  and  enforcing  a  law  or  ordi- 
nance concerning  the  curtailment,  limita- 
tion, or  geographic  area  of  service  provided 
by  an  electric  borrower  under  this  Act  if 
such  law  or  ordinance  provides  for  the  just 
compensation  of  the  borrower  for  any  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  or  involuntary  sale  of 
I  facility,  property,  right,  or  franchise  of  the 
t "I  lower  that  secures  a  loan  made  under  this 
Act.  Any  such  condemnation,  forfeiture,  or 
involuntary  sale  shall  not  be  construed  as 
interfering  with  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

"(b)(1)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  a  bor- 
rower receives  such  compensation,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  require  the  borrower  to  use  the 
proceeds  of  such  compensation  to  prepay, 
without  penalty,  all  or  any  portion  of  the 
outstanding  balance  on  any  loan  that  was 
made  or  guaranteed  under  this  Act  for  which 
the  Secretary  holds  a  mortgage  to.  or  other 
security  interest  in.  the  facility,  property. 
right,  or  franchise  for  which  the  compensa- 
tion was  provided. 

"1 2)  The  Secretary  shall  also  permit  the 
borrower  to  use  any  proceeds  of  such  com- 
pensation, in  excess  of  the  amount  needed  to 
prepay  a  loan  under  paragraph  (1),  to  prepay, 
without  penalty,  all  or  any  portion  of  any 
other  loan  of  the  borrower  made  under  this 
Act.". 

SEC.  10,5.  REPEAL  OF  ALTHOIUTY  FOR  TREASURY 
LOANS, 

Section  3  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C,  903)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SK(  .  lOfi.  Rf;Hl-JVl.  OK  AfrnORIZATION  FOR  2 
PERI  KNT  INTERI-;ST  RATE  ELECTRIC 
LOANS. 

Section  1  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  904)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  107.  REPEAL  OF  ACTHORIZATION  FOR  2 
PER(  ENT  ELECTRICVL  AND  PLLTWB- 
INt;  EQl  H'MENT  LO.\NS. 

Section  5  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  905)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  108.  ALTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS; 
REPF:AI.  of  REyilREMENT  FOR  TES- 
TIMON'^';  FEES  FOR  NONFINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE  ANT)  SERVICES. 

Section  6  of  the  .\ct  (7  U.S  C.  906)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  6.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS: 
USER  FEES  FOR  NON  FINANCIAL  AS- 
SISTANCE AND  SERVICES. 

"(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  for  in  paragraph 
(2),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated, out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  funds  as 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  administering 
this  Act  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
studies,  investigations,  publications,  and  re- 
ports provided  for  in  section  2. 

"(2)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  paragraph  (1).  or  other- 
wise made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  for 
the  purpose  of  administering  the  rural  elec- 
tric program,  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,000. 

"(b)(1)  Effective  October  1.  1995,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  establish  a  schedule  of  fees  to  be 
charged  for  non-financial  assistance  and 
services  provided  by  the  Secretary  to  loan 
applicants,  borrowers,  and  others  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  Such  assistance  and  services 
shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  those  re- 
lating to  accounting,  personnel  training,  en- 
gineering, management,  auditing,  data  proc- 
essing and  information  system  support,  du- 
plication of  documents,  consolidations,  and 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  other  Fed- 
eral laws  or  State  laws, 

"(2)  In  establishing  the  schedule  of  fees 
under  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary  shall  en- 


sure that  the  amount  of  each  fee  shall  be  suf- 
ficient to  cover  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  as- 
sistance or  service  provided,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

"(3)  The  recipient  of  any  non-financial 
service  or  assistance  provided  by  the  Sec- 
retary shall  pay  to  the  Secretary  the  amount 
of  the  fee  as  established  in  the  fee  schedule 
for  such  service  or  assistance  at  such  time  as 
the  Secretary  may  require.  All  fees  paid  to 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  and  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary,  without  fiscal 
year  limitation,  to  pay  the  cost  of  providing 
such  non-financial  assistance  and  services 
pursuant  to  this  Act.". 

SEC.  109.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  7  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  907)  is  amend- 
ed by— 

(a)  in  the  first  sentence,  striking  out  "from 
the  sums  authorized  in  section  3  of  this  Act", 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "from  funds 
made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act"; 
and 

(b)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"No  borrower  of  funds  under  sections  4  or 
201"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "No  bor- 
rower liable  for  the  repayment  of  any  tele- 
phone loan  made  under  section  201.  and.  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  for  in  section  2B 
or  any  other  provision  of  this  Act.  no  bor- 
rower who  is  liable  on  any  rural  electric  loan 
made  under  this  Act". 

SEC.  110.  REPEAL  OF  OBSOLETE  PROVISION  RE- 
LATING TO  TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN 
FUNCTIONS. 

(a)  Section  8  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  908)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Any  action  made  pursuant  to  section  8 
prior  to  its  repeal  by  subsection  (a)  shall  re- 
main valid  and  in  effect  unless  otherwise  re- 
voked. 

SEC.  HI.  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PERSONAI-  SERV- 
ICES, SUPPLIE.S,  AND  EQUIPMENT. 

Section    11    of   the    Act    (7    U.S.C.    911)    is 
amended  by  adding  after  "from  sums  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  section  6"  the  following: 
"or  from  funds  otherwise  made  available  for 
the  purposes  of  administering  this  Act". 

SEC.  1 12.  PAYMENT  DEFERRAL  AUTHORITY. 

Section  12  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  912)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec  12.  Extension  of  Ti.me  for  Repay- 
ment OF  Loans.— The  Secretary  may  extend 
the  payment  of  interest  or  principal  of  any 
loan  made  under  this  Act  if  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  borrower  is  experiencing  a 
financial  hardship.  Any  payment  of  interest 
or  principal  shall  not  be  extended  for  more 
than  5  years  after  the  date  on  which  such 
was  originally  due,  and  interest  shall  accrue 
on  the  amount  of  any  such  payment  at  the 
rate  of  interest  on  the  underlying  loan, 
which  interest  shall  become  due  and  payable 
at  the  same  time  as  the  payment  for  which 
the  extension  was  made". 

SEC.  1 13.  DEFINITION  OF  RURAL  AREA. 

Section  13  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  913)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  "Any  determination  with  respect 
to  whether  an  area  is  a  rural  area,  under  the 
preceding  sentence,  shall  be  made  at  the 
time  the  application  is  filed,  and.  under  no 
circumstances,  shall  any  previous  deter- 
mination that  the  area  was  rural  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act  be  used  to  make  such  deter- 
mination. " 

SEC.  1 H.  GEN'ERAL  PROHIBrnONS:  ORIGINA^nON 
FEES;  USE  OF  CONSLXTANTS. 

Section  18  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  918)  is 
amended  b.v — 

(a)  in  subsection  (a),  striking  out  ""reduce 
any  loan  or  loan  advance"  and  inserting  in 


lieu  thereof  "reduce  any  rural  telephone  loan 
or  loan  advance": 

(b)  in  subsection  (b).  after  ""connection 
with  any"',  inserting  "telephone":  and 

(c)  striking  out  subsection  (c). 

SEC.  115.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  LOANS  TO  RURAL 
ELECTRIC  PROVIDERS. 

Effective  October  1,  1995.  the  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  after  section  18  (7  U.S.C.  918).  a 
new  Title  I  as  follows: 

"TITLE  I— RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION 
LOANS. 

"Sec  101.  Limit .^TI0N  on  authority  To 
Make,  Insure,  and  Guarantee  Electric 
Loans.— No  electric  loan  shall  be  made,  in- 
sured, or  guaranteed,  under  this  Act  after 
September  30,  1995,  except  as  authorized  in 
sections  102  and  103. 

"Sec  102.  Direct  Electric  Loans— (a) 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  empowered 
to  make  loans  to  corporations.  States.  Terri- 
tories, and  subdivisions  and  agencies  thereof, 
municipalities,  peoples'  utility  districts,  and 
cooperative,  nonprofit,  or  limited-dividend 
associations,  organized  under  the  laws  of  any 
State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  purpose  of  financing  the  construction 
and  operation  of  generating  plants,  electric 
transmission  and  distribution  lines  or  sys- 
tems for  the  furnishing  of  electric  energy  to 
persons  in  rural  areas  and  for  furnishing  and 
improving  electric  service  to  persons  in  rural 
areas,  including  assisting  electric  borrowers 
to  implement  demand  side  management,  en- 
ergy conservation  programs,  and  on-grid  and 
off-grid  renewable  energy  systems. 

""(b)  Loans  made  under  this  section  shall  be 
on  such  terms  and  conditions  relating  to  the 
expenditure  of  the  money  loaned  and  the  se- 
curity therefore  as  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine. 

■"(c)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  prioritize  the 
making  of  loans  authorized  by  this  section 
to  ensure  that  eligible  applicants  with  the 
greatest  need  for  Federal  assistance  shall 
have  the  highest  priority  for  available  loan 
funds. 

"(2)  In  establishing  such  priorities,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider  the  following  indi- 
cators of  need: 

"•(A)  The  net  income  before  interest  of  the 
applicant; 

"(B)  The  weighted  average  of  per  capita 
personal  income  for  the  area  served  or  to  be 
served  by  the  applicant: 

'"(C)  The  weighted  average  unemployment 
rate  of  the  area  served  or  to  be  served  by  the 
applicant; 

"(D)  An  average  annual  rate  of  growth  in 
the  total  kilowatt  hour  sales  of  the  applicant 
during  the  five  year  period  preceding  the 
date  on  which  the  application  is  made: 

"(E)  The  rate  of  disparity,  measured  as  the 
difference  between  the  residential  rate  of  the 
applicant  and  the  average  residential  rate  in 
the  State  for  all  electric  utilities,  including 
utilities  that  are  not  borrowers  under  this 
Act; 

'"(F)  The  rate  level,  measured  by  the  aver- 
age revenue  per  kilowatt  hour  that  is  sold  by 
the  applicant  to  residential  and  farm  con- 
sumers; 

"(G)  The  cost  of  power  per  kilowatt  hour 
purchased  or  generated  by  the  applicant; 

"(H)  The  total  kilowatt  hour  sales  per  mile 
of  distribution  and  transmission  line,  exclud- 
ing large  commercial  and  industrial  consum- 
ers and  sales  for  resale;  and 

"(I)  The  value  of  distribution  and  trans- 
mission plants  in  service  per  kilowatt  hours 
of  electricity  sold, 

"•(d)(1)(A)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make 
any  loan  under  this  section  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  applicant  is  capable  of 
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producing  net  income  before  interest  of  more 
than  500  percent  of  the  interest  requirements 
on  all  of  the  outstanding  and  proposed  loans 
of  the  applicant  for  which  the  final  maturity- 
is  greater  than  one  year. 

■■(B)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
applicant  is  capable  of  producing  net  income 
before  interest  of  more  than  200  percent  of 
the  interest  requirement  of  all  of  the  out- 
standing and  proposed  loans  of  the  applicant 
for  which  the  final  maturity  is  greater  than 
one  year,  the  Secretary  shall  require  the  ap- 
plicant to  secure  at  least  10  percent  of  the 
total  financing  required  for  the  proposed 
project  with  a  loan  from  a  commercial,  coop- 
erative, or  other  legally  organized  non-gov- 
ernmental lending  institution,  which  loan 
may  not  be  guaranteed  under  section  103. 

■■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  a  loan 
under  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  applicant  is  capable  of  pro- 
ducmg  income  sufficient  to  repay  the  loan  in 
accordance  to  its  terms  within  the  agreed 
time,  pay  interest  on  the  loan  as  it  becomes 
due,  and  repay  all  other  outstanding  and  pro- 
posed indebtedness  of  the  applicant,  together 
with  any  Interest  thereon,  as  payments  be- 
come due. 

■■(3i(Ai  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  any 
loan  under  this  section  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  applicant  is  unable  to 
obtain  all  or  any  part  of  the  funds  needed  by 
the  applicant  elsewhere,  including  from  (i) 
general  funds  of  the  applicant  that  are  in  ex- 
cess of  an  amount  needed  for  a  reasonable  re- 
serve, or  (ii)  loans  (with  or  without  a  guaran- 
tee under  section  103)  from  commercial,  co- 
operative, or  other  legally  organized  lending 
institutions  at  reasonable  rates  and  terms 
for  loans  for  similar  purposes  and  periods  of 
time. 

■■(B)  The  Secretary  shall  require  the  appli- 
cant to  certify  in  writing  that  the  applicant 
is  unable  to  obtain  sufficient  credit  else- 
where to  finance  all  or  any  part  of  the  actual 
needs  of  the  applicant  at  reasonable  rates 
and  terms,  taking  into  consideration  prevail- 
ing rates  for  loans  and  obligations  for  simi- 
lar purposes  and  periods  of  time. 

■•(4)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  a  loan 
under  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  .security  for  the  loan  will 
be  adequate  to  ensure  full  payment  of  the 
loan. 

■•(5)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  any  loan 
under  this  section  unless  the  applicant  has 
agreed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  graduation  program  established  under 
section  105. 

•■(6)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  any  loan 
under  this  section  unless  all  additional  re- 
quirements of  section  104  have  been  met. 

■■(e)  The  term  of  each  loan  made  under  this 
section  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
and  shall  not  exceed  33  years,  or  the  expected 
useful  life  of  the  assets  being  financed, 
whichever  is  less. 

■■(Dd)  Except  as  provided  for  in  paragraph 
(2),  the  rate  of  interest  on  loans  under  this 
section  shall  be  equal  to  the  then  current 
costs  of  money  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  for  obligations  of  comparable 
maturity. 

■■(2)(A)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  applicant  is  not  capable  of  producing  net 
income  before  interest  of  more  than  200  per- 
cent of  the  interest  requirements  on  all  of 
the  outstanding  and  proposed  loans  of  the 
applicant  for  which  the  final  maturity  is 
greater  than  one  year,  the  rate  of  interest  on 
the  loan  shall  be  the  rate  established  under 
paragraph  (1)  but  not  more  than  5  percent 
per  year,  except  as  provided  under  subpara- 
graph (B). 


"(B)  For  any  loan  whose  term  is  10  years  or 
more  and  whose  interest  rate  is  limited  to  5 
percent  per  year  under  subparagraph  (A),  the 
Secretary  shall  review  the  financial  status  of 
the  borrower  every  2  years,  and.  if  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  the  borrower  is  capa- 
ble of  producing  net  income  before  interest 
of  more  than  200  percent  of  the  interest  re- 
quirements on  all  of  the  outstanding  and 
proposed  loans  of  the  applicant  for  which  the 
final  maturity  is  greater  than  one  year,  the 
5  percent  limitation  shall  no  longer  apply  to 
the  loan  and  the  rate  for  the  remaining  term 
of  the  loan  shall  be  the  original  rate  estab- 
lished under  paragraph  (1). 

"■(g)  The  Secretary  shall  charge  a  loan 
origination  fee  of  one  percent  of  the  amount 
of  the  loan  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  applicant  is  capable  of  producing  net  in- 
come before  interest  of  more  than  200  per- 
cent of  the  interest  requirements  on  all  of 
the  outstanding  and  proposed  loans  of  the 
applicant  for  which  the  final  maturity  is 
greater  than  one  year. 

■■(h)  The  Secretary  may  provide  a  borrower 
the  right  to  make  payment  in  full  on  a  loan 
made  under  this  section  in  advance  of  final 
maturity  on  terms  consistent  with  those 
provided  for  commercial  loans  for  similar 
purposes  and  maturities. 

■Sec.  103.  Guarantees  of  Electric  Loans 
FRo.M  Non-governmental  Sources  of  Cred- 
iT^  Lien  Accommodations.— (a)(1)  To  the  ex- 
tent set  out  in  Paragraph  (2).  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  and  empowered,  to  guarantee 
loans  that  are  made  by  commercial,  coopera- 
tive, or  other  legally-organized  non-govern- 
mental lending  institutions  to  any  entity, 
and  for  any  purpose,  described  in  section 
102(a). 

■■<2)  The  Secretary  shall  guarantee  only 
the  payment  of  that  portion  of  the  principal 
of  the  loan,  and  that  portion  of  the  interest 
thereon,  that  the  lender  requires  as  a  condi- 
tion for  making  the  loan.  The  amount  of  any 
.such  guarantee  shall  not  exceed  90  percent  of 
the  principal  of  the  loan  and  the  interest 
thereon. 

•■(3)  The  Secretary  shall  not  guarantee  any 
loan  to  an  entity  that  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines is  capable  of  producing  income  before 
interest  of  more  than  600  percent  of  the  in- 
terest requirements  on  all  of  the  outstanding 
and  proposed  loans  of  the  entity  for  which 
the  final  maturity  is  greater  than  one  year. 

■■(4)  The  Secretary  shall  impose  such  fees 
and  charges  to  cover  the  administrative  ex- 
pense related  to  any  guarantee  made  under 
this  section  as  the  Secretary  determines  rea- 
sonable. 

■■(5)  Any  contract  of  guarantee  executed  by 
the  Secretary  under  this  section  shall  be  an 
obligation  supported  by  the  full  faith  and 
credit  of  the  United  States  and  incontestable 
except  for  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of 
which  the  holder  of  the  guarantee  had  actual 
knowledge  at  the  time  it  become  a  hoWer. 

■■(6)  The  Secretary  shall  not  guarantee  any 
loan  under  this  section  unless  all  additional 
requirements  of  section  104  have  been  met. 

"(b)  In  order  to  encourage  non-govern- 
mental lenders  to  make  loans  to  eligible  en- 
tities, or  to  provide  a  greater  portion  of  the 
credit  needs  of  an  applicant  for  a  loan  under 
section  102.  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
share  the  Government's  lien  on  the  loan  ap- 
plicant's or  borrower's  assets  or  to  subordi- 
nate the  Government's  lien  on  the  property 
to  be  financed  by  the  lender.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  offer  such  accommodation  or  subor- 
dination unless  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  security  for  all  loans  made  or  guar- 
anteed under  this  Act,  the  payment  of  which 
the  borrower  is  liable,  will  remain  reason- 
ably adequate. 


■Sec.  104.  ADDITIONAL  Requirements  and 
Provisions  Relating  to  Loans  and  Guaran- 
tees.—(a)  The  Secretary  shall  not  make  any 
loan  under  section  102  or  guarantee  any  loan 
under  section  103 — 

■■(1)  if  all  or  any  part  of  the  loan  to  be 
made  or  guaranteed  will  be  used  to  expand 
the  service  territory  of  the  applicant  or  bor- 
rower, as  the  case  may  be,  into  an  area  in 
which  consumers  are  being  served  by  another 
utility; 

■•(2)  if  the  applicant  or  the  borrower,  as  the 
case  may  be.  has  not  agreed  to  follow  gen- 
erally accepted  accounting  procedures  and 
management  practices; 

■■(3)  if  the  applicant  or  borrower,  as  the 
case  may  be.  is  prohibited  by  a  charter, 
bylaw,  statute,  or  regulation,  or  is  otherwise 
prohibited,  from  disposing  of  any  or  all  of 
the  property  of  the  applicant  or  borrower  by 
a  vote  greater  than  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bership of  the  applicant  or  borrower  voting 
in  person  or  by  proxy:  and 

■■(4)  if  the  applicant  or  borrower  fails  to 
agree  to  provide  to  the  Secretary  a  complete 
and  current  set  of  all  residential,  commer- 
cial, or  industrial  tariffs  or  rate  schedules, 
power  sale  agreement,  and  transmission 
agreements,  and  any  subsequent  changes 
made  thereto,  and  any  additional  power  sale 
and  transmission  agreements  entered  into  by 
the  borrower,  during  the  term  of  the  loan; 
any  such  tariffs,  schedules,  and  agreements 
provided  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  deemed 
public  information  and  shall  be  made  avail- 
able within  10  working  days  of  receipt  of  a 
verbal,  written  or  electronically  transmitted 
request  reasonably  describing  the  informa- 
tion sought. 

■■(b)  The  Secretary  shall  ensure  that  funds 
shall  not  be  advanced  under  any  loan  made 
section  102  or  guaranteed  under  section  103 
unless  the  approval  of  any  State  or  Federal 
agency  required  with  respect  to  the  project 
to  be  financed  by  the  loan,  or  its  financing. 
has  been  obtained  and  remains  in  effect. 

■■(c)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
level  of  general  funds  of  an  applicant  or  bor- 
rower is  in  excess  of  that  needed  for  a  rea- 
sonable reserve,  the  Secretary  shall  reduce 
(A)  the  amount  of  the  loan  request  in  the 
case  of  an  applicant  under  section  102,  (B) 
the  amount  of  any  advance  on  a  loan  made 
under  section  102,  or  (C)  the  amount  of  any 
guarantee  under  section  103. 

•■(d)  Loans  may  be  made  under  section  102. 
or  guaranteed  under  section  103,  only  to  the 
extent  that  electrical  service  to  consumers 
in  rural  areas  will  be  provided  or  improved 
by  the  facility  being  financed. 

■Sec.  105.  Graduation  Program.— (a)  The 
Secretary  shall  establish  a  program  under 
which  at  least  once  every  2  years  each  loan 
made  under  section  102  shall  be  reviewed  to 
determine  whether  the  borrower  d)  is  able  to 
repay  all  or  any  part  of  the  loan  with  general 
funds  in  excess  of  that  needed  for  a  reason- 
able reserve,  or  (2)  may  be  able  to  obtain 
credit  from  a  commercial,  cooperative,  or 
other  legally  organized  non-governmental 
lending  institution  in  an  amount  sufficient 
to  meet  all  or  any  part  of  the  credit  needs  of 
the  borrower  at  reasonable  rates  and  terms, 
taking  into  consideration  prevailing  rates 
for  loans  and  obligations  for  similar  purposes 
and  periods  of  time. 

■•(b)(1)  To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  borrower  is  able  to  repay 
all  or  any  part  of  the  loan  from  general 
funds,  the  borrower  shall  make  payment  in 
full  or  in  part  on  the  loan,  without  penalty, 
at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  may  require 
prior  to  the  final  maturity  date  of  the  loan. 

■■(2)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
borrower  may  be  able  to  meet  all  or  any  part 


of  its  credit  needs  from  other  lenders,  with 
or  without  a  loan  guarantee  under  section 
103.  the  borrower  shall  be  required  to — 

■•(A)  apply  for  and  accept  credit  from  such 
lenders,  and  purchase  any  stock  necessary  in 
connection  with  the  loan  if  the  source  is  a 
cooperative  lending  institution;  and 

"(B)  use  the  proceeds  of  such  credit  to 
make  payment,  in  full  or  in  part,  without 
penalty,  on  any  loan  made  to  the  borrower 
under  section  102  at  such  time  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  require  prior  to  the  final  matu- 
rity date  of  such  loan. 

■Sec.  106.  Failure  To  Comply  With  the 
Act.— If  a  borrower  of  a  loan  made  under  sec- 
tion 102  fails  to  comply  with  any  provision  of 
this  Act,  or  any  agreement  between  the  bor- 
rower and  the  Secretary  made  pursuant 
thereto,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
provisions  of  section  104(a)(6)  and  section  105. 
the  amount  outstanding  on  the  loan  shall  be- 
come due  and  payable  upon  receipt  of  a  writ- 
ten notice  of  such  failure  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary to  the  borrower.  Such  notice  .shall  be 
given  to  the  borrower  as  soon  as  possible 
after  such  failure  to  comply  with  the  Act  oc- 
curs. 

■Sec.  107.  Limitation  on  Authorization 
for  appropriations.-  In  the  case  of  each  fis- 
cal year  1996  through  2000,  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for 
the  cost,  as  defined  in  Section  502  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974,  of  loans  made 
and  guaranteed  under  this  title,  J25.000.000.". 
SEC.  1 16.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT. 

Section  201  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  921)  is 
amended,  in  the  first  sentence,  by— 

(a)  striking  out  ■'section  3  of;  and 

(b)  striking  out  'as  are  provided  in  section 
4  of  this  Act  "  and  inserting  "as  was  provided 
in  section  4  of  this  Act  prior  to  its  repeal.". 
SEC,    117,   RURAL   ELECTRIFICATION  AND  TELE- 
PHONE REVOLVING  FUND. 

Section  301  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  931)  is 
amended  by— 

(a)  redesignating  subsection  (a)  as  sub- 
section (b); 

(b)  adding  a  new  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 
"(a)  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  be  ap- 
plicable only  to  rural  electric  loans  made 
prior  to  October  1.  1995.  and  to  rural  tele- 
phone loans";  and 

(c)  in  subsection  (b),  as  redesignated, 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  striking  out  •'under 
sections  4,  5,  and  201  of  this  Act"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "under  sections  4  and  5, 
prior  to  their  repeal,  and  section  201  of  this 
Act": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2),  striking  out  "under 
sections  4,  5,  and  20r'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "under  sections  4  and  5,  prior  to 
their  repeal,  and  section  201  of  this  Act";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  striking  out  "notwithstanding  section 
3(a)  of  title  I";  and 

(B)  striking  out  "held  under  titles  I  and  II 
of  this  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"held  under  sections  2  through  18  of  this  Act, 
prior  to  the  amendments  made  thereto  by 
the  ""Rural  Electrification  and  Rural  Eco- 
nomic Development  Improvement  Act  of 
1995.  and  title  II  of  this  Act" 

SEC.  118.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  302  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  932)  is 
amended  by — 

(a)  in  subsection  (a),  striking  out  "under 
sections  4,  5,  and  201  of  this  Act"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "under  sections  4  and  5. 
prior  to  their  repeal,  and  section  201  of  this 
Act"':  and 

(b)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  striking  our  ""under 
sections  4,  5,  and  201  of  this  Act"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "under  sections  4  and  5. 


prior  to  their  repeal,  and  section  201  of  this 
Act";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  adding  after  ""pursuant 
to  section  3(a)  of  this  Act"  the  following: 
■prior  to  its  repeal". 

SEC,  119.  COST  OF  MONEY  RATES  FOR  CERTAIN 
ELECTRIC  BORROWERS. 

Section  305(0(2)  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
935(c)(2))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

""(2)  Cost  of  money  loans.— 

""The  Secretary  shall  make  insured  electric 
loans,  to  the  extent  of  qualifying  applica- 
tions, to  eligible  applicants  that  do  not  meet 
the  requirements  for  hardship  loans  under 
paragraph  (1)  at  the  rate  of  interest  equal  to 
then  current  cost  of  money  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  for  loans  of  simi- 
lar maturity.". 

SEC.  120.  LLMITATION  OF  TERMS  OF  LOANS. 

Section  305(ci  of  the  .\ct  (7  U.S.C.  935(c))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
paragraph  (4)  as  follows: 
"(4)  Limit.^tion  on  terms  of  loans.— 
'The  term  of  any  loan  made  under  this 
subsection  may  not  exceed  the  expected  use- 
ful life  of  the  assets  being  financed  or  35 
years,  whichever  is  less   ■. 

SEC.  121.  ACCOMMODA"nON  AND  SUBORDINA- 
TION OF  LIENS  TO  ASSIST  CERTAIN 
BORROWERS  IN  ACQUIRING  CIU;Drr 
AFTER  OCTOBER  I,  1996. 

Effective  October  1.  1995,  section  306  of  the 
Act  (7  U.S.C.  936)  is  amended  by— 

(a)  Adding  ■■(a)"  before  the  first  sentence; 
and 

(b)  Adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
section (b)  as  follows: 

"(b)  In  order  to  assist  borrowers  with  out- 
standing electric  loans  made  under  this  Act 
prior  to  October  1,  1995.  who  are  not  eligible 
for  loans  under  section  102  to  meet  their  fur- 
ther credit  needs  from  commercial,  coopera- 
tive, or  other  legally  organized  lending  insti- 
tutions, the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  share 
the  Government's  lien  on  the  borrower's  as- 
sets or  to  subordinate  the  Governments  lien 
on  the  property  to  be  financed  by  the  lender 
to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  security  for  all  loans  of  the  bor- 
rower made  or  guaranteed  under  this  Act 
will  remain  reasonably  adequate .". 
SEC,  122.  IU:P»-:A1.  of  authorization  TO  REFI- 
NANCE FEDERAL  FINANCING  BA.NK 
LOANS. 
Section  306C  of  the  .Act  (7  U.S.C.  936c)  is  re- 
pealed. 

sec.  123.  repeal,  of  requirement  for  spe- 
cial    treatment     of     certain 
electkk  borhowf;rs. 
Section  306E  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  936e)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  124.  REPEAL  OF  30  PERCENT  LIMn"A"nON 
ON  REQUIRED  FINANCING  FROM 
OTHER  SOURCES. 

Section  307  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  937)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence 
thereof. 

SEC.  125,  REPEAL  OF  AlTHORI/A-nON  TO  REFI- 
NANCE CERTAIN  RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT LOANS. 

Section  310  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  940)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  126.  USE  OF  FUNDS. 

Section  312  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  940b)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  127.  REPH\L  OF  CUSHION  OF  CREDIT  PAY- 
MENT'S PR(XiRAM. 

Section  313  of  the  Act  (7  U.S.C.  940c)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  128.  REPEAl,  OF  CERTAIN  ALTTIORIZA'nONS 
FOR  APPROPRL\TION.S. 

Section   314   of  the   Act  (7  U.S.C.   940d)  is 
amended  in  subsection  (b)  by — 
(a)  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2):  and 


(b)  renumbering  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  as 
paragraphs  (H  and  (2),  r'^spoctively 
TITLE   II— PRESERVATION   OF   EXCLUSIVT 
STATE     ■JURISDICTION     OVER     RETAIL 
ELECTRIC  SERVICE  Tt:RRITORIES. 

SEC.  201.  AMENT).ME.NT  TO  THE  FEDERAL  POWER 
ACT  OF  1935. 

Section  201  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  of 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  824)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(h)  EXCLUSIVE  STATE  JURISDICTION  OVER 
allocation  of  RETAIL  ELECTRIC  SERVICE 
TERRITORIES.— 

"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  the  regulation  and  allocation  of  service 
territories  or  service  ai~eas  to  providers  of 
electric  service  shall  be  subject  only  to  State 
law  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  Act.  or  any  other  provision  of 
Federal  law.  No  Executive  agency  (as  defined 
in  section  105  of  title  5.  United  States  Code) 
shall  have  authority  to  preempt  or  interfere 
with  the  operation  of  any  law  of  a  State  or 
a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  relating  to 
a  service  territory  or  service  area  allocation 
to  providers  of  electric  service." 
•HTIJ:  hi— IMPROVT.MENTS  TO  THE  DE- 
LIVERY OF  RLTtAL  DEVELOPMENT  PRO- 
GRAMS 
SEC.  301,  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  WATER  A.ND  WASTE 
LOAN  AND  GRANT  PROGRAMS, 

The  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Develop- 
ment Act  (7  U,S.C.  1921  et  seq.)  is  amended 
by- 
CD  in  subsection  (a)  of  section  306  (7  U.S.C. 
1926(a)).  striking  out  the  second  sentence: 
and 

(2)  in  section  365  (7  U.S.C.  2008),  striking 
out  subsection  (h). 

SEC,  302.  REGULATIONS  LENDER  SECTION  370  OF 
THE  CONSOLIDATFJ)  FARM  AND 
RURAL  DEVFU.OPME.NT  ACT. 

If  the  Secretary  of  .Agriculture  has  not  is- 
sued final  or  interim  final  regulations  to  en- 
sure compliance  with  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 370(a)  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and 
Rural  Development  Act  (7  U.S.C.  2008e)  on  or 
before  September  30.  1995,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  make  any  loan,  loan  advance,  or 
grant  for  rural  development  purposes  under 
any  provision  of  such  Act  or  any  loan,  loan 
advance,  or  grant  under  any  provision  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  until  such 
regulations  are  issued. 

SEC.  303.  ADMINISTRA'nON  OF  RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT PROGRAMS. 

The  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1972  (7  U.S.C.  1921  el  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  therefore  the 
following  new  section: 

-SEC.  372.  ADMINISTRA'nON  OF  RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT PROGRAMS. 

■Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  in  administering  all  rural  development 
programs  and  activities,  other  than  rural  de- 
velopment programs  relating  to  rural  busi- 
nesses and  industry  development,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  give  priority,  in  the  awarding  of 
all  loans  and  grants  (including,  but  not  lim- 
ited to,  grants  and  loans  provided  under 
Title  V  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936),  to  rural  development  projects  that  are 
included  in  a  local,  regional,  or  State-wide 
development  plan  and  the  Secretary  shall 
give  the  highest  priority  to  public  bodies  and 
nonprofit  entities  that  operate  on  a  non- 
profit basis". 

SEC.  304.  EQUAL  ACCESS  TO  F-EDERAL  RURAL  DE- 
VELOPMENT FUNTiS. 

Section  502  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936  (7  use.  950aa-l)  is  amended— 
(a)  in  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b)— 
(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"Borrowers  under  this  Act"  and  inserting  in 
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lieu  thereof  ■Borrowers  under  this  Act  and 
all  nonprofit  entities";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence. 

(b)  in  section  (b).  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Preference  for  Nonprofit  Enti- 
ties.—In  reviewing  applications  for  assist- 
ance, the  Secretary  shall  grive  the  highest 
priority  to  those  applications  and 
preapplications  submitted  by  nonprofit  enti- 
ties that  operate  on  a  nonprofit  basis.";  and 

(c)  in  subsection  (el.  by  striking  out  the 
second  sentence 

SEC.   305.    ELIMLNATIO.N   OF    DUPLICATIVE    PRO- 
GRA.MS. 

Section  2322  of  the  Food.  Agriculture.  Con- 
servation, and  Trade  Act  of  1990  (7  U.S.C. 
1926-1  >  is  repealed. 
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ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bre.\ux.  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
158.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  energy  se- 
curity of  the  Nation  through  encourag- 
ing the  production  of  domestic  oil  and 
gas  resources  in  deep  water  on  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  2S6 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
MovNiH.JiNj  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  256.  a  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  procedures  for 
determining  the  status  of  certain  miss- 
ing members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and 
certain  civilians,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl.  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
LoTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
494.  a  bill  to  balance  the  Federal  budg- 
et by  fiscal  year  2002  through  the  es- 
tablishment of  Federal  spending  limits. 

S.  B.50 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shelby,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire [.Mr.  Gregg],  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Co.^TS],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  LoTT],  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  CocHRA.v]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  650,  a  bill  to 
increase  the  amount  of  credit  available 
to  fuel  local,  regional,  and  national 
economic  growth  by  reducing  the  regu- 
latory burden  imposed  upon  financial 
institutions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  AsHCROFT]  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Lieber.ma.n]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  3,  a  concurrent  resolu- 
tion relative  to  Taiwan  and  the  United 
Nations. 


THE  ALASKA  POWER  AD.MINISTRA- 
TION  SALE  ACT  TRANS-ALASKA 
PIPELINE  AMENDMENT  ACT  OF 
1995 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  1078 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (S.  395)  to  au- 
thorize and  direct  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy to  sell  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration, and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  the  text  of  Title  II  and  insert  the 
following  text: 

TITLE  11 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Title  may  be  cited  as  "Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  203  of  the  .-^ct  entitled  the  "Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act."  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (0: 

(f)  E.xpoRTs  OF  Alaskan  North  Slope 
Oil.— 

(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6).  of 
this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  President— 

(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  propo.sed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States;  and 

(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within 
four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection. 

The  President  shall  make  his  national  inter- 
est determination  within  five  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  or 
30  days  after  completion  of  the  environ- 
mental review,  whichever  is  earlier.  The 
President  may  make  his  determination  sub- 
ject to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)). 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  restrict 
the  authority  of  the  President  under  the 
Constitution,  the  International  Emergency 
Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.), 
or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of  the 
oil. 


(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  President's  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mmatlon  by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds  that 
anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  export- 
ing crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  significantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  .551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  203.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  .\ct  (42  U.S.C.  6212(f))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
.Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Contrress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 
SEC.  204.  C;A0  REPORT. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any,  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

SEC.  205.  EFTECTTVE  DATE. 

This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 


Management  regarding  property  line 
disputes  with  the  Nez  Perce  Indian 
Reservation  in  Idaho  will  begin  at  2 
p.m.  instead  of  9:30  a.m..  as  previously 
scheduled. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  E.NKRGY  .\NT>  ^•.^TUR.^L 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
two  time  changes  with  respect  to  hear- 
ings which  have  previously  been  sched- 
uled before  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

First,  the  hearing  scheduled  on 
Thursday.  May  25.  before  the  full  com- 
mittee regarding  S.  638,  the  Insular  De- 
velopment Act  of  1995,  will  begin  at  9:30 
a.m.  instead  of  2  p.m..  as  previously 
scheduled. 

Second,  the  hearing  scheduled  on 
Thursday.  May  25.  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Forests  and  Public  Land 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

SUHCOM.MITTEE  ON  INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Trade  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance  be  per- 
mitted to  meet  on  Monday.  May  15.  be- 
ginning at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD-215.  to 
conduct  a  hearing  on  the  Caribbean 
basin  initiative. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCO.MMITTEE  ON  PERSONNEL  AND  READINESS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committees on  Personnel  and  Readi- 
ness of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices be  authorized  to  meet  at  2:30  p.m. 
on  Monday.  May  15.  1995,  in  open  ses- 
sion, to  receive  testimony  regarding 
Department  of  Defense  military  family 
housing  issues  in  review  of  S.  727.  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  and  the  future  years 
defense  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SIBCOMMITTEK  ON  IIIST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL 
SERVICE 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service.  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs,  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Monday, 
May  15.  1995.  to  review  Federal  pension 
reform. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


IRANIAN  NUCLEAR  PLANS 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  comment  on  an  interview  that 
appeared  in  the  New  York  Times,  on 
Sunday.  May  14.  1995.  entitled,  Tran 
Says  It  Plans  10  Nuclear  Plants  But  No 
Atom  Arms." 

I  must  say  that  the  interview  is  quite 
candid  in  as  much  as  we  have  the  Di- 
rector of  Iran's  .atomic  Energy  Organi- 
zation. Reza  Amrollahi,  stating  that 
his  nation  intends  to  build  as  many  as 
10  nuclear  reactors  throughout  the 
country.  What  we  have  is  an  Iranian  of- 
ficial publicly  stating  the  number  of 
reactors  Iran  wants  to  build,  as  well  as 
confirming  that  Iran  is  buying  two 
more  Chinese  reactors,  in  addition  to 
the  Russian  reactors  they  intend  to 
purchase.  This  is  remarkable  and 
scary. 

Mr.  President,  this  interview  only 
confirms  what  I  have  been  saying  all 


along.  The  terrorist  regime  in  Iran  is 
bent  on  aggression  and  will  not  stop.  It 
is  bad  enough  that  they  are  abusing  the 
human  rights  of  the  Iranian  people  and 
hijacking  their  rich  history,  but  they 
are  sacrificing  the  Iranian  people's  wel- 
fare in  return  for  a  headlong  drive  for 
nuclear  armament.  This  is  all  very  un- 
fortunate for  the  abused  Iranian  people 
and  dangerous  for  the  world.  I  hope 
that  Ii'anians  remember  what  their  cor- 
rupt government  did  to  them. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
the  above-mentioned  article  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  14.  1995) 
Iran  Says  it  Plans  lO  Nuclear  Plants  Birr 

No  ATOM  ARMS 
(By  Elaine  Sciolino) 

Teheran.  Iran.  May  13 — Iran's  top  nuclear 
official  said  today  that  his  country  intended 
to  build  about  10  nuclear  power  plants  in  the 
next  two  decades,  but  denied  charges  by  the 
United  States  that  Iran  is  trying  to  develop 
nuclear  weapons. 

The  official.  Reza  Amrollahi,  also  said  that 
last  year  he  signed  a  formal  contract  with 
China  for  two  nuclear  power  reactors  and 
that  Chinese  experts  had  completed  a  fea- 
sibility study  and  had  begun  to  draw  up  blue- 
prints and  engineering  reports  for  a  site  in 
southern  Iran. 

Iran  has  already  made  a  "down  payment" 
for  the  project,  which  will  cost  $800  million 
to  J900  million  and  involve  training  by  Chi- 
nese experts,  said  Mr.  Amrollahi,  director  of 
Iran's  .Atomic  Energy  Organization. 

Although  the  United  States  has  doubted 
that  China  is  capable  of  building  the  reactors 
on  its  own  because  the  original  model  in- 
cluded parts  from  Germany  and  Japan.  Mr. 
Amrollahi  said  the  Chinese  now  believed 
that  they  had  successfully  duplicated  the 
technology. 

The  United  States  has  led  a  global  cam- 
paign to  prevent  Iran  from  receiving  any  nu- 
clear technology  because  of  its  suspected 
weapons  program.  Mr.  Amrollahi's  state- 
ments suggest  that  the  agreement  with 
China  is  much  further  along  than  was  pre- 
viously known,  and  that  Iran  is  planning  a 
vast  long-range  nuclear  energy  program. 
They  seem  certain  to  strengthen  the  convic- 
tion both  within  the  Clinton  Administration 
and  Congress  that  Iran  is  determined  to  be- 
come a  nuclear  power. 

In  addition  to  its  oil  reserves  Iran  has  the 
second  largest  natural  gas  reserves  in  the 
world,  and  natural  gas  is  much  cheaper  to 
develop  than  nuclear  energy.  That  makes 
American  officials  suspicious  that  Iran 
wants  nuclear  power  as  part  of  a  weapons 
program. 

In  a  clear  attempt  to  answer  charges  that 
Iran  is  developing  nuclear  weapons,  Mr. 
Amrollahi  made  his  remarks  in  a  two-and-a- 
half-hour  interview  at  his  agency's  new  six- 
story  building.  It  is  part  of  a  sprawling  com- 
plex in  central  Teheran  that  includes  a  small 
nuclear  research  reactor  built  for  Iran  by  the 
United  States  in  the  late  1960's.  when  the 
monarchy  was  in  power  and  the  relationship 
with  Washington  was  close.  Officials  offered 
a  brief  tour  of  the  complex,  including  a  visit 
to  two  radio  isotope  laboratories  for  medical 
research,  although  they  did  not  allow  a  tour 
of  the  reactor. 

"In  case  we  get  enough  money,  in  case  we 
have  enough  trained  people,  we  have  a  plan 
to  take  20  years  to  get  20  percent  of  our  en- 
ergy from  nuclear."  Mr.  Amrollahi  said. 
Asked  whether  that  could  mean  about  10  re- 
actors, he  said.   "Something  like  that." 


If  Russia  completes  two  reactor  projects  In 
Iran,  and  China  builds  two.  it  would  mean 
that  the  Iranian  Government  intends  to 
build  six  more  throughout  the  country. 

At  the  summit  meeting  in  Moscow  this 
week.  President  Clinton  tried  without  suc- 
cess to  persuade  President  Boris  N.  Yeltsin 
to  abandon  an  ambitious  nuclear  energy 
project  with  Iran,  arguing  that  its  Islamic 
Government  had  embarked  on  a  crash  nu- 
clear weapons  program  and  that  even  peace- 
ful nuclear  cooperation  was  dangerous.  Sec- 
retary of  State  Warren  Christopher  was  simi- 
larly rebuffed  when  he  made  the  same  point 
to  China's  Foreign  Minister.  Qlan  Quichen. 
in  New  'York  last  month. 

Mr.  Amrollahi  reiterated  that  Iran  had  al- 
ready invested  S6  billion  in  the  project^- 
which  is  subject  to  international  inspection 
and  safeguards— and  wanted  to  finish  it.  He 
said  the  contract  with  Moscow  consists  of  a 
$780  million  deal  in  which  Russia  will  com- 
plete one  of  two  reactors  that  a  German  firm 
was  building  at  the  southern  port  city  of 
Bushehr  before  the  project  was  halted  after 
the  1979  revolution.  If  that  project  goes  well. 
Russia  will  finish  the  second  reactor. 

The  United  States  opposes  the  project  in 
part  because  it  will  give  Iran  access  to  exper- 
tise, technology  and  training  it  would  not 
otherwise  have. 

Mr.  Amrollahi  said  that  150  Russian  nu- 
clear experts  were  already  working  at  the 
site  and  that  500  would  eventually  be  based 
there;  a  much  smaller  number  of  Iranians 
will  be  trained  in  Russia  on  how  to  operate 
the  plant,  he  added.  "Training  people  is  part 
of  that  nuclear  power  plan."  he  said.  "I  don't 
know  why  they  make  such  a  hot  fudge  of  it." 

Mr.  Amrollahi  denied  reports  that  Iran  had 
negotiated — or  even  discussed— a  plan  to  buy 
a  gas  centrifuge  from  Russia  that  could  have 
rapidly  enriched  uranium  to  bomb-grade 
quality.  "This  was  a  diplomatically  made 
cake."  he  said  of  reports  from  Washington 
about  the  existence  of  a  separate,  albeit  ten- 
tative agreement  with  Russia. 

Russia  has  agreed  to  supply  the  enriched 
uranium  needed  to  operate  the  plant  it  will 
finish,  he  said.  Asked  whether  Iran  was  pur- 
suing a  program  to  enrich  uranium,  at  first 
he  said,  "Not  now."  but  added  quickly:  ""No. 
Not  forever.  Not.  No.  Not  at  all." 

Asked  why  Iran  simply  doesn't  use  natural 
gas  for  fuel.  Mr.  Amrollahi  said,  "natural  gas 
is  one  of  the  best  fuels,  and  many  countries 
at  the  moment  need  it.  So  we  think  it  is  bet- 
ter to  sell  it."  Like  many  of  Iran's  nuclear 
specialists.  Mr.  Amrollahi  has  been  educated 
and  trained  in  the  West.  He  holds  a  master's 
degree  in  electrical  engineering  from  the 
University  of  Texas  and  a  doctorate  in  phys- 
ics from  the  University  of  Paris. 

He  briefly  worked  for  the  Belgian  Govern- 
ment in  nuclear  safety  in  the  1970's.  He  has 
headed  Iran's  nuclear  program  for  15  years, 
and  spoke  with  precision  when  discussing 
Iran's  official  nuclear  reactor  and  research 
sites  in  Iran.  But  the  United  States  and  Ger- 
many have  amassed  substantial  evidence 
that  Iran  is  secretly  buying  components  and 
technology  from  abroad  that  they  claim  are 
not  necessary  for  nuclear  energy  develop- 
ment or  research  and  can  only  be  useful  in  a 
determined  weapons  program. 

American  and  German  intelligence  offi- 
cials believe  that  Mr.  Amrollahi  controls 
only  part  of  Iran's  nuclear  program  and  that 
Iran  has  created  a  parallel  program  through 
the  military  that  is  largely  responsible  for 
purchases  of  nuclear  related  items.  Accord- 
ing to  this  view,  the  Defense  Ministry  Orga- 
nization inside  the  Defense  Ministry  uses 
front  organizations  like  the  Sharif  Univer- 
sity of  Technology  in  Teheran  to  help  buy 
nuclear-related  equipment. 
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On  the  basis  of  reports  by  Germany's  for- 
eigm  intelligence  agency  in  1992  and  1993  that 
Sharif  was  involved  in  secret  nuclear  activi- 
ties. Germany  began  to  reject  all  requests 
for  equipment  by  the  university.  Early  last 
year,  the  German  agency  said  that  the  uni- 
versity's physics  research  center  was  in- 
volved in  buying  technology  that  could  be 
used  in  making  weapons,  including  nuclear- 
related  materials. 

Mr.  AmroUahi  strongly  denied  the  claim 
that  he  wais  not  fully  in  charge.  "I  am  re- 
sponsible for  the  atomic  energy  of  Iran."  he 
said.  ■Believe  it.  we  don't  have  any  other  in- 
stitutions or  departments  that  pay  attention 
to  nuclear  issues." 

Mr  Amrollahi  also  denied  reports  that 
Iran  secretly  has  been  buying  nuclear  tech- 
nology and  equipment  from  abroad,  noting 
that  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agen- 
cy, which  is  responsible  for  monitoring  nu- 
clear programs  around  the  world,  turned  up 
nothing  suspicious  during  a  visit  to  Sharif 
University. 

But  the  nuclear  chief  was  unfamiliar  with 
Intelligence  reports  about  Iran's  nuclear-re- 
lated overtures  abroad  and  asked  for  copies 
of  news  clippings  describing  the  details. 

Asked,  for  example,  about  a  report  that 
Iran  tried  unsuccessfully  to  buy  cylinders  of 
fluorine  for  Sharif  University  in  1991.  Mr. 
Amrollahi  said.  "Wrong.  I  deny  it  totally." 
Asked  about  a  report  that  Sharif  University 
approached  the  German  firm  Thyssen  in  1991 
for  specialized  magnets  he  replied,  "No.  we 
never  did.  " 

Asked  whether  Sharif  University  tried  to 
buy  balancing  machines  from  another  Ger- 
man firm  in  1991.  he  replied.  "You  can  go  and 
ask  Sharif  University." 

Asked  about  a  seizure  by  Italian  authori- 
ties of  high  technology  ultrasonic  equipment 
that  could  be  used  in  nuclear  reactor  testing 
in  the  Italian  port  of  Bari  last  January,  he 
replied.  "Believe  it.  that's  wrong,  totally." 

Asked  about  an  earlier  seizure  by  Italian 
customs  of  eight  steam  condensers  destined 
for  Iran  m  1993.  he  said.  "I  don't  know  really. 
I  dont  know.  It's  totally  wrong." 

Mr.  Amrollahi  also  denied  a  recent  charge 
by  Mr.  Christopher,  based  on  American  intel- 
ligence reports,  that  Iran  tried  to  buy  en- 
riched uranium  from  Kazakhstan  in  1992. 
Other  senior  American  officials  in  Washing- 
ton said  that  Iran  sent  a  purchasing  team  to 
Kazakhstan  three  years  ago.  but  that  it 
came  home  empty-handed. 

The  visit  contributed  to  a  decision  by  the 
Pentagon  last  year  to  secretly  airlift  500 
kilograms  of  bomb-grade  uranium  from 
Kazakhstan's  nuclear  fabrication  plant  for 
safe  storage  in  the  United  States. 

■We  didn't  send  any  team.  "  Mr.  Amrollahi 
said.  ■Definitely  not.  What  is  the  use  of  en- 
riched uranium  for?  The  Russians  do  have 
many,  many  nuclear  weapons  but  they 
couldn't  use  them.  I  think  the  bomb  age  is 
over.  We  don't  think  we  need  a  nuclear  weap- 
on. "• 


TRIBUTE  TO  DON"  COLLINS 

•  Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  it  is  with 
great  sadness  that  I  note  the  death  of 
Donald  L.  Collins  after  a  brief  but 
fierce  battle  with  cancer.  At  the  time 
of  his  death  last  February,  Mr.  Collins 
was  Deputy  Federal  Insurance  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency  [FEMA]  in  Wash- 
ington, DC.  That  position  of  leadership 
capped  a  remarkable  career  in  Federal 
service  of  more  than  20  years.  It  is  a 


genuine  honor  to  commend  to  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate  the  life  and  serv- 
ice of  Don  Collins. 

Don  had  many  remarkable  achieve- 
ments in  his  Federal  career  that  I 
would  like  to  touch  on  briefly  But  per- 
haps, for  anyone  who  ever  met  him. 
Don  Collins'  most  memorable  qualities 
were  his  deep,  unabashed  love  for  his 
Catholic  faith,  his  genuine  compassion 
for  others,  and  his  quick  sense  of 
humor  that  could  disarm  and  charm 
any  opponent.  For  Don,  there  were 
never  any  strangers,  never  any  en- 
emies— even  after  the  most  heated  de- 
bate. He  was  available  to  everyone,  at 
any  time.  While  Don  always  assumed 
the  lion's  share  of  the  work  for  every 
project,  he  still  always  had  time  for  ev- 
eryone on  his  staff.  There  was  never  a 
closed  door  to  his  employees  at  the 
Federal  Insurance  Administration 
[FIA]  or  to  the  public  he  served.  His 
love  and  caring  were  contagious.  Don 
had,  in  the  words  of  his  brother,  long 
arms — always  ready  to  draw  people  to 
himself,  no  matter  how  different  their 
point  of  view. 

Don  loved  and  respected  the  law  as 
well— which  he  demonstrated  by  al- 
ways molding  policy  interpretations 
for  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Pro- 
gram [NFIP]  to  comply  with  the  inten- 
tions of  Congress  for  that  program.  His 
regard  and  respect  for  law  were  devel- 
oped early  as  he  worked  his  way 
through  undergraduate  school  at  Ford- 
ham  University  in  New  York  City  and 
law  school  at  night.  He  completed  his 
juris  doctor  at  Saint  John's  University, 
also  in  New  York.  He  was  admitted  to 
practice  in  the  following  courts:  the 
courts  of  the  State  of  New  York,  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals; 
U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals.  Second 
Circuit;  U.S.  District  Court  of  the 
Eastern  District  of  New  York;  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York;  and  U.S.  Court  of  Military 
Appeals  (DC). 

Marking  another  dimension  of  this 
charming,  approachable,  funny  man 
were  the  awards  he  received  to  com- 
memorate a  textbook  Federal  career. 
In  1991.  Don  Collins  received  the  Presi- 
dential Rank  Award-Meritorious  Exec- 
utive, Senior  Executive  Service.  That 
award  recognized  in  part  his  lasting 
contributions  and  service  to  the  Fed- 
eral Insurance  Administration,  espe- 
cially for  his  efforts  to  shape  and  im- 
plement the  NFIP  program.  In  that 
connection,  Mr.  Collins  played  a  major 
role  in  framing  the  public  policy  de- 
bate about  how  to  reduce  the  public's 
losses  from  floods,  which  resulted  in 
the  enactment  of  the  P'lood  Disaster 
Protection  Act  of  1973.  That  legislation 
redirected  the  Nation  toward  a  more 
prudent  course  in  flood  loss  reduction. 
From  1990  to  1994.  he  worked  closely 
with  the  White  House  and  congres- 
sional leaders  to  shape  the  NFIP  Re- 
form Act  of  1994  which  strengthens  the 
NFIP   and    provides   lenders    with    the 
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tools  needed  to  comply  with  legal  re- 
quirements for  flood  insurance. 

Over  the  years.  Don  Collins  also 
helped  foster  a  close  working  relation- 
ship with  the  insurance  industry.  His 
integrity  and  disarming  personality 
were  largely  responsible  for  the  good 
will  enjoyed  by  the  program  with  its 
industry  partners.  He  developed  and 
administered  the  entire  claims  and  un- 
derwriting systems  in  support  of  the 
NFIP  and  developed  all  NFIP  policy 
forms  and  the  agents'  manuals.  Simi- 
larly, he  developed  all  flood  insurance 
regulations  and  was  central  to  the  de- 
velopment of  all  significant  policies 
governing  the  NFIP. 

In  sum,  Don  Collins  was  a  model  Fed- 
eral executive.  More  than  that.  Don 
Collins  was  an  exemplary  person.  He 
was  a  man  of  deep  faith,  a  loving  hus- 
band and  father,  a  person  dedicated  to 
his  community,  and  a  manager  who  set 
the  standard  for  excellence  at  the  Fed- 
eral Insurance  Administration  and  the 
National  Flood  Insurance  Program. 
When  my  staff  and  I  worked  with  Don 
on  NFIP  legislation  over  the  course  of 
2  years,  his  knowledge,  diligence,  good 
humor,  grace,  and  persona!  warmth 
were  always  present,  and  prevented  a 
series  of  difficult  negotiations  from  be- 
coming unpleasant  and  onerous.  None 
who  worked  with  him  will  forget  him. 
Indeed,  he  will  be  appreciated  and  fond- 
ly remembered  by  all.* 
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THE  COLUMBIA  GORGE 
INTERPRETIVE  CENTER 

•  Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 

privilege  to  recognize  the  grand  open- 
ing of  the  Columbia  Gorge  Interpretive 
Center  in  Stevenson.  WA  on  Wednes- 
day. May  17.  1995.  The  grand  opening 
celebration  will  start  at  10:,3n  a.m.  with 
the  award-winning  Stevenson  High 
School  Band  and  choir,  and  conclude 
with  Nelson  Moses  of  the  Wishram 
Tribe  and  members  of  his  family  giving 
a  native  American  blessing  to  the 
project. 

The  Interpretive  Center  is  dedicated 
to  preserving  the  natural  and  cultural 
hitory  of  the  magnificent  Columbia 
River  Gorge.  Exhibits  and  displays  will 
educate,  entertain  and  inform  adults 
and  children  alike.  As  they  tour  the 
center  they  will  see  the  First  Peoples 
and  Harvesting  Resources  galleries  and 
the  multi-media  Creation  Theatre, 
which  shows  the  cataclysmic  events 
that  shaped  the  gorge.  They  will  also 
learn  about  the  people  who  built  the 
communities  of  the  gorge — pioneers, 
missionaries,  riverboat  captains,  sol- 
diers, dam-builders  and  all  the  rest — in 
all,  a  wonderful  cast  of  characters. 

Other  exhibits  feature  natural  re- 
sources, dams  and  other  developments 
on  the  river.  This  center  encourage 
Washingtonians  to  consider  their  role 
in  the  stewardship  of  the  mighty  Co- 
lumbia River,  one  of  our  great  natural 
wonders.* 


THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  LEGAL 
SERVICES  CORPORATION 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  ex- 
tremely concerned  that  in  the  rush  to 
shrink  the  size  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, Congress  may  eliminate  or  se- 
verely limit  the  services  provided  by 
many  important  programs.  One  such 
program,  which  gives  low-income  indi- 
viduals a  fighting  chance,  is  the  Legal 
Services  Corporation  [LSC].  Estab- 
lished by  an  act  of  Congress  in  1974.  the 
LSC  provides  grants  to  local  agencies 
that  in  turn  offer  legal  services  to  the 
poor.  In  its  20  plus  years  in  existence, 
the  LSC  has  provided  funding  for  legal 
services  to  tens  of  thousands  of  low-in- 
come Americans  in  areas  ranging  from 
inner-cities  to  native  American  res- 
ervations. 

The  U.S.  District  Court  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Illinois  recently 
issued  a  resolution  supporting  the  con- 
tinued funding  of  the  LSC.  This  resolu- 
tion is  significant  because  it  comes 
from  those  who  administer  justice  in 
our  courts,  and  who  have  first-hand 
knowledge  of  the  benefits  of  legal  serv- 
ices. The  resolution  asserts  that  the 
LSC  is  essential  to  providing  equal  op- 
portunities for  justice  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

I  applaud  the  action  taken  by  the 
justices  in  the  Northern  District  of  Illi- 
nois, and  ask  that  the  text  of  the  reso- 
lution be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  resolution  follows: 

RESOLI'TION 

This  court,  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
understands  that  there  are  proposals  before 
Congress  to  restrict  or  eliminate  funding  for 
the  Legal  Services  Corporation  and  to  trans- 
fer to  the  states  the  responsibility  for  pro- 
viding legal  assistance  to  low-income  per- 
sons and  families.  In  Illinois,  at  least,  the 
likelihood  that  such  assistance  would  be  pro- 
vided by  the  state,  given  its  present  and  pro- 
spective fiscal  difficulties,  is  remote,  and  the 
restriction  or  elimination  of  federal  funding 
would,  in  all  probability,  lead  to  a  cor- 
responding restriction  or  to  the  elimination 
of  legal  assistance.  We  believe  such  a  deci- 
sion would  have  a  major  adverse  impact 
upon  the  administration  of  equal  justice. 

This  court  is  aware  that  many  low-income 
persons  and  families  in  Illinois  have  no 
means  to  obtain  redress  except  through  the 
five  federally-supported  legal  services  pro- 
grams in  this  state.  The  Legal  Assistance 
Foundation  of  Chicago  alone  represented 
over  38.000  low-income  persons  and  families 
in  1994.  primarily  by  counseling  or  by  work- 
ing the  matter  out  with  other  parties  with- 
out resort  to  governmental  agencies  or  to 
the  courts.  These  matters  included  resolu- 
tion of  landlord-tenant  disputes,  the  provi- 
sion of  public  benefits,  providing  representa- 
tion in  marriage  dissolution  matters  includ- 
ing a.ssisting  in  obtainmg  adequate  child 
support,  obtaining  orders  of  protection  for 
victims  of  domestic  violence,  enforcing 
consumer  protection  laws,  a.ssisting  in  em- 
ployment and  housing  discrimination  mat- 
ters, assisting  working  low-income  people  in 
obtaining  unemployment  insui'ance  benefits, 
and  assisting  migrant  workers,  the  disabled 
and  crime  victims.  In  many  instances  LAFC 
enlists  the  aid  of  private  attorneys,  who  pro- 


vide services  at  minimal  compensation. 
Many  of  these  matters  involve  enforcement 
of  federal  law.  either  constitutional  rights 
or.  more  commonly,  statutes  duly  enacted 
by  Congress.  Their  enforcement  requires  ade- 
quate representation,  and  that  representa- 
tion will  not  be  available  without  federally 
supported  legal  assistance. 

.•\lso  of  particular  concern  to  this  court  is 
the  Federal  Court  Prison  Litigation  Project, 
through  which  LAFC  provides  necessary 
training  and  support.  Private  counsel, 
through  the  district's  trial  bar.  accept  ap- 
pointment as  counsel  in  prisoner  cases  with- 
out expectation  of  compensation.  Having 
counsel  is  of  great  benefit  not  only  to  the 
plaintiffs  but  also  to  the  defendants  and  the 
court,  as  that  representation  is  helpful  in 
separating  meritorious  claims  from  non-mer- 
itorious claims  at  an  earlier  stage  and  in  fa- 
cilitating orderly  progression  of  the  litiga- 
tion. LAFC  provides  training,  consultation, 
research  assistance  and  a  data  and  materials 
bank.  We  believe  that  few  private  counsel 
would  be  willing  to  participate  in  that  pro- 
gram if  those  services  were  not  available. 

Now.  therefore,  be  it  Resolved.  That  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  North- 
ern District  of  Illinois  supports  the  continu- 
ation of  the  federally  funded  legal  services 
program  as  essential  to  the  administration 
of  equal  justice.* 


HONORING  MORTON  GOULD 

*  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  express  my  sincere  con- 
gratulations today  to  a  great  artist 
and  a  great  man,  Morton  Gould.  Con- 
sidering Mr.  Gould's  numerous  lifetime 
achievements  in  music,  he  is  well  de- 
serving of  the  high  honor  that  has  been 
presented  to  him.  the  1994  Pulitzer 
Prize  for  music  composition. 

Born  in  Richmond  Hill.  NY.  on  De- 
cember 10.  1913.  Mr.  Gould's  music  ca- 
reer began  at  age  6  with  his  first  pub- 
lished piece,  a  waltz,  appropriately  ti- 
tled "Just  Six."  At  age  8.  Mr.  Gould  en- 
tered the  Institute  of  Musical  Arts  in 
New  York  City  on  scholarship  and  con- 
tinued studying  and  playing  music 
until  his  teens.  After  having  to  leave 
school  for  financial  reasons  and  work- 
ing for  a  while  as  a  pianist  for  vaude- 
ville acts,  he  landed  a  job  as  a  pianist 
for  the  Radio  City  Music  Hall.  By  the 
time  he  was  21,  Mr.  Gould  was  intro- 
ducing his  work  through  conducting 
and  arranging  a  weekly  series  of  or- 
chestra radio  programs  for  the  Mutual 
Radio  Network. 

Mr.  Goulds  unique  blend  of  music, 
resonating  of  jazz,  folk,  hymns,  spir- 
ituals, gospel,  and  Latin-American,  re- 
flects the  lyrical  cross-section  of 
America  that  makes  his  work  so  well 
loved.  Some  of  his  more  popular  works 
include:  "Latin-American  Sympho- 
nette";  "Spirituals  for  Orchestra"; 
"Tap  Dance  Concerto";  "Jekyll  and 
Hyde  Variations";  "American  Salute 
and  Derivations  for  Clarinet  and  Band  " 
written  for  the  late  Benny  Goodman. 
"Pavanne.  "  from  Gould's  "Second 
Symphonette"  has  become  one  of  the 
most  widely  performed  instrumental 
standards. 


During  his  distinguished  career  he 
has  composed  works  for  Broadway 
musicals,  dance,  ballet,  film,  and  tele- 
vision. His  work  has  been  commis- 
sioned by  symphony  orchestras,  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress,  the  Chamber  Music 
Society  of  Lincoln  Center,  the  New 
York  City  Ballet,  and  the  American 
Ballet  Theatre.  His  compositions  have 
been  performed  around  the  world  by 
many  great  conductors  of  today  as  well 
as  those  of  the  past,  including  the 
great  talents  of  Arturo  Toscanini, 
Leopold  Stokowski,  Artur  Rodzinski, 
Dimitri  Mitopoulos,  and  Fritz  Reiner. 

While  Mr.  Gould's  work  has  spanned 
the  greater  part  of  this  century,  he  has 
always  managed  to  remain  contem- 
porary. Beginning  with  LP's,  his  mul- 
titude of  works  have  made  their  way 
into  each  new  recording  medium,  in- 
cluding the  new  digital  recording  tech- 
nology which  he  was  one  of  the  first  to 
use  as  early  as  1978. 

As  an  artist  himself,  Mr.  Gould  has 
long  fought  to  protect  the  rights  of  all 
musical  creators.  Since  1935.  he  has 
been  a  member  of  the  American  Soci- 
ety of  Composers,  Authors  and  Publish- 
ers, the  oldest  performing  rights  orga- 
nizations in  the  world.  He  has  also 
served  on  the  organization's  board  of 
directors  since  1959  and  from  1986-94,  he 
wEis  its  president. 

His  many  awards  include  a  Grammy 
and  a  number  of  Grammy  nominations; 
the  1983  Gold  Baton  Award,  presented 
by  the  American  Symphony  Orchestra 
League;  the  1985  Medal  of  Honor  for 
Music  from  the  National  Arts  Club; 
1986  election  to  the  American  Academy 
of  Arts  and  Letters;  and  the  National 
Music  Council's  Golden  Eagle  Award. 
And  in  December  1994.  Mr.  Gould  was 
presented  with  a  lifetime  achievement 
award  by  the  Kennedy  Center. 

Last  March  10,  11,  and  12,  Mstislav 
Rostropovich  conducted  the  National 
Symphony  Orchestra  of  Washington, 
DC,  in  the  world  premier  of  Mr.  Gould's 
"Stringmusic,"  for  which  he  received 
the  Pulitzer  Prize.  This  extraordinary 
piece  was  commissioned  by  the  Hech- 
inger  Foundation  in  honor  of  Mr. 
Rostropovichs  last  season  as  musical 
director  of  the  National  Symphony  Or- 
chestra and  to  honor  Mr.  Gould's  80th 
birthday. 

As  a  fellow  New  Yorker  and  fellow 
American,  I  salute  Mr.  Gould's  accom- 
plishments and  contributions  through 
his  music  which  have  given  so  much  to 
us  all  and  forever  enriched  our  lives.* 


COMMEMORATING  THE  ESTAB- 
LISHMENT OF  THE  PADOVANO 
COLLECTION  AT  THE  UNIVER- 
SITY OF  NOTRE  DAME 

*  Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  recognition  of  the  lifetime 
achievements   of  my   constituent.   Dr. 
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Anthony  T  Padovano,  who  has  be- 
queathed his  personal  papers  to  the  ar- 
chives of  the  Theodore  Hesburgh  Me- 
morial Library  at  the  University  of 
Notre  Dame. 

A  leader  in  the  post-Vatican-II 
Catholic  reform  movement  and  chair- 
man of  the  literature  program  at  Ram- 
apo  College  of  New  Jersey.  Dr. 
Padovano  has  dedicated  over  30  years 
to  the  study  and  advancement  of  the 
Catholic  Church.  Ordained  a  Catholic 
priest  in  1959.  Dr.  Padovano  was  closely 
associated  with  the  Vatican  II  Ecu 
menical  Council  which  met  from  1962 
to  1965.  During  this  time,  he  emerged 
as  an  advocate  for  the  ordination  of 
married  men  and  women,  more  demo- 
cratic and  participatory  church  discus- 
sion, significant  church  involvement  in 
issues  of  social  justice,  and  greater 
interreligious  harmony. 

Throughout  the  1960's  and  early 
1970's.  Dr.  Padovano  authored  key  let- 
ters for  the  National  Council  of  Catho- 
lic Bishops  and  taught  systematic  the- 
ology at  Gregorian  University's  Semi- 
nary until  he  married  in  1974.  Unable 
to  remain  at  the  seminary,  but  still 
able  to  follow  his  religious  calling.  Dr. 
Padovano  became  involved  in  the 
founding  of  Ramapo  College  and  its 
mission  of  interdisciplinary  learning  as 
a  professor  of  American  literature  and 
religious  studies. 

A  professor,  award-winning  author, 
and  reform  leader.  Dr.  Padovano  con- 
tinues his  study  of  morality  and  ethics 
in  our  society.  As  founder  and  presi- 
dent of  CORPUS.  National  Association 
for  a  Married  Priesthood,  and  vice 
president  of  the  International  Federa- 
tion of  Married  Catholic  Priests,  Dr. 
Padovano  continues  to  address  the 
most  controversial  issues  confronting 
the  Catholic  Church. 

The  Padovano  collection  carries  with 
it  30  years  of  scholarship,  authorship, 
and  independent  thought  which  will 
guide  students  of  theology,  the  Catho- 
lic Church  and  its  reform  movement  in 
their  quest  for  greater  understanding.  I 
am  honored  to  pay  tribute,  on  behalf  of 
New  Jersey  and  the  Nation,  to  Dr. 
Padovano.  his  scholarship  and  his  gen- 
erous gift  to  the  University  of  Notre 
Dame.» 


HONORING  DR.  JAN  MOOR- 
JANKOWSKI 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  to  an 
outstanding  professor  at  New  York 
University  by  the  name  of  Jan  Moor- 
Jankowski.  Dr.  Moor-Jankowski,  a 
world  renowned  research  physician  and 
trailblazer  on  scientific  first  amend- 
ment rights,  has  been  unanimously 
elected  to  the  late  Dr.  Linus  Pauling's 
chair  at  the  French  National  Academy 
of  Medicine,  Division  of  Biologic 
Sciences. 

The  origins  of  the  French  Academy 
of  Medicine  extend  to  the  Royal  Acad- 


emies of  the  18th  century.  The  Acad- 
emy provides  a  forum  for  medical  de- 
bates and  advises  the  French  Govern- 
ment on  health-related  matters.  Louis 
Pasteur  was  one  of  its  notable  mem- 
bers. A  limited  number  of  distinguished 
non-French  scientists  are  elected  to 
provide  representation  of  the  world- 
wide scientific  community.  An  election 
is  for  lifetime  and  only  occurs  when  a 
chair  is  vacated. 

Election  to  the  Academy  is  one  of 
France's  highest  and  rarest  honors,  re- 
served for  the  most  respected  scientist 
in  the  world.  At  the  time  of  his  elec- 
tion, Nobel  Prize  winner  Dr.  Pauling 
was  virtually  a  household  name  thanks 
to  his  groundbreaking  theories  on  the 
effects  of  vitamins  on  cancer  and  other 
diseases.  Like  Dr.  Pauling,  Dr.  Moor- 
Jankowski  was  chosen  from  a  list  of 
highly  regarded  candidates  as  the  sole 
U.S.  citizen  to  be  honored  with  mem- 
bership on  the  biological  sciences 
board  of  the  Academy. 

For  example,  this  latest  award  is 
only  the  last  in  a  string  of  scientific 
honors  bestowed  on  Dr.  Moor- 
Jankowski.  In  1994.  he  was  given  the 
William  J.  Brennan.  Jr.  Defense  of 
Freedom  Award  by  the  Libel  Defense 
Resource  Center.  In  addition,  in  1984. 
Dr.  Moor-Jankowski  was  made  a 
Knight  of  the  French  Order  'Ordre  Na- 
tional de  Merite"  for  World  War  II  re- 
sistance and  scientific  achievements. 
Other  medals  and  awards  from  Israel. 
the  U.S.S.R..  Italy,  and  Switzerland 
have  punctuated  his  career. 

Dr.  Moor-Jankowski  is  an  alumnus  of 
the  Swiss  universities  of  Fribourg  and 
Berne.  He  began  his  career  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Geneva  where  his  research 
interests  in  the  study  of  polymorphic 
phenotypic  expressions  of  the  genetic 
substrate  of  man  led  to  his  discovery  of 
clinically  silent  hemophilia  B.  and  of 
the  significant  genetic  drift  of  blood 
group  frequencies  in  the  inhabitants  of 
the  highest  Alpine  villages.  During 
subsequent  research  at  Cambridge  Uni- 
versity. Dr.  Moor-Jankowski  discov- 
ered the  polymorphism  of  allotypes  of 
serum  proteins  in  mice  and  monkeys. 

For  the  past  30  years.  Dr.  Moor- 
Jankowski's  laboratory.  LEMSIP.  has 
been  participating  in  international  col- 
laborative studies  leading  to  the  devel- 
opment of  the  first  tests  for  and  vac- 
cines against  various  forms  of  infec- 
tious hepatitis,  and  since  1987,  in  col- 
laboration with  Institute  Pasteur, 
Paris,  in  the  development  of  the  first 
vaccines  against  AIDS. 

He  also  serves  as  Director  of  the 
World  Health  Organization  Collaborat- 
ing Center  for  Hematology  of  Primate 
Animals,  and  is  editor-in-chief  of  the 
Journal  of  Medical  Primatology. 

Again  I  would  like  to  take  this  time 
to  honor  an  outstanding  New  York 
resident  who  has  devoted  his  life  to  en- 
hancing the  quality  of  life  in  this  coun- 
try and  toward  solving  world  health 
problems.  We  wish  him  continued  suc- 
cess in  all  future  endeavors.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  PETE  BARBUTTI 


•  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  today 
to  recognize  Pete  Barbutti.  whose  tal- 
ent, warmth,  and  generosity  is  deeply 
admired  and  appreciated  throughout 
Las  Vegas.  I  rise  to  pay  tribute  to 
Pete,  a  classic  entertainer  who  helped 
make  Las  Vegas  the  entertainment 
capital  of  the  world. 

Born  in  Scranton.  PA.  Pete  Barbutti 
began  his  entertainment  career  at  the 
young  age  of  11.  At  once,  his  musical 
genius  on  the  accordion  and  percussion 
was  apparent.  By  high  school,  it  was  no 
wonder  he  was  voted  "Most  Popular 
Boy"  and  "Class  Clown"  for  Pete  was 
truly  liked  by  all. 

After  serving  as  assistant  conductor 
in  the  Army  Reserves.  Pete  brought  his 
musician-comic  flair  to  Las  Vegas, 
where  he  formed  his  own  group,  a 
music-vocal-comedy  quartet  called  the 
Millionaires.  The  group  quickly  be- 
came the  favorite  of  many  Las  Vegas 
strip  celebrities. 

Pete  has  worked  with  the  best  in  en- 
tertainment including  Steve  Allen,  Nat 
King  Cole.  Henry  Mancini,  and  Frank 
Sinatra.  Today,  he  maintains  high  visi- 
bility by  working  clubs,  conventions, 
and  fairs  throughout  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  and  is  famous  for  his  hun- 
dreds of  appearances  on  television  talk 
shows.  He  has  received  countless 
awards  including  Las  Vegas  Enter- 
tainer of  the  Year  and  the  Artistic 
Achievement  Award  from  the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Musicians. 

Aside  from  his  performing  brilliance. 
Pete  should  be  recognized  for  his  phil- 
anthropic contributions.  He  played  a 
key  role  in  the  success  of  the  Take  a 
Senior  to  Lunch  program  and  has  do- 
nated numerous  hours  helping  seniors 
of  the  Las  Vegas  community. 

I  extend  my  deepest  appreciation  to 
Pete  Barbutti  for  graciously  sharing 
his  talent  at  the  1995  Senior  Fair,  and 
for  the  many  smiles  he  has  brought  to 
Nevadans.w 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEE  TO 
REPORT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  do  have 
some  unanimous  consent  requests  now. 
I  am  advised  that  they  have  all  been 
provided  to  the  Democratic  leadership 
and  have  their  approval. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Budget  Committee  have  until  10  p.m. 
tonight  to  file  their  report  to  accom- 
pany the  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY.  MAY  16. 
1995 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
recess  until  the  hour  of  9:30  a.m.  on 
Tuesday,  May  16,  1995;  that  following 


the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  the  Senate 
then  immediately  resume  consider- 
ation of  S.  534.  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act.  under  the  previous  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  between  the  hours  of 
12:30  and  2:15  for  the  weekly  policy 
luncheons  to  meet;  further,  that  not- 
withstanding the  recess  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  all  Members  have  until 
2:30  p.m.  to  file  any  first-degree  amend- 
ments to  S.  395. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  under  the 
agreement  reached  on  Friday  of  last 
week  the  Senate  will  resume  consider- 
ation of  S.  534,  the  solid  waste  disposal 
bill,  at  9:30  tomorrow  morning.  Sen- 
ators should  be  aware  that  rollcall 
votes  are  anticipated  as  early  as  10:30, 
on  or  in  relation  to  any  of  the  remain- 
ing amendments  to  the  bill. 

Following  the  disposition  of  the  solid 
waste  bill  tomorrow,  the  Senate  will 
resume  consideration  of  S.  395,  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration  bill.  A 
cloture  motion  was  filed  on  that  meas- 
ure today,  so  all  Members  will  have 
until  2:30  p.m.  on  Tuesday  to  file  any 
first-degree  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Rollcall  votes  can  be  expected  into 
the  evening  on  Tuesday  in  order  to 
make  progress  on  S.  395. 

Mr.  President.  I  observe  no  Senators 
on  the  floor  still  wishing  recognition 
but  I  understand  Senator  Simpson  will 
be  arriving  shortly.  So  I  ask  that  no 
further  business  come  before  the  Sen- 
ate other  than  that  of  Senator  Simp- 
son, who  will  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness, I  believe,  and  I  ask  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  under  the  previous 
order  after  that  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  are  we 
in  a  period  of  morning  business  at  this 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator may  speak  as  if  in  morning  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  will  be  very  short.  I 
understand  that  you  are  ready  to  ad- 
journ for  the  evening. 


(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Simpson  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  805  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  I  may  proceed  for 
not  to  exceed  5  minutes,  notwithstand- 
ing the  previous  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ANTITERRORISM  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
join  today  with  President  Clinton  and 
with  all  of  America  in  honoring  the  157 
law  enforcement  officers  who  were 
killed  last  year  in  the  line  of  duty. 
These  brave  men  and  women  paid  the 
ultimate  sacrifice  so  that  all  Ameri- 
cans may  continue  to  live  in  freedom 
and  peace  today,  and  every  day,  our 
thoughts  and  prayers  are  with  the  vic- 
tims and  their  families. 

Unfortunately,  President  Clinton 
could  not  resist  the  temptation  to 
score  some  political  points  when  he 
chose  today's  memorial  ceremony  to 
criticize  congressional  efforts  to  enact 
meaningful  antiterrorism  legislation. 
In  his  remarks,  the  President  claimed 
he  sees  "disturbing  signs  of  the  old  pol- 
itics of  diversion  and  delay."  And  just 
yesterday,  tbe  Wmte  House  Chief  of 
Staff  made  the  untenable  statement 
that  antiterrorism  legislation  is  not 
moving  in  Congress  "because  there  is 
this  diversion  going  on  to  try  to  create 
attention  on  the  Waco  incident."  Mr. 
Panetta  even  went  so  far  as  to  describe 
as  "despicable"  the  idea  that  congres- 
sional oversight  should  be  brought  to 
bear  on  the  Waco  tragedy. 

I  know  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk 
recently  about  paranoia  But.  judging 
by  these  remarks,  it  appears  that  the 
paranoia  bug  has  infected  the  White 
House.  Contrary  to  what  President 
Clinton  may  believe,  there  is  no  hidden 
conspiracy  on  the  Hill  to  divert  or 
delay  consideration  of  antiterrorism 
legislation.  And  Mr.  Panetta  may  be 
disappointed  to  learn  that  we  have  not 
concocted  a  secret  plot  to  focus  atten- 
tion on  Waco  as  a  means  of  diverting 
attention  from  the  administration's 
own  antiterrorism  plan. 

Just  look  at  the  record:  We  have  had 
3  days  of  hearings,  including  hearings 
on  the  administration's  controversial 
proposal  to  amend  the  Posse  Comitatus 
Act.  We  have  introduced  comprehen- 
sive legislation  that  incorporates  many 


of  the  administration's  own  anti- 
terrorism proposals.  And  we  continue 
to  press  ahead.  In  fact,  my  staff  has 
been  meeting  regularly,  even  today, 
with  White  House  and  Justice  Depart- 
ment officials  to  review — and  perhaps 
improve — all  of         the         various 

antiterrorism  proposals  that  are  now 
on  the  table. 

So,  as  we  move  ahead  on  an  ambi- 
tious legislative  agenda  here  in  the 
Senate,  including  an  historic  plan  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  by  the  year 
2002,  I  hope  the  President  and  his  Chief 
of  Staff  would  show  some  restraint  and 
patience. 

Yes,  we  will  give  the  administra- 
tion's proposal  every  consideration. 
Yes,  we  will  pass  tough  antiterrorism 
legislation.  But  our  resolve  to  confront 
the  terrorist  threat  must  also  be  tem- 
pered with  wisdom  and  restraint.  What 
we  do  this  year  must  withstand  the 
test  of  time.  After  all.  nothing  less 
than  our  constitutional  liberties  are  at 
stake. 

One  would  think  and  hope  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  would 
understand  this  simple,  but  immensely 
important,  point. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  indicated  to 
the  President  we  would  try  to  have  a 
bill  on  his  desk  by  the  end  of  this 
month.  That  is  still  our  hope.  There 
have  been  a  lot  of  delays,  but  we  be- 
lieve we  can  meet  that  challenge. 

But  I  must  say,  we  want  to  be  very 
careful  and  not  do  something  based  on 
the  emotion  of  the  moment.  We  want 
to  take  a  look  at  this  legislation  a  year 
from  now.  2  years  from  now.  5  years 
from  now.  to  make  certain  we  have  not 
trampled  on  someone's  constitutional 
rights,  some  group  or  some  individual, 
down  the  road. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we 
move  prudently  and  we  will  do  that,  as 
we  indicated  and  promised  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

I  hoped  the  President  would  be  work- 
ing with  us.  instead  of  taking  shots  at 
us  based  on  misinformation.  I  assume 
somebody  gave  him  bad  information; 
otherwise.  I  am  certain  he  would  not 
make  a  statement  like  that. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m..  Tuesday. 
May  16.  1995. 

Thereupon,  at  6:15  p.m.,  the  Senate 
recessed  until  Tuesday.  May  16.  1995.  at 
9:30  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received   by 
the  Senate  May  15.  1995: 

FOREIGN  SERVICE 

THE    FOLLOWINO-NAMED   CAREER    MEMBERS   OP   THE 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  OF  THE  US    INFORMATION  AOENCV 
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FOR  PROMOTION  INTO  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE  TO 
THE  CLASS  STATED.  AND  FOR  THE  OTHER  APPOINT- 
MENTS INDICATED 

CAREER  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA.  CLASS  OF  COUN- 
SELOR. AND  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA 

JUDITH  A    FUTCH.  OF  VIRGINIA 
GEORGE  ADAMS  .MOORE.  JR  .  OF  MARYLAND 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  PERSONS  OF  THE  AGENCIES 
INDICATED  FOR  APPOINTME.VT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OF- 
FICERS OF  THE  CLASSES  STATED.  AND  ALSO  FOR  THE 
OTHER  APPOINTMENTS  INDICATED  HEREWITH 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  ONE.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  .\ND  SECRETARIES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA: 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATTONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

WILLWM  CARROLL  CRADDOCK  III  OF  WASHWGTON 
PATRICK  C   FLEURET  OF  CALIFORNIA 
SHANE  MACCARTHY.  OF  VIRGINIA 
NIMALKA  S   WIJESOORIYA.  OF  CONNECTICUT 

U.S.  INFORMATION  AGENCY 

MARILYN  E   HULBERT,  OF  FLORIDA 
MARY  ANNE  KRUGER.  OF  WASHINGTON 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  TWO  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  A.ND  SECRETARIES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

BELINDA  K   HARRINGTON.  OF  ARIZONA 

STEVEN  H    BERNSTEIN.  OF  VIRGINIA 

THOMAS  ARTHUR  DACLEY  OF  CONNECTICUT 

HERBERT  D   HAMBY.  OF  CALIFORNIA 

LINDA  LOU  KELLEY.  OF  VIRGINIA 

BOBBIE  ELAINE  MYERS.  OF  CALIFORNIA 

LAWRENCE  ERLING  PAULSON.  OF  WASHINGTON 

THOMAS  HILL  PIERCE.  OF  VIRGINIA 

JOHN  R    POWER.  OF  VIRGINIA 

JOHN  THO.MAS  RIFENBARK    OF  MISSOURI 

DEV  P   SEN.  OF  CALIFORNIA 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  THREE  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES 
IN  THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
A.M  ERICA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

RICHARD  T   DRENNAN.  OF  MARYLAND 
MARK  A    DRIES   OF  VIRGINIA 
HUGH  J    MAGINNIS.  OF  FLORIDA 
MELINDA  D  SALLYARDS.  OF  FLORIDA 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

LISA  ROSE  FRANCHETT  OF  CALIFORNIA 
MICHAEL  J    KAISER   OF  NEW  JERSEY 
KIM  MARI  KERTSON   OF  WASHINGTON 


PETER  C    KOECHLEY   OF  COLORADO 
JOAN  CLAYTON  LARCOM.  OF  CALIFORNU 
SCOTT  S   NICHOLS.  OF  VIRGINIA 
MARY  E   NORRIS.  OF  OHIO 
JOHN  MICHAEL  SULLIVAN.  OF  ILLINOIS 
ALVERA  SWEET.  OF  KANSAS 
TUNG  THANH  TU.  OF  TEXAS 
JIMMIE  O  WHITE.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
DAVID  P  YOUNG.  OF  VIRGINIA 

FOR  REAPPOINTMENT  IN  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  AS  A 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICER  OF  CLASS  THREE.  CONSULAR 
OFFICER  AND  SECRETARY  IN  THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

MICHAEL  J   HONNOLD.  OF  CALIFORNIA 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  FOUR.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA: 

U.S.  INFORMATION  AGENCY 

MARCL\  P   BOSSHARDT.  OF  TEXAS 
MELISSA  GARTH  FORD  OF  CALIFORNIA 
SUSAN  HEBERT-CLEARY.  OF  NEW  YORK 
RICHARD  W   HUCKABY.  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
REBECCA  J   IDLER.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
USA  C  KENNEDY.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
PETER  GEORGE  PINESS.  OF  VIRGINIA 
EMILIA  A   PUMA.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
JO  DELL  SHIELDS.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
KATHERINE  VAN  DE  VATE,  OF  TENNESSEE 
KAREN  L   WILLIAMS.  OF  MISSOURI 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  ME.MBERS  OF  THE  FOREIGN 
SERVICE  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE.  TO  BE  CON- 
SULAR OFFICERS  ANDOR  SECRETARIES  IN  THE  DIPLO- 
MATIC SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA.  AS 
INDICATED 

CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES  IN  THE  DIP- 
LOMATIC SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
ERIC  M   ALEXANDER.  OF  NEW  MEXICO 
KEITH  MIMS  ANDERTON.  OF  ALABAMA 
MICHAEL  A   BARKIN.  OF  FLORIDA 
LEONARD  E   BOLLEN.  JR  .  OF  VIRGINIA 
JA.MES  A   CAROUSO.  OF  ARIZONA 
JONATHAN  JAMES  CARPENTER.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
BENJAMIN  CHANG.  OF  VIRGINIA 
JLVHEE  CHOI,  OF  TEXAS 
GREGORY  A   CRAWFORD.  OF  FLORIDA 
RICHARD  DEAN  CUMMINS.  OF  VIRGINIA 
ALANNA  CUNNINCHA.M.  OF  NEW  YORK 
WILLARD  L   ELLEDGE.  JR    OF  FLORIDA 
DORIS  A   ELLENBERGER.  OF  VIRGINIA 
MARK  R  EVANS  OF  VIRGINIA 
MITCHELL  L   FERGUSON.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
TROY  DAMIAN  FITRELL.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
SHAWN  ERIC  FLATT.  OF  MISSOURI 
MARTINA  FLINTROP.  OF  VIRGINIA 
MARC  FORINO.  OF  VIRGINIA 
STEVEN  8   FOX.  OF  NEW  YORK 
JOSEPH  OALLAZZI.  OF  FLORIDA 


MIGUEL  A    GRANADOS.  OF  VIRGINIA 

KENT  M    HARRINGTON.  OF  VIRGINIA 

NATHAN  V    HOLT.  JR  ,  OF  FLORIDA 

MELI.SSA  ANNE  HUDSON,  OF  TEXAS 

SANDRA  J    INGR,\M.  OF  OHIO 

BEN  E  JOHNSON.  OF  VIRGINIA 

ISTVAN  S   KALNOKY.  OF  VIRGINIA 

BRIAN  J    KELLEY.  OF  VIRGINIA 

RAYMOND  J    KENGOTT,  OF  FLORIDA 

MICHEL  MARY  KWIATKOWSKI.  OF  NEW  YORK 

-STEPHAN  A    LA.NG.  OF  MISSOURI 

BENJAMIN  WARD  .MOELING.  OF  CO.NNECTICUT 

ERIC  F    MOLLER.  OF  VIRGINIA 

MARK  DAVID  MOODY.  OF  MISSOURI 

STANLEY  .VI   MOSKOWITZ.  OF  VIRGINIA 

MIREMBE  NANTONGO.  OF  VIRGINIA 

CHERYL  L   NOR.MAN.  OF  TE.XAS 

J    MARTIN  O  .MEARA.  OF  VIRGINIA 

GRECK3RY  C    PA\TOSH.  OF  VIRGINIA 

LINDA  M    PERKINS.  OF  MARYLAND 

JA.MES  ALLEN  PLOTTS.  OF  CALIFORNIA 

ALEJANDRO  M    PUIG   OF  PUERTO  RICO 

CHRISTOPHER  TODD  ROBINSON.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

WILLL^M  SCOFIELD  ROWLAND.  OF  GEORGLA 

MICHAEL  E   SALZMAN,  OF  VIRGINIA 

DAVID  V,  SCOTT,  OF  UTAH 

REBECCA  J   SHOLL.  OK  VIRGINIA 

BRIAN  WESLEY  SHUKAN,  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

DON  L  SIMP.SON.  OF  TEXAS 

BARBARA  L   SINEGAL.  OF  VIRGINIA 

KEITH  L   STEPP,  OF  VIRGINIA 

STEVEN  W   STORMOEN,  OF  VIRGINIA 

J    FR.\NK  .SUMMERS,  OF  VIRGINIA 

ANDREW  CHESTER  WILSON.  OF  WASHINGTON 

JOY  ONA  YAMA.MOTO  OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWLNG-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
ME.\T  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE 
US  .MARINE  CORPS  WHILE  A.SSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OP 
IMPORTANCE  .\ND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT  GEN  GEORGE  R  CHRISTMAS.  194-30-2809 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US 
MARLNE  CORPS  WHILE  A.SSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  LM- 
PORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY'  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNIT 
ED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN   PAUL  K   VAN  RIPER.  204- ;»- 1758 

THE  FOLLOWINGNAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE 
US  .MARINE  CORPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF 
IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITi'  UNDER  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT  GEN   CHARLES  E   WILHELM.  025-32-4063 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Monda>',  May  15,  1995 


The  House  met  at  10:30  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  FUNDERBURK]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

May  15.  1995. 
I   hereby  designate   the   Honorable   David 
Flnderburk  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore 
on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  Janu- 
ary 4.  1995.  the  Chair  will  now  recog- 
nize Members  from  lists  submitted  by 
the  majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  M!C.\]  for  5  minutes. 


SETTING  THE  RECORD  STRAIGHT 

Mr.  MICA.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  come  before  the  House 
this  morning  to  set  the  record  straight, 
to  provide  you.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  my 
colleagues,  with  correct  information  on 
statements  that  have  been  made  about 
comments  that  I  made  on  the  floor  in 
the  regulatory  reform  debate  which 
took  place  recently  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  during  our  debate  on 
the  Contract  With  America,  and  spe- 
cifically on  the  regulatory  reform  is- 
sues that  came  before  this  Congress. 

In  this  Congress  and  during  the  past 
Congress,  I  have  been  an  outspoken 
critic  of  the  manner  and  conduct  of  the 
regulatory  process  at  the  Federal  level. 
Quite  frankly.  I  came  here  several 
years  ago  believing  that  the  regulatory 
edicts  and  mandates  sent  out  by  the 
Federal  Government  had  overreached 
their  bounds,  had  imposed  undue  bur- 
dens and  costs  on  our  citizens,  on  our 
local  governments,  on  business  and  in- 
dustry, and  were  eating  at  the  very 
fabric  of  productivity  and  competitive- 
ness in  this  country. 

During  the  debate  on  the  question  of 
regulatory  reform,  I  stood  at  that  po- 
dium   and    I    talked   about   several    in- 


stances of  what  I  considered  excess  reg- 
ulation and  regulatory  overkill. 

I  used  several  examples,  and  two  of 
the  examples  I  used  were  actually  from 
my  local  dentist,  who  when  I  was  in  his 
dental  chair  and  in  his  dental  office 
had  told  me  several  years  ago  about 
some  of  the  excesses  of  certain  Federal 
departments  and  agencies,  and  how  he 
felt  imposed  upon  by  those  agencies 
and  how  he  was  constricted  by  those 
agencies,  and  at  least  felt  the  pressures 
of  those  agencies  on  his  practice  and  on 
his  professional  conduct. 

So  I  made  those  comments  in  the 
regulatory  reform  debate  in  the  House, 
and  shortly  thereafter  "ABC  News" 
and  Peter  Jennings  and  company  made 
a  little  series,  and  I  wanted  to  report 
to  the  House  on  that  series,  and  also  on 
the  response.  The  people  of  the  United 
States  and  Congress  tuned  into  the 
■ABC  News"  and  heard  a  certain  re- 
sponse, and  I  never  got  an  opportunity. 
You  know,  they  interview  you  for,  in 
this  case,  about  an  hour  of  tape,  and 
then  they  take  little  segments  out.  and 
then  they  put  on  the  national  news 
those  segments. 

Interestingly  enough,  and  as  Paul 
Harvey  said,  there  is  a  little  bit  more. 
Here  is  the  rest  of  the  story.  I  want  to 
present  that  to  the  House  this  morn- 
ing. 

Let  me  quote  from  the  National  Re- 
view, and  I  did  not  prompt  their  doing 
this  piece  or  I  did  not  ask  them  to  look 
into  this  matter.  It  just  appeared,  and 
some  of  my  constituents  sent  it  to  me. 
But  let  me  quote  exactly  from  it.  I  will 
read  it. 

Hot  on  the  heels  of  the  GOP's  capture  of 
Conirress,  .■^BC  World  News  Tonight  has  un- 
veiled a  new  segment.  'Kor  the  Record."  de- 
signed to  ferret  out  congressmen  who  engage 
in  exaggeration,  false  statistics,  misleading 
anecdotes,  and  other  evils.  The  inaugural 
segment  focused  on  Representative  John 
Mica  (R..  Fla.).  who  alleged  that  certain  Oc- 
cupational Safety  and  Health  Administra- 
tion regulations  forbid  kids  to  take  pulled 
teeth  home  from  the  dentist,  and  that  others 
compel  dentists  to  keep  logs  for  possession 
and  disposal  of  white-out.  Wild  congressional 
exaggeration,  right?  .■\ctually.  OSHA"s  Blood 
Borne  Pathogen  Standard  labels  bodily  tis- 
sues as  biohazards.  Teeth  are  considered  tis- 
sue, and  technically  must  therefore  be 
placed  in  a  red  bag  and  picked  up  by  a  li- 
censed disposer.  Furthermore,  because  cer- 
tain brands  of  white-out  contain  toluene, 
O.SHA  requires  that  Manufacturers  Safety 
Data  Sheets  be  kept  in  office  files.  Dr.  Ed- 
ward Stein,  a  health  scientist  at  OSHA,  says 
that  white-out's  levels  of  toluene  are  far 
below  those  which  concern  OSHA  and  that 
the  requirement  does  not  pertain  to  offices 
With  fewer  than  10  people.  However,  he  con- 
cedes that  if  an  individual  in  an  office  with 


fewer  than  10  people  filed  a  complaint  about 
white-out,  OSHA  would  be  free  to  inves- 
tigate. As  for  the  teeth?  A  dentist  in  the 
Northeast  refused  to  return  a  tooth  to  a  6- 
year-old  boy  because  he  was  concerned  about 
the  health  regulation.  OSHA's  unofficial  po- 
sition is  that  this  was  unnecessary.  However. 
the  regulation  does  require  such  action.  For 
the  Record. 

In  conclusion,  this  story  by  National 
Review  does  set  the  record  straight, 
and  that  is,  my  colleagues,  the  rest  of 
the  story. 


The 


RECESS 
SPEAKER  pro   tempore.   There 


being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12,  rule  I, 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  until  12 
noon. 

Accordingly  (at  10  o'clock  and  37 
minutes  a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  re- 
cess until  12  noon. 


D  1200 
AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Funderburk)  at  12  noon. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

Teach  us  always,  gracious  God,  to  use 
our  words  as  instruments  of  informa- 
tion and  understanding,  as  agents  of 
communication  and  contact,  so  that 
our  expressions  bring  us  together  and 
allow  us  to  share  in  our  common  herit- 
age and  our  collective  concerns.  Re- 
mind us  that  we  should  choose  our 
words  wisely  for  we  know  that  com- 
ments clearly  stated  and  given  for  the 
purpose  of  knowledge  can  promote  har- 
mony and  mutual  assurance  and  can 
lead  all  people  to  greater  respect  and 
reverence  toward  one  another.  Bless  us 
and  all  Your  people,  O  God,  this  day 
and  every  day.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I.  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant] 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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come  fonvard  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  led  the  pledge  of  Al- 
legiance as  follows: 

•  I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan.  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title; 

H.  Con.  Res.  64.  Concurrent  resolution  au- 
thorizing the  1995  Special  Olympics  Torch 
Relay  to  the  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds. 


VETERANS  BENEFITS 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr  Speaker,  check 
this  out.  Military  bases  are  closing  all 
over  America.  Veterans  benefits  are 
being  cut.  Veterans  cost-of-living  al- 
lowances are  being  cut.  Veterans  out- 
patient clinics  are  being  closed.  Veter- 
ans pensions  are  being  slashed. 

Think  about  that.  What  bothers  me 
is  our  Government  is  going  to  provide 
25,000  dollars  worth  of  vouchers  to  buy 
houses  for  Russian  soldiers.  Beam  me 
up.  Maybe  I  missed  something  down 
here.  We  have  got  veterans  literally 
sleeping  on  steel  grates,  trying  to  find 
an  opportunity  to  get  a  job,  but  we  are 
giving  $160  million  to  Russia  so  that 
these  Russian  troops  coming  back  from 
the  Baltics  will  be  able  to  find  a  place 
to  live.  If  they  cannot,  we.  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer,  will  build  them  a  house 
for  $25,000. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  is  there  any 
reason  why  we  are  bankrupt?  America 
has  the  best  government  that  Russia 
ever  had  and  that  most  of  these  other 
countries  ever  had.  WTiile  we  are  going 
south,  they  are  all  doing  well  with  our 
tax  dollars. 

I  say  it  is  time  to  send  some  of  these 
American  gurus  who  made  this  deci- 
sion over  to  Siberia,  let  them  freeze 
their  buns  a  little  bit  over  there  and 
maybe  it  will  get  them  a  house  back 
here  in  America. 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  proceed  out  of 
order  for  3  minutes. ) 


H.R.  390 
Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
no  one  else  is  here  at  this  point,  H.R. 
390  is  a  bill  that  would  change  the  bur- 
den of  proof  in  the  tax  case.  Right  now, 
if  you  go  to  a  tax  court  on  a  civil  case, 
the  IRS  can  lien  your  house,  take  your 
bank  account,  take  your  parakeet, 
take  your  rubber  duckie.  and  you  have 


to  prove  you  are  innocent  because  you 
are  considered  guilty  in  that  court. 

H.R.  390  says,  first  of  all,  whenever  a 
taxpayer  goes  to  court  in  America 
there  is  one  standard,  and  that  is  an 
American  is  innocent  until  proven 
guilty,  and  I  shall  switch  and  the 
American  taxpayer  shall  be  deemed  in- 
nocent as  well. 

Second  of  all.  you  have  10  days  where 
the  IRS  has  to  let  you  know  what  prob- 
lem you  have  with  your  tax  form.  Cite 
the  position  of  the  regulation  or  the 
statute,  in  which  your  tax  report  has 
some  problems.  And  finally,  before 
they  can  take  your  house,  take  your 
car,  take  your  bank  account,  they  have 
to  present  facts  to  a  court  of  law  and 
have  a  court  order  to  do  so. 

I  think  it  is  time,  my  colleagues.  If 
innocent  until  proven  guilty  worked 
for  the  Son  of  Sam  and  Jeffrey 
Dahmer.  how  is  it  that  grandma  and 
grandpa,  mom  and  dad  or  American 
taxpayers  are  guilty  and  a  court  must 
prove  them  innocent?  Let  us  get  on 
with  our  business.  I  am  asking  whoever 
is  in  the  Congress  who  may  be  watch- 
ing this  to  cosponsor  H.R.  390  and  have 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
bring  the  bill  out. 

The  American  people  should  be  treat- 
ed at  least  as  well  as  a  common  mur- 
derer in  a  tax  court. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordingly  (at  12  o'clock  and  6  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Young  of  Alaska)  at  12 
o'clock  and  23  minutes  p.m. 


MORE  FOREIGN  AID  CUTS  URGED 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker. 
America's  foreign  policy  structure 
needs  to  be  overhauled.  The  current 
system  is  a  relic  of  the  cold  war.  It  is 
duplicative  and  inefficient,  and  its  for- 
eign aid  programs  are  a  disaster. 

Despite  billions  of  dollars,  those  we 
have  given  aid  to  are  mired  in  poverty. 
In  fact,  we  have  done  these  countries 
more  harm  than  good  by  promoting  so- 
cialist economic  and  agricultural  pro- 
grams. Of  the  15  countries  receiving 
the  most  U.S.  aid.  the  Heritage  Foun- 
dation's freedom  index  rates  12  as 
"mostly  unfree,"  1  has  a  repressed 
economy,  and  2  are  rated  " "mostly 
free." 


May  15,  1995 

A  foreign  aid  program  which  sup- 
posedly buys  the  good  will  of  foreign 
leaders  while  they  ruin  their  own  coun- 
tries cannot  be  tolerated.  If  it  is  to  be 
handed  out  it  must  promote  free  mar- 
ket reforms.  Also  a  majority  of  the 
countries  receiving  U.S.  aid  consist- 
ently vote  against  us  at  the  U.N.  For- 
eign aid  must  be  tied  to  America's  in- 
terests. Is  it  not  about  time  we  had  an 
American  desk  at  the  State  Depart- 
ment. 

At  a  time  we  are  talking  about  cut- 
ting back  on  housing,  student  aid,  and 
farming  programs  it  is  not  fair  to  cut 
foreign  policy  programs  by  only  SI  bil- 
lion each  year  for  the  next  5  years  as 
the  International  Relations  Committee 
bill  does.  It  is  not  enough.  Streamlin- 
ing the  State  Department's  bureauc- 
racy both  here  and  abroad  is  vital.  Let 
us  tell  the  American  people  that  we  are 
serious  about  setting  new  priorities  for 
American  foreign  policy.  Let  us  cut  the 
fat  at  Foggy  Bottom. 
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WHO  WILL  BE  HURT  BY  CUTS  TO 
MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID? 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  use  my  1  minute  to  quote  some 
sections  of  a  Star  Ledger  editorial 
which  was  in  the  Star  Ledger.  New  Jer- 
sey's largest  circulation  daily,  on 
Thursday,  May  11.  It  says: 

The  Republicans  have  offered  a  budget  res- 
olution that  does  it  all.  reduces  the  deficit. 
balances  the  budget,  and  saves  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy— a  piece  of  work  crafted  of 
smoke  and  mirrors.  The  only  thing  they  do 
not  tell  you  is  how  to  cut  $256  billion  from 
Medicare  and  J1V5  from  Medicaid,  or  who  is 
going  to  get  hurt  if  and  when  the  cuts  are 
made. 

You  cannot  make  up  that  kind  of  money 
by  switching  everybody  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  to  managed  care  insurance. 

You  cannot  make  it  up  by  cutting  fees  to 
doctors  and  hospitals,  unless  you  want  to  see 
the  old  and  the  poor  turned  away. 

Medicare  is  getting  all  the  attention  be- 
cause it  is  the  program  for  the  elderly,  a 
stronger  political  lobby  than  people  on  Med- 
icaid, the  program  for  the  poor. 

No  one  bothers  to  mention  that  Medicaid 
clients  are  mainly  women  and  their  children. 
or  that  the  biggest  bite  from  that  budget 
provides  the  only  hope  most  of  us  will  have 
of  keeping  our  mothers  and  fathers  in  nurs- 
ing homes  without  our  families  going  bank- 
rupt. 

Many  of  the  same  Republicans  who  ranted 
last  year  that  a  national  health  care  pi-o- 
gram  would  result  in  health  care  rationing 
are  among  the  crowd  now  calling  for  the 
kind  of  budget  cuts  which  could  very  well 
mean  rationing  for  the  elderly  and  the  poor. 
Shows  what  a  difference  a  year  and  an  elec- 
tion can  make. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  this  whole  edi- 
torial for  the  Record: 

(From  the  Star- Ledger.  May  11.  1995] 
Medic.^rks  Cutting  Edge 

Why  did  Willie  Sutton  rob  banks?  Because 
that's  where  the  money  is,  he  said. 


Why  are  Medicare  and  Medicaid  scheduled 
to  take  the  biggest  blow  in  the  budget  cut- 
ling  proposed  by  congressional  Republicans? 
.Same  reason.  Same  crime. 

The  Republicans  have  offered  a  budget  res- 
olution that  does  it  all.  reduces  the  deficit. 
balances  the  budget  and  .saves  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy— a  piece  of  work  crafted  of 
smoke  and  mirrors.  AU  you  have  to  do  is 
trim  a  bit  from  this,  a  bit  from  that  and  a 
whole  bunch  from  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
over  the  next  few  years  and  voila! 

The  only  thing  they  don't  tell  you  is  how 
to  cut  $256  billion  from  Medicare  and  $175  bil- 
lion from  Medicaid  or  who  is  going  to  get 
hurt  if  and  when  the  cuts  are  made. 

You  cannot  make  up  that  kind  of  money 
by  switching  everybody  in  Medicare  and 
Me<licaid  to  managed  care  insurance.  The 
best  managed  care  plans  are  not  holding 
health  care  increases  down  to  the  point  that 
would  have  to  be  matched  in  order  to  reap 
the  savings  the  Republican  budget  resolution 
promises. 

You  cannot  make  it.  up  by  cutting  fees  to 
doctors  and  hospitals,  unless  you  want  to  see 
the  old  and  the  poor  turned  away. 

Medicare  is  getting  all  the  attention  be- 
cause it  is  the  program  for  the  elderly,  a 
stronger  political  lobby  than  people  on  Med- 
icaid, the  program  for  the  poor. 

No  one  bothers  to  mention  that  Medicaid 
clients  are  mainly  women  and  their  children 
or  that  the  biggest  bite  from  that  budget 
provides  the  only  hope  most  of  us  will  have 
of  keeping  our  mothers  and  fathers  in  nurs- 
ing homes  without  our  families  going  bank- 
rupt. 

Many  of  the  same  Republicans  who  ranted 
last  year  that  a  national  health  care  pro- 
gram would  result  in  health  care  rationing 
are  among  the  crowd  now  calling  for  the 
kind  of  budget  cuts  which  could  very  well 
mean  rationing  for  the  elderly  and  the  poor. 
Shows  what  a  difference  a  year  and  an  elec- 
tion can  make 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
FUNOKRRUKK).  Pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  clause  5  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  an- 
nounces that  he  will  postpone  further 
proceedings  today  on  each  motion  to 
suspend  the  rules  on  which  a  recorded 
vote  or  the  yeas  and  neas  are  ordered, 
or  on  which  the  vote  is  objected  to 
under  clause  4  of  rule  XV. 

Such  rollcall  votes,  if  postponed  will 
be  taken  after  debate  is  concluded  on 
all  motions  to  suspend  the  rules,  but 
not  before  5  p.m.  today. 


GREENS  CREEK  LAND  EXCHANGE 
ACT  OF  1995 
Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.   1266)  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
change  of  lands  within   Admiralty   Is- 
land National  Monument,  and  for  other 
purposes,  as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R,  1266 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Conpress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This   Act   may   be   cited   as    the     'Greens 
Creek  Land  Exchange  Act  of  1995". 


SEC.  2.  Fl>fDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 
(1)  The  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conservation  act  established  the  Admiralty 
Island  National  Monument  and  sections  503 
and  504  of  that  Act  provided  special  provi- 
sions under  which  the  Greens  Creek  Claims 
would  be  developed.  The  provisions  supple- 
mented the  general  mining  laws  under  which 
these  claims  were  staked. 

(2»  The  Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining 
Company.  Inc..  currently  holds  title  to  the 
Greens  Creek  Claims,  and  the  area  surround- 
ing these  claims  has  further  mineral  poten- 
tial which  is  yet  unexplored. 

(3)  Negotiations  between  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  and  the  Kennecott  Greens 
Creek  Mining  Company.  Inc..  have  resulted 
in  an  agreement  by  which  the  area  surround- 
ing the  Greens  Creek  Claims  could  be  ex- 
plored and  developed  under  terms  and  condi- 
tions consistent  with  the  protection  of  the 
values  of  the  Admiralty  Island  National 
Monument. 

(4)  The  full  effectuation  of  the  Agreement, 
by  its  terms,  requires  the  approval  and  rati- 
fication by  Congress. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINmONS. 
As  used  in  this  Act — 

(1)  the  term  "Agreement"  means  the  docu- 
ment entitled  the  "Greens  Creek  Land  Ex- 
change Agreement"  executed  on  December 
14.  1994.  by  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture for  Natural  Resources  and  Environ- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Company 
and  Kennecott  Corporation; 

(2)  the  term  'ANILCA"  means  the  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act. 
Public  Law  96-487  (94  SUt.  2371): 

(3)  the  term  "conservation  system  unit" 
has  tne  same  meaning  as  defined  in  section 
102(4)  of  ANILCA: 

(4)  the  term  "Green  Creek  Claims"  means 
those  patented  mining  claims  of  Kennecott 
Greens  Creek  Mining  Company  within  the 
Monument  recognized  pursuant  to  section 
504  of  ANILCA; 

(5)  the  term  "KGCMC"  means  the 
Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Company. 
Inc..  a  Delaware  corporation; 

(6)  the  term  "Monument"  means  the  Admi- 
ralty Island  National  Monument  in  the  State 
of  Alaska  established  by  section  503  of 
ANILCA; 

(7)  the  term  "Royalty"  means  Net  Island 
Receipts  Royalty  as  that  latter  term  in  de- 
fined in  Exhibit  C  to  the  Agreement;  and 

(8)  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture. 

SEC.  4.  RATIFICATION  OF  THE  AGREEMENT. 

The  Agreement  is  hereby  ratified  and  con- 
firmed as  to  the  duties  and  obligations  of  the 
United  States  and  its  agencies,  and  KGCMC 
and  Kennecott  Corporation,  as  a  matter  of 
Federal  law.  The  agreement  may  be  modified 
or  amended,  without  further  action  by  the 
Congress,  upon  written  agreement  of  all  par- 
ties thereto  and  with  notification  in  writing 
being  made  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress. 

SEC.  5.  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  AGREEMENT. 

(a)  Land  Acquisition.  -Without  diminish- 
ment  of  any  other  land  acquisition  authority 
of  the  Secretary  in  Alaska  and  in  further- 
ance of  the  purposes  of  the  Agreement,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and 
interests  in  land  within  conservation  system 
units  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  and 
any  land  or  interest  in  land  so  acquired  shall 
be  administered  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of 
the  National  Forest  System  and  any  con- 
servation system  unit  in  which  it  is  located. 
Priority  shall  be  given  to  acquisition  of  non- 
Federal  lands  within  the  Monument. 
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(b)  ACQUISITION  Funding.— There  is  hereby 
established  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  an  account  entitled  the  "Greens 
Creek  Land  Exchange  Account"  into  which 
shall  be  depcsited  the  first  $5,000,000  in  royal- 
ties received  by  the  United  States  under  part 
6  of  the  Agreement  after  the  distribution  of 
the  amounts  pursuant  to  subsection  (o  of 
this  section.  Such  moneys  in  the  special  ac- 
count in  the  Treasury  may.  to  the  extent 
provided  in  appropriations  Acts,  be  used  for 
land  acquisition  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

(c)  Twenty-Five  Percent  Fund— All  roy- 
alties paid  to  the  United  States  under  the 
Agreement  shall  be  subject  to  the  25  percent 
distribution  provisions  of  the  Act  of  May  23. 
1908.  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  500)  relating  to 
payments  for  roads  and  schools. 

(d)  Mineral  Development.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  provision  of  ANILCA  to  the  con- 
trary, the  lands  and  interests  in  lands  being 
conveyed  to  KGCMC  pursuant  to  the  Agree- 
ment shall  be  available  for  mining  and  relat- 
ed activities  subject  to  and  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  Agreement  and  con- 
veyances made  thereunder. 

(e)  Administration.— The  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture is  authorized  to  implement  and  ad- 
minister the  rights  and  obligations  of  the 
Federal  Government  under  the  Agreement, 
including  monitoring  the  Government's  in- 
terests relating  to  extralateral  rights,  col- 
lecting royalties,  and  conducting  audits.  The 
Secretary  may  enter  into  cooperative  ar- 
rangements with  other  Federal  agencies  for 
the  performance  of  any  Federal  rights  or  ob- 
ligations under  the  Agreement  or  this  Act. 

(f)  Reversions.— Before  reversion  to  the 
United  States  of  KGCMC  properties  located 
on  Admiralty  Island.  KGCMC  shall  reclaim 
the  surface  disturbed  in  accordance  with  an 
approved  plan  of  operations  and  applicable 
laws  and  regulations.  Upon  reversion  to  the 
United  States  of  KGCMC  properties  located 
on  Admiralty,  those  properties  located  with- 
in the  Monument  shall  become  part  of  the 
Monument  and  those  properties  lying  out- 
side the  Monument  shall  be  managed  as  part 
of  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 

(g)  Savings  provisions —Implementation 
of  the  Agreement  in  accordance  with  this 
Act  shall  not  be  deemed  a  major  Federal  ac- 
tion significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment,  nor  shall  implementa- 
tion require  further  consideration  pursuant 
to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 
title  VIII  of  ANILCA.  or  any  other  law. 

SEC.  e.  RECISION  RIGHTS. 

Within  60  days  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  KGCMC  and  Kennecott  Corporation 
shall  have  a  right  to  rescind  all  rights  under 
the  Agreement  and  this  Act.  Recision  shall 
be  effected  by  a  duly  authorized  resolution  of 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  either  KGCMC  or 
Kennecott  Corporation  and  delivered  to  the 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  at  the  Chiefs 
principal  office  in  Washington,  District  of 
Columbia.  In  the  event  of  a  recision.  the  sta- 
tus quo  ante  provisions  of  the  Agreement 
shall  apply. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Young]  will  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Abercrombie]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young]. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

First  of  all.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
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Abercrombie]    for    his    work    and    co- 
operation on  this  bill. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  Greens  Creek  Land  Ex- 
change Act  of  1995. 

This  act  will  approve  a  land  exchange 
agreement  between  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  and  Kennecott  Greens  Creek 
Mining  Co.  i  ■Kennecott").  These  lands 
surround  the  Greens  Creek  Mine,  a 
zinc-lead-silver-gold  mine,  located  on 
Admiralty  Island  in  southeast  Alaska. 
The  land  exchange  agreement  is  the 
product  of  a  nearly  10-year-long  nego- 
tiation between  the  two  parties. 

Under  the  Greens  Creek  Land  Ex- 
change Agreement.  Kennecott  receives 
the  right  to  mine  mineral  deposits  on 
about  7,500  acres  of  land,  located  in  Ad- 
miralty Island  National  Monument.  In 
return.  Kennecott  will:  First,  pay  a 
royalty  to  the  Federal  Government  on 
any  production  from  these  lands,  and 
second,  purchase  and  donate  to  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  1  million  dollars' 
worth  of  inholdings  located  within  the 
Admiralty  National  Monument — an 
amount  of  land  equal  in  value  to  the 
land  received  under  the  agreement. 

The  royalty  is  based  on  the  value  re- 
ceived from  1  sales  after  deduction  of 
shipping,  smelting,  and  refining 
charges.  The  royalty  has  two  tiers  de- 
pending on  the  value  of  the  ore.  When 
metal  prices  are  average  or  better,  the 
royalty  will  be  3  percent,  and  at  low 
metal  prices,  the  royalty  will  be  three- 
quarters  of  1  percent.  This  two-tier 
royalty  will  encourage  the  Greens 
Creek  Mine  to  continue  operation  in 
times  of  low  metal  prices. 

This  land  exchange  will  help  promote 
sound  economic  and  environmentally 
responsible  resource  development,  sup- 
port land  consolidation  in  conservation 
system  units  within  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest,  and  raise  revenues  for 
the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Speak.r.  I  urge  an  "aye"  vote  on 
H.R.  1266  and  thank  George  Miller  for 
his  leadership  in  the  effort  to  approve 
this  land  exchange  agreement.  I  look 
forward  to  the  successful  completion  of 
the  Greens  Creek  land  exchange  and 
hope  that  it  will  help  provide  new  eco- 
nomic opportunities  for  those  who  live 
in  southeast  Alaska. 

Mr.     Speaker,     I     include     for     the 
Record  the  text  of  the  Greens  Creek 
Land  Exchange  Agreement: 
Agreement 

This  .\greement.  by  and  between 
Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Company. 
Inc..  a  Delaware  corporation  CKGCMC")  and 
The  United  States  of  .\merica.  by  and 
through  the  U.S. DA.  Forest  Service 
(■•USFS').  dated        .1994. 

Whereas,  on  December  2.  1960.  Congress  es- 
tablished the  .A-dmiralty  Island  National 
Monument  (the  'Monument")  by  enactment 
of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Con- 
servation Act  (•■.\NILC.-\')  (P.L.  96-487): 

Whereas,  the  Monument  was  established  as 
part  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  objects  of  ecological, 
cultural,  geological,  historical,  prehistorical 


and  scientific  interest,  in  particular  its  wild- 
life and  supporting  habitats; 

Whereas.  Congress  designated  approxi- 
mately nine  hundred  thousand  acres  of  the 
Monument  as  wilderness  under  ANILCA; 

Whereas  approximately  17.000  acres  of  the 
Monument  was  designated  as  non-wilderness 
to  permit  the  development  of  a  silver,  lead, 
zinc  and  gold  deposit; 

Whereas.  KGCMC.  as  manager  of  the 
Greens  Creek  Joint  Venture  C'GCJV")  has 
developed  the  Greens  Creek  Mine  (the 
"Mine")  on  17  claims  which  were  located 
prior  to  the  establishment  of  the  Monument 
(the   'Existing  Claims"); 

Whereas,  operation  of  the  Greens  Creek 
Mine,  which  is  located  approximately  15 
miles  from  Juneau.  Alaska,  can  produce 
450,000  tons  of  ore  per  year  and  contribute 
over  265  jobs  to  the  local  economy  of  South- 
east Alaska: 

Whereas.  KGCMC  hopes  that  the  life  of  the 
Mine  and  the  jobs  it  provides  can  be  ex- 
tended by  further  exploration  and  develop- 
ment of  subsurface  lands  within  the  non-wil- 
derness portion  of  the  Monument  adjacent  to 
the  Existing  Claims; 

Whereas,  such  development  can  occur 
without  significant  adverse  environmental 
effects  by  utilizing  existing  facilities  of  the 
mine  for  the  most  part  and  minimizing  sur- 
face disturbance  on  Monument  lands; 

Whereas,  further  exploration  and  potential 
development  of  the  Mine  can  be  accom- 
plished without  significant  impact  to  the 
Monument  and  its  purposes; 

Whereas,  KGCMC  has  proposed  a  land  ex- 
change to  acquire  rights  to  explore  and  mine 
adjacent  subsurface  lands  in  return  for  con- 
veyance to  the  United  States,  through  the 
USFS.  of  important  private  inholdings  lo- 
cated within  the  Monument  and/or  other 
Conservation  System  Units  within  the 
Tongass  National  Forest,  the  assignment  to 
the  United  States  of  a  royalty  interest  in  the 
returns  from  any  future  development  from 
mining  the  lands  acquired  by  KGCMC 
through  the  exchange,  and  a  restrictive  cov- 
enant and  future  interest  in  the  Existing 
Claims.  Mill  Site  «1  (MS  2514).  and  other 
lands  held  by  KGCMC  located  on  Admiralty 
Island; 

Whereas,  the  result  of  such  land  exchange 
would  include  consolidation  of  Federal  land 
ownership  in  the  Monument  Wilderness  in 
return  for  the  right  through  title  to  explore 
and  mine  the  subsurface  lands  adjacent  to 
the  Mine  within  the  existing  non-wilderness 
area  of  the  Monument,  in  an  environ- 
mentally sound  manner. 

Whereas,  the  accomplishment  of  such  land 
exchange  for  the  purposes  of  Conservation 
System  Unit  consolidation  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  permitting  further  exploration  and 
development  of  the  Greens  Creek  Mine  is  in 
the  pubic  interest  under  the  terms  of  Section 
1302(h)  of  ANILCA;  and 

Whereas,  this  land  exchange  is  being  ac- 
complished under  the  land  exchange  author- 
ity of  Section  1302(h)  of  ANILCA: 

Now,  therefore,  the  parties  to  this  Agree- 
ment agree  as  follows: 

1.  General  Description  of  the  Exchange.  The 
USFS  agrees  to  exchange  the  mineral  estate. 
subject  to  a  future  interest  and  other  provi- 
sions of  this  Agreement,  in  7500  acres,  more 
or  less,  of  subsurface  public  land  (the  "Ex- 
change Properties")  delineated  on  a  map  and 
description  title  "KGCMC  Exchange  Prop- 
erties" dated  March  26.  1993.  de.signated  Ex- 
hibit A  of  this  Agreement.  KGCMC  agrees  to 
exchange  in  return:  i)  title,  or  alternatively, 
funds  to  acquire  title,  to  private  inholdings 
("Exchange   Inholdings")    totalling   no    less 


than  $1,000,000  in  fair  market  value  from 
lands  located  within  Admiralty  Island  Na- 
tional Monument  and,  if  necessary,  other 
Con.servation  System  Units  within  the 
Tongass  National  Forest,  from  a  list  titled 
"KGCMC  Exchange  Inholdings"  dated  No- 
vember 6,  1993.  designated  Exhibit  B  hereto; 
ii)  a  royalty  interest  in  "Net  Island  Re- 
ceipts'" realized  from  the  sale  of  minerals 
that  may  be  mined  from  the  Exchange  Prop- 
erties, (excluding  those  minerals  which  are 
property,  of  KGCMC  by  operation  of 
extralateral  rights):  and  iii)  a  restrictive 
covenant  and  future  interest  in  the  Existing 
Claims,  Millsite  #1  (MS  2514),  and  any  other 
lands  held  by  KGCMC  located  on  Admiralty 
Island.  The  specific  interests  to  be  ex- 
changed and  terms  and  conditions  thereto 
are  described  elsewhere  m  this  Agreement. 

2.  Effective  Dale.  This  Agreement  shall  be- 
come effective  upon  its  execution  by  both 
parties  and  approval  by  Act  of  Congress.  The 
effective  date  of  this  Agreement  shall  be  the 
date  of  enactment  of  Federal  legislation  ap- 
proving this  exchange. 

3.  Termination.  In  the  event  the  exchange 
closing  described  in  Section  4. A  is  not  com- 
pleted within  seven  years  from  the  effective 
date  of  this  Agreement,  this  Agreement  shall 
terminate  and  become  null  and  void  upon  ex- 
piration of  seven  years  from  the  effective 
date.  The  terms  of  this  Agreement  shall  oth- 
erwise be  incorporated  in  the  conveyances 
completed  pursuant  to  this  Agreement.  Both 
parties  state  their  intent  to  exert  reasonable 
best  efforts  to  complete  the  exchange  closing 
as  soon  as  practicable  in  advance  of  seven 
years  from  the  effective  date. 

4.  Exchange  Details. 

A.  there  shall  be  a  single  exchange  closing. 
At  the  closing,  the  following  conveyance 
shall  occur; 

(i)(a)  the  United  States  shall  receive  fee 
title  via  general  warranty  deeds  to  the  sur- 
face and  subsurface  estate  of  Kxchange 
Inholdings  totalling  no  less  than  $1. (XX). 000  in 
fair  market  value,  subject  only  to  any  res- 
ervations, exceptions,  or  conditions  approved 
prior  to  closing  by  the  USFS.  Upon  convey- 
ance, each  Exchange  Inholding  shall  become 
and  be  managed  by  the  USFS  as  part  of  the 
Conservation  System  Unit  having  exterior 
boundaries  within  which  the  Inholding  is  lo- 
cated. 

(b)  In  the  event  that  the  Congress  enacts 
legislation  establishing  a  special  fund  in  the 
Treasury  for  the  deposit  of  monies  to  be 
available  until  expended,  without  further  ap- 
propriation, for  the  acquisition  by  the  Forest 
Service  of  lands  and  interests  in  lands  within 
the  exterior  boundaries  of  Admiralty  Island 
National  Monument  or  other  Conservation 
System  Units  within  the  Tongass  National 
Forest.  KGCMC  shall,  in  lieu  of  the  convey- 
ances described  in  (i)(a).  pay  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  of  $1,100,000  at  the  closing, 
for  deposit  in  said  fund.  Monies  from  said 
fund  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of 
lands  and  interests  in  lands  and  related  ad- 
ministrative costs. 

(ii)  KGCMC  shall  receive  title  to  the  entire 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  the  form  of 
a  patent  upon  completion,  at  KGCMC  ex- 
pense, of  a  survey  meeting  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  standards,  to  the  Exchange 
Properties,  comprising  the  subsurface  min- 
eral estate  of  the  lands  described  in  Exhibit 
A,  along  with  rights  appurtenant  to  such  es- 
tate identical  to  those  provided  for  an 
"unperfected  claim  "  as  defined  in  section  504 
of  ANILCA  (16  U.S.C,  432  note)  once  patent  to 
the  minerals  of  such  claim  is  conveyed  by 
the  United  States  Provided,  the  Exchange 
Properties  conveyance  shall  specifically  re- 
serve the  restrictive  covenant  and  future  in- 
terest in  the  United  States  as  described  in 


Section  8,  and  shall  specifically  except 
extralateral  rights  as  described  in  Section 
4  B; 

The  Exchange  Properties  conveyance  shall 
furthermore  be  specificall.y  subject  to: 

a.  valid  existing  rights; 

b.  the  covenants  described  in  Sections  4.C. 
and  4.D; 

c.  the  Net  Island  Receipts  interest  de- 
scribed in  Section  6  and  Exhibit  C  hereto;  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  the  right  of  USFS 
to  enter  and  inspect  the  Exchange  Properties 
as  provided  in  Exhibit  C  hereto; 

d.  a  coextensive  right  of  USFS  to  enter  and 
inspect  the  Exchange  Properties  to  monitor 
compliance  with  Sections  4.B  and  4.C; 

The  Exchange  Properties  conveyance  shall 
be  furthermore  subject  only  to  any  other  ex- 
ceptions, reservations,  or  conditions  ap- 
proved prior  to  closing  by  KGCMC. 

B.  The  parties  expressly  agree  that  no 
extralateral  rights  for  the  Exchange  Prop- 
erties shall  be  conveyed  under  the  terms  of 
this  Agreement.  This  Agreement  shall  not 
enlarge  nor  diminish  any  extralateral  rights 
which  KGCMC  may  now  have  or  in  the  future 
establish  with  respect  to  its  existing  claims. 

C.  The  parties  expressly  agree  that  no  min- 
erals extracted  from  the  Exchange  Prop- 
erties other  than  hardrock  and  metalliferous 
minerals  available  for  location  and  patent 
under  the  general  mining  laws  of  the  United 
States  (30  U.S.C.  21-53  et  seg.)  may  be  sold  for 
commercial  purposes.  Any  other  mineral  or 
mineral  material  on  the  Exchange  Prop- 
erties may  be  extracted  and  utilized  by 
KGCMC  in  the  exploration,  development, 
mining  and  beneficiation  process  of  Existing 
Claims  and  Exchange  Properties  for  hard 
rock  and  metalliferous  minerals,  without 
payment  to  the  United  States. 

D.  Use  and  occupancy  by  KGCMC.  its  suc- 
cessors, or  assigns  of  the  surface  overlying 
the  Exchange  Properties  shall  be  limited  as 
follows: 

(1)  Use  and  occupancy  of  the  surface  estate 
overlying  the  Exchange  Properties  shall  be 
minimized  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, including  but  not  limited  to  consoli- 
dating facilities  and  operations  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable  with  facilities  and 
operations  related  to  the  existing  Greens 
Creek  Mine,  and  reclamation  in  accordance 
with  applicable  law  and  regulation. 

(2)  There  shall  be  no  use  or  occupancy  of 
the  surface  estate  overlying  the  Exchange 
Properties  until  the  operator,  as  defined  in 
the  regulations  referenced  herein,  has  ap- 
plied for  and  received  approval  of  a  plan  of 
operations,  including  reclamation,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  36  CFR  228.80  and 
36  CFR  228,  Subpart  A  in  effect  on  the  effec- 
tive date  of  this  Agreement. 

(3)  There  shall  be  no  use  or  occupancy  of 
the  surface  estate  overlying  the  Elxchange 
Properties  for  purposes  of  open  pit,  hydrau- 
lic, or  other  surface  mining,  or  smelting  oj)- 
erations. 

(4)  Neither  the  existence  of  privately 
owned  minerals  nor  any  provision  of  this 
Agreement  shall  be  construed  to  preclude 
the  United  States  and  its  assigns,  including 
the  general  public,  from  occupancy  or  use  of 
the  surface  estate  overlying  the  Exchange 
Properties.  The  USFS  shall  as  appropriate 
impose  reasonable  restrictions  upon  public 
occupancy  and  use  for  purpo.ses  of  avoiding 
conflict  with  KGCMC  operations,  to  protect 
public  safety,  or  for  other  purpo.ses.  This  pro- 
vision shall  not  be  construed  to  alter  respec- 
tive tort  liability,  if  any.  between  USFS  and 
KGCMC  or  other  entities  under  applicable 
law. 

E.  Evidence  of  title  to  Exchange  Inholdings 
shall  be  in  a  form  acceptable  to  and  in  con- 


formance  with   standards   of  the   Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States. 

F.  USFS  shall  bear  its  own  attorney  fees, 
costs  of  document  preparation  for  convey- 
ance of  the  Exchange  Properties  to  KGCMC. 
and  costs  of  recording  documents  conveying 
Exchange  Inholdings  and  other  property  in- 
terests to  the  United  States.  KGCMC  shall 
bear  all  other  closing  costs,  including  ab- 
stract of  title  or  title  insurance,  transfer 
taxes,  brokerage  fees,  its  attorney  fees  and 
recording  costs.  KGCMC  shall  also  bear  the 
cost  of  survey  required  for  issuance  of  patent 
to  the  Exchange  Properties  and  any  survey 
required  by  the  United  States  to  complete 
conveyance  of  any  Exchange  Inholdings  to 
the  United  States.  Provided,  if  USFS  com- 
pletes the  acquisition  of  Exchange 
Inholdings  pursuant  to  Section  4.A(i)(b),  the 
USFS  shall  bear  all  closing  costs  for  the  Ex- 
change Inholdings.  All  costs  borne  by 
KGCMC  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not 
be  credited  against  the  $1,000,000.  Net  Island 
Receipts  interest,  or  other  consideration 
owing  to  the  United  States  under  this  Agree- 
ment. The  provisions  of  Public  Law  No.  91- 
646  shall  not  apply  to  this  Agreement. 
KGCMC  shall  not  be  construed  as  an  agent  of 
the  United  States  in  acquiring  Exchange 
Inholdings  or  otherwise  under  this  Agree- 
ment. 

G.  The  USFS  agrees  to  cooperate  with 
KGCMC  in  attempting  to  effect  the  trans- 
actions contemplated  herein  as  tax  free  ex- 
changes pursuant  to  Section  1031  of  the 
I.R.C.  (26  U.S.C.  1031  et  seq.).  but  expressly 
disclaims  any  jurisdiction  to  determine  or 
influence  Internal  Revenue  Service  deter- 
minations of  the  tax  consequences  of  any 
transactions. 

5.  Valuation  of  Exchange  Inholdings. 

A.  Attached  as  Exhibit  B  of  this  Agree- 
ment is  a  list  of  the  properties  which  the 
USFS  lists  as  qualified  for  conveyance  as  Ex- 
change Inholdings.  KGCMC  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  acquire  and  designate  any  such 
properties  as  Exchange  Inholdings  and  con- 
vey or  cause  to  be  conveyed  to  the  USFS 
such  properties  as  is  necessary  to  effect  the 
Exchange.  No  particular  lands  are  required 
to  be  conve.ved.  and  there  is  no  priority  for 
these  potential  Exchange  Inholdings  except 
as  described  in  Section  C  below. 

B.  The  fair  market  value  of  each  Exchange 
Inholding  shall  be  the  lesser  of  the  actual 
amount  paid  for  the  Inholding  by  KGCMC. 
excluding  closing  costs  borne  by  KGCMC  de- 
scribed in  Section  4.E  above,  or  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  adjusted  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  Agreement,  determined  bj'  an  appraisal. 
The  appraisal  for  each  Exchange  Inholding 
shall  be  completed  by  KGCMC  at  its  own  ex- 
pense and  the  appraisal  reE)ort  provided  to 
USFS  no  sooner  than  1  year  and  no  later 
than  60  days  in  advance  of  closing  for  the 
Inholding  concerned,  for  review  and  ap- 
proval. Said  appraisal  shall  be  completed  ac- 
cording to  the  then  current  Uniform  Ap- 
praisal Standards  for  Federal  Land  Acquisi- 
tions. In  the  event  KGCMC  is  not  able  to  ac- 
quire Exchange  Inholdings  totalling  exactly 
$1,000,000  in  fair  market  value.  KGCMC  shall 
be  obligated  without  further  consideration 
to  convey  and  bear  the  expense  of  acquiring 
any  additional  Exchange  Inholding  required 
to  bring  the  total  fair  market  value  of  the 
Exchange  Inholdings  conveyed  to  at  least 
$1,000,000 

C  Exhibit  B  is  divided  into  two  parts;  Part 
A  lists  lands  located  within  Admiralty  Island 
National  Monument.  Part  B  lists  lands  lo- 
cated within  other  Conservation  System 
Units  within  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 
KGCMC  shall   use  reasonable  efforts  to  ac- 
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quire  lands  from  the  Part  A  list  when  avail- 
able at  fair  market  value  and  only  acquire 
lands  from  the  Part  B  list  upon  a  determina- 
tion by  the  USFS  that  lands  from  the  Part  A 
list  are  not  available  at  fair  market  value 
after  such  reasonable  efforts.  KGCMC  shall 
otherwise  consult  and  cooperate  with  USFS 
in  identifying  opportunities  of  acquisition  at 
fair  market  value  of  particular  lands  listed 
in  Exhibit  B,  and  use  reasonable  efforts  to 
acquire  such  lands. 

6.  Net  Island  Receipts  Royalty  Interest— The 
Parties  agree  that  the  United  States  shall 
receive  a  percentage  of  the  Net  Island  Re- 
ceipts from  mineral  production  from  the  Ex- 
change Properties  as  described  in  Exhibit  C 
of  this  Agreement.  The  United  States  shall 
be  provided  reasonable  access  by  KGCMC  to 
the  Exchange  Properties  and  any  books, 
records,  documents,  and  mineral  samples,  to 
audit  the  payment  of  the  Net  Island  Receipts 
interest  as  provided  in  Exhibit  C. 

7.  Existing  Extralateral  Rights— ^Ttiis  Agree- 
ment, including  the  grant  of  the  Net  Island 
Receipts  interest  described  in  paragiaph  6 
and  Exhibit  C  shall  not  enlarge  or  diminish 
any  rights  KGCMC  may  now  have  or  in  the 
future  establish  to  minerals  lying  with  the 
Exchange  Properties  through  application  of 
extralateral  rights  extending  from  KGCMCs 
Existing  Claims.  The  Net  Island  Receipts  in- 
terest to  be  granted  to  the  United  States 
under  this  agreement  shall  not  burden,  nor 
entitle  the  United  States  to  any  monies  real- 
ized by  KGCMC  from  the  sale  of  concentrates 
or  other  mineral  products  from  ores,  the 
title  to  which  belongs  to  KGCMC  by  oper- 
ation of  extralateral  rights  extending  from 
KCJCMC's  existing  claims  and  property  inter- 
ests. 

8.  Restrictive  Covenant  and  Future  Interest  in 
the  United  States. 

A.  KGCMC  shall  grant  the  United  SUtes  a 
restrictive  covenant  and  future  interest  in  (i) 
the  Existing  Claims;  (ii)  Millsite  #1  (MS 
2514);  and  (iii)  the  Exchange  Prop)erties.  and 
the  right  to  a  future  interest  in  (iv)  the  "Fu- 
ture Acquired  Lands."  defined  as  follows: 
any  lands  on  Admiralty  Island  to  which 
KGCMC,  its  successors,  or  assigns  acquires 
title  after  the  effective  date  of  this  agree- 
ment and  prior  to  the  vesting  of  title  in  the 
United  States  as  defined  in  Section  8.B.  oc- 
curs, excepting  Exchange  Inholdings  con- 
veyed to  the  United  States  pursuant  to  this 
Agreement.  The  grant  shall  be  effected  by; 
(Da  conveyance  by  deed  regarding  the  Exist- 
ing Claims  and  Millsite;  (ii)  a  reservation 
and  or  exception  in  the  conveyance  from  the 
United  States  regarding  the  Exchange  Prop- 
erties; and  (iii)  a  contractual  right  to  con- 
veyance by  deed  upon  KGCMC  acquiring 
title,  regarding  the  Future  Acquired  Lands. 
KGCMC  shall  grant  the  restrictive  covenant 
and  future  interest  and  rights  thereto  de- 
scribed herein  at  the  exchange  closing. 

B.  The  terms  of  the  restrictive  covenant 
and  future  interest  to  be  granted  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  in  Section  8. A.  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Restrictive  Covenant.  Use  of  the  subject 
lands  by  KGCMC.  its  successors,  and  assigns 
shall  be  limited  solely  to  bona  fide  good 
faith  mineral  exploration,  development,  and 
production  activities,  including  reclamation 
work.  This  covenant  shall  run  with  the  land 
until  such  time  as  the  vesting  of  title  to  the 
United  States  occurs. 

(2)  Future  interest:  Right  of  Reentry:  The 
United  States  shall  have  a  right  to  reenter 
and  take  title  and  possession  to  all  right. 
title,  and  interest  in  the  subject  lands  upon 
the  following,  whichever  occurs  earlier: 

(a)  abandonment  by  KGCMC.  its  succes- 
sors, or  assigns,  of  all  bona  fide  good  faith 
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mineral  exploration,  development,  and  pro- 
duction activities,  including  reclamation 
work,  on  each  and  all  of  i)  the  Existing 
Claims;  ii)  Millsite  #1  (MS  2514):  iii)  the  Ex- 
change Properties:  and  iv)  the  Future  Ac- 
quired Lands.  Complete  cessation  for  ten 
consecutive  years  of  all  bona  fide  good  faith 
mineral  exploration,  development,  and  pro- 
duction activities,  including  reclamation 
work,  on  all  the  lands  listed  in  i)  through  iv) 
herein,  shall  be  conclusively  deemed  to  con- 
stitute abandonment,  without  prejudice  to 
abandonment  occurring  otherwise. 

(b)  January  1.  2045:  if  as  of  December  1, 
2044.  KGCMC.  its  successors,  or  assigns  are 
not  engaged  in  bona  fide  good  faith  mineral 
exploration,  production,  or  production  ac- 
tivities, including  reclamation  work,  on  any 
of  the  lands  listed  in  (i)  through  (iv)  in  (a) 
above. 

(c)  January  1.  2095.  irrespective  of  any  on- 
going activities  and  subject  to  the  right  of 
reentry  occurring  sooner  based  upon  aban- 
donment as  described  in  (a)  above. 

The  right  of  reentry  and  all  other  terms 
herein  shall  not  in  any  way  relieve  KGCMC. 
its  successors,  or  assigns  of  obligations  de- 
scribed in  Section  9  (indemnity]  of  other  ob- 
ligation otherwise  applicable. 

9.  Hazardous  Waste  and  other  Indemnity. 
KGCMC.  Kennecott  Corporation,  and  their 
successors  and  assigns  shall  indemnify,  de- 
fend and  hold  harmless  the  United  States,  its 
various  agencies  and  employees,  from  any 
damage,  loss,  claim,  fines,  penalties,  and 
costs  whatsoever  arising  in  any  way  and  at 
any  time  from  any  use,  occupancy  or  activi- 
ties, past,  present  or  future  (provided  said 
use.  occupancy,  or  activities  occur  no  later 
than  the  time  at  which  title  reverts  to  the 
United  States),  by  any  entity,  on  the  Ex- 
change Inholdings.  Existing  Claims.  Millsite 
ui  (MS  2514)  and  other  property  in  which  a 
restrictive  covenant  and  future  interest  is 
granted  to  the  United  States  under  this 
Agreement,  specifically  including,  but  not 
limited  to:  (a)  those  activities  by  which  haz- 
ardous substances,  hazardous  materials,  or 
wastes  of  any  kind  were  generated,  released, 
stored,  used,  or  otherwise  disposed  on  the  de- 
scribed property  or  facility  thereon,  and  (b) 
any  response  or  natural  resource  damage  ac- 
tions conducted  pursuant  to  any  federal, 
state,  or  local  environmental  law,  regula- 
tion, or  rule,  and  related  in  any  manner  to 
said  hazardous  substances,  hazardous  mate- 
rials, or  wastes. 

10.  Disclaimer  of  Value  Warranty.  The  par- 
ties expressly  disclaim  any  warranty  of 
value  for  any  of  the  lands  or  interests  ex- 
changed under  this  Agreement.  It  is  ex- 
pressly recognized  by  the  parties  that  poten- 
tial revenues  or  proceeds  from  any  of  the 
lands  or  interests  exchanged  herein  are  pure- 
ly speculative. 

11.  Loss  or  Damage  Prior  to  Conveyance. 
Both  parties  agree  not  to  do.  or  suffer  others 
to  do.  any  act  prior  to  the  conveyance  de- 
scribed in  this  Agreement  by  which  the  value 
of  the  real  property  herein  identified  for  ex- 
change may  be  diminished  or  further  encum- 
bered. In  the  event  any  such  loss  or  damage 
occurs  from  any  cause,  including  acts  of  God. 
to  the  real  property  herein  identified  for  ex- 
change before  execution  of  deed,  the  party 
who  is  grantee  under  this  Agreement  as  to 
that  property  shall  not  be  obligated  to  ac- 
cept title  to  said  property,  and  an  equitable 
adjustment  in  the  consideration  shall  be 
made  at  the  option  of  said  party.  Informa- 
tion obtained  from  exploratory  drilling  or 
other  acts  otherwise  authorized  shall  not  be 


construed  as  diminishing  or  further  encum- 
bering the  identified  property,  for  purposes 
of  this  Agreement. 

12.  Status  Quo  Ante.  In  the  event  this 
Agreement  becomes  null  and  void  prior  to 
the  completion  of  the  exchange  closing  by 
operation  of  its  terms  or  by  order  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  parties  shall 
return  to  their  status  and  rights  prior  to  exe- 
cution of  the  Agreement. 

13.  Notices — Notices  required  to  be  delivered 
under  this  Agreement  shall  be  delivered  in 
writing  by  U.S.  mail,  hand  delivery  with  re- 
turn receipt,  or  fax  with  confirmation  as  fol- 
lows: 

KGCMC 


General  Manager 

Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Co. 

3000  Vintage  Park  Road 

Juneau.  Alaska  99801 

General  Counsel 
Kennecott  Corporation 
10  East  South  Temple 
Salt  Lake  City.  Utah  84113 
U.S.  Forest  Service 

Regional  Forester 
Region  10 
P.O.  Box  21628 
Juneau.  Alaska  99802-1628 

14.  Signatures  for  Execution.  The  signers 
shall  be:  (i)  for  Kennecott  Corporation  and 
Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Company. 
respectively,  the  authorized  officer  for  the 
Corporation  and  for  the  Company:  and  (ii) 
for  the  United  States  of  America,  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  the 
USDA  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Environment. 

15.  Counterparts.  This  Agreement  may  be 
signed  in  separate  counterparts  by  the  par- 
ties which,  when  each  have  so  signed,  shall 
be  deemed  a  single  Agreement. 

16.  Entirety  of  Agreement.  This  instrument 
and  attachments  embody  the  whole  Agree- 
ment of  the  parties.  The  Exhibits  referenced 
herein  are  attached  hereto  and  incorporated 
by  reference  as  part  of  this  Agreement. 
There  are  no  promises,  terms,  conditions,  or 
obligations  other  that  those  contained  here- 
in. This  Agreement  shall  supersede  all  pre- 
vious communications,  representations,  or 
agreements,  either  verbal  or  written,  be- 
tween the  parties. 

17.  Modification.  This  Agreement  may  be 
modified  only  upon  written  Agreement  of  the 
parties  thereto  and  after  notification  in 
writing  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
U.S.  Congress. 

18.  Clerical  and  Typographical  Errors.  Cleri- 
cal and  typographical  errors  contained  here- 
in may  be  corrected  upon  notice  to  the  Par- 
ties. Unless  such  errors  are  deemed  sub- 
stantive by  either  party  within  ten  (10)  days 
notice,  corrections  may  be  made  without  for- 
mal ratification  by  the  Parties.  In  the  event 
the  delineation  of  a  boundary  upon  a  map  in- 
cluded in  an  exhibit  to  this  Agreement  con- 
flicts with  a  textual  description  of  the 
boundary  included  in  the  exhibit,  the  map 
boundary  shall  control,  subject  to  correction 
of  errors  in  map  boundaries  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

19.  Covenant  Not  to  Sue.  The  parties  to  this 
Agreement  mutually  covenant  not  to  sue 
each  other  challenging  the  legal  authority  of 
either  to  enter  into  their  Agreement  or  to  ef- 
fectuate any  terms  herein.  Either  party  may 
enforce  the  covenants,  terms,  and  conditions 


of  this  Agreement  in  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction. 

20.  Officials  Not  to  Benefit.  No  Member  of 
Congress  or  Resident  Commissioner  shall  be 
admitted  to  any  share  or  part  of  this  Agree- 
ment or  to  any  benefit  that  may  arise  there- 
from unless  it  is  made  with  a  corporation  for 
its  general  benefit  (18  U.S.C.  431.  433). 

Third  Party  Beneficiaries.  This  agreement  is 
not  intended,  and  shall  not  be  construed,  to 
create  any  third  party  beneficiary.  Nothing 
in  this  Agreement  shall  be  construed  as  cre- 
ating any  rights  of  enforcement  by  any  per- 
son or  entit.v  that  is  not  a  party  to  this 
Agreement. 

Successors  and  Assigiis. 

A.  This  Agreement  shall  be  effective  and 
binding  upon  each  party  and  any  successors 
or  assigns  thereto.  The  parties  shall  have  the 
right  to  assign,  transfer,  convey,  lease,  sell 
or  alienate  any  of  their  rights  under  this 
Agreement.  The  Parties  further  acknowledge 
that  a  transfer  from  KGCMC  to  Greens  Creek 
Joint  Venture,  operating  as  a  joint  venture, 
is  expressly  permissible  upon  written  notice 
to  the  USPS.  An  assignment,  transfer  con- 
veyance, lease,  sale  or  other  alienation  of 
rights,  however,  shall  not  release  a  party 
from  its  duties  under  this  Agreement,  except 
that  an  agency  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
released  from  its  duties  if  the  transfer  is  to 
a  successor  agency. 

B.  An  assignment,  transfer,  conveyance, 
lease,  sale  or  alienation  shall  not  release  any 
of  the  covenants  or  conditions  which  run 
with  the  land  imposed  by  this  Agreement. 
The  covenants  and  conditions  contained  in 
this  Agreement  shall  be  construed  as  run- 
ning with  the  land  unless  they  are  clearly  in- 
tended as  personal  to  a  party  to  this  Agree- 
ment. The  parties  may  contract  for  the  dis- 
position or  utilization  of  any  rights  granted 
by  this  Agreement. 

23.  Equal  Value  and  Public  Interest  Deter- 
mination. The  Parties  recognize  the  impos- 
sibility of  precisely  valuing  the  respective 
considerations  flowing  between  the  United 
States  and  GCJV  pursuant  to  this  Agree- 
ment. In  accordance  with  Section  1302(h)  of 
ANILCA,  the  USFS  Regional  Forester.  Re- 
gion 10.  pursuant  to  authority  delegated  b.y 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  has  determined 
that  although  the  mutual  consideration 
fiowing  between  the  Parties  may  be  unequal, 
it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  consummate 
this  exchange.  This  paragraph  shall  be  con- 
strued as  a  finding  by  the  Secretar.v  that  the 
public  interest  values  of  the  interests  in  land 
exchanged  pursuant  hereto  are  equal. 

In  Witness  WTiereof.  Kennecott  Corpora- 
tion. Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Com- 
pany, and  the  USDA  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Natural  Resources  and  Environment,  acting 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Agriculture,  has  executed  this 
Agreement. 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

By: 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources 
and  Environment 

Date: 

Kennecott  Greens  Creek  Mining  Company 

By: 

Its: 

Date: 

Kennecott  Corporation 

By: 

Its: 

Date: 

Exhibit  B— Part  A 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

KGCMC  EXCHANGE  INHOLDINGS— ADMIRALTY  ISLAND  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 


12927 


Tract 

toes 

LocalKXi 

legal  description 

uses 

Ouad 

USS  1% 

(J06906) 

USS  1058    „ _ - 

7  88 

_     54  04 

Wrieew  Creek 

HoodB^T 
WhedeiCfect 

Mole  Harbor 

Hood  Bay 
Gambwf  Bay 

Pybus  Bay 

Hood  Bay 

Hood  Bay 
Hood  Bay 

Hood  Bay 
Hood  Bay 

Hood  Bay 

Hood  Bay 
Hood  Bay 
Hood  Bay 
Chaik  Bay 
Kanaiku  Bay 
Greens  Cteek 

Murdef  Cove 
Mitchell  Bay 

Favorite  Bay 

T44S.  R65C.  CHIil 
T52S.  R68£  aiM 

T445,  R65t.  am 
149$.  R70E.  am 

T52S.  R69t.  S«c7 
TSIS.  R71E.  cm 

I53S.  R71E.  am 

T52S.  R6«. 

Secl2 

I52S,  R6K. 
S«I2 

T52S.  R68t 
Secl2 

I52S  R69£  CRM 

T52S.  R69t.  ami 

T52S.  R6K.  CR« 
T52S.  R69t. 
S«7 

T52S  R68t.  CRM 

T52S  R68E  am 
r52S  R6«£  am 

T52S  R69£  C«»l 
T50S  R6«£.  CRII 
T43S  R66£  CR«I 
Sec  31  &  32 
T56S.  R68(.  CRM 

T50S.  R681  StC 
12 

T51S  R58E 

JUHA-3 

srr  B-2 

USS  1159            .„ ..- 

71  47 

JUN  A~3 

(938822)  (Homestead  Entry  No  85) 
Fraction  of  HES  85  totaling  apptox  22  acres  subdivided  as: 
Tract  A    _ „ 

Trarl  p                                                                           ,                ,  ,       ,                                                                                                          ,  ,    ,                  

....    —      _             4JtS 
14« 

Tract  C     „ ,;_ -. ., 

Af$S 

_       gjH 

Tract  n  wp'it  part                                                   -  

_        Ii 

Tract  E  lot  1                                                _.„      '. „„. ..    __ 

7K 

Tract  E  Lot  2                                               .       _ _ 

74* 

Fraction  ot  HES  85  totaling  aoproi   16  acres 
Fraction  of  HES  85  totaling  approx  33  acres 
ii';<;  n".!                                                                                            

lUII 

SIT  C-1 

Tract  A -.: ■           M, 

3 14 

Tract  B                                                         ....  «... „.™- . ™ „~ « ^ 

.       .„...       _       13109 
10.24 

.      14  63 

3905 

USS  1480                                               . _- ..- 

SIT  B-2 

a&M  Pat.  1027446) 

USS  1575         .„          „ ._ _. .._ -    ..       ..     

SUMB-6 

Tr^rt  A                      ,           ,,                 

Irani  p                                                                                                                                 ,                                      

IWiO 

Tract  C                                                             

'*>u 

Tract  D 

Tract  E                                                                     .                                                                                             ,                     , 

223» 

\sn 

3259 

71  w 

USS  1984 , „ : 

(106U84) 

P»rr<il  H?                                                                                                                                                                                                            ,■,■■■,,,■,,,■■■„ 

SJTB-I 

Parrel  1                                                                                                                                                                                         ,                     ■         , 

11,09 

15] 

USS  2412 

(nr  |K 

SIT  B-2 

T'srt  A                                                                                                                                                        ,                            , 

1  401 

Tr?rt  (t  d  C                                                                                                                                            ,            ,                        ■                  ,         , 

1  5?« 

USS  2412 

jnl  71                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

455 

500 

._          390 

SIT  6-2 

(HomeSite  Pat  1126506) 

(HomeSite  Pal  1130390) 
USS  2413 

Inl  28                              .■ 

sn8-2 

SIT  B-2 

tots  30-37       „.._ ^ . _    

23  1 

SIT  B-2 

(PLO  774) 

PIO  s  593.  774  5156  &  5188  totaling 

USS  10438: 
Lot  1      „..  „„.     _      ■         ..         . „    - _ _  

61263 

.       __          3  98 

..     -.                    2259 

SITfl-2 
SIT  B-2 

lot  2                       ,.„ , 

SIT  B-2 

iiss  ini44 

innn 

StTB-2 

US";  11^59 

6(1  n 

SIT  B-2 

u*;  '12 

_._       132  67 

82  28 

..„ 1800 

1600 

SIT  B-2 

*«s  1032 : .; 

Ii57n|8                                                    ,,     ,                 ■' 

MINA-2 
)UNA-3 
SITA-2 

Fractrofl                                           _               .i_      -„           ^...    ....  .— . .—  _..—...  m........ — —      »„..... --. 

200 

AA  7741                             .           .„      _.       .    „. .._                                                                                   

158  04 

104  48 

SIIC-2 

l«ative  Allot 

Patent  No  50-93-0148 

Native  Allot                                                                                                      

SIT  B-2 

The  above  list  of  private  holdings  within 
Admiralty  Island  National  Monument  are 
considered  desirable  for  acquisition.  Data  is 
from  the  USDA  Forest  Service.  R-10  data 
files  and  State  of  Alaska.  Juneau  District 
Recorders  Office.  The  listing  is  considered  to 
be  approximately  95%  complete  as  of  the 
date  of  this  agreement.  Parcels  to  be  consid- 
ered under  this  exchange  shall  also  include 
holdings  conveyed  into  private  ownership 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  this  agreement. 
The  parcels  are  listed  in  numerical  order 
without  any  regard  as  to  priority  or  avail- 
ability for  acquisition. 
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tract 


Acres 


Misty  Fiords  National  Monument/Wilderness 

MS  2267  647  12 

USS  1663  10  08 

USS  1980     14.00 

USS  287      34.53 

USS  1342      ._ $.00 

USS  2975    79J7 

USS  2662      4.96 

USS  2667       84.07 

USS  1445  65  25 


KGCMC  EXCHANGE  INHOLDINGS— OTHER  CONSERVATION 
SYSTEM  UNITS— Continued 

Tract  Acres 

USS  2629  28  13 

USS  2320  116  77 

USS  2740      124.19 

IC  1072     12.75 

IC  1424 11.40 

IC  1188  1920 

IC  929  4  65 

Sutitotal  126187 

South  Prince  ol  Wales  \«ilderness 

USS  310  13  75 

IC  1107  33  20 

C  1115 3  10 

Subtotal  5005 

Peterson  Creek/Duncan  Salt  Cbuck  Wilderness 

MS  652     7816 

USS  310  7  75 

Subtotal  85  91 

Stikine-laConte  Wilderness 

USS  1023   16000 

USS  2358     4  93 

Pafdland 15963     lot  172.  W172NW,  NWWKE.  S-26. 

T60S.  R82E 
Patd  land  151  35     S1/2/2WKE,  W1/2SWSE.  lots  374. 

S-26.  NWNtNW  S-35.  T60S. 

R82E 
Pat  d  Land  141  65     lots  I  i  3,  Sl/2S£Nt.  S-31.  Lot  4 

S1/2SWNW  S-32  T60S.  R82E 
Pafdland   _...        135  39     Section  11.  T61S.  R83E. 


KGCMC  EXCHANGE  INHOLDINGS— OTHER  CONSERVATION 
SYSTEM  UNITS— Continued 

Tract  Acres 

PatdUnd  11438    Section  14  T6IS  R83E 

Patd  Land  157  76    Section  2  T61S  Rg3£  Section  31 
T60S.  R83E 

Subtotal  102509 
WesKhichagol/Yakoti  IMildenieu 

MS  2257  15.00 

MS  1574    2tlU 

MS  965A     39.96 

MS  1587     32J4 

MS  1046  t  1453  _  35.79 

MS  1046    7JS 

MS  1460    33,53 

MS  936       .—  a.S6 

MS  1047     13  75 

MS  864      4282 

MS  1576     12  34 

MS  1575  1262 

MS  1461  4  77 

MS  1594  35  39 

MS  1498  1666 

MS1502A&B  16242 

MS  1504    .„ im 

MS  957A OM 

MS  1497 I.I? 

USS  1476  12  70 

Subtotal  737  50 

Chuck  River  tWiMemess 

MS  791  3543 

MS  964  5502 

MS  42    9J7 
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MS  IMS 

62  47 

MS  5/7 

154  46 

MS  37  38  *  39 

55  45 

USS  IS09 

40  22 

USS  1940 

3766 

USS  3082 

4  51 

MS42> 

1296 

MS  525* 

25  55 

MS  267  A  i  B.  268  « 

63  98' 

i  B,  269,  270 

MS  579  A  &  B 

11185 

MS  40  t  41 

28  00 

USS  2845   

3.78 

SuMotal     

70121 

The  above  list  of  private  holdings  within 
Conservation  System  Units  on  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  are  considered  desirable  for 
acquisition.  Data  is  from  the  USDA  Forest 
Service.  R-10  data  files  and  State  of  Alaska. 
Juneau  District  Recorders  Office.  The  listing 
is  considered  to  be  approximately  95%  com- 
plete as  of  the  date  of  this  agreement.  Par- 
cels to  be  considered  under  this  exchange 
shall  also  include  holdings  conveyed  into  pri- 
vate ownership  subsequent  to  the  date  of 
this  agreement.  The  parcels  are  listed  in  ran- 
dom order  without  any  regard  as  to  priority 
or  availability  for  acquisition. 

Exhibit  C— Net  Island  Receipts  Royalty 
a.  definition  of  net  island  receipts 

•Net  Island  Receipts  (NIR)"  shall  be  any 
excess  of  "Revenues  Received  (RR)"  over 
"Allowable  Deductions  (AD)"  for  any  cal- 
endar year.  Net  Island  Receipts  shall  be  cal- 
culated using  the  following  formula:  NIR  = 
RR  -  AD. 

Where; 

NIR  =  Net  Island  Receipts  for  the  calendar 
year  (in  dollars); 

RR  =  Revenues  received  during  the  cal- 
endar year,  as  defined  in  Saction  D.  below  (in 
dollars); 

AD  =  Allowable  deductions  incurred  during 
the  calendar  year,  as  defined  in  Section  D. 
below  (in  dollars); 

B.  ROYALTY  CALCDLATION 

The  dollar  amount  of  the  royalty  payable 
to  the  Interest  Holder  shall  be  calculated 
using  the  following  formula:  Royaltv  =  (X) 
(NIR). 

Where  (X)  =  three  percent  (3%)  of  NIR 
when  NIR  exceeds  J120/ton.  and  three-fourths 
of  one  percent  (0.75%  i  when  NIR  is  equal  to 
or  less  than  $120/ton.  Provided,  the  $120/ton 
threshold  shall  be  adjusted  annually  accord- 
ing to  the  Gross  Domestic  Product  Implicit 
Price  Deflator,  until  the  sooner  of  the  fol- 
lowing dates,  whichever  occurs  earlier: 

(1)  the  date  20  years  subsequent  to  the  date 
upon  which  mming  operations  commence  at 
the  Greens  Creek  Mine,  whether  or  not  oper- 
ations include  the  Exchange  Properties;  or 

(2)  the  date  30  years  subsequent  to  the  ef- 
fective date  of  the  Agreement. 

C.  PAYME.NTS  OF  ROYALTY' 

The  payor  shall  deliver  to  the  Interest 
Holder  a  payment  equal  to  the  percentage,  as 
set  forth  in  section  B.  above,  of  all  NIR  real- 
ized by  the  Payor  during  any  calendar  year 
(January  l-December  31).  within  thirty  days 
after  the  end  of  said  calendar  year,  together 
with  a  copy  of  the  accounting  made  in  con- 
nection with  such  payment.  All  payments  of 
royalty  to  the  Interest  Holder  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  adjustment,  including  interest  on  any 
such  adjustment  at  the  rate  provided  by  31 
U.S.C.  3717.  on  March  31. 

D.  OTHER  DEFINtTIGNS 

1.  "Exchange  Properties"  shall  mean  the 
"Exchange  Properties"  described  by  Exhibit 
A  of  the  Agreement. 


2.  "Payor"  shall  mean  KGCMC.  its  succes- 
sors and  assigns. 

3.  "Interest  Holder"  shall  mean  United 
States  of  America,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of 
the  Agreement. 

4.  "Revenues  Received  (RR)"  shall  mean 
the  payments  received  or  credited  from  the 
sale  of  ores  or  products  produced  from  ores 
mined  from  the  Exchange  Properties  at  the 
point  of  sale  before  subtracting  the  Allow- 
able Deductions  (AD).  Sales  to  affiliates  of 
KGCMC  shall  be  valued  at  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  products  sold.  Any  credits  or 
payments  received  from  a  buyer  by  KGCMC 
shall  be  credited  as  RR. 

5.  "Allowable  Deductions"  shall  mean  the 
following  actual  costs  incurred  by  Payor: 
costs  of  all  transportation  and  insurance  for 
ores  or  products  produced  from  ores  mined 
from  the  Exchange  Properties,  between 
KGCMC  Admiralty  Island  loading  facilities 
and  the  point  of  delivery  of  said  ores  or  prod- 
ucts, smelting  andyor  refining  charges,  treat- 
ment charges,  penalties,  umpire  charges, 
independent  representative  charges  and  all 
charges  by  purchasers  of  said  ores  or  prod- 
ucts. 

E.  ACCOUNTING  MATTERS 

All  Revenues  Received  (RR)  and  Allowable 
Deductions  (AD)  shall  be  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles  and  practices  consistently  applied. 
RR  and  AD  shall  be  determined  by  the  ac- 
crual method. 

F.  COSTS  OF  COMMON  FACILITIES 

Where  any  AD  are  incurred  in  conjunction 
with  like  costs  for  mineral  products  from 
other  Properties  controlled  by  the  Payor, 
such  costs  shall  be  fairly  allocated  and  ap- 
portioned in  accordance  with  generally  ac- 
cepted practices  in  the  mining  industry. 

G.  AUDIT  AND  DISPUTES 

1.  The  Interest  Holder,  upon  written  no- 
tice, shall  have  the  right  to  have  an  inde- 
pendent firm  of  certified  public  accountants 
or  utilize  its  own  personnel  at  its  own  cost  to 
audit  the  records  that  relate  to  the  calcula- 
tion of  the  NIR  royalty  within  24  months 
after  receipt  of  a  payment  described  in  Sec- 
tion C  of  this  Exhibit. 

2.  The  Interest  Holder  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  waived  any  right  it  may  have  had  to  ob- 
ject to  a  payment  made  for  any  calender 
year,  unless  it  provides  notice  in  writing  of 
such  objection  within  25  months  after  receipt 
of  final  payment  for  the  calendar  year.  The 
parties  may  elect  to  submit  the  dispute  to  a 
mutually  acceptable  certified  public  ac- 
countant, or  firm  of  certified  public  account- 
ants, for  a  binding  resolution  thereof. 

H.  GENERAL 

1.  Unless  otherwise  specified,  capitalized 
terms  used  herein  shall  have  the  same  mean- 
ing as  given  to  them  in  the  Agreement. 

2.  Accurate  records  of  tonnage,  volume  of 
products,  analyses  of  products,  weight,  mois- 
ture, assays  of  pay  metal  content  and  other 
records  related  to  the  computation  of  the 
NIR  royalty  hereunder  shall  be  kept  by  the 
Payor. 

3.  Up  to  four  times  per  year,  the  Interest 
Holder  or  its  authorized  representative  on 
not  less  than  five  (5)  business  days  written 
notice  to  the  Payor,  may  enter  upon  all  por- 
tions of  the  Exchange  Properties  for  the  pur- 
pose of  inspecting  the  Exchange  Properties, 
all  improvements  thereto  and  operations 
thereon,  and  may  inspect  and  copy  all 
records  and  data  pertaining  to  the  computa- 
tion of  the  NIR  royalty,  including  without 
limitation  such  records  and  data  which  are 
maintained     electronically.      The      Interest 


Holder  or  its  authorized  representative  in  ex- 
ercising entry  and  inspection  rights  may  not 
unreasonably  hinder  operations  on  or  per- 
taining to  the  Exchange  Properties.  This 
provision  does  not  diminish  any  other  inde- 
jwndent  right  which  the  Interest  Holder  may 
have  to  enter  and  inspect  Payor's  properties, 
records  or  data. 

4.  All  notices  or  communications  here- 
under shall  be  made  and  effective  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Agreement. 

5.  The  NIR  royalty  interest  shall  be  a  real 
property  interest  that  runs  with  the  Ex- 
change Properties  and  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  person  who  processes  and  sells  products 
from  the  Exchange  Properties. 

6.  All  information  and  data  provided  to  the 
Interest  holder  shall  be  treated  as  confiden- 
tial by  the  USPS  and  disclosed  to  other  par- 
ties only  to  the  extent,  if  any.  required  b.v 
law. 

7.  The  Payor  shall  have  the  right  to  com- 
mingle ore  and  minerals  from  the  Exchange 
Properties  with  ore  from  other  lands  and 
properties;  provided,  however,  that  the 
Payor  shall  calculate  from  representative 
samples  the  average  grade  of  the  ore  and 
shall  weigh  (or  calculate  by  volume)  the  ore 
before  commingling.  If  concentrates  are  pro- 
duced from  the  commingled  ores  by  the 
Payor,  the  Payor  shall  also  calculate  from 
representative  samples  the  average  recovery 
percentage  for  all  concentrates  produce<i 
during  the  calendar  year.  In  obtaining  rep- 
resentative samples,  calculating  the  average 
grade  of  the  ore.  and  calculating  average  re- 
covery percentages  the  Payor  shall  use  pro 
cedures  accepted  in  the  mining  and  met- 
allurgical industry  suitable  for  the  type  of 
mining  and  processing  activity  being  con- 
ducted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 

my  lime. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  good  morning  and 
aloha,  and  good  morning  and  aloha  to 
my  good  friend  and  most  excellent 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Young]. 

Both  the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young],  and  the 
ranking  member,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Miller],  introduced 
this  bill,  a  hallmark  of  bipartisan  co- 
operation dearly  to  be  cherished  and 
assiduously  sought  after  in  legislation 
to  come.  In  my  view.  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
in  the  view  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Miller],  H.R.  1266  provides 
for  a  beneficial  resolution,  both  for  the 
economy  and  the  environment  of 
southeast  Alaska. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources has  a  long  history  of  concern 
for  the  management  of  .Admiralty  Is- 
land National  Monument. 

□  1230 

While  the  wilderness  and  wildlife  val- 
ues of  Admiralty  Island  are  very  spe- 
cial, responsible  operation  of  the 
Greens  Creek  Mine  is  not  necessarily 
compatible  with  the  conservation  pur- 
poses for  which  the  monument  was  es- 
tablished. This  legislation  would  allow 
Greens  Creek  to  explore  7.500  acres  of 
nonwilderness  lands  adjacent  to  the  ex- 
isting mine,  allowing  mine  operations 


to  expand  with  relatively  little  surface 
disturbance. 

By  virtue  of  the  agreement  nego- 
tiated between  the  Forest  Service  and 
Kennecott,  the  environment  will  bene- 
fit both  in  the  short  term  through  $1.1 
million  of  land  acquisition  from  willing 
sellers,  and  in  the  long  term  when  min- 
ing operations  cease  and  the  lands  re- 
vert back  to  the  F"orest  Service. 

In  addition,  the  bill  creates  a  land  ac- 
quisition account  to  be  funded  by  the 
first  $5  million  of  royalties  collected 
for  further  land  purchases  in  the 
Tongass  National  Forest,  with  priority 
to  non-Federal  lands  within  the  na- 
tional monument. 

Pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, if  Greens  Creek  fails  to  purchase 
and  deliver  title  to  Sl.l  million  worth 
of  lands  acceptable  to  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice, the  land  exchange  will  not  be  con- 
summated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  important  to  con- 
sider this  agreement  in  the  context  of 
efforts  to  reform  the  mining  law  of 
1872.  The  notion  that  those  of  us  who 
favor  modernizing  the  mining  laws  are 
opposed  to  the  mining  industry  in  this 
country  is  simply  false.  My  support  of 
this  legislation,  which  is  likely  to  sig- 
nificantly enhance  the  economics  and 
life  of  the  Greens  Creek  Mine,  should 
put  that  falsehood  to  rest. 

This  legislation  does  set  an  impor- 
tant precedent  that  the  Government 
should  receive  a  royalty  share  for  the 
development  of  public  lands.  At  the 
same  time.  I  do  not  consider  the  3-per- 
cent net  royalty  negotiated  in  this 
agreement  as  universally  applicable  for 
purposes  of  mining  reform. 

I  recognize  there  were  concessions 
from  both  sides  in  the  negotiating 
process  and  I  am  reluctant  to  rewrite 
the  deal.  On  balance,  however.  I  ap- 
plaud both  Kennecott  and  the  Forest 
Service  for  their  efforts,  and  I  ask 
Members  to  support  the  bill. 

May  I  add  personally.  Mr.  Speaker. 
again  m.v  congratulations  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska  [Mr.  YOUNG],  the 
chairman,  and  the  appreciation  of  all 
the  members  on  the  minority  side  for 
his  openness  and.  as  always,  his  will- 
ingness to  be  cooperative  with  us. 

With  that.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume, 

Mr,  Speaker.  I  could  only  echo  what 
the  gentleman  just  said.  There  is  a  way 
we  can  work  on  many  of  these  issues 
and  solve  the  problem  if  we  seek  to  do 
so. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii  has  al- 
ways been  able  to  work  with  me  on  his 
issues  especially  in  his  great  State,  We 
have  a  great  deal  in  common.  We  hope 
to  solve  some  of  his  problems  with  the 
Hawaiian  natives  which  we  have  also 
solved  in  Alaska,  I  do  compliment  him. 

I  may  suggest  to  the  gentleman  from 
California    [Mr.    Miller],    the    ranking 


member,  we  ought  to  let  the  gentleman 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  ABERCROMBIE]  man- 
age these  bills  more  often. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  m.v  time. 

Mr,  ABERCROMBIE,  Mr  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr, 
FuNDERBURK).  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  YOUNG]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H,R,  1266.  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks, and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial, on  H,R,  1266,  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CRONYISM  INVOLVED  IN 
REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  PROPOSAL 

(Ms.  FURSE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial.) 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr,  Speaker,  can  this 
really  be  true?  The  1996  budget  before 
us  cuts  school  lunches,  makes  Medicare 
more  expensive,  guts  environmental 
protection,  all  in  the  name  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  but  the  biggest  item 
of  all  is  not  touched.  In  fact,  it  is  in- 
creased. The  millions  of  Americans 
who  thought  that  the  end  of  the  cold 
war  meant  the  end  of  huge  Pentagon 
budgets  will  be  sadly  disappointed. 

For  years,  when  thoughtful  people 
said  that  the  waste  in  the  Pentagon 
was  enormous,  we  were  criticized  for 
not  being  strong  on  defense.  But,  of 
course,  we  were  right  all  along. 

An  article  in  Sunday's  Washington 
Post  states,  "Each  year  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  inadvertently  pays 
contractors  millions  of  dollare  that  it 
does  not  owe." 

"In  addition,"  the  article  says,  "the 
department  has  spent  515  billion"— and 
I  repeat,  $15  billion— "it  cannot  ac- 
count for  over  the  last  decade." 

Why  are  we  cutting  education,  nutri- 
tion, health  care,  and  environmental 
protection,  but  increasing  Pentagon 
spending?  Could  it  possibly  be  that  de- 
fense contractors  make  huge  contribu- 
tions'' But  children,  seniors,  endan- 
gered species,  they  do  not. 
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This  is  not  an  issue  of  security.  This 
is  an  issue  of  cronoyism. 

Mr,  Speaker,  the  article  referred  to  is 
as  follows: 

(From  the  Washington  Post.  May  14.  19951 
Losing    Control— Defense    Department- 
Billions  Co  astray.  Often  WrrnoLT  a 

Trace 

(By  Dana  Priest) 

Each  year,  the  Defense  Department  inad- 
vertently pays  contractors  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  that  it  does  not  owe  them, 
and  much  of  the  money  is  never  returned. 

In  addition,  the  department  has  spent  $15 
billion  it  cannot  account  for  over  the  past 
decade. 

And  Pentagon  purchasing  agents  appear  to 
have  overdrawn  government  checking  ac- 
counts by  at  least  $7  billion  in  payment  for 
goods  and  services  since  the  mid-1960s,  with 
little  or  no  accountability. 

Unlike  the  infamous  $7,600  coffee  pot  and 
$600  toilet  seat  pricing  scandals  of  years 
past,  these  problems,  and  many  more,  are 
the  result  of  poor  recordkeeping  and  lax  ac- 
counting practices  that  for  years  have  char- 
acterized the  way  the  Defense  Department 
keeps  track  of  the  money— $260  billion  this 
year— that  it  receives  from  Congress. 

According  to  a  series  of  investigations  by 
the  Department's  inspector  general  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  and  ongoing 
work  by  Pentagon  Comptroller  John  J, 
Hamre.  the  department's  systems  of  paying 
contractors  and  employees  are  so  antiquated 
and  error-prone  that  it  sometimes  is  difficult 
to  tell  whether  a  payment  has  been  made, 
whether  it  is  correct,  or  even  what  it  paid 
for. 

Just  how  much  money  does  the  poor  ac- 
counting waste? 

Former  deputy  defense  secretary  and  new 
CIA  Director  John  M.  Deutch  wouldn't  haz- 
ard a  guess,  "Lots."  he  scribbled  recently  on 
a  reporter's  notebook  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion. 

For  months  after  he  look  the  job  as  chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  late  1993. 
Gen,  John  Shalikashvill  received  paychecks 
for  the  wrong  amount.  In  the  last  year  and  a 
half.  Comptroller  Hamre  counted  six  prob- 
lems with  his  own  pay, 

A  paper-based  system  in  which  items  fre- 
quently are  misplaced  or  lost  and  computers 
that  often  cannot  talk  to  each  other  are  part 
of  the  problem.  But  there  are  other  major 
systemic  weaknesses.  A  lack  of  basic  ac- 
counting procedures— such  as  matching  in- 
voices and  payment  records,  or  keeping 
track  of  money  spent  on  a  given  piece  of 
equipment  from  one  year  to  the  next — has 
made  it  impossible  to  determine  how  billions 
of  dollars  have  been  spent  by  each  of  the 
service  branches. 

In  addition.  Hamre  explained,  tracking  the 
money  has  been  nearly  impossible  because 
300  different  program  directors— the  Air 
Force  F-16  fighter  program  director,  the 
commanding  officer  of  an  aircraft  carrier, 
the  head  of  a  maintenance  depot,  for  exam- 
ple— have  had  separate  checkbooks,  each  one 
free  to  write  checks  without  regard  to  the 
balance  in  the  Pentagon's  central  registry. 

The  U.S.  Treasury  has  always  paid  the 
bills,  even  when  there  was  no  money  in  a 
given  project's  account,  because  it  assumes 
any  error  was  unintentional  and  someda.y 
would  be  corrected,  said  Pentagon  officials 
and  inspector  general  investigators, 

"There's  this  huge  pot  of  money  over  there 
in  the  Treasury  that  you  can  keep  drawing 
down."  said  the  Deputy  Inspector  General 
Derek  J,   Vander  Schaaf.   "As  long  as  your 
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[overall]  checkbook's  irood,"  he  said,  mean- 
ing Che  Treasury,  'nobody  screams." 

The  problems  were  created  over  several 
decades  and  made  worse  during  the  1980s 
Reagan  administration  defense  buildup  dur- 
ing the  latter  days  of  the  Cold  War.  when 
there  was  little  political  will  to  scrutinize 
the  i-ecord  sums  being  spent. 

Today,  however,  even  ardent  defense 
hawks  have  become  disturbed  over  the  mis- 
managed flow  of  funds.  Some  Republicans 
who  looked  deeply  into  the  matter  are  sug- 
gesting a  freeze  on  military  spending  until 
the  Pentagon's  corroded  payment  system 
can  be  permanently  fixed. 

"The  defense  budget  is  In  financial  chaos." 
said  Sen.  Charles  E.  Grassley  (R-Iowa>.  who 
is  advocating  a  freeze.  'The  foundation  of 
the  defense  budget  is  built  on  sand." 

A  Senate  Armed  Services  subcommittee  is 
scheduled  to  hold  a  hearing  on  the  problems 
Tuesday.  It  will  be  chaired  by  Sen.  John 
Glenn  (Ohio),  a  Democrat,  who  was  author- 
ized by  Republicans  to  conduct  it  because  of 
his  long-standing  interest  in  the  subject. 

Among  the  problems  detailed  by  the  De- 
fense Department,  the  Pentagon  inspector 
ereneral  and  the  GAO: 

Of  the  36  Pentagon  departments  audited  by 
the  inspector  general  (IG)  in  the  last  year.  2B 
used  "records  in  such  terrible  condition"  as 
to  make  their  annual  financial  statements — 
an  accounting  of  money  collected  and  money 
spent — utterly  worthless.  said  Vander 
Schaaf. 

Financial  officials  cannot  account  for  X14.7 
billion  in  "unmatched  disbursements.  " 
checks  written  for  equipment  and  services 
purchased  by  all  military  units  within  the 
last  decade.  This  means  that  accountants 
know  only  that  a  certain  amount  of  money 
was  spent  on  the  overall  F-16  jet  account,  for 
example,  but  not  how  much  was  spent  on  F- 
16  landing  gear  or  pilot  manuals  because 
they  cannot  find  a  purchase  order  from  the 
government  to  match  the  check. 

"You  don't  know  what  you're  really  paying 
for.  "  Vander  Schaaf  said. 

The  114. 7  billion  represents  "hardcore  prob- 
lems "  where  department  accountants  have 
tried  but  failed  to  find  the  records.  "We 
could  be  paying  for  something  we  don't  need 
or  want.  "  said  Russell  Rau.  the  IG's  director 
of  financial  management. 

In  the  last  eight  years,  various  military  of- 
fices appear  to  have  ordered  $7  billion  worth 
of  goods  and  services  in  excess  of  the  amount 
Congress  has  given  to  them  to  spend.  These 
"negative  unliquidated  obligations"  may  in- 
dicate that  a  bill  has  been  paid  twice  or  mis- 
takenly charged  to  the  wrong  account  be- 
cause bookkeepers  at  hundreds  of  mainte- 
nance depots,  weapons  program  offices  and 
military  bases  did  not  keep  track  of  pay- 
ments they  made,  said  Vander  Schaaf. 

Of  the  $7  billion  "the  government  has  no 
idea  how  much  of  this  balance  is  still  owed." 
Rau  said. 

Hamre  has  threatened  to  take  part  of  the 
$7  billion  out  of  the  military  services'  cur- 
rent operating  budget  if  they  cannot  find 
documentation  for  the  expenditures  by  June 
1. 

Every  year  the  Defense  Department  pays 
private  contractors  at  least  $500  million  it 
does  not  owe  them,  according  to  Vander 
Schaaf.  The  GAO  believes  the  figure  is  closer 
to  $750  million. 

The  payment  system  Is  In  such  bad  shape 
that  the  Pentagon  relies  on  contractors  to 
catch  erroneously  calculated  checks  and  re- 
turn them.  Many  of  the  overpayments  are 
due  to  errors  made  on  a  paper-based  system 
in  which  haried  clerks  are  judged  by  how 


quickly  they  make  payments.  And  because 
there  is  no  adequate  way  to  track  the 
amount  of  periodic  payments  made  on  a  con- 
tract, businesses  often  are  paid  twice  for  the 
work  they  have  done. 

Defense  Department  finance  officials  be- 
lieve they  are  recouping  about  75  percent  of 
the  overpayments,  although  they  admit  they 
have  no  way  of  knowing  exactly  how  much  is 
being  overpaid. 

Today,  after  an  18-month  struggle  by 
Hamre  to  turn  the  situation  around,  the  de- 
partment still  has  19  payroll  systems  and  200 
different  contracting  systems. 

Hamre.  who  wins  praise  from  Republicans 
and  Democrats  for  his  efforts,  has  under- 
taken a  major  consolidateion  of  payroll  and 
contracting  offices.  He  has  opened  more  than 
100  investigations  into  whether  individual 
program  managers  or  service  agencies  vio- 
lated the  law  by  using  money  appropriated 
for  one  program  for  something  else  or  for 
paying  contracts  that  exceeded  their  budget. 

He  has  frozen  23  major  accounts  and  has 
stopped  payment  to  1.200  contractors  whose 
records  are  particularly  troublesome.  In 
July,  clerks  will  be  prohibited  from  making 
payments  over  $5  million  to  any  contractor 
"unless  a  valid  accounting  record"  of  the 
contract  can  be  found.  By  October,  the 
amount  drops  to  $1  million,  which  means  it 
will  affect  thousands  more  contracts. 

According  to  Hamre  and  Rau.  a  number  of 
cases  are  under  investigation  for  possible 
violations  of  the  Anti-Deficeincy  Act.  the 
law  that  governs  how  congressionally  appro- 
priated money  must  be  spent.  Penalties 
range  from  disciplinary  job  action  to  crimi- 
nal prosecution.  Investigators  are  trying  to 
determine: 

Why  there  is  an  unauthorized  expenditure 
of  around  $1  billion  on  the  Mark  50  torpedo, 
and  the  Standard  and  Phoenix  missiles. 
Hamre  and  Rau  suspect  that  Navy  officials 
used  money  appropriated  for  other  items  or 
wrote  checks  on  empty  accounts  to  pay  con- 
tracts from  1988  and  1992. 

Whether  Air  Force  officials  used  money 
from  various  weapons  programs  to  build  a 
golf  course  at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force 
Base  in  Ohio  beginning  in  1987. 

What  happened  when  some  programs  ran 
out  of  money.  "There  are  some  [cases]  in  the 
Air  Force  now  that  really  stink.  "  Hamre 
said.  When  money  for  the  Advanced  Cruise 
Missile  ran  out.  Air  Force  officials  simply 
terminated  the  existing  contract  and  re- 
wrote another,  more  expensive  one  the  fol- 
lowing day.  Pentagon  investigators  recently 
concluded.  In  order  to  pay  for  cost  overruns 
associated  with  the  new  C-17  cargo  plane, 
contract  officials  simply  reclassified  $101 
million  in  development  costs  as  production 
costs. 

Hamre  said  the  services  allowed  such 
money  mingling  to  go  on  partly  because  of 
the  complexity  of  the  yearly  congressional 
appropriations  process.  "People  want  to  find 
an  easier  way  to  get  the  job  done.  "  he  said. 
"They  are  trying  to  get  some  flexibility  in  a 
very  cumbersome  system." 

But,  he  added,  some  services  also  have  re- 
sisted correcting  problems  and  punishing 
wrongdoers.  "I'm  very  frustrated  by  it,"  he 
said.  "In  the  past,  they  just  waited  until  peo- 
ple retired.  It  was  the  old  boy  network  cover- 
ing for  people." 

The  Defense  Department  is  unlike  any  gov- 
ernment agency  in  scope  and  size.  It  sends 
out  $35  million  an  hour  in  checks  for  mili- 
tary and  civilian  employees  from  its  main  fi- 
nancing office  in  Columbus.  Ohio.  And  it 
buys  everything  from  toothbrushes  to  nu- 
clear submarines;   about  $380  billion   flows 


within  the  various  military  purchasing  bu- 
reaucracies and  out  to  the  private  sector 
each  year. 

It  takes  at  least  100  paper  transactions 
among  dozens  of  organizations  to  buy  a  com- 
plex weapons  system.  Some  suppl.v  contracts 
have  2.000  line  items  and.  because  of  the  con- 
gressional appropriations  process,  must  be 
paid  for  by  money  from  several  different 
pots. 

Fixing  the  problems  without  throwing  the 
entire  system  into  chaos.  Hamre  said,  "is 
like  changing  the  tire  on  a  car  while  you're 
driving  60  miles  per  hour.  " 

But  some  argue  it  has  never  been  more  im- 
portant to  make  the  fixes  quickly. 

"Here  we  are  in  a  period  of  reduced  spend- 
ing, it's  criticall.v  important  today  that  we 
get  a  bigger  bang  for  the  buck."  said  Sen 
William  V.  Roth  Jr.  (R~Del.).  chairman  of 
the  Government  Affairs  Committee,  where 
many  of  the  current  problems  were  first  re- 
vealed. "We've  got  to  put  pressure  on  to  ex- 
pedite it.  At  best,  it  will  take  too  long." 

But  in  the  world  of  Defense  Department  fi- 
nancing, time  is  not  always  a  solution,  a.s 
one  small  example  illustrates. 

In  1991.  because  of  a  computer  program- 
ming error,  the  department's  finance  and  ac- 
counting service  centers  erroneously  paid 
thousands  of  Desert  Storm  reservists  $80  mil- 
lion they  were  not  owed.  When  officials  real- 
ized the  mistake,  they  began  to  send  letters 
to  service  members  to  recoup  the  overpay- 
ments. Many  veterans  complained  to  Con- 
gress, which  then  prohibited  the  Pentagon 
from  collecting  any  overpayment  of  less 
than  $2,500  and  made  it  give  back  money  col- 
lected from  people  who  received  less  than 
that  amount. 

To  comply,  the  Defense  Finance  and  Ac- 
counting Service  (DFAS)  payment  centers  in 
Cleveland.  Denver.  Indianapolis  and  Kansas 
City  created  new  computer  programs  to  can- 
cel the  debts  and  issue  refunds.  But  they  did 
not  adequately  test  the  new  programs.  IG 
and  GAO  investigators  found. 

As  a  result,  the  appropriate  debts  were  not 
canceled,  and  improper  amounts  of  refunds 
were  issued,  often  to  the  wrong  service  mem- 
ber. The  DFAS  center  in  Denver,  for  exam- 
ple, canceled  $295,000  that  service  members 
owed  it  for  travel  advances.  In  all.  the 
botched  effort  to  follow  Congress's  direction 
cost  taxpayers  an  additional  $15  million. 
Pentagon  officials  said. 

"It  isn't  possible  now"  to  recoup  the 
money.  Hamre  said.  "We  can't  reconstruct 
the  records.  We  admit  were  really,  really 
bad.  We  won't  do  it  again  "  The  IG's  office 
has  agreed  that  it  would  be  too  costl.v  to  re- 
construct the  records  and  recoup  the  loss. 

As  he  often  does  when  he  testifies  about 
these  matters  on  Capitol  Hill.  Hamre  con- 
fessed to  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee recently:  "We've  made  a  lot  of 
progress.  Boy.  we've  got  a  long  way  to  go." 


tempore  [Mr.  Weller]  at  12  o'clock  and 

43  minutes  p.m. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordingly  (at  12  o'clock  and  36 
minutes  p.m.).  the  House  stood  in  re- 
cess subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


D  1243 

AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  614,  THE  NEW  LONDON 
NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY  CON- 
VEYANCE ACT 

Mrs.  ■WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  146  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  146 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  1(b)  of  rule  XXIII,  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  614)  to  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  to 
the  State  of  Minnesota  the  New  London  Na- 
tional Fish  Hatchery  production  facility. 
The  first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dis- 
P'-nsed  with.  General  debate  shall  be  con- 
i:-)'  d  to  the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed  one 
:i  ,:  P'lually  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
hi;::!  in  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
thf  Cummittee  on  Resources.  After  general 
debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  The 
bill  and  the  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Resources  now  printed  in  the 
bill  shall  be  considered  as  read.  At  the  con- 
clusion of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  may  have  been  adopted.  The  pre- 
vious question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 
on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tlewoman from  Utah  [Mrs.  W.\ldholtz] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  purpose  of  debate  only,  I  yield  the 
customary  30  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  BEILEN- 
SON].  pending  which  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  ma.y  consume.  During  consid- 
eration of  this  resolution,  all  time 
yielded  is  for  the  purpose  of  debate 
only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  146  is 
the  rule  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
614.  a  bill  to  convey  the  New  London 
National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State  of 
.Minnesota. 

This  is  an  open  rule.  It  provides  for  1 
hour  of  general  debate,  to  be  divided 
between  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Resources  Com- 
mittee. After  general  debate,  the  bill 
will  be  considered  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule.  The  bill  and 
the  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Resources  now  printed 
in  the  bill  shall  be  considered  as  read. 
Finally,  the  rule  provides  for  a  motion 
to  recommit. 

This  underlying  bill  will  convey  the 
New  London  Fish  Hatchery  to  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  which  has  been  op- 
erating the  hatchery  since  1983  when 
the  Federal  Government  decided  to  dis- 


continue operations.  Minnesota  as- 
sumed operations  to  ensure  that  the 
State's  fish  stocking  program  would 
continue  into  the  future.  The  hatchery 
plays  an  important  role  In  the  walleye 
and  muskie  stocking  program. 

To  date,  Minnesota  has  spent  nearly 
$800,000  on  operations,  maintenance, 
and  improvement  of  the  facility  and 
has  a  strong  interest  in  making  certain 
capital  improvements  on  the  facility, 
but  without  ownership,  they  are,  un- 
derstandably, reluctant  to  do  so.  This 
bill  would  transfer  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  the  hatchery  so  that  the 
State  may  make  those  improvements. 
Should  the  State  discontinue  oper- 
ations, ownership  returns  to  the  United 
States  with  the  understanding  that  the 
facility  be  returned  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  equal  or  better  condition 
than  it  was  at  the  time  of  transfer. 

This  rule  provides  for  fair,  open  de- 
bate and  is  brought  up  under  an  open 
rule  at  the  request  of  the  chairman. 
Some  Members  may  wonder  why  this 
bill  is  coming  up  under  an  op)en  rule 
rather  than  coming  up  on  the  suspen- 
sion calendar. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  by 
the  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries,  Wild- 
life and  Oceans,  two  amendments  were 
offered  by  members  of  that  subcommit- 
tee. While  the  first  amendment  was 
adopted,  the  second  amendment  was  re- 
jected by  voice  vote.  This  rule  will 
allow  that  amendment  to  be  brought 
up  on  the  floor  for  consideration  by  the 
full  House. 

The  amendment,  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  MILLER], 
would  require  the  State  of  Minnesota 
to  pay  the  Federal  Government  the  fair 
market  value  for  the  fish  hatchery  fa- 
cility at  the  time  of  transfer.  Since 
amendments  cannot  be  offered  under 
suspension  of  the  rules.  Congressman 
Miller  would  have  been  prohibited  from 
offering  his  amendment  on  the  floor. 
This  open  rule  will  protect  the  right  of 
Members  to  bring  important  issues  to 
the  floor  by  allowing  that  amendment, 
and  any  others,  to  be  offered  on  the 
floor  for  consideration  by  the  full 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
adopt  this  rule.  It  provides  for  fair  con- 
sideration of  a  bill  that  is  very  impor- 
tant to  the  people  of  Minnesota,  and  at 
the  same  time  it  protects  the  rights  of 
Members  to  offer  amendments  for  con- 
sideration by  the  full  House. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  open  rule, 
which  the  Committee  on  Rules  re- 
ported for  a  noncontroversial  bill.  We 
support  the  rule,  and  we  urge  our  col- 
leagues to  approve  it  today. 

The  Committee  on  Rules  heard  testi- 
mony last  week  about  the  non- 
controversial  nature  of  H.R.  614,  which 
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transfers  ownership,  without  reim- 
bursement, of  the  New  London  Fish 
Hatchery  to  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
We  were  told  that  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota wants  to  preserve  this  property 
and  is  willing  to  make  improvements 
and  implement  long-term  plans  if  it 
can  assume  ownership. 

This  is  just  one  of  several  fish  hatch- 
eries, formerly  operated  by  the  Federal 
Government,  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  plans  to  transfer  to  States,  all 
without  reimbursement  to  the  United 
States  for  the  land,  equipment,  and 
buildings  at  the  hatchery  sites. 

The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Miller]  may  offer  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  that  would  require  the  State  of 
Minnesota  to  pay  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment the  fair  market  value  of  the  prop- 
erty. 

Under  this  rule,  the  amendment  is  in 
order,  as  is  any  other  germane  amend- 
ment. Our  colleagues  will  be  able  to 
hear  Mr.  Miller's  arguments  for  re- 
quiring an  appraisal  of  this  and  the 
other  fish  hatcheries  being  transferred 
to  States  that  are  evidently  using 
them,  very  successfully,  for  State  rec- 
reational purposes.  His  amendment 
will  also  require  the  State  to  pay  the 
Federal  Government  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  we  support  this 
open  rule  and  urge  our  colleagues  to 
approve  it  today. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  584.  CONVEYANCE  OF 
THE  FAIRPORT  NATIONAL  FISH 
HATCHERY  TO  THE  STATE  OF 
IOWA 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  145  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  145 

Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  584)  to  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  a  fish 
hatchery  to  the  State  of  Iowa.  The  first  read- 
ing of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed  with.  Gen- 
eral debate  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 
shall  not  exceed  one  hour  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. After  general  debate  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule  and  shall  be  considered  as  read. 
At  the  conclusion  of  consideration  of  the  bill 
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for  amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  t^e  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted.  The 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  or- 
dered on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to 
final  passage  without  intervening  motion  ex- 
cept one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  The  gentlewoman  from  Utah 
[Mrs.  W.^LDHOLTZ]  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  purpose  of  debate  only,  I  yield  the 
customary  30  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  BEILEN- 
SON]  pending  which  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume.  During  consid- 
eration of  this  resolution,  all  time 
yielded  is  for  the  purpose  of  debate 
only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  145  is 
a  very  simple  resolution.  The  proposed 
rule  is  an  open  rule  providing  for  1 
hour  of  general  debate  equally  divided 
between  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 

After  general  debate  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  as  read  for  amendment 
under  '.he  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  pro- 
vides one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources,  Mr.  Young. 
requested  an  open  rule  for  this  legisla- 
tion. The  open  rule  was  reported  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  by  voice  vote. 
Under  the  proposed  rule  each  Member 
has  an  opportunity  to  have  their  con- 
cerns addressed,  debated,  and  ulti- 
mately voted  up  or  down  by  this  body. 

Once  again.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  under- 
lying legislation  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  convey  a  Federal  fish 
hatchery,  this  time  located  in  the 
State  of  Iowa  in  Fairport.  lA.  For  the 
last  22  years  the  State  of  Iowa  has  op- 
erated the  facility.  And  at  this  point  in 
time  the  State  would  like  to  upgrade 
the  facility,  but  is  unable  to  justify  the 
expense  of  the  improvements  without 
having  legal  title  to  the  property. 

HR.  584  would  transfer  ownership  of 
the  hatchery  and  immediate  property 
and  buildings  to  the  State  of  Iowa.  The 
bill  is  supported  by  both  the  State  of 
Iowa  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  it  was  reported  out  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources  by  voice  vote. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule 
provides  for  any  amendments  to  be 
brought  up.  We  understand  that  a  simi- 
lar amendment  to  the  preceding  legis- 
lation that  was  just  discussed  may  be 
offered,  but  under  the  open  rule  all 
Members  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
have  their  voices  aired,  discussed,  and 
voted  on. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  open  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is,  as  the  gentle- 
women pointed  out,  an  open  rule  for  a 
noncontroversial  bill.  We  support  the 
rule,  and  we  urge  our  colleagues  to  do 
the  same. 

We  also  support  the  objective  of  the 
bill.  H.R.  584,  to  convey  the  fish  hatch- 
ery to  the  State  of  Iowa,  which  has 
been  operating  it  for  several  years  now. 

We  do  have  some  concerns  about 
transferring  this  property  to  the  State 
of  Iowa,  which  has  been  using  the 
hatchery  very  successfully  for  State 
recreational  purposes,  without  reim- 
bursement. The  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Miller],  who  is  the  ranking 
member  on  the  Resources  Committee 
and  its  former  chairman,  may  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  that  we  think 
deserves  the  attention  of  our  col- 
leagues. 

Mr.  Miller  raised  several  important 
points  in  his  dissenting  views  on  this 
bill.  He  questioned  the  give-away  of 
Federal  assets  to  the  State  of  Iowa 
without  reimbursement  to  the  Federal 
taxpayers  for  their  investment,  espe- 
cially since  no  one  knows  the  true 
value  of  the  property — there  ha^  been 
no  appraisal  of  the  buildings  and  land 
since  1983. 

His  amendment  would  require  an  up- 
dated appraisal  of  this  property  that 
has  a  choice  location  and  a  commercial 
potential  that  could  result  in  signifi- 
cant revenue  for  the  United  States.  Mr. 
Miller's  amendment  would  also  re- 
quire payment  of  fair  market  value  by 
the  State  to  reimburse  Federal  tax- 
payers for  their  investment. 

Under  this  open  rule,  Mr.  Miller  and 
any  other  Member  may  offer  germane 
amendments  such  as  this  one. 

Again,  we  urge  our  colleagues  to  ap- 
prove this  rule  for  the  bill  conveying 
ownership  of  the  Fairport  Fish  Hatch- 
ery to  the  State  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  535.  THE  CORNING  NA- 
TIONAL FISH  HATCHERY  CON- 
VEYANCE ACT 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  144  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  144 

Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 


suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  535)  to  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  the 
Corning-  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State 
of  .'\rkansas.  The  first  reading  of  the  bill 
shall  be  dispensed  with.  General  debate  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed 
one  hour  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Resources.  After  gen- 
eral debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  The 
bill  and  the  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Resources  now  printed  in  the 
bill  shall  be  considered  as  read.  At  the  con- 
clusion of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  may  have  been  adopted.  The  pre- 
vious question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 
on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tlewoman from  Utah  [Mrs.  W.a.ldholtz] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
purposes  of  debate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Beilenson).  pend- 
ing which  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume.  During  consideration  of 
this  resolution,  all  time  yielded  is  for 
the  purpose  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  144  is 
another  open  rule  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  535.  legislation 
directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  convey  Corning  National  Fish 
Hatchery  to  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

Specifically,  this  rule  provides  1  hour 
of  general  debate  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Resources.  After  general  debate  is  com- 
pleted, the  bill  will  be  considered  for 
amendment  unuer  tiie  o-minutG  ruiC. 
The  bill  and  the  amendment  rec- 
ommended by  the  Resources  Commit- 
tee now  printed  in  the  bill  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read.  Finally,  the  rule  pro- 
vides one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  144 
will  permit  the  House  to  consider  legis- 
lation sponsored  by  our  colleague.  Rep- 
resentative Bl.\nch  L.\.mbert  Lincoln. 
to  convey  the  Corning  National  Fish 
Hatchery,  which  is  located  in  Corning. 
AR,  to  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

As  will  be  described  in  more  detail 
later,  the  State  of  Arkansas  assumed 
control  of  the  fish  hatchery  from  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  1983. 
when  it  was  closed  as  a  result  of  Fed- 
eral budget  cuts.  Currently,  no  Federal 
funds  are  being  used  to  operate  or 
maintain  the  hatchery.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  State  is  now  inter- 
ested in  making  capital  improvements 
to  the  facility,  in  addition  to  long-term 
plans  for  its  use.  However,  the  State  is 
hesitant  to  do  so  without  first  obtain- 
ing title  to  the  property. 

H.R.  535  would  facilitate  the  transfer 
to  the  State  of  .Arkansas  of  all  right. 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 


in  and  to  the  property  of  the  Corning 
Fish  Hatchery.  An  amendment  adopted 
during  subcommittee  consideration  of 
the  bill  would  ensure  that  these  rights 
and  interests  will  revert  to  the  United 
States  if  the  property  is  used  for  any 
purpose  other  than  fishery  resources 
management. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  take  just  a  mo- 
ment to  respond  to  those  who  might 
question  why  we  are  considering  this 
legislation  under  a  rule  at  all.  rather 
than  under  suspension  of  the  rules.  As 
our  colleagues  know,  suspension  of  the 
rules  is  an  effective  tool  for  consider- 
ing relatively  noncontroversial  legisla- 
tion in  an  expedited  manner.  Debate  is 
limited   to   just   40   minutes,   and   bills 


considered  under  suspension  are 
unamendable  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
During  our  Rules  Committee  hearing 
on  the  bill  last  week,  we  discussed  the 
possibility  of  at  least  two  amendments 
to  H.R.  535.  including  one  to  be  offered 
by  the  sponsor  of  the  bill,  and  one  by 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Resources  Committee  requiring  the 
State  of  Arkansas  to  pay  the  Federal 
Government  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  Corning  facility  at  the  time  of 
transfer.  Under  suspension,  any  such 
floor  amendments  would  be  prohibited. 
Under  this  open  rule,  however,  an  open 
amendment  process  is  guaranteed.  Any 
Member  can  be  heard  on  any  germane 
amendment  to  the  bill  at  the  appro- 
priate time. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  535  was  favorably 
reported  out  of  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources by  voice  vote,  as  was  this  rule 
by  the  Rules  Committee.  In  fact,  the 
Committee  on  Rules  reported  this  reso- 
lution unanimously,  without  a  single 
"nay"  vote.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  very  open  rule,  and  con- 
tinue the  spirit  of  openness  and 
thoughtful  debate  that  has  enhanced 
the  overall  deliberative  process  in  the 
House  this  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  including  for  the 
Record  this  chart  that  shows  what 
rules  have  been  offered  in  the  104th 
Congress  and  the  103d  Congress. 

The  chart  follows: 


THE  AMENDMENT  PROCESS  UNDER  SPECIAL  RULES  REPORTED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMITTEE, i  103D  CONGRESS  V.  104TH  CONGRESS 

(As  of  May  12.  19951 


Rule  type 

103d  Coniress 

104t^  ConjiBs 

NumOer  ot  rules 

Pefceni  ot  total 

Open/Modiliea-ooen' _. 

46 

44 

47 
9 

21                        11 

Mod.I.ed  Closed '    . „.. 

Closed'              ..„. _  ..„     .- 

— :..__: - 

^.        .       «_           »„.-._...        „,_.._ 



.- 49 

9 

t               a 

0                           • 

Totals      

104 

100 

32                         100 

'  This  table  applies  only  to  rules  whicti  provide  lor  the  original  considefalion  ot  bills.  )omt  resolutions  or  budget  resotutwns  and  which  provide  (or  an  amendment  process  II  does  not  apply  to  special  rutes  which  onfy  wanv  poiirts  of 
order  agamst  appropriations  bills  which  are  already  privileged  and  are  considered  under  an  open  amendment  process  under  House  rules 

■An  open  rule  is  one  under  which  any  Member  may  otier  a  germane  amendment  under  the  five-mmute  rule  A  modified  open  rule  is  one  under  which  any  Member  may  otter  a  germane  amendn»enl  under  the  trve-mmule  rule  subiect  onhf 
to  an  overall  time  limit  on  the  amendment  process  and/or  a  requirement  thai  the  amendment  be  preprinted  m  the  Congressional  Record 

'A  modified  closed  rule  is  one  under  which  the  Rjles  Committee  limits  the  amendments  that  may  be  ottered  only  to  those  amendments  designated  m  ttie  special  fu>e  v  the  Rules  Comminee  report  to  accwnpany  it.  or  which  precltMte 
amendments  to  a  particular  portion  ot  a  bill  even  though  the  rest  of  the  bill  may  be  completely  open  to  amendment 

*A  closed  rule  is  one  under  which  no  amendments  may  be  offered  (other  than  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee  in  reporting  the  Ml) 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

D  1300 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Utah 
[Mrs.  W.\LDHOLTZ]  for  yielding  the  cus- 
tomary '/.!  hour  of  debate  time  to  me. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  man  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  open  rule,  as 
the  gentlewoman  has  stated. 

The  Committee  on  Rules  reported  the 
rule  for  this  basically  noncontroversial 


bill.  We  support  the  rule.  We  urge  our 
colleagues  to  approve  it  today. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Arkansas 
[Mrs.  Lincoln]  appeared  before  our 
committee  last  week  to  support  the 
open  rule  for  this  bill,  a  bill  which  she 
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herself  originally  introduced.  She  re- 
minded us  of  similar  legislation  passed 
last  year  under  suspension  of  the  rules 
and  of  the  noncontroversial  nature  of 
the  measure. 

We  also  appreciated  her  testimony. 
The  State  of  Arkansas  wants  to  pre- 
serve this  property  and  is  willing  to 
make  improvements  and  implement 
long-term  plans  if  it  can  assume  owner- 
ship. 


The  State  of  Arkansas,  along  with 
several  other  States,  is  evidently  oper- 
ating these  hatcheries  with  a  good  deal 
of  success  for  recreational  purposes. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  plans  to 
transfer  several  other  excess  properties 
to  other  States,  all  without  reimburse- 
ment. The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Miller]  may  again  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  which  would  re- 


quire the  State  of  Arkansas  to  pay  the 
Federal  Government  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  we  support  this 
open  rule  and  urge  our  colleagues  to 
approve  it  today. 

Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  inserting  ex- 
traneous material  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  material  referred  to  follows: 
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Amendments 
in  order 


HR  r 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ  Mr  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  on  the 
table. 


ELIMINATING  NATIONAL  EDU- 
CATION STANDARDS  AND  IM- 
PROVEMENT COUNCIL  FROM  THE 
GOALS  2000:  EDUCATE  AMERICA 
ACT 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  1045)  to  amend  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  to  eliminate  the 
National  Education  Standards  and  Im- 
provement Council,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


H.R.  1045 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  ELI.MINATIO.N  OF  THE  NAHONAL 
EDLCATIO.N  ST/V.NDAKDS  A.ND  I.M 
PROVEMENT  COLINCIL. 

(a)  Repeal.';.— -Subsection  (bi  of  section  2-11. 
sections  211  throuKh  218  of  P,irt  B  of  title  II. 
,and  section  316  of  the  Goals  2000:  Educate 
America  .^ct  (20  U.S.C.  5841  et  seq.)  are  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  a.mendments  to  goals  2000:  educate 
America  Act.— 


( 1 )  Section  201(3)  of  the  Goals  2000:  Educate 
.America  Act  (20  U.S.C.  5812(3))  is  amended  by 
striking  all  that  follows  after  "opportunity- 
lo-learn  standards"  and  inserting  a  period. 

(2)  Section  203(a)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C. 
5823(a))  is  amended  by  striking  paragraphs 
(3)  and  (1)  and  by  redesignating  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6)  as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4).  respec- 
tively. 

(3)  Section  204(a)(2)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C. 
5824)  is  amended  by  striking  'described  in 
.section  213(0". 

(4)  Section  219  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  5849) 
is  amended— 

(.■\)  in  subsection  (a)(1)  by  striking  "con- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  section 
213(c).";  and 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (b)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(b)  .Applications.— Each  consortium  that 
desires  to  receive  a  grant  under  this  sub- 
section shall  submit  an  application  to  the 
Secretary  at  such  time,  in  such  manner,  and 
containing  such  information  and  assurances 
as  the  Secretary  may  require". 

(5)  Section  220(a)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C. 
5850(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "to  be  used" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "by  the  Coun- 
cil". 

(6)  Section  221(a)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C. 
5851(a))  is  amended— 

{.\)  in  paragraph  (1) — 

li)  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "and  the 
Council";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C) 
and  redesignating  subparagraph  (D)  as  sub- 
paragraph (B);  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "and  the 
Council,  as  appropriate.". 

(7)  Section  308(b)(2)(A)  of  such  Act  (20 
U.S.C.  5888(bi(2)(.\))  is  amended  by  striking 
"including—"  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  end  of  clause  (li)  and  inserting  'includ- 
ing through  consortia  of  States". 

(8)  Section  314(a)(6)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C. 
.5894(a)(6))  is  amended  by  striking  ".  if—"  and 
all  that  follows  through  "(B)"  and  inserting 

"if. 

(9)  Section  315  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  5895) 
is  amended  in  subsection  (b) — 

(.\)  paragraph  (1)(A).  by  striking  "para- 
graph (4)  of  this  subsection"  and  inserting 
■paragraph  (3)"; 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (2); 

(C)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3i 
through  (5)  as  paragraphs  (2)  through  (4).  re- 
spectively; 

(D)  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (3)  (as 
redesignated),  by  striking  "paragraph  (5)." 
and  in.serting    paragraph  (4).":  and 

(E)  in  paragraph  (4)  (as  redesignated),  by 
striking  "paragraph  (4)"'  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "paragraph  (3)". 

(c)  National  Skill  Standards  Act  of 
1994- 

(1)  Section  503  of  the  National  Skill  Stand- 
ards Act  of  1994  (20  U.S.C.  5933)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1) — 

(I)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  "28"  and  inserting  "(27)"; 

(II)  by  striking  .subparagraph  (D);  and 

(III)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  lE) 
through  (G)  as  subparagraphs  (D)  through 
I  F).  respectively; 

(ii)  in  paragraphs  (2).  (3).  and  (5).  by  strik- 
ing "subparagraphs  (E).  (F).  and  (G)"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  "subpara- 
graphs (D),  (E).  and  (F)"; 

(iii)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "subpara- 
graph (G)"  and  inserting  "subparagraph 
(F)""; 

(iv)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  striking  ""(C).  and 
(D)"  and  inserting  "and  (C)";  and 


(V)  m  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A)  of  paragraph  (5).  by  striking  "subpara- 
graph (E).  (F).  or  (G)"  and  inserting  "sub- 
paragraphs (D).  (E),  or  (F)";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1)(B),  by  striking  "sub- 
paragraph (E)""  and  inserting  "subparagraph 
(D)  ";  and 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "subpara- 
graphs (E).  (F).  and  (G)'"  and  inserting  "sub- 
paragraphs (D).  (E).  and  (F)". 

(2)  Section  504  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  5934) 
is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  subsection  (f);  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  subsection  (g)  as  sub- 
section (f). 

(d)  AMENDMENT  TO  ELEMENTARY  AND  SEC- 
ONDARY Education  Act  of  1965.— Section 
14701(bHl)(B)(v)  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C. 
8941(b)(l)(B)(v))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and"  before  ""the  National 
Education  Goals  Panel":  and 

(2)  by  striking  ".  and  the  National  Edu- 
cation Statistics  and  Improvement  Council". 

(d)  Amendment  to  General  Education 
Provisions  Act.— Section  428  of  the  General 
Education  Provisions  Act  (20  U.S.C.  1228b). 
as  amended  by  section  237  of  the  Improving 
.A.merica"s  Schools  Act  of  1994  (Public  Law 
103-382).  is  amended  by  striking  "the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Improve- 
ment Council."". 

SEC.  2.  TECH.N1C  AL  AND  COINFORMING  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  for  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  is  amended,  in  the 
items  relating  to  title  II.  by  striking  the 
items  relating  to  sections  211  through  218  of 
part  B  of  such  title  and  the  item  relating  to 
section  316. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  will  be 
recognized  for  20  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  KlLDEE] 
will  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]. 

Mr  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  announce  in  ad- 
vance that  the  floor  prep  statement 
put  out  by  my  side  of  the  aisle  is  incor- 
rect on  this  particular  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  are  consider- 
ing H.R.  1045.  a  bill  to  repeal  the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Im- 
provement Council  [NESIC].  This  legis- 
lation has  bipartisan  support  and  I 
hope  that  when  we  pass  this  legislation 
today,  the  other  body  will  take  it  up 
immediately  and  send  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  his  signature. 

The  National  Education  Standards 
and  Improvement  Council  [NESIC]  cre- 
ated by  Goals  2000  is  a  Presidentially 
appointed  council  that  has  the  mission 
of  reviewing  and  certifying  national 
education  standards  and  State  edu- 
cation standards  that  are  voluntarily 
submitted.  Because  decisions  about 
educating  our  children  are  primarily 
decided  at  the  local  level  by  parents, 
teachers  and  students,  NESIC.  com- 
monly referred  to  as  a  "national  school 
board,"  has  generated  great  con- 
troversy about  continued  local  control 
of  education. 


The  distance  between  standards  and 
curriculum  is  not  very  great.  Cur- 
rently, there  is  a  prohibition  on  the 
Federal  Government  dictating  curricu- 
lum to  States  and  school  districts  and 
there  is  good  reason  to  be  wary  of  Fed- 
eral involvement  in  certifying  edu- 
cation standards.  The  seriously  flawed 
and  justifiably  controversial  history 
standards  illustrate  how  the  standards- 
setting  process  can  go  awry  and  point 
out  the  dangers  of  having  a  Presi- 
dentially appointed  unaccountable 
body  certifying  education  standards. 

However,  I  want  to  make  it  very 
clear,  academic  standards  based  reform 
remains  one  of  the  most  promising 
strategies  for  improving  education  for 
all  children  in  our  Nation.  Academic 
standards  are  a  statement  of  learning 
outcomes.  What  children  need  to  know 
and  be  able  to  do.  I  think  parents  want 
to  know  what  their  children  actually 
learned  rather  than  that  they  spent  180 
days  in  school  and  earned  a  carnegie 
unit.  There  must  be  rigorous  academic 
standards  and  not  vague  and  fuzzy  at- 
tempts to  shape  students"  attitudes 
and  values,  matters  that  should  be  left 
to  parents.  The  most  important  stand- 
ards development  must  take  place  in 
our  local  communities  and  school  dis- 
tricts. However.  Federal  certification 
of  these  standards  is  not  necessary  for 
this  process  to  be  effective  or  construc- 
tive. 

While  I  recognize  that  many  of  my 
colleagues  would  like  to  go  much  fur- 
ther in  limiting  Federal  involvement 
in  education,  I  want  to  assure  them 
that  they  will  have  the  opportunity  as 
our  committee  considers  broader  edu- 
cation reform  legislation.  By  enacting 
this  legislation  today,  it  is  my  hope 
that  this  will  put  a  stop  to  an  unwar- 
ranted Federal  iiitiusjon  into  edu- 
cation while  preserving  education 
standards  development  by  States  and 
local  school  districts.  To  do  less  will 
certainly  hamper  any  hope  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  doing  well  in  a  very  competi- 
tive world. 

We  must  develop  voluntary  national 
and  international  standards  in  the  aca- 
demic subject  areas  and  develop  vol- 
untary assessment  tools  to  determine 
whether  the  standards  are  met.  Teach- 
ers must  then  be  prepared  to  teach  to 
these  higher  standards. 

I,  therefore,  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  this  compromise. 

I  also  want  to  thank  my  committee 
chairman  and  friend,  BILL  Goodling. 
for  his  efforts.  We  have  a  long  history 
of  bipartisan  cooperation  in  our  com- 
mittee and  that,  in  large  measure,  is 
due  to  the  influence  of  our  committee 
chairman. 
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As  someone  who  has  served  on  this 
committee  for  18  years,  I  want  to  un- 
derscore my  own  belief  that  education 
is  a  State  responsibility,  a  local  func- 
tion, and  an  important  Federal  con- 
cern. 

That  is  an  appropriate  balance  which 
has  deep  roots  in  our  Nation's  history. 

Our  Nation  is  in  the  midst  of  a  period 
of  profound  change.  We  are  facing  eco- 
nomic challenges  from  our  global  com- 
petitors that  make  it  absolutely  imper- 
ative that  our  children  achieve  to  the 
highest  possible  academic  standards. 
We  are  now  a  highly  mobile  society. 
People  do  not  always  live  and  work  in 
the  communities  in  which  they  were 
bom.  And.  rarely  does  the  employment 
base  stay  the  same.  Business  and  in- 
dustry respond  to  the  demands  of  the 
marketplace  and  so  must  our  schools. 
We  owe  that  to  the  children. 

Mr  Speaker,  reform  of  our  system  of 
public  education  is  one  of  the  most 
critical  tasks  we  face.  We  made  a  good 
deal  of  progress  in  the  last  Congress.  I 
believe  the  bill  we  have  before  us  today 
will  preserve  that  progress  while  it 
meets  the  consideration  of  those  who 
felt  some  concern. 

.\gain.  my  thanks  to  my  committee 
chairman  GooDLiNG  and  I  would  also 
like  to  acknowledge  the  hard  work  of 
your  staff,  particularly  John  Barth. 
Sally  Lovejoy.  Vic  Klatt.  and  Jomarie 
St.  Martin.  And  our  staff  Sara  Davis. 
Broderick  Johnson,  and  Dr.  June  Har- 
ris. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
GooDLiNG]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  1045.  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereoO 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  wsis  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
H.R.  1045.  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


BROKEN  PROMISES  TO  THE 
AMERICAN  PEOPLE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 


[Mr.  BONlOR]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  minority  whip. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this 
afternoon  to  express  my  deep  concern 
over  the  proposed  Republican  budget 
cuts  in  Social  Security  and  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid.  What  is  quite  disturbing 
to  me  about  these  cuts  is  that  they  are 
broken  promises  to  the  American  peo- 
ple, to  our  seniors  who  have  labored  so 
hard  in  this  country  to  provide  for  this 
great  Nation  of  ours,  and  what  is 
equally  disturbing  about  these  cuts. 
which  will  cost  the  seniors,  the  Medi- 
care cuts,  will  cost  the  seniors  in  the 
year  2002.  7  years  from  now.  $1,000  a 
year. 

What  is  additionally  so  disturbing  is 
that  in  the  same  budget  proposal  are 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  people  in 
our  society.  Over  50  percent  of  the  tax 
cuts:  it  is  a  $100  billion  tax  cut  over  10 
years,  over  50  percent  of  those  tax  cuts 
go  to  people  making  over  $100,000  a 
year. 

There  is  something  called  the  alter- 
native minimum  tax.  and  for  those  of 
you  who  are  not  familiar  with  that, 
back  in  the  early  1980's  we  found  that 
major  corporations,  in  fact.  130  of  the 
top  250  corporations  in  America,  were 
paying  no  taxes  at  all  between  1981  and 
1985.  during  at  least  1  year,  no  taxes. 
And  it  was,  the  rest,  the  burden  was 
picked  up  by  everyone  else.  So  we  de- 
cided to  change  that  law.  Even  Ronald 
Reagan  agreed  that  it  was  embarrass- 
ing, and  it  was  an  outrage.  We  changed 
the  law  that  required  major  corpora- 
tions to  pay  at  least  something,  a 
minimal  tax. 

Well,  under  the  tax  proposal  we 
passed  last  month  under  the  Contract 
With  America,  the  Republicans  got  rid 
of  that  minimum  tax,  and  now  we  are 
back  to  where  wo  were,  where  we  will 
have  major  corporations  not  contribut- 
ing their  fair  share  to  the  tax  burden 
on  the  American  people.  So  what  you 
have  in  this  tax  bill  is  getting  rid  of 
the  alternative  minimum  tax,  you  have 
got  50  percent  of  the  benefits  going  to 
the  top  virtually  1  percent,  so  if  you 
are  making  $230,000  a  year,  you  are 
going  to  get  $11,000  in  tax  breaks. 

We  think  the  tax  cut  is  weighted 
very  too  heavily  to  benefit  the  wealthi- 
est people  in  our  society.  And  to  give 
you  an  example  of  that,  I  should  talk 
to  you  about  one  provision  we  had  on 
the  floor  about  a  month  and  a  half  ago 
that  would  allow  billionaires  in  our  so- 
ciety, and  millionaires,  very  few  bil- 
lionaires, but  there  are  some,  to  avoid 
paying  taxes  if  they  renounce  their 
American  citizenship.  We  tried  to  close 
that  loophole  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
Republicans  defended  it  all.  All  but  5 
Republicans  voted  to  keep  that  loop- 
hole for  the  wealthiest  people  in  our 
society.  You  might  say.  ""Well  who  does 
that?"  About  24  people.  You  know  what 
the  cost  to  us  as  a  country  is  over  10 
years  as  lost  revenue  because  of  that? 
$3.6  billion. 


So  they  have  got  this  tax  bill  that 
benefits  primarily  the  wealthiest  peo- 
ple in  our  society,  and  they  have  got 
this  budget  bill  that  will  hit  the  most 
vulnerable  people  in  our  society,  our 
young  people  and  our  older  people,  and 
when  it  comes  to  Medicare,  they  take  a 
giant  whack  out  of  the  disposable  in- 
come of  our  senior  citizens. 

Let  me  just  tell  you  exactly  what 
they  do.  The  Republicans  in  Congress 
are  proposing  a  new  budget  that  will 
mean  serious  cuts.  It  will  even  cut 
back  COLA  increases.  Over  the  next  7 
years.  Medicare  will  be  cut  by  25  per- 
cent. Medicaid,  which  provides  the  only 
long-term  care  many  seniors  now  have 
access  to  at  all,  will  be  cut  by  30  per- 
cent. Social  Security  COLA's  will  be 
cut  by  0.6  percent  a  year  starting  in 
1999.  For  the  average  senior  citizen, 
this  will  mean  higher  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses, fewer  benefits,  less  choice  of 
doctors.  It  will  mean  higher  Medicare 
premiums,  higher  deductibles,  higher 
copayments. 

By  the  year  2002,  Medicare  costs  wiU 
increase  over  $1,000,  as  I  said,  for  every 
senior  citizen.  Social  security  COLA's 
will  be  $240  less  for  every  senior.  Cuts 
in  Medicaid  will  mean  2.9  million 
Americans  will  lose  long-term  care. 

When  we  talk  about  Medicaid,  it  is 
not  only  the  poor  in  this  country,  but 
we  are  talking  about  a  program  that 
provides,  I  believe,  about  40  percent  of 
long-term  care  for  our  seniors  in  this 
country.  2.9  million  Americans  will 
lose  long-term  care,  and  these  cuts  will 
not  pay  for  fixing  the  Medicare  system. 
Instead  they  will  go  into  a  tax  package 
that  provides  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthiest  people  in  the  country  and 
allows  some  of  our  wealthiest  corpora- 
tions, as  I  said,  to  pay  no  tax  at  all 
That  is  not  fair.  It  is  not  right.  It  is  a 
broken  promise  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

These  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  Social  Security  are  not  just  going 
to  affect  senior  citizens.  Now,  how  is 
the  average  working  family  going  to 
pay  for  additional  costs  of  caring  for 
their  parents  and  grandparents?  How 
will  they  pay  for  the  rising  costs  of 
long-term  care,  prescription  drugs, 
home  health  care,  and  hospital  bills? 
How  are  the  middle-aged  children  of 
these  elderly  people  in  our  society,  how 
are  they  going  to  maintain  these  in- 
creased costs  for  their  parents  and 
their  grandparents?  And  if  they  have 
kids  who  may  want  to  move  up  in  our 
society  through  the  education  system 
and  get  a  college  education  and  if  their 
kids  are  on  student  loans,  those  kids, 
in  fact,  will,  in  fact,  be  hit  hard  be- 
cause under  the  same  budget  proposal 
the  costs  of  a  student  going  to  college 
who  is  on  student  loans  now.  we  call 
them  Stafford  loans,  but  they  are  bet- 
ter known  as  student  loans  around  the 
country,  in  Michigan,  that  student  will 
pay  an  extra  $4,000. 
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So.  they  are  getting  squeezed  on  each 
end.  If  you  got  kids,  and  you  got  elder- 
ly parents,  you  are  going  to  get  hit  on 
both  ends. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  50  years  ago  last 
week  that  Americans  defeated  Nazi 
Germany  in  World  War  II,  and  all  over 
America  we  celebrated  that  day  by  re- 
membering the  brave  men  and  women 
on  both  the  battlefront  and  the  home 
front  who  led  our  country  to  victory, 
and,  looking  at  pictures  of  our  parents 
and  our  grandparents  from  back  then, 
they  were  so  young,  and  they  were  so 
full  of  life,  it  is  hard  to  believe  that 
they  would  ever  grow  old.  But  they 
have,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  generation  that  beat  Hitler, 
built  our  economy,  raised  our  families. 
are  now  America's  senior  citizens,  and 
today  many  of  them  are  living  on  fixed 
incomes.  Their  Social  Security  is  the 
only  thing  many  older  Americans  have 
each  month  to  pay  their  rent,  to  pay 
their  heating  bills,  to  pay  for  their 
food,  for  medicine  and  doctor  bills,  and 
for  most  of  them  it  is  not  easy.  They 
have  to  struggle  to  make  ends  meet. 
Those  of  us  who  go  home  each  weekend 
in  our  district  meet  them  constantly. 
We  know  of  the  struggle  they  have  to 
go  through. 

But  today,  instead  of  trying  to  make 
life  easier  and  more  fulfilling  for  them, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Republicans  in  Congress 
are  trying  to  make  their  lives  harder. 
In  their  budget  proposal  House  Repub- 
licans have  not  only  proposed  cutting 
Social  Security  by  $240  a  person,  they 
are  also  asking  every  senior  to  pay  an 
additional  $3,500  for  Medicare. 

Now,  as  I  have  said.  Medicare,  of 
course,  is  the  system  we  have  in  this 
country  for  health  insurance  for  our 
senior  citizens.  We  did  not  have  that 
before  1965.  You  did  not  have  Medicare, 
and.  as  a  result,  many  seniors,  when 
they  got  into  their  senior  years,  had  no 
health  insurance  and  fell  directly  into 
poverty.  Social  Security  adopted  by 
Franklin  Roosevelt,  a  Democrat,  in 
1935;  Medicare,  adopted  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  a  Democratic  President, 
Lyndon  Johnson,  and  a  Democratic 
Congress:  changed  the  lives  of  tens  of 
millions  of  American  seniors  and  kept 
them  out  of  poverty  in  their  senior 
years. 

After  sending  out  press  releases  after 
press  releases  bragging  about  how  they 
were  going  to  leave  Social  Security 
and  Medicare  alone.  House  Republicans 
have  broken  that  promise,  and  they 
have  targeted  our  seniors,  and  the 
worst  part,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  not 
being  asked  to  sacrifice  to  balance  the 
budget,  or  to  cut  the  deficit,  or  to 
make  the  Medicare  system  even 
stronger.  The  Republicans,  as  I  said, 
are  cutting  Medicare  and  Social  Secu- 
rity for  one  reason  and  one  reason 
only,  to  pay  for  tax  breaks,  over  50  per- 
cent of  which  go  to  the  wealthiest  peo- 
ple in  our  society.  And  if  you  look  at 


the  numbers,  they  nearly  match  up. 
Their  Medicare  cuts  equaled  the  tax 
breaks,  what  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
called  the  biggest  tax  bonanza  in  years 
for  the  upper-income  Americans.  It  is 
not  me  saying  it,  but  the  Wall  Street 
Journal.  The  voice  of  the  wealthy  in 
this  country  said  it  was  the  biggest  tax 
savings  bonanza  in  years  for  upper-in- 
come Americans,  and,  under  the  Re- 
publican plan,  we  are  going  to  take 
more  money  from  seniors  whose  aver- 
age income  is  $17,000  a  year  so  we  can 
give  a  $20,000  tax  break  to  families 
earning  over  $250,000  a  year. 

Does  that  sound  fair  to  you?  Is  that 
what  this  country  is  all  about?  Is  that 
what  this  last  election  was  all  about? 
Is  that  what  our  parents  fought  for  and 
sacrificed  for  in  the  greatest  battle  for 
democrac.y  in  human  decency  that  the 
world  has  even  seen?  I  do  not  think  so. 

Last  week  the  New  York  Times  re- 
vealed in  an  article  by  Robert  Pear,  in 
a  confidential  memo,  something  that 
every  American  should  read.  It  was  cir- 
culated. This  memo  was  circulating 
among  House  Republicans,  a  memo  de- 
tailing where  some  of  these  Medicare 
cuts  will  come  from.  Among  other 
things,  it  recommended  doubling  the 
annual  deductible,  increasing  the 
monthly  premium  by  50  percent,  charg- 
ing patients  for  a  portion  of  home 
health  care,  and  the  list  goes  on,  and 
on,  and  on,  and  this  just  does  not  affect 
seniors.  You  know,  as  I  said  earlier, 
where  is  the  average  working  family 
going  to  come  up  with  the  money  to 
pay  for  this"' 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  past  week 
we  have  seen  Republican  after  Repub- 
lican come  to  this  floor  and  try  to  con- 
vince us  that  nobody  is  going  to  be 
hurt  by  these  cuts,  and  they  bring  out 
charts,  and  they  throw  numbers 
around,  and  they  talk  about  limiting 
growth  on  projected  spending,  and  they 
try  to  tell  us  how  a  cut  really  is  not  a 
cut. 

But,  you  know,  none  of  this  Washing- 
ton bureaucratic  talk  means  much  to  a 
constituent  of  mine.  Iris  Doyle  who  I 
have  known  for  a  long  time.  Iris  Doyle 
is  a  proud  senior  citizen  who  lives  in 
my  district.  For  16  years  she  taught  a 
class  on  U.S.  citizenship.  She  literally 
spent  her  life  helping  people  gain  ac- 
cess to  the  American  dream,  and  to 
this  day  she  still  has  a  framed  copy  of 
the  Declaration  of  Independence  hang- 
ing on  her  wall.  But  the  times  have  not 
been  easy  for  Iris.  Eleven  years  ago  her 
husband  died,  3  years  after  that  her 
only  son  died,  and  during  the  time  of 
their  illnesses  she  was  sick  herself;  she 
had  cancer.  For  18  months  she  endured 
chemotherapy  treatment  after  chemo- 
therapy, and  she  says.  "Thank  god. 
Thanks  to  the  wonders  of  modem  med- 
icine the  cancer  is  in  remission." 

In  order  to  pay  off  their  hospital  bills 
which  totaled  over  $12,000,  she  literally 
had  to  sell  her  house.  Then  more  bad 
luck  hit.  She  came  down  with  Legion- 


naire disease  which  forced  her  to  stop 
working.  Today  she  lives  on  a  monthly 
Social  Security  check  totaling  about 
$550.  and  a  small  school  pension  kicks 
in  in  another  134  months.  Out  of  that 
small  amount  of  money  she  has  to  pay 
for  everything,  rent,  and  food,  and 
medicine,  and  heat,  and  transpor- 
tation, and  clothing,  as  well  as  her 
medical  bills  which  thankfully,  are  not 
as  high  as  they  could  be.  Now  twice  a 
year  she  sees  an  oncologist  for  cancer, 
but  Medicare  does  not  cover  the  cost  of 
the  visit  because  she  does  not  quite 
meet  the  annual  deductible.  So  her 
oncologist  let  her  set  a  payment  plan. 
Every  6  months  she  pays  about  a  $75 
bill.  And  you  know  what?  She  struggles 
to  make  that  payment. 

Now  you  tell  Iris  these  Medicare  cuts 
are  not  going  hurt  anybody.  Tell  Iris 
that  a  50-percent  increase  in  Medicare 
premiums  is  nothing.  Tell  her  that  she 
can  afford  these  cuts.  Because,  if  you 
do,  she  will  probably  tell  you  what  she 
told  me.  She  said,  "You  know,  David, 
it's  unfortunate  that  when  you  get  in 
the  later  years  of  your  life,  when 
you've  taught  kids,  and  you  have  to 
worry  about  things  like  this,  but  I 
don't  think  those  people  in  Washington 
know  what  they're  doing  to  people.  " 
and  then  she  said,  "I  don't  think  they 
care." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  she  is  right.  I  do 
not  think  my  friends,  many  of  my 
friends  in  this  institution,  realize  what 
these  cuts  are  going  to  do  to  these  peo- 
ple, particularly  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  But  I  do  know 
one  thing.  This  is  not  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  voted  for  last  November. 
We  did  not  vote  to  cut  Medicare  in 
order  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  priv- 
ileged few.  Our  parents  and  our  grand- 
parents stood  hy  Amerira  in  times  of 
war  and  peace,  and  we  must  stand  by 
them  today.  That  is  the  sacred  promise 
that  we  made  on  Medicare,  and  I  be- 
lieve it  is  time  we  lived  up  to  that 
promise. 

We  will  be  engaged  in  a  very  vocifer- 
ous debate  for  the  remainder  of  this 
week,  and  I  daresay  for  the  remainder 
of  this  Congress,  on  this  very  issue. 
The  cuts  that  have  been  put  forward  by 
the  Republicans  in  the  House,  in  the 
Senate,  will  devastate  millions  of  peo- 
ple in  this  country,  not  only  seniors, 
but  their  children  who  must  care  for 
them  in  their  later  years.  This  is  an 
unconscionable  act  in  light  of  the  out- 
rageously inappropriate,  unfair,  un- 
equal tax  cut  that  the  Republicans 
have  put  forward  for  the  wealthiest  few 
in  our  society. 

I  do  not  know  how  to  get  this  mes- 
sage across  to  the  American  people  ex- 
cept to  talk  to  them  at  home  and  to 
talk  to  them  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  There  was  an  inter- 
esting piece  today  in  the  Washington 
Post  on  the  front  page  about  how  a 
large  majority  of  people  in  this  coun- 
try  today  do  not  read  the  newspaper. 
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do  not  watch  the  national  news,  and 
only  pick  up  their  news  from  talk  radio 
and,  occasionally,  fronn  tabloid  tele- 
vision, and  so  in  many  instances  miss 
the  news,  and  those  are  the  very  people 
that  will  be  hurt  by  what  the  Repub- 
licans are  trying  to  do  to  Social  Secu- 
rity, to  Medicare,  and  to  Medicaid. 

Now  I  can  only  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  this  is  in  my  almost  20  years  in 
this  institution,  or  19  years  in  this  in- 
stitution and  4  years  as  an  elected  offi- 
cial in  Michigan,  the  most  inequitable 
and  the  most  egregions  acts  of  unkind- 
ness  in  terms  of  a  budget  that  I  have 
ever  seen.  I  assume  people  will  become 
outraged.  I  know  the  AARP  issued  a  re- 
port on  Friday  detailing  the  effects  of 
these  cuts.  I  know  the  Hospital  Asso- 
ciation is  concerned  because  what 
there  cuts  really  mean  in  addition  is 
that  many  of  our  hospitals  are  going  to 
close  around  the  country. 

I  know  our  seniors  are  going  to  be 
concerned  because,  if  they  have  a  doc- 
tor that  they  like  to  go  to.  basically 
what  this  plan  does  is  move  them  into 
a  managed  care  system  where  they  will 
not  have  the  choice  of  the  doctor  they 
want  unless  they  pay  an  even  higher 
premium  that  I  have  quoted  on  the 
floor  this  afternoon.  So.  you  are  losing 
choice  of  doctor,  you  are  paying  more 
out  of  your  pocket,  all  in  order  to  save 
$300  billion  over  7  years.  $300  billion 
that  will  be  used  to  pay  for  this  tax  cut 
that  will  go  to  the  wealthiest  people  in 
our  society. 

I  do  not  think  I  have  seen  in  my 
years  of  public  service  anything  as  bold 
and  as  inequitable  as  this  tradeoff.  It  is 
right  there  for  everyone  to  see.  and 
people  will  have  to  make  up  their 
minds  whether  this  is  what  they  had  in 
mind  when  they  voted  on  November  8. 
1994. 

The  American  family  is  squeezed 
today.  Since  1979.  98  percent  of  all  new 
income  growth  in  the  country  went  to 
the  top  20  percent  of  households  in 
America.  The  other  80  percent  stayed 
even  or  went  down,  and  most  of  them 
went  down.  We  are  seeing  a  bifurcation 
in  our  society  today  of  wealth  and  peo- 
ple who  cannot  make  it,  and  it  is  tear- 
ing this  country  apart,  and  it  is  having 
more  of  an  effect  on  this  Nation  than 
just  pure  buying  power  or  economics. 
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It  is  making  people  lose  faith  in  the 
system.  It  is  making  people  feel  hope- 
less. It  is  what  drives  gangs  to  violence 
in  inner  cities  and  militias  to  violence 
in  rural  areas.  We  have  to  get  back  to 
the  time  in  our  country  and  our  soci- 
ety and  in  this  institution  where  there 
is  some  basis  of  equity  and  fairness  and 
justice.  The  rich  cannot  have  it  all.  and 
that  is  the  direction  we  are  going.  This 
latest  assault  on  seniors  is  a  rollback 
not  only  of  the  New  Deal  of  Franklin 
Roosevelt  or  the  Fair  Deal  of  Harry 
Truman  or  the  programs  of  the  Great 
Society  of  Lyndon  Johnson,  it  is  a  roll- 


back to  the  days  when  we  were  indeed 
a  society  of  extreme  wealth  and  people 
struggling  to  make  ends  meet. 

We  bridged  a  lot  of  that  gap.  We 
made  America  a  place  of  promise  for 
virtually  80  percent  of  our  population 
after  the  Second  World  War.  And  this 
latest  budget  is  a  rollback. 

So  I  would  say  to  my  senior  friends 
particularly  who  are  watching,  but  also 
to  my  friends  and  colleagues  from  the 
country  who  approximate  my  age,  50, 
that  these  cuts  will  take  a  terrible,  ter- 
rible toll,  a  psychological  toll,  a  finan- 
cial toll,  and  a  spiritual  toll,  on  the 
Nation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  this  body  to 
reject  this  budget  when  we  vote  on  it 
on  Thursday  of  this  week.  Send  it  back 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget.  Let 
us  have  hearings  on  it.  This  was  rolled 
out  at  midnight,  by  the  way.  Nobody 
saw  it.  Democrats  did  not  see  this  until 
1  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  they 
rolled  it  out  a  few  days  later  on  votes. 

The  American  people  need  to  see 
what  is  in  this  budget,  and  when  they 
get  a  load  of  what  has  happened,  to 
students,  to  our  seniors,  to  Social  Se- 
curity. There  was  a  promise  made  by 
the  Speaker.  Mr.  Gingrich,  sitting  up 
directly  behind  me,  that  they  would 
not  touch  Social  Security,  and  they 
have.  They  have  cut  COLA's.  and  it 
will  affect  every  senior  in  this  country 
hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of  dollars. 

They  said  they  would  not  monkey 
with  Medicare,  but  they  have.  They 
have.  It  should  not  be  surprising  that 
they  have.  The  majority  leader.  Mr. 
ArmfA',  when  he  first  ran  for  Congress, 
ran  against  Social  Security.  He  does 
not  really  think  we  ought  to  have  it, 
he  thinks  we  can  devise  a  better  sys- 
tem, we  should  get  rid  of  it.  Back  in 
1986.  Speaker  Gingrich  hedged  Medi- 
care and  the  payments  on  Medicare 
against  additional  defense  spending. 

There  are  no  friends  of  Social  Secu- 
rity or  Medicare,  or  few  friends,  I 
should  say,  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
There  are  some.  I  do  not  mean  to  im- 
pugn the  motives  and  actions  of  all  of 
the  Members  on  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle,  because  there  are  some  who 
do  care  for  these.  But.  for  the  most 
part,  they  will  be  voting  in  lockstep  on 
Thursday  to  implement  these  cuts. 

So  I  would  just  like  to  conclude.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  urging  each  and  every  one 
of  my  colleagues  to  look  at  the  Robert 
Pear  piece  in  the  New  York  Times 
which  outlines  the  memo  that  talks 
about  the  additional  cuts  in  Social  Se- 
curity, the  additional  deductibles  on 
Medicare,  the  additional  premium  in- 
creases, and  also  to  look  at  the  AARP 
report  with  respect  to  the  same  issue. 

One  final  comment  on  choice,  be- 
cause I  know  it  is  so  important,  be- 
cause so  many  of  our  seniors  rely  on  a 
certain  doctor  for  their  care.  They 
have  confidence  in  that  doctor.  They 
should  know  that  with  this  new  system 
that  we  are  about  to  embark  on,  if  it 


becomes  law,  that  choice  will  be  taken 
away.  Or  you  can  keep  it  if  you  want, 
but  you  are  going  to  have  to  pay  an 
even  higher  premium,  an  even  higher 
premium  than  I  have  talked  about  here 
on  the  floor  this  afternoon. 


May  15,  1995 

tempore  [Mr.  Weller]  at  6  o'clock  and 
3  minutes  p.m. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
prejudice  to  the  resumption  of  legisla- 
tive business,  pursuant  to  clause  12  of 
rule  I.  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
recess  until  5  p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  1  o'clock  and  36  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  5  p.m. 
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AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mi .  Weller]  at  5  o'clock  p.m. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  1114 

Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  my  name  be  re- 
moved as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  1114. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.   1120 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
name  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  1120. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HANCOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
first  time  in  over  6  years.  I  was  out  of 
town  on  personal  business  last  Thurs- 
day and  Friday,  and  missed  a  portion 
of  the  rollcall  votes  on  H.R.  961.  I  ask 
that  the  Record  reflect  that  had  I  been 
present.  I  would  have  voted  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner:  •No"  on  rollcall  votes 
321.  322,  323,  324.  325,  and  328:  and  "aye" 
on  rollcall  votes  326.  327,  and  .329. 


RECESS 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordingly  (at  5  o'clock  and  2  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
INTERNATIONAL  RELATIONS  TO 
SIT  TOMORROW,  TUESDAY.  MAY 
16,  1995.  DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  and 
its  subcommittees  be  permitted  to  sit 
tomorrow  while  the  House  is  meeting 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  under 
the  5-minute  rule. 

It  is  my  understanding  the  minority 
has  been  consulted  and  there  is  no  ob- 
jection to  this  request. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 


CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  140  and  rule 
XXIII  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  961. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
961)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act,  with  Mr.  McInnis  in 
the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Friday,  May 
12,  1995,  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  DE  L.\ 
Garz.M  had  been  disposed  of.  and  title 
VIII  was  open  at  any  point. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title 
VIII? 

AME.NDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BOEMLERT 

Mr.     BOEHLERT.     Mr.     Chairman    I 

offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Boehlert: 
Strike  title  VIII  of  the  bill  ipape  239.  line 

3.  through  page  322.  line  22)  and  insert  the 

following: 
TITLE  VIII— WETLA^fDS  CONSERVATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT 

SEC.  801.  SHORT  TmJE. 

This  title  ma.v  be  cited  as  the  --Wetlands 
and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995" 
SEC.  802.  FINDINGS  AND  PIHIPOSES. 

(a)  FiNDLNGs— Congress  finds  and  declares 
the  following: 

(1)  Wetlands  perform  a  number  of  valuable 
functions  needed  to  restore  and  mamtain  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity 
of  the  Nation's  waters,  including— 

(A)  reducing  pollutants  (Including  nutri- 
ents, sediment,  and  toxics)  from  nonpoint 
and  point  sources: 

(B)  storing,  conveying,  and  purifying  flood 
and  storm  waters: 
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(C)  reducing  both  bank  erosion  and  wave 
and  storm  damage  to  adjacent  lands  and 
trapping  sediment  from  upland  sources: 

(D)  providing  habitat  and  food  sources  for 
a  broad  range  of  commercial  and  rec- 
reational fish,  shellfish,  and  migratory  wild- 
life species  (including  waterfowl  and  endan- 
gered species):  and 

(E)  providing  a  broad  range  of  recreational 
values  for  canoeing,  boating,  birding,  and  na- 
ture study  and  observation. 

(2)  Original  wetlands  in  the  contiguous 
United  States  have  been  reduced  by  an  esti- 
mated 50  percent  and  continue  to  disappear 
at  a  rate  of  200.000  to  300.000  acres  a  year. 
Many  of  these  original  wetlands  have  also 
been  altered  or  partially  degraded,  reducing 
their  ecological  value. 

(3)  Wetlands  are  highly  sensitive  to 
changes  in  water  regimes  and  are.  therefore. 
susceptible  to  degradation  by  fills,  drainage, 
grading,  water  extractions,  and  other  activi- 
ties within  their  watersheds  which  affect  the 
quantity,  quality,  and  flow  of  surface  and 
ground  waters.  Protection  and  management 
of  wetlands,  therefore,  should  be  integrated 
with  management  of  water  systems  on  a  wa- 
tershed basis.  A  watershed  protection  and 
management  perspective  is  also  needed  to 
understand  and  reverse  the  gradual,  contin- 
ued destruction  of  wetlands  that  occurs  due 
to  cumulative  impacts. 

(4)  Wetlands  constitute  an  estimated  5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  surface  area.  Because 
much  of  this  land  is  in  private  ownership 
wetlands  protection  and  management  strate- 
gies must  take  into  consideration  private 
property  rights  and  the  need  for  economic 
development  and  growth.  This  can  be  best 
accomplished  in  the  context  of  a  cooperative 
and  coordinated  Federal.  State,  and  local 
strategy  for  data  gathering,  planning,  man- 
agement, and  restoration  with  an  emphasis 
on  advance  planning  of  wetlands  in  water- 
shed contexts. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  help  create  a  coordinated  national 
wetland  management  effort  with  efficient 
use  of  scarce  Federal.  State,  and  local  finan- 
cial and  manpower  resources  to  protect  wet- 
land functions  and  values  and  reduce  natural 
hazard  losses; 

(2»  to  help  reverse  the  trend  of  wetland  loss 
in  a  fair,  efficient,  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner: 

(3)  to  reduce  inconsistencies  and  duplica- 
tion in  Federal.  State,  and  local  wetland 
management  efforts  and  encourage  inte- 
grated permitting  at  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  levels: 

(4)  to  increase  technical  assistance,  cooper- 
ative training,  and  educational  opportunities 
for  States,  local  governments,  and  private 
landowners: 

(5)  to  help  integrate  wetland  protection 
and  management  with  other  water  resource 
management  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
such  a^  flood  control,  storm  water  manage- 
ment, allocation  of  water  supply,  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  point  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  control: 

(6)  to  increase  regionalization  of  wetland 
delineation  and  management  policies  within 
a  framework  of  national  policies  through  ad- 
vance planning  of  wetland  areas,  pro- 
grammatic general  permits  and  other  ap- 
proaches and  the  tailoring  of  policies  to  eco- 
system and  land  use  needs  to  reflect  signifi- 
cant watershed  variance  in  wetland  re- 
sources: 

(7)  to  address  the  cumulative  loss  of  wet- 
land resources: 
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(8)  to  increase  the  certainty  and  predict- 
ability of  planning  and  regulatory  policies 
for  private  landowners; 

(9)  to  help  achieve  no  overall  net  loss  and 
net  gain  of  the  remaining  wetland  base  of 
the  United  States  through  watershed- based 
restoration  strategies  involving  all  levels  of 
government: 

(10)  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  order 
to  increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
wetland  resources  and  by  so  doing  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
waters  of  the  United  States:  and 

(11)  to  provide  mechanisms  for  joint  State. 
Federal,  and  local  development  and  testing 
of  approaches  to  better  protect  wetland  re- 
sources such  as  mitigation  banking 

SEC.  803.  STATE.  LOCAL,  AND  LANDOWNER  TECH- 
NICAL ASSISTANCE  AND  COOPERA- 
TIVE TRAINING. 

(a)  State  and  Local  Technical  Assist- 
ance.— Upon  request,  the  Administrator  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  as  appropriate, 
shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment permitting  programs  under  sections 
404(e)  and  404(h>  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act.  State  wetland  conservation 
plans  under  section  805.  and  regional  or  local 
wetland  management  plans  under  section 
805. 

(b)  Cooperative  Training.— The  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Coordinating  Committee  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  section  804,  shall  conduct 
training  courses  for  States  and  local  govern- 
ments involving  wetland  delineation,  utiliza- 
tion of  wetlands  In  nonpoint  pollution  con- 
trol, wetland  and  stream  restoration,  wet- 
land planning,  wetland  evaluation,  mitiga- 
tion banking,  and  other  subjects  deemed  ap- 
propriate by  the  Administrator  or  Secretary. 

(c)  Private  Landowner  Technical  Assist- 
ance.— The  Administrator  and  Secretary 
shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Coordination 
Committee,  and  appropriate  Federal  agen- 
cies develop  and  provide  to  private  land- 
owners guidebooks,  pamphlets,  or  other  ma- 
terials and  technical  assistance  to  help  them 
in  identifying  and  evaluating  wetlands,  de- 
veloping integrated  wetland  management 
plans  for  their  lands  consistent  with  the 
goals  of  this  Act  and  the  Federal  Water  Pol- 
lution Control  Act.  and  restoring  wetlands. 

SEC.  804.  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN 
MENT  COORDINATINC  COMMnTEE. 

(a)  Establishment— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator  shall  establish  a  Federal. 
State,  and  Local  Government  Wetlands  Co- 
ortlinating  Committee  (hereinafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  --Committee"). 

(b)  Functions.— The  Committee  shall— 

(1)  help  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  wetland  planning,  regulatory,  and  res- 
toration programs  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  re- 
duce duplication,  resolve  potential  conflicts, 
and  efficiently  allocate  manpower  and  re- 
sources at  all  levels  of  government: 

(2)  provide  comments  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  Administrator  in  adopting  regu- 
latory, policy,  program,  or  technical  guid- 
ance affecting  wetland  systems; 

(3)  help  develop  and  field  test,  national 
policies  prior  to  implementation  such  as 
wetland,  delineation,  classification  of  wet- 
lands, methods  for  sequencing  wetland  miti- 
gation responses,  the  utilization  of  mitiga- 
tion banks: 

(4)  help  develop  and  carry  out  joint  tech- 
nical assistance  and  cooperative  training 
programs  as  provided  in  section  803; 
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(5)  help  develop  criteria  and  implementa- 
tion strategies  for  facilitating  State  con- 
servation plans  and  strategies,  local  and  re- 
gional wetland  planning,  wetland  restoration 
and  creation,  and  State  and  local  permitting 
programs  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  or  404(g) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
and 

(6)  help  develop  a  national  strategy  for  the 
restoration  of  wetland  ecosystems  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Membership.— The  Committee  shall  be 
composed  of  18  members  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  or  the  designee  of 
the  Administrator. 

(2)  The  Secretary  or  the  designee  of  the 
Secretary 

(3)  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Director. 

(4)  The  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  or  the  designee  of  the 
Chief. 

(5)  The  Undersecretary  for  Oceans  and  At- 
mosphere or  the  designee  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary. 

(6)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
Governor's  Association. 

(7)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties. 

(8)  One  individual  appointed  by  the  Admin- 
istrator who  will  represent  the  National 
League  of  Cities. 

(9)  One  State  wetland  expert  from  each  of 
the  10  regions  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency.  Each  member  to  be  appointed 
under  this  paragraph  shall  be  jointly  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governors  of  the  States  with- 
in the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
region.  If  the  Governors  fl-om  a  region  can- 
not agree  on  such  a  representative,  they  will 
each  submit  a  nomination  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  the  Admmistrator  will  select  a 
representative  from  such  region. 

(d)  Ter.m.s.— Each  member  appointed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (6i.  (7),  (8).  or  (9)  of  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years. 

(e)  V.\CANCIES.— A  vacancy  in  the  Commit- 
tee shall  be  filled,  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
after  the  vacancy  occurs,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 

(f)  P.\Y.— Members  shall  serve  without  pay, 
but  may  receive  travel  expenses  (including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence)  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(g)  CocHAiRPERSo.s's.— The  Administrator 
and  one  member  appointed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (6).  (7i.  (8).  or  i9i  of  subsection  (c)  (se- 
lected by  such  members  I  shall  serve  as  co- 
chairpersons  of  the  Committee. 

(h)  Quorum  —Two-thirds  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings. 

(i)  Meetings.— The  Committee  shall  hold 
its  first  meeting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The 
Committee  shall  meet  at  least  twice  each 
year  thereafter.  Meetings  will  be  opened  to 
the  public. 

SEC.  806.  STATE  AND  LOCAL  WETLAND  CON- 
SERVATION PLANS  AND  STRATE- 
GIES: GRANTS  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  SECTION  4<M. 

(a)  St.^te  Wetland  Conservation  Plans 
AND  Strategies— Subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  make  grants  to  States  and  tribes  to  as- 
sist in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  wetland  conservation  plans  and  strategies. 
More  specific  goals  for  such  conservation 
plans  and  strategies  may  include: 


(1)  Inventorying  State  wetland  re.sources, 
identifying  individual  and  cumulative  losses, 
identifying  State  and  local  programs  apply- 
ing to  wetland  resources,  determining  gaps 
in  such  programs,  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  filling  those  gaps. 

(2)  Developing  and  coordinating  existing 
State,  local,  and  regional  programs  for  wet- 
land management  and  protection  on  a  water- 
shed basis. 

(3»  Increasing  the  consistency  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  wetland  definitions,  delinea- 
tion, and  permitting  approaches. 

(4)  Mapping  and  characterizing  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis. 

(5)  Identifying  sites  with  wetland  restora- 
tion or  creation  potential. 

(6)  Establishing  management  strategies  for 
reducing  causes  of  wetland  degradation  and 
restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed  basis. 

(7)  Assisting  regional  and  local  govern- 
ments prepare  watershed  plans  for  areas 
with  a  high  percentage  of  lands  classified  as 
wetlands  or  otherwise  in  need  of  special 
mansigement. 

(8)  Establishing  and  implementing  State  or 
local  permitting  programs  under  section 
404(e)  or  404(h)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act. 

(b)  Regional  and  Local  Wetland  Plan- 
ning, Regulation,  and  Management  Pro- 
grams.— Subject  to  the  requirements  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  make 
grants  to  States  which  will,  in  turn,  use  this 
funding  to  make  grants  to  regional  and  local 
governments  to  assist  them  in  adopting  and 
implementing  wetland  and  watershed  man- 
agement programs  consistent  with  goals 
stated  in  section  101  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  and  section  802  of  this 
Act.  Such  plans  shall  be  integrated  with 
(where  appropriate)  or  coordinated  with 
planning  efforts  pursuant  to  section  319  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Such  programs  shall,  at  a  minimum,  involve 
the  inventory  of  wetland  resources  and  the 
adoption  of  plans  and  policies  to  help 
achieve  the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetland  re- 
sources on  a  watershed  basis.  Other  goals 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1)  Integration  of  wetland  planning  and 
management  with  broader  water  resource 
and  land  use  planning  and  management,  in- 
cluding flood  control,  water  supply,  storm 
water  management,  and  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

(2)  Adoption  of  measures  to  increase  con- 
sistency in  Federal,  State,  and  local  wetland 
definitions,  delineation,  and  permitting  ap- 
proaches. 

(3)  Establishment  of  management  strate- 
gies for  restoring  wetlands  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

(c)  GRANTS  To  Facilitate  the  Implemen- 
tation of  Section  404.— Subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator may  make  grants  to  States  which  as- 
sist the  Federal  Government  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  section  404  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  program  through  State  as- 
sumption of  f)ermitting  pursuant  to  sections 
404(g)  and  404(h)  of  such  Act  through  State 
f>ermitting  through  a  State  programmatic 
general  permit  pursuant  to  section  404(e)  of 
such  Act  or  through  monitoring  and  enforce- 
ment activities.  In  order  to  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  this  section  a  State  shall 
provide  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator that  amounts  received  by  the 
State  in  grants  under  this  section  will  be 
used  to  issue  regulatory  permits  or  to  en- 
force regulations  consistent  with  the  overall 
goals  of  section  802  and  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  section  404(g)  or  404(e)  of  this 
Act. 


(d)  Maximum  Amount,  -No  State  may  re- 
ceive more  than  $500,000  in  total  grants 
under  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c>  in  any  fis- 
cal year  and  more  than  $300,000  in  grants  for 
subsection  (a),  (b).  or  lO.  individually. 

(e)  Federal  Share —The  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  activities  carried  out  using 
amounts  made  available  in  grants  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  75  percent. 

(f)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $15,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998, 
1999.  and  2000. 

SEC.  806,  NATIONAL  COOPERATIVE  WFTLAND 
ECOSYSTEM  RESTORATION  STRAT 
EGY. 

(a)  Development.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies.  Slate,  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  representatives  of  the  private 
sector,  shall  Initiate  the  development  of  a 
National  Cooperative  Wetland  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Strategy. 

(b)  Goals —The  goal  of  the  National  Coop- 
erative Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Strategy  shall  be  to  restore  damaged  and  de- 
graded wetland  and  riparian  ecosystems  con- 
sistent with  the  goals  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Amendments  and  the  goals  of  sec- 
tion 802.  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  with  regard  to 
the  restoration  of  aquatic  ecosystems. 

(c)  Functions— The  National  Cooperative 
Wetland  Ecosystem  Restoration  Strategy 
shall— 

(1)  be  designed  to  help  coordinate  and  pro- 
mote restoration  efforts  by  Federal.  State, 
regional,  and  local  governments  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  including  efforts  authorized  by 
the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning.  Protection, 
and  Restoration  Act.  the  North  .i^merican 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  the  Wetlands 
Reserve  Program,  and  the  wetland  restora- 
tion efforts  on  Federal.  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate lands; 

(2)  involve  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
Wetlands  Coordination  Committee  estat)- 
lished  pursuant  to  section  804; 

(3i  inventory  and  evaluate  existing  restora- 
tion efforts  and  make  suggestions  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  new  watershed  specific  efforts 
consistent  with  existing  Federal  programs 
and  State,  regional,  and  local  wetland  pro- 
tection and  management  efforts; 

(4)  evaluate  the  role  presently  being  played 
by  wetland  restoration  in  both  regulatory 
and  nonregulatory  contexts  and  the  relative 
success  of  wetland  restoration  in  these  con- 
texts; 

(5)  develop  criteria  for  identifying  wetland 
restoration  sites  on  a  watershed  basis,  proce- 
dures for  wetlands  restoration,  and  ecologi- 
cal criteria  for  wetlands  restoration;  and 

(6)  identify  regulatory  obstacles  to  wet- 
lands ecosystem  restoration  and  recommend 
methods  to  reduce  such  obstacles. 

SEC.  807.  PERMITS  FOR  DISCHARGE  OF  DREDGED 
OR  FILL  MATERIAL. 

(a)  Per.mit  Monitoring  and  Tracking.— 
Section  404(ai  (33  U  S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "The 
Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation  with  the  Ad- 
ministrator, establish  a  permit  monitoring 
and  tracking  programs  on  a  watershed  basis 
to  monitor  the  cumulative  impact  of  individ- 
ual and  general  permits  issued  under  this 
section.  This  program  shall  determine  the 
impact  of  permitted  activities  in  relation- 
ship to  the  no  net  loss  goal.  Results  shall  be 
reported  biannually  to  Congress.". 

ibi  Issuance  of  General  Per.mits— Para- 
graph (li  of  section  404(e)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting 'local,  "  before  "State,  regional,  or 
nationwide  basis  "  in  the  first  sentence. 
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(c»  Revocation  or  Modification  of  Gen- 
eral Permits— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
404(e)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  "or  a  State  or  local 
government  has  failed  to  adequately  monitor 
and  control  the  individual  and  cumulative 
adverse  effects  of  activities  authorized  by 
State  or  local  programmatic  general  per- 
mits.". 

(d)  Programmatic  General  Permits  — 
Section  404(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Progra.mmatic  general  per.mits.- 
Consistent  with  the  following  requirements, 
the  Secretary  may.  after  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity for  public  comment,  issue  State  or 
local  programmatic  general  permits  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  unnecessary  duplication 
of  regulations  by  State,  regional,  and  local 
regulatory  programs: 

■(Ai  The  Secretary  may  issue  a  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  State, 
regional,  or  local  government  regulatory 
program  if  that  general  permit  includes  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  State, 
regional,  or  local  program  will  have  no  more 
than  minimal  cumulative  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment and  will  provide  at  least  the  same 
degree  of  protection  for  the  environment,  in- 
cluding all  waters  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  Federal  interests,  as  is  provided  by  this 
section  and  b.v  the  Federal  permitting  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  section  404(ai.  Such  safe- 
guards shall  include  provisions  whereby  the 
Corps  District  Engineer  and  the  Regional 
.\dministrators  or  Directors  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  the  United 
.States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service  (where  ap- 
propriate), shall  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view permit  applications  submitted  to  the 
State,  regional,  or  local  regulatory  agency 
which  would  have  more  than  minimal  indi- 
vidual or  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment,  attempt  to  resolve  any  envi- 
ronmental concern  or  protect  any  Federal 
interest  at  issue,  and.  if  such  concern  is  not 
adequately  addres.sed  by  the  State,  local,  or 
regional  agency,  require  the  processing  of  an 
individual  Federal  permit  under  this  section 
for  the  specific  proposed  activity.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  District  Engi- 
neer will  utilize  this  authority  to  protect  all 
Federal  interests  including,  but  not  limited 
to.  national  security,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol. Federal  endangered  or  threatened  spe- 
cies. Federal  interests  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  special  aquatic  sites  of 
national  importance,  and  other  interests  of 
overriding  national  importance  Any  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  issued  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  promulgated  to  implement  sub- 
section (h)(1). 

■(B)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall  not 
promulgate  any  local  or  regional  pro- 
grammatic general  permit  based  on  a  local 
or  regional  government's  regulatory  pro- 
gram unless  the  responsible  unit  of  govern- 
ment has  also  adopted  a  wetland  and  water- 
shed management  plan  and  is  administering 
regulations  to  implement  this  plan.  The  wa- 
tershed management  plan  shall  include — 

'■(i)  the  designation  of  a  local  or  regional 
regulatory  agency  which  shall  be  responsible 
for  issuing  permits  under  the  plan  and  for 
making  reports  every  2  years  on  implemen- 
tation of  the  plan  and  on  the  losses  and  gains 
in  functions  and  acres  of  wetland  within  the 
watershed  plan  area; 

"(ii)  mapping  of — 

"(I)  the  boundary  of  the  plan  area; 


"(11)  all  wetlands  and  waters  within  the 
plan  area  as  well  as  other  a.reas  proposed  for 
protection  under  the  plan;  and 

"(III)  proposed  wetland  restoration  or  cre- 
ation sites  with  a  description  of  their  in- 
tended functions  upon  completion  and  the 
time  required  for  completion; 

"(iii)  a  description  of  the  regulatory  poli- 
cies and  standards  applicable  to  all  wetlands 
and  waters  within  the  plan  areas  and  all  ac- 
tivities which  may  affect  these  wetlands  and 
waters  that  will  assure,  at  a  minimum,  no 
net  loss  of  the  functions  and  acres  of  wet- 
lands within  the  plan  area;  and 

"(iv)  demonstration  that  the  regulatory 
agency  has  the  legal  authority  and  scientific 
monitoring  capability  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
posed plan  including  the  issuance,  monitor- 
ing, and  enforcement  of  permits  in  compli- 
ance with  the  plan."'. 

(e)  Grandfather  of  Existing  General 
Permits —Section  404(e)  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"(4)  Grandfather  of  existing  general 
per.mits.— General  permits  in  effect  on  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Wet- 
lands and  Watershed  Management  Act  of  1995 
shall  remain  in  effect  until  otherwise  modi- 
fied by  the  Secretary". 

(f)  Discharges  Not  Requiring  a  Permit.— 
Section  404(f)  (33  U.S.C.  1344(f))  is  amended 
by  striking  the  subsection  designation  and 
paragraph  d)  and  inserting  the  following; 

"(f)  EXE,MI»nONS.— 

"(1)  Activities  not  requiring  PERMrr  — 

"(A)  In  general.— Activities  are  exempt 
from  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
are  not  prohibited  by  or  otherwise  subject  to 
regulation  under  this  section  or  section  301 
or  402  of  this  Act  (except  effluent  standards 
or  prohibitions  under  section  307  of  this  Act) 
if  such  activities — 

"(i)  result  from  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture,  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities and  practices,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  plowing,  seeding,  cultivating,  haying, 
grazing,  normal  maintenance  activities, 
minor  drainage,  burning  of  vegetation  in 
connection  with  such  activities,  harvesting 
for  the  production  of  food,  fiber,  and  forest 
products,  or  upland  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion practices; 

"(ii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance, 
including  emergency  reconstruction  of  re- 
cently damaged  parts,  of  currently  service- 
able structures  such  as  dikes,  dams,  levees. 
Hood  control  channels  or  other  engineered 
Hood  control  facilities,  water  control  struc- 
tures, water  supply  reservoirs  (where  such 
maintenance  involves  periodic  water  level 
drawdowns)  which  provide  water  predomi- 
nantly to  public  drinking  water  systems, 
groins,  riprap,  breakwaters,  utility  distribu- 
tion and  transmission  lines,  causeways,  and 
bridge  abutments  or  approaches,  and  trans- 
portation structures; 

■"(iii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm,  stock  or  aquaculture 
ponds,  wastewater  retention  facilities  (in- 
cluding dikes  and  berms)  that  are  used  by 
concentrated  animal  feeding  operations,  or 
irrigation  canals  and  ditches  or  the  mainte- 
nance or  reconstruction  of  drainage  ditches 
and  tile  lines  (including  resloping  of  drain- 
age ditches  to  control  bank  erosion); 

■•(iv)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  of 
temporary  sedimentation  basins  on  a  con- 
struction site,  or  the  construction  of  any  up- 
land dredged  material  disposal  area,  which 
does  not  include  placement  of  fill  material 
into  the  navigable  waters; 

"(v)  are  for  the  purpose  of  construction  or 
maintenance  of  farm  roads  or  forest  roads,  in 
accordance  with  best  management  practices. 
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to  assure  that  flow  and  circulation  patterns 
and  chemical  and  biological  characteristics 
of  the  waters  are  not  impaired,  that  the 
reach  of  the  waters  Is  not  reduced,  and  that 
any  adverse  effect  on  the  aquatic  environ- 
ment will  be  otherwise  minimized; 

■'(vl)  are  undertaken  on  farmed  wetlands, 
except  that  any  change  in  use  of  such  land 
for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  activities 
that  are  not  exempt  from  regulation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section  to  the  extent  that 
such  farmed  wetlands  are  'wetlands'  under 
this  section; 

■■(vii)  are  undertaken  in  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands,  unless  such  incidentally  cre- 
ated wetlands  have  exhibited  wetlands  func- 
tions and  values  for  more  than  5  years  in 
which  case  activities  undertaken  in  such 
wetlands  shall  be  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section;  and 

■■(viii)  are  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and 
enhancing  aviation  safety  or  are  undertaken 
in  order  to  prevent  an  airport  hazard.". 

(g)  Areas  Not  Considered  To  Be  Navi- 
gable Waters.— Section  404(0  is  further 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

(3)  Areas  not  considered  to  be  navi- 
gable WATERS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  shall  not  be  considered 
navigable  waters: 

"(i)  Irrigation  ditches  excavated  in  up- 
lands. 

"(ii)  Artificially  irrigated  areas  which 
would  revert  to  uplands  if  the  irrigation 
ceased. 

"(Iii)  Artificial  lakes  or  ponds  created  by 
excavating  or  diking  uplands  to  collect  and 
retain  water,  and  which  are  used  exclusively 
for  stock  watering,  irrigation,  or  rice  grow- 
ing. 

•■(iv)  Artificial  reflecting  or  swimming 
pools  or  other  small  ornamental  bodies  of 
water  created  by  excavating  or  diking  up- 
lands to  retain  water  for  primarily  aesthetic 
reasons. 

•■(v)  Temporary,  water  filled  depressions 
created  in  uplands  incidental  to  construction 
activity. 

■•(vi)  Pits  excavated  in  uplands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  fill,  sand,  gravel,  aggre- 
gates, or  minerals,  unless  and  until  the  con- 
struction or  excavation  operation  is  aban- 
doned and  the  resulting  body  of  water  meets 
the  definition  of  waters  of  the  United  States. 

■•(vii)  Artificial  stomiwater  detention 
areas  and  artificial  sewage  treatment  areas 
which  are  not  modified  natural  waters. 

■•(B)  Demonstration  required.— Subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  not  apply  to  a  particular 
water  body  unless  the  person  desiring  to  dis- 
charge dredged  or  fill  material  in  that  water 
body  is  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  water 
body  qualifies  under  subparagraph  (A)  for  ex- 
emption from  regulation  under  this  sec- 
tion.■'. 

SEC,  808,  technical  ASSISTANCE  TO  PRIVATE 
LA.NDOWNER.S,  CODIFICA'DON  OF 
REGLXATIONS  AND  POUCIES. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(u)(l)  The  Secretary  and  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  in  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  provide  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  in  delinea- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  planning  and  man- 
agement of  their  wetlands.  This  assistance 
shall  include — 

'•(A)  the  delineation  of  wetland  boundaries 
within  90  days  (providing  on  the  ground  con- 
ditions allow)  of  a  request  for  such  delinea- 
tion for  a  project  with  a  proposed  individual 
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permii  application  under  this  section  and  a 
total  assessed  value  of  less  than  S15.000;  and 

••<B)  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  owners  of  wetlands  in  the  preparation  of 
wetland  management  plans  for  their  lands  to 
protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  meet  other 
goals  of  this  Act.  including  control  of 
nonpoint  and  point  sources  of  pollution,  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  erosion,  and  protec- 
tion of  estuaries  and  lakes. 

•■(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prepare,  update  on 
a  biannual  basis,  and  make  available  to  the 
public  for  purchase  at  cost,  an  indexed  publi- 
cation containing  all  Federal  regulations, 
general  permits,  and  regulatory  guidance 
letters  relevant  to  the  permitting  of  activi- 
ties in  wetland  areas  pursuant  to  section 
404(a).  The  Secretary  and  the  Administrator 
shall  also  prepare  and  distribute  brochures 
and  pamphlets  for  the  public  addressing — 

"(A)  the  delineation  of  wetlands. 

"(B)  wetland  permitting  requirements;  and 

"(C)  wetland  restoration  and  other  matters 
considered  relevant", 

SEC.  809.  DELINEATION. 

Section  4(H  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(v)  Deline.\tion.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  United  States  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  and  other 
Federal  agencies  shall  use  the  1987  Corps  of 
Engineers  Manual  for  the  Delineation  of  Ju- 
risdictional Wetlands  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion until  a  new  manual  has  been  prepared 
and  formally  adopted  by  the  Corps  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  with 
input  from  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service.  Natural  Resources.  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  other  rel- 
evant agencies  and  adopted  after  field  test- 
ing, hearing,  and  public  comment.  Any  new 
manual  shall  take  into  account  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
panel  concerning  the  delineation  of  wet- 
lands. The  Corps,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  develop 
materials  and  conduct  training  courses  for 
consultants.  State,  and  local  governments, 
and  landowners  explaining  the  use  of  the 
Corps  1987  wetland  manual  in  the  delineation 
of  wetland  areas.  The  Corps,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  may 
also,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  develop 
supplemental  criteria  and  procedures  for 
identification  of  regional  wetland  types. 
Such  criteria  and  procedures  may  include 
supplemental  plant  and  soil  lists  and  supple- 
mentary technical  criteria  pertaining  to 
wetland  hydrology,  soils,  and  vegetation. 

■•(2)  AGRICULTUR.\L  L.\.\DS.— 

■•(A)  Delineation  by  secretary  of  agri- 
culture.^For  purposes  of  this  section,  wet- 
lands located  on  agricultural  lands  and  asso- 
ciated nonagricultural  lands  shall  be  delin- 
eated solely  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  accordance  with  section  1222(])  of  the  Food 
Security  Act  of  1985(16  U.S.C  3822(j)). 

■•iB)  Exemption  of  lands  exempted  under 
FOOD  SECURITY  ACT.— Any  area  of  agricul- 
tural land  or  any  discharge  related  to  the 
land  determined  to  be  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirements of  subtitle  C  of  title  XII  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821  et 
seq.)  shall  also  be  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  for  such  period  of  time 
as  those  lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands. 

■■(Ci  EFFE(rr  OF  appeal  deter.mination 
PURsUA.vr  TO  FOOD  security  ACrr.— Any  area 
of  Jigricultural  land  or  any  discharge  related 
to  the  land  determined  to  be  exempt  pursu- 
ant to  an  appeal  taken  pursuant  to  subtitle 


C  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1986 
(16  use.  3821  et  seq.)  shall  be  exempt  under 
this  section  for  such  period  of  time  as  those 
lands  are  used  as  agricultural  lands.". 

SEC.  810.  FAST  TRACK  FOR  MINOR  PERMITS. 

Section  4(M  (33  U  S  C  134!  >  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■•(w)(l)  Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  explore 
the  review  and  practice  of  individual  permits 
for  minor  activities.  Minor  activities  include 
activities  of  1  acre  or  less  in  size  which  also 
have  minor  direct,  secondary,  or  cumulative 
impacts. 

"(2)  Permit  applications  for  minor  permits 
shall  ordinarily  be  processed  within  60  days 
of  the  receipt  of  completed  application. 

"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  fast- 
track  field  teams  or  other  procedures  in  the 
individual  offices  sufficient  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  the  individual  permits  involv- 
ing minor  activities.". 

SEC.  811.  COMPENSATORY  MITIGATION. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(x)  General  Recjuirements.— (D  Each 
permit  issued  under  this  section  that  results 
in  loss  of  wetland  functions  or  acreage  shall 
require  compensatory  mitigation.  The  pre- 
ferred sequence  of  mitigation  options  is  as 
set  forth  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  (C).  How- 
ever, the  Secretary  shall  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  approve  practical  options  that 
provide  the  most  protection  to  the  re- 
source— 

"(A)  measures  shall  first  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  avoid  any  adverse  effects  on 
wetlands  caused  by  activities  authorized  by 
the  permit. 

•(B)  measures  shall  be  undertaken  by  the 
permittee  to  minimize  any  such  adverse  ef- 
fects that  cannot  be  avoided: 

"(C)  measures  shall  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  permittee  to  compensate  for  adverse  im- 
pacts on  wetland  functions,  values,  and  acre- 
age: 

"(D)  where  compensatory  mitigation  is 
used,  preference  shall  be  given  to  in-kind 
restoration  on  the  same  water  body  and 
within  the  same  local  watershed; 

"(E)  where  on-site  and  in-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  are  impossible,  imprac- 
tical, would  fail  to  work  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, or  would  not  make  ecological 
sense,  off-site  and/or  out-of-kind  compen- 
satory mitigation  may  be  permitted  within 
the  watershed  including  participation  in  co- 
operative mitigation  ventures  or  mitigation 
banks  as  provided  in  section  404(y) 

"(2)  The  Secretary  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator  shall  ensure  that  compen- 
sable mitigation  by  a  permitee — 

"(A)  is  a  specific,  enforceable  condition  of 
the  permit  for  which  it  is  required; 

"(B)  will  meet  defined  success  criteria;  and 

"(C)  is  monitored  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  permit  and  to  de- 
termine the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
in  compensating  for  the  adverse  effects  for 
which  it  is  required". 

SEC.  812.  COOPERATIVE  MITIGATION  VENTURES 
AND  MITIGATION  BANKS. 

Section  404  (33  U  S  C  1344)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(y»(l)  Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary 
and  the  Administrator  shall  jointly  issue 
rules  for  a  system  of  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  and  wetland  banks.  Such  rules 
shall,  at  the  minimum,  address  the  following 
topics: 

"(A)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
ventures  may  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis 


to  compensate  for  unavoidable  wetland 
losses  which  cannot  be  compensated  on-site 
due  to  inadequate  hydrologic  conditions,  ex- 
cessive sedimentation,  water  pollution,  or 
other  problems.  Mitigation  banks  and  coop- 
erative ventures  may  also  be  used  to  improve 
the  potential  success  of  compensatory  miti- 
gation through  the  use  of  larger  projects,  by 
locating  projects  in  areas  in  more  favorable 
short-term  and  long-term  hydrology  and 
proximity  to  other  wetlands  and  waters,  and 
by  helping  to  ensure  short-term  and  long- 
term  project  protection,  monitoring,  and 
maintenance. 

"(B)  Parties  who  may  establish  mitigation 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
for  use  in  specific  context  and  for  particular 
types  of  wetlands  may  include  government 
agencies,  nonprofits,  and  private  individuals. 

"(C)  Surveys  and  inventories  on  a  water- 
shed basis  of  potential  mitigation  sites 
throughout  a  region  or  State  shall  ordinarily 
be  required  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

"(D)  Mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  shall  be  used  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  sequencing  require- 
ments to  mitigate  unavoidable  wetland  im- 
pacts. Impacts  should  be  mitigated  within 
the  watershed  and  water  body  if  possible 
with  on-site  mitigation  preferable  as  set 
forth  in  section  404(x). 

"(E)  The  long-term  security  of  ownership 
interests  of  wetlands  and  uplands  on  which 
projects  are  conducted  shall  be  insured  to 
protect  the  wetlands  values  associated  with 
those  wetlands  and  uplands; 

"(Fi  Methods  shall  he  specified  to  deter- 
mine debits  by  evaluating  wetland  functions, 
values,  and  acreages  at  the  sites  of  proposed 
permits  for  discharges  or  alternations  pursu- 
ant to  subsections  (a),  (c).  and  (g)  and  meth- 
ods to  be  used  to  determine  credits  based 
upon  functions,  values,  and  acreages  at  the 
times  of  mitigation  banks  and  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures. 

"(G)  Geographic  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures 
shall  be  specified.  In  general,  mitigation 
banks  or  cooperative  ventures  shall  be  lo- 
cated on  the  same  water  body  as  impacted 
wetlands.  If  this  is  not  possible  or  practical, 
banks  or  ventures  shall  be  located  as  near  as 
possible  to  impacted  projects  with  preference 
given  to  the  same  watershed  where  the  im- 
pact is  occurring. 

"(H)  Compensation  ratios  for  restoration, 
creation,  enhancement,  and  preservation  re- 
flecting and  overall  goal  of  no  net  loss  of 
function  and  the  status  of  scientific  knowl- 
edge with  regard  to  compensation  for  indi- 
vidual wetlands,  risks,  costs,  and  other  rel- 
evant factors  shall  be  specified.  A  minimum 
restoration  compensation  ratio  of  1:1  shall  be 
required  for  restoration  of  lost  acreage  with 
larger  compensation  ratios  for  wetland  cre- 
ation, enhancement  and  preservation. 

"(I)  Fees  to  be  charged  for  participation  in 
a  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  venture 
shall  be  based  upon  the  costs  of  replacing 
lost  functions  and  acreage  on-site  and  off- 
site;  the  risks  of  project  failure,  the  costs  of 
long-term  maintenance,  monitoring,  and 
protection,  and  other  relevant  factors. 

"(J)  Responsibilities  for  long-term  mon- 
itoring, maintenance,  and  protection  shall  be 
specified. 

"(K)  Public  review  of  proposals  for  mitiga- 
tion banks  and  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures through  one  or  more  public  hearings 
shall  be  provided. 

"(2)  The  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  is  authorized  to  establish 


and  implement  a  demonstration  program  for 
creating  and  implementing  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  ventures  and  for  evaluating 
alternative  approaches  for  mitigation  banks 
and  cooperative  mitigation  ventures  as  a 
means  of  contributing  to  the  goals  estab- 
lished by  section  101(a)(8)  or  section  10  of  the 
Act  of  March  3.  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401  and  403). 
The  Secretary  shall  also  monitor  and  evalu- 
ate existing  banks  and  cooperative  ventures 
and  establish  a  number  of  such  banks  and  co- 
operative ventures  to  test  and  demonstrate: 

••(A)  The  technical  feasibility  of  compensa- 
tion for  lost  on-site  values  through  off-site 
cooperative  mitigation  ventures  and  mitiga- 
tion banks. 

"(B)  Techniques  for  evaluating  lost  wet- 
land functions  and  values  at  sites  for  which 
permits  are  sought  pursuant  to  section  404(a) 
and  techniques  for  determining  appropriate 
credits  and  debits  at  the  sites  of  cooperative 
mitigation  ventures  and  mitigation  banks. 

"(C)  The  adequacy  of  alternative  institu- 
tional arrangements  for  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 

"(D)  The  appropriate  geographical  loca- 
tions of  bank  or  cooperative  mitigation  ven- 
tures in  compensation  for  lost  functions  and 
values. 

"(E)  Mechanisms  for  ensuring  short-term 
and  long-term  project  monitoring  and  main- 
tenance. 

"(F)  Techniques  and  incentives  for  involv- 
ing private  individuals  in  establishing  and 
implementing  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive mitigation  ventures. 
Not  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congre.ss  a  report  evaluat- 
ing mitigation  banks  and  cooperative  ven- 
tures. The  Secretary  shall  also,  within  this 
time  period,  prepare  educational  materials 
and  conduct  training  programs  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  mitigation  banks  and  coopera- 
tive venture.s." 

SEC.     813.     WETLANDS     MONITORING     AND     RE- 
SEARCH. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(z)  The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  .■Vgriculture. 
the  Director  ol  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  appropriate  State  and 
local  government  entities,  shall  initiate, 
with  opportunity  for  public  notice  and  com- 
ment, a  research  program  of  wetlands  and 
watershed  management.  The  purposes  of  the 
research  program  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited— 

"(1)  to  study  the  functions,  values  and 
management  needs  of  altered,  artificial,  and 
managed  wetland  systems  including  lands 
that  were  converted  to  production  of  com- 
modity crops  prior  to  December  23.  1985.  and 
report  to  Congress  within  2  years  of  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection; 

"(2)  to  study  techniques  for  managing  and 
restoring  wetlands  within  a  watershed  con- 
text; 

"(3)  to  study  techniques  for  better  coordi- 
nating and  integrating  wetland,  floodplain. 
stormwater.  point  and  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution controls,  and  water  supply  planning 
and  plan  implementation  on  a  watershed 
basis  at  all  levels  of  government;  and 

"(4)  to  establish  a  national  wetland  regu- 
latory tracking  program  on  a  watershed 
basis. 

This  program  shall  track  the  individual  and 
cumulative  impact  of  permits  issued  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(a).  404(e).  and  404(h)  in 
terms  of  types  of  permits  issued,  conditions, 
and  approvals.  The   tracking  program  shall 


also  include  mitigation  required  in  terms  of 

the    amount    required,    types    required,    and 

compliance.", 

SEC.  814.  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS. 

Section    404    (33    U.S.C.    1344)    is    further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(aa)  ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS.— 

"(1)  Regulations  establishing  proce- 
dures.—Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Wetlands  and  Water- 
shed Management  Act  of  1995,  the  .Secretary 
shall,  after  providing  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  comment,  issue  regulations  estab- 
lishing procedures  pursuant  to  which— 

"(A)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion of  regulatory  jurisdiction  under  this 
section  with  respect  to  a  parcel  of  the  land- 
owner's property: 

"(B)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  wetlands 
classification  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  a  parcel  of  the  landowner's  property: 

"(C)  any  person  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  the  proposed  activity  on  the  land- 
owner's property  is  not  exempt  under  sub- 
section (f); 

"(D)  a  landowner  may  appeal  a  determina- 
tion that  an  activity  on  the  landowner's 
property  does  not  qualify  under  a  general 
permit  issued  under  this  section; 

"(E)  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under  this 
section  may  appeal  a  determination  made 
pursuant  to  this  section  to  deny  issuance  of 
the  permit  or  to  impose  a  requirement  under 
the  permit;  and 

"(F)  a  landowner  or  any  other  person  re- 
quired to  restore  or  otherwise  alter  a  parcel 
of  property  pursuant  to  an  order  issued 
under  this  section  may  appeal  such  order. 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  appeal.— An  ap- 
peal brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  be  filed  not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  decision  or  action  on 
which  the  appeal  is  based  occurs. 

"(3)  Deadline  for  decision.— An  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
decided  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  appeal  is  filed. 

(4i  Participation  in  appeals  process.— 
.■\ny  person  who  participated  in  the  public 
comment  process  concerning  a  decision  or 
action  that  is  the  subject  of  an  appeal 
brought  pursuant  to  this  subsection  may 
participate  in  such  appeal  with  respect  to 
those  issues  raised  in  the  person's  written 
public  comments. 

■•(5)  Decisionmaker.— An  appeal  brought 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  heard 
and  decided  by  an  appropriate  and  impartial 
official  of  the  Federal  Government,  other 
than  the  official  who  made  the  determina- 
tion or  carried  out  the  action  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  appeal. 

"(6)  Stay  of  penalties  and  mitigation.— a 
landowner  or  any  other  person  who  has  filed 
an  appeal  under  this  sub.section  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  penalty  or  perform  mitiga- 
tion or  restoration  assessed  under  this  sec- 
tion or  section  309  until  after  the  appeal  has 
been  decided". 

SEC.  815.  CRANBERRY  PRODUCTION. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(bb)  Cranberry  PRODUc-noN— Activities 
associated  with  expansion,  improvement,  or 
modification  of  existing  cranberry  produc- 
tion operations  shall  be  deemed  in  compli- 
ance, for  purposes  of  sections  309  and  505. 
with  section  301.  if— 

"(1)  the  activity  does  not  result  in  the 
modification  of  more  than  10  acres  of  wet- 
lands per  operator  per  year  and  the  modified 
wetlands  (other  than  where  dikes  and  other 
necessary  facilities  are  placed)  remain  as 
wetlands  or  other  waters  of  the  United 
States;  or 


"(2)  the  activity  is  required  by  any  State 
or  Federal  water  quality  program.". 

SEC.  816.  state  CLASSIFICATION  SYSTEMS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(cc)  State  Classification  Systems.— 

"(1)  Guidelines— Not  later  than  1  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, and  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  estab- 
lish guidelines  to  aid  States  and  Indian 
tribes  in  establishing  classification  systems 
for  the  planning,  managing,  and  regulating 
of  wetlands. 

"(2)  ESTABLISH.MENT.— In  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  established  under  paragraph 
(1).  a  State  or  Indian  tribe  may  establish  a 
wetlands  classification  system  for  lands  of 
the  State  or  Indian  tribe  and  may  submit 
such  classification  system  to  the  Secretary 
for  approval.  Upon  approval,  the  Secretary 
shall  use  such  classification  system  in  mak- 
ing permit  determinations  and  establishing 
mitigation  requirements  for  lands  of  the 
State  or  Indian  tribe  under  this  section. 

"(3)  LIMITATION  ON  STATUTORY  CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  affect  a  State  with  an  approved 
program  under  subsection  (b)  or  a  State  with 
a  wetlands  classification  system  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  suV 
section.  ". 

SEC.  817.  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS. 

Section  404  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 

"(dd)  Agricultural  Lands.— 

"(1)  Permit  authority —The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  issue  permits 
under  this  section  for  any  activity  subject  to 
permitting  under  this  section  that  is  carried 
out  on  agricultural  land  (other  than  agricul- 
tural land  subject  to  sections  1221-1223  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3821- 
3823)).  Any  activity  allowed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  such  sections  1221-1223 
shall  be  treated  as  having  a  permit  issued 
under  this  section  and  no  Individual  request 
for  or  granting  of  a  permit  shall  be  required 
under  this  section. 

•(2)  Mitigation.— Any  mitigation  approved 
u>  Llie  SecicLai^  uf  Agriculture  foi  agricul- 
tural lands  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Sec- 
retary as  mitigation  under  this  section.". 

SEC.  818.  DEFEMmONS. 

Section  502  (33  U.S.C.  1362)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■■(26)  The  term  'wetland'  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface 
water  or  ground  water  at  a  frequency  and  du- 
ration sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  do  support,  a  preva- 
lence of  vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life 
in  saturated  soil  conditions. 

"(27)  The  term  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill 
material"  means  the  au;t  of  discharging  and 
any  related  act  of  filling,  grading,  draining, 
dredging,  excavation,  channelization,  flood- 
ing, clearing  of  vegetation,  driving  of  piling 
or  placement  of  other  obstructions,  diversion 
of  water,  or  other  activities  in  navigable  wa- 
ters which  impair  the  flow,  reach,  or  circula- 
tion of  surface  water,  or  which  result  in  a 
more  than  minimal  change  in  the  hydrologic 
regime,  bottom  contour,  or  configuration  of 
such  waters,  or  in  the  type,  distribution,  or 
diversity  of  vegetation  in  such  waters. 

"(28)  The  term  ■mitigation  bank'  shall 
mean  wetland  restoration,  creation,  or  en- 
hancement projects  undertaken  primarily 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  mitigation  com- 
pensation credits  for  wetland  losses  from  fu- 
ture activities.  Often  these  activities  will  be, 
as  yet.  undefined. 
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•■(29t  The  term  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures'  shall  mean  wetland  restoration, 
creation,  or  enhancement  projects  under- 
taken jointly  by  several  parties  (such  as  pri- 
vate, public,  and  nonprofit  parties)  with  the 
primary  goal  of  providing  compensation  for 
wetland  losses  from  existing  or  specific  pro- 
posed activities.  Some  compensation  credits 
may  also  be  provided  for  future  as  yet  unde- 
fined activities.  Most  cooperative  mitigation 
ventures  will  involve  at  least  one  private  and 
one  public  cooperating  party. 

•■(30>  The  term  normal  farming, 
silviculture,  aquaculture  and  ranching  ac- 
tivities' means  normal  practices  identified 
as  such  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in 
consultation  with  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  for  each  State  and  the  land  grant 
university  system  and  agricultural  colleges 
of  the  State,  taking  into  account  existing 
practices  and  such  other  practices  as  may  be 
identified  in  consultation  with  the  affected 
industry  or  community. 

•■(31)  The  term  'agricultural  land'  means 
cropland,  psistureland.  native  pasture,  range- 
land,  an  orchard,  a  vineyard,  nonindustrial 
forest  land,  an  area  that  supports  a  water  de- 
pendent crop  (including  cranberries,  taro. 
watercress,  or  rice),  and  any  other  land  used 
to  produce  or  support  the  production  of  an 
annual  or  perennial  crop  (including  forage  or 
hay),  aquaculture  product,  nursery  product, 
or  wetland  crop  or  the  production  of  live- 
stock  " 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly^ 

Mr.  BOEHLERT  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Rkcord. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
unfortunate  what  is  now  happening,  be- 
cause both  cloakrooms  have  indicated 
that  there  will  be  no  votes  this 
evening,  and  consequently  Members 
understandably  have  remained  in  their 
districts  or  with  their  families.  At  a 
time  when  we  have  scheduled  debate  on 
one  of  the  most  sensitive  environ- 
mental issues  not  just  of  the  day  or  the 
week  or  the  month,  of  the  year,  but 
probably  of  this  generation.  We  are 
talking  about  the  Clean  Water  Act 
amendments,  the  Clean  Water  Act  of 
1972,  which  history  demonstrates  has 
been  one  of  the  most  successful  pieces 
of  environmental  legislation  in  history. 

What  we  should  have,  what  the 
American  people  are  entitled  to.  is 
spirited  debate,  give  and  take.  Those 
who  have  problems  with  the  Clean 
Water  Act  amendments  should  have 
the  opportunity  to  present  those  prob- 
lems on  the  floor.  Those  who  have  pro- 
posed solutions,  and  I  am  among  that 
group,  should  be  able  to  offer  their  pro- 
posed solution. 

But  the  problem  is,  because  of  the 
change  from  last  Thursday,  when  we 
were  told  we  would  go  into  session 
today  at  5  o'clock,  and  then  we  would 
have  votes  on  the  Suspension  Calendar, 
then  we  would  proceed  with  this  very 
important  debate,  and  people  had  every 
right  to  expect  that  the  People's  House 


would  take  up  one  of  the  most  serious 
issues  of  this  Congress  and  we  would 
have  good  attendance,  we  would  have 
good  participation,  and  we  would  go 
about  the  people's  business  in  a  respon- 
sible manner. 

But  as  I  say.  the  cloakrooms  have  ad- 
vised Members  that  no  votes  are  in- 
tended this  evening.  So  we  have  here  a 
few  die-hard,  spirited  individuals. 

The  gentleman  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Young]  always  can  be  there  and  count- 
ed on,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Hayes],  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  MiNETA],  a  few  Members 
who  are  here  because  they  really  care. 
The  Members  who  are  not  here  really 
care  too.  This  is  not  to  fault  them.  We 
have  been  working  at  a  hectic  pace 
since  the  first  of  the  year,  since  Janu- 
ary 4.  This  House  has  done  outstanding 
work  for  the  first  100  days  of  this  his- 
toric 104th  Congress.  We  have  dealt 
with  a  balanced  budget  amendment,  we 
have  dealt  with  welfare  reform  and  a 
line-item  veto,  the  list  goes  on  and  on. 
This  House  has  been  responsive,  has 
been  dealing  in  a  serious  manner  with 
serious  issues. 

Now  we  have  another  serious  issue 
that  deserves  that  serious  attention. 
But  unfortunately  we  are  going  to  have 
to  carry  over  until  tomorrow,  so  that 
the  Members  can  come  back  from  their 
districts,  their  meetings,  and  their 
families  and  participate  as  they  should, 
as  they  want  to  participate. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  is  de- 
signed to  streamline  current  law  while 
continuing  to  safeguard  vital  wetlands. 
It  is  in  full  the  National  Governors'  As- 
sociation language  on  wetland  protec- 
tion. Let  me  repeat  this;  My  amend- 
ment is  the  National  Governors'  Asso- 
ciation language  on  wetland  protec- 
tion. 

Now  that  deserves  special  emphasis, 
because  I  think  one  of  the  messages  of 
November  8,  1994,  is  that  the  American 
people  are  saying  to  us,  loudly  and 
clearly,  that  Washington  is  not  the 
source  of  all  wisdom.  They  want  those 
of  us  who  have  special  responsibility 
here  in  our  Nation's  Capital  to  reach 
out  across  America,  to  deal  with  State 
and  local  governments  in  a  responsible 
manner,  and  to  ask  of  them  input  and 
guidance  as  we  develop  national  policy 
that  will  apply  in  like  manner  to  all, 
and  we  have  done  that. 

This  amendment,  the  Boehlert  wet- 
lands amendment,  contains  the  Na- 
tional Governors'  Association  language 
in  full.  And  it  is  identical  to  the  pro- 
posal I  made  as  parts  of  last  Wednes- 
day's substitute.  Let  me  point  that  out 
once  again.  It  is  identical  in  language 
as  it  deals  with  wetlands  to  the  pro- 
posal I  made  as  part  of  last  Wednes- 
day's substitute,  which  earned  184 
votes. 

There  would  have  been  more.  People 
said  to  me  well,  you  have  a  very  com- 
prehensive package,  I  like  certain  com- 
ponent parts,  particularly  as  you  deal 
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with  wetlands,  but  I  cannot  accept  the 
entire  package.  One  hundred  eighty- 
four  did,  and  boy  did  we  defy  the  odds. 
People  said.  "Boehlert,  you  are  not 
going  to  get  more  than  100  votes;  it's  a 
done  deal.  "  We  got  184,  and  there  are 
more  waiting,  there  are  more  waiting, 
because  they  have  been  listening  to 
America.  They  have  been  reading  edi- 
torial comment  across  this  Nation. 
And  they  recognize  that  we  have  a  spe- 
cial responsibility. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Boeh- 
lert was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  we  start  from  the  same  premises 
as  the  drafters  of  H.R.  961  did.  Keep  in 
mind,  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  Re- 
sources and  the  Environment.  I  have 
been  through  the  entire  deliberations.  I 
have  chaired  seven  hearings,  six  in 
Washington,  DC,  to  which  we  brought 
experts  from  all  over  the  country,  and 
one  specifically  geared  to  nonpoint- 
source  pollution  in  upstate  New  York. 
Seven  hearings,  experts  from  all  over 
America,  from  all  walks  of  life  came 
before  us.  So  we  start  as  the  drafters  of 
H.R.  961.  the  committee  bill,  did,  with 
the  same  premise.  We  want  to  remove 
redtape,  to  increase  local  control,  to 
address  the  legitimate  concerns  of 
farmers  and  other  property  owners,  but 
unlike  H.R.  961,  we  have  managed  to 
accomplish  those  goals  without  allow- 
ing the  wholesale  elimination  of  more 
than  half  of  our  Nation's  wetlands. 

During  last  week's  debate  opponents 
of  the  National  Governors'  Association 
wetlands  proposal  often 

mischaracterized  it,  so  let  me  lay  it 
out  right  at  the  outset  how  this  amend- 
ment, the  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion proposal,  would  reform  current 
law. 

First,  our  amendment  recognizes  the 
needs  of  farmers.  Agriculture  is  vital 
to  the  American  economy,  and  we  rec- 
ognize it. 

Our  amendment  not  only  includes 
each  and  every  agriculture  exemption 
granted  by  H.R.  961.  the  committee 
bill,  but  it  also  adds  an  additional  ex- 
ception for  the  repair  of  tiles. 

Second,  our  amendment  increases 
local  control,  very  important.  Not  ev- 
erything coming  from  Washington,  not 
all  of  the  decisionmaking  coming  from 
Washington.  We  say  we  are  partners 
with  State  and  local  governments  and 
we  want  to  increase  local  control. 

Our  amendment  makes  it  easier  and 
faster  for  States  to  become  the  permit- 
ting authority  for  their  wetlands. 

Third,  our  amendment  does  not  cre- 
ate any  new  regulating  entity.  The  co- 
ordinating committee  that  was  re- 
ferred to  in  last  week's  debate  is  an  ad- 
visory body  that  includes  State  and 
local  representatives  as  well  as  Federal 
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officials.  State,  local.  Federal,  serving 
on  an  advisory  panel. 

Fourth,  our  amendment  speeds  the 
regulatory  process,  and  boy  is  this  long 
overdue.  We  provide  a  fast-track  per- 
mitting process  that  would  require  de- 
cisions involving  wetlands  of  1  acre  or 
less  within  60  days,  2  months,  no 
longer. 

Fifth,  our  amendment  provides  a  rea- 
sonable appeals  process.  You  have  to 
have  an  appeals  process.  If  you  do  not 
like  the  decision,  where  do  you  go  for 
an  appeal?  We  provide  a  mechanism  for 
that.  In  fact  we  have  exactly  the  same 
administrative  appeal  provisions  as  the 
committee  bill.  H.R.  961. 

These  are  real  reforms,  reforms  the 
Nation's  Governors  have  requested. 

What  neither  the  Governors  nor  the 
public  have  requested  is  the  wholesale 
elimination  of  wetlands:  what  neither 
the  Governors  nor  the  public  have  re- 
quested is  a  bill  that  cavalierly  ignores 
the  findings  of  science;  what  neither 
the  Governors  nor  the  public  have  re- 
quested is  a  wetland  regime  that 
threatens  our  tourism  and  fishing  in- 
dustries and  increases  the  likelihood  of 
flooding. 

A  lot  has  been  said  these  past  few 
days  about  the  last  elections.  To  my 
knowledge,  the  public  did  not  vote  for 
dirty  water,  did  not  vote  for  environ- 
mental destruction,  did  not  vote  for 
the  end  of  any  sense  of  common  good. 

D  1815 

What  the  public  did  vote  for  is  a  re- 
duction in  the  size  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, an  end  to  overreaching  regu- 
lation, and  a  reversion  of  local  control. 

We  have  responded  to  that  vote  in 
this  amendment.  I  will  not  belabor 
this.  We  have  been  through  it  m^ny, 
many  times. 

But  H.R.  961  poses  a  false  choice  be- 
tween regulatory  reform  and  environ- 
mental protection.  Both  are  possible  si- 
multaneously. Both  are  accomplished 
in  this  moderate,  sensible,  bipartisan 
amendment  that  would  codify  the  Na- 
tional Governors'  Association  proposal. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  make  it  clear 
for  the  record;  There  is  no  National 
Governors'  Association  support  for  this 
legislation.  There  has  not  been,  and 
there  is  none  today. 

I  would  like  to  go  through  what  the 
gentleman  has  just  stated.  What  is 
wrong  with  the  amendment?  In  the 
amendment  there  is  no  reform  to  wet- 
lands delineation  criteria.  That  is  a 
fact.  There  is  no  recognition  of  dif- 
ferent wetland  values  in  the  processing 
of  permits.  That  is  a  fact.  There  is  no 
compensation  of  property  owners  for 
devaluation  of  the  properties.  I  want  to 
stress  that  again.  The  one  thing  that 
has  driven  this  amendment  process  and 
the  bill  process  has  been  this  Govern- 
ment is  under  attack  today  imposing 


their  thoughts  and  their  wisdom  upon 
the  private  property  holders  without 
compensation.  That  is  not  in  the 
amendment.  It.  in  fact,  does  not  com- 
pensate the  private  property  land- 
holders at  all. 

It.  in  fact,  does  not  reform  the  wet- 
lands program  at  all.  It  adds  to  the  ex- 
isting programs  that  exist  today  which 
become  so  burdensome.  It  has  serious 
implications  regarding  Federal  land 
use  and  planning  regarding  nonpoint 
sources,  which  reminds  me,  I  just  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  strongly  op- 
posing this  amendment,  in  fact,  all 
amendments  to  the  bill  that  is  truly  a 
clean  water  bill;  H.R.  961  creates  true 
ecological  clean  water  policy. 

And  I  can  also  suggest  that  is  not  the 
only  one,  that  says  this  amendment 
that  is  being  offered  today  is  totally 
wrong.  We  can  go  all  the  way  through 
this  list  of  about  16  other  different 
groups  that  are  not  manufacturing 
groups  that  strongly  oppose  this,  most 
of  them  agricultural  groups. 

The  amendments  were  written  by  and 
for  wetlands  by  regulatory  bureau- 
crats. I  want  to  stress  that.  This 
amendment  wais  written  by  regulatory 
bureaucrats.  It  was  not  written  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York.  It  was  writ- 
ten by  this  individual  bureaucratic 
group  that  insists  that  their  position  is 
the  right  position.  And,  in  fact,  this 
amendment  guts  the  reforms  of  H.R. 
961  that  we  tried  to  achieve.  Now.  that 
is  what  is  wrong  with  the  amendment. 

Now.  1  also,  if  I  may  say.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  were  notified  last  Thursday 
that  if  anyone  wishes  to  debate  this 
issue  should  be  on  the  floor  tonight.  We 
were  also  notified  it  followed  that  any 
votes  would  be  taken  upon  suspension 
of  the  rules.  There  were  no  votes  today, 
because  no  one  asked  for  them.  I  want 
to  clear  that  up  for  the  record. 

Let  us  go  over  what  H.R.  961  really 
does  in  section  404.  It  represents  a  long 
overdue  reform  of  the  troubled  wet- 
lands regulatory  section  of  the  404  pro- 
gram. The  regulatory  burdens  are  cur- 
rently excessive,  and  costs  in  time  and 
money  too  often  do  not  result  in  sig- 
nificant environmental  benefits. 

Title  'VIII.  modeled  after  the  earlier 
version  of  H.R.  1330.  and  by  the  way.  6 
sponsors  of  that  bill  are  now  Governors 
of  States.  6  sponsors  of  the  original  bill 
2  years  ago  are  now  Governors  of 
States,  the  major  reforms  made  by 
H.R.  961  include  wetlands  must  be 
clarified  based  on  relative  value  and  to 
be  regulated  accordingly.  Wetlands 
must  have  a  reasonable  relationship  to 
water.  No  longer  any  10.000-foot  moun- 
tains can  be  considered  wetlands,  nor 
that  sloping  hills  around  Juneau  can 
no  longer  be  considered  wetlands,  and 
we  cannot  build  a  school. 

A  property  owner  must  be  com- 
pensated for  regulatory  action  that  sig- 
nificantly devalues  his  property,  and 
that  is  the  Supreme  Court  decision  and 
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is  what  should  be  put  into  law.  Prop- 
erty owners  are  allowed  to  appeal  agen- 
cy decisions.  States  are  encouraged  to 
share  the  responsibility  in  implement- 
ing the  program.  Permit  requirements 
are  routine;  for  routine  and  minor  ac- 
tivities are  eliminated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this,  as  it  is  written, 
is  a  good  bill.  Now,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  had  an  opportunity  in  the 
committee  to  offer  his  amendment  to 
the  committee  and  was  defeated  over- 
whelmingly by  a  bipartisan  effort  be- 
cause I  have  heard  that  word  used  here 
today.  In  fact,  13  of  the  26  Democrats 
voted  against  his  amendment,  plus  I 
believe,  of  our  side,  only  4  were  voted 
on  his  side  of  the  amendment. 

One  of  the  weaknesses  of  this  system 
is  we  have  amendments  after  public 
hearing  offered  in  the  committee  proc- 
ess, soundly  defeated,  and  yet  people 
are  allowed  to  bring  them  to  the  floor, 
bring  them  to  the  floor  and  discuss 
them  supposedly  after  they  have  been 
decided  in  the  committee  they  do  not 
have  great  worth  or  value.  I  am  sug- 
gesting, very  frankly,  this  is  a  mis- 
chievous amendment  to  destroy  some- 
thing that  is  very  crucial  to  this  bill. 

And.  last,  it  is  hard  for  me  to  keep 
away  from  it.  that  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
neglects  to  acknowledge  the  right  of 
private  prop)erty  owners  and  the  right 
of  States  that  own  land  and  the  rights 
of  the  individual  American  native  that 
acquired  the  lands  from  this  Congress. 
He  now  tells  those  people  that  were 
given  land  by  this  body  that  their  land 
is  of  no  value,  because  they,  the  bu- 
reaucrats, have  decided  it  is  a  wetland. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Young 
of  Alaska  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, their  land  has  no  longer  any 
value  because  the  Government  has  de- 
cided it  is  wetland.  If  anything  1  have 
heard  enough  about  the  Government 
today,  in  the  last  3  or  4  weeks,  if  you 
wonder  why  there  is  an  unrest  out 
there,  and  it  does  exist  today,  regard- 
less of  what  our  President  says  or  what 
I  hear  from  certain  Members  on  this 
floor  of  the  House,  is  because  of  the 
heavy-handedness  and  the  lack  of  rec- 
ognition of  this  Congress  that  the  indi- 
vidual rights  of  a  person  or  a  select 
group  of  individuals  who  were  given 
property  by  this  Congress  has  to  be 
protected,  yet  we  do  not  recognize 
that. 

I  am  going  to  suggest  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  you  have  got  to 
go  out  and  walk  in  their  moccasins;  he 
ought  to  be  able  to  look  at  their  land, 
and  say.  "We  gave  it  to  you,  but  we  are 
going  to  take  it  back  because  I  think  it 
is  wetland.  For  the  good  of  the  environ- 
ment, we  are  going  to  protect  it.  "  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  that 
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is  absolutely  immoral  and  wrong:.  We 
have  an  opportuniiy  in  the  original 
bill,  as  passed  out  of  this  committee  as 
a  good  bill,  to  protect  those  wetlands, 
and  those  are  the  good  wetlands  that 
will  be  protected,  but  if.  in  fact,  in  the 
national  interest  they  are  that  valu- 
able, that  individual  shall  be  com- 
pensated. 

This  amendment  should  be  voted 
down,  turned  down  overwhelmingly. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber. I  would  like  to  respond  to  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Alaska  be- 
cause he  made  several  points  that  need 
to  be  addressed. 

First  of  all,  he  said  this  is  not  the 
National  Governors'  Association  lan- 
guage; it  is  written  by  some  bureaucrat 
someplace. 

Let  me  point  out  here  that  I  will  sub- 
mit at  the  proper  time  for  the  Record 
a  letter  from  the  National  Governors' 
Association.  Let  me  read  a  couple  of 
excerpts. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  what  is  the  date  of 
the  letter? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  The  letter  is  March 
28.  The  gentleman  from  California  has 
the  time.  He  has  yielded  some  time  to 
me,  and  I  am  going  to  respond  to  that. 

The  letter  is  addressed  to  me: 

We  have  been  greatly  encouraged  by  your 
willingness,  as  well  as  that  of  Representative 
Shuster  and  others  in  the  bipartisan  group, 
to  include  States  in  the  development  of  H.R. 
961. 

Very  important  that  we  be  inclusive. 

We  support  the  intent  of  this  bill  to  pro- 
vide substantially  greater  flexibility  for 
States  and  local  governments  in  our  efforts 
to  protect  water  We  support  the  water  re- 
sources and  environmental  subcommittee  in 
its  efforts  to  e.xpeditiously  move  this  com- 
prehensive legislation  reforming  the  Clean 
Water  .\ct.  We  have  not  yet  completed  our 
review  of  all  provisions  of  the  bill.  However, 
as  you  know,  the  provisions  on  wetlands  are 
not  consistent  with  the  recommendation  of 
the  National  Governors.  We  raised  concerns 
over  this  issue  in  our  March  22  letter  to  Rep- 
resentative Shuster.  In  response  to  your  re- 
quest, we  enclose  an  alternative  approach  to 
wetlands  reform,  developed  by  the  Associa- 
tion of  State  Wetlands  Managers  based  on 
National  Governors'  Association  policy  rec- 
ommendations. 

Now,  this  is  very  important.  The 
Boehlert  amendment,  the  pending 
amendment,  word  for  word  contains 
every  singe  word  and  phrase  of  the  Na- 
tional governors'  Association  rec- 
ommendations, plus  we  had  some  ex- 
emptions that  we  feel  are  very  impor- 
tant for  agriculture. 

The  second  point  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  made,  that  there  were  votes 
last  Thursday  and  it  was  announced  to 
all  that  we  would  be  considering  this 


matter  Monday  evening.  He  is  abso- 
lutely right,  he  is  right  more  often 
than  he  is  wrong.  But  he  fails  to  tell 
what  Paul  Harvey  wants  us  all  to 
know,  the  rest  of  the  story,  and  the 
rest  of  the  story  is  simply  this:  Last 
Thursday  we  had  every  expectation  we 
would  return  to  Washington  on  Mon- 
day and  we  would  have  a  spirited  de- 
bate and  votes,  which  is  an  incentive 
for  people  to  come  back,  when  suddenly 
we  announced  there  are  not  going  to  be 
any  votes. 

What  does  the  typical  Member  of 
Congress  do?  Continues  with  the  re- 
sponsibilities at  home  in  the  district, 
meeting  with  business  people  and 
schoolchildren  and  going  to  hospitals 
and  spending  a  little  time  with  their 
families.  I  imderstand  that.  This  is  a 
family-friendly  Congress.  No  votes 
scheduled  tonight.  So  we  do  not  have 
widespread  attendance  here.  I  under- 
stand that.  So  does  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Alaska. 

Next,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
he  says  that  there  was  a  vote  in  the 
committee.  And  why  are  we  revisiting 
this  subject  here  when  we  have  already 
spoken  to  the  subject  in  the  commit- 
tee? Well,  I  read  the  Constitution. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution 
about  committees,  although  they  are 
very  important,  but  there  is  a  lot  in 
the  Constitution  about  the  House  of 
Representatives,  which  serves  as  the 
representative  body  for  all  250  million 
Americans  and  all  50  States.  The  com- 
mittees work  their  will,  and  I  was  very 
much  a  part  of  that  process,  as  was  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Alaska. 
We  acted  on  that  bill  in  committee. 

Now  we  bring  it  to  the  full  House  for 
open  consideration,  and  that  is  what 
we  are  doing  right  now. 

I  thank  my  distinguished  ranking 
minority  member,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Minet.a],  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
our  fine  colleague  from  New  York  for 
his  clarifying  statement  and  for  his 
clarity  on  this  amendment  as  it  relates 
to  the  wetlands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  support  the 
Boehlert  amendment.  While  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  amendment  will  solve 
all  of  the  issues  which  confront  the  sec- 
tion 404  program,  I  believe  that  it  is  in- 
finitely preferable  to  the  existing  pro- 
visions in  H.R.  961,  and  it  will  assist  in 
the  goal  of  greatly  encouraging  State 
participation  in  the  wetlands  program. 

Throughout  this  debate.  I  have  been 
told  consistently  that  this  is  not  a  bill 
written  by  polluters  or  for  polluters. 
No,  I  have  been  told  that  this  bill  rep- 
resents a  wide  range  of  interests,  and 
that  it  is  designed  to  be  consistent 
with  the  wishes  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments, and  not  just  the  regulated 
business  community.  I  have  been  told 
that  this  is  not  a  bill  written  by  special 
interests  because  so  much  of  the  bill 
represents  the  wishes  of  the  States.  I 


have  been  told  that  we  have  to  listen 
to  the  people  in  the  States  who  are  ac- 
tually running  the  program  to  know 
what  the  new  Clean  Water  Act  should 
look  like. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  listens  to 
the  States.  The  Boehlert  amendment 
reflects  the  preferred  position  of  the 
National  Governors  Association.  The 
Boehlert  amendment  is  the  position  of 
the  people  in  the  States  who  actually 
administer  wetlands  programs.  If  re- 
flects the  product  of  the  Association  of 
State  Wetlands  Managers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mi- 
NETA]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mineta 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
States  want  a  workable  program  with 
increased  State  participation.  The 
States  have  testified  in  favor  of  a  wet- 
lands program  based  upon  science.  The 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  study 
says  that  hydrology,  vegetation,  and 
soils  must  all  be  considered  in  order  to 
accurately  assess  what  is  or  is  not  a 
wetland.  H.R.  961,  in  contrast,  imp)oses 
a  very  simplistic  test  which  considers 
only  one  aspect  of  hydrology,  namely 
surface  inundation,  and  ignores  not 
only  vegetation  and  soils,  but  also 
other  aspects  of  hydrology  such  as  soil 
saturation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  States  are  not  in- 
terested in  creating  huge  new  loopholes 
in  the  wetlands  program,  they  are  in- 
terested in  preserving  wetlands  re- 
sources, and  the  Boehlert  amendment 
reflects  that. 

The  States  are  not  interested  in  con- 
voluted interpretations  of  the  fifth 
amendment  and  similar  amendments 
in  State  constitutions,  and  States  re- 
main opposed  to  the  takings  provisions 
in  the  wetlands  program  in  H.R.  961. 
And  the  Boehlert  amendment  reflects 
that. 

The  States  are  not  interested  in  ex- 
pensive and  arbitrary  wetlands  classi- 
fication schemes,  and  they  have  not 
proposed  one.  In  fact,  the  State  wet- 
lands managers  have  opposed  the  clas- 
sification system  of  H.R.  961.  The 
States  recognize  that  there  are  infi- 
nitely better  ways  to  evaluate  wet- 
lands and  use  scarce  government  re- 
sources. 

The  recent  report  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  concludes  that  it 
simply  is  not  within  the  state  of  the 
art  to  do  a  nationwide  prior  classifica- 
tion study  establishing  relative  values 
of  wetlands  in  very  different  regions. 
The  underlying  bill  requires  exactly 
what  the  NAS  says  is  not  feasible. 

The  committee  has  continually  been 
told  that  this  provision  or  that  provi- 
sion should  be  supported  because  it  has 
wide,  bipartisan  support.  Well,  the 
Boehlert  amendment  has  wide,  biparti- 
san support  among  the  Governors  and 
the  environmental  leaders  of  our  State 
governments. 
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In  fact,  the  States  have  indicated 
that  States  would  not  take  a  greater 
role  in  assuming  wetlands  permitting 
responsibilities  should  H.R.  961  become 
law.  And,  the  two  States  which  have 
assumed  the  wetlands  program  would 
likely  return  it. 

If  you  are  supportive  of  the  wishes  of 
the  States,  support  the  Boehlert 
amendment.  If  you  are  supportive  of 
special  interests  over  the  needs  of  the 
States  do  not  support  the  amendment. 
But  if  this  amendment  fails,  you  will 
have  defined  your  allegiance  as  not  to 
the  States,  but  to  those  who  would 
weaken  wetlands  protection  and 
shamelessly  raid  the  Treasury. 

Support  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

D  1830 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Boehlert]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  very  reluctantly  rise 
in  opposition  to  my  distinguished 
chairman's  amendment.  He  was  gra- 
cious enough  to  ask  me  to  serve  as  the 
vice  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  through  which  this 
legislation  moved.  But  today  this  is  a 
litmus  test  issue,  I  believe,  on  whether 
or  not  we  are  going  to  stand  for  any 
more  Government  regulation. 

The  people  spoke  clearly  last  year. 
They  believe  they  are  overregulated, 
overtaxed,  overlitigated,  and  I  rise  in 
grave  concern  tonight. 

Just  last  week  our  friends  in  the  Sen- 
ate said  to  the  American  people  they 
were  going  to  retreat  from  litigation 
reform.  The  folks  back  home  tell  me. 
"Do  not  retreat  from  regulatory  re- 
form, do  not  retreat  from  litigation  re- 
form," and  today  I  bring  my  colleagues 
an  elaborate  chart  on  the  wetland  proc- 
ess. I  mean  this  is  unbelievable. 

We  are  here  to  try  to  bring  the  pen- 
dulum and  the  balance  of  regulations 
back  to  the  middle,  and  I  am  showing 
my  colleagues  a  chart  of  exactly  how 
complicated  it  is  to  actually  get  a  per- 
mit for  a  wetland  in  our  country.  This 
is  a  chart  which  actually  shows  how 
mischievous  it  can  be  for  our  Federal 
bureaucrats  to  slow  the  progress  and 
actually  take  away,  over  time,  the  con- 
stitutional rights  of  our  citizens. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues.  Let's  say  that 
you  inherited  a  piece  of  property,  and 
then  you  determine  that  maybe  one- 
tenth  of  one  acre  of  this  multiacre  site 
may  happen  to  be  lower  than  the 
threshold  of  the  water  table,  and  it's 
determined  to  be  a  wetland.  So,  first 
you  have  to  go  and  demonstrate, 
through  this  elaborate  process,  that, 
yes,  in  fact  it's  a  wetland,  and  that's 
not  eas.y  to  do,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  you  even  have  a  wetland.  Then 
you  have  to  make  a  decision  through 
these  regulatory  processes  exactly 
what  kind  of  a  wetland  it  is.  and  that's 
a  whole  other  process,  takes  weeks, 
costs  a  lot  of  money.  Now  you're  ready 


to  apply  for  a  permit  for  your  wetland, 
and  then  they  say,  "Wait  a  second, 
wait  a  second  here  now.  Have  you  been 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers?  How  about 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency? 
How  about  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  folks? 
And  what  about  all  those  State  and 
local  agencies?"  In  my  home  State  you 
also  have  to  go  to  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues.  By  this  time 
you're  about  to  give  up.  It's  taken 
weeks  and  months,  and  you  spent 
countless  moneys  trying  to  determine 
whether  or  not  in  fact  this  property  is 
yours  or  whether  this  property  belongs 
to  the  Federal  Government.  I  mean 
after  all  don't  we  live  in  the  United 
States  of  America  where  we  have  a 
clear  definition  in  the  Constitution  of 
what  belongs  to  us  and  what  belongs  to 
the  Government?  This  is  a  complex 
maze,  and  you  have  to  get  through  it. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  was  con- 
ceived by  good  folks  with  good  inten- 
tions, but  let  me  tell  my  colleagues 
this.  It  costs  more  money  than  what  we 
have  today,  and  it  adds  to  the  bureauc- 
racy over  and  above  the  level  of  bu- 
reaucracy that  we  have  today.  Wet- 
lands, unlike  point-source  and 
nonpoint-source  pollution,  which  I  un- 
derstand whey  we  need  a  balance  of 
regulation  with  respect  to  point-source 
and  nonpoint-source  pollution.  We  need 
some  regulations. 

Wetlands  in  many  parts  of  this  coun- 
try are  nonsensical.  Our  legislative  ini- 
tiatives in  the  past  have  led  to  a  sys- 
tem of  frustration.  The  American  peo- 
ple are  not  achieving  justice  through 
the  regulation  of  wetlands.  Many  peo- 
ple's constitutionally  guaranteed  pri- 
vate property  rights  have  been  usurped 
by  a  Federal  Government  gone  amuck. 
All  we  are  asking  by  reiorming  the 
Clean  Water  Act  here  in  1995  is  that  we 
return  to  common  sense. 

The  chairman's  mark  with  respect  to 
wetlands,  which  we  are  here  to  pass, 
H.R.  961,  addresses  wetlands  in  a  sen- 
sible, reasonable,  rational  approach. 
The  Boehlert  amendment  gives  us  more 
Federal  Government.  Our  party,  I  am 
grateful  to  say.  the  Republican  Party, 
is  big  enough  for  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  and  his  vice 
chairman,  myself,  to  debate  this  issue 
and  very  much  disagree,  and  I  am  glad 
that  we  have  a  party  big  enough  to 
have  these  differing  opinions. 

But  I  take  the  side  of  the  constitu- 
tionalists, the  Framers,  those  that 
guaranteed  private  property  rights, 
those  who  said,  "Beware  of  the  Federal 
Government  becoming  too  big  and  too 
powerful.  Over  time  it  can  creep  up  on 
you.  You  don't  even  know  its  happen- 
ing." and  here  we  are  in  1995  saying 
wetlands  is  a  constitutional  question. 

I  am  going  to  side  with  those  who 
framed  this  Constitution,  those  who 
own  the  private  property  across  this 
country.  Let  us  clean  this  mess  up.  Let 
us  give  the  power  back  to  the  citizenry. 
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Let  us  take  this  bureaucratic  system 
and  reduce  it  to  something  that  is  rea- 
sonable. 

I  urge  our  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Boehlert]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  for  offering 
this  amendment,  for  demonstrating  the 
type  of  courage  in  his  party,  I  say  a 
party  that  many  adhere  to  and  take  on 
the  label  of  conservative,  but  I  have 
yet  to  find  some  conservationists  or  as 
many  conservationists  that  call  them- 
selves conservatives  as  I  would  like  to. 
I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  one  that  I 
think  can  and  probably  does  wear  that 
label. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  ask  the  pages  if  they  would  re- 
turn to  the  easel  with  that  very  dra- 
matic permit  process  chart  because  I 
would  like  to  use  it  for  a  moment.  All 
the  work  that  went  into  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  chart,  I  do  not  want  it  to 
go  to  waste. 

Let  me  tell  my  distinguished  vice 
chairman  from  Tennessee  I  could  not 
agree  more  with  him.  The  American 
people  are  overtaxed  and  overregu- 
lated. and  this  is  exactly,  this  con- 
voluted maze  is  exactly,  why  we  need 
the  Boehlert  amendment,  because  we 
want  to  change  the  permitting  process. 
We  want  to  give  more  control,  more 
authority,  to  State  governments  We 
want  to  bring  them  into  the  process, 
and  he  talks  about  the  problem  people 
in  Tennessee  have,  people  around  the 
country,  with,  as  my  colleagues  know, 
pieces  of  land  one-eighth  acre.  I  could 
not  agree  more  with  him;  he  is  abso- 
lutely right. 

That  is  why  the  Boehlert  amendment 
provides  the  fast-track  provisions  for 
all  property  across  this  country  of  1 
acre  or  less.  The  permitting  process 
would  take  no  longer  than  60  days,  the 
clock  would  start  running,  and.  boy. 
the  American  public  is  entitled  to  a 
swift  and  complete  answer  from  the 
Government,  and  it  would  be  provided 
under  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  one  last 
thing,  and  then  I  will  sit  down.  Over  90 
percent  of  the  permits  applied  for  are 
approved,  over  90  percent.  There  is  only 
a  small  fraction  that  causes  some  prob- 
lems and  causes  some  delays. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Boehlert]  for  his  advocacy  of  this  po- 
sition. I  just  suggest  to  my  colleagues: 

Can  we  have  a  strong  national  envi- 
ronmental policy  with  a  weak  role  for 
the  Federal  Government? 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
types  of  confrontation  that  my  col- 
leagues and  the  type  of  conflicts  that 
they  have  repeatedly  tried  to  dem- 
onstrate in  terms  of  the  Federal  and 
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State  governments  and  local  govern- 
ments is.  I  think,  more  based  on  myth, 
and  anecdotes,  and  what  I  call 
cockamamie  stories,  than  it  Is  based 
on.  in  fact,  on  fact.  To  most  of  the  peo- 
ple that  we  represent,  the  distinction 
between  the  Federal  Government  and 
its  role  in  the  State  governments  and 
our  local  governments  is  almost  one 
that  is  seamless.  In  fact,  it  is  based 
more  on  cooperation  than  collabora- 
tion and  very  much  an  interdependency 
in  order  to  accomplish  this. 

Can.  in  fact,  the  Mississippi  River  be 
protected  only  in  Minnesota?  I  think 
not.  I  think  that  when  we  are  talking 
about  the  environment,  we  are  talking 
about  natural  resources,  we  are  almost 
inherently  talking  about  issues  that  do 
not  respect  the  boundaries. 

The  legislation  before  us  frankly  re- 
neges, it  retreats,  in  terms  of  clean 
water.  We  stand  up  here  and  talk  about 
the  progresses  that  have  been  made  in 
25  years,  and  in  the  next  breath,  then 
there  is  an  effort  to  try  and  destroy 
that. 

I  see  the  evidence  right  in  my  own 
State.  I  suggest  most  of  my  colleagues 
see  it  in  their  own  States,  but  all  of  a 
sudden  the  de  facto  policies  in  terms 
with  regards  to  wetlands  are  no  longer 
satisfactory.  Those  de  facto  policies, 
because  of  development,  because  of 
pressure,  because  of  what  is  going  on  in 
regard  to  progress  and  because  of  what 
we  are  learning,  we  have  the  obligation 
not  just  to  do  what  was  good  enough  in 
1960  or  1970.  We  have  an  obligation  to 
bring  to  the  front  the  best  and  the  fin- 
est and  the  information,  the  knowl- 
edge, the  new  knowledge,  that  has  been 
acquired  and  to  put  that  into  policy 
and  law. 

Is  it  uncomfortable?  Is  it  difficult?  Is 
it  tough?  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  "You 
bet,"  and  we  have  compounded  that 
problem  by  cutting  back  during  the 
1980's  and  the  1990's  on  the  number  of 
land  use  planners  and  managers  that 
we  have  that  are  trying  to  accomplish 
that  task  There  is  a  breakdown  of 
communication,  and  there  are  those 
that  are  obviously  promoting  their  own 
interests,  and  their  interests  are  to 
walk  away  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's commitment  to  renege  on  this 
important  issue  of  wetland  preserva- 
tion. 

These  wetlands  are  absolutely  essen- 
tial in  terms  of  our  communities.  I  say 
to  my  colleagues.  'If  you  care  about  a 
clean  water  supply,  if  you  care  about 
the  aquifers,  if  you  care  about  the 
groundwater  supply,  if  you  care  about 
erosion  of  the  land  and  flooding,  if  you 
care  about  the  natural  resources  and 
the  type  of  biosphere  or  the  type  of  bio- 
diversity that  occurs  in  that  environ- 
ment, then  you  have  to  care  about 
these  wetlands." 

Mr  Chairman,  how  we  solve  these 
problems  will  set  the  benchmark,  not 
just  for  today,  but  for  many  decades  to 
come  in  terms  of  if  we  are  going  to 


take  and  march  forward  with  progress 
with  regards  to  wetlands  or  if  we  are 
going  to  renege  and  abandon  this  par- 
ticular fight. 

This  legislation  that  comes  before  us 
takes  60  to  80  percent  of  the  lands  that 
have  wetland  protection,  sets  up  a 
three-tier  scheme,  and  then  turns 
around  and  says,  "If  a  county  has  more 
than  20  percent  of  the  wetlands  in  it, 
then  you  deny  that.  Then  you  pull  the 
rug  out  from  under  it,  and  you  don't  do 
it." 

This  is  not  a  scientific  approach. 
This  might  be  a  good  political  solution. 
but  this  represents  political  expedi- 
ency, not  a  good  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem, and  I  hope  that  the  chairman  and 
those  that  have  the  votes,  maybe,  on 
these  issues  will  begin  to  pay  attention 
to  some  of  the  facts.  We  have  an  obli- 
gation to  stand  on  the  shoulders  of 
those  that  came  before  us  and  did  the 
tough  work,  that  did  the  sweat,  blood 
and  tears,  to  make  these  laws  work, 
not  to  abandon  them,  and  that  is  what 
this  legislation  does,  and  that  is  why 
my  colleagues  should  support,  at  the 
very  least,  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  to  H.R.  961,  to  strike  the  bill's 
wetlands  provisions  and  replace  them  with 
language  based  on  a  proposal  by  the  National 
Governors'  Association.  The  amendment  is  far 
from  perfect,  but  a  great  improvement  on  the 
basic  measure  being  advanced  by  the  majority 
party  in  Congress  today.  I  credit  the  gen- 
tleman Mr.  Boehlert  for  standing  up  to  others 
in  this  body  for  this  amendment. 

The  bill  H.R.  961.  as  proposed,  eliminates 
60  to  80  percent  of  the  Nation's  remaining 
wetlands  from  protection  using  scientifically  in- 
defensible definitions.  H.R.  961  arbitrarily  di- 
vides the  surviving  wetlands  into  three  cat- 
egories, intended  to  correspond  to  high,  me- 
dium, and  low  value  wetlands  This  policy  flies 
in  the  face  of  sound  science  and  defies  even 
common  sense.  Worse  still,  the  measure  then 
withdraws  protection  from  even  the  high  value 
wetlands  when  such  land  is  concentrated 
above  a  certain  amount  in  a  county. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  recognizes  that 
there  have  been  problems  with  the  wetlands 
permitting  process,  but  unlike  the  current  wet- 
land provisions  in  H  R,  961  which  greatly 
weaken  wetland  protection,  the  Boehlert 
amendment  streamlines  the  permitting  process 
without  leaving  millions  of  acres  of  wetlands 
unprotected.  The  proposed  amendment  uti- 
lizes recommendations  made  by  the  National 
Governor's  Association  to  simplify  and  expe- 
dite the  wetlands  permitting  process  without 
establishing  an  overburdened  papenwork  clas- 
sification system.  This  amendment  gives 
Stales  the  flexibility  they  need  to  manage  their 
wetlands  and  offers  technical  assistance  to 
private  landowners  at  the  same  time  affording 
sound  management  and  conservation  of  our 
Nation's  wetlands. 

1  think  most  of  us  realize  how  important  wet- 
lands are  for  water  quality,  flood  control,  and 
wildlife.  Dismantling  wetland  protection  will 
have  serious  long-term  ramifications — as  we 
all  should  understand,  every  action  has  a  con- 
sequence, what  we  do  on  one  parcel  ol  land, 
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indeed  affects  another.  What  has  been  miss- 
ing from  this  wetlands  debate  is  an  acknowl- 
edgment that  regulations  are  motivated  by  a 
desire  for  a  healthier  and  safer  society.  They 
are  promulgated  to  empower  people  and  pol- 
icy in  protection  of  private  lands  and  citizens. 
Congress  should  continually  strive  to  make 
these  work  better,  not  tear  them  down  for  spe- 
cial interest  concerns  and  short-term  goals. 

On  May  9,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  issued  a  report  which  confirmed  that 
there  is  absolutely  no  scientific  justification  for 
the  wetland  provision  currently  in  H.R.  961. 
This  should  not  have  come  as  a  surprise.  The 
authors  of  this  measure.  H.R.  961.  were  and 
are  responding  as  a  purely  political  gesture  to 
developers,  industry,  and  a  small  but  vocal 
number  of  property  owners  who  feel  that  their 
property  rights  have  been  violated.  This  is 
shortsighted,  arrogant,  and  irresponsible.  We 
should  use  sound  science  to  make  environ- 
mental policy  and  not  tall  prey  to  the  politics 
of  the  moment  and  legislation  by  anecdote. 

John  Chaconas.  now  the  celebrated  citizen 
from  St.  Amant,  LA  pretty  well  sums  the  situa- 
tion up  in  his  statement: 

I  believe  wetland  regulations  can  anJ  do 
work  well  ♦  ♦  »  Property  rights  are  essential. 
Like  most  Americans  I  believe  m.y  property 
riphls  do  not  extend  to  harming  the  property 
of  my  neighbors.  What  is  wrong  here  is  not 
wetland  policy  gone  awry,  but  the  arrogant 
belief  that  some  can  do  whatever  they  want 
with  their  property  and  all  others  be 
damned. 

Even  opponents  of  wetland  protection  might 
agree  that  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
[NAS]  study  is  not  just  any  study.  In  1992. 
Congress  commissioned  the  NAS  to  complete 
a  study  which  would  resolve  the  confusion 
surrounding  wetlands  science.  This  project 
was  intended  to  be  the  definitive  study  of  wet- 
lands functions  and  values,  ultimately  answer- 
ing the  question.  What  is  a  wetland? 

While  it  IS  true  that  this  study  only  defines 
functional  wetlands  and  it  is  up  to  Congress  to 
decide  what  a  junsdictional  wetlands  should 
be.  It  IS  beneficial  to  take  what  this  study  tells 
us  to  heart.  The  NAS  study  verifies  that  the 
wetlands  regulations  dictated  under  H.R.  961 
are  without  merit.  Furthermore,  the  committee 
leadership  chose  to  move  forward  without  the 
benefit  of  this  study.  Today,  they  only  have 
themselves  to  blame  for  the  careless  and  hap- 
hazard policy  measure.  H.R.  961.  that  they 
bring  to  the  House  floor. 

Sound  wetland  policy;  hydrology,  must  con- 
sider the  nature  of  re-charge  areas  for  ground 
water  and  aquifer  replenishment.  Often  the  af- 
fects of  such  modification  does  not  become 
apparent  for  decades.  Furthermore,  these  wet- 
lands provide  areas  and  regions  for  water  pu- 
rification, filtering  out  and  slowing  down  runoff, 
holding  back  harmful  erosion,  breaking  down 
the  pollutants  and  nutrients,  providing  aerobic 
and  anaerobic  action.  To  naturally  clean  the 
surface  waters  before  they  concentrate  in  riv- 
ers, lakes,  and  our  oceans. 

Today  we  can  no  longer  depend  upon  de 
facto  protection,  rather  we  must  establish  a 
State-Federal  partnership,  a  cooperative  effort 
not  one  of  confrontation — the  relationship  is 
seamless  but  can  we  have  a  sound,  natural 
national  environmental  policy. 

Certainly  sound  science  and  sound  judg- 
ment based  on  a  reasonable  approach  to  the 
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role  of  the  Federal  and  State  government  is 
the  basis  of  good  policy.  Set  the  politics  aside 
and  support  the  Boehlert  amendment  to  H.R. 
961. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  my  colleagues,  I 
rise  in  very  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert].  I  truly 
believe  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
has  offered  his  amendment  in  very 
good  faith.  But  I  do  not  know  about  the 
terrain  of  upstate  New  York.  I  have  not 
been  there.  But  I  have  certainly  been 
in  the  terrain  of  southern  Missouri,  in 
that  area  bordering  the  Mississippi 
River,  and  I  think  I  do  know  a  true, 
pristine  wetland  from  a  mud  puddle. 
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Now,  the  problem  is  most  mud  pud- 
dles are  being  classified  these  days  as 
wetlands. 

Now,  the  Boehlert  amendment  has 
been  cited  as  being  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  National  Governors  Asso- 
ciation, and  it  may  well  have  the  bless- 
ing of  the  National  Governors  Associa- 
tion. But  everyone  in  reality  knows 
that  this  amendment  was  written  or 
consulted  by  the  Association  of  State 
Wetlands  Managers  in  consultation 
with  environmental  groups.  A  lot  of 
people  report  to  Governors,  but  that 
does  not  mean  that  the  Governors  all 
know  the  intimate  details  of  what  they 
are  signing  off  on  here. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  and  it  is  a 
fact,  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land probably  know  this,  that  the  word 
"wetlands"  does  not  appear  in  the 
main  provisions  of  the  1972  Clean  Water 
Act,  and  that  the  word  appears  only 
once  in  a  parenthetical  phrase  in  9  U.S. 
Code  annotated  pages  of  the  current 
section  404  text. 

I  can  tell  you  that  over  the  last  15 
years,  as  I  have  traveled  around  my 
district  hearing  the  problems  of  farm- 
ers and  small  landowners  related  to 
wetlands,  I  have  been  challenged,  "How 
can  you  hold  us  accountable  to  these 
wetlands  definitions,  when  in  fact 
there  really  isn't  such  a  thing  in  the 
basic  law?  It  is  all  a  matter  of  regula- 
tion that  has  come  to  us  through  the 
rulings  of  four  different  agencies  of  the 
Government,  all  of  which  are  in  con- 
flict one  with  the  other?" 

There  was  a  point  in  time  through 
the  delineation  manual  that  they  got 
more  together  than  apart,  but  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is,  most  people  who  are 
being  regulated  about  wetlands  are 
being  regulated  essentially  at  the 
whim  of  four  different  agencies  who  do 
not  in  fact  have  their  common  purpose 
always  in  focus  before  them. 

This  amendment  does  not  streamline 
or  reform  the  404  program,  but  it  adds 
new  regulatory  requirements  to  the  ex- 
isting law.  The  emphasis  is  on  restor- 
ing wetlands   and   watershed   manage- 
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ment.  and  not  on  reform.  The  claims  of 
reform  mask  the  real  intent  of  this 
amendment. 

I  am  afraid  this  amendment  also  ag- 
gravates the  existing  multi-agency 
mismanagement  by  creating  yet  an- 
other bureaucracy,  a  new  bureaucracy, 
to  oversee  the  program.  This  new  com- 
mittee headed  by  the  EPA  would  in- 
clude four  other  Federal  agency  heads, 
representatives  from  three  additional 
organizations,  and  10  State  wetlands 
experts,  hand  picked  by  the  EPA. 

This  is  adding  gross  insult  to  injury, 
to  exacerbate  an  already  indefensible 
and  ill-advised  policy  of  our  Govern- 
ment. We  have  got  to  reform  the  cur- 
rent process  and  the  current  regula- 
tions, and  we  have  got  to  do  that  by 
law,  which  the  basic  bill  here  does. 
This  amendment  would  create  new 
roles  for  regulators  and  land  use  plan- 
ners at  every  level,  but  virtually  no 
role  for  the  regulated  public  or  the  pri- 
vate property  owner. 

I  have  a  letter  here  that  is  signed  by 
a  number  of  different  organizations, 
but  when  I  give  you  the  names  of  some 
of  them,  you  will  recognize  them  as  or- 
ganizations representing  people  who 
would  be  confronted  on  a  daily  basis 
with  wetland  law  and  regulation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emer- 
son] has  expired 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Shuster,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Emerson  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EMERSON.  1  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  for  his 
statement.  If  there  is  anything  that  we 
need  to  do  in  this  clean  water  bill,  it  is 
reform  wetlands  and  eliminate,  at  least 
reduce,  the  horror  stories  which  the 
American  people  have  told  us  up  to  the 
thousands.  I  compliment  the  gen- 
tleman for  pointing  out  that  indeed 
rather  than  reforming  wetlands,  this 
actually  incredibly  creates  a  new  bu- 
reaucracy, a  new  committee  headed  by 
the  EPA,  which  includes  four  other 
Federal  agencies,  representatives  from 
three  additional  organizations,  and  10 
so-called  State  wetland  experts,  picked 
by  whom?  Picked  by  the  EPA. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  for  fo- 
cusing on  this.  If  there  is  anything  that 
needs  reforming  and  real  reform,  it  is 
the  wetlands  provision.  The  gentleman 
has  been  a  leader  in  this  area,  and 
through  your  knowledge  and  your  per- 
suasiveness. I  think  we  have  a  good  op- 
portunity of  making  some  real  reform, 
and  I  would  emphasize  that  the  amend- 
ment we  have  before  us  now  completely 
guts  any  chance  of  reform  of  this  trou- 
bled wetlands  regulatory  program. 

So  I  join  with  the  gentleman  in  at- 
tempting to  defeat  this  amendment  so 
that  we  can  have  real  wetlands  reform. 
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Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. If  I  still  have  some  time,  I  will 
not  read  the  entire  letter,  but  it  is  a 
letter  in  strong  opposition  to  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  urging  that  we  keep 
the  language  of  the  bill.  Among  those 
organizations  registering  in  strong  op- 
position, and  that  is  their  word, 
"strong,"  are  the  American  Farm  Bu- 
reau Federation,  the  American  Soy- 
bean Association,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Wheat  Growers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emer- 
son] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Emerson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Wheat  Growers,  the  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation, the  Com  Growers,  the  Cotton 
Council.  National  Council  of  Farmer 
Cooperatives,  National  Water  Re- 
sources Association,  United  Fresh 
Fruit  and  Vegetable  Association,  and 
on  and  on  and  on.  Those  are  just  some 
representative  groups.  I  might  also 
say,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Vento]  made  a  little  talk  about 
conservationists  and  saying  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  on  the  Republican  side 
there  are  not  many  conservationists. 

Most  of  the  Members  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  are  conservationists,  and  the 
conservationist  point  of  view  is  rep- 
resented by  the  text  of  H.R.  961.  I 
might  say  with  due  deference  and  re- 
spect to  everyone,  that  it  is  the  elitist 
preservationist  point  of  view  that  is 
represented  by  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment. It  is  by  the  Government  regu- 
lators. They  are  the  ones  who  are  sup- 
porting the  Boehlert  amendment,  and 
not  the  people  who  have  to  live  with 
these  onerous  laws  everyday. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emer- 
son] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Emerson  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  EMERSON,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  for  yielding  and  for  the  very 
fine  work  he  has  contributed  to  the 
work  of  the  full  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure. 

A  couple  of  things  I  want  to  point 
out:  First,  the  Boehlert  amendment  in- 
cludes the  same  exemptions  for  agri- 
culture as  the  committee  bill.  One  of 
the  reasons  why  it  does  is  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  has  been  so  per- 
suasive, so  we  have  included  those 
same  exemptions  as  the  committee 
bill.  Plus  we  have  added  an  exemption 
in  response  to  a  concern  expressed  by 
our  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Latham]  to  deal  with  repair 
and  construction  of  tiles  on  agriculture 
land. 
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I  would  also  point  out  this  con- 
voluted committee  that  creates  so 
much  concern  is  an  advisory  commit- 
tee. What  we  do  is  reach  out  to  the 
States,  to  the  Governors,  and  to  local 
governments  and  say  we  are  going  to 
work  with  you.  Federal,  State,  and 
local  government,  but  we  are  shifting 
the  decisionmaking  authority  from 
Washington  to  the  States. 

Two  States  right  now  have  performed 
in  an  exemplary  manner:  One  is  New 
Jersey  and  the  other  is  Michigan.  I 
think  more  States  should  follow  their 
lead.  I  could  not  agree  more  with  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri.  Washington 
is  not  the  source  of  all  wisdom,  and  ag- 
riculture is  important,  and  both  of 
those  facts  are  recognized  in  the  Boeh- 
lert  amendment. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  gener- 
osity. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  asking  for  the  additional 
time.  I  would  only  reply  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  signers  of  this  letter, 
and  I  refer  to  them.  I  do  not  agree  with 
your  amendment  for  the  reasons  that  I 
have  stated,  but  these  are  the  people 
who  live  with  the  current  regulations 
and  would  live  with  your  law.  were 
your  substitute,  your  amendment,  to 
prevail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emer- 
son] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Emerson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
people  are  not  just  a  bunch  of  dumb 
farmers,  a  term  I  hear  thrown  around. 
These  are  people  who  have  obviously 
looked  at  your  amendment  and,  be- 
cause of  their  vast  experience  going 
back  over  a  number  of  years,  have 
some  means,  intellectually,  of  gauging 
the  effect  of  your  amendment. 

They  say  there  has  been  a  lot  of  mis- 
information circulated  regarding  the 
Boehlert  wetlands  amendment.  It  is 
being  portrayed  as  being  70  percent  of 
the  text  of  H.R.  961  and  as  being  friend- 
ly to  agriculture.  It  is  in  fact  neither. 
The  Boehlert  substitute,  and  it  goes  on 
to  say  other  things,  will  have  serious 
negative  impact  on  agriculture  and 
small  landowners.  It  substitutes  the 
use  of.  and  I  know  you  are  going  to  say 
this  is  to  the  substitute  and  not  to  the 
amendment,  however,  let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman,  substitutes,  perpetuates, 
perpetuates  the  use  of  the  1987  manual 
and  greatly  expands  the  reach  and  the 
complexity  of  wetlands  regulation.  The 
1987  manual  is  in  fact  a  very  large  part 
of  the  current  regulatory  mess. 

I  will  be  delighted  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  read  the  substitute. 
What  you  are  referring  to  is  an  amend- 
ment, a  broad-based  amendment  con- 
sidered last  week  by  the  House.  We 
earned  184  votes.  We  did  not  get  the 


majority,  but  we  earned  184.  I  would  as- 
sume all  of  those  would  stay  with  us  as 
we  go  on  with  the  wetlands.  But  when 
you  more  narrowly  look  at  the  wet- 
lands issue,  as  we  have  done  in  this 
specific  amendment,  and  when  you  spe- 
cifically address  the  needs  of  agri- 
culture, and  I  am  proud  to  serve  as 
chairman  of  the  northeast  agriculture 
caucus,  I  am  very  mindful  that  our 
farmers  are  among  our  best  stewards  of 
our  land,  and  I  wanted  to  work  with 
them  and  not  against  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Emer- 
son] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Emerson 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  un- 
derstand what  the  gentleman  has  just 
said.  However,  I  want  to  point  out, 
there  are  references  to  the  Boehlert 
substitute  and  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment. In  the  interest  of  time  I  was  not 
reading  the  entire  letter  in  its  context. 
But  inasmuch  as  the  letter  is  dated 
today.  May  15,  there  is  no  question 
that  they  are  referring  to  your  amend- 
ment, and  not  to  the  substitute  that  we 
acted  upon  last  week.  For  everyone 
who  may  be  concerned  about  the  inter- 
ests of  agriculture  and  small  land  own- 
ers and  other  people  who  are  subject  to 
onerous  land  use  regulation,  without 
reference  to  law,  it  is  mostly  a  matter 
of  regulation  and  not  law.  I  urge  your 
most  serious  consideration  and  opposi- 
tion to.  and  a  vote  against  the  Boehlert 
amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  in  support  of  the  Boehlert 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  also  in  support 
of  the  Boehlert  amendment,  and  would 
like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the  major 
reasons  why  I  do  support  it  and  why  I 
think  it  should  pass  is  because  of  the 
support  by  the  National  Governors  As- 
sociation. Their  support  is  there  pri- 
marily because  of  concerns  that  States 
have  about  the  impact  of  the  commit- 
tee mark,  of  the  bill  itself,  on  the  var- 
ious State  wetlands  programs. 

One  of  the  main  points  that  I  would 
like  to  get  across  today  is  the  fact  that 
the  Boehlert  amendment  helps  the 
States.  The  Boehlert  amendment  is  the 
one  that  the  States  generally  prefer  be- 
cause of  their  concern  they  have  about 
their  existing  programs. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Boehlert]  mentioned,  my  own 
State  of  New  Jersey  is  particularly 
concerned  because  we  do  have  an  excel- 
lent program  approved  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Many  States  have  devel- 
oped wetlands  protection  programs 
that  mimic  the  framework  of  the  Fed- 
eral program  developed  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  Each  of  the  States 
committed  large  amounts  of  time  and 
resources  working  with  Federal  offi- 
cials and  the  public  to  develop  and  win 
approval  for  their  programs. 


All  that  could  be  wasted  if  the  Fed- 
eral wetlands  program  is  scrapped  by 
H.R.  961.  Every  State  law  and  regula- 
tion will  have  to  be  revisited  and  re- 
vised for  a  lower  standard  of  protec- 
tion, I  know  some  will  say  what  is  to 
stop  the  States  from  doing  something 
on  their  own  under  the  committee 
mark?  The  pressure  will  build.  I  be- 
lieve, for  States  to  change  their  pro- 
grams. 

With  regard  to  the  definition  of  the 
wetlands,  the  new  definition  contained 
in  this  bill  contributes  to  elimination 
of  protection  for  up  to  80  percent  of 
wetlands  currently  protected.  In  my 
home  State  of  New  Jersey,  the  defini- 
tion contained  in  this  bill  would  elimi- 
nate virtually  all  of  New  Jersey's  wet- 
lands from  regulatory  protection.  The 
proposed  definition  is  the  same  unani- 
mously ejected  across  the  Nation  when 
proposed  by  the  EPA  in  1991  because  it 
has  no  scientific  basis  and  would  be  ad- 
ministratively burdensome  to  imple- 
ment. 

n  1900 

Now.  with  regard  to  preclassification. 
preparing  wetland  maps  suitable  for 
the  proposed  classification  system,  not 
including  functional  assessment,  would 
cost  an  estimated  $500  million  in  the 
lower  48  States.  In  New  Jersey,  our  cur- 
rent mapping  effort  would  be  rendered 
worthless  under  H.R,  961.  a  waste  of 
$3.4  million  that  has  already  been 
spent. 

If  you  look  at  the  takings  issue,  and 
again  the  Boehlert  amendment  basi- 
cally changes  that  considerably,  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  estimates 
that  the  cost  of  buying  all  high  value 
wetlands  in  the  lower  48  States  would 
cost  between  $10  and  $45  billion.  Al- 
thnngh  T  do  not  have  specifies  for  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  price  estimates  on 
six  properties  for  which  the  New  Jersey 
DEP  has  information  range  from 
$590,000  for  a  9.4-acre  parcel  in  Morris 
County  to  $2.6  million  for  a  67-acre 
property  in  Ocean  County. 

Beyond  that,  the  takings  provisions 
in  the  bill  imply  that  any  public  bene- 
fit that  may  result  from  wetlands  regu- 
lation is  secondary  to  the  onerous  re- 
straints it  places  on  the  private  prop- 
erty owner.  As  was  mentioned  before. 
in  my  home  State.  94  percent  of  permit 
applications  are  approved.  So  if  you 
think  about  it.  if  there  are  so  many  ap- 
proved, why  is  it  such  a  negative  im- 
pact on  property  owners? 

Mitigation.  I  am  very  concerned  that 
the  committee  mark  relies  too  greatly 
on  mitigation  to  replace  wetlands  pro- 
tection. A  number  of  State  studies 
have  shown  that  there  are  limits  to  the 
effectiveness  of  mitigation  because  of 
the  limited  knowledge  of  the  inherent 
values  of  wetlands.  It  is  an  ecological 
mistake  to  rely  on  mitigation  to  re- 
place wetlands  protections,  in  my  opin- 
ion. 

I  would  really  like  to  stress  more 
than  anything  else  the  effect  of  this 


bill  on  State  programs.  This  bill.  I  be- 
lieve, would  ultimately  destroy  New 
Jersey's  wetland  program  and  all  the 
important  gains  that  have  been  made 
since  the  program  was  implemented  in 
1988,  The  bill  eliminates  incentives  for 
States  to  take  their  own  initiatives  to 
implement  a  wetlands  program.  As  I 
mentioned,  pressure  will  exist  on 
States  to  change  their  laws  to  reflect 
the  weak  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Ultimately.  I  think  that  is  going  to 
cause  conflict,  uncertainty  and  a  lot  of 
delay  at  the  State  level. 

By  contrast  with  the  bill,  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  would  essentially, 
which  has  been  developed  by  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association,  would 
provide  incentives  for  States  to  assume 
authority  over  wetlands  regulation 
through  increased  delegation  from  the 
EPA.  This  is  exactly  what  happened  in 
New  Jersey,  This  is  what  we  want  to 
see  if  we  want  the  States  to  take  a 
larger  role. 

It  also  sets  up  this  coordinating  com- 
mittee of  Federal.  State  and  local  offi- 
cials to  help  develop  and  field  test  na- 
tional wetlands  policies  and  strategies. 
Again,  recognizing  that  there  need  to 
be  some  changes  in  the  program. 

But  the  amendment  does  not  include 
any  provisions  like  those  in  the  bill  es- 
tablishing the  new  requirements  to 
compensate  landowners  for  losses  in 
property  value  resulting  from  the  Fed- 
eral regulation.  Again,  the  substitute 
or,  I  should  say,  the  amendment  in  this 
case  would  actually  eliminate  those 
provisions  and  the  costs  that  would  be 
incurred  because  of  it. 

So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

I  would  also  like  to  enter  into  the 
record  an  editorial  that  was  in  the 
Sunday  New  York  Times,  this  Sunday. 
May  14.  that  basically  talks  about  the 
bill  and  why  the  bill,  the  wetlands  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  essentially  do  not 
make  sense. 

They  cite,  of  course,  the  report  from 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences.  And 
essentially.  Mr,  Chairman,  the  reason 
why  the  New  York  Times  takes  the  po- 
sition that  it  does  is  because  the.y  feel 
that  the  existing  bill,  existing  statute, 
I  should  sa,y.  the  current  law  strikes  a 
sensible  balance  between  conservation 
and  the  need  for  economic  growth,  I  do 
not  think  we  should  change  that, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  article  to  which  I  just  re- 
ferred, 

Mr,  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  May  14.  1995) 
Politics  and  Sciknck  in  thk  House 

Unless  its  members  have  an  attack  of  good 
sense,  the  House  of  Representatives  will 
shortly  reverse  two  decades  of  struggle  to 
preserve  the  nations  valuable  but  diminish- 
ing wetlands.  If  it  does  so.  it  will  be  sacrific- 
ing sound  science  to  political  expediency  and 
corporate  lobbying.  It  will  also  be  commit- 
ting an  act  of  supreme  mischief  against 
.'\merica's  environment. 


Early  this  week  the  House  will  vote  on  a 
bill  concocted  by  a  group  of  anti-regulatory 
Republicans  and  their  conservative  Demo- 
cratic allies.  The  bill  would  cripple  many  of 
the  basic  protections  provided  by  the  Clean 
Water  Act  of  1972.  This  act  has  been  regarded 
by  experts  in  both  parties  as  a  major  envi- 
ronmental success  story,  not  least  because  it 
has  rescued  one-third  of  America's  lakes  and 
streams  from  terminal  decline. 

There  is  much  in  this  retrograde  bill  to 
dislike,  but  the  most  controversial  of  its  "re- 
forms" would  establish  a  new  and  far  nar- 
rower definition  of  what  constitutes  a  wet- 
land. Scientists  now  estimate  that  there  are 
just  over  100  million  acres  of  wetlands  re- 
maining in  the  48  contiguous  states,  doing 
what  wetlands  do  so  well:  filtering  pollut- 
ants, providing  habitat  for  wildlife  and  nour- 
ishing organisms  essential  to  the  food  chain. 
The  bill's  narrower  definition  would  make  at 
least  half  of  this  irreplaceable  acreage  avail- 
able to  developers,  farmers  and  industry, 
mainly  the  oil  and  gas  companies. 

This  is  a  fool's  tradeoff.  We  would  lose  nat- 
ural areas  the  country  desperately  needs  in 
exchange  for  development  areas  the  economy 
can  do  without.  Yet  the  tradeoff  is  hardly 
surprising  since  the  bill  was  drafted  in  tan- 
dem with  special  interests  that  would  love  to 
get  their  hands  on  land  that  is  properly  off 
limits  under  existing  Federal  regulations. 

Equally  unsurprising,  though  terribly  dis- 
appointing, is  that  the  bill's  sponsors  did  not 
have  the  courage  or  wisdom  to  wait  for  and 
acknowledge  the  results  of  a  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  report  on  what  is  admit- 
tedly a  combustible  issue.  The  report  was  or- 
dered by  Congress  itself  two  years  ago  to 
provide  a  credible  scientific  basis  for  regu- 
lating wetlands,  thus  removing  the  issue 
from  politics.  But  in  matters  of  the  environ- 
ment, the  hallmark  of  this  new  Congress  is 
to  place  servility  to  special  interests  ahead 
of  science. 

The  report,  released  last  week,  does  not  di- 
rectly address  the  House  bill.  Even  so.  it  is  a 
convincing  indictment,  making  clear  that 
the  bill's  assumptions  have  no  basis  in  re- 
search or  theory. 

To  take  only  one  example,  the  bill  says  a 
wetland  would  not  be  eligible  for  Federal 
protection  unless  it  is  saturated  by  water  at 
the  surface  for  21  consecutive  days  during 
the  growing  season— the  warmer  and  drier 
months  of  the  year.  The  academy  says  a  far 
more  accurate  definition  would  involve  satu- 
ration over  shorter  periods,  saturation  in  the 
root  zone  of  plants  rather  than  at  the  sur- 
face, and  saturation  that  occurs  during  the 
fall  and  winter. 

The  21-day  test  is  the  same  definition  that 
Dan  Quayle's  Competitiveness  Council  tried 
unsuccessfully  to  foist  on  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  in  the  waning  days  of  the 
Bush  Administration.  At  the  time.  Federal 
scientists  warned  that  Mr.  Quayle's  defini- 
tion would  leave  half  the  nation's  wetlands 
unprotected,  including  a  big  chunk  of  the 
Everglades,  the  bottomland  hardwood  forests 
in  the  South,  the  wetlands  along  most  West- 
ern trout  streams  and  nearly  every  "prairie 
pothole"  used  by  migratory  birds.  This  disas- 
trous scenario  is  almost  certain  to  play  out 
if  the  House  bill  is  approved.  Taken  together, 
its  provisions  are  even  more  threatening 
than  anything  Mr.  Quayle  had  in  mind. 

The  academy  describes  the  existing  regu- 
latory system  as  "scientifically  sound  and 
effective  in  most  respects."  What  it  is  really 
saying  is  that  the  nation  has  already  struck 
a  sensible  balance  between  the  imperatives 
of  conservation  and  the  need  for  economic 
growth.   That  balance   has   taken   years   to 
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achieve,  and  the  House  would  be  reckless  to 

disturb  it 

Mr,  KIM,  Mr,  Chairman.  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  the  Boehlert  amendment, 
because  it  deletes  section  803  of  H,R. 
961. 

This  deletion  will  have  a  tremendous 
impact  on  California,  Section  803  ex- 
empts maintenance  of  flood  control 
channels  and  drinking  water  reservoirs 
from  the  wetlands  permit  requirement. 

During  the  committee  markup  I 
pushed  for  the  flood  control  exemption 
and  I  offered  the  drinking  water  res- 
ervoir exemption.  Our  committee  had  a 
full  debate  on  these  issues.  My  amend- 
ment was  unanimously  approved  and 
the  bill  passed  42  to  16, 

Now  the  Boehlert  amendment  strikes 
these  out  and  that's  why  I  can't  sup- 
port this  amendment. 

Let  me  tell  you  why  the  flood  control 
and  drinking  water  reservoir  issues  are 
so  important  not  only  to  California, 
but  also  the  entire  Nation. 

First,  flood  control  channels  require 
periodic  maintenance.  They  have  to  be 
clear  and  free  of  obstructions  and  de- 
bris otherwise  water  will  back  up  and 
flood  all  over  the  place  during  storms. 

Under  current  law,  flood  control 
agencies  must  obtain  wetland  permits 
to  clear  vegetation  out  of  a  channel 
with  mechanized  equipment.  It's  OK  if 
you  clear  it  by  hand,  but  you  can't  use 
power  equipment  or  a  bulldozer  with- 
out a  permit. 

The  problem  is  that  it  takes  months 
to  get  a  wetlands  permit  out  of  the 
Federal  Government.  And  if  you've 
ever  lived  in  California,  you  know  that 
when  it  rains,  it  pours.  There  is  simply 
no  time  to  get  a  Federal  permit. 

Let  me  give  you  one  example  of  a 
major  problem  we  had  in  'Ventura 
County,  CA,  during  the  1992  floods. 

Ventura  County  tried  for  months — 
unsuccessfully— to  obtain  a  wetlands 
permit  to  clear  vegetation  from  a  flood 
control  channel.  When  torrential  rains 
finally  came,  it  took  two  Congressmen 
and  Governor  Wilson  to  secure  an 
emergency  wetlands  permit. 

The  county  sent  bulldozers  into  the 
channel  during  the  storm  just  a  few 
hours  before  the  flood  hit.  While  that 
area  was  saved,  other  communities 
were  devastated. 

Because  of  problems  like  these.  I 
made  sure  H.R.  961  specifically  ex- 
empted flood  control  channels. 

The  second  point  I  made  in  commit- 
tee was  to  amend  the  bill  to  exempt 
maintenance  activities  in  drinking 
water  reservoirs.  The  problem  is  that 
when  water  levels  are  low,  vegetation 
grows  on  the  edges  and  inside  the  res- 
ervoir. Then  the  water  rises  again,  the 
vegetation  is  obviously  submerged  and 
the  Government  calls  it  a  wetland  and 
requires  a  permit. 
Come  on.  that's  not  a  wetland. 
Without  my  amendment,  each  time 
you  lower  the  water  level  of  a  drinking 
water  reservoir  to  clear  the  vegetation 
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from  the  sides — or  make  structural  re- 
pairs— you  must  obtain  a  wetlands  per- 
mit. 

Once  again,  under  current  law  it's  OK 
to  do  it  by  hand,  but  not  with  a  ma- 
chine. 

In  California,  water  districts  have  to 
hire  small  armies  of  manual  laborers  to 
clean  out  reservoirs.  That's  ridiculous. 

Again,  these  two  concerns,  the  time- 
ly maintenance  of  flood  control  facili- 
ties and  drinking  water  reservoirs,  are 
particularly  important  to  California. 

These  concerns  were  well  addressed 
during  the  full  committee  markup  ses- 
sion, and  our  committee  approved 
them  unanimously. 

It's  sad  this  amendment  strikes  out 
these  two  important,  already  approved 
provisions. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield'!' 

Mr.  KIM.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  California  raised  some 
legitimate  concerns.  We  are  sort  of  fe- 
verishly checking  through  these. 

Mr.  KIM.  Check  section  803.  which 
was  deleted  by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr,  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield.  I 
want  to  read  from  the  exemption  sec- 
tion of  my  substitute:  'exemptions  are 
for  the  purpose  of  maintenance,  includ- 
ing emergency  reconstruction  of  re- 
cently damaged  parts  of  currently  serv- 
iceable structures,  such  as  dikes,  dams, 
levees,  flood  control  channels  or  other 
engineered  flood  control  facilities, 
water  control  structures,  water  supply 
reservoirs,  where  such  maintenance  in- 
volves periodic  water  drawdowns  which 
provide  water  predominantly  to  public 
drinkmg  water  systems,  groins,  riprap, 
breakwaters." 

The  point  is,  you  have  a  legitimate 
concern  and  we  have  addressed  it  in  the 
Boehlert  amendment.  I  wanted  to  share 
that  language  with  you  so  I  think  that 
perhaps  you  might  be  supportive  of  the 
Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  KIM   I  would  like  to  see  that. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Boehlert  amendment  to  pro- 
tect the  wetlands  that  are  vital  both  to 
our  environment  and  to  our  economy. 

Wetlands  are  life-sustaining  filters  of 
our  natural  world— they  remove  pollut- 
ants from  our  water  and  provide  criti- 
cal habitats  for  fish,  plants,  and  other 
wildlife. 

I  believe  we  must  maintain  strong 
protections  for  our  wetlands.  Like 
many  of  my  colleagues.  I  also  believe 
we  need  to  expedite  the  wetlands  per- 
mitting process  and  provide  more  con- 
sistency. This  amendment  does  that. 

But  the  bill  before  us  is  much  too  ex- 
treme. Rather  than  fix  wetlands  regu- 


lations it  guts  them  entirely.  This  bill 
puts  at  risk  as  much  as  80  percent  of 
all  wetlands  in  this  country.  In  my 
home  State  of  Connecticut,  more  than 
half  the  wetlands  would  be  endangered 
under  this  bill.  More  than  97.000  acres 
of  Connecticut's  wetlands  could  be  lost. 

This  is  bad  environmental  policy  and 
it  is  bad  economic  policy.  I  know  this 
firsthand  from  the  experience  with 
Long  Island  Sound  in  my  district  and 
State. 

Wetlands  serve  to  filter  out  nutrients 
and  toxics  that  otherwise  would  end  up 
in  Long  Island  Sound.  Our  current  poli- 
cies have  allowed  us  to  successfully  re- 
store more  than  1.500  acres  of  critical 
tidal  wetlands  along  Long  Island 
Sound.  The  result  is  cleaner  water  in 
the  sound  and  a  substantial  reduction 
in  beach  closings  along  the  sound  in 
Connecticut,  from  292  in  1991  to  174  in 
1993. 

Wetlands  are  also  vital  to  the  fish- 
eries industry  that  is  so  important  to 
my  home  State  of  Connecticut.  Con- 
necticut is  second  only  to  Louisiana  in 
oyster  farming.  This  industry  depends 
on  wetlands  to  provide  necessary  food 
and  habitat  for  spawning.  In  Connecti- 
cut, oyster  farming  is  responsible  for 
more  than  400  jobs  and  contributes  $200 
million  to  the  economy  annually.  The 
destruction  or  degradation  of  our  wet- 
lands would  have  a  devastating  impact 
on  this  industry. 

Wetlands  are  a  precious  commodity.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  protect  this  val- 
uable resource  and  support  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  would  like  to 
do  is  show  a  few  illustrations  to  my 
colleagues  in  the  Chamber  this  evening 
that  show  some  contradictions  to  the.  I 
guess,  to  some  of  the  testimony  we 
have  heard  here. 

First,  I  want  to  offer  a  perspective  to 
the  Clean  Water  Act  to  the  Members  of 
the  House  and  the  American  people. 
That  is,  this  is  an  act  to  clean  Ameri- 
ca's water.  Usually  when  we  look  at 
lakes,  rivers,  streams,  we  have  no  sense 
of  the  small  amount  of  water  that  we 
actually  have  for  the  purposes  of 
human  consumption.  If  you  took  all 
the  water  on  the  planet  and  put  it  into 
a  1-gallon  jug.  you  would  see  that  you 
would  have  less  than  a  teaspoon  of  that 
gallon  of  water  for  use  and  purposes 
that  we  as  human  beings  need  it. 

So  water,  regardless  of  what  the 
planet  looks  like,  is  a  very  scarce  re- 
source, 

I  would  like  to  refer  to  this  chart 
here  showing  the  complexity  of  the 
permitting  process  under  the  existing 
Clean  Water  Act  regulations. 

The  complexity  of  the  process  that 
someone  has  to  go  through  to  get  an 
individual  permit  is  rather  complex.  I 
have  to  admit  to  my  colleagues  that  a 
general  permit  is  extremely,  or  actu- 


ally well  over  95  percent  of  all  people 
who  apply  for  general  permits  get  them 
with  no  problem  at  all.  They  do  not 
have  to  go  through  this  lengthy  proc- 
ess. 

What  I  would  like  to  tell  you  that  is 
in  the  Boehlert  amendment,  and  I 
would  encourage  everybody  to  do  this, 
is  to  pick  up  the  Boehlert  amendment 
and  turn  to  pages  22  to  24  and  see  how 
pages  22  to  24  just  about  completely 
eliminate  much  of  the  complexity  in 
the  permitting  process  by  a  whole  se- 
ries of  exemptions. 

Wliat  I  would  like  to  do  is  go  back  to 
the  reason  we  have  a  Clean  Water  Act. 
I  want  everybody  to  look  at  this  pic- 
ture. This  was  not  an  untypical  picture 
of  pollution  coming  out  of  a  pipe  like 
this  20  years  ago.  I  know  we  are  debat- 
ing wetlands.  We  are  not  debating 
nonpoint  or  we  are  not  debating  point 
pollution,  which  is  what  this  was, 

D  1915 

What  the  Clean  Water  Act  did  over 
the  many  years  was  to  eliminate  prob- 
lems like  this.  Problems  of  point 
source  pollution,  which  the  Clean 
Water  Act  has  eliminated  over  the  last 
20  years,  the  point  source  pollution 
caused  problems  such  as  this.  We  are 
trying  to  get  rid  of  this.  We  do  not 
want  to  bring  this  back.  We  are  dealing 
with  wetlands,  we  are  dealing  with  a 
much  more  complicated  situation  than 
point  source  pollution,  we  are  dealing 
with  nonpoint  source  pollution,  and  we 
do  not  want  our  rivers  to  look  like 
this.  The  Clean  Water  Act,  to  show  you 
its  success,  and  to  show  you  that  same 
picture,  has  cleaned  up  that  river. 

We  all  recognize  there  are  problems 
with  the  complexity  of  getting  a  per- 
mit, or  there  are  too  many  agencies  in- 
volved in  getting  the  permit.  These 
kinds  of  things  can  be  eliminated  and 
they  can  be  solved, 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  would  like  to 
explain,  and  one  of  my  problems  with 
the  existing  bill,  is  if  we  want  our  riv- 
ers to  look  like  this,  the  Clean  Water 
Act  up  to  this  point  has  adhered  to  a 
large  extent  to  science.  We  do  not  want 
to  get  rid  of  the  science.  I  will  hold  this 
picture  up. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  abide  by  the  reg- 
ulations that  are  in  the  act  or  in  the 
bill  before  us  now.  this  particular  pic- 
ture, which  everyone  in  here  would 
agree  is  wet,  this  particular  picture 
would  not  be  considered  a  wetland.  It 
would  not  be  protected.  The  reason  for 
that  is.  it  is  a  little  complex,  it  deals 
with  science. 

The  existing  bill  calls  for  21  consecu- 
tive days'  saturation  at  the  surface, 
which  this  meets.  It  calls  for  hydric 
soil,  which  this  meets.  Also,  it  calls  for 
an  obligate  wetland  species  which  is 
not  present  here,  because  in  a  few 
weeks  after  this  picture  was  taken  this 
begins  to  dry  out.  It  begins  to  dry  out 
because  the  forest  here,  it  is  a  forested 
wetland,  begins  to  take  up  the  mois- 
ture. 
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Rather  than  getting  into,  like  I  said, 
some  of  the  science  here  which  is  a  lit- 
tle too  complex,  one  of  the  major  prob- 
lems with  the  bill  before  us  is  that  it 
excuses,  it  eliminates,  it  has  nothing 
to  do  with  science  and  the  criteria  on 
which  we  base  what  a  wetland  is.  If  we 
want  clean  water,  we  have  to  get,  I 
admit,  rid  of  some  of  the  regulations, 
which  this  amendment  does,  but  we 
have  to  hold  onto  the  science, 

I  want  to  give  one  other  example,  and 
I  will  do  this  for  the  farmers  and  people 
that  live  in  urban  areas.  If  Members 
will  bear  with  me  just  for  a  moment,  I 
am  going  to  draw  another  picture. 

This  is  the  land.  On  the  left  side  of 
the  picture,  we  are  going  to  see  corn. 
■When  farmers  put  fertilizer  and  a 
bunch  of  other  things  on  their  fields, 
there  is  a  certain  amount  of  nitrogen 
that  goes  through  the  soil  that  is  not 
taken  up  by  the  corn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GILCHRE.ST]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
GiLCHREST  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  the  nitrogen  goes  through  the 
soil,  some  of  it  is  taken  up  by  the  corn, 
but  much  stays  in  the  soil  and  will  go 
down  into  the  groundwater. 

On  the  other  side  we  might  have  an 
urban  area,  on  the  other  side  of  that 
cornfield.  The  urban  area  has  a  prob- 
lem with  stormwater  runoff.  Let  us  say 
in  the  middle  of  these  two  places  you 
have  a  forested  wetland.  That  forested 
wetland  could  have  been  the  picture 
that  I  showed  you  that  does  not  meet 
the  criteria,  but  what  a  forested  wet- 
land does,  what  all  wetlands  do.  as  the 
groundwater  moves  underneath  it,  it 
takes  up  that  nitrogen,  pur'ifies  the 
water,  adds  to  the  quality  of  it,  so  peo- 
ple do  not  have  to  worry  about  drink- 
ing water  that  is  polluted.  Wetlands  fil- 
ter out  well  over  90  percent  of  the  pol- 
lution. Forested  wetlands  are  some  of 
the  most  important.  Wetlands  have  dif- 
ferent characteristics  from  one  part  of 
the  country  to  the  other. 

My  time  is  up,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Boehlert  substitute. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Boehlert  amendment.  The 
Boehlert  amendment  will  protect  our 
Nation's  wetlands  by  replacing  H.R. 
96rs  faulty  wetlands  provisions  with 
reasonable  reforms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  the  Santa 
Rosa  Plain,  in  Sonoma  County.  CA. 
which  is  covered  by  more  than  5.000 
acres  of  seasonable  wetlands.  These 
wetlands  are  a  valuable  part  of  the 
area's  ecosystem  and  provide  habitat 
for  endangered  plant  and  animal  spe- 
cies. 

Unfortunately,  the  wetlands  of  the 
Santa  Rosa  Plain  were  being  destroyed, 


often  due  to  inappropriate  develop- 
ment. Therefore,  in  Santa  Rosa,  local. 
State,  and  Federal  agencies  under  the 
guidance  of  the  Corp  of  Engineers 
began  working  with  the  Sonoma  Coun- 
ty environmental  and  business  commu- 
nities to  help  craft  a  preservation  plan 
for  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain.  This  plan  is 
close  to  completion. 

When  it  is  complete,  it  will  deter- 
mine what  parts  of  the  plain  can  be  de- 
veloped and  what  parts  must  be  pre- 
served. Once  the  plan  is  completed, 
wetlands  on  the  plain  will  no  longer  be 
destroyed,  and  developers  will  know 
which  areas  are  safe  to  develop,  there- 
by eliminating  costly  delays. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Santa  Rosa  pres- 
ervation plan  is  an  example  of  how 
Federal  agencies,  in  cooperation  with 
local  entities,  can  implement  the  Clean 
Water  Act  to  successfully  protect  pre- 
cious wetlands  while  permitting  appro- 
priate development.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
believe  Congress  should  continue  to 
support  cooperation  like  this.  The  bill 
we  are  considering  today,  however, 
H.R.  961,  will  do  just  the  opposite. 

H.R.  961  guts  wetlands  protections.  It 
ensures  that  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain 
preservation  plan  will  be  useless,  and 
thousands  of  acres  of  precious  wetlands 
in  my  district  and  around  the  Nation 
will  be  lost  forever. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment is  a  sensible  alternative  which 
streamlines  regulations  without  de- 
stroying our  Nation's  wetlands.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Boehlert 
amendment  and  preserve  the  wetlands 
of  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain  and  the  wet- 
lands of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment.  The  regula- 
tions and  policies  which  have  been  pro- 
mulgated under  section  404  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  have  evolved  into  an  impen- 
etrable maze  of  conflicting  and  confus- 
ing rules,  restrictions,  and  enforcement 
measures  that  are  wreaking  havoc 
throughout  the  country,  and  particu- 
larly in  my  northern  California  dis- 
trict. 

These  sprawling  and  invasive  regula- 
tions come  not  from  one  but  three  dif- 
ferent government  agencies,  each  push- 
ing a  different  agenda,  and  each  operat- 
ing according  to  its  own  prescribed  set 
of  rules. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  morass  of  regula- 
tions has  moved  far  beyond  the  simple 
protection  of  our  Nation's  wetlands. 
What  once  were  reasonable  and  nec- 
essary laws  and  regulations  have  been 
taken  to  ridiculous  extremes.  The  pro- 
motion of  wise  stewardship  has 
changed  into  an  all-out  effort  to  fur- 
ther preservationists'  agendas.  Regula- 
tions based  on  cooperation  between 
policymakers  and  property  owners  has 
been  replaced  with  intimidating  and 
heavy-handed    enforcement     measures 


which  devalue  property  and  disregard 
rights  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  cannot  see  how  this 
amendment,  which  creates  more  bu- 
reaucracy, rather  than  removing  it. 
can  help  the  situation.  The  family 
farms,  small  family  owned  businesses, 
and  rural  communities  in  our  country 
do  not  need  more  committees  and  stud- 
ies. What  they  do  need  is  relief  from 
the  oppressive  and  extremist-driven  bu- 
reaucracies and  regulations  which  are 
driving  them  into  the  ground. 

They  need  a  reasonable  definition  of 
wetland  that  does  not  require  the  same 
degree  of  protection  and  mitigation  for 
seasonal  puddles  that  is  given  to  legiti- 
mate habitat.  They  need  policies  that 
require  the  Federal  Government  to 
compensate  them  when  it  devalues 
their  property.  They  need  to  be  assured 
that  preserving  the  livelihoods  of  fami- 
lies is  at  least  as  important  as  preserv- 
ing habitat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  title  VIII  of  H.R.  961 
will  unscramble  the  regulatory  maze 
under  section  404.  and  begin  to  bring 
common  sense  back  to  our  wetlands 
laws.  It  will  consolidate  confusing  and 
conflicting  jurisdictions  into  one  regu- 
latory body.  It  will  begin  to  reverse  the 
preservationists'  extremism  that  is  re- 
lentlessly chipping  away  at  private 
property  rights.  It  will  remove  the  con- 
fusion and  fear  that  is  intimidating 
property  owners  who  are  unable  to  un- 
derstand, much  less  adhere  to  the  law. 
It  will  require  the  Government  to  pay 
property  owners  when  it  devalues  their 
land. 

In  short.  Mr.  Chairman,  title  VIII  re- 
quires Federal  bureaucrats  to  protect 
people  as  well  as  habitat,  and  bring  our 
current  law  back  within  the  param- 
eters of  the  Constitution.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  do  not  need  more  regulation, 
we  just  need  more  common  sense.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  voting  no  on  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment, 

Mr,  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman, Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  could 
not  agree  more  with  the  gentleman 
about  the  excess  of  bureaucracy  and 
regulations  in  Washington.  That  is  pre- 
cisely why  we  crafted  the  Boehlert 
amendment  in  the  manner  in  which  we 
did.  We  do  not  create  a  huge  new  bu- 
reaucracy. What  we  do  do  is  create  an 
advisory  committee,  composed  of  a 
representative  from  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  and  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Counties.  What  we  want  to 
do  is  bring  these  people  in  in  an  advi- 
sory capacity. 

Second,  we  agree  with  you  that  there 
have  been  loose  definitions  of  what  a 
wetland  really  is.  That  is  why  we  tried 
very  hard  to  delay  action  until  we  had 
the  benefit  of  the  National  Academy  of 
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Sciences  report,  which  was  just  re- 
leased last  week.  The  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  report  really  says  in 
the  committee  bill  the  basis  for  defin- 
ing wetlands  has  no  scientific  basis 
whatsoever.  It  is  by  the  seat  of  their 
pants. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  have 
good  science  define  wetlands.  I  am  not 
mad  at  the  scientists  of  America.  I 
want  to  use  them  to  the  best  advan- 
tage, and  have  common  sense  prevail, 
as  the  gentleman  wishes,  too.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  comment  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  who  is  the  author  of 
the  amendment.  I  have  10  counties  in 
my  rural  36,000  square  mile  district, 
with  unemployment  as  high  as  20  per- 
cent in  some  of  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Herger]  has  expired. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Frist,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  set  the 
record  straight.  The  scientific  report 
that  was  just  issued  to  define  wetlands 
did  not  say  to  this  Congress  "You 
should  necessarily  protect  every  wet- 
land as  we  scientifically  define  it."  It 
did  not.  What  it  said  is;  "What  we  are 
going  to  give  you  is  a  reference  defini- 
tion. Then  you  make  the  policy  deci- 
sions as  to  which  of  these  so-called 
wetlands,  by  scientific  definitions,  to 
protect." 

The  point  is  the  Academy  said:  "This 
is  our  reference  definition  of  what  a 
wetland  is.  That  means  that  is  what 
you  use  as  a  reference,  what  you  are 
going  to  use  as  a  reference,  to  see 
which  of  these  you  want  to  protect, 
which  you  want  to  protect  more 
strongly,  which  deserve  more  or  less 
protection." 

Let  me  also  put  the  thing  in  perspec- 
tive. What  we  are  debating  right  now  is 
an  amendment  that  was  contained  in 
the  substitute  which  this  House  al- 
ready turned  down  last  week,  an 
amendment  that  deals  with  the  part  of 
that  substitute  that  would,  in  fact,  de- 
lete, almost,  the  wetland  reforms  that 
are  in  the  bill,  and  substitute,  instead, 
a  package  of  language  that  the  House 
would  have  to  adopt  if  they  adopted 
this  amendment,  authored  by  those 
who  have  opposed  property  rights  in 
this  body,  and  who  want  every  wetland, 
as  defined  by  those  scientists,  to  be 
subjected  to  the  kinds  of  protection 
current  law  does  under  the  1987  man- 
ual. 

Let  me  tell  the  Members  what  is 
wrong  with  that.  First,  what  is  wrong 
with  that  is  if  we  do  not  in  this  bill,  as 
the  bill  currently  does,  begin  to  define 
wetlands  on  the  basis  of  which  wet- 
lands are  truly  functional,  which  really 
makes  sense  protecting  with  this  heavy 
hand  of  Federal  regulation,  and  define 
instead  those  that  have  some  limited 


functional  value,  and  those  which  have 
no  real  functional  value  whatsoever, 
such  as  an  isolated  wetland  inside  an 
urban  area,  if  we  do  not  do  that  in  this 
bill,  we  are  left  with  the  status  quo.  We 
are  left  with  laws  and  regulations  built 
around  what  some  scientists  declare  to 
be  a  wetland,  which  may  not  even  re- 
semble a  wetland  in  your  home  State 
and  in  your  home  county. 

Second.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  adopt 
this  amendment,  we  completely  undo, 
we  completely  reverse,  what  this  House 
has  done  with  72  Democrats  and  al- 
most, the  great  majority,  I  guess  90 
percent,  of  the  Republicans  earlier  this 
year  in  the  100  days  in  defining  the 
right  of  private  property  owners  to 
compensation  when  the  Government 
regulates  their  lands  values  away. 

D  1930 

I  want  to  take  a  brief  minute  to  reac- 
quaint  Members  with  that  issue. 

In  the  case  of  Florida  Rock,  a  case 
that  started  in  1978  when  the  Corps  is- 
sued a  cease  and  desist  order  upon  the 
plaintiff  not  to  use  his  property,  a  case 
that  is  still  in  court,  that  was  again  de- 
cided in  the  court  of  appeals,  I  think, 
for  the  second  or  third  time,  and  has 
now  been  remanded  to  the  Court  of 
Claims  for  the  second  or  third  time, 
the  court  said  in  that  case,  in  answer 
to  the  defendant's  complaint,  the  U.S. 
Government,  the  defendant  argued 
that,  well,  using  this  property,  this  ac- 
tivity, would  eliminate  wetlands  pro- 
tection within  the  valuable  habitat  and 
food  chain  resources. 

The  court  said. 

Defendant's  argument  stands  our  tradi- 
tional concepts  of  private  property  rights  on 
their  head.  It  is  impossible  to  use  ones  prop- 
erty in  society  without  having  some  impact. 
positive  or  adverse,  on  others.  Courts  do  not 
view  the  public's  interest  in  environmental 
and  aesthetic  values  as  a  servitude  upon  all 
private  property,  but  as  a  public  benefit  that 
is  widely  shared  and  therefore  must  be  paid 
for  by  all. 

In  short,  the  Government  in  protect- 
ing wetlands  in  America,  which  is  in- 
deed a  good  and  worthy  goal,  cannot 
create  a  servitude  on  your  or  my  prop- 
erty for  the  public  good  without  com- 
pensating us.  That  is  what  the  court 
said,  that  is  what  the  bill  does,  that  is 
what  gets  eliminated  by  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  court  cited  a  list  of  other  laws 
that  protect  the  environment  where 
Congress  has  already  specified  that 
some  sort  of  compensation  must  be 
given:  the  Wilderness  Act.  the  National 
Trail  Systems  Act,  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act,  and  the  Water  Bank  Act. 

Here  is  a  quote  from  the  court  of  ap- 
peals in  the  Florida  Rock  case: 

What  these  regulatory  schemes  have  in 
common  is  that  in  each  case  the  property 
owner's  interest  has  been  considered  and  ac- 
commodated, not  sacrificed  on  the  alter  of 
public  Interest.  By  contrast,  the  regulatory 
scheme  pursuant  to  which  plaintifrs  land 
was    rendered    economically    useless" — the 


wetlands  laws— "provides  for  no  accommoda- 
tion whatsoever  of  plaintiffs  right  to  use 
and  enjoy  its  property. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
ziN]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Tauzin 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  want  to  take  you 
quickly  through  a  real  case,  too,  the 
Bowles  decision. 

Here  is  a  fellow  who  bought  a  lot  in 
a  subdivision,  specifically  lot  29  of 
Treasure  Island  Subdivision,  Brazoria 
County,  TX.  None  of  his  neighbors  ap- 
plied for  nor  did  they  require  a  Corps  of 
Engineers  permit  to  build  their  House. 

This  fellow  had  that  property,  I 
think,  for  about  10  years,  and  litigated 
10  years  in  court  for  the  right  to  build 
on  the  property  ought  to  be  com- 
pensated. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  in  his  case, 
because  he  checked  to  see  whether  he 
needed  a  Corps  of  Engineers  permit, 
said,  "No,  you  can't  build  on  that  prop- 
erty." 

This  was  a  $70,000  lot,  pretty  expen- 
sive waterfront  lot.  All  of  his  neighbors 
are  building  on  that  property  all  this 
while.  The  Corps  says,  "You  can't  build 
on  it.  We  think  it's  a  wetland."  Not 
you  and  I.  not  the  people  of  the  United 
States  defining  what  a  wetland  is  and 
what  is  going  to  be  regulated  in  Con- 
gress. What  the  Corps  of  Engineers  said 
a  wetland  was. 

The  Corps  said.  "You  can't  use  the 
property."  Then  they  said.  "If  you  sue 
us  for  compensation  we're  willing  to 
pay  you  what  it's  now  worth.  $4,500." 

Our  Justice  Department  litigated 
that  case  for  10  years.  Mr.  Bowles,  I 
should  add,  was  one  of  the  good  guys. 
He  was  on  the  conservation  committee. 
He  was  in  the  nature  conservancy  in 
Texas.  But  he  was  denied  the  right  to 
build  on  his  property,  specifically  the 
right  to  get  a  permit  to  put  a  septic 
tank  in  so  he  could  build  his  house. 

Ten  years  later,  the  court  of  appeals 
finally  said  he  was  due  in  the  Court  of 
Claims  compensation  equal  to  the 
value  of  his  lot  before  the  Government 
took  away  the  use  of  that  property,  the 
$70,000  he  was  taken,  that  was  stolen 
from  him  when  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
said  you  can  no  longer  build  on  this 
property. 

The  court  rendered  in  his  favor  and 
said,  "This  case  presents  in  sharp  relief 
the  difficulty  that  current  takings  law 
forces  upon  both  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  the  private  citizen.  The  Gov- 
ernment here  had  little  guidance  from 
the  law.  The  citizen  likewise  had  little 
more  precedential  guidance  than  faith 
in  the  justice  of  his  cause,"  and  I 
might  add  a  10-year  trip  in  the  court  of 
appeals  and  the  Court  of  Claims. 

What  this  amendment  does  that  we 
are  debating  today  is  to  tell  Mr. 
Bowles,  and  everyone  like  him,  "If  you 
don't  like  the  way  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment treats  your  property,  if  you  don't 


like  the  way  the  Corps  of  Engineers  de- 
fines a  wetland,  if  you  don't  like  the 
way  they  regulate  the  use  of  your  prop- 
erty away,  well,  you  go  to  court  and 
settle  it  over  the  next  10  years  if  you 
can  afford  it.  If  you  can't  afford  it,  I'm 
sorry,  you  don't  get  justice  in  Amer- 
ica." 

That  is  what  this  amendment  does, 
because  it  takes  away  the  private  prop- 
erty rights  compensation  provisions  of 
this  wetlands  reform. 

Let  me  say  it  again.  The  bill  does 
two  things  critical  that  the  amend- 
ment destroys.  The  one  thing  it  does,  it 
gives  some  guidance  in  law  as  to  what 
wetlands  are  truly  going  to  be  pro- 
tected all  the  way  and  which  ones  are 
going  to  be  protected  somewhat  and 
which  ones  are  truly  not  worthy  of  the 
kind  of  functional  protection  that  Mr. 
Bowles  was  subjected  to  when  he  could 
not  build  on  his  residential  lot. 

Second,  it  provides  compensation. 
This  amendment  destroys  both  of  those 
reforms.  It  ought  to  be  rejected  just  as 
the  substitute  was  earlier  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
zin] has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert.  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Tauzin  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  3  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague  for  yielding.  I  always 
enjoy  listening  to  him.  He  is  very  elo- 
quent. But  I  would  remind  my  col- 
league that  if  you  refer  to  a  peach  as  a 
banana  and  keep  referring  to  a  peach 
as  a  banana,  it  does  not  make  a  peach 
a  banana. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  am  certainly  glad  we 
had  that  conversation  today. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  The  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  this  House  has  spoken  on  the 
issue  of  takings  and  on  the  issue  of  pri- 
vate property  rights.  That  matter  is 
now  before  the  Senate.  What  is  re- 
solved between  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate will  apply  to  this  matter,  and  you 
know  it. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  you  cannot  say  that. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  just  did. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Well,  you  said  it  but 
you  cannot  really  mean  it.  The  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  stood  up  on 
Earth  Day  and  in  effect  said,  "I  don't 
care  what's  in  the  private  property 
rights  bill  that's  over  in  the  Senate 
right  now.  how  it's  completed,  what  ti 
says,  what's  in  it.  I'm  going  to  vote 
"no"  on  it  by  vetoing  it." 

That  bill  has  already  been  vetoed  by 
the  President  in  a  speech  he  made  on 
Earth  Day.  If  we  are  going  to  protect 
private  property  rights,  we  now  have  to 
do  it  in  the  bills  where  it  pertains,  in 
the  wetlands  reform  bill  and  in  the  en- 
dangered species  reform  bill.  That  is 
our  only  chance  of  giving  compensa- 
tion to  landowners. 


Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  further  yield,  my  puzzlement  is. 
what  do  the  opponents  have  against 
good  science?  We  have  finally  received 
a  long-awaited  report.  2  years  in  the 
making,  over  $1  million  in  expenditure 
to  develop  this  report.  Incidentally,  the 
prominent  scientists  that  participated 
were  not  paid.  They  produced  a  report 
that  was  released  to  the  American  peo- 
ple last  week.  "Wetlands,  Characteris- 
tics and  Boundaries." 

Among  other  things,  they  point  out 
something  that  you  have  done  repeat- 
edly, that  there  are  different  wetlands 
in  different  areas  of  the  country.  If  I 
may  read  for  just  a  moment  from  an 
excerpt  on  a  report. 

The  United  States  contains  many  different 
kinds  of  wetlands,  from  the  cypress  swamps 
of  Florida  to  the  peatlands  of  northern  Min- 
nesota and  from  mountainous  headwaters  to 
tidal  salt  marshes.  The  differences  among 
wetlands  in  various  parts  of  the  country  ac- 
count for  much  of  the  difficulty  in  wetlands 
delineation. 

Wetlands  regulation— a  source  of  consider- 
able friction  between  private  landowners  and 
the  Federal  Government — is  needlessly  com- 
plicated by  multiple  definitions,  field  manu- 
als and  agenc.v  responsibilities.  The  use  of  a 
single  regulatory  definition,  a  single  manual 
to  identify  wetlands — 

Keeping  in  mind  the  geographic  dif- 
ferences— 

And.  even  more  ambitiously,  the  consolida- 
tion of  regulatory  authority  within  a  single 
Federal  agency  would  improve  the  regula- 
tion of  wetlands  substantially. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
the  gentleman  has  made  his  point.  Let 
me  counter  that  jxiint. 

First  of  all.  it  is  a  single  definition  of 
wetlands  that  cause  the  problem.  It  is 
the  definition  designed  by  the  agencies 
with  the  scientists  telling  them  what 
they  think  scientifically  a  wetland  is 
which  has  caused  these  problems  in 
America.  It  is  5  or  6  agencies  meeting 
behind  closed  doors  that  produced  the 
last  manual  that  sent  this  country  into 
a  tizzy. 

It  is  time  for  policymakers  now  to 
make  a  decision  in  this  Congress  as  to 
which  wetlands  deserve  how  much  pro- 
tection. That  has  long  been  overdue. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
zin] has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Tauzin 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Let  me  make  a  point.  If 
you  will  look  at  the  very  last  conclu- 
sion in  that  manual,  in  the  scientific 
report,  you  will  see  that  the  scientists 
very  carefully  said. 

We're  not  telling  you  what  kind  of  policy 
to  make  on  wetlands  Were  not  telling  you 
whether  to  protect  all  wetlands  the  same 
way  because  they  are  different.  We're  not 
telling  you  that  our  definition  of  wetlands 
should  be  a  legal  policy  definition.  What 
we've  written  for  you  is  a  reference  defini- 
tion. You  take  our  definition  and  you  define 
from  it  which  wetlands  you  need  full  protec- 
tion  for.   which  wetlands  are  you  going  to 


treat  differently  in  what  region  of  the  coun- 
try. 

That  is  what  the  bill  does.  I  should 
say  to  my  friend.  My  friend  destroys 
that  class  A,  class  B,  class  C  deter- 
mination as  we  have  in  the  bill,  sub- 
stitutes a  single  definition  again, 
which  has  caused  us  so  much  problems, 
and  then  destroys  the  compensation 
provision  by  saying  in  effect  that  that 
is  out  of  the  bill. 

I  can  say  to  my  friend  again,  if  you 
truly  oppose  property  rights,  I  under- 
stand that,  that  is  a  fair  debate,  we 
have  had  it  a  couple  of  times,  but  that 
is  what  your  amendment  does.  It  takes 
property  rights  out  of  the  bill.  If  you 
truly  like  the  system  where  Federal 
bureaucrats  and  their  scientists  are 
making  policy  for  America,  they  will 
love  your  amendment  and  I  know  you 
support  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tao- 
ZLN]  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gilchrest,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Tauzin  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr  GILCHREST.  I  have  one  quick 
question  for  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana, one  question  about  the  Florida 
Rock  case. 

It  is  a  situation  where  the  gentleman 
bought  a  parcel  of  land  for  about  $3,000 
an  acre.  It  was  going  to  be  a  type  of 
gravel  pit.  If  he  could  have  sold  it  for 
this  type  of  gravel  pit.  he  could  have 
gotten  $10,000  an  acre  for  it,  but  since 
it  was  delineated  as  a  wetland,  the 
value  was  reduced  so  he  could  only  get 
$6,000  an  acre  for  it. 

My  question  is,  since  it  is  delineated 
as  a  wetland  and  protected  as  a  wet- 
land, if  it  was  not  preserved  as  a  wet- 
land and  he  did  use  it  and  it  diminished 
the  value  of  someone  else's  property 
downstream,  who  would  have  paid  for 
the  devaluation  of  the  property  owner 
downstream? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  will  be  happy  to  an- 
swer the  question.  There  is  law  in  all  of 
our  jurisdictions,  I  know  in  my  State, 
I  assume  in  Maryland,  that  provides  if 
I  use  my  property  and  damage  my 
neighbor.  I  am  answerable  to  him,  I  am 
answerable  to  him  in  the  State  court 
for  my  damages.  That  is  current  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tau- 
zin] has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Tauzin 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cur- 
rent law  says  that  if  you  do  something 
to  your  property  to  damage  your 
neighbor,  you  have  got  to  pay  for  that. 
The  bill  on  property  takings  that  we 
wrote  makes  it  clear  that  the  only 
time  you  get  compensated  is  when  the 
use  that  has  been  denied  you  is  not  a 
zoning  use  prohibited,  is  not  a  nuisance 
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use  prohibited  but  only  a  use  that  is 
designed  to  protect  environmental  wet- 
lands. 

Second,  let  me  say  to  my  friend.  I  am 
not  saying  the  law  should  not  protect 
the  wetlands  in  the  Florida  Rock  case. 
Maybe  they  should  have  been  pro- 
tected. All  I  am  saying  is  that  if  they 
are  protected  and  the  use  of  that  prop- 
erty is  denied  the  owner  as  in  Florida 
Rock,  that  he  ought  not  to  have  to 
spend  from  1968  to  1995  trying  to  get  an 
answer  as  to  what  he  should  be  com- 
pensated for. 

Mr  GILCHREST.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further.  I  think  if  you  de- 
stroy those  kinds  of  wetlands,  a  num- 
ber of  people  whose  property  would  be 
devalued  because  their  ground  water 
would  be  contaminated,  the  vast  num- 
ber of  people  who  would  have  their 
property  devalued,  there  is  not  enough 
money  in  America  to  pay  for  all  that 
property. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Reclaiming  my  time,  if 
the  use  is  one  that  damages  your 
neighbor,  you  don't  get  compensated 
under  the  bill,  and  you  know  it. 

Mr.  PAXON.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  engage  in  a 
colloquy  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  regarding  the  definition  of 
concentrated  animal  feeding  oper- 
ations [CAFOs]. 

A  recent  Second  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals decision,  C.A.R.E.  v.  Southview 
Farm,  broadly  interpreted  and— in  my 
view — misconstrued  the  definition  of 
CAFO's.  In  particular,  the  court  con- 
fused the  difference  between  feedlots 
and  areas  that  do  not  involve  growing 
operations  and  misinterpreted  the 
terms  iot."  "facility."  and  "area  of 
confinement." 

The  result  is  that  certain  agricul- 
tural operations,  such  as  dairy  oper- 
ations, could  be  improperly  considered 
as  CAFO's  and  therefore  point  sources. 

Is  my  understanding  correct  that  the 
chairman  intends  that  the  term 
"CAFO's  "  and  the  term  "concentrated 
animal  feedlot"  do  not  include  farming 
operations  where  crops,  vegetation  for- 
age growth  or  post  harvest  residues  are 
sustained  in  the  normal  growing  season 
over  any  portion  of  the  farming  oper- 
ation? 

D  1945 

Mr.   SHUSTER.   Will   the  gentleman 

yield? 

Mr.  PAXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  absolutely  correct.  Sev- 
eral of  the  H.R.  961  provisions,  particu- 
larly section  503.  refer  precisely  to  con- 
centrated animal  feed  operations.  As 
the  primary  sponsor  of  this  legislation. 
I  can  assure  the  gentleman  that  at  no 
time  did  we  intend  that  the  terms  of 
the  act  and  the  accompanying  regula- 
tions be  construed  eis  broadly. 


Mr.  PAXON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  this  clarification, 
for  his  overall  efforts  to  ensure  a  prop- 
er balance  between  environmental  reg- 
ulation and  agricultural  operations. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  PAXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  bring- 
ing up  that  issue  which  does  not  di- 
rectly affect  the  wetlands  debates  on 
the  Boehlert  amendment,  but  I  want 
the  gentleman  to  know  that  I  strongly 
support  the  position  taken  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  and  I  strongly 
support  the  language  in  the  committee 
report  referred  to  by  the  chairman  of 
the  full  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  ShvsterI. 

We  have  addressed  the  special  con- 
cerns of  agriculture  in  .America  and  the 
committee  bill  does  that.  The  wetlands 
provision  that  I  am  introducing  and  we 
are  debating  right  now  contains  the 
same  exemptions  as  does  the  commit- 
tee bill,  plus  we  add  a  new  exemption 
for  repair  and  construction  of  tiles 
which  are  so  very  important  to  agri- 
culture. 

So  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  PAXON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  support  and  again  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  for  his  very  helpful 
efforts  in  clarifying  this  matter. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  listening  to  the  de- 
bate one  would  draw  the  conclusion  not 
only  by  inference  but  by  express  state- 
ment by  the  opposition  that  this  really 
is  a  battle  about  those  who  care  about 
clean  water  versus  those  who  do  not. 

I  am  here  to  reject  that  characteriza- 
tion. Mr.  Chairman.  In  fact,  wetlands 
and  the  environment  are  very  impor- 
tant to  me.  and  I  know  of  no  Member 
in  this  House  to  whom  they  are  not  im- 
portant. So  let  us  all  stipulate  that  we 
are  for  the  environment,  as  well  as  for 
the  American  flag,  motherhood,  and 
apple  pie.  Those  are  all  good  things;  we 
are  all  for  them. 

What  this  battle  is  really  about,  and 
I  cannot  think  of  a  better  crystalliza- 
tion of  the  difference  between  the  old 
Congress,  the  belief  in  bigger,  more 
powerful  Federal  agencies  and.  in  es- 
sence, a  bigger,  better,  more  powerful 
Federal  Government,  versus  a  smaller, 
more  accountable  Federal  Government. 
That  is  what  the  debate  is  really  about 
with  this  Clean  Water  Act,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

You  know,  we  ought  to  stop  and  ask 
ourselves:  Where  does  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress derive  the  authority  to  regulate 
wetlands,  for  example?  It  comes  from 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  from  the  so- 
called  commerce  clause,  which  happily 
is  finally  starting  to  be  properly  inter- 
preted after  60  years  of  abuse  by  the 


Congress  and  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
in  the  Perez  decision  decided  recently 
we  finally  got  a  reasonable  definition 
of  the  limits  of  the  power  of  Congress 
under  the  commerce  clause.  Those 
things  which  Congress  seeks  to  regu- 
late under  the  commerce  clause  have 
to  bear  some  reasonable  relation  to  the 
clause. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  battle  be- 
tween those  who  support  a  bigger  Fed- 
eral Government  versus  those  who  sup- 
port a  smaller  and  more  accountable 
Federal  Government.  It  is  really  a  bat- 
tle between  those  who  want  to  em- 
power bureaucrats  with  vast  discre- 
tionary authority  versus  those  who  be- 
lieve elected  officials  ought  to  be  mak- 
ing our  policy  in  the  U.S.  Congress.  It 
is  really  a  battle  between  arbitrary  ad- 
ministrative rulings  versus  good 
science.  Ironically  enough,  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  we  believe 
in  good  science.  That  is  why  H.R.  961. 
as  reported  by  the  committee  to  the 
floor,  is  here.  It  embodies  good  science, 
and  we  believe  very  deeply  in  good 
science. 

Let  me  just  mention  why  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  is  flawed,  in  my  opin- 
ion. No.  1.  it  strikes  all  the  property 
rights  provisions  out  of  the  bill,  includ- 
ing the  right  to  compensation  for  prop- 
erty owners  whose  land  is  devalued  by 
more  than  20  percent  due  to  the  Fed- 
eral wetlands  regulations.  No.  2.  it 
eliminates  the  three-tier  classification 
system  created  by  the  bill  which  is  de- 
signed to  give  greatest  priority  to 
those  wetlands  that  are  in  most  need  of 
protection.  No.  3.  it  retains  the  current 
expansive  definition  of  wetlands.  In- 
deed, under  the  Boehlert  amendment, 
and  this  is  true  under  present  law.  this 
is  deemed  to  be  a  water  of  the  United 
States.  Is  that  not  ludicrous?  This  pic- 
ture is  north  of  Stockton,  CA;  yes.  this 
is  a  wetland  according  to  existing  law 
and  according  to  what  it  will  be  if  the 
gentleman's  amendment  should  be  en- 
acted. 

H.R.  961  was  produced  with  an  aim  to 
ending  this  kind  of  administrative 
abuse. 

Also,  this  Boehlert  amendment  re- 
moves the  provisions  that  streamline 
the  current  highly  bureaucratic  system 
for  wetlands  permitting,  giving  four 
agencies  the  power  to  veto  wetlands 
permit  applications.  The  committee 
bill  makes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the 
sole  agency  with  the  power  to  grant  or 
to  refuse  a  permit. 

So.  those  are  the  reasons  why  I  think 
this  is  an  undesirable  amendment.  If 
you  believe  in  Big  Government,  if  you 
believe  in  bureaucrats,  if  you  believe  in 
arbitrariness,  keep  the  status  quo.  be- 
cause it  works  great.  The  only  ones 
who  are  disadvantaged  by  it  are  those 
who  happen  to  own  property  by  the 
sweat  of  their  brow  and  cannot  get 
through  the  permit  process.  And  we 
heard  from  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota. I  think  who  said  this,  maybe 
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the  gentleman  from  New  York:  90  per- 
cent of  all  of  these  Corps  of  Engineers 
permits  are  granted.  What  that  figure 
fails  to  mention  is  the  number  of  peo- 
ple that  dropped  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
LITTLE]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  GILCHREST,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Doolittle  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Ninety  percent,  the 
figure  was  90  percent  of  the  permits  are 
granted  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  It 
ignores  the  fact  that  a  huge  number  of 
people  fell  out  of  that  statistic,  those 
who  tried  and  just  gave  up.  They  did 
not  have  the  2  years  or  4  years  or  5 
years  or  as  in  the  case  of  Chico.  I  will 
tell  you  about  the  16  years  to  get 
through  the  process.  They  gave  up  and 
they  were  not  counted,  because  it  did 
not  count  in  that  statistic.  So  it  is  a 
very  misleading  statistic.  I  just  throw 
that  out;  it  is  very  misleading. 

I  chaired  the  wetlands  task  force  for 
the  Resources  Committee.  We  went 
around  the  country  and  held  various 
hearings.  Let  me  just  tell  you  briefly 
what  we  found  out.  We  heard  from  Bob 
Wilson,  a  man  who  owns  property  in 
Idaho.  He  went  through  with  his  per- 
mit, the  corps  came  out.  they  had  ex- 
tensive negotiations.  The  corps  finally 
granted  his  permit  to  build  a  house.  He 
built  a  very  expensive,  about  a  half- 
million-dollar  house,  and  then,  incred- 
ibly, a  corps  field  official  came  along 
and  discovered  quote  unquote  that  the 
hydrology  had  changed  on  this  particu- 
lar land  and  what  was  once  an  upland 
when  the  house  was  built  was  now  a 
wetland,  and  demands  were  being  made 
for  him  to  do  something  about  it. 

Well,  he  went  through  the  process 
again  and  that  managed  to  get  it 
straightened  out,  probably  because  the 
corps  was  too  embarrassed  to  actually 
be  willing  to  take  that  case  forward 
and  expose  it  to  the  harsh  light  of  pub- 
lic review. 

Pastor  Enns.  pastor  of  a  church  in 
Chico.  CA.  known  as  the  Pleasant  Val- 
ley Assembly  of  God.  this  is  a  500-mem- 
ber  congregation,  all  of  its  contribu- 
tions are  received  voluntarily. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
LITTLK]  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Doo- 
LITTLE  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  This  gentleman 
began  the  process  of  building  his 
church.  Sixteen  years  later.  $300,000  of 
his  congregation's  money  down  the 
drain  and  there  is  no  church,  and  25 
percent  of  it  has  been  roped  off  as  a 
wetland. 

These  people  are  not  in  the  business 
of  development.  They  are  trying  to 
build  a  church. 

The  Sares  Regis  Corp..  they  are  in 
the  business  of  development,  and  they 
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are  in  Mr.  PoMBO's  district,  in  the 
northern  end  of  it.  They  have  about  a 
1,200-acre  parcel  of  land.  In  1988  the 
first  application  was  made  for  a  per- 
mit. We  are  in  1995  today.  Seven  years 
later  they  have  still  not  done  anything 
with  it  because  the  different  agencies 
keep  upping  the  ante.  First  they  want- 
ed 15  percent  of  the  land  set  aside  be- 
cause it  contained  features  like  this 
right  here,  and  then  it  went  up  to  25 
percent,  and  they  finally  agreed  to  25 
percent.  A  demand  was  made  for  more, 
and  they  agreed  to  30  percent,  and  that 
is  not  enough.  Thirty  percent,  in  fact  it 
was  more  than  30  percent,  it  was  nearly 
one-third  of  their  land,  356  acres  with  a 
development  value  of  $30  million,  and 
that  was  not  enough  to  satisfy  the  Fed- 
eral bureaucrat.  That  is  an  abuse.  Mr. 
Chairman.  And  that  is  what  this  bill  is 
designed  to  correct  amongst  other 
things. 

I  want  to  tell  you  about  Mrs.  Cline. 
Nancy  Cline.  Sonoma.  CA.  bought  land. 
350  acres  of  land,  been  in  farming  con- 
tinuously since  1930.  One  year  the 
owner  of  the  land,  in  fact  the  next  to 
the  last  year  the  former  owners  of  the 
land  grazed  cattle.  These  folks  tried  to 
farm  their  land  and  the  bureaucrats 
showed  up  and  they  said.  "You  can't  do 
that,  you  need  a  permit,  you  are  filling 
a  wetland."  They  said.  "What  do  you 
mean.  It  has  been  farmed  since  1930.  I 
am  sorry."  They  threatened  them  with 
$25.000-a-day  civil  fines  and  actually  at 
one  point  threatened  if  they  did  not 
give  in  to  criminally  indict  them.  They 
had  to  hire  an  attorney  to  defend 
themselves.  They  went  around,  and  I 
would  love  to  read  you  this  but  my 
time  is  running  out.  I  will  tell  you  the 
FBI  and  EPA  went  door  to  door  to  the 
neighbors  and  interviewed  the  neigh- 
bors. What  is  these  people's  religion? 
Do  they  have  a  temper?  What  are  they 
like? 

George  Washington  said  power  is  not 
reason,  it  is  not  eloquence,  it  is  force, 
and  like  fire  it  is  a  dangerous  servant 
and  a  fearful  master.  And  I  would  sub- 
mit to  you  that  we  uncovered  many  ex- 
amples of  the  heavy  hand  of  govern- 
ment, naked  force. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  to  ask  his  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  One  comment  and 
one  quick  question.  The  comment  is  we 
want  to  get  rid  of  the  bureaucracy  that 
creates  the  kind  of  horror  stories. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  again 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gilchrest  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  DOOLITTLE  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  The  other  thing  is  I 
really  wish  some  of  the  Corps  and  EPA 
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people  from  California  could  come  to 
Maryland  and  see  how  we  work  out  our 
problems,  and  we  really  do  work  the 
problems  out  in  apparently  a  much 
simpler  manner  than  it  is  done  in  some 
of  the  Western  States,  but  looking  at 
the  picture  I  would  like  to  ask.  it  real- 
ly looks  like  there  is  some  farming  ac- 
tivity being  done  there.  It  looks  like 
tractor  tires  and  the  field  has  just  been 
plowed  up.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gen- 
tleman if  that  is  a  farming  area.  Then 
it  is  now  without  either  one  of  the  bills 
exempt  from  regulatory  jurisdiction  of 
the  Corps  as  far  as  wetlands  is  con- 
cerned because  of  the  prior  converted 
cropland;  also  the  Corps  allows  people 
to  farm  wetlands  if  they  have  been 
farming  wetlands. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield.' 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  can  explain  what  is 
going  on  in  this  picture.  It  is  grazing 
land,  which  the  Corps  does  not  consider 
agriculture.  So  they  cannot. 

In  California  under  current  law  what 
is  happening  right  now.  grazing  is  not 
agriculture.  Therefore  they  cannot 
plow  that  up.  That  is  what  they  are 
doing  right  now. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
little] has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Shuster,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  DOOLITTLE  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  just  cannot  let  pass 
the  statement  by  my  good  friend  from 
Maryland  about  how  wonderful  every- 
thing is  in  Maryland.  My  congressional 
district  borders  Maryland,  and  I  can 
tell  you  in  western  Maryland  there  are 
hundreds  of  people  who  are  furious 
about  the  environmental  Gestapo 
which  is  there  and  which  is  attempting 
to  tell  them  how  to  live  their  lives  and 
what  to  do  with  their  land  beyond  all 
reason.  So  things  might  be  well  on  the 
Eastern  Shore,  my  good  friend,  but  in 
the  neck  of  the  woods  I  come  from 
which  borders  on  western  Maryland 
there  is  outrage  at  what  this  environ- 
mental Gestapo  is  doing. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT  I  want  to  allay  the 
gentleman's  concerns,  because  the 
Boehlert  amendment  provides  a  spe- 
cific exemption  for  grazing  land,  so  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  PoMBO)  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Doolittle],  I  want  you 
to  know  we  addressed  your  concern. 

Let  me  tell  you  who  is  outraged.  The 
American  people  are  outraged  by  the 
prospect  of  eliminating  60  percent  to  80 
percent  of  our  Nation's  wetlands. 
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D  2000 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
LITTLE]  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Doo- 
LITTLE  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute. ) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  for  an  additional  minute  to  reply 
because  this  is  not  the  whole  story.  I 
need  to  reply. 

Let  me  just  say  here  that  in  our  part 
of  the  State  there  is  a  lot  of  land  like 
this  and  there  are  a  lot  of  people  like 
this  that  would  like  to  grow  houses. 
not  farms,  on  it  or  not  grazing,  and 
they  owned  the  property,  and  under 
your  amendment  you  are  not  going  to 
let  them  do  that  because  this  is  going 
to  be  classified  as  a  wetland  for  which 
a  permit  must  be  granted,  must  be  re- 
quired, m  order  to  do  anything,  and 
your  amendment  does  not  let  good 
science  prevail,  because  you  do  not  see 
the  framework  for  the  classification,  A. 
B,  or  C. 

I  heard  you  read  from  the  report.  Let 
me  just  say  we  make  the  policy  that 
the  Secretary  is  to  promulgate,  a  clas- 
sification system.  A,  B,  or  C,  according 
to  the  most  ecologically  significant 
land  in  that  order.  That  is  where  the 
good  science  is  going  to  come,  helping 
us  determine  whether  it  is  A.  B.  or  C. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  there  is  nothing, 
nothing,  absolutely  nothing,  let  me  re- 
peat, nothing  in  the  committee  bill 
that  refers  to  science. 

What  are  we  afraid  of?  We  spent  $1 
million  in  2  years  to  hear  a  report  from 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  and 
we  are  ignoring  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  DOO- 
LITTLE] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  HAYES,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr  Doolittle  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HAYES.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield':' 

Mr  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HAYES.  I  have  a  letter  addressed 
to  me  today  where  numerous  agricul- 
tural groups,  including  the  Farm  Bu- 
reau. American  Feed  Industries.  Amer- 
ican Meat  Institute,  Sheep  Industry 
Association.  Soybean  Association,  and 
others,  are  all  in  opposition  by  name  to 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

My  question  to  the  gentleman  would 
be:  If  the  agricultural  provisions  are 
supposedly  taken  care  of,  then  do  I 
have  50  or  so  incompetent  agricultural 
organizations,  or  do  I  have  a  continued 
inability  of  some  to  recognize  that 
they  are  not  helping  farmers  but  hurt- 
ing them  under  either  the  current  situ- 
ation or  the  proposed  amendment? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  let  me  stress,  on  page  21  of 
the  Boehlert  amendment,  there  is  a 
whole    list    of    exemptions    for    agri- 


culture. Given  the  choice,  we  under- 
stand human  nature,  given  the  choice 
of  no  regulation  or  some  regulation, 
what  are  people  going  to  choose?  Obvi- 
ously, no  regulation.  But  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  there  are  250  million 
Americans  from  coast  to  coast  who  are 
concerned  about  drinking  water,  who 
are  concerned  about  flooding,  who  are 
concerned  about  tourism  and  fishing, 
who  are  concerned  about  so  many 
things  that  are  ignored. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Dog- 
little]  has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shuster,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Doolittle 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  ask  for  the  time  for 
me  to  respond  to  my  good  friend. 

I  cannot  let  pass,  and  I  am  sure  my 
good  friend  does  not  mean,  really 
mean,  no  regulation.  To  suggest  our 
bill  provides  no  regulation  is  obviously 
false.  Our  bill  provides  substantial  reg- 
ulation. 

What  it  does  do,  it  sets  up  three  cat- 
egories of  wetlands.  A,  B,  and  C.  So.  for 
my  good  friend.  I  know  in  the  hyper- 
bole of  the  moment,  to  talk  about  no 
regulation,  I  am  sure  he  does  not  mean 
that,  and  our  bill  does  provide  regula- 
tion. It  simply  does  not,  and  I  plead 
guilty,  it  does  not  provide  the  onerous, 
heavy-handed  regulation  that  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment  provides. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  because  it  is  the  gen- 
tleman's time,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
this  is  not  my  opinion.  It  is  prominent 
scientists.  The  17  scientists  who  devel- 
oped the  Academy  of  Sciences  report 
on  wetlands  estimate  60  percent  of  our 
Nation's  wetlands  will  be  lost  if  we 
adopt  the  committee  bill. 

I  agree  with  the  chairman;  I  have  the 
highest  regard  for  the  chairman. 

That  is  why  we  are  trying  to  incor- 
porate in  our  amendment  special  ex- 
emptions for  agriculture,  and  we  are 
trying  to  address  the  needs  of  Gov- 
ernors and  State  and  local  govern- 
ments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
little] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shuster,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  DOOLITTLE 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  wish  to  respond  to 
the  last  statement. 

I  believe  what  the  report  says  is  not 
that  60  percent  of  wetlands  will  be  lost, 
but  rather  that  60  percent  of  the  wet- 
lands will  be  unregulated  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  There  is  a  vast  dif- 
ference, and  indeed  I  am  informed  by 
several  people  that  even  the  60  percent 
figure  is  something  that  is  not  substan- 
tiated. So  there  is  a  vast  difference  be- 
tween wetlands  being  lost  and  wetlands 
not  being  regulated  by  the  Federal 
Government. 


Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Under  no  instance  in  the 
report  is  there  a  reference  to  this  loss. 
It  has  been  thrown  around  on  this 
House  floor  as  if  it  is  somewhere  sci- 
entifically written.  It  is  specifically 
never  covered  in  that  report.  It  does  a 
disservice  to  the  chairman  to  make 
that  reference.  But  if  so.  would  the 
gentleman  give  us  a  page  number  in 
which  such  a  percentage  or  reference  is 
made? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  And  I  would  say  fur- 
ther, under  our  bill,  if  the  gentleman's 
State  wishes  to  impose  more  stringent 
wetlands  regulations,  the  gentleman's 
State  may  do  so. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  DOO- 
LITTLE] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Boehlert.  and 
by  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Doolittle 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert], 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman very  much.  I  appreciate  that. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
H.\YES].  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  estimate  of  60  percent  loss  of  the 
Nation's  wetlands  comes  from  William 
M.  Lewis.  Jr..  Chair,  who  is  professor 
and  Chair  of  the  department  of  envi- 
ronmental population  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Colorado.  That  statement  was 
made  at  the  public  briefing  provided 
for  Members  of  Congress,  their  staff, 
and  the  news  media.  I  was  there.  A  lim- 
ited number  of  Members  of  Congress,  a 
lot  more  staff,  and  a  lot  of  media,  and 
that  is  why  the  media  has  picked  up  on 
this  60  percent  loss  ol  wetlands,  be- 
cause it  comes  from  the  Chair  of  the 
committee,  a  very  distinguished  sci- 
entist. I  have  no  idea  if  he  is  a  Repub- 
lican or  a  Democrat  or  a  green  or  a 
brown  or  whatever  he  is,  but  I  know  he 
is  concerned  about  our  environment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  DOO- 
LITTLE] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shuster,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Doolittle 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  ask  for  the  addi- 
tional minute  to  quote  what  Dr.  Lewis 
actually  said.  I  have  in  front  of  me, 
during  the  question  and  answer  session 
of  the  briefing.  Dr.  Lewis,  previously 
referred  to,  was  asked,  "What  percent- 
age of  wetlands  currently  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  404  program  would  be 
deregulated?"  Deregulated,  not  elimi- 
nated, deregulated,  after  the  21  con- 
secutive day  requirements  were  en- 
acted. His  first  response  was,  and  I 
quote.  "I  don't  know."  When  prompted 
further,  he  said.  "I  guess  the  amount 
would  be  in  the  tens  of  percent,  20,  30, 
maybe  40  percent."  End  of  story. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Doo- 
little] has  again  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hayes,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Doolittle  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HAYES.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further  and  give  me  a  moment  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  chairman,  who 
was  it  who  made  that  inquiry? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  understand  it  was  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert] 
that  made  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  HAYES.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  made  the  in- 
quiry; it  is  not  secondhand.  I  hope  he 
would  recall  it. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  That  makes  this 
story  even  better.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Let  me  make  my 
statement. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  We  are  up  to  40  per- 
cent. We  are  getting  closer. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  here:  What  in  the  world  are 
we  afraid  of?  We  are  not  talking  about 
plowing  over  all  the  Nation's  wetlands 
by  this  bill.  We  are  saying  the  Federal 
Government  has  gone  too  far  in  trying 
to  assert  its  jurisdiction.  We  are  going 
to,  as  the  new  Congress,  make  a  correc- 
tion in  the  course.  The  State  of  Mary- 
land or  any  other  State,  if  they  feel 
that  the  policy  should  be  different,  is 
free  to  take  that  policy.  But  under  the 
U.S.  Constitution,  in  our  view,  our  ju- 
risdiction needs  to  be  cut  back.  This 
bill  provides  a  policy  that  assures  pro- 
tection to  wetlands  that  uses  a  classi- 
fication system.  A.  B.  or  C.  It  assures 
reason,  balance,  and  flexibility,  which 
we  have  none  of  under  the  present  sys- 
tem, where  all  we  have  is  the  naked 
hand  of  Government.  $25.000-a-day  civil 
fines,  being  threatened  by  Federal 
agencies,  and  if  they  fail  at  that,  they 
will  threaten  to  indict  you,  as  they  did 
Mrs.  Cline. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  The  gentleman 
from  California  said.  "What  are  we 
afraid  of?"  Why  do  we  not  use  the  clas- 
sification or  the  delineation  criteria 
from  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences,  which  I  think  we  all.  after 
looking  at  it.  would  have  some  sense 
that  is  a  good  classification,  and  then 
we  can  use  their  criteria  in  this  bill, 
and  then  we  can  regulate  or  not  regu- 
late, whatever  we  want  to. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  we  are  going  to  do  that.  We  have 
got  A.  B,  and  C.  We.  the  elected  offi- 
cials, set  that  up.  Then  we  are  going  to 
use  the  science  that  is  in  that  report 
because  the  Secretary  is  the  one  that 
makes  those  determinations,  and  he  is 
going  to  specify  in  the  regulations 
what  are  the  criteria  for  A.  B.  and  C. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


Mr,  Chairman.  I  find  this  debate  very 
interesting  tonight  and  believe  that 
maybe  it  is  time  that  a  voice  from  the 
Midwest  is  heard  on  this  problem. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  from  the  South 
and  from  the  West  about  the  problems 
with  the  wetlands,  but  I  want  to  say 
that  I  strongly  oppose  the  amendment 
to  H.R.  961  on  wetlands.  This  amend- 
ment would  strip  out  the  provisions  of 
this  bill  in  title  VIII,  reject  sensible 
wetlands  policy  reforms  which  have 
been  crafted  in  this  bill,  and  replace 
the  language  with  a  much  more  work- 
able form  of  regulation  for  our  wet- 
lands. In  fact,  the  House  rejected  the 
bureaucratic  language  of  the  sponsor  of 
this  amendment  as  part  of  the  Saxton 
substitute. 

For  many  years,  farmers  and  busi- 
nessmen and  landowners  have  strug- 
gled and  wasted  millions  of  dollars  on 
lawyers'  fees,  trying  to  make  sense  out 
of  the  current  wetlands  permitting 
process.  Critics  of  the  wetlands  provi- 
sion in  H.R,  961  make  it  sound  as 
though  the  current  section  404  of  wet- 
lands delineation  process  is  an  orderly, 
scientifically  sound  process.  Anybody 
outside  of  Washington.  DC,  who  has 
tried  to  obtain  a  section  404  permit 
knows  the  present  system  is  a  bureau- 
cratic morass,  subject  to  the  whims  of 
EPA.  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  bureau- 
crats of  the  Federal  Government. 

In  fact,  when  I  was  visiting  in  what  is 
now  the  consolidated  Farm  Service 
agency  in  my  home  county,  I  asked 
them  how  they  established  wetlands  in 
my  home  county.  "Oh."  they  said.  "We 
got  out  some  maps,  and  we  sat  there, 
and  that  is  the  way  we  decided  what 
was  wetlands.  "  in  this  highly  developed 
agricultural  county,  and.  of  course,  if 
anybody  came  in,  they  probably  made 
some  adjustments.  But  most  people  did 
not  even  know  about  the  delineation. 

So.  when  we  talk  about  the  loss  of 
wetlands,  what  we  really  have  to  do  is 
establish  what  were  and  are  and  is 
truly  wetlands  because  it  was  not  done 
in  a  very  scientific  way. 

And  if  the  present  system  is  not  bad 
enough,  this  amendment  directs  the 
EPA  to  establish  a  wetlands  coordinat- 
ing committee.  The  committee  is  to 
develop  a  national  wetlands  strategy 
and  recommend  new,  new  regulations 
to  the  EPA  and  the  Army  Corps,  among 
other  things. 

My  colleagues,  issuing  additional 
wetlands  regulations  and  creating  new 
bureaucracy  is  absolutely  ludicrous. 
Have  the  proponents  of  this  amend- 
ment not  learned  anything  from  the 
November  election?  I  would  also  hope 
that  Members  will  not  be  fooled  by  the 
rhetoric  of  the  supporters  of  this 
amendment. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  does  not 
embrace  sound  science.  Its  primary 
purpose  is  to  keep  the  current,  unwork- 
able Federal  wetlands  policy  in  place, 
the  net  effect  of  which  is  to  keep  prop- 
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erty    off    limits    to 
native  uses. 

Simply  stated,  if  you  want  to  pre- 
serve and  expand  the  present  section 
404  permitting  bureaucracy,  then  you 
should  support  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment. But  if  you  want  to  replace  the 
current  wetlands  permitting  with 
clear,  sound  public  policy,  then  you 
would  reject  this  amendment. 

It  is  no  accident  that  American  agri- 
culture supports  title  VIII  of  H.R.  961 
as  is.  Farmers  are  sick  and  tired  of  the 
Federal  bureaucrats  determining  that 
mandate  drainage  ditches  are  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  United  States,  are 
sick  and  tired  of  Federal  bureaucrats 
walking  onto  their  farms  and  deter- 
mining that  ag  areas  are  wetlands.  If 
agriculture  is  to  receive  major  reduc- 
tions in  programs,  there  must  be  cor- 
responding relief  from  meaningless, 
useless,  and  inappropriate  Government 
regulations,  such  as  the  current  wet- 
lands situation. 

Anybody  who  listened  to  voters  last 
November  knows  that  the  citizens  are 
absolutely  fed  up  with  big  Government 
and  bureaucratic  arrogance.  The  voters 
are  demanding  smaller  and  more  sen- 
sible government. 

Agricultural  people  know  what  true 
wetlands  are.  Agricultural  people  are 
certainly  interested  in  preserving  true 
wetlands  because  they  know  the  bene- 
fits. We  do  not  want  to  destroy  wet- 
lands, but  we  do  not  want  to  be  encum- 
bered by  wetlands  designations  for 
property  that  is  not  wetlands. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr,  Ewing] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr,  Ewing 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes  ) 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe, 
as  do  most,  that  the  provisions  of  H,R. 
961.  as  is.  will  do  what  is  a  reasonable 
job  of  defining  our  wetlands. 

I  do  not  question  the  proponents  of 
this  amendment  are  well  intended,  but 
you  have  provisions  under  this  bill 
through  different  State  legislatures  to 
enact  if  additional  regulations  are 
needed. 

Finally.  Members  of  this  body  who 
support  the  restoration  of  personal 
property  rights  contained  in  this 
amendment,  in  this  bill,  should  support 
the  wetlands  language  of  961  and  vote 
against  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

In  closing,  I  would  urge  Members  to 
join  the  chairman  and  vote  for  fair, 
clear  wetlands  delineation  as  currently 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
•the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

a  2015 

Mr  BOEHLERT.  I  do  not  want  to 
point  out  a  misstatement.  I  think  it 
was  inadvertent.  The  Federal,  State 
and     local     government     coordinating 
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committee,  contrary  to  what  was  al- 
leged, does  not  have  any  regulatory  au- 
thority. It  serves  in  an  advisory  capac- 
ity only.  Why  did  we  create  it?  To  re- 
duce duplication,  to  resolve  potential 
conflicts  and  to  efficiently  allocate 
manpower  and  resources  at  all  levels  of 
government 

Mr.  EWING.  To  whom  will  they  be  re- 
porting? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  We  include  rep- 
resentatives from  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Counties,  in  an  advisory  capac- 
ity. In  effect,  what  we  say  is,  "Come 
let  us  reason  together.  " 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Would  the  gentleman 
accept  an  amendment  to  his  amend- 
ment stating  that  it  has  no  regulatory 
power  whatsoever? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  would  be  more 
than  happy  to. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Then  I  will  be  delighted 
to  make  that  tomorrow. 

Mr.  EWING.  Reclaiming  my  time,  the 
purpose  of  the  committee  is  then— will 
have  no  influence  on  regulations? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT,  It  -s  there  to  serve 
in  an  advisory  capacity. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Ewing] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Shuster  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ewing  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  This  so-called  advi- 
sory committee  was  made  up  of  18  peo- 
ple. Ten  of  the  18,  a  majority,  will  be 
handpicked  by  the  EPA,  so  the  people 
the  EPA  picks  will  recommend  to  the 
EPA  what  kind  of  regulations  to  im- 
pose upon  the  American  people. 

Does  the  gentleman  begin  to  get  the 
drift  of  who  is  going  to  be  calling  the 
shots  here''  It  is  the  same  old  regu- 
latory crowd,  the  same  old  'nviron- 
mental  gestapos,  that  is  who.  and  that 
is  why  we  should  defeat  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EWING.  Reclaiming  my  time,  the 
chairman  has  adequately  and  very  ac- 
curately stated  just  the  reason  that  we 
cannot  stand  any  more  committees.  We 
cannot  stand  any  more  of  this  regu- 
latory overkill  that  we  have  had  in 
America,  and  an  18-member  commit- 
tee, with  10  of  them  appointed  by  the 
EPA,  bodes  very,  very  bad  for  regu- 
latory relief. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
committee    will    serve    without    com- 


pensation. This  committee  will 
serve 

Mr.  EWING.  Reclaiming  the  balance 
of  my  time.  I  think  that  is  totally  ir- 
relevant to  whether  this  committee  is 
going  to  be  another  bureaucratic  agen- 
cy. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  That  means  they  will 
be  committed  fanatics. 

Mr.  EWING.  Absolutely. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  this  de- 
bate has  been  very  interesting  for  a 
number  of  reasons,  and  I  think  that,  if 
we  look  at  what  the  debate  has  cen- 
tered upon.  I  know  earlier  in  testimony 
they  talked  about  clean  water,  and  one 
of  the  things  that  they  brought  up  was 
a  picture  of  a  polluted  stream. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  we  are  all 
against  water  pollution,  we  are  all  in 
favor  of  clean  water.  And  that  is  not 
what  the  debate  is  about.  What  the  de- 
bate centers  upon  is  whether  or  not  the 
U.S.  Congress  will  make  the  tough  de- 
cisions. 

For  a  number  of  years,  actually  since 
the  Clean  Water  Act  was  passed  and 
they  somehow  found  wetlands  within 
it.  Congress  has  refused  to  make  the 
tough  decisions,  the  policy  decisions. 
Therefore,  all  of  the  decisions  govern- 
ing wetlands  have  been  made  by  regu- 
lators, bureaucrats,  and  by  the  courts. 

And  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Boehlert,  you  talked  about 
using  good  science.  Well,  I  strongly  be- 
lieve that  we  need  to  use  good  science 
and  that  that  should  be  the  basis  for 
our  environmental  decisions.  But  I  also 
believe  that  it  is  our  obligation  and  re- 
sponsibility to  make  tough  policy  deci- 
sions. 

One  of  the  problems  in  this  picture 
was  brought  up  earlier.  One  of  the 
problems  that  we  have  out  west  is  wet- 
lands that  look  like  this,  that  have 
nothing  to  do  with— we  cannot  tell 
from  this  picture,  but  there  is  no  inlet 
or  outlet  from  this  wetland.  It  is  a  mud 
puddle.  It  is  a  hole  in  the  ground.  It  is 
a  low  place. 

Now  I  say  to  my  colleague.  "You 
have  said  that  you  know  in  your 
amendment  that  grazing  is  agriculture 
and  would  be  exempted  from  the  regu- 
lations of  the  permitting  process."  I 
will  tell  my  colleague  one  thing  that 
happened  in  my  district  in  an  area  that 
looked  exactly  like  this.  It  was  grazing 
land,  and  had  been  for  many,  many 
generations,  and  for  those  of  my  col- 
leagues that  do  not  know,  cattle  busi- 
ness has  not  been  so  great  lately,  and 
the  gentleman  decided  that  he  would 
be  better  off  trying  to  farm  the  land  in 
order  to  try  to  make  a  profit  off  of  it, 
and  he  wanted  to  plant  vineyards  on  it. 
And  they  told  him  he  could  not  plant 
vineyards  on  it  because  of  wetlands 
like  this  that  were  on  the  property, 
and  he  said.  "But  agriculture  is  exempt 


from  it.  Under  current  law.  agriculture 
is  exempt." 

And  they  said.  "Well,  no,  because  you 
are  converting  from  one  agricultural 
use  to  another.  Therefore,  you  are 
changing  the  use  of  the  land  from  graz- 
ing to  vineyards." 

So  I  say  to  my  colleague,  "Even 
under  your  language  that  you  bring 
out,  I  don't  believe  that  the  bureau- 
crats would  take  that  as  an  answer  for 
it." 

So.  what  he  told  him  was. 

Okay;  I'll  stay  out  of  the  wetlands.  I  won't 
plant  any  vineyards  in  the  wetlands.  I'll  just 
plant  them  on  the  sides  of  the  hills,  and  I'll 
contour  the  hills  and  just  stay  completely 
away  from  them.  I'm  putting:  in  a  drip  irriga- 
tion system  so  there  won't  be  any  runoff. 

The  answer  came  back.  "No.  you 
can't  do  that  because  you  will  change 
the  drainage  on  the  land  from  what  is 
currently  there,  and  you  can't  do 
that." 

So  he  was  struck  with  an  unprofit- 
able piece  of  property  because  the  cat- 
tle business  is  not  real  good  right  now. 
He  was  stuck  with  an  unprofitable 
piece  of  property  that  he  could  not 
make  any  money  off  of.  that  he  could 
pay  the  mortgage  on  and  pay  the  prop- 
erty taxes  on,  but  he  could  not  make 
any  money  off  it  because  they  were  re- 
stricting what  agricultural  use. 

Now,  notice  I  have  not  talked  about 
development  of  any  kind,  not  about 
building  a  single  home  on  any  of  this. 
It  is  one  agricultural  use  to  another, 
and.  under  the  current  definition,  they 
are  saying,  "You  can't  do  that.  You 
can't  change  from  one  agricultural  use 
to  another,  and  they  are  restricting  his 
ability." 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  why  I  believe 
that  the  property  rights  provisions  in 
the  chairman's  bill  are  so  important. 
because  right  now  we  have  the  regu- 
lators and  bureaucrats  running  out 
there  who.  at  no  cost  to  them,  at  no 
downside  to  them  whatsoever,  and  ac- 
tually an  upside  because  they  just  ex- 
panded greatly  their  jurisdiction  by 
taking  a  wetlands  that  looked  like 
this,  they  expanded  greatly  their  juris- 
diction by  taking  a  wetlands  that 
looked  like  this,  they  expanded  greatly 
their  jurisdiction.  Therefore,  they  need 
more  employees,  a  bigger  budget,  more 
pickups,  more  helicopters  so  they  can 
go  out  and  search  their  land  and  look 
for  these  valuable  wetlands  that  look 
like  this.  They  expanded  their  agencies 
because  they  expanded  their  jurisdic- 
tion, and  because  of  that  property 
rights  and  the  takings  part 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Pombo] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  POMBO 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  4  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  POMBO.  If  there  is  a  cost  to  the 
agency,  if  there  is  a  cost  associated 
with  taking  this  person's  livelihood 
away  from  them,  taking  their  property 


away  from  them,  all  of  a  sudden  wet- 
lands like  this,  they  will  no  longer  put 
those  kinds  of  restrictions  on  them. 

Now.  we  all  know,  as  my  colleagues 
know,  I  went  around  the  country  as 
part  of  the  wetlands  task  force  and  had 
the  opportunity  to  see  wetlands  that  I 
have  never  seen  before.  My  entire  dis- 
trict, except  for  the  tops  of  the  hills 
that  my  colleagues  see  here,  is  consid- 
ered a  wetland,  my  entire  district,  be- 
cause of  the  idea  that,  if  the  water 
rises  to  within  18  inches  of  the  surface, 
that  that  makes  it  a  wetland,  and  that 
was.  in  mind's  eye,  what  a  wetland  was 
all  about,  and  this  was  land  that  people 
farmed,  that  they  had  been  farming  for 
4  or  5,  6  generations,  and  they  only 
time  it  ever  got  wet  was  when  it  rained 
or  when  they  irrigated. 

Now,  when  I  went  to  Louisiana,  I  saw 
wetlands:  I  mean  they  had  water  on  the 
ground,  18  inches  of  water.  2  feet  of 
water,  standing  on  the  ground.  Now.  I 
can  understand.  OK  that  is  wetlands, 
but  why  is  this  a  wetlands? 

I  say  to  my  colleague,  now.  if  you 
don't  have  property  rights  protection 
in  there,  there  is  no  book  to  stop  the 
agency  from  getting  out  of  control.  In 
your  amendment  you  talk  about  going 
back  to  the  1987  delineation  manual 
and  sticking  to  that  until  we  get  some- 
thing better.  You  define  wetlands  in 
your  definitions  of  your  amendment  as 
land  that  supports  aquatic  vegetation 
or  wetlands-type  vegetation.  That  is 
your  definition  of  a  wetland. 

I  say  to  my  colleague,  now.  on  your 
way  home  tonight,  or  when  you  come 
in  in  the  morning,  because  it's  going  to 
be  dark  here,  go  by  just  395,  make  a 
right,  go  down  about  a  mile,  and  you'll 
see  a  sign  that  says  the  future  site  of 
the  Fairmount  Hotel,  and  it's  an  acre 
or  two  of  land  that  has  toolies.  that 
has  sitting  water  on  it.  that  looks,  by 
every  definition,  as  a  wetland,  but  this 
is  land  that's  been  developed  for  a  long 
time  that  we  tore  down  an  old  building. 
They're  putting  up  a  new  one. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  I  mean  you 
have  got  to  have  something  more  to  it 
than  that.  You've  got  to  define  the  dif- 
ference between  the  wetlands  I  saw  in 
Louisiana  and  this.  You've  got  to  de- 
fine the  difference  between  what  the 
value  of  these  wetlands  are  to  the  envi- 
ronment. You  don't  do  that;  that's 
what  we're  trying  to  fix. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  trying  to  stop 
the  agencies  from  going  out,  and  run- 
ning amok,  and  trying  to  do  this  type 
of  thing.  That  is  what  has  to  stop.  I  say 
to  my  colleague,  your  amendment  to 
this  hill  doesn't  do  that,  and  I  under- 
stand the  importance  of  wetlands  in 
different  parts  of  the  country.  I  heard 
the  people  in  North  Carolina  talk 
about  the  importance  of  wetlands  to 
their  area.  I  heard  the  people  in  Louisi- 
ana talk  about  the  fishermen,  talk 
about  the  importance  of  wetlands  to 
their  livelihood.  I  heard  the  people  in 
Vancouver  talk  about  the  importance 


of  wetlands  to  their  livelihood,  but 
there  is  a  big  difference  between  the 
wetlands  that  they  talk  about  and  the 
wetlands  that  look  like  this.  They  are 
not  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman. 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  I  would  like  to  read 
one  section,  section  818.  definitions. 
The  term  "wetland"  means  those  areas 
that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  sur- 
face water  or  ground  water  at  a  fre- 
quency and  duration  sufficient  to  sup- 
port and  that,  under  normal  cir- 
cumstances, do  support,  a  prevalence  of 
vegetation  typically  adapted  to  life  in 
saturated  soil  conditions. 

Mr.  POMBO.  OK.  Now,  does  the  gen- 
tleman understand  his  definition  be- 
cause I  am  going  to  ask  the  gentleman 
a  question  about  that? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  PoMBO] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  PoMBO 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  say  to  the  gentleman. 
If  you  understand  your  definition  of 
what  is  in  your  amendment,  if  I  had  a 
broken  water  pipe,  and  the  land  was 
sufficiently  saturated  so  that  it  would 
support  the  kind  of  vegetation  that  is 
in  a  wetland,  would  that  not  fit  your 
definition? 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  No.  it  would  not.  be- 
cause that  was  manmade.  and  it  is  fre- 
quency that  the  gentleman  is  ignoring. 
That  was  a  one-time  occurrence. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time.  I 
have  read  the  gentleman's  amendment. 
Reclaiming  my  time,  the  gentleman's 
definition  states  that  it  is  land  that  is 
saturated  enough  so  that  it  will  sus- 
tain aquatic  vegetation. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  But  the  gentleman 
is  forgetting  the  frequency  part  of  the 
definition.  That  is  important. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Yes.  if  the  land  is  wet 
long  enough,  it  will  support  that  kind 
of  vegetation. 

In  my  house  in  California,  across  the 
street  they  have  a  cattle  trough,  and  it 
runs  over  all  the  time  because  it  comes 
out  of  a  spring  and  it  supports  aquatic 
vegetation.  It  has  got  toolies  down  the 
cattle  pasture.  It  is  saturated  long 
enough  to  fit  the  gentleman's  defini- 
tion, and  it  is  not  a  wetland,  and  that 
is  the  kind  of  stuff  we  are  trying  to 
stop.  I  say  to  the  gentleman.  You  don't 
allow  us  to  do  that.  You're  getting 
back  into  the  original  reason  that  the 
Clean  Water  Act  was  passed.  We  want- 
ed to  stop  polluted  rivers.  We  wanted 
to  stop  polluted  rivers. 

Now.  somewhere  along  the  line  they 
decided  that  we  were  going  to  regulate 
wetlands  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
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and  there  is  a  reason  to  protect  wet- 
lands. We  all  understand  that.  Any  of 
us  that  have  done  our  homework  un- 
derstands the  reason  to  protect  wet- 
lands, real  wetlands.  But  there  is  a  big 
difference  between  differing  types  of 
wetlands.  I  say  to  the  gentleman.  What 
you  have  in  your  home  State  is  not  the 
same  as  what  I  have  in  my  district. 

D  2030 

What  Mr.  H.^YES  has  in  Louisiana  is 
not  the  same  as  what  is  in  my  district. 
You  are  not  giving  us  the  ability  to  dif- 
ferentiate between  those.  You  are 
throwing  it  back  to  the  bureaucrats, 
throwing  it  back  to  the  regulators  and 
telling  them  you  are  going  to  make  the 
decision.  You  are  avoiding  making  the 
tough  policy  decisions  that  have  to  be 
made.  Let  us  give  it  to  the  bureau- 
crats. 

One  of  the  things  that  has  frustrated 
me  the  most  about  serving  in  this  body 
is  that  we  intentionally  draft  legisla- 
tion to  be  as  vague  as  possible  so  that 
we  can  always  blame  it  on  the  regu- 
lators. We  can  always  blame  it  on  the 
bureaucrats.  It  is  always  their  fault.  It 
is  never  our  fault. 

Unless  we  start  making  changes  like 
this  bill  has  in  it.  we  will  never  correct 
these  problems.  Make  the  tough  deci- 
sions. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose:  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ha^'Worth)  having  assumed  the  chair. 
Mr.  MclNNis.  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit- 
tee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  961)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  had  come 
to  no  resolution  thereon. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
THE  BUDGET  TO  FILE  REPORT 
ON  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 
ON  THE  BUDGET.  FISCAL  YEAR 
1996 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  its  report  on  the  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HA^'^v•ORTH).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  January  4.  1995.  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 
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MEDICARE  AND  THE  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeL.-vuro]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  tell  us  they  want 
to  fix  Medicare.  But  I  find  it  curious 
that  fixing  Medicare  was  never  a  Re- 
publican priority  until  they  needed  to 
pay  for  a  $345  billion  tax  break  for  the 
wealthy. 

Even  now  the  Republicans  have  failed 
to  put  forth  a  concrete  plan  that  will 
ensure  the  long-term  solvency  of  Medi- 
care without  compromising  health  care 
costs  and  quality  for  our  Nation's  sen- 
iors. All  the  Republicans  have  put  for- 
ward is  a  proposal  to  cut  Medicare  by 
$285  billion.  This  plan  is  all  cuts  and  no 
reform. 

This  convenient  discovery  of  a  Medi- 
care crisis  is  nothing  but  a  smoke- 
screen for  the  real  Republican  goal: 
They  want  to  use  Medicare  as  a  piggy 
bank  for  their  tax  giveaway  to  the 
wealthiest  1  percent  of  the  taxpayers. 

The  GOP  budget  takes  away  $1,060  in 
Medicare  benefits  from  seniors  on  fixed 
incomes  to  pay  for  a  $20,000  a  year 
windfall  to  those  Americans  making 
over  $350,000.  Courageous':'  Hardly. 

And.  what  of  the  Republican  plan  for 
reform?  While  the  Republicans  don't 
mind  being  specific  about  tax  give- 
aways and  Medicare  cuts,  they've 
taken  a  Let's  Make  a  Deal  approach  to 
Medicare  reform.  They've  given  us  door 
No.  1,  door  No.  2,  and  door  No.  3.  but 
they  want  to  pass  the  buck  on  who 
makes  the  painful  choices. 

Regardless,  it's  clear  that  seniors 
will  be  stuck  with  the  booby  prizes.  Se- 
cret documents  from  the  House  Budget 
Committee  show  that  the  Republican 
plan  would  force  seniors  to  pay  more  in 
deductibles,  premiums,  and  copay- 
ments. 

According  to  House  budget  commit- 
tee documents,  options  the  GOP  has 
proposed  would: 

Increase  the  deductible  that  bene- 
ficiaries must  pay  for  doctors'  services 
before  Medicare  coverage  begins.  The 
annual  deductible,  now  $100,  would  be 
raised  to  $150. 

Nearly  double  the  monthly  $46  pre- 
mium to  $84  by  the  year  2002.  That 
would  be  an  increase  of  $456  a  year  for 
seniors — just  in  increased  monthly  pre- 
miums. 

Charge  co-payments  of  20  percent  for 
home  health  care  and  laboratory  tests. 

Republicans  call  these  extra  costs  for 
seniors  part  of  the  fair  shared  sacrifice 
needed  to  balance  the  budget.  But 
there's  nothing  fair  and  nothing  shared 
about  this  sacrifice.  All  the  sacrifice 
will  come  from  seniors,  many  on  fixed 
incomes  who  simply  can't  afford  these 
extra  costs.  And  the  benefits  go  pri- 
marily to  the  wealthy  in  the  form  of 
tax  cuts. 

It's  no  wonder  that  Republican  Rep- 
resentative    George     Radanovich     of 


California  said  the  following:  "If  we 
had  come  out  with  this  budget  as  our 
Contract,  they  wouldn't  have  voted  us 
in." 

Amazingly,  while  some  Republicans 
are  honest  enough  to  admit  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  will  be  painful. 
Speaker  Gingrich  claims  that  $283  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  cuts  will  be  painless. 
The  Speaker  wants  to  have  it  both 
ways:  He  claims  that  the  Republican 
plan  saves  money  and  balances  the 
budget,  and  in  the  same  breath  he  also 
claims  that  this  plan  increases  Medi- 
care spending.  These  claims  beg  a  sim- 
ple question:  If  the  Republicans  aren't 
cutting  Medicare,  then  where  are  the 
savings? 

True,  overall  Medicare  spending  in 
the  year  2002  will  be  more  than  it  is 
today.  But  the  spending  level  in  the 
Republican  plan  falls  woefully  short  of 
keeping  pace  with  health  care  inflation 
or  with  increased  enrollment  in  the 
program.  The  consequence  of  the  Re- 
publican plan  will  be  reduced  benefits, 
higher  costs,  or  both.  Republicans 
know  this  is  the  case  and  it's  time  to 
come  clean  with  the  American  people. 

These  drastic  cuts  in  Medicare  have 
come  as  a  surprise  to  many  Americans. 
Even  to  many  Americans  who  voted  in 
the  new  Republican  majority  in  1994. 
Remember  the  GOP  "Contract  With 
America  "?  Medicare  cuts  weren't  in- 
cluded in  the  Republican  blueprint. 

But  now  that  the  Republicans  have 
given  away  all  the  goodies  of  the  Con- 
tract in  the  first  100  days,  they  need  to 
find  someone  to  pay  for  them.  And  sen- 
iors on  Medicare  are  a  convenient  tar- 
get. That's  what  this  is  all  about. 

Promises  made,  promises  kept — 
that's  been  the  Republican  rallying 
call  of  late.  But  it  seems  that  Repub- 
licans have  forgotten  our  solemn  prom- 
ises to  America's  seniors. 


(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  DeLauro)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Ms.  Pelosi. 

Ms.  Slaughter, 

Mr.  Kanjorski  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  POSHARD. 

Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  VOLKMER. 

Mr.  Rush  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Gephardt. 

Mr.  Ge,jdenson. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ehlers)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Bliley. 

Mr.  Ramstad. 

Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Houghton. 

Mrs.  Kelly. 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mrs.  MORELLA. 

Mr.  Crane, 
Mr.  Flanagan. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gephardt),  on  May  15  and 
16,  on  account  of  personal  business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  DeLauro)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Ms.  DeLauro.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gonzalez,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Underwood,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


Mr. 


ADJOURNMENT 

McINNIS.    Mr.    Speaker.   I   move 


that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  8  o'clock  and  40  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Tuesday.  May 
16,  1995,  at  9  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

876.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Energy, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  authorize  the  Department  of  Energy  to 
sell  Eklutna  and  Snettisham  projects  admin- 
istered by  the  Alaska  Power  Administration, 
and  for  other  purposes;  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Resources.  Commerce,  Ways  and 
Means,  the  Judiciary.  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight, and  the  Budget. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr,  .ARCHER.  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  H.R.  1590.  A  bill  to  require  the  Trust- 
ees of  the  Medicare  trust  funds  to  report  rec- 
ommendations on  resolving  projected  finan- 
cial imbalance  in  Medicare  trust  funds 
iRept.  104-119.  Pt.  1).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr,  K.ASICH:  Committee  on  the  Budget. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67.  Resolution 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  U.S,  Government  for  fiscal  years.  1996. 
1997.  1998.  1999,  2000.  2001.  and  2002  (Kept.  104- 
120)  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr,  GEPHARDT  (by  request): 

H.R  1635,  A  bill  to  combat  domestic  terror- 
ism; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and 
in  addition  to  the  Committees  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services,  and  Commerce,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  BLILEY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
MclNTOSH,  Mr.  CONDIT,  and  Mr.  Sten- 
HOLM): 

H  R.  1636,  A  bill  to  provide  a  more  com- 
plete accounting  of  national  expenditures 
and  the  corresponding  benefits  of  Federal 
regulatory  programs  through  issuance  of  an 
accounting  statement  and  associated  report 
every  2  years,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

By  Mr   CRANE: 

H  R  1637  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  repeal  the  requirement 
that  a  taxpayer  must  receive  a  ruling  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  order  to  de- 
termine the  deduction  for  contributions  to  a 
reserve  for  nuclear  decommissioning  costs, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means, 

By  Mr   DORNAN 

H.R.  1638.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  provide  that  petition- 
ers for  immigration  classification  on  the 
basis  of  immediate  relative  status  to  a  citi- 
zen shall  be  required  to  pay  only  one  fee 
when  such  petitioners  are  filed  at  the  same 
time:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr,  FR.^NK  of  Massachu.setts: 

H  R.  1639  A  bill  to  amend  the  Ethics  in 
Government  Act  of  1978  with  respect  to 
honoraria,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and  in  addition 
to  the  Committees  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight.  House  Oversight,  and  Na- 
tional Security,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr  WELDON  of  Florida  (for  him- 
self and  Mr.  RlGGSi: 

H  R  1640  A  bill  to  provide  a  low-income 
school  choice  demonstration  program;  to  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  43:  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  UNDERWOOD,  and 
Mr.  W.^RD. 

H.R.  66:  Ms  WooLSEY. 

H.R-  70:  Mr,  F.^leomavaEGA. 

H.R  359:  Mr  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Fox.  Mr. 
Stenholm,  and  Mrs.  Lincoln. 

H.R.  399:  Mr.  Greenwood  and  Mr.  Clyburn. 

H.R.  407:  Mr,  Roemer. 

H.R.        427:        Mr         SENSENBRENNER.        Mr. 

McHiGH,  Mr.  Laughlin,  Mr  Barton  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Bono,  and  Mr.  Hancock. 

H  R   433   Mr.  Gallegly. 

H  R    526:    Mr.   HEINEMAN.   Mr.    FUNDERBURK. 

Mr.  Coble,  and  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland. 

H.R.  534:  Mr  Frank  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Engel.  Mr.  Franks  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Costello.  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Cardin,  Mr. 
Hoke,  Mr.  Torkildsen.  Mr,  Hyde.  Mr.  Crane. 

Mr  TRAFiCANT.  Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  BATEMAN. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr.  Petri,  and 
Mr,  Vksclosky. 

H  R  580:  Ms  Pryce,  Mr  BAKER  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  Mr.  Ward 

H.R.  592;  Mr.  Hefley, 

H.R.  713:  Mr   Menendez. 

H.R.  731:  Mrs  MEEK  of  Florida.  Miss  Col- 
lins of  Michigan,  Mr.  Lal'ghlin,  and  Mr. 
Bryant  of  Texas. 

H.R  783:  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Radanovich,  Mr. 
Browder.  .Mr.  Stenholm.  and  Mr.  QL'ille.n. 

H  R  803:  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr,  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island,  and  Mr.  Mar- 
key. 

H.R.  899:  Mr.  McCrery.  Mr.  HAYES.  Mr. 
ZiMMER,  Mr.  Camp.  Mr.  McCollum.  and  Mr. 
Scarborough. 

H  R  927  Mr.  McCoLLUM,  Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr. 
Dornan.  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr.  Shaw.  Mr. 
Gltierrez.  and  Mr.  Duncan. 

H  R  957:  Mr  Oilman. 

H  R   1118:  Mr   McCrerv. 

H.R.  1161:  Mr.  JACOBS. 

H  R.  1242:  Mr.  Latham.  Mr.  Hobson,  and 
Mr.  Tate, 

H  R  1362:  Mr  MclNTO.'^H,  Mr.  MORAN.  Mr. 
Canady.  Mr  Bateman.  Mr.  Myers  of  Indi- 
ana, and  Mr   Quil.LEN, 

H.R    1425:  Mr   TORRES. 

H  R    1448    Mr    Taylor  of  Mississippi  and 

Mr    MONTGO.MFRY, 

H  R  1486:  .Mr  Radanovich. 

H  R  1490:  Mr  .ACKER.MAN.  Mrs.  SCHROEDEK. 
and  Mr   Dornan 

H  R  1533:  Mr  WaMP,  Mr.  BONO,  Mr.  CAL- 
VERT, and  Mr  Hefley. 


H  R  1560  Mr  Barrett  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Coleman.  Mr.  Conyehs.  Mr.  Durbin.  Mr. 
Serrano,  and  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  1566:  Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  1594:  Mr.  LoBiONDo,  Mr.  English  of 
Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Knollenberg,  and  Mr. 
Emerson. 

H.  Con.  Res.  35:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.  Con.  Res.  42:  Mr.  SOLOMON,  Mr.  Matsui. 
Mr.  HOLDEN.  and  Mr.  BLirrE. 

H.  Con.  Res.  50:  Mr.  HOLDEN  and  Mr.  An- 
drews. 

H.  Res.  30:  Mr.  Sanford.  Ms.  Norton,  Mr. 
Hansen.  Mr.  Wicker.  Mr.  Fattah,  Mr. 
Hoyer.   Mr.   Castle,   Mr.   CONorr.   and   Ms. 

McKlNNEY. 

H.  Res.  138:  Mr.  Baker  of  California.  Mr. 
GtTKNECHT,  Mr.  Shadegg,  Mr.  Neumann.  Mr. 
DooLriTLE.  Mr.  Upton.  Mr.  Miller  of  Flor- 
ida. Mr.  Stearns.  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 
Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Zimmer.  Mr. 
Inglis  of  South  Carolina.  Mr.  Fox.  Mr. 
Ewing.  Mr.  Chrysler.  Mr.  Thornberry.  Mr. 
Foley.  Mr.  TIahrt.  Mr.  Stockman.  Mr. 
Chabot.  Mr  Metcalf.  and  Mr.  JoNEs. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows; 

H.R.  1114:  Mr.  ROYCE. 

H.R.  1120:  Mr.  Ramstad. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows; 

H.R  961 
OFFERED  By:  MR.  RlGGS 
AMENDMENT   No.    66:    On    page    276.    strike 
lines  3  through  7  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"ponds,  wastewater  retention  or  manage- 
ment facilities  (including  dikes  and  berms. 
and  related  structures)  that  are  used  by  con- 
centrated animal  feeding  operations  or  ad- 
vanced treatment  municipal  wastewater 
reuse  operations,  or  irrigation  canals  and 
ditches  or  the  maintenance  of  drainage 
ditches;". 
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POLICE  OFFICERS'  MEMORIAL 


HON.  JIM  RAMSTAD 

OK  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  Na- 
tional Peace  Officers  Memorial  Day.  a  day 
dedicated  to  the  13.814  peace  officers  who 
have  given  their  lives  to  protect  their  commu- 
nities. 

Two  years  ago  I  stood  in  the  well  of  this 
House  to  share  my  grief  over  the  death  of  a 
fnend  of  mine.  Minneapolis  Police  Officer  Jerry 
Haaf,  who  was  slam  m  the  line  of  duty. 

At  the  time.  1  was  haunted  by  thoughts  of 
another  cop  fnend,  J.W.  Anderson  of  the 
Wayzata  Police  Department,  who  was  killed  m 
1982. 

The  names  of  these  two  brave  cops  are 
now  inscribed  on  the  walls  of  the  National  Law 
Enforcement  Officers  Memorial,  located  |ust  a 
few  blocks  from  here. 

Tragically.  Jerry  and  J.W.  were  just  2  of  17 
Twin  Cities  area  police  officers  who  were  slain 
during  the  line  of  duty  since  1970.  Mr  Speak- 
er, because  we  must  never  forget  their  ulti- 
mate sacrifice.  I  want  to  share  these  names: 

James  Sackett.  St.  Paul;  Roger  Rosengren, 
Ramsey  County;  Inno  Suek,  Minneapolis;  Jo- 
seph Pudick,  Minneapolis;  Howard  Johnson, 
Roseville;  George  Partridge.  Jr..  Minneapolis, 
Curtis  Ramsdell.  Columbia  Heights;  David 
Mack,  Minneapolis;  Michael  Cassman,  Min- 
neapolis; Richard  Miller.  Minneapolis;  Bruce 
Russell.  Roseville;  Richard  Walton.  Oakdale. 
James  Anderson.  Wayzata;  John  Scanlon. 
Robbinsdale;  and  Jerry  Haaf.  Minneapolis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  great  sadness  I  report 
that  two  new  names  will  be  added  to  the  list 
of  Twin  Cities  police  officers  on  the  walls  of 
the  National  Law  Enforcement  Officers  Memo- 
nal.  Just  last  year,  two  of  St.  Paul's  finest  po- 
lice officers.  Ron  Ryan.  Jr..  and  Tim  Jones, 
were  slam  m  the  ime  of  duty  on  the  same  day. 
Like  all  Minnesotans,  that  tragic  day  will  live  m 
my  memory  forever. 

On  Friday,  August  26.  1994,  Minnesotans 
were  celebrating  the  first  week  of  the  State 
fair.  I  was  at  the  State  fair  in  St.  Paul  early 
that  day,  fresh  back  from  Washington. 

On  the  way  to  the  fairgrounds  that  morning, 
reports  started  tncklmg  m  about  what  would 
soon  become  forever  etched  in  Minnesotans' 
memones  as  one  of  the  worst  days  m  State 
history  for  our  brave  law  enforcement  officers. 
Just  a  lew  blocks  away  from  the  fair,  a  brave 
St.  Paul  police  officer,  a  rookie.  Ron  Ryan  Jr.. 
the  son  of  another  St.  Paul  cop.  was  answer- 
ing a  routine  call  about  a  man  sleeping  m  a 
car  m  the  parking  lot  of  Sacred  Heart  Church 
on  Hope  Street. 

K  was  the  last  call  he  woukj  ever  take  in  a 
far  too  bnef  but  decorated  career  m  law  en- 
forcement. Witnesses  report  that  Officer  Ryan 
walked  up  to  the  car  at  about  7  a.m..  shmed 


his  flashlight  mside.  then  walked  away.  Then 
the  man  m  the  car  shot  Officer  Ryan  many 
times  m  the  back,  got  out  of  his  car  and 
walked  over  to  Ryan,  who  lay  dying  on  the 
ground.  He  turned  him  over,  went  through  his 
pockets,  seized  Officer  Ryan's  gun  and  fled. 
By  8:30  a.m.  26-year-old  Officer  Ryan  was 
pronounced  dead. 

This  early-morning  shooting  set  off  a  mas- 
sive manhunt.  St.  Paul  Police  Officer  Tim 
Jones,  a  16-year  veteran  of  the  force,  had  the 
day  off.  But  when  he  heard  about  the  slaying 
of  his  fellow  officer,  Jones  volunteered  to  join 
the  manhunt. 

Officer  Jones  and  his  canine  partner,  Laser. 
had  become  nationally  renowned  for  their  law 
enforcement  efforts.  At  about  10:40  a.m.,  it 
appears  that  Laser  tracked  down  the  suspect, 
who  then  shot  both  Officer  Jones  and  Laser  to 
death.  It  is  a  sad  irony  that  Officer  Jones  was 
shot  by  the  gun  that  the  suspect  had  taken 
from  Officer  Ryan. 

Officer  Jones  had  dedicated  his  life  to  law 
enforcement,  especially  the  St.  Paul  depart- 
ment's canine  program.  He  spent  hour  after 
hour,  virtually  all  his  free  time,  working  with 
Laser  and  other  officers  m  the  canine  pro- 
gram. Officer  Jones  and  Laser  were  insepa- 
rable in  life  as  they  were  in  their  tragic  death. 

In  spite  o(  this  tragedy,  we  can  still  hope 
that  the  war  against  cnme  can  be  won  be- 
cause of  the  commitment  of  law  enforcement 
professionals  like  Officers  Ryan  and  Jones. 
We  have  newfound  appreciation  and  respect 
for  the  skills,  bravery,  and  dedication  of  offi- 
cers like  Officers  Ryan  and  Jones.  Every  day. 
men  and  women  m  law  enforcement  serve  on 
the  frontlines  and  put  the  safety  of  the  com- 
munity ahead  of  their  own  lives. 

I  hope  every  visitor  to  our  Nation's  Capital 
will  visit  the  Law  Enforcement  Officers'  Memo- 
rial at  Judiciary  Square.  Seeing  the  names 
carved  m  the  walls  will  help  people  realize 
what  cops  and  their  families  nsk  every  day 
they  put  on  the  badge. 

Mr  Speaker,  we  honor  the  dead  like  Offi- 
cers Ron  Ryan.  Jr.,  and  Tim  Jones  by  re- 
specting the  living.  Today  we  honor  these  two 
Minnesota  officers  and  law  enforcement'  off*- 
cials  everywhere  by  thanking  their  families  for 
their  sacnfice  and  sharing  their  gnef. 

I  also  hope  the  memtsers  of  this  txxJy  will 
honor  the  memory  of  slam  otfrcers  through  our 
actions  on  this  door.  Let  us  continue  to  pro- 
mote policies  that  help  the  brave  men  and 
women  in  law  enforcement  prevent  the  trag- 
edy of  cnme  and  violence. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CENTENARIANS 
OF  THE  WASHINGTON  AND  JANE 
SMITH  HOME 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OK  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 
Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great 
pleasure  to  rise  today  to  offer  my  sincerest 
congratulations  to  five  truly  wonderful  women, 
who  on  Tuesday,  the  16th  of  May,  will  receive 
special  recognition  from  the  Social  Security 
Administration  for  having  reached  the  extraor- 
dinary age  of  100  years  old. 

The  recipients  of  this  special  honor  are  Ms. 
Edith  Gutndge,  Ms.  Margaret  Van  Huben,  Ms. 
Margaret  Byrne,  Ms.  Anna  Conner,  and  Ms. 
Ruth  Kennedy.  Each  of  these  distinguished  la- 
dies have  touched  so  many  people  over  the 
years,  and  they  are  to  be  applauded  for  their 
achievements  over  the  past  century. 

I  wish  to  extend  to  each  of  them  my  best 
wishes  on  this  wonderful  occasion,  and  am 
proud  and  honored  to  enter  these  words  of 
commendation  into  the  Record. 


HOGG  DeCIUTIIS  HONORED  FOR 
LIFETIME  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  the 
sad  passing  of  Hugo  DeCiutiis:  A  great  Amer- 
ican, a  life-long  educator,  and  community  ac- 
tivist. 

Mr.  DeCiutiis  grew  up  in  Manhattan's  Lower 
East  Side  until  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II, 
when  he  dutifully  )Oined  the  8th  Army  Air 
Force  in  England.  After  the  war,  Hugo  re- 
turned home  to  continue  his  education;  an  on- 
going pursuit  that  was  destined  to  encompass 
the  rest  of  his  life. 

With  help  from  the  Gl  bill,  he  graduated 
from  City  College  of  New  York,  Brooklyn  Col- 
lege and  Adelphi  University  with  three  different 
masters  degrees  in  chemistry,  earth  science, 
and  education.  Convinced  that  there  could  be 
no  higher  calling  than  passing  his  knowledge 
on  to  future  generations,  Mr.  DeCiutiis  spent 
the  next  32  years  in  the  classroom,  teaching 
chemistry  and  science  at  W.T.  Clarke  High 
School  in  Westbury,  Long  Island. 

Mr.  DeCiutiis'  passion  arxj  devotion  to  edu- 
cation did  not  stop  at  the  classroom  door.  He 
was  an  extremely  active  member  of  the 
Westbury  School  Board,  where  he  distin- 
guished htmseH  as  a  tireless  advocate  for 
funding  for  public  education.  He  will  always  be 
remen'>bered  lor  his  efforts  to  achieve  equi- 
table State  funding  in  public  schools. 
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As  a  former  school  teacher,  I  have  the  high- 
est degree  of  respect  for  those  who  choose  to 
make  education  their  life's  work.  Mr.  DeCiutiis' 
accomplishments  in  the  field  of  education  ex- 
emplify what  it  means  to  be  to  be  a  teacher, 
and  like  all  good  teachers,  he  never  stopped 
trying  to  become  a  an  ever  better  educator. 

In  addition  to  his  direct  involvement  with 
education,  Mr.  DeCiutiis'  was  also  devoted  to 
the  betterment  of  the  entire  community.  He 
was  a  tutor  at  the  Family  Services  Association 
of  Hempstead,  a  member  of  the  Westbury  His- 
torical Society,  NAACP,  Central  Westbury 
Civic  Association,  LIFE — Learning  is  for  Every- 
one— and  co-founded  the  summer  day  camp 
GIFT — Great  Ideas  For  Tomorrow — at  the  Lu- 
theran High  School  in  Brookville. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask  that  my  colleagues 
join  me  in  saluting  Hugo  DeCiutiis,  and  extend 
our  sympathy  to  his  children  and  family.  His 
life  represents  the  best  of  American  values, 
and  his  tireless  dedication  to  educational 
achievement  and  public  service  are  an  exam- 
ple to  us  all.  Mr.  DeCiutiis  understood  that  one 
person  can  make  a  difference  in  the  lives  of 
others,  and  with  that  simple  tenant,  he  has  left 
a  legacy  that  we  should  all  hope  to  emulate. 


NUCLEAR  DECOMMISSIONING 

COSTS    SIMPLIFICATION    ACT    OF 
1995 


•  This  "bullet "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HON.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE 

OK  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15,  1995 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  issues 
that  the  voters  expect  this  Congress  to  ad- 
dress relates  to  the  elimination  of  unnecessary 
and  burdensome  Federal  requirements  and 
regulations.  In  that  spirit,  I  am  today  introduc- 
ing legislation,  the  Nuclear  Decommissioning 
Costs  Simplification  Act  of  1995.  which  will 
take  one  small  and  reasonable  step  toward 
simplifying  our  Tax  Code. 

Under  current  law,  section  468A  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  permits  a  utility  to  elect  a 
deduction  for  the  amount  of  payments  made 
to  a  nuclear  decommissioning  reserve  fund. 
The  fund  must  be  dedicated  exclusively  for  the 
payment  of  costs  associated  with  decommis- 
sioning a  nuclear  power  reactor.  The  amount 
of  the  deductible  payment  for  a  particular  tax 
year  is  limited  to  the  lesser  of:  first,  the  nu- 
clear decommissioning  cost  included  in  the 
taxpayer's  cost  of  service  for  ratemaking  pur- 
poses or,  second,  the  so-called  ruling  amount 
as  determined  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice [IRS].  In  order  to  claim  a  deduction,  the 
taxpayer  must  submit  a  detailed  application  to 
the  IRS  which  sets  forth  the  computation  of 
the  ruling  amount. 

It  has  been  indicated  to  me  that  the  process 
required  by  section  468A  is  the  only  provision 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  in  which  a  de- 
duction is  made  conditional  upon  pre-approval 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Moreover, 
preparation  of  each  ruling  request  costs  utili- 
ties thousands  of  dollars  in  legal  and  other 
fees  in  addition  to  the  $3,000  user  fee  im- 
posed for  filing  the  ruling  request.  In  many 
cases,  utilities  have  more  than  one  re<iCtor,  in 
whk:h  case  the  utility  must  absorb  tf>€  prepa- 
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ration  costs  and  pay  the  filing  fee  several 
times  in  a  single  year.  For  example,  a  tax- 
payer with  four  reactors  that  contributes  to 
lour  reserve  funds  would  incur  costs  m  excess 
of  $50,000  to  submit  four  ruling  requests. 

Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  this  unique  pre-clear- 
ance  procedure  would  be  necessary  if  there 
was  a  particular  risk  of  fraud,  abuse,  or  mis- 
calculation. However,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
any  such  risk  exists  or  ever  has  existed  for 
that  matter.  Nevertheless,  the  pre-clearance 
requirement  lives  on  m  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code.  The  time  has  come  to  recognize  that 
the  process  that  utilities  go  through  to  comply 
with  section  468A  is  entirely  computational, 
and  presents  no  unusual  set  of  circumstances 
requiring  the  abandonment  of  the  normal  rule 
that  taxpayers  take  deductions  subject  to  a 
subsequent  audit. 

The  Nuclear  Decommissioning  Costs  Sim- 
plification Act  of  1995  is  truly  a  simplification 
proposal.  The  bill,  if  enacted,  would  modify 
section  468A  by  sinking  the  requirement  that 
the  tcwpayer  must  request  and  receive  a 
schedule  of  ruling  amounts  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  as  a  condition  to  claiming  a 
deduction  lor  payments  to  the  nuclear  decom- 
missioning reserve  fund.  The  bill  would  not  re- 
sult m  larger  deductions  because  the  current 
substantive  rule  limiting  the  deduction  would 
remain  in  place.  The  proposal  simply  would 
have  the  effect  of  treating  the  deduction  tor 
amounts  paid  into  the  fund  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  deductions  are  treated  and  if,  on 
audit,  the  IRS  determines  that  an  excess 
amount  was  deducted  by  the  utility,  additional 
tax  payments,  interest,  and  penalties  would  be 
imposed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  reform  may  not  be  as  dra- 
matic as  some  others  that  we  have  debated  m 
the  House  this  year,  but  it  is  no  less  worthy 
The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  is  narrowly  tar- 
geted to  relieve  utilities  of  a  regulatory  require- 
ment that  long  ago  outlived  its  usefulness.  It 
will  neither  create  a  tax  loophole  nor  com- 
promise <=3lpty  hilt  it  will  "strikp  a  <;mail  hinw 
lor  sensible  deregulation.  I  am  hopeful  that 
this  legislation  will  be  considered  in  the  con- 
text of  tax  legislation  this  year,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  effort. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FAT  SCHNEIDER 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OK  VIKGINl.A 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to  pay 
tnbute  to  one  of  Fairfax  County,  VA's  out- 
standing public  school  teachers.  Mrs  Pat 
Schneider. 

When  the  executive  of  a  company  retires, 
special  dinners,  gold  watches,  and  high  acco- 
lades are  the  order  of  the  day.  However,  when 
some  of  our  putjiic  servants  retire,  few  seem 
to  notice. 

In  Fairfax  County,  one  our  school  teachers, 
after  teaching  for  almost  35  years,  is  retinng  at 
the  end  of  this  school  year.  For  23  years. 
Mosby  Woods  Elementary  has  (seen  the  tjene- 
fit  of  Mrs.  Pat  Schneider's  excellent  teaching 
skills.  Like  most  teachers,  Mrs.  Schneider  has 
worn  many  hats  beyond  that  of  tt>e  classroom 
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teacher.  Before  the  1994  school  year  and  the 
formal  addition  of  a  vice  pnncipal,  Mrs 
Schneider  would  step  m  as  acting  pnncipal 
when  needed.  Involved  with  many  extra- 
curricular activities,  Mrs  Schneider  is  best  re- 
membered as  the  teacher  spxinsor  of  the  Stu- 
dent Council  Association. 

How  does  a  teacher  know  rf  he  or  she  has 
effectively  reached  their  classroom  constitu- 
ents'' Of  course,  test  and  papers  will  reflect 
the  academic  aspects  of  successful  teaching. 
However,  beyond  reaching  a  child's  mmd.  the 
best  teachers  will  also  touch  a  child's  heart. 
Mrs.  Schneider's  success  m  reaching  the 
hearts  of  her  students  is  quite  evident  as 
former  students  are  always  dropping  by  her 
classroom  to  say  "hi"  and  grab  a  quick  hug  or 
word  of  encouragement. 

As  Fairfax  County  loses  a  teacher  ot  excel- 
lence and  Mosby  Woods  a  oear  tnend  and 
colleague,  there  are  no  gold  watches  or  black 
tie  dinners  but  her  community  offers  her  a 
heart  telt  "thank  you."  and  I  know  my  col- 
leagues join  me  m  honoring  her  years  ot  serv- 
ice to  our  kids  and  thank  her  for  leaving  her 
community  a  better  place  for  her  efforts. 


CHICAGO'S  NORTHWEST  ASSOCIA- 
TION OF  REALTORS  FIGHTS  TO 
PROTECT  THE  HOME  MORTGAGE 
INTEREST  DEDUCTION 


HON.  MICHAEL  PATRICK  RANAGAN 

OK  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-nVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 
Mr.  FLANAGAN  Mr.  Speaker,  a  home  pur- 
chase IS  the  largest  investment  most  Amencan 
families  will  ever  make.  Amencan  home- 
owners take  pride  m  their  properties  and  con- 
tribute to  their  communities.  Real  estate  and 
housing  compnse  the  engine  that  dnves  Amer- 
ica's economy,  accounting  lor  15  percent  of 
the  gross  domestic  product 

The  home  mortaaoe  interest  deduction  on 
the  homeowner's  Federal  income  tax  return 
has  proven  to  be  a  strong  incentive  to  invest 
in  the  American  dream  of  home  ownership. 
The  home  mortgage  interest  deduction  is  a 
continuous,  many  decades  old  tax  equalization 
provision  allowed  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  home  owning  American  citizens  Eliminat- 
ing, or  further  limiting,  withm  the  current  Fed- 
eral Tax  Code,  the  home  mortgage  interest 
deduction  will  surely  result  m  a  sharp  decline 
in  property  values  and  Amencan  homeowners 
experiencing  a  significant  drop  m  the  value  of 
their  homes.  Eliminating,  or  further  limiting, 
within  the  current  Federal  Tax  Code,  the  home 
mortgage  interest  deduction  will  create  a  likeli- 
hood ot  a  regional  or  national  housing  reces- 
sion. 

Depressed  housing  and  real  estate  markets 
would  result  m  reduced  local  tax  revenues  and 
less  money  for  our  communities  to  perform 
such  t>asic  services  as  schools,  sanitation,  (X)- 
lice  protection,  and  firefighting  Depressed 
housing  and  real  estate  markets  woi  quickly 
result  in  the  need  for  higher  local  property 
taxes.  Eliminating,  or  further  limiting,  withm  the 
Federal  Tax  Code,  the  home  mortgage  inter- 
est deduction  will  result  in  fewer  people  txjymg 
homes  and  the  destabilization  of  the  founda- 
tion of  our  local  communities. 
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The  efforts  of  the  officers,  directors,  staff 
and  members  of  Chicagoland's  Northwest  As- 
sociation of  REALTORS  to  protect,  within  the 
framework  of  the  current  Federal  Tax  Code, 
the  sanctity  and  integnty  of  the  many  decades 
old  home  mortgage  interest  deduction  is  here- 
by duly  noted.  I  urge  my  colleagues  m  the 
House  and  Senate  to  take  no  legislative  action 
that  would  result,  under  the  current  Federal 
Tax  Code,  m  either  further  limiting,  or  eliminat- 
ing, the  home  mortgage  interest  deduction  af- 
forded to  American  homeowners. 


SCREENING  FOR  COLORECTAL 
CANCER:  THE  PATIENT  AND  THE 
PHYSICIANS  RIGHT  TO  CHOOSE 


HON.  LOUISE  McINTOSH  SLAUGHTER 

OF  .NEW  VORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday.  May  15,  1995 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today 
to  discuss  the  Colorectal  Cancer  Screening 
Act  of  1995,  and  why  I  became  a  cosponsor 
of  this  legislation.  The  bill,  H.R.  1046.  is  in- 
tended to  establish  the  basis  for  a  comprehen- 
sive colorectal  cancer  screening  program  m 
the  United  States.  The  bill  is  designed,  how- 
ever, to  leave  the  important  decision  about 
how  to  screen  for  colorectal  cancer  where  it 
belongs — with  the  patient  and  his  or  her  physi- 
cian, not  the  Federal  Government. 

Colorectal  cancer  screening  is,  as  the  say- 
ing goes,  "an  idea  whose  time  has  come "  A 
number  of  recent  medical  studies  confirm  that 
t^e  best  way  to  reduce  the  mortality  rate  for 
colorectal  cancer  is  to  ensure  that  more  of  the 
approximately  60  million  Americans  between 
the  ages  of  50  and  75  follow  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  American  Cancer  Soci- 
ety and  be  screened  every  3  to  5  years  for 
early  signs  of  precancerous  polyps  m  the 
colorectal  area.  About  150,000  new  cases  of 
colorectal  cancer  are  diagnosed  m  the  United 
States  each  year,  and  more  then  60.000 
Americans  will  die  from  this  disease.  Thou- 
sands of  these  deaths  could  be  prevented  by 
catching  the  disease  at  the  earliest  possible 
stage  through  screening. 

The  Colorectal  Cancer  Screening  Act  of 
1995  amends  the  Social  Secunty  Act  to  in- 
clude coverage  for  penodic  colorectal  cancer 
screening  as  a  covered  benefit  under  the 
MedKare  Program.  This  will  ensure  coverage 
for  screening  individuals  over  the  age  of  65, 
and  hopefully  will  lead  private  health  care 
pfans  to  establish  screening  programs  that 
start  at  age  50. 

Equally  important,  the  Colorectal  Cancer 
Screening  Act  of  1995  does  not  force  the  Fed- 
eral Government  into  the  physician-patient  re- 
lationship with  regard  to  the  decision  on  how 
to  screen  for  colorectal  cancer.  The  bill  per- 
mits a  number  of  current  screening  proce- 
dures to  be  used,  and  establishes  a  mecha- 
nism through  which  new  technologies  can  be 
included  as  they  are  developed  and  can  be 
provided  within  the  reimbursement  levels  set 
pursuant  to  the  legislation. 

It  is  critical  that  we  leave  the  decision  on 
how  to  screen  to  the  physician  and  the  patient 
for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  with  regards  to 
current  technologies,  the  medical  literature  m- 
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dicates  that  colorectal  cancer  screening  can 
be  accomplished  with  a  number  of  different 
procedures,  each  of  which  has  distinct  advan- 
tages and  disadvantages.  For  example, 
screening  with  sigmoidoscopy  is  generally 
seen  as  more  convenient  than  the  other  pro- 
cedures tjecause  it  can  be  performed  by  a 
general  physician  during  a  comprehensive 
physical,  and  costs  about  Si  25  to  $200.  The 
dear  disadvantage  of  sigmoidoscopy,  how- 
ever, IS  that  it  reaches  only  one-half  of  the 
colon  and.  therefore,  is  incapable  of  finding 
about  50  percent  of  the  cancers  and 
precancerous  polyps.  As  a  result,  it  is  impos- 
sible tor  a  physician  to  tell  a  patient  who  has 
been  screened  with  sigmoidoscopy  that  they 
do  not  have  colon  cancer  or  precancerous  pol- 
yps in  their  colon. 

By  contrast,  the  barium  sulfate  enema  ex- 
amination and  colonoscopy  are  capable  of  ex- 
amining the  entire  colon  and  can  detect  be- 
tween 90  and  95  percent  of  the  polyps  and  le- 
sions. The  disadvantages  of  these  procedures 
are  cost — banum  enema  charges  are  about 
S200  to  S350.  and  colonoscopy  charges  com- 
monly exceed  $1,000 — and  convenience.  In 
addition,  the  nsks  of  perforation  from 
colonoscopy  are  about  10  times  greater  than 
for  the  barium  sulfate  examination.  The 
Colorectal  Cancer  Screening  Act  of  1995 
keeps  the  Federal  Government  out  of  the 
process  of  deciding  which  procedure  is  nght 
for  each  patient. 

The  other  critical  reason  to  leave  individual 
screening  decisions  to  physicians  and  patients 
IS  that  it  allows  for  the  development  of  new 
technologies.  For  example,  a  number  of  re- 
search centers  in  the  United  States  are  work- 
ing on  a  new  technology  for  colorectal  cancer 
screening  that  uses  computers  to  create  a  vir- 
tual reality  image  of  the  colon  and  colorectal 
area  from  a  single  45-second  CAT  scan.  It 
has  the  potential  to  make  colorectal  cancer 
screening  more  cost-eflective,  and  more  ac- 
cepted by  patients  than  the  current  alter- 
natives. Unlike  other  proposals  for  colorectal 
cancer  screening,  the  Colorectal  Cancer 
Screening  Act  of  1995  encourages  research 
and  development  on  these  new  technologies 
t>ecause  it  provides  a  mechanism  to  have  the 
procedures  covered  under  Medicare  when  it  is 
ready  for  patient  use. 

In  conclusion,  medical  research  has  pro- 
vided the  evidence  to  make  clear  that  it  is  lime 
for  the  United  States  to  develop  a  program  for 
colorectal  cancer  screening.  Today,  less  than 
1  percent  of  all  Amencans  over  the  age  of  65 
have  ever  been  screened  for  colorectal  can- 
cer. That  has  to  change. 

The  goal  of  the  Colorectal  Cancer  Screen- 
ing Act  of  1995,  H.R.  1046,  is  to  cut  by  50 
percent  the  number  of  Americans  who  die  of 
colorectal  cancer — 30,000  lives.  Including 
colorectal  cancer  screening  as  a  covered  ben- 
efit under  Medicare  will  establish  the  begin- 
ning of  a  program  that  can  accomplish  this 
goal.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  examine  this 
legislation,  and  hope  that  you  will  join  me  as 
a  cosponsor  of  the  bill. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JACK  V.  CAPPITELLI, 
JR.  AND  ROBIN  S.  SCHWARTZ 


HON.  PATRICK  J.  KENNEDY 

OK  RHODE  I.SL.\ND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  offer  my  sincere  congratula- 
tions to  Mr.  Jack  V.  Cappitelli,  Jr..  and  Ms. 
Robin  C.  Schwartz.  Jack  and  Robin  were  wed 
on  Sunday,  May  14  in  Montclair,  NJ. 

Jack,  who  IS  formerly  of  Old  Bridge,  NJ.  is 
the  son  of  Mr.  Jack  Cappitelli.  Sr.  and  his  wife, 
Mrs.  Theresa  Cappitelli.  From  Old  Bridge  he 
moved  on  to  enroll  at  Rutgers  University 
where  he  graduated  in  1990.  He  went  on  to 
study  medicine  at  the  New  Jersey  University 
of  Medicine  and  Dentistry.  Today,  Mr. 
Cappitelli  IS  contributing  his  services  to  his 
local  community  as  a  resident  physician  at  the 
Robert  Wood  Johnson  Hospital  in  New  Bruns- 
wick, NJ. 

Robin  grew  up  in  Cedar  Grove.  NJ,  and  is 
the  daughter  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Theodore 
Schwartz.  She  graduated  from  New  York  Uni- 
versity in  May  1992  with  a  masters  degree  in 
urban  planning.  She  now  serves  as  a  munici- 
pal credit  analyst  at  Moody's  Investor  Service 
in  New  York  City. 

As  Jack  and  Robin  begin  their  new  life  to- 
gether I  sincerely  hope  that  their  years  are 
filled  with  happiness.  I  know  that  they  must  be 
excited  to  begin  a  journey  hand  in  hand — part- 
ners in  life.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  congratulating  Jack,  Robin,  and  both  their 
families  while  wishing  them  the  best  for  a  long 
and  prosperous  life  together. 


COMMUNITY  PSYCHIATRIC  CLINIC 
CELEBRATES  60  YEARS 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OF  M.ARYI,.ANn 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  17  I 
will  have  the  honor  of  participating  in  the  Gala 
60th  Anniversary  Celebration  of  the  Commu- 
nity Psychiatric  Clinic  (CPC).  The  clinic  has 
been  a  leader  in  providing  high  quality  mental 
health  services  in  Montgomery  County  since 
its  founding  in  1935.  It  remains  dedicated  to 
serving  those  who  are  most  vulnerable  among 
us — abused  children,  low-income  single  moth- 
ers, immigrant  families,  and  emotionally  trou- 
bled adolescents. 

CPC  was  founded  in  1935  by  concerned 
citizens  who  recognized  the  need  to  bring 
health  services  out  of  metropolitan  areas  and 
into  the  community,  to  serve  people  where 
and  when  they  need  help.  The  inspiration  be- 
hind this  small  group  of  local  citizens  was  a 
politically  active  and  socially  aware  suffragist, 
Lavinia  Engle,  who  became  one  of  Montgom- 
ery County's  most  admired  citizens,  and  who 
is  being  honored  with  a  posthumous  award  by 
CPC  tonight. 

The  clinic  began  in  then-rural  outreaches  of 
Montgomery  County  in  a  small  ot1k:e  alxjve  a 
bank  in  Rockville.  Services  were  available  1 
day  a  month  and  the  clinic's  initial  budget  was 
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$50.  In  Its  60th  year,  CPC  is  a  $3.6  million 
agency  that  will  serve  more  than  4,500  individ- 
uals this  year. 

While  these  numbers  are  stnking,  what  is 
most  significant  is  that  CPC  has  grown  in  re- 
sponse to  the  very  special  needs  of  our  coun- 
try's population,  in  particular,  the  needs  of 
those  without  a  powerful  voice  of  their  own. 
Many  of  the  economic  and  social  changes  of 
the  last  decade  have  been  particularly  felt  by 
women  and  children  and  the  growing  elderly 
population  in  our  community.  As  early  as  the 
1960's,  CPC  had  developed  an  adolescent 
"drop-in"  program.  Redl  House,  a  residential 
facility  for  troubled  boys  aged  8  to  12,  began 
in  1982,  and  Camp  Greentree,  a  therapeutic 
summer  program  for  80  emotionally  disabled 
children,  will  celebrate  its  25th  anniversary  this 
year. 

CPC's  commitment  to  the  community  contin- 
ues. Recognizing  the  emotional  strains  on 
many  needy  families  and  the  difficulties  they 
often  face  in  accessing  services,  CPC  has 
begun  offenng  school-based  programs. 
Through  its  outreach  efforts,  the  clinic  contin- 
ues to  work  with  all  families  in  cnsis.  Including 
adults  in  wor1<-training  programs  and  elderly 
persons  and  their  families. 

t  IS  with  great  pride  that  I  join  in  hononng 
CPC  after  60  years  of  service.  CPC  is  an  ex- 
ample of  our  community  at  its  best,  founded 
by  local  citizens,  sustained  by  a  dedicated 
staff  and  board,  and  forging  new  directions 
through  a  continued  commitment  to  those  in 
need.  I  look  forward  to  CPC's  next  decades, 
knowing  that  the  clinic  will  continue  to  set  the 
pace  in  responding  to  the  increasingly  de- 
manding and  complex  human  needs  of  the  fu- 
ture. 
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"A  PATTERN  OF  SLIGHTS  TO  OUR 
STRONGEST  ALLIES" 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CENTENARIANS 
OF  THE  WEDGEWOOD  PAVILION 
NURSING  HOME 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great 
pleasure  to  rise  today  to  offer  my  sincerest 
congratulations  to  three  truly  wonderlul  sen- 
iors, who  on  Tuesday,  the  16th  of  May,  will  re- 
ceive special  recognition  from  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  for  having  reached  the 
extraordinary  age  of  100  years  old. 

The  recipients  of  this  special  honor  are  Mr. 
Frank  Howard,  Ms.  Mary  Simmons,  and  Ms. 
Bertha  Williams.  Each  of  these  distinguished 
centenarians  have  touched  so  many  people 
over  the  years,  and  they  are  to  be  applauded 
for  their  achievements  over  the  past  century. 

I  wish  to  extend  to  each  of  them  my  best 
wishes  on  this  wonderful  occasion,  and  am 
proud  and  honored  to  enter  these  words  of 
commendation  into  the  Record. 


HON.  DOUG  BEREUTER 

OF  NEHRASK.'V 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-nVES 

Monday.  May  15,  1995 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  leader  of 
the  free  world,  the  United  States  has  been 
ably  joined  in  our  foreign  policy  pursuits  by  a 
number  of  steadfast  fnends  and  allies.  Nations 
such  as  France  and.  m  particular.  Great  Brit- 
ain, have  stood  by  the  United  States  when 
others  remained  silent.  While  international  re- 
lations have  changed  dramatically  with  the 
end  of  the  cold  war,  we  should  understand 
that  we  cannot,  we  must  not,  take  these  rela- 
tionships for  granted.  Indeed,  in  the  post-cold- 
war  era.  the  United  States  can  ill  afford  to 
slight  our  friends  and  allies  when  a  wide  range 
of  challenges  to  our  economic  and  security  in- 
terests abroad  cannot  be  effectively  con- 
fronted unilaterally. 

Two  actions,  in  particular,  have  recently 
frayed  the  strong  ties  binding  the  United 
States  with  Great  Bntain — our  staunchest  ally 
in  Western  Europe.  To  the  consternation  of 
the  British  Government,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration first  granted  visas  to  members  of  the 
Insh  Republican  Army  and  then  invited  IRA 
leader  Gerry  Adams  to  the  White  House. 
Moreover,  relations  between  the  United  States 
and  its  West  European  allies  have  been  seri- 
ously strained  as  a  result  of  failed  efforts  to 
quell  the  conflict  on  the  Balkan  Peninsula. 
There  have  been  occasions  when  the  Clinton 
administration  proposed  major  initiatives  in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina  without  consulting  our  Eu- 
ropean allies — nations  that  have  thousands  of 
troops  on  the  ground.  Such  affronts  to  our 
best  friends,  whether  intended  or  not,  are  ac- 
tions that  do  little  but  to  undermine  our  long- 
standing relations  with  these  nations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member  would  point  out 
that  the  most  recent  slight  to  our  European  al- 
lies occurred  during  the  50th  anniversary  of 
the  Allied  victory  In  Europe.  As  noted  in  the 
May  9,  1995,  Omaha  World  Herald  editorial 
entitled  "Clinton's  Affront  to  England.  France." 
President  Clinton's  decision  not  to  participate 
in  the  English  and  French  V-E  ceremonies 
was  a  shabby  way  to  acknowledge  those  al- 
lies that  did  so  much  not  only  to  halt  Nazi  ag- 
gression in  World  War  II  but  to  protect  the  free 
world  dunng  the  cold  war  era.  This  Member 
commends  this  editorial  to  his  colleagues. 
[From  the  Omaha  World  Herald,  May  9,  1995] 

Clinton's  Affront  to  England.  France 

President  Clinton  showed  little  loyalty  to 
America's  staunchest  World  War  II  allies  and 
even  less  to  the  lessons  of  history  when  he 
chose  to  commemorate  the  50th  anniversary 
of  V-E  Day  in  Moscow  rather  than  with 
other  Allied  leaders  in  more  appropriate 
cities. 

Clinton  sent  Vice  President  Al  Gore  to  rep- 
resent the  United  States  in  London.  Paris 
and  Berlin.  This  was  a  shabby  way  to  ac- 
knowledge the  allies  that  did  so  much  to 
save  the  Free  World,  allies  that  after  the  war 
formed  the  .Atlantic  Alliance  to  protect  free- 
dom in  the  decades  since. 

Russian  President  Boris  Yeltsin  deserves 
criticism,  too  Yeltsin,  whose  position  as 
head  of  the  Russian  nation  is  far  from  solid. 
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was  unwilling  to  celebrate  V-E  Day  outside 
of  Moscow.  Y'eltsin  should  not  have  forced 
Clinton  into  such  a  choice. 

Just  as  the  'Big  Three"  leaders  of  World 
II.  Franklin  Roosevelt.  Winston  Churchill 
and  Josef  Stalin,  met  together  during  the 
war.  so  today's  American.  British  and  Rus- 
sian leaders  should  have  stood  together  on 
the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day. 

Yeltsin  should  not  have  set  up  such  a  situ- 
ation, and  Clinton  should  not  have  allowed 
himself  to  be  manipulated  so  cynically  with 
a  schoolyard  me-or-them  ultimatum. 

Certainly,  the  Soviets  paid  dearly  in  blood 
and  treasure  in  order  to  defeat  Germany  on 
the  Eastern  Front.  And  yes.  this  was  integral 
to  the  Allied  victory.  Moscow,  however,  em- 
braced virtue  only  out  of  necessity. 

Despite  Allied  efforts  to  enlist  the  Soviets, 
Stalin  initially  signed  a  nonaggression  pact 
with  Germany.  Only  when  Hitler  violated 
that  pact  by  invading  the  Soviet  Union  did 
Stalin  come  to  his  senses. 

Through  it  all— betrayal  by  Stalin,  the  fall 
of  France,  the  blitz,  the  darkest  days  of  the 
war— England  and  her  people  refused  to 
waver.  In  his  ultimately  unsuccessful  plea 
that  the  Vichy  government  not  give  in  to  the 
Nazis.  Churchill  reminded  everyone  of  how 
much  was  at  stake  in  the  war  against  Hitler: 
•If  we  can  stand  up  to  him.  all  Europe. 
may  be  freed  and  the  life  of  the  world  may 
move  forward  into  broad,  sunlit  uplands.  But 
if  we  fail,  the  whole  world,  including  the 
United  States  and  all  that  we  have  known 
and  cared  for.  will  sink  into  the  abyss  of  a 
new  dark  age." 

Clinton  chose  not  to  honor  this  rich  and 
moving  legacy  during  the  commemoration  of 
V-E  Day.  It  was  an  affront  to  the  people  of 
England  and  the  people  of  France. 


HEATHER  WILLIS.  VOICE  OF 
DEMOCRACY  WINNER 


HON.  HAROLD  L  VOLKMER 

uF  MI.S.SOfRI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
honor  a  high  school  senior  from  Bowling 
Green,  MO — Heather  Willis.  Heather  has  been 
named  a  national  winner  m  the  1995  Voice  of 
Democracy  Program  and  the  recipient  of  the 
Robert  A.  Stock  Memonal  Scholarship.  The 
Voice  of  Democracy  program  is  sponsored 
each  year  by  the  Veterans  o(  Foreign  Wars  of 
the  United  States  and  its  Ladies  Auxiliary,  ask- 
ing high  school  seniors  to  wnte  and  record  a 
3-5  minute  essay  on  a  patnotic  subject 

I  believe  that  Heather's  essay,  "My  Vision  of 
America,"  is  an  excellent  example  of  what  v^ 
hope  our  children  are  learning  in  school:  An 
understanding  of  the  pnnciples  on  which  this 
country  was  founded  and  the  realization  that 
we  all  have  a  part  to  play  m  its  continued 
greatness. 

I  feel  that  Heather,  the  daughter  of  two 
school  principals — Keith  and  Charlene  Willis, 
has  cleariy  demonstrated  a  maturity  beyond 
her  years.  She's  hoping  to  attend  Missouri 
University-Columbia  to  pursue  a  career  m  ei- 
ther law  or  journalism,  and  I  am  sure  she  will 
excel  in  either  field. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  a  few  minutes 
to  read  this  very  thoughtful  essay. 


12968 

MY  Vision  for  America 

It  was  a  single  candle  that  lit  mine,  and  in 
the  chain  of  events.  I  lit  another  until  fi- 
nally the  room  was  filled  with  illuminated 
faces. 

Many  of  you  have  seen  it  at  a  candlelight 
service.  A  dark  room  lit  by  the  flame  of  one 
candle,  the  light  growing  brighter  and 
brighter  as  the  flame  is  passed. 

It  always  amazes  me  that  the  instigation 
of  one  small  spark,  one  small  idea,  one  per- 
son, can  make  such  a  difference  in  a  chain  of 
events.  If  one  did  not  start  such  an  event, 
would  anything  be  accomplished? 

The  United  States  of  .\merica  is  considered 
to  be  one  of  the  most  powerful  and  influen- 
tial nations  m  the  world.  It  has  been  con- 
structed in  this  fashion  because  of  the  power 
given  to  its  people. 

Out  of  all  the  people  who  started  this  na- 
tion, there  stood  out  among  them  a  number 
of  sparks  that  passed  on  the  flame  of  a 
dream. 

A  man.  who  would  not  allow  our  country 
to  be  suppressed  under  England's  rein,  led  a 
convention  of  independence.  His  ideas  struck 
many  others  and  together,  the  land  we  call 
home  was  granted  independence. 

A  president  who  believed  a  nation  should 
stick  together.  A  president  who  said,  "With 
malice  toward  none.  With  charity  for  all."  A 
president  who  freed  a  race,  helped  make  our 
country  what  it  is  today. 

A  song  writer,  who  watched  the  flag  of  our 
nation  withstand  the  firing  of  gruns  and  the 
storms  of  the  sky  believed  that  the  nation 
this  flag  represented  had  to  be  just  as  strong. 
He  wrote  what  today  brings  thousands  of 
Americans  to  tears,  what  today  unites  a  na- 
tion. Something  as  simple  as  a  song. 

The  hopes  and  dreams  of  our  nation  have 
solely  depended  on  a  people  to  make  them 
reality.  We  have  the  power  to  make  or  break 
our  nation.  Our  forefathers  have  handed  us 
the  torch— it  is  our  turn  to  pass  it  on. 

Where  do  we  start'  We  start  with  me — we 
start  with  you. 

A  dream  is  a  wonderful  thing  to  have,  that 
is  unless  it  stays  just  that — a  dream. 

What  is  that  man  had  not  pursued  his 
dream  for  independence?  What  if  that  presi- 
dent had  not  pursued  his  vision?  What  if? 

My  vision,  and  hopefully  yours,  is  that  we 
as  families,  as  communities,  as  a  nation,  as 
a  people.  st.art  working  together  as  a  unit. 
We.  as  a  people,  need  to  understand  that  as 
long  as  we  have  dreams,  there  is  always 
room  for  reality— but  if  we  keep  fighting 
each  other  there  will  never  be  peace.  If  the 
notes  were  never  written,  there  would  never 
have  been  a  song. 

You  and  I  are  the  future  of  this  nation — 
lets  not  let  it  down  We  need  to  look  deep 
within  ourselves  and  believe  that  as  one  per- 
son, we  have  the  power  to  make  a  difference. 

Our  late  president  John  F  Kennedy  once 
said  that  "One  person  can  make  a  difference 
.  .  .  and  each  of  us  must  try." 

I  challenge  you  to  take  your  hopes  and 
dreams  for  this  nation  and  ignite  the  imagi- 
nation of  those  around  you.  Your  ideas  may 
fan  a  flame  and  .America  will  brighten.  The 
light  will  grow  because  of  you. 

One  writer  has  observed  that;  Rosa  Parks 
was  just  one  person.  She  said  one  word.  She 
said  It  on  December  1.  1955.  She  said  it  to  a 
bus  driver  The  word  was  no.  She  said  one 
word  and  a  nation  blushed.  One  word  and  a 
world  talked.  One  woman  said  one  word  and 
17,000  people  walked. 

Yes.  "One  person  can  make  a  difference 
.  .  .  and  each  of  us  must  try." 

My  vision  is  to  illuminate  a  nation — one 
step  at  a  time.  In  order  to  start  this  fire,  I 
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need  you,  my  neighbor,  to  pass  on  the  flame 
America  needs  you  to  pass  the  flame.  We.  the 
citizens  of  the  most  powerful  nation  in  the 
world,  must  become  an  international  source 
of  light,  each  person  holding  the  flames  of  a 
dream,  and  then  we  as  a  nation  can  set  a 
world  on  fire. 


May  15,  1995 


WEST  VALLEY  ACHIEVES  SAFETY 
MILESTONE 


HON.  AMO  HOUGHTON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I'd  like  to 
extend  my  congratulations  to  the  workers  at 
the  West  Valley  demonstration  project  in  the 
31st  District  of  New  York.  They  have  com- 
pleted 1  full  year — over  2  million  work  hours — 
without  losing  1  day  due  to  a  work  related  ac- 
cident. 

The  West  Valley  demonstration  project,  cre- 
ated in  1980,  IS  addressing  both  a  local  and 
national  need  for  radioactive  waste  manage- 
ment technology. 

At  the  project,  the  Department  of  Energy  is 
developing  and  implementing  technology  to 
safely  solidify  the  liquid  high-level  radioactive 
waste  that  is  currently  stored  at  the  site. 

When  the  project  started  m  1982,  a  team  of 
50  employees  began  building  the  team  that 
has  developed,  installed,  tested,  and  is  now 
prepanng  for  fully  remote  operation  of  a 
unique  vitrification  system. 

By  1996,  the  system  will  begin  solidifying 
the  liquid  high-level  waste  at  the  site  into  dura- 
ble, solid  glass  suitable  for  safe  storage  and 
disposal. 

West  Valley's  safety  and  technology 
achievements  are  a  real  tnbute  to  western 
New  York  workers,  and  their  dedication  to 
quality  and  performance. 

I  join  many  others  in  congratulating  the  em- 
ployees of  the  West  Valley  demonstration 
project  for  a  job  will  done. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LEE  J  KAUPER.  DI- 
RECTOR OF  THE  FRANKLIN 
DELANO  ROOSEVELT  VETERANS 
HOSPITAL 


HON.  SUE  W.  KELLY 

OF  .NEW  YORK 
Iti  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Lee  J.  Kauper — a  resident  of  the 
19th  Congressional  Distnct — who  will  soon  be 
retiring  from  his  post  as  the  director  of  the 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  Veterans  Hospital 
in  Montrose,  NY.  His  contnbutions  to  those  in 
and  around  his  facility  have  been  seemingly 
limitless. 

Appointed  director  of  the  veterans  hospital 
on  June  2,  1991,  he  has  promoted  an  active 
and  innovative  agenda.  The  Westchester 
County  facility  provides  tertiary  psychiatric 
care  and  pnmary  medical  services  in  conjunc- 
tion with  long-term  care  and  substance  abuse 
treatment.  The  800-bed  facility  is  the  fifth  larg- 
est public  employer  m  the  country  with  more 


than  1,400  full-time  staff.  And  in  excess  of 
70,000  outpatient  visits  are  logged  each  year. 

He  has  dedicated  the  better  portion  of  his 
life  to  the  service  of  his  country,  first  as  a 
member  of  our  Nation's  military  and  then  later 
on  as  an  administrator  caring  for  our  Nation's 
veterans. 

Aside  from  these  personal  accomplish- 
ments, Mr.  Kauper  is  an  active  member  of  his 
community — a  member  of  the  Peekskill  Rotary 
Club,  vice  chair  of  the  Federal  Executive 
Board,  a  board  member  of  the  Combined  Fed- 
eral Campaign,  a  board  member  of  the  Peeks- 
kill  Chamber  of  Commerce,  a  member  of  the 
Northern  Metropolitan  Hospital  Association,  a 
member  of  the  Amencan  Legion  Advisory 
Board,  and  the  list  goes  on  and  on. 

The  America  we  all  know  and  love  is  typi- 
fied by  the  spmt  of  dedication  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  community.  The  idea  of  individual 
sacrifice  has  long  been  ingrained  in  our  na- 
tional identity,  and  its  individuals  such  as  Mr. 
Kauper,  who  so  ably  maintains  this  tradition. 

Both  the  patients  and  staff  of  the  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt  Veterans  Hospital  and  the 
people  of  Westchester  County  have  a  great 
deal  to  be  thankful  for  in  having  people  such 
as  Mr.  Kauper  preserving  this  ideal.  In  this 
spirit  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  otfenng  my  personal  congratulations 
and  heartfelt  thanks  to  Mr.  Kauper,  not  just  as 
Members  of  Congress  but  as  members  of  one 
community — America.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  friends,  colleagues,  and  admirers  of  Lee 
Kauper,  I  hereby  express  my  heartfelt  appre- 
ciation for  his  years  of  service  and  recognize 
the  joyous  occasion  of  his  retirement. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  ELIZABETH 
GLASER 


HON.  NANa  PELOSI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  15.  1995 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  Sunday  was 
Mother's  Day.  I  nse  to  honor  the  memory  of 
Elizabeth  Glaser,  a  brave  and  loving  mother 
who  led  national  efforts  to  call  attention  to  pe- 
diatric AIDS. 

Elizabeth  went  door  to  door  in  Congress  to 
make  the  case  for  increased  funding  for  pedi- 
atric AIDS  research.  Her  moving  speech  at  the 
Democratic  Convention  in  New  York  inspired 
the  Nation.  Her  relentless  advocacy  led  to 
major  increases  in  funding  for  pediatric  AIDS 
research  and  congressional  attention  to  pedi- 
atric AIDS  prevention  and  patient  care  con- 
cerns. 

Thursday,  May  1 1 ,  Members  of  Congress, 
administration  oflicials,  and  pediatric  AIDS  ad- 
vocates appeared  before  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee to  present  views  on  preventing  HIV 
transmission  from  mothers  to  newtwrns.  The 
hearing  highlighted  all  that  Elizabeth  accom- 
plished through  her  wor1<.  The  focus  of  the 
hearing  was  to  find  ways  to  implement  re- 
markable research  findings  from  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  [NIH]  where  researchers 
developed  medical  treatments  to  reduce  from 
25  to  8  percent  the  number  of  newtxjrns  in- 
fected by  their  mothers  during  pregnancy  and 
delivery. 
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Elizabeth  Glaser's  advocacy  had  led  to  this 
research  that  will  give  thousands  of  infants  the 
opportunity  for  a  healthy  life.  We  lost  Elizabeth 
to  AIDS  last  December.  But  her  legacy  is  with 
us  and  is  cause  for  hononng  her  memory  on 
Mother's  Day. 


H.R. ,  THE  REGULATORY 

ACCOUNTING  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  BLILEY,  JH 

OK  VIRGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing H.R.  ,  the  Regulatory  Accounting 

Act  of  1995.  The  Regulatory  Accounting  Act  of 
1995  provides  an  important  tool  to  understand 
the  magnitude  and  impact  of  Federal  regu- 
latory programs  on  our  economy.  Currently, 
the  executive  branch  and  Congress  devote  a 
great  deal  of  time  and  effort  to  prepare  and 
debate  the  annual  budget  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. This  budget  determines  how  much 
money  the  Federal  Government  will  collect 
and  where  it  will  spend  the  money.  The  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  1995  is  approximately  $1.5 
trillion. 

The  Federal  budget,  however,  fails  to  take 
into  account  the  full  impact  of  Federal  pro- 
grams on  the  U.S.  economy.  The  Federal 
Government  also  imposes  tremendous  costs 
on  the  private  sector.  State  and  local  govern- 
ments and,  ultimately,  the  public  through  ever- 
increasing  Federal  regulations.  Some  recent 
estimates  place  the  compliance  costs  from 
Federal  regulatory  programs  at  over  S600  bil- 
lion annually  and  project  substantial  growth 
even  without  new  legislation.  This  amounts  to 
$6,000  per  year  per  family.  The  costs  are 
often  hidden  in  increased  prices  for  goods  and 
services,  loss  of  international  competitiveness 
in  the  global  economy,  lack  of  investment  m 
private  sector  job  growth,  and  pressure  on  the 
ability  of  State  and  local  governments  to  fund 
essential  services,  such  as  cnme  prevention 
and  education. 

The  benefits  of  Federal  programs  are  no 
doubt  substantial.  Lack  of  accountability  and 
regulatory  reform,  however,  has  left  many 
Federal  programs  inefficient  or  marginally  pro- 
ductive. Unlike  the  private  sector,  where  free- 
dom of  contract  and  free  market  competition 
drive  price  and  quality.  Federal  programs  are 
only  accountable  through  the  political  process. 
Moreover,  historically,  both  Congress  and  the 
executive  branch  have  driven  growth  in  Fed- 
eral regulatory  programs,  creating  layer  upon 
layer  of  bureaucracy  at  great  cost  and  with  di- 
minishing returns  for  the  Amencan  people.  If 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch  do  not 
take  concrete  steps  to  reform  these  programs, 
the  United  States  will  surely  decline  in  the 
world  economy.  Consequently,  the  quality  of 
life  for  our  children  will  also  decline. 

The  Regulatory  Accounting  Act  of  1995  is 
an  important  management  tool  to  evaluate  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  regulatory  programs 
through  an  accounting  of  national  expendi- 
tures and  statements  of  corresponding  bene- 
fits for  each  regulatory  program.  The  cumu- 
lative impact  of  regulatory  costs  must  be  de- 
bated at  the  same  level  that  taxing  and  spend- 
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ing  are  debated;  after  all,  they  are  all  driven 
from  the  same  two  sources — the  private  sector 
and  the  Amencan  people.  Rule-by-rule  evalua- 
tions are  insufticient  to  capture  cumulative  im- 
pacts or  manage  national  expenditures.  More- 
over, a  national  debate  that  focuses  solely  on 
the  $1.5  trillion  Federal  budget  without  ac- 
counting for  the  additional  $600  billion  m  an- 
nual regulatory  costs  is  an  incomplete  and  un- 
informed debate  that  leads  to  poor  national 
policy  and  management  of  resources. 

What  IS  needed  is  an  accounting  tool  that 
allows  the  Federal  Government  to  fully  under- 
stand the  cumulative  impact  of  Federal  pro- 
grams. The  Regulatory  Accounting  Act  would 
provide  such  a  tool.  The  bill  requires  the 
President  to  provide  an  accounting  statement 
every  2  years  respecting  the  costs  of  regula- 
tion to  the  private  sector  and  State  and  local 
governments,  and  Federal  Government  costs 
by  program  or  program  element.  The  Presi- 
dent would  also  provide  quantitative  or  quali- 
tative statements  of  corresponding  benefits. 
Such  an  accounting  offers  the  opportunity  tor 
comprehensive  analyses  of  impacts  on  our 
economy  through  an  associated  report.  The 
bill  also  provides  for  input  from  the  public  and 
opportunities  to  identity  areas  for  regulatory 
reform. 

The  legislation  changes  no  regulatory  stand- 
ard or  program.  It  will,  however,  provide  vital 
information  to  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  so  they  may  fulfill  their  obligation  to 
ensure  wise  expenditure  of  limited  national 
economic  resources  in  all  regulatory  pro- 
grams. 


SALUTE  TO  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF 
SOUTH  DAKOTA'S  DISASTER 
MENTAL  HEALTH  INSTITUTE 


HON.  TIM  JOHNSON 

OK  .SOUTH  D.'VKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT A^nVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  com- 
mend the  University  of  South  Dakota  for  tak- 
ing part  in  an  effort  to  assist  children  with  their 
pain  and  fear  over  the  hornble  and  cruel 
bombing  of  the  Oklahoma  City  Federal  Build- 
ing. This  monstrous  act,  which  killed  and  in- 
jured so  many  of  our  fellow  citizens  and 
brought  sadness  to  so  many  Amencans.  has 
also  scared  and  altered  the  innocent  minds  of 
our  children.  In  contrast  to  this  heinous  act  of 
cruelty,  countless  men  and  women  all  over  our 
country  have  unselfishly  given  their  time  and 
prayers  to  those  affected  by  bombing,  and  I 
am  particulariy  proud  of  the  University  of 
South  Dakota's  efforts  to  comfort  and  ease  the 
pain  of  children  who  feel  unsafe  as  a  result  of 
the  Oklahoma  City  Iximbing. 

The  University's  Disaster  Mental  Health  In- 
stitute has  teamed  up  with  the  Amencan  Red 
Cross,  the  American  Psychological  Associa- 
tion, AT&T,  and  other  health  professionals 
from  the  region  to  operate  the  Children  Heal 
Hotline,  a  5-day  nationwide  crisis  telephone 
line  for  children.  I  am  extremely  proud  of 
USD's  efforts  to  pull  Amenca  together  m  order 
to  help  our  children  and  I  think  the  establish- 
ment of  the  cnsis  line  for  children  is  an  excel- 
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lent  example  of  how  people  and  organizations 
all  over  our  country  have  come  together  to  do 
what  ever  possible  to  offer  assistance  to  our 
fellow  citizens  who  are  victims  of  the  tragedy 
which  took  place  m  Oklahoma  City. 

The  Disaster  Mental  Health  institute  at  USD 
has  reached  out  and  helped  countless  South 
Dakotans  deal  with  the  floods  and  related  dif- 
ficulties associated  with  the  floods  o(  the  past 
years  and  I  am  pleased  that  other  Americans 
will  benefits  from  the  great  work  done  at  the 
Institute.  It  is  organizations  like  USD,  and  their 
efforts,  which  give  us  hope  lor  our  future,  and 
restore  our  faith  in  mankind.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  recognizing  and  saluting 
the  University  of  South  Dakota  for  their  out- 
standing service  and  devotion  to  our  children. 


TRIBUTE  TO  STANLEY  G.  TATE 
AND  THE  FLORIDA  PREPAID 
COLLEGE  PROGRAM:  COLLEGE 
EDUCATION  FUNDING  MODEL 
FOR  THE  NATION 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Flonda.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1987, 
the  Flonda  Legislature  created  the  Florida  Pre- 
paid Postsecondary  Education  Expense  Pro- 
gram to  allow  families  to  prepay  college  tuition 
and  housing  expenses  for  their  children  at  a 
lower  rate  than  the  projected  costs  at  the  time 
of  enrollment. 

As  a  member  of  the  Florida  State  Senate,  I 
strongly  supported  this  innovative  program  to 
help  parents  assure  quality  college  educations 
for  their  children, 

A  driving  force  behind  the  program,  and  a 
key  reason  for  its  outstanding  success,  is  the 
chairman  of  the  tKiard  of  the  Florida  Prepaid 
Postsecondary  Education  Expense  Program, 
Stanley  G.  Tate.  Mr.  Tate  has  worked  tire- 
lessly in  the  legislature,  in  our  Dade  County 
community,  and  in  our  State  to  make  this  pro- 
gram the  model  for  the  Nation  that  it  is  today. 
His  guidance,  expertise  and  energy  has 
helped  make  the  program  what  it  is  today 

As  of  this  year,  the  Florida  Prepaid  College 
Program  has  a  surplus  of  $106  million — which 
continues  to  increase — with  net  assets  m  ex- 
cess of  $1  billion.  Over  325,000  contracts 
have  been  sold,  assuring  Florida  youngsters 
fully  paid  tuition  when  they  are  ready  to  go  to 
college.  Once  again,  the  program  has  been 
declared  actuarially  sound  by  its  auditors. 

Of  particular  importance  to  me  is  the  steps 
that  are  being  taken  to  increase  awareness  of 
and  participation  m  the  program  in  mmonty 
communities  throughout  the  State  Advertising 
in  minority  markets  has  been  increased,  and 
minority  participation  is  at  its  highest  level 
ever.  In  addition,  the  Florida  Prepaid  College 
Foundation's  Project  STARS  [Scholarship  Tui- 
tion for  At-Risk  Students)  has  received  match- 
ing funding  of  Si  million  from  the  State  of  Flor- 
ida to  provide  college  scholarships  for  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged  students.  The  Si  mil- 
lion will  be  combined  with  Si  million  in  private 
sector  donations  to  provide  950  scholarships 
lor  such  students  throughout  the  State 

Mr  Speaker.  I  salute  the  Florida  Prepaid 
Postsecondary  Education  Expense  Board  and 
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commend  this  excellent  program  to  my  col- 
leagues for  their  consideration. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  J.C.  WATR,  JR. 

OF  OKLAHOMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  Nos.  324  and  328,  I  missed  these 
votes  on  May  12  due  to  some  important  busi- 
ness in  the  District.  I  would  have  voted  "no" 
on  rollcall  vote  No.  324  and  "yes"  on  rollcall 
vote  No.  328. 


THE  ANTITERRORISM 
AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  RICHARD  A  GEPHARDT 

OF  MI.SSOURI 
Va  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  15.  1995 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  the  President's 
antiterronsm  legislation  in  the  House,  to  help 
ensure  that  Amenca  never  endures  the  kind  of 
tragedy  which  shook  Oklahoma  City  on  April 
19. 

What  happened  in  Oklahoma  City  was  an 
unforgivable  act  of  cold-blooded  cowardice. 
There  is  no  posture  or  principle  which  justifies 
the  ruthless  killing  of  innocent  children.  There 
is  no  cause  or  commitment  which  excuses 
such  random  death  and  destruction 

We  must  do  more  than  merely  convicting 
those  responsible  for  this  hornfic  act  of  vio- 
lence, and  bnnging  them  to  swift  and  certain 
punishment.  We  must  serve  warning  to  all 
who  would  use  extremist  means  to  advance 
their  extremist  ideas:  We  will  use  the  full  force 
oi  oui  laws  to  find  them,  to  punish  them,  and 
to  nd  our  society  of  their  hateful  acts  And 
when  those  laws  aren't  enough,  we'll  write 
tough  new  laws  to  rem  in  their  wanton  blood- 
shed and  terronsm. 

That  IS  why  this  legislation  is  so  important. 
It  will  help  our  law  enforcement  agencies  root 
out  terronsm  more  quickly  and  effectively,  to 
help  make  the  atrocities  of  Oklahoma  City  a 
ckjsed  chapter  m  our  Nation's  history 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4. 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4. 
1977.  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
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Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday.  May 
16,  1995.  may  be  found  in  the  Daily  Di- 
gest of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

MAY  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearing:s  to  examine  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Public  Administra- 
tion's study  on  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Ag-ency. 

SD-G50 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service.  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

SD-192 
Armed  Services 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  national  secu- 
rity implications  of  U.S.  ratification  of 
the  Strategic  Arms  Reduction  Treaty 
(START  II). 

SR-222 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
Finance 
To  continue  hearings  on  the  fiscal  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  and  the  status  of  the 
program's  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices, focusing  on  methods  to  preserve 
and  improve  the  Medicare  program. 

SI>-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  proposed 
legislation  to  authorize  funds  for  and 
to  reorganize  the  State  Department. 

SD-419 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  proposals  to 
reorganize  the  Executive  Branch. 

SD-342 
Joint  Ekionomic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  use  of 
the  flat  tax.  focusing  on  the  potential 
for  economic  growth. 

SD-106 
10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Commerce.  Justice.  State,  and  the  Judici- 
ary Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates   for    fiscal    year    1996    for    the 
Legal  Services  Corporation. 

SD-116 
2:00  p.m. 
Armed  Services 

Acquisition  and  Technology  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727.  to  author- 
ize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996 
for  military  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  and  to  prescribe  mili- 
tary personnel  strengths  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  focusing  on  dual-use  technology 
programs. 

SR-232A 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 


May  15,  1995 


2:30  p.m.  • 

Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  envi- 
ronmental programs. 

SD-192 

MAY  18 

9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  admin- 
istration of  timber  contracts  in  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  and  adminis- 
tration of  the  Tongass  Timber  Reform 
Act  of  1990. 

SI>-366 
Finance 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  various 
Oax  tax  proposals. 

SD-215 
Governmental  .Affairs 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  propos- 
als to  reorganize  the  Executive  Branch. 

SD-342 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  manage- 
ment guidelines  for  the  future  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution. 

SD-106 
Small  Business 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Small 
Business  Administration's  7(a)  business 
loan  program. 

SD^28 
Indian  .Mfairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Joint  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affair&Tribal  Task  Force  on  Reorga- 
nization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

SR-485 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing   to    economically-targeted    invest- 
ments. 

2226  Rayburn  Building 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  proposed 
legislation    authorizing    funds   for   for- 
eign assistance  programs. 

SD--119 
Judiciary 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  foreign 
assistance  programs. 

SH-216 
1:00  p.m. 
Armed  Services 
SeaPower  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727.  authorizing 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  future  years  defense  program, 
focusing    on    the    Marine    Corps   mod- 
ernization programs  and  current  oper- 
ations. 

SR-232A 


May  15,  1995 

2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 

Treasury.  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the 
Treasury  Department,  and  the  Federal 
Election  Commission. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production   and   Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  extend  the  deadlines  of  certain  hy- 
droelectric   projects,    including    S.283. 
S.468.    S.543.    S.547.    S.549.    S.552.    S.595. 
and  S.611. 

SD-366 

3.00  p.m. 

Armed  Services 

Strategic  Forces  Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  727.  to  author- 
ize funds  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  mili- 
tary activities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  future  years  defense 
program,  focusing  on  bomber  force  is- 
sues. 

SR-222 

MAY  19 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

\'A.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. 

SD-192 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.     Arts    and    Humanities    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  adult  edu- 
cation programs. 

SD-430 

MAY  22 

2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Ar- 
chitect of  the  Capitol,  and  the  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office. 

SD-116 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  Federal  pension 
reform,  focusing  on  how  Federal  pen- 
sion plans  compare  to  private  sector 
plans. 

SD-342 

MAY  23 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  nutrition  programs. 

SR-328A 
.Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
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partment  of  Defense,  focusing  on  finan- 
cial management. 

SD-192 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  NASA's 
Space  Station  Program. 

SR-253 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 

Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  620.  to  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey, 
upon  request,  certain  property  in  Fed- 
eral reclamation  projects  to  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  projects  and  to  set  forth 
a  distribution  scheme  for  revenues 
from  reclamation  project  lands. 

SD-366 

Indian  Affairs 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  479.  to  provide  for 
administrative  procedures  to  extend 
Federal  recognition  to  certain  Indian 
groups. 

SR-485 

2:30  p.m. 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks.  Historic  Preservation  and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior's  programs,  poli- 
cies and  budget  implications  on  the  re- 
introduction  of  wolves  in  and  around 
Yellowstone  National  Park. 

SD-366 

MAY  24 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates   for    fiscal    year    1996    for    the 
United  Sutes  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice. Department  of  the  Interior. 

SD-192 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Aviation  Subcommittee 
To    hold    hearings    to    examine    inter- 
national aviation  policy. 

SR^253 

Cuvcrnmentai  Affairs 

Oversight  of  Government  Management  and 
The  District  of  Columbia  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  aviation 
safety. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition.  a.nd  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  research  and  the  future  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture. 

SR-328A 

MAY  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energ>'  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  638.  to  authorize 
funds  for  United  States  insular  areas. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Marketing.  Inspection,  and  Product  Pro- 
motion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  farm  export  programs. 

SR-328A 


12971 

Appropriations 

Military  Construction  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
construction  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  focusing  on  Army  and 
certain  Defense  agencies. 

SD-192 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons (AARP). 

SD-215 

2:00  p.m. 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  property  line  dis- 
putes within  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Res- 
ervation in  Idaho. 

SD-366 

MAY  26 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

SD-116 

JUNE  6 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  ReviUl- 
ization  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 

Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  intel- 
ligence programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
pa,  tment  of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy   Production   and   Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion 210  of  ihe   Public   Utility   Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 

2:00  p.m. 
Joint  Printing 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Government  Printing  Office 
(GPO). 

1310  Longworth  Building 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
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10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  welfare 
system's  effect  on  youth  violence. 

SD-226 

JUNE  13 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
FYoduction     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
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Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  15 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 


May  15,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


JUNE  20 

9:30  a.m. 
.Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
countemarcotic  programs, 

SD-192 

JUNE  27 

9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond], 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  God.  whose  dwelling  place 
is  the  heart  that  longs  for  Your  pres- 
ence and  the  mind  that  humbly  seeks 
Your  truth,  we  eagerly  ask  for  Your 
guidance  for  the  work  of  this  day.  We 
confess  anything  that  would  hinder  the 
flow  of  Your  spirit  in  and  through  us. 
In  our  personal  lives,  heal  any  broken 
or  strained  relationships  that  would 
drain  off  creative  energies.  Lift  our 
burdens  and  resolve  our  worries.  Then 
give  us  a  fresh  experience  of  Your 
amazing  grace  that  will  set  us  free  to 
live  with  freedom  and  joy. 

Now  Lord,  we  are  read.v  to  work  with 
great  confidence  fortified  by  the  steady 
supply  of  Your  strength.  Give  us  the 
courage  to  do  what  we  already  know  of 
Your  will,  so  that  You  will  give  us 
more  for  the  specific  challenges  of  this 
day.  In  the  debate  of  crucial  issues, 
help  us  to  listen  attentively  to  each 
other.  May  we  never  think  we  have  an 
exclusive  corner  on  the  truth.  Enable 
us  to  be  open  to  aspects  of  the  truth 
You  will  provide  through  the  voices  of 
those  who  may  differ  with  us.  Our  dom- 
inant desire  is  for  Your  best  in  the  con- 
temporary unfolding  of  the  American 
dream.  Lead  on,  O  King  Eternal,  Sov- 
ereign of  this  land.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the 
leader  time  has  been  reserved,  and  the 
Senate  will  immediately  resume  con- 
sideration of  S.  534.  the  solid  waste  dis- 
posal bill.  We  will  proceed  under  the 
provisions  of  the  consent  agreement 
reached  on  Friday.  Senators  should  be 
aware  that  rollcall  votes  are  expected 
this  morning,  possibly  as  early  as  10:30 
a.m.,  on  or  in  relation  to  the  amend- 
ments to  the  solid  waste  disposal  bill. 

Following  the  disposition  of  the  solid 
waste  bill,  the  Senate  will  resume  con- 
sideration of  S.  395,  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration  bill.  A  cloture  motion 
was  filed  on  that  measure  yesterday, 
and  Senators  will  have  until  2:30  p.m. 
this  afternoon  to  file  first-degree 
amendments  to  S.  395. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15,  1995) 

The  Senate  will  recess  between  the 
hours  of  12:30  p.m.  and  2:15  p.m.  for  the 
weekly  policy  luncheons  to  meet. 

Under  the  previous  order,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Senator  from  Washington, 
Senator  Murray,  has  an  amendment 
and  she  has  1  hour  on  that  equally  di- 
vided in  the  usual  form. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 
CAMPBELL).  The  Senate  will  now  re- 
sume consideration  of  S.  534,  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  and  for  other  purpo.ses. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  is  recognized  to  offer  an 
amendment,  on  which  there  will  be  1 
hour  equally  divided.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  is  recognized. 

.AMENDMENT  .NO.   1079 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mrs.  MUR- 
iiAV],  for  herself  and  Mr.  Guktun,  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1079. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Title  II.  foUowint,'  fction  (f)  State  Solid 
Waste  District  Authority,  add  the  following 
section  (g)  and  reletter  all  the  following  sub- 
sections accordingly: 

•■(g)  State  Mandated  Solid  Waste  Man- 
agement Planning.— A  political  subdivision 
of  a  Slate  may  exercise  flow  control  author- 
ity for  municipal  solid  waste,  and  for  volun- 
tarily relinquished  recyclable  material  that 
is  generated  within  its  jurisdiction,  if  State 
legislation  enacted  prior  to  January  1,  1990 
mandated  the  political  subdivision  to  plan 
for  the  management  of  solid  waste  generated 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  if  prior  to  Janu- 
ary 1.  1990  the  State  delegated  to  its  political 
subdivisions  the  authority  to  establish  a  sys- 
tem of  solid  waste  handling,  and  if  prior  to 
May  15,  1994: 

••(li  the  political  subdivision  has.  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  plan  adopted  pursuant  to 


such  State  mandate,  obligated  itself  through 
contract  (including  a  contract  to  repay  a 
debt)  to  utilize  existing  solid  waste  facilities 
or  an  existing  system  of  solid  waste  facili- 
ties; and 

(2)  the  political  subdivision  is  currently 
undertaking  a  recycling  program  in  accord- 
ance with  its  adopted  waste  management 
plan  to  meet  the  State's  solid  waste  reduc- 
tion goal  of  fifty  percent:  and 

(3)  significant  financial  commitments  have 
been  made.  or.  bonds  have  been  issued,  a 
major  portion  of  which,  were  used  for  the 
construction  of  solid  waste  management  fa- 
cilities. 

On  page  65,  line  10,  strike  "or  (e)"  and  in- 
sert "(e)  or  (f)." 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  will  yield  for  a  quick 
question.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
this  amendment  she  filed  is  the  same 
as  the  one  she  previously  circulated, 
except  the  previous  one  had  in  it  addi- 
tional waste  besides  solid  waste.  I 
think  it  had  construction  debris;  is 
that  correct? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  that  I  sent  to  the  desk  is 
slightly  modified  and  has  been  worked 
out  with  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator may  proceed. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  I  rise  with  my  colleague  from 
Washington,  Senator  Gorton,  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  Interstate  Trans- 
portation of  Municipal  Solid  Waste  Act 
of  1995. 

Let  me  begin  by  saying  that  I  appre- 
ciate the  attempts  the  managers  of 
this  bill  have  made  to  accommodate 
the  wide  array  of  waste  management 
systems  there  are  around  the  country. 
My  colleagues  from  Connecticut,  Flor- 
ida. Virginia,  Delaware,  and  most  re- 
cently, from  'Vermont  have  found  ways 
to  amend  this  legislation  so  that  the 
unqueness  of  their  local  systems  is 
re  ">frized  within  the  scope  of  this  leg- 
islation. Senator  Gorton  and  I  want  to 
ensure  that  Washington's  communities 
have  the  same  latitude  to  continue  pro- 
gressively implementing  solid  waste 
management  systems. 

Washington's  municipal  solid  waste 
management  system  is  a  good  one.  All 
municipal  waste  systems  comply  with 
the  States'  comprehensive  waste  man- 
agement plan.  This  plan  delegates  au- 
thority over  solid  waste  management 
to  the  State's  counties,  cities,  and 
towns.  These  entities,  in  turn,  manage 
public  systems  or  contract  with  private 
industries  to  handle  all  municipal  solid 
waste  and  recycling. 

The  specifics  of  each  system  differ, 
from  county  to  county,  and  from  coun- 
ty to  city,  and  from  city  to  town;  but 
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all  share  the  common  elements  of 
minimizing  costs  and  adhering  to  the 
State's  mandated  recycling  goals. 

In  Washington,  according  to  our 
State  plan,  local  governments  manage 
solid  waste,  including  recyclables.  by 
way  of  an  integrated  system  of  facili- 
ties. The  city  of  Seattle,  King  County. 
Spokane  County,  Snohomish  County. 
Clark  County,  and  Okanogan  County, 
and  other  jurisdictions  use  flow  control 
authority  in  their  systems.  In  this  ar- 
rangement, the  interplay  between 
county  ordinances,  town  and  city  ordi- 
nances, health  district  regulations. 
local  agreements,  and  private  con- 
tracts all  play  a  role. 

Although  the  Supreme  Court's  deci- 
sion sent  a  new  wave  of  insecurity 
about  the  future  rippling  through  the 
public  sectors  of  waste  management, 
Washington  State  actually  began 
thinking  about  these  issues  long  ago. 
We  have  set  a  progressive  waste  man- 
agement agenda  for  ourselves  that  has 
been  nationally  heralded  and  emulated. 

In  1989,  while  I  was  a  State  senator, 
we  embraced  the  growing  crisis  over 
solid  waste  management  when  we 
passed  the  Waste  Not  Washington  Act. 
Among  other  things,  this  plan  estab- 
lished the  statewide  goal  of  50  percent 
recycling.  Now.  we  have  the  lowest 
cost  recycling  systems  in  the  country 
and  the  lowest  cost  disposal  systems  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 

In  Washington  State,  we  are  on  the 
cutting  edge  of  recycling.  Let  me  give 
a  few  examples  of  what  this  means  in 
terms  of  the  waste  stream.  Statewide, 
we  recycle  56  percent  of  all  newspaper. 
57  percent  of  high  grade  paper,  52  per- 
cent of  cardboard.  50  percent  of  all  yard 
wa&te.  and  about  73  percent  of  all  met- 
als. 

The  city  of  Seattle's  residential  recy- 
cling rate  was  48  percent  in  1993.  The 
commercial  recycling  rate  was  45  per- 
cent. Eighty-three  percent  of  all  news- 
papers are  recycled  in  Seattle,  as  is  70 
percent  of  all  cardboard.  77  percent  of 
all  high  grade  paper.  68  percent  mixed 
paper.  70  percent  of  all  aluminum,  and 
over  50  percent  of  all  glass  recycled. 

Curbside  programs  are  currently 
available  to  over  70  percent  of  Wash- 
ington State's  population;  and  in  urban 
counties  and  cities,  there  is  almost  100 
percent  available  curbside  recycling. 
The  city  of  Seattle  has  had  a  curbside 
recycling  program  since  1987. 

Not  only  does  Washington  State  ex- 
ceed current  national  standards,  it  is 
well  beyond  the  targets  of  this  bill. 

The  ways  we  got  there  were  by  allow- 
ing local  communities  the  flexibility  to 
establish  the  waste  systems  they  need- 
ed. In  the  future,  attaining  our  recy- 
cling goal  of  50  percent  will  depend  on 
the  ability  to  continue  managing  our 
waste  systems  as  well  as  we  do  now. 

Our  amendment  is  for  Washington.  It 
would  ensure  that  Washington's  coun- 
ties, towns,  and  cities  will  be  able  to 
meet    the    commitments    they    made 


when  they  understood  that  flow  con- 
trol was  a  legitimate  power. 

Millions  of  dollars'  worth  of  bonds, 
issued  for  facility  development,  could 
be  defaulted  upon  if  Washington's  local 
communities  lose  the  ability  to  service 
their  waste  management  debts  due  to 
the  loss  of  flexibility  to  guarantee  a  re- 
liable waste  stream. 

In  Washington,  many  communities 
have  issued  municipal  bonds  to  pay  for 
the  construction  of  solid  waste  facili- 
ties. These  bonds  are  outstanding.  The 
committee's  substitute  only  partially 
protects  the  commitments  in  commu- 
nities like  these. 

In  Snohomish  County,  for  instance, 
improvements  to  the  system  were  fi- 
nanced through  a  combination  of  reve- 
nue bonds  and  general  obligation 
bonds.  These  debts  were  assumed  with 
the  expectation  that  solid  waste  reve- 
nues would  be  used  to  service  them.  As 
of  1995,  Snohomish  County  has  issued 
$26.7  million  in  general  obligation 
bonds,  scheduled  to  be  paid  back  by 
2007.  As  the  bill  is  currently  written. 
only  the  revenue  bonds  of  Snohomish 
could  be  paid  back. 

The  burdens  of  these  debts  will  fall 
on  the  users  of  the  system — the  tax- 
payers. As  we  at  the  Federal  level  of 
Government  are  shifting  more  and 
more  financial  responsibility  on  local 
governments,  restricting  the  ability  of 
local  governments  to  manage  their 
solid  waste  systems  is  not  a  good  solu- 
tion. 

As  it  is  written,  this  bill  steps  all 
over  the  jurisdictions  of  our  local  au- 
thorities. It  will  raise  taxes.  It  will 
ruin  one  of  the  most  effective  recycling 
programs  in  the  Nation,  and  it  will 
throw  many  communities  in  our  State 
into  financial  jeopardy.  This  one-size- 
fits-all  approach  will  not  work. 

Our  amendment  is  within  the  scope 
of  this  bill— it  only  grandfathers  exist- 
ing systems  and  facilities.  We  do  not 
ask  for  any  extension  of  the  sunset  of 
flow  control. 

I    encourage    the     passage    of    this 
amendment,  and  in  turn,  the  passage  of 
this  legislation. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  [Mr.  Gorton]  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
puzzled,  perhaps  even  bewildered  at  the 
necessity  to  speak  here  on  behalf  of  an 
amendment  for  my  State  and  Senator 
MURR.W's — an  amendment  designed 
under  the  parameters  of  a  bill  simply 
to  allow  the  continuation  of  a  flow  con- 
trol regime  in  our  State  which  may 
very  well  have  been  the  most  success- 
ful of  any  State  in  the  United  States  of 
America  in  reducing  the  amount  of 
solid  waste  which  is  not  recycled. 

This  bill,  of  course,  responds  to  a  de- 
cision of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.  That 
decision  invalidated  flow  control  re- 
gimes    all     across     America     on     the 


grounds  that  a  State  or  municipality 
which  directed  or  funneled  the  flow  of 
its  waste  materials  violated  the  dor- 
mant provisions  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce clause.  That  is  to  say.  States 
and  local  communities  could  not  im- 
pact interstate  commerce  by  flow  con- 
trol regimes  in  the  absence  of  author- 
ity from  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  The  Supreme  Court,  of  course, 
invited  the  Congress  to  legislate  in  this 
area,  and  that  is  precisely  what  this 
bill  does. 

The  bill  attempts  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  many  States  already  have 
flow  control  regimes.  And  while  it 
wishes  to  move  them  out  of  those 
present  regimes  toward  a  greater  de- 
gree of  competition  in  the  private  sec- 
tor, it  nonetheless  recognizes  many, 
but  not  all.  existing  obligations.  And 
that  is  the  defect  which  leads  to  this 
amendment. 

While  the  bill  recognizes  and  grand- 
fathers for  an  extended  period  of  time 
of  up  to  30  years  regimes  for  single  fa- 
cilities financed  by  revenue  bonds,  it 
does  not  exempt  systems  of  facilities 
financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  general 
obligation  bonds.  Beginning  long  be- 
fore this  bill  was  thought  of.  that  was 
the  method  adopted  by  the  State  of 
Washington's  system  of  facilities,  gen- 
erally speaking,  financed  by  general 
obligation  bonds;  that  is.  bonds  which 
were  a  call  or  a  lien  on  taxpayers 
through  the  property  that  they  own  in 
particular  counties. 

So  all  Senator  Murr.ay  and  I  propose 
to  do  is  to  provide  a  narrowly  defined 
fix  by  defining  the  nature  of  the  State 
statute  that  covers,  in  a  way.  only  the 
State  of  Washington  and  allow  the  con- 
tinuation of  its  present  regime  for 
roughly  the  same  period  of  time  that  it 
has  allowed  for  other  States  in  this 
bill. 

Nothing,  Mr.  President,  could  be 
more  reasonable.  One  size  does  not  fit 
all  when  we  are  legislating  in  a  field 
which  the  States  have  occupied.  One 
size  certainly  does  not  fit  all  when  we 
are  dealing  with  a  State  that  has  been 
as  progressive  and  as  successful  with 
its  flow  control  regime  as  has  the  State 
of  Washington. 

Now.  at  one  level  this  debate  has  al- 
ready taken  place.  It  took  place  last 
Thursday  at  the  beginning  of  the  dis- 
cussion of  this  bill  with  the  amend- 
ment proposed  by  the  two  Senators 
from  'Vermont  for  a  special  cir- 
cumstance found  in  Vermont.  This 
body  accepted  that  Vermont  amend- 
ment by  a  relatively  close  rollcall  vote. 
This  proposal  is  considerably  nar- 
rower than  that  proposed  by  the  two 
Senators  from  Vermont,  because  theirs 
talked  about  prospective  systems  not 
in  existence  at  the  present  time;  ours 
talks  about  existing  systems  which  are 
in  place,  in  operation,  and  have  already 
been  financed. 

Ours  requires  that  significant  finan- 
cial commitments  have  been  made  or 


bonds  have  been  issued,  a  major  por- 
tion of  which  were  used  for  the  con- 
struction of  solid  waste  facilities— a 
much  more  specific  definition  than 
that  in  the  Vermont  amendment.  Nor 
can  we  come  up  with  a  single  exception 
for  a  single  county.  Our  counties  and 
cities  have  been  given  fairly  broad  dis- 
cretion in  this  field,  and  different  met- 
ropolitan counties  in  the  State  of 
Washington  have  had  subtle  but  dis- 
tinct differences  in  the  way  in  which 
they  exercise  flow  control  require- 
ments. 

But  I  can  say,  Mr.  President,  that  for 
those  who  feel  that  this  should  be  a 
competitive  field,  not  single-source 
contracts,  that  is  exactly  what  the 
State  of  Washington  does.  The  manage- 
ment of  our  solid  waste  is  conducted  on 
a  competitive  bid  basis. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we.  the  two  Sen- 
ators from  Washington,  are  here  sim- 
ply to  request  the  right  to  continue  to 
do  what  we  have  already  been  doing  so 
successfully— to  pay  off  our  bonds  and 
to  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  under  essentially  the  same  cir- 
cumstances as  are  allowed  other 
States,  States  to  which  the  members  of 
the  committee  paid  some  attention  in 
drafting  the  bill  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  President,  just  as  this  was  appro- 
priate for  those  that  were  included  in 
the  bill  in  the  first  place  on  single 
State  bases,  those  which  have  been 
added  without  controversy,  that  which 
was  added  by  the  amendment  of  the 
.Senators  from  Vermont,  we  wish  not  to 
have  the  Federal  Government  interfere 
with  us,  to  tell  us  that  everything  we 
have  done  in  the  past  is  wrong,  that  in 
spite  of  the  success  of  our  program,  I 
am  sorry,  we  do  not  fit  into  the  excep- 
tions and  therefore  we  cannot  have 
one. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  be  allowed 
to  have  this  exception.  We  should  be  al- 
lowed to  continue  a  regime  which  has 
worked  so  successfully  in  our  State  in 
the  past. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  the  record  clear  right  from  the 
very  beginning  that  this  is  not  a  case 
of  the  F^ederal  Government  interfering 
in  the  affairs  of  any  State.  The  current 
law  of  the  United  States  that  is  defined 
by  the  Constitution  and  the  Supreme 
Court  is  that  you  cannot  have  flow 
control.  That  is  not  the  EPA  or  the  En- 
vironment Committee  or  anybody  else 
saying  that.  The  Federal  Government 
is  not  interfering.  The  law  of  the  land 
is  that  they  cannot  have  flow  control 
in  the  State  of  Washington  or  any- 
where in  the  United  States.  So  we 
came  forward  with  this  legislation. 

Wh.y  are  we  here?  We  are  here  be- 
cause of  the  Carbone  decision  just  a 
year  ago.  In  that  decision,  they  said 
having  flow  control  interferes  with  the 
commerce    clause.    However,    the    Con- 


gress of  the  United  States  can  make  ar- 
rangements in  its  acts  and  they  can  do 
something  about  the  so-called  flow 
control.  And  we  have. 

We  realize  that  there  are  lots  of  com- 
munities across  the  country — or  sev- 
eral, anyway— that  were  caught.  They 
had  flow  control  and  they  had  commit- 
ted money  for  a  facility  that  bonded  in- 
debtedness or  general  obligation  bonds 
and  that  facility  was  dependent  upon 
the  municipal  solid  waste  that  would 
come  to  it,  pursuant  to  flow  control 
that  had  been  enacted. 

So  we  are  taking  care  of  that.  Indeed 
there  is  one  county  in  Washington  that 
appears  to  fall  within  that  category. 
That  does  not  satisfy  the  folks  from 
Washington.  Indeed,  it  is  not  restricted 
to  the  State  of  Washington. 

I  suppose  the  argument  could  be 
made.  "Well,  under  the  act,  when  cer- 
tain things  have  to  be  enacted,  it  is 
solely  Washington.  "  but  there  is  no  re- 
striction solely  to  Washington.  We  do 
not  know  how  many  other  areas  in  the 
country  might  qualify  under  this.  They 
are  saying.  "We  never  had  flow  control. 
However,  we  would  like  to  be  given 
that  privilege  for  the  future.  And  we  do 
not  even  have  to  have  had  bonded  in- 
debtedness." 

Indeed,  if  we  read  the  amendment,  it 
says  "Bonds  have  been  issued  or  sig- 
nificant financial  commitments  have 
been  made."  Actually,  it  is  the  other 
way  around— "Significant  financial 
commitments  have  been  made  or  bonds 
ha\'e  been  issued." 

Now,  what  does  it  mean  by  "Signifi- 
cant financial  commitments  have  been 
made?"  They  spent  some  money  on 
some  trucks,  for  example.  But  they 
want  that  to  qualify  them  to  have  an 
exception  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

Where  do  we  draw  the  line?  Clearly, 
this  is  a  place  that  does  not  qualify,  it 
does  not  even  come  close  to  qualifying 
now,  under  the  rules  that  we  have  set 
forth,  after  a  lot  of  deliberation. 

Now,  they  have  pointed  out  that  they 
have  had  wonderful  success  in  recy- 
cling. That  is  great.  They  did  not  need 
flow  control  for  that  because  they 
never  had  it.  In  some  communities, 
yes.  But  they  did  not  have  it  in  these 
other  communities,  and  they  had  the 
successes  of  the  recycling  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington,  Senator  Mur- 
ray pointed  out. 

Mr.  President,  this  just  goes  too  far. 
Clearly,  if  this  amendment  prevails  we 
might  as  well  say  all  across  the  coun- 
try, forget  the  Constitution.  We  make 
an  exception  to  it — not  an  exception. 
We  just  say  in  the  whole  Nation  of  the 
United  States  we  can  have  flow  con- 
trol. California  is  next  up. 

Mr.  President.  I  just  think  it  is  very 
unfortunate  that  they  are  pursuing 
this  amendment.  After  long  discussions 
we  worked  out  what  seemed  to  me  to 
be  a  fair  compromise.  It  took  care  of 
the  specific  situation  where  they  had 


now  control  but  they  had  some  com- 
mitments, general  obligation  bonds, 
have  made  a  commitment,  but  this  is 
not  similar  to  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much  that 
the  amendment  would  not  be  accepted. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
truly  puzzled.  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  says  we  ought  to  be  satisfied  be- 
cause 1  county  out  of  39  in  the  State  of 
Washington  might  possibly  qualify 
under  a  general  bill  that  he  has  written 
to  continue  its  present  system. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  says. 
"They  say  the  Constitution  be  damned, 
we  just  want  to  go  ahead."  He  is  en- 
tirely correct  when  he  says  that  a  deci- 
sion of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  stated 
that  under  the  dormant  reading  of  the 
interstate  commerce  clause,  flow  con- 
trol regimes  all  across  the  United 
States  were  invalid. 

That  same  Supreme  Court  decision 
asked  the  Congress  if  it  wished  to  do  so 
to  legislate  in  this  area,  jxiinting  out 
that  it  could  grant  States  full  author- 
ity if  it  wished  to  do  so.  to  continue 
forever  all  of  their  existing  or  any  fu- 
ture regime. 

Now.  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
has  done  that.  He  is  passing  legislation 
which  under  certain  circumstances 
States  can  exercise  flow  control  re- 
gimes. One  might  ask.  why  does  he  not 
just  simply  allow  it  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  Constitution  would  allow  it, 
but  he  has  not.  He  wants  a  certain  pat- 
tern, but  he  has  made  exceptions  to 
that  certain  pattern  and  we  would  like 
such  an  exception. 

Ours  is  all  retrospective.  Unless  fi- 
nancial obligations  have  been  under- 
taken or  bonds  sold,  unless  there  is  a 
system  in  place  by  a  State  statute  that 
is  some  5  years  old  or  more,  the  excep- 
tion does  not  apply.  It  does  not  apply 
in  any  other  State.  Mr.  President. 

Why  should  a  community  be  penal- 
ized because  it  had  enough  money  to 
pay  for  these  facilities  in  cash?  Why 
should  it  be  penalized  if  it  pays  for 
them  by  general  obligation  bonds 
which  cover  other  facilities  as  well, 
rather  than  a  specific  revenue  bond  for 
one  specific  facility? 

Now.  Mr.  President,  this  committee 
did  not  have  to  bring  a  bill  out  on  this 
subject  at  all.  It  could  just  have  told 
the  country  that  it  had  to  live  with 
this  Supreme  Court  decision.  The  com- 
mittee decided  that  the  Supreme  Court 
decision  mandated  legislation.  The  leg- 
islation does  have  differences  from  one 
State  to  another.  This  body  hsis  adopt- 
ed an  amendment  for  Vermont  which  is 
infinitely  broader  than  the  amendment 
proposed  for  the  State  of  Washington. 

Why  in  the  world  these  people  sitting 
here  in  this  body  have  to  tell  the  State 
of  Washington.  "Sorry,  you  did  it 
wrong  and  we  are  not  going  to  let  you 
do  it  anymore."  is  simply  beyond  the 
understanding  of  this  Senator. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  several 
times  the  Senator  has  said  he  is  puz- 
zled. 
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First  of  all,  with  regard  to  Vermont, 
there  are  exceptions  in  the  Vermont 
situation,  and  I  might  point  out  that 
this  Senator,  nor  the  committee,  did 
not  support  the  Vermont  amendment. 

Was  it  adopted?  Yes.  by  a  vote,  over 
the  objections  of  this  Senator  and  oth- 
ers who  are  managing  the  bill. 

To  take  a  whole  State  such  as  Wash- 
ington that  has  never  had  flow  con- 
trol—they are  seeking  something  they 
never  had— talk  about  puzzlement.  I 
wish  the  Senator  from  Washington 
would  explain  why  he  needs  flow  con- 
trol. 

Why  is  he  here?  Because  they  had 
this  remarkable  record  as  recited  of 
the  recycling  and  they  have  achieved 
all  of  that  without  flow  control. 

Now,  once  again,  why  did  we  bring 
this  bill  to  the  floor':'  The  Senator  says, 
why  did  they  bring  it  up?  We  brought  it 
up  to  take  care  of  those  communities 
that  were  truly  hurt  by  the  Carbone  de- 
cision Those  communities  had  enacted 
flow  control,  had  issued  bonds,  usually 
revenue  bonds,  to  pay  for  either  an  in- 
cinerator or  very  carefully  planned 
landfill.  They  wanted  to  pay  it  off,  and 
they  are  planning  to  pay  off  their 
bonds  through  the  flow  control  that  re- 
quired all  the  trash  within  the  munici- 
pality or  the  county— wherever  it  is — 
to  come  to  a  central  place. 

That  is  not  the  situation  with  the 
Senator  and  the  State  of  Washington 
at  all. 

If  there  are  explanations  that  are 
needed  here.  I  think  they  are  needed 
from  the  Senator,  or  the  prime  sponsor 
of  the  amendment,  if  she  would  say 
what  they  need  these  for.  They  had  all 
these  wonderful  recycling  achieve- 
ments without  flow  control,  so  now 
they  are  in  here  asking  for  an  excep- 
tion to  an  entire  State. 

By  the  way,  in  all  fairness,  there  is 
some  difference  between  the  population 
of  Vermont,  which  is  relatively  mod- 
est, and  the  population  of  the  State  of 
Washington  and  what  this  will  trigger, 
should  this  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  during  these 
pauses  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMPSON).  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
cigain  stress  in  no  way  does  the  State 
of  Washington  in  the  proposed  amend- 
ment come  close  to  meeting  the  excep- 
tions that  were  provided  for  in  this  leg- 
islation. First,  they  do  not  have  flow 
control:  and.  second,  under  the  amend- 
ment as  submitted  it  does  not  require 
there  be  outstanding  bonded  indebted- 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  has 
frequently  mentioned  to  us  they  have 
general  obligation  bonds,  but  that  is 
not  what  this  amendment  says.  This 


amendment  says,  "significant  financial 
commitments  have  been  made."  That 
could  be  the  community  had  spent 
some  money,  as  I  say.  on  some  trucks, 
to  haul  garbage.  So  it  does  not  even 
come  close  to  the  criteria  that  we  have 
set  forth  in  the  bill  and  I  just  think  it 
is  a  vast  overreaching. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Murray-Gorton 
amendment.  We  worked  on  it  hard  to 
try  to  craft  a  compromise  to  accommo- 
date as  many  people  as  possible  on  this 
legislation.  The  amendment  of  Sen- 
ators Gorton  and  Murray  would  sim- 
ply open  up  the  current  provisions 
under  S.  534  and  would  allow  prospec- 
tive flow  control  for  areas  that  cur- 
rently do  not  have  flow  control,  and 
some  areas  that  do  flow  control  but  do 
not  have  bonds  and  currently  need  to 
be  paid  off. 

The  whole  spirit  of  the  compromise 
worked  out  so  carefully  as  we  put  this 
legislation  together  was  we  would  not 
do  things  prospectively,  that  the  intent 
here  was  to  protect  those  people  who 
had  made  financial  commitments. 
Most  specifically,  they  had  let  bonds  or 
contracts  that  would  require  substan- 
tial losses  possibly,  conceivably,  to  the 
investment.  That  was  the  purpose.  We 
were  not  trying  to  pass  a  bill  here  that 
would  open  up  the  whole  interstate 
commerce  issue  again  and  allow  States 
to  prospectively  implement  flow  con- 
trol anywhere  or  any  time  for  whatever 
reason,  no  matter  how  small  the  cost, 
whether  it  be  the  purchase  of  a  truck 
or  some  minor  item  of  cost. 

Local  flow  control  laws  are  by  their 
very  nature  monopolistic  and  they  are 
anticompetitive.  I  have  stated  numer- 
ous times  during  the  course  of  this  de- 
bate that  I  personally  do  not  favor  flow 
control,  but  in  working  with  my  col- 
leagues I  tried  to  help  out  some  of  the 
States  that  had  very,  very  significant 
financial  commitments,  most  specifi- 
cally bonds,  or  in  the  case  of  a  State 
like  New  Jersey,  where  they  had  an  en- 
tire system  for  flow  control  and  we 
wanted  to  try  to  accommodate  them. 
we  put  a  grandfather  clause  in  here 
that  would  say  that  all  flow  control 
would  be  by  the  boards  after  30  years. 
That  was  to  allow  for  any  bonds  that 
may  have  been  let  to  run  out  and  then 
it  would  be  entirely  the  free  market 
system. 

This  amendment  just  flies  in  the  face 
of  the  entire  bill,  the  entire  com- 
promise. It  is  very  important  that  my 
colleagues  understand  that  if  you  sup- 


port the  free  enterprise  system  and 
want  to  see  less  flow  control  in  the  fu- 
ture— not  more — then  you  would  be  op- 
posed to  this  amendment. 

The  Supreme  Court  ruled  last  year 
that  these  types  of  flow  control  laws 
are  a  violation  of  the  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitution,  Yet.  it  can  be  ar- 
gued that  governments  that  issued 
bonds — and  the  key  here  is  bonds — to 
build  facilities  in  reliance  on  flow  con- 
trol should  be  allowed  to  continue  flow 
control  only  until  these  bonds  are  re- 
paid. After  this,  the  free  market  should 
prevail. 

The  purist  argument  would  be  they 
knew  what  they  were  doing  when  they 
let  the  bonds,  and  the  free  market 
ought  to  prevail  anyway.  Frankly,  that 
is  my  position.  But  in  an  effort  to  com- 
promise on  this.  Senator  Ch.'VKEE  and  I 
and  others  agreed  that  we  would  allow 
this  grandfather,  that  it  would  be  re- 
strictive, that  it  would  not  be  an  open- 
ended  grandfather  that  would  simply 
allow  prospectively  anybody  to  think, 
"Well,  I  might  have  an  opportunity  in 
10  years  to  implement  flow  control  and, 
you  know,  we  might  want  to  sign  a 
contract,  or  we  might  want  to  let  a 
bond,  or  prospectively,  we  may  want  to 
do  it  in  10  years."  That  is  not  the  in- 
tent of  this  legislation.  It  would  not  be 
in  the  best  interests  of  those  who  want 
to  see  flow  control  restricted  rather 
than  increased. 

So  the  key  here  is  that  this  amend- 
ment vastly  expands  the  universe  of 
communities  that  would  be  allowed  the 
flow  control— I  mean  vastly.  This  is 
not  just  Washington  State.  This  is  an 
open  end  that  is  going  to  allow  flow 
control,  and  it  would  be  flow  control 
allowed  not  on  the  basis  of  financial 
need,  not  on  the  basis  of  financial  com- 
mitments, not  at  all:  just  maybe  we 
will  have  some  financial  commitments, 
or  maybe  in  the  future  we  would  like 
to  pass  a  bond,  or  maybe  we  would  like 
to  sign  a  contract,  or  maybe  we  would 
like  to  build  a  facility  sometime  in  the 
future.  That  defeats  the  entire  purpose 
of  the  legislation.  I  cannot  emphasize 
that  strongly  enough. 

This  amendment  goes  beyond  the 
principles  that  only  those  facilities 
that  incurred  bonded  indebtedness 
should  be  grandfathered  and  instead  it 
grants  flow  control  authority  to  a 
large  universe  of  local  governments 
who  are  simply  implementing  a  State 
solid  waste  management  plan. 

Again,  I  go  back  to  the  hearing  that 
we  held  in  the  subcommittee  on  flow 
control  when  we  heard  from  New  Jer- 
sey and  other  units  which  were  affected 
by  this.  We  heard  that  bond  holders 
were  going  to  be  harmed  and  even  some 
of  us  felt  that  they  knew  what  they 
were  doing  or  should  have  known  what 
they  were  doing  when  they  let  the 
bonds  and  invested  in  the  bonds.  We  de- 
cided, be  that  as  it  may,  to  be  as  fair  as 
possible,  we  were  going  to  allow  the 


grandfather  to  kick  in.  A  30-year  pe- 
riod gives  everybody  a  chance  to  re- 
coup any  losses  that  they  might  have 
as  a  result  of  investments  in  the  bonds. 
That  was  a  compromise.  It  was  very 
carefully  struck.  It  was  not  my  posi- 
tion. It  was  not  the  position  of  Senator 
Laute;nberg  or  others  on  the  commit- 
tee who  supported  flow  control.  But  it 
was  a  compromise.  As  compromises 
are.  you  give  a  little  bit  and  you  take 
a  little  bit.  And  that  is  the  way  it 
works. 

But  now  to  say  we  are  down  to  the 
end,  or  very  close  to  where  we  want  to 
have  a  vote  on  this  bill,  to  say  now  we 
are  going  to  open  this  whole  thing  up 
prospectively  to  any  locality  or  any 
community  whatsoever  anywhere 
which  may  want  to  have  flow  control  is 
basically  undoing  the  bill. 

It  is  an  anti-free-market  amendment. 
It  opens  up  flow  control  to  a  variety  of 
communities  that  currently  do  not 
practice  it,  and  it  will  shut  out  private 
companies  that  could  meet  the  solid 
waste  disposal  needs  of  these  areas. 
What  we  are  hoping  will  happen  in 
States  like  Washington  and  other 
States  is  that  the  free  market  will  kick 
in;  that  over  the  next  30  years  as  we 
grandfather  those  who  are  currently 
implementing  flow  control,  we  will  see 
the  free  market  kick  in  in  States  like 
this  where  there  is  no  flow  control 
now.  and  it  will  work  and  it  will  work 
very  well,  and  the  free  market  frankly 
usually  works,  if  not  always  works. 

So  I  think  that  is  the  approach  we 
ought  to  take.  To  just  now  come  in 
with  an  anti-free-market  amendment 
is  a  serious  mistake.  Recent  studies  in- 
dicate that  flow  control  jurisdictions 
charge,  on  average,  10  percent  higher 
rates  than  non-How-control  jurisdic- 
tions— 40  percent  higher. 

This  amendment  goes  against  the 
spirit  of  the  bill,  the  intent  of  the  bill, 
and  it  should  be  defeated. 

Flow  control  is  not  necessary  for  re- 
cycling, according  to  a  recent  EPA  re- 
port called  "Report  to  Congress — Flow 
Controls  and  Municipal  Solid  Waste": 

There  are  no  data  ishowing  that  flow  con- 
trols are  essential  for  the  development  of 
new  solid  waste  capacity  or  for  the  longr- 
term  achievement  of  State  and  local  goals 
for  source  reduction,  reuse,  and  recycling. 

That  is  a  quote  from  that  report. 
Thus,  even  the  EPA  has  demonstrated 
that  there  is  no  need  for  flow  control 
to  meet  State  recycling  goals. 

The  bottom  line,  as  has  been  said  be- 
fore, my  colleagues,  is  that  this  is  a 
killer  amendment.  It  kills  the  bill.  It 
guts  the  bill.  It  makes  the  bill  totally 
worthless,  and  it  should  not  be  passed. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  think  very 
carefully  and  weigh  this  very  carefully 
before  the  vote. 

I  call  attention  to  item  three  in  the 
amendment,  which  says  significant  fi- 
nancial commitments  have  been  made. 
What  is  a  "significant  financial  com- 
mitment"? Is  it  a  few  dollars.  $10,  $15. 


or  $20?  Maybe  it  is  a  fee  to  buy  a  li- 
cense or  a  permit.  We  are  not  talking 
about  that.  We  want  to  limit  future 
now  control  in  this  legislation.  We 
want  it  to  end  in  30  years.  We  do  not 
want  it  to  begin  in  States  that  do  not 
have  it.  We  are  just  allowing  the  excep- 
tion or  the  grandfather  in  the  States 
that  do. 

So.  Mr.  President,  with  the  greatest 
respect  to  my  colleagues  who  have  of- 
fered the  amendment,  it  is  ill  advised. 
It  will  hurt  what  we  are  trying  to  do  in 
this  compromise,  and  frankly  if  this  is 
passed,  this  could  lead  to  the  very  de- 
feat of  the  now  control  bill,  which  will 
hurt  those  people,  those  very  people 
out  there,  the  bond  holders  who  are  sit- 
ting there  now  worried  about  whether 
or  not  they  are  going  to  get  relief.  And 
if  the  bill  is  defeated  or  somehow  taken 
down  because  of  this,  then  those  people 
are  not  going  to  get  relief. 

So  I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  de- 
feated. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  who  has 
control  of  the  time,  and  how  much 
time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Five 
minutes  for  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land; 14  minutes  for  the  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  as- 
sume I  have  the  time  of  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island.  I  yield  myself  a  few 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  with  some  reluc- 
tance that  I  oppose  the  Murray-Gorton 
amendment.  I  have  the  highest  regard 
for  the  Senators  from  Washington, 
both  Senator  Murray  and  Senator 
Gorton.  They  are  trying  to  protect 
their  State. 

I  must  reject  their  amendment  and 
oppose  it,  Mr.  President,  very  simply 
because  the  approach  that  they  are 
coming  up  with  to  meet  the  conditions 
in  their  State  is  much  too  broad,  is 
much  too  general,  and  it  goes  much, 
much  beyond  the  intent  of  the  bill. 

The  intent  of  the  bill  is  to  protect 
those  communities  which,  essentially, 
prior  to  a  certain  date — May  15,  1994— 
had  flow  control  either  by  regulation 
or  by  ordinance  or  by  State  law.  It  is 
not,  frankly,  to  protect  those  commu- 
nities which  did  not  have  any  kind  of 
flow  control;  that  is,  that  had  not  des- 
ignated certain  sites  where  trash  would 
go. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ators from  Washington  essentially  says 
that  flow  control  is  OK  if  there  had 
been  a  plan,  a  general  plan  to  deal  with 
trash  in  the  State  of  Washington.  The 
amendment  by  the  Senators  from 
Washington  does  not  say  that  there 
was  in  some  case  flow  control  but  rath- 
er, essentially,  there  is  a  waste  man- 
agement  plan.    For    that   reason    it   is 


much,  much  too  broad.  It  is  very  unfair 

to  other  States,  frankly,  who  would 
like  to  do  the  same  thing. 

If  this  amendment  passes,  there  is  a 
good  argument  it  should  apply  to  every 
other  State  in  the  Nation.  And  if  it  ap- 
plies to  every  other  State  in  the  Nation 
then  we  might  as  well  pull  down  this 
bill.  Because  the  compromise  that  has 
been  reached,  one  between  free  enter- 
prise hauling  the  trash  according  to 
the  wishes  of  different  communities 
and  trash  haulers  across  State  lines, 
combined  with  the  other,  that  munici- 
palities control  their  own  trash,  that 
compromise  would  fall  apart.  There 
would  be  no  compromise.  We  would 
have  no  bill. 

I,  therefore,  suggest  to  the  Senators 
from  Washington  that  if  the  amend- 
ment is  rejected — and  I  very  much  hope 
it  is  rejected— that  they,  the  Senators 
from  Washington,  work  in  conference, 
and  the  conferees  come  up  with  a  ge- 
neric approach  to  address  the  kinds  of 
problems  that  are  raised  by  the  Sen- 
ators from  Washington. 

This  is  a  very  complicated  matter.  I 
wish  I  could  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senators  from  Washing- 
ton, but.  in  good  faith,  I  cannot.  And  I 
cannot  because  it  goes  way.  way  be- 
yond the  compromise  reached  in  the 
bill.  It  is  way  beyond  the  provision  we 
adopted  to  deal  with  the  situation  in 
the  State  of  Vermont  just  a  few  days 
ago. 

And  I  must  say  that  if  this  amend- 
ment passes,  every  other  Senator  can 
stand  up  on  this  floor  and  very  legiti- 
mately say,  "Well,  gee,  it  should  apply 
to  my  State."  And  if  that  is  the  case, 
the  bill  falls  apart  and  it  will  not  pass. 
I  guarantee  it  will  not  pass.  I  guaran- 
tee there  are  going  to  be  Senators 
whose  other  points  of  view  will  stand 
up  on  the  floor  and  prevent  its  passage. 

Basically.  Mr.  President.  I  believe, 
for  those  reasons,  that  the  amendment 
should  be  soundly  rejected  and  we  can 
work  in  conference  to  come  up  with  a 
solution  that  might  deal  with  some  of 
these  problems,  if  not  all. 

Mr.  President,  if  a  community  does 
not  need  flow  control,  I  think  we 
should  let  the  private  market  work  and 
not  just  rely  on  Government  regula- 
tion. This  amendment  is  a  Government 
regulation  amendment  which  basically 
says  we  want  more  Government  on 
your  backs,  we  want  more  regulation, 
we  want  more  control.  I  think  that 
there  are  a  good  number  of  people  in 
this  country,  particularly  this  body, 
that  might  have  some  reservations 
about  adding  more  control,  more  regu- 
lations, more  laws  on  the  backs  of  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  our  time  on  this  side. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  again, 
as  I  have  stated,  I  am  completely  puz- 
zled by  the  nature  of  the  argument  of 
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those  a  committee  and  on  a  committee 
staff,  who  worked  in  a  committee  with- 
out a  Member  from  the  State  affected 
by  this  amendment  and  who  presume 
to  know  much  more  about  the  desires 
of  the  people  of  the  State  represented 
by  Senator  Murray  and  myself  than 
they  themselves  do.  and  who  continue 
to  use  language  such  as  "prospective" 
and  "wide  open"  and  "applicable  to  ev- 
eryone." 

Well.  Mr.  President,  we  have  offered 
to  make  a  specific  reference  to  the  re- 
vised code  of  Washington,  if  they  want 
to  make  certain  that  this  applies  only 
to  the  State  of  Washington.  They  are 
not  interested,  because,  of  course,  such 
an  amendment  would  be  useless.  The 
description  we  have  in  here  now  is  sin- 
gle State  in  nature.  We  have  offered  to 
put  in  "continue  to  exercise  flow  con- 
trol" in  this  amendment,  but  they  are 
not  interested  because  they  know  that 
this  is  not  a  prospective  amendment  as 
it  is. 

Mr.  President,  this  requires  the  State 
to  have  had  a  law  before  the  year  1990 
and  it  requires  the  plans  to  have  been 
in  existence  in  particular  communities 
before  May  15.  1994.  Now.  what  is  pro- 
spective about  that? 

These  are  existing  plans.  These  are 
existing  systems  of  facilities  in  one 
single  State. 

Now,  if  the  bill  is  dead  because  one 
single  State  is  permitted  to  continue 
to  do  what  it  wishes  to  do,  it  is  already 
dead  by  reason  of  the  Vermont  amend- 
ment last  week,  which  is  much  more 
broad  and  is  prospective  and  does  allow 
that  State  to  go  forward  with  plans  in 
the  future. 

The  answer.  Mr.  President,  is  that 
this  is  just  something  that  this  com- 
mittee did  not  consider  and  does  not 
want  to  consider  now. 

Senator  MuRR.w  and  I  are  asking  for 
the  continuation  of  an  existing  system 
in  various  counties  of  our  State  which 
has  resulted.  I  believe,  in  more  recy- 
cling and  less  disposal  of  solid  waste 
perhaps  than  any  other  State  in  the 
United  States  of  .A.merica.  That  is  all 
we  are  asking  for. 

It  is  not  prospective.  It  does  not 
allow  new  counties  and  new  commu- 
nities even  in  our  State  who  already 
had  these  ordinances  and  these  obliga- 
tions underway  a  year  ago  yesterday. 
May  15.  1994.  to  do  so  at  some  time  in 
the  future.  It  is  State-specific  and  it  is 
system  facilities-specific.  That  is  all 
there  is  to  it.  And  there  is  no  reason  in 
the  world  for  this  amendment  to  be 
turned  down. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
want  to  get  into  an  argument  with  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton. But  the  fact  is.  the  committee 
very  directly  considered  these  points. 
contrary  to  the  statement  of  the  Sen- 
ator   from    Washington.    Second,    con- 


trary to  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  the  amendment  is 
prospective. 

He  talks  about  a  solid  waste  plan. 
Mr.  President,  a  plan  is  so  general.  We 
are  not  talking  about  plans  in  this  bill. 
We  are  talking  about  whether  a  spe- 
cific flow  control  ordinance  passed,  and 
if  a  specific  indebtedness  was  created. 
We  are  talking  about  a  specific  con- 
tract where  people  are  obligated.  That 
is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

We  are  not  talking  about  providing 
flow  control  authority  if  a  State  only 
has  a  solid  waste  plan.  But  that  is  what 
this  amendment  does.  It  would  allow  a 
State  to  use  flow  control  if  the  State 
has  a  solid  waste  plan  even  if  the  State 
has  not  relied  on  flow  control  in  the 
past.  Washington  only  has  only  a  gen- 
eral solid  waste  plan.  If  Washington 
was  a  lot  more  specific,  and  had  relied 
on  flow  control  in  the  past  then  Wash- 
ington would  be  covered.  The  problem 
is  Washington  is  not  specific  as  a  gen- 
eral plan,  and  that  is  why  this  is  pro- 
spective. 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
my  colleague.  Senator  Gorton,  in 
being  perplexed  at  the  reasons  for  not 
accepting  this  amendment.  I  go  back  to 
the  fact  that  my  colleagues  from  Con- 
necticut, Florida,  Virginia,  Delaware. 
and  Vermont  have  come  to  the  com- 
mittee with  specific  concerns  from 
their  States  that  have  been  worked  out 
to  this  point  in  this  debate  and  in  this 
bill.  The  concerns  from  Washington 
State  are  just  as  needy. 

I  was  in  our  State  senate  back  in  1989 
when  we  passed  the  Waste  Not  Wash- 
ington Act.  We  were  ahead  of  this 
country  in  how  to  deal  with  our  waste 
management.  It  is  a  very  effective 
piece  of  legislation.  We  do  not  want  it 
undermined  now  by  actions  on  this 
Senate  floor. 

We  have  offered  to  the  committee 
words  that  will  deal  with  their  con- 
cerns about  being  prospective.  We  have 
offered  to  put  in  language  that  makes 
it  Washington  State  specific -by  ref- 
erencing the  Waste  Not  Washington 
Act.  I  assure  my  colleagues  there  is  no 
intent  to  open  loopholes.  The  intent  is 
to  allow  the  waste  management  in  our 
State  of  Washington  to  work  well,  as  it 
is  currently  doing. 

I  invite  any  of  my  colleagues  to  my 
hometown  of  Seattle  and  to  take  a 
look  at  the  curbside  recycling  program 
that  exists  there.  We  recycle  every- 
thing. We  put  out  our  pop  bottles.  We 
put  out  our  plastic.  We  put  out  our 
newspaper.  We  separate  our  paper  into 
different  colors.  It  is  done  on  every 
street  in  the  city  of  Seattle.  We  do  not 
want  to  see  it  undermined.  People  are 
very  proud  of  that  program  there. 

I  think  it  is  absolutely  critical  that 
this  Senate  does  not  go  on  record  un- 
dermining a  very  progressive  recycling 


program  in  the  State  of  Washington.  I 
assure  you  that  I  did  not  know  the  rest 
of  the  Nation  was  so  far  behind  us  until 
I  moved  here  2'/-j-years  ago.  and  my 
children  said,  "What  is  with  the  gar- 
bage cans  here  that  are  so  full?"  They 
could  not  believe  what  was  not  recy- 
cled here  on  this  coast. 

I  encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
take  a  look  at  this  legislation,  to  allow 
Washington  State  to  continue  to  be 
progressive,  to  be  an  example  for  the 
rest  of  the  Nation,  and  to  not  under- 
mine us  by  exempting  us  within  the 
legislation  that  is  before  us.  Our 
amendment  very  simply  allows  the 
State  of  Washington  to  continue  doing 
what  it  is  doing.  I  ask  and  encourage 
all  of  our  colleagues  to  allow  local  con- 
trol to  exist  on  this  very  serious  prob- 
lem in  my  home  State  of  Washington. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  opposition  has  expired 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
table  the  amendment  and  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  navs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  the 
Senators  from  Washington  yield  back 
their  time? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Not  quite  yet.  How 
much  time  is  remaining  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 
minutes. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  would  like  to  speak 
for  perhaps  2  of  those  minutes.  Mr. 
President.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire,  and  then  I  think  his 
motion  will  be  in  order. 

My  colleague  from  Washington  re- 
minds me  of  my  own  experience.  I,  too. 
live  in  the  city  of  Seattle.  I  hear  a 
great  deal  about  monopolies  and  com- 
petition and  the  like.  I  can  assure  my 
colleagues  I  pay  much  less  for  a  much 
more  efficient  system  at  home  than  I 
do  in  the  District  of  Columbia  by  a 
long  shot. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  if  we  had 
a  plan  that  was  in  place  a  year  ago  on 
which  there  is  a  contract — not  some 
amorphous  future  plan.  Mr.  President. 
The  municipality  not  only  had  to  have 
a  plan  a  year  ago;  it  had  to  obligate  it- 
self by  a  contract— it  has  to  be  under- 
taking this  process  right  now.  It  has  to 
be  in  place.  It  is  not  in  the  future.  And 
it  has  to  have  cost  money. 

Now.  somehow  or  another  we  are 
criticized  because  some  of  our  commu- 
nities were  wise  enough  and  respon- 
sible enough  to  pay  for  these  major  fa- 
cilities out  of  cash,  that  they  did  not 
have  to  bond,  but  for  some  reason  or 
other  to  this  committee  that  is  a  ter- 
rible thing. 

A  responsible  municipality  which  has 
paid  for  these  facilities  already  cannot 
recover  for  them.  Now.  that  is  another 
part  of  the  absurdity  of  this  amend- 
ment. This  is  State  specific.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. It  is  not  prospective.  It  deals  only 
with  things  that  are  already  in  place. 
And    it    is    in    pursuance    of   a   system 


which  has  worked  very  well  and  very 
effectively  and  should  be  allowed  to  be 
continued.  It  is  not  as  broad  as  amend- 
ments which  are  already  a  part  of  this 
bill  for  other  States. 

Mr.  President,  with  the  permission  of 
the  other  Senator  from  Washington,  I 
will  yield  back  the  remainder  of  our 
time. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
table  the  amendment  and  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  veas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhofe]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tho.m.^s).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  54, 
nays  45,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  168  Leg.) 
YEAS-54 


Abraham 

Dole 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Faircloth 

Moynihan 

Baucus 

Frist 

Murkowski 

Biden 

Gramm 

.Nunn 

Bingaman 

Grams 

Packwood 

Bond 

Gregg 

Pell 

Bradley 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Brown 

Hatfield 

Reid 

Bums 

Heflin 

Robb 

Campbell 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Chafee 

Kassebaum 

San  to  rum 

Coats 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kerrey 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kyi 

Snowe 

Craig 

Lautenberg 

Specter 

DAmato 

Lieberman 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

McCain 

NAYS— 15 

Warner 

Akaka 

Ford 

LOTin 

Bennett 

Glenn 

Lott 

Boxer 

Gorton 

Mack 

Breaux 

Graham 

Mlkulski 

Bryan 

Grassley 

Moseley-Braun 

Bumpers 

Harkin 

Murray 

Byrd 

Helms 

Nickles 

Cochran 

HoUmgs 

Pryor 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Domenjci 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Dorffan 

Kennedy 

Simon 

Exon 

Kerry 

Stevens 

Feingold 

Kohl 

Thompson 

Felnsteln 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Inhofe 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment (No.  1079)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  express  my  deep  dismay 
over  the  defeat  of  the  Murray-Gorton 
amendment. 

Frankly,  it  was  my  intention  if  the 
Murray-Gorton   amendment   were   suc- 


cessful, to  move  an  amendment  which 
would  be  a  slight  change  to  take  Cali- 
fornia's situation  into  consideration. 

I  cannot  help  but  note  that  there 
have  been  a  number  of  specific  amend- 
ments to  deal  with  a  number  of  States. 
Nine  States  have  received  some  pref- 
erential treatment  in  this  bill.  For  my 
State,  and  I  speak  for  Senator  Boxer, 
as  well,  California  has  a  unique  situa- 
tion. 

We  have  a  State  law  which  mandates 
a  50-percent  reduction  in  solid  waste  by 
the  year  2000.  How  can  a  State  do  that 
if  it  does  not  have  some  flow  control 
over  its  waste? 

Eight  local  governments  in  my  State, 
based  on  last  year's  bill,  made  agree- 
ments and  incurred  debts  totaling  $125 
million  which  are  unaddressed  by  this 
bill.  Those  counties  are  very  con- 
cerned. 

The  California  Association  of  Coun- 
ties had  asked  that  if  the  Gorton-Mur- 
ray amendment  were  successful,  an 
amendment  be  introduced  based  on 
that  amendment  which  would  clarify 
certain  gray  areas  in  the  bill.  The  gray 
areas  are  contracts  and  franchises  that 
have  been  consummated  after  the 
grandfather  date,  but  based  on  last 
year's  bill. 

I  very  much  regret  that  these  issues 
are  not  taken  into  consideration,  par- 
ticularly by  a  Congress  that  is  very 
concerned  about  States"  rights. 

I.  for  one.  and  Senator  Boxer  as  well, 
will  have  to  vote  against  this  bill, 
based  on  the  fact  that  we  believe  our 
State  is  seriously  disadvantaged  by  it. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  gather 
from  what  the  Senator  said  she,  there- 
fore, will  not  proceed  with  the  amend- 
ment? 

We  h.ift  A  reserve  amendment  slot  for 
the  Senators  from  California,  and  I 
gather  the  Senators  will  not  proceed  on 
that. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  I  could  have  a 
couple  of  minutes  to  think  about  this  I 
would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  regular  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

.^MEND.MF.NT  NO.  1083 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Ke.mpthor.ne.  and  I  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr. 
Chafee].  for  Mr.  Kempthorne.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1083. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  further  reading  be 
dispensed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  35.  line  5,  after  the  word  "agree- 
ments", insert  the  words,   "or  permits  au- 


thorizing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste". 

One  page  45.  lines  15  and  16,  after  the  word. 
"tax",  strike  the  words,  "assessed  against  or 
voluntarily":  on  lines  16  and  17.  after  the 
word,  "subdivision",  insert  the  following:  ", 
or  to  the  extent  that  the  amount  of  the  sur- 
charge is  offset  by  voluntarily  agreed  pay- 
ments to  a  State  or  its  political  subdivi- 
sion". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
technical  amendment  that  has  been 
cleared  with  the  other  side. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

We  have  reviewed  this  amendment 
and  we  find  it  acceptable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  All  time  is  yielded 
b£tck 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  Is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1083)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  here  is 
the  situation  now. 

We  have  two  more  amendments  that 
were  provided  for,  and  then  we  would 
hope  be  able  to  go  to  final  passage.  One 
is  the  Levin  amendment  and  the  other 
is  the  Domenici  amendment.  We  are 
working  on  both  of  those. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  Levin  amend- 
ment is  withdrawn  and  Senator  Levin 
will  not  offer  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  All  right,  that  takes 
care  of  that. 

I  received  word  that  the  Senator 
from  California  will  withdraw  the  so- 
called  Boxer  amendment. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  that  is  my  under- 
standing. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEAITi'.  Mr.  President.  I  under- 
stand the  distinguished  managers  of 
the  bill  are  in  the  process  of  working 
on  what  may  come  next.  While  that  is 
going  on.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  I  be 
permitted  to  speak  in  morning  busi- 
ness. I  assure  the  distinguished  man- 
agers when  they  reach  a  point  where 
they  want  to  interrupt.  I  will  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 
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IS  AMERICA  GOING  TO  LEAD? 

Mr  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
an  important  question  hanging  over  us 
like  Damocles'  sword  today.  It  will 
loom  over  us  as  we  consider  the  budget. 
It  will  confront  us  directly  as  we  de- 
bate the  reorganization  of  our  foreign 
affairs  agencies.  The  question  is  "Is 
America  going  to  lead?" 

This  is  not  a  question  that  keeps  peo- 
ple awake  at  night  anymore.  After  all, 
people  ask,  "We  won  the  cold  war, 
didn't  we?  There  is  no  longer  any  real 
threat  to  America's  security,  is  there?" 

Mr.  President,  there  have  been  few 
times  in  history  when  the  United 
States  can  less  afford  to  be  compla- 
cent. The  world  today  is  anything  but 
a  predictable,  peaceful  place.  While  we 
are  fortunate  that  the  military  threat 
to  our  security  has  receded,  it  is  more 
true  today  than  ever  that  American 
prosperity  is  linked  to  conditions  in 
the  rest  of  the  world. 

Millions  of  American  jobs  depend 
upon  persuading  other  countries  to 
open  their  borders  to  U.S.  exports,  and 
helping  them  raise  their  incomes  so 
they  can  afford  to  buy  our  exports.  En- 
suring that  we  have  clean  air  and  clean 
water  depends  upon  international  ac- 
tion to  protect  the  environment.  Keep- 
ing Americans  healthy  depends  on 
joint  action  to  fight  the  spread  of  in- 
fectious diseases  in  other  countries. 
Imagine  if  we  are  unable  to  contain  the 
recent  outbreak  of  a  deadly  virus  in 
Zaire — very  quickly  you  would  see  Sen- 
ators clamoring  for  more  aid  to  stop  it 
from  reaching  our  shores. 

Stemming  the  flow  of  illegal  immi- 
grants and  refugees  to  the  United 
States  depends  on  promoting  democ- 
racy and  economic  development  in  the 
countries  from  which  the  refugees  are 
fleeing.  These  are  just  a  few  examples 
of  why  we  continue  to  have  an  enor- 
mous stake  in  what  happens  in  the  rest 
of  the  world. 

Fortunately,  the  United  States,  the 
only  remaining  superpower  with  the 
largest  economy  and  the  most  powerful 
military,  can  influence  what  happens 
in  the  rest  of  the  world. 

But  influence  is  not  automatic.  It  re- 
quires effort,  and  it  costs  money. 

Perhaps  most  important,  the  United 
States  needs  to  maintain  its  leadership 
in  and  its  financial  contributions  to 
the  international  organizations  that 
make  critical  contributions  to  promot- 
ing peace,  trade,  and  economic  develop- 
ment. Organizations  like  the  United 
Nations,  the  World  Trade  Organization, 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  and 
the  World  Bank,  to  name  a  few.  These 
organizations  are  the  glue  that  holds 
our  international  system  together. 
They  may  not  always  act  in  precisely 
the  way  we  would  like,  but  they  are 
dedicated  to  spreading  the  values  that 
Americans  hold  dear— freedom,  democ- 
racy, free  enterprise,  and  competition. 

The  American  people  also  want  to 
help  alleviate  the  suffering  of  people 


facing  starvation  or  other  calamities, 
like  refugees  fleeing  genocide  in  Rwan- 
da, or  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  vic- 
tims of  landmines — the  people  who  are 
injured  and  killed  every  15  minutes 
around  the  clock,  around  the  world, 
from  the  80  to  100  million  antipersonnel 
landmines  spread  in  60  to  65  countries. 

Finally  Mr.  President,  the  polls  show 
that  most  Americans  believe  we  should 
help  developing  countries  and  coun- 
tries making  the  transition  from  com- 
munism to  democracy  and  market  eco- 
nomics. It  is  through  this  aid  that  we 
fight  poverty,  that  we  stabilize  popu- 
lation growth,  that  we  educate  people 
who  have  never  known  anything  except 
tyranny  in  the  basics  of  representative 
government,  and  that  we  encourage 
countries  to  open  their  economics  to 
trade  and  competition. 

We  do  these  things,  not  out  of  a  sense 
of  altruism,  but  because  it  is  in  our  na- 
tional interest.  Yet.  in  the  rush  to  re- 
duce Federal  spending,  some  are  dis- 
missing spending  on  international  af- 
fairs as  a  luxury  we  cannot  afford,  or 
even  a  waste. 

The  United  States  cannot  pay  these 
costs  alone,  but  no  one  is  asking  us  to. 
The  United  States  now  ranks  21st 
among  donors  in  the  percentage  of  na- 
tional income  that  it  devotes  to  devel- 
opment assistance.  Twenty-first.  Right 
behind  Ireland.  We  are  not  even  the 
largest  donor  in  terms  of  dollar 
amount  anymore.  Japan,  which  has  a 
keen  sense  of  what  is  in  its  national  in- 
terest, has  passed  us.  They  passed  the 
United  States  in  this  area.  Do  you 
think  Japan  is  doing  this  out  of  a  sense 
of  altruism?  Ha.  They  do  it  because 
they  know  it  creates  jobs  and  it  helps 
their  economy. 

Six  years  ago.  when  I  became  chair- 
man of  the  Foreign  Operation  Sub- 
committee, the  foreign  operations 
budget  was  514.6  billion.  We  cut  that 
budget  by  6.5  percent,  not  even  taking 
into  account  inflation,  while  the  re- 
mainder of  the  discretionary  spending 
in  the  Federal  budget  increased  by  4.8 
percent.  Those  cuts  were  a  calculated 
response  to  the  end  of  the  cold  war. 
Foreign  aid  today  is  substantially  less 
than  it  was  during  the  Reagan  and 
Bush  administrations.  Our  entire  for- 
eign aid  program,  including  funding  for 
the  Eximbank  and  foreign  military  fi- 
nancing and  other  activities  that  have 
as  much  to  do  with  promoting  U.S.  ex- 
ports as  with  helping  other  countries, 
today  accounts  for  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  total  Federal  budget. 

We  must  recognize  that  there  is  a 
limit  to  how  far  we  can  cut  our  budget 
for  international  affairs,  and  still 
maintain  our  leadership  position  in  the 
world.  Just  when  many  people  thought 
U.S.  influence  was  reaching  new 
heights,  we  are  seeing  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  influence  world  events 
eroding. 

This  budget  proposal  amounts  to  a 
classic    example    of    penny-wise    and 


pound-foolish.  Our  allies  are  scratching 
their  heads,  wondering  why  the  United 
States,  with  the  opportunity  to  exer- 
cise influence  in  the  world  more  cheap- 
ly than  ever  before,  is  turning  its  back 
and  walking  away. 

We  are  inviting  whoever  else  wants 
to — friend  or  foe — to  step  into  the  vacu- 
um and  pursue  their  interests  at  our 
expense. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States 
stands  as  a  beacon  of  liberty  and  hope 
for  people  throughout  the  world.  But 
we  should  be  more  than  a  beacon.  A 
beacon  is  passive.  We  should  be 
proactive,  reaching  out  to  defend  our 
interests  and  to  help  our  less  fortunate 
neighbors.  We  should  continue  to  in- 
vest in  the  world.  We  should  continue 
to  lead. 

If  there  is  going  to  be  a  leader  for  de- 
mocracy, if  there  is  going  to  be  a  lead- 
er for  economic  development,  if  there 
is  going  to  be  a  leader  for  human 
rights,  if  there  is  going  to  be  a  leader 
setting  the  goal,  as  an  American  I  pre- 
fer that  it  be  our  country.  And  as  a 
U.S.  Senator  I  know  of  no  country  bet- 
ter suited  to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  a  few 
words  about  Republican  proposals  to 
reform  the  U.S.  foreign  affairs  agen- 
cies. Senator  Helms,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  has  launched  a  broad 
proposal  to  reform  foreign  policy- 
making in  the  Federal  Government. 
This  proposal  includes  provisions  for 
completely  restructuring  the  way  we 
administer  our  foreign  aid  programs. 
Senator  Helms  asserts  that  U.S.  for- 
eign policymaking  has  become  so  de- 
centralized that  it  no  longer  serves  the 
national  interest.  He  proposes  to  merge 
most  foreign  affairs  functions  into  the 
Department  of  State. 

As  the  former  chairman  and  now 
ranking  Democrat  on  the  Foreign  Op- 
erations Subcommittee.  I  have  had 
some  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the 
U.S.  Government's  conduct  of  foreign 
policy,  and  I  have  some  thoughts  about 
Senator  Helms'  proposal. 

While  I  have  long  advocated  better 
coordination  among  the  executive 
branch  agencies  in  foreign  policy- 
making. I  believe  Senator  Helms'  pro- 
posal would  result  in  U.S.  national  in- 
terests being  less  well,  not  better, 
served. 

Why  is  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  and  not  by  the 
State  Departmenf^  Because  farmers 
know  they  can  count  on  USDA  to  rep- 
resent their  interests  better  than  the 
Department  of  State  and  all  experi- 
ences have  proven  that. 

Why,  15  years  ago.  did  we  take  the 
commercial  function  away  from  the 
State  Department  and  create  a  Foreign 
Commercial  Service  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce?  It  was  because  State  had 
for  years  neglected  export  promotion, 
sacrificed  export  interests  to  its  for- 
eign policy  priorities,  and  treated  its 
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commercial  officers  as  second-class 
employees.  It  was  because  the  Amer- 
ican business  community  was  clamor- 
ing for  something  better,  knowing  that 
if  we  could  increase  our  exports  we 
would  increase  jobs  here  in  the  United 
States. 

The  reason  we  have  separate  foreign 
service  bureaucracies  is  that  many  of 
our  foreign  policy  interests  are  actu- 
ally domestic  policy  interests  that  are 
best  pursued  abroad  by  technical  ex- 
perts from  domestic  policy  agencies, 
not  by  foreign  policy  generalists  from 
the  State  Department.  I  do  not  know 
about  farmers  from  other  States,  but  I 
can  tell  you  that  Vermont  farmers  are 
not  at  all  anxious  to  see  the  State  De- 
partment expand  its  influence  over 
U.S.  foreign  agricultural  policy.  They 
fear  that  shifting  power  from  domestic 
agencies  to  the  State  Department  will 
not  strengthen  representation  of  Unit- 
ed States  interests  in  United  States 
policy  but  rather  will  strengthen  rep- 
resentation of  French  interests  and  Ar- 
gentine interests  and  Russian  inter- 
ests. 

Let  me  focus  on  the  specific  question 
of  restructuring  America's  foreign  as- 
sistance program.  I  have  been  advocat- 
ing reform  of  our  foreign  aid  program 
ever  since  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall, 
so  I  welcome  this  opportunity  for  dis- 
cussion of  this  issue. 

Senator  Hel.ms  says  that  our  foreign 
aid  program  should  further  our  na- 
tional interests.  I  absolutely  agree.  I 
do  not  know  of  anyone  who  disagrees. 

But  I  do  not  agree  with  his  definition 
of  the  problem.  The  problem  is  not  that 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment is  ignoring  America's  national  in- 
terests. The  problem  is  that  since  1961 
when  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  was 
enacted,  much  of  our  foreign  aid  was 
allocated  to  winning  allies  in  the  fight 
against  communism. 

All  you  had  to  do  was  say,  "I  am 
anti-Communist,  pro-American,"  no 
matter  what  kind  of  a  dictator  you 
were,  money  flowed  to  you. 

Billions  went  to  right-wing  dictator- 
ships with  little  or  no  commitment  to 
democracy  or  improving  the  living  con- 
ditions of  their  people,  or  even  allow- 
ing business  competition.  Much  of  that 
aid  failed  by  the  standards  we  apply 
today.  But  it  is  unfair  and  disingen- 
uous to  judge  AID'S  effectiveness  today 
against  the  failures  of  the  past  when 
our  goals  were  fundamentally  different. 

AID  needs  a  new  legislative  mandate. 
We  meet  to  get  rid  of  cold  war  prior- 
ities and  replace  them  with  priorities 
for  the  21st  century. 

The  Secretary  of  State  has  full  au- 
thority under  statute  to  give  policy  di- 
rection to  AID,  and  the  State  Depart- 
ment influences  AID'S  activities  every 
day.  If  AID'S  projects  deviate  from 
State  Department  policy,  it  is  not  be- 
cause AID  is  out  of  control,  it  is  be- 
cause the  people  at  State  are  not  pay- 
ing enough  attention  to  what  AID  is 
proposing  to  do. 
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Senator  Helms  also  does  not  give  suf- 
ficient credit  to  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration for  its  efforts  to  improve  AID 
performance.  Over  the  past  2  years,  we 
have  seen  dramatic  progress  at  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
and  the  Treasury  and  State  Depart- 
ments in  redefining  our  foreign  aid  pri- 
orities and  focusing  resources  where 
they  can  achieve  the  most  in  advancing 
U.S.  interests  abroad,  in  spite  of  the 
constraints  of  an  obsolete  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act. 

AID  Administrator  Brian  Atwood  has 
made  extensive  changes  at  AID.  He  ini- 
tiated an  agency-wide  streamlining  ef- 
fort that  has  resulted  in  the  closure  of 
27  missions  and  a  reduction  of  1,200 
staff.  He  is  installing  state-of-the-art 
data  processing  systems  that  link 
headquarters  in  Washington  with 
project  officers  in  the  field  in  real 
time.  This  will  ensure  that  information 
available  at  one  end  of  the  manage- 
ment pipeline  is  also  available  at  the 
other,  increasing  efficiency  and  im- 
proving decisionmaking. 

Mr.  Atwood  has  decentralized  deci- 
sionmaking so  the  people  closest  to 
problems  have  a  full  opportunity  to  de- 
sign solutions.  AID  is  improving  its 
performance  because,  for  the  first  time 
since  the  mid-1980's.  it  has  hands-on 
leadership  that  is  committed  to  mak- 
ing our  foreign  aid  programs  effective. 

Can  AID  improve  its  management 
performance  further?  Yes.  But  would 
the  State  Department  do  better?  I 
doubt  it.  I  believe  that  abolishing  AID 
and  asking  regional  assistant  secretar- 
ies at  the  State  Department  to  manage 
its  functions  would  be  a  serious  mis- 
take. These  assistant  secretaries  are 
chosen  for  their  expertise  in  broad  for- 
eign policy.  Many  do  not  have  experi- 
ence managing  money  and  programs. 
And  they  are  overworked  now  trying  to 
deal  with  the  daily  emergencies  and 
complexities  of  our  political  relation- 
ships with  countries  in  their  regions. 

Even  former  Secretary  of  State  Law- 
rence Eagleburger.  a  Republican  whom 
I  respect  and  whose  counsel  I  have 
sought,  expressed  doubt  about  this  pro- 
posal in  his  testimony  before  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  on  March  23. 
"The  State  Department  is  not  well 
suited,  either  by  historical  experience 
or  current  bureaucratic  culture,  to  as- 
sume many  of  these  new  responsibil- 
ities," Secretary  Eagleburger  said.  And 
he  was  trying  to  be  supportive  of  the 
Helms  proposal. 

I  would  put  the  matter  a  little  less 
delicately:  The  State  Department's 
specialty  is  making  fjolicy;  it  has  never 
and  probably  never  will  manage  pro- 
grams well.  Secretary  Eagleburger  of- 
fered the  hope  that,  with  every  careful 
selection  of  Under  Secretaries,  it 
might  do  better.  I  am  reluctant  to 
trade  a  bureaucracy  that  is  doing  rea- 
sonably well  and  getting  better  at  de- 
livering foreign  aid  for  one  that  has  no 
competence  on  the  outside  chance  that 


it  might  get  better.  If  we  disperse  re- 
sponsibility for  foreign  aid  among  as- 
sistant secretaries  of  State.  I  bet  that 
we  will  start  hearing  more  stories 
about  misguided  and  failed  projects, 
not  fewer,  and  more  questions  about 
why  we  have  foreign  aid.  not  fewer. 

AID  today  is  performing  a  wide  array 
of  tasks  that  enjoy  overwhelming  sup- 
port among  the  American  people: 

Every  year.  AID  manages  programs 
worth  a  billion  dollars  aimed  at  pro- 
tecting the  Earth's  environment.  Does 
protecting  the  Earth's  forests,  oceans, 
and  atmosphere  matter  to  us?  Does  it 
further  our  foreign  policy  interests?  A 
century  from  now  we  are  not  going  to 
have  any  foreign  policy  if  we  do  not 
join  with  other  countries  today  to  pro- 
tect the  environment. 

Every  year.  AID  manages  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  international 
health  programs.  Is  this  money  wast- 
ed? We  might  as  well  ask  whether 
AIDS  and  tuberculosis  are  infectious. 

Every  year.  AID  commits  a  large 
part  of  its  budget  to  promoting  free 
markets  and  democratic  development 
in  countries  where  the  United  States 
has  important  interests.  This  is  not  di- 
plomacy. It  is  hands-on  assistance  that 
requires  people  with  special  expertise 
on  the  ground  who  can  get  the  job 
done.  Working  with  foreign  govern- 
ments and  private  organizations  on  the 
nuts  and  bolts  of  solving  real  problems. 
That  is  what  AID  does. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  strong  need 
to  rewrite  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
to  redefine  the  framework  for  foreign 
aid.  AID  can  continue  to  downsize  and 
improve  its  efficiency.  But  we  should 
not  abolish  an  agency  that  is  aggres- 
sively adapting  itself  to  the  changed 
world  we  live  in  and  to  the  shrinking 
foreign  aid  budget. 

Let  me  close  with  this,  a  personal  ob- 
servation. 

I  have  served  here  during  the  admin- 
istrations of  President  Ford.  President 
Reagan.  President  Bush,  and  President 
Clinton.  Each  one  of  those,  each  Presi- 
dent. Republican  and  Democrat  alike, 
has  come  to  Members  of  the  Congress, 
Republican  and  Democrat  alike,  and 
sought  bipartisan  support  on  foreign 
policy.  We  follow  the  dictates  of  Sen- 
ator Vandenberg  that  politics  end  at 
the  water's  edge. 

We  have  had  some  major  debates  on 
this  floor,  and  we  have  had  major  de- 
bates in  the  Cabinet  room  of  the  White 
House.  But  we  have  come  together.  We 
have  observed  a  number  of  things,  not 
the  least  of  which  is  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  is  our  chief  for- 
eign policy  spokesperson. 

Throughout  all  of  my  years  in  the 
Senate,  it  has  been  an  unwritten  rule 
that,  when  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  abroad,  when  he  is  making 
foreign  policy  or  conducting  foreign 
policy,  he  receives  support  at  home.  If 
we  disagree  with  him,  we  wait  until  he 
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gets  home  and  we  tell  him  so.  I  am  con- 
cerned, when  the  President  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  recently  went  abroad  for 
meetings  in  Russia  and  Ukraine,  that 
many  would  not  wait  until  he  came 
back  but  had  to  take  to  the  noors  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate  to  criticize 
what  he  was  doing.  I  think  that  is 
wrong.  We  never  did  that  with  Presi- 
dent Bush.  We  never  did  that  with 
President  Reagan.  We  never  did  that 
with  President  Carter.  We  never  did 
that  with  President  Ford.  And  we  never 
did  that  before  I  was  here,  to  my 
knowledge,  with  other  Presidents.  It  is 
wrong.  It  gives  the  wrong  signal.  It 
does  not  mean  that  we  passively  agree 
with  everything  and  anything  that  any 
President  says.  Of  course  not.  We  wait 
until  he  at  least  gets  back  to  the  coun- 
try to  tell  him  so.  We  do  not  under- 
mine him  or  say  things  here  in  this 
country  that  almost  guarantees  that 
he  cannot  be  successful  in  the  other 
country. 

Frankly.  Mr.  President,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  and  the 
President  of  Russia  ought  to  meet  on  a 
regular  basis  every  year  concerning  the 
nuclear  warheads  of  both  sides.  We 
should  not  set  as  a  standard  that  the 
only  time  they  can  meet  is  if  they 
come  back  with  some  enormous  agree- 
ment. As  a  practical  matter,  that  guar- 
antees failure.  They  have  to  meet  with 
or  without  agreement  because  there  is 
too  much  at  stake,  and  we  ought  to 
take  the  lessons  of  those  Congresses  in 
the  past  to  at  least  let  the  President 
come  home  before  we  tell  him  we  dis- 
agree with  him.  Let  us  not  have  foreign 
leaders  when  he  is  meeting  with  them 
see  a  cacophony  of  criticism  coming, 
often  from  those  who  are  not  really 
fully  informed  of  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleagues  for  allowing  me  to 
have  this  time.  i 

I  yield  the  floor. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
now  reached  a  point  where  the  Senate 
is  about  to  give  our  small  towns  the 
right  to  say  no.  I  hope  the  House  will 
follow  suit  quickly  so  that  we  can  send 
the  bill  to  the  President  this  year. 

We  have  debated  this  bill  exten- 
sively. We  have  heard  a  lot  of  statis- 
tics. We  have  heard  a  lot  about  policy. 
So  I  would  like  to  use  a  small  example 
to  remind  the  Senate  of  why  this  is  so 
important. 

Miles  City,  MT.  is  a  small  prairie 
town  of  8,500  people  on  the  Yellowstone 
River.  Not  too  long  ago.  its  people 
faced  the  prospect  of  what  was  prob- 
ably a  Noah's  flood  of  garbage  imports. 
A  garbage  entrepreneur  from  Min- 
neapolis came  out  to  look  them  over. 
He    had    a    rather    remarkable    plan: 


Empty  coal  trains  run  out  of  Min- 
neapolis. Each  one  of  them  has  about 
110  cars — open-roofed  cars.  50  feet  long. 
10  feet  wide.  11  feet  high.  He  wanted  to 
fill  them  to  the  brim  with  garbage  and 
bring  all  that  garbage  to  Miles  City 
and  dump  it  in  Miles  City.  Think  of  it. 
A  giant  garbage  snake  over  a  mile  long 
ripening  in  the  sun  for  anywhere  up  to 
5  days  on  the  run  out  of  Minneapolis, 
shedding  rotten  food,  broken  glass,  and 
used  diapers  into  the  Yellowstone 
River  at  every  bend  in  the  track, 
steaming  into  town  on  a  hot  summer 
day  with  as  much  trash  in  one  single 
trip  as  Miles  City  throws  out  in  a 
whole  year. 

It  is  crazy;  it  is  humiliating:  and 
Miles  City  should  have  the  right  to  say 
no.  So  far.  the  people  of  Miles  City  and 
their  representatives  in  the  Montana 
Legislature  have  been  able  to  stop 
these  plans.  But,  with  no  disrespect  to 
the  legislature,  it  is  a  weak  reed. 

Every  time  waste  companies  have 
challenged  State  laws  restricting  out- 
of-State  waste,  the  State  laws  have 
been  overturned  by  the  courts.  So  we 
cannot  rely  on  State  legislatures.  We 
need  a  Federal  law.  Without  congres- 
sional action,  according  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  neither  the  people  of 
Montana  nor  of  any  other  State  can 
stop  these  garbage  trains. 

Some  interstate  movement  of  gar- 
bage makes  sense.  In  Montana,  two 
towns  have  made  arrangements  to 
share  landfills  with  western  North  Da- 
kota towns  and  some  trash  from  Wyo- 
ming areas  of  Yellowstone  Park  is  dis- 
posed in  Montana.  These  arrangements 
save  money  for  the  communities  in- 
volved and  shared  regional  landfills 
can  be  a  policy  that  makes  sense.  But 
it  only  makes  sense  when  the  commu- 
nities involved  agree  to  it.  No  place 
should  become  an  unwilling  dumping 
ground.  Nobody  should  have  to  take 
garbage  they  do  not  want  from  another 
community —  not  Miles  City,  not  any- 
body. 

This  bill  is  a  very  good  start,  and  I 
strongly  support  it.  But  like  any  other 
bill,  it  is  not  perfect.  In  particular.  I 
am  concerned  that  it  would  allow 
waste  to  be  imported  until  a  commu- 
nity gets  wise  to  it  and  has  to  say  no. 

I  believe  we  should  take  a  good- 
neighbor  approach.  Waste  from  big 
cities  should  not  be  allowed  into  our 
communities  until  the  people  agree  to 
accept  it.  I  do  not  want  the  people  of 
Miles  City  to  wake  up  one  morning 
with  a  garbage  train  in  the  station.  I 
want  the  garbage  broker  to  come  to 
town  first  and  ask  the  people's  permis- 
sion before  using  the  community  as  a 
trash  dump.  That  is  just  common  cour- 
tesy. 

I  hope  we  can  move  in  that  direction 
as  the  bill  goes  ahead,  and  for  now  I 
urge  the  Senate's  support  for  this  criti- 
cal new  law. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  con- 
gratulate    the     Senators     who     have 


worked  so  very  hard  over  the  years  in 
finally  developing  a  balanced  bill.  Sen- 
ator Co.\Ts  from  Indiana  has  been  a 
bulldog,  and  Senators  L.M'TENBERg  and 
Smith,  and  our  new  chairman.  Senator 
Chafee.  have  worked  tirelessly. 
Brokering  the  agreements  that  brought 
the  bill  to  this  point  was  not  easy,  but 
they  met  the  challenge. 

In  closing,  let  us  stand  up  for  small 
towns  and  give  them  the  right  to  pro- 
tect their  people  from  unwanted  trash. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor 
and  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RATIFICATION  OF  THE  LAW  OF 
THE  SEA  CONVENTION  WELL 
PROMOTE  THE  ECONOMIC  INTER- 
ESTS OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  the  Law  of 
the  Sea  Convention  entered  into  force 
on  November  16,  1994,  and  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  Senate  for  its  advice  and 
consent  on  October  6,  1994  [Treaty  Doc- 
ument 103-39].  On  this  occasion  I  ap- 
plauded the  President's  transmittal  of 
this  historic  treaty  and  spoke  to  the 
ways  in  which  it  will  protect  the  eco- 
nomic, environmental,  scientific,  and 
most  importantly,  the  national  secu- 
rity interests  of  the  United  States 
(CONGRESSION.\L  RECORD,  Vol.  140,  No. 
144,  p.  14467).  On  March  14,  1995  I  ad- 
dressed the  importance  of  ratification 
of  the  Convention  to  the  fishery  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  (Con'GRE.s- 
sioNAL  Record,  Vol.  141,  No.  47,  p.  3862). 
Today  I  would  like  to  address  how  rati- 
fication of  the  convention  will  best 
serve  U.S.  economic  interests. 

The  Third  U.N.  Conference  on  the 
Law  of  the  Sea  was  initiated  as  early 
as  1973  by  the  United  States  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  to  protect  navigation  rights 
and  freedoms,  at  a  time  where  coastal 
States  were  claiming  excessive  areas  of 
jurisdiction.  Most  of  the  provisions  of 
the  convention  have  long  been  sup- 
ported by  the  United  States,  and  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  law  of  the  sea  nego- 
tiations in  1982.  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration indicated  that  it  was  fully  sat- 
isfied with,  and  supported  the  entire 
convention,  except  for  the  deep  seabed 
mining  part.  The  recently  negotiated 
part  XI  implementation  agreement, 
which  is  also  before  the  Senate  [Treaty 
Document  103-39]  addressed  all  the  res- 
ervations that  the  United  States  and 
other  industrialized  countries  had.  I 
will  speak  to  the  deep  seabed  mining 
issues  in  a  forthcoming  statement. 

The  convention  directly  promotes 
United  States  economic  interests  in 
many  areas:  It  provides  the  U.S.  with 
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exclusive  rights  over  marine  living  re- 
sources within  our  200  miles  exclusive 
economic  zone:  exclusive  rights  over 
mineral,  oil  and  gas  resources  over  a 
wide  continental  shelf  that  is  recog- 
nized internationally:  the  right  for  our 
communication  industry  to  place  its 
cables  on  the  sea  floor  and  the  con- 
tinental shelves  of  other  countries 
without  cost:  a  much  greater  certainty 
with  regard  to  marine  scientific  re- 
search, and  a  groundbreaking  regime 
for  the  protection  of  the  marine  envi- 
ronment. With  regard  to  national  secu- 
rity, the  Department  of  Defense  has  re- 
peatedly expressed  its  strong  support 
for  the  ratification  of  the  convention 
because  public  order  of  the  oceans  is 
best  established  by  a  universally  ac- 
cepted Law  of  the  Sea  Treaty  that  is  in 
the  U.S.  national  interest. 

The  extension  by  other  nations  of 
their  national  claims  were  not  always 
limited  to  matters  of  resources  use  but 
also  represented  a  potential  threat  to 
our  interests  as  a  major  maritime  na- 
tion in  the  freedom  of  commercial  and 
military  navigation  and  overflight.  The 
United  States  is  both  a  maritime  power 
and  a  coastal  Stage  and.  as  such,  it 
benefits  fully  from  the  perfect  balance 
that  the  convention  strikes.  It  gives 
extensive  rights  to  States  over  the  re- 
sources located  within  their  EEZ's.  but 
also  recognizes  the  need  to  maintain 
freedom  of  navigation  on  the  high  seas, 
through  archipelagic  waters  thanks  to 
the  concept  of  transit  passage  and  even 
through  the  territorial  seas  of  other 
States  based  upon  the  principle  of  in- 
nocent passage. 

Mr.  President,  seaborne  commerce 
represents  80  percent  of  trade  among 
nations  and  is  a  lifeline  for  U.S.  im- 
ports and  exports.  Ninety-five  percent 
of  U.S.  export  and  import  trade  ton 
nage  moves  by  sea.  With  continuing 
economic  liberalization  occurring  glob- 
ally, exports  are  likely  to  continue  to 
grow  as  a  percentage  of  our  economic 
output.  In  addition,  on  some  sectors, 
such  as  oil.  our  dependence  on  imports 
will  continue  to  grow.  Thus  our  eco- 
nomic well  being— economic  growth 
and  jobs— will  increasingly  depend  on 
foreign  trade.  Without  the  stability 
and  uniformity  in  rules  provided  by  the 
convention. we  would  see  an  increase  in 
the  cost  of  transport  and  a  correspond- 
ing reduction  of  the  economic  benefit 
currently  realized  from  an  increasingly 
large  part  of  our  economy. 

Consequently,  the  United  States 
would  stand  to  lose  a  great  deal  if  it 
was  no  longer  assured  of  the  freedom  of 
navigation:  trade  would  be  impaired, 
ports  communities  would  be  impacted 
and  our  whole  maritime  industry  could 
be  put  in  jeopardy.  The  convention  ad- 
dresses these  concerns  and  failure  of 
the  United  States  to  ratify  would  im- 
pose a  tremendous  burden  on  this  in- 
dustry. 

Within  its  EEZ.  the  United  States 
has  exclusive  rights  over  its  living  ma- 
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rine  resources.  Foreign  fleets  fishing  in 
our  waters  can  be  controlled  or  even 
excluded,  and  our  regional  manage- 
ment councils  are  in  a  position  to 
adopt  the  best  management  plans 
available  for  each  of  the  fisheries  on 
which  our  industries  depend.  The  set- 
tlement of  disputes  provisions  of  the 
convention  do  not  apply  to  the  meas- 
ures taken  by  the  coastal  State  within 
its  EEZ.  Consequently,  the  United 
States  has  discretionary  powers  for  de- 
termining the  allowable  catch,  its  har- 
vesting capacity,  the  allocation  of  sur- 
pluses to  other  States  and  the  terms 
and  conditions  established  in  its  con- 
servation and  management  measures. 

The  provisions  of  the  convention  gen- 
erally reflect  current  U.S.  policy  with 
respect  to  marine  living  resources 
management,  conservation  and  exploi- 
tation. As  such,  they  incur  little  new 
U.S.  obligation,  commitment,  or  en- 
cumbrance. The  U.S.  Fishery  Conserva- 
tion and  Management  Act  of  1976,  com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Magnuson 
Act,  was  crafted  to  parallel  closely 
most  of  the  law  of  the  sea's  provisions 
for  living  resources.  But  the  conven- 
tion also  ensures  that  some  of  the 
stricter  measures  that  the  U.S.  has 
adopted,  precautionary  in  nature,  are 
also  incumbent  on  other  States,  in 
their  EEZ's  and,  more  importantly,  on 
the  high  seas.  As  such,  some  measure 
of  increased  stability  in  international 
living  marine  resources  policy  can  be 
anticipated  as  a  beneficial  aspect  of 
U.S.  participation  of  the  law  of  the  sea 
regime. 

The  convention  also  provides  a  juris- 
dictional framework  for  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  new  regime  for  straddling 
stocks  and  highly  migratory  fish 
stocks  on  the  high  seas.  A  conference  is 
currently  under  v.-ay  at  the  United  Na- 
tions to  establish  such  a  regime,  and  I 
am  happy  to  note  that  at  the  last  ses- 
sion, held  a  few  weeks  ago  in  New 
York,  the  U.S.  delegation  expressed  its 
satisfaction  at  the  progress  already 
achieved.  The  negotiators  involved  are 
cautiously  optimistic  that  an  agree- 
ment will  be  reached  by  the  end  of  this 
year,  which  should  help  prevent  the 
kind  of  incidents  that  recently  pitched 
Canada  and  the  European  Union  in  the 
latest  case  of  gunboat  diplomacy.  The 
convention  will  provide  both  the  basis 
and  the  framework  for  this  new  agree- 
ment. 

Representatives  of  the  oil  and  gas  in- 
dustry served  as  active  advisers  to  the 
U.S.  Government  throughout  its  nego- 
tiation of  the  convention.  In  1973  the 
National  Petroleum  Council  published 
a  detailed  analysis  of  industry  objec- 
tives in  relation  to  this  treaty,  all  of 
which  have  been  achieved.  The  Na- 
tional Petroleum  Council  determined 
that  it  was  important  to  its  industry 
that  the  convention  reflect  the  follow- 
ing principles: 

Confirmation  of  coastal  State  control 
of   the    continental    shelf   and    its    re- 


sources to  a  distance  of  200  nautical 
miles,  and  beyond  to  the  edge  of  the 
continental  shelf: 

Establishment  of  a  continental  shelf 
commission  to  advice  States  in  delim- 
iting their  continental  shelves  in  order 
to  promote  greater  certainty  and  uni- 
formity regarding  resources  ownership; 

A  constructive  mechanism  for  the 
settlement  of  disputes: 

And  guarantees  that  the  principles  of 
freedom  of  navigation  essential  to  the 
movement  of  tankers  and  other  com- 
mercial vessels  will  not  be  undercut  by 
the  extension  of  coastal  State  jurisdic- 
tion. 

Working  in  close  coordination  with 
our  offshore  oil  and  gas  industry,  our 
negotiators  successfully  obtained  con- 
vention provisions  that  serve  U.S.  in- 
terests both  in  regards  to  development 
of  energy  resources  off  our  coasts  as 
well  as  the  interests  of  our  nationals 
operating  abroad.  The  convention  goes 
further  than  the  Truman  Proclama- 
tion, in  which  our  country  asserted  our 
rights  over  oil  and  gas  resources  on  the 
continental  shelf,  because  it  specifies 
the  outer  limits  of  the  area. 

This  new  certainty  is  very  important 
for  our  oil  and  gas  industry  because 
offshore  development  is  enormously 
capital  intensive  and  security  of  tenure 
is  the  key.  The  convention's  standards 
and  procedures  avoid  uncertainty  and 
disagreement  over  the  maximum  sea- 
ward extent  of  our  jurisdiction.  The  re- 
sulting clarity  advances  both  our  re- 
source management  and  commercial 
interests,  as  well  as  our  interest  in  sta- 
bilizing claims  to  maritime  jurisdic- 
tion by  other  States. 

At  the  same  time,  the  convention  en- 
sures the  protection  of  the  marine  en- 
vironment in  relation  to  pollution,  in- 
cluding the  allocation  of  enforcement 
responsibility  between  flag,  port,  and 
coastal  States.  It  here  again  strikes 
the  right  balance  between  the  need  to 
ensure  the  development  of  the  oil  and 
gas  industries  and  greater  certainty 
that  the  environment  is  adequately 
protected. 

The  convention  also  provides  signifi- 
cant benefits  to  the  communication  in- 
dustry. As  we  know,  our  country  is  a 
proud  leader  in  the  technology  and 
communication  revolution.  In  that  re- 
spect, we  depend  upon  ships  to  care- 
fully lay  fiber  optic  cables  on  the  sea 
floor.  When  these  cables  are  broken, 
U.S.  companies  and  consumers  incur 
huge  repair  costs.  For  example,  one 
such  cable,  connecting  the  United 
States  and  Japan,  can  carry  up  to  1 
million  simultaneous  telephone  calls 
and  is  valued  at  over  a  billion  dollars. 
As  one  of  our  major  growth  industries, 
telecommunication  firms  have  ambi- 
tious plans  for  replacing  existing  co- 
axial cable  on  our  ocean  floor  and  ex- 
panding the  existing  cable  network 
globally. 

Our  telecommunication  industry  had 
long  suffered  from  the  poor  legal  pro- 
tection afforded  to  cables  laid  on  the 
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seabed.  The  Geneva  Convention  on  the 
High  Seas  of  1958  provided  that  the  lay- 
ing of  cables  and  pipelines  is  a  high 
seas  freedom,  and  that  coastal  States 
may  not  impede  laying  or  maintenance 
of  cables  on  the  continental  shelf.  Yet 
it  did  not  contain  clear  provisions  de- 
signed to  prevent  mariners  from  work- 
ing dangerously  close  to  cables. 

The  Convention  on  the  Law  of  the 
Sea  incorporates  the  language  and 
principles  of  the  1958  Geneva  Conven- 
tion. Most  important,  it  also  goes  fur- 
ther in  providing  that  States  are  to 
make  it  a  punishable  offense,  not  only 
to  break  a  cable,  but  to  engage  in  con- 
duct likely  to  result  in  such  breaking 
or  injury.  For  the  first  time,  cable 
owners  and  enforcement  authorities 
are  able  to  act  to  prevent  cable  breaks 
from  occurring.  Consequently,  the  pro- 
tection afforded  submarine  cables  is 
substantially  increased  by  the  conven- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  the  negotiations  on 
this  new  'Constitution  for  the  Oceans" 
took  more  than  9  years,  and  when  the 
first  version,  open  for  signature  in  1982, 
did  not  meet  all  our  concerns,  the 
Democratic  and  Republican  adminis- 
trations refused  to  sign  it.  It  was  only 
after  12  more  years  of  negotiations 
that  all  the  concerns  of  the  United 
States  were  addressed.  Significant  U.S. 
economic  interests  are  now  protected 
by  this  convention  and  we  now  need  to 
reap  the  benefits  of  these  long  years  of 
negotiations. 

President  Clinton  said  it  best  in  his 
transmittal  letter  to  the  Senate, 
"Early  adherence  by  the  United  States 
to  the  Convention  and  the  Agreement 
is  important  to  maintain  a  stable  legal 
regime  for  all  uses  of  the  sea,  which 
cover  70  percent  of  the  surface  of  the 
globe.  -Maintenance  of  such  stability  is 
vital  to  U.S.  national  security  and  eco- 
nomic strength." 

I  strongly  agree  and  look  forward  to 
the  Senate  giving  its  advice  and  con- 
sent to  this  historic  convention  during 
the  104th  Congress. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCR0FT>   The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMEMCI  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr  DO.MENICI.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
minute  or  so,  I  am  going  to  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  But  so  as  to 
not  waste  time,  let  me  take  a  few  min- 
utes to  talk  before  it  is  submitted. 

First  of  all,  I  understand  the  man- 
agers of  this  bill  want  to  get  it  finished 


today,  and  I  gather  the  leader  wants  to 
do  it  quickly.  I  want  to  be  cooperative. 
Essentially,  I  am  not  going  to  say  a 
great  deal,  other  than,  first.  I  com- 
pliment Senator  KEMPTHORNE  on  lan- 
guage in  this  bill  that  I  call  common- 
sense  language  that  relates  to  small 
and  arid  landfills.  They  are  relieved  of 
some  very  expensive  monitoring,  and  I 
compliment  the  Senator  for  that. 

Second.  I  would  like  to  go  a  little 
further,  because  I  want  to  add  a  little 
more  common  sense.  I  think  common 
sense,  with  reference  to  regulatory 
processes,  was  part  of  the  last  election. 
You  do  not  hear  me  come  to  the  floor 
trying  to  second-guess  what  the  elec- 
tion was  about.  But  I  am  convinced 
that  as  to  people  regulated,  be  it  cities, 
counties,  tiny  communities,  small 
business  people,  the  election  was  about 
common  sense. 

So  I  am  going  to  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk  which  would  allow  States 
to  promulgate  their  own  regulations 
with  regard  to  small  landfills,  provided 
that  those  regulations  are  sufficient  to 
protect  human  health  and  environ- 
ment. 

Ln  my  amendment,  small  landfills  are 
those  which  receive  20  tons  or  less  of 
municipal  waste  per  day  based  upon  an 
annual  average.  Such  landfills,  as  the 
occupant  of  the  chair,  the  former  Gov- 
ernor of  a  great  State  would  know, 
serve  very  small  communities.  In  my 
State  of  New  Mexico  alone  there  are  50 
such  small  community  landfills.  Let 
me  suggest  that  they  are  not  next  door 
to  anything.  Those  landfills  are  out  in 
a  huge,  huge  open  space  surrounded,  in 
most  instances,  by  hundreds,  if  not 
thousands,  of  acres  of  unused  land, 
public  or  private. 

So  we  are  not  talking  about  these 
small  landfills  in  my  50  small  commu- 
nities as,  per  se,  bothering  anyone.  The 
question  is.  are  they  safe?  Do  they  pro- 
tect the  health  and  environment? 
Frankly,  I  believe  that  our  States  are 
sufficiently  different,  and  that  States 
ought  to  be  able  to  determine  the  regu- 
lations that  these  small  landfill  opera- 
tors, small  communities,  must  comply 
with  in  order  to  meet  the  standards  of 
our  law.  I  believe  States  are  totally  ca- 
pable of  drafting  the  regulations  for 
safe  and  healthy  small  landfills  in 
rural  America  and  in  rural  New  Mex- 
ico. 

According  to  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  these  small  landfills 
make  up  50  percent  of  the  total  number 
of  landfills  and  contribute  only  2  per- 
cent in  terms  of  the  total  cumulative 
waste — 2  percent. 

Now,  I  realize  that  some  argue  that 
EPA  does  give  States  flexibility  with 
regard  to  landfill  management,  and  I 
assume  the  managers  might  even  say 
that  they  believe  it  has  already  been 
done.  I  also  know,  however,  that  my 
State's  environment  department  has 
not  experienced  this  purported  flexibil- 
ity on  EPA's  part. 


Frankly.  I  believe  we  ought  to  make 
it  clear  that  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  shall  give  this  author-^ 
ity  to  the  States  to  draw  up  their  own 
regulations  with  reference  to  small 
community  landfills  so  long  as  the  reg- 
ulation adequately  protects  human 
health  and  the  environment.  That  is 
very  simple. 

I  have  seen  small  communities  at- 
tend meetings  for  3  years  in  New  Mex- 
ico. They  are  looking  for  a  regional 
landfill,  I  say  to  Senator  Smith,  and 
they  are  going  to  meetings  for  3  years, 
trying  to  figure  out  how  to  have  this 
big  regional  landfill  and  how  this  little 
small  town  can  buy  into  that.  And  it  is 
not  getting  done  yet.  The  little  towns 
are  worried  about  it.  and  they  arc  out 
telling  their  100  citizens,  or  300.  what 
they  might  have  to  pay.  what  they 
might  have  to  do.  And  many  of  them 
are  not  even  cities,  as  the  occupant  of 
the  chair  knows.  They  are  villages. 
They  are  less  than  municipalities, 
many  of  them. 

So  I  believe  common  sense  says  as  to 
those  small,  but  very  important,  com- 
munity landfills  that  we  ought  to 
make  it  mandatory  that  they  can  be 
operated  pursuant  to  State  regulations 
in  terms  of  their  adequacy. 

With  that  I  yield  the  floor.  I  hope  I 
have  not  taken  too  much  time.  I  hope 
the  managers  will  accept  this  amend- 
ment, and  I  yield  the  floor. 

.\.MEND.MEST  NO.  1092 

(Purpose:  To  revise  g-uidelines  and  criteria 
for  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recov- 
ery .\ct) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  cleric  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici).  for  himself.  Mr.  Kempthorne.  and  Mr. 
SMrTH.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1092. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  69.  line  22,  strike  '  ■." 

On  page  69.  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 
the  following  new  provision: 

•■(5)  Further  revisions  of  guidelines  and 
CRITERIA.— Not  later  than  .April  9.  1997.  the 
Administrator  shall  promulgate  revisions  to 
the  guidelines  and  criteria  promulgated 
under  this  subchapter  to  allow  states  to  pro- 
mulgate alternate  design,  operating,  landfill 
gas  monitor,  financial  as.surance.  and  closure 
requirements  for  landfills  which  receive  20 
tons  or  less  of  municipal  solid  waste  per  day 
based  on  an  annual  average,  provided  that 
such  alternate  requirements  are  sufficient  to 
protect  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment. ". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  compliment   the   Senator  from 


New  Mexico.  I  think  his  amendment  is 
helpful.  I  intend  to  support  it.  It  pro- 
vides additional  flexibility  for  the 
Stales  to  more  closely  tailor  their  own 
individual  problems.  One-size-fits-all 
Federal  regulations  do  not  always 
work.  Many  times  they  do  not  work.  I 
think  the  Senator  has  hit  on  an  area 
here  that  improves  the  bill.  It  would  be 
helpful,  certainly,  for  very  small  com- 
munities in  very  remote  areas,  which 
we  find  everywhere  in  almost  every 
State  in  the  country. 

One  area  the  Senator  did  not  men- 
tion which  would  have  a  positive  im- 
pact on  his  amendment  is  many  rural 
areas  used  to  burn  their  garbage,  a  lot 
of  it.  Of  course,  when  it  is  burned  and 
not  buried,  we  do  not  have  the  methane 
buildup.  So  this  would  give  those  com- 
munities great  flexibility  because  you 
do  not  need  to  monitor  where  you  did 
not  bury  and  you  did  burn. 

So  I  think  that  is  another  dimension 
which  is  really  attractive  and,  frankly, 
the  main  reason  I  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

So  this  Senator  will  be  voting  for  the 
amendment,  and  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  on  his  amendment. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  attempting  to 
address  the  concerns  of  small  commu- 
nities, a  concern  which  we  all  share. 
Under  the  bill  before  us,  and  according 
to  pursuant  regulations,  generally  the 
State  of  New  Mexico  can  already  now 
do  what  this  amendment  asks  EPA  in 
to  do.  That  is  quite  clear. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  thinks 
there  is  some  ambiguity,  and  I  respect 
the  Senator's  view  there  might  be  some 
ambiguity,  although  we  checked  with 
the  EPA  and  checked  the  regulations 
and  today  they  can  do  already  what 
New  Mexico  wants  to  do. 

I  am  in  a  bit  of  an  awkward  position 
because  the  State  of  Montana,  frankly, 
sent  me  a  letter  expressing  their  res- 
ervations about  this  amendment.  Their 
reservations  generally  revolve  around 
the  following  point;  namely,  that  when 
the  landfill  regulations  went  into  ef- 
fect in  1991,  States  acted  pursuant  to 
these  regulations.  And  under  these  reg- 
ulations virtually  all  authority  was 
delegated  to  the  States — 43  States  have 
approved  plans,  the  State  of  Montana 
is  one.  the  State  of  New  Mexico  is  an- 
other—and they  began  to  plan. 

One  of  the  goals  under  each  of  the 
State  plans  is  to  not  only  be  sure 
small,  local  communities  are  able  to 
develop  their  landfills  in  a  common- 
sense  way.  but  also  to  consolidate  land- 
fills where,  in  the  opinion  of  the  State, 
it  makes  sense. 

So  the  State  of  Montana  is  saying 
this  is  probably  not  a  great  problem, 
this  amendment.  However  it  is  chang- 
ing horses  in  the  middle  of  the  stream. 
It   has   the   effect   of  changing   regula- 


tions after  1991.  The  State  of  Montana 
is  doing  fine  with  the  1991  regulations, 
and  they  are  also  working  with  some 
communities,  small  communities,  to 
keep  their  landfills  open  but  consoli- 
dating other  landfills  because  you  need 
volume  to  make  landfills  economically 
feasible.  This  amendment  might  have 
the  effect  of  disrupting  those  States' 
efforts  to  trj-  to  get  some  consolida- 
tion. 

It  is  not  a  major  point.  I  do  not  mean 
to  raise  it  in  any  serious  degree,  but  it 
is  a  consideration  I  think  all  States 
have  when  they  are  adopting  their 
plant.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
Domenici  amendment  there  appears  to 
be  no  further  debate.  I  support  the 
amendment  and  also  want  to  say  the 
views  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
were  certainly  worthy  of  consideration. 
We  are  ready  to  go  forward  with  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  Senator 

Kempthorne  and  Senator  Smith  be 
shown  as  original  cosponsors  of  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  floor 
managers.  With  regard  to  the  ambigu- 
ity as  to  whether  States  are  currently 
given  adequate  flexiblity  over  their 
regulation  of  small  landfills.  I  might 
say  to  my  friend  from  Montana  we  re- 
ceived a  call  the  day  before  yesterday 
from  New  Mexico's  environmental  de- 
partment asking  us  to  do  this.  They, 
and  I.  are  still  convinced  that  this 
amendment  will  help  States  with  their 
small  landfill  problems.  But  I  very 
much  appreciate  clarifying  this,  and  I 
thank  my  friend  for  that. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back?  All  the  time  has 
been  yielded  back. 

If  there  be  no  further  debate,  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1092)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

STATES'  AUTHORITY' 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
clarify  the  meaning  of  language  con- 
tained in  title  I  of  S.  534,  regarding  the 
Governors'  authority  to  ban  interstate 
waste  shipments.  Section  4011(a)C4)(A) 
limits  that  authority  when  its  exercise 
would  "result  in  a  violation  of,  or 
would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  with, 
the  terms  of  a  host  community  agree- 


ment or  a  permit  issued  from  the  State 
to  receive  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste." 

During  the  committee  markup  on 
this  title,  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee and  I  engaged  in  a  colloquy  in  the 
business  meeting  of  the  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  on  March 
23,  1995,  regarding  the  meaning  of  this 
provision  in  the  case  of  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement  that  contains  no  ton- 
nage limitation.  The  chairman  agreed 
with  me  that  where  there  is  no  speci- 
fied tonnage  amount  in  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement,  a  Governor's  ban  of 
interstate  waste  shipments  to  a  facil- 
ity covered  by  such  an  agreement 
would  be  in  violation,  or  inconsistent 
with,  the  terms  of  the  host  community 
agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee whether  this  colloquy  still  reflects 
the  committee's  understanding  about 
how  the  4011(a)(4)(A)  limitation  should 
be  interpreted  when  a  host  community 
agreement  contains  no  specified  ton- 
nage amount? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  is  correct.  Where  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement  contains  no  specified 
tonnage,  a  Governor's  use  of  his  au- 
thority to  ban  interstate  waste  ship- 
ments would  be  in  violation  of,  or  in- 
consistent with,  the  terms  of  the  host 
community  agreement. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  If  a  Governor 
imposes  a  cap  at  1993  tonnage  levels  on 
waste  received,  affecting  a  facility 
with  a  host  community  agreement  that 
does  not  have  a  tonnage  limitation, 
would  the  cap  be  considered  to  be  in- 
consistent with  the  host  community 
agreement? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
a  cap  would  be  inconsistent  with  such 
an  agreement. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Does  the  provi- 
sion, as  interpreted,  apply  only  pro- 
spectively, or  is  it  intended  to  cover 
host  community  agreements  entered 
into,  or  permits  issued  by  a  State,  both 
before  and  after  enactment  of  section 
4011? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  provision  applies 
both  retroactively  and  prospectively  to 
those  host  community  agreements  that 
were  in  effect  before  and  after  the  date 
of  enactment. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Has  anything 
happened  during  the  course  of  this 
floor  debate  on  the  bill  to  change  this 
understanding  as  to  the  interpretation 
of  this  provision,  section  4011(a)(4)(A)? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  No.  But  it  is  this  Sen- 
ator's view  that  this  colloquy  confirm- 
ing our  understanding  of  section 
4011(a)(4)(A).  as  previously  set  forth  in 
the  committee  business  meeting,  does 
not  apply  to  amendment  1077.  an 
amendment  that  was  offered  by  Sen- 
ator Coats  and  only  affects  the  State 
of  Indiana. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 
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Mr.  SIMPSON.  We  are  once  again 
trying  to  pass  legislation  dealing  with 
the  export  of  solid  waste  from  one 
State  to  another.  This  issue  has  be- 
come a  concern  because  some  of  the 
large  Northeastern  States  have  been 
shipping  large  amounts  of  garbage  to 
States  such  as  Indiana,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Virginia  for  disposal.  This  waste  is 
being  exported  in  part  because  the  cost 
of  disposing  of  this  waste  in  another 
State,  even  after  figuring  in  shipping 
costs,  is  less  than  the  cost  of  disposal 
in  the  home  State. 

We  find  that  high  population  States 
such  as  New  Jersey  and  New  York  have 
been  running  short  of  landfill  capacity. 
That  has  been  caused  by  a  shortage  of 
usable  land  and  more  importantly  be- 
cause State  and  local  governments 
have  not  been  building  new  landfill  ca- 
pacity or  new  incinerators.  Local  citi- 
zens in  these  area  have  opposed  such 
efforts.  This  is  a  classic  example  of  the 
■•not  in  my  back  yard"  or  "NIMBY" 
principle.  The  citizens  in  States  gener- 
ating the  waste  oppose  the  construc- 
tion of  new  incinerators.  With  proper 
environmental  controls  incinerators 
may  be  one  of  the  best  methods  of  dis- 
posal. Heat  energy  can  be  recovered 
from  burning  trash  and  we  do  not  end 
up  with  the  huge  volume  that  must  be 
buried  in  a  landfill.  Without  local  dis- 
posal options  the  next  option  becomes 
shipping  trash  somewhere  else  and  dis- 
posing of  it  in  a  neighbors  back  yard. 
Now  the  folks  who  have  been  receiving 
trash  from  out  of  State  are  finding 
their  landfill  capacity  being  used  up  by 
citizens  who  live  hundreds  of  miles 
away.  They  are  saying  "not  in  my 
backyard  either"  and  I  can  understand 
their  frustration. 

The  people  of  Wyoming  do  not  want 
trash  being  brought  in  from  other 
States  in  large  quantities  because  oth- 
ers will  not  make  the  tough  political 
decisions  needed  to  expand  landfill  ca- 
pacity or  to  build  incinerators.  Wyo- 
ming is  the  largest  coal  producing 
State  in  the  Nation.  We  have  large 
open  pit  coal  mines.  We  had  a  proposal 
floating  around  in  my  State  at  one 
time  to  bring  empty  coal  train  cars 
back  into  the  State  loaded  with  gar- 
bage to  be  dumped  in  the  old  open  pit 
mines.  Someone  thought  that  was  a 
marvelous  idea.  The  people  of  Wyo- 
ming did  not  think  it  was  a  marvelous 
idea  though.  There  was  a  hue  and  cry 
across  the  land  when  that  trial  balloon 
was  floated.  The  opposition  to  this  pro- 
posal was  vocal  and  near  unanimous. 
So  I  am  pleased  that  we  are  granting 
Governors  authority  to  limit  the  im- 
portation of  waste  from  out  of  State.  I 
understand  the  issue  with  the  com- 
merce clause.  But  we  do  need  to  ensure 
that  some  States  will  not  just  take  the 
easy  way  out  and  send  their  problems 
down  the  road  to  someone  else.  This  is 
not  about  interstate  commerce — this  is 
about  States  and  counties  failing  to 
face  up  to  their  own  problems  and  re- 
sponsibilities. 


We  see  some  of  the  same  issue  when 
dealing  with  low  level  nuclear  waste. 
We  have  set  up  a  system  of  compacts 
where  States  join  together  and  make 
group  decisions  about  where  to  locate 
low  level  waste  disposal  sites.  Every 
State  generates  low  level  waste  and  it 
must  be  disposed  of  in  a  thoughtful 
manner.  But  the  State  compact  system 
does  not  work  well  for  interstate  trash 
because  there  are  just  a  few  States 
with  huge  volumes  of  waste  and  no 
place  to  put  it.  So  we  are  letting  indi- 
vidual States  limit  or  accept  out  of 
State  waste  as  they  see  fit. 

I  trust  that  this  legislation  will  en- 
sure that  the  exporting  States  will 
take  a  more  constructive  approach  to 
this  problem  in  the  future.  Citizens  of 
every  State  must  recognize  that  as 
consumers  they  are  responsible  for  the 
waste  they  generate  and  they  must 
bite  the  bullet  and  deal  with  it  locally. 

I  trust  we  can  get  this  bill  through 
conference  and  to  the  President  in  a 
timely  fashion.  We  came  very  close 
last  year  to  getting  it  done  but  the  bill 
died  the  last  day  of  the  session.  Sen- 
ator Chafee  and  Senator  Smith  have 
done  yeoman  work  on  this  bill  and  I 
commend  them  for  their  efforts  and  I 
look  forward  to  the  passage  of  this  im- 
portant legislation. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill,  S.  534,  as  amended. 

Let  me  first  thank  Senator  Ch.\fee, 
the  chairman  of  the  full  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee,  and  Sen- 
ator Smith,  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, for  their  assistance  to  Sen- 
ator Cohen  and  me  on  several  amend- 
ments of  great  importance  to  the  peo- 
ple of  Maine.  We  offered  three  amend- 
ments to  this  bill,  and  all  of  them  have 
been  accepted,  for  which  I  am  very 
grateful.  The  amendments  relate  to 
put-or-pay  contracts,  the  term  "origi- 
nal facility"  on  page  58  of  the  bill,  and 
to  the  "substantial  construction"  re- 
quirement on  page  56. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  rank- 
ing members  of  the  full  committee  and 
the  subcommittee.  Senator  B.AUCUS  and 
Senator  Lautenberg.  for  their  co- 
operation and  acceptance  of  our 
amendments. 

And  finally.  I  would  like  to  thank  my 
colleague  from  Maine,  Senator  Cohen. 
for  working  with  me  on  these  amend- 
ments on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Maine. 

Mr.  President,  Maine  has  had  a  keen 
interest  in  the  issue  of  flow  control 
since  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  issued  its 
ruling  in  C&A  Carbone,  Inc.  versus 
Town  of  Clarkstown,  New  York  almost 
1  year  ago  today,  on  May  15,  1994.  That 
ruling,  which  invalidated  municipal 
solid  waste  flow  control  ordinances 
across  the  country,  threatened  to  un- 
ravel the  painstakingly  crafted  waste 
management  systems  of  local  govern- 
ments in  Maine  and  many  other  States. 
Over  200  municipalities  in  my  State 
made  expensive  investments  in  modern 
waste-to-energy  facilities  based  on  the 


assumption  that  flow  control  authority 
would  be  available  to  them.  As  a  result 
of  the  Carbone  decision,  they  now  fear 
for  their  future  financial  well-being. 

S.  534  focuses  primarily  on  munici- 
palities that  issued  bonds  to  pay  for 
the  construction  and  operation  of  des- 
ignated waste  management  facilities 
like  waste-to-energy  plants.  These  mu- 
nicipalities relied  on  flow  control  ordi- 
nances to  meet  their  financial  obliga- 
tions and  to  repay  the  bonds.  The  bill 
contains  a  grandfather  provision  that 
allows  these  communities  to  continue 
using  flow  control  as  long  as  they  en- 
acted their  original  flow  control  ordi- 
nances and  designated  their  waste 
management  facilities  before  May  15, 
1994. 

At  first  glance,  the  bill's  grandfather 
provision  would  appear  to  protect  the 
communities  associated  with  the  Re- 
gional Waste  Systems  waste-to-energy 
plant  in  Portland,  ME,  and  the  Mid- 
Maine  Waste  Action  Corp.  plant  in  Au- 
burn, ME.  These  municipalities  banded 
together  in  the  1980's  to  construct  the 
facilities,  and  they  issued  bonds  to  pay 
for  that  construction.  F'low  control  or- 
dinances were  enacted  to  guarantee  de- 
livery of  sufficient  amounts  of  waste  to 
the  facilities.  But  separate  provisions 
in  the  bill  would  unintentionally  and 
unfairly  exclude  many  of  these  commu- 
nities, and  Senator  Cohen  and  I  offered 
amendments  to  rectify  these  problems. 

The  first  problem  relates  to  the  bill's 
use  of  the  term  "original  facility" 
when  it  defines  the  duration  of  the  flow 
control  authority  available  to  qualified 
political  subdivisions  in  the  future. 
Title  II,  subsection  (b)(4)(C)  allows 
qualified  municipalities  to  continue 
using  flow  control  through  the  end  of 
the  remaining  useful  life  of  the  origi- 
nal waste  management  facilities  that 
had  been  designated.  The  problem  with 
the  term  "original  facility"  is  that  it 
could  be  interpreted  to  exclude  facili- 
ties that  had  been  the  subject  of  the 
original  designation  by  a  group  of  mu- 
nicipalities, but  that  had  also  been 
overhauled  prior  to  the  Carbone  deci- 
sion. 

The  MMWAC  facility  in  Auburn.  ME. 
is  one  facility  that  could  have  been  un- 
intentionally excluded  from  S.  534's 
grandfather  provisions  by  this  lan- 
guage. Due  to  significant  deficiencies, 
the  MMWAC  plant,  which  had  been 
constructed  in  1988,  was  temporarily 
shut  down  in  1990.  and  subsequently 
overhauled.  The  plant  resumed  oper- 
ations in  1992,  and  it  has  functioned 
well  since  that  time.  Under  the  origi- 
nal language  of  the  bill,  a  party  could 
have  argued  that  because  of  the  ren- 
ovations. MMWAC  could  not  be  consid- 
ered an  original  facility,  and  therefore 
flow  control  would  not  be  available  to 
its  member  municipalities  through  the 
plant's  remaining  useful  life. 

The  amendment  that  I  offered  with 
Senator  Cohen,  and  which  has  been  ac- 
cepted,   deletes    the    word    "original.  " 


and  ensures  that  municipalities  whose 
designated  waste  management  facili- 
ties were  in  operation  as  of  May  15. 
1994.  will  be  able  to  continue  using  flow 
control  through  the  remaining  useful 
life  of  the  facility. 

Another  problem  in  S.  534  relates  to 
the  'substantial  construction"  require- 
ment found  in  title  II.  subsection 
(b)(1)(B).  This  provision  States  that 
qualified  municipalities  would  only  be 
able  to  use  flow  control  if  the  ordi- 
nance or  legally  binding  provision  in 
existence  before  Carbone  had  been  en- 
acted or  signed  before  "substantial 
construction"  of  the  designated  facil- 
ity had  been  completed.  Unfortunately, 
more  than  61  municipalities  in  Maine 
had  enacted  How  control  ordinances  or 
legally  binding  provisions  after  the 
substantial  construction  of  their  des- 
ignated facilities  had  been  completed. 

Even  more  problematic,  this  provi- 
sion requires  the  "substantial 
contruction"  to  have  been  completed 
after  the  "effective  date"  of  the  ordi- 
nance or  provision,  rather  than  the 
date  of  enactment.  As  a  result  of  this 
language,  most  of  the  municipalities  in 
Maine  that  would  otherwise  qualify  for 
S.  534's  grandfather  provision  would  be 
denied  the  bill's  protection.  Munici- 
palities in  Tennessee,  Michigan,  and 
other  States  would  be  similarly  af- 
fected. 

In  recognition  of  the  unintentional 
problems  that  this  language  poses  for 
so  many  otherwise  qualified  munici- 
palities, I  joined  Senators  Cohen, 
S.mith,  and  Tho.mpson  in  offering  an 
amendment  to  strike  this  language.  As 
1  noted  earlier,  that  amendment  has 
been  accepted  by  the  managers  of  the 
bill. 

The  last  amendment  that  Senator 
Cohen  and  I  offered  relates  to  put-or- 
pay  contracts.  Municipalities  that 
signed  put-or-pay  contracts  with  des- 
ignated facilities  prior  to  Carbone,  but 
that  did  not  enact  flow  control  ordi- 
nances before  that  date,  do  not  qualify 
for  flow  control  authority  in  S.  534  as 
written.  Under  a  put-or-pay  contract,  a 
municipality  agrees  to  deliver  a  speci- 
fied amount  of  waste  to  the  designated 
waste  management  facility  every 
month.  If  the  muncipality  cannot  de- 
liver the  required  amount  of  waste, 
then  it  must  pay  the  facility  for  the 
waste  that  was  not  delivered. 

In  Maine.  160  communities  in  the 
sparsely  populated  central,  eastern, 
and  northern  parts  of  the  State  deter- 
mined that  the  put-or-pay  approach 
was  the  best  one  for  them,  and  they 
signed  contracts  with  the  Penobscot 
Energy  Recovery  Corp.  [PERC]  in 
Orrington,  a  $100  million  waste-to-en- 
ergy plant. 

These  cities  and  towns  signed  long- 
term  contracts  with  PERC  in  response 
to  the  same  policy  signals  from  the 
Federal  and  State  governments  as  com- 
munities that  actually  issued  bonds  to 
pay    for    municipally-owned    facilities. 


The  difference  is  that  the  PERC  towns 
chose  a  somewhat  different  route.  They 
decided  to  sign  put-or-pay  contracts 
with  a  privately  owned  waste-to-energy 
plant  that  was  created  in  response  to  a 
request  for  proposals  from  these  com- 
munities. 

The  original  contracts,  which  were 
30-years  long  and  set  a  tipping  fee  at 
$10  a  ton.  were  signed  in  1988.  Due  to  fi- 
nancial difficulties  that  threatened  the 
plant  in  1989.  however,  the  contracts 
were  renegotiated. 

The  new  contracts  increased  the  tip- 
ping fee  fourfold,  to  $42  a  ton.  The  mu- 
nicipalities agreed  to  sacrifice  in  the 
short-term  and  pay  such  a  large  fee  in- 
crease for  two  reasons:  to  finance  es- 
sential capital  improvements  to  the 
plant  to  help  it  run  more  efficiently: 
and  to  ensure  a  stable  tipping  fee  over 
the  life  of  the  contract. 

In  addition,  the  new  contracts  not 
only  required  each  municipality  to  de- 
liver a  specified  amount  of  waste,  but 
they  included  a  kind  of  aggregate  put- 
or-pay  provision  which  allows  the 
PERC  facility  to  void  the  existing  con- 
tracts if  the  total  amount  of  waste 
from  all  member  communities  declines 
below  a  specified  minimum  tonnage. 
Finally,  the  new  contracts  provided 
that  the  cities  and  towns  that  signed 
would  receive  50  percent  of  any  distrib- 
utable profits  earned  by  the  plant. 

After  signing  the  contracts,  some  of 
the  larger  cities  in  this  region  of  Maine 
like  Waterville,  and  Bangor — cities 
that  have  a  council  form  of  govern- 
ment— enacted  flow  control  ordinances 
to  ensure  that  they  could  deliver  the 
minimum  amount  of  waste  specified  in 
the  contract.  But  most  of  the  160  towns 
are  very  small,  and  they  rely  on  town 
meetings  for  public  decisionmaking.  As 
anyone  familiar  with  the  town  meeting 
form,  of  government  knows,  the  meet- 
ings are  held  infrequently,  and  the 
towns  generally  do  not  vote  on  meas- 
ures unless  they  must  be  addressed  at 
that  particular  time. 

Consequently,  after  signing  the  put- 
or-pay  contracts,  a  lot  of  the  Maine 
towns  deferred  passage  of  flow  control 
ordinances  in  the  hope  that  they  could 
deliver  the  required  amount  of  wa^te 
without  having  to  go  through  the  proc- 
ess of  formally  enacting  a  flow  control 
ordinance.  But  these  towns  always  be- 
lieved that,  if  necessary,  they  could  re- 
sort to  flow  control  to  guarantee  deliv- 
ery of  the  amount  of  waste  specified  in 
their  contracts.  If  they  had  known  that 
flow  control  would  not  be  an  option, 
most,  if  not  all.  of  them  would  not 
have  signed  these  contracts.  The 
Carbone  decision  eliminated  the  flow 
control  option,  changing  the  rules  in 
the  middle  of  the  game,  and  leaving 
these  communities  vulnerable  to  sig- 
nificant financial  hardship  if  they 
being  to  have  trouble  delivering  the 
amount  of  waste  required  in  their  con- 
tracts. 

Without  flow  control,  these  towns 
may  not  only  find  it  more  difficult  to 


meet  their  individual  contractual  obli- 
gations, however.  They  could  fail  to 
meet  their  aggregate  tonnage  require- 
ments as  well,  giving  PERC's  owners 
the  right  to  void  all  160  of  the  con- 
tracts and  to  initiate  a  new  round  of 
negotiations. 

The  current  contract  provide  stable 
tipping  fees  and  terms  for  the  member 
municipalities.  And  it  allows  them  to 
receive  half  the  profits  generated  by 
the  facility— which  is  only  reasonable 
since  the  communities  have  paid  for 
necessary  capital  improvements 
through  the  higher  tipping  fees  nego- 
tiated in  1989  and  1990. 

These  cities  and  towns  cannot  afford 
to  lose  this  arrangement.  Because  they 
are  dispersed  across  a  large,  rural  re- 
gion, and  because  nearly  all  of  the 
local  landfills  have  had  to  close  due  to 
Federal  and  State  mandates,  the  PERC 
waste-to-energy  plant  is  the  only  real 
waste  disposal  option  for  most  of  the 
160  towns.  Under  a  renegotiation,  these 
towns,  tucked  away  in  the  far  north- 
eastern comer  of  the  United  States, 
will  find  themselves  facing  what 
amounts  to  a  waste  disposal  monopoly. 

Needless  to  say,  in  such  a  weak  nego- 
tiating position,  the  towns  could  see 
their  waste  disp)osal  costs  rise  sharply, 
despite  having  already  invested  so 
much  money  to  make  the  plant  viable. 
And  they  could  lose  the  opportunity  to 
get  a  return  on  the  substantial  invest- 
ment that  they  made  in  this  facility 
through  the  higher  tipping  fees  nego- 
tiated in  1990. 

Mr.  President,  this  elaborate  but 
workable  waste  disposal  system  for 
central,  northern,  and  eastern  Maine 
was  predicated  on  the  understanding 
that  now  control  would  be  available  to 
all  participating  communities.  Since 
flow  control  was  overturned  by 
Carbone,  the  communities  of  the  region 
have  been  placed  in  a  very  vulnerable 
position,  one  which  they  would  not 
have  placed  themselves  in  had  flow 
control  not  been  an  option. 

In  order  to  avoid  substantial  finan- 
cial hardship  in  the  future,  put-or-pay 
communities  that  signed  contracts  be- 
fore Carbone  must  retain  the  authority 
to  enact  flow  control  ordinances  if  they 
need  to.  The  net  effect  of  the  Carbone 
decision  on  these  communities  is  not 
dramatically  different  from  the  deci- 
sion's effect  on  other  communities  that 
actually  issued  bonds  for  their  own  fa- 
cilities. In  both  cases,  a  court  decision 
leaves  the  communities  dangerously 
exposed  to  financial  hardship.  In  both 
cases,  the  communities  designed  new 
waste  systems  in  response  to  Federal 
and  State  policies  that  encouraged 
them  to  do  so.  And  in  both  cases,  the 
systems  were  predicated  on  access  to 
flow  control.  Considering  these 
similarities,  the  put-or-pay  commu- 
nities do  not  deserve  to  be  treated  dif- 
ferently and  excluded  from  the  flow 
control  grandfather  in  S.  534. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Senator 
Cohen  and  I  simply  clarifies  that  the 
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term  "legally  binding  provision"  in 
title  II,  subsection  (b)  of  the  bill,  in- 
cludes put-or-p)ay  agreements  of  the 
kind  negotiated  in  Maine.  As  a  result 
of  this  clarification,  the  municipalities 
that  have  contracted  with  the  PERC 
facility  will  continue  to  have  access  to 
flow  control,  and  their  intricate  but 
successful  waste  management  system 
will  remain  intact.  I  am  very  pleased 
that  the  managers  of  the  bill  agreed  to 
accept  this  important  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  with  these  amend- 
ments, S.  534  treats  all  deserving  mu- 
nicipalities equitably,  without  creating 
loopholes  for  other  municipalities  that 
did  not  rely  on  flow  control  before  the 
Carbone  decision.  The  bill  as  amended 
restores  fairness  for  local  governments 
that  acted  and  invested  in  good  faith, 
according  to  the  rules  that  existed  be- 
fore May  15.  1994, 

Senators  Chafee,  Smith.  B.\ucus,  and 
Lautenberg  deserve  credit  for  crafting 
a  reasonable  and  balanced  compromise 
bill,  and  I  am  happy  to  announce  my 
support  for  it. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  over  the 
past  several  years  the  Senate  has  dis- 
cussed the  issue  of  interstate  trash  and 
has  passed  two  interstate  trash  bills. 
The  provisions  contained  within  those 
bills  were  the  result  of  significant  ef- 
forts and  provided  authorization  for  an 
integrated  approach  to  interstate  trash 
control.  The  bill  before  us  today  ac- 
complishes similar  goals,  but  also  ad- 
dresses flow  control  and  reinstates  the 
ground  water  monitoring  exemption 
for  small  landfills. 

I  commend  the  efforts  of  Senator 
Coats  who  has  worked  so  hard  for  the 
past  several  years  to  pass  such  a  bill. 
Senator  Chafee,  Senator  Smith,  and 
others  have  all  worked  extensively  on 
this  legislation.  I  believe  the  authority 
granted  to  Governors  provides  the 
right  flexibility,  with  local  community 
participation  being  an  important  part 
of  this  legislation.  While  I  remain  con- 
cerned about  long  term  implications  of 
the  flow  control  provisions.  I  believe 
the  committee  sought  to  achieve  a  bal- 
ance that  provides  security  for  existing 
flow  control  authorities  while  provid- 
ing for  a  competitive  marketplace  in 
the  future. 

Public  and  private  authorities  need 
to  work  together  in  a  free  market  sys- 
tem to  address  waste  management  con- 
cerns. Congress  should  only  work  to  as- 
sist these  decisions,  not  impede  sound 
environment  practices,  by  providing 
flexibility  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments to  their  waste  management 
needs. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  passage  of  the 
Interstate  Transportation  of  Municipal 
Solid  Waste  Act  of  1995.  Although  I 
support  more  stringent  restrictions  on 
waste  imports.  I  believe  that  this  legis- 
lation is  a  necessary  tool  for  Ohio  and 
other  importing  States  for  implemen- 
tation of  their  solid  waste  management 
plans. 


The  accumulation  of  solid  waste  in 
municipal  landfills  is  one  of  the  most 
urgent  and  fundamental  environmental 
problems  facing  Federal,  State,  and 
local  officials  today.  According  to  the 
Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy [OEPA],  all  the  landfills  in  Ohio 
could  be  full  by  the  year  2000.  For  sev- 
eral years,  I  have  supported  and  voted 
for  measures  to  stem  the  tide  of  inter- 
state waste,  and  I  commend  my  col- 
league. Senator  Coats,  for  his  perse- 
verance   on    this    important    issue.    In 

1992,  I  voted  for  the  Interstate  Trans- 
portation of  Municipal  Waste  Act 
which  passed  the  Senate  on  a  vote  of 
89-2.  In  1993,  I  was  an  original  cospon- 
sor  of  legislation  to  restrict  imported 
waste.  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  is 
again  acting  to  address  this  issue,  and 
it  is  my  hope  that  this  year  these  re- 
strictions will  be  enacted  into  law. 

Mr.  President,  Ohio  currently  re- 
ceives about  1.7  million  tons  of  munici- 
pal solid  waste  annually  from  other 
States.  As  old  landfills  are  closed  or 
reach  capacity,  Ohio  has  reached  the 
point  where  28  of  the  88  counties  have 
no  landfill,  and  35  have  5  years  or  less 
capacity  remaining.  Clearly,  my  State 
cannot  implement  its  environmental 
objectives  and  deal  with  thousands  of 
tons  of  imported  trash  at  the  same 
time. 

The  increasing  flood  of  waste  imports 
from  out-of-State  is  a  serious  threat  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  Ohioans  and  to 
the  environment  in  my  State  and  the 
other  States  that  receive  vast  quan- 
tities of  imported  waste.  Ohio  has 
taken  strong  and  effective  actions  to 
reduce  its  waste  generation  and  to  re- 
cycle waste.  However,  my  State's  ef- 
forts are  being  overwhelmed  by  trash 
from  other  States. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  takes  several 
steps  that  will  reduce  the  amount  of 
out-of-State  waste  coming  into  Ohio 
and  other  States.  The  bill  will  allow 
Governors  to  immediately  freeze  out- 
of-State  waste  at  1993  levels  at  facili- 
ties  that  received   imported   waste   in 

1993.  In  addition,  the  bill  contains 
strengthened  authority  to  impose  an 
import  control,  or  ratchet,  on  out-of- 
State  waste.  1  worked  with  my  col- 
leagues from  the  other  largest  import- 
ing States — Michigan,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Indiana— to  make  this  ratchet 
more  effective  by  placing  tougher  limi- 
tations on  waste  exports. 

This  legislation  also  contains  provi- 
sions to  restore  local  authority  to  con- 
trol the  flow  of  municipal  solid  waste. 
Many  county  commissioners  and  solid 
waste  district  managers  have  expressed 
concerns  to  me  about  the  need  for  flow 
control  authority  to  enforce  solid 
waste  planning  goals  as  well  as  recy- 
cling mandates.  Although  this  bill  does 
not  accommodate  each  individual  situ- 
ation in  Ohio,  it  is  a  strong  statement 
about  the  necessity  of  local  flow  con- 
trol authority,  and  I  will  continue  to 
work   through  the  House-Senate  Con- 


ference to  ensure  that  Ohio's  specific 
needs  are  met. 

Mr.  President,  a  national  solution  to 
the  problem  of  interstate  waste  is  lonK 
overdue.  We  must  act  decisively,  and 
we  must  act  now  to  avert  a  national 
crisis  in  solid  waste  disposal.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ate is  about  to  pass  S.  534.  the  Inter- 
state Transportation  of  Municipal 
Solid  Waste  .^ct  of  1995.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  Senate  is  moving  early  in  this 
session  toward  resolving  this  impor- 
tant matter. 

This  bill  is  a  positive  step  in  the 
right  direction.  It  has  been  much  im- 
proved during  the  amendment  process 
on  the  floor,  particularly  with  respect 
to  the  provisions  on  flow  control  au- 
thority. The  bill  now  more  clearly  pro- 
vides counties  in  Michigan  with  the 
ability  to  protect  investments  they 
have  made  in  recycling  and  waste  re- 
duction programs,  or  disposal  facili- 
ties, using  their  previously  existing  au- 
thority to  control  the  out-flow  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  and  recyclables 
from  their  jurisdiction. 

Several  amendments,  in  particular, 
should  alleviate  local  government  con- 
cerns about  the  effects  of  the  Supreme 
Court's  Carbone  decision.  These 
amendments  provide  the  Grand  Tra- 
verse, Clinton,  and  other  Michigan 
counties,  should  be  able  to  continue  to 
use  flow  control  to  generate  revenue  to 
fund  waste  management  programs,  in- 
cluding recycling.  And,  Kent  County. 
MI,  is  more  clearly  grandfathered  to 
continue  to  exercise  its  flow  control 
authority. 

The  bill  also  provides  States  and 
local  governments  with  the  ability  to 
control  the  importation  of  municipal 
solid  waste  into  their  jurisdiction.  At 
the  request  of  local  governments.  Gov- 
ernors would  be  able  to  half  the  ship- 
ment of  waste  to  disposal  facilities  in 
their  States  that  did  not  receive  out- 
of-State  waste  in  1993.  Governors  will 
be  able  to  freeze  shipments  of  waste  to 
landfills  and  incinerators  at  1993  levels. 
And.  Governors  would  also  be  author- 
ized to  gradually  limit  imports  of 
waste  from  States  that  did  not  reduce 
the  amounts  of  waste  they  exported. 

I  offered  an  amendment  to  clarify 
that  the  definition  of  "out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste"  should  include 
out-of-country  waste,  because  of  Michi- 
gan's experience  with  Canadian  waste. 
I  also  supported  another  amendment 
that  authorized  the  EPA  to  conduct  a 
study  of  solid  waste  management  is- 
sues associated  with  increased  border 
movement  of  waste  due  to  NAFTA. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  prefer  that  the 
Senate's's  bill  include  a  requirement 
that  halted  all  waste  imports  until 
such  time  as  a  host  community  agree- 
ment could  be  negotiated  between  a 
local  government  and  a  waste  exporter. 
Such  an  agreement  would  specify  the 


quantities  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  that  would  be  acceptable  to  the 
local  government  for  disposal  in  their 
jurisdiction. 

Also,  construction  and  demolition  de- 
bris has  been  a  problem  at  Michigan 
disposal  facilities  for  some  time.  1 
would  hope  that  the  conferees  could 
find  a  way  to  include  this  waste  in  the 
definition  of  municipal  solid  waste  or 
otherwise  provide  local  governments 
with  some  measure  of  control  over  its 
disposal.  I  cosponsored  Senator 
DeWine's  amendment  to  do  this,  but 
the  amendment  was  ultimately  not  of- 
fered because  of  the  threat  of  a  fili- 
buster for  States  that  export  large 
quantities  of  this  waste. 

Michigan  is  a  net  importer  of  munici- 
pal solid  waste  [MSW].  We  receive 
MSW  from  sources  all  over  the  country 
and  Canada.  For  many  years,  Michigan 
had  a  model  comprehensive  solid  waste 
management  and  planning  system  that 
provided  for  long-term  local  waste  dis- 
posal needs.  Starting  with  the  Fort 
Gratiot  Sanitary  Landfill  case  in  1992 
and  subsequent  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sions, this  system  was  thrown  into  dis- 
array. These  decisions  jeopardized 
good-faith  investments  made  by  State 
and  local  governments  in  programs  and 
facilities  to  manage  municipal  waste  in 
an  environmentally  sound,  cost-effec- 
tive manner. 

Congress  should  act  quickly  and  ex- 
plicitly to  put  municipal  solid  waste 
disposal  decisions  back  into  the  hands 
of  the  people  most  directly  affected  by 
them  and  best  suited  to  make  them— 
the  taxpayers  of  the  municipalities 
that  generate  the  waste  and  the  States. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  in  support  for  the  passage  of 
S.  534,  the  Interstate  Transportation  of 
Solid  Waste  Act  of  1995.  This  legisla- 
tion is  long  overdue.  For  too  long 
States  like  Kentucky  have  been  forced 
to  deal  with  the  uncontrollable  flows  of 
out-of-State  waste.  I  do  not  need  to  re- 
mind my  colleagues  of  the  garbage 
barge  in  1987  that  sailed  up  and  down 
the  east  coast  looking  for  a  place  to  de- 
posit its  foul  load.  It  came  to  symbol- 
ize our  Nation's  burgeoning  solid  waste 
problem. 

Since  then.  States  and  communities 
have  attempted  to  manage  their  own 
waste  flows,  but  were  helpless  to  stop 
the  now  of  out-of-State  waste.  For  the 
past  6  years,  I  have  worked  to  provide 
States  the  authority  to  control  the 
waste  being  sent  to  their  State.  Fi- 
nally, we  have  a  bill  that  allows  States 
to  say  no  to  out-of-State  trash. 

It  is  particularly  troubling  to  think 
that  there  are  States  and  localities 
that  have  either  been  unwilling  or  un- 
able to  dispose  of  their  own  garbage  in 
a  responsible  manner,  forcing  it  on 
States  like  Kentucky.  The  disposal  of 
garbage  is  truly  a  local  concern  and 
should  be  handled  that  way.  I  do  not 
believe  States  should  be  forced  to  share 
valuable  landfill  space  with  out-of- 
State  waste  they  do  not  want. 


Gone  are  the  days  of  open  dumps  and 
multitudes  of  cheap  landfills,  in  1996. 
new  landfill  standards  will  be  imple- 
mented mandating  liners,  leachate  col- 
lection and  treatment  and  ground 
water  monitoring.  The  EPA  has  esti- 
mated that  nearly  half  of  the  Nation's 
6,000  landfills  will  be  closed.  This  will 
obviously  force  many  States  to  rethink 
their  disposal  needs.  Therefore,  it  is 
critical  that  States  are  provided  the 
authority  to  control  out-of-State  gar- 
bage. 

Last  week,  I  offered  an  amendment 
that  was  accepted  to  protect  the  au- 
thority of  States  and  regional  authori- 
ties to  develop  and  implement  com- 
prehensive waste  reduction  strategies 
in  an  effort  to  conserve  costly  landfill 
space. 

For  the  past  6  years.  I  have  worked 
hard  to  ensure  that  States  and  local- 
ities are  given  the  discretion  to  man- 
age their  own  waste  and  to  protect 
themselves  from  becoming  a  dumping 
ground  for  those  States  that  take  the 
position  of  "out  of  State,  out  of  mind." 
I  refuse  to  allow  Kentucky  to  become  a 
garbage  colony. 

In  1990,  I  introduced  S.  2691,  a  bill  to 
give  States  the  ability  to  fight  long- 
haul  dumping  by  charging  higher  fees 
for  disposal  of  waste  coming  from  other 
States.  This  bill  passed  the  Senate 
with  68  votes. 

During  the  102d  Congress.  I  intro- 
duced S.  197  to  once  again  provide 
States  the  authority  to  impose  a  fee 
differential  for  out-of-State  waste.  In 
1992,  Senator  Coats  and  I  joined  forced 
and  produced  comprehensive  legisla- 
tion to  provide  States  the  authority  to 
regulate  waste.  That  same  year,  the 
Senate  passed  an  interstate  waste  bill 
by  an  overwhelming  vote  of  88-2.  Un- 
fortunately, the  bill  died  in  the  House. 

During  the  103d  Congress,  I  joined 
with  Senators  Coats  and  Boren  in  in- 
troducing S.  439.  Although  the  Senate 
didn't  act  until  late  in  the  session. 
Congress  came  extremely  close  to  pass- 
ing an  interstate  waste  bill.  Again,  the 
House  stalled  long  enough  to  effec- 
tively kill  the  bill  on  the  last  day  of 
the  session. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  quick  action 
taken  by  the  committee  under  the 
leadership  of  Senator  Smith  and  the 
chairman.  Senator  Chafee  to  address 
the  problem  of  interstate  waste.  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  House  will  work  expe- 
ditiously to  pass  their  own  interstate 
waste  bill  so  that  we  can  finally  give 
States  the  authority  to  control  out-of- 
State  waste  and  protect  their  own 
landfill  space. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  today, 
for  the  third  time,  the  Senate  is  at- 
tempting to  resolve  the  many  difficult 
issues  that  are  involved  with  municipal 
solid  waste  flows.  For  the  third  time  in 
the  last  6  years.  I  have  worked  with  my 
colleague  on  the  Environment  Commit- 


tee, Senator  Lautenberg,  to  defend 
our  home  State  of  New  Jersey  and  the 
many  ways  in  which  we  handle,  recy- 
cle, or  dispose  of  the  tons  of  municipal 
solid  waste  produced  every  year. 

Last  Congress,  we  were  within  a  sin- 
gle vote  of  resolving  this  issue.  All  of 
the  relevant  parties  hammered  out  a 
bill  that  was  as  fair  as  it  could  be  to 
those  States  that  are  called  waste  ex- 
iwrters  and  those  States  that  are  waste 
importers — actually,  most  states  are 
both.  It  responded  to  the  needs  of 
States  that  tried  to  manage  solid  waste 
flows  within  their  boundaries.  It  tried 
to  balance  the  contradictory  impulses 
to  create  a  more  competitive  waste 
market  or  to  impose  more  restrictions 
on  waste  flow. 

It  was  not  a  great  bill.  But  it  was  a 
pretty  fair  bill.  And  it  was  as  least  rea- 
sonably consistent.  When  the  bill  now 
before  us  was  first  reported  to  the  Sen- 
ate floor,  it  was  a  poor  facsimile  of  last 
year's  effort.  Yet.  fortunately,  the 
bill's  managers  were  willing  to  work 
with  Senator  Lautenberg.  State  offi- 
cials, and  myself  to  guarantee  New  Jer- 
sey the  security  we  needed  to  move  for- 
ward on  this  most  contentious  issue. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  the  easiest 
bill  to  support.  Title  I  of  this  bill  will 
be  restrictive  of  interstate  trade.  It 
will  give  Governors  and  citizens  the 
real  ability  to  slow  and  ultimately  stop 
the  flow  of  municipal  solid  waste  from 
State  to  State.  Fundamentally,  these 
actions  are  anticompetitive.  They  will 
result  in  more  expensive  waste  disposal 
for  many  Americans  and  American 
businesses. 

Title  II,  however,  has  quite  a  dif- 
ferent purpose.  Title  II  responds  to  re- 
cent legal  decisions  that,  if  left  stand- 
ing, would  greatly  reduce  the  ability  of 
a  State  to  manage  waste  flows  within 
its  own  borders.  Because  of  this  title  II. 
as  modified  on  the  Senate  floor.  New 
Jersey  will  be  able  to  continue  its  ef- 
forts to  control  and  reduce  the  munici- 
pal waste  now. 

For  years,  many  States  have  antici- 
pated the  need  to  manage  internally 
waste  flows,  exactly  because  of  the 
pressures  for  and  against  exports,  as 
well  as  environmental  concerns.  In  my 
State,  we  started  very  early  to  close 
inadequate  landfills  and  waste  facili- 
ties. Early  on,  we  realized  that  to  do 
the  job  of  waste  disposal  right  was  nei- 
ther cheap  nor  easy.  New  Jersey  re- 
sponded with  State  law  setting  up  a 
broad  program  of  environmentally  pro- 
gressive waste  facilities. 

These  facilities  were  not  and  are  not 
cheap.  Many  counties  in  my  State  were 
essentially  compelled  to  build  facilities 
that  they  probably — or  certainly — 
would  not  have  built  otherwise.  Now 
these  counties  depend  on  mandated 
trash  flows  for  revenue.  Unfortunately, 
without  some  legislative  redress,  these 
revenues  are  at  risk  for  many  facili- 
ties. Additionally,  the  potential  finan- 
cial collapse  of  authorized  waste  facili- 
ties would  certainly  make  it  far  less 
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likely— perhaps  exceedingly  unlikely— 
that  nny  State  ever  develops  a  truly 
comprehensive  waste  management  plan 
again. 

I  have  heard  the  arguments  that,  in  a 
world  of  competition,  we  do  not  need  to 
allow  States  flow-control  authority. 
Trash  would  end  up  in  the  lowest  cost 
facilities  that  meet  the  appropriate  en- 
vironmental requirements.  Consumers 
and  businesses  would  save  money  and 
the  environment  could  be  protected  in 
this  world.  But  title  I  obliterates  any 
hope  of  truly  competitive  markets  in 
solid  waste.  Once  title  I  is  adopted, 
trash  is  transformed  from  an  issue  of 
commerce  to  an  issue  of  baldfaced  poli- 
tics. In  such  a  world,  my  State  has  to 
have  effective  flow-control  authority 
and  that  authority  is  provided  in  title 
II  of  this  bill. 

In  the  best  of  all  worlds,  frankly,  we 
probably  would  not  be  passing  any  bill. 
We  would  simply  recognize  that  trash 
represents  goods  in  commerce;  that  a 
bag  of  potato  chips  which  moves  freely 
from  State  to  State  is  not  mysteri- 
ously transformed  once  the  chips  are 
eaten.  But  all  of  my  experience  dealing 
with  the  interstate  waste  issue  con- 
firms to  me  that  we  are  not  living  in 
that  world  now.  I  have  seen  political 
commercials  run  attacking  my  State.  I 
have  seen  demagoguery.  And  I  have 
seen  efforts  that  were  far  more  restric- 
tive of  interstate  waste  flows  pass  this 
body  with  overwhelming  support. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  come  to  con- 
clude that  this  bill  does  protect  my 
State  and  will  give  us  the  flexibility  we 
need  to  resolve  these  waste  flow  issues. 
To  be  truthful.  I  am  not  wild  about 
this  bill.  However,  it  can  be  the  basis 
for  a  resolution  of  this  matter  and  it  is 
a  compromise  that  I  will  support,  not- 
withstanding my  obvious  reservations. 

FLOW  CO.NTROL  .\.ND  INTERST.\TE  WASTE 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  voted  against  final 
passage  of  S.  534.  which  amends  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act.  because  the 
final  bill  does  not  adequately  address 
the  needs  of  many  California  cities  and 
counties  which  have  incurred  debt  to 
achieve  California's  ambitious  inte- 
grated waste  management  require- 
ments. 

From  the  beginning.  I  have  had  con- 
cerns about  the  impact  of  this  bill  on 
California.  California  requires  its  com- 
munities to  meet  stringent  recycling 
and  waste  reduction  goals— a  25-per- 
cent reduction  by  the  beginning  of  this 
year  and  50  percent  by  the  turn  of  the 
century.  To  meet  these  goals.  Califor- 
nia communities  must  aggressively 
manage  their  municipal  solid  waste. 

However.  California  communities  do 
not  use  statutory  flow  control  author- 
ity, as  do  communities  in  many  other 
States.  Instead.  California  commu- 
nities rely  on  contracts  with  private 
companies  to  ensure  that  their  waste 
goes  to  a  designated  recycling  plant  or 
other  facility.  Consequently,  the  Cali- 
fornia League  of  Cities  and  the  Califor- 


nia State  Association  of  Counties 
asked  me  to  try  to  amend  the  bill  to 
ensure  that  it  would  not  restrict  their 
ability  to  employ  these  contractual 
agreements. 

I  worked  with  my  colleagues  on  the 
Environment  and  Public  Works  Com- 
mittee, and  with  Senator  Feinstein  in 
the  full  Senate,  to  try  to  amend  the 
bill  to  address  the  needs  of  California 
cities  and  counties.  Unfortunately,  our 
efforts  failed.  I  understand  that  the  bill 
moving  through  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives may  be  more  favorable  to 
interests  of  California  cities  and  coun- 
ties. If  that  is  the  case,  and  this  bill  is 
amended  in  conference  to  address  some 
of  my  concerns,  I  will  reconsider  my 
position  when  the  Senate  votes  on  a 
conference  report. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  offer  my  support  for  S.  534.  as 
amended,  and  to  discuss  the  impor- 
tance of  flow  control  to  the  State  of 
Connecticut. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman.  Sen- 
ator Chafee,  and  ranking  member. 
Senator  Baucus,  of  the  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  for  mov- 
ing forward  with  this  important  legis- 
lation. 

The  bill,  as  crafted  by  Senators 
Smith  and  Chafee,  was  much  narrower 
than  the  compromise  legislation 
agreed  to  at  the  end  of  the  103d  Con- 
gress. The  bill  before  us  today,  S.  534, 
seeks  to  protect  only  public  debt  in- 
curred by  municipalities  to  construct 
waste  disposal  facilities.  Flow  control 
authority  would  apply  to  those  com- 
munities that  were  operating  or  con- 
structing their  own  disposal  facilities, 
or  had  contracted  for  such  disposal 
prior  to  the  May  1994.  Carbone  deci- 
sion. There  is  to  be  absolutely  no  pro- 
spective flow  control — flow  control  au- 
thority would  cease  30  years  after  en- 
actment of  the  legislation. 

Unfortunately  not  all  Connecticut 
mnnicipalities  and  public  service  au- 
thorities were  protected  by  the  original 
language  in  S.  534.  Therefore.  Senator 
LiEBERMAN  and  I  offered  amendments 
at  the  committee  markup  and  on  the 
floor  of  this  body.  The  Senate  agreed  to 
our  amendments  which  contained  tech- 
nical changes  and  small  provisions  in- 
tended to  address  situations  unique  to 
Connecticut. 

It  is  my  belief  that  State  and  local 
governments  and  State-created  enti- 
ties have  a  vested  interest  in  how  solid 
waste  produced  within  their  borders  is 
transported  and  disposed.  Flow  control 
is  the  backbone  of  Connecticut's  inte- 
grated waste  management  plan.  Local- 
ities made  significant  capital  invest- 
ments to  construct  waste  disposal  fa- 
cilities. Approximately  86  percent  of 
Connecticut's  waste  is  disposed  of  in 
these  state-of-the-art  facilities.  The 
State,  and  ultimately  the  taxpayers. 
are  backing  nearly  $500  million  in 
bonds  that  were  used  to  finance  the 
construction  of  regional  waste  disposal 
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centers  and  recycling  transfer  stations. 
Profits  from  the  facilities,  used  to  pay 
off  the  bonds,  were  to  be  ensured  by 
flow  control  authority.  Without  the 
ability  to  direct  waste  to  appropriate 
facilities,  these  revenue  bonds  would  be 
in  jeopardy. 

Again,  I  thank  the  managers  of  this 
bill  for  working  with  staff  to  under- 
stand and  incorporate  the  needs  of  in- 
dividual States.  If  this  legislation 
passes  today,  I  am  confident  that  Con- 
necticut municipalities  and  localities 
around  the  Nation  will  be  able  to  ad- 
minister their  solid  waste  management 
systems  in  environmentally  sound  and 
fiscally  responsible  manners.  There- 
fore, I  hope  my  fellow  Senators  will 
support  this  bill  and  I  urge  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  take  up  this 
measure  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit- 
tee substitute. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
inquire  of  the  Chair  as  to  what  vote  it 
would  be  proper  to  request  the  yeas 
and  nays  on.  At  what  stage  in  what 
vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  final 
passage. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  committee  substitute  is 
agreed  to. 

So  the  committee  substitute  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  jun- 
ior Senator  from  Indiana  will  be  here 
in  a  few  minutes  and  would  like  to 
make  a  statement  on  the  bill.  That 
would  be  the  only  business  in  connec- 
tion with  this  legislation. 

So  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at 
the  hour  of  2:15  today,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  a  vote  on  final  passage  of  S.  534, 
as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  passage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.   CHAFEE.    Mr.    President.   I 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER, 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The    legislative    clerk    proceeded 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


sug- 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
the  staff  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for 
their  work  on  this  bill.  The  Senate  has 
been  grappling  with  these  issues  for 
several  years.  They  are  very  conten- 
tious. They  are  very  arcane.  They  are 
hard  to  understand  and  in  many  re- 
spects they  are  totally  confusing. 

But.  nonetheless,  I  believe  we  came 
out  with  a  bill  that  is  balanced  on  the 
interstate  portion  of  the  bill.  The  bill 
in  effect  is  divided  into  three  sections, 
the  first  being  the  interstate  part.  It  is 
very  difficult  balancing  the  views  of 
the  importing  States,  those  who  have 
garbage  shipped  into  them,  and  those 
who  are  the  exporting  States  who  do     and  criticism  for  what  we  allegedly  do 


To  follow  up  on  the  points  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee.  John  Chafee.  it  is 
the  staff  around  here  that  does  the 
work.  All  Senators  know  that.  They 
work  very,  very  hard.  long,  long  hours, 
know  the  details,  know  the  substance, 
and  are  not  frankly  sufficiently  com- 
plimented I  think  for  all  the  work  they 
do. 


Mr. 


point  again  compliment  all  the  Sen- 
ators. I  have  done  so  many  times  on 
this  bill.  But  I  want  to  at  this  time 
highlight  the  staff,  and  those  are  the 
key  staff  that  have  worked  very  dili- 
gently. I  think  all  should  pause  for  a 
moment  and  reflect  to  thank  them  for 
all  of  their  effort. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  sen- 


President.  I  think  that  the  most     ior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  the 


noble  human  endeavor  is  service.  It  is 
service  to  friends,  it  is  service  to  fami- 
lies, to  the  church,  to' the  community, 
to  the  State,  and  the  Nation— service. 

Some  of  us  who  spend  our  lives  in 
public  service  get  all  of  the  attention 
and  the  thanks  for  a  lot  of  what  we  do. 


chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that 
dealt  with  this  legislation  and  has  done 
wonderful  service  here  on  the  floor  de- 
spite demands  on  his  time  with  very 
difficult  matters  that  came  up  simulta- 
neously. 
So  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  Senator 


not  want  to  be  cut  from  exporting  their 
trash.  We  tried  to  wrestle  with  that.  I 
hope  and  I  believe  we  have  been  suc- 
cessful. 

I  hope  that  the  package  we  put  to- 
gether will  resolve  many  of  the  dif- 
ferences that  have  prevented  a  solution 
to  the  interstate  waste. 

The  flow  control  dilemma  has  been  a 
separate  one.  We  have  had  several 
votes  in  connection  with  that,  not 
leaving  everybody  happy,  but  hopefully 
this  will  resolve  itself  in  the  months 
and  years  to  come. 

I  want  to  thank  the  staffs  of  Senator 
D'Amato  and  Senator  Coats  who  la- 
bored hard  to  develop  the  compromise 
on  title  I.  the  interstate  portion  of  the 
bill.  I  would  like  to  thank  Jim  McCar- 
thy of  the  Congressional  Research 
Service.  George  Hall  of  the  EPA,  and 
Tim  Trushel  of  the  Senate  Legislative 
Counsel's  office  for  their  work  in  facili- 
tating passage. 

On  our  side  of  the  aisle,  the  staff,  I 
want  to  thank  John  Grzebian  and 
Steve  Shimberg,  and  Jeff  Merrifield 
who  worked  so  hard  on  this. 

Senator  D'Am.\to's  office,  Peter 
Phipps;  Senator  Coats'  office,  Sharon 
Soderstrom  and  Melissa  Murrell. 

Of  course,  we  are  deeply  indebted  for 
the  splendid  work  of  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  committee,  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  who  has  always 
been  helpful  and  knowledgeable  on 
these  difficult  issues.  I  want  to  pay  my 
respects  to  him  for  the  splendid  work 
he  has  done,  and  to  Cliff  Rothenstein 
and  Tom  Sliter  and  Scott  Slesinger 
also. 

So.  Mr.  President,  we  are  winding  up 
a  long  and  contentious  period.  If  all 
goes  well,  this  will  be  approved  at  2:15 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  will  be 
brief  because  we  have  been  so  long  on 
this  bill— it  has  been  6  years — so  that 
we  do  not  prolong  the  agony  and  get  it 
passed,  and  very  much  hope  the  House 
also  passes  a  similar  bill  so  that  we  can 
deal  with  this  in  this  Congress  finally. 


I  must  say  we  get  a  lot  of  a  contention     Smith  for  his  very,  very  helpful  support 

on  this  entire  legislation,  for  his 
knowledge  of  it,  and  the  fact  that  he 
moved  along  so  swiftly  in  the  sub- 
committee. We  would  not  be  here  but 
for  Senator  Smith  taking  charge  of 
that  subcommittee  and  determining 
that  this  bill  was  going  to  come  to  the 
floor  in  due  order  and  in  short  order. 

So  we  are  very  grateful  to  Senator 
Smith  for  what  he  has  done  and  appre- 
ciate it  and  look  forward  to  continued 
working  with  Senator  Smith  as  his 
committee  has  a  series  of  other  bills 
that  will  be  coming,  including  the 
great  big  Superfund  bill,  which  is  a  real 
challenge. 

Mr.  SMITH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  thank  Senator  Chafee  first  of 
all  for  his  very  fine  remarks.  It  has 
been  a  delight  to  work  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  Environment  and  Public 
Works  Committee  on  this  legislation. 
He  several  months  ago  said  we  want  to 
try  to  get  the  flow  control  bill  and  the 
interstate  waste  matter  brought  up. 
And  I  took  it  seriously.  We  were  able 
to  do  that.  It  has  been  a  delight  to 
work  with  him  and  his  staff  as  we 
brought  this  bill  here  to  the  floor  for  a 
close,  hopefully.  It  has  been  a  long 
haul. 

We  tried  to  accommodate  a  number 
of  Senators.  I  had  a  long  list  of  some  27 
or  28  Senators  I  think  that  we  were 
able  to  accommodate  that  had  specific 
concerns.  I  know  there  were  some  who 
we  were  not  able  to  accommodate  be- 
cause we  felt  it  would  essentially  vio- 
late the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  legisla- 
tion that  we  brought  forth. 

But  particularly  the  majority  staff. 
John  Grzebian,  Steve  Shimberg,  and 
Jeff  Merrifield  who  were  really  right 
there  doing  a  lot  of  work,  most  of  the 
work  I  guess  behind  the  scenes  to  work 
on  these  amendments  and  get  the  com- 
promise language  agreed  to.  Certainly, 
Cliff  Rothenstein  and  Tom  Sliter  and 
Scott  Slesinger  on  the  minority  staff; 
and  Peter  Phipps  of  Senator  D'Amato's 
staff  and  Melissa  Murrell  of  Senator 
Coats'  staff  were  all  particularly  helj)- 
ful.  and  as  were  others. 


and  do  not  do  as  well.  But  it  is  the 
staff,  it  is  the  people  around  here  who 
do  the  work  who  get  no  attention,  who 
do  not  get  thanked  who  really  deserve 
it  for  all  the  work  they  do.  And  to 
again  give  the  names  because  these  are 
the  people  who  did  most  of  the  work  on 
the  majority  side,  John  Grzebian,  who 
was  very,  very  diligent,  very  helpful. 
We  had  many  late-night  meetings  back 
in  the  cloakrooms  trying  to  work  this 
out,  and  John  is  particularly  helpful. 
Steve  Shimberg,  staff  director  for  the 
committee,  we  have  known  Steve  for 
many  years,  those  of  us  who  have  been 
on  the  committee.  He  is  very  knowl- 
edgeable, very  gracious,  very  helpful; 
and  also  Jeff  Merrifield  who  is  a  bit 
new  to  this  but  nevertheless  very,  very 
competent,  very  diligent,  as  everyone 
on  the  staff  working. 

On  the  minority  side.  Tom  Sliter. 
who  is  the  minority  staff  director,  very 
gracious,  and  knowledgeable.  I  have 
worked  with  Tom  for  many  years.  I 
know  no  one  who  is  more  competent. 
Tom  is  very  effective  and  very  knowl- 
edgeable and  substantive;  that  is,  not 
acrimonious,  not  bitter,  and  not  nasty 
but  very,  very  solid  and  very  gracious. 

The  same  with  Cliff  Rothenstein.  I 
frankly  do  not  know  anybody  not  only 
on  Capitol  Hill  but  in  this  town  who 
knows  more  about  this  subject  than 
Cliff.  That  is  because  Cliff  has  been 
working  on  it  for  6  years.  Cliff  is  bound 
to  know  this  subject  very  well,  and 
does,  and  frankly  when  we  got  to  a  lot 
of  the  parts  of  the  amendments  we 
were  trying  to  work  out,  it  was  Cliff 
who  was  able  to  provide  the  solution  or 
the  idea  of  bringing  it  together. 

Mike  Evans,  who  is  the  minority 
chief  counsel,  has  also  worked  on  this 
issue  for  several  years.  Mike's  knowl- 
edge of  the  issue  and  his  advice  was 
very  helpful  throughout  the  course  of 
this  bill. 

Scott  Slesinger  works  for  Senator 
Lautenberg.  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  relevant  subcommittee. 
Scott,  too,  has  added  a  lot  of  advice  all 
along  every  stage  of  this  bill. 

We  compliment  the  Senators  here  on 
the  floor  very  often.  I  will  not  at  this 
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I  think  we  ended  up  with  essentially 
a  good  bill.  There  are  some  things  I 
would  not  have  put  in  it,  and  Senator 
CUAFEE  would  not  have  put  in  it.  There 
are  certain  thint^s  we  wish  we  had  put 
in.  But  the  bottom  line  is  that  this  leg- 
islation is  a  compromise.  We  tried  to 
accommodate  those  who  brought  up 
concerns  that  you  had  not  thought  of 
or  maybe  did  not  realize  that  needed  to 
be  put  in  there.  And  they  come  up  with 
these  ideas,  and  we  tried  to  work  them 
out. 

I  thmk  It  deals  essentially  with  the 
issue  of  flow  control.  It  takes  care  of 
those  people  who  made  investments, 
who  stood  a  grave  risk  had  we  not 
passed  this  legislation.  It  does  grand- 
father the  flow  control  authority  so 
that  it  is  not  a  permanent  anticompeti- 
tive piece  of  legislation.  It  does  grand- 
father it.  So  we  went  to  great  lengths 
to  reach  a  compromise. 

Again.  I  want  to  thank  Senator 
Ch.\fee  for  his  leadership.  It  has  really 
been  a  pleasure  to  work  with  him  in 
the  position  of  .subcommittee  chair- 
man. He  has  been  100  percent  coopera- 
tive every  step  of  the  way  personally 
and  at  the  staff  level.  As  the  Senator 
said,  last  week  I  had  a  number  of  con- 
flicts. I  had  three  separate  subcommit- 
tees to  chair  at  the  same  time,  two  on 
Superfund.  which  is  another  priority 
item  in  our  subcommittee,  and  Senator 
Ch.afee  was  willing  to  step  in  and  par- 
ticipate almost  fulltime  on  the  floor 
debate  and  the  management  of  the  bill, 
for  which  I  am  very  grateful. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point,  I  will 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  Yogi 
Berra  said.  Tt  ain't  over  "til  it's  over." 
We  are  not  through  yet.  but  it  is  awful 
close:  we  are  in  the  bottom  of  the  ninth 
on  this  issue  I  have  been  working  on 
for  6  years. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 


nities  we  represent  a  basis  for  dealing 
with  their  own  environmental  prob- 
lems but  not  having  to  solve  everybody 
else's  environmental  problems — the 
ability  to  say  that  is  all  we  can  take. 
or  we  cannot  take  anymore,  or  you  are 
going  to  have  to  find  a  way  to  dispose 
of  that  in  your  own  State.  We  are  doing 
our  share;  you  do  your  share. 

We  are  that  far  away,  and  I  am  opti- 
mistic we  are  going  to  finally  complete 
this  effort.  A  lot  of  people  have  partici- 
pated in  it,  and  I  thank  them  for  their 
efforts.  I  am  looking  forward  to  finally 
putting  this  issue  to  rest  and  then 
moving  on  to  other  concerns  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  with  that,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

H.\RRISBURG.  PA,  FLOW  CONTROL  iS.SL  F. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  enter  into  a  brief  discussion  with 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, the  sponsor  of  this  legisla- 
tion. The  city  of  Harrisburg  owns  and 
operates  a  municipally  financed  re- 
source recovery  facility  that  was  origi- 
nally constructed  in  1972.  Harrisburg 
has  issued  $40  million  in  outstanding 
revenue  bonds  and  has  had  a  flow  con- 
trol ordinance  in  place  for  several 
years.  The  facility  is  required,  how- 
ever, to  undergo  a  substantial  retrofit 
pursuant  to  the  Clean  Air  Act,  which 
will  necessitate  the  issuance  of  an  ad- 
ditional $150  million  in  bonds  and  a 
new  waste  stream  from  nearby  coun- 
ties which  have  not  previously  flow 
controlled  to  the  Harrisburg  facility.  It 
would  appear  to  me  that  the  existence 
of  outstanding  bonds  and  the  unfunded 
mandate  on  Harrisburg  under  the  Clean 
Air  Act  would  justify  the  extension  of 
flow  control  authority  to  the  counties 
that  would  want  to  send  waste  to  the 
Harrisburg  facility  in  the  tuture. 

Would  the  distinguished  chairman  be 
willing  to  look  closely  at  this  issue  as 
this  legislation  goes  forward? 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  knows,  this 


know  we  will.  Then,  of  course,  comes 
what  the  House  does  and  then  the  con- 
ference with  the  House.  But  all  of  that 
we  will  pursue  with  great  vigor. 


land    [Mr.    Ch.\fee]    and    the    Senator     legislation    provides    flow    control    au- 


from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  SMITH]  and 
Senator  B.\ucus,  who  is  not  in  the 
Chamber  right  now.  and  others  who 
have  joined  with  me  in  this  effort  that 
started  out  as  a  lonely  vigil  and  now 
has  turned  into  nearly  a  consensus  ef- 
fort. 

Senator  D'AM.\TO  was  willing  to  sit 
down  at  the  table  and  negotiate  a  very 
difficult  problem  for  his  State  with 
those  of  us  who  had  difficult  problems 
for  our  States.  I  believe  we  reached. 
last  Friday  afternoon,  a  satisfactory 
resolution  of  that  concern. 

We  have  every  reason  to  believe  there 
will  be  favorable  treatment  of  this  in 
the  House.  It  has  been  stopped  there 
before.  I  believe  we  are  as  close  to  suc- 
cess there  as  we  have  ever  been  and  we 
can  resolve  whatever  differences  may 
exist  between  the  House  and  Senate 
and  put  this  on  the  President's  desk, 
and  finally  give  the  States  and  commu- 


RECESS  UNTIL  2:15  P.M. 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    Under 
the   previous   order,    the   hour   of   12:30 

having  arrived,   the  Senate  will  stand 
in  recess  until  the  hour  of  2:15. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  12:34  p.m.. 
recessed  until  2:15  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order    by    the    Presiding    Officer    (Mr. 

GRAMS). 


INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  bill  having  been 
read  the  third,  the  question  is.  Shall 
the  bill  pass?  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  94. 
nays  6,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  169  Leg.] 
•^EAS— 94 


thority  which  is  predicated  on  meeting 
debt  obligations.  The  issuance  of  new 
debt  at  a  facility  that  has  operated 
since  1972  and  that  would  require  ex- 
panded flow  control  authority  is  not 
one  that  the  committee  has  had  the  op- 
portunity to  examine  in  any  detail  at 
this  time.  I  would  be  glad  to  work  with 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  as  the 
bill  goes  forward  and  to  determine 
whether  the  Harrisburg  facility  is  or 
should  be  covered  by  this  legislation. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  share 
all  of  the  views  set  forth  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Indiana.  We  have 
all  been  struggling  with  this  issue  for 
many  years,  nobody  as  hard  as  lie  has 
and  with  more  tenacity.  As  he  indi- 
cated, we  are  this  close.  I  think  he  said 
we  are  in  the  bottom  of  the  ninth.  I 
hope    we    complete    the    game,    and    I 
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So  the  bill  (S.  534),  as  amended,  was 
passed,  as  follows: 

S-534 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTFLE. 

This  .^ct  may  be  cited  as  the  •'Interstate 
Transportation  of  Municipal  Solid  Waste  Act 
of  1995' ■- 

TITLE  I— INTERSTATE  WASTE 
SEC.  101.  INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  MtJ 
NICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE. 
(a)  AMENDMENT,— Subtitle   D  of  the   Solid 
Waste  Disposal  .■\ct  (42  U.S.C.  6941  et  seq.)  is 


amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following' 
new  section: 

-SEC.    401 1.    INTERSTATE    TRANSPORTA'nON    OF 
MUNICIPAL  SOLID  WASTE. 

"(a)  Authority  To  Restrict  Out-of-State 
Municipal  Solid  Waste.— d)  Except  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (4).  immediately  upon  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  if  requested 
in  writing  by  an  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor  may  prohibit  the  disposal  of  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste  in  any  land- 
fill or  incinerator  that  is  not  covered  by  the 
exceptions  provided  in  subsection  (b)  and 
that  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Gov- 
ernor and  the  affected  local  government. 

"(2)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
immediately  upon  the  date  of  publication  of 
the  list  required  in  paragraph  (6)(C)  and  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  a  request  in 
writing  by  the  affected  local  government,  a 
Governor,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (5). 
may  limit  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at 
each  landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the 
exceptions  provided  in  subsection  (b)  that  is 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Governor, 
to  an  annual  amount  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  quantity  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste  received  for  disposal  at  such 
landfill  or  incinerator  during  calendar  year 
1993. 

"(3)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 
any  State  that  imported  more  than  750.000 
tons  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  in 
1993  may  establish  a  limit  under  this  para- 
graph on  the  amount  of  out-of-State  munici- 
pal solid  waste  received  for  dispKJsal  at  land- 
fills and  incinerators  in  the  importing  State 
as  follows: 

"(i)  In  calendar  year  1996,  95  percent  of  the 
amount  exported  to  the  State  in  calendar 
year  1993. 

"(ii)  In  calendar  years  1997  through  2002.  95 
percent  of  the  amount  exported  to  the  State 
in  the  previous  year. 

■•(iii)  In  calendar  year  2003,  and  each  suc- 
ceeding year,  the  limit  shall  be  65  percent  of 
the  amount  exported  in  1993. 

"(iv)  No  exporting  State  shall  be  required 
under  this  subparagraph  to  reduce  its  ex- 
ports to  an.v  importing  State  below  the  pro- 
portionate amount  established  herein. 

••(B)(i)  No  State  may  export  to  landfills  or 
incinerators  in  any  1  State  that  are  not  cov- 
ered by  host  community  agreements  or  per- 
mits authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  more  than  the  following 
amounts  of  municipal  solid  waste: 

"(I)  In  calendar  year  1996,  the  greater  of 
1.400,000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1993. 

"(II)  In  calendar  year  1997,  the  greater  of 
1.300.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1996. 

"(Ill)  In  calendar  year  1998.  the  greater  of 
1,200.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1997. 

"(IV)  In  calendar  year  1999,  the  greater  of 
1.100.000  tons  or  90  percent  of  the  amount  ex- 
ported to  the  State  in  calendar  year  1998. 

"(V)  In  calendar  year '2000.  1,000,000  tons. 

"(VI)  In  calendar  year  2001.  750,000  tons. 

'■(VII)  In  calendar  year  2002  or  any  cal- 
endar year  thereafter.  550,000  tons. 

"(ii)  The  Governor  of  an  importing  State 
may  take  action  to  restrict  levels  of  imports 
to  reflect  the  appropriate  level  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  imports  if— 

"(I I  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator,  12  months 
prior  to  taking  any  such  action,  of  the  im- 
porting State's  intention  to  impose  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section: 


•"(II)  the  Governor  of  the  importing  State 
has  notified  the  Governor  of  the  exporting 
State  and  the  Administrator  of  the  violation 
by  the  exporting  Slate  of  this  section  at 
least  90  days  prior  to  taking  any  such  action: 
and 

"(III)  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  importing  State  are  uniform  at 
all  facilities  and  the  Governor  of  the  import- 
ing State  may  only  apply  subparagraph  (A) 
or  (B)  but  not  both. 

"(C)  The  authority  provided  by  subpara- 
graphs (A)  and  (B)  shall  apply  for  as  long  as 
a  State  exceeds  the  permissible  levels  as  de- 
termined by  the  Administrator  under  para- 
graph (6)(C). 

••(4)(A)  A  Governor  may  not  exercise  the 
authority  granted  under  this  section  if  such 
action  would  result  in  the  violation  of,  or 
would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  with,  the 
terms  of  a  host  community  agreement  or  a 
permit  issued  from  the  State  to  receive  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste. 

"(B)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3),  a 
Governor  may  not  exercise  the  authority 
granted  under  this  section  in  a  manner  that 
would  require  any  owner  or  operator  of  a 
landfill  or  incinerator  covered  by  the  excep- 
tions provided  in  subsection  (b)  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  received  from  any  State  for  disposal  at 
such  landfill  or  incinerator  to  an  annual 
quantity  less  than  the  amount  received  from 
such  State  for  disposal  at  such  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator during  calendar  year  1993. 

"(5)  Any  limitation  imposed  by  a  Governor 
under  paragraph  (2)  or  (3) — 

"(A)  shall  be  applicable  throughout  the 
State: 

"(B)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  particular  landfill  or 
incinerator  within  the  State:  and 

"(C)  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  dis- 
criminate against  any  shipments  of  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  on  the  basis  of 
place  of  origin  and  all  such  limitations  shall 
be  applied  to  all  States  in  violation  of  para- 
graph (3). 

"(6)  ANNUAL  STATE  REPORT.— 

"(A)  In  gener.\l.— Within  90  days  after  en- 
actment of  this  section  and  on  April  1  of 
each  year  thereafter  the  owner  or  operator  of 
each  landfill  or  incinerator  receiving  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  shall  submit  to 
the  affected  local  government  and  to  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  landfill 
or  incinerator  is  located,  information  speci- 
fying the  amount  and  State  of  origin  of  out- 
of-State  municipal  solid  waste  received  for 
disposal  during  the  preceding  calendar  year, 
and  the  amount  of  waste  that  was  received 
pursuant  to  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste.  Within  120  days  after 
enactment  of  this  section  and  on  May  1  of 
each  year  thereafter  each  State  shall  publish 
and  make  available  to  the  Administrator, 
the  Governor  of  the  State  of  origin  and  the 
public,  a  report  containing  information  on 
the  amount  of  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste  received  for  disposal  in  the  State  dur- 
ing the  preceding  calendar  year. 

"(B)  Contents.— Each  submission  referred 
to  in  this  section  shall  be  such  as  would  re- 
sult in  criminal  penalties  in  case  of  false  or 
misleading  information.  Such  information 
shall  include  the  amount  of  waste  received, 
the  State  of  origin,  the  identity  of  the  gener- 
ator, the  date  of  the  shipment,  and  the  type 
of  out-of-state  municipal  solid  waste.  States 
making  submissions  referred  to  in  this  sec- 
tion to  the  Administrator  shall  notice  these 
submissions  for  public  review  and  comment 
at  the  State  level  before  submitting  them  to 
the  Administrator. 


"(C)  List.— The  Administrator  shall  pub- 
lish a  list  of  importing  States  and  the  out-of- 
State  municipal  solid  waste  received  from 
each  State  at  landfills  or  incinerators  not 
covered  by  host  community  agreements  or 
permits  authorizing  receipt  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  waste.  The  list  for  any  cal- 
endar year  shall  be  published  by  June  1  of 
the  following  calendar  year. 
For  purposes  of  developing  the  list  required 
in  this  section,  the  Administrator  shall  be 
responsible  for  collating  and  publishing  only 
that  information  provided  to  the  Adminis- 
trator by  States  pursuant  to  this  section. 
The  Administrator  shall  not  be  required  to 
gather  additional  data  over  and  above  that 
provided  by  the  States  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion, nor  to  verify  data  provided  by  the 
States  pursuant  to  this  section,  nor  to  arbi- 
trate or  otherwise  entertain  or  resolve  dis- 
putes between  States  or  other  parties  con- 
cerning interstate  movements  of  municipal 
solid  waste.  Any  actions  by  the  Adminis- 
trator under  this  section  shall  be  final  and 
not  subject  to  judicial  review. 

"(D)  Savings  provision.— Nothing  in  this 
subsection  shall  be  construed  to  preempt  any 
State  requirement  that  requires  more  fre- 
quent reporting  of  information. 

•'(7)  Any  affected  local  government  that  in- 
tends to  submit  a  request  under  paragraph 
(1)  or  take  formal  action  to  enter  into  a  host 
community  agreement  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  shall,  prior  to 
taking  such  action— 

••(A)  notify  the  Governor,  contiguous  local 
governments,  and  any  contiguous  Indian 
tribes: 

'•(B)  publish  notice  of  the  action  in  a  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  at  least  30  days 
before  taking  such  action: 

"(C)  provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment:  and 

"(D)  following  notice  and  comment,  take 
formal  action  on  any  proposed  request  or  ac- 
tion at  a  public  meeting. 

•'(8)  Any  owner  or  operator  seeking  a  host 
community  agreement  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  subsection  shall  provide  to 
the  affected  local  government  the  following 
information,  which  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  public  from  the  affected  local  govern- 
ment: 

"(A)  A  brief  description  of  the  planned  fa- 
cility, including  a  description  of  the  facility 
size,  ultimate  waste  capacity,  and  antici- 
pated monthly  and  yearly  waste  quantities 
to  be  handled. 

"(B)  A  map  of  the  facility  site  that  indi- 
cates the  location  of  the  facility  in  relation 
to  the  local  road  system  and  topographical 
and  hydrological  features  and  any  buffer 
zones  and  facility  units  to  be  acquired  by  the 
owner  or  operator  of  the  facility. 

"(C)  A  description  of  the  existing  environ- 
mental conditions  at  the  site,  and  any  viola- 
tions of  applicable  laws  or  regulations. 

•'(D)  A  description  of  environmental  con- 
trols to  be  utilized  at  the  facility. 

"(E)  A  description  of  the  site  access  con- 
trols to  be  employed,  and  roadway  improve- 
ments to  be  made,  by  the  owner  or  operator, 
and  an  estimate  of  the  timing  and  extent  of 
increased  local  truck  traffic. 

"(F»  A  list  of  all  required  Federal.  State, 
and  local  permits. 

••(G)  Any  information  that  Is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  any  violations  of  environmental 
laws  (including  regulations)  by  the  owner 
and  operator,  the  disposition  of  enforcement 
proceedings  taken  with  respect  to  the  viola- 
tions, and  corrective  measures  taken  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  proceedings. 
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"(H)  Any  information  that  is  required  by 
State  or  Federal  law  to  be  provided  with  re- 
spect to  compliance  by  the  owner  or  operator 
with  the  State  solid  waste  management  plan. 

••(b)  Exceptions  to  Authority  To  Prohibit 
Out-of-State  Municipal  Solid  Waste.— (1) 
The  authority  to  prohibit  the  disposal  of 
out-of-state  municipal  solid  waste  provided 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  shall  not  apply  to 
landfills  and  incinerators  in  operation  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section  that — 

••(A)  received  during  calendar  year  1993 
documented  shipments  of  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste:  and 

•■(B)(i)  in  the  case  of  landfills,  are  in  com- 
pliance with  all  applicable  Federal  and  State 
laws  and  regulations  relating  to  operation, 
design  and  location  standards,  leachate  col- 
lection, ground  water  monitoring,  and  finan- 
cial assurance  for  closure  and  post-closure 
and  corrective  action;  or 

■■(ii)  in  the  case  of  incinerators,  are  in 
compliance  with  the  applicable  requirements 
of  section  129  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
7429)  and  applicable  State  laws  and  regula- 
tions relating  to  facility  design  and  oper- 
ations. 

••(2)  A  Governor  may  not  prohibit  the  dis- 
posal of  out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)  at  facilities  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  that  are  not  in 
compliance  with  applicable  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  unless  disposal  of 
municipal  solid  waste  generated  within  the 
state  at  such  facilities  is  also  prohibited. 

••(C>  ADDITIONAL  AUTHORIT\'  TO  LIMIT  OUT- 

of-State  Municipal  Solid  w.aste.— <l>  In 
any  case  in  which  an  affected  local  govern- 
ment is  considering  entering  into,  or  has  en- 
tered into,  a  host  community  agreement  and 
the  disposal  or  incineration  of  out-of-State 
municipal  solid  wa3te  under  such  agreement 
would  preclude  the  use  of  municipal  solid 
waste  management  capacity  described  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 
which  the  affected  local  government  is  lo- 
cated may  prohibit  the  execution  of  such 
host  community  agreement  with  respect  to 
that  capacity. 

■•(2)  The  municipal  solid  waste  manage- 
ment capacity  referred  to  In  paragraph  (1)  is 
that  capacity— 

•■(A)  that  IS  permitted  under  Federal  or 
State  law; 

■•(B)  that  is  identified  under  the  State 
plan;  and 

••(C)  for  which  a  legally  binding  commit- 
ment between  the  owner  or  operator  and  an- 
other party  has  been  made  for  its  use  for  dis- 
posal or  incineration  of  municipal  solid 
waste  generated  within  the  region  (identified 
under  section  4006(a))  in  which  the  local  gov- 
ernment is  located. 

••(d)  Cost  Recovery  Surch.arge.— 

••(1>  AUTHORITY— A  State  described  in 
paragraph  (2i  may  adopt  a  law  and  impose 
and  collect  a  cost  recovery  charge  on  the 
processing  or  disposal  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  in  the  State  in  accordance 
with  this  subsection. 

••(2)  Applicability —The  authority  to  im- 
pose a  cost  recovery  surcharge  under  this 
subsection  applies  to  any  State  that  on  or 
before  April  3.  1994.  imposed  and  collected  a 
special  fee  on  the  processing  or  disposal  of 
out-of-State  municipal  solid  waste  pursuant 
to  a  State  law. 

•■(3)  Limitation.— No  such  State  may  im- 
pose or  collect  a  cost  recovery  surcharge 
from  a  facility  on  any  out-of-State  munici- 
pal solid  waste  that  is  being  received  at  the 
facility  under  1  or  more  contracts  entered 
into  after  April  3.  1994.  and  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section. 


"(4)  AMOUNT  OF  SURCHARGE.— The  amount 
of  the  cost  recovery  surcharge  may  be  no 
greater  than  the  amount  necessary  to  re- 
cover those  costs  determined  in  conformance 
with  parzigraph  (6)  and  in  no  event  may  ex- 
ceed $1.00  per  ton  of  waste. 

••(5)  Use  of  surcharge  collected.— All 
cost  recovery  surcharges  collected  by  a  State 
covered  by  this  subsection  shall  be  used  to 
fund  those  solid  waste  management  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  State  or  its  polit- 
ical subdivision  that  incur  costs  for  which 
the  surcharge  is  collected. 

•■(6)  Conditions —(A)  Subject  to  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C).  a  State  covered  by  this 
subsection  may  impose  and  collect  a  cost  re- 
covery surcharge  on  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal within  the  State  of  out-of-State  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  if— 

'•(i)  the  State  demonstrates  a  cost  to  the 
State  arising  from  the  processing  or  disposal 
within  the  State  of  a  volume  of  municipal 
solid  waste  from  a  source  outside  the  State: 

•'(ii)  the  surcharge  is  based  on  those  costs 
to  the  State  demonstrated  under  clause  (i) 
that,  if  not  paid  for  through  the  surcharge, 
would  otherwise  have  to  be  paid  or  sub- 
sidized by  the  State;  and 

••(iii)  the  surcharge  is  compensatory  and  is 
not  discriminatory. 

••(B)  In  no  event  shall  a  cost  recovery  sur- 
charge be  imposed  by  a  State  to  the  extent 
that  the  cost  for  which  recovery  is  sought  is 
otherwise  paid,  recovered,  or  offset  by  any 
other  fee  or  tax  paid  to  the  State  or  its  polit- 
ical subdivision  or  to  the  extent  that  the 
amount  of  the  surcharge  is  offset  by  volun- 
tarily agreed  payments  to  a  State  or  its  po- 
litical subdivision  in  connection  with  the 
generation,  transportation,  treatment,  proc- 
essing, or  disposal  of  solid  waste. 

••(C)  The  grant  of  a  subsidy  by  a  State  with 
respect  to  entities  disposing  of  waste  gen- 
erated within  the  State  does  not  constitute 
discrimination  for  purposes  of  subparagraph 
(AHiii). 

••(7)  Definitions.- As  used  in  this  sub- 
section: 

■■(A)  The  term  'costs'  means  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  State  for  the  implementation 
of  its  laws  governing  the  processing  or  dis- 
posal of  municipal  solid  waste,  limited  to  the 
issuance  of  new  permits  and  re.iewal  of  or 
modification  of  permits,  inspection  and  com- 
pliance monitoring,  enforcement,  and  costs 
associated  with  technical  assistance,  data 
management,  and  collection  of  fees. 

■■(B)  The  term  ■processing'  means  any  ac- 
tivity to  reduce  the  volume  of  solid  waste  or 
alter  its  chemical,  biological  or  physical 
state,  through  processes  such  as  thermal 
treatment,  bailing,  composting,  crushing, 
shredding,  separation,  or  compaction. 

■•(e)  Savings  Clause. — Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  interpreted  or  construed— 

••(1)  to  have  any  effect  on  State  law  relat- 
ing to  contracts:  or 

••(2)  to  affect  the  authority  of  any  State  or 
local  government  to  protect  public  health 
and  the  environment  through  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  permits,  including  the  authority 
to  limit  the  total  amount  of  municipal  solid 
waste  that  landfill  or  incinerator  owners  or 
operators  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Stale 
may  accept  during  a  prescribed  period:  Pro- 
vided. That  such  limitations  do  not  discrimi- 
nate between  in-State  and  out-of-State  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  except  to  the  extent  au- 
thorized by  this  section. 

•■(f)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  section: 

•■(1)(A)  The  term  •affected  local  govern- 
ment', used  with  respect  to  a  landfill  or  in- 
cinerator, means — 

•■(i)  the  public  body  created  by  State  law 
with   responsibility    to    plan    for   municipal 


solid  waste  management,  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  which  are  elected  officials,  for 
the  area  in  which  the  facility  is  located  or 
proposed  to  be  located:  or 

••(ii)  the  elected  officials  of  the  city.  town. 
township,  borough,  county,  or  parish  exercis- 
ing primary  responsibility  over  municipal 
solid  waste  management  or  the  use  of  land  in 
the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  facility  is  lo- 
cated or  is  proposed  to  be  located. 

••(B)(i)  Within  90  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  section,  a  Governor  may  des- 
ignate and  publish  notice  of  which  entity 
listed  in  clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  serve  as  the  affected  local  government 
for  actions  taken  under  this  section  and 
after  publication  of  such  notice. 

•■(ii)  If  a  Governor  fails  to  make  and  pub- 
lish notice  of  such  a  designation,  the  iff>  i  '■  <! 
local  government  shall  be  the  elec.  •:  ..li; 
cials  of  the  city,  town,  township,  borough, 
county,  parish,  or  other  public  body  created 
pursuant  to  State  law  with  primary  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  land  or  the  use  of  land  on 
which  the  facility  is  located  or  is  proposed  to 
be  located. 

••(C)  For  purposes  of  host  community 
agreements  entered  into  before  the  date  of 
publication  of  the  notice,  the  term  means  ei- 
ther a  public  body  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)(i)  or  the  elected  officials  of  any  of  the 
public  bodies  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)(ii). 

••(2)  Host  community'  agree.ment— The 
term  'host  community  agreement'  means  a 
written,  legally  binding  document  or  docu- 
ments executed  by  duly  authorized  officials 
of  the  affected  local  government  that  specifi- 
cally authorizes  a  landfill  or  Incinerator  to 
receive  municipal  solid  waste  generated  out 
of  State,  but  does  not  include  any  agreement 
to  pay  host  community  fees  for  receipt  of 
waste  unless  additional  express  authoriza 
tion  to  receive  out-of-State  waste  is  also  in- 
cluded. 

"(3)  The  term  out-of-State  municipal  solid 
waste'  means,  with  respect  to  any  State,  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  outside  of  the 
State.  Unless  the  President  determines  it  is 
inconsistent  with  the  North  .American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  and  the  General  .Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the  term  shall  in- 
clude municipal  solid  waste  generated  out 
side  of  the  United  States.  Notwithstandini; 
any  other  provision  of  law.  generators  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  outside  the  United  Statp.s 
shall  possess  no  greater  right  of  access  to 
disposal  facilities  in  a  State  than  United 
States  generators  of  municipal  solid  waste 
outside  of  that  State, 

■•(4)  The  term  municipal  solid  waste' 
means  refuse  (and  refuse-derived  fuel)  gen- 
erated by  the  general  public  or  from  a  resi- 
dential, commercial,  institutional,  or  indus- 
trial source  (or  any  combination  thereof). 
consisting  of  paper,  wood,  yard  wastes,  plas- 
tics, leather,  rubber,  or  other  combustible  or 
noncombustible  materials  such  as  metal  or 
glass  (or  any  combination  thereof).  The  term 
■municipal  solid  waste'  does  not  include — 

■■(A)  any  solid  waste  identified  or  listed  as 
a  hazardous  waste  under  section  3001; 

■■(Bi  any  solid  waste,  including  contami- 
nated soil  and  debris,  resulting  from  a  re- 
sponse action  taken  under  .section  lO'l  or  106 
of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse. Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  (42  use.  9604  or  9606)  or  a  corrective  ac- 
tion taken  under  this  Act; 

"(C)  any  metal,  pipe,  glass,  plastic,  paper, 
textile,  or  other  material  that  has  been  sepa- 
rated or  diverted  from  municipal  solid  waste 
(as  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph)  and 
has  been  transported  into  a  State  for  the 
purpose  of  recycling  or  reclamation: 


■■(D)  any  solid  waste  that  is — 

■■(i)  generated  by  an  industrial  facility:  and 

■■(ill  transported  for  the  purpose  of  treat- 
ment, storage,  or  disposal  to  a  facility  that 
is  owned  or  operated  by  the  generator  of  the 
waste,  or  is  located  on  property  owned  by  the 
ijenerator  of  the  waste,  or  is  located  on  prop- 
erty owned  by  a  company  in  which  the  gen- 
erator of  the  waste  has  an  ownership  inter- 
est; 

■■(E)  any  solid  waste  generated  incident  to 
the  provision  of  service  in  interstate,  intra- 
state, foreign,  or  overseas  air  transportation: 

'■(F)  any  industrial  waste  that  is  not  iden- 
tical to  municipal  solid  waste  (as  otherwise 
defined  in  this  paragraph)  with  respect  to 
the  physical  and  chemical  state  of  the  indus- 
trial waste,  and  composition,  including  con- 
struction and  demolition  debris: 

■(G)  any  medical  waste  that  is  segregated 
finm  or  not  mixed  with  municipal  solid 
wa.ste  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph); or 

"(H)  any  material  or  product  returned 
from  a  dispenser  or  distributor  to  the  manu- 
iaciurer  for  credit,  evaluation,  or  possible 
reuse. 

'■(5)  The  term  'compliance"  means  a  pat- 
tern or  practice  of  adhering  to  and  satisfying 
standards  and  requirements  promulgated  by 
the  Federal  or  a  State  government  for  the 
purpo.se  of  preventing  significant  harm  to 
human  health  and  the  environment.  Actions 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  compliance 
schedules  for  remediation  established  by 
Federal  or  State  enforcement  authorities 
shall  be  considered  compliance  for  purposes 
of  this  section. 

"(6)  The  terms  specifically  authorized'  and 
■specifically  authorizes'  refer  to  an  explicit 
authorization,  contained  in  a  host  commu- 
nity agreement  or  p)ermit.  to  import  waste 
from  outside  the  State.  Such  authorization 
may  include  a  reference  to  a  fixed  radius  sur- 
rounding the  landfill  or  incinerator  that  in- 
cludes an  area  outside  the  State  or  a  ref- 
erence to  any  place  of  origin,  reference  to 
specific  places  outside  the  State,  or  use  of 
such  phrases  as  regardless  of  origin'  or  out- 
side the  State'.  The  language  for  such  au- 
thorization may  vary  as  long  as  it  clearly 
and  affirmativelv  states  the  approval  or  con- 
sent of  the  affected  local  government  or 
State  for  receipt  of  municipal  solid  waste 
from  sources  outside  the  State. 

"(g)  Implementation  and  Enforcement.— 
Any  State  may  adopt  such  laws  and  regula- 
tions, not  inconsistent  with  this  section,  as 
are  necessary  to  implement  and  enforce  this 
section,  including  provisions  for  penalties.". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents  a.mendment.— The 
table  of  contents  in  section  1001  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  prec.  6901)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  items 
relating  to  subtitle  D  the  following  new 
item: 

'Sec.  4011.  Interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste.". 

SEC.  102.  NEEDS  DETERMINA-nON. 

The  Governor  of  a  State  may  accept,  deny 
or  modify  an  application  for  a  municipal 
solid  waste  management  facility  permit  if— 

(1)  it  is  done  in  a  manner  that  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  this  section; 

(2)  a  State  law  enacted  in  1990  and  a  regu- 
lation adopted  by  the  governor  in  1991  spe- 
cifically requires  the  permit  applicant  to 
demonstrate  that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  State  for  the  facility:  and 

(3)  the  permit  applicant  fails  to  dem- 
onstrate that  there  is  a  local  or  regional 
need  within  the  State  for  the  facility. 


TITLE  II— FLOW  CONTROL 
SEC.  201.  short  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Municipal 
Solid  Waste  Flow  Control  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  202.  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CON- 
TROL OF  MOVEMENT  OF  MLTVICIPAL 
SOLID  WA.STE  AND  RECYCLABLE  .MA- 
TERIAL. 

Subtitle  D  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 
(42  U.S.C  6941  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  section 
101.  is  amended  by  adding  after  section  4011 
the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  4012.  STATE  ANT)  LOCAl.  C.ONTRNMENT 
CONTROL  OF  MOVEMENT  OK  M17<IC- 
IPAL  SOLID  WASTE  AND  RECYCLA- 
BLE MATERIAL. 

"(a)  Definitions— In  this  section: 

"(1)  Designate:  DEsicNA'noN.- The  terms 
'designate'  and  'designation'  refer  to  an  au- 
thorization by  a  State,  political  subdivision, 
or  public  service  authority,  and  the  act  of  a 
State,  political  subdivision,  or  public  service 
authority  in  requiring  or  contractually  com- 
mitting, that  all  or  any  portion  of  the  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  or  recyclable  material 
that  is  generated  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  State,  political  subdivision,  or  public 
service  authority  be  delivered  to  waste  man- 
agement facilities  or  facilities  for  recyclable 
material  or  a  public  service  authority  identi- 
fied by  the  State,  political  subdivision,  or 
public  service  authority. 

■•(2)  Flow  control  authority.— The  term 
■flow  control  authority'  means  the  authority 
to  control  the  movement  of  municipal  solid 
waste  or  voluntarily  relinquished  recyclable 
material  and  direct  such  solid  waste  or  vol- 
untarily relinquished  recyclable  material  to 
a  designated  waste  management  facility  or 
facility  for  recyclable  material. 

"(3)  Municipal  solid  waste.— The  term 
•municipal  solid  waste'  means — 

"(A)  solid  waste  generated  by  the  general 
public  or  from  a  residential,  commercial,  in- 
stitutional, or  industrial  source,  consisting 
of  paper,  wood,  yard  waste,  plastics,  leather, 
rubber,  and  other  combustible  material  and 
noncombustible  material  such  as  metal  and 
glass,  including  residue  remaining  after  re- 
cyclable material  has  been  separated  from 
waste  destined  for  disposal,  and  including 
waste  material  removed  from  a  septic  tank, 
septage  pit.  or  cesspool  (other  than  from 
portable  toilets):  but 

"(B)  does  not  include — 

"(i)  waste  identified  or  listed  as  a  hazard- 
ous waste  under  section  3001  of  this  Act  or 
waste  regulated  under  the  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  (15  U.S.C.  2601  et  seq.): 

■■(ii)  waste,  including  contaminated  soil 
and  debris,  resulting  from  a  response  action 
taken  under  section  104  or  106  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response.  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9604.  9606)  or  any  corrective  action 
taken  under  this  Act: 

■■(iii)  medical  waste  listed  in  section  11002; 

■■(iv)  industrial  waste  generated  by  manu- 
facturing or  industrial  processes,  including 
waste  generated  during  scrap  processing  and 
scrap  recycling: 

■■(V)  recyclable  material:  or 

■■(vi)  sludge. 

■■(4)  Public  service  authority.— The  term 
■public  service  authority'  means — 

"(A)  an  authority  or  authorities  created 
pursuant  to  State  legislation  to  provide  indi- 
vidually or  in  combination  solid  waste  man- 
agement services  to  political  subdivisions: 

■■(B)  other  body  created  pursuant  to  State 
law;  or 

"(C)  an  authority  that  was  Issued  a  certifi- 
cate of  incorjwration  by  a  State  corporation 
commission  established  by  a  State  constitu- 
tion. 


"(5)  Ptn"  or  pay  agreement.— (A)  The  term 
'put  or  pay  agreement'  means  an  agreement 
that  obligates  or  otherwise  requires  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  to— 

"(1)  deliver  a  minimum  quantity  of  munici- 
pal solid  waste  to  a  waste  management  facil- 
ity; and 

"(ii)  pay  for  that  minimum  quantity  of 
municipal  solid  waste  even  if  the  stated  min- 
imum quantity  of  municipal  solid  waste  Is 
not  delivered  within  a  required  period  of 
time. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  subsections  (b)  and  (c).  the  term 
■legally  binding  provision  of  the  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision'  includes  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  that  designates  waste  to  a  waste 
management  facility  that  was  in  operation 
on  or  before  December  31.  1988  and  that  re- 
quires an  aggregate  tonnage  to  be  delivered 
to  the  facility  during  each  operating  year  by 
the  political  subdivisions  which  have  entered 
put  or  pay  agreements  designating  that 
waste  management  facility. 

"(C)  The  entering  into  of  a  put  or  pay 
agreement  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  des- 
ignation (as  defined  in  subsection  (aMD)  for 
all  purposes  of  this  title. 

"(6)  Recyclable  material —The  term  're- 
cyclable material'  means  material  that  has 
been  separated  from  waste  otherwise  des- 
tined for  disposal  (at  the  source  of  the  waste 
or  at  a  processing  facility)  or  has  been  man- 
aged separately  from  waste  destined  for  dis- 
posal, for  the  purpose  of  recycling,  reclama- 
tion, composting  of  organic  material  such  as 
food  and  yard  waste,  or  reuse  (other  than  for 
the  purpose  of  incineration). 

"(7)  Waste  management  FACiLrnr.— The 
term  waste  management  facility"  means  a 
facility  that  collects,  sejjarates.  stores, 
transports,  transfers,  treats,  processes,  com- 
busts, or  disposes  of  municipal  solid  waste. 

"(b)  AuTHORrrY- — 

■■(1)  In  general.— Each  State,  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  and  public  service  au- 
thority may  exercise  flow  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  by  directing 
the  municipal  solid  waste  or  recyclable  ma- 
terial to  a  waste  management  facility  or  fa- 
cility for  recyclable  material,  if  such  flow 
control  authority — 

"(A)(i)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  and  was  being  implemented  on  May  15. 
1994.  pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision:  or 

■■(ii)  had  been  exercised  prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  but  implementation  of  such  law.  ordi- 
nance, regulation,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision  of  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion was  prevented  by  an  injunction,  tem- 
porary restraining  order,  or  other  court  ac- 
tion, or  was  suspended  by  the  voluntary  deci- 
sion of  the  State  or  political  subdivision  be- 
cause of  the  existence  of  such  court  action: 

"(B)  has  been  implemented  by  designating 
before  May  15.  1994.  the  particular  waste 
management  facilities  or  public  service  au- 
thority to  which  the  municipal  solid  waste 
or  recyclable  material  is  to  be  delivered, 
which  facilities  were  in  operation  as  of  May 
15.  1994.  or  were  in  operation  prior  to  May  15. 
1994  and  were  temporarily  inoperative  on 
May  15.  1994. 

"(2)  Limitation.— The  authority  of  this 
section  extends  only  to  the  specific  classes 
or  categories  of  municipal  solid  waste  to 
which  flow  control  authority  requiring  a 
movement  to  a  waste  management  facility 
was  actually  applied  on  or  before  May  15. 
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1994  (or.  in  the  case  of  a  State,  political  sub- 
division, or  public  .service  authority  that 
qualifies  under  subsection  (c>.  to  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  for  which  the  State,  political  subdivi- 
sion, or  public  service  authority  prior  to 
May  15.  1994.  had  committed  to  the  designa- 
tion of  a  waste  management  facility*. 

"(3)   L.\CK  OF  CLEAR   IDENTIFICATION.— With 

regard  to  facilities  granted  flow  control  au- 
thority under  subsection  (c).  if  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  are  not  clearly  identified,  the  author- 
ity of  this  section  shall  apply  only  to  munic- 
ipal solid  waste  generated  by  households. 

••(4)  Duration  of  althority.— With  respect 
to  each  designated  waste  management  facil- 
ity, the  authority  of  this  section  shall  be  ef- 
fective until  the  later  of— 

••(A)  the  end  of  the  remaining  life  of  a  con- 
tract between  the  State,  political  subdivi- 
sion, or  public  service  authority  and  any 
other  person  regarding  the  movement  or  de- 
livery of  municipal  solid  waste  or  volun- 
tarily relinquished  recyclable  material  to  a 
designated  facility  (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994); 

■■(B)  completion  of  the  schedule  for  pay- 
ment of  the  capital  costs  of  the  facility  con- 
cerned (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994);  or 

•■(C)  the  end  of  the  remaining  useful  life  of 
the  facility  (as  in  existence  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  section),  as  that  remain- 
ing life  may  be  extended  by— 

"(i)  retrofitting  of  equipment  or  the  mak- 
ing of  other  sigmificant  modifications  to 
meet  applicable  environmental  requirements 
or  safety  requirements; 

"(ii)  routine  repair  or  scheduled  replace- 
ment of  equipment  or  components  that  does 
not  add  to  the  capacity  of  a  waste  manage- 
ment facility;  or 

"(iii)  expansion  of  the  facility  on  land  that 
is— 

•■(I)  legally  or  equitably  owned,  or  under 
option  to  purchase  or  lease,  by  the  owner  or 
operator  of  the  facility;  and 

••(II)  covered  by  the  permit  for  the  facility 
(as  in  effect  May  15.  1994). 

"(5)  .additional  authority.— 

■•(A)  APPLICATION  of  paragraph.— This 
paragraph  applies  to  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  that,  on  or  before  .Janu- 
ary 1.  1984— 

■•(i)  adopted  regulations  under  State  law 
that  required  the  transportation  to.  and 
management  or  disposal  at.  waste  manage- 
ment facilities  in  the  State,  of— 

"(I)  all  solid  waste  from  residential,  com- 
mercial, institutional,  or  industrial  sources 
(as  defined  under  State  law);  and 

•■(III  recyclable  material  voluntarily  relin- 
quished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the  re- 
cyclable material;  and 

■■(ii)  as  of  January  1.  1984.  had  imple- 
mented those  regulations  in  the  case  of 
every  political  subdivision  of  the  State, 

■(B)  AUTHORmi',— Notwithstanding  any- 
thing to  the  contrary  in  this  section  (includ- 
ing subsection  (m)).  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  described  in  subparagraph 
(Ai  may  continue  to  exercise  flow  control  au- 
thority (including  designation  of  waste  man- 
agement facilities  in  the  State  that  meet  the 
requirements  of  subsection  (O)  for  all  classes 
and  categories  of  solid  waste  that  were  sub- 
ject to  now  control  on  January  1.  1984. 

••(6)  Flow  control  ordinance.— Notwith- 
standing anything  to  the  contrary  in  this 
section,  but  subject  to  subsection  (m).  any 
political  subdivision  which  adopted  a  flow 
control  ordinance  in  November  1991.  and  des- 
ignated facilities  to  receive  municipal  solid 
waste  prior  to  April  1,  1992.  may  exercise 
flow  control  authority  until  the  end  of  the 


remaining  life  of  all  contracts  between  the 
political  subdivision  and  any  other  persons 
regarding  the  movement  or  delivery  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  or  voluntarily  relin- 
quished recyclable  material  to  a  designated 
facility  (as  in  effect  May  15.  1994),  Such  au- 
thority shall  extend  only  to  the  specific 
classes  or  categories  of  municipal  solid 
waste  to  which  fiow  control  authority  was 
actually  applied  on  or  before  May  15.  1994. 
The  authority  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
exercised  in  accordance  with  section 
4012(b)(4). 

■■(c)  Commitment  to  Construction.— 

•■(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (bXl)  (A)  and  (B).  any  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  may  exercise  flow  control 
authority  under  subsection  (b).  if— 

"(A)(i)  the  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  specifically 
provides  for  flow  control  authority  for  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  generated  within  its 
boundaries;  and 

■•(ii)  such  authority  was  exercised  prior  to 
May  15.  1995.  and  was  being  implemented  on 
May  15.  1994. 

"(B)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  political  sub- 
division committed  to  the  designation  of  the 
particular  waste  management  facilities  or 
public  service  authority  to  which  municipal 
solid  waste  is  to  be  transported  or  at  which 
municipal  solid  waste  is  to  be  disposed  of 
under  that  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  plan, 
or  legally  binding  provision. 

•(2)  Factors  demonstrating  commit- 
ment.—A  commitment  to  the  designation  of 
waste  management  facilities  or  public  serv- 
ice authority  is  demonstrated  by  1  or  more 
of  the  following  factors; 

■•(A)  Construction  permits.— All  permits 
required  for  the  substantial  construction  of 
the  facility  were  obtained  prior  to  May  15. 
1994. 

"(B)  CoNTRAcrrs.— All  contracts  for  the 
substantial  construction  of  the  facility  were 
in  effect  prior  to  May  15.  1994. 

••(C)  Revenue  bonds.— Prior  to  May  15. 
1994.  revenue  bonds  were  presented  for  sale 
to  specifically  provide  revenue  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  facility. 

■■(D)  Construction  and  operating  per- 
mits,—The  State  or  political  subdivision 
submitted  to  the  appropriate  regulatory 
agency  or  agencies,  on  or  before  May  15.  1994. 
substantially  complete  permit  applications 
for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  fa- 
cility. 

••(d)  Formation  of  Solid  Waste  Manage- 
ment District  To  Purchase  and  Operate 
Existing  Facility.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (b)(1)  (A)  and  (B).  a  solid  waste  man- 
agement district  that  was  formed  by  a  num- 
ber of  political  subdivisions  for  the  purpose 
of  purchasing  and  operating  a  facility  owned 
by  1  of  the  political  subdivisions  may  exer- 
cise flow  control  authority  under  subsection 
(b)  if- 

••(1)  the  facility  was  fully  licensed  and  in 
operation  prior  to  May  15.  1994; 

••(2)  prior  to  April  1.  1994.  substantial  nego- 
tiations and  preparation  of  documents  for 
the  formation  of  the  district  and  purchase  of 
the  facility  were  completed; 

••(3)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  at  least  80  per- 
cent of  the  political  subdivisions  that  were 
to  participate  in  the  solid  waste  manage- 
ment district  had  adopted  ordinances  com- 
mitting the  political  subdivisions  to  partici- 
pation and  the  remaining  political  subdivi- 
sions adopted  such  ordinances  within  2 
months  after  that  date;  and 

■•(3)  the  financing  was  completed,  the  ac- 
quisition was  made,  and  the  facility  was 
placed  under  operation  by  the  solid  waste 
management  district  by  September  21,  1994. 


••(e)  CoNSTRUcrrED  and  Operated.— A  polit- 
ical subdivision  of  a  State  may  exercise  flow 
control  authority  for  municipal  solid  waste 
and  for  recyclable  material  voluntarily  re- 
linquished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the 
material  that  is  generated  within  its  juris- 
diction if— 

■•(I)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  political  sub- 
division— 

••(A)  contracted  with  a  public  service  au- 
thority or  with  its  operator  to  deliver  or 
cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  public  >.■■■.;, 
authority  substantially  all  of  the  disp  i:  :• 
municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generatod  or 
collected  by  or  is  within  or  under  the  control 
of  the  political  subdivision,  m  order  to  sup- 
port revenue  bonds  issued  by  and  in  the 
name  of  the  public  service  authority  or  on 
its  behalf  by  a  State  entity  for  waste  man- 
agement facilities;  or 

••(B)  entered  into  contracts  with  a  public 
service  authority  or  its  operator  to  deliver 
or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  public  service 
authority  substantially  all  of  the  disposable 
municipal  solid  waste  that  is  generated  or 
collected  by  or  within  the  control  of  the  po- 
litical subdivision,  which  imposed  flow  con- 
trol pursuant  to  a  law.  ordinance,  regula- 
tion, or  other  legally  binding  provision  and 
where  outstanding  revenue  bonds  were  issued 
in  the  name  of  public  .service  authorities  for 
waste  management  facilities;  and 

■•(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  public  service 
authority— 

••(A)  issued  the  revenue  bonds  or  had  issued 
on  its  behalf  by  a  State  entity  for  the  con- 
struction of  municipal  solid  waste  facilities 
to  which  the  political  subdivision's  munici- 
pal solid  waste  is  transferred  or  disposed; 
and 

••(B)  commenced  operation  of  the  facilities. 

The  authority  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
exercised  in  accordance  with  section 
4012(b)(4). 

••(f)  State-Mandated  Disposal  Serv- 
ices.—a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  may 
exercise  flow  control  authority  for  municipal 
solid  waste  and  for  recyclable  material  vol- 
untarily relinquished  by  the  owner  or  gener- 
ator of  the  material  that  is  generated  within 
its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the 
political  subdivision— 

••(1)  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
providing  for  the  operation  of  .solid  waste  fa- 
cilities to  serve  the  disposal  needs  of  all  in- 
corporated and  unincorporated  areas  of  the 
county; 

••(2)  is  required  to  initiate  a  recyclable  ma- 
terials recycling  program  in  order  to  meet  a 
municipal  solid  waste  reduction  goal  of  at 
least  30  percent; 

••(3)  has  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
to  exercise  flow  control  authority  and  had 
implemented  the  authority  through  the 
adoption  or  execution  of  a  law.  ordinance, 
regulation,  contract,  or  other  legally  binding 
provision: 

••(4)  had  incurred,  or  caused  a  public  serv- 
ice authority  to  incur,  significant  financial 
expenditures  to  comply  with  Slate  law  and 
to  repay  outstanding  bonds  that  were  issued 
specifically  for  the  construction  of  solid 
waste  management  facilities  to  which  the 
political  subdivision's  waste  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered; and 

•■(5)  the  authority  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  section 
4012(b)(4). 

•'(g)  State  Solid  Waste  Distrktt  author- 
ity.— A  solid  waste  district  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  may  exercise  fiow  con- 
trol authority  for  municipal  solid  waste  and 


for  recyclable  material  voluntarily  relin- 
quished by  the  owner  or  generator  of  the  ma- 
terial that  is  generated  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion if— 

"(1)  the  solid  waste  district,  political  sub- 
division or  municipality  within  said  district 
is  currently  required  to  initiate  a  recyclable 
materials  recycling  program  in  order  to 
meet  a  municipal  solid  waste  reduction  goal 
of  at  least  30  percent  by  the  year  2005.  and 
uses  revenues  generated  by  the  exercise  of 
flow  control  authority  strictly  to  implement 
programs  to  manage  municipal  solid  waste, 
other  than  development  of  incineration;  and 

••(2)  prior  to  May  15.  1994.  the  solid  waste 
district,  political  subdivision  or  municipal- 
ity within  .said  district — 

••(A>  was  responsible  under  State  law  for 
the  management  and  regulation  of  the  stor- 
age, collection,  processing,  and  disposal  of 
solid  wastes  within  its  jurisdiction; 

••(B)  was  authorized  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  exercise 
fiow  control  authority,  and  subsequently 
adopted  or  sought  to  exercise  the  authority 
through  a  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  regu- 
latory proceeding,  contract,  franchise,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

••(C)  was  required  by  State  statute  (en- 
acted prior  to  January  1.  1992)  to  develop  and 
implement  a  solid  waste  management  plan 
consistent  with  the  State  solid  waste  man- 
agement plan,  and  the  district  solid  waste 
management  plan  was  approved  by  the  ap- 
propriate State  agency  prior  to  September 
15.  1994. 

(h)  State-authorized  Services  and  Local 
Plan  Adoption.— A  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  may  exercise  How  control  authority 
for  municipal  solid  waste  and  for  recyclable 
material  voluntarily  relinquished  by  the 
owner  or  generator  of  the  material  that  is 
generated  within  its  jurisdiction  if.  prior  to 
May  15.  1994.  the  political  subdivision — 

(1)  had  been  authorized  by  State  statute 
which  specifically  named  the  political  sub- 
division to  exercise  Oow  control  authority 
and  had  implemented  the  authority  through 
a  law.  ordinance,  regulation,  contract,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision;  and 

(2)  had  adopted  a  local  solid  waste  manage- 
ment plan  pursuant  to  State  statute  and  was 
required  by  State  statute  to  adopt  such  plan 
in  order  to  submit  a  complete  permit  appli- 
cation to  construct  a  new  solid  waste  man- 
agement facility  proposed  in  such  plan;  and 

(3)  had  presented  for  sale  a  revenue  or  gen- 
eral obligation  bond  to  provide  for  the  site 
selection,  permitting,  or  acquisition  for  con- 
struction of  new  facilities  identified  and  pro- 
posed in  its  local  solid  waste  management 
plan:  and 

(4)  includes  a  municipality  or  municipali- 
ties required  by  State  law  to  adopt  a  local 
law  or  ordinance  to  require  that  solid  waste 
which  has  been  left  for  collection  shall  be 
separated  into  recyclable,  reusable  or  other 
components  for  which  economic  markets 
exist;  and 

(5)  is  in  a  State  that  has  aggressively  pur- 
sued closure  of  substandard  municipal  land- 
fills, both  by  regulatory  action  and  under 
statute  designed  to  protect  deep  fiow  re- 
charge areas  in  counties  where  potable  water 
supplies  are  derived  from  sole  source 
aquifers. 

••(i)  Retained  Authority.— 

••(1)  Request.— On  the  request  of  a  genera- 
tor of  municipal  solid  waste  affected  by  this 
section,  a  State  or  political  subdivision  may 
authorize  the  diversion  of  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  solid  waste  generated  by  the  generator 
making  the  request  to  an  alternative  solid 
waste  treatment  or  disposal  facility,  if  the 


purpose  of  the  request  is  to  provide  a  higher 
level  of  protection  for  human  health  and  the 
environment  or  reduce  potential  future  li- 
ability of  the  generator  under  Federal  or 
State  law  for  the  management  of  such  waste, 
unless  the  State  or  political  subdivision  de- 
termines that  the  facility  to  which  the  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  is  proposed  to  be  diverted 
does  not  provide  a  higher  level  of  protection 
for  human  health  and  the  environment  or 
does  not  reduce  the  fxjtential  future  liability 
of  the  generator  under  Federal  or  State  law 
for  the  management  of  such  waste. 

•'(2)  Contents.— A  request  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  include  information  on  the  environ- 
mental suitability  of  the  proposed  alter- 
native treatment  or  disposal  facility  and 
method,  compared  to  that  of  the  designated 
facility  and  method. 

'•(j)  Limitations  on  Revenue.— a  State  or 
political  subdivision  may  exercise  flow  con- 
trol authority  under  subsection  (b).  (c).  (d). 
or  (e)  only  if  the  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion certifies  that  the  use  of  any  of  its  reve- 
nues derived  from  the  exercise  of  that  au- 
thority will  be  used  for  solid  waste  manage- 
ment services  or  related  landfill  reclama- 
tion. 

••(k)  Reasonable  Regulation  of  Com- 
merce.—a  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  or 
other  legally  binding  provision  or  official  act 
of  a  State  or  political  subdivision,  as  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b).  (c).  (d).  or  (e).  that 
Implements  fiow  control  authority  in  com- 
pliance with  this  section  shall  be  considered 
to  be  a  reasonable  regulation  of  commerce 
retroactive  to  its  date  of  enactment  or  effec- 
tive date  and  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  an 
undue  burden  on  or  otherwise  considered  as 
impairing,  restraining,  or  discriminating 
against  interstate  commerce. 

••(1)  EFFEcrr  ON  Exis-nNG  Laws  and  Con- 
tracts.— 

'•(1)  Environmental  laws.— Nothing  in 
this  section  shall  be  construed  to  have  any 
effect  on  any  other  law  relating  to  the  pro- 
tection of  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment or  the  management  of  municipal  solid 
waste  or  recyclable  material. 

••(2)  State  law.— Nothing  in  this  section 
shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  to  exercise  the  How 
control  authority  granted  by  this  section  in 
a  manner  that  is  inconsistent  with  State 
law. 

•(3)  Ownership  of  recyclable  material.— 
Nothing  in  this  section — 

••(A)  authorizes  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division of  a  State  to  require  a  generator  or 
owner  of  recyclable  material  to  transfer  re- 
cyclable material  to  the  State  or  political 
subdivision;  or 

'•(B)  prohibits  a  generator  or  owner  of  re- 
cyclable material  from  selling,  purchasing, 
accepting,  conveying,  or  transporting  recy- 
clable material  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
formation or  remanufacture  into  usable  or 
marketable  material,  unless  the  generator  or 
owner  voluntarily  made  the  recyclable  mate- 
rial available  to  the  State  or  political  sub- 
division and  relinquished  any  right  to.  or 
ownership  of.  the  recyclable  material. 

••(m)  Repeal.— (1)  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  this  title,  authority  to  flow  con- 
trol by  directing  municipal  solid  waste  or  re- 
cyclable materials  to  a  waste  management 
facility  shall  terminate  on  the  date  that  is  30 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

■■(2)  This  section  and  the  item  "relating  to 
this  section  in  the  table  of  contents  for  sub- 
title D  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  are 
repealed  effective  as  of  the  date  that  is  30 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 


"(n)  Title  Not  Applicable  To  Listed  Fa- 
cilities.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  the  authority  to  exercise 
flow  control  shall  not  apply  to  any  facility 
thatr- 

"(1)  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
is  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List 
under  the  Comprehensive  Environmental. 
Response.  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
(42  U.S.C,  9601  et  seq.);  or 

••(2)  as  of  May  15.  1994.  was  the  subject  of  a 
pending  proposal  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  be  list- 
ed on  the  National  Priorities  List", 

SEC.  203.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  AMENDMENT. 

The  table  of  contents  for  subtitle  D  in  sec- 
tion 1001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  prec,  6901).  as  amended  by  section 
101(b).  is  amended  by  adding  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  4011  the  following  new 
item: 

••Sec.  4012.  State  and  local  government  con- 
trol of  movement  of  municipal 
solid  waste  and  recyclable  ma- 
terial.". 
TTTLE  m— GROUND  WATER  MONITORING 
SEC.  301.  GROUND  WATER  MONITORING. 

(a)  Amendment  of  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act.— Section  4010(c)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  (42  U.S.C,  6949a(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  •Criteria —Not  later  "  and 
Inserting  the  following;   •CRrrERiA.- 

'•(1)  Ln  GENERAL.— Not  later";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

••(2)  ADomoNAL  REVISIONS— Subject  to 
para^aph  (2),  the  requirements  of  the  cri- 
teria described  in  paragraph  (1)  relating  to 
ground  water  monitoring  shall  not  apply  to 
an  owner  or  operator  of  a  new  municipal 
solid  waste  landfill  unit,  an  existing  munici- 
pal solid  waste  landfill  unit,  or  a  lateral  ex- 
pansion of  a  municipal  solid  waste  landfill 
unit,  that  disposes  of  less  than  20  tons  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste  daily,  based  on  an  annual 
average,  if— 

"(A)  there  is  no  evidence  of  ground  water 
contamination  from  the  municipal  solid 
waste  landfill  unit  or  expansion;  and 

••(B)  the  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  unit 
or  expansion  serves— 

••(i)  a  community  that  exi)eriences  an  an- 
nual interruption  of  at  least  3  consecutive 
months  of  surface  transportation  that  pre- 
vents access  to  a  regional  waste  manage- 
ment facility:  or 

••(ii)  a  community  that  has  no  practicable 
waste  management  alternative  and  the  land- 
fill unit  is  located  in  an  area  that  annually 
receives  less  than  or  equal  to  25  inches  of 
precipitation. 

••(3)  Protection  of  ground  water  re- 
sources.— 

••(A)  Monitoring  recjuirement.— a  State 
may  require  ground  water  monitoring  of  a 
solid  waste  landfill  unit  that  would  other- 
wise be  exempt  under  paragraph  (2)  if  nec- 
essary to  protect  ground  water  resources  and 
ensure  compliance  with  a  State  ground 
water  protection  plan,  where  applicable. 

•■(B)  Methods. — If  a  State  requires  ground 
water  monitoring  of  a  solid  waste  landfill 
unit  under  subparagraph  (A),  the  State  may 
allow  the  use  of  a  method  other  than  the  use 
of  ground  water  monitoring  wells  to  detect  a 
release  of  contamination  from  the  unit, 

••(C)  CoRREcmvE  action —If  a  State  finds  a 
release  from  a  solid  waste  landfill  unit,  the 
State  shall  require  corrective  action  as  ap- 
propriate. 

••(4)  ALASKA  NA-nvE  VILLAGES,— Upon  cer- 
tification by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  that  application  of  the  requirements 
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of  ihe  criteria  described  in  parag^raph  (1)  to  a 
solid  waste  landfill  unit  of  a  Native  village 
(as  defined  in  section  3  of  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1602))  or 
unit  that  is  located  in  or  near  a  small,  re- 
mote Alaska  village  would  be  infeasible.  or 
would  not  be  cost-effective,  or  is  otherwise 
inappropriate  because  of  the  remote  location 
of  the  unit,  the  State  may  exempt  the  unit 
from  some  or  all  of  those  requirements.  This 
subsection  shall  apply  only  to  solid  waste 
landfill  units  that  dispose  of  less  than  20 
tons  of  municipal  solid  waste  daily,  based  on 
an  annual  average. 

■■(5)  NC>-MIGR.\TION  EXEMPTION.— 

"(A)  I.N  GE.NERAL. — Ground  water  monitor- 
ing requirements  may  be  suspended  by  the 
Director  of  an  approved  State  for  a  landfill 
operator  if  the  operator  demonstrates  that 
there  is  no  potential  for  migration  of  hazard- 
ous constituents  from  the  unit  to  the  upper- 
most aquifer  during  the  active  life  of  the 
unit  and  the  post-closure  care  period. 

■•(B)  Certification.— A  demonstration 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall — 

■■(i)  be  certified  by  a  qualified  ground- 
water scientist  and  approved  by  the  Director 
of  an  approved  State. 

••(C)  Guidance— Not  later  than  6  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  para- 
graph, the  Administrator  shall  issue  a  guid- 
ance document  to  facilitate  small  commu- 
nity use  of  the  no  migration  exemption 
under  this  paragraph. 

••(6)  Further  revisions  of  guidelines  and 
criteria— Not  later  than  April  9.  1997.  the 
Administrator  shall  promulgate  revisions  to 
the  guidelines  and  criteria  promulgated 
under  this  subchapter  to  allow  States  to  pro- 
mulgate alternate  design,  operating,  landfill 
g<is  monitoring,  financial  assurance,  and  clo- 
sure requirements  for  landfills  which  receive 
20  tons  or  less  of  municipal  solid  waste  per 
day  based  on  an  annual  average:  Provided 
That  such  alternate  requirements  are  suffi- 
cient to  protect  human  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment.". 

(b)  Reinst.\tt:ment  of  Regulatory  Exemp- 
tion.—It  is  the  intent  of  section  4010(c)(2)  of 
the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  to  immediately  reinstate  sub- 
part E  of  part  256  of  title  40.  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  as  added  by  the  final  rule  pub- 
lished at  56  Federal  Register  50798  on  October 
9,  1991. 


TITLE  rV- 


-STATE  OR  REGIO.NAL  SOLID 
WASTE  PLANS 


SEC.  401.  FINDI.Nf;. 

Section  1002(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6901(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4i  and  inserting  '•;  and";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  that  the  Nation's  improved  standard  of 
living  has  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  solid  waste  generated  per  capita, 
and  the  Nation  has  not  given  adequate  con- 
sideration to  solid  waste  reduction  strate- 
gies.' 

SEC.  402.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
ACT. 

Section  1003(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  'and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (10): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (lli  and  inserting  ":  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(12)  promoting  local  and  regional  plan- 
ning for— 

•'(A)  effective  solid  waste  collection  and 
disposal:  and 


••(B)  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies.". 
SEC.  403.  NATIONAL  POLICY. 

Section  1003(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6902(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing 'solid  waste  and"  after  ■  treneration  of. 

SEC.  404.  OBJECTIVE  OF  SUBTITLE  D  OF  SOLID 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT. 

Section  4001  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6941)  is  amended  by  inserting 
•'promote  local  and  regional  planning  for  ef- 
fective solid  waste  collection  and  disposal 
and  for  reducing  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  per  capita  through  the  use  of  solid 
waste  reduction  strategies,  and"  after  'ob- 
jectives of  this  subtitle  are  to'^. 
SEC.  405.  DISCRETIONARY  STATE  PLAN  PROVI 
SIONS. 

Section  4003  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6943)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

••(e)  Discretionary  Plan  Provisions  Re- 
lating to  Solid  Waste  Reduction  Goals. 
Local  and  Regional  Plans,  and  Issuance 
OF  Solid  Waste  Management  Permits.— Ex- 
cept as  provided  in  section  4011(a)(4),  a  State 
plan  submitted  under  this  subtitle  may  in- 
clude, at  the  option  of  the  State,  provisions 
for- 

'•(1)  establishment  of  a  State  per  capita 
solid  waste  reduction  goal,  consistent  with 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  subtitle;  and 

•'(2)  establishment  of  a  program  that  en- 
sures that  local  and  regional  plans  are  con- 
sistent with  State  plans  and  are  developed  in 
accordance  with  sections  4004.  4005.  and 
4006.  ". 

SEC.  406.  PROCEDURE  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  STATE  PLANS. 

Section  4006(b)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  6946(b))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing ■•and  discretionary  plan  provisions"  after 
•minimum  requirements^'. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PRO'VISIONS 
SEC.  501.  BORDER  STUDIES. 

(a)  Definitions.— In  this  section; 

(1)  ADMINISTRATOR —The  term  •Adminis- 
trator" means  the  Administrator  of  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency. 

(2)  M.^(iUILAIX>RA. — The  term  '  maquil- 
adora"  means  an  industry  located  in  Mexico 
along  the  border  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico. 

(3)  SOLID  WASTE.— The  term  'solid  waste" 
has  the  meaning  provided  the  term  under 
section  1004(27)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  (42  use.  6903(27)). 

(b)  In  General.— 

(1)  Study  of  solid  waste  management  is- 
sues ASSOCIATED  WITH  NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE 
TRADE  .\GREEME.NT  — As  soon  as  practicable 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  conduct  a 
study  of  solid  waste  management  issues  as- 
sociated with  increased  border  use  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  North  Amer- 
ican Free  Trade  Agreement. 

(2)  Study  of  solid  waste  .management  is- 
sues ASSOCIATED  with  UNITED  .STATES-CANADA 
FREE-TRADE  AGREEMENT.— As  soon  as  prac- 
ticable after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Administrator  may  conduct  a  simi- 
lar study  focused  on  border  traffic  of  solid 
waste  resulting  from  the  implementation  of 
the  United  States-Canada  Free-Trade  Agree- 
ment, with  respect  to  the  border  region  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Canada. 

(c)  Contents  of  Study.— A  study  con- 
ducted under  this  section  shall  provide  for 
the  following: 

(1)  A  study  of  planning  for  solid  waste 
treatment,    storage,    and   disposal    capacity 


(including  additional  landfill  capacity)  that 
would  be  necessary  to  accommodate  the  gen- 
eration of  additional  household,  commercial. 
and  industrial  wastes  by  an  increased  popu- 
lation along  the  border  involved. 

(2)  A  study  of  the  relative  impact  on  border 
communities  of  a  regional  siting  of  solid 
waste  storage  and  disposal  facilities. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  research  concerning  meth- 
ods of  tracking  of  the  transportation  of— 

(A)  materials  from  the  United  States  to 
maquiladoras;  and 

(B)  waste  from  maquiladoras  to  a  final  des- 
tination. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  a  determination  of  the  need 
for  solid  waste  materials  safety  training  for 
workers  in  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
within  the  100-mile  zone  specified  in  the 
First  Stage  Implementation  Plan  Report  for 
1992-1994  of  the  Integrated  Environmental 
Plan  for  the  Mexico-United  States  Border,  Is- 
sued by  the  Administrator  in  February  i:"'J 

(5)  A  review  of  the  adequacy  of  exi.st;:.L' 
emergency  response  networks  in  the  bo:  : 
region  involved,   including  the  adequac.v      ! 
training,  equipment,  and  personnel. 

(6)  An  analysis  of  solid  waste  management 
practices  in  the  border  region  involved,  in- 
cluding an  examination  of  methods  for  pro- 
moting source  reduction,  recycling,  and 
other  alternatives  to  landfills. 

(d)  Sources  of  iNFORMA-noN.— In  conduct- 
ing a  study  under  this  section,  the  Adminis- 
trator shall,  to  the  extent  allowable  by  law, 
solicit,  collect,  and  use  the  following  infor- 
mation: 

(1)  A  demographic  profile  of  border  land.s 
based  on  census  data  prepared  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce and.  in  the  case  of  the  study  described 
in  subsection  (b)(1).  census  data  prepared  by 
the  Government  of  Mexico. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  information  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  Customs  Service  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  concerning  solid  waste 
transported  across  the  border  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  and  the  method  of 
transportation  of  the  waste. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (h)(1).  information  concerning  the 
type  and  volume  of  materials  used  in 
maquiladoras. 

(4)(A)  Immigration  data  prepared  by  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

(B)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  immigration  data  prepared 
by  the  Government  of  Mexico. 

(5)  Information  relating  to  the  infrastruc- 
ture of  border  land,  including  an  accounting 
of  the  number  of  landfills,  wastewater  treat- 
ment systems,  and  solid  waste  treatment, 
storage,  and  disposal  facilities. 

(6)  A  listing  of  each  site  in  the  border  re- 
gion involved  where  solid  waste  is  treated, 
stored,  or  disposed  of. 

(7)  In  the  case  of  the  study  described  in 
subsection  (b)(1).  a  profile  of  the  industries 
in  the  region  of  the  border  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Mexico. 

(e)  Consultation  and  Cooperation.— In 
carrying  out  this  section,  the  Administrator 
shall  consult  with  the  following  entities  in 
reviewing  study  activities: 

(1)  With  respect  to  reviewing  the  study  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)(1).  States  and  polit- 
ical subdivisions  of  States  (including  munici- 
palities and  counties)  in  the  region  of  the 
border  between  the  United  States  and  Mex- 
ico. 

(2)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  agencies  (in- 
cluding the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,   the 


Secretary  of  Housing,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  and  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce) and  with  respect  to  reviewing  the 
study  described  in  sub.section  (b)(1).  equiva- 
lent officials  of  the  Government  of  Mexico, 

(f)  Reports  to  Congress.— On  completion 
of  the  studies  under  this  section,  the  Admin- 
istrator shall,  not  later  than  2  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  submit  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  re- 
ports that  summarize  the  findings  of  the 
studies  and  propose  methods  by  which  solid 
waste  border  traffic  may  be  tracked,  from 
source  to  destination,  on  an  annual  basis. 

(g)  Border  Study  Delay— The  conduct  of 
the  study  described  in  subsection  (b)(2)  shall 
not  delay  or  otherwise  affect  completion  of 
the  study  described  in  subsection  (b)(1). 

(h)  Funding.— If  any  funding  needed  to  con- 
duct the  studies  required  by  this  section  is 
not  otherwise  available,  the  President  may 
transfer  to  the  Administrator,  for  use  in  con- 
ducting the  studies,  any  funds  that  have 
been  appropriated  to  the  President  under 
section  533  of  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement  Implementation  Act  (19 
U.S.C.  3473)  that  are  in  excess  of  the  amount 
needed  to  carry  out  that  section.  States  that 
wish  to  participate  in  study  will  be  asked  to 
contribute  to  the  costs  of  the  study.  The 
terms  of  the  cost  share  shall  be  negotiated 
between  the  Environmental  Protection 
.•\gency  and  the  State. •', 

SEC.    502.    STUDY    OF    INTERSTATE    HAZARDOUS 
WASTE  TRANSPORT. 

(a)  Definition  of  Hazardous  Waste.— In 
this  section,  the  term  'hazardous  waste"  has 
the  meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
.■\gency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quantity  of  hazardous  waste  that  is 
being  transported  across  State  lines;  and 

(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported waste. 

SEC.  503.  STUDY  OF  INTERSTATE  SLUDGE  TRANS- 
PORT. 

(a)  Definitions— In  this  section: 

(1)  Sewage  sludge.— The  term  'sewage 
.sludge"— 

(A)  means  solid,  semisolid,  or  liquid  resi- 
due generated  during  the  treatment  of  do- 
mestic sewage  in  a  treatment  works;  and 

(B)  includes — 

(i)  domestic  septage; 

(ii)  .scum  or  a  solid  removed  in  a  primary, 
secondary,  or  advanced  wastewater  treat- 
ment process;  and 

(iii)  material  derived  from  sewage  sludge 
las  otherwise  defined  in  this  paragraph);  but 

(C)  does  not  include — 

(i)  ash  generated  during  the  firing  of  sew- 
age sludge  (as  otherwise  defined  in  this  para- 
graph) in  a  sewage  sludge  incinerator;  or 

(ii)  grit  or  screenings  generated  during  pre- 
liminary treatment  of  domestic  sewage  in  a 
treatment  works. 

(2)  Sludge.— The  term  'sludge  "  has  the 
meaning  provided  in  section  1004  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6903). 

(b)  Study.— Not  later  than  3  years  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
.■\gency  shall  conduct  a  study,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study,  to  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  quantity  of  sludge  (including  sew- 
age sludge)  that  is  being  transported  across 
State  lines:  and 


(2)  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  trans- 
ported sludge. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  and  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  resume  the  pending  busi- 
ness. S.  395,  which  the  clerk  will  re- 
port. 

A  bill  (S.  395)  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  to  sell  the  Alaska  Power 
Marketing  Administration,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Murkowski  amendment  No.  1078,  to  au- 
thorize exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude 
oil. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
appreciate  the  Chair  calling  up  the 
pending  legislation.  I  have  been  in  con- 
versations with  the  Senator  from 
Washington  with  regard  to  concerns 
that  she  has  expressed,  and  I  am  told 
that  there  are  some  amendments  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  is  inter- 
ested in  pursuing.  I  have  not  had  an  op- 
portunity to  review  the  amendments, 
but  I  intend  to  take  this  opportunity  as 
soon  as  possible  and  have  our  staffs  at- 
tempt to  resolve  the  concerns  of  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  and  It  would 
be  my  intent  to  attempt  to  do  this 
with  dispatch. 

Mr.  President,  currently  the  staffs 
are  pursuing  an  evaluation.  I  want  to 
ask  the  Chair  the  pending  business  be- 
fore the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  S.  395  and  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment  No.  1078. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Have  the  yeas  and 
nays  been  ordered? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton would  entertain,  for  a  moment,  an 
opportunity,  so  that  we  may  try  to  ac- 
commodate the  amendments,  and  if 
there  is  any  objection  if  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum,  and  after  we  have 
had  a  chance  to  talk,  ask  that  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded  so  that  we 
may  move  into  the  bill. 

I  think  there  is  one  other  Senator 
who  is  coming  who  wishes  to  speak 
with  regard  to  an  amendment  that  is 
pending  on  our  side.  I  do  not  see  that 
Senator  here  at  this  time.  So  rather 
than  to  take  up  this  time  that  could  be 
used  in  negotiating  the  amendments  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  if  there 


is  no  objection,  I  will  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  will  not  object.  I 
want  it  to  be  noted  that  there  are  sev- 
eral Senators  I  need  to  check  with,  but 
we  can  go  ahead  and  go  into  a  quorum 
call  and  discuss  this. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  able 
to  proceed  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
may  proceed 


A  CRIME  BILL 


Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  continue  my  discussion  of  the 
crime  bill  that  I  intend  to  introduce  to- 
morrow. As  I  pointed  out,  there  are 
really  two  basic  issues  that  we  always 
need  to  address  when  we  look  at  a 
crime  bill.  First,  what  is  the  proper 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
fighting  crime  in  this  country,  under- 
standing that  over  95  p«ircent  of  all 
criminal  prosecutions  really  are  done 
at  the  local  level?  The  second  question 
we  always  have  to  ask  is,  what  really 
works?  WTiat  matters?  What  makes  a 
difference? 

Last  Wednesday  I  discussed  these  is- 
sues with  specific  reference  to  crime- 
fighting  technology.  We  have  an  out- 
standing technology  base  in  this  coun- 
try, a  technology  base  that  will  do  a 
great  deal  to  help  us  catch  criminals. 
But,  quite  frankly  and  candidly,  we 
must  expand  this  base.  Technology 
does  in  fact  matter,  but  we  need  the 
Federal  Government  to  be  more 
proactive  in  getting  the  States  on  line 
with  this  technology. 

Having  a  terrific  national  criminal 
record  system  or  huge  DNA  data  base, 
or  an  automated  fingerprint  data  base 
in  Washington,  DC.  is  good.  But  it  will 
not  really  do  the  job  if  the  police  offi- 
cer in  Henry  County,  Trumbull  County, 
Greene  County,  Clark  County.  OH,  cjan- 
not  tap  into  it;  if  they  cannot  get  into 
it,  put  their  own  information  in  and 
get  the  information  back  out. 

What  my  legislation  does  is  drive  the 
money  down  to  the  local  community  to 
help  build  this  database  system  from 
the  ground  up.  My  legislation  would 
help  bring  these  local  police  depart- 
ments on  line.  It  would  help  them  con- 
tribute to  and  benefit  from  this  emerg- 
ing nationwide  crimefighting  database. 

Mr.  President,  on  Thursday  I  dis- 
cussed another  aspect  of  my  bill.  I  dis- 
cussed what  we  have  to  do  to  get  armed 
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career  criminals  off  our  streets,  to  get 
them  locked  up  and  away  from  our 
children  and  our  families.  I  talked 
about  a  program  called  Project  Trigger 
Lock  that  targeted  criminals  who  use 
guns  and  targeted  them  in  the  Federal 
court  and  prosecuted  them  in  Federal 
court.  My  legislation  would  bring  back 
"Project  Trigger  Lock."  Further,  it 
would  toughen  the  laws  against  crimi- 
nals who  use  guns. 

We  have  to  lock  up  armed  career 
criminals.  If  we  are  trying  to  figure  out 
what  works  and  what  does  not  work,  if 
we  are  trying  to  figure  out  what  is  im- 
portant and  what  is  not  important, 
what  priority  the  U.S.  Attorney  Gen- 
eral should  place  on  different  types  of 
crime,  what  the  priority  of  U.S.  attor- 
neys scattered  throughout  this  country' 
should  be,  I  cannot  think  of  anything 
more  important  than  going  after  re- 
peat violent  offenders  who  use  a  gun  in 
the  commission  of  a  felony. 

Mr.  President,  the  third  area  of  the 
bill  that  I  talked  about  on  Friday  has 
to  do  with  crime  victims.  Quite  frank- 
ly, in  too  many  ways  our  criminal  jus- 
tice system  has  treated  criminals  like 
they  are  victims  and  victims  like  they 
are  criminals.  My  legislation  contains 
a  number  of  provisions  that  would 
make  the  system  more  receptive  to  the 
rights  and  claims  of  crime  victims. 

Another  area:  On  Monday  I  turned  to 
another  provision  of  my  bill.  I  talked 
about  what  we  had  to  do  to  get  more 
police  officers  on  the  streets,  and  par- 
ticularly how  we  had  to  get  police  offi- 
cers into  crime-infested  areais  and  how 
we  had  to  target  the  finite  tax  dollars 
that  we  have  so  that  we  spend  these 
dollars  and  that  we  put  these  police  of- 
ficers in  areas  where  it  would  make  the 
most  difference,  because  the  simple 
fact  is  when  you  put  police  officers  on 
the  street,  when  they  are  deployed  cor- 
rectly, crime  does  go  down.  My  legisla- 
tion reflects  this  plain  fact.  My  bill 
over  a  5-year  period  of  time  will  spend 
$5  billion  on  putting  police  officers  on 
the  street.  But  my  bill  would  target 
the  money  to  America's  most  crime- 
threatened  communities. 

Further,  my  bill,  unlike  the  bill  that 
passed  last  year,  unlike  the  President's 
bill,  would  pay  the  full  cost  of  these  po- 
lice officers  and  would  pay  them  for 
not  just  3  years,  not  just  put  them  out 
for  3  years,  but  would  do  that  for  5 
years.  We  target  the  money  to  the 
highest  crime  areas  in  the  country,  the 
250  highest  crime  areas.  We  pay  for  the 
police  officers  to  go  in  there,  and  we 
fully  pay  for  them  not  at  75  percent  but 
at  100  percent  a  year  and  we  do  it  for  5 
years  instead  of  3  years. 

Today  I  would  like  to  discuss  another 
part  of  my  crime  bill.  That  is  the  need 
for  local  flexibility  in  fighting  crime. 
As  I  pointed  out,  90  to  95  percent  of  the 
criminal  prosecutions  in  this  country 
do  not  take  place  at  the  Federal  level. 
Rather,  they  take  place  at  the  State 
and      local      level,      in      communities 


throughout  this  country.  Crime  is  a 
local  community  problem.  The  late 
Speaker  of  the  House,  •'Tip"  O'Neill, 
used  to  say  that  all  politics  is  local.  It 
would  not  be  too  much  of  an  exaggera- 
tion to  say  the  same  is  true  of  crime, 
that  all  crime  is  local— just  about  any- 
way. I  think  that  any  Federal  crime 
legislation  to  be  truly  effective  has  to 
take  this  basic  fact  into  account. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  historic  year. 
From  welfare  to  health  care  America 
today  is  conducting  a  fundamental  de- 
bate on  the  issue  of  which  level  of  gov- 
ernment is  in  fact  best  suited  to  under- 
take which  responsibilities.  What  we 
are  frankly  seeing  this  year  is  a  thor- 
ough reexamination  of  the  meaning  of 
federalism.  This  historic  debate  offers 
a  terrific  opportunity  to  rethink  the 
role  of  Government  and  to  make  our 
Government  work  better. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  in  this  historic 
year  when  we  are  having  this  fun- 
damental debate  about  federalism,  the 
proper  role  of  the  Federal  Government, 
the  State  government  and  the  local 
government,  I  think  it  would  be  a  ter- 
rible shame  if  we  did  not  extend  this 
debate  to  the  issue  of  crime.  We  will 
never  have  a  better  opportunity  than 
the  present  to  focus  our  national  atten- 
tion on  crime  as  a  fundamentally  local 
problem;  that  is,  the  problem  to  be 
dealt  with  at  the  local  level  by  local 
authorities.  For  this  reason  my  crime 
legislation  applies  to  the  principle  of 
local  flexibility,  local  flexibility  to  this 
fight  against  crime. 

Yesterday  I  talked  a  little  bit  about 
my  objections  to  some  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  President's  plan  to  put  po- 
lice officers  on  the  street.  Specifically, 
I  pointed  out  that  the  President's  scat- 
tershot approach  sent  police  officers. 
frc:nkly,  in  too  many  directions.  Some 
of  these  places  did  not  need  extra  po- 
lice nearly  as  much  as  some  other  com- 
munities. The  result  of  this  approach, 
the  Clinton  approach,  is  to  put  too  few 
police  officers  where  the  police  are  the 
most  needed.  That  is  why  in  my  crime 
legislation  we  spend  $5  billion  for  po- 
lice but  we  target  that  money.  Whereas 
the  Clinton  administration  spends  $8.8 
billion,  we  spend  only  $5  billion,  but  we 
target  that  money  and  we  target  it 
into  the  250  communities  in  this  coun- 
try where  the  crime  rate  is  the  highest. 
We  do  it  on  a  statistical  basis,  and  we 
do  it  on  a  basis  that  I  think  makes 
eminent  common  sense. 

I  am  convinced  that  by  targeting  the 
extra  police  only  to  extremely  high- 
crime  areas,  we  can  accomplish  a  lot 
more  with  this  $5  billion  over  5  years 
than  the  President  can  accomplish 
with  his  $8.8  billion  over  a  5-year  pe- 
riod. 

The  $3.8  billion  that  is  left  over, 
along  with  an  additional  $3.2  billion  in 
uncommitted  funds  provided  under  my 
legislation,  would  be  turned  over  to 
local  communities  to  use  as  they  see 
fit.  Let  me  stop  at  this  point  and  make 


a  point  that  I  hope  is  clear.  But  I  want 
to  make  sure  that  my  colleagues  un- 
derstand this.  Our  bill  does  not  spend 
any  more  money.  Our  bill  takes  the 
basic  $30  billion  that  we  have  been  de- 
bating now  for  the  last  several  years 
and  spends  it  differently,  spends  it.  I 
think,  more  appropriately. 

The  dollar  figures  I  am  talking  about 
to  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  today  I 
indicate  is  not  one  penny  more  than 
was  indicated  under  any  of  the  other 
bills  that  have  been  introduced  or  indi- 
cated under  the  President's  plan. 

Let  me  talk  a  little  bit  about  this 
discretionary  money  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about. 

I  have  worked  at  the  local  level.  I 
have  worked  as  an  assistant  county 
prosecutor.  I  have  worked  as  the  elect- 
ed county  prosecutor  of  my  home  coun- 
ty, worked  at  the  Federal  level  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  as  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. I  have  been  in  the  Ohio  State  Sen- 
ate, and  I  have  served  as  Lieutenant 
Governor.  I  have  had  occasion  to  com- 
pare the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  at 
all  levels  of  government.  To  be  honest, 
a  sheriff  or  county  prosecutor,  chief  of 
police,  or  county  commissioner  in  my 
home  county  or  your  home  county,  Mr. 
President,  and  many  of  the  home  coun- 
ties of  our  other  colleagues  know  a  lot 
more  about  how  crime  money  should  be 
spent  than  does  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  U.S  Attorney  Gen- 
eral or  this  Senator  or  this  body. 

Under  the  proposal  contained  in  my 
crime  legislation,  local  government  of- 
ficials will  get  Federal  money,  and 
what  they  do  with  it  will  be  up  to 
them.  They  will  be  able  to  spend  that 
money  based  on  local  needs,  local  con- 
cerns, local  priorities. 

Yesterday,  I  discussed  my  proposal  to 
pay  for  extra  police  officers  in  the 
highest  crime  areas  in  America.  The 
250  most  crime-infested  areas  in  Amer- 
ica are  eligible  undei-  my  bill  for  police 
funding.  Other  areas,  areas  that  are  not 
included  in  the  list  of  the  250  worst 
crime  areas,  may  decide,  if  they  wish, 
that  they  need  extra  police  officers.  If 
that  is  the  case,  they  may  choose  to 
spend  the  dollars  they  get  from  this  $7 
billion  local  flexibility  fund  to  pay  for 
the  extra  police  officers.  My  bill  allows 
them  that  flexibility.  They  can  use  the 
money  to  hire,  train,  and  employ  these 
police  officers,  maybe  put  them  out  on 
the  street.  They  can  use  it  to  pay  over- 
time for  police  officers  that  they  al- 
ready have  which,  frankly,  may,  de- 
pending on  the  jurisdiction  and  the  ec- 
onomics involved,  be  the  best  use  of 
the  funds.  Or  they  can  use  it  to  buy 
extra  technology  that  is  already  cov- 
ered in  this  bill.  They  can  use  it  to  beef 
up  school  security,  either  by  deploying 
extra  police  or  adding  measures  like 
metal  detectore.  They  can  use  it  to  es- 
tablish and  run  crime-prevention  pro- 
grams like  Neighborhood  Watch  and 
citizen  patrol  programs  and  programs 


to  combat  domestic  violence  and  juve- 
nile crime.  They  can  use  it  to  establish 
early  intervention  and  prevention  pro- 
grams for  juveniles  to  reduce  or  elimi- 
nate crime. 

There  was  a  vigorous  debate  last  year 
about  the  issue  of  crime  prevention. 
One  thing  I  have  learned  in  my  years  in 
local  law  enforcement  is  that  even 
more  than  most  programs  crime  pre- 
vention programs  really  have  to  be 
grown  locally  to  be  effective. 

When  you  travel  Ohio,  as  I  have  done, 
or  Minnesota,  or  Wisconsin,  and  you 
look  at  crime  prevention  programs,  I 
suspect  in  other  States  you  find  what  I 
have  found  in  Ohio,  and  that  is  the 
quality  of  those  programs  depends 
upon  the  local  people.  It  depends  on 
who  is  running  the  program,  the  dedi- 
cation of  that  particular  individual. 
This  is  not  something  that  Washington 
can  take  a  cookie  cutter  and  duplicate, 
replicate  across  the  country.  They 
have  to  be  grown  locally. 

It  is  clear  that  we  have  to  go  after 
those  also  who  have  chosen  a  life  of 
crime.  We  have  to  apprehend  them.  We 
have  to  convict  them.  But  we  also  have 
to  reach  out  to  the  young  people  who 
are  at  risk  in  this  country.  We  have  to 
reach  out  to  them  before — before — they 
embark  on  a  life  of  crime. 

The  best  ideas  on  how  to  do  this  are 
not  in  Washington.  DC.  surprisingly.  It 
is  not  with  Government  bureaucrats,  in 
Washington.  It  is,  rather,  locally.  Gov- 
ernment bureaucrats  in  Washington, 
Mr.  President,  do  not  know  the  kids  in 
Greene  County,  OH.  Do  you  know  who 
does''  The  people  in  Greene  County — 
Jerry  Irwin,  our  county  sheriff;  the 
county  prosecuting  attorney.  Bill 
Schenck.  I  could  go  on  and  on.  That  is 
why  I  wish  to  empower  people  such  as 
County  Sheriff  Jerry  Irwin,  or  County 
Prosecutor  Bill  Schenck  through  this 
proposal. 

Mr.  President,  to  mandate  a  preven- 
tion program  from  Washington,  DC,  is 
absurd.  Let  us  trust  the  people  on  the 
ground,  the  local  law  enforcers  who 
know  the  young  people  in  their  com- 
munities. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  there  is  a  basic  insight  that  the 
American  people  imparted  to  all  of  us 
last  November.  I  hope  we  heard  the 
message.  That  message  was  fairly  sim- 
ple and  basic,  that  Government  is  best 
which  is  closest  to  the  people. 

I  have  worked  to  incorporate  this 
basic  principle  into  the  legislation  that 
I  will  be  introducing  tomorrow. 

At  this  time,  I  yield  the  floor. 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

.\ME.VDMKNT  NO,  1078  WITHDR.WVN 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  amendment  No.  1078  at 
this  time. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  that  right  and  the  amendment 
is  so  withdrawn. 

The  amendment  (No.  1078)  was  with- 
drawn. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1101 

(Purpose;  To  provide  for  the  energy  security 
of  the  Nation  through  encouraging  the  pro- 
duction of  domestic  oil  and  gas  resources 
in  deep  water  on  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  for  other 
purposes) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  John- 
ston], for  himself,  Mr.  Murkowski,  and  Mr. 
Breaux,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1101 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abraha.m).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  as  a  new  Title  III: 
•TITLE  III:  OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF 
DEEP  WATER  ROYALTi'  RELIEF 

Sec.  301.— This  Title  may  be  referred  to  as 
the  "Outer  Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water 
Royalty  Relief  Act". 

Sec  302.  Amendments  to  the  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf  Lands  Act.— Section  8(a)  of 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act.  (43 
U.S.C.  1337(a)(3)),  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (3)  in  Its  entirety  and  inserting 
the  following; 

••(3)(A)  The  Secretary  may,  in  order  to— 

■■(i)  promote  development  or  increased  pro- 
duction uii  pruUucitig  ur  nuii-pruduciiig 
leases;  or 

"(ii>  encourage  production  of  marginal  re- 
sources on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases;  through  primary,  secondary,  or  ter- 
tiary recovery  means,  reduce  or  eliminate 
any  royalty  or  net  profit  share  set  forth  in 
the  lease(s).  With  the  lessee's  consent,  the 
Secretary  may  make  other  modifications  to 
the  royalty  or  net  profit  share  terms  of  the 
lease  in  order  to  achieve  these  purposes. 

"(B)(i)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  this  subparagraph,  with 
respect  to  any  lease  or  unit  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act 
meeting  the  requirements  of  this  subpara- 
graph, no  royalty  payments  shall  be  due  on 
new  production,  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  of 
this  subparagraph,  from  any  lease  or  unit  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
.\reas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that 
portion  of  the  Eastern  Planning  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees,  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  until  such  volume  of  produc- 
tion as  determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii» 
has  been  produced  by  the  lessee. 

"(ii)  Upon  submission  of  a  complete  appli- 
cation by  the  lessee,  the  Secretary  shall  de- 
termine within  180  da.vs  of  such  application 
whether  new  production  from  such  lease  or 


unit  would  be  economic  in  the  absence  of  the 
relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royalties 
provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of  this  subpara- 
graph. In  making  such  determination,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider  the  increased  Usch- 
nological  and  financial  risk  of  deep  water  de- 
velopment and  all  costs  associated  with  ex- 
ploring, developing,  and  producing  from  the 
lease.  The  lessee  shall  provide  information 
required  for  a  complete  application  to  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  determination.  The 
Secretary  shall  clearly  define  the  informa- 
tion required  for  a  complete  application 
under  this  section.  Such  application  may  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  an  individual  lease  or 
unit.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
new  production  would  be  economic  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  relief  from  the  requirement  to 
pay  royalties  provided  for  by  clause  (1)  of 
this  subparagraph,  the  provisions  of  clause 
(i)  shall  not  apply  to  such  production.  If  the 
Secretary  determlnts  that  such  new  produc- 
tion would  not  be  economic  in  the  absence  of 
the  relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royal- 
ties provided  for  by  clause  (ii,  the  Secretary 
must  determine  the  volume  of  production 
from  the  lease  or  unit  on  which  no  royalties 
would  be  due  in  order  to  make  such  new  pro- 
duction economically  viable:  except  that  for 
new  production  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  (aa). 
in  no  case  will  that  volume  be  less  than  17.5 
million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  in  water 
depths  of  200  to  400  meters.  52.5  million  bar- 
rels of  oil  equivalent  in  400-800  meters  of 
water,  and  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equiva- 
lent in  water  depths  greater  than  800  meters. 
Redetermination  of  the  applicability  of 
clause  (i)  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  Sec- 
retary when  requested  by  the  lessee  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  new  production 
and  upon  significant  change  in  the  factors 
upon  which  the  original  determination  was 
made.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  rede- 
termination within  120  days  of  submission  of 
a  complete  application.  "The  Secretary  may 
extend  the  time  period  for  making  any  deter- 
mination or  redetermination  under  this 
clause  for  30  days,  or  longer  if  agreed  to  by 
the  applicant,  if  circumstances  so  warrant. 
The  lessee  shall  be  notified  in  writing  of  any 
determination  or  redetermination  and  the 
reasons  for  and  assumptions  used  for  such 
determination.  Any  determination  or  rede- 
termination under  this  clause  shall  be  a  final 
agency  action.  The  Secretary's  determina- 
tion or  redetermination  shall  be  judicially 
reviewable  under  section  10(a)  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Procedures  Act.  5  U.S.C.  Sec.  702, 
only  for  actions  filed  within  30  days  of  the 
Secretary's  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion. 

"(iii)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  fails 
to  make  the  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion called  for  in  clause  (ii)  upon  application 
by  the  lessee  within  the  time  period,  to- 
gether with  any  extension  thereof,  provided 
for  by  clause  (ii),  no  royalty  payments  shall 
be  due  on  new  production  as  follows: 

"(I)  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (iv)(I)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  accord- 
ing to  the  schedule  of  minimum  volumes 
specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph. 

"(II)  For  new  production,  as  defined  In 
clause  (ivMlI)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  for  one 
year  following  the  start  of  such  production. 

"(iv)  For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  'new  production'  is— 

"(I)  any  production  from  a  lease  from 
which  no  royalties  are  due  on  production, 
other  than  test  production,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act;  or 
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"(II)  any  production  resulting  from  lease 
development  activities  pursuant  to  a  Devel- 
opment Operations  Coordination  Document, 
or  supplement  thereto  that  would  expand 
production  significantly  beyond  the  level  an- 
ticipated in  the  Development  Operations  Co- 
ordination Document,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty 
Relief  Act. 

"(V)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clauses  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
light  sweet  crude  oil  exceeds  $28.00  per  bar- 
rel, any  production  of  oil  will  be  subject  to 
royalties  at  the  lease  stipulated  royalty 
rate.  Any  production  subject  to  this  clause 
shall  be  counted  toward  the  production  vol- 
ume determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or 
(iii).  Estimated  royalty  payments  will  be 
made  if  such  average  of  the  closing  prices  for 
the  previous  year  exceeds  S28.00.  After  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year,  when  the  new  aver- 
age price  can  be  calculated,  lessees  will  pay 
any  royalties  due.  with  interest  but  without 
penalty,  or  can  apply  for  a  refund,  with  in- 
terest, of  any  overpayment. 

■■(vi)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
natural  gas  exceeds  $3.50  per  million  British 
thermal  units,  any  production  of  natural  gas 
will  be  subject  to  royalties  at  the  lease  stip- 
ulated royalty  rate.  Any  production  subject 
to  this  clause  shall  be  counted  toward  the 
production  volume  determined  pursuant  to 
clauses  (ii)  or  (iii).  Estimated  royalty  pay- 
ments will  be  made  if  such  average  of  the 
closing  prices  for  the  previous  year  exceeds 
$3.50.  After  the  end  of  the  calendar  year, 
when  the  new  average  price  can  be  cal- 
culated, lessees  will  pay  any  royalties  due, 
with  interest  but  without  penalty,  or  can 
apply  for  a  refund,  with  interest,  of  any  over- 
payment. 

■•(vii)  The  prices  referred  to  in  clauses  (v) 
and  (vi)  of  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
changed  during  any  calendar  year  after  1994 
by  the  percentage,  if  any.  by  which  the  im- 
plicit price  deflator  for  the  gross  domestic 
product  changed  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year  " 

Sec.  303.  New  Leases.— 

Section  8  (a)(1)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act,  as  amended.  (43  U.S.C. 
1337(a)(1))  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Redesignate  section  8(a)(lHH)  as  section 
8<a)(l)(I):  and 

(2)  Add  a  new  section  8(a)(1)(H)  as  follows; 
••(H)  cash  bonus  bid  with  royalty  at  no  less 

than  12  and  '-s  per  centum  fixed  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  amount  or  value  of  production 
saved,  removed,  or  sold,  and  with  suspension 
of  royalties  for  a  period,  volume,  or  value  of 
production  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
Such  suspensions  may  vary  based  on  the 
price  of  production  from  the  lease." 

Sec.  304.  Le.\se  Sales.— For  all  tracts  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning  Area 
of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that  portion 
of  the  Eastern  Planning  Area  of  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease  blocks 
lying  west  of  87  degrees.  30  minutes  West  lon- 
gitude, any  lease  sale  within  five  years  of  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  shall  use  the 
bidding  system  authorized  in  Section 
8(a)(1)(H)  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Lands  Act,  as  amended  by  this  title,  except 
that  the  suspension  of  royalties  shall  be  set 
at  a  volume  of  not  less  than  the  following: 


(1)  17.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  of  200  to  400  meters; 

(2)  52.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  400  to  800  meters  of  water;  and 

(3)  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  greater  than  800  me- 
ters. 

Sec.  305.  Regulations.— The  Secretary 
shall  promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  are  necessary  to  implement  the  provisions 
of  this  title  within  180  days  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  Mxm- 
KOWSKI  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  this 
amendment,  and  that  David  Applegate, 
a  fellow  of  the  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee,  be  given  privileges 
of  the  floor  during  pendency  of  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Senator  Breaux  be  added 
as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  gross 
oil  imports  to  the  United  States  today 
are  over  50  percent,  and  they  are  sched- 
uled to  be  over  60  percent  by  the  year 
2010.  For  this  reason,  in  February  of 
this  year.  President  Clinton  announced 
the  President's  finding  that  the  Na- 
tion's growing  reliance  on  imports  of 
crude  oil  and  refined  petroleum  prod- 
ucts threaten  the  Nation's  security  be- 
cause of  the  increased  vulnerability  of 
U.S.  oil  supply  disruptions. 

This  being  the  problem,  how  do  we 
solve  it  at  a  time  of  growing  deficits, 
at  a  time  of  money  shortage,  at  a  time 
when  we  have  no  money  to  apply  to 
any  kind  of  energy  technology?  The 
way  we  do  it.  Mr.  President,  is  by  this 
amendment,  which  provides  that  with 
respect  to  eyistlng  leases  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  in  over  200  meters  of  water, 
where  the  development  expenses  are 
very,  very  great  and  where  wells  other- 
wise would  not  be  drilled  unless  given 
some  incentive,  there  be  a  discre- 
tionary incentive  given  for  both  exist- 
ing leases  and  new  leases  according  to 
a  carefully  worked  out  formula, 
worked  out  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  say  it  is  discre- 
tionary, it  is  discretionary  in  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  must  analyze 
all  of  these  leases  and  with  respect  to 
any  lease  which  he  determines  would 
othenvise  be  drilled,  there  is  no  incen- 
tive given,  there  is  no  royalty  holiday 
given.  It  is  only  with  respect  to  those 
leases  that  would  not  otherwise  be 
drilled,  either  existing  or  future  leases, 
that  this  amendment  would  provide 
that  incentive. 

So  it  is  for  this  reason  this  amend- 
ment has  been  scored  as  costing  zero 
by  CBO  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
would  make  money  for  the  American 
taxpayer  and  for  the  budget  because, 
obviously,  if  you  have  a  lease  that  oth- 
erwise would  not  be  drilled,  which  is 
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drilled,  it  has  positive  economic  im- 
pact from  the  salaries  paid  to  the 
workers  by  the  oil  company  to  drill  the 
well,  and  if  oil  is  found,  then  there  is 
royalty  to  be  paid  even  with  the  roy- 
alty holiday  because  the  royalty  holi- 
day is  not  complete. 

This  was  worked  out  last  year  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  It  took 
us  a  long  time  to  work  out  the  for- 
mulas, the  amount  of  the  incentive. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  wanted 
the  amount  of  the  incentive  to  be  suffi- 
cient but  not  too  much.  That  took  a 
lot  of  negotiating.  The  whole  matter  of 
negotiation  took  a  long  period  of  time. 
After  working  it  out  last  year,  we  in- 
troduced the  legislation  this  year  as  S. 
158.  The  administration  has  testified  on 
this  in  an  affirmative  way.  It  is  a  piece 
of  legislation  that  is  going  to  make 
money  for  the  Treasury  and  is  going  to 
help  our  energy  balance. 

According  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  it  should  bring  on  at  least  two 
new  fields  with  approximately  150  mil- 
lion barrels  of  oil  equivalent  from  ex- 
isting leases  and  it  significantly  im- 
proves the  economics  of  10  to  12  pos- 
sible and  probable  fields. 

As  we  know,  Mr.  President,  the  OCS 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  has  been  the 
United  States'  most  promising  region 
for  new  discoveries.  In  1993.  98  percent 
of  new  crude  oilfields  and  76  percent  of 
new  gasfields  discovered  in  the  United 
States  were  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  is  a  way  to 
offset  that  S46  billion  of  deficits  which 
is  attributable  to  net  energy  imports. 
It  is  40  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  mer- 
chandise deficit  of  $116  billion.  For  this 
reason.  Mr.  President.  I  think  this  is 
an  excellent  amendment  backed  by  the 
administration  which  will  help  our  en- 
ergy balance  a  great  deal. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  letter  from  Bob  Armstrong. 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
backing  this  amendment  be  printed  in 
the  Rk;cord. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
U.S.  Department  of  the  I.nterior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington.  DC,  May  16.  1995. 
Hon.  J.  Bennett  Johnston. 
Ranking  Minority  Member.  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources.   U.S.  Seriate. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  I  understand 
that  you  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  to  S. 
395  to  provide  Outer  Continenul  Shelf  (OCS) 
deep  water  royalty  relief  to  leases  in  the 
Central  and  Western  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

We  support  this  amendment  and  believe  it 
is  consistent  with  the  Administration's  ob- 
jectives with  respect  to  OCS  exploration  and 
development  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  deep 
water  areas  of  the  Gulf  contain  some  of  the 
most  promising  exploration  targets  in  the 
United  States,  but  industry  confronts  sub- 
stantial economic  and  technological  chal- 
lenges in  bringing  them  into  production.  The 
responsible  and  orderly  development  of  these 
resources  is  truly  in  the  national  interest. 
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The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
advised  that  it  has  no  objection  to  the  pres- 
entation of  these  views  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely. 

Bob  Armstrong. 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  having  been  sug- 
gested, the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  support  the  measure  before  us 
lifting  the  22-year-old  export  restric- 
tions on  domestic  crude  oil  produced 
on  Alaska's  North  Slope. 

I  commend  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Alaska,  the  chairman  of 
the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee,  for  bringing  this  legisla- 
tion to  the  floor. 

Clearly,  the  time  has  come  for  Con- 
gress to  repeal  an  outdated  law  that  no 
longer  serves  its  intended  purpose. 
When  the  export  restrictions  on  Alas- 
kan crude  oil  were  originally  enacted, 
many  people  believed  that  the  legisla- 
tion would  enhance  our  long-term  en- 
ergy security. 

Today,  however,  we  know  that  re- 
stricting the  export  of  Alaskan  crude 
oil  has  actually  weakened  our  Nation 
by  undermining  our  initiative  to  ex- 
plore and  develop  new  energy  re- 
sources, and  that  is  keeping  us  ever 
more  dependent  on  foreign  oil  imports. 

Some  77  percent  of  this  country's  en- 
ergy consumption  is  supplied  by  the  oil 
and  gas  industry.  Yet,  the  Department 
of  Energy  projects  that  crude  oil  pro- 
duction will  continue  to  decline  over 
the  next  decade. 

Last  year,  our  Nation  imported  over 
half  our  domestic  oil  requirements.  By 
the  year  2005,  the  United  States  will  be 
nearly  70  percent  dependent  on  im- 
ported oil — not  because  consumption  is 
on  the  rise,  but  because  domestic  pro- 
duction continues  to  fall. 

Every  drop  of  oil  that  is  produced  by 
somebody  else  eventually  adds  up  to  a 
flood  of  lost  U.S.  jobs.  Three  hundred 
thousand  oil-related  jobs  have  been 
lost  in  the  United  States  since  1986 — 
the  steepest  decline  in  U.S.  history. 

With  oil  production  decreasing  by  2'/4 
million  barrels  every  day.  more  job 
losses  are  surely  ahead. 

Of  course,  decreased  production 
means  that  revenues  are  down  as  well  - 
down,  in  fact,  by  more  than  $50  billion 
in  the  last  decade. 

To  add  insult  to  injury,  the  U.S.  pe- 
troleum industry  has  been  forced  to 
look  beyond  American  borders  when  it 
comes  to  oil  production.  We  are  now 
putting  65  percent  of  our  exploration 
and  production  dollars  into  projects 
overseas,  at  a  loss  to  the  U.S.  economy 
of  $16  billion  annually. 

<mJI.5i'     O-IIT  Vol.  141  (Pt  !t):3») 


Within  the  last  few  years.  Congress 
has  consistently  rejected  regulatory 
policies  that  foolishly  try  to  constrain 
and  control  the  natural  flow  of  goods 
and  services.  But  there  is  much  more 
that  Congress  can  do  to  improve  the 
climate  for  domestic  oil  production. 

To  that  end,  S.  395  seeks  to  replace  a 
failed  energy  policy  with  a  new  strat- 
egy based  on  free-market  principles. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  S.  395  will 
solve  this  Nation's  oil  production  woes, 
but  it  will  have  a  positive,  lasting  im- 
pact. 

Nearly  every  region  of  the  country 
stands  to  benefit  from  lifting  the  ex- 
port restrictions  on  Alaskan  crude  oil. 
Fii^st  and  foremost,  it  would  mean  new 
U.S.  jobs. 

The  Department  of  Energy  estimates 
that  if  the  export  restrictions  on  Alas- 
kan crude  oil  are  lifted,  as  many  as 
16,000  new  jobs  would  be  created  imme- 
diately. Up  to  25,000  new  jobs  are  likely 
by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Lifting  the  export  restrictions  would 
increase  oil  production  in  California 
and  Alaska  by  as  much  as  110.000  bar- 
rels per  day. 

This  legislation  will  stimulate  oil  ex- 
ploration and  development  in  the  oil- 
fields of  Alaska  and  California,  boost- 
ing the  economy  along  the  west  coast 
and  enhancing  our  national  long-term 
energy  strategy. 

The  bill  also  ensures  that  the  U.S. 
merchant  marine  will  maintain  its  tra- 
ditional role  of  transporting  Alaskan 
crude  oil.  This  provision  protects  exist- 
ing U.S.  jobs  by  requiring  that  ex- 
ported Alaskan  crude  oil  be  carried  on 
American-crewed,  American-flag  tank- 
ers. 

Mr.  President,  history  has  taught  us 
that  free  markets — not  protectionism- 
make  our  Nation  more  secure.  With 
this  lesson  in  mind,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  in  the  bipartisan  ef- 
fort to  lift  the  ban  on  exports  of  Alas- 
kan crude  oil. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  President. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  un- 
less there  is  no  other  Senator  seeking 
recognition,  I  ask  that  the  amendment 
pending  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1101)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I 
congratulate  the  chairman  of  the  com- 


mittee, the  Senator  from  Alaska,  on 
his  good  work  on  the  Alaska  North 
Slope  bill,  the  underlying  bill.  It  is  an 
excellent  bill.  It  will  give  much  more 
efficiency  to  our  production  and  sale  of 
crude  oil,  and  I  think  that  it  is  defi- 
nitely in  the  interest  of  the  United 
States.  Now  that  we  have  the  merchant 
marine  problem  worked  out,  I  think  it 
will  be  in  the  interest  of  everyone  and 
I  urge  all  Senators  to  adopt  the  under- 
lying bill. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  help  on 
this  deep  water  bill. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  comments  of  my  good 
friend  from  Louisiana,  and  he  is  my 
friend.  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  work- 
ing with  him  for  some  15  years.  A  sig- 
nificant portion  of  that  time  he  was 
chairman  of  the  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee.  I  work  with  him 
now,  and  I  think  the  amendment  just 
adopted  is  going  to  be  a  significant 
stimulus  to  ensuring  that  we  are  less 
dependent  on  imported  oil  by  enhanc- 
ing exploration  and,  hopefully,  devel- 
opment in  areas  that  otherwise  might 
prove  economically  prohibitive  to  the 
industry. 

With  the  amendment  just  adopted  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  why,  we 
have  enhanced  our  industry's  ability  to 
be  competitive  in  the  production  of  oil. 
I  commend  him  for  his  effort  and  that 
of  his  staff,  and  I  am  very  pleased  that 
we  adopted  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  business? 

amendment  no.  1102 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may,  I  have  an  amendment  which  I 
send  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1102. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

strike  Title  I  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
new  Title  I. 

•TITLE  I 

-SEC.  101.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

"This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska 
Power  Administration  Asset  Sale  and  Termi- 
nation Act '. 

"SEC,  102.  SALE  OF  SNfETTISHAM  AND  EKLLTfJA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

•■(a)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Snettisham  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Snettisham")  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the 
February  10,  1989,  Snettisham  Purchase 
Agreement,  as  amended,  between  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Energy  and  the  Alaska  Power 
Authority  and  the  Authority's  successors. 
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ibi  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Eklutna  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna")  to  the  Municipality  of  Anchor- 
agre  doinp  business  as  Municipal  Light  and 
Power,  the  Chugach  Electric  Association. 
Inc..  and  the  Matanuska  Electric  Associa- 
tion. Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
•Eklutna  Purchasers ').  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2.  1389. 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended, 
between  the  .\laska  Power  Administration  of 
the  Unites  States  Department  of  Energy  and 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers. 

■(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  in  implementing  the  sales  authorized 
and  directed  by  this  Act. 

•(d)  Procee(ls  from  Che  sales  required  by 
this  title  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 

■•(e)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare,  survey,  and  acquire  Eklutna  and 
Snettisham  assets  for  sale  and  conveyance. 
Such  preparations  and  acquisitions  shall  pro- 
vide sufficient  title  to  ensure  Che  beneficial 
use.  enjoyment,  and  occupancy  by  the  pur- 
chaser 

"SEC.  103.  EXEMPTION  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS. 

■•(aid)  After  the  sales  authorized  by  this 
Act  occur.  Eklutna  and  Snettisham.  includ- 
ing future  modifications,  shall  continue  to 
be  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a  et  seq.)  as 
amended. 

••(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  entered  into  among  the  State  of 
Alaska,  the  Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Alaska 
Energy  Authority,  and  Federal  fish  and  wild- 
life agencies  regarding  the  protection,  miti- 
gation of.  damages  to.  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  dated  August  7.  1991.  which 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

■  i3i  Nothing  in  this  title  or  the  Federal 
Power  .\ct  preempts  the  State  of  Alaska 
from  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment. 

■■(b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Alaska  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  review  decisions  made  under  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  and  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment, including  the  remedy  of  specific  per- 
formance. 

••(2)  An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  cProgram"')  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of 
.^greement  or  challenging  actions  of  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment prior  Co  the  adoption  of  the  Program 
shall  be  brought  not  later  than  ninety  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Program  is 
adopted  by  the  Governor  of  Alaska,  or  be 
barred. 

•■(3)  An  action  seeking  review  of  implemen- 
tation of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  challenged 
act  implementing  the  Program,  or  be  barred. 

■•(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  de- 
scribed in  Exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna  Purchase 
Agreement: 

••(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
issue  rights-of-way  to  the  Alaska  Power  Ad- 
ministration for  subsequent  reassignment  to 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers — 

(A)  at  no  cost  Co  the  Eklutna  Purchasers: 

•■(B>  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal 
to  the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  im- 
provements, repairs,  renewals,  or  replace- 
ments: and 


•■(C)  sufficient  for  the  operation  of,  main- 
tenance of.  repair  to.  and  replacement  of, 
and  access  to.  Eklutna  facilities  located  on 
military  lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management,  including  lands 
selected  by  the  State  of  Alaska, 

•■(2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subse- 
quently sell  or  transfer  EkluCna  to  private 
ownership,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
may  assess  reasonable  and  customary  fees 
for  continued  use  of  the  rights-of-way  on 
lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement and  military  lands  in  accordance 
with  existing  law. 

'•(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  Anchorage  Sub- 
station shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Pur- 
chasers at  no  additional  cost  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  determines  that  pending 
claims  to.  and  selections  of.  those  lands  are 
invalid  or  relinquished, 

••(4)  With  respect  to  the  Eklutna  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  the  State  of 
Alaska  may  select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  convey  to  the  State,  improved 
lands  under  the  selection  entitlements  in 
section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  1958  (com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Alaska  Statehood 
Act.  Public  Law  85-508.  72  Stat.  339.  as 
amended),  and  the  North  Anchorage  Land 
Agreement  dated  January  31.  1983.  This  con- 
veyance shall  be  subject  to  the  rights-of-way 
provided  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  under 
paragraph  (1). 

■•(d)  With  respect  to  the  Snettisham  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement  and  Public 
Land  Order  No.  5108.  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  im- 
proved lands  under  the  selection  entitle- 
ments in  section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  1958 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  Alaska  State- 
hood Act,  Public  Law  85-508.  72  Stat,  339.  as 
amended). 

"(e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of 
the  sales  authorized  in  section  102  have  oc- 
curred, as  measured  by  the  Transaction 
Dates  stipulated  in  the  Purchase  Agree- 
ments, the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall— 

••(1)  complete  the  business  of.  and  close 
out.  the  Alaska  Power  Administration; 

"(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  document- 
ing the  sales:  and 

••(3)  return  unobligated  balances  of  funds 
appropriated  for  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States, 

"(f)  The  Act  of  July  31.  1950  (64  Stat,  382)  is 
repealed  effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  that  all  Eklutna 
assets  have  been  conveyed  to  the  Eklunta 
Purchasers. 

••(g)  Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1193)  is  repealed  effective  on  the 
date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, that  all  Snettisham  assets  have  been 
conveyed  to  the  State  of  Alaska. 

••(h)  As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  deter- 
mined in  subsection  (O  and  (g).  section  302(a) 
of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organization 
Act  (42  use.  7152(a))  is  amended— 

"(1)  in  paragraph  (i) — 

"(A)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C):  and 

••(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D), 
(E).  and 

••(F)  as  subparagraphs  (C).  (D).  and  (E)  re- 
spectively: and 

••(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  out  '•and 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration^'  and  by 
inserting  •and'^  after  •Southwestern  Power 
Administration.^', 

■•(i)  The  Act  of  August  9.  1955,  concerning 
water  resources  Investigation  in  Alaska  (69 
Stat.  618).  is  repealed. 


■I  J I  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
under  this  title  are  not  considered  disposal 
of  Federal  surplus  property  under  the  Fed- 
eral Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  484)  or  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 3.  1944,  popularly  referred  to  as  the  ••Sur- 
plus Property  Act  of  1944"  (50  US.C.  App. 
1622). 

•ik)  The  sales  authorized  in  this  title  shall 
occur  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  legislation  defining  'first  use' 
of  Snettisham  for  purposes  of  section  147(d) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  to  be 
considered  to  occur  pursuant  to  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Alaska.'^. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  an  amendment  ■with  regard  to 
technical  language  associated  with 
title  I, 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1103  TO  A.MEND.MENT  NO.  1102 

(Purpose:  To  make  clear  that  the  authoriza- 
tion of  sale  of  hydroelectric  projects  under 
section  102  has  no  relevance  to  any  pro- 
posal to  sell  any  other  hydroelectric 
project  or  the  power  marketing  adminis- 
trations) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr,  President,  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Da.schle.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk,  ■which  is  a  sec- 
ond-degree amendment  to  this  existing 
amendment.  This  amendment  states  in 
its  entirety  as  follows: 

Congress  declares  that — 

(1)  the  circumstances  that  justify  author- 
ization by  Congress  of  the  sale  of  hydro- 
electric projects  under  section  102  are  unique 
to  those  projects  and  do  not  pertain  to  other 
hydroelectric  projects  or  to  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  of  the  48  contiguous 
States:  and 

(2)  accordingly,  the  enactment  of  section 
102  should  not  be  understood  as  lending  any 
support  to  any  propo.sal  to  sell  any  other  hy- 
droelectric project  or  the  power  marketing 
administrations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr  John- 
ston], for  Mr.  D.ASCHLE.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  1103  Co  amendment  No.  1102. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
.\l  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment  in- 
sert the  following; 

SEC.    .  DECLARATION  CONCERNING  OTHER  HY- 
DROELECTRIC  PROJECTS  AND  THE 
POWER     MARKETING     ADMINISTRA 
TIONS. 
Congress  declares  that — 

(1)  Che  circumstances  that  justify  author- 
ization by  Congress  of  the  sale  of  hydro- 
electric projects  under  section  102  are  unique 
to  those  projects  and  do  not  pertain  to  other 
hydroelectric  projects  or  to  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  in  the  48  contiguous 
States;  and 

(2)  accordingly,  the  enactment  of  section 
102  should  not  be  understood  as  lending  sup- 
port to  any  proposal  to  sell  any  other  hydro- 
electric project  or  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministration, 

Mr,  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an   amendment   to   S.  395,    the   Alaska 
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Power  Administration  Sale  Act,  to 
make  explicit  that  this  legislation  does 
not  in  any  way  set  a  precedent  for  the 
sale  of  any  other  Federal  power  mar- 
keting administrations. 

My  colleague  from  Alaska  makes  a 
strong  case  for  the  sale  of  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration,  As  I  understand 
the  situation,  the  congressional  delega- 
tion and  the  Governor  of  Alaska  sup- 
port the  sale,  and  the  proposal  enjoys 
broad  public  support. 

As  we  concentrate  on  this  bill  and 
this  sale,  it  is  important  to  keep  in 
mind  that  there  is  a  broader  discussion 
taking  place  in  the  Congress  over  the 
sale  of  other  Federal  power  administra- 
tions, and  the  case  for  those  sales  is  by 
no  means  as  clear  cut  as  that  in  Alas- 
ka, 

While  the  privatization  of  the  Alaska 
PMA  is  supported  in  Alaska,  there  is 
strong  public  opposition  to  the  sale  of 
PMA's  located  in  the  lower  48  States, 
Moreover,  the  sale  of  the  Alaska  PMA 
involves  a  relatively  small  sum  of 
money,  only  $83  million.  This  is  a  man- 
ageable investment  for  the  State.  It  en- 
sures that  Alaskans  will  be  able  to  pur- 
chase the  PMA  assets  and  that  the  pur- 
chase will  not  cause  rates  to  rise  sub- 
stantially. 

This  is  not  the  case  with  the  pro- 
posed sale  of  PMA's  in  the  lower  48 
States,  where  far  greater  sums  of 
money  are  at  stake  and  where  the  sale 
likely  would  lead  to  significant  rate  in- 
creases. 

In  South  Dakota,  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration,  which  markets 
power  from  the  main  stem  dams  along 
the  Missouri  River,  has  ensured  a  con- 
sistent and  affordable  supply  of  elec- 
tricity. The  program  is  being  run  on  a 
sound  financial  basis,  as  it  recovers  all 
expenses  relating  to  its  annual  oper- 
ation and  the  initial  construction  ex- 
penses, with  interest.  Under  the  cur- 
rent system,  rates  are  set  at  the  lowest 
possible  cost,  consistent  with  sound 
business  principles,  and  to  ensure  that 
these  financial  objectives  are  met. 

If  this  power  marketing  administra- 
tion is  sold,  then  it  is  likely  that  rates 
will  increase  substantially.  The  assets 
could  well  be  purchased  by  out-of-State 
financial  interests,  who  likely  will  set 
rates  to  maximize  profit.  Electric  rates 
for  existing  Federal  power  customers 
will  rise  as  a  result.  South  Dakotans 
and  customers  from  other  States 
served  by  power  marketing  administra- 
tions will  pay  higher  costs  for  power, 
and  much  of  that  money  will  go  to  the 
out-of-State  financial  interests  who 
bankroll  these  purchases. 

The  Western  Area  Power  Administra- 
tion is  a  program  that  works.  It  pro- 
vides affordable  power  to  states  like 
South  Dakota,  and  it  does  so  without 
any  subsidy.  The  Federal  Government 
gets  a  return  on  its  investment.  In 
short,  it  is  an  unquestioned  success.  It 
is  a  program  that  we  should  hold  up  as 
an  example  of  how  the  Federal  Govem- 
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ment  can  work  for  the  people  and  the 
national  economy. 

In  conclusion.  Mr,  President,  the  sale 
of  the  Alaska  Power  Administration 
should  not  be  viewed  as  a  precedent  for 
the  sale  of  other  power  administra- 
tions. The  situation  in  Alaska  is 
unique.  It  is  very  different  from  the 
situation  with  the  other  PMA's,  such 
as  Western,  where  there  is  strong  pub- 
lic opposition  to  the  sale  and  where 
Senators  are  on  record  opposing  the 
sale.  I  have  received  well  over  10.000 
letters  in  opposition  to  this  sale  and  2 
in  favor  of  it.  And  while  sheer  numbers 
can  never  determine  the  merits  of  any 
program,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that 
people  generally  know  what  is  best  for 
themselves. 

Given  the  almost  certain  rate  in- 
creases that  would  accompany  the  sale 
of  the  Western  Area  Power  Administra- 
tion and  others  in  the  lower  48,  and  the 
potential  for  out-of-State  ownership 
and,  thus,  the  export  of  State  re- 
sources, it  is  not  a  policy  that  I  can 
support,  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
be  willing  to  recognize  that  the  Alaska 
sale  does  not  set  any  sort  of  precedent 
for  the  sale  of  other  power  marketing 
administrations,  and  support  my 
amendment, 

Mr.  JOHNSTON,  I  urge  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1103)  was  agreed 
to, 

Mr,  JOHNSTON,  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to, 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to, 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
what  ib  the  pending  business,  if  I  may 
inquire  of  the  Chair? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
first-degree  amendment  No.  1102. 

Mr,  MURKOWSKI,  Mr,  President,  I 
urge  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  No.  1102,  as 
amended. 

The  amendment  (No,  1102),  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

Mr,  MURKOWSKI,  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to,  and  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to, 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1104 

Mr,  MURKOWSKI,  Mr,  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  MURKOWSKi] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1104. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  read- 


ing  of   the    amendment   be    dispensed 

with. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
Strike  the  text  of  title  II  and  insert  the 

following  text: 

TITLE  II 

-SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

•This  title  may  be  cited  as  •Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995'. 

"SEC.  20».  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

•Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the  'Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act.'  aa 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (f): 

••(0  Exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope 
Oil  — 

"(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6). 
of  this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  Interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  President — 

••(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States:  and 

••(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within 
four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection. 

••The  President  shall  make  his  national  in- 
terest determination  within  five  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section or  30  days  after  completion  of  the  en- 
vironmental review,  whichever  is  earlier. 
The  President  may  make  his  determination 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

••(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  interuaLional 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  iternational  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C,  App.  802)). 

••(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.).  or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
U.S.C,  1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil.". 

••(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  Presidents  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mination by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

•■(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  ex- 
porting crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
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oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  sigmificantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

■•(6)  -Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  .551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code 
-SEC.  203.  ANNXAL  REPORT. 

■  Section  103<fi  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(0)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 
"SEC.  204.  GAO  REPORT. 

•The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  .Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any.  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

"SEC.  205.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

■This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment.". 

Mr  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1105  TO  .^.MENDMENT  NO.  HOI 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkow- 
SKi).  for  Mr  Hatfield,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  1105  to  amendment  No.  1104 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 


SEC.  206.  RETIREMENT  OF  CERTAIN  COSTS  IN- 
CCRRED  FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  NON  FEDERAL  PUBUCLY  OWNED 
SHIPYARDS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall— 

(1)  deposit  proceeds  of  sales  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  a  special  ac- 
count in  amounts  sufficient  to  make  pay- 
ments under  subsections  (b)  and  (c);  and 

(2)  out  of  the  account  described  in  para- 
graph (1).  provide,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (c),  financial  assistance  to  a 
port  authority  that — 

(A)  manages  a  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shipyard  on  the  United  States  west  coast 
that  is  capable  of  handling  very  large  crude 
carrier  tankers;  and 

(B)  has  obligations  outstanding  as  of  May 
15.  1995.  that  were  issued  on  June  1.  1977.  and 
are  related  to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  dry  docks  that  were  origi- 
nally financed  through  public  bonds 

(b)  ACQUISITION  AND  REFURBISH.MENT  OF  IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide, for  acquisition  of  infrastructure  and  re- 
furbishment of  existing  infrastructure. 
JIO.000.000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(c)  Retirement  of  Obligations.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide,  for  retirement  of  obli- 
gations outstanding  as  of  May  15.  1995.  that 
were  issued  on  June  1.  1977,  and  are  related 
to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  dry  docks  that  were  originally  fi- 
nanced through  public  bonds — 

(1)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $13,000,000  In  fiscal  year  1997; 

(3)  $10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $8,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999; 

(5)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000; 

(6)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

(7)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  offering  this  amendment  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Hatfield  and  respectfully 
urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1105)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  move  to  recon- 
sider the  vote  and  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ms. 
Snowe).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  al- 
lowed to  speak  for  10  minutes  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  DORGAN.  In  the  next  several 
days,  we  will  have  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  a  budget  resolution.  This  has 


been  much  discussed  and  anticipated 
because  we  have  had  substantial  debate 
here  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  in  the  country  as 
a  whole  about  the  need  to  deal  with 
this  country's  fiscal  policy  problems. 
No  one.  I  think,  will  deny  that  our 
country  is  off  track  in  fiscal  policy.  We 
spend  more  than  we  have.  We  routinely 
charge  the  balance  to  our  children  and 
grandchildren,  and  we  must  change  pri- 
orities and  fiscal  policy  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget. 

The  Federal  budget  that  we  deal  with 
and  the  budget  resolution  coming  from 
the  Budget  Committee  is  a  critically 
important  document.  A  hundred  years 
from  now.  if  historians  then  could  look 
back  100  years  and  view  us,  they  could 
evaluate  our  priorities  by  what  we 
spent  our  money  on.  They  can  look  at 
our  Federal  Government  and  look  at  a 
$1.5  trillion  budget  and  determine  what 
was  important  to  us  by  how  we  spent 
our  money.  What  did  we  hold  dear? 
What  did  we  treasure,  value,  and  what 
kind  of  investments  did  we  think  were 
important?  That  is  what  they  will  be 
able  to  tell  about  us.  That  is  what  is  in 
the  budget  resolution.  It  represents  our 
priorities,  values,  and  what  we  think  is 
important  for  our  country. 

A  lot  of  people  view  this  as  just  poli- 
tics, just  the  same  old  thing.  Repub- 
lican versus  Democrat.  It  is  not  that  at 
all.  It  is  much,  much  more  important 
than  that.  It  is  the  establishment  of  a 
set  of  principles  by  which  we  determine 
how  we  spend  the  public's  money.  I  re- 
call a  story  in  the  Washington  Post.  I 
believe,  once  where  two  people  were 
quoted  from  Congress  and  one  said- 
speaking  of  some  other  dispute — "This 
has  degenerated  into  an  argument 
about  principle."  I  thought  to  myself.  I 
hope  so.  That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 
That  is  what  the  budget  resolution 
ought  to  be  about. 

I  was  at  the  White  House  this  morn- 
ing with  a  group  of  my  colleagues 
meeting  with  President  Clinton.  He 
made  a  point  about  the  budget  resolu- 
tion that  I  happen  to  agree  with,  which 
is  that  his  problem  with  the  budget 
resolution  that  is  going  to  come  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  is  that  the  prior- 
ities in  that  budget  resolution  do  not 
match  the  needs  of  the  country. 

The  budget  resolution  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  calls  for  a 
very  large  tax  cut.  The  benefits  of  the 
tax  cut  will  largely  go  to  the  wealthi- 
est in  America.  If  you  take  a  look  at 
who  benefits  from  the  tax  break  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  numbers 
show  up  like  this:  If  you  are  a  family 
earning  under  $30,000  a  year,  you  get  a 
tax  break  of  $120.  If  you  are  a  family 
over  $200,000  a  year  in  income,  you  get 
a  tax  break  of  around  $11,000.  It  is  pret- 
ty clear  who  benefits  from  that  kind  of 
policy. 

In  order  to  pay  for  a  very  expensive 
tax  break,  the  bulk  of  which  goes  to 
the  most  affluent  Americans,  what  do 
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you  have  to  cut  in  spending  to  do  it? 
Well,  they  cut  Medicare.  They  make  it 
more  expensive  for  someone  to  go  to 
college.  They  cut  education.  They 
make  it  more  difficult  for  the  elderly 
to  get  health  care.  They  cut  earned-in- 
come  tax  benefits  for  the  working  poor, 
which  means  higher  taxes  for  the  work- 
ing poor. 

I  happen  to  think  those  priorities  do 
not  match  what  our  needs  are.  My  own 
view  is  we  ought  not  at  this  point  have 
a  tax  cut.  I  would  like  to  see  everybody 
pay  far  less  taxes  than  they  now  pay. 
But  the  first  obligation.  I  think,  for 
our  country,  is  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

I  give  credit  to  the  budget  resolution 
and  those  who  framed  it  because  it  in- 
cludes some  recommendations  that  I 
support.  There  is  a  part  of  the  budget 
recommendation  that  comes  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  I  think  makes 
eminent  good  sense,  and  I  support  it.  I 
say  congratulations.  I  sent  800  billion 
dollars'  worth  of  spending  cut  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. I  believe  in  this.  We  need  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget,  and  not  with 
smoke  and  mirrors  but  with  real  spend- 
ing cuts  in  real  ways.  And,  yes.  also  in 
some  areas  with  real  revenue.  But  I  be- 
lieve in  some  areas  you  must  balance 
the  Federal  budget. 

I  do  not  believe,  however,  with  the 
kind  of  deficits  we  have,  the  way  to 
start  balancing  the  Federal  budget  is 
to  first  start  talking  about  tax  cuts.  I 
understand  the  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  specifically  prescribe  tax 
cuts,  but  I  also  understand  it  specifi- 
cally sets  aside  $170  billion  to  be  sent 
to  the  Finance  Committee  specifically 
for  cuts.  So  this  budget  resolution,  like 
the  House  resolution,  will  accomplish 
the  same  things.  It  will  cut  taxes.  Anfi 
it  will  pay  for  that  tax  cut  by  provid- 
ing less  for  Medicare,  by  cutting  the 
eamed-income  tax  credit  and  therefore 
raising  taxes  on  low-income  working 
families,  and  by  slashing  spending  for 
education,  especially  the  education 
money  available  to  help  young  people 
go  to  college. 

I  think  those  priorities  are  wrong. 
There  must  be  spending  cuts  in  a  whole 
range  of  areas.  Will  we  have  to  limit 
the  rate  of  growth  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid?  Yes,  I  believe  we  will,  in  the 
context  of  reforming  the  whole  health 
care  system  in  some  reasonable  way, 
without  limiting  people's  choice.  But 
the  fact  is  you  cannot  continue  seeing 
skyrocketing  health  care  costs  across 
the  country  without  some  interrup- 
tion. The  Federal  budget  cannot  stand 
that,  the  family  budget  cannot  stand 
that,  nor  can  a  business  budget  stand 
that.  So  we  must  respond  to  that  prob- 
lem. 

But  we  ought  not.  under  any  condi- 
tion, decide  to  take  several  hundreds  of 
billions  of  dollars  out  of  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  both  of  them,  and  do  that  at 
least  in  part  so  we  can  give  a  very  big 


tax  cut  to  some  of  the  wealthiest 
Americans.  That  makes  no  sense  at  all. 
I  would  say.  on  the  issue  of  edu- 
cation, to  the  extent  anything  is  im- 
portant in  our  country,  we  must  decide 
as  a  country  to  invest  so  our  kids  can 
go  to  school.  Investing  in  education  for 
our  children  is  an  investment  in  this 
country's  future.  It  yields  dividends  of 
enormous  importance  to  the  future  of 
this  country. 

So.  when  we  decide  we  are  going  to 
make  a  trade  here  and  we  are  going  to 
do  classic  trickle-down  economics,  and 
that  means  we  do  not  have  enough 
money  to  provide  for  financial  help  for 
somebody  going  to  college,  that  is  a 
trade  that  in  my  judgment  injures  our 
country's  economy. 

Some  people  say  this  is  new.  that 
this  is  reform.  This  is  not  new.  There  is 
nothing  new  about  this.  This  is  15  years 
old  and  it  is  50  years  old.  It  is:  run  an 
election,  win.  write  a  contract,  give  tax 
breaks  for  the  rich,  and  have  the  rest 
of  us  pay  for  it  somehow,  with  less 
medical  care  and  less  help  for  their 
kids  to  go  to  school  and  higher  taxes 
for  the  working  poor.  That  is  not  new. 
That  is  Herbert  Hoover. 

We  have  been  through  this  before. 
Trickle-down  economics — that  is  the 
notion  where  you  pour  the  money  in  at 
the  top  somehow  and.  if  you  make  the 
top  generous  enough  or  affluent 
enough,  somehow  it  all  trickles  down 
and  rains  on  everybody  else  in  Amer- 
ica. 

Another  Member  who  served  in  this 
body  many,  many  years  ago  described 
trickle-down  economics.  He  said  it  is 
the  concept  that  if  you  feed  the  horse 
some  hay.  sometime  down  the  road  the 
sparrows  will  have  something  to  eat^- 
trickle-down  economics.  That  is  not  a 
notion  that  I  think  makes  sense  for  the 
economy  engine  of  this  country.  Our 
goal  is  not  to  make  the  comfortable 
more  comfortable.  It  is  to  provide 
working  people  in  this  country  with 
something  to  make  a  good  living:  jobs, 
opportunities,  education.  That  is  what 
drives  the  American  economy.  It  is  not 
trickle-down  economics.  It  is  per- 
colate-up economics. 

I  think  what  we  ought  to  do  when  we 
bring  this  budget  resolution  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  would  like  to  see 
on  a  bipartisan  basis  for  all  of  us  to  do 
something  very  serious  and  very  quick- 
ly. I  would  like  to  see  us  decide  imme- 
diately. The  first  test  is  to  decide  to 
balance  the  budget  using  spending 
cuts.  Do  that.  Debate  about  the  prior- 
ities, what  are  the  values  here,  what 
are  the  things  we  hold  dear,  what 
should  we  invest  in,  what  about  our 
children— go  through  that  debate.  Set 
the  tax  cuts  aside  and  say.  let  us  not  do 
tax  cuts.  Let  us  just  deep  six  all  that 
stuff.  And  then  let  us  do  honest,  real 
spending  cuts  and  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

Then,  when  we  have  done  that,  we 
have  rolled  up  our  sleeves  and  done  the 


honest  work,  then  we  can  turn  to  the 
other  issues.  But  I  think  it  is  wrong  to 
engage  in  a  p)olitical  exercise  and  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  beginning  with  a 
very  large  tax  cut  for  the  affluent, 
which  means  we  must  take  more  from 
Medicare  for  the  elderly,  more  from 
programs  to  help  those  who  want  to  go 
to  school,  more  from  the  working  poor 
by  scaling  back  the  eamed-income  tax 
credit,  and  so  on.  That,  in  my  judg- 
ment, is  not  the  right  way  for  this 
country  to  proceed. 

I  noted  some  columnists  have  said 
the  Democrats  in  the  Chamber  do  not 
seem  to  be  as  ambitious  in  dealing  with 
the  budget  deficit  as  some  others.  I  do 
not  think  we  need  to  take  great  in- 
struction from  columnists  about  our 
interest  in  deficit  reduction.  Those  of 
us  who,  in  1993.  voted  on  the  floor  of 
this  Senate  for  $500  billion  of  deficit  re- 
duction, some  of  which  was  very  un- 
popular, all  of  which  was  pretty  con- 
troversial—those of  us  who  were  will- 
ing to  do  that  without  any  help  at  all. 
not  even  one  accidental  vote  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  do  not  need  lec- 
tures about  deficit  reduction. 

I  believe  in  deficit  reduction.  I  am 
glad  I  voted  for  it  in  1993.  I  will  vote  for 
much  more  deficit  reduction  offered  by 
either  side  of  the  aisle.  If  it  is  respon- 
sible cutting  of  what  represents  ex- 
cesses in  the  Federal  budget,  count  me 
in  and  sign  me  up  because  I  am  willing 
to  do  it. 

Also,  as  I  said.  I  sent  $800  billion  in 
deficit  reduction  recommendations  to 
the  Budget  Committee,  mostly  spend- 
ing cuts,  some  additional  revenue  in- 
creases, saying:  Here  is  a  jump  start  on 
how  we  ought  to  do  this. 

Much  of  that  is  in  the  mark  that  will 
come  to  the  floor  by  Senator  Domenici. 
And  I  will  support  those  portions  of  the 
budget.  But  I  do  believe  the  broader 
priorities,  especially  the  priorities 
these  days  in  something  called  the 
Contract  With  America,  are  priorities 
that  I  do  not  share.  We  must,  it  seems 
to  me,  understand  how  to  provide  de- 
cent health  care  for  our  elderly  in  this 
country  and  we  must  understand  and 
make  a  commitment  to  provide  health 
care  for  those  in  America  who  are  dis- 
advantaged and  who  are  poor. 

That  is  not  something  we  ought  to 
debate  much  about.  Yes,  we  can  debate 
about  how  to  control  costs  or  how  to 
bring  down  the  rate  of  increase.  But  we 
ought  not  trade  off  the  health  care 
needs  of  the  elderly  or  the  health  care 
needs  of  the  American  poor  with  tax 
cuts  for  the  most  affluent  Americans. 
That  is  not  a  trade  that  makes  sense 
for  this  country. 

I  hope  in  the  coming  week,  when  we 
resolve  this  budget  issue,  that  we  will 
on  a  bipartisan  basis  decide,  in  a  seri- 
ous, sober,  thoughtful,  reflective  way. 
to  honestly  cut  Federal  spending  where 
we  are  spending  too  much;  honestly 
put  this  country  back  on  track  toward 
a  balanced  budget,  and  do  that 'first  by 
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spending  cuts  and  not  talk  about, 
again,  tax  cuts  for  the  most  affluent 
Americans. 

Madam  President,  I  yield  the  floor 
and  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

A.ME.ND.MENT  NO.  1106  TO  .AME.VDMK.NT  SO.  1104 

Mrs.  xMURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Washington  intend  to 
amend  the  Murkowski  amendment? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  believe  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton to  propose  an  amendment  to  the 
Murkowski  amendment.  Is  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mrs.  Mur- 
ray] proposes  an  amendment,  numbered  1106 
to  Murkowski  amendment  No.  1104. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  pending-  amendment  add 
the  following  new  section: 

Title  VI  of  the  Oil   Pollution  .A.ct  of  1990 
(Pub.  L.  101-380:  104  SUt.  554)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section 
"Six;.  6006.  TOWING  VESSEL  REQUIRED. 

■•(a)  I.v  Ge.ner.^l.— In  addition  to  the  re- 
quirements for  response  plans  for  vessels  es- 
tablished in  section  3Il(j)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  a  response  plan  for  a  vessel  operat- 
ing within  the  boundaries  of  the  Olympic 
Coast  National  Marine  Sanctuary  or  the 
Strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca  shall  provide  for  a 
towing  vessel  to  be  able  to  provide  assistance 
to  such  vessel  within  six  hours  of  a  request 
for  assistance  The  towing  vessel  shall  be  ca- 
pable of— 

■■(1)  towing  the  vessel  to  which  the  re- 
sponse plan  applies: 

■■(2)  initial  firefighting  and  oilspill  re- 
sponse efforts:  and 

"(3)  coordinating  with  other  vessels  and  re- 
sponsible authorities  to  coordinate  oilspill 
response,  firefighting.  and  marine  salvage  ef- 
forts. 

•ibi  Effective  Date —The  Secretary  of 
Transportation  shall  promulgate  a  final  rule 


to  implement  this  section  by  September  1. 
1995.  ■'. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr  President,  I 
thank  the  Chair. 

We  have  been  working  this  afternoon 
with  the  Senators  from  Alaska  on  the 
bill  before  us.  One  of  our  main  concerns 
has  been  the  environmental  issues  in 
Puget  Sound  in  my  home  State  of 
Washington. 

I  appreciate  all  of  the  work  that  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  has  done  in  help- 
ing to  meet  one  of  our  concerns  on  this 
bill. 

The  amendment  in  front  of  us  re- 
quires that  a  vessel  be  in  Puget  Sound 
that  is  paid  for  by  the  industry  so  we 
can  assure  that  the  vessels  which  come 
into  Puget  Sound  are  escorted  through 
the  Straits  of  Juan  de  Fuca. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Alaska  and 
his  committee  for  all  their  work  on 
this  and  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  May  I  respond, 
Mr   President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  appreciate  the 
cooperative  effort  as  evidenced  by  the 
Senator  from  Washington.  It  has  been 
a  pleasure  working  with  her  staff,  and 
we  do  accept  the  amendment. 

I  think  it  is  a  tribute  to  the  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Washington  for  ad- 
dressing obviously  an  environmental 
need,  and  I  feel  confident  that  her  con- 
tribution by  this  amendment  will  en- 
sure a  greater  degree  of  safety  associ- 
ated with  the  movement  of  oil  from  my 
State  to  her  refinery.  As  a  con- 
sequence, we  are  pleased  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  One  of  my  main  con- 
cerns is  vessel  safety.  I  want  to  make 
certain  all  vessels  transporting  oil 
through  the  strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca  or 
Olympic  Coast  Marine  Sanctuary  are 
properly  escorted. 

Under  my  amendment,  the  Oil  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act  would  be  modified  to 
require  response  plans  for  such  vessels 
to  provide  emergency  response  within 
at  least  6  hours.  This  would  be  a  vast 
improvement  over  the  status  quo. 

However,  my  State  including  the  Of- 
fice of  Marine  Safety,  conservation 
groups,  and  the  Makah  Indian  nation, 
would  like  to  see  an  even  shorter  re- 
sponse time. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  under 
this  amendment,  the  State  and  other 
parties  would  have  the  flexibility  to 
negotiate  an  arrangement  that  would 
ensure  a  response  time  of  4  hours  or 
fewer.  Specifically,  the  State  would  be 
able  to  arrange  stationing  an  emer- 
gency response  tug  boat  at  Neah  Bay. 

If  the  State,  tribe,  and  tanker  opera- 
tors agree,  the  Coast  Guard  uuder  my 
amendment,  should  modify  the  re- 
sponse plans  accordingly. 

Does  the  chairman  concur  in  this  in- 
terpretation? 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Yes,  I  have  re- 
viewed the  language  and  agree. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
others  who  want  to  be  heard?  If  not, 
the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  No.  1106. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1106)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDME>n"  NO.   1107  TO  A.MENDMENT  NO.  1104 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mrs.  Mur- 
ray] proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1107 
to  amendment  No.  1104. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  of  the  pending  amendment,  in- 
sert after  line  12  the  following: 

(C)  shall  consider  after  consultation  with 
the  Attorney  General  and  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce whether  anticompetitive  activity  by  a 
person  exporting  crude  oil  under  authority  of 
this  subsection  is  likely  to  cause  sustained 
material  crude  oil  supply  shortages  or  sus- 
tained crude  oil  prices  significantly  above 
world  market  levels  for  independent  refiners 
that  would  cause  sustained  material  adverse 
employment  effects  in  the  United  States. 

On  page  3.  insert  after  line  12  after  the 
word  'implementation:":  "including  any  li- 
censing requirements  and  conditions.". 

On  page  4.  line  2.  after  "President"  insert 
"who  may  take". 

On  page  4.  line  3.  after  "modification"  in- 
sert 'or  revocation". 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  as  you 
know,  I  have  very  strong  reservations 
about  the  exports  of  Alaskan  North 
Slope  oil.  I  am  concerned  about  jobs  in 
my  State,  the  price  of  oil  to  consumers 
across  our  Nation,  and  the  environ- 
mental impact  lifting  this  ban  may 
produce.  However,  after  a  day  of  nego- 
tiation, I  am  pleased  to  offer  several 
amendments  en  bloc  to  the  bill  that 
the  chairman  has  agreed  to.  These  en 
bloc  amendments  will  ensure  a  full  re- 
view of  export  impacts. 

They  mandate  that  the  President, 
along  with  the  Attorney  General  and 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  will  re- 
view environmental  impacts,  consumer 
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price  increases,  and  anticompetitive 
practices  that  would  hurt  independent 
refineries  and  shipyards  who  employ 
thousands  in  my  region. 

I  believe  we  have  come  far  to  nego- 
tiate this  agreement  that  now  speaks 
first  for  the  people  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest  before  the  exporting  of  this 
oil  begins. 

I  thank  the  chairman  for  his  work  in 
moving  toward  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  my  understanding  we  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  amendment  and, 
indeed,  the  amendment  is  in  order,  as 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington. I  am  well  aware  of  her  concern 
for  her  own  economic  activity  associ- 
ated with  Alaskan  oil. 

We  find  the  amendment  satisfactory. 
I  am  pleased  to  accept  it  at  this  time. 
It  does  meet  with  satisfaction  the 
terms  and  conditions  which  we  agreed 
to  mutually. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
other  Senators  who  want  to  be  heard 
concerning  this  amendment?  If  not.  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment No.  1107  to  amendment  No.  1104. 

The  amendment  (No.  1107)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Chair  and  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  who  has  worked  dili- 
gently with  me  this  afternoon.  One  of 
my  main  concerns  regarding  this  pro- 
posal to  export  ANS  relates  to  the  sup- 
ply of  Alaskan  crude  to  the  Tosco  re- 
finery at  Ferndale.  As  I  understand  it. 
Tosco  has  3  years  and  8  months  re- 
maining on  a  supply  agreement  with 
BP.  I  want  assurance  that  BP  will 
honor  the  contract. 

I  have  asked  BP  to  provide  me  with 
that  assurance,  and  today  I  received  a 
letter  from  the  president  of  BP  Oil 
Shipping  Co..  Steve  Benz.  promising  to 
honor  the  existing  contract  with 
Tosco's  refinery  at  Ferndale. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  print  a  copy  of  the  letter  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

BP  AMERICA.  Inc. 

May  16.  1995. 
Hon.  Patty  Murray. 

U.S.    Senate.    Russell   Senate   Office   Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Murray:  I  am  sensitive  to 
your  concprns  regarding  the  supply  agree- 
ment for  Alaska  North  Slope  crude  oil  that 
BP  has  with  the  TOSCO  refinery  at  Ferndale, 
Washington.  While  we  are  under  a  strict  con- 


fidentiality agreement  with  respect  to  the 
details  of  that  arrangement,  I  want  to  give 
you  my  assurance  that  BP  will  fully  honor 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  our  current  sup- 
ply agreement  with  TOSCO  for  the  Ferndale. 
Washington  refinery  This  guarantees  that 
BP  will  be  a  supplier  of  Alaska  North  Slope 
crude  oil  to  the  TOSCO  Ferndale  refinery 
through  1998. 

I   hope   that  this  letter  satisfies  any   re- 
maining concerns  you  may  have  regarding 
security  of  supply  to  TOSCO. 
Sincerely, 

Steve  Benz. 
President.  BP  Oil  Shipping. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Energy  Committee  if  he  can  also  assure 
me  that  he  will  do  everything  in  his 
power  to  assure  that  adequate  supplies 
of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  continue 
to  be  made  available  to  the  Tosco  re- 
finery. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
fully  understand  and  appreciate  the 
concern  of  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton in  this  area.  I  can  assure  you.  based 
on  information  that  I  have  from  Brit- 
ish Petroleum  and  others,  a  security  of 
supply  to  the  Northwest  independent 
refiners  will  not  be  a  problem. 

I  can  assure  the  Senator,  if  there  are 
supply  disruptions.  I  will  personally 
work  with  her  and  other  Members  of 
the  Washington  delegation  to  address 
that  problem  to  the  very  best  of  my 
ability. 

Mrs.  MURRAY  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Alaska  and 
would  just  like  to  notify  him  that  I  am 
working  on  one  more  statement  for  the 
Record,  a  few  more  words  to  say.  and 
I  appreciate  all  of  the  work  and  help  he 
has  been  in  working  toward  this  agree- 
ment. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  withhold  that  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  just 
would  like  to  express  my  gratitude  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski]. 
I  suppose  Mr.  Murkow.skis  diligence 
and  perseverance  again  proves  the  old 
adage  that,  if  you  stick  with  a  problem 
or  an  issue,  you  get  it  resolved  with  pa- 
tience and  forbearance.  Certainly,  the 
Senator  has  demonstrated  both  those 
qualities. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  apprecia- 
tion for  the  staff.  I  do  not  know  an 
issue  I  have  dealt  with  for  a  period  of 
time  that  has  not  incorporated  more 
staff  than  this  one.  and  they  have  all 
been  most  cooperative.  Staff  of  com- 
mittee, personal  office  staff  people, 
staff  of  my  colleagues,  like  the  Senator 
from  Washington  State — all  of  the 
staff— really,  again,  demonstrated  the 
superiority  of  our  professional  staff 
people,  both  in  the  offices  and  on  the 
committees  as  well. 

So  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  cooperation  in  resolving  one  of 
my  problems. 


Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  If  I  can  respond  to 
my  friend  from  Oregon,  his  particular 
reference  to  patience  is  one  that  I  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  observe,  as  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  displayed  this 
as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  both  as  ranking  member 
and  as  chairman,  for  as  long  as  I  have 
been  in  this  body,  some  15  years.  And 
he  has  accumulated  an  extraordinary 
ability  in  negotiation,  using  both  his 
historical  interest  of  this  body  as  well 
as  a  history  of  many  of  our  Presidents 
and  his  patience  and  oftentimes  humor 
in  moving  along  problems  and  has  led 
me  to  view  him  with  admiration  and 
respect.  I  am  particularly  appreciative 
of  his  comments  today. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  not  sure.  If  I  may 
make  an  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  is  it  her  intention  to 
make  another  statement,  or  are  we 
perhaps  waiting?  I  did  not  hear  the  last 
reference. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  am  waiting  to  clear 
a  colloquy  with  the  Senator's  staff 
which  should  be  done  very  shortly. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
wonder  whether  I  might  ask  my  col- 
league from  Alaska  a  question.  I  am  as- 
suming that  my  colleague  intends  to 
go  to  a  vote  very  soon,  is  that  correct? 

Mr,  MURKOWSKI.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  correct.  I  anticipate  that 
we  are  within  -3  or  4  minut.es  of  calling 
for  third  reading  and  a  recorded  vote. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  wonder  whether 
I  could  simply  take  a  minute  to  speak 
before  the  final  vote.  My  colleague  has 
the  floor,  so  I  will  wait  until  he  is 
done. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  am  sure  it  will 
be  more  than  a  minute  or  a  couple  of 
minutes,  but  I  will  yield  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
just  had  a  chance  to  come  to  the  floor 
now,  and  I  had  anticipated  that  this  de- 
bate could  go  on  through  tomorrow.  I 
understand  that,  for  a  variety  of  dif- 
ferent reasons,  we  are  going  to  go  to 
final  vote,  I  want  to  go  on  record— and 
I  will  have  a  more  complete  state- 
ment^-I  believe  that  this  piece  of  legis- 
lation is  misguided,  I  am  in  profound 
disagreement  with  it.  The  particular 
problem  I  have  is  that  now  when  we 
open  up  the  exporting  of  the  oil,  I 
think  we  get  back  to  all  of  the  ways  in 
which  we  as  a  nation  still  are  so  de- 
pendent upon  the  imports, 

I  worry  about  this  being  essentially 
the  first  step  toward  opening  up  oil 
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drilling  at  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  I  want  to  simply  say  that  I 
think,  for  some  very  basic  important 
environmental  reasons,  this  piece  of 
legislation  is  mistaken.  I  also  have 
some  concerns  about  the  basic  environ- 
mental safety  reasons  that  have  to  do 
with  the  shipping  of  this  oil  across  the 
sea.  I  do  not  know  exactly  what  protec- 
tion has  been  built  in.  All  in  all.  I 
think  it  is  a  mistake.  I  have  to  say  to 
you,  Mr.  President,  that  my  only  re- 
gret is  that  I  was  at  another  meeting 
dealing  with  a  piece  of  legislation  that 
I  have  been  working  on  for  a  couple  of 
years. 

So  I  was  not  able  to  be  here  during 
some  of  the  debate  and  now  do  not 
really  have  time  to  lay  out  on  the  floor 
a  full  statement  or  be  involved  in  a  full 
debate. 

I  hope  colleagues  will  vote  against 
this.  I  hope  colleagues  will  vote  against 
this,  I  think,  on  very  solid  environ- 
mental grounds.  I  hope  colleagues  will 
vote  against  this  understanding  that  I 
think  this  is  the  first  step  toward  open- 
ing up  ANWR.  We  went  through  this 
last  Congress.  It  was  very  contentious. 
Maybe  it  was  the  Congress  before, 
when  I  first  came  to  the  Senate.  We  ac- 
tually had  a  filibuster  against  oil  drill- 
ing in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge. I  think  that  is  where  we  are  head- 
ing with  this  legislation.  I  think  it  is 
part  of  the  effort  to  get  there. 

I  have  appreciation  for  my  colleague 
from  Alaska  on  a  personal  level.  I 
know  him  to  be  incredibly  hard  work- 
ing, and  he  cares  fiercely  about  his 
State.  I  am  in  profound  disagreement 
with  this.  I  hope  we  will  have  some 
strong  "no"  votes. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Eissistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  my  intent  to  advise  Senators  that  we 
will  be  calling  for  a  rollcall  vote  and  I 
will  be  calling  for  third  reading. 

I  do  want  to  thank  my  friend  from 
the  State  of  Washington,  Senator  Mur- 
ray, for  her  concern  over  the  aspects 
affecting  her  State  with  regard  to  the 
oil  that  comes  down  from  my  State  of 
Alaska. 

I  also  want  to  thank  Senator  Boxer 
for  her  questions  and  concerns  re- 
flected in  colloquy. 

I  want  to  thank  Senator  Johnston 
for  his  contribution  and  concern,  and 
particularly  with  reference  to  the  in- 
clusion of  deep  water  royalty,  which  is 
part  of  this  legislation  which  I  think 
will  benefit — certainly  lessening  our 
dependence  on  imported  oil  and,  as  a 


consequence,  relieve  substantially  our 
balance  of  payments  by  developing  our 
own  domestic  supply  which  is  so  well 
supported  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the 
State  of  Louisiana  and  others. 

I  want  to  thank  my  senior  colleague, 
Senator  Stevens.  Certainly,  Senator 
Hatfield  has  been  most  cooperative.  I 
am  also  very  sensitive  to  his  concern 
regarding  his  shipyard,  as  well  as  con- 
cern for  the  shipyards  in  California. 
Senator  Feinstein  has  also  been  very 
cooperative. 

I  want  to  recognize  the  staff  of  Sen- 
ator Johnston,  our  own  staff.  Gregg 
Renkes.  Andrew  Lundquist.  Gary  Ells- 
worth. Jim  Beime.  Howard  Useem, 
Mike  Poling,  and  others. 

If  I  may  just  for  a  moment  reflect  on 
a  little  bit  of  how  I  look  at  this  legisla- 
tion as  an  Alaskan  and  how  my  con- 
stituents view  it.  I  think  it  marks  an- 
other advance  in  the  policies  made  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  Alaska 
when  we  accepted  the  statehood  com- 
pact back  in  1959.  Thirty-six  years  is  a 
long  time  to  wait  for  the  action  that  is 
about  to  be  taken  today.  I  think  it  is 
certainly  historically  significant  for 
Alaska,  if  this  legislation  carries. 

We  have  done  some  significant 
things.  We  have  authorized  the  sale  of 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration,  the 
Eklutna  hydro  project,  to  the  munici- 
pality of  Anchorage.  That  has  been  40 
years  in  the  making.  It  was  first  pro- 
posed back  in  1955.  It  has  been  7  years 
under  the  stewardship  of  Senator  Ste- 
vens and  myself. 

The  sale  of  the  Snettisham  hydro 
project  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  the 
Alaska  Power  Administration,  of 
course,  is  also  authorized.  That  has 
been  pending  for  over  10  years. 

It  is  my  hope,  Mr.  President,  that  my 
colleagues  will  join  me  in  acting  favor- 
ably on  this  bill.  This  action  by  the 
Senate,  if  it  is  passed,  will  ultimately — 
assuming  that  it  receives  the  support 
of  the  House  of  Representatives — allow 
the  export  of  Alaskan  oil. 

That  is  the  oil  that  is  excess  cur- 
rently on  the  west  coast,  oil  that  used 
to  go  through  the  Panama  Canal.  This 
action,  I  might  add,  is  supported  by  the 
administration  and  the  President  and 
with  the  concurrence  of  this  body  and, 
hopefully,  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Now  for  the  very  first  time  Alaskan 
oil  can  look  forward  to  a  truly  free 
market.  While  perhaps  we  Alaskans  are 
still  not  free  from  the  Federal  yoke, 
some  of  the  load  has  been  lifted  from 
the  shoulders  of  Alaska,  if  this  passes 
today.  And  perhaps  this  marks  a  favor- 
able sign  for  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1104)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  now  considering  an  amend- 
ment to  provide  for  payment  of  a  cer- 
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tain  sum  generated  by  this  legislation 
to  retire  the  debt  incurred  by  citizens 
of  the  city  of  Portland,  OR.  to  con- 
struct the  largest  floating  drydock  on 
the  west  coast.  On  June  1,  1977,  Port- 
land taxpayers  financed  this  invest- 
ment bEised  in  large  part  on  the  com- 
mitment made  to  keep  this  Alaska 
North  Slope  oil  supply  for  domestic 
production  oil  only. 

Alaska  oil  exploration  and  the  con- 
gressional commitment  to  the  prohibi- 
tion on  the  export  of  Alaska  North 
Slope  crude  oil  were  crucial  factors  in 
Portland's  decision  to  expand  its  pub- 
licly owned  maritime  repair  facility. 
No  drydocks  on  the  west  coast  were 
large  enough  to  handle  the  new  Alas- 
kan oil  ships  either  in  operation  or 
under  construction.  Unless  this  infra- 
structure deficiency  was  remedied, 
these  vessels  would  have  had  to  be  re- 
paired in  foreign  shipyards  and  U.S. 
jobs  would  be  lost. 

Based  on  the  Federal  assurances  that 
this  oil  was  for  domestic  use  only  and 
the  encouragement  by  Federal  officials 
for  Portland  to  step  forward  to  be  part 
of  the  infrastructure  team  required  to 
move  this  oil  from  the  end  of  the 
Trans-Alaskan  Pipeline  to  the  lower  48 
States,  local  voters  in  Portland  strong- 
ly supported  the  expansion  of  the  Port- 
land Ship  Repair  Yard  to  accommodate 
these  very  large  oil  carrying  vessels 
and  approved  an  $84  million  bond  meas- 
ure. My  amendment  is  intended  to 
cover  the  remaining  debt  on  these 
bonds  dated  June  1,  1977.  After  that  sig- 
nificant investment,  drydock  4  came  on 
line,  adding  a  vital  component  to  the 
stated  Federal  plan  for  transporting 
Alaskan  oil  to  domestic  markets. 
Maintaining  a  ban  on  the  export  of  this 
production  was  an  integral  part  of  the 
agreement  to  allow  construction  of  the 
Trans-Alaska  Pipeline,  and  the  citizens 
of  Portland  reasonably  relied  upon  this 
agreement. 

The  bill  before  us  today  would  re- 
verse this  22-year-old  commitment,  to 
the  great  detriment  of  the  substantial 
investments  made  by  the  citizens  of 
Portland,  OR.  If  the  damaging  impact 
on  the  Portland  Ship  Repair  Yard  of 
exporting  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  crude 
oil  has  not  been  made  perfectly  clear 
prior  to  this  date.  I  would  like  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  an  article  that  ap- 
peared in  the  Portland  Oregonian 
today.  The  article  reports  that  Todd 
Pacific  Shipyards  Corp.  has  withdrawn 
its  application  to  become  the  sole  con- 
tractor at  the  Portland  Ship  Rei)air 
Yard.  One  of  the  primary  concerns 
noted  by  Todd  in  announcing  its  with- 
drawal was  congressional  action  to  lift 
the  Alaska  oil  export  ban. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  address  the 
unfairness  lifting  the  ban  would  impose 
on  the  taxpayers  of  Portland.  The 
amendment  would  require  payments 
from  the  naval  petroleum  reserve,  a 
primary  beneficiary  of  the  increased 
revenues  that  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  has  judged  will  result  from 
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this  legislation.  These  payments  would 
go  toward  retirement  of  the  $50  million 
in  outstanding  bonded  debt  incurred  by 
the  taxpayers  of  Portland  to  acquire 
Drydock  No.  4.  An  additional  $10  mil- 
lion would  be  made  available  to  im- 
prove the  shipyard  to  meet  the  new 
market  conditions  in  the  maritime  in- 
dustry that  will  result  from  the  repeal 
of  this  longstanding  export  ban.  This 
amendment  is  consistent  with  the  pay- 
as-you-go  budget  rules  currently  in 
force. 

This  amendment  will  keep  faith  with 
the  citizens  of  Portland  in  the  face  of 
this  dramatic  change  in  Federal  policy 
to  allow  Alaskan  oil  exports.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  and  others  for 
working  with  me  to  achieve  this  impor- 
tant provision  to  ensure  the  taxpayers 
of  Portland  are  treated  fairly. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  section 
202  of  the  substitute  amendment  to  S. 
395  requires  that  the  administration 
complete  an  appropriate  environ- 
mental review.  Does  this  mean  that 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  ap- 
plies to  this  bill. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Yes.  the  Senator 
is  correct,  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  applies  to  this  bill. 

Section  202  specifically  provides  that 
the  President  "shall  conduct  and  com- 
plete an  appropriate  environmental  re- 
view" of  a  proposed  exportation. 

In  addition  he  must  consider  appro- 
priate measures  to  mitigate  any  poten- 
tial adverse  effect  on  the  environment. 

There  is  no  waiver,  repeal,  or  change 
to  any  Federal,  State,  or  local  environ- 
mental law.  rule  or  regulation,  includ- 
ing the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act. 

There  will  be  full  compliance  with  all 
applicable  environmental  provisions. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Another  matter  that 
concerns  me  is  the  recent  audit  that 
was  performed  on  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  by  BLM  that  raised  several 
concerns  about  maintenance  and  man- 
agement of  the  pipeline.  Is  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  fact  following 
through  with  the  oversight  of  the  re- 
pairs and  maintenance  of  TAPS,  and  as 
the  chairman  of  the  Energy  Commit- 
tee, how  are  you  going  to  ensure  that 
in  fact  the  concerns  raised  by  the  audit 
in  fact  will  be  addressed. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  In  testimony  be- 
fore the  House  Subcommittee  on  Over- 
sight and  Investigations,  on  November 
10,  1993,  the  chief  executives  represent- 
ing the  three  major  owners  of  the 
Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  [TAPS] 
made  specific  commitments  to  correct 
the  problems  identified  by  the  various 
audits  of  TAPS.  Richard  Olver  of  BP 
stated,  "...  I  commit  to  you  today  to 
provide  the  necessary  human  resources 
that  are  required  to  put  this  plan  into 
place  and  to  back  that  up  about  [sic] 
all  the  necessary  and  appropriate  fi- 
nancial resources." 

The  owners  have  reaffirmed  this  com- 
mitment on  several  occasions  as  dem- 


onstrated by  the  number  of  human  and 
financial  resources  they  have  provided 
Alyeska  since  those  hearings.  This 
commitment  was  reaffirmed  again  in 
meetings  that  Alyeska  and  the  TAPS 
owners  had  just  last  week  with  various 
Congressmen,  Senators,  and  staff  in 
Washington,  DC. 

The  most  apparent  example  of  the 
owners"  commitment  is  the  $220  million 
spent  to  address  audit  findings  in  1994 
with  an  additional  $80  million  being 
spent  on  findings  this  year.  By  the  end 
of  1995,  85  to  90  percent  of  the  audit 
findings  will  have  been  addressed.  By 
December  1996  all  but  a  handful  of  the 
audit  items  will  have  been  resolved. 
Plans  are  in  hand  to  address  outstand- 
ing long  lead  issues,  that  is,  control 
systems. 

Furthermore  BLM  has  continual  and 
direct  oversight  of  TAPS  as  a  condition 
of  the  right-of-way.  BLM  can  in  fact 
shut  down  the  pipeline  if  the  oil  pro- 
ducers violate  the  right-of-way  agree- 
ment and  the  violations  lead  to  an  im- 
minent threat  to  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline. 

When  these  repairs  required  by  the 
audit  are  completed  at  the  end  of  1996. 
as  the  chairman  of  the  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources.  I  will  request  the  BLM 
to  report  to  the  Senate  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Committee  on 
whether  the  concerns  raised  by  the 
audit  have  been  adequately  addressed. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  Senators  from 
Alaska.  Senator  Mcrkowski  and  Sen- 
ator Stevens,  for  their  work  on  the 
bill  before  us  today.  This  bill  accom- 
plishes many  good  things  for  the  State 
of  Alaska  and  is  the  culmination  of 
years  of  work  by  both  these  Senators 
on  behalf  of  their  State. 

I  am  pleased,  after  many  years  of  ef- 
fort, that  the  restrictions  on  the  export 
of  Alaskan  oil  will  be  lifted.  This  legis- 
lation represents  an  effort  to  provide 
for  new  economic  opportunities  for  the 
people  of  Alaska.  New  job  opportuni- 
ties will  be  created  which  will 
strengthen  industries  directly  and  indi- 
rectly related  to  this  effort.  The  bill 
also  provides  for  a  review  of  the  effects 
of  the  export  sales  on  consumers,  ship- 
pers, and  other  domestic  oil  producers. 
We  need  to  continue  to  look  for  ways 
to  assist  domestic  oil  production  and 
ensure  that  our  efforts  for  production 
only  work  to  benefit  consumers  and 
our  domestic  industry.  This  legislation 
shows  what  can  be  accomplished  when 
individuals  share  common  goals  for  a 
strong  economy. 

In  addition,  authorization  for  the 
sale  of  the  Alaskan  Power  Administra- 
tion is  a  positive  step  forward  for  the 
State  of  Alaska.  I  believe  there  is  a 
need  to  continue  to  look  at  opportuni- 
ties such  as  this,  where  Federal  Gov- 
ernment activities  can  be  better  ac- 
complished on  the  State,  local,  or  pri- 
vate level. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  col- 
leagues in  support  of  this  legislation. 


KEEPING  THE  ALASKAN  NORTH  SLOPE  OIL  BAN— 
U.S.  DEPENDENCE  ON  FOREIGN  OIL 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
the  greatest  respect  for  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  and  I  honor  his  diligent  ef- 
fort to  do  what  is  in  the  best  interests 
of  his  great  State.  I  must  however  op- 
pose this  legislation  for  the  reason  that 
I  strongly  believe  it  would  be  damaging 
to  U.S.  jobs  and  national  security. 

Mr.  President.  22  years  ago.  the 
Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization 
Act  of  1973  permitted  the  building  of  a 
pipeline  from  the  North  Slope  produc- 
ing fields  to  Valdez.  Through  an 
amendment  to  section  28  of  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act,  Congress  placed  strict 
prohibitions  on  exporting  Alaskan  oil 
due  to  the  energy  crisis. 

Mr.  President,  in  1992.  this  Senate  ad- 
dressed the  Nation's  overreliance  on 
foreign  oil  and  voted  94  to  4  to  reduce 
the  Nation's  dependence  on  imported 
oil  in  order  to  provide  for  the  energy 
security  of  the  Nation.  I  have  always 
opposed  lifting  the  Alaskan  North 
Slope  [ANS]  oil  export  ban  for  two  rea- 
sons: national  energy  security  and  the 
protection  of  U.S.  jobs. 

Mr.  President,  since  1973  when  the 
ban  was  enacted,  things  have  dramati- 
cally changed— for  the  worse  in  terms 
of  our  energy  dependence.  The  situa- 
tion is  not  improving.  During  the  early 
1970's,  the  United  States  imported 
roughly  22  percent  of  our  total  oil  con- 
sumption; in  1990.  imported  oil  ac- 
counted for  39  percent  of  our  oil  con- 
sumption. The  Energy  Information  Ad- 
ministration recently  forecasted  that 
our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  will  ex- 
ceed 60  percent  by  the  year  2010.  Con- 
sidering the  current  situation  in  the 
Middle  East,  specifically  with  regard  to 
Iran,  our  Nation's  continued  reliance 
on  foreign  oil  constitutes  a  serious 
threat  to  our  national  security  as  well 
as  to  our  economy. 

Mr.  President.  Iran  is  a  terrorist  re- 
gime intent  on  aggression  in  the  gulf. 
In  the  past  few  weeks  reports  have  sur- 
faced suggesting  that  the  regime  is  sta- 
tioning more  troops,  Hawk  missiles, 
and  chemical  weapons  in  the  Straits  of 
Hormuz.  Mr.  President,  this  represents 
a  major  threat  to  the  flow  of  oil  to  the 
West.  It  is  clear  to  all.  that  the  disrup- 
tion of  the  flow  of  oil  could  be  dev- 
astating. 

It  is  because  of  the  nature  of  the  Ira- 
nian threat  that  I  introduced  two 
pieces  of  legislation.  S.  277  and  S.  630. 
which  effectively  place  a  total  United 
States  trade  embargo  on  Iran,  in  the 
case  of  the  first  bill,  and  a  global  em- 
bargo in  the  second  bill.  The  Presi- 
dent's recent  Executive  order  effec- 
tively implements  my  first  bill  and  is  a 
positive  step  toward  cutting  off  Iran, 
but  we  have  more  to  do. 

When  we  conduct  business  with  Iran, 
we  are  subsidizing  Iran's  terrorist  ac- 
tivities with  hard  currency.  Because  of 
this,  we  have  to  cut  off  our  purchases 
of  Iranian  crude.  Because  of  the  nature 
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of  the  Iranian,  Iraqi,  and  Libyan  re- 
gimes, we  are  currently  closed  out  of  10 
percent  of  the  world's  oil  production  by 
Iran.  Iraq,  and  Libya.  Iran's  actions  in 
the  Middle  East  may  result  in  a  further 
reduction  in  our  access  to  oil  from  this 
region.  The  volatile  Middle  East  situa- 
tion only  makes  our  country's  supply 
of  domestically  produced  oil  more  es- 
sential. 

Mr.  President,  not  only  is  our  heavy 
dependence  on  foreign  oil  dangerous 
but  it  also  damages  our  economy. 
Boone  Pickens,  president  of  Mesa,  Inc., 
of  Dallas.  TX.  testified  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations,  on  March 
27,  1995,  that. 

The  two  oil  shocks  of  the  1970's  reduced 
U.S.  gross  national  product  by  3.5  percent, 
increased  unemployment  by  2  percent,  in- 
creased interest  rates  by  2-3  percent,  and 
added  3  percent  to  the  general  rate  of  infla- 
tion. 

He  added  that,  I 

Taken  together,  the  combined  impact  of 
these  effects  on  the  U.S.  economy  in  the  dec- 
ade following  the  1973  Arab  oil  boycott  to- 
Uled  $15  trillion: 

Mr.  President,  lifting  the  ANS  oil  ex- 
port ban  would  not  only  export  oil,  it 
would  also  export  U.S.  jobs.  Current 
statutory  restrictions  on  oil  exports  re- 
sult in  the  employment  of  U.S. -built, 
U.S. -manned  vessels — that  is  Jones  Act 
tankers— to  transport  most  ANS  crude. 
Under  U.S.  law.  Jones  Act  tankers 
must  be  built  in  the  United  States  and 
manned  with  American  crews.  How- 
ever, if  ANS  exports  were  allowed,  the 
oil  would  probably  be  transported  to 
the  Far  East  on  U.S. -flag.  non-Jones 
Act  ships.  U.S. -flag  vessels  can  be  for- 
eign-built and  transferred  to  U.S.  reg- 
istry. Foreign  subsidies  make  it  cheap- 
er to  build  ships  abroad  than  in  U.S. 
yards  with  American  workers. 

The  consequences  of  Alaska  oil  ex- 
ports to  the  Jones  Act  tanker  fleet 
would  be  devastating.  ANS  exports 
would  result  in  approximately  20  Jones 
Act  tankers  being  scrapped  and  rough- 
ly 651  seagoing  Jobs  lost.  Against  this 
structural  collapse,  there  would  be  a 
modest  offset  of  about  225  new  Amer- 
ican seagoing  jobs  on  six  foreign-built 
very  large  crude  carriers  operating 
under  the  U.S.  flag  from  Alaska  to 
Japan  in  export  service. 

The  most  significant  development  in 
the  likely  ANS  export  proposal  would 
be  the  ability  to  transport  Alaska  oil 
on  foreign  built  tankers.  This  change 
would  accomplish  a  longstanding  ob- 
jective of  North  Slope  producers  who 
want  to  avoid  replacing  their  Jones 
Act  fleets  in  the  United  States  due  to 
the  higher  costs  of  domestic  construc- 
tion. If  such  export  authority  were 
granted,  ever-increasing  volumes  of 
Alaska  oil  would  be  carried  to  the  Far 
East  on  foreign  built  bottoms,  thereby 
eliminating  the  need  to  construct  re- 
placement tonnage  in  U.S.  yards.  Pro- 
spective employment  losses  resulting 
from  ANS  exports  are  estimated  to  be 


7,500  U.S.  shipbuilding  and  allied  indus- 
try Jobs. 

Mr.  President,  exporting  ANS  crude 
oil  would  also  be  catastrophic  to  the 
west  coast  ship  repair  business.  Nega- 
tive consequences  are  certain  to  result 
because  foreign  sales  of  Alaska  oil  will: 
First,  reduce  the  overall  size  of  the 
ANS  fleet  as  well  as  the  number  of  ves- 
sels that  must  be  repaired:  and  second, 
make  it  economically  attractive  for  all 
U.S.  tankships  employed  in  Alaska  oil 
service  to  have  repairs  done  in  less  ex- 
pensive yards  located  in  the  Far  East. 

A  study  concluded  that  removing  the 
statutory  restrictions  on  the  export  of 
Alaska  North  Slope  crude  oil  will  cause 
the  loss  of  10,000  U.S.  jobs  in  the  mari- 
time shipyard  sector  alone.  Thus,  ex- 
porting ANS  crude  will  result  in  meas- 
urable harm  to  this  important  sector 
at  the  very  time  domestic  shipyards 
are  attempting  to  make  the  difficult 
transit  from  Navy  to  commercial  con- 
struction. 

The  U.S.  ban  on  ANS  oil  exports  was 
done  to  ease  the  country's  dependence 
on  foreign  oil.  Today,  however,  the 
United  States  is  more  dependent  on 
foreign  oil  than  in  1973.  Lifting  this 
ban  would  only  serve  to  increase  our 
vulnerability  to  blackmail  by  Iran, 
who  could  use  oil  to  hold  the  United 
States  and  the  world  hostage.  More- 
over, the  United  States  can  ill-afford  to 
ship  United  States  produced  oil  else- 
where when  we  are  trying  to  com- 
pensate for  the  loss  of  Iranian,  Iraqi, 
and  Libyan  oil.  Lifting  the  ban  would 
export  thousands  of  jobs  to  foreign 
countries.  It  is  imperative  that  we 
keep  the  ban  on  ANS  oil  exports  for  the 
sake  of  U.S.  jobs  and  our  national  secu- 
rity. 

For  these  reasons.  I  must  respect- 
fully disagree  with  the  honorable  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  and  oppose  his  legis- 
lation, S.  395. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  express  my  concern— my 
profound  concern  and  disquiet — about 
what  appears  to  be  a  campaign  to  rush 
a  bill  through  the  Senate,  and  by  so 
doing  deprive  this  body— and  the  Amer- 
ican people — of  a  full  and  sober  ac- 
counting of  what  this  bill  would  do. 

Of  course,  I  am  referring  to  Senate 
bill  395.  the  Alaska  Power  Administra- 
tion Asset  Sale  and  Termination  Act. 
And  right  there  in  the  title — "Asset 
Sale"— we  have  what  this  bill  is  all 
about.  Let  me  be  blunt;  this  bill  is 
about  one  thing:  Selling  off  as  much  of 
America's  strategic  natural  resources 
as  fast  as  we  can  in  the  interest  of 
chasing  a  quick  buck. 

I  understand  there  are  important  is- 
sues in  this  bill  that  deserve  discus- 
sion— and  I  have  been  prepared  to  have 
that  discussion  here  on  the  Senate 
floor.  It  should  be  a  complete  and  thor- 
ough discussion  and  clearly  we  are  not 
in  a  position  to  do  that  now. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  is  about  to 
begin  work  on  one  of  the  most  criti- 
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cally  important  tasks  that  it  has — that 
is  the  debate  over  the  budget.  The  Sun- 
day talk  shows  and  newspaper  opinion 
columns  recently  have  been  filled  with 
news  about  the  budget — the  programs 
that  may  get  cut,  the  poor  and  under- 
served  who  will  suffer  under  those  cuts, 
how  much  the  rich  would  get  even  rich- 
er under  certain  tax-cut  proposals.  I 
am  reasonably  sure  that  all  my  col- 
leagues, like  myself,  are  spending  most 
of  their  time  these  days  in  preparation 
for  the  budget  debate — and  well  they 
should. 

That  is  precisely  why.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  puzzled — and  troubled— that  the 
majority  leader  should  at  this  particu- 
lar moment  have  brought  Senate  bill 
395  up  for  consideration.  It  is  not  like 
the  Senate  has  not  been  working  stead- 
ily—for example,  as  soon  as  we  finished 
up  what  was  a  rigorous  debate  on  prod- 
uct liability  reform,  we  turned  to  the 
important  matter  of  interstate  waste 
disposal  which  we  have  just  reached 
agreement  on.  And  it's  not  as  if  this 
bill  were  one  that  could  be  easily  or 
quickly  disposed  of—for  it  should  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  may  wonder  out  loud 
about  the  timing  of  bringing  this  bill 
up  at  this  time.  With  the  media  and 
most  Member's  attention  focused  on 
more  important  matters — the  Nation's 
budget — is  now  the  time  to  move  on  a 
bill  that  will  send  American  oil  over- 
seas? Because  that  is  exactly  what  this 
bill  will  do — by  lifting  the  long  held 
ban  on  exporting  Alaskan  oil.  it  will 
allow  the  oil  companies  to  take  Amer- 
ican oil  and  sell  it  to  the  highest  bidder 
overseas. 

Is  now  the  time  to  move  on  a  bill 
that  will  increase  pressure  to  open  up 
one  of  the  only  remaining  pristine  wil- 
derness areas  in  the  United  States— the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge — to  big 
oil  and  gas  drilling?  Because  that  is  ex- 
actly what  this  bill  will  do — it  will  de- 
plete our  national  oil  reserves  by  send- 
ing American  oil  to  other  countries, 
and  increase  the  pressure  to  open  up 
the  ANWR.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alaska  and  bill  author  Senator 
MURKOWSKI  admitted  as  much  when  he 
told  the  Anchorage  Daily  News  on  Feb- 
ruary 20  of  this  year  that  if  we  do  not 
open  up  the  ANWR,  "the  oil  on  the 
West  Coast  is  going  to  come  from  Co- 
lombia and  it  is  going  to  come  in  on 
foreign  vessels."  And  even  yesterday 
on  the  floor,  my  distinguished  col- 
league again  said  that  lifting  the  ex- 
port ban  will  increase  pressure  to  open 
up  new  potential  fields  for  drilling. 

Mr.  President,  is  now  the  time  to 
move  on  a  bill  that  could  make  the 
United  States  even  more  dependent  on 
foreign  oil?  At  a  time  when  this  coun- 
try is  importing  record  amounts  of  oil, 
is  now  the  time  to  move  on  a  bill  that 
would  likely  increase  our  oil  imports? 
Does  that  sound  like  a  long-term  strat- 
egy to  make  the  United  States  more 
secure,  more  prepared,  more  energy- 
independent?  I  do  not  think  so. 
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Mr.  President,  what  is  being  asked 
for  here  is  a  special  exemption  just  for 
the  State  of  Alaska.  By  law,  no  State- 
let me  repeat,  no  State — may  export  oil 
unless  it  is  found  to  be  in  the  national 
Interest  to  do  so.  Is  exporting  Alaskan 
oil  in  the  Nation's  best  interest?  On 
this  matter  I  prefer  to  recall  the  words 
of  my  distinguished  colleague,  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Ste- 
vens]. In  response  to  a  question,  Sen- 
ator Stevens  on  the  floor  of  this  body 
on  July  12,  1973,  said:  "I  will  assure  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  that  so 
long  as  I  am  in  the  Senate,  I  will  op- 
pose the  sale  of  Alaska's  oil  to  Japan." 
The  position  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  was  correct  then,  and 
it  is  correct  now. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  to  speak  in  support  of  S.  395.  title 
II,  which  would  allow  for  the  first  time 
the  export  of  Alaska  North  Slope  crude 
oil  to  foreign  markets. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  struggled  long 
and  hard  over  this  bill.  Constituents 
from  my  State  have  mixed  views  on  the 
benefits  of  exporting  ANS  crude  oil 
abroad. 

After  discussing  this  bill  with  all  af- 
fected parties  and  weighing  the  pros 
and  cons.  I  am  convinced  that  this  leg- 
islation, as  now  drafted,  satisfies  the 
problems  that  have  been  identified  and. 
on  balance,  presents  a  win-win  solu- 
tion. 

Let  me  briefly  go  over  the  concerns  I 
have  had,  including  the  possible  im- 
pacts on  jobs,  on  crude  oil  supplies  for 
the  west  coast,  and  on  the  environ- 
ment. 

JOB.S 

First,  for  this  legislation  to  be  a  suc- 
cess, it  must  not  eliminate  jobs  in  one 
place  while  adding  them  somewhere 
else.  That  is  why  I  support  its  require- 
ment that  any  ANS  crude  exported 
abroad  must  be  carried  in  American- 
flagged  and  American-crewed  ships. 
Otherwise,  crude  oil  that  now  comes  to 
American  refineries  in  American  ships 
would  instead  be  going  to  overseas  re- 
fineries in  foreign  ships. 

But  I  am  also  concerned  that  the 
ships  carrying  this  crude  be  built  in 
American  yards.  While  I  understand 
why  such  a  requirement  cannot  be  in- 
cluded in  this  bill,  I  have  received  as- 
surances from  BP  America,  the  com- 
pany that  is  most  likely  to  be  export- 
ing the  crude  overseas,  that  it  is  com- 
mitted to  building  any  new  ships  need- 
ed for  this  trade  in  American  yards.  I 
received  the  following  letter  from  BP 
America  on  this  issue: 

September  30.  1994. 
Hon.  DIA.NNE  Fei.nstein, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  Further  to  dis- 
cussions with  you  held  September  30.  1994.  if 
the  ban  on  Alaska  exports  is  lifted.  BP  will 
commit  now  and  in  the  future  to  use  only 
U.S. -built.  US. -flagged.  U.S.-crewed  ships 
for  such  exports.  We  will  supplement  or  re- 
place  ships   required    to    transport   Alaskan 


crude  oil  with  U.S. -built  ships  as  existing 
ships  are  phased  out  under  the  provisions  in 
the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990. 

I  hope  that  this  commitment  satisfies  your 
request  that  Alaska  oil  exports  be  carried  on 
US-built.  U.S.-flag  ships,  manned  by  U.S. 
crews. 

Yours  sincerely. 

Steven  Benz, 

President, 
BP  Oil  Shipping  Company.  USA. 

OIL  SUPPLIES 

Second,  the  loss  of  ANS  crude  oil 
supplies  from  the  west  coast  of  the 
United  States  must  not  create  a  situa- 
tion where  gasoline  prices  at  the  pump 
go  up  in  our  Western  States,  or  where 
our  western  refineries  that  now  depend 
on  this  crude  oil  supply  must  close 
their  doors  because  they  are  unable  to 
replace  it  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

This  bill  specifies  that  the  President 
shall  determine  on  an  annual  basis 
whether  independent  refiners  in  the 
Western  United  States  are  able  to  se- 
cure adequate  supplies  of  crude.  If  not, 
he  is  to  make  recommendations  to 
Congress.  Further,  the  bill  requires 
that  the  GAO  conduct  a  broader  assess- 
ment of  the  impacts  of  the  export  of 
ANS  crude  after  5  years,  including  gas- 
oline prices  at  the  pump,  and  make  any 
recommendations  necessary. 
e.vvironme.vtal  impact 
Third,  I  have  been  concerned  that 
passage  of  this  legislation  could  in- 
crease pressure  for  drilling  in  the  Arc- 
tic National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  off  the 
west  coast  of  the  United  States.  The 
administration  has  assured  me  that  it 
will  oppose  such  drilling,  and  that  this 
is  an  issue  that  is  totally  separate  from 
whether  or  not  ANS  crude  should  be 
exported. 

benefits 
Now.  Mr.  President,  let  me  turn  to 
the  dramatic  benefits  the  export  of 
ANS  crude  offers.  The  current  law  pro- 
vides that  all  ANS  crude  be  shipped  to 
American  refineries.  This  creates  an 
artificial  surplus  in  crude  oil  supplies 
on  the  west  coast,  which  depresses  the 
price  that  refineries  are  willing  to  pay 
for  alternative  sources  of  supply,  such 
as  the  heavy  crude  oil  pumped  in  Kern 
County.  CA. 

Independent  oil  producers  in  Kern 
County  have  laid  off  thousands  of 
workers  over  the  past  decade,  and  shut 
down  many  wells.  Eliminating  the  fed- 
erally mandated  oil  glut  on  the  west 
coast  will  raise  the  price  paid  for  Kern 
County  crude  and  make  its  production 
viable  once  again.  The  Department  of 
Energy  estimates  that  this  will  gen- 
erate from  5.000  to  15,000  new  jobs  very 
quickly,  with  as  many  as  10,000  to 
25,000  by  decade  end,  most  of  which  will 
be  in  Kern  County. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  President,  Califor- 
nia still  has  not  joined  the  rest  of  the 
United  States  in  a  full  recovery  from 
the  recession  of  1990.  Unemployment 
has  remained  particularly  high  in  Cali- 
fornia's Central  Valley,  caused  in  part 
by    dramatic    fluctuations    in    annual 


rainfall,  but  also  by  the  steady  decline 
in  employment  and  production  in  the 
Kern  County  fields. 

So.  in  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  state  my  support  for  this 
legislation,  which  will  provide  net  posi- 
tive benefits  to  our  merchant  marine, 
our  independent  oil  producers,  and  the 
companies  pumping  ANS  crude,  while 
providing  protection  through  periodic 
evaluation  of  its  impacts  for  our  ship- 
yards and  our  independent  refiners. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  bill  be  read  for  the  third 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
are  no  further  amendments  to  be  pro- 
posed, the  question  is  on  the  engross- 
ment and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  1  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  [Mr.  BlDEN]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  74, 
nays  25,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  170  Leg.] 
■yEAS— 74 


Abraham 

Ford 

McCain 

AshcroJt 

Frist 

McConnell 

BaucuB 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Moynlhan 

Bingaman 

Grams 

Murkowskl 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nlckles 

BreauT 

Gregg 

Nuns 

Brown 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Bryao 

Henin 

Pell 

Bums 

Helms 

Pressler 

Campbell 

HolUngs 

Pryor 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Robb 

Coats 

Inhere 

Roth 

Cocliran 

Inouye 

Saotorum 

Cohsn 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kasaebaum 

Smith 

Cralg 

Kempthome 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Stevens 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dorgan 

Loti 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Lugar 

Wamar 

Feinstels 

Mack 

NAYS— 25 

Akaka 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Murray 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Reld 

Bumpers 

Hatneld 

Rockefeller 

Bynl 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

D'Amato 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dodd 

EXOD 

Lautenberg 
Levin 

Wellstone 

Fein^ld 

Lleberman 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Blden 

So  the  bill  (S.  395).  as  amended, 
passed,  as  follows: 


was 
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(The  text  of  the  bill  will  be  printed  in 
a  future  edition  of  the  Record.) 
The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
To  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  to  sell  the  Alaska  Power  Administra- 
tion, and  to  authorize  the  export  of  Alsiska 
North  Slope  crude  oil.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
aigreed  to. 

MODIFICATION  OF  .A.yENDMENT  NO.  1105 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
amendment  1105  previously  adopted  by 
the  Senate  be  modified  to  conform  to 
the  language  which  I  now  send  to  the 
desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  modification  is  as  follows: 

.At  the  end  of  annendment  No.  1104.  add  the 
following-  new  section; 

SEC.  .  RETIREMENT  OF  CERTAIN  COSTS  IN- 
CURHED  FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  NON-FEDERAL  PIHBUCLY  OWNED 
SHIPYARDS. 

<a)  In  Gener.al  — The  Secretary  of  Energry 
shall— 

(1)  deposit  proceeds  of  sales  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  a  special  ac- 
count in  amounts  sufficient  to  make  pay- 
ments under  subsections  (b)  and  (c);  and 

(2)  out  of  the  account  described  in  para- 
graph (It.  provide,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)  and  ic>,  financial  assistance  to  a 
port  authority  that— 

(A)  manages  a  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shipyard  on  the  United  States  west  coast 
that  is  capable  of  handling  very  large  crude 
carrier  tankers;  and 

(B)  has  obligations  outstanding  as  of  May 
15.  1995.  that  were  dated  as  of  June  1,  1977. 
and  are  related  to  the  acquisition  of  non- 
Federal  publicly  owned  dry  docks  that  were 
originally  financed  through  public  bonds. 

(b)  AcQuismoN  .AND  Refurbishment  of  In- 
FR.\STRLCTURE.— The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide, for  acquisition  of  infrastructure  and  re- 
furbishment of  existing  infrastructure. 
$10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(c)  RETIREMENT  OF  Oblig.ations.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide,  for  retirement  of  obli- 
gations outstanding  as  of  May  15.  1995.  that 
were  dated  as  of  June  1.  1977.  and  are  related 
to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  dry  docks  that  were  originally  fi- 
nanced through  public  bonds — 

(1)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $13,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  $10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $8,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999. 

(5)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000; 

(6)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

(7)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
believe  there  has  been  a  request  for  a 
brief  period  of  morning  business.  I 
would  so  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Senators  wishing  to  speak  in  morning 
business  be  allowed  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CIVILIAN       MARKSMANSHIP       PRO- 
GRAM SHOULD  BE  TERMINATED 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  bring  to  my  colleague's  atten- 
tion a  copy  of  a  letter  I  recently  re- 
ceived from  the  Department  of  Defense 
regarding  the  Civilian  Marksmanship 
Program. 

The  letter  from  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Army  Joe  Reeder  responds  to  a  let- 
ter I  sent  recently  to  Defense  Sec- 
retary Perry  about  the  Civilian  Marks- 
manship Program.  It  confirms  my 
longstanding  belief  that  the  time  has 
come  for  the  Congress  to  terminate 
this  program  once  and  for  all.  The  let- 
ter says  ■'*  *  *  the  Army  gets  no  direct 
benefit  from  the  program"  and  that 
there  is  "*  *  *  no  discernible  link"  be- 
tween the  program  and  our  Nation's 
military  readiness.  It  goes  on  to  say. 
"Last  year  and  again  last  week,  DOD 
rei)eatedly  has  conveyed  to  Congress 
that,  while  it  will  continue  to  admin- 
ister the  program  as  directed  by  Con- 
gress, it  will  also  continue  to  support 
legislation  ending  the  program." 

This  letter,  Mr.  President,  is  not  a 
plea  to  the  Congress  to  save  a  program 
that  enhances  our  military  readiness 
and  national  security.  To  the  contrary. 
It  is  an  invitation  to  terminate  the 
program.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
a  copy  of  the  letter  be  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record  at  the  end  of 
my  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1) 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
recent  press  reports  indicate  that 
members  of  extremist  militia  groups  in 
this  country,  which  may  pose  a  threat 
to  public  safety,  may  be  gaining  access 
to  military  bases  and  receiving  weap- 
ons, ammunition,  and  training  at 
Army  facilities  under  the  auspices  of 
the  Civilian  Marksmanship  Program. 
In  one  article.  I  learned  that  the  leader 
of  the  Michigan-based  militia  group 
told  ABC's  "Prime  Time  Live"  that  he 
had  access  to  U.S.  military  bases  in 
Michigan  for  the  purpose  of  training 
through  this  program.  In  another  arti- 
cle. I  learned  that  members  of  the 
Competitive  Sportsman  club  were 
asked  to  leave  Camp  Grayling  base 
when  they  showed  up  wearing  Southern 
Michigan  Militia  patches.  The  Amer- 
ican people  have  a  right  to  know  that 
their  tax  dollars  are  not  being  used  to 
train  people  who  may  pose  a  threat  to 
law  abiding  citizens  and  to  peace  and 
order  in  this  country.  The  Defense  De- 
partment should  either  investigate 
these  allegations  or  call  on  another 
branch  of  the  U.S.  Government  to  do 
so. 

In  the  meantime.  Mr.  President,  the 
Civilian  Marksmanship  Program 
should  be  terminated.  My  colleagues 
know  that  I  have  long  believed  the  Ci- 
vilian Marksmanship  Program  is  a  low- 
priority  program  and  is  an  egregious 
example  of  waste  in  Government.  The 


program  promotes  rifle  training  for  ci- 
vilians through  a  system  of  affiliated 
clubs  and  other  organizations,  and 
sponsors  shooting  competitions.  As 
part  of  these  activities,  the  program 
donates,  loans,  and  sells  weapons,  am- 
munition, and  other  shooting  supplies. 
The  Department  of  Defense  has  pro- 
vided me  with  a  State-by-State  break- 
down listing  of  1,146  member  clubs  that 
participate  in  this  program,  which  I 
will  make  available  to  any  of  my  col- 
leagues who  wish  to  read  it. 

The  program  was  first  established  in 
1903,  at  a  time  when  civilian  marks- 
manship training  was  believed  to  be 
important  for  military  preparedness. 
Yet  the  Pentagon  says  it  supports  leg- 
islation to  terminate  it  and  that  there 
is  "no  discernible  link"  between  mili- 
tary readiness  and  the  Civilian  Marks- 
manship Program.  As  Army  officials 
told  the  GAO,  no  Army  requirements 
exist  for  civilians  trained  in  marks- 
manship, and  no  system  is  in  place  to 
track  program-trained  personnel.  In  a 
March  15,  1994,  hearing  in  the  Senate 
Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
Army  Secretary  West  stated  that  na- 
tional security  objectives  will  be  met 
with  or  without  the  Civilian  Marks- 
manship Program. 

In  essence,  the  Civilian  Marksman- 
ship Program  has  provided  a  taxpayer 
subsidy  for  recreational  shooting.  In 
light  of  the  budget  deficit  we  face  and 
the  military  needs  we  ought  to  address, 
this  simply  is  not  a  justifiable  use  of 
scarce  resources.  After  all,  defense  dol- 
lars are  not  used  to  subsidize  other 
sports.  They  ought  not  be  used  to  sub- 
sidize a  shooting  program  which  has  no 
relationship  to  military  needs  and  re- 
quirements. 

Additionally,  the  program  puts  the 
U.S.  Government  in  the  role  of  selling 
weapons  and  ammunition  to  civilians. 
There  is  no  shortage  of  guns  and  am- 
munition available  in  this  country 
through  the  private  sector.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve the  U.S.  Government  needs  to  be 
involved  in  putting  more  guns  on  the 
street  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  Feinstein, 
Levin,  Simon,  and  I  recently  intro- 
duced a  bill,  S.  757.  to  terminate  the  Ci- 
vilian Marksmanship  Program.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  read  the  letter  from 
Under  Secretary  Reeder  and  approve 
that  bill  without  delay. 
Exhibit  1 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Ar.my. 

Washington.  DC.  May  11.  1995. 
Hon.  Frank  R.  Lautenberg, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Senator  Laltenberg:  The  Secretary 
of  Defense,  the  Honorable  William  J.  Perry, 
has  asked  me  on  behalf  of  the  Army,  which 
serves  as  the  executive  agent  for  the  Civilian 
Marksmanship  Program  (CMP),  to  respond 
to  your  letter  regarding  your  concerns  about 
the  CMP. 

The  CMP  was  established  by  Congress  in 
1903  to  develop  marksmanship  skills 
throughout  our  nation  from  which  the  armed 
forces  could  draw  when  needed  for  rapid  mo- 
bilization. To  this  end.  the  CMP  supported 


creation  of  rifle  clubs  throughout  the  coun- 
try. There  are  1.146  member  clubs  (the  cur- 
rent listing  at  Tab  A  is  an  update  from  all 
previous  reports  on  clubs). 

Over  time  the  mission  of  the  CMP  changed. 
Now,  the  current  focus  of  the  CMP  is  weap- 
ons safety,  familiarization  and  the  sport  of 
marksmanship.  The  CMP  is  apolitical,  and 
provides  no  instruction  in  military  skills. 

In  FY  1994.  the  CMP  spent  $2,483  million  of 
appropriated  funds;  $2,544  million  are  budg- 
eted for  FY  1995.  The  Army  has  requested  no 
appropriated  funding  for  the  CMP  in  FY  1996. 
because  the  Army  gets  no  direct  benefit  from 
the  program.  The  FY  19961997  Biennial  Budg- 
et Estimates  submitted  to  Congress  docu- 
ments the  request  for  no  funds  in  FY  96.  Last 
year  and  again  last  week.  DOD  repeatedly 
has  conveyed  to  Congress  that,  while  it  will 
continue  to  administer  the  program  as  di- 
rected by  Congress,  it  will  also  continue  to 
support  legislation  ending  this  program.  I 
have  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  recent  OSD.  Gen- 
eral Counsel,  response  (Tab  B)  to  The  Honor- 
able Floyd  Spence.  Chairman.  House  Na- 
tional Security  Committee,  and  Ranking  Mi- 
nority Member  Ron  Dellums  reiterating. 
••.  .  .  no  discernible  link"  between  military 
readiness  and  the  CMP. 

DOD  shares  your  concern  that  the  CMP  not 
inadvertently  become  involved  with  groups 
or  individuals  who  may  intend  to  harm  fed- 
eral or  non-federal  employees.  To  my  knowl- 
edge the  CMP  has  never  endorsed  the  in- 
volvement of  militia  groups  or  extremists  in 
any  context.  Before  club  status  is  granted, 
three  adults  responsible  for  the  formation  of 
the  club  must  submit  a  DD  Form  398-2  (Per- 
sonnel Security  Questionnaire)  and  pass  a 
background  investigation  performed  by  the 
National  Agency  Check  and  Investigative 
Center.  If  Congre.ss  continues  to  direct  that 
this  program  be  implemented,  we  will  con- 
tinue to  follow  these  procedures. 

Section  4309.  Title  10.  United  States  Code. 
provides  that  all  ranges  built  in  whole  or  in 
part  with  Federal  funds  may  be  used  by  per- 
sons capable  of  bearing  arms.  Under  this  leg- 
islation, the  CMP  and  other  organizations 
may  request  the  use  of  military  ranges  and 
are  generally  granted  such  use  provided  they 
comply  with  range  and  installation  rules. 
They  must  not  interfere  with  scheduled  mili- 
tary training  and  their  intended  use  must 
not  pose  a  .safety  hazard.  If  we  have  any  indi- 
cation of  misuse,  we  will  take  appropriate 
corrective  action. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  pro- 
gram. I  hope  this  information  addresses  your 
concerns. 

Sincerely. 

Joe  R.  Reeder. 


MINOR  CROP  PROTECTION 
ASSISTANCE  ACT 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  rise  to  join  my  colleagues  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  the  Minor  Crop  Protection 
Assistance  Act.  This  legislation  will 
provide  much  needed  relief  to  the  food 
and  horticultural  industries  so  impor- 
tant to  the  economy  of  my  State  and 
the  Nation. 

This  purpose  of  this  legislation  is 
simple:  It  is  all  about  economics.  This 
legislation  seeks  to  provide  some  relief 
to  producers  of  minor  crops  who  face 
the  imminent  threat  of  losing  access  to 
vital,  and  safe  crop  protection  tools 
due  to  market  forces.  Currently,  reg- 
istration of  pesticides  under  the  Fed- 


eral Insecticide,  Fungicide  and 
Rodenticide  Act  [FIFRA]  with  EPA  is 
an  intensive  process,  involving  as 
many  as  120  data  requirements.  Chemi- 
cal manufacturers  are  forced  to  make 
the  decision  to  cancel,  or  not  rereg- 
ister, crop  protection  tools  for  use  on 
minor  crops  because  the  resulting  sales 
revenues  will  not  support  the  high 
costs  of  reregistration.  The  result  is 
that  many  safe  minor  crop  protection 
chemicals  have  been  dropped  from  pro- 
duction, despite  the  essential  role  they 
play  for  our  minor  crop  growers. 

The  production  of  the  minor  com- 
modities, as  they  are  called,  is  in  fact 
of  major  importance  to  Washington 
State.  In  Washington,  90  percent  of  our 
agricultural  industry  is  in  minor  crops. 
Most  notable  are  hops,  apples,  small 
fruits,  vegetables,  and  hay.  Washington 
alone  produces  77  percent  of  all  com- 
mercially consumed  hops  in  the  United 
States.  Hops  growers  have  five  pes- 
ticides available  to  them,  and  four  of 
these  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  due  to 
the  high  cost  of  reregistration.  If  only 
one  pesticide  is  available,  pests  will 
quickly  develop  their  resistance  and 
this  compound  will  become  obsolete  as 
a  tool  for  crop  protection.  Another  ex- 
ample comes  from  the  hay  producers  in 
Washington.  The  hay  we  grow  makes 
up  one-third  of  the  world's  ha.y  market. 
We  export  75  percent  of  our  product. 
One  particular  pesticide  which  is  essen- 
tial to  the  growth  cycle  is  in  danger  of 
not  being  reregistered.  If  it  goes,  with 
it  will  go  our  global  market  share. 

This  purpose  of  this  bill  is  not  an 
issue  of  public  health  or  public  safety, 
this  is  an  issue  of  economics.  It  is  de- 
signed to  preserve  safe  minor  use  pes- 
ticides and  to  encourage  the  develop- 
ment of  environmentally  sound  pest 
management  tools.  We  need  to  provide 
the  economic  incentive  for  pesticide 
manufacturers  to  pursue  the  costly  re- 
registration of  products  with  limited 
market  potential. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture recognize  this  situation.  They 
have  worked  with  a  coalition  of  minor 
crop  producers  and  my  colleagues,  Sen- 
ator LUGAR  and  Senator  Inouye.  on 
this  legislation.  Accordingly,  this  bill 
streamlines  the  registration  and  rereg- 
istration process,  and  provides  new  in- 
centives to  the  pesticide  industry  to 
pursue  minor  crop  registrations.  Most 
importantly,  this  bill  reinforces  EPA's 
authority  to  deny  reregistration  of 
minor  use  pesticides  out  of  concern  for 
public  safety.  In  the  Administrator's 
judgment,  if  a  pesticide  puts  the  public 
at  too  great  a  risk,  the  incentives  for 
development,  registration,  or  rereg- 
istration can  be  revoked. 

A  safe  food  supply  is  very  important 
to  me.  Minor  crops,  which  in  large  part 
are  fruits  and  vegetables,  are  staples  in 
the  diets  of  infants  and  children,  and 
they  also  receive  large  applications  of 
pesticides.    In    its    1993    report,    "Pes- 


ticides in  the  Diets  of  Infants  and  Chil- 
dren," the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  found  that  current  pesticide 
standards  may  be  inadequate  to  pro- 
tect infants  and  children  from  pes- 
ticide exposure  and  recommends  poli- 
cies to  increase  protection. 

While  this  legislation  addresses  a 
market  issue,  it  leaves  us  with  the  re- 
sponsibility of  addressing  the  complex 
issue  of  food  safety  and  the  adequacy  of 
the  current  pesticide  regulatory  sys- 
tem. In  no  way  are  we  relieved  of  deal- 
ing with  pesticide  issues  in  a  com- 
prehensive manner. 

I  am  very  interested  in  promoting 
the  development  of  newer,  safer  pes- 
ticides, and  encouraging  farmers  to  de- 
crease their  use  of  dangerous  pes- 
ticides. Our  efforts  in  this  bill  should 
go  hand  in  hand  with  incentive-based 
approaches  that  encourage  integrated 
pest  management,  and  even  organic 
production  practices.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  my  colleagues  to  address 
the  shortcomings  of  our  current  pes- 
ticide regulatory  system,  and  to  en- 
courage innovative  approaches  for  the 
future. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MASSIMO 
SANTEUSANIO 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  acknowledge  a  ceremony  which 
was  held  yesterday  in  Boston  to  honor 
Mr.  Massimo  Sanleusanio. 

Mr.  Santeusanio  recently  celebrated 
his  100th  birthday  and  the  ceremony  is 
to  honor  not  only  this  extraordinary 
event  but  his  service  during  World  War 
I.  He  is  to  this  day  an  inspiration  to 
those  Americans  who  appreciate  the 
unselfish  sacrifices  made  in  defense  of 
freedom  and  liberty.  During  this  Me- 
morial Day  period,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
press our  country's  gratitude  to  all 
World  War  I  veterans  through  Massimo 
Santeusanio. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
today  received  a  copy  of  a  resolution 
passed  by  the  Rhode  Island  House  of 
Representatives,  outlining  the  dev- 
astating consequences  that  H.R.  4,  the 
Personal  Responsibility  Act,  would 
have  on  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  if  it 
becomes  law. 

This  resolution,  introduced  by  Rhode 
Island  State  Representatives  Benoit, 
Sherlock,  Williams,  Kellner.  and 
Bumpus.  articulates  far  better  than  I 
can  the  great  damage  that  this  legisla- 
tion would  do  to  the  neediest  of  Rhode 
Island  families. 

As  the  welfare  debate  begins  in  ear- 
nest in  the  Senate,  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  bear  in  mind  the  strong 
opposition  of  many  in  my  State  to  this 
proposal,  and  will  heed  in  jjarticular 
the  part  of  the  Rhode  Island  House  of 
Representatives'  resolution  which 
urges    us    to    "Put    children    first    by 
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working  for  humane  welfare  reform 
that  provides  for  all  citizens  in  need 
during  difficult  economic  times,  that 
supports  effective  retum-to-work  pro- 
grams, and  that  recognizes  that  the 
care  given  to  our  Nation's  children  is  a 
shared  Federal-State  responsibil- 
ity. *  *  *" 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
resolution  passed  by  the  Rhode  Island 
House  of  Representatives  on  May  10. 
1995,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

House  Resolutio.v 

Whereas,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Per- 
sonal Responsibility  Act  (H.R.  4).  Aid  to 
Fannilies  with  Dependent  Children  would  be 
replaced  by  the  Temporary  Family  Assist- 
ance Block  Grant,  and  the  entitlement  pro- 
gram which  guarantees  benefits  to  all  chil- 
dren who  qualify  would  be  eliminated.  Under 
the  proposed  block  grant  financing  formula. 
Rhode  Island  would  receive  $54  million  less 
in  federal  funds  over  the  next  five  years,  and 
an  estimated  25,000  children  would  be  denied 
benefits:  and 

Whereas,  while  the  Personal  Responsibility 
Act  purports  to  return  control  to  the  states. 
the  block  grant  legislation,  in  reality,  con- 
tains many  federal  prohibitions  limiting 
states'  freedom  that  would  deny  eligibility 
to  several  categories  of  children  and  fami- 
lies: and 

WTiereas.  the  Personal  Responsibility  Act 
would  virtually  eliminate  cash  assistance  to 
21%  of  the  disabled  children  currently  in  the 
SSI  program,  and  $27  million  less  in  federal 
funds  would  be  available  to  Rhode  Island 
over  the  next  five  years;  and 

Whereas,  all  child  nutrition  programs 
would  be  replaced  by  two  block  grants;  fed- 
eral funding  would  be  reduced  by  10%;  fed- 
eral nutrition  standards  would  be  repealed; 
eligibility  for  food  stamps  would  be  sharply 
curtailed  by  federal  restrictions  with  the  re- 
sult that  Rhode  Island  would  receive  a  com- 
bined total  of  $127  million  less  in  federal 
funding  over  the  next  five  years:  and 

Whereas,  funding  for  several  major  child 
protection  programs  would  be  sharply  re- 
duced and  replaced  by  a  block  grant,  and 
Rhode  Island  would  receive  $15  million  less 
in  federal  funding  over  the  next  five  years, 
sharply  reducing  funds  for  adoption  assist- 
ance, foster  care,  and  the  computerization  of 
the  state's  abuse  and  neglect  tracking  sys- 
tem; and 

Whereas,  essential  child  care  programs 
that  enable  low-income  families  to  work 
would  lose  their  entitlement  status;  Rhode 
Island  would  receive  $8  million  less  in  federal 
funding  over  the  next  five  years  and  $2.4  mil- 
lion less  by  the  year  2000.  thereby  resulting 
in  1.570  fewer  children  receiving  assistance; 
and 

Whereas,  most  legal  immigrants  would  be 
ineligible  for  most  programs,  leading  to  a 
loss  in  federal  aid  to  Rhode  Island  of  $72  mil- 
lion over  the  next  five  years;  now.  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved.  That  this  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  and  Provi- 
dence Plantations  hereby  respectfully  re- 
quests that  the  Rhode  Island  Congressional 
delegation: 

1,  Oppose  the  Personal  Responsibility  Act 
(H.R.  4)  as  passed  by  the  United  States  House 
of  Representatives;  and 

2.  Put  children  first  by  working  for  hu- 
mane welfare  reform   that  provides  for  all 


citizens  in  need  during  difficult  economic 
times,  that  supports  effective  retum-to-work 
programs,  and  that  recognizes  that  the  care 
given  to  our  nation's  children  is  a  shared  fed- 
eral-state responsibility:  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be 
and  he  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transmit  duly  certified  copies  of  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  members  of  the  Rhode  Island 
Congressional  Delegation. 


NORWEST  BANK  OF  COLORADO 
AND  ATLANTIS  COMMUNITY,  INC. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  say  a  few  words  of  congratula- 
tion to  the  people  who  work  for 
Norwest  Bank  of  Colorado  and  Atlantis 
Community,  Inc. 

Atlantis  Community  is  the  largest 
home  health  care  agency  in  Colorado, 
with  an  outstanding  record  of  service 
to  and  advocacy  for  disabled  individ- 
uals. With  Norwest  Bank,  Atlantis  de- 
veloped a  unique  program  to  help  lower 
income  disabled  people  achieve  an 
American  dream:  the  dream  of  owning 
a  home. 

Atlantis  and  Norwest  pioneered  the 
Disability  Community  Homeownership 
Program  to  help  provide  home  mort- 
gage financing  to  disabled  people.  This 
program  features  15-  to  30-year  first 
mortgage  loans  with  no  down  payment, 
no  closing  costs,  below  market  interest 
rates,  and  other  advantages  to  quali- 
fied home  buyers.  In  1993,  Norwest  set 
aside  $2.5  million  for  loans  to  the  dis- 
abled community.  Norwest  now  has 
over  $6  million  in  home  loans  to  100 
people  with  disabilities,  who  could  not 
avail  themselves  of  existing  lending 
programs. 

Atlantis  teamed  with  Norwest  to 
help  build  awareness  of  this  program 
among  the  disabled  community.  In  ad- 
dition, Atlantis  offers  financial  coun- 
seling and  money  management  services 
specifically  tailored  to  meet  the  needs 
of  disabled  people.  The  interest  in 
these  services  was  so  high,  Atlantis 
and  Norwest  decided  to  expand  it  to  a 
consumer  loan  program  for  buying  and 
modifying  vehicles,  improving  disabled 
access  to  homes,  and  other  purposes. 

In  recognition  of  these  community- 
oriented  efforts.  Atlantis  and  Norwest 
received  nominations  for  the  Social 
Compact  Outstanding  Community  In- 
vestment Award.  Social  Compact  is  a 
coalition  of  hundreds  of  leaders  from 
the  financial  services  and  community 
development  industries,  coming  to- 
gether to  strengthen  American  commu- 
nities through  neighborhood  partner- 
ships, 

I  congratulate  Atlantis  and  Norwest 
for  their  nominations  for  this  award, 
and  I  applaud  their  initiative  for  turn- 
ing community  concerns  into  concrete 
results. 


May  16,  1995 

the  Federal  debt,  let  us  do  that  little 
pop  quiz  once  more.  You  remember— 
one  question,  one  answer: 

Question:  How  many  million  dollars 
are  in  SI  trillion?  While  you  are  arriv- 
ing at  an  answer,  bear  in  mind  that  it 
was  the  U.S.  Congress  that  ran  up  the 
Federal  debt  that  now  exceeds  $4.8  tril- 
lion. 

To  be  exact,  as  of  the  close  of  busi- 
ness Monday,  May  15,  the  exact  Federal 
debt — down  to  the  penny— stood  at 
$4,881,377,281,278.42.  This  means  that 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  Amer- 
ica now  owes  $18,529.79  computed  on  a 
per  capita  basis.  Which,  I  might  add,  is 
an  increase  of  $22  million  over  the 
weekend. 

Mr.  President,  back  to  the  pop  quiz: 
How  many  million  in  a  trillion?  There 
are  a  million,  million  in  a  trillion. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13017 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  "YES" 
Mr.    HELMS.    Mr.    President,    before 
contemplating  today's  bad  news  about 


MEXICO  IS  A  LENINIST  STATE 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
late  January  I  came  to  the  floor  to 
speak  of  our  relations  with  Mexico  in 
the  context  of  the  new  North  American 
Free-Trade  Agreement.  My  remarks 
appeared  in  the  Record  under  the 
heading  "Free  Trade  With  an  Unfree 
Society."  I  returned  to  a  theme  which 
I  had  stated  on  a  number  of  occasions 
since  NAFTA  was  first  proposed  during 
the  administration  of  President  Bush.  I 
had  been  an  enthusiastic  supporter  of 
the  free-trade  agreement  with  Canada, 
but  was  troubled  by  the  thought  of  a 
similar  arrangement  with  Mexico,  and 
for  the  most  elemental  reason.  I  argued 
that  the  political  and  legal  arrange- 
ments of  the  United  States  and  Canada 
being  essentially  symmetrical,  the  vast 
involvement  in  one  another's  affairs, 
the  partial  ceding  of  sovereignty  im- 
plicit in  such  an  agreement  would 
provide  quite  manageable.  There  would 
be  no  political  loss  and  considerable 
economic  gain.  Optimality,  as  an  econ- 
omist might  say.  By  contrast,  I  feared 
that  our  political  and  legal  institutions 
were  anything  but  symmetrical  with 
those  of  Mexico.  Mexico,  I  said,  was  a 
Leninist  state. 

I  had  hoped  for  some  response  to  this 
statement  from  the  executive  branch, 
but  there  was  little.  Indeed,  apart  from 
a  gracious  note  from  our  distinguished 
Treasury  Secretary,  Robert  E.  Rubin, 
there  was  none.  In  any  event,  we  were 
then,  in  January,  caught  up  in  an  in- 
tense effort  to  save  Mexico  from  de- 
faulting on  its  foreign  debt.  This  was 
the  first  of  what  I  fear  will  be  a  se- 
quence of  such  crises,  and  it  seemed 
gratuitous  to  press  the  argument  in 
that  atmosphere.  But  now  the  first  cri- 
sis has  eased,  thanks  in  large  measure 
to  what  Alexander  Hamilton,  our  first 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  termed  "en- 
ergy in  the  executive,"  now  embodied 
in  his  successor.  Secretary  Rubin.  And 
so  I  would  take  this  quiet  morning  to 
return  to  the  subject. 


I  would  begin  by  calling  attention  to 
an  essay  by  William  Pfaff,  which  ap- 
peared in  the  International  Herald 
Tribune  on  March  16.  Mr.  Pfaff,  who 
writes  from  Paris,  is  a  foreign  policy 
analyst  of  unexampled  range,  depth, 
and  experience.  He  would  be  such  if  he 
lived  in  Utica,  but  living  abroad  gives 
him  a  singular  perspective  on  Amer- 
ican affairs.  His  essay  begins  with  this 
simple,  chilling  analogy. 

The  commitment  the  United  States  now 
has  made  to  Mexico  bears  a  distinct  resem- 
blance to  the  commitment  it  made  to  Viet- 
nam during  the  late  1950s  and  the  early  1960s, 
when  the  troubles  in  that  country  were  only 
beginning. 

That  was  war  and  this  is  peace.  Nonethe- 
less now.  as  then,  with  as  little  reflection 
and  a  simplistic  ideology.  Washington  has 
taken  on  responsibility  for  the  fortunes  of 
another  nation  that  it  scarcely  knows  and 
fails  to  understand. 

In  Mexico  this  American  assumption  of  re- 
sponsibility is  primarily  economic,  but  Mexi- 
co's economic  plight  is  inseparable  from  the 
political  crisis  afflicting  the  eleven-decade- 
long  dictatorship  in  Mexico  of  the  PRI.  or  In- 
stitutional Revolutionary  Party,  historically 
the  vehicle  of  Mexican  nationalism— and  of 
resistance  to  .American  exploitation  of  Mexi- 
can oil  resources, 

Washington  has  demanded,  and  last  Friday 
was  given.  Mexico's  promise  of  a  program  of 
economic  austerity  with  distressing  implica- 
tions for  millions  of  Mexicans,  who  only 
weeks  ago  were  being  told  that  their  coun- 
try's membership  in  NAFTA  assured  rising 
prosperity  for  them  and  their  country.  One 
aspect  of  the  new  arrangement  is  that  a 
major  part  of  Mexico's  future  oil  revenues  is 
pledged  against  the  new  .American  and  inter- 
national loan  guarantees. 

Even  without  the  debt  crisis  a  national  up- 
heaval is  under  way  in  Mexico  which  not 
even  the  Mexicans  can  be  sure  they  can 
solve.  Washington's  commitment  to  a  solu- 
tion is  an  engagement  with  the  uncontrol- 
lable and  unforeseeable. 

In  my  January  statement  I  was 
unapologetic  about  discussing  govern- 
ment in  the  abstract.  I  allowed  as  how 
Speaker  Gingrich,  by  encouraging  us 
to  read  or  re-read  The  Federalist,  was 
directing  us  to  just  such  abstractions, 
which  very  much  engaged  the  Founders 
of  the  Nation.  They  ransacked  history 
for  different  ideal  types  of  government 
for  lessons  to  be  learned  and  contrasts 
to  be  made  with  the  new  American  Re- 
public which  they  had  set  about  con- 
structing. Here,  then,  is  a  definition  of 
Leninism  from  the  "Harper  Dictionary 
of  Modern  Thought."  The  capitalized 
words  are  employed  in  the  original  for 
purposes  of  cross  reference: 

Leninism.  The  term  refers  to  the  version  of 
MARXIST  thought  which  accepts  the  valid- 
ity of  the  major  theoretical  contributions 
made  by  Lenin  to  revolutionary  Marxism. 
These  contributions  fall  into  two  main 
groups.  Central  to  the  first  was  the  concep- 
tion of  the  revolutionary  party  as  the  van- 
guard of  the  PROLETARIAT,  The  workers,  if 
left  to  their  own  devices,  would  concentrate 
on  purely  economic  issues  and  not  attain  full 
political  CLASS  consciousness,  and  there- 
fore the  revolutionary  seizure  of  power  need- 
ed the  leadership  of  committed  Marxist  AC- 
TIVISTS to  provide  the  appropriate  theoreti- 


cal and  tactical  guidelines.  The  role  of  the 
party  was  thus  to  be  a  "vanguard"  in  the 
revolutionary  struggle  which  would  cul- 
minate in  the  overthrow  of  the  CAPIT.ALIST 
STATE  and  the  establishment  of  a  DICTA- 
TORSHIP OF  THE  PROLETARIAT  under  the 
HEGEMONY  of  the  party. 

The  second  major  theoretical  contribution 
made  by  Lenin  was  to  draw  the  political  con- 
sequences from  an  analysis  of  CAPITALISM 
as  both  international  and  imperialist.  The 
phenomenon  of  IMPERIALISM  divided  the 
world  between  advanced  industrial  nations 
and  the  colonies  they  were  exploiting.  This 
situation  was  inherently  unstable  and  led  to 
war  between  capitalist  nations  thus  creating 
favorable  conditions  for  REVOLUTION,  For 
Lenin,  the  "weakest  link"  in  the  capitalist 
chain  was  to  be  found  in  UNDERDEVEL- 
OPED regions  of  the  world  economy  such  as 
Russia  where  the  indigenous  BOURGEOISIE 
was  comparatively  weak,  but  where  there 
had  been  enough  INDUSTRIALIZATION  to 
create  a  class-conscious  proletariat.  The  idea 
of  world-wide  SOCIALIST  revolution  begin- 
ning in  relatively  backward  countries  led  to 
the  inclusion  of  the  peasantry  as  important 
revolutionary  actors  affording  essential  sui>- 
port  to  the  proletariat  in  establishing  a  so- 
cialist order.  Such  socialist  revolutions  in 
underdeveloped  countries  would  exacerbate 
the  contradictions  inherent  in  advanced  cap- 
italist economies  and  thus  lead  to  the  advent 
of  socialism  on  a  world  scale. 

As  compared  with  the  ideas  of  Marx  and 
Engels.  Leninism  gives  more  emphasis  to  the 
leading  role  of  the  party,  to  backward  or 
semi-colonial  countries  as  the  initial  site  of 
revolution,  and  to  the  peasantry  as  potential 
revolutionary  agents  With  the  success  of  the 
BOLSHEVIK  revolution  in  1917.  Leninism  be- 
came the  dominant  version  of  Marxism  and 
the  official  IDEOLOCV  of  the  Soviet  Union. 
Lenin's  analysis  of  imperialism  and  his  idea 
of  the  "weakest  link  "  also  made  his  version 
of  Marxism  appealing  to  emerging  ELITES 
in  the  THIRD  WORLD,  In  the  West,  however, 
while  Leninist  principles  are  maintained  by 
the  small  Trotskyist  parties,  many  adher- 
ents of  eurocommunism  have  begun  to  ask 
how  far  Leninist  ideas  reflected  specifically 
Russian  circumstances  and  should  therefore 
be  modified  to  fit  the  conditions  of  advanced 
capitalist  societies. 

Clearly,  Leninst  doctrine  and  Soviet 
example  had  considerable  appeal  to  the 
revolutionary  leaders  and  intellectuals 
who  came  to  power  in  Mexico  in  the 
1920's,  It  happens  this  was  a  time  of  ar- 
tistic energy,  perhaps  especially  in 
mural  paintings  of  Diego  Rivera,  Jose 
Clemente  Orozco,  and  David  Alfonso 
Siquieros.  To  this  day  one  can  see  on 
the  walls  of  the  Government  buildings 
of  Mexico  City  vast  scenes  of  revolu- 
tionary tumult.  Amid  a  sea  of  yellow 
sombreros  and  silver  machetes  there  is 
sure  to  be  found  an  incongruously 
bearded  Lenin  turned  out  in  a  starched 
collar  and  black  necktie.  That,  and  of 
course,  swarms  of  red  flags. 

If  the  Soviet  experiment  attracted 
sympathizers,  even  adherents,  in  the 
United  States  in  those  years.  I  would 
hazard  that  public  opinion  would  have 
shown  even  greater  sympathy  for  the 
goings-on  in  Mexico.  A  wonderful  en- 
counter came  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
struction of  Rockefeller  Center  in  New 
York  City  in  the  early  years  of  the 
Great    Depression.    Diego    Rivera    was 


commissioned  to  paint  a  fresco  for  the 
lobby  of  the  central  RCA  building,  as  it 
then  was.  Word  got  out  that  it  would 
include  not  only  red  flags,  but  Lenin 
himself.    Nelson    A,    Rockefeller,    who 
was     managing     the     enterprise,     de- 
murred.    Much     hullabaloo     followed, 
leading  in  turn  to  the  classic  poem  by 
E.B,  White  of  the  New  Yorker,  "I  Paint 
What  I  See,"  describing  an  imagined 
encounter  between  the  youthful  scion 
of  great  wealth  and  the  revolutionary 
artist.  Here  are  passages. 
•Whose  is  that  head  that  I  see  on  my  wall?" 
Said  John  D,'s  grandson  Nelson, 
"Is  it  anyone's  head  whom  we  know,  at  all? 
"A  Rensselaer,  or  a  Sallonstall? 
■Is  it  Franklin  D?  Is  it  Mordaunt  Hall? 
"Or  is  it  the  head  of  a  Russian?" 

***** 

"For     twenty-one     thousand     conservative 

bucks 
"You  painted  a  radical.  I  say  shucks, 

***** 
"For  this,  as  you  know,  is  a  public  hall 
"And  the  people  want  doves,  or  a  tree  in  fall, 
"And  though  your  art  I  dislike  to  hamper. 
"I  owe  a  little  to  God  and  Gramper. 
•And  after  all, 
•'It's  my  wall.  .  ." 

•We'll  see  if  it  is."  said  Rivera, 

As  I  noted  in  January,  it  was  no  acci- 
dent that  when  Leon  Trotsky  fled  the 
Soviet  Union,  having  lost  out  to  Stalin 
in  the  struggle  to  succeed  Lenin,  he  did 
not  settle  in  Paris,  where  failed  revolu- 
tionaries were  supposed  to  go.  He  went 
to  Mexico  City,  where  he  set  up  in  con- 
siderable style,  surrounded  often  as  not 
by  American  acolytes. 

Two  things  are  to  be  said  about  the 
coming  to  power  of  the  Institutional 
Revolutionary  Party  in  1929,  First— the 
great  English  historian  Sir  John 
Plumb  has  made  this  point^it  was  a 
blessing  for  the  Mexican  people  who  for 
decades  had  lived  through  indescrib- 
ably bloody  and  agonizing  turmoil.  Of  a 
sudden,  stability  was  achieved.  Sir 
John  makes  the  point  that  revolutions 
are  easy:  it  is  the  onset  of  stability 
that  is  rare  in  human  experience.  The 
second  point  is  that  nothing  like  the 
Leninist  terror  followed  the  coming  to 
power  of  the  PRI.  Diplomatic  relations 
with  the  Papacy— severed  since  1867 
when  Benito  Juarez  implemented  strict 
controls  of  church  power— became  par- 
ticularly hostile  in  1926  during  the  rule 
of  Plutarco  Elias  Calles.  who  would 
later  organize  the  PRI.  His  strict  en- 
forcement of  the  anticlerical  provi- 
sions of  the  Constitution  sparked  the 
Cristero  rebellion  which  lasted  3  years. 
The  Mexican  Government  and  the 
church  reached  a  modus  vivendi  in  1929 
and  after  that  Catholicism,  the  religion 
of  the  people,  was  not  generally  speak- 
ing suppressed.  But  do  not  fail  to  take 
note  of  Graham  Greene's  "The  Power 
and  The  Glory   " 

Even  so,  one  party  control,  and  the 
corruption  that  so  quickly  follows,  set- 
tled on  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The 
forthcoming  1994-95  edition  of  "Free- 
dom in   the  World,"   the  authoritative 
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annual   survey  published  by   Freedom 
House,  states: 

Since  its  founding  m  1929.  the  PRI  has 
donninated  the  state  through  a  top-down  cor- 
poratist  structure  that  is  authoritarian  in 
nature  and  held  together  through  co-oper- 
ation, patronage,  corruption  and,  when  all 
else  fails,  repression.  The  formal  business  of 
government  takes  place  secretly  and  with 
little  legal  foundation. 

I  correct  Leninist  practice,  the  party 
controlled  not  only  the  State,  but  all 
the  private  institutions  that  might 
seem  to  be  arrayed  against  the  State, 
most  importantly  the  trade  unions. 
The  Department  of  State  reports  in  the 
Country  Reports  on  Human  Rights 
Practices  for  1994: 

The  largest  trade  union  central  is  the  Con- 
federation of  Mexican  Workers  (CTM).  orga- 
nizationally part  of  the  ruling  PRI.  CTM's 
major  rival  centrals  and  nearly  all  the  34 
smaller  confederations,  federations,  and 
unions  in  the  Labor  Congress  (CT)  are  also 
allied  with  the  ruling  PRI. 

Of  late,  however,  the  Leninist  state 
in  Mexico  apijears  to  have  entered  a 
time  of  troubles,  possibly  of  disintegra- 
tion. As  William  Pfaff,  writes,  "a  na- 
tional upheaval  is  underway."  Let  us 
turn  to  Tim  Golden's  account  of  the 
May  Day  celebrations  in  Mexico  City 
this  year. 

Defia.nt  Workers  in  Mexico  Protest 
GOVER.VMENT  Policies. 

MAY  DAY  DEMONSTRATION  IN  CAPITAL'S  CENTER 

Defying  the  pro-Government  union  leaders 
who  have  dominated  Mexican  labor  since  the 
1930's.  independent  unions  and  leftist  politi- 
cal groups  turned  the  celebration  of  Labor 
Day  today  into  an  outpouring  of  anger  at  the 
economic  policies  of  President  Ernesto 
Zedillo. 

The  limited  political  strength  of  the  inde- 
pendent labor  movement  was  evident  in  the 
colonial  central  square  of  this  capital,  where 
the  biggest  of  more  than  a  dozen  protests 
around  the  country  drew  only  about  one- 
fiith  of  ihe  350.000  demonstrators  that  orga 
nizers  had  predicted.  But  for  the  first  time  in 
decades.  May  Day's  main  political  act  was 
something  other  than  a  loyal  tribute  to  the 
Government  and  its  long-ruling  Institutional 
Revolutionary  party. 

Leaders  of  the  pro-Government  unions  had 
canceled  their  traditional  parade  through 
the  square  weeks  ago.  apparently  out  of  fear 
that  they  would  be  unable  to  control  the 
critics  in  their  ranks. 

Trade  union  subservience  to  the  PRI 
has  been  a  settled  fact  for  half  a  cen- 
tury. As  I  noted  in  January,  this  hard- 
ly escaped  the  notice  of  the  American 
labor  movement.  Perhaps  more  re- 
cently the  party  seems  to  have  begun 
parceling  out  hugely  profitable  state 
enterprises  or  resources  to  favored 
business  leaders,  who  have  evidently 
become  fabulously  wealthy.  A  dacha 
outside  Moscow  is  one  thing;  $25  mil- 
lion a  plate  fundraising  dinners  in  the 
Presidential  palace  are  surely  another. 

Such  enormities,  such  contrasts  can 
never  be  stable,  and  in  Mexico  the  sys- 
tem is  obviously  under  strain,  as  Pfaff 
observes. 

On  March  23.  1994.  Luis  Donaldo 
Colosio,  the  Presidential  candidate  of 


the  PRI,  was  assassinated  in  Tijuana. 
One  Mario  Aburto  Martinez  was  ar- 
rested at  the  scene,  convicted,  and  sen- 
tenced to  45  years  in  prison.  The  ad- 
ministration of  Carlos  Salinas  de 
Gortari.  who  had  chosen  Colosio  as  his 
successor,  maintained  that  the  assas- 
sination was  the  work  of  this  lone  gun- 
man. However,  on  February  25,  1995, 
the  new  Mexican  Attorney  General  An- 
tonio Lozano  Gracia  announced  the  ar- 
rest of  a  second  suspected  gunman, 
Othon  Cortes  Vazquez,  a  PRI  security 
guard. 

A  second  political  assassination  oc- 
curred on  September  28,  1994,  when 
Jose  Francisco  Ruiz  Massieu,  the  Sec- 
retary-General of  the  PRI  was  killed  in 
Mexico  City.  On  February  28,  1995,  At- 
torney General  Lozano  Gracia  an- 
nounced the  arrest  of  Raul  Salinas  de 
Gortari,  the  brother  of  former  Presi- 
dent Salinas,  in  connection  with  Ruiz 
Massieu's  assassination.  The  investiga- 
tion into  the  Ruiz  Massieu  assassina- 
tion had  previously  been  carried  out  by 
the  victim's  brother,  Mario,  who  was 
soon  after  arrested  in  the  Newark,  NJ 
airport  with  $46,000  in  undeclared  cash. 
The  Mexican  Attorney  General  has 
since  located  $10  million  in  United 
States  bank  accounts  linked  to  Mario 
Ruiz  Massieu  which  he  apparently  ob- 
tained while  in  charge  of  Mexico's 
countemarcotics  program. 

Add  a  further  twist  to  the  tale. 
Former  President  Salinas  whom  the 
United  States  supported  as  our  can- 
didate to  be  the  first  president  of  the 
World  Trade  Organization  until  this 
story  was  revealed,  is  now  living  in  the 
United  States  in  virtual  exile. 

And  now  another  political  murder 
would  seem  to  have  occurred.  On  May 
10  the  former  Jalisco  State  Attorney 
General,  Leobardo  Larios,  who  pre- 
viously had  "ueeu  responsible  for  inves- 
tigating the  1993  killing  of  Cardinal 
Juan  Jesus  Posadas  Ocampo,  was  as- 
sassinated in  Guadalajara.  At  the  time 
of  Cardinal  Posadas  Ocampos  assas- 
sination, the  first  official  explanation 
of  the  killing  was  that  the  Cardinal 
had  been  accidentally  killed  in  the 
cross-fire  between  two  rival  drug  car- 
tels. However  when  the  autopsy  later 
revealed  that  the  Cardinal  had  been 
shot  14  times  at  close  range,  Leobardo 
Larios  postulated  that  the  Cardinal 
had  been  mistaken  for  the  leader  of  a 
local  drug  ring,  despite  the  fact  that 
the  Cardinal  was  wearing  his  clerical 
garb. 

Revelations  such  as  these  are  famil- 
iar. Power  in  Mexico  has  resided  within 
the  PRI  and  on  occasion  arguments 
within  the  party  settled  by  murder. 
These  features  of  Leninist  totalitarian- 
ism appeared  early  in  the  Soviet  state. 
In  "Political  Succession  in  the  USSR" 
(1965),  Myron  Rush  explains, 

[W]hlle  Lenin  still  ruled,  he  exercised  his 
power  through  both  the  Party  and  the  gov- 
ernment. In  the  Party,  formally,  he  had  no 
special  position  but  was  simply  a  member  of 


the  Politburo  along  with  six  others:  he  head- 
ed the  government,  however,  as  Chairman  of 
the  Council  of  People's  Commissars.  He  gov- 
erned through  the  state  apparatus  directly, 
through  the  Party  apparatus  indi- 
rectly. *  »  *  The  Party,  as  the  embodiment 
of  the  Revolutionary  will,  decided  overall 
policy. 

After  Lenin's  death,  no  one  person  was 
in  a  position  to  consolidate  power. 

The  ensuing  power  struggle  was 
waged  for  control  of  the  party,  not  for 
control  of  the  Government.  At  the  time 
of  Lenin's  death  there  were  six  other 
members  of  the  Politburo,  the  chief  de- 
liberative body  in  the  party  for  the  for- 
mation of  policy,  including  Stalin  and 
Trotsky.  By  1929  Joseph  Stalin  had 
managed  to  expel  the  other  five  surviv- 
ing members  of  the  Politburo  and  se- 
cure unchallenged  leadership  of  the 
party,  and  by  extension  of  the  state. 
Stalin  did  not  take  a  political  title 
until  May  7,  1941,  when  he  became  the 
formal  head  of  the  Government  as 
chairman  of  the  Council  of  People's 
Commissars.  Mexico  continues  to 
maintain  the  Leninist  model  of  having 
the  President  fulfill  the  official  role  of 
head  of  state,  while  controlling  the 
party  without  formal  title,  though  the 
party  and  the  Government  appear  to  be 
moving  apart  somewhat.  Much  of  what 
happened  of  late  in  Mexico  echoes  an 
earlier  time  of  change  and  violence. 
But  there  is  much  that  promises  a  new 
era  altogether. 

On  May  23,  1991,  as  we  in  the  Senate 
debated  granting  fast-track  authority 
to  enable  the  administration  to  nego- 
tiate the  North  American  Free-Trade 
Agreement,  I  took  to  the  floor  to  ex- 
plain my  opposition.  I  began,  "Mr. 
President,  for  some  months  now,  I  have 
made  the  point  to  the  administration 
that  Mexico  does  not  have  an  independ- 
ent judiciary."  This  was,  and  I  fear 
still  is,  a  matter  of  seeming  small  in- 
terest to  our  Department  of  State.  But 
observe.  It  has  become  a  matter  of  con- 
siderable interest  to  the  rulers  of  Mex- 
ico. On  May  12,  1994,  the  first  ever  Pres- 
idential debate  took  place  between 
Ernesto  ZedioU  Ponce  de  Leon,  the  PRI 
candidate  who  succeeded  the  assas- 
sinated Colosio,  and  his  opponents 
from  the  National  Action  Party  [PAN] 
and  the  Party  of  the  Democratic  Revo- 
lution [PDR).  During  the  debate  Diego 
Fernandez  de  Cevallos  of  the  National 
Action  Party  charged  that  Zedillo  does 
not  get  a  passing  grade  in  democracy. 
If  elected,  Mr.  Fernandez  de  Cevallos 
promised  to  form  a  plural  government. 
In  turn,  Zedillo  used  the  debate  to  an- 
nounce his  intentions  to  establish  a 
truly  independent  judiciary.  The  CIA 
Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service 
records  him  as  saying,  "I  am  proposing 
the  total  reformation  of  our  judicial 
system.  This  must  be  a  deep-rooted  re- 
form, starting  virtually  from  ground 
zero,  because  we  need  a  justice  system 
that  will  function  for  the  Mexican  peo- 
ple  " 

Once  elected.  President  Zedillo  in 
one  stroke  cleared  the  bench  of  all  21 


sitting  supreme  court  justices.  These 
judges  had  been  appointed  for  life.  Like 
most  things  in  Mexico,  while  the  con- 
stitution provides  for  an  independent 
judiciary,  reality  is  something  quite 
different.  Appointments  to  the  court 
are  made  by  the  President  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Senate;  in  which  95  of 
the  128  Senators  belong  to  the  PRI. 
Again,  Freedom  House  is  instructive: 

The  judiciary  is  subordinate  to  the  presi- 
dent, underscoring  the  lack  of  a  rule  of  law. 
Supreme  Court  judges  are  appointed  by  the 
executive  and  rubber-stamped  by  the  Senate. 
The  court  is  prohibited  from  enforcing  polit- 
ical and  labor  rights,  and  from  reviewing  the 
constitutionality  of  laws.  Overall,  the  judici- 
ary system  is  weak,  politicized  and  riddled 
with  corruption. 

And  yet,  and  yet,  very  possibly  Presi- 
dent Zedillo  means  to  change  this.  And 
to  change  much  else.  The  North  Amer- 
ican Free-Trade  Agreement  surely  in- 
dicated a  desire  by  Mexican  elites  to 
begin  to  put  the  institutions  of  the 
Leninist  state  behind  them;  indeed,  to 
throw  in  with  the  liberal  democratic 
states  that  appear  to  have  prevailed  in 
that  epic  struggle  of  the  20th  century. 
Pfaff  writes: 

The  new  president.  Ernesto  Zedillo,  a  prod- 
uct of  the  PRI  system,  is  attempting  to  re- 
form the  party  and  the  way  it  has  perpet- 
uated itself  in  power.  For  the  first  time 
crimes  committed  within  the  party  leader- 
ship are  being  exposed  to  public  view,  inves- 
tigated and  given  the  promise  of  prosecution. 

It  may  be  the  United  States  can  help. 
More  to  the  point,  we  have  no  choice 
but  to  try  to  help.  We  have  made  a 
huge  commitment  to  this  relationship. 
There  is  no  point  arguing  whether  we 
should  have  done  so.  We  did.  And  in  no 
time  at  all  we  began  to  realize  this. 
The  Mexican  currency  crisis  appears  to 
have  been  the  direct  result  of  over- 
spending on  imported  consumer  goods, 
which  the  ruling  party  determined 
would  help  with  yet  another  Presi- 
dential election,  this  time  when  there 
was  serious  opposition.  Perhaps  not 
least  because  in  a  North  American  free- 
trade  zone  it  is  taken  as  normal  for 
elections  to  involve  more  than  one 
party!  My  argument  is  to  a  somewhat 
different  point.  I  have  been  here  on  the 
Senate  floor  talking  about  the  nature 
of  the  Mexican  state  for  half  a  decade. 
Apart,  as  noted  earlier,  from  a  gener- 
ous note  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  I  have  never  had  the  least  in- 
dication from  the  executive  branch 
that  anyone  had  the  least  idea  what  I 
was  talking  about.  In  my  remarks  in 
January,  I  noted  that  the  American 
labor  movement  had  no  such  difficulty. 
From  the  time  of  Samuel  Gompers, 
who  in  1924  had  to  be  brought  across 
the  Rio  Grande  so  that  he  might  die  on 
American  soil,  American  labor  has  fol- 
lowed events  in  Mexico  with  clear  un- 
derstanding of  the  threat  a  Leninist 
state  poses  to  a  free  labor  movement. 
Can  the  Nation  ever  adequately  express 
our  debt  to  the  leaders  of  the  A.F.  of  L. 
and  later  the  AFL-CIO,  for  their  inter- 


national activism  through  all  those 
years  of  the  cold  war?  But  the  Depart- 
ment of  State?  To  my  knowledge,  there 
has  been  little  or  no  interest  at  all  in 
any  of  this. 

The  President  has  just  returned  from 
Moscow,  where  the  great  transition 
from  totalitarianism  is  underway,  to 
what  purpose  and  what  end  we  do  not 
know.  But  surely,  we  know  that  it  mat- 
ters to  us.  Surely,  the  Department  of 
State  has  focused  attention  on  the 
matter;  has  proposed  policies,  re- 
sponses. The  same  intelligent,  patient, 
persistent  attention  needs  to  be  paid  to 
the  transition  in  Mexico.  There  is.  per- 
haps, not  that  much  America  can  do. 
especially  given  our  long  history  of  ag- 
gression against  Mexico,  and  the  con- 
sequent suspicion  of  our  motives.  But 
surely  we  can  let  it  be  known  that  we 
have  some  inkling  what  they  are  going 
through.  There  are  small  "d"  demo- 
crats in  Mexico  who  need  to  know  this. 
If  there  is  anything  we  have  learned 
from  this  hideous  century  is  that  it 
makes  all  the  difference  when  those 
who  resist  totalitarian  regimes  know 
that  there  are  those  abroad  who  know 
of  their  resistance.  I  do  not  wish  to 
suggest  that  Mexico  is  in  any  way  to  be 
compared  with,  shall  we  say.  East  Ger- 
many. But  still,  it  is  not  Denmark  and 
those  who  would  see  it  change  need  to 
know  that  we  are  with  them.  At  the 
same  time,  we  need  to  be  very  careful 
about  the  commitments  we  take  on.  It 
is  perhaps  a  heartless  thing  to  say  of  so 
rare  a  thinker  as  William  Pfaff,  but  I 
hope  this  time,  for  once,  he  does  not 
prove  to  be  prescient.  But  this  can  only 
happen  if  we  attend  to  what  he  fore- 
sees. 

The  financial  crisis  has  eased.  We  are 
free  to  think  anew  and  act  anew.  There 
was  at  least  one  such  moment  in  our 
involvement  with  Vietnam.  We  missed 
it. 


SOUTH  DAKOTA  FLOODS 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  once 
again.  Mother  Nature's  fury  is  chal- 
lenging the  spirit  and  perseverance  of 
South  Dakotans.  For  the  past  several 
weeks,  persistent  rains  have  brought 
flooding  conditions  to  much  of  the 
State  for  the  third  straight  year.  As  a 
result,  38  counties  already  have  been 
declared  disjister  areas.  More  counties 
may  be  added  in  the  days  ahead.  Just 
by  way  of  comparison,  in  July  1993,  33 
counties  were  disaster  areas  due  to  the 
heavy  rainfall  and  flooding  that  made 
front  page  headlines  nationwide. 

Flooding  has  made  vital  roads  and 
bridges  impassable,  placing  the  assur- 
ance of  basic  services  at  risk.  Rivers 
and  streams  overflowing  their  banks 
have  wreaked  havoc  in  urban  and  rural 
areas  across  South  Dakota— base- 
ments, fields,  and  roads  are  inundated 
with  water.  Damage  to  public  and  pri- 
vate property  threatens  the  well-being 
of  farmers,  small  business  men  and 
women,  families,  and  individuals. 


On  Monday,  Gov.  Bill  Janklow  re- 
quested that  the  President  declare  the 
State  a  disaster  area  and  provide  Fed- 
eral emergency  assistance  in  excess  of 
$16  million.  The  devastation  appears  al- 
ready to  have  surpassed  that  caused  by 
the  so-called  Great  Flood  of  1993.  Some 
areas  of  the  State  already  are  experi- 
encing their  wettest  springs  in  history 
with  3  weeks  remaining  in  the  season. 

An  end  does  not  appear  to  be  in  sight. 
National  Weather  Service  reiwrts  indi- 
cate heavy  precipitation  will  continue 
through  the  end  of  this  month  and 
maybe  into  this  summer.  If  this  is  the 
case.  South  Dakota  once  a,gain  may  re- 
semble the  Great  Lake  of  the  Midwest. 

South  Dakotans  clearly  are  experi- 
encing hard  times.  The  Governor's  of- 
fice has  informed  me  that  the  State  is 
using  all  the  resources  it  can  to  assist 
those  in  need.  Federal  help  is  critical. 
As  South  Dakota's  senior  Senator,  I  in- 
tend to  do  all  I  can  to  ensure  that  the 
President  and  our  Federal  agencies  re- 
spond to  South  Dakota's  disaster  needs 
swiftly  and  diligently  The  people  of 
South  Dakota  deserve  and  should  ex- 
pect no  less  from  their  Government. 

I  already  have  written  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Federal  Emergency  Manage- 
ment Agency  [FEMA),  and  the  Small 
Business  Administration  [SBA],  and 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
alerting  them  of  South  Dakota's  ur- 
gent situation  and  urging  quick  ap- 
proval of  the  Governor's  aid  request. 

I  also  invited  the  Administrator  of 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 
Rodney  Slater,  to  personally  assess  the 
damage  of  our  flood-damaged  roads  and 
bridges  and  to  give  immediate  consid- 
eration to  a  request  from  the  State  for 
assistance.  Having  endured  $1.2  million 
of  damage  to  roads  and  bridges  last 
year,  additional  damage  to  roads  and 
bridges  makes  FHWA  assistance  even 
more  critical  this  year. 

Administrator  Slater  for  some  time 
has  planned  to  survey  damaged  roads 
and  bridges  in  South  Dakota.  Unfortu- 
nately, he  has  not  scheduled  a  visit. 
Now  is  as  good  a  time  as  any  for  him  to 
see  just  how  serious  the  situation  is. 

South  Dakotans  have  no  time  to 
waste.  The  Federal  Government  should 
act,  and  act  fast.  South  Dakota  de- 
serves the  same  response  other  areas  of 
the  Nation  receive  in  times  of  need.  I 
intend  to  see  that  this  action  is  taken. 

What  kind  of  action  can  be  taken  at 
the  Federal  level?  Plenty.  In  fact,  a 
number  of  initiatives  can  be  taken 
without  a  Presidential  disaster  dec- 
laration—initiatives that  are  critical 
to  South  Dakota  farmers  and  ranchers. 
First  and  foremost,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Federal  Crop  In- 
surance Corporation  must  provide  far 
greater  flexibility  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  Crop  Insurance  Program  to 
South  Dakota  farmers. 

The  Crop  Insurance  Program,  which 
has  replaced  disaster  payments  &s  the 
central  means  for  emergency  relief,  is 
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predicated  on  the  planting  of  crops. 
However,  as  we  all  know,  the  clear 
problem  caused  by  the  recent  rain  and 
floods  for  crop  farmers  is  that  they  are 
unable  to  plant.  Consider  the  percent- 
age of  crops  planted,  as  of  May  8.  1995, 
as  compared  to  the  5-year  average: 
com— 1  percent.  5-year  average — 19  per- 
cent: spring  wheat — 17  percent.  5-year 
average — 89  percent;  oats — 12  percent. 
5-year  average — 85  percent:  barley — 6 
percent.  5-year  average — 84  percent. 

I  already  have  written  to  Agriculture 
Secretary  Glickman.  urging  adminis- 
trative flexibility  for  the  Crop  Insur- 
ance Program.  Specifically  the  Sec- 
retary needs  to  take  the  following 
steps: 

First,  provide  prevent  planting  cov- 
erage on  crops  that  producers  paid  pre- 
miums on.  If  a  producer  was  unable  to 
plant  the  insured  crop  by  the  final 
planting  date,  crop  insurance  should 
pay  the  prevented  planted  indemnity 
and  permit  the  producers  to  plant  any 
subsequent  crop  possible  and  insure 
that  crop. 

Second,  provide  crop  insurance  cov- 
erage for  producers  who  aerial  seed  this 
year's  crop.  With  the  degree  of  wet  con- 
ditions occurring  in  South  Dakota,  aer- 
ial seeding  needs  to  be  considered  a 
usual  practice. 

Third,  withhold  penalties  against 
producers  by  permitting  prevented 
planting  coverage  even  if  a  producer 
enters  the  0/92  program. 

Fourth,  release  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  [CRP]  acres  for  haying  and 
grazing. 

Fifth,  extend  immediately  the  May  15 
deadline  for  calving  on  CRP  acres.  I  am 
pleased  that  Secretary  Glickman  has 
responded  to  this  request,  and  has  ex- 
tended the  deadline. 

Sixth,  permit  the  following  crops  to 
be  planted  this  year  without  the  loss  of 
farm  program  benefits:  millet,  soy- 
beans, buckwheat,  sunflowers. 

FEMA.  SBA.  and  the  FHWA  also 
should  be  equally  responsive,  fair,  and 
flexible  to  the  needs  of  South  Dakotans 
should  the  Governor  request  Federal 
aissistance. 

The  need  for  equitable  treatment  in 
response  to  disasters  is  very  important 
to  me.  In  recent  years,  I  have  been  very 
critical  of  what  I  believe  to  be  the  ap- 
parent discriminatory  administration 
of  Federal  emergency  assistance.  It 
seems  that  disaster  aid  is  always  quick 
in  coming  to  States  and  localities  with 
major  media  markets  and  big  electoral 
votes.  However,  whether  you  are  from 
Humboldt,  CA,  or  Humboldt,  SD.  a  dis- 
aster is  a  disaster — a  lost  home,  busi- 
ness, or  income  due  to  Mother  Nature 
is  hard  for  all  Americans,  regardless  of 
where  they  live.  Thus,  treatment  of 
these  disasters  should  be  fair. 

Once  again,  the  wrath  of  Mother  Na- 
ture is  challenging  the  people  of  our 
great  State.  Times  are  tough,  but  I 
know  South  Dakotans  will  persevere. 
The  pioneer  spirit  and  sense  of  commu- 


nity within  all  South  Dakotans  will 
rise  to  the  occasion.  In  the  last  few 
days,  my  wife  Harriet  and  I  have 
talked  to  a  number  of  our  friends  in 
South  Dakota.  We  have  heard  the  dif- 
ficulties they  have  faced.  Our  hearts 
and  our  prayers  are  with  them— the 
farmers,  ranchers,  business  men  and 
women,  and  the  families  impacted  by 
the  flooding.  I  intend  to  do  all  I  can  to 
ensure  that  the  Federal  Government 
stands  side-by-side  with  all  South  Da- 
kotans during  this  difficult  time.  The 
President  can  begin  this  effort  by  ap- 
proving Governor  Janklow's  request 
and  send  assistance  where  needed.  I 
urge  him  to  do  so  without  delay. 
Again,  the  people  of  South  Dakota 
should  expect  and  deserve  no  less. 


CELEBRATION  OF  THE  LIFE  OF  ED 
ROBERTS 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
with  profound  sadness  that  I  learned  of 
Ed's  death.  On  March  14,  1995,  not  only 
did  the  world  lose  one  of  our  most  dy- 
namic and  forceful  advocates  for  the 
rights  and  empowerment  of  people  with 
disabilities;  on  that  day.  I  lost  a  friend 
and  confidant. 

Ed  Roberts  was  a  kid  who  lived  for 
baseball  when  he  contracted  polio  at 
age  14.  He  became  severely  disabled  al- 
most overnight,  needing  large  equip- 
ment and  assistance  simply  to  breathe. 
Ed  overheard  the  doctor  tell  his  moth- 
er that  it  would  be  better  if  he  died  be- 
cause he  was  going  to  be  a  vegetable. 
He  decided  right  then  that  if  he  was 
going  to  be  a  vegetable,  he  would  be  an 
artichoke:  prickly  on  the  outside  with 
a  tender  heart. 

A  lot  of  people  told  Ed  there  were  a 
lot  of  things  he  could  not  do. 

They  told  him  he  could  not  graduate 
from  high  school  because  he  could  not 
pass  PE  or  driver's  education,  so  he 
had  to  argue  with  and  convince  his 
principal  to  change  these  requirements 
because  they  were  not  fair. 

They  told  Ed  he  could  not  attend  the 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley 
because  they  had  never  had  a  student 
in  a  wheelchair,  one  who  used  a  res- 
pirator, or  one  who  slept  in  an  iron 
lung.  Ed  fought  all  that  too,  and  con- 
vinced the  university  to  admit  him. 
"Helpless  Cripple  Goes  to  College"  was 
one  of  the  headlines  marking  Ed's  en- 
trance to  college. 

They  made  him  live  in  the  infirmary. 
But  Ed  was  not  helpless.  By  the  time 
Ed  left  UC  Berkeley,  he  and  fellow  stu- 
dent activists  who  called  themselves 
the  Rolling  Quads  had  organized  fund- 
ing to  begin  transforming  the  campus 
into  a  model  of  physical  accessibility 
for  students  with  disabilities. 

As  Ed  said,  "We  realized  that  we 
could  change  some  things,  and  the  first 
thing  we  can  do  is  change  our  own  atti- 
tudes toward  ourselves,  be  proud  of 
who  we  were  and  what  we  were  and  go 
out  and  change  it  for  others  and  for 
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ourselves  *  ♦  *  that  liberated  me  when 
I  realized  that  I  can  help  others.  It 
made  me  a  lot  freer  to  help  myself." 

Ed  went  on  to  graduate  school  in  po- 
litical science  and  taught  at  UC  Berke- 
ley for  several  years.  One  of  Ed's  deans 
once  told  him.  "Oh.  you'll  finish  your 
Ph.D  and  then  you'll  live  in  a  nursing 
home."  But  Ed  knew  otherwise.  He  told 
that  dean,  "No,  that's  not  the  plan. 
We're  here  to  change  that  whole  idea." 
And  at  his  memorial  service,  a  rep- 
resentative from  the  university  de- 
scribed him  as  "bringing  the  honor  of 
being  the  right  kind  of  troublemaker 
here  at  Cal."  Today,  over  800  students 
with  many  kinds  of  disabilities  attend 
UC-Berkeley  where  there  are  scholar- 
ships in  his  name  for  undergraduate, 
graduate,  and  postdoctoral  students 
with  disabilities. 

After  his  university  years,  Ed  went 
on  to  establish  the  first  Center  for 
Independent  Living  in  the  country. 
Where  was  it  was  located?  Where  else? 
Berkeley.  Today  there  are  over  300 
independent  living  centers  all  across 
the  country.  Independent  living  is  a 
philosophy  which  defines  independence 
as  full  inclusion  of  people  with  disabil- 
ities in  all  aspects  of  community  life. 
Ed  lived  this  philosophy,  and  he  helped 
others  live  it  as  well.  His  colleague 
Doug  Martin,  ADA  and  504  compliance 
officer  for  UCLA,  recently  described  Ed 
during  the  CIL  years  when  he  said,  "He 
believed  in  us  before  we  believed  in 
ourselves." 

Ed's  philosophy  of  independent  liv- 
ing, and  his  ability  to  get  the  money 
and  the  people  behind  it  changed  our 
lives.  It  changed  the  lives  of  millions  of 
people  in  this  country  and  abroad — peo- 
ple with  disabilities,  their  families, 
their  friends  and  many  others  who 
began  to  see  the  universality  of  his  ap- 
proach. As  Ed  put  it,  "I'm  paralyzed 
from  the  neck  down,  but  I'm  com- 
pletely in  control  of  my  own  life.  I  can 
make  decisions  about  what  I  want." 

Early  on,  they  told  Ed  he  was  unable 
to  be  rehabilitated.  However,  this 
rehab  failure  went  on  to  become  direc- 
tor of  the  California  State  Department 
of  Vocational  Rehabilitation.  You  see, 
Ed  loved  to  turn  barriers  upside  down, 
rendering  each  one  a  challenge  in  his 
own  slalom  course  toward 

empowerment  and  independence.  And 
by  the  end  of  his  tenure  in  Sacramento, 
Ed  knew  he  wanted  to  be  a  full-time 
rabble-rouser.  Ed  told  his  friend  Ste- 
phen Hofman,  "I  don't  want  to  work.  It 
prevents  you  from  raising  hell,  and  I 
like  to  raise  a  lot  of  hell  *  *  *  After  all, 
if  raising  hell  doesn't  work,  the  only 
solution  is  to  raise  even  more  hell,  and 
then,  they  give  upl" 

As  Joe  Shapiro  wrote  in  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  the  week  after  Ed  died, 
"He  knew  that  it  was  the  paternalism 
of  others,  more  than  his  own  disability 
that  held  him  back." 

In  1984,  Ed  was  awarded  a  MacArthur 
Genius   Fellowship,   which  he  used   to 
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live  on  as  he  started  The  World  Insti- 
tute on  Disability,  a  disability  policy 
think  tank  located  in  Oakland,  CA.  Ed 
testified  before  committees  in  Congress 
numerous  times,  and  many  of  us  grew 
to  know  him  well.  But  Ed  was  not  con- 
tent to  be  a  solo  rabble-rouser.  He 
wanted  to  Join  forces,  debate  the  is- 
sues, hammer  out  policy  and  see  it  im- 
plemented in  his  lifetime.  WID  was  the 
crucible  Ed  fashioned  with  his  col- 
leagues for  stoking  fires  and  building 
community. 

Ed's  vision  was  exemplified  in  the 
way  he  lived  his  own  life,  but  he  also 
very  much  believed  in  empowering  oth- 
ers. As  one  of  his  colleagues  at  WID 
said,  "Part  of  his  star  quality  was  that 
he  always  talked  about  "we'.  He  always 
would  come  up  and  say  "we've  got  to  do 
that,'  "we  need  people,'  'we  need  to 
work  on  this  together,'  "we  can  make 
this  happen.'"  Ed  blew  people's  minds 
when  he  took  to  the  streets  of  Moscow 
in  his  motorized  chair  in  1993.  There, 
he  has  become  a  symbol  of  freedom,  a 
household  word  to  millions  of  i)eopIe 
with  disabilities. 

But  Ed  was  more  than  a  civil  rights 
hero.  He  was  a  man  with  heart,  a  man 
whose  love  and  sense  of  humor  were 
tools  just  as  powerful  as  his  keen  mind 
and  his  passion  for  justice.  Ed  always 
took  the  time  to  find  out  how  you  were 
doing. 

He  took  the  time  to  encourage  young 
students  with  disabilities  to  study  pub- 
lic policy. 

He  took  time  to  talk  with  personal 
assistants  about  the  powerlessness  of 
being  underpaid. 

He  took  the  time  to  visit  other  res- 
pirator users  in  the  hospital  when  they 
were  despairing  over  living  independ- 
ent lives. 

He  took  the  time  to  stop  on  the 
street  and  talk  with  homeless  people, 
people  with  disabilities  that  the  "sys- 
tem "  has  forsaken. 

He  took  the  time  to  laugh,  to  have  an 
adventure,  and  always  to  eat  a  good 
meal! 

Ed  did  just  about  everything  a  person 
could  dream  of  doing.  He  got  married. 
He  fathered  a  son — his  absolute  pride 
and  joy.  Ed  swam  with  the  dolphins, 
practiced  karate,  was  almost  eaten  by 
a  shark,  threw  tremendous  dinner  par- 
ties, and  travelled  all  over  the  world. 
As  WID  vice  president  and  one  of  Ed's 
former  proteges,  Debby  Kaplan  said  re- 
cently. "He  had  a  determined  exu- 
berance for  life." 

We  are  all  fortunate  to  live  in  this 
world  which  Ed  so  deeply  touched,  so 
richly  celebrated. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  11:58  a.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 


H.R.  1045.  An  act  to  amend  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  lo  eliminate  the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Improve- 
ment Council,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H  R.  1266.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
change of  lands  within  .Admiralty  Island  Na- 
tional Monument,  and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  1266.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
change of  lands  within  Admiralty  Island  Na- 
tional Monument,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 


MEASURES  READ  THE  FIRST  TIME 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
first  time: 

H.R.  1045.  An  act  to  amend  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  to  eliminate  the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Improve- 
ment Council,  and  for  other  purposes. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 

were  submitted: 

By  Mre  KASSEBAUM.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources,  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  454.  A  bill  to  reform  the  health  care  li- 
ability system  and  improve  health  care  qual- 
ity through  the  establishment  of  quality  as- 
surance programs,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept   No.  104-831. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  HATFIELD: 
S.  806.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  provide  grants  to  entities  in 
rural  areas  that  design  and  implement  inno- 
vative approaches  to  improve  the  availabil- 
ity and  quality  of  health  care  in  such  rural 
areas,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  LIEBERMAN: 
S.  807  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  that  individuals 
who  have  attained  age  59  1,2  may  contribute 
to  mdividual  retirement  accounts  without 
regard  to  their  compensation;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  BREAUX: 
S.  808.  A  bill  to  extend  the  deadline  for  the 
conversion  of  the  vessel  M/V  TU'IN  DRILL, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Helms,  and  Mr.  Bradley); 
S  809,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974  to  limit  the  eligibility  for  treatment 
under  the  generalized  system  of  preferences 
in  the  case  of  countries  that  support  inter- 
national acts  of  terrorism,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  ROLLINGS  (for  himself  and  Mr, 
Thur.mond): 
S,  810  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  remove  from  the  Coastal  Barrier 


Resources  System  a  tract  of  land  in  South 
Carolina  that  was  added  to  the  System  with- 
out notice  to  the  county  in  which  the  tract 
is  located,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr,  HATFIELD: 
S.  806.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  grants  to 
entities  in  rural  aresis  that  design  and 
implement  innovative  approaches  to 
improve  the  availability  and  quality  of 
health  care  in  such  rural  areas,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

THE  RURAL  HEALTH  IMPROVEMENT  ACT  OF  i995 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr,  President,  dur- 
ing the  last  several  years,  Americans 
have  heard  a  lot  about  the  need  to  re- 
form our  health  care  system.  Health 
care  costs  are  soaring  out  of  control — 
far  outpacing  the  rate  of  inflation — and 
nearly  38  million  Americans  are  with- 
out health  care  Insurance.  Solutions 
for  reform  are  complex  and  will  go 
through  much  debate  and  consensus 
building  before  implemented  on  a  na- 
tional level. 

While  local  and  regional  health  care 
systems  have  rushed  to  consolidate  and 
integrate  their  services  and  resources 
over  the  last  decade,  rural  entities,  due 
to  their  shortage  of  physicians,  the 
vulnerability  of  their  hospitals,  their 
geographical  and  technical  isolation, 
and  the  demographics  of  their  patient 
populations,  have  been  largely  unable 
to  adjust  in  a  similar  way.  As  public 
concern  over  the  national  health  care 
crisis  grows  and  legislative  bodies  and 
policymaking  agencies  scramble  to  de- 
vise and  implement  far-reaching  health 
care  reform,  the  special  health  care 
needs  of  rural  America  must  not  be  ne- 
glected. 

Today  I  am  reintroducing  the  Rural 
Health  Improvement  Act  because  I 
feel,  given  the  current  direction  of  the 
health  care  reform  debate,  that  it  pro- 
vides an  essential  transition  into  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform.  Now, 
more  than  ever,  health  providers  in 
rural  communities  are  joining  with 
their  urban  counterparts  to  create  net- 
works to  assure  that  health  care  is  ac- 
cessible in  rural  areas.  There  are  a 
number  of  obstacles,  however,  that  cre- 
ate a  disincentive  for  providers  to  par- 
ticipate in  these  efforts.  I  believe  that 
the  legislation  that  I  am  introducing 
today  will  remove  these  obstacles  and 
help  rural  communities  position  them- 
selves for  comprehensive  health  care 
reform. 

Mr.  President,  the  Rural  Health  Im- 
provement Act  will  help  our  rural  com- 
munities in  the  following  ways.  First, 
this  legislation  provides  grants  to 
allow  rural  and  urban  providers  to  de- 
velop rural  health  extension  networks 
to  facilitate  the  delivery  of  health  care 
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in  rural  communities.  It  allows  exist- 
ing networks  such  as  area  health  edu- 
cation centers  to  compete  for  these 
grants  in  order  to  prevent  needless  du- 
plication and  to  assure  that  successful 
programs  will  have  the  ability  to  ex- 
pand their  capabilities.  The  goal  of  the 
rural  health  extension  networks  grant 
is  to  facilitate  resource  sharing  within 
the  network  by  providing  education 
and  training  for  health  care  providers 
in  rural  areas,  creating  linkages  be- 
tween rural  and  urban  providers 
through  the  use  of  telecommunications 
and  other  consultative  projects,  and  as- 
sisting rural  providers  in  developing 
cooperative  approaches  to  health  care 
delivery. 

Second,  my  bill  provides  grants  for 
the  creation  of  rural  managed  care  co- 
operatives which  will  enhance  the  eco- 
nomic viability  of  health  care  provid- 
ers in  rural  areas.  The  idea  of  health 
cooperatives  in  rural  areas  is  not  new. 
In  1929.  the  first  health  maintenance 
organization  in  the  United  States  was 
developed  in  rural  Elk  City.  OK.  by  the 
Farmers'  Cooperative.  Since  1929.  there 
have  been  several  attempts  to  create 
rural  health  cooperatives,  however, 
they  have  suffered  because  they  lacked 
sufficient  startup  support.  My  bill  pro- 
vides this  startup  support. 

These  cooperatives  will  be  made  up 
of  health  providers  of  all  types  includ- 
ing, but  not  limited  to.  hospitals,  phy- 
sicians, rural  health  clinics,  nurse 
practitioners,  physician  assistants,  and 
public  health  departments.  By  estab- 
lishing an  effective  case  management 
and  reimbursement  system  designed  to 
supfKDrt  the  financial  needs  of  rural 
hospitals  and  health  care  systems,  co- 
operatives will  provide  an  effective 
framework  for  negotiating  contracts 
with  payers  and  assuring  a  defined 
level  of  quality.  The  cooperatives  will 
also  help  rural  practitioners  with  a 
portion  of  their  payments  on  mal- 
practice premiums. 

Due  to  the  concerns  about  possible 
antitrust  problems  that  might  arise  in 
the  formation  of  the  rural  health  ex- 
tension networks  and  the  rural  man- 
aged care  cooperatives,  the  bill  in- 
cludes language  which  would  protect 
providers  who  participate  in  these  enti- 
tles from  antitrust  law.  This  exemp- 
tion from  antitrust  law  should  facili- 
tate the  development  of  network  and 
cooperatives  in  rural  areas. 

Third,  the  bill  allows  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  award 
competitive  grants  to  develop  and  im- 
plement mental  health  outreach  pro- 
grams in  rural  areas.  The  bill  empha- 
sizes the  needs  of  the  elderly  and  chil- 
dren in  rural  areas.  Grant  recipients 
are  encouraged  to  form  relationships 
with  rural  managed  care  cooperatives 
to  enhance  the  delivery  of  these  serv- 
ices. 

Fourth,  my  bill  provides  stipend 
grants  under  the  Area  Health  Edu- 
cation   Centers    [AHEC]     Program     to 


health  care  providers  and  trainees  in 
rural  communities  as  an  incentive  to 
provide  health  care  services  in  those 
areas.  While  the  stipends  envisioned  in 
this  legislation  will  not  completely  re- 
lieve the  financial  burden  young  pro- 
viders face,  especially  physicians,  it  is 
my  hope  that  they  will  provide  enough 
of  an  incentive  to  attract  and  retain 
health  care  providers  in  rural  areas. 

It  has  been  20  years  since  the  AHEC 
Program  was  enacted  and  we  now  have 
a  network  of  48  AHEC  Programs  in  38 
States.  In  my  own  State  of  Oregon,  we 
have  an  excellent  statewide  AHEC  pro- 
gram with  five  centers  now  operating 
to  meet  the  challenges  of  both  rural 
and  urban  areas.  State  studies  have 
shown  that  AHEC's  have  an  excellent 
record  in  addressing  the  primary 
health  care  profession  needs  of  under- 
served  areas.  In  fact,  since  AHEC's  in- 
ception more  than  1.5  million  students, 
residents,  and  preceptors  have  been 
trained  in  medicine,  allied  health,  den- 
tistry, nursing,  and  pharmacy. 

Finally,  this  year  I  have  included  a 
nonrefundable  tax  credit  for  qualified 
providers  in  rural  and  underserved 
areas.  This  tax  credit  is  similar  to  the 
tax  credit  proposed  in  health  care  re- 
form legislation  last  session.  Under 
this  provision  qualified  providers  will 
be  eligible  for  a  tax  credit  if  they  serve 
in  rural  or  underserved  areas  for  5 
years.  A  similar  tax  credit  program  in 
Oregon  has  enjoyed  great  success.  In  a 
recent  survey  by  the  Oregon  Office  of 
Rural  Health,  rural  providers  indicated 
that  the  Oregon  Tax  Credit  Program  is 
the  most  important  program  offered 
that  keeps  them  practicing  in  rural 
areas. 

Mr.  President,  our  rural  communities 
are  facing  a  crisis  in  health  care  deliv- 
ery. Nationwide.  141  rural  community 
hospitals  closed  between  1989  and  1993 
In  Oregon,  five  rural  hospitals  have 
closed  since  1986  and  several  other 
rural  facilities  are  threatened  with  im- 
minent closure.  These  hospitals  simply 
cannot  compete  with  their  urban  coun- 
terparts. I  believe  my  legislation  will 
give  rural  health  care  providers  the 
tools  to  build  rural  health  care  deliv- 
ery systems  which  meet  the  health 
needs  of  their  communities.  This  is  the 
first  step  in  developing  an  infrastruc- 
ture of  providers  who  will  support  and 
sustain  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form and  provide  health  care  access  for 
all  Americans. 

I'd  like  to  take  a  moment  to  thank 
the  National  Rural  Health  Care  Asso- 
ciation, the  Oregon  Office  of  Rural 
Health,  the  Oregon  Association  of  Hos- 
pitals, the  Oregon  Medical  Association, 
the  Oregon  Nurses  Association,  and  the 
Oregon  AHEC  Program  Office  for  their 
support  in  developing  this  innovative 
legislation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  a  care- 
ful look  at  this  bill  and  consider  it  as 
a  transition  into  comprehensive  health 
care  reform  that  can  help  our  rural 
communities  now.» 


By  Mr.  BREAUX: 
S.  808.  A  bill  to  extend  the  deadline 
for  the  conversion  of  the  vessel  MA^ 
Tiuin  Drill,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

M,  V  TUI.N  DRILL  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President.  I  am  in- 
troducing a  bill  today  to  extend  the 
deadline  for  the  completion  of  the  con- 
version of  the  vessel  MfV  Twin  Drill. 
This  vessel  is  what  is  known  as  a 
SWATH  or  small  waterplane  area  twin 
hull  vessel  of  advanced  design  that  pro- 
vides for  an  unusually  smooth  operat- 
ing platform.  This  vessel  currently  un- 
dergoing initial  conversion  in  Louisi- 
ana to  ready  her  for  a  complete  conver- 
sion to  a  U.S. -flag  day  cruise  service. 

Under  terms  of  section  601(d)  of  Pub- 
lic Law  103-206  the  MfV  Twin  Drill  was 
granted  full  coastwise  privileges  pro- 
vided that  the  cost  of  major  conversion 
work  on  the  vessel  in  a  U.S.  shipyard 
was  more  than  three  times  the  pur- 
chase value  of  the  vessel.  Furthermore, 
the  owners  were  required  to  commit  to 
build  a  new  vessel  entirely  within  a 
U.S.  shipyard.  These  requirements 
were  to  have  been  completed  by  certain 
dates.  A  number  of  delays  resulted 
from  the  discovery  of  additional  work 
that  was  necessary  because  of  unknown 
conditions  on  the  vessel  slowed  the 
project  to  the  point  where  it  will  now 
be  impossible  to  complete  the  conver- 
sion by  the  statutory  deadline. 

Given  the  significant  investment  to 
date,  and  the  progress  already  made,  it 
is  only  reasonable  that  we  provide 
some  additional  time  for  this  shipyard 
work  to  be  completed.  This  will  cost 
the  Government  nothing,  but  it  will 
mean  immediate  jobs  at  the  shipyard 
and  long-term  employment  opportuni- 
ties onboard  the  Twin  Drill.  Failure  to 
act  would  also  mean  foregone  job  op- 
portunities in  the  construction  and  op- 
eration of  the  new  vessel  as  well.  A 
similar  provision  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  last  fall  as 
part  of  the  Coast  Guard  authorization 
legislation  which  we  were  not  able  to 
act  on  before  the  end  of  the  last  ses- 
sion. It  is  time  we  finish  the  job  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  leg- 
islation.* 


By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Helms,  and  Mr.  Brad- 
ley): 
S.  809.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Trade  Act 
of  1974  to  limit  the  eligibility  for  treat- 
ment under  the  generalized  system  of 
preferences    in    the    case    of   countries 
that  support  international  acts  of  ter- 
rorism, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  TRADE  ACT  OF  1974  AME.N'DMENT  ACT  OK  1995 

•  iMr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce  a  bill  that  would  make  our 
Nation's  Generalized  System  of  Pref- 
erences Development  Program  conform 
with  out  foreign  aid  program  when  it 
comes  to  eliminating  benefits  for  coun- 
tries   that    sponsor    terrorism.    I    am 


pleased  that  Senators  Helms  and 
Bradley  are  original  cosponsors  of  this 
legislation. 

Under  this  bill,  a  country  would 
automatically  lose  its  GSP  benefits 
once  the  Secretary  of  State  makes  a 
determination  under  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act  of  1979  that  "the  gov- 
ernment of  that  country  has  repeatedly 
provided  support  for  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism."  Under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  once  the  Sec- 
retary makes  this  determination  and  a 
country  is  added  to  the  State  Depart- 
ment's so-called  "terrorism  list,"  it  is 
no  longer  eligible  to  receive  foreign  as- 
sistance from  the  United  States.  Like- 
wise, state  sponsors  of  terrorism 
should  be  precluded  from  importing 
products  into  this  country  duty  free 
under  the  GSP  Program. 

But  they  are  not. 

Syria  is  a  case  in  point.  Syria  was 
designated  by  the  State  Department  as 
a  state-sponsor  of  terrorism  on  Decem- 
ber 29.  1979.  which  made  it  ineligible  to 
receive  foreign  assistance.  Nonetheless. 
Syria  continued  to  import  products 
into  the  United  States  duty  free  under 
the  GSP  Program  until  August  16.  1992. 
At  that  time,  Syria's  eligibility  was 
suspended  due  to  concerns  about  work- 
ers' rights — not  a  concern  about  terror- 
ism. 

Technically,  the  GSP  law  prohibits 
the  President  from  designating  a  coun- 
try GSP  eligible  "if  such  country  aids 
or  abets,  by  granting  sanctuary  from 
prosecution  to  any  individual  or  group 
which  has  committed  an  act  of  inter- 
national terrorism."  But  the  law  did 
nothing  to  prohibit  Syria,  a  country 
our  Government  already  recognized  as 
a  state-sponsor  of  terrorism,  from  ben- 
efiting from  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment's GSP  Development  Program. 
That  is  why  I  am  proposing  a  change  in 
the  law. 

Mr.  President,  once  the  Secretary  of 
State  determines  that  a  country  spon- 
sors terrorism  it  ought  to  automati- 
cally lose  its  GSP  benefits,  just  as  it 
loses  its  foreign  assistance.  There  is  no 
sensible  rationale  for  barring  foreign 
assistance  for  state  sponsors  of  terror- 
ism while  providing  GSP  benefits  to 
those  same  state  sponsors  of  terrorism. 
Like  foreign  aid,  GSP  is  a  benefit,  not 
a  right.  It  is  development  program 
with  goals  that  are  similar  to  those  of 
the  foreign  aid  program.  Both  pro- 
grams ought  to  be  governed  by  the 
same  terrorism  standard. 

When  it  comes  to  fighting  terrorism, 
our  Government  needs  to  speak  with 
one  voice.  We  need  to  make  it  crystal 
clear  that  the  benefits  of  American 
friendship  are  not  provided  to  coun- 
tries that,  by  their  presence  on  the  ter- 
rorist list,  have  been  found  to  have  a 
consistent  pattern  of  state  support  for 
terrorism. 

Mr.  President,  by  making  the  GSP 
Program  conform  with  the  foreign  aid 
program  when  it  comes   to  providing 


benefits  to  countries  that  supt)ort  ter- 
rorism, this  bill  would  add  an  impor- 
tant element  of  consistency  to  our 
antiterrorism  foreign  policy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  809 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  LBirrATION  ON  DESIGNATION  AS 
BENEFICLARY  DEVELOPING  COUN- 
TRY. 

Section  502(bK6i  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974 
(19)  U.S.C.  2462(bH6))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

■•(6)if— 

•(A)  such  country  aids  or  abets,  by  grant- 
ing sanctuary  from  prosecution  to  any  indi- 
vidual or  group  which  committed  an  act  of 
international  terrorism,  or 

"(B)  the  Secretary  of  State  makes  a  deter- 
mination with  respect  to  such  country  under 
section  6(jt(l)(Ai  of  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  of  1979;  and".» 


By  Mr.  HOLLINGS  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Thurmond): 
S.  810.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  remove  from  the 
Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  a 
tract  of  land  in  South  Carolina  that 
was  added  to  the  System  without  no- 
tice to  the  county  in  which  the  tract  is 
located,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

THE  CO.'\STAL  BARRIER  RESOURCES  SYSTE.M 
FAIRNESS  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Coastal  Barrier 
Resources  System  Fairness  Act  of  1995. 
The  bill  is  aimed  at  correcting  a  mis- 
take in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resource 
System.  Without  this  correction,  a  por- 
tion of  Colleton  County,  SC,  will  re- 
main in  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
System  even  though  the  county  never 
had  an  opportunity  to  voice  their  ob- 
jection to  their  inclusion. 

In  1980  Congress  directed  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  study  and  pro- 
pose a  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Sys- 
tem. The  aim  was  to  create  a  system 
made  up  of  relatively  undeveloped  low- 
lying  coastal  lands  which,  because  of 
their  susceptibility  to  flooding,  would 
not  be  eligible  for  Federal  flood  insur- 
ance. Practically  speaking,  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  CBRS  means  you  can't 
sell  or  develop  your  property. 

Soon  after  the  passage  of  the  1980 
act,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
created  a  study  group  charged  with 
promulgating  an  inventory  of  coastal 
properties— properties  to  be  included  in 
the  CBRS.  By  the  end  of  1988,  the  study 
group  had  completed  its  work  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  submitted 
the  CBRS  proposal  to  Congress. 

This  proposed  inventory  was  the  cul- 
mination of  8  yeairs  work  and  included 


suggestions  made  during  two  public 
comment  periods.  The  first  public  com- 
ments were  made  following  the  release 
of  an  initial  draft  inventory  in  1985. 
Additional  comments  were  made  fol- 
lowing the  release  of  a  second  draft  in 
the  spring  of  1987.  The  Department  of 
the  Interior  received  numerous  com- 
ments on  these  draft  inventories  and 
incorporated  many  in  their  final  report 
to  Congress.  This  final  report  was  the 
basis  for  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
System  adopted  in  1990. 

I  recite  this  history  because  without 
an  understanding  of  it.  Mr.  President, 
one  can't  understand  the  intent  of  my 
legislation. 

While  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
was  drafting  this  proposed  system,  a 
strip  of  coastal  South  Carolina  was 
being  annexed  by  Colleton  County  from 
Charleston  County.  Unfortunately,  this 
annexation  occurred  in  1987  in  the 
midst  of  the  1987  CBRA  comment  pe- 
riod. Unfortunately,  the  notice  of  this 
second  draft  inventory  was  not  re- 
ceived by  Colleton  County.  The  county 
never  received  any  notice.  It  appears, 
the  draft  inventory  was  provided  to 
Charleston  County,  not  Colleton  Coun- 
ty. In  fact,  the  maps  currently  on  file 
at  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  still, 
incorrectly  show  this  tract  in  Charles- 
ton County— not  Colleton  County. 
Thus,  the  citizens  of  Colleton  County, 
never  having  had  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on  these  prop)osed  changes, 
now  find  this  tract  included  in  the 
CBRS.  And  for  all  practical  purposes 
off  limits  for  development. 

This  bill  corrects  that  mistake.  It 
rights  that  wrong.  It  does  not  dras- 
tically redraft  the  Coastal  Barrier  Re- 
sources System  nor  withdraw  any 
lands  included  in  the  1986  draft.  The 
bill  simply  returns  a  small  portion  of 
Edisto  Island,  SC,  to  its  1985  status. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  426 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sarbanes,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords],  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon [Mr.  Packw(X>d),  and  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  McCain)  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  426.  a  bill  to  author- 
ize the  Alpha  Phi  Alpha  Fraternity  to 
establish  a  memorial  to  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr..  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  457 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWine]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
457.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  update  ref- 
erences in  the  classification  of  children 
for  purpKDses  of  United  States  immigra- 
tion laws. 

S.  4itt 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine 
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[Ms.  Snowe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  495.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  to  stabilize  the 
student  loan  programs,  improve  con- 
gressional oversight,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  307 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  507.  a  bill  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  regarding  false 
identification  documents,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  D"A.m.\to.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Roth]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  578,  a  bill  to  limit  assistance  for 
Turkey  under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  and  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act  until  that  country  complies 
with  certain  human  rights  standards. 

S.  S33 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pryor,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Simon]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
633,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Act  to  provide  certain 
consumer  protections  if  a  depository 
institution  engages  in  the  sale  of  non- 
deposit  investment  products,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  S4I 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kasseb.^um, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado [Mr.  C.'WiPBELL],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Stevens]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  641,  a  bill  to  reau- 
thorize the  Ryan  White  CARE  Act  of 
1990,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  667 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bry.\n,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  BiDEN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  667,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934  in  order  to  reform 
the  conduct  of  private  securities  litiga- 
tion, to  provide  for  financial  fraud  de- 
tection and  disclosure,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  681 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helm.s,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
681,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  imposition 
of  sanctions  against  Colombia  with  re- 
spect to  illegal  drugs  and  drug  traffick- 
ing. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  and  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  LvHOFE]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  770,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  relocation  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  LUGAR,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWine]  and  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  K'l'L]  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 


S.  794,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  In- 
secticide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  to  facilitate  the  minor  use  of  a  pes- 
ticide, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  805 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  Santorum]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  805.  a  bill  to  improve  the 
rural  electrification  programs  under 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  to 
improve  Federal  rural  development 
programs  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  to  provide  for  ex- 
clusive State  jurisdiction  over  retail 
electric  service  areas,  to  prohibit  cer- 
tain practices  in  the  restraint  of  trade, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SE.V.ATE  JOINT  RE.SOLUTION  26 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms. 
Snowe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  26,  a  joint  res- 
olution designating  April  9,  1995,  and 
April  9,  1996,  as  'National  Former  Pris- 
oner of  War  Recognition  Day." 


construction  of  solid  waste  management  fa- 
cilities." 

On  page  65.  line  10.  strike  "or  (e)"  and  in- 
sert "(e)  or  (f)." 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT 
OF  1996 


MURRAY  (AND  GORTON) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1079 

Mrs.  MURRAY  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Gorton)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  (S.  534)  to  amend  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  to  provide  author- 
ity for  States  to  limit  the  interstate 
transportation  of  municipal  solid 
waste,  and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Title  11,  following  section  (f)  State  Solid 
Waste  District  Authority,  add  the  following- 
section  (g)  and  reletter  all  the  following  sub- 
sections accordingly: 

"(g)  State  Ma.ndated  Solid  Waste  Ma.n- 
AGEME.vT  Planning.— A  political  subdivision 
of  a  State  may  exercise  flow  control  author- 
ity for  municipal  solid  waste,  and  for  volun- 
tarily relinquished  recyclable  material  that 
is  generated  within  its  jurisdiction,  if  State 
legislation  enacted  prior  to  January  1.  1990 
mandated  the  political  subdivision  to  plan 
for  the  management  of  solid  waste  generated 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  if  prior  to  Janu- 
ary 1.  1990  the  State  delegated  to  its  political 
subdivisions  the  authority  to  establish  a  sys- 
tem of  solid  waste  handling,  and  if  prior  to 
May  15,  1994: 

"(1)  the  political  subdivision  had.  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  plan  adopted  pursuant  to 
such  State  mandate,  obligated  itself  through 
contract  (including  a  contract  to  repay  a 
debt)  to  utilize  existing  solid  waste  facilities 
or  an  existing  system  of  solid  waste  facili- 
ties; and 

"(2)  the  political  subdivision  is  currently 
undertaking  a  recycling  program  in  accord- 
ance with  its  adopted  waste  management 
plan  to  meet  the  State's  solid  waste  reduc- 
tion goal  of  fifty  percent;  and 

"(3)  significant  financial  commitments 
have  been  made,  or  bonds  have  been  issued, 
a  major  portion  of  which,  were  used  for  the 


THE  ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRA- 
TION SALE  ACT  TRANS-ALASKA 
PIPELINE  AMENDMENT  ACT  OF 
1995 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
1080-1082 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  proposed  three 
amendments  to  the  bill  (S.  395)  to  au- 
thorize and  direct  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy to  sell  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration, and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows: 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1080 

Strike  title  I  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
new  title  I: 

■TITLE  I 
"SEC.  101.  SHORT  rrTLE. 

"This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ".Maska 
Power  Administration  Asset  Sale  and  Termi- 
nation Act '. 

"SEC.   102.  SALE  OF  SNETTISHAM  AND  EKLUTNA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

"(a)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Snettisham  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Snettisham  ")  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the 
February  10.  1989,  Snettisham  Purchase 
.'Agreement,  as  amended,  between  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Energy  and  the  Alaska  Power 
Authority  and  the  Authority's  successors. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Eklutna  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna")  to  the  Municipality  of  Anchor- 
age doing  business  as  Municipal  light  and 
Power,  the  Chugach  Electric  Association. 
Inc..  and  the  Matanuska  Electric  Associa- 
tion. Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
■'Eklutna  Purchasers"),  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2.  1989. 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended, 
between  the  Alaska  Power  Administration  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Energy  and 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers. 

"(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  in  implementing  the  sales  authorized 
and  directed  by  this  Act. 

■■(d)  Proceeds  from  the  sales  required  by 
this  title  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 

"(e)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare,  survey,  and  acquire  Eklutna  and 
Snettisham  assets  for  sale  and  conveyance. 
Such  preparations  and  acquisitions  shall  pro- 
vide sufficient  title  to  ensure  the  beneficial 
use.  enjoyment,  and  occupancy  by  the  pur- 
chaser. 
"SEC.  103.  EXEMPTION  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS. 

"(a)(1)  .iVfter  the  sales  authorized  by  this 
Act  occur.  Eklutna  and  Snettisham.  includ- 
ing future  modifications,  shall  continue  to 
be  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a  et  seq.)  as 
amended. 

■■(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  entered  into  among  the  State  of 


Alaska,  the  Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Alaska 
Energy  Authority,  and  Federal  fish  and  wild- 
life agencies  regarding  the  protection,  miti- 
gation of.  damages  to.  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  dated  August  7,  1991.  which 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

■■(3)  Nothing  in  this  title  or  the  Federal 
Power  Act  preempts  the  State  of  Alaska 
from  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment. 

■■(b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Alaska  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  review  decisions  made  under  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  and  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment, including  the  remedy  of  specific  per- 
formance. 

■■(2)  An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  ("Program")  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  or  challenging  actions  of  any  of 
Che  parties  to  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Program 
shall  be  brought  not  later  than  ninety  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Program  is 
adopted  by  the  Governor  of  .Maska.  or  be 
barred. 

■'(3)  An  action  seeking  review  of  implemen- 
tation of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  challenged 
act  implementing  the  Program,  or  be  barred. 
■■(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  de- 
.scribed  in  Exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna  Purchase 
Agreement: 

•■(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
issue  rights-of-way  to  the  Alaska  Power  Ad- 
ministration for  subsequent  reassignment  to 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers — 
"(A)  at  no  cost  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers; 
"(B)  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal 
to  the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  im- 
provements, repairs,  renewals,  or  replace- 
ments; and 

■■(C)  sufficient  for  the  operation  of.  main- 
tenance of.  repair  to.  and  replacement  of. 
and  access  to.  Eklutna  facilities  located  on 
military  lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management,  including  lands 
selected  by  the  State  of  Alaska. 

■'(2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subse- 
quently sell  or  transfer  Eklutna  to  private 
ownership,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
may  assess  reasonable  and  customary  fees 
for  continued  use  of  the  rights-of-way  on 
lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement and  military  lands  in  accordance 
with  existing  law. 

"(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  Anchorage  Sub- 
station shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Pur- 
chasers at  no  additional  cost  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  determines  that  pending 
claims  to.  and  selections  of.  those  lands  are 
invalid  or  relinquished. 

"(4)  With  respect  to  the  Eklutna  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  I  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  the  State  of 
Alaska  may  select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  convey  to  the  State,  improved 
lands  under  the  selection  entitlements  in 
section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  1958  (com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Alaska  Statehood 
Act.  Public  Law  85-508.  72  Stat.  339,  as 
amended),  and  the  North  Anchorage  Land 
Agreement  dated  January  31.  1983.  This  con- 
veyance shall  be  subject  to  the  rights-of-way 
provided  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  under 
paragraph  (1). 

"(d)  With  respect  to  the  Snettisham  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement  and  Public 
Land  Order  No.  5108,  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall   convey   to   the  State   of  Alaska,   Im- 


proved lands  under  the  selection  entitle- 
ments in  section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  1958 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  Alaska  State- 
hood Act.  Public  Law  85-508,  72  Stat.  339.  as 
amended). 

"(e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of 
the  sales  authorized  in  section  102  have  oc- 
curred, as  measured  by  the  Transaction 
Dates  stipulated  in  the  Purchase  Agree- 
ments, the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall— 

■'(1)  complete  the  business  of,  and  close 
out,  the  Alaska  Power  Administration; 

"(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  document- 
ing the  sales;  and 

"(3)  return  unobligated  balances  of  funds 
appropriated  for  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

"(f)  The  Act  of  July  31.  1950  (64  Sut.  382)  is 
repealed  effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  that  all  Eklutna 
a.ssels  have  been  conveyed  to  the  Eklutna 
Purchasers. 

"(g)  Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1193)  is  repealed  effective  on  the 
date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, that  all  Snettisham  assets  have  been 
conveyed  to  the  State  of  Alaska. 

"(h)  As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  deter- 
mined in  subsection  (f)  and  (g).  section  302(a) 
of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organization 
.\ct  (42  U.S.C.  7152(a))  is  amended— 

"(1)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

■■(A)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C);  and 
"(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D), 
(E).  and 

"(F)  as  subparagraphs  (C),  (D).  and  (E)  re- 
spectively; and 

"(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  out  'and 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration"  and  by 
inserting  "and"  after  "Southwestern  Power 
Administration.  ". 

'■(i)  The  Act  of  .August  9,  1955.  concerning 
water  resources  Investigation  in  Alaska  (69 
Stat.  618),  is  repealed. 

"(J)  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
under  this  title  are  not  considered  disposal 
of  Federal  surplus  property  under  the  Fed- 
eral Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  484)  or  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 3.  1944.  popularly  referred  to  as  the  ■"Sur- 
plus Property  Act  of  1944"  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
1622). 

"(k)  The  sales  authorized  in  this  title  shall 
occur  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  legislation  defining  "first  use' 
of  Snettisham  for  purposes  of  section  147(d) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  to  be 
considered  to  occur  pursuant  to  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  .Alaska.". 

AMENDME.NT  NO.  1081 

Strike  the  text  of  title  II  and  insert  the 
following  text; 

■TITLE  n 

"SEC.  201.  SHORT  TfrLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  ""Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995  ". 
"SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

■■Section  203  of  the  .\ct  entitled  the  'Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act.'  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (0: 

■■(f)  Exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope 
Oil  — 

■■(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6). 
of  this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 


evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  President^- 

"(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States;  and 

"(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within 
four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection. 

"'The  President  shall  make  his  national  in- 
terest determination  within  five  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section or  30  days  after  completion  of  the  en- 
vironmental review,  whichever  is  earlier. 
The  President  may  make  his  determination 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

"(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25,  1979,  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)). 

"(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.),  or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
use.  1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil.". 

•'(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  President's  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mination by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

"(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  ex- 
porting crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  significantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  cause(l  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

"(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 

-SEC.  203.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

"Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(f))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 
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"SEC.  204.  CAO  REPORT. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any.  on  consunners.  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate 

-SEC.  JOS.  EFFECTTVE  DATE. 

•  This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment.". 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1082 
■TITLE  II 
•SEC.  Ml.  SHORT  TITLE. 

■This  title  may  be  cited  as   Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995'. 
"SEC.  M».  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

■Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the  ■Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  .\ct."  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (f): 

■(0  Exports  of  Al.^.sk.a.n  North  Slope 
Oil.— 

■■(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6). 
of  this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  Presidents 

"(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States;  and 

■(B)  shall  conduct  amd  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within  six 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection. 

The  President  shall  make  his  national  inter- 
est determination  within  five  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  or 
30  days  after  completion  of  the  environ- 
mental review,  whichever  is  earlier.  The 
President  may  make  his  determination  sub- 
ject to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

■■(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U  S.C.  App.  802)) 

"(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 


the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.),  or  the  National  Emergencies  .\ct  (50 
U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil.". 

"(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  President's  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mination by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

"(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  ex- 
porting crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  significantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

■■(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 
-SEC.  203.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

••Section  103<f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(0)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate  ". 

-SEC.  204.  GAO  REPORT. 

■'The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any.  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

-SEC.  206.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

""This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment.  ". 


THE  SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL  ACT 
OF  1995 


KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENT  NO. 
1083 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Kempthorne) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill  (S. 
534)  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act  to  provide  authority  for  States  to 
limit  the  interstate  transportation  of 
municipal  solid  waste,  and  for  other 
purposes;  as  follows: 


On  page  35.  line  5.  after  the  word,  'agree- 
ments ".  insert  the  words,  "or  permits  au- 
thorizing receipt  of  out-of-State  municipal 
solid  waste". 

On  page  45.  lines  15  and  16.  after  the  word, 
■'tax",  strike  the  words,  "assessed  against  or 
voluntarily  ";  on  lines  16  and  17.  after  the 
word,  ■subdivision",  insert  the  following:  '■. 
or  to  the  extent  that  the  amount  of  the  sur- 
charge is  offset  by  voluntarily  agreed  pay- 
ments to  a  State  or  its  political  subdivi- 
sion". 
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THE  ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRA- 
TION SALE  ACT  TRANS-ALASKA 
PIPELINE  AMENDMENT  ACT  OF 
1995 


MURRAY  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1084- 
1091 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mrs.      MURRAY      submitted      eight 
amendments  intended   to  be   proposed 
by  her  to  the  bill  S.  395,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1084 

On  page  17.  strike  lines  9  through  11  and  in- 
sert the  following: 
SEC.  9.  LICENSES  AUTHORIZING  EXPORTS. 

Any  license  that  is  required  under  any  law 
authorizing  an  export  of  Alaskan  North 
Slope  oil  under  section  203(f)  of  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act.  as  added 
by  section  202.  shall  not  be  made  effective  as 
of  any  date  that  is  earlier  than  January  1, 
1997. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1085 

On  page  14.  strike  line  15  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  17. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1086 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  OIL  POLLUTION  PREVENTION  AND  EMER- 
GENCY TOWING  AND  RESCUE  VES- 
SEL. 

(a)  In  GENER.^L  — The  .Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation shall  purchase,  by  not  later  than 
January  1.  1996.  and  cause  to  be  refurbished, 
equipped,  crewed,  and  placed  in  operation  by 
the  Coast  Guard,  by  not  later  than  July  1, 
1996.  a  vessel  to  be  used  for  oil  spill  preven- 
tion and  protection  of  the  Olympic  Coast  Na- 
tional Marine  Sanctuary  and  for  emergency 
towing  and  rescue  operations  in  the  Strait  of 
Juan  de  Fuca  and  the  adjacent  Pacific  cosist. 

(b)  Payment  out  of  the  Oil  Spill  Liabil- 
ity' Trust  Fund.— The  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation shall  pay.  out  of  the  Oil  Spill  Li- 
ability Trust  Fund  established  by  section 
9509  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986— 

(1)  not  more  than  $10,000,000  for  the  pur- 
chase, refurbishment,  and  equipping  of  the 
vessel  under  subsection  (a);  and 

(2)  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for  the  mainte- 
nance and  operation  of  the  vessel  for  a  period 
of  5  years. 

(c)  Capabilities.— The  vessel  provided 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  capable  of  pro- 
viding— 

(1)  emergency  towing  service  to  a  vessel  of 
up  to  265.000  deadweight  tons; 

(2)  initial  oil  spill  response,  a  platform  for 
initial  salvage  assessment,  marine  fire  fight- 
ing response  and  support,  and  intervention 
support  for  the  Coordinated  Vessel  Traffic 
Service:  and 

(3)  enforcement  support  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Fisheries  and  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Agency. 


Amendment  No.  1087 

On  page  15.  between  lines  5  and  6  insert  the 
following: 

"(2MA)  No  license  that  is  required  under 
any  law  authorizing  an  export  of  oil  under 
this  subsection  may  be  granted  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  based  on  advice 
from  the  Attorney  General,  makes  and  pub- 
lishes a  finding  that  the  export  will  not  have 
an  anticompetitive  effect  that  is  likely  to 
harm  independent  refiners  or  consumers. 

■'(B)  A  license  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  have  a  duration  of  not  longer  than 
1  year,  and  any  renewal  or  extension  of  such 
a  license  shall  be  based  on  a  new  finding 
made  and  published  in  accordance  with  sub- 
paragraph (A), 

■■(C)  A  license  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  be  revoked  if  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce determines,  based  on  advice  from  the 
Attorney  General,  that  the  finding  on  which 
the  license  is  based  is  no  longer  valid. 

Amendment  No.  1088 

On  page  15.  between  lines  5  and  6  insert  the 
following: 

■■(2)  The  total  average  daily  volume  of  ex- 
ports allowed  under  this  subsection  in  any 
calendar  year  shall  be  limited  to  the  portion 
of  the  oil  delivered  through  the  trans-Alaska 
oil  pipeline  system  that^ 

■■(A)  is  owned  by  the  State  of  .Alaska:  or 

■■(B)  is  in  excess  of  the  following  amounts: 

■■(i)  1.6(X).000  barrels  per  calendar  day  in 
1995. 

■■(ii)  1.500.000  barrels  per  calendar  day  in 
1996. 

■(iii)  1.400.000  barrels  per  calendar  day  in 
1997. 

■■(V)  1.6(X).000  barrels  per  calendar  day  in 
1996. 

■■(vi)  Such  an  amount  per  calendar  day  in 
any  year  after  1998  as  the  President  deter- 
mines to  be  in  the  national  interest. 

Amendment  No.  1089 

On  page  15,  strike  lines  6  through  16  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

"(2)(A)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to 
a  country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  inter- 
national oil  supply  agreement  entered  into 
by  the  United  States  with  the  country  before 
June  25,  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  and  sub- 
ject to  subparagraph  (B),  oil  exported  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  transported  by  a  ves- 
sel documented  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  that  is  eligible  to  engage  in  the  coast- 
wise trade, 

■■(B)  A  vessel  shall  not  be  eligible  to  trans- 
port oil  under  this  subsection  if,  during  a 
voyage  on  which  such  oil  is  transported,  any 
repair  on  the  vessel  is  performed  in  a  foreign 
shipyard  other  than  an  emergency  repair 
that  is  necessary  in  order  to  allow  the  vessel 
to  complete  the  voyage  safely 

■■(3)  Any  license  that  is  required  under  any 
law  authorizing  an  export  of  Alaskan  North 
Slope  oil  under  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
made  effective  ais  of  any  date  that  is  earlier 
than  January  1.  1997 

Amendment  No.  1090 

At  the  appropriate  place,  add  the  following 
new  title: 

TITLE —JUSTICE  FOR  WARDS  COVE 

WORKERS  ACT 

SEC.   .  APPUCATION  OF  CIVIL  RIGHTS  PRO- 
TECTIONS. 

(a)  SHORT  Title— This  title  may  be  cited 
as    the     'Justice    for    Wards    Cove    Workers 

Act". 


(b)  Amendments— Section  402  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1991  (42  U.S.C,  1981  note)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  striking  ••(a)  In 
General  — ":  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (b). 

(C)  APPLICATION  and  CONSTRUCmON.— 

(1)  Application —For  purposes  of  deter- 
mining the  application  of  the  amendments 
made  by  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1991.  such 
amendments  shall  apply  to  a  case  that  was 
subject  to  section  402(b)  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1991  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  such 
amendments  apply  to  any  case  brought 
under  title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
(42  U.S.C.  2000e  et  seq.)  that  was  not  subject 
to  section  402(b)  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1991. 

(2)  Construction —Nothing  in  this  title 
shall  be  construed  to  alter,  or  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  evidence  of.  congressional  in- 
tent regarding  the  application  of  such 
amendments  to  any  case  that  was  not  sub- 
ject to  section  402(b)  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1991, 

Amendment  No.  1091 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 

TITLE  ni— UNITED  STATES  CRUISE 

VESSELS 

SEC.  301.  SHORT  TfrLE, 

This   title   may   be  cited   as   the   "United 
States    Cruise    Vessel    Development   Act    of 
1995". 
SEC,  302.  PURPOSE. 

The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  promote  con- 
struction and  operation  of  United  States  flag 
cruise  vessels  in  the  United  States. 
SEC.  303.  COASTWISE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  PAS- 
SENGERS. 

Section  8  of  the  Act  entitled  An  Act  to 
abolish  certain  fees  for  official  services  to 
American  vessels,  and  to  amend  the  laws  re- 
lating to  shipping  commissioners,  seamen. 
and  owners  of  vessels,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses ".  approved  June  19.  1886  (24  Stat.  81. 
chapter  421:  46  App.  US  C.  289).  is  amended 
to  read  as  fnllnw.';,' 

-SEC.  8.  COASTWISE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  PAS- 
SENGERS. 

"(a)  In  General— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  law.  a  vessel  ma.y  transport  pas- 
sengers in  coastwise  trade  only  if — 

"(1)  the  vessel  is  owned  by  a  person  that 

'■(A)  an  individual  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States:  or 

"(B)  a  corporation,  partnership,  or  ass(x;ia- 
tion  that  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
under  section  2(a)  of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  802(a)): 

"(2)  the  vessel  meets  the  requirements  of 
section  27  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1920 
(46  App.  U.S.C.  883):  and 

"(3)  for  a  vessel  that  is  at  least  5  net  tons, 
the  vessel  is  issued  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation under  chapter  121  of  title  46.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  with  a  coastwise  endorse- 
ment. 

■■(b)  exception  for  vessel  under  demise 
Charter.— 

■■(1)  In  general,— Subsection  (aMl)  does 
not  apply  to  a  cruise  vessel  operating  under 
a  demise  charter  that — 

■■(A)  has  a  term  of  at  least  18  months:  and 

"(B)  is  to  a  person  described  in  subsection 
(aMl), 

■■(2)  Extension  of  period  for  operation.— 
A  cruise  vessel  authorized  to  operate  in 
coastwise  trade  under  paragraph  (1)  based  on 
a  demise  charter  described  in  paragraph  (1) 


may  operate  in  that  coastwise  trade  during  a 
period  following  the  termination  of  the  char- 
ter of  not  more  than  6  months,  if  the  oper- 
ation— 
"(A)  is  approved  by  the  Secretary;  and 
"(B)  is  in  accordance  with  such  terms  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  that 
approval. 

"(c)  Exception  for  Vessel  To  Be  Re- 
flagged,— 

"(1)  Exception.— Subsection  (aK2)  and  sec- 
tion 12106(a)(2)(A)  of  title  46.  United  SUtes 
Code,  do  not  apply  to  a  cruise  vessel  if— 

"(A)  the  vessel— 

"(i)  is  not  documented  under  chapter  121  of 
title  46,  United  States  Code,  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  United  States  Cruise  Ves- 
sel Development  Act  of  1995:  and 

"(ii)  is  not  less  than  5  years  old  and  not 
more  than  15  years  old  on  the  first  date  that 
the  vessel  is  documented  under  that  chapter 
after  that  date  of  enactment;  and 

"(B)  the  owner  or  charterer  of  the  vessel 
has  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  construc- 
tion in  the  United  States  of  another  cruise 
vessel  that  has  a  total  berth  or  stateroom 
capacity  that  is  at  least  80  percent  of  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  cruise  vessel. 

••(2)  Termination  of  authority  to  oper- 
ate.—Paragraph  (1)  does  not  apply  to  a  ves- 
sel after  the  date  that  is  18  months  after  the 
date  on  which  a  certificate  of  documentation 
with  a  coastwise  endorsement  is  first  issued 
for  the  vessel  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  United  States  Cruise  Vessel  Development 
Act  of  1995  if.  before  the  end  of  that  18-month 
period,  the  keel  of  another  vessel  has  not 
been  laid,  or  another  vessel  is  not  at  a  simi- 
lar stage  of  construction,  under  a  contract 
required  for  the  vessel  under  paragraph 
(1)(B). 

"(3)  Extension  of  period  before  termi- 
nation—The  Secretary  of  Transportation 
may  extend  the  18-month  period  under  para- 
graph (2)  for  an  additional  period  of  not  to 
exceed  6  months  for  good  (;ause  shown. 

•(d)  Limffation  on  Operations —a  person 
(including  a  related  person  with  respect  to 
that  person)  who  owns  or  charters  a  cruise 
vessel  operating  in  coastwise  trade  under 
subsection  (b)  or  (c)  under  a  coastwise  en- 
dorsement may  not  operate  any  vessel  be- 
tween— 

"(1)  any  2  ports  served  by  another  cruise 
vessel  that  transports  passengers  in  coast- 
wise trade  under  subsection  (a)  on  the  date 
the  Secretary  issues  the  coastwise  endorse- 
ment; or 

"(2)  any  of  the  islands  of  Hawaii, 

"(e)  Penalties  — 

"(1)  CiVTL  penalty-  —A  person  operating  a 
vessel  in  violation  of  this  section  shall  be 
liable  to  the  United  States  Government  for  a 
civil  penalty  of  $1,000  for  each  passenger 
transported  in  violation  of  this  section. 

"(2)  Forfeiture.— A  vessel  operated  in 
knowing  violation  of  this  section,  and  its 
equipment,  shall  be  liable  to  seizure  by  and 
forfeiture  to  the  United  States  Government. 

"(3)  Dis(3Ualification  from  coastwise 
trade,— A  person  that  is  required  to  enter 
into  a  construction  contract  under  sub- 
section (cHlMB)  with  respect  to  a  cruise  ves- 
sel (including  any  related  person  with  re- 
spect to  that  person)  may  not  own  or  operate 
any  vessel  in  coastwise  trade  after  the  period 
applicable  under  subsection  (c)(2)  with  re- 
spect to  the  cruise  vessel,  if  before  the  end  of 
that  penod  a  keel  is  not  laid  and  a  similar 
stage  of  construction  is  not  reached  under 
such  a  contract. 

••(f)  Definitions,— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  following  definitions  shall  apply: 
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•■(1)  COASTWISE  TRADE— The  term  coast- 
wise trade'  includes  transportation  of  a  pas- 
senger between  points  in  the  United  States. 
either  directly  or  by  way  of  a  foreign  port. 

•■(2)  Cklise  vessel— The  term  cruise  ves- 
sel' means  a  vessel  that — 

■■(A)  is  at  least  10.000  gross  tons  (as  meas- 
ured under  chapter  143  of  title  46.  United 
States  Code): 

■(B)  has  berth  or  stateroom  accommoda- 
tions for  at  least  200  passengers;  and 

••(C)  is  not  a  ferry, 

■•(3)  Related  person.— The  term  Telated 
person'  means,  with  respect  to  a  person — 

•(A)  a  holding  company,  subsidiary,  affili- 
ate, or  association  of  the  person;  and 

•(B)  an  officer,  director,  or  agent  of  the 
person  or  of  an  entity  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (.\).". 

SEC.  304.  CONSTRUCTION  STANDARDS. 

Section  3309  of  title  46,  United  States  Code. 
Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

■■(d)(1)  A  vessel  described  in  paragraph  (3) 
is  deemed  to  comply  with  this  part  and  part 
C  of  this  subtitle. 

••(2)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  a  certificate 
of  inspection  under  subsection  (a)  to  a  vessel 
described  in  paragraph  (3). 

•'(3)  A  vessel  is  described  in  this  paragraph 
If— 

••(A)  the  vessel  meets  the  standards  and 
conditions  for  the  issuance  of  a  control  ver- 
ification certificate  to  a  foreign  vessel  em- 
barking passengers  in  the  United  States; 

■(B)  a  coastwise  endorsement  is  issued  for 
the  vessel  under  section  12106  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  United  States  Cruise 
Vessel  Development  Act  of  1995;  and 

■■(C)  the  vessel  is  authorized  to  engage  in 
coastwise  trade  by  reason  of  subsection  (c)  of 
section  8  of  the  Act  entitled  An  Act  to  abol- 
ish certain  fees  for  official  services  to  Amer- 
ican vessels,  and  to  amend  the  laws  relating 
to  shipping  commissioners,  seamen,  and 
owners  of  vessels,  and  for  other  purposes', 
approved  June  19.  1886  (24  Stat.  81.  chapter 
421:  46  App.  US.C.  289).". 

SEC.  305.  CITIZENSHIP  FOR  PURPOSES  OF  DOCU- 
MENTA'nON. 

Section  2  of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  App. 
U.S.C.  802).  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  inserting  ""other 
than  primarily  in  the  transport  of  pas- 
sengers. "  after  "the  coastwise  trade":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"'6)  For  purposes  of  determining  citizen- 
ship under  subsection  (a)  with  respect  to  op- 
eration of  a  vessel  primarily  in  the  transport 
of  passengers  in  coastwise  trade,  the  control- 
ling interest  in  a  partnership  or  association 
that  owns  the  vessel  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
be  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  un- 
less a  majority  interest  in  the  partnership  or 
association  is  owned  by  citizens  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  free  from  any  trust  or  fiduciary  ob- 
ligation in  favor  of  any  person  that  is  not  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States.". 

SEC.  306.  AMENDME.NT  TO  TITLE  XI  OF  THE  .MER- 
CHANT MARINE  ACT.  1936. 

Section  1101(b)  of  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act.  1936  (46  .\pp.  use  1271(b))  is  amended 
by  striking  'passenger  cargo"  and  inserting 
■■passenger,  cargo.". 

SEC.    307.     PERMITS    FOR    VESSELS    ENTERING 
UNITS  OF  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM. 

(ai  Prioritv.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior may  not  permit  a  person  to  operate  a 
vessel  in  any  unit  of  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem except  in  accordance  with  the  following 
priority: 

(1)  First,  any  person  that.^ 


(A)  will  operate  a  vessel  that  is  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of.  and  the  home  port 
of  which  is  located  in,  the  United  States;  or 

(B)  holds  rights  to  provide  visitor  services 
under  section  1307(a)  of  the  Alaska  National 
Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
3197(a)). 

(2)  Second,  any  person  that  will  operate  a 
vessel  that — 

(A)  is  documented  under  the  laws  of  a  for- 
eign country,  and 

(B)  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  is  permitted  to  be  operated  by  the  per- 
son in  the  unit. 

(3)  Third,  any  person  that  will  operate  a 
vessel  other  than  a  vessel  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2). 

(b)  Revocation  of  Per.mits  for  Foreign- 
Docume-nted  Vessels.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  revoke  or  refuse  to  renew  per- 
mission granted  by  the  Secretary  for  the  op- 
eration of  a  vessel  documented  under  the 
laws  of  a  foreign  country  in  a  unit  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  System,  if— 

(1)  a  person  requests  permission  to  operate 
a  vessel  documented  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  in  that  unit;  and 

(2)  the  permission  may  not  be  granted  be- 
cause of  a  limit  on  the  number  of  permits 
that  may  be  issued  for  that  operation. 

(c)  RESTRicmoNS  on  Revocation  of  Per- 
Mrrs.- The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  not 
revoke  or  refuse  to  renew  permission  under 
subsection  (b)  for  any  person  holding  rights 
to  provide  visitor  services  under  section 
1307(a)  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  3197(a)). 

(d)  Return  of  Permits.— Any  person  whose 
permission  to  provide  visitors  services  in  a 
unit  of  the  National  Park  System  has  been 
revoked  or  not  renewed  under  subsection  (b) 
shall  have  the  right  of  first  refusal  to  a  per- 
mit to  provide  visitors  services  in  that  unit 
of  the  National  Park  System  that  becomes 
available  when  the  conditions  described  in 
subsection  (b)  no  longer  apply.  Such  right 
shall  be  limited  to  the  number  of  permits 
which  are  revoked  or  not  renewed. 


SEC. 


DOMENICI  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1092 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Kempthorne.  and  Mr.  S.mith)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  534.  supra; 
as  follows: 

On  page  69,  line  22.  strike  '"  "." 

On  page  69.  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 
the  following  new  provision: 

"•(5)  Further  revisions  of  guidelines  and 
CRrrERiA.- Not  later  than  April  9.  1997.  the 
Administrator  shall  promulgate  revisions  to 
the  guidelines  and  criteria  promulgated 
under  this  subchapter  to  allow  states  to  pro- 
mulgate alternate  design,  operating,  landfill 
gas  monitor,  financial  a.ssurance.  and  closure 
requirements  for  landfills  which  receive  20 
tons  or  less  of  municipal  solid  waste  per  day 
based  on  an  annual  average,  provided  that 
such  alternate  requirement's  are  sufficient  to 
protect  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment .". 


RETIREMENT  OF  CERTAIN  COSTS  IN- 
CURRED FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  NON-FEDERAL  PUBLICLY  OWNED 
SHIPYARDS. 

(a)  In  General— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall— 

(1)  deposit  proceeds  of  sales  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  a  special  ac- 
count in  amounts  sufficient  to  make  pay- 
ments under  subsections  (b)  and  (o:  and 

(2)  out  of  the  account  described  in  para- 
graph (1).  provide,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (c).  financial  assistance  to  a 
port  authority  that — 

(A)  manages  a  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shipyard  on  the  United  States  west  coast 
that  is  capable  of  handling  very  large  crude 
carrier  tankers;  and 

(B)  has  obligations  outstanding  as  of  May 
15.  1995.  that  were  issued  on  June  1.  1977.  and 
are  related  to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  dry  docks  that  were  origi- 
nally financed  through  public  bonds. 

(b)  AccjuisiTioN  and  Refurbish.ment  of  In- 
frastructure—The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide, for  acquisition  of  infrastructure  and  re- 
furbishment of  existing  infrastructure. 
$10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(c)  Retirement  of  Obligations.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide,  for  retirement  of  obli- 
gations outstanding  as  of  May  15.  1995.  that 
were  issued  on  June  1.  1977.  and  are  related 
to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  dry  docks  that  were  originally  fi- 
nanced through  public  bonds— 

(1)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $13,000,000  m  fiscal  year  1997; 

(3)  $10,000,000  in  fiscal  vear  1998; 

(4)  $8,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999; 

(5)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000; 

(6)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

(7)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 


DASCHLE  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1094 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  DASCHLE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Bau- 
cus.  Mr.  Wellstone.  and  Mr.  Dorgan) 
submitted  an  amendment  intended  to 
be  proposed  by  them  to  the  bill  S.  395. 
supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  14,  between  lines  14  and  15  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.  104.  DECLARATION  CONCERNING  OTHER 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS  AND 
THE  POWER  MARKETING  ADMINIS- 
TRATIONS. 

Congress  declares  that — 

(1)  the  circumstances  that  justify  author- 
ization by  Congress  of  the  sale  of  hydro- 
electric projects  under  section  102  are  unique 
to  those  projects  and  do  not  pertain  to  other 
hydroelectric  projects  or  to  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  in  the  48  contiguous 
States:  and 

(2)  accordingly,  the  enactment  of  section 
102  should  not  be  understood  as  lending  sup- 
port to  any  proposal  to  sell  any  other  hydro- 
electric project  or  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations. 


HATFIELD  AMENDMENT  NO.  1093 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  HATFIELD  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  395.  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  title  II.  add  the 
following  new  section: 


HARKIN  (AND  AKAKA) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1095 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    HARKIN    (for   himself   and   Mr. 
AKAKA)  submitted  an   amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  S.  395.  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

TITLE  lU 
SECTION  301.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ""Hydrogen 
Future  Act  of  1995  ". 


SEC.  302.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  fossil  fuels,  the  main  energy  source  of 
the  present,  have  provided  this  country  with 
tremendous  supply  but  are  limited: 

(2)  additional  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  are  needed  to  encourage  pri- 
vate sector  investment  in  development  of 
new  and  better  energy  sources  and  enabling 
technologies; 

(3)  hydrogen  holds  tremendous  promise  as 
a  fuel  because  it  can  be  extracted  from  water 
and  can  be  burned  much  more  cleanly  than 
conventional  fuels; 

(4)  hydrogen  production  efficiency  is  a 
major  technical  barrier  to  society's  collec- 
tively benefiting  from  1  of  the  great  energy 
carriers  of  the  future: 

(5)  an  aggressive,  results-oriented, 
multiyear  research  initiative  on  efficient  hy- 
drogen fuel  production  and  use  should  be 
maintained:  and 

(6)  the  current  Federal  effort  to  develop 
hydrogen  as  a  fuel  is  inadequate. 

SEC,  303.  PURPOSES. 

The  purposes  of  this  Act  are— 

(1)  to  provide  for  a  research,  development, 
and  demonstration  program  leading  to  the 
production,  storage,  transport,  and  use  of  hy- 
drogen for  industrial,  residential,  transpor- 
tation, and  utility  applications:  and 

(2)  to  provide  advice  from  academia  and 
the  private  sector  in  the  implementation  of 
the  Department  of  Energy's  hydrogen  re- 
search, development,  and  demonstration  pro- 
gram to  ensure  that  economic  benefits  of  the 
program  accrue  to  the  United  States. 

SEC.  304.  DEFINmONS. 

In  this  Act: 

(1)  Department— The  term  "Department" 
means  the  Department  of  Energy. 

(2)  SECRETARY— The  term  '•Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Energy. 

SEC.  305.  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT. 

(a)  Authorized  A(mviTiE.s.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Pursuant  to  this  section, 
the  Spark  M.  Matsunaga  Hydrogen  Research. 
Development,  and  Demonstration  Act  of  1990 
(42  U.S.C.  12401  et  seq.).  and  section  2026  of 
the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (42  U.S.C. 
13436).  and  in  accordance  with  the  purposes 
of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  a  hy- 
drogen energy  research,  development,  and 
demonstration  program  relating  to  produc- 
tion, storage,  transportation,  and  use  of  hy- 
drogen, with  the  goal  of  enabling  the  private 
sector  to  demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  using 
hydrogen  for  industrial,  residential,  trans- 
portation, and  utility  applications. 

(2)  Priorities. -In  establishing  priorities 
for  Federal  funding  under  this  section,  the 
Secretary  shall  survey  private  sector  hydro- 
gen activities  and  take  steps  to  ensure  that 
activities  under  this  section  do  not  displace 
or  compete  with  the  privately  funded  hydro- 
gen activities  of  the  United  States  industry. 

(b)  SCHEDULE.— 

(1)  Solicitation —Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act 
providing  appropriations  for  programs  au- 
thorized by  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  so- 
licit proposals  from  all  interested  parties  for 
research  and  development  activities  author- 
ized under  this  section. 

(2)  Department  facility. —The  Secretary 
may  consider,  on  a  competitive  basis,  a  pro- 
posal from  a  contractor  that  manages  and 
operates  a  department  facility  under  con- 
tract with  the  Department,  and  the  contrac- 
tor may  perform  the  work  at  that  facility  or 
any  other  facility. 

(3)  AWARD— Not  later  than  180  days  after 
proposals  are  submitted,  if  the  Secretary 
identifies  1  or  more  proposals  that  are  wor- 


thy of  Federal  assistance,  the  Secretary 
shall  award  financial  assistance  under  this 
section  competitively,  using  peer  review  of 
proposals  with  appropriate  protection  of  pro- 
prietary information. 

(c)  Cost  Sharing  — 

(1)  Research.— 

(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  a  research 
proposal,  the  Secretary  shall  require  a  com- 
mitment from  non-Federal  sources  of  at 
least  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  program. 

(B)  Basic  or  fundamental  nature— The 
Secretary  may  reduce  or  eliminate  the  non- 
Federal  requirement  under  subparagraph  (A) 
if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  re- 
search and  development  are  of  such  a  purely 
basic  or  fundamental  nature  that  a  non-Fed- 
eral commitment  is  not  obtainable. 

(2)  Development  and  demonstration.— 

(A)  In  general —In  the  case  of  a  develop- 
ment or  demonstration  proposal,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  require  a  commitment  from  non- 
Federal  sources  of  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
costs  that  directly  and  specifically  relate  to 
the  program. 

(B)  Technological  risks— The  Secretary 
may  reduce  the  non-Federal  requirement 
under  subparagraph  (A)  if  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that — 

(i)  the  reduction  is  necessary  and  appro- 
priate considering  the  technological  risks  in- 
volved in  the  project:  and 

(ii)  the  reduction  serves  the  purpose  and 
goals  of  this  Act. 

(3)  Nature  of  non-federal  commitment.— 
In  calculating  the  amount  of  the  non-Federal 
commitment  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2).  the 
Secretary  shall  include  cash  and  the  fair 
market  value  of.  personnel,  services,  equip- 
ment, and  other  resources. 

(d)  Consultation  and  Certifications.— 
Before  financial  a.ssistance  is  provided  under 
this  section  or  the  Spark  M.  Matsunaga  Hy- 
drogen Research.  Development,  and  Dem- 
onstration .\ct  of  1990  (42  U.S.C.  12401  et 
seq.)— 

(1)  the  Secretary  shall  determine,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  United  States  Trade  Rep- 
resentative and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
that  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which 
financial  assistance  is  provided  are  consist- 
ent with  thf'  Atrreempnt  on  Subsidies  and 
Countervailing  Measures  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 101(d)(12)  of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agree- 
ment Act  (19  U.S.C.  3511(d)(12));  and 

(2)  an  industry  participant  shall  be  re- 
quired to  certify  that— 

(A)  the  participant  has  made  reasonable  ef- 
forts to  obtain  non-Federal  funding  for  the 
entire  cost  of  the  project:  and 

(B)  full  non-Federal  funding  could  not  be 
reasonably  obtained. 

(e)  Duplication  of  Programs.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  not  carry  out  any  activity  under 
this  section  that  unnecessarily  duplicates  an 
activity  carried  out  by  another  government 
agency  or  the  private  sector. 

SEC.  306.  TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER 

(a)  Exchange  -The  SecreUry  shall  foster 
the  exchange  of  generic,  nonproprietary  in- 
formation and  technology  developed  pursu- 
ant to  section  5  among  industry,  academia. 
and  government  agencies. 

(b)  Economic  Benefits— The  Secretary 
shall  ensure  that  economic  benefits  of  the 
exchange  of  information  and  technology  will 
accrue  to  the  United  States  economy. 

SEC.  307,  REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS. 

(a)  In  General —Not  later  than  18  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  and 
annually  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  to  Congress  a  detailed  report  on  the 
status  and  progress  of  the  Department's  hy- 
drogen research  and  development  program. 


(b)  Contents.— A  report  under  subsection 
(a)  shall  include— 

(1)  an  analysis  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program,  to  be  prepared  and  submitted  by 
the  Hydrogen  Technical  Advisory  Panel  es- 
tablished under  section  108  of  the  Spark  M. 
Matsunaga  Hydrogen  Research.  Develop- 
ment, and  Demonstration  Act  of  1990  (42 
U.S.C.  12407):  and 

(2)  recommendations  of  the  Panel  for  any 
improvements  in  the  program  that  are  if 
needed,  including  recommendations  for  addi- 
tional legislation. 

SEC.  306.  COORDINATION  AND  CONSULTATION. 

(a)  C(X)rdination  Wrrn  Other  Federal 
Agencies.— The  Secretary  shall— 

(1)  coordinate  all  hydrogen  research  and 
development  activities  in  the  Department 
with  the  activities  of  other  Federal  agencies, 
including  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  and  the  Na- 
tional .Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion, that  are  engaged  in  similar  research 
and  development;  and 

(2)  pursue  opportunities  for  cooperation 
with  those  Federal  entities. 

(b)  Consultation —The  Secretary  shall 
consult  with  the  Hydrogen  Technical  Advi- 
sory Panel  established  under  section  108  of 
the  Spark  M.  Matsunaga  Hydrogen  Research, 
development,  and  Demonstration  Act  of  1990 
(42  U.S.C.  12407)  as  necessary  in  carrying  out 
this  .Act. 

SEC.  309.  ALTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  Act — 

(1)  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $35,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997;  and 

(3)  $40,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998. 


JOHNSTON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1096 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  S.  395.  supra;  as  follows: 

Insert  the  following  new  title  III: 
TITLE  III— OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF 
DEEP  WATER  ROYALTY  RELIEF 

Sec.  301 —This  title  may  be  referred  to  as 
the  "Outer  Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water 
Royalty  Relief  Act". 

Sec.  302.  Amendments  to  the  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf  Lan-ds  Act —Section  8<a)  of 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act.  (43 
use.  1337(a)(3)).  is  amended '  by  striking 
paragraph  (3)  in  its  entirety  and  inserting 
the  following: 

•"(3)(A)  The  Secretary  may.  in  order  to — 

"■(i)  promote  development  or  increased  pro- 
duction on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases;  or 

"•(ii)  encourage  production  of  marginal  re- 
sources on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases;  through  primary,  secondary,  or  ter- 
tiary recovery  means,  reduce  or  eliminate 
any  royalty  or  net  profit  share  set  forth  In 
the  lease(s).  With  the  lessee's  consent,  the 
Secretary  may  make  other  modifications  to 
the  royalty  or  net  profit  share  terms  of  the 
lease  in  order  to  achieve  these  purposes. 

••(B)(i)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  this  subparagraph,  with 
respect  to  any  lease  or  unit  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act 
meeting  the  requirements  of  this  subpara- 
graph, no  royalty  payments  shall  be  due  on 
new  production,  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  of 
this  subparagraph,  from  any  lease  or  unit  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
Areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Including  that 
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portion  of  the  Eastern  Planninsr  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees.  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  until  such  volume  of  produc- 
tion as  determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii) 
has  been  produced  by  the  lessee. 

■(ti)  Upon  submission  of  a  complete  appli- 
cation by  the  lessee,  the  Secretary  shall  de- 
termine within  180  days  of  such  application 
whether  new  production  from  such  lease  or 
unit  would  be  economic  in  the  absence  of  the 
relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royalties 
provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of  this  subpara- 
graph.  In  making  such  determination,   the 
Secretary  shall  consider  the  increased  tech- 
nological and  financial  risk  of  deep  water  de- 
velopment and  all  costs  associated  with  ex- 
ploring, developing,  and  producing  from  the 
lease.  The  lessee  shall  provide  information 
required  for  a  complete  application  to  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  determination.  The 
Secretary  shall  clearly  define  the  informa- 
tion   required    for    a    complete    application 
under  this  section.  Such  application  may  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  an  individual  lease  or 
unit    If  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
new  production  would  be  economic  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  relief  from  the  requirement  to 
pay  royalties  provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of 
this  subparagraph,   the  provisions  of  clause 
(i)  shall  not  apply  to  such  production.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  new  produc- 
tion would  not  be  economic  in  the  absence  of 
the  relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royal- 
ties provided  for  by  clause  <i).  the  Secretary 
must   determine   the   volume   of  production 
from  the  lease  or  unit  on  which  no  royalties 
would  be  due  in  order  to  make  such  new  pro- 
duction economically  viable;  except  that  for 
new  production  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  (aa). 
in  no  case  will  that  volume  be  less  than  17.5 
million   barrels  of  oil   equivalent   in  water 
depths  of  200  to  400  meters.  52.5  million  bar- 
rels of  oil   equivalent   in   400-«00   meters   of 
water,  and  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equiva- 
lent in  water  depths  greater  than  800  meters. 
Redetermination     of    the    applicability    of 
clause  111  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  Sec- 
retary when  requested  by  the  lessee  prior  to 
the   commencement   of  the   new   production 
and  upon  significant  change  in  the  factors 
upon  which  the  original  determination  was 
made.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  rede- 
termination within  120  days  of  submission  of 
a  complete  application    The  Secretary  may 
extend  the  time  period  for  making  any  deter- 
mination   or    redetermination    under    this 
clause  for  30  days,  or  longer  if  agreed  to  by 
the  applicant,  if  circumstances  so  warrant. 
The  lessee  shall  be  notified  in  writing  of  any 
determination   or   redetermination   and   the 
reasons  for  and  assumptions  used  for  such 
determination    Any  determination  or  rede- 
termination under  this  clause  shall  be  a  final 
agency  action    The  Secretary's  determina- 
tion or  redetermination  shall  be  judicially 
reviewable  under  section  10(a)  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Procedures  Act,  5  U.S.C.  Sec.  702, 
only  for  action  filed  within  30  days  of  the 
Secretary's  determination   or   redetermina- 
tion. 

•'(Hi)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  fails 
to  make  the  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion called  for  in  clause  di)  upon  application 
by  the  lessee  within  the  time  period,  to- 
gether with  any  extension  thereof,  provided 
for  by  clause  (iii.  no  royalty  payments  shall 
be  due  on  new  production  as  follows: 

"(I)  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (iv«I)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  accord- 
ing to  the  schedule  of  minimum  volumes 
specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph. 
■(Ill  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (iv)(II)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 


alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  for  one 
year  following  the  start  of  such  production, 
"(iv)   For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  'new  production'  is — 

••(I)  any  production  from  a  lease  from 
which  no  royalties  are  due  on  production. 
other  than  test  production,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act:  or 

••(II)  any  production  resulting  from  lease 
development  activities  pursuant  to  a  Devel- 
opment Operations  Coordination  Document, 
or  supplement  thereto  that  would  expand 
production  significantly  beyond  the  level  an- 
ticipated in  the  Development  Operations  Co- 
ordination Document,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Outer  ContlnenUl  Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty 
Relief  Act. 

■■(V)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clauses  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
Light  Sweet  crude  oil  exceeds  J28.00  per  bar- 
rel, any  production  of  oil  will  be  subject  to 
royalties  at  the  lease  stipulated  royalty 
rate.  Any  production  subject  to  this  clause 
shall  be  counted  toward  the  production  vol- 
ume determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or 
(iii).  Estimated  royalty  payments  will  be 
made  if  such  average  of  the  closing  prices  for 
the  previous  year  exceeds  $28.00.  After  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year,  when  the  new  aver- 
age price  can  be  calculated,  lessees  will  pay 
any  royalties  due.  with  interest  but  without 
penalty,  or  can  apply  for  a  refund,  with  in- 
terest, of  any  overpayment. 

••(vi)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
natural  gas  exceeds  $3.50  per  million  British 
thermal  units,  any  production  of  natural  gas 
will  be  subject  to  royalties  at  the  lease  stip- 
ulated royalty  rate.  Any  production  subject 
to  this  clause  shall  be  counted  toward  the 
production  volume  determined  pursuant  to 
clauses  (ii)  or  (111).  Estimated  royalty  pay- 
m.ents  will  be  made  if  such  average  of  the 
closing  prices  for  the  previous  year  exceeds 
13.50.  After  the  end  of  the  calendar  year, 
when  the  new  average  price  can  be  cal- 
culated, lessees  will  pay  any  royalties  due, 
with  interest  but  without  penalty,  or  can 
apply  for  a  refund,  with  interest,  of  any  over- 
payment. 

•■(vii)  The  prices  referred  to  in  clauses  (v) 
and  (vl)  of  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
changed  during  any  calendar  year  after  1994 
by  the  percentage,  if  any,  by  which  the  im- 
plicit price  deflator  for  the  gross  domestic 
product  changed  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year." 
Sec.  303.  New  Leases— 
Section  8(a)(1)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act.  as  amended.  (43  U.S.C.  1337 
(aKD)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Redesignate  section  8(a)(1)(H)  as  section 
8(a)(l)(I):  and 

(2)  Add  a  new  section  8(a)(1)(H)  as  follows: 
"(H)  cash  bonus  bid  with  royalty  at  no  less 

than  12  and  '-^  per  centum  fixed  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  amount  or  value  of  production 
saved,  removed,  or  sold,  and  with  suspension 
of  royalties  for  a  period,  volume,  or  value  of 
production  determined  by  the  Secretary 
Such  suspensions  may  vary  based  on  the 
price  of  production  from  the  lease  " 

Sec.  304.  Lease  Sales.— For  all  tracts  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
Areais  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that 


portion  of  the  Eastern  Planning  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees,  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  any  lease  sale  within  five 
years  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title, 
shall  use  the  bidding  system  authorized  in 
Section  8(a)(1)(H)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act.  as  amended  by  this  title, 
except  that  the  suspension  of  royalties  shall 
be  set  at  a  volume  of  not  less  than  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  17.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  of  200  to  400  meters; 

(2)  52.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  400  to  800  meters  of  water:  and 

(3)  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  greater  than  800  me- 
ters. 

Sec  305.  Regulations— The  Secretary 
shall  promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  are  necessary  to  implement  the  provisions 
of  this  title  within  180  days  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 


JOHNSTON  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1101 


BOXER  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1097- 
1100 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mrs.  BOXER  submitted  four  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  S.  395,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

.Amendment  No.  1097 
On  page  15.  line  5.  strike  -'exported."  and 
insert:  "exported,  except  that  no  crude  oil 
from  any  oil  exploration  and  development  ef- 
fort, or  from  any  established  oil  well  within 
the  current  borders  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  shall  be  transported  or  deliv- 
ered through  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  Sys- 
tem under  any  circumstances." 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1098 

On  page  15.  line  5.  strike  'exported  "  and 
insert:  "exported,  unless  the  President  has 
determined  that  such  export  would  not  be 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Na- 
tional EnvlronmenUl  Policy  Act  of  1970  " 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1099 

On  page  15,  line  5.  strike  "exported."  and 
insert:  "exported,  except  that  in  no  case 
shall  the  total  average  daily  volume  of  ex- 
ports allowed  under  this  section  in  any  cal- 
endar year  exceed  the  amount  by  which  the 
total  average  daily  volume  of  oil  delivered 
through  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System 
during  the  preceding  calendar  year  exceeded 
1.35  million  barrels  per  calendar  year." 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1100 

On  page  15  between  lines  22  and  23.  insert 
the  following: 

"(4)  There  shall  be  no  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  oil  until  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Interior  certifies  to  the  Con- 
gress full  compliance  by  Alyeska  Pipeline 
Service  Company  with  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  right-of-way  ageement.  This  certifi- 
cation shall  also  include  a  full  accounting 
that  all  problems  identified  in  the  1993  and 
subsequent  audits  conducted  on  behalf  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  including  but 
not  limited  to  monitoring,  compliance  with 
applicable  codes  and  standards,  quality  as- 
surance and  inspection  program,  electrical 
systems  integrity,  and  other  nonconforming 
items  have  been  corrected.  Another  audit 
conducted  by  an  independent  accounting 
firm  shall  be  required  in  12  months  following 
such  certification  and  thereafter,  audits 
shall  be  required  every  5  years." 


Mr.  JOHNSTON  (for  himself,  Mr. 
MuRKOWSKi,  and  Mr.  Breaux)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  395.  supra; 
as  follows: 

.^t  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  following  as  a  new  title  III: 
TITLE  III— OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF 
DEEP  WATER  ROYALTY  RELIEF 
Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  referred  to  as 
the    "Outer  Continental    Shelf  Deep  Water 
Royalty  Relief  .\ct". 

SFX.   302.   AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  OUTER  CON- 

TINE.NTAL  Shelf  Lands  Act.— Section  8(ai  of 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act.  (43 
U.S.C.  1337  (a)(3)),  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (3)  in  Its  entirety  and  inserting 
the  following: 

'(3)(.'\)  The  Secretary  may.  in  order  to — 

■■(ii  promote  development  or  increased  pro- 
duction on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases;  or 

"(ii)  encourage  production  of  marginal  re- 
sources on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases; 

through  primary,  secondary,  or  tertiary  re- 
covery means,  reduce  or  eliminate  any  roy- 
alty or  net  profit  share  set  forth  in  the 
lease(s).  With  the  lessee's  consent,  the  Sec- 
retary may  make  other  modifications  to  the 
royalty  or  net  profit  share  terms  of  the  lease 
in  order  to  achieve  these  purposes. 

"(B)(i)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  this  subparagraph,  with 
respect  to  any  lease  or  unit  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act 
meeting  the  requirements  of  this  subpara- 
graph, no  royalty  payments  shall  be  due  on 
new  production,  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  of 
this  subparagraph,  from  an.v  lease  or  unit  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
Areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that 
portion  of  the  Eastern  Planning  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees.  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  until  such  volume  of  produc- 
tion as  determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii) 
has  been  produced  by  the  lessee. 

■■(ii)  Upon  submission  of  a  complete  appli- 
cation by  the  lessee,  the  Secretary  shall  de- 
termine within  180  days  of  such  application 
whether  new  production  from  such  lease  or 
unit  would  be  economic  in  the  absence  of  the 
relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royalties 
provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of  this  subpara- 
graph. In  making  such  determination,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider  the  increased  tech- 
nological and  financial  risk  of  deep  water  de- 
velopment and  all  costs  associated  with  ex- 
ploring, developing,  and  producing  from  the 
lea.se.  The  lessee  shall  provide  information 
required  for  a  complete  application  to  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  determination  The 
Secretary  shall  clearly  define  the  informa- 
tion required  for  a  complete  application 
under  this  section.  Such  application  may  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  an  individual  lease  or 
unit.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
new  production  would  be  economic  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  relief  from  the  requirement  to 
pay  royalties  provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of 
this  subparagraph,  the  provisions  of  clause 
(i)  shall  not  apply  to  such  production.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  new  produc- 
tion would  not  be  economic  in  the  absence  of 
the  relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royal- 
ties provided  for  by  clause  (i).  the  Secretary 
must  determine  the  volume  of  production 
from  the  lease  or  unit  on  which  no  royalties 


would  be  due  in  order  to  make  such  new  pro- 
duction economically  viable;  except  that  for 
new  production  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  (aa). 
in  no  case  will  that  volume  be  less  than  17.5 
million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  in  water 
depths  of  200  to  400  meters.  52.5  million  bar- 
rels of  oil  equivalent  in  400-800  meters  of 
water,  and  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equiva- 
lent in  water  depths  greater  than  800  meters. 
Redetermination  of  the  applicability  of 
clause  (i)  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  Sec- 
retary when  requested  by  the  lessee  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  new  production 
and  upon  significant  change  in  the  factors 
upon  which  the  original  determination  was 
made.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  rede- 
termination within  120  days  of  submission  of 
a  complete  application.  The  Secretary  may 
extend  the  time  period  for  making  any  deter- 
mination or  redetermination  under  this 
clause  for  30  days,  or  longer  if  agreed  to  by 
the  applicant,  if  circumstances  so  warrant. 
The  lessee  shall  be  notified  in  writing  of  any 
determination  or  redetermination  and  the 
reasons  for  and  assumptions  used  for  such 
determination.  Any  determination  or  rede- 
termination under  this  clause  shall  be  a  final 
agency  action.  The  Secretary's  determina- 
tion or  redetermination  shall  be  judicially 
reviewable  under  section  10(a)  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Procedures  Act.  5  U.S.C.  Sec.  702, 
only  for  actions  filed  within  30  days  of  the 
Secretary's  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion. 

"(ill)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  fails 
to  make  the  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion called  for  in  clause  (ii)  upon  application 
by  the  lessee  within  the  time  period,  to- 
gether with  any  extension  thereof,  provided 
for  by  clause  (ii),  no  royalty  payments  shall 
be  due  on  new  production  as  follows: 

"(I)  For  new  production,  as  defined  In 
clause  (iv)(I)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  accord- 
ing to  the  schedule  of  minimum  volumes 
specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph. 

"(II)  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (ivKlI)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  for  one 
year  following  the  start  of  such  production. 

"(iv)  For  purpo.ses  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  new  production'  is— 

■■(I)  any  production  from  a  lease  from 
which  no  royalties  are  due  on  production, 
other  than  test  production,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act;  or 

■■(II)  any  production  resulting  from  lease 
development  activities  pursuant  to  a  Devel- 
opment Operations  Coordination  Document, 
or  supplement  thereto  that  would  expand 
production  significantly  beyond  the  level  an- 
ticipated in  the  Development  Operations  Co- 
ordination Document,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty 
Relief  Act. 

■■(V)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clauses  (ID  or  (Hi)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
Light  Sweet  crude  oil  exceeds  $28.00  per  bar- 
rel, any  production  of  oil  will  be  subject  to 
royalties  at  the  lease  stipulated  royalty 
rate  Any  production  subject  to  this  clause 
shall  be  counted  toward  the  production  vol- 
ume determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or 
(iii).  Estimated  royalty  payments  will  be 
made  if  such  average  of  the  closing  prices  for 
the  previous  year  exceeds  $28.00.  After  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year,  when  the  new  aver- 
age price  can  be  calculated,  lessees  will  pay 
any  royalties  due,  with  Interest  but  without 


penalty,  or  can  apply  for  a  refund,  with  in- 
terest, of  any  overpayment. 

■■(vl)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or  (ill)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
natural  gas  exceeds  $3.50  per  million  British 
thermal  units,  any  production  of  natural  gas 
will  be  subject  to  royalties  at  the  lease  stip- 
ulated royalty  rate.  Any  production  subject 
to  this  clause  shall  be  counted  toward  the 
production  volume  determined  pursuant  to 
clause  (il)  or  (ill).  Elstimated  royalty  pay- 
ments will  be  made  if  such  average  of  the 
closing  prices  for  the  previous  year  exceeds 
$3.50.  After  the  end  of  the  calendar  year, 
when  the  new  average  price  can  be  cal- 
culated, lessees  will  pay  any  royalties  due. 
with  interest  but  without  penalty,  or  can 
apply  for  a  refund,  with  interest,  of  any  over- 
payment. 

"(vll)  The  prices  referred  to  in  clauses  (v) 
and  (vl)  of  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
changed  during  any  calendar  year  after  1994 
by  the  percentage,  if  any.  by  which  the  im- 
plicit price  deflator  for  the  gross  domestic 
product  changed  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year." 

Sec.  303.  New  Leases— 

Section  8<aKl)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act.  as  amended.  (43  U.S.C. 
1337(a)(1)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Redesignate  section  8(a)(1)(H)  as  section 
8(aKl)(I);  and 

(2)  Add  a  new  section  8(a)(1)(H)  as  follows: 
"(H)  cash  bonus  bid  with  royalty  at  no  less 

than  12  and  '-s  per  centum  fixed  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  amount  or  value  of  production 
saved,  removed,  or  sold,  and  with  suspension 
of  royalties  for  a  period,  volume,  or  value  of 
production  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
Such  suspensions  may  vary  based  on  the 
price  of  production  from  the  lease." 

Sec.  304.  Le.^se  Sales— For  all  ti-acts  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
Areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that 
portion  of  the  Eiastem  Planning  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees,  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  any  lease  sale  within  five 
years  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title, 
shall  use  the  bidding  system  authorized  in 
Section  8(a)(lKH)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act.  as  amended  by  this  title, 
except  that  the  susF>ension  of  royalties  shall 
be  set  at  a  volume  of  not  less  than  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  17.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  of  200  to  WO  meters; 

(2)  52.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  400  to  800  meters  of  water;  and 

(3)  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  greater  than  800  me- 
ters. 

Sec.  305.  Regulations.— The  Secretary 
shall  promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  are  necessary  to  implement  the  provisions 
of  this  tile  within  180  days  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  1102 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  395.  supra;  as 
follows: 

Strike  title  I  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
new  title  I: 

■TITLE  I 
-SEC.  101.  SHORT  TfTLE. 

■This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska 
Power  Administration  Asset  Sale  and  Termi- 
nation Act ". 
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"SEC.   102.  SALE  OF  SNETTISHAM  AND  EKLUTNA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

•■(ai  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Snettlsham  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
••Snettisham")  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the 
February  10,  1989.  Snettisham  Purchase 
Ag-reement,  as  amended,  between  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Energy  and  Che  Alaska  Power 
Authority  and  the  Authority's  successors. 

■  ibi  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Eklutna  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
•Eklutna  ")  to  the  Municipality  of  Anchor- 
age doing  business  as  Municipal  Light  and 
Power,  the  Chugach  Electric  Association. 
Inc  .  and  the  Malanuska  Electric  Associa- 
tion. Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna  Purchasers"),  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2.  1989. 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended, 
between  the  .■Maska  Power  .Administration  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Energy  and 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers. 

•■(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  in  implementing  the  sales  authorized 
and  directed  by  this  Act. 

••(d)  Proceeils  from  the  sales  required  by 
this  title  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 

•(e)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare,  survey,  and  acquire  Eklutna  and 
Snettisham  assets  for  sale  and  conveyance. 
Such  preparations  and  acquisitions  shall  pro- 
vide sufficient  title  to  ensure  the  beneficial 
use.  enjoyment,  and  occupancy  by  the  pur- 
chaser 
-SEC.  103.  EXEMPTIO.N  AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS. 

••(a)(1)  After  the  sales  authorized  by  this 
Act  occur.  Eklutna  and  Snettisham.  includ- 
ing future  modifications,  shall  continue  to 
be  e.xempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a  et  seq.)  as 
amended. 

••(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  entered  into  among  the  State  of 
Alaska,  the  Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Alaska 
Energy  Authority,  and  Federal  fish  and  wild- 
life agencies  regarding  the  protection,  miti- 
gation of.  damages  to.  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  dated  .August  7,  1991.  which 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

••(3)  Nothing  in  this  title  or  the  Federal 
Power  .Act  preempts  the  State  of  Alaska 
from  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment. 

••(b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Alaska  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  review  decisions  made  under  the 
Memorandum  of  .Agreement  and  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment, including  the  remedy  of  specific  per- 
formance. 

■•(2)  .An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  cProgram")  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  or  challenging  actions  of  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Program 
shall  be  brought  not  later  than  ninety  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Program  is 
adopted  by  the  Governor  of  Alaska,  or  be 
barred. 

••(3)  An  action  seeking  review  of  implemen- 
tation of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  challenged 
act  Implementing  the  Program,  or  be  barred. 


••(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  de- 
scribed in  Exhibit  A  of  the  Eklutna  Purchase 
Agreement: 

•■(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
issue  rights-of-way  to  the  Alaska  Power  Ad- 
ministration for  subsequent  reassignment  to 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers— 

••(A)  at  no  cost  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers; 

••(B)  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal 
to  the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  im- 
provements, repairs,  renewals,  or  replace- 
ment.s:  and 

••(C)  sufficient  for  the  operation  of.  main- 
tenance of,  repair  to,  and  replacement  of, 
and  access  to,  Eklutna  facilities  located  on 
military  lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management,  including  lands 
selected  by  the  State  of  Alaska. 

•'(2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subse- 
quently sell  or  transfer  Eklutna  to  private 
ownership,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
may  assess  reasonable  and  customary  fees 
for  continued  use  of  the  rights-of-way  on 
lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement and  military  lands  in  accordance 
with  existing  law. 

"(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  Anchorage  Sub- 
station shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Pur- 
chasers at  no  additional  cost  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  determines  that  pending 
claims  to,  and  selections  of.  those  lands  are 
invalid  or  relinquished. 

"(4)  With  respect  to  the  Eklutna  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  the  State  of 
Alaska  may  select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  convey  to  the  State,  improved 
lands  under  the  selection  entitlements  in 
section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7,  1958  (com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Alaska  Statehood 
Act.  Public  Law  85-508,  72  Stat.  339.  as 
amended),  and  the  North  Anchorage  Land 
Agreement  dated  January  31.  1983.  This  con- 
veyance shall  be  subject  to  the  rights-of-way 
provided  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  under 
paragraph  (1). 

•'(d)  With  respect  to  the  Snettisham  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement  and  Public 
Land  Order  No.  5108.  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  convey  to  the  State  of  Alaaka.  im- 
proved lands  under  the  selection  entitle- 
ments in  section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7,  1958 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  Alaska  State- 
hood Act.  Public  Law  85-508,  72  Stat.  339,  as 
amended), 

••(e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of 
the  sales  authorized  in  section  102  have  oc- 
curred, as  measured  by  the  Transaction 
Dates  stipulated  in  the  Purchase  Agree- 
ments, the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall— 

"(1)  complete  the  business  of.  and  close 
out,  the  Alaska  Power  Administration; 

••(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  document- 
ing the  sales;  and 

"(3)  return  unobligated  balances  of  funds 
appropriated  for  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States, 
•(f)  The  Act  of  July  31,  1950  (64  Stat.  382)  is 
repealed  effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  that  all  Eklutna 
assets  have  been  conveyed  to  the  Eklutna 
Purchasers. 

'•(g)  Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1193)  is  repealed  effective  on  the 
date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, that  all  Snettisham  assets  have  been 
conveyed  to  the  State  of  .Alaska. 

••(h)  As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  deter- 
mined   in    subsections    (0    and    (g).    section 
302(a)  of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organiza- 
tion Act  (42  use.  7152(a»  is  amended— 
"(1)  in  paragraph  (1>— 


•(A)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C);  and 

"(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D), 
(E).  and  '(F)  as  subparagraphs  (C).  (D),  and 
(E)  respectively;  and 

••(2)  in  paragraph  i2)  by  striking  out  •and 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration"  and  by 
inserting  -and"  after  'Southwestern  Power 
Administration,". 

••(i)  The  Act  of  August  9,  1955.  concerning 
water  resources  investigation  in  Alaska  (69 
Stat.  618),  is  repealed. 

■•(ji  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
under  this  title  are  not  considered  disposal 
of  Federal  surplus  property  under  the  Fed- 
eral Property  and  .Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  (40  use.  484 1  or  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 3.  1944,  popularly  referred  to  as  the  'Sur- 
plus Property  Act  of  1944  "  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
1622). 

•■(k)  The  sales  authorized  in  this  title  shall 
occur  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  legislation  defining  'first  use" 
of  Snettisham  for  purposes  of  section  147(d) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  to  be 
considered  to  occur  pursuant  to  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Alaska .". 
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DASCHLE  AMENDMENT  NO.  1103 
Mr.    JOHNSTON    (for    Mr.    DASCHLE) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  amendment 
No.    1102   proposed   by   Mr.    MURKOWSKI 
the  bill  S.  395,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC.  .  DECLARA'nON  CONCERNING  OTHER  HY- 
DROELECTRIC PROJECTS  AND  THE 
POWER  MARKETING  ADMINISTRA- 
TIONS. 

Congress  declares  that — 

(1)  the  circumstances  that  justify  author- 
ization by  Congress  of  the  sale  of  hydro- 
electric projects  under  section  102  are  unique 
to  those  projects  and  do  not  pertain  to  other 
hydroelectric  projects  or  to  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  in  the  48  contiguous 
States;  and 

(2)  accordingly,  the  enactment  of  section 
102  should  not  be  understood  as  lending  sup- 
port to  any  proposal  to  sell  any  other  hydro- 
electric project  or  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations. 


MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  1104 
Mr.       MURKOWSKI      proposed      an 

amendment  to  the  bill  S.  395.  supra;  as 

follows: 
Strike  the  text  of  Title  II  and  insert  the 

following  text: 

"TITLE  II 

-SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 
••This  Title  may  be  cited  as    'Trans-Alaska 

Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995". 

"SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACTT  AMENDMENTS. 

'•Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the 
•Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act." 
as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by 
inserting  the  following  new  subsection  (f): 

••(f)  Exports  of  Alask.\n  North  Slope 
Oil.— 

••(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6). 
of  this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  Presidents— 

"(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States;  and 


"(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment,  within 
four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection. 

"The  President  shall  make  his  national  in- 
terest determination  within  five  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section or  30  days  after  completion  of  the  en- 
vironmental review,  whichever  is  earlier. 
The  President  may  make  his  determination 
subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  Inter- 
est. 

"(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25.  1979.  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act.  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App  802)). 

"(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.).  or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil.  ". 

■'(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation  of 
the  President's  national  interest  determina- 
tion within  30  days  of  the  date  of  such  deter- 
mination by  the  President.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  consult  with  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  in  administering  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

■■(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  ex- 
porting crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  significantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  appro- 
priate action  against  such  person,  which 
may  include  modification  of  the  authoriza- 
tion to  export  crude  oil. 

'•(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  551  and  .S53  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code. 

"SEC.  203.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

•Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  .Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(f))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 
year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 
"SEC  204.  GAO  REPORT. 

"The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 


ports, if  any.  on  consumers,  independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and.  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Repre.sentatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 
"SEC.  205.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

••This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment.". 


HATFIELD  AMENDMENT  NO.  1105 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  Mr.  HATFIELD) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  amendment 
No.  1104  proposed  by  Mr.  Murkowski  to 
the  bill  the  bill  S.  395.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.  206.  RETIREMENT  OF  CERTAIN  COSTS  IN- 
CURRED FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  NON  FEDERAL  PUBUCLY  OWNED 
SHIPYARDS. 

(a)  In  General— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall— 

(1)  deposit  proceeds  of  sales  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  a  special  ac- 
count in  amounts  sufficient  to  make  pay- 
ments under  subsections  (b)  and  (c);  and 

(2)  out  of  the  account  described  in  para- 
graph (1),  provide,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (o.  financial  assistance  to  a 
port  authority  that 

(A)  manages  a  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shipyard  on  the  United  States  west  coast 
that  is  capable  of  handling  very  large  crude 
carrier  tankers;  and 

(B)  has  obligations  outstanding  as  of  May 
15,  1995.  that  were  issued  on  June  1.  1977.  and 
are  related  to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  dry  docks  that  were  origi- 
nally financed  through  public  bonds. 

(b)  ACQUISITION  AND  RKFIRBI.'^HMENT  OF  IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE—The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide, for  acquisition  of  infrastructure  and  re- 
furbishment of  existing  infrastructure, 
$10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(C)  RtrriRKME.NT  OF  Obligations.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide,  for  retirement  of  obli- 
gations outstanding  as  of  May  15.  1995,  that 
were  issued  on  June  1.  1977.  and  are  related 
to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  dry  docks  that  were  originally  fi- 
nanced through  public  bonds — 

(1)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $13,000,000  in  fiscal  vear  1997; 

(3)  $10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $8,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999; 

(5)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000: 

(6)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

(7)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  vear  2002. 


MURRAY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1106 
Mrs.   MURRAY  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  1104  proposed 
by  Mr.  Murkowski  to  the  bill  S.  396. 
supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment  add 
the  following  new  section: 

Title  VI  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990 
(Pub.  L.  101  380;  104  Stat.  554)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 
"SEC.  6005.  TOWING  VESSEL  REQUIRED. 

(a)   In   General —In   addition    to   the   re- 
quirements for  response  plans  for  vessels  es- 


tablished in  section  311(j)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  as  amended  by 
this  Act,  a  response  plan  for  a  vessel  operat- 
ing within  the  boundaries  of  the  Olympic 
Coast  National  Marine  Sanctuary  or  the 
strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca  shall  provide  for  a 
towing  vessel  to  be  able  to  provide  assistance 
to  such  vessel  within  six  hours  or  a  request 
for  assistance.  The  towing  vessel  shall  be  ca- 
pable of— 

(1)  towing  the  vessel  to  which  the  response 
plan  applies; 

(2)  initial  firefighting  and  oilspill  response 
efforts;  and 

(3)  coordinating  with  other  vessels  and  re- 
sponsible authorities  to  coordinate  oilspill 
response,  firefighting;  and  marine  salvage  ef- 
forts. 

•'(b)  Effective  D.^te- The  Secretary  of 
Transportation  shall  promulgate  a  final  rule 
to  implement  this  section  by  September  1. 
1995.". 


MURRAY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1107 

Mrs.  MURRAY  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  1104  proposed 
by  Mr.  MuRKOwsKi  to  the  bill  S.  395. 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  insert  after  line  12.  of  the  pend- 
ing amendment  the  following: 

(C)  shall  consider  after  consultation  with 
the  Attorney  General  and  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce whether  anticompetitive  activity  by  a 
person  exporting  crude  oil  under  authority  of 
this  subsection  is  likely  to  cause  sustained 
material  crude  oil  supply  shortages  or  sus- 
tained crude  oil  prices  significantly  above 
world  market  levels  for  independent  refiners 
that  would  cause  sustained  material  adverse 
employment  effects  in  the  United  States 

On  page  3.  insert  after  line  12  after  the 
word  •implementation;  ":  '•including  any  li- 
censing requirements  and  conditions.". 

On  page  4.  line  2  after  •President"  insert 
"Who  may  take". 

On  page  4.  line  3  after  "modification"  In- 
sert "or  revocation" 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COM.yiTTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SR-301,  Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
on  Thursday.  May  18,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.. 
to  receive  testimony  on  the  Smithso- 
nian Institution:  Management  Guide- 
lines for  the  Future. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contract  Christine 
Ciccone  of  the  committee  staff  on  224- 
5647. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  announce  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate  that  the  hearing  scheduled 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy 
Production  and  Regulation  will  also  in- 
clude S.  801,  a  bill  to  extend  the  dead- 
line under  the  Federal  Power  Act  appli- 
cable to  the  construction  of  two  hydro- 
electric projects  in  North  Carolina,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Thurs- 
day. May  18,  1995  at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington,  DC. 
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AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 

MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday.  May 
16.  1995  at  9:30  a.m..  in  SR-332.  to  dis- 
cuss rural  development  and  credit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE,  AND 

TR.^NSPORT.'kTlON 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Tuesday.  May  16.  1995  session  of  the 
Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
an  oversight  hearing  on  NASA's  space 
shuttle  and  reusable  launch  vehicle 
program  at  9:30  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

coMMrrrEE  on  energy  and  natural 

RESOCRCES 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday. 
May  16.  1995.  for  purposes  of  conducting 
a  full  committee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  a.m.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  hearing  is  to  review  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission  licensing 
activities  with  regard  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  civilian  nuclear 
waste  disposal  program  and  other  mat- 
ters within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Finance 
Committee  be  permitted  to  meet  on 
Tuesday.  May  16.  1995.  beginning  at  9:30 
a.m.  in  room  SD-215.  to  conduct  a  hear- 
ing on  Medicare  solvency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DISABILITY'  POLICY 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Disability  Policy  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources be  authorized  to  meet  for  a 
hearing  on  the  Individuals  with  Dis- 
abilities Education  Act,  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday.  May  16. 
1995  at  9:30  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  READINESS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Readiness  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  be  author- 
ized to  meet  at  9  a.m.  on  Tuesday.  May 
16.  1995,  in  open  session,  to  receive  tes- 
timony on  Department  of  Defense  Fi- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13035 


nancial  Management  in  Review  of  S. 
727.  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  and  the 
future  years  defense  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  SEAPOWER 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Seapower  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  be  author- 
ized to  meet  at  9:30  a.m.  on  Tuesday, 
May  16.  1995.  in  open  session,  to  receive 
testimony  on  the  requirements  for  con- 
tinued production  of  nuclear  sub- 
marines, submarine  industrial  base  is- 
sues, procurement  strategy,  and  associ- 
ated funding  in  review  of  S.  727,  the  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996  and  the  future  years  defense  pro- 
gram. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  .STRATEGIC  FORCES 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Strategic  Forces  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  on  Tuesday,  May  16. 
1995  at  2  p.m.  in  closed/open  session  to 
receive  testimony  on  the  Department 
of  Energy  weapons  activities,  non- 
proliferation  and  national  security  pro- 
grams in  review  of  S.  727,  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996  and  the  future  years  defense 
program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


But   now's   the   time   to   put   it   aside   and 
prove  our  worth. 
We  were  all  of  one  purpose  that  brief  space  in 
time. 
And  I'll  always  remember  my  brothers  and 
sisters. 
Yes.  you  heard  right  when  I  said.  "Sisters  ". 
For  the  women  were  there  too.  doing  their 
share  to  hold  the  line. 
It's  long  past  time  to  mourn  our  fallen  com- 
rades I  say. 
But  praise  is  overdue  for  the  sacrifice  they 
made. 
Forg-ive  me.  my  friends,  for  the  long  delay, 
and  may  a  wreath  in  honor  of  you  be 
laid. 
And  finally  a  lasting  tribute  is  dedicated 
to  all  this  day. 
For  freedoms  sake,  let  this  valiant  band 
Remember   how    we    prevailed.       .       Both 
sides  of  the  line.* 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


KOREA— BOTH  SIDES  OF  THE  LINE 
•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  and 
all  Americans  a  poem,  "Korea— Both 
Sides  of  the  Line,"  written  by  Mr. 
Ernst  E.  Banfield,  a  former  sergeant  in 
the  United  States  Marine  Corps  who 
served  in  the  Korean  conflict.  I  believe 
Mr.  Banfield's  poem  poignantly  depicts 
our  Nation's  commitment  to  this  con- 
flict, and  ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 
The  poem  follows: 

Korea— Both  Sides  of  the  line 

It's  over  now  or  so  some  may  say. 
Will   silence  prevail   while  some   turn   to 
prayer? 
Some    will    cheer,    others    a    disbelief    will 
share. 
Is  it  true  no  bugles  will  sound  this  day? 

We  had  our  differences.  Army  .  .  .  Navy  .  . 
Marines 
But  we  stood  or  fell  together  blood  red. 
All  feeling  anger,  pain  and  warm  tears  when 
our  brothers  bled. 
Knowing  for  them  this  day  there  would  be 
no  future  dreams. 
We  made  the  landing  and  headed  north. 
Most  with  our  inner  thoughts  and  a  touch 
of  fear. 
Some  will  swagger  while  their  hearts  ache 
for  loved  ones  dear. 


HONORING  MAJ.  GEN.  RONALD  E. 
BROOKS 

•  Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  the  accomplishments  of 
Maj.  Gen.  Ronald  E.  Brooks.  General 
Brooks'  patriotism  and  service  to  our 
country  have  been  impressive.  America 
should  be  proud  of  his  dedication  and 
hard  work  around  the  world.  I  would 
like  to  elaborate  a  moment  on  General 
Brooks"  tremendous  career,  which  he 
will  complete  this  fall. 

General  Brooks  grew  up  in  Tennessee 
and  began  his  military  service  in  the 
Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps  at  East 
Tennessee  State  University.  In  1961,  he 
earned  the  bachelor  of  science  degree 
in  business  administration  from  that 
institution  and  was  commissioned  in 
the  U.S.  Army.  He  later  earned  the 
master  of  business  administration  de- 
gree from  Butler  University.  General 
Brooks  has  also  studied  at  the  Army 
War  College  and  the  U.S.  Army  Com- 
mand and  General  Staff  College. 

General  Brooks  has  a  military  record 
of  distinction.  Beginning  as  a  platoon 
leader  in  the  2d  Infantry  Division,  Gen- 
eral Brooks  rose  steadily  in  a  number 
of  administrative  positions.  In  addition 
to  service  throughout  the  United 
States,  he  has  served  as  commander  of 
the  transfer  and  reception  station  in 
Puerto  Rico,  and  as  an  adjutant  gen- 
eral in  "Vietnam  and  in  Europe.  The 
culmination  of  his  distinguished  work 
came  in  1990,  when  he  assumed  com- 
mand of  the  U.S.  Army  Soldier  Support 
Center  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  in 
Indiana. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  a  great  American.  Gen- 
eral Brooks  stands  as  a  symbol  of 
American  military  achievement,  and  it 
is  my  privilege  to  salute  his  life  and 
work.» 


CHILDREN  ARE  THE  VICTIMS  OF 
NATIONAL  POLICIES 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  Abigail 
Trafford  of  the  Washington  Post  wrote 
a  commentary  recently  that  I  ask  be 


printed  in  the  Record  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks.  She  writes  that  we  as  a  Na- 
tion care  immensely  when  tragedies  in- 
volving individual  children  come  to  our 
attention,  but  we  fail  to  care  enough 
for  children  who  are  hurt  by  our  na- 
tional policies. 

A  recent  example  of  this  is  our  na- 
tional sense  of  outrage  and  compassion 
regarding  the  children  killed  in  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing.  We  were  all 
rightfully  outraged  that  innocent  chil- 
dren were  killed  in  this  senseless  act  of 
violence.  But  we  cannot  and  should  not 
accept  the  fact  that  millions  of  inno- 
cent children  do  not  have  adequate 
health  care,  which  results  in  the  pre- 
mature death  and  disability  of  many, 
many  children.  Perhaps  if  we  were  able 
to  put  a  face  on  every  single  child  who 
suffers  from  lack  of  access  to  health 
care,  we  would  have  a  national  policy 
that  ensures  all  children  would  have 
their  health  care  needs  met. 

There  are  important  reasons  why  we 
need  to  act  soon.  A  report  released  a 
few  months  ago  by  the  Employee  Bene- 
fit Research  Institute  shows  that  be- 
tween 1992  and  1993,  the  number  of  un- 
insured people  increased  17.8  percent  to 
40.9  million.  The  most  alarming  find- 
ing, however,  is  that  children  account 
for  the  largest  proportion  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  the  uninsured. 
In  1993,  11.1  million  children  did  not 
have  health  care  coverage. 

In  addition,  if  the  enormous  cuts  in 
the  Medicaid  Program  that  have  been 
proposed  by  some  of  my  colleagues  are 
enacted,  there  will  be  a  tremendous  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  uninsured  chil- 
dren. That  is  because  Medicaid  cur- 
rently provides  health  care  coverage  to 
approximately  13.5  million  children 
whose  families  could  not  otherwise  af- 
ford to  take  their  children  to  a  doctor. 

To  address  this  problem.  I  will  intro- 
duce legislation  next  month  to  ensure 
that  all  children,  beginning  with  chil- 
dren under  7,  and  pregnant  women  have 
affordable  coverage  for  comprehensive, 
high-quality  health  care.  My  proposed 
maximizes  State  flexibility  while  en- 
suring full  accountability  for  results, 
and  relies  on  the  private  sector  to  de- 
liver the  highest  quality  care  at  the 
lowest  price. 

If  you  agree  that  we  need  to  protect 
our  children,  I  welcome  your  interest 
and  urge  you  to  help  me  develop  a  pro- 
posal that  all  of  us  can  support.  Dr. 
Birt  Harvey  of  the  Stanford  University 
Medical  School  states  in  Ms,  Trafford's 
article.  "We  care  about  children  as  in- 
dividuals. We  don't  care  abouu  them  as 
a  nation.  "  I  hope  we  can  work  together 
to  change  that. 

The  article  follows: 

[Washington  Post.  May  9.  1995] 

We  Love  the  Child.  But  What  about  the 

Children? 

(By  Abigail  Trafford) 

It  was  the  baby  in  the  firefighter's  arms- 
little  Bay  lee  Almon  covered  with  dust  and 
blood— who  became   the  sym'ool  of  the  na- 
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tion's  agony  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
Long  after  rubble  from  the  bombing  is 
cleared,  we  remember  Baylee  and  the  others 
in  the  doomed  day-care  center. 

Suffer  the  children. 

We  are  a  nation  that  loves  children. 
Obsesses  about  children.  The  child  in  pain, 
the  child  in  triumph — we  hang  on  every  de- 
tail. We  open  our  hearts — and  our  pocket- 
books— to  help  a  high-profile  child  in  need. 
Children  are  our  conscience. 

Or  are  they? 

You  would  certainly  think  so  from  the  way 
we  respond  to  children  in  the  news.  We  have 
a  track  record  for  turning  the  child  in  the 
public  spotlight  into  a  metaphor  of  what 
kind  of  people  we  are  and  who  we  care  about 
most. 

We  held  our  breath  when  Jessica,  the  18- 
month-old  toddler  of  Midland.  Tex.,  was  bur- 
ied for  2''i  days  in  an  abandoned  well  in  1987. 
And  cheered  when  she  was  hauled  out  by  a 
crane  into  the  glare  of  television  lights  and 
cameras. 

We  agonized  over  David,  the  boy  in  the 
bubble.  Bom  with  a  rare  immune  disease,  he 
died  in  1984  after  spending  most  of  his  12 
years  of  life  inside  a  sterile  plastic  cage  that 
kept  him  away  from  common  germs— and 
away  from  human  touch. 

And  last  year,  we  grieved  for  Michael.  3. 
and  Alexander.  14  months,  the  two  boys  of 
Susan  Smith,  the  young  South  Carolina 
mother  who  confessed  to  sending  her  sons  to 
a  water  grave. 

Suffer  the  children. 

Every  child  who  makes  the  news  taps  into 
the  public's  huge  reservoir  of  concern  for 
children  in  trouble,  for  children  who  are  vic- 
tims. But  this  outpouring  of  anguish  and 
generosity  usually  stops  with  the  high-pro- 
file case. 

The  fact  is  that  as  a  nation  we  neglect  our 
children,  particularly  the  ones  who  are  sick 
and  poor.  That  was  the  conclusion  of  a  1991 
bipartisan  national  commission  on  children. 
■".  .  .  at  every  age.  among  all  races  and  in- 
come groups,  and  in  communities  nation- 
wide, many  children  are  in  jeopardy."  stated 
the  commission  in  its  executive  summary. 
"If  we  measure  success  not  just  by  how  well 
most  children  do.  but  by  how  poorly  some 
fare.  America,  falls  far  short." 

Advocates  for  children  like  to  point  out 
that  the  United  States  is  the  only  industri- 
alized country  that  doesn't  have  a  national 
policy  to  support  children.  While  a  patch- 
work of  government  and  private  programs 
help  certain  groups  of  children,  there  is  no 
comprehensive  commitment  to  the  young 
the  way  there  is  to  the  elderly.  As  Sara 
Rosenbaum.  co-director  of  the  George  Wash- 
ington University  Center  for  Health  Policy 
Research,  explains:  "Children  are  the  most 
vulnerable  segment  of  society.  They  don't 
have  the  clout  that  other  population  groups 
have.  If  children  are  falling  apart,  it  has  tre- 
mendous consequences  for  the  nation." 

To  be  sure,  the  prime  responsibility  for  the 
health  and  safety  of  children  rests  with  the 
family.  But  some  families  cannot  provide  the 
basic  supports.  The  needs,  according  to  the 
bipartisan  report,  involve  many  aspects  of 
children's  lives  including  housing,  education 
and  protection  from  abuse. 

One  of  the  biggest  needs  Is  health  insur- 
ance. An  increasing  number  of  children  do 
not  have  health  coverage  from  private  or 
public  sources.  There  is  no  national  health 
plan  for  children  that  automatically  covers 
them  as  the  Medicare  program  does  for  the 
elderly. 

"We  care  about  children  as  individuals.  We 
don't  care  about  them  as  a  nation."  says  Birt 


Harvey,  professor  emeritus  at  the  Stanford 
University  Medical  School  and  past  presi- 
dent of  the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics. 

"It's  a  crisis  of  conscience  and  it's  a  crisis 
of  consciousness."  adds  Susan  S.  Aronson. 
clinical  professor  of  pediatrics  at  the  Medi- 
cal College  of  Pennsylvania  and  Hahnemann 
University.  "We've  lost  our  perspective  as  a 
society  that  we  are  responsible  for  children." 

Statistics  tell  the  dismal  story.  Since  1991. 
the  number  of  uninsured  children  has  risen 
from  9.5  million  to  U.l  million  in  1993.  ac- 
cording to  an  analysis  by  the  Employee  Ben- 
efit Research  Institute.  The  percentage  of 
uninsured  children  has  also  increased  and  of 
the  additional  1.1  million  Americans  who 
have  recently  lost  health  coverage,  more 
than  920.000  are  children.  This  increase  oc- 
curred despite  expanded  coverage  of  children 
under  Medicaid. 

What's  more,  private  coverage  of  children 
has  declined.  The  largest  jump  in  uninsured 
children  took  place  in  families  where  the  fa- 
ther was  working  for  a  small  firm  with  fewer 
than  10  employees,  researchers  found. 

Three  basic  options  to  cover  all  children 
and  pregnant  women  have  been  circulating 
in  the  backwaters  of  the  nation's  capital  for 
some  years:  provide  subsidies  for  the  unin- 
sured to  purchase  health  coverage,  create  a 
Medicare  type  program  for  children,  and 
open  up  Medicaid  to  more  families.  While 
there  is  a  general  consensus  that  all  children 
ought  to  have  access  to  basic  medical  serv- 
ices, there  is  not  a  lot  of  agreement  on  how 
to  get  there.  And  right  now  there's  very  lit- 
tle apparent  interest  in  Congress  or  the  Clin- 
ton administration  to  do  much  of  anything. 
As  Harvey  observes:  "It  doesn't  seem  like  a 
high  priority- it  doesn't  seem  like  a  priority 
at  all." 

Suffer  the  children  • 


RETIREMENT  OF  DEPUTY  CHIEF 
JOHN  F.  MORIARTY 

•  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  honor  Deputy  Chief  John 
F.  Moriarty  on  his  retirement  from  50 
years  of  service  to  the  Stamford  Police 
Department  in  Stamford,  CT.  where  he 
was  honored  on  April  29.  1995.  Deputy 
Chief  Moriarty  was  bom  and  raised  in 
Stamford.  CT.  Jack's  career  began  as  a 
special  constable  with  the  former  town 
police  department  on  June  15,  1944,  and 
he  served  in  this  capacity  until  his  ap- 
pointment as  a  regular  police  officer  5 
years  later  on  November  17,  1949. 

Jack  Moriarty  served  during  the  con- 
solidation of  the  city  of  Stamford  and 
the  town  of  Stamford  Police  Depart- 
ments into  what  has  now  become  the 
Stamford  Police  Department.  During 
his  long  and  honorable  tenure,  he 
served  with  8  police  chiefs,  13  mayors 
and  1  first  selectman.  His  dedication, 
intelligence,  and  foresight  to  duty,  all 
contributed  to  Jacks  many  pro- 
motions throughout  the  years,  includ- 
ing sergeant,  lieutenant,  captain,  and 
ultimately  deputy  chief  in  November 
1981,  His  final  assignment  was  as  com- 
manding officer,  administration  and 
support  services,  where  he  served  with 
distinction  until  his  retirement  on  De- 
cember 30,  1994. 

Jack  continues  to  reside  in  Stamford, 
and  is  a  life  long  member  of  Saint 
Mary's  Roman  Catholic  Church  where 
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he  is  one  of  the  two  lay  trustees  and  a 
member  and  past  president  of  the 
church's  Holy  Name  Society.  He  also 
has  a  membership  to  an  assorted  selec- 
tion of  groups  including  the  Knights  of 
Columbus.  Saint  Augustine  Council  No. 
41.  the  board  of  directors  of  Saint 
Camillus  Health  Center,  Stamford  Po- 
lice Association.  Inc..  and  the  Police 
Association  of  Connecticut.  He  and  his 
beloved  wife  Jean,  have  four  children 
and  seven  grandchildren,  all  with  Irish 
first  names  Jack's  work  and  commit- 
ment to  helping  those  in  need  has  been 
an  inspiration  to  those  who  know  him. 
I  salute  Deputy  Chief  John  Moriarty  on 
his  retirement  for  his  never-ending  en- 
ergy and  steadfast  devotion  to  the 
Stamford  Police  Department.* 


NATIONAL  POLICE  WEEK 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  this 
week  is  National  Police  Week.  7  days 
we  set  aside  to  honor  the  men  and 
women  who  put  themselves  in  harm's 
way — every  day— so  that  our  neighbor- 
hoods and  communities  can  be  safer 
places  to  live. 

National  Police  Week  was  proclaimed 
by  President  John  F.  Kennedy  in  1963. 
On  the  first  day  of  this  important 
week,  designated  as  Peace  Officer  Me- 
morial Day.  we  pay  tribute  to  the 
brave  officers  killed  in  the  line  of  duty. 
At  a  special  ceremony  yesterday  in  our 
Nation's  Capital,  the  names  of  those 
men  and  women  who  gave  their  lives  in 
1994  were  engraved  into  a  memorial  and 
candles  were  lit  in  their  honor.  Our 
hearts  go  out  to  the  families  and  loved 
ones  of  those  who  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice  to  protect  and  preserve  our 
way  of  life. 

This  year,  m  addition  to  offering  our 
deep  gratitude,  we  should  give  our  po- 
lice officers  a  helping  hand.  While  we 
have  won  some  important  victories  in 
the  war  on  crime — through  the  passage 
last  year  of  the  crime  bill  and  legisla- 
tion to  keep  guns  off  the  streets — we 
still  have  a  long  way  to  go. 

We  know  that  our  streets  will  not  be 
safe  as  long  as  our  police  officers  are 
outgunned  and  outnumbered.  Last 
year.  13  California  police  officers  were 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  Seven  Cali- 
fornia officers  have  died  in  the  line  of 
duty  in  the  first  4' j  months  of  1995. 
They  gave  their  lives  to  protect  ours. 
Knowing  they  put  themselves  at  such 
great  risk  every  day,  we  cannot  in  good 
conscience  send  a  single  officer  out  on 
the  street  without  doing  everything 
possible  to  give  them  the  tools  they 
need  to  protect  us. 

I  urge  everyone  to  take  a  stand  for 
the  safety  of  our  Nation's  peace  offi- 
cers. Call  upon  your  legislators  to  con- 
tinue to  enact  tough  crime  measures, 
and  to  oppose  any  weakening  of  the 
crime  bill  or  the  assault  weapons  ban. 
Do  it  to  honor  the  brave  men  and 
women  who  help  keep  our  streets  safe, 
and  do  it  for  your  community  and 
those  you  love. 


I  ask  that  a  list  of  the  brave  Califor- 
nia peace  officers  killed  in  the  line  of 
duty  in  1994  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

The  list  follows: 

In  Memorium 

Officer  Clarence  W.  Dean.  Los  Angeles  Po- 
lice Department. 

Captain  Michael  W.  Tracy.  Palos  Verdes 
Estates  Police  Department. 

Sergeant  'Vernon  T.  'Vanderpool.  Palos 
Verdes  Estates  Police  Department. 

Officer  Christy  Lynne  Hamilton.  Los  Ange- 
les Police  Department. 

Group  Supervisor  Arnold  C.  Garcia.  Los 
Angeles  County  Probation  Department. 

Reserve  Officer  Ted  H.  Brassinga.  Palo 
Alto  Police  Department. 

Officer  William  E.  Lehn.  Fresno  Police  De- 
partment. 

Officer  Miquel  T.  Soto.  Oakland  Police  De- 
partment. 

Ofricer  Richard  A.  Maxwell.  California 
Highway  Patrol.  Bakersfield. 

Officer  Charles  D.  Heim,  Los  Angeles  Po- 
lice Department. 

Officer  Michael  A.  Osomio.  La  Habra  Po- 
lice Department. 

Officer  James  L.  Guelff,  San  Francisco  Po- 
lice Department. 

Officer  Thomas  B.  Worley,  Los  Angeles 
County  Safety  Police.* 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  have  a 
number  of  unanimous  consent  requests. 
These  have  been  cleared  with  the  lead- 
ership on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREE- 

MENT—WHITEWATER RESOLU- 

TION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  at  10;30  a.m.  on 
Wednesday,  May  17.  the  Senate  turn  to 
the  consideration  of  a  resolution  to  be 
offered  by  Senator  D'AM.\ro  establish- 
ing a  special  committee  to  conduct  an 
investigation  involving  the  White- 
water, and  it  be  considered  under  the 
following  time  agreement:  2  hours,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  chair- 
man and  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Banking  Committee;  that  no 
amendments  or  motions  be  in  order: 
and  that,  following  the  conclusion  or 
yielding  back  of  time,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  vote  on  the  resolution  without 
any  intervening  action  or  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  go  into 
executive  session  and  immediately  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  Executive 
Calendar  Nos.  31,  113,  115,  and  116.  en 
bloc;  I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  nominations  be  confirmed  en 
bloc;  that  the  motions  to  reconsider  be 
laid  upon  the  table  en  bloc,  that  any 
statements  relating  to  the  nominations 
appear  at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record;  and  that  the  President  be  im- 
mediately notified  of  the  Senate's  ac- 
tions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  and 
agreed  to  en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

lNTERN.^TION.\L  B.\.N'KS 

Robert  E.  Rubin,  of  New  'York,  to  be  Uni'>>  i 
States  Governor  of  the  Internalional  Mtiiv 
tary  Fund  for  a  term  of  five  years:  United 
States  Governor  of  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development  for  a 
term  of  five  years;  United  States  Governor  of 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  for  a 
term  of  five  years;  United  States  Governor  of 
the  African  Development  Bank  for  a  term  of 
five  years:  United  States  Governor  of  the 
Asian  Development  Bank;  United  Star  is 
Governor  of  the  African  Development  Fur,  t. 
United  States  Governor  of  the  European 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development. 

INTER-AMERIC.'^N  DEVELOPMENT  B.'VNK 

Lawrence  Harrington,  of  Tennessee,  to  be 
United  States  Alternate  Executive  Director 
of  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank. 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

The  following  officer.  NOAA.  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  Rear  Admiral  (0-^). 
while  serving  in  a  position  of  importance  and 
responsibility  as  Director.  Office  of  NOAA 
Corps  Operations.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  Title  33.  United  States  Code.  Section 
853u: 

Rear  Adm.  'William  L.  Stubblefield.  NOAA 
Executive  Office  of  the  President 

Jeffrey  M.  Lang,  of  Maryland,  to  be  Deputy 
United  States  Trade  Representative,  with 
the  rank  of  .Embassador. 


TREATY  WITH  PANAMA  ON  MU- 
TUAL ASSISTANCE  IN  CRIMINAL 
MATTERS- TREATY  DOCUMENT 
102-15 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  following  treaty  on  the  Execu- 
tive Calendar:  Calendar  No.  3,  Treaty 
Document  102-15. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  further  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  treaty  be  considered 
as  having  been  passed  through  its  var- 
ious parliamentary  stages  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  presentation  of  resolution 
of  ratification:  that  the  two  committee 
provisos  be  considered  and  agreed  to. 
and  no  other  provisos,  reservations,  or 


understandings  be  in  order;  that  any 
statements  be  printed  in  the  CONGRE.s- 
.siONAL  Record  as  if  read:  that  when 
the  resolution  of  ratification  is  agreed 
to,  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table:  that  the  President  be 
notified  of  the  Senate's  action:  and 
that  following  disposition  of  the  trea- 
ty, the  Senate  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  a 
division  vote  on  the  resolution  of  rati- 
fication. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  those 
in  favor  of  the  resolution  of  ratifica- 
tion will  rise  and  stand  until  counted. 
(After  a  pause.)  Those  opposed  will  rise 
and  stand  until  counted. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  on  a  divi- 
sion, two-thirds  of  the  Senators 
present  and  voting  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  resolution  of  ratifica- 
tion is  agreed  to. 

The  resolution  of  ratification  is  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  the  Treaty 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Republic  of  Panama  On  Mutual  Assist- 
ance in  Criminal  Matters,  With  Annexes  and 
Appendices,  signed  at  Panama  on  April  11. 
1991.  The  Senate's  advice  and  consent  is  sub- 
j>'(  t  to  the  following  two  provisos,  which 
shall  not  be  included  in  the  instrument  of 
ratification  to  be  signed  by  the  President: 

Nothing  in  this  Treaty  requires  or  author- 
izes legislation,  or  other  action,  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  America  prohibited  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  as  interpreted 
by  the  United  States. 

Pursuant  to  the  rights  of  the  United  States 
under  this  Treaty  to  deny  requests  which 
prejudice  its  essential  public  policy  or  inter- 
est, the  United  States  shall  deny  a  request 
for  assistance  when  the  Central  Authority, 
after  consultation  with  all  appropriate  intel- 
ligence, anti-narcotic,  and  foreign  policy 
agencies,  has  specific  information  that  a  sen- 
ior government  official  who  will  have  access 
to  information  to  be  provided  under  this 
Treaty  is  engaged  in  or  facilitates  the  pro- 
duction or  distribution  of  illegal  drugs. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  legislative  session. 


MEASURE  READ  FOR  THE  FIRST 
TIME— H.R.   1045 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  inquire  of 
the  Chair  if  H.R.  1045  has  arrived  from 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  be  advised  it  has. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I.  therefore,  ask  for  its 
first  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  1045)  to  amend  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  to  eliminate  the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Improve- 
ment Council,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
for  its  second  reading,  and  I  object  to 
that  second  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  The  bill  will  have  a  sec- 
ond reading  on  the  next  legislative  day. 


eration  of  the  Whitewater  resolution 
under  a  2-hour  time  limitation.  It  may 
also  be  the  intention  of  the  majority 
leader  to  turn  to  the  consideration  of 
H.R.  483,  the  Medicare  select  bill.  Sen- 
ators should,  therefore,  be  aware  that 
rollcall  votes  can  be  expected  through- 
out the  day  on  Wednesday. 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY,  MAY  17, 
1995 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9:45  a.m.  on 
Wednesday.  May  17.  1995:  that  following 
the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day.  and  there  then  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  10:30  a.m..  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each,  ex- 
cept for  the  following:  Senator 
Faircloth  for  15  minutes  and  Senator 
DORGA.N  for  30  minutes. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.,  the  Senate 
begin  consideration  of  the  Senate  reso- 
lution regarding  Whitewater,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  previous  consent 
agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  tomorrow 
morning  the  Senate  will  begin  consid- 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:45  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  under 
the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:25  p.m.,  recessed  until  9:45  a.m., 
Wednesday,  May  17,  1995. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  16,  1995: 

international  banks 

ROBBHtT  E  RUBIN.  OF  NEW  YORK.  TO  BE  U  S  OOVTERNOR 
OF  THE  INTERNATIONAL  .MONETARY  FUND  FOR  A  TERM 
OF  5  YEARS;  U  S  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  INTERNATIONAL 
BANK  FOR  RECONSTRUCTION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  A 
TERM  OF  5  YEARS:  U  .S  GOVXRNOR  OF  THE  INTER-AMER- 
ICAN DEVELOPME.VT  BANK  FOR  A  TERM  OF  5  YEARS.  U  S 
GOVERNOR  OF  THE  AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK  FOR  A 
TERM  OF  5  YEARS.  V  S  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  ASIAN  DEVEL- 
OPMENT BA.NK.  US  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  AFRICAN  DEVEL- 
OPME.VT  FUND  U  S  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  EUROPEAN  BANK 
FOR  RECONSTRUCTION  AND  DE\'ELOPMENT 

INTER-AMERlCAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

LAWRENCE  HARRINGTON.  OF  TENNESSEE.  TO  BE  U  S 
ALTERNATE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  INTERAMER- 
ICAN  DEVELOP.MENT  BANK. 

executive  office  of  the  president 

JEFFREY  M.  LANG.  OF  MARYLAND  TO  BE  DEPUTY  V  S 
TRADE  REPRESENTATIVE.  WrTH  THE  RANK  OF  AMBAS- 
SADOR 

THE  ABO\'E  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES  COMMITMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSTrrUTED  COMMnTEE  OF  THE  SENATE 

NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

THE  FOU^WING  OFFICER.  NOAA.  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  REAR  ADMIRAL  lO-di.  WHILE  SERVING 
IN  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY'  AS 
DIRECTOR.  OFFICE  OF  NOAA  CORPS  OPERATIONS  NA- 
TIONAL OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION. 
UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TrTLE  33.  UNPrED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  8S3U 
REAR  ADM.  WILLIAM  L  STUBBLEFIELD.  NOAA. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Tuesday',  May  16,  1995 


The  House  met  at  9  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Radanovich]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

W.^.SHINGTON.  DC. 

May  15.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  George 
P.  Radanovhch  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12. 
1995.  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  5  minutes,  but  in  no  event 
shall  debate  continue  beyond  9:50  a.m. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  [Mrs.  ScHROE- 
DER]  for  5  minutes. 


AMERICANS  ARE  GETTING  SMART 
ABOUT  THE  BUDGET 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  very  proud  to  take  the  floor  today 
to  talk  about  how  fortunate  we  are 
that  the  .American  people  are  so  smart. 
I  mean,  as  we  go  into  this  budget  de- 
bate, there  are  a  lot  of  people  who 
think  they  were  not  paying  attention. 
But  when  you  look  at  the  polls  today, 
let  me  tell  you.  they  were  paying  at- 
tention. They  figured  it  out,  and  they 
do  not  like  it. 

Sixty  percent  of  Americans  in  the 
polls  released  today  reject  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  Republican  budg- 
ets. Now,  why  do  they  do  this? 

Well,  we  have  heard  over  and  over 
again  that  they  should  be  very  happy 
because  the  cuts  are  going  to  be  dis- 
tributed across  America,  and  that  the 
Democrats  are  terrible  people  because 
they  are  inciting  class  warfare  and 
they  are  doing  all  sorts  of  things  like 
that. 

Well.  OK.  so  now  the  American  peo- 
ple have  figured  out.  yes.  the  cuts  real- 
ly are  distributed  across  the  entire  eco- 
nomic gambit  of  Americans.  But  it  is 


for  middle-  and  low-income  people. 
They  are  cutting  programs,  such  as 
cuts  in  Medicare,  cuts  in  school 
lunches,  cuts  in  student  loans,  cuts  in 
all  sorts  of  programs  that  have  helped 
them,  that  have  helped  them  get  up. 

Now,  what  do  the  rich  people  get  in 
the  line  of  cuts?  They  get  tax  cuts. 
Would  you  know,  they  have  all  figured 
out  that  tax  cuts  are  a  whole  lot  better 
than  program  cuts.  And  guess  who 
comes  out  on  the  short  end  of  those 
cuts? 

Well,  once  again,  it  is  the  middle 
class  who  is  going  to  come  out  on  the 
short  end  of  those  cuts.  We  are  having 
to  cut  like  mad  so  people  over  $200,000 
a  year  are  going  to  get  these  phenome- 
nal tax  breaks.  I  think  that  is  totally 
unfair.  But  it  is  not  just  what  I  think, 
now  the  American  people  are  beginning 
to  agree. 

If  you  look  at  student  loans,  for  ex- 
ample, in  my  State  of  Colorado  there 
are  almost  90.000  people  on  student 
loans.  So  they  are  saying  the  minute 
they  get  them  they  should  start  paying 
interest.  It  is  absolutely  no  different 
than  when  you  get  a  car,  except  when 
you  get  a  car.  you  get  the  car.  You  get 
to  use  it  right  away.  So  it  makes  sense 
to  start  paying  interest  right  away,  be- 
cause you  are  using  the  car  right  away. 

When  you  are  going  to  school,  you 
cannot  use  that  education  until  you 
get  to  the  end  of  the  schooling  and  you 
get  diploma  in  hand.  That  is  why  we 
have  not  charged  people  interest  until 
they  had  diploma  in  hand.  That  is  like 
having  the  real  car. 

So  when  they  try  to  tell  you  this  is 
the  same,  it  is  not  the  same  at  all.  And 
it  is  going  to  end  up  causing  people  to 
borrow  even  more  money  to  pay  inter- 
est on  the  money  that  they  previously 
borrowed. 

I  think  it  is  outrageous  that  these 
young  kids  are  having  to  graduate 
from  school  owing  so  much  money.  No 
wonder  they  do  not  dare  get  married 
before  they  are  40.  I  mean,  the  next 
thing  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  is  fig- 
ure out  how  octogenarians  can  be  fer- 
tile or  nobody  in  the  middle  class  is 
going  to  be  able  to  afford  a  family  until 
they  are  in  their  eighties  at  this  rate. 

I  think  American  families  have  fig- 
ured this  out,  and  that  is  why  the  poll- 
ing numbers  today  are  very  different. 
The  average  American  family  feels  like 
a  squirrel  in  one  of  those  wheels.  They 
run  and  they  run  and  they  run.  and 
they  run  harder  and  harder  and  harder 
every  year.  And  you  know  what?  At  the 
end  of  the  year,  they  are  even  more  ex- 
hausted than  they  were  the  year  be- 


fore, their  tongue  is  hanging  out,  and 
they  never  get  out  of  the  bottom  of  the 
wheel. 

If  they  are  suddenly  going  to  have  to 
deal  with  cuts  in  their  parents'  Medi- 
care so  that  they  have  got  to  start 
picking  that  up  and  helping  them  out 
to  the  tune  of  about  $1,000  extra  a  year, 
if  their  kids  are  going  to  get  double 
whammied  with  interest  from  the  time 
they  take  the  loan  out  so  they  are 
going  to  have  to  borrow  even  more,  if 
all  of  these  things  come  crushing  in  on 
them  and  they  see  many  programs  in 
schools  that  have  enriched  the  schools 
through  science,  nutrition  standards, 
and  so  forth  being  cut,  guess  what? 
They  are  going  to  have  to  run  even 
faster,  and  they  are  still  not  going  to 
get  out  of  the  bottom  of  the  wheel.  But 
meanwhile,  those  equal  cuts  that  went 
to  the  rich  means  they  are  going  to  get 
$20,000  more  in  their  pocket  per  year. 

That  is  not  a  fair  deal.  I  was  accused 
of  being  a  socialist  on  this  floor  the 
other  day  by  a  Member,  and  I  must  say 
what  I  want  to  say  is  the  other  side  in 
their  budget  is  socialism  for  the  rich. 
No  one  has  ever  seen  socialism  for  the 
rich.  But  this  is  a  whole  new  Repub- 
lican program,  socialism  for  the  rich  so 
they  can  get  richer.  Those  are  the  cuts 
that  help  them. 

Well,  I  am  not  chat  kind  of  socialist, 
I  can  tell  you.  and  I  will  make  it  very. 
very  clear  over  and  over  again.  That  is 
not  my  program.  I  think  Government 
is  there  to  help  people  who  need  help, 
to  teach  them  to  fish,  to  get  them  on 
their  legs  and  get  them  going,  and  I 
think  the  time  has  come  and  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  figured  it  out. 


WE  HAVE  TO  MAKE  RESPONSIBLE 
CHOICES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  HA^'^^'ORTH]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  lis- 
tened with  great  interest  to  the  words 
of  my  colleague  from  Colorado,  and 
would  propose  to  offer  to  the  American 
people.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  see  an- 
other sterling,  yes.  even  a  textbook  ex- 
ample of  why  there  is  a  new  minority 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle.  It  is  fascinating 
to  listen  to  this  almost  instant  revi- 
sionism of  history,  socialism  for  the 
wealthy. 

Well,  that  is  a  very  interesting  point 
of  view,  and  I  guess  in  terms  of  play- 
ground   name    calling,    that    certainly 


May  16,  1995 

may  have  some  validity  in  a  nonsen- 
sical sort  of  way.  One  analog  that  does 
pertain,  however,  is  the  notion  of  the 
American  family  being  put  into  a  cage. 
The  American  family  has  been 
enslaved,  but  it  has  been  enslaved  by 
those  proponents  of  big  Government 
who  believe  that  always  there  must  be 
tax  increases,  that  always  people  need 
to  take  out  their  wallets  and  give  more 
and  more  money  to  Washington.  And 
the  facts  speak  for  themselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  well-known  fact 
that  in  1948  the  average  American  fam- 
ily sent  3  percent  of  its  income,  the  av- 
erage American  family  of  four  paid  3 
percent  of  its  income  in  taxes  to  the 
Federal  Government.  And  yet  by  1994, 
on  the  heels  of  the  largest  tax  increase 
in  American  history,  the  average 
American  family  paid  24.5  percent  of 
its  income  in  taxes  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. And  this  was  not  class  war- 
fare, this  is  virtually  everybody,  with  a 
quantum  leap  in  what  they  had  to  pay 
to  the  Federal  Government.  And  now, 
fresh  on  the  heels  of  a  nonsensical,  dis- 
honest school  lunch  scare  program,  the 
new  minority,  the  guardians  of  the  old 
order,  are  trying  to  scare  seniors  and 
students. 

The  fact  is  that  we  are  not  taking 
away  student  loans  of  the  new  major- 
ity, but  it  is  also  the  fact  if  we  do  noth- 
ing, if  we  allow  the  status  quo  to  per- 
sist, there  may  not  be  university  sys- 
tems, there  may  not  be  a  constitu- 
tional Republic  in  5  to  10  years  to  have 
a  worthy  educational  system  to  begin 
with. 

To  those  who  would  always  use  the 
scare  tactics  about  school  lunches  and 
claim  cuts  when  there  are  increases, 
let  me  simply  say  this:  The  fact  is  we 
have  to  make  responsible  choices.  The 
lact  is  that  even  m  increasing  lunuing 
or  changing  the  method  of  supplying 
funding  to  give  the  money  to  people  on 
the  front  lines,  we  are  transforming 
what  is  done.  We  are  making  programs 
more  effective  to  ensure  that  we  may 
save  thern.  And  no  clearer  tactic  or  ex- 
ample can  we  see  than  in  the  realm  of 
Medicare,  where  in  fact  my  colleague, 
the  preceding  speaker,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado,  tried  to  scare 
seniors  and  claim  there  are  cuts. 

Friends,  we  are  making  rash  on 
America  reasonable  increases  to  save 
the  Medicare  Program.  We  are  not 
making  cuts.  That  is  what  we  must  do: 
make  responsible  choices,  not  come  in 
and  carp  and  complain  and  hope 
against  hope  that  somehow  in  Novem- 
ber 1996,  the  voters  of  America  will  re- 
turn to  a  bankrupt  policy  of  always 
and  constant  growth  of  Government. 
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GUAM  COMMONWEALTH 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Guam  [Mr. 
Underwood]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 
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Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  today  to  call  attention  to  the  lack 
of  action  on  the  part  of  the  administra- 
tion in  fulfilling  its  responsibility  to 
the  people  of  Guam  in  appointing  a  spe- 
cial representative  for  the  Guam  Com- 
monwealth. 

The  special  representative  would 
complete  the  discussions  that  were  ini- 
tiated in  1993  with  the  Guam  Commis- 
sion on  Self-Determination  on  the  is- 
sues that  the  Guam  Commonwealth 
Act  raises  in  defining  a  new  relation- 
ship between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  people  of  Guam.  Congress  has 
deferred  its  action  on  the  Guam  Com- 
monwealth Act,  H.R.  1056,  until  the  dis- 
cussions with  the  administration's  spe- 
cial representative  are  completed. 
However,  it  is  impossible  to  complete 
the  Commonwealth  discussions  when 
there  is  no  one  to  discuss  these  issues 
with.  A  dialog,  by  definition,  requires 
two  parties. 

Mr.  I.  Michael  Heyman.  the  special 
representative  who  began  these  discus- 
sions with  Guam  in  December  1993.  an- 
nounced his  intention  to  resign  on  Feb- 
ruary 7  of  this  year.  We  have  been 
waiting  patiently  for  the  administra- 
tion to  name  a  successor  to  Mr. 
Heyman.  It  is  now  95  days  later,  and  we 
are  still  waiting.  There  have  been 
hints,  rumors,  and  meetings,  but  no  a.p- 
pointment.  There  have  been  assurances 
that  issue  this  is  receiving  the  highest 
attention,  but  still  no  appointment.  In 
short,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  activity, 
but  no  action. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Guam  Commission 
on  Self-Determination  and  I  have  been 
extremely  patient  with  the  administra- 
tion, but  our  patience  is  wearing  thin. 
We  can  understand  their  wanting  to 
find  the  right  person  for  this  job,  but 
we  question  this  excruciating  and 
time-consuming  scrutiny  worthy  of  a 
Supreme  Court  nomination.  In  an  ad- 
ministration not  known  for  its  speed  in 
filling  vacancies,  we  fear  that  the 
search  for  Guam's  special  representa- 
tive is  setting  a  new  speed  record,  one 
that  we  are  not  particularly  fond  of 
holding.  We'd  rather  leave  the  distinc- 
tion of  longest  vacancy  in  the  adminis- 
tration not  filled  to  other  more  worthy 
contenders. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  quest  to  establish  a 
new  self-governing  Commonwealth  for 
the  people  of  Guam  is  of  paramount 
importance  to  us.  and  is  also  important 
to  the  national  interest.  A  prosperous, 
new  Commonwealth  of  Guam,  possess- 
ing the  economic  tools  to  secure  a  good 
future,  will  ser\'e  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  in  the  western  Pacific 
and  the  Far  East  into  the  21st  century. 
But  none  of  this  can  happen  if  we  don't 
conclude  the  ongoing  discussions  be- 
tween Guam  and  the  administration. 
These  discussions  must  come  to  some 
conclusion  so  that  Congress  would  have 
a  better  sense  of  how  the  important  is- 
sues of  self-governance  can  be  resolved. 

I,  therefore,  call  on  the  administra- 
tion to  name  a  special  representative 
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for  Guam  Commonwealth,  and  to  re- 
sume the  important  discussions  that 
have  been  delayed  for  the  past  3 
months.  And  I  again  remind  the  admin- 
istration that  time  is  running  short  to 
complete  this  process  within  a  time- 
frame that  allows  the  104th  Congress  to 
also  begin  its  important  review  of  the 
Guam  Commonwealth  Act. 


FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Sp)eaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Allard]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLARD.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  am  very 
proud  of  the  budget  that  the  Repub- 
licans on  the  House  Budget  Committee 
have  produced. 

It  produces  a  balanced  budget  in 
2002 — just  as  we  promised. 

This  will  be  the  first  balanced  budget 
in  33  years.  That  is  right,  1969  was  the 
last  year  the  Federal  Government  bal- 
anced its  books. 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, I  can  say  we  have  worked  tire- 
lessly since  January  to  produce  a  plan 
that  is  fair  and  honest. 

The  plan  has  the  unanimous  support 
of  the  committee  Republicans,  as  well 
as  Democrat  Mike  Parker  of  Mis- 
sissippi. Opponents  are  already  attack- 
ing this  plan,  and  distorting  what  it 
really  does.  That  is  why  I  want  to  get 
out  the  facts. 

To  those  who  oppose  this  plan  I  say. 
what  is  your  alternative?  Where's  the 
Beef?  How  would  you  balance  the  budg- 
et? 

The  Presidents  plan  produces  $200 
billion  deficits  as  far  as  the  eye  can 
see.  He  never  balances  the  budget. 

Now,  let  us  talk  about  this  budget. 
First,  as  we  promised.  Social  Security 
is  off  the  table. 

Second,  we  freeze  defense,  and  make 
clear  that  defense  spending  will  con- 
tinue to  undergo  the  kind  of  scrutiny 
of  other  aspects  of  the  budget. 

Third,  we  reduce  all  discretionary 
spending,  including  foreign  aid. 

We  abolish  three  Cabinet  agencies: 
Commerce,  Energy,  and  Education. 

This  plan  also  eliminates  283  pro- 
grams, 14  agencies,  and  68  commis- 
sions. 

Overall  this  budget  simply  slows  the 
growth  in  spending  to  just  over  2  per- 
cent a  year.  The  difference  is  that 
under  current  forecasts  we  grow  over  5 
percent  a  year. 

This  plan  is  not  perfect.  But  it  is  far 
superior  to  other  options,  and  far  supe- 
rior to  doing  nothing.  This  is  the  best 
plan  that  has  been  put  on  the  table  in 
years.  It  produces  a  balanced  budget.  It 
is  a  budget  for  our  children. 

Now  let  me  talk  about  health  care. 
This  is  important  because  it  will  be  the 
source  of  much  distortion  in  the  com- 
ing days. 
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First,  we  do  not  cut  Medicare  or  Med- 
icaid, both  grow  under  our  plan.  Let  us 
look  at  this  chart.  It  shows  why  we 
have  to  slow  the  rate  of  growth  in  Med- 
icare and  Medicaid.  Both  programs  are 
growing  at  over  10  percent  a  year. 

The  rest  of  the  Government  is  grow- 
ing at  much  slower  rates.  This  is  not 
sustainable. 

In  fact,  the  Medicare  Trustees  Re- 
port, released  in  April,  and  signed  by 
three  members  of  the  President's  Cabi- 
net, says  that  Medicare  will  go  broke 
in  7  years  if  we  do  nothing.  That  is  why 
we  slow  the  growth  in  both  programs. 

Let  me  focus  on  Medicare.  We  slow 
the  growth  to  5  percent  a  year.  This 
means  we  will  increase  Medicare  spend- 
ing over  7  years,  from  $4.71X)  per  bene- 
ficiary today  to  $6,300  per  beneficiary 
in  2002.  This  preserves  the  solvency  of 
Medicare. 

Now.  enough  statistics.  Why  are  we 
doing  this?  Why  is  a  balanced  budget  so 
important  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children'' 

Alan  Greenspan,  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve,  summed  it  up  very 
well  when  he  testified  before  the  Budg- 
et Committee  earlier  this  year. 

Let  us  go  down  the  list  on  the  chart. 

If  we  balance  the  Budget: 

One.  our  children  will  have  a  higher 
standard  of  living  than  their  parents. 

Two.  there  will  be  improvement  in 
the  purchasing  power  of  incomes. 

Three,  a  rise  in  productivity. 

Four,  reduction  in  inflation. 

Five,  strengthening  of  financial  mar- 
kets. 

Six.  acceleration  of  long-term  eco- 
nomic growth. 

And  most  important,  seven,  a  signifi- 
cant drop  in  long  term  interest  rates. 

Now.  what  does  all  this  mean  to 
American  families.  It  means  a  higher 
standard  of  living. 

It  means  families  will  pay  less  for 
their  home  mortgage  because  of  lower 
interest  rates. 

It  means  more  families  will  be  able 
to  afford  college  for  their  children. 

It  means  lower  car  payments. 

This  week's  Time  magazine  has  an 
excellent  article  on  this  topic. 

It  explains  how  balancing  the  budget 
can  help  revive  the  American  dream. 

The  article  talks  about  how  lower 
deficits  mean  lower  interest  rates,  and 
therefore  more  job  creation  by  U.S. 
business.  The  article  provides  one  very 
specific  example  of  a  young  couple  who 
are  considering  a  new  home. 

Under  a  mortgage  rate  of  8  percent, 
they  would  pay  $734  a  month  on  a 
$100,000  mortgage.  If  interest  rates  are 
1  percent  lower,  this  payment  is  cut  to 
$665. 

This  would  save  $28,000  over  the  life 
of  the  mortgage.  This  would  be  enough 
to  put  one  of  their  future  children 
through  a  year  of  college. 

Similarly,  I  have  been  using  the  ex- 
ample of  farmers,  because  there  are  re- 
ductions in  agriculture  subsidies  in 
this  budget. 


However,  it  is  estimated  that  a  1.5- 
percent  reduction  in  interest  rates 
would  save  the  farm  sector  over  $10  bil- 
lion in  interest  payments  on  their  debt 
over  5  years.  This  more  than  offsets  the 
reduction. 

These  are  examples  of  what  it  means 
to  balance  the  budget.  This  is  not  just 
an  exercise  in  accounting.  It  really 
matters.  It  will  make  a  difference  in 
the  lives  of  every  American.  It  will  par- 
ticularly, make  a  difference  in  the 
lives  of  our  children  and  grandchildren. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
supporting  the  first  balanced  budget  in 
33  years. 


A  CRISIS  OF  LEADERSHIP 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  J.\ckson-Lee]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker. 
good  morning.  It  comes  to  mind,  as  I 
have  seen  the  week's  last  activities, 
that  there  is  a  crisis  of  leadership 
amongst  those  who  would  claim  them- 
selves bearers  of  the  Constitution  and 
members  of  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion. Interestingly  enough,  it  is  be- 
cause of  this  Constitution  that  we 
allow  those  who  have  certain  ideas  to 
gather  together. 

But  yet  as  we  gathered  to  acknowl- 
edge and  honor  our  mothers,  on  this 
past  Sunday,  Mother's  Day — nurturers 
to  a  one,  those  who  love  children,  pro- 
mote peace,  and  work  to  comfort  their 
young  ones,  we  are  bombarded  with 
newspai)er  articles  evidencing  the  self- 
righteousness  of  an  organization  who 
would  be  so  irresponsible  to  send  let- 
ters out  claiming  that  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officers  are  just  "boot-wear- 
ing thugs."  And.  yes,  they  have  the 
sheer  audacity  to  claim  that  the 
former  President  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  George  Bush,  should  recon- 
sider his  membership  in  the  NRA. 

I  simply  say  to  that  Texan  and  my 
neighbor,  George  Bush,  thank  you  for 
having  the  integrity  and  leadership  to 
recognize  that  sometimes  we  simply 
have  to  stand  for  what  is  right.  How 
appalled  I  was  to  see  in  the  Houston 
Chronicle  a  letter  to  the  President 
from  the  NRA  suggesting  that  he  just 
wait  and  see  what  proposed  hearings  on 
Waco  might  bring  about,  then  he  would 
realize  how  right  the  NRA  was. 

I  simply  say  to  the  National  Rifle  As- 
sociation, the  Constitution  reigns.  I 
keep  it  close  to  me.  You  have  a  right  to 
organize  and  associate.  The  first 
amendment  protects  your  free  speech. 
But  it  does  not  give  you  the  privilege 
of  crying  "fire"  in  a  crowded  theater, 
of  fostering  hatred  and  antagonisms 
against  people  who  are  designated  to 
uphold  the  law. 

As  an  African-American,  I  know  full 
well  the  abuses  that  can  come  about 
through  excessive  government.   But   I 
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also  know  how  Federal  officers  went 
into  the  deep  South  and  protected 
those  young  students  going  into  uni- 
versities who  would  foster  segregation. 
I  do  know  that  there  are  heroes  and 
heroines  in  our  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers. I  support  them  and  they  support 
us  everyday.  If  there  is  abuse.  I  simply 
say  to  you  we  do  have  to  stand  up 
against  such  abuse,  and  I  will  tell  you 
that  good  law  enforcement  officers 
likewise  do  the  same. 

We  have  a  task  force  in  the  House  to 
rid  us  of  the  assault  weapons  ban.  How 
frivolous  and  ridiculous.  Not  only  are 
they  opposing  the  assault  weapon's 
ban.  but  they  are  going  into  your 
neighborhoods  and  telling  you  laws  to 
prevent  guns  in  schools  are  illegal. 
That  is  part  of  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion. Not  only  is  the  task  force  saying 
that,  but  gun  safety  and  responsible 
legislation,  some  of  which  I  passed  as  a 
council  member,  preventing  young 
children  from  getting  guns,  the  task 
force  will  be  taking  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment into  your  homes  to  intrude  by 
saying  those  laws  to  protect  your  chil- 
dren are  illegal.  How  ridiculous. 

Then  my  Republican  colleagues  want 
to  come  forward  and  suggest  that  we 
have  hearings  on  Waco.  I  say  fair 
enough.  As  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary.  I  am  willing  to  own 
up  and  look  at  issues  that  affect  the 
American  people.  At  the  same  time,  let 
me  say  to  you.  where  are  they  on  the 
issue  of  hearings  on  the  militia?  For 
Waco  is  absolutely  no  excuse  for  Okla- 
homa City.  And  I  will  stand  here  in  the 
well  of  the  House  and  claim  to  you  that 
those  lives  that  were  lost,  over  160 
lives,  children,  hard  working  individ- 
uals, the  devastation  to  Oklahoma  City 
and  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  the  fear 
that  has  been  perpetrated  on  the  Amer- 
ican people,  is  absolutely  no  excuse  for 
Waco. 

And  I  feel  for  the  people  of  Waco. 
Friends  of  mine  that  I  loved  were  lost 
at  Waco.  But  this  is  a  crisis  of  leader- 
ship. It  is  ludicrous.  And  this  fascina- 
tion with  guns  is  not  propelled  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  A 
concealed  weapons  law  being  discussed 
in  Texas  is  not  called  for. 

Oh.  yes,  we  have  the  right  to  have  a 
militia  to  protect  the  security  of  this 
country,  and  we  should  not  infringe 
upon  your  right  to  safely  own  guns. 
But  to  perpetrate  violence,  to  have 
children  trying  to  understand  why 
adults  are  calling  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers just  boot-wearing  thugs?  And  put- 
ting it  in  print  is  not  called  for. 

I  call  upon  this  Congress  to  be  re- 
sponsible. Vote  against  the  repealing  of 
the  assault  weapons  ban.  We  have  lived 
freely  without  the  perpetration  of  mass 
gun  warfare  in  this  Nation.  Let  us  not 
have  a  crisis  of  leadership. 

Former  President  Bush.  I  thank  you. 
and  I  ask  you,  the  American  people,  to 
keep  your  voices  raised  high.  President 
Clinton,  I  thank  you  for  your  opposi- 
tion to  this  kind  of  talk  because  this  is 
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not  a  political  issue.  It  is  a  question  of 
security  and  life  and  liberty.  It  is  a 
question  of  our  children.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  responsible  speech  It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  integrity.  And  I  maintain,  have 
hearings  on  the  militia  now.  Under- 
stand that  gun  warfare  is  not  called  for 
in  this  Nation,  and  let  us  wrap  our- 
selves in  the  Constitution,  yes,  for  free- 
dom and  liberty,  but  for  safety  and  the 
future  of  this  Nation. 


COMMENTS  ON  THE  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
HOKK]  is  recognized  during  morning 
business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  some 
charts  that  I  wanted  to  share  with  you 
this  morning  that  talk  about  the  budg- 
et, because  we  are  going  to  be  talking 
about  the  budget  all  week  and  are 
going  to  be  passing  for  the  first  time 
since  1969  a  balanced  budget  resolution. 
It  will  show  a  very  important  number 
at  the  end  of  the  year  2002.  It  is  a  small 
number,  it  is  a  round  number,  it  is  the 
zero  number,  and  that  is  going  to  be 
the  amount  of  the  deficit  in  2002. 

I  want  to  show  you  this  chart  to 
begin  with  because  I  think  it  pretty 
well  delineates  where  the  problems  are 
with  the  budget  that  we  have  to  get 
control  of.  This  is  essentially  the 
President's  budget  here  What  you  see 
is  projections  from  1995  to  2002.  You 
will  see  the  two  accounts  that  are  in- 
creasing or  projected  to  increase  twice 
as  fast  as  any  others,  and  those  are 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  the  medical  ac- 
counts. Ten  peroent  for  Medicare.  10.3 
percent  for  Medicaid.  What  about  So- 
cial Security?  Five  point  three  percent. 

One  of  the  arguments  that  you  are 
going  to  hear  this  week  from  the  other 
side  repeatedly  is  that  well,  we  cannot 
possibly  slow  the  rate  of  growth  of 
health  care  spending.  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  because  of  the  demographics, 
more  people  coming  into  the  system, 
and  because  of  inflation.  Your  numbers 
do  not  take  that  into  account. 

The  fact  is  that  Social  Security 
takes  that  exactly  and  precisely  into 
account,  and.  as  you  can  see,  the  Social 
Security  number  increases  at  5.3  per- 
cent per  year.  That  is  in  the  projected 
budget.  This  is  our  number,  this  is  the 
President's  number,  this  is  current 
law.  This  is  the  say  that  it  is,  because 
we  are  not  touching  Social  Security  in 
this  budget. 

Yet.  adding  tne  same  new  seniors,  be- 
cause you  qualify  for  Medicare  at  the 
same  time  you  qualify  for  Social  Secu- 
rity, and  taking  into  account  a  cost  of 
living  adjustment,  a  COLA,  and  that 
does  not  even  reflect  the  small  adjust- 
ment we  are  projecting  is  going  to  take 
place  in  CPI,  you  can  see  that  clearly 
Social  Security  does  not  run  out  of 
control,  but  Medicare  and  Medicaid  do. 
So  this  is  where  the  problem  is  with 


the  Federal  budget.  This  is  where  the 
challenge  is  in  getting  it  under  control. 

The  other  here,  which  is  everything 
else,  is  at  4.1  percent.  If  we  move  that 
down  to  about  a  2-percent  rate  of 
growth,  we  win.  Winning  means  win- 
ning for  our  children,  it  means  winning 
for  the  future  of  this  country,  and  win- 
ning for  the  next  generation. 

Let  us  look  at  the  trust  fund  itself. 
This  is  the  part  A  trust  fund.  Medicare. 
Empty  in  2002.  You  can  see,  according 
to  the  projections,  if  we  do  not  change 
things,  this  is  where  we  will  be  in  2002. 
There  will  not  be  any  money  in  that 
trust  fund  account. 

I  think  better  than  the  graphic  illus- 
tration of  it  is  exactly  what  the  Medi- 
care trustees  concluded  on  April  3,  1995. 
This  is  under  the  worst  case  scenario. 
They  said,  "The  fund  is  projected  to  be 
exhausted  in  2001." 

Now.  who  said  this?  Is  this  a  partisan 
statement  by  Republicans  who  are  try- 
ing to  fearmonger  so  that  senior  citi- 
zens are  worried  they  will  not  have 
Medicare  to  look  forward  to?  Is  that 
who  is  saying  this?  Is  this  created  by 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste  or 
the  AARP?  Has  this  been  created  by 
the  Heritage  Foundation  or  Cato  Insti- 
tute? Is  it  an  interest  group? 

No,  it  is  not.  It  is  the  trustees,  the 
President's  trustees,  the  trustees  that 
must  be  appointed  to  guard  the  assets, 
to  safeguard  the  future  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  Robert  Rubin,  Robert 
Reich,  Donna  Shalala,  three  members 
of  the  President's  Cabinet.  The  fund  is 
projected  to  be  exhausted  in  2001. 

So  what  do  we  do?  What  is  our  solu- 
tion? What  we  say  is  we  are  going  to 
increase  spending  from  $158  billion  in 
1995  to  $258  billion  in  2002.  We  are  going 
to  increase  spending  at  the  same  rate 
of  growth  that  Social  Security  is  in- 
creasing, is  growing.  In  other  words, 
the  same  rate  of  growth  that  a  very 
similar  program  that  is  a  Federal  pro- 
gram is  increasing  at,  5  or  so  percent. 
That  is  what  we  are  increasing  Medi- 
care. That  is  not  just  on  a  gross  basis, 
but  also  on  a  per  capita  basis,  from 
$4,700  to  $6,300  per  recipient  in  the 
budget  we  are  going  to  pass  this  week. 
It  increases  about  5  percent  per  year, 
the  same  amount  as  Social  Security. 

I  bring  this  to  your  attention  because 
what  you  are  going  to  hear  from  the 
other  side  this  week  is  a  repeated  cho- 
rus, a  litany,  over  and  over  and  over 
again,  that  we  are  cutting  Medicare 
and  that  this  is  going  to  hurt  seniors. 
These  are  the  facts.  Keep  the  facts  in 
mind. 


A  SMALLER,  LESS-INTRUSIVE 
GOVERNMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Hutchinson]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget  under 
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the  very  capable  leadership  of  John  Ka- 
SICH  is  to  be  commended  and  congratu- 
lated for  producing  for  us  and  for  the 
Nation  a  credible  balanced  budget  plan. 
As  the  budget  plan  was  released  la^t 
week  amid  the  howls  of  those  who 
would  defend  the  status  quo,  one  could 
almost  sense  a  collective  nationwide 
sigh  as  it  sank  into  the  American  peo- 
ple that  at  long  last  there  is  a  Congress 
that  is  dead  serious  about  balancing 
the  budget  and  confronting  our  debt 
problem. 

The  litany  numbers  had  become  all 
too  familiar  to  millions  of  Americans: 
Seventeen  percent  of  Federal  revenues 
for  interest  on  the  debt;  $200  billion 
deficits  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see,  $1 
trillion  of  new  debt  in  the  next  5  years. 
We  will  pay  more  on  interest  than  on 
national  defense  by  1997.  The  impend- 
ing bankruptcy  of  Medicare  is  spelled 
out  by  President  Clinton's  own  trust- 
ees; $18,000  in  debt  assumed  by  every 
new  baby  bom  in  America. 

But  there  is  a  glimmer  of  hope  in 
America  this  week  as  we  prepare  to 
vote  on  this  budget  plan.  Oh,  it  is 
mixed  with  a  lot  of  skepticism.  Twen- 
ty-five years  of  deficit  spending  breeds 
a  lot  of  skepticism. 

But  there  is  a  feeling  that  maybe, 
just  maybe,  this  Congress  means  busi- 
ness. Under  the  GOP  budget  plan  there 
will  be  a  smaller,  less  intrusive  and 
more  efficient  Government.  It  forces  us 
to  do  what  scores  of  corporations  have 
had  to  do,  and  that  is  downsize  and 
eliminate  wasteful  spending.  It  termi- 
nates 283  programs.  As  I  talked  about 
the  budget  in  my  district  this  past 
weekend,  it  was  that  line  that  received 
the  most  applause,  above  all  others,  283 
programs  eliminated.  It  eliminates  14 
agencies  and  68  commissions.  It  makes 
real  cuts  in  discretionary  spending. 
And  the  squealing  has  already  begun. 
We  will  hear  from  the  "Prince  of 
Wails"  over  and  over  this  week  as  the 
defenders  of  the  past  wail  "You  can't 
do  this." 

Sure,  there  are  provisions  in  the 
budget  I  wish  were  not  there.  But  that 
is  the  beauty  of  it.  Nothing  is  excluded. 
Everyone  will  feel  the  squeeze.  While 
Federal  spending  increases  each  year 
under  the  plan,  it  increases  at  a  slower 
rate  to  allow  revenues  to  catch  up  with 
spending,  or,  as  William  Safire  wrote 
yesterday  of  the  civil  war  general,  who 
instructed  a  gunner  to  "elevate  them 
sights  a  little  lower." 

Under  the  plan,  power  and  money  are 
shifted  back  to  the  States  and  local 
communities.  In  welfare.  Medicaid,  nu- 
trition programs,  and  job  training, 
there  is  consolidation,  elimination  of 
needless  duplication,  and  block  grant- 
ing to  the  States. 

The  budget  plan  would  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy.  On  April  3d  of  this 
year,  the  Medicare  trustees,  three  of 
whom  are  Clinton  administration  ap- 
pointees, sounded  the  alarm  with  their 
warning   that  Medicare  part  A  would 
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run  out  of  money  in  2001.  this  budget 
plan  puts  a  tourniquet  on  Medicare  to 
stop  the  hemorrhaging  while  a  task 
force  develops  long-term  solutions. 
Meanwhile,  the  President  has  been  un- 
willing to  assist  in  finding  those  solu- 
tions. Here  again,  expect  the  fear  mon- 
gers and  the  scare  tacticians  to  be  out 
in  force. 

Under  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
assumption,  spending  on  every  Medi- 
care beneficiary  would  actually  in- 
crease, from  an  average  of  $4,684  now  to 
almost  $6,300  in  the  year  2002. 

But  I  believe  that  the  most  impor- 
tant feature  of  this  budget  plan  is  the 
tax  relief  for  the  hard-pressed  Amer- 
ican family.  This  budget  plan  provides 
for  the  full  $500  per  child  tax  credit.  It 
provides  for  our  correction  of  the  mar- 
riage penalty.  It  allows  the  implement- 
ing of  the  adoption  tax  credit  and  the 
elder  care  credited.  It  allows  for  the 
raising  of  the  earnings  limit  on  Social 
Security  recipients.  These  very  mean- 
ingful pro-family  policies  will  only  be  a 
reality  if  we  pass  the  House  GOP  budg- 
et plan. 

It  was  Alan  Greenspan  who,  in  point- 
ing out  some  of  the  benefits  that  would 
happen  if  we  balanced  the  budget,  said 
if  our  economy  was  not  constrained  by 
Federal  deficits,  the  balanced  budget 
would  mean  a  lower  interest  rate,  high- 
er productivity,  improved  purchasing 
power,  reduced  inflation,  and  acceler- 
ated long-term  economic  growth.  Paul 
Johnson,  the  noted  historian,  asserts 
that  the  legitimization  of  envy  is  that 
which  a  stable  society  should  fear  the 
most.  And  there  are  going  to  be  re- 
peated efforts  to  legitimize  envy  by 
pitting  one  group  of  Americans  against 
another  group  of  Americans. 

I  think  Thomas  Jefferson,  one  of  our 
Founding  Fathere,  said  it  best  when  he 
said,  "To  preserve  our  independence, 
we  must  not  let  our  rulers  load  us  with 
public  debt.  We  must  make  our  choice 
between  economy  and  liberty,  or  confu- 
sion and  servitude." 

That  is  the  choice  that  this  Congress 
will  face  this  week.  I  believe  that  most 
Americans  know  in  their  guts,  most 
Americans  know  instinctively,  that 
balancing  the  budget  is  the  right  thing 
to  do,  and  we  must  do  it  for  our  chil- 
dren and  for  our  grandchildren. 


PRESERVING  MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fox]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, my  colleague  that  just  spoke  cer- 
tainly has  eloquently  expressed  the  im- 
portance of  making  sure  we  preserve, 
protect,  and  make  sure  we  continue 
Medicare  as  we  know  it  here  in  the 
United  States. 

Medicare  provides  an  important 
source  of  health  security  for  32  million 


of  our  Nation's  senior  citizens  and  4 
million  disabled  persons.  But  Medicare 
spending  has  been  rising  10  to  11  per- 
cent a  year,  and  if  costs  continue  to 
soar,  everyone  will  have  to  pay  more. 

Medicare  can  be  preserved,  protected, 
and  improved  while  increasing  its 
spending,  but  at  a  slower  rate  of 
growth.  Last  year  in  its  annual  report, 
the  Social  Security  and  Medicare  board 
of  trustees  projected  that  part  A  trust 
fund,  the  hospital  insurance  trust  fund, 
starts  going  broke  in  1996.  Next  year 
the  Medicare  part  A  trust  fund  will 
spend  $1  billion  more  than  it  takes  in. 
The  trustees  who  included  Labor  Sec- 
retary Robert  Reich,  Health  and 
Human  Services  Secretary  Donna 
Shalala.  and  then-Treasury  Secretary 
Lloyd  Bentsen,  all  members  of  the 
Clinton  Cabinet,  concluded  that  the 
Federal  hospital  insurance  trust  fund, 
which  pays  inpatient  hospital  expense, 
will  be  able  to  pay  for  only  about  7 
years,  and  is  severely  out  of  financial 
balance  in  the  long  range. 

Again,  Just  last  month,  the  trustees, 
including  now-Treasury  Secretary  Rob- 
ert Rubin,  replacing  Bentsen,  issued  an 
equally  gloomy  forecast,  which  indi- 
cated that  the  part  A  trust  fund  would 
be  bankrupt  by  2002. 

The  trustees  have  called  for  prompt, 
effective,  and  decisive  action  to  save 
the  fund  from  insolvency. 

Despite  recommendation  of  this  Pres- 
idential commission  and  the  disclosure 
by  his  own  Cabinet  officials,  President 
Clinton  has  failed  to  act  on  Medicare. 
What  is  more,  the  financial  pressure  on 
Medicare  will  only  grow  when  baby 
boomers  start  to  retire. 

Our  efforts  to  protect  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy  and  to  balance  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002  are  taking  place  simul- 
taneously. It  is  crucial  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  understand  that  Medicare 
ha."*  to  be  reformed,  irrespective  of  the 
budget  deficit.  Even  if  we  had  a  zero 
deficit  today,  we  would  still  have  to 
take  action  that  is  prevention  for 
Medicare's  bankruptcy.  It  is  a  fact  if 
Medicare  goes  bankrupt  by  law,  no 
payments  can  be  made  for  hospital  care 
for  Medicare  beneficiaries  or  from  any 
other  trust  fund  paid  services. 

Just  a  few  weeks  ago  it  was  not  well 
known  about  this  impending  disaster 
because  the  Clinton  administration  had 
swept  it  under  the  rug.  As  Medicare 
travels  the  road  toward  bankruptcy. 
President  Clinton  has  been  AWOL,  ab- 
sent without  leadership.  He  has  even 
refused  to  participate  in  a  bipartisan 
effort  to  save  Medicare.  Not  until  the 
Republicans  stepped  forward  to  talk 
openly  and  honestly  about  the  Medi- 
care crisis  was  anybody  aware  of  the 
extent  of  the  problem. 

Republicans  believe  we  owe  it  to  our 
senior  citizens  to  save  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy.  House  Republicans  have 
determined  to  save  Medicare  by  using 
new  approaches,  new  management,  and 
new  technologies,   to  improve  it,  pre- 


serve it,  and  protect  it.  Congress  has 
an  unprecedented  opportunity  to  want 
to  take  a  fundament  reform  of  the 
Medicare  Program.  Action  on  Medicare 
will  run  parallel  to  and  occur  during 
the  same  period  as  action  on  the  budg- 
et. 

One  of  the  steps  we  will  be  taking  is 
to  create  a  Medicare  preservation  task 
force  to  look  at  the  various  proposals 
and  determine  what  steps  need  to  be 
taken  to  eliminate  fraud  and  abuse  in 
the  system,  and  to  make  sure  it  is 
more  efficient. 

One  of  the  other  creative  thoughts  on 
the  system  is  to  make  sure  that  we 
give  our  senior  citizens  incentive  to 
cure  the  system  by  paying  them  25  per- 
cent of  any  waste  or  fraud  that  they 
can  find  in  their  own  bills.  It  would  be 
one  way  to  strengthen  and  empower 
our  senior  citizens  in  making  sure  a 
better  system  is  improved. 

House  Republicans  will  increase  Med- 
icare spending,  from  $4,700  per  retiree 
today  to  $6,300  per  retiree  by  2002.  That 
is  a  34-percent  increase  in  Medicare 
spending  per  retiree.  There  is  no  pro- 
posed cut  in  Medicare.  We  will  preserve 
the  current  Medicare  system  for  sen- 
iors. No  one  will  be  forced  into  the  sys- 
tem. But  at  the  same  time  we  need  to 
develop  a  new  series  of  choices  so  sen- 
ior citizens  can  control  their  own  des- 
tiny. 

We  want  to  enter  into  a  dialog  with 
the  people  and  to  make  sure  Medicare, 
that  is  important  to  all  of  our  seniors, 
is,  in  fact,  preserved. 

We  as  a  nation  must  undertake  this 
effort  to  continue  the  dialog,  to  work 
together  for  change,  and  to  make  sure 
that  both  sides  of  the' aisle  are  working 
to  make  sure  that  Medicare  is  pre- 
served, protected,  and.  in  fact,  is  even 
stronger  in  years  ahead. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess  until  10  a.m. 

Accordingly  (at  9  o'clock  and  42  min- 
utes a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  10  o'clock  a,m. 


AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
10  o'clock  a.m. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain  Rev.  .James  David  Ford. 
D.D..  offered  the  following  prayer: 

We  pray.  O  God.  for  the  spiritual  vir- 
tues that  are  the  gift  of  Your  hand  and 
the  promise  of  Your  word.  For  faith  to 
reach  beyond  the  usual  barriers  of  time 
and  space,  we  offer  our  thanksgiving; 
for  hope  to  see  Your  assurances  and  to 
claim  Your  promises,  we  offer  our 
praise;  for  love  to  know  fulfillment  of 


all  our  endeavors  and  to  relate  to  oth- 
ers in  freedom  and  trust,  we  offer  our 
adoration.  May  these  gifts,  gracious 
God.  be  on  our  lips  and  written  in  our 
hearts  that  we  will  be  filled  with  Your 
gifts  and  enjoy  Your  peace  that  passes 
all  human  understanding.  In  Your 
name,  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Tr.^fic^nt]  come  for- 
ward and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  alleifiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  .America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stand.s.  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.   There  will  be  15  1- 
minutes  on  each  side. 


AN  ABSENCE  OF  LEADERSHIP 
FROM  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

(Mr.  HOKE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  Thomas  Jef- 
ferson said,  "We  should  consider  our- 
selves unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  and  morally  bound  to 
pay  them  ourselves."  And  yet 

At  the  end  of  Friday,  the  national 
debt  stood  at  $4,859,130,968,274  and  89 
cents,  an  increase  of  roughly  $2.3  bil- 
lion from  the  day  before. 

The  debt  burden  for  each  individual 
American,  including  those  babies  born 
over  the  weekend,  now  stands  at  $18,537 
and  2  cents. 

In  the  time  it  takes  me  to  finish  this 
short  1-minute  speech,  the  national 
debt  will  have  increased  by  another 
$1,597,222  and  20  cents. 

Despite  the  financial  and  moral  im- 
perative to  act,  President  Clinton  has 
failed  to  demonstrate  even  the  slight- 
est interest  in  this  matter. 

It  has  been  75  days  since  we  chal- 
lenged the  President  to  present  his 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  and  19  days 
since  we  asked  him  to  help  us  help  fix 
Medicare. 

In  the  absence  of  leadership  from  the 
White  House,  Republicans  have  offered 
a  blueprint  to  balance  the  budget  by 
2002  so  that  our  children  will  have  a  fu- 
ture free  from  debt  and  a  standard  of 
living  better  than  our  own. 


Mr.  President,  where  is  your  plan.  We 
are  still  waiting. 


MEDICARE  TAX  CUT 

(Mr.  GUTIERREZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Republicans  have  now  unveiled  their 
slash-for-cash  budget. 

The  Republicans  will  slash  Medicare 
by  nearly  $300  billion  to  get  the  cash 
for  a  tax  cut  of  that  same  amount. 

How? 

It's  simple. 

If  you  are  a  senior  citizen,  you  will 
just  have  to  cough  up  about  $3,500  in 
out-of-pocket  costs  to  pay  for  Medicare 
cuts. 

Then,  the  top  1  percent  of  the 
wealthiest  American  families  can  rake 
in  over  $20,000  each  in  tax  cuts. 

See?  Simple.  Slash  for  cash. 

In  fact,  the  Republicans  could  make 
the  whole  process  much  simpler. 

With  this  handy  envelope. 

Elderly  Americans— those  who  guided 
us  out  of  a  depression  and  through  a 
world  war.  those  who  educated  us,  fed 
us  and  led  us — you  just  put  your  money 
in  here. 

Then  send  if  off  to  the  wealthy,  in 
care  of  the  Republican  Party,  here  in- 
side the  beltway. 

But,  look  at  the  bright  side. 

If  the  Republicans  are  feeling  gener- 
ous, maybe  they  will  kick  in  for  the 
stamps  so  that  you  seniors  can  send  in 
your  money 


NO  WHITE  HOUSE  LEADERSHIP  ON 
SAVING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speakar,  this 
January.  Mexico  was  near  bankruptcy, 
and  the  Clinton  administration  mount- 
ed a  furious  effort  to  save  it. 

He  might  have  been  misguided  or 
wrong.  But  at  least  he  had  the  courage 
to  be  a  leader. 

Where  is  the  President  now  that  Med- 
icare is  on  the  same  path  to  bank- 
ruptcy as  Mexico? 

He  has  made  no  proposals  to  save 
Medicare,  even  though  his  own  Cabinet 
officials  say  it  is  going  bankrupt. 

He  is  not  even  willing  to  negotiate 
with  Republicans  who  are  trying  to 
save  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  is  willing 
to  save  Mexico,  but  not  the  millions  of 
senior  citizens  who  rely  on  Medicare. 


THE  BUDGET 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  now  seen  a  new  kind  of  socialism 
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introduced  in  this  new  budget.  It  is 
called  socialism  for  the  rich.  You  cut 
the  middle  class  so  you  can  cut  the 
richest's  taxes.  Yes,  everybody  gets 
cuts,  but  there  is  a  big  difference  be- 
tween a  tax  cut  that  equals  $20,000  a 
year  for  people  making  over  $200,000  a 
year  and  the  cuts  that  are  going  to 
come  to  the  middle  class,  which  means 
the  average  family  is  going  to  be 
straining  to  help  mom  and  dad  pay  the 
additional  Medicare  costs,  the  kids 
paying  additional  student  loan  costs, 
kids  paying  additional  school  lunch 
costs. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  fair.  I  think  the 
polls  today  show  the  Americans  have 
figured  it  out.  They  do  not  think  it  is 
fair  either.  Let  us  go  after  some  of 
those  pet  rocks  in  the  budget  that  will 
put  this  budget  in  balance.  We  need  it 
in  balance,  but  not  on  the  backs  of  the 
middle  class  so  the  fat  cats  can  get  one 
more  tax  break. 


HISTORY 


(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  on  the  verge  of  making  history.  For 
the  first  time  since  my  25-year-old  son 
was  bom.  Congress  actually  has  a  plan 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget.  We 
made  a  promise  to  balance  the  budget 
and  protect  Social  Security.  We  kept 
that  promise.  We  made  a  promise  to 
save  Medicare  from  bankruptcy,  and 
we  are  keeping  that  promise  to  pre- 
serve, protect  and  improve  Medicare. 
This  week  we  will  vote  on  our  plan  to 
balance  the  budget  and  save  the  future 
for  our  children. 

While  we  are  making  history,  where 
is  President  Clinton?  He  is  defending 
the  status  quo  over  change  and  defend- 
ing big  government  over  local  solu- 
tions. That  is  not  leadership,  and  that 
is  ignoring  a  crisis  and  turning  your 
back  on  the  next  generation. 

We  have  several  choices:  savings 
Medicare  or  allowing  the  problem  to 
become  a  crisis:  giving  the  next  gen- 
eration the  family  farm  or  simply 
handing  them  the  mortgage;  putting 
the  Federal  Government  on  a  sensible 
diet  or  allowing  big  government  to  eat 
Twinkles  off  the  taxpayer's  plate. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
consider  history  this  week  and  vote 
with  me  to  provide  opportunity  for  the 
next  generation. 


THE  EPA  AND  SAN  DIEGO 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  check 
this  out.  A  Mexican  spokesman  said. 
Mexico  has  no  money  to  honor  NAFTA, 
and  Uncle  Sam  will  have  to  clean  up 
the  pollution  on  the  border.  Now  that 
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means  that  millions  of  gallons  of  raw 
sewage  from  Tijuana  will  contaminate 
the  beaches  of  San  Diego.  It  also  means 
that  San  Diego  will  have  to  come  up 
with  $16,000,000  to  build  the  treatment 
plant  because  Mexico  was  supposed  to 
but  they  cannot.  But  the  EPA  says,  in 
any  regard,  no  one  is  going  to  build  a 
treatment  plant  down  there  because 
you  will  endanger  the  habitat  of  the 
pocket  mouse. 

Beam  me  up.  People  in  San  Diego  are 
swimming  in  raw  fecal  matter,  and  the 
EPA  is  worried  about  the  pocket 
mouse.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  why 
don't  we  let  Mickey  Mouse  take  care  of 
the  pocket  mouse  and  EPA  take  care  of 
the  American  people  like  they  are  sup- 
posed to. 

I  say  maybe  it  is  time  we  enforce 
NAFTA  and  also  pass  the  clean  water 
bill.  It  is  a  commonsense  bill. 


A  BALANCED  BUDGET 
(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission   to    address    the    House    for    1 

minute.) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  week 
the  House  of  Representatives  will  make 
history.  For  a  quarter  century  Govern- 
ment has  been  the  problem  rather  than 
the  solution.  Government  policies  have 
squandered  our  children's  future,  stag- 
nated our  workers'  wages,  assaulted 
our  families'  values  and  eroded  our 
citizens'  freedoms. 

This  week,  once  again  the  people  will 
govern.  We  will  vote  on  a  program  to 
transform  the  Federal  Government  by 
making  it  work  for  the  people.  Our 
plan  will  balance  the  budget  for  the 
first  time  in  25  years  by  making  Gov- 
ernment responsible. 

Our  balanced  budget  restores  our 
children's  American  dream  by  ending 
the  practice  of  squandering  the  chil- 
dren's inheritance  on  big  government. 
It  returns  power  to  the  people  by  end- 
ing the  micromanagement  of  intrusive 
Washington  bureaucrats.  It  prepares 
for  the  future  by  saving  programs  that 
would  otherwise  go  bankrupt  like  Med- 
icare. It  restores  democracy  by  making 
government  officials  public  servants. 
The  people  of  America  want  a  balanced 
budget. 


of  health  care,  the  growth  in  the  num- 
ber of  beneficiaries  and  the  inflation 
rate. 

The  result  of  these  cuts  will  be  an  ad- 
ditional cost  to  Medicare  recipients  of 
$1,000  a  year— out  of  their  own  pocket — 
by  2002.  To  inflict  these  costs  on  sen- 
iors living  on  fixed  incomes  is  inhu- 
mane. 

Where  I  come  from,  a  person  is  only 
as  good  as  their  word.  The  U.S.  Govern- 
ment has  made  a  covenant  with  senior 
citizens  and  I  implore  my  colleagues  to 
make  sure  the  Congress  honors  Medi- 
care promises. 

By  breaking  this  promise  of  a 
healthier  life  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy  will  mean  turning  our  back  on 
senior  citizens  and  working  American 
families. 

By  slashing  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy.  Speaker  Gingrich 
is  ensuring  that  the  wealthy  get  a  gold 
mine  while  senior  citizens  get  the 
shaft. 


MEDICARE  AND  THE  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  HINCHEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  Speaker 
Gingrich  and  the  House  Republicans 
are  pulling  a  fast  one  on  senior  citizens 
by  drastically  cutting  Medicare  and 
using  savings  to  fund  a  $350  billion  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthy.  The  Gingrich-Ka- 
sich  budget  plan  will  cut  health  care 
services  for  37  million  seniors  receiving 
Medicare  benefits. 

Under  this  plan.  Medicare  growth 
will  not  keep  pace  with  the  rising  cost 


URGING  SUPPORT  FOR  A 
BALANCED  BUDGET 

(Mr.  RADANOVICH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
President  Clinton  claims  he  wants  a 
Government  that  is  lean  but  not  mean. 
Today  the  Federal  Government  is  big 
and  mean.  It  takes  1  of  every  4  dollars 
the  average  family  earns.  That  is 
mean.  The  average  family  has  to  spend 
more  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  Government 
than  on  anything  else. 

Big  government  is  not  just  mean  to 
our  families.  It  is  nasty  to  our  chil- 
dren. This  year  the  Federal  deficit  will 
skyrocket  to  $176  billion.  The  debt  will 
pvnlnde  to  $4.7  trillion.  That  is  $75,000 
of  debt  for  every  family  of  four.  Fami- 
lies beware — the  Democratic  leadership 
does  not  help  you — they  thrive  on  you. 

There  is  a  better,  leaner  way.  and  we 
are  voting  on  it  this  week.  It  is  our  bal- 
anced budget  and  it  puts  the  big,  mean 
old  system  on  a  diet.  Our  balanced 
budget  ends  deficits  by  2002,  returns 
power,  control,  and  money  to  families 
and  restores  the  American  Dream  to 
our  children. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  lean- 
er, not  meaner.  Government.  Support 
our  balanced  budget. 


May  16,  1995 

posed  to  the  Republican  plan  to  cut 
Medicare.  They  are  not  fooled  by  Re- 
publican claims  of  fixing  Medicare.  The 
public  is  on  to  the  Republican  scam  of 
using  Medicare  as  a  piggy  bank  to  pay 
for  their  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged 
few. 

Rather  than  wiping  out  billions  of 
dollars  in  tax  cuts  for  large  corpora- 
tions. Republicans  chose  to  slash  sup- 
port for  the  old  and  the  sick. 

The  Republican  chairman  of  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
says  he  will  not  touch  the  billions  of 
dollars  of  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  cor- 
porate special  interests. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  go  after  the  bil- 
lions in  corporate  tax  breaks  before  we 
stick  a  'sick  tax  '  on  our  parents  and 
grandparents. 


May  16,  1995 
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REPUBLICANS  AND  MEDICARE 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pub- 
lic is  not  fooled  by  the  Republican  shell 
game. 

They  oppose  Republican  plans  to  pay 
for  a  tax  break  for  the  privileged  few 
by  cutting  Medicare. 

Today's  Washington  Post  tells  us 
that  56  percent  of  the  people  are  op- 


MEDICARE  GOING  BROKE 

(Mr.  RIGGS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just 
respond  to  the  previous  speaker  by 
pointing  out  the  Washington  Post  also 
says,  in  a  column  entitled  Which  Budg- 
et, referring  to  the  lack  of  any  proposal 
from  the  House  Democrats.  "Democrat 
complaints  about  Republican  budget 
plans  have  a  hollow  and  unpersuasive 
ring." 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  silence  of  those  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  about  Medi- 
care is  deafening.  All  we  hear  from 
them  is  more  distortions,  more  hot  air. 
no  solutions.  But  do  not  take  our  word 
for  it  about  the  condition  of  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund.  Take  the  word  of  the 
Medicare  trustees  who  said  in  their 
April  3  report,  and  I  quote,  "the 
present  financing  schedule  for  Medi- 
care is  sufficient  to  ensure  the  pay- 
ment of  benefits  only  over  the  next  few 
years." 

The  bottom  line?  The  fund  is  pro- 
jected to  be  exhausted  in  2001.  This 
conclusion  was  reached  by  three  of  the 
President's  own  Cabinet  Secretaries 
who  also  double  as  Medicare  trustees: 
Secretaries  Rubin,  Reich,  and  Shalala. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
are  tired  of  this  evasion.  They  are  tired 
of  the  posturing.  They  sent  us  here  to 
Washington  to  handle  the  Nation's 
problems,  not  to  avoid  them.  Repub- 
licans are  providing  leadership  while 
the  White  House  and  the  House  Demo- 
crats are  providing  scare  tactics  and 
class  warfare  demagoguery. 


PAIN  FOR  SENIOR  CITIZENS 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  the  Republicans  really 
want  to  do  over  the  next  six  years  is 
privatize  and  eliminate  Medicare.  A 
couple    of    weeks    ago    I    saw    Speaker 


Gingrich  on  T'V  saying  the  cuts  in  the 
budget  were  going  to  be  large  but  pain- 
less. Painless  for  whom,  I  wonder.  Not 
painless  for  seniors  and  not  painless  for 
children. 

The  cuts  in  the  budget  are  certainly 
not  painless  for  the  seniors  in  my  dis- 
trict or  across  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  the  Republican  majority  has  pro- 
posed to  slow  growth  or.  as  most  of  us 
would  say,  dramatically  cut  billions 
from  Medicare  over  the  next  7  years. 

The  Republican  cuts  would  result  in 
an  increase  in  copayments,  deductibles, 
and  premiums  for  senior  citizens  in 
Houston.  TX  and  across  the  country. 
The  budget  plan  is  a  broken  promise  to 
working  families  and  their  parents. 

The  Republican  majority  has  prom- 
ised us  they  would  balance  the  budget 
without  devastating  families  and  sen- 
ior citizens.  That  is  one  promise  they 
cannot  say  they  kept.  While  I  under- 
stand and  promote  the  need  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,  there  is  a  right  way  and 
a  wrong  way  to  do  it.  Balancing  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  senior  citizens 
while  you  give  tax  breaks  is  not  what 
the  American  people  want  or  hopefully 
the  Republican  majority  would  want. 


BASIC  MATH 


(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  is  remarks,  i 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  spent  24  years  of  my  life  as 
a  teacher,  and  I  thought  for  a  few  mo- 
ments today  we  might  go  back  to 
school. 

Here,  as  you  might  remember  from 
kindergarten,  is  a  number  line.  What 
we  were  supposed  to  learn  from  that 
was  uhaL  o  is  greatGr  unan  «.  anu  u  is 
greater  than  4.  But  apparently  some  of 
us  are  slow  learners. 

As  you  will  see  from  this  next  graph, 
these  are  the  numbers  for  Medicare 
payments  per  recipient.  On  a  scale  that 
is  uninterrupted  so  it  is  not  distorted, 
as  a  result  of  the  Republican  plan  to 
balance  the  budget.  Please  notice  that 
we  are  now  spending  $4,700  per  recipi- 
ent in  Medicare.  By  the  year  2002,  that 
will  increase  to  $6,300.  That  is  bigger 
than,  larger  than  $4,700. 

Let  us  see  if  we  have  got  it  right  now: 
$6,300  is  bigger  than  $4,700.  So  Repub- 
licans are  not  cutting  Medicare. 


HANG  TOUGH  ON  AUTO  TRADE 

SANCTIONS 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial.) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  this 
very  moment  our  United  States  trade 
ambassador  is  announcing  proposed 
trade  sanctions  against  Japan  for  its 
unfair  trade  practices.  After  a  decade. 


the  executive  branch  of  our  Govern- 
ment has  taken  seriously  Congress' 
mandate  to  open  Japan's  auto  market. 

Imposing  penalties  on  Japan  has  my 
full  support.  In  the  weeks  ahead,  as 
Democratic  cochair  of  the  auto  caucus 
here.  I  urge  United  States  representa- 
tive Mickey  Kantor  to  hang  tough  for 
America  and  fight  as  hard  as  he  can  to 
increase  our  access  to  Japan's  market. 
If  this  Nation  were  to  achieve  auto 
trade  equity  with  Japan  we  could  build 
100  new  factories  in  this  country,  each 
employing  5,000  people.  That  is  how  big 
the  gap  really  is. 

The  United  States  has  trade  balances 
with  every  other  major  trading  partner 
in  the  world  but  for  Japan.  So  for 
Japan,  the  time  has  come. 


□  1200 


TOP  10  TACTICS  OF  THE  NEW  MI- 
NORITY IN  THE  POSTCONTRACT 
PERIOD 

(Mr.  HA'i'WORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  from 
the  home  office  in  Scottsdale,  AZ — 
here  are  the  top  10  tactics  of  the  new 
minority  in  the  postcontract  period. 

No.  10.  Change  the  name  of  "Medi- 
care" to  "Mediscare"; 

No.  9.  Hire  Freddy  Krueger  as  the 
new  liberal  Democrat  spokesman; 

No.  8.  Get  Leon  Panetta  to  take 
likeability  lessons; 

No.  7.  Set  up  a  new  political  action 
committee — the  "Whine  producers" — 
w-h-i-n-e; 

No.  6.  Insist  that  it  is  relevant  to 
carp,  complain,  and  sit  on  the  sidelines 
instead  of  offering  policy  altprnatives' 

■No.  5.  Put  an  ostrich  ranch  here  on 
the  Hill  to  mimic  the  practice  of  put- 
ting heads  in  the  sand  to  hide  from 
problems; 

No.  4.  Insist  that  a  bigger  Federal 
Government  is  the  only  way  to  meet 
any  challenge; 

No.  3.  Get  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation to  change  the  name  of  "addi- 
tion" to  "subtraction"; 

No.  2.  Revise  history  to  say  the  credi- 
bility gap  was  a  good  thing; 

And  the  No.  1  postcontract  tactic  of 
the  new  minority— grouse,  grouch, 
grumble,  and  mumble — do  anything  but 
cooperate. 


SIMPLE  ARITHMETIC:  TAX 

BREAKS      FOR      THE      WEALTHY 
PROVIDED  BY  BUDGET  CUTS 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
people  back  in  the  Ninth  District, 
those  who  I  talked  to  while  I  was  out 
there,  it  is  flim-flam  time.  You  heard 
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the  Republicans  on  the  other  side  say 
they  are  not  cutting  Medicare.  CBO 
says  they  are  cutting  Medicare.  They 
say  the  increase  they  give  is  far  below 
the  level  that  is  estimated  that  is  need- 
ed to  maintain  the  current  level  of 
Medicare  benefits  required  under  cur- 
rent law.  They  say  "Yes.  we  are  in- 
creasing it."  but  what  about  all  the 
other  people,  for  current  beneficiaries, 
they  say.  "What  about  all  the  other 
people  that  are  coming?" 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  take  the  tax 
break,  the  big  tax  break  out  of  the 
budget,  out  of  their  budget,  there  is  no 
need  to  cut  Medicare  one  penny.  There 
is  no  need  to  cut  student  loans,  there  is 
no  need  to  cut  agriculture  and  veter- 
ans' benefits,  there  is  no  need  to  do 
those  things.  They  are  doing  it  in  order 
to  give  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthy. 

It  is  very  simple  arithmetic.  We  had 
a  gentleman  there  talk  about  class- 
rooms. Yes.  do  the  arithmetic.  Take 
the  tax  break  for  the  wealthy  out  of 
the  budget  and  see  what  that  equals. 
That  equals  more  than  the  Medicare 
cuts  for  the  elderly  and  the  agriculture 
cuts  and  the  student  loan  cuts. 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  BALANCE  THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  I  think  we  can  see  clearly  that 
Medicare  spending  goes  up  from  $4,700 
per  recipient  up  to  $6,300  per  recipient. 
It  is  not  a  cut.  it  is  as  simple  as  the  fig- 
ures right  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  1969  Neil  Armstrong 
set  foot  on  the  moon.  Joe  Namath  pre- 
dicted a  Jets  victors*  in  Supcrbcwl  III 
and  my  home  State,  Ohio  State,  won 
the  Rose  Bowl.  In  1969,  that  was  the 
last  time  that  Congress  passed  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Today,  26  years  later,  the  Republi(ian 
majority  is  trying  to  repeat  history. 
We  have  submitted  a  historic  plan  to 
once  again  balance  the  Federal  budget. 
For  the  past  26  years.  Congress  let  the 
Federal  budgets  grow  and  grow  and 
grow.  The  social  spending  programs  of 
the  sixties  ballooned  and  blossomed. 
They  raised  taxes,  but  they  could  not 
kick  the  spending  habit.  It  is  time,  fi- 
nally, that  we  balance  this  budget.  We 
begin  this  week. 


THE  BOLD  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  seen 
the  charts,  but  there  is  one  line  they 
do  not  have  on  the  charts,  where  they 
say  that  there  is  an  increase  because  it 
goes  up  to  $6,300  by  the  year  2002.  They 
do  not  have  the  chart  that  shows  where 
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there  is  a  SI. 000  cut  for  every  senior 
citizen  beyond  what  their  expenses 
would  be.  They  do  not  have  the  chart 
that  shows  the  increased  co-pays  for 
senior  citizens.  They  do  not  have  the 
chart  that  shows  the  increased  deduct- 
ibility. They  do  not  have  the  chart 
that  shows  the  increased  insurance  pre- 
miums, not  only  for  senior  citizens,  but 
for  all  insurance  premium  payers.  They 
do  not  have  chose  charts,  because  they 
do  not  want  to  show  them  to  you. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  cutting 
Medicare  goes  for  a  tax  cut  for  the 
upper  income.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  how  bold  this 
budget  is.  Congratulating  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  for  being  bold  by  pre- 
senting this  budget  is  like  congratulat- 
ing Lizzie  Borden  for  being  on  the  cut- 
ting edge. 


BEING  RELEVANT  VERSUS  BEING 
CONSIDERED  RELEVANT 

(Mr.  LE^MS  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  has  come  to  my  attention  that 
some  politicians  are  only  concerned 
about  being  considered  relevant  rather 
than  being  relevant. 

According  to  Webster's  dictionary, 
relevant  is  having  significant  and  de- 
monstrable bearing  on  the  matter  at 
hand. 

Relevant  is  improving  the  standard 
of  living  for  our  children.  That  means 
ridding  ourselves  of  deficits. 

Relevant  is  having  significant  and 
demonstrable  bearing  on  the  deficits 
that  are  mortgaging  our  childrens'  fu- 
tures. That  means  balancing  the  budg- 
et. 

Relevant  is  having  significant  and 
demonstrable  bearing  on  the  impending 
bankruptcy  of  Medicare.  That  means 
fixing  the  problem  now. 

Relevant  is  having  significant  and 
demonstrable  bearing  on  the  spiralling 
cost  of  entitlement.  That  means  con- 
trolling the  growth  in  the  programs, 
such  as  Medicaid. 

Relevant  is  having  significant  and 
demonstrable  bearing  on  the  bloated 
Federal  bureaucracy  intruding  in  the 
average  citizens  life.  That  means  elimi- 
nate entire  agencies  and  departments. 

Relevant  is  doing  what  is  right  by 
our  seniors  and  our  children. 


MEMBERS  NEED  TO  STAND  UP 
AND  OPPOSE  THE  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET  PLAN 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  Medicare  is 
being  cut  in  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
posal, make  no  mistake  about  it.  They 
are    reducing    the    projected    spending 


level,  which  means  higher  co-pays,  re- 
duced benefits,  and  reduced  services. 
Why?  Why  are  they  doing  this?  To  pay 
for  a  tax  break  for  the  wealthy.  It  is  a 
cut  in  Medicare  to  pay  for  a  tax  break 
for  the  wealthy.  If  there  were  no  tax 
break  in  this  bill,  there  would  be  no 
need  for  the  reduction  in  projected 
spending  in  Medicare  in  this  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  to  stand  up  and 
oppose  this  plan. 


COME  HOME,  DEMOCRATS 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Democratic  Party  that  once  in- 
spired our  Nation  by  proclaiming  "We 
have  nothing  to  fear  but  fear  itselT' 
today  has  nothing  to  offer  but  fear. 

The  same  party  that  once  rallied 
Americans  from  the  depths  of  the  De- 
pression today  ignores  the  decline 
wrought  by  exploding  Federal  deficits. 
The  same  party  whose  leaders  once 
warned  of  the  dangers  of  welfare  dole 
today  defends  a  welfare  state  that 
traps  the  poor  in  dependency  and  de- 
spair. And  the  same  party  that  mar- 
shalled the  free  world  in  the  fight 
against  Nazis  today  silently  ignores  an 
economic  Dunkirk  in  Medicare. 

There  is  an  alternative  for  Demo- 
crats to  this  defense  of  the  status  quo. 
And  it  is  well  within  the  Democratic 
Party  tradition.  Our  balanced  balanced 
budget  upholds  the  tradition  of  Jeffer- 
son by  ending  the  practice  of  saddling 
future  generations  with  debt.  It  affirms 
the  tradition  of  Roosevelt  by  providing 
for  a  strong,  effective  government  that 
prepares  for  the  future.  And  it  cele- 
brates the  tradition  of  Kennedy  by 
spurring  growth  through  tax  relief. 

Come  home  Democratics;  Restore  the 
American  dream  and  the  proud  tradi- 
tion of  America's  oldest  party  by  sup- 
porting our  balanced  budget. 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  IS  A 
BAD  IDEA 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  week  we  can  see  what  the  Repub- 
lican majority  is  all  about:  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthy,  tax  loopholes  for  spe- 
cial interests,  increases  in  military 
spending.  How  to  pay  for  those  tax 
loopholes,  how  to  pay  for  those  special 
interest  tax  breaks,  how  to  pay  for 
military  spending  increases?  By  cut- 
ting student  loans  for  middle  class 
families,  by  cutting  veterans'  benefits, 
by  cutting  Medicare. 

Nearly  37  million  senior  citizens  will 
pay  more  out  of  pocket  costs,  will  suf- 
fer a  reduction  in  benefits,  and  will 
lose  their  right  to  choose  their  doctor. 


Cuts  in  Medicare,  veterans,  students, 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  rich.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  a  deficit  hawk.  I  voted 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment, 
but  the  Republican  budget  is  a  bad 
idea. 


THE   AMERICAN   PEOPLE   ARE 

READY  FOR  REAL  ACTION  ON 

THE  DEBT 

(Mr.  GUTKNECHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  dur- 
ing the  district  work  period  and  subse- 
quently, many  of  us  have  had  town 
meetings  and  conversations  with  the 
good  people  we  were  elected  to  serve. 
One  message  that  has  come  through 
loud  and  clear  is  that  the  American 
people  want  Congress  to  work  together 
to  solve  the  great  problems  facing  this 
great  Nation.  They  know  that  the  Med- 
icare trust  fund  is  going  bankrupt. 
They  understand  that  the  burgeoning 
debt  will  destroy  our  children's  eco- 
nomic future. 

As  Churchill  reminded  us,  the  Amer- 
ican people  did  not  cross  the  oceans, 
ford  the  streams,  traverse  the  moun- 
tains, and  deal  with  the  droughts  and 
pestilence  because  they  are  made  of 
sugar  candy.  The  American  people  are 
tough.  They  are  ready  for  real  solu- 
tions, but  they  will  not  accept  simply 
lining  up  every  day  and  yapping  like  a 
bunch  of  toy  poodles  while  the  debt 
balloons  and  Medicare  goes  bankrupt. 
The  American  people  want  real  action. 
The  American  people  are  ready. 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  WILL 
CUT  MEDICARE  AND  NEEDED 
SERVICES  TO  STUDENTS  AND 
THE  ELDERLY  WHILE  GIVING 
TAX  BREAKS  TO  THE  RICH 

(Mr.  KLINK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KLINK.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
looked  at  the  charts  and  we  have 
looked  at  the  graphs.  They  keep  talk- 
ing about  the  fact  that  "We  are  in- 
creasing Medicare,  we  are  not  decreas- 
ing Medicare."  It  is  like  a  friend  of 
mine  who  made  $100  a  week  back  in 
1960  saying  he  got  a  raise  because  he 
makes  $150  now.  You  have  to  adjust  for 
inflation,  you  have  to  adjust  for  more 
people  going  into  the  system.  This  is 
not  an  increase.  In  fact,  it  is  a  very 
large  decrease. 

In  my  area  in  southwestern  Penn- 
sylvania, if  this  Republican  proposal  to 
cut  Medicare  this  much  goes  through, 
our  hospitals  tell  us  that  half  of  the 
hospitals  in  southwestern  Pennsylva- 
nia will  close.  Many  of  those  hospitals 
get  60  percent  of  their  money  from 
Medicare  reimbursements,  because  1  in 
5  residents  in  southwestern  Pennsylva- 
nia are  on  Medicare. 


Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  budget  that 
would  in  fact  also  cut  student  loans  by 
$19  billion,  that  is  an  average  of  $5,000 
a  year,  by  charging  interest  to  stu- 
dents while  they  are  in  college.  We  do 
not  want  to  give  them  an  education  so 
they  can  get  a  better  job.  and  when 
they  get  older,  we  want  to  take  their 
Medicare  away,  also,  so  we  can  give 
$20,000  tax  breaks  every  year  to  the 
richest  1  million  Americans.  Unfair, 
Mr.  Speaker. 


CONGRESS  MUST  AVOID  RECK- 
LESS BUDGET  CUTS  IN  AGRI- 
CULTURE 

(Mr.  NETHERCUTT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
America  is  faced  with  a  continuing  di- 
lemma: maintaining  adequate  food  sup- 
ply at  reasonable  prices  for  consumers 
while  providing  incentives  for  farmers 
to  grow  the  crops  needed  in  the  coun- 
try. 

In  1980,  food  became  a  weapon  of  for- 
eign policy  with  the  imposition  of  the 
infamous  Russian  grain  embargo.  That 
embargo  created  huge  crop  surpluses 
and  the  result  was  massive  commodity 
price  declines.  By  1981  farmers  were 
looking  to  the  Government  for  relief, 
because  the  Government-imposed  em- 
bargo created  the  problem.  Our  Gov- 
ernment then  became  the  only  market 
for  farm  products  because  foreign  com- 
petitors filled  the  void  created  by  re- 
strictions on  U.S.  exports.  Now,  many 
of  these  countries  have  captured  a 
great  portion  of  former  U.S.  markets. 

American  farmers  continue  to  face 
unfair  pricing  practices  from  the  Aus- 
Lraiiaii  WiieaL  Buaid  and  the  Canadian 
Wheat  Board.  liuropean  Union  farmers 
receive  approximately  $40  billion  in 
government  subsidies.  American  farm- 
ers can  compete  with  foreign  farmers, 
but  not  with  foreign  governments. 
Reckless  budget  cuts  to  agriculture 
will  leave  us  farther  behind  in  the  ef- 
fort to  develop  a  free  market  for  Amer- 
ican agriculture. 


REPUBLICANS  TO  REGULAR 
FOLKS:  DROP  DEAD 

(Mr.  GONZALEZ  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Republicans  have  delivered  their  budg- 
et message,  and  what  it  says  to  regu- 
lar, hard-working  Americans  is,  in  the 
words  of  a  great  headline:  "drop  dead." 

The  Republican  message  is  that  regu- 
lar folks  will  get  a  lot  less  help  to  im- 
prove the  schools  that  their  kids  at- 
tend; and  when  those  kids  get  to  col- 
lege, there  will  be  a  whole  lot  less  help 
to  pay  for  it,  and  if  they  get  student 
loans,  they  will  pay  much  higher  inter- 


est on  those  loans.  For  instance,  they 
want  to  kill  school  improvement  funds 
and  totally  eliminate  library  funding. 

They  would  kill  funds  that  help  our  schools 
provide  special  services  to  poor  kids.  They 
also  would  kill  funds  that  allow  college  stu- 
dents to  work  off  some  of  their  loans  through 
worthwhile  community  service — meaning  that 
students  and  communities  alike  get  hurt. 

The  Republican  message  is  that  if  your 
town  needs  help  to  provide  affordable  hous- 
ing, forget  it.  And  if  your  town  uses  block 
grants  to  provide  essential  services,  your  town 
will  get  a  25-percent  cut.  In  fact,  the  rule 
seems  to  be,  if  it  is  help  for  any  kind  of  public 
service  or  public  improvement,  there  will  be  a 
cut  of  at  least  25-percent,  and  often  a  total 
wipeout. 

The  Republican  message  is,  if  you  are  sick 
or  old  or  poor,  or  have  to  ride  the  bus  to  work, 
you  will  get  less  service  or  help  and  pay  much 
more  for  what  you  do  get. 

The  Republican  message  to  regular  folks  is 
that  no  matter  how  hard  you  work,  you  will 
pay  more  and  get  less  for  every  kind  of  public 
service,  and  you  will  get  less  help  to  educate 
yourself  or  your  kids,  and  by  the  way,  if  you 
are  hoping  for  some  neighborhood  improve- 
ments and  your  town  needs  help  to  finance 
the  effort,  forget  that  too. 

At  the  same  time  the  Republicans  are  say- 
ing they  will  give  a  lax  break  to  the  rich. 

So  if  you  are  an  ordinary,  hard-working 
American  citizen,  the  Republican  message  is 
that  your  life  is  about  to  get  harder.  The  poor 
will  be  poorer,  the  ordinary  will  be  harder 
pressed,  and  those  who  are  struggling  to  help 
themselves  will  have  to  struggle  harder. 

The  Republicans  do  not  come  right  out  and 
say  it,  but  their  message  could  not  be  plainer: 
They  want  the  well-off  to  get  better  oH,  and 
the  rest  of  us  can  pay  for  it. 


ADMINISTRATION  CHARGED  WITH 
USING  SCARE  TACTICS,  DISHON- 
EST CLICHES  IN  BUDGET  DE- 
BATE 

(Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  sev- 
eral weeks.  Democrats  have  attempted 
to  use  shameless  scare  tactics  to  dis- 
miss the  Republican  plan  to  balance 
the  budget.  Americans  see  through  this 
sham. 

In  recent  days,  administration  offi- 
cials Tyson  and  Panetta  have  sug- 
gested the  budget  does  not  really  need 
to  be  balanced  by  the  year  2002.  Ameri- 
cans know  better. 

The  Democrats  are  not  fooling  any- 
body. Even  the  Washington  Post  ac- 
knowledges that  the  Democrats'  com- 
plaints are  "hollow  and  unpersuasive." 
The  Post  calls  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion budget  "weak  and  directionless." 
In  fact,  the  Post  urges  the  Democrats 
to  "stop  playing  it  cute,"  and  the 
President  to  "lead  on  this  issue." 

It  is  disconcerting  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  would  abandon  the 
American  people  in  this  manner,  but  he 
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has.  He  refused  to  submit  a  balanced 
budget.  Thus  challenge  should  be  tack- 
led in  a  bipartisan  fashion  with  input 
from  the  Congress  and  the  President. 
Unfortunately,  the  President  has  cho- 
sen not  to  contribute  and  House  Demo- 
crats offer  nothing  but  dishonest  cli- 
ches. 


URGING  JAPAN  TO  OPEN  MAR- 
KETS TO  AUTO  PARTS  IMPORTS 

(Mr.  LEVIN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative  has  just 
announced  tariffs,  100-percent  tariffs 
on  13  luxury  automobiles  made  in 
Japan.  One  of  them  is  the  Infinity  Q45. 
This  chart  shows  what  our  problem  is. 
That  car  sells  for  $85,000  in  Japan, 
$54,000  in  the  United  States.  It  is  the 
same  car.  They  have  to  ship  it  here,  in- 
sure it  in  its  shipping.  How  does  that 
happen? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  reason  is  the  Japa- 
nese shelter,  they  protect  their  home 
market.  They  do  not  let  competition 
in,  so  they  can  charge  their  consumers 
anything  they  want,  and  then  sell  the 
care  lower  in  the  United  States,  taking 
the  profits  in  Japan  to  try  t,o  get  mar- 
ket share  in  the  United  States.  They 
are  keeping  auto  parts  out  made  in  the 
United  States  that  sell  for  one-third  or 
one-fourth.  We  say  to  Japan  "Open 
your  markets.  That  is  the  issue.  Open 
your  markets.  Compete.  The  United 
States  is  ready  to  compete.  Won't  you 
let  us?  It  is  about  time." 


DEMOCRATS  ARE  DISINTERESTED 
IN  SAVING  MRDTCARK,  BUT  ONLY 
USE  THE  ISSUE  TO  WAGE  CLASS 
WARFARE 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  clear  by  the  statements  by  President 
Clinton  and  most  other  liberal  Demo- 
crats over  the  last  week  that  they  are 
not  interested  in  saving  Medicare. 
They  did  not  propose  any  alternative, 
they  did  not  propose  any  plan.  Instead, 
they  want  to  use  the  imminent  insol- 
vency of  Medicare  as  an  opportunity  to 
wage  class  warfare. 

Let  me  quote  the  trustees'  report, 
the  trustees  appointed  by  President 
Clinton:  They  said: 

The  HI  Trust  Fund  does  not  meet  the 
trustees'  short-range  test  of  financial  ade- 
quacy. The  fund  is  projected  to  be  exhausted 
in  the  year  2(X)1.  6  years  from  the  present. 

For  our  final  math  lesson  for  the  day. 
when  we  increase  Medicare  from  $4,700 
a  year  for  medical  benefits  received  by 
a  senior  citizen  to  $6,300  a  year  for 
medical  benefits  received  per  senior 
citizen,  that  is  an  increase:  $4,700  this 
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year,  $6,300  in  the  year  2002.  That  is  an 
increase.  No  matter  what  the  liberal 
left  tells  us.  we  are  increasing  Medi- 
care. 


D  1040 

REQUIRING  MEDICARE  TRUST 
FUND  TRUSTEES  TO  REPORT 
CERTAIN  FINANCIAL  REC- 

OMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  1590)  to  require  the  Trustees  of 
the  Medicare  trust  funds  to  report  rec- 
ommendations on  resolving  projected 
financial  imbalance  in  Medicare  trust 
funds. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  1590 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  TRUSTEES"  CONCLUSIONS  REGARD- 
ING FINA.NCIAL  STATIS  OF  MEDI- 
CARE TRUST  FUTVDS. 

(a>  HI  Tru.st  Fund.— The  1995  annual  re- 
port of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  submitted  on 
April  3.  1995.  contains  the  following  conclu- 
sions respecting  the  financial  st&tus  of  such 
Trust  Fund: 

(1)  Under  the  Trustees"  intermediate  as- 
sumptions, the  present  financing  schedule 
for  the  hospital  insurance  program  is  suffi- 
cient to  ensure  the  payment  of  benefits  only 
over  the  next  7  years. 

(2)  Under  present  law.  hospital  insurance 
program  costs  are  expected  to  far  exceed  rev- 
enues over  the  75-year  long-range  period 
under  any  reasonable  set  of  assumptions. 

(3)  As  a  result,  the  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  and 
the  Trustees  believe  that  the  Congress  must 
take  timely  action  to  establish  long-term  fi- 
nancial stability  for  the  program. 

(b)  SMI  Trust  Fund.— The  1995  annual  re- 
port of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal 
Supplemeitary  Medical  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  submitted  on  April  3.  1995.  contains 
the  following  conclusions  respecting  the  fi- 
nancial status  of  such  Trust  Fund: 

(1)  Although  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  is  currently  actuarially 
sound,  the  Trustees  note  with  great  concern 
the  past  and  projected  rapid  growth  in  the 
cost  of  the  program. 

(2)  In  spite  of  the  evidence  of  somewhat 
slower  growth  rates  in  the  recent  past,  over- 
all, the  past  growth  rates  have  been  rapid, 
and  the  future  growth  rates  are  projected  to 
increase  above  those  of  the  recent  past. 

(3 1  Growth  rates  have  been  so  rapid  that 
outlays  of  the  program  have  increased  53  per- 
cent in  aggregate  and  40  percent  per  enrollee 
In  the  last  5  years. 

(4)  For  the  same  time  period,  the  program 
grew  19  percent  faster  than  the  economy  de- 
spite recent  efforts  to  control  the  costs  of 
the  program, 

SEC.  2.  RECOMMEN^DATIONS  ON  RESOLVING  PRO- 
JECTED FTNA.NCIAL  LMBALANCE  IN 
MEDICARE  TRUST  FL'NT)S. 

(a)  Report.— Not  later  than  June  30.  1995. 
the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Federal  Supplementary  Med- 
ical Insurance  Trust  Fund  shall  submit  to 
the  Congress  recommendations  for  specific 
program  legislation  designed  solely— 

(1)  to  control  medicare  hospital  insurance 
program  costs  and  to  suldress  the  projected 


financial  imbalance  in  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  both  the  short- 
range  and  long-range;  and 

(2)  to  more  effectively  control  medicare 
supplementary  medical  insurance  costs. 

(b)  Use  of  Inter.mediate  Assu.mptions.— 
The  Boards  of  Trustees  shall  use  the  inter- 
mediate assumptions  described  in  the  1995 
annual  reports  of  such  Boards  in  making  rec- 
ommendations under  subsection  (a). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska).  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Thomas]  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Gibbons]  will  be  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Thomas]. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  us  today  is  H.R. 
1590,  a  bill  which  would  have  the  Board 
of  Trustees  for  the  Federal  Hospital  In- 
surance and  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  trust  funds  submit  specific 
recommendations  on  how  to  resolve 
the  financial  crisis  facing  Medicare  in 
a  reasonable  timeframe. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  hoping  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  would 
be  here  on  this  one  because  I  was  going 
to  sympathize  with  him.  This  bill  is 
not  even  worth  the  time  of  Congress  to 
take  up.  This  is  a  waste  of  time  and  a 
waste  of  money  and  a  waste  of  effort.  If 
you  want  a  report  like  they  are  asking 
for  in  this,  you  can  write  the  folks  a 
letter  down  there  and  for  32  cents  you 
can  mail  it  to  them  or  if  it  is  official 
business.  I  guess  it  is,  you  can  mail  it 
under  the  frank  and  get  the  same  re- 
sponse. 

I  thought  this  might  be  for  real  until 
I  went  home  this  weekend  and  one  of 
my  neighbors  showed  me  the  slick  let- 
ter from  the  Republican  National  Com- 
mittee in  which  they  lay  all  this  plot 
out  that  must  have  gone  to  the  printer 
long  before  it  ever  became  public  up 
here,  unless  they  send  that  slick  maga- 
zine by  the  fax  system.  This  is  all  laid 
out  in  the  Republican  national  publica- 
tion that  is  sent  to  all  the  wealthy 
folks  in  my  congressional  district  seek- 
ing more  contributions,  in  which  they 
try  to  scare  them  to  death  by  saying 
the  Medicare  system  is  going  broke. 

I  was  here  and  voted  for  Medicare 
and  it  had  a  life  expectancy  of  a  year 
then  in  the  trust  fund  and  it  has  never 
had  a  long  life  expectancy  in  the  trust 
fund  and  a  part  of  that  is  the  trustees' 
way  of  telling  Congress,  "'Well,  don't  be 
generous  with  the  Medicare  benefits 
because  the  system's  always  going 
broke   " 

Well,  now  it  is  only  going  to  take  7 
more  years  for  it  to  go  broke.  That  is 
a  great  improvement  over  past  esti- 
mates which  have  been  as  low  as  2 
years  and  3  years  and  one  time  it  got 


up  to  5  years.  It  has  gotten  a  little  fur- 
ther out  sometimes  or  other  during  the 
economic  cycles. 

Yes,  the  Medicare  system  needs 
changes,  incremental  changes,  but  it  is 
not  going  broke  and  I  think  that  mes- 
sage ought  to  go  out  of  here,  and  to  be 
sending  this  bill  through  Congress  to 
reinforce  what  the  Republican  National 
Committee  is  putting  out  is  a  travesty 
upon  the  Congress,  it  is  a  travesty 
upon  the  system,  and  it  is  a  travesty  to 
get  the  same  information  for  a  32-cent 
letter  to  the  trustees. 

When  you  ask  the  trustees  what  is  to 
go  wrong  with  this  program,  you  are 
asking  the  wrong  people.  You  should  be 
asking  the  people  who  have  something 
to  do  with  controlling  the  cost  of  ex- 
penditures in  this  program.  They  are 
the  ones  that  are  the  experts  in  this 
area.  The  trustees  are  to  just  receive 
the  money,  put  it  in  the  bank  and  ac- 
count for  it  and  issue  this  annual  re- 
port. They  do  not  participate  in  the 
running  of  the  program. 

1  am  sorry  that  we  are  wasting  this 
time  here.  I  hope  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues will  realize  that  this  is  a  politi- 
cal ploy,  not  a  real  piece  of  legislation, 
will  give  it  the  kind  of  treatment  it 
ought  to  have  and.  that  is,  vote  "no" 
on  it  and  let's  let  this  thing  go. 

I  am  sorry  we  are  costing  the  Amer- 
ican public  as  much  money  as  we  are 
debating  this  senseless  subject  of  ask- 
ing for  this  trustees'  report,  but  that  is 
the  way  business  is  conducted  around 
here  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  we  believe,  is 
very  important  in  moving  us  along  in 
the  process  of  saving  Medicare  so  that 
the  moneys  will  be  there  to  pay  the 
bills. 

As  we  learned  in  our  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  hearing  on  the  status 
of  the  Medicare  trust  funds  2  weeks 
ago,  the  trust  fund  for  part  A  is  out  of 
balance  and  heading  to  bankruptcy. 
Part  B  spending  is  increasing  at  an 
unsustainable  rate,  12  percent  per  year. 

We  heard  testimony  expressing  a 
sense  of  urgency  about  the  condition  of 
Medicare,  an  urgency  which  was  also 
clearly  reflected  in  the  April  3  reports 
of  the  trustees  for  both  parts  A  and 
part  B  of  Medicare. 

This  Congress  must  recognize  the  cri- 
sis which  the  Medicare  trustees  have 
identified  and  we  must  act  to  preserve 
Medicare.  However,  first  it  is  impor- 
tant to  seek  the  most  knowledgeable 
advice  in  considering  a  resolution  for 
the  problems  facing  the  program.  Con- 
gress should  have  the  guidance  of  the 
administration  and  its  Medicare  trust- 
ees who  have  the  responsibility  for 
overseeing  the  entire  program. 

Those  trustees  are  unquestionably  in 
the  best  position  considering  their  un- 
derstanding of  the   Medicare  program 


and  the  analytical  resources  at  their 
disposal  to  provide  guidance  to  the 
Congress  as  we  begin  this  process  to 
preserve  the  program. 

When  one  reviews  their  combined 
education  and  training  and  experience 
in  Government  service  and  in  the  pri- 
vate sector,  it  is  clear  that  they  are 
uniquely  qualified  to  rapidly  provide  us 
with  recommendations  and  assistance. 

Prior  to  his  appointment  as  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  the  managing 
trustee.  Secretary  Robert  Rubin,  was 
responsible  for  overseeing  the  adminis- 
tration's domestic  and  international 
economic  policymaking  process.  Last 
fall  the  President  appointed  him  to  co- 
chair  the  President's  health  care  re- 
form initiative. 

Secretary  Shalala  is  currently  re- 
sponsible for  the  Medicare  program  and 
has  at  her  disposal  literally  thousands 
of  Government  employees  responsible 
for  the  health  entitlement  programs 
and  health  policy  generally.  She  was, 
as  chancellor  of  the  University  of  Wis- 
consin, responsible  for  the  oversight  of 
a  488-bed  teaching  and  research  hos- 
pital and  she  had  a  major  role  in  shap- 
ing the  President's  health  care  reform 
policy. 

Commissioner  Chater  also  has  con- 
siderable experience  in  health  care  and 
health  care  policy.  She  holds  under- 
graduate and  graduate  degrees  in  nurs- 
ing and  she  was  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Texas,  Ann  Richards,  in  1991, 
to  chair  the  State's  health  policy  task 
force. 

Secretary  Reich  is  an  economist  and 
former  professor  of  economics.  He 
along  with  the  other  trustees  had  a  key 
role  in  development  of  the  President's 
health  care  reform  initiative  which 
contained  significant  reductions  in  the 
growth  of  the  Medicare  program 

H.R.  1590  would  have  these  trustees 
build  on  their  important  work  on  the 
Medicare  actuarial  reports  to  provide 
us  with  suggested  solutions  to  the  fi- 
nancial crisis  that  they  have  identified. 
I  am  confident  that  as  they  deliberated 
over  the  financial  concerns  of  Medi- 
care, they  felt  duty  bound  to  begin  to 
develop  a  strategy  to  avoid  the  collapse 
that  their  report  predicts. 

I  believe  the  American  people  expect 
their  political  leaders  to  face  up  to  the 
major  issues  of  the  day  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  and  with  the  executive  and  leg- 
islative branches  working  together. 
This  legislation  provides  for  such  an 
approach  to  solving  .Medicare's  finan- 
cial problems  because  the  4  trustees  I 
have  described  serve  at  the  highest  lev- 
els of  the  current  administration. 
Their  guidance  will  lay  a  useful  base 
for  the  Congress  to  join  with  the  Presi- 
dent to  craft  a  solution  that  assures 
Medicare  coverage  for  this  generation 
and  the  next. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  approve  this 
bill  so  that  we  can  get  on  with  the  im- 
portant work  at  hand  on  a  bipartisan, 
collegial  basis. 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Gephardt],  the  Democratic 
leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat 
this  bill,  to  say  no  to  this  cynical 
strategy  to  force  the  Medicare  trustees 
to  figure  out  how  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  privileged  few.  Make  no  mis- 
take about  it,  that  is  what  the  Repub- 
licans are  trying  to  do  with  this  bill. 
They  produce  a  budget  that  reduces 
taxes  for  the  wealthiest  Americans, 
giving  the  richest  1  million  Americans 
a  $20,000  tax  giveaway  each  year. 

To  fill  that  gaping  budget  hole,  they 
want  to  carve  almost  exactly  the  same 
amount  out  of  Medicare,  taking  money 
away  from  struggling  seniors  and  their 
families  to  line  the  pockets  of  those 
who  already  have  it  made. 

Americans  have  known  for  years  that 
Republicans  are  no  friends  of  Medicare. 
After  all,  many  Republicans  voted 
against  the  very  creation  of  the  pro- 
gram. Year  after  year  when  concerns 
have  been  raised  about  the  solvency  of 
the  Medicare  trust  fund,  about  our 
ability  to  preserve  Medicare  benefits, 
not  just  for  today's  seniors  but  for  fu- 
ture generations.  Democrats  have 
acted  and  Republicans  have  barely  lift- 
ed a  finger  to  help. 

So  why  can  they  not  just  be  honest 
about  it?  Why  can  Republicans  not  just 
say  we  want  to  cut  Medicare  and  we 
want  to  give  the  money  to  the  wealthi- 
est Americans?  If  that  is  what  they  be- 
lieve, they  should  have  the  courage  to 
stand  up  and  be  proud  of  those  beliefs. 

Instead,  they  want  to  hide  behind  the 
Medicare  trustees,  to  ask  a  group  of 
overseers  tn  make  their  deep  and  dan- 
gerous Medicare  cuts.  But  we  are  talk- 
ing about  Medicare  trustees,  not  tax 
cut  trustees.  To  ask  them  to  fund  the 
Republican  giveaways  for  the  wealthy 
is  to  degrade  their  very  purpose,  to 
make  them  pawns  to  an  extremist 
agenda.  It  is  wrong  and  we  should  not 
stand  for  it. 

Republicans  claim  to  be  concerned 
about  the  solvency  of  the  trust  fund. 
They  say  that  they  want  to  save  Medi- 
care. But  if  that  were  true,  why  would 
they  have  refused  to  help  Democrats 
improve  Medicare  year  after  year  until 
they  needed  a  way  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  privileged  few? 

And  why  would  they  propose  tax 
breaks  that  are  far  deeper  than  any 
that  would  be  needed  to  ensure  the  sol- 
vency of  the  trust  fund,  following  the 
time-honored  Republican  maxim,  give 
tax  breaks  first,  then  ask  questions 
later. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  don't  need  a  commis- 
sion or  a  political  fig  leaf  to  tell  me 
what  these  cuts  would  do  to  America's 
working  families.  In  my  State  of  Mis- 
souri, seniors  would  see  their  benefits 
slashed  by  $873  a  year  by  the  year  2002. 
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A  story  on  the  front  page  of  today's 
New  York  Times  says  there  is  simply 
no  way  to  make  these  cuts,  the  largest 
Medicare  cuts  in  history,  without,  and 
I  quote,  real  pain. 

The  Times  even  quotes  a  Republican 
health  policy  expert  as  saying,  and  I 
quote,  some  of  the  providers  will  prob- 
ably not  survive  the  pressure.  In  other 
words,  hospitals  will  close  or  cut  serv- 
ices, not  just  for  seniors  but  for  every- 
body. 

Last  week's  Washington  Post  quotes 
confidential  Republican  memos  that 
show  very  clearly  that  under  their  plan 
Medicare  deductibles  will  go  up,  pre- 
miums will  increase,  charges  the  Re- 
publicans continue  to  deny. 

We  need  to  talk  openly  and  honestly 
about  improving  Medicare  and  making 
the  trust  fund  solvent  but  not  as  a  way 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged 
few.  Medicare  is  a  trust  fund.  It  is  not 
a  slush  fund.  It  is  about  health  care, 
not  stealth  agendas.  This  bill  is  noth- 
ing more  than  a  political  ploy  and 
frankly  while  I  do  not  agree  with  very 
much  of  the  Republican  agenda,  I  never 
expected  them  to  try  to  hide  from  their 
own  agenda. 

Reject  this  bill.  Throw  away  the  fig 
leaf,  and  then  let's  have  a  real  debate 
about  Medicare  based  on  pwlicy,  not  on 
tax  breaks  for  the  privileged  few. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2^2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Thomas],  the  respected 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  minority  leader  for  a  won- 
derful speech  as  he  leaves  the  floor  be- 
cause it  is  not  a  speech  for  this  par- 
ticular bill  at  this  particular  time.  It  is 
an  excellent,  political  speech  for  some 
time  in  the  future,  perhaps.  Today  we 
have  on  the  floor  H.R.  1590.  What  it 
does  is  ask  the  trustees  to  tell  us  what 
their  suggestions  are  as  to  how  to  save 
the  trust  fund.  Last  week,  the  full 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  met 
and  the  trustees  presented  their  report. 
In  the  conclusion,  the  trustees  said 
that  experience  to  date  suggests  that 
the  prospective  payment  system  has 
worked  but  extension  of  this  payment 
system  to  other  providers  could  pro- 
vide another  5  to  10  years  before  the 
fund  is  depleted. 

We  are  asking  them  to  give  us  the 
specifics  on  their  recommendation,  on 
their  conclusion  of  their  report. 

In  addition,  the  report  goes  on  to  say. 
to  facilitate  this  effort,  the  trustees 
further  recommend  legislation.  They 
go  on  to  suggest  legislation  in  their  re- 
port. 

The  minority  leader  was  feeling  very 
good  about  talking  about  tax  cuts  and 
Medicare.  That  is  simply  oil  and  water 
on  the  floor  this  morning.  The  bill  says 
to  report  back,  submit  to  the  Congress 
recommendations  for  specific  program 
legislation     designed     solely — solely— 
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one.  to  control  Medicare  hospital  in- 
surance program  costs  and  to  address 
the  projected  financial  imbalance  in 
the  Federal  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  in  both  the  short  and  long  range, 
and  to  more  effectively  control  Medi- 
care supplementary  medical  insurance 
costs — period. 

That  is  what  H.R.  1590  asks  for.  On 
the  committee  hearing,  we  asked  the 
Secretary  to  provide  some  suggestions. 
She  said  she  would  be  providing  none. 
Had  the  administration  been  willing  to 
cooperate  and  address  the  shortfall  of 
funds  in  an  openhanded.  working  to- 
gether method,  we  would  not  be  here 
on  the  floor  asking  this  House  to  pass 
H.R.  1590.  We  must  require  the  trustees 
to  provide  us  with  what  they  hinted  at 
as  one  of  the  sources  for  changes. 

As  the  minority  leader  attempted  to 
raise  the  specter  of  partisanship  in  try- 
ing to  solve  the  health  care  funding 
program  for  our  seniors.  I  just  would 
suggest  that  perhaps  he  and  a  few  other 
Democrats  look  at  health  affairs,  win- 
ter 1994.  and  an  article  by  Guy  King. 

Who  was  Guy  King''  Guy  King  was 
the  chief  actuary  of  the  Health  Care 
Financing  Administration  from  1978 
until  July  1994.  and  played  a  signifi- 
cant role  in  developing  the  cost  esti- 
mates for  the  Clinton  administration's 
health  care  reform  proposal. 

One  of  the  chief  architects  of  the 
President's  health  care  reform  proposal 
said.  "Even  President  Clinton's  pro- 
posed health  care  reform  legislation, 
with  its  ambitious  and  highly  con- 
troversial cuts  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, would  have  had  only  a  minor  ef- 
fect on  the  deepening  financial  crisis  of 
Medicare  part  A.  hypothetically  ex- 
tending the  life  of  the  program  by  only 
a  couple  of  years  at  most." 

The  program  has  been  in  trouble  for 
several  years,  the  Presidents  proposal 
would  have  bought  only  a  couple  of 
years,  with  all  due  respect  to  my  friend 
from  Florida,  the  trustees  say  this  pro- 
gram is  in  trouble.  Regardless  of  the 
arguments  of  making  it  a  partisan  ar- 
gument, the  seniors  expect  and  deserve 
solutions  to  make  sure  that  Medicare 
is  sound. 

Who  else  but  the  trustees  of  the  pro- 
gram should  be  asked,  what  are  your 
ideas  to  make  the  program  sound? 

Pass  H.R.  1590. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  McDermott]. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill  is  nothing  more  than  a  sham  and  a 
public  relations  gesture  to  mask  the 
fact  that  Republicans  are  proposing 
$283  billion  in  Medicare  cuts  to  pay  for 
tax  cuts  to  the  well-off. 

If  Republicans  care  so  much  about 
Medicare,  why  did  they  not  wait  for 
policy  recommendations  before  propos- 
ing Medicare  cuts?  This  is  a  classic 
case  of  slash  first  and  ask  questions 
later. 

The  fact  that  cuts  are  proposed  be- 
fore getting  advice  is  the  smoking  gun 


that  proves  that  the  Republican's  real 
intent  is  to  cut  Medicare  regardless  of 
any  objective  recommendation. 

We  know  why  they  have  to  cut  Medi- 
care. Medicare  is  the  only  place  where 
Republicans  can  find  enough  money  to 
pay  for  their  Contract  on  .America. 

If  Republicans  care  so  much  about 
Medicare,  why  did  they  take  $87  billion 
in  earmarked  funds  out  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  to 
wealthy  seniors? 

What  makes  this  bill  so  obviously  a 
sham  is  that  the  Medicare  trustees  who 
are  being  required  by  this  bill  to  pro- 
vide policy  advice  on  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  have  absolutely  no  author- 
ity or  basis  for  making  policy  rec- 
ommendations. They  are  not  Medicare 
experts  or  health  policy  experts.  They 
are  accounting  fiduciaries. 

But  the  Republicans  did  not  go  to  the 
policy  arms  of  Congress  for  rec- 
ommendations. They  went  to  the  en- 
tity least  able  to  provide  recommenda- 
tions and  not  designed  to  engage  in 
policy  functions. 

They  were  afraid  that  the  policy  ex- 
perts would  tell  them  that  they  cannot 
slash  Medicare  without  terrible  con- 
sequences for  Medicare  beneficiaries, 
their  families,  and  the  health  care  de- 
livery system. 

They  were  afraid  the  policy  experts 
would  tell  them  that  they  have  to  ex- 
pand coverage  for  everyone  if  Medicare 
is  to  be  really  safe. 

They  were  afraid  the  people  who 
know  what  they  are  talking  about 
would  tell  them  that  Medicare  savings 
need  to  be  kept  in  the  health  care  de- 
livery system  to  improve  coverage  for 
seniors  and  their  families. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Republicans  just  discov- 
ered the  trust  fund  problem  while 
Democrats  have  worked  successfully 
for  decades  to  incrementally  improve 
and  extend  the  trust  fund  viability 
each  year,  often  against  the  backdrop 
of  Republican  opposition. 

The  Nation  that  we  suddenly  need  a 
30-year  solution  by  June  30  from  an  en- 
tity totally  unsuited  to  the  assignment 
does  not  even  pass  the  straight  face 
test. 

We  will  address  the  trust  fund  prob- 
lem as  we  always  have.  But  we  will  ad- 
dress it  outside  the  context  of  tax  cuts 
and  budget  politics.  We  will  address 
Medicare  and  the  trust  fund  in  the  con- 
text of  health  policy,  not  arbitrary 
budget  targets. 

We  will  address  the  trust  fund  in  the 
context  of  health  reform  that  keeps 
our  entire  health  care  system  stable, 
not  according  to  campaign  manifestos 
that  Republicans  never  dreamed  they 
would  actually  have  to  use  to  govern. 

But  we  will  never  be  able  to  give  the 
American  people  confidence  in  the  gov- 
ernment, if  Republicans  continue  to 
substitute  ridiculous  gimmicks  like 
this  bill  for  substantive  approaches  to 
health  security  for  senior  citizens  and 
every  American. 
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Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  E.N'GLISH],  a  respected 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  1590. 
a  bill  to  require  the  Medicare  trustees 
to  submit  to  Congress  real  legislative 
recommendations  that  will  keep  Medi- 
care from  going  broke. 

Mr.  Speaker,  prior  to  taking  office, 
in  my  previous  career,  I  served  as  a 
public  trustee  of  a  major  municipal 
pension  system,  and  in  that  pension 
system  I  felt  I  had  the  fiduciary  re- 
sponsibility to  preserve  that  system  by 
recommending  certain  courses  of  ac- 
tion. 

Unfortunately,  the  Medicare  trustees 
currently  have  no  legal  obligation,  not- 
withstanding their  moral  obligation,  to 
use  their  expertise  to  guide  Congress  in 
preserving  Medicare. 

The  trustees  have  told  us  notwith- 
standing what  you  have  heard  on  the 
floor  today  unambiguously  that  the 
Medicare  part  A  fund  will  go  bankrupt 
by  2002. 

Now  we  need  the  trustees  to  give  us 
real  options  on  how  we  can  continue  to 
grow  Medicare  at  a  rate  where  we  can 
preserve  it  for  future  generations,  and 
also  protect  the  benefits  of  senior  citi- 
zens. 

The  Clinton  trustees.  Donna  Shalala. 
Robert  Reich,  Robert  Rubin,  Shirley 
Chater,  have  so  far  refused  to  offer 
Congress  any  real  options.  This  bill 
would  make  them  do  it.  Let  us  vote  for 
it. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 

[Mr.  WYDEN]. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  every 
Member  of  this  body  knows  that  Medi- 
care needs  reform.  But  Medicare  re- 
form is  a  heat-seeking  missile,  and  the 
purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  have  Repub- 
licans avoid  taking  any  heat.  It  is  a 
last-minute  idea  to  get  someone  else  to 
make  massive  cuts  in  Medicare  that 
are  going  to  hurt  seniors. 

It  cannot  be  done  in  30  days  in  a  rea- 
sonable fashion.  It  stops  the  trustees 
from  looking  at  health  care  reform  as 
it  should  be,  in  a  systematic  way.  It  is 
a  mistake.  It  is  going  to  be  bad  for  the 
Nation's  older  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
it. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  S.\M  Johnson,  another  respected 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support  of  this 
bill  to  require  the  Medicare  Board  of 
Trustees  to  make  recommendations  on 
resolving  the  financial  crisis  in  Medi- 
care. They  reported  on  April  3  that  the 
Medicare    trust    fund    is    going    to    be 


bankrupt  at  the  latest  by  the  year  2002. 

If  nothing  is  done,  this  trust  fund  is 
going  to  go  bankrupt  and  there  will  be 
no  Medicare. 

Clearly,  this  is  not  something  that 
we  can  choose  to  address.  It  is  some- 
thing we  must  address. 

Medicare  is  not  simply  a  budget  issue 
and  should  not  be  used  merely  to  score 
political  points.  Our  Nation's  seniors 
deserve  better  than  that. 

Everyone,  the  Cong-ess.  the  Presi- 
dent, and  his  Cabinet  must  fulfill  the 
duties  of  their  offices  by  acknowledg- 
ing the  problem  and  offering  solutions. 
So  far  the  White  House  and  Democrat 
congressional  leadership  have  chosen 
to  ignore  the  crisis  in  Medicare,  and 
that  is  why  this  bill  is  necessary. 

I  hope  the  administration  is  listen- 
ing. By  refusing  to  address  Medicare, 
they  jeopardize  the  entire  system. 
Americans  say  help  us  save  Medicare. 
■Vote  "yes"  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  W.AiXM.^N),  a  real  expert  in 
medical  care. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  debate  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  saving  of  the  Medicare 
part  A  trust  fund.  The  Republicans  are 
looking  for  huge  cuts  in  Medicare.  $283 
billion  over  7  years,  far  beyond  any 
amount  that  is  going  to  be  needed  rea- 
sonably to  extend  the  solvency  of  the 
part  A  trust  fund. 

What  is  really  going  on  here  is  that 
the  Republicans'  pollsters  have  told 
them  if  they  are  going  to  come  out  and 
cut  Medicare  to  this  extent  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  not  stand  for  it.  so  in- 
stead they  have  developed  this  ruse 
about  the  Medicare  trust  fund  It.  is 
very  much  like  what  went  on  in  Viet- 
nam. We  burn  down  a  village  in  order 
to  save  people.  They  want  to  burn 
down  Medicare  in  order  to  save  the 
part  A  trust  fund. 

I  must  say  this  is  hypocritical.  This 
trustee  group  that  looks  at  the  part  A 
side  is  not  the  proper  organization  to 
give  us  the  proposals  for  the  massive 
cuts  the  Republicans  are  urging  upon 
us.  And  we  are  being  told  that  they  can 
do  it  in  30  days,  which  is  impossible. 

And  third,  they  are  being  told  to 
come  up  with  proposals  for  these  kinds 
of  reductions  in  Medicare  far  beyond 
what  is  needed  to  save  the  trust  fund. 
But  they  cannot  look  at  the  whole 
health  care  system.  They  cannot  look 
at  the  impact  of  these  massive  cuts. 
not  just  on  the  elderly,  but  on  average 
working  Americans  who  are  going  to 
lose  their  health  insurance  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  defeat  of  this 
proposal.  I  urge  defeat  of  the  budget 
that  calls  for  these  Medicare  cuts,  and 
I  urge  defeat  of  all  of  those  who  are 
going  to  go  to  the  polls  next  year  say- 
ing they  saved  Medicare  by  cutting  it 
and  gutting  it. 


Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  Christensen],  a  valued 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Medicare  is  going  broke,  there  is  no 
doubt  about  that.  The  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  including  four 
Clinton  appointees,  announced  begin- 
ning next  year  that  Medicare  will 
spend  more  than  it  takes  in.  By  2002  it 
will  be  completely  bankrupt.  If  this 
happens,  no  one  in  America  will  have 
Medicare,  no  one. 

What  did  the  Clinton  appointees  say? 
On  page  13  they  said  under  present  law 
there  is  no  authority  to  pay  hospital 
insurance  benefits  if  the  assets  of  the 
HI  trust  fund  are  depleted. 

On  page  3  they  said  under  all  of  the 
sets  of  assumptions,  the  trust  fund  is 
projected  to  become  exhausted  even  be- 
fore the  major  demographic  shift  be- 
gins. That  is  before  the  baby  boomers 
hit. 

What  did  President  Clinton  say?  That 
is  even  harder  to  find,  because  he  did 
not  say  anything.  He  did  not  say  any- 
thing in  the  State  of  the  Union  Ad- 
dress, he  did  not  even  mention  it  in  his 
budget.  I  think  he  has  taken  a  walk  on 
this  issue. 

I  believe  that  the  Republican  leader- 
ship is  dedicated  to  reforming,  preserv- 
ing, and  improving  Medicare.  I  believe 
the  board  of  trustees  should  do  the 
very  same  thing. 

H.R.  1590  will  simply  require  the 
board  of  trustees  to  give  us  their  input 
on  how  to  solve  the  Medicare  crisis.  It 
is  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  LE\aN],  another  real  expert  in 
medical  care. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
there  is  a  problem  that  we  face  with 
Medicare,  but  here  is  what  this  bill 
says:  We  Republicans  will  be  general; 
you  Democrats  be  specific.  The  Repub- 
licans are  saying  we  will  supply  the 
sugar  deficit  reduction,  you  provide  the 
medicine. 

That  is  bad  politics  and  bad  policy.  I 
sa.y  to  the  Republicans,  say  what  you 
mean.  All  you  talk  about  is  general- 
ities, setting  up  a  commission. 

Are  higher  part  B  premiums  likely 
und^r  your  proposal,  a  deductible  in- 
crease, a  coinsurance  for  home  health, 
a  coinsurance  for  skilled  nursing,  et 
cetera? 

This  document  that  you  have 
brought  here  is  nothing  but  a  smoke- 
screen. It  is  an  effort  to  try  to  avoid 
the  responsibility  that  you  have  to  be 
specific. 

I  urge  that  we  vote  against  this  be- 
cause you  are  trying  to  default  in  your 
obligations  and  shift  it  to  somebody 
else,  and  that  will  not  work. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  BiLiRAKis],  chairman  of  the  Sub- 


committee on  Health  and  Environment 
of  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  legislation.  As  a 
Member  of  Congress  who  represents 
one  of  the  largest  concentrations  of 
older  Americans  in  the  United  States.  I 
am  quite  troubled  by  the  1995  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  and  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Trust 
Funds.  In  their  1995  report,  as  has  al- 
ready been  reported  here  many  times. 
The  trustees  urged  Congress  to  exam- 
ine the  Medicare  Program  because  both 
trust  funds  are  facing  serious  financial 
problems  in  both  the  short-term  and 
the  long-term. 

The  trustees  expressed  deep  concern 
about  the  growth  of  the  program's 
costs,  especially  given  the  past  and 
projected  costs  of  the  program.  The 
trustees  also  urged  Congress  to  control 
the  costs  of  the  Medicare  Program 
through  legislation  as  part  of  "broad- 
based  health  care  reform"  because  they 
indicated  that  'prompt,  effective,  and 
decisive  action  is  necessary,"  using 
their  words. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Medicare  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund  is  financially  out 
of  balance,  but  spending  growth  by  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance 
[SMI]  part  B  trust  fund  also  is  a  con- 
cern because  the  rate  of  growth  is 
unsustainable.  The  cost  growth  di- 
rectly affects  Medicare  beneficiary 
part  B  premiums  as  well  as  general  rev- 
enues from  which  the  largest  share  of 
SMI  costs  are  financed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  all  have  to 
maybe  look  in  the  mirror  and  ask  our- 
selves a  question.  Are  we  all  truly  con- 
cerned about  saving  Medicare  or  will 
we  continue  to  use  it  as  political 
demagogery  as  is  done  by  some  elec- 
tion after  election.  Maybe  the  fear  is 
that  if  we  solve  the  Medicare  problem, 
it  will  not  any  longer  be  available  for 
demagogery. 

Considering  the  serious  nature  of  this 
matter,  the  Congress  in  a  bipartisan 
way,  and  I  have  not  heard  much  bipar- 
tisanship here  this  morning,  in  a  bipar- 
tisan way,  and  the  White  House  must 
work  together.  We  must  protect  cur- 
rent and  future  Medicare  beneficiaries 
from  the  looming  financial  crisis. 

The  trustees  have  evaluated  very 
carefully  the  Medicare  program  in 
great  detail.  They  now  must  follow 
through.  We  have  to  basically  mandate 
that  they  follow  through  with  their 
recommendations  to  the  Congress  for 
legislative  reform,  and  that  is  what 
this  legislation  is  all  about.  It  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction  and  will  enable 
us  to  find  solutions  to  the  Medicare 
crisis. 

For  this  important  reason.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2Vi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Bonior],  the  distin- 
guished assistant  Democratic  leader. 
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Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleagues  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Republicans  do  not 
seem  to  understand.  Medicare  is  a  trust 
fund,  a  trust  fund,  not  a  slush  fund,  a 
trust  between  the  people  and  their 
Government. 

In  their  budget  Republicans  propose 
cutting  Medicare  by  S288  billion  in 
order  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthiest  few  in  our  society,  but  they 
refuse  to  say  exactly  where  these  cuts 
will  come  from.  Instead,  they  are  try- 
ing to  get  someone  else  to  do  their 
dirty  work. 

First  they  tried  to  pass  it  off  on  the 
President,  and  that  did  not  work.  Then 
they  tried  to  pass  it  off  on  House 
Democrats,  and  that  did  not  work.  So 
now  they  are  trying  to  pass  it  off  on 
the  Medicare  trustees'  board. 

There  is  not  a  single  senior  citizen 
representative  who  sits  on  this  board, 
not  one,  and  we  all  know  what  is  going 
on  here,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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Republicans  have  what  the  New  York 
Times  calls  a  secret  plan  to  cut  Medi- 
care. That  means  higher  deductibles, 
higher  premiums,  more  copays  for  lab 
tests,  for  home  health  care,  for  skilled 
nursing  care,  and  importantly,  less 
choice  of  doctor  for  every  senior  citi- 
zen in  America. 

How  are  they  going  to  do  this?  Well. 
in  this  resolution  they  are  trying  to 
hide  behind  the  unelected  board  that 
does  not  have  one  senior  representative 
sitting  on  it. 

Let  us  be  honest  what  is  happening 
here:  Their  cuts  in  Medicare  are  not 
going  to  fix  the  Medicare  system.  If 
that  is  what  they  wanted  to  do,  they 
wnnld  just  do  it.  Senior  citizens  are 
going  to  pay  $1,000  a  year  to  give  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthiest  people  and  the 
wealthiest  corporations  in  America. 
That  is  what  their  Medicare  proposal 
does  outlined  in  their  memo.  That  is 
not  fair.  The  American  people  know  it 
is  not  fair. 

Republicans  cannot  hide  behind  this 
meaningless  resolution.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  "no"  on  this  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
I'A  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KoLBE]. 

Mr  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  1590,  and  I  com- 
mend the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  ARCHER]  and  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Thom- 
.\s]  for  their  foresight  in  soliciting  the 
views  of  the  Medicare  trustees  on  how 
we  should  address  this  problem. 

We  have  heard  from  at  least  a  couple 
of  speakers  on  the  other  side  a  very 
cute  phrase.  "It  is  a  trust  fund,  not  a 
slush  fund."  The  fact  of  the  matter  is, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  trustees  have  said 
their   trust  fund,   our  trust   fund,   the 


seniors'  trust  fund,  is  going  broke.  It  is 
bankrupt.  They  will  not  legally  be  able 
to  make  any  payments  out  of  it  if  we 
do  not  do  something  to  fix  it. 

In  fact,  they  said  very  clearly  in 
their  report,  "Medicare  program  is 
clearly  unsustainable  in  its  present 
form."  And  they  said,  "We  strongly 
recommend  the  crisis  presented  by  the 
financial  condition  of  the  Medicare 
trust  funds  be  urgently  addressed  on  a 
comprehensive  basis.  "  They  are  the  fi- 
duciary trustees.  They  are  in  a  position 
to  know  something  about  the  prob- 
lems. They  are  in  a  position  to  make 
recommendations. 

I  think  it  is  ironic  that  the  detrac- 
tors of  this  legislation  argue  that  it  is 
a  political  gimmick.  Nobody  argues  it 
is  going  bankrupt.  We  cannot  ignore  it. 
We  have  to  do  something.  We  need  to 
act  now. 

The  Congress  has  a  historic  oppor- 
tunity to  do  something  about  it.  The 
trustees  are  in  a  position  to  help  us. 
tell  us  what  to  do  about  it.  make  those 
recommendations.  We  should  solicit 
their  advice.  Does  it  not  make  sense  to 
hear  from  the  experts,  the  fiduciary  ex- 
perts responsible  for  this  trust  fund? 

We  should  vote  "yes"  on  H.R.  1590. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
IMj  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  chairman  for  yielding 
me  this  time. 

Prior  to  coming  here  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress, I  was  a  practicing  physician  in 
Florida.  I,  indeed,  took  care  of  a  lot  of 
Medicare  patients.  Fully  half  of  my 
clinical  practice  was  in  taking  care  of 
Medicare  patients,  and  I  got  to  see 
firsthand  the  tremendous  value  to 
those  people  of  having  this  program, 
particularly  those  low-income  seniors 
v.'hc  always  were  ver>'  comforted  by  the 
knowledge  they  could  have  access  to 
good  quality  medical  care  under  this 
program. 

Unfortunately  today,  the  way  things 
stand,  this  program  stands  the  real 
possibility  of  going  bankrupt,  and  we, 
as  Republicans,  are  proposing  that  we 
save  the  Medicare  Program.  We  are  not 
cutting  anything.  What  we  want  to  do 
is  control  the  growth  of  the  program. 

Today  in  America,  the  Government 
spends  S4.600  per  senior  citizen,  and  we 
are  talking  about  allowing  that  pro- 
gram to  grow  to  about  $6,300  per  senior. 

But  our  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  and  the  President,  they 
propose  no  program,  but  Just  to  let  this 
program  grow  to  the  extent  that  it 
would  cost  $8,600  per  senior  citizen,  and 
we  are  seeing  we  need  to  look  at  this 
program  in  a  way  to  save  it,  to  help 
our  seniors  to  continue  to  have  the 
quality  access  to  medical  care  that 
they  demand,  that  they  deserve,  and 
the  Republicans  are  ready  to  act. 

We  are  asking  for  some  serious  input 
from  the  trustees  of  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, and  I  support  this  bill,  and  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  it. 
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Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Stark] 
who.  I  think,  knows  more  about  this 
program  than  any  Member  of  Congress. 
House  or  Senate. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
thank  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber for  that  eloquent  introduction. 

It  is  obvious  that  there  are  some  peo- 
ple on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  who 
think  they  know  more  about  this  bill 
and  about  the  Medicare  program,  but  if 
this  bill  were  not  such  a  cheap,  cynical 
effort  to  manipulate  public  opinion,  I 
would  be  tempted  to  ignore  it.  It  is  not 
needed,  and  it  accomplishes  nothing, 
and  nothing  that  cannot  be  done  now 
without  legislation. 

It  is  technically  flawed.  It  asks  the 
wrong  people  to  render  opinions  on  is- 
sues that  are  not  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion or  their  area  of  expertise  or  their 
mandate.  At  best,  this  is  suggesting 
that  the  dog  ate  the  homework.  It  is  a 
prime  example  of  Washington  run 
amok,  wasting  everybody's  time, 
money  and  creating  unnecessary  bu- 
reaucratic mishmaw  when  the  majority 
is  blindly  casting  about  for  someone 
else  to  fulfill  its  responsibility.  They 
really  have  a  responsibility  to  propose 
a  budget  along  with  the  details  that 
are  necessary  to  meet  the  fairy  tale  re- 
quirements in  their  budget.  No  amount 
of  effort  to  shift  the  responsibility  to 
someone  else  is  going  to  hide  the  basic 
fact  that  the  Republican  Party  is  intel- 
lectually bankrupt.  It  is  offering  us  a 
flimsy  outline  of  a  radical  fairy  tale 
world  populated  by  rich,  white  subur- 
ban lawyers  and  MBA's,  a  world  with- 
out aging  or  poverty,  with  education 
by  osmosis,  and  beggars  on  white  stal- 
lions. Oh,  to  be  a  young  Republican  and 
naive. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STARK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  highlight  a  question  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman.  Last  year  the  facts 
regarding  the  program  were  the  same, 
and  in  .your  subcommittee,  I  was  curi- 
ous about  the  Republican  Members  of 
the  Republican  leadership  in  terms  of 
their  response  to  the  attempts  with  the 
program  last  year. 

Mr.  STARK.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
the  gentleman  raises  a  very  good  ques- 
tion. Last  year  we  had  a  health  reform 
bill.  We  laid  out  specific  Medicare  sav- 
ings. It  would  have  reduced  Medicare 
spending  by  about  $168  billion  over  7 
years  and  improved  the  status  of  the 
trust  fund,  and  we  did  not  wait  for  the 
President's  proposals,  nor  did  we  rely 
on  alarming  statements  about  the  sta- 
tus of  the  trust  fund,  nor  did  we  try 
and  scare  the  seniors.  We  worked,  and 
we  came  up  with  a  balanced,  fair, 
health  reform  plan  that  provided  cov- 
erage for  all  Americans,  and  every  one 
of  the  Republicans  on  the  subcommit- 
tee   and     the     full     committee     voted 
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against  those  cuts.  They  turned  their 
back  on  the  medical  trust  fund  last 
year  when  they  had  a  chance  to  help 
seniors  and  other  Americans  who  did 
not  have  health  care.  Where  were  they 
then?  They  took  a  walk. 

And  now  they  are  still  taking  a  walk. 
They  still  have  not  figured  out  what  to 
do.  and  they  are  asking  us  to  buy  into 
this  cockamammio  plan. 

The  gentleman  rises  a  great  issue. 
Every  Republican  on  the  committee 
voted  against  bringing  these  savings. 
Ironically,  the  only  action  taken  thus 
far  by  the  other  side  for  the  solvency  of 
the  trust  fund  is  to  give  seniors,  rich 
seniors,  a  tax  cut.  and  take  it  out  of 
the  trust  fund,  to  take  $87  billion  over 
10  years  and  give  it  to  the  richest  sen- 
iors and  cut  the  money  out  of  the  Med- 
icare part  A  trust  fund.  That  is  the 
only  thing  they  have  come  up  with  so 
far. 

Why  not  do  what  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  has  done  and 
let  the  committee  work  its  will,  come 
out  with  details,  show  us  what  they  are 
planning  to  do.  as  our  minority  leader 
and  as  our  distinguished  whip  showed 
us  in  their  comments  just  a  moment 
ago.  that  they  plan  to  cut  the  poorest 
of  the  Medicare  beneficiaries,  to  in- 
crease their  co-pays,  to  deny  them 
choice  of  doctors  and  plans,  to  give 
them  vouchers  that  will  not  work? 

I  urge  you  to  show  the  emperor- 
Speaker  has  no  clothes  and  vote  "no" 
on  this  silly  bill. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
California  is  quite  right.  Last  year  the 
attempts  to  adjust  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram were  contained  in  an  ill-con- 
ceived, comprehensive  national  health 
care  program  that  had  three  things 
wrong  with  it;  A  majority  of  the  Demo- 
crats did  not  support  it.  a  majority  of 
the  Republicans  did  not  support  it,  and 
a  majority  of  the  American  people  did 
not  support  it. 

I  will  also  say,  in  his  attempt  to 
reach  for  rhetoric.  I  am  personally  em- 
barrassed for  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia to  say  the  members  of  the  board 
of  trustees  of  the  HI  trust  fund  and  the 
supplemental  Medicare  insurance  trust 
fund  do  not  have  any  knowledge  about 
how  to  fix  the  program.  Perhaps  the 
gentleman,  in  his  wisdom,  forgot  that 
one  of  the  trustees  was  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  Mr.  Rubin.  Perhaps  he 
forgot  one  of  the  trustees  was  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services 
who  oversees  the  entire  Medicare  pro- 
gram. She  is  one  of  the  trustees.  Per- 
haps the  gentleman,  in  his  rhetorical 
splendor,  forgot  that  Shirley  F.  Chater. 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  is 
one  of  the  trustees.  Those  are  all  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  appointees  who  are 
charged  with  running  the  program,  be- 
sides statutorily  being  trustees  of  the 
trust  fund.  They  have  responsibility. 

In  their  report  they  suggested  in  a 
general  way  legislative  changes.  Read 


the  conclusion  of  the  trustees"  report. 
They  said  generally  we  should  take 
programs  that  are  in  effect  and  extend 
them  to  other  areas.  What  H.R.  1590 
asks  is  to  be  specific  in  the  rec- 
ommendations that  those  trustees 
made,  including  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 

In  addition,  there  has  been  great 
weight  placed  on  linking  fixing  Medi- 
care with  tax  cuts  and  arguing  that  our 
attempt  to  fix  Medicare  is  because  we 
want  to  spend  it  on  taxes.  Where  were 
you  folks  a  couple  of  months  ago  when 
the  House  of  Representatives  voted  out 
tax  cuts  that  were  fully  funded?  Was  a 
piece  of  Medicare  funding  used  for 
those  tax  cuts?  Yes.  What  was  it?  The 
only  Medicare  cuts  suggested  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton  in  his  fiscal  year  1996 
budget.  They  totaled  a  munificent  $10 
billion,  and  they  were  extenders  of  cur- 
rent limitations.  That  is  all  the  Demo- 
crats have  offered  from  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration. We  accepted  those  and 
included  them  in  the  fully  funded  tax 
cuts. 

What  is  in  front  of  us  is  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  Medicare.  Listen  carefully: 
"Today  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are 
going  up  at  3  times  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion. We  propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  2 
times  the  rate  of  inflation.  Today  Med- 
icare beneficiaries  get  $4,700.  In  2002, 
we  propose  $6,300  "  That  is  going  up, 
that  is  not  going  down.  Who  said, 
"Today  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are 
going  up  at  3  times  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion. We  propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  2 
times  the  rate  of  inflation?"  President 
Clinton  2  years  ago. 

How  interesting  when  you  see  an  op- 
portunity to  make  political  hay  with 
seniors.  You  refuse  to  give  responsible 
suggestions  for  change. 

H.R.  1590  is  a  responsible  suggestion 
for  change,  and  we  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  H.R.  1590,  a  bill  to  require  the 
Trustees  of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  to  report 
recommendations  on  resolving  projected  finan- 
cial imbalances  in  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund.  I 
want  to  see  the  initiation  of  genuine  efforts  to 
save  the  trust  fund,  and  to  overhaul  our  health 
care  system.  This  bill  is  merely  a  fig  leaf  for 
the  Republican  budget  plan  of  providing  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

I  think  that  the  Republicans  are  entitled  to 
propose  tax  cuts.  I  think  that  they  are  entitled 
to  propose  cuts  in  programs  to  pay  for  their 
tax  cuts.  But  I  do  not  see  any  reason  that  they 
should  then  be  entitled  to  pass  the  buck  when 
it  comes  to  actually  achieving  those  cuts. 

If  they  want  to  provide  billions  of  dollars  in 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy,  that  is  their  preroga- 
tive. But  they  need  to  demonstrate  the  cour- 
age of  their  convictions.  They  need  to  illustrate 
their  proposed  cuts  m  Medicare  by  telling 
health  care  providers  that  their  reimbursement 
rates  will  fall.  They  need  to  be  able  to  look  the 
elderly  in  the  face  and  tell  them  that  their  out- 
of-pocket  costs  are  going  to  increase  S1.060 
by  the  year  2002. 

Or  they  need  to  drop  the  idea  of  providing 
a  massive  tax  cut  to  the  wealthy.  If  they  are 
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willing  to  do  this,  I  think  we  would  all  be  willing 
to  search  for  ways  to  extend  the  longevity  and 
the  viability  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 

H.R.  1590  was  rushed  through  Committee 
without  hearings  or  public  input.  No  eflort  was 
made  to  garner  bipartisan  support,  and  I  will 
not  support  the  bill  now.  I  hope  that  the  nexl 
time  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  introduce  the  issue  of  reforming  the  Med- 
icare Trust  Fund,  they  do  so  with  greater  in- 
tegrity of  purpose.  This  bill  should  not  be  tied 
to  their  tax  package  for  the  wealthy.  The  issue 
is  too  important. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska).  The  question  is 
on  the  motion  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Thomas] 
that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill.  H.R.  1590. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas  247,   nays 
170,  not  voting  17,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  330) 
YEAS— 247 


Allard 

Crapo 

Hansen 

Archer 

Cremeans 

Hastert 

Armey 

Cubin 

Hastings  <WA) 

Bacbus 

Cunningham 

Hayes 

Baesler 

Davis 

Uayworth 

Baker (CA) 

Deal 

Heney 

Baker (LA) 

DeLay 

Heineman 

Bal  lender 

Diaz-Balart 

Merger 

Ban- 

Dickey 

Hilleary 

Barrett  (NE) 

Doolittle 

Hoekstra 

Bartlett 

Doman 

Hoke 

Barton 

Drejer 

Horn 

Bass 

Duncan 

Hostettler 

Bat«man 

Dunn 

Houghton 

Bereuter 

Ehlers 

Hunter 

Bilbray 

Ehrllch 

Hutchinson 

Bllirakis 

Emerson 

Hyde 

Bliley 

English 

Inglis 

Blute 

Ensign 

Johnson  iCTi 

Boehlert 

Everett 

Johnson.  Sam 

Boebner 

Ewing 

Jones 

Bonilla 

Fawell 

Kaslch 

Bono 

Fields  (TXi 

Kelly 

Brewster 

Flanagan 

Kim 

Brownback 

Foley 

King 

Bryant  iT.Ni 

Forbes 

Kingston 

Bunn 

Fowler 

Klug 

Bunning 

Fox 

Knollenberg 

Burr 

Franks  (CT) 

Kolbe 

Burton 

Franks  (NJi 

LaHood 

Buyer 

Frelinghuysen 

Largent 

Callahan 

Fnsa 

Latham 

Calvert 

Funderburk 

LaTourette 

Camp 

Gallegly 

Laughlin 

Canady 

Ganske 

Lazlo 

Castle 

Gekas 

Leach 

Chabot 

Geren 

Lewis  iCAl 

Chambliss 

Gilchrest 

Lewis  (KYi 

Chapman 

Gillmor 

Lightfoot 

Chenoweth 

Oilman 

Llnder 

Chrislensen 

Goodlatte 

Livingston 

Chrysler 

Goodling 

LoBiondo 

Cllnger 

Gordon 

Longley 

Coble 

Gobs 

Lucas 

Cobum 

Graham 

Manzullo 

Collins  iGA) 

Green 

Martini 

Combest 

Greenwood 

McCollum 

Condit 

Cunderson 

McCrery 

Cooley 

Gutknecbt 

McDade 

Cox 

Hall  (TX» 

McHugh 

Crane 

Hancock 

Mclnnis 
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Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Mettalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Molinari 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Murtba 

Myers 

Myriclt 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Paciiarcl 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petn 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovicb 

Pjunstad 

Regula 


Abercrombie 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bomor 

Borski 

Boucher 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OHl 

Bryant  iTX) 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Cnnyers 

Costello 

Cramer 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Dogpett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Durbln 

Edwards 

En^el 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Frank  iMA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gutierrez 


Ackerman 
Barcia 


RiKifs 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Sbadegg 

Shaw 

Sba.y 

Shiister 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (Mil 

Smith  (NJi 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WAi 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

NAYS— 170 

Hall  (OHl 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FLi 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SDi 

Johnson,  E  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 
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Mr.  KANJORSKI  changed  his  vote 
from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

So  (two-thirds  not  having  voted  in 
favor  thereoO  the  motion  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
eis  above  recorded. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  995 

Mr.  ALLARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  995. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 


NOT  VOTING— 17 

Berman  Coyne 

Collins  (ID  Flake 


PERMISSION  FOR  ALL  COMMIT- 
TEES AND  SUBCOMMITTEES  TO 
SIT  TODAY  AND  BALANCE  OF 
THE  WEEK  DURING  5-MINUTE 
RULE 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
privileged  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  ARMEY  moves,  pursuant  to  clause  2  of 
rule  XI,  that  all  the  standing  committees 
and  subcommittees  of  the  House  be  per- 
mitted to  sit  today  and  the  balance  of  the 
week  while  the  House  is  meeting  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  under  the  5- 
minute  rule. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey]  is  rec- 
ognized for  1  hour. 

PARLIA.ME.VTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  it. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  May  I  inquire  as  to 
whether  the  minority  will  get  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  under  this  motion 
that  we  have  historically  been  entitled 
to  and  have  received? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  indicates  that  this  is  the  prerog- 
ative of  the  majority  leader. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey]. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
important  work  that  we  are  trying  to 
finish  on  the  floor  today.  It  has  taken 
us  longer  than  many  of  us  thought 
would  be  necessary  because  we  have 
tried  to  be  as  accommodating  as  we 
can  to  so  many  Members  that  have 
been  interested  in  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Nevertheless,  it  is  necessary  for  this 
motion  to  be  voted  on.  and  I  really  do 
not  think  it  is  all  that  controversial  a 
matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  purposes  of  de- 
bate only.  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
gentleman       from       Michigan       [Mr. 

BONIOR]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 
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Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  motion  may  not  be 
all  that  controversial  on  the  gentleman 
from  Texas'  [Mr.  ARMEY]  side  of  the 
Chamber,  but  it  certainly  is  controver- 
sial on  our  side.  Let  me  just  make  this 
point.  No.  1.  I  would  have  hoped  we 
would  have  gotten  the  customary  30 
minutes  for  debate,  half  of  the  time 
that  is  allotted  under  the  motion  that 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  makes.  But 
given  that  we  are  not.  let  me  make 
some  points  with  respect,  to  what  the 
majority  is  trying  to  do  to  the  minor- 
ity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  first  few  months 
of  this  Congress,  we  have  had  a  process 
of  consultation  between  the  majority 
and  the  minority  with  respect  to  the 
issue  of  committee  meetings  during 
the  5-minute  rule.  And  in  almost  every 
case,  with  few  exceptions,  we  have  been 
able  to  agree  on  this  issue.  But  toda.y 
the  Republicans  have  gone  too  far. 
Today  they  are  proposing  a  blanket 
waiver  of  the  rule  for  an  entire  week, 
the  very  week  that  this  House  will  be 
debating  an  historic  budget  resolution 
on  this  floor. 

Under  this  motion.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Members  will  be  tied  up  in  committees, 
they  will  be  voting  on  unrelated  bills 
while  the  budget  is  being  considered  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  Why  are  they 
doing  this?  Why  are  they  taking  Mem- 
bers away  from  the  action  of  the  year, 
this  budget,  and  placing  them  in  com- 
mittees to  listen  to  hearings,  to  mark 
up  other  bills  when  the  most  important 
piece  of  legislation  we  could  be  doing 
this  year  will  be  on  the  floor? 

Well.  I  guess.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  were 
defending  this  budget  resolution,  which 
by  the  way  in  a  poll  in  the  Washington 
Post  today  we  saw  GO  percent  of  the 
American  people  indicated  they  were 
opposed  to  this  resolution,  a  resolution 
that  devastates  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  education  and  the  proper  invest- 
ments we  need  in  this  country.  I  would 
not  want  a  lot  of  debate  either.  I  would 
not  want  a  lot  of  debate  either. 

We  just  finished  a  resolution  that 
deals  with  the  question  of  Medicare, 
$300  billion  cuts  in  Medicare  in  order  to 
give  a  tax  cut  to  the  wealthiest  few  in 
our  society.  The  point  here  is  that 
every  Member  in  this  body  should  be 
available  on  the  floor  to  participate  in 
this  historic  debate. 

That  is  why  they  want  Members  to  be 
tied  up  in  committee.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause they  are  concerned  that  the 
membership  will  rebel  against  what  is 
clearly  in  the  eyes  of  the  American 
people  and  those  who  have  watched 
this  process  one-sided,  one-sided  on  be- 
half of  the  wealthiest  people  in  our  so- 
ciety: tax  breaks,  if  you  make  $230,000 
a  year,  get  a  $20,000  tax  break.  If  you 
are  a  senior  who  is  struggling,  like  Iris 
Doyle  who  I  represent  in  my  district, 
who  lives  under  Social  Security,  and  a 
small  pension  she  has,  if  you  are  living 
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on  a  small  pension,  on  Social  Security, 
you  are  going  to  be  paying  an  extra 
$1,000  by  the  year  2002  under  this  pro- 
posal. 

We  want  to  speak  out  on  that,  and  we 
want  to  speak  out  with  all  our  voices. 
We  do  not  want  one,  two,  or  three,  or 
four  people  on  the  floor  while  we  de- 
bate this  bill.  We  think  every  Member 
of  this  institution  ought  to  be  here. 
This  is  an  historic  bill. 

I  was  here  in  1981  when  we  did  the 
budget  and  we  did  the  tax  cuts.  This  is 
every  bit.  probably  more  significant  in 
the  impact  it  will  have  on  Americans. 
There  is  a  provision  in  here  that  is 
going  to  cost  my  students  in  Michigan 
an  extra  $4,000  a  year  to  go  to  college 
because  of  what  they  are  doing  to  stu- 
dent loans,  not  to  speak  of  all  the 
other  educational  cuts. 

Every  Member  on  this  floor  ought  to 
be  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  cannot  hide  the 
facts  from  the  American  people,  and 
this  heavy-handed  motion  that  is  be- 
fore us  today  to  take  Members  away 
from  this  institution,  this  floor,  will 
not  help. 

Now.  the  first  problem  is  occurring 
today  in  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
and  I  am  going  to  yield  in  a  second  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  DlN- 
GELL]  to  outline  that  problem,  but  it  is 
not  just  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
This  motion  allows  all  House  commit- 
tees to  hold  markups  for  the  rest  of  the 
week  as  I  pointed  out.  On  Wednesday 
we  begin  voting  on  this  budget.  On 
Thursday  we  hopefully  will  finish  it 
and  vote  on  it. 

Why  can  we  not  allow  Members  to  be 
in  one  place  at  one  time  to  focus  in  on 
one  issue,  in  fact  the  most  important 
issue  we  will  have  to  deal  with  prob- 
ably in  this  session,  debating  this,  in 
my  view,  an  outrageous  Republican 
budget  resolution? 

I  think  we  know  why:  because  it  is 
indefensible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman    from    Michigan    [Mr.    DiN- 

GELI.]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  is  going  to  make  a  decision  on 
the  budget  for  7  years.  Every  year  be- 
tween now  and  the  year  2002  is  going  to 
be  affected  by  the  actions  that  are 
going  to  be  taken  on  the  House  floor. 
We  are  going  to  deal  with  policy.  We 
are  going  to  deal  with  economics.  We 
are  going  to  deal  with  interest  rates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  deal 
with  employment.  We  are  going  to  deal 
with  Social  Security.  We  are  going  to 
deal  with  economic  issues.  We  are 
going  to  deal  with  the  level  of  Federal 
expenditures.  We  are  going  to  affect 
the  rights  and  concerns  of  every  Amer- 
ican, from  the  very  young  to  the  very 
oldest  and  from  the  unborn  to  the  dead. 

I  think  to  have  these  kinds  of  discus- 
sions and  these  kinds  of  decisions  made 
while  the  committees  and  the  sub- 
committees are  marking  up  important 


matters,  but  matters  nowhere  near  as 
important  as  that  which  we  will  be  dis- 
cussing today,  is  absolutely  wrong.  I 
would  tell  my  colleagues  that  this  res- 
olution should  not  be  agreed  to  for  that 
reason. 

I  will  also  point  out  something  else: 
This  is  one  example  of  high-handed- 
ness. 

D  1200 

Another  example  of  high-handedness 
we  will  be  seeing  in  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  very  shortly.  A  member  has 
been  added  to  that  committee  without 
a  word  of  consultation  with  the  leader- 
ship on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  Very 
shortly,  without  any  consultation  with 
the  leadership  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
within  the  committee,  members  will  be 
having  their  concerns  and  their  inter- 
ests in  the  structure  of  the  committees 
and  subcommittees  of  the  Committee 
on  Commerce  rearranged. 

It  is  an  interesting  game  that  the  Re- 
publican leadership  is  playing.  What  it 
says  is  that  any  time  the  Republican 
leadership  chooses,  they  can  change 
the  composition  of  the  teams  on  the 
field.  If  they  do  not  like  playing  foot- 
ball with  11  men.  they  can  put  12  or  13 
men  on  the  field,  simply  because  they 
changed  the  rules,  without  adding  an- 
other member  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

That  is  an  example  of  arrogance, 
high-handedness,  and  quite  honestly,  a 
series  of  practices  which  are  totally  in- 
consistent with  the  traditions  and 
practices  of  this  House,  where  the  busi- 
ness, when  the  Democrats  were  in  the 
majority,  was  always  done  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  minority,  and  when  we 
were  always  exquisitely  careful,  both 
on  the  leadership  level  in  the  House 
and  on  the  leadership  level  in  the  com- 
mittee, to  consult  and  to  afford  the  Re- 
publicans full  opportunity  to  be  fairly 
treated  and  to  be  heard  before  actions 
affecting  the  structure  of  committees, 
subcommittees,  and  of  the  House,  was 
taken. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
rise  up  against  heavy-handedness, 
high-handedness,  and  arrogance  on  the 
part  of  my  Republican  colleagues  in 
connection  with  two  matters:  First, 
consideration  of  the  budget  resolution; 
and  second,  the  structuring  of  commit- 
tees and  subcommittees. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  buttress  the  arguments  made  by 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Republicans  have  put  a  new  member 
of  their  party  onto  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  We  are  entitled  to  another 
member  on  that  committee.  However, 
when  our  requests  are  made,  they  are 
met  with  silence.  There  is  no  response 
given  to  us.  Business  as  usual. 

That  is  what  we  have  here,  business 
as  usual.  They  pass  a  resolution  on  the 
first  day  of  the  session  on  committee 
ratios,  saying  that  we  can  only  have 
two  full  committees,  yet  they  have  38 


Members  that  serve  on  more  than  two 
committees.  That  question  needs  to  be 
addressed,  and  we  intend  to  address  it 
in  due  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan,  the  minority 
whip,  for  raising  this  issue. 

I  want  to  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
not  only  is  it  a  question  of  members  of 
one  committee  deciding  to  participate 
in  debate  on  the  floor  on  the  budget  or 
on  the  Clean  Water  Act  or  other  meas- 
ures, but  we  also  have  the  situation 
where  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Resources  will  be  engaged  in  markup 
on  the  bill  while  at  the  same  time  their 
committee  will  be  engaged  in  offering 
bills  on  the  floor  of  the  House  under 
the  current  schedule. 

That  disenfranchises  members  of  the 
committee  from  one  of  those  two  de- 
bates. They  cannot  participate  and  rep- 
resent their  constituent  views  in  com- 
mittee, or  they  cannot  participate  on 
the  floor  and  represent  their  constitu- 
ent views  on  those  bills  presented  on 
this  floor. 

The  same  holds  true  for  each  and 
every  member.  This  disenfranchises 
Republicans  and  Democrats  alike,  be- 
cause if  we  have  to  go  to  committee  to 
participate,  we  cannot  be  heard  on  the 
budget  debate,  we  cannot  be  heard  on 
the  clean  water  debate.  These  are 
major,  controversial,  important  ac- 
tions, taken  by  this  Congress. 

I  think  the  minority  whip  has  it 
about  right,  that  they  seek  to  sub- 
marine this  debate.  The  reports  are 
coming  in  from  the  precincts.  The 
American  people  are  terribly  upset  by 
what  the  Republicans  are  doing  to 
Medicare,  what  they  are  doing  to  stu- 
dent loans,  and  as  we  saw,  what  they 
were  doing  to  student  nutrition. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  the  public 
does  not  like  this  plan,  so  what  is  their 
proposal?  To  disenfranchise  Members 
of  Congress  from  participating  in  this 
debate,  from  echoing  the  views  of  their 
constituents  back  home,  and  to  try  to 
keep  them  locked  up  in  committee  ac- 
tivity that  is  nowhere  near  as  urgent 
or  as  important  as  the  budget  debate 
and  or  the  clean  water  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  raising  this  issue. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  his  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker.  He  is 
right  on  target. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  make  clear  we  are  not 
talking  about  abstractions  here.  Last 
week,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  had  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices the  single  silliest  day  in  the  his- 
tory. I  believe,  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 
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We  voted  in  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services  the  week 
before  to  pass  out  a  deregulation  bill, 
but  while  we  were  having  the  rollcall 
on  that  bill,  a  rollcall  was  in  progress 
on  the  floor  of  the  House,  because  the 
committee  was  meeting  simulta- 
neously with  the  floor  proceedings. 

In  fact,  the  chairman,  an  honorable 
man.  trying  to  do  his  best  under  a  set 
of  silly  rules,  had  called  a  rollcall  on 
an  amendment,  and  he  announced  that 
there  would  be  a  rollcall  right  after 
that  on  the  bill.  Many  members,  most- 
ly Republicans  who  voted  first  on  the 
amendment,  did  not  hear  that,  so  they 
left.  They  came  to  the  floor. 

As  a  result,  last  week,  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  interrupted  what  we 
were  doing,  those  who  had  gotten  the 
notice,  and  we  sat  in  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services  and  we 
pretended  to  vote  on  the  banking  bill. 
The  only  reason  we  had  that  meeting 
to  vote  on  the  banking  bill  was  that 
the  week  before  we  had  a  simultaneous 
rollcall  in  committee  and  a  rollcall  on 
the  floor.  Some  of  the  Republican 
Members  were  distressed  because,  hav- 
ing left  to  vote  on  the  floor  rollcall, 
they  missed  the  rollcall  in  committee. 
That  is  what  we  are  inviting  when  we 
have  simultaneous  rollcalls  on  both 
levels,  we  get  this  kind  of  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  the  Republicans 
who  insisted  that  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  have  this  phony  meeting. 
We  all  sat  there,  it  was  like  a  play,  and 
we  all  voted.  It  was  the  silliest  waste  of 
time  ever  Why?  Because  of  this  kind  of 
tactic. 

Therefore,  what  we  have  here  is  that 
the  Republicans  took  power  in  January 
and  announced  this  wonderful  contract 
and  all  these  rules  changes,  but  we 
should  have  checked  the  warranty  on 
the  contract,  because  apparently,  on 
the  rules  changes,  it  was  good  only 
until  inconvenient.  I  have  never  seen 
people  profess  good  intentions,  as  they 
define  them,  and  so  little  live  up  to 
them  as  we  have  seen  here. 

The  kind  of  burlesque  that  we  had  in 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services  last  week,  where  we  had  a 
rollcall  vote,  a  solemn  rollcall  vote 
solely  because  some  Republican  Mem- 
bers had  missed  the  previous  rollcall 
vote  because  there  was  another  rollcall 
vote  going  on  was  silly,  but  what  the 
Republican  leadership  wants  to  do  is  to 
create  the  circumstances  in  which  that 
silliness  will  recur. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr  Speaker,  to  con- 
clude, let  me  just  ask  my  friends  and 
colleagues  today,  please  do  not  put 
themselves  in  the  situation  where  they 
are  not  here  defending  the  interests  of 
their  constituents  by  being  away,  by 
being  at  another  markup,  by  being  at 
another  hearing,  on  the  most  impor- 
tant piece  of  legislation  that  we  will 
consider  perhaps  this  year,  the  budget 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  that 


will  have  serious  consequences  for  sen- 
iors, for  students,  for  middle-aged  chil- 
dren who  have  to  support  seniors;  an 
important  bill. 

Let  us  not  play  Casper  the  Ghost  and 
have  people  participating  in  one  or  two 
different  places  at  the  same  time.  Let 
the  sunshine  pour  through  these  Cham- 
bers so  every  Member  can  be  here,  can 
participate,  and  can  be  a  full  partici- 
pant in  the  democratic  process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  against  this  motion,  and  to  give 
themselves  the  affordability  and  the 
comfort  of  being  able  to  participate  in 
the  budget  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  can  just  take  a  mo- 
ment to  put  back  into  perspective  a 
point  that  has  been  stretched  beyond 
belief,  what  we  are  doing  here  is  asking 
the  Members  to  vote  to  enable  the 
committees  to  sit  during  the  5-minute 
rule  while  we  continue  to  work  on  the 
Clean  Water  Act. 

In  particular,  the  work  that  we  want 
to  see  continue  in  committees  while  we 
are  on  the  Clean  Water  Act  on  the  floor 
is  the  hearings  of  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  on  telecommunications, 
which  has  been  the  only  objection  that 
has  been  raised. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  motion. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the      gentleman      from      Texas      [Mr. 

ARMEY]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  [Mr.  B.-krhett  of 
Nebraska]  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

This  will  be  a  15-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas   235,   nays 
181,  not  voting  18,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  331] 
YEAS— 235 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacbus 
Baker  (CA) 
Ba leer  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 

Bate  man 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bil  Irakis 


Bliley 

Blute 

Boeblert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  iTN) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 


Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  <OA) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 


Cubin 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  ICT) 

Frelinghuysen 

Fnsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Cilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hiill  (TX> 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WAi 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 


Atercrnmbie 

.^ndr*'ws 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Bare  la 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

BenUsen 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Bonki 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  lOHi 

Bryant  (TX) 

Card  in 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  I  Ml) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Cramer 


Inglis 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (C.\i 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

NAYS— 181 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 


Rams  tad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Traf leant 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

WatW  (OKI 

WeldoniFLl 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitrield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Jackson-Lee 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (M.\> 

Kennedy  iRIi 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  IG.^) 

Lincoln 

Lofgren 


Lowey 

Orton 

Slaughter 

Luther 

Owens 

Spratt 

Maloney 

Pallone 

Stark 

.Manton 

Pastor 

Stenholm 

Markey 

Payne  i.VJI 

Stokes 

.Martinez 

Payne iVA) 

Studds 

Ma.scara 

Pelosi 

Stupak 

M,i-.!^ui 

Peterson  (MN) 

Tanner 

M.C.\rthy 

Pickett 

Taylor  (MS) 

McDermott 

Pomeroy 

Tejeda 

McHale 

Poshard 

Thompson 

McKinney 

Rahall 

Thornton 

McNulty 

Rangel 

Thurman 

Meehan 

Reed 

Torres 

.Meek 

Reynolds 

Towns 

Menendez 

Richardson 

Velazquez 

Mfume 

Rivers 

Vento 

.Miller  (CAl 

Roemer 

Visclosky 

Mineta 

Rose 

Volkmer 

-Minge 

Roybal-Allard 

Ward 

Mink 

Rush 

Waters 

Moakley 

Sabo 

Watt(NC) 

Mollohan 

Sanders 

Waxman 

Moran 

Sawyer 

Williams 

Murcha 

Schroeder 

Wise 

Nadler 

Schumer 

Woolsey 

Neal 

Scott 

Wyden 

Oberstar 

Serrano 

Wynn 

Obey 

Sisisky 

Yates 

Olver 

Skaggs 

Ortiz 

Skelton 

NOT  VOTING— 18 

Ackerman 

Coyne 

Kleczka 

Berman 

Evans 

Lipinski 

Boucher 

Franks  (NJ) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Collins  (ILl 

Hoyer 

Porter 

Cooley 

Istook 

Torricelli 

Cox 

Johnston 

Tucker 
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Res.  148)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (S.  219)  to  improve  the  econ- 
omy and  efficiency  of  Federal  Govern- 
ment operations  by  establishing  a  mor- 
atorium on  regulatory  rulemaking  ac- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 
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So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and 
include  extraneous  material,  on  H.R. 
1590.  the  bill  previously  considered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  S. 
4.  LINE-ITEM  VETO  ACT 

Mr.  GOSS.  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-1211  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  147)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (S.  4)  to  grant  the  power  to  the 
President  to  reduce  budget  authority, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  S. 
219.  REGULATORY  TRANSITION 
ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  GOSS.  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-122)  on  the  resolution  (H. 


ESTABLISHING  TIME  LIMITATIONS 
FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  ADDI- 
TIONAL AMENDMENTS  TO  H.R. 
961.  CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1995 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  the  clean 
water  bill  which  we  will  be  considering 
in  the  next  few  moments  that  we  estab- 
lish time  limits  as  follows: 

In  title  VIII  on  wetlands: 

One  hour  on  the  Boehlert  substitute 
to  title  VIII;  30  minutes  on  the 
Gilchrest  amendment  to  delete  wetland 
delineation;  and  20  minutes  on  all 
other  amendments  which  will  be  con- 
sidered, excluding  title  X  for  which  no 
time  limit  will  be  set.  and  specifically 
the  amendments  to  which  I  refer, 
which  will  have  20-minute  time  limits, 
are  as  follows: 

The  Gilchrest-Dingell  amendment  on 
migratory  waterfowl;  the 

Frelinghuysen  amendment  on  dele- 
gated programs:  the  Wyden  amendment 
to  prohibit  compensation:  the  Minge 
amendment  with  regard  to  permits  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture;  the 
Riggs  amendment  on  certain 
wastewater  treatment  facilities;  the 
Taylor  amendment  to  require  consider- 
ation of  beneficial  uses  of  dredged  ma- 
terial; the  Pallone  amendment,  which 
will  be  two  amendments  en  bloc;  and 
the  Franks  amendment  to  limit 
changes  in  title  IX.  with  the  time  to  be 
equally  divided  by  the  proponent  and 
opponent  of  the  amendments. 

D  1230 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
B.^RRETT  of  Nebraska).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object.  I  would  like  to  in- 
quire of  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, as  he  has  just  outlined,  from  what 
I  can  garner  on  this,  that  takes  us  up 
to  roughly  6  hours  and  40  minutes,  if 
we  have  votes  on  all  of  the  10  amend- 
ments being  offered,  plus  the  1  hour  on 
the  Boehlert,  30  minutes  on  the 
Gilchrest  and  20  minutes,  altogether 
that  takes  us  a  total,  including  voting, 
of  6  hours  40  minutes.  Even  if  we  start 
right  now  that  would  take  us  to  7:10 
this  evening. 

I  am  wondering,  given  the  request 
being  made  here,  my  preference  right 
now  is  to  just  agree  to  the  1  hour  on 
the  Boehlert  substitute,  or  to  then 
have  a  time  agreement  through  com- 
pletion of  our  work  in  the  Committee 
on  the  Whole.  That  would  then  take  us 
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through  the  completion  of  title  X  as 
well. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
say  to  my  good  friend  that  would  be 
my  preference  also,  but  we  have  not 
been  able  to  work  out  an  agreement  on 
title  X  at  this  point.  We  are  still  at- 
tempting to  work  out  an  agreement  on 
title  X,  so  at  this  point  we  only  have 
agreement  up  to  through  title  IX. 

I  would  also  point  out  to  my  friend 
that  some  of  the  amendments  I  believe 
will  be  accepted,  so  we  should  not  have 
recorded  votes  and  will  not  take  a  full 
20  minutes.  And  I  would  hope  that  even 
on  some  of  the  contentious  amend- 
ments, we  will  not  use  the  full  time. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  further 
reserving  my  right  to  object,  it  seems 
to  me  that  without  some  idea  about 
what  is  happening,  what  is  going  to 
happen  in  title  X,  I  would  have  some 
reservations  on  the  time  limitation 
that  is  being  outlined  here.  I  am  won- 
dering, pending  our  being  able  to  com- 
plete that  discussion,  could  we  just 
agree  to  the  1  hour  on  the  Boehlert 
substitute  for  the  time  being? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Until  the  conclusion 
of  the  1  hour  consideration,  I  have  no 
problem.  What  about  Gilchrest  as  well, 
to  include  Boehlert  and  Gilchrest? 

Mr.  MINETA.  Thirty  minutes  on  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Gilchrest],  that  would  be  fine  with 
me. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  revise 
my  unanimous  consent  request  to  in- 
clude only  the  first  two  amendments, 
the  Boehlert  amendment  for  1  hour  and 
the  Gilchrest  amendment  for  30  min- 
utes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  it  the 
Chair's  understanding  that  would  in- 
clude other  amendments  thereto? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
expect  to  make  a  unanimous-consent 
request  on  the  remaining  amendments 
at  the  conclusion  of  either  Boehlert  or 
Gilchrest,  but  my  unanimous-consent 
request  at  this  point  is  only  for  the 
Boehlert  and  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ments and  the  amendments  thereto. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
yield  to  our  collesigue,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  title  X  will  in  ef- 
fect act  as  an  amendment  to  a  previous 
amendment  brought  to  the  floor  and 
passed  relative  to  the  Coaistal  Zone 
Management  Act. 

If  the  new  title  is  accepted  and  is 
voted  affirmatively.  I  would  like  to  re- 
serve the  right,  if  that  is  the  necessary 
language,  to  offer  a  substitute  to  the 
bill,  which  would  in  effect  amend  title 
X.  I  understand  that  I  have  the  right  to 
do  that  under  the  current  rule,  and  I 
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would  like  to  affirm  that  that  is  in  fact 
the  case  and  that  nothing  being  done 
here  would  abridge  that  right. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield.  I  would  say  to 
my  friend  nothing  would  abridge  that 
right.  This  does  not  deal  with  title  X  at 
all  and  my  friend  would  be  protected. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  again, 
based  on  the  1  hour  for  the  Boehlert 
substitute  and  the  30  minutes  on  the 
Gilchrest  amendment.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  the 
understanding  of  the  Chair  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
wants  to  pursue  the  unanimous  consent 
request? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  The  Chair  is  correct. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CLEAN  WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF 

1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  140  and  rule 
XXIII  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  961. 

D  1235 

IN  THE  COMMITTKE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
961)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act.  with  Mr.  MclNNis  in 
the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  \\Tiole  rose  on  Monday.  May 
15,  1995.  pending  was  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert j. 

Under  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  there  is  1  hour  of  debate  remain- 
ing on  the  amendment  and  any  amend- 
ments thereto,  equally  divided  between 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Boehlert]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]. 

The  chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Bor.ski],  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  and  the  Environment. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
heard  a  lot  about  how  the  States  know 
this  program  better  than  anyone  else. 

This  amendment  would  strike  title 
VIII  of  the  bill  and  substitute  the  Wet- 
lands and  Watershed  Management  Act 
of  1995  proposed  by  the  National  Gov- 
ernors Association. 

This  is  the  proposal  of  the  Nation's 
Governors  on  wetlands. 


This  amendment  is  similar  to  the 
amendment  that  I  offered  in  commit- 
tee and  identical  to  the  wetlands  lan- 
guage in  the  Saxton  substitute  that 
was  offered  last  week. 

It  is  clear  that  the  States  do  not  like 
what  this  bill  proposes  for  the  wetlands 
program. 

Here  is  why:  The  bill  will  eliminate 
protection  for  60  to  80  percent  of  the 
existing  wetlands. 

In  my  State  of  Pennsylvania.  40  per- 
cent of  all  wetlands  will  be  removed 
from  protection,  including  more  than 
150.000  acres  of  floodplain  wetlands 
that  protect  the  Chesapeake  Bay  from 
polluted  runoff. 

In  New  Jersey.  35  to  50  percent  of  all 
wetlands  would  lose  protection. 

In  Delaware,  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  wetlands  would  lose  protection. 

H.R.  961  decides,  without  regard  to 
science,  what  wetlands  will  be  pro- 
tected and  which  will  not. 

There  are  serious  problems  with  the 
administration  of  the  wetlands  permit- 
ting program,  but  H.R.  961,  by  elimi- 
nating protection  for  so  many  wet- 
lands, does  not  solve  them. 

The  National  Governors  Association 
has  proposed  a  fast-track  system  for 
minor  permits  and  an  advisory  com- 
mittee from  all  levels  of  government  to 
reduce  duplication  and  overregulation. 

On  March  7,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Asso- 
ciation of  State  Wetland  Managers 
pleaded  with  the  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Committee  not  to  adopt 
the  language  in  title  VIII. 

Their  testimony  said  H.R.  961  will 
create  a  program. 

That  will  result  in  massive  Federal  budget 
requirements,  lead  to  environmental  deg- 
radation and  result  in  bureaucratic  quib- 
bling. Plezise  do  not  create  a  new  wetland 
regulatory  program  that  is  not  fundable,  not 
implementable.  and  not  acceptable  to  the 
States. 

The  State  association  predicted  that 
the  2  States,  New  Jersey  and  Michigan, 
that  currently  have  assumed  the  sec- 
tion 404  program  and  the  13  that  issue 
programmatic  general  permits  will 
give  back  their  programs  if  title  VIII  is 
adopted  as  written. 

This  amendment  also  includes  the 
same  ademptions  for  agricultural  uses 
and  the  same  expanded  role  for  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  that  were  in- 
cluded in  the  Boehlert-Roemer-Saxton 
substitute  that  we  considered  on 
Wednesday. 

The  Agriculture  Department  would 
have  the  sole  authority  to  perform  de- 
lineation of  agricultural  lands. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  this  op- 
portunity on  this  amendment  to  show 
that  we  really  do  want  to  listen  to  the 
voice  of  the  States. 

Vote  for  this  amendment,  vote  with 
the  National  Governors  Association 
and  back  up  all  the  words  about  a  new 
partnership  with  the  States. 

I  urge  Members  to  vote  for  the  Boeh- 
lert National  Governors  Association 
amendment. 


Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay],  the 
distinguished  majority  whip. 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time  and  I  appreciate  all  the  hard  work 
the  gentleman  and  his  committee  have 
done. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Boehlert  amendment.  Like  the 
Saxton-Boehlert  substitute  amendment 
which  was  soundly  defeated,  this 
amendment  seeks  to  undermine  every- 
thing this  House  accomplished  during 
the  first  100  days  of  this  session  to  pro- 
mote regulatory  reform  and  property 
rights. 

First,  it  strikes  all  property  rights 
provisions,  including  the  right  to  com- 
pensation for  property  owners  whose 
land  is  devalued  by  more  than  30  per- 
cent due  to  Federal  wetlands  regula- 
tions. These  provisions  are  identical  to 
provisions  in  H.R.  925.  the  Private 
Property  Protection  Act,  which  the 
House  passed  on  March  3  with  277 
votes,  including  72  Democrats. 

My  colleagues,  let  us  not  reverse  the 
strides  we  made  so  recently  for  the 
rights  of  private  property  owners  when 
it  comes  to  wetlands  regulations. 

Second,  it  eliminates  the  three-tier 
classification  system  created  by  the 
bill  which  is  designed  to  give  greatest 
priority  to  those  wetlands  that  are  in 
most  need  of  protection.  This  flies  in 
the  face  of  common  sense.  Every  wet- 
land is  not  the  same.  The  current  ex- 
pansive definition  of  a  wetland  is  the 
root  of  the  overregulation  so  onerous 
to  this  country's  municipalities.  Only 
by  making  critical  distinctions  will  we 
ensure  sensible  conservation  and  a 
healthy  future  for  our  local  and  na- 
tional economies. 

And  third,  it  removes  provisions  that 
streamline  the  current  highly  bureau- 
cratic system  for  wetlands  permitting, 
giving  four  agencies  the  power  to  veto 
a  wetlands  permit  application.  This  is 
sheer  and  utter  nonsense.  I  spoke  last 
week  about  Lake  Jackson's  current  dif- 
ficulties in  the  permitting  process.  I 
can  only  imagine  the  cost  in  time, 
money,  and  effort  the  city  would  ex- 
pend in  merely  getting  through  the 
submission  process  if  this  amendment 
were  adopted. 

The  American  people  have  been  cry- 
ing out  for  relief  from  the  intrusive- 
ness  of  Government,  and  applauded 
heartily  when  the  House  voted  over- 
whelmingly to  give  it  to  them.  We  can- 
not go  back  on  the  contract  we  made 
with  America  to  bring  sound  science 
and  common  sense  to  the  regulatory 
process,  as  well  as  to  take  into  account 
the  rights  of  property  owners.  I  strong- 
ly urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  Boehlert 
amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberst.^r]. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 


this  time  and  compliment  our  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Boehlert],  for  the  leadership  he 
has  demonstrated  so  vigorously  and  in- 
tensively on  behalf  of  clean  water  and 
particularly,  in  the  case,  on  the  wet- 
lands issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  Nation  was  rich  in 
wetlands  when  the  settlement  of  Amer- 
ica began.  But  civilization  took  its 
harsh  toll:  agriculture,  highways,  rail- 
roads, cities,  suburbs,  exurbs,  flood 
control,  destroying  the  wetlands  along 
our  Nation's  major  riverways  and  our 
coastal  waterways.  All  in  the  interest 
of  progress  and  without  concern  for  an 
understanding  of  the  enormous  power 
and  strength  of  the  wetlands  as  a  fil- 
tering device,  preventing  sediment 
from  getting  into  the  streams,  prevent- 
ing pollution  from  getting  into  our 
major  waterways,  estuaries,  and  lakes. 

By  the  time  I  was  elected  to  Congress 
in  the  mid-1970's,  the  lower  48  States 
had  been  diminished  in  wetlands  by 
half.  Our  migratory  waterfowl  have  de- 
clined in  numbers  over  the  yeai's.  and 
few  are  here  in  the  Chamber  today  who 
can  remember,  but  all  of  us  surely 
should  have  studied  the  dust  bowl  days 
of  the  1930's  caused,  not  by  drying  up  of 
the  rains,  but  by  man's  thoughtless  and 
senseless  use  and  overuse  of  the  land, 
draining  the  wetland-rich  prairie  pot- 
hole region  of  America's  midsection. 

One-third  of  our  endangered  and 
threatened  species  are  sheltered  by 
wetlands. 
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Coastal  wetlands  are  the  nursery  and 
spawning  grounds  for  half  to  90  percent 
of  the  Nation's  fish  catch.  Wetlands 
protect  against  floods.  They  recharge 
our  groundwater.  They  filter  pollution. 
They  store  water  for  recycling.  They 
are  a  buffer  against  erosion. 

We  used  to  call  them  swamps  and 
bogs  and  worse  and  drained  them. 
dredged  them  and  filled  them  in.  then 
dug  them  up  to  grow  crops  on  them  and 
put  housing  on  them  and  pave  them 
over.  We  cannot  do  that  any  longer. 

We  are  toda.y  at  the  point  where  I  am 
reminded  of  the  commons  of  medieval 
England  where  herdsmen  were  accus- 
tomed to  bringing  as  many  of  their 
sheep  as  possible  to  graze  on  the  com- 
mons pasture.  They  overgrazed  and 
overused  it  and  war  and  disease  re- 
duced the  commons  to  a  place  of  filth 
and  destruction,  and  the  carrying  ca- 
pacity declined,  and  so  did  the  com- 
monality of  civilization  until  the  peo- 
ple realized  that  they  needed  to  restore 
the  commons  and  build  it  back. 

The  tragedy  of  the  commons  is  a 
story  about  mankind's  determination 
to  populate  the  planet  to  death  and  de- 
velop it  to  death.  One  farmer  can  bene- 
fit by  putting  one  more  sheep  on  the 
commons  even  though  each  time  they 
do  so  they  degrade  it.  That  is  what  we 
are  doing  to  the  wetlands,  putting 
more  and  more  pressure  on  them,  de- 


grading and  destroying  these  irreplace- 
able storehouses  of  water. 

Let  us  work  together  to  learn  the  les- 
son of  the  commons  and  let  it  not  be 
the  epitaph  for  our  generation  that  we 
permitted  the  destruction  of  our  com- 
mons, the  nation's  wetlands.  Please 
support  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  C,\stleJ. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  issue  of  wetlands 
is  a  tremendously  difficult  issue.  I 
think  both  sides  have  done  a  good  job 
of  actually  trying  to  improve  a  piece  of 
legislation  that  has  had  some  difficulty 
in  the  area  of  the  definition  of  wet- 
lands. 

But  I  learned  something,  and  that  is 
development  is  forever.  I  saw  a  man  at 
Rehoboth  Beach,  DE,  one  day.  He  said, 
"Mike,  have  you  ever  seen  a  shopping 
center  converted  into  a  park?"  The  an- 
swer, of  course,  is  "No."  and  I  would 
ask.  "Have  you  ever  seen  a  wetland 
which  has  been  used  for  some  other  use 
ever  converted  back  to  a  wetland?" 
And  the  answer  to  that  is  also,  "No." 

Sometimes  we  talk  about  substitute 
wetlands.  The  bottom  line  is  once  you 
lose  them,  they  are  lost  forever. 

There  are  some  problems.  I  think, 
with  the  present  legislation.  There  are 
costly  delays  and  vague  regulations. 
The  farmers  and  homeowners  do  prop- 
erly. I  think,  complain  about  wetland 
permit  decisions  and  the  time  it  takes 
to  get  them.  The  availability  of  gen- 
eral permits  for  projects  having  mini- 
mal impact  on  wetlands  should  be  ex- 
panded, and  I  believe  the  Boehlert 
amendment  addresses  each  of  these 
very,  very  well. 

The  amendment  adopts  the  National 
Governors'  Association  proposal  on 
wetlands.  The  Governors'  proposal 
would  help  coordinate  protection  ef- 
forts in  the  most  efficient  use  of 
States'  scare  resources  and  minimize 
inconsistency  between  State,  Federal, 
and  local  programs. 

Wetlands  management  should  be  in- 
tegrated with  other  resource  manage- 
ment programs,  and  I  cannot  stress 
that  enough,  such  as  flood  control,  al- 
location of  water  supply,  protection  of 
fish  and  wildlife  and  storm  water  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution  control.  Wet- 
lands delineation  criteria  and  manage- 
ment policy  should  recognize  the  sig- 
nificant regional  and  even  State 
variants  of  wetlands,  and  land  use  reg- 
ulations are  traditionally  a  State  and 
local  function,  and  decisions  on  wet- 
lands management  should  be  made  at 
the  local  level. 

They  really  differ.  They  differ  from 
my  State  of  Delaware  than  from  Cali- 
fornia or  Texas  or  Maine.  They  differ 
all  over  the  United  States  of  America, 
and  we  should  give  that  authority  back 
to  the  States  and  the  Governors  where 
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we  can,  and  I  believe  that  made  a  lot  of 
sense  when  they  came  up  with  that 
particular  program  which  addressed  all 
of  these  issues. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Boehlert 
amendment  implements  a  fast  track 
permitting  process  for  minor  and  gen- 
eral wetlands  permits  that  is  abso- 
lutely needed  in  America  and  provides 
technical  assistance. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  I  would  en- 
courage each  and  every  one  of  us  to 
consider  this  amendment.  Look  very 
carefully  at  it. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  [Mr.  L.^tham]. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

I  rise  today  in  strong  opposition  to 
the  amendment  to  title  8  offered  by  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  everyone 
who  will  speak  against  this  amendment 
today  shares  a  commitment  to  protect- 
ing genuine  wetlands.  The  key  issue,  as 
I  hoi>e  to  demonstrate  in  a  moment,  is 
how  broadly  a  wetland  is  defined.  Be- 
cause if  you  are  a  bureaucrat  with  the 
EPA  or  other  Federal  agency,  wetland 
does  not  mean  something  is  a  pond  or 
a  bog  or  a  swamp  or  a  marsh.  In  fact, 
over  the  last  8  years,  we  have  seen 
areas  defined  as  wetlands  where  water 
never  actually  stands  or  where  there  is 
a  low  spot  in  a  cornfield,  and  regu- 
lators, in  their  never  ending  search  for 
more  control,  have  stretched  laws  de- 
signed to  affect  navigable  waters  so 
that  they  can  regulate  farmland  in 
north  central  Iowa  that  is  at  least  100 
miles  from  any  navigable  water.  That 
is  how  the  environmental  extremists 
come  up  with  their  astonishing  claims 
about  wetlands  being  left  unprotected 
by  this  bill. 

In  the  ideal  world  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  Americans  currently  live 
in  areais  that  could  be  defined  as  wet- 
lands. If  you  define  everything  as  a 
wetland,  no  matter  how  against  com- 
mon sense  that  definition  may  be,  you 
can  pretty  much  give  yourself  the  right 
to  regulate  what  every  American  does 
with  his  or  her  property. 

Property  owners  and  the  general  pub- 
lic no  longer  know  what  a  wetland  is. 
They  expect  to  see  a  swamp  or  marsh 
or  bog,  only  to  be  told  by  regulators 
that  land  that  is  usually  dry  is  a  wet- 
land or  that  a  set  spot  in  a  field  of  com 
is  wetland.  This  abuse  has  gone  on  far 
too  long. 

The  current  guidelines  can  allow  an 
area  to  be  called  a  wetland  even  if 
water  never  stands  on  it  or  even  if  the 
surface  on  the  ground  is  never  satu- 
rated. 

As  these  photographs  will  dem- 
onstrate, the  term  "wetland"  no  longer 
means  what  the  everyday  common- 
sense  interpretation  suggests  or  what 
Congress  envisioned  as  the  limits  of 
Federal  regulatory  jurisdiction. 
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The  first  photo  is  what  we  would  all 
believe  would  be  a  wetland,  obviously 
saturated,  a  pond.  The  problem  today 
with  the  definition  is  that  this  land  up 
here  is  also  considered  to  be  a  wetland, 
far  beyond  the  scope  and  definition  of 
what  should  be  considered.  These  pho- 
tographs also  show  this  is  land  under 
cultivation.  The  regulators  can  now 
say  it  is  a  wetland  or  have  determined 
to  be  a  wetland  even  though  they  have 
been  in  production  for  years  and  years. 
You  can  see  obviously  this  land  has 
been  or  is  slightly  damp,  but  in  a  cou- 
ple of  days  in  north  central  Iowa  this 
will  be  dry.  It  has  been  under  produc- 
tion probably  for  well  over  100  years, 
generation  after  generation,  and  now  a 
Federal  regulator  is  coming  in  and  tell- 
ing this  farmer  he  can  no  longer  farm 
that  land,  and  it  has  totally  gone  out 
of  control. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr  LATHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  prior  to  converted  crop- 
land, any  land  converted  to  cropland 
prior  to  1985  does  not  fall  under  juris- 
diction of  wetlands  by  any  Federal 
agency.  There  are  also  a  number  of 
farms  and  ag  areas  around  the  country 
that  can  continue  to  farm  wetlands 
even  though  they  still  function  as  a 
wetland.  They  can  continue  to  do  that 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
if  that  is  the  case,  then  why  are  there 
Federal  regulators  out  today  in  prior 
converted  agricultural  lands  defining 
that  as  wetlands,  changing  the  use 
those  people  have?  This  is  a  very  im- 
portant point,  a  point  that  has  to  be 
gotten  through  to  many  of  you  people 
who  continually  think  that  agricul- 
tural land  or  that  somehow  we  are 
abusing  the  wetlands.  These  lands  are 
in  production.  They  have  continued  to 
be.  A  lot  of  the  tile  in  here  was  hand 
dug  and  today  regulators  are  saying 
they  are  not. 

Mr.  GILCHREST  If  the  gentleman 
will  continue  to  yield,  the  confusion  on 
that,  the  Boehlert  amendment  com- 
pletely eliminates  that. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  I  understand  that.  By 
your  definition,  you  will  continue  to 
have  regulators  out  there  defining  that 
as  wetlands.  You  certainly  will,  by 
your  definition. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  No,  we  will  not. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  We  will  need  a  clear 
and  defined  definition  of  wetlands.  I 
think  it  is  very  interesting  that  many 
of  the  proponents  of  this  amendment 
who  want  to  make  it  supposedly  easier 
for  agriculture  also  voted  in  the  Lipin- 
ski  amendment  to  take  away  56  per- 
cent of  the  funds  for  the  State  of  Iowa 
to  comply  with  your  regulations.  Tell 
me  the  justice  in  that. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  we  finally 
brought  some  common  sense  back  into 
the  argument,  and  for  people  to  put  the 
dollars  that  go  to  the  States  like  Iowa 


and  then  say  that  they  are  trying  to 
help  us  is  absolutely  ludicrous. 

I  strongly  oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  like  to  make  three  very  quick, 
and.  I  hope,  succinct  points.  I  came  to 
this  House  and  served  for  a  number  of 
years  on  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Committee,  and  while  I  was 
there,  I  found  myself  taking  part  in  de- 
bates similar  to  this  where  we  were 
making  pKJiicy  decisions  based  on  a 
number  of  factors,  and  after  a  couple  of 
years  of  serving  there  and  weighing 
those  factors,  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  we  did  not  pay  a  lot  of  attention 
to  science,  and  this  debate  today  points 
out  that  back  in  those  days  that  I 
thought  I  was  right  I  can  prove  that,  in 
fact,  I  was  right,  because,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  does  not  agree  in  any  way. 
shape,  or  form  with  the  definition  of 
wetlands  as  it  occurs  today  in  H.R.  961. 

One  of  the  major  thrusts  of  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  is  that  it  changes  that 
definition  so  that  it  is  in  concert  with 
what  we  think  is  a  good  definition 
based  on  science. 

Second.  H.R.  961,  as  it  currently 
stands,  would  allow  for  destruction  of 
well  over  half  of  the  Nation's  wetlands. 
and  those  of  us  who  recognize  the  value 
of  wetlands  in  terms  of  the  life  cycle, 
in  terms  of  its  use  to  slow  down  fiood- 
water  and  act  as  a  filter  for  pollutants 
which  enter  our  waters  upstream,  rec- 
ognize that  it  would  be  a  disaster  to 
permit  an  opportunity  to  destroy  more 
than  half  of  the  Nation's  wetlands. 

And.  third,  let  me  point  out  that  the 
debate  that  just  occurred  between  my 
friend  from  Maryland  and  my  friend 
from  Iowa,  I  think,  is  ample  evidence 
that  we  ought  to  listen  to  what  the 
Governors  say,  because  my  friend  from 
Maryland  perceives  wetlands  as  being 
one  thing,  and  my  friend  from  Iowa,  a 
different  State  with  a  different  struc- 
ture, land  structure,  perceives  wet- 
lands as  something  quite  different.  And 
the  Boehlert  amendment  adopts  the 
National  Governors  Association  pro- 
posals on  wetlands  reform,  part  of 
which  is  to  give  the  States  more  say  in 
defining  and  carrying  out  the  wetlands 
programs. 

So  I  wholeheartedly  and  strongly 
support  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SHTJSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho  [Mrs.  ChenowethI. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  Boehlert 
amendment. 

This  amendment  adds  even  more  un- 
certainty and  bureaucracy  to  the  regu- 
latory process  we  are  already  envel- 
oped in. 

You  see.  it  gives  the  Government  an 
even  bigger  hammer  to  penalize  land- 
owners and  igrnores  the  fact  that  law- 
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abiding  citizens  have  been  charged 
with  fines  and  sent  to  prison  for  trying 
to  be  good  stewards  of  the  land. 

The  most  egregious  aspect  of  this 
amendment  is  that  it  ignores  private 
property  rights. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  for  working  with  me 
to  include  the  Chenoweth  provision  in 
this  bill  before  us  today,  a  provision 
with  would  require  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  receive  written  permission 
from  private  property  owners  when 
going  on  their  land  for  the  purpose  of 
mapping  wetlands.  It  is  important  to 
keep  the  Federal  Government  in  check, 
and  I  believe  the  notification  provision 
I  recommended  will  ensure  that  the 
mapping  process  is  carried  out  in  ac- 
cordance with  our  constitutional 
rights. 

It  is  time  for  fairness,  and  it  is  time 
for  sanity,  and  it  is  time  for  reason  in 
this  program. 

Title  8  of  H.R.  961  recognizes  that. 
That  is  why  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  op- 
pose the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman,  because  I 
want  to  congratulate  her.  This  is  her 
first  amendment  on  a  major  piece  of 
transportation  legislation.  Your  in- 
volvement has  really  been  significant, 
and  I  want  to  congratulate  you  and 
thank  you  very  much  for  your  partici- 
pation. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  consume  to 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mrs.  RouKEMA].  a  leader  in 
the  environmental  movement. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman.  1 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Boehlert 
amendment,  and  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress some  specifics  rather  than  the 
generalities. 

This  wetlands  proposal  is  not  about 
some  abstract  ideas  of  beauty  or  maybe 
even  idealists'  idea  of  wildlife,  but  it 
has  many  direct  economic  impacts,  and 
I  want  to  concentrate  on  them. 

D  1300 

After  all,  wetlands  do  act  as  Mother 
Nature's  sponges  when  water  levels 
rise,  when  we  are  talking  about  rivers 
rising  for  Hoods,  hurricanes,  or  what- 
ever the  case  may  be.  and  the  wetlands 
help  fight  shoreline  erosion  in  States 
like  New  Jersey.  This  is  essential  for 
protecting  our  beaches.  They  help  pu- 
rify the  water  tables  by  serving  as  fil- 
ters and  also  for  toxic  pollutants  from 
man-made  runoffs. 

When  we  look  at  the  whole  commit- 
tee bill,  of  course  we  take  a  serious  set- 
back from  a  20-year  effort,  and  it  is  a 
big  step  backward.  The  committee  bill 
offers  a  very  narrow  definition  of  wet- 
lands, and  that  is  wrong  to  do.  While 
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we  may  find  that  their  definition  is 
feasible  in  some  areas  of  the  country, 
in  New  Jersey  it  would  do  serious  dam- 
age to  all  of  our  pioneering  efforts. 

New  Jersey,  remember,  is  a  densely 
populated  Stale,  and  so  we  have  to 
have  a  system  under  the  law  that  will 
apply  to  all  States,  not  a  one-size-fits- 
all  situation.  In  New  Jersey  we  would 
be  very,  very  concerned  that  it  would 
be  a  huge  setback  for  all  the  efforts 
that  Governors  in  both  parties  have 
persevered  on  and  pioneered  on.  The 
Boehlert  amendment  would  adopt,  and 
I  want  to  stress  this  for  all  those,  par- 
ticularly on  my  side  of  the  aisle,  that 
revere  block  grants  and  Governors' 
proposals:  I  want  to  stress  that  the 
Boehlert  amendment  adopts  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association  wetlands 
proposal  in  order  to  replace  the  com- 
mittee's wetlands  language.  Here  the 
Governors  are  right,  and  we  should  lis- 
ten to  them  and  act  upon  their  advice. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  is  not  one 
size  fits  all.  What  is  good  for  Alaska  is 
not  good  for  New  Jersey  or  maybe  even 
for  Louisiana's  protection.  Vote  yes  on 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman    from     California     [Mr.     Doo- 

LITTLE). 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
evening  I  spoke  about  the  severe  prob- 
lems with  the  present  policies  that  we 
have  on  wetlands.  This  bill  makes  some 
badly  needed  reforms,  and  the  Boehlert 
amendment  would  take  us  in  the  oppo- 
site direction.  It  would  not  be  helpful 
to  the  real  concerns  that  we  have. 

I  spoke  last  evening  of  Nancy  Klein. 
She  and  her  husband  bought  350  acres 
in  Sonoma,  intended  to  farm  that.  It 
has  been  farmed  continuously  every 
year  since  1930,  In  1989.  the  owner  of 
the  land  raised  cattle  instead  of  farm- 
ing. When  the  Kleins,  with  their  five 
children,  tried  to  begin  their  farming, 
they  were  informed  by  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers that  they  could  not  do  that, 
and  they  were  threatened  with  $25,000  a 
day  fines  and  were  actually  at  one 
point,  for  most  of  1994,  criminally  in- 
vestigated, 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  read 
from  the  letter  that  she  wrote.  It  is 
really  prepared  testimony  that  she 
gave  to  the  task  force  on  wetlands  of 
the  Committee  on  Resources  which  I 
chaired,  and  we  had  a  hearing,  and  she 
came  and  offered  this.  This  volume  of 
testimony  will  be  printed  and  available 
for  all  to  see  in  a  couple  of  weeks,  but 
just  quoting  from  her  letter: 

The  FBI  and  EPA  interrogated  neighbors, 
acquaintances  and  strangers.  They  asked 
about  our  religion,  whether  we  were  intel- 
ligent, did  we  have  tempers.  They  asked  how 
we  treat  our  children.  Our  property  was  sur- 
veyed by  military  Blackhawk  helicopters. 
Their  cars  monitored  our  home  and  our  chil- 
dren's school.  They  accused  Fred  of  paying 
neighbors  to  lie.  The  FBI  actually  told  one 
terrified  neighbor  that  this  investigation 
was  top  secret  with  national  security  impli- 


cations. The  community  reeled,  as  did  we. 
Our  personal  papers  were  subpoenaed;  the 
grant  jury  was  convened.  We  spent  thousands 
of  additional  dollars  to  hire  more  attorneys. 
The  Justice  Department  told  our  attorneys 
that,  unless  we  would  plead  guilty  and  sur- 
render our  land,  they  would  seek  a  criminal 
indictment  of  both  Fred  and  me.  According 
to  one  government  attorney  I  was  to  be  in- 
cluded because  I  had  written  a  letter  to  the 
editor  of  a  local  paper,  in  their  opinion, 
quote  unquote,  publicly  undermining  the  au- 
thority of  the  Army  Corps. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  present  law  has 
allowed  for  this  kind  of  abuse,  tremen- 
dous abuse  by  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  area  of  wetlands  regulation.  The 
bill  that  we  are  supporting,  coming  out 
of  the  committee,  provides  for  a  good 
definition  of  wetlands,  a  classification 
system  that  uses  good  science  to  deter- 
mine which  wetlands  are  the  most  val- 
ued, those  that  get  the  greatest  protec- 
tion through  this  classification  system, 
A.  B  or  C.  For  that  reason  I  urge  defeat 
of  the  Boehlert  amendment  and  sup- 
port of  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  MlNETA],  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  no  issue 
has  so  defined  the  controversy  of  Clean 
Water  Act  reauthorization  as  has  wet- 
lands. We  have  now  debated  issues  back 
and  forth  for  5  days  on  this  floor  and 
countless  hours  in  our  committee 
rooms. 

There  is  general  agreement  on  one 
thing— the  wetlands  program  is  in  need 
of  reform.  However.  I  strongly  disagree 
with  those  who  would  gut  the  wetlands 
program  to  the  point  that  60-80  percent 
of  the  Nation's  wetlands  are  no  longer 
subject  to  any  portion  of  the  wetlands 
protection  program, 

I  have  listened  to  passionate  argu- 
ments on  both  sides  of  the  issue.  Some 
of  my  California  colleagues  were  quite 
emphatic  in  that  we  must  reduce  the 
scope  of  Federal  regulatory  jurisdic- 
tion. I  would  remind  my  colleagues, 
however,  that  California  has  already 
lost  over  90  percent  of  its  historic  wet- 
lands, including  some  of  its  most  valu- 
able wetlands.  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
can  now  acquiesce  in  the  potential  loss 
of  the  majority  of  the  small  number  of 
wetlands  which  remain. 

The  issue  is  whether  we  will  reform 
the  wetlands  program  to  make  it  more 
efficient,  reasonable  and  user-friendly: 
or,  will  this  House  choose  to  use  the 
wetlands  program  shortcomings  as  an 
excuse  to  undo  most  of  the  protections 
in  the  Clean  Water  Act  for  wetlands. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  removes 
small,  incidental,  and  manmade  wet- 
lands from  the  regulatory  program. 
H.R,  961  removes  60-80  percent  of  wet- 
lands from  the  program  by  creating  an 
arbitrary,  inflexible  definition  of  wet- 
lands. And  it  does  so  in  the  face  of,  and 
contrary  to,  the  just  released  study  of 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  on 
wetlands. 


The  Boehlert  amendment  addresses 
the  issue  of  differing  values  of  wetlands 
by  directing  that  regionalization  be 
considered  in  delineating  wetlands. 
H.R,  961  creates  an  expensive  and  infea- 
sible  nationwide  classification  scheme 
which  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  stated  is  beyond  the  state  of 
the  art  to  accomplish. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  protects 
the  rights  of  the  property  owners  in 
this  country  by  adhering  to  the  rights 
under  the  fifth  amendment  which  have 
served  citizens  well  for  over  200  years. 
When  property  has  been  taken  for  pub- 
lic use.  the  Constitution  will  guarantee 
compensation.  H.R,  961  adopts  the  un- 
sound takings  provisions  which  are  op- 
posed by  the  States  and  which  will  cost 
the  Government  tens  of  billions  of  tax- 
payer dollars — billions  of  dollars  when 
we  are  trying  to  balance  the  budget. 
H.R.  961  ignores  the  rights  of  the  com- 
mercial fishermen  who  harvest  over  $10 
billion  annually,  ignores  the  rights  of 
waterfowl  hunters  who  spend  over  $300 
million  annually,  and  ignores  the 
rights  of  recreational  users  of  wetlands 
who  spend  nearly  $10  billion  annually. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  will  fix  the 
wetlands  problem.  H.R.  961  would  de- 
stroy wetlands  protection  and  raid  the 
Treasury.  Most  people  do  not  want 
that.  Support  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment, 

Mr,  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr,  POMBO]. 

Mr.  POMBO,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Boehlert  amendment 
and  in  support  of  the  committee  bill, 
and  I  believe  that  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant points  that  needs  to  be  made 
on  this  legislation  is  that  the  Boehlert 
amendment  effectively  strips  out  the 
private  property  rights  protection  that 
was  Included  in  the  committee  bill,  and 
I  want  to  explain  why  that  is  so  impor- 
tant, that  we  include  the  protection  of 
private  property  rights. 

The  fifth  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, which  was  passed  for  one  reason, 
to  protect  private  property  rights, 
stated,  "nor  shall  property  be  taken  for 
public  use  without  just  compensation," 
and  for  200  years  we  operated  quite  ef- 
fectively with  that  protection  under 
the  fifth  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Twenty  years  ago,  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  body  began  to  pass  legislation 
which  increased  the  regulatory  might 
and  the  regulatory  power  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  dramatically,  to  the 
point  where  in  the  past  10  years  people 
have  began  to  lose  their  private  prop- 
erty to  the  regulation  of  the  Federal 
Government  without  compensation. 

Now,  if  the  Federal  Government  were 
to  come  in,  and  take  someone's  prop- 
erty tc  build  a  project,  a  dam,  a  road, 
a  highway,  to  take  their  property  to 
put  in  a  park,  they  would  be  required 
under  current  law  and  under  current 
practice  to  pay  for  that  without  any 
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questions  asked.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, they're  taking  your  property; 
they  should  pay  for  that.  But  if  they 
were  to  come  in  and  use  a  regulation 
like  wetlands,  section  404.  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  and  they  effectively  took 
away  all  use  or  value  of  someone's 
property,  under  current  practice  and 
under  the  guise  of  some  of  my  col- 
leagues here  they  would  not  have  to 
pay  for  that  property  even  though  they 
took  away  the  value  of  the  property, 
they  took  away  the  use  of  the  property, 
they  took  away  the  ability  for  someone 
to  continue  to  make  their  mortgage 
payments  and  to  pay  their  property 
taxes.  It  is  OK  because  it  is  all  in  the 
name  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  pre- 
serving wetlands.  Well,  that  is  wrong. 

When  we  passed  the  takings  legisla- 
tion through  this  House.  I  felt  that  was 
an  important  first  step  in  protecting 
private  property,  but  the  second  step  in 
protecting  private  property  is  includ- 
ing that  protection  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
other  regulatory  issues  that  we  take  up 
under  the  House.  It  is  extremely  impor- 
tant. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  tell  my 
colleagues,  if  you  voted  for  private 
property  rights  protection  as  part  of 
the  takings  legislation  and  regulatory 
reform  through  this  House,  you  have 
got  to  support  private  property  rights 
and  vote  against  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment because  effectively  it  strips 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  POMBO] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson] 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  preceding  speakers  have 
providec'  plenry  of  examples  nf  extreme 
and  arrogant  actions  by  EPA,  and  cer- 
tainly it  is  true  that  we  are  here  in 
part  to  reform  the  Clean  Air  Act  be- 
cause EPA  has  been  high-handed  and 
was  abusive  of  the  people  of  America. 
But  let  us  do  it  right.  If  we  adopt  the 
Boehlert  amendment,  we  will  be  adopt- 
ing the  recommendations  of  the  Gov- 
ernors themselves  as  to  how  to  make 
the  Clean  Water  Act  effective  and  citi- 
zen friendly  We  will  adopt  all  of  the 
exemptions  from  the  wetlands  permit- 
ting found  in  the  underlying  bill,  nor- 
mal farming,  ranching,  plowing,  seed- 
ing, grazing,  repairs  of  dams  and  levees 
and  so  on.  We  will  also  be  adopting  ex- 
panded use  of  general  permits.  We  will 
be  adopting  a  fast  track  permitting 
process  for  minor  and  general  permits 
for  people  seeking  to  fill  or  drain  a 
wetland  area  in  one  acre  or  less.  Those 
folks  will  have  an  answer  in  60  days. 
We  will  be  providing  landowners  with 
an  effective  appeals  process  using  the 
very  same  language  in  the  underlying 
bill,  and  we  will  be  giving  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  total  control  over 
agricultural  wetlands  issues  as  in  the 
underlying  bill. 


This  is  a  good,  modest,  logical 
amendment,  but  it  does  a  couple  of 
things  that  the  underlying  bill  does  not 
do  that  are  terribly  important  to  Con- 
necticut. It  provides,  for  instance, 
grants  for  technical  assistance  to  small 
towns.  Our  towns  have  wetland  com- 
missions, and  they  are  dealing  very 
well  with  the  permit  process,  but  they 
need  better  information.  They  fear  the 
classification  system.  They  fear  the 
classification  system  will  do  to  my 
people  what  some  of  the  arrogant  EPA 
bureaucrats  have  done  to  people  in 
other  parts  of  the  country.  They  fear 
the  classification  system  with  deny 
them  the  right  in  a  State  with  lots  of 
wetlands  and  very  dependent  on 
groundwater,  will  deny  them  the  right 
to  determine  best  use  of  properties 
within  their  boundaries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  for  the 
Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]. 

a  1350 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Boehlert  wet- 
lands amendment.  This  amendment 
will  be  our  last  opportunity  in  this  bill 
to  reform  our  Nation's  wetlands  pro- 
grams by  providing  the  States  with  the 
flexibility  they  need  to  manage  their 
wetlands. 

As  other  speakers  have  mentioned, 
this  amendment  incorporates  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association's  wet- 
lands proposal  and  is  identical  to  the 
wetlands  provisions  included  in  the 
earlier  substitute.  This  amendment 
streamlines  the  permitting  process 
without  endangering  millions  of  acres 
of  wetlands. 

Protection  of  wetlands  is  crucial  to 
buLh  the  protection  of  our  wildlile  and 
the  maintenance  of  our  water  quality. 
Wetlands  are  vital  biological  filters,  re- 
moving sediments  and  pollutants  that 
would  otherwise  suffocate  our  waters. 
Over  half  of  the  Nation's  wetlands  have 
disappeared  since  the  time  of  Colum- 
bus. Recognizing  the  importance  of 
this  resource.  President  Bush  pledged 
"no  net  loss  of  wetlands"  during  his 
administration. 

Sadly,  we  are  falling  short  of  even 
this  modest  and  reasonable  goal.  Dur- 
ing the  1980's,  despite  the  scientific  rec- 
ognition of  the  value  of  wetlands,  our 
own  Chesapeake  Bay  lost  wetlands  at 
the  rate  of  8  acres  a  day.  No  resource 
can  long  endure  such  depredation. 

The  Boehlert  wetlands  amendment 
adopts  the  National  Governors  Associa- 
tion proposal  and  deserves  our  support. 
Vote  "Yes"  on  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3'/^  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  T.\uziN]. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  property 
rights    vote,     1995.     This    amendment 


strikes  property  rights  from  the  wet- 
lands bill. 

Now,  just  a  few  short  weeks  ago  205 
Republicans  and  72  Democrats  voted  in 
favor  of  property  rights  compensation 
to  landowners  in  wetlands  regulations. 
Today  is  a  real  test.  We  are  going  to 
see  today  whether  205  Republicans  who 
signed  a  contract  promising  to  assist 
American  landowners  in  their  property 
rights  battles  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  wetlands  regulations  are  ready 
to  keep  that  contract,  or  whether  they 
just  signed  a  piece  of  paper.  We  are 
going  to  see  whether  72  Democrats  who 
voted  for  their  farmers,  for  their  home- 
owners, for  the  landowners  of  America 
who  have  been  regulated  to  death 
under  this  wetlands  regulation,  that 
nobody  ever  passed  into  law,  that  regu- 
lators simply  built  upon,  one  regula- 
tion after  the  other,  we  are  going  to 
find  out  whether  72  Democrats  really 
believe  in  private  property  rights,  or 
whether  they  just  vote  for  it  one  day 
and  vote  against  it  another  day. 

If  there  is  one  thing  people  in  Amer- 
ica are  sick  and  tired  of.  it  is  the  old 
politics  as  usual.  Vote  for  something 
one  day  and  claim  you  were  for  it,  and 
vote  against  it  another  day  when  it 
really  counts.  Well,  today  it  really 
counts.  Today  it  really  counts. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
has  declared  on  Earth  Day  before  a 
throng  of  his  environmental  friends 
that  he  intends  to  veto  the  property 
rights  bill  we  passed  just  a  few  short 
weeks  ago.  That  bill  is  on  its  way  to 
death,  and  it  has  not  even  been  consid- 
ered by  the  Senate. 

This  bill  today  is  your  chance  to  say 
you  really  meant  it  when  you  voted  for 
property  rights  just  a  few  weeks  ago. 
This  is  your  chance  to  put  property 
rights  in  the  wetlands  bill,  where  it  be- 
longs. So  make  sure  that  when  the 
Government  takes  people's  property  by 
regulation,  that  it  does  what  the  Con- 
stitution says  it  ought  to  do.  that  it 
pays  them  fair  and  just  compensation. 
That  is  simple.  There  is  no  way  around 
this. 

In  just  a  few  short  minutes  this  de- 
bate will  end  and  people  will  come 
from  their  offices  back  to  this  Cham- 
ber, and  we  will  find  out  whether  205 
Republicans  really  meant  it  when  they 
signed  a  contract  in  favor  of  property 
rights,  and  whether  72  Democrats  real- 
ly meant  it  when  they  voted  for  prop- 
erty rights.  We  will  find  out  today  if 
they  are  prepared  to  vote  "No"  on  this 
Boehlert  amendment,  and  stand  up  for 
Americans  who  deserve  and  are  enti- 
tled to  be  compensated  when  regula- 
tions take  away  the  use  and  value  of 
their  property. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  the  day  of 
reckoning.  There  will  be  other  smaller 
amendments  offered  on  the  property 
rights  issue,  but  this  is  the  big  one. 
This  is  the  property  rights  vote  of  1995. 
This  vote  and  the  one  that  will  come 
on  endangered  species  when  we  finally 


take  up  the  reform  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  will  really  tell  Americans 
how  you  stand  on  this  issue  central  to 
this  debate.  If  you  believe,  as  I  do,  that 
regulations  to  protect  wetlands  are 
certainly  important  and  regulations  to 
protect  endangered  species  are  cer- 
tainly important,  but  so  are  people,  so 
land  and  rights,  so  are  property  rights, 
so  are  jobs,  so  is  the  economy  in  this 
country,  and  there  ought  to  be  a  bal- 
ance, that  when  the  Government  regu- 
lates people's  land  in  such  a  way  that 
they  cannot  use  it  anymore  or  their 
use  is  heavily  restricted,  if  you  believe 
as  I  believe,  as  most  in  America  I  think 
believe,  then  this  is  your  chance  to 
vote  no  on  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Boehlert  amendment. 
People  who  are  listening  to  this  debate 
who  do  not  own  land  may  wonder  what 
difference  it  makes  whether  we  have 
wetlands  or  how  many  of  them.  What  it 
boils  down  to  is  this:  These  wetlands 
act  as  filters  for  our  underground 
water  supply  that  we  all  rely  on.  When 
the  wetland  system,  the  natural  sys- 
tem, fails,  we  have  to  step  in  at  great 
expense  to  build  filtration  plants  to 
make  sure  that  the  water  we  drink  is 
pure. 

As  taxpayers,  we  have  a  vested  inter- 
est in  helping  mother  nature  do  her 
job,  because  it  is  very  expensive  to 
build  filtration  systems  to  try  to  make 
up  for  mistakes  which  we  have  made. 
That  is  why  this  is  an  important  de- 
bate. In  my  part  of  the  world,  in  the 
Midwest,  where  there  is  a  lot  of  row 
crop  farming,  there  is  a  lot  of  concern 
about  wetlands. 

I  have  to  concede  the  critics  are 
right.  The  administration  of  the  wot 
lands  program  is  far  from  exemplary 
and  should  be  improved.  The  Boehlert 
amendment  does  that.  The  Boehlert 
amendment  is  a  much  more  sensible 
choice  than  the  alternative.  He  follows 
the  National  Governors  Association, 
gives  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
the  power  to  delineate  what  a  wetland 
is,  and  sensible  farming  pi-actices  are 
allowed.  I  think  we  should  support  this 
amendment  as  a  commonsense  ap- 
proach to  help  the  environment  and  to 
reduce  the  tax  burden  which  all  fami- 
lies will  face  if  our  wetlands  fail. 

Let  me  close  by  saying  this:  I  have 
listened  to  this  debate  over  the  last  2 
days.  The  references  to  "gestapos"  and 
"heavy  handed  tactics  by  the  Federal 
agencies"  fuel  the  gross  national  para- 
noia which  we  see  so  much  of  in  this 
country.  I  beg  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  temper  their  rhet- 
oric and  realize  that  some  people  who 
have  violence  in  their  heart  listen  for 
these  code  words.  We  have  an  impor- 
tant debate  here  that  does  not  have  to 
reach  that  level. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 


tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Roberts],  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  paranoia 
here  and  in  the  remarks  that  I  want  to 
make,  no  code  words,  no  hint  of  vio- 
lence: it  is  just  straight  facts.  And  the 
straight  facts  are  these:  The  House  de- 
feated this  amendment  last  week  as 
part  of  a  substitute  to  the  committee 
bill.  It  should  be  defeated  in  regard  to 
this  time  around  as  well. 

This  amendment  does  nothing  to 
solve  the  problems  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers are  having  as  they  attempt  to  go 
about  their  daily  lives,  subject  to  the 
constant  hassle,  and  that  is  a  real 
word,  of  Federal  wetlands  regulators. 

The  problem  with  this  amendment  is 
this:  It  keeps  the  1987  Army  corps  man- 
ual. That  manual  is  the  big  part  of  the 
whole  problem.  It  continues  in  effect 
somethmg  called  a  memorandum  of 
agreement  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  EPA,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  corps.  Too 
many  agencies  in  the  wetlands  soup. 
And  that  document  is  the  source  of  a 
lot  of  possible  mischief,  even  though 
the  President  and  the  administration 
has  hailed  it  as  the  problem  solver  for 
farmers  and  ranchers. 

I  think  it  is  time  to  understand  that 
conserving  wetlands  is  the  goal.  That 
is  the  goal,  not  conserving  Federal 
rules  and  regulations. 

The  Boehlert  amendment  expands 
the  permitting  program  with  monitor- 
ing and  tracking  systems.  It  sets  up  all 
sorts  of  coordinating  committees  and 
ecosystem  restoration  programs.  We 
have  already  seen  the  first  hints  of  eco- 
system management  in  the  proposed 
regulations  that  were  published  by  the 
Forest  Service.  Nobody  knows  what  an 
ecosystem  is,  much  less  how  one  should 
be  managed. 

The  gentleman  from  '^ouisiana  [Mr. 
Tauzin]  last  week  pointed  out  to  Mem- 
bers that  the  new  definition  of  dredg- 
ing and  filling  contained  in  the  amend- 
ment would  make  cutting  grasslands 
on  a  wet  spot  to  be  a  violation  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  That  is  exactly  the 
kind  of  problem  we  have  had  before. 

Now,  under  the  Boehlert  amendment 
the  regulators,  the  corps,  the  EPA,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Natu- 
ral Resource  Conservation  Service  at 
the  USDA,  the  old  SGS,  we  changed 
the  name,  they  would  be  given  carte 
blanche  authority  to  develop  supple- 
mental delineation  standards  for  dif- 
ferent regions  of  the  country,  add  to 
plant  and  soil  lists  and  supplement  hy- 
drology standards.  This  will  all  be  done 
through  the  regulatory  process.  The 
same  manual,  the  same  regulatory 
process,  the  same  hassle,  and  the  same 
problem  for  ranchers  and  farmers. 
What  is  needed  is  a  clear  policy  of 
where  the  Congress  wants  the  regu- 
lators to  take  the  wetlands  legislation. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make 
a  comment  very  briefly  about  the  pre- 
vious speaker.  There  really  are  all  the 
exemptions  that  a  farmer  would  ever 
want  in  order  to  continue  farming  and 
certainly  preserve  vital  land  contained 
in  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

What  I  want  to  talk  about  briefly 
here,  this  is  the  map  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  unfortunately  had  to 
omit  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  but  I  have  a 
great  strong  feeling  for  those  two  illus- 
trious States,  but  at  the  top  of  the  map 
of  the  United  States,  who  benefits  from 
wetlands?  I  wanted  to  ask  the  question 
first,  what  do  wetlands  do?  What  is  the 
function  of  a  wetland? 

Well,  wetlands  purify  water,  they 
prevent  flooding,  they  ensure  wildlife 
habitat,  and  they  ensure  that  fish  in 
coastal  regions,  whether  it  is  a  tidal  es- 
tuary or  fresh  water  estuary,  will  con- 
tinue to  be  able  to  reproduce. 

Who  would  benefit  from  pure  water, 
from  an  area  that  will  not  flood,  from 
wildlife  habitat  and  all  the  diversity 
that  goes  along  with  that,  and  abun- 
dant fish?  Who  benefits?  Whose  prop- 
erty that  is  near  those  areas  would  be 
increased  in  value?  I  would  say  that  ev- 
erybody in  the  United  States  will  bene- 
fit from  a  preservation  program  that 
ensures  the  quality  of  America's  wet- 
lands. 

Now.  this  thick  book  here  is  the  1991 
field  testing  manual  of  the  changes  in 
wetlands  delineation  criteria.  It  w£is 
proven  to  be  unworkable.  The  Bush  ad- 
ministration set  it  aside.  This  particu- 
lar Tri!\nii.'\l  w.T?  v'pry  rpKtriotivc.  and 
everybody  agreed  that  we  would  lose  50 
percent  of  our  wetlands  if  we  used  this 
manual.  Now  we  are  using  a  bill  that  is 
even  more  restrictive  on  wetlands,  so 
we  can  conclude  that  we  will  lose  about 
60  percent  of  our  wetlands  across  the 
United  States. 

What  I  want  to  do  is  read  from  the  il- 
lustrious text  of  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  study  on  wetlands.  I  am  on 
page  29.  We  are  going  to  deal  with 
water  quality  and  flooding  and  so  on. 
Here  is  a  quote.  "As  wetland  acreage 
declines  within  a  watershed,  functional 
capacity  such  as  maintenance  of  water 
quality  begins  to  become  impaired.  " 

Right  out  of  the  text.  If  we  lose  wet- 
lands acreage,  water  quality  in  those 
particular  areas  decline. 

Now.  I  want  to  give  some  examples.  I 
am  not  targeting  anybody  in  particu- 
lar, but  just  some  examples.  This  is 
also  found  in  the  new  NAS  study  on 
page  30.  if  you  want  to  look  it  up.  Cali- 
fornia has  lost  since  1780.  91  percent  of 
its  wetlands.  As  a  direct  result  of  those 
wetlands  lost,  you  have  220  animals 
and  600  plant  species  that  are  threat- 
ened or  endangered. 
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Since  1955,  according  to  the  NAS 
study,  the  mallard  population  is  down 
35  percent,  pintails  are  down  50  per- 
cent. Forty-one  fish  species  have  be- 
come extinct  in  this  century  as  a  result 
of  lost  wetlands.  Twenty-eight  percent 
of  fresh  water  species  have  seriously 
been  reduced.  Prairie  potholes  are  very 
important  for  migrating  waterfowl. 
Floods  in  New  Orleans,  the  Midwest, 
California,  and  many  other  areas  have 
been  mainly  to  a  large  extent  caused  as 
a  result  of  where  people  build.  And  if 
you  build  on  a  wetlands,  the  water  is 
going  to  go  someplace  else. 

I  wanted  to  put  up  one  other  map.  I 
want  to  say  something  about  whether 
this  should  be  State  regulated  or  the 
Federal  Government  should  work  in 
harmony  with  the  States  and  with  the 
local  communities.  If  each  State  can 
do  what  they  wanted,  look  what  will 
happen  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Up  here 
you  see  Washington.  DC,  which  is  not  a 
part  of  Maryland.  We  could  have  real 
strict  controls  over  our  wetlands,  and 
you  can  see  the  silt  that  is  washed  out 
of  the  Potomac  River  into  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay. 
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A  little  further.  I  have  great  respect 
for  the  State  of  Virginia,  you  see  in  the 
James  River,  right  here,  more  silt  com- 
ing into  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  EHLEFis].  I  am  pleased  to 
have  this  distinguished  scientist  sup- 
porting the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

I  also  want  to  begin  by  expressing  my 
appreciation  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  for  his  effort  to  rewrite  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  which  certainly  needs 
revision.  I  appreciate  his  efforts  and, 
by  and  large,  appreciate  the  result  of 
what  came  out  of  committee.  At  the 
same  time,  I  did  vote  against  the  bill 
coming  out  of  committee  and  pri- 
marily did  that  for  just  one  reason; 
that  was  the  wetlands  section. 

I  believe  that  in  our  effort  to  revise 
what  I  call  the  regulatory  overburden 
that  we  have  with  wetlands,  we  must 
not  lose  sight  of  our  primary  objective, 
and  that  is  to  try  to  maintain  viable 
wetlands  in  the  United  States. 

I  come  from  a  State  that  has  its  own 
wetlands  law.  I  believe  it  is  the  only 
State  in  the  Union  that  does,  and  it  is 
one  of  only  two  that  is  delegated  total 
authority  by  the  EPA.  We  have  a  lot  of 
experience  with  wetlands.  Michigan 
has  a  lot  of  wetlands  and  they  are  very 
important  to  us.  We  have  regulated 
them  well. 

I  am  concerned  about  what  the  bill 
does  to  the  regulation  of  wetlands,  but 
even  more  I  am  concerned  about  what 
happens  to  the  actual  standards  that 


are  in  the  bill,  not  about  the  effort  to 
reduce  regulation.  I  admire  that  effort 
to  reduce  regulation  and  I  think  it  is 
excellent.  But  we  have  to  be  careful 
that  we  do  not  relax  the  standards  to 
the  point  that  we  begin  to  lose  viable 
wetlands. 

You  may  ask,  why  am  I  concerned 
about  this  since  I  am  from  Michigan 
and  we  already  have  our  own  law?  I  am 
concerned  on  behalf  of  Michiganites, 
but  I  am  also  concerned  with  others 
throughout  the  United  States.  For  ex- 
ample, we  have  a  tremendous  popu- 
lation of  hunters  in  our  State  and 
many  who  come  from  other  States  to 
hunt  waterfowl.  Without  proper  main- 
tenance of  migratory  waterfowl  flyway 
wetlands,  we  will  not  have  an  adequate 
population  of  waterfowl  to  satisfy  the 
needs  and  desires  of  those  in  the  sport- 
ing professions  who  hunt  waterfowl. 

Similarly  we  need  to  maintain  wet- 
lands so  we  can  maintain  pure  water  in 
our  Nation. 

My  plea  then  is  to  reduce  regulation 
but  not  to  reduce  standards.  I  urge  sup- 
port for  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  H.we.s]. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  little 
over  two  decades  ago  our  predecessors 
stood  in  this  well  and  argued  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  Must  have  been  a  tough 
philosophical  stance  to  be  in  favor  of 
clean  water  and  by  implication.  I  sup- 
pose, against  dirty  water.  Not  one  word 
of  that  debate  was  uttered  regarding 
wetlands,  because  an  obscure  section 
buried  in  the  bill  became  the  vehicle  by 
which  bureaucrats  and  regulators  could 
add  onto  a  dredge  and  fill  bill,  meaning 
most  of  the  Mississippi  River,  and  a 
lawsuit  in  1978,  an  appearance  in  the 
Senate  and  then  three  delineation 
manuals  elevating  an  obscure  paia- 
graph  to  a  national  debate,  a  national 
debate  that  by  our  opponents  in  this, 
with  the  offer  of  their  amendment, 
would  have  not  one  EPA  but  now  four 
Federal  agencies  able  to  veto  each  and 
every  permit  request  in  America.  I  do 
not  know  the  definition  of  streamlin- 
ing, but  that  is  not  it. 

I  have  heard  a  great  deal  about 
science.  The  science  that  is  lacking  in 
this  debate  is  psychiatry,  because  only 
a  study  of  psychiatry  could  tell  me 
why  in  Grand  Junction,  CO,  at  11,000 
feet  above  sea  level,  I  have  got  a  wet- 
land, the  jurisdictional  waters  of  the 
United  States,  on  the  side  of  a  moun- 
tain. Only  a  psychiatrist  could  explain 
to  me  why  the  ducks  and  geese  appar- 
ently who  travel  around  the  country 
are  so  much  better  at  delineating  wet- 
lands than  five  Federal  agencies.  At 
least  they  can  figure  out  where  to  land. 
They  have  never  landed  in  the  parking 
lot  at  the  Sands  Hotel  which,  by  the 
way,  has  been  declared  the  jurisdic- 
tional waters  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

You  can  either  decide  that  what  oc- 
curred since  1972  was  that  those  who 


could  care  less  about  clean  water  but 
cared  about  land  use  made  the  conclu- 
sion that  you  cannot  pass  a  bill  in  this 
House  that  will  regulate  people's  land 
and  zone  it  nationally,  but  you  can  get 
to  it  if  you  call  it  a  wetland.  And  if  it 
escapes  from  there,  you  can  get  to  it  if 
you  claim  it  has  an  endangered  species 
and  you  can  terrify  people  by  putting 
criminal  sanctions  in  the  Clean  Water 
Act  and  send  them  to  prison  for  not 
complying  with  regulations  that  no 
sane  person  in  so  many  instances 
would  be  able  to  understand  applied  to 
their  property. 

In  a  few  minutes,  we  are  going  to 
vote,  we  are  going  to  vote  on  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  rights  of  individ- 
uals and  the  arrogance  and  power  of 
government. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  have  come  to 
the  close  of  this  debate  on  wetlands,  I 
just  want  to  be  sure  that  everyone  un- 
derstands exactly  what  this  amend- 
ment would  do.  This  amendment 
adopts  the  National  Governors  Associa- 
tion proposal  on  wetlands  reform  word 
for  word.  And  this  amendment  gives 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  sole  con- 
trol over  all  agricultural  wetlands. 

We  have  had  a  spirited  debate  and 
sometimes  people  get  carried  away  a 
little  bit  with  the  spirit  and  say  some 
things  that  just  are  not  accurate.  So  I 
need  to  correct  some  misstatements 
about  this  amendment. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  this  amend- 
ment protects  the  status  quo.  The  fact 
is  this  amendment  would  rewrite  the 
wetlands  provisions  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  and  dramatically  reduce  the  bur- 
den of  Federal  regulation.  It  has  been 
alleged  that  this  amendment  gives 
Federal  bureaucrats  unhrtfiiod  author- 
ity. The  fact  is  this  amendment  would 
reduce  Federal  control  over  wetlands 
and  give  more  authority  to  the  States. 
That  is  why  the  National  Governors 
Association  promoted  this  proposal. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  this  amend- 
ment is  insensitive  to  the  need  of  farm- 
ers. The  fact  is  this  amendment  con- 
tains each  and  every  agriculture  ex- 
emption contained  in  the  committee 
bill,  plus  an  additional  exemption  for 
the  repair  and  reconstruction  of  tiles 
requested  by  midwestern  farmers. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  this  amend- 
ment creates  new  bureaucracies.  The 
fact  is  this  amendment  would  create  no 
additional  bureaucracies  whatsoever, 
just  a  local/State/Federal  advisory 
panel  uncompensated.  This  amendment 
would  reduce  the  bureaucracy  oversee- 
ing agriculture  wetlands,  giving  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  sole  juris- 
diction. 

Now  let  us  get  down  to  some  specific 
cases  that  came  up  over  the  past  few 
days  in  debate.  We  heard  about  some- 
one who  had  to  go  through  a  con- 
voluted approval  process  to  use  a  wet- 
land  that  was  only  one-eighth  of  an 


acre.  What  this  amendment  would  ac- 
tually do  would  provide  fast-track  au- 
thority that  would  require  a  response 
within  60  days  for  wetlands  permits  of 
1  acre  or  less. 

We  heard  that  grazing  land  was  being 
classified  as  wetlands.  What  this 
amendment  would  do  is  exempt  all 
grazing  and  ranching  lands  from  this 
section  404  wetlands  permitting  proc- 
ess. 

We  heard  about  wetlands  created  by 
a  leaky  pipe  or  a  feeding  trough.  What 
this  amendment  would  actually  do  is 
exempt  incidentally  created  wetlands 
from  regulation. 

We  heard  that  the  maintenance  of 
flood  control  channels  would  be  regu- 
lated under  this  amendment.  What  this 
amendment  actually  would  do  is  ex- 
empt the  maintenance  and  reconstruc- 
tion of  flood  control  channels. 

So  many  of  the  stories  we  have  heard 
about  this  amendment  are  simply  fic- 
tion. They  are  in  the  long  American 
tradition  of  tall  tales,  and  the  regu- 
lators and  regulations  they  allege  to  be 
part  of  this  amendment  are  about  as 
real  as  Paul  Bunyan  and  his  blue  ox. 

Let  me  tell  you  something  about  the 
committee  bill.  The  committee  bill 
would  create  an  expensive  new  Federal 
bureaucracy.  Thousands  of  new  Federal 
bureaucrats  will  have  to  be  employed 
under  H.R.  961  at  a  cost  of  over  SI  bil- 
lion. 

H.R.  961  would  avoid  the  findings  of 
science.  The  report  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  is  not  even  being 
used  as  a  reference.  It  is  being  totally 
ignored.  Why  are  we  afraid  of  science? 

Most  importantly.  H.R.  961  would 
allow  the  destruction  of  more  than  half 
the  Nation's  wetlands.  That  destruc- 
tion could  cost  the  Nation  billions  and 
billions  of  dollars  in  lost,  tourism,  in 
fishing,  and  flood  control. 

I  will  say  again,  we  are  offering  a 
moderate  sensible  bipartisan  amend- 
ment, language  presented  to  us  by  the 
National  Governors  Association,  the 
same  language  that  was  in  last  week's 
substitute. 

This  amendment  should  have  the 
support  of  everyone  who  believes  that 
we  can  reform  environmental  legisla- 
tion without  eliminating  its  safe- 
guards, and  that  we  can  protect  the  en- 
vironment without  unduly  burdening 
the  citizenry. 

I  operate  under  the  assumption  that 
we  did  not  inherit  the  Earth  from  our 
ancestors.  We  are  borrowing  it  from 
our  children.  We  owe  them  an  account- 
ing of  our  stewardship.  The  American 
people  should  have  as  a  birthright 
clean  air,  pure  water,  dedicated  public 
officials. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their  pa- 
tience. I  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  I  thank  all  who  have  par- 
ticipated in  this  very  important  de- 
bate. What  we  are  about  is  the  future 
of  America,  the  next  generation.  Let  us 
give  them  clean  water. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 

may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  MiNET.-^]. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Boehlert  amendment. 

I  want  to  address  a  matter  that  has  been  of 
great  concern  to  nne  throughout  much  of  the 
wetlands  debate.  That  is  the  issue  of  legisla- 
tion by  anecdote. 

I  am  deeply  troubled  by  some  of  the  stones 
that  have  been  recited  during  floor  debate  last 
night  and  today,  and  throughout  consideration 
of  amendments  to  the  wetlands  title  o(  the 
Glean  Water  Act. 

My  concern  prompted  me  to  direct  my  staff 
to  look  into  the  anecdotes  that  have  been 
raised  as  examples  of  the  problems  with  wet- 
lands program.  To  the  extent  that  the  anec- 
dotes are  accurate,  as  a  few  of  them  may  be, 
they  must  be  addressed  legislatively.  I  am  as 
troubled  as  anyone  by  the  flaws  m  the  pro- 
gram, such  as  permitting  delays. 

But  I  am  also  gravely  concerned  about  the 
use  by  Members  of  this  distinguished  body  of 
anecdotes  that  are  not  accurate,  in  order  to  in- 
fluence the  legislation.  Using  anecdotes  that 
so  exaggerate  the  actual  events  is  irrespon- 
sible and  dangerous,  and  does  a  great  dis- 
service to  this  body,  to  our  constituents,  and 
to  the  people  whose  experiences  get  distorted 
to  serve  political  ends 

It  there  is  a  problem  with  the  wetlands  title, 
let's  fix  It.  If  there  is  a  need  to  illustrate  the 
problem  through  examples,  by  all  means  let's 
do  so,  if  the  examples  are  accurate.  Frankly. 
if  an  experience  has  to  be  grossly  exagger- 
ated because  the  undistorted  truth  does  not 
demonstrate  the  existence  of  a  problem,  then 
I  must  question  the  senousness  of  the  prob- 
lem. 

For  example:  We  were  told  that  the  court 
awarded  Mr.  Harold  Bowles  only  S4.500  for 
the  taking  of  his  property.  The  real  story  is 
that  he  was  awarded  S55.000  plus  interest  for 
the  taking  of  his  property. 

We  were  told  that  wetlands  regulations  pre- 
cluded construction  of  a  new  school  in  Ju- 
neau. AK.  The  rest  of  the  story  includes  that 
members  of  the  local  community  raised  sev- 
eral serious  concerns  about  the  proposed  lo- 
cation for  construction  of  the  school,  and  the 
city  failed  to  evaluate  the  availability  of  alter- 
native sites  what  would  not  destroy  wetlands, 
as  required  under  the  iaw.  even  though  there 
was  at  least  one  alternative  that  had  broad 
community  support,  lower  costs,  and  less  en- 
vironmental impact. 

We  were  told  about  the  case  of  Nancy 
Cline.  What  we  were  not  told  is  that  by  filling 
approximately  100  acres  of  wetlands,  the 
Clines  damaged  ad)acent  property  owned  by 
their  neighbor. 

We  were  told  that  a  church  could  not  be 
built  in  California  due  to  wetlands  regulation. 
What  we  were  not  told  is  that  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers assisted  the  group  m  redesigning  their 
project  so  that  it  would  impact  less  than  an 
acre  of  wetlands  and  be  exempt  from  the  re- 
quirement for  an  individual  permit.  With  the 
corps'  assistance,  the  Church  was  authonzed 
to  proceed,  but  proceeded  to  drain  a  vernal 
pool  without  authonzation.  destroying  the  wet- 
land. 

A  Member  letter  circulated  to  Members  of 
the  House  stated  that  the  Clean  Water  Act 
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never  mentions  the  word  "wetlands."  That  is 
not  so;  I  am  aware  of  at  least  five  instances 
where  the  word  "wetlands"  appears  in  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  in  sections  119,  120,  208 
(twice)  and  404. 

It  IS  not  my  intention  to  consume  our  pre- 
cious debate  time  by  arguing  over  the  details 
of  anecdotes.  But,  nor  can  I  listen  to  what  I 
know  are  inaccurate  statements  without  callir>g 
attention  to  them. 

Finally,  in  the  face  of  all  of  these  negative 
anecdotes  about  the  impacts  of  wetlands  reg- 
ulation, I  would  like  to  share  some  examples 
of  the  many  instances  where  wetlands  regula- 
tion protects  citizens  from  property  damage 
from  flooding  and  other  causes. 

In  the  case  of  Mr  John  Pozsgai.  who  was 
convicted  by  a  jury  on  40  counts  of  knowingly 
filling  wetlands  without  a  Clean  Water  Act  per- 
mit, neighbors  had  Hooded  basements  and 
other  property  damage  from  the  filling. 

In  the  case  of  Mr  Ray  Hendley  in  Georgia, 
neighboring  homeowners  tDegan  expenencing 
flooding  problems  after  Mr.  Hendley  built 
houses  on  illegally  filled  wetlands. 

These  are  )ust  a  few  of  many  examples  of 
the  important  role  that  wetlands  regulation 
plays  in  protecting  the  property  and  livelihood 
of  everyday  citizens. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  refrain  from  the  irre- 
sponsible use  of  anecdotes,  and  to  support 
the  Boehlert  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it,  my  col- 
leagues, this  Boehlert  amendment  guts 
the  wetlands  section  of  our  legislation. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it,  this  Boeh- 
lert amendment  does  not  reform  wet- 
lands but  actually  adds  new  procedures 
and  new  controls  to  the  existing  pro- 
gram which  has  been  a  nightmare. 

This  amendment  we  have  before  us 
creates  an  18-member  bureaucracy 
chaired  by  EPA.  And  guess  who  ap- 
points 10  of  the  18  mechanics?  A  major- 
ity? The  EPA.  And  what  is  the  purpose 
of  this  EPA-controlled  new  bureauc- 
racy? To  "help  coordinate  regulatory 
programs."  to  "help  develop  criteria 
and  strategies,  to  help  develop  national 
policies  on  delineation,  classification 
and  mitigation."  We  have  had  about  all 
the  help  we  can  stand  from  the  bureau- 
crats at  EPA.  and  we  do  not  need  an 
additional  bureaucracy  to  give  the 
American  people  more  help. 

This  amendment  before  us  is  so  bad 
that  it  actually  expands  the  list  of  reg- 
ulatory activities  by  adding  new  cat- 
egories. It  mandates— get  this — it  man- 
dates the  use  of  the  1987  wetlands  man- 
ual, which  we  have  heard  so  much  crit- 
icism about. 

It  pretends  to  include  exemptions 
from  permits  but  it  allows  the  regu- 
lators, the  bureaucrats  to  deny  those 
exemptions. 

Now,  we  have  heard  it  said  how  won- 
derful this  amendment  is  for  agri- 
culture. Then  why,  why,  I  must  ask,  is 
virtually  every  agricultural  organiza- 
tion in  America  in  writing  opposed  to 
this  amendment?  Well,  they  are  op- 
posed to  it  because  they  realize  it  is 
more  regulation,  not  less  regulation. 
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We  have  heard  the  claim  that  this 

amendment  will  fast  track  permit 
processing.  Yes.  but — and  this  is  the 
big  but — the  so-called  fast  track  is  lim- 
ited to  "minor  activities  affecting  one 
acre  or  less."  And  guess  who  deter- 
mines whether  it  is  a  minor  activity  or 
not?  You  have  got  it  right.  It  is  the  bu- 
reaucrats who  will  determine  what  the 
definition  of  minor  is. 

We  have  heard  from  some  of  our  good 
friends  in  New  Jersey.  Michigan,  and 
Maryland  supporting  this  amendment 
because  it  is  so  important  to  their 
State.  I  say  to  my  good  friends  from 
New  Jersey  and  Maryland  and  Michi- 
gan and  any  other  state,  if  they  would 
like  to  have  more  stringent  wetlands 
regulations,  then  adopt  them  in  your 
State.  There  is  nothing  in  our  legisla- 
tion that  stops  them  from  imposing 
stricter  wetlands.  They  are  free  to  do 
it.  But  what  is  good  for  New  Jersey 
may  not  be  good  for  Idaho. 

So  let  us  have  a  little  common  sense 
here.  Let  us  say  that  the  States  know 
something.  And  let  us  say  there  can  be 
flexibility. 

Members  can  impose  whatever  wet- 
lands they  care  to  impose  upon  their 
State,  but  do  not  try  to  stuff  it  down 
the  throats  of  the  rest  of  the  American 
people.  We  have  heard  a  lot  about  good 
science,  and  about  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences.  We  have  heard  the 
claim  that  60  percent  of  the  wetlands 
will  be  lost,  and  we  have  said  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  says  that. 

Do  they  really?  During  a  question- 
and-answer  session  at  a  briefing,  the 
chairman.  Dr.  William  Lewis  of  the 
committee  that  wrote  the  report,  was 
asked,  "What  percentage  of  wetlands 
currently  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
program  would  be  deregulated"  under 
our  bilP  Do  Members  know  what  his 
first  response  was?  It  was.  and  I  quote, 
'"I  don't  know." 

Then  he  was  pushed  further  for  an 
answer.  By  the  way,  the  person  asking 
the  question  was  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  BoEH- 
LERT].  who  was  pushing  this,  and  when 
pushed  further,  he  said,  and  I  quote,  "I 
guess  the  amount  would  be  in  the  tens 
of  percent;  20.  30.  maybe  40  percent." 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  respectfully 
suggest  it  is  highly  irresponsible  for 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  no 
doubt  a  scientist,  to  guess  on  such  an 
important  issue,  then  to  have  that  wild 
guess  taken  and  turned  here  on  this 
floor  into  something  right  out  of  the 
New  Testament. 

The  last  part  of  his  answer,  "40  per- 
cent," differs  from  the  first  part  by  a 
100  percent  margin  of  error.  Is  that 
good  science,  that  margin  of  error?  I 
think  not. 

We  have  also  been  told  how  the  Na- 
tional Governors  Association  supports 
the  Boehlert  amendment.  What  are  the 
facts''  The  facts  are  the  only  record  in 
which  a  subcommittee  of  that  organi- 
zation went  on  record  was  the  National 


Governors  Association's  wetlands  pol- 
icy. In  1992,  3  years  ago,  they  voted  in 
support  of  the  kind  of  Boehlert  amend- 
ment we  have  before  us.  It  was  not  the 
Governors  themselves. 

Today,  indeed,  we  have  different  Gov- 
ernors, and  the  Governors  have  already 
Said  they  are  going  to  reconsider  their 
position,  so  I  say  vote  down  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment,  do  not  gut  this  bill. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  we 
will  vote  on  an  amendment  to  the  clean  water 
bill  which  will  severely  weaken  the  wetlands 
reform  contained  in  this  bill. 

H.R.  961  IS  a  renewed  investment  and  com- 
mitment in  our  Nation's  clean  water  infrastruc- 
ture. It  reinstates  the  basic  constitutional  right 
to  obtain  compensation  for  takings.  This  bill 
unamended,  will  allow  farmers  and  land- 
owners to  seek  a  determination  of  whether  a 
wetland  exists  on  their  property. 

My  farmers  and  landowners  m  the  Eighth 
Distnct  of  Georgia  are  m  desperate  need  of 
relief  from  the  overburdensome  and  heavily 
regulated  Federal  wetlands  policy.  H.R.  961. 
unamended,  will  give  eighth  district  farmers 
and  landowners  in  towns  like  Ashburn  and 
Enigma  the  relief  they  need.  The  Republicans 
have  promised  the  American  people  that  the 
status  quo  will  no  longer  be  the  norm.  Unfortu- 
nately, this  amendment  does  nothing  to 
change  the  status  quo.  We  have  a  responsibil- 
ity to  protect  the  environment,  yet  do  so  with- 
out over-regulating  the  farmers  and  busi- 
nesses that  dnve  our  economy.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  "no"  against  any  amendment 
which  weakens  wetlands  reform. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
lert]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  BOEHT<ERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  185,  noes  242, 
not  voting  7,  as  follows: 

(Roll  No.  332] 
AYES— 185 


.^bercrombie 

.\ckerm&n 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bass 

Beterra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Boehlert 

Bon  lor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  iCA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  lOH) 

Cardin 

Castle 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI> 

Conyera 

Coyne 

Davis 


DePazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Ehlers 

Engel 

Esboo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 


Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Fiirae 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Cilchresc 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Ooss 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hinchey 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 


Kelly 

Kennedy  (M.-\i 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Klug 

Kolbe 

Lantos 

Lazio 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

.Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

.McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcair 

Meyers 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moakley 


Allard 
.\rcher 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Btuto 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Banning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GAi 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crape 
Cremeans 


Mollohan 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  iFLl 

Porter 

Rahall 

Rams  tad 

Range  1 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

NOES— 242 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DcLay 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fazln 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franks  (CTi 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gillmor 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Graham 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TXi 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

Hllliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 


Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Williams 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (FL) 

Zimmer 


Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunt«r 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (SDi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

KnoUenberg 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

I  aTourBtte 

Laughlln 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ligbtfoot 

Lincoln 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

.Manzullo 

Martinez 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

•Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Mica 

Miller  iFLi 

Mlnge 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorbead 

Murtba 

Myers 

Myrick 

.Nethercutt 

Neumann 

.Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Ox  ley 


Packard 

Parker 

Pax  on 

Payne  >\\\) 

Peterson  (MNi 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovicb 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 


Berman 
Bryant  iTXi 
Collins  (ID 


Salmon 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (Ml) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WAi 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 
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Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NO) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Traflcant 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Young  <AK) 

Zeliff 


Gephardt 

Kleczka 

Klink 


Lipinski 


D  1406 

Messrs.  COOLEY,  BAESLER, 

BONILLA,  ROEMER,  and  POMEROY 
changed  their  vote  from  'aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  PASTOR,  HASTINGS  of 
Florida,  and  OLVER  changed  their 
vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

.\.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GILCHREST 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gilchrest; 
Page  309,  strike  lines  8  through  12. 

Page  309,  line  13,  strike  "(10)  '  and  insert 
■■(9)". 

Page  312.  line  10.  strike  "(11)"  and  insert 
■■(lO)". 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
occasionally  happens  that  rather  small 
provisions  of  bills  which  very  few  peo- 
ple know  about  have  a  tremendous  im- 
pact. 

This  amendment  seeks  to  strike  such 
a  provision  which  will  have  a  signifi- 
cant effect  on  hunters  and  other  people 
who  enjoy  migratory  birds. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  who 
are  both  members  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Commission,  are  coauthors  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  my  friend 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Weldon]. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell]  and  I  serve  as 
the  House  Members  on  the  Migratory 
Bird  Commission  and  as  such  we  work 
on  ways  to  preserve  in  a  voluntary  way 
the  wetlands  of  this  National  and 
North  America  that  are  important  to 
waterfowl. 

Over  the  past  several  decades  that 
this  program  has  existed,  we  have  in 
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fact  preserved  7  million  acres  of  wet- 
lands through  the  North  American 
Wetlands  Conservation  Fund  and  4  mil- 
lion acres  through  the  Migratory  Bird 
Commission  funding.  All  of  that  has 
been  done  voluntarily. 

This  amendment  allows  us  to  con- 
tinue to  recognize  those  lands  that  are 
important  for  the  development  and  the 
growth  of  waterfowl  in  this  country.  It 
is  a  good  bipartisan  amendment.  I  ap- 
plaud my  colleague  for  offering  it.  I  ap- 
plaud my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell].  for  join- 
ing in  support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  include  my  state- 
ment in  support  of  the  amendment  as 
follows: 

Mr.   Chairman,    I 
amendment      with 


nse   today   to   offer 
my      colleagues, 


this 
Mr. 


Gilchrest  and  Mr.  Dingell.  This  provision  in 
H.R.  961 — which  will  deny  Federal  protection 
for  wetlands  that  are  solely  used  by  migratory 
birds — IS  not  only  unnecessary  but  dangerous 
for  the  future  of  our  Nation's  migratory  birds. 

As  members  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Con- 
servation Commission,  Mr.  Dingell  and  I  have 
witnessed  first  hand  the  role  wetlands  protec- 
tion plays  in  the  recovery  and  protection  of  our 
Nation's  migratory  birds.  Through  the  use  of 
primarily  duck  stamp  monies  together  with 
other  proceeds,  the  commission  has  provided 
for  the  acquisition  and  enhancement  of  water- 
fowl habitat  through  the  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge System. 

However,  the  wildlife  refuges  alone  cannot 
provide  sufficient  habitat  to  support  the  mil- 
lions of  waterfowl  which  annually  migrate 
across  America.  As  a  result,  thanks  to  the  ef- 
fort of  my  friend,  Mr.  Dingell,  the  North  Amer- 
ican wetlands  conservation  fund  was  created. 
NAWCF  IS  truly  one  of  the  most  cost  effective 
wetlands  preservation  initiatives  in  existence. 
It  operates  as  a  private-public  partnership, 
with  Federal  grant  monies  being  matched, 
often  times  at  rates  as  high  as  4  to  1 . 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  4308,  a  bill  to  re-author- 
ize and  expand  the  North  American  wetlands 
fund,  passed  the  House  by  a  vole  of  368  to 
5  last  year.  Almost  every  single  one  of  our  col- 
leagues recognized  the  need  to  preserve  our 
Nation's  wetlands  in  order  to  protect  important 
migratory  bird  populations.  The  provision  on 
page  309  of  H.R.  961  which  eliminates  protec- 
tion of  wetlands  which  are  solely  used  by  mi- 
gratory birds  will  halt  the  progress  we  have 
achieved  through  the  work  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Commission. 

We  must  take  into  consideration  that  even 
after  passage  of  the  North  Amencan  wetlands 
conservation  fund,  much  more  still  needs  to 
be  done.  Recent  estimates  of  North  Amenca's 
breeding  duck  population  is  18  percent  below 
the  average  of  the  last  40  years.  For  certain 
species,  the  numbers  are  far  worse.  Mallard 
populations,  for  example,  are  down  20  percent 
and  the  North  Pintail  population  has  declined 
by  half.  Other  migratory  species  have  suffered 
as  well.  Populations  of  Franklin  Gulls,  Black 
Terns,  and  Soras  all  have  declined  signifi- 
cantly since  the  early  1950's.  It  is  clear  we 
cannot  roll  back  the  clo(d<  in  preserving  these 
species. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  migratory  bird  provision 
in  H.R.  961  not  only  puts  at  nsk  our  migratory 


bird  populations,  but  contradicts  case  law  on 
this  sub)ect.  As  Mr  Dingell  has  stated,  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals.  Seventh  Distnct,  has 
specifically  ruled  m  Hoffman  Homes  versus 
Administrator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  that  EPA  is  within  its  lurisdiction  to 
view  migratory  birds  as  a  connection  between 
wetlands  and  interstate  commerce.  Pro 
ponents  to  H.R.  961  will  argue  that  this  case 
gives  the  EPA  carte  blanche  to  run  rough 
shod  over  private  landowners  Not  true.  In 
fact,  the  court  ruled  in  favor  of  Hoffman,  citing 
the  ERA'S  inability  to  provide  substantial  evi- 
dence of  migratory  bird  use.  So  you  c:an  see, 
the  burden  is  on  EPA  to  prove  the  wetlands  is 
essential  to  migratory  bird  populations. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues — especially  those  who 
are  most  concerned  with  the  economic  impact 
on  our  citizens  with  regard  to  the  laws  we 
pass — exactly  the  impact  H.R.  961,  m  its  cur- 
rent form,  will  have  on  our  hunting  and  tounsm 
industry.  In  1991,  S3. 6  billion  was  spent  on 
hunting  migratory  birds  such  as  waterfowl  and 
shore  birds.  Si  5.9  billion  was  spent  on  non- 
consumptive  uses  of  migratory  birds.  To- 
gether, they  contribute  almost  S20  billion  to 
our  Nation's  economy 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Dingell- 
Weldon-Gilchrest  amen(3ment  to  H.R.  961. 
Last  year  you  showed  your  support  lor  our  mi- 
gratory birds.  If  you  have  constituents  m  your 
district  who  like  to  hunt,  trap,  or  observe  mi- 
gratory birds.  I  urge  you  to  show  your  support 
again  this  year. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume,  and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  DINGELL]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  My  comments  will  be  brief. 

Mr.  Chairman.  1  want  to  commend 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Maryland  and  my  dear  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Weldon].  who  serves  so  ably  with  me 
on  the  Migratory  Bird  Commission  for 
their  fine  leadership  on  this  matter. 

This  is  a  good  amendment.  I  want  to 
thank  my  friends,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  also  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member  and  the  other  members  of 
the  committee  who  have  been  accom- 
modating to  us  on  this. 

This  will  make  possible  the  conserva- 
tion of  a  very  precious  natural  resource 
much  loved  by  millions  of  Americans, 
by  duck  hunters,  by  nonhunters  and  by 
ordinary  citizens  who  enjoy  it. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  gentleman  for 
the  leadership  he  has  shown.  I  thank 
my  good  friend  from  Pennsylvania.  I 
urge  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Mineta]. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  in  strong  support  of  the 
Gilchrest-Dingell  amendment  I  also  applaud 
his  tenacity  in  working  to  improve  the  wetlands 
provisions  of  this  bill. 

The  Gilchrest-Dingell  amendment  would  de- 
lete from  the  bill  another  of  the  arbitrary  limita- 
tions which  have  tjeen  incliided  to  reduce  the 
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protection  which  is  afforded  wetlands,  regard- 
less of  the  value  of  the  wetland.  Without  this 
amendment,  the  bill  will  deny  protection  to  vir- 
tually all  isolated  wetlands — the  very  wetlands 
w^lch  are  so  valuable  to  migratory  waterfowl. 
and  which  can  serve  a  vanety  of  valuable 
functions  such  as  groundwater  recharge  and 
flood  control. 

As  we  all  know,  the  Federal  Government  is 
one  of  limited  powers.  Often,  the  basis  of  the 
Federal  Government's  authonty  to  regulate  an 
activity  IS  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution. In  the  case  of  isolated  wetlands 
which  do  not  cross  State  boundanes.  the  pres- 
ence of  migratory  birds  has  been  a  sufficient 
nexus  to  interstate  commerce  so  as  lo  justify 
a  Federal  interest  in  the  wetland. 

If  H.R.  961  IS  allowed  to  proceed  in  its  cur- 
rent form,  there  will  be  no  Federal  jurisdiction 
over  isolated  wetlands.  The  mere  fact  that  a 
wetland  is  isolated  should  not  make  it  auto- 
matically less  protected  than  one  which  is  di- 
rectly linked  to  the  otherwise  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States.  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  in  the  debate  on  the  original  Clean  Water 
Act  in  1972,  the  subject  of  the  breadth  of  its 
coverage  was  specifically  debated,  and  the 
decision  was  that  the  act  should  have  the 
broadest  application  possible.  This  amend- 
ment defeats  that  original  purpose  with  no 
concern  tor  water  quality  or  other  impacts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Gilchrest-Dingell  amend- 
ment will  allow  the  wetlands  program  ot  the 
Clean  Water  Act  to  exercise  its  junsdiction  as 
allowed  by  the  Constitution.  Anything  less  is 
yet  another  attempt  to  assure  the  continuing 
loss  of  our  Nation's  valuable  wetland  re- 
sources. 

Support  the  Gilchrest-Dingell  amendment 
and  leave  the  constitutional  interpretation  of 
the  Clean  Water  Ad  alone. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster],  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  an  ex- 
cellent amendment,  and  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  the 
Gilchrest-Dingell  amendment. 

Mr.  LUTHER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  H.R. 
961.  as  presently  drafted,  goes  too  far  The 
bill,  as  reported  out  of  committee,  contains  a 
provision  which  states  that  water  or  wetlands 
would  no  longer  be  subject  to  Federal  protec- 
tion solely  because  they  are  used  by  migratory 
birds.  That  provision  will  open  thousands  of 
wetlands  used  by  migratory  birds  to  destruc- 
tion. 

As  any  one  of  the  thousands  of  sportsmen 
and  women  from  Minnesota  can  tell  you.  pro- 
tection of  isolated  wetlands  is  important  for  the 
continued,  stable  growth  of  our  migratory  wa- 
terfowl. The  wetlands  which  this  amendment 
seeks  to  protect  are  particularly  important  for 
certain  species  of  waterfowl,  including  mal- 
lards, teal,  and  pintails — whose  numbers  are 
cntically  low. 

I  was  bom  and  raised  on  a  farm  in  Min- 
nesota, near  a  pnncipal  breeding  area  for  wa- 
terfowl in  the  United  States.  I  come  from  a 


family  of  hunters,  and  have  fond  memones  of 
the  time  we  spent,  enjoying  the  sport,  and  ab- 
sorbing the  beauty  of  Minnesota.  If  this 
amendment  is  not  accepted  and  isolated  wet- 
lands are  left  unprotected,  future  generations 
may  not  be  able  to  expenence  the  recreational 
opportunities  so  many  of  us  have  had,  and  the 
gams  we  have  made  m  replenishing  our  wild- 
life population  over  the  past  several  years 
could  be  lost  forever. 

During  our  recent  distnct  work  penod  I  held 
many  listening  sessions  and  the  message  my 
constituents  gave  me  was  clear:  Cut  back 
on  Federal  over-regulation  and  micro- 
management,  but  do  not  roll  back  essential 
protections  for  our  most  vital  natural  re- 
sources. Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  legitimate 
role  for  the  Federal  Government  to  play  in  pro- 
tecting isolated  wetlands  for  the  benefit  of  all 
Americans.  I  therefore  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman        from         Maryland         [Mr. 

GILCHREST]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GILCHREST 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gilchrest: 
Page  243,  strike  line  9  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  7  on  page  249  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■■(c)  Wetlands  Classification.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  issue  regulations  for  the  classi- 
fication of  wetlands  to  the  extent  prac- 
ticable based  on  the  best  available  science. 
Requirements  of  this  title  based  on  the  clas- 
sification of  wetlands  as  type  A.  type  B,  or 
type  C  wetlands  shall  not  become  effective 
until  regulations  are  issued  under  this  sub- 
section. 

Page  282.  line  11.  strike  ■'subparagraphs  (B) 
and  (C)"  and  insert  "subparagraph  (B)" 

Page  282.  strike  line  12  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  22  on  page  283. 

Page  283.  strike  line  23  and  all  that  follows 
through  ■•any"  on  line  25  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•■(B)  Normal  circu.mstances.— Any 

Page  311.  line  17.  strike  '■section. '■  and  in- 
sert •section  and". 

Page  311.  lines  18  through  20.  strike  ••.  and 
no  exception  shall  be  available  under  sub- 
section (gMlKB).^'. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gii^chrest] 
and  a  Member  opp>osed  will  each  be  rec- 
ognized for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  ais  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  ex- 
tremely straightforward.  It  seeks  to 
strike  the  bill's  provisions  for  delinea- 
tion and  classification  of  wetlands. 
These  are  the  provisions  with  which 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  dis- 
agreed most  strongly  and  they  are  the 
provisions  which  have  driven  the  Asso- 
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ciation  of  State  Wetlands  Managers  to 
oppose  the  bill. 

The  provisions  in  question  require 
that  wetlands  be  inundated  for  21  con- 
secutive days  in  the  growing  season, 
that  they  meet  a  very  strict  vegetation 
requirement,  and  that  they  have  hydric 
soils  present. 

Under  such  a  definition,  an  acre  of 
land  could  be  a  swamp  from  October  to 
March,  saturated  the  first  20  days  of 
the  growing  season  and  the  last  20  days 
of  the  growing  season,  and  not  meet 
the  hydrology  requirement.  It  could  be 
a  swamp  year  round  but  not  display  the 
right  sort  of  vegetation  and  not  be  con- 
sidered a  wetland.  Or  a  landowner 
could  simply  wait  for  a  drought  year 
when  very  few  acres  will  display  wet- 
land hydrology  and  again  not  have  the 
parcel  considered  a  wetland. 

D  1415 

Now  I  know  that  many  of  us  have 
been  eager  for  a  statutory  definition  of 
what  constitutes  a  wetland.  But  H.R. 
961  contains  a  definition  which  is  clear- 
ly wrong— it's  definition  will  only  pro- 
tect a  fraction  of  acres  that  function  as 
wetlands  in  the  United  States.  The  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  could  not 
assign  any  scientific  justification,  let 
me  say  that  one  more  time.  The  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  could  not 
assign  any  scientific  justification  to 
the  wetlands  definition  contained  in 
H.R.  961. 

Where  did  the  committee  get  this 
definition,  you  might  ask?  Well,  the 
definition  is  almost  identical  to  the 
proposed  1991  manual  revisions,  but  a 
little  stricter.  Those  revisions  were  a 
complete  disaster  during  field  testing, 
with  the  inter-agency  team  calling 
them  "technically  unsound"  and  urg- 
ing that  the  manual  be  adopted.  This 
definition  was  such  an  utter  failure 
that  the  Bush  administration  had  to 
abandon  its  own  proposal. 

Now  I've  heard  that  States  could  pro- 
vide higher  levels  of  protection  for  wet- 
lands than  what  is  provided  under  the 
bill.  With  all  due  respect,  the  nutrients 
and  toxics  in  surrounding  States  very 
often  cause  a  tremendous  amount  of 
problems  in  my  State,  which  borders 
on  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Until  we  can 
make  waterways  respect  State  bound- 
aries, wetlands  are  going  to  remain  an 
interstate  matter.  Mr.  Chairman,  every 
time  farmers  from  States  bordering  my 
State  put  down  fertilizer  in  a  non-best- 
management  practice.  they  hurt 
watermen  in  the  State  of  Maryland, 
and  nobody's  going  to  talk  about  com- 
pensating the  State  of  Maryland  fisher- 
man, although  if  we  adopt  this  bill  I 
think  we  should  gain  that  debate. 

My  amendment  also  strikes  the  wet- 
lands classification  system  in  the  bill. 
Obviously,  we  would  like  to  say  that 
this  wetland  is  more  important  than 
that  wetland,  but  according  to  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences,  we  do  not 
have   the  science  right  now   to  make 
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that  determination.  This  bill  blindly 
subscribes  to  the  wetter  is  better  the- 
ory, but  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  essentially  says,  and  we  all 
want  to  deal  with  science  and  we  have 
the  report,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  report  right  here,  it  says  we 
cannot  do  that. 

Under  my  amendment  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  would  be  required 
to  publish  regulations  for  wetland  clas- 
sification when  sufficient  science  is 
available.  This  replaces  the  bill's  re- 
quirements that  classification  systems 
be  implemented  whether  the  science  is 
available  or  not.  If  we  go  along  with 
this  bill,  we  are  going  to  determine 
what  is  a  wetland  without  science.  Is 
that  OK?  I  do  not  think  so. 

Let  me  take  a  minute  about  what 
this  amendment  does  not  do.  It  does 
not  change  any  of  the  bill's  provisions 
about  permitting.  It  does  not  change 
the  compensation  provisions.  It  does 
not  remove  any  of  the  six  pages  of  ex- 
empted activities.  All  this  amendment 
does  is  remove  the  two  provisions  that 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  say 
are  unworkable  and  unscientific. 

My  friends  from  Louisiana,  and  they 
are  my  friends,  from  Louisiana  will 
argue  that  Congress  should  decide 
which  wetlands  to  regulate,  and  obvi- 
ously that  is  our  duty.  But  in  delineat- 
ing wetlands,  literally  drawing  lines 
around  wetlands,  we  should  use  an  ap)- 
propriate  scientific  definition  of  wet- 
lands. Once  we  have  delineated  those 
wetlands,  we  may  decide  not  to  regu- 
late them,  and  indeed,  H.R.  961  con- 
tains about  80  other  pages  which  de- 
regulate various  wetlands.  But  at  the 
very  least,  let  us  keep  a  little  science 
in  the  question  of  wetlands  delineation. 

Most  of  the  groups  who  oppose  title 
VIII  of  the  bill,  the  Governors,  the 
State  legislators,  the  fishermen,  among 
others,  oppose  this  provision  more  than 
any  other.  And  while  I  cannot  say  they 
would  support  it  with  this  provision 
gone,  that  means  we  take  out  the  de- 
lineation criteria,  and  we  inject  it  with 
science,  at  the  very  least  it  would  tem- 
per their  opposition.  That  means  we 
would  have  support  of  the  National 
Governors  Association,  we  would  have 
the  support  of  fishermen,  we  would 
have  the  support  of  people  who  truly 
want  clean  water,  who  want  to  prevent 
flooding,  who  want  wildlife  habitat, 
who  want  a  whole  range  of  things  that 
improve  the  quality  of  our  lives. 

Last  week  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]  told  a  story  which 
I  hope  everyone  heard.  He  talked  about 
how  a  certain  State  legislature  voted 
to  change  pi.  Remember  in  eighth 
grade  in  your  math  class.  It  was  not 
apple  pie,  it  was  a  mathematical  equa- 
tion, the  circumference  for  circles.  The 
definition  of  what  is  a  functional  wet- 
land is  every  bit  as  scientific  as  pi.  If 
we  have  to  deregulate  wetlands,  this 
bill  does  that.  But  at  the  very  least,  for 
delineation  purposes,  let  us  keep  a  sci- 
entific definition  of  wetlands  in  place. 


Let  us  talk  some  sense  about  what 
we  do  today  for  tomorrow's  children. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  will 
control  the  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment and  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  temporarily 
yield  the  control  of  that  time  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Emerson]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Hayes]. 

Mr.  HAYES.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  study  that  has  been  referenced  here 
before  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences,  and  my  copy  says  advance 
copy,  not  for  public  release,  before 
Tuesday,  May  9.  1995,  eastern  standard 
time;  in  other  words,  right  after  I  can 
take  advantage  of  it  for  news  purposes, 
but  too  late  for  anyone  to  go  through  it 
and  criticize  it.  It  is  also  interesting 
when  you  turn  a  few  pages,  I  find  out 
the  academy  was  doing  a  lot  of  nonsci- 
entific  things,  unless  of  course  you 
mean  political  science.  One  of  the 
things  they  did  was  make  sure  they 
noted  on  page  2  that  this  was  paid  for 
by  the  EPA  and  then  later  after  nearly 
3  years  of  work  and  a  mere  19  months 
late,  they  concluded  what  we  should 
base  science  on  an  EPA  delineation 
manual.  That  must  have  been  a  tough 
and  rigorous  decision.  They  also  had  to 
do  so  under  some  terrible  cir- 
cumstances. They  were  forced  to  travel 
to  Sedona.  Vicksburg,  over  to  Mary- 
land, over  to  Florida,  over  to  North  Da- 
kota, all  around  the  country  spending 
our  tax  dollars  on  field  hearings.  But 
most  interestingly  of  all,  it  required 
four  different  EPA  folks  to  travel  with 
them  to  Arizona  to  tell  them  what  a 
wetland  was.  And  you  wonder  why  peo- 
ple are  having  problems.  It  required 
four  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  members 
from  Washington  to  go  to  North  Da- 
kota, and  then  most  importantly,  of 
course,  I  wonder  how  long  was  the  de- 
termination that  Raphael  Lopez  of  San 
Diego  would  do  the  cover  art  of  draw- 
ing a  crane  for  $1,500. 

I  do  not  believe  we  need  to  have  wait- 
ed the  19  months  to  get  a  report  that 
merely  said  Federal  agencies  have  the 
leverage  to  have  scientists  who  are 
misled  by  regulator  after  regulator 
after  regulator  affect  what  should  be  a 
scientific  process,  which  is  why  I  have 
letters  now  from  different  environ- 
mental consultants  across  the  Nation 
telling  me  that  their  participation  was 
constantly  interrupted  not  by  the  sci- 
entists but  by  regulators,  that  the 
questions  came  from  regulators,  that 
the  regulators  were  leading  the  panel 
talking  about  how  you  actually  imple- 
ment the  manual. 
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Both  scientists  and  regulators  need 
to  go  back  to  the  field,  back  to  talk  to 
landowners  and  find  out  what  policy 
should  be. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster]  has 
13  minutes  remainmg  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest] 
has  9  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon  [Ms.  FuRSE]. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
I  commend  my  Republican  colleague 
from  Maryland  for  this  excellent 
amendment.  I  rise  in  strong  support. 
We  do  need  a  workable  and  scientific 
description  of  wetlands. 

I  want  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  old- 
est industry  in  this  country,  our  com- 
mercial fishing  industry.  That  industry 
contributes  more  than  $111  billion  an- 
nually and  provides  jobs  for  IMj  million 
Americans. 

This  fishing  industry  will  be  put  in 
jeopardy  by  H.R.  961  More  than  75  per- 
cent of  fish  and  shellfish  species  rely 
on  wetlands  for  some  portion  of  their 
cycle.  Yet,  H.R.  961  would  allow  more 
than  half  of  all  wetlands  to  go  unpro- 
tected by  simply  redefining  them  as 
dry  land. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  Pa- 
cific Coast  Federation  of  Fishermen's 
Associations,  that  is  the  largest  orga- 
nization of  fishermen  and  fisherwomen 
in  the  entire  length  of  the  west  coaist, 
why  they  have  come  out  in  opposition 
of  H.R.  961. 

If  Members  care  about  the  future  of 
America's  fishing  industry  or  if  they 
just  like  to  eat  fish.  I  urge  they  vote 
yes  on  the  Gilchrest  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  ROBERTS], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

Mr  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  the 
time.  I  would  like  to  engage  in  a  col- 
loquy that  is  very  important  to  the  ag- 
ricultural sector  and  would  aisk  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  the  following 
question:  In  the  chairman's  en  bloc 
amendment  that  was  agreed  to  earlier 
there  is  a  section  beginning  on  line  20, 
page  284,  that  grandfathers  wetlands 
delineations  made  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  the  1985  Food  Secu- 
rity Act— 1985  FS  Act^as  amended,  if 
those  delineations  were  administra- 
tively final  upon  enactment  of  this  leg- 
islation. I  appreciate  the  Transpor- 
tation Committee's  willingness  to 
amend  the  committee  bill  as  reported 
to  incorporate  this  provision  in  the 
law.  It  is  very  important  to  American 
farmers  and  ranchers:  however.  I  note 
that  there  appears  to  be  a  difference 
between  the  term  ••delineation  "  as 
used  in  the  clean  water  amendments 
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and  the  term  as  used  in  the  Food  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1985. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  1985  Food  Se- 
curity Act.  as  first  enacted,  the  term 
"delineation"  was  not  used.  However, 
in  the  period  1986  through  1990  several 
thousand  administrative  determina- 
tions were  made  by  the  Secretary  ex- 
empting persons  from  the  program  in- 
eligibility provisions  of  section  1221  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985.  In  the 
1990  amendments  to  section  1222  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985,  made  by  the 
Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and 
Trade  Act  of  1990— FACT  Act  of  1990— 
the  concept  of  delineation  was  first  in- 
troduced in  the  Food  Security  Act.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  section 
122  amended  by  the  FACT  Act  of  1990 
included  an  on-site  visit  to  make  a  de- 
lineation determination,  if  the  land- 
owner requests  such  an  on-site  visit. 

In  addition,  section  1222(a)<4)  of  the 
1985  Food  Security  Act  requires  the 
Secretary  to  provide  a  process  for  the 
periodic  review  and  update  of  the  delin- 
eations, but  a  landowner  may  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  any  actions  the 
owner  may  have  taken  baaed  on  an  ear- 
lier wetland  determination  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Chairman  Shuster,  I  assume  it  was 
your  intent  by  grandfathering  delinea- 
tions of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  were  final  upon  enactment  of  this 
bill  to  mean  that  administrative  deter- 
minations made  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  the  Food  Security 
Act  would  also  be  grandfathered.  In 
other  words,  the  term  delineation  as 
used  in  the  clean  water  amendments  of 
1995  is  meant  to  include  the  adminis- 
trative finality  of  determinations  as 
that  term  is  used  in  section  1222  of  the 
1985  Food  Security  Act,  as  amended. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  would  answer  by  saying  that  he 
is  correct,  the  committee  intends  for  a 
wetland  delineation  made  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act  as  we  are  amending  it 
today  would  provide  finality  of  deter- 
minations made  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  the  Food  Security 
Act. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  clarification.  And  I 
would  only  add  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  I  would  also  like  to  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment. 

Now  the  Gilchrest  amendment,  in  the 
eyes  of  the  sometimes  powerful  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  its 
members,  would  provide  authority  to 
the  Federal  regulatory  community  to 
decide  what  classifications  will  be  used 
for  various  functions  and  values  of  wet- 
lands. The  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  H.\YES]  has  already  spoken  to 
that.  I  associate  myself  with  his  re- 
marks. And  to  some  of  these  regu- 
lators, quite  frankly,  every  wet  spot  is 
a  valuable  wetland.  That  is  the  prob- 
lem. That  is  the  problem  with  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment.  They  will  use  a 


seat-of-the-pants  science  to  determine 
wetlands.  I  would  imagine  they  would 
go  out  in  the  field,  sit  down  on  the 
ground,  and  if  their  pants  get  damp, 
why  then  it  would  be  a  wetland. 

The  Gilchrest  amendment  eliminates 
the  statutory  wetlands  delineation 
process  of  H.R.  961  which  requires  land 
to  actually  be  wet  for  a  sigrnificant  part 
of  the  growing  season.  The  committee 
bill  requires  some  water-loving  plants 
to  be  found  on  the  ground. 

The  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Gilchrest]  would  eliminate  that  re- 
quirement. He  would  eliminate  the  re- 
quirements for  how  hydric  soils  are  de- 
lineated. 

In  short,  I  would  tell  my  colleagues 
that  the  Gilchrest  amendment  guts  the 
committee's  well-reasoned,  common- 
sense  approach  and  replaces  it  with  a 
program  ruled  by  those  who  write  the 
rules.  EPA  and  Fish  and  Wildlife.  That 
is  part  of  the  problem. 

We  do  not  need  this  amendment.  The 
gentleman's  intent  is  good,  his  leader- 
ship is  good,  he  is  a  fine  Member  but 
we  should  oppose  his  amendment.  Let 
us  get  on  with  the  adoption  of  H.R.  961 
and  defeat  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  make  a  comment  to  my  good 
friend  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  that 
the  reason  America's  agriculture  is  as 
advanced  as  it  is  today  is  because  we 
use  good  science.  We  do  not  want  to  re- 
verse ourselves  and  go  back  to  a  Third- 
World-nation  status  not  using  the  best 
available  knowledge  to  pursue  the  agri- 
cultural industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
my  good  friend  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Waxman]. 
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Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
issue  that  we  have  before  us  is  not  a 
new  one.  The  Competitiveness  Council 
under  Vice  President  Quayle  tried  to 
define,  redefine,  wetlands  in  very  much 
the  same  way  that  H.R.  961  does,  and  at 
that  time  Governor  Wilson  from  the 
State  of  California  did  a  very  smart 
thing.  He  asked  State  officials  to  as- 
sess the  impact  of  this  new  definition 
on  California. 

He  wrote,  because  he  was  so  alarmed, 
on  December  13.  1991,  to  President  Bush 
to  protest  the  wetlands  definition  of 
the  Competitiveness  Council,  essen- 
tially the  same  definition  in  this  bill. 
And  he  said,  "This  would  cause  irrep- 
arable damage  to  the  State's  natural 
resource  base."  He  found  that  defini- 
tion we  are  considering  today  would 
eliminate  half  of  California's  wetlands. 
In  southern  California,  the  State  biolo- 
gists found  the  coastal  wetlands  would 
be  reduced  by  75  percent.  Half  of  San 
Francisco's  bay  tidal  marshes,  which 
are  essential  habitats  for  numerous 
fish  species,  would  also  lose  protection. 

He  asked  that  we  have  a  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  study,  and  that 
report  is  now  before  us,  and  now  this 
study  is  being  ignored. 


For  years  we  have  heard  opponents  of 
environmental  protection  in  this  body 
talk  about  the  need  for  sound  science. 
When  we  passed  H.R.  9  earlier  this 
year,  legislation  that  rolls  back  25 
years  of  environmental  protection,  we 
were  told  that  we  were  acting  in  the 
name  of  sound  science.  When  we  de- 
bated a  whole  host  of  bills,  opponents 
of  environmental  protection  gave  im- 
passioned and  eloquent  lectures  on  the 
need  for  sound  science. 

In  my  remarks  in  the  Record  I  am 
going  to  quote  back  some  of  the  state- 
ments made  by  our  colleagues.  Appar- 
ently many  Members  want  sound 
science  only  if  it  matches  their  politi- 
cal views. 

What  we  have  today  is  a  new  politi- 
cal correctness  that  has  captured  this 
House. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences, 
our  Nation's  premier  scientific  organi- 
zation, has  completed  a  rigorous  and 
comprehensive  analysis  and  concluded 
that  H.R.  961  does  not  reflect  good 
science.  The  bill's  sponsors  react  to 
this  news  not  by  amending  their  bill 
and  accepting  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment but  by  denouncing  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences. 

The  message  is  clear.  This  Congress 
will  accept  sound  science  only  if  the 
science  fits  its  political  agenda.  I  think 
that  is  wrong,  and  that  is  why  I  am 
going  to  vote  for  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  E.merson]. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment, and  I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit 
about  wetlands  delineation. 

Ordinary  people  no  longer  know  what 
a  wetland  is.  They  expect  to  see  a 
swamp  or  a  marsh,  only  to  be  told  by 
regulators  that  land  that  is  usually  dry 
is  a  wetland,  or  that  a  field  of  corn  is 
a  wetland.  It  is  really  time  to  get  the 
water  back  into  wetlands. 

The  current  guidelines  can  allow  an 
area  to  be  called  a  wetland  even  if 
water  never  stands  on  it  or  even  if  the 
surface  of  the  ground  is  never  satu- 
rated. For  Federal  regulation  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act  there  should  be  a  real 
influence  of  water  as  well  as  the  pres- 
ence of  wetland  vegetation  and  soils 
before  property  comes  under  regu- 
latory control.  Some  say  this  approach 
is  unscientific. 

Well,  the  scientists  have  had  20  years 
to  decide  this,  and  there  is  still  no 
clear,  understandable,  agreed  upon  ap- 
proach. We  have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric. 
The  gentleman  from  California  was 
just  talking  about  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  study  which  was  re- 
leased on  Tuesday,  and  while  I  am  per- 
sonally more  than  a  little  suspicious  of 
their  timing  and  of  consideration  for 
the  NAS's  political  motivations  in  re- 
leasing this  report  to  coincide  with  the 
debate  here  in  the  House  of  the  Clean 


Water  Act,  I  am  glad  to  see  them  fi- 
nally come  forward  with  a  rep>ort. 

But  let  me  try  to  dispel  some  of  the 
distortions  and  unfounded  allegations 
that  occurred  regarding  the  bill's  delin- 
eations provisions.  Some  of  the  self- 
serving  special  interest  groups  backed 
by  environmental  extremists  have 
claimed  the  bill  is  going  to  result  in 
anywhere  from  50  to  60  to  80  percent  re- 
duction in  the  amount  of  private  prop- 
erty that  is  regulated  as  so-called  wet- 
lands. There  is  no  scientific  basis  other 
than  their  own  self-interest  and  politi- 
cal motivations  to  make  such  claims. 

We  should  be  dealing  with  the  truth; 
the  truth  is  that  nobody  knows  the  ex- 
tent of  wetlands  in  this  Nation,  even 
under  the  existing  rules.  The  truth  is 
that  our  bill  requires  that  there  be  a 
reasonable  relationship,  a  reasonable 
relationship  between  water  and  Federal 
regulation  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
We  have  obtained  information  on  how 
our  bill  would  affect  the  extent  of  Fed- 
eral jurisdiction  in  the  Florida  Ever- 
glades but  we  believe  that  this  would 
be  helpful,  because  the  liberal  extrem- 
ists claimed  our  bill  would  remove  the 
Everglades  from  Federal  jurisdiction. 
The  consultants  found  that  our  bill 
would  actually  result  in  an  increase  in 
jurisdiction  and  not  a  decrease. 

This  increase  will  certainly  not  occur 
in  every  case  throughout  the  country, 
but  it  serves  as  a  helpful  example  of 
just  how  desperate  some  of  the  oppo- 
nents of  this  bill  have  become. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

If  I  could.  I  would  like  to  quickly  re- 
spond to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 
Approximately  66  percent  of  the  1989 
wetlands  acreage  at  interagency  test 
sites  would  have  failed  the  proposed 
1991  criteria  comments  of  the  Missouri 
River  Division. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia [Ms.  Norton]. 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
strongly  support  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment. I  would  hate  to  believe  that  the 
long  awaited  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  study  has  not  gotten  here  just 
in  time.  A  million  dollars  is  what  we 
put  down  to  get  somebody  objective  to 
look  at  this  problem. 

The  reduction  in  wetland  acres,  my 
colleagues,  is  awesome. 

This  is  a  radical  change  based  on  ig- 
norance. 

Indeed,  the  provisions  that  are  objec- 
tionable are  based  on  discredited  provi- 
sions of  the  1991  manual.  How  can  we 
use  a  1991  manual  that  failed  field  test- 
ing and  not  a  state-of-the-art  study? 

In  this  area,  we  are  spending  tax  dol- 
lars to  restore  wetlands.  Let  the  Amy 
Corps  of  Engineers  use  the  NAS  study, 
the  only  study  with  any  integrity,  to 
develop  delineation  criteria.  The  wet- 
lands title  before  us  is  an  act  of  igno- 
rance. 


Please,  support  the  Gilchrest  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Mineta]. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  to  support  my  colleague's 
amendment. 

The  Gilchrest  amendment  would 
strike  the  classification  provisions  of 
the  wetlands  title,  and  replace  them 
with  a  requirement  that  any  wetlands 
classification  regulations  be  based  on 
the  best  available  science.  It  also 
strikes  the  arbitrary  restrictions  on 
delineation  of  wetlands  which  are  con- 
trary to  the  findings  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences. 

The  Gilchrest  amendment  is  an  op- 
portunity to  correct  one  of  the  incon- 
sistencies of  H.R.  961.  The  sponsors  of 
the  bill  are  fond  of  stating  how  envi- 
ronmental decisions  need  to  be  based 
upon  sound  science  and  the  best  infor- 
mation available.  Yet.  when  it  comes 
to  the  issue  of  what  is  a  wetland,  the 
bill  ignores  science  and  creates  its  own 
arbitrary  and  unscientific  definition  of 
what  is  a  wetland.  This  is  particularly 
troubling  in  light  of  the  recently  re- 
leased report  of  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences. 

The  bill  includes  an  absolute  stand- 
ard for  wetlands  hydrology  of  21  days 
of  inundation.  Yet,  the  Academy  says 
that  Federal  regulation  should  reflect 
regional  differences.  If  the  Gilchrest 
amendment  is  adopted,  the  wetlands 
program  will  have  the  flexibility  to  ac- 
knowledge the  differences  in  wetlands 
which  occur  in  this  country. 

H.R.  961  is  often  a  contradiction  in 
terms.  The  use  of  accurate  scientific 
information  is  only  to  be  used  when 
the  polluter  believes  that  it  would  be 
to  the  polluter's  benefit. 

The  bill  requires  States  and  EPA  to 
spend  millions  to  develop  new  test  spe- 
cies to  determine  water  quality  viola- 
tions, even  when  EPA  says  that  such 
expenditures  are  not  necessary.  Yet 
there  will  be  no  risk  assessment  when 
determining  whether  increased 

amounts  of  toxics  will  be  released  into 
the  water  because  industry  says  that 
such  expenditures  are  not  necessary. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
says  that  there  should  be  flexibility  in 
the  regional  determination  of  what  is  a 
wetland,  yet  the  bill  insists  that  there 
must  be  standing  water  at  the  surface 
for  21  days — a  requirement  that  will 
leave  parts  of  the  Everglades  out  of  the 
wetlands  program.  The  result  is  that 
the  bill  ignores  science  when  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  polluter  to  do  so. 

It  is  time  to  bring  some  common 
sense  and  supportable  facts  to  the  wet- 
lands debate.  Support  the  Gilchrest 
amendment  and  allow  the  wetlands 
program  to  protect  true  wetlands. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support   of  the   Gilchrest   amendment. 


This  is  a  straightforward  amendment 
which  simply  replaces  what  are  artifi- 
cial definitions  in  H  R.  961,  with  a  reli- 
ance on  the  best  available  science. 

We  have  repeatedly  heard,  the  Repub- 
licans have  said  repeatedly,  they  want 
to  rely  on  sound  science  in  reforming 
our  environmental  laws  and  other 
areas  within  the  Congress.  The  Speaker 
himself.  Speaker  Gingrich  himself,  has 
endorsed  this  principle.  Yet  here  we 
have  a  case  where  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences,  a  nonpartisan,  reli- 
able and  highly  resp>ected  body,  has  as- 
sembled a  panel,  a  very  broad  and  di- 
verse panel,  which  has  studied  for  2 
years  the  issue  of  how  to  identify  a 
wetland,  and  they  have  found  there  is 
absolutely  no  scientific  justification 
for  the  wetlands  provisions  and  the 
wetlands  definitions  in  this  legislation, 
H.R.  961. 

So  if  you  support  using  sound  science 
in  regulatory  decisions,  then  you  must 
support  the  Gilchrest  amendment,  and 
anything  less  would  be  sheer  hypoc- 
risy. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Borski],  a  member 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  sup- 
port the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  to  eliminate 
the  delineation  requirements  and  to  re- 
quire that  classification  of  wetlands  be 
based  on  the  best  available  science. 

What  could  be  more  common  sense 
than  to  require  that  a  technical  subject 
such  as  classification  of  wetlands  be  re- 
quired to  be  based  on  science? 

It  makes  no  sense  to  set  up  a  classi- 
fication that  has  nothing  to  do  with 
scientific  findings. 

Just  last  week,  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences  at  the  request  of  Con- 
gress, issued  its  report  on  wetlands 
which  shatters  the  entire  foundation  of 
title  VIII  of  H.R.  961. 

Title  VIII  defines  wetlands  without 
any  regard  to  science.  It  doesn't  just 
ignore  scientific  findings — it  flies  di- 
rectly in  the  face  of  science. 

Supporters  of  title  VIII  say  this  deci- 
sion is  not  a  scientific  decision— it  is  a 
policy  decision. 

But  policy  must  be  based  on  the  best 
information  possible.  H.R.  961  has  ig- 
nored this  information. 

It  is  true  that  we  in  Congress  should 
make  the  policy  determinations.  But 
we  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  deter- 
mine what  is  a  wetland  and  what  is 
not. 

H.R.  961  attempts  to  define  wetlands 
despite  the  scientific  finds.  We  might 
as  well  attempt  to  define  the  color  of 
the  sky  or  the  grass. 

We  cannot  do  that.  What  we  can  do. 
based  on  a  scientific  definition  of  wet- 
lands, is  determine  whether  we  want  to 
protect  those  wetlands. 

H.R.  961  has  determined  that  it  will 
withdraw  protection  from  60  to  80  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  wetlands. 
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That  is  a  policy  decision  but  it  is  the 
wrong  policy  decision. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  for  attempting  to  make  sure 
that  our  national  wetlands  policy  is 
based  on  the  best  available  science. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  for  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

My  last  couple  of  comments  will  deal 
with  who  benefits  from  wetlands.  The 
people  who  benefit  from  wetlands  are 
those  people  who  want  clean  water, 
those  people  who  want  floods  prevented 
in  their  neighborhoods  and  in  their  re- 
gions, those  people  who  understand  the 
esthetic  value,  the  appeal  and  the  qual- 
ity of  life  when  it  comes  to  habitat  for 
wildlife,  those  f>eople  who  feel  a  sense 
of  closeness  to  nature,  to  the  economic 
value  of  the  coastal  fisheries.  All 
Americans  benefit  from  sound  wetlands 
policy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  make  no  mistake 
about  it.  just  as  the  previous  amend- 
ment which  we  disposed  of  overwhelm- 
ingly gutted  the  wetlands  provision  of 
this  bill,  so  does  this  provision  as  well. 
This  is  simply  another  gutting  amend- 
ment. It  is  gutting  amendment,  be- 
cause it  eliminates  all  efforts  to  re- 
quire that  wetlands  have  a  closer  rela- 
tionship to  water. 

Now,  this  argument  that  the  ap- 
proach in  the  bill  is  not  scientific  is  ba- 
loney. Ihe  approach  in  the  bill  is  just 
as  scientific  as  the  much  more  rigid  ap- 
proach taken  by  my  good  friend  from 
Maryland.  Indeed,  the  amendment  we 
have  before  us  now  eliminates  all  the 
requirements  requiring  that  a  degree  of 
regulation  has  got  to  match  the  rel- 
ative value  of  the  wetlands.  That  is 
what  we  say  in  the  bill. 

We  say  it  has  got  to  be  under  water 
21  days.  They  say  15  days.  Which  is 
more  scientific?  One  is  as  scientific  as 
the  other. 

In  fact,  very  interesting,  when  we 
keep  hearing  about  all  of  this  science 
and  the  importance  of  it,  I  refer  again 
to  the  very,  very  important  point  that 
the  chairman  of  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences  Committee,  when  asked 
how  many  wetlands  would  be  affected 
by  our  legislation,  his  response  was,  "I 
don't  know."  And  when  pushed  finally, 
he  said,  "Well,  maybe  in  the  10  percent, 
or  20,  or  30  or  40.  •  That  is  science''  "I 
don't  know,"  and  then,  "Maybe  10  per- 
cent, maybe  20  percent,  maybe  30  per- 
cent, 40  percent."  Some  science. 
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So  the  science  we  provide  in  our  bill 
is  every  bit  as  accurate.  In  fact  we  re- 
quire rulemaking  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  define  and  determine 
which  category  of  wetland  the  various 
wetlands  fall  under.  And  I  would  em- 
phasize again: 


If  you  do  not  like  what  the  bill  does,  if 
your  State  does  not  like  what  the  bill  does, 
your  State  can  impose  tougher  wetlands  reg- 
ulations. We  do  not  inhibit  the  States  from 
imposing  their  own  regulations.  What  we  do 
through  is  sat  that  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
cannot  force  the  State  of  Idaho  to  adopt  the 
provisions  that  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
seems  to  think  are  important  for  that  state. 

And  yes,  we  have  heard  about  the 
Governors'  Association  supporting 
their  wetlands  provision.  Well,  I  have  a 
letter  sent  to  us  today  from  the  vice- 
chairman  of  the  Governors'  Associa- 
tion National  Resources  Committee  in 
which  he  says  the  National  Resources 
Committee  will  be  reviewing  its  cur- 
rent policy  at  its  annual  meeting  in 
July.  Since  many  new  Governors  have 
joined  the  NGA  this  year,  we  believe  it 
is  important  to  examine  all  the  current 
policies  to  determine  if  the  sitting 
Governors  are  in  agreement  with  what 
was  passed  by  this  subcommittee  3 
years  ago,  and  he  goes  on  to  say,  and 
this  is  important,  I  quote,  H.R.  961.  our 
bill,  does  provide  States  with  flexibil- 
ity to  regulate  wetlands  in  accordance 
with  State  needs.  So  it  is  important  to 
realize  that  the  National  Governors' 
Association,  which  has  come  out  in 
support  of  our  overall  bill,  in  fact  in 
expressing  their  resei-vations  about 
this  particular  amendment  that  we 
have  before  us. 

My  colleagues,  this  is  simply  another 
gutting  amendment.  It  should  be  de- 
feated. 

I  will  close  by  referring  to  two  exam- 
ples of  what  would  be  a  wetland  if  this 
amendment  were  to  be  adopted  by 
friend  from  Maryland. 

Riverside,  CA,  a  picture  of  a  desert. 
Well,  this  desert  wants  to  be  the  site  of 
a  public  flash  control  project.  It  was 
delineated  as  waters  of  the  United 
States,  waters  of  the  United  States,  a 
desert.  That  is  a  wetland  under  the 
amendment  we  have  before  us.  And  in 
Phoenix,  AZ,  a  picture  of  another 
desert.  Yes,  this  property  was  declared, 
quote,  water  of  the  United  States  for 
regulatory  purposes,  a  desert.  That  is  a 
wetland. 

Let  us  bring  common  sense  to  wet- 
lands. Let  us.  just  as  we  overwhelm- 
ingly did  on  the  last  amendment,  let  us 
defeat  this  amendment  so  we  can  have 
real  wetland  reform  in  the  interest  of 
America  and  in  the  interest  of  sound 
environment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman        from         Maryland         [Mr. 

GILCHREST]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDKD  VOTE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  180.  noes  247, 
not  voting  7.  as  follows: 
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AYES— 180 

.Abercrombie 

Goss 

Owens 

.\ckerman 

Green 

Pallone 

Andrews 

Greenwood 

Payne (N J) 

Baldaccl 

Gutierrez 

Pelosi 

Barrett  (Wli 

Hall  (OH) 

Peterson  (FLi 

Bpcerra 

Harman 

Porter 

Beilenson 

Hastinifs  (FLi 

Pryce 

Bereuter 

Hinchey 

Rahall 

Bishop 

Jackson-Lee 

Ramstad 

Boehlert 

Jacobs 

Rangel 

Bonior 

Jefferson 

Reed 

Borski 

Johnson  iCT) 

Reynolds 

Boucher 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Richardson 

Brown  (CAl 

Johnston 

Rivers 

Brown  (FLi 

Kanjorski 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Brown  lOHi 

Kaptur 

Rose 

Bryant  (TXi 

Kelly 

Roukema 

Card  in 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Roybal-Allard 

Castle 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Rush 

Clay 

Kennelly 

Sabo 

Clybum 

Kildee 

Sanders 

Collins  1  Mil 

Kingston 

Sanford 

Conyers 

Klmk 

Sawyer 

Coyne 

Klug 

Sax ton 

Davis 

Kolbe 

So breeder 

De  Fazio 

LaFalce 

Schumer 

DeLauro 

Lantos 

Scott 

Dellums 

Lazio 

Serrano 

Deulsch 

Levin 

Shays 

Diaz-Balart 

Lewis  (GAI 

Skaggs 

Dicks 

LoBlondo 

Slaughter 

Dingell 

Lofgren 

Smith  (NJ) 

Dixon 

Lowey 

Stark 

DoKgett 

Luther 

Stokes 

Doyle 

Maloney 

Studds 

Ehlers 

Man  ton 

Stupak 

Ehrllch 

Markey 

Thompson 

Engel 

Martini 

Thurman 

Eshoo 

Mascara 

Torkild.sen 

Evans 

McCarthy 

Torres 

Farr 

McDennott 

Torricelli 

Fattah 

McHale 

Towns 

Fawell 

McKinney 

Tucker 

Fields  (LA) 

.Meehan 

Velazquez 

Filner 

Meek 

Vento 

Flake 

Menendcz 

Vlsclosky 

Foglletta 

Meyers 

Walker 

Forbes 

Mfume 

Waters 

Ford 

Miller  (CA) 

Watt  (NO 

Fox 

Mineta 

Waxman 

Frank  (MA) 

Mink 

Weldon  (PA) 

Franks  1N.J1 

Moakley 

White 

Frelinxhuysen 

Mollohan 

Williams 

Furse 

Moran 

Wise 

Gejdenson 

Morella 

Wolf 

Cekas 

Nadler 

Woolsey 

Gibbons 

Neal 

Wyden 

Gilchrest 

Oberstar 

Wynn 

Oilman 

Obey 

Yates 

Gonzalez 

Olver 
NOES— 247 

Zimmer 

Allard 

Burton 

Danner 

Armey 

Buyer 

de  la  Garza 

Bachus 

Callahan 

Deal 

Baesier 

Calvert 

Dickey 

Baker  iCAi 

Camp 

Dooley 

Baker  1  LA) 

Canady 

Doolittle 

Ballenjter 

Chabot 

Doman 

Barcia 

Chambliss 

Dreier 

Ban- 

Chapman 

Duncan 

Barrett  (NEi 

Chenoweth 

Dunn 

Bartletl 

Christensen 

Durbin 

Barton 

Chrysler 

Edwards 

Bass 

Clayton 

Emerson 

Bateman 

Clement 

English 

Bentsen 

dinger 

Ensign 

Bevlll 

Coble 

Everett 

Bilbray 

Cobum 

Ewing 

Bilirakis 

Coleman 

Fazio 

Bliley 

Collins  (G.\) 

Fields  (TXi 

Blute 

Combest 

Flanagan 

Boehner 

Condit 

Foley 

Bonilla 

Cooley 

Fowler 

Bono 

Costello 

Franks  (CT) 

Brewster 

Cox 

Frisa 

Browder 

Cramer 

Frost 

Brownback 

Crane 

Funderburk 

Bryant  (TN) 

Crapo 

Gallegly 

Bunn 

Cremeans 

Ganske 

Bunnin^ 

Cubin 

Geren 

Bun- 

Cunningham 

Gillmor 
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Goodlatte 

Lucas 

Salmon 

Goodling 

Manzullo 

Scarborough 

Gordon 

Martinez 

Schaefer 

Graham 

Matsui 

Schiff 

Gunderson 

McCollum 

Seastrand 

Gutknecht 

McCrery 

Sensenbrenner 

Hall  (TX) 

McDade 

Shadegg 

Hamilton 

McHugh 

Shaw 

Hancock 

Mclnnis 

Shuster 

Hansen 

Mcintosh 

Sisisky 

Haslert 

McKeon 

Skeen 

Hastings  (WA) 

McNulty 

Skelton 

Hayes 

Metcalf 

Smith  (Mil 

Hayworth 

Mica 

Smith  (TXi 

HeHey 

Miller  (FL) 

Smith  (W.M 

Hefner 

Minge 

Solomon 

Heineman 

Molinart 

Souder 

Herger 

Montgomery 

Spence 

Hilleary 

Moorhead 

Spratt 

Hilliard 

Murtha 

Steams 

Hobson 

Myers 

Stenholm 

Hoekstra 

.Myrick 

Stockman 

Hoke 

Nethercutt 

Stump 

Holden 

Neumann 

Talent 

Horn 

Ney 

Tanner 

Hostettler 

Norwood 

Tate 

Houghton 

Nussle 

Tauzin 

Hoyer 

Ortiz 

Taylor  (MS) 

Hunter 

Orton 

Taylor  (NO 

Hutchinson 

Oxley 

Tejeda 

Hyde 

Packard 

Thomas 

Inglia 

Parker 

Thorn  berry 

Is  took 

Pastor 

Thornton 

Johnson  (SD) 

Paxon 

Tlahrt 

Johnson.  Sam 

Payne  (VA) 

Traficant 

Jones 

Peterson  (MN) 

Upton 

Kasich 

Petri 

Volkmer 

Kim 

Pickett 

Vucanovich 

King 

Pombo 

Waldholtz 

Knollenberg 

Pomeroy 

Walsh 

LaHood 

Portman 

Wamp 

Largent 

Poshard 

Ward 

Latham 

Quillen 

Watts  (OK) 

LaTourette 

(Juinn 

Weldon  (FL) 

Laughlin 

Radanovicb 

Weller 

Leach 

Re^la 

Whltneld 

Lewis  (CA) 

Riggs 

Wicker 

Lewis  (KY) 

Roberts 

Wilson 

Lightfoot 

Roemer 

Young  (AK) 

Lincoln 

Rogers 

Young  (FL) 

Lindcr 

Rohrabacher 

Zellff 

Livingston 

Roth 

Longley 

Royce 

NOT  VOTING— 7 

Archer 

DeLay 

Lipinski 

Berman 

Gephardt 

Collins  (ID 

Kleczka 
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Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina  and 
Mr.  WHITFIELD  changed  their  vote 
from  "aye'"  to  "no."" 

Messrs.  SERRANO,  GONZALEZ,  and 
TORRES  changed  their  vote  from  "no  " 
to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  engage 
in  a  colloquy  with  the  chairman  con- 
cerning a  matter  that  is  of  great  im- 
portance to  me  and  to  my  constituents. 

A  question  has  arisen  as  to  whether 
the  issuance  of  livestock  grazing  per- 
mits is  subject  to  State  certification 
under  section  401  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  under 
current  law  section  401  only  applies 
where  a  conveyance  of  some  sort  is  in- 
volved in  the  discharge.  That  convey- 
ance may  be.  but  is  not  necessarily,  a 
point  source. 

My  interest  is  in  clarifying  that  sec- 
tion 401   does  not  apply   to   a   Federal 
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lease  or  permit  to  authorize  livestock 
grazing  on  lands  owned  or  under  the 
control  of  the  United  States,  unless 
there  is  a  conveyance  from  which  pol- 
lutants are  or  may  be  discharged.  Re- 
cent litigation  in  the  district  court  in 
Oregon  has  increased  the  need  to  clar- 
ify the  intent  and  scope  of  section  401. 
Is  it  the  chairman's  understanding 
that  section  401  State  certification 
would  not  apply  absent  a  conveyance? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  gentleman  is  exactly  correct. 
The  answer  is  yes.  Section  401  would 
generally  not  apply  to  grazing  permits. 
Where  there  is  no  point  source  or  other 
conveyance  such  as  a  pipe  or  ditch.  The 
State  certification  provision  under  sec- 
tion 401  should  not  apply. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  raising 
this  issue  so  that  many  people  in  farm- 
ing and  the  ranching  communities  con- 
cerned about  this  issue  may  have  some 
clarification. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  agree  with  the 
chairman  that  section  401  was  not  in- 
tended to  apply  to  discharges  that  do 
not  involve  some  sort  of  conveyance. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member.  Based  upon  this  clarification 
of  existing  law.  I  will  not  insist  on  of- 
fering an  amendment  at  this  time. 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  .MR.  .MINGE 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Minge:  Page 
274,  after  line  19.  add  the  following: 

■•(10)  Mitic.\t:on  of  AORicrLn'RAL  lands.— 
Any  mitigation  requirement  approved  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  section  for  agricultural 
lands  shall  be  developed  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture." 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  a  pale  substitute  for  an 
amendment  that  was  printed  in  the 
Record  last  week  and  reported  in  the 
House  action  reports.  My  goal  with 
these  amendments  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act  has  been  to  simplify  the  process  for 
the  public. 

Tragically,  farmers,  ranchers,  and 
other  landowners  have  had  to  go  from 
agency  to  agency  asking  for  clarifica- 
tion, seeking  permits,  and  making  sure 
action  that  they  plan  to  take  in  using 
their  own  land  does  not  violate  the 
law.  Three  Federal  departments,  one 
major  Federal  agency,  and  a  handful  of 
State  and  local  agencies  are  involved 
in  this  process. 

Regulatory  reform  ought  to  at  a  min- 
imum include  simplification,  one-stop 
shopping.  Answers  ought  to  be  prompt, 
understandable,  and  consistent.  The 
frustration,  the  delay,  and  the  expense 
inherent  in  the  present  way  that  we  go 
about  making  decisions  regarding  wet- 
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lands  is  a  tragic  story.  It  is  done  as 
much  to  drive  the  demand  for  regu- 
latory reform  as  any  other  factor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  goal  to  co- 
ordinate this  convoluted  multi-agency 
process  for  dealing  with  wetlands.  In 
consulting  with  the  chair  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  understand  that  the  amend- 
ment as  revised  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
rise  in  support  of  the  revised  amend- 
ment. It  is  consistent  with  the  overall 
theme  of  the  bill,  and  I  urge  its  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  would  like  to  also  point 
out  that  the  amendment  as  offered 
deals  with  the  topic  of  mitigation,  and 
it  is  extremely  important  that  we  not 
set  up  a  process  under  the  Clean  Water 
Act  that  has  a  framework  for  mitiga- 
tion that  is  incompatible  with 
swampbuster,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985. 
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Landowners  who  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  one  Federal  law  should 
not  find  that  it  is  impossible  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  another  Fed- 
eral law  because  the  laws  are  inconsist- 
ent. Instead,  we  should  make  sure  that 
these  laws  work  together  to  achieve  a 
common  goal. 

Landowners  should  not  have  to  go  to 
two  different  Federal  departments  and 
satisfy  each  with  respect  to  what  is  in- 
volved in  mitigation.  Instead,  they 
should  be  able  to  deal  with  one  Federal 
agency.  And  the  benefit  of  this  amend- 
ment is  to  require  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  Secretar>'  of  Agri- 
culture work  together,  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  will  consult  with 
respect  to  mitigation  procedures  and 
their  development  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

I  am  optimistic  that  I  will  be  able  to 
pursue  the  rest  of  the  amendments 
that  I  had  intended  to  offer  in  the  con- 
text of  the  1995  farm  bill.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  the  chair  of  this 
committee  and  the  chair  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture  and  other  offi- 
cials in  trying  to  develop  a  consistent, 
comprehensive  Federal  one-stop-shop- 
ping process  for  landowners  in  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  this  simply  to  an- 
nounce that  we  have  just  passed  28 
hours  of  debate  on  this  bill,  three  times 
the  amount  of  time  spent  on  the  origi- 
nal act.  And  I  urge  support  for  the 
amendment  that  is  now  before  us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Minge]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR    RIGOS 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 

amendment. 


13074 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Riggs:  On  pa^e 
276.  strike  lines  3  through  7  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "ponds,  wastewater  re- 
tention or  management  facilities  (including 
dikes  and  berms.  and  related  structures)  that 
are  used  by  concentrated  animal  feeding  op- 
erations or  advanced  treatment  municipal 
wastewater  reuse  operations,  or  irrigation 
canals  and  ditches  or  the  maintenance  of 
drainage  ditches:". 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  be- 
lieve that  this  will  go  quickly  and  that 
my  amendment  is  of  a  noncontrover- 
sial  nature,  having  cleared  it  with  the 
ranking  minority  member  as  well  as,  of 
course,  the  chairman  of  the  full  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  a 
companion  to  one  I  offered  earlier  to 
title  rv.  dealing  with  antibacksliding 
provisions  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  present  proposal  would  amend 
language  in  section  404.  as  modified  by 
the  committee.  It  adds  wastewater 
reuse  operations  to  the  list  of  activi- 
ties that  are  exempt  from  the  section 
404  permit  process  if  advanced  treat- 
ment practices  are  followed.  Applicable 
water  quality  standards  would,  of 
course,  still  have  to  be  met. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  H.R.  961,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  committee  report,  is  to 
encourage  communities  to  utilize  al- 
ternative treatment  systems  such  as 
constructed  wetlands.  This  amendment 
encourages  wastewater  reuse  in  agri- 
culture and  wetlands  by  providing  re- 
lief to  municipalities  from  the  unin- 
tended consequences  of  current  law. 

Section  404,  as  presently  written, 
fails  to  recognize  the  net  environ- 
mental benefits  that  can  be  provided 
by  wastewater  reuse.  Without  my 
amendment,  more  wastewater  will  be 
disposed  of  into  the  ocean  or  local  riv- 
ers. 

Years  of  studies  have  shown  that  ad- 
vanced-treated wastewater  can  be  used 
without  adverse  effects  in  wetlands  to 
restore  habitat  and  remove  nutrients 
that  would  harm  rivers  and  oceans — 
but  not  wetlands.  Existing  regulations 
and  policies  that  are  based  on  section 
404  leave  the  decision  about  whether  to 
allow  restoration  of  wetlands  with  re- 
claimed wastewater  to  bureaucrats. 

In  northern  California  and  elsewhere, 
projects  that  provide  the  dual  benefit 
of  wetland  restoration  and  water  qual- 
ity improvement  have  been  arbitrarily 
and  systematically  prevented. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment,  to- 
gether with  other  provisions  of  H.R. 
961.  would  help  reverse  the  counter- 
productive and  unintended  impact  of 
section  404.  By  granting  relief  from  the 
permitting  process  to  municipal 
wastewater  facilities  that  utilize  ad- 
vanced treatment  practices,  the  effect 
of  the  amendment  will  be  to  encourage 
cities  to  use  properly  treated 
wastewater   to   restore    degraded   wet- 


lands and  create  new  wetlands — pre- 
cisely what  the  Clean  Water  Act  should 
be  encouraging,  not  discouraging. 

I  urge  approval  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  examined  this  amendment.  It  is  a 
good  one  and  we  urge  its  support. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BV  MR.  P.M.LONE 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
two  amendments,  printed  in  the 
Record  as  amendments  No.  42  and  No. 
43. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendments. 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Pallone: 
Amendment  No.  42.  Page  240,  line  23.  after 
the  semicolon  insert  "and". 

Page  241.  line  5.  strike  the  semicolon  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line  9 
and  insert  a  period. 

Page  242.  line  4.  after  the  semicolon  insert 
"and". 

Page  242.  line  7.  strike  the  semicolon  and 
all  that  follows  through  the  period  on  line  11 
and  insert  a  period. 

Page  276.  line  10.  strike  the  comma  and  all 
that  follows  through  the  comma  on  line  11. 

Page  292.  line  17,  after  the  semicolon  insert 
"and". 

Page  292.  strike  lines  18  through  20. 

Page  292.  line  21.  strike  "(G)"  and  insert 
"(F)". 

Page  292.  strike  line  24.  and  all  that  follows 
through  line  6  on  page  294. 

Page  294.  line  7.  strike  "(3)"  and  insert 
"(2)". 

Page  295.  line  3.  strike  "(4)"  and  insert 
"(3)". 

Page  295.  line  16,  strike  "(5)"  and  insert 
"(4)". 

Page  315.  strike  lines  11  through  15. 

Page  315,  line  16.  strike  "(K)  '  and  insert 
"(J)'-. 

Page  315,  line  19.  strike  "(L)"  and  insert 
"(K)". 

Page  315.  line  21.  strike  "(M)  '  and  insert 
"(L)". 

Page  316,  line  14,  strike  "(N)"  and  insert 
"(M)". 

Amendment  No.  43:  Strike  title  IX  of  the 
bill  (pages  323  through  326). 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendments  strike  the  bill's  provisions 
which  reassign  certain  regulatory  au- 
thority over  ocean  dumping  and  navi- 
gational dredging  permits  from  the 
EPA  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Under  existing  law.  ocean  dumping  of 
dredged  material  currently  falls  for  the 
most  part  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Marine  Protection  Research  and  Sanc- 
tuaries Act.  Under  that  act.  the  EPA 
sets  up  criteria  for  reviewing  and  eval- 
uating  permit   applications,    the   EPA 


designates  recommended  sites  and 
times  for  dumping.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Army  Corps  makes  permit  deci- 
sions on  the  dumping  of  dredged  mate- 
rials using  the  EPA  criteria  and  siting 
recommendations. 

The  EPA  has  veto  power  over  the 
Army  Corps'  permitting  decisions  and 
the  EPA  grants  permit  waivers  to  the 
Army  Corps. 

Under  H.R.  961.  the  committee  mark, 
the  corps  would  be  responsible  for  all 
ocean  dumping  permit  decisions.  The 
corps  would  set  up  criteria  for  review- 
ing and  evaluating  permit  applications. 
The  Army  Corps  would  designate  rec- 
ommended sites  and  times  for  dump- 
ing, and  the  Army  Corps  would  grant 
its  own  permit  waivers. 

The  corps  only  has  to  consult  with 
the  EPA  before  issuing  a  permit,  and 
the  EPA  no  longer  has  veto  power. 

And  most  importantly,  H.R.  961  re- 
quires that  "the  least  costly  environ- 
mentally acceptable  disposal  alter- 
native will  be  selected." 

The  problem  with  removing  the  EPA 
from  the  dredging  process  is  essentially 
that  the  corps  has  engineering  and 
dredging  expertise  but  not  expertise  in 
environmental  management,  science, 
protection  and  conservation.  The  Army 
Corps  in  my  opinion  should  not  be  the 
lead  agency  to  develop  plans  that  are 
supposed  to  ensure  protection  of  the 
marine  environment  and  human 
health.  Keeping  the  Army  Corps  envi- 
ronmental authority  will  jeopardize 
our  oceans,  allowing  them  to  be  ex- 
posed to  dioxins  like  PCB's  and  other 
cancer  causing  pollutants. 

Removing  the  EPA  also  creates  a 
conflict  of  interest  in  my  opinion  for 
the  Army  Corps  because  under  H.R.  961 
the  corps  would  grant  its  own  permits, 
select  its  own  sites  and  even  grant  its 
own  waivers. 

If  I  could  just  read  a  selection  from  a 
paper  that  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey 
department  of  environmental  protec- 
tion put  forward,  they  say: 

The  amendments  contained  in  H.R.  961  will 
affect  dredging  in  New  Jersey  in  several 
ways.  The  elimination  of  the  U.S.  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  from  their  over- 
sight role  in  dredging  operations  will  put  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  agency 
charged  with  keeping  navigation  channels 
open,  in  the  role  of  both  permitting  and  en- 
forcing their  own  operations.  This  creates  a 
perceived  if  not  an  actual  conflict  of  interest 
in  the  management  of  dredging  operations. 
While  there  would  be  definite  value  to  con- 
solidating the  process  in  one  agency,  the  en- 
vironmental protection  value  of  the  permits 
is  best  managed  by  the  EPA.  Perhaps  this 
conflict  would  better  then  be  resolved  by 
eliminating  the  corps  from  the  process  in- 
stead of  the  EPA. 

Last  week,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  EPA 
released  its  toxicity  results  from  the 
mud  dump  site  which  is  off  the  coast  of 
my  district  in  New  Jersey  and  showed 
that  sediments  there  do  not  meet 
ocean  dumping  criteria.  I  maintain 
that  these  sediments  are  another  indi- 
cation of  what  will  happen  if  the  EPA 
is  removed  from  the  dredging  process. 


Also,  I  would  like  to  stress  this  prob- 
lem with  requiring  the  least  costly  dis- 
posal alternative  which  is  what  H.R. 
961  does.  Waste  disposal  should  not  be 
predicated  on  what  is  cheapest  but  on 
what  methods  best  ensure  that  human 
environmental  health  are  not  jeopard- 
ized. The  least  costly  disposal  alter- 
native is  always  ocean  disposal,  but  it 
should  not  be  the  one  that  we  choose. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  that  in 
my  own  State  of  New  Jersey,  our  Gov- 
ernor, who  happens  to  be  a  Republican, 
has  been  in  the  forefront  of  saying  that 
contaminated  dredged  material  should 
not  be  disposed  of  offshore,  and  I  think 
that  her  efforts  will  be  undercut  by 
having  the  Army  Corps  solely  admin- 
ister the  dredging  disposal  permitting 
process  as  opposed  to  the  EPA. 

My  amendment  returns  the  dredging 
process  to  the  status  quo.  gives  the 
interagency  working  group  on  the 
dredging  process  the  latitude  to  imple- 
ment its  recommendations.  In  Decem- 
ber 1994,  after  a  couple  years,  the  EPA 
and  the  Army  Corps  together  came  up 
with  an  action  plan  that  basically 
seeks  to  deal  with  dredging  in  a  cooper- 
ative way  and  move  the  permitting 
process  forward  and  streamline  it  pur- 
suant to  existing  law  with  the  two 
agencies  working  together.  Let  these 
two  agencies  work  together,  continue 
under  the  current  law.  They  have  de- 
vised an  action  plan  that  will  do  well 
without  having  to  change  the  basic  un- 
derlying statute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  961  would  change 
the  way  that  dredging  is  done  in  Amer- 
ica. It  would  break  the  partnership 
that  currently  exists  between  the  EPA 
and  the  Army  Corps,  handing  over  au- 
thority of  every  dredging  activity  sole- 
ly to  the  corps.  If  H.R.  961  passes. 
America's  oceans  could  be  exposed  to 
toxics  like  PCB's  dioxin  and  other  can- 
cer causing  pollutants.  That  is  why  I 
am  asking  for  support  of  my  amend- 
ment to  strike  the  dredging  provisions 
in  H.R.  961.  I  think  the  action  plan  that 
both  the  EPA  and  the  corps  have  put 
together  is  the  right  way  to  go.  Let  us 
not  gut  this  legislation. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  delete  the  reforms  that  are 
achieved  in  this  bill  for  our  Nation's 
navigational  dredging  program.  Our 
country's  ports  and  harbors  are  a  vital 
link  not  only  to  interstate  commerce 
but  to  global  commerce,  the  national 
economy  and  very  importantly,  the 
creation  of  jobs. 

Under  implementation  of  the  current 
law.  necessary  dredging  activities,  even 
though  the  vast  majority  are  environ- 
mentally sound,  are  subject  to  exces- 
sive delay  and  to  interagency  disputes. 

Our  bill  addresses  the  problem  by 
streamlining  the  regulatory  require- 
ments applicable  to  navigational 
dredging  without  sacrificing  the  envi- 


ronment. And  it  places  a  single  agency, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  which  certainly 
has  been  criticized  here  today  for  being 
too  environmental,  places  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  solely  in  charge  of  running 
the  program  so  we  have  an  environ- 
mentally sensitive  agency  in  charge.  It 
does  not  share,  therefore,  the  respon- 
sibility with  other  agencies,  creating 
needless  interagency  disputes. 

Without  these  reforms,  our  balance 
of  trade  will  continue  to  suffer  and  jobs 
will  be  lost.  I  urge  defeat  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  representatives  of  our 
Nation's  ports,  including  those  in 
North  Carolina,  support  the  commit- 
tee's inclusion  of  title  'VIII  and  EX  in 
H.R.  961.  Title  VIII  and  EX  modifies  the 
regulatory  provisions  of  the  Ocean 
Dumping  Act  to  transfer  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  the  responsibility  for  naviga- 
tional dredging.  If  enacted,  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  would  be  the 
lead  Federal  agency  for:  First,  issuing 
ocean  dumping  permits  for  dredged  ma- 
terial; second,  designating  dumping 
sites;  and  third,  developing  permit  cri- 
teria. 

Consolidation  of  the  management  of 
navigational  dredging  in  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  will  make  this  task 
more  efficient,  without  compromising 
the  environment.  The  corps  is  well- 
versed  in  the  relevant  Federal  environ- 
mental statutes  as  well  as  the  delicate 
art  of  dredging.  Since  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers wears  both  hats,  it  makes  sense 
to  reassign  this  responsibility  to  the 
corps. 

As  my  colleagues  understand,  com- 
mercial navigational  is  critical  to  our 
economy  and  the  maintenance  of  our 
Nation's  ports  is  necessary  to  enhance 
commerce  within — and  throughout  our 
States—and  to  boost  U.S.  exports.  We 
must  streamline  the  dredging  process 
to  eliminate  unnecessary  delays  in  this 
process. 

During  committee  consideration  of 
H.R.  961.  I  supported  the  Franks 
amendment  to  reduce  EPA's  role  in  the 
permitting  process  for  navigational 
dredging.  The  committee  overwhelm- 
ingly approved  this  streamlining 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  accept  the  Franks  amendment  to 
this  title  which  clarifies  that  the  corps 
only  gains  jurisdiction  over  dredge  ma- 
terial. I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  for  offering  this  amend- 
ment. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  must  object  to 
the  amendment  being  offered  to  title 
VIII   and    IX   by    another   of  our   col- 
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leagues  from  New  Jersey,  Congressman 
Frank  Pallone,  which  would  strike  all 
of  this  title.  As  1  have  outlined,  the 
committee  and  our  constituents  have 
argued  for  the  efficiency  and  common 
sense  which  title  DC  provides. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  the  Franks  amendment  and 
against  the  Pallone  amendment.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
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Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I 
urge  a  'no  "  vote  on  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]. 

The  amendments  were  rejected. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  engage 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
SHUSTER],  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure, in  a  colloquy  so  I  might 
clarify  my  understanding  of  a  provision 
in  title  VIII.  Specifically.  I  refer  to 
page  311.  line  16  of  the  bill,  which 
makes  reference  to  previously-denied 
permits.  I  have  provided  the  chairman 
with  a  copy  of  the  specific  language. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRANE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
happy  to  engage  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois in  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
preface  my  remarks  by  regrettably 
stating  that  regardless  of  the  under- 
standing I  hope  to  reach  in  this  col- 
loquy regarding  this  provision.  I  do  not 
support  this  provision,  and  believe  it  is 
inconsistent  with  the  intent  and  goals 
of  the  legislation. 

However,  for  clarification  purposes.  I 
would  ask  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee to  confirm  my  understanding  of 
how  this  provision  would  apply  to  a 
party  that  has  applied  twice  for  a  sec- 
tion 404  permit  and  has  been  denied  a 
permit  both  times  by  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers. If  the  party  applying  for  the 
permit  litigates  the  second  permit  de- 
nial and  is  successful  in  court  in  over- 
turning the  Corps  of  Engineers'  second 
permit  denial,  will  the  party  be  able  to 
file  another  permit  application,  or 
have  their  permit  application  reconsid- 
ered under  this  provision? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  reply  that  the  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. Should  the  party  be  successful  in 
court  in  overturning  the  corps'  deci- 
sion in  such  a  circumstance,  it  could  do 
one  of  the  following:  First,  have  their 
permit  application  reconsidered,  sec- 
ond, amend  their  permit  application,  or 
third,  reapply  to  the  corps  for  a  permit. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  profoundly. 
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AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MB.  TA\XOR  OF 
MISSISSIPPI 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Taylor  of  Mis- 
sissippi: Page  292.  line  20.  strike  -and". 

Pasre  292.  after  line  20;  insert  the  following: 

{G)  standards  and  procedures  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  and  economi- 
cally feasible,  require  the  creation  of  wet- 
lands and  other  environmentally  beneficial 
uses  of  dredged  or  fill  material  associated 
with  navigational  dredging,  and 

Page  292,  line  21.  strike  •(G)'  and  insert 
••<H)" 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  many  decades  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  being  like  all  of  us.  were 
creatures  of  habit  in  that  when  they 
dredged,  they  would  take  the  spoils  and 
throw  it  to  the  nearest  possible  place 
without  much  regard  for  the  effects  on 
the  environment,  whether  they  were 
destroying  an  oyster  reef,  whether  they 
were  filling  in  a  marsh,  whether  they 
were  destroying  a  swamp.  To  their 
credit,  the  corps  has  now  gone  in  an- 
other direction,  and  perhaps  to  an  ex- 
treme. 

Just  recently  in  south  Mississippi  a 
7-mile  pipeline  was  constructed  to  re- 
move the  dredged  material  from  Biloxi 
Bay  and  pump  it  farther  inland.  In  an- 
other instance,  what  is  known  to  be 
toxic  dredged  materials  in  the  harbor 
at  Pass  Christian  is  being  hauled  in- 
land, but  in  not  every  instance,  as  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]  has  pointed  out,  is  the  dredge 
material  polluted.  In  many  instances  it 
is  virgin  bottom,  it  is  not  polluted,  and 
it  can  be  used  for  other  things. 

I  think  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would 
be  very  wise  to  consider  a  third  alter- 
native other  than  ocean  dumping, 
other  than  hauling  the  material  inland. 
That  would  be  to  create  coastal 
marshes  or  wetlands  with  the  dredged 
material.  This  would  do  three  very  val- 
uable things.  No.  1.  it  would  create 
wetlands.  As  we  all  know,  we  have  lost 
about  half  the  wetlands  in  this  country 
in  the  past  100  years. 

No.  2.  it  would  save  money,  because 
in  most  instances  it  would  be  the 
cheapest  way  to  dispose  of  the  dredged 
material,  the  closest  to  the  channels 
that  are  being  dredged.  No.  3,  in  States 
like  Louisiana  and  my  home  State  of 
Mississippi,  we  are  losing  some  very 
valuable  property  to  coastal  erosion. 
There  is  a  national  historic  landmark, 
the  lighthouse  at  Rhode  Island.  MS. 
that  is  soon  to  wash  into  the  sea  if 
something  is  not  done  to  prevent  the 
erosion  of  that  island. 

Last.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  create 
wildlife  habitat.  Therefore.  I  have  spo- 
ken to  both  the  majority  and  minority 
on  this  matter.  We  are  asking,  but  not 
directing,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that 
whenever    practicable,    to    take     this 


dredged  material  and  consider  the  use 
of  it  for  creating  wetlands  and  marshes 
with  this  dredged  material,  rather 
than.  A.  hauling  it  inland,  or  B,  drag- 
ging it  out  to  the  middle  of  the  ocean. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  gentleman's  amendment  is 
an  excellent  environmental  contribu- 
tion to  the  bill,  and  I  accept  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Taylor]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR,  FRKI.INGHUYSEN 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr  Freling- 
huysen:  In  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted as  section  404(1)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  by  section  803  of  the 
bill  (as  amended  by  Mr.  Shuster's  amend- 
ment) strike  paragraph  (8)  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(8)  Treatment  of  existing  problems.— 
Any  State  which  has  received  approval  to  ad- 
minister a  program  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Conservation 
and  Management  Act  of  1995  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  reapply  for  approval  and  shall  be 
permitted  to  continue  administering  such 
program. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  First.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
SHUSTER].  the  chairman,  for  adding 
language  to  his  en  bloc  amendment  to 
address  the  concerns  of  New  Jersey  and 
Michigan  regarding  their  current  oper- 
ation of  wetlands  permitting  under  the 
section  404  program  of  the  current 
Clean  Water  Act.  What  I  am  offering 
now  is  simply  a  perfecting  amendment. 

Unfortunately,  part  of  the  language 
that  was  included  in  the  en  bloc 
amendment  contradicts  the  goal  of 
States  rights.  I  believe  that  the  lan- 
guage in  the  amendment  en  bloc  goes 
too  far.  As  the  chairman  rightly  stated 
in  his  opening  remarks  on  this  bill,  his 
goal  is  to  provide  the  States  with  max- 
imum flexibility  in  wetlands  permit- 
ting, and  to  encourage  them  to  take 
leadership  roles.  New  Jersey  is  cur- 
rently doing  just  that.  This  amend- 
ment simply  allows  two  States  that 
have  already  assumed  the  responsibil- 
ity of  permitting  wetlands  to  keep 
their  current  programs  without  going 
through  another  lengthy  procedure, 
and  without  having  the  final  decision 
thrown  into  the  political  arena.  It 
gives  my  Govenror  the  choice  to  either 
accept  the  new  delineation  process,  or 
keep  intact  the  current  program.  The 
argument  is  simple.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shu.ster]  was 
right  in  his  opening  statement  on  the 


May  16,  1995 

bill.  Let  the  States  decide.  Give  them 
the  option.  These  two  States  have  gone 
through  several  years  of  the  lengthy 
assumption  process.  Let  us  not  penal- 
ize them  for  doing  the  right  thing  and 
for  taking  the  initiative  in  creating 
programs  that  actually  do  work.  I  urge 
adoption  of  this  amendment,  coau- 
thored  by  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Knollenberg]. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
to  oppose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  oppose  this  amend- 
ment because  if  any  part  of  our  legisla- 
tion that  is  now  on  the  books  is  bro- 
ken, it  is  the  disastrous  404  wetlands 
program.  We  are  simply  saying  that 
the  two  States  which  have  adopted 
their  own  program  in  conformity  with 
the  Federal  program  should  not  hide 
behind  a  Federal  program  which  is  now 
being  changed.  The  States  will  have 
the  total  freedom  to  adopt  whatever 
State  law  they  want  to  adopt  for  their 
own  wetlands  program,  but  they  should 
not  be  able  to  continue  to  use,  in  effect 
hide  behind,  a  Federal  program  which 
is  being  changed  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  of  great  impor- 
tance. I  think,  to  recognize  that  a 
State  may  want  to  assume  manage- 
ment of  the  program.  That  is  what  the 
political  process  is  all  about  at  the 
State  level.  That  is  why  we  have 
worked  hard  to  make  State  assump- 
tions more  attractive  and  more  flexible 
in  the  bill. 

In  fact,  the  committee's  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  included  a 
modification  specifically  designed  to 
allow  the  opportunity  for  a  State  to  pe- 
tition the  Secretary  for  deviations 
from  the  requirement  of  this  bill.  This 
allows  for  the  real  possibility  that 
States  could  tailor  their  Federal  dele- 
gated program,  but  does  so  within  the 
context  of  a  deliberate,  open  decision 
process  that  would  allow  for  input  from 
all  affected  parties. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  tried  to  strike  a 
balance  between  total,  unconstrained 
delegation  of  programs  and  the  need  to 
achieve  some  degree  of  reform,  even  in 
States  with  federally  delegated  pro- 
grams. This  bill  already  does  that.  This 
amendment  simply  goes  too  far.  There- 
fore. Mr.  Chairman  I  would  say  the 
State  may  adopt  their  own  State  law. 
They  should  not  hide  behind  a  Federal 
law  which  no  longer  is  going  to  exist. 
For  that  reason,  we  should  defeat  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  Frelinghuysen  amend- 
ment. Two  States,  New  Jersey  and 
Michigan,  have  assumed  responsibility 
for  administering  the  section  404  wet- 
lands program.  Those  States  should  be 
encouraged  to  retain  the  program,  and 
other  States  should  be  encouraged  to 
participate  as  well.  The  Frelinghuysen 
amendment  respects  the  rights  of 
Michigan  and  New  Jersey  to  continue 
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to  operate  their  wetlands  program  as 
they  are  today.  My  chairman  has  re- 
peatedly asked  this  House  to  respect 
State  flexibility,  because  States  know 
how  to  best  protect  State  interests. 
The  Frelinghuysen  amendment  re- 
spects their  efforts  and  the  interests  of 
the  State,  and  should  be  supported. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Frelinghuysen  amendment.  I.  too,  look 
at  this  as  a  States'  rights  issue.  As  has 
been  pointed  out  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  FRELiNGHlTi'SEN] 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
MlNETA],  we  have  a  unique  problem. 
My  home  State  of  Michigan  has  been 
administering  its  own  wetlands  pro- 
gram for  some  15  years.  We  are  not  try- 
ing to  hide  behind  a  Federal  program, 
we  are  trying  to  maintain  the  program 
that  we  have  which  works.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve in  every  facet  of  this  program.  In 
fact,  I  believe  that  Michigan  and  New 
Jersey  should  look  to  the  gentleman 
here  as  a  road  map  to  some  reform. 
However.  I  believe  that  the  Governor, 
the  Governors  of  given  States,  should 
have  maximum  flexibility  to  govern 
the  transition  from  the  current  pro- 
gram to  a  new  and  better  one.  This 
amendment  will  simply  give  the  Gov- 
ernor that  flexibility  by  allowing  him 
to  either  continue  the  current  pro- 
gram, adopt  the  new  Federal  guide- 
lines, or  work  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  craft  a  hybrid  approach 
that  uses  the  best  from  both  plans. 
This  is  consistent.  I  believe,  with  the 
current  philosophy  here  in  Washington, 
and  certainly  with  this  Congress,  to 
give  States  the  specific  flexibility  to  do 
what  is  best  for  the  particular  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Shuster).  the  chair- 
man. He  was  very  generous  in  his  time. 
We  did  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  in 
trying  to  work  out  an  agreement.  Al- 
though we  could  not  reach  that  agree- 
ment. I  sincerely  thank  him  for  his 
courtesy  and  his  generosity  in  terms  of 
time,  effort,  and  consideration.  I  do 
urge,  however,  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  rise  in  support 
of  the  Frelinghuysen  amendment.  In 
1993,  New  Jersey  became  the  second 
State  to  assume  regulatory  authority 
of  its  wetlands  program,  and  I  believe 
the  State  assumption  streamlines  the 
permit  process  while  ensuring  environ- 
mental protection  of  wetlands.  Under 
current  law.  States  like  New  Jersey 
adopt  their  own  wetlands  programs  to 
be  implemented  in  place  of  the  Federal 
program  if  that  program  is  at  least  as 
stringent  as  the  Federal  program. 
Under  H.R.  961,  New  Jersey  would  be 
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forced  to  apply  to  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  order  to  continue  to  im- 
plement its  own  wetlands  program. 
This  application  would  take  place  in 
about  a  year  and  a  half,  when  New  Jer- 
sey's program  next  comes  up  for  re- 
view. To  receive  additional  approval, 
most  likely  New  Jersey  would  have  to 
severely  weaken  its  existing  program 
in  order  to  comply  with  the  demands 
for  the  new  title  VIII  wetlands  pro- 
gram, such  as  the  classification  and  de- 
lineation that  we  have  already  dis- 
cussed in  this  House  today  and  the  pre- 
vious day. 

The  new  wetlands  program,  under 
H.R.  961,  I  believe,  will  destroy  New 
Jersey's  existing  program  and  all  the 
important  gains  that  have  been  made 
since  the  program  was  implemented  in 
1988.  Unlilse  current  law.  which  allows 
a  State  to  administer  its  own  program 
with  limited  oversight  by  the  Federal 
Government.  H.R.  961  says  the  States 
administering  their  own  programs  have 
to  submit  notices  to  the  corps  for  per- 
mit applications.  Again,  this  erases  the 
greatest  benefit  of  assumption,  elimi- 
nation of  the  duplicative  Federal  re- 
view process,  and  this  severely  weak- 
ens the  incentive  for  New  Jersey  to  re- 
apply for  assumption  of  its  wetlands 
program.  Eventually.  I  think  New  Jer- 
sey and  Michigan  would  probably  just 
simply  go  along  with  the  new  Federal 
program  if  we  do  not  have  the  Freling- 
huysen amendment.  The  Frelinghuysen 
amendment  allows  our  States  to  main- 
tain the  existing  programs,  and  ex- 
empts them  permanently  from  having 
to  apply  for  corps  approval  of  their  pro- 
grams. 

This  would  protect  the  gains  that 
these  two  States  have  already  made  in 
wetlands  protection.  It  would  give  New 
Jersey  the  latitude  to  have  State  law 
as  stringent  or  more  stringent  than 
Federal  law.  and  it  would  negate  the 
message,  most  important.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  H.R.  961  currently  sends,  and 
that  is  that  those  States  that  actively 
work  to  make  progress  in  environ- 
mental protection  and  compliance  with 
the  Clean  Water  Act  made  a  mistake  in 
doing  so  because  their  efforts  would  be 
wasted  because  of  the  changes,  and  the 
drastic  changes,  that  are  being  pro- 
posed under  H.R.  961. 

D  1545 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
Frelinghuysen  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Frelinghuy.sen]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

recorded  vote 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were  ayes  181,  noes  243. 
not  voting  10.  as  follows: 
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[Roll  No.  334] 

AYES— 181 

Ackerman 

Gilchrest 

Olver 

Andrews 

Gordon 

Ortli 

BaldaccI 

Greenwood 

Owens 

Barcia 

Gutlerrei 

Pallone 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Gutknecbt 

Payne (NJ) 

Bass 

Harman 

Peloal 

Becerra 

Hastings  (FL) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Bellenson 

Hilliard 

Pomeroy 

BentseD 

Hincbey 

Porter 

Bereuter 

Hoekstra 

Portman 

Bevlll 

Horn 

Boehlert 

Houghton 

Ramatad 

Bonior 

Hoyer 

Range! 

Bono 

Jackson-Lee 

Reed 

Borslci 

Johnson  ((TT) 

Reynolds 

Brown  (CA) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Richardson 

Brown  (FLi 

Johnston 

Rivers 

Brown  lOHi 

Kaptur 

Roukema 

Bryant  (TX) 

Kelly 

Roybal-AUard 

Camp 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Rush 

Cardln 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Sabo 

Castle 

Kennelly 

Sanders 

Chapman 

Kildee 

Sanford 

Chrysler 

Knollenberg 

Saxton 

Clay 

Lantos 

Scarborough 

Clement 

Lazlo 

Schroeder 

Clybum 

Levin 

Scbumer 

Collins  (MI) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Scott 

Conyere 

LoBiondo 

Shays 

Costello 

Lofgren 

Skaggs 

Coyne 

Lowey 

Slaughter 

Davis 

Luther 

Smith  (NJ) 

DeFazio 

Maloney 

Spratt 

DeLauro 

Man  ton 

Stark 

Dellums 

Markey 

Stokes 

Deutach 

Martinez 

Studds 

Dicks 

Martini 

Stupak 

Dingell 

Matsui 

Thompson 

Dixon 

McCarthy 

Thurman 

Doirgett 

McDermott 

Torkildsen 

Durbin 

McHale 

Torres 

Ehlers 

McKinney 

Torrtcelli 

Ehrlich 

McNulty 

Towns 

Engel 

Meehan 

Tucker 

Ensign 

Meek 

Upton 

Eshoo 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

Evans 

Metcalf 

Vento 

Fan- 

Meyers 

VIsclosky 

Fields  (LA) 

Mfume 

Ward 

Filner 

Miller  (CA) 

Waters 

Flake 

Mineta 

Watt  (NO 

Foglietta 

Mink 

Waxman 

Forbes 

Moakley 

Weldon  (PA) 

Ford 

Moran 

Wise 

Fox 

Morella 

Wolf 

Franks  (NJ) 

Murtha 

Woolsey 

Frelinghuysen 

Nadler 

Wyden 

Frost 

Neal 

Yates 

Furse 

Ney 

Zlmmer 

Gejdenson 

Oberstar 

Gibbons 

Obey 
NOES— 243 

Abercrombie 

Buyer 

Dickey 

AUard 

Callahan 

Dooley 

Archer 

Calvert 

Doolittle 

Armey 

Canady 

Doman 

Bachus 

Chabot 

Doyle 

Baesler 

Chambllss 

Dreier 

Baker (CA( 

Chenoweth 

Duncan 

Baker (LA) 

Cbristensen 

Dunn 

Ballen^r 

Clayton 

Edwards 

Barr 

dinger 

Emerson 

Barrett  (NE) 

Coble 

English 

Bartlett 

Cobum 

Everett 

Barton 

Coleman 

Ewlng 

Bateman 

Collins  (GA) 

Fawell 

Bllbray 

Combest 

Fazio 

Bllirakis 

Condit 

Fields  (TX) 

Bishop 

Cooley 

Flanagan 

Bliley 

Cox 

Foley 

Blute 

Cramer 

Fowler 

Boehner 

Crane 

Frank  (MA) 

Bonilla 

Crape 

Franlis  (CH') 

Brewster 

Cremeans 

Frisa 

Browder 

Cubln 

Funderburk 

Brown  back 

C^inningham 

Gallegly 

Bryant  (TN) 

Danner 

Ganske 

Bunn 

de  la  Garza 

Gekas 

Bunning 

Deal 

Geren 

Burr 

DeLay 

GlUmor 

Burton 

DIaz-Balart 
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Goodlacte 

Llnder 

Salmon 

Goodling 

Livingston 

Sawyer 

Goss 

Longley 

Schaefer 

Lucas 

Schiff 

Green 

MaazuUo 

Seastrand 

Gunderson 

Mascara 

Sensenbrenner 

Hall  (OH) 

McColluro 

Serrano 

HalKTX) 

McCrery 

Shadegg 

Hamilton 

McDade 

Shaw 

Hancock 

McHugh 

Shuster 

Hansen 

Mclnms 

Slsisky 

Hasten 

Mcintosh 

Skeen 

Hastings  iWAi 

McKeon 

Skelton 

Hayes 

Mica 

Smith  (MI) 

Hayworth 

Miller  (FL) 

Smith  (TX) 

Heney 

Minge 

Smith  (WA) 

Hefner 

Molinan 

Solomon 

Heineman 

MoUohan 

Souder 

Her?er 

Montgomery 

Spence 

Hilleary 

Moorhead 

Steams 

Hobson 

Myers 

Stenholm 

Hoke 

Myrick 

Stockman 

Holden 

Nethercutt 

Stump 

Hostettler 

Neumann 

Talent 

Hunter 

Norwood 

Taimer 

Hutchinson 

Nussle 

Tate 

Hyde 

Orton 

Tauzin 

tagUs 

0x1  ey 

Taylor  (MS) 

Is  took 

Packard 

Taylor  (NO 

Jefferson 

Parker 

Tejeda 

Johnson  (SD> 

Pastor 

Thomas 

Johnson.  Sam 

Paxon 

Thomberry 

Jones 

Payne  (VA) 

Thornton 

Kanjorski 

Peterson  (MN) 

TIahrt 

Kasich 

Petri 

TraHcant 

Kim 

Pickett 

Volkmer 

King 

Pombo 

Vucanovicb 

Kingston 

Posbard 

Waldholtz 

Klink 

Pryce 

Walker 

Klug 

Quillen 

Walsh 

Kolbe 

Quinn 

Wamp 

LaFalce 

Radanovich 

Watts  (OK) 

LaHood 

Regula 

Weldon  ( FL ) 

Largent 

Riggs 

Weller 

Latham 

Roberts 

White 

LaTourette 

Roemer 

Whitfield 

Laughlin 

Rogers 

Wicker 

Leach 

Rohrabacher 

Williams 

Lewis  (CAi 

Ros-Lebtlnen 

Wilson 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rose 

Young  (AK) 

Lightfoot 

Roth 

Young  (FL) 

Lincoln 

Royce 
NOT  VOTING- 

Zeliff 
-10 

Berman 

Gephardt 

Lipinski 

Boucher 

Gilman 

Wynn 

Collins  (ID 

Jacobs 

Fattah 

Kleczka 

a  1605 

Messrs.  CALLAHAN.  H.\STERT,  KA- 
SICH.  and  GONZALEZ  changed  their 
vote  from  ""aye"  to  ■no." 

Mr.  DeFAZIO  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  regret 
that  my  being  involved  in  an  event  on 
the  Senate  side  prevented  me  from  vot- 
ing on  rollcall  No.  334.  Had  I  been  able 
to  vote.  I  would  have  voted  "yea." 

PER.SONAL  EXPLANATKJN 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  un- 
avoidably detained  during  rollcall  vote 
No.  334.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "yea." 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word  for  the  purposes 
of  a  colloquy,  and  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Herger]. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  cur- 
rently the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency   regulations   for   implementing 


section  404(f)  exemptions  for  agricul- 
tural and  related  activities  require 
that  an  activity  "must  be  part  of  an 
'established'  or  ongoing"  farming, 
silviculture  or  ranching  operation". 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  the  gentle- 
man's intent  in  amending  section  404(0 
with  respect  to  these  exemptions? 
Under  the  amended  section  404(0,  will 
it  be  permissible  to  change  from  one 
exempted  agriculturally  related  activ- 
ity to  another  without  triggering  the 
permit  requirements? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Yes.  the  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  Changing  from  one 
exempted  agricultural  activity,  such  as 
grazing,  to  another  exempted  agricul- 
tural activity,  such  as  plowing,  will 
not  cause  the  exemption  to  end.  Fur- 
thermore, there  is  no  requirement  that 
the  exempted  activity  be  established  or 
ongoing  as  the  regulations  currently 
require. 

In  fact.  I  emphasize  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California 
that  this  is  one  of  the  significant  dif- 
ferences between  current  law  and  what 
we  are  doing  in  this  reform.  Under  cur- 
rent law  the  bureaucrats  can  and  have 
used  the  exemption  process  to  say  that 
when  you  move  from  one  agricultural 
activity  to  another  process  you  are  not 
exempt,  and  that  is  what  we  fix  in  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  .MR.  WYDEN 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  WYDEN;  Page 
251.  after  line  2,  insert  the  following: 

•(C)     PREVENTION     OF     REDUCTION     IN     FAIR 

MARKET  VALUE  OF  PRIVATE  HOMES— No  Com- 
pensation shall  be  made  under  this  section 
with  respect  to  an  agency  action  that  pre- 
vents or  restricts  any  activity  that  is  likely 
to  result  in  a  total  reduction  in  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  of  one  or  more  private  homes  of 
$10. (KX)  or  more. 

Page  315.  after  line  15.  Insert  the  following: 

••(K)  Private  home.— The  term  private 
home'  means  any  owner  occupied  dwelling. 
including  any  multi-family  dwelling  and  any 
condominium. 

Page  315,  line  16,  strike  "(K)"  and  insert 
■■(L)". 

Page  315.  line  19.  strike  "(L)"  and  Insert 
"(M)". 

Page  315.  line  21.  strike  "(M)"  and  insert 
"(N)". 

Page  316.  line  14.  strike  "(N)"  and  insert 
•■(O)". 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
straightforward  amendment  to  protect 
the  rights  of  private  homeowners 
whose  property  values  would  be  re- 
duced by  $10,000  or  more  when  a  devel- 
oper fills  in  a  wetland. 

Right  now  the  bill  creates  a  double 
standard.  There  are  one  set.  a  generous 
set  of  rules  for  protecting  the  rights  of 
those  who  want  to  develop  property, 
and  a  far  weaker  set  of  rules  for  the 


neighboring  homeowners  who  live  near- 
by. If  we  do  not  vote  to  correct  this 
double  standard.  Members  will  find 
citizens  coming  up  to  them  and  asking. 
Why  did  you  vote  to  lower  the  property 
value  of  my  house? 

Here  is  why  Members  are  going  to  get 
that  question:  By  voting  for  this  bill 
there  are  going  to  be  more  wetlands 
filled.  Wetlands  help  limit  flooding  by 
acting  as  a  huge  sponge  that  can  soak 
up  water  and  rainfall.  When  a  wetland 
is  filled,  the  excess  water  has  to  find 
someplace  to  go,  and  that  could  be  the 
basement  or  the  backyard  of  the  home- 
owners living  downstream  from  the  de- 
velopment. 

That  is  why  Members  are  going  to 
get  asked,  if  we  do  not  vote  to  correct 
the  double  standard  in  this  bill,  why 
they  have  been  willing  to  go  along  with 
reducing  the  value  of  their  neighbor's 
house  under  this  bill. 

In  addition,  for  those  who  are  con- 
cerned about  the  deficit  issues  in  this 
bill,  this  amendment  should  also  be  ap- 
pealing. A  1992  congressional  budget 
analysis  estimated  the  cost  of  com- 
pensating wetland  owners  for  not  de- 
veloping their  property  could  be  as 
high  as  $10  to  $15  billion.  The  entire 
corps  regulatory  budget  is  in  the  mil- 
lions. 

Let  us  make  sure  that  we  recognize 
that  those  who  develop  property  in  our 
country  deserve  fair  treatment.  But  let 
us  also  recognize  that  the  homeowners 
who  live  next  door  to  wetlands  that  are 
going  to  be  filled  under  this  legislation 
also  deserve  fair  treatment. 

Vote  to  give  those  homeowners  a  fair 
shake  by  supporting  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYDEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  make  sure  I  understand  the  gentle- 
man's amendment.  Is  the  gentleman 
saying  if  I  happen  to  have  my  home 
next  to  wetland  and  the  developer  goes 
on  that  wetland  under  this  bill  and 
somehow  fills  it  in  with  a  landfill  or 
whatever  so  he  can  build  a  subdivision 
or  building  of  some  sort,  as  a  result  my 
property,  my  basement  floods  or  some- 
thing happens  to  my  property,  that  I 
have  a  right  to  recover  for  my  loss? 

Mr.  WYDEN.  What  I  am  saying  is  the 
standard  to  protect  you  as  a  home- 
owner is  far  weaker  than  the  standard 
that  protects  the  developer.  The  devel- 
oper, for  example,  gets  compensated  if 
their  property  value  is  just  diminished 
as  a  result  of  the  activity  that  this  bill 
addresses.  You,  as  a  homeowner,  do  not 
get  any  concern  under  this  bill  if  your 
property  value  is  reduced.  You  actually 
have  to  have  the  flooding  in  your  base- 
ment before  there  is  any  consideration. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  if  a  person  is  really  in  favor  of 
property  rights,  then  they  would  be  in 
favor  of  those  property  rights  lost  be- 
cause a  wetland  is  filled  inasmuch  as 


they  would  be  if  they  had  land  that  had 
wetlands  on  it.  would  they  not? 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Not  only  is  the  gen- 
tleman correct,  but  let  us  remember 
there  are  many  more  homeowners  situ- 
ated in  the  fashion  the  gentleman  has 
described  than  there  are  those  who 
want  to  develop  property.  There  are  65 
million  private  homeowners  in  this 
country.  They  enjoy  the  benefit  of  en- 
vironmental laws.  Certainly  not  all  of 
them  obviously  live  next  door  to  a  wet- 
land, but  there  are  many,  many  more 
homeowners  like  the  ones  the  gentle- 
man's question  addresses  than  there 
are  those  who  want  to  develop  prop- 
erty. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman I  have  heard  many  speeches 
around  here  about  property  rights. 
This  is  an  eminently  sensible  and  fair 
amendment,  and  I  assume  we  will  pass 
it  by  voice  vote,  and  I  support  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  the  intent  of 
this  amendment  may  not  be  com- 
pletely clear,  it  appears  to  be  totally 
unnecessary,  duplicative,  and  indeed, 
the  source  of  much  litigation.  If  the  in- 
tent of  the  amendment  is  to  protect 
other  property  owners  from  being 
harmed  by  the  issuance  of  a  wetland 
permit  provisions  already  contained  in 
H.R.  961  more  than  adequately  do  that. 
I  refer  specifically  to  page  250.  which  is 
clear. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  this 
amendment  by  my  good  friend  from  Or- 
egon is  essentially  the  same  amend- 
ment he  offered  during  the  private 
property  rights  debate  a  few  months 
ago.  and  at  that  time  his  amendment 
was  overwhelmingly  defeated.  165  to 
260.  Section  803(b)  of  our  legislation  ex- 
pressly prohibits  the  payments  of  com- 
pensation if  the  activity  requiring  a 
wetlands  permit  would  harm  another 
property  owner.  It  is  very  clear.  The 
private  property  rights  protection  also 
prohibits  the  payment  of  compensation 
for  any  activity  that  would  be  consid- 
ered a  nuisance  under  the  applicable 
State  law  or  is  inconsistent  with  the 
local  zoning  law. 
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These  two  provisions  make  it  per- 
fectly clear  that  no  one  has  the  right 
to  take  actions  on  their  property  that 
would  damage  somebody  else's  prop- 
erty. 

Now,  if  my  good  friend  in  his  amend- 
ment is  attempting  to  assure  that  ad- 
joining property  owners  are  not  to  be 
flooded  or  directly  harmed,  his  amend- 
ment is  not  needed.  However.  I  suspect 
the  case  really,  given  my  good  friend's 
strong  opposition  to  property  rights 
legislation,  is  that  he  is  trying  to  es- 
tablish a  bureaucratic  out  for  com- 
pensation in  every  case,  and  I  must  op- 
pose it. 


The  property  rights  provision  in  this 
bill,  exactly  like  those  contained  in 
H.R.  961.  requires  that  a  direct  link  be 
established  between  the  action  requir- 
ing a  permit  and  the  harm  to  another's 
property.  The  absence  of  this  link 
would  allow  neighbors  who  just  do  not 
want  to  see  development  on  another 
piece  of  property  to  undermine  the  con- 
stitutional rights  of  the  property 
owner.  That  is  not  right.  It  is  not 
American,  and  we  should  not  let  it  hap- 
pen. 

The  other  limitation  to  this  amend- 
ment is  that,  if  in  the  mind  of  some  bu- 
reaucrat, some  mythical  reduction  in 
property  values  might  occur,  hundreds, 
even  thousands,  of  miles  away,  then 
they  could  escape  the  compensation  re- 
quirements of  this  act.  Again,  this  is 
not  what  this  country  is  all  about. 

The  amendment  is  sufficiently  vague 
that  it  will  almost  certainly  result  in 
mountains  of  litigation.  It  is  a  lawyer's 
paradise.  We  need  to  protect  property 
rights,  not  to  provide  more  work  for 
lawyers. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon,  the  author  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  respond,  if  I 
might,  to  my  friend  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

First,  let  me  tell  my  colleagues  that 
this  amendment  is  far  narrower  in 
terms  of  protecting  the  rights  of  home- 
owners than  any  similar  issue  ever  dis- 
cussed on  the  floor.  We  have  stipulated, 
for  example,  that  there  must  be  dam- 
age to  the  adjoining  homeowners  of 
$10,000  or  more. 

Second,  and  I  want  the  Members  to 
understand  exactly  what  the  double 
standard  is  which  no  more  favorably 
treats  developers  than  it  does  home- 
owners, in  the  hill,  the  developer  is 
compensated  if  their  property  value  is 
merely  diminished.  The  neighboring 
homeowner  has  to  meet  a  higher  stand- 
ard which  requires  actual  physical 
damage  such  as  the  flooding  to  their 
basement.  So  there  clearly  is  a  double 
standard  here. 

I  share  the  view  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  that  a  developer  de- 
serves a  fair  shake.  Certainly  there  are 
takings  in  our  country,  and  developers 
warrant  fair  treatment.  Let  us  as  we  fi- 
nally move  toward  the  closing  of  this 
bill  produce  some  balance  and  say  the 
millions  and  millions  of  homeowners 
who  live  next  door  to  these  develop- 
ments have  some  rights  as  well.  They 
should  not  just  have  to  go  out  and  take 
their  chances  in  some  local  court. 

This  bill  says  that  the  developer  gets 
a  fair  shake  at  the  Federal  level.  Let  us 
make   sure    that    the   adjoining   home- 


owner gets  a  fair  shake  at  the  Federal 

level  as  well. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  our  colleague  from  Oregon. 
While  it  certainly  does  not  cure  the  ills 
of  the  takings  provisions  which  are  in 
the  bill,  it  does  make  an  important 
point. 

Throughout  the  takings  debate,  the 
proponents  of  the  legislation  always 
frame  the  argument  in  the  context  of 
the  individual  property  owner  against 
the  Government  They  are  never  will- 
ing to  acknowledge  that  often  the  ra- 
tionale for  regulation  is  the  protection 
of  the  property  rights  of  others.  The 
amendment  specifically  acknowledges 
this. 

The  U.S.  Treasury,  and  the  taxpayer, 
should  not  be  expected  to  compensate 
an  individual  who  has  been  denied  the 
opportunity  to  take  an  action  which 
results  in  the  diminution  of  the  prop- 
erty right  of  another  taxpayer.  It 
would  be  the  greatest  of  ironies  to  the 
taxpayer  for  an  individual,  through  his 
or  her  taxes,  to  pay  compensation  to  a 
neighboring  property  owner  for  an  ac- 
tion which  caused  a  diminution  in  the 
individuals  own  property. 

Whether  the  bill's  sponsors  will  agree 
or  not.  what  we  are  really  taking  about 
in  the  whole  takings  debate  is  whether 
there  is  a  public  interest  in  the  action 
taken— whether  the  various  interests 
of  property  owners  are  correctly  bal- 
anced one  against  the  other  When  one 
owner  bears  a  disproportionate  burden, 
a  taking  has  occurred  and  the  Con- 
stitution provides  a  right  to  compensa- 
tion. 

The  bill  has  severely  tilted  an  other- 
wise level  playing  field  in  the  favor  of 
the  owner  who  seeks  not  to  be  regu- 
lated. The  Wyden  amendment  is  an  at- 
tempt to  assure  that  some  sense  of 
fairness  to  the  taxpayer  is  preserved, 
and  that  the  relative  rights  of  property 
owners  everywhere  are  recognized. 

The  amendment  makes  sense,  it  cre- 
ates the  proper  balance  of  property 
rights,  and  it  deserves  our  support. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr,  Wi"DEN], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.    WYDEN.    Mr.    Chairman.    I   de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  158,  noes  270. 
not  voting  6.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  335) 
AYES— 158 


Abercrombie 

Bentsen 

Brown  (OH) 

Ackerman 

Boehlert 

Bryant  (TX) 

Andrews 

Bonior 

Cardln 

Baldacci 

Borski 

Clay 

Barrett  (WI) 

Boucher 

Clkjrton 

Becerra 

Brown  (CA) 

Clement 

Beilenson 

Brown  (FL) 

Clybum 
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Coleman 

Kelly 

Rahall 

Collins  (Mil 

Kennedy  (MAi 

Rangel 

Conyers 

Kennedy (RI) 

Reed 

Costello 

Kennelly 

Reynolds 

Coyne 

Klldee 

Richardson 

DeFazio 

LaFalce 

Rivers 

D«Lauro 

Lantos 

Roukema 

Dellums 

Levin 

RoybalAlIard 

Deutsch 

Lewis  (GA) 

Rush 

Dicks 

Lincoln 

Sabo 

Dingell 

Lolgren 

Sanders 

Dixon 

Lowey 

Sawyer 

Doggett 

Luther 

Sax ton 

Durbin 

Man  ton 

Schroeder 

Ehlers 

Markey 

Scott 

Engel 

Martinez 

Serrano 

Eshoo 

Matsui 

Shays 

Evans 

McCarthy 

Skaggs 

Farr 

McDermott 

Slaughter 

Fattah 

McHale 
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Messrs.  FOLEY,  SMITH  of  New  Jer- 
sey, and  GEKAS  changed  their  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  POMEROY  and  Mr.  MOLLOHAN 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  would 
like  to  engage  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure in  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  page  247  of  H.R. 
961,  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  classified  that  type 
C  wetlands  include,  and  I  quote,  wet- 
lands within  industrial,  commercial  or 
residential  complexes  or  other  in- 
tensely developed  areas  that  do  not 
serve  significant  wetlands  functions;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Yes.  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  is  correct. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Is  it  also  correct 
that  such  wetlands  are  not  classified  as 
type  C  merely  because  they  are  located 
in  developed  or  urban  areas? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  The  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Ms.  MoLiNARi]  is  abso- 
lutely correct.  In  fact,  the  committee 
specifically    recognizes    in    the    report 


many  valuable  wetlands  are  located  in 
or  adjacent  to  urban  centers  or  other 
developed  sites.  Any  wetlands  which 
serve  significant  wetlands  functions  as 
a  result  of  such  location  would  not 
automatically  be  classified  as  type  C 
wetlands. 

D  1645 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  VIII?  If  not.  the 
Clerk  will  designate  title  EX. 

The  text  of  title  DC  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  IX— NAVIGATIONAL  DREDGING 
SEC.  901.  REFERENCES  TO  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided,  when- 
ever m  this  title  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  an  amendment  to.  or  repeal 
of,  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  reference 
shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a  section  or 
other  provision  of  the  Marine  Protection,  Re- 
search, and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972  (33  U.S.C. 
1401  et  seq.). 
SEC.  902.  OCEAM  DUMPING  PERmTS, 

(a)  Issu.ASCE  OF  PER.MlTS.—Section  102  (33 
U.S.C.  1412)  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  the  section  heading  by  striking  "ENVI- 

RO,\ME.\TAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  "Administrator"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary": 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (G)  and  redesignat- 
ing paragraphs  <A),  (B),  (C),  (D),  (E),  (F),  (H). 
and  (I)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through  (8).  respec- 
tively: 

(C)  in  paragraph  (4).  as  so  redesignated,  by 
redesignating  subparagraphs  (i)  through  (iii)  as 
subparagraphs  (A)  through  (C),  respectively: 
and 

(D)  by  striking  the  first  and  second  sentences 
following  the  indented  paragraphs. 

(b)  Categories  of  Permits.— Section  102(b) 
(33  use.  1412(b))  IS  amended  by  .striking  "Ad- 
ministrator" and  in.terting  "Secretary". 

(c)  DESIGNATION  OF  SITES.— Section  102(c)  (33 
U.S.C.  1412(c))  IS  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Administrator"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  "Secretary" 
each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  "Adminis- 
trator". 

id)  SPECIAL  Rules.— Section  102(d)  and  102(e) 
(33  U.S.C.  1412(d)  and  1412(e))  are  amended  by 
striking  ".■Idministrator"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  "Secretary". 
SEC.  903.  DREDGED  MATERIAL  PERMITS. 

(a)  DISPOSAL  SITES.— Section  103  (33  U.S.C. 
1413)  IS  amended— 

(1)  m  the  section  heading  by  striking  "CORPS 
OF  ENGINEERS"  and  inserting  "DREDGED  Mate- 
rial", and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  by  striking  "by  the  Administrator"  each 
place  it  appears: 

IB)  by  striking  ".  ivith  the  concurrence  of  the 
Administrator,",  and 

(C)  m  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator" and  inserting  "Secretary". 

(b)  Consultation  With  the  Adminis- 
TR.ATOR.— Section  103(c)  (33  U.S.C.  1413(c))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Consultation  with  the  adminis- 
TRATOR.— Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  to  any  per- 
son under  this  section  the  Secretary  shall  first 
consult  with  the  Administrator.". 

(c)  Waivers.— Section  103(d)  (33  U.S.C. 
1413(d))  IS  amended  by  striking  "request  a  waiv- 
er" and  all  that  follows  through  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  "grant  a  waiver.". 

SEC.  904.  PERMIT  CONDITIONS. 
Section  104  (33  U.S.C.  1414)  is  amended— 
(1)   by   striking    ".Administrator   or    the   Sec- 
retary, as  the  case  may  be,"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary": 


(2)  in  subsection  (a)  by  inserting  a  comma  be- 
fore "after  consultation": 

(3)  in  subsection  (h)— 

(A)  by  striking  "Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary": and 

(B)  m  the  last  sentence  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator determines"  and  inserting  "Secretary  de- 
termines": and 

(4)  m  subsection  (i) — 

(A)  by  striking  "Admmi.'itrator"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary": 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  "Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries"  and  inserting  "Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure":  and 

(C)  in  paragraph  (4)(D)  by  striking  "of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency". 

SEC.  905.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  REGARDING  CER- 
TAIN DUMPING  SITES. 

Section  104A  l33  U.S.C.  1414a)  is  amended  by 
striking  "Administrator"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  "Secretary". 
SEC.  906.  REFERENCES  TO  ADMINISTRATOR. 

With  respect  to  any  function  transferred  from 
the  Administrator  to  the  Secretary  of  the  .Army 
by  an  amendment  made  by  this  title  and  exer- 
cised after  the  effective  date  of  such  transfer, 
reference  m  any  Federal  law  to  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  be  considered  to  refer  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  EX? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FRANKS  OF  NEW 
.lERSEY 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  FRANKS  of  New 
.Jersey:  Page  323,  strike  line  1  and  all  that 
follows  through  line  23  on  page  326  and  insert 
the  following: 

TITLE  IX-NAVIGATIONAL  DREDGING 
SEC.  901.  REFERENCES  TO  ACT. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Marine 
Protection.  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  1 33  U.S.C.  1401  et  seq  i. 

SEC.  902.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGEN- 
CY PERMrrS. 

Section  102(ci  (33  U.S.C.  1412(c))  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3)  by 
striking  "the  Administrator,  in  conjunction 
With  the  Secretary"  and  inserting  "the  Sec- 
retary, in  conjunction  with  the  Adminis- 
trator.": and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  of  par.agraph  (3) 
by  striking  "the  .Administrator  and  the  Sec- 
retary" and  inserting  "the  Secretary  and  the 
Administrator". 

SEC.  903.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  PERMITS. 

(a)  Di.spos.M.  Sites.— Section  103(b)  (33 
U.S.C.  1413(b))  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  d) 
by  striking  ".  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Administrator,":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3i  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator" and  inserting  "Secretary". 

(b)  CONSULTATION  WITH  THE  ADMINIS- 
TRATOR—Section  103(c)  (33  use.  1413(c))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(C)  CON.SULTATION  WITH  THE  ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—Prior  to  i.ssuing  a  permit  to  any 
person  under  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  first  consult  with  the  Administrator." 


SEC.  9W.  PENALTIES. 

Section  105  (33  U.S.C.  1415)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  "or. 
with  respect  to  violations  of  section  103.  the 
Secretary"  before  the  period  at  the  end: 

(2)  in  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  sentences 
by  inserting  or  the  Secretary,  as  the  case 
may  be."  after  "Administrator"  each  place 
it  appears:  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (g)(2)(C)  by  inserting  "or 
the  Secretary,  as  the  case  may  be."  after 
"the  Administrator"  the  first  place  it  ap- 
pears. 

SEC.  905.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  112  (33  U.S.C.  1421)  is  amended  by 
striking   "with   the   concurrence  of  the   Ad- 
ministrator". 
SEC.  906.  REFERENCE  TO  COMMITTEE. 

Section  104(11(3)  i33  U.S.C.  1414(i)(3))  is 
amended  by  striking  "Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries"  and  inserting  "Transportation 
and  Infrastructure". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  over  the  course  of  the  last 
2V2  years  I  have  worked  with  a  biparti- 
san group  of  Members  to  help  resolve 
what  has  increasingly  become  a  press- 
ing environmental  and  economic  con- 
cern, not  only  to  my  home  Port  of  New 
York  and  New  Jersey,  but  to  commerce 
throughout  this  great  Nation.  In  short. 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  continuing  silting 
up  of  our  harbors  and  waterways 
threatens  to  strangle  our  ability  to 
move  American  products  at  home  and 
abroad. 

Nearly  67  percent  of  American  ex- 
ports by  dollar  value  reach  their  for- 
eign destination  by  ships  that  are  load- 
ed at  our  Nation's  network  of  ports. 
Fully  10  percent  of  this  ocean-borne 
cargo  by  value  leaves  the  Port  of  New 
York  and  New  Jersey,  the  third  busiest 
port  in  the  Nation,  and  the  largest  con- 
tainer port  on  the  east  coast,  handling 
over  38  million  tons  of  cargo  a  year.  Ln 
my  region.  180.000  people  depend  on  the 
continuing  operation  of  this  port  for 
their  employment,  and  the  port  con- 
tributes over  $20  billion  a  year  to  the 
regions  economy. 

If  the  safe  and  timely  dredging  of  my 
port  and  ports  around  the  country  is 
thwarted,  people  lose  jobs  and  the  po- 
tential grows  for  an  environmental  dis- 
aster to  occur.  In  committee.  I  worked 
with  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. Chairman  Shu.ster,  to  craft  lan- 
guage that  would  help  streamline  the 
dredging  permit  process  in  this  coun- 
try. Since  that  time.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  worked  to  refine  the  text  of  that 
amendment  contained  in  title  EX  to 
more  clearly  address  the  crisis  at  hand. 

My  amendment  would  grant  the 
Army  Corps  additional  jurisdiction 
over  dredged  material  permits  and 
leave  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  in  charge  of  the  disposal  of 
solid  waste,  sewage  sludge,  incinerator 
residue,  or  other  materials  as  in  cur- 
rent law. 

In  addition,  my  amendment  ensures 
that  the  EPA  will  establish  and  apply 
the  baseline  criteria  for  reviewing  and 


evaluating  ocean  dumping  permit  ap- 
plications for  all  materials.  Moreover, 
the  amendment  now  ensures  that  the 
opportunity  for  public  comment  to 
both  the  Army  Corps  and  the  EPA  is 
retained. 

I  appreciate  all  of  the  assistance  that 
I  have  received  from  Chairman  Shu- 
STER  and  his  staff  as  I  have  drafted  this 
amendment,  as  well  as  the  substantial 
input  we  have  received  from  environ- 
mental, port,  business,  and  labor  inter- 
ests. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment  that  will  help  both 
protect  the  environment  and  promote 
the  economic  viability  of  our  Nation's 
ports. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  for  the 
leadership  he  has  provided  in  this.  I 
strongly  support  his  amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  rise  in  support 
of  the  Franks  amendment.  I  have  to 
say  that,  as  I  guess  was  clear  from  my 
previous  amendment,  I  do  believe  that 
it  is  a  mistake  as  the  bill  goes  to  reas- 
sign certain  regulatory  authority  over 
ocean  dumping  of  dredge  materials 
from  the  EPA  to  the  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers. I  also  believe  that  the  problem 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey, 
my  colleague,  is  trying  to  address,  is 
best  addressed  by  the  interagency 
working  group  that  has  been  worked 
out  between  the  corps  and  the  EPA, 
which  I  think  ultimately  would 
streamline  the  dredging  process,  the 
permitting  process,  without  the  need 
for  changing  the  underlying  law  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  or  the  Ocean  Dumping 
Act. 

However,  I  have  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey,  my  colleague, 
Mr.  Fra.vk.s.  because  this  amendment 
does  put  the  EPA  back  in  charge  of  cer- 
tain things  and  goes  far  toward,  I  be- 
lieve, reasserting  the  EPA's  authority 
over  environmental  concerns  that  re- 
late to  ocean  dumping,  as  well  as 
dredging. 

As  Mr.  Franks  mentioned,  the 
amendment  puts  the  EPA  back  in 
charge  of  ocean  dumping  permits  for 
material  other  than  dredge  material.  It 
puts  the  EPA  back  in  charge  of  estab- 
lishing criteria  for  reviewing  and  eval- 
uating permit  applications,  and  gives 
waiver  authority  back  to  the  EPA  for 
dredger  permits.  So  clearly  there  is  sig- 
nificant progress  here  in  terms  of  try- 
ing to  put  back  the  EPA  and  having 
them  cooperate  with  the  corps  in  the 
whole  process  of  dredging,  as  well  as 
other  forms  of  ocean  dumping. 

I  would  point  out  unfortunately 
though,  that  the  amendment  would 
still  give  disposal  siting  and  monitor- 
ing authority  to  the  corps  and  still  re- 
quires that  the  least  costly  disposal  al- 
ternative be  selected.   Overall,   this  is 
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certainly  an  improving  amendment 
that  does  address  many  of  the  concerns 
that  I  discussed  before.  I  would  urge 
support  for  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Franks]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

AMENDME.VT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PETRI 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Petri:  Pagre  326. 
after  line  23.  add  the  following: 

TITLE  X— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  1001.  COASTAL  NONPOIMT  POLLUTION  CON- 
TROI. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  8217(a)(1)  of  the 
Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization  Amend- 
ments of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  1451  note)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  strilcing  "shall"  the  first  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "may":  and 

(2)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  and". 

(b)  Progr.^m  Submission,  approval,  and 
iMPLEMENT.JiTlON.— Section  8217(c)  of  such 
Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (It — 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  jointly"  and  inserting  "the 
Administrator  shall";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "The  program"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
paragraph  and  inserting  "The  program  shall 
be  approved  if  the  Administrator  determines 
that  the  program  meets  the  requirements  of 
this  section.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3) — 

(A)  by  striking  "If  the  Secretary"  and  in- 
serting "If  the  Admmistrator"; 

(B)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  shall  with- 
hold" and  inserting  "the  Administrator  shall 
direct  the  Secretary  to  withhold":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "The  Secretary  shall 
make"  and  inserting  "The  Administrator 
shall  direct  the  Secretary  to  make". 

(c)  Fina.nical  Assistance.— Section  621HO 
of  such  Act  as  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  d) — 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  .Administrator."  and  In- 
serting "the  Administrator";  and 

(Bi  by  inserting  and  implementing"  after 
"developing": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "and  im- 
plementing" after  "developing";  and 

(3;  in  paragraph  (4) — 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary"  each  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  "the  Adminis- 
trator"; 

(B)  by  striking  ".  in  consultation  with  the 
Administrator.";  and 

(C)  by  inserting  "and  implementing"  after 
"preparing". 

fd)    .\L"THORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS  — 

Section  6217(h)(2i  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking  ".  other 
than  for  providing  in  the  form  of  grants 
under  subsection  (f)";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "the 
Secretary"  and  inserting  "the  Adminis- 
trator". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly 

Mr.  PETRI  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment,  which  I  am  offering  with 
Representative  Tauzin,  makes  certain 
ad(litional  revisions,  as  requested  by 
the  States,  to  the  coastal  nonpoint  pol- 
lution program  under  section  6217  of 
the  Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization 
Amendments  of  1990. 

First,  this  amendment  keeps  in  law 
the  coastal  zone  program,  as  we  voted 
last  week,  but  provides  that  it  is  up  to 
each  State  to  determine  whether  to 
participate  in  the  program. 

While  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  will  still 
play  a  role,  the  amendment  provides 
the  EPA  will  be  the  lead  agency  in  ad- 
ministering the  program,  and  it  makes 
Federal  grants  available  for  implemen- 
tation of  coastal  zone  programs  in  ad- 
dition to  simply  development  of  the 
plans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  week,  we  went 
back  and  forth  as  to  who  and  what 
groups  were  supporting  what  position. 

Let  me  be  clear — we  have  worked 
with  the  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion and  the  State  water  pollution  con- 
trol officials  in  drafting  these  improve- 
ments to  the  program.  The  amend- 
ments to  the  6217  program  made  by 
Chairman  Boehlert's  amendment  last 
week  were  necessary  and  positive  and 
we  do  not  change  any  of  that  language, 
but  further  improvements  can  be  made 
to  the  program. 

This  amendment  gives  flexibility  to 
the  Governors  in  determining  how  to 
address  coastal  pollution.  But  the 
amendment  also  keeps  in  place  the  6217 
program  so  that  States  which  want  to 
continue  to  move  forward  with  pro- 
grams— those  States  which  have  found 
it  to  be  successful  for  their  State — may 
continue  to  pursue  the  6217  program. 

This  amendment  would  allow  a  State 
to  opt  out  of  the  program  if  it  wishes. 
But  I  would  point  out  that  the  State 
will  still  have  to  address  nonpoint 
source  pollution  through  the  Clean 
Water  Act  section  319  nonpoint  source 
program.  Again,  States  that  want  to 
continue  under  the  coastal  zone  pro- 
gram are  fully  able  to  do  so.  Let  me 
note  that,  in  essence,  participation  in 
section  6217  already  is  voluntary.  If  a 
State  has  a  management  program  ap- 
proved pursuant  to  section  306  of  the 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972, 
then  it  must  submit  a  nonpoint  pro- 
gram under  section  6217. 

But  it  is  up  to  a  coastal  State  to  de- 
termine whether  to  participate  in  the 
basic  coastal  zone  management  pro- 
gram in  the  first  place.  A  State  cur- 
rently can  simply  withdraw  from  the 
entire  program  if  it  wishes  and  section 
6217  does  not  apply.  My  own  State  of 
Wisconsin  is  currently  considering 
doing  just  that. 

This  amendment  streamlines  the  pro- 
gram so  that  States  will  deal  with  only 
one  agency.  That  agency  will  be  the 
EPA — which  is,  after  all.   the  Federal 
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agency  with  the  expertise  in  nonpoint 
source  pollution.  However,  NOAA  will 
continue  to  be  involved  in  the  program. 

As  we  have  heard  repeatedly,  a  con- 
stant source  of  frustration  for  those 
trying  to  implement  programs  is  when 
various  Federal  agencies  administer  a 
single  program,  and  we  correct  that 
here. 

As  we  heard  last  week,  some  States 
are  about  ready  to  submit  their  pro- 
grams and  so  this  amendment  makes 
Federal  funds  eligible  for  the  next 
phase — that  of  implementation.  Cur- 
rently, Federal  grants  may  be  used 
only  for  development  of  programs. 

The  revisions  made  to  the  program 
through  the  Boehlert  amendment  last 
week  are  very  necessary  and  do  im- 
prove the  program.  These  are  further 
improvements  to  section  6217,  as  re- 
quested by  the  States. 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  this 
amendment  to  provide  needed  flexibil- 
ity to  ensure  that  States  can  develop 
effective  coastal  nonpoint  programs. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  join  him 
in  offering  this  amendment. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  the  House 
again,  this  amendment  does  not  repeal 
or  even  undercut  the  Boehlert  amend- 
ment nor  the  CZM  program.  It  simply 
does  what  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]  said  he  wanted  to 
do,  give  the  States  a  choice  to  either 
use  that  program  or  in  fact  work  with 
section  319  of  the  clean  water  bill. 

It,  second,  harmonizes  those  two  sec- 
tions by  allowing  the  coordination  of 
management  under  the  EPA,  and  it 
does  a  very  good  thing  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert] 
would  like.  It  allows  the  funds  for  the 
program  that  can  only  be  used  right 
now  to  plan  the  CZM  nonpoint  source 
pollution  program,  to  be  used  to  imple- 
ment that  plan.  So  it  really  extends 
and  further  implements  the  plans  if  the 
States  want  to  in  fact  go  forward  with 
them. 

In  short,  it  allows  for  State  option  to 
either  use  a  CZM  program  or  to  in  fact 
use  section  319  and  to  operate  their 
program  accordingly. 

I  want  the  House  to  know  the  first 
thing  I  received  when  we  began  talking 
about  this  amendment  was  a  notice 
from  Mr.  Kan.jorski,  head  of  our  pro- 
gram in  Louisiana,  saying  this  is  ex- 
actly what  the  State  of  Louisiana 
would  like.  I  suspect  that  more  States 
would  prefer  doing  exactly  this,  giving 
the  States  the  flexibility  to  use  one  or 
the  other  programs,  to  harmonize  them 
under  one  agency  and  to  use  the  funds 
not  only  to  plan,  but  to  actually  imple- 
ment those  plans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman for  the  amendment  and  join 
him  in  offering  it,  and  urge  its  adop- 
tion by  the  House. 
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Mr.  PETRI.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
would  point  out  that  our  Governor, 
Tommy  Thompson,  has  felt  this  is  of 
extreme  importance  to  the  State  of 
Wisconsin,  too,  and  they  want  the 
flexibility,  not  whether  or  not  to  have 
a  program,  but  to  administer  it  with 
the  EPA. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  the 
very  difficult  position  of  having  to  op- 
pose the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]. 
As  we  suggested  over  the  last  several 
days,  modifications  to  the  amendment 
could  have  been  made  to  shore  up  some 
of  the  problem  areas,  but  were  not.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  when  the  debate  of 
this  issue  started  a  few  minutes  ago, 
we  were  still  off  the  floor  trying  to  un- 
derstand how  we  could  arrive  at  those 
agreements.  Unfortunately,  we  were 
unable  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  afraid  I  must  say 
that  this  amendment,  while  it  is  true  it 
does  not  touch  the  language  of  the 
Boehlert  amendment,  does  do  violence 
to  the  CZMA  Program,  in  that  it  essen- 
tially takes  away  the  motivation  that 
is  currently  in  the  current  law  to  pro- 
vide for  those  aspects  that  encourage 
people  to  be  in  the  program. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  before  me 
a  memorandum  from  the  Coastal 
States  Organization  which  I  would  like 
to  quote  directly  from,  because  the 
Coastal  States  Organization  very  much 
opposes  the  Tauzin-Petri  amendment. 
They  say  that  they  have  reviewed  this 
amendment  and  determined  that  it  is 
not  consistent  with  either  the  policy  of 
the  National  Governors'  Association  or 
with  the  Coastal  States  Organization. 

In  regards  to  the  revised  version  of 
Tauzin- Petri  they  say  the  following: 
The  revised  version  has  the  same  prob- 
lems as  the  original  version  in  that  the 
amendment  would  allow  States  to  op- 
erate out  of  CZMA  section  6217,  con- 
trary to  what  we  have  heard  from  some 
of  the  proponents  of  Tauzin-Petri 
amendment.  Allowing  States  to  oper- 
ate out  of  the  program  does  not  serve 
the  purpose  of  additional  flexibility  to 
the  States.  Rather,  it  will  put  in- 
creased pressure  on  the  States  by  those 
who  would  have  the  States  opt  out, 
namely,  causers  of  pollution,  polluters, 
to  opt  out  of  CZARA  6217  in  favor  of 
the  319  program  which  holds  little  pros- 
pect of  improving  water. 

D  1700 

This  is  the  statement  brought  to  us 
today.  May  16,  by  Kerry  Kehoe  of  the 
Coastal  States  Organization.  In  the  in- 
terest of  the  integrity  of  CZMA  as  it 
relates  to  nonpoint  source  pollution, 
this  is  simply  a  revote.  this  is  nothing 
more  than  a  revote  of  the  amendment 
that  we  voted  last  week. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  amendment 
deletes  the  enforceable  policy  require- 
ments from  CZARA.  As  you  are  aware. 


NOAA  and  the  EPA  have  recently 
agreed  to  longstanding  policies  which 
this  apparently  also  deletes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  reluctance 
but  with  a  sense  of  determination  that 
this  revote  on  the  amendment  that  was 
offered  last  week,  which  has  the  same 
effect,  and  that  is  to  gut  the  CZMA 
nonpoint  pollution  program,  must  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  leadership 
on  this  issue.  I  want  him  to  know  and 
my  colleagues  to  know  that  we  are  still 
working  at  a  fever  pitch  to  preserve 
the  basic  integrity  of  the  program  and 
yet  have  some  basis  for  accommoda- 
tion. 

So  the  debate  will  continue  and  I  am 
with  my  colleague  100  percent,  but  the 
negotiations  are  ongoing.  I  think  we 
are  about  this  close,  because  I  could 
not  agree  more  with  the  distinguished 
chairman,  that  we  have  to  preserve  the 
basic  integrity  of  the  program. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  in- 
formed by  staff  that  the  amendment 
that  we  have  introduced  does  not  de- 
lete the  enforceability  provisions.  I 
just  wanted  to  correct  the  record  so  far 
as  that  is  concerned  and  also  assure 
both  my  colleagues  that  should  this 
amendment  be  adopted,  we  would  be 
eager  to  continue  working  with  the 
gentleman  as  the  bill  moved  forward 
through  conference  and  so  on  to  work 
out  any  problems.  We  are  not  trying  to 
do  anything  to  hurt  the  Coastal  Zone 
Program.  What  we  are  tying  to  do  is 
give  States  the  opportunity  to  deal 
with  one  Federal  agency,  if  that  makes 
sense. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  We  can  certainly  agree 
on  that  point,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  can 
certainly  agree.  I  think  there  are  three 
items  that  are  contentious.  We  can  cer- 
tainly agree  on  two.  the  one  the  gen- 
tleman just  mentioned,  whether  this  is 
a  program  and  whether  this  is  a  pro- 
gram that  is  administered  through  the 
EPA  or  NOAA.  but  the  ability  of  States 
who  have  internal  political  pressure  to 
opt  out  of  the  program  or  to  fail  to  opt 
into  the  program  is  something  that  is 
very  contentious  and  something  that 
we  have  not  and  cannot  agree  to. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  correct  perhaps 
a  statement  that  I  am  sure  was  not 
made  on  purpose.  We  are  not  revoting 
the  Boehlert  amendment.  The  Boehlert 
amendment  was  an  amendment  de- 
signed in  fact  to  place  the  coastal  zone 
management  nonpoint  source  pollution 
back  in  the  bill.   It  had  been  repealed 


by  the  original  bill.  This  amendment 
does  not  take  it  back  out.  In  fact,  it 
says,  any  State  that  wants  to  can,  in 
fact,  implement  that  coastal  zone 
nonpoint  source  pollution  program, 
just  as  they  would  without  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  only  thing  this  amendment  does 
is  say  to  States,  which  want  to  use  a 
section  319,  with  the  enforceability  pro- 
vision still  in  the  bill,  they  have  to  do 
the  nonpoint  source  program  but  they 
do  it  under  section  319  instead  of  under 
this  new  reinvented  wheel  program.  It 
gives  the  States  the  flexibility. 

It  does  exactly  what  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEHLERT),  I 
think,  said  he  wanted  to  do,  and  that  is 
give  the  States  the  real  chance  to  run 
their  program  the  way  we  intended. 

If,  in  fact,  if,  in  fact,  the  purpose  of 
the  Boehlert  amendment  was  to  rep- 
resent the  will  of  the  States,  as  it  was 
presented  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
then  this  is  a  perfecting  amendment. 
This  makes  it  very  clear  that  the 
States  make  the  choice.  The  States 
have  the  option. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  you  that  the 
existing  coastal  zone  management  pro- 
gram was  indeed  a  voluntary  program. 
It  involved  land  use  decisions  which 
had  been  traditionally  and  correctly 
reserved  for  the  States.  It  was  not  a 
program  where  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment came  in  and  dictated  the  coastal 
zone  boundaries,  nor  was  it  a  program 
where  the  F'ederal  Government  dic- 
tated land  use  decisions  within  that 
coastal  zone  boundary. 

The  amendment  we  offer  preserves 
that  voluntary  State-managed  program 
under  CZM.  It  gives  a  certain  amount 
of  assurance  that  there  will  be  coordi- 
nation in  the  program,  because  it  says 
that  now  one  agency,  the  EPA,  rather 
than  two  agencies,  NOAA  on  the  one 
hand,  EPA  on  the  other  hand,  are  man- 
aging two  very  similar  programs  that 
might  collide  with  one  another. 

Lastly,  it  aids  in  the  success  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution  control  in 
that  it  allows  the  moneys  that  are 
available  to  be  used  in  implementing 
the  program  not  just  planning.  I  think 
most  Americans  are  rather  fed  up  with 
the  notion  that  so  much  Federal 
money  gets  spent  on  studies  and  plan- 
ning and  so  little  actually  is  used  to 
accomplish  the  good  that  a  program  is 
designed  to  accomplish. 

To  that  end,  this  amendment  makes 
sure  that  money  can  be  used  to  actu- 
ally carry  out  the  program,  not  just  to 
plan  it. 

So  for  those  very  good  three  reasons: 
First,  the  States  ought  to  have  the 
flexibility  to  coordinate  the  programs 
as  the  States  feel  work  best  in  their 
own  State,  particularly  when  you  con- 
sider that  CZM  has  always  been  a 
State-run  voluntary  program:  second, 
that  coordination  under  a  single  Fed- 
eral agency  makes  sense,  why  have  two 
different  agencies  running  two  pro- 
grams at  a  parallel  that  might  in  fact 
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and  generally  do  collide  running,  run 
into  conflicts  with  one  another;  and 
third,  why  not  provide,  as  we  do  in  this 
amendment,  that  moneys  available 
under  the  program  can  in  fact  be  used 
to  implement  it.  not  just  to  plan  and 
keep  planning  and  keep  planning  ad  in- 
finitum and  wasting  Federal  and  local 
resources  in  planning  processes  when 
we  could  be  using  it  to  actually  begin 
controlling  nonpoint  source  pollution 
in  the  coastal  zone. 

I  urge  the  Members  of  the  House, 
again,  to  consider,  we  are  not  repealing 
the  Boehlert  amendment,  not  at  all. 
We  are  saying  that  Boehlert  amend- 
ment stands.  The  CZM  Program  stands. 
If  your  State  wants  to  implement  it  as 
the  Fed  wants  you  to  do.  you  can  go 
right  ahead.  It  simply  says  that  a 
State  like  Louisiana,  which  wants  to 
coordinate  its  319  programs  with  the 
CZM  nonsource  program,  can  do  so  and 
further  that  it  can  use  the  money  to 
implement  the  program  and  it  will  be 
coordinated  by  only  one  Federal  agen- 
cy, not  a  pair  of  agencies  which  are 
often  in  conflict.  That  makes  sense. 

If  this  session  of  Congress  is  about 
rationalizing  programs,  ending  duplica- 
tion, creating  flexibility  for  those  on 
the  local  level  who  implement  the  pro- 
grams, this  amendment,  the  Petri-Tau- 
zin  amendment  is  exactly  the  way  to 
make  the  Boehlert  amendment  work 
well. 

I  will  say  it  again,  either  you  really 
meant  what  you  said  when  you  said 
that  you  were  trying  to  represent  the 
will  of  the  States  in  this  point  of  view 
or  you  did  not.  if  you  really  meant  to 
represent  the  will  of  the  States,  this 
amendment  perfects  that.  It  gives  the 
States  the  flexibility,  the  option  to 
make  the  decisions  that  best  suit  the 
CZM  Program  in  a  given  State,  a  pro- 
gram that  has  always  been  voluntary, 
always  been  State-run.  always  been  de- 
fined by  State  law  and  regulated,  and 
managed  by  State  managers. 

If  you  believe  that,  if  that  is  the  pur- 
pose of  the  original  Boehlert  amend- 
ment, this  amendment  strengthens  it. 
makes  it  clearer  that  States  do  have 
that  option.  If  your  State  wants  to  run 
it  the  way  it  is  currently  run,  you  have 
full  authority  to  do  so  under  this 
amendment.  If  your  State  is  one  like 
mine  that  wants  to  coordinate  it  under 
section  319,  this  amendment  gives  you 
that  power. 

I  urge  the  Members  to  adopt  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  I  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  and  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  for  this  ef- 
fort. This  corrects  what  I  think  is  a  se- 
rious defect  in  the  bill  created  by  the 
earlier  Boehlert  amendment  which 
takes  away  the  kind  of  flexibility  that 
the  States  need  to  have  in  dealing  with 
nonpoint-source  E>ollution  problems. 


The  State  of  Virginia  that  I  rep- 
resent is  a  very  diverse  State.  It  has 
very  diverse  types  of  geography  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  State.  And  it  is  the 
State  itself  and  the  State  agencies  and 
the  elected  officials  in  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia that  best  understand  the  compet- 
ing needs  of  different  parts  of  the 
State. 

The  State  of  Virginia  borders  a  great 
deal  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  and  we 
very  much  value  and  treasure  the 
Chesapeake  Bay,  but  we  also  under- 
stand the  needs  of  those  in  other  parts 
of  the  State.  And  it  is  far  more  appro- 
priate for  the  State  to  be  able  to  take 
the  lead  in  deciding  this  and  not  have 
to  work  with  two  competing  different 
Government  agencies,  Federal  Govern- 
ment agencies  dictating  to  the  State  of 
Virginia  how  to  handle  a  wide  variety 
of  land  use  issues  that  take  place  all 
across  the  State. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana and  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin. I  strongly  urge  this  as  a  very  good 
amendment  which  will  correct  a  prob- 
lem that  exists  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chaipnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  statement.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  when  I  was  a  young  State  legisla- 
tor, many  years  ago.  that  I  managed  a 
CZM  bill  through  the  Louisiana  Legis- 
lature. I  remember  all  the  promises 
that  were  made  then,  that  the  State 
would  always  run  its  program,  define 
its  boundaries,  decide  land  use  prac- 
tices. In  fact  it  was  always  going  to  be 
a  State-run  program. 

This  amendment  perfects  the  Boeh- 
lert amendment  to  make  sure  that 
process  is  kept,  that  each  State  runs 
its  program  in  the  way  that  makes 
sense,  that  it  is  coordinated  properly, 
and  that  moneys  can  be  used  to  carry 
out  the  intent  of  the  Boelilert  amend- 
ment. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  for  his 
support  and  urge  other  Members  to  do 
the  same  thing. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  thank  the  gentleman  and  I  con- 
cur in  his  statement,  I  think  that  it  is 
definitely  the  case  and  so  often  over- 
looked here  that  nobody  has  a  greater 
incentive  to  make  sure  that  the  waters 
and  lands  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  the 
State  of  Louisiana,  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, and  every  other  State  than 
those  people  who  live  in  the  States. 
This  is  clearly  an  issue  of  States  rights 
and  States'  opportunity  to  have  the 
flexibility  to  handle  this  problem 
themselves. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  heard  an  inter- 
esting interpretation  of  this  supposedly 
de  minimis  amendment.  There  are  a 
couple  of  things  I  find  disturbing.  Obvi- 


ously on  lines  8  and  9  we  strike  the 
word  shall  and  replace  it  with  may.  and 
on  page  4  we  go  to  elimination  of  re- 
quirement of  enforceable  mechanisms. 

So  in  fact  this  does  become 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
think  the  gentleman  is  reading  a  pre- 
vious amendment. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Is  there  another  ver- 
sion? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Yes. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  So  you  are  working  on 
another  version  as  we  speak? 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  No.  The  Petri  amend- 
ment before  us  is  another  version  from 
the  earlier  version  which  the  gen- 
tleman is  referring  to. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  There  is  some  confu- 
sion on  this  side  of  the  aisle  then  re- 
garding exactly  what  it  is  we  are  vot- 
ing on  at  the  moment.  I  heard  the  issue 
of  States 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  The  amendment  was 
submitted  at  the  desk.  We  could  ask 
the  desk  to  provide  it  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  have  been  hearing  here  is,  we  still, 
I  still  see  a  line  7  and  8,  shall  and  may. 
So  that  part  has  not  changed.  This  was 
just  handed  to  me.  And  then  I  guess 
perhaps  you  took  out  the  enforcement 
part.  So  enforcement  is  still  in.  but  it 
is  now.  we  are  going  to  enforce  some- 
thing that  you  may  do  or  you  may 
choose. 

The  problem  I  have  here  is  water  pol- 
lution does  not  really  follow  State 
boundaries.  I  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about 
States  rights  here.  But  water  pollution 
does  not  rather  strictly  adhere  to 
States'  boundaries. 

And  many  of  the  bodies  of  water  we 
are  talking  about  in  this  bill  deregulat- 
ing happen  to  affect  more  than  one 
State.  In  my  region,  we  border  Califor- 
nia and  Washington.  We  have  upstate 
concerns,  upstream  concerns  with 
Idaho.  Montana,  another  country  even, 
dealing  with  the  Columbia  River.  So  I 
have  a  concern  when  we  begin  to  move 
major  mechanisms  we  have  to  deal 
with  precious  coastal  estuaries,  fragile 
estuaries,  extraordinarily  valuable  re- 
sources in  terms  of  shellfish  where  we 
have  had  shellfish  beds  close,  spawning 
grounds  for  our  endangered  salmon. 
And  we  are  going  to  go  to  something 
that  says,  you  may.  you  may,  if  you  so 
choose,  comply. 

Well,  certainly,  I  do  not  believe  my 
neighboring  State  of  Washington  or 
California  is  going  to  do  anything  to 
our  detriment,  but  on  the  other  hand  I 
would  be  a  lot  more  comfortable  if  we 
were  applying  a  uniform  Federal  stand- 
ard in  this  bill  and  not  weakening  that 
standard. 
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Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  informed  by  the 
staff  that  the  national  estuary  pro- 
gram formed  for  the  specific  purpose  of 
protection  across  State  lines  is  not  af- 
fected by  this.  We  have  the  national  es- 
tuary program,  we  have  the  nonpoint 
source  program,  and  then  we  have  an 
additional  coastal  thing.  We  are  just 
saying  we  do  not  really  need  three  pro- 
grams to  accomplish  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying  is  absolutely  right,  we  do  need 
to  have  comprehensive  watershed  based 
approaches  that  follow  the  real  world, 
rather  than  political  jurisdiction  of 
lines,  and  we  have  it,  and  it  is  not  af- 
fected by  this  amendment.  It  is  the  na- 
tional estuary  program. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  clarification.  It 
certainly  sounds  better  than  the  way  it 
was  described  by  some  of  the  earlier 
speakers  in  terms  of  this  portion  of  the 
bill. 

However.  I  guess  I  will  go  back  to  a 
problem  I  have  had  throughout  the  bill, 
which  is  in  a  number  of  critical  cases 
we  have  seen  the  bill  essentially  writ- 
ten, rewritten,  and  amendments  sort  of 
mutating  as  we  go  along  in  this  proc- 
ess, and  no  capability  of  really  explain- 
ing them. 

Some  might  remember  my  debate 
over  the  section  401.  hydropower  licens- 
ing, last  Thursday  night,  where  the  au- 
thors of  the  substitute  amendment 
could  not  explain  it.  They  could  not  ex- 
plain the  laws  they  were  referencing, 
and  what  principles  would  still  apply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  water  resources 
are  too  precious,  just  too  precious,  to 
have  either  outside  influences,  pollut- 
ers, or  to  have  others  writing  on  the 
back  of  the  napkin  and  rewriting  these 
laws.  This  should  be  a  more  deliberate 
process. 

Certainly,  in  this  case,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  clarification.  It 
seems  that  they  have  substantially 
amended  the  original  version  and  im- 
proved it,  but  I  think  that  this  is  not 
the  first  instance  during  the  consider- 
ation of  this  bill  where  we  have  had 
this  problem.  I  think  it  should  be  in- 
structive to  the  chairman  and  others 
that  this  is  not  the  best  way  for  such 
an  important  piece  of  legislation  to  be 
rushed  through  the  House.  I  do  not  see 
a  rush.  The  Clean  Water  Act  has  been 
working  substantially  across  the  coun- 
try, working  well.  It  is  one  of  the  few 
success  stories  that  we  can  all  point  to 
in  terms  of  Federal  enforcement.  We 
should  modify  it  carefully  and  delib- 
erately, where  there  has  been  excess, 
but  where  it  has  been  a  success,  we 
should  build  and  improve  upon  it.  Our 
water  resources  are  too  precious,  our 
progress  has  been  so  hard  won,  that  we 
should  not  go  backward. 


Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  the  way  I  un- 
derstand the  amendment  now,  in  its 
latest  version,  basically  it  is  saying 
that  this  coastal  nonpoint  source  pol- 
lution program  on  the  part  of  the  State 
would  be  enforceable,  but  is  still  vol- 
untary. That  is  really  the  crux  of  the 
matter,  is  that  the  program  would  be 
voluntary,  whereas  the  Boehlert 
amendment,  again,  when  the  Boehlert 
amendment  was  passed,  it  essentially 
kept  the  existing  mandatory  nature  of 
the  program. 

I  was  listening  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  and  what  he  said  about 
flexibility.  States  have  always  had 
flexibility  with  regard  to  implementing 
the  program,  because  they  can  devise 
ways  in  which  the  program  is  effective 
or  not.  Different  States  may  devise  dif- 
ferent ways  of  dealing  with  land  use  or 
agricultural  runoff  or  some  of  the 
other  things  that  might  impact  on 
coastal  nonpoint  source  pollution. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  current 
law  requires  that  there  be  a  nationwide 
program,  and  that  States  have  to  put  a 
program  in  place.  If  the  Petri-Tauzin 
amendment  passes,  those  States  could 
voluntarily  decide  not  to  have  a  coast- 
al nonpoint  source  program.  That  is 
the  problem.  Nonpoint  source  pollution 
of  the  Nation's  unique  and  precious 
coastal  waters  is  real  and  serious.  It  is 
causing  significant  economic  harm. 

Mr.  Chairman,  commercial  rec- 
reational fisheries  are  being  shut  down 
due  to  runoff  pollution,  beaches  are 
being  closed,  habitat  is  being  degraded. 
Coastal  States  report  that  about  a 
third  of  their  estuarine  waters  are  im- 
paired and  a  third  are  threatened. 
Nonpoint  source  problems  are  respon- 
sible for  half  of  all  instances  of  coastal 
water-quality  degradation.  The  bottom 
line  is  that  coastal  nonpoint  source 
pollution  must  be  abated  now.  By  pass- 
ing the  Boehlert  amendment  last  week. 
the  House  fully  indicated  it  does  not 
want  to  weaken  coastal  programs  con- 
trolling nonpoint  source  pollution,  but 
the  Petri-Tauzin  amendment  would  do 
just  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant, even  though  I  know  we  are  not 
amending,  we  are  not  just  totally  re- 
pealing the  Boehlert  amendment,  but 
what  we  are  doing  is  making  the  pro- 
gram voluntary,  and  even  if  States,  if 
States  want  to  do  it  and  they  want  to 
enforce  it.  that  is  fine,  but  I  am  afraid 
that  many  States  will  simply  not  have 
a  program,  and  that  is  why  we  should 
oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  heard  the  last  speaker 
discuss  this  as  a  voluntary  program.  As 
I  understand  the  Petri-Tauzin  amend- 
ment, it  tells  the  State  they  have  a 
choice.  It  does  not  make  it  mandatory. 
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It  says  to  States  "You  have  got  to  do 
it  under  one  act  or  another  act.  You 
cannot  just  say   I  don't  want  to  do  it.'" 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  we  have  worked 
out  a  compromise  now.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Petri]  is  going  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  his 
amendment  and  to  offer  the  com- 
promise that  has  been  worked  out.  If 
my  friend  would  yield  the  balance  of 
his  time,  we  might  be  able  to  finish 
this  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  it 
is  considered  good  judgment  to  stop 
talking  and  accept  the  agreement,  I 
will  use  good  judgment. 

Mr  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  is  withdrawn. 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PETRI 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment.  The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr  Petri:  Page  362. 
after  line  23.  add  the  following: 

TITLE  X-ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  lOOl.  COASTAL  NONPOINT  POlXimON  CON- 
TROU 

(a)  In  General.— Section  6217(a)(1)  of  the 
Coastal  Zone  Act  Reauthorization  Amend- 
ments of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  1451  note)  Is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  by  striking  'shaU  "  the  first  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "may  ";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  and". 

(3)  After  the  first  sentence,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing sentence:  "Notwithstanding  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  if  the  Administrator  deter- 
mines, in  consultation  with  the  Stale,  such 
program  is  needed  to  supplement  the  pro- 
gram under  section  319  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  as  it  relates  to  the  Coastal  Zone,  the 
State  shall  prepare  and  submit  such  pro- 
gram." 

(b)  PROGRAM  Submission,  approval,  and 
Implementation.— Section  6217(c)  of  such 
Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  jointly"  and  inserting  "the 
Administrator  shall":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "The  program"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
paragraph  and  inserting  "The  program  shall 
be  approved  if  the  Administrator  determines 
that  the  program  meets  the  requirements  of 
this  section";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  by  striking  "If  the  Secretary  "  and  In- 
serting "If  the  Administrator"; 

(B)  by  striking  "the  Secretary  shall  with- 
hold" and  inserting  "the  Administrator  shall 
direct  the  Secretary  to  withhold":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "The  Secretary  shall 
make"  and  inserting  "The  Administrator 
shall  direct  the  Secretary  to  make". 

(c)  Financial  Assistance  —Section  6217(0 
of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Administrator,"  and  in- 
serting "the  Administrator":  and 
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(B)  by  inserting  "and  implementing"  after 
"developing"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  inserting  "and  im- 
plementing" after  "developing";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (4>— 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Secretary"  each  place 
It  appears  and  inserting  "the  Adminis- 
trator"; 

(B)  by  striking  ".  in  consultation  with  the 
Administrator.";  and 

(C)  by  inserting  "and  implementing"  after 
"preparing". 

(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
Section  6217(hi(2i  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking  ",  other 
than  for  providing  in  the  form  of  grants 
under  subsection  (f)";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "the 
Secretary"  and  inserting  "the  Adminis- 
trator". 

Conform  the  table  of  contents  of  the  bill 
accordingly 

Mr.  PETRI  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

parlia.mentary  inquiry 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  have  a  parliamentary 
inquiry.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  we 
have  a  copy  of  the  amendment?  We  are 
not  aware  of  what  the  gentleman  is  re- 
ferring to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  is  prepar- 
ing copies. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Petri]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  attempt  to  summarize  the  lan- 
guage that  has  been  worked  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  have  to,  I 
think,  continue  working  on  this  prob- 
lem in  conference.  Frankly,  like  any 
compromise,  it  is  not  fully  acceptable 
to  me,  and  I  will  have  to  check  with 
my  State  administrators  and  others, 
but  in  the  spirit  of  comity  and  to  try  to 
move  this  process  forward  and  get  this 
bill  acted  on  tonight,  we  have.  I  think, 
reached  an  agreement  which  provides 
that  after  discussions  and  consultation 
between  the  EPA  and  the  various 
States,  the  administrator  of  EPA 
would  determine  whether  a  State's 
plan,  as  far  as  coastal  nonpoint  source 
runoff,  was  adequate  or  not,  and  if  it 
was  adequate,  then  they  would  move 
forward. 

It  would  not  be  at  the  discretion  or 
election  of  the  Governor  or  of  the 
State,  it  would  be  at  the  discretion  or 
election  of  the  EPA,  so  there  would  be 
national  standards  there,  but  we  would 
gain  the  opportunity  of  being  able  to 
actually  spend  money  on  cleaning  up 
the  environment  instead  of  on  plan- 
ning, as  is  required  in  the  law  now.  and 
we  think  that  is  important.  We  are  try- 
ing to  clean  up  the  environment,  not 
write  plans.  Plans  are  tools,  not  the  ob- 
jective. 


Second,  we  would  have  the  oppor- 
tunity of  dealing  with  the  EPA.  poten- 
tially, rather  than  with  a  multiplicity 
of  Federal  agencies,  and  that  is  impor- 
tant in  terms  of  simplicity. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  First  of  all.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  thank  all  parties  for  their 
cooperation  over  the  last  3  or  4  days. 
The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
BoEHLERT]  and  I  have  worked  together 
with  the  gentleman's  very  cooperative 
staff  to  arrive  at  an  agreement,  which, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Petri]  points  out  correctly,  is  not  per- 
fect. 

However,  we  believe  it  does  move  in 
the  right  direction  and  solve  some  of 
our  problems,  particularly  relative  to 
the  ability  to  opt  out  of  the  program. 
It  does  provide  that  the  EPA  Adminis- 
trator has  the  power  to  review  and  to. 
subsequent  to  the  review,  require  a 
CZMA  program  that  would  have  to  do 
with  nonpoint  coastal  pollution. 

The  State  would  then  be  required  to 
adopt  programs  that  would  bring  their 
CZMA  nonpoint  coastal  pollution  pro- 
gram to  quality  water  standards,  and 
while  this  is  not  perfect,  certainly  it  is 
something  that  we  believe  at  this  late 
stage  in  negotiations  we  can  live  with. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  echo  what  my  colleague  from 
New  Jersey  says.  The  important  thing 
is  this  protects  the  basic  integrity  of 
the  coastal  zone  program,  critically 
important  to  30  States,  the  Great 
Lakes  States,  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
States. 

These  are  tough  issues,  but  we  have 
worked  together  and  we  have  come  out 
with,  I  think,  a  reasonable  com- 
promise. Let  me  add,  Mr.  Chairman, 
while  we  are  about  this,  all  of  us  are  up 
here  and  we  are  highly  visible,  but  the 
professional  staff,  and  they  are  that, 
very  professional,  whether  they  are 
proponents  or  opponents  of  any  one 
section  or  the  bill  in  its  entirety,  have 
worked  very  hard  for  a  long  period  of 
time.  I  think  we  all  owe  them  a  debt  of 
gratitude. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  As  I  understand,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  compromise  goes  to  lit- 
erally ensure  that  when  the  States 
have  made  their  selection,  and  actually 
put  together  their  plans,  that  EPA  has 
some  say  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
plan  is  adequate,  and  actually  address- 
es the  problem. 

I  think  that  is  a  workable  com- 
promise, but  I.  like  the  gentleman,  re- 
serve  the   right   to  continue   to  work 


with  the  gentleman  through  the  con- 
ference to  make  sure  that  we  have  this 
thing  tied  down  properly,  where  the 
balance  is  respective  between  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
would  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  amendment  as  it  is  before  the 
House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
to  address  the  Clean  Water  Act  legislation. 
After  careful  examination  of  the  committee  bill, 
H.R.  961,  and  the  Boehlert  substitute,  I  have 
decided  to  support  H.R.  961  on  final  passage. 
Though  I  do  not  agree  with  every  provision,  I 
believe  it  is  an  improvement  on  current  law 
and  addresses  many  of  the  specific  problems 
that  my  constituents  have  identified  in  the 
Clear  Water  Act.  It  makes  the  Clean  Water 
Act  more  flexible  and  less  prescnptive  and  ad- 
dresses a  number  of  regulatory  issues  of  con- 
cern to  me. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  is  widely  regarded  as 
one  of  the  Nation's  most  successful  environ- 
mental laws  in  terms  of  cleaning  up  dirty 
water.  I  am  pleased  at  the  level  of  cleanup  in 
Ohio  generally  and  m  my  district  specifically. 
One  beneficiary  has  been  the  Little  Miami 
River,  Ohio's  first  State  and  national  scenic 
nver,  which  runs  through  my  district.  Although 
the  Little  Miami  is  considered  to  be  an  excep- 
tional warmwater  habitat,  it  has  one  of  the 
highest  volumes  of  treated  sewage  pumped 
into  it.  The  water  quality  has  improved  over 
the  last  decade  in  part  because  fewer  pollut- 
ants are  being  discharged  from  these  treat- 
ment plants  along  the  river.  And  this  is  in  part 
due  to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  However,  prob- 
lems with  the  act  itself  persist. 

H.R.  961  works  to  address  some  of  the 
problems  that  the  Ohio  EPA  recently  identified 
regarding  the  cleanliness  of  the  Little  Miami 
River.  One  of  the  ma)or  threats  to  the  Little 
Miami  includes  increased  stormwater  runoff.  In 
1987,  Congress  charged  the  EPA  with  imple- 
menting a  specific  permit  program  for 
stormwater  discharges  from  industhal  sources 
and  municipalities.  The  permit  program  has  re- 
sulted in  the  creation  of  one  of  the  most  bur- 
densome unfunded  Federal  mandates  in  his- 
tory. It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  time 
and  time  again  by  local  governments.  I  have 
been  told,  for  example,  that  a  permit  applica- 
tion alone  can  cost  over  $600,000  to  prepare. 
Compliance  costs  could  be  in  the  billions  by 
requiring  stormwater  to  meet  fishable  and 
swimmable  quality  standards  without  taking 
into  account  the  sudden,  short-term  nature  of 
storms.  The  EPA's  own  estimate  of  costs  to 
municipalities  to  comply  with  the  current 
stormwater  permitting  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  is  between  $3.4  and  $5.3  bil- 
lion annually. 

It  is  evident  that  these  wet-weather  flows 
are  not  amenable  to  traditional  end-of-pipe. 
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command  and  control  regulatory  approaches. 
Attempts  to  impose  these  controls  on  wet- 
weather  flows  have  led  to  regulations  that  re- 
quire results  that  are  only  achievable  at  an 
enormous  cost.  Accordingly,  the  current  law 
has  been  unable  to  effectively  address  the 
problems  with  this  type  of  pollution. 

H.R.  961  would  essentially  convert  the  cur- 
rent stormwater  permit  program  into  a 
nonpoint  source  management-type  program. 
Nonpoint  source  discharges  include 
stormwater  and  runoff  from  farm  fields, 
streets,  and  other  areas.  The  new  bill  requires 
States  to  develop  stormwater  management 
programs  within  4  years  and  to  meet  the  goal 
of  attainment  of  water  quality  standards  for 
stormwater  within  15  years  of  program  ap>- 
proval.  To  meet  that  goal,  States  have  the 
flexibility  to  target  receiving  waters  and 
sources  of  stormwater  discharges.  State  con- 
trols begin  with  pollution  prevention  plans  and 
may  proceed  to  general  and  site-specific  per- 
mits as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the 
State. 

By  returning  this  program  to  the  States, 
Ohio  can  adopt  a  program  that  will  best  elimi- 
nate stormwater  pollution.  Currently,  a  one- 
size-fits-all  approach  exists,  which  in  many 
cases  does  not  provide  the  best  solutions  for 
communities  along  the  Little  Miami  River  and 
every  other  river  in  Ohio.  Flexibility  is  nec- 
essary to  achieve  the  greatest  environmental 
benefits  from  scarce  resources.  I  believe  that 
States  working  with  local  communities  are 
simply  better  equipped  to  address  these  prob- 
lems. 

Regarding  the  larger  problem  of  nonpoint 
source  pollution,  the  bill  adds  to  and  improves 
upon  current  law.  NonpxDint  source  pollution  is 
believed  to  account  for  more  than  half  of  all 
remaining  pollution  nationwide.  Although  Con- 
gress attempted  to  address  nonpoint  source 
pollution  in  1987,  there  is  more  that  Congress 
can  and  should  do.  For  example,  H.R.  961 
provides  grants  for  preparing  reports  and  man- 
agement programs  in  addition  to  grants  for  im- 
plementing programs — under  current  law. 
These  are  new  Federal  grants  to  address  spe- 
cific problems.  The  share  of  a  project  which 
may  be  funded  by  grants  is  also  increased 
from  60  to  75  percent.  Finally,  it  requires 
States  to  resubmit  management  programs 
every  5  years.  Should  a  State  fail  to  submit  a 
program,  the  EPA  is  directed  to  prepare  and 
implement  one  for  the  State. 

I  do  want  to  note  that  I  am  disappointed  that 
the  House  adopted  an  amendment  to  strike  a 
provision  in  the  bill  that  would  have  authonzed 
$500  million  annually  for  a  new  State  revolving 
loan  fund  program  to  reduce  nonpoint  source 
pollution.  I  opposed  this  amendment  when  it 
was  considered  by  the  House.  I  believe  these 
funds  would  have  helped  to  reduce  some  of 
the  problems  that  we  are  currently  facing  with 
nonpoint  source  pollution. 

In  addition,  H.R.  961  works  to  eliminate 
many  of  the  unfunded  mandates  that  exist  m 
current  law.  These  provisions  are  in  the  spirit 
of  H.R,  5,  the  unfunded  mandates  bill  I  spon- 
sored that  are  overwhelmingly  approved  by 
the  House  and  Senate  earlier  this  year  and 
signed  into  law  by  the  President. 

During  the  debate  in  the  House  earlier  this 
year  on  unfunded  Federal  mandates  (H.R.  5), 
the  Clean  Water  Act  was  mentioned  again  and 


again  as  imposing  particularly  burdensome 
mandates  on  State  and  local  governments. 
Because  H.R.  5  did  not  address  retroactively 
the  impact  of  mandates  that  are  currently  in 
effect  and  does  not  apply  to  reauthonzations 
until  next  year.  Congress  did  not  have  the  op- 
fXJrtunity  to  strike  any  mandates  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  H.R.  961  gives  us  that  opportunity. 

Among  other  things.  H.R.  961  gets  at  the 
mandate  problem  by  authorizing  increased 
funding  for  several  important  clean  water  pro- 
grams. For  example,  grants  for  State  revolving 
funds  would  be  authorized  at  $2.5  billion  an- 
nually for  the  next  5  years,  compared  with  the 
current  appropnation  of  $1.2  billion.  This  is  a 
significant  clean  water  financial  burden  that  is 
lifted  from  the  shoulders  of  States. 

H.R.  961  also  includes  two  provisions  that  I 
supported  in  the  Contract  With  America — cost- 
benefit  analysis  and  takings.  H.R.  961  inserts 
greater  consideration  of  cost  into  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  Current  law  does  not  expressly  in- 
clude analysis  of  cost  effectiveness  of  water 
quality  standards.  In  the  past  decade,  the  cost 
to  our  citizens  of  complying  with  environmental 
regulations  has  risen  dramatically.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  each  household  spends  $1,500  per 
year  on  environmental  protection.  Approxi- 
mately one-third  of  these  costs  are  attnbutable 
to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Although  many  regu- 
lations perform  a  valuable  function,  the  cost  of 
some  regulations  simply  outweighs  the  bene- 
fits. With  resources  of  this  magnitude  being 
obligated  to  protect  our  Nation's  water  quality, 
It  is  extremely  important  that  policymakers 
have  information  that  Is  based  on  sound  sci- 
entific analyses  of  potential  risks  to  public 
health  and  the  environment.  In  addition,  the 
costs  of  proposed  Clean  Water  Act  regulations 
must  be  weighed  against  their  benefits  before 
they  are  promulgated.  Through  cost-benefit 
and  nsk  analysis,  H.R.  961  helps  to  eliminate 
problematic  regulations  and  focus  our  limited 
resources  on  the  most-pressing  environmental 
problems. 

I  also  support  the  concept  of  takings  wnicn 
is  part  of  H.R.  961.  The  current  wetlands  pro- 
gram has  resulted  in  serious  infnngements  on 
private  property  nghts.  It  is  estimated  that  75 
percent  of  wetlands  m  the  United  States  are 
located  on  private  property.  H.R.  961  requires 
the  Government  to  compensate  individuals  for 
an  amount  equivalent  to  the  diminution  in 
value  if  a  Federal  agency  diminishes  the  fair 
market  value  of  property  by  20  percent  or 
more.  Twenty  percent  may  be  too  low,  but  the 
concept  is  sound.  If  the  diminution  is  more 
than  50  percent,  the  Federal  Government  is 
required  to  buy  the  affected  portion  of  the 
property. 

I  have  only  touched  on  some  of  the  high- 
lights of  H.R.  961.  Although  H.R.  961  is  not  a 
perfect  bill,  I  believe  it  will  lead  to  improved 
water  policy  in  the  United  States  in  a  respon- 
sible and  efficient  and  more  flexible  manner, 
and  will  help  maintain  the  high  quality  of  our 
Nation's  water  as  we  move  into  the  next  cen- 
tury. 

Ms.  ESHOO.  I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
H.R.  961,  the  so-called  Clean  Amendments  of 
1995. 

When  Republicans  talked  about  a  rising  tide 
lifting  all  boats,  they  did  not  say  how  polluted 
the  tide  water  would  be.  Yet  enactment  of  this 
legislation  would  repeal  or  weaken  key  sec- 


tions of  one  of  the  most  successful  envirorv 
mental  laws  on  the  books. 

I  have  fought  hard  in  the  past  to  strengthen 
the  Clean  Water  Act  to  further  protect  our 
coasts  and  fragile  estuaries.  This  bill  does 
nothing  to  strengthen  current  law — indeed.  il  is 
harmful  in  a  number  o(  ways  II  deregulates  50 
percent  of  existing  wetlands,  repeals  the 
coastal  zone  nonpoint  pollution  program,  re- 
moves secondary  treatment  requirements  in 
certain  ocean  waters,  eliminates  storm  water 
permit  requirements,  and  exempts  pwint- 
source  dischargers. 

In  a  recent  editorial,  the  San  Francisco 
Chronicle  called  it  the  Polluters  Revenge  Act 
of  1995,  claiming  it  was  written  by  the  very  in- 
terests the  law  was  intended  to  regulate  It  the 
people  of  this  country  were  at  the  table  when 
it  was  drafted,  we  would  have  a  completely 
different  bill.  The  American  people  want  to  be 
able  to  drink  and  swim  m  clean  water  and 
H.R.  961  does  nothing  to  achieve  these  goals. 

In  sum,  the  bill  reverses  more  than  20  years 
of  progress  m  fighting  water  pollution.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  what  should  be 
called  the  Dirty  Water  Amendments  of  1995. 

Mr,  LEVIN,  Mr,  Chairman.  I  rise  m  opposi- 
tion to  H.R,  961  This  bill  does  not  deserve  the 
title  Its  authors  have  given  it.  Unfortunately, 
H.R.  961  IS  no  Clean  Water  Act 

It  IS  a  cornucopia  of  special  interest  loop- 
holes, waivers,  and  exemptions  that  weaken 
the  Clean  Water  Act  at  a  time  when  we  should 
be  strengthening  it. 

We  should  be  building  on  the  two  decades 
of  progress  we  have  made  cleaning  up  our 
Nation's  lakes,  rivers,  and  streams.  Instead  of 
making  the  Clean  Water  Act  work  better  lor 
the  American  people,  H.R.  961  makes  it  easi- 
er for  polluters  to  pollute. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  is  not  a  perfect  law. 
Any  statute  of  this  scope  and  complexity  will 
never  be  immune  from  shortcomings.  As  we 
had  the  expenence  ot  implementing  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  certain  problems  have  come  to  the 
surface.  Even  if  action  on  these  problems  is 
overdue,  this  cannot  be  an  excuse  for  steps 
that  threaten  to  undermine  our  Nation's  com- 
mitment to  clean  water. 

Where  there  are  problems,  we  should  cor- 
rect them.  For  example,  most  of  us  agree  that 
existing  wetlands  regulation  are  needlessly 
burdensome  and  m  need  of  reform  But  H.R. 
961  IS  not  about  reform.  Instead  of  fixing  the 
wetlands  provisions,  H  R,  961  redefines  most 
wetlands  out  of  existence, 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the  effect 
this  bill  would  have  on  the  Great  Lakes.  My 
State  of  Michigan  has  the  toughest  pollution 
standards  in  the  region.  For  6  years,  the 
States  in  our  region  have  been  working  on  a 
bipartisan  basis  with  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  on  the  Great  Lakes  Initiative 
[GLIj. 

The  GLI  IS  a  program  established  m  1990  to 
ensure  that  all  States  withm  the  Great  Lakes 
basin  have  uniform  water  quality  standards. 
The  Great  Lakes  Initiative  is  a  carefully  bal- 
anced compromise  that  has  been  subjected  to 
extensive  scientific  scrutiny  and  rigorous  cost- 
benefit  analysis.  It  incorporates  significant 
State  flexibility.  Wide  consultation  with  effected 
industnes  and  the  public  led  to  significant  revi- 
sions and  lower  costs. 

H.R.  961  undermines  the  fundamental  pur- 
pose of  the  Great  Lakes  Initiative  by  giving 
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States  more  discretion  to  ignore  the  Federal 
requirement  for  strong,  uniform  standards. 
Without  uniform  rules.  Great  Lakes  States,  like 
Michigan,  with  strong  environmental  standards 
will  continue  to  lose  jobs  to  neighbors  with 
looser  standards.  We  should  not  water  down 
this  critical  program. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  has  the  strong  support 
of  the  American  people.  Today  we  are  debat- 
ing an  extreme  bill  that  would  turn  back  the 
clock  on  two  decades  of  environmental 
progress.  H.R.  961  deserves  to  be  defeated. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  m  strong 
opposition  to  H.R.  961,  the  so-called  Clean 
Water  Act  of  1995.  The  bill's  proponents 
would  have  us  t)elieve  that  it  simply  reauthor- 
izes the  onginal  Clean  Water  Act,  with,  per- 
haps, a  bit  of  fine-tuning.  I  hope  that  the 
Amencan  people  can  see  clearly  that  this  bill 
goes  far  beyond  fine-tuning,  would  bring  to  a 
screeching  halt  further  improvements  in  our 
water  quality,  and  would  allow  for  backsliding 
on  the  important  progress  we  have  already 
made  toward  cleaner  water. 

The  onginal  Clean  Water  Act,  enacted  in 
1972  to  clean  up  our  Nation's  badly  polluted 
nvers,  lakes,  and  hartxjrs,  is  one  of  the  most 
successful  environmental  laws  on  the  tx)0ks 
today.  But  all  that  is  about  to  change.  With 
H.R.  961,  the  new  Republican  majonty  in  Con- 
gress would  gut  the  current  law,  rolling  back 
water  quality  standards,  allowing  industries  to 
pollute  more,  not  less,  and  leaving  taxpayers 
to  foot  the  bill  to  clean  up  the  mess. 

While  the  bill  purports  to  respond  to  some 
mystenous  mandate  from  the  people  for  regu- 
latory reform,  recent  polls  have  shown  that  76 
percent  of  Americans  think  clean  water  laws 
need  to  be  strengthened,  not  weakened.  It  is 
clear  that  H.R.  961  responds  to  industry  inter- 
ests, not  the  people's  mandate. 

H.R.  961  will  result  in  backsliding  on  water 
quality,  by  letting  industries  seek  waivers  al- 
lowing them  to  dump  toxics  and  other  wastes 
to  municipal  wastewater  treatment  plants  not 
allowed  under  current  law.  To  preserve  the 
same  level  of  water  quality,  these  toxics  would 
have  to  be  removed  at  the  treatment  facility,  at 
the  taxpayer's  expense.  In  addition,  H  R.  961 
lets  States  downgrade  the  designated  use  of 
a  body  of  water,  so  that  a  lake  or  river  could 
be  subject  to  a  lower  standard  of  water  quality 
than  it  is  today.  Finally,  the  bill  will  allow  in- 
dustrial polluters  to  undertake  vaguely  defined 
pollution  prevention  activities  instead  of  com- 
plying with  the  water  quality  standards  in  cur- 
rent law. 

H.R.  961  devastates  our  wetlands  protection 
program.  Under  this  bill,  which  includes  a  new 
and  highly  unscientific  method  of  defining  and 
classifying  wetlands,  two-thirds  of  our  Nation's 
wetlands  would  be  defined  nght  out  of  exist- 
ence. And  many  of  the  remaining  wetlands  will 
receive  less  protection  than  under  current  law. 
Finally,  the  Government  will  have  to  pay  land- 
owners to  preserve  wetlands  on  their  property, 
even  when  protection  of  the  wetland  increases 
the  overall  value  of  the  property.  Again,  the 
taxpayer  pays.  Wetlands  are  important  be- 
cause they  filter  and  punfy  water,  act  as 
sponges  during  storms  to  reduce  flood  dam- 
age, and  provide  valuable  ecosystems  lor 
many  plant  and  animal  species.  We  already 
have  lost  more  than  half  our  Nation's  wet- 
lands; we  must  provide  adequate  protection 
for  the  wetlands  that  remain. 


H.R.  961  fails  to  make  progress  in  the  one 
area  where  progress  is  needed  most.  Polluted 
run-oti  from  farms,  mduslnal  facilities,  and  city 
streets — called  non-point  source  pollution — is 
the  most  important  source  of  water  pollution 
remaining  today.  H.R.  961  tells  States  to  de- 
velop programs  to  make  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  bnnging  the  non-point  source 
pollution  problem  under  control  but  does  not 
require  such  programs  to  be  enforced.  In  addi- 
tion, the  bill  allows  for  delays,  possibly  of  as 
long  as  nearly  two  decades,  in  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  voluntary  initiatives.  This  provision 
could  have  a  devastating  impact  on  our  multi- 
billion  dollar  fishing  and  tounsm  industnes.  In 
New  England,  our  fishermen  already  are  suf- 
fering due  to  declining  stocks,  and  are  cur- 
rently seeking  disaster  relief.  H.R.  961  will 
only  exacerbate  the  difficulties  faced  by  our 
fishermen. 

We  must  not  allow  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
be  gutted.  It  is  an  extremely  important  and 
successful  statute  that  has  been  largely  re- 
SfXDnsible  for  cleaning  up  many  of  our  Nation's 
waters.  In  Boston,  we  once  had  the  notoriety 
of  having  the  filthiest  hartxjr  in  America. 
Thanks  to  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and  an  enor- 
mous commitment  on  the  part  of  Massachu- 
setts residents,  the  Boston  Harbor  is  cleaner 
now  than  it  has  been  m  decades.  Surely  we 
cannot  go  back  to  the  dirty  water  days  after  all 
that  we  have  contnbuted  to  get  to  where  we 
are  now. 

Many  of  us  can  still  remember  the  days 
when  open  pipes  led  into  our  streams  and 
lakes,  spewing  forth  all  kinds  of  toxics  and  pol- 
lutants. In  most  communities,  those  days  are 
gone  because  of  Ihe  Clean  Water  Act.  But  the 
job  IS  not  done.  Unfortunately,  over  40  percent 
of  our  Nation's  waters  are  still  not  fishable  or 
swimmable.  We  must  continue  working  to  en- 
force tough  clean  water  standards  to  protect 
the  health  and  safety  of  every  American.  As 
the  tragic  1993  Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in 
Milwaukee  plainly  demonstrated,  our  water  is 
not  yet  too  clean,  we  do  not  have  too  many 
wetlands,  and  our  fish  are  not  too  safe  to  eat. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no" 
on  H.R.  961  and  say  "yes "  to  clean  water. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  con- 
tinue to  debate  H.R.  961,  there  is  a  need  to 
clarify  some  of  the  bill's  provisions. 

One  of  the  provisions,  included  in  my  en 
bloc  amendments,  modifies  the  goals  con- 
tained in  section  101  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
It  clanfies  that  the  act  should  not  unneces- 
sanly  restnct  outdoor  recreational  activity  and 
other  socially  beneficial  activities.  A  related 
provision  in  title  VIII  of  the  bill  addresses  out- 
door recreational  activities. 

The  amendments  I  am  submitting  to  H.R. 
961  included  m  the  chairman's  amendments 
will  clarify,  among  other  things,  that  the  Clean 
Water  Act  is  intended  by  Congress  to  benefit 
society  and  not  unreasonably  restrict  outdoor 
recreational  activity. 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  several  law- 
suits have  recently  been  brought  claiming  that 
certain  recreational  activities  conducted 
around  water  require  permitting  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  These  lawsuits  have  be- 
come an  invitation  to  judicially  expand  the 
Clean  Water  Act  beyond  what  Congress  ongi- 
nally  enacted.  These  lawsuits  may  be  a  sham 
effort  to  shut  down  rightful  outdoor  recreation. 
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specifically  hunting  and  the  shooting  sports. 
The  Clean  Water  Act  was  not  designed  to  re- 
quire NPDES  permits  under  section  402  or 
wetlands  dredge  and  fill  permits  under  section 
404  as  a  condition  of  enjoying  our  traditional 
outdoor  recreational  activities.  My  amendment 
makes  clear  that  the  act  was  not  intended  to 
be  abused  in  the  manner  employed  in  certain 
lawsuits. 

Another  regulatory  provision  relates  to 
waste  treatment  systems  for  concentrated  ani- 
mal feeding  operations  [CAFO's].  Section  401 
clarifies  that  an  existing  CAFO  that  uses  a 
natural  topographic  impoundment  or  structure 
on  the  effective  date  of  this  act,  which  is  not 
hydrologically  connected  to  any  other  waters 
of  the  United  States,  as  a  waste  treatment 
system  or  wastewater  retention  facility  may, 
for  purposes  of  this  act,  continue  to  use  that 
natural  topographic  feature  for  waste  storage 
regardless  of  its  size,  capacity,  or  previous 
use. 

Some  of  H.R.  961 's  funding  provisions  need 
additional  clarification,  as  well.  The  bill  does 
not  specify  any  set-asides  or  allocations  off 
the  top  for  section  106  moneys.  Our  intent 
however,  is  that  one-half  of  1  percent  or 
$500,000 — whichever  is  greater — should  be 
allocated  to  the  Association  of  State  and  Inter- 
state Water  Pollution  Control  Administrators 
for  assistance  in  administering  programs  for 
the  prevention,  reduction,  and  elimination  of 
pollution  and  to  serve  as  the  State  liaison 
forum  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  on  policy  development. 

Administration  of  the  funding  provided  in 
section  102(d)  also  needs  clarification.  Section 
102(d)  of  H.R.  961  authonzes  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  EPA  to  make  grants  to  the  States 
for  planning,  design,  and  construction  of  pub- 
licly owned  treatment  wori<s  in  rural  commu- 
nities of  3,000  people  or  less  which  are  se- 
verely economically  disadvantage.  The  com- 
mittee report  states  the  committee's  intention 
to  work  closely  with  the  Administrator  to  de- 
velop appropriate  criteria  regarding  severely 
economically  disadvantaged.  I  wish  to  clarify 
that  the  committee  considers  eligible  commu- 
nities as  those  having  a  per  capita  income  of 
no  more  than  80  percent  of  the  national  aver- 
age and  an  unemployment  rate  of  1  percent  or 
more  above  the  national  average. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  insert  the  following  commu- 
nication for  the  RECORD: 

May  16,  1995. 
Hon.  Bud  Shuster. 
Ckairman. 
Hon.  NOR.M  MlNET.\. 

Ranking  Minority  Member.  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives.  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Gentlemen:  We  write  this  letter  in 
response  to  the  debate  on  H.R.  961  that  took 
place  last  Thursday  evening.  May  9.  1995.  in 
which  Representative  Laughlin  offered  a  sub- 
stitute amendment  to  that  offered  by  Rep- 
resentative Emerson  regarding  section  401  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act. 

It  is  indeed  unfortunate  that  we  were  not 
given  the  opportunity  to  review  the  amend- 
ment prior  to  its  introduction,  as  we  believe 
that  our  input  may  have  proved  valuable  in 
the  ensuing  discussion. 

We  wish  to  state  now  for  the  record  that 
we  believe  states  should  have  the  authority 
to  determine  the  quality  of  the  waters  with- 
in the  state.  As  we  have  consistently  main- 
tained, we  do  not  believe  any  amendments  to 
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section  401  are  warranted;  and  we  cannot 
support  the  amendment  to  section  401  that 
was  adopted  last  Thursday  evening. 

The  adopted  amendment  would  have  the 
following  adverse  repercussions; 

The  amendment  takes  from  states  the  au- 
thority to  determine  the  water  quality  of 
state  waters,  and  improperly  gives  such  au- 
thority to  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  (FERC)  for  hydroelectric 
projects  located  within  the  state. 

The  amendment  reverses  PUD  No.  1  of  Jef- 
fereon  County  v.  State  of  Washington  De- 
partment of  Ecology,  otherwise  known  as 
the  Tacoma  case,  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  affirmed  that  section  401  authorizes 
states  to  impose  conditions  in  water  quality 
certifications  to  ensure  that  discharges  from 
federally  licensed  activities  comply  with 
state  law. 

The  amendment  causes  inequities  between 
state  licensed  activities  which  must  comply 
with  state  law,  and  hydroelectric  projects 
which  FERC  may  exempt  from  state  law. 

The  amendment  will  likely  spawn  signifi- 
cant litigation  regarding  its  implementation 
and  how  agencies  are  to  interpret  presump- 
tions of  validity. 

In  sum,  we  believe  that  section  401  strikes 
the  appropriate  balance  between  state  and 
federal  authority  over  state  water  quality, 
and  that  no  amendment  to  section  401  is  nec- 
essary. We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
share  our  views  with  you. 
Sincerely. 
Governor  Mike  Lowry.  Chair.  Committee 
on   Natural    Resources.   National   Gov- 
ernors' Association. 
Governor     Michael     O.     Leavitt,     Chair. 

Western  Governors'  Association. 
Tom    Udall.    Attorney    General    of   New 

Mexico. 
Governor  Terry  E.  Branstad.  Vice  Chair. 
Committee  on  Natural  Resources.  Na- 
tional Governors'  Association. 
Governor     E.     Benjamin     Nelson.     'Vice 
Chair.  Western  Governors'  Association. 
Christine  O.  Gregolre.  Attorney  General 
of  Washington. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  in 
strong  opposition  to  HR  961.  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  of  1995.  I  believe  this  title 
is  a  misnomer  as  this  bill  wilt  dramatically  un- 
dermine the  progress  we  have  made  over  the 
past  20  years  in  cleaning  up  the  Nation's  wa- 
ters, improving  public  health,  and  furthenng 
economic  development.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  against  this  measure  to  send  a  strong 
signal  that  the  House  will  not  turn  back  the 
clock  on  environmental  protection. 

The  Clean  Water  Act,  signed  into  law  in 
1972,  IS  arguably  our  most  successful  environ- 
mental protection  statute.  When  it  was  passed 
more  than  two  decades  ago,  the  majonty  of 
our  waters  were  otf-limits  to  swimming  and 
fishing,  toxic  pollutants  and  sewage  were  dis- 
charged almost  at  will,  and  m  extreme  cases, 
certain  bodies  of  water  were  so  fouled  that 
they  actually  caught  fire.  Many  communities 
nationwide  were  not  served  by  sewage  treat- 
ment plants  and  many  that  were  had  anti- 
quated systems  which  failed  to  protect  public 
health.  Companies  were  able  to  discharge 
toxic  pollutants,  including  some  which  cause 
cancer,  directly  into  our  nvers,  lakes,  and 
streams.  Finally,  wetlands  were  being  filled  in 
and  drained  at  a  rate  of  approximately 
450,000  acres  per  year  with  subsequent  ad- 
verse impacts  on  fish,  wildlife,  and  bird  popu- 
lations, water  quality,  and  flood  control. 


Over  the  past  23  years  we  have  made  tre- 
mendous progress  in  addressing  these  and 
other  water  quality  issues.  Nearly  twice  as 
many  people  are  served  by  modern  sewage 
treatment  plants  today  than  in  1972.  Annually 
900  million  tons  of  sewage  are  not  discharged 
into  our  lakes,  streams,  and  rivers.  Under  the 
State  Revolving  Fund  program  and  a  previous 
grant  program,  the  Federal  Government  has 
invested  $66  billion  in  sewage  treatment  plant 
construction  and  upgrades.  Investment  m  sew- 
age treatment  has  made  fundamental  im- 
provements in  public  health  for  millions  of 
American  citizens.  More  than  1  billion  pounds 
of  toxic  pollutants  are  removed  yearly  from 
waters  discharged  by  companies  and  other 
entities  which  utilize  them. 

Twice  as  many  bodies  of  water  meet  their 
designated  uses  today  than  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act.  These  water  quality  improve- 
ments have  expanded  recreational  opportuni- 
ties, opened  multimillion-dollar  shellfish  beds 
to  harvest,  and  brought  tourists  back  to  com- 
munities along  our  coasts.  Finally,  Ihe  Clean 
Water  Act  has  helped  to  cut  wetland  losses  al- 
most in  half.  Currently,  the  lower  48  States 
have  about  10  percent  of  the  wetlands  that  ex- 
isted in  the  late  1700's.  While  wetlands  have 
a  "bad  rap"  m  this  body,  which  I  believe  is 
completely  unfounded  and  used  for  political 
expediency,  they  provide  vital  habitat  to  a  myr- 
iad of  fish,  wildlife,  and  bird  species,  improve 
water  quality  by  filtering  out  organic  and  non- 
organic contaminants,  and  serve  valuable 
flood  control  functions  without  the  need  for 
costly  levees,  dikes,  and  dams 

While  we  have  made  tremendous  progress 
over  the  past  two  decades,  problems  remain. 
More  than  one-third  of  our  waters  do  not  meet 
their  designated  uses.  Thousands  of  miles  of 
nvers  and  acres  of  lakes  are  off-limits  to  swim- 
ming and  fishing.  Sewage  treatment  facilities 
in  many  communities  remain  inadequate  and 
often  discharge  raw  sewage  directing  into  our 
waterways  during  storms.  Pathogens  m  sew- 
aqe  poses  a  senniis  threat  to  public  health.  In- 
effective sewage  treatment  also  results  in  ex- 
cessive nutrients  being  added  to  our  waters 
which  cause  algae  blooms,  deplete  oxygen 
content,  and  adversely  attect  shell-  and  fin-fish 
and  manne  habitat.  Nonpomt  source  pollution 
accounts  lor  at  least  half  of  our  remaining 
water  pollution  problems.  Wetlands  continue  to 
disappear  at  rate  of  250,000  acres  per  year. 
As  a  result,  certain  migratory  bird  populations 
and  species  of  fish  have  suffered  and  flooding 
has  been  exacerbated.  In  fact,  some  believe 
that  the  devastating  flooding  in  the  Midwest  in 
1993  could  have  been  mitigated  if  wetlands 
had  not  been  filled  or  drained  to  grow  crops  or 
for  sites  for  housing  developments.  The  bot- 
tom line  IS  that  we  have  a  long  way  to  go  and 
should  not  be  passing  legislation  which  will 
turn  the  clock  back  to  the  1960's. 

I  have  numerous  concerns  with  H.R.  961 
and  will  touch  on  the  most  significant  ones.  I 
am  especially  concerned  about  the  effects  this 
bill  will  have  on  water  quality  m  coastal  com- 
munities. My  district  borders  Long  Island 
Sound,  which  is  a  vital  economic  and  environ- 
mental resource  for  my  State  of  Connecticut. 
Connecticut  has  invested  tens  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  cleaning  up  the  sound  m  an  effort  to 
improve  public  health,  fisheries,  tounsm,  and 
quality  of  life  lor  our  residents.  The  Environ- 
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mental  Protection  Agency  [EPA],  New  York 
and  Connecticut  have  spent  the  past  10  years 
and  $11  million  conducting  a  comprehensive 
study  of  the  problems  facing  the  sound.  Last 
fall,  the  agency  and  the  States  approved  a 
comprehensive  conservation  and  management 
plan  [CCMP]  which  sets  forth  a  schedule  to 
implement  specific  measures  for  remediating 
water  quality  problems  and  restonng  the 
sound  to  health  status.  H  R.  961  threatens  to 
completely  urvjermine  these  efforts  and  invest- 
ments. 

It  would  repeal  section  6217  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  which  re- 
quires coastal  States  to  develop  enforceable 
programs  to  control  nonpomt  discharges  which 
impair  coastal  waters  Nonpomt  source  con- 
tamination IS  the  greatest  threat  to  our  coastal 
waters  and  is  partially  responsible  for  thou- 
sands of  beach  closures  each  year  and  con- 
taminated shelfish  and  finfish  (xjpulations. 
Beach  closures  and  shell-  and  fm-fish  bans 
cost  local  economies  millions  of  dollars  each 
year  when  tourists  can't  go  to  the  beach  and 
fish  products  can't  t>e  harvested  and  soW. 
Connecticut  is  the  second  leading  producer  of 
oysters  m  the  United  States  with  annual  sales 
tietween  S40  and  $50  million  and  tounsm 
pumps  nearly  $4  billion  into  my  States  econ- 
omy. Repealing  section  6217  does  not  make 
good  environmental  or  economic  sense  for  my 
State  or  any  other  coastal  State. 

The  assistant  commissioner  of  Connectrcut's 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP) 
has  wntten  me  to  express  his  strong  op)post- 
tion  to  the  committee's  action.  While  he  admits 
section  6217  is  not  perfect,  he  firmly  believes 
that  repeal  is  completely  counterproductive 
The  committee's  action  is  even  more  egre- 
gious when  one  considers  that  the  Coastal 
States  Organization  submitted  a  proposal  to 
reform  section  6217  to  the  committee.  The 
CSO  proposal  represented  a  compromise  de- 
veloped by  the  States,  but  was  cast  aside  by 
the  committee.  Without  a  program  which  ap- 
proximates section  6217  Connecticut's  efforts 
to  reduce  nonpomt  contamination  of  Long  Is- 
land Sound  will  be  senously  undermined. 

Unfortunately,  the  outlook  for  the  sound  gets 
bleaker  when  one  considers  the  provisions  of 
section  309  relating  to  secondary  treatment 
According  to  the  EPA.  secondary  treatment, 
which  removes  oxygen-depleting  nulnents  as 
well  as  toxic  contaminants  from  wastewater, 
has  played  a  substantial  role  m  improving 
water  quality  across  the  Nation  over  the  last 
20  years.  Secondary  treatment  is  especially 
important  for  communities  along  Long  Island 
Sound  because  it  is  plagued  by  severe  hy- 
poxia during  the  summer  months.  HypxDxia  is 
a  state  of  low  dissolved  oxygen  m  the  water 
which  adversely  affects  fish  populations  and 
marine  habitat.  The  t>est  way  to  eliminate  hy- 
poxia IS  to  reduce  the  input  of  excess  nutn- 
ents,  such  as  nitrogen  and  phosphorous  Sec- 
ondary treatment  is  one  of  the  most  eflective 
methods  of  reducing  nutrient  loading. 

Connecticut  has  84  treatment  plants,  all  of 
which  employ  secondary  treatment.  In  tact,  25 
plants,  or  about  25  percent  of  the  total,  em- 
ploy advanced  treatment  to  reduce  nitrogen 
loading  more  dramatically  Under  section  309 
ol  H.R.  961.  coastal  or  other  communities  with 
fewer  than  20.000  residents  would  be  exempt 
from  secondary  treatment  requirements  it  a 
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treatment  works  will  provide  an  adequate  level 
of  protection  to  receiving  waters.  The  bill  does 
not  define  "adequate  level"  and  I  am  very 
concerned  that  this  exemption  will  seriously 
undermine  our  efforts  to  improve  water  quality 
In  the  sound. 

In  Connecticut.  52  plants  could  be  allowed 
to  discontinue  secondary  treatment  under  this 
section.  This  would  bnng  little,  if  any,  savings 
to  the  ratepayers  because  these  plants  cur- 
rently utilize  secondary  treatment  technology. 
At  the  same  time,  it  will  exacertjate  hypoxia 
(Which  will  adversely  affect  the  fishing,  aqua- 
culture,  and  tourism  industnes.  These  effects 
will  cost  my  State  millions  of  dollars  m  the 
short  term  and  many  millions  more  over  the 
long  run  tjecause  Long  Island  Sound  cleanup 
will  become  more  costly.  This  provision  is  tiad 
for  the  environment,  the  economy,  and  tax- 
payers in  my  State. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  effects  of 
loosening  pretreatment  standards  for  the  dis- 
charge of  toxic  pollutants  to  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  [POTW).  The  Clean  Water 
Act  establishes  uniform  national  requirements 
that  certain  highly  toxic  pollutants,  which  can- 
not be  effectively  treated  by  POTW's  or  which 
adversely  affect  the  operation  of  such  works. 
must  be  treated  by  those  entities  discharging 
them  to  reduce  their  negative  impacts  prior  to 
releasing  wastewaters  containing  these  con- 
taminants to  the  POTW.  This  requirement 
guarantees  that  every  community  will  receive 
a  similar  level  of  protection  from  toxic  pollut- 
ants. 

Under  H.R.  961,  uniform  requirements 
would  be  replaced  by  a  system  which  would 
allow  individual  treatment  works  to  reduce 
pretreatment  standards  if  those  standards 
dnve  up  administrative  costs.  This  would  cre- 
ate a  hodgeixxJge  of  standards  within  States 
and  watersheds  and  undermine  rational  water 
pollution  control  policy.  Furthermore,  this  pro- 
vision shifts  the  costs  of  controlling  toxic  pol- 
lutants from  entities  producing  those  pollutants 
to  the  ratepayers  at  the  POTW.  !t  is  very  hkely 
that  these  toxics  will  ultimately  adversely  affect 
the  operations  of  the  POTW  and  the  rate- 
payers will  be  left  with  the  bill. 

While  nonpoint  source  pollution  is  respon- 
sible for  at  least  one-half  of  our  remaining 
water  pollution  problems,  H.R.  96 1  fails  to 
tackle  this  important  issue.  The  provisions  of 
section  319  effectively  postpone  the  date  of 
compliance  with  nonpoint  source  controls  for 
15  years.  Moreover,  compliance  may  never 
have  to  be  achieved  because  the  section  pro- 
vides yearly  extensions  of  compliance  dead- 
lines for  every  year  that  Congress  fails  to  ap- 
propnate  every  dollar  authorized  by  this  sec- 
tion. While  I  believe  that  Congress  should  do 
Its  level  best  to  provide  funding  to  States  to 
assist  with  compliance,  it  is  unreasonable  to 
provide  extensions  if  Congress  falls  Si  short 
of  the  authonzed  level.  I  believe  this  provision 
IS  even  more  unreasonable  when  one  consid- 
ers that  Congress  has  done  a  relatively  good 
job  in  providing  States  with  substantial  funding 
to  improve  water  quality.  This  provision  ren- 
ders compliance  deadlines  meaningless. 

The  nsk  assessment  and  cost-benefit  analy- 
sis portions  of  this  bill  are  tilted  toward  pollut- 
ers and  will  undermine  public  health.  Federal 
agencies  will  be  required  to  conduct  lengthy 
and  unproven  nsk  assessment  reviews  of  vir- 


tually every  regulatory  action  which  could  cost 
more  than  $25  million.  These  reviews  will  add 
substantial  layers  of  bureaucracy  and  delay 
timely  action  to  address  health  concerns.  In 
addition,  the  cost-lienelit  portion  of  the  bill  is 
weighted  toward  assessing  the  economic  and 
social  costs  of  complying  with  a  requirement 
but  makes  no  mention  of  assessing  the  bene- 
fits to  society  from  environmental  protection. 
Moreover,  the  bill  does  not  provide  an  exemp- 
tion from  these  onerous  requirements  to  allow 
the  EPA  to  respond  quickly  to  an  imminent 
threat  to  public  health  or  the  environment. 
These  provisions  are  merely  an  attempt  to  gut 
environmental  protection  through  backdoor 
maneuvers. 

Finally,  the  wetlands  portion  of  the  bill  will 
open  much  of  our  remaining  wetlands  to  un- 
controlled filling,  draining,  and  development.  If 
these  provisions  are  enacted,  many  species  of 
fish  and  wildlife  will  be  pushed  toward  extinc- 
tion, water  quality  will  suffer,  and  flooding  will 
worsen.  As  a  result,  the  American  people  will 
be  forced  to  pay  more  for  clean  water,  flood 
insurance  premiums  will  increase,  and  our 
quality  of  life  will  suffer. 

In  spite  of  all  the  talk  by  my  Republican  col- 
leagues atxjut  the  need  to  use  "good  science" 
when  developing  environmental  regulations, 
this  portion  of  the  bill  has  no  connection  to 
good  science  whatsoever.  The  bill  proposes  to 
designate  wetlands  as  class  A,  B,  or  C  with 
class  A  receiving  the  highest  degree  of  protec- 
tion, class  B  less  protection,  and  class  C  could 
be  develofied  at  will.  The  cntena  to  be  used 
to  classify  wetlands  is  arbitrary  as  well.  For 
example,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  can  only 
designate  a  portion  of  land  as  class  A  wet- 
lands if  it  consists  of  10  or  more  contiguous 
acres  of  land  and  there  is  unlikely  to  be  any 
other  overnding  public  use  for  that  land.  Wet- 
lands should  receive  protection  based  on  the 
ecological  value  and  not  because  protection  is 
convenient  because  someone  doesn't  tielieve 
the  land  can  be  developed  under  any  cir- 
cumstances. Moreover,  the  bil!  stipulates  that 
no  more  than  20  percent  of  the  wetlands  clas- 
sified by  the  Secretary  may  be  classified  as 
class  A.  This  IS  a  baseless  cutoff  designed  to 
subjugate  ecological  considerations  to  the  de- 
sire of  developers  to  have  unrestncted  access 
to  as  much  land  as  possible. 

In  addition,  the  protections  for  class  A  and 
B  wetlands  can  be  weakened  considerably 
under  the  bill  if  they  are  not  economically 
practicable  or  if  the  wetlands  are  located  in  a 
State  with  substantial  conserved  wetlands. 
The  exemption  based  on  a  State  having  wet- 
lands conserved  by  the  Federal  Government 
completely  disregards  the  fact  that  wetlands 
serve  important  local  functions  which  are  com- 
pletely separate  from  the  benefits  provided  by 
wetlands  clear  across  the  State.  Once  again, 
short-term  economic  considerations  are  given 
precedence  while  the  long-term  interests  of 
the  majority  of  Amencans  are  pushed  aside. 

Finally,  development  can  take  place  in  class 
C  wetlands  without  a  permit.  The  skewed  clas- 
sification requirements  of  this  bill  work  to  win- 
now as  many  acres  of  wetlands  toward  class 
C  designation  as  possible.  This  bill  falsely  as- 
sumes that  small  wetlands  or  those  that  are  in 
highly  developed  areas  serve  no  significant 
function.  This  couldn't  Ije  further  from  the 
truth.    In   fact,   small   wetlands   in   developed 


areas  provide  cntical  habitat  lor  birds,  ducks, 
and  wildlife,  help  to  recharge  the  groundwater, 
and  act  to  purify  runoff  from  surrounding 
areas.  These  wetlands  should  receive  a  high 
degree  of  protection  rather  than  be  opened  up 
to  unchecked  development.  Moreover,  18  dif- 
ferent activities,  including  building  logging 
roads,  cleanng  rights-of-way,  and  just  about 
any  infrastructure  project  whatsoever  in  a 
State  with  substantial  consen/ed  wetlands,  are 
specifically  exempt  from  any  restrictions  gov- 
erning activities  in  wetlands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  961  should  be  defeated 
for  the  reasons  I  have  enumerated  here  and 
many  others.  Most  significantly,  this  is  a  bad 
bill  for  the  people  of  my  State  who  would  see 
years  of  hard  work  and  tens  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars literally  go  down  the  drain.  The  Connecti- 
cut River  would  once  again  be  fouled  by  sew- 
age and  our  efforts  to  restore  Long  Island 
Sound  would  be  dealt  a  tremendous  blow.  The 
costs  of  cleaning  up  pollution  would  be  trans- 
ferred from  polluters  to  the  Amencan  public. 
Public  health  will  be  compromised,  recreation 
opportunities  lost,  and  the  economic  growth 
will  be  stymied  in  countless  communities  na- 
tionwide. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  will 
reverse  the  significant  progress  we  have  made 
under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  For  the  first  time 
in  25  years,  our  water  is  expected  to  become 
dirtier  instead  of  cleaner.  We  may  well  be  re- 
turning to  a  time  when  our  rivers  catch  fire,  we 
cannot  swim  and  fish  in  our  lakes,  and  human 
health  is  jeopardized  by  toxic  chemicals  In  our 
water. 

It  IS  no  secret  that  the  House  Republican 
leadership  worked  hand  In  hand  with  the 
chemical  companies  and  other  special  inter- 
ests to  draft  a  bill  littered  with  loopholes  for 
polluters  and  developers.  The  bill  includes  a 
mynad  of  exemptions  and  waivers  for  industry 
which  will  significantly  increase  water  pollution. 
It  also  removes  approximately  50  percent  of 
wetlands — which  provide  a  natural  water  filter- 
ing system — from  Federal  protection.  It  is 
deeply  disturbing  that  the  attack  on  the  envi- 
ronment that  was  so  prevalent  In  the  Contract 
With  America  has  now  reached  into  environ- 
mental successes  like  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

I  am  pleased  that  this  bill  reauthorizes  funds 
for  the  State  revolving  loan  fund  that  helps 
towns,  like  rural  towns  in  my  State  of  Vermont, 
upgrade  their  sewage  treatment  facilities.  It 
also  authorizes  funds  to  help  these  same 
towns  clean  up  agricultural  pesticide  runoff. 
Unfortunately,  in  today's  environment  of  cut- 
backs I  am  seriously  concerned  that  these 
needed  funds  will  not  become  a  reality.  I 
strongly  urge  the  appropnators  to  fully  fund 
these  programs  so  that  small  rural  towns  can 
meet  their  environmental  responsibilities. 

I  am  deeply  disappointed  that  the  House  re- 
jected an  amendment  which  included  these 
important  authorizations  and  linked  them  with 
meaningful  relief  from  unnecessarily  burden- 
some regulations.  Instead  the  House  is  con- 
sidenng  a  bill  that  gives  Industry  free  rein  to 
pollute  our  watenways  and  developers  the  nght 
to  develop  our  ecologically  important  wetlands. 

Mr.  BUYER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  support 
the  bipartisan  committee-passed  version  of 
H.R.  961. 

One  message  that  the  Amencan  public  has 
made  clear — one  message  that  this  Congress 


has  seen  fit  to  heed  m  passing  several  pieces 
of  legislation  this  year — has  been  the  fact  that 
this  Nation  has  entered  an  era  in  which  new 
approaches  and  local  flexibility  are  needed  to 
provide  lasting  solutions  to  our  Nation's  great- 
est problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  continues  the  great 
traditions  of  the  leaders  of  the  Republican 
Party  who  made  the  protection  of  the  environ- 
ment and  natural  resources  a  top  priority — 
Presidents  such  as  Teddy  Roosevelt  and 
Richard  Nixon.  This  bill  not  only  reaffirms  the 
importance  of  the  1972  Clean  Water  Act  and 
preserves  its  successes,  it  significantly  uf>- 
dates  that  historic  legislation  to  meet  the  water 
quality  needs  and  circumstances  of  this  Nation 
in  1995  and  beyond. 

As  many  members  have  explained  through- 
out this  debate,  our  State  and  local  commu- 
nities are  now  well-equipped,  and  in  most 
cases,  better  equipped,  to  devise  and  imple- 
ment solutions  to  the  expensive  point  source 
and  nonpoint  source  pollution  problems  within 
their  communities.  H.R.  961.  as  it  stands  now. 
gives  the  Stale  and  local  governments  the 
flexibility  and  authonty  they  need  to  implement 
those  solutions.  Solutions,  mind  you.  that  will 
improve  our  communities'  water  quality  both 
more  quickly  and  at  less  cost. 

Let  me  share  a  couple  of  examples  of  par- 
ticular problems  in  my  district  which  will  great- 
ly benefit  from  passage  of  the  committee- 
passed  H.R.  961.  In  a  rural  town  in  my  district, 
Francesvllle.  IN,  a  major  wastewater  treatment 
facility  construction  project  which  will  greatly 
Improve  the  quality  of  water  for  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  people  along  the  watershed,  was  de- 
layed. This  delay  lasted  more  than  2  years 
due  to  a  concern  that  the  plant  would  Interfere 
with  less  than  1  acre  of  a  man-made  pit  which 
environmental  officials  had  determined  to  be  a 
wetland. 

Another  example  in  my  backyard  illustrates 
how  small  communities  throughout  Indiana  are 
struggling  to  meet  complex  Federal  require- 
ments which  are  financially  prohibitive.  H.R. 
961  seeks  to  loosen  these  types  of  regulatory 
constraints  on  small  communities  which  have 
the  effect  of  actually  hindering  their  ability  to 
improve  their  water  quality.  My  hometown  of 
Buffalo,  IN,  which  has  a  population  of  250  Is 
undertaking  a  sewer  system  construction 
which  will  Improve  the  water  quality  on  the 
Tippecanoe  River  and  Lakes  Shafer  and  Free- 
man. Unfortunately,  they've  been  bitten  by 
these  same  regulatory  restnctions  that  hinder 
their  ability  to  use  new  and  Innovative  tech- 
nology like  constructed  wetlands  treatment  fa- 
cilities. The  impact  could  not  only  be  the 
delays  they  now  face  in  construction,  but  local 
sewer  bills  could  soar  from  a  projected  $35 
per  month  to  reach  $90  per  month. 

As  If  that  Isn't  clear  enough,  I  have  another 
example  of  the  impact  of  current  law  and  en- 
forcement on  municipalities  and  small  commu- 
nities. Approximately  5,000  people  reside  in 
Rensselaer,  IN.  They  have  a  $3.5  million 
sewer  treatment  facility  serving  their  commu- 
nity. The  city  of  Rensselaer  was  informed  by 
regulators  that  they  are  not  in  compliance  and 
must  conduct  combined  sewer  overflow  [CSO] 
monitoring.  They  learned  that  it  was  estimated 
to  cost  each  person  In  the  town  $1,000  per 
year.  This  translates  into  nearly  $5  million  in 
costs  to  implement  this  CSO  Program,  nearly 


twice  the  amount  it  costs  to  build  the  entire 
sewer  treatment  facility,  all  just  to  monitor  and 
not  treat  the  water. 

My  final  story  shows  the  inability  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  without  clear  definitions  and 
political  accountability,  to  provide  simple,  ef- 
fective, and  cost-efficient  solutions  to  the  situ- 
ations families,  farmers,  businesses,  and  com- 
munities face.  A  Cass  County  farmer  m  my 
district  had  less  than  one-quarter  of  an  acre  of 
ground  in  the  middle  of  a  farm  field  deter- 
mined as  a  wetland.  Despite  the  fact  that  he 
could  potentially  have  profited  only  $20  annu- 
ally from  farming  the  area,  Federal  regulators 
slapped  him  with  over  $300,000  in  fines  and 
lost  benefits.  Yet,  as  if  it  isn't  enough,  under 
the  current  law,  he  could  have  sold  this  land 
to  any  number  ot  retailers,  such  as  Wal-Mart, 
who  could  have  paved  this  wetland  and  made 
it  part  of  a  partying  lot  without  any  penalties  or 
fines  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  reiterate  that 
these  are  not  Isolated  instances.  We  must 
continue  and  follow  up  on  the  bipartisan  mes- 
sage which  was  sent  to  not  only  State  and 
local  governments,  but  also  the  Federal  regu- 
lators. We  must  encourage  flexible,  common- 
sense  rationality  to  our  regulatory  policies. 

For  instance,  title  VIM  of  H.R.  961  estab- 
lishes a  new  Federal  wetlands  policy  by  re- 
placing the  current  section  404  of  CWA  with 
comprehensive  new  language  to  regulate  the 
discharge  of  dredge  and  fill  materials  into  U.S. 
waters  and  wetlands,  as  well  as  the  drainage, 
channelization,  and  excavation  of  wetlands. 
For  the  first  time  in  legislation,  this  bill  estat>- 
llshes  a  procedure  for  both  classifying  and  de- 
lineating wetlands,  directing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  issue  classification  regulations 
and  delineation  rules  within  1  year  of  enact- 
ment. It  outlines  application  procedures  for 
persons  seeking  to  undertake  activities  in  wet- 
lands, as  well  as  property  owners  who  seek  a 
determination  of  whether  a  wetland  exists  on 
their  property,  and  provides  for  judicial  review. 
Thus,  H.R.  961  provides  for  greater  certainty 
and  expedited  procedures  to  applicants.  This 
provision  Is  comparable  to  legislation  I  co- 
sponsored  last  year  to  address  wetlands  is- 
sues. 

This  bill  modifies  the  list  of  exempt  activities 
In  order  to  clarify  the  intent  of  Congress  where 
agency  and  court  decisions  have  resulted  in 
broader  regulations  than  intended.  H.R.  96i 
includes  the  following  to  those  activities  al- 
ready exempted  by  the  act:  First,  maintenance 
and  emergency  reconstruction  of  facilities  for 
flood  control,  water  supply,  reservoirs,  utility 
lines,  and  transportation  structures;  second, 
farming  activities  such  as  constructing  stock 
ponds.  Irrigation  canals,  and  drainage  ditches: 
third,  activities  to  enhance  aviation  safety. 
such  as  clearing  vegetation  that  obscures  a 
control  tower's  view  of  the  runway  approach; 
and  fourth,  activities  that  are  consistent  with  a 
State-approved  land  management  plan  ap- 
proved by  the  Army  Secretary,  as  well  as  a 
few  other  limited  activities. 

It  IS  also  extremely  Important  to  note  that 
H.R.  961  is  consistent  with  the  provisions 
bipartisanly  passed  by  this  Cor>gress  under 
H.R.  925.  In  doing  so.  this  bill  requires  that 
property  owners  who  have  their  property  value 
diminished  by  20  percent  or  more  as  a  result 
of  a  Federal  agency  wetlands  management 


action  must  be  compensated  by  the  Goverrv 

ment  for  that  amount. 

H.R.  961  provides  not  only  flexibility  with  the 
reiteration  ol  regulatory  reforms  and  just  com- 
pensation, but  It  also  authorizes  billions  ol  ad- 
ditional dollars  for  State  and  local  govern- 
ments to  priontize  solutions  and  utilize  ad- 
vanced technologies.  I  support  the  common- 
sense  bipartisan  solution  H.R.  961  provides. 

Mr.  DEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr  Chairman.  I  nse 
today  in  support  ol  H.R.  961.  The  Clean  Water 
Amendments  o(  1995,  a  commonsense  af>- 
proach  to  improving  our  Nation's  water. 

Since  last  summer.  I  have  been  part  of  the 
bipartisan  effort  to  improve  upon  the  existing 
Clean  Water  Program.  I  felt  back  then,  as  I  do 
today,  that  we  must  give  States  and  localities 
greater  flexibility  and  responsibility  to  deal  with 
water  quality  matters. 

H.R.  961  IS  a  sharp  departure  from  the  cur- 
rent Federal,  top-down  approach  to  one  that 
gives  State  and  local  water  quality  ofticials 
more  flexibility  and  resources  to  address  local 
problems.  It  recognizes  that  we  have  entered 
a  new  era  of  (Xjllution  control  which  requires 
new  and  innovative  approaches  to  deal  with 
pollution  control,  not  rigid  Federal  standards. 
This  IS  why  the  bill  is  supported  by  representa- 
tives from  State  and  local  government  officials 
including  the  National  Governor's  Association. 
the  Association  of  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad- 
ministrators, the  Association  of  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  Agencies,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  National  Association  of  Counties,  and 
National  League  of  Cities. 

This  bill  provides  for  much  needed  reforms 
in  the  wetlands  area.  It  addresses  horror  sto- 
nes like  the  one  in  Muncie,  IN,  where  an  80- 
year-old  farmer  who  had  farmed  his  land  all 
his  life,  like  his  grandfather  and  lather  belore 
him,  accidently  broke  a  water  pipe  and  flooded 
his  field.  The  Government  informed  him  he 
could  no  longer  farm  his  land  t>ecause  it  was 
a  wetland.  H.R.  961  sets  forth  a  dear  and 
workable  plan  for  American  agnculture  while 
protecting  our  most  cntical  wetlands. 

It  also  addresses  the  pfobiems  in  our  Ua- 
tion's  stormwater  program.  The  current  permit 
process  is  costly  for  local  communities  that  on 
the  average  must  spend  over  $600,000  simply 
to  complete  the  required  application  process. 
H.R.  961  reforms  this  broken  system  by  giving 
States  more  regulatory  flexibility  to  deal  with 
stormwater  problems. 

H  R.  961  provides  for  unprecedented  levels 
of  funding  to  address  water  quality  challenges. 
It  includes  $15  billion  for  State  revolving  loan 
funds,  $1  billion  for  State  nonpwint  programs, 
$750  million  for  State  program  grants,  and 
$250  million  for  unsewered  and  rural  areas. 

In  short,  I  believe  the  bill  prepares  us  for  a 
third  decade  of  clean  water  It  provides  lor 
commonsense  reform  while  ensunng  we  have 
clean  water.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  tor 
H.R.  961. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  In 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  (Mr.  Laughlin]. 

This  amendment  is  intended  to  lesoive  a 
potentially  serious  conflict  t>etween  two  Fed- 
eral statutes:  the  Federal  Power  Act,  which 
gives  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion [FERC]  the  authonty  to  regulate  hydro- 
electnc  generation  faalitles;  and  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  which  regulates  water  quality  relat- 
ed to  such  facilities. 
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Being  from  the  West.  I  have  always  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  States'  rights.  State  and 
local  governments,  m  my  opinion,  generally 
have  a  better  perspective  on  local  needs  and 
desires  than  the  bureaucrats  m  Washington 
do.  So  I  generally  have  a  fairly  negative  view 
of  measures  which  would  take  away  from  the 
power  of  the  States. 

This  amendment  lakes  on  this  very  difficult 
Issue  in  the  conflict  between  the  Clean  Water 
Act  and  the  Federal  Power  Act.  The  current 
situation  IS  not  a  positive  one.  with  an  unclear 
division  of  final  decisionmaking. 

As  chairman  of  the  Energy  and  Power  Sub- 
committee, It  IS  clear  to  me  that  a  clear  deci- 
sionmaking process  is  needed.  The  electric 
power  generated  by  a  hydro  proiect  can  often 
serve  several  States,  over  several  hundred 
miles  of  transmission  lines.  Clearly,  it  is  the 
role  and  the  respxansibility  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  ensure  that  this  interstate  system 
works  efficiently  and  reliably. 

Under  the  Federal  Power  Act.  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  is  tasked  with 
this  role.  It  makes  sense  that,  as  with  any 
other  issue  affecting  FERC  licensing.  Clean 
Water  Act  decisions  would  also  be  subject  to 
a  process  by  which  FERC  would  exercise  its 
authonties  in  a  consistent  manner. 

This  amendment,  I  believe,  accomplishes 
this  objective.  It  retains  a  strong  role  for  State 
involvement.  I  could  not  support  the  amend- 
ment if  I  thought  the  case  were  otherwise.  It 
also  clears  up  the  current  fog  which  exists  be- 
tween FERC  and  the  States,  and  comports 
Clean  Water  Act  decisions  with  the  clear  intent 
of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  I  urge  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment. 


Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WALKER)  having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr. 
MclNNis,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill.  (H.R.  961)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  140.  he  reported 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  an 
amendment  adopted  by  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole?  If  not,  the  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  .MR    BONIOR 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  am.  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  recom- 
mit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  BoNioR  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure with  instructions  to  report  it  back 
to  the  House  promptly  with  the  following 
changes: 

With  standards  for  the  discharge  of  indus- 
trial pollution  into  water  no  move  lax  than 
those  which  exist  today; 

With  water  pollution  prevention  and  con- 
trol protections  no  less  than  those  which 
exist  today  for  public  water  supplies  which 
are  used  for  drinking; 

With  a  report  on  this  bill  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  which  complies  with 
section  101  of  Public  Law  104-4.  the  "Un- 
funded Mandates  Reform  Act  of  1995".  as 
such  section  would  otherwise  be  in  effect  on 
January  1.  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  BONIOR]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Amer- 
ican people  want  us  to  make  this  Gov- 
ernment work  better. 

But  they  do  not  want  us  to  turn  back 
20  years  of  progress  on  clean  water. 

They  do  not  want  us  to  turn  back  20 
years  of  progress  on  safe  drinking 
water. 

But  that  Is  exactly  what  this  bill  be- 
fore us  today  does.  There  is  a  reason 
why  the  Baltimore  Sun  calls  this  bill 
"the  Polluters  Protection  Act." 

Because  it  stops  20  years  of  progress 
dead  in  its  tracks. 

How  do  you  think  the  American  peo- 
ple would  feel  If  they  knew  that  this 
bill  allowed  raw  sewage  to  be  dumped 
just  1  mile  off  our  shores? 

How  do  you  think  they'd  feel  if  they 
knew  that  this  bill  weakens  the  safe- 
guards we've  put  in  place  to  make  sure 
our  drinking  water  is  safe? 

How  do  you  think  they'd  feel  if  they 
knew — as  USA  Today  pointed  out  just 
yesterday— that  this  bill  "dramatically 
eases  requirements  on  industrial  waste, 
urban  runoff,  and  sewage  treatment 
*  *  *  and  permits  more  waivers  for 
pouring  pollution  into  lakes  and  riv- 
ers." 

Mr.  Speaker,  have  we  all  forgotten 
Milwaukee? 

Have  we  all  forgotten  the  100  people 
who  died  in  1993— and  the  400.000  people 
who  got  sick— when  a  deadly  toxin 
called  cryptosperidium  infiltrated  Mil- 
waukee's drinking  water? 

Do  we  want  to  go  back  to  the  days  of 
Love  Canal— and  poisoned  fish,  when 
Lake  Erie  was  dead— and  the  Cuyahoga 
River  was  so  polluted  it  actually 
caught  on  fire? 

I'm  certain  the  American  people 
don't  want  to  go  back.  And  they  can't 
seem  to  understand  why  we'd  pass  a 
bill  that  makes  it  easier  to  pollute  the 
water  we  all  need  to  survive. 

Why?  Because  a  few  corporations  op- 
pose the  safeguards  we  have  now? 


Because  a  few  special  interests  op- 
pose the  tough  anti-pollution  protec- 
tions on  the  books  now? 

Is  that  any  reason  to  put  safe  drink- 
ing water  at  risk? 

Let  me  ask  this:  Does  anybody  really 
believe  these  people  are  looking  out  for 
the  public  interest  and  public  safety 
first? 

This  bill  Is  the  ultimate  example  of 
putting  the  fox  in  charge  of  the  hen 
house.  Not  only  does  it  let  the  pollut- 
ers off  the  hook— it  actually  let  them 
write  the  bill. 

I  have  here  a  memo,  a  copy  of  a 
memo  that  the  committee  itself  sent 
out  to  lobbyists  and  special  Interests. 
A  memo  Inviting  them  to  help  write 
the  bill. 

It  says,  and  I  quote,  "we  encourage 
you  to  work  together  to  Identify  out- 
standing issues  and  to  formulate  your 
proposals  for  addressing  them."  The 
following  groups  have  agreed  to  take 
the  lead  for  this  front  work. 

Do  you  think  these  people  had  the 
public  Interest  in  mind? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  can  do  a  lot 
better.  And  that's  what  this  motion  to 
recommit  is  all  about. 

This  motion  insists  on  three  things: 

First,  that  we  keep  environmental 
standards  strong  and  don't  allow 
rollbacks  for  industrial  polluters; 

Second,  that  we  keep  drinking  water 
safe; 

And  third,  that  in  improving  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  we  don't  pass  along 
any  costs  to  the  States  that  we  don't 
pay  for  first. 

In  other  words,  we're  simply  asking 
that  the  Clean  Water  Act  be  allowed  to 
live  up  to  its  name — and  build  on  the 
progress  we've  made  the  past  20  years. 

Today,  over  60  percent  of  our  water- 
ways are  clean— and  drinking  water  is 
safe. 

But  we've  still  got  a  lot  of  work  left 
to  do — and  we  can't  afford  to  turn  the 
clock  back  now. 

We  can  never  forget — that  in  the 
end — even  though  we  have  many  dif- 
ferences as  Americans; 

We  all  drink  the  same  water; 

We  all  swim  in  the  same  lakes; 

We  all  depend  on  the  same  water  to 
cook  with,  to  clean  with,  and  to  bathe 
in. 

And  we  all  have  an  Interest  In  seeing 
our  water  remain  safe  and  clean. 

But  I  would  remind  all  of  you  here 
today:  we  may  not  win  this  vote  on  the 
motion  to  recommit — and  we  may  not 
win  the  vote  on  final  passage. 

But  this  is  a  defining  issue  for  our 
Nation. 

And  I  am  confident  that  we  will  have 
more  than  enough  votes  today  to  sus- 
tain a  Presidential  veto. 

In  the  end.  this  vote  comes  down  to 
one  simple  question:  Whose  side  are 
you  on?  Are  you  on  the  side  of  the  spe- 
cial interests — or  are  you  on  the  side  of 
the  American  people? 

Are  you  on  the  side  of  clean  water  for 
ourselves  and  for  the  future — or  do  you 


want  to  roll  the  clock  back?  That's  the 
question. 

I  urge  my  colleagues:  vote  "yes"  on 
the  motion  to  recommit.  Vote  "no"  on 
final  passage. 

D  1730 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  have  heard  on 
this  motion  to  recommit  is  simply 
nothing  more  than  the  same  old  delay- 
ing tactics.  This  motion  if  it  were 
adopted  would  gut  the  bill.  What  we 
have  heard  here  now  is  nothing  more 
than  the  same  old  scare  tactics.  In 
fact,  I  was  somewhat  astonished  to 
hear  our  friend  in  the  well  refer  to  the 
Milwaukee  tragedy  as  an  example  of 
something  that  presumably  the  bu- 
reaucrats could  have  prevented  or 
could  prevent  in  the  future  if  we  were 
somehow  to  adopt  the  blg-govemment 
bill  that  they  would  prefer. 

As  we  all  know,  the  tragedy  in  Mil- 
waukee occurred  because  of  wildlife  In 
the  stream,  because  of  deer  polluting 
the  water,  and  so  I  can  see  apparently 
if  we  follow  through  my  good  friend's 
suggestion  to  its  logical  conclusion 
that  we  will  have  bureaucrats  from 
EPA  out  there  in  Wisconsin  with  lassos 
lassoing  the  deer  to  keep  them  out  of 
the  stream.  It  obviously  simply  does 
not  wash.  This  whole  idea  that  they 
somehow  through  more  government 
and  more  command  control  from  the 
top  on  down  can  somehow  correct  these 
problems  does  not  wash.  Indeed,  we 
have  before  us  an  historic  environ- 
mental bill,  a  sound  environmental 
bill,  a  balanced  environmental  bill. 

I  would  point  out  to  my  friends  that 
as  we  have  worked  through  over  30 
hours  of  debate  on  this  historic  legisla- 
tion, we  have  defended  the  committee 
position  with  overwhelming  votes.  We 
have  reformed  the  wetlands  and  we 
have  defeated  the  weakening  amend- 
ments by  50.  60.  70.  80  votes.  We  have 
reformed  stormwater.  We  have  de- 
feated the  weakening  amendments  by 
60.  70.  80  votes.  We  have  provided  a 
workable  nonpoint  source  program. 
And.  yes,  we  have  provided  flexibility 
to  the  States  and  to  the  localities.  We 
have  created  a  situation  where  a  city 
like  San  Diego  will  not  have  to  spend 
$3  billion  needlessly  which  is  what  the 
EPA  was  attempting  to  force  the  city 
of  San  Diego  to  do  even  though  the 
California  EPA  and  an  eminent  group 
of  scientists  said  that  it  was  unneces- 
sary for  San  Diego. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  the  kinds  of 
reforms  and  improvements  which  have 
been  made  in  this  historic  legislation. 
Yes.  we  have  also  provided  substantial 
funding.  Not  as  much  as  many  of  us 
would  like  to  see,  but  substantial  fund- 
ing so  we  can  continue  with  this  very 
successful  program. 

As  we  move  along  to  conference,  we 
certainly  continue  to  have  an  open 
mind.    If  there   are   other  suggestions 


and  as  we  sit  down  with  Members  of 
the  other  body  for  further  improve- 
ments to  this  legislation,  we  certainly 
will  be  able  to  address  those  Issues  and 
we  will  do  our  very  best  to  do  so. 

I  know  some  Members  have  concerns 
about  the  formula.  You  have  my  com- 
mitment to  work  in  conference  to  fix 
the  formula. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues, they  can  proudly  and 
proenvironmentally  vote  "yes"  on  final 
passage,  vote  "no"  on  this  motion  to 
recommit.  'Vote  "yes"  on  final  passage 
to  pass  this  historic  clean  water  legis- 
lation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  question  is  on  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
Is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas   169,    nays 
256,  not  voting  9.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  336] 
YEAS— 169 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (V«) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bishop 

Boehlert 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FLl 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  iTXi 

Card  in 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (Ml) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fatlah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglielta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Frank  (MAi 


Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gonzalez 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hmchpy 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson.  E  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy (RIl 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lincoln 

LoBioodo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

.Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

.Mascara 

.Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 


Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Molloh&n 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Ot)ey 

Diver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne (VAi 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roukema 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sandera 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Scbumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sbaya 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Spratt 

stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thompson 

Thornton 


Torre* 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacbus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LAI 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bate  man 
Bereuter 
Bevlll 
Bilbray 
Bilirakts 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
BoniUa 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TNi 
Sunn 
Bunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
C^nady 
Castle 
(Thabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
dinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Domao 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields  (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks  (CT) 


Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

NAYS— 256 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelingb'iiysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlaite 

Gordon 

Ckiss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknectat 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Is  took 

Johnson  (C7T) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasicb 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ligbtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mctnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnari 

Montgomery 

Moorbead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 


Woolsey 
Wydeo 
Wynn 
Yates 

Zimmer 


Ney 

Norwood 

Nanle 

Ortli 

Orton 

Oiley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

PetenoD  (FL) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

()uinn 

Radanovlcb 

Ramstad 

Regula 

RISKS 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rolirabacber 

Ros-Letatlnen 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

SaxtoD 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

ScUtr 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Sbuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Speuce 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzio 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

TraXlcant 

Upton 

Vucanovicb 

WaJdholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

WatU  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Whire 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Zelia 


13094 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


NOT  VOTING— 9 
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Bemuui 

Goodling 

Klecika 

Collins  (IL) 

Hilliard 

LipinsicI 

Gephardt 

Hunter 

Peterson  (MM) 

D  1756 

Messrs.  HOLDEN.  TAYLOR  of  Mis- 
sissippi, and  CONTERS  changed  their 
vote  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Camp).  The  question  is  on  the  passage 
of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas   240,    nays 
185.  not  voting  9,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  337] 
YEAS— 240 


AUard 

DeLay 

Johnson.  Sam 

Archer 

Dickey 

Jones 

Armey 

Dooley 

Kasich 

Bachus 

Doolittle 

Kelly 

Baker  (CAi 

Doman 

Kim 

Baker  iL.\' 

Doyle 

King 

Ballenger 

Dreier 

Kingston 

Barcia 

Duncan 

Klink 

Ban- 

Dunn 

KnoUenberg 

Barrett  (J<E) 

Edwards 

Kolbe 

Bartlett 

Emerson 

LaHood 

Barton 

English 

Largent 

Bass 

Er.si«n 

Latham 

Bateman 

Everett 

LaTourette 

Bereuter 

Ewmg 

Laughlin 

Bevill 

Fawell 

Leach 

Bilbray 

Fields  (TX) 

Lewis  iCA) 

Bllirakis 

Flanagan 

Lewis  iKYi 

Bishop 

Foley 

Lightfoot 

Bliley 

Fowler 

Linder 

Blute 

Frank  iMAi 

Livingston 

Boehner 

Franks  (CTi 

Longley 

BoniUa 

Franks  (NJi 

Lucas 

Bono 

Frisa 

Manznllo 

Browder 

Punderburk 

Ma.scara 

Brown  back 

Galle^ly 

McCollum 

Bryant  (TNi 

Ganske 

.McCrery 

Bunn 

Gekas 

McDade 

BuQDing 

Geren 

McHugh 

Burr 

GiUmor 

Mclnnls 

Burton 

Goodlatte 

Mcintosh 

Buyer 

Gordon 

McKeon 

Callahan 

Graham 

Metcalf 

Calvert 

Gutknecht 

Mica 

Camp 

HalKTX) 

Miller  (FLi 

Hamilton 

Molinari 

CbaboC 

Hancock 

Mollohan 

Cliambliss 

Hansen 

Montgomery- 

Chapman 

Hastert 

Moorhead 

Chenoweth 

Hastings  iWA) 

Myers 

Chnstensen 

Hayes 

.Mynck 

Chrysler 

Hayworth 

.Nethercutt 

Clement 

Hefley 

Neumann 

Clinger 

Hefner 

Ney 

Coble 

Heineman 

Norwood 

Cobum 

Herger 

Nussle 

Collins  iGAi 

Hilleary 

Ortiz 

Combest 

Hilhard 

Orton 

Condit 

Hobson 

Oxley 

Cooley 

Hoekstra 

Packard 

Costello 

Hoke 

Parker 

Cox 

Holden 

Pax  on 

Cramer 

Horn 

Peterson  (MNl 

Crane 

Hostettler 

Pickett 

Crapo 

Houghton 

Pombo 

Cremeans 

Hunter 

Portman 

Cubin 

Hutchinson 

Poshard 

Cunningham 

Hyde 

Pryce 

Danner 

Inghs 

Quillen 

de  la  Garza 

Istook 

Quinn 

Deal 

Johnson  (SDl 

Radanovich 

Regula 

Smith  (MI) 

Torkildsen 

Riggs 

Smith  (TX) 

Traficant 

Roberts 

Smith  (WA) 

Upton 

Rogers 

Solomon 

Volkmer 

Rohrabacher 

Souder 

Vucanovich 

Rose 

Spence 

Waldholtz 

Roth 

Steams 

Walker 

Royce 

Stenholm 

Walsh 

Salmon 

Stockman 

Wamp 

Scarborough 

Stump 

Watts  (OK) 

Schaefer 

Talent 

Weldon  (FL) 

Schitr 

Tanner 

Weller 

Seastrand 

Tate 

White 

Shadegg 

Taozin 

Whitfield 

Shaw 

Taylor  (NO 

Wicker 

Shuster 

Tejeda 

Wilson 

Sislsky 

Thomas 

Young  i.-^Ki 

Skeen 

Thomberry 

Young  (FL) 

Skelton 

Tlahrt 
NAYS— 185 

Zeliff 

.^berci*ombie 

Greenwood 

Pastor 

.\ckerman 

Gunderson 

Payne (NJ) 

Andrews 

Gutierrez 

Payne  (VA) 

Baesler 

Hall  (OH) 

Pelosl 

Baldaccl 

Harman 

Peterson  (FL) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Hastings  iFL) 

Petri 

Becerra 

Hinchey 

Pomeroy 

Beilenson 

Hoyer 

Porter 

Bentsen 

Jackson-Lee 

Rahall 

Boehlert 

Jacobs 

Rams  tad 

Bonior 

Jefferson 

Range! 

Borskl 

Johnson  ICT> 

Reed 

Boucher 

Johnson.  E  B 

Reynolds 

Brown  (CA) 

Johnston 

Richardson 

Brown  (FL) 

Kanjorskl 

Rivers 

Brown  (OH) 

Kaptur 

Roemer 

Bryant  (TX) 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Cardin 

Kennedy (RIi 

Roukema 

Castle 

Kennelly 

Roybal-Allard 

Clay 

Kildee 

Rush 

Clayton 

Klug 

Sabo 

Clybum 

LaFalce 

Sanders 

Coleman 

Lantos 

San  ford 

Collins  (MI) 

Lazlo 

Sawyer 

Conyers 

Levin 

Sax  ton 

Coyne 

Lewis  (GA) 

Schroeder 

Davis 

Lincoln 

Schumer 

DeFazio 

LoBlondo 

Scott 

DeLauro 

Lofgren 

Sensenbrenner 

Dellums 

Lowey 

Serrano 

Deutscb 

Luther 

Shays 

Diaz-Balart 

Maloney 

Skaggs 

Dicks 

Man  ton 

Slaughter 

Dingell 

Markey 

Smith  (NJ) 

Dixon 

Martinez 

Spratt 

Doggett 

Martini 

Stark 

Durbin 

Matsul 

Stokes 

Ehlers 

McCarthy 

Studds 

Ehrlich 

McDermott 

Stupak 

Engel 

McHale 

Taylor  (MS) 

Eshoo 

McKinney 

Thompson 

Evans 

McNulty 

Thornton 

Farr 

Meehan 

Thurman 

FatUh 

Meek 

Torres 

Fazio 

Menendez 

Torricelli 

Fields  (LA) 

Meyers 

Towns 

Filner 

Mfume 

Tucker 

Flake 

Miller  (CA) 

Velazquez 

Foglietta 

Mlneta 

Vento 

Forbes 

Mlnge 

Visclosky 

Ford 

Mink 

Ward 

Fox 

Moakley 

Watt(NCi 

Frelinghuysen 

Moran 

Waxman 

Frost 

Morella 

Weldon  (PA) 

Furse 

Murtha 

Williams 

Gejdenson 

Nadler 

Wi.se 

Gibbons 

Neal 

Wolf 

Gilchrest 

Oberstar 

Wyden 

Oilman 

Obey 

Wynn 

Gonzalez 

Olver 

Yates 

Goss 

Owens 

Zimmer 

Green 

Pallone 

NOT  VOTINa-9 

Herman 

Gephardt 

Lipinski 

Brewster 

Goodling 

Waters 

Collins  (IL) 

Kleczka 

Woolsey 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  May  16.  during 
consideration  of  final  passage  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  Reform  Act,  H.R.  961,  I  was  outside 
the  building  and  inadvertently  missed  the  vote. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"Nay." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  my 
unavoidable  absence  for  rollcall  votes  Nos. 
336  and  337,  relating  to  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 
Water  Act  Amendments.  I  had  to  cast  an  im- 
portant vote  in  a  Pennsylvania  primary  elec- 
tion and  could  not  remain  in  Washington. 

Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"Nay"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  336  and  "Aye"  on 
roll  call  vote  No.  337. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
present  and  voted  no  on  rollcall  vote 
No.  337,  final  passage  of  H.R.  961,  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
amendments.  Unfortunately,  due  to  a 
technical  difficulty,  my  vote  was  not 
recorded. 

I  ask  that  the  Record  be  clear  that  I 
voted  on  opposition  to  final  passage  of 
H.R.  961. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks,  and  to 
insert  extraneous  material  in  the 
Record,  on  H.R.  961,  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Camp).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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So  the  bill  was  passed. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  CORRECTIONS  IN  EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  H.R.  961,  CLEAN 
WATER  AMENDMENTS  OF  1995 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  bill,  H.R.  961,  the 
Clerk  be  authorized  to  correct  section 
numbers,  punctuation,  and  cross  ref- 
erences and  to  make  such  other  tech- 
nical and  conforming  changes  as  may 
be  necessary  to  reflect  the  actions  of 
the  House  in  amending  the  bill,  H.R. 
961. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  1158, 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE  AND  RESCISSIONS. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing conference  report  and  state- 
ment on  the  bill  (H.R.  1158)  making 
emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  additional  disaster  assistance 
and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1995.  and  for 
other  purposes: 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  (H.  REPT.  104-124) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
1158)  "making  emergency  supplemental  ap- 
propriations for  additional  disaster  assist- 
ance and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1995.  and  for  other 
purposes,  '  having  met.  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert: 
That  the  foUoKing  sums  are  appropriated,  out 
of  any  money  m  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap- 
propriated, to  provide  emergency  supplemental 
appropriations  for  additional  disaster  assist- 
ance, for  anti-terrorism  initiatives,  for  assist- 
ance m  the  recovery  from  the  tragedy  that  oc- 
curred at  Oklahoma  City,  and  making  rescis- 
sions for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1995,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely 

TITLE  I— SUPPLEMENTALS  AND 
RESCISSIONS 
CHAPTER  I 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE.  RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT.    FOOD   AND   DRUG   AD- 
MINISTRATION.   AND   RELATED    AGEN- 
CIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 
Funds  made  available  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-330  and  subse(iuently 
transferred  to  ■•Nutrition  Initiatives"  are 
transferred  to  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service. 

Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 
For  an  additional  amount  for  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection 
Service,  J9. 082. 000. 

agricultural  stabilization  and 

Conservation  Service 

salaries  and  e.\penses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  salaries  and 

expenses    of   the    Agricultural    Stabilization 

and  Conservation  Service.  $5,000,000. 

Com.modity  Credit  Corporation  Fund 
food  for  progress 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  no  funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration in  excess  of  $50,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1995  (exclusive  of  the  cost  of  commod- 
ities in  the  fiscal  year)  may  be  used  to  carry 
out  the  Food  for  Progress  Act  of  1985  (7 
use.  17360)  with  respect  to  commodities 
made  available   under  section  416(b)  of  the 


Agricultural  Act  of  1949:  Provided.  That  of 
this  amount  not  more  than  $20,000,000  may  be 
used  without  regard  to  section  110(g)  of  the 
Food  for  Progress  .'\ct  of  1985  (7  U.S.C. 
17360(g)).  The  additional  costs  resulting  from 
this  provision  shall  be  financed  from  funds 
credited  to  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 426  of  Public  Law  103-465. 

RvRAL  Electrific.atios  Administration 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATIOS  ASD  TELEPHONE  LOANS 
PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

The  second  paragraph  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-330  (108  Stat.  2441)  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end.  the 
following:  ■'■  Provided.  That  notwithstanding 
section  305(d)(2)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936.  borrower  interest  rates  may  exceed  7  per 
centum  per  year". 

Food  and  S'utrition  Service 

CO.VI.'HODITY  SUPPLEME.VTAL  FOOD  PROGRAM 

The  paragraph  under  this  heading  m  Public 
Law  103-330  (108  Stat.  2441)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end.  the  follow- 
ing: ■':  Provided  further.  That  twenty  per  cen- 
tum of  any  Commodity  Supplemental  Food  Pro- 
gram funds  carried  over  from  fiscal  year  1994 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  costs  of  the 
program". 

General  Provision 
Section  715  of  Public  Law  103-330  is  amended 
by    deleting     "$85,500,000"    and    by    inserting 
■$110,000,000".    The   additional  costs   resulting 
from  this  provision  shall  be  financed  from  funds 
credited  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
pursuant  to  section  426  of  Public  Law  103-^65. 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-330.  $31,000  are  rescinded: 
Provided.  That  none  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  may  be 
used  to  carry  out  activities  under  7  U.S.C.  2257 
without  prior  notification  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations. 

Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and 
commercialization 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m   Public   Law  103  330.  $1,500,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing   in    Public    Law    103-330   and    other   Acts. 
$1,400,000  are  rescinded:  Provided.  That  of  bal- 
ances available  u-ithin  this  account.  $12,678,000 
shall  be  available  for  a  grant  to  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity  for   the   construction    of  the   National 
Suine  Research  Center. 

COOPERATIVE  State  research  Service 

(RESCI.SSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-330.  $1,051,000  are  re- 
scinded, including  $524,000  for  contracts  and 
grants  for  agricultural  research  under  the  Act  of 
August  4.  1965.  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  450i(c)): 
and  $527,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  Coopera- 
tive State  Research  Service  activities:  Provided. 
That  the  amount  of  "$9,917,000"  available  under 
this  heading  in  Public  Law  103-330  (108  Stat. 
2441)  for  a  program  of  capacity  building  grants 
to  colleges  eligible  to  receive  funds  under  the 
Act  of  August  30.  1890.  is  amended  to  read 
"$9,207,000". 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head 
mg  in  Public  Law  103-330  and  other  Acts. 
$2,184,000  are  rescinded. 


ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  HEALTH  INSPECTION  SERVICE 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-330.  $2,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Rural  Development  administration  and 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
rural  housing  insura.nce  fund  program 

ACCOUNT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  a\>ailable  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-330.  $15,500,000  for  the 
cost  of  section  515  rental  housing  loans  are  re- 
scinded. 

LOCAL  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  AND  PLANNING 

GRANTS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-330.  $1,750,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ALCOHOL  FUELS  CREDIT  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  102-341.  $9,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Rural  Electrification  administration 

RURAL  electrification  AND  TELEPHONE  LOANS 

PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-330.  $1,500,000  for  the  cost 
of  5  per  centum  rural  telephone  loans  are  re- 
scinded. 

Food  a.nd  Nutrition  Service 

special  supplemental  food  program  for 

women,  infants,  and  CHILDREN  (WIC) 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-111.  $20,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Foreign  agricultural  Service 
public  la  w  480  program  account 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  10.J-.130,  $40,000,000  fnr  rnm- 
modities  supplied  in  connection   with  disposi- 
tions abroad,  pursuant  to  title  III  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
0/1954.  as  amended,  are  rescinded. 

CHAPTER  II 
DEPARTMENTS  OF  COMMERCE.   JUSTICE. 
AND  STATE.    THE  JUDICIARY.    AND  RE- 
LATED AGENCIES 

RELATED  AGENCIES 
National  Bankruptcy  Review  commission 

(transfer  of  funds) 
For  the  National  Bankruptcy  Review  Commis- 
sion as  authorised  by  Public  Law  103-394. 
$1,000,000  shall  be  made  available  until  ex- 
pended, to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  unobli- 
gated balances  of  the  Working  Capital  Fund  in 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

United  States  Information  agency 
international  broadcasti.mg  operations 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "International 
Broadcasting  Operations".  $7,290,000,  for  trans- 
fer to  the  Board  for  International  Broadcasting 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Office  of  Justice  Programs 
drug  courts 
(recission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing   in    title     VIII    of    Public    Law    103-317. 
$22,100,000  are  rescinded. 
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OUNCE  OF  PREVENTION  COUNCIL 

Under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103-317. 
after  the  word  "grants",  insert  the  following: 
"and  administrative  erpenses".  After  the  word 
"expended",  insert  the  following:  ":  Provided. 
That  the  Council  is  authorized  to  accept,  hold. 
administer,  and  use  gifts,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  facilitating 
the  work,  of  the  Council". 

Geseral  .Admisistration 
workisv  capital  fund 

iRESCISSlOS'i 

Of  the  unobligated  balances  in  the  Working 
Capital  Fund.  S5.500.000  are  rescinded. 
Legal  activities 
assets  forfeiture  fund 
(rescission! 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m   Public   Law  103-317.   i5.00O.0O0  are  re- 
scinded. 
Immigration  and  s.atvralization  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law   103-317.   Sl.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

FEDERAL  Prison  Syste.» 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
iRESCISSIOJt) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  S28.037.0OO  are  re- 
scinded- 

DEPART.\fE.\T  OF  COMMERCE 

National  I.vstitute  of  Standards  and 

Technology 

scientific  AND  TECHNICAL  RESEARCH  AND 

SER  VICES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  S17.0OO.0O0  are  re- 
scinded. 

INDUSTRIAL  TECHNOLOGY  SERVICES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  S16.300.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

CO.\'STRUCTION  OF  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  unobligated  balances  available  under 
this  heading.  S30.000.000  are  rescinded. 

S.\TIONAL  OCE.ANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS.  RESEARCH  AND  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-317.  S24.20O.0OO  are  re- 
scinded. 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  unobligated  balances  available  under 
this  heading.  S15.000.000  are  rescinded. 

GOES  SATELLITE  CO.'^'TINGENCY  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  unobligated  balances  available  under 
this  heading.  S2.50O.0O0  are  rescinded. 

technology  administration 
Under  Secretary  for  Technology/Office  of 
Technology  Policy 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public   Law   103-317.  SI. 750.000  are  re- 
scinded. 
National  Technical  Information  Service 

NT  IS  revolving  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  and  from  offsetting 
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collections    available    in 
SI. 000.000  are  rescinded. 

National  Telecommunications  and 
Information  Administration 

information  infrastructure  grants 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  rruide  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public   Law  103-317.  S4.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Economic  development  administration 
economic  development  assistance  programs 
(rescissions) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Laws  103-75  and  102-368.  S5.250.000 
are  rescinded. 

In  addition,  of  the  funds  made  available 
under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103-317. 
S25.000.000  are  rescinded. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

United  States  Court  of  International 
Trade 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-317.  Sl.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Courts  of  appeals.  District  Courts,  .and 
Other  judicial  Services 

defender  services 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law  103-317,  S9.500.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

FEES  OF  JURORS  AND  COMMISSIONERS 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-317.   S5.0O0.0OO  are  re- 
scinded. 

RELATED  .AGENCIES 
Small  Business  administration 
business  loans  program  account 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law  103-317.  S6.0OO.00O  are  re- 
scinded: Provided.  That  funds  appropriated  for 
grants  to  the  National  Center  for  Genome  Re- 
sources in  Public  Law  103-121  and  Public  Law 
103-317  shall  be  available  to  provide  consulting 
assistance,    information,    and    related    services. 
and  shall  be  available  for  other  purposes,  not- 
withstanding the  limitations  in  said  public  laws. 

LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 
PAYMENT  TO  THE  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 
Public  Law  104-6  is  amended  by  adding  after 
the  word  "rescinded"  in  the  paragraph  under 
the  heading  "Legal  Services  Corporation.  Pay- 
ment to  the  Legal  Services  Corporation.  (Rescis- 
sion)" the  following:  ",  of  which  S4.802.000  are 
from  funds  made  available  for  basic  field  pro- 
grams: S523,000  are  from  funds  made  available 
for  Native  American  programs:  SI. 071.000  are 
from  funds  made  available  for  migrant  pro- 
grams: S709.0OO  are  from  funds  made  available 
for  law  school  clinics:  S31.000  are  from  funds 
made  available  for  supplemental  field  programs: 
S159.000  are  from  funds  made  available  for  re- 
gional training  centers.  S2. 691. 000  are  from 
funds  made  available  for  national  support. 
S2.212.0O0  are  from  funds  made  available  for 
State  support:  S785.0OO  are  from  funds  made 
available  for  client  initiatives.  S160.000  are  from 
funds  made  available  for  the  Clearinghouse. 
S73,000  are  from  funds  made  available  for  com- 
puter assisted  legal  research  regional  centers. 
and  SI. 784.000  are  from  funds  made  available  for 
Corporation  management  and  administration". 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs 
diplomatic  and  consular  programs 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  S2. 250. 000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ACQUISITION  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  BUILDINGS 

ABROAD 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  unobligated  balances  available  under 
this  heading.  S3b.000.000  are  resanded. 

International  Organizations  and 

Conferences 
contributions  for  international 
pe.icekeeping  activities 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-317.  S14.617.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

ARMS  CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  AGENCY 

ARMS  CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-317.  S4.000.000  are  re- 
scinded, of  which  S2.500.0O0  are  from  funds 
made  available  for  activities  related  to  the  im- 
plementation of  the  Chemical  Weapons  Conven- 
tion. 

Board  for  International  Broadcasting 
israel  relay  station 
(rescission) 
From   unobligated   balances   available   under 
this  heading.  S2.000.000  are  rescinded. 

United  States  Infor.uation  Agency 
educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs 
(rescission! 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law  103-317,  S5, 000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

RADIO  CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing. S16.0OO.0O0  are  resanded. 

RADIO  FREE  ASIA 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-317.  S5.000.000  are  re- 
.'icinded. 

CHAPTER  III 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
Corps  of  Engineers — Civil 
general  investig.ations 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-316  and  prior  years'  En- 
ergy   and    Water    Development    Appropriations 
.Acts.  SIO.000.000  are  rescinded. 

CONSTRUCTION.  GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  amounts   made  available   under   this 

heading  in  Public  Law  103-316  and  prior  years' 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 

Acts.  S60.0O0.0OO  are  rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

operation  and  maintenance 

(rescission) 

Of  the  amounts  made  available   under   this 

heading  in  Public  Law  103-316,  SIO.000.000  are 

rescinded 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
Energy  Supply.  Research  and  Development 
activities 
(rescission! 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-316  and  prior  years'  En- 
ergy   and    Water    Development    Appropriations 
Acts.  S74.OO0.0OO  are  rescinded. 

ATo.Mic  Energy  Defense  Activities 

M.ATERIAl^  support  AND  OTHER  DEFENSE 

PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  under  this 
heading  m  Public  Law  103-316.  and  prior  years' 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Acts.  S15.0OO.0O0  are  rescinded. 

Departmental  Administration 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-316.  S20.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Power  Marketing  Administrations 
co.'.'struction.  rehabilitation.  operation  and 
maintenance.  western  area  power  ad.minis- 

TRATION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  under  this 
heading  m  Public  Law  103-316  and  prior  years' 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Acts.  S30.0O0.0O0  are  rescinded. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
AppAL.-iCHiAN  Regional  Commission 

(RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-316.  SIO.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Fund 
{rescission! 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law  103-316.   S5.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

CHAPTER  IV 

FOREIGN  OPERATIONS,  EXPORT 

FINANCING.  AND  RELATED  PROGRAMS 

Bilateral  Economic  A.ssista.we 

FUNDS  appropriated  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

DEBT  RESTRVCTVRINC 

DEBT  RELIEF  FOR  JORDAN 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  as  amended, 
of  modifying  direct  loans  to  Jordan  issued  by 
the  Export-Import  Bank  or  by  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  or  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  or  for  the  cost  of  modifying:  (1) 
concessional  loans  authorised  under  title  1  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1954.  as  amended,  and  (2)  credits 
owed  by  Jordan  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration, as  a  result  of  the  Corporation's  status 
as  a  guarantor  of  credits  in  connection  with  ex- 
port sales  to  Jordan:  as  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a)  under  the  heading.  "Debt  Relief  for 
Jordan",  in  title  VI  of  Public  Law  103-306. 
S275.000.000. 

MULTIL.ATERAL  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZ.ATIONS  AND  PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-306.  S15.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Bilateral  Economic  Assistance 
funds  appropriated  to  the  president 
agency  for  international  developme.\t 
development  assistance  fund 
(resci.ssion) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-306  and  prior  years'  For- 


eign Operations.  Export  Financing  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Acts.  S4 1.300.000  are 
resanded. 

POPULATION.  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-306  and  prior  years'  For- 
eign Operations.  Export  Financing  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Acts.  S19.000.000  are 
resanded. 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND  FOR  AFRICA 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-306  and  prior  years'  For- 
eign Operations.  Export  Finanang  and  Related 
Programs  .Appropriations  Acts.  S21. 000.000  are 
rescinded. 

DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  UNDER  THE  ENTERPRISE 

FOR  THE  AMERICAS  INITIATIVE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  102-391.  S2.400.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ECONOMIC  SUPPORT  FUND 
(RESCISSION! 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-87  and  prior  years'  For- 
eign Operations.  Export  Finanang  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Acts  (excluding  funds 
earmarked  or  otherwise  made  available  to  the 
Camp  David  countries).  S25.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-306  and  prior  years'  For- 
eign Operations.  Export  Finanang  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Acts.  S2.000.000  are  re- 
sanded. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  NEW  INDEPENDENT  STATES 
OF  THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-306  and  prior  years'  For- 
eign Operations.  Export  Financing  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Acts  for  programs  or 
projects  to  or  through  the  government  of  Russia, 
S25,000,000  are  resanded. 

Military  assistance 
funds  appropriated  to  the  president 
peacekeeping  oper.itions 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law   103-306.   S3.0OO.0OO  are  re- 
scinded. 

EXPORT  ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

TRADE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-87  and  Public  Law  103- 
306  and  prior  years'  Foreign  Operations.  Export 
Finanang   and    Related    Programs    Appropria- 
tions Acts,  S4.000.000  are  resanded. 
CHAPTER  V 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  Land  Management 

MANAGEMENT  OF  LANDS  AND  RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  m 
Public  Law  103-332.  S70.OO0  are  re.'sanded.  to  be 
derived  from  amounts  available  for  developing 
and  finalising  Roswell  Resource  .'^lanagement 
Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 
Carlsbad  Resource  .Management  Plan  Amend- 
menV  Environmental     Impact     Statement:    Pro- 


vided, That  none  of  the  funds  made  available  m 
such  Act  or  any  other  appropriations  Act  may 
be  used  for  finalising  or  implementing  either 
such  plan. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  ACCESS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  Public  Law  103-138.  and 
Public  Law  103-381.  S900.000  are  rescinded. 

PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332,  S2,500.000  are  rescinded. 
LAND  ACQUISITION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-381,  Public  Law  103-121,  and 
Public  Law  100-446.  SI. 497, 000  are  rescinded. 
United  States  Fish  and  wildlife  Service 
construction 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  or 
the  heading  Construction  and  Anadromous  Fish 
in  Public  Law  103-332,  Public  Law  103-211,  Pub- 
lic Law  103-138,  Public  Law  103-75,  Public  Law 
102-381,  Public  Law  102-154,  Public  Law  102- 
368,  Public  Law  101-512,  Public  Law  101-121, 
Public  Law  100-446.  and  Public  Law  100-202, 
S12.415.000  are  rescinded. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  m 
Public  Law  103-332.  and  any  unobligated  bal- 
ances from  funds  appropriated  under  this  head- 
ing in  prior  years.  SI. 076.000  are  rescinded. 
National  Biological  survey 
research.  i.nventories,  and  surveys 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  and  Public  Law  103-138, 
S14.549,000  are  rescinded. 

National  Park  Service 
construction 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332  and  any  unobligated  bal- 
ances from  funds  appropriated  under  this  head- 
ing m  prior  years.  S20.890.000  are  rescinded. 

URBAN  PARK  and  RECREATION  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  S7.480.000  are  rescinded. 
LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332  and  any  unobligated  bal- 
ances from  funds  appropriated  under  this  head- 
ing in  prior  years.  S13.634.0OO  are  rescinded. 

Minerals  Management  Service 
royalty  and  offshore  minerals  management 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  axxitlable  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  S514.0O0  are  rescinded. 
Bureau  of  Indian  affairs 
operation  of  indian  programs 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  availcU)le  under  this  heading  in 
Public   Law   103-332.   S4.850.000  are  resanded: 
Provided.    That    the   first    proviso    under    this 
heading  in  Public  Law  103-332  is  amended  by 
striking    "S330.ll  1.000"   and    inserting    in    lieu 
thereof  "S329,361. 000  ". 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332  and  any  unobligated  bal- 
ances from  funds  appropriated  under  this  head- 
ing in  prior  years,  S9.571,000  are  rescinded. 
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INDIAN  DIRECT  LOAN  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  SI. 700.000  are  rescinded. 
TERRITORIAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS 
AD.UINISTRATION  OF  TERRITORIES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  SI. 938. 000  are  rescinded. 
TRUST  TERRITORY  OF  THE  PACIFIC  ISLANDS 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  99-591.  S32.139.00O  are  rescinded. 
COMPACT  OF  FREE  ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  SI. 000.000  are  rescinded. 
DEP.ARTMEST  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  SERVICE 

FOREST  RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  S6.000.000  are  resanded. 
STATE  AND  PRIV.ATE  FORESTRY 
(RESCI.'tSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332  and  Public  Law  103-138. 
S7.800.000  are  resanded. 

INTERN.4TI0NAL  FORESTRY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  S2.0O0.0O0  are  rescinded. 
N.ATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  SI. 650. 000.  are  rescinded 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  Public  Law  103-138  and 
Public  Law  103-381.  S6. 072. 000  are  rescinded: 
Provided.  That  the  first  proviso  under  this 
heading  in  Public  Law  103-332  is  amended  by 
striking  "1994"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"199S". 

LAND  ACQUISITION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public   Law   103-332.   Public   Law   103-138  and 
Public   Law   102-381.   SI. 42^.000   are   rescinded: 
Provided.  That  the  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service 
shall  not  initiate  any  new  purchases  of  private 
land  in    Washington   County.   Ohio  and   Law- 
rence County.  Ohio  during  fiscal  year  1995. 
DEPARTMEST  OF  ENERGY 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  m 
Public  Law  103-332,  S18.100.000  are  rescinded. 

ENERGY  CONSERVATION 
I  RESCISSIONS) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 

Public   Law   103-332.   S35.928.000  are  rescinded 

and  of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 

Public  Law  103-138  S13.70O.0O0  are  rescinded. 

DEPARTMEST  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  Elementary  and  Secondary 

Education 

INDIAN  education 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 

Public  Law  103-332.  S2.0O0.0O0  are  resanded. 

OTHER  REL.4TED  AGE.\C1ES 

Smithsonian  I.\'stitution 

construction  and  i.mproveme.^ts,  national 

ZOOLOGICAL  park 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  102-381  and  Public  Law  103-138. 
Sl.000.000  are  resanded. 


CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  102-154.  Public  Law  102-381.  Public 
Law  102-138.  and  Public  Law  103-332. 
SU. 512.000  are  rescinded. 

National  Gallery  of  art 

repair,  restoration  and  renovation  of 

buildings 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  atxxilable  under  this  heading  m 

Public  Law  103-332.  S407.OOO  are  rescinded. 

John  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing 

ARTS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 

S3.000.000  are  rescinded. 

Woodrow  Wilson  International  Center  for 

Scholars 

salaries  and  expenses 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-332.  SI. 000.000  are  rescinded. 

National  Education  on  the  arts  and  the 

Humanities 

National  Endowment  for  the  Arts 

grants  and  administration 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  m 
Public  Law  103-332.  S5.0O0.000  are  rescinded. 

National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

grants  and  administration 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  available  under  this  heading  m 
Public  Law  103-332.  S5.000.000  are  rescinded 
General  provisions 

Sec.  501.  No  funds  made  available  in  any  ap- 
propriations Act  may  be  used  bu  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
National  Biological  Service,  to  search  for  the 
Alabama  sturgeon  in  the  Alabama  River,  the 
Cahaba  River,  the  Tombigbee  River  or  the  Ten- 
nessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  in  Alabama  or  Mis- 
sissippi. 

Sec.  j02.  (a)  No  funds  available  lu  ihe  Forest 
Service  may  be  used  to  implement  Habitat  Con- 
servation Areas  in  the  Tongass  .National  Forest 
for  species  which  have  not  been  declared  threat- 
ened or  endangered  pursuant  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  except  that  with  respect  to  gos- 
hawks the  Forest  Service  may  impose  interim 
Goshawk  Habitat  Conservation  Areas  not  to  ex- 
ceed 300  acres  per  active  nest  consistent  with  the 
guidelines  utilized  in  national  forests  in  the 
continental  United  States. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  notify  Congress  within 
30  days  of  any  timber  sates  which  may  be  de- 
layed or  canceled  due  to  the  Goshawk  Habitat 
Conservation  Areas  described  in  subsection  (a). 

Sec.  503.  (a)  As  provided  m  subsection  (b).  an 
environmental  impact  statement  prepared  pur- 
suant to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  a  subsistence  evaluation  prepared  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Con- 
servation Act  for  a  timber  sale  or  offering  to  one 
party  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  if  the  Forest 
Service  sells  the  timber  to  an  alternate  buyer. 

(b)  The  provision  of  this  section  shall  apply  to 
the  timber  specified  in  the  Final  Supplement  to 
1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating  Period  EIS  ("1989 
SEIS").  November  1989:  in  the  North  and  East 
Kuiu  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
January  1993:  in  the  Southeast  Chichagof 
Project  Area  Final  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment. September  1992.  and  m  the  Kelp  Bay  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement.  February  1992. 
and  supplemental  evaluations  related  thereto. 


Sec.  504  (a)  Schedule  for  NEPA  Compli- 
ance.—Each  National  Forest  System  unit  shall 
establish  and  adhere  to  a  schedule  for  the  com- 
pletion of  .\'ational  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  analysis  and  deci- 
sions on  all  allotments  withm  the  National  For- 
est System  unit  for  which  NEPA  analysis  is 
needed.  The  schedule  shall  provide  that  not 
more  than  20  percent  of  the  allotments  shall  un- 
dergo .\'EPA  analysis  and  decisions  through  fis- 
cal year  1996. 

(b)  Reissua.'^ve  Pending  NEPA  Compli- 
ance.— Notwithstanding  any  other  law.  term 
grazing  permits  which  expire  or  are  waived  be- 
fore the  NEPA  analysis  and  decision  pursuant 
to  the  schedule  developed  by  individual  Forest 
Service  System  units,  shall  be  issued  on  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  and  for  the  full  term  of  the 
expired  or  waived  permit.  Upon  completion  of 
the  scheduled  .\'EPA  analysis  and  deasion  for 
the  allotment,  the  terms  and  conditions  of  exist- 
ing grazing  permits  may  be  modified  or  re-is- 
sued, if  necessary  to  conform  to  such  NEP.A 
analysis. 

(c)  Expired  Permits. ^This  section  shall  only 
apply  if  a  new  term  grazing  permit  has  not  been 
issued  to  replace  an  expired  or  waived  term 
grazing  permit  solely  because  the  analysis  re- 
quired by  .'JEPA  and  other  applicable  laws  has 
not  been  completed  and  also  shall  include  per- 
mits that  expired  or  were  waived  in  1994  and 
1995  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPART.MENTS  OF  LABOR.  HEALTH  AND 
H  U.MAN  SERVICES.  AND  EDUCATION. 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Employment  AND  Training  Administration 

Training  and  Employment  Services 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-333.  SI. 399. 115.000  are  re- 
scinded, including  SIO.000.000  for  necessary  ex- 
penses of  construction,  rehabilitation,  and  ac- 
quisition of  new  Job  Corps  centers.  S12.500.(X>0 
for  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act. 
S4.293.000  for  section  401  of  the  Job  Training 
Partnership  .Act.  S5. 743.000  for  section  402  of 
such  Act.  S3. 861. 000  for  service  delivery  areas 
under  section  101(a)(4)(A)(iii)  of  such  Act. 
S98.000.000  for  carrying  out  title  II.  part  A  of 
such  Act.  S272.010.OOO  for  carrying  out  title  11. 
part  C  of  such  Act.  S2.223.0OO  for  the  National 
Commission  for  Employment  Policy  and  S500.000 
for  the  National  Occupational  Information  Co- 
ordinating Committee:  Provided.  That  service 
delivery  areas  may  transfer  up  to  .50  percent  of 
the  amounts  allocated  for  program  years  1994 
and  1995  between  the  title  ll-B  and  title  11-C 
programs  authorized  by  the  Job  Training  Part- 
nership Act.  if  such  transfers  are  approved  by 
the  Governor. 

Community  Service  Employment  for  Older 
Americans 

(rescission.-^) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  m  the  first  para- 
graph under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103- 
333.  SU. 263.000  are  rescinded. 

Of  the  funds  made  available  m  the  second 
paragraph  under  this  heading  m  Public  Law 
103-333.  S3. 177.000  are  rescinded. 

State  Unemployment  Insurance  and 
Employment  Service  Operations 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-333.  S20.0O0.0OO  are  re- 
sanded. and  amounts  which  may  be  expended 
from  the  Employment  Security  Administration 
account  m  the  Unemployment  Trust  Fund  are 
reduced  from  S3. 269. 097. 000  to  S3. 201 .397.000. 


Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public   Law   103-333.   S700.000   are   re- 
scinded. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN 
SERVICES 
Health  Resources  and  Services 

Administration 
Health  Resources  and  Services 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S41.350.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Centers  for  Disease  Control  and 

Prevention 

Disease  Control.  Research,  and  Training 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S2.300.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

National  I.istitutes  of  Health 
.National  Center  for  research  Resources 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333  for  extramural  facili- 
ties   construction    grants.    SIO.000.000    are    re- 
scinded. 

Buildings  and  Facilities 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
S60.000.000  are  rescinded. 

assista.mt  Secretary  for  Health 
Office  of  the  assistant  Secretary  for 
Health 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in   Public  Law  103-^33.  Sl.400.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

agency  for  health  care  policy  and 

Research 

Health  Care  policy  and  Research 

(rescission) 

Of  the  Federal  funds  made  available  under 

this  heading  in  Public  Law  103-333.  S3.132.000 

are  rescinded. 

Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
PROGRAM  Management 

(RESCISSION) 

Funds  made  available  under  this  heading  in 
Public  Law  103-333  are  reduced  from 
S2. 207. 135. 000  to  S2, 187, 435, 000.  and  funds  trans- 
ferred to  this  account  as  authorized  by  section 
201(g)  of  the  Soaal  Security  Act  are  reduced  to 
the  same  amount. 

Administration  for  Children  and  Families 

Job  Opportunities  and  Basic  skills 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  there  is  rescinded  an 
amount  equal  to  the  total  of  the  funds  within 
each  State's  limitation  for  fiscal  year  1995  that 
are  not  necessary  to  pay  such  State's  allowable 
claims  for  such  fiscal  year. 

Section  403(k)(3)(E)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(as  amended  by  Public  Law  100-485)  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  "and":  "reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  total  of  those  funds  that 
are  within  each  State's  limitation  for  fiscal  year 
1995  that  are  not  necessary  to  pay  such  State's 
allowable  clainvi  for  such  fiscal  year  (except 
that  such  amount  for  such  year  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  SI. 300. 000. 000  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  the  payment  under  subsection 
(I)  to  which  each  State  is  entitled),". 

Low  iNco.ME  Home  e.-^ergy  assistance 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  in  the  third  para- 
graph under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103- 
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333.  S319.204.000  are  resanded:  Provided.  That 
of  the  funds  made  available  in  the  fourth  para- 
graph under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103- 
333.  S300.0O0.0O0  shall  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1996. 

State  Legalization  Impact-Assistance 
Grants 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  in  the  second 
paragraph  under  this  heading  in  Public  Law 
103-333.  S2,000.000  are  rescinded. 

Community  Services  Block  Grant 
(rescissions) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S13.387.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333  and  reserved  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  section  674(a)(1)  of  the 
Community  Services  Block  Grant  Act,  SI.900,000 
are  rescinded. 
Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S8.400,000  are  re- 
scinded. 
Children  and  Families  Services  Programs 

(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333  to  be  derived  from  the 
Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund.  S25.900.000 
are  rescinded  for  carrying  out  the  Community 
Schools  Youth  Services  and  Supervision  Grant 
Program  Act  of  1994. 

ADMINISTRATION  ON  AGING 

AGING  Services  Prcxrams 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S899.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
Policy  Research 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333,  S4.018.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
EDUCATION  Reform 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S104.030.OOO  are  re- 
scinded, including  $70,000,000  from  funds  made 
available  for  State  aiid  ,ocal  education  systemic 
improvement,  and  S2I.530.OOO  from  funds  made 
available  for  Federal  activities  under  the  Goals 
2000:  Educate  America  Act:  and  S12,500.000  from 
funds  made  available  under  the  School-to-Work 
Opportunities  Act.  including  S9.375.000  for  Na- 
tional programs  and  S3. 125.000  for  State  grants 
and  local  partnerships. 

EDUCATION  FOR  THE  DISADVANTAGED 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333,  S4.606,000  are  re- 
scinded from  part  E,  section  1501  of  the  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education  Act. 

SCHOOL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAMS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333,  S402.940.000  are  re- 
scinded as  follows:  from  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act.  title  II-B,  S69.000.000. 
title  IV.  S235.981.000.  title  V-C.  S16.000.000.  title 
IX-B.  S3.000.000.  title  X-D.  SI. 500.000.  title  X-G. 
SI. 185.000.  section  10602.  Sl.399.000.  title  XII. 
S35.000.000.  and  title  XIII-A.  S14.900.0O0:  from 
the  Higher  Education  Act.  section  596. 
$13,875,000.   and  from  funds  derived  from   the 


Violent      Crime      Reduction      Trust      Fund. 
$11,100,000. 

Bilingual  and  Immigrant  Education 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S38.5O0.0O0  are  re- 
scinded from  funding  for  title  VII-A  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act. 
Vocational  and  Adult  Education 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  $90,607,000  are  re- 
scinded as  follows:  from  the  Carl  D.  Perkins  Vo- 
cational   and    Applied    Technology    Education 
Act,  title  III-A,  and  Ill-B.  $43,888,000  and  from 
title  IV-A,  IV-B  and  IV-C.  $23,434,000:  from  the 
Adult  Education  Act.  part  B-7,  $7,787,000  and 
part   C.  section   371.  $6,000,000:  and  from   the 
Steicart  B.  McKinney  Homeless  Assistance  Act, 
$9,498,000. 

Student  Financial  assistance 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  $85,000,000  are  re- 
scinded from  funding  for  the  Higher  Education 
Act.  title  IV.  including  $65,000,000  from  part  A- 
1  and  $20,000,000  from  part  H-1:  Provided.  That 
of  the  funds  remaining  under  this  heading  from 
Public  Law  103-333.  $6,178,680,000  shall  be  for 
part  A-1. 

HIGHER  EDUCATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  $54,672,000  are  re- 
scinded as  follows:  from  amounts  available  for 
Public  Law  99-198.  $500,000:  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act.  title  IV-A.  chapter  5.  $496,000.  title 
IV-A-2.  chapter  1.  $11,200,000.  title  V-C.  sub- 
parts 1  and  3.  $16,175,000.  title  IX-B.  $10,100,000. 
title  IX-C.  $942,000.  title  IX-E.  $3,520,000.  title 
IX-C.  $1,698,000.  title  X-D,  $2,920,000.  and  title 
XI- A,  $3,000,000:  Public  Law  102-325,  $1,000,000: 
and  the  Excellence  in  Mathematics,  Science. 
and  Engineering  Education  Act  of  1990. 
$3,121,000:  Provided.  That  in  carrying  out  title 
IX-B,  the  remaining  appropriatioris  shall  not  be 
available  for  awards  for  doctoral  study:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  the  funds  remaining  for 
Public  Law  99-498  shall  be  available  only  for 
native  Alaskans. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 
(RESCISSION) 

t  .7:l>  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  $1,800,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

COLLEGE  HOUSING  AND  ACADEMIC  FACILITIES 

LOAI^S  PROGRAM 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333  for  the  costs  of  direct 
loans,  as  authorized  under  part  C  of  title  VII  of 
the  Higher  Education  Act.  as  amended.  $168,000 
are  rescinded,  and  the  authority  to  subsidize 
gross  loan  obligations  is  repealed.  In  addition. 
$264,000  appropriated  for  administrative  ex- 
penses are  rescinded. 

EDUCATION  RESEARCH.  STATISTICS.  AND 

IMPROVEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  $30,925,000  are  re- 
sanded as  follows:  from  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act,  title  III-A, 
$17,500,000.  title  Ill-B.  $5,000,000,  title  III-D. 
$1,125,000.  title  X-B.  $4,600,000  and  title  XI ll-B. 
$2,700,000:  Provided.  That  of  the  amount  made 
available  under  this  heading  in  Public  Law  103- 
333,  for  title  III-B,  $8,000,000  shall  be  reserved 
for  additional  pro)ects  that  competed  in  the  most 
recent  competition  for  state-wide  fiber-optics 
projects. 


13100 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13101 


RELATED  AGENCIES 

CORPORATIOS  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-112.  S37.0OO.OOO  are  re- 
scinded. Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading  in  Public  Law  103-333,  $55,000,000  are 
rescinded. 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 
dual  benefits  payme.^ts  account 
/rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-333.  S7.0OO.0OO  are  re- 
scinded. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Federal  Direct  Student  Loan  Program 
Sec.  601.  Section  458(a)  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  103Th(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  ■■S345.000,000''  and  inserting 
■■S284.000.000':  and 

(2)  by  striking  ■•$2,500,000,000"  and  inserting 
■•$2,439,000,000-. 

Sec.  602.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
any  appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995  may 
be  used  by  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  to  promulgate  or  issue  any  pro- 
posed or  final  standard  or  guideline  regarding 
ergonomic  protection.  Nothing  in  this  section 
shall  be  construed  to  limit  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration  from  conduct- 
ing any  peer-reviewed  risk  assessment  activity 
regarding  ergonomics,  including  conducting 
peer  reviews  of  the  scientific  basis  for  establish- 
ing any  standard  or  guideline,  direct  or  con- 
tracted research,  or  other  activity  necessary  to 
fully  establish  the  scientific  basis  for  promulgat- 
ing any  standard  or  guideline  or  ergonomic  pro- 
tection. 

CHAPTER  VII 

LEGISLATIVE  BR.ANCH 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESE.\TATIVES 

PAY.VE.vrs  TO  Widows  and  Heirs  of  Deceased 

Me.mbers  of  Congress 

For  payments  to  the  family  trust  of  Dean  A. 

Gallo,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of 

New  Jersey.  $133,600. 

JOINT  ITEMS 
Joint  Economic  co.vmittee 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public    Law   103-283,    $460,000   are   re- 
scinded. 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public    Law   103-283.    $238,137  are   re- 
scinded. 

OFFICE  OF  TECHNOLOGY  ASSESSMENT 

SALARIES  AND  EXPE.VSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-283.  $650,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  OFFICE 

SALARIES  AND  E.XPE.VSES 

/RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-283.  $187,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ARCHITECT  OF  THE  CAPITOL 
Capitol  Building  and  Grounds 
senate  office  buildings 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public    Law   103-283.    $850,000   are   re- 
scinded. I 


CAPITOL  POWER  PLANT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-283,  $1,650,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISION 

SEC.  701.  Section  319  of  the  Legislative  Branch 
Appropriations  Act.  1990  (40  U.S.C.  162-1)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  ••Office"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '•office"; 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)(2), 
by  striking  out  •'Commission"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "commission^':  and 

(3)  in  subparagraph  (D)  of  paragraph  (2)  of 
subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  •'Administration" 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  end  of  the  sub- 
paragraph, and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  •'Over- 
sight of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  Administration  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate.". 

GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 

CONGRESSIONAL  PRINTING  AND  BINDING 

(RESCISSIO.W) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-283,  $5,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Office  of  Superintende.\t  of  Documents 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public    Law    103-283.    $600,000   are   re- 
scinded. 

BOTANIC  GARDEN 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION  AND  TRA.WSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  until  expended 
by  transfer  under  this  heading  in  Public  Law 
103-283.  $4,000,000  are  rescinded. 

Of  the  funds  made  available  until  expended 
by  transfer  under  this  heading  in  Public  Law 
103-283.  $3,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  the  ap- 
propriation "Architect  of  the  Capitol.  Capitol 
Buildings  and  Grounds.  Capitol  Complex  Secu- 
rity Enhancements",  and  shall  remain  available 
until  expended. 

LIBRARY  OF  CONGRESS 

SALARIES  AND  EXPE.SSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-283.  $150,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

books  for  the  blind  and  physically 
Handicapped 

salaries  and  expe.\ses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in   Public   Law    103-283.   $100,000  are   re- 
scinded. 

GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

SALARIES  AND  EXPE.\'SES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-283.  $2,617,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISION 

SEC.  702.  The  General  Accounting  Office  may 
for  such  employees  as  it  deefns  appropriate  au- 
thorize a  payment  to  employees  who  voluntarily 
separate  before  October  1.  1995.  whether  by  re- 
tirement or  resignation,  which  payment  shall  be 
paid  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 5597(d)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 


CHAPTER  VIII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

WORKING  capital  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

The  obligation  authority  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-331  is  hereby  reduced  by 
$6,000,000. 

PAYMENTS  TO  AIR  CARRIERS 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

(RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing. $5,300,000  are  rescinded:  Provided.  That  the 
Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  any  contracts  for 
"Small  Community  Air  Service"  beyond  Septem- 
ber 30.  1995.  which  require  compensation  fixed 
and  determined  under  subchapter  II  of  chapter 
417  of  Title  49.  United  States  Code  (49  U.S.C. 
41731-42)  payable  by  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation. 

COAST  GUARD 
Operating  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  amounts  provided  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-331,  $4,300,000  are  rescinded. 
ACQUISITION.  Construction,  and 
Improvements 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading, 
$35,314,000  are  rescinded. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  COMPLIANCE  AND  RESTORATION 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
$2,500,000  are  rescinded. 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Operations 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
$1,000,000  are  rescinded. 

Facilities  and  Equipment 
(airport  and  airway  trust  fund) 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
$24,850,000  are  rescinded. 

RESE.iRCH  E.\GINEERING,  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
$7,500,000  are  rescinded. 

Grants-in-aid  for  airports 

(AIRPORT  and  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 
(RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 

Of  the  available  contract  authority  balances 
under  this  account.  $2,094,000,000  are  rescinded. 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
LIMITATION  ON  General  Operating  Expenses 

(RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 

The  obligation  limitation  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-331  is  hereby  reduced  by 
$54,550,000. 

FEDERAL-AID  Highways 

(LIMITATION  ON  OBLIGATIONS) 
(HIGHWA  Y  TRUST  FUND) 
(RESCISSIO.VS  OF  CO.\TRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 
The  obligation  limitation  under  this  heading 
in   Public   Law   103-331    is   hereby   reduced   by 
$132,190,000.  of  which  S27.640.000  shall  be  de- 
ducted from  amounts  made  available  for  the  Ap- 
plied  Research   and    Technology   Program   au- 
thorized under  section  307(e)  of  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  and  $50,000,000  shall  he  deducted 
from  the  amounts  available  for  the  Congestion 
Pricing  Pilot  Program  authorized  under  section 
1002(b)  of  Public  Law  102-240.  and  $54.5.50.000 


shall  be  deducted  from  the  limitation  on  General 
Operating  Expenses:  Provided.  That  the 
amounts  deducted  from  the  aforementioned  pro- 
grams are  rescinded. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS 

E.MERGENCY  RELIEF  PROGRAM 

(HIGHWA  Y  TRUST  FUND) 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  amounts  provided  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-211.  $100,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

FEDERAL  RAILROAD  ADMINISTRATION 
Office  of  the  administrator 

(TRANSFER  of  FUNDS) 

Section  341  of  Public  Law  103-331  is  amended 
by  deleting  "and  received  from  the  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Railroad."  after  "amended,". 
Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Program 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading, 
$9,707,000  are  rescinded. 
National  M.agnetic  Levitation  Prototype 
Development  Program 
(highway  trust  fund) 
(rescission  of  contract  authorization) 
Of  the  available  balances  of  contract  author- 
ity   under    this    heading.    $250,000,000   are    re- 
scinded. 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
Transit  Planning  and  Research 
(rescission) 
Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading. 
$7,000,000  are  rescinded. 

Discretionary  Gra.sts 
(limitation  on  obligations) 
(highway  trust  fund) 
(rescissions  of  contr.act  authorization) 
Notwithstanding  section   313  of  Public   Law 
103-331,    the   obligation   limitations   under   this 
heading  in  the  following  Department  of  Trans- 
portation and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Acts  are  reduced  bu  the  following  amounts: 

Public  Law  102-143.  $31,681,500.  to  be  distrib- 
uted as  follows: 

(a)  $1,281,500  is  rescinded  from  amounts  made 
available  for  replacement,  rehabilitation,  and 
purchase  of  buses  and  related  equipment  and 
the  construction  of  bus-related  facilities:  Pro- 
vided. That  the  foregoing  reduction  shall  be  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  reductions  identified 
m  Senate  Report  104-17,  for  which  the  obliga- 
tion limitation  in  Public  Law  102-143  was  ap- 
plied: and 

(b)  $30,400,000  is  rescinded  from  accounts 
made  available  for  new  fixed  guideway  systems, 
to  be  distributed  as  follows: 

$1,000,000.  Cleveland  Dual  Hub  Corridor 
Project: 

$465,000,  Kansas  City-South  LRT  Project: 

$950,000.  San  Diego  Mid-Coast  Extension 
Project: 

$17,100,000.  Hawthorne-Warwick  Commuter 
Rati  Project: 

$375,000  New  York  Staten  Island  Midtown 
Ferry  Project: 

$4,000,000.  San  Jose-Gilory  Commuter  Rail 
Pro)ect: 

SI. 620,000.  Seattle-Tacoma  Commuter  Rail 
Project:  and 

$4,890,000,  Detroit  LRT  Project, 

Public  Law  101-516,  $2,230,000,  to  be  distrib- 
uted as  follows: 

(a)  $2,230,000  is  rescinded  from  amounts  made 
available  for  new  fixed  guideway  systems,  for 
the  Cleveland  Dual  Hub  Corridor  Project. 
Mass  Transit  Capital  Fund 

(liquidation  of  contract  authorization) 
(highway  trust  fund) 

For  an  additional  amount  for  liquidation  of 
obligations  incurred  in  carrying  out  49  U.S.C. 


5338(b).  $3.50.000.000.  to  be  derived  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  and  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

(INCLUDING  RESCISSIONS) 

Sec.  801.  Of  the  funds  provided  in  Public  Law 
103-331  for  the  Department  of  Transportation 
working  capital  fund  (WCF).  $6,000,000  are  re- 
scinded, which  limits  fiscal  year  1995  WCF 
obligational  authority  for  elements  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  funded  in  Public 
Law  103-331  to  no  more  than  $87,000,000. 

Sec.  802.  Of  the  total  budgetary  resources 
available  to  the  Department  of  Transportation 
(excluding  the  .Maritime  Administration)  during 
fiscal  year  1995  for  civilian  and  military  com- 
pensation and  benefits  and  other  administrative 
expenses.  $15,000,000  are  permanently  canceled. 

Sec.  803.  Section  326  of  Public  Law  103-122  is 
hereby  amended  to  delete  the  words  "no  pre- 
vious Acts"  each  time  they  appear  in  that  sec- 
tion. 

CHAPTER  IX 

TREASURY.  POSTAL  SERVICE.  AND 
GENERAL  GOVERNMENT 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

General  Services  Administration 

FEDERAL  Buildings  Fund 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  Federal 
Buildings  Fund  in  Public  Law  103-329, 
$5,000,000  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration  to  implement  an 
agreement  between  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration and  another  entity  for  space,  equipment 
and  facilities  related  to  seafood  research. 

Office  of  Personnel  Management 

Government  Pa  yment  for  ANNUiTA.'i'Ts. 
EMPLOYEE  Life  I.\surance  Benefits 

For  an  additional  amount  for  ••Government 
payment  for  annuitants,  employee  life  insur- 
ance," $9,000,000  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
Departmental  Offices 
salaries  and  expenses 
In  the  paragraph  under  this  heading  in  Public 
Law  103  329,  delete   ■■of  which  not  less  than 
$6,443,000  and  85  full-time  equivalent  positions 
shall  be  available  for  enforcement  activities:". 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public   Lav    103-329.   $100,000   are   re- 
scinded. 
Federal  l.aw  Enfohcl.-ie.wt  Training  Center 

sal.aries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries  and 
expenses".  $11,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
September  30.  1996. 

In  the  paragraph  under  this  heading  in  Public 
Law  103-329,  delete  "first-aid  and  emergency" 
and  insert  "short-term"  before  "medical  serv- 
ices". 

Acquisition.  Co.kstruction.  ^.^4PR0VEMENTS. 
AND  Related  Expenses 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  for  construction 
at  the  Davis-Monthan  Training  Center  under 
Public  Law  103-123,  $5,000,000  are  rescinded.  Of 
the  funds  made  available  for  construction  at  the 
Davis-Monthan  Training  Center  under  Public 
Law  103-329.  $6,000,000  are  resanded:  Provided. 
That  $1,000,000  of  the  remaining  funds  made 
available  under  Public  Law  103-123  shall  be 
used  to  initiate  design  and  construction  of  a 
Burn  Building  at  the  Training  Center  in 
Glynco,  Georgia. 


Financial  Management  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public   Law   103-329.   $160,000  are   re- 
scinded. 

Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 
administering  the  public  debt 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-123.  $1,500,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

United  States  Mint 
salaries  and  expenses 
In  the  paragraph  under  this  heading  in  Public 
Law  103-329,  insert  "not  to  exceed"  after  "of 
which". 

Internal  Revenue  Service 
information  systems 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-329.  $1,490,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

administra  tl  ve  pro  vision— interna  l 
Revenue  Service 
In  the  paragraph  under  this  heading  in  Public 
Law  103-329.  in  section  3.  after  "$119,000,000", 
insert  "annually". 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
AND  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

The  White  house  office 
salaries  and  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing  in    Public   Law   103-329.   $171,000  are   re- 
scinded. 

Federal  Drug  Control  Programs 
Special  Forfeiture  Fund 

(INCLUDING  rescission  AND  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

For  activities  authorized  by  Public  Law  100- 
690.  an  additional  amount  of  $13,200,000.  to  re- 
main available  until  expended  for  transfer  to 
the   United  States  Customs  Service.    '■Salaries 
and  expenses"  for  carrying  out  border  enforce- 
ment  activities:   Provided.    That   of  the  funds 
made  available   under  this  heading  in   Public 
Law  103-329.  $13,200,000  are  rescinded. 
INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
General  Services  ad.ministration 
Federal  Buildings  Fu.\d 
l.  -'tations  on  the  availability  of  revenue 
(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Laws  101-136.  101-509.  102-27.  102- 
141.  102-393.  103-123.  103-329.  $580,412,000  are  re- 
scinded from  the  following  projects  m  the  fol- 
lowing amounts: 

Arizona: 

Bullhead  City,  a  grant  to  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  for  a  runway  protection 
zone.  $2,200,000 

Lukeville,  commercial  lot  expansion.  $1,219,000 

Nogales.  U.S.  Border  Patrol  Sector,  head- 
quarters. $2,000,000 

Phoenix.  U.S.  Courthouse.  $12,137,000 

San  Luis,  primary  lane  expansion  and  admin- 
istrative office  space.  $3,496,000 

Sierra  Vista,  U.S.  Magistrates  office, 
$1,000,000 

California: 

Menlo  Park.  United  States  Geological  Survey, 
Office  laboratory  building.  $790,000 

San  Francisco,  Federal  Office  Building. 
$9,701,000 

District  of  Columbia: 

Central  and  West  heating  plants.  $5,000,000 

Corps  of  Engineers,  headquarters,  $37,618,000 
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General    Services    .Administration.    Southeast 
Federal  Center,  headquarters,  S25.000.000 
U.S.  Secret  Service,  headquarters.  $9,316,000 

Florida: 

Tampa.  U.S.  Courthouse.  $5,994,000 

Georgia:  . 

Altxiny.  U.S.  Courthouse.  $97,000 

Atlanta.  Centers  for  Disease  Control,  site  ac- 
cfuisition  and  improvement.  $25,890,000 

Atlanta.  Centers  for  Disease  Control, 
$14,110,000 

Hawaii: 

University  of  Hawaii-Hilo,  Consolidation, 
$12,000,000 

Illinois: 

Chicago,  Social  Security  Administration  Dis- 
trict Office.  $2,130,000 

Chicago.  Federal  Center.  $29,753,000 

Chicago.  John  C.  Kluc^ynski.  Jr.,  Federal 
building.  $13,414,000 

Maryland: 

Avondale.  De  LaSalle  building.  $16,671,000 

Montgomery  County.  FDA  consolidation. 
$228,000,000 

Woodlawn.  SSA  East  High-Low  building. 
$17,292,000  I 

Massachusetts:  ' 

Boston.     Federal 
U.076.000 

Nevada: 

Reno.     Federal 
$1,465,000 

.Veii'  Hampshire: 

Concord.    Federal   building-U.S. 
$3,519,000 

New  Jersey: 

Newark,  parking  facility.  $8,500,000 

New  Mexico: 

Santa  Teresa.  Border  Station,  $4,004,000 

North  Dakota: 

Fargo.  Federal  building-U.S.  Courthouse. 
$1,371,000 

Ohio: 

SteubenvU'e.  U.S.  Courthouse.  $2,820,000 

Oregon: 

Portland.  U.S.  Courthouse,  $5,000,000 

Pennsylvania: 

Philadelphia.  Veterans  Administration. 
$1,276,000 

Texas: 

Ysleta.    site    acquisition    and 
$1,727,000 

United  States  Vir0n  Islands: 

Charlotte   Amalie.   St     Thomas 
house  Annex.  $2,184,000 

Washington: 

Seattle.  U.S.  Courthouse.  $10,949,000 

Walla  Walla.  Corps  of  Engineers  building, 
$2,800,000 

West  Virginia: 

Wheeling.  Federal  building  and  U.S.  Court- 
house. $28,303,000  I 

.\'attonwide:  ' 

Chlorofluorocarbons  program.  $12,300,000 

Energy  program.  $15,300,000 

FEDERAL  Election  Co.mmission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPE.SSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-329.  $1,396,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

OFFICE  OF  Personnel  Management 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-329.  $3,140,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  901.  Section  5545a  of  title  5,  United  States 

Code.  IS  amended— 
(1)  in  subsection  (a)(2) — 
(A)  in  the  matter  before  subparagraph  (A)  by 

striking  "is  required  to"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

thereof  "who  is  required  to":  and 


coristruction. 


U.S.    Court- 


(B)  by  inserting  "and"  immediately  after  sub- 
paragraph (E)(v):  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  any  Office  of  Inspector  General 
which  employs  fewer  than  5  criminal  investiga- 
tors may  elect  not  to  cover  such  criminal  inves- 
tigators under  this  section.". 

Sec.  902.  (a)  Section  5545a  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  ap- 
propriate place  the  following  new  subsection. 

"(i)  The  provisioris  of  subsections  (a)-(h)  pro- 
viding for  availability  pay  shall  apply  to  a  pilot 
employed  by  the  United  States  Customs  Service 
who  is  a  law  enforcement  officer  as  defined 
under  section  5541(3).  For  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  section  5542(d)  of  this  title,  and  section 
13(a)  (16)  and  (b)  (30)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  213  (a)  (16)  (b)  (30)). 
such  pilot  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  criminal  in- 
vestigator as  defined  in  this  section.  The  Office 
of  Personnel  .Management  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions to  carry  out  this  subsection.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of 
the  first  applicable  pay  period  which  begins  on 
or  after  the  30th  day  following  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

Sec.  903.  Section  528  of  Public  Law  103-329  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  a  new  proviso: 
"Provided  further.  That  the  amount  set  forth 
therefor  in  the  budget  estimates  may  be  exceeded 
by  no  more  than  5  percent  m  the  event  of  emer- 
gency requirements.". 

CHAPTER  X 
DEPARTMENTS    OF     VETERA.WS     AFFAIRS 

AND    HOUSING    AND    URBAN    DEVELOP- 
MENT, AND  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
Independent  agencies 

FEDERAL  Emergency  Management  agency 
disaster  relief 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Disaster  Re- 
lief" for  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the 
functions  of  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Re- 
lief and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
5121  et  seq.).  $3,350,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided,  That  such  amount  is 
designated  by  Congress  as  an  emergency  re- 
quirement pursuant  to  section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of 
the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985,  as  amended. 
DISASTER  RELIEF  EMERGENCY  CONTINGENCY  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the 
functions  of  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Re- 
lief and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
5121  et  seq.).  $3,350,000,000.  to  become  available 
on  October  1.  1995.  and  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided,  That  such  amount  shall  be 
available  only  to  the  extent  that  an  official 
budget  request  for  a  specific  dollar  amount,  that 
includes  designation  of  the  entire  amount  of  the 
request  as  an  emergency  requirement  as  defined 
in  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  as  amended,  is  transmitted 
by  the  President  to  Congress:  Provided  further. 
That  such  amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as 
an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to  section 
25I(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985,  as 
amended. 

NATIONAL  FLOOD  INSURANCE  FUND 
(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Of  the  funds  available  from  the  National 
Flood  Insurance  Fund  for  activities  under  the 
National  Flood  Irisurance  Reform  Act  of  1994. 
an  additional  amount  not  to  exceed  $331,000 
shall  be  transferred  as  needed  to  the  "Salaries 
and  expenses"  appropriation  for  flood  mitiga- 
tion and  flood  insurance  operations,  and  an  ad- 
ditional amount  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  as  needed  to  the  "Emergency  man- 


agement planning  and  assistance"  appropria- 
tion for  flood  mitigation  expenses  pursuant  to 
the  National  Flood  Insurance  Reform  Act  of 
1994. 

CORPORATIONS 

FEDERAL  Deposit  I.vsurance  Corporation 
Bank  Enterprise  act 

For  an  additional  amount  for  eligible  activi- 
ties authorised  under  the  bank  Enterprise  Act  of 
1991  (as  enacted  as  subtitle  C  of  title  II  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  Im- 
provement Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  102-242)). 
S36.000.000.  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
.Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law.  for 
purposes  of  administering  the  requirements  of 
the  Bank  Enterprise  Act.  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  shall 
have  all  powers  and  rights  of  the  Community 
Enterprise  Assessment  Credit  Board  under  sec- 
tion 233  of  the  Bank  Enterprise  Act  of  1991. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  VETER.ANS  AFFAIRS 
Veterans  Health  administration 

MEDICAL  care 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  $50,000,000  are  re- 
scinded: Provided.  That  section  509  of  the  gen- 
eral provisions  carried  m  title  V  of  Public  Law 
103-327  regarding  personnel  compensation  and 
benefits   expenditures   shall    not   apply    to   the 
funds  provided  under  this  heading  in  such  Act. 
Departmental  administration 
construction,  .major  projects 
(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  prior  years, 
$31,000,000  are  rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

Housing  Programs 

national  homeownership  trust 

demonstration  program 

(rescission) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  $50,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 
ANNUAL  CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  any  unobligated 
balances  from  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  in  prior  years.  $5,031,400,000  are  re- 
scinded: Provided.  That  of  the  total  rescinded 
under  this  heading.  $700,600,000  shall  be  from 
amounts  earmarked  for  development  or  acquisi- 
tion costs  of  public  housing  (including 
$80,000,000  of  funds  for  public  housing  for  In- 
dian families),  except  that  such  rescission  shall 
not  apply  to  funds  for  priority  replacement 
housing  for  units  demolished  or  disposed  of  (in- 
cluding units  to  be  disposed  of  pursuant  to  a 
homeownership  program  under  section  5(h)  or 
title  III  of  the  United  States  Housing  Act  of 
1937.  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
"the  Act"))  from  the  existing  public  housing  in- 
ventory, as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  or  to 
funds  related  to  litigation  settlements  or  court 
orders,  and  the  Secretary  shall  not  be  required 
to  make  any  remaining  funds  available  pursu- 
ant to  section  2I3(d)((l)(A)  of  the  Housing  and 
Community  Development  Act  of  1974  and  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Secretary  may  recapture  unobligated  funds  for 
development  or  acquisition  costs  of  public  hous- 
ing (including  public  housing  for  Indians)  irre- 
spective of  the  length  of  time  funds  have  been 
reserved  or  of  any  time  extension  previously 
granted  by  the  Secretary:  $1,956,000,000  shall  he 
from  amounts  earmarked  for  new  incremental 
rental  subsidy  contracts  under  the  section  8  ex- 
isting  housing   certificate   program   (42    U.S.C. 


1437(f)  and  the  housing  voucher  program  under 
.section  8(o)  of  the  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1437f(o)).  ex- 
cluding S300.000.000  previously  made  available 
for  the  Economic  Development  Initiative  (EDI), 
and  the  remaining  authority  for  such  purposes 
shall  be  only  for  units  necessary  to  provide 
housing  assistance  for  residents  to  be  relocated 
from  existing  Federally  subsidized  or  assisted 
housing,  for  replacement  housing  for  units  de- 
molished or  disposed  of  (including  units  to  be 
disposed  of  pursuant  to  a  homeownership  pro- 
gram under  section  5(h)  or  title  III  of  the  United 
States  Housing  Act  of  1937)  from  the  public 
housing  inventory,  for  funds  related  to  litiga- 
tion settlements  or  court  orders,  for  amendments 
to  contracts  to  permit  continued  assistance  to 
participating  families,  or  to  enable  public  hous- 
ing authorities  to  implement  "mixed  popu- 
lation" plans  for  developments  housing  pri- 
marily elderly  residents:  $815,000,000  shall  be 
from  amounts  earmarked  for  the  modernization 
of  existing  public  housing  projects  pursuant  to 
section  14  of  the  United  States  Housing  Act  of 
1937,  and  the  Secretary  shall  take  actions  nec- 
essary to  assure  that  such  rescission  is  distrib- 
uted among  public  housing  authorities,  as  if 
such  rescission  occurred  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  fiscal  year;  S22.000.000  shall  be  from 
amounts  earmarked  for  special  purpose  grants: 
S148.3OO.0OO  shall  be  from  amounts  earmarked 
for  loan  management  set-asides;  $15,000,000 
shall  be  from  amounts  earmarked  for  the  family 
unification  program:  $30,000,000  shall  be  from 
amounts  earmarked  for  the  housing  opportuni- 
ties for  persons  with  AIDS  program:  $34,200,000 
shall  be  from  amounts  earmarked  for  lease  ad- 
justments: $39,000,000  shall  be  from  amounts  pre- 
viously made  available  under  this  head  in  Pub- 
lic Law  103-327,  and  previous  Acts,  which  are 
recaptured  (in  addition  to  other  sums  which  are. 
or  may  be  recaptured):  $70,000,000  shall  be  from 
amounts  earmarked  for  section  8  counseling: 
$50,000,000  shall  be  from  amounts  earmarked  for 
service  coordinators:  $66,000,000  shall  be  from 
amounts  earmarked  for  family  investment  cen- 
ters: $85,300,000  shall  be  from  amounts  ear- 
marked for  the  lead-based  paint  hazard  reduc- 
tion program:  and  $1,000,000,000  shall  be  from 
funds  available  for  all  new  incremental  units 
[including  funds  previously  reserved  or  obli- 
gated and  recaptured  for  the  development  or  ac- 
quisition costs  of  public  housing  (including  pub- 
lic housing  for  Indian  families),  incremental 
rental  .'subsidy  contracts  under  the  section  8  ex- 
isting housing  certificate  program  (42  U.S.C. 
1437f).  and  the  housing  voucher  program  under 
section  8(o)  of  the  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1437f(o)/l  and 
non-incremental,  unreserved  balances:  Provided 
further.  That  the  Secretary  shall  .<:ubmit  to  the 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  a  de- 
tailed operating  plan  of  proposed  funding  levels 
for  activities  under  this  account  within  30  days 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.  and  such  .funding  lev- 
els shall  not  be  subject  to  pre-existing  earmarks 
or  set-asides,  notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law. 

(DEFERRAL) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  any  unobligated 
balances  from  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  in  prior  years.  $405,900,000  of  amounts 
earmarked  for  the  preservation  of  low-income 
housing  programs  (excluding  $17,000,000  pre- 
viously earmarked.  plus  an  additional 
S5 .000 .riOO .  for  preservation  technical  assistance 
grant  funds  pursuant  to  section  253  of  the  Hous- 
ing and  Community  Development  Act  of  1987.  as 
amended)  shall  not  become  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1995:  Provided.  That. 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
pending  the  availability  of  such  funds,  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
may  suspend  further  processing  of  applications. 


ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  RENEWAL  OF  EXPIRING 

SECTION  a  SUBSIDY  CONTRACTS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  and  in  prior  years, 
$1,177,000,000  are  rescinded:  Provided,  That  re- 
newals of  expiring  section  8  contracts  with 
funds  provided  under  this  heading  in  Public 
Law  103-327.  and  in  prior  years,  may  be  for  a 
term  of  two  years.  In  renewing  an  annual  con- 
tributions contract  with  a  public  housing  agen- 
cy administering  the  tenant-based  existing  hous- 
ing certificate  program  (42  U.S.C.  1437f)  or  the 
housing  voucher  program  under  section  8(o)  (42 
U.S.C.  1437f(o))  of  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937.  as  amended,  the  Secretary  shall 
take  into  account  the  amount  m  the  project  re- 
serve under  the  contract  being  renewed  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  budget  authority  to  obli- 
gate under  the  renewed  contract  (the  total 
amount  available  m  all  such  project  reserves  is 
estimated  to  be  $427,000,000)  and  the  Secretary 
may  determine  not  to  apply  section  8(o)(6)(B)  of 
the  Act  to  renewals  of  housing  vouchers  during 
the  remainder  of  fiscal  year  1995. 

YOUTHBUILD  PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Puolic  Law  103-327.  $10,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

HOUSING  COUNSELING  ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  $38,000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

FLEXIBLE  SUBSIDY  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  any  unobligated 
balances  from  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  in  prior  years,  and  excess  rental 
changes,  collections  and  other  amount  m  the 
fund.  $8,000,000  are  rescinded. 

NEHEMIAH  HOUSING  OPPORTUNITIES  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds   transferred   to   this   revolving 
fund  in  prior  years.  $10,500,000  are  rescinded. 
Homeless  Assistance 

HOMELESS  assistance  GRANTS 
(DEFERRAL) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327,  $297,000,000  shall  not 
become  available  for  obligation  until  September 
30.  1995. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  1001.  (a)  Section  14  of  the  United  States 
Housing  Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(q)(l)  .Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  a  public  housing  agency  may  use  mod- 
ernization assistance  provided  under  section  14 
for  any  eligible  activity  related  to  public  hous- 
ing which  is  currently  authorized  by  this  Act  or 
applicable  appropriations  Acts  for  a  public 
housing  agency,  including  the  demolition  of  ex- 
isting units,  for  replacement  housing,  mod- 
ernization activities  related  to  the  public  hous- 
ing portion  of  housing  developments  held  in 
partnership,  or  cooperation  with  non-public 
housing  entities,  and  for  temporary  relocation 
assistance,  provided  that  the  assistance  pro- 
vided to  the  public  housing  agency  under  sec- 
tion 14  is  principally  used  for  the  physical  im- 
provement or  replacement  of  public  housing  and 
for  associated  management  improvements,  ex- 
cept ax  otherwise  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
and  provided  the  public  housing  agency 
consults  with  the  appropriate  local  government 
officials  (or  Indian  tribal  officials)  and  with 
tenants  of  the  public  housing  developments.  The 
public   housing  agency   shall   establish   proce- 


dures for  consultation  with  local  government  of- 
ficials and  tenants,  and  shall  follow  applicable 
regulatory  procedures  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

"(2)  The  authorization  provided  under  this 
subsection  shall  not  extend  to  the  use  of  public 
housing  modernization  assistance  for  public 
housing  operating  assistance.". 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  shall  be  effective  for  assist- 
ance appropriated  on  or  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  1002.  (a)  Section  18  of  the  United  Stales 
Housing  Act  of  1937  is  amended  by — 

(1)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subsection 
(b)(1): 

(2)  striking  all  that  follows  after  "Act"  in  sub- 
section (b)(2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  ".  and  the  public  housing  agency 
provides  for  the  payment  of  the  relocation  ex- 
penses of  each  tenant  to  be  displaced,  ensures 
that  the  rent  paid  by  the  tenant  following  relo- 
cation will  not  exceed  the  amount  permitted 
under  this  Act  and  shall  not  commence  demoli- 
tion or  disposition  of  any  unit  until  the  tenant 
of  the  unit  is  relocated.": 

(3)  striking  subsection  (b)(3): 

(4)  striking  "(1)"  in  subsection  (c): 

(5)  striking  subsection  (c)(2): 

(6)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (d)  the  following:  ".  provided  that 
nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  a  public 
housing  agency  from  consolidating  occupancy 
within  or  among  buildings  of  a  public  housing 
project,  or  among  projects,  or  with  other  hous- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  living  con- 
ditions of  or  providing  more  efficient  services  to 
its  tenants": 

(7)  striking  "under  section  (b)(3)(A)"  in  each 
place  it  (Kcurs  in  subsection  (e); 

(8)  redesignating  existing  subsection  (f)  as 
subsection  (g):  and 

(9)  inserting  a  new  subsection  (f)  as  follows: 
"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

law.  replacement  housing  units  for  public  hous- 
ing units  demolished  may  be  build  on  the  origi- 
nal public  housing  site  or  in  the  same  neighbor- 
hood if  the  number  of  such  replacement  units  is 
significantly  fewer  than  the  number  of  units  de- 
molished." 

(b)  Section  304(g)  of  the  United  StaUs  Housing 
.Act  of  1937  is  hereby  repealed. 

(c)  Section  5(h)  of  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  striking  the  last  sen- 
tence. 

(d)  Subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c)  shall  be  effec- 
tive for  plans  for  the  demolition,  disposition  or 
conversion  to  homeownership  of  public  housing 
approved  by  the  Secretary  on  or  before  Septem- 
ber 30.  1995.  provided  that  no  application  for  re- 
placement housing  submitted  by  a  public  hous- 
ing agency  to  implement  a  final  order  of  a  court 
issued,  or  a  settlement  approved  by  a  court,  be- 
fore enactment  of  this  Act.  shall  tie  affected  by 
such  amendments. 

Sec.  1003.  Section  8  of  the  United  States  Hous- 
ing Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(Z)  TERMINATION  OF  SECTION  8  CONTRACTS 
AND  REUSE  OF  RECAPTURED  BUDGET  AUTHOR- 
ITY.— 

"(1)  General  authority.— The  Secretary  may 
reuse  any  budget  authority,  in  whole  or  part, 
that  is  recaptured  on  account  of  termination  of 
a  housing  assistance  payments  contract  (other 
than  a  contract  for  tenant-based  assistance) 
only  for  one  or  more  of  the  following: 

"(A)  Tenant-based  assistance.— Pursuant  to 
a  contract  with  a  public  housing  agency,  to  pro- 
vide tenant-based  assistance  under  this  section 
to  families  occupying  units  formerly  assisted 
under  the  terminated  contract. 

"(B)  Project-based  assistance— Pursuant 
to  a  contract  with  an  owner,  to  attach  assist- 
ance to  one  or  more  structures  under  this  sec- 
tion, for  relocation  of  families  occupying  units 
formerly  assisted  under  the  terminated  contract. 
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■■(2>  Families  occupying  units  formerly  as- 
sisted UNDER  TERMINATED  CONTRACT.— Pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  (1),  the  Secretary  shall  first 
make  available  tenant-  or  project-based  assist- 
ance to  families  occupying  units  formerly  as- 
sisted under  the  terminated  contract.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  project-based  assistance  m 
instances  only  where  the  use  of  tenant-based  as- 
sistance is  determined  to  be  infeasible  by  the 
Secretary. 

■•(3)  Effective  date.— This  subsection  shall 
be  effective  for  actions  inttiated  by  the  Secretary 
on  or  before  September  30.  1995.". 

indepesdest  agencies 

Chemical  Safety  and  Hazard  Investigation 

Board 

S a  L.ARIES  .and  EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  S500.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

Community  Developmsnt  Financial 

iNSTITUTIO.'iS 

Community  Development  Financial 
Institutions  Fund 
program  account 

(RESCISSIO.f) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  S124.0OO.0OO  are  re- 
scinded. 

Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service 

national  and  community  service  programs 
operating  expenses 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  $210,000,000  are  re- 
scinded: Provided.  That  none  of  the  funds  re- 
maining for  obligation  during  fiscal  year  1995 
may  be  used  for  national  awards  to   Federal 
agencies. 

Environmental  Protection  agency 
research  and  development 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  S14.635.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

ABATEMENT.  CONTROL.  AND  COMPLIANCE 
(RESCiSS10.\) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  S9.806.805  are  re- 
scinded: Provided.  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  shall  not  be  required  to  site  a 
computer  to  support  the  regional  acid  deposition 
monitoring  program  in  the  Bay  City.  Michigan, 
vicinity. 

buildings  and  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSIO.V) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  102-389  and  Public  Law  102- 
139  for  the  Center  for  Ecology  Research  and 
Training.  S83.000.000  are  rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS  substance  SUPERFUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  rnade  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  SIOO.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

WATER  INFRASTRUCTURE/STATS  REVOLVING  FUNDS 
(RESCISSIO.'^) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  Public  Law  103- 
124.  SI. 302. 200. 000  are  rescinded:  Provided.  That 
SI. 299.000.000  of  this  amount  is  to  b"  derived 
from  amounts  appropriated  for  State  revolving 
funds  and  S3.200.000  is  to  be  derived  from 
amounts  appropriated  for  making  grants  for  the 
construction  of  wastewater  treatment  facilities 
specified  in  House  Report  103-715. 


ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  1004.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
any  appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995  may 
be  used  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy to  require  any  State  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirement of  section  182  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  by 
adopting  or  implementing  a  test-only  or  1M240 
enhanced  vehicle  inspection  and  maintenance 
program,  except  that  EPA  may  approve  such  a 
program  if  a  State  chooses  to  submit  one  to  meet 
that  requirement. 

Sec.  1005.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
any  appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995  may 
be  used  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy to  impose  or  enforce  any  requirement  that  a 
State  implement  trip  reduction  rneasures  to  re- 
duce vehicular  emissions.  Section  304  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7604)  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  any  such  requirement  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  and  ending  September  30.  1995. 

Sec.  1006.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
any  appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995  may 
be  used  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy for  listing  or  to  list  any  additional  facilities 
on  the  National  Priorities  List  established  by 
section  105  of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response.  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act 
(CERCLA).  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  9605).  unless 
the  Administrator  receives  a  written  request  to 
propose  for  listing  or  to  list  a  facility  from  the 
governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  facility  is  lo- 
cated, or  unless  legislation  to  reauthorize 
CERCLA  is  enacted. 

Sec.  1007.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
any  Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995  shall 
be  spent  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy to  disapprove  a  state  implementation  plan 
(SIP)  revision  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  Agency's 
regulatory  50  percent  discount  for  alternative 
test-and-repair  inspection  and  maintenance  pro- 
grams. Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
EPA's  regulatory  requirements,  the  EPA  shall 
assign  up  to  100  percent  credit  when  such  State 
has  provided  data  for  the  proposed  inspection 
and  maintenance  system  that  demonstrates  evi- 
dence that  such  credits  are  appropriate.  The 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  shall  complete 
and  present  a  technical  assessment  of  the 
State's  demonstration  within  45  days  after  sub- 
mittal by  the  State. 

National  Aeronautics  and  space 
administration 

science,  aeronautics  .and  technology 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327  and  any  unobligated 
balances  from  funds  appropriated  under  "Re- 
search and  Development"  in  prior  years, 
S52.000.000  are  rescinded. 

CO.-^STRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  102-389.  for  the  Consortium 
for  International  Earth  Science  Information 
Network.  S27.000.000  are  rescinded:  and  of  any 
unobligated  balances  from  funds  appropriated 
under  this  heading  in  prior  years,  S7.0O0.OO0  are 
rescinded. 

MISSION  SUPPORT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327,  S32.000.000  are  re- 
scinded. 

SPACE  FLIGHT.  CONTROL  AND  DATA 

COMMUNICA  TIO.VS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of  the  available  balances  under  this  heading 
m  previous  fiscal  years  S20.000,000  are  re- 
scinded. 


Administr.ative  Pro  visions 
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(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 
Sec  1008.  The  Administrator  shall  acquire,  for 
no  more  than  S35.000.000.  a  certain  parcel  of 
land,  together  with  existing  facilities,  located  on 
the  site  of  the  property  referred  to  as  the  Clear 
Lake  Development  Facility.  Clear  Lake.  Texas. 
The  land  and  facilities  in  question  comprise  ap- 
proximately 13  acres  and  include  a  Light  Mu '. ;. 
facturing  Facility,  an  Avionics  Development  hi 
cility.    and    an    Assembly    and    Test    Building 
which  shall  be  modified  for  use  as  a  Neutral 
Buoyancy    Laboratory    in    support    of   human 
space  flight  activities. 

Sec.  1009.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law  or  regulation,  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  va  .'' 
convey,  without  reimbursement,  to  the  Slad  ' 
Mississippi,  all  rights,  title  and  interest  ot  ■>■■ 
United  States  in  the  property  known  as  the  > 
low  Creek  Facility  and  consisting  of  approxi- 
mately 1.200  acres  near  the  city  of  luka.  Mis- 
sissippi, including  all  improvements  thereon  and 
also  including  any  personal  properly  owned  h;/ 
NASA  that  is  currently  located  on-site  (J'  .' 
which  the  State  of  Mississippi  requires  to  /a;.; 
tate  the  transfer:  Provided.  That  appropriated 
funds  shall  be  used  to  effect  this  conveyance: 
Provided  further.  That  SIO.000.000  in  appro- 
priated funds  otherwise  available  to  NASA  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  State  of  Mississippi  to  be 
used  in  the  trarisition  of  the  facility:  Provided 
further.  That  each  Federal  agency  with  pr..  ^ 
contact  to  the  site  shall  remain  responsibli  ■■■' 
any  and  all  environmental  remediation  madv 
necessary  as  a  result  of  its  activities  on  the  site 
Provided  further.  That  in  consideration  of  this 
conveyance.  NASA  may  require  such  other  term.'; 
and  conditions  as  the  Administrator  deems  ap- 
propriate to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United 
States:  Provided  further.  That  the  conveyance 
of  the  site  and  the  transfer  of  the  funds  to  the 
State  of  Mississippi  shall  occur  not  later  than 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

NATIONAL  Science  Foundation 

ACADEMIC  RESEARCH  INFRASTRUCTURE 
(RESCISSION) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing in  Public  Law  103-327.  $131,367,000  are  re- 
scinded. 

CORPORATIONS 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 
fdic  affordable  housing  program 
(rescission) 
Of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing m  Public  Law  103-327.  $11,331,034  are  re- 
scinded. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.    2001.    EMERGENCY  SALVAGE   TIMBER   SALE 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

(1)  The  term  "appropriate  committees  of  Con- 
gress" means  the  Committee  on  Resources,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  .\'utri- 
tion,  and  Forestry,  and  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Senate. 

(2)  The  term  "emergency  period"  means  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  and  ending  on  September  30.  1997. 

(3)  The  term  "salvage  timber  sale"  means  a 
timber  sale  for  which  an  important  reason  for 
entry  includes  the  removal  of  disease-  or  insect- 
infested  trees,  dead,  damaged,  or  down  trees,  or 
trees  affected  by  fire  or  imminently  susceptible 
to  fire  or  insect  attack.  Such  term  also  includes 
the  removal  of  associated  trees  or  trees  lacking 


the  characteristics  of  a  healthy  and  triable  eco- 
system for  the  purpose  of  ecosystem  improve- 
ment or  rehabilitation,  except  that  any  such 
.•iale  must  include  an  identifiable  salvage  compo- 
nent of  trees  described  in  the  first  sentence. 
(4)  The  term  "Secretary  concerned"  means — 

(A)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  with  respect 
to  lands  within  the  National  Forest  System:  and 

(B)  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  respect 
to  Federal  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

(b)  COMPLETION  OF  SALVAGE  TIMBER  SALES.— 

(1)  Salvage  timber  sales— Using  the  expe- 
dited procedures  provided  in  subsection  (c).  the 
Secretary  concerned  shall  prepare,  advertise, 
offer,  and  award  contracts  during  the  emer- 
gency period  for  salvage  timber  sales  from  Fed- 
eral lands  described  in  subsection  (a)(4).  During 
the  emergency  period,  the  Secretary  concerned 
IS  to  achieve,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  a 
salvage  timber  sale  volume  level  above  the  pro- 
grammed level  to  reduce  the  backlogged  volume 
of  salvage  timber.  The  preparation,  advertise- 
ment, offering,  and  awarding  of  such  contracts 
shall  be  performed  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  including  a  law  under  the  au- 
thority of  which  any  judicial  order  may  be  out- 
standing on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

(2)  Use  of  salvage  sale  funds.— To  conduct 
salvage  timber  sales  under  this  subsection,  the 
Secretary  concerned  may  use  salvage  sale  funds 
otherwise  available  to  the  Secretary  concerned. 

(3)  Sales  in  preparation.— .4ny  salvage  tim- 
ber sale  in  jjreparation  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  shall  be  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section. 

(c)  Expedited  Procedures  for  E.vergency 
Salvage  Timber  Sales.— 

(1)  Sale  documentation.— 

(A)  Preparation.— For  each  salvage  timber 
sale  conducted  under  subsection  (b).  the  Sec- 
retary concerned  shall  prepare  a  document  that 
combines  an  environmental  assessment  under 
section  102(2)  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  .Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(E))  (includ- 
ing regulations  implementing  such  section)  and 
a  biological  evaluation  under  section  7(a)(2)  of 
the  Endangered  Species  .Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C. 
1536(a)(2))  and  other  applicable  Federal  law  and 
implementing  regulations.  At  the  sole  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  concerned  arid  to  the  extent  the 
Secretary  concerned  considers  appropriate  and 
feasible,  the  document  prepared  under  this 
paragraph  mu.it  consider  the  environmental  ef- 
fects of  the  salvage  timber  sale  and  consider  the 
effect,  if  any.  on  threatened  or  endangered  spe- 
cies. 

(B)  Use  of  existi.vg  materials.— In  lieu  of 
preparing  a  new  document  under  this  para- 
graph, the  Secretary  concerned  may  use  a  docu- 
ment prepared  pursuant  to  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et 
seq.)  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  a  biological  evaluation  written  before  such 
date,  or  information  collected  fdr  such  a  docu- 
ment or  evaluation  if  the  document,  evaluation, 
or  information  applies  to  the  Federal  lands  cov- 
ered by  the  proposed  sale. 

(C)  Scope  and  content.— The  scope  and  con- 
tent of  the  documentation  and  information  pre- 
pared, considered,  and  relied  on  under  this 
paragraph  is  at  the  sole  discretion  of  the  Sec- 
retary concerned. 

(2)  Reporti.W  requirements.— Not  later  than 
August  30.  1995,  the  Secretary  concerned  shall 
.•submit  a  report  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  on  the  implementation  of  this  section. 
The  report  shall  be  updated  and  resubmitted  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  every  six 
months  thereafter  until  the  completion  of  all 
salvage  timber  sales  conducted  under  subsection 
(b).  Each  report  shall  contain  the  following: 

(A)  The  volume  of  salvage  timber  sales  sold 
and  harvested,  as  of  the  date  of  the  report,  for 


each  National  Forest  and  each  district  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

(B)  The  available  salvage  volume  contained  in 
each  National  Forest  and  each  district  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

(C)  A  plan  and  schedule  for  an  enhanced  sal- 
vage timber  sale  program  for  fiscal  years  1995. 
1996.  and  1997  using  the  authority  provided  by 
this  section  for  salvage  timber  sales. 

(D)  A  description  of  any  needed  resources  and 
personnel,  including  personnel  reassignments. 
required  to  conduct  an  enhanced  salvage  timber 
sale  program  through  fi.ical  year  1997. 

(E)  A  statement  of  the  intentions  of  the  Sec- 
retary concerned  with  respect  to  the  salvage 
timber  sale  volume  levels  specified  in  the  joint 
explanatory  statement  of  managers  accompany- 
ing the  conference  report  on  this  Act. 

(3)  Advancement  of  sales  authorized.— The 
Secretary  concerned  may  begin  salvage  timber 
sales  under  subsection  (b)  intended  for  a  subse- 
quent fiscal  year  before  the  start  of  such  fiscal 
year  if  the  Secretary  concerned  determines  that 
performance  of  such  salvage  timber  sales  will 
not  interfere  with  salvage  timber  sales  intended 
for  a  preceding  fiscal  year. 

(4)  Decisions.— The  Secretary  concerned  shall 
design  and  select  the  specific  salvage  timber 
sales  to  be  offered  under  subsection  (b)  on  the 
basis  of  the  analysis  contained  in  the  document 
or  documents  prepared  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(I)  to  achieve,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  a 
salvage  timber  sale  volume  level  above  the  pro- 
gram level. 

(5)  Sale  preparation.— 

(A)  Use  of  available  authorities.— The 
Secretary  concerned  shall  make  use  of  all  avail- 
able authority,  including  the  employment  of  pri- 
vate contractors  and  the  use  of  expedited  fire 
contracting  procedures,  to  prepare  and  advertise 
salvage  timber  sales  under  sub.'section  (b). 

(B)  Exemptions.— The  preparation,  solicita- 
tion, and  award  of  salvage  timber  sales  under 
subsection  (b)  shall  be  exempt  from — 

(i)  the  requirements  of  the  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  (41  U.S.C.  253  et  seq.)  and  the 
implementing  regulations  in  the  Federal  Acqui- 
sition Regulation  issued  pursuant  to  section 
25(c)  of  the  Office  of  Federal  Procurement  Pol- 
icy Act  (41  U.S.C.  421(c))  and  any  departmental 
acquisition  regulations:  and 

(ii)  the  notice  and  publication  requirements  in 
section  18  of  such  Act  (41  U.S.C.  416)  and  8(e)  of 
the  Small  Business  Act  (15  U.S.C.  637(e))  and 
the  implementing  regulations  in  the  Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulations  and  any  departmental  ac- 
quisition regulations. 

(C)  INCE.VTIVE  PAYMENT  RECIPIENTS:  REPORT.— 

The  provisions  of  section  3(d)(1)  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (Public 
Law  103-226:  5  U.S.C.  5597  note)  shall  not  apply 
to  any  former  employee  of  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned who  received  a  voluntary  separation  in- 
centive payment  authorized  by  such  Act  and  ac- 
cepts employment  pursuant  to  this  paragraph. 
The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment and  the  Secretary  concerned  shall  provide 
a  summary  report  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  Congress,  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs of  the  Senate  regarding  the  number  of  in- 
centive payment  recipients  who  were  rehired, 
their  terms  of  reemployment,  their  job  classifica- 
tions, and  an  explanation,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  agencies  involved  of  how  such  reemployment 
without  repayment  of  the  incentive  payments 
received  is  consistent  with  the  original  waiver 
provisions  of  such  Act.  This  report  shall  not  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  that  would  delay  the  re- 
hiring of  any  former  employees  under  this  para- 
graph, or  affect  the  normal  confidentiality  of 
Federal  employees. 

(6)  COST  CONSIDERATIONS.— Salvage  timber 
sales  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 


not  be  precluded  because  the  costs  of  such  ac- 
tivities are  likely  to  exceed  the  revenues  derived 
from  such  activities. 

(7)  Effect  of  salvage  sales— The  Secretary 
concerned  shall  not  substitute  salvage  timber 
sales  conducted  under  subsection  (b)  for 
planned  non-salvage  timber  sales. 

(8)  Reforestation  of  salvage  timber  sale 
PARCELS. — The  Secretary  concerned  shall  plan 
and  implement  reforestation  of  each  parcel  of 
land  harvested  under  a  salvage  timber  sale  con- 
ducted under  subsection  (b)  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  after  completion  of  the  harvest  on  the 
parcel,  but  m  no  case  later  than  any  applicable 
restocking  period  required  by  law  or  regulation. 

(9)  Effect  on  judicial  OECisio.KS.-The  Sec- 
retary concerned  may  conduct  salvage  timber 
sales  under  subsection  (b)  notwithstanding  any 
decision,  restraining  order,  or  injunction  issued 
by  a  United  States  court  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section. 

(d)  Direction  to  complete  Timber  Sales  on 
Lands  Covered  by  Option  9.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  law  (including  a  law  under  the  au- 
thority of  which  any  judicial  order  may  be  out- 
standing on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act),  the  Secretary  concerned  shall  expedi- 
tiously prepare,  offer,  and  award  timber  sale 
contracts  on  Federal  lands  described  in  the 
"Record  of  Decision  for  Amendments  to  Forest 
Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Plan- 
ning Documents  Within  the  Range  of  the  North- 
ern Spotted  Owl",  signed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  .Agriculture  on 
April  13,  1994.  The  Secretary  concerned  may 
conduct  timber  sales  under  this  subsection  not- 
withstanding any  decision,  restraining  order,  or 
injunction  issued  by  a  United  States  court  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section. 
The  issuance  of  any  regulation  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 4(d)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 
(16  U.S.C.  1533(d))  to  ease  or  reduce  restrictions 
on  non-Federal  lands  within  the  range  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl  shall  be  deemed  to  satisfy 
the  requirements  of  section  102(2c)  of  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42 
U.S.C.  4332(2c)),  given  the  analysis  included  in 
the  Final  Supplemental  Impact  Statement  on 
the  Management  of  the  Habitat  for  Late  Succes- 
sional  and  Old  Growth  Forest  Related  Species 
Withm  the  Range  of  the  .Northern  Spotted  Owl, 
prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  1994,  which  is,  or 
may  be,  incorporated  by  reference  in  the  admin- 
istrative record  of  any  such  regulation.  The  is- 
suance of  any  such  regulation  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 4(d)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 
(16  U.S.C.  1533(d))  shall  not  require  the  prepara- 
tion of  an  environmental  impact  statement 
under  section  102(2c)  of  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4332(2c)). 

(e)  ADMINISTRATIVE  REVIEW.— Salvage  timber 
sales  conducted  under  subsection  (b),  timber 
sales  conducted  under  subsection  (d),  and  any 
decision  of  the  Secretary  concerned  in  connec- 
tion with  such  sales,  shall  not  be  subject  to  ad- 
ministrative review. 

(f)  Judicial  Review,— 

(1)  Place  and  time  of  filing.— A  salvage 
timber  sale  to  be  conducted  under  subsection  (b), 
and  a  timber  sale  to  be  conducted  under  sub- 
section (d),  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review 
only  in  the  United  States  district  court  for  the 
district  in  which  the  affected  Federal  lands  are 
located.  Any  challenge  to  such  sale  must  be  filed 
in  such  district  court  within  15  days  after  the 
date  of  initial  advertisement  of  the  challenged 
sale.  The  Secretary  concerned  may  not  agree  to, 
and  a  court  may  not  grant,  a  waiver  of  the  re- 
quirements of  this  paragraph. 

(2)  Effect  of  filing  on  agency  action— For 
45  days  after  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  chal- 
lenge to  a  salvage  timber  sale  to  be  conducted 
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under  subsection  (b)  or  a  timber  sale  to  be  con- 
ducted under  subsection  (d).  tile  Secretary  con- 
cerned shall  take  no  action  to  atoard  the  chal- 
lenged sale. 

(3)  Prohibition  o.v  restrahving  orders,  pre- 
liminary INJUNCTIONS.  AND  RELIEF  PENDING  RE- 
VIEW.— No  restraining  order,  preliminary  injunc- 
tion, or  injunction  pending  appeal  shall  be  is- 
sued by  any  court  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  any  decision  to  prepare,  advertise,  offer. 
award,  or  operate  a  salvage  timber  sale  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (b)  or  any  decision  to  prepare. 
advertise,  offer,  award,  or  operate  a  timber  sale 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d).  Section  705  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  any  chal- 
lenge to  such  a  sale. 

(4)  Standard  of  review.— The  courts  shall 
have  authority  to  enjoin  permanently,  order 
modification  of.  or  void  an  indimdual  salvage 
timber  sale  if  it  is  determined  by  a  revieui  of  the 
record  that  the  decision  to  prepare,  advertise, 
offer,  award,  or  operate  such  sale  was  arbitrary 
and  capricious  or  otherwise  not  in  accordance 
with  applicable  law  (other  than  those  laws  spec- 
ified in  subsection  (i)). 

(5)  Time  for  decision.— Civil  actions  filed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  assigned  for  hear- 
ing at  the  earliest  possible  date.  The  court  shall 
render  its  final  decision  relative  to  any  chal- 
lenge within  45  days  from  the  date  such  chal- 
lenge is  brought,  unless  the  court  determines 
that  a  longer  period  of  time  is  required  to  satisfy 
the  requirement  of  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion. In  order  to  reach  a  decision  within  45 
days,  the  district  court  may  assign  alt  or  part  of 
any  such  case  or  cases  to  one  or  more  Special 
Masters,  for  prompt  review  and  recommenda- 
tions to  the  court. 

(6j  Procedures.— Notunthstanding  any  other 
provision  Of  law.  the  court  may  set  rules  govern- 
ing the  procedures  of  any  proceeding  brought 
under  this  subsection  which  set  page  limits  on 
briefs  and  time  limits  on  filing  briefs  and  mo- 
tiorts  and  other  actions  which  are  shorter  than 
the  limits  specified  in  the  Federal  rules  of  civil 
or  appellate  procedure. 

(7)  Appeal— Any  appeal  from  the  final  deci- 
sion of  a  district  court  in  an  action  brought  pur- 
suant to  this  subsection  shall  be  filed  not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  date  of  decision. 

(g)  Exclusion  of  Certain  Federal  Lands.— 

(1)  Exclusion.— The  Secretary  concerned  may 
not  select,  authorise,  or  undertake  any  salvage 
timber  sale  under  subsection  (b)  with  respect  to 
lands  described  in  paragraph  (2). 

(2)  Description  of  excluded  lands.— The 
lands  referred  to  in  paragraph  (I)  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

(A)  Any  area  on  Federal  lands  included  in  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

(B)  Any  roadless  area  on  Federal  lands  des- 
ignated by  Congress  for  wilderness  study  in  Col- 
orado or  .Montana. 

(C)  Any  roadless  area  on  Federal  lands  rec- 
ommended by  the  Forest  Service  or  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  for  wilderness  designation  in 
its  most  recent  land  management  plan  in  effect 
as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(D)  Any  area  on  Federal  lands  on  which  tim- 
ber harvesting  for  any  purpose  is  prohibited  by 
statute. 

(h)  Rulemaking.— The  Secretary  concerned  is 
not  required  to  issue  formal  rules  under  section 
553  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  to  implement 
this  section  or  carry  out  the  authorities  provided 
by  this  section. 

(i)  Effect  on  Other  Laws.— The  documents 
and  procedures  required  by  this  section  for  the 
preparation,  advertisement,  offering,  awarding. 
and  operation  of  any  salvage  timber  sale  subject 
to  subsection  (b)  and  any  timber  sale  under  sub- 
section (dj  shall  be  deemed  to  satisfy  the  re- 
quirements of  all  applicable  Federal  laws  (and 
regulations  implementing  such  laws)  including 
but  not  limited  to  the  following: 
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(1)  The  Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable  Re- 
sources Planning  Act  of  1974  (16  U.S.C.  1600  et 
seq.). 

(2)  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.j. 

(3)  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.). 

(4)  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (16 
U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.). 

(5)  The  National  Forest  Management  Act  of 
1976  (16  U.S.C.  472a  et  seq.). 

(6)  The  Multiple-Use  Sustained- Yield  Act  of 
1960  (16  U.S.C.  528  et  seq.). 

(7)  Other  Federal  environmental  and  natural 
resource  Idws. 

(})  Exp/lRATiON  Date.— The  authority  pro- 
vided byfsubsections  (b)  and  (d)  shall  expire  on 
September  30.  1997.  The  terms  and  coriditions  of 
this  section  shall  continue  in  effect  with  respect 
to  salvage  timber  sale  contracts  offered  under 
subsection  (b)  and  timber  sale  contracts  offered 
under  subsection  (d)  until  the  completion  of  per- 
formance of  the  contracts. 

(k)  AWARD  AND  Release  of  Previously  Of- 
fered AND  UN  AWARDED  TIMBER  SALE  CON- 
TRACTS.— 

(1)  Award  and  release  required.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  within  30 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  concerned  shall  act  to  award,  re- 
lease, and  permit  to  be  completed  in  fiscal  years 
1995  and  1996,  with  no  change  in  originally  ad- 
vertised terms,  volumes,  and  bid  prices,  all  tim- 
ber sale  contracts  offered  or  awarded  before  that 
date  in  any  unit  of  the  National  Forest  System 
or  district  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
subject  to  section  318  of  Public  Law  101-121  (103 
Stat.  745).  The  return  of  the  bid  bond  of  the 
high  bidder  shall  not  alter  the  responsibility  of 
the  Secretary  concerned  to  comply  with  this 
paragraph. 

(2)  Threatened  or  e.-^d angered  bird  spe- 
cies.— No  sale  unit  shall  be  released  or  com- 
pleted under  this  subsection  if  any  threatened 
or  endangered  bird  species  is  known  to  be  nest- 
ing within  the  acreage  that  is  the  subject  of  the 
sale  unit. 

(3)  ALTERNATIVE  OFFER  IN  CASE  OF  DELAY.— If 

for  any  reason  a  sale  cannot  be  released  and 
completed  under  the  terms  of  this  subsection 
within  45  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  concerned  shall  pro- 
vide the  purchaser  an  equal  volume  of  timber,  of 
like  kind  and  value,  which  shall  be  subject  to 
the  terms  of  the  original  contract  and  shall  not 
count  against  current  allowable  sale  quantities. 

(I)  Effect  on  Pla.\s.  Policies,  and  activi- 
ties.—Compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  re- 
quire or  permit  any  revisions,  amendment,  con- 
sultation, supplementation,  or  other  administra- 
tive action  in  or  for  any  land  management  plan, 
standard,  guideline,  policy,  regional  guide,  or 
multi-forest  plan  because  of  implementation  or 
impacts,  site-specific  or  cumulative,  of  activities 
authorized  or  required  by  this  section.  No 
project  decision  shall  be  required  to  be  halted  or 
changed  by  such  documents  or  guidance,  imple- 
mentation, or  impacts. 

Sec.  2002.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  ob- 
ligation beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
expressly  so  provided  herein. 

DOWNWARD  ADJUSTMENTS  IN  DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDI.WG  limits 

Sec.  2003.  Upon  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et shall  make  downward  adjustments  in  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  (new  budget  author- 
ity and  outlays)  specified  in  section  601(a)(2)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1995  through  1998  by  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  estimated  reductions  in  new 
budget  authority  and  outlays  for  discretionary 
programs  resulting  from  the  provisions  of  this 


Act  (other  than  emergency  appropriations)  for 
such  fiscal  year,  as  calculated  by  the  Director. 
prohibition  on  use  of  savings  to  offset  defi- 
cit increases  resulting  from  direct  spend- 
ing OR  RECEIPTS  legislation 
Sec.  2004.  Reductions  in  outlays,  and  reduc- 
tions in  the  discretionary  spending  limits  speci- 
fied in   section  601(a)(2)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  resulting  from  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
for  purposes   of  section   252  of  the   Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985. 

Sec  2005.  July  27  of  each  year  until  the  year 
2003  is  designated  as  "National  Korean  War 
Veterans  Armistice  Day",  and  the  President  is 
authorised  and  requested  to  issue  a  proclama- 
tion calling  upon  the  people  of  the  United  States 
to  observe  such  day  with  appropriate  ceremonies 
and  activities,  and  to  urge  the  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  United  States  and  interested  or- 
ganization, groups,  and  individuals  to  fly  the 
American  flag  at  halfstaff  on  July  27  of  each 
year  until  the  year  2003  in  honor  of  the  Ameri- 
cans who  died  as  a  result  of  their  service  in 
Korea. 
denial  of  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  INDIVIDUALS  NOT 
LAWFULLY  WITHIN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  2006.  (a)  In  General.— None  of  the  funds 
made  available  in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  pro- 
vide any  direct  benefit  or  assistance  to  any  indi- 
vidual in  the  United  States  when  it  is  made 
known  to  the  Federal  entity  or  official  to  which 
the  funds  are  made  available  that — 

(1)  the  individual  is  not  lawfully  within  the 
United  States;  and 

(2)  the  benefit  or  assistance  to  be  provided  is 
other  than  search  and  rescue:  emergency  medi- 
cal care:  emergency  mass  care:  emergency  shel- 
ter: clearance  of  roads  and  construction  of  tem- 
porary bridges  necessary  to  the  performance  of 
emergency  tasks  and  essential  community  serv- 
ices: warning  of  further  risks  or  hazards;  dis- 
semination of  public  information  and  assistance 
regarding  health  and  safety  measures;  provision 
of  food,  water,  medicine,  and  other  essential 
needs,  including  movement  of  supplies  or  per- 
sons: or  reduction  of  immediate  threats  to  life, 
property,  and  public  health  and  safety. 

(b)  ACTIONS  TO  Determine  La  wful  Status.— 
Each  Federal  entity  or  official  receiving  funds 
under  this  Act  shall  take  rea.sonable  actions  to 
determine  whether  any  individual  who  is  seek- 
ing any  benefit  or  assistance  subject  to  the  limi- 
tation established  in  subsection  (a)  is  lawfully 
within  the  United  States. 

(c)  Nondiscrimination.— In  the  case  of  any 
filing,  inquiry,  or  adjudication  of  an  application 
for  any  benefit  or  assistance  subject  to  the  limi- 
tation established  in  subsection  (a),  no  Federal 
entity  or  official  (or  their  agent)  may  discrimi- 
nate against  any  individual  on  the  basis  of  race, 
color,  religion,  sei,  age,  or  disability. 

TITLE  III 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS 
ANTI-TERRORISM  INITIATIVES 
OKLAHOMA  CITY  RECOVERY 
CHAPTER  I 
DEPARTMENTS  OF  COMMERCE.   JUSTICE. 
AND   STATE.    THE  JUDICIARY.    AND  RE- 
LATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
General  administration 
Counterterrorism  Fund 
There        is        hereby        established        the 
Counterterrorism     Fund    which    shall    remain 
available   without  fiscal   year   limitation.    For 
necessary  expenses,  as  determined  by  the  Attor- 
ney  General.   $34,220,000.    to   remain   available 
until      expended,      is     appropriated      to      the 


Counterterrorism   Fund   to   reimburse  any   De- 
partment of  Justice  organization  for  the  costs 
incurred  in  reestablishing  the  operational  capa- 
bility of  an  office  or  facility   which   has  been 
damaged  or  destroyed  as  the  result  of  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in 
Oklahoma  City  or  any  domestic  or  international 
terrorism  event:  Provided.  That  funds  from  this 
appropriation  also  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
appropriation   account   of  any   Department   of 
Justice  agency  engaged  in.  or  providing  support 
to.  countering,  investigating  or  prosecuting  do- 
mestic or  international  terrorism,  including  pay- 
ment of  rewards  in  connection  with  these  activi- 
ties and  to  conduct  a  terrorism  threat  assess- 
ment of  Federal  agencies  and  their  facilities; 
Provided  further.    That  any  amount  obligated 
from  appropriations  under  this  heading  may  be 
used  under  the  authorities  available  to  the  orga- 
nization   reimbursed   from    this   appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  amounts  in  excess  of  the 
$10,555,000  made  available  for  extraordinary  ex- 
penses incurred  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing 
for  fiscal  year  1995.  shall  be  available  only  after 
the  Attorney  General  notifies  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  in  accordance  with  Section  605 
of  Public  Law  103-317:  Provided  further.  That 
the  entire  amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as 
an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)    of   the    Balanced    Budget    and 
Emergency    Deficit    Control    Act    of   1985.    as 
amended:   Provided  further.    That  the  amount 
not  previously  designated  by  the  President  as  an 
emergency  requirement  shall  be  available  only 
to  the  extent  an  official  budget  request,  for  a 
specific  dollar  amount  that  includes  designation 
of  the  entire  amount  of  the  request  as  an  emer- 
gency requirement,  as  defined  in  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended,  is  transmitted  to  Congress. 
Legal  activities 
salaries  and  expenses,  united  states 
attorneys 
For  an  additional  amount  of  expenses  result- 
ing from  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City  and  other 
anti-terrorism     efforts.     $2,000,000,     to     remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided.  That  the  en- 
tire amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as  an 
emergency    requirement    pursuant    to    section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)    of   the    Balanced    Budget    and 
Emergency    Deficit    Control    Act    of   1985.    as 
amended:  Provided  further.   That  the  amount 
not  previously  designated  by  the  President  as  an 
emergency  requirement  shall  be  available  only 
to  the  extent  an  official  budget  request,  for  a 
specific  dollar  amount  that  includes  designation 
of  the  entire  amount  of  the  request  as  an  emer- 
gency requirement,  as  defined  in  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended,  is  transmitted  to  Congress. 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 

SALARIES  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  expenses  result- 
ing from  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City  and  other 
anti-terrorism  efforts,  including  the  establish- 
ment of  a  Domestic  Counter-terrorism  Center, 
$77,140,000.  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided.  That  the  entire  amount  is  designated 
by  Congress  as  an  emergency  requirement  pur- 
suant to  section  251(bK2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended:  Provided  further.  That  the 
amount  not  previously  designated  by  the  Presi- 
dent as  an  emergency  requirement  shall  be 
available  only  to  the  extent  an  official  budget 
request,  for  a  specific  dollar  amount  that  in- 
cludes designation  of  the  entire  amount  of  the 
request  as  an  emergency  requirement,  as  defined 
in  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985,  as  amended,  is  transmitted 
to  Congress. 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  3001.  Any  funds  made  available  to  the 
Attorney  General  heretofore  or  hereafter  m  any 
Act  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  spending  limita- 
tions contained  in  18  U.S.C.  sections  3059  and 
3072:  Provided.  That  any  reward  of  $100,000  or 
more,  up  to  a  maximum  of  $2,000,000.  may  not  be 
made  without  the  personal  approval  of  the 
President  or  the  Attorney  General,  and  such  ap- 
proval may  not  be  delegated. 

Sec.  3002.  Funds  made  available  under  this 
Act  for  this  Title  for  the  Department  of  Justice 
are  subject  to  the  standard  notification  proce- 
dures contained  in  Section  605  of  Public  Law 
103-317. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

court  of  appeals,  district  courts, 
and  other  judicial  services 
Court  security 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Court  Secu- 
rity" to  enhance  security  of  judges  arid  support 
personnel,  $16,640,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  to  be  expended  directly  or  transferred 
to  the  United  States  Marshals  Service;  Provided, 
That  the  entire  amount  is  designated  by  Con- 
gress as  an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to 
section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985,  as 
amended;  Provided  further.   That  the  amount 
not  previously  designated  by  the  President  as  an 
emergency  requirement  shall  be  available  only 
to  the  extent  an  official  budget  request,  for  a 
specific  dollar  amount  that  includes  designation 
of  the  entire  amount  of  the  request  as  an  emer- 
gency requirement,  as  defined  in  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended,  is  transmitted  to  Congress. 
CHAPTER  II 
TREASURY.  POSTAL  SERVICE.  AND 

GENERAL  GOVERNMENT 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Bureau  of  alcohol.  Tobacco  and  firearms 

salaries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  emergency  ex- 
penses of  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City,  and  anti- 
terrorism efforts,  including  the  President's  anti- 
terrorism initiative.  $34,823,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided.  That  the  entire 
amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as  an  emer- 
gency requirement  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  as 
amended. 
Federal  Law  Enforcement  training  Center 

salaries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  the  Federal  re- 
sponse to  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City.  $1,100,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  the  entire  amount  is  designated  by  Con- 
gress as  an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to 
section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1935,  as 
amended. 

United  States  Secret  service 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  emergency  ex- 
penses of  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City,  and  other 
anti-terrorism  efforts,  including  the  President's 
antiterrorism  initiative,  $6,675,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided.  That  the  en- 
tire amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as  an 
emergency  requirement  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  as 
amended. 

United  States  Customs  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  emergency  ex- 
penses resulting  from  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred 
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p.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City. 
$1,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided,  That  the  entire  amount  is  designated 
by  Congress  as  an  emergency  requirement  pur- 
suant to  section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
General  Services  administration 
Real  Property  activities 
Federal  Buildings  Fund 
Limitations  on  availability  of  Revenue 
The  aggregate  limitation  on  Federal  Buildings 
Fund  obligations  established  under  this  heading 
in  Public  Law  103-329  (as  otherwise  reduced 
pursuant  to  this  Act)  is  hereby  increased  by 
$66,800,000.   of  which   $40,400,000  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  for  necessary  expenses 
of  real  property  management  and  related  activi- 
ties (including  planning,  design,  construction, 
demolition,  restoration,  repairs,  alterations,  ac- 
quisition,    installment    acquisition     payments, 
rental  of  space,   building   operations,   mainte- 
nance,   protection,     moving    of    governmental 
agencies,  and  other  activities)  m  resporise  to  the 
April  19.  1995.  terrorist  bombing  attack  at  the 
Alfred  P.   Murrah   Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City.  Oklahoma. 

In  carrying  out  such  activities,  the  Adminis- 
trator of  General  Services  may  (among  other  ac- 
tions) exchange,  sell,  lease,  donate,  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  the  site  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Fed- 
eral Building  (or  a  portion  thereof)  to  the  State 
of  Oklahoma,  to  the  City  of  Oklahoma  City,  or 
to  any  Oklahoma  public  trust  that  has  the  City 
of  Oklahoma  City  as  its  beneficiary  and  is  des- 
ignated by  the  City  to  receive  such  property. 
Any  such  disposal  shall  not  be  subject  to  (1)  the 
Public  Buildings  Act  of  1959  (40  U.S.C.  601  et 
seq.):  (2)  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra- 
tive Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.); 
or  (3)  any  other  Federal  law  establishing  re- 
quirements or  procedures  for  the  disposal  of 
Federal  property:  Provided.  That  these  funds 
shall  not  be  available  for  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  construction,  repair,  alteration,  or  ac- 
quisition project  for  which  a  prospectus,  if  re- 
quired by  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1959.  as 
amended,  has  not  been  approved,  except  that 
necessary  funds  may  be  expended  for  required 
expenses  in  connection  with  the  development  of 
a  proposed  prospectus:  Provided  further.  That 
for  additional  amounts,  to  remain  available 
until  expended  and  to  be  deposited  into  the  Fed- 
eral Buildings  Fund,  for  emergency  expenses  re- 
sulting from  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P. 
Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City:  for 
"Construction".  Oklahoma.  Oklahoma  City,  Al- 
fred P.  Murrah  Federal  Building,  Demolition. 
$2,300,000;'  for  "Minor  Repairs  and  Alter- 
ations". $3,300,000;  for  "Rental  of  Space". 
$8,300,000.  to  be  used  to  lease,  furnish,  arid 
equip  replacement  space;  and  for  "Buildings 
Operations  ".  $12,500,000:  Provided  further.  That 
the  entire  amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as 
an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  198S.  as 
amended. 

CHAPTER  III 
DEPARTMENTS    OF     VETERANS    AFFAIFLS 
AND    HOUSING    AND    URBAN   DEVELOP- 
MENT. AND  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
depart.vent  of  housing  and  urban 
Development 
management  and  administration 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  emergency  ex- 
penses resulting  from  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred 
P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City. 
$3,200,000.  to  remain  available  through  Septem- 
ber 30.  19%:  Provided.  That  the  entire  amount  is 
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designated  by  the  Congress  as  an  emergency  re- 
quirement pursuant  to  section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of 
the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  as  amended. 

ISDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Federal  Emergescy  Managemest  agency 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Salaries  and 
Expenses  '.  S3.523.000.  to  increase  Federal.  State 
and  local  preparedness  for  mitigating  and  re- 
sponding to  the  consequences  of  terrorism:  Pro- 
vided. That  the  entire  amount  is  designated  by 
Congress  as  an  emergency  requirement  pursuant 
to  section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  19S5.  as 
amended. 

EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING  AND 
ASSISTANCE 
For  an  additional  amount  for  "Emergency 
Management  Planning  and  Assistance". 
S3.477.000.  to  increase  federal,  state  and  local 
preparedness  for  mitigating  and  responding  to 
the  consequences  of  terrorism:  Provided.  That 
the  entire  amount  is  designated  by  Congress  as 
an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to  section 
251(bH2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  as 
amended. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Emergency  Sup- 
plemental Appropriations  for  Additional  Disas- 
ter Assistance,  for  Anti-terrorism  Initiatives,  for 
Assistance  in  the  Recovery  from  the  Tragedy 
that  Occurred  at  Oklahoma  City,  and  Rescis- 
sions Act.  1995". 

And  amend  the  title  of  the  bill  to  read  as 
follows: 

Making  emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  additional  disaster  assistance,  for  anti- 
terrorism initiatives,  for  assistance  in  the  recov- 
ery from  the  tragedy  that  occurred  at  Oklahoma 
City,  and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1995.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Bob  Livingston. 

John  T.  Myeuis, 

Ralph  Regula. 

JERRY'  Lewis. 

John  Edward  Porter. 

Hal  Roger-s, 

Joe  Skeen. 

Frank  R.  Wolf. 

Tom  DeLay. 

Barbara  F.  Vucanovich. 

Jl.M  LiGHTFOOT. 
S.  CALLAH-IlN, 

Ron  Packard. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mark  O.  Hatfield. 

Ted  Stevens. 
Thad  Cochran, 
Arlen  Specter. 
Pete  v.  Domenici. 
P.  Gramm. 
C.S.  Bond. 
Slade  Gorton. 
Mitch  McConnell, 
Connie  Mack. 
Conrad  Burns. 
Richard  Shelby. 
Jim  Jeffords. 
Judd  Gregg. 
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Patty  Murray. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

JOINT  EXPLANATORY  STATEMENT  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  OF  CONFERENCE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate  at  the  conference  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  1158) 
making  emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  additional  disaster  assistance  and 
making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1995.  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  joint  statement  to  the 
House  and  the  Senate  in  explanation  of  the 
effects  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  man- 
agers and  recommended  in  the  accomijany- 
ing  conference  report. 

Report  language  included  by  the  House  in 
the  report  accompanying  H.R.  1158  (H.  Rept. 
104-70)  and  the  report  accompanying  H.R. 
1159  (H.  Rept.  104-71)  which  is  not  changed  by 
the  report  of  the  Senate  (S.  Rept.  104-17i,  and 
Senate  Report  language  which  is  not 
changed  by  the  conference  are  approved  by 
the  committee  of  conference.  The  statement 
of  the  managers  while  repeating  some  report 
language  for  emphasis,  is  not  intended  to  ne- 
gate the  language  referred  to  above  unless 
expressly  provided  herein. 

enacting  clause 

The  conference  agreement  contains  an 
amended  enacting  clause  that  reflects  the  in- 
clusion of  emergency  supplemental  appro- 
priations for  recovery  operations  in  response 
to  the  tragedy  that  occurred  at  Oklahoma 
City  and  for  anti-terrorism  initiatives.  Nei- 
ther the  House  nor  Senate  bills  included 
these  purposes  in  their  respective  enacting 
clauses. 

TITLE  I— SUPPLEMENTALS  AND 
RESCISSIONS 
CHAPTER  I 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE.  RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT.   FOOD  AND  DRUG   AD- 
MINISTRATION.  AND   RELATED   AGEN- 
CIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

The  conference  agreement  transfers 
$2,218,000  back  to  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  These 
funds  were  appropriated  to  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  and  subsequently  trans- 
ferred to  a  new  account.  -Nutrition  Initia- 
tives." established  by  the  Department.  The 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service  can  continue  to 
fund  "Nutrition  Initiatives"  from  funds 
made  available  to  the  Service,  such  as  those 
for  DieUry  Guidelines.  The  House  bill  con- 
tained no  similar  provision. 

Food  Safety'  and  Inspection  Service 

The  conference  agreement  provides  a  sup- 
plemental appropriation  of  J9. 082. 000  for  the 
Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  instead  of  J9.048.000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 
The  conference  agreement  provides  a  sup- 
plemental appropriation  of  J5. 000. 000  for  .Ag- 
ricultural    Stabilization    and    Conservation 
Service.   Salaries  and   Expenses   instead   of 
$10,000,000   as   proposed   by    the    House.    The 
Senate  bill  contained  no  similar  provision. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Fund 
food  for  progress 
The   conference   agreement   includes    lan- 
guage raising  the  limit  from  $30,000,000  to 
$50,000,000    on     transport     and     other     non- 


commodity   funds  available   from   the   Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  to  facilitate  do- 
nations of  commodities  under  the  Food  for 
Progress  Program.  Both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  bills  contained  similar  provisions. 
Rural  Electrification  Ad.ministration 
rural  electrification  and  telephone 
loans  program  account 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage to  eliminate  the  interest  cap  on  the 
Treasury  rate  telephone  loan  program  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  bill  con- 
tained no  similar  provision. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
commodity  suppleme.vtal  food  program 
The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage allowing  20  percent  of  funds  carried 
over  from  fiscal  year  1994  to  be  available  for 
administrative  costs  of  the  Commodity  Sup- 
plemental Food  Program  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  bill  contained  no  similar 
provision. 

General  Pro%'isions 

market  pro.motion  program 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage permitting  the  operation  of  the  Mar- 
ket Promotion  Program  at  a  level  not  to  ex- 
ceed $110,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  House  bill  contained  no  similar  provi- 
sion. 

DELINEATION  OF  WETLANDS 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  Senate 
language  prohibiting  the  Department  from 
making  wetland  delineations  through  De- 
cember 31.  1995.  unless  the  owner  or  operator 
of  the  land  requests  such  a  determination. 
On  April  6.  1996.  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
announced  that  the  Department  would  make 
wetland  delineations  and  certifications  only 
on  request  of  the  landowner  until  Congress 
completes  action  on  the  1995  Farm  Bill  and 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  completes 
work  on  a  wetlands  study.  The  conferees 
strongly  support  this  position  and  direct  the 
Secretary  to  enforce  his  policy  until  the  1995 
Farm  Bill  is  enacted  into  law. 

office  of  the  SECRETARY 

The  conference  agtcfment  rescinds  $31,000 
from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  as  proposed 
by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  The  con- 
ference agreement  also  includes  language 
limiting  the  use  of  the  Secretary's  transfer 
authority  without  prior  notification  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  as  proposed 
by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

ALTERNATIVE  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  AND 
CO.MMERCIALIZATION 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,500,000  from  Alternative  Agricultural  Re- 
search and  Commercialization  instead  of 
$3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  Sen- 
ate bill  contained  no  similar  provision. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,100,000  from  Agricultural  Research  Sen.'- 
ice.  Buildings  and  Facilities  instead  of 
$12,678,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
amount  rescinded  is  to  be  taken  from  unobli- 
gated balances  of  the  U.S.  Salinity  Labora- 
tory in  Riverside.  California,  and  other  mis- 
cellaneous projects.  The  House  bill  proposed 
rescinding  $12,678,000  from  amounts  appro- 
priated for  the  National  Swine  Research  Fa- 
cility in  Ames.  Iowa.  The  conference  agree- 
ment provides  that  the  $12,678,000  for  the  Na- 
tional Swine  Research  Facility  be  provided 
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as  a  grant  to  Iowa  State  University  to  con- 
struct that  facility  at  Ames,  Iowa.  The  con- 
ferees direct  the  .Agricultural  Research  Serv- 
ice to  convey  ownership  to  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity. The  conferees  are  aware  of  the  inter- 
est and  need  for  important  swine  research; 
however,  financial  constraints  require  dif- 
ficult choices.  The  conferees  expect  that  any 
future  costs  of  operation  associated  with 
that  facility  be  provided  by  sources  other 
than  the  federal  government.  Iowa  State 
University  should  work  in  collaboration  with 
the  industry  to  cover  research  and  additional 
construction  costs  or  to  offset  these  costs 
through  the  consolidation  of  federal  research 
activities. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,051,000  from  the  Cooperative  State  Re- 
search Service  as  proposed  by  the  House  in- 
.stead  of  $958,000  iis  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $524,000 
from  the  Oregon/Massachusett&'Pennsylva- 
nia  biotechnology  project:  $434,000  from  the 
.American  Indian  Initiative  of  the  .Arid  Lands 
Development  Fund;  and  $93,000  from  the  Po- 
tato Tariff  and  Trade  Association.  The  con- 
ference agreement  also  makes  a  technical 
correction  to  Public  Law  103-330  for  the  1890 
capacity  building  grants  program  as  pro- 
posed by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,184,000  from  Cooperative  State  Research 
.Service.  Buildings  and  Facilities  instead  of 
$20,994,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 
Senate  bill  contained  no  similar  provision. 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds  funds 
from  projects  at  Minot  State  University, 
North  Dakota— $280,000;  Cornell  University. 
New  York- $143,000;  and  the  University  of 
Idaho— $1,761,000.  The  conferees  note  that 
continuation  of  feasibility  studies  and'or 
planning  or  construction  funds  in  fiscal  year 
1995  do  not  signal  potential  for  continued 
funding.  The  conferees  expect  a  thorough  re- 
view and  significant  changes  to  the  criteria 
for  future  consideration  of  any  funding.  Uni- 
versities should  be  aware  that  potential  fu- 
ture restrictions  on  subcommittee  alloca- 
tions make  future  funding  in  doubt 

ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  HEALTH  INSPECTION 

SERVICE 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACILITIES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,000,000  from  .Animal  and  Plant  Health  In- 
spection .Service.  Buildings  and  Facilities  in- 
stead of  $6,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  amount  rescinded  is  to  be  taken  from 
unobligated  balances.  The  House  bill  con- 
tained no  similar  provision. 

Rural  Development  Administration  and 
Far.mers  Home  Administration 

rural  housing  insurance  fund  program 

ACCOUNT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$15,500,000  from  the  section  515  Rural  Rental 
Housing  Program  instead  of  $115,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House.  The  Senate  bill  con- 
tained no  similar  provision.  The  conferees 
agree  that  available  funds  should  be  used  to 
rehabilitate  projects  in  need  of  repair. 

LOCAL  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  AND  PLANNING 
GRANTS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,7.50.000  from  Local  Technical  .Assistance 
and  Planning  Grants  as  proposed  by  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

ALCOHOL  FUELS  CREDIT  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$9,000,000    from    the    Alcohol    Fuels    Credit 


Guarantee  Program  Account  as  proposed  by 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

RURAL  electrification  AND  TELEPHONE 
LOANS  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,500,000  from  the  Rural  Electrification  and 
Telephone  Loans  Program  Account  for  5  per- 
cent telephone  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate instead  of  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

special  supplemental  food  program  for 
women.  infants.  and  children  (wic) 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$20,000,000  from  the  Special  Supplemental 
Food  Program  for  Women,  Infants,  and  Chil- 
dren (WIC)  instead  of  $25,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House.  The  Senate  bill  contained  no 
similar  provision. 

The  conference  agreement  also  deletes 
Senate  language  allowing  $10,000,000  of  WIC 
administrative  funds  to  be  available  for 
grants  to  state  agencies  to  promote  immuni- 
zation. The  conferees  are  aware  of  studies, 
such  as  the  Chicago  WIC  Study,  that  show  a 
direct  link  between  increased  immunizations 
among  low-income  children  and  immuniza- 
tion screening  at  WIC  clinics.  In  fiscal  year 

1994.  the  average  monthly  participation  of 
infants  and  children  under  the  age  of  five  in 
the  WIC  program  was  five  million.  Providing 
immunization  screening  and  incentives  for 
this  population  would  result  in  future  health 
care  savings  to  both  states  and  the  federal 
government.  The  conferees  direct  the  De- 
partment to  provide  a  report  to  the  House 
and  Senate  authorizing  and  Appropriations 
Committees  that  outlines  legislative 
changes  needed  to  allow  state  WIC  agencies 
to  provide  incentives  to  participants  to  in- 
crease immunization  activities  by  July  31. 

1995.  The  conferees  also  expect  the  Depiart- 
ment  to  provide  assistance  to  state  agencies 
interested  in  obtaining  Center  for  Disea.se 
Control  and  Prevention  grants  for  immuniza- 
tion support  activities. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

PUBLIC  law  480  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 
TITLE  III— COMMODITY'  GRANTS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$40,000,000  from  the  Public  Law  480  title  III 
Program  Account.  The  House  bill  proposed  a 
rescission  of  $20,000,000  from  title  III— Com- 
modity Grants.  The  Senate  bill  proposed  re- 
scissions of  $43,865,000  from  title  I— Credit 
Sales.  $6,135,000  from  Ocean  Freight  Differen- 
tial, and  $92,500,000  from  title  III— Commod- 
ity Grants. 

CHAPTER  II 
DEPARTMENTS  OF  COMMERCE.  JUSTICE. 
AND  STATE.  THE  JUDICIARY.  AND  RE- 
LATED AGENCIES 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

NATIONAL  BANKRUPTCY  REVIEW  COMMISSION 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
transfer  of  $1,000,000  from  the  Department  of 
Justice  Working  Capital  Fund  to  the  Na- 
tional Bankruptcy  Review  Commission.  The 
Senate  bill  included  a  transfer  of  $1,500,000 
from  the  Working  Capital  Fund  for  the  Na- 
tional Bankruptcy  Review  Commission,  as 
proposed  by  the  Administration.  The  House 
bill  did  not  provide  funds  to  the  National 
Bankruptcy  Review  Commission,  but  re- 
scinded $1,500,000  in  unobligated  balances 
from  the  Working  Capital  Fund. 

Given  the  obvious  constraints  on  the  Com- 
mittees'   resources   in    fiscal    year    1996.    the 
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conferees  urge  the  Commission  to  explore 
ways  to  accomplish  its  mission  within  the 
amounts  provided. 

United  States  Information  Agency 

international  broadcasting  operations 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  sup- 
plemental appropriation  of  $7,290,000.  the 
amount  requested  by  the  Administration,  to 
be  provided  to  Radio  Free  Eurof)e'Radio  Lib- 
erty (RFEi/RL)  to  make  up  for  currency  ex- 
change losses,  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 
Senate  proposed  a  rescission  of  $27,710,000 
from  International  Broadcasting  Operations, 
which  includes  RFEHL  and  the  Voice  of 
America  (VOA). 

International  broadcasting  programs  are  in 
the  middle  of  a  major  downsizing  and  reorga- 
nization mandated  by  the  1994  authorization 
bill,  the  United  States  International  Broad- 
casting Act  of  1994.  As  it  is  being  imple- 
mented, the  total  savings  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion over  the  four-year  period  1994-1997  will 
exceed  $400  million.  The  rescission  proposed 
by  the  Senate  would  make  it  impossible  to 
complete  that  action,  and.  in  fact,  in  the 
words  of  the  Director  of  the  United  States 
Information  Agency,  "will  throw  both  VOA 
and  RFEVKL  into  a  complete  state  of  chaos 
for  the  remainder  of  FY  1995.  with  ramifica- 
tions extending  well  beyond." 

RFEVRL  has  already  been  severely  im- 
pacted by  the  fall  of  the  dollar  against  the 
German  mark,  totaling  potentially  $24  mil- 
lion, which  is  the  reason  for  the  supple- 
mental recommendation  by  the  conferees,  to 
at  least  partially  offset  the  costs  of  the  ex- 
change losses. 

In  lieu  of  the  Senate  passed  rescission  of 
International  Broadcasting  funds,  the  con- 
ferees have  agreed  to  rescind  $28,000,000  from 
other  USIA  broadcasting  and  exchange  pro- 
grams, which  are  set  forth  under  the  rescis- 
sions portion  of  this  chapter. 

department  of  justice 

Office  of  Justice  Programs 

DRUG  courts 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $22,100,000  from  the  Drug  Courts 
program,  instead  of  $27,750,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $17,100,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

OUNCE  OF  PREVENTION  COUNCIL 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage requested  by  the  Administration 
which  allows  funds  appropriated  for  grants 
by  the  Ounce  of  Prevention  Council  in  Public 
Law  103-317  to  also  be  available  for  adminis- 
trative expenses  of  the  Council.  The  lan- 
guage also  allows  the  Council  to  accept, 
hold,  administer  and  use  gifts,  both  real  and 
personal,  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  its 
work.  This  language  was  included  in  both 
the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill. 

The  conference  agreement  does  not  include 
the  rescission  of  $1,000,000  from  this  account 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

General  Administration 

WORKING  capital  FUND 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission totaling  $5,500,000  from  unobligated 
balances  available  in  the  Working  Capital 
fund,  instead  of  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. The  conferees  have  also  agreed  to  the 
transfer  of  $1,000,000  from  the  Working  Cap- 
ital Fund  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Na- 
tional Bankruptcy  Review  Commission,  in- 
stead of  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Legal  Activities 
assets  forfeitltie  fund 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $5,000,000  from  the  Assets  Forfeit- 
ure Fund  as  proposed  by   the  Senate.  The 
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House  bill  contained  no  provision  on   this 
matter. 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 

salaries  and  expenses 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  Jl.OOO.OOO  from  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  as  proposed  by 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Federal  Prison  System 
salaries  and  expenses 
The  conference  agrreement  Includes  a  re- 
scission of  528.037.000  as  proposed  by  the  Ad- 
ministration, not  included  in  either  the 
House  or  Senate  bills,  to  partially  offset  the 
antiterrorism  supplemental  included  in  a 
separate  title.  These  funds  represent  bal- 
ances the  Bureau  of  Prisons  has  indicated 
are  not  necessary  and  will  expire  at  the  end 
of  this  fiscal  year  due  to  adjustments  in  the 
schedule  of  new  facility  activations. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and 

Technology 
scientific  and  technical  research  and 

services 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  J17.000.000  from  the  National  In- 
stitute of  Standards  and  Technology  (NISTi 
internal  research  account,  instead  of 
J16.500.000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
J19.500.000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conferees  expect  NIST  and  the  Department 
of  Commerce  to  submit  a  reprogramming  no- 
tification, under  the  Committee's  standard 
reprogramming  procedures,  indicating  the 
proposed  distribution  of  this  reduction  by  re- 
search category  in  accordance  with  the  guid- 
ance given  in  the  House  and  Senate  reports 
accompanying  this  bill. 

INDUSTRIAL  technology  SERVICES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  J16.300.000  from  the  NIST  Indus- 
trial Technology  Services  account  for  Manu- 
facturing Extension  Partnership  <MEP)  Pro- 
gram and  the  Quality  Program,  instead  of 
J27. 100.000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
J3.10O.0OO  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

construction  of  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 
The   confprencp  agrpement   Includes  a    re- 
scis.sion  of  $30,000,000  from  unobligated  bal- 
ances available  in  the  NIST  Construction  ac- 
count as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House 
bill  included  no  provision  on  this  matter. 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
administration 

operations,  research  and  FACILITIES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  J24.200.000  from  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration 
(NOAA).  instead  of  J37.000.000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  J23. 100.000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  distribution  of  this  rescission  is 
as  follows; 

National  Undersea  Re- 
search Program  (NURP)  -$3,500,000 

Coastal  Ocean  Program  -S.OOoioOO 

High  Performance  Comput- 
ing    -1.000.000 

Climate  and  Global  Change  - 14.000.000 

Aircraft  Services  (Doppler 
Radar) -2.700.000 

The  conferees  expect  NOAA  to  submit  a 
notification  under  the  Committees'  standard 
reprogramming  procedures,  informing  the 
Committees  of  the  proposed  distribution  by 
activity  of  the  rescissions  provided  for  the 
NURP  and  Coastal  Ocean  programs. 

The  conferees  direct  the  National  Marine 
and    Fisheries    Service    (NMFS)    to    imme- 
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diately  convene  a  team  of  experts  to  scientif- 
ically peer  review  and  examine  all  the  infor- 
mation available  on  its  March  14.  1995.  Sea 
Turtle.  Shrimp  Fishery  Emergency  Response 
Plan  (ERP)  and  the  NMFS  and  NOAA  Sea 
Turtle  Conservation  Restrictions  Applicable 
to  Shrimp  Trawling  Activities  announced  in 
the  May  3.  1995  Federal  Register.  The  con- 
ferees direct  that  individuals  with  appro- 
priate scientific  expertise  nominated  by  the 
shrimp  fishing  industry  and  the  conservation 
community  be  part  of  the  peer  process  and 
team. 

The  conferees  also  dir«ct  NMFS  to  imme- 
diately seek  detailed  recommendations  and 
analysis  from  affected  shrimp  industry  mem- 
bers and  the  conservation  community  on  its 
March  14.  1995  restrictions,  including  a  de- 
tailed assessment  of  the  economic  impact  on 
the  affected  shrimp  fishing  industry.  The  As- 
sistant Administrator  shall  convene  imme- 
diate meetings  with  representatives  of  such 
groups  to  review  and  develop  such  rec- 
ommendations. 

The  conferees  direct  NMFS  to  work  with 
the  shrimp  fishing  industry  to  revise  its 
March  14.  1995  Emergency  Response  Plan  and 
its  May  3.  1995  restrictions  to  include  the  re- 
sults of  the  scientific  peer  review  and  the  al- 
ternatives for  lessening  the  economic  impact 
on  the  shrimp  fishing  industry.  These  alter- 
natives may  include  exemptions  to  using 
turtle  excluder  devices  (TEDs)  in  smaller  try 
nets.  NMFS  is  directed  to  publish  for  public 
comment  and  input  only  the  revised  plans 
for  the  May  14.  1995  Emergency  Response 
Plan  and  the  May  3.  1995  restrictions  by  June 
30.  1995.  The  conferees  direct  NMFS  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  not  to  implement 
any  shrimp  fishery  closures,  that  may  result 
from  the  March  14.  1995  ERP.  prior  to  Sep- 
tember 30,  1995. 

Due  to  the  urgency  of  this  situation,  the 
conferees  intend  that  the  scientific  peer  re- 
view process  and  the  meetings  between 
NMFS  and  the  affected  Industry  and  con- 
servation groups  will  be  exempt  from  Fed- 
eral Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  re- 
quirements. 

construction 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$15,000,000  from  the  NO.*A  Construction  ac- 
count, as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House 
bill  contained  no  provision  on  this  matter. 
The  conferees  intend  that  this  rescission  be 
distributed  as  follows:  J9.000.000  from  unobli- 
gated balances  for  the  replacement  of  the 
Tiburon  laboratory  and  J6.000.000  from  unob- 
ligated balances  designated  for  above  stand- 
ard costs  at  the  Boulder  laboratory. 

goes  satellite  CONTINOENCi-  FUND 

The  conferees  have  included  a  rescission  of 
J2.500,000  from  the  remaining  balances  in  the 
GOES  Contingency  Fund,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  bill  contained  no  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 

TECHNOLOGY  ADMINISTRATION 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  TECHNOLOGY/OFFICE  OF 

TECHNOLOGY  POLICY 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  Jl.750,000  from  the  Under  Sec- 
reury  for  Technology/Office  of  Technology 
Policy  account,  instead  of  J3.3OO.0O0  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House.  The  Senate  bill  includes 
no  provision  on  this  matter. 

NATIONAL  Technical  Infor.mation  Service 

NTIS  REVOLVING  FUND 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  Jl.OOO.OOO  from  the  NTIS  Revolv- 
ing Fund,  including  appropriated  amounts 
and  offsetting  collections  received  into  the 
Fund.  The  House  bill  rescinded  J4,000,000  of 


appropriated  amounta  flrom  this  account,  and 
the  Senate  bill  a  rescission  of  J7. 600.000  of  ap- 
propriated amounts. 

National  Telecommunications  and 
Infor.mation  Ad.ministration 
information  infrastructure 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  J4.000.000  from  the  National  Tele- 
communications and  Information   Adminis- 
tration   (NTIAi    Information    Infrastructure 
Grant  program.  The  House  bill  included  a  re- 
scission of  J30.000.000  from  this  account.  The 
Senate   bill   included   no   provision   on   this 
matter.  An  additional  rescission  of  JIS.OOO.OOO 
from  this  account  was  included  in  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  H.R.  889  (Public  Law 
104-6). 

Economic  Development  Administration 
economic  development  assistance 
programs 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission totaling  J30.250.000  from  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Assistance  Programs  ac- 
count under  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration. This  amount  includes  J5,250,000 
in  remaining  balances  from  prior  year  emer- 
gency appropriations  for  Hurricanes  Andrew 
and  Iniki  and  the  Midwest  floods,  and 
J25.000.000  from  amounts  in  fiscal  year  1995 
that  were  set  aside  for  the  proposed  Competi- 
tive Communities  program,  which  was  never 
approved  by  Congress.  The  J25.000.000  rescis- 
sion should  be  distributed  proportionately  to 
the  categories  which  served  as  the  source  of 
the  original  reprogramming  proposal — De- 
fense Conversion  and  traditional  title  XI 
grants.  The  conferees  note  that  more  than 
12.000.000  in  unobligated  balances  related  to 
the  emergency  supplements  for  Hurricanes 
Andrew  and  Iniki  and  the  Midwest  Hoods 
will  remain  available  for  projects  currently 
in  the  funding  pipeline. 

The  House  bill  included  a  rescission  total- 
ing $45,084,000  under  this  heading,  of  which 
J37, 584,000  was  from  prior  year  emergency  ap- 
propriations and  J7, 500,000  was  from  the 
other  prior  year  projects.  Most  of  these  funds 
have  since  been  obligated.  The  Senate  rescis- 
sions totaled  J47,384,000,  of  which  $7,384,000 
was  from  prior  year  emergency  appropria- 
tions and  $40,000,000  was  from  funds  made 
available  to  EDA  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Although  ED.\'s  proposed  Competitive 
Communities  program  was  denied  by  the 
Congress,  the  conferees  are  disturbed  by  re- 
cent actions  that  appear  to  pursue  the  Com- 
petitive Communities  proposal.  The  con- 
ferees note  that  the  cornerstone  of  the  Com- 
petitive Communities  proposal  was  to  pro- 
vide single  grant-loans  to  private  industries. 
The  conferees  also  note  that  the  Congress 
specially  rejected  this  policy  change  when 
the  Competitive  Communities  proposal  was 
denied.  The  conferees  understand  that  while 
single  purpose  grant-loans  have  been  award- 
ed by  EDA  in  the  past,  these  types  of  grants 
had  been  the  exception  rather  than  the  rule: 
between  1982  and  1992.  only  18  single  grant- 
loans  were  awarded.  In  the  last  two  years, 
however  8.  single  grant-loans  have  been 
awarded.  The  conferees  believe  that  this  dra- 
matic increase  in  the  number  of  single  grant- 
loans  awarded  represent  a  major  policy 
change  away  from  the  traditional  Title  IX 
programs— a  change  of  which  the  .■Appropria- 
tions Committees  were  not  apprised.  The 
conferees  strongly  disagree  with  this  policy 
shift,  and  expect  EDA  to  continue  to  give 
highest  priority  to  the  traditional  and  more 
flexible  Title  IX  programs:  multi-purpose  re- 
volving loan  funds,  infrastructure  and  tech- 
nical assistance.  'I'he  conferees  strongly  en- 
courage EDA  to  use  remaining  unobligated 


Title  IX  funds  for  traditional  Title  IX  pro- 
grams. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

United  States  Court  of  International 

Trade 

salaries  and  expenses 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $1,000,000  from  amounts  provided 
in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  U.S.  Court  of  Inter- 
national trade,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  House  bill  contained  no  provision  on 
this  matter.  This  amount  has  been  identified 
as  excess  by  the  Court,  and  will  have  no  im- 
pact on  its  operations. 

Courts  of  appeals.  District  courts,  and 

Other  Judicial  Services 

defender  services 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission totaling  $9,500,000  from  the  Judi- 
ciary's Defender  Services  account.  The 
House  bill  included  a  rescission  of  Jl, 100,000 
from  this  account,  and  the  Senate  bill  re- 
scinded J4. 100,000.  The  conferees  have  agreed 
to  the  Senate  level,  plus  the  additional 
J5, 400,000  proposed  by  the  Judiciary  as  an  off- 
set to  the  anti-terrorism  supplemental  in- 
cluded in  a  separate  title  in  this  bill. 
fees  of  jurors  and  commissioners 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $5,000,000  from  the  Judiciary's 
Fees  of  Jurors  and  Commissioners  account. 
This  rescission  was  not  included  in  either 
the  House  or  Senate  version  of  the  bill,  but 
was  proposed  by  the  Judiciary  as  an  offset  to 
the  anti-terrorism  su-pplemental  request 
which  is  addressed  in  another  title  in  this 
bill. 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

Small  Busine.ss  Administration 

salaries  and  expenses 

The  conference  agreement  includes  no  re- 
scission under  this  heading.  Both  the  House 
and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  included  a  re- 
scission of  $15,000,000  from  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration's  tree  planting  program, 
but  this  rescission  was  included  in  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  H.R.  889  (Public  Law 
104-6)  and  is  no  longer  available. 

business  loans  program  account 

The  conference  .igreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $6,000,000  from  the  Small  Business 
Administration's  Business  Loans  Program 
-Account,  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  House  bill  contained  no  pro- 
vision on  this  matter. 

The  conferees  intend  that  the  rescission  of 
$6,000,000  be  applied  as  follows:  $4,000,000 
from  the  subsidy  amounts  available  under 
the  Microloan  program,  and  $2,000,000  from 
other  loan  programs  referenced  in  the  Senate 
report. 

The  conference  agreement  also  includes 
language  clarifying  the  availability  of  funds 
provided  to  the  SBA  in  fiscal  year  1994  and 
fiscal  year  1995  for  the  National  Center  for 
Genome  Resources. 

Legal  Services  Corporation 

payment  to  the  legal  services 

corporation 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage not  in  either  bill  that  delineates  re- 
ductions to  the  Legal  Services  Corporation 
included  in  a  prior  rescission  of  funds  and 
provides  no  further  rescission.  The  House  bill 
included  a  rescission  of  $5,849,000  The  Senate 
bill  contained  no  provision  on  this  matter. 
The  conferees  note  that  a  $15,000,000  rescis- 
sion to  the  Corporation  was  included  in  Pub- 
lic Law  104-6. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage, not  in  either  bill,  allocating  the  re- 


ductions contained  in  Public  Law  104-6.  The 
conferees  believe  that  any  reductions  should 
be  taken  out  of  lower  priority  programs,  in 
order  to  minimize  the  impact  on  the  basic 
field  programs  which  provide  direct  legal  as- 
sistance of  individuals  and  are  the  central 
mission  of  the  Corporation.  The  reductions 
delineated  are  based  on:  (1)  reductions  of  the 
unanticipated  carryover  balances  by  pro- 
gram: (2)  reductions  of  the  supplemental  and 
specialized  delivery  programs,  which  are  in 
addition  to  the  basic  field  programs,  to  their 
Fiscal  Year  1994  levels;  (3)  reductions  of  sup- 
port programs,  which  do  not  provide  direct 
legal  assistance  to  individuals,  to  their  Fis- 
cal year  1993  levels;  and  (4)  reductions  of  Cor- 
poration management  and  grant  administra- 
tion to  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  levels. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs 
diplomatic  and  consular  programs 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $2,250,000  from  Diplomatic  and 
Consular  Programs  of  the  Department  of 
State.  The  House  bill  included  a  rescission  of 
$2,000,000.  and  the  Senate  bill  included  a  re- 
scission of  $2,500,000. 

acquisition  and  maintenance  of  buildings 
abroad 

The  conference  agrreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $30,000,000  from  unobligated  bal- 
ances in  the  State  Department's  overseas 
construction  and  maintenance  account,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  Bill  in- 
cluded a  rescission  of  $23,000,000. 

International  Organizations  and 

Conferences 

contributions  for  lnternational 

peacekeeping  activities 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $14,617,000  from  the  International 
Peacekeeping  Activities  account,  which 
funds  the  payment  of  assessed  costs  of  Unit- 
ed Nations  peacekeeping  operations,  as  pro- 
posed by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  Of 
this  amount,  $1,216,000  is  rescinded  from  the 
amount  previously  appropriated  for  the 
United  Nations  Operation  in  Somalia  and 
$13,401,000  is  rescinded  from  the  amount  pre- 
viously provided  for  the  United  Nation's  Mis- 
sion for  the  Referendum  in  Western  Sahara. 
RELATED  AGENCIES 

Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  agency 
arms  control  and  disarmament  activities 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $4,000,000.  of  which  $2,500,000  is  re- 
scinded from  the  amount  appropriated  for 
the  implementation  of  the  Chemical  Weap- 
ons Conventions,  and  $1,500,000  is  rescinded 
as  a  general  administrative  reduction.  The 
House  proposed  a  rescission  of  $3,000,000,  of 
which  $2,000,000  was  from  the  Chemical 
Weapons  Convention,  and  $1,000,000  was  a 
general  administrative  reduction.  The  Sen- 
ate proposed  a  rescission  of  $4,000,000,  of 
which  $2,000,000  was  from  the  Chemical 
Weapons  Convention,  and  $2,000,000  was  a 
general  administrative  reduction. 

Board  for  International  Broadcasting 

ISRAEL  relay  STATION 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $2,000,000  from  unobligated  funds 
available  for  a  canceled  project,  the  Israel 
Relay  station,  as  proposed  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

United  States  Information  Agency 
educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $5,000,000  from  the  United  States 
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Information  Agency's  exchange  programs,  as 
proposed  by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  direct  USIA  to  submit  its  pro- 
posal to  carry  out  this  rescission  through  the 
normal  reprogramming  procedures  prior  to 
implementing  specific  program  reductions. 

RADIO  CONSTRUCTION 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  JI6,000,000  from  unobligated  bal- 
ances in  USIAs  Radio  Construction  account. 
Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  had  proposed 
a  rescission  of  J6,000,000. 

RADIO  FREE  ASIA 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $5,000,000  of  the  $10,000,000  appro- 
priated in  fiscal  year  1995  for  Radio  Free 
Asia,  instead  of  $6,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  bill  had  no  similar  provi- 
sion. 

None  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation 
for  Radio  Free  Asia  has  been  spent  or  obli- 
gated. Under  the  authorizing  legislation,  the 
United  States  International  Broadcasting 
Act  of  1994.  no  funds  can  be  spent  on  Radio 
Free  Asia  until  a  new  Broadcasting  Board  of 
Governors  is  in  place  and  has  submitted  a  de- 
tailed plan  within  90  days  for  the  establish- 
ment and  operation  of  Radio  Free  Asia.  As  of 
this  point,  the  full  Board  has  not  been  nomi- 
nated, let  alone  confirmed,  and  obviously,  no 
plan  has  been  submitted.  Since  the  fiscal 
year  is  more  than  half  over,  and  the  likeli- 
hood of  the  full  appropriation  being  obli- 
gated this  year  is  remote,  the  conferees  have 
agreed  to  rescind  one-half  of  the  appropria- 
tion for  this  fiscal  year. 

CHAPTER  III 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE— CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

Corps  of  Engineer.s— Civil 

general  investigations 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION.  GENERAL 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $60,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Columbia  River  Juvenile  Fish  Mitigation.  Or- 
egon and  Washington  .—The  conferees  reit- 
erate language  regarding  the  juvenile  fish 
mitigation  program  and  surface  collection 
bypass  systems  contained  in  Senate  Report 
103-291  and  agreed  to  in  the  statement  of  the 
managers  accompanying  Public  Law  103-316. 
the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appro- 
priations Act.  1995.  The  conferees  expect  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  move  forward  aggres- 
sively to  test  and  install  project  modifica- 
tions that  improve  the  effectiveness  and  effi- 
ciency of  bypaiss  systems.  One  modification, 
identified  by  both  Federal  and  private  engi- 
neers, is  baffled  or  slotted  spillway  gates. 
Experience  from  non-Federal  Columbia  River 
dams  indicates  that  slotted  spillway  gates 
could  improve  fish  passage  efficiency  and  re- 
duce dissolved  gas  saturation  levels,  as  well 
as  the  cost  of  the  fish  spill  program.  A  larger 
percentage  of  juvenile  fish  could  be  passed 
through  the  project  using  significantly  less 
water  than  would  occur  with  existing,  un- 
modified spillways. 

The  conferees  direct  the  Corps  to  begin 
work  immediately  to  design,  construct  and 
test  spillway  gate  modifications  at  The 
Dalles  and  on  one  other  project  by  next 
spring.  The  Corps  is  encouraged  to  use  pri- 
vate sector  engineering  firms  and  any  other 
available  means  to  accelerate  the  work,  as 


13112 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13113 


necessary,  to  assist  in  completing  this  effort 
early  in  1996.  The  Corps  shall  report  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  on  the 
progress  of  this  effort  by  August  15,  1995. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Recl.amation 

operation  and  maintenance 

The  conference  agreement  Includes  a  re- 
scission of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

GENER.\L  APPLICATION  OF  RESCISSIONS 

The  conferees  direct  that  the  reductions  be 
applied  as  broadly  as  possible  without 
targeting,  disproportionately  affecting  or 
terminating  any  single  project  or  activity, 
including  congressional  directives  and  prior- 
ities. Reductions  should  be  taken  against 
low  priority,  noncritical  activities  to  the 
greatest  e.xtent  possible,  and  the  Department 
should  use  this  as  an  opportunity  to  review 
and  reduce  uncosted  balances  remaining  in 
many  program  areas. 

ENERGY  SUPPLY.  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

ACTIVITIES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$74,000,000  lor  Energy  Supply.  Research  and 
Development  Activities  instead  of 
$116,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$71,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Dif- 
ferences between  the  House  and  Senate  rec- 
ommendations are  explained  below. 

Solar  and  Renewable  Energy  .—The  conferees 
agree  to  rescind  $30,000,000  instead  of 
$a5.000  OOO  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$25,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conferees  direct  that  renewable  energy  pro- 
grams that  are  being  cost-shared  with  U.S. 
industry  for  research  and  development  and 
commercialization  collaboratives  and  tech- 
nology validation  be  preserved,  to  the  extent 
possible,  so  that  program  downsizing  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  industry  co-investors  in 
U.S.  programs.  Also,  reductions  should  be 
applied,  to  the  extent  possible,  to  increases 
provided  in  fiscal  year  1995  over  the  fiscal 
year  1994  levels  including  the  global  climate 
change  programs  in  order  to  preserve  needed 
research  priorities. 

Environmental.  Safety  and  HecUth.— The  con- 
ference agreement  includes  a  rescission  of 
$6,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

Biological  and  Environmental  Research.— The 
conferees  agree  to  rescind  $10,000,000  instead 
of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Fusion  Energy  —The  conferees  agree  to  re- 
scind $7,500,000  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  House  had  proposed 
no  rescission  for  this  program.  The  conferees 
direct  that  the  fiscal  year  1995  rescission  be 
taken  evenly  from  every  component  of  the 
program,  domestic  and  international,  and 
that  no  program  or  project  should  be  held 
harmless. 

Basic  Energy  Sciences.— The  conference 
agreement  rescinds  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Advanced  S'eutron  Source. — The  conference 
agreement  rescinds  $7,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Energy  Oversight.  Research  .Analysis  &  Uni- 
versity Support.— The  conference  agreement 
rescinds  $8,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

Environmental  Restoration  and  Waste  Man- 
agement (Nondefense).— The  conferees  have 
proposed  no  rescission  for  this  program  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $45,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 


ATOMIC  Energy  Defense  Activities 

DEFENSE  EN\1R0NMENTAL  RESTORATION  AND 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

The  conferees  have  proposed  no  rescission 
for  this  program  instead  of  $28,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $13,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

MATERIALS  SUPPORT  AND  OTHER  DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$15,000,000  from  the  security  investigation 
program  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
House  had  proposed  no  rescission  for  this 
program. 

DEPARTME.NTAL  ADMINISTR.^T10N 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $20,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

Power  Marketing  administr.-vtions 
Construction.  Rehabilitation.  Operation 

AND  MAINTENA.NCE 

Western  area  Power  administration 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
House  had  proposed  no  rescission  for  this 
program. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

Tennessee  Valley  authority 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission   of   $5,000,000    as    proposed    by    the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

CHAPTER  rv 

Foreign  Operations.  Export  Financing,  and 

Related  Programs 

BIL.ATERAL  Economic  Assistance 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

DEBT  RESTRUCTURING 

DEBT  RELIEF  FOR  JORDAN 

The  conference  agreement  provides  new 
budget  authority  of  $275,000,000  for  "Debt  re- 
lief for  Jordan",  the  same  as  the  budget  re- 
quest. The  House  had  proposed  an  appropria- 
tion of  $.50,000,000  for  this  purpose  to  cover 
debt  owed  by  Jordan  for  direct  loans  issued 
by  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Agency 
for  International  Development,  and  the  Ex- 
port-Import Bank.  The  Senate  amendment 
would  have  provided  new  budget  authority  of 
$275,000,000  to  cover  debt  owed  by  Jordan  for 
direct  loans  issued  by  these  agencies  as  well 
as  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  P.L. 
480  program  and  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  However,  the  Senate  amend- 
ment would  have  limited  obligations  in  fis- 
cal year  1995  to  $50,000,000.  The  conference 
agreement  does  not  contain  any  such  limita- 
tion on  obligations. 

RESCISSIONS 

The  House  bill  contained  rescissions  total- 
ing $191,575,000  from  specific  appropriations 
accounts.  The  Senate  amendment  had  pro- 
posed a  general  rescission  of  $125,000,000  from 
any  unearmarked  and  unobligated  balances 
of  funds  provided  in  Public  Law  103-87  and 
Public  Law  103-306.  The  conference  agree- 
ment contains  rescissions  from  specific  ap- 
propriations accounts  totaling  $157,700,000.  as 
described  below. 

Multilateral  Economic  Assistance 

FUNDS  appropriated  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
I.NTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PROGRAMS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$15,000,000  from  funds  appropriated  in  Public 


Law  103-306  for  "International  organizations 
and  programs  '  The  House  bill  proposed  a  re- 
scission of  $25,000,000  from  this  account.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 

Bilateral  Economic  assistance 

FUNDS  appropriated  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

agency  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPME.NT 

DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  FUND 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$41,300,000  from  "Development  assistance 
fund".  The  House  bill  had  proposed  a  rescis- 
sion of  $45,500,000  from  this  account.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 

POPULATION.  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$19,000,000  from  "Population,  development 
assistance".  The  House  bill  had  proposed  a 
rescission  of  $9,000,000  from  this  account.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND  FOR  AFRICA 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$21,000,000  from  "Development  fund  for  Afri- 
ca". Neither  the  House  bill  nor  the  Senate 
amendment  addressed  this  matter. 

DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  UNDER  THE  ENTERPRISE 
FOR  THE  A.MERICAS  INITIATIVE 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,400,000  from  "Debt  restructuring  under  the 
Enterprise  for  the  Americas  Initiative",  the 
same  as  recommended  in  the  House  bill.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 

ECONOMIC  SUPPORT  FUND 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$25,000,000  from  "Economic  Support  Fund". 
The  Hou.se  bill  had  proposed  total  rescissions 
of  $42,975,000.  including  $7,500,000  from  funds 
provided  in  Public  Law  103-306;  $20,000,000 
from  funds  provided  in  Public  Law  103-87; 
and  $15,475,000  from  funds  provided  in  Public 
law  102-391  and  prior  appropriations  acts,  in- 
cluding earmarked  funds.  The  conference 
agreement  does  not  rescind  funds  earmarked 
for  Camp  David  countries.  The  Senate 
amendment  did  not  contain  a  provision  on 
this  matter. 

OPERATING  E.XPENSES  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERN.\TIONAL  DEVELOP.MENT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,000,000  from  "Operating  expenses  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development".  The 
House  bill  had  proposed  a  rescission  of 
$5,000,000  from  this  account.  The  Senate 
amendment  did  not  contain  a  provision  on 
this  matter. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  NEW  INDEPENDENT 
ST.\TES  OF  THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$25,000,000  from  funds  provided  in  this  ac- 
count and  allocated  for  the  Russian  govern- 
ment. The  House  bill  proposed  total  rescis- 
sions of  $47,700,000.  including  $17,500,000  from 
funds  provided  in  Public  Law  103-306  and 
$30,200,000  from  funds  provided  in  Public 
Laws  103-87  and  102-391.  The  House  bill  did 
not  limit  these  rescissions  to  funds  allocated 
for  the  Russian  government.  The  Senate 
amendment  did  not  contain  a  provision  on 
this  matter. 

Military  Assistance 

funds  appropriated  to  the  president 

peacekeeping  operations 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 

$3,000,000    from    "Peacekeeping    operations". 

The  House  bill  had  proposed  a  rescission  of 

$4,,'>00.000    from    this    account.    The    Senate 


amendment  did  not  contain  a  provision  on 

this  matter. 

Export  Assistance 

FUNDS  appropriated  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
TRADE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$4,000,000  from  "Trade  and  Development 
Agency".  The  House  bill  had  proposed  a  re- 
scission of  $4,500,000  from  this  account.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  provi- 
sion on  this  matter. 


CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

management  of  lands  and  resources 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $70,000 
from  Management  of  Lands  and  Resources  to 
be  derived  from  amounts  available  for  devel- 
oping and  finalizing  the  Roswell  Resource 
Management     Plan/Environmental     Impact 


Statement  and  the  Carlsbad  Resource  Man- 
agement Plan  Amendment^Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  and  places  a  moratorium 
on  the  implementation  of  such  plans.  This 
provision  was  identical  in  the  House  and 
Senate  bills. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  ACCESS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $900,000 
from  Construction  and  Access,  instead  of 
$4,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


House  bill 


Scute  bill 


Conttfwce  iiiw- 
inefit 


Campbtll  Creek  Environmental  Education  Center.  W 
VaQuina  Neai)  Ecological  Intetpretive  Center.  OR  


-$3.S00000 
-1,000.000 


-V.IOO.OOO 


-two  000 


Total 


-4.500  000 


-  7  100.000 


-900.000 


PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$2,500,000  from  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  in- 


stead of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $0  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$1,497,000  from  Land  Acquisition  as  proposed 


by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $1,997,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House.  The  managers  a^rree  to 
the  following  rescissions; 


Seiute  bill 


Conlerence  acee- 


Organ  Mountains.  NM 

Oregon  City,  OR    

Parielte  Wetlands.  UT  . 
Warner  lake,  OR  


-  $500,000 

-728.000 
-1S5,000 
-SM,000 


-728.000 
-  18S.000 

-M4.oao 


-  ?2«.000 
-185.000 
-584.000 


Total 


1.997.000 


-  1.497.000 


-1.497  OOO 


United  states  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
research  management 

The  conference  agreement  includes  no  re- 
scission from  Resource  Management  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $2,000,000  for 
endangered  species  listing  activities  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House.  The  1995  Defense  Supple- 


mental Appropriations  Act.  Public  Law  104- 
6.  contained  a  rescission  of  $1,500,000  for  ac- 
tivities involving  the  listing  of  endangered 
species  and  the  designation  of  critical  habi- 
tat, and  prohibited  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  from  using  other  funds  to  make  final 
listings  or  critical  habitat  designations. 


construction 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$12,415,000  from  Construction.  Instead  of 
$14,390,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$13,215,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Alaska  Maritime  NWR  refuge  lacilities  -.. 

Crab  Orchard  NWR,  IL  dam  repairs  completed         ,,„..... „ _.. 

Flint  Hills  NWR  KS  ottice/visitor  center  renovations 

Flood  Damage  Repair  Upper  Mississippi        - -..._....„. 

Grays  Hart)or  NWR  WA,  8owerman  Basm  trails       -. 

Hatchie  NWR  TN  fiandicapped  lishing  access       

Hurricane  Andrex  relief  funds  completed  , __ 

1  Ciark  Salyer  NWR  NO  dam  and  bridge  completed  - 

Kenai  NWR  AK  Shilak  loop  campground     „— _.... ™ 

lake  Ho  NWR  NO  dan  completed ._ 

little  River  NWR  OK  ^eadquarters  

low  Suwannee  NWR  Fl,  bridge  completed  — . 

lower  Suwannee  NWR  n,  facility  completed  - .— « 

Mark  Twain  NWR  II  Brusseis.^apeilo,  boat  ramp  .,.„..,.. „. 

Stillwater  NWR,  NV  wafer  deuvenr  system  

Stone  Lakes  NWR  CA.  wafer  supply _-.. 

Tensas  NWR,  lA  public  use  access  road   „. , 

Tisliimingo  NWR  OK,  administrative  ottice  ,.,._ .. 

Trempealeau  NWR,  Wl  Lower  Barrier  Dike  comp  „ „.. ... 

Upper  Mississippi  NWR  MN  repair  public  access  ..... — . — 

Upper  Mississippi  NWR  NM,  boat  ramps  „ — . — 

Wliite  River  NWR,  AR  Essei  Bayou  bridge  corop     _ _.... 

Total  — _.. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$1,076,000  from  Land  Acquisition,  instead  of 


House  bill 

Seiute  M 

Contrtnce  agree- 
merit 

-tl.100.000 

-tl, 100.000 

-SIIW.DOO 

-51.000 

-51.000 

-51.000 

-mm 

-649.000 

-649,000 

-800.000 

-174.000 

-800  000 

-uam 

-174  000 

-485.000 

-485.000 

-485.000 

-66.000 

-66.000 

-66.000 

-30.000 

-30,000 

-4.097.000 

-2.597  000 

-1897,000 

-I.I4S.000 

-966.000 

-966.000 

-2.500.000 

-2.500.000 

-2.500,000 

-20.000 

-20,000 

-20.000 

-139.000 

139.000 

139.000 

-408.000 

-408  000 

-408  000 

-liOO.000 

-  1,200,000 

-liOOOOO 

-293.000 

-43.000 

-43  000 

-150.000 

-140.000 

-150.000 

-422.000 

-422.000 

-422000 

-33.000 

-33.000 

-33000 

-959.000 

-959.000 

-949.000 

-319.000 

-319.000 

-319.000 

-4  000 

-4  000 

-4  0001r«4 

- 14.390.000 

-  13il5.000 

- 12,415.000 

$7,345,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,893,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conteience  agree- 
metit 


AnahuacNWRTX     

Canaan  Valley  NWR,  WV    

EB  forsytfie  NWR  NJ 
Grays  Harbor  NWR  WA 

Great  Meadows  NWR  MA   

lames  Campbell  NWR  HI   

Lake  Umbagog  NWR,  ME  NH  . 

Moapa  Valley  NWR  NV       

Pef'f  Manan  NWR  ME 
Walnut  Creek  NWR,  lA 


-$500,000 
-2.800.000 

-749.000 
-3S2.000 


-$309,000 
- 1.152.000 


-2.2SUN 


-mm 
-ni.m 


-331.000 
-704.000 
-430000 
-327.000 
-423.000 
-217.000 


-$278,000 
-148.000 
-331.000 


Total 


-  7.345  000 


-  3.893  000 


-1,076  000 


National  Biological  Survey 
research.  inventories,  and  surveys 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$14,549,000   from    Research.    Inventories,   and 


Surveys,  instead  of  $16,680,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $12,544,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  managers  agree  to  the  following 
rescissions; 
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HouM  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference  agree- 
ment 


Resejrch  _..., 

inventofy  and  Monitonng 

Infofmation  Transfer         

Cootwative  Researcn  Units  

Facilities  Operation  and  Mimtmaiici  . 

Administration  

Unoblijated  cairtmti  from  1994 


-$8,660,000 

-3.350.000 

- 1.870.000 

- 1.450.000 

-750,090 

-600.000 


-  M49.000 

-  1.20O.OCO 

-620.000 


-  $849,000 
-2,200,000 
- 1,200,000 


-175.000 
-9.700.000 


-  600,000 
-9.700,000 


roiai 


-16.680,000 


- 12,544,000 


-  14,549,000 


The  conference  agreement  does  not  iden- 
tify specific  program  cuts  for  the  research, 
inventory  and  monitoring,  and  information 
transfer  activities. 

The  managers  recognize  that  rescissions  at 
this  time  of  year  have  significant  impacts  on 
agency  programs,  facilities,  and  personnel. 
Future  budgets  are  unlikely  to  allow  for  res- 
toration of  the  funds  proposed  for  rescission. 


thus,  lower  priority  areas  should  be  the  focus 
of  fiscal  year  1995  adjustments.  The  agency 
should  try  to  avoid  facility  closures  in  this 
fiscal  year.  But.  in  preparing  for  action  on 
the  fiscal  year  1996  budget,  the  National  Bio- 
logical Service  should  review  all  programs 
and  facilities  in  light  of  the  need  for  possible 
future  reductions,  closures,  or  consolida- 
tions. 


National  Park  Service 

construction 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
J20,890.000  from  Construction,  instead  of 
$22,831,000  as  provided  by  the  House  and 
J25,970.000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


House  bill 


Senate  Dill 


Conference  agree- 
ment 


Befinj  Land  Bridge  NPP,  Emplo)«  housing,  MH  

Bi{  South  Fort  PtRA.  Reconstruct  Lodge  i  Fac.  H  , 

Blue  Ridje  Pai1«ra»  (Admin  I,  NC     ,.,. 

Blue  Ridge  Parliway  (Fisner  Peak).  VA  ,.,._ _!._. 

Chami/ai  NM,  Tx  _T_ 

Ctiickamauga-Cnananocga  NMP  GA L. 

Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA.  OH 


Cuyahoia  Valley  NRA.  Boston  Store,  OH 

Cuyahoga  Valley  NRA.  OH,  Remove  Abandoned  Stiwilins  . 

Gales  of  the  Arctic  NPf  [moloyee  Bunfchouse.  AX. 

Glacief  Bay  NPP  tr^sioyee  Housing,  A«      

Grand  Canwn  NP  V 

Indiana  Dunes  Ptiase  I  Goodtellow  Camp.  M 1 

Lincoln  Researcl  Center,  IL  J 

Lowll  Historic  Preservation  Commission,  MA     

Lo«rell  NHP,  RehaO  Hirt  St  Agent  5  tiouse,  MA 

Maine  Acadian  Culture  (Tech  assistance).  M£   . 

Monocacy  KB  iGambrill),  MO  

Ma'ional  ^'aii  Center  lA    

Sfeamtown  NHS   PA        

Ulysses  3  Grant  NHS,  (structure  rehab ),  MO  . 
Vicksburg  HB   tech  assistance),  MS      

Total 


-t4.900.000 

-l.»10.000 

- 1.900.000 

-200.000 


-$264,000 
-271,000 
-905,000 
-4,900,000 
- 1,200,000 
- 1.900.000 


-$271,000 


-2.000.000 

"-sTiiioiodb 

-1.773.000 


-1,734,000 
-259,000 
-778.000 
-800,000 

-2,000,000 
-788,000 

-5.100.000 


-4,900,000 
-1,200,000 
- 1.900,000 
-200,000 


-995.000 
-863.000 
-3.700.000 


-200.000 


-849.000 

-995.000 

- 1.473.000 


-  778,000 

-800,000 

-2,000,000 

-5,ioo!ooo 

-388,000 

-135,000 

-995.000 

-1,473.000 


-1,002,000 
-552,000 
-  200,000 


-250,000 
-200,000 


-22,831,iX)0 


-  25,970,000 


20890,000 


Bill  language  has  been  included  to  specify 
that  the  rescission  applies  to  fiscal  year  1995 
and  prior  year  funds. 

URBAN  PARK  AND  RECREATION  FUND 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$7,480,000  from  the  Urban  Park  and  Recre- 
ation Fund  as  proposed  by  both  the  House 


and  the  Senate.  This  will  eliminate  the  pro- 
gram in  fiscal  year  1995. 

While  the  program's  goal  of  providing  in- 
centives for  cities  to  improve  their  rec- 
reational opportunities  is  of  value,  the  man- 
agers believe  that,  given  the  size  of  the  fed- 
eral deficit,  programs  of  this  nature  are  ap- 
propriately left  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments. 


LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$13,634,000  from  Land  Acquisition  and  State 
Assistance,  instead  of  $16,509,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $9,983,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  managers  agree  to  the  fol- 
lowing rescissions; 


House  bill 


Senate  iiiii 


Conference  agree- 
ment 


Acadia  NP  ME     

Alaska  Eichange.  AK  

Allegheny  Portage  WS  PA 

Antietam  MB  MO  

Big  South  Fork  PtRA.  TX,  KY  

Biscayne  HP  FL  

Slack  Canyon  of  'he  Gunnison  NM.  00  , 

Cnaco  Culture  WHP  m     _.., 

Colonial  NHP  VA  

Congaree  S»amo  NM  3C   

CM  Canal  NHP  MO  «v  X  

Denial  NPP  AJ<  

Fm  Island  NS  NY  .„ _ .. 

Ft  Raleigh  NHS  NC         

Gulf  Islands  NS  fL, 


-$1,000,000 


,  MS 


letlerson  tioansion  Mengnal,  I, . 

Lowell  NHP  MA      

Natchez  NHP  MS   

North  Cascaaes  NP,  NA 

Obed  Rw  iVSR  H   

Palo  Alto  NB  T>      

Petersburg  N8   VA  

Pictured  Rocks  NS  Ml         

Salem  Maritime  NHS  .MA  „. 

Salt  River  NHP  VI 

San  Antonio  Missions  NHP.  IX 

'Jtah  Land  Exchanges  UT   .... 

Valley  Forge  NHP  ?A  

Weir  Farm  NHS  CT  


-1,400.000 
-500.000 


-271,000 

"-mm 

-205.000 

-4.800.000 

-300.000 

-372.000 

-mm 

-447.000 
-321,000 

TjstoiJO 
-4»4JM0 


-  $667,000 
-100,000 
-365.000 
-700.000 
-500.000 
-393.000 
-93.000 

-100,000 


-$363,000 
-100,000 
-365,000 

-  1,100.000 
-500,000 


- 1.000.000 
-300.000 
-372.000 
-55.000 


-93.000 

-iiooo 

- 100,000 

-  100,000 

-4,800,000 

-300,000 

-56,000 

-55000 


-447,000 


-321.000 


-31.000 
-261.000 


-31.000 
-261.000 


-3,000,000 
-424,000 


-1.300,000 

-614,000 


-119,000 
-133.000 

-160,000 
-3.000.000 
-424.000 
-100.000 
-650.000 


-119.000 

-  I33.0O0 

-3.000,000 
-424,000 

-  100,000 
-1,300,000 


Total 


-  16,509,000 


-  3,983,000 


-  13,634,000 


MINERALS  Management  Service 

ROYALTY  .^ND  OFFSHORE  MINERALS 
MANAGEMENT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $514,000 
from  Royalty  and  Offshore  Minerals  Manage- 


ment for  environmental  studies,  instead  of  $0 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $814,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

The  managers  expect  the  Service  to  initi- 
ate the  Northeastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  circula- 
tion modeling  study   in   fiscal   year  1995  as 


planned.  As  in  the  past,  the  managers  en- 
courage the  Service  to  concentrate  its  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  environmental  study  ef- 
forts in  those  areas  where  there  is  active 
leasing  and  production. 


May  16,  1995 


Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

operation  of  indian  programs 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$4,850,000  from  Operation  of  Indian  Programs, 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

instead  of  $4,046,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $11,350,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  managers  agree  to  the  following  rescis- 
sions: 
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House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conlerance  afne- 


Indian  Self-Determinatton  Fund 

Education-Forviard  Funding  

Central  Office  Operations 

Area  Office  Operations  

Special  Tribal  Courts 


Indian  Business  Development  Grants  

Communihr  Reservation  Economic  Development . 
Indian  Rights  Protection       


-$1,463,000 
-2,583,000 


-$2,000,000 

-750.000 

-4.500,000 

-3.000.000 


-600,000 
-500.000 


-$2,000,000 
-750.000 


-500,000 
-600,000 
-500.000 


Total 


The  $750,000  proposed  for  rescission  from 
forward-funded  education  programs  should 
be  derived  by  reducing  travel  not  related  to 
student  transportation.  This  decrease  should 
be  derived  by  taking  a  pro  rata  reduction  to 


-$4,046,000 


■11.350.000 


-4.850.000 


forward-funded   Indian    School    Equalization 
Program  (ISEP)  formula  funds. 
construction 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$9,571,000  from  Construction  as  proposed  by 


the  Senate,  instead  of  $10,309,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House.  The  managers  agree  to  the  fol- 
lowing rescissions: 


Senate  bill 


Employee  Housing _ 

Contingency  Funds  _ _ 

Emergency  Shelters     ..„. 

Fish  hatchery  Rehab    

General  Reduction  

Education  Facility  Improvemenl  &  Rehab  . 
Resource  Management      


Conterencc  unt- 
ment 


-  $2,900,000 
-4,000,000 
-2.000.000 
-1,409.000 


-$2,900,000 
-4.000.000 
-1.671.000 

1,000,000 


-$2,900,000 
-4.000,000 

-1.671,000 


-500,000 
-500.000 


Total 


- 10.309  000 


-9,571000 


-9571.000 


The  conference  agreement  does  not  include 
a  general  reduction  for  construction,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate,  but  has  replaced  that 
rescission  with  reductions  of  $500,000  for  edu- 
cation facility  improvement  and  rehabilita- 
tion and  $500,000  for  resource  management. 

Bill  language  has  been  included  to  specify 
that  the  rescission  applies  to  fiscal  year  1995 
and  prior  year  funds. 


indun  direct  loan  program  account 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,700,000  for  the  Indian  Direct  Loan  Program 
Account,  instead  of  $0  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  $200,000  which  has  been  restored  is  to 
cover  the   expert  witness  costs  of  the   Red 


Lake  Chippewa  Tribe  and  Minnesota  Chip- 
pewa Tribe, 

Territorial  and  International  Affairs 
administration  of  territories 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,938,000  from  Administration  of  Territories, 
instead  of  $2,438,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Senate  bill 


Conlennce  agiat- 
ment 


Disaster  assistance  .  .. 
Maintenance  assistance  . 
Technical  assistance  .... 
Insular  Management 


Total 


-$438,000    .. 
-2,000,000 

-75O;000 

-750,000 

-$438,000 

-  750  OOi) 

-750000 

-  2,438,000 


1,900.000 


-  1,938.000 


TRUST  territory  OF  THE  PACIFIC  ISLANDS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$32,139,000  from  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands  for  government  operations 
grants  as  proposed  by  both  the  House  and  the 

Senate. 

COMPAT  OF  FREE  ASSOCIATION 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,000,000  from  the  Compact  of  Free  Associa- 
tion as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $0 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 


DEPARTMENTAL  OFFICES 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  no  re- 
scission for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  instead  of  $150,000  for 
aircraft  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Forest  Service 
forest  research 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$6,000,000  from  Forest  Research  as  proposed 
by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

The      conference      agreements      rescinds 
$7,800,000  from  SUte  and  Private  Forestry 


for  the  Forest  Legacy  program,  instead  of 
$12,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$6,250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

INTERNATIONAL  FORESTRY 

The  conference  agreements  $2,000,000  from 
International  Forestry,  instead  of  $1,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate, 

NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,650,000  from  the  National  Forest  System, 
instead  of  $3,327,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $0  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  man- 
agers agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Senate  bill 


Cantefence  agree- 


Recieation  use.  mlderness  management 
General  Administration   


-500,000 

-2.827.000 


-250,000 
-1,400,000 


Total 


The  managers  are  concerned  that  adequate 
public  comments  be  provided  on  the  environ- 
mental assessment  for  the  proposed  Inland 
Native  Fish  Strategy  that  will  provide  in- 
terim management  for  resident  fish  in  the 
inland    Rocky    Mountains,    and    expect    the 


-3.327,000 


- 1.650.000 


Forest  Service  to  hold  extensive  public  hear- 
ings in  the  affected  States  to  obtain  com- 
plete public  input  on  this  issue. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$6,072,000     from     Construction,     instead    of 


$4,919,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$7,824,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 
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May  16,  1995 


Senate  Bill 


Conleience  agree- 
ment 


UiUma  Nfs,  BankneaO  NF,  Clear  Creek  caniptraiind  

ArapsDo- Roosevelt  NF  CO  Boulder  oHice       

Ctiequameson  Nf  Wl  Norttiefn  Gfeat  Lake?  <rsit0fs  Center 
Croatan  NF  NC  Cedar  Point  i  Flanders  Beacfi  campground 

FMO  Change  OrdervClaims  Region  9  

Florida  NFS  Ocala  NF  Salt  Sotmgs  refiaU      _ 

Florida  MFs,  Ocala  NF  Salt  Sonngs  roads     

Hiawattia  NF  Ml,  St  Ignace  admin  site         

ton  Corps,  Region  8,  3  Sanger  Dist  Eipansions  

HaiDaD  NF,  U  Chaiender  Ranger  Station        

lake  Tanoe  Basm  Mgt  Unit,  CA.  Supervisois  Ottioe  

lok!  NF,  WT,  Seeiey  Lake  naretiouse 

los  Padres  NF  CA.  Arroyo  Seco  Rec  Site __ 

Nebraska  NF  Hudson-Meng,  Praine  Center  design         

Nortn  Carolina  NFs  NO  Cradle  of  Forestry 


North  Carolina  NFs,  NC  Uwname  NF  Badin  lake  c»mp|raoii() 

Pike/San  Isaoel  CO  Twin  Lakes  Rec  area  reIMb  

Roun  NF  CO,  Fisn  Creek  Falls  Rec  area      .   

Routt  Nf,  CO.  Routt  Oftice 

Sierra  Nf  CA.  Huntmglon/Deer  Creek „ 

Sierra  Nf  CA  Huntington/Deer  Creek  Roads  , 

Te»as  NF.  Cagle  campground  i 

Teus  Nf.  Cajle  campground  roads     i„_ -.. 

Toiyatie  Nf.  NV.  Carson  Ottice  Eipansioii i 

Tongass-Chatham  NF  AK,  Hoonan  waretiouse  

Wasatch-Cache  NF  UT  Salt  Lake  District  Ofta  _ 

IWiite  River  Maroon  Valley  rec  area  „ 

White  River.  CO  Redstone  campground  reliaj 


-$418,000 

-$415,000 

-$415,000 

-  50.000 

-  50,000 
-  300.000 
-599.000 
- 100.000 

-  50,000 

-100,000 

-599.000 

-515,000 

-515,000 

-457,000 

-210.000 

-413.000    

-210,000 

-85.000    

-M6.000 

-214,000 

-486,000 

-239.000 

-214  000 

-1,469.000 

-  1.469.000 

-231.000 

-500.000    

- 134.000     

-399000 

-370,000 

-  330.000 

-  330.000 

-77,000 

-211,000 

-161,000 

-161.000 

-309,000 
-635,000 

-  309  000 

-635  000 

-238.000 

-230.000 

-230,000 

-114,000 

-61.000 

-360.000 

-494.000 

-  494.000 

-351,000 

-351,000 

-351.000 

-95.000 

-  42,000 

-  42,000 

-  492,000 

Total 


-4,919,000 


-  7,824,000 


-6,072  000 


The  managers  agree  thac  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice should  reprogram  $487,000  from  the  Cro- 
atan NF.  NC.  Cedar  Point-Flanders  Beach 
Campground  to  the  North  Carolina  NFs.  Cra- 
dle of  Forestry  to  provide  funding  for  the  ex- 
hibits at  this  ficility. 


The  conference  agreement  includes  bill 
language,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  which 
corrects  a  reference  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
appropriation. 


LAND  .ACQUISITION 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
Jl. 429.000  from  Land  Acquisition,  instea  ;  : 
J3. 974.000  as  proposed  by  the  House  u.  1 
$3,720,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Chattooga  WSR  

Colorado  Wilderness,  CO  _. 

Green  Mountain  NF,  VT 

Osceola  NF,  Fl  „ 

Pinnoti  Trail  Al,  trail  acquis4ioil  . 


Carmtiean  NF,  PS 

Rio  Grande  NF  (Kit  Carson),  CO  . 

Seneca  Rocks,  WV 

Uwtiarne  NF  NC  intioldin|$  

Wayne  Nf ,  OH  

Wisconsin  NFs  ... 


House  Dill 

Senate  bill 

Conference  agree- 
ment 

-  $405,000 
-  300  OOO 

-300  000 

-1600  000 

■'" -isim 

-400  000 

-135.000 

-163.000 

-  1,500.000 

-621.000 

-  704  000 

-  197.000 

-400.000 
-135.000 

-422.000 
-900.000 
-90.000 

-89.000 
-  308.000 
-197  000 

Total 


-3.974,000 


-3,720  000 


- 1,429,000 


The  conference  agreement  modifies  bill 
language  proposed  by  the  Senate  which 
would  prohibit  the  Forest  Service  from  using 
available  land  acquisition  funds  to  initiate 
new  acquisitions  of  private  lands  within  the 
Wayne  National  Forest.  The  managers  ex- 
pect the  Forest  Service  to  honor  any  exist- 


ing   commitment    where    the    Service    has 

signed  an  option  to  buy  with  the  land  owner. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$18,100,000  from  Fossil  Energy  Research  and 


Development,  instead  of  $18,650,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and,  $20,750,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  managers  agree  to 
the  following  rescissions: 


Senate  bill 


Conference  agree 
ment 


Natural  Gas  Resea'cn 

Coal  tied  mettiane  

Advanced  computational  technoiOQr  — 

Planar  solids  oxide  fuel  cells     

Prior  Year  Unobligated  (ottset)  

Gas  to  liquids  J. 


-$1,250,000 
-  3.500.000 
-1.700.000 


$1250  000 
-3  500.000 
-1,700,000 


-$1,250  000 

-1,700  000 
-  720,000 


Subtotal,  Natural  Gas  Researdi  _ 

Oil  Researcli 

Advanced  computational  teclinology     

Class  4  recoven  tield  demonstrjtioii  protects  .~. 

Subtotal,  Oil  Research  1 

GmIRbmrIi^ 


-  1  000.000 

-lOOOOOO 

-1,000,000 

-7,450  000 

-  7  450  OOO 

-  4  670,000 

-1.500,000 
-5,000,000 

- 1 000  000 
■1,000  000 

-  5  000,000 

-  6  500  OOO 

-  5.000  000 

-  5  000  000 

■tan  protect  improvement  facility,  WV 
lignefaction  researcli  (indirect)    , 

liOuetactioo  •esearcn  (direct)    

Prior  Year  Unobligated  (offset)     ... 
Mild  Gasification  protect,  IL 


ubtotal  Coal  Research 


-1,200.000 
-  2.OOO.0OO 
- 1.500,000 


-  2.000.000 

-  1.500.000 


-  4  800,000 


-1200  000 

-  1 50  000 

-1,000  000 

-  !  280  OOO 

-  i  800  000 


-4  700,000 


-8,300  000 


-  8  430  OOO 


Total  Fossil  Energy  Research  i  Oevelopflient 


3650,000 


-20,750  000 


-18  100  000 


May  16,  1995 
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The  managers  expect  that  the  funds  re- 
maining for  the  gasification  product  im- 
provement facility  in  West  Virginia  and  the 
mild  gasification  facility  in  Illinois,  after 
necessary  closeout  costs,  will  be  made  avail- 
able for  high  priority,  in-house  gasification 
research  activities. 

The  managers  have  included  a  rescission  of 
$2,000,000  which  is  an  offset  for  funds  which 
are  available  from  unobligated  prior  year 
balances  in  the  gas  research  ($720,000)  and 


coal  research  {$1,280,0001  programs.  These  re- 
ductions are  taken  to  replace  partially  the 
fiscal  year  1995  funds  that  were  rec- 
ommended for  rescission  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  but  which  have  been  obli- 
gated by  the  Department  since  the  original 
rescission  recommendations  were  made. 

NAVAL  PETROLEUM  AND  OIL  SHALE  RESERVES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  no  re- 
scission from  the  Naval  Petroleum  and  Oil 
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Shale  Reserves,  instead  of  S21. 000.000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $11,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate. 

ENERGY  CONSERVATION 


The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$49,628,000  from  Energy  Conservation,  Instead 
of  $59,928,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$48,628,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Buildings 

Federal  Energy  Management  Program  planning 

Federal  energy  efficiency  fund  

Reljuild  America  (leaves  $5  5  million  for  effort)   

Market  pull  partnerships  in  the  areas  of  heating  and  cooling 

Codes  and  standards — State  assistance 

General  Reduction      _ 

Subtotal  Buildings  „ _ 

Industry 

Steelmaking  demonstration  protect  (FY  1994  funding) 

Electnc  drives  

Climate-wise  initiative  {leaves  $2  4  million  for  protect)  „.,- 

(jeneraf  Reduction  _: 

Subtotal.  Industry __,., _._ 

Transportation 

Fleet  demonstration  vehicle  purchases  _ 

Partnership  lor  nevi  generation  vehicles  initiatM 

General  Reduction  ..^,.. 

Alternative  Fuels  (excluding  vetitcie  purchases) .,..„ „_, 

Electric  and  Hybrid  Vehicles _ _.... 

Subtotal.  Transportation  

Technical  and  Financial  Assistance 

Weatheriiafion  assistance  program  , „. 

General  Reduction    

Subtotal,  Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  

Total,  Energy  Consenration 


-{5.000  000 

-2,500,000 
-510,000 


nate  t>ill 

Conterence  agrte- 

ment 

-$1,000,000 

-$1000  000 

-  5,000,000 

-  5.000  000 

-2  500,000 

-  2.500  000 

-510000 

-510  000 

-1.000,000 

-  1.000.000 

-1  OOO  000 

-8,010  000 


-11010.000 


- 10.010  000 


-13.700.000 

-34-.000 

-1.571000 


- 13  700.000 

-13.700.000 

-347.000 

-347.000 

-1571000 

-1.571.000 

-  3.000.000 

15618.000 


-18618000 


•  15.618.000 


-20.000,000 
- 1.500,000 


-  5  000  000 
- 1,500,000 
-1000.000 


- 10.000.000 
-  1,500,000 


- - - 

- — 

-500.000 
-500.000 

-21500,000 

-7  500  000 

-12  500000 

-  14,800,000 

-  lOOOO  000 
-1.500  000 

-U. 500.000 

r    -14,800.000 

-11500000 

-11500.000 

-  59  928.000 

-  48  628.000 

-  49  628  000 

The  conference  agreement  does  not  include 
a  general  reduction  in  transportation  pro- 
grams, as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  but  has  re- 
placed that  rescission  with  reductions  of 
$500,000  for  alternative  fuels  activities,  ex- 
cluding Federal  fleet  purchases,  and  $500,000 
for  electric  and  hybrid  vehicles. 

The  managers  agree  that  the  Department 
of  Energy  should  ensure  that  all  the  remain- 
ing, available  funds  for  Federal  fleet  vehicle 
purchases  of  alternatively  fueled  vehicles 
should  be  used  for  a  well-balanced  program 
which  includes  both  original  equipment 
manufactured  vehicles  and  converted  vehi- 
cles. The  Department  should  concentrate  its 
limited  resources  on  getting  these  vehicles 
widely  spread  across  all  non-Defense  Federal 
agencies.  The  long-term  viability  of  the  pro- 
gram depends  on  participation  by  all  Federal 
agencies.  The  Department  of  Defense  funds 
its  own  program  for  alternatively  fueled  ve- 
hicle purchases.  The  funds  currently  avail- 
able   to    the   Department   of  Energy   should 


concentrate  on  the  other  agencies.  None  of 
the  funds  available  from  fiscal  year  1995  or 
from  prior  year  appropriations  should  be 
used  for  the  purchase  of  alternatively  fueled 
vehicles  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  Fur- 
ther, all  Federal  agencies  should  be  encour- 
aged to  budget  for  future  alternatively 
fueled  vehicle  purchases  in  their  own  budget 
requests. 

The  managers  expect  that  the  re.<iris.sion 
for  the  weatherization  assistance  program 
should  not  interfere  with  the  adoption  of  the 
new  distribution  formula.  The  new  formula 
should  be  applied  and  this  rescission  should 
then  be  assessed  against  each  State  in  the 
same  proportion  as  the  funds  were  distrib- 
uted under  the  new  formula. 

The  managers  agree  that  the  many  new 
programs  funded  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  pro- 
posed for  funding  in  fiscal  year  1996.  through 
the  climate  change  action  plan,  should  not 
be  protected  at  the  expense  of  successful,  on- 
going programs. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Office  of  Ele.mentary  and  Secondary 

education 

indian  educ.^tion 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 

$2,000,000  from  Indian  Education  as  proposed 

by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

OTHER  RELATED  AGENCIES 

SMITHSO.MAN  LNSTITL-nON 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  I.MPROVEMENTS.  NATIONAL 

ZOOLOGICAL  PARK 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,000,000  from  Construction  and  Improve- 
ments, National  Zoological  Park  as  proposed 
by  both  the  House  and  Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$11,512,000  from  Construction,  instead  of 
$31,012,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$11,237,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference  agree- 
ment 


Post  Oftice  Building  renovation 

All  and  Space  Extension  _ 

Air  and  Space  Extension  planning  

NMAI  Cultural  Center  in  Suitland.  MD 

NMAI— Mail  facility  planning 

Aiteiations  and  Modifications  Act.  (delays  10  display  protects) . 

Total  


-$1700  000 

-$1,700,000 

-$1,700,000 

-  3,900.000 

-3.900.000 

-3.900.000 

-375.000 

- 

-275.000 

-21900.000 

-2.500.000 

-2.500000 

-987  000 

-  987.000 

-987.000 

-2.150.000 

-2.150.000 

-2.150.000 

-31.012000 


-11237.000 


-11.512000 


The  managers  have  restored  $19.4  million 
of  the  funds  proposed  for  rescission  by  the 
House  to  begin  construction  of  the  National 
Museum  of  the  American  Indian  Cultural  Re- 
sources Center  in  Suitland.  Maryland.  This 
will  bring  the  total  federal  contribution  to 


date  for  this  project  to  $27.8  million  includ- 
ing all  planning  and  design  costs. 

While  the  managers  are  sensitive  of  the 
need  to  provide  for  the  adequate  storage  and 
conservation  needs  of  the  National  Museum 
of  the  American  Indian  collection,  the  man- 
-™-,.^  ^T-a  i^onrprned  about  the  total  operat- 


ing and  construction  costs  associated  with 
the  Custom  House  facility  in  New  York,  the 
Cultural  Resource  Center  in  Maryland  and 
the  proposed  Mall  Museum.  The  managers 
encourage  the  Smithsonian  to  seek 
nonFedeal  funding  to  assist  with  the  con- 
struction of  the  Suitland  facility  and  further 
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urge  the  Smithsonian  to  work  with  the 
House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tees to  reduce  the  scope  and  cost  of  the  re- 
source center. 

The  managers  also  direct  the  Smithsonian 
to  develop  additional  cost  scenarios  for  the 
proposed  Mall  facility,  including  downsizing 
the  museum  building  and  decreasing  the 
amount  of  Federal  appropriations. 

The  managers  urge  the  Smithsonian  to 
name  an  independent  board  to  review  the  In- 
stitutions complete  collections.  The  Smith- 
sonian currently  owns  or  leases  40  storage  fa- 
cilities to  house  the  138  million  objects  in  its 
collections.  Providing  adequate  and  appro- 
priate space  for  these  collections  emerges  re- 
peatedly as  the  most  critical  collections 
management  priority.  Because  of  the  severe 
lack  of  adequate  space,  objects  are  stored  in 
potentially  dangerous  conditions.  In  light  of 
current  budget  constraints  the  managers  be- 
lieve it  is  prudent  for  the  Smithsonian  to 
begin  to  evaluate  all  its  collections  with  a 
view  towards  possible  downsizing  of  the  col- 
lections £is  one  means  to  address  the  storage 
problems. 

Of  the  J375.000  currently  available  for  plan- 
ning of  the  National  Air  and  Space  Museum 
Extension.  $275. COO  is  rescinded.  The  man- 
agers continue  to  have  serious  concerns  re- 
garding the  federal  government's  ultimate 
responsibility  for  costs  associated  with  the 


Smithsonian's  involvement  in  this  project. 
The  managers  understand  that  construction 
costs  for  this  project  will  be  financed 
through  a  combination  of  state  and  local 
funding,  including  bonds  and  an  interest-fee 
loan.  Prior  to  appropriating  additional  plan- 
ning dollars  for  this  project,  the  managers 
require  more  detailed  information  and  bind- 
ing commitments  regarding  the  revised 
scope  of  the  project  and  how  it  will  be  fi- 
nanced. Documentation  of  estimated  operat- 
ing costs  will  be  necessary  in  order  for  the 
managers  to  make  an  informed  decision  on 
future  funding.  It  is  the  managers  intention 
that  no  federal  funds  will  be  appropriated  for 
the  construction  of  this  facility. 

National  Gallery  of  Art 

REPAIR,  restoration.  AND  RENOVATION  OF 
BUILDINGS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $407,000 
from  Repair.  Restoration,  and  Renovation  of 
Buildings  as  profjosed  by  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  to  eliminate  the  remaining  funds 
for  a  proposed  sculpture  garden. 

John  f.  Kennedy  Center  for  the 

Performing  Arts 

construction 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 

$3,000,000  from  Construction  as  proposed  by 

both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 


WooDROw  Wilson  International  Center  for 
Scholars 

salaries  and  expenses 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$1,000,000  from  Salaries  and  Expenses  as  pr^ 
posed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $2.300.00(i   i 
proposed  by  the  House. 

The  managers  agrree  that  none  of  the  funds 
available  to  the  Center  for  outfitting  spa  ■ 
in  the  Federal  Triangle  Building  or  for  ot! 
moving-related  expenses  may  be  used  unm 
the  Center  has  fully  delineated  to  the  House 
and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees  the 
complete  costs  of  the  move  and  subsequent 
annual  operating  expenses.  This  information 
should  be  transmitted  in  writing  to  the  Com- 
mittee for  approval  using  established  re- 
programming  procedures. 

National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities 

National  Endowment  for  the  Arts 

GRANTS  and  administration 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$5,000,000  from  Grants  and  Administration  as 
proposed  by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
The  managers  agree  to  the  following  rescis- 
sions: 


Senate  bill 


Conlerence  ajree- 
ment 


Gfants  >iKl  Mminislratioa 

AdmtnistratMn  ^ 

Grants 

Total 


-Jl.OOO.OCO 
-lOOOOOO 


-$1,000,000 
-  4,000.000 


-jrooo.ooc 

-  4,000.000 
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Education  Infrastructure 
Dropout  Demonstrations 
Training  in  Early  Childhood  Education  & 
Violence  Counseling 

Family  &  Community  Endeavor  Schools- 
Crime  Bill 

Vocational    Education.    Community-Based 
Organizations 
Consumer  and  Homemaking  Education 
Vocational  Education.  Demonstrations 
State  Literacy  Resource  Centers 
Literacy  Training  for  Homeless  Adults 
State  Postsecondary  Review  Entities 
Native  Hawaiian  &  Alaska  Native  Culture 
Arts 
Student  Financial  Aid  Database 
National    Academy   of   Science,    Space   & 
Technology 


Douglas  Teacher  Scholarships 

Olympic  Scholarships 

Teacher  Corps 

Harris  Fellowships 

Faculty  Development  Fellowships 

College  Housing  Loans 

The  following  programs  are  being  phased 
out  and  will  be  terminated  upon  completion 
of  current  awards: 

Pacific  Basin  Medical  Officer  Training 

Law-related  Education 

Law  School  Clinical  Experience 

Eisenhower  Leadership  Program 

National  Science  Scholarships 

Javits  Fellowships 

The  following  programs  are  being  termi- 
nated as  categorical  programs  but  funded 
under  other  line  Items  in  fiscal  year  1995: 

(In  ttKwsands  of  dotlarsl 
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American  Samoan  Job  Training 
Microenterprise  Grants 
State  Offices  of  Rural  Health 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 
Employment  and  Training  Administra'ron 

TRAINING  and  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 

Rescinds  $1,399,115,000.  instead  of 
$2,284,132,000  as  proposed  by  the  Hoiise  and 
$1,308,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
Inserts  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
with  respect  to  the  transfer  of  funds  between 
different  parts  of  the  Job  Training  Partner- 
ship Act.  The  conference  agreement  Includes 
the  following  rescissions: 


FY  1995  aDpropna- 
tion 


House  bill 


Scftale  Nl 


ConlBtnx  afiw- 


Adult  job  trammg      

Voutb  job  training        

Summet  youth  employment  (19^) . 
Summer  youth  employment  (1996) . 

Displaced  worlier  program  ,. 

Scnool-tCHwork  

Job  corps  construction  „.. 

^auth  Fair  Chance      

Native  Americans  |ob  lrainm( 


Migrants  and  seasonal  tarmwortiers  job  trainmj  . 

JTPA  piiots  and  demonstrations  

ITPA  research  and  demonstration  

Veterans  homeless  )ob  training   _„ 

Rural  concentrated  employment  programs  .„... 

American  Samoans 

Microenterorise  grants 
iTPS  capacity  building 


-5.0O0.00O 


-  5,000  000 


-5.000,000 


National  Commission  tor  Employment  Policy  „ 

National  Occupational  Information  Coordinating  Committee  . 

National  Center  for  the  Workplace  

National  Skill  Standards  Board    __ „.    „ 


,054.813 

398.682 

867.070 

871.540 

296.000 

125.000 

142.029 

24.785 

64.D8G 

85.710 

35.522 

12.196 

5.011 

3.861 

5.000 

2.250 

6.000 

2.223 

6.000 

1,113 

6.000 


-33,000 

-110.000 

-867.070 

-871.540 

-99.300 

-12.500 

-10.000 

-24.785 

-6.408 

-8.571 

-10.500 

-3.000 

-5.011 

-3.861 

-5.000 

-2.250 

-6.000 

-2i23 

-500 

-1.113 

-1.500 


-33.000 
-272.010 


-871,540 

-35,600 

-2.500 

-46.404 

-24.785 


-6^36 
-3,000 


-6.000 
-750 
-421 
-1.II3 
-1.500 


-98.000 

-znmo 
-iniM 

-67.4S0 
-12.500 
-10,000 
-24.785 
-4i93 
-5.743 
-2.336 
-3.000 
-5.011 
-3.861 
-5.0O0 
-2^50 
-6.000 
-2.223 
-500 
-I.II3 
-1.500 


Of  the  $4,000,000  reduction  in  grants,  the 
managers  recommended  that  grants  to  indi- 
viduals should  be  reduced  to  the  extent  prac- 
ticable, excluding  the  National  Heritage  Fel- 
lowship Awards  from  any  reductions. 


National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

GRANTS  and  administration 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$5,000,000  from  Grants  and  Administration  as 


proposed  by  both  the  House  and  Senate,  The 
managers  agree  to  the  following  rescissions: 


Senate  bill 


Contefence  agree- 
ment 


Gfants  and  Administration 

Admimstralieii  _, 

Grants     _ 


-JIOOO.OOO 
-4.000  000 


-$1,000,000 
-4,000.000 


-$1,000,000 
-  4.000.00C 


Total 


-5.000,000 


-5.000,000 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Section  501.  The  conference  agreement  in- 
cludes language  proposed  by  the  Senate  in 
Section  501  of  the  Senate  bill  which  prohibits 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  from  expend- 
ing funds  to  search  for  the  Alabama  sturgeon 
in  the  Alabama  River,  the  Cahaba  River,  the 
Tombigbee  River  or  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  in  Alabama  or  Mis- 
sissippi. The  House  bill  included  no  similar 
provision. 

Section  502.  The  conference  agreement  in- 
cludes language  proposed  by  the  Senate  in 
Section  503  of  the  Senate  bill  which  prohibits 
the  Forest  Service  from  expending  funds  to 
implement  Habitat  Conservation  Areas 
(HCAs)  in  the  Tongass  NF.  AK  for  unlisted 
species  except  in  certain  cases  for  goshawks, 
and  requires  Congressional  notification  of 
timber  sales  which  may  be  delayed  or  can- 
celed due  to  Goshawk  HCAs.  The  House  bill 
included  no  similar  provision. 

Section  503.  The  conference  agreement  in- 
cludes language  proposed  by  the  Senate  in 
Section  2011  of  the  Senate  bill  which  deems 
sufficient  certain  environmental  impact 
statements  or  subsistence  evaluations  pre- 
pared for  a  timber  sale  to  one  party  if  the 
Forest  Service  sells  the  timber  to  an  alter- 
nate buyer.  The  House  bill  included  no  simi- 
lar provision. 


Section  504.  The  conference  agreement 
modifies  language  proposed  by  the  Senate  in 
Section  2013  of  the  Senate  bill  which  requires 
each  Forest  Service  unit  to  establish  and  ad- 
here to  a  schedule  for  completion  of  NEPA 
analyses  for  grazing  permits  and  further  ad- 
dresses expired  permits  for  grazing  on  Forest 
Service  lands.  The  House  bill  included  no 
similar  provision. 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  lan- 
guage proposed  by  the  Senate  in  Section  502 
of  the  Senate  bill  regarding  access  to  Back 
Bay  NWR.  VA.  The  House  bill  included  no 
similar  provision.  The  managers  understand 
that  an  agreement  has  been  reached  between 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  State 
of  Virginia  regarding  access  to  the  refuge 
and  False  Cape  State  Park. 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  lan- 
guage proposed  by  the  Senate  in  Section  504 
of  the  Senate  bill  relating  to  grrazing  per- 
mits. Section  504  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment includes  alternative  language  on  graz- 
ing permits  which  modifies  Section  2013  of 
the  Senate  bill.  The  House  bill  included  no 
similar  provision. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage under  Title  II  relating  to  the  salvage. 
Pacific  Northwest  forest  plan,  and  Section 
318  timber  programs  at  the  Forest  Service 
and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Simi- 
lar language  was  included  in  section  706  of 


the  House  bill  and  Section  2001  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

CHAPTER  VI 
DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR  HEALTH  AND 

HUMAN  SERVICES,  AND  EDUCATION. 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

The  conference  agreement  on  Chapter  VI 
includes  a  total  of  45  program  terminations 
in  the  Departments  of  Labor.  Health  and 
Human  Services  and  Education.  The  follow- 
ing programs  are  terminated  in  fiscal  year 
1995: 

Youth  Fair  Chance 

Veterans  Homeless  Job  Training 

Rural  Concentrated  Employment  Program 

JTPA  Capacity  Building 

National  Commission  for  Employment  Pol- 
icy 

National  Center  for  the  Workplace 

Trauma  Care  Planning 

Pacific  Basin  Initiative 

Health  Care  Reform  Data  Analysis 

Npw  Rural  Health  Grants 

Rural  Housing 

Farmworker  Assistance 

Demonstration  Partnerships.  CSBG 

Crime  Bill.  Community  Schools 

Goals  2000.  National  Programs 

School-to-Work.  National  Programs 

Education  for  the  Disadvantaged,  Evalua- 
tions—Title I 


The  conferees  encourage  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment to  consider  closing  Job  Corps  centers 
with  persistently  poor  performance  to  offset 
increased  costs  necessary  In  subsequent 
years  to  complete  opening  of  new  centers. 

The  conferees  note  that  $184,788,000  of  the 
1995  summer  youth  funds  were  provided  as  an 
add-on  in  the  fiscal  1995  bill,  over  the 
amount  originally  provided  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  These  supplemental  funds  are  available 
July  1.  1995.  Given  the  uncertainty  over  fis- 
cal year  1996  appropriations  due  to  extremely 
tight  budget  constraints,  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment should  not  discourage  project  sponsors 
from  reserving  these  funds  for  the  1996  sum- 
mer program. 

The  conference  agreement  for  JTPA  pilots 
and  demonstrations  includes  $1,400,000  for 
the  Microenterprise  Grants  program  and 
$2,500,000  for  the  American  Samoan  employ- 
ment and  training  program.  For  microenter- 
prise grants,  the  agreement  is  sufficient  to 
fund  continuation  costs.  For  the  American 
Samoan  program,  priority  should  be  given  to 
continuing  activities  of  a  State  agency  with 
a  proven  track  record  involving  American 
Samoan  job  training. 

community  service  employment  for  older 
americans 

Rescinds  $14,440,000  as  proposed  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  bills. 


STATE  unemployment  INSURANCE  AND 
EMPLOYMENT  SERVICE  OPERATIONS 

Rescinds  $20,000,000  for  one-stop  career  cen- 
ters as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of 
$12,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  re- 
duces the  limitation  on  trust  funds  by 
$67,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $47,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

E.MPLOYMENT  STANDARDS  ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Deletes  rescission  of  $2,487,000  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  Senate  included  no  rescission 
for  this  account. 

occupational  safety  and  health 

Ad.ministration 

salaries  and  expenses 

Deletes  rescission  of  $19,572,000  proposed  by 

the  House.  The  Senate  included  no  rescission 

for  this  account.  The  conference  agreement 

includes  bill  language  in  section  602  under 

General  Provisions  related  to  the  proposed 

ergonomics  standards. 

Bureau  of  Labor  STA'ns'ncs 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Rescinds  $700,000  instead  of  $1,100,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  included 
no  rescission  for  this  account. 


GENERAL  provision 

Inserts  a  general  provision  (section  602) 
that  prohibits  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  from  promulgating  or 
issuing  any  proposed  or  final  standard  or 
guideline  with  respect  to  ergonomic  protec- 
tion but  permits  the  agency  to  conduct  any 
peer-reviewed  risk  assessment  activity  re- 
garding ergonomics. 

Deletes  a  Department  of  Labor  general 
provision  proposed  by  the  Senate  that  would 
have  rescinded  $8,975,000  throughout  the  De- 
partment for  compliance  assistance  and  en- 
forcement activities.  The  House  included  no 
similar  provision. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN 
SERVICES 

HEALTH  Resources  and  Services 
Ad.ministration 

HEALTH  resources  AND  SERVICES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $41,350,000  in  1995  funding  for 
health  resources  and  services  instead  of 
$53,925,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$42,071,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
agreement  allocates  this  rescission  as  shown 
on  the  following  table: 


(In  tlHMsanils  ol  doHarsj 


Program 

Natl  Health  Service  Corps  „ 

Stale  oHices  ol  rural  health  , . [][[~ 

Native  Hawaiian  health  care ™...„„ „ , 

Pacific  Basin  initiative    „ 

Organ  transplantation    _,,_ _. 

Health  care  lacilities    «„™«» " 

Healthy  Slart         _ LJLZI Z 

Rural  health  outreach  gfanb ,,"", 

Trauma  care  ~] 

Rural  research , , 

Health  orotessions  _a , .JLI!] 

Area  health  education  ceiiten 


FY  1995  appro- 
priations 


PttsKlent  s  re- 
quest 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Contefence 
ttteement 


125.148     „._ 

3  875     

4,524     

2,861 
2.629     .  . 

""-is 

15.000 
110.000     . 

-2.000 

77079 

4,793 

13.176    ..,.-.      

24^25 

-27.132 
-3,926 

-12,500 
-3,875 
-3J00 

-im 


-15,000 

-10,000 


-4.500 

-3.7M 


-Its 

-3S3 
-IJSO 
-4.000 
-2.500 
-1.875 
-4.510 
-1.7SS 
-23.tlS 
-IM 


-4,931 

-3J75 

-m 

-IJSI 


-i.m 

-5,000 

-938 

-4.500 

-3.750 

-11.800 

-500 
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[1(1  thousands  of  dollarsl 


Program 


fY  1995  appro- 
priations 


President  s  re- 
quest 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


Hultli  education  training  centefs 
Genatnc  tducation  centers  and  traiiuii(  . 

Rml  leaWi  mterdisc  training      

Gownl  dnitistrM        

Allied  fiealtli  

Centers  ol  encellence 

Ejiceptional  tm  need  scholarshnis  - 

Financial  asst  lof  disadv  HP  studaiU  .. 

Healtli  careers  ocoortumtv  program  _ 

Faculty  k)an  repayments         — 

Loans  for  iisadv  students     ..^ 

Scnoiarsnips  tor  3isadv  students 

Famity  medicine  — 

General  internal  med  and  pediatrics  — 

Pliysiciw  assistants  — 

PuMc  hcami  and  preventive  rmdiciM  ... 

HealHi  admrnistratwi  — 

Ndisiaf  s»ecul  protects  

PiMse  pracWwiers/midviives 

Mvmced  nurse  educ  

Nurse  anestlielists  

Pn)f«sior<al  nurse  trameestiips  ...-.___ 

Hursmg  disadv  assistance 

HP  data  systems  

Research  an  certa.n  HP  issMS , 

Podialnc  medicine      ..._ 

Cltiropractic  grants  _ 


3709 

9.092 

3.981 

3.730 

3,935 

23.181 

11.113 

6.185 

26.663 

1,043 

8,472 

18.262 

47.194 

16.695 

6.554 

7.746 

986 

10,401 

16,943 

12.253 

2.724 

15.473 

3.693 

637 

1113 

615 

936 


-396 

-2.288 

-101 

-1.877 

-1683 

-441 

-778 

-492 

-  1.967 
-132 
-623 

-  1.323 
-2.700 

-192 
-1.210 

-469 
-8 

-922 
-1.339 
-1.018 

-250 
-1.072 

-130 
-89 

-155 

-615 

-936 


-396 

-200 

-2.288 

-819 

-101 

-101 

-1.177 

-2tM 

-1.500 

-355 

-707 

-441 

-852 

-571 

-433 

-290 

-1.967 

-1.318 

-132 

-88 

-679 

-455 

-1.323 

-886 

-2.700 

-1.137 

-192 

-192 

- 1.210 

-590 

-489 

-200 

-8 

-8 

-922 

-553 

-1.339 

-803 

-1,018 

-611 

-250 

-150 

- 1.072 

-643 

-130 

-87 

-637 

-89 

-1.113 

-513 

The  conferees  intend  that  the  agency  may 
use  $3,000,000  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
National  Health  Service  Corps  for  State  of- 
fices of  rural  health.  The  conferees  Intend 
that  $3,000,000  of  the  funds  rescinded  come 
from  field  placements  rather  than  recruit- 
ment activities. 

The  conferees  intend  that  $300,000  of  the 
Native  Hawaiian  health  care  funding  shall  be 
made  available  for  the  administrative  grant 
and  that  of  the  funds  remaining,  priority 
shall  be  given  to  the  health  systems  network 
and  scholarship  program  in  that  order. 

The  conferees  are  agreed  that  the  $1,500,000 
in  remaining  funding  for  the  Pacific  Basin 


initiative  is  to  be  used  only  for  the  continu- 
ation costs  of  students  currently  receiving 
assistance  in  the  medical  officer  training 
program.  Upon  completion  of  the  training  of 
the  current  cohort  of  students,  the  training 
program  will  be  terminated.  The  conferees 
are  agreed  that  the  portion  of  the  program 
which  supports  projects  to  build  capacity 
and  improve  health  services  and  systems  is 
terminated. 

The  conferees  encourage  the  agency  to  use 
the  remaining  funds  in  the  rural  health  out- 
reach program  consistent  with  the  priorities 
indicated  in  the  1995  appropriations  bill  re- 
ports. 

(In  thousands  ol  dollarsi 


The  conferees  intend  that  rural  telemedi- 
cine  initiatives  continue  to  be  given  high 
priority  in  the  rural  research  program. 

centers  for  dlse.^se  control  and 
Prevention 

DISEASE  control,  RESEARCH.  AND  TRAINING 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $2,300,000  in  1995  funding  for  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention 
instead  of  $8,883,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
agreement  allocates  this  rescission  as  shown 
on  the  following  table; 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priations 


President  s  re- 
quest 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


Infectious  diseases  . 
tnjunr  control  ..™ 
NIOSM 


:p; 


54.500 
45000 
133.337 


1.300 


-2.800 
-1.300 
-4.783 


-1.300 


-1300 
-1,000 


National  Institutes  of  Health 

national  center  for  RESEARCH  RESOURCES 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $10,000,000  in  1995  funding  for  ex- 
tramural facility  construction  and  renova- 
tion instead  of  $20,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  Senate  bill  contained  no  similar 
provision.  The  conferees  intend  that 
$2,500,000  of  the  remaining  $10,000,000  in  fund- 
ing be  allocated  to  qualified  regional  pri- 
mate centers  as  originally  indicated  in  the 
1995  appropriations  bill  conference  report. 
buildings  and  facilities 

The  conference  agreement   includes  a  re- 
scission of  $60,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1995  and 


prior  year  funds  for  intramural  research  con- 
struction projects  that  are  no  longer  antici- 
pated to  be  built.  The  House  proposed  a 
$50,000,000  rescission  and  the  Senate  proposed 
a  $79,289,000  rescission. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Health 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Health 

Rescinds  $1,400,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  instead  of  $2,320,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  thereby  terminating  all  remain- 
ing unobligated  funding  for  Health  Care  Re- 
form Data  Analysis.  Funding  for  Streamlin- 
ing activities  was  obligated  prior  to  the 
meeting  of  the  conferees,  and  no  rescission  is 
included  for  this  program. 

(In  thousands  of  dollarsi 


.'\gency  for  Health  Care  Policy  and 
Rfskarch 

health  care  policy  and  research 
The  conference   agreement   includes  a  re- 
scission of  $3,132,000  as  proposed  by  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

Health  Care  Financing  Ad.ministration 
program  management 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $19,700,000  in  1995  trust  funds  in- 
stead of  $28,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $15,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  agreement  allocates  this  rescission  as 
shown  on  the  following  table: 


Program 


PI  1995  appro- 
priation 


President  s  ' 
quest 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


Researcn 

Insurance  counseling  

Rural  hospital  transition  grants   

Essential  access  community  ptosprtats 
New  rural  heaitf  grants 


56  146 
10.036 
17.584 
3.500 

1.737 


-17.000 
-3.000 


-11000 
-5.500 
-8.500 
-1,500 

-1700 


11,000 


-llOOO 
-5,500 


-3.000 

-1700 


■1.500 
-1,700 


The  conferees  intend  that  rural  telemedi- 
cine  initiatives  continue  to  be  given  high 
priority  consistent  with  the  1995  appropria- 
tions reports. 

Social  Security  administration 
supplemental  security  income  program 
Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
that  would   have   rescinded  $67,000,000   from 


this  account.  The  House  included  no  rescis- 
sion for  this  account. 

umitation  on  administrative  expenses 

Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
that  would  have  rescinded  $88,283,000  from 
this  account.  The  House  included  no  rescis- 
sion for  this  account.  The  conferees  agree  to 
defer    without    prejudice    the    Senate    rec- 


ommended reduction  of  automation  invest- 
ment funds,  with  the  intent  that  this  matter 
be  addressed  during  consideration  of  the  reg- 
ular fiscal  year  1996  Labor.  Health  &  Human 
Services  and  Education  appropriations  bill. 
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.Administration  for  Children  and  Families 
,ioB  opportunitif.s  and  basic  skills 
Inserts  a  provision  proposed  by  the  Senate 
to  rescind  $330,000,000.  the  amount  by  which 
the  1995  appropriation  for  this  account  is  es- 
timated to  exceed  allowable  State  claims, 
and  inserts  language  to  amend  Section  403  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  reduce  State  enti- 
tlements in  those  cases  where  funds  will  not 
be  utilized.  The  House  included  no  similar 
provision  for  this  account. 

LOW  INCO.ME  home  ENERGY  ASSISTANCE 

Rescinds         $319,204,000.  instead  of 

$1,319,204,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The 


Senate  included  no  rescission  for  this  ac- 
count. The  conference  agreement  includes  a 
provision  extending  the  availability  of 
$300,000,000  of  previously-appropriated  emer- 
gency contingency  funding,  subject  to  sub- 
mission to  Congress  of  a  formal  budget  re- 
quest by  the  President  that  includes  designa- 
tion of  the  entire  amount  of  the  request  as 
an  emergency  requirement  as  defined  in  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  The  conferees  intend 
that  States  give  priority  to  using  LIHEAP 
funds  for  heating  assistance  rather  than 
cooling  assistance. 

|ln  thousands  of  dollarsi 


STATE  LEGALIZATION  IMPACT-ASSISTANCE 
GRANTS 


Rescinds  $2,000,000.  instead  of  $6,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate,  from  amounts  ap- 
propriated for  language  and  civics  instruc- 
tion. The  House  included  no  rescission  for 
this  account. 

COMMUNITY  SERVICES  BLOCK  GRANT 

Rescinds  $15,287,000.  instead  of  $26,988,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $12,888,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  conference  agree- 
ment includes  the  following  rescissions: 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conlertfia 
•ireenent 


Training  and  technical  assistance 

Rual  tiousing  

Farmworher  assistance  „ 

Demonstration  partnerships 


3.915 
2.927 
3.084 
7.977 


-2.927 
-3.084 
-  7.977 


-1.900 
-2.927 
-3.084 
-  4.977 


-1.900 
-2927 
-3.084 
-7J76 


CHILD  CARE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  BLOCK  GRANT 

Rescinds  $8,400,000  for  the  Child  Care  and 
Development  Block  Grant.  Neither  the 
House  nor  the  Senate  bills  included  a  rescis- 
sion for  this  account. 

CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES  SERVICES  PROGRAMS 

Rescinds  $25,900,000  from  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  Senate  included  no  rescission  for 
this  account. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  FOR  FOSTER  CARE  AND 
ADOPTION  ASSISTANCE 

Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  House 
that  would  have  limited  payments  in  1995  for 
State  administration  for  foster  care  under 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  not  more  than  110 
percent  of  the  1994  allocation  for  each  State. 
The  Senate  included  no  similar  provision. 

ADMINISTRATION  ON  AGING 
AGING  SERVICES  PROGRAMS 

Rescinds  $899,000  as  proposed  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  bills. 

|ln  thousands  or  dollars) 


Office  of  the  Secretary 
policy  research 
Rescinds  $4,018,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. The  House   included  no  rescission   for 
this  account. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
EDUCATION  REFORM 
Rescinds  $104,030,000.  instead  of  $186,030,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $10,100,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  Conference 
Agreement  includes  the  following  rescis- 
sions: 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


President  s  re- 
quest 


Senate  bill 


Conterence 
agreemeol 


Goals  20O0 

State  grants 

National  programs  ., 
Parental  assistance  , 

Scfiool-to-WorK 
State  grants 
National  programs 


371.870 
21.530 
10.000 

115.625 
9.375 


-142.000 
-21,530 
-lOJOO 

-3.125 

-9.375 


-ejoo 

-IJtO 


-1.771 
-729 


-70.000 
-2IJ30 


-3,125 

-9.375 


EDUCATION  FOR  THE  DISADVANTAGED 

Rescinds  $4,606,000.  instead  of  $148,570,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $7,900,000  as  pro- 


posed by  the  Senate.  The  Conference  Agree- 
ment includes  the  following  rescissions: 

(in  thousands  or  doliarsl 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


President  s  re- 
Quest 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Contcfence 
ifreenent 


Grants  to  lEAs  . 

Evaluations    ,.„„ 
Even  Stan 


6698.356 
8.270 

102  024 


-140,300 
-8,270 


-am 

-2.000 


IMPACT  AID 

Deletes  language  included  in  the  House  bill 
that  would  have  rescinded  $16,293,000.  The 
Senate  included  no  similar  provision. 


SCHOOL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAMS 

Rescinds  $402,940,000  instead  of  $747,021,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $122,417,000  as 
proposed    by    the    Senate.    The    Conference 


Agreement 
sions: 


includes    the    following    rescis- 


(In  thousands  or  dollarsi 

Program 

FY  1995  appro- 
priation 

President  s  re- 
quest 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Cwilanct 

igiecincnl 

Eisenhower  professional  developmefll  grants 

320.298 
481,962 
3S.0OO 
12.000 
SJ99 
21.412 
28,000 
4.185 

am 
aim 

4lj4t 

11.100 

-28.000 

-4,185 

-100,000 
-4715S2 

-mm 

-S4» 

-69.000 

"-"lsoo 

-1,630 
-7.412 
-2J80 

-1.000 
- 13.875 
-14.900 
-11,100 

-69000 

Safe  ;inft  rinig  frw  srhnoK 

-235981 

Education  infrastructure  ■         „ 

-35000 

Arts  in  education                  .... 

-- - 

-1500 

1  a«-reljted  wliir;ifiiin 

-IJ9» 

Training  and  ad»isory  services  .              _ 

Dropout  demonstrations  „ „  _ 

-28.000 

-4.185 

-12,000 

-aim 

-iTiob 

-300O 

Fllenrter  fpllnw<;hip<;                                         

Education  of  native  Hawaiians                      

Training  m  early  ctiildhood  education  and  violence  c«inseliii|  . 

-  13J75 

Comprehensive  regional  assistance  centers        

-14  900 

Family  and  community  endeavor  schools 

-11.100 

I  PI  103-333  originally  funded  this  program  at  $100,000  000  PL  104-6  rescinded  $65,000,000  from  this  program,  reducing  the  FY  95  hinding  level  to  $35,000,000 


For  the  Arts  in  Education  program,  the  re- 
maining funds  will  provide  $4,996,000  for  the 
Very  Special  Arts  Program  and  $4,004,000  for 
the  .John  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Perform- 
ing Arts. 


BILINGUAL  AND  IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION 

Rescinds    $38,500,000    as    proposed    by    the 
House  instead  of  $34,580,000  as  proposed  by 


the  Senate.  The  Conference  Agreement  in- 
cludes the  following  rescissions: 
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[In  ttwusamls  of  dollarsi 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priatton 


President  s  re- 
auest 


Senate  tiill 


Conterence 
agreement 


Biltngual  education 
Immigrant  eduction 


155  360 
50,000 


-38  500 


-  32.380 
-2,200 


-38,500 


The  conference  agreement  does  not  require 
termination  of  continuation  grants.  Instead, 
consistent  with  departmental  regrulations, 
the  reduction  would  be  taken  entirely  from 
the  amount  available  for  new  awards. 


Special  iNsirnrnoNs  for  Persons  With 

Disabilities 

national  technical  institute  for  the  deaf 

Deletes  the  House  proposal  to  rescind 
$799,000.  Tbe  Senate  included  no  rescission 
for  this  account. 

GALLAUDET  UNIVERSFTY 

Deletes  the  House  proposal  to  rescind 
$1,298,000.  The  Senate  included  no  rescission 
for  this  account. 


VOCATIONAL  AND  ADULT  EDUCATION 

Rescinds  $90,607,000.  instead  of  $119,544,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $54,566,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  Conference 
Agreement  includes  the  following  rescis- 
sions: 


lln  ttiousandj  ol  dollarsi 


Program 


FT  1995  apprp- 
pnation 


President  s  re- 
quest 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


Community  Based  Organiations     

Consumer  and  Homemaking  Education  , 
National  P^jgrams 

^esearcti  

L>emonstration$ 


National  Occ^pa'-onai  tnlo.  Cart. 

irate  uteracy  ^esou':;  I'-^ers  

rtonipiace  Literacy  ?3r"^e'-nips 

Literacy  'ram  'or  ^o.-neiess  Adults  

.teracy  P-ogram  'or  ^'soners     


9,479 
34.409 

7.8S1 
20.684 
6.000 
7.787 
lt.736 
9.49« 
5,100 


-9,4?9 
-34,409 


-9.479 
-  34.409 

-  7,851 
-20.684 

-6.000 

-  7,787 
- 18.736 

-9.498 
-5.100 


-9,479 
-  34  409 


-l.SSl 


-1.040 
-7.787 


-9,4/9 
-34,409 

-1,000 
-20,681 

-1,750 

,    ,■  '■*! 

-  ■■  j(,0 

-  5J"i8 


STUDE.VT  FINANCL\L  ASSISTANCE 

Rescinds  $85,000,000.  instead  of  $187,475,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $10,000,000  as 


proposed    by    the    Senate.    The    conference 
agreement  includes  the  following  rescissions: 


fln  thousands  of  dolfaisl 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


Presidents  re- 
quest 


House  liill 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


Peil  grants  _ 

State  stutfmt  incaitn*  . 
Grants 

State  jostsecondary    .,_ 
Review  entities  ,..! 


6.243,680 
63.375 
20.000 


■  104,100 
-63,375 

-  20,000 


0 
0 

- 10,000 


-  65  000 

0 

-20,000 


A  previous  rescission  of  $35,000,000  from  the 
fiscal  year  1994  Pell  Grant  appropriation  was 
enacted  in  Public  Law  104-6. 


HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Rescinds  $54,672,000.  instead  of  $102,246,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $42,159,000  as 

!ln  ttiousands  of  dollarsl 


proposed    by    the    Senate.    The    conference 
agreement  includes  the  following  rescissions; 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


President  5  re- 
guest 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


'ialive  Hawaiidfi  jud  Aiasiia  Natiw   

Culture  Ms  — 

Eisenriow«r  Leadersbip  Program   „. 

Law  Scfwol  Clinical  Eiperience 

Urban  Community  Service  Grants  

Student  i^.nanciai  Aid  Databast  

"^RIO  Program  

National  Farl>  intervention 

Scnolars^'B5  and  Partnaslnps 

3yid  Honors  jcWanM>l 

National  icienct  Sdnliiships 

National  Academy  of  Science.  Spact  and  TeehmHoD 

Douglas  Teacfier  Scfiolarsriios  - 

Olympic  ScholarsHips  . — . 

leacntt  Corps       _____ 

Hams  Fellowstiics 

lavits  Fellowstiios   

Faculty  Development  Fetlwrsliigs 


1000 

4,000 

14,920 

13.000 

496 

463.000 

3.108 

29.117 

4.424 

2.000 

14.599 

1.000 

1.875 

20.244 

7.787 

3,732 


0 

-4.000 

- 14.920 

0 

0 

0 

-3,108 
0 
0 

-2.000 
0 

-1,000 

-1.875 
0 
0 
0 


-1.000 

-4.000 
- 14.920 
-13.000 
-496 
-11.200 

-3.108 
-9.823 
-  4.424 
-2.000 

-14.300 
-1.000 
-1.875 

-10.100 
-7.500 
-3,500 


-2.900 

-2.888 

-500 

-496 

0 

-600 
-2.000 
0 
-2.000 
-14.300 
-1.000 
-1.875 
-10.100 
0 
-3  500 


-500 

-  2.920 

-  1.698 
-3.000 

-196 
-11.200 

0 

0 

-1,121 

-2.000 

-  14,300 

-1,000 

-1,875 

-10 100 

-942 

-3,520 


The  conference  agreement  includes  a  pro- 
vision permitting  all  remaining  funding  for 
the  Native  Hawaiian  Alaska  Native  Culture 
and  .\rts  Development  program  to  be  award- 
ed to  a  project  in  .\laska.  The  rescission  for 
the  Byrd  Honors  Scholarship  program  is  less 
than  proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate  bills 
because  funds  were  obligated  prior  to  the 
meeting  of  the  conference.  The  rescission  for 
the  Law  School  Clinical  program  is  less  than 
provided  in  either  the  House  or  Senate  bill 
due  to  new  Departmental  estimates  which 
indicate  the  cost  of  non-competing  continu- 
ations is  greater  than  previously  reported  to 
the  subcommittees.  The  conference  agree- 
ment contains  language  proposed  in  the 
House  bill  prohibiting  the  expenditure  of 
funds  for  doctoral  degree  study  under  the 


Harris  program.  The  rescission  for  Faculty 
Development  Scholarships  is  greater  than 
provided  in  either  the  House  of  Senate  bill 
due  to  revised  Departmental  estimates  of  un- 
obligated balances  in  the  program. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Rescinds  $1,800,000  from  the  regular  aca- 
demic program  as  proposed  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate.  The  conference  agreement 
does  not  include  a  rescission  for  Howard  Uni- 
versity Construction.  The  House  proposed  a 
rescission  of  $2,500,000  for  construction,  and 
the  Senate  proposed  a  rescission  of  $1,500,000 
for  the  same  program. 

COLLEGE  HOUSING  AND  ACADEMIC  FACILITIES 
LOANS  PROGRAM 

Inserts  a  provision  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  Senate  to  repeal  the  authority  to 


subsidize  gross  loans  obligations.  Rescinds 
$168,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate, 
from  amounts  made  available  for  direct 
loans.  Rescinds  $26-1.000.  instead  of  $322,000  .\s 
proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate,  for  ad- 
ministrative expenses.  The  conference  agree- 
ment reduced  rescissions  for  administration 
because  the  balance  of  1995  funding  was  obli- 
gated prior  to  the  meeting  of  the  conference. 

EDUCATION  RESEARCH.  STATISTICS  AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

Rescinds  $30,925,000.  instead  of  $55,250,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $15,200,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  Conference  Agree- 
ment includes  the  following  rescissions: 
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iln  thousands  of  dollarsl 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


Piesidwrs  n- 
i)tiest 


ttousebrli 


Senate  M 


Contcnncc 
agraownt 


International  Education  Ejtcliange 

lavits  Gifted  and  Taiended      

Eflucation  Telecom  Demos  for  Matfi     ... 

Star  Scfiools 

fund  tor  ttie  Improvement  of  Education  . 

National  Diffusion  Networli 

Ready  to  learn  TV        _ 

Technology  m  Education  


3.000 
9.521 
2,ZS0 
30.000 
36.7M 
14.480 
7.000 
40.000 


-3  000 

-4,600 
-2.250 
-30.000 
+20.000 
2.700 
-2.700 
-30.000 


-600 
-4.600 


-5.000 


-5.000 


-4j00 
-1.135 


The  conferees  direct  the  Secretary  to  use 
$8,000  reserved  in  the  bill  for  the  Star 
Schools  program  to  make  new  awards  to  the 
two  highest  rated  applicants  on  the  slate  for 
the   1994  competition  in  this  authority  for 


statewide  fiber  optic  projects  that  did  not  re- 
ceive funding. 

LIBRARIES 

Deletes  language  included  in  the  House  bill 
that  would  have  rescinded  $26,716,000  and  in 

lln  ttiousands  of  dollarsl 


Program 


FY  1995  appro- 
priation 


Putilic  Library  Construction 
LiOranr  Education  and  Training  , 
Research  and  Demonstration 


DEPART.MENTAL  MANAGEMENT 
PROGRA.M  ADMIN1STR.\T10N 

Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
that  would  have  rescinded  $4,424,000.  The 
House  bill  included  no  similar  provision. 

GENERAL  PROVISION 
FEDERAL  DIRECT  STUDENT  LOAN  PROGRA.M 

Inserts  a  provision   to  rescind  $61,000,000. 

instead  of  $47,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $95,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate, from  funds  available  under  section  458(a) 
of  the  Higher  Education  .^ct  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  William  D.  Ford  Direct  Loan 
Program,  The  conferees  agree  that  this  re- 
duction should  not  adversely  affect  the  Fed- 
eral Family  Education  Loan  Program  and 
therefore  direct  the  Department  to  continue 
to  pay  administrative  cost  allowances  to  all 
guaranty  agencies  consistent  with  its  for- 
mally-stated policy  for  fiscal  year  1995.  The 
conferees  direct  the  Department  to  notify 
the  House  and  Senate  .Appropriations  Sub- 
committees on  Labor.  Health  &  Human  Serv- 
ices, and  Education  prior  to  exercising  bor- 
rowing authority  authorized  by  Section 
458(al  of  the  Higher  Education  Act. 
RELATED  AGENCIES 
CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 
Rescinds  $37,000,000.  instead  of  $47,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $26,360,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate,  from  funds  available  to 
the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  in 
fiscal  year  1996,  The  conference  agreement 
rescinds  $55,000,000.  instead  of  $94,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $29,360,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate,  from  funds  available  to 
the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  in 
fiscal  year  1997.  The  conferees  direct,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  that  taxpayer 
funds  made  available  to  the  Corporation  for 
Public  Broadcasting  shall  be  used  to  fund 
public  radio  and  television  stations  which 
serve  rural,  underserved  and  unserved  areas. 
RAILROAD  RETIRE.MENT  BOARD 
DU.-^L  BENEFITS  P.AYMENTS  ACCOUNT 

Rescinds  $7,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate, instead  of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 

House. 

STRIKER  REPLACEME.NTS 

Deletes  a  general  provision  proposed  by  the 
House  that  would  have  prohibited  the  use  of 
any  funds  in  any  appropriations  act  for  fiscal 
year  1995  to  issue,  administer  or  enforce  any 
executive  order,  or  other  rule  or  order,  that 
prohibits  Federal  contracts  with  companies 
that  hire  permanent  replacements  for  strik- 


ing employees.  The  Senate  included  no  simi- 
lar provision. 

Chapter  VII.— Legislative  Branch 
HOUSE   OF   Represent."iTives   Payments   to 
Widows  and  Heirs  of  Deceased  Members 
OF  Congress 

The  conference  agreement  appropriate 
$133,600  for  payment  to  the  family  trust  of 
Dean  A.  Gallo.  late  a  Representative  from 
the  State  of  New  Jersey,  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  Senate. 

JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Economic  Committee 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $460,000 

of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 

the  Joint  Economic  Committee,  as  proposed 

by  the  House  and  Senate. 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $238,137 
of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $418,000  and  a 
provision  which  transferred  the  remaining 
balances,  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Office  of  technology  assessment 
salaries  and  expenses 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $650,000 
of  funds  provided  for  the  salaries  and  ex- 
penses of  the  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, as  proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate. 
Congressional  Budget  Office 
salaries  and  expenses 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $187,000 
of  funds  provided  for  the  salaries  and  ex- 
penses of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate. 
Architect  of  the  Capftol 

CAPITOL  buildings  AND  GROUNDS— CAPITOL 

buildings 
The  Conferees  agree  not  to  rescind 
$2,500,000,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  de- 
leted by  the  Senate,  of  Capitol  buildings 
funds  provided  to  the  Architect  of  the  Cap- 
itol for  converting  and  maintaining  property 
and  facilities  at  Fort  Meade,  MD.  for  long 
term  storage  requirements  of  the  Library  of 
Congress  and  other  legislative  branch  enti- 
ties. The  conferees  agree  with  the  language 
in  the  Senate  report  which  directs  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol  and  Library  of  Congress 
to  obtain  approval  from  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate Committees  on  Appropriations  before 
proceeding  with  the  obligation  of  funds.  The 
conferees  believe  that  the  remote  book  stor- 
age and  retrieval  design  must  be  cost  effec- 


the  Senate  bill  that  would  have  rescinded 
$2,916,000, 


President  s  re- 
quest 


House  bill 


Senate  biH 


Ccntemcc 
agieeffleiit 


17.792 
4,916 
6.500 


-4.916 


-15,300 
-4.916 
-6.500 


-2,ni 


tive  and  applicable  to  the  stated  purposes  of 
the  need  for  off-site  book  storage. 

SENATE  OFFICE  BUILDINGS 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $850,000 
of  funds  provided  for  Senate  office  buildings, 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

CAPITOL  POWER  PLANT 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,650,000  of  funds  provided  for  the  Capitol 
power  plant,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISION 

The  conferees  have  included  an  adminis- 
trative provision  which  makes  technical  cor- 
rections to  legislation  which  established  a 
commission  to  recommend  individuals  to  the 
President  for  appointment  to  the  office  of 
Architect  of  the  Capitol,  and  adds  the  chair- 
men and  ranking  minority  members  of  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 

CONGRESSIONAL  PRINTING  AND  BINDING 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$5,000,000  of  funds  provided  for  Congressional 
printing  and  binding,  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate, instead  of  $3,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SUPERLNTENDENT  OF 
DOCUMENTS  SALARIES  ANT)  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $600,000 
of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  Senate. 

BOTANIC  GARDEN 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$4,000,000  of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Botanic  Garden,  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  instead  of  $7,000,000,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  Conference  agree- 
ment also  transfers  $3,000,000  of  Botanic  Gar- 
den no-year  funds  to  Capitol  complex  secu- 
rity enhancement  within  the  account  "Ar- 
chitect of  the  Capitol,  Capitol  Buildings  and 
Grounds",  as  proposed  by  the  House.  These 
funds  may  not  be  expended  unless  approved 
by  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations. 

LIBRARY  OF  CONGRESS 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  $150,000 
of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Library  of  Congress,  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  Senate. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  16,  1995 


May  16,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


BCK1KS  FOR  THE  BLIND  AND  PHYSICALLY 
HANDICAPPED  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds  SIOO.OOO 
of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Books  for  the  Blind  and  Physically 
Handicapped  program,  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  Senate.  These  funds  are  available 
due  to  savings  in  equipment  requirements. 
GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 
SALARIES  .\ND  EXPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,617,000  of  funds  provided  for  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
instead  of  $8,867,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  Senate.  The  conferees  have  also  inserted 
a  provision  which  authorizes  a  separation  in- 
centive to  GAO  employees  who  retire  or  vol- 
untarily leave  federal  service  before  October 
1.  1995.  This  authority  has  been  requested  by 
the  agency  to  assist  in  carrying  out  staffing 
reductions.  The  conferees  have  been  advised 
that  the  intent  is  to  use  this  authority  to 
help  achieve  a  balance  between  necessary 
staffing  realignments  and  the  maintenance 
of  organizational  skills  and  capabilities, 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  lan- 
guage proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  not  ad- 
dressed in  the  House  bill,  which  contained 


resci-ssions  totalling  $230,834,000.  This  matter 
was  addressed  in  the  Conference  Report  ac- 
companying H.R.  889. 

CHAPTER  VII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

Department  of  Transportation 

office  of  the  secretary 

Transportation  Planning.  Research,  and 

Development 
The  conference  agreement  deletes  the 
House  provision  to  rescind  $1,293,000  from 
transportation  planning,  research,  and  devel- 
opment. The  Senate  bill  contained  no  simi- 
lar rescission. 

Working  Capital  Fund 
The  conference  agreement  lowers  the  fiscal 
year  1995  obligation  limitation  for  the  work- 
ing capital  fund  by  $6,000,000  and  includes  a 
general  provision  (Sec.  801)  rescinding  those 
funds,  instead  of  lowering  the  obligation  lim- 
itation by  $8,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $4,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Payments  to  Air  Carriers 
(Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund) 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$5,300,000  in  contract  authority  for  payments 
to  air  carriers,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  House  bill  contained  no  similar  rescis- 


sion. This  rescission  will  have  no  effect  on 
current  air  service  contracts.  The  conference 
agreement  also  includes  a  provision  proposed 
by  the  Senate  that  prohibits  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation  from  en- 
tering into  any  contracts  that  extend  beyond 
September  30.  1995.  and  deletes  the  proposed 
Senate  provision  that  prohibited  payments 
authorized  under  subchapter  II  of  chapter 
417,  title  49,  United  States  Code. 

COAST  GUARD 

Operating  Expenses 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  the  suj)- 
plemental  appropration  of  $28,197,000  for 
Coast  Guard  operating  expenses  proposed  by 
the  House.  These  funds  were  intended  to 
cover  the  incremental  costs  associated  with 
Haitian  and  Cuban  migrant  interdiction  ac- 
tivities during  1994.  Funding  of  $28,297,000  for 
these  expenses  was  included  in  the  Emer- 
gency Supplemental  Appropriations  and  Re- 
scissions Act  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
(Public  Law  104-6). 

Operating  Expenses 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$4,300,000  in  Coast  Guard  operating  expenses 
instead  of  $6.440.0(X)  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $3,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  A 
comparison  of  the  House  and  Senate  propos- 
als and  the  conference  agreement  follows: 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


General  detail 

Shp  wres  

AffiiawHtion/unall  ams 
Peman  Gulf  operatioia  . 

Military  rotations 


Total 


-$2,000,000 

-$2,000,0000 

-$2,000,000 

- 1,000.000 

-200,000 

-200,000 

-200.000 

-240,000 

-  3,000,000 

-1,500,000 

-2,100,000 

-6,440  000 

-3,700,000 

-  4,300.000 

.Military  rotations. — The  conferees  agree 
with  the  Senate  direction  regarding  alloca- 
tion of  the  reduction  in  military  rotation  ex- 
penses. 


Acquisition.  Construction,  and 
Improvements 

The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$35,314,000   from   "Acquisition,   construction. 


and  improvements"  instead  of  $42,569,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $34,298,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  A  comparison  of  the 
House  and  Senate  proposals  and  the  con- 
ference agreement  follows; 


Ptoiram 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


Conference 
agreement 


1991 


1992 
1993 


1994 


1995 


WIS  service  life  eitension  program     . 
HH-65  LIS-101  engine  replacement  . 
Cockpit  vo<ce  and  flight  data  recordeis 
Station  Burlington,  Vermont 
IMiali.  Alaska  tire  station 
Marine  safety  mtormation  system 
Hurricane  Andrew/lmki  supplemental  . 
32  foot  pots  and  vatennays  boats    .., 
Specific  emitter  identification  system    , 
Vessel  trattic  service  system  2000     .. . 
Systems  to  integrate/automate  logistKS 
San  Pedro,  CA  medical/dental  Didg    . , 
Vessel  trattc  service  system  2000     ... 
Aquadila,  PR  rinse  radi/hiel  tans  „ 
Cape  May,  Ni  enlisted  boasiDf  ,„-., 

New  Yort,  NY  Amcr  shops  - 

Stalwart  class  conversion  fT-GOS) 
Survey  and  design,  snore  lacilites 
Polar  icebreaker  


-$2,700,000 

-$1,100,000 

-$1,100,000 

-M0,000 

-2,900,000 

-361,000 

-361,000 

-  155,000 

- 155,000 

-  1,655,000 

-4,400,000 

-4,400,000 

-4,400,000 

-1,783  000 

-1,783  000 

-1,783,000 

-2,500,000 

-2,500,000 

-2,500,000 

- 1,000,000 

-2,000,000 

-  1,000.000 

-2  500,000 

-  500,000 

-4,000,000 

-  4,000,000 

-  4.000,000 

- 1,000  OOO 

-1,000  000 

-6,300,000 

-6,300000 

-6,300  000 

-800,000 

-800,000 

-  800,000 

-3,250,000 

-  3  250  000 

-  3  250  000 

-3,750,000 

-3,750000 

-3,750,000 

-1,415,000 

-1.415000 

-1.415,000 

-1,600,000 

Seagoing  buoy  lender 

1 

...- 

-  3,000  000 

-  3,000,000 

Total 

-42569,000 

-  34,298,000 

-35  314,000 

HH-65  LTS-101  engine  replacement.— The 
conferees  agree  not  to  rescind  funds  for  this 
project  due  to  its  impact  on  Coast  Guard 
operational  mi-ssions  such  as  search  and  res- 
cue. However,  the  conferees  note  that  these 
funds  were  provided  in  fiscal  year  1991  for 
proof  of  concept  evaluation  of  possible  re- 
engining  options  for  the  HH-65  helicopter, 
due  to  severe  reliability  problems  with  the 
engine  That  effort  was  later  terminated 
when  design  changes  improved  the  engine's 
performance.  Since  that  time,  the  Coast 
Guard  developed  plans  to  use  these  funds  for 
general  purpose  improvements  to  the  exist- 
ing LTS-101  engine  gearbox.  The  conferees 


believe  using  funds  for  this  new  project  con- 
stituted a  significant  change  in  the  scope  of 
a  project,  requiring  Congressional  approval 
through  the  formal  reprogramming  process. 

Night  vision  goggles  reprogramming. — The 
conferees  approve  the  reprogramming  of 
funds  from  the  cockpit  voice  and  flight  data 
recorders  program  to  the  night  vision  gog- 
gles program,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
These  funds  are  no  longer  needed  for  the 
original  program,  and  will  be  used  instead  to 
accelerate  installation  of  night  vision  capa- 
bility in  Coast  Guard  aircraft.  This  capabil- 
ity is  particularly  important  for  search  and 


rescue,  drug  interdiction,  and  maritime  law 
enforcement  missions, 

environme.ntal  compliance  and 
restoration 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,500,000  in  "Environmental  compliance  and 
restoration"  instead  of  $3,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $400,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  According  to  the  Coast  Guard,  as  of 
March  31.  1995.  this  appropriation  had  a  total 
unobligated  balance  of  $20,198,103,  The  con- 
ference agreement  rescinds  12,4  percent  of 
this  amount. 


fedkral  aviation  administration 
operations 
The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$1,000,000  in  operating  expenses  of  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  The  House  bill  contained  no 
similar  rescission.  The  conference  agreement 
deletes  bill  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
repealing  the  set-aside  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appro- 


priations .'Vet,  1995  for  permanent  change  of 
station  moves  for  air  traffic  controllers. 

facilities  AND  EQUIPMENT 
(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$24,850,000  from  "Facilities  and  equipment" 
instead  of  $69,825,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $31,850,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate,   An   additional    rescission   of  $35,000,000 
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from  this  appropriation  was  contained  in  the 
recently-enacted  Emergency  Supplemental 
Appropriations  and  Rescissions  Act  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  (Public  Law  104-6), 
This  rescission  had  been  included  in  the 
House  version  of  H.R,  1158.  which  accounts 
for  most  of  the  difference  between  the  House 
and  Senate  bills.  A  comparison  of  the  House 
and  Senate  proposals  and  the  conference 
agreement  follows; 


Year 


Program 


House  Ml 


Setutelxli 


Contemice 
aireenwnt 


1991 
1993 


1994 


1995 


WH 


Establish  airport  surveillance  radar 

Southern  Calitorma  TRACON         

lower  replacement  INewbutgh  NY)  _, 

Tower  replacement  dslip  NY)       

Tower  (Pullman/Moscow,  WMO)     

Air  route  surveillance  radar  leapfroj  . 

Refurbish  rPS-20  radars  „. 

Instrument  landing  systems 

Terminal  radars— ^IBRIlt  system  „... 

Radio  control  equipment   ™ 

AAS  (engineering)       „.. 

System  engineering/development  Spt . 

Gulf  of  Mexico  offshore  program 

Tower/TRACON  facilies  imp 

Aiwray  science  grants  


Total 


-$2,375,000 

-2,000,000 

-  $2,000,000 

-$2,000,000 

-850,000 

-850,000 

-150,000 

- 1.500.000 

-  1  500,000 

-  1.500,000 

-3.500,000 

-  3,500,000 

-  3,500,000 

-4,700000 

-2,000.000 

-2,000,000 

-1,400,000 

-  7  000  000 

-7,000,000 

-  7,000,000 

-2,000,000 

-2.000,000 

-2,000.000 

-2,000,000 

-35,000,000 

-5,000,000 

-  5.000,000 
-2,000,000 

-5000,000 

-2,500,000 

-  1,000,000 
-5000,000 

-1,000,000 

-  69,825,000 

-31,850000 

-24  850.000 

RESEARCH.  ENGINEERING.  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
lAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$7,500,000  in  unobligated  balances  from  the 
FA.^  research,  engineering,  and  development 
appropriation,  as  proposed  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate.  The  conferees  agree  that 
none  of  the  reduction  is  to  be  allocated  to 
human  factors  research  or  safety  research, 
Grants-In-Aid  for  Airports 
(Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund) 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds 
$2,094,000,000  in  unused  contract  authority 
for  K'l'ants-in-aid  for  airports,  instead  of 
$2,000,000,000  proposed  by  the  Senate,  The 
House  bill  contained  no  similar  rescission. 
The  agreement  includes  the  rescission  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate  and.  in  addition,  the 
$94,000,000  proposed  for  rescission  in  a  Presi- 
dential message  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  May  2.  1995.  The  entire  amount  of  the  re- 
scission is  above  the  obligation  limitation 
placed  on  this  appropriation  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  Related  Agen- 
cies Appropriations  Act,  1995  and  is  therefore 
not  available  for  obligation  during  fiscal 
year  1995, 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation  on  General  Operating  Expenses 
The  fiscal  year  1995  obligation  limitation 
for  general  operating  expenses  for  the  Fed- 
eral Hitfhway  .Administration  is  reduced  by 
$54,550,000.  in.stead  of  $45,950,000  is  proposed 
by  the  Senate  and  $42,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  The  conference  agreement  in- 
cludes the  following  program  rescissions: 
LGOE  programs 

Conference  agreement 
Administrative  expenses  ...  -$2,000,000 

Contract      programs,      re- 
search and  development; 
Highway   research   and 

development  -8,000.000 

ITS:   -40,300,000 

Research   and   devel- 
opment    (-10.000.000) 

Operational  tests (-17,950,000) 

Commercial      vehicle 

operations  (-1.000.000) 

Automated     highway 

system  (-1,250,000) 

Advanced  technology 

applications  (-6.100.000) 

Priority  corridors  (-2,000,000) 

Program  and  system 
support  (-2,000,000) 


Technology       develop- 
ment    -1.000.000 

Long-term       pavement 

performance   -250.000 

OJT  supportive       serv- 
ices    -3,000.000 

The  conferees  agree  that  the  joint  program 
officer  should  coordinate  all  ITS  program  ac- 
tivities and  should  have  the  flexibility  to 
manage  each  of  these  reductions,  notwith- 
standing where  the  funding  may  have  been 
originally  earmarked. 

Federal-Aid  Highways 
(Limitation  on  Obligations) 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conference  agreement  includes  the  re- 
scission of  $132,190,000  in  contract  authority 
for  the  federal-aid  highwa,vs  program  instead 
of  $70,140,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$123,590,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conference  agreement  provides  for  the  rescis- 
sion of  the  following  programs; 

Conference  agreement 
Applied  research  and  tech- 
nology    -$27,640,000 

Congestion     pricing     pilot 

program  -50,000.000 

Limitation  on  general  op- 
erating expenses  -54.550.000 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  rescind 
$50,000,000  from  the  congestion  pricing  pilot 
program  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
House  bill  contained  no  similar  rescission. 

The  conferees  agree  not  to  rescind 
$139,948,000  in  contract  authority  for  highway 
demonstration  projects  provided  in  Public 
Laws  97-424  and  100-17.  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  bill  contained  no  similar 
rescissions. 

Ellis  Island  Bridge.— The  conferees  agree  to 
make  available  for  other  parkways  and  park 
highways  under  the  Federal  Lands  program 
the  $15,000,000  set  aside  for  the  Ellis  Island 
Bridge  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
Federal-Aid  Highways 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conference  agreement  deletes  the  Sen- 
ate provision  to  rescind  $690,074  of  contract 
authority  from  Public  Law  100-17.  The  House 
bill  contained  no  similar  rescission. 
Emergency  Relief  Program 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $100,000,000 
in  emergency  relief,  instead  of  $50,000,000  as 
proposed  by   the  Senate  and  $351,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 


NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION 

Highway  Traffic  Safety  Grants 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conference  agreement  deletes  the  Sen- 
ate provision  to  rescind  $20,000,000  in  con- 
tract authority  from  the  highway  traffic 
safety  grants  program.  The  House  bill  con- 
tained no  similar  rescission. 

FEDERAL  RAILROAD  AD.MINISTRATION 

Office  of  the  Administrator 
The  conferees  agree  to  include  language 
permitting  the  Office  of  the  Administrator 
to  transfer  recoveries  received  from  section 
511  loan  guarantees.  Both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  bills  included  this  provision. 
Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Program 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  re- 
scission of  $9,707,000  from  the  Northeast  Cor- 
ridor Improvement  Program,  The  House  and 
Senate  bills  contained  identical  provisions 
to  rescind  $7,768,000,  The  Department  of 
Transportation  identified  an  additional 
$1,939,000  of  unobligated  balances  that  are 
being  held  as  a  contingency  for  litigation  in 
connection  with  station  work  done  in  the 
1980s  and  not  expected  to  be  required  in  fis- 
cal year  1995, 

National  Magnetic  Levitation  Prototype 
Development  Program 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The       conference       agreement       rescinds 
$250,000,000  in  contract  authority  for  the  na- 
tional magnetic  levitation  (maglev)  proto- 
type development  program  as  proposed  by 
the   Senate,    The   House   bill    contained   no 
similar  rescission.  The  maglev  funds  are  not 
available  for  obligation  due  to  annual  obliga- 
tion limitations. 

FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Transit  Planning  and  Research 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $7,000,000  for 
transit  planning  and  research,  instead  of 
$8,800,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  Sen- 
ate bill  contained  no  similar  rescission.  The 
conferees  direct  the  Federal  Transit  Admin- 
istration to  reduce  expenditures  for  unneces- 
sary and  lower  priority  programs,  such  as 
"Coming  and  Going",  other  transit  edu- 
cation programs  and  the  transit  ambassadors 
program,  and  to  limit  expenditures  for  "liv- 
able communities"  to  no  more  than  $350,000 
in  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  conferees  reiterate  their  support  for 
the  important,  ongoing  planning  and  re- 
search activities  included  in  the  fiscal  year 
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1995  Department  of  Transportation  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  Appropriations  Act  and  direct 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration  to  make 
available  immediately  the  following 
amounts: 

Advanced  transportation 
systems  and  electric  ve- 
hicle technology  J2.500.000 

Inertial  navigation  tech- 
nology for  transit  vehi- 
cles    500,000 

Research  on   large  circuit 

breakers  and  switch  gear  750,000 
Fuel  cell   transit  bus  pro- 
gram                     2.500.000 

Team  transit  500.000 

Criteria    and    cost-benefit 

studies  200,000 

The  conferees  direct  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  to  allocate  $1,000,000  of  the 
funds  made  available  for  the  Advanced 
Transportation  Systems  and  Electric  Vehi- 
cle Technology  Program  to  the  Advanced 
Lead-Acid  Battery  Consortium  (ALABC). 
This  is  the  second  and  final  phase  of  funding 
for  the  consortium  and  will  enable  the 
ALABC  to  place  prototype,  advanced  valve- 
regulated  lead-acid  batteries  in  electric  bus 
facilities  for  inservice  testing  and  dem- 
onstration. 

Discretionary  Grants 
(Limitation  on  Obligations) 
(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conference  agreement  includes  rescis- 
sions of  $33,911,500  in  unobligated  balances 
from  the   Federal  Transit  Administration's 
discretionary  grants,  instead  of  $67,293,000  as 
proposed  by   the  Senate  and  $131,651,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  not  to  rescind 
any  new  start  or  bus  funds  that  were  made 
available  in  fiscal  year  1993.  Public  Law  102- 
388  provided  that  such  discretionary  transit 
funds  shall  be  available  for  obligation 
through  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995.  The  con- 
ferees also  agreed  not  to  rescind  unallocated 
bus  and  bus  facilities  funds  made  available 
in  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  conference  agreement  rescinds,  with- 
out prejudice,  the  following  amounts  made 
available  before  fiscal  year  1993; 
Section  3  new  starts: 
Fiscal  year  1991: 


Cleveland  Dual  Hub  .. 

-$2,230,000 

Fiscal  year  1992: 

Cleveland  Dual  Hub  .. 

-1.000.000 

Kansas        City-South 

LRT  

-465,000 

San  Diego-Mid  Coast 

-950,000 

NJ-Hawthome-War- 

wick  

-17,100.000 

NY     Staten     Island— 

Midtown  Ferry  

-375,000 

San  Jose-Gilroy  OR  ., 

-4,000,000 

Seattle-Tacoma  OR  .. 

-1.620.000 

Detroit  LRT  

-4.890.000 

Total,    section    3    new 

starts  

-32.630.000 

Section  3  buses  and  bus  fa- 

cilities: 

Fiscal  year  1992: 

Eureka  Springs.  AR  .. 

-31.500 

San  Francisco,  CA  ... 

-1.250.000 

Total,  section  3  buses 

and  bus  facilities  

-1.281.500 

Grand  total,  section  3  

-$33,911,500 

Mass  Transit  Capital  Fund 
(Liquidation  of  Contract  Authorization) 

(Highway  Trust  Fund) 
The  conference  agreement  includes  an  ap- 
propriation of  $350,000,000  in  liquidating  cash 


for  mass  transit  capital  programs.  The  Fed- 
eral Transit  Administration  has  identified  a 
$350,000,000  shortfall  in  this  account  due  to 
an  increased  pace  of  obligation  and  outlays 
this  year  and  insufficient  reestimates  of  liq- 
uidating cash  in  prior  years.  This  appropria- 
tion does  not  score  as  new  discretionary 
budget  authority  under  the  Budget  Enforce- 
ment Act  of  1990. 

General  Provisions 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage (Section  801)  that  rescinds  $6,000,000 
from  the  working  capital  fund  and  limits  the 
fiscal  year  1995  obligational  authority  to  no 
more  than  $87,000,000.  The  Senate  proposed  to 
rescind  $4,000,000  and  limit  obligational  au- 
thority to  no  more  than  $89,000,000.  The 
House  proposed  to  rescind  $8,000,000  and  limit 
obligational  authority  to  no  more  than 
$85,000,000. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  lan- 
guage (Section  802)  that  rescinds  $15,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1995  civilian  and  military 
compensation  and  benefits  and  other  admin- 
istrative expenses,  instead  of  $10,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $20,000,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House.  In  making  this  reduc- 
tion, the  conferees  agree  that  the  Depart- 
ment is  to  reduce  each  modal  administration 
(except  for  the  Maritime  Administration)  by 
an  amount  equal  to  its  pro-rata  share  of 
staffing  and  administrative  resources.  Fur- 
ther, the  Department  is  to  report  to  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions the  amounts  reduced,  by  account,  not 
later  than  fifteen  days  after  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  tech- 
nical correction  (Section  803)  to  the  fiscal 
year  1994  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Belated  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  (Public 
Law  103-122)  regarding  the  availability  of 
transit  funds. 

CHAPTER  IX 

Independent  agencies 

advisory  commission  on 

lnterckjvernmental  relations 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  conferees  deny  $500,000  in  supple- 
mental funding  for  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (.\CIR)  as 
proposed  by  the  senate.  Tne  conierees  agree 
that  the  Committees  may  entertain  an  in- 
crease in  funding  for  ACIR  should  a  FY  1996 
budget  amendment  be  submitted. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Federal  Buildings  Fund 
Christopher  Columbus  Research  Center 
The  conferees  included  this  provision 
which  was  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
passed  bills.  The  available  funds  will  be  paid 
to  the  Christopher  Columbus  Research  Cen- 
ter in  Baltimore,  Maryland,  for  space,  equip- 
ment, and  facilities  related  to  seafood  re- 
search. 

OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT 

Government  Payment  for  Annuitants. 
Employee  Life  Insurance  Benefits 
The  conferees  included  this  provision. 
which  was  requested  by  the  President  and 
which  was  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
passed  bills.  This  will  allow  an  additional 
$9,000,000  for  the  Government's  contribution 
to  basic  life  insurance  premium  payments 
for  Federal  retirees  under  65  years  of  age. 
This  is  a  technical  adjustment  in  a  manda- 
tory program  due  to  an  inaccurate  estimate 
on  the  part  of  the  Administration. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
DEPARTMENTAL  OFFICES 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The   conferees   have   agreed   to   eliminate 
FTE  floors  on  certain  Treasury  activities,  as 


proposed  by  the  House  and  requested  by  the 
President. 

The  conferees  agree  with  the  Senate  posi- 
tion that  the  $100,000  rescission  to  the  De- 
partmental Offices  appropriation  may  be  ap- 
plied at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 
FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  CENTER 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $11,000,000 
to  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training 
Center  to  partially  offset  the  cost  of  FY  1996 
operations.  This  is  consistent  with  the  Presi- 
dent's Budget,  which  proposes  to  transfer  un- 
obligated balances  with  FLETC  construction 
to  this  account  to  offset  FY  1996  appropria- 
tions. With  this  change,  the  conferees  agree 
to  regard  the  FY  1996  appropriation  request 
to  be  $36,428,000.  for  a  total  program  level  of 
$47,228,000. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  allow  FLETC 
to  provide  short-term  medical  services  to 
students,  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  re- 
quested by  the  President. 

Acquisition.  Construction.  Improvements 
and  Related  Expenses 

The  conferees  have  agreed  to  terminate  the 
construction  of  a  permanent  facility  at 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base  and  to  re- 
scind $11,000,000  to  offset  FLETC  Salaries 
and  Expenses  in  FY  1996. 

FINANCIAL  .MANAGE.MENT  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  with  the  Senate  posi- 
tion that  the  $160,000  rescission  to  the  Finan- 
cial Management  Service  appropriation  may 
be  applied  at  the  discretion  of  the  Commis- 
sioner. 

BUREAU  OF  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 

Administering  the  Public  Debt 
The  conferees  agree   to  rescind  $1,500,000. 
This   rescission    was    included   in   both    the 
House  and  Senate  passed  bills. 

UNITED  STATES  MINT 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  included  a  provision  which 
was  requested  by  the  President  and  included 
in  both  the  House  and  Senate  passed  bills. 
This  change  will  allow  the  Mint  to  use  funds 
t^ioviueu  iOi  facility  iii'iprovcmcntG  to  .^c 
used  for  coin  production  if  demand  requires 
increased  production. 

INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE 

Information  Systems 

The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $1,490,000 
This  rescission  was  included  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  passed  bills. 

The  conferees  have  agreed  with  the  Senate 
position  to  deny  lowering  the  amount  dedi- 
cated to  Tax  Systems  Modernization  from 
$650,000,000  to  $640,000,000.  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Administrative  Provision 

The  conferees  included  a  provision  which 
was  included  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
passed  bills.  This  provision  allows  the  IRS  to 
use  up  to  $119,000,000  in  fees  collected  annu- 
ally for  operations. 

EXECUTIVE  Office  oy  the  President  and 
KuND.s  Appropriated  to  the  Pre.sident 

THE  WHITE  HOU.se  OFFICE 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  with  the  Senate  posi- 
tion that  the  $171,000  rescission  to  the  White 
House  Office  appropriation  may  be  applied  at 
the  discretion  of  the  President. 

federal  drug  CONTROL  PROGRA.MS 

Special  Forfeiture  Fund 
The    conferees    agree    with    the    Senate's 
technical      adjustment     making     $13,200,000 
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available  for  Customs  interdiction  activities 
through  a  General  Fund  appropriation.  The 
conferees  direct  that  all  of  these  resources  be 
u.=ed  to  fund  "Operation  Hardline",  the  Cus- 
•<.ms  initiative  directed  at  making  ports  of 
entry  along  the  Southern  border  safer  and 
narcotics  smuggling  more  difficult. 


INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Federal  Buildings  Fund 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  a  total  of 
$580,412,000  from  the  Federal  Buildings  Fund 
instead   of  $136,593,000   as   proposed   by    the 


House  and  $1,894,840,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  as  follows: 
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San  Luis  _.. 

Nojales  
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lampt 


Hill 
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Food  and  Drug  Administration  Consolidation 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $228,000,000 
in  funds  previously  appropriated  for  the  con- 
solidation of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion (FDA),  instead  of  no  rescission  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $284,650,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  This  rescission  affects 
only  the  Montgomery  County.  Maryland 
phase  of  the  FDA  consolidation. 

The  conferees  agree  that  this  rescission 
should  iiul  prejudice  futuie  efforts  at  con- 
solidation and  restructuring  in  Montgomery 
County,  Maryland.  The  conferees  note  that 
there  is  considerable  congressional  concern 
and  interest  in  both  the  restructuring  and 
the  consolidation  of  FDA.  The  conferees  sup- 
port the  concept  of  FDA  consolidation  in 
Montgomery  County.  Maryland,  in  accord- 
ance with  Public  Law  101-635.  the  FDA  Revl- 
talization  Act  of  1990.  and  Conference  Report 
102-919  to  accompany  the  FY  1993  Treasury. 
Postal  service,  and  General  Government  Ap- 
propriations hex.,  but  believe  that  any  future 
FDA  restructuring  may  present  opportuni- 
ties for  downsizing  the  next  phase  of  FDA 
consolidation.  The  conferees  urge  FDA  to 
work  with  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion to  create  a  more  cost  effective  site  and 
construction  plan  for  this  phase  of  consolida- 
tion in  order  that  future  consolidation  may 
continue. 

Tampa.  Florida  U.S.  Courthouse 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $5,994,000 
from  funds  previously  appropriated  for  the 
US.  Courthouse  in  Tampa.  Florida.  This  is 
the  amount  identified  by  the  GSA  during  its 
Time  Out  and  Review  process. 

VVTiile  the  conferees  agree  that  this  reduc- 
tion should  not  affect  the  completion  of  the 
planned  project,  should  additional  funds  be 
required.  GSA  should  submit  a  reprogram- 
ming  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  and  Senate. 


Operating  Expenses 

The  conferees  agree  to  no  rescission  from 
the  Operating  Expenses  account  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,065,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House. 

The  conferees  are  very  pleased  with  the 
General  Services  Administrations  (GSA's) 
rapid  response  to  the  tragic  bombing  of  the 
Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City.  Oklahoma,  and  commend  GSA 

v^i.ty^Oj  t^l^o   *ly»     w.J.^*4    1.41VJ1  CO   111    tUlO   AlCct.    /\UUi- 

tionally,  the  conferees  note  with  pleasure 
that,  in  response  to  a  request  from  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations,  the  GSA  provided 
the  conferees  with  timely  and  extensive  in- 
formation on  the  construction  and  repair 
and  alternation  projects  considered  for  re- 
scission in  both  the  House  and  Senate-passed 
rescission  packages. 

Telecommuting  Center 
The  funds  previously  specified  in  Public 
Law  103-329  for  the  flexiplace  work  tele- 
commuting center  project  in  Southern  Mary- 
land are  to  be  transferred  to  the  Charles 
County  Community  College  to  complete  the 
establishment  of  the  two  additional  tele- 
commuting centers  in  Southern  Maryland. 
This  is  in  recognition  of  the  results  of  the  in- 
terim report  to  the  Congress  on  Federal 
Interagency  telecommuting  Centers  which 
show  that  the  Southern  Maryland  project, 
developed  and  operated  by  the  Charles  Coun- 
ty Community  College,  resulted  in  the  high- 
est utilization  rate  and  lowest  cost  per  user 
of  any  telecommuting  demonstration 
project,  and  the  demonstrated  efficiencies  of 
the  private  sector  to  accomplish  and  expand 
developmental  projects  in  the  most  timely 
and  cost  effective  manner. 

FEDERAL  ELECTION  COMMISSION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The   conferees  agree   to   rescind  $1,396,000 
from  FEC's  salaries  and  expenses,  instead  of 


$2,792,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  con- 
ferees also  agree  to  the  FEC's  request  to 
carry  over  $20,000  of  FY  1994  unobligated  bal- 
ances for  use  in  FY  1995.  The  conferees  note 
that,  since  1992,  FEC  has  received  an  in- 
crease of  37  percent  in  its  annual  appropria- 
tions and  that  the  total  FY  1995  revised  ap- 
propriations for  FEC  in  the  amount  of 
$25,730,000  represents  an  increase  of  9  percent 
over  the  FY  1994  appropriated  level.  Within 
this  amount,  the  conferees  expect  FKC  t,o 
fulfill  its  commitment,  as  expressed  before 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  on 
March  1.  1995.  to  spend  not  less  than  $972,000 
on  computer  modernization  and  electronic 
filing  initiatives  in  FY  1995.  The  conferees 
further  direct  the  FEC  to  complete  strategic 
plans,  including  both  a  requirements  and 
cost-benefit  analysis,  on  (1)  internal  ADP 
modernization  efforts  and  (2)  electronic  fil- 
ing and  provide  these  plans  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations  no 
later  than  August  1.  1995. 

MERIT  SYSTEMS  PKOTE(mON  BOARD 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  conferees  agree  with  the  report  lan- 
guage detailed  in  the  Senate  Report  accom- 
panying H.R.  1158  and  reiterate  the  intent  of 
that  language  in  this  statement  of  the  man- 
agers. 

Congressional  oversight  and  the  work  of 
the  General  Accounting  Office  have  raised 
the  conferees'  concern  over  the  direction,  in 
recent  years,  of  the  U.S.  Merit  Systems  Pro- 
tection Board.  In  particular  the  conferees  be- 
lieve the  statutory  accountability  and  re- 
sponsibility of  the  MSPB  Chairman  must  be 
more  adequately  described  to  ensure  the 
proper  operation  of  the  agency.  Concern  for 
the  accountability  of  the  MSPB  Chairman  to 
Congress  necessitates  the  use  of  this  vehicle 
to  reiterate  the  intent  of  the  statute. 

TTie  second  sentence  of  the  language  at  5 
use  1203(a)  and  the  first  sentence  of  section 
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1204(i)  shall  be  construed  as  the  official 
named  therein  to  include  authorities  of  the 
predecessor  official  described  at  5  USC 
1104(a)(3)  up  to  the  word  •except"  in  said 
paragrraph  and  section  ll(M(a).  paragraph  (4) 
in  its  entirety  prior  to  amendment  by  P.L. 
94-454.  Title  II.  sec.  201(a).  October  13.  1978.  92 
Stat.  1120.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  conferees 
that  this  interpretation  shall  be  used  to  ex- 
pand only,  and  not  derogate  from,  the  au- 
thorities and  responsibilities  of  the  official 
named  at  5  USC  1203(a)  set  forth  in  existing 
law. 

OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  M.\NAGEMENT 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  13.140.000. 
This  rescission  was  included  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  passed  bills.  This  rescis- 
sion is  from  amounts  appropriated  in  FY  1995 
for  OPM  training  and  from  its  Office  of 
International  Affairs. 

General  Provisions 
Section  901.  The  conferees  agree  to  changes 
affecting  availability  pay  for  criminal  inves- 
tigators in  certain  Offices  of  Inspectors  Gen- 
eral as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  This  was 
originally  identified  in  the  Senate  bill  as 
Section  2002. 

Section  902.  The  conferees  agree  to  extend 
Law  Enforcement  Availability  Pay  to  Cus- 
toms pilots.  This  was  originally  identified  in 
the  Senate  bill  as  section  2005. 

Section  903.  The  conferees  have  included  a 
new  general  provision  allowing  agencies  to 
exceed  estimates  of  travel  expenses  in  the 
event  of  emergency  requirements. 

The  conferees  agree  to  delete  Section  2003 
and  Section  2004  of  the  Senate  bill. 

CHAPTER  X 
Departments   of    v'eterans    Affairs    and 
Housing   and   Urban   Development,    and 
Independent  Agencies 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
Federal  Emergency  Management  ACEa^cY 

Disaster  Relief 
The  conferees  propose  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation for  fiscal  year  1995  of 
$3,350,000,000.  a  decrease  of  $2,010,000,000 
below  the  House  level  and  an  increase  of 
$1,450,000,000  above  the  Senate  level.  In  his 
February  6.  1995  messages,  the  President  re- 
quested $6,700,000,000  for  disaster  relief  ac- 
tivities. When  these  additional  1995  funds  are 
added  to  those  funds  provided  in  the  Disaster 
Relief  Contingency  Fund,  which  becomes 
available  for  obligation  on  October  1.  1995. 
the  conferees  have  met  the  President's  re- 
quest. 

The  conferees  agree  that  the  additional 
funds  made  available  in  fiscal  year  1995  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  meet  ongoing  and  an- 
ticipated disaster  relief  requirements  well 
into  fiscal  year  1996.  including  the  most  re- 
cent disaster  operations  resulting  from  ex- 
traordinary rains  and  hail  during  May  1995  in 
Louisiana,  as  well  as  numerous  other  de- 
clared disasters  in  some  40  states. 

While  the  conferees  remain  committed  to 
adequately  fund  necessary  disaster  assist- 
ance, the  mounting  cost  and  number  of  de- 
clared disasters  remains  a  difficult  question 
which  must  be  addressed.  The  conferees  are 
further  concerned  that  FEMA  disaster  as- 
sistance policies  need  to  be  applied  fairly 
and  consistently  to  all  regions  hit  by  disas- 
ters. Specific  questions  have  been  raised  re- 
garding FEMA  policies  for  those  disasters 
occurring  as  a  result  of  or  directly  attrib- 
utable to  a  previously  identified  preexisting 
condition.  The  conferees  thus  direct  FEMA 
to  report  to  Congress  within  90  days  of  pas- 
sage of  this  Act  on,  1)  its  current  policies  in 


this  regard;  2)  how  these  policies  were  ap- 
plied in  making  eligibility  determinations  in 
Lead.  South  Dakota  and  Ventura.  California: 
and  3)  its  recommendations  for  appropriate 
policy  changes  in  this  area. 

Disaster  Relief  Emergency  Contingency 

Fund 
The  conferees  propose  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation of  $3,350,000,000  for  a  disaster  re- 
lief emergency  contingency  fund,  an  increase 
of  $3,350,000,000  above  the  level  proposed  by 
the  House  and  a  decrease  of  $1,450,000,000 
below  the  level  proposed  by  the  Senate.  This 
contingency  fund  will  be  available  beginning 
October  1.  1995.  and  is  provided  once  the 
President  has  made  a  specific  request  for  a 
specific  amount,  and  designates  such  amount 
as  an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to 
law.  The  conferees  believe  such  a  contin- 
gency fund  will  make  it  possible  to  continue 
mandated  disaster  relief  requirements,  such 
as  ongoing  obligations  associated  with  the 
1994  Northridge  earthquake,  while  at  the 
same  time  ensuring  adequate  Congressional 
oversight  of  these  funds. 

National  Flood  Insurance  Fund 
The  conferees  have  proposed  a  transfer  of 
$331,000  for  administrative  costs  from  the 
flood  insurance  fund  to  the  'Salaries  and  Ex- 
penses'" appropriation,  and  a  transfer  of 
$5,000,000  from  the  flood  insurance  fund  to 
the  'Emergency  Management  Planning  and 
Assistance"  appropriation.  The  House  had 
included  no  such  transfers  in  its  bill  while 
the  Senate  had  proposed  both  items  as  re- 
quested in  the  President's  February  6.  1995 
messages.  The  conferees  agree  that  these 
funds  are  needed  to  enable  the  Agency  to  ini- 
tiate flood  mitigation  activities  authorized 
by  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Reform.  Act 
of  1994. 

CORPORATIONS 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 

bank  enterprise  act 
Provides  $36,000,000  for  eligible  activities 
authorized  under  the  Bank  Enterprise  Act 
(BEA)  of  1991.  The  Senate's  proposed  rescis- 
sion of  $88,000,000  from  the  Community  De- 
velopment Financial  Institutions  Fund  Ac- 
count would  have  ieit  approximately 
$36,000,000  to  implement  this  new  agency.  In- 
stead of  creating  a  new  agency  such  as  CDFI. 
the  conferees  agree  to  accomplish  the  same 
goal  of  promoting  community-based  finan- 
cial institutions  through  the  incentive  pro- 
gram authorized  under  the  BE.\.  Under  the 
original  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  of 
$125,000,000,  approximately  one-third  would 
have  been  available  for  this  same  incentive 
program.  The  Chairman  of  the  FDIC  is 
granted  authority  to  operate  this  activity  as 
authorized  by  the  BEA. 

Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
veterans  health  administration 
Medical  Care 
Inserts  language  rescinding  $50,000,000  of 
fiscal  year  1995  medical  care  funds  and  ex- 
empting such  funds  from  any  restrictions  on 
personnel  compensation  and  benefits  expend- 
itures, instead  of  language  rescinding 
$50,000,000  from  medical  care,  reducing  the 
funds  earmarked  for  the  equipment  and  land 
and  structures  object  classifications  by 
$20,000,000.  and  decreasing  the  funds  re- 
stricted for  personnel  compensation  and  ben- 
efits by  $30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  rescission  is  consistent  with  the  Depart- 
ment's latest  estimate  of  savings  in  fiscal 
year  1995  salary  costs.  The  VA's  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  justifications  estimated  that 
$30,000,000  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  appropria- 


tion restricted  to  salary  costs  would  not  be 
utilized  for  such  purposes.  The  VA  now  esti- 
mates that  $50,000,000  will  be  saved.  The  con- 
ferees have  atfreed  to  language  that  exempt.^; 
all  fiscal  year  1995  medical  care  funds  from 
personnel  compensation  and  benefits  restric- 
tions in  the  event  that  salary  savings  are 
more  than  $50,000,000. 

departmental  administration 
Construction.  Major  Projects 

Rescinds  $31,000,000  of  major  construction 

funds,  instead  of  $50,000,000  as  proposed  bv 

the  Senate.  The  conferees  agree  that  the  re 

scission  is  to  be  taken  from  excess  funds  in 

the  working  reserve,  and  have  reduced  thf 

amount  proposed  by  the  Senate  based  on  the 

VA's  latest  estimate  of  available  savings. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 

Development  Housing  Programs 

N.^-noNAL  homeownership  trust 

demonstration  program 

Rescinds   $50,000,000    as    proposed    by    lYn- 
House  and  Senate 
Annual  Contributions  for  Assisted  Housing 

Rescinds    $5,031,400,000    from    annual    con 
tributions  for  assisted  housing,   instead   of 
$5,733,400,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  ami 
$3,721,289,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  in 
cludmg: 

$700,600,000  from  the  development  or  acqui- 
sition cost  of  public  housing  from  fiscal  vf,\i 
1995  and  prior  year  unobligated  balance>    m 
eluding  $80,000,000  from  public  housing  for  In 
dian  families; 

$1,956,000,000  from  rental  assistance  under 
the  Section  8  existing  housing  certificate 
program  and  the  housing  voucher  program, 
of  which.  $100,000,000  shall  be  from  new  pro- 
grams and  $3.50.000.000  from  pension  fund 
rental  assistance  as  provided  in  Public  Law 
103-327.  The  remaining  funding  level  will 
allow  $300,000,000  for  the  Secretary's  Eco- 
nomic Development  Initiative,  and  in  addi- 
tion, public  housing  relocation  and  replace- 
ment needs,  litigation  settlements  or  court 
orders,  amendments  to  continue  assistance 
for  participating  families,  and  the  implemen- 
tation of  "mixed  population  "  plans  for  devel- 
opments housing  primarily  elderly  residents; 

$815,000,000  from  'the  .■■.odcrnizitlon  of  ex 
isting  public  housing  projects  pursuant  to 
section  14  of  the  United  States  Housing  .\ct 
of  1937.  including  $100,000,000  to  eliminate 
funding  for  the  Choice  in  Management  ini- 
tiative, as  proposed  by  the  Administration 
If  there  are  situations  where  housing  au- 
thorities already  have  placed  funds  under 
contract  which  are  now  to  be  rescinded,  the 
Department  may  use  its  authority  under  the 
current  modernization  statute  (section 
14(k)(l))  to  provide  funding  for  emergencies 
which  must  be  repaid  from  future  moderniza- 
tion allocations; 

$22,000,000  from  unobligated  balances  of 
special  purpose  grants; 

$148,300,000  from  funds  earmarked  for  Loan 
Management  .Set-asides  (LMS.-\i; 

$15,000,000  from  Family  Unification  as  pro- 
posed l)y  the  .Administration; 

$30,000,000  from  housing  opportunities  for 
persons  with  .MDS  (HOPW.\i  program,  allow- 
ing program  funding  to  match  the  Presi- 
dent's FY  1995  request  of  $156,000,000; 

$34,200,000  from  amounts  reserved  for  lease 
adjustments  as  proposed  by  the  Administra- 
tion; 

$39,000,000  from  recaptures  as  proposed  by 
the  Administration; 

$70,000,000  from  Section  8  counseling; 

$50,000,000  from  amounts  set-aside  for  serv- 
ice coordinators,  including  Sections  674/675/ 
676  and  FSS  funding: 
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$66,000,000  earmarked  for  Family  Invest- 
ment Centers; 

$a5.300.000  from  the  lead-based  paint  abate- 
rrun:  protfram  The  .Administration  proposed 
!.  ^^In^^in^^  $80,000,000  from  such  funds;  and 

$1,000,000,000  from  unspecified  balances  for 
incremental  units,  including  unreserved  and 
unobligated  program  amounts  totaling 
S3. 477.600.000.  remaining  Section  8  renUl  as- 
sistance totaling  over  $400,000,000.  and  mis- 
cellaneous recaptures  of  previously  obligated 
funds,  such  as  $1,506,600,000  available  from 
public  housing  development  funds.  The  Sec- 
retary is  required  to  provide  to  the  appro- 
priate appropriations  subcommittees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  a  detailed  operating  plan 
within  30  days  of  enactment  to  implement 
this  reduction. 

The  conferees  strongly  support  immediate 
changes  in  the  Department's  program  poli- 
cies to  focus  the  use  of  available  resources 
on  activities  which  will  yield  a  more  effi- 
cient and  competitive  inventory  of  Federally 
subsidized  low-income  housing.  Such  meas- 
ures include  aggressive  efforts  to  demolish 
failed  housing  developments  and  to  provide 
local  housing  authorities  greater  flexibility 
to  facilitate  improvements  in  public  hous- 
ing. The  conference  agreement  also  focuses 
rescissions  on  funding  activities  such  as  new 
incremental  units  which,  if  obligated,  would 
exacerbate  budgetary  shortfalls  over  the 
next  several  years. 

The  conference  agreement  provides  a  defer- 
ral of  $405,900,000  of  preservation  funds  until 
September  30.  1995  to  allow  authorizing  com- 
mittees ample  time  to  reformulate  this  pro- 
gram. The  House  proposed  rescinding 
S165. 100.000  from  the  program  activity  while 
•  he  President's  budget  request  had  proposed 
;  escinding  $150,000,000. 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  a  provi- 
sion in  the  Senate-passed  language  which 
would  have  mandated  continued  processing 
of  certain  applications  which  met  specific 
.statutory  deadlines.  The  conferees  agree 
that  the  Department  should  have  greater 
discretion  in  continuing  such  processing.  It 
us  the  expectation  of  the  conferees,  however, 
that  processing  should  not  be  suspended  in 
'  ases  where  such  an  action  would  jeopardize 
on-going  efforts  to  preserve  these  affordable 
housing  units,  particularly  in  cases  where 
purchases  by  non-profits  or  by  resident  orga- 
nizations are  being  developed. 

Assistance  for  the  Renewal  of  Expiring 
Section  and  Subsidy  Contracts 
Rescinds  $1,177,000,000  of  rental  assistance 
for  the  renewal  of  expiring  Section  8  subsidy 
contracts.  The  Senate  had  proposed  the  re- 
•scission  of  $1.0,50.000.000  from  the  Annual 
Contributions  for  Assisted  Housing  account 
and  directed  the  Secretary  to  use  excess  Sec- 
tion 8  reserves  of  public  housing  authorities 
to  make  up  this  shortfall.  The  House  pro- 
posed no  rescission.  In  order  to  renew  all  ex- 
piring Section  8  subsidy  contracts  in  fiscal 
vear  1995.  the  conferees  agree  to  shorten  ap- 
proximately one-half  of  fiscal  year  1995  re- 
newal contracts  to  two-year  terms  instead  of 
three  In  addition,  the  Secretary  is  directed 
to  use  an  estimated  $427,000,000  of  Section  8 
excess  project  reserves  to  fund  remaining 
Section  8  contract  renewal  needs. 

Payments  for  Operation  of  Low-Income 
Housing  Projects 
Rescinds  no  funding  from  this  account  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  had  pro- 
posed a  rescission  of  $404,000,000  from  the 
program  activity  to  bring  it  down  to  the 
President's  request  for  fiscal  year  1995.  The 
conferees  acknowledge  the  difficulty  of  im- 
plementing a  reduction  in  this  account  mid- 


year, but  also  note  that  future  reductions  for 
this  program  activity  are  likely.  Housing  au- 
thorities, through  more  efficient  manage- 
ment and  implementation  of  uncoming  reau- 
thorization deregulation,  must  work  dili- 
gently to  prepare  for  possible  lower  funding 
levels  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Severely  Distressed  Public  Housing 

Rescinds  no  funding  from  this  account  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  had  pro- 
posed rescinding  $623,000,000  from  this  ac- 
count. While  these  funds  are  permitted  to  go 
forward,  the  conferees  note  that  it  is  possible 
that  this  activity  may  not  be  funded  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  Also,  approximately  three-fourths 
of  the  House  rescission  amount  had  been  ob- 
ligated by  the  time  of  conference  and  was 
unavailable  for  rescission. 
Drug  Elimination  Grants  for  Low-Incoming 
House 

Rescinds  no  funding  from  this  account  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  had  pro- 
posed rescinding  $32,000,000  from  the  program 
activity  to  return  it  to  the  fiscal  year  1994 
funding  level  of  $265,000,000. 

Youthbuild  Program 

Rescinds  $10,000,000  from  the  Youthbuild 
program.  The  House  had  proposed  rescinding 
$38,000,000  to  return  program  activity  to  last 
year's  funding  level  of  $40,000,000  while  the 
Senate  had  proposed  no  rescission. 

Housing  Counseling  Assistance 

Rescinds  $38,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  Senate,  returning  this  program 
activity  to  its  fiscal  year  1994  funding  level 
of  $12,000,000. 

Flexible  Subsidy  Fund 

Rescinds  $8,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  Senate  had  proposed  no  rescis- 
sion for  this  program  activity. 

nehe.miah  housing  opportunities  fund 

Rescinds  $10.5<X).(X)0  of  remaining  unobli- 
gated balances  from  the  Nehemiah  Housing 
Opportunities  Fund.  The  House  had  proposed 
rescinding  $19,000,000  and  the  Senate 
$17,700,000  from  this  account. 

Homeless  Assistance 
homeless  asslstance  grants 

Defers  the  availability  of  $297,000,000  of 
homeless  assistance  grants  until  September 
30.  1995  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  Senate 
did  not  propose  a  similar  provision.  The  re- 
maining appropriation  of  $823,000,000  avail- 
able for  all  of  fiscal  year  1995  would  match 
the  fiscal  year  1994  program  funding  level. 

CoMMU.MTY  Planning  and  Develop.ment 
co.mmunity  development  grants 

Rescinds  no  funds  from  this  account  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  House  had  pro- 
posed la  rescission  of  $349,200,000  from  this 
program  activity. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  conference  agreement  includes  modi- 
fications proposed  by  the  Senate  to  the  pub- 
lic housing  modernization  program  to  permit 
greater  flexibility  in  the  use  of  these  funds. 
For  example  in  places  like  Dallas.  Houston, 
and  Louisville.  Federal  modernization  funds 
can  help  pay  the  cost  of  demolition  of  public 
housing  that  is  beyond  repair.  This  is  the 
case  in  Houston,  where  the  costs  of  demol- 
ishing .Allen  Parkway  Village  can  be  shifted 
from  the  city  to  the  local  PHA.  The  con- 
ferees agree  to  several  technical  changes 
that  clarify  that  modernization  funds  are  to 
be  used  only  for  public  housing  or  the  public 
housing  portion  of  jointly-administered 
housing. 

Both  the  House-  and  the  Senate-passed 
bills  Including  provisions  to  eliminate  one- 


for-one  replacement  requirements  for  public 
housing  demolition  or  disposition  applica- 
tions approved  prior  to  September  30.  1996. 
The  conferees  agree  to  the  Senate  language 
amended  to  exclude  housing  required  to  be 
replaced  because  of  a  court  order  or  litiga- 
tion settlement.  The  House  language  in- 
cluded this  provision.  The  Department  is 
urged  to  approve  as  quickly  as  possible 
qualified  applications  for  demolition  or  dis- 
position. 

The  conferees  agree  to  the  Senate  propoaal 
allow  public  housing  authorities  to  reuse 
certain  recaptured  Section  8  rental  assist- 
ance. The  House  bill  contained  no  com- 
parable provision. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Chemical  Safetv  and  Hazard  Investigation 

Board 

salaries  and  expenses 

Rescinds  $500,000.  as  proposed  by  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  This  rescission  termi- 
nates the  Board  before  members  have  sworn 
the  oath  of  office  and  prior  to  expenditure  of 
any  funds,  and  is  consistent  with  the  rescis- 
sion and  termination  proposal  made  by  the 
President  in  the  February  6.  1995  messages. 
Community  Development  Financial 

iNS-nTLTIONS 

community  development  fina.mcial 
institutions  fund 
program  account 

Rescinds  $124,000,000  from  this  account  as 
proposed  by  the  House.  The  Senate  has  pro- 
posed a  rescission  of  $88,000,000.  In  order  to 
limit  the  growth  of  government  and  achieve 
the  same  goals,  the  conferees  agree  to  pro- 
vide $36,000,000  to  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Corporation  to  implement  Bank  Enter- 
prise Act  (BEA)  incentives  to  promote  com- 
munity-based financial  institutions. 
Corporation  for  National  and  COMMUNmr 

Service 

national  and  community  service  proora.ms 

operating  expenses 

Rescinds  $210,000,000  of  National  and  Com- 
munity Service  Programs  Operating  Ex- 
penses funds,  instead  of  $416,110,000  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  and  $105,000,000  as  pro- 
posed b.v  the  Senate.  This  action  will  permit 
the  Corf>oration  to  maintain  the  fiscal  year 
1994  funding  level  of  $365,000,000  in  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year.  The  conferees  have  agreed 
to  add  language  to  prohibit  the  remaining 
fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  from  being 
used  for  national  awards  to  Federal  agencies. 
This  action  is  taken  to  increase  program 
participation  by  traditional  private  vol- 
untary organizations  such  as  the  Girl 
Scouts,  the  American  Red  Cross,  and  the  Fu- 
ture Farmers  of  America. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMEN"T 

The  conferees  propose  to  rescind  $14,636,000 
of  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations,  the  same 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $6,000,000  more 
than  that  proposed  by  the  Senate.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  $3,635,000  proposed  in  the  Presi- 
dent"s  February  6.  1996  messages  for  aca- 
demic training  ($1,000,000).  neurotoxicity  re- 
search ($700,000).  health  effects  research 
($600,000).  and  procurement  savings 
($1,335,000).  the  conferees  have  proposed  to 
rescind  $6,000,000  of  funds  appropriated  in  fis- 
cal year  1995  for  the  Environmental  Monitor- 
ing and  Assessment  Program  and  $6,000,000  of 
unspecified  reductions.  The  conferees  expect 
the  Agency  to  submit  specific  proposals,  in  a 
format  consistent  with  normal  reprogram- 
ming  procedures,  of  where  these  unspecified 
reductions  will  occur  within  the  research 
and  development  account. 
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ABATEMENT.  CONTROL,  AND  COMPLIANCE 

The  conferees  propose  to  rescind  S9.806.805 
of  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations,  an  increase 
of  $5,000,000  over  the  level  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  same  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. In  addition  to  the  rescissions  of 
S3. 141.805  for  termination  of  the  Clean  Lakes 
program  and  $1,666,000  for  procurement  sav- 
ings as  proposed  in  the  President's  February 
6.  1995  messages,  the  conferees  have  proposed 
to  rescind  $5,000,000  from  the  Agency's 
■green"  programs.  The  conferees  agree  that 
budget  constraints  require  reduced  spending 
in  this  area,  and  further  agree  that  the  agen- 
cy should  strongly  consider  the  phase-out  of 
those  "green"  programs,  such  as  the  "energy 
star  buildings"  program,  which  are  essen- 
tially identical  to  programs  already  offered 
by  private  enterprise  or  by  other  Federal  or 
State  agencies. 

Bill  language  has  been  included  which  stip- 
ulates that  the  Agency  will  not  be  required 
to  site  a  supercomputer  in  the  Bay  City. 
Michigan  vicinity  as  is  required  by  current 
law. 

BinLDINGS  AND  FACIUTIES 

The  conferees  propose  to  rescind  $83,000,000 
of  prior  year  appropriations,  an  increase  of 
$58,000,000  over  the  level  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  the  same  as  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. These  funds  are  derived  from  appropria- 
tions made  in  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993  for 
the  EPA  Center  for  Ecology  Research  and 
Training,  a  new  laboratory  which  would  add 
to  the  Agency's  existing  39  such  facilities. 
This  proposed  rescission  will  terminate  fur- 
ther activities  associated  with  the  lab's  de- 
velopment before  significant  sums  are  ex- 
pended. The  conferees  note  that  sufficient 
funds  remain  in  the  buildings  and  facilities 
account  to  cover  expected  necessary  "close- 
out"  costs  associated  with  the  lab  site,  and 
direct  the  Agency  to  provide  the  House  and 
Senate  Appropriations  Committees  a  specific 
plan  and  schedule  for  such  close-out  within 
60  days  of  passage  of  this  Act. 

H.\ZARDOUS  SUBSTANCE  SUPERFUND 

The  conferees  propose  to  rescind 
$100,000,000  of  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations, 
an  increase  of  $100,000,000  above  the  level 
proposed  by  the  House  and  the  same  as  pro- 
posed by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  agree 
that  while  this  proposed  rescission  is  not  ex- 
pected to  severely  disrupt  the  program,  it 
nevertheless  will  slow  current  program  ac- 
tivities somewhat  while  the  Congress  works 
on  reauthorizing  and  perhaps  restructuring 
this  expired  program. 

WATER  INFRASTRUCTVRE/STATE  REVOLVING 
FUNDS 

The  conferees  propose  to  rescind 
$1,302,200,000  of  fiscal  year  1995  and  prior  year 
appropriations,  a  decrease  of  $1,000,000  from 
the  level  proposed  by  the  House  and  an  in- 
crease of  $60,105,000  above  the  level  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  Of  the  proposed  $1,302,200,000 
rescission.  $1,299,000,000  had  been  appro- 
priated in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  for  dis- 
tribution upon  enactment  of  a  safe  drinking 
water  state  revolving  fund.  While  this  rescis- 
sion should  not  be  interpreted  as  opposition 
to  the  creation  of  such  an  SRF.  the  conferees 
acknowledge  that  fiscal  realities  make  it  dif- 
ficult to  provide  large  sums  for  programs 
which  await  authorization. 

The  remaining  $3,200,000  rescission  is  de- 
rived from  funds  appropriated  in  fiscal  year 
1995  for  specific  wastewater  infrastructure 
improvements,  and  has  been  recommended 
for  rescission  in  the  President's  February  6. 
1995  messages. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  conferees  adopted  language  included 
in  the  Senate  bill  which  prevents  the  Agency 


from  requiring  that  States  adopt  a  central- 
ized inspection  and  maintenance  facility  as 
part  of  their  state  implementation  plan 
under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  although  the  states 
retain  the  flexibility  to  adopt  such  a  pro- 
gram should  they  desire. 

The  conferees  adopted  identical  language 
included  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills 
which  provides  that  no  funds  can  be  ex- 
pended by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  impose  or  enforce  any  require- 
ment that  a  State  implement  a  trip  reduc- 
tion plan  as  part  of  their  state  implementa- 
tion plan.  Additional  new  language  which 
stipulates  that  Section  304  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  (regarding  citizen  suits)  does  not  apply 
in  cases  where  States  choose  not  to  imple- 
ment such  a  trip  reduction  plan  was  also 
adopted  by  the  conferees. 

The  conferees  adopted  language  contained 
in  the  Senate  bill  which  prevents  EPA  from 
adding  new  sites  to  the  National  Priorities 
List  during  the  balance  of  fiscal  year  1995. 
unless  such  new  site  is  specifically  requested 
for  listing  by  the  Governor  of  the  affected 
State,  or  unless  Superfund  legislation  is  re- 
authorized prior  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

The  conferees  carefully  considered  a  provi- 
sion to  impose  a  moratorium  on  EPA  Clean 
Air  Act  deadlines  for  state  attainment  plans 
and  permitting  programs  and  considered 
mandating  full  credit  for  decentralized  in- 
spection and  maintenance  programs.  This 
legislation  was  deferred  pending  a  review  of 
EPAs  actions  in  reviewing  and  approving 
applications  by  states  for  up  to  100  percent 
credit  where  such  states  have  submitted  evi- 
dence of  an  effective  test-and-repair  pro- 
gram. The  conferees  strongly  agree  that  EPA 
should  defer  imposition  of  sanctions  against 
any  state  which  is  preparing,  or  has  submit- 
ted an  application  to  EPA  for  up  to  100  per- 
cent compliance  credit  for  their  test-and-re- 
pair inspection  and  maintenance  program. 
The  conferees  agree  that  a  demonstration  for 
up  to  100  percent  compliance  credit  may  be 
submitted  by  a  state  with  their  SIP  revision, 
and  that  such  demonstration  may  require 
two  years  or  two  full  cycles  to  complete. 
EPA  should  exercise  flexibility  in  reviewing 
and  approving  each  state's  plan  in  this  re- 
gard. 

EPA  should  seriously  consider  abandoning 
an  inflexible  standard  that  test-and-repair 
facilities  are  50  percent  as  effective  as  test- 
only  facilities  and  should  grant  test-and-re- 
pair programs  the  credit,  up  to  lOO  percent, 
based  on  scientific  evidence  and/or  data  that 
supports  the  determination  of  additional 
credits. 

The  conferees  note  that  EPA  issued  regula- 
tions in  November  1992  stating  that  in  order 
to  get  more  than  50  percent  credit  for  a  test- 
and-repair  program,  the  state  would  have  to 
demonstrate  actual  operating  data  that  its 
program  was  more  effective.  States  should  be 
prepared  to  provide  such  data. 

In  complying  with  the  prohibition  on  use 
of  funds  for  disapproval  of  a  state  implemen- 
tation plan,  the  conferees  agree  that  it 
would  apply  only  in  the  case  where  only  a  50 
percent  discount  was  applied  by  the  agency, 
and  not  at  any  other  percentage  discount 
which  the  Agency  may  apply  or  if  the  state 
implementation  plan  was  not  in  compliance 
with  law  on  a  basis  other  than  inspection 
and  maintenance. 

The  conferees  further  agree  that  should 
EPA  fail  to  demonstrate  flexibility  and  rea- 
sonableness in  responding  to  such  state  ap- 
plications, further  legislation  will  be  enacted 
by  Congress. 

No  language  was  included  regarding  the 
Agency's  responsibilities  for  the  California 
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Federal  Implementation  Plan  as  the  matter 
was  resolved  earlier  in  Public  Law  104-6. 
National  aeronautics  and  Space 
administration 
science.  aeronautics  and  technology 
The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  a  total  of 
$52,000,000    as   proposed   by    the    House    and 
$68,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  is  as  follows: 
Earth  Observing  System  ...  -$17,000,000 
Hubble  Telescope  Mission  -5.000.000 
Regional  Ecosystem  Super- 
computer                  -3.000.000 

Hypersonics  -12.000.000 

Life  and  Microgravity  -15.000.000. 

The  conferees  agree  to  impose  no  rescis- 
sion in  the  eirea  of  academics.  The  conferees 
agree  that  the  recent  expansion  of  NASA 
funded  educational  programs,  that  expand 
opportunities  and  enhance  diversity  in  the 
NASA  sf)onsored  research  and  education 
community— especially  for  the  minority  in- 
stitutions and  for  socially  and  economically 
disadvantaged  and  disabled  students,  histori- 
cally underrepresented  in  the  Agency's  re 
search  and  education  programs— are  meri- 
torious and  should  be  supported.  The  con- 
ferees, however,  note  that  such  rapid  and  cu- 
mulative growth  through  incrementally 
funded,  multi-year  commitments  will  be 
very  difficult  to  sustain  during  a  period 
when  overall  NASA  funding  and  employment 
will  be  reduced.  NASA  should  undertake  a 
review  of  all  academic  programs  which  in- 
cludes revisions  of  its  multi-year  program 
plan  in  anticipation  of  such  funding  con- 
straints with  careful  attention  to  the  bal- 
ance between  the  proportion  of  NASA's  dol- 
lars received  by  minority  institutions  of 
higher  education  and  other  institutions  of 
higher  education. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  FACILITIES 

The  conferees  agree  to  a  rescission  of 
$34,000,000  in  prior  years  appropriations  for 
construction  of  facilities  instead  of 
$27,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$76,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conference  agreement  includes  rescission  of 
$27,000,000  which  was  appropriated  in  fiscal 
year  1993  for  construction  of  a  facility  for 
the  Consortium  for  International  Earth 
Science  Infuiiiiation  Nelwoi'it.  lu  addition, 
the  conference  agreement  includes  rescission 
of  $7,000,000  which  was  appropriated  in  prior 
years  for  construction  of  a  Rocket  Engine 
Test  Facility  at  the  Lewis  Research  Center. 

MISSION  SUPPORT 

The  conferees  agree  to  rescind  $32,000,000  of 
fiscal  year  1995  funding  instead  of  $1,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $6,000,000  a.s 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conference 
agreement  includes  rescission  of  Jl  .000.000  for 
administrative  aircraft.  $10,000,000  for  sala 
ries  and  expenses  (ROS).  and  $21,000,000  for 
salaries  and  expenses  savings. 

SPACE  FLIGHT.  CONTROL  AND  DATA 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  conferees  agree  to  re.scind  $20,000,000 
from  funds  made  available  for  the  replace- 
ment orbiter  for  the  Challenger.  The  Pre.si- 
dent  had  proposed  a  rescission  of  $10,000,000 
in  his  message  of  May  2,  1995.  After  this  re- 
scission. $23,448,844  will  remain  for  this  pur- 
pose. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Clear  Lake  Development  Facility 
The  conferees  agree  to  include  an  adminis- 
trative provision  which  will  enable  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion to  exercise  an  option  to  purchase  the 
Clear  Lake  Development  Facility,  as  modi- 
fied for  use  as  a  Neutral  Buoyancy  Labora- 
tory. The  facility  is  currently  being  leased 
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by  NASA.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees 
that  the  cost  of  the  facility  as  modified  by 
the  current  owner  (or  contractor)  and  deliv- 
ered completely  modified  to  NASA,  will  be 
no  more  than  $35,000,000. 

Yellow  Creek  Facility.  Mississippi 

The  federal  government  has  a  long  history 
of  involvement  in  Yellow  Creek,  located  near 
luka.  Mississippi.  The  site,  originally  pur- 
chased by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
for  use  as  a  nuclear  energy  plant,  was  subse- 
quently transferred  to  NASA  after  the  nu- 
clear energy  plant's  cancellation.  NASA  in- 
tended to  use  Yellow  Creek  to  build  the  Ad- 
vanced Solid  Rocket  Motor  (ASRM)  and. 
after  its  cancellation,  instead  committed  to 
use  the  site  to  build  nozzles  for  the  Rede- 
signed Solid  Rocket  Motor  (RSRM).  On  May 
2.  1995.  due  to  its  current  budgetary  con- 
straints. NASA  terminated  the  RSRM  nozzle 
production  effort  at  Yellow  Creek.  The  bill 
language  included  by  the  conferees  on  the 
transfer  of  the  NASA  Yellow  Creek  facility 
refiects  the  most  recent  commitment  made 
by  the  NASA  Administrator  to  the  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Mississippi.  The  major  invest- 
ment by  the  State  of  Mississippi  in  facilities 
and  infrastructure  to  support  Yellow  Creek, 
in  excess  of  $100.0(X).000,  is  a  key  factor  in 
NASA's  agreement  to  turn  the  site  over  to 
the  State  of  Mississippi.  The  main  elements 
of  the  agreement  reached  between  NASA  and 
the  State  of  Mississippi,  which  the  conferees 
expect  to  be  adhered  to  by  the  two  parties. 
are  as  follows: 

The  Yellow  Creek  facility  will  be  turned 
over  to  the  appropriate  agency  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi  within  30  days  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  All  of  the  NASA  property  on  Yellow 
Creek  which  the  State  of  Mississippi  requires 
to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  the  site  transfers 
with  the  site  to  the  State,  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing exceptions  anticipated  by  the  con- 
ferees: 

(1)  .^ny  property  assigned  to  a  NASA  facil- 
ity other  than  Yellow  Creek  prior  to  May  2. 
1995.  but  located  at  Yellow  Creek,  will  be  re- 
turned to  its  assigned  facility; 

(2)  Only  those  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
NASA  property  at  Yellow  Creek  signed  by 
both  parties  prior  to  May  2.  1995  shall  be  exe- 
cuted: 

(3)  Those  items  deemed  to  be  in  the  "na- 
tional security  interest'  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment shall  be  retained  by  NASA.  The  na- 
tional security  clause  shall  be  narrowly  con- 
strued and  shall  apply  only  in  a  limited  man- 
ner, consistent  with  established  criteria  re- 
lating to  national  security  interests.  This 
clause  shall  not  be  used  to  circumvent  the 
intent  of  this  Act.  which  is  to  transfer  the 
site  and  all  of  its  property,  except  as  other- 
wise noted,  to  the  State  of  Mississippi;  and 

(4)  Other  items  of  interest  to  NASA  may  be 
retained  by  NASA  with  the  consent  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi. 

It  is  the  expectation  of  the  conferees  that 
all  other  NASA  personal  property  will  trans- 
fer to  the  State  of  Mississippi.  The  conferees 
further  expect  facilities  on  the  site  not  sub- 
ject to  the  above  provisions,  such  as  the  en- 
vironmental lab.  to  be  left  as  is. 

Any  environmental  remediation  of  Yellow 
Creek  necessary  as  a  result  of  the  activities 
of  governmental  agencies,  such  as  NASA,  or 
quasi-governmental  agencies,  such  as  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  will  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  federal  agency  or  quasi- 
federal  agency,  including  any  successors  and 
interests. 

Within  thirty  days  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  $10,000,000  will  be  transferred  from 
NASA  to  the  appropriate  agency  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi. 
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The  site's  environmental  permits  will  be- 
come the  property  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi. NASA  will  provide  all  necessary  as- 
sistance in  transferring  these  permits  to  the 
State  of  Mississippi. 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 
ACADEMIC  RESEARCH  INFRASTRUCTURE 

Rescinds  $131,867,000.  as  proposed  by  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

corporations 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 

fdic  affordable  housing  program 
Rescinds  $11,281,034  from  the  FDIC  Afford- 
able  Housing  program  as  proposed  by   the 
House  and  Senate. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

EMERGENCY  TIMBER  SALVAGE 

The  managers  have  included  bill  language 
(section  2001)  that  directs  the  appropriate 
Secretary  to  prepare,  advertise,  offer,  and 
award  salvage  timber  sale  contracts  utilizing 
emergency  processes  and  procedures  pro- 
vided in  the  bill. 

The  managers,  in  order  to  establish  their 
expectation  of  performance  have  included 
salvage  timber  sale  volume  requirements  in 
this  statement.  The  managers  have  not  in- 
cluded volume  requirements  directly  in  bill 
language  but  expect  the  Secretary  concerned 
to  reduce  backlogged  salvage  volume  and 
award  additional  salvage  sale  contracts  to 
the  maximum  extend  feasible.  However,  the 
managers  underscore  their  intent  that  the 
salvage  volume  levels  are  not  merely  aspira- 
tional;  each  Secretary  is  expected  to  meet 
the  volume  levels  specified  herein. 

The  managers,  in  cooperation  with  the  au- 
thorizing committees  of  jurisdiction,  have 
agreed  to  monitor  the  USDA  and  BLM 
progress  toward  meeting  the  salvage  levels 
set  out  herein.  The  committees  of  jurisdic- 
tion will  carefully  assess  the  reports  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  agencies  have 
met  the  salvage  levels  put  forward  in  the 
statement  of  the  managers.  Depending  on 
performance,  the  need  for  volume  targets 
will  be  reevaluated  in  future  appropriations 
bills,  beginning  in  FY  1996 

Forest  Health 

The  iiiaiiiiKei-s  iiuLe  Uial  the  eriiei"gency 
forest  health  situation  from  fire,  insect  in- 
festation and  disease  has  approached  epi- 
demic levels.  As  a  re.sult.  the  backlog  of  dead 
and  dying  trees  in  National  Forests  and 
other  public  lands  is  substantial. 

In  part,  the  severe  risk  of  permanent  dam- 
age to  forest  land  necessitates  removal  of 
dead,  dying,  and  salvage  trees  before  greater 
damage  occurs— including  second  phase  fires 
which  burn  hotter  and  destroy  land  and 
streams.  Once  removal  of  salvage  tre.ss  oc- 
curs, reforestation  is  required  by  the  emer- 
gency salvage  provision.  Reforestation  will 
facilitate  regrowth  of  healthy  forests  that 
are  less  prone  to  fire  damage,  insect  infesta- 
tion, and  disease. 

Much  of  this  salvage  volume  must  be  re- 
moved within  one  year  or  less  for  the  timber 
of  retain  maximum  economic  value,  and  to 
prevent  future  disasters  from  fire  that  can 
permanently  damage  forest  land,  eradicate 
wildlife,  and  ruin  aquatic  habitat.  Therefore, 
the  managers  have  included  bill  language  to 
provide  all  necessary  tools  to  expedite  envi- 
ronmental processes,  streamline,  adminis- 
trative procedures,  expedite  judicial  review, 
and  give  maximum  flexibility  to  the  Sec- 
retary concerned  in  order  to  provide  salvage 
timber  for  jobs,  to  improve  forest  health,  and 
prevent  future  forest  fires 

The  managers  expect  the  agencies  to  im- 
plement available  flexibility  to  achieve  max- 


imum returns  and  that  agency  personnel  ex- 
peditiously process  the  environmental  docu- 
mentation needed  to  finalize  emergency  tim- 
ber sales. 

Volume  Levels 

The  managers  have  carefully  reviewed  the 
materials  submitted  by  the  Departments 
concerning  the  capability  of  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  re- 
spond to  the  emergency  nature  of  the  forest 
health  situation.  For  the  Forest  Service,  the 
documents  submitted  indicate  that  the  total 
merchantable  salvage  volume  (dead  and 
dying  trees)  in  national  forests  exceeds  18.25 
BBF.  The  Forest  Service  identified  12.68  BBF 
of  volume  which  is  economically  operable 
during  the  next  two  years,  while  still  com- 
plying with  basic  forest  land  stewardship 
protection  measures. 

Of  particular  interest  in  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice's assessment  that  6.75  BBF  of  volume 
could  be  available  during  the  next  three 
years  using  the  expedited  procedures  of  this 
section,  without  violating  the  substantive 
requirements  of  existing  environmental 
laws.  This  volume  estimate  was  developed  by 
Forest  Service  line  managers  and  biologists. 
The  Forest  Sen.-ice  reports  that  there  is  a 
significant  margin  of  error  (+/-25'/.)  in  these 
estimates,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that 
the  volumes  may  increase  somewhat  as  on- 
the-ground  implementation  gets  underway. 
Given  the  margin  of  error  in  the  estimates, 
it  appears  the  Forest  Sen-ice  could  meet  the 
salvage  volumes  in  the  House  bill  without 
sacrificing  the  substantive  objectives  of  all 
environmental  laws.  The  Senate  bill  con- 
tained no  sale  volumes. 

The  managers  extended  the  provisions  of 
this  section  through  FY  1997.  effectively 
making  the  program  duration  2.5  years. 
Based  on  the  capability  statements  by  the 
Forest  Service  and  similar  representatives 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 
managers  expect  that  the  procedures  of  this 
section  will  expedite  the  implementation  of 
existing  programmed  salvage  volumes  and 
allow  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pre- 
pare, advertise,  offer,  and  award  contracts 
for  an  additional  increment  of  salvage  vol- 
ume as  follows:  FY  1995—750  million  board 
feet;  FY  1996—1.5  billion  board  feet;  FY  1997— 
1.5  billion  board  feet.  These  programmed  lev- 
els for  the  Forest  Service  are  contained  in 
the  attachment  to  the  April  25.  1995.  letter  to 
the  Chairman  of  the  House  Resources  Com- 
mittee. Similarly,  the  managers  expect  an 
emergency  timber  salvage  program  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  follows:  FY 
1995—115  million  board  feet;  FY  1996—115  mil- 
lion board  feet;  FY  1997—115  million  board 
feet.  These  numbers  are  within  the  range  of 
achievement  in  an  environmentally  sound 
program.  Each  Secretary  may  exceed  these 
salvage  levels  if  field  conditions  demonstrate 
additional  salvage  opportunities. 

The  managers  have  directed  periodic  re- 
porting on  the  agencies'  progress  in  imple- 
menting the  procedures  of  this  section  in 
order  to  reassess  their  expectation  concern- 
ing achievement  of  specified  salvage  volumes 
and  agency  performance.  The  managers  ex- 
pect that  the  committees  of  jurisdiction  will 
remain  actively  involved  in  the  monitoring 
of  the  emergency  salvage  program. 
Process 

The  managers  intend  that  as  the  environ- 
mental processes  are  completed  for  individ- 
ual sales,  the  Secretary  concerned  may 
choose  among  the  completed  combined  docu- 
ments to  determine  how  sales  should  go  for- 
ward. 

The  bill  language  provides  a  process  for  Ju- 
dicial review  of  emergency  salvage  sales  by 
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the  Federal  District  Courts.  The  managers 
provided  this  mechanism  for  legitimate  con- 
cerns with  agency  actions.  Automatic  stays 
for  45  days  are  required  pending  the  final  de- 
cision on  review  of  the  record  by  the  district 
court  within  that  time  period.  Due  to  the  ex- 
igency of  the  emergency  salvage  situation 
administrative  appeals  are  waived. 

For  emergency  timber  salvage  sales.  Op- 
tion 9.  and  sales  in  Section  318  areas,  the  bill 
contains  language  which  deems  sufficient 
the  documentation  on  which  the  sales  are 
bjvsed.  and  significantly  expedites  legal  ac- 
tions and  virtually  eliminates  dilatory  legal 
challenges.  Environmental  documentation, 
analysis,  testimony,  and  studies  concerning 
each  of  these  areas  are  exhaustive  and  the 
sufficiency  language  is  provided  so  that  sales 
can  proceed. 

The  managers  are  aware  of  the  high  cost. 
time,  and  personnel  commitment  needed  to 
mark  salvage  trees  individually.  The  man- 
agers also  recognize  the  requirement  for  fed- 
eral aigencies  to  designate  timber  authorized 
for  cutting.  Federal  agencies  are  directed  to 
determine  the  extent  to  which  the  use  of  des- 
ignation by  description  is  practical  and  are 
further  directed  to  use  the  most  effective 
method  of  designation  to  prepare  salvage 
timber  sales. 

The  emergency  salvage  provision  clearly 
prohibits  harvesting  in  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  lands,  roadless  areas 
designated  by  Congress  for  wilderness  study, 
and  roadless  areas  recommended  for  wilder- 
ness designation  in  the  most  recent  land 
management  plan.  Lands  not  specifically 
protected  by  the  provision  include  prohibi- 
tions such  as  agency  initiatives,  timber  sale 
screens,  interim  guidelines,  settlement 
agreements,  the  CASPO  Report,  riparian 
areas  covered  by  other  initiatives,  and  any 
other  area  where  the  agencies  restrict  tim- 
ber harvesting  on  their  own  accord. 

The  bill  also  allows  all  salvage  sales  pro- 
posals in  development  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  .\ct  to  be  immediately  brought 
into  conformity  with  this,  the  emergency 
salvage  provision. 

Reporting 

The  bill  laiiKuet^e  directs  the  agencies  to 
prepare  a  report  by  August  30.  1995.  detailing 
the  steps  the  agency  is  taking,  and  intends 
to  take,  to  meet  salvage  timber  sale  vol- 
umes. The  report  shall  also  include  a  state- 
ment of  the  intention  of  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned with  resr>ect  to  the  salvage  volumes 
specified  herein. 

The  managers  will  carefully  review  the  Ad- 
ministration's implementation  of  the  sal- 
vage program,  and.  if  found  to  be  inadequate, 
will  employ  such  actions  as  deemed  nec- 
essary. Such  actions  might  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to.  reallocation  within  budget 
categories  or  other  prioritizations  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  Congress. 
Option  9 

The  nianagers  have  retained  bill  language 
added  by  the  Senate  that  provides  the  Forest 
Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  the 
authority  to  expedite  timber  sales  allowed 
under  the  President's  forest  plan  for  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  commonly  known  as  option 
9.  The  managers  are  concerned  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  not  made  the  necessary  ef- 
forts to  fulfill  the  commitment  it  made  to 
the  people  of  the  region  to  achieve  an  annual 
hai-vest  level  of  1.1  billion  board  feet  and 
have  included  bill  language  to  assist  the  ad- 
ministration in  this  effort. 

On  December  21,  1994,  the  Federal  District 
Court  issued  an  opinion  upholding  option  9 
as    valid    under    all    present    environmental 


laws.  The  managers  wish  to  make  clear  that 
the  bill  language  does  not  independently 
validate  option  9  and  does  not  restrict  pend- 
ing or  future  challenges. 

The  managers  have  added  bill  language  to 
eliminate  the  need  for  an  additional  environ- 
mental impact  statement  in  order  to  speed 
up  the  issuance  of  a  final  4(d)  rule,  which 
will  provide  expedited  relief  to  thousands  of 
nonfederal  landowners  in  the  region.  The 
managers  understand  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  extending  the  comment  period 
on  the  proposed  Section  4(d)  rule,  and  expect 
the  Secretary  to  review  carefully  the  exten- 
sive Special  Emphasis  Areas  in  Washington 
to  assure  regulatory  relief  for  nonfederal 
lands,  particularly  in  light  of  new  owl  popu- 
lation data  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula.  As 
provided  in  bill  language,  the  managers  have 
agreed  that  no  environmental  impact  state- 
ment will  be  required  for  the  Section  4(d) 
rule  notwithstanding  the  outcome  of  pending 
litigation  over  Option  9.  Finally,  nothing  in 
this  provision  is  intended  to  prejudice  the 
outcome  of  pending  litigation  over  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  Section  9  prohibitions. 
Released  Timber  Sales 

The  bill  releases  all  timber  sales  which 
were  offered  for  sale  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1990  to  the  date  of  enactment  which  are  lo- 
cated in  any  unit  of  the  National  Forest  Sys- 
tem or  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement within  the  geographic  area  encom- 
passed by  Section  318  of  the  Fiscal  "Ifear  1990 
Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appropria- 
tions Act.  Included  are  all  sales  offered, 
awarded,  or  unawarded.  whether  or  not  bids 
have  subsequently  been  rejected  by  the  offer- 
ing agency,  with  no  change  in  original 
terms,  volumes,  or  bid  prices.  The  sales  will 
go  forward  regardless  of  whether  the  bid 
bond  from  the  high  bidder  has  been  returned. 
provided  it  is  resubmitted  before  the  har- 
vesting begins.  The  harvest  of  many  of  these 
sales  was  assumed  under  the  President's  Pa- 
cific Northwest  forest  plan,  but  their  release 
has  been  held  up  in  part  by  extended  subse- 
quent review  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  The  only  limitation  on  release  of 
these  sales  is  in  the  case  of  any  threatened 
or  endangered  bird  species  with  a  known 
nesting  site  in  a  sale  unit.  In  this  case,  the 
Secretary  must  provide  a  substitute  volume 
under  the  terms  of  subsection  (kK3). 

FUNDS  AVAILABILITY 

The  conference  agreement  retains  a  Senate 
provision  (section  2002)  restricting  funds 
availability  to  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
otherwise  stated.  The  House  bill  contained 
no  similar  provision. 

DOWNWARD  ADJUSTMENTS  IN  DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING  LIMITS 

The  conferees  agree  to  include  a  provision 
(section  2003)  included  in  both  the  House  and 
Senate  bills  that  would  reduce  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limits  by  the  savings  re- 
sulting from  this  act  for  the  fiscal  years  1995 
through  1998.  The  House  bill  also  included  an 
additional  provision  that  would  have  made 
additional  projected  reductions  by  assuming 
that  similar  savings  would  be  enacted  in 
each  of  the  next  three  fiscal  years.  The  con- 
ferees recommend  that  spending  limit  ad- 
justments for  actions  projected  for  the  fu- 
ture should  be  made  in  appropriate  legisla- 
tive vehicles  such  as  reconciliation  bills. 
Also,  the  House  bill  included  provisions  that 
would  appropriate  the  savings  from  the  bill 
to  a  deficit  reduction  fund.  By  including  the 
provision  dealing  with  spending  limit  adjust- 
ments and  the  prohibition  on  the  use  of  sav- 
ings to  offset  tax  cuts  mentioned  below,  the 
intent  of  these  House  provisions  is  accommo- 
dated. 


PROHIBITION  ON  USE  OF  SAVINGS  TO  OFFSET 

DEFICIT 

INCREASES  RESULTING  FROM  DIRECT  SPENDING 

OR  RECEIPTS  LEGISLATION 

The  conference  agreement  includes  a  pro- 
vision (section  2004)  included  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  that 
would  preclude  the  savings  in  this  bill  from 
being  used  for  any  tax  reductions  or  other 
similar  direct  spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion. 

NATIONAL  KOREAN  WAR  VETERANS  ARMISTICE 
DAY 

The  conference  agreement  inserts  language 
(section  2005).  not  contained  in  the  House  or 
Senate  bill,  which  designates  July  27  of  each 
year,  until  the  year  2(X)3.  as  "National  Ko- 
rean War  Veterans  Armistice  Day". 

ASSISTANCE  TO  ILLEGAL  IMMIGRANTS 

The  conference  agreement  includes  an 
amended  House  provision  (section  2006)  that 
prohibits  any  individual  who  is  not  lawfully 
in  the  United  States  from  receiving  any  di- 
rect benefit  or  assistance  from  funds  in  the 
bill  except  for  emergency  assistance.  The 
conference  agreement  expands  the  provision 
to  include  direction  that  agencies  should 
take  reasonable  steps  in  determining  the 
lawful  status  of  individuals  seeking  assist- 
ance. Also,  a  nondiscrimination  clause  has 
been  added.  The  Senate  bill  did  not  include 
any  provision  on  this  subject. 

This  provision  is  essentially  the  same  pro- 
vision that  wa-s  included  in  the  initial  emer- 
gency supplemental  appropriations  act  that 
provided  relief  from  the  earthquake  that  hit 
the  Los  Angeles  area  in  1994  (Public  Law  103- 
211).  The  conferees  understand  that  this  pro- 
vision was  implemented  for  that  bill  in  a 
manner  that  did  not  delay  non-emergency 
assistance  to  appropriate  recipients.  The 
conferees  agree  that  this  should  be  the  situa- 
tion for  this  bill. 

SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 

AVOIDANCE 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  a  Senate 
provision  that  expressed  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  Congress  should  act  as  quickly 
as  possible  to  preclude  persons  from  avoiding 
taxes  by  relinquishing  their  citizenship.  The 
House  bill  contained  no  similar  provision. 

FEDERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  TRAVEL 
E.XPENSES 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  two  Sen- 
ate provisions  that  would  have  rescinded 
$342,500,000  for  administrative  and  travel  ac- 
tivities. The  conferees  agree  that  it  is  more 
appropriate  to  make  rescissions  in  the  regu- 
lar accounts  rather  than  making  across  the 
board  rescissions. 

IMPACT  OF  LEGISLATION  ON  CHILDREN 

The  conference  agreement  deletes  a  sense 
of  the  Congress  provision  included  in  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill  that  Congress 
should  not  adopt  any  legislation  that  would 
increase  the  number  of  children  who  are  hun- 
gry or  homeless.  The  House  bill  contained  no 
similar  provision. 

TITLE  III 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS 
ANTI-TERRORISM  INITIATIVES 
OKLAHOMA  CITY  RECOVERY 
Chapter  I 
departments  of  commerce.  justice.   and 
State,  the  Judiciary,  and  related  agen- 
cies 

After  House  and  Senate  consideration  of 
this  bill,  the  Administration  requested  emer- 
gency     supplemental      appropriations      of 


$71,455,000  for  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
$10,400,000  for  the  Judiciary  to  address  urgent 
needs  arising  from  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing and  for  enhanced  anti-terrorism  efforts. 
The  conference  agreement  provides  an  emer- 
gency supplemental  appropriation  of 
$113,360,000  for  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
$16,640,000  for  the  Judiciary  for  these  pur- 
poses, an  increase  of  $48,145,000.  These  funds 
are  designated  by  the  Congre.ss  as  emergency 
requirements  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  as 
amended  and  amounts  above  the  supple- 
mental request  are  available  as  emergency 
spending  only  to  the  extent  that  the  Presi- 
dent also  designates  these  funds  as  emer- 
gency requirements. 

The  conference  agreement  provides  fund- 
ing through  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  full  an- 
ticipated costs  of  expenses  related  to  the  in- 
vestigation and  prosecution  of  persons  re- 
sponsible for  the  bombing  as  well  as  the  full 
cost  of  funding  new  personnel  for  enhanced 
counterterrorism  efforts.  The  conference 
agreement  also  provides  for  a  more  Oexible 
mechanism  for  the  Attorney  General  to  re- 
imburse Department  of  Justice  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  and  State  and  local  expenses 
related  to  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  by 
appropriating  funds  requested  for  these  ex- 
penses to  a  new  Counterterrorism  Fund. 

While  awaiting  the  Administration's  1996 
budget  amendment,   the  conferees   have  at- 
tempted to  anticipate  and  fuU.v  fund  the  re- 
quirements   for   enhanced    counterterrorism 
activities  in  both  1995  and  1996.  To  the  extent 
that  the  supplemental  does  not  fully  antici- 
pate the   total  needs,  the  conferees  expect 
that  the  Administration  will  forward  the  ad- 
ditional requirements  expeditiously. 
Departme.nt  of  Justice 
general  ad-ministh.-vtion 
Counterterrorism  Fund 

The  conferees  have  established  a  new  Fund 
within  this  appropriation  account,  under  the 
control  and  direction  of  the  .■\ttorney  Gen- 
eral, to:  (1)  cover  the  extraordinary  and  con- 
tingency type  costs  that  have  been  incurred 
and  are  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  and  (2)  to  cover 
costs  related  to  any  potential  or  actual  fu- 
ture domestic  or  international  terrorism 
event.  The  conference  agreement  provides  an 
appropriation  of  $34,220,000  for  this  account 
which  will  remain  available  until  expended. 

The  conferees  intend  that  the  funds  pro- 
vided through  the  Counterterrorism  Fund 
will  be  used  to  reestablish  or  rebuild  offices 
or  facilities  of  the  Department  of  Justice 
that  are  destroyed  or  damaged  as  the  result 
of  a  domestic  or  international  terrorism 
event.  For  example,  the  Oklahoma  Resident 
Office  of  the  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion was  destroyed  in  the  bombing  of  the  Al- 
fred P.  Murrah  Building.  In  addition,  funds 
are  provided  for  a  threat  assessment  of  all 
Federal  office  buildings. 

The  conference  agreement  allows  for  the 
payment  of  expenses  of  an  extraordinary  na- 
ture of  Department  of  Justice  agencies  en- 
gaged in.  or  providing  support  to.  counter- 
ing, investigating,  or  prosecuting  domestic 
or  international  terrorism.  Therefore,  funds 
are  available  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation,  the  United  States  At- 
torneys and  the  United  States  Marshals 
Service  for  expenses  incurred  in  connection 
with  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  and  may 
be  used  for  further  expenses  related  to  this 
incident.  Funds  are  also  available  to  reim- 
burse the  Office  of  Justice  Programs  Justice 
Assistance   account    for    Emergency    Assist- 


ance payments  to  qualifying  State  or  local 
law  enforcement  agencies. 

The  conference  agreement  allows  this 
Fund  to  be  used  for  the  payment  of  rewards 
as  outlined  under  language  included  in  the 
General  Provisions  for  the  Department  of 
Justice  contained  in  this  Act. 

Because  there  may  be  necessary  expenses 
that  arise  in  such  events  that  are  not  known 
at  the  present  time,  the  conference  agree- 
ment allows  the  Attorney  General  to  make 
the  determination  on  a  case  by  case  basis  of 
such  necessary  expenses  which  may  be  cov- 
ered by  funds  appropriated  to  this  account. 
The  Attorney  General  may  also  use  these 
funds  to  engage  in  planning,  and  the  execu- 
tion of  such  plans,  related  to  upcoming  sig- 
nificant events  which  offer  the  potential  of 
being  targeted  by  domestic  or  international 
terrorists. 

The  conferees  expect  the  Attorney  General 
to  notify  the  Committees  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sen- 
ate prior  to  the  obligation  of  funds  from  this 
account,  with  the  exception  of  the  $10,555,000 
requested  by  the  Administration  for  antici- 
pated 1995  costs  of  the  Department  of  Justice 
related  to  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  The 
conferees  understand  the  urgency  of  meeting 
these  requirements  and  the  need  to  reim- 
burse these  agencies  for  these  expenses  in  a 
timely  manner.  To  the  extent  that  these  ex- 
penses deviate  from  those  requested  by  the 
Administration  in  the  supplemental,  the 
conferees  expect  the  Attorney  General  to  re- 
port any  differences  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

LEGAL  ACnvmES 

Salaries  and  Expenses.  United  States 
Attorneys 

The  conference  agreement  provides  a 
$2,000,000  supplemental  appropriation  for  the 
United  States  Attorneys.  The  amounts  pro- 
vided will  remain  available  until  expended 
and  will  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a 
specialized  team  of  attorneys  for  terrorism 
prosecution.  The  funds  provided  will  support 
the  full  cost  of  hiring  an  additional  8  Assist- 
ant United  States  Attorneys  and  4  support 
personnel. 

The  conference  agreement  also  provides 
additional  funds,  as  requested  by  the  Admin- 
istration, to  support  extraordinary  expenses 
being  incurred  by  the  United  States  Attor- 
neys from  the  establishment  of  a  Command 
Center  in  Oklahoma  City  to  support  the  in- 
vestigation of  persons  involved  in  the  Okla- 
homa bombing  and  future  expenses  related 
to  the  prosecution  and  trial  of  those  ar- 
rested. The  conferees  intend  that  funds  for 
these  activities  for  the  United  States  Attor- 
neys will  be  provided  under  the  newly  estab- 
lished Counterterrorism  Fund. 

FEDERAL  BUREAU  OF  INVESTIGATION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  conference  agreement  provides  a 
$77,140,000  supplemental  appropriation  for 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended,  for  additional 
personnel  and  equipment  to  support  ex- 
panded investigations  of  domestic  and  inter- 
national terrorism  activities. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
$1,905,000  for  the  full  cost  of  hiring  25  intel- 
ligence analysts  to  establish  a  Domestic 
Counter-terrorism  Center  to  coordinate  and 
centralize  Federal,  State,  and  local  law  en- 
forcement efforts  in  response  to  major  ter- 
rorist incidents  and  as  a  clearinghouse  for 
all  domestic  and  international  terrorism  in- 
formation and  intelligence. 

In  addition  the  conferees  have  provided 
$12,875,000  for  the  full  cost  of  hiring  31  addl- 


13133 

tional  engineering  and  technical  staff  to  sup- 
port research  and  development  of  new  tech- 
niques to  replace  existing  Intercept  capabili- 
ties that  are  ineffective  when  used  In  an  ad- 
vanced digital  communications  environment 
and  to  enhance  law  enforcement  capabilities 
to  perform  court-authorized  voice  and  data 
interceptions. 

The  conferees  provide  $10,000,000  to  mod- 
ernize the  FBI's  Strategic  Information  Oper- 
ations Center  to  provide  the  capability  of  ad- 
dressing multiple  sites  and  Incidents  concur- 
rently and  to  support  the  centralized  coordi- 
nation of  law  enforcement  for  major  inci- 
dents such  as  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
$37,660,000  for  the  full  cost  of  hiring  190  sur- 
veillance specialists  and  143  support  person- 
nel, in  lieu  of  one  month's  funding  for  231 
surveillance  specialists  and  169  support  per- 
sonnel. In  addition.  $8,700,000  is  provided  for 
the  full  cost  of  hiring  38  tactical  operations 
staff  and  for  equipment  for  enhanced 
counter-terrorism  operations.  Also  provided 
is  $5,000,000  to  replace  and  upgrade  labora- 
tory equipment  and  provide  Emergency  Re- 
sponse Teams  with  proper  equipment  and 
tools  for  the  collection  and  processing  of 
crime  scene  evidence.  The  conferees  also  pro- 
vided $1,000,000  for  the  development  of  an 
automated  database  to  collect  and  analyze 
information  regarding  hostage.'bamcade  sit- 
uations. 

The  conference  agreement  does  not  include 
$5,600,000  for  the  design  of  three  new  facili- 
ties— a  new  FBI  laboratory,  a  new  National 
Law  Enforcement  Technical  Support  Center, 
and  a  new  training  facility— due  to  the  need 
to  assess  the  purpose  and  the  long-term  costs 
of  these  facilities  In  the  regular  appropria- 
tions process. 

The  conference  agreement  also  provides 
additional  funds,  as  requested  by  the  Admin- 
istration, to  support  extraordinary  expenses 
being  incurred  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation to  support  the  Investigation  of 
persons  involved  in  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  and  the  payment  of  rewards  In  con- 
nection with  this  investigation.  TTie  con- 
ferees Intend  that  funds  for  these  activities 
and  future  expenses  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  related  to  this  Incident  will  be 
provided  under  the  newly  established 
Counterterrorism  Fund. 

General  Provisions 

Section  3001  of  the  conference  agreement 
Includes  language  that  allows  the  Attorney 
General  to  provide  a  reward,  up  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  $2,000,000.  to  individuals  assisting  in 
the  Investigation  and  prosecution  of  terror- 
ists. The  Attorney  General  is  currently  lim- 
ited to  a  maximum  reward  payment  of 
$500,000. 

Section  3002  of  the  conference  agreement 
provides  that  funds  made  available  in  this 
Act  are  subject  to  the  standard  reprogram- 
ming  procedures  set  forth  in  Section  605  of 
Public  Law  103-317. 

The  JuDICL^RY 

COURTS  OF  APPEALS.  DISTRICT  COURTS.  AND 
OTHER  JUDICIAL  SERVICES 

Court  Security 
The  conference  agreement  includes  a  sup- 
plemental appropriation  of  $16,640,000  for  the 
Federal  Judiciary's  Court  Security  account 
compared  to  the  Administration's  request  of 
$10,400,000  The  amount  provided  will  remain 
available  until  expended  to  cover  the  costs  of 
enhanced  security  of  judges  and  support  per- 
sonnel in  response  to  the  potential  increased 
threat  resulting  from  the  recent  bombing  of 
the  Federal  building  in  Oklahoma  City.  The 
amount  Is  provided  as  follows: 
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—$12,620,000  to  cover  the  full  costs  of  hiring 
an  additional  250  new  court  security  officers 
(CSOsi  for  existing  court  locations  which 
currently  have  none  and  at  locations  which 
are  currently  below  accepted  standards.  The 
Judiciary  had  requested  funds  to  hire  400 
CSOs  for  existms  space,  but  the  conferees 
felt  that  no  more  than  250  could  be  brought 
on  so  late  in  the  fiscal  year  The  remainder 
of  this  request  will  be  considered  in  the  con- 
text of  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations 
process. 

—$2,120,000  for  the  full  costs  of  hiring  an 
additional  40  CSOs  to  operate  and  monitor 
new  weapons. explosives  screening  equipment 
and  x-ray  machines  for  fifteen  existing  judi- 
ciary locations  where  no  security  equipment 
is  currently  m  place. 

—$4,900,000  for  new  and  replacement  secu- 
rity equipment,  including  upgrading  equip- 
ment at  existing  facilities  and  purchase  of  x- 
ray  machines  and  magnetometers  for  fifteen 
facilities  which  currently  have  no  security 
equipment. 

The  amounts  provided  assume  the  re- 
programming  of  $3,000,000  in  available  bal- 
ances in  this  account  as  proposed  in  the  Ju- 
diciary's supplemental  request. 

The    conferees    have     not     included     the 
$2,000,000  requested  for  vehicle  barriers  to  be 
placed  at  the  entrance  to  parking  garages  at 
50  metropolitan  court  facilities  around  the 
country.  The  conferees  understand  that  the 
actual  costs  of  placing  these  barriers  at  the 
50    locations    may     be    greater     than     the 
$2,000,000  requested  and  urge  the  Judiciary  to 
work  with  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion to  identify  the  necessary  resources  for 
this  proposal  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget. 
Chapter  II 
Dep.\rtment  ok  the  Treasury 
dep.'krtme.vt.'il  offices 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

As  part  of  the  Administrations  supple- 
mental request.  $300,000  was  included  to  hire 
10  new  employees  to  assist  in  oversight  of 
the  Department's  anti-terrorism  efforts.  The 
conferees  deny  this  request. 
BUREAU  OF  .\LC0HOL.  TOBACCO  A.VD  FIREARMS 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $34,823,000. 
$18,616,000  above  the  $16,207,000  requested  by 
the  Administration,  in  order  to  offset  imme- 
diate expenses  associated  with  the  aftermath 
and  investigation  of  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  security  upgrades  in  headquarters 
and  field  offices,  and  the  enhancement  of 
certain  counter-terrorism  capabilities. 

The  conferees  provide  $4,723,000  of  the 
$4,923,000  requested  to  cover  overtime,  travel, 
communications  and  equipment  associated 
with  reestablishing  ATF  offices  in  Oklahoma 
City  and  to  cover  investigative  expenses.  The 
conferees  deny  the  $200,000  request  for  the  re- 
placement of  all  basic  office  equipment  and 
furniture  lost  in  the  explosion  since  these 
costs  will  be  borne  by  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

The  conferees  provide  $3,000,000  to  improve 
security  in  field  offices,  the  same  amount  re- 
quested by  the  President. 

The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $7,000,000  for 
costs  associated  with  the  relocation  of  ATF 
headquarters,  of  which  up  to  $300,000  may  be 
used  to  provide  temporary  improvements  to 
ATF's  current  headquarters,  as  needed. 

The  conferees  provide  $3,000,000  to  fund  the 
personnel  costs  of  four  new  permanent  Na- 
tional Response  Teams  (NRT).  $3,300,000  for 
mobile  response  equipment  and  additional 
laboratory  personnel,  and  $1,800,000  for  atddi- 
tional  intelligence  analysts  and  explosives 
inspectors. 


The  conferees  further  note  that  ATF  lacks 
sufficient  resources  to  purchase  certain  crit- 
ical pieces  of  equipment  or  to  make  other  in- 
vestments needed  to  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently pursue  it  mission.  For  that  reason, 
the  conferees  agree  to  provide  $12,000,000  to 
fund  a  number  of  items  requested  in  the 
President's  FY  1996  budget  request:  purchase 
of  electronic  surveillance  equipment,  weap- 
ons, protective  gear  and  investigative  vehi- 
cles; improvement  of  financial  management 
information  systems;  and  development  of 
AFT's  Integrated  Collection  System.  These 
funds  may  also  be  used  for  costs  associated 
with  the  relocation  of  the  ATF  laboratory. 

FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  TRAINING  CENTER 
Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $1,100,000 
and  additional  personnel  as  requested  for  the 
Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center  to 
enhance  the  anti-terrorism  training  compo- 
nent of  basic  courses,  increase  the  number 
and  quality  of  advanced  training  courses  in 
anti-terrorism  tactics,  provide  additional 
equipment  for  such  training  and  train  per- 
sonnel. 

UNITED  STATES  SECRET  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $6,675,000  for 
the  Secret  Service,  $2,800,000  above  the 
amount  requested  by  the  President  The  con- 
ferees have  provided  the  additional  funds  for 
expenses  related  to  the  completion  of  the 
White  House  Access  Control  System 
($1,800,000)  and  the  purchase  of  Remote  De- 
livery Site  Equipment  ($1,000,000). 

UNITED  STATES  CUSTOMS  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  agree  to  provide  $1,000,000  of 
the  $1,200,000  requested  to  relocate  Customs 
offices,  pay  for  temporary  duty  replace- 
ments, over  the  costs  of  permanent  change  of 
station  moves  and  replacement  vehicles,  and 
purchase  certain  office  equipment.  The  con- 
ferees deny  the  $200,000  request  for  the  re- 
placement of  all  basic  office  equipment  and 
furniture  lost  in  the  explosion  since  these 
costs  will  be  borne  by  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE 

Administration  and  Management 
As  part  of  the  Administration's  supple- 
mental request.  $1,000,000  was  included  to 
cover  expenses  for  overtime,  travel  and  sup- 
plies related  to  the  investigation  of  the 
bombing.  The  conferees  deny  this  request 
and  instead  have  diverted  these  funds  to  the 
Secret  Service  for  the  purchase  of  additional 
White  House  security  systems. 

FINANCIAL  CRI.MES  ENFORCEMENT  NETWORK 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  have  denied  the  President's 
request  of  $300,000  in  emergency  appropria- 
tions for  the  Financial  Crimes  Enforcement 
Network  (FinCEN)  and  instead  have  diverted 
these  funds  to  the  Secret  Service  for  the  pur- 
chase of  additional  White  House  Security 
systems.  The  conferees  note  that  any  addi- 
tional work  accomplished  by  FinCEN  as  part 
of  the  Oklahoma  City  investigation  should 
be  done  within  existing  resources. 

INDEPENDENT  AGENCY 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

FEDERAL  BUILDINGS  FUND 

Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building 

The   conferees   have    included   a   provision 

which  provides  additional  funding  related  to 

the  Alfred   P.   Murrah   Federal   Building   in 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma.  The  conferees,  in 
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response  to  the  special  needs  created  by  the 
April  19.  1995.  terrorist  bombing  attack  at 
the  Murrah  Federal  Building,  have  added 
$40,400,000  for  expenses  of  real  property  man- 
agement and  related  activities.  This  in- 
cludes: planning,  design,  construction,  demo- 
lition, restoration,  repairs,  alterations,  ac- 
quisition, installment  acquisition  payments, 
rental  of  space,  buildings  operations,  main- 
tenance, protection,  moving  of  governmental 
agencies  and  other  activities. 

The  recommendation  also  provides  that,  in 
carrying  out  the  foregoing  activities,  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  General  Services  may  ex- 
change, sell,  lease,  donate,  or  otherwise  dis- 
pose of  the  site  of  the  Murrah  building  to  the 
State  of  Oklahoma,  to  Oklahoma  City,  or 
any  political  subdivision  or  agency  of  the 
State  or  city,  and  that  such  disposal  shall 
not  be  subject  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1959.  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra- 
tive Services  Act  of  1949.  or  any  other  Fed- 
eral law  establishing  requirements  or  proce- 
dures for  disposing  of  Federal  property. 

In  recommending  waivers  of  these  laws, 
the  conferees  are  responding  to  the  extraor- 
dinary circumstances  created  by  this  tragic 
destruction  of  life  and  property  and  the  real- 
ization that  the  work  of  replacement  and  re- 
covery should  not  be  unnecessarily  encum- 
bered by  otherwise  applicable  provisions  of 
law.  Nevertheless,  the  conferees  recommend 
the  use  of  this  waiver  authority  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator, at  his  discretion.  This  authority 
should  only  be  used  when  circumstances  dic- 
tate the  clear  necessity  to  do  so.  It  is  not  in- 
tended that  use  of  existing  authority  be  pre- 
cluded where  consistent  with  and  appro- 
priate to  serving  the  needs  and  purposes  of 
this  disposal  action. 

The  conferees  have  also  included  a  provi- 
sion requiring  prospectus  approval  of  any 
major  repair,  alteration,  lease,  or  construc- 
tion project  if  the  need  for  such  a  prospectus 
meets  the  requirements  of  the  Public  Build- 
ings Act. 

EMERGENCY  REQUIREMENTS 

As    part    of   the    Administrations   supple- 
mental request,  a  total  of  $26,400,000  was  in- 
cluded for  emergency  requirements.  The  con- 
ferees agree  witn  the  cequesL  as  follows. 
Demolitiondebris  removal  of  the 
Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Build- 
ing        $2,300,000 

Repair  of  other  federal  buildings  3.300,000 
Replacement     leases,     furniture. 

and  equipment  8.300.000 

Nation-wide  increased  security  in 

Federal  buildings  12,500.000 

Chapter  III 
DEPARTMENTS  OF   VETERANS  AFFAIRS 
AND   HOUSING    AND   URBAN   DEVELOP- 
MENT, AND  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
MANAGEMENT  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
Provides  $3,200,000  for  emergency  expenses 
resulting  from  the  bombing  of  Alfred  P. 
Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City 
as  requested  by  the  Administration.  These 
funds  will  cover  relocation  costs  for  replace- 
ment employees,  travel,  overtime,  replaced 
office  equipment  and  supplies,  and  other  ex- 
penses. 

INDEPENDE.NT  AGENCIES 
FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
The  conferees  propose  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation for  fiscal  year  1995  of  $3,523,000. 
This   amount,    not    included    in    either    the 
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House  or  Senate  bills,  was  requested  by  the  Arlen  Specter.  There  was  no  objection 

President  in  his  May  2.  1995  message  to  ad-  Pete  V.  Domenici. 

dress  urgent  needs  arising  from  the  bombing  P.  Gramm.                                                                           ■      

of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  C.S.  Bond.  APPOTNTMFNT     OF     mvvtrfr*!     to 

Oklahoma  City.  Oklahoma.  This  amount  Will  Slade  Gorton,  THE     ^1^0     OF     T^T^lll     nS 

assist  in  providing  additional  security  per-  Mitch  McConnell,  t!^^     fvrc                      i  nussi  t!it!,&     \jt 

sonnel  as  well  as  enhanced  physical  protec-  CONNIE  Mack,  THE     INSTITUTE     OF     AMERICAN 

tion  at  all  Agency  field  offices.  Additionally,  CoNR.^D  Burns,  INDIAN      AND      ALASKA      NATIVE 

funds  Will  be  available  for  staff  training  and  Richard  Shelby.  CULTURE    AND    ARTS    DEVELOP- 

awareness   of  the   terrorist   threat   and   en-  Jim  Jeffords,  MENT 

hanced   security   management   systems,    for  Judo  Gregg.  t-v.^^  cdtt  a  ititd           .                  Tir»v, 

additional  training  and  exercises  associated  R.F.  Bennett  .          sriLAKiLK  pro  tempore.  Without 

with   the   Federal    Response    Plan,   and   for  Robert  C.  Byrd.  Objection,  and  pursuant   to   the  provi- 

modifying  and   expanding   the   Federal    Re-  O.K.  Inouye.       '  sions  of  section  1505  of  Public  Law  99- 

sponse  Plan.  E.F.  Hollings,  498    (20    U.S.C.    4412),    the    Chair    an- 

Emergency  Management  Planning  and  J-  Bennett  Johnston.  nounces  the  Speaker's  appointment  to 

Assistance  Patrick  J.  Leaky,  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Institute 

The  conferees  propose  a  supplemental  ap-  Dale  Bumpers,  of  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native 

propriation  for  fiscal  year  1995  of  $3,477,000  Barbara  A.  Mikulski.  Culture  and  Arts  Development  the  fol- 

This   amount,    not   included    in    either   the  R^n'^^-^orv'  lowing    Members    of    the    House:    Mr 

House  of  Senate  bills,  was  requested  by  the  hfrr  Kn^  YoUNG   of  Alaska;    and   Mr.   KlLDEE  of 

President  in  his  May  2.  1995  message  to  ad-  nt.Ka  aohl.  Michigan 

dress  urgent  needs  arising  from  the  bombing  PATTi'  Murray,  rrv,                         v.-     »• 

of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate.  There  was  no  objection. 

Oklahoma  City.  Oklahoma.  This  amount  will  —        m  ^n 

provide  for  the  development  of  new  plans  and  

procedures  for  an  efficient  response  to  a  ter-  REPORT   ON    RESOLUTION   PROVID-  APPOINTMENT     AS     MEMBERS     OF 

rorist    event    under    the    Federal    Response  ING      FOR      CONSIDERATION      OF  THE     BOARD     OF     TRUSTEES     OF 

Plan,  as  well  as  for  increased  training  and  HOUSE  CONGRESSIONAL  RESOLU-  THE    HARRY    S.    TRUMAN    SCHOL- 

exercises  associated  with  such  a  response  for  TION    67,    CONCURRENT    RESOLU-  ARSHIP  FOUNDATION 

State  and  local  emergency  personnel.  tION   ON   THE   BUDGET    FOR   FIS-  The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 

^''^^™'^  CAL    YEARS    1996,    1997.    1998,    1999,  objection,  and  pursuant  to   the  provi- 

The  conference  agreement  amends  the  Sen-  2000,  2001,  AND  2002  sjons  of  section  5(b)  of  Public  Law  93- 

ate  citation  of  the  bill  to  reflect  the  inclu-  ,,      __,  „,,^-.    ,            ^     ^  e/,o    ,r^    no/-,     nru^.  i,        .i.      ^.-    • 

sion  of  emergency  supplemental  appropria-  ^'^    SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee  642    (20   U.S.C.    2004(b)).    the    Chair   an- 

tions  for  the  anti-terrorism  initiatives  and  0°  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report  nounces  the  Speaker's  appointment  as 

for  the  recovery  assisunce  for  the  tragedy  (Rept.  No.  104-125)  on  the  resolution  (H.  members  of  the   Board  of  Trustees  of 

that  occurred  at  Oklahoma  City.  The  House  Res.  149)  providing  for  consideration  of  the     Harry     S.     Truman     Scholarship 

bill  did  not  contain  a  citation  the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  Foundation  the  following  Members  of 

The  conference  agreement  amends  the  title  67)     setting     forth     the     congressional  the   House;   Mr.   Emerson   of  Missouri; 

of  the  bill  to  be  compatible  with  the  amend-  budget  for  the  U.S.  Government  for  the  and  Mr.  Skelton  of  Missouri, 

ed  enacting  clause  and  citation.  ^.^^^^     ^^^             ^^    ^^    ^^    JOOO.  There  was  no  objection. 

CONFERENCE  ToTAL-WiTH  COMPARISONS  gOOl,  and  2002,  which  was  referred  to  the                              

The   total   new   budget  (obligational)   au-  House    Calendar    and    ordered    to    be 

thorny  for  the  fiscal  year  1995  recommended  „i.int„(i  SPECIAL  ORDERS 

by  the  Committee  of  Conference,  with  com-  ^ 

parisons  to  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  esti-  ■  The   SPEAKER   pro    tempore.    Under 

mates,  and  the  House  and  Senate  bills  for  .„„„„,-,... r^^rrr,     .  r,     ,.^^.^^^^     ^^  the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 

1995  follow:  APPOINTMENT     AS     MEMBERS     OF  12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 

Budget    estimates   of   n.?w  ™^     BOARD     OF     VISITORS     TO  the  House,  the  following  Members  will 

(Obligational)   authority,  THE  U.S.  NA'VAL  ACADEMY  be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 

fiscal  year  1995                           $6,432,382,195  The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  'Without                             

House  bill   fiscal  year  1995          -11.745.362.239  objection,   and   pursuant   to   the   provi- 

Conference-  I^^rTem^^t^.  fl         "^'^^^"^^-^^  sions  Of  section  6968(a,  of  title  10,  Unit-  CLEAN  W^teRACT  AND  THE 

cal  year  1995                              -9,029.496.876  ^^   States   Code,   the   Chair  announces  UKh.Al   LAKt,b  iNlllAIIVt, 
Conference          agreement  the  Speaker's  appointment  as  members  The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
compared  with:  of  the   Board  of  Visitors  to  the   U.S.  previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
Budget  estimates  of  new  Naval  Academy  the  following  Members  woman  from  Ohio  [Ms    Kaptur]  is  rec- 

If  V  f!t^I??pir  ^^^^°"          ,.  4«,  «7Q  n7,  °^  ^^^  "°'^^^'  ^^'  ^"^^^^^  °^  ^^^  ^^''-  ognized  foT  5  minutes. 

House    bill     nscil    year       "'^'^^•^^'"^^  ico;   Mr.   GiLCHREST,  of  Maryland;  Mr.  Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  to 

1995  .' +2.715,865,363  HoYER,  of  Maryland;  and  Mr.  MFUME,  of  the   well    this  evening   to   express  my 

Senate   biii.   fiscal   year             '      '      "  Maryland.  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 

1995  -518.262.426  There  was  no  objection.  Water    Act    amendments    and    why    I 

Bob  Livingston,  ^  urged  its  defeat.  It  stejjs  back  from  the 

John  T.  MYERS,'  a Dr>r.TMTx>f ttmt     ac     iv>,r<iuiDi.^Dc     r,r  progress   resulting   from   our   Nation's 

RALPH  REGULA,  ^^^*^^^I^!^^I    ^?:    '^.fi^^^^f    21  commitment  to  clean  water  as  a  na- 

JERRV  LEWIS,  THE     BOARD     OF     VISITORS     TO  tional  treasure 

John  Edward  Porter.  THE  U.S.  MILITARY  ACADEMY  j    represent   a   Great    Lakes   district 

Hal  Rogers.  -phe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without  along    Lake    Erie.    Cumulatively,    the 

Fra^R^"wolf  objection,  and  pursuant  to  the  provi-  Great  Lakes  contain  20  percent  of  all 

Tom  Delay  sions  of  section  4355(a)  of  title  10.  Unit-  the    fresh    water    on    the    face    of   the 

Barbara  F  VucANO'vicH  ®^  States  Code,   the  Chair  Announces  Earth.  For  those  of  us  who  remember 

Jim  Lightfoot.  ^he  Speaker's  appointment  as  members  when  swimming  or  fishing  in  Lake  Erie 

S.  C.^LLAHAN.  of  the   Board  of  Visitors  to   the  U.S.  was  hazardous  to  your  health,  the  ac- 

Ron  p.\ckard.  Military  Academy  the  following  Mem-  tions  the  House  is  taking  to  weaken 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House.  bers  of  the  House;  Mrs.  KELLY  of  New  Clean  Water  Act  protections  are  back- 

Mark  O.  Hatfield.  York;  Mr.  Taylor,  of  North  Carolina;  ward-looking.     I    am    astounded    that 

Ted  Stevens.  Mr.  Hefner,  of  North  Carolina;  and  Mr.  anyone    can    fail     to    see     the    great 

Thad  Cochran.  Laughlin,  of  Texas.  progress  we  have  made  over  the  last  25 
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years  to  clean  up  our  Nation's  water. 
Today,  after  two  decades,  the  job  of 
cleaning  up  Lake  Erie  is  one-half  fin- 
ished. Our  progress  is  laudable,  but  the 
goal  has  not  been  achieved  along  our 
coast  or  on  the  Nation's  other  major 
waterways. 

I  can  remember  when  the  Cuyahoga 
River  burned  and  when  Lake  Erie  was 
declared  dead.  Some  of  our  colleagues, 
Mr.  Speaker,  have  apparently  forgot- 
ten. We  have  made  great  strides  toward 
renewing  our  water  resources,  but 
there  is  still  a  long  way  to  go.  In  Ohio, 
92  percent  of  our  lakes  and  60  percent 
of  our  rivers  still  cannot  support  fish- 
ing or  swimming  on  a  year-round  basis. 
Some  of  our  waters  still  cannot  sup- 
port aquatic  life.  Just  last  summer  the 
city  of  Toledo  found  it  necessary  to 
pump  fresh  water  into  the  Ottawa 
River  just  to  restore  some  oxygen  and 
flush  out  the  polluted  discharge  from 
combined  sewer  overflows.  The  job  of 
cleaning  our  waters  is  far  from  over. 
The  task  of  cleaning  up  dozens  of 
major  toxic  burial  grounds  leaching 
into  our  fresh  water  tributaries  stands 
before  us. 

The  aspect  of  H.R.  961  about  which  I 
am  most  concerned  is  the  provision  to 
make  adherence  to  the  standards  of  the 
Great  Lakes  initiative  voluntary  on 
the  part  of  Great  Lakes  States.  This 
initiative  has  been  a  model  bipartisan 
effort  to  standardize  water  quality  pro- 
tections in  the  Great  Lakes  watershed. 
Over  the  last  6  years,  Federal  guide- 
lines have  been  developed,  which,  under 
current  law,  the  States  have  2  years  to 
implement.  Under  H.R.  961,  adherence 
would  be  voluntary.  States  could 
choose  which  standards  to  implement 
or  they  could  choose  to  unilaterally 
weaken  certain  standards. 

This  might  possibly  be  an  acceptable 
program  for  waters  within  a  State's 
boundaries,  but  seven  States  and  an- 
other country  adjoin  the  Great  Lakes. 
Allowing  eight  different  sets  of  stand- 
ards for  these  waters  is  irrational.  As 
different  States  adopt  differing  water 
quality  standards,  their  efforts  may  be 
defeated  by  a  neighboring  State's  pro- 
gram. Voluntary  compliance  may  even 
lead  to  a  race  to  the  bottom  for  water 
quality  as  each  State  offers  weakened 
standards  as  an  inducement  to  bring 
polluting  industries  into  their  State  or 
to  keep  them  there.  Mexico's  policy  of 
competing  for  investment  with  lax  en- 
vironmental standards  may  find  its 
counterpart  in  interstate  or  inter- 
national economic  rivalries  on  our 
northern  border. 

The  Great  Lakes  comprise  95  percent 
of  the  fresh  surface  water  in  the  United 
States.  That  is  a  resource  too  valuable 
to  risk.  Yet  today  we  have  restrictions 
on  the  consumption  of  fish  from  these 
waters  because  of  mercury  and  PCB 
pollution.  Lake  St.  Clair  and  the 
southern  shore  of  Lake  Erie  were 
closed  for  the  better  part  of  the  month 
of  August   last  year  because  of  fecal 


coliform  contamination.  The  job  is  far 
from  done  in  the  Great  LaKes.  This  is 
not  the  time  to  minimize  our  efforts. 

Setting  consistent  water  quality 
standards  in  the  Great  Lakes  water- 
shed is  the  only  reasonable  way  to  pro- 
tect these  waters.  The  only  way  to  en- 
sure consistent  standards  is  through 
entities  such  as  the  Great  Lakes  initia- 
tive. It  once  was  common  to  find  fish 
with  festering  lesions  and  tumors  com- 
ing out  of  Lake  Erie.  Today  it  is  rare, 
but  it  still  happens.  There  used  to  be  a 
viable  commercial  fishing  industry  on 
the  lakes.  That  industry  rapidly  dimin- 
ished as  warnings  about  eating  Great 
Lakes  fish  increased.  We  can  restore 
that  industry  if  we  continue  to  clean 
up  the  lakes.  That  won't  happen  if  we 
can't  assure  consistent  water  quality 
standards  for  the  Great  Lakes  Water- 
shed. Let's  not  weaken  the  Great 
Lakes  initiative. 

The  bill  we  have  before  us  also  takes 
other  major  steps  backward.  H.R.  961 
allows  for  increases  in  toxin  discharges 
into  our  waters,  and  it  weakens  public 
notification  requirements  when  swim- 
ming or  fishing  is  unsafe.  It  lets  indus- 
try off  the  hook  by  weakening  require- 
ments for  pretreatment  of  industrial 
toxins  before  they  are  discharged  into 
municipal  wastewater  treatment  sys- 
tems. 

H.R.  961  also  dramatically  under- 
mines attention  to  wetland  habitats — 
which  play  such  an  important  role  pro- 
viding storage  areas  for  flood  waters 
and  which  naturally  filter  pollutants — 
by  removing  half  of  them  from  regu- 
latory oversight.  And  the  bill  com- 
pletely ignores  the  serious  issue  of 
nonpoint  source  pollution  and  how  to 
reduce  toxic  runoff  from  farms,  yards, 
streets,  and  parking  lots. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  be  able 
to  vote  for  a  clean  water  bill  that  aims 
at  meeting  the  original  goals  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  to  make  all  our  Na- 
tion's waters  fishable  and  swimmable. 
But  I  am  not  going  to  have  that  oppor- 
tunity. H.R.  961  will  actually  reverse 
the  progress  we  have  made  under  cur- 
rent clean  water  law.  This  bill  will  ex- 
pose our  communities,  our  water-de- 
pendent industries,  and  our  fishery  re- 
sources to  continued  and  increased  deg- 
radation. I  want  to  support  legislation 
that  strikes  an  appropriate  balance  be- 
tween a  healthy  economy  and  healthy 
water. 


UNLESS  WE  DO  SOMETHING 
ABOUT  IT.  MEDICARE  WILL  BE 
BROKE  BY  2002 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  HORN]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  everyone 
in  this  Chamber  knows,  we  have  a  cri- 
sis coming  in  America,  and  it  is  a  crisis 
that  needs  the  best  solutions  that  we 
can  find  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  and  that 
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is  the  crisis  that  the  trustees  respon- 
sible for  analyzing  the  hospital  portion 
of  the  Medicare  have  recently  noted. 
They  said  in  their  report  the  present  fi- 
nancing schedule  for  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram is  sufficient  to  ensure  the  pay- 
ment of  benefits  only  over  the  next  7 
years. 

Now  this  is  not  a  group  of  Repub- 
licans or  Libertarians  or  Independents 
trying  to  scare  the  people.  These  are 
three  of  the  top  Cabinet  officers  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  Robert 
Rubin,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  Rob- 
ert Reich,  Secretary  of  Labor;  Donna 
Shalala,  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  They  concluded  the 
Medicare  fund  is  projected  to  be  ex- 
hausted in  2001,  just  after  the  turn  of 
the  century.  This  is  their  April  3,  1995 
report. 

Now  Medicare,  as  we  know,  in  the 
projections  from  1995  to  2002  has  been 
predicted  to  grow  at  10  percent  per 
year,  and  Medicaid  at  10.3.  Note  Social 
Security  with  COLA'S  is  at  5.3,  other 
entitlements  at  4.1. 

The  reality  is  the  trust  fund  for  Med- 
icare, unless  we  do  something  con- 
structive about  it,  will  be  empty  in 
2002. 

D  1830 

That  is  what  the  trustees,  the  agents 
of  the  President,  have  noted  on  page  13 
of  their  1995  report.  House  Document 
104-56. 

Unfortunately,  the  trustees  identify 
the  problem,  but  they  have  not  given 
us  the  benefit  of  their  wisdom,  if  any. 
on  this  subject,  as  to  how  we  can  avoid 
the  disaster  that  is  headed  our  way  in 
2002. 

Now,  the  House  Republicans  have 
faced  up  to  this  matter.  We  have  not 
heard  a  peep  from  the  President,  a  peep 
from  his  three  Cabinet  offioers,  hut  the 
House  Republicans  have  noted  in  1995 
the  Medicare  spending  per  recipient  in 
the  Republican  budget  will  be  $4,700.  In 
2002,  it  will  be  $6,300.  It  will  go  up  just 
as  Social  Security  is  going  up,  at  ap- 
proximately 5  percent  a  year. 

Now,  a  lot  of  nonsense  has  been  ut- 
tered, some  of  it  on  this  floor,  designed 
to  scare  seniors.  I  happen  to  care  very 
deeply  about  this  program.  Not  only 
that  I  am  in  my  sixties  and  understand 
what  it  means  when  you  are  without 
Medicare,  but  the  fact  that  30  years 
ago.  in  1965,  as  assistant  to  the  Repub- 
lican whip  of  the  Senate,  Senator 
Kuchel  of  California.  I  was  part  of  the 
drafting  team  that  worked  with  the 
Johnson  administration  to  get  a  bipar- 
tisan bill.  Medicare,  through  the  Sen- 
ate. 

We  need  to  be  sure  in  this  Chamber 
that  that  hospital  fund  is  sound.  We 
need  the  administration  to  face  up  to 
this  and  provide  some  leadership,  or  at 
least  give  us  some  of  their  ideas.  So 
far,  as  I  said,  the  President's  agents 
have  stepped  up  to  the  plate,  winced, 
and    are    back    in    the    dugout.    They 
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should  be  asked,  as  we  tried  to  do  ear- 
lier today,  to  give  us  their  rec- 
ommendations. Unfortunately,  they 
seem  to  lack  the  courage  to  rec- 
ommend to  the  Congress  appropriate 
courses  of  action.  We  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  would  welcome  that. 

This  is  the  type  of  thing  that  should 
not  be  partisan,  and  the  President 
needs  to  assume  some  leadership  and 
not  just  stay  in  the  background,  as- 
suming that  Republicans  will  trip  over 
themselves  or  that  those  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  that  want  to  help  us  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  will  trip  over  them- 
selves. We  will  not. 

The  fact  is  the  people  expect  us  to 
function  in  a  sensible  way  to  solve 
problems,  and  not  just  sit  there,  pos- 
turing politically,  and  hoping  for  the 
best  in  the  next  election.  Those  that  do 
not  step  up  to  the  plate,  face  up  to  this, 
they  will  not  be  around  after  the  next 
election. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  who  have 
had  quite  a  bit  of  criticism  in  recent 
days  on  this  subject,  let  us  get  down  to 
work,  roll  up  our  shirt  sleeves,  and 
solve  the  problem.  The  Republican 
budget  has  an  increase  for  Medicare 
spending  per  recipient  as  you  can  see. 
$4,700  in  1995.  $6,300  in  2002.  That  is 
positive  effort.  We  need  more  of  it  by 
more  people  in  this  Chamber. 


EDUCATION  ASSISTANCE  VITAL 
FOR  AMERICA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Camp).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Wise]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  while 
we  are  all  talking  about  the  budget,  I 
would  like  to  talk  some  about  growth, 
because  the  reality  is  that  you  do  not 
cut  your  way  out  of  this  kind  of  deficit 
problem,  $1.2  or  $1.4  trillion  worth  of 
cuts,  cutting  every  program  30  percent 
across  the  board.  You  certainly  do  not 
tax  your  way  out  of  it.  You  are  going 
to  have  to  have  a  strong  element  of 
economic  growth.  My  concern  about 
this  budget  that  will  be  on  the  floor 
today  and  tomorrow,  the  Republican 
budget  out  there  for  review,  actually 
Wednesday  and  Thursday,  is  that  what 
this  budget  does  is  it  goes  after  growth. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  why.  I 
hold  here  thousands  of  petition  signa- 
tures of  West  Virginia  college  students 
and  high  school  students,  and  I  am 
willing  to  bet  some  parents,  all  who 
signed  petitions  circulated  across  our 
State  in  just  the  last  couple  of  weeks 
urging  Congress  not  to  adopt  the  stu- 
dent loan  cuts  that  are  proposed  in  this 
budget.  Whether  it  is  West  Virginia 
University,  Shepherd  College,  Glen- 
ville,  Fairmont  State.  University  of 
Charleston.  D&E.  Davis  and  Elkins, 
you  name  it.  16  colleges  and  univer- 
sities participate  in  this  program, 
sending  petitions  under  our  own  name. 


SAVE,  Save  America  Via  Education. 
They  organized  this  effort  themselves. 
They  circulated  the  petitions,  got  up 
on  Internet.  The  message  is  clear  to 
Congress,  thousands  of  people  saying 
"Do  not  cut  student  loans." 

Basically  what  is  proposed  to  be  cut 
is  the  Stafford  Student  Loan  Program, 
the  one  that  pays  the  interest  while 
the  student  is  in  college  and  for  6 
months  thereafter. 

Does  it  make  much  of  a  difference?  It 
adds  something  like  20  to  50  percent  to 
the  lifetime  cost  of  that  loan.  Many  of 
these  students  somewhere  along  the 
road,  and  I  visited  many  of  the  loca- 
tions, said  to  me  if  that  had  been  in  ef- 
fect I  would  not  be  able  to  be  in  college 
today;  I  would  not  be  able  to  be  in 
school  today. 

I  have  heard  some  say  lightly,  well. 
$21  a  month,  maybe  that  is  all  it  is 
going  to  be.  One  CD,  one  music  CD. 
Rubbish.  For  many  people.  $21  a  month 
is  a  lot  of  money  over  a  number  of 
years.  It  is  more  in  many  cases,  such  as 
the  nontraditional  students,  the  moth- 
er who  has  put  herself  through  a  4-year 
program,  now  getting  an  MBA.  who 
said  her  daughter  is  now  getting  ready 
to  enter  undergraduate  school,  who 
told  me  how  it  would  have  been  imp>os- 
sible  at  $21  more  a  month  to  have  ac- 
complished that. 

Why  is  this  so  impKjrtant?  It  is  so  im- 
portant because,  getting  back  to 
growth  for  a  second,  the  opportunities 
created  by  a  college  education  mean 
that  our  economy  will  grow  at  record 
levels.  Those  of  you  older  than  40  or  50 
remember  the  impact  of  the  GI  bill, 
when  millions  of  veterans  came  home 
from  the  war  and  were  able  to  get  that 
education. 

The  Department  of  Labor  estimates 
that  everyone  who  finishes  college  on 
the  average  will  have  a  60-percent  high- 
er lifetime  income  than  those  that  do 
not.  This  college  education  clearly  is  a 
ticket  to  success,  not  only  for  individ- 
uals, but  also  for  our  society. 

There  is  also  a  problem  with  college 
classrooms.  If  you  have  less  people  able 
to  attend  college,  and,  incidentally, 
since  1979  the  median  income  has  gone 
up  roughly  88  percent,  I  believe  it  is, 
while  the  tuition  costs  have  gone  up 
more  than  double  that.  So  family  in- 
come does  not  keep  up  with  tuition  in- 
come, which  means  these  programs  are 
more  important.  But  there  is  also  the 
very  real  fact  that  even  those  able  to 
pay  the  full  amount  of  tuition  will  find 
less  students  in  school  and  therefore 
less  classes  available. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  This  is 
parents.  It  is  teachers.  It  is  students.  It 
is  anyone  concerned  about  higher  edu- 
cation. These  thousands  of  students 
from  across  West  Virginia  have  recog- 
nized clearly  the  impact  this  has. 

Incidentally,  it  is  not  an  interest 
loan  deferral  for  all  their  lives;  it  is 
only  for  the  time  they  are  in  school. 
they  pay  these  loans  back.   But  what 
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the  Federal  Government  does  is  to  as- 
sist them  in  making  sure  they  do  not 
pay  interest  while  they  are  actually  in 
school. 

So  I  would  urge  Members  not  to  sup- 
port this  Republican  proposal  to  cut 
student  loans.  While  I  am  here,  let  me 
note  I  found  of  interest,  it  was  just  a 
month  ago  as  I  traveled  the  State  when 
Republicans  were  asked  about  this. 
They  said  we  have  no  intentions  to  do 
that.  Today  it  is  in  the  budget  in  a  big- 
ger way  than  I  ever  dreamed.  I  thought 
it  was  going  to  be  $16  billion.  It  is  33 
billion  dollars'  worth  of  cuts. 

So  to  respond  to  those  who  signed 
these  petitions,  this  battle  is  going  to 
go  on  over  the  summer  and  fall,  and  we 
urge  many  more  people  to  make  their 
voices  heard.  If  you  want  to  talk  about 
growth,  growth  in  our  children,  growth 
in  our  society,  growth  in  our  economy, 
then  we  cannot  be  cutting  the  student 
loans.  I  would  urge  rejection  of  the 
budget  for  that  reason  alone. 


HOUSE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET 
PROPOSAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Clay]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes 
as  the  designee  of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  House  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal. 

There  is  a  saying  which  goes  "If  you 
think  education  is  hard,  try  igno- 
rance." In  today's  budget-cutting  fren- 
zy. Republicans  seem  to  be  doing  ev- 
erything possible  to  establish  igno- 
rance £is  our  national  educational  pol- 
icy. 

Recall  that  their  assault  on  edu- 
cation started  in  the  cafeteria,  with 
their  misguided,  vicious  attack  on  the 
School  Lunch  Program.  With  this  lat- 
est volley.  Republicans  have  now 
moved  the  battlelines  into  our  Nation's 
classrooms,  libraries,  vocational  train- 
ing centers  and,  finally,  to  our  college 
campuses. 

The  House  Republican  budget  pro- 
posal would  virtually  obliterate  the 
Federal  role  in  education.  It  is  a  repu- 
diation of  this  Nation's  century-old  bi- 
partisan, national  commitment  to  en- 
hancing the  educational  opportunities 
of  all  of  her  citizens. 

The  House  budget  proposal  is  extrem- 
ist and  completely  out  of  step  with  the 
views  of  the  American  people. 

Moving  into  the  classroom.  Repub- 
licans would  abolish  or  slash  extremely 
popular  and  successful  educational  pro- 
grams. Programs  like  Head  Start, 
which  they  would  reduce  by  $609  mil- 
lion in  1996,  cutting  off  services  to  as 
many  as  100,000  children  a  year. 

The  widely  popular  school-to-work 
initiatives  that  help  the  majority  of 
high  school  graduates  learn  the  tech- 
nical skills  they  need  to  get  good-pay- 
ing jobs. 
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Republicans  would  eliminate  across- 
the-board  efforts  in  47  States  to  im- 
prove reading  and  writing,  to  put  com- 
puters into  the  classroom,  and  to  im- 
prove academic  standards  through 
Goals  2000. 

The  budget  proposal  virtually  elimi- 
nates the  Safe-and-Drug-Free  School 
Program— even  though  drug  use  is  on 
the  rise  among  schoolchildren. 

Programs  that  target  assistance  to 
700.000  at-risk,  disadvantaged  children 
would  be  abolished.  Republican  hos- 
tility to  programs  desigTied  to  lift  dis- 
advantaged children  out  of  poverty 
through  learning  is  completely  at  odds 
with  our  highest  ideals,  as  well  as  dec- 
ades of  bipartisan  congressional  policy. 

Having  laid  waste  to  the  cafeterias 
and  the  classrooms,  the  Republicans 
move  on.  They  would  eliminate  Fed- 
eral support  for  public  libraries — the 
main  repositories  of  knowledge  and 
wisdom  in  our  society. 

Their  next  target  is  higher  edu- 
cation. Their  proposed  cuts  in  student 
aid  are  a  dramatic  departure  from  the 
national  policy  established  by  nearly 
every  President  and  Congress  since 
President  Truman,  the  Republicans  are 
endangering  the  American  dream  for 
millions  of  working-class  families. 

House  Republicans  recommend  cut- 
ting student  aid  as  one  way  to  finance 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  The  elimination 
of  the  in-school  interest  subsidy  will 
increase  loan  costs  for  close  to  5  mil- 
lion students  by  as  much  as  20  to  50 
percent.  Total  loan  costs  could  rise  as 
much  as  $5000  for  each  student  bor- 
rower. Middle-class  families  are  espe- 
cially hit  hard:  the  average  family  in- 
come of  a  student  receiving  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  is  $35,000. 

Just  wait  until  middle-class  families 
find  out  that  Republicans  want  to 
make  it  harder  for  their  kids  to  attend 
college.  Just  wait  until  they  find  out 
that  Republicans  are  proposing  a  hid- 
den multibillion-dollar  tax  on  their 
kids — at  the  same  time  Republicans  are 
cutting  taxes  for  the  rich. 

Finally,  the  Republicans  save  their 
last  attack  for  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation itself.  Their  proposal  to  elimi- 
nate the  Department  would  leave  the 
United  States  as  one  of  the  few  indus- 
trialized countries  in  the  world  with- 
out a  national  department  or  ministry 
of  education.  The  Republicans  claim 
that  their  proposal  is  simply  an  attack 
on  bureaucracy.  It's  much  worse  than 
that.     . 

The  elimination  on  the  only  national 
voice  promoting  educational  excellence 
amounts  to  unilateral  disarmament, 
leaving  our  children  all  too  defenseless 
in  a  fiercely  competitive  world.  We  live 
in  the  information  age:  this  is  no  time 
to  cut  back  our  commitment  to  quality 
education. 

In  one  poll  after  another,  a  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  American  people  express 
overwhelming  support  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  and  a  strong  Fed- 


eral role  in  education.  In  a  Time/CNN 
poll  just  released  this  week,  77  percent 
of  those  polled  oppose  eliminating  the 
Department.  A  Wall  Street  Journal 
poll  from  last  January  showed  that  80 
percent  of  Americans  believe  a  Federal 
Department  of  Education  is  necessary. 

There  are  ample  reasons  for  this 
widespread  public  support.  The  Depart- 
ment is  a  positive  force  for  education 
as  well  as  equality.  It  provides  one  out 
of  two  college  students  with  financial 
aid;  it  support  local  schools'  efforts  to 
strengthen  the  teaching  of  basic  and 
advanced  skills  for  10  million  disadvan- 
taged students:  and  it  provides  infor- 
mation about  what  works  in  education 
to  schools  and  communities  in  every 
State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  proposal  is 
the  most  reprehensible  and  irrespon- 
sible assault  on  education  by  any  polit- 
ical party  in  the  history  of  this  coun- 
try. Republicans  are  sacrificing  our 
children's  future  at  the  altar  of  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich  and  privileged.  If  they 
are  successful,  ours  will  be  the  first 
generation  in  our  lifetime  to  have  in- 
tentionally left  our  children  worse  off. 

This  proposal  is  especially  pathetic, 
coming  the  month  we  commemorate 
the  sacrifices  of  a  generation  who 
fought  50  years  a^o  to  save  our  Nation 
from  ignorance  and  destruction.  Our 
generation  should  also  reject  igno- 
rance. This  Congress  should  reject  the 
Republican  budget  proposal. 

D  1845 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Hawaii  [Mrs.  Mink]. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me 
to  join  him  in  expression  of  absolute 
dismay  at  the  results  of  the  Republican 
deliberations  with  respect  to  the  budg- 
et. 

I  understood  when  I  came  to  the  Con- 
gress this  January  that  things  would 
be  different  and  that  there  would  be  a 
new  Republican  majority  committed  to 
the  idea  of  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  I  understood  that.  I  under- 
stood that  we  had  to  streamline  gov- 
ernment and  perhaps  sacrifice  some  of 
the  programs  in  many  of  the  areas  of 
concern  that  the  Congress  has  been  in- 
volved in. 

But  never  in  my  life  did  I  dream  that 
the  Republicans  would  attack  edu- 
cation as  vigorously  as  they  have  in 
this  budget  resolution.  I  think  the 
American  people  have  been  blind-sided 
about  what  this  whole  effort  is  about, 
thinking  that  simply  being  for  a  budg- 
et that  is  balanced,  that  somehow 
those  things  that  they  care  about 
would  be  saved  because  the  Repub- 
licans would  share  their  same  prior- 
ities and  concerns. 

I  am  here  tonight  to  dispel  the  Amer- 
ican public  from  such  assumptions,  be- 
cause this  budget  resolution  clearly 
and  categorically  expresses  the  new 
majority's  intent  to  decimate  Federal 
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programs  that  have  been  put  in  place 
over  the  last  30  years. 

I  came  to  the  Congress  first  in  1964. 
in  an  election  which  saw  the  election  of 
Lyndon  Johnson.  And  one  of  the  won- 
derful things  that  we  experienced  in 
that  first  year  was  the  final  commit- 
ment of  this  Congress  and  this  Nation 
because  of  the  call  by  the  American 
people  that  something  had  to  be  done 
about  improving  public  education  and 
making  the  idea  of  equal  educational 
opportunity  available  to  all  of  our  chil- 
dren. So  we  enacted  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act. 

The  premise  of  that  legislation  was 
to  take  the  resources  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  to  make  it  available 
to  the  poor  in  our  country,  to  the  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged,  to  the  people 
that  lived  in  rural  America,  to  those 
who  were  somehow  unable  to  enjoy  the 
fruits  of  this  opportunity  in  America 
called  public  education. 

That  is  what  our  commitment  has 
been  over  the  last  30  years,  and  we 
have  improved  it.  We  have  expanded  it. 
We  have  enlarged  our  commitment. 
And  the  reason  for  the  ability  of  the 
Congress  on  a  bipartisan  basis  to  do 
this  is  that  we  shared  the  priority  of 
this  country  in  our  children. 

The  new  Republican  majority  comes 
here  and  says  they  pledge  their  com- 
mitment to  families,  to  strengthen  and 
embolden  the  families'  opportunities 
for  the  future.  What  better  way  to  do  it 
than  to  strengthen  our  resolve  as  a  na- 
tion that  education  will  be  our  first 
priority,  notwithstanding  the  cuts  that 
have  to  come  perhaps  in  other  areas 
but  to  pronounce  once  and  for  all  that, 
joined  together  with  the  Democrats, 
the  Republicans  will  declare  education 
cuts  off  limits. 

That  is  what  we  are  here  tonight  to 
plead  with  this  House,  that  it  embark 
upon  deliberation  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion tomorrow,  to  reconsider  this  sav- 
age, unthinking  reversal  of  30  years  of 
progress,  of  support  for  educational 
programs. 

It  has  been  devastating.  Look  at  the 
list.  I  serve  on  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget.  I  was  astounded  when  we 
were  handed  the  budget  resolution  30 
minutes  after  we  went  into  the  com- 
mittee to  make  these  decisions.  We  sat 
there  for  16  hours  straight,  until  2  a.m. 
in  the  morning,  trying  to  argue  logic 
and  reason  to  the  new  majority,  but 
they  voted  en  bloc.  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  restore  the  26  billion  dollars' 
worth  of  cuts  and  they  rejected  my  ef- 
forts. I  hope  that  the  whole  House  will 
be  different. 

Let  me  just  give  you  an  example  of 
some  of  the  cuts  that  the  Republicans 
are  offering.  Title  I,  which  is  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act 
that  I  spoke  of  that  was  enacted  first 
in  1965,  in  an  effort  to  try  to  balance 
educational  opportunities  all  across 
the  country,  education  is  funded  lo- 
cally based  upon  real  property  taxes. 
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and  the  communities  that  are  having  a 
difficult  time,  have  large  concentra- 
tions of  poor  people,  people  with  low 
incomes  cannot  finance  their  local 
school  education  the  same  way  that 
rich  districts  can.  So  we  have  this 
equalization  going  on  between  local 
school  districts  and  the  State. 

But  the  Congress  has  laid  over  this 
whole  pattern  a  simple  edict:  that  is. 
educational  opportunities  must  not  be 
sacrificed.  And  so  we  enacted  ESEA, 
title  I.  One  of  the  major  cuts  that  is 
being  made  to  education  is  663  million 
dollars"  worth  of  cuts  in  this  one  area. 

It  is  tragic.  There  are  cuts  in  there 
for  Head  Start,  which  has  been  a  very 
important  program,  which  I  thought 
had  bipartisan  support.  Yet  we  see  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  cut  from 
that  program  as  well. 

Safe  and  drug-free  schools  is  being 
cut  back  over  the  7-year  period  to  the 
tune  of  about  $3  billion.  This  is  an  im- 
portant program.  We  understand  that 
as  each  generation  of  children  comes 
through  our  schools,  that  there  are  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  problems,  violence  in 
the  schools,  drugs  in  the  schools,  and 
so  this  was  the  Congress'  way  of  re- 
sponding to  it.  We  see  cuts  in  bilingual 
education,  cuts  in  the  public  libraries 
and.  as  the  ranking  member  of  our 
committee  has  noted,  big  cuts  in  the 
student  financial  aid  program. 

They  will  deny  that  these  are  cuts, 
but  they  are  cuts.  If  they  are  funded  as 
block  grants,  they  will  be  cut.  That  is 
the  pattern  of  the  block  grant  phe- 
nomenon. 

So  I  urge  the  people  who  may  be  lis- 
tening to  this  program  to  contact  the 
offices  of  their  Congress  people  and  put 
them  on  the  spot  so  that  they  will  be 
able  to  understand  about  the  programs 
that  they  are  interested  in.  I  urge  thi« 
House  to  pay  careful  attention  to  the 
debate  that  will  start  tomorrow  and  do 
not  support  this  resolution  if  it  con- 
tains the  cuts  in  education  as  is  cur- 
rently outlined  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  to  me.  I  thank  my  ranking 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Clay]  of  the  committee  for  taking 
this  time. 

I  think  we  have  reason  to  be  deeply 
concerned  about  the  cuts  that  are  envi- 
sioned in  the  Republican  budget  that 
will  be  presented  to  the  Congress  to- 
morrow. And  that  is  because  it  with- 
draws the  historic  level  of  support  for 
education  by  the  Federal  Government 
of  the  efforts  to  better  educate  each 
generation  of  our  children. 

When  I  went  to  school,  I  was  assured 
that  the  school  that  I  attended  and  the 
programs  that  it  offered  would  be  sus- 
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tained  by  an  ongoing  level  of  financial 
support  that  was  steady  and  that  could 
be  counted  upon.  Today  that  is  no 
longer  true.  But  more  importantly, 
just  supplying  money  to  education,  the 
Federal  Government  has  supplied  lead- 
ership, and  it  has  supplied  leadership  in 
trying  to  work  on  those  programs  that 
take  young  people  as  they  graduate 
from  high  school,  as  they  are  in  high 
school,  and  move  them  to  the  world  of 
work.  Yet  that  is  being  cut  in  this  pro- 
gram. 

What  does  that  program  mean?  It 
means  for  some  70.  75  percent  of  young 
people  who  graduate  from  high  school 
but  do  not  plan  to  go  on  to  higher  edu- 
cation, that  they  will  be  able  to  transi- 
tion, that  they  will  be  better  able  to 
take  their  place  in  the  American  eco- 
nomic system,  a  job  that  we  do  not  do 
terribly  well  currently.  Employers  tell 
us  that  all  of  the  time,  that  young  peo- 
ple upon  graduation  are  not  fully  pre- 
pared to  transition  from  school  to  the 
American  economic  system.  That 
means  that  they  are  less  productive. 
That  means  that  they  are  more  expen- 
sive for  employers,  and  we  ought  to 
make  sure  that  that  does  not  continue. 
The  program  designed  to  do  that  is  in 
fact  being  cut. 

Goals  2000.  where  we  seek  to  obtain 
world-class  standards  of  curriculum  for 
the  students  of  this  country  so  that  we 
can  compete,  so  that  our  industries  can 
compete,  so  that  our  students  can  com- 
pete on  an  international  basis  because 
every  politician  has  gone  home  to  his 
or  her  district  and  told  these  young 
students  that  they  will  not  only  be 
competing  against  their  colleagues  in 
school,  against  the  people  in  their  own 
city  or  their  own  State  but  they  will  be 
competing  against  the  entire  world, 
and  if  America  is  to  succeed  economi- 
cally, it  requires  a  highly  educated,  a 
highly  trained  work  force  that  will  be 
able  to  adapt  to  the  work  places  of  the 
future. 

For  that  reason,  we  have  got  to  have 
world  class  standards  as  children  move 
through  our  education  system  so  that 
they  can  take  their  place  in  that  work 
force  so  they  can  provide  the  kind  of 
economic  dynamics  that  this  nation 
needs  to  compete  internationally. 

Yet  what  we  see.  only  a  year  or  two 
in  that  program,  programs  started 
under  President  Bush,  continued  under 
President  Clinton  are  now  being  cut 
and  eliminated.  That  is  not  the  way  to 
the  education  future. 

What  is  also  rather  startling  in  this 
budget  proposal  is  that  it  continues  an 
attack  on  children.  In  this  instance,  it 
continues  an  attack  on  almost  every 
level  of  education  being  presented  to 
children.  In  the  Head  Start  Program, 
as  my  colleague  from  Hawaii  pointed 
out.  we  see  cuts  where  we  know  we 
have  the  ability  to  dramatically  influ- 
ence the  future  and  the  direction  of 
that  child's  education  program,  those 
programs  are  being  cut.   We  see  pro- 
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grams    at    elementary    and    secondary 
education  being  cut. 

And  for  those  students  who  seek  to 
go  on  to  higher  education,  what  do  we 
learn  in  this  budget?  We  learn  that  we 
are  going  to  substantially  increase  the 
cost  of  that  higher  education,  what  for 
many  young  people  and  their  families 
means  either  it  is  going  to  take  much 
longer  to  get  that  education,  the  edu- 
cation is  going  to  have  to  be  stretched 
out.  or  they  simply  will  not  get  as 
much  of  that  education  that  they 
would  have  otherwise,  when  it  was  af- 
fordable. 

Why  are  we  doing  that?  We  are  doing 
that  for  the  sole  purpose,  not  of  edu- 
cation policy.  This  is  not  driven  by  re- 
search. How  can  we  have  a  better  edu- 
cation system  at  the  elementary  and 
secondary  level?  This  is  not  driven  by 
research  how  we  can  have  a  better 
postsecondary  education  at  the  college 
level,  at  the  technical  school  level. 
This  is  driven  by  the  desire  to  provide 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  people  in 
this  country  in  a  disproportionate 
amount. 

How  do  they  secure  the  moneys  to  do 
that?  They  do  that  by  cutting  these 
programs.  And  the  tragedy  is,  as  these 
programs  are  cut  from  our  elementary 
schools,  from  our  middle  schools,  our 
junior  high  schools,  our  high  schools, 
that  most  of  these  school  districts,  al- 
most without  exception  anywhere  in 
the  country,  whether  they  are  urban  or 
rural,  whether  they  are  suburban  dis- 
tricts, will  not  have  the  ability  and  do 
not  have  the  ability  to  make  up  for 
these  cuts. 

So  what  that  means  is,  although  the 
Federal  dollars  in  total  are  not  that 
great  compared  to  what  we  s{)end  in 
the  Nation,  they  provide  vital  dollars 
that  link  together  the  educational  ef- 
forts in  our  cities  and  in  our  raral 
areas.  When  those  dollars  are  gone, 
there  is  very  little  opportunity,  if  any, 
in  the  district  that  I  represent.  Most  of 
the  schoolboards  run  an  exact  day-to- 
day operation  trying  to  figure  out  how 
to  pay  for  their  programs,  how  to  make 
the  fiscal  year  work  out  and  how  to 
keep  the  quality  of  their  programs  up. 

They  are  losing  that  battle  And  now 
in  the  middle  of  that  battle  we  hand 
them  fewer  resources  to  deal  with  that 
issue.  What  does  that  mean? 

That  means  that  children  that  would 
have  had  the  opportunity  of  better 
trained  teachers,  of  smaller  class  sizes, 
of  better  curriculums.  of  better  tech- 
nical materials  and  the  availability  of 
technology,  computerization,  and  other 
programs  will  simply  have  that  post- 
poned or  will  go  without.  That  means, 
in  fact,  that  the  education  of  the  chil- 
dren of  this  Nation  is  going  to  suffer. 

It  need  not  be  that  way.  If  the  Repub- 
licans would  simply  stop  trying  to  pro- 
vide these  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthiest  of 
their  constituents  and  understand  that 
we  would  be  much  better  investing 
that  money  in  the  children  of  the  fu- 
ture, in  the  students  who  are  currently 
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in  school,  to  make  them  more  produc- 
tive, to  make  them  more  literal,  to 
help  them  understand  the  fundamen- 
tals of  reading  and  writing  and  com- 
puting and  critical  thinking  and  to  put 
money  into  the  training  of  their  teach- 
ers, that  is  when  we  reap  the  bounty  as 
a  nation. 

D  1900 

We  do  not  reap  the  bounty  as  a  na- 
tion by  simply  giving  those  who  do  not 
need  a  tax  cut  a  tax  cut  for  political 
purposes. 

We  ought  to  be  very  careful  when 
this  budget  comes  under  consideration 
on  the  floor  over  the  next  2  days  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  would  hope 
that  the  people  that  we  would  rep- 
resent and  those  who  serve  on  school 
boards  and  those  who  volunteer  in  the 
PTA  and  those  who  volunteer  in  the 
classrooms  and  those  who  teach  our 
students  would  become  engaged  in  this 
debate,  because  this  debate  is  about 
more  than  money.  This  debate  is  about 
whether  or  not  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  continue  to  provide  direction 
and  provide  technology  and  will  pro- 
vide expertise  and  will  provide  research 
and  resources  to  better  the  education 
system  in  this  country  from  what  it  is 
today  for  the  next  generation. 

This  is  more  than  about  money  be- 
cause it  really  is  about  the  quality  of 
that  education.  Because  if  we  starve  a 
system  that  is  barely  getting  by  in 
most  localities  today,  if  we  withdraw 
these  Federal  dollars,  quality  is  what 
will  be  compromised.  It  will  come  in 
the  form  of  a  larger  class  size,  it  will 
come  in  the  form  of  the  field  trip  post- 
poned, it  will  come  in  the  form  of  the 
computer  not  purchased,  it  will  come 
in  the  form  of  the  training  for  teachers 
that  is  postponed,  but  it  will  come  in 
the  form  of  reduced  quality  for  our 
children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  generation  owes 
the  next  generation  more  than  that. 
We  owe  them  better  than  what  we  are 
about  to  hand  off  in  this  budget. 

There  are  many  subjects  and  there 
are  many  concerns  before  us,  with  the 
cuts  in  Medicare,  with  the  cuts  in  stu- 
dent loans,  with  the  cuts  in  education, 
with  the  cuts  in  agricultural  programs. 
But  let  us  understand  that  when  we 
lose  the  opportunity  to  educate  the 
children  of  this  Nation,  very  often  that 
opportunity  is  lost  forever.  We  ought 
not  to  be  doing  that.  We  certainly 
ought  not  to  be  doing  that  in  the  name 
of  social  progress  or  trying  to  kid  the 
American  people  that  they  and  their 
families  and  their  children  and  their 
communities  will  be  better  off  after 
these  cuts  in  education  are  made  be- 
cause it  simply  is  not  so.  It  will  not 
turn  out  to  be  so.  and  it  diminishes  the 
future  and  the  horizons  that  these 
young  people,  who  are  capable  of  so 
much  more  than  we  are  even  asking  of 
them  today,  it  diminishes  their  futures 
and  their  horizons.  They  are  entitled  to 


more  than  that  and  they  are  entitled 
to  better  treatment  than  this  Repub- 
lican budget  gives  them  that  we  will 
debate  on  the  floor  tomorrow. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding 
and  for  taking  this  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties for  setting  up  this  special  order  so 
we  can  talk  about  the  budget  cuts  that 
we  will  consider  the  next  couple  of 
days. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  speak  with  a  little  dif- 
ferent accent  from  some  of  my  col- 
leagues, but  I  learned  in  Texas,  even 
though  I  live  in  an  urban  district,  that 
you  cannot  eat  your  seed  com  and  ex- 
pect to  provide  for  your  future  and  the 
Republican  majority's  budget  is  doing 
just  that. 

The  budget  is  intended  to  move  this 
country  to  a  balanced  budget  and  I 
agree,  we  should  work  toward  that  end 
and  we  started  during  my  first  2  years 
here  in  Congress.  However,  I  strongly 
disagree  with  the  Republican  major- 
ity's plans  on  how  they  go  about  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  Education  is  one  of 
the  areas  that  a  person  can  directly  af- 
fect their  income.  In  other  words,  edu- 
cation is  our  seed  com  and  this  budget 
will  eat  that  seed  com. 

On  the  average,  a  college  graduate 
earns  just  under  $60,000  while  a  high 
school  dropout  earns  just  a  little  over 
$20,000  a  year.  Congress  should  not  be 
deemphasizing  education  by  cutting 
the  Department  of  Education  and  by 
cutting  the  Department  of  Education 
or  the  education  programs  by  billions 
of  dollars.  That  is  our  seed  corn  in  this 
country. 

One  program  which  will  receive  these 
cuts  is  the  title  I  funding  which  is  due 
to  be  cut  which  would  not  allow  700.000 
disadvantaged  youth  to  take  part  in 
extended  classroom  time.  Title  I  edu- 
cation funds  in  Texas  alone  would  be 
cut  $66  million.  That  is  our  seed  com 
for  these  children. 

The  Republican  majority  claims  to 
believe  in  the  war  on  drugs  while  at  the 
same  time  cutting  the  funding  for  the 
safe  and  drug-free  schools,  in  Texas 
alone,  $29  million. 

Another  area  which  the  Republican 
majority  claims  they  support  is  self- 
improvement.  We  all  want  to  expand 
our  horizons,  yes,  but  in  the  Repub- 
lican majority  budget  proposal,  Per- 
kins student  loans  are  cut  by  $1.1  bil- 
lion, for  someone  who  wants  to  im- 
prove themselves,  $1.1  billion  in  cuts. 

Perkins  loans  provide  low-interest 
loans  to  the  700,000  students  who  can- 
not afford  to  pay  tuition  while  they  at- 
tend schools,  and  we  are  talking  about 
a  loan. 

If  the  Republican  budget  passes,  we 
will  be  eating  our  seed  com. 


One  fact  the  Republican  majority 
failed  to  take  into  account  is  that  one 
out  of  every  two  college  students  today 
receives  some  type  of  Federal  assist- 
ance to  go  to  college.  Not  all  students 
are  headed  for  college  but  the  Repub- 
lican majority  cuts  programs  such  as 
bilingual  education  in  our  elementary 
and  secondary  education  program  and 
even  adult  literacy  which  moves  the 
adult  person  through  the  process  who 
may  not  be  going  on  to  college. 

Congress  should  help  all  Americans 
to  reach  the  highest  point  in  edu- 
cation, not  just  to  benefit  that  person 
because  of  their  effort  on  building  their 
self-esteem  but  for  very  selfish  reasons, 
because  a  high  school  dropout  earns  a 
little  over  $20,000  but  a  college  grad- 
uate eams  just  under  $60,000.  They 
bring  additional  tax  revenue  to  our 
country  to  pay  for  the  future.  Again, 
our  seed  com. 

Congress  can  ensure  revenues  by 
maintaining  an  educational  system 
that  is  the  envy  of  the  world  because 
we  educate  everyone.  We  try  to  provide 
the  education  for  everyone.  Let's  pro- 
vide our  Nation's  future  and  provide 
education  funding  for  everyone.  Let's 
don't  eat  our  seed  corn. 

Again.  I  thank  the  chairman,  or  the 
ranking  member  for  that  time.  Hope- 
fully after  the  1996  elections,  you  will 
be  chairman. 

Mr.  CLAY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Becerr.^]. 

Mr.  BECERRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  also  thank  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Education  Committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri,  for  putting  to- 
gether this  special  order  and  making  it 
possible  for  some  of  us  to  express  our 
concerns  about  this  budget  proposal 
that  we  see  coming  out  of  the  new  Re- 
publican majority. 

Let  me  focus  first  if  I  may  for  a  few 
moments  on  some  of  the  greater  pic- 
ture here  that  we  have  to  deal  with. 

First,  we  heard  for  several  months 
that  in  this  whole  attempt  to  balance 
the  budget  and  pass  a  balancing  budget 
amendment,  that  no  one  would  touch 
Social  Security.  Well,  now  we  know 
that  that  was  not  true,  because  in  the 
Republican  budget  proposal,  there  will 
be  a  cut  of  $24  billion  between  1999  and 
the  year  2002  that  will  cost  the  average 
Social  Security  recipient  about  $240  in 
the  year  2002. 

We  were  told  that  all  this  was  nec- 
essary and  we  had  to  go  about  this  be- 
cause it  was  necessary  to  balance  our 
books.  Yet  we  now  know  that  the  Re- 
publican majority  wishes  to  have  a  $353 
billion  tax  cut  which  goes  mostly  to 
wealthy  people.  The  greatest  amount 
will  go  to  those  who  earn  incomes 
above  $100,000  and  principally  those 
earning  over  $200,000.  You  could  expect 
to  get  back  about  $20,000  if  you  are 
wealthy.  If  you  are  middle  income, 
well,  you  get  about  1740  of  what  that 


wealthy  person  would  get.  Yet  some- 
how we  have  to  pay  for  that  $353  billion 
tax  cut. 

How?  We  see  it  now  in  terms  of  edu- 
cation. About  $20  billion  now  will  be 
footed  by  new  families  that  have  kids 
that  want  to  go  to  college  because  now 
when  it  comes  to  going  to  college, 
when  it  comes  to  getting  that  student 
loan,  those  students  will  be  paying 
more  money.  It  is  a  $20  billion  tax  cut 
for  families  with  kids  going  on  to  col- 
lege to  pay  for  tax  cuts  mostly  to 
wealthy  people.  What  does  that  mean? 

If  you  are  in  college  right  now  and 
you  take  out  a  loan  after  this  budget 
should  pass,  get  ready  to  pay  more  for 
the  interest  because  you  would  have  to 
start  paying  interest  the  day  you  take 
out  your  loan,  not  6  months  after  you 
graduate.  The  way  it  is  done  now,  we 
subsidize  it  at  the  Federal  level  so  that 
we  do  not  somehow  encumber  a  stu- 
dent's ability  to  go  to  school  by  saying, 
"You  now  have  to  start  paying  interest 
on  that  loan  you  have  taken  out.  Get 
that  education  first,  then  you  can  do 
it."  That  is  gone. 

We  are  also  going  to  charge  our 
schools,  our  public  schools.  K  through 
12,  moneys  because  we  are  going  to  cut 
off  all  sorts  of  programs  including  in- 
novative programs  that  make  it  pos- 
sible for  us  to  reform  the  way  we  teach 
and  provide  innovative  programs. 

In  Los  Angeles,  there  is  a  program 
called  LAMP,  L.A.  Metropolitan 
Project,  which  is  a  public-private  part- 
nership. We  are  getting  $50  million  in 
Los  Angeles  from  the  Annenberg  Fund, 
a  foundation  which  is  giving  $50  mil- 
lion for  the  L.A.  Unified  School  Dis- 
trict to  come  up  with  innovative  ways 
to  reform  itself.  It  is  a  very  large  dis- 
trict. We  are  now  seeking  private  dol- 
lars from  the  private  sector  to  help 
match  the  $50  million  grant  and  we  are 
going  to  try  to  do  what  we  can  to  get 
the  local  governments  and  the  State 
and  Federal  governments  to  come  in  as 
well.  But  here  in  the  cuts  that  are  oc- 
curring to  programs  like  Goals  2000 
which  we  passed  last  year  which  is  for 
the  purpose  of  reforming  and  innovat- 
ing, we  cannot  do  it  anymore  because 
that  money  is  gone. 

Perhaps  most  curious  of  all  that  we 
are  seeing  being  done  with  the  budget 
is  that  while  we  are  cutting  education, 
cutting  student  loan  grants  and  mon- 
eys for  people  to  go  on  to  college,  cut- 
ting back  for  people  for  Medicare  to 
the  tune  of  $280  billion,  while  we  are  in- 
creasing the  cost  for  Social  Security 
recipients,  we  are  increasing  spending 
on  defense. 

This  is  a  department  that  obviously 
we  need  to  provide  moneys  for  because 
we  want  to  have  national  defense.  But 
I  do  recall  at  some  point  that  we  did 
have  $500  toilet  seats  coming  from  the 
Department  of  Defense.  I  do  recall  the 
millions  of  cost  overruns  that  we  saw 
in  the  Department  of  Defense.  Yet  no 
cuts.  In  fact,  a  $69  billion  increase  over 


the  next  5  years.  That  does  not  seem  to 
me  to  be  a  fair  way  to  allocate  the 
heavy  cuts.  If  we  are  going  to  cut  pro- 
grams like  education  30  percent,  or  in 
some  cases  100  percent,  why  are  we  not 
doing  a  thing  to  touch  the  Department 
of  Defense,  the  largest  single  program 
outside  of  Social  Security? 

Yet,  we  are  going  to  touch  Social  Se- 
curity. Medicare,  our  kids  in  school, 
our  kids  who  wish  to  go  to  college.  It 
makes  no  sense  whatsoever. 

When  I  take  a  look  at  the  cuts  that 
are  occurring  and  I  say  to  myself,  why 
is  it  that  we  made  so  much  of  an  effort 
at  the  Federal  level  to  try  to  help  our 
schools  reform,  when  we  know  that  the 
Federal  Government  helps  schools  to 
the  tune  of  about  6  percent  of  all  that 
is  spent  in  our  schools  nationwide. 
Most  of  the  money  comes  from  the 
local  school  districts  and  the  State 
governments.  The  Federal  Government 
quite  honestly  has  a  very  small  role 
relative  to  the  States.  But  6  percent 
can  still  be  quite  a  bit.  Two  percent  of 
our  Federal  budget  outlays  go  for  edu- 
cation, just  2  percent.  That  2  percent 
when  you  think  about  the  gross  domes- 
tic product,  the  entire  productive  ca- 
pacity of  the  Nation  per  year  is  less 
than  .5  percent  of  our  GDP,  goes  to 
education.  That  is  our  commitment 
right  now  at  the  Federal  level. 

We  are  now  being  told  that  we  should 
cut  it  out,  if  not  entirely,  by  a  dra- 
matic and  drastic  amount.  It  makes  no 
sense,  because  we  would  not  have  some 
of  those  gifted  and  talented  student 
programs  that  we  have  now  in  schools, 
some  of  the  bilingual  education  pro- 
grams, the  programs  for  the  kids  of 
Army  personnel  who  are  increasing  the 
cost  of  those  local  school  districts  to 
run  their  schools,  we  would  not  have 
some  of  that  support  because  those  are 
programs  that  the  States  and  local 
governments  did  not  have.  That  is  why 
the  Federal  Government  is  so  impor- 
tant. 

Why  do  we  see  this  happening  now? 
Mostly  because  we  have  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts,  $353  billion  worth  of  tax  cuts.  You 
can  lump  all  the  cuts  to  education,  all 
the  cuts  to  higher  education  to  col- 
leges, you  can  lump  that  together  with 
all  the  cuts  to  Medicare  and  add  the 
cuts  to  Social  Security  and  you  still 
don't  pay  for  the  tax  cut  that  goes 
mostly  to  wealthy  people.  A  scary 
proposition  we  are  hearing  but  that  is 
the  way  it  is. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay], 
the  ranking  member  who  has  made 
available  this  time,  that  that  is  not  the 
way  this  country  wished  to  go,  whether 
it  was  in  the  election  of  1994  or  in  pre- 
vious years  or  today.  I  think  if  the  peo- 
ple of  America  knew  the  truth,  they 
would  say  this  is  not  the  way  you  bal- 
ance a  budget.  You  don't  cut  off  the 
head  to  try  to  save  the  body.  You  try 
to  make  sure  that  you  reform  and  you 
do  it  in  a  very  rational  way.  This  is  not 
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rational  in  any  sense  of  the  word.  Rea- 
son has  been  thrown  out  the  door. 

I  hope  that  what  we  do,  1  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay] 
and  the  rest  of  the  Members  who  are 
standing  up  here,  is  to  somehow  bring 
some  sanity  back  to  the  debate. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  the  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Owens]. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  re- 
marks of  all  of  the  previous  speakers 
who  have  covered  the  subject  very  well, 
and  they,  like  myself,  are  shocked,  out- 
raged and  I  think  all  the  American  peo- 
ple should  be  shocked  and  outraged  by 
the  proposal  in  the  Republican  major- 
ity's budget  for  the  liquidation,  the 
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, the  eradication,  total,  of  the 
Department  of  Education. 

In  1995,  in  a  year  when  we  are  facing 
tremendous  global  competition,  we  are 
proposing  to  do  what  no  other  industri- 
alized, civilized  nation  has  proposed  to 
do  and  that  is  eliminate  any  kind  of 
central  guidance  or  central  influence 
on  education.  Among  industrialized  na- 
tions, we  are  unique  in  terms  of  our 
lack  of  control  at  the  top  of  education. 
We  do  not  have  a  centralized  control  of 
education.  We  do  not  have  a  federalized 
system  of  education.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment plays  a  very  minor  role  on  the 
periphery,  sort  of.  of  education. 

D  1915 

In  Japan,  the  education  ministry  is 
centralized,  runs  education  in  all  parts 
of  Japan  from  the  cradle  to  the  grave. 
In  France,  a  very  highly  centralized 
education  ministry,  Germany,  Great 
Britain  has  begun  to  decentralize  and 
try  to  do  a  little  more  of  what  we  do  in 
terms  of  giving  more  control  over  edu- 
cation to  local  boards  and  local  areas. 

We  go  to  the  other  extreme.  We  have 
too  little  influence  and  too  little  par- 
ticipation in  education.  We  have  so  lit- 
tle that,  as  you  heard  from  the  pre- 
vious speaker,  the  Federal  Government 
is  only  paying  6  percent  of  the  total 
bill.  At  one  point  we  were  responsible 
for  about  8  percent  of  the  total  spent 
on  education  in  this  countrv  and  now 
the  Federal  Government  is  paying  only 
about  6  percent  of  the  total  education 
bill;  that  is  State  government,  low  al- 
ready, and  local  government  which 
pays  for  most  of  our  educat)on. 

That  is  too  little.  That  is  extreme. 
We  are  proud,  and  I  think  we  should  al- 
ways continue  the  tradition  of  local 
control  of  education,  but  local  control 
would  not  be  threatened  if  we  move 
from  the  present  6  percent  expenditure 
up  to  as  much  as  25  percent.  If  we  were 
providing  25  percent  of  the  resources 
for  education  and  we  would  have  a  con- 
comitant amount  of  influence,  that 
means  we  still  are  only  influencing  the 
decisionmaking  to  the  tune  of  25  per- 
cent. Local  control  and  State  control 
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would  still  be  in  charge  of  75  percent  of 
the  decisionmaking.  So  it  would  not  be 
an  extreme.  I  think  it  would  be  a  happy 
medium,  happy  medium  between  the 
two  extremes.  Some  countries  have 
gone  to  one  extreme,  too  much  cen- 
tralization. We  have  too  little,  and  now 
we  are  facing  a  proposal  of  totally 
eliminating  the  Federal  Government. 
Our  participation  at  this  point  is  very 
important  because  despite  the  fact  that 
we  provide  so  little  of  the  funding,  the 
central  direction  and  the  guidance  that 
has  come  from  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation through  the  title  I  programs  has 
been  very  important.  The  States,  al- 
though they  get  very  small  proportions 
of  the  overall  budget,  they  are  quick  to 
obey  the  rules  and  they  are  quick  to 
follow  the  rules  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  order  to  be  able  to  qualify  for 
those  funds.  And  they  are  also  influ- 
enced very  much  in  the  process  toward 
the  improvement  of  their  education 
system. 

We  have  had  a  history  recently  start- 
ing with  Ronald  Reagan  when  he  ap- 
pointed a  commission  to  produce  the 
report  called  "A  Nation  At  Risk."  The 
Federal  Government  began  to  realize 
that  we  are  at  a  disadvantage  in  this 
very  highly  complex  society.  With  all 
of  the  global  competition  that  we  have 
we  were  at  a  disadvantage  with  so  lit- 
tle Federal  participation. 

So  the  movement  toward  increasing 
the  Federal  influence  started  with  Ron- 
ald Reagan,  "A  Nation  At  Risk."  and 
then  George  Bush  came  with  America 
2000.  Of  course  President  Clinton  fol- 
lowed through  with  Goals  2000.  which  is 
really  an  adaptation  of  America  2000 
still  based  on  the  six  goals  that  were 
arrived  at  at  the  Governors'  Conference 
which  was  convened  by  President  Bush. 
We  were  moving  in  the  right  direction, 
and  now  we  have  a  budget  process  that 
was  set  in  motion  with  the  majority 
Budget  Committee  that  is  like,  you 
know,  barbarians  burning  down  the 
temple  of  our  civilization,  the  Amer- 
ican civilization.  The  pillars  of  the 
temple  of  the  American  civilization 
rest  on  an  educated  population,  and  to 
destroy  the  guidance  and  destroy  the 
participation  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  the  process  of  education  is  a 
reckless  and  stupid  act.  It  is  a  dan- 
gerous act. 

We  should  be  outraged.  We  should  be 
not  only  shocked,  but  we  should  re- 
solve that  we  will  not  let  this  happen 
in  America. 

The  majority  budget  is  not  the  only 
budget  on  the  floor,  however.  We  will 
have  other  considerations. 

We  have  shown  that  we  can  meet 
some  of  the  objectives  that  have  been 
set  out  by  the  majority.  They  have  in- 
sisted that  the  budget  be  balanced  by 
the  year  2002.  We  do  not  agree  with 
that.  And  we  do  not  think  you  have  to 
be  so  hasty.  We  do  not  think  you  have 
to  put  America  in  a  pressure  cooker 
and   force   the   issue   of  balancing   the 


budget  to  the  tune  of  billions  of  dollars 
being  cut  over  a  short  period  of  time. 
We  do  not  think  Medicare  should  be 
cut.  We  do  not  think  Medicaid  should 
be  drastically  cut,  and  most  people  are 
not  even  talking  about  the  drastic  cuts 
that  are  being  made  for  Medicaid, 
which  is  serving  the  poorest  people  in 
the  country.  We  do  not  think  all  of 
that  has  to  happen. 

We  offer  an  alternative.  The  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  alternative  budget 
will  be  on  the  floor  on  Thursday,  and  it 
offers  an  alternative.  We  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  We  meet  that 
challenge,  but  we  increase  the  budget 
for  education.  This  budget  boldly  sets 
forth  investments  in  the  activities 
which  keep  our  Nation  prosperous  at 
home  and  competitive  in  the  global 
arena.  Without  hesitation,  we  have  de- 
clared that  education  must  be  the  Na- 
tion's No.  1  priority  in  1995  and  for  the 
next  7  years.  Though  the  amounts  we 
have  proposed  are  still  not  adequate, 
our  budget  alone  has  proposed  substan- 
tial increases  for  education  and  other 
Function  500  activities  like  job  train- 
ing which  is  related  to  education.  We 
have  proposed  to  invest  more  than  $27 
billion  over  the  7-year  period  increas- 
ing the  budget  of  education  by  25  per- 
cent. We  are  going  to  increase  the 
budget  by  25  percent,  and  most  impor- 
tant of  all.  we  have  rejected  any  notion 
that  the  Department  of  Education 
should  be  drastically  and  dangerously 
downsized  and  completely  liquidated. 
This  budget  does  that  and  it  is  bal- 
anced. 

How  is  it  balanced?  Because  if  you 
set  forth  priorities,  and  you  determine 
what  we  should  spend  money  on,  and 
you  move  forward  to  spend  the  money 
on  those  priorities,  then  you  can  get 
the  money  you  need  for  that  function 
by  cutting  other  places  where  there  is 
waste.  So  we  have  about  500  billion  dol- 
lars' worth  of  cuts  in  existing  pro- 
grams. We  cut  the  F-22  fighter  plane, 
which  is  manufactured  in  Speaker 
Gingrich's  district,  we  cut  that  out 
completely.  That  saves  $12  billion.  We 
cut  the  Seawolf  submarine;  we  do  not 
need  another  Seawolf  submarine.  We 
make  those  cuts,  and  we  also  have  al- 
most $600  billion  in  the  closing  of  cor- 
porate tax  loopholes,  and  in  the  elimi- 
nation of  corporate  welfare. 

The  American  people  do  not  know, 
the  American  people  really  would  be 
shocked  if  they  took  a  look  at  a  chart 
which  I  have  which  shows  that  from 
1943  to  the  present  the  share  of  the  tax 
burden  which  is  borne  by  corporations 
has  gone  from  39  percent  to  11  percent 
in  1995. 

At  one  point  the  share  of  the  tax  bur- 
den which  is  borne  by  corporations 
went  as  low  as  9  percent,  in  1990.  So. 
from  39  percent  of  the  tax  burden  it  is 
now  down  to  11  percent.  At  the  same 
time,  the  share  of  the  burden  has  gone 
from  19  percent  for  individuals  and 
families  up  to  44  percent.  We  presently 


have  a  situation  where  families  are 
paying  44  percent  of  the  tax  burden 
while  corporations  are  paying  only  11 
percent. 

So  one  way  we  were  able  to  maintain 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  at  the  same 
level  and  also  increase  the  budget  for 
education  was  to  close  the  corporate 
tax  loopholes  and  to  end  corporate  wel- 
fare, and  by  doing  that  we  are  able  to 
get  the  money  to  go  forward  the  prior- 
ities that  America  ought  to  be  setting 
in  the  year  1995. 

In  the  year  1995  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  look  forward  to  a  nation  which  is  a 
learning  society,  which  is  very  much 
dependent  on  a  highly  educated  popu- 
lation, not  only  in  order  to  make  our 
industries  more  competitive  but  in 
order  to  make  our  society  more  civil 
and  our  society  more  orderly. 

Let  me  just  close  by  indicating  some 
of  the  individual  items  that  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  budget  is  able 
to  fund  in  the  area  of  education.  We  in- 
crease the  funding  for  higher  education 
title  III  assistance  to  historically 
black  colleges  by  20  percent.  We  in- 
crease the  Federal  TRIO  programs  for 
disadvantaged  students  by  12.5  percent. 
We  increase  funding  for  title  I  to  $9.65 
billion  over  7  years.  That  amount 
would  serve  the  total  100  percent  of 
poor  youngsters  who  are  eligible  for 
title  I.  We  increase  the  funding  for  the 
education  infrastructure,  and  that  is 
an  amount  of  money  proposed  by  Sen- 
ator C.\ROL  Moseley-Braun  of  $600  mil- 
lion to  help  repair  schools  and  new  con- 
struction is  some  areas  where  safe 
schools  are  needed. 

We  provide  an  appropriation  for  fam- 
ily learning  centers  and  libraries  which 
has  been  authorized  in  legislation,  but 
not  funded.  This  would  give  ordinary 
citizens  access  to  the  information  high- 
way. Whether  you  can  own  a  computer 
or  not,  your  public  library  would  be 
able  to  give  you  access  to  the  informa- 
tion superhighway. 

We  increase  funding  for  individuals 
with  disabilities  by  up  to  18  percent  of 
the  total  cost.  We  increase  funding  for 
Head  Start  over  the  7-year  period,  the 
budget  cycle,  we  increase  funding  for 
Head  Start  to  the  point  where  every 
youngster  who  is  eligible  for  Head 
Start  would  be  able  to  get  a  place  in 
the  Head  Start  program,  up  to  $8  bil- 
lion is  the  total. 

So  we  have  compiled,  we  have  pro- 
vided a  bold  budget,  but  at  the  same 
time  we  have  also  laid  out.  made  deci- 
sions about  what  the  priorities  should 
be,  and  the  No.  1  priority  is  education. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing, 
first  of  all  let  me  thank  those  who  par- 
ticipated in  this  special  order  to  bring 
about  a  fuller  understanding  for  this 
Nation  as  to  what  these  budget  cuts 
will  mean  in  the  field  of  education. 

This  is  not  just  a  question  of  bal- 
ancing our  budget.  This  is  an  all-out 
war  on  knowledge  that  we  are  witness- 
ing. It  is  comprehensive  and  it  will  af- 
fect education  from  preschool  through 


graduate  school.  It  is  consistent  with 
an  overall  plan  to  benefit  the  rich  at 
the  expense  of  the  poor  and  the  middle 
class. 

The  proposal  that  is  being  advanced 
is  extreme,  it  is  shortsighted,  and  it 
puts  an  end  to  the  long-term  tradition 
of  bipartisan  support  for  education. 

The  new  leadership  of  this  House  did 
not  attempt  to  sit  down  with  the  mi- 
nority and  effectuate  a  kind  of  pro- 
gram that  would  still  preserve  the 
most  important  features  of  education 
in  this  Nation. 

In  addition  to  the  budget,  the  1995  re- 
scissions of  the  majority,  if  they  be- 
come law,  would  eliminate  funding  for 
safe  and  drug-free  schools,  would  elimi- 
nate Goals  2000,  would  eliminate  fund- 
ing to  promote  parent  involvement  in 
school  improvement,  would  signifi- 
cantly reduce  financial  aid  for  deserv- 
ing college  students,  and  would  elimi- 
nate a  total  of  over  $1.6  billion  for  fis- 
cal year  1995  education  funding. 

If  it  passes,  it  will  be  a  disaster.  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
students  who  want  to  and  are  qualified 
to  and  should  be  able  to  go  to  college. 
It  will  be  a  disaster.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
those  who  want  to  be  in  Head  Start  but 
will  not  be  able  to  join.  It  will  be  a  dis- 
aster for  our  school  lunch  programs 
where  thousands  and  thousands  and 
tens  of  thousands  of  our  students  will 
go  to  school  hungry,  will  come  home 
hungry  because  they  cannot  afford  to 
pay  for  a  lunch,  and  this  Government 
has  a  responsibility,  indeed  an  obliga- 
tion, to  be  a  party  to  addressing  some 
of  these  major  problems. 

Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  more 
than  12  years,  I  have  ceased  to  be  amazed  at 
the  shortsighted  and  inconsistent  arguments 
made  to  position  or  posture  ourselves  In  order 
to  avoid  the  repercussions  of  doing  the  wrong 
thing. 

On  one  hand,  we  are  told  that  America 
needs  a  renewal  of  its  basic  values. 

Well,  one  of  the  values  instilled  in  children 
for  as  long  as  I  can  remember  Is  the  benefit 
of  a  good  education — most  of  us  know  from 
personal  experience,  or  the  experience  of 
friends  and  neightwrs,  that  prior  generations — 
usually  from  the  middle-  and  low-income  fami- 
lies, have  always  preached  that  the  way  to 
succeed  is  with  a  good  education. 

I  guess  this  was  a  mistake — apparently  edu- 
cation is  only  for  the  rich — because  the  way 
that  some  are  treating  college  education  op- 
portunities, only  the  daughters  and  sons  of  the 
nch  have  any  opportunity  to  attend  college — 
and  I  mean  the  really  hch. 

My  kids  have  done  well  In  their  careers  and 
are  now  just  beginning  to  send  their  children 
off  to  college — and  finding  that  a  year  of  col- 
lege now  costs  as  much  as  some  homes — 
$25,000  just  for  tuition. 

My  kids  were  able  to  earn  their  tuition 
through  summer  jobs  and  part-time  work  at 
the  local  fast  food  restaurant — but  not  any 
more. 

Now  you  have  to  have  a  graduate  degree  to 
be  able  to  afford  undergraduate  tuition. 

And  the  people  in  charge  will  now — with 
their  slash   and   burn  budget — only   make  it 


more  and  more  difficult  for  the  middle  class  to 
ever  achieve  what  their  parents  found  to  be 
the  normal  possibility  of  a  college  education. 

What  has  this  country  come  to? 

Twelve  years  of  past  policies  supporting 
failed  financial  institutions  and  failed  military 
hardware  systems  and  failed  tnckle-down  eco- 
nomic theohes  has  led  us  from  the  wealthiest 
nation  in  the  world  to  become  potentially  one 
of  the  poorest — with  no  prosp>ect  for  recovery 
unless  we  stop  some  of  the  crazy  changes 
that  are  taking  place. 

So.  are  we  going  to  finally  get  our  fiscal 
house  in  order?  Balance  the  budget?  Without 
touching  Social  Secunty?  And  without  cutting 
a  dime  from  defense  spending? 

Sound  familiar? 

It  should.  It  is  the  1982  Economic  Reform 
Act  of  1995. 

A  massive  tax  cut  for  our  wealthiest  cam- 
paign contributors  paid  for  by  eliminating  the 
one  tax  break  for  the  poor  working  stiff  that 
even  George  Bush  thought  was  a  fantastic 
idea. 

To  sacrifice  the  earned  income  tax  credit— 
the  only  possible  reason  the  father  of  two 
could  even  consider  taking  a  job  at  minimum 
wage  rather  than  going  on  welfare — is  abso- 
lutely ludicrous. 

As  my  fnend  from  Ohio  keeps  saying — 
beam  me  up. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  have  5 
legislative  days  within  which  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  the  sub- 
ject of  this  special  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Camp).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  BUDGET  AND  THE  CONTRACT 
WITH  AMERICA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Cunningham]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
should  be  at  a  dinner  tonight,  but  I 
thought  it  more  important  to  set  the 
record  straight.  First  of  all  I  heard  to- 
night that  Social  Security  was  going  to 
be  touched.  Social  Security  is  not 
touched.  Neither  in  the  budget  nor  in 
the  appropriation  or  the  reconciliation 
package. 

We  have  heard  the  rhetoric  about  the 
contract  and  how  bad  it  was.  But  yet. 
the  American  people  have  embraced 
the  Contract  With  America.  And  I  have 
also  heard  tonight  that  the  tax  cuts 
are  only  for  the  wealthy. 

Let  me  state  the  only  way  that  we 
can  beat  rhetoric  and/or  basic  lies  is 
with  facts,  and  I  would  like  to  present 
some  of  those  facts,  Mr.  Speaker.  And 
I  will  let  you  decide  what  is  the  truth 
and  what  is  not. 

In  our  package  we  gave  the  family 
tax  credit  for  each  child  of  $500.  Is  that 
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for  the  rich?  We  have  families  from  all 
walks  of  life  with  children.  And  the 
basic  argument  is  do  you  want  those 
dollars  to  go  to  the  American  people  or 
do  you  want  those  dollars  to  be  spent 
by  the  Government? 

I  would  also  ask  you  if  an  IRA  for 
$2,000,  that  each  family  can  save  for 
their  future,  tax  free,  is  for  the  rich? 
No,  it  is  not. 

I  would  also  ask  you  in  our  contract 
we  provide  an  IRA  for  a  spouse,  either 
a  mother  or  a  father  at  home  who  was 
not  even  working.  You  would  be  able  to 
set  aside  $4,000  each  year  for  a  child. 
You  can  provide  for  a  lot  of  education 
after  17  or  18  years  on  an  interest-free 
loan. 

a  1930 

In  our  contract,  we  did  away  with  the 
marriage  penalty,  to  encourage  fami- 
lies to  come  together,  that  if  you  filed 
jointly,  that  you  have  a  tax  incentive. 
We  encourage  that.  For  too  many  years 
we  have  penalized  for  people  becoming 
families  and  filing  that  way. 

In  the  Clinton  tax-and-spend  package 
in  the  early  1990's,  he  increased  the  So- 
cial Security  tax  on  senior  citizens.  We 
have  done  away  with  that  Social  Secu- 
rity tax. 

Capital  gains  reduction.  Jack  Kemp 
in  the  W'all  Street  Journal  and  the 
Union  Tribune  talks  about  retirement 
accounts,  and  that  each  American, 
whether  you  have  a  car  or  sell  a  home 
or  what,  that  is  real  income  and  that  is 
called  capital  gains.  We  took  the  fees 
and  the  items  in  which  someone  re- 
tires. $60,000  to  $750,000.  and  everything 
that  you  own  that  you  can  pass  on  to 
your  children,  and  yet  the  Clinton 
Democrats  wanted  to  take  that  from 
600  to  200.000  and  then  tax  you  at  a  very 
high  rate.  That  is  a  redistribution  of 
the  wealth.  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  leadership's  reply,  the  liberal 
leadership's  reply,  is  an  attempt  to  ig- 
nite an  ugly  class  warfare  system,  and 
I  repeat  the  facts,  a  $500  child  break  an 
IRA  in  which  you  can  save  for  the  fu- 
ture tax  free,  an  IRA  for  a  spouse  at 
home  tax  free,  savings,  marriage  pen- 
alty, reduction  of  Social  Security  tax. 
Those  are  not  taxes  for  the  rich. 

Seventy-eight  percent  of  the  Con- 
tract With  America's  tax  package  goes 
to  those  that  earn  $75,000  or  less.  That 
is  not  the  rich.  Mr  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  only  33  House  Repub- 
licans voted  for  the  George  Bush  tax 
increase.  Not  a  single  Republican, 
voted  for  the  Clinton  tax-and-spend 
package.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  so 
bad  that  they  had  to  twist  arms  for  45 
minutes  and  pass  it  by  one  vote  when 
they  were  in  the  majority,  and  we  only 
had  218  Members. 

I  look  at  what  they  have  left  us. 
Look  at  where  each  child  today  will 
owe  $187,000  in  tax  liability.  That  is  not 
a  future  that  I  want  to  leave  to  my 
children.  We  used  to  build  a  farm  and 
pass  it  on  to  our  children.  Today,  we 
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are   selling   that   farm  and  giving  our 
children  a  mortgage. 

I  look  at  what  the  President  said 
when  he  was  going  to  have  a  $500  bil- 
lion deficit  reduction  package.  It  was 
rhetoric.  If  you  read  in  the  recent  Wall 
Street  Journal,  there  was  none,  and 
President  Clinton  and  the  promise  that 
he  would  reduce  the  deficit  each  year, 
in  the  budget  that  he  just  gave  us  be- 
fore Congress,  that  budget  increases 
the  deficit  by  $300  billion  a  year.  That 
is  wrong,  and  that  is  for  each  of  the 
next  5  years. 

We  take  a  look  at  the  status  of  this 
country.  Medicare  is  starting  to  go 
bankrupt  this  year.  His  own  trustees' 
report  of  the  Medicare  account,  Alice 
Rivlin,  special  adviser  in  the  budget  to 
the  President,  has  started  that  Medi- 
care will  go  bankrupt,  and  yet  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  and  the  Presi- 
dent are  not  engaging  that  issue,  be- 
cause there  is  a  1996  election. 

The  American  people.  Mr.  Speaker, 
expect  leadership.  They  want  the  Presi- 
dent to  take  on  and  save  Medicare. 
They  want  him  to  balance  the  budget, 
and  they  want  welfare  reform.  But  yet 
because  of  the  1996  election,  there  is  no 
leadership.  America  is  looking  for  that 
leadership,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Look  at  each  child  born  in  1995  again; 
$187,000?  Do  you  want  to  leave  that?  We 
are  spending  nearly  $1  billion  a  day  on 
just  the  interest  of  the  debt.  What 
could  we  do  in  this  country  with  $365 
billion  a  year?  Think  about  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  when  they  said  we  are 
hurting  children.  We  can  do  a  lot  in 
education  and  law  enforcement  and  the 
real  things  that  we  need  to  do  with  $365 
billion  a  year.  That  again  is  just  the 
interest,  just  the  interest,  and  that  in- 
terest is  not  going  into  U.S.  banks,  Mr. 
Speaker.  It  is  going  into  foreign  coun- 
tries that  hold  those  notes  and  receive 
American  interest.  That  is  wrong  Mr. 
Speaker. 

I  look  in  just  a  few  years  ago,  take  a 
person  that  earns  $20,000  a  year.  Let  us 
say  during  the  year  they  intend  $25,000. 
and  they  have  only  made  $20,000.  Well, 
if  they  do  not  pay  off  the  $5,000,  they 
will  have  to  pay  the  interest  on  that 
$5,000.  and  if  they  do  not  pay  it  the  fol- 
lowing year  and  they  also  increase 
sending  to  maybe  $30,000  or  $35,000  or 
$40,000,  then  they  have  to  pay  the  inter- 
est on  that.  In  just  a  few  short  years, 
they  will  owe  $100,000,  and  they  only 
make  $25,000.  That  is  the  status  of  our 
Government,  and  that  is  the  status  quo 
of  the  liberal  leadership  and  class  war- 
fare, and  that  is  why  our  contract  and 
the  tax  package  is  important,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

They  talk  about  cruelty  to  edu- 
cation. Today  because  of  the  Federal 
Washington  Bureaucracy,  we  only  get 
23  cents  out  of  every  dollar  into  the 
classroom.  We  had  the  superintendent 
of  schools  for  DC  schools  clamoring  be- 
cause he  has  got  40-year-old  class- 
rooms.   They    want    fiber-optics.    They 


want  computers  in  the  classrooms.  But 
where  are  the  dollars  going?  What  is 
cruel  is  this  organization,  this  bureauc- 
racy, is  eating  up  all  of  the  dollars.  We 
want  to  block  grant  it  and  focus  the 
money  down  to  where  we  need  it  in  the 
classroom.  We  need  fiber-optics  in 
classrooms.  We  need  those  televisions. 
But  they  are  going  to  the  Washington 
bureaucrats. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
told  me  first  when  I  was  elected  reduce 
Government  spending.  In  93  days  we  re- 
duced spending  by  $277  billion.  They 
said  give  the  taxes  back,  and  again, 
only  33  Republicans  voted  for  the 
George  Bush  package;  zero  voted  for 
Clinton's  tax  package.  But  yet  we  gave 
$189  billion  back  to  the  American  peo- 
ple instead  of  letting  the  Government 
have  it  and  keep  it.  We  think  the  peo- 
ple can  spend  it  better  than  the  Gov- 
ernment and  less  wasteful. 

And  at  the  same  time,  the  third 
thing.  Mr.  Speaker,  they  said  to  do, 
was  we  want  to  reduce  the  deficit.  We 
reduced  the  deficit  by  $91  billion,  and 
that  was  only  in  93  days.  It  is  our  Con- 
tract With  America  that  the  figure 
that  we  will  arrive  at  in  2002  is  a  zero 
budget,  balanced  budget,  and  that  is 
important. 

The  fourth  thing  they  asked  us  to  do. 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  work  together.  I  have 
heard  the  President  and  Al  Gore  and 
Panetta  and  even  Members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  say  this  was  a 
mean  contract.  It  was  ill-spirited.  If 
you  look  again,  the  only  way  to  defeat 
rhetoric  is  with  actual  facts.  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  Record  the  ac- 
tual votes  day  by  day.  day  by  day  on 
every  item  in  the  contract.  The  aver- 
age vote  on  each  item  was  300  votes. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  most  bipartisan  Con- 
gress in  the  history  of  over  200  years  of 
Congress.  Let  me  read  just  a  couple: 
Balanced  budget,  January  26,  passed 
300  to  132  votes,  72  Democrats;  un- 
funded mandates  passed  360  to  74,  130 
Democrats  voted  with  us;  line-item 
veto  passed  294  to  134,  74  Democrats; 
victims  restitution,  201  Democrats 
voted  with  us;  criminal  alien  deporta- 
tion. 163;  regulatory  reform  and  relief, 
186  Democrats  voted  with  the  contract. 

And  here  is  an  item;  I  will  read  just 
those  few.  I  would  like  to  submit  it, 
Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  Record,  the  most 
bipartisan  Congress  in  over  200  years, 
and  that  is  important.  I  think,  to  the 
American  people.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  also  submit  for  the  Record,  I 
have  an  article  here  written  by  former 
Member,  former  Secretary  of  HUD, 
Jack  Kemp,  and  the  ex-Secretary 
wrote. 

More  than  100  million  Americans  are  in- 
vesting often  through  mutual  funds  and  pen- 
sion and  retirement  accounts.  Every  time 
you  hear  the  phrase  "institutional  investor" 
on  the  news,  think  of  the  pension  fund  of  the 
Detroit  or  Buffalo  auto  worker  of  the  retire- 
ment account  of  an  older  couple  in  Florida 
and  a  member  of  the  American  Association 
of  Retired  Persons,  or  the  Fidelity  Mutual 


Fund  holding  a  young  Califomian  in  entre- 
preneur savings,  managing  the  hopes  and 
dreams  and  savings  of  pensions  of  America's 
huge  middle  class. 

It  is  entitled  "Capital  Gains  Fable 
and  Fact."  It  goes  through  step  by 
step,  and  Alan  Greenspan  in  his  testi- 
mony stated  that  capital  gains  would 
be  one  of  the  most  significant  indica- 
tors and  founders  of  jobs  in  this  coun- 
try, and  that  is  important. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  the  article  for 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

Capit.m,  Gains  Fable  and  Fact 
(By  .Jack  Kemp) 
Forget  the  rich  for  a  moment  (I'll  return 
to  them  later),  a  capital  gains  tax  cut  is  the 
best  thing  Congress  could  do  right  now  to 
help  the  middle  class,  the  poor,  and  indeed, 
our  nation's  economy.  Lets  examine  the 
ways: 

The  Financial  Markets  aren't  a  'play- 
ground of  the  rich."  In  the  last  20  to  25  years 
the  financial  markets  have  become  strong 
middle-class  institutions.  Well  more  than  100 
million  Americans  are  invested,  most  often 
through  mutual  funds  and  pension  and  re- 
tirement accounts.  Every  time  you  hear  the 
phrase  "institutional  investor"  on  the  news, 
think  of  the  pension  fund  of  a  Detroit  or  Buf- 
falo autoworker.  the  retirement  account  of 
an  older  couple  in  Florida  and  a  member  of 
the  American  Association  of  Retired  Persons 
or  the  Fidelity  mutual  fund  holding  of  a 
young  California  entrepreneur. 

These  "institutional  investors"  that  so 
dominate  the  markets  these  days  are  manag- 
ing the  hopes,  dreams,  savings  and  pensions 
of  America's  huge  middle  class.  They  may 
not  be  directly  subject  to  capital  gains  taxes, 
but  the  value  of  their  assets  is  determined  by 
the  health  of  the  markets.  A  cut  in  capital 
gains  taxes  would  be  a  boon  for  our  financial 
markets  and  for  the  middle  class  institu- 
tional funds,  not  to  mention  for  the  family 
or  retiree  cashing  in  a  retirement  account  to 
purchase  a  home,  pay  for  college  or  for  fam- 
ily retirement  needs. 

Jobs.  We  live,  as  we  are  so  often  told,  in  a 
competitive  world  economy.  American  work- 
ers can  only  compete  with  low-wage  foreign 
workers  by  being  more  productive,  making  it 
beneficial  for  employers  to  hire  them,  even 
at  a  higher  wage.  As  any  economist  will  tell 
you.  the  most  important  element  in  increas- 
ing worker  productivity  is  capital  invest- 
ment (economists  call  it  the  capital-to-labor 
ratio).  It  was  America's  huge  investment  in 
new  plant  and  equipment — and  particularly 
new  technologies-curing  the  1980s  that  gave 
American  workers  the  productivity  edge  still 
held  over  both  Asian  and  European  workers 
Yes.  American  workers  are  today  the  most 
productive  in  the  world,  but  the  world  keeps 
changing,  and  our  international  competitors. 
particularly  in  East  Asia,  have  zero  or  very 
low  capital  gains  taxes.  A  capital  gains  tax 
cut  would  enable  huge  new  investments  in 
American  capital  formation  and  ensure  the 
productivity  edge  of  the  American  work 
force  for  decades  to  come. 

Jobs.  Through  the  1980s,  the  American 
economy  added  almost  20  million  net  new 
jobs  (since  the  tax  increases  of  the  early 
1990s  that  rate  has  slowed  significantly).  Al- 
most all  that  job  increase  came  from  small 
and  medium-size  companies.  In  other  words, 
the  Fortune  500  haven't  added  one  net  new 
job  to  the  economy  in  the  last  15  years. 
Often  these  small,  growing  employers  were 
start-ups.  perhaps  a  new  high  tech  of>eration 
in   Silicon   "Valley,   but  even   more   likely  a 


"Mom  and  Pop"  operation  providing  a  serv- 
ice to  a  local  or  regional  market.  Where  did 
these  new.  small  companies  get  the  capital 
to  open?  Not  from  bank  loans,  but.  often. 
from  the  realization  of  capital  gains — by 
selling  a  house,  or  a  previous  small  business, 
or  mutual  fund  shares,  and  reinvesting  it. 
Reinvesting.  I  would  say  in  America"s  eco- 
nomic future. 

Jobs.  You  only  create  new  jobs  in  a  grow- 
ing economy,  and  perhaps  the  most  vital  ele- 
ments to  growth,  the  kind  of  quantum 
growth  America  saw  in  the  1980s,  is  entre- 
preneurial enterpri.se  and  development  of 
technologies  in  the  productive  economy.  Un- 
less you  believe  government  invents  and  ap- 
plies technology  better  than  the  private  sec- 
tor (if  you  do.  I  suggest  a  trip  to  the  former 
Soviet  Union),  what  sense  does  it  make  for 
governments  to  be  confiscating  as  much  as 
30  percent  to  40  percent  of  an  entrepreneurs 
capital,  which  he  or  she  could  otherwise  re- 
invest in  a  business?  (That's  the  28  percent 
federal  level  plus  the  high  local  capital  gains 
tax  in  states  such  as  New  York  and  Califor- 
nia. If  you  count  you  inflation,  as  we  must, 
capital  gains  taxes  can  often  exceed  100  per- 
cent of  net  profits.)  How  many  businesses 
have  not  been  started,  or  have  foundered,  be- 
cause they  couldn't  clear  that  capital  gains 
hurdle?  How  many  jobs  have  not  been  cre- 
ated? 

Better  jobs.  According  to  the  Herman  Cain 
of  the  National  Restaurant  Association.  60 
percent  of  all  restaurant  owners  and  man- 
agers today  started  as  entry-level  waiters 
and  "hamburger  flippers.  "  At  some  point, 
they  needed  capital  to  invest  in  that  new 
restaurant,  or  to  buy  that  new  franchise.  Up- 
ward mobility  is  what  America  is  all  about, 
and  the  ability  to  access  and  accumulate 
capital— an  ability  undermined  by  the  cap- 
ital gains  tax—is  the  stairway  by  which  peo- 
ple move  up. 

This  brings  us  to  beyond  the  issue  of  the 
middle  class  and  to  the  concerns  of  the  low- 
income  people  of  our  nation.  Everything  said 
about  jobs  here  goes  more  than  double  for 
them.  To  escape  the  trap  of  poverty,  the  poor 
need  many  things — better  education  and  a 
resurrection  of  family  structures  among 
them.  But  essential  to  the  mix  are  jobs,  lots 
of  well-paying  jobs  in  a  growing  economy 
that  provides  opportunity  up  and  down  the 
scale,  particularly  in  urban  America,  for  mi- 
nority men  and  women  to  get  access  to  cap- 
ital and  entrepreneurial  opportunity. 

A  dramatic  capital  gains  tax  cut  has  now 
passed  the  House  and  will  come  before  the 
Senate,  and  the  rhetoric  of  class  warfare  has 
never  been  so  heated.  But  what  may  appear 
as  good  politics  for  the  "soak  the  rich" 
crowd,  is  bad  economics  for  .\merica.  As  a 
nation,  we  must  reject  the  notion  of  a  di- 
vided America,  with  mutually  antagonistic 
clas-ses  in  a  zero-sum  game,  and  see  our  na- 
tion as  a  whole,  rising  together  and  leaving 
no  one  behind.  Will  a  capital  gains  t^x  cut  be 
good  for  the  rich.  Of  course.  But  a  capital 
gains  cut  is  even  more  important  for  the 
middle  class  and  for  the  poor.  To  the  US 
Senate.  I  say:  Put  aside  the  rhetoric  of  class 
warfare,  pass  the  capital  gains  tax  cut  now, 
and  give  all  of  America  a  well-deserved 
boost.  Soon  after,  we  can  look  forward  to  a 
debate  about  a  real  flat,  fair  and  simple  post- 
card tax  system  for  our  nation  as  we  pref»are 
to  enter  the  exciting  world  of  the  21st  cen- 
tury. 

I  also  heard  the  rhetoric  that  we  will 
be  taking  away  the  money  from  edu- 
cation. Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  went 
through  college,  I  grew  up  in  a  little 
town  of  2,113  people  back  in  Shelbina, 


MO.  We  went  to  the  Shelbina  Bank.  It 
was  not  a  big  bank,  and  my  parents  co- 
signed  a  loan  for  me  to  go  to  college, 
and  they  both  worked.  Mr.  Speaker.  We 
paid  back,  my  parents  paid  back  most 
of  it  so  I  could  go  to  school.  You  know 
something,  the  Government  did  not 
pay  the  interest  on  that.  It  was  a  loan 
between  the  bank  and  myself  so  that  I 
could  go  to  college.  I  had  to  work.  I 
had  to  work  in  restaurants,  and  my 
parents  both  worked  to  pay  it  off. 

Today,  the  Government  subsidizes 
the  students'  interest  while  they  are 
going  to  school,  either  1,  2,  3,  4,  or  how- 
ever many  years.  They  pay  that  inter- 
est; they  did  not  mind,  but  they  are 
doing  it  now.  What  we  are  asking  stu- 
dents to  do  is  we  will  provide  a  loan  for 
a  student  who  qualifies  to  go  to  col- 
lege. That  interest,  you  do  not  have  to 
pay  it  while  you  are  a  student.  But 
when  you  get  a  job,  you  will  pay  off 
that  loan.  The  most  that  it  will  cost  is 
about  a  buck,  the  size,  the  price,  of  a 
Big  Gulp  amount  at  7-Eleven.  All  of 
those  1  dollars  per  day  extra  that  a  per- 
son would  have  to  save  and  spend 
amounts  to  $12.5  billion,  Mr.  Speaker, 
$12.5  billion,  and  all  we  are  asking  the 
student  to  do  is  take  the  responsibil- 
ity, a  world  that  you  do  not  hear  much 
around  this  place,  and  pay  off  their 
loan. 

Let  us  look  at  a  case,  very  high  bor- 
rowing. 9-year  graduate  student,  worst 
case,  student  with  9  years  of  gradua- 
tion, that  borrowed  a  maximum 
amount  of  loan  for  all  4  years  of  under- 
graduate enrollment.  The  above  loan 
shows  that  there  is  a  savings  to  the 
Government  of  $16,015.  That  will  be 
about  $194  extra  per  month  that  that 
student  will  pay.  That  is  at  a  rate  of  2 
percent. 

Alan  Greenspan  has  also  said  that  if 
we  balance  the  budget,  interest  rates 
will  go  down  as  low  as  2  to  4  percent. 
Now.  take  2  percent  on  a  home,  take  2 
percent  on  a  farm.  I  think,  and  I  can- 
not remember  the  exact  figures.  I  have 
got  it  in  my  notes.  But  a  $75,000  mort- 
gage. I  believe,  at  an  8'/j  percent  over  a 
30-year  period,  you  will  save  about 
$56,000  with  a  2-percent  reduction,  and 
Alan  Greenspan  said  it  could  be  even 
more.  $56,000  will  go  a  long  way  to  pay 
for  college  students,  for  a  house,  for  a 
car.  and  whatever. 

And  so  the  myth  about  that  we  are 
destroying  college  loans  is  just  not 
true,  Mr.  Speaker. 

We  spent  in  this  Government  over 
the  last  7  years  $9.5  trillion.  In  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  the  Republicans  are 
going  to  spend  $11.5  trillion.  Let  me  re- 
peat that.  9.5  to  11.5.  but  what  we  are 
going  to  do  is  reduce  the  rate  of  growth 
of  Federal  spending,  because  if  we  do 
not,  Mr.  Speaker,  America  will  become 
a  second-class  economic  country. 

The  soundness  of  the  dollar  abroad 
will  keep  going  down.  Medicare  will 
fail.  We  will  not  balance  the  budget.  It 
will  go  out  of  control,  and  welfare  re- 
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form  and  all  the  other  reforms  that  we 
have  put  together  will  go  down  the 
tubes. 

The  coming  debate  is  not  just  about 
the  budget.  It  is  about  the  Americian 
future,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  about  doing 
the  right  thing.  It  is  about  an  oppor- 
tunity to  create  the  potential  for  pros- 
perity, for  safety,  for  a  better  life  for 
virtually  every  American.  It  will  take 
hard,  systematic  work,  and  real 
change  But  it  can  be  done,  and  it  will 
improve  the  lives  of  our  children,  of 
our  senior  citizens,  and  every  Amer- 
ican. 

What  does  it  mean?  People  say.  well. 
that  is  just  rhetoric.  How  do  you  do  the 
right  thing?  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  go 
through  what  those  items  are.  First, 
you  have  got  to  be  truly  compassionate 
by  replacing  the  welfare  state  with  an 
opportunity  society.  The  Republican 
Governors  came  to  us  and  said  there 
are  366  welfare  programs.  They  all  have 
people  that  work  in  them.  They  all 
have  facilities  that  have  to  be  paid  for. 
They  all  have  overhead.  They  have 
rules  and  they  have  regulations.  Dif- 
ferent people  qualify  for  those  welfare 
programs.  They  are  all  so  intermeshed 
that  none  of  us.  the  Governors  told  us, 
we  cannot  track  on  who  is  getting 
what,  and  in  many  cases  people  are 
qualifying  and  receiving  and  abusing 
the  system.  So  they  asked  us  to  block 
grant  it.  Let  them  use  the  programs  in- 
dividual to  their  State. 

Look  at  what  Governor  Weld  has 
done.  Look  at  what  Christie  Frittman 
has  done.  Look  at  what  in  Wisconsin 
they  have  done  with  Tommy  Thomp- 
son. Those  are  successes.  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  we  want  to  give  the  States  and 
untie  their  lands  to  run  the  programs 
where  they  can  actually  help  people. 

D  1945 

Governor  Weld  actually  reduced 
taxes,  reduced  the  welfare  system,  and 
he  has  got  the  majority  of  his  people 
working.  They  are  happier,  they  have 
responsibility,  and  they  love  it.  and 
that  is  what  we  ought  to  free  up  the 
people  to  do. 

Second,  restoring  freedom  by  ending 
the  centralized  bureaucratic  micro- 
management  from  Washington.  DC.  We 
need  to  return  the  power  back  to  the 
States.  A  tax  increase  and  government 
control  is  the  one  most  powerful  meas- 
ure in  which  this  body  operates.  I  say 
to  my  colleagues,  If  you  have  the 
power  and  the  control,  you  control 
votes.  We  do  not  want  Washington  to 
have  that  kind  of  power.  We  want  to 
give  it  back  to  the  States.  We  want  to 
give  that  power  back  to  the  people,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  we  feel  that  govern- 
ment does  work  best  closest  to  the  peo- 
ple. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues.  Ask  anybody 
in  your  particular  area.  Ask  them  if 
they  know  where  the  dollars  should  go 
specifically  better  than  the  individuals 
that  are  servicing  that  program.  They 
cannot. 
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Third,  promoting  prosperity,  eco- 
nomic growth,  take-home  pay,  by  re- 
ducing taxes,  reducing  litigation  and 
regulations.  Go  to  any  city,  ask  any 
Governor,  ask  any  major,  ask  any  offi- 
cial or  any  business  person  what  they 
would  like  to  do  better  business  and  be 
able  to  hire  people.  One  is  get  rid  of  the 
liability  and  the  litigation  problems, 
the  rules,  and  the  regulations.  We  are 
going  through  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as 
we  are  right  now,  and  reducing  the  tax 
burden  and  the  overhead. 

Next,  creating  an  opportunity  for 
every  American  by  leading  a  trans- 
formation of  an  information  age  soci- 
ety. We  double  our  knowledge.  Mr. 
Speaker,  every  year.  It  used  to  take 
only  10  years  ago  50  years  to  double 
that  knowledge.  Look  at  the  schools, 
at  what  they  need  with  the  fiber  optics 
and  the  computers  we  talk  about,  the 
libraries  of  high  technology.  We  are 
putting  out  in  an  information  age  an 
enormous  amount  of  information,  but 
there  is  no  one  out  there  to  receive  it. 
We  are  understaffed.  We  are  under- 
manned. That  is  where  the  government 
has  got  real  investment  that  it  can 
make  in  helping  our  students  to  make 
sure  they  are  up  to  speed.  If  we  do  not 
prepare  them  for  that,  then  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  age  gap  and  the  gap  between 
those  that  have  good  jobs  and  those 
that  do  not  will  go. 

I  have  a  school  in  my  district  at 
Scripp  Ranch.  That  school  has  got  fiber 
optics.  It  has  got  a  computer  system.  It 
has  got  a  system  to  where  the  children, 
boys  and  girls,  are  swinging  hammers 
in  a  trade,  learning  a  vocational  trade. 
They  are  building  modular  units,  and 
they  are  designing  those  modular  units 
on  computers.  On  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  those  students  that  are  college 
bound,  the  architecture  and  architec- 
ture design  students  are  using  those 
computers.  They  are  designing  those 
modular  units.  The  students  then  sell 
those  modular  units  and  buy  new 
equipment  for  the  school,  and  guess 
what,  Mr.  Speaker?  In  the  summer  the 
unions  in  participation  with  public  and 
private  are  participating  with  small 
business  and  private  enterprise,  and 
they  are  hiring  those  students  in  the 
summer,  they  are  teaching  them  a  vo- 
cational trade,  and  they  are  preparing 
them  for  college,  and  we  think  that  is 
the  way  to  go  for  our  students  in  de- 
creasing the  bureaucratic  rhetoric  and 
the  bureaucrats  here  in  Washington. 
DC. 

Next,  create  a  safe  financial  future 
for  our  children,  our  retirement  years, 
by  balancing  the  budget,  solving  the 
crisis  of  Medicare  and  Social  Security. 
And  we  have  already  talked  about  what 
the  options  would  be.  It  is  our  moral 
responsibility.  Look  what  happens  if 
we  do  not  save  Medicare.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues, "Can  you  imagine— I  do  not 
use  the  term  senior  citizen,  our  chrono- 
logically gifted  people  can  you  imagine 
our  chronologically  gifted  folks— hav- 
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ing  to  pay  300  percent  more  premiums 
on  Medicare?"  That  is  cruelty.  "Can 
you  imagine  that  in  a  welfare  system, 
having  the  system  that  we  have  today 
that  is  cruelty,  can  you  imagine  not 
balancing  the  budget  and  having  our 
children  owe  $187,000  in  taxes  the  day 
they're  born  in  1995''"  That  is  cruelty, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

We  have  a  moral  responsibility,  and 
we  need  the  President  to  take  the  lead- 
ership in  doing  that.  I  say,  "Don't  turn 
away  from  it  just  because  they're  1996. 
Go  down  in  history  as  a  leader  not 
being  AWOL."  As  a  majority  party,  we 
must  lead  a  new  dialog,  not  through 
just  dialog,  but  through  change  and 
public  opinion. 

A  great  man.  Franklin  Delano  Roo- 
sevelt, in  1936  said.  "Our  generation 
has  got  a  rendezvous  with  destiny." 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  rendezvous 
with  destiny.  It  can  be  one  of  a  second 
rate  power,  of  an  economic  power 
where  our  children  are  not  safe  in  the 
streets,  where  the  current  welfare  sys- 
tem exists,  or  we  cannot. 

Another  great  man  that  I  heard  spo- 
ken about  tonight  here,  his  name  is 
Ronald  Reagan,  and  he  said,  "We  have 
every  right  to  dream  heroic  dreams. 
The  crisis  we  are  facing  today  requires 
our  best  effort  and  our  willingness  to 
believe  in  ourselves  and  to  believe  in 
our  capacity  to  perform  great  deeds,  to 
believe  that  together  with  God's  help 
we  can  and  will  resolve  the  problems 
which  now  confront  us.  After  all,  why 
shouldn't  we  believe  that  we  are  Amer- 
icans?" 

President  Ronald  Reagan  had  a  good 
thought.  It  is  our  opportunity  right 
now.  by  creating  an  opportunity  soci- 
ety, by  decentralizing  American  gov- 
ernment, by  creating  economic  growth 
and  reestablishing  American  mmppti- 
tiveness  and  the  American  dream  by 
leading  the  transformation  of  the  in- 
formation age,  and  balancing  the  budg- 
et, reducing  the  financial  crisis  in  Med- 
icare and  in  Social  Security.  To  em- 
brace change  on  this  historic  scale  we 
must  use  an  appropriate  planning 
model,  a  vision,  the  strategies,  the 
projects  and  the  tactics,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  would  ask  the  gentleman  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  and  there  are 
many,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  are  many  of 
the  Democrats  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  that  embrace  this.  But  I  would 
ask,  I  would  beg  on  my  knees,  that  the 
Democratic  leadership  would  get  away 
from  the  1996  election  and  help  us 
achieve  that  vision. 

What  is  our  vision  of  the  American 
future,  and  what  does  it  mean?  Every 
American  is  safe  from  violence  and 
drugs.  That  is  a  novel  item.  Every  will- 
ing person  will  be  integrated  into  a 
world  of  work,  prosperity  and  achieve- 
ment, a  healthy  environment,  and. 
trust  me.  Medicare  is  not  standing 
alone  by  itself.  If  we  are  going  to  solve 
that  problem,  we  need  health  care  re- 
form. The  President  is  correct  about 


that.  We  need  the  tort  liability  reform. 
We  need  the  paperwork  reduction.  We 
need  insurance  grouping  so  more  peo- 
ple can  afford  insurance.  Most  every- 
one has  health  care,  Mr.  Speaker.  Not 
everyone  has  insurance,  and  we  can  do 
that  and  save  the  Medicare  problem. 

New  technologies  and  approaches  to 
create  the  fullest  possible  participation 
of  every  American  with  disabilities.  I 
have  a  father  in  my  district,  Mr. 
Speaker.  His  son  was  paralyzed  from 
the  neck  down.  He  went  to  the  Medi- 
care system,  and  he  has  got  a  whole  ga- 
rage full  of  equipment  that  he  cannot 
use.  He  was  so  distraught  that  he  start- 
ed his  own  business  on  how  to  handle 
disabled  children,  what  equipment  do 
you  use  with  sound  activated  doors, 
with  computer  systems,  where  someone 
cannot  type,  it  can  be  sound  activated, 
and,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  advise  you  to 
use  it  because  it  is  also  spell-checked. 
As  you  verbalize  into  the  computer, 
something  all  of  us  could  use,  not  just 
someone  that  cannot  t.ype. 

A  pro-entrepreneur,  pro-science  tech- 
nology. Our  biotech  industry,  our  med- 
ical industries,  are  the  future.  We  are 
debating  a  wetlands  and  a  Clean  Water 
Act.  We  have  biotech  companies  that 
are  growing  antipesticides  out  of  DNA, 
and  guess  what?  When  the  rains  come 
and  the  DNA  washes  off  the  plant,  it 
does  not  violate  our  rivers,  or  lakes 
and  our  oceans.  We  need  to  invest  in 
that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Job  opportunities  for  every  Amer- 
ican, but.  yes.  with  low  taxes  and  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  All  around 
U.S.  corporations  are  rethinking  and 
engineering.  They  are  doing;  they  are 
downsizing.  But,  as  industry  is 
downsizing  and  reorganizing.  Govern- 
ment is  growing  bigger,  and  bigger,  and 
bigger.  Thst  is  wh^'  we  h^ve  the  '^•t- 
rent  welfare  state.  That  is  why  we  are 
only  getting  23  cents  out  of  every  buck 
down  into  the  classroom,  and  we  have 
to  have  a  vision,  but,  yes,  we  have  to 
listen,  we  have  to  learn,  we  have  to 
help,  and  we  have  to  lead. 

I  will  not  go  through  the  improve- 
ments again,  but  they  are  important, 
and  we  have  got  to  do  that.  The  welfare 
state  has  failed,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  has 
failed  the  model  of  delivering  goods, 
services  to  help  the  American  people. 
It  actually  hurts  the  poor.  I  ask  you. 
and  I  would  ask  every  American, 
"Look  at  the  current  welfare  system, 
the  child  abuse,  the  brutality,  the 
drugs,  the  crime  ridden  Federal 
projects."  The  culture  of  violence  is  in- 
creasing. It  permeates  our  inner  souls 
in  our  inner  cities.  It  denigrates  our 
civilization. 

In  our  committee  we  heard  case  after 
case  of  a  welfare  mother  that  has  got- 
ten off  of  welfare  because  she  said, 
"Duke,"  she  actually  said  Mr.  Chair- 
man, "the  welfare  system  is  addictive. 
It's  easier  to  stay  off  welfare."  But  our 
own  laws  prevent  us  from  helping  that 
person.    We    take    away    her    welfare 
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check  if  she  goes  to  work  or  a  portion 
of  it.  She  has  to  provide  transportation 
and  clothes.  She  has  to  provide  baby- 
sitting for  her  child  and  child  care.  And 
then  she  says,  "Well,  I  could  actually 
lose  my  health  care  also,  so  I'm  going 
to  stay  at  home.  A,  I'm  with  my  child, 
I  make  more  money,  so  why  should  I 
get  off?" 

Well,  in  the  contract  what  we  do  is. 
first  of  all,  we  go  after  the  34  billion, 
the  deadbeat  dads,  in  some  cases  dead- 
beat  mothers,  to  bring  that  balance  to 
those  families.  We  also  have  where  par- 
ents get  together.  We  do  not  penalize 
them  for  the  first  2  years.  We  let  them 
get  together.  We  do  not  take  away  that 
welfare  check.  But,  yes,  one  of  them 
has  to  work  30  hours  a  week,  but  yet 
we  are  encouraging  families  to  get  to- 
gether. That  is  more  compassionate. 
Mr.  Speaker,  than  letting  parents  split 
up  and  children  go  without  fathers  and 
without  mothers. 

The  culture  of  violence.  The  non- 
working,  nonproductive  part  of  our  so- 
ciety is  a  big  factor  in  the  deficit  that 
we  face  each  year.  The  human  cost  of 
the  welfare  state:  poor  Americans  are 
trapped  in  unsafe  housing,  they  are 
saddled  with  the  rules  that  are 
antiwork,  antifamily,  and 

antiproperty.  They  are  forced  to  have 
their  children  attend  some  public 
school  monopolies,  and  I  would  ask  any 
American  to  visit  the  D.C.  schools. 
They  are  trying  their  best.  I  listened  to 
the  supenntendent,  but  yet  they  need 
that  investment  into  education,  and 
the  gentleman  was  right.  We  need  to 
invest  in  education,  but  we  also  need  to 
let  the  States  have  the  power  to  wield 
their  wealth  and  give  the  money  to 
them  in  the  block  grants  so  that  they 
can  direct  the  money,  not  have  Wash- 

In  the  name  of  compassion  we  have 
funded  a  system  that  is  cruel  and  de- 
stroys families.  We  need  to  change 
that.  Welfare  spending  now  exceeds, 
and  listen  to  this.  Mr.  Speaker,  welfare 
spending  exceeds  $305  billion  per  year, 
a  total  of  $5  trillion  since  1965,  $305  bil- 
lion a  year  in  welfare,  and  look  at  what 
it  has  got  us  today,  a  failed  state.  But 
yet  many  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  would  just  have 
us  dump  more  money  into  those  366 
programs  to  say,  well,  we  need  it  for 
the  children.  Well.  I  would  say  to  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  cruel  to  keep  the 
current  welfare  system.  The  $305  bil- 
lion is  three  times  the  amount  needed 
to  raise  all  poor  Americans  above  the 
poverty  line,  and  that  is  in  1  year.  We 
can  just  give  the  poor  Americans 
money,  and  it  would  do  more,  except  it 
would  keep  them  on  the  welfare  state 
and  not  encourage  them  to  work. 

Since  1965,  the  juvenile  arrest  rate 
for  violent  crimes  has  tripled,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  think  most  Americans 
would  agree  it  is  the  condition  of  what 
we  gave  them  the  welfare  state  as  it 
exists  today.  Look  at  the  Federal  hous- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13147 


ing  projects.  You  have  heard  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  state  that  no  civ- 
ilization can  survive  with  12-year-olds 
having  babies,  15-year-olds  killing  each 
other,  17-year-olds  dying  of  AIDS  and 
18-year-olds  receiving  diplomas  that 
they  cannot  read.  In  this  information 
age  we  are  looking  at  taking  right  in 
the  Library  of  Congress  and  putting  it 
on  CD  Rom  for  about  $45  million,  and  it 
would  be  expediential  to  reprint  all  of 
those  books. 

D  2000 

And  we  are  going  to  do  that.  But  that 
also  requires  that  American  children 
can  read  and  soak  in  some  of  that  in- 
formation. Furthermore,  no  civiliza- 
tion can  survive  with  parents  and 
grandparents  cheating  their  children 
by  refusing  to  balance  the  budget  and 
live  within  their  means. 

The  welfare  state  cheats  the  poor. 
The  unbalanced  budget  cheats  every 
child.  The  legacy  we  are  leaving  our 
children  is  moral  and  physically  bank- 
rupt, Mr.  Speaker.  But  yet  there  are 
some  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  that 
would  have  us  say.  we  are  cutting,  we 
are  cutting. 

Again  I  would  like  to  state,  in  the 
last  7  years  we  spent  $9.5  trillion.  In 
the  next  7  years  we  are  going  to  plan  to 
spend  $11.5  trillion.  That  is  a  reduction 
to  plan  to  spend  $11.5  trillion.  That  is  a 
reduction  in  the  growth. 

Transforming  the  welfare  state  into 
an  opportunity  society  for  the  poor  re- 
quires a  shift  from  caretaking  to  car- 
ing: welfare  reform  that  emphasizes 
work,  family  and  opportunity,  vol- 
unteerism  and  spiritual  renewal:  re- 
newing the  basic  values  of  American 
civilization,  tax  incentives  for  work. 
not  to  stay  on  welfare:  investment  and 

Look  at  what  enterpreneurship— I 
watched  a  movie  on  TV  late  last  night. 
It  was  called  A  Woman,  I  believe,  A 
Woman  of  Means.  I  cannot  remember 
the  name  of  the  movie,  but  it  was  basi- 
cally about  a  woman  that  started  off 
very,  very  poor.  She  had  a  child  out  of 
wedlock.  She  worked  in  the  mills.  She 
worked  hour  after  hour  and  saved.  She 
saved  every  penny,  and  finally  she 
went  up  and  bought  a  little  store.  She 
even  made  jellies.  She  made  linens.  She 
bought  and  opened  up  a  little  bigger 
store,  and  pretty  soon  she  bought  the 
store  next  to  her.  She  worked  night 
and  day,  and  pretty  soon  that  gentle- 
woman became  a  multimillionaire. 

Many  of  which  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  would  call  the  rich.  But  yet 
this  woman  had  taken  her  life  and 
worked  and  scraped  and  saved  and  done 
everything,  employed  thousands  of  peo- 
ple: but  yet  the  Clinton  administration 
would  tax  her.  They  would  put  OSHA 
on  her  back,  put  rules  and  regulations 
which  would  cause  her  to  lay  off  peo- 
ple. We  cannot  continue  to  do  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  growth  is  a  very  im- 
portant factor  in  balancing  the  budget. 


Reestablishing  property  ownership 
and  full  citizenship  for  the  poor,  look 
at  Jack  Kemp's  original  HOPE  and 
HOME  programs  that  many  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  embrace.  Learning  to 
focus  on  education,  government  protec- 
tion of  the  poor  against  violence  and 
drugs. 

The  second  strategic  improvement  is 
restoring  freedom  by  ending  the  cen- 
tralized bureaucratic  micromanage- 
ment  by  the  Government  in  Washing- 
ton. We  only  get  25  or  23  cents  out  of 
every  buck  into  education.  That  is  the 
wrong  way  to  go. 

The  general  rule  for  decisionmaking 
for  local  problems,  local  government  is 
generally  better  than  the  national  gov- 
ernment, and  the  private  sector  is  gen- 
erally better  than  local  government. 
Limit  the  State  bureaucracies,  and  we 
should  be  trying  to  attempt  to  get  as 
much  money  as  we  can  down  to  the 
local  level. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  third  strategic  im- 
provement is  promoting  economic 
growth  and  jobs  and  prosperity.  Alan 
Greenspan  said,  if  we  balance  the  budg- 
et, and  I  quote,  "you  cannot  imagine 
the  wonderful  things  that  will  hap- 
pen." The  soundness  of  the  dollar  in 
America  and  abroad  will  be  enhanced. 
Interest  rates  will  go  down  by  2  per- 
cent. We  will  create  millions  of  jobs. 

So  there  is  an  important  factor  in 
growth,  but  yet  those  that  would  tell 
you  to  balance  the  budget,  capital 
gains  are  only  for  the  rich.  I  ask  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  look  at  it  logically  and  I 
think  you  will  find  another  axiom. 

The  American  economy  needs  to 
grow  within  increasingly  competitive 
world  markets,  to  increase  revenues  so 
that  the  Federal  Government  budget 
can  be  balanced  without  raising  the 
'oaxes.  The  iiioi'e  people  you  have  work- 
ing, the  less  taxes  you  have  to  pay 
from  everybody,  and  the  less  taxes  you 
have  to  put  on  business,  and  the  more 
people  they  can  hire,  and  the  more  peo- 
ple that  can  pay  taxes.  It  is  called  mac- 
roeconomics. Mr.  Speaker.  To  pay  for 
the  Social  Security  and  Medicare  in 
the  21st  century,  that  is  important 
also,  Mr.  Speaker. 

At  1  percent  less  rate  of  growth,  the 
current  projection,  what  does  it  mean? 
Social  Security  goes  into  a  deficit  13 
years  sooner  by  just  a  1  percent  less 
growth.  At  a  1  percent  more  growth, 
the  Federal  tax  revenues  are  $716  bil- 
lion greater,  by  just  1  percent.  That  is 
a  great  amount  of  money,  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  any  means. 

In  7  years  the  difference  between  the 
high  and  the  low  economic  growth  pro- 
ductions means  a  $1.2  billion  swing  in 
the  size  of  the  Federal  budget  and  the 
deficit. 

Let  me  give  you  a  classic  eAample. 
High  growth  rates  can  be  achieved  and 
sustained  on  following  the  right  poli- 
cies, just  as  good  health  comes  from 
good  nutrition  and  exercise.  Example: 
Japan,  through  the  years  of  1975  and 
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1993.  18  years  without  a  recession,  a  4.2 
percent  annual  growth  rate.  And  re- 
member what  we  said,  just  a  1  percent 
interest  growth  rate  would  mean  bil- 
lions of  dollars  for  the  budget. 

Yet  we  take  a  look  at  the  United 
States,  compared  from  1973  through 
1993,  three  recessions  we  have  gone 
through  in  the  United  States  during 
that  period,  a  2.6  percent  instead  of 
over  a  4  percent  annual  growth  rate, 
and  it  only  gave  us  a  1  percent  annual 
personal  income  increase. 

Imagine  if  America  had  matched  the 
Japanese  in  economic  growth  rate  over 
that  period  of  time.  The  real  GDP 
would  have  been  1.8  trillion  greater. 
Per  capita  income  would  have  been,  lis- 
ten to  this.  Mr.  Speaker,  $8,955  per 
worker  greater  for  just  matching  what 
the  Japanese  did. 

Greater  American  competitiveness 
and  increased  economic  growth  re- 
quires a  tax  code  that  favors  work,  not 
Big  Government,  savings  on  invest- 
ment, less  litigation,  less  regulation 
and  redtape,  lean  and  effective  bu- 
reaucracies, lifetime  learning,  entre- 
preneurial culture,  sensible  govern- 
ment investments  in  infrastructure, 
government  research  and  development 
leading  to  corporate  product  develop- 
ment and  marketing. 

The  fourth  strategic  improvement  is 
leading  the  transformation  to  an  infor- 
mation age.  The  speaker  holds  up  a 
tube,  a  vacuum  tube,  a  tube  that  you 
will  fly  home  with  if  you  are  flying  this 
weekend  with  the  FAA.  The  United 
States  is  the  largest  producer  of  the 
vacuum  tube.  But  yet  government,  by 
buying  a  computer  chip,  is  worth  a  mil- 
lion vacuum  tubes.  And  yet  we  need  to 
step  into  the  future  and  do  that.  But 
we  are  not.  We  have  not  been  able  to  do 
that.  Just  think  about  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  by  switching  to  a 
computer  chip  instead  of  a  vacuum 
tube  in  our  government. 

Over  the  last  15  years,  the  Ford 
Motor  Co.  has  transformed  itself 
through  new  technologies  and  new  cul- 
ture to  qualify  and  through  productiv- 
ity. Today  Ford  produces  the  same 
number  of  cars,  two  and  one  half  times 
the  quality,  with  one  half  the  work 
force.  Consider  what  government  could 
do  if  it  could  match  that  same  stand- 
ard. We  could  send  half  of  us  home,  half 
of  the  staff  home.  I  think  many  of  the 
American  people  would  support  that, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

New  breakthroughs  do  not  fit  into 
the  traditional  role  of  government.  It 
is  too  hard  to  change,  too  long. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  a  program  and 
a  change.  We  plan  on  merging  or  doing 
away  with  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, eliminating  HUD,  eliminating 
the  Department  of  Energy  and  elimi- 
nating the  Department  of  Commerce. 
Eliminating  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation is  $4  billion  every  year  that  we 
could  save.  Eliminating  HUD  is  $15  bil- 
lion.   Eliminating   the   Department   of 


Energy  is  $20  billion.  They  say,  how 
can  you  give  a  tax  break  and  give  the 
money  back  to  the  American  people? 

I  heard  Russia  mentioned  today  and 
that  we  are  spending  too  much  money 
on  defense.  We  gave  the  former  Soviet 
Union  a  billion  dollars  to  dismantle  nu- 
clear weapons.  We  gave  them  another 
$4  to  $5  billion  in  nation  building,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Last  year  Russia  built  five 
Typhoon  nuclear  class  submarines,  the 
Red  October  type  class  submarines. 
They  built  a  Mig-35  which  is  superior 
to  our  F-15  and  F-14  fighters.  They 
have  an  AA-10  missile  which  is  supe- 
rior to  our  AMRAAM.  They  have  a  tor- 
pedo, an  underwater  torpedo  that  will 
go  over  100  miles  per  hour.  Yet  we  are 
giving  them  money  so  that  they  can 
fight  a  war  in  another  country. 

We  need  to  invest  at  home,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  not  send  the  money 
abroad.  We  need  to  increase  our  own 
economic  model  in  this  country.  Create 
the  jobs,  balance  the  budget,  solve  the 
Medicare  system,  and  work  so  that  the 
babyboomers  will  have  a  retirement  to 
look  to. 

Debt  consumes  America.  Again,  we 
are  paying  nearing  nearly  a  billion  dol- 
lars a  day  on  just  the  interest. 

The  Clinton  administration  knows 
the  crisis  is  coming.  Social  Security 
will  face  a  cash  deficit  by  the  year  2013. 
The  unified  deficit  will  increase  unless 
taxes  are  raised  or  benefits  reduced, 
and  it  comes  even  earlier  in  1999:  Clin- 
ton's 0MB  Director  Alice  Rivlin  on  10/ 
94.  But  yet  the  President  fails  to  pro- 
vide a  solution. 

I  ask  the  President  to  engage.  Give 
us  your  plan  to  balance  the  budget,  put 
away  the  1996  elections.  Give  us  your 
plan  to  save  Medicare  instead  of  the 
1996  elections. 

The  Clinton  debt  numbers  actually 
underestimate  the  problem  because 
they  fail  to  account  for  four  additional 
powerful  factors.  Mr.  Speaker.  The  tax- 
payers' burden  is  paying  interest  on 
the  debt,  the  cost  of  higher  interest 
rates  caused  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's borrowing,  the  imminent  finan- 
cial crisis  in  Medicare,  if  it  is  not 
saved,  and  the  soon-retiring 
babyboomers  and  their  effect  on  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund. 

Every  citizen  will  have  to  pay  a  lot 
more  in  taxes  and  interest  on  the  debt 
unless  we  solve  the  problem.  Over  the 
next  11  years,  we  will  pay  as  much  in 
taxes  just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
debt  as  the  entire  debt  that  has  ever 
existed. 

The  following  Americans  will  pay  a 
lot  on  interest  to  the  debt  which  builds 
up  over  a  time  in  their  lives.  Let  us 
take  Sally,  in  1995.  $187,150.  Our  spend- 
ing today  saddles  our  children  with 
debt  tomorrow.  That  is  not  a  legacy 
that  I  wish  to  leave  my  children. 

In  1997  we  will  pay  more  for  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt  than  we  will  pay  for 
all  of  national  defense.  That  is  sad,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  that  is  on  the  interest. 


That  is  not  on  the  principal.  It  does 
not  go  into  our  banks.  It  goes  to  for- 
eign interests  and  foreign  subsidies 
used  against  us  in  economic  warfare 
such  as  Japan,  such  as  China,  such  as 
Russia. 

Budget  deficits  raise  interest  rates 
and  cost  everyone  additional  money. 
What  a  balanced  budget  will  mean,  I 
quote  Federal  Reserve  chairman  Alan 
Greenspan:  I  think  real  incomes  and 
purchasing  power  of  the  real  incomes 
will  significantly  improve  what  they 
look  for  in  their  children  and  they  are 
doing  better,  and  they  will  do  better. 

Alan  Greenspan  stated  that  most 
Americans  feel  that  their  children  will 
do  worse  than  they  have  in  their 
present  lifetimes.  That  is  a  sad  com- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 

I  feel  that  we  are  doing  the  most  im- 
portant things  that  we  have  ever  done 
in  our  lives.  When  we  are  only  getting 
small  amounts  of  dollars  to  the  prob- 
lems that  we  have,  when  this  nation  is 
headed  for  economic  ruin  and  a  second 
rate  country  economically  and  we  are 
going  to  lose  our  health  care  systems, 
we  have  got  to  do  something  about  it. 

I  feel  proud  to  be  able  to  take  part  in 
that.  I  ask  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  put  away  the  rhetoric, 
put  away  the  information  that  is  com- 
ing out  and  join  us  and  embrace  it.  We 
want  to  save  this  country  for  our  chil- 
dren, because,  again,  if  we  do  not.  they 
are  going  to  owe  far  more  than  we 
could  ever  pay:  not  a  legacy  that  we 
want  to  leave  for  our  children. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  going  to  close  in 
just  a  second.  I  am  going  to  basically 
state  that  in  the  future  of  this  House 
and  working  with  the  Senate,  with 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  whether  we  re- 
ceive a  balanced  budget  amendment  or 
not.  we  are  going  to  balance  the  budget 
in  2002. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.'V- 
siCH]  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
has  taken  every  single  Member's  infor- 
mation into  account  in  our  conference. 
The  COLA'S  for  retirements  are  back 
in.  The  items,  the  common  goal  and 
the  common  thread  when  it  comes 
down  to  it,  in  the  year  2002  we  will 
have  a  balanced  budget  in  this  country, 
and  what  a  great  thing  that  will  mean, 
Mr.  Speaker. 
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THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Camp).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12.  1995,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas  [Ms.  J.\ckson-Lee]  is  recog- 
nized for  60  minutes  as  the  designee  of 
the  minority  leader. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  clarify  a  budget  process 
that  has  been  caught  up  in  much  con- 
troversy and  debate.  I  heard  a  col- 
league today  at  an  earlier  presentation 
suggest  that  we  might  do  well  to  en- 
gage in  dialog  and  turn  ourselves  away 


from  this  whole  idea  of  debate  and 
speak  to  the  issues  that  I  believe  the 
American  people  can  understand.  Com- 
ing from  the  18th  District  in  Texas,  the 
fourth  largest  city  in  the  Nation.  Hous- 
ton. I  am  going  to  use  as  a  backdrop  to 
this  discussion  this  evening  as  a  re- 
minder where  our  State  already  finds 
itself  under  the  present  rescissions  bill 
that  is  yet  to  come  back  to  the  House 
but  already  evidences  that  our  State 
will  lose  some  $1.1  billion  in  needs  of 
family  nutrition,  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren, school  nutrition,  and  Medicaid, 
that  takes  care  of  the  many  needs  of 
our  children  and  our  senior  citizens. 

Interestingly,  there  is  a  sharp  divide 
in  the  vision  and  the  focus  of  this  Na- 
tion. For  in  the  debate  and  the  dis- 
course that  we  have  heard,  we  have 
been  told  that  the  deficit  will  break 
the  very  backs  of  this  country.  Yet  we 
find  when  we  analyze  the  deficit  and 
compare  it  to  the  GNP  in  this  Nation 
compared  with  other  western  civiliza- 
tion nations,  we  have  the  smallest  per- 
centage of  deficit  of  any  other  country. 

This  does  not  mean  that  we  do  not 
face  up  to  our  responsibilities  and 
begin  to  confront  the  hard  issues  of 
deficit  reduction.  As  a  new  Member  of 
Congress,  I  have  made  that  commit- 
ment because  I  have  come  from  that 
kind  of  history.  For  local  governments 
do  not  carry  deficits  from  one  fiscal 
year  to  the  next.  We  know  the  hard  re- 
sponse of  being  able  to  pay  as  you  go. 

I  do  want  to  clarify,  however,  that 
many  of  the  local  and  State  govern- 
ments have  a  luxury  that  this  country 
does  not,  and.  that  is,  that  they  sepa- 
rate out  their  operating  budget  from 
the  budget  that  deals  with  capital  im- 
provements, a  consideration  that  I 
have  raised  as  a  possible  direction  for 
this  Nation  to  take,  ongoing  debt  ver- 
sus immediate  debt. 

In  any  event  as  we  begin  to  dialog 
about  this  deficit  reduction  and  this 
budget  resolution,  which  has  been 
characterized  as  a  resolution  to  solve 
the  budget  deficit  by  the  year  2002. 
Juxtaposed  to  that  representation  is 
the  inquiry  of  where  the  Democrats' 
budget  proposal  might  be. 

To  clarify,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  majority  party  in  this  House,  of 
course,  to  present  a  budget.  Certainly 
that  was  to  have  been  done  by  April  15 
and,  of  course,  we  did  not  receive  such 
a  resolution  until  last  week.  Not  only 
did  we  not  receive  it  until  last  week, 
about  the  second  week  in  May,  but  we 
now  are  to  address  this  resolution  and 
find  a  common  bond  and  resolution  in 
a  matter  of  less  than  48  hours.  This  will 
be  debated  on  the  House  floor  tomor- 
row, Wednesday,  and  voted  on  before 
the  end  of  this  week.  There  will  be 
Democratic  proposals.  There  will  be 
amendments  that  will  be  offered.  And 
so  the  responsibility  that  is  charged  to 
those  of  us  who  are  Democrats  is  being 
upheld.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  tone 
of  the  debate  is  suggesting  that  one's 


responsibility  has  not  been  taken  care 
of. 

But  the  sharp  divide  over  which  di- 
rection this  Nation  should  go  causes 
me  to  rise  this  evening  to  say  that 
clearly  the  Republican  Party  needed  to 
take  a  couple  of  more  months  in  order 
to  strike  a  more  effective  chord  of  bi- 
partisanship that  would  help  to  ap- 
proach the  deficit  reduction  that  we  all 
would  like  to  have  but.  as  well,  create 
a  vision  of  opportunity  and  challenge 
and  success  for  this  Nation. 

Interestingly  enough  as  we  were 
being  cajoled  into  thinking  that  life 
was  all  right  in  the  late  1920's  and  the 
early  1930's  under  the  leadership  of  the 
Republican  Party  as  we  moved  into  the 
deep  recesses  of  depression,  many  peo- 
ple would  have  thought  of  a  variety  of 
ways  to  increase  productivity  and  to 
get  this  country  out  of  the  depths  of 
depression.  It,  however,  took  a  creative 
Government  under  the  leadership  of 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  to  both  an- 
swer the  question  of  debt  but  as  well 
answer  the  question  of  productivity. 

This  country  today  is  crying  out  for 
productivity.  It  is  crying  out  for  a  need 
of  jobs,  for  the  engine  to  run  corporate 
America  to  produce  jobs,  for  the  do- 
mestic energy  industry  to  be  refueled 
and  retooled.  It  is  crying  out  for  those 
who  would  seek  to  bridge  themselves 
out  of  dependence  into  independence  an 
opportunity  to  do  so.  This  budget  does 
not  speak  to  that.  In  fact,  it  under- 
mines that. 

While  their  proposal  would  provide 
for  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002, 
it  would  abolish  several  vital  Cabinet 
departments.  Low  and  moderate  in- 
come Americans  and  particularly  chil- 
dren would  be  impacted.  According  to 
the  new  Washington  Post/ABC  News 
poll,  if  we  are  to  be  pundits  of  polls,  my 
opinions  are  apparently  shared  by  a 
majority  of  Americans.  Sixty  percent 
of  poll  respondents  oppose  abolishing 
the  Education  and  Energy  Depart- 
ments and  56  percent  oppose  shutting 
down  the  Commerce  Department, 
which,  by  the  way,  has  been  a  most 
productive  department  that  we  have 
seen  over  the  last  couple  of  years  cre- 
ating billions  of  dollars  in  business  op- 
portunities for  America's  business, 
both  small  and  large.  And.  of  course, 
they  oppose  the  cutting  of  the  needs  of 
those  who  rely  upon  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid. 

I  am  further  concerned  about  the 
budget  resolution  for  several  reasons. 
One  reason  is  because  it  would  nega- 
tively impact  the  Social  Security  Sys- 
tem and  the  43  million  Social  Security 
recipients  nationwide. 

The  Republican  leadership  has 
pledged  that  Social  Security  would  not 
be  hurt  by  their  budget,  but  we  now 
know  that  they  want  to  change  the 
rules.  They  want  to  reduce  annual 
cost-of-living  increases  that  would  in 
effect  cut  Social  Security  benefits  by 
$24  billion  between  1999  and  2002. 


Let's  put  some  faces  to  that,  because 

obviously  these  are  just  numbers.  But 
what  happens  to  those  citizens  who  to- 
tally rely  upon  their  income  and  their 
support  from  Social  Security?  It  is  all 
right  to  say  that  in  the  years  past,  you 
would  match  pension  benefits  with  So- 
cial Security  benefits.  Those  were  the 
good  old  days.  It  comes  now  full  circle 
that  many  of  our  working  citizens,  who 
for  many  reasons  believed  that  Social 
Security  was  a  trust  fund,  although  we 
recognize  that  it  is  one  where  you  are 
now  paying  into  it  to  pay  for  those  who 
are  on  it  at  this  point,  still  the  concept 
is,  I  paid  into  Social  Security  with  the 
belief  that  it  would  be  there  for  me 
upon  retirement.  The  tragedy  of  that, 
however,  is  that  many  of  those  individ- 
uals, and  particularly  those  who  are  on 
SSI,  the  physically  challenged,  our 
children,  have  come  to  have  that  as  the 
only  source  of  support  that  they  might 
need  to  carry  on  their  life  and  to  sur- 
vive. That  is  the  face  of  Social  Secu- 
rity. So  we  can  fix  something  without 
eliminating  it. 

Second,  the  budget  resolution  does 
not  represent  an  adequate  investment 
in  human  capital.  We  have  spent  an  ex- 
ercise over  the  last  couple  of  weeks 
talking  about  welfare  reform.  I  clearly 
challenged  that,  for  I  am  committed  to 
welfare  reform  and  challenged  the  pro- 
posal that  passed  this  House  as  welfare 
punishment,  for  it  was  inconsistent 
with  the  so-called  results  that  were 
looked  to.  That  is,  by  terminating  peo- 
ple a  certain  period  of  time,  there  was 
some  reason  to  that  debate,  that  citi- 
zens should  not  be  on  welfare  for  their 
entire  life,  to  break  the  cycle,  but  how 
much  of  a  response  do  you  get  by  ter- 
minating someone  off  a  benefit  that 
they  may  need?  Not  the  able-bodied 
citizen  or  someone  who  can  go  out  the 
next  day  and  get  a  job  but  the  person 
who  truly  has  dependent  children,  did 
not  finish  their  education,  and  has  no 
skills. 

If  you  are  serious  about  welfare  re- 
form, then  you  would  have  several  ele- 
ments: Job  training,  child  care,  and 
some  sort  of  incentive  to  your  busi- 
nesses to  provide  jobs  for  those  individ- 
uals. None  of  that  was  included  in  the 
welfare  proposal  that  was  passed  out  of 
this  House.  Yet  now  we  come  full  scale 
with  a  budget  that  would  include  sev- 
eral points  that  cut  into  my  sense  that 
there  is  any  seriousness  with  the  Re- 
publican Party  on.  one.  their  commit- 
ment to  true  welfare  reform,  and  then 
to  a  realistic  budget  that  responds  to 
the  deep  diversity  of  this  Nation;  not 
necessarily  poor  to  rich  but  all  of  those 
in  between  who  may  at  some  time  in 
their  life  fall  upon  hard  times,  those 
individuals  who  may  need  Medicaid  at 
some  point,  those  individuals  who  may 
need  a  school  lunch  program  or  a 
school  breakfast  program  at  some 
point  in  their  life,  those  who  may  need 
aid  to  dependent  children  at  some  time 
in  their  life.  Much  of  this  now  in  the 
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rescissions  package,  which  is  rescind- 
ing back  what  was  already  authorized, 
is  further  being  cut  through  the  budg- 
et. 

Let  me  just  cite  what  is  being  cut 
out  of  the  Republican  budget  as  I  talk 
about  the  human  capital  impact,  put- 
ting faces  to  the  impact  of  this  budget 
resolution.  Again,  moving  us  far  away 
from  striking  a  bipartisan  chord  to 
move  us  toward  deficit  reduction  and 
as  well  strike  a  positive  vision  for  this 
Nation,  one  that  captures  the  spirit  of 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt,  creating 
the  productivity  of  this  Nation  to  cre- 
ate jobs  and  opportunity. 

First  of  all  we  cut  Medicare  under 
this  budget  by  $283  billion  over  7  years 
from  1996  to  2002.  Falsely  we  are  hear- 
ing that  in  fact  Medicare  will  be  in- 
creased to  about  $1.4  trillion  approxi- 
mately. This  cut,  however,  which  is  a 
realistic  aspect,  and  I  would  welcome  a 
dialogue  and  a  rebuttal  of  this  particu- 
lar point,  it  will  add  $1,060  to  the  out- 
of-pocket  costs  of  seniors  by  the  year 
2002.  It  will  cut  Medicaid  by  $184  billion 
over  the  7  years.  Many  of  our  indigent 
seniors  rely  upon  that  kind  of  health 
dollars  to  provide  their  health  care  for 
them.  Clearly  there  is  a  singular  voice 
saying,  "Why  do  we  not  have  health  re- 
form?" Of  course,  we  have  attempted 
that  on  many  occasions.  That  might  be 
the  appropriate  answer  than  rushing  to 
judgment  and  making  cuts  that  would 
burden  those  already  burdened. 

I  have  mentioned  Social  Security 
cuts  and  that  would  cut  the  average 
benefit  over  1999  to  2002,  this  would 
bring  the  benefits  cut  to  about  $240  by 
the  year  2002. 

Of  course  all  of  this  points  to  the  Re- 
publican tax  cut  which  loses  revenue 
for  this  Nation  of  $353  billion  over  the 
next  7  vears  and  gives  the  wealthiest 
families  a  tax  cut  of  about  $20,000  while 
giving  middle-income  families  only 
about  $555  in  total  tax  relief. 

I  said  that  this  was  an  opportunity  to 
clarify  the  Republican  budget,  not  a 
time  so  much  to  cite  those  who  would 
offer  their  views.  But  I  will  say  that 
many,  many  of  the  economists  around 
this  Nation  have  all  had  one  voice  in 
saying  that  this  is  the  inappropriate 
time,  the  worst  time  to  offer  unneeded 
tax  cuts. 

We  all  wish  to  offer  to  the  American 
people  their  fair  share  back  from  the 
Government.  There  is  no  doubt  on  that. 
But  when  you  ask  them  a  pointed  ques- 
tion as  to  their  desire  for  effective  Fed- 
eral services,  efficient,  downsized,  re- 
sponsible Federal  services,  they  will 
answer  you  yes  every  time  as  opposed 
to  a  one-time  tax  cut  that  does  nothing 
but  add  a  burden  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  reduce  the  revenue  for 
much  needed  desires  of  reducing  the 
deficit. 

D  2030 

Of  course  ultimately  this  budget  pro- 
posal will  raise  taixes  on  families  by  $17 


billion  between  1999  and  2002  by  reduc- 
ing the  indexing  of  tax  breaks,  et 
cetera,  and  the  personal  exemption  by 
0.6  percent  each  year. 

Let  me  add  what  else  it  will  do.  I  sup- 
ported the  unfunded-mandates  legisla- 
tion, which  means  that  you  do  not  bur- 
den your  States  and  local  government 
with  legislation  of  which  they  cannot 
pay  for. 

What  happens,  however,  when  the 
myriad  of  programs  that  have  been  ef- 
fective and  effectively  utilized  by  State 
and  local  governments  are  no  more  and 
thereby  they  have  to  fill  in  the  gap  and 
pay  for  these  with  moneys  that  they  do 
not  have?  That  is,  in  fact,  an  unfunded 
mandate.  There  you  have  a  budget  res- 
olution that  has  no  vision  and  needs  to 
be  clarified  and  does  not  seek,  if  you 
will,  or  does  not  provide  the  results  of 
which  the  proponents  argue  that  it 
does. 

Student  loans.  I  received  a  very  per- 
sonal and  very  moving  letter  from  a 
student  from  the  University  of  Houston 
asking  why  would  we  in  a  time  when 
we  are  encouraging  our  young  people 
to  be  prepared  for  the  technology  of 
the  21st  century,  when  today  we  find 
that  most  college  students  will  come 
out  of  college  with  70-percent  loans  and 
30-percent  scholarships  or  grants,  con- 
trary to  some  10  or  15  years  ago  when 
it  was  quite  the  opposite,  it  was  70-per- 
cent scholarship  and  grants  and  pos- 
sibly 30-percent  loans,  they  come  out 
already  with  a  burden  of  some  70  per- 
cent in  loans,  looking  for  employment. 
We  now  have  before  us  a  proposal  by 
the  Republican  Budget  Committee, 
presented  to  the  House,  to  cut  student 
loans  by  $18.7  billion  by  charging  stu- 
dents interest  on  their  loans  while  they 
are  still  in  school.  This  is  a  $5,000-per- 
student  increase  in  the  interest  costs 
of  the  average  loan. 

What  that  simply  means  is  for  many 
students  that  will  simply,  and  I  can  un- 
derline that  word  even  more,  deny 
them  an  opportunity  for  higher  edu- 
cation. 

We  will  also  find  that  a  great  deal  of 
the  focus  will  be  on  domestic  spending, 
they  will  cut  a  lot  of  our  domestic 
spending  as  opposed  to  spreading  the 
burden  of  these  cuts  around  a  whole 
source  of  individuals. 

Defense  spending  increases  by  $69  bil- 
lion above  what  has  been  asked  for  by 
the  President's  budget,  thereby  cutting 
domestic  spending  and  adding  to  the 
defense  budget  without  the  full  hearing 
as  to  whether  or  not  that  is  truly  need- 
ed. 

I  cannot  imagine  how  in  this  high- 
tech  economy  moving  into  the  21st 
Century  we  would  pull  away  from  in- 
vesting in  human  capital.  I  cannot 
imaigine  how  we  would  present  to  the 
world  economy  ill-prepared  students 
and  ill-prepared  citizens  because  of  a 
lack  of  opportunities  for  education. 

The  GOP  budget  would  make  inex- 
cusable cuts  in  educational  and  train- 
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ing  programs  over  the  next  7  years. 
The  Goals  2000  program  designed  to  as- 
sist local  school  districts,  parents  and 
students,  and  by  the  way  have  been 
touted  by  school  districts  around  this 
Nation,  will  experience  a  $2.8  billion 
cut  over  this  period.  Again  let  me  re- 
mind you  we  are  talking  again  now 
about  unfunded  mandates  because 
those  programs  have  been  effective  in 
providing  the  even  playing  field  in  edu- 
cation for  many  of  our  primary  and 
secondary  students. 

Title  I  grants  which  currently  aid 
more  than  700,000  disadvantaged  school 
children  would  suffer  cuts  of  $5.1  bil- 
lion; in  essence  what  happened  is  they 
take  the  programs  that  have  the  least 
number  of  individuals  who  can  walk 
the  halls  and  lobby  Congresspersons, 
because  either  they  are  unable,  they 
are  disabled,  or  they  are  too  young  to 
speak  and,  so  here  we  are,  here  we  are 
looking  at  the  budget  cuts  that  are 
supposed  to  be  reasonable  and  are  sup- 
posed to  put  us  moving  forward  in  to 
the  year  2000,  and  I  can  point  to  you 
time  after  time  after  time  the  cuts  for 
children. 

Bilingual  education  programs  serving 
650,000  children  are  particularly  impor- 
tant to  the  State  of  Texas;  that  would 
be  cut  by  $1.4  billion.  Vocational  edu- 
cation programs,  the  programs  busi- 
ness leaders  tell  us  will  become  in- 
creasingly critical  for  the  competitive- 
ness of  the  American  work  force,  pro- 
grams that  assist  1  million  noncollege- 
bound  Americans  gain  skills  they  need 
to  find  good-paying  jobs,  would  be  cut 
by  some  $8.2  billion.  That  is  very  inter- 
esting, because  what  you  find  there  is 
quite  the  contrary  view  being  spoken 
by  the  CEO's  of  major  corporations. 
They  are  concerned  about  the  training 
of  the  work  force  for  the  21st  century. 
They  are  concerned  that  there  will  not 
be  enough  individuals  well  trained  in 
technology  to  meet  their  employment 
needs. 

What  does  that  say  in  cutting  the 
kind  of  training  that  is  job-specific, 
which  is  vocational  training,  that 
many  of  our  young  people,  sometimes 
returning  adults,  adults  that  are  going 
back  to  school  having  been  laid  off 
through  downsizing  or  the  changing 
technology  in  their  particular  job  or 
profession,  to  not  have  the  opportunity 
to  train  in  the  best  training  for  the 
jobs  of  the  21st  century,  so  we  will  cut 
that. 

Some  would  say  well,  let  the  private 
sector  do  it.  That  has  typically  not 
been  the  case  in  these  kinds  of  voca- 
tional training  opportunities.  We  have 
certainly  been  able  to  partnership  with 
the  private  sector,  but  the  Government 
has  been  an  effective  partner  in  that  to 
provide  the  training  for  these  individ- 
uals then  to  go  into  the  work  force,  to 
be  productive  to  allow  us  to  be  com- 
petitive and  then  for  them  to  be  tax- 
payers. We  have  just  cut  that  cycle  off 
in  the  most  ill-conceived  manner  that  I 
could  imagine. 
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The  safe  and  drug-free  schools  and 
communities  program  would  be  cut  by 
$3.4  billion.  Having  met  with  two  of  my 
school  districts,  North  Forest  Inde- 
pendent School  District  and  Houston 
Independent  School  District,  I  realize 
how  important  these  programs  can  be 
to  setting  the  tone  and  as  well  provid- 
ing a  violence-free  atmosphere  for  our 
children  to  learn. 

Just  today  I  announced  two  of  our 
schools  in  Houston  that  were  cited  for 
their  drug-free  and  violence-free  at- 
mosphere. Principal  Alice  Brimberry  of 
Link  Elementary  School  and  Theodore 
Merrill  of  Tidwell  Elementary  School 
with  efforts  to  keep  their  schools  drug 
free  and  violence  free,  and  I  would 
think  they  would  be  shuddering  that 
these  programs  would  not  have  the 
support  that  they  have  had  in  the  past 
to  go  forward  more  than  simply  saying 
to  your  youngster,  "Just  say  no,"  but 
actually  allowing  them  to  feel  free.  I 
wonder  if  you  realize  that  in  recent 
studies  of  elementary  school  students 
and  middle-school  students  when  ques- 
tions were  asked  of  them  what  did  they 
view  as  their  future  or  what  did  they 
hope  for,  some  of  them  said  merely  to 
be  alive  or  they  wondered  about  wheth- 
er they  would  grow  up  to  be  an  adult. 
It  is  the  kind  of  influence  that  many 
of  us  could  not  fathom,  that  children 
worry  about  violence  and  surviving 
past  a  certain  age,  whether  or  not  they 
will  get  to  be  an  adult,  whether  or  not 
they  will  get  to  be  married  or  have 
children  or  live  in  a  society  where  they 
feel  safe.  These  are  frightening  an- 
swers, but  it  means  that  it  is  impor- 
tant for  us  to  invest  in  human  capital. 
The  Perkins  student  loan  program 
which  I  mentioned  earlier  in  the  listing 
of  the  cuts,  which  makes  low-interest 
loans  to  700.000  students— how  about 
this— would  be  totally  eliminated. 

Now  I  think  we  all  can  address  the 
issue  of  ensuring  that  we  pay  for  what 
we  get.  We  want  to  ensure  that  stu- 
dents pay  back  their  student  loans,  and 
every  student  I  have  seen  on  campus 
has  those  intentions.  If  we  create  a 
positive  job  market  for  that  individual 
they  will  be  glad  to  work  and  pay  back 
their  loans,  but  when  you  talk  about 
eliminating  the  opportunity  for  these 
students  coming  from  families  who  do 
not  have  the  means  for  them  to  get  a 
higher  education,  cutting  off  their  very 
lifeline  for  being  further  productive 
citizens  and  taxpayers,  and  contribut- 
ing to  their  desire  to  have  a  piece  of 
the  American  dream,  then  you  have  no 
vision.  And  I  would  not  remind  many 
of  you  that  where  the  people  have  no 
vision,  they  will  perish. 

With  respect  to  Medicare,  the  pro- 
posal favors  a  reduction,  as  I  said,  of 
$283  billion  over  the  amount  that  has 
been  projected  as  necessary  over  the 
next  7  years.  This  cut  would  result  in 
an  additional  $1,060  in  out-of-pocket 
costs  to  seniors  in  2002.  With  these  pro- 
posed reductions  in  projected  costs  or 
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growth,  the  Medicare  Program  would 
be  reduced  by  25  percent  in  2002.  Thus 
the  annual  growth  in  Medicare  would 
go  from  10  percent  down  to  5.4  percent. 
However,  the  plan  does  not  take  into 
account  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
the  elderly  and  the  inflation  in  medical 
costs.  During  this  period  it  is  esti- 
mated that  the  State  of  Texas  would 
lose  $17.6  billion  by  the  year  2002,  and  it 
is  estimated  that  each  beneficiary  in 
Texas  would  be  paying  an  additional 
$1,102  in  costs. 

The  Medicare  debate  is  one  that  I 
think  causes  us  a  great  deal  of  concern, 
because  many  people  ask  the  question 
what  are  the  facts  about  the  Medicare 
debate.  I  would  simply  say  that  the 
Medicare  Program  is  a  critical  safety 
net  for  millions  of  seniors  and  disabled 
Americans.  For  nearly  30  years  this 
program  has  enjoyed  a  high  level  of 
support  from  Americans  of  all  ages. 
While  I  support  careful  and  equitable 
revisions  in  this  program  which  are 
necessary  to  secure  its  long-term  sta- 
bility, I  am  strongly  opposed  to  harsh 
budgetary  restraints  and  spending 
growth  caps  that  will  adversely  affect 
our  elderly  citizens,  and  which  are  used 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

As  we  look  to  tighten  our  Federal  fi- 
nancial belts  during  this  budget  proc- 
ess, let  me  remind  my  colleagues  of 
Speaker  Gingrich's  words,  every  penny 
saved  in  Medicare  should  go  to  Medi- 
care. 

Well,  I  wonder  if  that  is  actually  the 
truth.  And  I  would  simply  raise  the 
question  that  I  would  hope  that  would 
be,  in  fact,  where  it  would  go.  But  ev- 
eryone knows  that  each  penny  saved  in 
Medicare  will  be  used  for  a  variety  of 
other  reasons.  One,  for  the  tax  cuts 
that  economists  have  said  across  this 
Nation  we  do  not  need. 

This  is  an  assault  on  the  livelihood  of 
this  country's  most  vulnerable  and  its 
least  able  to  support  themselves,  and  I 
believe  this  is  absolutely  unacceptable. 
If  my  Republican  colleagues  are  call- 
ing for  a  5-percent  growth  cap  for  this 
program,  which  translates  into  a  pro- 
gram cut  by  $283  billion,  the  result  will 
be  an  increase  of  out-of-pocket  costs  of 
$1,000  yearly  for  Medicare  beneficiaries 
by  2002.  What  we  have  to  recognize  is 
that  those  who  are  the  beneficiaries  of 
Medicare  are  basically  on  retirement; 
their  income  levels  are  low.  I  am  sure 
many  of  us  have  heard  the  stories 
about  making  decisions  to  buy  pre- 
scription drugs  verses  nutritious  food. 
For  many  of  our  seniors  this  is  reality. 
This  is  something  I  face  in  my  commu- 
nity on  a  regular  basis.  I  try  to  put 
faces  to  statistics,  and  clearly  there 
are  seniors  concerned  about  how  they 
will  survive. 

This  does  not  mean  that  they  are 
selfish,  that  they  are  not  concerned 
with,  as  I  said  earlier,  about  being 
more  efficient  on  Medicare.  But  they 
wonder  simply  the  basic  question  of 
how  they  will  survive. 


Such  increases  are  virtually  equal  to 
cutting  their  Social  Security  benefits 
by  the  same  amount.  They  will  have  to 
take  that  money  to  pay  for  the  in- 
crease they  need  in  their  health  care. 
As  most  Medicare  beneficiaries  must 
use  their  Social  Security  to  pay  for 
their  out-of-pocket  costs  and  expenses, 
and  to  aggravate  the  situation  further 
the  Republicans  are  proposing  a  0.6  per- 
cent consumer  price  index  reduction 
for  1999.  which  will  reduce  the  average 
Social  Security  benefit  by  $240  per 
month  below  current  law  projections. 

I  thought  they  said  Social  Security 
was  off  the  table.  That  was  mentioned 
in  a  debate  that  we  had.  Clearly,  it 
seems  that  it  is  not  off  the  table.  What 
it  is,  it  is  off  and  out  of  the  pockets  of 
senior  citizens  who  will  have  to  take 
money  and  use  it  elsewhere. 

I  refuse  to  pick  up  the  newspaper  and 
read  of  another  senior  citizen  who  has 
to  make  that  choice  between  buying 
food  and  buying  medicine.  The  GAO 
has  recently  reported  that  the  Medi- 
care Program  could  save  over  $3  billion 
during  a  5-year  period  if  their  com- 
puter systems  were  upgraded  to  detect 
billing  fraud.  I  ask  the  question  if  we 
are  dialoging  about  a  reasonable  budg- 
et, and  a  reatsonable  method  to  reduce 
the  deficit,  where  is  the  plan  to  provide 
a  computer  system  that  can  detect 
fraud?  There  is  not  a  senior  who  would 
not  agree  with  you  that  we  support 
getting  rid  of  abuse,  getting  rid  of 
fraud,  and  getting  rid  of  the  misuse  of 
Medicare  dollars. 

Another  option  to  consider  is  means 
testing  for  beneficiaries,  and  that  is,  as 
Senator  Simon  has  indicated,  those  in- 
dividuals earning  amounts  $100,000  and 
above. 

n  2045 

I  would  just  simply  ask  the  reason- 
able question:  Could  there  not  be  some 
manner  in  which  part  of  their  health 
costs  they  could  pay  for':'  Again,  a  hard 
question.  Sometimes  hard  answers.  I 
would  imagine  you  would  get  some  in- 
dividual who  would  say,  "I  should  not 
pay  for  any  of  my  cost,"  but  reasonable 
men  and  women  could  agree  that  if 
your  income  reached  a  certain  amount 
and  you  had  the  ability  that  you  did 
not  have  catastrophic  illness  that  took 
away  all  of  your  income,  then  we 
should  look  at  ways  of  improving  the 
medical  care  system  so  that  individ- 
uals with  a  certain  high  income  brack- 
et might  be  able  to  provide  for  their 
own  costs  by  paying  for  some  of  their 
own  insurance. 

We  have  not  exhausted  all  options, 
nor  have  we  properly  opened  this  issue 
up  for  public  debate.  Savings  of  any 
kind  add  up  and  allow  us  more  flexibil- 
ity when  dealing  with  a  program  that 
is  facing  insolvency. 

The  other  point  is  that  we  are  doing 
this  in  a  vacuum.  Where  is  the  debate 
on  health  reform  that  would  take  into 
consideration  improving  Medicare  and 
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taking  some  of  these  efficiencies  so 
that  we  would  not  talk  about  burden- 
ing seniors  with  the  high  cost  of  Medi- 
care by  the  cuts  that  have  been  pro- 
posed by  this  budget  resolution''  Medic- 
aid would  experience  a  reduction  of 
$184  billion. 

You  can  see  under  the  rescissions, 
and  I  am  jumping  back  to  the  rescis- 
sions of  which  we  have  already  gone 
through  the  House  now  and  gone 
through  the  Senate  now,  in  conference; 
we  will  be  seeing  it  again.  The  State  of 
Texas  presently  under  the  Republican 
rescissions  package  would  lose  some 
$753  million  in  Medicaid,  mostly  on  the 
backs  of  our  children  and  elderly. 

Now.  In  this  new  budget  proposal, 
$184  billion  projected  growth  over  the 
next  7  years,  and  to  be  converted  into 
a  block  grant  which  would  be  a  reduc- 
tion of  about  30  percent  of  this  pro- 
grram  which  would  add,  if  this  stays  as 
it  is,  to  the  burden  of  the  State.  Here 
we  go  again  with  an  unfunded  mandate. 

Annual  growth  will  be  4  percent  in- 
stead of  the  current  10  percent.  How- 
ever, the  proposal  does  not  take  into 
account  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
beneficiaries,  and  the  projected  in- 
crease in  nursing  home  costs  and  pre- 
scription drugs. 

Block  grants  have  been  touted  as  an 
attractive  means  of  cutting  costs. 
What  block  grants  do  not  necessarily 
account  for  and  creates  a  crisis,  and 
again  an  unfunded  mandate,  is  in- 
creased need.  What  happens  with  a 
block  grant  when  a  community  has  a 
downfall  in  the  economy,  a  recession,  a 
loss  of  an  immense  number  of  jobs, 
when  individuals  have  to  fall  back  on 
their  family  members  for  support  and 
then  the  block  granting  for  either  Med- 
icaid or.  in  this  instance,  school 
lunches  or  school  breakfasts,  run  out 
and  you  have  a  community  with  ex- 
press need  and  no  money  to  pay  for  it? 
As  plain  as  day,  as  clear  as  it  is  in 
front  of  you,  it  is  an  unfunded  man- 
date, and  clearly  it  is  a  burden  on  local 
government,  but  more  importantly,  it 
is  people  going  without  in  a  country 
that  has  been  touted  again  as  a  coun- 
try that  cares,  but  more  importantly, 
as  one  of  the  greatest  nations  in  West- 
em  civilization. 

Taxes  would  be  raised  on  families  by 
$17  billion  between  1999  and  2002,  as  we 
have  noted  already,  and  again,  that 
means  that  the  least  of  those,  when  we 
are  telling  people  we  are  giving  them  a 
tax  cut,  by  this  very  budgeting  process, 
we  would  wind  up  raising  taxes  ulti- 
mately on  individuals,  and  so  this 
would  be  more  or  less  getting  it  in  the 
back,  if  you  will,  because  it  would  not 
provide  any  opportunities  for  these 
working  people  to  find  any  kind  of  real 
benefit. 

As  we  begin  to  look  at  how  the  bur- 
den will  fall,  let  me  clarify  so  that  we 
do  not  get  a  sense  that  these  programs 
I  am  talking  about  are  programs  that 
help   those   who   will   not  help  them- 


selves, and  for  lack  of  a  better  term, 
one  that  emphasizes  these  are  the 
deadbeats  of  our  society,  and  so  we  do 
not  want  to  particularly  involve  our- 
selves with  those  people,  because  they 
do  not  deserve  us  to  be  supportive.  If 
we  want  to  see  who  is  being  helped,  let 
us  look  at  the  percentage  of  the  elderly 
that  rely  on  Social  Security.  Those 
who  rely  on  it  for  80  percent  of  their  in- 
come, that  is  about  32  percent,  so  So- 
cial Security  represents  80  percent  of 
their  income.  Fifty-nine  percent  of 
them,  it  represents  50  percent  of  their 
income,  a  real  hold,  if  you  will,  on 
many  of  our  senior  citizens  in  our  Na- 
tion. Social  Security  is  the  backbone 
of  their  survival.  Then  if  we  want  to 
look  at  what  will  happen  under  the  Re- 
publican proposal  for  seniors  and  for 
individuals  paying  Medicare  expenses, 
by  the  time  we  get  to  2002.  we  would 
wind  up  with  having  to  pay  benefits  or 
having  to  pay  out  of  their  pocket  $3,075 
to  ensure  that  they  get  the  coverage 
that  they  need. 

Let  us  find  out  who  uses  Medicare. 
These  individuals  who  are  on  Medicare. 
51  percent  of  them  are  between  the 
ages  of  65  and  74  years.  We  are  rec- 
ognizing more  of  our  citizens  are  living 
longer,  and  so  their  needs  are  there. 
You  have  got  29  percent  who  are  be- 
tween 75  to  84  years,  then  you  have  got 
a  good  10  percent  that  are  disabled,  and 
you  have  got  10  percent  who  are  85 
years  and  over.  Share  program  expendi- 
tures by  income  of  Medicare  individ- 
uals or  couples;  I  think  this  is  very  im- 
portant. For  some  reason,  as  I  indi- 
cated, we  need  to  look  at  means  testing 
for  Medicare,  and  we  can  see  that  there 
are  about  3  percent  of  the  population 
that  has  Medicare  that  is  making 
$50,000  and  over.  So  we  see  that  that  is 
not  a  real  large  problem.  The  key 
comes  in;  the  people  who  utilize  Medi- 
care we  can  see  where  their  need  is. 
Sixty-two  percent  of  those  make  $15,000 
or  under.  That  is  their  income.  And 
then  some  21  percent  make  $15,000  to 
$25,000  a  year.  This  is  not  a  program 
that  is  going  to  people  who  can  afford 
to  throw  away  money. 

I  think  that  it  would  be  extremely 
detrimental  if  we  followed  the  Repub- 
lican plan  and  cut  into  the  vision  of 
this  country,  which  is  to  reward  people 
who  have  worked  hard  and  to  reward 
people  who  have  made  a  commitment 
by  their  tenacity  and  perseverance  and 
their  love  of  this  country  and  then  to 
undermine  them  in  their  later  years. 

In  the  State  of  Texas,  we  would  find 
that  we  would  lose  a  great  deal  of 
money,  some  $17  billion  if  this  particu- 
lar program  was  to  go  forward.  I  think 
that  the  vision  is  foggy,  and  it  is  par- 
ticularly foggy,  because  I  am  in  shock 
that  a  Republican  majority  would  now 
want  to  posture  themselves  to  cut  into 
human  capital  in  terms  of  education, 
in  terms  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  and 
then  to  cut  us  off  in  terms  of  tech- 
nology and  the  ability  to  advance  and 
compete  in  a  world  market. 
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For  their  programs  will  cut  into  the 
science  programs  and  research  develop- 
ment in  a  very  large  way.  The  major- 
ity's budget  resolution  ignores  the  re- 
ality of  our  global  economy  and  makes 
short-sighted  cuts  in  critical  areas. 

From  fiscal  years  1996  to  2002.  the 
GOP  would  cut  $5.5  billion  from  the 
human  space  flight  program.  In  fact,  as 
the  budget  resolution  was  unveiled  last 
week,  it  would  almost  double  the  cut 
already  proposed  for  NASA.  It  would 
take  $4.9  billion  from  space  and  aero- 
nautics and  technology  research,  and 
more  than  $1  billion  from  academic  re- 
search infrastructure,  like  computer 
networking.  The  GOP  budget  would 
also  cut  several  items  of  medical  re- 
search. 

Let  me  cite  for  you  an  interesting 
point  that  I  have  just  learned,  and  I 
think  it  is  an  important  point  to  ac- 
knowledge. As  we  provide  health  care 
dollars  and  we  pay  for  our  health 
needs,  none  of  those  dollars  go  for  med- 
ical research.  We  see  the  tragedy  that 
is  going  on  with  the  virus  in  Zaire,  and 
the  inability  to  detect  how  to  cure  it. 
Medical  research  saves  money.  Medical 
research  creates  an  opportunity  to  cure 
illnesses,  and  yet  medical  research  is 
funded  predominantly  by  Federal 
funds,  and  if  we  were  to  cut  medical  re- 
search, then  we  dictate  for  this  Nation 
and  for  this  world,  and  we  submit  them 
or  submit  all  of  us  to  the  inability  to 
find  cures  for  illnesses  or  to  improve 
the  health  condition  of  the  Nation. 

Medical  research  is  important.  Part 
of  the  budget  cut  and  the  budget  reso- 
lution will  negatively  impact  on  medi- 
cal research.  And  so  it  confuses  me 
that  this  budget  resolution  seems  to 
strike  a  chord  of  disharmony. 

It  pitches  itself  to  a  small  3  percent 
or  more  of  the  Nation,  and  it  does  not 
set  a  vision  for  moving  us  into  the  21st 
century.  That  is  why  without  consulta- 
tion with  local  government,  you  can 
find  some  $6.5  billion  being  cut  from 
the  Community  Development  Block 
Grant,  some  $868  million  being  cut 
from  the  community  development  fi- 
nancial institutions.  employment 
training,  employment  and  training  and 
social  services.  You  are  cutting  Goals 
2000  $2.8  billion,  title  I  $5.1  billion.  You 
are  cutting  safe  and  drug  free  schools 
$3.4  billion.  You  are  cutting  all  of  the 
housing  programs  that  would  include 
modernization  of  our  public  housing 
units.  You  are  cutting  the  new  con- 
struction of  public  housing  units  some 
$4  billion,  eliminating  construction  of 
new  public  housing  units,  $13.4  billion. 
Legal  Services  Corporation,  you  are 
cutting  $2.5  billion,  and  with  a  great 
emphasis  on  vocational  training. 

And  so  there  is  a  mixed  message 
here.  There  is  a  message  that  we  have 
instructed  and  we  have  called  upon 
America  to  stand  up  on  our  feet,  to 
stop  being  dependent,  to  get  off  wel- 
fare, to  stop  the  cycle  of  poverty,  and 
yet  we  do  great  damage  to  our  science 
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and  research.  We  do  great  damage  to 
our  vocational  training,  our  secondary 
and  primary  education.  We  do  great 
damage  to  our  opportunities  for  local 
communities  to  go  into  their  neighbor- 
hoods and  provide  economic  and  social 
advancement  through  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grants.  We  take 
away  the  incentive  for  drug  free  and  vi- 
olence free  schools.  We  intrude  into  the 
lives  and  the  needs  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens and  the  physically  challenged  and 
the  disabled  by  cutting  Medicaid  and 
Medicare,  and  then  we  want  to  carry 
on  the  debate  to  suggest  that  it  is  the 
other  party  that  does  not  have  a  budg- 
et proposal  and  an  answer. 

Well,  my  cry  and  my  call  today  is 
that  reasonably  we  must  come  to- 
gether looking  for  a  bipartisan  ap- 
proach to  what  is  a  bipartisan  problem. 
It  is  America's  problem,  and  that  is  to 
acknowledge  that  we  have  a  deficit. 

Yet  I  would  say  in  acknowledging 
that  we  have  a  deficit,  truly  we  should 
acknowledge  that  we  cannot  break 
that  deficit  on  the  backs  of  those  who 
are  trying  to  stand  up.  and  clearly  I 
think  the  point  should  be  made  that  if 
this  budget  is  to  represent  a  vision  of  a 
people,  then  in  a  bipartisan  way  those 
cuts  must  be  spread  evenly  to  provide 
the  incentives  for  young  people  to  go 
to  college,  to  provide  the  incentive  for 
businesses  to  grow  and  develop  and  cer- 
tainly to  be  able  to  provide  for  those  in 
their  older  years.  The  opposite  of  that 
is  to  ensure  that  working  families  will 
be  able  to  face  every  day  the  question 
of  how  I  will  take  care  of  my  elderly 
parent.  They  will  have  to  face  every 
day  the  idea  that  their  young  person  in 
their  home,  although  they  may  have 
had  a  job  during  the  summer,  while 
they  were  in  high  school,  they  may 
have  the  potential  for  going  to  college, 
but  with  no  work  study,  no  giituts,  no 
loans,  they  just  might  not  get  there.  I 
would  like  you  to  think  what  we  would 
face  if  that  was  the  case. 

There  is  a  time  now  for  this  to  end, 
not  so  much  in  the  resounding  debate, 
but  in  solution,  and  that  solution  has 
to  be  do  not  hurt  the  State  of  Texas.  It 
has  to  be  do  not  hurt  the  many  cities 
and  towns  and  rural  communities 
around  this  Nation.  Let  us  put  forth 
the  budget  resolution  that  clearly  an- 
swers the  needs  of  all  people,  answers 
the  vision  of  this  country,  and  that  is 
that  we  can  make  a  difference,  cut  the 
deficit,  but  be  proud  of  the  asset  that 
we  have  in  this  Nation,  and  that  asset 
is  an  investment  in  human  capital. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

Mr.  LiPiNSKi  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today,  on  account  of 
family  illness. 
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LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Rogers  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey),  until  12  noon  today,  on  ac- 
count of  a  death  in  the  family. 

Mr.  Kleczk.^  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today  and  the  balance 
of  the  week,  on  account  of  medical  rea- 
sons. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  W\-NN)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  LIPINSKI,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Wise,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Ward,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeFazio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Walker)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Horn,  for  5  minutes  today,  and 
May  17  and  18. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  5  minutes, 
on  May  17. 

Mr.  Diaz-Balart,  for  5  minutes,  on 
May  17. 

Mr.  Martinez,  for  5  minutes,  on  May 
17  and  18. 


Ms.  Velazquez. 

Mr.  Pastor. 

Mr.  Buyer. 

Mr.  En(3EL  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  Lincoln. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Wynn)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  BoRSKi. 

Ms.  Norton. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  BONiOR. 

Mr.  Levin  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY. 

Mr.  Stark. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Walker)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:; 

Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Solomon. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida. 

Mr.  RIGGS. 

Mr.  Metcalf. 

Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 

Mr.  Wicker. 

Mrs.  Morella. 

Mr.  CO.MBEST. 

Mr.  Moorhead. 

Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  PORTMAN. 

Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Bliley. 

Mr.  Emer.son. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr,  Bentsen. 

Mr.  LaTourette. 


a  2100 

ADJOURNMENT 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  9  o'clock),  the  House  ad- 
journed until  tomorrow,  Wednesday, 
May  17,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

877.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  a  copy  of  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Helen  Keller  National  Center  for 
Deaf-Blind  Youths  and  Adults  [HKNC]  for 
the  1994  program  year,  pursuant  to  29  U.S.C. 
1903(b)(2):  to  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities. 

878.  A  letter  from  the  Vice  President  for 
Government  and  Public  Affairs,  National 
Flailroad  Passenger  Corporation,  transmit- 
ting a  report  of  activities  under  the  Freedom 
of  Information  Act  for  calendar  year  1994. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  552(e):  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  GOSS:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  147.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (S.  4)  to  grant  the 
power  to  the  President  to  reduce  budget  au- 
thority, and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104- 
121).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  DREIER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  148.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (S.  219)  to  improve  the 
economy  and  efficiency  of  Federal  Govern- 
ment operations  by  establishing  a  morato- 
rium on  regulatory  rulemaking  actions,  and 
for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-122).  Referred 
to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska:  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. H.R.  1175.  A  bill  to  amend  Public 
Law  89-454  to  provide  for  the  reauthorization 
of  appropriations;  with  an  amendment  (Rept. 
104-123).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON:  Committee  of  con- 
ference. Conference  report  on  H.R.  1158.  A 
bill  making  emergency  supplemental  appro- 
priations for  additional  disaster  assistance 
and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1995.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  104-124).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  SOLOMON:  Committee  on  Rules 
House  Resolution  149.  Resolution  providing 
for  consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  U.S.  Government 
for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000. 
2001.  and  2002  (Rept.  104-125).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 
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PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows:  . 

By  Mr.  CONYERS: 

H.R.  1641.  A  bill  to  supersede  the  modifica- 
tion of  final  judgroent  entered  Aug-ust  24. 
1982.  in  the  antitrust  action  styled  United 
States  versus  Western  Electric.  Civil  Action 
No.  82-0192.  US.  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia;  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By   Mr    CRANE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Ra.ngel); 

H.R.  1642.  A  bill  to  extend  nondiscrim- 
inatory treatment— most- favored-nation 
treatment— to  the  products  of  Cambodia,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  1643.  .\  bill  to  authorize  the  extension 
of  nondiscriminatory  treatment^most-fa- 
vored-nation  treatment— to  the  products  of 
Bulgaria;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr   ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania: 

H.R.  1644.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  repeal  the  special  deduc- 
tion for  the  living  expenses  of  Members  of 
Congress;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By    Mr    GILLMOR    (for   himself,    Ms. 

KAPTUR.    Mr     CUNNINGH.\M.    Mr     HOB- 

soN.  Mr  S.MH  Johnson  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Scarborough.  Mr.  Crane.  Mr. 
Ch.\bot.  Mrs  Kelly.  Mr.  Ney.  Mr. 
Collins  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Sanders.  Mr. 
PORTMAN.  Mr.  Lazio  of  New  York. 
Mr.  Delay,  and  Mr.  Hoke): 

H.R.  1645.  A  bill  to  convert  the  Army  pro- 
gram for  the  promotion  of  civilian  marks- 
manship and  the  National  Board  for  the  Pro- 
motion of  Rifle  Practice  into  a  nonappro- 
priated fund  instrumentality  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

By  Mr.   LAUGHLIN  (for  himself.   Mr. 
Jefferson.  Mr  Colemam.  Mr   Ftfi.hs 
of  Texas.    Mr    Hall   of  Texas.    Mr. 
Parker.  Mr   Brewster,  Mr.  Hobson. 
Mr  H-^sTERT.  Mr  DREIER.  .Mr.  Hayes. 
Mr,  DeLay.  Mr.  Co.vdit,  Mr.  Talent. 
Mr.  Kasich.   Mr    Cr.\mer.   Mr.  Tan- 
ner. Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
TA'i'LOR  of  Mississippi.   Mr.   Tauzin. 
Mrs.    Tht.:r.Man.    Mr    PETE  Geren   of 
Texas,  and  Mr.  Ca.mp): 
H.R.  1646.  A  bill  to  revise  and  reform  the 
statutes    governing     the     organization     and 
management  of  the  reserve  components  of 
the  .\rmed  Forces;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

By  Ms  NORTON: 
H.R.  1647.  A  bill  to  provide  for  nuclear  dis- 
armament and  economic  conversion  in  ac- 
cordance with  District  of  Columbia  initia- 
tive measure  No.  37  of  1993:  to  the  Committee 
on  National  Security,  and  in  addition  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Florida  (for  him- 
self,   Mrs     Schroeder,    Mr     Bishop, 
Mrs.    Fowler,    Mr    Jefferson,    and 
Mrs.  Thur.man): 
H.R.  1648    A  bill  to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  five  additional 
points  be  granted  on  the  examination  for  en- 
trance into  the  competitive  service,  to  cer- 


tain veterans  who  do  not  ciirrently  qualify 
for  any  such  additional  points;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

By    Mr.    RICHARDSON    (for    himself. 
Mrs.    Morella.    Ms,    MOLINARI,    Mr 
Kennedy      of     Massachusetts,      Mr 
McDermott,  Ms.  Norton,  Mr    Fraz- 
er.  Mr,  Bereuter.  Mr   Conyers.  Mr. 
Frost.  Ms,  Lofcren,  Mr.  .^ckerman. 
Mr,    Serrano.    Ms,    deLauro,    Mr. 
Gejdenson.  Mr,  Moran,  Ms    Rivers, 
Mrs,    Kelly,    and    Mr     Johnson    of 
South  Dakota): 
H.R.    1649,    A    bill    to    amend    the    Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  the  preven- 
tion of  fetal  alcohol  syndrome,  and  for  other 
puiTXJses;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
By  Mr,  ROMERO-BARCELO: 
H,R,  1650,  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  liquida- 
tion or  reliquidation  of  certain  entries  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  results  of  an  administra- 
tion review  by  the  International  Trade  Ad- 
ministration: to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means, 

By  Mr.  SHAW: 
H.R.  1651,  A  bill  to  require  the  Prospective 
Payment  Assessment  Commission  to  develop 
separate  applicable  percentage  increases  to 
ensure  that  Medicare  beneficiaries  who  re- 
ceive services  from  Medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals receive  the  same  quality  of  care  and 
access  to  services  as  Medicare  beneficiaries 
in  other  hospitals,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr,  SHAYS: 
H,R.  1652,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  that  individuals 
who  have  attained  age  sg'-v  may  contribute 
to  individual  retirement  accounts  without 
regard  to  their  compensation:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  STARK: 
H.R,  1653.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  designation 
as  a  beneficiary  developing  country  under 
the  generalized  system  of  preference  any 
country  that  engages  in  certain  actions  re- 
garding nuclear  weapons,  nuclear  weapon 
components,  and  nuclear  weapon  design  in- 
formation: to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr,  SCHUMER: 
H,  Res,  150,  Resolution  concerning  the  pos- 
sible imposition  of  tariffs  by  the  United 
States  on  the  importation  of  certain  cat- 
egories of  motor  vehicles  from  Japan  and  the 
potential  impact  on  the  prices  of  domestic 
goods  for  American  consumers:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means, 
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MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII, 

82,  The  Speaker  presented  a  memorial  of 
the  Senate  of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  relative  to 
ur^ng  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
support  legislation  to  safeguard  veterans' 
disability  compensation  and  Social  Security 
disability  compensation  from  elimination,  or 
taxation:  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  the  rule  XXn,  spon- 
sors were  added  to  public  bills  and  res- 
olutions as  follows: 

H.R.  40:  Mr.  QUINN. 

H.R.  264:  Ms.  LOWEY, 

H.R.  353:  Mr.  Goss.  Mr,  OLVER.  and  Mr 
Frank  of  Massachusetts, 

H.R,  359;  Mr,  Clyburn, 


H.R.       390:        Mr. 
FUNDERBURK. 

H.R.  580:  Mr,  FLAKE,  Mr  HERGER,  Mr. 
Hinchey.  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  661:  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R,  700:  Mrs.  KELLY  and  Mrs.  Thurman. 

H.R.  707:  Mr.  Bliley  and  Ms.  Pryce. 

H.R.  739:  Mr.  Christensen.  Mrs,  Kelly,  Mr. 
Manzullo.  and  Mr.  Norwood. 

H.R,  757:  Ms.  McCarthy. 

H  R  789:  Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Paxon,  and 
Mr.  CONDIT. 

H.R.  797:  Mr.  Serrano.  Mrs.  Clayton,  and 

Mr.  MENENDEZ. 

H.R.  842:  Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  PICKETT.  Ms. 
McCarthy.  Mr,  Menendez,  Mr.  Flanagan, 
Mr.  Cha.mbliss.  Mr.  Graha.m.  Mr.  Foley.  Mr. 
Pastor.  Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  Taylor  of  Mis- 
sissippi. Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr. 
BiLBRAY.  Mr.  Bartlett  Of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Ballenger.  Mr.  Leach.  Mr.  Istook.  Mr, 
Forbes,  Mr.  Moran,  Mr.  LoBiondo,  Mr, 
Hastings  of  Washington,  Mr.  Whitfield,  and 
Mr.  Gutknecht. 
H.R.  844:  Mr.  Hastert. 

H.R  893:  Mr.  Traficant,  Ms.  Norton,  and 
Mr.  Martinez. 

H  R.  895:  Mr   DE  LA  Garza, 

H.R.  903:  Mr.  Bereuter,  Mr.  Scott,  and 
Ms,  Kaptur. 

H.R.  911:  Mr  McCrery. 

H.R.  941:  Mr.  LaFalce  and  Mrs.  Lowey. 

H.R.  942:  Ms.  Velazquez,  Mr.  Schumer.  Mr. 
Fox.  Mr.  McKeon.  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  John- 
son of  Texas.  Mr.  Mfume.  and  Mr.  Rangel. 

H.R.  945:  Mr.  Schiff.  Mr.  Pastor.  Mr. 
Clingeh.  Mr.  Bilir.\kis.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  Bunning  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Hunter. 
Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr.  Te.jeda.  Mr.  Ward.  Mr. 
Calvert.  Ms.  Furse.  Mr.  Gallegly,  Mr. 
McHuoh,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jer- 
sey, Mr.  Kim,  and  Mr.  Crane. 

H.R.  972:  Mr  Gordon  and  Mr.  Barr. 

H.R.  1057:  Mrs.  Morella.  Mr,  Taylor  of 
North  Carolina.  Mr.  S.mith  of  New  Jersey. 
Mr.  Sanford.  Mr.  Blute.  Mr.  Cardin.  Mr. 
Frost.  Mrs.  Kelly.  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr. 
Evans,  and  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

H.R.  1085:  Mr  Frelinghuysen.  Mrs.  Kelly. 
Mr.  Browder.  and  Mr,  Rogers. 

H  R  1103  Mr  FAZIO  of  California  and  Mr, 
Crapo. 

H,R.  1110:  Mr.  iNGLls  of  South  Carolina. 

H.R  1114:  Mr.  Hancock,  Mr.  Thornberry, 
Mr,  Callahan,  and  Mr.  Burr. 

H.R.  1147:  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  1172:  Mr.  Traficant,  Mr,  Pastor,  Mr. 
Baker  of  Louisiana,  and  Mr.  Flanagan. 

H.R.  I2a5:  Mr.  Menendez  and  Mr,  Serrano. 

H.R.  1242:  Mr.  Traficant.  Mr.  Minge,  and 
Mr,  CosTELLO. 

H.R.  1256:  Mr.  Lowey  and  Mr.  Evans, 

H.R,  1299:  Mr,  Herger, 

H.R.  1333:  Mr.  Poshard. 

H.R,  1402:  Mr.  Conyers  and  Mr  Brown  of 
California. 

H.R.  1442:  Mr.  Fox,  Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of 
Texas,  and  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

H.R.  1460:  Mr.  Olver.  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  Mr.  Frazer. 

H.R.  1507:  Ms.  PELOsi,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Mr. 
OWENS.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Gutierrez,  Mr. 
MiNETA,  Mr.  Brown  of  California.  Mr.  Kil- 
dee.  Mr.  Wynn.  Mr  Gene  Green  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Abercrombie.  Mr.  Conyers. 
and  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  1559:  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin  and 
Mr.  Delt.sch, 

H.R.  1593:  Mr.  EVANS. 

H.  Con.  Res.  42:  Mr,  Foglietta  and  Mr 
LoBiondo. 

H.  Con.  Res.  50:  Mr  Pombo  and  Mr 
LoBiondo. 

H.  Res.  122:  Mr.  Klink  and  Mr.  Mo,\.kley, 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R,  995:  Mr,  Allard. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  67 
Offered  By  Mr.  Gephardt 
(Amendment  m  the  Nature  of  a  Substitute) 
Amendment  No.  l.  Strike  all  after  the  re- 
.solving  clause  and  insert  the  following: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1998, 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996,  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002,  as 
required  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 
SEC,  2,  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  A.ND  AMOUNTS, 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priated for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1995,  October  1.  1996,  October  1,  1997. 
October  1.  1998,  October  1,  1999,  October  1. 
2000.  and  October  I,  2001: 

(1)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,043,412,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,083,818,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,136,201,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,191,632,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,253,089,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,322,134,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,397,102,000,000, 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  increased 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $0 

Fiscal  year  1997.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $0 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $0. 
and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital   insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 

(2)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,278,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,308,900,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,356,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,395,400,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,452,800,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,474,400,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,523,900,000,000. 

(3)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  $1,279,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,305,800,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,334,700,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,. 377, 200. 000, 000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,430,300,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,459,800,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,506,100,000,000. 

(4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $236,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $222,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $198,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $185,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $177,200,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $137,700,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $109,300,000,000, 

(5)  The  appropriate  levels  of  the  public 
debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $5,195,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,516,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,809,800,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $6,099,700,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6,374,300,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6,614,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,806,100,000,000 

(6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 
on  October  1,  1995.  October  1.  1996.  October  1. 
1997,  October  I,  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October 
1.  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$37,600,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $193,400,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$40,200,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$42,300,000,000. 

(Bi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $185,300,000,000. 

FLscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligrations. 
$45,700,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $183,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,600,000,000 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $184,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $186,100,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$46,100,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $187,600,000,000. 

SEC,  3,  MAJOR  FUNCTIONAL  CATEGORIES, 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are; 
(1)  National  Defense  (050): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $257,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $261, 100,000, ()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $253,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $259,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays  $254,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

<D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $266,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $259,600,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $273,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $281,300,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $276,700,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J17.000.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
J5.700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J13.700.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J15.100.000.0(X). 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5.700.0O0.0O0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  Jll.300.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J13.300.000.000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5.700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18. 300.000.000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J9.700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  JU. 500.000.000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5.700.000.000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  JIO.500.000.000, 

(B)  Outlays.  JIO.000.000.000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5.700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 
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(E)  New  secondarj'  loan  g^uarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 
Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Jl  1,100,000. 000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000 

I  El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(2501: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,600,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays,  $16,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,200,000,000, 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

I E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,800,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2002;  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 
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(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $4,900,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4.00.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

ID)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
(300); 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $20,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $17,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350i: 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5.700.000.0(X). 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,800,000,000 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.ys.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(.■\)  New  budget  authority.  $2,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-5,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authoiity.  $100,000,000. 

(Bi  Outla.ys.  $-5, 100.000.(100- 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-3,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-3,200,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-3,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 


iA)  New  budget  authority.  $38,500,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  .secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $34,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D'  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,500,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $35,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A I  New  budget  authority,  $44,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,300,000,000. 

<C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

( E )  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $7,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

ID)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $6,900,000,000. 


IB)  Outlays,  $6,900,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000 

IE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $7,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,800,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S6.700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $6,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $6,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S6.000.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guaraoitee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  connmit- 
ments.  $0. 

(10)  Education.  Training.  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $53,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
S13.600,000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
S16.300.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conunlt- 
ments.  $15,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $52,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $51,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,600,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $52,700,000,000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $14,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guao^ntee  commit- 
ments, $0 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $53,800,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,000,000,000. 
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iC)  New  direct  loan  obligrations. 
J21, 900.000.000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  g^uarantee  commit- 
nnents.  $15,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. 10. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $53,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $52,800,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$22,000,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2002:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $54,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $124,500  000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $124,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $130,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $130,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000 

<E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $138,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $139,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $146. ,500. 000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $146,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $153,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $153,800,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $159,500,000,000. 

(B»  Outlays.  $159,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $166,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $166,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570i: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $171,900,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $169,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $182,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $181,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $198,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $196,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $215,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $212,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $235,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $234,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $254,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $252,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $277,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $275,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $227,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $226,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $239,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $240,800,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $252,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $263,400,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays.  $265,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $281,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $281,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $286,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $286,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $300,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $300,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 


Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $36,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $38,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $38,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,800,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,700,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,900,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fi.scal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $12,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

lA)  New  budget  authority.  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $10,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $296,000,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $296,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $302,800,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $302,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commits 
ments.  $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $304,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $304,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $307,700,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $307,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gxiarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $310,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $310,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $309,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conwnit- 
ments.  $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $311,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $311,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-8,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-8,400,000,000. 

<B)  Outlays.  $-8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-7,300,000,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  J -7.600,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$32,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$33,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$36,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$35,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

( E )  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-37,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-38,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-39,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-41,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  giiarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J- 42.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J -42.900.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

SEC.  4.  RECONCOiATION. 

(a)  Not  later  than  September  14.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  in  subsections  (b) 
through  (o)  of  this  section  shall  submit  their 
recommendations  to  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  House  Budget  Committee  shall  re- 
port to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  or  res- 
olution or  both  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(b)  The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  Jl.  120. 000. 000  in  budget  authority 
and  Jl,  120.000. 000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $2,530,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,530,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
J2.650.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,650,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$2,810,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,810,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$2,650,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,650,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$2,700,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
J2.700.000.000  in  outlays  in  fi-scal  year  2001. 
and  $2,760,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,760,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(c)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  as  follows  $910,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $910,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $930,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $930,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997,  $950,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
J950,000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
Jl. 030.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
Jl. 030.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
Jl  .050.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
Jl  .050.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
Jl. 070.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
Jl. 070 .000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
and  Jl,070,000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
11,070,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(d)  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  J15. 780. 000. 000  in  budget  authority 
and  J15.650.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $30,830,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$30,830,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$36,070,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$36,080,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$49,820,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
J50.010.000. 000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$59,140,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$59,140,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$68,760,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$68,760,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $82,480,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$82,480,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(e)  The  House  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$460,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$390,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
J770.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
S730.000.000   in   outlays   in   fiscal    year   1997. 


J800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$790,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  yei.r  1998, 
$830,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$830,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$880,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$880,000,COO  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,210,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,290,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,280,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

If)  The  House  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget 
authority  and  outlays  as  follows:  $280,000,000 
in  budget  authority  and  $280,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  year  1996.  $570,000,000  in  budget 
authority  and  J570,000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  J890.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
J890.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$1,220,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,220,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$1,810,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,810,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$840,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$840,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$1,160,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,160,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(g)  The  House  Committee  on  International 
Relations  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within 
its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending 
sufficient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and 
outlays  as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in 
budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2000.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and  JO  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(h)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $120,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $120,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$130,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$130,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$140,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$140,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$270,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$150,000,000  in  outlays  in  fi.scal  year  1999. 
$270,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$160,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$280,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$160,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$290,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$170,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(i)  The  House  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998.  JO  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999,  JO  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2001.  and  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(Jl  The  House  Committee  on  Resources 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $60,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$60,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$80,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $80,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $2,330,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $2,330,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1998.  $1,090,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $1,090,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 


year  1999.  $290,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$290,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$3,970,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,970,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
and  $3,380,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,380,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(k)  The  House  Committee  on  Science  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  re- 
duce budget  authority  and  outlays  as  fol- 
lows: $0  in  budget  authority  and  JO  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1998.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1999,  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000.  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
2001,  and  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  fis- 
cal year  2002. 

(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Busi- 
ness shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996,  JO  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998,  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999,  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2001.  and  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(m)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$550,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$550,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  m  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$550,000,000  m  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$610,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$610,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(n)  The  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
I'icient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $300,000,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$400,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$500,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$500,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,200,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,500,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,500,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(o)  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  sufficient  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
as  follows:  $14,370,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$27,550,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$28,460,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$35,960,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$35,340,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$42,320,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
$50,220,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(p)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
•"direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced 


Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985  and  the  term  "new  budget  authority" 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 3(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  5.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  TAX 
CUTS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  changes 
in  tax  laws  which  stimulate  private  invest- 
ment of  savings  should  be  enacted  if  the  defi- 
cit reduction  targets  in  this  resolution  are 
met. 

SEC.  6.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  EMER- 
GENCIES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  Con- 
gress should  study  alternative  approaches  to 
budgeting  for  emergencies,  establishing  reg- 
ular procedures  and  funds  for  paying  for 
emergencies. 

SEC.  7.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  DEBT 
REDUCTION. 

It  is  the  sen.se  of  the  Congress  that  elimi- 
nating the  deficit  by  producing  a  balanced 
budget  is  only  the  first  step  toward  the  ulti- 
mate goal  of  reducing  and  eventually  elimi- 
nating the  public  debt. 

SEC.  8.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  TRUST 
FUND  SURPLUSES. 

Congress  finds  that  all  recent  year  Federal 
budgets,  as  well  as  both  fiscal  year  1996  budg- 
et resolutions  reported  out  by  the  Budget 
Committees  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate,  have  masked  the  magnitude 
of  annual  deficits  by  counting  various  trust 
fund  surpluses.  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  upon  reaching  a  balance  in 
the  Federal  budget,  the  Government  should 
move  toward  balance  without  consideration 
of  trust  fund  surpluses. 

SEC.  9.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  LOCK- 
BOX. 

(ai  It  IS  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that: 

( 1 )  The  current  practice  of  reallocating  for 
other  spending  purposes  spending  cuts  made 
during  floor  consideration  of  appropriations 
bills  should  be  ended. 

(2)  A  "Dericit  Reduction  Lock-Box"  should 
be  established  to  collect  these  spending  re- 
ductions, 

(3)  These  spending  reductions  should  be 
used  for  deficit  or  debt  reduction. 

(b)  To  iaciiitate  Deficit  Reduction  Lock- 
Box  compliance  by  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations, the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice shall  score  all  general  appropriation 
measures  and  have  such  score  card  published 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 

SEC.  10.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  FIRE- 
WALLS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  totals  for  defense,  inter- 
national, and  domestic  spending  should  be 
enforced  through  spending  limits  for  each 
category  with  firewalls  to  prevent  funds 
from  being  shifted  between  categories. 
SEC.  11.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  BUDG- 
ET ENFORCEMENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  a  balanced  budget  is 
achieved  by  2002  and  remain  in  balance 
thereafter,  strict  enforcement  should  be  en- 
acted. Such  language  should— 

(1)  require  the  Federal  Government  to 
reach  a  balanced  Federal  budget  by  fiscal 
year  2002  and  remain  in  balance  thereafter; 

(2)  establish  procedures  for  developing  hon- 
est, accurate,  and  accepted  budget  estimates; 

(3)  require  that  the  President  propose  an- 
nual budgets  that  would  achieve  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002  and  for 
each  year  thereafter,  use  accurate  assump- 
tions; 

(4)  require  the  Committees  on  the  Budget 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  Senate 


to  report  budget  resolutions  that  achieve  a 
balanced  Federal  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002 
and  for  each  year  thereafter,  using  accurate 
assumptions;  [and] 

(5)  establish  a  comprehensive  system  of 
budgetary  enforcement  to  ensure  that  the 
levels  of  discretionary  spending,  mandatory 
spending,  and  revenues  in  this  resolution  are 
met. 

SEC.  12.  INTERNAL  REVE?«;E  SERVICE  COMPLI- 
ANCE INITIATIVE. 

(a)  ADJUSTMENTS.— <l)  For  purposes  of 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  concurrent  resolu- 
tions on  the  budget — 

(A)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(a)(2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  outyear; 

(B)  the  allocations  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(ai  of  that  Act;  and 

(C)  the  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates 
in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget, 

shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  amounts  of 
additional  new  budget  authority  or  addi- 
tional outlays  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2)) 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions in  appropriation  Acts  (or  by  the  com- 
mittee of  conference  on  such  legislation)  for 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  compliance  ini- 
tiative activities  in  any  fiscal  year,  but  not 
to  exceed  in  any  fiscal  year  $405,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $405,000,000  in  out- 
lays. 

(2)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  terms  "addi- 
tional new  budget  authority"  or  'additional 
outlays"  shall  mean,  for  any  fiscal  year, 
budget  authority  or  outlays  (as  the  case  may 
be)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  requested  for 
that  fiscal  year  for  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  in  the  President's  Budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

(b)  Revised  Limits.  ALUxrA-noNS.  and  Ag- 
GRECATES.— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives  (as  the  case  may  be)  shall 
submit  to  that  chairman's  respective  House 
appropriately  revised— 

(1)  discretionary  spending  limits  under  sec- 
tion 601(a)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  (and  those  limits  as  cumulatively 
adjusted)  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  each 
outyear: 

(2)  allocations  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of 
that  Act;  and 

(3)  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  in  the 
most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget, 

to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revised 
discretionary  spending  limits,  allocations, 
and  aggregates  shall  be  considered  for  pur- 
poses of  congressional  enforcement  under 
that  Act  as  the  discretionary  spending  lim- 
its, allocations,  and  aggregates. 

(c>  REPOR-n.NG  Revised  Sl'ballocations  — 
The  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
may  ref>ort  appropriately  revised  subal  loca- 
tions pursuant  to  sections  302(bKl)  and 
602(b)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(d)  CONTI.NGENCLES  — 

(1)  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  have  certified 
that  they  are  firmly  committed  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  privacy,  confidentiality,  courtesy, 
and  protection  of  taxpayer  rights.  To  this 
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end.  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  have  explicitly 
committed  to  initiate  and  implement  edu- 
cational programs  for  any  new  employees 
hired  as  a  result  of  the  compliance  initiative 
made  possible  by  this  section. 

(2)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  ad- 
ditional new  budget  authority  or  additional 
outlays  unless — 

(A)  the  chairmen  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tees certify,  based  upon  information  from 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (as  well  as  from  any  other  sources 
they  deem  relevant),  that  such  budget  au- 
thority or  outlays  will  not  increase  the  total 
of  the  Federal  budget  deficits  over  the  next 
five  years;  and 

(B)  any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
such  budget  authority  or  outlays  are  avail- 
able only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  compliance  initiative 
activities, 

SEC.  13.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  MED- 
ICAID BLOCK  GRANTS. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  Congress  that  Medicaid 
block  grants  should  be  distributed  based  on  a 
formula  that  takes  into  account  the  propor- 
tion of  individuals  with  income  below  the 
poverty  level  in  each  State. 

H.  Con.  Res.  67 
Offered  By:  Mr.  p.^iyne  of  New  Jersey 
(Amendment  in  the  Mature  of  a  Substitute) 

A.MEND.ME.NT  No,  2:  Strike  all  after  the  re- 
solving clause  and  insert  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  nSCAL  YEAR  1996. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000,  2001.  and  2002.  as 
required  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1995.  October  1.  1996.  October  1.  1997. 
October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October  1. 
2000.  and  October  1.  2001: 

(1)  ine  recommended  levels  of  retiertii  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,060,800,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997:  Jl.  113.500.000.000 

Fiscal  year  1998:  Jl. 199.600.000.000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,290,530,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,361,430,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,495,274,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,576,520,000,000 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  increased 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $17,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $30,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $64,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $103,130,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $115,930,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $183,774,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $195,520,000,000. 
and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital  insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 

(2)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,305,645,000,000. 


':  $1,351,766,000,000. 
I:  $1,418,293,000,000. 
>:  $1,477,601,000,000 
):  $1,554,772,000,000. 
:  $1,635,012,000,000 
!:  $1,705,270,000,000. 
(3)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  ais  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


i:  $1,310,531,000,000. 
':  $1,360,603,000,000. 
I:  $1,406,588,000,000. 
I:  $1,473,786,000,000. 
):  $1,532,385,000,000. 
$1,586,550,000,000. 
!:  $1,657,024,000,000. 

(4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $249,731,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $247,103,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998  $206,988,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999  $183,256,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $170,955,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $99,830,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $80,504,000,000 

(5)  The  appropriate  levels  of  the  public 
debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $5,195,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,516,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,810,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $6,100,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6,374,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6,614,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,806,000,000,000. 

(6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 
on  October  1.  1995.  October  1.  1996.  October  1. 
1997.  October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October 
1.  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$37,600,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $193,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$40,200,000,000. 

(Hi  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$42,300,000,000. 

iRi  Npw  nrim^irv  }r\on  guaj*antee  commit- 
ments. $185,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,700,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $183,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $184,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $186,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$46,100,000,000 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,600,000,000 

SEC.  3.  .MAJOR  FU'NCnONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $226,800,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $252,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $215,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $242,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $220,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $236,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $223,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $239,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $230,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $244,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $250,867,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $244,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $250,947,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $244,100,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
luenls.  $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,462,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,689,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,629,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,540,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,106,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,248,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,420,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $18,752,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $22,140,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,596,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,951,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,596,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,955,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,596,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 
(Al  New  budget  authority.  $16,447,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,840,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,829,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,427,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, io. 

Fi.scal  year  1998: 

I  A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,203,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,349,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,355,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,194,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primar,v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,940,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,942,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,943,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,940,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
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Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,947,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $14,942,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

<D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,654,000,000. 
(B>  Outlays.  $3,941,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,314,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,645,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,131,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,424,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,744,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,099,000,000. 

(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,559,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,475,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ineiila.  $i.2(Ai.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,672,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $2,540,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,750,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,585,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,570,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,212,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 


(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,476,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  $21,498,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,874,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,206,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,368,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,775,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,753,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
JIOO.000.000. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,836,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays.  $20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,815,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays.  $20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J13.713,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J12,309,000.000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
Jll.500.000.000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J5.700.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J12.598.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  Jll.247.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
Jll.500.000.000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, J5,700,000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  Jll, 144,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J9.993.000.000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
JIO.900.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J6.700.000.000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J9.936,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J8.718.000.000. 
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direct       loan       obligations. 


$11,600,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $9,207,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,060,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$11,400,000,000 

<Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $8,953,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,066,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,100,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A I  New  budget  authority.  $8,960,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $8,072,000,000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,191,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  minus  $6,339,000,000. 

(C(  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $4,104,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$4,016,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

<A>  New  budget  authority.  $3,631,000,000. 

(B»  Outlays.  -$5,151,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,419,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,927,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,504,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$2,320,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2001:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,739,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$1,381,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 


(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $12,420,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$345,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $33,369,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $34,480,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,515,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,429,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,038,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $36,590,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $42,677,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,965,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,360,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,519,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,327,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,519,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,389,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,519,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

<E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,780,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $12,325,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,749,000,000, 

(Bi  Outlays,  $12,540,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,181,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $12,599,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(Al  New  budget  authority,  $11,658,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,226,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $12,062,000,000 
(Bi  Outlays.  $12,486,000,000, 
iC)       New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,374,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $12,573,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $13,468,000,000 

(Bi  Outlays.  $12,661,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(10)  Education.  Training.  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $61,801,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $59,939,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$13,600,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $62,853,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $62,114,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $64,937,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $62,732,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $67,323,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $64,894,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $69,809,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $67,238,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $71,016,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $68,366,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,800,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $73,011,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $70,366,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $128,956,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $127,946,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guaiantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $140,941,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $140,282,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $154,227,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $153,746,000,(100. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $168,335,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $167,729,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $183,031,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $182,276,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $198,841,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $198,036,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $215,541,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $214.736.000.()00. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $184,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $181,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $202,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $200,700,000,(100, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $221,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $219,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $243,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $241,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A I  New  budget  authority.  $266,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $264,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $292,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $290. 500. 000. (XX), 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $321,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outla,vs,  $319,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

( 13)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $235,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $232,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $252,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $250,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1998 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $274,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $264,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $281,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $279,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $301,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $297,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $310,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $306,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $329,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $325,700,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,894,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,593,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,030,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $10,763,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,795,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,512,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $9,561,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,921,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,529,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $466,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,022,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S584.000.000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  g'uarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

( E I  New  secondary  loan  ^arantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 
Fiscal  year  2002:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,667,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J734. 000.000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

( 15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A»  New  budget  authority,  J40. 175.000,000. 

(B»  Outlays.  J38. 275.000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,131,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J39.875.000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal,  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,423,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $41,277,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 

lEi  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,587,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $43,396,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,600,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guai^ntee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $44,897,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $46,182,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $46,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $47,700,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,900,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority,  $47,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $49,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,700,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $20,600,000,000. 

lEi  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

( 16i  Administration  of  Justice  (750>: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority,  J20, 182.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J19.711. 000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 


(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO, 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,869,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,430,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,788,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,455,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,768,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $22,215,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,371,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,015,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,323,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,015,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,674,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,170,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,796,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,125,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,855,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,980,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,796,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 


(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $13,582,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,974,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority,  $13,964,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $295,828,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  $295,828,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $304,289,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $304,289,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $308,696,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $308,696,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $314,655,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $314,655,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  oblisations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $319,862,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $319,862,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $320,646,000,000 
(Bl  Outlays.  $320,646,000,000. 
(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $323,331,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $323,331,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
(191  .\llowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A.)  New  budget  authority.  $-1,258,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  $  -  1.195.000.000. 


(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-  1,258,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-1,195,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-1,258,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $-1,195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-1,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-1,195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-1,258,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays,  $-1,195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-  1,258,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $-1,195,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-  1.258.000.000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $-1,195,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Dl  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarant-ee  commif- 
ments.  $0. 

(201  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-31,293,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-31,293,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(Dl  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  J -35. 961. 000, 000 

(B)  Outlays,  $-35,961,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-37,148,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays,  J -37,148.000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-38,127,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J- 38. 127.000.000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 


(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Al  New  budget  authority,  $-40,276,000,000. 
(B)  Outlays.  $-40,276,000,000 
(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-41,614,000,000. 

(B)  Outla,ys.  $-41,614,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-42,937,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-42,937,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

SEC.  4.  RECONCILUTION. 

(a)  Not  later  than  September  1.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  in  subsections  (b) 
through  (o)  of  this  section  shall  submit  their 
recommendations  to  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  House  Budget  Committee  shall  re- 
port to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  or  res- 
olution or  both  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(bl  The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
shall  report  changes  m  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
S2.250,'XK'.000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $2.2.50.000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(dl  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $5,100,000,000  m  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outla.vs  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
and  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(h)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $43,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $43,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998.  $43,000,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 


1999.  $43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and  $43,000,000 
in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  2002, 

(j)  The  House  Committee  on  Resources 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  In  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,250,000,000  In  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
and  $1,250,000,000  In  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Busi- 
ness shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $14,285,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and  $14,286,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998.  $14,285,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $14,286,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1999.  $14,285,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 

2000,  $14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
$14,286,000  in  budget  authority  and  $14,285,000 
in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(m)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$1,340,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,340,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(01  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
juri-sdiction  sufficient  to  increase  revenues, 
as  follows:  $17,800,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$30,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$64,600,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$103,130,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$115,930,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$183,774,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$195,520,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(p)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  25(Kc)(8)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985  and  the  term  "new  budget  authority" 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 3(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974. 
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COMPREHENSIVE  FETAL  ALCOHOL 
SYNDROME  PREVENTION  ACT 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MOROiA 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16,  1995 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  join  Congressman  Bill  Richardson.  Con- 
gresswoman  Susan  Molinari,  Congressman 
Doug  Bereuter.  and  Congressman  Joe  Ken- 
nedy in  introducing  legislation  today  promoting 
public  awareness  of  fetal  alcofiol  syndrome, 
one  of  this  country's  leading  causes  of  irre- 
versible pfiysical  and  mental  retardation. 

Altfiough  the  lower  limit  of  safe  alcohol  con- 
sumption has  not  been  documented,  it  is 
clearly  evident  that  even  small  amounts  of  al- 
cohol adversely  affects  the  developing  fetus. 
The  unfortunate  fact  is  that  this  condition  is 
100  percent  preventable.  Fetal  alcohol  syn- 
drome and  the  varying  effects  of  this  alcohol- 
related  condition  is  a  national  problem  that 
can  impact  any  woman  and  child,  despite  their 
socioeconomic  or  racial  status.  According  to 
CDC  statistics,  it  is  a  problem  that  has  in- 
creased sixfold  since  1979. 

In  1981,  because  of  the  Surgeon  Generals 
concern  for  the  dangers  of  drinking  dunng 
pregnancy,  alcoholic  beverages  were  required 
to  carry  warning  labels.  Yet  m  a  1991  CDC 
survey  of  pregnant  women,  13.4  percent  were 
found  to  have  had  at  least  30  alcoholic  dnnks 
in  the  previous  month.  Recent  surveys  have 
also  shown  that  one  out  of  every  five  mothers 
will  continue  to  dnnk  dunng  their  next  preg- 
nancy. Because  of  social  stigma,  many 
women  deny  engaging  in  risky  behavior,  to 
their  physician,  thereby  increasing  the  difficulty 
for  physicians  to  identify  and  provide  appro- 
priate counseling.  With  greater  effectiveness  m 
identification  of  FAS.  it  is  estimated  that  a 
more  accurate  estimate  of  alcohol  ingestion  in 
pregnant  women  is  20  to  35  percent. 

Each  year  more  than  50,000  children  are 
born  with  some  degree  of  physical  or  mental 
deformity  that  can  be  directly  related  to  mater- 
nal alcohol  ingestion.  Nearly  1  out  of  every 
750  children  are  born  with  some  degree  of 
fetal  alcohol  effects  each  year.  FAS  experts 
tjelieve  that  one-third  to  one-half  of  all  children 
in  existing  special  education  programs  today 
have  been  affected  by  alcohol  m  some  way. 
The  cost  of  institutionalization  and  health  pro- 
visions for  these  children  approximates  nearly 
Si  .4  million  over  the  lifetime  of  a  single  child. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Fetal  Alcohol  Syndrome 
Research,  Education,  and  Prevention  Act  that 
we  are  proposing  provides  for  the  evaluation 
of  the  existing  research  and  prevention  efforts, 
and  the  development  of  an  educational  cur- 
nculum  for  health  professionals  and  the  devel- 
opment of  professional  health  standards  with 
regard  to  FAS  identification  and  treatment. 

In  addition,  we  are  proposing  a  public-pri- 
vate collatxirative  effort  to  develop  and  imple- 


ment an  education  awareness  campaign  on 
the  effects  of  alcohol  during  pregnancy.  The 
human  and  societal  costs  of  this  devastating 
problem  are  enormous.  Let  us  |Oin  together  to 
increase  the  public's  awareness  of  alcohol-re- 
lated birth  defects. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FERNDALE  ADULT 
AND  COMMUNITY  EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS  50TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  .MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  con- 
gratulate the  Ferndale  Adult  and  Community 
Education  Program  on  the  occasion  of  its  50th 
anniversary.  At  its  inception  in  1944,  the  pro- 
gram offered  night  classes  at  Lincoln  High 
School  in  Ferndale,  Ml.  Today  the  program 
has  grown  to  include  morning,  afternoon,  and 
evening  classes  at  five  centers  and  numerous 
other  community  sites. 

The  classes  range  from  high  school  comple- 
tion programs  to  teen  parent  programs,  voca- 
tional training  programs  to  preschool,  latchkey 
and  senior  citizen  programs.  This  wide  vanety 
of  classes  clearly  involves  the  entire  commu- 
nity, leaving  no  one  out  of  continuing  edu- 
cation. 

In  1993-94  alone,  the  Ferndale  Consortium 
served  over  6.900  students  in  academic  and 
vocational  programs  and  an  additional  3,500 
in  ennchment  and  community  programs.  The 
414  members  of  the  staff  deserve  our  highest 
recognition,  for  without  them  this  effort  would 
not  be  possible. 

The  importance  of  community  and  adult 
education  cannot  go  unrecognized.  Without 
this  cross-generational  programming,  our  com- 
munity would  not  be  as  strong  as  it  is  today. 

My  thanks  and  congratulations  to  the  stu- 
dents, the  staff,  and  the  community  of  this 
milestone,  with  best  wishes  for  continued  suc- 
cess for  the  Ferndale  Adult  and  Community 
Education  programs. 


HONORING  TEMPLE  BETH-EL  OF 
CO-OP  CITY 


HON.  EUOT  L  ENGEL 

OK  NB:W  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  year,  one  of 
the  leading  religious  institutions  in  my  district, 
Temple  Beth-El  of  Co-Op  City  is  celebrating 
Its  silver  anniversary. 

Temple  Beth-El  is  one  of  the  onginal  reli- 
gious institutions  opened  when  Co-Op  City 
was  established  over  a  quarter  of  a  century 
ago.  But,  this  temple  takes  its  mission  a  step 


further.  Its  officers  and  members  work  not  only 
on  the  religious  needs  of  the  community,  but 
are  active  participants  in  the  social  and  civic 
fabric  of  Co-Op  City. 

They  are  to  be  commended  for  their  work. 
I  join  with  all  the  residents  of  Co-Op  City  in 
wishing  Temple  Beth-El  a  very  happy  25th 
birthday. 


SALUTE  TO  INSPECTOR  JOSEPH 

DUNNE 


HON.  NYDIA  M.  VELAZQUEZ 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  to 
commend  and  congratulate  Inspector  Joseph 
Dunne.  Joseph  Dunne  is  a  former  inspector  of 
the  75th  Precinct,  who  recently  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  Internal  Affairs  Division,  because 
of  the  exemplary  work  that  he  demonstrated  in 
his  short  time  at  the  helm. 

In  his  short  tenure,  Joseph  Dunne  has 
gained  the  confidence  of  the  residents  of  the 
East  New  York  community  residents  who  once 
lost  faith  in  those  that  were  supposed  to  pro- 
tect and  defend  them.  Since  his  arnval  at  the 
75th  Precinct.  Joseph  Dunne  has  led  the 
charge  for  better  police  and  community  rela- 
tions. For  2  consecutive  years,  East  New  York 
led  the  entire  New  York  City  in  homicide  rates, 
but  in  his  short  time  at  the  75th.  Joseph 
Dunne  has  successfully  advocated  for  more 
police  presence,  which  has  contributed  to  the 
vast  decline  in  the  murder  rates  in  East  New 
York.  This  is  great  news,  and  while  I  am  men- 
tioning the  decline  of  homicide  in  the  East 
New  York  community  let  me  add  that  all  other 
cnmes  have  also  declined  dunng  Joseph 
Dunne's  tenure. 

Joseph  Dunne  has  demonstrated  his  devo- 
tion and  commitment  to  East  New  York  and  its 
residents.  I  congratulate  him  and  wish  him 
well  in  his  endeavors.  Joseph  Dunne's  accom- 
plishments, though  they  have  not  made  their 
way  into  the  news  media,  have  made  their 
way  into  the  hearts  of  my  constituents. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great  pride 
that  I  come  to  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  to  speak  of  Joseph  Dunne 
and  his  work  for  a  better  East  New  YorV. 


COAST  GUARD  REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  STEVE  C.  LaTOURETTE 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  UTOURETTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the 
House  debated  and  passed  the  Coast  Guard 
Reauthorization  Act  of  1995  on  Tuesday  of 


May  16,  1995 

last  week,  the  issue  of  Coast  Guard  inspection 
fees  was  raised  by  some  of  my  colleagues  on 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Commit- 
tee. Although  the  amendment  failed  on  a  point 
of  order,  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the 
logical  arguments  made  on  the  floor  that  day. 

The  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  re- 
quires that  the  Coast  Guard  impose  user  fees 
for  some  of  its  services.  While  I  am  in  support 
of  the  concept,  and  recognize  the  importance 
of  such  an  approach  to  assist  in  balancing  the 
budget,  the  Coast  Guard  has  gone  off  course 
with  its  fee  schedule  in  terms  of  fairness  and 
balance  among  different  classes  of  boats. 

The  Coast  Guard  estimates  it  is  charging 
S87  per  hour  for  the  inspection  service.  How- 
ever, my  colleague  from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Tau- 
ziN,  cited  an  example  of  a  1  hour  inspection 
costing  $545  under  the  current  fee  schedule. 
This  is  unacceptable.  I  believe  in  fee-for-serv- 
ice,  but  the  fees  must  reflect  the  value  of  the 
services  rendered.  I  fear  that  the  burden  of  the 
current  policy  will  fall  disproportionately  on 
small  vessel  owners  and  small  businesses; 
those  who  can  afford  it  the  least,  I  am  sup- 
portive of  capping  the  inspection  fees  based 
on  t)oat  length  to  ensure  fairness  within  the 
current  system. 

I  also  believe  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Coast 
Guard  to  consider  a  fee  schedule  that  takes 
into  account  the  seasonal  nature  of  some 
commercial  boating  operations.  For  example. 
Rutherford's  Cruise  Line,  which  operates  in 
my  district  from  the  Grand  River  on  Lake  Erie, 
only  operates  during  summer  months.  Under 
the  current  system,  Rutherford's  would  pay  al- 
most S2,400  to  the  Coast  Guard  to  inspect 
three  vessels.  Small  cruise  line  businesses  on 
the  Great  Lakes  have  a  limited  season  and 
short  time  in  which  to  make  their  operation  run 
in  the  black.  The  current  annual  fee  require- 
ment, which  treats  a  vessel  in  Florida  the 
same  as  one  on  the  Great  Lakes,  is  burden- 
some and  economically  unfair  to  boaters  in 
the  Great  Lakes  region. 

I  understand  Mr.  Tauzin's  amendment  will 
be  the  subject  of  hearings  before  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  the  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Committee  in  the  near  fu- 
ture. I  am  supportive  of  finding  a  rational  and 
fair  approach  to  the  inspection  fee  schedule 
that  more  closely  approximates  the  true  cost 
of  the  inspection  process. 

Recreational  boating,  including  charter  boat 
fishing,  IS  an  important  part  of  the  economy  in 
my  district.  The  60  miles  of  Lake  Ene  shore- 
line I  represent  has  seen  a  tremendous  resur- 
gence over  the  past  1 0  years  due  to  a  revital- 
ized Great  Lakes  fishery.  I  am  encouraged  by 
the  small  businesses  entrepreneurs,  who  are 
taking  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  start 
new  businesses  and  do  not  believe  they 
should  be  punished  with  unreasonable  inspec- 
tion fees. 


YVONNE  AND  ARVIS  RICHARDSON 
CELEBRATE  GOLDEN  ANNIVER- 
SARY 


•  This   "buJet "  symbol  identifies  staiemencs  or  insenions  which  are  noi  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HON.  GERALD  B.H.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16,  1995 
Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned,  there  are  two  things  which  have 
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made  our  Nation  the  greatest  on  Earth,  our 
commitment  to  family  and  pride  m  country.  It 
IS  my  privilege  today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  couple 
who  together,  have  embodied  these  excep- 
tional charactenstics  for  50  years  now. 

Upon  the  outbreak  of  Worid  War  II,  these 
two  young  patriots  lived  far  from  one  another, 
Yvonne  grew  up  in  Cohoes.  NY,  while  Arvis 
was  born  in  Salem,  MO,  and  moved  to  St 
Louis  prior  to  the  outbreak  of  war.  Both  ol 
them  responded  to  this  impending  national  cri- 
sis like  any  great  Amencan  would,  they  volun- 
tarily enlisted  in  the  military,  Yvonne  in  the 
Navy  Waves  and  Arvis  in  the  U.S.  Manne 
Corps.  It  was  this  love  of  Nation  and  service 
to  country  that  brought  the  two  of  them  to- 
gether when  their  country  needed  them  most 

Well.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  all  reminded  of 
the  fortunate  ending  of  World  War  II.  espe- 
cially as  we  commemorate  the  501h  anniver- 
sanes  of  V-E  and  V-J  days  this  year.  How- 
ever, there  was  another  fortunate  occurrence 
as  a  result  of  the  end  of  this  war.  As  he  prom- 
ised, Arvis  returned  when  the  fighting  ceased 
to  seek  Yvonne's  hand  in  marriage.  On  May 
26,  1945,  Arvis  and  Yvonne  began  their  life  to- 
gether at  Alameda  Naval  Base  in  California. 
Now  50  years  later,  as  we  commemorate  the 
histonc  victory  of  democracy  and  freedom 
over  tyranny  and  oppression,  we  can  also  re- 
joice in  the  happiness  of  the  Richardson's 
whose  marriage  has  stood  the  same  test  of 
time. 

Yvonne  and  Arvis  should  be  commended 
not  only  for  their  commitment  to  their  Nation, 
but  for  their  commitment  to  their  family  and 
one  another.  It  is  this  commitment  and  under- 
standing which  laid  the  foundation  lor  a  solid 
family  structure,  pivotal  to  their  success  m 
raising  their  two  children,  Dennis  and  Peggy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  always  been  one  to 
judge  people  by  their  commitment  to  their  fam- 
ily and  children,  and  by  what  they  return  to 
their  community.  By  this  measure.  Yvonne  and 
Arvis  are  truly  great  Americans  as  evidenced 
by  their  clear  devotion  to  family,  and  the 
Amencan  way  of  life.  This  May  28.  family  and 
friends  will  join  them  in  commemorating  their 
50  years  of  happiness  together.  Mr  Speaker. 
I  would  ask  that  you  and  all  Members  join  me 
now  in  paying  tnbute  to  two  tremendous  patri- 
ots and  devoted  family  people.  Yvonne  Blair 
Richardson  and  Arvis  Santord  Richardson  of 
Waterford,  NY. 


KERNEL  BLITZ  AND  PACMEDNET: 
MEDICAL  TECHNOLOGY  SUCCESS 
STORIES 


HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  men  and  women  of  our 
Defense  Department's  medical  corps  for  the 
fine  job  they  performed  during  the  Manne 
Corps'  annual  Kernel  Blitz  combat  exercise, 
held  last  month  at  Camp  Pendleton.  California. 
This  exercise  showed  how  military  medical 
care  is  on  the  cutting  edge  of  the  latest  auto- 
mation technology,  and  Kernel  Blitz  dem- 
onstrated the  integral  role  that  this  technology 
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plays  in  supporting  the  troops.  Our  fighting 
forces  deserve  nothing  less  than  the  very 
best. 

Last  year.  Congress  and  the  Defense  De- 
partment proposed  a  demonstration  project 
known  as  the  Pacific  Medical  Network 
[PACMEDNET]  which  utilized  investments  al- 
ready made  m  the  Defense  Department's 
Composite  Health  Care  System  [CHCS]  and 
expanded  these  attributes  lor  effective  wartime 
deployment.  This  technology  was  successfully 
used  in  Kernel  Blitz  and  will  take  the  Defense 
Department  into  the  2 1st  century  in  tx)th  its 
peacetime  and  wartime  medical  missions. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wanted  to  share  the  following 
article  from  Federal  Computer  Week  on  how 
this    investment    in    technology    is    improving 
emergency  medical  care  for  the  Defense  De- 
partment.   This    successful    usage    ol    CHCS 
technology   is  a   simulated  wartime  exercise 
demonstrates  that  PACMEDNET  is  the  future 
of  battlefield  medical  care. 
[From  the  Federal  Computer  Week.  Apr.  10. 
1995) 
Hospital  System  Survives  First 
Battlefield  Trial 
(BY  BRAD  BASS) 

The  Defense  Department's  $1.1  billion  Com- 
posite Health  Care  System  (CHCS)  went  into 
battle  last  week,  and  early  reports  said  the 
system  came  through  with  the  colors  flying. 

The  Marine  Corps'  annual  Kernel  Blitz 
combat  exercise,  held  at  Camp  Pendleton. 
Calif.,  last  week,  featured  deployable  medi- 
cal information  systems  for  the  first  time. 
The  training  mission  linked  hospital  based 
CHCS  to  battlefield  medical  systems  com- 
posed of  smart  cards,  ruggedized  handheld 
and  laptop  computers,  and  wireless  commu- 
nications. The  exi?ansion  of  CHCS  to  the  bat- 
tlefield stems  from  lessons  learned  in  Oper- 
ation Desert  Storm  and  other  hot  spots, 
where  Defense  forces  suffered  from  inad- 
equate medical  technology,  said  officials 
with  both  DOD  and  with  CHCS  contractor 
Science  Applications  International  Corp. 

"The  fleet  hospitals  in  Saudi  Arabia  had 
no  automation."  said  Cmdr.  Mel  Baxter,  di- 
rector of  development  !e  the  DOD  CHCS  pro- 
gram office. 

"Things  could  have  gone  a  whole  lot  better 
if  they  had  these  tools.  "  Baxter  said.  The  Air 
Force  has  already  decided  to  put  a  version  of 
CHCS  in  its  base  at  Guantanamo  Bay.  Cuba, 
next  month,  Baxter  said. 

SIMULATED  CASUALTIES 

The  Kernel  Blitz  system  connected  two 
ships— the  USNS  Mercy,  a  medical  ship,  and 
the  USS  Peleliu.  both  off  the  coast  of  Camp 
Pendleton — to  forward  surgical  companies 
near  the  beach. 

After  the  Marines  simulated  a  full-scale 
landing  operation  using  helicopters,  tanks 
and  armored  personnel  carriers,  troops  mov- 
ing inland  suffered  about  2(X)  simulated  cas- 
ualties, according  to  Steve  Hudock.  SAlC's 
director  of  CHCS  deployment.  Each  soldier 
carried  a  CHCS  Multitechnology  Automated 
Reader  Card,  a  smart  card  equipped  with  a 
2K  chip,  a  bar  code  and  a  photograph  Manu- 
factured by  3G  Inc..  Williamsburg.  Va..  the 
cards  contained  basic  medical  information 
on  the  "injured"  troops. 

Field  medics  used  SAIC's  ruggedized  SET- 
HIS Agilpac.  a  486SX-based  handheld  com- 
puter purchased  from  the  Army's  Common 
Hardware/Software  (CHS)  contract,  to  trans- 
late data  from  smart  cards  into  a  format 
compatible  with  CHCS. 

The  Agilpacs  then  downloaded  CHCS  data 
onto  the  cards  so  that  medical  personnel  at 
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other  locations  would  be  aware  of  each  pa- 
tient's condition,  medication  or  other  essen- 
tial information.  The  casualties  were  trans- 
ported to  the  forward  surgical  companies. 
where  smart  card  data  was  transferred  to 
ruggedized  laptops  via  SAIC"s  Tactical  Com- 
munications Interface  Module,  a  controller/ 
signal  processor  designed  for  combat  applica- 
tions. 

This  module  is  also  available  on  the  CHS 
contract  Throughout  the  exercise.  Marines 
used  SAIC  V2A1  LC  Lightweight  Computer 
Units.  23-pound,  ruggedized  laptops  based  on 
32-bit.  486DX  processors.  These  machines 
were  purchased  from  the  Army's  LCU  con- 
tract, held  by  SAIC. 

Medical  personnel  were  able  to  use  the 
LCUs  to  check  the  CHCS  database  for  fur- 
ther information  on  each  patient.  The 
laptops  connected  to  CHCS  nodes  located  on 
the  Mercy  and  the  Peleliu  via  portable  sat- 
ellite dishes  or  radio. 

When  patients  were  evacuated,  the  forward 
surgical  companies  transmitted  patients' 
records  to  medical  staff  at  the  Peleliu  and 
the  Mercy  to  alert  them  that  casualties  were 
on  the  way  and  to  provide  information  on 
the  type  of  injuries  and  what  caused  them. 

"The  doctor  has  a  more  complete  picture 
of  his  patient  as  opposed  to  being  surprised 
when  the  helicopter  arrives.  "  Hudock  said. 

NO  GLITCHES 

Baxter  said  people  Involved  in  the  exercise 
reported  no  glitches. 

'The  summary  information  rolled  from 
one  medical  treatment  facility  to  another," 
he  said.  'I  think  people  were  skeptical  at 
first,  but  everybody  said  it  is  working 
great." 

Baxter  said  the  exercise  represents  a  new 
phase  in  the  CHCS  program  and  battlefield 
medical  automation  in  general.  CHCS  was 
initially  designed  as  a  system  for  phar- 
macists, lab  technicians,  radiologists,  and 
other  hospital-based  clinicians.  DOD  offi- 
cials, however,  decided  to  expand  the  system 
into  the  battlefield  rather  than  develop  a 
separate  system  for  tactical  users. 


HONORING  TOM  BOLACK 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  each  of  us 
is  blessed  with  the  responsibility  of  represent- 
ing thousands  of  hard  working  Americans 
t)ack  in  our  districts.  Of  course,  some  of  our 
constituents  distinguish  themselves  by  excel- 
ling in  a  particular  field  whether  it  is  business, 
public  service,  athletics,  or  a  whole  host  of 
other  specialties. 

One  of  my  most  distinguishable  constituents 
is  celebrating  his  77th  birthday.  Tom  Bolack, 
whose  life  has  been  one  giant  success  story, 
is  still  going  strong.  Over  the  years,  he  has 
excelled  m  politics,  business,  and  ranching. 

In  1942,  this  Kansas  native  had  a  vision  of 
nch  oil  deposits  in  the  San  Juan  Basin  of  New 
Mexico.  His  hunch  was  based  on  some  self- 
taught  geology  basics.  Experts  called  his 
dream  a  fool's  dream.  As  Tom  Bolack  says, 
he  followed  his  dream  "to  a  pool  of  oil  and 
gas  that  would  quench  the  thirst  of  even  my 
harshest  cntic,  the  geologist  who  declared  he 
would  drink  every  drop  of  oil  I  found  in  the 
Basin!" 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Tom  Bolack's  reward  for  perseverance  is  his 
cherished  home,  his  ranch,  the  B-Square,  just 
outside  Farmington.  NM.  It  is  12,500  acres  of 
agriculture,  livestock,  wildlife,  and  conservation 
and  of  course  oil  and  gas. 

Tom  Bolack's  political  career  began  in  the 
1950s  with  his  election  to  mayor  of  the  city  of 
Farmington.  After  serving  as  mayor,  he 
pushed  for  construction  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Project.  He  helped  secure  Federal  fund- 
ing tor  one  of  the  Southwest's  greatest  water 
engineering  accomplishments,  the  Navajo 
Dam  and  Resen/oir  on  the  San  Juan  River. 

After  his  lobbying  days.  Mayor  Bolack  ran 
for  and  was  elected  to  the  New  Mexico  State 
Legislature.  In  1961,  he  became  the  first  Re- 
publican Lieutenant  Governor  in  35  years.  The 
following  year,  he  was  sworn  into  office  as 
Governor  and  served  out  the  remainder  of  Ed 
Mechem's  term. 

Governor  Bolack  retired  from  career  politics 
after  his  1962  service  as  Governor.  But  he 
has  remained  active  in  Republican  circles  over 
the  last  30  years. 

Governor  Bolack  has  distinguished  himself 
as  an  outstanding  citizen  who  had  a  dream, 
pursued  it  and  excelled  m  business,  ranching, 
and  politics.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  honoring  former  New  Mexico  Governor  Tom 
Bolack  as  he  celebrates  his  77th  birthday. 


May  16,  1995 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  Polish  American  and 
Congressman  of  the  Pennsylvania's  Third  Dis- 
trict, I  am  proud  to  represent  the  many  dedi- 
cated people  who  have  given  so  much  of  their 
time  to  keep  the  Polish  spirit  alive  in  the  Phila- 
delphia region. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
POLISH  AMERICAN  CONGRESS 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  BORSKI 

OF  PE.VNSYLVA.NIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  Polish  American  Congress, 
eastern  Pennsylvania  district,  as  it  celebrates 
its  50th  anniversary  in  Philadelphia  this  month. 

Since  Its  formation,  the  Polish  American 
Congress  has  been  an  outstanding  organiza- 
tion in  sourtheastern  Pennsylvania  and  contin- 
ues to  be  a  leading  force  in  the  unity  of  Penn- 
sylvania and  the  fostenng  of  Polish  traditions 
and  culture. 

Over  the  last  50  years,  the  officers  and 
members  of  the  eastern  Pennsylvania  distnct 
have  worked  closely  with  the  national  organi- 
zation in  supporting  its  objectives.  Members 
have  proudly  watched  Poland  gain  her  free- 
dom from  Communist  Russia,  and  Polish 
Amencans  of  all  ages  have  supported  cultural 
and  educational  events  to  demonstrate  the 
pride  in  Polish  heritage  which  will  last  for  gen- 
erations. 

There  have  been  many  joyous  moments  in 
the  50-year  history  of  the  eastern  Pennsylva- 
nia distnct.  The  organization  has  been  instru- 
mental in  commemorating  Pulaski  Day  and 
Polish  Constitution  Day  in  the  Philadelphia  re- 
gion and  has  played  an  integral  role  in  estat)- 
lishing  the  Thaddeus  Kosciuszko  House  as  a 
national  historical  memorial,  so  that  tourists 
worldwide  can  appreciate  the  unique  role  this 
Polish  patriot  played  in  our  Nation's  history. 

The  Polish  American  Congress  can  also 
take  special  pnde  in  sponsoring  the  Polish 
Amencan  Weekend  at  Penn's  Landing,  the 
largest  ethnic  event  held  along  the  riverfront  in 
Philadelphia. 


THE  NUCLEAR  DISARMAMENT  AND 
ECONOMIC  CONVERSION  ACT 


HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  time  of 
budget  rescissions  and  cutting  of  social  pro- 
grams, I  am  reintroducing  a  bill  that  would  aid 
us  in  refocusing  the  debate  on  funding  prior- 
ities. The  Nuclear  Disarmament  and  Economic 
Conversion  Act,  which  is  designed  to  take  ef- 
fect when  all  foreign  countries  possessing  nu- 
clear weapons  enact  and  execute  similar  legal 
requirements,  requires  the  United  States  to 
disable  and  dismantle  its  nuclear  weapons 
and  to  refrain  from  replacing  them  with  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction.  In  addition,  the  bill 
proposes  refocusing  resources  that  are  cur- 
rently being  used  for  nuclear  programs  to  ad- 
dress human  needs  such  as  housing,  health 
care,  education,  agriculture,  and  environ- 
mental restoration. 

The  Nuclear  Disarmament  and  Economic 
Conversion  Act  is  consistent  with  current  U.S. 
policy  and  moves  us  to  the  next  logical  level 
by  redirecting  resources  to  essential  domestic 
needs.  The  disarmament  contemplated  by  this 
legislation  is  not  unilateral  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  but  requires  multilateral  co- 
operation to  rid  the  worid  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Dunng  the  first  100  days  of  this  Congress, 
many  crucial  programs  were  put  on  the  chop- 
ping block — money  for  summer  jobs  for  youth 
and  future  levels  of  funding  for  school  lunches 
for  our  children.  Yet,  with  the  end  of  the  cold 
war  already  making  it  into  our  children's  text 
books,  we  have  not  yet  refocused  our  prior- 
ities, nor  reallocated  our  precious  resources 
toward  our  most  precious  resource  of  all — our 
children.  This  act  is  a  step  toward  that  end. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  JOHN  S. 

STENNIS 


HON.  ROGER  F.  WICKER 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  honor 
and  pleasure  to  pay  tribute  to  the  life  and 
service  of  Senator  John  C.  Stennis,  who 
passed  away  April  23,  1 995. 

Senator  Stennis'  life  is  the  story  of  20th  cen- 
tury America.  In  1901,  he  was  born  the  son  of 
farmers  in  the  red  clay  hills  of  east  Mississippi. 
He  graduated  from  Mississippi  A&M  College, 
and  received  a  law  degree  from  the  University 
of  Virginia,  earning  the  honor  of  Phi  Betta 
Kappa. 

He  kept  the  promise  of  his  youth  and  moved 
back  to  his  hometown  of  DeKalb,  MS,  where 
he  began  an  extraordinary  62-year  career  in 
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public  service  which  was  unblemished  by 
scandal,  untainted  by  personal  gain,  and  un- 
questioned in  statesmanship.  He  served  as  a 
district  attorney.  State  representative,  and  cir- 
cuit judge. 

Then,  in  1947,  he  ran  for  the  U.S.  Senate 
to  fill  the  unexpired  term  of  Theodore  Bilbo.  In 
today's  era  of  contracts  and  100  and  500  day 
timetables,  I  often  think  of  John  Stennis'  cam- 
paign promise  from  his  first  Senate  campaign. 
He  pledged  to  "plow  a  straight  furrow  right 
down  to  the  end  of  my  row."  Senator  Stennis 
kept  that  simple  promise  with  the  people  of 
Mississippi  and  plowed  a  straight  furrow  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  for  42  years. 

He  served  during  a  time  when  many  politi- 
cians grabbed  headlines  by  fanning  the  flames 
of  prejudice  and  pi  eying  on  the  fears  of  the 
vulnerable.  However,  Senator  Stennis  always 
took  the  high  road  with  integrity  and  courage. 
He  was  the  first  Senate  Democrat  to  stand  up 
to  the  fear  of  McCarthyism  and  was  crucial  in 
bridging  our  country's  racial  divide  in  the 
1960's. 

He  began  his  service  in  the  Senate  by  work- 
ing each  day  until  the  Senate  recessed  and 
then  studying  at  the  Library  of  Congress  until 
it  closed.  He  rose  to  serve  as  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  for  12  years,  be- 
coming one  of  the  most  influential  voices  in 
our  Nation's  military  affairs  during  the  Vietnam 
war  and  for  much  of  the  cold  war.  Every 
weapons  system  used  in  the  1991  Desert 
Storm  offensive  was  authorized  and  appro- 
pnated  under  the  leadership  of  Senator  Sten- 
nis. 

He  also  served  as  chairman  of  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  as  well  as  the  first  chair- 
man of  the  Senate's  Select  Committee  on 
Standards  and  Conduct. 

Widely  respected  for  his  integnty.  diligence, 
and  judgment  he  was  called  upon  time  and 
again  to  investigate  sensitive  political  matters. 
It  became  routine  to  refer  to  him  as  the  "Con- 
science of  the  Senate."  To  illustrate  the  bipar- 
tisan respect  he  engendered,  President  Nixon 
looked  to  John  Stennis'  reputation  and  integ- 
rity during  the  height  of  Watergate,  When 
President  Nixon  refused  to  turn  over  Water- 
gate tapes  to  a  special  prosecutor,  he  offered 
to  have  Senator  Stennis  listen  to  their  content 
and  venfy  President  Nixon's  summary. 

Mississippians  knew  they  had  no  greater 
friend  in  Washington.  Senator  Stennis  brought 
economic  development  to  my  home  of  north 
Mississippi  through  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway.  In  south  Mississippi,  he  secured 
the  State's  largest  employer,  Ingall's  shipyard, 
and  brought  about  NASA's  testing  facility  for 
rocket  motors,  the  John  C.  Stennis  Space 
Center. 

Senator  Stennis  retired  from  the  Senate  in 
1989,  having  served  eight  Presidents  from 
President  Truman  to  Reagan  in  a  career  m 
which  he  would  rise  to  President  pro  tempore 
of  the  body  he  so  revered.  Upon  his  retire- 
ment. President  Reagan  announced  that  the 
Nation's  newest  nuclear  powered  aircraft  car- 
rier would  be  named  the  U.S.S.  John  C.  Sten- 
nis. The  U.S.S.  John  C.  Stennis  will  join  the 
ranks  in  December  of  the  U.S.S.  Nimitz,  Vin- 
son, Eisenhower.  Washington.  Roosevelt,  and 
Lincoln. 

After  his  retirement.  Senator  Stennis  moved 
to   the   Mississippi    State   University   campus 
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from  which  he  graduated  in  Staricville,  the 
home  of  the  John  C.  Stennis  Institute  of  Gov- 
ernment and  the  John  C.  Stennis  Center  of 
Public  Service,  created  by  Congress  to  tram 
young  leaders. 

When  asked  in  the  twilight  of  his  career  how 
he  would  like  to  be  remembered,  with  his 
characteristic  humility  he  responded,  "I  haven't 
thought  atxjut  that  a  whole  lot.  You  couldn't 
give  me  a  finer  compliment  than  )ust  to  say 
'He  did  his  best.'"  Senator  Stennis'  unyielding 
devotion  to  principle,  character,  and  humility 
produced  one  of  the  greatest  statesman  of  the 
20th  century.  Senator  Stennis  did  his  best  and 
for  that  my  State  of  Mississippi  and  America 
will  always  be  grateful. 


LOW-INCOME  SCHOOL  CHOICE 
EDUCATION  BILL 


HON.  DAVE  WELDON 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16,  1995 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing,  with  my  good  fnend  Frank 
RiGGS,  the  Low-Income  School  Choice  Dem- 
onstration Act  of  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  some  parts  of  this  great 
country,  the  state  of  education  continues  to 
decay — despite  throwing  more  money  at  the 
problem.  The  liberal  solution  is  more  money, 
more  bureaucracy,  more  regulation,  and  great- 
er Federal  intrusion  into  our  schools. 

I,  and  my  colleagues  joining  me  on  this  bill. 
feel  differently.  We  should  focus  on  parental 
choices,  deregulation  of  classrooms,  the  ac- 
quisition of  essential  skills  and  knowledge;  and 
good,  objective  tests  that  tell  us  how  our  chil- 
dren are  doing. 

Education  is  subject  to  a  great  many  de- 
bates and  ideas.  One  of  those  ideas  is  allow- 
ing parents  to  choose  the  school  their  children 
attend.  Some  may  say  we  shouldn't  allow  the 
parents  to  decide  what  school  might  best  pre- 
pare their  child  for  the  worid  outside.  But,  I  be- 
lieve it  IS  essential  that  we  allow  our  parents 
to  determine  what  is  best  for  their  children. 

In  an  article  from  the  Washington  Post  this 
past  weekend,  a  high  school  student  was  very 
surprised  to  find  out  she  had  scored  perfectly 
on  her  SAT  test.  This  was  despite  knowing 
she  had  incorrectly  answered  at  least  two 
questions.  How  could  this  happen?  Well,  cur- 
rently the  College  Board,  the  organization  that 
administers  the  SAT.  is  recentenng  the  scores 
to  bring  the  average  back  up  to  500  points  It 
IS  a  sad  commentary  on  the  state  of  our  Na- 
tion's educational  system  when  we  have  to 
lower  the  standards  of  education  m  order  for 
our  students  to  score  well  on  their  college  en- 
trance tests.  This  must  stop.  We  must  better 
educate  our  children. 

Breaking  down  old,  outdated  barriers  and 
confronting  the  new  paradigm  of  change  and 
innovation  has  been  the  hallmark  of  this  Con- 
gress. The  first  100  days  of  this  Congress 
brought  a  tremendous  amount  of  change.  The 
primary  thrust  of  all  the  ideas  that  have  been 
circulating  is  to  reduce  the  role  of  Government 
and  empjower  the  American  people  to  make 
their  own  decision  about  their  lives.  The 
Weldon-Riggs     Low-Income     School     Choice 
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Demonstration  Act  of  1995  is  an  innovative 
and  creative  way  of  changing  the  status  quo 
in  the  debate  about  education  reform  and  edu- 
cation choice  tor  all  Amencans. 

This  demonstration  project  is  a  tiny  step,  but 
a  step  nonetheless,  toward  change  and  a  bet- 
ter educational  future  tor  our  most  valuable 
asset,  our  children. 

A  good  education  is  a  key  ingredient  m  end- 
ing the  cycle  of  poverty  that  entraps  so  many 
of  our  Nation's  children.  This  bill  will  liberate 
the  parents  of  low-income  children  to  choose 
a  school  that  meets  the  educational  needs  of 
their  children. 

Improved  education  is  essential  tor  our  Na- 
tion's economic  vitality  Our  increasingly  conn- 
petitive  global  economy  demands  a  well-edu- 
cated work  force,  and  this  bill  will  serve  as  a 
catalyst  for  improved  education. 

In  1986,  almost  94  percent  of  high  school 
seniors  were  unable  to  solve  multistep  mathe- 
matical problems  or  use  basic  algebra  in  fact, 
a  1994  survey  by  the  Carnegie  Foundation 
found  that  few  college  professors  feel  US  un- 
dergraduates are  prepared  for  higher  edu- 
cation: only  20  p>ercenl  of  professors  believe 
undergraduates  have  adequate  written  and 
oral  communications  skills  and  only  15  percent 
feel  undergraduates  are  sufficiently  skilled  in 
math  and  qualitative  reasoning. 

As  for  literacy,  most  young  Americans  are 
functioning  at  rudimentary  levels:  enough  to 
get  through  the  day  perhaps,  but  not  enough 
to  Sustain  a  strong  democracy,  a  competitive 
economy,  and  a  vibrant  culture.  According  to 
the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  functional  il- 
literacy costs  U.S.  businesses  S300  billion  in 
lost  productivity  annually. 

Our  children  need  the  opportunity  to  pursue 
a  good  education.  If  this  educational  oppor- 
tunity IS  outside  their  school  district,  they 
should  have  the  chance  to  take  advantage  of 
It  and  find  their  Amencan  dream  through  qual- 
ity education. 

Last  November,  the  Amencan  people  sent 
me  and  many  others  to  Congress  to  change 
the  way  the  Government  works.  School  choice 
IS  one  step  toward  changing  the  attitudes  of 
the  Federal  Government  regarding  education. 

Under  the  Weldon-Riggs  education  bill,  the 
Secretary  of  Education  would  review  applica- 
tions from  school  districts  around  the  Nation 
and  select  10  to  20  school  districts  to  partici- 
pate in  the  school  choice  demonstration 
project.  Children  who  are  eligible  for  the  Fed- 
eral School  Lunch  Program  could  partiapale, 
and  their  parents  would  receive  certificates  to 
use  at  any  public,  pnvate,  or  charter  school  in 
the  area. 

Two  S5  million  grants  would  be  available  to 
the  most  needy  districts.  They  would  be  tar- 
geted to  those  communities  with  highest  num- 
ber of  low-income  children.  The  remaining 
grants  would  be  in  varying  amounts  up  to  $3 
million. 

Parents  could  use  the  money  to  send  their 
children  to  public,  including  charter  schools,  or 
private,  including  sectanan.  schools  of  their 
choice.  The  money  could  be  used  to  pay  rea- 
sonable transportation  costs  and  would  be  lim- 
ited to  the  average  per  child  expenditure  m  the 
local  public  school. 

The  Weldon-Riggs  school  choice  dem- 
onstration bill  would  cover  3  years,  with  an  ini- 
tial cost  of  just  S30  million    Each  participating 
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school  district  must  submit  evaluation  informa- 
tion to  the  Comptroller  General  for  review. 
Data  from  the  demonstration  pro|ecl  would  be 
studied  after  the  .i-year  period  and  a  report 
would  be  submitted  to  Congress. 

Earlier  this  year.  Secretary  Henry  Cisneros 
of  HUD  said,  "Low-  and  moderate-income 
families  should  have  greater  power  to  make 
decisions  atxjut  their  lives,  and  government 
should  support  their  quest  for  self-sufficiency." 
This  same  pnncipal  should  apply  to  education. 
These  low-income  families  should  have  great- 
er power  to  make  decisions  about  their  lives, 
that's  what  this  bill  does. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  more  of  my  colleagues 
to  sign  on  in  support  of  this  demonstration 
project  and  put  a  little  hope  and  innovation 
into  our  education  system 


TRIBUTE  TO  JIM  GRANT 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIG.\.N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  17  the 
Overseas  Development  Council  will  honor 
James  P.  Grant.  It  will  do  so  at  a  dinner  in 
Washington  to  commemorate  its  25th  anniver- 
sary and  will  present  awards  to  several  who 
have  chaired  ODC.  Jim  Grant  will  b€  honored 
in  memonam. 

If  any  word  could  characterize  Jim  Grant's 
distinguished  career,  and  none  adequately 
can.  it  might  be  dedication.  Jim  cared  passion- 
ately about  all  the  world's  people  and  devoted 
his  life  to  his  dream  of  everyone  on  Earth  hav- 
ing a  real  chance  to  enjoy  its  bounty. 

Whether  one  knew  Jim  Grant  dunng  his 
early  years  in  beginning  to  help  others,  his 
work  in  the  U.S.  Government  trying  to  develop 
American  assistance  that  would  really  matter 
to  pieople  in  Third  World  nations,  his  days  pro- 
viding leadership  as  head  of  the  ODC,  or  his 
glonous  tenure  as  executive  director  of 
UNICEF,  the  conclusion  was  the  same  tor  so, 
so  many  of  us.  There  was  no  one  else  quite 
like  Jim — in  his  combination  of  imagination, 
enthusiasm,  dnve,  perseverance,  intelligence, 
and  interpersonal  skills. 

He  simply  would  never  give  up. 

Jim  Grant  would  understand  the  impetus  in 
our  Nation  to  focus  on  improving  the  oppor- 
tunity for  the  millions  of  our  citizens  who  have 
seen  their  standard  of  living  stagnate  over  the 
last  decade,  and  in  many  cases  decline.  At 
the  same  time  he  would  not  believe  that,  m 
doing  so,  our  Nation  would  want  to  turn  its 
back  on  the  plight  of  millions  elsewhere.  He 
believed  too  much  m  the  basic  decency  of  the 
people  of  this  country,  and  in  this  sense  he 
was  in  all  of  his  bones  and  m  his  fundamental 
attitude  very  much  an  archetypical  Amencan. 

Literally,  there  are  hundreds  of  thousands,  if 
not  millions,  of  children  alive  today  because 
Jim  Grant  lived.  Could  anyone  ask  for  more  of 
his  or  her  life'' 

Jim  met  more  of  the  people  he  cared  about 
than  do  most,  but  most  of  them  he  never  met. 
But  he  could  envisage  them  vividly,  as  if  pari 
of  his  own  family,  to  whom  he  was  so  close 
and  from  whom  sprang  much  of  his  humanity. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  working  with  Jim,  also 
of  seeing  him  preside  over  many  a  meeting. 
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There  was  no  one  who  could  better  stimulate 

a  diverse  group  to  work,  sometimes  struggle 
to  a  constructive  conclusion — not  infrequently 
the  very  one  he  had  m  mind  from  the  very  be- 
ginning. As  the  ODC  notes  his  untimely  death 
by  commemorating  his  life,  many  who  know 
him  well  join  in  and  innumerable  others  who 
did  not  know  him  directly  but  benefited  from 
his  work  would  do  so,  if  they  could. 


HONORING  THE  NEW  YORK  PUBLIC 
LIBRARY 


HON.  EUOT  L  ENGEL 

OF  .NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  New  York 
Public  Library,  one  of  the  Nation's  most  treas- 
ured cultural  institutions,  and  the  only  library  in 
the  world  combining  a  preeminent  research 
collection  and  a  comprehensive  system  of 
neighborhood  branch  libraries,  is  celebrating 
Its  100th  birthday. 

For  100  years,  the  New  York  Public  Library 
has  been  a  cornerstone  of  equal  opportunity 
by  providing  free  and  open  access  to  informa- 
tion without  distinction  based  upon  income,  re- 
ligion, nationality,  or  other  human  condition. 
The  only  cntenon  for  admission  is  cunosity. 

Through  the  82  branch  libranes  and  4  re- 
search centers,  the  Library  sen/es  more  than 
10  million  people  each  year.  The  research  li- 
braries, which  include  the  Center  for  the  Hu- 
manities, the  Schomberg  Center  lor  Research 
in  Black  Culture,  the  Library  for  the  Performing 
Arts,  and  the  soon-to-be-opened  Science,  In- 
dustry, and  Business  Library,  contain  vast 
treasures  which  provide  researchers,  scholars, 
and  students  access  to  the  accumulated  wis- 
dom of  the  world. 

However,  it  is  the  neighborhood  branches 
that  are  the  cornerstone  of  many  New  York 
City  neighborhoods.  They  provide  a  safe  and 
inviting  gathering  place  lor  the  young,  the  el- 
derly, and.  in  fact,  for  everyone  to  learn  and 
enrich  their  lives.  The  branch  libranes  reach 
far  beyond  the  traditional  lending  role  usually 
associated  with  neighborhood  libranes.  The 
many  branch  libraries  that  are  located  in  my 
congressional  distnct  play  an  extremely  Impor- 
tant role  in  the  education  and  socialization  of 
the  residents  of  Bronx  County. 

I  join  with  my  constituents  in  recognizing  the 
New  York  Public  Library  on  the  100th  anniver- 
sary of  Its  founding. 


TRIBUTE  TO  PETER  CLENDENIN 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  BLILEY,  JR. 

OF  VIRGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16,  1995 

Mr.  BLILEY  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commend  and  pay  tribute  to  a  good  friend  and 
servant  to  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Virginia,  Mr.  Peter  Clendenin.  On  June  30  of 
this  year,  Peter  will  end  more  than  12  years  of 
service  as  president  of  the  Virginia  Health 
Care  Association,  a  nonprofit  association  that 
represents  assisted  living,  nursing  facility,  and 
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subacute  care  providers  throughout  the  State 
of  Virginia. 

For  the  3  years  preceding  his  tenure  at  the 
Virginia  Health  Care  Association,  Peter  served 
the  Commonwealth  as  assistant  secretary  of 
human  resources  where  he  oversaw  the  de- 
velopment of  the  budgets  for  15  State  agen- 
cies responsible  for  implementing  security, 
manpower  development,  mental  health  serv- 
ices, and  rehabilitation  services  for  the  people 
of  Virginia. 

Peter  began  his  service  to  the  Common- 
wealth in  1975  as  a  senior  legislative  analyst 
with  the  Virginia  Joint  Legislative  Audit  and 
Review  Commission  where  he  worked  for  4 
years  as  project  director  of  program  evalua- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  the  many  contribu- 
tions Peter  Clendenin  has  made  to  the  people 
and  government  of  Virginia,  and  to  wish  him 
well  on  his  future  endeavors. 
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MARGARET  MONTERO— LEADER- 
SHIP IN  THE  PORTUGUESE- 
AMERICAN  COMMUNITY 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

REAUTHORIZ.  <  OF  THE  CLEAN 

WATER  ACT 


CONGRATULATORY  REMARKS  FOR 
MISS  CHELSI  SMITH.  MISS  UNI- 
VERSE 1995 


HON.  KEN  BENTSEN 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  Miss  Chelsi  Smith  who  was 
crowned  Miss  Universe  on  May  12,  1995,  in 
Namibia,  South  Afnca.  Miss  Smith  has  be- 
come an  inspirational  figure  to  young  people 
across  the  world. 

Chelsi  Smith  represented  the  State  of  Texas 
at  the  Miss  USA  competition  in  1995.  Upon 
her  award,  she  continued  her  duties  in  South 
Afnca  where  she  represented  the  United 
States  of  America  in  the  Miss  Universe  com- 
petition. Of  the  82  contestants  Chelsi  Smith,  of 
Deer  Park,  TX,  has  become  the  sixth  Miss 
USA  to  be  honored  with  the  title  of  Miss  Uni- 
verse, 

Miss  Smith,  a  21 -year-old  woman,  was 
raised  m  Deer  Park,  TX,  were  she  graduated 
from  Deer  Park  High  School  in  1991.  She  is 
a  sophomore  at  San  Jacinto  Community  Col- 
lege, were  she  intends  to  complete  her  studies 
in  early  childhood  education  after  fulfilling  her 
reign  as  Miss  Universe. 

Chelsi  has  worked  to  raise  the  awareness  of 
racial  issues  and  has  served  as  a  motivational 
spokesperson  to  the  youth  of  America. 

I  congratulate  Miss  Chelsi  Smith  on  her 
award  of  Miss  Universe.  I  wish  her  well  as  she 
continues  to  represent  the  United  Slates  of 
America  and  the  State  of  Texas.  I  am  very 
proud  that  a  fellow  Texan  has  so  well  rep- 
resented our  Nation.  It  is  with  great  pride  that 
I  extend  my  congratulations  to  Miss  Smith  for 
her  important  victory. 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Mrs.  Margaret  Montero,  the  su- 
preme president  of  the  Associacao  Protectora 
Uniao  Madeirence  do  Estado  da  California 
[APUMEC]  a  fraternal  organization  in  Califor- 
nia's 13th  Congressional  District.  On  June  20, 
1995,  she  will  finish  her  term  in  office. 

The  APUMEC  is  a  fraternal  benefit  society 
which  was  started  in  Oakland,  CA,  in  1913,  by 
several  men  from  the  island  of  Madeira,  Por- 
tugal. The  purpose  of  the  society  is  to  assist 
any  member  who  might  be  ill  or  in  need.  If  a 
member  passes  away,  the  society  provides 
assistance  to  the  member's  family.  Since 
1913,  the  society  has  grown  in  membership  to 
nearly  2,000  members  in  several  States.  The 
APUI^EC  continues  to  provide  these  services 
and  has  expanded  to  provide  others,  such  as 
the  scholarship  program  which  awards  schol- 
arships each  year  to  qualified  students. 

Margaret  Montero  is  currently  the  70th  su- 
preme presiden'  of  the  APUMEC.  She  joined 
APUMEC  Council  No.  4  "Progresso"  on  Feb- 
ruary 4,  1967,  and  has  served  as  an  officer 
since  1970.  She  is  the  third  member  of  her 
family  to  hold  the  office  of  supreme  president. 
Margaret's  late  brother-in-law,  Jose  (Joe)  J. 
Montero  was  supreme  president  from  1930  to 
1932.  Her  daughter,  Jackie  Montero  Flynn, 
served  as  supreme  president  from  1973  to 
1974.  She  and  her  daughter  are  the  first  moth- 
er and  daughter  supreme  presidents  of  the 
APUMEC. 

Ms.  Montero  was  born  on  May  28,  1915,  in 
Honolulu,  HA.  She  has  been  a  resident  of  the 
bay  area  for  over  60  years.  She  owned  a  busi- 
ness with  her  now  deceased  husband,  Mr. 
Joaquim  (Harry)  Montero,  to  whom  she  was 
married  for  45  years,  and  she  still  resides  in 
the  city  of  San  Leandro,  CA.  She  has  one 
daughter,  Jackie  Montero  Flynn,  one  stepson, 
John  Lewis  Montero;  three  grandson;  and  two 
great  grandchildren. 

Ms.  Montero  has  also  served  as  a  member 
of  many  other  community  organizations,  in- 
cluding the  IDES,  ISMM,  SES.  SPRSl, 
UPPEC,  UPEC,  the  Brotherhood  of  St.  An- 
thony, the  Cabrillo  Civic  Clubs  of  California, 
and  the  ICDES.  She  is  also  a  representative 
to  the  Portuguese  Fraternal  Benefit  Societies 
of  California. 

Ms.  Montero  will  finish  her  term  on  June  20, 
1995.  Dunng  her  tenure  as  supreme  presi- 
dent, she  brought  in  a  total  of  S575.000  in 
policies  and  over  85  new  members  to  the  so- 
ciety. This  IS  a  significant  contribution  to  the 
organization.  But  perhaps  even  more  signifi- 
cant Is  the  tireless  dedication  she  has  brought 
to  the  APUMEC  for  the  28  years  that  she  has 
participated  in  the  organization. 

Today,  I  want  to  congratulate  Margaret 
Montero  on  her  successful  term  as  supreme 
president  and  recognize  her  for  her  commit- 
ment to  the  APUMEC  and  to  the  entire  Por- 
tuguese community,  1  wish  her  much  happi- 
ness in  the  years  to  come. 


HON.  BIANCHE  LAMBERT  LINCOLN 

OF  ARKANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT  .'STIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
express  my  disappointment  with  provisions 
added  at  the  last  minute  to  H.R.  961,  the 
Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995.  The  bill 
made  an  honest  effort  to  correct  some  of  the 
problems  with  the  current  Act.  However,  while 
I  supported  some  of  the  strong  elements  of 
the  bill,  including  the  wetlands  and  the  private 
property  provisions,  1  could  not,  with  good 
conscience,  support  the  final  amended  bill. 

Dunng  consideration  of  H.R.  961,  the  House 
approved  an  amendment  that  altered  the  allo- 
cation formula  under  the  State  Revolving  Fund 
[SRF].  Under  this  new  formula,  the  less  indus- 
trialized States,  like  Arkansas,  received  signifi- 
cantly less  money  than  they  currently  receive. 
The  base  bill  contained  a  more  equitable  ap- 
proach in  Its  treatment  of  the  allocation  for- 
mula, but  the  amendment  adopted  by  the 
House  gutted  the  onginal  agreement  reached 
by  the  committee. 

Last  year  Arkansas  received  nearly  $15  mil- 
lion under  the  SRF  allocation.  Under  the 
amended  bill,  Arkansas  would  receive  S8  mil- 
lion— a  42  percent  reduction. 

Arkansas  has  a  well  run  SRF  program, 
leveraging  two  times  the  amount  of  its  SRF 
funding.  Last  year,  Arkansas  leveraged  nearly 
S30  million  from  its  SI  5  million  allocation.  The 
severe  reduction  in  the  amended  bill  not  only 
reflects  a  $7  million  reduction  of  federal  obli- 
gated dollars,  but  it  also  adversely  affects  Ar- 
kansas' ability  to  leverage  more  funds.  The 
bill's  cut  in  fact  represents  a  Si 4  million  total 
loss  in  funds  that  could  be  used  to  finance 
much  needed  wastewater  treatment  plants 
and  infrastructure  needs  throughout  the  State. 
With  the  many  Federal  requirements  imposed 
on  our  communities,  they  need  the  capital  to 
comply  with  these  national  mandates. 

Again,  there  were  many  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  I  support,  including  relief  lor  farmers 
under  the  wetlands  and  nonpoint  source  sec- 
tions and  small  system  hardship  loans.  How- 
ever, when  this  bill  pits  Arkansas  against  other 
States  in  fighting  for  essential  funds,  I  could 
not  abandon  Arkansas'  needs  in  developing  its 
clean  water  infrastructure. 

I  hope  that  the  chairman  and  other  Mem- 
bers involved  in  the  negotiations  with  the  Sen- 
ate will  press  on  in  their  obligation  to  consider 
this  equity  issue  during  the  conference  and  re- 
solve this  unacceptable  situation  for  Arkansas 
and  28  other  States  that  lost  SRF  funding 
under  the  new  allocation  scheme.  1  would  like 
to  have  a  bill  that  I  could  support  on  behalf  of 
my  farmers  and  my  rural  constituents. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  EDWARD  V. 
ROBERTS 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-nVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 
Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pro- 
found sadness  that  I  nse  to  remember  the  late 
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Edward  V.  Roberts,  the  father  of  the  inde- 
pendent living  movement  and  cofounder  of  the 
World  Institute  on  Disability.  Mr.  Roberts 
passed  from  this  life  on  March  14,  1995.  at  his 
home  in  Berkeley,  CA,  at  the  age  of  56. 

Mr.  Roberts  undeniably  exemplified  the  epit- 
ome of  what  people  with  disabilrties  can  ac- 
complish with  the  nght  attitude,  individual 
empowerment,  and  mutual  support  The 
undefeatable  Mr.  Roberts  laid  the  groundwork 
for  disabled  rights  as  he  pursued  his  dream  of 
liberation  and  education  His  lifelong  battle  for 
the  rights  of  the  disabled  began  in  high  school 
when  he  vigorously  challenged  his  school  prin- 
cipal who  balked  at  granting  Roberts  a  di- 
ploma because  the  teenager  had  not  com- 
pleted the  required  physical  education 
courses.  Polio  left  Rot>erts  a  quadnpiegic  at 
age  14.  Roberts,  unable  to  move  below  the 
neck  and  dependent  on  an  iron  lung  to 
breathe,  was  deemed  "severely  disabled "  and 
"unemployable,"  according  to  a  counselor  at 
the  California  State  Department  of  Rehabilita- 
tion. Convinced  that  he  could  defeat  the  ocWs, 
Roberts  never  accepted  the  idea  that  disabled 
people  could  not  when  the  rest  of  society 
could.  He  pursued  his  educational  objectives 
with  this  idea  in  mind.  Afier  winning  the  battle 
to  obtain  his  high  school  diploma,  Roberts 
went  on  to  earn  a  bachelor's  degree  and  a 
master's  degree.  He  was  the  first  severely  dis- 
abled student  to  attend  and  be  housed  on 
campus  at  the  University  ol  California,  Berke- 
ley. While  there.  Mr.  Roberts  helped  fellow 
students  organize  into  a  sell-help  group  whose 
services  included  free  counseling,  off-campus 
housing  referrals,  and  a  repair  crew  whose  ex- 
pertise was  wheelchairs.  He  also  led  the  lob- 
bying effort  for  dorm  housing  lor  the  disabled 
and  eventually  secured  Federal  money  to  es- 
tablish the  first  ever  Physically  Disabled  Stu- 
dents Program  at  the  university.  This  was  just 
the  beginning  ol  Mr.  Rotjert's  legacy  to  people 
with  disabilities. 

Committed  to  increasing  the  freedom  of 
people  with  disabilities  to  live  and  work  like 
other  people  and  in  response  to  increased  de- 
mands lor  the  services  provided  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Disabled  Student's  Program, 
in  1972,  Mr  Roberts  helped  found  the  Center 
for  Independent  Living  in  Berkeley.  The  pro- 
gram was  the  first  ol  its  kind  to  be  designed, 
developed,  organized  and  managed  by  and  for 
the  disabled  to  achieve  the  best  quality  lite 
possible.  It  became  a  national  model  for  peo- 
ple with  disabilities  because  it  documented 
and  resolved  some  ol  the  basic  problems  of 
people  with  disabilities  attempimg  to  live  inde- 
pendently with  such  essentials  as  personal 
care,  modified  living  space,  transportation,  and 
wheelchair-accessible  ramps  and  curbs.  While 
at  the  center,  Roberts  successfully  cam- 
paigned for  the  removal  ol  Federal  laws  that 
were  designed  to  keep  the  disabled  out  of 
school  and  work  environments.  His  ideas  were 
turned  into  law  m  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of 
1973.  There  are  now  some  400  indef)endent 
living  centers  throughout  the  United  States 
based  on  the  Berkeley  model  demonstrating 
independent  living  with  accommodations. 
Once  again,  Mr  Roberts  scored  a  permanent 
mark  for  the  disabled,  transtormmg  the  way 
everyone  thinks  and  acts  toward  the  disabled 
and  paving  the  way  lor  the  integration  of  the 
disabled  into  all  forms  of  society. 
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Mr.  Robert's  longtime  efforts  and  visions  re- 
ceived affirmation  when  Governor  Jerry  Brown 
appointed  Roberts  to  head  the  California  De- 
partment of  Rehabilitation  in  1975.  Roberts 
was  the  first  California  State  director  of  reha- 
bilitation with  a  physical  disability.  His  pres- 
ence alone  at  the  agency,  the  same  agency 
that  sided  with  the  University  of  California  m 
denying  Roberts  admittance  to  Berkeley  be- 
cause the  school  had  never  had  a  wheelchair- 
confined  student  who  required  a  respirator  and 
iron  lung,  helped  many  understand  the  needs 
of  the  disabled  seeking  independence  With  a 
staff  of  more  than  2,500  and  budget  of  Si  40 
million,  Roberts  implemented  the  independent 
living  programs  on  the  State  level  and  estab- 
lished a  national  network  of  independent  living 
centers.  The  independent  living  movement 
soon  went  national.  Roberts'  efforts  to  change 
disabled  rights  dramatically  influenced  policies 
that  are  m  place  today.  Mr.  Roberts  was  deter- 
mined to  change  the  whole  system  and  move 
away  from  old  ideas  about  the  capabilities  of 
the  disabled. 

In  1984.  Mr.  Roberts  received  a  S225.000 
MacArthur  Foundation  award.  Using  this  grant, 
he  cofounded  the  Oakland-based  World  Insti- 
tute on  Disability  [WID],  to  carry  the  philoso- 
phy of  independent  Irving  into  the  national 
arena.  This  organization,  an  influential  think 
tank  on  disabled  policy  and  research  issues,  is 
dedicated  to  eliminating  handlcappism  through 
equity  of  opportunity,  institutionalizing  the  lull 
participation  of  the  disabled  within  our  society 
and  ensunng  economic  parity  lor  the  disabled. 
Under  Roberts,  the  organization  conducted  re- 
search and  training  on  maior  policy  issues, 
lormulated  new  approaches  to  disabilities  that 
are  based  on  real-life  emergencies  and  needs, 
t)€gan  a  disabled  youth  summer  |obs  and  in- 
ternship project,  encouraged  small  businesses 
to  identify  barners  faced  by  the  disabled  and 
lobbied  tor  small  business  loans  lor  the  dis- 
abled. His  lobbying  efforts  gave  nse  to  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990,  sec- 
tion 504,  and  other  important  access  laws  tor 
the  disabled.  Carrying  his  message  of  inde- 
pendent living,  Mr.  Roberts  traveled  worldwide 
pushing  his  message  for  disabled  nghts  in  Af- 
nca.  Australia,  Russia,  El  Salvador,  and 
Japan,  just  to  name  a  few. 

Edward  V  Roberts  positively  changed  the 
perceptions  of  a  whole  society  and  revolution- 
ized society's  idea  of  what  persons  with  dis- 
abilities could  be.  As  a  role  model  and  leader 
with  a  vision.  Roberts  was  committed  to  build- 
ing an  environment  that  supports  the  inde- 
pendence ol  people  with  disabilities.  Roberts 
plotted  his  course  early  and  never  veered  from 
his  chartered  path.  He  inaugurated  a  civil 
nghts  movement  that  changed  the  lite  of  every 
disabled  person  and  the  structure  of  nearty 
every  street  and  building  in  this  Nation. 
Though  there  are  no  monuments  to  the  man 
who  launched  the  disabilities  rights  movement, 
we  must  recognize  Mr.  Roberts  as  the  man 
who  tned  to  build  a  dream  that  we  all  could 
share,  now  and  m  all  generations  to  come.  We 
will  all  morn  this  loss. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
ALDRICH  AMES  SPY  CASE 
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HON.  lARRY  COMBEST 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.^TIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  November 
30,  1994,  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  issued  its  report  on  the  Aldnch 
Ames  espionage  case  Among  the  findings  of 
that  report  was  the  fact  that  "the  CIA  failed  to 
keep  the  oversight  committees  fully  and  cur- 
rently informed"  about  the  case  "despite  sev- 
eral instances  ol  pointed  questioning  by  Com- 
mittee members.  The  lack  ol  notification  ex- 
tended to  the  end:  Neither  the  CIA  nor  the  FBI 
advised  the  oversight  committees  of  the  inves- 
tigation until  shortly  before  Ames'  arrest." 

This  chilling  finding  left  unanswered  the 
question  as  to  why  the  oversight  committees 
had  not  been  kept  informed,  as  the  law  re- 
quires: Was  it  a  witting  coverup  or  inadvert- 
ent Although  neither  answer  would  be  com- 
forting, the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  deemed  it  necessary  to  close  out 
this  unanswered  question  with  regard  to  the 
Ames  case. 

Despite  the  heavy  press  of  business  the 
committee's  staff  and  Members  made  this  a 
priority  at  the  outset  ol  this  Congress.  Alter 
extensive  work  by  the  staff  and  a  review  by 
the  committee,  the  committee  voted  unani- 
mously on  May  11,  1995.  to  release  the  fol- 
lowing statement: 
Congressional  Oversight  of  the  Aldwch 
AMES  Spy  Case 

On  February  21,  1994.  Aldrich  Ames  was  ar- 
rested and  charged  with  violating'  U.S.  espio- 
nage laws  and  spying  for  the  former  Govern- 
ment of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Govern- 
ment of  Russia.  Since  that  date,  the  Com- 
mittee has  conducted  an  aggressive  inquiry 
to  determine  what  went  wrong  in  the  .\mes 
case  and  how  to  fix  it.  In  November  1994.  we 
issued  an  exhaustive  report  that  had  specific 
recommendations  for  remedial  action.  The 
Intelligence  Community  and  the  FBI  have 
taken  significant  steps  to  address  problems 
we  highlighted  in  our  report.  The  remedial 
actions  have  had  a  positive  effect  on  coun- 
terintelligence issues. 

One  issue,  in  particular,  surfaced  during 
our  inquiry  that  necessitated  additional  fol- 
low-up: that  is.  whether  the  CIA  violated 
Section  502  of  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947  and  whether  that  violation  was  inten- 
tional. Section  502  requires  that  the  Con- 
gress be  Informed  of  "all  intelligence  activi- 
ties .  .  .  including  .  .  .  any  significant  intel- 
ligence failure."  At  a  full  committee  hearing 
on  February  7.  1995.  and  in  correspondence 
with  this  committee.  Acting  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  Admiral  Studeman  has 
stated  that  the  CIA  failed  to  meet  this  statu- 
tory obligation. 

The  CIA's  admission  of  its  violation  of  Sec- 
tion 502  led  us  to  the  next  question,  whether 
this  failure  was  intentional.  The  Committee 
has  interviewed  a  wide  range  of  current  and 
former  CIA  officials  involved  in  the  Ames 
case.  We  also  reviewed  the  voluminous  re- 
porting that  we  have  received  on  the  Ames 
case.  This  examination  produced  no  evidence 
that  any  former  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence. Deputy  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence, or  Deputy  Director  for  Operations 
made  a  decision  to  withhold  information 
about  the  loss  of  Soviet  assets  in  1985  and 


1986  and  the  resulting  investigation  from 
this  Committee. 

At  lower  levels  of  the  Cl.A.  where  the  coun- 
terintelligence investigation  was  being  con- 
ducted, it  appears  that  no  one  ever  thought 
to  bring  this  matter  to  the  Committee's  at- 
tention. Five  Members  of  this  Committee 
asked  precisely  the  right  questions  about  es- 
pionage problems  at  CIA  during  the  CIA's 
own  investigation:  former  Chairman  An- 
thony Beilenson;  two  ranking  Members.  Rep- 
resentatives Henry  Hyde  and  Bud  Shuster; 
and  two  Committee  members.  Representa- 
tive Dick  Cheney  and  Larry  Combest.  At  a 
minimum,  what  is  clear  is  that,  at  certain 
levels.  CIA  officials  did  not  understand  the 
requirements  of  the  law.  The  CIA  is  taking 
steps  to  ensure  that  all  employees  are  aware 
of  Section  502.  Moreover,  it  is  important  to 
note  that  it  is  not  the  responsibility  of  the 
Committee  "to  ask  the  right  questions."  The 
onus  lies  with  the  Intelligence  Community 
to  be  forthcoming  vis-a-vis  its  oversight  re- 
sponsibilities. 

The  Committee  is  taking  the  following  ad- 
ditional actions: 

We  have  prepared  a  letter  for  the  new  DCI. 
.John  Deutch,  drawing  his  attention  to  Sec- 
tion .502  and  the  transcript  of  the  February  7. 
1995  hearing.  We  are  confident  that  the  new 
DCI  will  be  vigilant  in  ensuring  that  the 
mandates  of  Section  502  are  followed.  Notifi- 
cation is  not  merely  a  matter  of  law.  but  is 
also  a  matter  of  common  sense.  Senior  CIA 
officials  must  bring  matters  to  the  attention 
of  the  Congress  when  there  is  any  "signifi- 
cant intelligence  failure."  This  raises  the 
corollary  issue  of  ensuring  that  all  officers  of 
the  CIA  understand  that  they  will  be  held  ac- 
countable for  the  management  of  their  oper- 
ations, as  Admiral  Studeman  has  already  in- 
formed personnel  of  the  CIA.  The  new  DCI 
has  also  pledged  to  make  accountability  a 
focus  of  his  management  policies. 

The  Committee  has  a  continuing  interest 
in  the  Ames  case.  A  full  briefing  on  the  re- 
sults of  the  Intelligence  Community's  dam- 
age assessment  will  be  received  later  this 
year.  Following  that  briefing,  the  Commit- 
tee will  determine  if  there  is  additional  leg- 
islative or  other  remedial  action  that  is  re- 
quired. 

The  Committee  will  also  continue  to  mon- 
itor the  counterintelligence  reforms  that 
have  been  put  in  place  by  the  CIA.  the  Intel- 
ligence Community  and  the  FBI  to  ensure 
that  there  is  no  backsliding  on  this  matter. 


MEDICARE  DEPENDENT  HOSPITAL 
RELIEF  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  L  CL^Y  SHAW,  JR. 

of  FLOKIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  in- 
troduce timely  legislation  that  will  allow  Medi- 
care dependent  hospitals,  defined  as  hospitals 
with  Medicare  patient  loads  of  60  percent  or 
more,  to  be  reimbursed  more  fairly  under  the 
Prospective  Payment  System  [PPS].  These 
hospitals,  both  rural  and  urban,  have  signifi- 
cantly higher  Medicare  losses  and  lower  over- 
all Medicare  margins  than  other  hospitals.  This 
disparity  threatens  the  viability  of  these  hos- 
pitals and  the  access  to,  and  the  quality  of. 
care  for  Medicare  beneficiaries. 

This  legislation,  which  I  am  introducing  in 
conjunction  with  my  good  friend  from  Florida, 
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Senator  Bob  Graham,  is  titled  the  Medicare 
Dependent  Hospital  Relief  Act  of  1995.  To 
remedy  the  problem  facing  Medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals,  this  bill  includes  three  main  pro- 
visions. First,  Medicare  dependent  hospitals 
will  be  statutorily  defined  as  hospitals  with 
Medicare  patients  loads  representing  60  per- 
cent or  more  of  total  patient  days.  Second, 
each  year  the  Prospective  Payment  Assess- 
ment Commission  [ProPAC]  will  compute,  and 
the  Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
[HCFA]  will  implement,  separate  PPS  updates 
for  Medicare  dependent  hospitals  and  other 
hospitals.  The  update  for  Medicare  dependent 
hospitals  will  have  to  make  the  average  Medi- 
care loss  for  those  hospitals  equal  to  the  aver- 
age Medicare  loss  for  all  hospitals.  The  com- 
putation and  implementation  will  be  budget 
neutral,  thus  this  bill  will  not  create  additional 
costs.  Third,  ProPAC's  annual  report  to  Con- 
gress will  include  recommendations  to  ensure 
that  beneficiaries  served  by  Medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals  retain  the  same  access  and  qual- 
ity of  care  as  Medicare  hospital  patients  na- 
tionwide. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  is  simple.  Be- 
tween 1983  and  1988,  Medicare  phased  m  the 
PPS  to  replace  cost-based  reimbursements 
with  prospective,  or  pre-determmed,  payments 
to  contain  costs  and  encourage  efficiency. 
Various  PPS  adjustments  have  produced  wide 
vanations  in  hospital  profits  and  losses  from 
Medicare.  Medicare  dependent  hospitals,  as  a 
group,  have  been  at  a  distinct  disadvantage. 
While  hospitals  on  average  lose  2.73  percent 
on  their  Medicare  business.  Medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals  lose  much  more:  on  average, 
those  Medicare  dependent  hospitals  with  60- 
64  percent  Medicare  loads  lose  4.57  percent, 
while  those  with  65  percent  or  greater  Medi- 
care loads  lose  5.45  percent.  Medicare  de- 
pendent hospitals  have  less  ability  to  offset 
Medicare  losses  with  payments  from  other 
payors  because  of  their  high  Medicare  patient 
loads.  With  such  low  margins,  Medicare  de- 
pendent hospitals  are  faced  with  only  two 
choices:  either  close  or  reduce  services.  In  ei- 
ther case,  the  ultimate  losers  will  be  the  Medi- 
care beneficianes  these  hospitals  serve. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion and  ask  that  this  bill  and  these  remarks 
be  inserted  into  the  Record. 

H.R.— 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Medicare 
Dependent  Hospital  Relief  .■Vet  of  1995". 

Sh:C.  2.  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SEPARATE  APPUCA- 
BLE  PERCENTAGE  INCREASES  FOR 
MEDICARE  DEPENDENT  HOSPITALS 
AND  OTHER  HOSPITALS  BY  THE 
PROSPECTIVE  PAYMENT  ASSESS- 
MENT COMMISSION. 

(a>  Development  of  Separ.\te  Applicable 
Percentage  Increases.— 

(b  In  general.— The  Prospective  Payment 
.Assessment  Commission  established  under 
section  1886(e)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  139ww(e)(2))  (in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Commission")  shall,  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (2).  develop  for  fis- 
cal year  1997  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter 
.separate  applicable  percentage  increases  de- 
scribed in  section  1886(b)(3)(B)  of  such  .Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395ww(b)(3)(B))  for  medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals  and  subsection  (d)  hospitals 
which  are  not  medicare  dependent  hospitals. 

(2)  Equalization  of  .medicare  margins.— 
The  Commission  shall  develop  separate  ap- 
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plicable  percentage  increases  under  para- 
graph (1)  such  that,  if  such  factors  were  in 
effect,  the  estimated  average  annual  medi- 
care margins  of  all  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals in  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices to  medicare  beneficiaries  in  such  fiscal 
year  would  be  equal  to  the  average  annual 
medicare  margins  of  all  subsection  (d)  hos- 
pitals which  are  not  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals in  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices to  medicare  beneficiaries  in  such  fiscal 
year. 

BUDGET  NEUTRALITY.— The  Commission 
shall  provide  that  the  separate  applicable 
percentage  increases  developed  under  para- 
graph (1)  would,  if  in  effect,  not  result  in  ag- 
gregate payments  under  section  1886  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395ww)  to 
medicare  dependent  hospitals  and  subsection 
(d)  hospitals  which  are  not  medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals  for  the  furnishing  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  in  a  fiscal  year  in  excess  of 
the  aggregate  payments  under  such  section 
to  such  hospitals  in  such  fiscal  year  if  such 
factors  were  not  in  effect. 

(b)  Reports.— 

(1)  In  general.— Beginning  in  March  1996. 
the  Commission  shall,  in  each  of  the  Com- 
mission's March  reports  to  the  Congress  re- 
quired under  section  1886<eK3)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395ww(e)(3))  in- 
clude— 

(A)  the  separate  applicable  percentage  in- 
creases developed  by  the  Commission  under 
subsection  (aXD  for  the  upcoming  fiscal 
year;  and 

(B)  recommendations  on  methods  to  ensure 
that  medicare  beneficiaries  who  receive  serv- 
ices furnished  by  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals have  the  same  access  and  quality  of 
care  as  medicare  beneficiaries  who  are  fur- 
nished services  by  subsection  (d)  hospitals 
which  are  not  medicare  dependent  hospitals. 

(2)  Annual  review  of  medicare  margins.- 
The  Commission  shall  develop  the  rec- 
ommended methods  under  paragraph  (1)(B) 
after  annually  reviewing  the  average  medi- 
care margins  in  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals and  the  impact  of  such  medicare  mar- 
gins on  the  medicare  dependent  hospitals' 
overall  profit  margins. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINITIONS. 

In  this  Act.  the  following  definitions  apply: 

(1)  Medicare     beneficiary.— The     term 
"medicare  beneficiary"  means  an  individual 

who  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  part  A  of 
title  X'VIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395c  et  seq.). 

(2)  Medicare  dependent  hospital.— The 
term  "medicare  dependent  hospital"  means 
any  subsection  (d)  hospital— 

(A)  that  is  not  classified  as  a  sole  commu- 
nity hospital  under  section  1886<d)(5>(D)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395ww(dK5)(D)):  and 

(B)  for  which  not  less  than  60  percent  of  its 
inpatient  ilays  were  attributable  to  medicare 
beneficiaries  during  2  of  the  last  3  preceding 
fiscal  years  for  which  data  is  available. 

(3)  Medicare  .margin.— 

(A)  In  general— The  term  "medicare  mar- 
gin" means  for  a  fiscal  year  the  ratio  ex- 
pressed as  a  percentage  equal  to — 

(i)  the  difference  between  all  medicare  rev- 
enues paid  to  a  hospital  for  the  operating 
costs  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  a  fiscal 
year  and  all  medicare  program  eligible  ex- 
penses for  such  operating  costs  for  such  fis- 
cal year  (as  shown  by  each  hospital's  HCFA 
2552  report  submitted  annually  to  the  Health 
Care  Financing  Administration):  divided  by 

(ii)  all  medicare  revenues  paid  to  the  hos- 
pital for  the  operating  costs  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  for  such  fiscal  year. 
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(B)  Operating  costs  of  inpa-hent  hos- 
pital services.— The  term  "operating  costs 
of  inpatient  hospital  services  "  has  the  mean- 
ing given  such  term  in  section  1886(a)(4)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395ww(a)(4)). 

(4)  Subsection  (d)  hospital.— The  term 
"subsection  (d)  hospital"  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  1886(d)(l)<B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
I395ww(d)(l)(B)). 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  THE  SUCCESS- 
FUL PARTNERSHIP  BETWEEN 
ANCHORAGE  NEIGHBORHOOD 
HOUSING  SERVICES  AND  THE 
NATIONAL  BANK  OF  ALASKA 


HON.  DON  YOl^G 

OF  ALASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16, 1995 

Mr  YOUNG  of  Alaska  Mr  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  both  the  Anchorage  Neigh- 
borhood Housing  Services  and  the  National 
Bank  ol  Alaska  lor  being  nationally  recognized 
by  the  Social  Compact  m  its  1995  Outstanding 
Community  Investment  Awards  program  for 
their  partnership  achievement:  the  rehabilita- 
tion of  a  histonc  downtown  property  into  a 
mixed-use  rental  and  retail  development. 
ANHS  and  NBA  were  selected  from  over  160 
applicants  from  across  the  country  for  their 
highly  effective  and  innovative  community  in- 
vestment strategies. 

The  project,  known  as  the  Loussac-Sogn 
Limited  Partnership,  marked  a  series  of  firsts 
in  Anchorage:  National  Bank  of  Alaska  [NBA] 
was  the  first  financial  institution  in  Alas^ka  to 
purchase  historic  and  low-income  housing  tax 
credits.  Loussac-Sogn  was  the  first  housing 
built  downtown  since  1980,  and  it  was  the  first 
limited  partnership  between  a  nonprofit  and  fi- 
nancial institution  to  provide  lor  the  housing 
needs  of  low-income  individuals. 

The  shortage  of  affordable  housing  m  An- 
chorage IS  critical.  Significant  increases  in 
number  of  low-  and  moderate-income  resi- 
dents and  a  concurrent  loss  of  almost  1,000 
substandard  housing  units  between  1988  and 
1990  created  the  severe  shortage  A  decline 
in  per  capita  income  caused  by  a  shift  in  the 
economy  from  oil-based  |Obs  to  service  )0bs 
also  contnbuted  to  the  problem.  The  afford- 
able housing  available  m  the  Loussac-Sogn 
Single  Rental  Occupancy  [SRO]  building  is 
helping  alleviate  the  situation. 

Located  m  Anchorage's  downtown  business 
distnct,  this  histoncally  signific^ant,  42,000 
square  loot  art  moderne  structure  was  reha- 
bilitated and  preserved  according  to  national 
historic  standards  The  building  will  be  placed 
on  the  National  Historic  Register  in  1996  It  in- 
cludes retail  businesses  on  the  ground  floor 
and  52  renovated  and  lumished  single  room 
occupancy  housing  umts  on  the  upper  floors. 
Residents,  very-low  income  adults,  will  stay  at 
Loussac-Sogn  as  the  first  step  m  a  continuum 
of  housing  provided  by  Anchorage  Neighbor- 
hood Housing  Services  [ANHS]  Support  serv- 
ices, provided  through  a  case  management 
system,  will  also  help  the  residents  more  suc- 
cessfully bndge  a  transitional  penod  before 
finding  permanent,  independent  housing. 
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The  protect  could  not  have  been  completed 
without  NBA's  leadership  and  participation 
throughout  the  process.  They  assisted  with  the 
complex  acquisition  of  the  land  and  building. 
The  bank  convinced  the  landowner  that  the 
creation  of  low-income  housing  would  be  with- 
in Its  purpose  as  a  chantable  organization, 
and  then  they  negotiated  with  the  building's 
owners  to  settle  litigation  so  that  it  could  sell 
the  property  to  ANHS  at  a  reasonable  price. 
NBA  also  provided  funds  m  acquisition  and 
renovation  equity  and  a  construction  loan  with 
Si. 56  million  m  financing  through  the  Alaska 
Housing  Finance  Corporation.  The  additional 
financing  needed  to  complete  Loussac-Sogn 
was  obtained  through  taxable  bond  financing 
and  grants  from  the  local  histonc  presentation 
nonprofit,  the  Neighborhood  Reinvestment 
Corporation,  and  the  Federal  Home  Loan 
Bank  of  Seattle.  NBA  also  stepped  in  with 
needed  support  when  ANHS  assumed  the  role 
of  general  contractor  in  order  to  address  unex- 
pected hazardous  materials  abatement  re- 
quirements. 

The  Loussac-Sogn  SRO  is  an  asset  and  en- 
hancement of  downtown  Anchorage.  The  resi- 
dents take  an  active  part  m  the  community 
and  focus  on  particular  problems  such  as 
cnme  prevention.  Thanks  to  Loussac-Sogn, 
businesses  have  learned  about  the  positive  ef- 
fects of  low-income  housing. 
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CONGRATULATIONS  TO  DRUG- 
FREE  SCHOOLS 


TRIBUTE  TO  JESS  DAMESWORTH 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  .MICHIG.\.N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  has  become 
widely  accepted  in  our  Nation  that  when  peo- 
ple become  unemployed  through  no  fault  of 
their  own,  there  should  be  a  bndge  for  them 
and  their  family  until  a  return  to  remunerative 
work. 

It  took  considerable  effort  to  weave  that 
principle  into  America's  economic  fabnc  and  it 
has  taken  constant  effort  to  maintain  it. 

Jess  Damesworth  has  been  in  the  center  of 
that  endeavor.  As  unemployment  compensa- 
tion director  for  the  United  Automobile  Work- 
ers for  over  a  decade,  he  has  devoted  his 
high  energy  and  substantial  talents  to  his 
work.  Thousands  and  thousands,  inside  and 
outside  of  the  UAW,  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude 
to  Jess'  dedication.  He  has  worked  with  indus- 
try to  make  the  system  work  more  effectively. 

On  Thursday,  May  18,  a  retirement  dinner 
will  be  held  to  honor  Jess'  years  of  service. 
There  will  be  words  of  praise  from  leadership 
and  rank  an  file.  Both  will  have  witnessed  the 
good  efforts  of  Jess  Damesworth.  As  some- 
one who  has  been  pnvileged  to  work  with 
Jess  over  the  last  decade,  I  heartily  join  in  the 
accolades  to  him. 


HON.  JACK  FIELDS 

OF  TE.VAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA'nVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
pleased  to  learn  that  four  schools  located  in 
my  congressional  distnct  are  recipients  of  this 
year's  Drug  Free  Schools  Award,  presented 
annually  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education. 

The  four  schools — Ehrhardt  Elementary 
School,  Strack  Intermediate  School,  Dueitt 
Middle  School,  and  Tomball  Intermediate 
School — were  among  just  98  schools  nation- 
wide to  be  so  recognized.  Winning  this  award 
attests  to  the  hard  work  and  concern  of  the 
students,  faculty  and  administrators  of  these 
four  schools,  as  well  as  to  the  hard  work  and 
concern  of  the  parents  of  the  students  attend- 
ing those  four  schools. 

In  particular,  I  would  like  to  congratulate 
Heather  Maedgen,  principal  of  Ehrhardt  Ele- 
mentary School  in  Klein;  Gary  Jones,  principal 
of  Strack  Elementary  School  in  Klein;  Rosalind 
Keck,  pnncipal  of  Dueitt  Middle  School  in 
Spring;  and  Dr.  Lee  Weeditz,  principal  of 
Tomball  Intermediate  School.  Their  leadership 
in  eliminating  drugs  and  alcohol  from  their 
schools,  and  m  creating  a  positive  learning  en- 
vironment, has  inspired  educators  and  stu- 
dents alike  to  work  together  for  the  common 
good. 

America's  Goals  2000 — a  series  of  edu- 
cational goals  to  which  President  Bush  com- 
mitted our  nation — includes  a  commitment  that 
"by  the  year  2000  every  school  in  the  United 
States  will  be  free  of  drugs,  violence,  and  the 
unauthonzed  presence  of  firearms  and  alco- 
hol, and  will  offer  a  disciplined  environment 
conducive  to  learning." 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  four  schools  located  in  my 
congressional  district  that  have  received  the 
Drug  Free  Schools  Award  are  well  on  their 
way  to  achieving  that  goal  of  a  drug-free,  alco- 
hol-free and  nonviolent  environment  in  which 
teachers  can  teach  and  students  can  learn. 
Again,  I  congratulate  everyone  associated  with 
those  schools — students,  administrators,  fac- 
ulty members  and  parents — on  this  tremen- 
dous, and  well-deser/ed  honor. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 


LET'S  TALK  ABOUT  THE  FACTS 


HON.  JACK  METCALF 

OF  W.^SHINGTDN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA'nVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 
Mr.  METCALF,  Mr.  Speaker,  while  discuss- 
ing the  massive  Federal  debt  and  annual 
budget  deficits  of  over  S200  billion  at  a  recent 
town  hall  meeting  in  Oak  Harbor,  WA,  I  used 
a  Member  of  the  other  body  as  an  example  of 
the  old  guard  in  Washington,  DC.  I  criticized 
him  for  his  opposition  to  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment,  his  reputation  for  securing  ques- 
tionable spending  projects  for  West  Virginia, 
and  his  unwillingness  to  cut  wasteful  Federal 
spending. 

I  then  said  in  a  light-hearted  vein  at  the 
town  hall  meeting  that  because  of  this,  the 
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Member  should  be  tarred  and  feathered.  His- 
torically, since  the  late  1800's,  tarred  and 
feathered  has  been  a  humorous  reference, 
meaning  community  outrage  at  a  person  who 
violates  the  general  good  of  the  community.  I 
have  never,  nor  would  I  ever,  seriously  advo- 
cate mob  violence  toward  anyone. 

A  more  important  note,  in  my  mind,  how- 
ever, IS  the  misinformation  regarding  a  remark, 
made  from  the  audience,  that  the  Member 
should  be  shot.  At  the  time  of  the  comment  I 
was  speaking  and  thus  did  not  hear  nor  was 
I  aware  of  what  had  been  said.  Had  I  heard 
the  statement  at  the  time,  I  would  have  con- 
demned it  on  the  spot. 

Political  rhetonc  is  one  thing,  but  threatening 
violence  is  quite  another.  I  have  always  con- 
demned senseless  acts  of  violence  and  have 
worked  to  enact  laws  ensuring  swift  and  sure 
punishment  for  those  who  break  the  law. 

My  comments  were  intended  to  illustrate  the 
abuses  of  the  old,  outdated  political  process, 
certainly  not  to  support  the  use  of  violence. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  GILBERT  MURRAY 


IN  APPRECIATION  OF  THE  COM- 
MITMENT OF  WILLIAM  REES 
HARRIS  TO  THE  SALISBURY 
VOLUNTEER  AMBULANCE  SERV- 
ICE 


HON.  NANCY  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, It  is  with  great  pnde  and  appreciation  that 
I  rise  today  to  commend  Rees  Harris,  a  life- 
long resident  of  Salisbury,  CT,  for  his  generos- 
ity and  leadership  in  forming  the  Salisbury  Vol- 
unteer Ambulance  Service  in  1971. 

Rees  IS  known  throughout  the  northwest 
corner  of  Connecticut  for  his  vision  of  commu- 
nity life  and  his  commitment  to  and  support  of 
programs  that  support  the  needs  of  the  resi- 
dents of  the  small  towns,  like  Salisbury,  that 
comprise  the  northwest  corner.  In  1971, 
through  Rees'  personal  generosity,  the  Salis- 
bury Volunteer  Ambulance  Service  was  estab- 
lished. Today,  Rees  will  be  honored  by  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  service  in  recognition 
of  his  dedication  and  compassion  for  his 
neighbors  and  for  contnbuting  to  the  quality  of 
life  they  all  enjoy. 

In  a  small,  tight-knit  community  such  as 
Salisbury,  many  good  deeds  are  accom- 
plished, as  neightxjr  helps  neighbor  in  a  quiet 
fashion.  Rees  is  a  humble  man,  a  gentleman 
who  has  earned  the  respect  of  his  peers  for 
his  unending  concern  for  all  those  who  call 
home  the  very  special  community  of  Salisbury, 
CT. 

I  know  Rees  finds  deep,  personal  satisfac- 
tion through  helping  others,  and  on  behalf  of 
my  Salisbury  constituents,  I  express  apprecia- 
tion for  his  contributions  to  the  lives  of  many 
and  for  strengthening  the  services  and  institu- 
tions on  which  the  community  relies. 


HON.  FRANK  RIGGS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16,  1995 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  pay 
homage  to  a  very  special  person,  who  was  re- 
cently taken  away  from  us  by  a  cowardly  and 
desperate  act.  Gilbert  Murray,  president  of  the 
California  Forestry  Association,  was  killed  on 
Apnl  24,  1995,  by  a  mail  bomb  at  his  office  in 
Sacramento,  CA. 

Gil  touched  many  lives,  both  professionally 
and  personally.  He  dedicated  his  life  to  pro- 
tecting the  forests,  which  he  learned  to  love  as 
a  child.  He  continued  to  explore  and  enjoy  the 
outdoor  worid  as  an  adult.  He  taught  his  family 
to  love  and  appreciate  nature  in  all  its  majestic 
forms — exploring  mountain  peaks,  churning 
nvers,  tropical  reefs,  snowclad  hillsides,  gla- 
ciers, and  deep  blue  lakes. 

Born  on  June  18,  1947,  Gil  spent  most  ot 
his  childhood  in  Southern  California.  After 
serving  in  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  from  1967- 
70  in  Vietnam,  he  returned  to  the  United 
States  to  marry  his  childhood  sweetheart, 
Connie. 

Gil  spent  most  of  his  professional  life  de- 
voted to  forestry  issues.  After  graduating  from 
the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley  in  1975 
with  a  degree  in  forestry,  he  went  to  work  as 
a  dirt  forester  for  Collins  Pine  Co.  in  Chester, 
CA.  Through  the  years  he  worked  in  several 
organizations  involved  in  forestry,  eventually 
rising  to  the  presidency  of  the  California  For- 
estry Association. 

What  IS  unique  and  special  about  Gil  is  the 
incredible  amount  of  love  and  affection  that  his 
friends  and  family  have  for  him.  Devoted  to  his 
job,  he  never  lost  sight  ot  the  people  around 
him.  His  family  was  always  his  first  priority. 
Perhaps  his  young  niece  stated  it  best,  "He 
was  just  the  best  person  in  the  world." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  all  Members  will  join 
me  in  saluting  Gilbert  Murray  and  condemning 
his  assassination.  Gil  was  indeed  a  special 
person,  and  we  can  all  best  respect  his  life  by 
advancing  his  ideals  now  that  he  is  gone. 


GOP  SAVES  MEDICARE 


HON.  STEPHEN  E.  BUYER 

OF  I.NDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 
Mr.  BUYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Medicare  is  m 
dire  need  of  improvements.  Medicare  part  A 
will  go  bankrupt  by  2002;  in  just  7  years.  Med- 
icare part  B,  has  already  begun  to  lose 
money.  Medicare  is  our  forth  largest  Federal 
budget  item,  consuming  12  percent  of  the 
budget. 

If  the  Medicare  system  is  not  reformed  now, 
we  may  not  have  a  program  to  reform  in  the 
very  near  future.  Since  1992,  Medicare  has 
been  paying  out  more  money  In  claims  than  it 
has  received  in  payroll  taxes.  These  services 
must  be  run  in  a  more  responsible  and  fiscally 
prudent  manner  while  maintaining  Medicare's 
quality. 

Medicare  part  A,  the  hospitalization  insur- 
ance program,  draws  its  revenue  from  a  trust 
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fund  that  currently  contains  $135  billion.  This 
trust  fund  will  begin  losing  money  next  year 
and  will  be  insolvent  by  2002.  We  must  pro- 
vide security  to  our  seniors  that  there  will  be 
a  safety  net  for  their  use  if  needed  in  7  years. 

Enrollees  in  Medicare  part  B,  the  program 
that  finances  outpatient  medical  treatment,  will 
pay  a  premium  of  S46.10  a  month  and  a  de- 
ductible of  $100  this  year.  In  return  they  will 
receive  benefits  averaging  nearly  52,400  per 
enrollee,  with  taxpayers  subsidizing  Si, 800 
per  beneficiary.  By  2002.  that  subsidy  will 
reach  $3,900  per  individual.  This  subsidy  will 
cost  taxpayers  $1.5  tnllion  over  the  next  20 
years  if  the  current  course  continues.  The  av- 
erage one-earner  Medicare  couple  will  receive 
$126,700  more  in  benefits  than  they  contnb- 
uted  over  their  working  life. 

In  April,  I  completed  another  round  of  town 
meetings  m  the  Fifth  Distnct  of  Indiana.  The 
solvency  of  Medicare  was  a  top  concern.  I 
heard  a  similar  message  from  young  and  old 
alike  from  Kokomo  to  Winamac  and  from  Lo- 
gansport  to  Plymouth.  Hoosiers  don't  want  a 
quick  fix  that  doesn't  work.  They  don't  want 
accounting  gimmicks.  They  don't  want  political 
posturing.  They  want  Congress  to  reform  the 
system  to  ensure  secunty  for  years  to  come. 
The  solvency  of  Medicare  is  very  real  to  Hoo- 
sier  families  and  seniors. 

House  Republicans  have  proposed  a  budget 
plan  that  balances  the  Federal  budget  by 
2002,  without  touching  Social  Secunty  or  rais- 
ing taxes.  This  means  that  for  the  first  time 
since  1969,  our  deficit  by  2002  will  be  zero. 
Medicare  spending  is  projected  to  increase 
from  $178  billion  in  1995  to  $258  billion  in 
2002.  That's  a  45  percent  increase  over  the 
next  7  years.  What  does  this  mean  for  the  av- 
erage Medicare  recipient  In  1995,  the  aver- 
age Medicare  beneficiary  will  receive  $4,684 
in  benefits  which  increase  to  $6,293  m  2002 
Again,  benefits  increase — not  decrease. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  for  the  Medicare 
Trust  Fund,  appointed  by  President  Clinton, 
nave  issued  a  report  saymg  Medicare's  short- 
term  fiscal  health  requires  either  an  immediate 
increase  in  payroll  taxes  of  44  percent  or  an 
immediate  decrease  in  Medicare  spending  of 
30  percent.  Yet  both  of  their  proposals  would 
only  ensure  solvency  for  25  years.  I  support  a 
less  draconian  approach  such  as  reducing  the 
growth  of  Medicare  by  just  5  percent  a  year. 
No  tax  increase  nor  enormous  cuts  A  5  per- 
cent reduction  in  grov^lh  will  provide  for  long 
term  security  of  the  Medicare  program. 

Because  a  centralized  Government  monop- 
oly is  inherently  inefficient,  wasteful,  and  too 
slow  to  adapt  to  new  ideas  and  new  solutions, 
we  must  transform  Medicare.  Every  senior  citi- 
zen should  have  more  choices  in  health  care 
and  more  control  over  their  own  lives,  thus 
providing  more  security,  a  transformed  Medi- 
care system  will  provide  better  health  care  at 
lower  cost  with  greater  choice.  Failure  to 
transform  Medicare  will  lead  to  cuts  in  serv- 
ices and  financial  crisis. 

The  President  should  be  a  leader,  not  a  fol- 
lower. The  President's  own  Cabinet  members, 
as  trustees  of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund,  have 
issued  a  report  cleariy  stating  that  Medicare  is 
in  dire  need  of  reform.  President  Clinton  has 
been  absent  from  this  debate.  Frankly.  I  am 
very  disappointed  that  it  will  take  Congres- 
sional  legislation  to  bring  the   President  into 
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this  discussion.  I  hope  the  President  will  take 
a  seat  at  the  table  and  help  the  Congress  ad- 
dress this  important  issue  If  not,  the  Congress 
clearly  has  the  determination  to  do  so  without 
him.  I  support  H.R.  1590. 

Finally,  the  imminent  cnsis  in  Medicare 
funding  is  real  and  unavoidable.  Responsible 
reform  of  Medicare  is  a  top  pnonty  of  this 
Congress.  It  should  be  everyone's  purpose  to 
reform  and  improve  Medicare  to  provide  the 
best  possible  service  to  its  beneficiaries.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  my  constituents,  my 
colleagues,  and  hopefully  the  President  to  find 
real  solutions  to  improve  these  programs. 


THE  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINIS- 
TRATION REFORM  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  JAMES  L  OBERSTAR 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT A'H'VES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  cosponsor  H  R.  1392,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Reform  Act  of  1995,  introduced 
by  our  colleague.  Jim  Lightfoot.  Congress- 
man LiGHTFOOT's  bill  makes  important  reforms 
which  will  enhance  FAA's  ability  to  carry  out 
its  responsibilities,  while  preserving  FAA's 
basic  structure  which  has  enabled  the  agency 
to  become  the  world's  finest.  Although  I  have 
reservations  atxiut  some  provisions  in  the 
Lighttoot  bill,  overall  it  is  a  major  contnbution 
to  our  eftort  to  reform  the  FAA 

I  strongly  support  the  provisions  in 
H.R.  1392  which  would  lake  FAA  out  ot  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  make  FAA 
an  independent  agency.  This  reform  has  been 
supported  by  10  of  the  1 1  living  former  Admin- 
istrators of  FAA.  The  strong  support  of  the 
former  Administrators  should  be  given  great 
weight,  in  view  of  their  distinguished  careers  in 
the  military  and  private  sector,  and  the  fact 
that  they  <;prvprl  our  a  period  ot  more  than  30 
years,  under  Presidents  ol  both  parties,  from 
John  F.  Kennedy  to  George  Bush 

As  the  former  Administrators  have  pointed 
out,  FAA's  responsibilities  to  develop  the  avia- 
tion infrastructure  and  to  ensure  aviation  safe- 
ty and  security  are  basically  technical  m  na- 
ture. FAA's  skilled  professionals  are  well 
equipf)ed  to  carry  out  these  responsibilities, 
without  second  guessing  from  political  ap- 
pointees at  the  Department  of  Transportation, 

I  have  obsen^ed  DOTs  oversight  ot  FAA  for 
many  years  DOT'S  review  often  does  little 
more  than  delay  important  decisions,  in  some 
instances,  DOT  overrules  sound  FAA  deci- 
sions, on  ideological  grounds,  or  to  gain  short 
term  public  relations  advantages. 

I  would  also  emphasize  that  all  1 1  ol  the  liv- 
ing former  Administrators  strongly  opposed  a 
reform  which  is  not  in  the  Lightfoot  bill,  but 
has  been  proposed  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation;  to  split  FAA  mto  a  quasi-public 
corporation,  like  the  Postal  Service,  lor  air  traf- 
fic control  and  a  rump  FAA  to  regulate  the  cor- 
poration and  carry  out  FAA's  other  responsibil- 
ities. In  heanngs  before  the  Aviation  Sub- 
committee. Najeeb  Halaby,  FAA  Administra- 
tors from  1961  to  1965,  testified  that; 
"Corporatizing  part  ot  the  FAA  could  disinte- 
grate the  present  comprehensive  system   of 
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safety  which  has  served  the  nation  so  well.  It 
would  result  in  potential  senous  conflict  be- 
tween the  new  corporation,  the  NTSB  and  the 
DOT/FAA.  Since  the  proposed  corporation 
would  be  a  monopoly,  it  would  not  achieve  the 
savings  of  free  competition.  Since  it  would  be 
a  federal  corporation,  the  public  would  not 
consider  that  federal  employees  really  had 
been  reduced  or  true  savings  achieved.  . 

Administrator  Halaby's  statement  was  spe- 
cifically endorsed  by  all  1 1  former  Administra- 
tors. 

The  Lightfoot  bill  makes  important  reforms 
in  the  laws  and  regulations  governing  FAA's 
procurement  of  equipment  and  FAA's  relation- 
ship with  its  skilled  work  force.  FAA  is  now 
governed  by  burdensome  procurement  laws 
and  regulations  which  have  slowed  FAA's  pro- 
gram to  modernize  the  air  traffic  control  sys- 
tem. Equally  burdensome  laws  and  regulations 
on  personnel  have  limited  FAA's  ability  to  re- 
cruit scientific  and  engineering  professionals 
and  to  fully  staff  air  traffic  control  facilities  m 
high  cost  of  living  areas.  The  Lightfoot  bill 
adopts  a  balanced  approach  to  these  prob- 
lems by  giving  FAA  flexibility  to  develop  its 
own  procurement  and  personnel  systems, 
while  retaining  an  opportunity  for  Congress  to 
review  these  programs  before  they  are  imple- 
mented. Congress  would  also  review  the  new 
personnel  and  procurement  programs  in  the 
year  2002  when  they  would  need  to  be  reau- 
thonzed.  The  personnel  and  procurement  re- 
form programs  developed  under  the  Lightfoot 
bill  would  not  only  benefit  FAA,  but  would  also 
provide  Important  data  for  reforming  these 
processes  for  other  Government  agencies. 

I  am  also  supportive  of  the  provision  in  the 
Lightfoot  bill  which  gives  the  FAA  Adminis- 
trator a  7-year  term  in  office.  In  recent  years. 
Administrators  have  often  served  for  2  years 
or  less.  This  is  not  enough  time  to  ensure  that 
needed  reforms  are  implemented.  The  turn- 
over in  Administrators  has  caused  reform  to 
proceed  by  fits  and  starts,  and  prevented  a 
sustained,  consistent  approach.  Last  year  we 
passed  legislation  giving  the  Administrator  a  5- 
year  term  in  office.  A  7-year  term  would  be 
even  better. 

I  have  reservations  about  the  provision  in 
the  Lightfoot  bill  to  establish  a  panel  to  con- 
sider innovative  financing  mechanisms  to  en- 
sure adequate  funding  for  aviation  infrastruc- 
ture needs.  We  do  not  need  a  panel  to  dis- 
cover that  the  basic  problem  is  that  the  more 
than  S5  billion  a  year  generated  by  excise 
taxes  on  aviation  system  users,  such  as  the 
10  percent  tax  on  airline  passengers,  is  not 
being  fully  spent  to  develop  the  aviation  infra- 
structure. The  failure  to  fully  spend  these  reve- 
nues IS  a  breach  of  faith  with  aviation  users. 
The  taxes  were  imposed  m  1970  for  the  pur- 
pose of  financing  the  airport  and  airway  trust 
fund  which  supports  development  of  the  air 
traffic  control  system  and  airports.  In  recent 
years,  the  user  contributions  have  not  been 
fully  spent,  but  have  been  used  to  reduce  the 
deficit  in  the  general  budget.  The  cumulative 
amount  of  taxes  which  has  not  been  spent 
now  totals  more  than  $3  billion.  A  critical  step 
in  overcoming  this  problem  is  to  pass 
H.R.  842,  which  would  take  the  trust  fund  out 
of  the  budget  process  and  permit  all  funds 
contributed  by  users  to  be  spent  for  the  in- 
tended purpose  of  developing  our  Nation's  air- 
ports and  air  traffic  control  system. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Overall,  I  believe  that  the  Lightfoot  bill 
makes  a  ma|or  contnbution  to  FAA  Reform.  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  Congressman 
Lightfoot  and  my  colleagues  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  to  de- 
velop an  FAA  reform  bill  which  will  ensure  that 
we  will  continue  to  have  the  world's  finest 
aviation  system. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARGARET  STANFILL 
MOORE  ORIGINALLY  OF  HAYTI. 
MISSOURI 


HON.  BILL  EMERSON 

OF  MISSOURI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  May  16,  1995 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
pay  tnbute  to  Margaret  Stanfill  Moore,  whose 
outstanding  service  as  a  nurse  in  Worid  War 
II  provided  an  invaluable  role  in  several  key 
battles,  including  the  liberation  of  Europe. 

Margaret  Stanfill  Moore  holds  the  distinct 
honor  of  being  the  first  woman  to  set  foot 
upon  the  beaches  of  Normandy  on  D-Day, 
June  6,  1944.  She  followed  the  first  wave  of 
Allied  troops  ashore  and  immediately  began 
ministering  to  wounded  soldiers  and  para- 
troopers. Her  work  was  crucial  to  saving  the 
lives  of  Americans  and  our  Allied  friends. 

Not  only  did  Lieutenant  Stanfill  heroically 
rush  to  the  shores  of  Normandy,  but  she  was 
also  one  of  the  first  nurses  on  the  scene  in  the 
North  Atnca  campaign.  After  North  Africa,  she 
followed  Allied  troops  into  Sicily.  Margaret 
bravely  risked  her  life  in  some  of  the  most  im- 
portant battles  of  World  War  II  to  save  the 
lives  of  American  and  Allied  troops. 

I  am  proud  to  boast  that  lieutenant  Stanfill  is 
from  Hayti  in  the  Eighth  District  of  Missoun. 
The  daughter  of  Mrs.  Ola  Stanfill,  Margaret 
Stanfill  Moore  is  a  graduate  of  Hayti  High 
School.  Class  of  1930,  where  she  was  captain 
of  the  girls'  basketball  team  and  the  county 
high  school  tennis  singles  champion.  Follow- 
ing high  school,  Margaret  entered  Nurses 
Training  at  the  Baptist  Hospital  in  Memphis, 
TN.  Atter  spending  a  year  in  private  practice, 
she  joined  the  U.S.  Army  Nursing  Corps. 

It  IS  with  honor  that  I  recognize  Margaret 
Stanfill  Moore  for  her  invaluable  and  outstand- 
ing service  to  our  country.  There  is  no  more 
honorable  an  occupation  than  saving  the  lives 
of  wounded  Amencan  soldiers.  The  veterans 
of  World  War  II  thank  her,  I  thank  her,  and 
Amenca  thanks  her. 


END  THE  CUBAN  EMBARGO 


HON.  JOHN  JOSEPH  MOAKLEY 

OK  .M.JiSS.ACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  16,  1995 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr  Speaker,  I  recently 
wrote  to  President  Clinton  urging  him  to  imme- 
diately begin  negotiations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Cuba  aimed  at  lifting  the  economic 
embargo  and  normalizing  relations. 

For  over  three  decades,  we  have  tned  to 
force  Fidel  Castro  from  power  by  maintaining 
a  tight  economic  embargo  on  Cuba.  But,  that 
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embargo  has  failed  to  hasten  Mr.  Castro's  de- 
parture and  has  failed  to  fuel  the  type  of  inter- 
nal pressures  to  advance  the  democratic  re- 
forms that  so  many  of  us  want  to  see. 

Instead,  the  embargo  has  encouraged  and 
strengthened  the  sentiments  of  nationalism  in 
Cuba,  provoked  an  increase  in  immigration  to 
the  United  States — and  it  has  provided  Mr. 
Castro  with  a  perfect  excuse  to  justify  the  fail- 
ures of  his  system. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Clinton  administration 
will  recognize  the  obvious  failures  of  our  cur- 
rent policy  and  change  course. 

I  would  like  to  call  my  colleagues'  attention 
to  a  recent  article  written  for  the  Boston  Globe 
by  Elizabeth  Shannon  entitled,  "United  States 
Should  End  Its  Embargo  Against  Cuba."  Ms. 
Shannon,  who  is  a  writer  and  administrator  at 
Boston  University,  makes  a  compelling  case 
for  changing  our  policy. 

[From  the  Boston  Globe.  May  4,  1995] 

United  St.^tes  Should  End  Its  Embargo 

Against  Cuba 

(By  Elizabeth  Shannon) 

President  Clinton's  reversal  of  our  Cuban 
refugee  situation  may  be  the  administra- 
tion's first  step  toward  changing  a  policy 
which  has  been  ill-advised  and  self-defeating 
throughout  this  century.  To  insist  on  con- 
tinuing and  expanding  the  harsh  and  illogi- 
cal embargo  against  Cuba  when  an  accord  fa- 
vorable to  both  countries  could  be  reached  is 
inconsistent  with  American  self-interest. 
What  good  is  it  to  have  11  million  people 
near  starvation  or  to  create  political  chaos 
on  a  small  island  just  90  miles  off  our  shores? 

Whatever  Fidel  Castro  is— guerrilla  fight- 
er, oppressive  dictator,  unrelenting  windbag, 
nouveau  capitalist — he  is  well  aware  of  the 
failure  of  the  Revolution  and  is  groping  for  a 
way  out.  peering  through  the  doors  of  pri- 
vate enterprise  that  are  opening  up  to  him 
and  liking  what  he  sees. 

Through  his  own  mismanagement  and  the 
loss  of  the  J5  million  annual  subsidy  from 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  infrastructure  of  Cuba 
is  in  shambles.  The  Spanish  colonial  man- 
sions in  Havana's  suburbs  are  in  bleak  dis- 
repair. Black  smoke  from  oil  wells  pollutes 
the  air.  The  few  cars  one  sees  are  vintage 
American  models,  making  the  streets  of  Ha- 
vana look  like  a  set  for  a  Bogart  film.  En- 
gines rust  on  unused  rail  tracks,  and  buses 
have  been  replaced  by  ancient  flatbed  trucks 
with  benches  nailed  to  the  floor  to  serve  as 
public  transportation. 

Children  beg  on  the  streets  of  Havana.  The 
only  miracle  left,  hard  to  fathom,  is  the  good 
nature  and  indomitable  spirit  of  the  Cuban 
people  and  their  faith,  slightly  frayed,  in  ■'El 
Comandante." 

Cuba  is  trying  to  deal  with  its  economic 
crisis  by  participating  in  joint  private  enter- 
prise projects,  mainly  with  Canada.  Mexico 
and  Europe.  It  is  also  pouring  money  into 
tourism,  which  is  growing  at  the  rate  of  20 
percent  annually. 

There  is  still  no  free  press,  radio  or  tele- 
vision and  one  wonders  about  the  literacy 
level  when  there  are  so  few  books  to  read. 
There  are  no  young,  would-be  Fidels  in  the 
university;  dissenters  who  still  fear  a  knock 
on  the  door  at  night. 

Nevertheless,  there  is  an  easing  of  some  of 
the  harsh,  repressive  social  policies  of  the 
past  two  decades.  The  availability  of  edu- 
cational opportunities  and  day  care  centers 
have  made  it  possible  for  women  to  achieve 
goals  not  available  to  them  in  the  pre-Castro 
days.  Churches  are  open  again  after  more 
than  two  decades.  The  repulsive  policy  of  in- 
forming— on  one's  neighbors,  friends,  fam- 
ily—is becoming  discredited. 
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The  farmers'  markets  that  are  now  allowed 
in  the  cities  have  eased  the  harsh  depriva- 
tion of  food  supplies.  Pork  and  fowl,  beans, 
rice  and  vegetables  are  plentiful.  The  mar- 
kets are  crammed  with  shoppers,  trading  in 
dollars,  the  favored  currency,  instead  of 
Cuban  pesos. 

But  the  Cuban  people,  adoring  sls  many  are 
toward  their  "Maximum  Leader."  are  restive 
and  eager  for  a  better  life. 

A  respected  journalist  who  has  lived  in 
Cuba  through  the  Revolution  said  to  me  re- 
cently: "Castro  will  change.  He  is,  above  all. 
a  pragmatist  and  is  keenly  interested  in  how 
history  will  judge  him.  Of  course,  he  must 
save  face.  Let  him  devise  the  words  he  will 
use  to  roll  with  the  change.  Democracy?  Peo- 
ple here  aren't  too  interested  in  democracy. 
They  are  most  interested  in  getting  food  on 
the  table  without  having  to  stand  in  line  for 
hours,  in  having  things  work,  in  good  gaso- 
line, new  cars,  a  transportation  system,  elec- 
tricity that  doesn't  work  on  whim." 

Cubans  want  to  talk  business.  And.  iron- 
ically, it  may  be  American  businessmen 
rather  than  politicians  and  diplomats  who 
change  our  Cuban  policy.  They  are  flocking 
to  the  island. 

It  would  seem  that  these  moves  toward 
capitalism  would  make  America  happy  and 
might  even  make  Sen.  Jesse  Helms  smile. 
But  our  reaction  has  been  to  tighten  the  em- 
bargo and  punish  those  countries — our  allies 
and  friends— who  do  trade  with  Cuba,  creat- 
ing more  ill-will. 

What  guides  our  current  policy  toward 
Cuba?  It  is  a  combination  of  inertia  and  our 
indefatigible  desire  to  punish  Castro,  to 
bring  him  down,  that  feeds  the  inflammatory 
rhetoric  of  Helms  and  the  implacable  hatred 
toward  Castro  of  members  of  the  exile  com- 
munity, who  are  now  threatening  to  shut 
down  businesses  in  Miami  in  protest  of  Clin- 
ton's new  policy.  It  does  nothing  to  create  a 
viable  climate  in  which  to  bolster  Cuba's 
waning  economy  into  a  stable,  thriving  and 
eventually  capitalistic  society. 

If  there  is  one  lesson  to  be  learned  from 
the  story  of  Vietnam,  so  sorely  reopened  by 
Robert  McNamara's  memoirs,  it  is  to  recog- 
nize the  fatal  miscalculation  of  foreign  pol- 
icy-makers who,  so  sure  of  their  direction, 
don't  read  the  road  signs.  Policies  conceived 
in  honest  hope  grow  old  and  out-dated  and, 
eventually,  fatal.  The  theory  that  to  make 
democracy  work  in  Cuba  we  must  "defeat 
Castro"  and  punish  the  Cuban  people  is 
flawed. 

A  European  diplomat  said  to  me  in  Ha- 
vana: "Castro  could  probably  defend  Cuba 
against  100.000  .American  Marines.  There  is 
no  way  he  could  defend  it  against  100.000 
American  tourists!  "  This  moment  in  Cuba's 
history  is  an  opportunity  for  President  Clin- 
ton to  begin  the  process  of  negotiation.  Per- 
haps Jimmy  Carter  could  make  a  stopover  in 
Havana  when  he  is  in  the  area. 


ABOLISHING  THE  SUBMARINE 
PATENT 


HON.  CARLOS  J.  MOORHEAD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATU'ES 

Tuesday.  May  16.  1995 
Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently,  ad- 
vertisements appeared  in  most  of  the  news- 
papers in  my  27th  Congressional  District,  in- 
cluding the  entire  back  page  of  the  L.A. 
Times.  These  advertisements  were  purchased 
by  a  newly  created  group  calling  themselves 
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Intellectual  Property  Creators.  The  adds  were 
supporting  the  passage  of  H.R.  359,  a  bill  in- 
troduced by  my  fnend  and  colleague  from 
California  [Mr.  Rohrabacher]  .  The  purpose 
of  this  type  of  lobbying  is  to  bring  pressure  on 
me  and  the  sulxommittee  I  chair,  to  process 
this  bill  immediately.  The  bill.  H.R.  359.  is  very 
controversial  and  of  dubious  merit  However,  I 
have  indicated  that  the  subcommittee  will  hold 
a  hearing  on  this  issue  next  year. 

The  issue  is  the  change  in  the  U.S.  patent 
law  that  occurred  last  year  with  the  enactment 
of  the  GATT  implementing  legislation  which 
will  change  current  patent  law  by  adopting  a 
20-year  patent  term  measured  from  the  appli- 
cation filing  date  to  replace  the  current  term  of 
17  years  measured  from  the  date  of  the  issu- 
ance of  the  patent. 

That  commitment  was  made  in  substance  in 
the  GATT  Uruguay  round  TRIPs  agreement, 
as  well  as  in  1994  bilateral  executive  agree- 
ment with  Japan.  A  20-year  term  has  been  an 
agreed-upon  point  in  GATT  for  at  least  the 
past  4  years  through  Republican  and  Demo- 
cratic administrations  alike.  This  is  common 
knowledge.  The  idea  of  the  20-year  term  is 
not  new.  A  20-year  proposal  almost  identical 
to  the  present  law  was  recommended  for  the 
United  States  by  President  Lyndon  Johnsons 
Commission  on  the  Patent  System  in  1966 
and  Secretary  of  Commerce  Mosbacher's 
Commission  on  Patent  Law  Reform  m  1992. 

I  did  not  vote  in  favor  of  the  GATT  imple- 
menting legislation  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
none  of  which  concerned  the  intellectual  prop- 
erty provisions  of  GATT.  To  the  contrary,  I  do 
know  that  the  copynght  and  patent  provisions 
of  GATT  are  good  for  the  United  States  and 
supported  by  every  major  national  copynght, 
patent,  and  bar  association  that  takes  an  inter- 
est in  patent  and  copyright  law.  as  well  as  the 
National  Association  of  Manufacturers  and  the 
Pharmaceutical  Research  and  Manufacturers 
of  Amenca. 

Present  law  provides  17  years  of  protection 
for  a  patent  upon  the  issuance  of  that  patent. 
The  new  law  provides  20  years  of  protection 
for  a  patent  upon  filing  of  a  patent  application. 
The  average  time  to  examine  and  issue  a  pat- 
ent by  the  U.S.  Patent  Office  m  1993  was  19.5 
months.  This  is  expected  to  be  reduced  further 
in  1995  to  18.9  months.  As  of  this  past  Sep- 
tember the  time  to  dispose  of  a  biotechnology 
application  is  20.5  months.  GATT  will  add  an 
additional  36  months  to  cover  this  examination 
period. 

The  Amencan  Intellectual  Property  Law  As- 
sociation and  the  intellectual  Property  Owners, 
both  watchdogs  over  the  U.S.  Patent  Office, 
agree  with  the  Patent  Office  that  the  vast 
numbers  of  patent  applicants  will  gam  1  to  V/^ 
years  under  GATT. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  Subconimittee  on 
Intellectual  Property  on  which  1  have  served 
for  18  years,  has  jurisdiction  over  the  patent 
law  and  the  Patent  Office.  Has  the  Judiciary 
Committee  been  asleep  at  the  switch  so  that 
Japan  and  certain  multinational  companies 
could  damage  the  U.S.  patent  system  through 
the  GATT  Uruguay  round  agreement''  The 
exact  opposite  is  true.  We  have  closely  mon- 
itored the  intellectual  property  negotiations 
contained  in  GATT  since  1987  This  past  Jan- 
uary, the  Japanese  Patent  Commissioner 
agreed  to  make  substantive  changes  in  their 
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law  to  benefit  United  States  inventors  m  ex- 
change for  the  Patent  and  Trademark  Office 
recommending  the  20-year  term  from  filing — a 
change  the  United  States  wanted  to  make 
anyway. 

The  features  of  the  Japanese  patent  system 
that  create  problems  for  United  States  busi- 
nesses are: 

One,  they  do  not  permit  filing  applications  in 
the  English-language; 

Two,  the  time  it  takes  to  obtain  a  patent  is 
much  too  long — 5  to  7  years; 

Three,  they  permit  competitors  to  oppose 
the  issuance  of  a  patent  before  the  patent 
grant.  Thus,  delaying  the  rights  of  U.S.  busi- 
nesses; 

Four,  they  permit  competitors  who  develop 
minor  improvements  to  obtain  compulsory  li- 
censes lor  basic  technologies  developed  by 
U.S.  businesses. 

These  are  the  Japanese  practices  that  they 
have  agreed  to  change  to  make  it  easier  and 
more  economical  lor  United  States  investors 
to  file  in  that  country. 

To  further  protect  patent  applicants  the  new 
law  legislation  would  extend  the  20-year  term 
of  a  patent  lor  up  to  5  additional  years  to  com- 
pensate when  an  applicant  is  invofved  in  a 
proceeding  to  determine  who  is  the  first  to  in- 
vent or  an  appeal  of  an  examiner's  decision  m 
a  court  proceeding.  This  protection  will  further 
ensure  that  the  applicant  will  not  suffer  any 
loss  of  term. 

In  addition  to  these  protections  the  new  law 
adds  an  additional  year  for  what  is  called  a 
provisional  patent  application.  This  adds  an 
additional  year  during  which  the  applicant  can 
develop  claims  and  potentially  seek  invest- 
ment for  development  of  the  invention.  Dunng 
this  provisional  year  the  inventor  retains  his 
right  to  an  eariy  filing  date,  but  the  20-year 
terms  doesn't  start  to  run  until  the  application 
IS  filed,  which  amounts  to  21  years  of  effective 
patent  term. 

Our  present  term  of  1 7  years  measured 
from  patent  grant  is  being  abused  by  a  few  in- 
ventors anfl  IS  interlenng  with  the  patent  sys- 
tems  objective  of  stimulating  progress  in  tech- 
nology. By  filing  successive  continuing  appli- 
cations on  the  same  invention,  the  onginal  ap- 
plications remain  submerged  in  the  Patent  and 
Trademark  Office  m  secrecy  year  after  year. 
Its  a  legal  means  of  intentional  delays  per- 
petrated by  the  inventor,  until  a  company  has 
grown  up  around  or  an  existing  company  t)e- 
gins  using  the  inventor's  original  idea.  Once 
the  patent  is  granted,  sometimes  as  much  as 
20  years  after  filing,  the  inventor  can  demand 
significant  licensing  fees  for  continued  use  of 
the  now  patented  process.  This  usually  comes 
as  a  brutal  surpnse  to  companies  who  manu- 
facturer in  the  United  States  both  foreign  and 
domestic.  This  is  the  practice  that  H.R.  359 
would  protect. 

The  longer  an  applicant  can  delay,  the  fur- 
ther into  the  future  the  patent  monopoly  will 
extend  because  the  United  States  measures 
the  term  from  date  of  grant  rather  than  dale  of 
filing.  All  foreign  countnes  have  the  safeguard 
of  measuring  the  term  from  filing  date 

The  most  extreme  and  successful  abuse  of 
our  current  patent  system  terms  involves  a 
fairly  well-known  US.  inventor  who  may  have 
helped  pay  for  lull  page  advertisements  in 
leading  U.S.  newspapers  in  recent  months  op- 
posing changes  in  U.S.  patent  law  particularty 
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the  20-year  patent  term  in  order  to  try  and 
preserve  this  abusive  practice.  In  other  words, 
he  supports  the  passage  of  H  R.  359^ 

The  Annencan  Lawyer,  May  1993,  contained 
an  article  which  explains  how  this  inventor 
made  millions  of  dollars  by  the  use  of  a  sub- 
marine patent.  This  is  how  it  works: 

In  December  1956,  the  inventor  files  a  pat- 
ent application  on  a  machine  vision  device. 

Through  a  series  of  continuations  he  keeps 
his  1956  patent  application,  now  divided  into  a 
number  oi  separate  applications,  pending  in 
secret  m  tre  Patent  Office  for  decades 

Bar  code  scanning  technology  is  developed 
throughout  the  world  by  many  different  inven- 
tors between  1956  and  1989,  The  uses  of  the 
technology  run  the  gamut  from  supermarket 
checkout  counters  to  automated  automobile 
assembly  lines. 

As  the  technology  is  developed  by  others, 
he  can  amend  his  machine  vision  patent  appli- 
cations to  bring  them  up-to-date  with  bar  code 
scanning. 

In  1989,  his  patents  begin  to  issue.  To  the 
amazement  of  whole  industnes,  these  newly 
issued  patents  cover  bar  code  scanning  in 
widespread  use  throughout  the  United  States. 
His  patents  will  last  into  the  next  century. 

In  1992.  he  collected  S450  million  in  royal- 
ties from  the  Japanese  and  European  auto- 
mobile industries  and  in  return  he  allows  them 
to  continue  to  operate  their  factories. 

In  1992.  Ford,  general  Motors,  and  Chrysler 
refuse  to  pay  him  a  royalty  so  that  their  as- 
sembly lines  can  remain  open.  The  Big  three 
U.S.  auto-makers  have  used  bar  code  scan- 
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ners  extensively  since  1960.  The  inventor  has 
filed  a  patent  infringement  suit  against  all 
three  companies. 

The  U.S.  patent  system  is  designtxj  to 
cause  inventors  to  disclose  inventions  to,  as 
the  U.S.  Constitution  says,  "promote  science 
and  the  useful  arts."  m  return,  patents  provide 
inventors  with  a  1  7-year  monopoly. 

Submarine  patent  abusers  do  not  disclose 
anything.  Just  the  opposite.  They  deliberately 
keep  their  inventions  secret.  Then,  after  dec- 
ades of  delay,  they  cause  the  patents  to  issue 
so  that  can  collect  royalties  from  existing  busi- 
nesses. These  submarine  patents  are  in- 
tended to  be  a  weapon  against  legitimate 
businesses. 

In  1966  President  Johnson's  Commission 
on  the  Patent  System  recommended  the  20- 
year  patent  term.  Judge  Simon  Rifkind  was 
the  cochairman  of  that  Commission  and  in 
1967  he  testified  in  the  Senate  in  favor  of  the 
20-year  term  and  said; 

By  this  simple  change,  all  of  the  motiva- 
tions which  today  are  organized  in  the  direc- 
tion of  delay  are  redirected  toward  speed 
*  *  *.  The  harm  that  comes  from  our  present 
system  is  very  great.  As  long  as  that  patent 
application  lies  in  the  Patent  Office  in  secret 
it  fails  to  make  its  contribution  to  the  body 
of  technological  information  that  our  soci- 
ety ought  to  have. 

That  criticism  of  our  patent  system  was 
made  over  25  years  ago,  it  is  still  valid  today. 
The  20-year  term  measured  from  filing  would 
end  this  abuse. 

The  20-year  term  in  the  GATT  implementing 
legislation  could  reduce  patent  protection  in  a 
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very  small  number  of  cases  but  in  the  vast 
majority  of  cases  patent  would  be  lengthened 
and  in  some  cases  as  much  as  2  years  be- 
yond the  17  years.  The  term  for  the  rest  of  the 
cases  would  be  around  17  years  The  advan- 
tage of  the  20-year  term  will  be  a  longer  pat- 
ent term  for  most  Inventors,  the  abolition  of 
the  submarine  patent,  U.S.  compliance  with 
GATT  and  improvement  of  U.S.  inventor  rights 
in  over  100  member  countries. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Courts  and  Intellec- 
tual Property  is  faced  with  other  pressing  pro- 
posals that  offer  more  promise  for  improving 
American  patent,  trademark  and  copynght 
laws  to  protect  creativity  and  the  genius  of  the 
American  people.  The  patent  term  law  taking 
effect  on  June  8,  1995  does  not  apply  to  any 
patents  that  have  been  granted  in  the  past. 
Patent  applications  filed  under  the  new  law  for 
the  most  part  will  not  expire  before  the  year 
2015.  So  we  have  time  to  correct  by  legisla- 
tion any  injustice  that  may  occur  under  the 
new  law.  The  new  law  was  promptly  enacted 
by  the  Congress  and  signed  by  the  President. 
I  did  not  vote  for  it  but  I  believe  it  should  be 
given  a  chance  to  take  effect. 

When  the  sut)committee  reaches  H.R.  359 
for  a  heanng  next  year,  we  will  investigate 
whether  anyone  besides  deliberate  abusers  of 
the  patent  system  is  likely  to  obtain  shorter 
patent  life  under  the  new  law.  If  any  inventors 
are  losing  patent  life  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  we  will  consider  appropnate  corrective 
action. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:45  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  God.  You  have  shown  us 
that  You  want  to  guide  what  we  pray, 
so  that  You  can  grant  us  the  desires  of 
our  hearts.  We  begin  this  day  with 
King  Solomon's  response  to  Your  ques- 
tion. "Ask!  What  shall  I  give  you?" 
Then  Solomon  asked  for  what  we  desire 
for  the  work  of  this  day.  He  confessed 
his  own  inadequacy  and  need  for 
strength  to  grasp  the  challenges  of 
being  a  leader.  Then  he  asked  for  an 
"understanding  heart."  We  are  moved 
by  the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  words 
for  "understanding  heart."  meaning  a 
"hearing  heart."  Solomon  wanted  to 
hear  both  Your  voice  and  the  voice  of 
the  people  expressing  their  needs,  and 
be  able  to  respond  and  speak  to  those 
needs  out  of  the  depth  of  wisdom  that 
came  from  a  heart  tuned  to  Your  spir- 
it's supernatural  power.  May  the  re- 
sponse You  gave  to  Solomon  be  the  re- 
sponse You  give  to  the  women  and  men 
of  this  Senate  who  long  to  know  and  do 
Your  will:  "See,  I  have  given  You  a 
wise  and  understanding  heart."  The 
heart  of  the  matter  is  the  heart:  Your 
heart  speaking  to  our  hearts.  Help  us 
to  listen,  Lord.  Amen. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roil. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  leadership  time  is 
reserved. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  10:30  a.m..  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  therein  for  not  to  exceed  5 
minutes  each. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15,  1995) 

The  Senator  from  Illinois. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Simon  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  811  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 


WHERE  IS  BILL? 

Mr.  SANTORUM,  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  talk  about 
an  issue  that  greatly  disturbs  me  at  a 
time  when  we  are  debating  in  this 
country  how  we  are  going  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget  and  what  steps  we 
need  to  take  and  the  tough  decisions  in 
setting  priorities  about  where  Federal 
spending  should  go  in  the  next  7  years. 

We  had  a  process  that  went  through 
here  in  the  Senate  and  over  in  the 
House  that  just  came  from  the  con- 
ference committee  to  cut  $16  billion, 
516  billion  of  funding  that  has  been  ap- 
propriated by  this  Congress  over  the 
past  year  or  two — a  truly  minor  down- 
payment  on  reducing  the  Federal  budg- 
et deficit.  It  is  about  1  percent  of  what 
we  will  spend  this  fiscal  year.  We  are 
talking  about  cutting  1  percent,  not 
just  in  this  fiscal  year  but  this  fiscal 
year  and  the  next  combined.  About  $16 
billion  is  what  the  rescission  package 
will  do. 

I  see  the  headline  in  the  Washington 
Post,  not  the  one  I  am  particularly 
proud  of,  which  is  "Capitals  Disman- 
tled by  Penguins,  "  which  I  am  happy 
to  see  that,  but  one  which  greatly  dis- 
turbs me  under  that  which  is.  "Clinton 
To  Veto  $16  Billion  Rescisaions  Pack- 
age." The  President — who  has  pre- 
sented a  budget  that  is  going  to  add  al- 
most $2  trillion  to  the  national  debt 
over  the  next  7  years,  who  refuses  to 
come  to  the  U.S.  Congress  and  present 
a  balanced  budget,  who  says  there  is  no 
problem  in  Medicare,  who  says  that  ev- 
erything is  just  fine — now  decides  he 
cannot  support  cuts  in  spending.  He 
cannot  support  cuts  in  spending:  That 
$16  billion  is  too  much.  We  just  cannot 
do  it.  We  cannot  tighten  our  belt  to  do 
that. 

So  he  is  going  to  go  to  some  group.  I 
am  sure  he  will  wrap  himself— I  do  not 
know,  I  did  not  read  this  completely— 
wrap  himself  with  either  a  group  of 
seniors  or  a  group  of  children  because 
that  is  what  you  do  when  you  do  not 
want  to  change  things.  You  hide  behind 
children  or  you  hide  behind  seniors. 
and  you  say:  "We  cannot  hurt  these 
vulnerable  in  our  society."  But  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  this  is  a  drop  in  the 


bucket.  These  are  spending  cuts,  many 
of  which  he  advocated,  to  programs 
many  of  which  do  not  work. 

Sure  there  are  some  tough  cuts  in 
here,  things  I  am  uncomfortable  with. 
We  cut.  in  this  bill,  low-income  home 
energy  assistance,  not  this  year  which 
I  am  happy  to  see,  but  next  year,  by 
$300  million.  I  think  that  is  a  painful 
thing.  But  we  have  to  share.  We  cannot 
do  everything.  We  cannot  continue  to 
spend  everything  we  are  spending  now. 
I  think  that  is  a  good  compromise. 

There  are  other  things  in  there  that 
cause  me  some  problems.  They  may  be 
good  programs  but  we  have  to  be  able 
to  say  we  are  going  to  tighten  our  belts 
a  little  bit.  And  here  you  have  a  Presi- 
dent who  is  holding  dialogs  with  him- 
self about  his  relevancy,  showing  he  is 
not  going  to  be  relevant  to  balancing 
the  budget,  he  is  going  to  stand  in  our 
way  every  step  of  the  way  to  block  any 
kind  of  reducing  the  size  of  Govern- 
ment or  cutting  spending  here  in  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Mr.  President.  $16  billion  out  of  $1.6 
trillion  and  we  cannot  do  that.  It  is  too 
tough.  I  think  the  American  public 
should  see  this  for  what  it  is.  a  Presi- 
dent who  just  wants  to  blame  the  other 
side  for  being  mean  and  being  cruel  and 
offers  nothing  in  return,  who  offers  no 
balanced  budget  to  this  body,  who  says 
he  is  not  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  force  us  to  get  there, 
who  says  there  is  no  problem  in  Medi- 
care when  it  is  going  to  go  broke  in  7 
years.  His  own  trustees  say  it  is  going 
to  go  broke  in  7  years.  Denial,  denial, 

rfi-iTii'-»l-     ▼%*-!       Tn-v       Ty/^ 

Where  is  the  President?  You  know, 

we  had  the  great  debater  from  the 
State  of  Massachusetts.  Senator  Ken- 
nedy, stand  up  and  say.  "Where  is 
George?  Where  is  George?  " 

Where  is  Bill?  Where  is  Bill?  Where  is 
he  going  to  be  if  we  are  going  to  bal- 
ance this  budgef  Where  is  he  going  to 
be  if  we  are  going  to  put  this  country 
back  on  sound  footing  again?  Is  he 
going  to  continue  to  hide  behind  the 
status  quo.  to  be  the  President  who 
goes  down  defending  this  policy  that 
has  just  continued  to  pile  up  debt  after 
debt  after  debt? 

Where  is  Bill?  Where  is  he  when  it 
comes  to  setting  this  country  back  on 
the  course  of  fiscal  responsibility? 

I  will  tell  you  where  he  is.  hiding  be- 
hind a  group  of  people,  vetoing  legisla- 
tion to  get  us  back  on  the  right  track. 
We  deserve  better. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll 

Mr  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  Under  the 
previous  order,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Dorg.^n]  is  recognized  to 
speak  for  up  to  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  al- 
ways entertaining  to  listen  to  the 
morning  discussions  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  I  should  not  say  always  enter- 
taining. It  is  at  least  occasionally  en- 
tertaining. As  to  the  question  of 
"Where  is  Bill?"— which  I  assume  real- 
ly asks  "Where  is  the  President?" — he 
is  at  1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  He  was 
there  yesterday.  I  assume  he  is  there 
this  morning,  reachable  by  phone  if 
someone  really  wants  to  visit  with  him 
about  policy  issues. 

But  I  would  say  that  at  least  yester- 
day, when  some  of  us  visited  with  the 
President  about  the  budget  issues,  we 
talked  about  a  lot  of  things.  There  is 
no  disagreement,  in  my  judgment, 
among  those  of  us  in  the  Senate  or 
with  the  President  or  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  about  the 
goal.  We  have  a  budget  that  is  out  of 
balance  and  it  must  be  balanced.  We 
must,  it  seems  to  me.  develop  a  plan 
that  is  thoughtful,  that  establishes  the 
right  priorities,  but  especially  in  the 
end  balances  the  budget. 

It  is  interesting.  I  hear  people  stand 
up  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and 
bellow  and  crow  about  how  they  are 
the  ones  that  have  all  the  answers, 
they  are  the  ones  that  know  how  to 
balance  the  budget,  they  are  the  ones 


with   the  2'uts    and   thsv  are   the  ri*^f*9.     f.^r 


with  a  plan.  What  a  bunch  of  nonsense. 
Add  it  all  up.  just  back  up  and  add  it 
up.  and  you  will  find  that  there  is  not 
a  nickel's  worth  of  difference  between 
Members  on  either  side  of  the  aisle,  in 
the  House  or  the  Senate,  about  how 
much  money  they  want  to  spend.  Oh. 
there  is  a  big  difference  in  how  they 
want  to  spend  it.  Some  want  to  build 
more  jet  airplanes,  jet  fighters,  and 
bombers,  and  build  more  missiles. 
Some  want  to  stay  as  deep  in  debt  as 
we  are;  that  we  ought  to  rebuild  star 
wars  right  now.  That  is  a  proposal  be- 
fore us. 

So  they  want  to  spend  money,  all 
right.  Others  of  us  want  to  make  sure 
that  a  poor  kid  gets  a  hot  lunch  in  the 
middle  of  the  day  at  school,  or  that  we 
have  a  Head  Start  that  is  fully  funded, 
or  a  WIC  Program  that  works,  or 
health  care  available  to  the  elderly 
when  they  need  it.  So  there  is  a  dif- 
ference in  how  we  want  to  spend 
money.  There  are  differences  in  our 
priorities.  But  there  is  no  difference  in 
appetite. 

Do  not  let  anybody  tell  you  different. 
Add  up  the  priorities  in  the  1980's,  and 


you  will  see  that  those  who  call  them- 
selves conservatives  have  an  unending 
appetite  to  spend  the  public's  money 
just  on  different  things.  This  is  evident 
even  now.  As  tough  as  times  are  in  this 
country,  they  are  over  pushing  to  cut 
back  on  the  hot  lunch  program,  and 
they  have  decided  that  it  should  no 
longer  be  an  entitlement  for  a  hot 
lunch  for  a  poor  kid  in  the  middle  of 
the  day  at  school.  But  if  a  hot  lunch  for 
a  poor  kid  in  school  is  not  an  entitle- 
ment, they  sure  want  to  build  star  wars 
at  a  time  when  there  is  no  longer  a  So- 
viet Union.  That  is  the  difference. 
There  are  differences  in  priorities. 

No  one  should  believe  that  there  is 
not  a  grim  determination  on  both  sides 
of  the  political  aisle  in  the  House  and 
the  Senate  this  year  to  balance  this 
Federal  budget  with  a  plan  that  gets 
there  in  a  real  and  in  an  honest  way. 
The  quarrel  is  about  priorities.  It  is  a 
legitimate  quarrel.  We  sometimes  fight 
for  and  believe  in  different  things.  We 
come  from  different  parts  of  the  coun- 
try. We  represent  often  different 
ideologies.  But  the  quarrel  is  not  the 
goal.  The  destination  is  something  that 
I  think  is  well  accepted.  We  must  get 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

I  sent  earlier  this  month  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  totaling  nearly  $800  billion 
in  spending  cuts.  I  want  to  send  them 
some  more.  There  are  plenty  of  spend- 
ing cuts — some  of  them  very  aggres- 
sive, some  of  them  controversial — that 
should  be,  could  be,  and  I  hope  will  be 
made  in  order  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget.  I  happen  to  think  it  is  a  prior- 
ity as  a  goal. 

But  these  days  when  we  find  our- 
selves in  a  circumstance  where  we  are 
up  to  our  necks  in  debt,  spending  more 
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ance  to  our  kids  and  grandkids,  some 
say  what  we  really  need  to  do  is  to 
have  a  tax  cut.  They  construct  a  mid- 
dle-income tax  cut.  In  fact,  I  was  asked 
by  a  radio  moderator  the  other  day 
about  what  I  think  of  the  middle-in- 
come tax  cut  or  the  middle-class  tax 
cut  passed  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. I  said,  "Gee,  which  tax  cut  could 
you  be  referring  to?"  The  middle-class 
tax  cut  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives provides,  on  average,  a 
$124  tax  cut  for  those  families  with  in- 
comes under  $30,000  a  year,  and  an 
$11,000  tax  cut  for  those  families  with 
incomes  over  $200,000  a  year.  That  is 
what  they  define  in  the  House  as  mid- 
dle income?  They  have  been  reading 
different  math  books  than  I  have  been 
reading,  I  guess. 

I  do  not  think  a  tax  cut  is  advisable 
at  the  moment.  I  think  the  first  job  is 
to  reduce  the  deficit,  not  to  run  over 
and  curry  favor  with  popular  programs 
like  tax  cuts.  But  if  we  were  going  to 
have  a  tax  cut,  we  ought  to  have  a  tax 
cut  that  benefits  working  families,  not 
just  the  upper  income  families,  not  just 
the  affluent  in  our  country. 


So  I  would  like  folks  to  take  a  look 

at  this  chart.  This  chart  shows  the 
kinds  of  priorities  that  some  stand  up 
here  and  bust  their  buttons  about,  call- 
ing them  middle-class  priorities.  This 
tax  cut  is  a  tax  cut  that  benefits  dis- 
proportionately the  most  affluent  in 
this  country  and  gives  a  few  pennies  to 
the  rest. 

I  do  not  happen  to  think  we  ought  to 
have  a  tax  cut  at  this  point.  I  think  we 
ought  to  keep  our  nose  to  the  grind- 
stone, cut  spending,  and  use  the  reve- 
nues to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit. When  we  have  that  done.  I  will  join 
others  in  this  Chamber  to  propose  a  tax 
cut  that  then  will  be  helpful  to  middle- 
income  families.  But  to  decide  you 
ought  to  have  a  decrease  first — let  us 
go  ahead  and  serve  dessert  at  this  meal 
first,  which  is  a  tax  cut.  because  that  is 
enormously  popular— that  has  a  ring  to 
it  that  is  only  political,  not  sub- 
stantive. That  says  let  us  curry  favor, 
and  not  do  the  hard  work  of  dealing 
with  the  deficit. 

At  the  same  time  that  some  who  pro- 
pose a  contract  say  let  us  have  a  tax 
cut  that  they  call  middle  class  but 
really,  as  you  can  see  from  the  chart, 
benefits  the  most  affluent  in  our  coun- 
try, they  say  we  have  a  plan  to  cut 
Medicare.  But  they  do  not  have  a  plan 
to  protect  health  care  for  the  elderly. 
They  would  just  cut  the  dollars.  More 
and  more  people  are  growing  old  in  this 
country.  Some  months — most  months, 
in  fact — we  have  200,000  Americans  in  1 
month  become  eligible  for  Medicare. 
Why?  Because  America  is  growing 
older. 

So  as  more  and  more  people  become 
eligible  for  Medicare,  to  cut  the  fund- 
ing without  worrying  about  how  an  el- 
derly person  gets  health  care  is  hardly 
a  priority  I  think  which  stands  the  test 
of  good  sense.  And  if  you  say  to  a  coun- 
try that  faces  real  challenges  in  its  fu- 
ture that  the  way  to  face  them  is  to 
make  it  harder  for  a  kid  to  go  to  col- 
lege and  cut  back  on  money  for  student 
aid,  then  you  are  not  in  my  judgment 
investing  in  our  future. 

Why  do  that?  We  do  that  at  least  in 
part  because  some  want  to  give  a  big 
tax  cut  to  the  most  affluent  in  Amer- 
ica. Again.  I  do  not  quarrel  with  the 
goal.  I  think  the  goal  of  balancing  the 
budget  is  a  goal  we  must  march  toward 
and  meet.  That  is  our  challenge,  and 
that  is  our  test.  I  think  there  is  sub- 
stantial room  to  quarrel  about  the  pri- 
orities at  this  point.  There  is  a  right 
way  to  do  this  and  a  wrong  way  to  do 
it.  And  the  right  way  to  do  it  is  to  un- 
derstand that  the  economic  engine  in 
this  country  is  the  working  family. 
You  do  not  help  the  working  family  in 
this  country  by  doing  the  kinds  of 
things  that  they  are  talking  about  in 
this  budget.  That  is  the  wrong  way. 

I  would  say  that  maybe  50  or  60  per- 
cent of  the  budget  recommendations 
brought  out  by  the  Budget  Committee 
make  a  lot  of  sense,  and  I  would  sign 


up  immediately  for  them.  I  support  a 
lot  of  those  proposals.  A  lot  of  them 
are  good.  I  give  Senator  Domenici  and 
other  members  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee great  credit  for  some  of  those  pro- 
visions, and  I  will  support  them  in  a 
minute  and  vote  for  them.  But  I  am 
just  saying  that  in  the  Contract  With 
America  in  the  House  and  also  in  the 
Senate,  there  are  some  provisions  that 
reflect  in  a  traditional  way  the  dif- 
ference in  priorities. 

We  believe  in  education.  Let  us  in- 
vest in  education  and  not  withdraw  the 
help  for  those  who  want  to  learn,  those 
who  want  to  produce,  and  those  who 
want  to  go  on  to  become  citizens  who 
will  help  build  this  country.  Let  us  not 
withdraw  health  care  assistance  from 
the  elderly  and  the  poor  who  need  it. 
Let  us  not  increase  taxes  for  the  low- 
income  working  families,  which  is  also 
a  part  of  this  budget  proposal.  But 
there  are  many  other  areas  where  we 
can  cut,  and  cut  significantly,  and  cut 
much  more  than  is  now  proposed  by 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  rec- 
ommendation. 

So  I  hope  when  we  get  this  to  the 
floor,  I  hope  you  will  not  hear  one  word 
from  any  Member  of  the  Senate  who 
quarrels  about  the  goal.  We  must  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  2002.  It  is  doable.  It 
is  doable  without  the  greatest  of  effort 
by  Members  of  the  Senate.  But  it  ought 
to  be  done  right  away,  investing  in  the 
right  things  still  for  this  country,  even 
as  we  cut  those  things  we  no  longer 
need,  those  things  that  waste  money 
and  those  things  that  are  extravagant. 


TRADE  WITH  JAPAN 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  turn  to  one  other  very  brief  subject, 
and  that  is  the  issue  of  trade  with 
Japan. 

I  intend  to  provide  a  discussion  to- 
morrow at  some  greater  length  about 
our  trade  situation.  But  I  noticed  that 
the  Trade  Representative  has  an- 
nounced potential  sanctions  in  the  fu- 
ture against  Japanese  trade  with  the 
United  States  if  Japan  does  not  open 
its  market  further  to  United  States 
goods. 

The  fact  is  the  trade  situation  in  this 
country  is  serious.  We  talk  a  lot  about 
the  Federal  budget  deficit,  but  we  have 
another  deficit  that  is  serious  and 
troublesome.  We  have  a  trade  deficit 
that  is  the  most  significant  trade  defi- 
cit in  this  country's  history.  The  mer- 
chandise trade  deficit  last  year  was 
$166  billion,  and  I  have  a  chart  that 
shows  our  trade  picture  in  this  coun- 
try. I  would  like  to  hold  it  up. 

This  chart  shows  with  whom  we  have 
trade  deficits  and  those  with  whom  we 
have  trade  surpluses.  We  have  almost 
no  surpluses,  and  those  countries  with 
whom  we  have  a  surplus,  it  is  a  very, 
very  minuscule  surplus,  but  you  will 
see  what  is  happening  with  respect  to 
deficits. 


All  of  our  major  trading  partners  are 
countries  with  which  we  now  have  a 
trade  deficit,  and  that  now  includes 
Mexico,  for  all  those  who  said  we  were 
going  to  have  all  these  new  jobs  and 
bountiful  trade  with  Mexico.  What  a 
bunch  of  nonsense  that  was.  We  have 
turned  a  trade  surplus  with  Mexico 
into  a  very  significant  trade  deficit. 
Most  experts  suggest  the  deficit  with 
Mexico  will  turn  out  to  be  anywhere 
from  $12  to  $16  billion.  It  was  the  last 
remaining  major  trading  partner  we 
had  with  which  we  have  had  a  surplus, 
and  we  have  turned  that  into  a  deficit, 
unfortunately,  with  NAFTA  and  the 
subsequent  devaluation  of  the  peso, 
and  so  on. 

But  you  will  see  in  this  line  a  grow- 
ing, escalating  trade  deficit  with  Japan 
even  as  the  dollar  was  weakened 
against  the  yen.  even  when  you  would 
expect  the  trade  circumstances  to 
move  in  the  other  direction.  Our  trade 
deficit  with  Japan  is  unsustainable, 
and  it  is  not  fair.  The  Japanese  expect 
their  products  to  come  into  the  Amer- 
ican market  unimpeded,  and  they  do. 
We  have  a  wide  selection  of  brand 
names  from  Japan  in  virtually  every 
area  of  consumer  products.  So  they  ac- 
cess our  marketplace.  And  what  hap- 
pens when  we  try  to  access  theirs?  We 
find  impediment  after  impediment 
after  impediment,  and  we  cannot  get 
American  goods  in  any  significant 
quantity  into  the  Japanese  market- 
place. 

I  have  a  very  small  chart  I  would  like 
to  show  on  auto  parts  and  on  cars  and 
trucks,  and  I  hope  that  this  can  be 
picked  up.  But  this  shows  the  percent- 
age of  auto  parts  by  country,  and  I 
wish  to  show  you  the  import  share.  The 
United  Kingdom  has  60  percent — 60  per- 
cent of  the  auto  parts  in  the  United 
Kingdom  are  imports;  32  percent  in  the 
United  States;  49  percent  in  France;  16 
percent  in  Italy;  2.4  percent  of  the  auto 
parts  in  Japan  are  imported — 2.4  per- 
cent. All  the  rest  are  produced  in 
Japan. 

Now.  is  that  an  accident?  No.  it  is 
not.  because  they  keep  auto  parts  out 
of  Japan.  You  cannot  get  them  in. 
They  can  move  them  to  the  United 
States,  but  we  cannot  move  them  to 
Japan. 

How  about  cars  and  trucks?  Mr. 
President.  4  percent  of  the  cars  and 
trucks  sold  in  Japan  are  imports.  And 
you  look  at  the  rest  of  the  countries;  35 
percent  in  Italy;  54  percent  in  the  Unit- 
ed Kingdom;  30  percent  of  the  cars  and 
trucks  sold  in  the  United  States  are 
imports;  4  percent  of  the  cars  and 
trucks  sold  in  Japan  are  imports. 

Now.  is  that  because  no  one  has  fig- 
ured out  a  way  to  sell  in  Japan?  No.  It 
is  because  Japan  keeps  them  out. 
Japan  has  a  one-way  trade  strategy 
that  says  we  want  Japanese  producers 
to  be  able  to  sell  in  your  markets,  but 
when  your  producers  want  to  sell  in 
Japan,  we  want  to  keep  them  out. 


This  President,  to  his  credit,  has 
begun  to  stand  up  to  other  countries, 
including  Japan,  saying  we  are  sick 
and  tired  of  one-way  trade  relations. 
When  we  have  these  trade  deficits,  it 
means  lost  jobs  in  America— lost  jobs, 
lost  income,  lost  opportunity,  and  lost 
hope.  The  President  is  saying  we  ex- 
pect and  demand  reciprocal  trade  poli- 
cies. Japan,  we  want  you  to  open  your 
markets. 

We  are  not  saying  we  want  to  shut  off 
access  to  Japanese  goods  in  the  United 
States.  That  is  not  the  point.  The  Unit- 
ed States  has  demonstrated  for  many, 
many  years  that  we  want  our  consum- 
ers to  have  the  widest  possible  choice 
of  goods,  including  goods  from  around 
the  world.  But  it  is  long  past  the  time 
when  our  country  should  accept  a  trade 
relationship  that  is  unfair  to  our  peo- 
ple, unfair  to  our  country,  unfair  to  our 
wage  earners. 

This  President  is  saying  to  Japan,  we 
are  going  to  hold  up  a  mirror.  We  treat 
you  well.  Our  borders  are  open  to  you. 
You  move  your  goods  here  in  increas- 
ing quantities.  We  expect  your  borders 
to  be  open  to  us.  We  expect  American 
producers  and  the  product  of  American 
workers  to  have  access  to  the  consum- 
ers in  Japan.  And  he  is  the  first  Presi- 
dent for  some  long  while  to  have  the 
nerve  to  stand  up  and  to  have  the  nerve 
to  confront  the  Japanese  on  these  Is- 
sues. 

It  is  not  just  the  Japanese.  We  also 
have  to  confront  the  Chinese,  whose  $30 
billion  trade  surplus  with  the  United 
States  is  growing  at  an  alarming  rate. 
We  must  be  able  to  penetrate  those 
markets  and  have  fairness  in  the  world 
and  world  trade. 

Ambassador  Kantor  and  the  Presi- 
dent, I  know,  are  embarked  on  a  nerv- 
ous time,  and  I  know  it  is  very  con- 
troversial. But  I  would  say.  whether  it 
is  a  Republican  or  a  Democratic  ad- 
ministration, this  country  needs  to 
stand  up  for  its  economic  interests.  It 
needs  to  stand  up  for  jobs  and  oppor- 
tunity here.  I  think  President  Clinton, 
in  calling  the  Japanese  on  these  trade 
policies,  is  beginning  to  do  that  on  be- 
half of  this  country. 

I  do  not  want  a  trade  war.  A  trade 
war  will  not  benefit  anyone.  It  will 
hurt  the  world.  But  by  the  same  token, 
we  cannot  have  a  post-Second  World 
War  trade  strategy  which  is  essentially 
only  a  foreign  policy  by  which  we  pay 
and  everyone  else  wins.  That  is  a  strat- 
egy that  continues  to  weaken  our 
country.  We  ought  to  say  our  borders 
are  open  but  yours  must  be,  too.  We  be- 
lieve in  reciprocal  trade  policies.  We 
believe  in  open  trade  and  free  trade, 
yes,  but  we.  most  importantly,  insist 
on  fair  trade.  It  is  long  past  the  time 
when  our  country  needs  to  stand  for 
that.  I  am  pleased  that  President  Clin- 
ton is  taking  some  action  to  confront 
the  Japanese  and  now  next  it  will  be  a 
number  of  other  countries  that  treat  us 
in  exactly  the  same  way. 
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Mr.  President,  with  that,  I  yield  the 
floor. 


VETO  OF  THE  RESCISSION  BILL 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  announced  today  that  he 
is  going  to  veto  the  rescission  package. 
President  Clinton  is  going  to  veto  our 
effort  to  reduce  Government  spending 
by  $16  billion.  President  Clinton,  who 
continues  to  talk  about  deficits,  is 
going  to  veto  a  bill  that  cuts  more 
spending  than  any  rescission  bill  in  the 
history  of  this  country. 

Why  is  he  going  to  do  that?  He  is 
going  to  do  it  because  he  is  committed 
politically  to  the  special  interest 
groups  who  stand  to  lose  from  our  put- 
ting the  Federal  Government  on  a 
budget  like  everybody  else.  I  think  Bill 
Clinton  should  start  representing  the 
public  interest  and  not  the  special  in- 
terests that  support  the  Democratic 
Party. 

I  think  it  is  outrageous,  when  we  are 
running  a  $175  billion  deficit,  when  the 
deficit  is  heading  toward  $350  billion, 
and  the  President,  to  defend  things  the 
way  they  are  in  Washington,  DC.  is 
going  to  veto  a  bill  that  cuts  16  billion 
dollars'  worth  of  Government  spending. 

The  President  should  sign  the  rescis- 
sion bill.  He  should  join  our  effort  to 
put  the  Federal  Government  on  a  budg- 
et like  everybody  else.  Ultimately,  we 
have  to  make  a  decision.  Are  we  going 
to  change  the  Government  in  order  to 
bring  back  the  American  dream,  put 
the  Federal  Government  on  a  budget, 
let  families  keep  more  of  what  they 
cam,  or  are  we  going  to  continue  to 
support  business  as  usual  in  Washing- 
ton. DC? 

When  Bill  Clinton  vetoes  a  $16  billion 
cut  in  Government  spending  to  protect 
a  few  pet  programs,  he  is  putting  the 
political  interests  of  his  administra- 
ion  and  his  party  in  front  of  the  inter- 
ests of  the  people  of  America.  I  do  not 
think  the  American  people  are  going  to 
like  it;  I  think  they  are  going  to  react 
negatively  to  it;  and  I  think  they 
should. 

President  Clinton  can  stop  us  on  the 
rescission  bill.  He  can  get  Democrats 
to  vote  and  sustain  his  veto.  I  think  it 
is  important  that  we  pass  the  bill,  that 
we  challenge  him.  and  that  we  try  to 
override  this  outrageous  veto.  But  for 
next  year,  beginning  in  October,  we  are 
going  to  be  writing  the  appropriations 
bills,  and  so  the  President  is  not  going 
to  have  the  ability  to  veto  bills  unless 
he  wants  to  shut  down  Federal  depart- 
ments. 

I  think  we  are  fast  coming  to  the  mo- 
ment of  truth.  Are  we  serious  about 
dealing  with  Government  spending? 
Are  we  serious  about  putting  the  Gov- 
ernment on  a  budget  like  everybody 
else?  Or  are  we  committed  to  the  same 
old  special  interest  groups  that  have 
dominated  American  Government  for 
40  years? 


By  vetoing  an  effort  to  reduce  Gov- 
ernment spending  to  protect  special  in- 
terest programs.  President  Clinton  is 
saying  he  is  willing  to  protect  business 
as  usual  in  Washington.  I  think  this  is 
something  that  we  have  to  fight  be- 
cause I  think  we  are  down  to  the  basic 
principle  on  which  the  American  peo- 
ple cast  their  votes  in  1994,  and  I  think 
they  expect  us  to  stand  up.  speak  out, 
and  fight  for  putting  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment on  a  budget  like  everybody 
else. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  PRYOR  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 


SPECIAL  INTERESTS 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
if  my  friend  from  Texas  would  answer  a 
question  if  I  were  to  propose  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  might.  I  would  like  to 
hear  it  first. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Yes. 

I  read  in  the  Washington  Post  this 
morning  about  the  $5  million  Repub- 
lican fundraiser  that  was  •  held  last 
evening.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Texas  for  putting  this 
enormous  fundraiser  together.  It  may 
have  been  the  largest  of  its  kind  in  his- 
tory. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Texas 
would  be  so  kind  as  to  answer  this 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas: 
Were  there  any  special  interests  rep- 
resented at  this  fundraiser? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Let  me  first  respond  by 
saying.  I  appreciate  your  generosity  in 
suggesting  that  I  might  have  put  on 
such  a  grand  fundraiser.  In  fact.  I  am 
no  longer  chairman  of  the  Republican 
Senatorial  Committee.  I  did  attend.  We 
had  a  lot  of  people  there  from  all  over 
America. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Were  there  any  special 
interests  there  at  the  fundraiser? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Clearly,  many  of  them 
were  there.  They  came  to  the  event. 
Each  individual  group  represents  a  spe- 
cial interest. 

But  let  me  tell  you  the  difference. 
What  we  told  them  we  were  going  to  do 
there  is  put  the  Federal  Government 
on  a  budget.  We  were  not  promising  to 
give  anything  away  last  night.  We  were 
promising  to  stand  up  for  the  vital  in- 
terests of  this  Nation  and.  remark- 
ably—maybe it  is  not  true  in  your 
party,  but  in  my  party  when  you  stand 
up  and  fight  for  America,  there  are 
people  that  are  for  you. 

I  am  proud  of  the  fact,  as  my  col- 
league, I  am  sure,  knows,  that  in  the 
last  election  cycle,  when  I  was  chair- 
man, the  average  contribution  to  the 
Democratic  Senatorial  Committee  was 
10  times  as  large  as  the  average  con- 
tribution to  the  Republican  Senatorial 
Committee  because  we  have  grassroots 
support. 

And.  given  the  President's  veto, 
given  the  President's  veto  of  our  effort 


to  control  spending,  I  can  see  why  we 
have  grassroots  support  and  the  Demo- 
cratic Party  does  not. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  appre- 
ciate my  friend  from  Texas  and  neigh- 
bor trying  to  answer  that  question. 

I  am  going  to  ask  him  another  ques- 
tion. 

Were  there  grassroots  supporters 
there  at  this  $5  million  fundraiser  last 
evening? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  They  were  from  all 
over  America.  In  fact,  I  saw  a  lot  of 
them  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  That  is  right. 

And  how  much  was  each  ticket  for 
the  fundraiser,  if  I  might  ask? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  It  varied,  depending  on 
whether  it  was  individual  money  or 
whether  it  was 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Whether  it  was  grass- 
roots or  special  interest,  is  that  the 
case? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  No.  It  varied  on  wheth- 
er it  came  out  of  your  checking  ac- 
count or  out  of  the  checking  account  of 
your  company  or  your  organization. 

You  hold  similar  events  every  year, 
but,  because  the  American  people  no 
longer  support  your  agenda,  your  at- 
tendance is  falling  off.  Ours  is  rising. 
But  I  do  not  feel  sorry  for  you. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Oh.  no,  do  not  feel  sorry 
for  us  yet.  You  know,  we  still  have  a 
few  kicks  left  in  the  dog  here. 

But  I  would  just  like  to  ask  my 
friend  from  Texas,  the  special  interests 
you  referred  to  that  support  President 
Clinton,  would  you  please  be  so  kind  as 
to  enumerate  those  special  interests? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  certainly  would. 

The  Legal  Services  Corp..  the  Cor- 
poration for  Public  Broadcasting,  the 
broad-based  coalition  of  people  who  are 
riding  in  the  wagon  as  oppwased  to  the 
people  who  are  pulling  the  wagon  in 
America. 

Our  objective  is  to  try  to  put  the 
Government  on  a  budget,  so  we  can  let 
working  people  keep  more  of  what  they 
earn,  so  that  we  can  have  decisions 
made  not  by  Washington  but  by  Amer- 
ican families. 

See.  we  have  this  idea  that  Demo- 
crats rejected  about  40  years  ago.  and 
that  is  families  can  do  a  better  job  of 
spending  their  own  money  than  you  do 
for  them. 

Now  that  sounds  alien  in  Washing- 
ton, DC,  but  in  Little  Rock.  AR,  people 
are  beginning  to  think  maybe  that  is 
the  way  we  ought  to  do  things. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  would  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  do  not  have  the  floor. 
actually. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  have  to  go  to  a  hear- 
ing on  Legal  Services,  to  let  them 
know  the  bad  news. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  say,  the  hour  of  10:30  hav- 
ing arrived,  morning  business  was  to 
close. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  seeing  no 
other  Senators  desiring  recognition,  I 
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ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  be  allowed  to 

proceed  for  3  minutes.  Ty.^  ■PuvairM^.m  r^'c^jr^T:-^    x. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Mornmg 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without     business  is  closed, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  Under  a  previous  order,  the  Senate 
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CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  was 
curious  about  the  question  asked  by 
my  colleague  from  Arkansas. 

Our  colleague.  Senator  Gr.\mm  from 
Texas,  said  that  at  this  fundraiser  they 
were  not  giving  anybody  anything.  I 
assume  he  forgot,  probably,  that  in  the 
vote  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  the  Contract  With  America,  just  to 
name  one  little  piece  of  that,  they 
eliminated  the  alternative  minimum 
tax  for  corporations. 

You  remember  those  stories  in  the 
old  days  about  a  big  corporation  that 
earned  $3  billion  in  earned  income,  net 
profit,  and  paid  zero  in  Federal  income 
tax.  Well,  the  Federal  Government  said 
they  wanted  to  correct  that,  so  they 
set  up  what  was  called  an  alternative 
minimum  tax.  so  you  could  never  zero 
it  out,  talking  about  the  real  big  cor- 
porations now. 

Well,  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, in  the  tax  bill  under  the  con- 
tract, they  zero  it  out  and  they  say, 
"No  more  alternative  minimum  tax. 
You  big  companies,  you  make  $5  bil- 
lion, it  is  ail  right  if  you  pay  zero  in 
taxes."  But  at  same  time  they  do  that, 
they  say.  "But  we  can  give  those  com- 
panies'—incidentally,  about  2.000  com- 
panies— "the  equivalent  of  $2  million 
each  in  tax  breaks.  We  can  afford  to  do 
that,  but  we  cannot  afford  to  provide 
student  aid,  as  we  used  to.  so  we  will 
have  to  ask  kids  who  are  going  to  go  to 
college  who  do  not  have  any  money  to 
pay  for  it,  we  will  make  it  harder  for 
kids  to  go  to  coiiege  because  we  cannot 
afford  investing  in  kids  who  go  to  col- 
lege, as  we  used  to,  but  we  do  have  the 
money  to  provide  the  equivalent  of  a  $2 
million  tax  break  for  each  of  2,000  cor- 
porations by  saying  to  those  corpora- 
tions. You  no  longer  have  to  worry 
about  a  little  thing  called  the  alter- 
native minimum  tax.  You  can  zero  it 
out.  if  you  like." 

I  am  guessing  the  Senator  from 
Texas  just  forgot  about  that. 

And  there  are  a  dozen  more  like  it, 
little  old  things  that  I  am  sure  folks 
would  show  up  to  show  their  apprecia- 
tion for.  but  they  are  the  kinds  of 
things  that  represent  priorities — the 
priorities  that  say  we  really  believe  in 
the  big  interests  here,  we  really  think 
the  big  interests  need  a  lot  more  help 
because  if  we  rain  on  big  interests 
somehow  it  will  all  seep  down  to  the 
little  folks  that  are  trying  to  send 
their  kids  to  college.  That  is  what  I 
think  has  been  forgotten  in  this  equa- 
tion and  this  discussion  between  the 
Senator  from  Texas  and  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


will  now  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  a  resolution  to  be  submitted  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato]. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  resolution  which  I  will  shortly  be 
sending  to  the  desk.  May  I  ask,  what  is 
the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  resolution  to  be 
considered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  believe  we  have 
agreed  that  there  will  be  no  more  than 
2  hours. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct,  from  the  time  you  bring  it  up. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Will  the  time  start  to 
run  as  of  now? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
when  the  Senator  submits  the  resolu- 
tion to  the  desk. 


ESTABLISHING  A  SPECIAL  COM- 
MITTEE TO  INVESTIGATE  WHITE- 
WATER DEVELOPMENT  CORP. 
AND  OTHER  MATTERS 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
the  resolution  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  Senator  Dole — and  I  know 
others  would  like  to  join — and  I  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  120)  establishing  a 
special  committee  administered  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs to  conduct  an  investigation  involving 
Whitewater  Development  Corp..  Madison 
Guaranty  Savings  &  Loan  Association.  Cap- 
ital Management  Services.  Inc..  the  Arkan- 
sas Development  Finance  authority,  and 
other  related  matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 

objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President. 
Whitewater  is  a  very  serious  matter. 
Some  questions  raised  by  Whitewater 
go  to  the  very  heart  of  our  democratic 
system  of  government.  We  must  deter- 
mine whether  the  public  trust  has  been 
abused.  We  must  ascertain  whether 
purely  private  interests  have  been 
placed  above  the  public  trust.  The 
American  people  have  a  right  to  know 


the  full  facts  about  Whitewater  and  re- 
lated matters. 

After  the  Banking  Committee's  hear- 
ings last  year,  many  important  ques- 
tions still  remain.  The  American  peo- 
ple have  a  right  and  a  need  to  know  the 
answers  to  these  questions. 

Congress  has  the  responsibility  to 
serve  as  the  public's  watchdog.  We 
would  be  derelict  in  our  duties  if  we  did 
not  pursue  these  Whitewater  questions. 
The  Senate  must  proceed  in  an  even- 
handed,  impartial,  and  thorough  man- 
ner. We  have  a  constitutional  respon- 
sibility to  resolve  these  issues. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  bring  before 
the  Senate  a  resolution  that  authorizes 
a  special  committee  administered  by 
the  Banking  Committee  to  continue 
the  Whitewater  inquiry  that  was  start- 
ed but  not  completed  during  the  last 
Congress. 

I  thank  my  distinguished  colleague. 
Senator  Sarbanes.  for  his  hard  work 
and  cooperation  in  the  preparation  of 
this  resolution.  We  have  jointly  pre- 
pared a  resolution  that  is  balanced  and 
fair  and  that  will  allow  the  special 
committee  to  search  for  the  truth.  I 
am  confident  that  Senator  Sarbanes 
and  I  will  continue  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee's bipartisan  approach  to  the 
Whitewater  matter. 

Mr.  President,  our  pursuit  of  these 
questions  must  be  and  will  be  fair, 
straightforward,  and  responsible.  The 
American  people  expect  and  deserve  a 
thorough  inquiry  committed  to  the 
pursuit  of  truth.  That  is  the  American 
way. 

Last  summer,  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee met  these  vigorous  requirements. 
Our  examination  of  the  Whitewater 
matter  was  impartial,  balanced,  and 
thorough.  That  is  our  goal  in  this  Con- 
gress. I  am  confident  that  we  will  meet 
these  goals. 

During  last  summer's  hearings,  many 
facts  were  uncovered.  We  learned  that 
certain  top  administration  officials 
were  not  fully  candid  and  forthcoming 
with  the  Congress.  That  is  an  undis- 
puted fact.  The  public  has  a  right  to 
expect  more  from  those  in  positions  of 
trust.  We  also  learned  that  senior 
Treasury  Department  and  Clinton 
White  House  officials  mishandled  con- 
fidential law  enforcement  information 
concerning  Madison  Guaranty.  That  is 
another  undisputed  fact.  Madison  is 
now  defunct;  it  is  a  defunct  S&L  at  the 
heart  of  the  Whitewater  matter.  The 
failure  of  this  Arkansas  S&L  eventu- 
ally cost  American  taxpayers  more 
than  $47  million. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
have  a  right  to  know  the  answers  to 
many  serious  questions  still  remaining 
about  Whitewater  and  related  matters. 
We  have  a  constitutional  obligation  to 
seek  the  answers  to  these  questions. 
That  is  why  I  am  offering  this  resolu- 
tion today. 

Now  I  will  briefly  outline  some  of  the 
matters  that  this  resolution  authorizes 
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the  special  committee  to  investigate. 
We  will  begin  with  the  handling  of  the 
pai)ers  in  deputy  White  House  counsel 
Vince  Foster's  office  following  his 
death.  Who  searched  Mr.  Foster's  office 
on  the  night  of  his  death?  What  were 
they  looking  for?  What  happened  to 
Mr.  Foster's  papers?  Were  any  papers 
lost  or  destroyed?  And  who  authorized 
the  transfer  of  Mr.  Foster's  Whitewater 
file  to  a  closet  in  the  First  Family's 
residence?  The  public  has  a  right  to  the 
answers  to  these  questions. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  en- 
courages the  special  committee  to  co- 
ordinate its  activities  with  those  of  the 
independent  counsel.  Kenneth  Starr. 
Senator  Sarbanes  and  I  have  met  with 
the  independent  counsel.  Judge  Starr 
has  indicated  to  us  that  he  has  no  ob- 
jection to  the  special  committees  plan 
to  inquire  into  the  handling  of  Mr.  Fos- 
ter's papers.  Senator  Sarb.\nes  and  I 
are  committed  to  coordinating  the 
committee's  activities  with  those  of 
the  special  counsel. 

This  resolution  authorizes  the  special 
committee  to  pursue  answers  to  other 
questions  raised  during  the  Banking 
Committee's  hearings  last  year. 

We  will  explore  the  scope  and  impact 
of  the  improper  dissemination  of  con- 
fidential law  enforcement  information 
concerning  Madison  Guaranty.  How 
widely  did  the  Clinton  administration 
officials  communicate  this  confidential 
information?  Did  any  high-ranking  of- 
ficials inform  targets  of  criminal  inves- 
tigations? If  so,  did  this  impact  any  on- 
going investigations?  The  public  has  a 
right  to  know  the  answers  to  these 
questions. 

The  special  committee  will  also  ex- 
amine whether  there  were  any  im- 
proper contacts  between  the  Clinton 
White  House  and  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment regarding  Madison  Guaranty. 

We  know  that  Paula  Casey,  the  U.S. 
attorney  in  Little  Rock,  declined  to 
pursue  criminal  referrals  involving 
Madison.  That  is  an  undisputed  fact. 
We  also  know  that  Webster  Hubbell, 
who  has  pleaded  guilty  to  mail  fraud 
and  tax  evasion,  was  the  No.  3  official 
at  the  Justice  Department  at  this  criti- 
cal time.  This  is  another  undisputed 
fact. 

The  committee  will  ascertain  wheth- 
er Mr.  Hubbell  contacted  Paula  Casey 
about  Madison.  And  who  else,  if  any- 
one, knew  about  these  contacts  with 
the  U.S.  attorney.  The  public  has  the 
right  to  know. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  au- 
thorizes the  special  committee  to  ex- 
plore whether  the  Resolution  Trust 
Corporation  and  other  officials  in 
Washington  tried  to  interfere  improp- 
erly with  RTC  staff  in  Kansas  City  re- 
sponsible for  investigating  wrongdoing 
at  Madison.  If  such  interference  oc- 
curred, who  authorized  it,  and  why? 
The  public  deserves  answers  to  these 
questions. 

During  last  summer's  hearings,  the 
Banking  Committee  learned  that  the 


Treasury  inspector  general  furnished 
the  Clinton  White  House,  at  the  White 
House  counsel's  request,  transcripts  of 
the  inspector  general's  depositions. 
That  is  an  undisputed  fact. 

The  committee  will  now  look  into 
whether  these  deposition  transcripts 
were  used  to  coach  administration  wit- 
nesses before  they  appeared  in  front  of 
the  committee.  That  would  be  wrong. 
The  public  has  a  right  to  know  if  it 
happened. 

All  of  these  matters  that  I  have  dis- 
cussed so  far  involve  events  that  oc- 
curred after  January  1993  when  Presi- 
dent Clinton  took  office.  There  are  also 
serious  questions  regarding  events  that 
occurred  in  Arkansas  in  the  1980's  when 
President  Clinton  was  Governor.  This 
resolution  also  authorizes  the  special 
committee  to  examine  these  matters. 
Some  of  these  Arkansas  matters  are 
complex  and  will  require  the  commit- 
tee's close  review  of  many  thousands  of 
pages  of  documents. 

We  will  review  the  operations  and 
regulations  of  Madison  Guaranty.  Did 
James  McDougal.  Madison's  chairman 
and  Governor  Clinton's  business  part- 
ner, improperly  divert  Madison's  funds 
to  himself  and  others?  Did  any  of  this 
money  find  its  way  into  the 
Whitewater  real  estate  project  in 
which  McDougal  and  Governor  Clinton 
were  partners?  Did  McDougal  misuse 
Madison  funds  to  cover  any  losses  the 
First  Family  suffered  on  their 
Whitewater  investment?  The  public  has 
a  right  to  know  the  answers  to  these 
questions. 

Mr.  President,  the  resolution  further 
authorizes  the  special  committee  to  ex- 
amine the  Rose  law  firm's  representa- 
tion of  both  Madison  and  RTC,  and  sen- 
ior partners  at  the  Rose  law  firm,  in- 
cluding Hillary  Rodham  Clinton.  Web- 
ster Hubbell.  and  Vince  Foster.  The 
committee  must  ascertain  whether  the 
Rose  law  firm  properly  handled  the 
RTC  civil  claims  concerning  Madison. 

Did  the  firm  have  a  conflict  of  inter- 
est, and  did  American  taxpayers  lose 
money  in  the  process? 

We  will  also  examine  Capital  Man- 
agement Services  and  its  president, 
David  Hale,  a  former  Arkansas  judge 
and  Clinton  appointee.  Hale  has  pub- 
licly charged  that  the  President  pres- 
sured him  to  make  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration loans  that  were  used  to 
prop  up  Madison. 

Did  this  happen?  Did  Hale  also  make 
improper  Small  Business  Administra- 
tion loans  to  current  Arkansas  Gov. 
Jim  Guy  Tucker? 

Then  there  is  the  matter  of  the  fi- 
nancing of  the  1990  Arkansas  guber- 
natorial campaign.  We  now  know  that 
the  president  of  the  Perry  County 
Bank,  Neal  Ainley,  has  pleaded  guilty 
to  violating  Federal  laws  in  connection 
with  the  handling  of  certain  large  cash 
transactions  for  the  Clinton  campaign. 
Ainley  claims  he  did  so  at  the  direction 
of  campaign  officials.  The  public  has  a 


right  to  know  who  authorized  this  ac- 
tivity and  why. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  will 
authorize  the  special  committee  to  ex- 
amine these  and  related  matters.  We 
will  take  every  reasonable  step  to  com- 
plete this  inquiry  promptly.  We  hope 
that  the  administration  cooperates 
with  us  in  this  regard.  But  we  also  in- 
tend to  be  thorough  and  comprehen- 
sive. 

This  resolution  provides  $950,000  to 
fund  the  special  committee  through 
February  29,  1996.  If  additional  money 
is  needed,  the  special  committee  will 
make  a  recommendation  not  later  than 
January  15,  1996,  and  the  majority  and 
minority  will  meet  to  determine  the 
time  for  any  vote. 

Mr.  President,  we  expect  to  hold  pub- 
lic hearings  into  the  handling  of  the 
papers  of  Vince  Foster's  office  in  late 
June  or  early  July.  We  will  continue 
our  inquiry  by  subject  matter  until  it 
is  completed.  In  doing  so,  we  will  make 
every  effort  not  to  interfere  with  the 
independent  counsel's  criminal  inves- 
tigation. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
deserve  to  know  the  full  facts  about 
Whitewater  and  related  matters.  As  I 
said  at  the  outset,  we  will  conduct  this 
inquiry  in  a  fair,  evenhanded,  and  im- 
partial manner. 

That  is  what  the  American  people 
want,  expect,  and  deserve.  I  urge  the 
approval  of  this  resolution. 

I  see  that  my  distinguished  colleague 
and  ranking  member.  Senator  Sar- 
banes, is  here.  We  have  allocated  up  to 
2  hours,  equally  divided. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  what  the  time  situation  is? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON).  There  are  2  hours,  of  which 
15  minutes  has  already  been  used. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  There  is  an  hour 
now  remaining  on  this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  it  is  not  my  inten- 
tion to  use  the  entire  hour.  I  hope  at 
some  point  both  sides  might  be  able  to 
yield  back  time  and  proceed  to  final 
consideration  of  the  resolution. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  the  res- 
olution we  are  considering  today, 
which  authorizes  a  special  committee 
to  be  administered  by  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs, is  really  a  carrying  out  of  resolu- 
tions that  were  adopted  last  year  by 
this  body.  I  think  it  is  important  to 
consider  this  resolution  in  the  context 
of  those  resolutions — actions  taken  by 
the  Senate  last  year. 

On  March  17.  1994,  a  little  over  a  year 
ago,  the  Senate  adopted  a  resolution  by 
a  vote  of  98-0  expressing  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  hearings  should  be 
held  on  all  matters  relating  to  Madi- 
son, to  Whitewater,  and  to  Capital 
Management. 


Then,  to  carry  out  that  resolution,  at 
least  in  part,  on  June  21  of  last  year, 
the  Senate  agreed  to  Senate  Resolution 
229,  which  authorized  hearings  to  be 
held  into  certain  areas.  Those  hearings 
were  done  last  summer.  We  had  6  days 
of  public  hearings.  We  had  extensive 
analysis  of  documents  that  were  pro- 
vided to  the  inquiry  committee  in 
order  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Now,  one  of  the  things  that  was  au- 
thorized to  be  looked  into  by  the  June 
21  resolution  was  the  handling  of  the 
Foster  documents.  That  was  later  de- 
ferred, in  response  to  a  request  from 
the  independent  counsel  who  contacted 
the  committee  and  indicated  that, 
given  the  nature  of  his  inquiry,  it 
would  be  preferable  if  the  Committee 
did  not  go  ahead  with  that  hearing.  Ac- 
cordingly, we  held  off. 

Now  the  distinguished  chairman  has 
indicated  that  it  would  be  the  first 
item  which  will  be  considered  in  the 
hearings  that  will  now  take  place 
under  the  resolution  we  are  considering 
here  today. 

So  this  resolution  is  in  effect  a  con- 
tinuation of  our  earlier  work.  It  au- 
thorizes the  completion  of  work  speci- 
fied in  last  year's  resolution,  as  well  as 
matters  developed  during  and  arising 
out  of  the  hearings  that  were  held  last 
summer,  and  also  a  number  of  matters 
my  colleague  has  enumerated  that 
carry  forth  on  the  sense-of-the-Senate 
commitment  last  year  to  investigate 
all  matters  pertaining  to  Madison. 

I  want  to  go  through  some  other  as- 
pects of  this  resolution,  just  to  lay 
them  out  on  the  record.  The  chairman 
of  the  Banking  Committee.  Senator 
D'Amato,  has  gone  through  a  number 
of  matters  that  have  been  provided  for 
in  this  resolution  to  be  examined  by 
the  special  committee.  The  special 
committee,  administered  by  the  Bank- 
ing Committee,  shall  consist  of  all  of 
the  members  of  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee plus  two  members  added  from  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  The  chairman 
and  ranking  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  or  their  des- 
ignees, will  join  with  the  members  of 
the  Banking  Committee  to  constitute 
the  special  committee  which  will  be 
administered  by  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee. So  it  is  essentially — or  primarily, 
let  me  say— a  Banking  Committee  ac- 
tivity, since  most  of  the  areas  to  be  ex- 
amined clearly  fall  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Banking  Committee.  But  we 
did  add  from  the  Judiciary  Committee 
last  year.  A  member  came  on  in  order 
to  help  carry  out  the  inquiry.  And 
there  are  some  matters  that  are  con- 
tained in  the  resolution,  to  be  exam- 
ined that,  it  could  well  be  argued,  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee.  So,  to  bring  that  together, 
we  are  bringing  on  two  members  from 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  member  or  their  des- 
ignees. They  will  be  designating  some- 


one else  to  handle  this  responsibility  if 
they  choose  to  do  so,  and  I  do  not  know 
at  this  point  what  Chairman  Hatch 
and  ranking  member  Biden  intend  to 
do  in  that  regard.  But  obviously  we 
will  abide  by  their  decision. 

We  have  also  provided  in  the  resolu- 
tion which  is  now  before  us.  and  which 
shortly  will  be  adopted,  for  rules  and 
procedures  of  this  committee  which  es- 
sentially will  be  the  rules  and  proce- 
dures of  the  Senate,  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  and  the  rules  of 
procedure  of  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs.  That 
is,  in  effect,  the  rules  framework,  pro- 
cedural framework  within  which  we 
will  operate.  There  are  in  the  resolu- 
tion sections  that  cover  aspects  of  the 
process  that  the  special  committee  will 
follow;  these  are  matters  it  was  deemed 
important  that  we  spell  out  in  the  res- 
olution how  they  were  going  to  be 
dealt  with.  Those  involve  questions  of 
subpoena  powers,  questions  of  how  the 
hearings  will  be  conducted— important 
questions  about  immunity.  I  want  to 
underscore  that  because  that  is  a  mat- 
ter we  have  had  to  address  before. 

We  provide  that  to  grant  a  witness 
immunity— I  want  to  read  this  section 
because  it  is  an  important  matter.  The 
special  committee  has  the  power:  "To 
grant  a  witness  immunity  under  sec- 
tion 6002  and  6005"  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  "provided  that  the  inde- 
pendent counsel  has  not  informed  the 
special  committee  in  writing  that  im- 
munizing the  witness  would  interfere 
with  the  ability  of  the  independent 
counsel  successfully  to  prosecute 
criminal  violations."' 

We  also  provide  for  staffing  of  the 
committee.  There  is  power  to  appoint 
special  committee  staff  including  con- 
sultants, a.sslRtAnce  from  the  Senate 
legal  counsel,  assistance  from  the 
Comptroller  General.  There  is  a  provi- 
sion whereby  the  committee  can  draw 
on  other  Government  agencies.  Govern- 
ment personnel,  and  on  other  congres- 
sional staff.  And  we  hope,  through  a 
combination  of  all  of  these  sources, 
that  we  will  have  an  adequate  staff  to 
carry  out  a  proper  inquiry  and  inves- 
tigation. 

There  is  also,  of  course,  special  provi- 
sion for  the  protection  of  confidential 
information,  since  we  will  be  interact- 
ing with  the  independent  counsel  and 
others  and  we  think  it  is  important  to 
have  such  provisions. 

Finally,  the  money  asked  for  in  this 
resolution,  just  under  $1  million, 
$950,000,  is  to  cover  the  salaries  and 
other  expenses  of  the  special  commit- 
tee carrying  out  this  inquiry,  begin- 
ning on  the  date  of  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution — I  assume  today — and  end- 
ing February  29,  1996. 

If  it  is  judged  that  additional  money 
is  needed,  that  the  inquiry  needs  to  go 
forward  and  additional  money  is  re- 
quired in  order  to  fund  it,  the  special 
committee    will    recommend    that.    Of 


course  there  will  have  to  be  a  further 
vote  for  the  providing  of  additional 
moneys  to  the  special  committee. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  make  a 
couple  of  further,  more  general  obser- 
vations. I  have  very  quickly  gone 
through  the  resolution  and  I  think 
most  of  it  is  straightforward.  I  think 
Members  of  the  Senate  upon  reviewing 
it  will  conclude  that  is  the  case.  Many 
of  the  provisions  are  what  one  might 
call  boilerplate  for  such  an  inquiry, 
and  track  previous  provisions  that 
have  been  used  in  various  Senate  reso- 
lutions establishing  committees  to 
carry  out  inquiries  or  investigations  of 
the  sort  that  is  being  authorized  here. 

I  listened  to  the  chairman  with  great 
interest  and  I  was  particularly  encour- 
aged by  his  very  strong  statement  of 
the  need  to  conduct  impartial,  bal- 
anced and  thorough  hearings,  which  is 
exactly  what  I  think  needs  to  be  done. 
There  are  a  lot  of  allegations  that  are 
swirling  around  and  there  are  a  lot  of 
questions  that  are  being  raised.  We  see 
them  from  time  to  time  raised  in  the 
press  and  in  the  media.  And.  of  course, 
one  could  sit  around  all  day  long  and 
conjure  up  one  question  after  another. 
It  is  not  difficult,  it  is  very  easy.  It  is 
not  difficult  just  simply  to  say,  "Well, 
suppose  this  happened  or  suppose  that 
happened;  or  if  this  or  if  that."  Of 
course,  one  of  the  purposes  of  these 
hearings  is  to  get  a  good,  tough-minded 
examination  of  these  various  allega- 
tions to  see  if  there  is  anything  to 
them.  It  needs  to  be  appreciated,  that 
it  is  very  easy  to  make  the  allegations. 
Whether  the  allegations  are  in  fact 
substantiated  by  the  facts  is  a  tougher 
question  to  determine,  and  that  does 
require  an  impartial,  balanced  and 
thorough  hearing.  In  fact,  the  Presi- 
dent himself  has  said  the  best  way  to 
address  these  matters  is  to  look  at  the 
facts  candidly,  and  that  is  what  I  very 
much  hope  and  expect  that  this  com- 
mittee will  be  able  to  do. 

I  do  think  last  summer  we  conducted 
hearings  that  were  perceived  by  all  as 
being  thorough  and  fair  and  impartial. 
We  went  at  it.  in  effect,  to  find  out 
what  the  facts  were,  to  ascertain  the 
truth.  I  think  we  pressed  that  issue  in 
a  resolute  manner,  and  I  would  expect 
the  special  committee  will  do  so  in  the 
case  that  is — in  the  instance  that  is  be- 
fore us. 

These  hearings  will  make  an  effort  to 
get  the  facts  out  fully  and  impartially. 
We  anticipate  that  the  administration 
will  cooperate  with  this  effort  They 
certainly  have  indicated  that  is  what 
they  intend  to  do.  Last  year  they  made 
every  document  available  that  was  re- 
quested, as  I  recall.  I  think  I  am  cor- 
rect in  that  statement.  Now  the  time 
has  come  to  move  forward,  to  begin  our 
hearings,  to  begin,  in  effect,  to  exam- 
ine these  various  questions  and  allega- 
tions and  ascertain  with  respect  to 
each  of  them  whether  there  is  any  fac- 
tual grounding  behind  them  or  whether 
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they  simply  raise  questions  that  people 
can  £isk.  And  that,  of  course,  is  the  pur- 
pose of  the  inquiry  which  we  will  be 
undertaking  here  with  this  provision  of 
$950,000  to  carry  out  this  investigation 
In  the  period  between  now  and  Feb- 
ruary 29.  The  resolution  provides  that 
the  special  committee  shall  make 
every  reasonable  effort  to  complete, 
not  later  than  February  1,  1996,  the  in- 
vestigation, study,  and  hearings  au- 
thorized by  section  1. 

This  resolution  does  provide  the  basis 
for  carrying  out  a  full  and  proper,  im- 
partial, and  balanced  hearing. 

I  think  our  challenge  now  is  to  move 
ahead  in  carrying  out  our  responsibil- 
ities in  the  special  committee.  It  is  a 
heavy  burden  to  add  to  the  responsibil- 
ities that  Members  already  have  but  is 
one  that  obviously  we  are  charged  with 
responding  to. 

As  I  said,  we  adopted  resolutions  last 
year  addressing  this  matter.  This,  in 
effect,  carries  forward  on  those  resolu- 
tions. It  is  a  continuation,  in  effect,  of 
that  work.  But  I  hope  that  if  we  apply 
ourselves  to  it  over  the  coming 
months,  we  will  be  able  to  work 
through  all  of  these  matters  and,  in  ef- 
fect, bring  this  issue  to  closure  in  the 
sense  that  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  the  American  people  know  that  the 
various  questions  have  been  raised  and 
thoroughly  examined,  that  it  has  been 
done  with  a  great  deal  of  balance  and 
fairness  and  impartiality,  and  that 
these  are  what  the  facts  are  as  a  con- 
sequence of  that  investigation  and  in- 
quiry. 

Madam  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Madam  President,  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum.  Will  time  be  equally 
charged? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Only  by 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  put  in  a  quorum  call  and 
that  the  time  be  equally  charged  to 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Hearing  none,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. The  time  will  be  charged  to  both 
sides  equally. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Madam  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  whatever  time  he 
needs.  Madam  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Madam  President, 
I  want  to  begin  my  remarks  by  saying 
that  I  plan  to  enthusiastically  support 
the  Whitewater  resolution. 


I  think  it  is  a  good  resolution.  I  am 
concerned,  however,  that  a  few  key 
things  have  been  left  out  of  it.  Never- 
theless, I  think  that  before  the  hear- 
ings are  over,  we  will  wind  up  working 
them  in. 

Nothing  in  this  resolution  allows  us 
to  probe  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  death  of  Vince  Foster.  When  we 
held  the  hearings  last  year  in  the  Sen- 
ate, a  key  witness.  Captain  Hume,  sim- 
ply did  not  show  up  at  the  hearings  the 
day  he  was  supposed  to  be  there.  The 
hearings  had  been  planned  for  months. 
Captain  Hume  was  out  of  town  that 
day.  He  was  supposed  to  be  there.  Our 
ranking  member  at  the  time  demanded 
that  they  bring  him  back  for  several 
days.  But  they  did  not  bring  him  back. 
The  hearings  adjourned  and  we  never 
heard  from  him.  I  do  not  think  this  was 
a  thorough  airing  of  the  issues,  and  I 
think  we  need  to  do  it  again. 

I  understand  that  Mr.  Starr  is  look- 
ing at  this  again.  I  hope  that  he  will, 
given  the  miserable  job  that  Mr.  Fiske 
did  of  investigating. 

Madam  President,  the  Congress  also 
needs  to  probe  the  $100,000  profit  in  the 
commodities  market  that  came  to  Mrs. 
Clinton  courtesy  of  Red  Bond  and  Jim 
Blair,  the  general  counsel  of  Tyson 
Foods.  This  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
resolution,  and  it  should  be. 

Just  recently.  I  discovered  that  a 
friend  of  the  Clintons,  Barbara  Holum, 
was  conveniently  installed  as  acting 
head  of  the  CFTC  before  the  story  of 
Mrs.  Clinton's  commodity  trades 
broke. 

There  are  many  confusing  issues. 
Now  we  find  that  Red  Bond,  who  did 
the  commodity  trading,  who  is  prac- 
tically bankrupt,  was  able  to  pay  off  $7 
million  in  back  taxes  just  2  months  be- 
fore the  commodity  trading  story  be- 
came public.  To  me.  the  evidence  on 
this  is  just  too  much  to  believe  that  all 
of  this  is  a  coincidence. 

Madam  President,  this  resolution 
does  not  allow  us  to  probe  the  failure 
of  First  American  Savings  &  Loan  in 
Dlinois. 

If  you  can  believe  this,  Vince  Foster 
and  Mrs.  Clinton  were  hired  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  sue  Dan 
Lasater.  The  same  Dan  Lasater  that 
was  a  close  friend  of  the  Clintons.  That 
is  right.  Mrs.  Clinton  was  hired  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  sue  Dan 
Lasater  in  connection  with  the  failure 
of  First  American  Savings  &  Loan  in 
Illinois.  Mrs.  Clinton  participated  in 
the  decision  to  lower  the  amount  of 
money  the  Government  would  recover 
from  Dan  Lasater  from  $3.3  million  to 
$200,000,  and  we  do  not  know  yet  what 
percentage  of  that  went  to  her  as  at- 
torney's fee  because  the  records  were 
sealed. 

The  Government  spent  over  $100  bil- 
lion to  resolve  the  savings  and  loan  cri- 
sis. With  crooks  like  Dan  Lasater  in- 
volved and  with  Mrs.  Clinton  acting  on 
behalf  of  the  taxpayers,  suing  a  friend, 
it  is  no  wonder  the  cost  was  so  high. 


I  want  to  again  state  my  strong  sup- 
port— and  I  say  this  not  necessarily  in 
the  language  as  we  often  use  in  the 
Senate — but  of  my  good  friend,  fellow 
member  of  the  Banking  Committee  and 
our  chairman,  Alfonse  D'Am.\to.  He 
truly  is  a  good  friend,  and  he  has  given 
us  the  leadership  we  need. 

I  hope,  and  I  know  that  before  this 
hearing  is  over,  under  his  leadership, 
we  will  have  probed  all  aspects  of 
Whitewater  in  a  fair  manner  so  that 
the  American  people  understand  what 
happened,  when  it  happened,  and  who 
knew  it  when  it  happened.  I  look  for- 
ward to  the  hearings. 

Mr.  D'AMATO  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Madam  President.  I 
know  of  my  good  friend.  Senator 
Faircloth's  concern  that  there  be 
ample  scope  to  look  into  all  of  the 
matters  that  are  relevant,  and  I  share 
that  concern.  I  think  that  this  resolu- 
tion very  fairly  embodies  us  with  the 
authority— and  I  would  refer  to  page  4. 

As  my  friend  raises,  we  did  not  at- 
tempt to  spell  out  every  single  area. 
Page  4.  line  12,  says: 

Subsection  3.  To  conduct  an  investigation 
and  public  hearing's  into  and  study  all  mat- 
ters that  have  any  tendency  to  reveal  the 
full  fact.s  about     .  . 

Then  we  go  through  all  of  the  various 
areas.  There  are  other  Senators  who 
are  going  to  speak,  but  I  believe  it  is 
important  to  summarize  those  areas. 
Senator  Sarbanes  has.  The  fact  is  that 
we  include  the  ability  to  look  into  the 
bond  underwriting  contracts  between 
the  Arkansas  Development  Finance 
Authority  and  Lasater  &  Co..  and  all  of 
those  activities  to  which  my  friend  has 
referred.  But  there  must  be  a  connec- 
tion, and  if  there  is  a  connection,  well, 
then,  wc  will  look  into  the  area,  and  I 
will  touch  on  these  areas  in  more  de- 
tail before  our  time  is  up. 

So  I  share  my  friend's  concern.  This 
will  be  thorough.  It  will  be  thoughtful. 
And  when  subpoenas  are  issued— and  I 
must  tell  you  that  the  specific  instance 
that  he  raises  is  troubling,  that  of  a 
witness  who  failed  to  respond  to  a  sub- 
poena, especially  one  who  works  for 
the  Government,  who  was  given  notice, 
and  who  gave  the  committee,  either 
the  majority  or  the  minority  or  our 
staff,  no  reason  to  believe  that  he 
would  not  be  there.  That  will  not  be 
tolerated.  If  we  run  into  a  situation 
like  that,  I  can  assure  you,  and  I  know 
that  the  ranking  member  shares  this 
same  concern,  we  want  people  to  re- 
spond to  subpoenas.  We  will  not  issue 
them  frivolously. 

I  think  in  that  case  a  subpoena  might 
not  have  even  been  issued  because  we 
assumed  that  he  was  going  to  be  there. 
So  it  is  not  a  bad  track  record  to  have 
almost  everybody  respond,  including 
even  those  who  were  not  subpoenaed. 
But,  we  will  remain  vigilant  in  seeking 
this  kind  of  cooperation. 
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I  see  that  Senator  Bond  is  in  the 
Chamber,  and  he  is  on  the  Banking 
Committee  and  was  an  integral  part  of 
last  year's  hearings,  and  I  yield  to  him 
10  minutes  from  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BOND.  Madam  President,  I  thank 
my  good  friend,  my  colleague  from  New 
York. 

Madam  President,  as  we  begin  the  de- 
bate on  this  resolution  authorizing  a 
second  round  of  Whitewater  hearings.  I 
thought  it  would  be  helpful  to  review 
why  the  Senate  and  the  committee 
need  these  issues  co  be  aired. 

I  wish  to  summarize  for  my  col- 
leagues some  points  that  are  particu- 
larly important  to  me  and  have  come 
from  my  experience  with  the  first 
round  of  hearings  and  also  with  the 
hearing  back  in  February  where  we 
asked  the  questions  that  began  some  of 
the  process  in  finding  out  what  has 
gone  on  in  the  administration. 

As  most  of  the  Nation  now  knows. 
Madison  Guaranty  was  a  Little  Rock 
savings  and  loan  which  went  belly-up 
at  the  cost  of  nearly  $50  million,  and 
was  owned  by  James  McDougal— the 
business  partner  of  the  Clintons'  in  the 
Whitewater  real  estate  deal. 

Madison  Guaranty  was  the  classic 
S&L  story  of  insider  dealing,  reckless 
loan  policies  and  ultimate  failure  with 
the  U.S.  taxpayers  picking  up  the  tab. 
It  is  a  part  of  the  $105  billion  cost  of 
the  S&L  debacle,  and  in  that  way  is  a 
story  repeated  in  many  communities 
around  the  country. 

But  one  part  of  this  case  has  made  it 
famous — many  of  its  borrowers,  direc- 
tors, and  counsel  were  prominent  fig- 
ures in  Arkansas  politics  and  govern- 
ment. 

The  tangled  web  of  Madison.  Jim 
McDougal,  and  the  Clintons  has  led  to 
two  sets  of  criminal  referrals,  an  ongo- 
ing civil  liability  investigation  by  the 
RTC,  a  potential  conflict  of  interest 
case  for  the  First  Lady's  former  law 
firm,  a  conviction  of  a  Little  Rock 
judge  who  improperly  loaned  SBA 
money  to  McDougal  and  Whitewater, 
several  other  recent  guilty  plea  agree- 
ments and  an  ongoing  investigation  by 
independent  counsel  Starr. 

Since  these  issues  first  came  to  light, 
I  have  said  over  and  over  that  the 
American  people  have  a  right  to  know 
what  happened  to  the  millions  of  dol- 
lars lost,  and  we.  in  Congress,  must  ful- 
fill our  obligation  and  get  the  facts  out 
into  the  open. 

Last  year  the  Senate  was  engaged  in 
a  lengthy  struggle  over  what  questions 
and  areas  the  Banking  Committee 
would  be  allowed  to  address  as 
Whitewater-Madison  hearings  begin. 
Unfortunately,  the  Democratic  leader- 
ship at  that  time  did  everything  in 
their  power  to  limit  the  scope  of  the 
hearings,  and  to  block  our  efforts  to 
get  at  the  truth — particularly  as  it  re- 
lates  to   what  Clinton   administration 


officials  have  done  to  control  or  inter- 
fere with  investigations. 

The  questions  we  asked  last  year  re- 
main as  relevant  today  as  they  did  last 
May: 

Did  Whitewater  Development  Corp. 
benefit  from  taxpayers  insuring  of 
Madison  Guaranty  deposits? 

Did  any  of  Madison's  federally  in- 
sured funds  go  to  benefit  the  Clinton 
campaigms? 

Were  the  bank  regulatory  agencies 
operating  in  an  impartial  and  inde- 
pendent manner  as  they  handled  Madi- 
son Guaranty? 

How  did  the  Resolution  Trust  Cor- 
poration handle  the  criminal  referrals 
on  Madison— both  under  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration as  well  as  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration? 

How  did  the  Resolution  Trust  Cor- 
poration and  the  FDIC  handle  potential 
civil  claims  against  Madison^both 
under  the  Bush  administration  as  well 
as  the  Clinton  administration? 

How  did  the  Department  of  Justice 
handle  the  RTC  criminal  referrals  it  re- 
ceived, again  both  under  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration and  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration? 

What  were  the  sources  of  funding  and 
lending  practices  of  Capital  Manage- 
ment Services,  and  how  did  the  SBA 
regulate  and  supervise  it.  particularly 
as  it  related  to  loans  to  Susan 
McDougal  and  her  company,  Master 
Marketing. 

Full  hearings  on  the  Whitewater- 
Madison  affair  are  needed  so  that  all 
these  questions  can  be  fairly  asked  and 
answered.  What  happened  in  Arkansas, 
what  happened  in  the  1992  Clinton  cam- 
paign in  their  efforts  to  keep  the  lid  on 
about  the  actions  in  Arkansas,  and 
what  has  the  administration  done  to 
manage  the  Madison-Whitewater  issues 
since  they  took  office. 

If  we  are  to  finally  get  to  the  bottom 
of  the  story  as  to  what  happened  with 
the  criminal  referrals,  I  believe  that  we 
need  to  start  with  the  first  criminal  re- 
ferral on  Madison  Guaranty  which  was 
already  in  the  Justice  Department 
awaiting  action  when  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration took  office. 

Remember,  Madison  Guaranty  had 
failed  in  1989  and  had  been  first  taken 
over  by  the  FDIC,  and  then  in  August 
1989  when  Congress  passed  the  S&L 
bailout  bill  the  newly  created  RTC 
took  over  Madison. 

The  RTC's  mission  was  to  close  down 
failed  thrifts,  sell  the  assets,  pay  off 
the  depositors  and  then  seek  out  crimi- 
nal or  civil  wrongdoing  that  may  have 
occurred.  If  they  found  criminal  wrong- 
doing—fraud, or  attempts  to  enrich, 
they  referred  their  findings  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  for  further  action. 

If  they  found  civil  wrongdoing — for 
example,  law  firms  or  accounting  firms 
who  helped  institutions  stay  open  by 
providing  misleading,  incomplete  or  in- 
correct information  to  regulators  or 
the  S&L's  board  members— the  RTC 
would  pursue  those  cases. 


Thus  from  August  1989  the  RTC  had 
Madison  Guaranty  on  its  plate.  No  ac- 
tion was  taken  by  the  RTC  on  poten- 
tial civil  claims,  but  several  criminal 
referrals  were  developed.  In  one  case 
Jim  McDougal  and  two  others  were  ac- 
cused of  fraud,  but  were  acquitted,  in 
another  case  a  board  member  plead 
guilty  to  falsifying  documents. 

Then  came  March  1992  when  the  New 
York  Times  reported  a  series  of  poten- 
tial misdealings  in  Madison  Guaranty 
and  spurred  the  RTC  to  take  another 
look  at  the  institution.  This  second 
look  caused  the  first  criminal  referral 
to  be  sent  to  Justice  in  the  fall  of  1992. 
and  it  was  this  referral  which  awaited 
final  action  when  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration came  into  office  in  January 
1993. 

I  give  this  brief  history  in  order  to 
put  things  into  perspective.  Last  year. 
Senator  Specter  and  I  offered  amend- 
ments to  the  Whitewater  Committee 
resolution  which  would  have  allowed 
the  Banking  Committee  to  pick  up 
story  at  this  point,  and  follow  the  trail 
of  the  first  referral  as  it  made  its  way 
through  the  Government,  and  then  to 
follow  the  trail  of  the  second  referral 
&s  it  was  developed  throughout  1993,  up 
to  and  including  the  improper  contacts 
by  Treasury  officials  with  White  House 
staff.  This  of  course  would  entail  ques- 
tioning the  RTC  officials  involved.  Jus- 
tice Department  officials  involved,  as 
well  as  Treasury  and  White  House 
staff. 

Because  we  must  remember  that  on 
the  day  that  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion officials  walked  in  the  door  on 
January  21.  1993,  a  criminal  referral  on 
Madison  Guaranty  was  sitting  in  the 
Department  of  Justice. 

I  for  one  still  want  to  know: 

How  did  the  Department  of  Justice 
handle  this  referral? 

Was  the  White  House  informed  and  if 
so  when  and  by  whom? 

Who  in  Justice  was  assigned  to  mon- 
itor the  Madison  case,  and  what  ac- 
tions did  they  take? 

And  then,  as  we  know  now.  just 
months  after  taking  office,  a  second  set 
of  referrals  was  being  developed— and  it 
too  was  sent  off  to  the  Clinton  Justice 
Department  by  RTC  officials  in  Kansas 
City. 

I  want  to  know  why  the  RTC  decided 
to  stay  on  the  case.  What  happened  to 
get  a  series  of  RTC  officials  reassigned 
and  taken  off  the  case?  Is  there  a  pat- 
tern of  special  treatment  for  politi- 
cally sensitive  cases?  And  again,  how 
did  the  Department  of  Justice  handle 
the  second  referral? 

I  want  to  know  why  did  the  Clinton 
appointed  Little  Rock  U.S.  .attorney 
Paula  Casey,  along  with  Webb  Hubbell, 
delay  their  recusals  until  after  the  de- 
cision not  to  prosecute  Madison  was 
made?  I  also  want  to  know  the  details 
about  Paula  Casey  and  Webb  Hubbell's 
phone  contacts  during  the  period  when 
Caisey  was  deciding  what  to  do  with  the 
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referrals,  and  did  either  one  of  them 
have  any  contact  with  the  White  House 
on  the  referrals  at  any  time? 

And  now,  just  in  the  past  weeks  we 
have  seen  reported  by  the  Associated 
Press  that: 

Preparing  for  televised  Whitewater  hear- 
ings last  summer.  White  House  attorneys 
consulted  confidential  depositions  from  a 
Treasury  investigation  in  an  effort  to  rec- 
oncile differing  accounts  of  administration 
officials  who  were  about  to  testify. 

Former  White  House  counsel  Lloyd  Cutler 
acknowledged  this  week  that  the  depositions 
were  used  to  identify  discrepancies  in  the 
recollections  of  presidential  aides  before  the 
congressional  hearings. 

White  House  lawyers  would  then 
"confront"  the  aides  with  information  they 
had  obtained  from  the  depositions  without 
revealing  the  sources,  he  told  The  Associated 
Press 

"If  we  found  inconsistencies,  we  would  go 
back  to  White  House  officials,  and  go  back 
over  testimony  they  gave  us,"  Cutler  ex- 
plained, "and  then  we  would  say  'we  have 
heard  other  reports.' " 

This  of  course  brings  into  play  sev- 
eral other  issues  which  I  have  been  fol- 
lowing since  the  close  of  the  hearings 
last  August.  As  we  know  now,  confiden- 
tial information  was  again  turned  over 
by  Treasury  to  the  White  House — this 
time  under  the  guise  of  a  Treasury  De- 
partment inspector  general's  investiga- 
tion. 

This  calls  into  question  not  only  the 
independence  of  the  IG,  but  also  the 
willingness  of  this  administration  to 
politicize  what  is  supposed  to  be  an  in- 
ternal watchdog. 

It  also  calls  into  question  the  entire 
testimony  offered  by  White  House  offi- 
cials before  the  Senate  Banking  Com- 
mittee— as  they  were  given  another 
heads  up  in  order  to  best  tailor  their 
testimony  to  help  the  boss. 

Last  November  I  wrote  to  then  Chair- 
man Riegle  and  ranking  member 
D'Amato  about  what  I  had  discovered. 
In  my  letter  I  stated: 

As  you  know,  over  these  past  several 
months  I  have  continued  my  efforts  to  re- 
solve outstanding  questions  which  were 
raised  during  the  Banking  Committee's 
Whitewater  hearings.  Initially  I  became  con- 
cerned upon  discovering  during  our  hearings 
that  the  Treasury  Inspector  General  had 
turned  over  to  the  White  House — at  Lloyd 
Cutlers  specific  request — transcripts  of  all 
the  testimony  taken  by  the  investigators  a 
full  week  before  the  Office  of  Government 
Ethics  lOGE)  report  was  made  public.  At  the 
time  we  learned  this,  several  former  Inspec- 
tors General  expressed  amazement  at  this 
unprecedented  action.  However,  no  further 
review  of  the  incident  was  undertaken. 

During  my  investigation  of  this  disclosure, 
I  discovered  that  not  only  were  the  docu- 
ments released  to  the  White  House  at  the 
specific  request  of  White  House  Counsel 
Lloyd  Cutler,  but.  in  doing  so.  the  Treasury 
turned  over  confidential  RTC  information  to 
the  White  House. 

On  Saturday.  July  23,  1994.  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury  gave  the  White  House  all  of 
the  sworn  depositions  of  Treasury,  White 
House,  and  RTC  persormel.  These  depositions 
were  unedited. 

According  to  the  RTC,  it  was  not  until 
July  26  or  27  that  the  RTC  became  aware  of 


the  fact  that  RTC  depositions  had  been  pro- 
vided to  the  White  House. 

July  26,  after  reviewing  the  information 
provided  by  the  Treasury  I.G..  Lloyd  Cutler 
testified  before  the  House  Banking  Commit- 
tee. 

July  28  and  29.  Counsel  to  the  RTC  Inspec- 
tor General  Patricia  Black  redacted  all  the 
Treasury.  RTC.  and  White  House  depositions 
in  order  to  remove  confidential  RTC  infor- 
mation. 

July  31  the  OGE  report,  with  edited  testi- 
mony, was  provided  to  Congress  and  subse- 
quently made  public. 

Given  that  the  focus  of  our  hearings  this 
past  August  was  the  improper  transmittal  of 
confidential  information  from  the  RTC  to 
the  White  House  regarding  Madison  Guar- 
anty and  the  Clintons,  I  must  tell  you  I  am 
appalled  that  the  same  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, acting  under  specific  direction  from 
Secretary  Bentsen,  would  again  provide  non- 
public information  about  the  Madison  Guar- 
anty case  directly  to  the  White  House. 

In  addition,  I  found  it  extraordinary  that 
the  White  House,  which  was  itself  under  in- 
vestigation, would  be  given  nonpublic  infor- 
mation prior  to  Congressional  hearings — par- 
ticularly when  Congress  itself  was  not  given 
the  information. 

And  now  of  course  we  have  discov- 
ered that  Mr.  Cutler  and  others  used 
this  information  not  only  to  assist  In 
the  drafting  of  Mr.  Cutler's  testi- 
mony— but  to  help  White  House  staff 
with  the  inconsistencies  in  their  own 
stories. 

I  find  this  entire  episode  just  another 
example  of  the  extraordinary  lengths 
the  White  House  was  willing  to  go  to 
keep  the  facts  from  Congress,  keep  the 
facts  from  the  American  people,  and 
ultimately  to  protect  the  administra- 
tion. 

As  I  have  said  on  this  floor  before, 
breaching  the  public  trust  is  as  serious 
an  offense  as  committing  a  crime,  or 
being  found  liable  for  financial  pen- 
alties. Governments  in  free  societies 
have  a  fundamental  pact  with  the  gov- 
erned. In  exchange  for  the  powers  and 
responsibilities  which  is  given  the  Gov- 
ernment, the  people  expect  fairness, 
evenhanded  justice,  impartiality,  and 
they  held  the  innate  belief  that  those 
in  power  can  be  trusted  to  be  good 
stewards  of  their  power. 

Our  form  of  democracy  relies  on 
checks  and  balances  to  keep  too  much 
power  from  ending  up  in  just  one 
place — and  Congress,  as  the  people's 
closest  link  to  their  Government  has 
the  responsibility  to  keep  a  sharp  eye 
out  for  abuses  and  breaches  of  the  peo- 
ple's trust. 

Thus  every  Member  of  Congress 
takes  an  oath  of  office,  to  uphold  the 
Constitution— and  certainly  part  of 
that  duty  to  be  ever  watchful  for 
abuses  of  power.  Interestingly,  and  not 
surprisingly,  it  nearly  always  falls  to 
the  party  out  of  power  to  be  the  more 
diligent  in  watching  out  for  abuses. 

No  one  disputes  this. 

But  one  other  fact  should  also  be 
noted.  As  important  it  is  for  the  gen- 
eral public  to  believe  in  and  trust  that 
their    elected    leaders    are    performing 
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their  jobs  in  an  ethical,  truthful,  and 
fair  manner — we.  in  Congress,  must 
also  believe  that  those  in  high  posi- 
tions of  responsibility  are  telling  us 
the  truth.  When  we  ask  questions  or 
make  inquiries  we  must  trust  that  ad- 
ministrations will  tell  the  truth,  will 
be  honest,  and  that  when  we  get  an  an- 
swer, it  is  a  full  and  complete  one. 

Unfortunately.  Madam  President,  it 
is  this  standard  that  inevitably  some 
administration  officials  seem  unable  to 
comprehend. 

Instead  of  cooperation  and  truthful- 
ness we  have  seen  evasions,  omissions, 
misstatements,  and  possibly  outright 
lies. 

And  the  story  of  potential  abuse  of 
the  public  trust,  the  politicization  of 
independent  agencies  and  investiga- 
tions, the  use  of  confidential  material 
for  political  gain — it  only  seems  to  get 
worse  the  deeper  you  look. 

Madam  President,  the  next  rounds  of 
hearings  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
clearing  the  air.  and  I  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Banking  Committee 
for  brining  this  matter  back  into  the 
public  eye. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DODD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Madam  President.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Thank  you.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, and  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Maryland. 

Madam  President,  let  me  begin  these 
brief  remarks  by  commending  our  col- 
leagues from  New  York  and  Maryland 
for  what  I  think  is  a  very  fair  and  bal- 
anced resolution.  Obviously,  matters 
such  as  this  are  a  source  of  deep  con- 
troversy and  can  get  out  of  hand.  The 
fact  that  they  have  presented  us  with  a 
resolution  that  is  balanced  and  fair  is  a 
credit  to  both  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land and  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
Any  discussion  of  this  ought  to  begin 
with  an  expression  of  appreciation  on 
the  part  of  all  of  us  in  this  body,  par- 
ticularly those  of  us  who  will  serve  on 
the  special  committee  and  who  will  be 
working  during  this  calendar  year  to 
carry  out  the  mandates  and  require- 
ments of  this  resolution.  Now  I  would 
like  to  make  a  few  brief  observations 
about  the  resolution. 

As  my  colleagues  know.  Madam 
President,  there  was  a  vote  by  98  to  0 
on  March  17  of  last  year  to  look  into 
these  matters,  and  what  we  are  talking 
about  here  is  a  continuation  of  that 
process.  This  resolution  is  simply  an- 
other step  in  a  process  designed  to  help 
the  American  public  know  the  facts 
about  Whitewater. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  point  out. 
Madam   President,   that   the   President 
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has  fully  cooperated  in  this  process.  We 
ought  to  commend  him  for  this  unprec- 
edented level  of  cooperation. 

Many  of  us  recall  other  Presidents 
who,  when  confronted  with  similar  sit- 
uations, have  clogged  up  the  courts  of 
this  land,  fighting  everything  along  the 
way.  This  administration  has  not  done 
that.  In  fact,  the  administration  has 
been  entirely  forthcoming. 

As  we  discuss  these  matters,  it  is  im- 
portant to  make  it  clear  that,  unlike 
previous  situations  where  there  was  a 
constant  conflict  between  the  execu- 
tive branch  and  the  legislative  branch 
over  documents  and  testimony,  that 
has  not  been  the  case  here.  The  admin- 
istration has  complied  with  every  doc- 
ument request,  answered  every  ques- 
tion that  has  been  submitted  to  it,  and 
I  am  confident  is  ready  and  willing  to 
cooperate  in  this  second  stage  of  the 
proceeding. 

I  think  that  is  an  important  point  to 
make  because,  as  we  look  down  the 
road,  there  is  the  potential  for  a  pro- 
longed and  nasty  conflict  between  the 
executive  and  legislative  branch. 

Third,  Madam  President,  I  think  last 
year's  hearings,  despite  moments  of 
passion  and  emotion,  were  credible  and 
fair.  I  think  it  is  important  to  point 
out  and  to  state  emphatically  that  it 
was  the  conclusion  of  the  committee 
last  year  that  there  had  been  no  viola- 
tion of  criminal  statutes  or  ethical 
standards. 

Of  course,  individual  Members  may 
have  their  own  particular  opinions  on 
those  matters,  and  certainly  that  is 
their  right.  But,  as  a  conclusion  of  the 
committee,  let  me  restate.  Madam 
President,  there  were  no  violations  of 
any  criminal  statute  or  any  ethical 
standards.  That  was  the  conclusion  of 
l3.st  year's  hearing's. 

Now  we  are  going  to  go  to  a  second 
phase.  I  have  listened  to  some  who  are 
suggesting  that  there  must  have  been 
some  wrongdoing,  or,  even  worse,  they 
have  already  reached  the  conclusion 
that  there  was  wrongdoing.  Quite  sim- 
ply, that  is  inappropriate.  The  purpose 
of  the  hearings  is  to  determine  whether 
there  was  wrongdoing— we  must  not 
prejudge  the  matter. 

We  do  not  want  to  end  up  appearing 
like  that  famous  character  from  the 
West.  Judge  Roy  Bean.  Everyone  will 
remember  Judge  Roy  Bean.  He  used  to 
say.  "We'll  hang  'em  first  and  try  'em 
later." 

Sometimes  that  can  happen  in  con- 
gressional proceedings,  and  I  know  it  is 
not  the  intention  of  anyone  on  the 
committee  to  have  that  be  the  case. 

So  let  us  avoid  partisan  wrangling 
and  get  the  facts  on  the  table.  Now  the 
presumption  of  innocence  may  not 
apply  to  congressional  hearings  in  the 
same  way  as  in  our  court  system,  but 
there  ought  to  at  least  be  an  effort  to 
fully  consider  matters,  and  let  people 
have  their  say,  before  we  reach  any 
conclusions. 


Last  year,  the  Senate  held  thorough 
hearings,  as  I  mentioned  earlier.  The 
committee  heard  from  30  witnesses, 
generating  2,600  pages  of  testimony:  38 
witnesses  were  deposed,  generating 
some  7,000  additional  pages  of  testi- 
mony. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  sort  through 
that  much  material  and  I  want  to 
thank  the  staff  for  the  work  they  did. 
That  was  a  herculean  effort.  Both  the 
majority  and  minority  staff  had  to 
work  extremely  long  hours  on  this 
matter.  Madam  President,  and  they  de- 
serve our  appreciation. 

Obviously,  Madam  President,  the 
Senate's  integrity  and  credibility  are 
at  stake.  The  American  public  has  a 
right  to  know  the  facts  about 
Whitewater  and  the  Senate  has  a  con- 
stitutional obligation  to  see  that  they 
do. 

Last  year,  the  facts  were  presented 
fully  and  impartially.  That  must  be 
our  goal  this  year.  The  public,  in  my 
view,  is  fed  up  with  the  partisanship 
that  seems  to  cloud  every  issue. 

As  we  go  through  this  process,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  avoid  that  partisan 
pitfall.  Because  we  are  entering  a  pres- 
idential campaign  cycle,  that  may  be 
difficult  for  some.  But  we  must  all  try. 
The  President  is  sadly  correct,  and  I 
suspect  most  of  my  colleagues,  regard- 
less of  their  political  persuasion,  would 
agree  when  he  says  that  the  politics  of 
personal  attack  are  alive  and  well.  I 
agree  with  the  President  that  the  best 
way  to  put  this  matter  behind  us  is  to 
address  the  facts  candidly. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  yield  whatever 
time  the  Senator  requires. 

Mr.  DODD.  I  thank  my  colleague.  I 
will  wrap  this  up. 

Maaam  x-Tesiuenc.  the  public  wants 
us  to  present  the  facts  impartially, 
come  to  our  conclusions  and  then  move 
on.  And  it  bears  repeating  that  after 
going  through  such  a  process  last  year, 
the  Banking  Committee  concluded  that 
there  had  been  no  violation  of  criminal 
statutes  or  ethical  standards. 

During  this  next  stage,  we  must  not 
get  into  political  diversions  and  drag 
this  thing  out.  The  American  people 
want  us  to  get  on  with  the  business  of 
creating  jobs  and  expanding  economic 
opportunity,  of  dealing  with  health 
care  issues  and  education.  They  want 
us  to  tackle  the  hard  problems  that 
they  face  every  day. 

I  think  it  was  there  sense  of  frustra- 
tion with  politics  as  usual,  more  than 
anything  else,  that  created  the  changes 
in  the  Congress.  We  now  have  a  Repub- 
lican leadership,  and  every  committee 
is  chaired  by  that  party.  They  now 
have  an  even  greater  responsibility  to 
the  public.  They  must  elevate  the  good 
of  the  nation  above  politics  and  I  hope 
that  they  will  do  so  in  proceeding  with 
this  matter. 

Once  again,  I  commend  Senator 
D'AMATO    and    Senator    Sarbanes    for 


putting  together  a  fair  resolution  and 
for  stating  their  determination  to  wrap 
this  matter  up  by  February  of  next 
year.  I  hope  we  can  stick  to  that  sched- 
ule and  finish  this  job  efficiently. 

Finally,  while  the  subject  of  the  inde- 
pendent counsel  statute  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  this  particular  resolution. 
Madam  President.  I  want  to  suggest 
that  we  revisit  that  legislation  as  soon 
as  we  can. 

The  idea  of  appointing  an  independ- 
ent counsel  was  to  keep  politics  out  of 
these  issues.  Unfortunately,  it  seems 
that  the  statute  may  invite  fishing  ex- 
peditions. We  need  to  be  very  careful 
about  spending  the  taxpayers  dollars  in 
this  way.  Otherwise  we  will  have  some 
questionable  expenditures.  I  was  told 
the  other  day  that  someone  was  look- 
ing at  a  witnesses'  grade  school  and 
high  school  transcripts.  I  hope  that  re- 
port is  inaccurate  because  there  is  just 
no  way  to  justify  that  kind  of  expendi- 
ture. 

There  is  the  potential  for  an  inde- 
pendent counsel  to  run  wild  and  we 
need  to  carefully  monitor  these  mat- 
ters. I  caution  those  who  would  like  to 
use  independent  counsels  for  political 
gain—regardless  of  whether  it  was  a 
previous  administration  or  this  admin- 
istration— that  whatever  goes  around 
comes  around.  We  would  be  well  ad- 
vised, in  my  view,  to  take  a  hard  look 
at  how  some  of  these  operations  are 
being  run. 

Of  course.  Congress  spends  a  great 
deal  of  money  on  these  investigations. 
The  Banking  Committee  spent  about 
$400,000  last  year,  and  this  resolution 
authorizes  another  $950,000.  But  even 
that  amount  is  only  a  fraction  of  what 
the  independent  counsel  is  spending. 
We  are  looking  at  almost  $10  million 
spent  by  the  independent  counsel  and 
that  is  just  the  beginning  of  it.  That 
figure  will  go  higher. 

Of  course,  the  Federal  Government 
must  investigate  serious  accusations  of 
wrongdoing  to  maintain  the  public 
trust.  But  when  it  appears  there  are 
more  Federal  agents  operating  in  Lit- 
tle Rock  than  there  are  in  high-crime 
areas  in  certain  parts  of  our  country, 
then  one  ought  to  pause  and  look  care- 
fully at  what  we  are  doing. 

Again,  I  know  that  the  independent 
counsel  statute  is  not  the  subject  of 
this  resolution.  I  do  not  want  to  inject 
a  whole  new  subject  of  debate.  But  I 
think  we  ought  to  take  another  look  at 
that  law  and  make  sure  it  is  operating 
properly. 

Again.  I  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Banking  Committee,  my  friend 
from  New  York,  Senator  D'Am.\to,  and 
my  colleague  and  friend  from  Mary- 
land, Senator  Sarbanes,  for  the  fine 
job  they  have  done  in  working  out  this 
resolution.  We  have  a  very  difficult  job 
in  front  of  us.  Hopefully,  we  will  con- 
duct our  work  thoroughly,  fairly,  and 
promptly,  and  in  a  manner  that  bringrs 
credit  to  this  great  body.  I  look  for- 
ward to  the  effort. 
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Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  DAMATO.  Madam  President,  at 
this  time.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  has  10  minutes. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman  for 
yielding  me  this  time.  I  support  the 
resolution  and  commend  the  chairman 
and  the  ranking  member  of  the  Bank- 
ing Committee  for  presenting  a  resolu- 
tion which  I  understand  will  have  wide 
bipartisan  support. 

I  believe  it  is  important  to  have  a 
congressional  inquiry  on  this  in  the 
broad  terms  which  are  described  in  the 
resolution.  It  is  with  some  regret,  I 
note,  that  it  has  taken  us  more  than  a 
year  to  get  to  this  point.  But  it  is  bet- 
ter late  than  never,  and  these  are  mat- 
ters where  congressional  oversight  is 
important. 

I  recognize  the  sensitivity  of  a  con- 
gressional inquiry  on  a  matter  which  is 
being  handled  by  an  independent  coun- 
sel, also  known  as  the  special  prosecu- 
tor. But  the  functions  are  very,  very 
different  where  you  have  an  investiga- 
tion which  is  handled  through  grand 
jury  proceedings  which  are  secret  and 
which  are  directed  at  indictments.  I 
know  that  field  with  some  detail,  hav- 
ing been  a  district  attorney  myself  and 
having  run  grand  jury  investigations. 
That  is  very,  very  different  from  a  con- 
gressional inquiry  where  we  are  inquir- 
ing into  matters  in  the  public  record 
for  the  public  to  see  what  is  going  on  in 
Government  with  a  view  to  legislative 
changes. 

The  thrust  and  focus  are  entirely  dif- 
ferent between  a  grand  jury  investiga- 
tion conducted  by  independent  counsel 
and  a  congressional  inquiry  which  will 
be  handled  through  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee. I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  com- 
position of  the  committee  will  be  ex- 
panded to  include  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee, or  their  designees. 

Madam  President,  the  issues  involved 
here  have  long  been  a  concern  of  many 
of  us  in  this  Chamber,  and  I  refer  to 
statements  which  I  made  last  year 
dated  March  17.  June  9,  June  16.  and 
June  21.  I  will  not  incorporate  them  be- 
cause that  would  unduly  burden  the 
Record,  but  a  good  many  of  my 
thoughts  were  expressed  last  year  on 
the  matter. 

I  was  particularly  concerned  about 
issues  involving  the  RTC  as  to  their  in- 
clusion, which  was  not  handled  last 
year,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  Res- 
olution Trust  Corporation  is  included 
in  the  scope  of  the  inquiry  which  we 
are  about  to  undertake. 


This  matter  was  one  that  I  focused 
on  when  we  had  an  oversight  hearing 
on  the  Department  of  Justice  on  July 
28  of  last  year,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent.  Madam  President,  that  a  num- 
ber of  documents  be  printed  in  the 
Record  which  have  not  been  made  a 
part  of  the  Record  heretofore:  My  let- 
ter dated  July  26.  1994.  to  Attorney 
General  Reno;  the  attachment  of  a  list 
of  documents  which  I  had  wanted  to  in- 
quire into  during  the  proceedings  be- 
fore the  Judiciary  Committee;  the  re- 
sponse which  was  made  by  Robert 
Fiske.  who  was  then  independent  coun- 
sel; and  a  portion  of  the  transcript 
dated  July  28.  1994.  before  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

{See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  these  documents 
will  show  on  their  face  concerns  which 
were  on  the  record  and  which  were  ap- 
parent from  such  documents:  that 
there  were  considerable  issues  to  be  in- 
vestigated in  the  RTC  at  that  time.  It 
is  unfortunate,  in  a  sense,  that  there 
has  been  the  long  delay,  because  we  all 
know,  as  a  matter  of  investigative  pro- 
cedure, that  leads  grow  cold  and  wit- 
nesses' memories  diminish  and  that  the 
best  investigation  is  a  prompt  inves- 
tigation. But  the  time  factor  is  some- 
thing that  cannot  be  altered  at  this 
time,  and  at  least  now  we  will  have  a 
congressional  inquiry  which  will  move 
forward  into  these  very,  very  impor- 
tant matters. 

I  agree  with  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  when  he  talks 
about  the  presumption  of  innocence.  I 
think  that  is  indispensable  as  a  matter 
of  fairness  to  all  concerned.  But  these 
are  questions  which  need  to  be  an- 
swered, and  questions  do  not  imply  an 
answer  of  any  sort;  they  raise  issues 
which  ought  to  be  answered.  We  ought 
to  let  the  chips  fall  where  they  may. 
And  in  a  Government  based  on  a  Con- 
stitution which  elevates  the  separation 
of  powers  among  the  Congress  in  arti- 
cle I,  and  the  executive  branch  in  arti- 
cle II,  and  the  judiciary  in  article  III, 
the  congressional  oversight  function  is 
a  very,  very  important  function.  Now, 
finally,  we  will  be  in  the  context  where 
we  will  be  able  to  inquire  into  these 
matters  and  to  find  out  what  those  an- 
swers are. 

I  am  confident  that  there  will  be  a 
fair,  judicious,  quality  inquiry  con- 
ducted by  the  committee,  and  this  res- 
olution is  one  which  I  think  ought  to 
be  supported  broadly  by  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 
Exhibit  1 
U.S.  Senate.  Commmittee  on  the  Judiciary. 
Washington.  DC  July  28.  1994 

(The  following  is  a  partial  transcript  of  the 
above  proceedings) 

Senator  Specter.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Attorney  General  Reno,  as  you  know,  I 


had  Intended  to  ask  you  questions  about  the 
handling  by  the  Department  of  Justice  in  the 
matter  involving  David  Hale  in  this  over- 
sight hearing,  and  I  may  be  able  to  cover  the 
principal  points  of  my  interest  without 
undue  specification,  or  at  least  undue  speci- 
fication from  your  point  of  view. 

At  the  outset.  I  would  like  to  put  into  the 
record  my  letter  to  you  dated  July  26.  1994. 
together  with  the  chronology  of  events  and 
all  the  attachments  which  I  sent  over  to  you. 
except  for  numbers  20  and  21.  I  may  get  into 
20  and  21.  I  think  the  balance  have  been  in 
the  record  in  one  form  or  another,  and  even 
if  they  haven't  I  think  they  are  appropriate 
for  the  public  record. 

[The  letter  referred  to  follows:] 

U.S.  Senate. 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Washington.  DC.  July  26,  1994. 
Hon.  Janet  Reno. 

Attornei/  General.  Department  of  Justice.  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Dear  Attorney  General  Reno:  I  have  just 
noted  that  you  are  .scheduled  to  testify  be- 
fore the  Judiciary  Committee  on  Thursday. 
July  28.  at  2:00  p.m   at  an  oversight  hearing. 

In  that  hearing  I  intend  to  ask  questions 
on  the  Justice  Department's  role  in  inves- 
tigations of  Madison  Guaranty  and/or 
■Wliitewater."  While  I  have  not  had  access 
to  many  of  the  relevant  documents.  I  have 
seen  a  few  and  am  alerting  you  to  those  doc- 
uments which  will  formulate  at  least  some  of 
the  basis  for  my  questions. 

Some  of  the  documents  are  referred  to  in 
my  floor  statement  on  June  21.  Other  docu- 
ments that  I  may  refer  to  are  listed  on  the 
attached  index. 
Sincerely. 

arlen  Specter. 

Senator  Specter.  I  would  also  want  to  put 
into  the  record  the  faxed  letter  from  Robert 
P^iske.  Independent  Counsel,  to  me.  dated 
July  27.  1994. 

[The  letter  referred  to  follows;) 

U.S.  Department  of  Justice. 

Office  of  the  Independent  Counsel. 

Little  Rock.  AR.  July  27.  1994. 
Hon.  ARi.EN  Specter. 

U.S.  Senate.  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Wash- 
ington. DC. 

Dear  Sen.ator  Specter:  The  Department 
of  Justice  has  sent  over  to  me  a  copy  of  your 
letter  of  July  26.  1994  to  Attorney  General 
Reno,  together  with  the  index  of  documents 
enclosed  with  it. 

It  is  apparent  from  a  review  of  the  docu- 
ments on  that  index  that  they  relate  to  the 
handling  by  the  Department  of  Justice  of  a 
particular  criminal  referral  from  the  RTC. 
Based  upon  interviews  we  have  had  with  rep- 
resentatives from  the  Kansas  City  Field  Of- 
fice of  the  RTC,  we  are  currently  actively  in- 
vestigating this  matter.  Accordingly.  I 
would  respectfully  request  that  you  not  go 
Into  this  subject  with  the  Attorney  General 
at  your  hearing  tomorrow  since  to  do  so 
might  prejudice  our  ongoing  investigation. 
(For  similar  reasons  we  request  that  you  not 
go  into  the  matter  referenced  by  documents 
«20  and  #21.) 

We  have  made  a  similar  request  to  both 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs  and  the  House  Committee 
on  Banking.  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs 
which,  as  you  know,  are  in  the  process  of 
conducting  Whitewater  hearings.  Both  of 
those  Committees  have  agreed  not  to  go  into 
this  subject  until  we  have  completed  our  in- 
vestigation. 

Respectfully  yours. 

Robert  B.  Fiske.  Jr.. 

Independent  Counsel. 


Senator  Specter.  At  the  outset.  I  want  to 
say  for  the  record  that  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  deference  which  the  Congress  has  ac- 
corded the  independent  counsel  because  I  be- 
lieve that  Congress  has  independent  status. 
and  at  least  equal  status,  if  not  more  impor- 
tant status,  on  matters  of  public  policy  than 
■  the  criminal  prosecutions.  But  the  Senate 
has  decided  otherwise  as  a  political  matter. 
in  my  opinion. 

.As  I  reviewed  the  charter  of  Mr.  Fiske.  it 
seemed  to  me  that  questions  about  oversight 
on  what  happened  with  David  Hale  were  not 
within  his  charter,  his  charter  being  to  in- 
vestigate matters  of  possible  criminal  or 
civil  wrongdoing.  I  am  advised  to  the  con- 
trary on  that,  and  we  may  get  into  that  in 
some  specificity. 

So  let  me  start  in  an  effort  to  ask  the 
questions  in  a  generalized  way.  but  candidly 
as  they  arise  on  David  Hale's  matter.  I  refer 
to  a  memorandum  from  RTC  investigator 
.lean  .Lewis  to  Richard  lorio  which  quotes  of- 
ficials within  the  Department  of  Justice, 
which  is  why  I  ask  you  about  this:  specifi- 
cally. Ms.  Donna  Henneman  in  the  Office  of 
Legal  Counsel.  Without  making  anything 
more  specific  as  to  the  Hale  matter,  my 
question  to  you  as  a  general  matter  is.  any 
time  a  referral  comes  in  to  the  Department 
of  Justice  that  would  make  the  Department 
look  bad  or  has  political  ramifications,  it 
goes  to  the  Attorney  General.  Is  that  true? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  I  don't  know 
whether  any  time  something  comes  in  to  the 
Department  that  would  make  the  Depart- 
ment look  bad  it  comes  to  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  if  you  don't  know. 
who  does.  Attorney  General  Reno? 

Attorney  General  Re.no.  I  would  suspect 
that  each  one  of  the  95.000  people  who  hear 
something  that  might  make  the  Department 
look  bad.  I  think  your  question  is  a  little  bit 
broad.  I  cannot  answer  it.  As  I  have  tried  to 
say  from  the  very  beginning,  when  I  ap- 
pointed Mr.  Fiske  I  tried  to  make  sure  that 
he  was  as  independent  as  possible.  I  have 
continued  to  try  to  do  that,  and  I  think  the 
worst  thing  that  I  could  do  would  be  to  com- 
ment or  talk  about  matters  that  he  is  pursu- 
ing. I  should  be  happy,  because  I  have  great 
respect  for  the  Senate  and  for  you.  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  matter  to  try  to  respond  to 
anything,  including  the  specifics. 

Senator  Specter  Well.  I  don't  think  that 
is  sufficient.  Attorney  General  Reno,  because 
I  think  this  is  a  legitimate  matter  for  Judi- 
ciary Committee  oversight,  and  we  don't 
have  very  much  of  it.  But  I  accept  your  point 
that  my  question  was  too  general,  so  I  will 
be  specific. 

The  investigator.  L.  Jean  Lewis,  of  RTC. 
had  many  conversations  with  representa- 
tives of  the  Department  of  Justice,  as  re- 
flected in  the  number  of  the  memoranda 
which  I  sent  on  to  you.  So  if  it  is  too  general 
as  to  whether  any  time  a  referral  comes  in 
that  would  make  the  Department  look  bad 
or  has  political  ramifications  it  goes  to  the 
.Attorney  General,  I  would  ask  you.  were  you 
personally  Informed  about  the  referral  from 
the  RTC  on  the  check  kiting  case  involving 
Madison  Guaranty? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  As  I  indicated  to 
you.  Senator.  I  made  a  determination  when  I 
appointed  Mr.  Fiske  that  I  would  not  com- 
ment or  make  any  comment.  He  has  ex- 
pressed to  you  that  he  would  prefer  that  I 
not  comment  on  the  specific  matters.  I  do 
not  want  to  do  anything  that  would  impair 
has  Independence.  I  do  think  you  have  an 
oversight  function  with  respect  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  and  when  it  would  be 


appropriate  for  me  to  comment  I  would  look 
forward  to  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  tell  me.  Attorney 
General  Reno,  has  would  It  impair  Mr. 
Flskes  investigation  or  prosecution  for  you 
to  answer  a  question  as  to  whether  you  had 
personal  knowledge  of  a  referral  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice'' 

Attorney  General  Reno.  I  can't  tell  you, 
sir.  because  I  have  tried  to  do  everything  in 
my  power  to  make  sure  that  Mr.  Fiske's  in- 
vestigation is  independent  and  I  don't  know 
what  his  investigation  involves.  Therefore,  I 
am  not  going  to  say  anything  that  could  pos- 
sibly interfere  with  his  investigation. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  my  question  to  you 
is  how  could  it  possibly  interfere  with  his  in- 
vestigation to  answer  a  question  as  to  when 
you  had  knowledge  of  a  referral  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  Department  of  Justice. 

Attorney  General  Reno.  I  don't  know.  sir. 
because  I  am  not  going  to  take  the  chance  of 
interfering  with  it.  You  would  have  to  ask 
Mr.  Fiske  because  I  don't  want  to  do  any- 
thing at  this  time  that  would  Interfere  or 
Impair  that  investigation.  I  do  not  know  the 
nature  of  the  process  of  that  investigation 
and  it  would  be  inappropriate  for  me  to  com- 
ment, but  I  do 

The  Chairman.  Put  another  way.  Senator, 
how  would  it  shed  any  light  In  this  oversight 
if  the  Attorney  General  answered  that  ques- 
tion? What  the  hell  difference  does  it  make 
now? 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  the  hell  difference 
that  it  makes  now  is  on  an  earlier  question 
which  I  asked  that  whenever  there  Is  a  mat- 
ter with  political  ramifications  that  it  goes 
to  the  Attorney  General — and  I  asked  that 
question  in  its  broadest  terms  and  was  told 
that  it  was  too  general,  so  that  is  when  I 
came  back  to  the  specific  question. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  the  question 
the  other  way  to  the  Senator.  Mr.  Fiske's  in- 
vestigation in  this  matter  is  likely  to  be 
wrapped  up.  He  has  been  moving  expedi- 
tiously. Does  it  matter  to  the  Senator 
whether  or  not  the  Attorney  General  speaks 
to  this  issue  today  or  in  two  weeks  or  a 
month,  or  whenever  it  is  when  Mr.  Fiske  set- 
tles this  part  of  his  investigation?  I  don't 
know  when  he  is  going  to  settle  that,  but  I 
mean  he  has  been  moving  very  rapidly. 

In  terms  of  oversight  for  next  year's  budg- 
et and  last  year's  actions,  it  seems  to  me  the 
Senator  would  have  plenty  of  time  to  ask 
these  questions  as  It  would  Impact  on  the 
outcome  of  the  Senator's  view  as  to  what  the 
Attorney  General  should  or  shouldn't  do  in 
the  future. 

Senator  Specter.  Well.  I  would  be  glad  to 
respond  to  the  chairman.  It  does  make  a  dif- 
ference to  me.  and  it  makes  a  difference  to 
me  because  this  is  an  oversight  hearing  and 
the  request  to  the  committee  chairman  to 
have  oversight  on  these  matters  was  de- 
clined. There  has  been  a  charter  which  is 
very,  very  narrow  before  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee, and  this  does  not  involve,  to  my 
knowledge,  a  matter  which  is  within  the 
charter  of  Mr  Fiske  until  when  I  sent  a  let- 
ter to  the  Attorney  General.  I  suddenly  find 
a  reply  from  Mr.  Fiske. 

I  had  two  detailed  conversations  with  Mr. 
Fiske.  the  thrust  of  which — and  I  would  be 
glad  to  detail  them— led  me  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  there  was  absolutely  no  inter- 
ference with  the  criminal  prosecution,  a  sub- 
ject that  I  have  had  some  experience  with. 

So  when  I  asked  the  .Attorney  General  a 
question  as  to  when  she  has  knowledge  of  a 
referral.  I  can't  conceive  that  it  interferes 
with  an  investigation,  and  that  is  why  I  am 
asking  an  experienced  prosecutor  who  is  now 


the  Attorney  General  how  could  it  conceiv- 
ably interfere  with  a  pending  investigation. 

Attorney  General  Reno.  An  experienced 
prosecutor.  Senator,  doesn't  comment  about 
something  that  she  doesn't  know  about.  I 
don't  know  about  the  details  of  Mr.  Fiske's 
investigation.  But  if  Mr.  Fiske  doesn't  have 
any  problem  with  it.  what  I  would  suggest 
that  we  do  is  prepare  the  questions,  submit 
them  to  Mr.  Fiske.  If  he  has  no  objection  to 
my  answering  them,  then  we  will  try  to  an- 
swer them  because  1  honor  your  oversight 
function  and  I  would  want  to  be  able  to 
honor  that  and  to  not  interfere  with  Mr. 
Fiske's  Investigation. 

Senator  Specter.  Attorney  General  Reno. 
I  did  not  say  that  Mr.  Fiske  did  not  have  a 
problem.  He  specifically  told  me  that  he 
would  like  the  field  to  be  totally  left  alone. 
What  I  said  to  you  was  that  after  talking  to 
Mr.  Flske.  I  had  no  doubt  that  these  ques- 
tions were  appropriate,  in  my  judgment,  on 
oversight  by  the  Judiciary  Committee. 

Let  me  ask  you  this.  Attorney  General 
Reno.  In  terms  of  the  charter  that  Mr.  Fiske 
has  about  investigating  matters  which  may 
involve  a  violation  of  the  criminal  or  civil 
law.  is  the  handling  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  of  David  Hale's  matter  something 
that  falls  within  that  charter? 

Attorney  General  Re.no.  I  have  tried  to. 
again,  let  Mr.  Fiske  define  that  based  on  the 
charter  that  we  described  so  that  I  would  not 
in  any  way  impair  his  independence. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  do  you  have  any 
Interest  in  whether  any  current  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  are  subject  to  an 
investigation  which  might  be  within  Mr. 
Fiske's  charter  for  possible  criminal 
wrongdoings? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  Yes. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  if  that  were  so. 
would  you  have  a  duty  as  the  head  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  to  take  some  action  on 
those  matters  before  a  long  investigation 
was  concluded? 

Attorney  General  REaJO.  It  depends  on 
what  they  are.  sir. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  suppose  they  were 
obstruction  of  justice? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  It  depends  on  the 
nature  of  the  facts  and  the  circumstances, 
sir 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  do  you  know  any- 
thing about  that  on  the  Hale  matter? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  Again,  sir.  I  can't 
comment  on  the  Hale  matter. 

Senator  Specter.  I  am  not  asking  you  to 
comment  on  the  Hale  matter.  I  am  asking 
you  whether  you  know  anything  about  the 
Hale  matter. 

Attorney  General  Reno.  That  would  be 
commenting,  sir.  and  what  I  would  suggest, 
if  we  want  to  pursue  this,  is  that  you  pose 
the  questions  and  then  let's  see  whether  Mr. 
Fiske  thinks  that  they  would  in  any  way 
Interfere  with  the  investigation.  I  am  de- 
lighted to  answer  them  If  they  don't  inter- 
fere. 

Senator  Specter.  Well.  I  am  not  going  to 
follow  the  way  you  would  like  me  to  proceed. 
I  make  a  judgment  as  to  what  I  think  a  Sen- 
ator ought  to  do  by  way  of  oversight,  and  if 
you  have  a  concern  about  that  I  am  prepared 
to  discuss  it  with  you.  but  I  am  not  prepared 
to  take  your  instruction  or  your  suggestion. 

The  question  that  I  pose  on  an  investiga- 
tion by  Mr.  Fiske  as  independent  counsel 
within  his  charter  to  investigate  crimes,  ob- 
struction of  justice,  within  the  Department 
of  Justice  is  not  something  which  bears  on 
anything  which  could  conceivably  implicate 
the  underlying  facts  on  what  David  Hale  Is 
doing. 
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Is  Ms.  Paula  Casey — I  understand  that  she 
is.  but  can  you  confirm  for  me  that  she  is 
still  the  United  States  attorney'' 

Attorney  General  Reno.  Yes.  sir.  she  is. 

Senator  Specter.  Is  she  the  subject  of  a 
criminal  investigation  by  Mr.  Fiske? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  You  would  have  to 
talk  to  Mr.  Fiske. 

Senator  Specter.  Do  you  know  whether  or 
not  she  is  the  subject  of  a  criminal  investiga- 
tion by  Mr.  Fiske? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  You  would  have  to 
talk  to  Mr.  Fiske.  I  have  avoided  having^  any- 
thing to  do  with  Mr.  Fiske's  investigation  in 
terms  of  any  information  that  he  may  have 
so  that  I  do  not  impair  his  independence. 

Senator  Specter.  Would  you  continue  a 
United  States  attorney  operating  actively  if 
that  United  States  attorney  were  the  subject 
of  a  criminal  investigation? 

Attorney  General  Reno.  It  would  depend 
on  the  circumstances. 

Senator  Specter.  Well,  under  what  cir- 
cumstances would  you  terminate  such  an  at- 
torney? 

Attorney  General  RENO.  It  would  depend 
on  the  circumstances.  Again,  you  get  into  a 
situation  of  hypotheticals  and  it  is  far  better 
that  we  look  at  the  actual  facts,  and  I  would 
be  happy  at  the  appropriate  time  to  do  that 
with  you. 

Senator  Specter.  Well.  Attorney  General 
Reno.  I  consider  your  responses,  as  I  see 
them,  totally  iinsatisfactory,  and  I  consider 
them  totally  unsatisfactory  because  I  am 
not  asking  you  anything  about  a  pending  in- 
vestigation. I  am  asking  you  questions  as  to 
what  came  to  your  knowledge  as  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  United  States  Depart- 
ment of  Justice. 

I  am  asking  you  questions  about  what  you 
know  and  about  what  your  policy  would  be  if 
there  were  charges  of  criminal  wrongdoing. 
and  I  don't  ask  these  questions  in  a  vacuum 
or  for  no  purpose.  I  ask  these  questions  in 
the  conte.xt  of  having  initiated  an  inquiry  on 
oversight  on  something  which  is  outside  the 
charter  of  the  Independent  counsel. 

The  Chair.m.\n.  In  your  opinion.  Senator, 
right,  is  that  correcf!"  In  your  opinion? 

Senator  Specter.  Everything  I  say  Is  in 
my  opiiiion.  You  can  add  that  to  everything. 
I  don't  speak  for  anybody  but  myself,  but  I 
do  speak  independently  for  myself. 

I  took  a  look  at  an  extensive  series  of  cor- 
respondence which  has  gotten  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  gotten  to  the  FBI  and 
gotten  to  the  United  States  attorney's  office 
and  gotten  to  the  executive  office  and  gotten 
to  the  Office  of  Legal  Counsel,  according  to 
these  documents,  which  I  sent  to  you  as  soon 
as  I  knew  there  would  be  this  hearing  so  you 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  review  them.  I 
promptly  advised  the  chairman  as  to  what  I 
intended  to  do  there  would  be  no  surprises 
about  it 

The  Ch.\irm.\n.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Specter.  When  I  pursue  the  mat- 
ter and  find  I  have  a  telephone  call  and  a  let- 
ter from  the  independent  counsel.  I  call  him 
and  then  I  am  told  that  it  is  within  his  char- 
ter, that  there  is  an  investigation  which  is 
underway  for  obstruction  of  justice. 

As  I  review  the  facts  of  this  matter.  I  am 
struck  with  wonderment  as  to  how  officials 
in  the  United  States  attorney's  office  decline 
to  have  immunity  granted  to  David  Hale, 
and  then  independent  counsel  comes  in  and 
in  a  short  time  has  a  grant  of  immunity. 
Then  officials  in  the  United  States  attor- 
ney's office  in  Little  Rock  recuse  themselves 
in  a  later  matter,  and  I  wonder  how  can  they 
recuse  themselves  in  a  later  matter  without 
having  recused  themselves  in  an  earlier  mat- 


ter, given  their  relationship  to  subjects  of 
the  investigation. 

I  ran  a  big  office  myself  as  a  prosecutor, 
and  if  I  had  any  reason  to  believe  anybody  in 
my  office  had  any  problem.  I  wouldn't  wait 
for  anybody  to  cleanse  it  totally  and  thor- 
oughly and  Immediately.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  charter  to  the  independent  counsel 
takes  away  any  of  the  authority  or  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Attorney  General  to  act 
in  that  circumstance. 

In  my  opinion — everything  I  say  is  in  my 
opinion — the  questions  which  I  have  asked 
you  are  entirely  appropriate  questions,  and  I 
give  some  additional  background  because  I 
think  these  are  matters  which  ought  to  be 
answered,  and  I  intend  to  pursue  them  and  I 
don't  intend  to  wait. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Ch.mrman.  Thank  you. 

General,  I  think  you  have  answered  totally 
appropriately,  in  my  opinion.  I  think  were 
you  to  do  otherwise,  in  light  of  Mr.  Fiske's 
comments,  you  would  be  excoriated  by  Mr. 
Fiske  and  anyone  else.  I  guarantee  you.  you 
would  have  an  article  saying  that  you  have 
interfered  if  you  went  in  and.  quote, 
"cleansed,"  were  there  a  need  to  cleanse. 
You  would  be  accused  of  whitewashing  to 
avoid  Mr.  Fiske  being  able  to  fully  look  at 
the  matter. 

You  are  answering,  in  my  opinion,  totally 
appropriately,  and  you  have  done  what  I 
don't  know  many  others  have  been  willing  to 
do.  You  have  said  to  this  committee,  without 
having  to  have  some  big  show  on  the  floor, 
that  when  Mr.  Fiske  says  he  is  finished  with 
this  phase  of  the  investigation  you  will  come 
back  and  you  will  answer  questions.  It  seems 
to  me  you  are  being  totally  appropriate,  but 
that  is  why  there  are  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans, chocolate  and  vanilla,  good  and  bad. 
right  and  wrong,  different  points  of  view. 
Our  opinions  are  different. 

I  respect  this  man.  He  did  notify  me.  Stick 
to  your  guns,  don't  answer  his  questions,  in 
my  opinion. 

Senator  Specter.  If  I  might  have  just  one 
sentence? 

The  Chairman.  Yes.  You  may  have  more 
than  one  sentence. 

Senator  Specter  I  don't  think  this  matter 
has  anything  to  do  with  good  and  bad  or 
chocolate  and  vanilla. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  it  may  not  have  to  do 
with  good  and  bad.  but  it  has  to  do  with 
what  one  considers  to  be  the  appropriate  way 
for  you  to  respond.  I  think  you  are  respond- 
ing appropriately  because  I  think  you  are  in 
the  ultimate  catch-22  position.  At  the  re- 
quest of  all  of  us  in  the  Senate,  you  ap- 
pointed a  Republican  named  Fiske.  Now,  the 
Republican  named  Fiske  tells  you,  please 
don't  respond  to  anything  having  to  do  with 
this.  You  are  being  asked  to  respond  to 
something  having  to  do  with  this,  and  if  you 
respond  or  don't  respond,  you  are  in  deep 
trouble  in  the  minds  of  whoever  wants  to 
view  you  as  being  in  trouble.  I  think  you  are 
doing  just  fine.  My  view  is  worth  no  more, 
probably  a  little  less  in  this  circumstance. 
than  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania's,  but 
good  job.  General. 
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Mr.  SARBANES.  'What  is  the  time 
situation.  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  has  31  minutes;  the 
Senator  from  New  York  has  20  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  Senator  Pryor. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
come  to  a  point  in  this  debate  when  we 
are  about  to  vote  on  this  particular 
resolution.  If  I  might.  I  would  like  to 
talk  for  a  few  moments  about  the 
public's  right  to  know,  as  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee from  New  York  has  made  ref- 
erence to. 

He  says  the  public  has  a  right  to 
know  what  happened  in  the  Whitewater 
matter  The  public  has  a  right  to  know 
who  did  what,  when,  and  whatever.  I 
can  assure  you  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  does  not  disagree. 

But  I  think  also  the  public  has  a 
right  to  know  something  else.  I  think 
the  public  has  a  right  to  know  in  this 
case  exactly  how  much  money  of  the 
taxpayers'  dollars  we  are  spending  in 
the  so-called  Whitewater  matter  T 
think  the  public  has  a  right  to  know 
that  with  this  resolution,  if  it  passes 
and  if  the  funding  goes  through— and 
we  all  assume  it  will— the  Senate  alone 
will  have  spent,  up  through  January  or 
maybe  February  of  next  year,  in  the 
Whitewater  matter  $1,350  million  of 
Senate  money  to  investigate  this  mat- 
ter. I  do  not  have  available  the  amount 
of  money  the  House  of  Representatives 
has  spent  and  will  spend  in  the  future. 
And  we  do  not  know  exactly  how  much 
the  cost  of  the  independent  counsel 
will  be.  But  here  are  some  figures  I 
might  throw  out  for  the  Record  at  this 
time.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  Mr. 
President,  thus  far,  as  of  August  31, 
1994.  the  independent  counsel,  Mr. 
Starr  and  Mr.  Fiske,  combined,  spent 
$1,879  million.  Projected  funding  for 
the  independent  counsel  for  the  1995 
fiscal  year  is  $6.3  million,  which  is  a 
subtotal  of  $8,129  million,  and  a  total, 
adding  all  the  figures  up,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, for  both  the  Senate  and  the  inde- 
pendent counsel  to  investigate  so- 
called  Whitewater,  comes  to  almost  SIO 
million  in  taxpayers'  dollars. 
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Mr.  President.  I  think  there  is  some- 
thing else  the  public  has  a  right  to 
know.  I  think  the  public  has  a  right  to 
know  that  this  White  House,  this 
President,  this  First  Lady,  this  admin- 
istration, has  never  one  time  been  ac- 
cused of  lack  of  cooperation.  In  fact, 
our  President  has  pointed  out,  as  one 
of  our  colleagues  has  already  men- 
tioned, that  to  be  candid  and  truthful 
in  this  matter  is  going  to  be  the 
quickest  and  best  way  to  get  to  the 
bottom  of  it. 

In  the  first  round  of  hearings  last 
summer,  the  committee  heard  from  30 
witnesses  generating  2,600  pages  of  tes- 
timony, deposing  38  witnesses,  generat- 
ing 7,000  pages  of  testimony. 

The  administration  has  produced 
thousands  of  pages  of  documents  for 
committee  review.  This  administration 
has  complied  with  every  document  re- 
quest. They  have  answered  every  ques- 
tion posed  to  it.  The  administration  is 
ready  and  willing  to  cooperate  on  this 
second  round  of  hearings  and  it  bears 
emphasis,  I  think,  that  after  the  long 
days  of  hearings  and  pages  of  docu- 
ments reviewed,  that  the  Banking 
Committee  concluded  at  the  end  of  this 
hearing,  in  phase  1,  that  there  had  been 
no  violation  of  a  criminal  statute  and 
no  violation  of  an  ethical  standard. 

Mr.  President,  I  think,  too,  it  needs 
to  be  added  that  at  no  time  during  any 
of  these  investigations  or  any  of  these 
hearings,  whether  it  be  in  Little  Rock 
or  Washington,  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee or  the  special  counsel,  wherever,  to 
the  best  of  our  knowledge,  not  one  wit- 
ness, not  one  person  has  taken  the  fifth 
amendment. 

I  think  that  this  speaks  loudly  and 
clearly  about  this  administration's  po- 
sition, wanting  to  get  on  with  the  im- 
portant business  of  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  compliment 
our  friend,  Senator  Sarbanes,  for 
working  out  what  I  think— and  going 
forward  with— is  a  fairly  reasonable 
proposal  in  trying  to  attack  this  prob- 
lem and  to  set  up  these  hearings.  I 
think  that  there  are  some  things,  how- 
ever, that  I  must  state  that  I  do  not 
feel  are  fair.  I  do  not  feel  that  it  is  fair 
for  one  of  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee, as  he  did  earlier  in  this  debate,  to 
come  to  the  floor  and  say  what  should 
have  been  within  the  scope  of  this 
hearing  and  then  start  talking  about 
those  particular  issues  as  if  to  con- 
demn them,  even  though  they  are  not 
in  the  scope  of  these  particular  hear- 
ings. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  for  a  Senator 
to  come  to  the  floor  who  is  a  member 
of  the  Banking  Committee  and  to  make 
a  statement  like  he  knows  for  a  fact,  or 
he  has  knowledge  that  Kenneth  Starr, 
the  special  counsel,  is  now  going  to  re- 
investigate the  death  of  Vince  Foster,  I 
think  the  public  has  a  right  to  know 
how  that  particular  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  has  knowledge  of  this 
so-called  fact,   Mr.   President.   I  think 


the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  needs 
to  explain  how  he  knows  Mr.  Kenneth 
Starr  is  now  looking  or  relooking  at 
the  death  of  Vincent  Foster. 

Mr.  President,  we  hope  that  these 
hearings  will  be  fair.  We  hope  they  will 
be  soon.  We  hope  that  they  will  be  done 
in  a  very  efficient  manner.  I  am  just 
hoping  above  all,  Mr.  President,  that  in 
this  hearing,  these  issues  are  not  going 
to  be  bogged  down  in  the  political  mo- 
rass that  we  have  seen  some  other 
hearings  conclude  with.  I  would  like  to 
say,  also.  Mr.  President,  that  I  think 
for  us  to  go  back  to  the  1990  Governor's 
campaign.  I  think  is  stretching  it  a  bit. 
I  do  not  know  what  that  has  to  do  with 
WTiitewater.  I  think  some  of  my  col- 
leagues would  like  to  see  us  investigate 
Bill  Clinton  when  he  was  the  attorney 
general  of  Arkansas.  Maybe  we  would 
like  to  go  back  to  look  at  his  campaign 
of  1974  when  he  ran  for  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress and  was  defeated.  There  might  be 
some  who  have  no  limits  on  how  far 
back  in  time  we  should  go. 

I  hope  we  can  keep  our  eye  on  the 
ball.  I  am  hoping,  Mr.  President,  that 
we  can  keep  our  eye  focused  on  the 
issue  of  Whitewater  and  the  particular 
mission  under  which  carefully  this  res- 
olution has  basically  pointed  out  would 
be  the  scope  of  this  particular  hearing. 

I  am  also  concerned  that  one  of  our 
colleagues  has  referred  to  the  "the  mis- 
erable job  of  Mr.  Fiske"  Those  re- 
marks were  made  earlier  on  this  floor. 
Of  course,  they  refer  to  Mr.  Fiske,  who 
was  allegedly  fired  from  this  investiga- 
tion as  special  counsel  because  he  was 
not  finding  out  enough,  bringing  for- 
ward enough,  to  satisfy  some  of  our 
colleagues. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  conclude  once 
again,  as  I  have  done  other  times  on 
this  floor,  by  quoting  a  note  that  'Vince 
Foster  wrote.  It  is  his  laist  note.  It  was 
his  last  sentence  in  this  note,  when  he 
said  "Here"— reference  to  Washing- 
ton—"ruining  people  is  considered 
sport."  Those  were  the  words  written 
by  the  late  Vincent  Foster. 

I  am  hoping,  Mr.  President,  that 
when  this  investigation  begins,  every 
person  involved  with  that  investiga- 
tion, from  top  to  bottom,  will  realize 
these  are  human  beings;  they  have 
families;  they  have  hopes  and  desires; 
they  have  beliefs;  and  they  have  rep- 
utations. Hopefully,  we  will  not  treat 
lightly  those  reputations,  and  hope- 
fully we  will  make  certain  that  the 
character  and  the  nature  of  these  hear- 
ings seek  fairness  and  justice. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  ranking  member.  Let  me 
say.  I  did  not  have  the  opportunity  to 
hear  all  of  his  remarks,  but  let  me 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  for  what  I  have  heard 
him  say.  Let  me  associate  myself  with 
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each  and  every  one  of  his  words.  He 
speaks  from  the  heart,  and  he  certainly 
speaks  for  all  Members  in  representing 
what  we  hope  will  be  the  ultimate  goal 
of  this  committee  as  we  begin  this  ever 
once  more. 

This  resolution  provides  a  sum  of 
$950,000  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
the  work  on  the  Whitewater  matter.  I 
think  it  needs  to  be  emphasized  again, 
as  we  consider  the  funding,  that  this 
resolution  includes  every  issue  related 
to  Whitewater  that  has  any  credence 
whatever.  There  ought  not  be  any  ques- 
tion about  its  work,  its  scope,  and  the 
effort  undertaken  after  today  by  the 
Banking  Committee. 

The  funding  will  expire  on  February 
29  of  next  year.  It  is  an  adequate 
amount  to  fund  and  an  ample  allow- 
ance of  time  to  permit  comprehensive 
and  thorough  hearings,  while  providing 
also  for  the  completion  of  this  issue. 

In  the  103d  Congress,  the  Senate 
voted  on  March  17.  1994.  on  a  bipartisan 
vote  of  8  to  0.  to  authorize  hearings  on 
the  Whitewater  matter.  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 229.  adopted  in  June  of  last  year, 
authorized  a  first  round  of  hearings 
which  were  subsequently  held  by  the 
Banking  Committee. 

The  new  resolution  creates  a  special 
committee,  administered  by  the  Bank- 
ing Committee,  to  conduct  the  final 
round  of  these  hearings.  The  commit- 
tee will  be  comprised  of  the  full  mem- 
bership the  Banking  Committee,  with 
the  addition  of  one  Republican  and  one 
Democratic  member  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee. 

Chairman  D'AMATO  will  also  chair 
this  special  committee.  Senator  Sar- 
B.\NES  will  serve  as  the  ranking  mem- 
ber. 

I^ast  year,  the  Banking  Committee 
heard  from  a  substantial  number  of 
witnesses  and  took  thousands  of  pages 
of  testimony.  Last  year's  hearings  were 
thorough,  fair,  and  bipartisan.  They 
are  the  model  which  this  year's  hear- 
ings must  emulate. 

The  majority,  which  conducted  the 
hearings  last  year,  were  fair  and  judi- 
cious in  their  approach.  The  new  ma- 
jority in  this  Senate  has  the  obligation 
to  follow  that  record  in  exactly  the 
same  manner. 

It  is  important  to  be  thorough  and 
comprehensive,  because  the  American 
people  have  a  right  to  know  all  the 
facts  about  this  matter;  but  it  is  equal- 
ly important  that  hearings  be  fair  and 
responsible.  We  must  all  strive  to  re- 
member and  draw  the  distinction  be- 
tween an  unproven  allegation  and  a 
known,  verifiable  fact. 

What  is  at  stake  is  the  integrity  and 
credibility  of  the  U.S.  Senate.  The  last 
Senate  recognized  this  by  voting 
unanimously  to  authorize  hearings 
when  questions  were  raised  that  de- 
served examination.  This  Senate 
should  follow  that  example. 

The  Senate  has  the  constitutional 
obligation    to   see   that   the   facts   are 


brought  out.  It  has  the  moral  obliga- 
tion to  do  so  fully  and  impartially.  If 
we  do  less,  we  risk  reinforcing  the  un- 
fortunate impression  that  Senators 
care  more  about  partisanship  than 
about  conducting  the  Nation's  business 
in  the  best  interests  of  all  the  people. 

The  President  has  said  that  in  an  era 
of  attack  politics,  the  best  way  to  put 
this  matter  behind  America  is  to  ad- 
dress the  facts  candidly.  He  is  entirely 
right. 

The  administration  cooperated  fully 
and  extensively  with  hearings  last  year 
and  stands  ready  to  do  so  again  this 
year.  Last  year,  the  President  ordered 
his  administration  to  cooperate  and  all 
parties  did  so.  Every  document  request 
was  honored.  Every  question  raised  by 
the  committee  was  answered. 

Americans  have  the  right  to  know 
the  facts  of  Whitewater.  But  Ameri- 
cans care  about  other  matters  which 
are  also  on  the  Senate  agenda  a  great 
deal  more  than  they  do  about  this. 

Americans  are  now  facing  a  budget 
which  seeks  to  dramatically  alter  Med- 
icare and  student  aid  programs,  as  well 
as  virtually  every  other  thing  the  Gov- 
ernment does.  They  are  anxious  about 
the  future,  because  so  many  millions  of 
Americans  are  either  Medicare  enroll- 
ees  or  have  parents  who  are  Medicare 
enrollees.  They  are  anxious  to  see  the 
Senate  begin  the  debate  over  the  budg- 
et soon. 

Americans  expect  the  Senate  to  de- 
vote the  bulk  of  our  efforts  to  the  is- 
sues that  are  of  most  importance  to 
the  majority  of  American  people.  I 
agree.  That  should  be  our  priority. 
Today,  no  issue  is  more  critical  than 
resolving  the  budget  debate. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  prompt  action 
on  this  resolution.  I  hope  it  allows  for 
completion  of  this  matter  with  fairness 
and  impartiality,  so  that  Senators  can 
focus  their  attention  on  the  issues  that 
deserve  it  most,  the  problems  facing 
the  American  people. 

I  thank  the  ranking  member  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  mean  to  unduly  delay  acting  on 
this  resolution,  because  I  think  most 
things  that  have  been  said  summarize 
where  we  are  at,  what  we  are  attempt- 
ing to  do,  and  the  scope  of  the  inves- 
tigation and  the  manner  in  which  we 
hope  to  conduct  it. 

I  think  is  important  to  point  out  that 
what  one  of  my  colleagues,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina,  Senator 
Faircloth,  pointed  out  is  a  matter  of 
public  record.  That  is  that  Judge  Starr 
is  reexamining  all  matters  reviewed-by 
Special  Counsel  Fiske,  including  Vin- 
cent Foster's  death. 

I  think  he  alluded  to  that,  and  I 
think  he  did  so  in  that  context.  That  is 
not  an  area  we  intend  to  revisit  unless 
there  are  some  very  special  cir- 
cumstances, which  I  certainly  do  not 
envision.  However.  I  think  we  have  to 
at  least  put  it  in  that  context. 
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As  it  relates  to  what  the  committee 
did  and  did  not  find  last  year,  I  think 
it  is  important  to  note  that  the  Repub- 
lican minority  did  make  findings  on 
the  three  major  areas  where  there  were 
questions  of  misconduct  and  malfea- 
sance. I  will  not  attempt  to  enunciate 
all  of  them  now.  but  that  was  a  very 
strong  finding. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that 
the  majority  made  some  findings  and 
recommendations  as  it  related  to  the 
need  to  indicate  very  clearly  that  be- 
fore Congress,  all  executive  branch 
members  and  others  who  testified  are 
"required  to  be  fully  candid  and  forth- 
coming." and  testify  "truthfully,  accu- 
rately, and  completely." 

The  committee  recommends  that  the 
President  issue  an  Executive  order  re- 
inforcing this  obligation  and  setting 
forth  procedures  requiring  the  prompt 
correction.  amplification  and/or 
supplementation  of  congressional  testi- 
mony to  ensure  that  it  is  accurate, 
thorough  and  completely  responsive. 

Why  did  they  do  that?  Without  going 
through  the  entire  history,  it  was  be- 
cause it  was  clear  and  evident — and.  by 
the  way,  we  have  sent  to  Mr.  Fiske  and 
to  his  successor.  Mr.  Starr,  those  areas, 
we  being  the  Republicans  on  the  com- 
mittee, the  minority — that  those  areas 
of  concern,  that,  at  the  very  least, 
there  was  testimony  that  was  disingen- 
uous, if  not  outright  false.  And  that  is 
being  reviewed. 

So,  to  say  that  there  were  no  findings 
of  any  wrongdoing,  that  everything 
was  OK.  or  to  imply  that  there  was 
nothing  wrong,  is  simply  an  over- 
simplification and  is  not  an  accurate  or 
fair  representation  of  the  situation. 

Now,  I  do  not  intend,  nor  is  it  my  job 
and  duty,  to  defend  the  work  of  the 
special  counsel.  The  special  counsel 
was  appointed  because  the  Attorney 
General  concluded  that  it  was  nec- 
essary. It  was  not  this  Congress.  I 
thought  it  was.  I  believe  it  was.  There 
were  leading  Democrats  who  spoke  to 
the  necessity—Senator  Moynihan.  Sen- 
ator Bradley,  and  others — as  it  relates 
to  dealing  with  this.  But  as  it  relates 
to  the  expenditures  of  money,  let  us 
look  at  the  record. 

This  committee,  I  think,  has  been 
very  judicious.  The  Democratic  leader- 
ship working  with  Republicans  last 
year  authorized  $400,000  We  only  spent 
$300,000.  This  year  we  have  set  5930.000, 
I  hope  we  spend  less  than  that.  We  have 
been  very  judicious  in  using  taxpayers' 
money.  So  to  date  we  have  spent 
$300,000.  Although  that  is  not  an  incon- 
sequential sum,  we  have  been  ex- 
tremely judicious. 

With  regard  to  the  expenditures  and 
what  has  taken  place  with  the  special 
counsel,  let  me  just  indicate,  first,  that 
David  Hale  pleaded  guilty.  He  was  a 
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municipal  judge  and  has  made  some  ex- 
tremely serious  allegations.  The  spe- 
cial counsel  is  reviewing  his  allega- 
tions with  respect  to  why  he  made  cer- 
tain loans  that  were  illegal  or  inappro- 
priate, who  asked  him  to  do  so.  and  so 
forth. 

Webster  Hubbell.  the  third  ranking 
official  in  the  Attorney  General's  of- 
fice, pleaded  guilty  to  charges  that 
emanated,  again,  from  this  investiga- 
tion. 

Neil  Ainley.  president  of  the  Perry 
County  Bank,  where  large  sums  of 
money.  $180,000,  were  taken  out  to  fund 
campaign  activities,  pleaded  guilty. 

Chris  Wade,  a  real  estate  agent  who 
was  the  sales  agent  for  Whitewater  De- 
velopm.ent.  pleaded  guilty  in  a  bank- 
ruptcy matter.  Robert  Palmer,  last  De- 
cember, a  Little  Rock  real  estate  ap- 
praiser, pleaded  guilty  to  conspiracy 
charges  relating  to  backdating  and  fal- 
sifying appraisals  for  Madison  Guar- 
anty. 

I  make  these  remarks  because  I  do 
not  believe  that  it  is  fair  to  leave  the 
impression  that  this  has  just  been  a  big 
waste  of  time  and  that  there  was  no 
wrongdoing.  Five  individuals,  at  this 
early  and  preliminary  stage  of  these  in- 
vestigations, have  already  pleaded 
guilty,  some  in  very  high,  responsible 
positions.  That  is  the  work  of  the  spe- 
cial counsel.  He  has  to  defend  the  ap- 
propriateness of  the  expenditures 
which  he  makes. 

However.  I  think  for  the  record  it  is 
fair  to  reflect  that  several  individuals 
have  pleaded  guilty  to  various  charges. 
As  it  relates  to  our  work.  I  am  going  to 
reiterate  that  I  believe  this  committee 
has  properly  set  forth  the  venue,  the 
scope  and  the  way  in  which  it  intends 
to  move  forward  in  a  bipartisan  man- 
ner to  find  out  the  truth  and  get  the 
facts.  Was  there  an  attempt  to  impede 
legitimate  investigations  undertaken 
at  RTC  Why  were  certain  people  taken 
off  the  case?  Why  were  certain  RTC  in- 
vestigators disciplined?  Why  was  infor- 
mation about  confidential  criminal  re- 
ferrals made  public?  Was  there  a  fail- 
ure to  go  forward?  These  are  legitimate 
questions.  There  may  be  appropriate 
reasons.  But.  then  again,  we  might  dis- 
cover inappropriate  action. 

So  these  areas  are  within  the  scope. 
We  are  not  going  to  attempt  to  dig  up 
something  that  does  not  appear  to  be 
really  connection  to  the  matters  that 
we  have  set  forth.  And  it  is  our  hope, 
depending  upon  the  schedule  of  the  spe- 
cial counsel  as  he  goes  through  the  ma- 
terials, that  we  can  wind  this  up  sooner 
rather  than  later,  and  conduct  the 
business  of  the  people  in  a  manner 
which  reflects  credibly  on  our  constitu- 
tional obligations  as  Senators. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time.  My  col- 
league may  have  something  to  do.  I  am 
prepared  to  vote  on  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland. 
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Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
take  just  a  couple  of  minutes.  I  say  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
York. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  underscore  the 
positive  and  constructive  way  in  which 
the  chairman  of  the  Banking  Commit- 
tee and  members  of  his  staff  interacted 
with  us  in  trying  to  address  the  ques- 
tion of  working  out  a  resolution  that 
we  would  bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate. Obviously,  it  is  not  an  easy  thing 
to  do,  and  Members  of  the  Senate  have 
differing  views  about  this  matter.  But  I 
do  think  we  were  able  to.  in  the  end. 
work  out  a  rational  approach  to  this 
inquiry  and  investigation,  which  I  indi- 
cated in  a  sense  had  been  committed  to 
last  year. 

Obviously,  you  always  have  to  work 
out  carefully  the  scope  questions, 
which  has  been  done  in  this  resolution, 
because  the  scope  could  be  infinite,  in 
a  sense,  if  you  leave  it  to  people's 
imagination.  So  there  were  candidates 
for  scope  that  I  think  went  beyond  the 
horizon,  and  they  are  not  included.  But 
we  have  tried  to,  in  effect,  put  a  focus 
here. 

In  fact,  some  of  the  questions  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  York  just 
raised,  that  he  felt  emerged  out  of  the 
previous  hearings — and  he  made  ref- 
erence to  last  year's  minority  state- 
ment in  the  report — have  in  fact  been 
spelled  out  here  as  matters  that  could 
be  looked  into  under  this  resolution. 

There  were  other  candidates,  of 
course,  that  were  not  included.  We 
have  tried  to  be  rational  here.  We  have 
tried  to  be  reasonable.  The  matters 
specified  herein  have  been  the  outcome 
of  that  process. 

Second.  I  want  to  say  the  resolution 
has  been  put  together  in  a  way  that 
presumes  that  the  two  sides  will  work 
together  cooperatively  in  carrying  out 
the  inquiry,  that  the  staffs  will  inter- 
act in  that  fashion,  that  material  will 
be  generally  available  and  so  on.  We 
are  trying  to  get  an  inquiry  here  in 
which  everyone  is  joined  in  trying  to 
find  out  what  the  facts  are.  A  lot  of 
questions  are  raised,  and  will  be  looked 
into.  If  you  did  not  raise  questions,  you 
would  not  have  an  inquiry,  so  I  recog- 
nize that.  But  our  job,  I  think,  is  to 
probe  the  factual  matter  behind  those 
issues. 

I  was  interested  that  my  colleague 
earlier  used  the  word  "allegations," 
and  that  is  what  it  is  until  you  actu- 
ally get  the  facts  that  sustain  it.  And 
that  is  the  process  we  are  going  to  en- 
gage in.  Some  things,  you  know,  when 
you  finally  examine  them,  turn  out  to 
be  fairly  innocent.  At  least  I  think.  We 
had  this  point  about  Captain  Hume, 
who  did  not  appear  when  he  was  sup- 
posed to  be  a  witness. 

Well,  what  happened — obviously 
there  was  a  slip-up,  but  I  think  that  is 
what  it  was,  a  slip-up.  Captain  Hume 
was  deposed.  He  had  over  300  pages  of 
deposition    testimony.    Apparently    at 


his  deposition  he  said  he  was  about  to 
take  a— go  on  a  vacation.  After  that 
the  hearing  date  was  set.  Everyone  sort 
of  assumed  that  Captain  Hume  could  be 
brought  back  in  for  the  hearing.  A  sub- 
poena, I  do  not  think,  was  issued  for 
him. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  do  not  think  it  was 
issued. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  do  not  think  it 
was  issued  for  him  so  he  did  not,  as  it 
were,  ignore  a  subpoena.  And  he  went 
on  a  hunting  and  fishing  trip  and  could 
not  be  located,  is  what  happened. 

In  the  end,  I  think  it  was  judged  that 
given  we  had  300  pages  worth  of  deposi- 
tion it  was  not  worth  having  another 
hearing  simply  to  bring  Captain  Hume 
in.  I  mean  it  is  a  small  matter,  but  I 
only  mention  it  to  show  that  some- 
times when  you  really  examine  the 
facts  you  discover  that  something  that 
looked  amiss  at  first  has  a  very  simple, 
plausible,  and  reasonable  explanation 
for  it. 

We  expect,  as  I  understand  it,  now  to 
move  forward  with  this.  I  know  that 
the  chairman  and  his  staff  will  be  talk- 
ing with  our  staff  to  begin  to  plan  the 
first  set  of  hearings  which  I  think  will 
probably  be  in  the  next  month  or  so. 
and  then  we  can  proceed  from  there  as 
we  schedule  other  matters  which  have 
been  stipulated  here  in  the  resolution 
as  being  within  the  scope  of  the  inquiry 
which  this  special  committee  will  now 
undertake. 

But  I  do  again  want  to  underscore 
the,  I  think,  responsible  way  in  which 
the  chairman  and  members  of  the  staff 
have  worked  with  us  in  order  to  try  to 
frame  a  resolution  which  we  could 
bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  today 
which  I  think  carries  forward  the  le- 
gitimate requirements  imposed  upon  us 
in  terms  of  carrying  out  an  investiga- 
tion without  straying  beyond  what 
most  people  regard  as  reasonable 
bounds. 

Mr.  President,  with  that,  I  made  my 
statement.  I  see  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas,  and  I  would  like 
to  yield  time  to  him. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ten  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Maryland  for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  was  a  student 
in  law  school  I  remember  studying 
criminal  law.  There  never  had  been  a 
lawyer  in  my  family.  So  I  knew  noth- 
ing about  any  kind  of  law.  But  I  re- 
member the  professor  about  the  second 
day  said,  "Remember,  the  presumption 
of  innocence  is  the  hallmark  of  our  sys- 
tem of  criminal  jurisprudence."  It  is 
not  presumption  of  guilt. 
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I  asked  the  question.  "Should  I  de- 
fend somebody  if  they  came  into  my  of- 
fice and  told  me  they  were  guilty?' 

He  said  that  will  be  a  personal  call, 
but  you  bear  one  thing  in  mind.  That 
person  may  not  know  whether  he  or 
she  is  guilty  under  the  law.  They  may 
think  they  are  and  are  not. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  this  resolu- 
tion. I  have  no  objection  whatever  to  a 
fair,  open  hearing  giving  everybody  a 
chance  to  answer  the  questions  of  this 
committee.  But  I  have  heard  some 
names  thrown  around  here  this  morn- 
ing. 

Mr.  President,  in  cases  like  this,  all 
you  have  to  do  is  throw  out  a  name.  Of- 
tentimes you  have  destroyed  a  person 
or  at  least  destroyed  their  reputation. 
And  there  has  been  entirely  too  much 
of  that  surrounding  this  case. 

So  let  me  admonish  my  friends  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  and  especially  on 
this  special  committee,  lawyers  and 
nonlawyers,  to  ask  yourself  when  you 
are  making  some  of  these  speeches  and 
you  are  throwing  out  names,  why  did 
not  this  happen,  why  did  not  that  hap- 
pen'^ Well,  hindsight  is  a  wonderful 
thing.  But  ask  yourself  when  you  are 
throwing  names  around  and  wondering 
whether  or  not  you  are  destroying  that 
person,  a  perfectly  innocent  person  for 
life,  you  ask  yourself  this  question: 
"How  would  you  like  to  be  in  that 
somebody's  shoes  and  hear  your  name 
bandied  around  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate which  carries  with  it  the  connota- 
tion of  some  wrongdoing  or  some 
guilt?" 

I  hope  the  Members  of  this  body  will 
rise  above  that  sort  of  thing,  and  when 
they  say  something  and  use  some  of 
these  names  in  regard  to  this  hearing, 
make  awfully  sure  they  are  not  de- 
stroying som.e  innocent  person  need- 
lessly and  wrongfully. 

I  look  forward  to  the  hearings.  I  look 
forward  to  the  people  having  an  oppor- 
tunity to  say  what  they  want  to  say 
and  answer  the  questions  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  committee.  But  for  God's 
sakes  do  not  prejudge  everybody  that 
is  going  to  be  called  as  a  witness  before 
they  get  there  and  have  an  opportunity 
to  answer  the  questions. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARB.\NES.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  for  yield- 
ing me  2  minutes.  I  had  not  planned  to 
speak  again.  But  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  made  ref- 
erence to  three  or  four  individuals  who 
have  either  pled  guilty  or  have  been  in- 
dicted, et  cetera.  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  some  of  those. 

Neil  Ainley  worked  with  a  bank  in 
Perryville  about  50  miles  from  Little 
Rock.  He  pled  guilty  to  four  counts, 
but  not  one  of  those  counts  related  to 


Whitewater:  not  even  close  to 
Whitewater.  One  was  his  so-called  fail- 
ure to  file  with  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  a  withdrawal  of  cash  for  the 
1990  Clinton  campaign;  nothing  whatso- 
ever to  do  with  Whitewater. 

The  second  individual  the  distin- 
guished chairman  mentioned  is  Chris 
Wade.  If  I  am  not  mistaken.  Chris 
Wade  was  a  real  estate  broker  I  believe 
in  Mountain  Home  near  the 
Whitewater  development  area.  Chris 
Wade,  subsequent  to  these  many  years 
of  dealing  with  the  lots  at  Whitewater, 
filed  bankruptcy;  not  related  to 
Whitewater  in  any  way.  But  in  the 
bankruptcy  filing  he  failed  to  disclose 
either  an  asset  or  a  debt.  I  do  not  know 
all  the  facts  but  this  matter  is  unre- 
lated, totally  unrelated  to  Whitewater; 
no  relationship  whatsoever  to  the 
President  and  Mrs.  Clinton.  But  yet 
the  prosecution  has  now  had  him  plead 
guilty. 

The  third  person  referred  to  was 
Webb  Hubbell.  We  know  that  case. 
Webb  Hubbell  has  pled  guilty.  It  is  a 
sad  day.  He  is  a  good  friend.  But  it 
was  nothing  that  related  to 
Whitewater  Development  Corp..  abso- 
lutely nothing  that  related  to  Madison 
Guaranty,  nothing  whatsoever.  Web 
Hubbell  pled  guilty  to  overbilling  his 
clients;  nothing  to  do  with  the  RTC. 
nothing  to  do  with  Whitewater;  totally 
irrelevant. 

If  we  continue  spreading  this  dragnet 
out  further,  if  we  go  after  every  person 
that  has  ever  had  contact  with  Bill 
Clinton  or  Hillary  Clinton  or  James 
McDougal  or  whatever.  If  they  have 
ever  made  a  phone  call  to  them,  if  they 
have  ever  borrowed  money  or  given 
them  a  campaign  contribution,  Lord 
only  knows  how  long  this  investigation 
is  going  to  go.  It  will  go  beyond  the 
year  2000. 

I  just  hope  that  our  colleagues  on  the 
Banking  Committee  will  realize  that 
we  must  focus  this  investigation  as  it 
relates  to  Whitewater  and  to  its  origi- 
nal mission. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator,  ranking  member,  and 
the  distinguished  chairman  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  time. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  we 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] is  necessarily  absent. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  96, 
nays  3,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  171  Leg.] 
YEAS— 96 


.Abraham 

Felngold 

LuKar 

Akaka 

Feins  tein 

Mack 

Ashcroft 

Ford 

McCain 

Baucus 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Bond 

Gramm 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Bradley 

Orassley 

Murray 

Breaux 

Orere 

Nickles 

Brown 

Harkin 

Nunn 

Br>-an 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Bumpers 

Hatneld 

Pell 

Bums 

Henin 

Pressler 

Byrd 

Helms 

Pryor 

Campbell 

Hollings 

Reid 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Robb 

CoaU 

Inhofe 

Rockefeller 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Roth 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Santorum 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Shelby 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

DWmato 

Kerrey 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Snowe 

DeWlne 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Dole 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Domenicl 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dorian 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lleberman 

Warner 

Falrclotli 

Lott 

NAYS— 3 

Wellstone 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Simon 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Kennedy 

So  the 

resolution  (S. 

Res.   120)  was 

agreed  to. 

Mr  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen 
ator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Thurmond  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  812  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  has  been 
our  hope  that  we  could  work  out  some 
agreement  on  H.R.  483.  the  so-called 
Medicare  Select  bill.  I  know  Senator 
Rockefeller  has  some  concerns  about 
it.  What  we  would  like  to  do  is  bring 
the  bill  up.  and  if  anybody  has  amend- 
ments, they  can  offer  the  amendments 
and  see  if  we  cannot  complete  action. 
It  is  a  program  that  expires  on  June  30. 
I  am  not  an  expert  on  the  program  it- 
self. I  think  Senators  Packwood  and 
Chakee  will  be  happy  to  manage  the 
bill.  I  will  not  do  that. 


I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  we  turn  to  the  consideration 
of  H.R.  483.  the  Medicare  Select  bill, 
but  I  am  not  going  to  make  that  re- 
quest yet. 

Is  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
prepared  to  object  to  that? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  am  afraid  I 
will  have  to. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  turn  to 
consideration  H.R.  483  under  the  fol- 
lowing time  agreement:  1  hour  on  the 
bill  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
chainnan  and  ranking  member  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  with  one  amend- 
ment to  be  offered  by  Senator  Rocke- 
feller relative  to  Medicare.  1  hour  for 
debate  to  be  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form,  and  that  no  motion  to 
table  be  in  order:  further,  that  follow- 
ing disposition  of  the  Rockefeller 
amendment,  the  bill  be  advanced  to 
third  reading  and  that  final  passage 
occur  without  any  intervening  action 
or  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  do  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 


EXTENDED  USE  OF  MEDICARE  SE- 
LECTED POLICIES— MOTION  TO 
PROCEED 

Mr.  DOLE.  In  light  of  the  objection. 
I  move  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  H.R.  483. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  proceed. 

Is  there  debate  on  the  motion? 

Mr  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President. 
this  is  not  one  of  the  most  broadly  un- 
derstood issues.  But  it  is  a  very  impor- 
tant one.  Medicare  Select.  There  are.  I 
guess,  two  issues  that  concern  me. 
One — and  this  is  less  important,  but 
nevertheless  important  to  me — is  the 
area  of  process.  I  had  written  Senator 
Dole,  the  majority  leader,  a  number  of 
months  ago  asking  for  a  hearing  on  the 
subject  of  Medicare  Select.  I  was  told 
in  a  letter  back  from  the  majority 
leader  that  we  would  have  hearings  on 
Medicare,  obviously,  and  that  Medicare 
Select  would  be  a  part  of  those  hear- 
ings. The  Finance  Committee  has  not 
had  any  hearings  on  Medicare  Select 
and.  therefore,  that  constitutes  a  prob- 
lem. 

Second,  there  is  a  study  on  Medicare 
Select  which  is  going  to  be  completed 
by  the  end  of  the  summer,  and  it  is  not 
a  frivolous  study  or  a  frivolous  prob- 
lem. It  is  a  serious  problem  involving 
seniors  and  Medicare  supplementary 
insurance.  Currently.  15  States  are  par- 


ticipating in  the  3'6-year  experimental 
Medicare  Select  Program.  This  bill 
would  expand  Medicare  Select  to  all  50 
States  for  5  years. 

One  of  the  States  that  has  Medicare 
Select  is.  in  fact,  the  State  of  Florida. 
I  cosponsored  legislation  sponsored  by 
Senator  Graham  that  would  tempo- 
rarily expand  Medicare  Select  for  an- 
other year.  So  this  is  not  just  a  ques- 
tion of  those  States  that  have  Medicare 
Select  wanting  to  continue  to  expand 
it,  or  to  make  it  permanent,  or  what- 
ever. We  have  genuine  concerns. 

There  are  other  issues  involved.  One 
of  the  conclusions  of  the  preliminary 
evaluation  of  this  study  which  I  have 
been  referring  to,  which  will  be  com- 
pleted at  the  end  of  the  summer — and 
that  is  why  I  hoped  we  could  wait  until 
that  time,  this  being  the  first  year  of  a 
2-year  session— was  that  about  half  of 
the  savings  in  the  form  of  cheaper 
McdiGap  premiums  for  beneficiaries 
came  about  as  a  result  of  discounting 
payments  to  hospitals. 

Now.  theoretically,  if  seniors  are 
having  their  care  actually  managed, 
the  Medicare  Program  would  realize 
savings  from  the  lower  use  of  health 
care  services. 

If.  in  fact,  the  savings  are  merely  the 
result  of  hospital  discounting  arrange- 
ments, the  Medicare  Program  is  not 
going  to  benefit  at  all  financially. 
Again,  that  is  not  an  overwhelming 
factor,  but  a  very  important  factor  in 
view  of  the  overall  Medicare  cuts  we 
are  looking  at  this  year. 

CBO.  in  fact,  scored  the  expansion  of 
the  Medicare  Select  Program  as  budget 
neutral,  not  as  saving  or  costing  Medi- 
care, but  budget  neutral.  They  said  it 
does  not  cost  and  it  does  not  save  the 
Medicare  Program  an.y  dollars  at  all. 

Now.  my  colleagues  and  friends  on 
the  other  side  talk  about  expanding 
choice  and  restructuring  Medicare  by 
getting  more  seniors  into  managed 
care  in  general.  Yet  Medicare  Select, 
one  of  the  managed  care  options  al- 
ready available  under  the  Medicare 
Program  in  at  least  15  States,  does  not 
save  the  Medicare  Program  money. 

So  far.  therefore,  claims  from  the 
other  side  on  the  so-called  magic  of  the 
marketplace  does  not  seem  to  be  doing 
anything  to  save  costs  for  Medicare. 
That  is  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make. 
Many  people  believe  that  managed  care 
is  not  going  to  save  the  amount  of 
money  that  some  people  think  it  is  be- 
cause the  elements  of  managed  care 
are  not  enough.  There  is  the  cost  of 
technology  and  more  people  getting 
older  faster— that  number  is  increasing 
very  fast. 

The  Consumers  Union  testified  before 
the  House  Commerce  Health  Sub- 
committee that: 

Lawmakers  should  not  make  permanent  a 
managed  care  form  of  insurance  to  plug  sraps 
in  Medicare  coverage  because  of  very  serious 
questions  about  the  supplementars  plan  de- 
ceptive pricing  practices  and  its  effective- 


ness at  holding-  down  health  care  costs.  We 
should  not  make  this  program  permanent 
and  expand  It  to  other  States  until  we  know 
that  it  is  really  a  good  deal  for  the  cus- 
tomers. 

That  is  all  I  am  saying.  I  am  simply 
requesting  that  the  study  which  will  be 
ready  by  the  end  of  the  summer,  which 
is  already  in  progress,  which  has  al- 
ready issued  a  beginning  report,  be  al- 
lowed to  be  completed,  that  we  see  if. 
in  fact,  it  is  good  for  consumers,  before 
we  take  any  further  steps. 

Consumers  Union  has  raised  concerns 
that  because  of  insurance  underwriting 
practices,  seniors  may  be  locked  into 
Medicare  Select  managed  care  policies 
and  be  unable  to  purchase  another 
MediGap  policy. 

We  looked  at  MediGap  5  years  ago,  in 
1990.  We  passed  legislation  on  MediGap. 
It  was  very  good  legislation  and  it  cut 
down  on  abuses  and  consumer  confu- 
sion. Seniors,  for  the  most  part,  do 
have  Medicare  supplemental  policies. 
Sometimes  they  use  it  to  help  pay  part 
of  their  premiums.  Sometimes  they  use 
it  to  get  more  services  that  Medicare 
does  not  offer.  But  it  is  very,  very  im- 
portant. 

HCFA,  the  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration,  has  voiced  a  concern 
about  a  lack  of  quality  assurance  re- 
quirements for  Medicare  Select  man- 
aged products. 

Medicare  HMO's  are  required  to  have 
an  active  quality  assurance  committee 
headed  by  a  physician  that  gathers  and 
analyzes  data  and  works  for  continuous 
quality  improvement.  That  is  impor- 
tant. There  is  no  comparable  require- 
ment for  Medicare  Select  managed  care 
products. 

Medicare  HMO's  are  required  to  pro- 
vide data  on  such  indicators  as  waiting 
times  for  appointments  in  urgent  care. 
telephone  access  to  HMO,  both  during 
and  after  hours.  There  is  no  com- 
parable requirement  for  Medicare  Se- 
lect managed  care  products. 

Understand,  I  am  not  condemning 
Medicare  Select.  Fifteen  States  are 
using  it.  Some  of  those  States  want  it 
to  be  made  permanent.  Some  are  less 
happy  about  it.  but  this  bill  is  a  major 
expansion.  Therefore,  it  is  something 
that  we  need  to  look  at  closely. 

To  go  from  15  to  50  without  the  bene- 
fit of  at  least  the  study  Congress  or- 
dered so  that  we  could  make  an  orderly 
decision  about  this,  just  does  not  seem 
to  me  to  make  sense.  It  is  for  that  rea- 
son that  I  am  here  talking,  hoping  that 
we  can  do  something  about  it. 

If  Medicare  Select  managed  care  is  to 
be  made  permanent  as  a  Medicare  op- 
tion, beneficiaries  should  be  guaran- 
teed the  same  level  of  assurance  on  is- 
sues of  quality,  issues  of  access,  and. 
for  example,  grievance  rights,  as  they 
have  already  in  other  Medicare  man- 
aged care  options.  That  seems  sensible. 
Do  the  15  have  it?  Do  all  of  them  have 
it?  Do  none  of  them  have  it?  We  need 
to  know. 
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A  preliminary  analysis  of  the  Medi- 
care Select  experiment  that  was  com- 
pleted last  year  by  the  Research  Tri- 
angle Institute  concluded  that  from 
Medicare's  perspective,  unless  Medi- 
care Select  reduces  use  or  directs  use 
to  providers  that  cost  Medicare  less 
money,  it  offers  little  benefit  to  Medi- 
care. 

The  preliminary  case  study  also  indi- 
cates: 

Ag^rressive  case  management  and  restric- 
tion of  networks  to  the  more  efficient  pro- 
viders in  the  communities  are  rare.  Thus,  it 
appears  unlikely  that  Medicare  Select  will 
result  in  claims  cost  savings  for  HCF.\. 

Now.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think 
that  these  concerns  mean  that  we 
should  end  the  Medicare  Select  Pro- 
gram. I  want  to  be  very  certain  on 
that.  I  think  that  experimentation — 
State  experimentation— is  tremen- 
dously important.  I  believe  in  it. 

However.  I  do  think  that  several  seri- 
ous issues  have  been  raised  about  the 
Medicare  Select  Program,  and  as  a  re- 
sult I  have  grave  reservations  about  ex- 
tending this  program  to  all  50  States — 
that  would  be  35  more  States — in  5 
years. 

Instead,  to  avoid  any  potential  dis- 
ruption in  those  States  that  currently 
are  participating  in  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect experiment,  we  ought  to  extend 
their  programs  so  that  they  do  not 
have  to  stop  enrolling  new  people  on 
June  30.  1995. 

Now.  that  is  an  important  point  to 
make.  We  have  a  drop  dead  date  we  are 
facing  rather  quickly.  They  cannot 
take  new  enrollees  unless  we  extend 
the  current  States  that  have  the  pro- 
grams, which  I  am  very  much  for 
doing,  so  that  we  can  learn  more  from 
those  programs. 

I  would  sincerely  hope  that  before  ex- 
panding it  beyond  those  States  that 
now  have  it.  we  take  a  much  closer 
look  at  the  Medicare  Select  Program 
in  the  committee  of  jurisdiction,  which 
is  the  Finance  Committee. 

Then  I  go  back  again  to  the  process 
question.  I  asked  the  majority  leader 
by  letter  if  he  would  hold  hearings  on 
this  subject.  He  answered  me  earlier, 
some  months  ago.  that  we  would  hold 
general  Medicare  hearings  in  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  and  Medicare  Select 
would  be  part  of  those  hearings. 

They  have  not  been  part  of  those 
hearings.  They  have  not  been  even 
mentioned  in  these  hearings.  That  is 
important  to  me  because  I  think  that 
process  and  the  knowledge  that  one 
gains  from  that  is  tremendously  impor- 
tant. 

I  find  it  somewhat  disturbing  that 
my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  who  want  to  cut  Medicare  by  $256 
billion  to  balance  the  budget  and  pay 
for  tax  cuts,  and  who  talk  on  a  daily 
basis  about  restructuring  Medicare, 
will  not  even  take  the  time  to  consider 
a  final  evaluation  of  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect Program.  Congress  mandated  that 


this  study  be  done.  This  was  not  some- 
body's whim.  It  was  a  congressionally 
mandated  study.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  already  paid  for  this  study  to 
be  done.  But  my  colleagues  are  appar- 
ently not  willing  to  wait  a  couple  of 
months  to  consider  the  results  of  that 
congressionally  mandated  study. 

In  some  ways  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  here  more  because  the  Senate  is 
looking  for  something  to  do.  I  do  not 
think  this  is  the  right  way  to  handle 
the  problem  of  the  Medicare  Select 
Program.  This  came  up  suddenly  and 
here  we  are  with  it. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  why  I 
have  objected  to  the  idea  of  the  Senate 
simply  rubberstamping  a  bill  passed  by 
the  other  body.  There  is  absolutely  no 
reason  for  us  to  be  using  up  the  time  of 
the  Senate  on  this  at  this  time.  If  the 
majority  leader  would  simply  give  the 
committee  of  jurisdiction  the  chance 
to  review  the  legislation  and  the  study 
through  something  as  basic  as  a  hear- 
ing or  a  partial  hearing  or  a  sub- 
committee hearing,  then  we  could 
work  out  a  course  of  action  based  on  a 
responsible  process  and  careful  thought 
about  the  substance  which  I  have 
raised,  which  is  very  much  in  question. 
The  Senate  should,  I  think,  not  acqui- 
esce to  a  cavalier  way  of  doing  busi- 
ness, and  that  is  what  concerns  me. 

The  majority  leader  wants  the  Sen- 
ate to  rubberstamp  a  bill  that  would 
turn  a  limited  demonstration  program, 
called  Medicare  Select,  into  an  open- 
ended  national  program.  I  am  very  con- 
cerned about  an  attempt  to  pass  legis- 
lation affecting  the  Medicare  Program 
without  having  it  carefully  considered 
by  anyone  in  the  Senate. 

I  ask  my  colleagues,  who  are  not 
present  on  the  floor  with  the  exception 
of  the  distinguished  Presiding  Officer, 
how  many  of  them  can  really  tell  me 
much  about  the  Medicare  Select  Pro- 
gram? How  many  could  give  me  one 
short  paragraph  on  what  the  Medicare 
Select  Program  is?  I  would  daresay  it 
is  probably  six  people;  probably  six 
people.  And  here  we  are  at  a  moment 
when  there  is  not  much  else  to  do, 
awaiting  the  budget  resolution,  but 
with  some  time  to  kill,  and  we  are 
about  to  expand  into  a  national  pro- 
gram something  which  is  being  experi- 
mented with  locally,  by  the  States. 

If  anything  is  clear  these  days,  the 
Senate  should  know  what  it  is  doing 
when  it  changes  Medicare.  We  are 
about  to  enter  into  a  major  debate  on 
Medicare  as  it  concerns  the  budget  res- 
olution. So  anything  that  has  the  word 
Medicare  in  it,  we  ought  to  be  precise, 
knowledgeable,  and  informed  rather 
than  having  an  hour's  discussion  and 
then  a  vote  of  some  sort,  affecting  pro- 
foundly what  happens  in  this  country. 
Medicare  affects  33  million  people — 36 
million  to  37  million  people  when  you 
add  on  end-stage  renal  disease  and  the 
disabled,  as  well  as  those  over  65.  It  has 
enormous  consequences.  It  has  enor- 
mous consequences. 


As  we  learned  during  the  MediGap 
debates,  it  is  very  hard,  often,  for  sen- 
iors to  resist  buying  policies  which  are 
constantly  offered  to  them.  That  was 
what  the  MediGap  legislation  was 
about.  It  was  to  discipline  this  pro- 
liferation of  policies  to  ensure  folks 
could  not  prey  on  seniors  who  could 
not  necessarily  understand  all  the 
small  print,  or  even  read  the  small 
print  in  the  policy.  So  this  is  about 
protecting  seniors;  about  not  mislead- 
ing seniors:  about  making  sure  that 
seniors  get  the  quality  assurances  that 
are  verbally  offered  to  them  by  those 
who  would  sell  Medicare  Select. 

It  just  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are 
about  to  talk  about  a  $256  billion  cut  in 
Medicare,  we  really  ought  to  know 
what  we  are  talking  about  when  we  do 
anything  about  Medicare,  much  less 
add  on  a  new  program,  whether  it  costs 
or  not. 

Just  yesterday  Dr.  June  O'Neal,  who 
is  the  new  head  of  CBO.  the 
Congression  Budget  Office,  and  whom  I 
had  not  seen  before,  testified  before  the 
Finance  Committee  that  quality— hear 
this.  "The  quality  will  suffer  under  the 
Medicare  Program  if  we  enact  Medi- 
care cuts  of  $256  billion." 

She  said  that  seniors  will  have  to  pay 
more  to  get  the  same  level  of  quality 
that  they  are  currently  receiving  under 
Medicare.  And  I  think  this  is  a  very  se- 
rious consequence.  In  fact,  by  the  year 
2002.  I  think  they  will  be  paying  $900 
more  per  year  and  I  think  on  an  aggre- 
gate basis  they  will  be  paying  close  to 
$3,500  more  between  now  and  the  year 
2002.  When  you  consider  the  fact  that 
only  a  very  tiny  proportion  of  Medicare 
recipients  have  incomes  of  higher  than 
$50,000  a  year  and  that  the  enormous 
majority  of  them  are  way  down  at 
$15,000  or  $10,000  or  helow,  in  that  arpa, 
something  like  that  becomes  an  enor- 
mous consideration.  An  additional 
$3,500?  They  already  spend  over  20  per- 
cent of  their  income  on  health  care. 

In  fact,  we  had  an  interesting 
minidebate  yesterday  on  whether  or 
not  the  cuts  in  Medicare  will  in  fact 
cut  Social  Security  for  seniors.  Of 
course,  if  that  were  to  be  the  case,  that 
would  be  a  kind  of  third-rail  item  on 
the  American  scene  because  cutting 
into  Social  Security  is  something  we 
have  all  decided  not  to  do.  We  came  up 
with  the  judgment,  not  so  much  during 
the  hearing  but  after  the  hearing,  that 
because  of  the  increases  in  premiums, 
et  cetera,  in  copayments,  seniors  will 
have  to  pay  for  more  costs  for  Medi- 
care, that  in  effect  their  COLA  in- 
creases under  Social  Security  in  many 
cases  will  be  wiped  out  entirely. 

Will  seniors  see  that  as  a  cut  in  So- 
cial Security?  I  think  it  is  quite  pos- 
sible they  will.  Because  it  is  interest- 
ing—I would  not  have  guessed  this,  I 
say  to  the  Presiding  Officer— that  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare  are  looked 
upon,  in  many  ways,  as  the  same  by 
the  people  of  this  country  and  by  the 
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seniors  of  this  country.  That  whereas 
we  said  before  "Do  not  cut  Social  Secu- 
rity, "  people  look  upon  Medicare  as  the 
same  sort  of  a  sacred  contract,  so  to 
speak,  that  the  American  Government 
and  the  American  people  have  with 
each  other,  and  not  another  incidental 
program. 

So  I  think  this  is  a  very  serious  prob- 
lem. The  Health  Care  Finance  Adminis- 
tration. HCFA.  has  voiced  a  concern 
about  lack  of  Medicare  Select  quality 
assurance  requirements.  HCFA  is  not  a 
radical  organization.  It  is  a  big  organi- 
zation. 4.000  people,  who  in  fact  are 
very  expert.  Nobody  knows  they  exist 
but  they  do.  and  they  do  all  kinds  of 
complicated  work.  They  are  expressing 
concern  about  Medicare  Select  quality 
assurance  requirements,  that  they  do 
not  exist  in  this  legislation  and  they  do 
exist  for  other  managed  care  options. 
As  I  said.  Medicare  HMOs  are  required 
by  law  to  have  active  quality  assurance 
committees. 

So  I  think  there  is  lot  at  question 
here,  and  I  just  hope  we  could  work 
this  out.  I  had  suggested  a  variety  of 
alternatives,  options;  that  we  could 
take  the  States  that  now  have  Medi- 
care and  extend  those  for  a  year  and  a 
half  or  2  years.  Some  people  say  if  you 
extend  it  for  a  year,  that  does  not  real- 
ly give  the  managed  care  company  that 
is  interested  in  looking  at  Medicare 
much  incentive  to  move  ahead.  It 
sounds  like  a  year-by-year  basis. 
Maybe  we  could  do  it  for  longer  than 
that.  Maybe  we  could  add  on  some 
more  States,  add  on  four  or  five  more 
States  and  allow  that  to  happen. 

But  to  take  the  entire  country  and 
open  it  up  to  Medicare  Select  when  a 
study  which  has  already  raised  ques- 
tions is  still  out  there  and  questions 
have  been  raised  by  health  care  experts 
in  HCFA  about  insurance  problems, 
plus  the  fact  that  it  is  Medicare,  which 
is  probably  the  most  sensitive  subject 
that  could  be  discussed  on  the  floor  of 
this  Chamber,  we  ought  to  be  careful. 
That  Is  why  I  am  not  for  going  ahead 
at  the  present  time  with  expanding 
this  the  way  the  majority  leader  seems 
to  want  to  do. 

I  will  have  more  comments.  But  I  do 
not  see  anybody  at  this  point  who 
wishes  to  say  anything.  So  I  yield  the 
floor  and  note  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
note  the  presence  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  on  the 
floor.  1  know  he  wants  to  speak.  I  will 
not  take  long.  I  talked  a  moment  ago 
about  the  concerns  of  the  consumer 
groups  and  the  Medicare   Select  Pro- 


gram. One  of  their  concerns  is  called 
attained  age  rating.  Just  as  insurance 
companies  charge  older  people  more  for 
insurance  in  the  under  65  market. 
MediGap  insurers  charge  older  seniors 
more  for  their  MediGap  policies  as  they 
grow  older.  In  the  under  65  market,  in- 
surers claim  that  age  rating  is  a  sound 
business  practice  because  older  people 
use  more  health  care  services  and  be- 
cause older  people  are  better  off  finan- 
cially than  those  who  are  20  years  old 
or  younger.  This  argument  does  not 
work  at  all  for  those  who  are  over  65 
years  old.  In  that  important  market, 
85-year-olds  are  generally,  as  I  hope  we 
all  know,  a  lot  poorer  than  65-year- 
olds. 

Another  question  that  has  been 
raised  is  the  so-called  one  time  open 
enrollment  period.  When  we  worked  in 
the  Finance  Committee— I  know  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  worked 
very  hard  on  that  also— on  the 
MediGap  legislation  in  1990,  we  re- 
quired insurers  to  have  a  one-time,  6- 
month  open  enrollment  period  when 
seniors  first  turned  65  so  that  they 
would  have  6  months  to  simply  enroll. 
During  this  6-month  period,  an  insurer 
under  the  MediGap  Program  is  not  al- 
lowed to  deny  insurance  to  any  senior 
based  upon  their  health  status.  That  is 
an  enormous  statement  in  the  health 
insurance  industry.  It  is  an  enormous 
statement.  They  are  not  allowed  dur- 
ing those  first  6  months  to  make  any 
health  status  judgments  and  thus  say 
no  to  people.  Consumer  groups  have 
raised  a  concern  that  if  seniors  sign  up 
with  a  Medicare  Select  managed  care 
product  and  decide  that  they  do  not 
like  that  product,  they  may  be  unable 
to  buy  a  MediGap  policy  later  because 
the  open  enrollment  period  would  have 
gone  by,  especially,  of  course,  if  their 
health  status  is  poor. 

I  want  to  just  add  those  things. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  know 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  is  waiting  to  give  a  brief 
statement,  and  then  I  would  like  to 
speak.  Let  me  discuss  it  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

But  meanwhile.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  privileges  of  the  floor  be 
granted  to  a  member  of  my  staff,  Doug- 
las Guerdat  during  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  HELMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  HEL.MS  pertain- 
ing to  the  submission  of  S.  Con.  Res.  14 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
Submission  of  Concurrent  and  Senate 
Resolutions.) 


Mr.  PACKWOOD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  make  a  few  comments  on  the  so- 
called  Medicare  Select  policies  and  ex- 
plain first  what  they  are. 

Medicare  does  not  cover  all  medical 
expenses.  So  a  popular  policy  that  is 
sold  in  this  country  is  called  MediGap. 
You  can  buy  it.  It  is  voluntary.  You  do 
not  have  to  buy  it.  You  can  buy  it.  It 
basically  fills  in  the  holes  that  Medi- 
care does  not  cover.  There  are  different 
kinds  of  MediGap  policies.  You  can  get 
some  that  are  more  expansive  and  with 
more  coverage  than  others  and  they 
cost  a  bit  more.  But  I  emphasize  they 
are  voluntary. 

Medicare  Select  is  a  particular  form 
of  MediGap  policy.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
popular  policies  that  are  around.  It  is 
about  40  percent  less  expensive  than 
other  policies.  It  exists  now  in  15 
States.  You  have  to  have  Federal  per- 
mission to  sell  it.  The  authority  to 
issue  these  policies  expires  on  June  30 
of  this  year. 

The  House  has  passed  a  bill— let  me 
check  my  figures— I  think  408  to  14,  to 
extend  Medicare  Select  to  the  rest  of 
the  Nation.  This  is  hardly  a  partisan 
issue  with  that  kind  of  a  vote.  And  if 
we,  frankly,  get  a  vote  on  it  in  the  Sen- 
ate, it  is  going  to  pass  probably  80-20  or 
90-10.  unless  I  am  mistaken.  So  do  not 
let  anybody  be  of  the  impression  this  a 
Republican-Democrat  issue.  This  has 
overwhelming  support. 

The  National  Association  of  Insur- 
ance Commissioners  is  one  group  that 
supports  it.  and  they  monitor  com- 
plaints about  insurance  policies 
throughout  the  Nation.  There  are 
about  500.000  people  enrolled  m  just 
these  15  States  in  Medicare  Select,  and 
of  those  500,000  policies,  in  1994,  all  of 
the  insurance  commissioners  in  those 
15  States  had  9  complaints — 9— in  com- 
parison with  967  complaints  against 
other  types  of  MediGap  policies,  non- 
select  MediGap  policies. 

We  passed  this  in  the  Senate  5  years 
ago.  We  were  awaiting  a  report.  The  re- 
port was  due  in  January.  It  is  not  going 
to  be  out  until  next  January  now.  It  is 
late.  It  is  not  going  to  come. 

And  again.  Medicare  Select  has  over- 
whelming support.  I  am  going  to  read 
just  a  list  of  the  groups  that  support 
expanding  this  to  the  50  States:  The 
American  Group  Practice  Association, 
the  American  Hospital  Association,  the 
American  Managed  Care  and  Review 
Association,  the  Association  of  Public 
Pension  and  Welfare  Plans.  Blue  Cross 
and  Blue  Shield  Association.  California 
Association  of  Hospitals  and  Health 
Systems,  the  Federation  of  American 
Health  Systems,  the  Group  Health  As- 
sociation of  America,  the  Health  Insur- 
ance Association  of  America,  the  Medi- 
cal Group  Management  Association, 
the  National  Association  of  Insurance 
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Commissioners,  the  National  Con- 
ference of  State  Legislatures,  and  the 
National  Governors'  Association. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  you  are  not 
going  to  get  a  much  better  group  than 
that  in  terms  of  breadth  and  philo- 
sophical support.  Our  problem  is  that 
this  apparently  is  going  to  face  an  ob- 
jection to  coming  up  and  apparently  a 
filibuster.  I  have  no  question  but  what 
the  filibuster  is  going  to  be  broken  and 
going  to  be  broken  overwhelmingly.  We 
will  get  the  60  votes.  But  one  of  the 
problems  the  leader  faces,  of  course,  is 
that  once  we  are  on  to  a  bill  and  once 
cloture  has  been  invoked,  you  cannot 
go  to  anything  else.  You  can  pull  it 
down.  And  he  would  like  to  get  onto 
the  budget  bill. 

I  say  again,  this  is  the  middle  of 
May.  The  authority  for  these  programs 
runs  out  next  month.  This  Congress 
goes  on  recess  in  about  10  days.  And  so 
unless  we  act  now.  these  people  who 
like  these  policies,  to  which  there  is  al- 
most no  complaint,  will  be  faced  with 
rising  premiums  because  they  cannot 
be  sold  to  anyone  else. 

So  I  hope  that  the  leader  will  be  suc- 
cessful in  bringing  this  bill  up.  that  we 
would  have  a  short  debate.  I  will  be 
happy  to  agree  to  a  time  limit  on 
amendments  or  a  time  limit  on  the  bill 
and  get  to  final  passage.  I  will  empha- 
size again  it  passed  408  to  14  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
GREGG).  The  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  see  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia in  the  Chamber.  I  would  be  glad 
to  pose  him  some  questions  if  he  is 
available  to  respond. 

As  the  chairman  of  our  committee 
just  pointed  out.  we  are  talking  about 
Medicare  Select.  But  what  is  Medicare 
Select,  anyway? 

Medicare  Select  is  the  name  of  a  type 
of  MediGap  policy.  It  is  something  that 
seniors  can  buy  to  cover  their  Medicare 
deductibles  and  copayments. 

Medicare  Select  is  a  type  of  MediGap 
policy  that  permits  managed  care;  that 
is.  a  managed  care  MediGap  policy. 
That  is  what  it  is. 

What  was  the  problem  in  getting  this 
plan  started  and  why  the  restrictions? 
Why  could  not  the  insurance  compa- 
nies offer  Medicare  Select  if  they  want- 
ed to?  Because  when  MediGap  legisla- 
tion was  originally  passed  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  there  were  some 
objections  to  Medicare  Select.  A  Rep- 
resentative from  California  did  not  be- 
lieve in  managed  care.  Consequently 
seniors  were  not  able  to  have  these 
plans. 

Well,  finally,  after  patiently  working 
at  this  several  years  ago  in  late 
evening  sessions,  we  arranged  that 
there  would  be  15  States  that  could  try 
this  and  see  how  it  worked  out.  And  so 


15  States  have  done  it.  and  as  the 
chairman  of  our  committee  pointed 
out.  it  has  worked  very  well.  The  trou- 
ble is  that  the  option  of  these  15  States 
to  offer  this  policy  ends  June  30;  which 
is  what — a  month  and  a  half  from  now. 

As  the  chairman  pointed  out.  there  is 
now  a  danger  that  we  cannot  extend 
Medicare  Select  because  of  having  to 
deal  with  the  budget,  and  so  forth,  and 
then  all  these  people  who  have  these 
MediGap  policies — and.  indeed,  it  is  a 
MediGap  policy— will  not  be  able  to 
buy  it  or  renew  it. 

Indeed,  there  is  question  about  en- 
rollments right  now:  Should  a  senior 
enroll  in  a  MediGap  policy  that  has 
this  managed  care  plan  or  should  I  not? 
What  happens  if  the  plan  is  going  to 
disappear? 

Our  point  is  not  only  should  we  ex- 
tend Medicare  Select  but  should  we 
also  make  it  permanent. 

But  what  about  the  rest  of  the 
States?  Why  should  not  seniors  in 
other  States  have  this  option?  In  my 
State,  for  example,  why  should  not  my 
citizens  have  the  option  of  buying  a 
MediGap  policy  that  is  $25  to  $27  less 
per  month,  depending  on  the  situation, 
than  they  are  paying  for  other 
MediGap  policies? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Let  me  just  finish.  The 
Senator  is  objecting  to  that.  What  I 
find  puzzling  is  the  Senator,  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, has  twice  voted  in  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  and  twice  on  the 
floor  to  pass  a  permanent  50-State  ex- 
tension of  legislation  that  is  before  us. 
What  has  changed? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  What  has 
changed,  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  is  that  I 
had  correspondence  with  the  majority 
leader  of  the  Senate,  a  letter  that  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record,  and  also  the  majority 
leader's  resixjnse  to  this  Senator. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  SENATE. 

Washington,  DC.  March  21.  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Se.nator  Dole:  As  ranking  member 
of  the  Finance  Subcommittee  on  Medicare. 
Long-Term  Care,  and  Health  Insurance  that 
you  chair.  I  would  like  to  propose  a  hearing 
on  the  Medicare  SELECT  program  for  over- 
sight and  an  education  on  its  results  so  far. 

As  you  know.  Congress  approved  a  3-year. 
15-state  Medicare  SELECT  demonstration 
project  as  part  of  the  Omnibus  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1990.  Medicare  SELECT  offers 
seniors  less  expensive  MediGap  premiums  in 
exchange  for  receiving  their  health  care 
services  from  a  selected  network  of  health 
care  providers.  Under  current  law.  Medicare 
SELECT'S  authorization — which  was  ex- 
tended temporarily  last  October— is  due  to 
expire  on  June  30.  1995.  unless  Congress  takes 
further  action. 


Personally.  I  would  support  extending  this 
program  for  another  six  months  to  maintain 
program  continuity,  with  a  strong  interest 
m  avoiding  the  program's  disruption  while 
allowing  Finance  Committee  members  an  op- 
portunity to  fully  examine  the  knowledge 
available  so  far  on  the  SELECT  demonstra- 
tion. A  temporary  extension  would  give  the 
Subcommittee  an  opportunity  to  have  a  full 
hearing  on  the  Medicare  SELECT  program 
that  would  include  results  of  a  formal  eval- 
uation of  the  demonstration  project. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  preliminary 
results  of  an  evaluation  study  that  is  being 
performed  by  Research  Triangle  Institute 
will  be  ready  by  the  end  of  the  summer.  In- 
formation that  will  be  available  includes 
data  gathered  from  insurer  and  beneficiary 
surveys,  as  well  as  claims  analyses  that  will 
examine  the  impact  of  SELECT  enrollment 
on  the  use  and  costs  of  Medicare  services. 
Therefore.  I  believe  it  would  not  be  appro- 
priate or  prudent  to  extend  this  program  on 
a  permanent  basis  to  all  50  states  until  Fi- 
nance Committee  members  have  the  most 
up-to-date  information  on  which  to  base  fu- 
ture legislative  action. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  attention 
to  this  matter,  and  I  hope  to  work  with  you 
on  this  isoue,  Mary  Ella  Payne  is  the  contact 
on  my  staff. 

Sincerely. 

John  D.  Rockefeller  IV. 

U.S.  Senate. 
Office  of  the  Majority  Leader. 

Washington.  DC.  April  3.  1995. 
Hon.  John  D.  Rockefeller  IV. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Jay:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  re- 
garding the  Medicare  Select  Program.  I 
agree  with  you  that  this  issue  deserves  care- 
ful consideration,  particularly  if  Congress 
intends  to  extend  the  program  permanently. 

I  know  that  the  Chairman  plans  to  hold  ex- 
tensive hearings  at  the  full  committee  level 
on  the  Medicare  program — it's  costs,  it's  ben- 
efits, and  what  changes  need  to  be  made  to 
improve  it.  1  have  been  assured  by  the  Chair- 
man that  through  this  process  we  will  take  a 
close  look  at  Medicare  Select,  as  we  will  all 
parts  of  the  Medicare  program. 

The   Committee    will    obviously   have    its 
work  cut  out  for  it  this  year.  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  as  we  debate  some  very 
important  and  complex  issues. 
Sincerely. 

Bob  Dole. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  wrote  the  ma- 
jority leader  on  March  21.  and  I  said 
this  problem  is  going  to  be  coming  up. 
We  know  there  is  a  deadline.  I  am  fully 
aware  of  that.  He  wrote  back  on  April 
3.  and  he  told  me.  "I  agree  with  you 
that  this  issue  deserves  careful  consid- 
eration, particularly  if  Congress  in- 
tends to  extend  the  program  perma- 
nently, I  know  that  the  chairman." 
that  being  Senator  P.\ckwood.  "plans 
to  hold  extensive  hearings  at  the  full 
committee  level  on  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram." And.  "We  will  take  a  close  look 
at  Medicare  Select,  as  we  will  all  parts 
of  the  Medicare  Program." 

What  I  would  say  to  my  friend  from 
Rhode  Island  is  that  we  have  not  done 
that.  In  the  meantime.  Congress  man- 
dated a  study  to  be  done,  and  the  study 
is  in  the  process  of  being  done.  The 
study  has  also  already  raised  several 


questions.  Other  groups  raised  other 
questions  about  quality,  about  being 
able  to  buy  other  MediGap  policies.  So 
there  are  a  number  of  questions  that 
needed  to  be  answered.  I  wished  to  do 
all  of  this  somewhat  earlier,  and  I  was 
given  the  promise  that  we  would  do 
this  somewhat  earlier.  It  is  just  that 
the  promise  was  not  fulfilled. 

I  should  say  also  that  a  number  of 
questions  have  been  raised  which  have 
somewhat  changed  the  atmosphere  in 
the  last  several  months.  Before  the 
Senator  came  to  the  floor.  I  talked 
about  questions  which  had  been  raised 
by  a  number  of  groups — pricing  games. 
MediGap  availability,  illusory  costs, 
and  things  of  that  sort.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  wants  to  be  sure. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Well,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  may  wish  to  be  assured, 
but  I  do  not  know  how  far  we  have  to 
go.  The  National  Association  of  Insur- 
ance Commissioners  supports  the  ex- 
tension of  this  program.  We  just  had 
the  list  of  those  who  were  supporting 
Medicare  Select  read  by  the  chairman 
of  our  committee.  You  can  go  on  and 
on  and  find  reasons  not  to  do  some- 
thing. 

But  we  are  really  in  a  very,  very  dif- 
ficult situation  here.  This  program  ex- 
pires in  30  days  from  now  or  45  days 
from  now.  It  seems  to  me  we  ought  to 
get  on  and  extend  it,  and  not  only  ex- 
tend it  but  let  the  other  States  in  on  it. 

Some  mention  was  made  about  the 
Consumers  Union's  concerns  about 
Medicare  Select.  But  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  the  Consumers  Union's  prob- 
lems that  were  raised  apply  to  all 
MediGap  policies,  not  focused  in  on 
Medicare  Select. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr,  CHAFEE.  Yes. 

Mr,  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
obviously,  we  need  to  work  this  out. 
The  time  problem  is  not.  in  fact,  a  con- 
straint on  those  States  which  cur- 
rently have  Medicare  Select  because  I 
already  said  I  would  be  perfectly  happy 
to  go  ahead  and  extend  them. 

The  question  is:  How  can  we.  looking 
at  some  of  these  complaints  about  not 
being  able  to  change  MediGap  policies, 
discrimination  of  various  sorts,  how 
can  we  arrive  at  some  kind  of  com- 
promise which  gives  consumer  protec- 
tion for  these  Medicare  beneficiaries 
that  would  choose  Medicare  Select? 
How  can  we  give  them  some  kind  of 
consumer  protection  over  and  above 
what  is  contemplated  in  the  law  that 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  wants 
to  get  passed  right  away? 

Would  the  Senator  be  willing  to  dis- 
cuss those  matters,  if  not  publicly,  pri- 
vately? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator says  we  have  to  wrestle  with  these 
problems.  Who  says  there  is  a  problem? 

Let  me  just  touch  on  one  matter  that 
the  Senator  raised,  and  that  is  the  so- 
called  attained-age  rating,  with  a  sug- 


gestion that  Medicare  Select,  this  type 
of  managed  care  policy,  MediGap  pol- 
icy, has  this  attained-age  rating. 

Well,  the  fact  is  that  the  attained- 
age  rating  is  permitted  under  current 
MediGap  law.  It  is  not  restricted.  The 
attained  age  is  not  something  peculiar 
to  Medicare  Select.  That  is  permitted 
under  the  current  MediGap  law. 

And  so  while  it  is  true  that  most 
MediGap  policies  and  most  Medicare 
Select  policies  do  not  use  the  attained- 
age  method.  I  do  not  see  why  you  focus 
in  and  say  that  is  something  peculiar 
to  MediGap  or  Medicare  Select,  be- 
cause it  is  not. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  did  not  say  it  was 
peculiar,  but  I  said  it  was  a  problem  as 
far  as  the  Medicare  extension  is  con- 
cerned. Whether  it  applies  to  more 
MediGap  policies  is  not.  at  the  mo- 
ment, of  concern  to  me.  I  want  to  make 
sure  that,  in  Medicare  Select,  we  can, 

HCFA  has  concerns  about  quality 
and  concerns  about  access.  They  are 
not  a  frivolous  organization. 

I  just  think  we  have  a  chance  to  try 
to  find  an  accommodation,  hopefully  in 
a  quorum  call,  in  which  we  could  ad- 
dress some  of  the  consumer  concerns 
and  perhaps  also  accommodate  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  the  major- 
ity leader,  and  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon in  the  process,  since  I  am.  obvi- 
ously, very  well  aware  of  where  the 
votes  are  in  the  situation,  I  just  want 
to  do  the  best  I  can  to  build  in 
consumer  protection  for  a  program 
which  is  young,  which  is  actually  only 
in  14  States,  and  is  not  at  all  in  all  50 
States. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
concede  that  there  are  all  these  prob- 
lems or  that  there  are  these  problems. 
It  seems  to  me  what  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  is  doing  is  applying  a 
higher  standard  to  the  Medicare  Select, 
these  managed  care  MediGap  policies, 
than  he  is  to  the  regular  MediGap  poli- 
cies. I  do  not  think  that  is  fair.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  fair  to  say.  "No.  in  Medicare 
Select,  you  cannot  have  attained  age," 
whereas  it  is  permitted  in  the  other 
MediGap  policies. 

The  suggestion  here  is  that  we  ought 
to  have  hearings  on  this.  Well.  I  cannot 
speak  for  what  the  majority  leader 
said,  but  all  I  do  know  is  that  the  Sen- 
ate has  passed  a  permanent  extension 
of  this  proposal  twice  in  the  past  4 
years.  It  was  included  in  every  major 
health  reform  proposal  last  year,  in- 
cluding Senator  Mitchell's,  Senator 
Dole's  and  Senator  P.'^CKWOOD's  bill, 
and  in  the  mainstream  coalition  bill. 
All  of  them  had  Medicare  Select  in 
them.  So  it  is  not  that  we  are  coming 
up  against  some  unknown  item  here 
that  we  better  be  terribly  cautious  of. 
As  I  say.  it  has  been  out  in  these 
States.  In  15  States,  it  is  authorized.  I 
cannot  challenge  the  Senator's  infor- 
mation when  he  says  it  is  actually  in 
practice,  I  believe  he  said,  in  14  States. 


All  I  know  is  that  1  think  it  is  a  good 
option  that  is  less  exjiensive  and  that 
we  ought  to  give  all  the  citizens  a 
chance  at  it.  And  the  citizens  from  my 
State  would  like  a  chance  at  this.  If 
they  do  not  want  to  use  it,  that  is  their 
business.  But  if  they  have  a  right  to 
choose  a  MediGap  policy  that  is  less 
expensive  than  the  current  ones,  I 
think  they  ought  to  have  it  and  not  be 
prevented  from  doing  so  because  this 
Congress  refuses  to  extend  Medicare 
Select  to  all  the  States, 

Again,  no  one  is  more  thoughtful  and 
compassionate  in  this  Senate  than  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  so  I  am 
not  sure  why  he  takes  this  particular 
position.  Because,  as  we  mentioned  be- 
fore, this  passed  in  the  House  408  to  14, 
You  could  hardly  get  a  motherhood 
resolution  passed  by  that  amount. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  If  the  Senator 
will  yield.  I  think  one  could  practically 
rewrite  the  Constitution  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  by  that  vote  in  the 
current  climate. 

If  the  Senator  would  further  yield,  he 
talked  about  standards  being  higher  for 
Medicare  Select  than  for  other 
MediGap  things.  I  think  high  standards 
are  important  and  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  does,  too.  I  want  to 
see  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  and 
his  State  be  able  to  have  this  program 
if  that  is  what  the  State  and  the  Sen- 
ator wants. 

I  think  the  time  crisis  that  the  Sen- 
ator refers  to  can  be  handled  in  60  sec- 
onds. That  can  be  changed  in  60  sec- 
onds. 

My  point  is  that  for  2  months  I  have 
suggested  extending  the  program  to 
the  14  States  with  the  program  already 
in  effect.  What  I  am  really  suggesting 
now  is  that  we  first  look  at  the  evalua- 
tion of  the  program  before  we  open  the 
door  to  all  the  other  States.  WTiat  I  am 
really  suggesting  is  that,  if  we  could 
perhaps  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  we  could  work  something  out 
on  this. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  our 
staff  asked  the  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration  [HCFA]  for  suggested 
changes.  Any  problems?  What  do  you 
think  we  ought  to  do?  They  did  not 
have  any.  They  had  no  suggestions  for 
us. 

Maybe  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia can  find,  what  we  cannot  find, 
any  documented  quality  problem  with 
this  program.  Now,  some  beneficiary 
somewhere  may  object,  I  am  sure  they 
have,  just  like  they  have  objected  to  a 
host  of  other  MediGap  policies. 

But.  as  I  say.  this  has  received  a  fa- 
vorable report  by  the  Consumers  Union 
and  by  Consumers  Report  magazine 
and  by  the  State  insurance  commis- 
sioners. 

So.  I  do  not  have  anything  particular 
to  offer.  I  would  be  glad  to  talk  with 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia.  What- 
ever ideas  we  have,  we  would  have  to 
transmit    them.    Obviously.    I    would 
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have  to  speak  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  whom  I  do  not  see 
on  the  floor  here. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  made  mention  of  no 
particular  problems  being  raised  by 
HCFA.  I  think  that  raises,  therefore, 
this  very  important  point.  Because,  in 
fact,  Donna  Shalala  has  written  to  the 
Honorable  Bill  Archer,  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  on 
March  7  of  this  year. 

And  one  paragraph  says; 

The  case  study  portion  of  Che  Medicare  Se- 
lect evaluation  has  already  raised  a  number 
of  questions  about  the  Medicare  Select  dem- 
onstration 

That  is  from  HCFA.       ' 

As  managed  care  options  under  Medicare 
are  expanded,  we  want  to  ensure  that  our 
beneficiaries  are  guaranteed  choice  and  ap- 
propriate consumer  protections. 

That  is  precisely  what  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  was  asking  for. 

Donna  Shalala  goes  on: 

In  addition,  many  of  the  select  plans  con- 
sist solely  of  discounting  arrangements  to 
hospitals. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  men- 
tioned that  at  the  beginning. 

Donna  Shalala  goes  on: 

We  would  be  concerned  if  the  discounting 
arrangements  under  Medicare  Select  were  to 
be  expanded  to  Medicare  supplementary  in- 
surance part  B  services.  Discounting  ar- 
rangements, particularly  for  part  B  services, 
may  spur  providers  to  compensate  for  lost 
revenues  through  increased  service  volume. 
Consequently,  we  are  concerned  that  such  an 
expansion  would  lead  to  increased  utilization 
of  part  B  services  rather  than  contribute  to 
the  efficiency  of  the  part  B  program  through 
managed  care. 

Then  she  says: 

We  would,  therefore,  oppose  such  a  change. 

There  is  honest  and  open  debate  on 
this  matter.  I  am  still  willing  to  talk 
with  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island.  I 
think  we  can  work  something  out. 
Again.  I.  unfortunately,  can  count  the 
votes,  but  the  Senator  would  like  to 
have  some  consumer  protection  in  this, 
and  I  think  the  Secretary  of  HHS 
would,  too.  I  think,  frankly,  George 
Mitchell,  in  his  bill,  had  open  enroll- 
ment and  major  insurance  reforms,  and 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  knows 
that  well. 

The  Mitchell  bill,  in  fact,  did  not  pro- 
pose to  make  Medicare  Select  perma- 
nent in  the  absence  of  coordinated  open 
enrollment. 

So  I  think  there  is  room  to  work 
something  out  here,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause I  think  everybody  is  talking  with 
good  will  on  both  sides  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the 
problem  here  is~I  know  the  Senator  is 
concerned  about   this — but   the   points 


he  raises  affect  not  Medicare  Select 
but  affect  the  whole  MediGap  range.  In 
other  words,  when  he  says  he  is  inter- 
ested in  open  enrollment,  there  is  no 
open  enrollment  now  in  the  MediGap 
policies.  He  is  saying  he  wants  it  for 
Medicare  Select.  But  that  means  you 
want  it  presumably  for  all  of  MediGap. 

Now,  that  is  a  very  big  separate  issue 
that  can  come  up  any  time.  You  do  not 
have  to  tag  it  on  to  a  Medicare  Select 
policy  which,  as  I  say,  is  just  one  of  a 
whole  series  of  MediGap  policies. 

If  the  Senator  wants  to  do  that,  that 
is  changing  the  rules  for  the  whole  se- 
ries of  policies  that  are  issued  under 
MediGap. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  will  make  one  other 
point,  if  I  might,  and  that  is,  as  you  re- 
call, when  I  said  my  staff  spoke  to  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration, 
what  I  said  was  they  asked  for  sug- 
gested changes  and  none  came  back.  In 
the  letter  the  Senator  quoted  from  Sec- 
retary Shalala,  he  mentioned  some- 
where in  there  concerns  about  expan- 
sion into  the  part  B  plan.  We  do  not  do 
that.  There  is  no  expansion  into  that  in 
this  Medicare  Select. 

So  I  will  be  glad  to  talk  with  the 
Senator.  If  he  would  like,  we  can  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  have 
a  little  chat  here. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  would  like  to  do 
that,  but  if  I  might  add  one  more 
thing,  that  is.  the  Senator  is  right 
about  part  B,  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  just  got  carried  away 
and  read  too  much  of  a  paragraph, 
which  was  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Donna  Shalala,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
referring  to  the  Medicare  Select  eval- 
uation. She  is  referring  to  the  Medicare 
Select  evaluation  in  this  letter  which 
she  wrote  back  on  March  7,  which 
should  have  been  available  to  all  of  us. 

Bruce  Vladeck,  in  his  testimony  on 
February  15  in  front  of  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Commerce, 
raised  a  major  concern  with  the  ade- 
quacy of  beneficiary  protections  under 
Medicare  Select. 

If  that  is  not  HCFA  speaking,  I  do 
not  know  what  is.  Bruce  Vladeck  said: 

There  is  no  requirement  for  States  to  re- 
view the  actual  operations  of  the  Select 
plans  once  they  are  approved  to  assure  that 
quality  and  access  standards  are  being  met. 

He  does  not  like  that.  He  is  worried 
about  that,  and  he  says: 

We  feel  strongly  that  beneficiaries  should 
not  have  to  worry  about  the  quality  and  ac- 
cess provisions  on  their  Medicare  choices. 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  sub- 
committee »  *  * 

And  then  Bruce  Vladeck,  the  head  of 
HCFA,  said: 

Our  second  concern  is  whether  Medicare 
Select  will  make  any  contribution  to  in- 
creasing the  efficiency  of  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram. 
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I  think  that  goes  off  into  another 
area.  It  is  the  consumer  protection 
area,  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Rhode  Is- 
land, which  concerns  me  the  most. 

I  might  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  in  order  for  some  conversation 
to  go  on. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  le  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Medicare  Select  is  a  demonstration 
program.  Evaluation  will  not  be  com- 
pleted until  December  1995.  While  the 
demonstration  program  technically  ex- 
pires on  June  30.  the  regulations  gov- 
erning the  program  clearly  state  that 
insurers  must  continue  their  coverage 
of  current  enrollees,  even  if  no  exten- 
sion is  approved. 

There  is  no  overwhelming  urgency  to 
pass  this  legislation.  I  do  favor  a  tem- 
porary extension,  and  I  am  prepared  to 
support  such  an  extension  today.  But  I 
have  a  number  of  concerns  about  per- 
manent extension  of  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect Program. 

First,  extension  of  Medicare  Select 
should  be  considered  in  the  context  of 
a  whole  range  of  managed  care  options 
we  might  wish  to  make  available  to 
Medicare  beneficiaries.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  interest  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  in  expanding  choice.  The  adminis- 
tration is  working  on  development  of  a 
PPO  option.  Before  we  make  the  Medi- 
care Select  Program  permanent,  we 
should  understand  its  impact  and  bal- 
ance it  against  other  options. 

Second.  Medicare  Select  raises  sig- 
nificant concerns  about  beneficiary 
protections.  HHS  has  stated  concerns 
about  quality  oversight.  Most  impor- 
tant. Medicare  Select  requires  enroll- 
ees to  receive  their  care  from  a  limited 
set  of  providers.  This  may  be  perfectly 
acceptable  to  younger,  healthier,  en- 
rollees. As  beneficiaries  age  and  be- 
come sicker,  however,  they  may  find 
themselves  dissatisfied  with  providers 
in  the  select  network.  They  can  find 
themselves  permanently  locked  out  of 
regular  MediGap  coverage,  with  no 
ability  to  buy  a  policy  to  protect  them- 
selves from  the  costs  that  Medicare 
does  not  cover. 

This  seems  to  me  to  be  an  excessive 
denial  of  choice  that  we  should  not  en- 
shrine in  permanent  legislation  with- 
out more  consideration. 

These  concerns  have  been  raised  by 
Consumers  Union  and  other  consumer 
advocates.  Consumers  Union.  Families 
USA,  and  the  National  Council  of  Sen- 
ior Citizens  all  are  on  record  as  oppos- 
ing this  legislation.  These  concerns  are 
serious  and  they  deserve  to  be  ad- 
dressed. 
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We  must  always  be  especially  con- 
cerned about  the  frailest  and  the  most 
vulnerable  elderly.  We  want  to  provide 
options  that  improve  the  choices  avail- 
able, not  limit  them.  We  want  to  pro- 
vide benefits  and  services  that  seniors 
need,  not  deprive  them  of  necessary 
care.  We  should  move  with  great  care 
in  considering  a  measure  that  might 
have  that  affect. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  terminate 
the  Medicare  Select  demonstration  or 
put  it  out  of  business.  I  would  be  will- 
ing to  support  the  short-term  exten- 
sion of  the  program  or  a  permanent 
program  if  these  concerns  are  consid- 
ered and  addressed. 

It  is  ironic  that  this  particular  Medi- 
care issue  should  surface  just  a  day  be- 
fore we  are  to  consider  a  budget  resolu- 
tion which  would  strike  a  mighty  blow 
at  the  integrity  of  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram as  a  whole  and  at  the  retirement 
security  of  senior  citizens  it  was  de- 
signed to  secure. 

This  budget  plan  proposes  to  break 
America's  compact  with  the  elderly, 
and  all  to  pay  for  an  undeserved  and 
unneeded  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans. 

The  cuts  in  Medicare  are  unprece- 
dented: $256  billion  over  the  next  7 
years.  By  the  time  the  plan  is  fully 
phased  in.  the  average  senior  is  likely 
to  pay  S900  more  a  year  in  Medicare 
premium  and  out-of-pocket  costs. 

An  elderly  couple  would  have  to  pay 
SI. 800  and.  over  the  life  of  the  budget, 
would  face  $6,400  in  additional  costs. 
Part  B  premiums,  which  are  deducted 
right  out  of  the  Social  Security  check, 
will  rise  to  almost  $100  a  month  at  a 
cost  of  an  additional  $1,700  over  the  life 
of  the  budget  plan. 

The  typical  senior  needing  home 
health  services  will  have  to  pay  an  ad- 
ditional $1,200  per  year.  Someone  sick 
enough  to  use  the  full  home  care  bene- 
fit will  have  to  pay  $3,200.  The  fun- 
damental unfairness  of  this  proposal 
leaps  out  from  a  few  simple  facts. 

Because  of  gaps  in  Medicare,  senior 
citizens  already  pay  too  much  for  the 
health  care  they  need.  The  average  sen- 
ior pays  an  astounding  one-fifth  of 
their  total  pretax  income  to  purchase 
health  care,  more  than  they  paid  before 
Medicare  was  even  enacted.  Lower  in- 
come older  seniors  pay  even  more. 

Medicare  does  not  cover  prescription 
drugs.  Its  coverage  of  home  health  care 
and  nursing  home  care  is  limited.  Un- 
like virtually  all  private  insurance 
policies,  it  does  not  have  a  cap  on  out- 
of-pocket  costs.  It  does  not  cover  eye 
care  or  foot  care  or  dental  care. 

Yet  this  budget  plan  heaps  additional 
medical  costs  on  every  senior  citizen, 
while  the  Republican  tax  bill  that  has 
already  passed  the  House,  gives  a  tax 
cut  of  $20,000  to  people  making  more 
than  $350,000  a  year. 

I  ask  any  of  our  colleagues  to  travel 
to  any  senior  citizens'  home  in  their 
State  and  have  a  visit  with  retirees. 


Ask  the  retirees  by  a  show  of  hands 
how  many  pay  $50  a  month  or  more  for 
prescription  drugs.  Anywhere  from  25 
percent  to  50  percent  of  the  hands  will 
go  up  in  the  air.  Ask  them  how  many 
pay  $25  a  month  or  more  for  prescrip- 
tion drugs,  and  the  spontaneous  groan 
in  the  audience  will  be  enormous.  It  is 
an  expression  that  they  are  astounded 
that  we  do  not  understand  that  they 
are  paying  at  least  $25  a  month  or  more 
and  now  80  percent  to  90  percent  of  the 
hands  go  into  the  air. 

What  has  been  the  cost  of  the  pre- 
scription drugs  over  recent  years?  They 
have  been  rising  at  more  than  double, 
sometimes  even  triple,  the  Consumer 
Price  Index. 

Look  also  at  the  profits  of  the  major 
pharmaceutical  companies.  It  is  an  in- 
teresting fact  that  they  are  some  of  the 
most  profitable  companies  in  America, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  cost  of  pre- 
scription drugs,  which  are  absolutely 
essential  in  order  to  relieve  suffering 
or  to  even  live  life  in  many  instances, 
is  going  right  up  through  the  roof. 

Now.  that  is  a  real  issue  for  the  sen- 
iors. That  is  an  issue  that  we  ought  to 
be  debating  out  here  this  afternoon. 
That  is  an  issue  of  prime  concern  to 
every  senior  citizen. 

I  daresay,  if  any  Member  of  the  Sen- 
ate went  to  a  group  of  senior  citizens 
and  asked  them  this  afternoon,  "What 
do  they  want  the  U.S.  Senate  to  be  fo- 
cusing on?  The  issue  of  prescription 
drugs  or  Medicare  Select?"  Ninety-nine 
percent  would  say,  "Look  after  the 
problems  that  we  are  facing  with  pre- 
scription drugs."  "Look  after  the  prob- 
lems we  are  facing  in  terms  of  dental 
care  and  eye  care."  Look  around  the 
room  and  count  the  number  of  senior 
citizens  who  are  wearing  glasses.  Look 
around  the  room  at  the  numbers  who 
need  help  and  assistance  with  dental 
care.  Look  around  the  room  at  the 
number  of  seniors  who  need  the  care  of 
a  podiatrist. 

Our  seniors  think  the  U.S.  Senate 
ought  to  be  focusing  on  Medicare  here 
this  afternoon.  But  we  should  not  focus 
solely  on  Medicare  Select,  until  we 
have  a  full  and  complete  evaluation  of 
that  program,  which  has  the  potential 
of  some  very  important  adverse  effects, 
as  well  as  some  potentially  beneficial 
effects. 

We  ought  to  insist  that  we  have  all  of 
the  facts  before  we  move  forward  on  a 
program  that  will  unquestionably 
mean  enormous  profits  to  some  compa- 
nies and  industries.  It  will  perhaps  give 
at  least  the  appearance  of  security  to 
some  of  our  senior  citizens  for  a  period 
of  time,  but  that  security  will  be  illu- 
sory unless  it  is  carefully  crafted  and 
there  are  built-in  kinds  of  protections 
which  are  not  evidenced  in  the  proposal 
that  we  are  reviewing  or  considering 
this  afternoon. 

It  is  interesting.  Mr.  President,  to 
compare  the  generous  benefits  that  the 
authors  of  the  Senate  resolution  enjoy 


under  our  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefit  Program  plan  available  to 
every  Member  of  Congress  to  the  less 
adequate  benefits  provided  for  Medi- 
care. 

We  are  going  to  find  out  that  while 
the  mesisure  we  will  be  debating  here  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  cuts  back  on  protec- 
tions for  our  senior  citizens,  we  sure 
are  not  cutting  back  on  the  protections 
for  any  of  the  Members  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. That  is  an  interesting  irony. 

We  heard  so  much  in  the  early  part  of 
the  year  about  how  we  will  make  sure 
that  every  law  that  we  pass  in  the  Con- 
gress is  going  to  be  applicable  to  the 
Members  of  Congress.  Remember  those 
speeches?  We  heard  them  from  morning 
until  eveningtime  here  in  the  Senate. 
And  it  is  right  that  we  do  that.  But 
how  interesting  that  we  do  not  say  we 
are  going  to  provide  for  the  American 
people  all  the  benefits  that  we  have 
here  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

If  we  wanted  to.  we  could  give  to  the 
American  people  the  kind  of  health 
benefits  that  we  have,  by  extending  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefit  Pro- 
gram. Many  of  us  have  supported  this 
in  the  past;  many  of  us  fought  laist  year 
to  try  to  make  this  available.  FEHBP 
affects  10  million  Americans.  We  have 
40  million  Americans  who  do  not  have 
health  care  coverage,  and  16  million  of 
those  who  are  children.  We  could  do 
very  well  if  we  just  provided  the  exten- 
sion of  the  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefit  Program  to  all  Americans.  But, 
again,  we  are  not  debating  that  issue 
here.  We  are  not  involved  in  that  de- 
bate here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

We  are  talking  about  the  Medicare 
Select  issue,  a  very  narrow,  very  de- 
fined issue.  We  will  be  debating,  tomor- 
row, and  perhaps  the  day  after  tomor- 
row, and  for  a  series  of  tomorrows,  the 
proposed  cuts  that  are  coming  in  Medi- 
care, in  the  budget  proposal,  that  will 
not  be  utilized  for  health  care  reform 
as  we  tried  to  do  last  year.  We  tried  to 
provide  some  prescription  drug  benefit. 
We  tried  to  provide  some  home  care. 
We  tried  to  provide  some  community- 
based  care.  We  tried  to  provide  some 
additional  protections  for  our  elderly. 

But  no,  this  year  we  are  going  to  go 
ahead  and  cut  the  Medicare  Program  to 
set  aside  a  little  kitty  of  $170  billion 
that  can  be  used  someday  in  the  future 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  Take  benefits 
away  from  the  seniors  in  the  Medicare 
Program,  raise  their  copayments,  raise 
their  premiums,  raise  their 
deductibles,  raise  all  of  their  costs  so 
that  we  can  put  over  here  a  little  sav- 
ing account  that  can  be  drawn  down  to 
allow  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals. 

That  is  what  we  will  be  debating. 
And  it  is  also  amazing  to  me  that  we 
will  have  a  time  constraint  on  this 
issue  that  is  going  to  affect  the  quality 
of  life  for  our  senior  citizens  in  such  a 
dramatic   way.   We   do   not  have   that 
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time  restraint  this  afternoon,  when  we 
are  debating  Medicare  Select,  but  we 
will  have  it  when  that  budget  bill  is 
called  up. 

It  is  important  that  we  put  some  of 
these  measures  into  proportion.  This 
issue.  Medicare  Select,  is  being  pressed 
this  afternoon.  We  are  on  the  eve  of 
what  will  be  a  very  important  debate, 
not  only  here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  but  across  this  countryside; 
whether  or  not  we  want  to  say  to  our 
senior  citizens  we  are  going  to  cut  your 
benefits  so  we  can  use  those  savings, 
those  cuts,  those  resources  that  we 
have  captured  from  you  to  give  a  tax 
cut  to  the  wealthiest  individuals. 

Maybe  that  is  what  the  election  was 
about  last  November.  It  certainly  was 
not  about  that  in  my  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts. People  will  say.  out  here  on 
the  Senate  floor:  They  voted  for 
change.  Is  this  the  kind  of  change  that 
the  people  voted  for,  Mr.  President, 
$256  billion  in  Medicare  cuts  so  we  can 
provide  $170  billion  for  tax  reductions 
for  the  wealthiest  individuals?  Is  that 
what  the  election  was  about  last  fall? 

I  do  not  believe  so.  And  I  think  that 
is  why  all  of  us  are  seeing,  in  our  own 
States,  that  those  who  are  paying  in- 
creasing attention  to  what  we  are  de- 
bating and  what  we  are  acting  on,  are 
going  to  be  so  concerned  by  this  par- 
ticular budget  proposal. 

Sure  we  have  to  get  some  savings  in 
Medicare.  Sure  we  have  to  have  some 
reductions  in  expenditures.  But  what 
we  did  last  year,  when  we  proposed 
comprehensive  health  care  reform,  was 
to  try  to  bring  about  the  kinds  of 
changes  that  over  the  long  term  are 
going  to  provide  important  quality 
health  protections  for  our  senior  citi- 
zens, and  second,  to  get  a  handle  on 
health  care  costs.  We  need  to  get  a 
handle  not  only  on  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid costs  but  also  on  the  total  health 
care  system,  since  Medicare  costs  are 
only  15  percent  of  total  national  health 
expenditures.  The  notion  that  we  can 
deal  with  escalating  health  care  costs 
by  cutting  Medicare  alone,  shows  a 
fundamental  lack  of  understanding  of 
the  basic  elements  of  the  health  care 
debate. 

Medicare  provides  no  coverage  at  all 
for  outpatient  prescription  drugs,  but 
they  are  fully  covered  under  the  most 
popular  plan  in  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefit  Program.  The  combined 
deductible  for  doctor  and  hospital  serv- 
ices under  the  average  Blue  Cross  and 
Blue  Shield  plan  is  $350;  for  Medicare 
the  combined  deductible  is  $816.  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  covers  unlimited 
hospital  days  with  no  copayments; 
under  Medicare,  seniors  face  $179  per 
day  copayments  after  60  days;  $358 
after  90  days.  After  150  days  Medicare 
pays  nothing  at  all. 

Compare  the  differences  between 
what  our  seniors  are  facing  and  what 
the  Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate  are 
facing.  Medicare  covers  a  few  preven- 


tive services  but  does  not  cover 
screenings  for  heart  disease,  for  pros- 
tate cancer,  for  other  cancer  tests — all 
FEHBP  benefits.  Dental  services  are 
covered  for  Members  of  Congress.  We 
have  them  for  Members  of  Congress — 
not  for  the  Medicare  recipients.  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  are  protected  against 
skyrocketing  out-of-pocket  costs  by  a 
cap  on  their  total  liability.  There  is  no 
cap  on  how  much  a  senior  citizen  has 
to  pay  for  Medicare  copayments  on 
deductibles. 

Members  of  Congress  earn  $133,600  a 
year.  The  average  senior's  income  is 
$17,750.  For  the  limited  Medicare  bene- 
fits seniors  receive  they  pay  $46.10  a 
month,  but  for  their  comprehensive  in- 
surance coverage  Members  of  Congress 
will  pay  a  grand  total  of  $44.05  a 
month.  Seniors  actually  pay  $2  more 
out  of  incomes  about  an  eighth  as 
large. 

Is  that  something  for  our  seniors  to 
hear  about  as  we  are  going  to  be  con- 
sidering a  program  that  is  going  to  cut 
their  programs  even  more — and  yet  not 
affecting  the  Members  of  Congress  at 
all?  We  have  had  this  debate,  some  of 
us,  for  a  number  of  years.  Let  us  just 
give  to  the  American  people  what  we 
give  to  the  Members  of  Congress.  But 
we  are  not  doing  that,  not  with  Medi- 
care. We  are  being  told  to  go  ahead  and 
provide  additional  burdens  on  the  sen- 
ior citizens  that  are  not  being  asked  of 
the  Members  of  Congress. 

No  wonder  people  wonder  what  this  is 
about.  Is  this  the  change  that  we  voted 
for?  I  would  love  to  ask  a  group  of  citi- 
zens in  any  State,  is  this  the  change 
you  voted  for  last  November?  For  fur- 
ther cuts  on  the  Medicare  benefits,  in- 
creasing copayments,  increasing 
deductibles  to  the  tune  of  $256  billion, 
taking  $170  billion  of  it  and  reserving  it 
over  here  for  tax  cuts?  Is  that  what  the 
American  i)eople  wanted  as  the  change? 
Or  did  they  believe  in  what  we  have  as 
Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  what 
more  than  9  million  other  Americans 
have,  the  Federal  employees?  Surely 
they  were  thinking  when  they  voted, 
"OK,  if  it  is  good  enough  for  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  it  ought  to  be  good 
enough  for  all  Americans,  young  and 
old  alike?" 

This  debate  is  going  to  be  important 
in  these  next  several  days.  I  hope  and 
urge  our  seniors  to  watch  this  debate 
and  listen  carefully.  Listen  carefully  to 
those  who  are  making  recommenda- 
tions to  cut  Medicare.  Listen  to  their 
responses  to  the  challenges  about  eq- 
uity to  our  seniors. 

This  President  has  indicated  he  will 
listen.  He  will  listen  to  proposals  to 
cut  Medicare  if  they  are  about  total 
health  care  reform.  This  means  that  we 
are  going  to  do  something  for  our  sen- 
iors that  is  going  to  enhance  the  qual- 
ity of  health  care  in  such  areas  as  pre- 
vention, home  care,  and  community- 
based  systems.  It  means  making  a  dif- 
ference   by    reducing    deductibles    or 
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making  payments  for  pharmaceuticals 
so  seniors  will  not  be  distressed  every 
time  they  take  much-needed  prescrip- 
tion drugs;  so  they  do  not  need  to  de- 
cide whether  they  can  afford  to  go 
down  and  get  that  prescription  for  $50, 
$75.  $100  per  month,  when  they  do  not 
have  enough  food  on  their  table  or  heat 
in  their  home?  We  will  have  the  chance 
to  debate  that.  We  welcome  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so. 

The  authors  of  the  budget  resolution 
do  not  seem  to  understand  how  limited 
the  incomes  of  senior  citizens  are.  Be- 
cause of  their  budget,  millions  of  sen- 
ior citizens  will  be  forced  to  go  without 
the  health  care  they  need.  Millions 
more  will  have  to  choose  between  food 
on  the  table,  adequate  heat  in  the  win- 
ter, paying  the  rent,  or  medical  care. 
This  budget  resolution  is  cruel.  It  is 
unjust.  Senior  citizens  have  earned 
their  Medicare  payments.  They  have 
paid  for  them,  and  they  deserve  them. 

Medicare  cuts  in  this  resolution 
harm  more  than  senior  citizens.  These 
proposals  will  strike  a  body  blow  to  the 
quality  of  American  medicine  by  dam- 
aging hospitals  and  other  health  care 
institutions  that  depend  upon  Medi- 
care. These  institutions  provide  essen- 
tial care  for  Americans  of  all  ages,  not 
just  senior  citizens.  And  progress  in 
medical  research  and  training  of  health 
professionals  depends  upon  their  finan- 
cial stability.  The  academic  health 
centers,  the  public  hospitals,  and  the 
rural  hospitals  will  bear  especially 
heavy  burdens.  As  representatives  of 
the  academic  health  centers  that  are 
the  guarantors  of  excellence  in  health 
care  in  America  said  of  this  budget, 
"Every  American's  quality  of  life  will 
suffer  as  a  result,"  because  there  will 
be  less  funding  to  support  the  best 
health  professional  education  and 
training  to  the  young  people  of  this 
country,  and  there  will  be  a  diminution 
in  support  for  the  research  that  is  asso- 
ciated with  the  great  medical  centers 
in  this  country. 

In  addition,  massive  Medicare  cuts 
will  inevitably  impose  a  hidden  tax  on 
workers  and  businesses,  who  will  face 
increased  costs  and  higher  insurance 
premiums  as  physicians  and  hospitals 
shift  even  more  costs  to  the  non- 
elderly.  According  to  the  recent  statis- 
tics. Medicare  now  pays  only  68  percent 
of  what  the  private  sector  pays  for 
comparable  physician  services;  for  hos- 
pital care,  the  figure  is  69  percent.  The 
proposed  Republican  cuts  will  widen 
this  already  ominous  gap. 

The  impact  of  these  cuts  on  local 
communities  will  be  astounding.  In  my 
State  of  Massachusetts  we  have  123 
hospitals.  Historically,  one  of  the  best 
and  most  efficient  hospitals  has  in 
Barnstable  County,  not  far  from  my 
home  on  Cape  Cod.  But  it  has  had  in- 
creasing difficulty  serving  its  patients 
in  recent  years.  What  changed?  The 
doctors  have  not  changed.  The  nurses 
have  not  changed.  The  ability  to  get 
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the  good  kind  of  equipment  has  not 
changed.  The  training  that  they  went 
through  has  not  changed.  What  has 
changed?  The  percentage  of  Medicare 
beneficiaries  being  attended  to  in  that 
hospital  changed. 

Ln  my  State  of  Massachusetts,  any 
hospital  that  gets  close  to  55  and  67 
percent  Medicare  is  headed  for  bank- 
ruptcy because  of  the  reimbursement 
rates.  What  are  we  doing?  Do  you  know 
what  happens?  Hospitals  must  cut  back 
on  the  nurses;  they  cut  back  on  their 
outreach  programs  in  the  community 
to  work  with  children;  they  cut  back 
on  their  training  programs;  they  cut 
back,  as  much  as  they  regret  it,  on  the 
quality  of  care  people  get — not  just  for 
the  elderly  people,  but  for  all  the  peo- 
ple being  served. 

What  happens  locally?  Communities 
raise  local  taxes  to  try  to  assist  hos- 
pitals, or  they  appeal  to  the  State 
house  and  try  to  get  additional  re- 
sources. They  try  to  get  the  revenues 
from  someplace.  Either  localities  ac- 
cept a  decline  in  health  care  quality  or 
they  have  to  raise  additional  resources 
locally  or  at  the  State  level.  Maybe 
some  other  States  are  experiencing 
generous  surpluses,  but  you  are  not 
going  to  find  many  that  are  in  our  re- 
gion of  the  country. 

Financial  cutbacks  that  have  oc- 
curred in  the  past  have  made  it  dif- 
ficult for  hospitals  to  provide  the  ex- 
cellent services  they  are  used  to  pro- 
viding, and  the  kinds  of  cutbacks  being 
discussed  by  the  Republicans  now  will 
CQly  exacerbate  this  problem. 

The  right  way  to  slow  Medicare  cost 
growth  is  in  the  context  of  a  broad 
health  reform  program  that  will  slow 
health  inflation  and  in  the  economy  as 
a  whole.  That  is  the  way  to  bring  Fed- 
eral health  care  costs  under  control 
without  cutting  benefits  or  shifting 
costs  to  the  working  families. 

In  the  context  of  a  broad  reform,  the 
special  needs  of  the  academic  health 
centers,  the  rural  hospitals,  and  inner- 
city  hospitals  can  also  be  addressed. 
Unilateral  Medicare  cuts  alone,  by  con- 
trast, could  destroy  the  availability 
and  the  quality  of  care  for  the  young 
and  old  alike. 

The  President  said  that  he  is  willing 
to  work  for  a  bipartisan  reform  of  the 
health  care  system,  but  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  have  said  no.  The  only 
bipartisan  shift  they  seem  to  he  inter- 
ested in  is  the  kind  that  says.  "Join  us 
in  slashing  Medicare."  That  is  not  the 
kind  of  bipartisanship  the  American 
people  want. 

The  authors  of  the  budget  resolution 
claim  to  protect  Social  Security  while 
making  draconian  cuts  in  Medicare. 
But  the  distinction  is  a  false  one  be- 
cause Medicare  is  part  of  Social  Secu- 
rity. Like  Social  Security,  it  is  a  com- 
pact between  the  Government  and  the 
people  that  says,  "Pay  into  the  trust 
fund  during  your  working  years  and  we 
will  guarantee  decent  health  care   in 


your  old  age."  This  Republican  budget 
breaks  that  compact. 

As  the  ceremonies  on  'V-E  Day  this 
past  week  remind  us,  today's  senior 
citizens  have  stood  by  America  in  war 
and  in  peace,  and  America  must  stand 
by  them  now.  The  senior  citizens  have 
worked  hard.  They  brought  us  out  of 
the  Depression.  They  fought  in  the  Sec- 
ond World  War.  Their  sons  fought  in 
the  Korean  war,  and  the  Vietnam  War. 
They  have  sacrificed  greatly  to  ad- 
vance the  interests  of  their  children. 
They  played  by  the  rules. 

If  this  country  is  the  great  country 
that  all  of  us  believe  that  it  is,  it  is 
really  a  tribute  to  the  senior  citizens. 
They  have  contributed  to  Medicare. 
They  have  earned  their  Medicare  bene- 
fits. And  they  deserve  to  have  them. 

This  Republican  budget  proposes  to 
take  those  benefits  away,  and  it  should 
be  rejected. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  UNITED  STATES  EMBASSY  IN 
ISRAEL 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
sought  recognition  this  afternoon  to 
respond  to  those  who  have  raised  an 
issue  about  the  current  efforts  to  have 
the  United  States  Embassy  moved  to 
Jerusalem,  the  capital  of  Israel,  in- 
stead of  its  current  location  in  Tel 
Aviv. 

There  have  been  some  suggestions 
that  we  are  motivated  for  political  pur- 
poses in  1995  to  raise  this  issue.  The 
history  of  these  efforts  conclusively  re- 
futes that  contention.  A  bill  was  intro- 
duced on  October  1.  1983,  S.  2031,  co- 
sponsored  at  that  time  by  50  United 
States  Senators,  which  sought  to  have 
the  United  States  Emba.ssy  and  the  res- 
idence of  the  American  Ambassador  to 
Israel  hereafter  be  located  in  the  city 
of  Jerusalem. 

That  resolution  was  referred  to  com- 
mittee and  was  not  called  for  a  vote, 
but  it  was  later  noted  that  in  addition 
to  the  50  U.S.  Senators,  there  were  227 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives who  joined  in  endorsing  that 
transfer  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  from  Tel 
Aviv  to  Jerusalem. 

Then  on  March  26,  1990,  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  106  was  introduced, 
which  called  for  the  recognition  of  Je- 
rusalem as  the  capital  of  Israel,  and 
that  resolution  was  passed  in  the  Sen- 
ate by  a  voice  vote. 

Then,  following  those  actions,  on 
February  24,  1995,  a  letter  was  sent  to 
Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher 


signed  by  92  U.S.  Senators  evidencing 
strong  bipartisan  support,  again  call- 
ing for  the  moving  of  the  U.S.  Embassy 
from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem. 

Mr.  President,  I  wjis  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  2031  which  was  introduced 
back  on  October  31,  1983;  supported 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  106  back 
in  1990;  and  joined  in  the  letter  of  Feb- 
ruary 24.  1995,  evidencing  my  consist- 
ent support  for  this  program. 

Recently,  the  Prime  Minister  of  Is- 
rael, Yitzhak  Rabin,  was  in  Washing- 
ton, and  the  issue  was  raised  as  to 
whether  or  not  action  by  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  in  calling  for  the 
removal  of  the  Embassy  from  Tel  Aviv 
to  Jerusalem  would  be  an  impediment 
to  the  peace  process  which  is  ongoing 
at  the  present  time  because  obviously 
we  do  not  wish  to  interfere  with  the 
peace  process.  At  that  time.  Prime 
Minister  Rabin  responded  that  it  was  a 
matter  for  U.S.  Congressmen,  Senators 
and  Representatives,  to  express  them- 
selves as  they  saw  fit.  He  did  not  ap- 
pear perturbed  that  action  in  this  way 
would  be  an  impediment  to  the  peace 
process  in  the  Mideast. 

The  negotiators  of  Israel  and  the 
PLO  are  scheduled,  as  I  understand  it. 
to  take  up  the  status  of  Jerusalem  ap- 
proximately a  year  from  now.  I  think 
there  is  no  doubt  about  the  Israeli  posi- 
tion that  Jerusalem  is  an  undivided 
city,  and  certainly  I  think  there  is  no 
doubt  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  about  Jerusalem  being  an  undi- 
vided city  and  it  being  the  judgment  of 
Israel  as  to  where  its  capital  should  be. 
The  tradition  is,  the  unbroken  tradi- 
tion is  that  the  embassies  are  located 
in  the  capital  city,  and  it  is  a  fun- 
damental matter  therefore  that  the 
United  States  Embassy  and  the  Ambas- 
sador's residence  ought  to  be  located  in 
the  capital  of  Israel  just  as  the  Em- 
bassy and  Ambassador's  residence  are 
located  in  the  capital  city  of  every  na- 
tion with  the  host  nation  determining 
where  its  capital  should  be. 

We  have  to  make  decisions  on  mat- 
ters of  this  sort.  Mr.  F>resident,  as  we 
see  it.  There  is  no  doubt  about  the 
strong  relationship  between  the  United 
States  and  Israel,  but  judgments  need 
to  be  made  by  Senators  and  Congress- 
men as  to  what  we  think  is  appro- 
priate. Many  of  us  have  joined  over  the 
years  in  urging  that  the  Embassy  be 
moved  to  Jerusalem,  and  I  think  that 
the  record  is  consistent  over  such  a 
long  period  of  time  that  there  is  no  ap- 
propriate way  someone  could  make  a 
claim  that  it  is  a  matter  for  political 
purposes. 

The  distinguished  majority  leader. 
Senator  Dole,  has  been  singled  out  in  a 
number  of  newspaper  editorials,  others 
of  us  less  prominent  than  the  majority 
leader  have  not  been  so  identified,  but 
I  am  confident  that  all  of  us  in  exercis- 
ing our  judgment  in  calling  for  the  lo- 
cation of  the  U.S.  Embassy  to  be  in  Je- 
rusalem instead  of  Tel  Aviv  are  doing 
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it  because  we  think  it  is  the  appro- 
priate course  of  conduct,  and  no  one, 
no  falrminded  person,  can  say  that 
when  the  record  goes  back  to  1983  in 
the  endorsement  of  this  resolution, 
there  could  be  any  political  motiva- 
tion. I  think  that  ought  to  be  consid- 
ered and  the  record  ought  to  be  set 
straight  on  this  issue. 


CONTRACT  WITH  THE  AMERICAN 
FAMILY 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  comment  on  the 
proposed  Contract  With  the  American 
Family  which  was  the  subject  of  an 
early  morning  "Good  Morning  Amer- 
ica" telecast  where  Ralph  Reed,  Jr., 
appeared  as  the  spokesman  in  favor  of 
the  Contract  With  the  American  Fam- 
ily, and  I  was  invited  to  appear  and  did 
appear  in  expressing  my  personal  views 
on  that  subject. 

It  is  my  view,  Mr.  President,  that  we 
have  the  fundamental  contract  which 
governs  the  relationship  of  Americans 
with  their  Government,  U.S.  citizens 
with  their  Government,  and  the  rela- 
tionships among  U.S.  citizens,  and  that 
basic  contract  is  called  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  It  is  a  docu- 
ment which  has  served  this  country 
very,  very  well  since  1787.  And  there  is 
appended  to  the  U.S.  Constitution  a 
Bill  of  Rights  which  has  served  this 
country  very  well  since  1791. 

The  first  amendment  of  that  Bill  of 
Rights  provides  for  freedom  of  religion, 
which  is  the  very  basis  of  our  American 
society— freedom  of  religion,  freedom 
of  the  press,  freedom  of  speech,  free- 
dom of  assembly,  freedom  to  petition 
our  Government. 

The  United  States  was  founded  by 
the  Pilgrims  who  came  to  this  country 
in  the  early  1600's.  coming  for  religious 
freedom.  And  if  I  may  on  a  personal 
note.  Mr.  President,  say  that  my  par- 
ents came  to  this  country  in  the  early 
1900's  for  the  same  reason. 

When  the  so-called  Contract  With  the 
American  Family  calls  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  involving  freedom  of 
religion  and  the  first  amendment,  I  be- 
lieve it  is  not  well  placed.  I  believe 
that  the  Jeffersonian  wall  of  separa- 
tion of  church  and  state  is  firmly  es- 
tablished for  the  benefit  of  America, 
and  I  think  it  is  most  unwise  to  have 
an  amendment  to  the  first  amendment 
freedom  of  religion,  which  is  what  is 
called  for  by  this  newly  drafted  Con- 
tract With  the  American  Family. 

When  Mr  Ralph  Reed,  Jr.,  speaks  on 
behalf  of  that  contract,  and  when  his 
mentor.  Rev.  Pat  Robertson,  speaks  on 
the  subject.  Reverend  Robertson  makes 
the  statement  that  there  is  no  con- 
stitutional doctrine  of  separation  of 
church  and  state,  that  it  is  a  lie  of  the 
left.  I  believe  that  is  directly  contrary 
to  the  Constitution  itself,  to  the  intent 
of  the  Founding  Fathers.  Certainly  this 
is    not    Arlen    Specter's    statement. 


This  is  the  statement  of  Thomas  Jef- 
ferson, articulating  the  doctrine  of  sep- 
aration of  church  and  state. 

When  Mr.  Ralph  Reed.  Jr..  articu- 
lates a  need  to  change  the  law  of  the 
land  as  articulated  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Casey 
versus  Planned  Parenthood  and  Roe 
versus  Wade,  which  held  on  a  constitu- 
tional basis  that  a  woman  has  a  right 
to  choose,  there  again  we  are  looking 
for  constitutional  change,  which  I  sub- 
mit is  unwise  and  is  unwarranted. 

There  are  some  parts  of  the  proposals 
which  I  think  are  fine.  When  they  call 
for  an  attack  on  criminals  and  in  sup- 
port of  benefits  for  victims,  I  heartily 
endorse  that  and  have  done  that  for 
many  years  since  my  days  as  an  assist- 
ant district  attorney,  through  the  DA 
of  Philadelphia,  through  my  service  in 
this  body  with  special  reference  to  the 
Judiciary  Committee. 

When  they  call  to  crack  down  on  por- 
nography as  it  relates  to  children, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  has  set  a 
very  rigid  standard  and  we  should  do 
all  we  can  to  enforce  that  standard. 
There,  again,  is  something  I  have  done 
personally  over  the  years  in  the  dis- 
trict attorney's  office  in  Philadelphia 
and  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

And  when  there  is  a  call  to  have 
women  who  are  homemakers  have 
available  to  them  the  same  opportuni- 
ties for  individual  retirement  accounts, 
I  say  that  is  just  and  right. 

We  have  a  contract  with  America  in 
the  Constitution  which  has  served  this 
country  so  well.  And  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  there  has  been  a  Con- 
tract With  America  which  has  been 
adopted  in  large  measure  in  the  House 
and  has  been  adopted  to  some  extent  in 
the  Senate  and  is  under  further  consid- 
eration and  I  think  will  be  adopted 
with  few  significant  changes. 

But  if  every  group  comes  forward  to 
insist,  Mr.  President,  on  their  own  view 
of  what  there  should  be  in  the  relation- 
ship between  the  Government  and  its 
citizens,  among  its  citizens,  then  I  sug- 
gest to  you  that  we  are  going  to  be  a 
very,  very  fragmented  society,  and 
that  it  is  not  wise  to  have  any  one 
group  seek  to  determine  the  social 
mores  of  this  country. 

This  country  is  strong  because  it  is  a 
melting  pot.  It  is  strong  because  we 
recognize  diversity.  America  is  strong 
because  we  do  not  break  into  individ- 
ual groups  and  have  one  group  seek  to 
impose  its  ideas  on  any  other  group. 

So  when  an  idea  comes  forward  that 
there  ought  to  be  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  I  say  no.  When  the  idea 
comes  forward  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
change  in  the  first  amendment's  free- 
dom-of-religion  provision.  I  say  no. 
When  the  idea  comes  forward  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  change  in  the  Con- 
stitution as  it  has  been  interpreted  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  a  woman's  right  to  choose.  I 
say  no. 
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It  is  time.  Mr.  President,  in  America 
for  unifying  actions,  not  for  divisive 
actions.  One  Contract  With  America 
from  the  Congress  elected  by  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States  is  sufficient. 
What  we  really  need  to  do  is  rely  on 
the  basic  contract  with  America,  and 
that  is  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  Senator  on  the  fioor,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  fMr. 
ABR.^H.iiM).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SCHEDULE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate to  my  colleagues  that  there  is 
an  effort  underway  to  come  to  some 
agreement  on  H.R.  483,  the  Medicare 
Select  bill.  Hopefully,  we  can  reach  an 
agreement  and  pass  the  bill,  maybe 
with  one  or  two  agreed  upon  amend- 
ments. If  we  can  do  it  by  voice  vote, 
there  would  not  be  any  additional 
votes  today.  We  do  not  have  that 
agreement  yet.  As  soon  as  we  do,  I  will 
notify  my  colleagues.  Senator  Ch.\fee 
has  been  working  with  Senator  Rockk- 
FEM.ER  and  others.  Hopefully,  we  will 
be  able  to  advise  our  colleagues  in  10. 
20  minutes. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  majority  leader  is 
exactly  right.  We  are  working  now 
with  staffs  trying  to  see  if  we  cannot 
come  to  an  agreement  on  the  problems 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia, Senator  Rockefeller.  Every- 
thing seems  to  take  longer  than  any- 
body thinks  around  here.  So  I  would 
say  in  the  next  half-hour,  I  hope,  we 
can  have  some  information  on  whether 
indeed  there  would  be  the  necessity  for 
a  vote. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  think  everything  else 
that  we  can  take  up  has  been  taken  up. 
There  is  only  one  nomination  on  the 
calendar.  There  is  no  other  legislation 
that  we  can  take  up  at  this  time. 

Tomorrow  we  will  start  on  the  budg- 
et. I  understand  the  Democrats  will 
have  a  caucus  at  10:30  in  the  morning 
and,  hopefully,  they  will  allow  us  to 
start  on  the  budget  at  noon  tomorrow. 
Otherwise,  we  would  have  to  wait  until 
tomorrow  evening  to  start  on  the  budg- 
et. There  are  50  hours  of  debate.  Of 
course,  it  is  more  than  just  50  hours. 

We  did  indicate  to  and  promise  the 
President  that  we  would  try  to  com- 
plete the  antiterrorist  legislation  be- 
fore Memorial  Da.y.  So  we  would  have 
to  finish  the  budget  by  next  Wednesday 
night.  I  think  we  will  need  probably  a 
couple   of  days   on    the   antiterrorism 


legislation  and  then  there  would  be  the 
Memorial  Day  recess,  which  could  be 
the  last  recess  of  the  year,  but  I  hope 
not. 

Unless  we  can  work  out  some  accom- 
modation on  some  of  these  major  bills, 
the  Senate  will  have  no  alternative  but 
to  stay  here  for  a  considerable  period 
of  time  during  what  might  have  been 
the  August  recess.  If  we  can  start  on 
the  budget  tomorrow— the  House 
should  pass  their  budget  tomorrow.  We 
will  start  on  ours  tomorrow  and  have 
votes  on  tomorrow  and  on  Friday  and 
on  Monday.  If  I  were  Members,  I  would 
be  back  on  Monday;  if  there  is  ever  a 
Monday  on  which  there  will  be  votes,  it 
will  be  this  Monday  on  the  budget,  and 
on  Tuesday  and.  hopefully,  we  can 
complete  action  on  Wednesday.  The 
final  legislation  would  be  the 
antiterrorism  legislation. 

So  I  suggest  that  we  complete  action 
on  this  bill,  and  if  we  can  do  it  without 
votes,  we  will  do  it.  If  not.  Members 
should  not  leave  until  they  have  some 
final  notice. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  the  majority  leader  to  know— and 
I  will  share  this  amendment — I  have 
one  amendment  which  I  think  may  he 
noncontroversial.  I  can  limit  it  to  10 
minutes.  I  would  like  to  at  least  show 
it  to  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  It  is  on  the  Medicare  Select. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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A  VETO  OF  THE  RESCISSION  BILL 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  was  just 
reading  a  wire  story  here.  I  find  it  hard 
to  believe  that  the  House  and  Senate 
have  just  completed  action  on  a  rescis- 
sion bill  which  would  save  about  $16.4 
billion— actually  savings  around  $9  bil- 
lion, because  of  the  $16.4  billion  there 
is  additional  money  for  disaster  assist- 
ance in  Oklahoma  City  and  other  pro- 
grams. I  am  a  little  bit  bewildered  be- 
cause the  President  indicates  if  we 
send  this  bill  to  him-  it  will  be  back 
from  the  House  this  week  and  we  will 
take  it  up  next  week— that  he  will  veto 
it.  I  am  puzzled  because  the  President 
has  said  we  ought  to  reduce  spending. 
So  we  finally  get  a  little  reduction  in 
spending  and  at  his  first  opportunity. 
he  says:  No,  no;  I  am  not  going  to  sign 
it.  I  am  going  to  veto  it  And  at  the 
very  time  he  is  suggesting  that  he  is 
not  going  to  do  anything  on  the  budg- 
et, not  going  to  offer  any  budget  of  his 
own.  We  will  have  a  vote  on  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  He  is  just  going  to  be  a 
spectator  and  not  participate  in  trying 
to  reduce  the  deficit. 


So  it  seems  to  me  the  President  had 
a  golden  opportunity  here  to  exercise 
some  leadership  and  demonstrate  to 
the  American  people  that  he  wants  to 
reduce  Federal  spending,  but  he  struck 
out.  He  does  not  want  to  reduce  Fed- 
eral spending. 

So  what  does  he  do?  He  tries  to 
blame  Republicans.  We  have  cut  too 
many  programs  or  we  have  done  this  or 
done  that.  It  seems  to  me  the  President 
ought  to  carefully  review  what  he  said 
today  and  indicate  to  the  Congress 
that  he  will  sign  this  rescission  pack- 
age. It  is  not  easy  to  save  money 
around  here.  The  taxpayers  wonder 
why  we  do  not  do  more  and  this  is  a 
good  example.  We  have  been  working 
on  this  rescission  bill  for  weeks  and 
weeks  and  months,  in  many  cases  in  a 
bipartisan  way,  and  before  it  even  goes 
to  the  President  he  says  he  is  going  to 
veto  it. 

So  I  think  he  has  missed  a  golden  op- 
portunity and  I  know  he  will  try  to  fig- 
ure out  some  way  to  blame  Repub- 
licans. But  we  cut  programs  that  were 
not  high  priority  and  in  addition  we 
added  spending  for  the  disaster  in 
Oklahoma  City  and  other  programs  the 
President  had  requested. 

So.  Mr.  President,  if  you  have  an  op- 
portunity to  look  at  it  one  more  time, 
I  suggest  maybe  you  might  want  to  re- 
verse your  position.  Because  if  you  are 
not  willing  to  even  save  $9  biilion  in 
Federal  spending,  we  are  talking  about 
many.  many,  many,  many  times  that 
much  in  the  budget  resolution  we  are 
going  to  start  debating  here  tomorrow. 
If  this  is  any  indication  of  the  leader- 
ship in  the  White  House,  it  is  probably 
a  forgone  conclusion  that  the  President 
will  veto  anything  we  send  him  on  the 
budget  process. 

So  I  would  hope  that  this  is  not  an 
indication  of  the  trend.  I  chink  they 
have  blown  a  very  good  opportunity 
here  to  demonstrate  to  the  American 
people  that  if  they  are  serious  about 
cutting  spending,  serious  about  reining 
in  the  Government,  serious  about  cut- 
ting back  on  some  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment which  the  American  people 
are  tired  of  paying  for,  but  unfortu- 
nately it  appears  the  President  of  the 
United  States  does  not  want  to  cut 
anything— "Don't  touch  anything, 
don't  do  this,  or  don't  do  that"— he  will 
sit  on  the  sidelines  and  he  will  watch 
the  Republicans  as  we  try  to  bring  the 
budget  into  balance  between  now  and 
the  year  2002. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jef- 
P'ORDS).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


there 
is  so 


since 


EXTENDED  USE  OF  MEDICARE 
SELECTED  POLICIES 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  turn  to  the  consideration  of  Cal- 
endar Order  No.  92,  H.R.  483.  regarding 
Medicare  Select,  and  it  be  considered 
under  the  following  time  agreement:  10 
minutes  on  the  bill,  to  be  equally  di- 
vided between  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Finance 
Committee;  that  one  amendment  be  in 
order  to  be  offered  by  Senators  Pack- 
wood,  CHAFEE,  Rockefeller,  and  Ken- 
nedy, on  which  there  will  be  10  minutes 
for  debate  equally  divided  in  the  usual 
form;  and  that  following  the  conclusion 
of  time,  that  the  amendment — namely, 
the  Packwood-Chafee-Rockefeller-Ken- 
nedy  amendments-be  agreed  to;  and 
that  the  bill  be  read  a  third  time  and 
passed  and  that  the  motions  to  recon- 
sider be  laid  upon  the  table  all  without 
any  intervening  action  or  debate 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
objection?  Without  objection,  it 
ordered. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President, 
this  has  been  agreed  to.  I  am  author- 
ized to  say  there  will  be  no  further  roll- 
call  votes  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  bill. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  483)  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  permit  Medicare  Se- 
lect policies  to  be  offered  in  all  States,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  Dole 
be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
nhjectinn    it  is  nn  nrdorocJ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Finance  is  hereby  giving 
a  commitment  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  Senator 
Rockefeller,  that  there  will  be  a 
hearing  on  Medicare  Select  once  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  submits  its  report  on  this  pro- 
gram. 

What  we  are  doing  is  extending  Medi- 
care Select  to  all  50  States  for  18 
months.  This  will  continue  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices determines  one  of  the  following: 
That  beneficiaries  do  not  save  dollars 
compared  to  other  MediGap  policies  or 
that  there  are  additional  expenditures 
under  Medicare  or  that  access  to  qual- 
ity care  is  diminished. 

Mr.  President,  there  will  be  a  GAO 
study  on  whether  or  not  beneficiaries 
have  a  problem  getting  coverage  under 
another  MediGap  policy  if  they  wish  to 
change  policies  and  recommendations 
if  there  are  problems. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  arrange- 
ment here. 
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Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virgrinia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  finished? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  am. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  and  to  say  that  I  agree  with 
what  he  said  and  concur  in  the  amend- 
ment and  do  gladly  accept  it,  as  it 
were,  and  consider  it  good. 

What  this  will  do.  I  think,  is  what 
was  wanted  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
which  is  ideally  what  we  strive  for 
around  here  and  rarely  achieve.  I  had 
been  reluctant  to  see  the  14  States  ex- 
panded to  50;  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
wanted  to  see  the  50,  I  did  not  have 
strong  feelings  about  the  50  until  I  un- 
derstood more  about  what  the  study, 
which  is  going  on  now.  will  show.  I  also 
wanted  to  make  sure  that  if  people 
leave  Medicare  Select  and  want  to  go 
to  another  MediGap  Program,  that 
they  are  not  precluded  from  being  able 
to  Join  another  program  because  of  pre- 
existing conditions,  which,  of  course, 
most  older  people  have. 

It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  good  com- 
promise. This  would  allow  all  50  States 
to  go  into  this,  if  they  chose  to  do  so. 
There  would  be  a  period  of  about  a  year 
and  a  half  that  that  would  take  place. 
Some  people  will  say  the  insurance  in- 
dustry does  not  want  to  do  that  be- 
cause a  year  and  a  half  is  not  enough 
time.  There  are  450.000  people  in  this 
program  now.  so  it  must  be  sufficiently 
interesting  to  the  insurance  compa- 
nies. 

I  am  pleased  that  there  will  be  hear- 
ings on  this.  That  was  a  part  of  my 
original  understanding  with  Senator 
Dole.  Senator  Dole,  who  is  chairman 
of  the  Medicare  Subcommittee  that  I 
am  ranking  member  on.  so  to  speak,  he 
and  I  have  agreed  we  will  work  out, 
along  with  others  who  want  to  be  in- 
volved—modifications to  Medicare  Se- 
lect if  the  study  and  the  experience 
show  that  that  should  take  place.  I 
think  that  is  entirely  proper  and  fair. 

The  GAG  study  itself.  I  think,  is  im- 
portant because  it  would  analyze  the 
problems  that  seniors  are  having  in 
switching  MediGap  policies.  When  we 
talk  about  MediGap  policies,  not  ev- 
erybody necessarily  tunes  in  on  that, 
but  that  is  incredibly  important.  Most 
seniors  have  MediGap  policies  to  make 
up  for  deficiencies  in  Medicare.  These 
policies  are  very  important  to  seniors, 
and  that  is  why  all  of  this  be  done 
properly. 

So.  from  my  point  of  view,  the  com- 
promise is  a  good  one.  It  was  carried 
out  in  honorable  and  good  fashion  be- 
tween the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
Senator  Ch.afee.  Senator  P.'VCKWOOD. 
and.  obviously,  the  majority  leader  and 
myself,  and  Senator  Kennedy.  I  think 
it  is  a  good  compromise.  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 


Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  know  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Texas  wants  to 
speak  briefly  on  this,  and  if  she  needs 
a  few  minutes  of  extra  time.  I  presume 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  will  be 
agreeable  to  that. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1108 

(Purpose.  To  extend  the  period  for  offering 
Medicare  Select  policies  for  2  years) 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
now  to  the  desk  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  which  is  spon- 
sored by  Senators  Packwood,  Ch.^fee, 
Dole— does  Senator  Hutchison  wish  to 
be  listed  likewise? 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Senator  Hutchison, 
Senator  Rockefeller,  and  Senator 
Kennedy,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE],  for  Mr.  Packwood,  for  himself.  Mr. 
CHAFEE.  Mr.  Dole.  Mrs.  Hutchison.  Mr. 
Rockefeller.  Mr.  Kennedy,  and  Mr.  Gor- 
ton, proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1108. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

SECTION  1.  PERMFTTING  MEDICARE  SELECT 
POUCIKS  TO  BE  OFFERED  IN  ALL 
STATES  FOR  AN  EXTENDED  PERIOD. 

Section  4358(c)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990.  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 172(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1994.  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

••(c)  Effective  Date.— (1)  The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  only  apply— 

(A)  in  15  States  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
rpt<«ry  of  Health  and  Human  Services)  and 
such  other  States  as  elect  such  amendments 
to  apply  to  them,  and 

•■(B)  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  during  the  5 
year  period  beginning  with  1992. 

••(2)(A)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  shall  conduct  a  study  that 
compares  the  health  care  costs,  quality  of 
care,  and  access  to  services  under  medicare 
select  policies  with  that  under  other  medi- 
care supplemental  policies.  The  study  shall 
be  based  on  surveys  of  appropriate  age-ad- 
justed sample  populations.  The  study  shall 
be  completed  by  June  30.  1996. 

•■(B)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  during 
1996  whether  the  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  remain  in  effect  beyond  the  5 
year  period  described  in  paragraph  (1)(B). 
Such  amendments  shall  remain  in  effect  be- 
yond such  period  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines (based  on  the  results  of  the  study 
under  subparagraph  (A))  that — 

"(i)  such  amendments  have  not  resulted  in 
savings  of  premiums  costs  to  those  enrolled 
in  medicare  select  policies  (in  comparison  to 
their  enrollment  in  medicare  supplemental 
policies  that  are  not  medicare  select  policies 
and  that  provide  comparable  coverage). 

•■(ii)  there  have  been  significant  additional 
expenditures  under  the  medicare  program  as 
a  result  of  such  amendments,  or 

••(ill)  access  to  and  quality  of  care  has  been 
significantly  diminished  as  a  result  of  such 
amendments. 


(3)  GAO  study: 

The  G.\0  shall  study  and  report  to  Con- 
gress, no  later  than  .June  10.  1996,  on  options 
for  modifying  the  MediGap  market  to  make 
sure  that  continuously  insured  beneficiaries 
are  able  to  switch  plans  without  medical  un- 
derwriting or  new  pre-existing  condition  ex- 
clusions. In  preparing  such  options,  the  GAO 
shall  determine  if  there  are  problems  under 
the  current  system  and  the  impact  of  each 
option  on  the  cost  and  availability  of  insur- 
ance, with  particular  reference  to  the  special 
problems  that  may  arise  for  enroUees  in 
Medicare  Select  plans.". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  just  in 
summary  then,  what  we  have  done  is, 
First,  we  have  promised  that  in  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  we  will  have  a  hear- 
ing on  Medicare  Select  once  the  HHS 
report  comes  in;  second,  this  legisla- 
tion extends  Medicare  Select  to  all  50 
States,  the  15  that  have  it  now  plus  any 
others  that  want  to  come  in  over  the 
next  18  months,  and  that  it  will  con- 
tinue indefinitely,  beyond  the  18 
months  unless  the  Secretary  of  HHS 
determines  that  the  beneficiaries  do 
not  save  money  compared  to  other 
MediGap  policies  or  there  are  addi- 
tional expenditures  by  the  Government 
under  Medicare,  or  access  to  or  quality 
of  care  is  diminished.  Finally,  there 
will  be  a  GAO  study  on  whether  or  not 
the  beneficiaries  have  a  problem  get- 
ting coverage  under  another  MediGap 
policy,  if  they  wish  to  change  policies. 
Furthermore,  the  GAO  would  make 
recommendations  if  there  are  prob- 
lems. 

So,  Mr.  President,  1  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  yield  whatever  time  I 
have. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
do  want  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  sub- 
stitute because  I  think  this  is  one  of 
the  important  positive  things  that  we 
can  do  for  health  care  reform.  This  was 
brought  to  my  attention  by  Congress- 
woman  Johnson  last  year  when  we 
were  afraid  that  this  option  for  our 
seniors  in  the  15  States  using  it  might 
be  lost  in  the  shuffle,  and  I  called  Sen- 
ator Ch.\fee  and  we  worked  to  try  to 
make  sure  that  this  was  extended.  I  am 
very  pleased  that  Senators  Rocke- 
feller and  CHAFEE  have  now  come  to 
an  accommodation  to  not  only  extend 
it  for  the  50  States  but  to  allow  all  peo- 
ple in  all  50  States  on  Medicare  to  have 
the  option  of  selecting  Medicare  Se- 
lect. 

Medicare  Select  is  health  reform  that 
works.  Since  I  have  been  in  the  Senate, 
we  have  spent  more  time  discussing  the 
problems  in  our  health  care  system 
than  about  the  models  of  achievement 
in  the  industry.  What  about  the  reform 
that  has  accomplished  savings  in 
health  care?  Medicare  Select  is  a  pro- 
gram we  should  encourage  and  pro- 
mote, not  to  let  die. 


Medicare  Select  gives  seniort  an  op- 
tion to  save  money.  In  Texas,  more 
than  8.000  seniors  are  enrolled  in  Medi- 
care Select  plans  and  save  an  average 
of  15  to  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  Medi- 
care supplemental  plans.  This  is  a  sig- 
nificant savings  for  those  on  a  fixed  in- 
come. Nationwide.  400.000  people  par- 
ticipate in  this  program  in  15  States.  If 
we  allowed  this  program  to  expire  at 
the  end  of  this  year,  seniors  would  be 
hit  with  higher  premiums. 

Medicare  Select  policies  are  highly 
rated  by  Consumer  Reports  magazine. 
In  its  August  1994  issue.  Consumer  Re- 
ports included  8  Medicare  Select  poli- 
cies in  the  top  15  best  value  MediGap 
products  nationwide.  In  fact,  almost 
every  health  care  reform  bill  intro- 
duced in  this  body  last  year  contained 
a  permanent  extension  of  this  program 
to  50  States. 

The  need  to  extend  Medicare  Select 
Program  is  critical  If  this  program 
were  allowed  to  expire,  premiums  could 
substantially  increase  for  the  current 
Medicare  Select  enrollees  and,  more 
importantly,  would  limit  options  for 
new  Medicare  beneficiaries.  With  the 
recent  report  by  the  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  telling  us  of  the 
dire  straits  of  the  Medicare  Program,  it 
would  be  unthinkable  to  start  elimi- 
nating cost-effective  options  for  pro- 
viding care  to  the  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. 

I  appreciate  Senator  Chafe?:'s  and 
Senator  Rockefeller's  leadership  on 
this.  I  think  they  are  taking  exactly 
the  right  approach.  I  am  glad  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  this  substitute.  When  we 
talk  about  improving  health  care,  here 
is  one  of  the  key  ways  we  can  do  it  so 
that  we  can  provide  options  for  all  50 
States  for  our  seniors  to  have  the  abil- 
ity to  add  to  their  standard  Medicare 
plan  options  that  they  would  want  at 
an  affordable  price. 

I  hope  we  will  adopt  this  quickly.  I 
hope  that  the  other  seniors  in  the 
States  not  now  covered  will  look  into 
this  option,  because  this  is  the  way  we 
can  do  what  this  Congress  has  been  try- 
ing to  do  for  2  years,  and  that  is  to  pro- 
vide more  cost-effective  health  care 
availability  for  our  senior  citizens. 
Thank  you.  Senators  CHAFEE  and 
Rockefeller. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Texas 
for  her  kind  comments.  She  has  been  a 
loyal  supporter  and  active  worker  in 
connection  with  this  Medicare  Select 
effort.  I  congratulate  her  for  what  she 
has  done. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  support  of  Senate  passage  of  the 
Medicare  Select  bill.  H.R.  483.  which  as 
passed  by  the  House  would  extend  the 
current  demonstration  program  beyond 
its  June  30,  1995  cutoff  date  and  expand 
it  from  15  States  to  the  entire  Nation. 

While  it  has  thus  far  been  just  a 
small    3-year   demonstration    program. 


the  Medicare  Select  Program  has  been 
a  tremendous  success  in  the  15  States 
where  it  is  offered,  especially  in  Cali- 
foiTiia. 

Medicare  Select  provides  supple- 
mentary insurance — for  copayments, 
deductibles,  and  other  out-of-pocket 
costs — for  100.000  California  Medicare 
recipients  (roughly  440.000  nationally). 

Seniors  enroll  in  the  low-cost  Medi- 
care Select  Program  in  exchange  for 
participation  in  a  loose-knit  managed 
care  plan. 

This  network  of  providers  are  used  to 
cut  premium  costs  by  10-37  percent 
over  fee  for  service  medigap  products, 
which  translates  into  savings  on 
medigap  premiums  of  up  to  $25  per 
month,  or  $300  per  year. 

In  California,  more  than  2,200  new  en- 
rollees are  being  added  per  month,  be- 
cause the  Medicare  Select  Program  can 
provide  low-cost,  high-quality  health 
benefits,  while  still  retaining  a  high 
degree  of  choice  over  their  physician. 

There  is  no  additional  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

However,  under  current  law,  no  new 
Medicare  recipients  will  be  able  to  en- 
roll in  the  program  after  July  1,  1995, 
when  the  demonstration  program  that 
was  authorized  in  1990  and  extended  for 
6  months  last  year  will  end. 

To  make  sure  that  select  is  contin- 
ued in  California,  I  joined  Senator 
CHAFEE  and  others  in  introducing  Med- 
icare Select  legislation  earlier  this 
year,  and  am  pleased  that  the  House 
was  easily  able  to  pass  legislation  that 
would  extend  the  program  for  5  years 
and  expand  it  to  all  50  States,  with  a 
bipartisan  vote  of  408  to  18. 

This  Medicare  Select  legislation 
should  not  be  confused  or  dragged  down 
with  other,  more  contentious  health 
care  insurance  reform  issues.  Cer- 
tainly, there  are  problems  with  the 
current  medigap  insurance  program 
that  must  be  addressed.  However,  this 
is  a  simple,  straightforward  bill  that 
should  not  be  used  for  those  purposes. 

The  Medicare  Select  Program  is  en- 
tirely voluntary,  and  should  not  be 
confused  with  programs  and  proposals 
that  would  require  seniors  to  join 
HMO's  to  get  their  Medicare.  No  sen- 
iors are  being  forced  or  fooled  into 
joining.  Medicare  Select  seniors  can 
still  receive  service  outside  their  plans, 
and  no  insurers  are  being  forced  to  sell 
this  type  of  product. 

In  fact.  Consumer  Reports  has  listed 
Medicare  Select  products  as  among  its 
highest  rated  values,  and  extension  of 
the  Medicare  Select  Program  has  been 
endorsed  by  the  California  Commis- 
sioner of  Insurance  as  well  as  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Insurance  Com- 
missioners. 

Certainly,  managed  Medicare  pro- 
grams like  Medicare  Select  must  be 
implemented  carefully,  in  order  to  en- 
sure that  Medicare  enrollees  are  appro- 
priately informed  of  the  benefits  of 
this  program,  provided  with  high-qual- 


ity services,  and  ensured  access  to 
highly  trained  physicians. 

However,  the  matter  at  hand  is 
straightforward,  and  the  most  impor- 
tant thing  is  that  Medicare  Select  be 
extended.  Therefore,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Medicare  Select 
legislation. 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Medicare  Select 
Program.  The  bill  we  are  considering 
extends  Medicare  Select  for  5  years  and 
allows  all  States  to  participate.  Fif- 
teen States  are  currently  allowed  to 
take  part  in  this  program  which  pro- 
vides older  Americans  with  a  managed 
care  alternative  to  supplement  their 
Medicare  benefits. 

We  have  a  strong  managed  care  tradi- 
tion in  Wisconsin.  Many  seniors  had 
managed  care  options  during  their  em- 
ployment and  wish  to  maintain  that 
choice  of  care  as  they  retire.  Medicare 
Select  provides  that  opportunity  and  is 
very  popular  in  my  State. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  act  on 
this  legislation.  Medicare  Select  will 
terminate  on  June  30.  Over  26,000  Medi- 
care recipients  in  Wisconsin  will  face 
increased  premiums  and  limited 
choices.  450,000  older  Americans  in  the 
15  States  will  be  hit  with  higher  costs 
if  the  program  is  not  extended. 

At  a  time  when  the  majority  party  is 
pursuing  a  budget  proposal  that  cuts 
Medicare  by  $256  billion— which  would 
greatly  increase  out-of-pocket  costs  for 
older  American's  and  ration  care — we 
should  not  kill  a  program  that  cur- 
rently saves  money  for  older  Ameri- 
cans and  expands  their  options. 

Detractors  from  this  bill  suggest  that 
before  we  act,  we  should  wait  until  a 
study  being  conducted  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  is 
completed  later  this  summer.  Or  will  it 
be  completed  in  December?  No  one 
seems  to  know  when  it  will  be  ready. 
The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  the  study 
was  due  this  past  January.  What's  the 
holdup? 

There  is  one  date  that  I  am  certain 
of— June  30.  1995— the  date  when  Medi- 
care Select  will  terminate. 

I  am  eager  to  see  the  results  of  the 
study  I  just  mentioned.  I  believe  it  will 
have  important  ramifications  on  the 
future  of  managed  care  and  Medicare. 
But  we  must  not  hold  Medicare  Select 
beneficiaries  hostage  until  a  date  un- 
certain. 

During  debate  today,  concerns  have 
been  raised  about  premium  rating 
based  on  age  and  one-time  open  enroll- 
ment periods  under  medigap  policies.  I 
agree  that  these  concerns  should  be  ad- 
dressed. However,  these  issues  relate  to 
all  MediGap  policies,  not  just  Medicare 
Select.  We  should  not  single  out  those 
who  benefit  from  Medicare  Select  in 
order  to  iron  out  differences  in  overall 
MediGap  policy.  We  can  and  should  re- 
view these  issues  under  Medicare  re- 
form and  broader  health  care  reform 
legislation. 
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Medicare  Select  works  for  older  peo- 
ple in  Wisconsin.  It  saves  beneficiaries 
fronn  20  to  30  percent  in  premium  costs 
than  under  traditional  medi^ap  poli- 
cies. 

Medicare  Select  plans  are  subject  to 
the  same  regulations  as  other  medigap 
policies  which  are  regulated  by  the 
States.  Select  plans  must  offer  suffi- 
cient access,  have  an  ongoing  quality 
assurance  program,  and  provide  full 
disclosure  of  network  requirements. 

The  program  saves  money  for  Medi- 
care recipients,  does  not  cost  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  and  perhaps  most  im- 
portantly, provides  many  beneficiaries 
and  providers  their  first  exposure  to 
managed  care. 

Mr  President,  time  is  running  out.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  and  ex- 
tend Medicare  Select. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
Senator  Rockefeller,  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  for  all  of  his  help. 
I  am  glad  we  were  able  to  work  this 
out.  It  looked  a  little  sticky  at  first, 
but  we  have  done  it.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  him  on  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee as  we  have  the  hearings  next 
fall  or  whenever  the  report  comes  in 
from  HHS 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  yielded  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time,  so  if  the  Senator 
will  yield. 

Mr  CHAFEE.  I  yield.  The  Senator 
may  take  as  much  of  my  time  as  he 
wants. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  There  are  two 
points  I  want  to  make  that  I  think  are 
very  important  to  those  who  might  be 
listening  and  who  might  be  confused  at 
this  point.  One  is  that  we  went  from  a 
5-year  extension  to  a  year-and-a-half 
extension.  Then,  as  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  pointed  out.  the  year- 
and-a-half  extension  would  then  be- 
come automatic  unless  the  Secretary 
of  HHS  had  objections  or  found  prob- 
lems or  whatever  That  means  that  ba- 
sically—I  do  not  want  this  to  be  taken 
the  wrong  way— Donna  Shalala  who  is 
watching  this  closely— I  do  not  think 
destructively  but  constructively— 18 
months  would  pass  and  she  would  still 
be  there.  So  that  for  some  of  the  col- 
leagues who  might  be  worried  that  this 
is  an  automatic  extension,  it  is  not.  ex- 
cept as  the  merit  allows  that.  I  think 
that  is  a  matter  of  great  comfort  to 
me.  and  it  is  another  reason  why  I  ap- 
preciate the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. I  thank  him. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro- 
posed, the  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
committee  amendment  and  third  read- 
ing of  the  bill. 


The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  a  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  483).  as  amended, 
was  passed. 

H.R.  483 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  (H.R.  483)  entitled  'An  Act 
to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  permit  medicare  select  policies  to  be 
offered  in  all  States,  and  for  other  purposes", 
do  pass  with  the  following^  amendment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert; 

SECTION  I.  PERAOTTISG  MEDICARE  SELECT 
POLICIES  TO  BE  OFFERED  I\  ALL 
STATES  FOR  AN  EXTENDED  PERIOD. 

Section  4358(c)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990.  as  amended  by  section 
172(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 
1994.  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(c)  Effective  Date.— (I)  The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  only  apply— 

"(A)  in  15  States  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services)  and  such 
other  States  as  elect  such  amendments  to  apply 
to  them,  and 

"(B)  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  during  the  5 
year  period  beginning  with  1992. 

"(2)(A)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  shall  conduct  a  study  that  compares 
the  health  care  costs,  quality  of  care,  and  access 
to  services  under  medicare  select  policies  with 
that  under  other  medicare  supplemental  policies. 
The  study  shall  be  based  on  surveys  of  appro- 
priate age  adjusted  sample  populations.  The 
study  shall  be  completed  by  June  30.  1996. 

■■(B)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  during 
1996  whether  the  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  remain  in  effect  beyond  the  5  year  pe- 
riod described  in  paragraph  (I)(B).  Such  amend- 
ments shall  remain  in  effect  beyond  such  period 
unless  the  Secretary  determines  (based  on  the 
results  of  the  study  under  subparagraph  (A)) 
that— 

■'(i)  such  amendments  have  not  resulted  in 
savings  of  premiums  costs  to  those  enrolled  in 
medicare  select  policies  (in  comparison  to  their 
enrollment  in  medicare  supplemental  policies 
that  are  not  medicare  select  policies  and  that 
provide  comparable  coverage), 

■'(ii)  there  have  been  significant  additional  ex- 
penditures under  the  medicare  program  as  a  re- 
sult of  such  amendments,  or 

"(iii)  access  to  and  quality  of  care  has  been 
significantly  diminished  as  a  result  of  such 
amendments. 

"(3)  The  GAO  shall  study  and  report  to  Con- 
gress, no  later  than  June  10,  1996,  on  options  for 
modifying  the  Medigap  market  to  make  sure 
that  continuously  insured  beneficiaries  are  able 
to  switch  plans  without  medical  underwriting  or 
new  pre-existing  conditions  exclusions.  In  pre- 
paring such  optioris,  the  GAO  shall  determine  if 
there  are  problems  under  the  current  system  and 
the  impact  of  each  option  on  the  cost  and  avail- 
ability of  insurance,  with  particular  reference  to 
the  special  problems  that  may  arise  for  enrollees 
in  Medicare  Select  plans.". 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
that  we  now  have  a  period  for  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  [Mr.  DeWlme]  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  DEWine  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  816  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  DeWINE.  I  yield  the  noor. 

Mr.  LEVIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frlst).  The  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  first  let 
me  thank  our  colleague  from  Ohio  for 
his  usual  courtesy  for  giving  me  that 
little  heads  up  so  I  can  get  ready  to  ad- 
dress the  Senate. 
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AUTOMOTIVE  TRADE 
NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  recently  collapsed  auto- 
motive trade  negotiations  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  and  the  ad- 
ministration's subsequent  announce- 
ment to  impose  reciprocal  restrictions 
on  Japanese  products  and  file  an  unfair 
trade  complaint  with  the  World  Trade 
Organization  is  simple  That  purpose  is 
to  open  Japan's  closed  and  protected 
auto  and  auto  parts  markets. 

■^'esterday,  the  administration  took 
an  important  step  toward  opening  Ja- 
pan's automotive  market  to  American 
products  by  announcing  the  specific 
list  of  Japanese  products  to  be  sanc- 
tioned in  retaliation  for  the  unfair  ex- 
clusion of  American  products  from 
Japan.  We  have  listened  to  25  years  of 
trade  rhetoric  from  one  administration 
after  another  promising  to  open  Ja- 
pan's automotive  markets  to  United 
States  products.  Endless  talks  and  end- 
less negotiations  have  not  produced  re- 
sults. Japan's  markets  remain  almost 
totally  closed,  and  we  have  lost  huge 
numbers  of  jobs  during  this  period. 

I  have  a  little  chart  here  which  shows 
the  statements  of  American  Presidents 
since  1971.  Every  President  of  both  par- 
ties has  had  promises  made  to  him  and. 
in  turn,  has  assured  the  American  peo- 
ple that  we  are  going  to  act  to  open  up 
Japanese  markets  to  American  prod- 
ucts. 

President  Nixon  in  1971  said: 

Japan  has  accelerated  its  program  of  liber- 
alizing its  restrictions  on  imports. 

When  President  Nixon  said  that,  the 
deficit  with  Japan  was  $1.3  billion. 
In  1974.  President  Ford  said: 
The   United   States   and   Japan   will    nefro- 
tiate  to  reduce  tariff  and  other  trat'e  distor- 
tions. 

By  that  time  the  trade  deficit  with 
Japan  had  grown  to  $2.8  billion. 


In  1975.  President  Carter  said: 

[WJe're  tr.ving  to  get  the  Japanese  to  buy 
sparp  parts  and  parts  for  assembly  of  their 
own  automobiles  in  the  U.S. 

By  that  time  the  deficit  had  grown  to 
$2.9  billion. 
President  Reagan  in  1983  said: 
[WJe're    encouraged    by    recent    commit- 
ments to  further  open  Japan's  markets. 

By  that  time  the  trade  deficit  had 
grown  to  $21.6  billion. 

In  1991.  President  Bush  issued  a 
statement  through  the  Vice  President 
as  follows.  Vice  President  Quayle  said: 

The  President  will  take  a  direct  message 
to  the  Prime  Minister  of  Japan  after  the 
first  of  the  year,  saying  that  we  don't  antici- 
pate continuing  business  as  usual. 

Well,  by  then  the  trade  deficit  was 
$43.4  billion.  By  now  the  trade  deficit  is 
over  $60  billion. 

So  actions  clearly  are  long  overdue. 
The  administration's  decision  to  tell 
Japan  to  either  open  its  markets  or  it 
will  face  concrete  reciprocal  restric- 
tions is  the  right  thing  to  do  and  can 
best  be  understood  by  showing  that  de- 
cision in  a  historical  context  of  these 
three  decades.  When  Japan  has  had 
total  access  to  America's  auto  and 
auto  parts  markets  while  we  have  had 
no  real  access  to  Japan's  automotive 
markets,  decades  of  painful  history  and 
lost  American  jobs  have  proven  that 
Japan  will  open  its  markets  only  when 
forced  to  do  so. 

The  Japan  Automobile  Manufactur- 
ers Association,  JAMA,  of  course,  com- 
plains about  the  announced  sanctions. 
In  fact,  the  day  after  United  States 
Trade  Representative  Mickey  Kantor 
announced  last  week  that  we  would 
take  trade  actions  to  open  Japan's 
automotive  markets  to  competition. 
JAMA  put  an  ad  in  the  Washington 
Post  saying  that  managed  trade  does 
not  work.  I  find  it  incredible  that 
Japan  can  even  mouth  the  words 
"managed  trade"  given  the  fact  that 
they  have  the  world's  most  managed 
economy  and  have  had  the  world's 
most  managed  economy  for  decades. 
They  are  the  undisputed  world  cham- 
pions of  managed  trade.  Their  wall  of 
protectionism  against  our  auto  parts 
and  our  automobiles  has  been  built 
over  30  years. 

JAMA's  own  general  director.  Wil- 
liam Chandler  Duncan,  before  becom- 
ing general  director  of  J.AMA,  wrote  a 
book.  That  book  demonstrated  just 
how  Japan  was  able  to  stop  the  opening 
of  its  automobile  market  to  the  United 
States  and  to  our  automobiles,  and 
that  shutting  us  out  of  that  market 
has  been  a  three-decade-old  conscious 
policy  of  the  Japanese  Government. 

In  1973.  Mr.  Duncan  published  a  book 
entitled  "U.S. -Japan  Automobile  Di- 
plomacy. A  Study  in  Economic  Con- 
frontation." What  a  painful  part  of  our 
history  is  set  forth  in  that  book.  The 
book  provides  strong  historical  support 
for  the  administration's  decision  to  pry 
open       markets      which      have      been 


discriminatorally  closed  to  American 
products  for  three  decades.  William 
Duncan's  book  documents  how  Japan's 
automotive  industry  was  protected 
from  outside  competition  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Japan  in  order  to  protect 
their  domestic  auto  industry. 

As  you  are  going  to  hear  from  some 
of  the  quotes  that  I  have  excerpted 
from  this  book,  it  is  a  demonstration  of 
unfair  trade  policy  at  its  worst.  Amer- 
ican negotiators  suffering  from  Japan 
fatique  have  three  decades  of  fruitless 
negotiation  as  a  cause  of  that  fatique. 
An  American  President  has  finally 
acted  based  on  the  certain  belief  that, 
unless  we  do  as  other  countries  and  act 
to  force  open  Japan's  market  with  re- 
ciprocal treatment,  that  market  will 
remain  closed. 

Mr.  Duncan's  book  gives  us  a  histori- 
cal view  of  the  years  1967  to  1971.  It  has 
only  gotten  worse. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  selected  quotations  from  the 
book  entitled  "U.S. -Japan  Automobile 
Diplomacy,  A  Study  in  Economic  Con- 
frontation "  by  William  Chandler  Dun- 
can be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rials was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Selected    Quotes    From    Unfted    States- 

j.^p.^n  automobile  diplomacy.  a  study  in 

Eco.NOMic  Confrontation 

The  period  under  discussion  ranges  from 
the  opening  of  the  U.S.  diplomatic  offensive 
in  the  fall  of  1967  until  the  Japanese  approval 
of  the  Mitsubishi-Chrysler  joint  venture  in 
June  1971  where  Chrysler  was  limited  to  35 
percent  ownership  of  Mitsubishi  over  3  years. 

"The  course  of  trade  and  capital  liberaliza- 
tion was  not  a  smooth  one.  It  involved  time- 
consuming  consultations  between  govern- 
ment and  industry,  long-term  schedules  of 
decontrol,  and  complicated  qualifications  at- 
tached to  concessions  granted.  This  natu- 
rally lead  to  frustrations,  if  not  bitterness, 
on  the  part  of  many  American's  anxious  to 
share  in  rapidly  expanding  Japanese  mar- 
kets." [Introduction,  page  16] 

"Though  this  dispute  was  later  attributed 
to  a  misunderstanding,  it  nevertheless  clear- 
ly indicates  the  reluctance  of  the  Japanese 
to  negotiate  as  well  as  the  type  of  frustra- 
tion that  was  to  plague  the  U.S.  team  con- 
tinually." [page  4] 

[January  1968]  "It  was  natural,  therefore, 
that  the  Americans  would  continue  to  em- 
phasize the  abolition  of  Japan's  quantitative 
trade  restrictions.  Again  the  Japanese  dele- 
gation would  make  no  commitment  beyond  a 
vague  statement  to  make  a  forward  looking 
investigation."  [page  6] 

"While  all  the  (Japanese)  automobile  com- 
panies indicated  a  concern  over  the  possible 
consequences  of  capital  liberalization  the 
Toyota  Motor  Company  was  most  adamant 
on  the  issue.  In  January  (1968)  they  went  as 
far  as  amending  their  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion to  the  effect  that  no  foreigner  could  sit 
on  the  board  of  directors  of  the  company." 
[page  7] 

[June-August  1968]  "The  Japanese  conces- 
sions were  so  painfully  slow  in  coming,  and 
even  then  frustratingly  offset  with  other 
types  of  market  restrictions,  that  the  Amer- 
ican government  never  once  gave  the  Japa- 
nese side  an  affirmative  response."  [page  15) 

[March  1968.  LDP  mission  to  Washington] 
■Congressmen  of  both  parties  emphasized  in 


particular  the  problems  of  iron  and  steel  im- 
ports and  the  liberalization  of  automobile 
parts  ....  especially.  Wilbur  Mills.  Chair- 
man of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee, pointing  to  the  increase  of  Japanese 
made  automobiles  into  America,  countered 
by  saying  that  if  it  is  Japanese  policy  to  pro- 
mote free  trade,  it  should  liberalize  the  im- 
port of  American  automobiles."  [page  17] 

[June,  1968,  USTR's  response  to  Japan's 
trade  opening  proposal)  "One  example  that  is 
giving  us  great  concern  relates  to  one  of  our 
biggest  export  industries,  and  that  is  the 
automobile  industry.  Here  the  Japanese  have 
clearly  illegal  restrictions  ....  This  has 
been  under  bilateral  discussion  since  the  be- 
ginning of  the  year.  We  have  finally  told 
them  (Japan)  that  unless  they  come  up  with 
a  satisfactory  solution  in  a  very  short  period 
of  time,  we  will  invoke  article  23  of  the 
GATT  to  take  them  to  court,  which  in  turn 
will  most  likely  give  us  the  ability  to  retali- 
ate against  them."  (Special  Representative 
for  Trade  Negotiations,  William  M.  Roth), 
[page  19) 

"These  proposals  clearly  indicate  the  con- 
tinued Japanese  determination  to  exclude 
foreign  automobiles  from  their  markets." 
[page  21] 

[May  1968]  "However,  it  Is  clear  that  MITl 
officials  were  unwilling  to  face  the  possibil- 
ity of  a  fully  owned  Ford  assembly  plant  in 
Japan."  [page  22] 

[August.  1968]  "Though  none  of  these  ini- 
tial efforts  were  realized,  the  considerable 
discussion  generated  by  them  point  out  the 
intensity  with  which  many  Japanese  feared 
the  entrance  of  the  U.S.  companies  into 
Japan.  Numerous  articles  and  statements  in 
the  Japanese  press  maintained  that  a  'big 
three'  advance  would  result  in  a  wave  of 
take-overs  of  Japanese  firms."  [page  24) 

[Quote  from  Daiyamondo — Japanese  news- 
paper) "If  we  liberalize  within  two  years,  it 
is  certain  that  the  second  class  makers  will 
be  bought  out  by  foreign  capital  .  .  .  Since 
their  mission,  if  they  invest,  will  be  to  main- 
tain and  increase  that  investment.  Ameri- 
cans will  surely  come  to  manage  it.  In  that 
case  the  Japanese  will  become  slaves  driven 
unmercifully  by  American  capital."  [Dun- 
can's cuiaiiiuiiti  This  ^'ves  an  iiidicalioii  of 
the  strength  of  feeling  among  those  who  ad- 
vocated the  so-called  Jidosha  Joi  Ron." 
'Jidosha'  means  'automobile'  while  'joi  Ron' 
refers  to  the  expel-the-barbarian'  movement 
of  the  mid-nineteenth  century."  [page  24] 

[June  21.  1968.  Prime  Minister  Sato)  "Cap- 
ital liberalization  must  be  advanced  accord- 
ing to  present  day  international  trends. 
There  is  no  problem  with  Japanese  shipbuild- 
ing, but  capital  liberalization  for  auto- 
mobiles is  still  impossible  even  though  their 
exports  have  been  flourishing.  Domestic  pro- 
duction is  a  matter  of  great  concern  and  al- 
lowing the  improvement  of  national  prosper- 
ity is  essential.  But  we  would  like  to  pro- 
mote foreign  capital  induction  in  a  way  that 
will  advance  Japan's  technology."  [page  24) 

[July  20.  1968  debate  between  leaders  of  the 
major  Japanese  automobile  firms  over 
whether  or  not  the  industry  was  over  pro- 
tected). "Keeping  in  mind  the  fact  that  the 
government  has  heretofore  fostered  the  auto- 
mobile industry  as  an  essential  industry,  the 
industry  will  in  the  future  endeavor  to  de- 
velop on  a  national  basis.  "  [Duncan's  com- 
ment) "This  latter  point,  known  as  the 
"Hakone  Declaration'  is  quite  significant  in 
that  it  was  interpreted  as  a  unanimous 
agreement  by  Japan's  major  auto  manufac- 
turers not  to  tie  up  with  foreign  capital." 
[page  28) 

"Henry  Ford  II  continued  to  be  the  most 
outspoken   representative  of  the   American 


13214 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13215 


industry:  The  U.S.  Government  never  gets 
tough  enough  ...  if  they  (the  Japanese)  go 
far  enough  and  start  importing  still  more 
into  this  country,  you'll  see  a  lot  of  action  in 
Congress.' "  [page  32] 

[Chairman  of  the  Keidanren's  Foreign  Cap- 
ital  Problems  Committee.  Teizo  Okamura] 
"If  we  continue  to  hold  on  like  this  (to  an 
isolationist  attitude)  there  is  the  possibility 
of  escalating  the  'yellow  peril  thesis. '  Pres- 
ently there  has  appeared  a  movement  for 
voluntary  restrictions  on  steel  and  synthetic 
textiles,  but  it  is  conceivable  that  against 
automobiles  as  well  as  voluntary  restriction 
policy  will  appear  requesting  a  limit  of 
200.{X)0  cars  a  year.  "  [page  32] 

[February  21.  letter  from  Automobile  Man- 
ufacturers Association  chairman  Thomas 
Mann  to  acting  assistant  Secretary  of  State 
Joseph  A.  Greenwald].  ".  .  .  The  critical  area 
of  discrimination  is  the  severely  restrictive 
policies  of  Japan  with  reference  to  capital 
investment  by  the  United  States  auto  inter- 
ests. This  is  a  clear  violation  of  the  United 
States-Japan  Treaty  of  Friendship  Com- 
merce and  Navigation.  The  Department  of 
State  may  wish  to  consider  the  advisability 
of  again  appraising  the  government  of  Japan 
with  these  views.  At  the  same  time  its  atten- 
tion might  be  called  to  the  consequences  of 
a  continuing  denial  to  U.S.  manufacturers  of 
opportunities  for  trade  and  investment  in 
Japan  ..."  [page  35] 

[Duncan's  comment]  "Though  the  contents 
of  this  letter  revealed  nothing  new  as  far  as 
the  U.S.  automobile  industry's  position  was 
concerned,  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Tokyo  took 
the  unusual  step  of  submitting  the  Mann  let- 
ter directly  to  Kiyohiko  Tsurumi.  the  Eco- 
nomic .\ffairs  bureau  Director  of  the  Foreign 
ministry,  a  move  which  created  considerable 
comment  in  Japan  and  underscored  the  dis- 
satisfaction of  the  U.S.  government  as  well 
as  the  auto  industry  with  continued  Japa- 
nese recalcitrance."  [page  36] 

[1971]  "The  automobile  concessions,  how- 
ever, while  designed  to  mitigate  these  grow- 
ing pressures  were,  nevertheless,  also  a  re- 
flection of  MITI's  continuing  efforts  to  in- 
sure that  the  Japanese  automobile  industry 
would  be  managed  by  Japanese  citizens  ac- 
cording to  Japanese  business  practices." 
[page  43] 

[October  1969]  "The  Japanese,  however,  re- 
sisted this  (American)  pressure  (for  further 
concessions),  maintaining  as  before  that 
they  needed  ;*me  to  strengthen  their  indus- 
try so  that  it  could  remain  competitive  with 
the  big  three  '  Their  reasoning  is  reflected 
in  a  document  attached  to  the  cabinet  an- 
nouncement; .  .  .  the  actual  situation  of  our 
country's  automobile  industry  is  weak  when 
compared  with  the  mammoth  enterprises  of 
the  United  States  and  Europe;  thee  are  still 
considerable  differential,  in  capital  power, 
technical  development  ability,  etc  ....  For 
this  reason,  it  capital  liberalization  were  to 
be  carried  out  with  the  situation  as  it  is 
now— there  is  strong  danger  that  big  disturb- 
ances would  be  created  in  the  automobile  in- 
dustry, through  the  advance  of  foreign  cap- 
ital which  has  huge  capital  and  enterprise 
power   "  [page  44] 

[March  1970,  letter  from  Thomas  Mann  of 
the  American  .■\utomobile  Manufacturers  As- 
sociation, to  the  State  Department  outlining 
the  industry's  objections  to  Japan's  October 
(trade  concessions)  announcement]  "In  sum. 
the  Japanese  "concession  '  in  the  auto- 
motive sector,  including  the  most  recent  de- 
cisions announced  last  October,  have  been 
keenly  disappointing  and.  in  our  judgment, 
are  incompatible  with  Japan's  responsibil- 
ities as  one  of  the  world's  great  trading  na- 
tions." [page  44] 


[1971]  "Additional  pressure  on  the  Japanese 
automobile  industry  came  as  a  result  of  the 
dramatic  increase  in  exports  to  the  United 
States  during  this  period."  [page  46] 

"In  July  (1971)  Toyota  Motor  Sales  vice 
president  Kato  revealed  that  Ambassador  to 
the  United  States  Shimoda  had  warned  the 
automobile  industry  that  if  the  rate  of  ex- 
ports continued,  the  Japanese  industry 
might  expect  either  protectionist  measures 
in  Congress  or  antidumping  measures  such 
as  had  recently  occurred  with  color  tele- 
vision sets."  [page  46] 

"Throughout  the  negotiations  the  major 
Japanese  automobile  companies  were  record- 
ing substantial  profits;  their  exports  were 
expanding  at  a  dramatic  rate,  and  their  sales 
in  the  United  States  were  increasing  during 
a  time  when  total  U.S.  automobile  sales  were 
generally  declining.  Furthermore,  they  were 
setting  up  assembly  plants  and  selling  equip- 
ment abroad."  [page  53] 

"In  short,  when  the  Japanese  spoke  of  re- 
organizing an  industry  they  were  referring 
to  a  government,  or  more  specifically,  a 
Mm  policy  of  encouraging  the  amalgama- 
tion of  designated  industries  into  larger 
units  so  as  to  keep  them  competitive  with 
foreign  firms  on  the  one  hand,  and  secure 
from  foreign  acquisition  on  the  other."  [page 
53] 

"One  of  the  most  striking  aspects  of  these 
negotiations,  for  example,  was  the  strength 
of  Japanese  resistance  to  the  intense  pres- 
sure applied  by  the  United  States.  By  1969 
Japan's  automobile  industry  was  the  world's 
second  largest  with  rapidly  expanding  ex- 
ports and  foreign  assembly  operations;  yet 
despite  threats  of  a  U.S.  import  surcharge, 
appeals  to  GATT.  pressure  from  inter- 
national institutions,  and  the  implied  con- 
sequences embodied  in  peripheral  issues  such 
as  textiles.  Okinawa,  etc.  the  Japanese  re- 
fused to  allow  the  American  automobile  in- 
dustry any  more  than  a  token  position  in 
their  automobile  market."  [page  111] 

"Since  the  prewar  financial  combines  dis- 
solved by  the  occupation  have,  in  different 
forms,  gradually  reconstructed  themselves, 
the  Anti-Monopoly  Law  has  become  the  cen- 
ter of  one  of  the  more  significant  controver- 
sies in  Japan.  ...  it  did  not  diRfonrage  MITI 
from  pushing  for  reorganization  in  the  auto- 
mobile industry,  or.  for  that  matter,  in  other 
industries  as  well."  [page  113] 

".  .  .  given  present  day  conditions,  it  is  un- 
likely that  an  American  firm  will  in  the  near 
future  acquire  significant  management  con- 
trol of  a  Japanese  automobile  assembly  oper- 
ation." [page  114] 

"The  attempt  of  the  American  automobile 
industry  to  enter  the  Japanese  market  cov- 
ered three  and  a  half  years  (fall  1967-June 
1971)  of  frustrating  negotiation  and  contrib- 
uted significantly  to  a  growing  uneasiness  in 
Japanese-American  relations."  [page  115] 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  two-and- 
a-half  decades  later,  the  story  is  the 
same.  William  Duncan  was  hired  to  run 
JAMA,  but  his  own  book,  written  be- 
fore he  was  hired  by  JAMA,  is  a  dra- 
matic reminder  of  Japan's  determina- 
tion to  prevent  us  from  having  access 
to  its  markets. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  just  read  three 
or  four  of  those  excerpts.  Again,  this  is 
the  man  who  wrote  about  what  hap- 
pened in  the  late  1960's  and  early  1970's, 
wrote  about  how  Japan  acted  as  a  gov- 
ernment and  an  industry  to  keep 
American  products  out  of  Japan  in  his 
book.   He   is  now   the  director  of  the 


Japan  Automobile  Manufacturers  Asso- 
ciation, JAMA.  But  this  is  what  he 
wrote  prior  to  being  hired  as  the  direc- 
tor of  JAMA. 

In  January  1968.  this  is  what  Mr. 
Duncan  wrote: 

It  was  natural,  therefore,  that  the  Ameri- 
cans would  continue  to  emphasize  the  aboli- 
tion of  Japan's  quantitative  trade  restric- 
tions. Again,  the  Japanese  delegation  would 
make  no  commitment  beyond  a  vague  state- 
ment to  make  a  forward  looking  investiga- 
tion. 

That  was  1968,  January. 
In  June  1968.  again  quoting  Mr.  Dun- 
can's book: 

These  proposals  clearly  indicate  the  con- 
tinued Japanese  determination  to  exclude 
foreign  automobiles  from  their  markets. 

Then  in  1969,  this  is  what  Mr.  Duncan 
said  was  going  on: 

By  1969  Japan's  automobile  industry  was 
the  world's  second  largest  with  rapidly  ex- 
panding exports  in  foreign  assembl.v  oper- 
ations: yet  despite  threats  of  a  U.S.  import 
surcharge,  appeals  to  GATT,  pressure  from 
international  institutions,  and  the  implied 
consequences  embodied  in  peripheral  issues 
such  as  textiles.  Okinawa,  etc..  the  Japanese 
refused  to  allow  the  American  automobile 
industry  any  more  than  a  token  position  in 
their  automobile  market. 

Finally,  from  Mr.  Duncan,  the  final 
quote  that  I  will  read  here,  although 
there  are  many  more  that  will  be  in 
the  Record,  is  the  following: 

The  attempt  of  the  American  automobile 
industry  to  enter  the  Japanese  market  cov- 
ered three  and  a  half  years  (the  fall  of  1967 
through  June  of  1971)  of  frustrating  negotia- 
tion and  contributed  significantly  to  a  grow- 
ing uneasiness  in  Japanese-American  rela- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  long  history 
here.  It  is  written  very  clearly  by  the 
man  who  took  a  personal  interest  in 
that  history  at  that  time.  Two  and  a 
half  decades  later,  the  story  is  the 
same,  albeit  worse.  The  trade  deficit 
has  grown  by  a  about  40  times  what  it 
was  in  1970. 

Mr.  Duncan  was  hired  to  run  JAMA, 
but  his  own  book  written  before  he  was 
hired  by  JAMA  is  a  dramatic  reminder 
of  how  Japan's  determination  to  pre- 
vent us  from  having  access  to  its  mar- 
kets worked.  It  worked  to  Japan's  ad- 
vantage. It  worked  to  our  disadvan- 
tage. It  worked  to  the  disadvantage  of 
American  workers  who  have  lost  jobs 
by  the  thousands  because  Japan  has 
been  allowed  to  maintain  a  protected 
market.  We  have  tolerated  it.  It  is  long 
overdue  that  we  stop  tolerating  it.  and 
I  am  glad  that  the  President  finally 
took  action  to  knock  down  that  protec- 
tionist wall  which  has  surrounded  the 
Japanese  automobile  and  auto  parts 
market  for  now  three  decades. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
will  yield  the  floor  and  note  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 


Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 

Mr,  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  an  in- 
quiry: Are  we  in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Is  there  a  time  limita- 
tion on  speeches? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No,  there 
is  not. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 


THE  PRESIDENT'S  INTENTION  TO 
VETO  THE  RESCISSIONS  BILL 

Mr.  GORTON.  This  morning.  Mr. 
President,  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  Bill  Clinton,  announced  that  he 
intended  to  veto  the  rescissions  bill,  a 
proposal  to  save  some  $16  billion  of  al- 
read.v  appropriated  money  as  a  modest 
down  payment  on  the  tremendous  fis- 
cal crisis  facing  the  United  States 
today. 

This  announcement  was  both  a  sur- 
prise and,  I  believe,  almost  unprece- 
dented because.  Mr.  President.  I  am  in- 
formed by  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  can 
speak  from  my  own  personal  knowl- 
edge as  the  chairman  of  one  of  the  sub- 
committees of  the  Appropriacions 
Committee,  that  there  was  no  commu- 
nication emanating  from  the  White 
House  and  directed  at  the  conference 
committee  which  has  been  in  almost 
continuous  session  for  some  2  weeks  on 
this  rescissions  bill  about  the  Presi- 
dent's desires  or  about  his  bottom  line. 

Mr,  President,  this  is  in  dramatic 
contrast  with  conference  committees 
on  appropriations  bills  in  the  past,  in 
either  the  Reagan  administration  or 
the  Bush  administration,  in  which  that 
contact  between  the  White  House  and 
the  Congress  was  constant  and  in 
which  the  bottom  line  of  the  President 
was  always  well  and  clearly  known  to 
members  of  the  conference. 

Here,  by  contrast,  we  had  a  situation 
in  which  the  White  House  was  almost 
totally  silent  with  respect  to  its  re- 
quest about  rescissions.  The  President 
still  pays  lip  service  to  a  $16  billion 
goal  which  must  be  seven  or  eight 
times  larger  than  the  goal  of  his  origi- 
nal rescissions  bill  itself.  But  only 
after  the  deed  is  done,  only  when  all 
that  remains  for  the  Congress  is  the 
formality  of  the  approval  of  this  con- 
ference committee  report,  do  we  hear, 
first,  that  it  does  not  cut  enough  dol- 
lars from  what  the  President  describes 
as  pork,  and  takes  too  much  out  of  pro- 
posals which  are  of  greater  interest  to 
him, 

Mr,  President,  a  few  general  remarks. 

The  President  attacks  spending  on 
Federal  courthouses,  on  the  building  of 
U.S.  courthouses  in  various  parts  of 
the  country. 


Mr.  President,  I  have  no  dog  in  this 
fight.  Earlier,  there  was  a  courthouse 
in  Seattle  in  one  of  these  appropria- 
tions bills,  but  it  is  rescinded  in  this 
bill.  So  none  of  the  so-called  pork  ex- 
ists in  my  State. 

And  there  is  also  criticism  of  a  num- 
ber of  highway  projects  that  were  not 
rescinded.  But  note,  Mr.  President,  I 
said  "not  rescinded."  Every  one  of 
these  projects  which  the  President  of 
the  United  States  now  describes  as 
pork,  he  signed  into  law  less  than  a 
year  ago.  Last  year's  appropriations 
bill  for  transportation,  for  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  for  GSA.  for  the  Post 
Office,  was  signed  and  hailed  by  the 
President.  Those  bills  had  every  one  of 
these  projects  contained  in  them  and 
more  besides,  a  significant  number 
that  are  rescinded  in  this  bill.  So  today 
we  have  described  as  pork  proposals 
which  the  President  hailed  last  year 
and  proposals  yvhich  spent  more  last 
year  when  he  signed  them  than  this 
year  when  some  but  not  all  have  been 
rescinded. 

What  in  the  world  could  have  hap- 
pened to  have  changed  the  President's 
mind  about  specific  projects  in  the 
course  of  6  months,  he  does  not  tell  us. 

Mr.  President,  as  recently  as  about  2 
months  ago,  when  the  original  rescis- 
sions debate  had  been  completed  in 
both  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
here  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  the  President 
said  of  the  Senate  proposal. 

The  bill  pa.ssed  99  to  0  in  the  Senate,  and  I 
will  sign  the  Senate  bill  if  the  House  and 
Senate  will  send  it  to  me.  That's  how  we 
should  be  doing  the  business  of  America. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  more  than 
safe  to  say  that  the  bill  the  President 
attacked  today  is  considerably  closer 
to  the  proposal  passed  by  the  Senate 
just  a  few  weeks  ago  than  those  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives.  In 
many  of  the  very  education  and  job 
training  areas  which  the  President  now 
uses  as  an  excuse  to  veto  this  bill,  the 
Senate  provision  prevailed,  lock,  stock, 
and  barrel,  was  accepted  by  the  con- 
ferees. In  several  others,  the  com- 
promise is  considerably  closer  to  the 
Senate  provision  than  it  is  to  the 
House  provision,  in  some,  it  is  50-50, 
and  maybe,  in  one  or  two,  it  is  closer 
to  the  House  provision. 

But.  Mr.  President,  a  tiny  handful — 2, 
3,  4  percent — of  the  dollar  amount  of 
rescissions  fall  into  the  categories 
which  the  President  now  criticizes. 

And,  Mr,  President,  one  more  repeti- 
tion of  my  first  point.  Not  a  word 
about  this  1.  2.  3.  4  percent  of  these  re- 
scissions being  deal  busters,  being  en- 
tirely unacceptable  to  the  President, 
was  communicated  to  the  conference 
committee  while  it  was  in  being. 

Mr,  President,  is  it  not  safe  to  say, 
overwhelmingly  safe  to  say,  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  wanted 
to  have  something  in  this  bill  that 
could  give  him  a  political  excuse  for  a 
veto?  I  regret  to  say  that  I  believe  that 
to  be  the  case. 


And  one  more  not  incidental  point. 
Mr.  President:  there  is  a  part  of  this 
bill  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  mentioned  today  which  comes 
very  close  to  home.  I  know  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  will  remember  the  debate 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  here  on  so- 
called  timber  language.  That  vote  was 
very  close  in  language,  of  which  I  was 
the  author,  and  was  substituted  for 
much  more  stringent  House  language 
in  the  course  of  the  debate  here  in  the 
Senate.  But  even  our  milder  language 
passed  only  by  a  narrow  margin. 

Briefly,  the  House  of  Representatives 
mandated  a  certain  harvest  level  of 
salvage  timber  in  all  of  the  national 
forests  of  the  United  States,  The  Sen- 
ate, in  language  which  I  wrote,  did  not 
mandate  any  harvest  at  all  but  simply 
freed  this  administration  to  carry  out 
its  own  plans  for  salvage  timber  and  its 
own  plans  for  harvest  in  the  forests  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  under  option  9, 

In  no  way  did  the  House  language  re- 
quire President  Clinton  and  his  admin- 
istration to  do  anything  that  it  had  not 
planned  to  do.  It  simply  freed  what  the 
administration  wants  to  do,  consistent 
with  its  views  of  all  the  environmental 
laws  from  the  constant  blizzard  of  liti- 
gation to  which  it  has  been  subjected 
over  the  last  several  years. 

And  in  fact,  as  recently  as  a  week 
ago,  the  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
who,  of  course,  has  the  Forest  Service 
under  his  jurisdiction,  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  chairman  of  this  conference  com- 
mittee, one  of  the  few  interventions  by 
anyone  in  the  administration  with  the 
work  of  the  conference  committee,  and 
said,  and  I  am  quoting  him: 

We  believe  that  the  Senate  provision  which 
directs  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  to  "prepare, 
offer  and  award  salvage  timber  sale  con- 
tracts to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  to  re- 
duce the  backlog  volume  of  salvage  timber 
in  the  interior"  offers  a  more  responsible  ap- 
proach than  was  adopted  by  the  House. 

So  a  week  ago  this  Senate  timber 
provision  was  evidently  acceptable  to 
the  administration.  Now,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  timber  provision  which  is  de- 
nominated by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  today  as  being  a  give- 
away to  big  timber  companies  is  the 
original  Senate  language  amended  only 
in  minor  details  in  a  way  that  the  ad- 
ministration itself  asked  us  to  amend 
it. 

I  repeat.  Mr.  President,  what  Mr. 
Clinton  now  criticizes  is  a  set  of  provi- 
sions his  own  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
approved  of  by  this  language  a  week 
ago  with  minor  changes  that  they  sug- 
gested themselves.  It  is  not  the  origi- 
nal House  language. 

Now.  our  Chief  Executive  is  either  ig- 
norant of  the  rules  which  govern  tim- 
ber sales  in  the  Forest  Service  or  delib- 
erately disingenuous  when  he  begins, 
once  again,  the  class  warfare  of  big 
timber  companies.  Most  of  the  big  tim- 
ber companies  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
at  least  are  not  eligible  to  harvest  For- 
est SeiTTice  timber  because  they  export 
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some  of  the  logs  that  they  own  from 
their  own  lands — the  Plum  Creeks,  the 
Weyerhaeusers  of  this  world  are  not  a 
part  of  this  process  at  all. 

Who  are  these  so-called  big  timber 
companies  that  will  benefit  from  this? 
Let  me  read  you  a  couple  of  letters 
that  I  have  received  in  the  course  of 
the  last  month. 

The  first  one  is  from  Tom  Mayr.  of 
the  Mayr  Bros.  Co.  in  Hoquiam.  WA,  a 
local  mill  in  that  community.  I  am 
quoting: 

Slade.  you  must  realize  that  this  amend- 
ment is  the  single  most  important  piece  of 
legislation  in  over  5  years  to  Mayr  Brothers 
and  many  independent  sawmills  like  ours. 
Congress  and  President  Clinton  have  said 
that  they  would  get  us  timber,  but  there 
hasn't  been  any  significance  sold  since  1990 
on  the  Olympic  National  Forest.  Your 
amendment  would  realize  four  of  our  318  tim- 
ber sales  with  enough  log  volume  to  run  the 
large  log  mill  two  shifts  for  1  year.  This 
would  put  50  people  back  to  work  imme- 
diately. 

Or  another  one  from  one  of  what  ap- 
parently are  these  huge  timber  con- 
glomerates, the  Hum  Shingle  Co.  in 
Concrete,  WA,  and  I  quote: 

It  is  nice  to  see  that  there  is  some  hope  for 
our  shake  and  shingle  mill.  We  have  not  op- 
erated our  mill,  due  to  lack  of  raw  materials, 
since  December  1993.  We  only  operated  12 
weeks  in  1993.  So.  as  you  and  I  both  know, 
any  help  you  can  give  us  would  be  encourag- 
ing. These  amendments  are  very  important 
for  our  company,  as  a  wood  supply  would  be 
something  that  we  have  not  had  for  a  very 
long  time. 

These  are  typical  resjMDnses.  Mr. 
President,  and  it  is  that  kind  of  small- 
town, independently  owned  company 
providing  employment  where  it  is  not 
otherwise  available  that  will  be  modest 
beneficiaries  of  the  President's  inad- 
equate, in  my  view,  option  9  and  of  the 
opportunity  to  harvest  timber  which 
has  been  partly  destroyed  by  forest 
fires  or  by  bug  infestation  all  across 
the  country  and  which,  within  a  rel- 
atively short  period  of  time,  will  rot  to 
the  point  at  which  it  is  not  worth  any- 
thing from  a  commercial  point  of  view 
but  becomes  magnificent  kindling 
wood  for  future  forest  fires,  fires  like 
that  which  devastated  the  Northwest 
last  summer. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  have  a  Chief 
Executive  who  criticizes  timber  provi- 
sions his  own  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
previously  approved,  who  criticizes  as 
pork  spending  on  public  buildings  that 
he  approved  by  his  signature  on  appro- 
priations bills  last  year,  and  who  criti- 
cizes modest  reductions  in  programs  he 
likes  about  which  he  was  entirely  si- 
lent during  the  deliberations  of  the 
conference  committee. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  the  way  in 
which  a  Chief  Executive  of  this  country 
should  act.  It  is  not  responsible  to  the 
affected  people.  It  is  not  responsive  to 
his  duty  to  help  us  to  begin  to  work  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget.  It  is  not  re- 
sponsive in  his  relationships  with  this 
body  or  with  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 


I  regret  this  politicization  of  the 
process,  and  I  have  every  hope  that  if 
we  must  begin  this  process  over  again, 
we  say  to  the  President,  what  we  said 
this  time  we  mean  next  time  and  if  you 
want  cooperation,  if  you  want  the  addi- 
tional money  you  have  asked  for  for 
other  programs,  you  need  to  be  willing 
to  work  with  the  Congress  and  stick  to 
your  own  word  in  the  future. 

This  is  an  extremely  disappointing 
message,  not  just  to  the  Members  of 
this  body  who  have  worked  so  hard  on 
coming  up  with  an  important  bill,  but 
because  of  its  destructive  impact  on  a 
drive  toward  responsibility,  fiscal  pru- 
dence, and  a  change  in  the  way  in 
which  politics  is  practiced  in  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

We  were  selected  last  year.  Mr  Presi- 
dent— I  know  this  is  particularly  true 
with  respect  to  the  Presiding  Officer— 
because  we  were  going  to  do  things  dif- 
ferently and  keep  our  commitments. 
We  have  done  so,  and  we  are  now  frus- 
trated in  carrying  out  the  people's  will 
by  this  action. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  KAY  RIORDAN 
STEUERWALD 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  pay  tribute  to  Kay  Riordan 
Steuerwald,  who  passed  away  earlier 
this  week  in  Rapid  City  after  a  lengthy 
battle  with  cancer.  South  Dakota  has 
lost  an  outstanding  citizen. 

Kay  was  one  of  South  Dakota's  pre- 
mier leaders  in  the  tourism  industry 
for  many  years.  To  her  many  friends  in 
South  Dakota  and  throughout  the  Na- 
tion, Kay's  name  always  will  be  associ- 
ated with  Mount  Rushmore.  As  presi- 
dent of  the  Mount  Rushmore  Mountain 
Co.,  Inc.,  Kay  ran  a  first-rate,  visitor- 
friendly  concession  operation  at  our 
Nation's  shrine  to  democracy  for  42 
years  until  1993.  She  attributed  her 
success  to  an  emphasis  on  good  service 
and  reasonable  prices. 

Kay  also  was  a  leader  on  the  national 
level  in  tourism  and  national  park  con- 
cession circles.  In  the  early  1980's,  I 
recommended  Kay's  appointment  to 
the  U.S.  Senate  National  Travel  and 
Tourism  Advisory  Council.  Through 
her  position  on  that  council  and  her 
leadership  in  numerous  other  organiza- 
tions, Kay  was  an  outspoken  advocate 
for  the  tourism  industry,  which  has 
tremendous  economic  impact  in  all 
States. 

Kay  provided  an  excellent  role  model 
for   women   seeking   to   become   small 


business  owners.  This  is  a  reflection  of 
her  business  acumen  and  her  adherence 
to  the  work  ethic.  She  succeeded  as  a 
businesswoman  during  a  period  when 
for  many  years  business  was  tradition- 
ally considered  a  man's  world.  Her  first 
job  was  in  the  South  Dakota  Transpor- 
tation Department  in  Pierre  during  the 
administration  of  Democratic  Gov. 
Tom  Berry  in  the  1930's.  Her  career  as 
a  business  owner  began  with  her  pur- 
chase of  a  coffeeshop  and  subsequently 
a  hotel  in  Martin.  SD.  In  1941.  she  left 
Martin  to  become  manager  of  the  State 
Game  Lodge  in  Custer  State  Park.  Ten 
years  later,  she  began  operating  the 
concession  at  Mount  Rushmore. 

Over  the  years.  Kay  touched  the  lives 
either  directly  or  indirectly  of  literally 
millions  of  visitors  to  Mount  Rush- 
more.  Countless  individuals  have  fond 
memories  of  a  wonderful  dinner- 
topped  off  by  a  piece  of  the  Mountain 
Co.'s  famous  strawberry  pie— in  the 
Buffalo  Dining  Room  gazing  out  the 
windows  at  the  priceless  view  of  our 
four  great  Presidents  on  Mount  Rush- 
more. 

Kay  was  very  active  in  many  organi- 
zations and  community  activities.  Too 
numerous  to  mention  all  of  them,  her 
civic  involvement  included  the  Na- 
tional Park  Concessionaires.  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Businesses. 
South  Dakota  Tourism  Advisory 
Board.  National  Park  Foundation. 
South  Dakota  Historical  Society. 
American  Council  of  the  .Arts.  South 
Dakota  Cultural  Heritage  Center. 
South  Dakota  l-H  P'oundation.  and  ex- 
ecutive board  of  A  Christian  Ministry 
in  the  National  Parks. 

Having  led  a  life  full  of  accomplish- 
ments. Kay  also  received  numerous 
awards  over  the  years.  She  was  one  of 
the  few  women  ever  to  be  named  an 
Honorary  Park  Ranger  by  the  National 
Park  Service.  She  was  the  first  woman 
to  receive  the  South  Dakotan  of  the 
Year  Distinguished  Service  .\ward  from 
the  University  of  South  Dakota  and 
was  named  South  Dakota  Small  Busi- 
ness Person  of  the  Year  by  the  Small 
Business  Administration  in  1980.  May  5, 
1982.  was  designated  as  Kay  Riordan 
Day  by  Gov.  Bill  Janklow.  In  1985.  Kay 
received  South  Dakota's  prestigious 
Ben  Black  Elk  .Award  for  Tourism. 

In  addition  to  her  philanthropic  con- 
tributions to  numerous  civic  projects. 
Kay  also  helped  many  people  privately 
on  an  individual  basis.  She  frequently 
took  young  people  under  her  wings  and 
assisted  them  with  furthering  their 
education  or  getting  started  in  busi- 
ness. Kay  was  a  strong  patron  of  the 
arts,  particularly  for  native  American 
artists. 

Those  of  us  who  knew  Kay  can  recall 
our  own  special  encounters  with  her.  I 
recall  Kay's  gracious  hospitality  when 
my  wife.  Harriet,  and  I  spent  our  hon- 
eymoon in  the  Black  Hills  in  the  early 
1980's.  Kay  always  made  visitors  feel 
welcome  whenever  they  stopped  by  her 


business  or  her  second-story  office  with 
the  beautiful  view  of  Mount  Rushmore. 
Many  lessons  can  be  learned  from 
Kay's  perseverance  in  the  business 
world,  her  strongly  held  personal  con- 
victions, and  her  courageous  struggle 
with  cancer  these  past  few  years. 

South  Dakota  has  lost  a  true  pioneer. 
In  business,  in  her  community,  and  in 
her  heart,  Kay  was  a  trailblazer.  Har- 
riet and  I  extend  our  sympathies  to  her 
husband,  Charlie:  her  nephew.  Jack; 
and  all  her  family  and  friends. 


RECOGNIZING  RECIPIENTS  OF  THE 
GIRL  SCOUT  GOLD  AWARD  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  each 
year  an  elite  group  of  young  women 
rise  above  the  ranks  of  their  peers  and 
confront  the  challenge  of  attaining  the 
Girl  Scouts  of  the  United  States  of 
America's  highest  rank  in  scouting, 
the  Girl  Scout  Gold  Award. 

It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  recog- 
nize and  applaud  young  women  from 
the  State  of  Maryland  who  are  this 
year's  recipients  of  this  most  pres- 
tigious and  time  honored  award. 

These  young  women  are  to  be  com- 
mended on  their  extraordinary  com- 
mitment and  dedication  to  their  fami- 
lies, their  friends,  their  communities, 
and  to  the  Girl  Scouts  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

The  qualities  of  character,  persever- 
ance, and  leadership  which  enabled 
them  to  reach  this  goal  will  also  help 
them  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  fu- 
ture. They  are  our  inspiration  for 
today  and  our  promise  for  tomorrow. 

I  am  honored  to  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  congratulating  the  recipi- 
ents of  this  award  from  the  State  of 
Maryland.  They  are  the  best  and  the 
brightest  and  serve  as  an  example  of 
character  and  moral  strength  for  us  all 
to  imitate  and  follow. 

Finally.  I  wish  to  salute  the  families. 
Scout  leaders,  and  the  Girl  Scouts  of 
Central  Maryland  who  have  provided 
these  young  women  with  continued 
support  and  encouragement. 

It  is  with  great  pride  that  I  submit  a 
list  of  this  year's  Girl  Scout  Gold 
.Award  recipients  from  the  State  of 
.Maryland,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  list  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Girl  Scolt  Gold  Award  Recipients 

Keri  Albright. 

Laura  Bopp. 

Elizabeth  Brousil. 

Linda  Chermock. 

Christina  Chillemi. 

Christy  Gordon. 

Devon  Grove. 

Sarah  Hoyt. 

Jennifer  Kehm. 

Melissa  Kowalczyk. 

.Julie  Kowalewski. 

Janet  Kuba. 


Kara  Lundell. 
Carole  Madden. 
Karen  Malinowski. 
Jodie  Manning. 
Knsty  Manning. 
Rebecca  Milanoski. 
Katie  Owens. 
Leslie  Perkins. 
Dana  Phillips. 
Patricia  L.  Poller. 
Virginia-Marie  Prevas. 
Courtney  Risch. 
Kristen  Repoli. 
Nicole  Richardson. 
Danielle  Rivera. 
Jennifer  Rutledge. 
Sherry  D.  Servia. 
Shannon  Skidmore. 
Catherine  Smith. 
Katherine  E.  Stephens. 
Laura  A.  Vanbrunt. 
Rachel  Wright. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  sky- 
rocketing Federal  debt  which  long  ago 
soared  into  the  stratosphere  is  in  a  cat- 
egory like  the  weather — everybody 
talks  about  it  but  almost  nobody  had 
undertaken  the  responsibility  of  trying 
to  do  anything  about  it  until  imme- 
diately following  the  elections  last  No- 
vember. 

When  the  104th  Congress  convened  in 
January,  the  House  of  Representatives 
approved  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. In  the  Senate  only  1  of  the  Sen- 
ate's 54  Republicans  opposed  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment;  only  13 
Democrats  supported  it.  Thus,  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  failed  by  just 
one  vote.  There  will  be  another  vote 
later  this  year  or  next  year. 

As  of  the  close  of  business  yesterday, 
Tuesday.  May  16.  the  Federal  debt 
stood— down  to  the  penny— at  exactly 
$4,882,765,436,860.06  or  $18,535.06  for 
every  man.  woman,  and  child  on  a  per 
capita  basis. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  2:11  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  4355(ai  of  title  10,  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  the  Speaker  appoints 
the  following  Members  as  members  of 
the  Board  of  Visitors  to  the  United 
States  Military  Academy  on  the  part  of 
the  House:  Mrs.  Kelly,  Mr.  TA'i'LOR  of 
North  Carolina,  Mr.  Hefner,  and  Mr. 
Laughlin. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
6968(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
the  Speaker  appoints  the  following 
Members  as  members  of  the  Board  of 
Visitors  to  the  United  States  Naval 
Academy  on  the  part  of  the  House:  Mr. 
Skeen,  Mr.  Gilchrest,  Mr.  Hoyer,  and 
Mr.  Mfu.me. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 


5(b)  of  Public  Law  93-642.  the  Speaker 
appoints  the  following  Members  as 
members  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Harry  S  Truman  Scholarship  Foun- 
dation on  the  part  of  the  House:  Mr. 
Emerson  and  Mr.  Skelton. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
1505  of  Public  Law  99-498,  the  Speaker 
appoints  the  following  Members  as 
members  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Institute  of  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Native  Culture  and  Arts  Devel- 
opment on  the  part  of  the  House;  Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska  and  Mr.  Kildee. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE 

The  following  report  of  committee 
was  submitted; 

By  Mr.  HATFIELD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations: 

Special  Report  entitled  "Revised  Alloca- 
tion to  Subcommittees  of  Budget  Totals 
from  the  Concurrent  Resolution  for  Fiscal 
Year  1995"  (Rept.  No.  104-84  >. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  SIMON  (for  himself,  Mr.  Reid, 
Mr.     MOYNIHAN,     Mr.     Brya.n.     Mr. 
Brown,  Mr.  Ca.mpbell.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr. 
Graham.  Mrs.  Boxer.  Mrs.  Feinstein. 
and  Mr.  Robb): 
S.  811.  A  bill  to  authorize  research  into  the 
desalinization  and  reclamation  of  water  and 
authorize  a  program  for  States,   cities,   or 
qualifying  agencies  desiring  to  own  and  oper- 
ate a  water  desalinization  or  reclamation  fa- 
cility   to    develop   such    facilities,    and    for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 
By  Mr.  THURMOND: 
S.  812.  A  bill  to  establish  the  South  Caro- 
lina   National    Heritage    Corridor,    and    for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  813.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  Development  Corr>oration  Act  of  1972 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  implementa- 
tion of  the  development  plan  for  Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue  between  the  Capitol  and  the 
White  House,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By    Mr.     McCAIN    'for    himself.    Mr. 
INOUYE.  and  Mr.  Domenici): 
S.  814.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HATCH: 
S.  815.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  simplify  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  the  excise  tax  on  arrows;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  DeWINE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Ste- 
vens. Mr.  AsHCROFT,  Mr.  Hatch,  and 

Mr.  THURMOND): 

S.  816.  A  bill  to  provide  equal  protection 
for  victims  of  crime,  to  facilitate  the  ex- 
change of  information  between  Federal  and 
State  law  enforcement  and  investigation  en- 
tities, to  reform  criminal  procedure,  and  for 
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other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  DAMATO  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Dole): 
S.  Res.  120.  A  resolution  establishing  a  spe- 
cial committee  administered  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking-.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
to  conduct  an  investigation  involving 
Whitewater  Development  Corporation.  Madi- 
son Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan  Association. 
Capital  Management  Services.  Inc..  the  Ar- 
kansas Development  Finance  Authority,  and 
other  related  matters:  considered  and  agreed 
to. 

By  Mr.  FEINGOLD  (for  himself.  Mrs. 

Kasseb.\um.    Mr.    Helms.   Mr.    Pell. 

and  Mr.  SlmoN): 

S.  Res.  121.  A  resolution  in  support  of  the 

Angola  Peace  Process:  considered  and  agreed 

to. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself.  Mr.  Craig. 
Mr.  Coverdell.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  Thom- 
as. Mr.  Smffh.  and  Mr.  D'Amato): 
S.   Con.   Res.    14.   A  concurrent  resolution 
urging  the  President  to  negotiate  a  new  base 
rights  agreement  with   the  Government  of 
Panama    to    permit    United    States    Armed 
Forces  to  remain  in  Panama  beyond  Decem- 
ber 31.  1999:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 


S. 
into 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  SIMON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
REID,       Mr.       MOYNIHAN,       Mr. 
Brya.m,  Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Camp- 
bell, Mr.  M.A.CK,  Mr.  Graham, 
Mrs.    Boxer.    Mrs.    Feinstein. 
and  Mr.  ROBB): 
811.   A  bill   to  authorize  research 
the   desalinization   and   reclaina- 
tion  of  water  and  authorize  a  program 
for  States,  cities,  or  qualifying  agen- 
cies   desiring    to    own    and    operate    a 
water  desalinization  or  reclamation  fa- 
cility to  develop  such  facilities,  and  for 
other  purposes:   to   the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

THE  WATER  DESALINIZATION  RESEARCH  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
troducing a  bill  today  which  is  being 
cosponsored  by  Senator  Reid  of  Ne- 
vada, Senator  Moynihan  of  New  York. 
Senator  Bryan  of  Nevada,  Senator 
Brown  of  Colorado.  Senator 
NIGHTHORSE  Ca.mpbell  of  Colorado, 
Senator  Mack  of  Florida,  Senator  Gra- 
ham of  Florida.  Senator  Boxer  of  Cali- 
fornia. Senator  Fein.stein  of  California, 
and  Senator  Robb  of  Virginia. 

It  is  legislation  that  has,  frankly, 
passed  this  body  twice  but  has  gotten 
mired  down  not  because  of  controversy 
but  because  of  jurisdictional  problems 
over  in  the  other  body.  It  is  a  bill  that 
says  we  have  to  do  more  in  the  area  of 
research  on  finding  less  expensive  ways 
or  converting  salt  water  to  fresh  water. 

I  do  not  have  a  chart  here  of  the 
world  population  and  water  supply,  I 


regret  to  say.  I  will  get  that  later  when 
we  are  on  the  floor  for  discussion.  But 
it  would  be  dramatic.  We  have  in  the 
world  today  somewhere  between  5.5  bil- 
lion and  5.8  billion  people.  By  the  mid- 
dle of  the  next  century,  when  these 
pages  will  be  around,  in  the  middle  of 
the  next  century,  we  will  have  around 
10  billion  people.  The  world  population 
is  going  up  like  this.  Our  water  supply 
is  not  going  up.  It  is  constant.  You  do 
not  need  to  be  an  Einstein  to  recognize 
that  we  are  headed  for  problems.  This 
is  not  new. 

On  April  12.  1961.  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  was  asked  at  a  press  con- 
ference what  would  be  the  great  break- 
through he  would  like  to  see  in  his  ad- 
ministration. He  responded: 

We  have  made  some  exceptional  scientific 
advances  in  the  last  decade.  They  are  not  as 
spectacular  as  the  man  in  space  or  the  first 
Sputnik,  but  they  are  important.  I  have  said 
that  I  thought  that  if  we  could  ever  competi- 
tively, at  a  cheap  rate,  get  fresh  water  from 
salt  water,  that  it  would  be  in  the  long-range 
interests  of  humanity  which  would  really 
dwarf  any  other  scientific  accomplishments. 
I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  intensify  our  ef- 
forts in  that  area. 

And  for  a  short  time  after  his  Presi- 
dency, we  were  doing  some  things  in 
this  area,  and  then  because  there  is  not 
an  immediate  problem,  interest  dimin- 
ished and  research  has  diminished.  Yet, 
we  face  some  very  serious  problems.  We 
know  already  about  what  is  happening 
in  California.  The  interesting  thing  is 
that  the  areas  where  we  have  severe 
water  shortages  frequently  are  right  at 
the  water's  edge.  California  has  prob- 
lems. I  was  just  reading  about  Tampa. 
FL.  the  other  day.  Virginia  Beach,  VA, 
has  problems.  These  are  areas  right  at 
the  water's  edge. 

Our  problems,  frankly,  Mr.  President, 
are  very  minor  compared  to  the  prob- 
lems in  the  rest  of  the  world.  If  we  can 
look  at  my  next  chart  here,  this  is 
what  is  happening  in  terms  of  water 
shortages  versus  water  scarcity.  The 
nations  in  blue  face  water  scarcity,  and 
water  shortage  are  the  nations  in  red. 
You  will  see  what  is  happening  very 
clearly.  When  you  talk  about  water 
scarcity,  you  are  talking  about  nations 
where  the  average  water  consumption 
is  dramatically  less — less  than  half  of 
what  we  consume  in  the  United  States 
per  person  in  terms  of  water.  They  face 
very  severe  problems. 

So  those  are  the  figures  in  blue, 
going  from  7  nations  in  1955  to  20  na- 
tions in  1990,  and  34  nations  are  antici- 
pated to  have  serious  problems  by  the 
year  2025. 

In  the  Middle  East,  it  is  very  inter- 
esting that  you  had  President  Sadat, 
who  was  a  giant  in  this  century,  say- 
ing, "Egypt  will  never  go  to  war  again 
for  land.  If  we  go  to  war,  it  will  be  for 
water."  In  the  Middle  East,  also,  both 
Prime  Minister  Rabin  and  King  Hus- 
sein have  said.  "The  potential  for  con- 
flict in  our  area  is  because  of  water.  " 
The  agreement  that  has  been  worked 


out  between  Jordan  and  Israel  includes 
an  agreement  on  water.  It  is  just  vital. 
Mauritania  on  the  northern  coast  of 
Africa,  when  I  was  there  a  few  years 
ago.  was  growing  8  percent  of  their  own 
food.  It  is  a  desperately  poor  country 
right  on  the  ocean.  We  do  have  a  proc- 
ess of  converting  salt  water  to  fresh 
water,  inexpensive  enough  that  we  can 
use  it  for  drinking  water.  But  85  per- 
cent of  the  water  that  we  use  is  used 
for  industrial  and  agricultural  pur- 
poses. And  it  is  not  inexpensive  enough 
to  use  for  those  purposes. 

Spain  is  experiencing  a  drought  right 
now.  Spain  has  a  number  of  desalina- 
tion plants,  but  they  face  major  long- 
term  problems.  Greece  and  Cyprus  have 
a  very  similar  situation.  You  can  go 
through  a  whole  series  of  countries. 
The  Cape  Verde  islands  are  totally  de- 
pendent on  desalination,  except  for 
very,  very  minimal  rain  fall  that  they 
get.  Egypt,  right  on  the  Mediterranean, 
has  a  mushrooming  population.  If  the 
Presiding  Officer  has  not  had  a  chance 
to  visit  Egypt,  I  hope  he  will  one  of 
these  years.  You  see  that  population  in 
the  capital  city  and  you  know  people 
have  to  eat  and  they  have  to  drink. 
Egypt  is  dependent  on  2  percent  of  its 
land.  Yet.  it  is  right  on  the  Mediterra- 
nean. It  potentially  can  be  a  garden 
spot.  We  have  to  turn  that  around. 

Senator  Reid  joined  me,  I  guess 
about  3  years  ago,  on  a  trip  where  we 
looked  at  some  water  spots,  including 
the  Aral  Sea.  We  looked  in  Uzekistan. 
The  Aral  Sea  was  the  fourth  largest 
body  of  water  in  the  world,  and  the 
Aral  Sea,  Mr.  Khrushchev  was  told, 
"You  can  divert  some  of  the  water  for 
cotton  growing  and  it  will  eventually 
get  back  into  the  Aral  Sea."  And,  in 
the  old  Soviet  Union,  when  the  boss 
said,  "Do  this,"  it  was  done.  And  the 
water  began  to  recede. 

Senator  Reid  and  I  stood  at  the 
banks  of  the  Aral  Sea  and  looked  down 
50  or  75  feet  to  dry  land.  The  dramatic 
scene  there  was  because  shipowners — of 
course,  not  shipowners,  but  the  people 
who  ran  them;  everything  was  owned 
by  the  Soviet  Union— the  people  who 
ran  the  ships  were  told,  "Just  keep 
your  ships  there,  the  water  will  come 
back."  The  water  did  not  come  back. 
And  you  had  this  dramatic  scene  of 
ships  sitting  on  dry  land,  50  miles  from 
where  the  water  is. 

It  is  a  powerful  thing.  We  have  had 
headlines  about  oil  shortages  and  gaso- 
line shortages.  Let  me  tell  my  col- 
leagues, they  are  minor  compared  to 
the  headlines  we  are  going  to  have  in 
another  decade  or  two  if  we  do  not  get 
ahold  of  this  question  of  converting 
salt  water  to  fresh  water  more  inexpen- 
sively. What  we  are  asking  in  this  leg- 
islation that  has  now  twice  passed  this 
body  unanimously  is  that  we  devote 
some  of  our  resources  to  this  cause.  It 
is  extremely  important.  Water  is  abso- 
lutely essential  for  the  su)-vival  of  hu- 
manity. 


UNICEF,  the  United  Nations  Chil- 
dren's Fund,  tells  us  that  35,000  chil- 
dren worldwide  die  each  day.  the  ma- 
jority on  the  African  Continent,  either 
from  hunger  or  disease  caused  either 
by  lack  of  water  or  by  contaminated 
water.  I  wrote  to  Secretary  General 
Boutros  Boutros-Ghali  some  time  ago 
about  what  I  am  doing,  and  he  wrote 
back: 

I  am  particularly  pleased  to  hear  of  your 
interest  in  water  issues  and  the  legislation 
you  are  sponsoring  on  research  on  less  costly 
desalinization  methods.  As  you  rightly  point 
out.  such  concerns  are  uppermost  in  the 
minds  of  people  in  regions  where  fresh  water 
is  scarce,  not  least  in  my  own  part  of  the 
world.  During  my  tenure  as  a  Secretary  Gen- 
eral, I  will  do  my  utmost  to  promote  inter- 
national cooperation  regarding  this  most 
crucial  resource. 

This  may  seem  like  something  some- 
one from  Illinois  or  Oklahoma  should 
not  be  that  much  interested  in.  It  af- 
fects all  of  us.  It  affects  the  future  sta- 
bility of  the  world,  and  it  affects  us 
even  very  directly  in  terms  of  prices. 
When  California  does  not  get  enough 
water,  fruits,  and  vegetables  from  Cali- 
fornia are  going  to  cost  more  in  Okla- 
homa and  in  Illinois.  But  it  is  much 
more  significant  than  that.  If  we  do 
not  find  a  less  expensive  way  of  con- 
verting salt  water  to  fresh  water,  and 
more  than  90  percent  of  the  world's 
water  is  salt  water,  the  world  is  headed 
for  some  very,  very  difficult  times.  I 
hope  we  will  pass  this  legislation  and 
do  the  responsible  thing. 

I  have  one  more  chart  here  showing 
what  is  happening  in  the  United  States 
alone.  The  United  States,  again,  does 
not  face  problems  anywhere  near  as  se- 
vere as  the  rest  of  the  world.  But  you 
see  the  water  availability  is  the  blue 
line  and  you  see  it  going  down  like 
this.  You  see  our  population  going  up. 
It  is  clearly  a  problem  that  the  United 
States  has  to  face  and  the  world  has  to 
face. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  bipartisan  co- 
sponsorship.  I  am  pleased  this  body  has 
passed  this  legislation  before.  I  hope  we 
will  do  it  again,  and  I  hope  our  friends 
in  the  House  can  get  the  jurisdictional 
problems  solved  and  we  can  pass  it  over 
there.  I  believe  it  is  genuinely  non- 
controversial  and  is  clearly  needed  by 
this  country  and  by  the  world. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECORD,  as 
follows: 

S.  811 
Be  tt  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Water  Desa- 
linization Research  and  Development  Act  of 
1995". 
SEC.  2.  DECLARATION  OF  POUCY. 

In  view  of  the  increasing  shortage  of  usable 
surface  and  ground  water  in  many  parts  of 
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the  United  States  and  the  world, 
policy  of  the  United  States  to— 

(1)  perform  research  to  develop  low-cost  al- 
ternatives for  desalinization  of  saline  water 
and  reclamation  of  nonusable  nonsaline 
water  to  provide  water  of  a  quality  suitable 
for  environmental  enhancement,  agricul- 
tural, industrial,  municipal,  and  other  bene- 
ficial consumptive  or  nonconsumptive  uses; 
and 

(2)  provide,  through  cooperative  activities 
with  local  sponsors,  desalinization  and  water 
reclamation  processes  and  facilities  that 
provide  proof-of-concept  demonstrations  of 
advanced  technologies  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
veloping and  conserving  the  water  resources 
of  this  Nation  and  the  world. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINmONS. 

In  this  Act: 

(1)  Desalinization.— The  term  "desaliniza- 
tion" means  the  use  of  any  process  or  tech- 
nique (by  itself  or  in  conjunction  with  other 
processes  or  techniques)  for  the  removal  and. 
when  feasible,  adaptation  to  beneficial  use. 
of  organic  and  inorganic  elements  and  com- 
pounds from  saline  water. 

(2)  Nonusable  nonsaline  water.— The 
term  "nonusable  nonsaline  water"  that  is 
not  saline  water  but.  because  it  contains  bio- 
logical or  other  impurities,  is  not  usable 
water. 

(3)  Reclamation.— The  term  "reclama- 
tion" means  the  use  of  any  process  or  tech- 
niques (by  itself  or  in  conjunction  with  other 
processes  or  techniques)  for  the  removal  and. 
when  feasible,  adaptation  to  beneficial  use. 
of  organic  and  inorganic  elements  and  com- 
pounds from  nonusable  nonsaline  water. 

(4)  Saline  water— The  term  "saline 
water"  means  sea  water,  brackish  water,  and 
other  mineralized  or  chemically  impaired 
water. 

(5)  Sponsor. — The  term  "sponsor"  means  a 
local.  State,  or  interstate  agency  responsible 
for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  usable  water  that 
has  the  legal  and  financial  authority  and  ca- 
pability to  provide  the  financial  and  real 
property  requirements  needed  for  a  desalin- 
ization or  reclamation  facility. 

(6)  United  states.— The  term  "United 
States"  means  the  States  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  terri- 
tories and  fKJSsessions  of  the  United  States. 

(7)  U.SABLE  WATER.— The  term  "usable 
water"  means  water  of  a  high  quality  suit- 
able for  environmental  enhancement,  agri- 
cultural, industrial,  municipal,  and  other 
beneficial  consumptive  or  nonconsumptive 
uses. 

SEC.  4.  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— In  order  to  gain  basic 
knowledge  concerning  the  most  efficient 
means  by  which  usable  water  can  be  pro- 
duced from  saline  or  nonusable  nonsaline 
water,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
shall  conduct  a  basic  research  and  develof>- 
ment  program  under  this  section. 

(b)  Contents  of  Program.— For  the  basic 
research  and  development  program,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  shall— 

(1)  conduct,  encourage,  and  promote  fun- 
damental scientific  research  and  basic  stud- 
ies to  develop  the  best  and  most  economical 
processes  and  methods  for  converting  saline 
water  and  nonusable  nonsaline  water  into 
usable  water  through  research  grants  and 
contracts— 

(A)  to  conduct  research  and  technical  de- 
velopment work: 

(B)  to  make  studies  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  optimum  mix  of  investment  and  operat- 
ing costs: 


(C)  to  determine  the  best  designs  for  dif- 
ferent conditions  of  operation:  and 

(D)  to  investigate  increasing  the  economic 
efficiency  of  desalinization  or  reclamation 
processes  by  using  the  processes  as  dual-pur- 
pose co-facilities  with  other  processes  in- 
volving the  use  of  water: 

(2)  study  methods  for  the  recovery  of  by- 
products resulting  from  the  desalinization  or 
reclamation  of  water  to  offset  the  costs  of 
treatment  and  to  reduce  the  environmental 
impact  from  those  byproducts:  and 

(3)  prepare  a  management  plan  for  conduct 
of  the  research  and  development  program  es- 
tablished under  this  section. 

(c)  Coordination  With  Other  Agencies.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL —The  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior shall  conduct  activities  under  this  sec- 
tion in  coordination  with— 

(A)  the  Department  of  Commerce,  specifi- 
cally with  respect  to  marketing  and  inter- 
national competition:  and 

(B)(i)  the  Departments  of  Defense.  Agri- 
culture. State.  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  Energy; 

(ii)  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency: 

(iii)  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment; and 

(iv)  other  concerned  public  and  private  en- 
titles. 

(2)  Other  agencies —in  addition  to  the 
agencies  identified  in  paragraph  (1),  other  in- 
terested agencies  may  furnish  appropriate 
resources  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
further  the  activities  in  which  such  other 
agencies  are  interested. 

(d)  Availability  of  Research.— All  re- 
search sponsored  or  funded  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  carried  out  in  such  a  manner 
that  information,  products,  processes,  and 
other  developments  resulting  from  Federal 
expenditures  or  authorities  shall  (with  ex- 
ceptions necessary  for  national  defense  and 
the  protection  of  patent  rights)  be  available 
to  the  general  public. 

(e)  Relationship  to  Antitrust  Laws.— 
Section  10  of  the  Federal  Nonnuclear  Energy 
Research  and  Development  Act  of  1974  (42 
use.  5909)  shall  apply  to  the  activities  of 
persons  in  connection  with  grants  and  con- 
tracts made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
under  this  section. 

SEC.    5.    DESALINIZATION    DEVELOPMENT    PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a)  In  General —The  SecreUry  of  the  In- 
terior and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
jointly— 

(1)  conduct  a  desalinization  development 
program:  and 

(2)  in  connection  with  the  program,  design 
and  construct  desalination  facilities. 

(b)  Selection  of  Desaliniz.^tion  Develop- 
ment Facilities  — 

(1)  Application —A  sponsor  shall  submit 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  an  application  for  the  de- 
sign and  construction  of  a  facility  and  cer- 
tification that  the  sponsor  will  provide  the 
required  cost  sharing. 

(2)  Selection —Facilities  shall  be  selected 
subject  to  availability  of  Federal  funds. 

(c)  Cost  Sharing.- 

(1)  Initial  cost.— The  Initial  cost  of  a  fa- 
cility shall  include — 

( A )  design  costs; 

(B)  construction  costs; 

(C)  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
costs;  and 

(D)  relocation  costs. 

(2)  Minimum  sponsor  share —The  sponsor 
for  a  facility  under  the  desalinization  devel- 
opment program  shall  pay.  during  construc- 
tion, at  least  25  percent  of  the  initial  cost  of 
the  facility,  including  providing  all  lands. 
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easements,  and  rigrhts-of-way  and  performing: 
all  related  necessary  relocations. 

(3)  Maximum  Federal  sh.\re.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  and  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  pay  not  more  than  $10,000,000  of 
the  initial  cost  of  a  facility. 

(d)  Operation  and  M.\ttiTENANCE.— Oper- 
ation, maintenance,  repair,  and  rehabilita- 
tion of  a  desalinization  facility  shall  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  sponsor  of  the  facility. 

le)  REVEiNUE.— All  revenue  generated  from 
the  sale  of  usable  water  from  a  desaliniza- 
tion facility  shall  be  retained  by  the  sponsor 
of  the  facility 
SEC.  8.  MISCElXA>fEOUS  AL-rHORTITES. 

In  carrying  out  sections  5  and  6.  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  may — 

(1)  accept  technical  and  administrative  as- 
sistance from  a  State  or  other  public  entities 
and  from  private  persons  in  connection  with 
research  and  development  activities  relating 
to  desalinization  and  reclamation  of  water; 

(2)  enter  into  contracts  or  agreements  stat- 
ing the  purpose  for  which  the  assistance  is 
contributed  and.  in  appropriate  cir- 
cumstances, providing  for  the  sharing  of 
costs  between  the  Secretary  and  such  enti- 
ties or  persons; 

(3)  make  grants  to  educational  and  sci- 
entific institutions; 

(4)  contract  with  educational  and  scientific 
institutions  and  engineering  and  industrial 
firms; 

(5>  by  competition  or  noncompetitive  con- 
tract or  any  other  means,  engage  the  serv- 
ices of  necessary  personnel,  industrial  and 
engineering  firms,  and  educational  institu- 
tions; 

(6)  use  the  facilities  and  personnel  of  Fed- 
eral. State,  municipal,  and  private  scientific 
laboratories; 

(7)  contract  for  or  establish  and  operate  fa- 
cilities and  tests  to  conduct  research,  test- 
ing, and  development  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act; 

(8)  acquire  processes,  data,  inventions,  pat- 
ent applications,  patents,  licenses,  lands,  in- 
terests in  lands  and  water,  facilities,  and 
other  property  by  purchase,  license,  lease,  or 
donation; 

(9)  assemble  and  maintain  domestic  and 
foreign  scientific  literature  and  issue  perti- 
nent bibliographical  data; 

1 10)  conduct  inspections  and  evaluations  of 
domestic  and  foreign  facilities  and  cooperate 
and  participate  in  their  development; 

(11)  conduct  and  participate  in  regional, 
national,  and  international  conferences  re- 
lating to  the  desalinization  of  water; 

(12)  coordinate,  correlate,  and  publish  in- 
formation which  will  advance  the  develop- 
ment of  the  desalinization  of  water;  and 

(13)  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and  mu- 
nicipal departments,  agencies  and  instru- 
mentalities, and  with  private  persons,  firms, 
educational  institutions,  and  other  organiza- 
tions, including  foreign  governments,  de- 
partments, agencies,  companies,  and  instru- 
mentalities, in  effectuating  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

SEC.  7.  DESAU>aZAT10N  CONFERENCE. 

(a)  Establishme.nt.— The  President  is  re- 
quested to  instruct  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  to 
sponsor  an  international  desalinization  con- 
ference within  1  year  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(b)  Participants.— Participants  in  the  con- 
ference under  subsection  (a)  should  include 
scientists,  private  industry  experts,  desalin- 
ization experts  and  operators,  government 
officials  from  the  nations  that  use  and  con- 
duct research  on  desalinization.  and  govern- 


ment officials  from  nations  that  could  bene- 
fit from  low-cost  desalinization  technolo^ry 
(particularly  nations  in  the  developing 
world),  and  international  financial  institu- 
tions. 

(c)  Purpose.— The  conference  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  explore  promising  new  technologies  and 
methods  to  make  affordable  desalinization  a 
reality  in  the  near  term;  and 

(2)  propose  a  research  agenda  and  a  plan  of 
action  to  guide  longer-term  development  of 
practical  desalinization  applications. 

(d)  Funding.— 

(1)  AID  funds.— Funding  for  the  conference 
under  subsection  (a)  may  come  from  operat- 
ing or  program  funds  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development. 

(2)  Other  nations.— The  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  shall  encourage  finan- 
cial and  other  support  from  other  nations, 
including  those  that  have  desalinization 
technology  and  those  that  might  benefit 
from  such  technology. 

SEC.  8.  REPORTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Not  later  than  1  year 
after  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  annually  thereafter,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army,  shall  prepare  a  report  to 
the  President  and  Congress  concerning  the 
administration  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Contents.— A  report  under  subsection 
(a)  shall  describe — 

(1)  the  actions  taken  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
during  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year 
in  the  report  is  submitted;  and 

(2)  the  actions  planned  for  the  following 
calendar  year. 

SEC.  II.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  Research  and  Development.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry 
out  section  4 — 

( 1 )  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

(2)  $10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997;  and 

(3)  such  sums  as  are  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1998.  1999.  and  2000. 

(b)  Desalinization  Development  Pro- 
gra.m. — There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  section  5  such  sums  as 
are  necessary,  up  to  a  total  of  $50,000,000,  for 
fiscal  years  1996,  1997.  1998.  1999.  and  2000.  of 
which  50  percent  shall  be  made  available  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  50  per- 
cent shall  be  made  available  to  the  civil 
works  program  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. 


By  Mr.  THURMOND: 
S,  812.  A  bill  to  establish  the  South 
Carolina    National    Heritage    Corridor, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  SOLTH  CAROLINA  NATIONAL  HERITAGE 
CORRIDOR  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today,  along  with  Senator  Hol- 
LiNGS,  to  introduce  the  South  Carolina 
National  Heritage  Corridor  Act  of  1995. 
This  legislation  would  establish  a 
framework  to  help  protect,  conserve. 
and  promote  the  natural,  historical, 
cultural,  and  recreational  resources  of 
the  region  which  have  national  signifi- 
cance. A  companion  bill.  H.R.  1553.  was 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  May  3.  1995. 

Specifically,  this  legislation  woiild 
establish  a  national  heritage  corridor 
in   South   Carolina   running   from    the 
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western  Piedmont  down  along  the  Sa- 
vannah Valley  toward  Augusta,  GA, 
then  following  the  route  of  the  old 
Charleston  to  Hamburg  Railroad  along 
the  Ashley  River  Road  to  Charleston. 
This  route  contains  14  South  Carolina 
counties:  Oconee.  Pickens,  Anderson, 
Abbeville,  Greenwood,  McCormick, 
Edgefield,  .Aiken,  Barnwell,  Orange- 
burg, Bamberg,  Dorchester,  Colleton, 
and  Charleston. 

Further,  this  measure  would  estab- 
lish a  23  member  Commission,  consist- 
ing of  county  representatives.  South 
Carolina  State  officials,  and  Federal 
officials,  including  the  Director  of  the 
National  Park  Service.  It  authorizes 
the  Commission  to  oversee  the  develop- 
ment and  implementation  of  a  corridor 
management  action  plan.  This  plan 
will  inventory  the  resources  of  the  her- 
itage corridor  and  discuss  advisory 
standards  for  the  use  and  promotion  of 
those  resources.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
emphasize  that  this  legislation  pro- 
tects private  property  rights  and  will 
not  interfere  with  local  land  use  ordi- 
nances or  plans. 

The  legislation  requires  the  active 
participation  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  who  shall  appoint  Commission 
members,  approve  the  corridor  man- 
agement action  plan,  provide  assist- 
ance to  the  Commission,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  the  actions  taken  to  carry 
out  the  act. 

Finally,  this  legislation  requires  that 
the  Federal  cost  share  percentage,  in- 
cluding annual  operating  expenses, 
ma.y  not  exceed  50  percent.  However. 
non-Federal  matching  funds  may  be 
not  only  cash,  but  also  services  or  in- 
kind  contributions. 

Mr.  President,  the  heritage  corridor 
concept  is  a  technique  that  has  been 
used  successfully  in  various  parts  of 
our  Nation  to  promote  historic  preser- 
vation, natural  resource  protection, 
tourism,  and  economic  revitalization 
for  both  urban  and  rural  areas.  Con- 
gress, recognizing  that  heritage  cor- 
ridors provide  a  flexible  framework  for 
governmental  and  private  organiza- 
tions to  work  together  on  a  coordi- 
nated regional  basis,  has  recognized 
and  formally  designated  numerous  her- 
itage corridor  areas  throughout  the 
Nation.  Many  more  are  in  various 
stages  of  planning  or  development. 

The  initiative  to  develop  the  South 
Carolinp  National  Heritage  Corridor  is 
an  outgrowth  of  a  grassroots  effort  in 
my  home  State  to  promote  the  history, 
culture,  natural  resources,  and  econ- 
omy of  the  region.  County  visitor  coun- 
cils, historical  societies,  and  other  pri- 
vate and  government  entities  are  now 
participating  in  this  project. 

The  corridor  project  was  awarded  a 
Federal  grant  for  a  demonstration 
project  linking  cultural  and  economic 
development.  Another  grant  has  been 
awarded  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study 
and  plan  for  the  development  and  man- 
agement of  the  corridor.  That  work  is 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


well  underway  and  will  be  completed 
this  year. 

As  a  result  of  those  planning  efforts, 
the  corridor  project  has  conducted  a 
thorough  asset  inventory  and  is  explor- 
ing management  and  marketing  alter- 
natives. The  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion, to  provide  for  national  recogni- 
tion, will  permit  the  heritage  corridor 
project  to  broaden  its  efforts  to  pre- 
serve and  promote  the  resources  of  the 
corridor  and  to  expand  tourism  and 
economic  development  in  the  region. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  de- 
scribe some  of  the  historic,  cultural, 
and  natural  resources  and  sites  of  na- 
tional significance  which  are  contained 
in  the  South  Carolina  National  Herit- 
age Corridor.  Let  me  begin  by  referenc- 
ing correspondence  between  Dr.  Rodger 
E.  Slroup  of  the  South  Carolina  State 
Museum  and  Ms.  Joan  Davis  of  the 
South  Carolina  Department  of  Parks, 
Recreation  and  Tourism.  In  his  letter, 
Dr.  Stroup  describes  the  path  of  the 
corridor,  noting  many  specific  sites 
and  areas  of  national  significance.  I 
ask  unanimous  con.sent  that  a  copy  of 
Dr.  Stroup's  correspondence  be  printed 
in  the  Record  following  these  remarks 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  THURMOND.  In  many  respects, 
the  heritage  corridor  forms  a  micro- 
cosm of  the  lower  South  and  its  his- 
tory. In  the  upper  region  of  the  cor- 
ridor, during  the  1750's  and  1760"s.  set- 
tlers and  migrants  came  in  search  of 
rich  lands.  This  area  became  a  center 
of  cotton  and  agricultural  production. 
As  westward  lands  opened  up  for  settle- 
ment, it  was  a  major  jumping  off  point 
for  migration  during  the  antebellum 
years. 

Significant  events  in  the  industrial 
and  transportation  history  of  the 
South  took  place  in  the  corridor. 
Graniteville  was  the  birthplace  of  the 
southern  textile  industry.  It  is  the  site 
of  the  first  large-scale  cotton  mill  in 
the  South,  built  in  1815.  This  became 
one  of  the  most  important  manufactur- 
ing centers  in  the  pre-Civil-War  South, 
a  model  for  the  textile  industry.  Lo- 
cated on  one  of  the  South's  major  cot- 
ton routes,  it  remains  a  textile  center 
today.  To  accommodate  the  westward 
moving  cotton  crop.  South  Carolina 
merchants  built  the  Charleston  to 
Hamburg  railroad,  the  longest  railroad 
in  the  Nation  in  1832.  The  corridor  also 
contains  precious  natural  resources. 
The  Francis  Beidler  Forest  contains 
the  largest  remaining  virgin  stand  of 
bald  Cyprus  and  tupelo  trees  in  the 
world.  Additionally,  the  Cathedral  Bay 
Heritage  Wildlife  Preserve  contains 
unique  geological  features  known  as 
the  Carolina  Bays.  These  oval  depres- 
sions in  the  earth,  the  origin  of  which 
remains  a  mystery,  hold  black  water 
lakes.  The  significant  riverine  and  es- 
tuarine  systems  of  the  ACE  Basin  form 
an  ecologically  diverse  area  which  con- 


tains rare  plants  and  serves  as  a  wild- 
life and  waterfowl  habitat. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  located  with- 
in the  corridor  are  numerous  historical 
sites  and  national  historic  landmarks. 
For  example.  Middleton  Place,  on  the 
banks  of  the  Ashley  River  is  an  18th 
century  plantation  and  the  site  of 
America's  oldest  landscaped  gardens.  It 
has  survived  revolution,  civil  war,  and 
natural  disasters.  It  was  home  to 
Henry  Middleton.  President  of  the  Con- 
tinental Congress  and  his  son.  Arthur, 
a  signer  of  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence. Battlefields  of  both  the  Revolu- 
tionary War  and  of  the  Civil  War  are 
located  in  the  corridor.  Of  great  histor- 
ical significance  is  the  Burt-Stark 
House  in  Abbeville.  At  this  site,  less 
than  a  month  after  General  Lee's  sur- 
render at  Appomattox,  the  President  of 
the  Confederate  States  of  America,  Jef- 
ferson Davis,  counseled  with  his  gen- 
erals on  the  conduct  of  the  war.  A  deci- 
sion was  reached  at  this  meeting  to 
disband  the  Armies  of  the  Confederacy. 
Mr.  President,  these  are  just  a  few 
examples  of  the  richness  of  this  cor- 
ridor. The  corridor  has  much  more  to 
offer:  much  that  reminds  us  of  where 
we  have  been  as  a  nation  and  where  we 
are  today.  These  and  other  attractions 
are  representative  of  the  merging  of 
several  cultures  along  the  corridor— Af- 
rican, Caribbean,  European,  and  native 
American.  This  legislation  will  assist 
the  communities  throughout  the  herit- 
age corridor  who  are  committed  to  the 
conservation  and  development  of  these 
assets. 

Mr.  President,  the  effort  to  establish 
a  heritage  corridor  in  South  Carolina 
has  broad  support.  The  Governor  of 
South  Carolina,  David  Beasley,  sup- 
ports this  endeavor.  Various  State 
agpncies  ^.re  workin"'  on  this  project 
continuing  the  efforts  which  began 
under  the  direction  of  our  former  Gov- 
ernor. Carroll  Campbell.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  a  letter  of  support 
from  Governor  Becisley  be  printed  in 
the  Rkcord. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  leg- 
islation. Further,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Congres.sional  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  812 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  '•South  Caro- 
lina National  Heritage  Corridor  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  the  South  Carolina  National   Heritage 
Corridor,  more  than  250  miles  in  length,  pos- 
sesses a  wide  diversity  of  significant  rare 
plants,    animals,    and    ecosystems,    agricul- 
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tural  and  timber  lands,  shellfish  harvesting 
areas,  historic  sites  and  structures,  and  cul- 
tural and  multicultural  landscapes  related  to 
the  past  and  current  commerce,  transpor- 
tation, maritime,  textile,  agricultural,  min- 
ing, cattle,  pottery,  and  national  defense  in- 
dustries of  the  region,  which  provide  signifi- 
cant ecological,  natural,  tourism,  rec- 
reational, timber  management,  educational, 
and  economic  benefits; 

(2)  there  is  a  national  interest  in  protect- 
ing, conserving,  restoring,  promoting,  and 
interpreting  the  benefits  of  the  Corridor  for 
the  residents  of.  and  visitors  to.  the  Corridor 
area; 

(3)  a  primary  responsibility  for  conserving, 
preserving,  protecting,  and  promoting  the 
benefits  resides  with  the  State  of  South 
Carolina  and  the  units  of  local  government 
having  Jurisdiction  over  the  Corridor  area; 
and 

(4)  in  view  of  the  longstanding  Federal 
practice  of  assisting  States  in  creating,  pro- 
tecting, conserving,  preserving,  and  inter- 
preting areas  of  significant  natural  and  cul- 
tural importance,  and  in  view  of  the  national 
significance  of  the  Corridor,  the  Federal 
Government  has  an  Interest  in  assisting  the 
State  of  South  Carolina,  the  units  of  local 
government  of  the  State,  and  the  private 
sector  in  fulfilling  the  responsibilities  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  Purposes— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are — 

(1)  to  protect,  preserve,  conserve,  restore, 
promote,  and  interpret  the  significant  land 
and  water  resource  values  and  functions  of 
the  Corridor; 

(2)  to  encourage  and  support,  through  fi- 
nancial and  technical  assistance,  the  State 
of  South  Carolina,  the  units  of  local  govern- 
ment of  the  State,  and  the  private  sector  in 
the  development  of  a  management  action 
plan  for  the  Corridor  to  ensure  coordinated 
public  and  private  action  in  the  Corridor 
area  in  a  manner  consistent  with  subsection 
(a); 

(3)  to  provide,  during  the  development  of 
an  integrated  Corridor  Management  Action 
Plan,  Federal  financial  and  technical  assist- 
ance for  the  protection,  preservation,  and 
coDRprvation  Of  land  and  water  areas  in  the 
Corridor  that  are  in  danger  of  being  ad- 
versely affected  or  destroyed; 

(4)  to  encourage  and  assist  the  State  of 
South  Carolina  and  the  units  of  local  govern- 
ment of  the  State  to  identify  the  full  range 
of  public  and  private  technical  and  financial 
a.ssistance  programs  and  services  available 
to  implement  the  Corridor  Manaigement  Ac- 
tion Plan; 

(5)  to  encourage  adequate  coordination  of 
all  government  programs  affecting  the  land 
and  water  resources  of  the  Corridor;  and 

(6)  to  develop  a  management  framework 
with  the  Sute  of  South  Carolina  and  the 
units  of  local  government  of  the  State  for— 

(A)  planning  and  implementing  the  Cor- 
ridor Management  Action  Plan;  and 

(B)  developing  policies  and  programs  that 
will  preserve,  conserve,  protect,  restore,  en- 
hance, and  interpret  the  cultural,  historical, 
natural,  economic,  recreational,  and  scenic 
resources  of  the  Corridor. 

SEC.  3.  DEFlNmONS. 

In  this  Act: 

(1)  Commission.— The  term  "Commission" 
means  the  South  Carolina  National  Heritage 
Corridor  Commission  established  by  section 
5. 

(2)  Corridor —The  term  'Corridor"  means 
the  South  Carolina  National  Heritage  Cor- 
ridor established  by  section  4. 

(3)  Corridor  management  action  plan.— 
The    term    "Corridor    Management    Action 
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Plan"  means  the  management  action  plan 
developed  under  section  7. 

(4)  Governor.— The  term  "Governor" 
means  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  South 
Carolina. 

i5i  Secret.\ry.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

SEC.  4.  SOUTH  CAROUrNA  NATIONAL  HERTTACE 
CORRIDOR. 

(ai  E.ST.A.BLISH.V1E.ST  -  Th-^re  is  established 
in  the  State  of  South  Carolina  the  South 
Carolina  National  Heritage  Corridor. 

(b)  Bound.\ries.— 

ill  In  oener.al.— The  boundaries  of  the  Cor- 
ridor are  generally  the  boundaries  of  the 
western  counties  of  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina, e.xtending  from  the  western  Piedmont 
along  the  Savannah  Valley  to  Augusta. 
Georgia,  along  the  route  of  the  old  Southern 
Railroad,  along  the  Ashley  River  to  Charles- 
ton. 

(2)  Included  counties.— The  Corridor  shall 
consist  of  the  following  counties  of  South 
Carolina,  in  part  or  in  whole,  as  the  Commis- 
sion may  specify  on  the  recommendations  of 
the  units  of  local  government  within  the 
Corridor  area; 

(A)  Oconee. 

(B)  Pickens. 

(C)  Anderson. 

(D)  Abbeville. 

(E)  Greenwood. 

(F)  McCormick. 

(G)  Edgefield. 
(H)  Aiken. 
(I)  Barnwell. 
(J)  Orangeburg. 
(K)  Bamberg. 
(L)  Dorchester. 
<M)  Colleton. 
(N)  Charleston. 

(3)  Det.\IL.— The  boundaries  shall  be  speci- 
fied in  detail  in  the  Corridor  Management 
Action  Plan. 

SEC.  5.  SOLTH  CAROLINA  NATIONAL  HERITAGE 
CORRIDOR  COMMISSION. 

(a)  ESTABLISHME.NT  - 

(1)  In  general.— There  is  established  the 
South  Carolina  National  Heritage  Corridor 
Commission. 

(2)  Responsibilities.— The  Commission 
3hall  assist  Federal.  State,  and  local  authori- 
ties and  the  private  sector  in  developing  and 
implementing  the  Corrridor  Management 
Action  Plan. 

(b)  Membership —The  Commission  shall  be 
composed  of  23  members,  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  as  follows: 

(1)  One  member  shall  be  the  Director  of  the 
National  Park  Service,  or  a  delegate  of  the 
Director,  who  shall  be  a  nonvoting  member. 

(2)  Six  members  shall  be  appointed  from 
among  recommendations  submitted  by  the 
Governor,  as  follows: 

(A)  One  member  shall  represent  the  inter- 
ests of  the  South  Carolina  Department  of 
Parks.  Recreation,  and  Tourism  or  a  succes- 
sor agency  to  the  department. 

(B)  One  member  shall  represent  the  South 
Carolina  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
or  a  successor  agency  to  the  department. 

(C»  One  member  shall  represent  the  South 
Carolina  Arts  Commission  or  a  successor 
agency  of  the  Commission. 

(D>  One  member  shall  represent  the  South 
Carolina  Museum  Commission  or  a  successor 
agency  to  the  Commission. 

(E)  One  member  shall  represent  the  South 
Carolina  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
or  a  successor  agency  to  the  office. 

(F)  One  member  shall  represent  the  South 
Carolina  Department  of  Commerce  or  a  suc- 
cessor agency  to  the  department. 

(3)  Fourteen  members  shall  be  appointed 
from  among  recommendations  submitted  by 


the  county  commissioners,  of  which  1  mem- 
ber shall  be  appointed  from  each  of  the  coun- 
ties of  Oconee.  Pickens.  Anderson.  Abbeville. 
Greenwood.  McCormick,  Edgefield.  Aiken. 
Barnwell.  Orangeburg.  Bamberg.  Dorchester. 
Colleton,  and  Charleston  of  the  State  of 
South  Carolina.  The  recommendations  sub- 
mitted by  each  county  shall  be  based  on  rec- 
ommendations from  community  visitor 
councils  located  within  the  county. 

(4)  One  member  with  knowledge  and  expe- 
rience in  the  field  of  historic  preservation 
shall  be  appointed  from  among  recommenda- 
tions submitted  by  the  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service. 

(5)  One  member  shall  be  appointed  from 
among  recommendations  submitted  by  the 
South  Carolina  Downtown  Development  As- 
sociation. 

(c)  Period  of  Appointment.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  each  member  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  appointed  to  serve  a  term  of  3 
years  and.  on  expiration  of  a  term,  may  be 
reappointed  to  serve  for  1  or  more  additional 
terms. 

(2)  Limited  appointments.— The  members 
appointed  under  subsection  (b)  (2).  (4».  and  (5) 
shall  be  appointed  to  serve  a  term  of  2  years 
and.  on  expiration  of  a  term,  may  be  re- 
appointed to  serve  for  1  or  more  additional 
terms. 

(d)  Initial  Appointments.— The  Secretary 
shall  appoint  the  initial  members  of  the 
Commission  not  later  than  180  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Vacancies. — A  vacancy  in  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  filled  In  the  manner  in  which 
the  initial  appointment  was  made.  A  member 
of  the  Commission  appointed  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy shall  serve  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term  for  which  the  initial  member  was  ap- 
pointed. A  member  of  the  Commission  ap- 
pointed for  a  definite  term  may  serve  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term  until  a  successor 
is  appointed. 

(f)  Chairperson.— The  members  of  the 
Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairp>erson  from 
among  the  members  of  the  Commission.  The 
Chairperson  shall  serve  as  Chairperson  for 
the  duration  of  the  term  for  which  the  Chair- 
person was  appointed. 

(g)  Quorum —A  simple  majority  of  Com- 
mission members  shall  constitute  a  quorum, 
but  a  lesser  number  may  hold  meetings.  The 
affirmative  vote  of  not  less  than  11  members 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  required  to  ap- 
prove the  budget  of  the  Commission. 

(h)  Meetings.— The  Commission  shall  meet 
at  least  quarterly  or  at  the  call  of  the  Chair- 
person or  a  majority  of  its  members.  Meet- 
ings of  the  Commission  shall  be  subject  to 
section  552b  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(i)  Personnel  Matters.— 

(1)  Compens.\tion  of  members.— Each 
member  of  the  Commission  who  is  not  an  of- 
ficer or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government 
shall  serve  without  compensation.  Each 
member  of  the  Commission  who  is  an  officer 
or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government  shall 
serve  without  compensation  in  addition  to 
compensation  received  for  service  an  officer 
or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government. 

(2)  Travel  expenses.— The  members  of  the 
Commission,  when  engaged  in  Commission 
business,  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  at 
rates  authorized  for  persons  employed  inter- 
mittently in  the  Government  service  under 
section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(j)  Staff.— 

(1)  In  general.- The  Commission  may. 
without  regard  to  civil  service  laws  (includ- 
ing regulations),  appoint  and  fix  the  com- 


pensation of  such  staff  members  as  are  nec- 
es.sary  to  enable  the  Commission  to  carry 
out  its  duties.  The  Commission  may  appoint 
a  Director  and  other  officers  as  the  Commis- 
sion considers  necessary  or  appropriate.  The 
Commission  may  appoint  to  the  staff  such 
specialists  as  the  Commission  considers  nec- 
essary or  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  duties 
of  the  Commission,  including  specialists  in 
the  areas  of  planning,  community  develop- 
ment, interpretive  services,  historic  preser- 
vation, recreation,  natural  resources,  com- 
merce and  industry,  education,  financing, 
and  public  relations. 

(2)  Compensation.— The  Commission  may 
fix  the  compensation  of  the  Director  and 
other  staff  members  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of 
chapter  53  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  re- 
lating to  classification  of  positions  and  Gen- 
eral Schedule  pay  rates,  except  that  no  staff 
member  may  receive  pay  in  excess  of  the  an- 
nual rate  payable  for  grade  level  GS-15  of  the 
General  Schedule. 

(ki  Experts  and  Consultants.— Subject  to 
such  rules  as  the  Commission  may  adopt,  the 
Commission  may  procure  temporary  and 
intermittent  services  under  section  3109(b)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  at  rates  deter- 
mined by  the  Commission  to  be  reasonable. 

(1)  Detail  of  Government  Empi^oyees  — 
On  request  of  the  Commission,  the  head  of 
any  Federal  agency  may  detail,  on  a  reim- 
bursable basis,  the  personnel  of  the  agency 
to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Commission 
in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Commis- 
sion. The  Commission  may  accept  the  serv- 
ices of  personnel  detailed  from  the  State  of 
South  Carolina,  or  any  political  subdivision 
of  the  State,  and  may  reimburse  the  State  or 
political  subdivision  for  the  services. 

(m)  Administr.\tive  Support.— The  Ad- 
ministrator of  General  Services  shall  provide 
such  administrative  support  services  as  the 
Commission  may  request,  on  a  reimbursable 
basis. 

SEC.  6.  POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  PiBLic  Mketings- -The  Commission 
may.  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this 
Act.  hold  such  public  meetings,  sit  and  act 
at  such  times  and  places  take  such  testi- 
mony, and  receive  such  evidence,  as  the 
Commission  considers  appropriate.  The  Com- 
mission may  not  issue  subpoenas  or  exercise 
subpoena  authority. 

(b)  Bylaws.— The  Commission  may  make 
such  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations,  consist- 
ent with  this  Act.  as  the  Commission  consid- 
ers necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions 
under  this  Act. 

(c)  Powers  of  Members  and  Agents.— Any 
member  or  agent  of  the  Commission,  if  au- 
thorized by  the  Commission,  may  take  any 
action  that  the  Commission  is  authorized  to 
take  under  this  section. 

(d)  Mails —The  Commission  may  use  the 
United  States  mails  in  the  same  manner  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  other  depart- 
ments and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

(e)  Use  of  Funds  To  Obtain  Money.— The 
Commission  may  use  its  funds  to  obtain 
money  from  any  source  under  any  program 
or  law  requiring  the  recipient  of  the  money 
to  make  a  contribution  in  order  to  receive 
the  money. 

(f)  Retention  of  Revenues.— The  Commis- 
sion may  retain  revenue  from  the  sale  or 
lease  of  any  goods  or  .services. 

(g)  Gifts.— Notwithstanding  any  other  law. 
the  Commission  may  seek  and  accept  gifts, 
bequests,  and  donations  of  funds,  property, 
or  services  from  private  individuals,  founda- 
tions, corporations,  and  other  private  enti- 
ties, and  from  public  entities  for  the  purpose 


of  carrying  out  its  duties.  For  purposes  of 
section  170(ci  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986.  any  donation  to  the  Commission 
shall  be  considered  to  be  a  gift  to  the  United 
States, 
(h)  Acquisition  and  Disposition  of  Real 

PROPERTi'.- 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3),  the  Commission  may 
not  acquire  real  property  or  an  interest  in 
real  property. 

(2)  Conditions  for  .acquisition.- Subject 
to  paragraph  (3),  the  Commission  may  ac- 
quire real  property  or  an  interest  in  real 
property  in  the  Corridor— 

(A)  by  gift  or  devise; 

(B)  by  purchase  from  a  willing  seller  using 
donated  or  appropriated  land  acquisition 
funds;  or 

(C)  by  exchange, 

1 3)  Conveyance.— Any  real  property  or  in- 
t  erf  St  in  real  property  acquired  by  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  conveyed  by  the  Commis- 
sion to  an  appropriate  public  agency  or  pri- 
vate nonprofit  organization,  as  determined 
by  the  Commission — 

(A)  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  acquisi- 
tion; and 

(B)  on  the  condition  that  the  real  property 
or  interest  in  real  property  limits  use  of  the 
property  to  uses  that  are  consistent  with 
this  Act. 

(4)  Disposal  of  property.— The  Commis- 
sion may.  with  approval  of  the  Secretary. 
sell  any  real  property  or  interest  in  real 
property  acquired  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2) 
(A)  or  (B)  and  retain  the  revenue  from  the 
sale. 

(i)  Technical  .Assistance —For  the  pur- 
poses of  implementing  the  Corridor  Manage- 
ment Action  Plan,  the  Commission  may  pro- 
vide technical  assistance  to  Federal  agen- 
cies, the  State  of  South  Carolina,  political 
subdivisions  of  the  State,  and  persons  (in- 
cluding corporations). 

(j)  Advisory  Groups.— The  Commission 
may  establish  public  technical  advisory 
groups  to  assist  the  Commission  in  carrying 
out  the  duties  of  the  Commission  with  re- 
spect to  the  areas  of  economic  development, 
historic  preservation,  natural  resources, 
tourism,  recreation  and  open  space,  and 
transportation.  Tlie  Commission  may  estab- 
lish such  additional  advisory  groups  as  are 
neces.sary  to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  Com- 
mission and  ensure  open  communication 
with  and  assistance  from  interested  persons 
(including  organizations),  the  State  of  South 
Carolina,  and  political  subdivisions  of  the 
State. 

(k)  Local  AuTHORiri-  and  Private  Prop- 
ERTi-  Rights.— Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  Commission  to 
interfere  with— 

(1)  the  rights  of  any  person  with  respect  to 
private  property;  or 

(2)  any  local  land  use  ordinance  or  plan  of 
the  State  of  South  Carolina  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  State. 

SEC.  7.  DITIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  In  General  —The  Commission  shall  ex- 
ercise powers  authorized  by  section  6  to  co- 
ordinate activities  of  Federal.  State,  and 
local  governments  and  private  businesses 
and  organizations  to  further  historic  preser- 
vation, cultural  conservation,  natural  area 
protection,  soil  conservation,  timber  man- 
agement, and  economic  development  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  Act  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Corridor  Management  Ac- 
tion Plan  developed  under  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan.— 
(1)  Period   for  development.— Not   later 

than  18  months  after-  the  date  on  which  the 


Commission  conducts  its  first  meeting,  the 
Commission  shall  submit  a  Corridor  Manage- 
ment Action  Plan  for  the  Corridor  to  the 
Secretary  and  to  the  Governor  for  review 
and  approval. 

(2)  Plan  requirements.— The  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan  shall  take  into 
consideration  State,  county,  and  local  plans 
existing  on  the  date  on  which  the  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan  is  prepared.  The 
Corridor  Management  Action  Plan  shall— 

(A)  provide  an  inventory  that  includes  any 
real  property  in  the  Corridor  that  should  be 
conserved,  protected,  preserved,  restored, 
managed,  developed,  or  maintained  because 
of  the  natural,  cultural,  historic,  rec- 
reational, or  scenic  significance  of  the  prop- 
erty: 

(B)  provide  an  analysis  of  then  current  and 
potential  land  uses  within  the  Corridor  that 
affect  the  character  of  the  Corridor; 

(C)  determine  the  boundaries  of  the  Cor- 
ridor on  the  basis  of  the  information  col- 
lected pursuant  to  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B): 

(D)  recommend  advisory  standards  and  cri- 
teria applicable  to  the  construction,  preser- 
vation, restoration,  alteration,  and  use  of 
real  property  of  natural,  cultural,  historic, 
recreational,  or  scenic  significance  within 
the  Corridor: 

(E)  include  a  heritage  interpretation  plan 
to  interpret  the  resources  and  values  of  the 
Corridor  and  provide  for  appropriate  edu- 
cational, recreational,  and  tourism  opportu- 
nities and  development  of  the  Corridor; 

(F)  identify  the  full  range  of  public  and 
private  technical  and  financial  assistance 
programs  available  to  implement  the  Cor- 
ridor Management  Action  Plan  and  detail 
how  appropriate  Federal.  State,  and  local 
programs  may  best  be  coordinated  to  pro- 
mote the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and 

(Gi  contain  a  coordinated  implementation 
plan  that — 

(i)  specifies  the  activities  of  Federal. 
State,  and  local  governments  in  relation  to 
the  Corridor;  and 

(ii)  includes  cost  estimates,  schedules,  and 
a  commitment  of  resources  for  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  implementation  plan. 

(c)  Approval  of  Plan.— 

(1)  Approval  by  governor.— Not  later 
than  60  days  after  receiving  a  Corridor  Man- 
agement Action  Plan  submitted  by  the  Com- 
mission under  subsection  (b).  the  Governor 
shall  approve  or  disapprove  the  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan. 

(2)  Approval  by  secretary.— A  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan  approved  by  the 
Governor  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Secretary  for  approval  or  dis- 
approval. Not  later  than  30  days  after  receipt 
of  the  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan, 
the  Secretary  shall  approve  or  disapprove 
the  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan. 

(3)  Criteria  for  dectsion  — The  Governor 
and  the  Secretary  shall  approve  a  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan  if— 

(A)  the  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan 
will  adequately  protect  the  significant  natu- 
ral, cultural,  historic,  recreational,  and  sce- 
nic resource  values  and  functions  of  the  Cor- 
ridor; 

(B)  the  Commission  has  afforded  adequate 
opportunity  for  public  involvement  in  the 
preparation  of  the  Corridor  Management  Ac- 
tion Plan:  and 

(C)  the  Secretary  and  the  Governor  receive 
adequate  assurances  from  appropriate  offi- 
cials of  the  State  of  South  Carolina  that  the 
recommended  implementation  program  iden- 
tified in  the  Corridor  Management  Action 
Plan  will  be  initiated  within  a  reasonable 


time  after  the  date  of  approval  of  the  Cor- 
ridor Management  Action  Plan. 

(d)  Disapproval  of  Plan.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL— If  the  Secretary  or  the 
Governor  disapproves  a  Corridor  Manage- 
ment Action  Plan,  the  Secretary  or  the  Gov- 
ernor, as  the  case  may  be.  shall— 

(A)  advise  the  Commission  in  writing  of 
the  reasons  for  the  disapproval;  and 

(B)  recommend  revisions  to  the  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan. 

(2)  Revision  of  disapproved  plan.— Not 
later  than  90  days  after  the  receipt  of  a  no- 
tice of  disapproval  under  paragraph  (1).  the 
Commission  shall  revise  and  resubmit  the 
Corridor  Management  Action  Plan  for  ap- 
proval in  accordance  with  subsection  (c). 

(e)  Implementation  of  Plan — 

(1)  In  general.— After  the  Secretary  and 
the  Governor  review  and  approve  a  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan,  the  Commission 
shall  implement  the  Corridor  Management 
Action  Plan  by  taking  appropriate  steps  to — 

(A)  conserve,  protect,  restore,  preserve, 
and  interpret  the  natural,  cultural,  and  his- 
toric resources  of  the  Corridor; 

(B)  promote  the  educational  and  rec- 
reational resources  and  opportunities  with 
respect  to  the  Corridor  that  are  consistent 
with  the  resources  of  the  Corridor;  and 

(C)  support  public  and  private  efforts  to 
achieve  economic  revitalization,  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  Corridor 
Management  Action  Plan. 

(2)  Steps.— The  steps  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  may  include— 

(A)  assisting  State  and  local  governmental 
entities  and  nonprofit  organizations  in  plan- 
ning and  implementing  programs,  projects, 
or  activities  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
this  Act,  including  visitor  u.se  facilities,  tour 
routes,  and  exhibits; 

(B)  encouraging,  by  appropriate  means,  en- 
hanced economic  development  in  the  Cor- 
ridor in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  goals 
of  the  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan: 
and 

(C)  promoting  public  awareness  and  appre- 
ciation for  historical,  cultural,  natural,  rec- 
reational, and  scenic  resources  and  associ- 
ated values  of  the  Corridor. 

(f)  Annual  Reports  — 

(1)  Report  of  the  commission— As  soon  as 
practicable  after  the  end  of  the  first  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  Commission  is  established, 
and  annually  thereafter,  the  Commission 
shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Secretary.  The 
report  shall  describe,  for  the  fiscal  year  that 
Is  the  subject  of  the  report — 

(A)  the  expenses  and  income  of  the  Com- 
mission: and 

(B)  a  general  description  of  the  activities 
of  the  Commission. 

(2)  Report  of  the  secretary— As  soon  as 
practicable  after  the  date  on  which  the  Com- 
mission submits  a  report  to  the  Secretary 
under  paragraph  ( 1 ).  the  Secretary  shall  sub- 
mit a  report  to  Congress  that  includes— 

(A)  for  the  fiscal  year  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  report — 

(i)  a  description  of  the  loans,  grants,  and 
technical  assistance  provided  by  the  Sec- 
retary, and  from  other  Federal  and  non-Fed- 
eral sources,  to  carry  out  this  Act;  and 

(ii)  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  actions 
taken  to  carry  out  this  Act;  and 

(B)  a  statement  of  the  amount  of  funds  and 
number  of  personnel  that  the  Secretary  an- 
ticipates will  be  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  .Act  for  the  fiscal  year  following  the  fis- 
cal year  that  is  the  subject  of  the  report. 

SEC.  8.  TERMINATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  Termination.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b).  the  Commission  shall  terminate 


13224 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  17,  1995 


on  the  date  that  is  12  years  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Transfer  of  PROPER'n'.— Notwithstand- 
ing the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.). 
any  property  or  funds  of  the  Commission  re- 
maining upon  the  expiration  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  transferred  by  the  Commission 
to  the  Secretary,  to  a  State  or  local  govern- 
ment agency,  to  a  private  nonprofit  organi- 
zation referred  to  in  section  501(c)(3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  that  is  exempt 
from  income  taxes  under  section  501(a)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  or  to  any 
combination  of  the  foregoing. 

(b)  Extensions.— The  Commission  may  be 
extended  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  5 
years  beginning  on  the  date  referred  to  in 
subsection  (ai  if.  not  later  than  180  days  be- 
fore that  date — 

(1)  the  Commission  determines  that  an  ex- 
tension is  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act; 

(2)  the  Commission  submits  the  proposed 
extension  to  the  Committee  on  Resources  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  of 
the  Senate  before  the  termination  date;  and 

(3)  the  Secretary  and  the  Governor  approve 
the  extension. 

SEC.  9.  DLTIES  OF  THE  SECRETARY. 

(ai  AssisT.\NCE.— On  request  of  the  Com- 
mission, and  subject  to  the  availability  of 
funds  appropriated  specifically  for  the  pur- 
pose, or  made  available  on  a  reimbursable 
basis,  the  Secretary  shall  provide  adminis- 
trative, technical,  financial,  development, 
and  operations  assistance.  The  assistance 
may  include — 

(1)  general  administrative  support  in  plan- 
ning, finance,  personnel,  procurement,  prop- 
erty management,  environmental  and  histor- 
ical compliance,  and  land  acquisition; 

(2)  personnel: 

(3)  office  space  and  equipment; 

(4)  planning  and  design  services  for  visitor 
use  facilities,  trails,  interpretive  exhibits, 
publications,  signs,  and  natural  resource 
management; 

(5)  development  and  construction  assist- 
ance, including  visitor  use  facilities,  trails, 
river  use  and  access  facilities,  scenic  byways, 
signs,  waysides,  and  rehabilitation  of  his- 
toric structures;  and 

(6)  operations  functions,  including  inter- 
pretation and  visitor  services,  maintenance, 
and  natural  resource  management  services 
conducted  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Cor- 
ridor. 

(b)  Loans.  Grants,  and  Cooper.\tive 
AGREEMENTS.— For  the  purposes  of  assisting 
in  the  development  and  implementatior  of 
the  Corridor  Management  Action  Plan,  the 
Secretary  may.  in  consultation  with  the 
Commission,  make  loans  and  grants  to.  and 
enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with,  the 
State  of  South  Carolina  tor  a  political  sub- 
division of  the  State),  private  nonprofit  or- 
ganizations, corporations,  or  other  persons. 

(c)  Land  Transfers.— The  Secretary  may 
accept  transfers  of  real  property  from  the 
Commission  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Corridor  as  established  in  the  Corridor  Man- 
agement .Action  Flan. 

SEC.  10.  DLTIES  OF  OTHER  FEDERAL  ENTTTIES. 

Any  Federal  entity  conducting  or  support- 
ing activities  directly  affecting  the  Corridor 
shall— 

(1)  consult  with  the  Secretary  and  the 
Commission  with  respect  to  such  activities; 

(2)  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  and  the 
Commission  in  carrying  out  their  duties 
under  this  Act  and.  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  coordinate  those  activities  with 
the  carrying  out  of  those  duties;  and 


(3)  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 
conduct  or  support  those  activities  in  a  man- 
ner that  the  Commission  determines  will  not 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Corridor 

SEC.  U.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRWTIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subject  to  .■,ubsei  tion  ibi. 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

(b)  Cost  Sharing.— 

(1)  Federal  share.— The  Federal  share  of 
the  funding  provided  to  the  Commission  to 
carry  out  this  Act  for  any  year  may  not  ex- 
ceed 50  percent  of  the  total  cost  of— 

(A)  the  expenditures  of  the  Commission  for 
administrative  matters  for  that  year; 

(B)  the  expenditures  of  the  Commission  for 
the  development  and  implementation  of  the 
Corridor  Management  Action  Plan  for  that 
year;  and 

(C)  the  expenditures  of  the  Commission  for 
land  acquisition  for  that  year. 

(2)  Non-federal  share.— The  non- Federal 
share  of  the  expenditures  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  may  be  in  the  form  of  cash,  serv- 
ices, or  in-kind  contributions,  fairlv  valued. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
privileged  today  to  join  with  Senator 
Thurmond  in  introducing  the  South 
Carolina  National  Heritage  Corridor 
Act  of  1995.  This  act  aims  to  protect, 
restore,  and  promote  the  South  Caro- 
lina National  Historic  Corridor— a  200- 
mile-long.  14  county  swath  in  the  west- 
em  part  of  the  State,  running  along 
the  Savannah  River  Valley  from  the 
foothills  of  the  Piedmont  to  North  Au- 
gusta, at  which  point  it  follows  the 
route  of  the  old  Hamburg-to-Charles- 
ton  railroad  all  the  way  to  Charleston. 

This  act  has  several  objectives.  It 
would  protect  the  significant  land  and 
water  resources  of  the  national  herit- 
age corridor.  It  would  support,  through 
financial  and  technical  assistance,  the 
State  and  local  governments,  as  well  as 
the  private  sector,  in  developing  a 
management  action  plan  for  the  cor- 
ridor. And  it  would  create  a  manage- 
ment framework  to  bring  together  the 
State  and  local  governments  to  jointly 
develop  policies  and  programs  to  con- 
serve and  enhance  the  cultural,  natu- 
ral, economic,  recreational,  and  scenic 
resources  of  the  corridor. 

Mr.  President,  the  historic  corridor 
concept  has  been  used  by  a  variety  of 
public  and  private  groups  across  the 
Nation  to  encourage  historic  and  natu- 
ral preservation,  and  to  promote  tour- 
ism and  economic  revitalization.  The 
approach  has  been  used  successfully  in 
the  Blackstone  River  Valley  National 
Heritage  Corridor  in  Rhode  Island  and 
Massachusetts,  in  the  lower  Eastern 
Shore  of  Maryland,  in  the  Lackawanna 
River  Valley  in  Pennsylvania,  and  else- 
where. The  heritage  corridor  concept 
offers  a  flexible  way  for  government 
and  private  organizations  to  work  to- 
gether to  promote  economic  growth 
and  job  creation. 

Mr.  President,  with  industry  con- 
centrated in  a  limited  number  of  urban 
areas,  it  is  no  secret  that  small,  scenic, 
towns,  and  rural  areas  are  looking  to 
tourism  as  a  means  of  strengthening 
and  diversifying  their  declining  econo- 
mies. The  heritage  corridor  concept  of- 


fers an  opportunity  for  many  commu- 
nities to  work  cooperatively  and  pool 
their  resources  in  order  to  boost  tour- 
ism. 

The  South  Carolina  Heritage  Cor- 
ridor originated  with  a  tourism  com- 
mittee in  the  city  of  Abbeville.  SC,  and 
has  grown  to  include  14  counties  and 
over  40  towns  and  rural  communities. 
This  is  a  grassroots  movement  that  has 
captured  the  imagination  and  enthu- 
siasm of  citizens  across  the  western 
part  of  my  State.  The  South  Carolina 
Heritage  Corridor  is  well  conceived  and 
holds  tremendous  promise  for  my 
State.  I  urge  my  colleagues"  support 
for  this  important  bill. 
Exhibit  1 
South  Carolina  State  Museum, 

Columbia.  SC. 
Joan  Davis, 

Community  Development  Division.  S.C.  Dept.  of 
Parks.  Recreation  and  Tourism.  Columbia. 
SC. 

Dear  Joan:  I  am  intrigued  with  the  con- 
cept of  developing  a  Heritage  Corridor  in 
fourteen  counties  along  South  Carolina's 
western  boundary.  Stretching  from  Charles- 
ton to  the  mountains  the  proposed  corridor 
would  take  in  all  of  the  elements  that  have 
characterized  South  Carolina  for  the  past 
three  centuries. 

Beginning  in  Charleston,  one  of  the  most 
cosmopolitan  of  American  cities  before  1860, 
the  corridor  follows  the  route  of  the  old 
South  Carolina  Railroad  through  Colleton, 
Bamberg,  Barnwell  and  into  Aiken  County. 
When  completed  in  1831  this  was  the  longest 
railroad  in  the  world.  Prior  to  the  civil  War 
this  area  was  dotted  with  cotton  plantations, 
the  predominant  economic  factor  in  the 
state's  antebellum  years.  In  Aiken's 
Horsecreek  Valley  the  state's  textile  indus- 
try was  bom  during  the  1830's.  Only  a  few 
miles  away  the  Savannah  River  Site  was  the 
nation's  supplier  of  plutonium  for  nuclear 
weapons  during  the  Cold  War  years.  From 
North  August,  the  terminus  of  the  old  South 
Carolina  Railroad,  the  proposed  corridor  fol- 
lows the  Savannah  Valley  to  the  foothills  in 
Oconee  County. 

Also  a  major  cotton  producing  area  before 
1860.  Edgefield  County  was  home  to  ten  gov- 
ernors, a  remarkable  number  for  a  small 
county.  Beginning  in  the  1820's  the  produc- 
tion of  alkaline  glazed  stoneware  began  in 
Edgefield  and  subsequently  spread  through- 
out the  South.  Originally  produced  as  utili- 
tarian storage  ware,  today  Edgefield  pottery 
is  a  highly  prized  collectible. 

The  corridor  continues  along  the  Savannah 
Valley  through  once  prosperous  cotton  fields 
into  Anderson  County.. a  major  center  of  the 
state's  textile  industry.  Around  Anderson 
one  finds  both  traditional  textile  companies 
as  well  as  a  recent  influx  of  major  multi- 
national corporations. 

The  last  section  of  the  corridor  takes  one 
to  the  foothills  of  the  Appalachian  Moun- 
tains. A  journey  through  the  proposed  cor- 
ridor encompasses  all  of  South  Carolina's 
past  and  present.  From  cosmopolitan 
Charleston  in  the  1700's  with  its  wealthy 
merchants  and  rice  planters  to  the  chal- 
lenges facing  low  income  residents  of  the  Ap- 
palachians, the  corridor  crosses  not  only  the 
state's  entire  geography,  but  also  encom- 
passes all  of  the  state's  peoples. 

Historic  sites,  natural  resources,  cultural 
diversity  and  modern  manufacturing  suc- 
cesses are  all  part  of  the  proposed  corridor.  A 
visitor  who  journeys  through  the  corridor 
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certainly  departs  with  an  understanding  of 
South  Carolina's  history  and  development, 
as  well  as  an  appreciation  for  the  state's  di- 
verse geography  and  natural  features. 

This  proposed  corridor  has  several  compo- 
nents of  national  significance.  As  the  cotton 
culture  spread  through  this  area  more  and 
more  planters  became  entrenched  in  defend- 
ing slavery,  contributing  to  the  forces  that 
lead  to  the  Civil  War.  Leading  proslavery  ad- 
vocates John  C.  Calhoun  and  James  Henry 
Hammond  lived  in  the  corridor.  As  resi- 
dences of  the  area  their  theories  on  states 
rights  and  slavery  evolved  trom  personal  ex- 
periences. 

After  the  war  the  development  of  the  tex- 
tile industry  in  the  corridor  changed  the 
focus  of  South  Carolina's  economy  from  an 
agricultural  to  an  Industrial  base,  a  phenom- 
ena which  subsequently  spread  across  the 
South.  Finally,  the  location  of  the  Savannah 
River  Site  in  the  center  of  the  corridor  re- 
flects not  only  the  Cold  War  strategy  of  the 
United  States,  but  also  the  challenge  of  the 
cleanup  facing  all  the  nuclear  production  fa- 
cilities across  the  country. 
Sincerely, 

Rodger  E.  Stroup.  Ph.D.. 
Director  of  Collections  and  Interpretation. 

EXHIBIT  2 
State  of  South  Carolina. 

Office  of  the  Governor 
Columbia.  SC.  April  5.  1995. 
Hon.  Stro.m  Thurmond. 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.\tor:  Developing  the  economies 
of  the  rural  areas  of  our  state  requires  that 
we  employ  creative  non-traditional  eco- 
nomic development  methods.  One  such  meth- 
od is  the  application  of  a  deliberate  strategy 
to  capitalize  on  the  economic  value  of  the 
rich  cultural  heritage  and  natural  resources 
embodied  in  many  of  the  rural  areas  of  our 
state.  Cultural  or  heritage  tourism  is  one  of 
the  fastest  growing  trends  in  touiism.  The 
resulting  potential  for  job  creation  and  tour- 
ism-related investment,  if  properly  managed, 
can  be  a  significant  factor  in  the  economic 
growth  of  these  rural  communities. 

The  proposed  designation  of  a  fourteen 
county  region  of  our  state  as  a  South  Caro- 
lina National  Heritage  Corridor  represents  a 
significant  step  forward  in  our  efforts  to  rec- 
ognize and  capture  this  valuable  economic 
resource.  This  is  an  area  rich  in  cultural  and 
natural  resources  with  an  important  Amer- 
ican story  to  tell.  What  happened  along  this 
corridor  set  in  motion  a  style  of  socio-eco- 
nomic development  that  spread  throughout 
the  lower  South  and  Southwest  and  eventu- 
ally led  to  the  industrialization  of  the  region 
as  well  as  war  between  the  states.  It  tells  the 
story  of  the  development  of  agriculture,  in- 
dustry and  transportation  in  the  South. 

The  direct  effort  from  the  state  level.  I 
have  designated  the  Department  of  Parks, 
Recreation  and  Tourism  through  its  Commu- 
nity Development  program,  to  be  responsible 
for  staffing  this  effort  and  providing  a  broad 
array  of  support  for  the  South  Carolina  Her- 
itage Corridor. 

We  all  recognize  the  tremendous  impor- 
tance and  long-range  benefit  of  the  initiative 
for  South  Carolina,  and  are  particularly 
pleased  that  the  proposed  area  includes  your 
hometown  of  Edgefield. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 
Sincerely. 

David  M.  Beasley, 

Governor. 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 


S.  813.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  Development  Corpora- 
tion Act  of  1972  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  implementation  of  the  devel- 
opment plan  for  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
between  the  Capitol  and  the  White 
House,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

the  PENNSYLVANIA  AVENUE  DEVELOPMENT 
corporation  AMENDMENT  ACT 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduced  a  bill,  at  the  request  of  the 
administration,  to  amend  the  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  Development  Corix)ra- 
tion  Act  of  1972,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  implementation  of  the  de- 
velopment plan  for  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue between  the  Capitol  and  the  White 
House,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  bill,  when  enacted,  would  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  salaries  and 
expenses  for  the  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
Development  Corporation  [PADC]  for 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  PADC  is  the 
agency  which  is  responsible  for  the  re- 
vitalization of  the  Pennsylvania  area 
between  the  White  House  and  the  Cap- 
itol. Since  PADC  was  created  by  an  act 
of  Congress  in  1972,  it  has  achieved  no- 
table success  in  transforming  Ameri- 
ca's Main  Street  from  "a  scene  of  deso- 
lation." in  the  words  of  a  Presidential 
commission  formed  in  the  late  1960"s  to 
study  the  condition  of  the  avenue,  to  a 
great  boulevard  worthy  of  its  role  in 
the  Nation's  history  and  its  place  in 
the  center  of  the  Nation's  Capital  City. 

PADC  is  a  successful  example  of  how 
Government  can  work  in  partnership 
with  the  private  sector  to  achieve  ben- 
eficial results  for  both.  Since  PADC's 
work  began,  it  has  spent  $120  million  in 
appropriations  to  build  new  parks,  pla- 
zas, sidewalks,  and  other  kinds  of  im- 
provements to  the  public  areas  and  at- 
tracted over  $1.5  billion  in  private  in- 
vestment to  the  blocks  on  the  north 
side  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  From  the 
Willard  Hotel  to  the  Canadian  Em- 
bassy, virtually  every  one  of  the  build- 
ings that  one  sees  in  walking  or  driving 
down  the  avenue  from  the  Treasury 
Building  to  the  Capitol  has  been  con- 
structed or  restored  since  PADC  began 
its  block  development  program  in  1978, 
guided  by  a  master  plan  approved  by 
Congress  in  1975.  Now  over  20  privately 
funded  office,  retail,  hotel,  and  residen- 
tial structures  border  a  public  thor- 
oughfare improved  with  seven  parks 
and  plazas  and  widened  sidewalks. 

With  only  a  few  blocks  remaining  un- 
committed for  development,  PADC  is 
close  to  finishing  its  master  plan  and  is 
scheduled  to  terminate  operation  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1997.  The  bill  I  am 
introducing,  by  request  of  the  adminis- 
tration, will  allow  the  PADC's  27-per- 
son  staff  to  complete  its  original  mis- 
sion to  economically  revitalize  and 
beautify  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Pennsylvania  Avenue 
Development  Corporation. 
Washington.  DC.  March  22. 1995. 
Hon.  ALBERT  Gore, 
President  of  the  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  draft 
bill.  "To  amend  the  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
Development  Corporation  Act  of  1972  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  implementation  of 
the  development  plan  for  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue between  the  Capitol  and  the  White 
House,  and  for  other  purposes."  A  similar 
package  has  been  transmitted  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House. 

The  draft  bill  would  amend  the  Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue  Development  Corporation  Act  of 
1972  (86  Stat.  1266.  40  U.S.C.  871.  as  amended) 
to  authorize  appropriations  of  $3,043,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  operating 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  Development  Corporation. 

The  draft  bill  is  part  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  Development  Corporation's  legisla- 
tive program  for  the  104th  Congress.  The  Ad- 
ministration recommends  the  draft  bill  be 
introduced,  referred  to  the  appropriate  com- 
mittee for  consideration,  and  enacted. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  pres- 
entation of  this  legislation  for  consideration 
of  Congress,  and  that  enactment  of  the  legis- 
lation would  be  in  accord  with  the  program 
of  the  President. 
Sincerely. 

Richard  A.  Hauser. 

Chairman.* 


By  Mr.  McCAIN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
INOUYE.  and  Mr.  Domenici): 
S.  814.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  reor- 
ganization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs,  and  for  other  purposes;   to   the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 

THE  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
REORGANIZATION  ACT 

•  Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  legislation  to  re- 
organize and  restructure  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs.  I  am  very  pleased  to  be 
joined  by  Senators  Lnouye  and  Domen- 
ici as  original  cosponsors  of  this  legis- 
lation. This  legislation  is  intended  to 
stimulate  discussion  in  the  Congress 
and  among  the  tribes  on  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

Since  1834,  the  Congress,  the  adminis- 
tration, and  the  American  Indian  peo- 
ple have  tried  to  reorganize  and  reform 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Like  the 
crusades  of  history,  with  each  change 
in  administration  the  assembled  bu- 
reaucrats have  gone  charging  off  in  one 
direction  or  another,  commissioning 
studies  or  writing  reports  on  the  BIA, 
downsizing,  centralizing,  or  decen- 
tralizing, whatever  the  political  whim 
of  the  day  dictated.  From  the  Meriam 
Report  in  1929  to  the  joint  tribal/BIA/ 
DOI  reorganization  task  force  report, 
the  Congress  has  commissioned  report 
after  report  on  how  to  reform  the  way 
this  Nation  deals  with  native  Ameri- 
cans and  their  governments.  Since  the 
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establishment  of  the  BIA  in  1824.  there 
have  been  over  1.050  investigations,  re- 
ports, commissions,  and  studies  detail- 
ing how  the  BIA  should  be  restruc- 
tured, reorganized,  or  reformed.  To 
measure  the  success  of  all  of  these  ef- 
forts, one  needs  only  to  look  at  the  sta- 
tistics in  the  most  recent  census. 

Nearly  one  of  every  three  native 
Americans  in  this  Nation  is  living  in 
poverty.  One-half  of  the  families  living 
on  reservations  are  living  in  poverty. 
One-half  of  the  Indian  children  under 
the  age  of  six  living  on  reservations  are 
living  in  poverty.  Unemployment  on 
Indian  reservations  exceeds  25  percent. 
For  every  $100  earned  by  U.S.  families, 
Indian  families  earn  $62.  The  per  cap- 
ital income  for  an  Indian  living  on  the 
reservation  is  $4,478.  There  are  approxi- 
mately 90.000  Indian  families  who  are 
homeless  or  underhoused.  Nearly  one 
in  five  Indian  families  living  on  the 
reservation  are  classified  as  severely 
overcrowded.  One  out  of  every  five  In- 
dian homes  lack  complete  plumbing  fa- 
cilities. These  simple  conveniences, 
that  the  rest  of  us  take  for  granted,  re- 
main out  of  the  grasp  of  many  Indian 
families. 

Since  its  creation  in  1824,  native 
Americans  have  relied  on  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  as  the  principle  agency 
of  the  Federal  Government  which  is  re- 
sponsible for  meeting  this  Nation's 
trust  responsibility  to  American  Indi- 
ans and  Alaska  Natives.  And  yet  based 
on  its  own  studies  and  investigations, 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  failed 
miserably  in  carrying  out  this  Nation's 
solemn  obligations  to  American  Indi- 
ans. If  the  health,  social,  and  economic 
conditions  on  Indian  reservations  are 
the  measure  of  our  performance  as  the 
trustee  for  American  Indians,  then  as  a 
nation  we  have  failed  miserably. 

It  is  time  to  change  the  way  this  Na- 
tion deals  with  American  Indians.  It  is 
time  to  bring  an  end  to  the  long  and 
dismal  history  of  the  failures  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  carry  out  its 
trust  responsibilities  to  American  Indi- 
ans. It  is  time  to  break  down  the  bar- 
riers to  true  tribal  self-governance  and 
self-determination  by  providing  Indian 
tribes  with  the  authority  to  design 
both  the  structure  and  function  of  its 
trustee,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  I 
remain  convinced  that  we  will  not 
make  significant  improvements  in  the 
living  conditions  on  most  reservations 
without  a  major  reform  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  legislation 
which  will  provide  Indian  tribes  with 
the  authority  to  reorganize  and  re- 
structure the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
at  each  level  of  the  government.  It  pro- 
vides Indian  tribes  with  the  ability  to 
tailor  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  to 
meet  their  unique  circumstances  and 
needs.  It  will  allow  tribes  to  shape  and 
redefine  the  trust  relationship  with  the 
Federal  Government. 

This  legislation  is  the  culmination  of 
over  4  years  of  work  by  Indian  tribes. 


the  administration,  and  the  Congress. 
This  bill  reflects  the  recommendations 
of  the  joint  tribal/BIADOI  reorganiza- 
tion task  force,  which  was  established 
at  the  direction  of  former  Interior  Sec- 
retary Lujan.  Over  the  course  of  4 
years,  the  task  force  held  22  meetings 
across  all  parts  of  Indian  country  to 
develop  their  recommendations  for  the 
reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs.  These  recommendations  fall 
into  four  general  categories:  Organiza- 
tional reform,  regulatory  reform,  edu- 
cation reform,  and  budget  reform.  The 
guiding  principles  established  by  the 
joint  tribal/BIA/DOI  reorganization 
task  force  are  to  decentralize  decision- 
making of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
to  provide  maximum  funding  to  Indian 
tribes  for  service  delivery,  to  maintain 
the  tlexibility  of  the  areaagency  orga- 
nizational design,  to  establish  well-de- 
fined Federal  and  tribal  roles  at  all  lev- 
els of  the  bureaucracy,  and  to  create  a 
tribal- Federal  consultation  process  to 
govern  all  aspects  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
closely  adheres  to  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  report  of  the  joint  tribal/BIAy' 
DOI  reorganization  task  force.  This  bill 
will  provide  for  the  reorganization  of 
the  BIA  at  the  agency,  area  and  central 
offices  with  savings  attendant  to  such 
reorganization  to  be  allocated  to  the 
tribes.  It  will  provide  for  the  transfer 
or  delegation  of  decisionmaking  au- 
thority to  the  tribe  or  the  agency  level 
of  the  BIA,  consistent  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  self-governance  and  self-deter- 
mination. The  bill  provides  the  author- 
ity to  Indian  tribes  to  develop,  in  nego- 
tiations with  the  Interior  Department, 
reorganization  plans  for  the  area  and 
agency  offices  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  Thesfi  plans  may  include  a  re- 
organization of  BIA  organizational 
structures,  reallocation  of  personnel, 
delegations  of  secretarial  authority, 
transfers  of  functions,  waivers  of  regu- 
lations or  other  authorities,  reordering 
of  funding  priorities,  and  the  transfer 
of  any  savings  realized  by  such  reorga- 
nization directly  to  the  tribes. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  central  office  of  the  BIA 
so  that  Indian  tribes  from  each  area  of- 
fice can  determine  how  the  central  of- 
fice resources  used  to  provide  services 
to  their  area  should  be  allocated. 
Tribes  in  each  area  of  the  BIA  will  be 
able  to  determine  what  services  will  be 
provided  by  the  central  office,  what 
funds  and  authorities  should  be  distrib- 
uted or  delegated  to  the  area  and  agen- 
cy offices  and  what  funds  and  authori- 
ties should  be  distributed  or  delegated 
to  the  tribes  themselves.  Finally,  the 
bill  will  require  the  Secretary  to  repeal 
the  provisions  of  the  BIA  manual.  Any 
provision  of  the  BIA  manual  which  are 
deemed  necessary  will  have  to  be  pro- 
mulgated as  regulations  subject  to  re- 
view and  comment.  The  bill  will  also 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  trib- 


al task  force  to  recommend  regulatory 
reforms  in  title  25  of  the  Code  of  Fed- 
eral Regulations. 

The  introduction  of  this  legislation 
marks  only  the  first  step  in  carrying 
out  the  commitment  made  to  Indian 
tribes  when  the  joint  tribal/BIAyDOI  re- 
organization task  force  was  first  char- 
tered. I  remain  committed  to  work 
with  Indian  tribes  and  the  administra- 
tion to  realize  the  vision  of  those  tribal 
leaders  who  met  for  hundreds  of  hours 
in  developing  recommendations  to 
bring  real  and  necessary  change  to  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  I  look  for- 
ward to  full  and  complete  discussions 
with  tribal  leaders  on  this  legislation 
and  I  urge  all  of  our  colleagues  to  join 
with  us  to  ensure  prompt  enactment  of 
legislation  to  reorganize  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  the  bill  and 
the  accompanying  section-by-section 
analysis  appear  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  814 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TFTLE,  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS, 
AND  DEFINmONS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  'Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Reorganization 
Act  of  1995". 

(b)  T.\BLE  OF  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title,  definitions,  and  table  of 
contents. 
TITLE  I-REORGANIZATION  COMPACTS 

Sec.  101.  Reorg'anization  of  area  offices. 

Sec.  102.  Reorganization  of  agency  offices. 

Sec.  103.  Reorganization  of  central  office. 

Sec.  104.  Savings  provisions. 

Sec.  105.  .Additional       conforming      amend- 
ments. 

Sec.  106.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  107.  Effective  date. 

Sec.  108.  Separability. 

Sec.  109.  Suspension  of  certain  administra- 
tive actions. 

Sec.  110.  Statutory  construction. 
TITLE  rr— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  INDIAN 
SELF-DETERMINATION  ACT 

Sec.  201.  Budget  development. 

TITLE  III— REFORM  OF  THE  REGULA- 
TIONS OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AF- 
FAIRS 

Sec.  301.  BIA  Manual. 

Sec.  302.  Task  force. 

Sec.  303.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

(c)  Definitions— For  purposes  of  this  Act. 
the  following  definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  Area  office.— The  term  "area  office" 
means  1  of  the  12  area  offices  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs. 

(2>  ARE.^  office  pl.^n.— The  term  "area  of- 
fice plan"  means  a  plan  for  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  an  area  office  negotiated  by  the  Sec- 
retary and  Indian  tribes  pursuant  to  section 
101. 

(3)  AGENCY  OFFICE.— The  term  "agency  of- 
fice" means  an  agency  office  of  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs. 

(4)  Agency  office  plan.— The  term  "agen- 
cy office  plan"  means  a  plan  for  the  reorga- 
nization of  an  agency  office  negotiated  by 


the  Secretary  and  Indian  tribes  pursuant  to 
section  102. 

(5)  BIA  MANUAL.— The  term  "BIA  Manual" 
means  the  most  recent  edition  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  Manual  issued  by  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

(6)  Bureau.— The  term  "Bureau"  means 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

(7)  Central  office.— The  term  "central  of- 
fice" means  the  central  office  of  the  Bureau, 
that  is  housed  in  the  offices  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  Washington,  D.C.  and  in  Albuquer- 
que. New  Mexico. 

(8)  Central  office  plan.— The  term 
"central  office  plan"  means  the  plan  for  the 
reorganization  of  the  central  office  nego- 
tiated by  the  Secretary  and  Indian  tribes 
pursuant  to  section  103. 

(9)  Department.— The  term  "Department" 
means  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(10)  Director.— The  term  "Director" 
means,  with  respect  to  an  area  office,  the  Di- 
rector of  the  area  office. 

(11)  Function.— The  term  "function" 
means  any  duty,  obligation,  power,  author- 
ity, responsibility,  right,  privilege,  activity, 
or  program. 

(12)  Indian  tribe.— The  term  "Indian 
tribe"  has  the  same  meaning  as  in  section 
4(e)  of  the  Indian  Self- Determination  and 
Education  Assistance  Act  (25  U.S.C.  450b(e)). 

(13)  Secretary.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(14)  Superintendent- The  term  "Super- 
intendent" means  the  Superintendent  of  an 
agency  office. 

(15)  Tribal  priority  allocation  ac- 
count.—The  term  "tribal  priority  allocation 
account",  means  an  account  so  designated 
by  the  Bureau,  with  respect  to  which  pro- 
gram priorities  and  funding  levels  are  estab- 
lished by  individual  Indian  tribes. 

(16)  Tribal  recurring  base  fundi.ng— The 
term  "tribal  recurring  base  funding"  means 
recurring  base  funding  (as  defined  and  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary)  for  the  tribal  prior- 
ity allocation  accounts  of  an  Indian  tribe  al- 
located to  a  tribe  by  the  Bureau. 

TITLE  I— REORGANIZATION  COMPACTS 

SEC.  101.  REORGANIZATION  OF  AREA  OFFICES. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  not  later  than  120 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  negotiations 
with  the  Indian  tribes  served  by  each  area  of- 
fice to  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 
area  office. 

(b)  Contents  of  Area  Office  Plans.— 

(1)  In  general.— Each  area  office  plan  that 
is  prepared  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
provide  for  the  organization  of  the  area  of- 
fice covered  under  the  plan.  To  the  extent 
that  the  majority  of  Indian  tribes  served  by 
the  area  office  do  not  exercise  the  option  to 
maintain  current  organizational  structures, 
functions,  or  funding  priorities  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (2),  the  reorganization  plan  shall 
provide,  with  respect  to  the  area  office  cov- 
ered under  the  plan,  for — 

(A)  the  reorganization  of  the  administra- 
tive structure  of  the  area  office; 

(B)  the  reallocation  of  personnel  (including 
determinations  of  office  size  and  functions »: 

(C)  the  delegation  of  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary to  the  Director: 

(D)  transfers  of  functions; 

(E)  the  specification  of  functions— 
(i)  retained  by  the  Bureau;  or 

(ii)  transferred  to  Indian  tribes  served  by 
the  area  office; 

(F)  the  issuance  of  waivers  or  other  au- 
thorities by  the  Secretary  so  that  functions 
and  other  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary 
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may  be  carried  out  by  the  area  office  or 
transferred  to  Indian  tribes; 

(G)  the  promulgation  of  revised  regulations 
relating  to  the  functions  of  the  area  office 
that  are  performed  by  the  area  office  or 
transferred  to  Indian  tribes; 

(H)  the  reordering  of  funding  priorities; 
and 

(1)  a  formula  for  the  transfer,  to  the  tribal 
recurring  base  funding  for  each  Indian  tribe 
served  by  the  area  office,  of  unexpended  bal- 
ances of  appropriations  and  other  Federal 
funds  made  available  to  the  area  office  in 
connection  with  any  function  transferred  to 
Indian  tribes  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(EKil). 

(2)  Share  of  funding.— An  area  office  plan 
may  include,  for  each  Indian  tribe  served  by 
the  area  office,  a  determination  of  the  share 
of  the  Indian  tribe  of  the  funds  used  by  the 
area  office  to  carry  out  programs,  services, 
functions  and  activities  of  the  tribe  (referred 
to  in  this  subsection  as  the  "tribal  share"). 

(3)  Option  of  maintenance  of  curre.vt 
STATUS.— At  the  option  of  a  majority  of  the 
Indian  tribes  served  by  an  area  office,  a  reor- 
ganization plan  may  provide  for  the  continu- 
ation of  organizational  structures,  functions, 
or  funding  priorities  of  the  area  office  that 
are  substantially  similar  to  those  in  effect  at 
the  time  of  the  development  of  the  area  of- 
fice plan. 

(4)  Approval  of  area  office  plan  by  In- 
dian tribes —UE>on  completion  of  the  nego- 
tiation of  an  area  office  plan,  the  Secretary 
shall  submit  the  plan  to  the  Indian  tribes 
served  by  the  area  office  for  approval.  If  a 
majority  of  the  Indian  tribes  approve  the 
area  office  plan  by  a  tribal  resolution  pursu- 
ant to  the  applicable  procedures  established 
by  the  Indian  tribes,  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  a  reorganization  compact  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (O. 

(5)  Single  tribe  area  office— In  an  area 
office  that  serves  only  1  Indian  tribe,  if  the 
tribe  elects  to  develop  a  reorganization  plan 
for  the  area  office,  the  Secretary*  shall  enter 
into  negotiations  with  the  tribe  to  prepare  a 
reorganization  plan  for  the  area  office.  Not 
later  than  60  days  after  the  date  on  which  a 
reorganization  plan  referred  to  in  the  preced- 
ing sentence  is  approved  by  the  Indian  tribe, 
the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  a  reorganiza- 
tion compact  with  the  tribe  to  carry  out  the 
area  office  plan. 

(6)  Option  to  take  tribal  share — 

(A)  In  general— If  a  majority  of  the  In- 
dian tribes  served  by  an  area  office  fail  to  ap- 
prove an  area  office  plan,  an  Indian  tribe 
may  elect  to  receive  directly  the  tribal  share 
of  the  Indian  tribe. 

(B)  Determination  of  tribal  share— If  an 
Indian  tribe  elects  to  receive  a  tribal  share 
under  subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  negotiations  with  the  Indian  tribe 
to  determine  the  tribal  share  of  the  Indian 
tribe. 

(C)  AGREEMENT.— Upon  the  determination 
of  a  tribal  share  of  an  Indian  tribe  under  sub- 
paragraph (B).  the  Secretary  shall  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  Indian  tribe  for  trans- 
ferring directly  to  the  Indian  tribe  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tribal  share.  The  agree- 
ment shall  include — 

(i)  a  determination  of  the  amount  of  resid- 
ual Federal  funds  to  be  retained  by  the  Sec- 
retary for  the  area  office;  and 

(ii)  the  responsibilities  of— 

(I)  the  area  office;  and 

(II)  the  Indian  tribe. 

(c)  Area  Office  Reorganization  Com- 
pact.— 

(1)  In  general.— Not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  date  on  which  a  majority  of  the  In- 


dian tribes  served  by  the  area  office  that  Is 
the  subject  of  a  reorganization  plan  have  ap- 
proved the  plan  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(3), 
the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  an  area  office 
reorganization  compact  with  the  Indian 
tribes  to  carry  out  the  area  office  plan  (re- 
ferred to  in  this  subsection  as  the  "area  of- 
fice reorganization  compact").  The  Sec- 
retary may  not  implement  the  area  office 
plan  until  such  time  as  the  Indian  tribes 
have  entered  into  an  area  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact  with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph.  If  the  Indian  tribes  do  not 
enter  into  an  area  office  reorganization  com- 
pact with  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph,  the  organizational  structure, 
functions,  and  funding  priorities  of  the  area 
office  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  develop- 
ment of  the  area  office  plan  shall  remain  In 
effect. 

(2)    PROHXBmON     AGAINST    CERTAIN    LIMrTA- 

tions.— With  respect  to  an  Indian  tribe  that 
is  not  a  party  to  an  area  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact  entered  into  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  subsection,  nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion may  limit  or  reduce  the  level  of  any 
service  or  funding  that  the  Indian  tribe  is  en- 
titled to  pursuant  to  applicable  Federal  law 
(including  any  contract  that  the  Indian  tribe 
is  entitled  to  enter  into  pursuant  to  applica- 
ble Federal  lawi. 

SEC.  lOt  REORGANIZATION  OF  AGENCY  OFFICES. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  not  later  than  120 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Secretary,  acting  through  the  Super- 
intendent (or  a  designee  of  the  Superintend- 
ent) of  each  agency  office,  shall  enter  into 
negotiations  with  the  Indian  tribes  served  by 
each  agency  office  to  prepare  an  agency  of- 
fice plan  for  each  agency  office. 

(b)  Contents  of  Agency  Office  Plans — 
(1)  In  general —Each  agency  office  plan 

that  is  prepared  by  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  shall  provide  for  the  orga- 
nization of  the  agency  office  covered  under 
the  plan.  To  the  extent  that  the  majority  of 
Indian  tribes  serv'ed  by  the  agency  office  do 
not  exercise  the  option  to  maintain  current 
organizational  structures,  functions,  or  fund- 
ing priorities  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2).  the 
agency  office  plan  shall  provide,  with  respect 
to  the  agency  office  covered  under  the  agen- 
cy office  plan,  for— 

(A)  the  reorganization  of  the  administra- 
tive structure  of  the  agency  office; 

(B)  the  reallocation  of  personnel  (including 
determinations  of  office  size  and  functions); 

(C)  the  delegation  of  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary to  the  Superintendent; 

(D)  transfers  of  functions; 

(E)  the  specification  of  functions — 
(i)  retained  by  the  Bureau,  or 

(ii)  transferred  to  Indian  tribes  served  by 
the  agency  office: 

(F)  the  issuance  of  waivers  or  other  au- 
thorities by  the  Secretary  so  that  functions 
and  other  respwnsibilities  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  carried  out  by  the  agency  office  or 
transferred  to  Indian  tribes: 

(G)  the  promulgation  of  revised  regulations 
relating  to  the  functions  of  the  agency  office 
that  are  carried  by  the  agency  office  or 
transferred  to  Indian  tribes: 

(H)  the  reordering  of  funding  priorities; 
and 

(I)  a  formula  for  the  transfer,  to  the  tribal 
recurring  base  funding  for  each  Indian  tribe 
served  by  the  agency  office,  of  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  and  other  Federal 
funds  made  available  to  the  agency  office  in 
connection  with  any  function  transferred  to 
Indian  tribes  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(EKii). 
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(2)  SHARE  OF  FUNDING —An  agency  office 
plan  may  include,  for  each  Indian  tribe 
served  by  the  agency  office,  a  determination 
of  the  share  of  the  Indian  tribe  of  the  funds 
used  by  the  agency  office  to  carry  out  pro- 
grams, services,  functions  and  activities  of 
the  tribe  (referred  to  in  this  subsection  as 
the  'tribal  share  "). 

(3)  Option  of  maintenance  of  current 
STATUS.— At  the  option  of  a  majority  of  the 
Indian  tribes  served  by  an  agency  office,  an 
agency  office  plan  may  provide  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  organizational  structures,  func- 
tions, or  funding  priorities  of  the  agency  of- 
fice that  are  substantially  similar  to  those 
In  effect  at  the  time  of  the  development  of 
the  agency  office  plan. 

(4)  Approval  of  agency  office  plan  by  In- 
dian TRIBES.— Upon  completion  of  the  nego- 
tiation of  an  agency  office  plan,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  submit  the  agency  office  plan  to 
the  Indian  tribes  served  by  the  agency  office 
for  approval.  If  a  majority  of  the  Indian 
tribes  approve  the  agency  office  plan  by  a 
tribal  resolution  pursuant  to  the  applicable 
procedures  established  by  the  Indian  tribes, 
the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  a  reorganiza- 
tion compact  pursuant  to  subsection  (c). 

(5)  Single  tribe  agency  office— In  an 
agency  office  that  serves  only  1  Indian  tribe. 
If  the  tribe  elects  to  develop  a  reorganization 
plan  for  the  agency  office,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  negotiations  with  the  tribe 
to  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 
agency  office.  Not  later  than  60  days  after 
the  date  on  which  a  reorganization  plan  re- 
ferred to  in  the  preceding  sentence  is  ap- 
proved by  the  Indian  tribe,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  a  reorganization  compact 
with  the  tribe  to  carry  out  the  agency  office 
plan. 

(6)  Option  to  take  tribal  share — 

(A)  In  general.— If  a  majority  of  the  In- 
dian tribes  served  by  an  agency  office  fail  to 
approve  an  agency  office  plan,  an  Indian 
tribe  may  elect  to  receive  directly  the  tribal 
share  of  the  Indian  tribe. 

(B)  Determination  of  tribal  share.— If  an 
Indian  tribe  elects  to  receive  a  tribal  share 
under  subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  negotiations  with  the  Indian  tribe 
to  determine  the  tribal  share  of  the  Indian 
tribe. 

(C)  Agreement— Upon  the  determination 
of  a  tribal  share  of  an  Indian  tribe  under  sub- 
paragraph (B).  the  Secretary  shall  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  the  Indian  tribe  for  trans- 
ferring directly  to  the  Indian  tribe  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tribal  share.  The  agree- 
ment shall  include— 

(Da  determination  of  the  amount  of  resid- 
ual Federal  funds  to  be  retained  by  the  Sec- 
retary for  the  agency  office;  and 

(li)  the  responsibilities  of — 

(I)  the  agency  office;  and 

(II)  the  Indian  tribe. 

(c)  Agency  Office  REORGA>azATioN  Com- 
pacts.— 

(1)  Is  general. — Not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  date  on  which  a  majority  of  the  In- 
dian tribes  served  by  the  agency  office  that 
is  the  subject  of  an  agency  office  plan  have 
approved  the  agency  office  plan  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)(3).  the  Secretary  shall  enter 
into  a  reorganization  compact  with  the  In- 
dian tribes  to  carry  out  the  agency  office 
plan  (referred  to  in  this  subsection  as  the 
••agency  office  reorganization  compact"). 
The  Secretary  may  not  implement  the  agen- 
cy office  plan  until  such  time  as  the  Indian 
tribes  have  entered  into  an  agency  office  re- 
organization compact  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  this  paragraph.  If  the  Indian 
tribes  do  not  enter  Into  an  agency  office  re- 


organization  compact   with    the    Secretary 

pursuant  to  this  paragraph,  the  orgranlza- 
tional  structure,  functions,  and  funding  pri- 
orities of  the  agency  office  in  effect  at  the 
time  of  the  development  of  the  agency  office 
plan  shall  remain  in  effect. 

(2)  PROHiBrriON  against  certain  llmita- 
tions.— With  respect  to  an  Indian  tribe  that 
is  not  a  party  to  an  agency  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact  entered  into  under  this  sub- 
section, nothing  in  this  section  may  limit  or 
reduce  the  level  of  any  service  or  funding 
that  the  Indian  tribe  is  entitled  to  pursuant 
to  applicable  Federal  law  (including  any  con- 
tract that  the  Indian  tribe  is  entitled  to 
enter  into  pursuant  to  applicable  Federal 
law). 

(3)  Coordination  with  area  office 
PLANS— Each  agency  office  reorganization 
compact  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  under 
this  subsection  shall  specify  that  In  the 
event  that  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
agency  office  reorganization  compact  is  in- 
consistent with  an  area  office  reorganization 
compact  entered  into  under  section  101(c). 
the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  In- 
dian tribes  that  are  parties  to  the  compact, 
shall  make  such  amendments  to  the  agency 
office  reorganization  compact  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  as  are  necessary  to  en- 
sure consistency  with  the  applicable  area  of- 
fice plan. 

SEC.  103.  REORGAhOZA'nON  OF  CENTRAL  OFFICE. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  not  later  than  120 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  negotiations 
with  Indian  tribes  to  develop  a  central  office 
plan.  In  developing  the  plan,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  negotiations  on  an  area-by- 
area  basis  with  a  representative  from  each  of 
the  Indian  tribes  in  each  area,  to  determine 
the  appropriate  allocation  of  personnel  and 
funding  made  available  to  the  central  office 
to  serve  the  area  and  agency  offices  and  In- 
dian tribes  in  each  area  office. 

(b)  Content  of  Central  Office  Plan.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  central  office  plan 
shall  provide  for  determinations  by  the  Sec- 
retary, on  the  basis  of  the  negotiations  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (a),  concerning— 

(A)  which  portion  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able to  the  Secretary  for  the  central  office 
shall— 

(i)  be  used  to  support  the  area  and  agency 
offices  in  each  area;  and 

(ii)  be  considered  excess  funds  that  may  be 
allocated  directly  to  Indian  tribes  in  each 
area  pursuant  to  a  formula  developed  pursu- 
ant to  paragraph  ("JxJ);  and 

(B)  the  allocation  of  the  personnel  of  the 
central  office  to  provide  support  to  the  area 
and  agency  offices. 

(2)  REALLOCA'nON  OF  FUNDS  AND  PERSON- 
NEL.—In  developing  the  central  office  plan, 
to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  and  the  In- 
dian tribes  do  not  exercise  the  option  to 
maintain  current  organizational  structures, 
functions,  or  funding  priorities,  the  central 
office  plan  shall  provide,  to  the  extent  nec- 
essary to  accommodate  the  determinations 
made  under  paragraph  (1).  for— 

(A)  the  reorganization  of  the  administra- 
tive structure  of  the  central  office; 

(B)  the  reallocation  of  personnel  (including 
determinations  of  office  size  and  functions); 

(C)  the  delegation  of  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary carried  out  through  the  central  office 
to  the  Directors,  Superintendents,  or  Indian 
tribes; 

(D)  transfers  of  functions; 

(E)  the  specification  of  functions — 
(i)  retained  by  the  central  office;  or 

(ii)  transferred  to  area  offices,  agency  of- 
fices or  Indian  tribes; 


(F)  the  Issuance  of  waivers  or  other  au- 
thorities by  the  Secretary  so  that  functions 
and  other  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary 
may  be  carried  out  by  the  central  office  or 
transferred  to  area  offices,  agency  offices,  or 
Indian  tribes; 

(G)  the  promulgation  of  revised  regulations 
relating  to  the  functions  of  the  central  office 
that  are  carried  by  the  central  office  or 
transferred  to  area  offices,  agency  offices,  or 
Indian  tribes; 

(H)  the  reordering  of  funding  priorities; 

(I)  allocation  formulas  to  provide  for  the 
remaining  services  to  be  provided  to  the  area 
and  agency  offices  and  Indian  tribes  by  the 
central  office;  and 

(J)  with  respect  to  the  allocation  of  funds 
to  the  area  and  agency  offices  and  Indian 
tribes  In  each  area,  a  formula,  negotiated 
with  the  tribal  representatives  identified  in 
subsection  (a),  for  the  allocation  to  the  In- 
dian tribes  of  a  portion  of  excess  funds  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii). 

(c)  Central  Office  Reorganization  Com- 
pacts.— 

(1)  In  general.— Not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  Secretary  develops  a  central  office 
plan  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  for  each  area  office,  enter  into 
a  central  office  reorganization  compact  with 
the  Indian  tribes  In  that  area  to  Implement 
the  central  office  plan  (referred  to  in  this 
subsection  as  the  "central  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact").  The  Secretary  may  not  im- 
plement the  component  of  a  central  office 
plan  relating  to  an  area  until  such  time  as  a 
majority  of  the  Indian  tribes  in  that  area 
have  entered  into  a  central  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact.  If  a  majority  of  the  Indian 
tribes  in  an  area  do  not  enter  into  a  central 
reorganization  compact  with  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  this  paragraph,  the  organiza- 
tional structure,  functions,  and  funding  pri- 
orities of  the  central  office  relating  to  the 
area  and  agency  offices  and  Indian  tribes  in 
that  area  and  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  de- 
velopment of  the  central  office  plan  shall  re- 
main In  effect. 

(2)  CCXDRDINATION    WITH    AREA    AND    AGENCY 

OFFICE  PLANS. — Elach  central  office  reorga- 
nization compact  entered  into  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  subsection  shall  specify 
that  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines 
that  a  central  office  reorganization  compact 
is  inconsistent  with  a  related  area  office  re- 
organization compact  entered  into  under  sec- 
tion 101(c)  or  a  related  agency  office  reorga- 
nization compact  entered  into  under  section 
102(c).  the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with 
the  Indian  tribes  that  are  parties  to  the 
central  office  reorganization  compact,  shall 
amend  the  compact  to  make  such  modifica- 
tions as  are  necessary  to  ensure  consistency 
with  the  applicable  area  or  agency  office 
plan. 

SEC.  104.  SAVINGS  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— All  orders,  determina- 
tions, rules,  regulations,  permits,  agree- 
ments, grants,  contracts,  certificates,  li- 
censes, registrations,  privileges,  and  other 
administrative  actions — 

(1)  that  have  been  issued,  made,  granted,  or 
allowed  to  become  effective  by  the  Presi- 
dent, any  Federal  agency  or  official  thereof, 
or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
the  performance  of  any  function  that  is 
transferred  to  Indian  tribes  pursuant  to  a  re- 
organization compact  that  the  Secretary  en- 
ters into  pursuant  to  section  101,  102,  or  103; 
and 

(2)  that  are  in  effect  on  the  effective  date 
of  the  reorganization  compact,  or  were  final 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion compact  and  are  to  become  effective  on 
or  after  such  date; 


shall  continue  in  effect  according  to  their 
terms  until  modified,  terminated,  super- 
seded, set  aside,  or  revoked  in  accordance 
with  law  by  the  President,  the  Secretary,  or 
other  authorized  official,  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law. 

(b)  Pr(x;eedings  Not  Affected.— 

(1)  In  general— The  provisions  of  a  reor- 
ganization compact  that  the  Secretary  en- 
ters into  pursuant  to  section  101.  102,  or  103 
shall  not  affect  any  proceedings,  including 
notices  of  proposed  rulemaking,  or  any  ap- 
plication for  any  license,  permit,  certificate. 
or  financial  assistance  pending  before  the 
Bureau  at  the  time  the  reorganization  com- 
pact takes  effect,  with  respect  to  the  func- 
tions transferred  by  the  reorganization  com- 
pact. 

(2)  Continuation  of  proceedings.— The 
proceedings  and  applications  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  continued.  Orders  shall 
be  issued  in  such  proceedings,  appeals  shall 
be  taken  from  such  orders,  and  payments 
shall  be  made  pursuant  to  such  orclers.  as  if 
the  compact  had  not  been  entered  into,  and 
orders  issued  in  any  such  proceedings  shall 
continue  in  effect  until  modified,  termi- 
nated, superseded,  or  revoked  by  a  duly  au- 
thorized official,  by  a  court  of  competent  ju- 
risdiction, or  by  operation  of  law. 

(3)  Statutory  construction.— Nothing  in 
this  subsection  shall  be  deemed  to  prohibit 
the  discontinuance  or  modification  of  any 
such  proceeding  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  and  to  the  same  extent  that  such 
proceeding  could  have  been  discontinued  or 
modified  if  this  title  had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  Nonabatement  of  Actions.— No  suit, 
action,  or  other  proceeding  commenced  by  or 
against  the  Bureau  or  by  or  against  any  indi- 
vidual in  the  official  capacity  of  such  indi- 
vidual as  an  officer  of  the  Bureau  shall  abate 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  title. 

SEC.     lOS.    ADDITIONAL    CONFORMING    AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Recommended  Legislation.— After  con- 
sultation with  Indian  tribes,  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  and  the  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the 
Secretary  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
Congress  recommended  legislation  contain- 
ing technical  and  conforming  amendments 
to  refiect  the  changes  made  pursuant  to  this 
title. 

(b)  Submission  to  the  Congress— Not 
later  than  120  days  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  the  recommended  legislation  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  lOS.  AirniORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  title. 

SEC.  107.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  title  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  108.  SEPARABIUTY. 

If  a  provision  of  this  title  or  its  application 
to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  in- 
valid, neither  the  remainder  of  this  title  nor 
the  application  of  the  provision  to  other  per- 
sons or  circumstances  shall  be  affected. 

SEC.  10».  SUSPENSION  OF  CERTAIN  ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE AcnoNa 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  during  the  2-year  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.  the  Secretary  shall  suspend  the  Im- 
plementation of  all  aciministrative  activities 
that  affect  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
associated  with  reinventing  government, 
national  performance  review,  or  other 
downsizing  initiatives. 


(b)  Consideration  of  Compactts. -During 
the  period  specified  in  subsection  (a),  the  re- 
organization compacts  entered  into  under 
this  title  shall  be  deemed  to  satisfy  the  goals 
of  the  Initiatives  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a). 
SEC.  110.  statutory  CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing  in  this  title  may  be  construed  to 
alter  or  diminish  the  Federal  trust  respon- 
sibility to  Indian  tribes,  individual  Indians, 
or  Indians  with  trust  allotments. 

rnXJE  n— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  INDIAN 
SELF-DETERMINATION  ACT 
SEC.  201.  BUDGET  DEVELOPMENT. 

The    Indian     Self-Determination    Act    (25 
U.S.C.  450f  et  seq).  as  amended  by  the  Tribal 
Self-Governance  Act  of  1994.  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  title: 
"TITLE  V— BUDGET  DEVELOPMENT 

"SEC.  501.  PARTICIPATION  OF  INDIAN  TRIBES  IN 
THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  BUDGET  RE- 
QUESTS. 

"(a)  Budget  Reque-sts  for  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs.- Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  shall  establish  a  pro- 
gram- 

•■(1)  to  provide  Information  to  Indian  tribes 
concerning  the  development  of  budget  re- 
quests for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  that 
are  submitted  to  the  President  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  for  inclusion  in  the  an- 
nual budget  of  the  President  submitted  to 
the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  1108  of  title 
31,  United  States  Code;  and 

"(2)  to  ensure,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  the  participation  by  each  Indian 
tribe  in  the  development  of  the  budget  re- 
quests referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 

■(b)  Budget  Requests  for  the  Indian 
Health  service.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  not  later  than  120 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  shall  establish  a  program- 
ed) to  provide  information  to  Indian  tribes 
concerning  the  development  of  budget  re- 
quests by  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  for  the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice that  are  submitted  to  the  President  by 
the  Secretary  for  inclusion  in  the  annual 
budget  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)(1);  and 

"•(2)   to   ensure,   to   the   maximum   extent 
practicable,  the  participation  by  each  Indian 
tribe  in  the  development  of  the  budget  re- 
quests referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 
■•(c)  Requirements  for  Programs.— 
••(1)    In    general— Each    program    estab- 
lished under  this  section  shall,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable — 
••(A)  provide  for  the  estimation  of— 
•■(1)    the    funds    authorized    to    be    appro- 
priated on  an  annual  basis  for  the  benefit  of 
Indians  tribes;  and 

••(ii)  for  each  Indian  tribe,  the  pwrtion  of 
the  funds  described  in  clause  (1)  that  will  be 
provided  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indian  tribe; 
••(B)  provide,  for  each  Indian  tribe — 
••(i)  the  opportunity  to  establish  priorities 
for  using  the  estimated  funds  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)(ii);  and 

••(ii)  fiexibility  in  the  design  of  tribal  and 
Federal  programs  that  receive  Federal  funds 
to  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  community 
served  by  the  Indian  tribe;  and 

••(C)  provide  for  the  collection  and  dissemi- 
nation of  information  that  is  necessary  for 
effective  planning,  evaluation,  and  reporting 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  and  In- 
dian tribes  concerning  the  comparative  so- 
cial and  public  health  conditions  of  Indian 


communities  (as  defined  and  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services)  at 
local,  regional,  and  national  levels. 

'•(2)  Duties  of  the  secretaries.— In  carry- 
ing out  the  programs  established  under  this 
section,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall— 

••(A)  use  any  information  provided  by  In- 
dian tribes  concerning  the  priorities  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (IMB); 

••(B)  support  the  creation  of  stable  recur- 
ring base  funding  (as  defined  and  determined 
by  each  such  Secretary)  for  each  Indian 
tribe: 

'•(C)  seek  to  maintain  stability  In  the  plan- 
ning and  allocation  of  the  amounts  provided 
for  in  the  budget  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs and  the  Indian  Health  Service  for  In- 
dian tribes;  and 

'•(D)  assess  the  Federal  programs  or  assist- 
ance provided  to  each  Indian  tribe  to  deter- 
mine— 

"(i)  the  relative  need  for  providing  Federal 
funds  to  carry  out  each  such  program;  and 

•■(ii)  the  amount  of  recurring  base  funding 
available  to  each  Indian  tribe  to  carry  out 
each  such  program. 

"(3)  Contracts,  grants,  and  annual  fund- 
ing agreements —To  provide,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  for  the  full  partici- 
pation by  the  governing  bodies  of  Indian 
tribes  on  an  effective  govemment-to-govem- 
ment  basis  in  carrying  out  the  collection  and 
sharing  of  information  under  this  section, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  may— 

••(A)  enter  into  a  self-determination  con- 
tract with  an  Indian  tribe  or  make  a  grant  to 
an  Indian  tribe  pursuant  to  section  102  or  103; 

••(B)  with  respect  to  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  enter  into  a 
funding  agreement  with  a  participating  In- 
dian tribe  pursuant  to  title  III;  and 

"(C)  with  respect  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  enter  into  a  funding  agreement 
with  a  participating  Indian  tribe  pursuant  to 
title  IV. 

-SEC.  502.  ASSESSMENT  METHODOUX^Y. 

•(a)  In  General— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  the 
Secretar>'  shall,  in  cooperation  with  Indian 
tribes,  and  in  accordance  with  the  negotiated 
rulemaking  procedures  under  subchapter  III 
of  chapter  5  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
promulgate  standardized  assessment  meth- 
odologies to  be  used  in  carrying  out  any 
budget  determination  for  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  concerning  the  levels  of  funding 
that  are  necessary  to  fund  each  program 
area  (as  defined  and  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary) of  the  Bureau. 

••(b)  PAR-nciPATioN  BY  Indian  Tribes.— In 
carrj'ing  out  subsection  (a),  the  Secretary 
shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary 
to  ensure,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, the  direct  and  active  participation  of 
Indian  tribes  at  the  local,  regional,  and  na- 
tional levels  in  the  negotiated  rulemaking 
process  specified  in  subchapter  III  of  chapter 
5  of  title  5.  United  States  Code 

••(c)  CoMMmr-E — 

"(1)  Composition.— The  negotiated  rule- 
making committee  established  pursuant  to 
section  565  of  title  5.  United  SUtes  Code,  to 
carry  out  subsection  (a)  shall  only  be  com- 
prised of— 

•(A)  individuals  who  represent  the  Federal 
Government;  and 

•■(B)  individuals  who  represent  Indian 
tribes. 

••(2)  REPRESENTA'nON  BY  I.NDLAN  TRIBES —A 

majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
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referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  Individ- 
uals who  represent  Indian  tribes. 

•■(d)      ADAPTATION      OF      PROCEDURES.— The 

Secretary  shall  adapt  the  negotiated  rule- 

malcing  procedures  carried   out  under   this 

section  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Secretary 

adapts,  in  accordance  with  section  407(c).  the 

procedures  carried  out  pursuant  to  section 

407. 

•SEC.  503.  REPORTS  TO  THE  C(mGRESS. 

••(a)  Report  on  Bltxjet  Needs.— Not  later 
than  the  earliest  date  after  the  date  of  pro- 
mulgation of  the  regulations  under  section 
502  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
submits  a  budget  request  to  the  President 
for  Inclusion  in  the  annual  budget  of  the 
President  submitted  to  the  Congress  pursu- 
ant to  section  1108  of  title  31.  United  States 
Code,  and  annually  thereafter,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  President  a 
report  that^ 

"(l)  describes  the  standardized  methodolo- 
gies that  are  the  subject  of  the  regulations 
promulgated  pursuant  to  section  502;  and 

'■(2)  includes— 

■'(A)  for  each  program  area  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs,  an  assessment  of  the  level 
of  funding  that  is  necessary  to  fund  the  pro- 
gram area:  and 

■•(B)  for  each  Indian  tribe  served  by  a  pro- 
gram area  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2) — 

"(1)  an  assessment  of  the  level  of  funding 
that  is  necessary  for  each  Indian  tribe  served 
by  the  program  area; 

'•(ii)  the  total  amount  of  funding  necessary 
to  cover  all  program  areas  with  respect  to 
which  the  tribe  receives  services  (as  deter- 
mined by  taking  the  aggregate  of  the  appli- 
cable amounts  determined  under  paragraph 
(3)):  and 

••(iii)  a  breakdown,  for  each  program  area 
with  respect  to  which  the  Indian  tribe  re- 
ceives service,  of  the  amount  determined 
under  clause  (ii). 

"SEC.  S04.  AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS. 

••There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 

this  title.". 

TITLE  m— REFORM  OF  THE  REGULA- 
TIONS OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AF- 
FAIRS 

SEC.  301.  BIA  MANUAI- 

(a)  Ln  General.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  shall— 

(1)  conduct  a  review  of  all  provisions  of  the 
BIA  Manual: 

(2)  promulgate  as  proposed  regulations 
those  provisions  of  the  BIA  Manual  that  the 
Secretary  deems  necessary  for  the  efficient 
Implementation  of  the  Federal  functions  re- 
tained by  the  Bureau  under  the  reorgsiniza- 
tion  compacts  authorized  by  this  Act:  and 

(3)  revoke  all  provisions  of  the  BIA  Manual 
that  are  not  promulgated  as  proposed  regula- 
tions under  paragraph  (2). 

(b)  Consultation  Wpth  Indian  Tribes.— In 
carrying  out  subsection  (a),  the  Secretary 
shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
consult  with  Indian  tribes  in  such  manner  as 
to  provide  for  the  full  participation  of  Indian 
tribes. 

SEC.  302.  TASK  FORCE. 

(a)  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  TASK  FORCE  — 

(1)  Lv  GENERAL.— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  shall  establish  a  task  force  on  reg- 
ulatory reform  ( referred  to  In  this  section  as 
the  •'task  force"). 

(2)  Duties.— The  task  force  shall— 

(A)  review  the  regulations  under  title  25. 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations:  and 

(B)  make  recommendations  concerning  the 
revision  of  the  regulations. 


(3)  Membership.— The  task  force  shall  be 
composed  of  16  members.  Including  12  mem- 
bers who  are  representatives  of  Indian  tribes 
from  each  of  the  12  areas  served  by  area  of- 
fices. 

(4)  INITIAL  meeting.— Not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  date  on  which  all  members  of 
the  task  force  have  been  appointed,  the  task 
force  shall  hold  its  first  meeting. 

(5)  Meetings.— The  task  force  shall  meet 
at  the  call  of  the  Chairperson. 

(6)  Quorum. — A  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  task  force  shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but 
a  lesser  number  of  members  may  hold  hear- 
ings. 

(7)  Chairperson.— The  task  force  shall  se- 
lect a  Chairperson  from  among  Its  members. 

(b)  Reports.— 

(1)  Reports  to  secretary —The  task  force 
shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  such  reports  as 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  appropriate. 

(2)  Reports  to  the  congress  and  to  Indian 
TRIBES— In  addition  to  submitting  the  re- 
ports described  in  paragraph  (1).  not  later 
than  120  days  after  its  initial  meeting,  the 
task  force  shall  prepare,  and  submit  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  governing  body  of  each 
Indian  tribe,  a  report  that  includes— 

(A)  the  findings  of  the  task  force  concern- 
ing the  review  conducted  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (aM2)(A):  and 

(B)  the  recommendations  described  in  sub- 
section (a)(2)(B). 

(c)  Powers  of  the  Task  Force.— 

(1)  Hearings.— The  task  force  may  hold 
such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  take  such  testimony,  and  receive 
such  evidence  as  the  task  force  considers  ad- 
visable to  carry  out  the  duties  of  the  task 
force  specified  in  subsection  (a)(2). 

(2)  iNFORMA'nON  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES.— 

The  task  force  may  secure  directly  from  any 
Federal  department  or  agency  such  informa- 
tion as  the  task  force  considers  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  duties  of  the  task  force  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (a)<2). 

(3)  Postal  services.— The  task  force  may 
use  the  United  States  mails  In  the  same 
manner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as 
other  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

(4)  Gifts.- The  task  force  may  accept,  use, 
and  dispose  of  gifts  or  donations  of  services 
or  property. 

(d)  Task  Force  Personnel  Matters.- 

(1)  Compensation  of  members.— Each 
member  of  the  task  force  who  Is  not  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government 
shall  be  compensated  at  a  rate  equal  to  the 
dally  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  prescribed  for  level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time)  during  which  such  member  is  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  task 
force.  All  members  of  the  task  force  who  are 
officers  or  employees  of  the  United  States 
shall  serve  without  compensation  In  addition 
to  that  received  for  their  services  as  officers 
or  employees  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Travel  expenses.— The  members  of  the 
task  force  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses. 
Including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  at 
rates  authorized  for  employees  of  agencies 
under  subchapter  I  of  chapter  57  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  while  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  in  the 
performance  of  services  for  the  task  force. 

(3)  Staff — 

(A)  In  general.— The  Chairperson  of  the 
task  force  may.  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws,  appoint  and  terminate  such 
personnel  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
task  force  to  perform  its  duties. 


(B)  Procurement  of  temporary  and 
inttirmittent  services.— The  Chairperson  of 
the  task  force  may  procure  temporary  and 
intermittent  service  under  section  3109(b)  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  at  rates  for  indi- 
viduals that  do  not  exceed  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  pre- 
scribed for  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
under  section  5316  of  such  title. 

(e)  Termination  of  Task  Force —The  task 
force  shall  terminate  30  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  task  force  submits  its  reports 
to  the  Congress  and  to  Indian  tribes  under 
subsection  (b)(2). 

(f)  Exemption  From  Federal  ADv^soRY 
Committee  Act.— All  of  the  activities  of  the 
task  force  conducted  under  this  title  shall  be 
exempt  from  the  Federal  Advisory  Commit- 
tee Act  (5  U.S.C.  App.). 

(g)  Prohibition —Beginning  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  may 
not — 

(1)  promulgate  any  unpublished  regulation 
or  agency  guidance  that  affects  Indian 
tribes:  or 

(2)  impose  any  nonregulatory  requirement 
that  affects  Indian  tribes. 

SEC.  303.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  title. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 
section  one 
Section  1  cites  the  short  title  of  the  Act  as 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Reorganization 
Act  of  1995.  This  section  sets  forth  the  table 
of  contents  for  the  Act  and  the  definitions 
used  in  the  Act. 

Title  I — Reorganization  compacts 

SECTION  101.  REORGANIZA'nON  COMPACTS 

Section  101  of  the  Act  provides  that  not 
later  than  120  days  after  enactment,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  enter  into  negotiations  with  the 
Indian  tribes  served  by  each  area  office  of 
the  BIA  to  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for 
the  area  office. 

Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  provides  that 
each  area  plan  shall  provide  for  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  administrative  structure  of 
the  area  office,  the  leallocation  of  personnel, 
the  delegation  of  secretarial  authorities,  the 
Issuance  of  waivers  of  regulations  and  other 
authorities,  the  reordering  of  funding  prior- 
ities, and  specify  which  functions  are  re- 
tained by  the  BLA  and  which  functions  are 
transferred  to  the  tribes.  The  area  office  plan 
shall  include  a  formula  for  allocation  of  sav- 
ings to  the  recurring  base  funding  of  the 
tribes.  This  subsection  also  provides  that  an 
area  plan  may  include  a  determination  of  the 
share  of  funds  used  by  the  Area  office  to 
carry  out  programs,  services,  functions  and 
activities  of  the  tribe. 

Paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  a  majority  of  tribes  in  an  area  may 
elect  to  continue  the  existing  organizational 
structures,  functions,  or  funding  priorities  of 
the  area  office. 

Paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  upon  completion  of  the  negotiation  of 
an  area  office  plan  the  Secretary  shall  sub- 
mit the  plan  for  approval  by  the  Indian 
tribes  in  the  area.  If  a  majority  of  tribes  ai>- 
prove  the  area  office  plan  by  tribal  resolu- 
tion the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  a  reorga- 
nization compact  with  the  tribes. 

Paragraph  (5)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  for  those  area  offices  which  serve  only 
1  Indian  tribe,  the  Secretary  shall  enter  Into 
negotiations  with  the  tribe  to  prepare  a  reor- 
ganization plan  if  the  tribe  elects  to  develop 
a  reorganization  plan  for  the  area  office.  It 


further  provides  that  within  60  days  from  the 
date  the  plan  is  approved,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  a  reorganization  compact 
with  the  tribe  to  carry  out  the  reorganiza- 
tion plan. 

Paragraph  (6)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  an  Indian  tribe  may  elect  to  receive  its 
tribal  share  of  the  funds  used  by  the  area  of- 
fice to  carry  out  programs,  services,  func- 
tions, and  activities  directly  from  the  Sec- 
retary. The  agreement  to  receive  the  tribal 
share  shall  include  a  determination  of  the 
amount  of  residual  funds  to  be  retained  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  area  office  and  the  re- 
spective responsibilities  of  the  area  office 
and  the  Indian  tribe. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  that  not  later  than 
60  days  from  the  date  on  which  a  majority  of 
tribes  in  the  area  office  have  approved  a  re- 
organization plan,  the  Secretary  shall  enter 
Into  an  area  office  reorganization  compact 
with  the  Indian  tribes  to  carry  out  the  area 
office  reorganization  plan.  The  Secretary 
may  not  implement  an  area  office  reorga- 
nization plan  until  the  tribes  have  entered 
Into  a  reorganization  compact  with  the  Sec- 
retary. This  subsection  also  provides  that 
nothing  in  this  section  may  limit  or  reduce 
the  level  of  any  service  or  funding  for  an  In- 
dian tribe  that  is  not  a  party  to  a  reorganiza- 
tion compact. 

SECTION  102.  REORGANIZATION  OF  AGENCY 
OFFICES 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  not  later  than 
120  days  after  enactment,  the  Secretary  act- 
ing through  the  Superintendent  of  each 
agency  office,  shall  enter  into  negotiations 
with  the  Indian  tribes  served  by  each  agency 
office  to  develop  a  reorganization  plan  for 
the  agency  office. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  each  agency 
office  plan  shall  provide  for  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  administrative  structure  of  the 
agency  office,  the  reallocation  of  personnel, 
the  delegation  of  secretarial  authorities,  the 
issuance  of  waivers  of  regulations  and  other 
authorities,  the  reordering  of  funding  prior- 
ities, and  specify  which  functions  are  re- 
tained by  the  BIA  and  which  functions  are 
transferred  to  the  Indian  tribes.  The  agency 
office  plan  shall  include  a  formula  for  alloca- 
tion of  savings  to  the  recurring  base  funding 
of  the  tribes.  This  subsection  also  provides 
that  an  agency  office  plan  may  include  a  de- 
termination of  the  share  of  funds  used  by  the 
agency  office  to  carry  out  programs,  serv- 
ices, functions  and  activities  of  the  tribe. 

Paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  a  majority  of  tribes  in  an  agency  office 
may  elect  to  continue  the  existing  organiza- 
tional structures,  functions,  or  funding  pri- 
orities of  the  agency  office. 

Paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  upon  completion  of  the  negotiation  of 
an  agency  office  plan  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  the  agency  plan  to  the  tribes  served 
by  the  agency  for  approval.  If  a  majority  of 
tribes  approve  the  agency  reorganization 
plan  by  tribal  resolution,  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  a  reorganization  compact  with  the 
tribes  served  by  the  agency. 

Paragraph  (5)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  for  those  agency  offices  which  serve 
only  1  Indian  tribe,  the  Secretary  shall  enter 
into  negotiations  with  the  tribe  to  prepare  a 
reorganization  plan  if  the  tribe  elects  to  de- 
velop a  reorganization  plan  for  the  agency 
office.  It  further  provides  that  within  60  days 
from  the  date  the  plan  is  approved,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  enter  into  a  reorganization  com- 
pact with  the  tribe  to  carry  out  the  reorga- 
nization plan. 

Paragraph  (6)  of  this  subsection  provides 
that  an  Indian  tribe  may  elect  to  receive  its 


tribal  share  of  the  funds  used  by  the  agency 
office  to  carry  out  programs,  services,  func- 
tions, and  activities  directly  from  the  Sec- 
retary. The  agreement  to  receive  the  tribal 
share  shall  include  a  determination  of  the 
amount  of  residual  funds  to  be  retained  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  agency  office  and  the 
respective  responsibilities  of  the  agency  of- 
fice and  the  Indian  tribe. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  that  not  later  than 
60  days  from  the  date  on  which  a  majority  of 
tribes  in  the  agency  office  have  approved  a 
reorganization  plan,  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  an  agency  office  reorganization 
compact  with  the  Indian  tribes  to  carry  out 
the  agency  office  reorganization  plan.  The 
Secretary  may  not  implement  an  agency  of- 
fice reorganization  plan  until  the  tribes  have 
entered  into  a  reorganization  compact  with 
the  Secretary.  This  subsection  also  provides 
that  nothing  in  this  section  may  limit  or  re- 
duce the  level  of  any  service  or  funding  for 
an  Indian  tribe  that  is  not  a  party  to  a  reor- 
ganization compact.  Finally,  this  subsection 
states  that  where  the  Secretary  has  deter- 
mined that  an  agency  office  reorganization 
compact  is  inconsistent  with  an  area  office 
reorganization  compact,  the  Secretary  in 
consultation  with  the  Indian  tribes  that  are 
parties  to  the  compact  shall  make  such 
amendments  to  the  agency  office  compact  as 
are  necessary  to  ensure  consistency  with  the 
applicable  area  office  plan. 

SECTION  103.  REORGANIZATION  OF  CENTRAL 
OFFICE 

Section  103  provides  that  not  later  than  120 
days  from  the  date  of  enactment  the  Sec- 
retary shall  enter  into  negotiations  with  In- 
dian tribes  to  develop  a  central  office  reorga- 
nization plan.  The  Secretary  shall  enter  into 
negotiations  on  an  area  by  area  basis  with 
representatives  from  each  tribe  in  the  area 
in  order  to  develop  the  central  office  plan.  As 
part  of  these  negotiations,  the  Secretary 
shall  determine  the  appropriate  allocation  of 
personnel  and  funding  made  available  to 
central  office  to  serve  the  area  and  agency 
offices  and  the  tribes  in  each  area. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  the  central  of- 
fice plan  shall  contain  a  determination  of 
funds  and  personnel  used  to  support  the  area 
and  agency  offices  in  each  area  and  those 
funds  which  may  be  allocated  directly  to  In- 
dian tribes  pursuant  to  the  formula  devel- 
oped under  this  section. 

Paragraph  (2)  states  that  the  central  office 
reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for  the  re- 
organization of  administrative  structure  of 
the  central  office,  the  reallocation  of  person- 
nel, the  delegation  of  secretarial  authorities, 
the  issuance  of  waivers  of  regulations  and 
other  authorities,  the  reordering  of  funding 
priorities,  and  specify  which  functions  are 
retained  by  the  BIA  and  which  functions  are 
transferred  to  the  Indian  tribes.  The  central 
office  plan  shall  include  an  allocation  for- 
mula to  provide  for  the  remaining  services  to 
be  provided  to  the  area  and  agency  offices 
and  the  Indian  tribes  by  the  central  office 
and  a  formula  for  allocation  of  savings  to  the 
recurring  base  funding  of  the  tribes  and  to 
the  area  and  agency  offices. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  Secretary  develops  a  central 
office  plan,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each  area 
office  enter  into  a  central  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact  with  the  tribes  in  that  area  to 
implement  the  central  office  reorganization 
plan.  The  Secretary  may  not  implement  the 
component  of  a  central  office  reorganization 
plan  relating  to  an  area  until  a  majority  of 
tribes  in  that  area  have  entered  into  a 
central  office  reorganization  compact  with 
the  Secretary.  This  subsection  also  provides 


that  if  a  majority  of  Indian  tribes  in  an  area 
do  not  enter  into  a  central  office  reorganiza- 
tion compact  the  existing  orgainlzatlonal 
structure  relating  to  that  area  shall  remain 
in  effect.  Finally,  this  subsection  states  that 
where  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  a 
central  office  reorganization  compact  is  in- 
consistent with  a  related  area  or  agency  of- 
fice reorganization  compact,  the  Secretary 
in  consultation  with  the  Indian  tribes  that 
are  parties  to  the  compact  shall  make  such 
amendments  as  are  necessary  to  ensure  con- 
sistency with  the  applicable  area  or  agency 
office  plan. 

SECTION  10*.  SAVINGS  PROVISIONS 

Subsection  (a)  states  that  all  orders,  deter- 
minations, rules,  regulations,  permits,  agree- 
ments, grants,  contracts,  licenses,  and  other 
administrative  actions  that  are  in  effect  on 
the  effective  date  of  the  reorganization  com- 
pact shall  continue  in  effect  according  to 
their  terms  until  modified,  terminated,  su- 
perseded or  set  aside  in  accordance  with  law. 

Subsection  ib)  states  that  the  provisions  of 
a  reorganization  compact  shall  not  affect 
any  proceedings,  including  any  notices  for 
proposed  rulemaking,  that  are  pending  at 
the  time  the  reorganization  compact  takes 
effect.  These  proceedings  shall  continue  as  if 
the  compact  had  not  been  entered  into  and 
any  orders  Issued  in  such  proceedings  shall 
continue  in  effect  until  modified,  terminated 
or  superseded  by  a  duly  authorized  official,  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  oper- 
ation of  law. 

Subsection  (c)  states  that  no  suit,  action, 
or  other  proceeding  commenced  by  or 
against  the  BIA  or  any  official  in  the  BIA 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  enactment  of  this 
title. 

SECTION  105.  ADDITIONAL  CONFORMINO 
AMENDMENTS 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  Congress,  after 
consultation  with  the  tribes,  the  Committees 
of  jurisdiction  in  the  Congress,  and  the  OMB, 
recommended  legislation  containing  tech- 
nical and  conforming  amendments  to  reflect 
changes  made  pursuant  to  this  title 

Subsection  (b)  requires  the  Secretary  to 
submit  such  legislation  to  the  Congress 
within  120  days  of  enactment  of  this  title. 

SECTION  106.  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRUTIONS 

Section  106  authorizes  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  title  to  be  ap- 
propriated. 

SECTION  107.  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Section  107  states  that  this  title  shall  take 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SECTION  108.  SEPARABlUTi' 

Section  108  provides  that  if  a  provision  of 
this  title  or  its  application  is  held  invalid, 
neither  the  remainder  of  this  title  nor  the 
application  of  the  provision  to  other  persons 
or  circumstances  shall  be  affected. 

SECTION  109.  SUSPENSION  OF  CERTAIN 
ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTIONS 

Section  109  provides  that  during  the  2  year 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment 
the  Secretary  shall  suspend  the  implementa- 
tion of  all  administrative  activities  associ- 
ated with  reinventing  government,  the  na- 
tional performance  review  and  other 
downsizing  initiatives  affecting  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  .\ffairs.  It  also  states  that  during 
this  2  year  period  the  reorganization  com- 
pacts entered  into  under  this  title  shall  be 
deemed  to  satisfy  the  goals  of  reinventing 
government,  the  national  performance  re- 
view and  other  downsizing  Initiatives. 
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SECTION  110.  STATUTORY  CONSTKUCTION 

Section  110  provides  that  nothing  In  this 
title  may  be  constiMed  to  alter  or  diminish 
the  Federal  trust  responsibility  to  Indian 
tribes,  individual  Indians,  or  Indians  with 
trust  allotments. 

Title  II— Amendment  to  the  Indian  Self- 

Determination  Act 

SECTION  201.  BUDGET  DEVELOPMENT 

Section  201  amends  the  Indian  Self-Deter- 
mination  Act  (25  U.S.C.  450f  et  seq.)  by  add- 
ing Che  following  new  title; 

Title  V— Budget  development 

SECTION  501.  P.\RTICIPAT10N  OF  INDLAN  TRIBES 
IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  BUDGET  REQUESTS 

Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  requires, 
within  120  days  after  enactment,  the  Sec- 
retary to  establish  a  program  to  provide  in- 
formation to  Indian  tribes  concerning  the  de- 
velopment of  budget  requests  for  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  and  to  ensure  that  each  In- 
dian tribe  participates  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable  in  the  development  of  the 
budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs. 

Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  requires, 
within  120  days  after  enactment,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  es- 
tablish a  program  to  provide  information  to 
Indian  tribes  concerning  the  development  of 
budget  for  the  Indian  Health  Service  and  to 
ensure  that  each  Indian  tribe  participates  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  de- 
velopment of  the  budget  request  for  the  In- 
dian Health  Service. 

Subsection  (o  of  this  section  requires  pro- 
grams to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  to 
develop  an  estimation  of  funds  annually  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  the  benefit  of 
Indian  tribes,  develop  an  estimation  of  indi- 
vidual tribal  shares  of  the  funds  to  be  pro- 
vided for  the  benefit  of  the  Indian  tribes,  and 
to  provide  each  tribe  with  an  opportunity  to 
establish  individual  tribal  funding  priorities. 
The  program  shall  also  collect  and  dissemi- 
nate information  necessary  for  effective 
planning  and  evaluation  relating  to  the  com- 
parative social  and  public  health  conditions 
of  Indian  communities  at  the  local,  regional, 
and  national  levels. 

Paragraph  (2»  of  this  subsection  requires 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  sup- 
port the  creation  of  stable  recurring  base 
funding  for  each  Indian  tribe,  to  maintain 
stability  in  the  planning  and  allocation  of 
the  IKS  and  BIA  budgets  to  Indian  tribes,  to 
assess  the  Federal  programs  of  assistance  to 
Indian  tribes  to  determine  the  relative  need 
for  providing  Federal  funds  to  carry  out  each 
such  program  and  determine  the  amount  of 
recurring  base  funding  available  to  each  In- 
dian tribe  to  carry  out  each  such  program. 

Paragraph  (3»  of  this  subsection  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  to 
enter  into  self-determination  contracts,  self- 
governance  compacts  or  make  a  grant  to  an 
Indian  tribe  to  carry  out  the  information 
collection  and  dissemination  functions  under 
this  title. 

SECTION  502.  ASSESSMENT  METHODOLOGY 

Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  requires  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  within  180  days  of 
enactment  to  promulgate  standardized  as- 
sessment methodologies  to  be  used  in  carry- 
ing out  any  budget  determination  for  the 
BIA  concerning  levels  of  funding  that  are 
necessary  for  each  program  area. 

Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  requires  the 
Secretary  to  ensure  the  direct  and  active 
participation  of  Indian  tribes  at  the  local,  re- 


gional and  national  levels  in  the  negotiated 
rulemal£ing  process  established  under  this 
section. 

Subsection  (c)  of  this  section  provides  that 
the  negotiated  rulemaking  committee  cre- 
ated under  this  section  shall  be  comprised  of 
individuals  who  represent  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  individuals  who  represent  In- 
dian tribes.  A  majority  of  the  Committee 
shall  be  comprised  of  individuals  who  rep- 
resent Indian  tribes. 

Subsection  (d)  of  this  section  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  adapt  the  negotiated  rule- 
making procedures  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 407  of  this  Act. 

SECTION  303.  REPORTS  TO  THE  CONGRESS 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  the  Secretary 
shall  annually  prepare  a  report  that  de- 
scribes the  standardized  methodologies  and 
Includes  an  assessment  of  the  level  of  fund- 
ing that  is  necessary  to  fund  each  program 
area  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  This  re- 
port shall  include  an  assessment  for  each  In- 
dian tribe  of  the  level  funding  necessary  for 
each  Indian  tribe  to  carry  out  each  program 
area  and  an  assessment  of  the  total  amount 
of  funds  needed  to  carry  out  all  the  programs 
areas  with  respect  to  which  the  tribe  re- 
ceives services. 

SECTION  504.  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

This  section  authorizes  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  title. 

Title  III— Reform  of  the  Regulations  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

SECTION  301.  BIA  MANUAL 

Section  301  requires  the  Secretary  not 
later  than  180  days  after  enactment  to  con- 
duct a  review  of  all  the  provisions  of  the  BIA 
manual  and  to  promulgate  as  proposed  regu- 
lations those  provisions  of  the  BIA  manual 
that  are  deemed  necessary  and  to  revoke  all 
provisions  of  the  BIA  manual  that  are  not 
promulgated  as  proposed  regulations.  In  car- 
rying out  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall 
consult  with  Indian  tribes  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable. 

SECTION  302.  TASK  FORCE 

Section  302  provides  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Joint  Tribal-Federal  task  force  on  regu- 
latory reform.  The  task  force  shall  be  com- 
posed of  16  members,  including  12  members 
who  are  representatives  of  Indian  tribes  from 
each  of  the  12  areas  served  by  the  BIA.  The 
task  force  shall  review  the  regulations  under 
Title  25  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
and  make  recommendations  concerning  revi- 
sion of  the  regulations.  The  task  force  shall 
submit  reports  to  the  Secretary  as  is  deemed 
appropriate  and  shall  not  later  than  120  days 
after  its  initial  meeting  submit  a  report  to 
the  Congress  and  the  governing  body  of  each 
Indian  tribe  that  includes  their  findings  and 
recommendations  after  reviewing  Title  25  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  The  task 
force  shall  terminate  30  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  task  force  submits  its  report 
to  the  Congress.  This  section  also  prohibits 
the  Secretary  from  promulgating  any  un- 
published regulation  or  agency  guidance  that 
affects  Indian  tribes  and  from  imposing  any 
nonregulatory  requirement  that  affects  In- 
dian tribes. 

SECTION  303.  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Section  303  authorizes  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
this  title.* 

•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
my  esteemed  colleague,  the  chairman 


May  17,  1995 

Of  the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs, 
Senator  John  McCain,  in  the  sponsor- 
ship of  a  measure  that  is  intended  to 
initiate  discussion  in  the  Senate  of  the 
means  by  which  the  reorganization  of 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  to  be  ac- 
complished. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  aware  that  there 
is  some  concern  amongst  my  col- 
leagues that  they  have  not  sufficient 
time  to  review  this  measure  prior  to  its 
introduction,  and  I  want  to  assure 
these  members  that  I  too  have  ques- 
tions about  the  mechanics  of  the  pro- 
posed reorganization  process,  as  well  as 
the  scope  of  the  proposed  reorganiza- 
tion— but  I  believe  that  it  is  important 
that  we  begin  somewhere — and  that  we 
have  a  legislative  vehicle  that  will  en- 
gender discussion  and  consideration  of 
the  specifies  or  reorganization. 

For  instance,  it  will  be  important,  I 
believe,  that  reorganization  at  the 
agency,  area  and  central  offices  pro- 
ceed in  some  orderly  fasion — given  the 
interdependency  of  the  functions  and 
responsibilities  of  each  of  these  offices. 

In  the  absence  of  some  order — reorga- 
nization of  agency  offices  prior  to  reor- 
ganization of  area  offices  culminating 
in  the  reorganization  of  the  central  of- 
fice, for  instance,  as  one  possible 
means — there  will  undoubtedly  be  a 
predictable  chaos  if  reorganization 
plans  and  compacts  that  have  signifi- 
cant impacts  on  other  organizational 
units  are  attempted  to  be  imple- 
mented— all  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  also  aware  of  the 
concern  expressed  by  some  members  as 
to  what  impact  the  proposed  reorga- 
nization may  have  on  the  Bureau's  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  areas  of  education, 
tribal  justice  systems,  and  other  cen- 
trally administered  programs. 

But  I  believe  that  this  discussion 
draft  will,  at  a  minimum,  provide  us 
with  a  framework  for  addressing  these 
concerns,  and  I  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee— our  colleagues  on  the  Indian  Af- 
fairs Committee  and  the  leaders  of  In- 
dian country— to  refine  this  discussion 
draft  into  an  effective  instrument  for 
the  implementation  of  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  joint  Department 
of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
and  tribal  task  force  on  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.* 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  today  to  join  Chairman  McCain 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Indian  Af- 
fairs in  sponsoring  legislation  to  bring 
about  many  needed  changes  to  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs  [BIA]  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior.  It  is  a  spe- 
cial honor  for  me  to  endorse  the  fine 
work  of  Wendell  Chino,  president  of  the 
Mescalero  Apache  Tribe  of  New  Mex- 
ico. He  has  worked  for  decades  to 
change  the  BIA.  More  recently.  Presi- 
dent Chino  has  focused  his  fine  efforts 
through  the  BIA  Reorganization  Task 
Force  for  the  last  4  years.  As  the  elder 
statesman  of  Indian  leaders,  President 
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Wendell  Chino's  incisive  and  powerful 
voice  has  been  heard  about  the  con- 
tinuing problems  in  the  BIA.  We  are 
pleased  to  introduce  legislation  to  help 
bring  these  recommendations  to  fru- 
ition. 

Wendell  has  long  been  a  vociferous 
and  humorous  critic  of  the  infamous 
BIA.  Wendell  tells  me  that  humor  is 
necessary  when  you  really  want  to  cry. 
We  have  a  special  trust  relationship 
with  Indians  in  America,  but  far  too 
often  this  trust  has  been  neglected  by  a 
cumbersome  bureaucracy. 

As  cosipcnsor  of  Chairman  McCain's 
excellent  effort  to  launch  an  important 
debate,  I  am  aligning  myself  with  those 
who  view  the  BIA  as  a  detriment  rath- 
er than  a  benefit  to  Indian  people.  I 
have  spoken  several  times  in  Senate 
Budget  and  Indian  Affairs  Committee 
meetings  this  year  about  the  need  to 
meet  our  special  trust  and  treaty  obli- 
gations to  the  Indian  people. 

As  a  proponent  of  the  largest  budget 
reductions  ever  presented  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  Senate,  I  have  maintained 
the  need  to  keep  our  promises  to  the 
Indian  people.  This  is  not  only  good  for 
Indians,  it  is  good  for  America  to  know 
that  her  word  is  meaningful  and  can  be 
relied  upon. 

When  the  Congress  passes  legislation 
and  the  President  signs  it,  Americans 
should  be  able  to  know  that  they  have 
been  well  represented  and  action  will 
follow  that  is  in  line  with  the  promises. 
Unfortunately,  America's  history  has 
not  been  so  sterling  when  it  comes  to 
its  promises  to  Indian  people.  There 
are  books,  movies,  and  testimony  to 
the  many  tragedies  in  our  history  with 
Indian  people. 

There  have  been  some  improvements 
in  this  century,  but  the  violations  con- 
tinue. For  example,  as  recently  as  1962, 
the  Congress  and  the  President,  in  Pub- 
lic Law  87-483,  promised  to  provide  an 
irrigation  system  to  the  Navajo  Tribe 
in  exchange  for  water  rights  in  the  San 
Juan  Chama  water  diversion  project. 
The  Navajos  have  kept  their  agreement 
about  water  rights,  but  the  Federal 
Goveniment  is  20  years  behind  schedule 
in  building  the  promised  irrigation  sys- 
tem. 

I  will  not  take  the  time  to  review 
other  incidents  here,  I  just  want  my 
colleagues  to  know  that  we  are  aware 
of  the  promises,  and  that  we  should  do 
our  part  in  promoting  character  counts 
in  our  own  legislative  activity.  I  be- 
lieve the  bill  we  are  introducing  today 
is  in  line  with  this  goal. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  print  the  leading  themes  of  the 
executive  summary  of  the  joint  tribal/ 
BIA/Department  of  Interior  advisory 
task  force  on  the  reorganization  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  August  1994. 
in  the  Record.  This  is  for  the  benefit  of 
my  colleagues  who  may  want  to  look 
at  the  parameters  of  the  fine  work  of 
this  task  force,  upon  which  Chairman 
McCain  has  based  our  legislative  effort. 


I  refer  my  colleagues  to  Chairman 
McCain's  statement  for  a  further  ex- 
planation of  the  purposes  of  this  legis- 
lation, and  I  ui^e  my  colleagues  to  re- 
view this  exciting  new  thrust  for  the 
BIA. 

On  a  closing  note,  I  would  like  to  add 
that  my  own  bill,  S.  346,  cosponsored 
by  Senator  Daniel  Inouye  of  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Indian  Affairs,  is  not 
included  in  the  bill  we  are  introducing 
today.  It  is  my  intention  to  offer  S.  346, 
a  bill  to  establish  an  Office  of  Indian 
Women  and  Families  in  the  BIA,  as  an 
amendment  during  committee  markup 
of  this  legislation.  For  the  benefit  of 
my  colleagues,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  "Dear  Colleague"  letter 
of  February  22,  1995,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  would  be  re- 
miss if  I  did  not  acknowledge  the  fine 
work  of  a  former  New  Mexico  Congress- 
man who  became  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, Manuel  Lujan.  It  was  Secretary 
Lujan  who  appointed  Wendell  Chino 
and  Eddie  Brown  as  cochairs  of  the  BIA 
reorganization  task  force. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  join  Senator 
McCain  in  introducing  this  bill.  It  is  an 
honest  and  good  effort  to  reform,  in 
significant  and  positive  way.  our  trust 
relationship  with  the  American  Indian 
people. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  SENATE. 
Washington.  DC.  February  22.  1995. 

Dear  Colleague:  As  we  consider  better 
ways  to  meet  our  treaty  and  statutory  obli- 
gations to  the  Indian  people  of  America 
through  an  improved  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, I  would  like  you  to  keep  Indian  women 
and  youth  in  mind.  It  is  my  belief  that  they 
are  too  often  Ignored  in  the  Washington- 
based  policy  decisions  that  can  have  a  most 
direct  impact  on  their  daily  lives. 

I  am  asking  my  Senate  Colleagues  to  join 
me  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs,  Senator  Daniel 
K.  Inouye.  in  sponsoring  legislation  to  estab- 
lish an  Office  of  Indian  Women  and  Families 
in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior. 

Indian  women  are  most  often  at  the  very 
bottom  of  the  economic  ladder  in  America. 
They  are  the  poorest  of  the  poor.  While  the 
tide  of  public  opinion  is  against  adding  vir- 
tually any  new  federal  government  employ- 
ees. I  believe  it  is  time  to  directly  address 
the  concerns  and  problems  of  Indian  women 
in  the  agency  that  is  most  responsible  for 
their  well-being. 

In  January  of  1994.  I  held  hearings  in  Win- 
dow Rock,  Arizona  and  in  Rio  Grande  Pueblo 
country  in  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico.  Hun- 
dreds of  women  and  tribal  leaders  expressed 
their  support  for  enacting  this  legislation.  In 
the  103rd  Congress,  Senator  McCain  worked 
very  hard  to  bring  the  problems  of  Indian 
child  abuse  to  light.  Many  abusers  were  their 
BIA  teachers. 

Ramah  Navajo  District  Judge  Irene  Toledo 
testified  in  Window  Rock  that  "we  do  have  a 
lot  of  children  falling  through  the  cracks." 
Elsie  Redbird  told  us.  "WTiile  American 
women  come  up  against  a  glass  ceiling,'  In- 
dian women  have  problems  getting  off  the 
floor." 


There  are  problems  with  gang  violence, 
teen  pregnancies  and  AIDS  Child  care,  do- 
mestic violence,  poor  housing  conditions, 
and  minimal  economic  opportunity  are  con- 
tinuous problems  on  our  nation's  Indian  res- 
ervations. 

How  would  this  new  Office  of  Indian 
Women  and  Families  help  resolve  these  prob- 
lems? The  monitoring  of  participation  rates 
and  beneficial  outcomes  for  Indian  women 
and  children  in  on-going  programs  of  the  BIA 
and  other  federal  departments  and  agencies 
would  be  a  critical  first  step. 

Job  opportunities  outside  the  domestic  or 
clerical  levels  are  too  rare  for  Indian  women. 
Yet  the  BIA  and  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor  have  little  precise  and  current  infor- 
mation about  the  unemployment  or  under- 
employment problems  of  Indian  women. 

Obviously,  an  Office  of  Indian  Women  and 
Families  could  not  be  expected  to  move  on 
all  fronts  at  once.  In  fact,  our  bill  gives  Jobs 
and  business  development  opportunities  for 
Indian  women  the  first  priority.  Without 
such  a  permanent  office  to  advocate  program 
and  policy  changes  for  them.  I  am  afraid  one 
of  our  most  precious  and  yet  most  neglected 
federal  responsibilities  will  continue  to  be  a 
national  shame 

Indian  women  and  their  families  have  lit- 
tle choice  but  to  live  at  the  mercy  of  some  of 
the  most  perplexing  bureaucratic  mazes  in 
our  federal  government.  I  believe  this  group 
of  American  Indians  would  benefit  by  a  more 
systematic  monitoring  of  their  lifestyle 
problems,  a  more  consistent  effort  on  our 
part  to  improve  their  lives,  and  a  more  inter- 
active approach  that  includes  their  active 
participation  in  resolving  their  own  con- 
cerns. 

I  hope  you  will  join  in  cosponsoring  S.  346. 
a  bill  to  establish  an  Office  of  Indian  Women 
and  Families  in  the  Department  of  Interior. 
Joe  Trujillo  of  my  staff  can  be  reached  at 
224-7086  if  you  have  further  comments  or 
questions.  Thank  you  for  your  interest  in 
American  Indian  women  and  their  families. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Pete  V  domenici. 

U.S.  Senator. 

Leading  Themes  of  Reorganization 
Tribes  recognized  that  simply  changing  the 
organizational  structure  of  the  BIA  would 
not  result  in  a  change  in  how  well  it  could 
deliver  on  its  responsibility.  All  aspects  of 
the  organization,  systems  and  processes  uti- 
lized by  the  BIA  were  reviewed.  The  BlA's 
mission  needed  to  be  clearly  defined  to  guide 
its  future  directions  Four  leading  themes 
emerged  early,  and  the  Task  Force  organized 
its  efforts  around  them: 

Organization  Reform.  The  organizational 
levels  and  functions  needed  to  l>e  clearly  de- 
fined as  to  appropriate  roles,  with  the  oper- 
ational roles  moved  as  close  as  possible  to 
where  services  were  to  be  delivered.  Accord- 
ingly, roles  were  recommended  for  Central 
Office,  Areas  and  Agencies.  Keeping  in  mind 
the  differences  between  Areas,  the  Task 
Force  recognized  that  the  Tribes  in  each 
Area  and  Agency  needed  to  be  involved  in 
the  redesign  of  these  organizations  to  meet 
their  respective  needs.  Too  much  of  the  over- 
all resources  of  the  BIA  were  being  dedicated 
to  Central  Office  and  Area  functions.  Tribes 
felt  that  these  resources  could  be  better  uti- 
lized at  the  Tribe/Agency/school  service  de- 
livery level. 

Regulatory  Reform:  The  authority  by 
which  BIA  decisions  were  made  had  been 
eroded  at  the  levels  nearest  Tribes.  The  Task 
Force  recognized  that  laws,  regulations  and 
internal  BIA  policies  needed  to  change  to  re- 
turn decision  making  to  the  BIA  organiza- 
tional units  closest  to  the  client.  In  addition. 
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many  inherent  Tribal  authorities  had  been 
usurped.  Laws,  regulations  and  policies  need- 
ed to  be  reviewed  to  remove  obstacles  to 
Tribes  freely  exercising  authorities  for  deci- 
sions which  were  inherently  Tribal. 

Education  Reform:  The  Task  Force  strong- 
ly felt  that  emphasis  needed  to  be  placed  on 
education  for  the  following  reasons:  (1)  The 
failure  to  fully  implement  all  provisions  of 
P.L.  95-561.  (2)  The  indefinite  org-anizational 
status  of  education  functions  within  the  Bu- 
reau. (3)  An  assessment  of  the  current  level 
of  education  services  within  the  Bureau.  It 
was  determined  that  a  comprehensive  plan 
was  necessary  to  ensure  maximum  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  in  education. 

Budget  Reform:  The  processes  of  planning, 
budgeting  and  reporting  on  budget  needs 
were  in  serious  need  of  reform.  Throughout 
the  first  20  years  of  implementation  of  the 
Self-Determination  policy,  Tribal  participa- 
tion in  decisions  regarding  the  designs  of 
programs  and  the  priorities  for  funding  them 
had  actually  been  diminished.  Tribes  felt 
that  their  needs  were  consistently  under- 
stated or  not  reported  to  Congress  at  all. 
Though  they  had  assumed  management  of 
about  half  of  the  budget  resources  under  var- 
ious Self-Determination  Act  awards,  the  BIA 
and  others  in  the  Federal  government 
seemed  to  retain  full  control,  and  frequently 
disrupted  the  maintenance  of  funding  and 
services.  A  new  system  of  planning,  budget- 
ing and  needs  assessment  was  needed,  and  it 
needed  to  be  based  on  the  Federal  policies  of 
Indian  Self-Determination  and  of  dealing 
with  Tribes  on  a  govemment-to-govemment 
basis.* 


By  Mr.  HATCH: 
S.  815.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  simplify  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  the  excise 
tax  on  arrows:  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

SIMPLIFICATION  OF  IMPOSmON  OF  EXCISE  TAX 
ON  ARROWS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  legislation  that 
would  simplify  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  regarding  the  imposition  of  the 
Federal  excise  tax  on  arrows. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  will  benefit 
manufacturers,  wholesalers,  retailers, 
assemblers,  and,  most  importantly,  the 
consumers  of  archery  equipment.  In 
1993,  there  were  nearly  3  million  li- 
censed bow  and  arrow  hunters  in  the 
United  States,  including  28,000  in  my 
home  State  of  Utah.  These  figures  ex- 
clude the  millions  of  individuals  who 
enjoy  archery  as  a  hobby  but  do  not 
hunt  with  a  bow  and  arrows.  Let  me  ex- 
plain both  the  present  status  of  this  ex- 
cise tax  and  why  simplification  is  need- 
ed. 

Under  section  4161(b)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  an  excise  tax  of  11  per- 
cent is  imposed  upon  the  sale  by  the 
manufacturer,  producer,  or  importer  of 
an  arrow  or  an  arrow's  component 
parts  and  accessories.  A  complete 
arrow  consists  of  various  component 
parts,  namely:  a  shaft,  a  point,  a  nock, 
and  a  vane.  The  arrow  shaft  is  sold  sep- 
arately from  the  point,  nock,  and  vane, 
which  are  attached  to  the  shaft  to 
make  a  complete  arrow.  The  assembly 
of  these   parts   into   a   finished   arrow 


may  take  place  at  a  wholesale  manu- 
facturing level,  a  distribution  level,  a 
retail  level,  or  at  the  consumer  level. 
Identifying  the  manufacturer  for  pur- 
poses of  the  excise  tax  is  difficult  be- 
cause of  the  long  distribution  chain  be- 
tween the  raw  material  supplier  and 
the  consumer.  Under  current  law,  any- 
one who  manufactures  arrows,  or  the 
various  parts  of  arrows,  may  be  re- 
quired to  collect  the  excise  tax. 

The  current  interpretation  of  the  tax 
on  arrows  has  resulted  in  a  great  deal 
of  confusion  among  retailers  as  well  as 
among  IRS  field  agents  enforcing  the 
law.  Currently,  local  shops  are  subject 
to  different  interpretations  of  what  is 
taxable.  Ultimately,  the  tax  falls  on 
the  last  person  in  the  chain  to  materi- 
ally change  the  article  before  it  is  sold 
to  the  consumer.  Unfortunately,  sev- 
eral members  of  this  chain  may  fit  the 
definition  of  a  manufacturer,  and  each 
is  liable  for  the  tax  unless  certain  reg- 
istration requirements  are  met  and  ex- 
emption forms  filed. 

As  you  can  see,  Mr.  President,  the 
method  for  collecting  the  excise  tax  on 
arrows  needs  to  be  streamlined.  My  bill 
would  change  the  imposition  of  the  ex- 
cise tax  to  fall  on  the  component 
shafts,  points,  nocks,  and  vanes  as  they 
are  manufactured,  rather  than  on  the 
aggregated  value  of  the  assembled 
arrow.  This  is  a  significant  change,  but 
one  that  will  greatly  simplify  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  tax.  Under  my  bill, 
individual  distributors,  assemblers,  and 
retail  sellers  of  arrows  or  parts  of  ar- 
rows would  no  longer  be  responsible  for 
collecting  the  excise  tax.  Only  the 
manufacturers  of  these  parts  would 
bear  the  responsibility  of  the  excise 
tax.  Thus,  identification  of  the  manu- 
facturer would  be  much  simpler  and 
clearer.  Industry  representatives,  who 
support  these  changes,  have  indicated 
to  me  that  this  simplification  should 
increase  compliance  and  therefore  en- 
hance revenues.  Enforcement  by  the 
IRS  should  also  be  much  easier  ander 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  result  of  this  bill 
is  a  narrowing  of  the  collection  base. 
Instead  of  having  thousands  of  dis- 
tributors, retailers,  or  custom  arrow 
shops  being  potentially  liable  for  the 
tax  as  under  the  current  law,  about  65 
companies  would  be  liable  under  the 
bill.  This  simplification  would  save  the 
IRS  a  considerable  amount  of  time  and 
money  in  enforcing  the  tax.  It  also 
would  free  smaller  dealers  and  stores 
from  the  burden  of  computing  and  re- 
mitting the  excise  tax. 

The  language  in  this  bill  accom- 
plishes the  needed  simplification  of 
this  particular  section  of  the  Tax  Code. 
One  consequence  of  this  change  is  the 
possibility  that  a  higher  excise  tax  rate 
may  be  needed  to  make  the  measure 
revenue  neutral.  The  arrow  manufac- 
turing industry  agrees  that  this  sim- 
plification is  not  intended  to  decrease 
revenue  to  the  Federal  Government.  I 


am  working  with  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Taxation  to  find  a  rate  of  tax  that 
will  make  the  end  result  revenue  neu- 
tral. The  bill,  as  introduced,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, includes  an  11  percent  tax  rate, 
which  is  the  same  as  under  present  law. 
It  is  my  intention  to  adjust  this  rate, 
up  or  down,  as  needed,  to  keep  this  bill 
revenue  neutral.  I  want  to  point  out, 
however,  that  greater  compliance 
should  be  achieved  by  having  a  much 
smaller  number  of  entities  responsible 
for  the  tax.  This  greater  compliance, 
together  with  the  savings  realized  from 
the  reduced  manpower  requirements 
the  IRS  needs  to  enforce  this  tax, 
should  combine  to  allow  an  equal  or 
lesser  tax  rate  than  under  current  law. 
These  factors  should  be  considered 
when  determining  the  revenue  impact 
of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  amount  of  revenue 
we  are  talking  about  is  around  $13  mil- 
lion a  year.  These  revenues  are,  by  law, 
required  to  go  to  the  Pittman-Robert- 
son  fund,  established  by  the  Federal 
Aid  to  Wildlife  Restoration  Act.  The 
proceeds  of  this  fund  go  toward  wildlife 
restoration  and  hunter  education  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  The  bulk  of  this 
fund  is,  in  turn,  passed  onto  the  States 
to  fund  their  own  wildlife  programs. 

Under  current  law,  arrows  made  by 
native  Americans  are  exempt  from  the 
Federal  excise  tax.  The  simplification 
bill  I  am  introducing  today  would  not 
remove  or  alter  this  exemption  in  any 
way. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve that  today,  more  than  ever,  we 
need  to  be  mindful  of  the  many  burdens 
we  are  placing  on  small  businesses  and 
consumers  through  numerous  Federal 
mandates  and  burdensome  tax  compli- 
ance measures.  Businesses  and  consum- 
ers nationwide  spend  billions  of  dollars 
each  year  on  tax  compliance.  Consum- 
ers, of  course,  pay  for  this  compliance 
through  higher  retail  prices  for  goods 
and  services.  We  all  know  this  money 
could  be  put  to  more  productive  use. 
Even  though  this  bill  is  small  in  com- 
parison to  the  immense  Tax  Code,  I 
think  it  is  right  on  target  in  terms  of 
helping  us  to  achieve  tax  simplifica- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  is  a 
beneficial  modification  to  the  Tax  Code 
presented  in  a  win- win  framework. 
This  bill  has  the  support  of  the  Arch- 
ery Manufacturers  and  Merchants  As- 
sociation, which  represents  the  major- 
ity of  this  industry.  I  hope  this  bill  will 
be  swiftly  adopted,  and  I  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  support  and  cosponsor 
this  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


S.  815 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SIMPUFICATION  OF  IMPOSmON  OF 
EXCISE  TAX  ON  ARROWS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
4161  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (re- 
lating to  imposition  of  tax)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

■■(b)  Bows  AND  Arrows,  Etc— 

■■(1)  Bows.— 

■•(A)  In  general.— There  Is  hereby  imposed 
on  the  sale  by  the  manufacturer,  producer, 
or  importer  of  any  bow  which  has  a  draw 
weight  of  10  pounds  or  more,  a  tax  equal  to 
11  percent  of  the  price  for  which  so  sold. 

"(B)  Parts  and  accessories.— There  is 
hereby  imposed  upon  the  sale  by  the  manu- 
facturer, producer,  or  importer — 

"(i)  of  any  part  of  accessory  suitable  for  in- 
clusion in  or  attachment  to  a  bow  described 
in  subparagraph  (A),  and 

■•(ii)  of  any  quiver  suitable  for  use  with  ar- 
rows described  in  paragraph  (2).  a  tax  equiva- 
lent to  11  percent  of  the  price  for  which  so 
sold. 

■■(2)  Arrows.- -There  is  hereby  imposed  on 
the  sale  by  the  manufacturer,  producer,  or 
importer  of  any  shaft,  point,  nock,  or  vane  of 
a  type  used  in  the  manufacture  of  any  arrow 
which  after  its  assembly— 

■'(A)  measures  18  inches  overall  or  more  in 
length,  or 

'■(B)  measures  less  than  18  inches  overall  in 
length  but  is  suitable  for  use  with  a  bow  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)(A). 
a  tax  equal  to  11  percent  of  the  price  for 
which  so  sold. 

••(3)  Coordination  wtth  subsection  (a).— 
No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  sub- 
section with  respect  to  any  article  taxable 
under  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amend- 
ment made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  to  articles  sold  by  the  manufac- 
turer, producer,  or  importer  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


By  Mr.  DeWINE  (for  himself,  Mr 
Stevens,    Mr.    Ashcroft,    Mr. 
Hatch,  and  Mr.  TmmMOND): 
S.  816.  A  bill  to  provide  equal  protec- 
tion for  victims  of  crime,  to  facilitate 
the  exchange  of  information  between 
Federal  and  State  law  enforcement  and 
investigation  entities,  to  reform  crimi- 
nal procedure,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

THE  LOCAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  ENHANCEMENT 
ACT 

Mr.  DEWINE.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  the  Local  Law  Enforce- 
ment Enhancement  Act  for  myself  as 
well  as  Senator  Stevens  and  Senator 
Ashcroft. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  past  week,  be- 
ginning last  Wednesday,  I  have  dis- 
cussed on  the  Senate  floor  different  as- 
pects of  the  bill  that  I  am  introducing 
this  afternoon.  I  do  not  intend  to  go 
through  every  single  provision  of  the 
bill  again  this  afternoon.  But  I  would 
like  to  highlight  three  or  four  of  the 
principal  areas  of  this  bill. 

I  believe  that  when  we  look  at  any 
crime  bill  proposed  in  this  Congress,  we 
always  have  to  ask  several  questions. 
The  first  is,  what  is  the  proper  role  of 


the  Federal  Government  in  an  area 
that  we  all  know  and  understand  is  pri- 
marily local.  Ninety  to  95  percent  of  all 
prosecutions  are  done  at  the  State, 
county  and  local  level,  not  the  Federal 
level.  So  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  na- 
tional crime  bill,  what  is  that  niche? 
What  is  the  proper  role  of  the  Federal 
Government? 

The  second  question  I  believe  that  we 
always  have  to  ask  is,  what  works? 
What  can  this  Congress  do  in  legisla- 
tion, with  Federal  dollars,  that  will 
really  make  a  difference? 

The  bill  that  I  am  introducing  this 
afternoon  is  the  product  of  my  20  years 
of  being  involved  at  different  levels  of 
Government,  in  law  enforcement,  being 
involved  in  this  battle  against  crime. 
That  certainly  does  not  mean  that  I 
am  an  expert.  I  do  not  think  we  have 
any  experts  in  this  area. 

However.  I  have  seen  it  from  every 
angle.  I  have  seen  it  from  the  angle  of 
a  young  county  prosecuting  attorney,  a 
State  senator  who  dealt  with  it  on  the 
State  level  and  tried  to  write  appro- 
priate State  laws,  then  on  the  House 
Judiciary  Committee  for  8  years,  and 
then  as  Lieutenant  Governor  of  Ohio, 
where  my  principal  job  was  to  oversee 
our  anticrime  effort. 

This  bill  is  a  product  of  that  experi- 
ence, but  also  probably  more  impor- 
tantly, it  is  the  product  of  my  listening 
and  discussing  the  crime  issues  with 
the  men  and  women  in  Ohio  who  are  on 
the  front  line  every  single  day,  the  po- 
lice officers  who  have  to  deal  with  this 
problem — what  works,  what  does  not 
work. 

One  thing,  Mr.  President,  that  we 
know  works,  from  our  experience,  is 
the  tools  of  technology.  My  bill  will 
take  America  from  19th-century  tech- 
nology in  the  anticrime  area  into  the 
21st  century.  It  does  it  in  a  unique  way. 
It  does  it  by  putting  $1  billion— which 
is  certainly  a  lot  of  money,  but  only  a 
little  over  3  percent  of  this  total  crime 
package  that  was  passed  last  year, 
which  my  bill  essentially  is  a  rewrite 
of— a  little  over  3  percent  of  that  total 
money  over  a  5-year  period  we  spend  on 
technology  for  the  local  communities, 
for  the  local  States. 

What  I  have  been  advised  by  law  en- 
forcement throughout  Ohio  and  what  I 
have  been  advised  by  the  FBI  is  that 
while  last  year's  crime  bill  went  a  long 
way  to  create  the  national  databases 
that  we  need  here  in  Washington  and  in 
the  new  facility  that  is  being  built  in 
West  Virginia,  it  will  never  be  a  com- 
plete system  unless  we  grow  the  sys- 
tem locally. 

I  come  from  Greene  County  in  Ohio, 
and  the  Xenia  police  department,  when 
they  put  information  into  the  system 
or  try  to  get  information  back  out,  it 
is  not  only  important  for  them  to  do  it 
accurately  and  for  that  information  to 
be  in;  it  is  not  only  important  for  the 
FBI  to  have  the  national  database;  but 
for  it  to  really  be  successful  and  work 


for  the  local  police  department  wher- 
ever that  police  department  is,  every 
other  jurisdiction  in  the  country  has  to 
do  the  same  thing.  Criminals  move 
around,  information  moves  around,  and 
it  has  to  be  accurate. 

What  our  bill  does  is  put  the  money 
into  the  local  communities.  What  are 
we  talking  about?  We  are  talking 
about,  basically,  four  national  systems: 
a  DNA  system;  a  fingerprint  system;  a 
ballistic  system,  where  we  can  compare 
the  grooves,  for  example,  on  shells  and 
bullets;  and  the  fourth,  of  course,  is  to 
identify  criminals. 

This  type  of  technology  matters.  It 
does,  in  fact,  help  to  solve  crimes.  It 
matters  when  a  police  officer,  at  3 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  or  a  sherifrs 
deputy  out  on  some  dark  roaid,  has  to 
pull  someone  over.  It  matters  when 
that  police  officer  activates  his  or  her 
computer  or  calls  back  into  the  station 
to  run  that  license  plate.  It  matters 
that  the  information  in  that  computer 
is  accurate  so  that  police  officer  knows 
as  well  as  humanly  possible  who  that 
person  is  before  the  apprehension  has 
to  be  made,  before  that  person  is  ap- 
proached. 

It  matters  when  we  have  an  inves- 
tigation of  a  case  and  all  the  police 
have  is  an  unknown  fingerprint,  and 
they  have  to  try  to  figure  out  where 
that  fingerprint  came  from  It  matters 
under  the  technology  that  we  have 
today:  Take  that  unknown  print  and 
compare  it  with  4  or  5  million  known 
prints  of  known  criminals.  It  matters. 

That  is  the  type  of  thing  that  we  can 
do  with  this  new  technology  that  we 
never  would  dream  of  being  able  to  do 
without  the  computers.  All  this  does, 
in  fact.' matter.  This  is  a  tool,  a  tool 
that  will  be  relatively  cheap  in  regard 
to  the  entire  crime  bill. 

Let  me  make  very  clear.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  crime  bill  that  we  are  intro- 
ducing today  does  not  spend  any  more 
money.  It  basically  accepts  as  given 
what  this  Congress  has  decided  last 
year,  and  appears  to  be  deciding  again 
this  year,  and  that  is  over  the  next  5 
years,  we  will  devote  30  billion  Federal 
dollars,  taxpayers'  dollars,  to  the  fight 
against  crime. 

The  question  that  we  have  before 
Congress  today  is  how  best  to  spend 
that  money,  and  can  we  improve  upon 
what  the  Congress  did  last  year?  I  be- 
lieve that  we  can. 

The  first  thing  that  matters  is  tech- 
nology. Our  bill  provides  that.  It  will 
make  a  difference.  We  will  solve 
crimes.  We  will  save  lives. 

Let  me  move  now  to  the  second  area. 
The  second  thing  that  we  know  does,  in 
fact,  matter  in  law  enforcement.  It 
matters,  Mr.  President,  if  we  can  take 
violent  criminals  off  the  streets.  If  we 
can  take  violent  criminals  off  the 
streets  and  lock  them  up  and  keep  then 
locked  up,  we  know  they  at  least  will 
not  be  continuing  to  commit  crimes. 

My  bill  reinstitutes  a  program  that 
the  Bush  administration  had  in  place 
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for  over  a  year  and  a  half.  It  was  called 
Project  Triggerlock.  The  principle  be- 
hind Project  Triggerlock  was  very  sim- 
ple. The  principle  was  that  violent  of- 
fenders who  use  a  gun  in  the  commis- 
sion of  a  felony  need  to  be  targeted  by 
all  U.S.  attorneys  in  this  country.  And 
in  cooperation  with  local  State  pros- 
ecutors and  county  prosecutors,  if  they 
wish,  then  the  U.S.  attorney  takes  that 
case  into  Federal  court,  and  under  Fed- 
eral law  prosecutes  that  person.  Then. 
when  the  person  is  convicted,  they  are 
housed  courtesy  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. That  is  a  great  assistance  to  law 
enforcement  because  in  most  cases,  the 
Federal  mandatory  sentencing  laws  for 
violent  offenders,  particularly  violent 
offenders  who  use  a  gun  in  the  commis- 
sion of  a  felony,  is  tougher  than  it  is  in 
most  States.  We  have  a  great  deterrent 
effect. 

During  the  last  administration,  in  an 
18-month  period  of  time.  15.000  violent 
career  criminals  were  taken  off  the 
streets,  prosecuted,  locked  up.  and  put 
away  for  a  long,  long  time.  That  mat- 
ters. That  is  what  the  people  in  law  en- 
forcement call  a  specific  deterrent. 
That  person  is  locked  up  and  is  going 
to  be  specifically  deterred  from  com- 
mitting another  crime  as  long  as  they 
are.  in  fact,  locked  up. 

Let  me  turn  now.  Mr.  President,  to 
the  third  thing  that  matters:  Tech- 
nology matters.  Technology  will  solve 
crimes.  It  matters  to  lock  up  dan- 
gerous, violent  people,  particularly 
those  who  use  a  gun.  The  third  thing 
that  clearly  matters  that  we  have 
learned  from  experience,  if  a  commu- 
nity deploys  police  officers  into  a  high- 
crime  area,  and  if  they  are  deployed 
correctly — call  it  community  policing. 
call  it  whatever— but  if  they  are  de- 
ployed correctly  in  the  community, 
they  will,  in  fact,  reduce  crime.  There 
is  an  inverse  relationship  between  the 
number  of  police  officers  put  out  on  the 
street  and  the  crime,  the  violent  crime 
that  occurs  in  a  given  area. 

President  Clinton  was  right  in  regard 
to  that  basic  concept.  He  is  to  be  con- 
gratulated for  that.  I  think,  though, 
that  between  the  rhetoric  and  the  de- 
tails, something  in  last  year's  crime 
bill  was  lost.  What  was  lost  was  a  dedi- 
cation of  those  tax  dollars  to  be  tar- 
geted to  our  most  dangerous  areas. 

What  my  bill,  the  bill  we  introduce 
today,  is  doing,  is  to  take  a  finite 
amount  of  money  that  we  have.  $5  bil- 
lion, and  target  it  to  the  250  most  dan- 
gerous places  in  this  country  to  live, 
the  250  places  in  this  country  where  ac- 
cording to  the  FBI's  own  statistics,  the 
crime  rate  is  the  highest.  We  are  not 
talking  about  writing  bad  checks.  We 
are  not  talking  about  forgery.  What  we 
are  talking  about  is  rape,  murder, 
armed  robbery,  and  aggravated  as- 
sault— the  meanest,  toughest  crimes 
that  there  are.  When  we  put  that  into 
the  computer  and  run  that  and  com- 
pare that  then  by  factoring  with  regard 


to  population,  that  is  how  we  divided 
this  money  up. 

We  went  further  in  our  bill.  Where 
the  bill  that  was  passed  last  year  pro- 
vided that  this  money  would  last  for  3 
years  and  that  these  police  officers 
that  the  Clinton  administration  envi- 
sioned would  be  paid  for  3  years,  our 
bill  pays  for  them  for  5  full  years. 

In  addition  to  that,  our  bill  provides 
for  full  funding,  at  100  percent,  so  the 
local  community  has  no  match.  There 
is  no  money  the  local  community  has 
to  put  in.  The  Clinton  bill  is  a  75-25- 
match.  where  the  local  community  has 
to  come  up  with  25  percent.  There  have 
been  a  number  of  communities  that 
have  had  a  problem  with  that,  coming 
up  with  those  dollars.  In  fact,  in  Ohio 
it  is  my  understanding  the  city  of  Cin- 
cinnati, at  least  up  until  now.  has  not 
made  a  match  to  have  any  police  offi- 
cers come  in  under  this  program.  So 
our  bill  targets  the  250  communities  in 
this  country  where  the  violent  crime 
rate  is  the  highest.  Let  me  just  give 
some  examples  of  what  this  will  actu- 
ally mean.  Let  me  just  skip  around  the 
country. 

In  Detroit,  MI,  96  police  officers  have 
been  hired  so  far  under  the  Clinton 
plan.  Our  bill  provides,  at  full  funding 
for  5  years  the  hiring  of  747. 

Dallas.  TX.  70  police  officers  hired  so 
far.  Our  bill  provides  for  604  police  offi- 
cers to  be  hired. 

Atlanta.  GA,  38  under  the  Clinton 
bill.  Ours  provides  for  442. 

Miami,  FL,  only  six,  according  to  the 
figures  that  we  have  come  up  with — 
only  six  so  far  in  Miami.  Yet  our  bill 
provides  for  402. 

St.  Louis.  23  under  the  Clinton  plan, 
386  under  our  plan. 

Chicago.  308  under  the  Clinton  plan, 
under  ours  2.219. 

There  will  be  some  people  who  have 
already  suggested  to  me  that  maybe 
what  you  are  doing  makes  sense  but  it 
does  not  make  political  sense  because 
you  are  not  spreading  these  police  offi- 
cers in  every  community.  And  that  is 
true,  we  are  not  doing  that.  But  I  think 
what  the  American  people  expect  us  to 
do  and  what  we  should  do  is  to  target 
those  police  officers  in  those  areas  of 
the  country  where  they  are  most  need- 
ed. Our  bill  provides  money  to  be  tar- 
geted. But  we  also  provide,  for  those 
communities  that  are  not  in  that  top 
250  where  the  crime  rate  is  the  highest, 
additional  funds  over  and  above  what 
the  Clinton  administration  bill  pro- 
vided. We  add  an  additional  $1.8  billion 
over  5  years.  So  those  communities 
will  have  additional  money,  but  not 
only  additional  money,  they  will  have 
a  great  deal  of  flexibility  so  if  they 
want  to  take  that  money  and  hire  po- 
lice officers  or  pay  for  overtime,  they 
can  do  that  as  well. 

We  may  say.  would  it  not  be  better 
just  to  spread  these  police  officers 
throughout  the  country?  We  talked 
about,  particularly  this  year,  the  basic 


functions  of  Government.  What  should 
Government  do?  What  should  Govern- 
ment not  do?  What  should  the  Federal 
Government  not  do?  What  should  the 
State  government  do? 

One  of  the  basic  functions  of  govern- 
ment, maybe  the  basic  function  of  gov- 
ernment— certainly  the  oldest  function 
of  government,  going  back  thousands 
of  years  to  the  time  when  governments 
of  some  sort  were  originally  formed,  it 
may  have  been  nothing  more  than  a 
chieftain  or  a  king  or  someone  guaran- 
teeing to  provide  safety  for  people — but 
the  primary  function  of  government  is 
to  protect  people  and  to  make  a  safe 
environment  for  them  to  live. 

We  have  a  crisis  today  in  our  inner 
cities.  We  have  a  crisis  in  many  parts 
of  our  country.  It  is  not  totally,  exclu- 
sively devoted  to  the  inner  cities,  but 
the  inner  cities  certainly  provide  an 
example  of  where  crime  is  very,  very 
high.  I  think  we  have  a  moral  obliga- 
tion to  try  as  a  country  to  address  that 
problem.  In  1987  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment estimated  that  8  out  of  every  10 
Americans  will  be  victims  of  a  violent 
crime  at  least  once  in  their  lifetime. 
Every  year,  one  out  of  four  households 
is  victimized  by  a  crime.  An  American 
is  more  likely  to  be  injured  by  a  vio- 
lent crime  than  by  a  car  accident. 

So  crime  is  a  big  problem  and  it  is  a 
big  problem  for  all  Americans.  But  the 
crime  we  are  talking  about,  the  violent 
crime,  is  really  heavily  concentrated  in 
certain  areas.  Princeton  Prof.  John 
Delulio  reports  that  while  Philadel- 
phia— just  as  an  example — while  Phila- 
delphia contains  only  14  percent  of  the 
population  of  the  State  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, it  accounts  for  42  percent  of  the 
entire  State's  crime— an  unbelievable 
figure.  What  is  happening  to  the  chil- 
dren who  live  in  these  high-crime 
areas?  They  are  living  a  life,  frankly, 
that  would  be  unimaginable  for  Ameri- 
cans of  my  parents'  generation. 

Over  25  percent  of  inner-city  children 
growing  up  in  this  country  think  they 
are  likely  to  be  shot  at  some  point  in 
their  life — 25  percent,  one-fourth  of 
these  children  growing  up.  A  male 
teenager  growing  up  in  an  inner  city  is 
at  least  six  times  more  likely  to  be  a 
victim  of  violent  crime  than  a  male 
teenager  growing  up  somewhere  else  in 
the  country— six  times.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  give  up  on  these  young  people, 
these  young  Americans.  They  need 
hope  and  opportunity  every  bit  as 
much  as  any  other  child  in  this  coun- 
try. They  need  a  chance.  And  I  believe 
putting  more  police  in  their  neighbor- 
hoods is  something  we  can  do  to  start 
giving  them  that  chance,  the  chance  to 
live  without  constant  fear  for  them- 
selves and  for  their  families. 

Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  it, 
putting  more  police  into  those  crime- 
infested  areas,  the  most  crime-ridden 
areas  of  our  country,  is  not  going  to 
solve  all  the  problems  of  those  commu- 
nities.   We   all    know    that   and   we   all 
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have  an  obligation  to  work  on  the 
other  problems — welfare  reform,  jobs, 
making  sure  the  schools  in  every 
neighborhood  in  this  country  are  good 
schools  so  the  children  do  in  fact  have 
a  chance  and  opportunity.  But  no  mat- 
ter what  we  do  with  our  schools,  no 
matter  what  we  do  with  welfare,  no 
matter  what  we  do  with  job  creation, 
nothing  positive  can  really  take  place 
as  long  as  crime  does  exist. 

So,  having  community  policing,  hav- 
ing law  enforcement  targeted  to  these 
areas,  I  believe,  is  clearly  the  right 
thing  to  do.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
say  to  that  child  who,  because  of  acci- 
dent of  birth,  happens  to  be  growing  up 
in  an  area  where  he  or  she  is  six  times 
more  likely  to  be  killed  than  a  child  in 
a  suburb,  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
to  that  child:  We  cannot  do  anything 
about  it.  We  are,  for  political  reasons, 
going  to  spread  out  these  police  offi- 
cers, these  new  police  men  and  women. 
We  are  going  to  spread  them  out 
throughout  the  country  because  for  po- 
litical reasons  we  think  we  can  get 
more  votes  that  way  for  a  particular 
bill.  I  do  not  think  that  is  right.  I 
think  the  right  thing  to  do  is  to  target 
where  these  police  men  and  women  go, 
and  that  is  what  our  bill  does. 

Our  bill  does  many  other  things.  I  see 
my  colleague  from  Michigan  is  on  the 
floor,  so  I  am  not  going  to  speak  very 
much  longer,  let  me  advise  him.  But 
let  me  say  in  conclusion  that  this  bill 
is  aimed  at  doing  things  that  matter, 
doing  things  that  will  make  a  dif- 
ference, doing  things  that  will  get  the 
job  done.  It  is  a  very  pragmatic  bill,  a 
very  hardheaded  bill.  And  it  basically 
says  this:  If  we  as  a  Congress  have 
made  the  decision,  as  apparently  we 
have,  that  over  the  next  5  years  we  are 
going  to  spend  $30  billion  on  this  very, 
very  important  problem,  then  we 
should  spend  it  correctly  and  we  should 
listen  to  the  men  and  women  who  are 
professionals,  who  can  tell  us  how  to 
spend  it:  More  technology,  more  police 
officers  deployed  correctly,  and  finally, 
taking  off  the  streets  the  violent  re- 
peat career  criminals. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  that  I 
want  to  thank  the  original  cosponsors 
of  this  bill.  Senator  Ashcroft,  Senator 
STEVENS,  and  Senator  Hatch,  and  ask 
for  additional  cosponsors.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  the  Members  of 
the  Senate  as  we  take  these  ideas  that 
I  presented  today,  this  past  week,  pre- 
sented in  this  bill,  take  these  ideas,  in- 
corporate them  with  other  ideas  of  my 
colleagues  to  come  up  with  a  final  bill 
this  year,  or  next  year,  that  will  in  fact 
make  a  difference  and  will  save  lives, 
that  will  reduce  crime. 

Mr.  President,  thank  you  very  much. 
At  this  point,  I  yield  the  floor. 
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ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  338 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DASCHLE,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 


[Mr.  Wellstone]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  338,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  to  extend  the 
period  of  eligibility  for  inpatient  care 
for  veterans  exposed  to  toxic  sub- 
stances, radiation,  or  environmental 
hazards,  to  extend  the  period  of  eligi- 
bility for  outpatient  care  for  veterans 
exposed  to  such  substances  or  hazards 
during  service  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  and 
to  expand  the  eligibility  of  veterans  ex- 
posed to  toxic  substances  or  radiation 
for  outpatient  care. 

S.  389 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Johnston,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Brown]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  389,  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nguyen 
Quy  An  and  his  daughter,  Nguyen  Ngoc 
Kim  Quy. 

S.  433 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  KERRY,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Simon]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
433,  a  bill  to  regulate  handgun  ammu- 
nition, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  619 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Smith,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  619,  a  bill  to  phase  out  the  use  of 
mercury  in  batteries  and  provide  for 
the  efficient  and  cost-effective  collec- 
tion and  recycling  or  proper  disposal  of 
used  nickel  cadmium  batteries,  small 
sealed  lead-acid  batteries,  and  certain 
other  batteries,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  641 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebau.m. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Craig]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  641.  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Ryan 
White  CARE  Act  of  1990,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  684 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Pryor],  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land [Ms.  Mikulski],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Lautenberg] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  684.  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice Act  to  provide  for  programs  of  re- 
search regarding  Parkinson's  disease, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  689 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Murray,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Gorton]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  689,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  regarding  the  use 
of  organic  sorbents  in  landfills,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  T70 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOLE,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  HoLLmcs],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Heflin],  and  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Burns]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  770.  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  relocation  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 14— RELATIVE  TO  THE  PAN- 
AMA CANAL 

Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself,  Mr.  Craig, 
Mr.  Coverdell.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  Thom- 
as, Mr.  Smith,  and  Mr  D'A.mato)  sub- 
mitted the  following  concurrent  resolu- 
tion; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations: 
S.  Con.  Res.  14 

WTiereas  the  Panama  Canal  Is  a  vital  stra- 
te^c  asset  to  the  United  States,  its  allies. 
and  the  world; 

Whereas  the  Treaty  on  the  Permanent 
Neutrality  and  Operation  of  the  Panama 
Canal  signed  on  September  7.  1977.  provides 
that  Panama  and  the  United  States  have  the 
responsibility  to  assure  that  the  Panama 
Canal  will  remain  open  and  secure; 

Whereas  such  Treaty  also  provides  that 
each  of  the  two  countries  shall,  in  accord- 
ance with  their  respective  constitutional 
processes,  defend  the  Canal  agralnst  any 
threat  to  the  regrime  of  neutrality,  and  con- 
.sequently  shall  have  the  right  to  act  against 
any  aggression  or  threat  directed  against  the 
Canal  or  against  the  peaceful  transit  of  ves- 
sels through  the  Canal; 

Whereas  the  United  States  instrument  of 
ratification  of  such  Treaty  includes  specific 
lanK^uage  that  the  two  countries  should  con- 
sider negotiating  future  arrangements  or 
agreements  to  maintain  military  forces  nec- 
essary to  fulfill  the  responsibility  of  the  two 
countries  of  maintaining  the  neutrality  of 
the  Canal  after  1999; 

Whereas  the  Government  of  Panama,  in 
the  bilateral  Protocol  of  Exchange  of  instru- 
ments of  ratification,  expressly  "agreed 
upon"  such  arrangements  or  agreements: 

Whereas  the  Navy  depends  upon  the  Pan- 
ama Canal  for  rapid  transit  in  times  of  emer- 
gency, as  demonstrated  during  World  War  II. 
the  Korean  War.  the  Vietnam  confiict.'  the 
Cuban  Missile  Crisis,  and  the  Persian  Gulf 
conflict; 

Whereas  drug  trafficking  and  money  laun- 
dering has  proliferated  in  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere since  the  Treaty  on  the  Permanent 
Neutrality  and  Operation  of  the  Panama 
Canal  was  signed  on  September  7.  1977.  and 
such  trafficking  and  laundering  poses  a 
grave  threat  to  peace  and  security  in  the  re- 
gion; 

Whereas  certain  facilities  now  utilized  by 
the  United  States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama 
are  critical  to  combat  the  trade  In  illegal 
drugs; 

Whereas  the  United  States  and  Panama 
share  common  policy  goals  such  as  strength- 
ening democracy,  expanding  economic  trade, 
and  combating  illegal  naj-cotics  throughout 
Latin  America; 

Whereas  the  Government  of  Panama  has 
dissolved  its  military  force  and  has  main- 
tained only  a  civilian  police  organization  to 
defend  the  Panama  Canal  aigainst  aggression; 
and 

Whereas  certain  public  opinion  polls  in 
Panama  suggest  that  many  Panamanians  de- 
sire a  continued  United  States  military  pres- 
ence in  Panama:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  President  should  negotiate  a  new 
base  rights  agreement  with  the  Government 
of  Panama — 

(A)  to  allow  the  stationing  of  United 
States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama  beyond  De- 
cember 31.  1999.  and 

(B)  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  act  appropriately,   consistent  with 
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the  Panama  Canal  Treaty,  the  Treaty  Con- 
cerning the  Permanent  Neutrality  and  Oper- 
ation of  the  Panama  Canal,  and  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  thereto,  for  the  purpose 
of  assuring  that  the  Panama  Canal  shall  re- 
main oi)en.  neutral,  secure,  and  accessible; 
and 

(2)  the  President  should  consult  with  the 
Congress  throughout  the  negotiations  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1). 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  a  copy  of  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion to  the  President. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  in  a  mo- 
ment I  shall  send  to  the  desk,  a  resolu- 
tion urging  the  President  to  negotiate 
a  new  base  rights  agreement  with  the 
Government  of  Panama  to  permit  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  to  remain 
in  Panama  beyond  December  31.  1999. 
Senators  Craig,  Coverdell,  Thomas, 
Mack,  Smith,  and  D'Amato  are  prin- 
cipal cosponsors  of  the  resolution,  as 
are  several  other  Senators  who  desire 
cosponsorship,  and  we  will  add  those 
names  this  afternoon. 

We  feel  strongly  that  it  is  in  the 
United  States  strategic  interest  to 
maintain  a  military  presence  in  Pan- 
ama. Millions  of  Americans  feel  that 
the  Senate  allowed  President  Carter  to 
give  away  the  Panama  Canal  to  the 
great  detriment  of  the  security  of  the 
United  States,  and  it  was  indeed  a  per- 
ilous mistake. 

But  what  is  done  is  done;  I  am  not 
here  today  to  reopen  the  Panama  Canal 
Treaty  debate.  That  may  come  later. 
For  the  moment  we  seek  only  a  simple 
base  rights  agreement — the  kind  of 
agreement  we  pursue  with  other  coun- 
tries in  Europe  and  in  Asia. 

This  resolution  strongly  advocates 
U.S.  presence  after  the  implementation 
of  the  existing  canal  treaties.  We  be- 
lieve it  to  be  obvious  that  a  U.S.  mili- 
tary presence  offers  the  best  means  of 
protecting  the  canal  and  ensuring  itJ? 
neutrality. 

Eighty  percent  of  the  Panamanians 
agree  with  that.  The  Panamanian  For- 
eign Minister  agrees  with  that. 

If  nothing  is  done,  then  the  American 
flag  will  be  lowered  for  the  last  time  in 
Panama  at  noon  on  December  31,  1999. 
after  having  Clown  there  for  almost  a 
century.  Thus,  absent  any  change  in 
the  matter,  a  historical  and  unique  re- 
lationship between  the  United  States 
and  Panama  will  come  to  a  close.  The 
United  States  will  withdraw  com- 
pletely its  military  presence  from  Pan- 
ama, and  this  Senator  is  absolutely 
I>ersuaded  that  should  not  happen. 

In  the  Exchange  of  Instruments  of 
the  Ratification  of  the  Panama  Canal 
Treaties,  a  protocol— in  "The  Treaty 
Concerning  the  Permanent  Neutrality 
and  Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal" 
(Neutrality  Treaty}— makes  clear  that 
nothing  in  the  treaties  precludes  Pan- 
ama and  the  United  States  from  agree- 
ing to  the  stationing  of  United  States 
military  forces  or  the  maintenance  of 
defense  sites  in  Panama  after  Decem- 
ber 1999.  Specifically,  the  Permanent 
Neutrality  Treaty  states: 


Nothing  in  the  treaty  shall  preclude  the 
Republic  of  Panama  and  the  United  States  of 
America  from  making,  in  accordance  with 
their  respective  constitutional  processes, 
any  agreement  or  arrangement  between  the 
two  countries  to  facilitate  performance  at 
any  time  after  December  31.  1999.  of  their  re- 
sponsibilities to  maintain  the  regime  of  neu- 
trality established  in  the  Treaty,  including 
agreements  or  arrangements  for  the  station- 
ing of  any  United  States  military  forces  or 
the  maintenance  of  defense  sites  after  that 
date  in  the  Republic  of  Panama  that  the  Re- 
public of  Panama  and  the  United  States  of 
America  may  deem  necessary  or  appropriate. 

Latin  America  is  important  to  the 
United  States,  and  vice  versa.  Every 
few  years  something  dramatic  happens 
in  Latin  America  that  has  a  direct  im- 
pact on  the  United  States,  whether  it 
be  a  security  threat  or  a  natural  disas- 
ter. The  United  States  needs  a  strate- 
gic military  capability  in  the  region, 
and  maintaining  United  States  mili- 
tary forces  in  Panama  will  give  us  the 
best  option  and  capability. 

Many  Americans  have  the  misleading 
impression  that  Latin  America  is  as 
close  and  accessible  as  their  back  yard. 
While  parts  of  Latin  America  are  in- 
deed only  hours  away,  the  vast  major- 
ity of  the  region  is  not  that  easily  or 
quickly  accessible.  Geographically,  Eu- 
rope is  not  even  half  the  size  of  South 
America.  Brazil  is  larger  than  the  con- 
tinental United  States. 

If  total  United  States  military  with- 
drawal from  Panama  is  allowed  to  hap- 
pen, we  will  be  left  with  no  significant 
military  presence  in  the  region.  Fur- 
thermore, It  will  be  both  politically 
difficult  and  enormously  costly  to  re- 
introduce U.S.  forces  into  the  region. 

Keeping  United  States  forces  in  Pan- 
ama promotes  stable  democracies  and 
market  economies  throughout  the  re- 
gion; also  it  helps  support  United 
States  efforts  to  counter  the  flow  of  il- 
legal drugs.  Without  question,  then. 
United  States  forces  offer  the  best  pro- 
tection and  defense  of  the  Panama 
Canal. 

Although  the  United  States  is  en- 
gaged in  a  draw-down  of  our  forces 
both  overseas  and  in  the  United  States, 
we  are,  nevertheless,  leaving  more  than 
135,000  troops  in  Europe  and  almost 
100.000  in  the  Pacific.  Maintaining 
forces  overseas  is  part  of  the  military 
mission.  Congress  budgets  for  this. 

By  the  end  of  this  year,  however, 
only  6,000  troops  will  remain  in  Pan- 
ama. This  number  will  continue  to  di- 
minish. In  other  words.  United  States 
presence  in  all  of  Latin  America  is  a 
mere  drop  in  the  bucket  compared  to 
our  presence  in  other  parts  of  the 
world. 

A  continued  United  States  presence 
is  also  supported  by  the  Panamanian 
people.  Current  polls  in  Panama  indi- 
cate that  more  than  70  percent  of  Pan- 
amanians questioned  want  the  United 
States  to  maintain  a  military  presence 
in  Panama. 

Since  a  continued  U.S.  military  pres- 
ence is  in  the  interests  of  both  nations. 


it  is  the  time  to  negotiate  a  new  base 
rights  agreement.  The  Panama  Canal 
treaties  provide  for  a  continued  United 
States  military  presence,  and  the  Pan- 
amanian public  overwhelmingly  favors 
it.  The  United  States  Congress  should 
strongly  urge  the  President  to  begin 
negotiating  a  new  base  rights  agree- 
ment to  keep  United  States  military 
forces  in  Panama. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  copy  of  the  results  of  a  re- 
cent public  opinion  poll  commissioned 
by  the  U.S.  Information  Agency  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Panamanians  Want  U.S.  Troops  To  Stay 

Most  Panamanians  still  hold  favorable 
views  of  the  United  States,  despite  political 
and  economic  frustrations  since  Operation 
••Just  Cause"  in  1989.  Moreover.  Panama- 
nians continue  to  believe  that  some  U.S. 
troops  should  remain  in  Panama  after  1999, 
despite  the  Canal  Treaty  agreements  on 
complete  withdrawal. 

KEY  FINDINGS 

In  a  September  1994  poll,  large  majorities 
expressed  favorable  opinions  of  the  United 
States.  Most  thought  the  U.S.  had  'done 
much"  to  promote  democracy  and  economic 
development  in  Panama. 

An  overwhelming  majority  rated  the  U.S.- 
Panama relationship  as  ••good;"  many  called 
it  -very"  good.  Many  also  thought  the  U.S. 
treated  Panama  with  ••dignity  and  respect.'" 
but  opinion  was  more  negative  on  U.S.  ef- 
forts to  understand  Panamanian  problems. 
And  a  large  majority  thought  the  U.S.  ex- 
pected Panama  to  cede  to  its  wishes  on  Im- 
portant issues. 

Better  than  eight  in  ten  continued  to  be- 
lieve that  at  least  some  U.S.  troops  should 
remain  in  Panama  beyond  1999— with  half  en- 
dorsing the  maintenance  of  present  troop 
levels  and  one-third  favoring  reduced  levels. 
The  main  reasons  given  for  the  extended  U.S. 
military  presence  were  •'security  reasons"" 
and  ••employment  opportunities." 

Eight  in  ten  or  more  also  said  it  would  be 
acceptable  for  U.S.  troops  to  remain  in  Pan- 
ama to  provide  security  for  the  Canal,  to 
continue  the  regional  counter  narcotics, 
fight,  and  to  provide  assistance  in  natural 
emergencies  or  for  refugees.  Better  than  six 
in  ten  thought  it  acceptable  that  the  U.S. 
provide  support  for  American  military  forces 
in  other  parts  of  the  hemisphere  from  Pan- 
ama bases. 

In  contrast  to  widespread  doubts  expressed 
in  previous  years,  half  the  public  thought 
the  Panamanian  government  would  be  able 
to  manage  the  canal  well  when  it  assumes 
full  control  in  the  year  2000. 

OPINION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  REMAINS  VERY 
HIGH 

Panamanians  have  faced  a  variety  of  polit- 
ical and  economic  frustrations  since  1989 
when  General  Manuel  Noriega  was  removed 
from  power.  These  appear  to  have  had  little 
effect  on  the  favorable  views  most  Panama- 
nians have  held  of  the  United  States.'  In  a 
September  1994  poll,  eight  in  ten  (82%)— 
across  all  regional  and  educational  levels— 


'  A  USIA  poll  in  mid-1990  found  that  87  percent  ap- 
proved (77%  ■strongly'^i  of  the  US  sending  troops 
to  remove  Gen.  Noriega  and  75  percent  considered 
the  operation  a  ■liberation^  rather  than  an  •Inva- 
sion" 


voiced  favorable  opinions  of  the  United 
States.  Half  (47%)  expressed  ••very  "  favor- 
able views,  while  just  over  one  in  ten  (14%) 
regarded  the  U.S.  unfavorably.  On  two  key 
U.S.  initiatives: 

Eight  in  ten  (83%)  agreed  that  the  U.S.  had 
••done  much  to  promote  democracy  "  in  Pan- 
ama. Six  in  ten  were  in  strong  agreement, 
perhaps  influenced  in  part  by  the  successful 
democratic  elections  in  May.^ 

A  similar  majority  (82%)  also  thought  that 
the  U.S.  had  •'done  much  to  promote  the  eco- 
nomic development  "  of  Panama.  Again,  six 
in  ten  agreed  strongly  with  the  statement. 

MOST  JUDGE  THE  U.S. -PANAMA  RELATIONSHIP 
AS  GOOD 

A  great  majority  believed  that  relations 
between  Panama  and  the  United  States  were 
good  (89%):  four  in  ten  (39%)  felt  they  were 
•■very'"  good.  Seven  in  ten  agreed  (72%>— and 
half  (48%)  ••strongly"  agreed— that  the  U.S. 
treats  Panama  with  ••dignity  and  respect  " 
(The  university-educated  were  somewhat 
less  likely  to  agree  with  this  statement  than 
Panamanians  with  less  schooling.) 

Public  opinion  was  less  favorable  on  two 
other  aspects  of  the  relationship: 

Opinion  was  split  about  evenly  on  whether 
the  U.S.  tries  to  understand  the  problems 
facing  Panama  (44%  said  it  does,  49%  said  it 
doesn't). 

A  large  majority  agreed  (80%;  58%  "strong- 
ly") that  the  U.S.  expects  Panama  to  'give 
in  to  its  wishes  in  matters  of  importance  to 
both  countries."  This  perception  apparently 
did  not  influence  favorable  opinions  on  other 
issues,  however. 

MOST  S'HLL  WANT  SOME  U.S.  TROOPS  TO 
REMAIN— 

Panamanians  continue  to  want  a  U.S.  mili- 
tary presence  in  Panama  beyond  December. 
1999.  when  the  Torrijos-Carter  Canal  Treaties 
stipulate  the  withdrawal  of  all  American 
troops.  There  has  been  virtually  no  change 
in  public  attitudes  on  this  issue  since  1991: 
Half  the  public  (50%)  said  the  U.S.  should 
maintain  "about  the  same  number  of  troops 
it  has  now,"  while  a  third  (35%)  said  the 
troop  presence  should  remain  in  "reduced  " 
form.  Just  one  in  ten  (10%)  preferred  that  all 
U.S.  troops  leave  Panama.  In  general,  the 
less-educated  tended  to  support  the  status 
quo.  while  the  university-educated  were 
somewhat  more  likely  to  favor  a  reduced 
presence. 

FOR  SECURITY'  AND  EMPLOYMENT  REASONS 

When  those  favoring  a  continued  U.S.  pres- 
ence in  Panama  were  asked  why  they 
thought  the  troops  should  stay,  most  men- 
tioned either  the  security  of  the  canal  (46%) 
or  employment  opportunities  generated  by 
the  U.S.  base  (34%).  Political  stability  was 
mentioned  by  only  a  few  (7%). 

In  addition,  when  asked  if  it  would  be  "ac- 
ceptable" for  U.S.  troops  to  remain  in  Pan- 
ama for  selected  purposes,  large  majorities 
say  yes  to  the  following:  to  provide  security 
for  the  canal  (87%);  to  continue  the  fight 
against  illegal  drugs  in  the  region  (87%);  to 
provide  assistance  in  times  of  natural  disas- 
ters or  for  refugees  in  Panama  (81%);  and  to 
provide  support  for  U.S.  military  forces  in 
other  parts  of  the  hemisphere  (64%). 

Only  the  last  purpose,  "support  for  U.S. 
military  forces  in  other  parts.  "  was  consid- 
ered "unacceptable"  by  significant  minori- 
ties of  the  general  public  (27%)  and  the  uni- 
versity-educated (40%). 


CONFIDENCE  INCREASES  ON  (30VERNMENT 
MANAGEMENT  OF  CANAL 

Public  confidence  in  the  Panamanian  gov- 
ernment's ability  to  manage  the  canal  when 
it  assumes  full  control  in  2000  appears  to 
have  increased  in  recent  years:  Half  (51%)  be- 
lieved the  government  would  manage  the 
canal  at  least  fairly  well,  while  four  in  ten 
(42%)  thought  it  would  manage  the  canal 
badly.  Interestingly,  the  university-educated 
were  considerably  more  optimistic  about  the 
government's  management  capacity  than  the 
less-educated  (62%  to  45%).  Polls  in  1990  and 
1992  had  found  that  large  majorities  believed 
the  Panamanian  government  was  paying  lit- 
tle or  no  attention  to  canal-management 
matters  and  that  it  would  be  best  if  the  U.S. 
and  Panama  managed  the  canal  together. 

HOW  THIS  POLL  WAS  TAKEN 

This  public  opinion  survey  was  commis- 
sioned by  USIA  and  conducted  by  CID-Gallup 
of  Costa  Rica.  It  is  based  on  face-to-face 
interviews  with  1200  adults  aged  18  and  over 
in  all  regions  of  Panama.  Fieldwork  took 
place  September  8-18.  1994.  Sample  construc- 
tion and  fieldwork  were  performed  by  CID  in 
accordance  with  USIA  instructions.  Ques- 
tions were  written  by  USIA  in  consultation 
with  AID  and  USIS  Panama.  They  were 
translated  by  the  contractor,  with  final  re- 
view by  USIA. 

The  survey  sample  was  selected  by  a  modi- 
fied probability  method,  and  covered  both 
urban  and  rural  populations.  When  nec- 
essary, respondent  selection  was  adjusted  for 
age.  sex.  and  education  to  more  closely 
match  estimated  population  profiles. 

Ninety-five  times  out  of  one  hundred,  re- 
sults from  samples  of  this  size  will  yield  re- 
sults which  differ  by  no  more  than  about  3 
percentage  points  in  either  direction  from 
what  would  have  been  obtained  were  it  pos- 
sible to  interview  everyone  in  the  popu- 
lation. The  comparison  of  smaller  subgroups 
increases  the  margin  of  error.  In  addition, 
the  practical  difficulties  of  conducting  any 
survey  of  public  opinion  may  introduce  other 
sources  of  error. 

Additional  information  on  methodology 
may  be  obtained  from  the  analyst. 


'  The  winner.  Perez  Balladares.  was  inaugurated 
just  a  week  before  interviewing  for  the  poll  began  on 
September  8. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  120— ESTAB- 
LISHING A  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE 
ADMINISTERED  BY  THE  COMMIT- 
TEE ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND 
URBAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  D'AMATO  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Dole)  submitted  the  following  resolu- 
tion; which  was  considered  and  agreed 
to; 

S.  Res.  120 

Resolved, 

SECTION   1.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  SPECIAL  COM- 
MITTEE. 

(a)  ESTABLISHMENT.— There  is  established  a 
special  committee  administered  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs to  be  known  as  the  'Special  Committee 
to  Investigate  Whitewater  Development  Cor- 
poration and  Related  Matters"  (hereafter  in 
this  resolution  referred  to  as  the  'special 
committee"). 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  the  special 
committee  are — 

(1)  to  conduct  an  investigation  and  public 
hearings  into,  and  study  of.  whether  im- 
proper conduct  occurred  regarding  the  way 
in  which  White  House  officials  handled  docu- 
ments in  the  office  of  White  House  Deputy 
Counsel  Vincent  Foster  following  his  death; 


(2)  to  conduct  an  investigation  and  public 
hearings  into,  and  study  of.  the  following 
matters  developed  during,  or  arising  out  of, 
the  investigation  and  public  hearings  con- 
cluded by  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  this  resolution — 

(A)  whether  any  person  has  Improperly 
handled  confidential  Resolution  Trust  Cor- 
poration (hereafter  in  this  resolution  re- 
ferred to  as  the  'RTC  ")  information  relating 
to  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan  As- 
sociation or  Whitewater  Development  Cor- 
poration, including  whether  any  person  has 
improperly  communicated  such  information 
to  individuals  referenced  therein; 

(B)  whether  the  White  House  has  engaged 
in  improper  contacts  with  any  other  agency 
or  department  in  the  Government  with  re- 
gard to  confidential  RTC  information  relat- 
ing to  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  aoid  Loan 
Association  or  Whitewater  Development  Cor- 
poration; 

(C)  whether  the  Department  of  Justice  has 
improperly  handled  RTC  criminal  referrals 
relating  to  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and 
Loan  Association  or  Whitewater  Develop- 
ment Corporation; 

(D)  whether  RTC  employees  have  been  Im- 
properly importuned,  prevented,  restrained, 
or  deterred  in  conducting  investigations  or 
making  enforcement  recommendations  relat- 
ing to  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan 
Association  or  Whitewater  Development  Cor- 
poration: and 

(E)  whether  the  report  Issued  by  the  Office 
of  Government  Ethics  on  July  31,  1994,  or  re- 
lated transcripts  of  deposition  testimony— 

(i)  were  improperly  released  to  White 
House  officials  or  others  prior  to  their  testi- 
mony before  the  Committee  on  Banking, 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  pursuant  to  Sen- 
ate Resolution  229  (103d  Congress):  or 

(ii)  were  used  to  communicate  to  White 
House  officials  or  to  others  confidential  RTC 
information  relating  to  Madison  Guaranty 
Savings  and  Loan  Association  or  Wliitewater 
Development  Corporation; 

(3)  to  conduct  an  investigation  and  public 
hearings  into,  and  study  of.  all  matters  that 
have  any  tendency  to  reveal  the  full  facts 
about — 

(A)  the  operations,  solvency,  and  regula- 
tion of  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan 
Association,  and  any  subsidiary,  affiliate,  or 
other  entity  owned  or  controlled  by  Madison 
Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan  Association; 

(B)  the  activities,  investments,  and  tax  li- 
ability of  Whitewater  Development  Corpora- 
tion and.  as  related  to  Whitewater  Develop- 
ment Corporation,  of  its  officers,  directors. 
and  shareholders; 

(C)  the  policies  and  practices  of  the  RTC 
and  the  Federal  banking  agencies  (as  that 
term  is  defined  in  section  3  of  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Act)  regarding  the  legal 
representation  of  such  agencies  with  re8i>ect 
to  Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan  As- 
sociation; 

(D)  the  handling  by  the  RTC,  the  Office  of 
Thrift  Supervision,  the  Federal  Deposit  In- 
surance Corporation,  and  the  Federal  Sav- 
ings and  Loan  Insurance  Corporation  of  civil 
or  administrative  actions  against  parties  re- 
garding Madison  Guaranty  Savings  and  Loan 
Association; 

(E)  the  sources  of  funding  and  the  lending 
practices  of  Capital  Management  Services, 
Inc..  and  its  supervision  and  regulation  by 
the  Small  Business  Administration,  includ- 
ing any  alleged  diversion  of  funds  to 
Whitewater  Development  Corporation: 

(F)  the  bond  underwriting  contracts  be- 
tween Arkansas  Development  Finance  Au- 
thority and  Lasater  &  Company;  and 
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(G)  the  lending  activities  of  Perry  County 
Bank.  Perryville.  Arkansas.  In  connection 
with  the  1990  Arkansas  gubernatorial  elec- 
tion: 

(4)  to  nnake  such  findings  of  fact  as  are 
warranted  and  appropriate; 

<5)  to  make  such  recommendations,  includ- 
ing recommendations  for  legislative,  admin- 
istrative, or  other  actions,  as  the  special 
committee  may  determine  to  be  necessary  or 
desirable:  and 

(6)  to  fulfill  the  constitutional  oversight 
and  informational  functions  of  the  Congress 
with  respect  Co  the  matters  described  in  this 
section. 

SEC.    2.    MEMBERSHIP   AND    ORGANIZATION    OF 
THE  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  Membership- 
CD   In   general.— The   special   committee 

shall  consist  of— 

(A)  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs:  and 

(B)  the  chairman  and  ranking  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  or  their 
designees  from  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

(2)  Senate  rlle  .\.xv  — For  the  purpose  of 
paragraph  4  of  rule  XXV  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  service  of  a  Senator  as 
the  chairman  or  other  member  of  the  special 
committee  shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

(b)  Organiz.ation  of  Special  Com.mittee  — 
a>  Chairman —The  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs shall  serve  as  the  chairman  of  the  spe- 
cial committee  (hereafter  in  this  resolution 
referred  to  as  the  "chairman"  i. 

(2)  Ranklng  .member— The  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  .Affairs  shall  serve  as  the  ranking 
member  of  the  special  committee  (hereafter 
in  this  resolution  referred  to  as  the  "ranking 
member"). 

(3)  Quorum.— A  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  special  committee  shall  constitute  a 
(juorum  for  the  purpose  of  reporting  a  matter 
or  recommendation  to  the  Senate.  A  major- 
ity of  the  members  of  the  special  committee, 
or  one-third  of  the  members  of  the  special 
committee  if  at  least  one  member  of  the  mi- 
nority party  is  present,  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  conduct  nf  nther  husines.s. 
One  member  of  the  special  committee  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing testimony. 

(c)  Rules  and  Procedures— Except  as 
otherwise  specifically  provided  in  this  reso- 
lution, the  special  committee's  investiga- 
tion, study,  and  hearings  shall  be  governed 
by  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Rules  of  Procedure  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs.  The 
special  committee  may  adopt  additional 
rules  or  procedures  not  inconsistent  with 
this  resolution  or  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate  if  the  chairman  and  ranking  member 
agree  that  such  additional  rules  or  proce- 
dures are  necessary  to  enable  the  special 
committee  to  conduct  the  investigation, 
study,  and  hearings  authorized  by  this  reso- 
lution. Any  such  additional  rules  and  proce- 
dures shall  become  effective  upon  publica- 
tion in  the  Congressional  Record. 

SEC.  3.  STAFF  OF  THE  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  APPOINTMENTS.— To  assist  the  special 
committee  in  the  investigation,  study,  and 
hearings  authorized  by  this  resolution,  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  member  each  may 
appoint  special  committee  staff,  including 
consultants. 

(b)  Assistance  From  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel.— To  assist  the  special  committee 
in  the  investigation,  study,  and  hearings  au- 
thorized by  this  resolution,  the  Senate  Legal 


Counsel  and  the  Deputy  Senate  Legal  Coun- 
sel shall  work  with  and  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  authority  of  the  special  committee, 
(c)  Assistance  From  the  Co.mptroller 
General.— The  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  is  requested  to  provide  from 
the  General  Accounting  Office  whatever  per- 
sonnel or  other  appropriate  assistance  as 
may  be  required  by  the  special  committee, 
or  by  the  chairman  or  the  ranking  member. 

SEC.    *.    PUBUC    ACnvmES    OF    THE    SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE. 

(a)  In  General.— Consistent  with  the 
rights  of  persons  subject  to  investigation  and 
inquiry,  the  special  committee  shall  make 
every  effort  to  fulfill  the  right  of  the  public 
and  the  Congress  to  know  the  essential  facts 
and  Implications  of  the  activities  of  officials 
of  the  United  States  Government  and  other 
persons  and  entities  with  respect  to  the  mat- 
ters under  investigation  and  study,  as  de- 
scribed in  section  1. 

(b)  Duties.— In  furtherance  of  the  right  of 
the  public  and  the  Congress  to  know,  the 
special  committee — 

(1)  shall  hold,  as  the  chairman  <in  con- 
sultation with  the  ranking  member)  consid- 
ers appropriate  and  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph 5<b)  of  rule  XXVI  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  hearings  on  specific  sub- 
jects, subject  to  consultation  and  coordina- 
tion with  the  independent  counsel  appointed 
pursuant  to  chapter  40  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  in  Division  No.  94-1  (D.C.  Cir. 
August  5.  1994)  (hereafter  in  this  resolution 
referred  to  as  "the  independent  counsel"): 

(2)  may  make  interim  reports  to  the  Sen- 
ate as  it  considers  appropriate:  and 

(3)  shall  make  a  final  comprehensive  public 
report  to  the  Senate  which  contains — 

(A)  a  description  of  all  relevant  factual  de- 
terminations; and 

(B)  recommendations  for  legislation,  if 
necessary. 

SEC.  5.  POWERS  OF  THE  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE. 

(a)  In  General.— The  special  committee 
shall  do  everything  necessary  and  appro- 
priate under  the  laws  and  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  to  conduct  the  investiga- 
tion, study,  and  hearings  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 1. 

(b)  Exercise  of  .authority.— The  special 
committee  may  exercise  all  of  the  powers 
and  responsibilities  of  a  committee  under 
rule  XXVI  of  the  SUnding  Rules  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  section  705  of  the  Ethics  in  Govern- 
ment Act  of  1978.  including  the  following; 

(1)  Subpoena  powers— To  issue  subpoenas 
or  orders  for  the  attendance  of  witnesses  or 
for  the  production  of  documentary  or  phys- 
ical evidence  before  the  special  committee.  A 
subpoena  or  order  may  be  authorized  by  the 
special  committee  or  by  the  chairman  with 
the  agreement  of  the  ranking  member,  and 
may  be  issued  by  the  chairman  or  any  other 
member  of  the  special  committee  designated 
by  the  chairman,  and  may  be  served  by  any 
person  desigmated  by  the  chairman  or  the  au- 
thorized member  anywhere  within  or  outside 
of  the  borders  of  the  United  States  to  the 
full  extent  permitted  by  law.  The  chairman, 
or  any  other  member  of  the  special  commit- 
tee, is  authorized  to  administer  oaths  to  any 
witnesses  appearing  before  the  special  com- 
mittee. If  a  return  on  a  subpoena  or  order  for 
the  production  of  documentary  or  physical 
evidence  is  incomplete  or  accompanied  by  an 
objection,  the  chairman  (in  consultation 
with  the  ranking  member)  may  convene  a 
meeting  or  hearing  to  determine  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  return  and  to  rule  on  the  objec- 
tion. At  a  meeting  or  hearing  on  such  a  re- 
turn, one  member  of  the  special  committee 
shall  constitute  a  quorum.  The  special  com- 


mittee shall  not  initiate  procedures  leading 
to  civil  or  criminal  enforcement  of  a  sub- 
poena unless  the  person  or  entity  to  whom 
the  subpoena  is  directed  refuses  to  produce 
the  required  documentary  or  physical  evi- 
dence after  having  been  ordered  and  directed 
to  do  so. 

(2)  Compensation  authority.— To  employ 
and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  clerical,  in- 
vestigatory, legal,  technical,  and  other  as- 
sistants as  the  special  committee,  or  the 
chairman  or  the  ranking  member,  considers 
necessary  or  appropriate. 

(3)  Meetings.— To  sit  and  act  at  any  time 
or  place  during  sessions,  recesses,  and  ad- 
journment periods  of  the  Senate. 

(4)  Hearings.— To  hold  hearings,  take  tes- 
timony under  oath,  and  receive  documentary 
or  physical  evidence  relating  to  the  matters 
and  questions  it  is  authorized  to  investigate 
or  study.  Unless  the  chairman  and  the  rank- 
ing member  otherwise  agree,  the  questioning 
of  a  witness  or  a  panel  of  witnesses  at  a  hear- 
ing shall  be  limited  to  one  initial  30-minute 
turn  each  for  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member,  or  their  designees,  including  major- 
ity and  minority  staff,  and  thereafter  to  10- 
minute  turns  by  each  member  of  the  special 
committee  if  5  or  more  members  are  present, 
and  to  15-minute  turns  by  each  member  of 
the  special  committee  if  fewer  than  5  mem- 
bers are  present.  A  member  may  be  per- 
mitted further  questions  of  the  witness  or 
panel  of  witnesses,  either  by  using  time  that 
another  member  then  present  at  the  hearing 
has  yielded  for  that  purpose  during  the  yield- 
ing member's  turn,  or  by  using  time  allotted 
after  all  members  have  been  given  an  oppor- 
tunity to  question  the  witness  or  panel  of 
witnesses.  At  all  times,  unless  the  chairman 
and  the  ranking  member  otherwise  agree. 
the  questioning  shall  alternate  back  and 
forth  between  members  of  the  majority 
party  and  members  of  the  minority  party.  In 
their  discretion,  the  chairman  and  the  rank- 
ing member,  respectively,  may  designate 
majority  or  minority  staff  to  question  a  wit- 
ness or  a  panel  of  witnesses  at  a  hearing  dur- 
ing time  yielded  by  a  member  of  the  chair- 
man's or  the  ranking  member's  party  then 
present  at  the  hearing  for  his  or  her  turn. 

(5)  Testimony  of  vittnesses.  To  require 
by  subpoena  or  order  the  attendance,  as  a 
witness  before  the  special  committee  or  at  a 
deposition,  of  any  person  who  may  have 
knowledge  or  information  concerning  any  of 
the  matters  that  the  special  committee  is 
authorized  to  investigate  and  study. 

(6)  Immunity.— To  grant  a  witness  immu- 
nity under  sections  6002  and  6005  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  provided  that  the  inde- 
pendent counsel  has  not  informed  the  special 
committee  in  writing  that  immunizing  the 
witness  would  interfere  with  the  ability  of 
the  Independent  counsel  successfully  to  pros- 
ecute criminal  violations.  Not  later  than  10 
days  before  the  sp>ecial  committee  seeks  a 
Federal  court  order  for  a  grant  of  Immunity 
by  the  special  committee,  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel  shall  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the 
independent  counsel  a  written  request  ask- 
ing the  independent  counsel  promptly  to  in- 
form the  special  committee  in  writing  if.  in 
the  judgment  of  the  independent  counsel,  the 
grant  of  immunity  would  interfere  with  the 
ability  of  the  independent  counsel  success- 
fully to  prosecute  criminal  violations.  The 
Senate  Legal  Counsel's  written  request  of 
the  independent  counsel  required  by  this 
paragraph  shall  be  in  addition  to  all  notice 
requirements  set  forth  in  sections  6002  and 
6005  of  title  18.  United  States  Code. 

(7)  Depositions.— To  take  depositions  and 
other  testimony  under  oath  anywhere  within 


the  United  States,  to  issue  orders  that  re- 
quire witnesses  to  answer  written  interrog- 
atories under  oath,  and  to  make  application 
for  the  issuance  of  letters  rogatory.  All  depo- 
sitions shall  be  conducted  jointly  by  major- 
ity and  minority  staff  of  the  special  commit- 
tee. A  witness  at  a  deposition  shall  be  exam- 
ined upon  oath  administered  by  a  member  of 
the  special  committee  or  an  individual  au- 
thorized by  local  law  to  administer  oaths, 
and  a  complete  transcription  or  electronic 
recording  of  the  deposition  shall  be  made. 
Questions  shall  be  propounded  first  by  ma- 
jority staff  of  the  special  committee  and 
then  by  minority  staff  of  the  special  commit- 
tee. Any  subsequent  round  of  questioning 
shall  proceed  in  the  same  order.  Objections 
by  the  witness  as  to  the  form  of  questions 
shall  be  noted  for  the  record.  If  a  witness  ob- 
jects to  a  question  and  refuses  to  answer  on 
the  basis  of  relevance  or  privilege,  the  spe- 
cial committee  staff  may  proceed  with  the 
deposition,  or  may.  at  that  time  or  at  a  sub- 
sequent time,  seek  a  ruling  on  the  objection 
from  the  chairman.  If  the  chairman  over- 
rules the  objection,  the  chairman  may  order 
and  direct  the  witness  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion, but  the  special  committee  .shall  not  ini- 
tiate procedures  leading  to  civil  or  criminal 
enforcement  unless  the  witness  refuses  to 
answer  after  having  been  ordered  and  di- 
rected to  answer. 

(8)  Delegation.s  to  staff.— To  issue  com- 
missions and  to  notice  depositions  for  staff 
members  to  examine  witnesses  and  to  re- 
ceive evidence  under  oath  administered  by 
an  individual  authorized  by  local  law  to  ad- 
minister oaths.  The  special  committee,  or 
the  chairman  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
ranking  member,  may  delegate  to  designated 
staff  members  of  the  special  committee  the 
power  to  issue  deposition  notices  authorized 
pursuant  to  this  paragraph. 

(9)  Information  from  other  sources.— To 
require  by  subpoena  or  order— 

(A)  any  department,  agency,  entity,  offi- 
cer, or  employee  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment: 

(B)  any  person  or  entity  purporting  to  act 
under  color  or  authority  of  State  or  local 
law;  or 

(C)  any  private  person,  firm,  corporation, 
partnership,  or  other  organization: 

to  produce  for  consideration  by  the  special 
committee  or  for  use  as  evidence  in  the  in- 
vestigation, study,  or  hearings  of  the  special 
committee,  any  book,  check,  canceled  check, 
correspondence,  communication,  document, 
financial  record,  paper,  physical  evidence, 
photograph,  record,  recording,  tape,  or  any 
other  material  relating  to  any  of  the  matters 
or  questions  that  the  special  committee  is 
authorized  to  investigate  and  study  which 
any  such  person  or  entity  may  possess  or 
control. 

(10)  Recommendations  to  the  senate— To 
make  to  the  Senate  any  recommendations, 
by  report  or  resolution,  including  rec- 
ommendations for  criminal  or  civil  enforce- 
ment, which  the  special  committee  may  con- 
sider appropriate  with  respect  to — 

(A)  the  willful  failure  or  refusal  of  any  per- 
son to  appear  before  it.  or  at  a  deposition,  or 
to  answer  interrogatories,  in  compliance 
with  a  subpoena  or  order: 

(B)  the  willful  failure  or  refusal  of  any  per- 
son to  answer  questions  or  give  testimony 
during  the  appearance  of  that  person  as  a 
witness  before  the  special  committee,  or  at  a 
deposition,  or  in  response  to  interrogatories: 
or 

(C)  the  willful  failure  or  refusal  of— 

(1)  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Government: 


(ii)  any  person  or  entity  purporting  to  act 
under  color  or  authority  of  State  or  local 
law;  or 

(ill)  any  private  person,  partnership,  firm. 
corporation,  or  organization; 
to  produce  before  the  special  committee,  or 
at  a  deposition,  or  at  any  time  or  place  des- 
ignated by  the  committee,  any  book,  check. 
canceled  check,  correspondence,  communica- 
tion, document,  financial  record,  paper, 
physical  evidence,  photograph,  record,  re- 
cording, tape,  or  any  other  material  in  com- 
pliance with  any  subpoena  or  order. 

(11)  Consultants.— To  procure  the  tem- 
porary or  intermittent  services  of  individual 
consultants,  or  organizations  thereof. 

(12)  Other  government  personnel.— To 
use.  on  a  reimbursable  basis  and  with  the 
prior  consent  of  the  Government  department 
or  agency  concerned,  the  services  of  the  per- 
sonnel of  such  department  or  agency. 

(13)  Ofher  congressional  staff.— To  use, 
with  the  prior  consent  of  any  member  of  the 
Senate  or  the  chairman  or  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  any  other  Senate  committee  or  the 
chairman  or  ranking  member  of  any  sub- 
committee of  any  committee  of  the  Senate, 
the  facilities  or  services  of  the  appropriate 
members  of  the  staff  of  such  member  of  the 
Senate  or  other  Senate  committee  or  sub- 
committee, whenever  the  special  committee 
or  the  chairman  or  the  ranking  member  con- 
siders that  such  action  is  necessary  or  appro- 
priate to  enable  the  special  committee  to 
conduct  the  investigation,  study,  and  hear- 
ings authorized  by  this  resolution. 

(14)  Access  to  information  and  evi- 
dence.—To  permit  any  members  of  the  spe- 
cial committee,  staff  director,  counsel,  or 
other  staff  members  or  consultants  des- 
ignated by  the  chairman  or  the  ranking 
member,  access  to  any  data,  evidence,  infor- 
mation, report,  analysis,  document,  or 
paper— 

(A)  that  relates  to  any  of  the  matters  or 
questions  that  the  special  committee  is  au- 
thorized to  investigate  or  study  under  this 
resolution: 

(B)  that  is  In  the  custody  or  under  the  con- 
trol of  any  department,  agency,  entity,  offi- 
cer, or  employee  of  the  United  Stales  Gov- 
ernment, including  those  which  have  the 
power  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  to 
investigate  any  alleged  criminal  activities  or 
to  prosecute  persons  charged  with  crimes 
against  the  United  States  without  regard  to 
the  jurisdiction  or  authority  of  any  other 
Senate  committee  or  subcommittee:  and 

(C)  that  will  assist  the  special  committee 
to  prepare  for  or  conduct  the  investigation. 
study,  and  hearings  authorized  by  this  reso- 
lution. 

(15)  Reports  of  violations  of  law.— To  re- 
port possible  violations  of  any  law  to  appro- 
priate Federal.  State,  or  local  authorities. 

(16)  Expenditures.— To  expend,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  special  committee  determines 
necessary  and  appropriate,  any  money  made 
available  to  the  special  committee  by  the 
Senate  to  carry  out  this  resolution. 

(17)  Tax  return  information.— To  inspect 
and  receive,  in  accordance  with  the  proce- 
dures set  forth  in  sections  bl03(f>(3)  and 
6104(a)(2)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986.  any  tax  return  or  tax  return  informa- 
tion, held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
if  access  to  the  particular  tax-related  infor- 
mation sought  is  necessary  to  the  ability  of 
the  special  committee  to  carry  out  section 
1(b)(3)(B). 

SEC.  6.  PROTECTION  OF  CONFIDENTTAL  INFOR- 
MATION. 

(a)  Nondisclosure— No  member  of  the  spe- 
cial committee  or  the  staff  of  the  special 


committee  shall  disclose,  in  whole  or  in  part 
or  by  way  of  summary,  to  any  person  other 
than  another  member  of  the  special  commit- 
tee or  other  staff  of  the  special  committee, 
for  any  purpose  or  in  connection  with  any 
proceeding,  judicial  or  otherwise,  any  testi- 
mony taken,  including  the  names  of  wit- 
nesses testifying,  or  material  presented,  in 
depositions  or  at  closed  hearings,  or  any  con- 
fidential materials  or  Information,  unless 
authorized  by  the  special  committee  or  the 
chairman  in  concurrence  with  the  ranking 
member. 

(b)  Staff  Nondisclosure  Agreement— All 
members  of  the  staff  of  the  special  commit- 
tee with  access  to  confidential  information 
within  the  control  of  the  special  committee 
shall,  as  a  condition  of  employment,  agree  In 
writing  to  abide  by  the  conditions  of  this 
section  and  any  nondisclosure  agreement 
promulgated  by  the  special  committee  that 
is  consistent  with  this  section. 

(c)  Sanctions  — 

(1)  Member  sanctions— The  case  of  any 
Senator  who  violates  the  security  procedures 
of  the  special  committee  may  be  referred  to 
the  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  of  the  Sen- 
ate for  investigation  and  the  imposition  of 
sanctions  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the 
Senate. 

(2)  Staff  sanctions.— Any  member  of  the 
staff  of  the  special  committee  who  violates 
the  security  procedures  of  the  special  com- 
mittee shall  Immediately  be  subject  to  re- 
moval from  office  or  employment  with  the 
special  committee  or  such  other  sanction  as 
may  be  provided  In  any  rule  issued  by  the 
special  committee  consistent  with  section 
2(c). 

(d)  Staff  Defined.— For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  "staff  of  the  special  com- 
mittee" includes— 

(1)  all  employees  of  the  special  committee; 

(2)  all  staff  designated  by  the  members  of 
the  special  committee  to  work  on  special 
committee  business; 

(3)  all  Senate  staff  assigned  to  special  com- 
mittee business  pursuant  to  section  5<bX13): 

(4)  all  officers  and  employees  of  the  Office 
of  Senate  Legal  Counsel  who  are  requested 
to  work  on  special  committee  business:  and 

(5)  all  detailees  and  consultants  to  the  spe- 
cial committee. 

SEC.  7.  RELATION  TO  OTHER  INVESTIGATIONS. 

(a)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  section 
are — 

(1)  to  expedite  the  thorough  conduct  of  the 
investigation,  study,  and  hearings  author- 
ized by  this  resolution: 

(2)  to  promote  efficiency  among  all  the 
various  investigations  underway  in  all 
branches  of  the  United  States  Government: 
and 

(3)  to  engender  a  high  degree  of  confidence 
on  the  part  of  the  public  regarding  the  con- 
duct of  such  investigation,  study,  and  hear- 
ings. 

(b)  Special  Committee  Actions.— To  carry 
out  the  purposes  stated  In  subsection  (a),  the 
special  committee  is  encouraged— 

(1)  to  obtain  relevant  information  concern- 
ing the  status  of  the  investigation  of  the 
independent  counsel,  to  assist  in  establishing 
a  hearing  schedule  for  the  special  commit- 
tee: and 

(2)  to  coordinate,  to  the  extent  practicable. 
the  activities  of  the  special  committee  with 
the  investigation  of  the  independent  counsel. 

SEC.  8.  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES. 

A  sum  equal  to  not  more  than  X950.000  for 
the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  adoption 
of  this  resolution  and  ending  on  February  29. 
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1996.  shall  be  made  available  from  the  con- 
tingent fund  of  the  Senate  out  of  the  Ac- 
count for  Expenses  for  Inquiries  and  Inves- 
tigations for  payment  of  salaries  and  other 
expenses  of  the  special  committee  under  this 
resolution,  which  shall  include  not  more 
than  $750,000  for  the  procurement  of  the  serv- 
ices of  individual  consultants  or  organiza- 
tions thereof,  in  accordance  with  section 
5<bKll)  Payment  of  expenses  shall  be  dis- 
bursed upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  chair- 
man, except  that  vouchers  shall  not  be  re- 
quired for  the  disbursement  of  salaries  paid 
at  an  annual  rate. 

SEC.  ».  REPORTS;  TERMINATION. 

(a)  Completion  of  Duties.— 

(1)  In  gener.\l.— The  special  committee 
shall  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  com- 
plete, not  later  than  February  1.  1996.  the  in- 
vestigation, study,  and  hearings  authorized 
by  section  1. 

(2)  Evaluation  of  progress.— The  special 
committee  shall  evaluate  the  progress  and 
status  of  the  investigation,  study,  and  hear- 
ings authorized  by  section  1  and.  not  later 
than  January  15.  1996.  make  recommenda- 
tions with  respect  to  the  authorization  of  ad- 
ditional funds  for  a  period  following  Feb- 
ruary 29.  1996.  If  the  special  committee  re- 
quests the  authorization  of  additional  funds 
for  a  period  following  February  29.  1996.  the 
Majority  Leader  and  the  Democratic  Leader 
shall  meet  and  determine  the  appropriate 
timetable  and  procedures  for  the  Senate  to 
vote  on  any  such  request. 

(b)  Final  Report  — 

(1)  Submission —The  special  committee 
shall  promptly  submit  a  final  public  report 
to  the  Senate  of  the  results  of  the  investiga- 
tion, study,  and  hearings  conducted  by  the 
special  committee  pursuant  to  this  resolu- 
tion, together  with  Its  findingrs  and  any  rec- 
ommendations. 

(2)  Confidential  infor.mation  — The  final 
report  of  the  special  committee  may  be  ac- 
companied by  such  confidential  annexes  as 
are  necessary  to  protect  confidential  infor- 
mation. 

(3)  Conclusion  of  business.— After  submis- 
sion of  its  final  report,  the  special  commit- 
tee shall  promptly  conclude  its  business  and 
close  out  its  affairs. 

(c)  Records.— Upon  the  conclusion  of  the 
special  committees  business  and  the  closing 
out  of  its  affairs,  all  records,  files,  docu- 
ments, and  other  materials  in  the  possession, 
custody,  or  control  of  the  special  committee 
shall  remain  under  the  control  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  .Af- 
fairs. 

SEC.    10.  COMMITTEE  JimiSDICTION  AND   RULE 
XXV. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  special  committee 
Is  granted  pursuant  to  this  resolution,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  paragraph  1  of 
rule  XXV  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Sen- 
ate relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  stand- 
ing committees  of  the  Senate. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  121— RELAT- 
ING TO  THE  ANGOLA  PEACE 
PROCESS 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  (for  himself.  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Pell,  and 
Mr.  Simon)  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  considered  and 
a^eed  to: 

S.  Res.  121 

Whereas  Angola  has  suffered  one  of  the 
most  violent  and  longest-running  civil  wars; 

Whereas  the  United  States  was  actively  en- 
gaged In  the  war  in  Angola,  has  provided 


more  than  $2tX)  million  in  humanitarian  as- 
sistance to  Angola  since  1992.  and  has  been  a 
key  facilitator  on  the  ongoing  peace  negotia- 
tions; 

Whereas  Angola  is  the  last  civil  conflict  in 
southern  Africa,  and  regional  leaders  Includ- 
ing South  African  President  Nelson  Mandela 
consider  its  resolution  to  be  a  top  priority; 

Whereas  an  enduring  peace  in  Angola,  a  po- 
tentially wealthy  country  that  is  central  to 
regional  stability  and  economic  develop- 
ment, is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  Unit- 
ed States; 

Whereas  the  Government  of  Angola  and 
National  Union  for  the  Total  Independence 
of  Angola  (UNITA)  entered  into  the  Lusaka 
Protocol  in  November  1994  to  secure  a  U.N.- 
supervised  peace  settlement; 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council  voted  in  February  to  send  a  U.N. 
peacekeeping  mission  to  Angola  to  monitor 
and  enforce  the  peace  process,  and  more  than 
600  international  monitors  are  deployed 
throughout  the  country; 

Whereas  continuing  progress  toward  peace 
makes  it  more  likely  that  further  deploy- 
ment of  UNAVEM  III  will  occur  soon; 

Whereas  the  meeting  between  President 
Eduardo  dos  Santos  and  Dr  .Jonas  Savimbi 
on  May  6.  1995.  at  which  both  parties  reiter- 
ated their  commitment  to  the  Lusaka  Proto- 
col, demonstrated  that  they  possess  the  es- 
sential political  will  to  resolve  outstanding 
issues,  and  encouraged  all  who  want  peace  in 
Angola; 

Whereas  achieving  a  lasting  peace  will  re- 
quire that  all  Angolans  work  together  to 
overcome  bitter  legacies  of  war,  which  in- 
clude a  devastated  infrastructure,  millions 
of  unexploded  landmines,  a  profound  distrust 
between  the  parties,  weakened  civil  institu- 
tions, a  crippled  economy,  and  a  generation 
of  young  Angolans  who  have  never  known  a 
peaceful,  civil  society; 

Whereas  strong  leadership  is  essential  to 
ensure  that  the  wealth  of  Angola,  long  spent 
on  war,  now  is  used  to  consolidate  peace. 
Now  therefore  be  it 

Resolved  That  the  Senate: 

(1)  Congratulates  the  people  of  Angola  for 
the  courageous  and  determined  steps  their 
leaders  have  taken  in  support  of  peace; 

(2)  Urges  all  parties  in  Angola  to  continue 
to  strengthen  their  commitment  to  the 
Lusaka  process,  which  constitutes  the  last, 
and  best,  chance  for  securing  an  enduring 
peace; 

(3)  Affirms  that  the  United  SUtes  will  hold 
both  Angolan  parties  responsible  for  abiding 
by  their  commitment  to  peace;  and 

(4)  Calls  upon  the  international  commu- 
nity to  remain  actively  engatged  In  support 
of  national  reconciliation,  removal  of  land- 
mines, economic  development,  and  democra- 
tization in  Angola. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  a  resolution,  in  con- 
junction with  the  distinguished  Chair 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  African  Af- 
fairs, as  well  as  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  and  others, 
which  congratulates  the  people  of  An- 
gola for  the  courageous  steps  their 
leaders  have  taken  recently  in  the 
name  of  peace  and  reconciliation  in 
Angola.  This  has  been  an  arduous  and 
painful  process,  but  the  recent  meeting 
between  President  dos  Santos  and  Dr. 
Jonas  Savimbi,  in  addition  to  the  de- 
ployment of  the  U.N.  operation,  sig- 
nifies a  dramatic  breakthrough  which 


may  unlock  the  door  to  peace  in  An- 
gola. 

As  we  all  know,  Angola  has  been  en- 
gulfed in  civil  war  ever  since  its  inde- 
pendence from  Portugal  in  1975.  It  not 
only  suffered  vast  dislocation  and  ne- 
glect following  the  colonial  occupa- 
tion, but  also  it  became  a  classic  super- 
power playground  as  Angola  struggled 
to  find  its  postcolonial  identity. 
Throughout  the  1970's  and  1980's  South 
Africa  and  Zaire  launched  frequent 
military  incursions  in  support  of  the 
Government  of  Angola,  while  merce- 
naries from  Europe  and  elsewhere 
helped  the  rebel  forces  of  UNITA  and 
Dr.  Jonas  Savimbi  fight  from  the  bush. 
37,000  Cuban  troops  supported  the  gov- 
ernment and  the  MPLA  party,  and 
their  involvement  sparked  more  inde- 
pendence wars  in  Namibia.  The  United 
States  offered  covert  aid  to  UNITA  in 
an  effort  to  contain  communism  in  Af- 
rica for  "national  security"  purposes. 
In  addition,  there  were  secessionist 
threats  from  the  northern,  oil-rich 
province  of  Cabinda,  which  was,  iron- 
ically, home  to  many  U.S.  oil  compa- 
nies throughout  the  war. 

This  war  killed  over  1  million  people, 
and  displaced  and  disabled  millions 
more.  Cities  and  fields  are  completely 
destroyed,  and  9  to  20  million 
unexploded  landmines,  supplied  by  out- 
side powers,  lace  the  countryside. 
Beautiful  coastal  lands  and  mineral- 
rich  areas  not  only  lay  undeveloped, 
but  have  been  damaged  and  destroyed 
by  warfare.  Bitter  war  enmities  be- 
tween the  MPLA  and  UNITA  have  cre- 
ated long-lasting  rifts  which  will  take 
at  least  a  full  generation  to  heal. 
Young  boys,  who  from  the  age  of  10 
have  been  armed  and  fighting,  are  dis- 
located from  their  families.  An  entire 
people  has  never  known  civil  society. 

It  was  with  the  end  of  the  cold  war, 
the  end  of  the  United  States-Soviet  ri- 
valry, that  peace  actually  had  a  chance 
in  Angola.  When  Congress  prohibited 
military  aid  to  Angola,  Cuban  troops 
withdrew,  and  South  Africa  began  to 
change,  negotiations  were  finally  able 
to  begin  between  the  MPLA  and 
UNITA.  The  peace  process  of  1991  re- 
sulted in  the  Blcesse  accords,  and  led 
to  elections.  But  then  disputed  returns, 
and  militant  attacks  on  the  MPLA  by 
Savimbi,  destroyed  the  process. 

By  1992,  serious  negotiations  had 
begun  again.  Thanks  to  the  relentless 
efforts  of  U.N.  Special  Representative 
Bedouin  Beyh,  United  States  Ambas- 
sador to  Angola,  Edward  de  Jamette, 
and  others — including  South  African 
Nelson  Mandela — the  Lusaka  accords 
were  finally  concluded  on  November  5, 
1994. 

The  accords  secure  a  U.N.  supervised 
peace  settlement,  which  includes  the 
deployment  of  5,600  U.N.  peacekeeping 
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troops,  as  well  as  350  military  observ- 
ers and  260  civilian  police.  It  is  in- 
tended to  enable  national  reconcili- 
ation, demilitarization,  economic  de- 
velopment, and  democratization  of  An- 
gola. It  will  also  enable  the  continued 
delivery  of  massive  food  lifts,  which  is 
keeping  hundreds  of  thousands  of  peo- 
ple alive  as  the  society  builds  a  peace- 
time environment. 

There  have  been  some  glitches  in  the 
peace  process,  and  there  have  been 
many  incidents  we  thought  Angola 
would  not  survive.  But  the  peace  proc- 
ess made  a  big  step  last  week  when 
President  dos  Santos  and  Dr.  Savimbi 
finally  met  face-to-face  in  Lusaka. 
They  met  for  several  hours,  and  in  the 
end  emerged  as  cooperative  nego- 
tiators, both  signing  the  Lusaka  ac- 
cords. They  agreed  to  work  as  partners 
to  resolve  outstanding  issues  such  as 
consolidation  of  the  ceasefire,  resolu- 
tion of  military  control  issues, 
demining  operations,  repair  of  infra- 
structure, acceleration  of  the  arrival  of 
UNAVEM  troops,  the  retreat  of  Ango- 
lan soldiers,  and  the  formation  of  a  na- 
tional unity  government. 

Finally,  the  two  sides  demonstrated 
that  they  have  the  political  will  nec- 
essary to  reach  a  lasting  and  durable 
peace.  This  meeting  was  a  long  time  in 
coming,  and  we  in  Congress  should  rec- 
ognize what  a  milestone  it  is.  For  if 
Lusaka  fails,  Angola  may  lose  its  last 
opportunity  for  peace  and  prosperity. 
We  have  a  lot  to  lose  of  that  fails. 

The  resolution  we  are  offering  today 
congratulates  the  people  of  Angola  for 
the  courageous  and  determined  steps 
their  leaders  have  taken  in  supj)ort  of 
peace.  It  also  urges  all  parties  in  An- 
gola to  strengthen  their  commitment 
to  the  Lusaka  process,  and  affirms 
American  support  for  both  parties  to 
abide  by  their  commitments.  Finally, 
because  we  cannot  and  should  not  do 
this  alone,  it  calls  upon  the  inter- 
national community  to  remain  ac- 
tively engaged  with  humanitarian,  po- 
litical, and  economic  support  to  make 
this  process  a  success. 

Angola  is  potentially  a  wealthy  coun- 
try with  soil  fertile  enough  to  feed  all 
of  sub-Saharan  Africa.  It  is  also  part  of 
a  region  which  has  had  economic  and 
stunning  political  success  in  the  past 
few  years.  As  Africa  seeks  to  put  the 
cold  war  behind  it,  and  as  southern  Af- 
rica consolidates  into  a  powerhouse  re- 
gion, the  process  in  Angola  becomes  all 
the  more  important.  The  meeting  con- 
vened last  week  realized  many  of  the 
gains  made  in  recent  months,  and 
hopefully  will  set  the  process  on  a  new 
course. 


18,  1995,  beginning  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room 
485  of  the  Russell  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing on  the  recommendations  of  the 
Joint  DOI/BIA/Tribal  Task  Force  on 
Reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs. 

Those  wishing  additional  information 
should  contact  the  Committee  on  In- 
dian Affairs  at  224-2251. 
subcommittee  on  oversight  of  government 
management  and  the  district  of  columbu 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
announce  that  the  Subcommittee  on 
Oversight  of  Government  Management 
and  the  District  of  Columbia,  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs,  will  hold 
a  hearing  on  Wednesday,  May  24,  1995, 
on  Aviation  Safety:  Do  Unapproved 
Parts  Pose  a  Safety  Risk?  The  hearing 
will  be  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room  342  of  the 
Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  be  holding 
an  oversight  hearing  on  Thursday,  May 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 
meet  on  Wednesday,  May  17,  1995  at  9:30 
a.m.  in  open  session  to  receive  testi- 
mony on  the  National  Security  Impli- 
cations of  the  Strategic  Arms  Reduc- 
tion Treaty— START  II. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  be  permitted  to  meet 
Wednesday,  May  17,  1995.  beginning  at 
9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD-215,  to  conduct  a 
hearing  on  Medicare  solvency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNME.NTAL  AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Wednesday.  May  17.  1995,  at  10 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Wednesday.  May  17.  at  10  a.m., 
for  a  hearing  on  Executive  Reorganiza- 
tion: An  Overview  of  How  To  Do  It. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CO.MMITTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday,  May  17,  1995,  at 
2  p,m.  to  hold  a  closed  hearing  on  intel- 
ligence matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ACQUISITION  AND 
TECHN0UX3Y 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  be  authorized  to  meet  at  2 
p.m.  on  Wednesday,  May  17.  1995,  in 
open  session,  to  receive  testimony  on 
dual  use  technology  programs  in  re- 
view of  S.  727.  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
and  the  Future  Years  Defense  Pro- 
gram. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


HONG  KONG 

•  Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  address  comments  made  in  the 
last  few  weeks  by  two  officials  of  the 
Government  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  regarding  the  United  States  and 
Hong  Kong.  First,  as  reported  by  Hong 
Kong  radio  and  Nanhua  Zaobao.  Mr.  Lu 
Ping,  the  Director  of  the  PRC's  Office 
of  Hong  Kong  and  Macau  Affairs,  told  a 
delegation  of  American  businessmen  in 
Beijing  that  he  believes  there  is  a  lack 
of  understanding  in  the  United  States 
regarding  Beijing's  attitude  towards 
Hong  Kong.  Second,  Foreign  Minister 
Qian  is  quoted  in  the  April  24  issue  of 
Beijing  Review  as  stating  that  the 
United  States  has  no  interest  in  Hong 
Kong  sufficient  to  justify  the  attention 
we  pay  to  the  area.  I  am  dismayed  that 
they  have  reached  this  conclusion  for 
two  reasons.  First,  because  I  believe 
that  the  United  States  is  all  too  cog- 
nizant of  Beijing's  attitude  towards  the 
colony  and  has  tried  to  make  that  cog- 
nizance known;  and  second,  because  it 
demonstrates  to  me  that  Beijing  does 
not  really  understand  what  our  con- 
cerns are. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  state  that  I  do 
agree  in  part  with  Minister  Qian.  Be- 
fore the  scheduled  revision  in  1997, 
Hong  Kong  affairs  are  a  matter  of  con- 
cern primarily  to  Great  Britain  and  the 
PRC;  after  1997,  they  become  a  matter 
of  concern  primarily  to  Beijing.  It  is 
not  our  intent  to  instruct  either  Lon- 
don or  Beijing  on  how  best  to  accom- 
plish that  reversion,  or  on  what  role 
Hong  Kong  should  play  as  a  reclaimed 
part  of  greater  China  after  1997, 

This  does  not  mean  however,  that  I 
agree  with  what  appears  to  be  Minister 
Qian's  correlative  argument:  that 
other  countries  therefore  have  abso- 
lutely no  role  whatsoever  to  play  be- 
fore or  after  1997. 

As  I  previously  noted  in  a  statement 
about  Hong  Kong  on  the  floor  on  April 
3,  the  United  States  is  keenly  following 
developments  in  Hong  Kong.  This  in- 
terest has  two  principle  sources.  First. 
we  have  a  tremendous  stake  in  the  fu- 
ture economic  and  political  stability  of 
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Hong  Kong  after  reversion.  Second, 
how  the  PRC  handles  this  transition 
has  far-reaching  Implications  for  our 
bilateral  relations— and  in  some  of  Chi- 
na's multilateral  relations  which  in- 
clude us — in  other  important  arenas. 
Let  me  address  these  in  turn. 

Our  economic  ties  to  the  present  Col- 
ony of  Hong  Kong  are  substantial. 
Hong  Kong  is  our  13th  largest  trading 
partner— 7th  in  terms  of  agricultural 
trade.  In  1994.  two-way  merchandise 
trade  topped  $21  billion;  U.S.  exports 
accounted  for  over  $11  billion.  There 
are  more  than  1,000  United  States  firms 
with  a  presence  in  Hong  Kong,  of  which 
about  370  have  their  regional  head- 
quarters there.  At  the  beginning  of 
1994,  United  States  direct  investment 
In  Hong  Kong  on  a  historical  cost  basis 
was  approximately  $10.5  billion. 

This  strong  economic  tie  is  facili- 
tated—in fact,  made  possible — by  Hong 
Kong's  friendly  business  climate,  a  sta- 
ble government,  an  independent  judici- 
ary firmly  rooted  in  the  rule  of  law, 
and  a  vibrantly  free  press.  It  is  clearly 
a  tie  we  have  a  very  strong  motive  for 
maintaining  in  its  present  form.  And 
thus,  it  is  from  this  point  of  view  that 
we  take  an  active  interest  in  Hong 
Kong  affairs  now,  and  will  most  likely 
continue  to  take  in  the  post-1997  world. 
How  faithfully  the  PRC  adheres  to  the 
Sino-British  Joint  Declaration  and  the 
Basic  Law  is  of  importance  to  us  be- 
cause of  the  impact  such  adherence — or 
lack  thereof— might  have  no  these  spe- 
cific areas,  and,  in  turn,  on  our  eco- 
nomic stake. 

These  are  the  logical  steps  that  our 
Chinese  friends  do  not  seem  to  follow. 
I  think  their  failure  is  best  illustrated 
by  an  article  in  the  May  8  edition  of 
the  Hong  Kong  Chinese-language  news- 
paper Wen  Wei  Po — a  newspaper  with 
close  connections  to  the  PRC.  In  com- 
menting on  a  speech  by  the  United 
States  Consul  General  in  Hong  Kong, 
the  newspaper  reported: 

In  his  speech.  Mr.  Mueller  said  that  the 
United  States  not  only  has  tens  of  thousands 
of  citizens,  over  1.000  companies,  and  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  of  investments  in  Hong 
Kong,  but  also  exports  billions  of  dollars' 
worth  of  products  to  Hong  Kong.  These  facts, 
he  noted,  show  that  maintaining  and  devel- 
oping economic  and  trade  relations  with 
Hong  Kong  is  conductive  to  safeguarding  the 
common  interests  of  Hong  Kong  and  the 
United  States,  this  being  Indeed  the  point 
Mr.  Mueller  wsis  trying  to  make.  What  is 
strange  is  that  Mr.  Mueller  suddenly  shifted 
from  ecoriomic  topics  to  topics  such  as  democ- 
racy, the  legal  system,  and  human  rights  in 
Hong  Kong  *  *  *  .  (emphasis  added). 

So.  let  me  explain  simply  how  desir- 
ing to  safeguard  our  economic  interests 
triggers  a  concomitant  interest  in 
those  topics.  If  the  PRC  cannot  or  does 
not  firmly  establish  and  safeguard  a 
local  Independent  judiciary  in  Hong 
Kong  after  1997,  then  businesses  will 
become  skittish,  pull  out  of  the  area, 
and  the  economy  will  suffer.  If  the  civil 
and  human  rights  presently  available 


to  Hong  Kong  citizens  are  not  safe- 
guarded, and  are  instead  limited  to  re- 
flect those  presently  available  to  citi- 
zens on  the  mainland  where  the  gov- 
ernment is  not  known  for  its  sterling 
democratic  reputation,  then  businesses 
will  become  skittish,  pull  out  of  the 
area,  and  the  economy  will  suffer.  If 
the  present  orderly  and  stable  bureauc- 
racy is  replaced  by  one  such  as  that 
currently  in  vogue  in  provinces  like 
Guangdong  where  family  or  party  con- 
nections and  a  large  amount  of 
renminbi  are  more  important  than  the 
rule  of  law,  then  businesses  will  be- 
come skittish,  pull  out  of  the  area,  and 
the  economy  will  suffer. 

We  understand  very  well  the  PRC's 
verbal  pronouncements  that  every- 
thing is  fine  and  will  remain  so  after 
1997.  But  as  I  pointed  out  after  the  visit 
here  of  Lu  Ping,  to  be  credible  and 
calming  those  pronouncements  need  to 
be  backed-up  with  substantive  actions. 
So  far,  in  some  areas,  that  has  not  been 
the  case,  and  it  this  lack  of  substantive 
assurances  that  concerns  us.  Let  me  il- 
lustrate. 

A  free  press  is  one  of  the  elements  es- 
sential to  Hong  Kong's  future  as  a  cen- 
ter of  international  trade  and  finance. 
China  has  spoken  about  maintaining 
freedom  of  the  press,  but  we  have  seen 
growing  signs  of  a  move  to  chill  the 
colony's  traditionally  raucous  press — a 
press  which  has  been  quite  even-handed 
at  denouncing  Beijing  and  London,  but 
has  denounced  Beijing  nonetheless. 
There  have  been  declarations  that  the 
PRC  will  not  allow  Hong  Kong  to  be- 
come a  "nest  of  subversives"— which  in 
the  PRC's  lexicon  could  well  include 
free-minded  members  of  the  media.  The 
PRC's  Ministry  of  Public  Security  re- 
cently confirmed  that  it  has  been  gath- 
ering information  on  Hong  Kong  citi- 
zens who  are  "against  the  Chinese  gov- 
ernment." The  PRC  also  tried  in  secret 
Hong  Kong  reporter  Xi  Yang  and  sen- 
tenced him  to  12  years  in  prison  for 
"stealing  state  financial  secrets" — a 
term  which  could  include  such  simple 
figures  £is  production  levels  of 
consumer  goods,  provincial  GDP's,  etc. 
Finally,  there  were  the  not-so-coinci- 
dental hostile  actions  taken  by  the 
PRC  against  the  Beijing  commercial 
establishments  of  Hong  Kong  publisher 
Jimmy  Lai  after  Lai  published  an  open 
letter  critical  of  Li  Peng. 

A  continuation  of  the  present  com- 
mon law,  independent  judiciary  is  an- 
other element  of  Hong  Kong's  continu- 
ing economic  success  after  1997.  Busi- 
nesses feel  secure  if  they  know  that 
any  commercial  dispute  in  which  they 
may  be  involved  will  be  determined 
using  settled  points  of  law  adjudicated 
by  jurists  beyond  the  influence  of  local 
politics  or  influence.  The  PRC  has 
promised  a  continuation  of  this  sys- 
tem, but  again  their  actions  speak 
louder  to  us.  Beijing  has  failed  to  en- 
dorse the  Hong  Kong  Government's 
draft  legislation  designed  to  implement 


the  Court  of  Final  Appeal;  failure  to  do 
so  soon  may  leave  the  Hong  Kong  SAR 
without  such  a  court  for  the  critical 
period  just  after  1997.  Moreover.  Chi- 
na's past  commitment  to  the  rule  of 
law  has  been  very  spotty  at  best.  Al- 
though a  signatory  to  the  Inter- 
national Convention  on  Arbitration, 
the  PRC  has  blatantly  violated  that  ac- 
cord by  allowing  a  Shanghai  firm  to 
refuse  to  pay  an  arbitral  award  against 
it  in  favor  of  a  U.S.  concern  named 
Revpower.  China  is  a  signatory  to  sev- 
eral agreements  concerning  intellec- 
tual property  rights,  but  their  compli- 
ance until  lately  was  almost  nonexist- 
ent. The  terms  of  contracts  in  general 
in  China  appear  to  be  binding  on  the 
foreign  firm,  and  fungible  as  far  as  the 
Government  is  concerned — witness  the 
recent  unilateral  breaking  of  McDon- 
ald's lease  for  a  site  on  Tiananmen 
Square  with  which  my  colleagues  are 
no  doubt  familiar. 

Aside  from  our  specific  interest  in 
these  specific  issues  and  the  ramifica- 
tions they  will  have  for  Hong  Kong's 
future,  how  the  PRC  handles  this  tran- 
sition also  has  implications  in  other 
non-Hong  Kong  specific  arenas.  How 
well  the  PRC  keeps  to  their  word  will. 
I  think,  demonstrate  their  dependabil- 
ity as  they  seek  to  accede  to  the  WTO 
and  other  similar  organizations.  More- 
over, it  will  serve  as  an  indicator  as  to 
whether  the  Chinese  are  serious  about 
their  own  commitments  to  foreign  in- 
vestors, and  will  be  a  signal  to  those 
considering  future  investment. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  25  the  Sub- 
committee on  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs,  which  I  chair,  will  hold  a  hear- 
ing on  this  topic  entitled  "Hong  Kong: 
Problems  and  Prospects  for  1997."  I 
look  forward  to  hearing  from  several 
Hong  Kong  &p6Ciali3t5  Suout  tuc 
present  state  of  the  transition,  where 
the  problem  areas  are.  and  what  they 
think  the  prospects  are  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  colony's  present  eco- 
nomic prosperity  after  1997. 

In  closing,  let  me  reiterate  that  we 
are  not  seeking  to  meddle  in  Great 
Britain  and  China's  purely  bilateral  af- 
fairs. But,  where  the  actions  of  either 
party  might  effect  the  business  climate 
in  Hong  Kong— and  thus  international 
investment — I  believe  that  we  have  a 
legitimate  reason  for  showing  interest, 
and  the  parties  can  be  sure  that  we 
will.  This  is  our  message  to  Beijing.* 


THOUGHTFUL  HOMILY  OF  MOST 
REV.  EDWARD  M.  EGAN 

•  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
recently  came  across  a  copy  of  a  hom- 
ily delivered  last  year  by  the  Most  Rev. 
Edward  M.  Egan,  bishop  of  Bridgeport, 
that  I  believe  is  worthy  of  inclusion  in 
the  Record. 

With  so  much  debate  of  late  about 
the  quality  of  public  discourse  in  this 
country,  the  words  of  Bishop  Egan  re- 
mind us  of  the  need  to  be  respectful  of 


the  heartfelt  opinions  of  others,  no 
matter  how  strongly  we  might  disagree 
with  their  point  of  view. 

The  bishop's  homily  was  delivered  at 
the  red  Mass  at  Saint  Matthew's  Ca- 
thedral here  in  Washington  on  October 
2.  1994.  The  red  Mass  is  an  annual  Mass 
celebrated  for  people  involved  in  the 
legal  profession  and  the  bishop  urges 
lawyers,  as  "protectors  of  thought  and 
its  free  expression,"  to  do  all  they  can 
to  protect  the  speech  of  those  who 
utter  unpopular  beliefs  and  to  ensure 
that  all  people  in  our  society  are  al- 
lowed to  enter  the  national  dialogue 
over  the  issues  that  govern  our  fate. 
Speaking  to  leaders  of  the  legal  com- 
munity, including  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  members  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Bishop  Egan  cautioned  that  law- 
yers must  "insist  that  the  unapproved 
point  of  view  be  heard  and  explored." 

Bishop  Egan  has  provided  wonderful 
leadership  in  his  time  in  Connecticut 
in  so  many  different  ways.  I  am  proud 
to  consider  him  a  friend.  Whether  my 
colleagues  agree  or  disagree  with  all  of 
Bishop  Egan's  words  and  examples  re- 
garding political  correctness.  I  know 
they  will  find  his  homily  to  be  eloquent 
and  thought-providing.  It  is  in  that 
spirit  that  I  ask  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  homily  follows: 
Homily  of  the  Most  Rev.  Edward  M.  Egan, 
Bishop  of  Bridgeport 

Your  Excellency.  Archbishop  Cacciavillan. 
Reverend  Clergy.  Members  of  the  John  Car- 
roll Society.  Distinguished  Representatives 
of  the  Bench  and  Bar.  and  Friends  All: 

This  past  summer,  in  Canton  in  the  South 
of  China,  I  sat  in  a  hotel  restaurant  with  a 
Chinese  tour-guide  who  spoke  English  quite 
well.  He  had  brought  a  busload  of  tourists  to 
a  store  that  sold  porcelain  and  silk;  and  once 
they  were  safely  inside,  he  invited  me  to  join 
him  for  a  cup  of  tea. 

He  was  forty-five  years  of  age,  he  told  me. 
In  his  youth  he  had  dreamed  of  mastering 
the  English  language  and  French  as  well. 
However,  in  the  second  year  of  his  university 
studies,  the  so-called  Cultural  Revolution 
had  intervened. 

His  eyes  flashed  as  he  described  that  dec- 
ade of  madness  in  China.  He  and  dozens  of 
his  fellow  students  had  been  forced  to  watch 
two  of  their  professors  killed  in  a  public 
square  by  a  government-inspired  mob.  He 
had  stood  at  attention  for  hours  on  several 
occasions  as  thousands  of  books  from  the 
university  library  were  destroyed  in  bon- 
fires. And  in  due  course,  he  had  been  taken 
to  the  West  of  China  to  labor  for  three  years 
on  collective  farms,  his  whereabouts  un- 
known to  family  and  friends. 

•'What."  I  asked  him.  "were  the  leaders  of 
the  Cultural  Revolution  hoping  to  achieve 
with  all  of  this?" 

"They  wanted  the  people  to  stop  having 
unapproved  thoughts."  he  replied.  "They  felt 
that  the  nation  could  prosper  only  if  all  were 
thinking  in  the  same  way— their  way.  the  ap- 
proved way." 

He  winced  a  bit  as  he  offered  this  expla- 
nation but  was  clearly  convinced  that  his 
analysis  was  correct.  For  he  repeated  it  word 
for  word  as  he  stared  into  his  empty  teacup: 
"They  felt  that  the  nation  could  prosper 
only  if  all  were  thinking  in  the  same  way— 
their  way.  the  approved  way." 


You  and  I,  my  dear  friends,  are  privileged 
to  live  in  a  land  in  which  the  imposition  of 
thought  by  government  is  rejected  out  of 
hand.  And  In  no  small  measure  we  have  the 
legal  profession  to  thank  for  this  blessing. 

It  was  lawyers  like  Montesquieu  and 
Montaigne  who  were  crucial  in  developing 
the  basic  political  ideas  of  our  free  society. 
Twenty-five  of  the  fifty-six  who  signed  the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  with  its  cry  for 
justice  and  equality,  were  practicing  attor- 
neys. Even  more,  the  fundamental  charters 
of  our  nation,  such  as  the  Constitution  and 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  with  their  uncompromis- 
ing commitments  to  freedom  of  thought. 
were  largely  the  work  of  legal  experts  with 
names  like  Jefferson.  Adams,  Wilson.  Jay. 
Wythe,  and  Marshall. 

Still,  there  are  in  our  country  today  rum- 
blings in  many  quarters  about  thoughts  that 
are  approved  and  thoughts  that  are  not. 
Thus,  the  expression,  "politically  correct." 
has  become  a  staple  in  our  vocabularies.  In- 
deed, over  the  past  year  or  two  it  has  grad- 
uated to  the  level  of  a  familiar  abbreviation. 
Few  there  are  who  do  not  know  the  meaning 
of  "p.c." 

One  is  politically  correct,  we  understand. 
when  one  agrees  with  the  "important"  news- 
papers, the  "quoted"  professors,  the  "best" 
commentators,  the  "most  influential"  per- 
sonalities. Nor  can  there  be  any  doubt  that 
this  understanding  is  operating  with  remark- 
able efficiency.  From  Atlantic  to  Pacific,  the 
vast  majority  of  adult  Americans  are  able  to 
identify  with  extraordinary  ease  and  accu- 
racy those  ideas,  positions,  and  thoughts 
which  are  today  in  our  land  "correct"  or,  if 
you  prefer,  "approved." 

The  Readings  from  Sacred  Scripture  in  our 
Mass  this  morning  remind  us  of  two  cases  in 
point.  The  first  of  these  Readings,  from  the 
Book  of  Genesis,  is  among  the  most  familiar 
in  all  of  Holy  Writ,  It  speaks  of  the  mind  of 
the  Divinity  as  regards  the  basics  of  the 
human  condition.  The  male,  we  read,  was 
from  the  time  of  creation  not  to  be  left 
alone.  Rather,  he  was  to  be  joined  by  a  com- 
panion, a  partner,  a  wife,  so  that  together 
they  might  live  out  their  years,  two  in  fact 
but  one  m  heart  and  love.  And  from  that 
love  was  to  result  a  miracle  within  the  wile, 
a  miracle  before  which  every  generation 
since  creation  has  stood  in  awe. 

In  our  time,  however,  the  miracle  has  be- 
come as  well  a  source  of  controversy.  Simply 
put.  the  matter  under  discussion  is  this:  May 
society  stand  idly  by  while  a  private  party 
puts  a  violent  end  to  the  miracle? 

Those  who  have  embraced  the  "approved" 
thinking,  the  "correct"  thinking,  answer 
with  a  resounding  "yes,"  The  miracle,  they 
allege,  may  be  killed  with  impunity. 

Others,  however,  dare  to  sing  outside  the 
chorus.  Their  reasoning  should  not  be  dif- 
ficult to  understand.  The  being  within  the 
mother,  they  note,  gives  strong  indications 
of  being  a  human  being,  a  person  with  an  in- 
alienable right  to  live.  Certainly,  no  one  has 
ever  been  able  to  prove  the  contrary.  Hence, 
they  conclude,  society  has  no  choice  but  to 
fulfill  its  most  fundamental  duty  as  regards 
the  being  in  question.  It  must  protect  it 
against  attack. 

There  is  no  hint  of  religion  in  any  of  this 
unapproved  thinking,  though  many  religious 
people,  for  a  multitude  of  religious  reasons, 
support  it.  There  is  no  mention  of  doctrine, 
dogma,  sacred  writings,  or  anything  of  the 
sort.  At  issue  are  only  matters  which  are 
properly  and  strictly  matters  of  the  law:  the 
meaning  of  personhood.  the  basic  rights  of 
individuals,  the  power  of  legal  presumptions. 
and  the  most  elementary  and  essential  du- 
ties of  society.  These  and  nothing  more. 


Still,  there  is  a  tactic  abroad  in  our  land  to 
characterize  the  unapproved  thinking  as  ex- 
clusively religious  and  to  refuse  to  allow  it  a 
fair  hearing  on  this  score.  The  tactic  Is  clev- 
er, widespread,  and  effective.  It  should  also 
be  frightening  to  all  who  cherish  the  free  and 
honorable  exchange  of  ideas,  positions,  and 
thoughts — lawyers  first  and  foremost. 

The  Gospel  Reading,  too.  calls  to  mind  a 
controversy  of  our  time  in  which  only  cer- 
tain thoughts  appear  to  be  approved. 

The  Lord,  in  the  lovely  account  of  Saint 
Luke.  Instructs  His  closest  followers  not  to 
keep  children  from  Him,  "Let  them  come  to 
Me.  do  not  hinder  them."  He  says,  "for  it  is 
to  such  as  these  that  the  kingdom  of  God  be- 
longs." 

Parents  there  are.  to  be  sure,  who  would 
not  be  comfortable  with  having  their  chil- 
dren, the  miracles  of  their  love,  accept  such 
an  invitation.  And  in  this  free  land  of  ours 
their  point  of  view  is  properly  and  vigorously 
protected.  But  other  parents  there  are  who 
firmly  believe  that  the  invitation  of  the  Lord 
is  most  worthy,  parents  who  wish  their  off- 
spring to  be  educated  according  to  the  mind 
and  will  of  the  One  Whom  they  call  their 
God. 

The  thought  of  this  second  group  is.  of 
course,  unapproved;  and  the  tactic  for  dis- 
missing it  is  well-known.  All  monies  that 
governments  collect  to  support  schools,  it  is 
announced,  must  go  only  to  those  institu- 
tions in  which  every  mention  of  the  Divinity 
is  outlawed.  For  otherwise,  the  state  would 
be  sustaining  religion. 

But  when  such  a  rule  is  Implemented,  the 
unapproved  thinkers  protest,  is  not  irreli- 
gion  being  sustained?  Why  erect  a  wall  only 
between  religion  and  the  state?  Why  not 
erect  another,  no  less  high,  between  the 
state  and  irreligion?  Or  more  to  the  point: 
Why  not  simply  concede  to  all  parents  equal- 
ly the  right  to  choose  the  schools  of  their 
children  and  to  share  In  the  funds  gathered 
by  society  to  support  them. 

The  plea  is  somehow  ruled  out  of  order. 
The  "important"  newspapers,  the  "quoted" 
professors,  the  "best"  commentators,  the 
"most  influential"  personalities  have  spo- 
ken. It  remains.  It  would  seem,  for  lawyers 
to  insist  that  the  unapproved  point  of  view 
be  heard  and  explored.  For  they  are  uniquely 
positioned  to  do  this  as  counselors,  judges, 
writers,  thinkers,  and  legislators:  and  what 
is  more:  they  have  a  long  and  noble  tradition 
in  this  land  of  resp>ecting  and  defending 
thought,  even  when  it  is  "unapproved." 

But  the  second  Reading  of  our  Mass  this 
morning,  from  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
provides  yet  another  reason  for  lawyers  to 
address  the  aforementioned  issues  of  unap- 
proved thinking  and  any  others  that  come  to 
mind.  That  reason  is.  I  confess,  plainly  and 
exquisitely  religious.  It  is  simply  this:  We 
are  all  children  of  the  one  Father  in  heaven; 
hence,  we  have  no  choice  but  to  listen  to  one 
another  with  attention,  concern,  and  love. 

Many  years  ago  I  pastored  a  parish  on  the 
Southside  of  Chicago.  The  community  was 
African-American.  In  fact,  one  of  my  parish- 
ioners often  reminded  me  that  I  was  very 
likely  the  only  white  voter  in  the  precinct. 

My  closest  adviser  was  a  retired  army 
major  who  spent  many  an  evening  chatting 
with  me  about  life  in  the  distressed  neigh- 
borhoods of  the  Windy  City, 

"Father."  he  used  to  tell  me.  "we  are 
never  going  to  be  the  nation  we  should  be  as 
long  as  any  of  us  are  kept  out  of  the  national 
conversation.  We've  got  to  find  some  power- 
ful folks  to  let  us  all  in." 

This  morning,  thanks  to  the  very  kind  in- 
vitation of  the  Archbishop  of  Washington. 
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James  Cardinal  Hickey.  I  have  the  honor  to 
speak  to  just  such  "powerful  folks."  Over  the 
past  thirty  years,  we  as  a  nation  have 
learned  that  the  Black  community  must  be  a 
respected  participant  in  the  "national  con- 
versation." We  are  every  day  becoming  more 
aware  that  the  same  is  true  of  the  Hispanic 
community.  I  pray  that  now  is  the  time  for 
the  religious  community  as  well.  And  I  pray 
too  that  lawyers  will  lead  the  way  in  this  re- 
gsu"d.  not  only  because  of  their  historic  posi- 
tion as  protectors  of  thought  and  its  free  ex- 
pression but  also,  and  especially,  because 
they  realize,  indeed,  embrace  in  faith,  that 
we  are  all  children  of  one  God.  sisters  and 
brothers  who  need— and  have  a  right — to  be 
heard.* 


TRIBUTE         TO         MR.  DARWIN 

HINDMAN  AND  THE  DOLPffiN  DE- 
FENDERS 

•  Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  special  tribute  to  Mr. 
Darwin  Hindman  of  Columbia,  MO,  and 
the  Dolphin  Defenders  of  St.  Louis, 
MO.  These  outstanding  Missourians  are 
among  15  honorees  nationwide  to  re- 
ceive this  year's  Chevron-Times  Mirror 
Magazines  Conservation  Award.  This 
honor  is  being  bestowed  in  recognition 
of  the  contributions  made  by  Mr. 
Hindman  and  the  Dolphin  Defenders  to 
environmental  conservation  and  devel- 
opment. I  congratulate  them  for  their 
highly  notable  achievements  and  en- 
courage their  continued  efforts  to  cre- 
ate balanced  solutions  to  natural  re- 
sources problems. 

Mr.  Darwin  Hindman,  Jr.,  the  newly 
elected  mayor  of  Columbia  and  presi- 
dent of  Missouri  Rails  Trails  Founda- 
tion, Inc.,  is  one  of  five  receiving  the 
Citizen  Volunteer  Award.  Mr.  Hindman 
is  responsible  for  establishing  Katy 
Trail  State  Park  along  the  north  bank 
of  the  Missouri  River.  Through  his  pub- 
lic activism  and  fundraising  efforts, 
Mr.  Hindman  successfully  spearheaded 
creation  of  the  Katy  Trail  that  follows 
the  historic  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition 
of  1804  to  1806.  Mr.  Hindman  also  was 
instrumental  in  developing  the  MKT 
Fitness/Nature  Trail.  Mr.  Hindman  and 
the  foundation  are  working  with  the 
State  and  others  to  expand  the  Katy 
Trail,  with  the  goal  of  extending  it 
across  the  State. 

The  Dolphin  Defenders  of  St.  Louis  is 
a  group  of  more  than  50  inner  city  chil- 
dren working  to  restore  their  neighbor- 
hood by  improving  the  environment. 
Their  name  comes  from  the  group's  de- 
sire to  mimic  dolphin  behavior  of  pro- 
tecting each  other  from  danger.  The 
Dolphin  Defenders  revitalized  a  once 
trash  laden  vacant  lot  used  by  drug 
dealers  and  abusers  into  a  beautiful  en- 
vironmental retreat  now  known  as  the 
Promised  Land.  The  group  has  also  rec- 
ognized children  surviving  in  violent 
communities  by  planting  31  trees  on 
Arbor  Day  in  Visitation  Park.  The  Dol- 
phin Defenders  are  one  of  five  nonprofit 
organizations/public  agencies  to  re- 
ceive this  year's  Conservation  Award. 
Moneys  raised  from  the  youth  group's 


continuous  collection  and  recycling  of 
tires  and  glass  bottles  enable  the  Dol- 
phin Defenders  to  pursue  new  environ- 
mental projects. 

The  honorees  will  be  recognized  at  an 
awards  dinner  on  May  17  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  and  will  receive  a  $2,000  award 
along  with  a  bronze  plaque  acknowl- 
edging their  achievements  and  contin- 
ued efforts  to  enhance  the  environ- 
ment. The  awards  program  was  estab- 
lished in  1954  by  the  late  EM  Zem.  a  na- 
tionally recognized  sportsman,  humor- 
ist, author,  and  former  columnist  for 
Field  &  Stream.  Nearly  900  individuals 
and  organizations  have  received  this 
award  since  its  conception  to  honor  in- 
dividuals and  groups  who  protect  and 
enhance  renewable  natural  resources. 

My  sincerest  congratulations  to  Mr. 
Hindman  and  the  Dolphin  Defenders  for 
their  significant  accomplishments  and 
contributions  to  conservation  and  the 
environment.* 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
POSITIONS 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  7,  1995,  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  filed  the  report 
to  accompany  S.  610,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  a  visitor  center  at  the  Civil  War 
Battlefield  of  Corinth,  MS. 

At  the  time  this  report  was  filed,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  had  not 
submitted  its  position  regarding  this 
measure.  The  committee  has  since  re- 
ceived this  communication  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  RECORD  for  the 
advice  of  the  Senate. 

The  communication  follows: 
Dep.'vrtment  of  the  Interior. 

Office  of  the  Secretary. 
Washington,  DC.  May  10,  1005. 
Hon.  Frank  Murkowski, 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Legislation  authoriz- 
ing the  construction  of  a  visitor  center  at 
Corinth.  Mississippi.  S.  610.  has  been  re- 
ported out  of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources.  In  addition  to  providing 
for  a  visitor  center,  which  would  be  adminis- 
tered as  part  of  Shiloh  National  Military 
Park,  the  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
mark  sites  associated  with  the  Siege  and 
Battle  of  Corinth  National  Historic  Land- 
mark. 

On  July  25.  1994.  we  testified  before  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks. 
Forests,  and  Public  Lands  regarding  the  pro- 
posed visitor  center  at  the  Civil  War  Battle- 
field of  Corinth.  In  our  testimony  we  opposed 
construction  of  an  interpretive  center  at 
Corinth.  We  believe  such  a  facility  is  unnec- 
essary given  the  presence  of  the  National 
Park  Service  visitor  center  at  nearby  Shiloh 
Military  Park.  A  visitor  center  at  Corinth  is 
particularly  difficult  to  justify  in  light  of 
current  fiscal  constraints.  The  cost  estimate 
for  the  proposed  5,300-square-foot  interpre- 
tive center  is  $6  million  which  includes  the 
cost  of  development,  operation  and  mainte- 
nance for  5  years. 

We  continue  to  oppose  proi>osals  to  con- 
struct a  visitor  center  at  Corinth.  The  cur- 
rent legislation,  S.  610,  would  give  the  Na- 


tional Park  Service  primary  responsibility 
for  interpreting  the  story  of  Corinth.  We  be- 
lieve this  responsibility  rests  more  appro- 
priately at  the  local  level.  It  is  not  fiscally 
possible  for  the  National  Park  Service  to 
have  interpretive  centers  at  every  signifi- 
cant site  associated  with  the  Civil  War.  We 
believe  we  can  appropriately  relate  the  story 
of  the  Civil  War  in  this  area  from  our  cur- 
rent facilities  at  Shiloh  National  Military 
Park. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
advised   that  there   is  no  objection   to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

George  T.  Frampton,  Jr.. 

Assistant  Secretary  for 
Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  7,  1995,  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  filed  the  reiwrt 
to  accompany  H.R.  400,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  exchange  of  lands  within  Gates 
of  the  Arctic  National  Park  and  Pre- 
serve. 

At  the  time  this  report  was  filed,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  had  not 
submitted  its  position  regarding  this 
measure.  The  committee  has  since  re- 
ceived this  communication  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  for  the 
advice  of  the  Senate. 

The  material  follows: 

U.S.  Departmf.nt  of  the  Interior, 

Wasington.  DC.  April  26.  1995. 
Hon.  Frank  Murkowski, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  writing  to  ex- 
press the  Department  of  the  Interior  (De- 
partment) position  on  H.R.  400,  "To  provide 
for  the  exchange  of  lands  within  Gates  of  the 
Arctic  National  Park  and  Preserve,  and  for 
other  purposes."  as  reported  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources.  The 
proposed  legislation  includes  two  titles 
which  relate  to  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National 
Park  (Title  I)  and  the  acquisition  of  sub- 
surface rights  from  Koniag.  Inc.  (Title  II)  on 
the  Alaska  peninsula. 

We  strongly  support  Title  I  of  H.R.  400. 
"Anaktuvuk  Pass  Land  Exchange  and  Wil- 
derness Redesigrnation."  as  approved  by  the 
Committee.  Title  I  authorizes  a  land  ex- 
change involving  the  National  Park  Service 
(NPS).  the  Nunamiut  Corporation  and  the 
Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  concern- 
ing lands  in  and  around  Gates  of  the  Arctic 
National  Park  and  Preserve.  The  proposed 
exchange  marks  thousands  of  hours  of  work 
and  over  10  years  of  negotiations  among  the 
affected  parties.  We  believe  the  proposed  ex- 
change would  resolve  difficult  land  use  is- 
sues, improve  the  management  of  the  Park 
and  benefit  the  people  of  Anaktuvuk  Pass. 
Accordingly,  the  Alaska  native  community, 
the  Department  and  private  groups  all  sup- 
ported the  version  of  H.R.  400  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  passed  unanimously  on 
February  1.  1995. 

As  reported  to  the  Senate,  however.  Title 
11  of  H.R.  400.  "Alaska  Peninsula  Subsurface 
Consolidation."  directs  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  acquire  oil  and  gas  rights  and 
other  subsurface  interests  on  the  Alaska  pe- 
ninsula from  Koniag,  Incorporated.  We 
strongly  oppose  Title  II  for  the  following 
reasons.  First,  we  do  not  believe  that  Koniag 
hsus  valid  selections  to  some  of  the  lands  that 
the   proposed   legislation   would   direct   the 


Secretary  to  acquire.  Second,  both  the  NPS 
and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
consider  the  acquisition  of  Koniag's  mineral 
Interests  to  be  an  extremely  low  priority  in 
terms  of  the  missions  of  the  two  agencies. 
However,  even  if  we  were  to  disregard  this 
factor,  there  is  a  third  and  most  critical 
problem  with  the  bill  as  currently  drafted: 
we  believe  that  the  directed  appraisal  meth- 
odology would  establish  a  significant  nega- 
tive precedent  in  terms  of  longstanding  and 
widely  accepted  appraisal  practices.  In  sum. 
we  believe  that  the  valuation  and  acquisition 
of  these  interests,  as  directed  by  Title  II.  do 
not  serve  the  interests  of  the  Department, 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  public  at 
lar^e. 

A  more  detailed  statement  of  our  objec- 
tions follows: 

1.  Status  of  Koniag  entitlements  and  selec- 
tions has  not  yet  been  determined.— The 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  as 
amended,  authorizes  Koniag  to  receive  the 
rights  to  oil  and  gas  and  sand  and  gravel 
used  In  connection  with  exploration  and  de- 
velopment of  the  oil  and  gas  to  343.000  acres. 
However.  Koniag  has  selected  approximately 
465.158  acres  of  subsurface  estate,  an  over- 
selection  of  approximately  122.158  acres: 

Alaska  Peninsula  NWR:  266.068  acres  of 
subsurface  selections. 

Becharof  NWR:  14.080  acres  of  subsurface 
selections. 

Aniakchak  NM  and  pres.:  185.010  acres  of 
subsurface  selections. 

Total  selections:  465.158  acres  of  subsurface 
estate. 

Overselections:  122.158  acres  of  subsurface 
estate. 

Title  11  does  not  resolve  the  issue  of 
Koniag's  overselections.  It  is  our  under- 
standing that  the  map  referenced  in  Section 
201(8)  includes  all  of  Koniag's  selections,  but 
does  not  identify  Koniag's  275.000  acre  enti- 
tlement. The  validity  of  certain  Koniag  se- 
lections is  currently  the  subject  of  adminis- 
trative litigation.  On  October  12.  1993.  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  rejected 
a  portion  of  Koniag's  selections.  Koniag  has 
appealed  the  BLM  decision  and  the  issue  is 
currently  before  the  Interior  Board  of  Land 
Appeals. 

Based  on  the  above,  we  object  to  proposed 
legislation  which  would  require  the  Federal 
Government  to  acquire  property  where  the 
validity  of  certain  selections  is  under  appeal. 

2.  Federal  land  management  agencies  have 
determined  that  these  properties  have  ex- 
tremely low  priority  for  acquisition  by  the 
Department.— It  is  our  understanding  that 
the  proposed  subsurface  selections  have  been 
examined  for  their  economic  potential  for  oil 
and  gas  development.  We  also  understand 
that  test  wells  have  been  drilled  in  the  area 
and  that  the  results  of  the  test  drilling  have 
not  indicated  commercially-viable  oil  and 
gas  deposits.  Therefore,  we  do  not  believe 
that  the  continued  private  ownership  of  oil 
and  gas  rights  within  the  conservation  sys- 
tem units  of  the  Alaskan  peninsula  would 
pose  a  significant  threat  to  refuge  or  park 
resources. 

Title  II  envisions  that  the  acquisition  cost 
not  exceed  $300  per  acre  on  average.  If  this 
average  cost  is  met.  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  required  to  provide  $82.5  million  in 
land  assets  for  these  low  priority  mineral  in- 
terests. We  believe  that  the  market  value  of 
these  interests,  as  determined  by  an  ap- 
proved appraisal,  will  not  exceed  a  tiny  frac- 
tion of  this  envisioned  value. 

3.  Proposed  appraisal  methodology  would 
establish  a  significant  negative  precedent  for 
the  standard  appraisal  process.- We  strongly 


oppose  several  provisions  of  the  bill  which 
direct  a  specific  appraisal  methodology. 

Section  202(b)(2)  directs  that  the  appraisal 
will  be  conducted  according  to  the  standards 
of  the  "Appraisal  Foundation."  and  that  the 
"risk  adjusted  discounted  cash  How  meth- 
odology "  would  be  the  sole  method  to  estab- 
lish value.  This  direction  that  the  appraiser 
must  utilize  one  single  appraisal  method  vio- 
lates broadly  supported  and  adopted  ap- 
praisal principles  and  would  likely  lead  to 
infiated  values  for  the  subsurface  rights  at 
the  expense  of  the  taxpayer.  This  section, 
therefore,  is  inconsistent  with  the  Appraisal 
Foundation  standards  referred  to  in  the  bill. 
The  Federal  Government  currently  uses 
the  Uniform  Appraisal  Standards  for  Federal 
Land  Acquisition  (UASFLA).  a  product  of 
the  Interagency  Land  Acquisition  Con- 
ference, which  is  chaired  by  the  U.S  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.  Federal  and  State  agencies 
use  these  standards  to  appraise  lands  for  pos- 
sible acquisition.  Federal  courts  have  upheld 
these  uniform  standards,  which  are  based  on 
fairness  and  equity.  To  support  the  uniform 
appraisal  standards,  the  Appraisal  Standards 
Board  of  the  Appraisal  Foundation  has  is- 
sued the  Uniform  Standards  of  Professional 
Appraisal  Practices. 

The  uniform  appraisal  standards  used  by 
both  public  and  private  sectors  establish 
three  basic  approaches  to  determine  fair 
market  value:  sales  comparison,  income  and 
cost  approaches.  The  sUndards  allow  for  all 
three  approaches  to  be  considered  and 
weighted  according  to  specified  factors. 

In  the  case  of  the  Koniag  subsurface  selec- 
tions, there  is  no  proven  mineral  reserve,  nor 
an  established  market.  In  these  situations. 
the  uniform  standards  do  not  favor  the  dis- 
counted cash  How  methodology,  as  directed 
by  Section  202(b)(2).  In  fact,  the  uniform 
standards  specifically  caution  against  using 
the  discounted  cash  fiow  methodology  in  iso- 
lation. When  appraising  non-producing  min- 
eral interests,  the  market  comparison  ap- 
proach is  considered  the  fairest  and  most  eq- 
uitable appraisal  method.  Legislation  that 
distorts  this  process  will  lead  to  inequitable 
transactions  and  set  a  harmful  precedent 
that  could  seriously  undermine  future  land 
exchanges  in  Alaska. 

Congressional  action  mandating  that  only 
one  of  the  several  standard  appraisal  meth- 
odologies be  used,  particularly  when  that 
methodology  may  be  totally  inappropriate 
to  the  circumstances,  would  render  meaning- 
less the  principles  of  fairness  and  equity  that 
form  the  basis  of  the  uniform  appraisal 
standards.  Such  action  could  encourage  land 
owners  throughout  the  United  States  to  de- 
mand that  their  lands  be  valued  in  ways  that 
have  not  gained  acceptance  throughout  the 
community  of  professional  appraisers. 

We  also  note  one  additional  constraint  in 
Title  II  that  deviates  from  the  standard  ap- 
praisal practice.  In  contravention  of  ap- 
praisal ethics  and  standards.  Section  202  of 
Title  II  would  limit  the  appraised  value  to  a 
cap  of  $300  an  acre  on  average.  Based  on  our 
desire  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  ap- 
praisal process,  we  object  to  imposing  a  cap 
on  the  valuation  process,  just  as  we  would 
oppose  any  artificial  floor. 

4.  The  mandated  timetables  would  divert 
personnel  and  resources  from  other  high  pri- 
ority acquisitions.— With  the  consent  and  apK 
proval  of  the  Congress,  both  the  NPS  and  the 
FWS  are  reducing  the  number  of  Federal  em- 
ployees in  their  respective  regions  and  head- 
quarters offices.  The  respective  realty  offices 
are  also  facing  significant  staff  and  budget 
reductions  in  order  to  meet  downsizing  and 
budget  targets.  The  remaining  realty  staffs 


are  currently  working  to  reach  agreements 
with  landowners  within  the  Kodiak  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  the  Kantishna  area  of 
Denali  National  Park  and  many  other  areas 
in  Alaska.  Negotiating  and  Implementing  a 
priority  land  exchange  would  add  to  the  cur- 
rent workload. 

Based  on  the  Department's  experience  In 
appraising  subsurface  rights,  mineral  ap- 
praisals require  significant  expenditures  of 
staff  time  and  appropriated  funds  to  com- 
plete. Directing  the  realty  offices  to  com- 
plete these  appraisals  within  the  180  day 
time  period  would  lead  to  significant  delays 
in  work  on  the  other  high  priority  activities 
to  meet  the  terms  of  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion. 

5.  Ability  to  execute  appraisals  within 
mandated  timeUble.— Section  202  of  Title  n 
would  require  an  appraiser  to  submit  an  ap- 
praisal to  the  Secretary  within  180  days  after  ' 
the  selection  of  an  appraiser.  Given  the  com- 
plexity of  the  mineral  appraisal  process  of 
such  a  large  area,  and  putting  aside  the  issue 
of  the  discounted  cash  fiow  method,  this 
timetable  would  at  best  lead  to  a  hastily  pre- 
pared appraisal  that  would  not  accurately 
value  the  rights  in  question. 

Because  Title  II  could  significantly  harm 
the  financial  Interests  of  the  American  tax- 
payer, would  undermine  the  integrity  of  the 
standard  appraisal  process  and  would  not  en- 
hance the  protection  of  natural  resources  or 
improve  land  management,  we  strongly  urge 
that  the  Senate  not  approve  Title  II.  We  con- 
tinue to  support  passage  of  Title  I  of  H.R. 
400,  to  protect  significant  natural  resources 
in  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
advised   that   there   is  no  objection   to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

George  T.  Frampton.  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish 

and  Wildlife  and  Park. 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  29,  1995,  the  Committee  on  Eln- 
ergy  and  Natural  Resources  filed  the 
report  to  accompany  H.R.  694,  the 
Miner  Park  Boundary  Adjustments  and 
Miscellaneous  Park  Amendments  Act 
of  1995. 

At  the  time  this  report  was  filed,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  had  not 
submitted  its  position  regarding  this 
measure.  The  committee  has  since  re- 
ceived this  communication  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  for  the 
advice  of  the  Senate. 
The  communication  follows: 
Department  of  the  i.nterior. 

Office  of  the  Secretary. 
Washington.  DC.  May  9. 1995. 
Hon.  Fr.^,vk  Murkowski. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  favorably  re- 
ported H.R.  694.  the  Minor  Park  Boundary 
Adjustments  and  Miscellaneous  Park 
Amendments  Act  of  1995  on  March  29  The 
National  Park  Service  testified  in  support  of 
this  legislation  when  it  was  considered  In  the 
House,  and  recommended  several  amend- 
ments. We  would  like  to  provide  our  views  on 
the  substitute  adopted  by  the  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Committee. 

Sec.  105.  Craters  of  the  Moon  The  National 
Park  Service  supports  Section  105,  which  re- 
vises the  boundaries  of  Craters  of  the  Moon 
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National  Monument.  We  prefer  the  language 
in  the  House  version  of  H.R.  694  that  author- 
izes the  NPS  to  acquire  'lands,  water,  and 
interests  therein"  on  the  land  being  included 
in  the  boundary  adjustment.  One  of  the  pri- 
mary reasons  for  the  boundary  adjustment  is 
to  protect  the  monument's  potable  water 
source  and  'waters"  is  not  currently  in- 
cluded in  the  Senate  version  of  Section  105. 

Sec.  108.  New  River  Gorge.  Sec.  109.  Gauley 
River,  and  Sec.  110.  Bluestone  River.  We  have 
no  objection  to  the  boundary  changes  to  ex- 
isting units  proposed  in  these  sections.  These 
sections  would  amend  the  boundaries  by  in- 
cluding uneconomical  remnants,  a  large  par- 
cel proposed  for  donation,  and  two  State 
parks.  The  addition  of  the  State  parks  would 
not  change  the  management  of  either  State 
park. 

Sec.  201.  Advisory  Commissions.  This  sec- 
tion would  extend  advisory  commissions  for 
Kaloko-Honokohau  National  Historical  Park 
and  Women's  Rights  National  Historical 
Park.  On  February  10.  1993.  the  President  is- 
sued Executive  Order  12838.  "Termination 
and  Limitation  of  Federal  Advisory  Commit- 
tees. "  ordering  each  agency  to  prepare  a  de- 
tailed review  of  all  existing  advisory  com- 
mittees. As  a  general  policy,  the  Administra- 
tion does  not  support  provisions  that  would 
establish  or  reauthorize  advisory  commis- 
sions; however,  with  respect  to  Kaloko- 
Honokohau.  given  the  limited  extension  re- 
quested and  the  unique  circumstances  in  this 
case,  the  Administration  has  no  objection  to 
this  short  extension. 

Sec.  203.  Cumberland  Gap  National  Histori- 
cal Park.  We  recommend  enactment  of  this 
section,  which  would  clarify  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  with  appropriated  funds. 
Passage  of  this  section  would  enable  the  NPS 
to  use  monies  in  the  Land  and  Water  Con- 
servation Fund  for  a  specific  parcel  without 
necessitating  an  Act  of  Congress  to  author- 
ize each  purchaise.  We  believe  the  proposed 
amendments  would  enable  us  to  respond  to 
conservation  and  recreation  opportunities  as 
they  arise  within  the  authorized  area  of  the 
park. 

i^r  204  William  O  Dougia.s  Outdoor  Ciaas- 
room.  The  President's  budget  estimate  for 
fiscal  year  1996  for  the  NPS  includes  funds 
for  the  William  O.  Douglas  Outdoor  Class- 
room in  the  Santa  Monica  Mountains  Na- 
tional Recreation  Area.  The  classroom  is  a 
nonprofit  organization,  which  operates  an 
environmental  and  special  multicultural 
program  in  the  Los  Angeles  area  that  serves 
some  100.000  people  annually,  including  many 
inner-city  elementary  school  children.  The 
language  of  this  section  would  provide  the 
authorization  necessary  for  the  classroom  to 
receive  funding  and  for  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  enter  into  cooperative  agree- 
ments. 

Sec.  206.  Gauley  Access,  and  Sec.  207.  Visi- 
tor Center.  We  recommend  that  these  sec- 
tions be  deleted  from  the  bill.  The  public 
comment  period  on  the  Draft  General  Man- 
agement Plan  (GMP)  for  Gauley  River  NRA 
ended  in  November  1994.  Those  comments  are 
guiding  the  completion  of  the  final  plan, 
which  will  address  the  issue  of  a  visitor  con- 
tact facility  and  will  recommend  locations 
for  river  access.  We  continue  to  maintain 
that  the  general  management  planning  proc- 
ess should  be  the  proper  vehicle  for  deter- 
mining the  location  of  visitor  facilities  with- 
in Gauley  River  NRA.  It  is  anticipated  the 
plan  will  be  released  by  the  end  of  1995. 

Sec.  205.  Miscellaneous  Provisions.  Sec. 
208.  Extension,  and  Sec.  209.  Bluestone  River 
Public  Access.  We  support  extending  the  pro- 


visions of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  for 
a  5-year  period  for  segrnients  of  the  Bluestone 
and  Meadow  Rivers  previously  studied  and 
determined  eligible  for  wild  and  scenic  river 
deslgmation.  The  general  provisions  relating 
to  cooperative  agreements  and  remnant  land 
for  Bluestone  River  Public  Access  are  ac- 
ceptable to  the  Department.  We  recommend 
that  any  remnants  purchased  pursuant  to 
Sec.  205  be  automatically  included  within 
the  boundary  of  that  park  unit.  The  costs  of 
implementing  the  above  sections,  if  amended 
as  we  have  suggested,  would  be  between  $1.5 
million  and  $2  million  in  additional  land  ac- 
quisition for  the  three  existing  NPS  units. 

Sec.  305.  Volunteers  in  the  Parks.  The  Na- 
tional Park  Service  increasingly  relies  on 
volunteers  in  many  program  areas  and  reaps 
many  benefits  from  this  program.  We  rec- 
ommend the  elimination  of  any  cap  on  this 
appropriation  as  it  would  allow  for  any  budg- 
etary increases  that  may  be  adopted  in  fu- 
ture years. 

Sec.  306.  Cooperative  Agreements  for  Re- 
search. The  Senate  version  allows  the  NPS 
to  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with 
several  entities,  including  "private  conser\'a- 
tion  organizations."  We  prefer  that  this  au- 
thority reflect  similar  language  in  16  U.S.C. 
753.  which  allows  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice to  establish  Cooperative  Research  Units 
with  "non-profit  organizations."  The  House 
version  deleted  this  authority  completely. 

Sec.  306.  Carl  Garner  Cleanup  Day.  We  have 
no  objection  to  establishment  of  the  Carl 
Gamer  Federal  Lands  Cleanup  Day. 

Sec.  307.  Corinth  Interpretive  Center.  In 
addition  to  providing  for  a  visitor  center, 
which  would  be  administered  as  part  of  Shi- 
loh  National  Military  Park,  this  section  au- 
thorizes the  Secretary  to  mark  sites  associ- 
ated with  the  Siege  and  Battle  of  Corinth 
National  Historic  Landmark. 

We  oppose  construction  of  an  interpretive 
center  at  Corinth.  We  believe  such  a  facility 
is  unnecessary  given  the  presence  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  visitor  center  at  nearby 
Shiloh  Military  Park.  A  visitor  center  at 
Corinth  is  particularly  difficult  to  justify  in 
light  of  current  fiscal  constraints.  The  cost 
estimate  for  the  proposed  5.300-square-foot 
interpretive  center  is  $6  million,  which  in 
eludes  the  cost  of  development,  operation, 
and  maintenance  for  5  years. 

We  support  each  of  the  other  sections  not 
specifically  mentioned  in  this  letter.  How- 
ever, we  note  that  the  committee-reported 
bill  does  not  include  the  extinguishment  of  a 
reservation  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  deposit  dredging  spoils  at  Fort  Pulaski 
National  Monument.  We  support  the  House 
provision  eliminating  this  reservation  as  the 
reserved  area  contains  two  significant  his- 
toric structures  listed  on  the  National  Reg- 
ister of  Historic  Places  and  significant  natu- 
ral resource  values.  Extinguishment  of  this 
reservation  would  assure  permanent  protec- 
tion of  these  values. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
advised   that   there   is  no   objection   to   the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

George  T.  Framfton.  Jr., 

Assistant  Secretary  for 
Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  7.  1995.  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  filed  individual 
reports  to  accompany  S.  115,  Colonial 
Park  land  conveyance;  S.  127,  Women's 
Rights  NHP  amendments:  S.  134.  FDR 
Family  land  acquisition;  S.  188.  Great 
Falls  Historic  District;  S.  197,  Carl  Gar- 


ner Federal  Lands  Cleanup  Day;  S.  223, 
Sterling  Forest  land  acquisition;  S.  357, 
Kaloko-Honokohau  advisory  commis- 
sion; S.  392.  Dayton  American  Heritage 
amendment;  S.  551,  Hagerman  Fossil 
Beds  and  Craters  of  the  Moon  boundary 
change;  S.  587.  Old  Spanish  Trail  study; 
and  S.  601,  Blackstone  Heritage  Area 
revision. 

At  the  time  these  reports  were  filed, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  had  not 
submitted  its  position  regarding  these 
measures.  The  Committee  has  since  re- 
ceived a  communication  from  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  regarding 
these  bills,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  for  the  advice  of  the 
Senate. 

The  communication  follows: 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Office  of  the  Secretary. 
Washington,  DC,  May  9,  1995. 
Hon.  Frank  Murkowski. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

De.ar  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  recently  re- 
ported several  bills.  The  National  Park  Serv- 
ice testified  in  support  of  similar  versions  of 
many  of  these  bills  in  the  103rd  Congress. 
The  following  provides  the  National  Park 
Service's  position  on  most  of  the  bills  re- 
ported. 
s.  115.  colonial  (Vai  park  land  conveyance 

S.  115.  which  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  acquire  and  convey  certain 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  to  improve  the 
management,  protection,  and  administration 
of  Colonial  National  Historical  Park,  was  re- 
ported with  an  amendment  to  conform  it  to 
the  bill  approved  by  the  committee  last  year. 
The  amendment  struck  the  provisions  which 
would  have  allowed  for  the  expansion  of  a 
specific  area  of  Colonial  Parkway  and  in 
turn  would  have  permitted  the  acquisition  of 
property  immediately  adjacent  to  the  park- 
way. The  property  in  question  has  been  sub- 
divided and  devclopmenl  of  su^h  ■.••ill  rcGult 
in  a  major  visual  intrusion  to  the  parkway. 
The  Department  of  the  Interior/National 
Park  Service  strongly  supported  this  section 
of  S.  115.  If  a  boundary  expansion  for  this 
area  of  the  Colonial  Parkway  is  not  enacted 
by  Congress,  the  National  Park  Service  will 
not  be  able  to  purchase  this  land  and  it  will 
be  developed. 

We  support  the  provisions  of  S.  115  that 
would  allow  the  National  Park  Service  to 
transfer  the  sewage  systems  to  York  County. 
Virginia.  We  urge  the  Senate  to  consider  re- 
storing the  boundary  adjustment  and  acqui- 
sition provisions  struck  by  the  committee  on 
March  15,  1995.  when  S.  115  comes  before  the 
entire  Senate  for  consideration. 

S.  127,  WOMEN'S  rights  NHP  (NY)  AMENDMENTS 

S.  127.  which  would  improve  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  Women's  Rights  National  His- 
torical Park  in  the  State  of  New  York,  was 
reported  from  committee  with  the  same 
amendments  as  in  1994.  These  amendments 
delineate  the  properties  the  National  Park 
Service  may  acquire  at  Women's  Rights 
NHP.  A  property  is  also  removed  from  the 
park.  The  development^land  acquisition  ceil- 
ing is  increased  by  S2  million  to  cover  the  ex- 
penses which  will  be  incurred  for  the  per- 
mitted expansion.  The  National  Park  Serv- 
ice has  no  objection  to  S.  127  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee  on  March  15,  1995,  and  supi>orts 
the  legislation  as  amended. 


S.  134,  FDR  family  LAND  (NY)  ACQUISITION 

S.  134.  which  would  provide  for  the  acquisi- 
tion of  certain  lands  formerly  occupied  by 
the  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  family,  was  ap- 
proved by  the  committee  with  the  same 
amendments  adopted  in  1994.  These  amend- 
ments delineate  specifically  the  properties 
the  National  Park  Service  may  acquire  at 
the  Roosevelt  Sites.  Although  we  did  not  tes- 
tify about  specific  lands,  the  amended  lan- 
guage, which  delineates  the  tracts,  addresses 
the  National  Park  Service's  concerns  for  pro- 
tecting property  at  the  Roosevelt  Sites.  The 
National  Park  Service  has  no  objection  to  S. 
134  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Committee  on  March  15, 
1995.  and  supports  the  legislation  as  amend- 
ed. 

S.  188.  GREAT  FALLS  (NJ)  HISTORIC  DISTRICT 

S.  188.  which  would  establish  the  Great 
Falls  Historic  District  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  was  approved  by  the  committee  with 
language  similar  to  a  bill  reported  from  the 
committee  in  September  1994.  requiring  a  50 
percent  local  match  and  limiting  Federal 
funds.  This  language  supports  the  National 
Park  Service's  position  and  belief  that  defin- 
ing the  maximum  funding  and  requiring 
local  participation  through  matching  funds 
is  appropriate  and  necessary  to  limiting  Na- 
tional Park  Service  involvement  in  a  site 
that  is  not  a  unit  of  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem. 

S.  197.  CARL  GARNER  FEDERAL  LANDS  CLEANUP 
DAY 

We  have  no  objection  to  the  enactment  of 
S.  197.  a  bill  that  recognizes  the  contribution 
of  Carl  Garner  to  our  Federal  lands  cleanup 
efforts.  This  is  consistent  with  the  position 
the  Department  took  on  this  legislation 
when  we  testified  before  the  Senate  Sub- 
committee on  Public  Lands.  National  Parks 
and  Forest  in  the  103rd  Congress.  Carl  Gamer 
originated  this  day.  and  we  feel  it  is  appro- 
priate to  include  his  name  in  the  official 
title. 

S.  223.  STERLING  FOREST  (NY/NJ)  LAND 
ACQUISITION 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  supports 
S.  223.  the  "Sterling  Forest  Protection  .'Vet 
of  1935".  as  approved  by  the  Senate  Enei'^.v 
and  Natural  Resources  Committee.  In  the 
103rd  Congress,  the  NPS  had  opposed  the 
original  Sterling  Forest  legislation  that  was 
introduced.  A  substitute  was  adopted  and 
subsequently  passed  the  Senate,  which  ad- 
dressed the  concems  of  the  NPS  and  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior.  The  bill  just  re- 
ported from  the  committee.  S.  233.  reflects 
our  view  that  Department  of  Interior'Na- 
tional  Park  Service  involvement  in  Sterling 
Forest  be  limited  to  areas  adjacent  to  the 
Appalachian  Trail. 

S.  357.  KALOKO-HONOKOHAU  (HIi  ADVISORY 
CO.M  MISSION 
S.  357  would  extend  the  advisory  commis- 
sion for  Kaloko-Honokohau  National  Histori- 
cal Park.  On  February  10.  1993.  the  President 
issued  Executive  Order  12838,  "Termination 
and  Limitation  of  Federal  Advisory  Commit- 
tees." ordering  each  agency  to  prepare  a  de- 
tailed review  of  all  existing  advisory  com- 
mittees. As  a  general  policy,  the  Administra- 
tion does  not  support  provisions  that  would 
establish  or  reauthorize  advisory  commis- 
sions: however,  given  the  unique  cir- 
cumstances in  this  case,  the  Administration 
has  no  objection  to  this  short  extension. 

S.  392,  DAYTON  (OHi  AMERICAN  HERITAGE 
AMEND.MENT 

S.  392  will  facilitate  the  appointment  of 
the  Dayton  Aviation  Heritage  Commission. 


This  bill  will  satisfy  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice's concern  that  the  process  for  appoint- 
ing commission  members  raises  constitu- 
tional issues,  limiting  the  Secretary's  discre- 
tion to  appoint  members  to  the  commission. 
These  amendments  will  correct  this  issue 
and  we  support  enactment  of  S.  392. 

S.  551.  HAGERMAN  FOSSIL  BEDS  AND  CRATERS  OF 
THE  MOON  iIDi  BOUNDARY  CHANGE 
The  National  Park  Service  supports  S.  551. 
which  would  revise  the  boundaries  of 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  National  Monument 
and  Craters  of  the  Moon  National  Monu- 
ment. Similar  legislation  was  unsuccessful 
in  the  past  two  Congresses.  Passage  of  this 
legislation  is  critical  to  both  parks.  We  rec- 
ommend however  that  S.  551  incorporate  lan- 
guage from  the  House  version  of  H.R.  694  re- 
garding Craters  of  the  Moon  National  Monu- 
ment. That  language  authorizes  the  NPS  to 
acquire  'lands,  waters,  and  Interests  there- 
in" for  the  area  of  the  boundary  adjustment. 
One  of  the  primary  reasons  for  the  boundary 
adjustment  is  to  protect  the  monument's  po- 
table water  source  and  "waters"  is  not  cur- 
rently included  in  S.  551. 

S.  587.  OLD  SPANISH  TRAIL  (CO/NM/NV/CA)  STUDY 

The  National  Park  Service  supports  S.  587. 
which  authorizes  the  study  of  the  Old  Span- 
ish Trail  for  potential  inclusion  into  the  Na- 
tional Trails  System  as  a  national  historic 
trail.  The  present  language  is  not  specific, 
however,  as  to  whether  national  historic  or 
national  scenic  trail  status  is  sought.  Be- 
cause of  the  existing  highway  and  other  de- 
velopment along  the  trail  we  do  not  believe 
it  would  meet  the  national  scenic  trail  cri- 
teria. We  recommend  the  bill  be  amended  to 
limit  the  study  to  national  historic  trail  fea- 
sibility, which  would  greatly  reduce  study 
cost  and  time  to  complete  the  project.  In  ad- 
dition, we  recommend  that  the  legislation  be 
broadened  to  allow  study  of  all  components 
of  the  Old  Spanish  Trail,  including  the 
Dominguez-Escalante  Trail,  to  assure  a  fair 
and  complete  assessment  of  the  trail,  and  if 
designation  is  recommended,  to  allow  inclu- 
sion of  the  trail's  best  components. 

S.  601.  BLACKSTONE  (MA/RI)  HERTTAOE  AREA 

REVISION 
S.  601.  would  revise  the  hnundarles  of  the 
Blackstone  Rivei  Valley  National  Heritage 
Corridor  in  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Island. 
The  bill  approved  by  the  Senate  committee 
is  the  same  bill  reported  by  the  committee  in 
September  1994.  The  National  Park  Service 
supports  S.  60L  however,  it  does  not  address 
the  Department  of  Justice's  concern  regard- 
ing appointments  to  Federal  .Advisory  Com- 
mittees. We  will  be  happy  to  provide  the 
committee  draft  language  to  resolve  this 
concern.  We  hope  the  Senate  will  take  this 
matter  into  consideration  before  it  takes 
final  action  on  S.  601. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
advised   that   there   is   no  objection   to   the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON.  Jr.. 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and 

Wildlife  and  Parks.* 


ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
ASSET  SALE  AND  TERMINATION 
ACT 

The  text  of  the  bill  (S.  395)  to  author- 
ize and  direct  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
to  sell  the  Alaska  Power  Marketing 
Administration,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, as  passed  by  the  Senate  on  Tues- 
day. May  16.  1995.  is  as  follows: 


S.  395 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  Stales  of  Arr\enca  in 
Congress  assembled. 

TITLE  I 

SEC.  101.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Alaska 
Power  Administration  Asset  Sale  and  Termi- 
nation Act". 

SEC.   102.  SALE  OF  SNETTISHAM  ANT)  EiCLUTNA 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS. 

(a)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Snettisham  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Snettisham")  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the 
February  10.  1989.  Snettisham  Purchase 
Agreement,  as  amended,  between  the  Alaska 
Power  Administration  of  the  United  Stales 
Department  of  Energy  and  the  Alaska  Power 
Authority  and  the  Authority's  successors 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  sell  the  Eklulna  Hydro- 
electric Project  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna  ")  to  the  Municipality  of  Anchor- 
age doing  business  as  Municipal  Light  and 
Power,  the  Chugach  Electric  Association. 
Inc..  and  the  Matanuska  Electric  Associa- 
tion. Inc.  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as 
"Eklutna  Purchasers"),  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  and  the  August  2.  1989, 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  as  amended, 
between  the  Alaska  Power  Administration  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Energy  and 
the  Eklutna  Purchasers. 

(c)  The  heads  of  other  Federal  departments 
and  agencies,  including  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
in  implementing  the  sales  authorized  and  di- 
rected by  this  Act. 

(d)  Proceeds  from  the  sales  required  by  this 
title  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 

(e)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  prepare, 
survey,  and  acquire  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
assets  for  sale  and  conveyance.  Such  prep- 
arations and  acquisitions  shall  provide  suffi- 
cient title  to  ensure  the  beneficial  use.  en- 
joyment, and  occupancy  by  the  purchaser 

SEC.  103.  EXEMPTION  AND  OTHER  PROVISION& 

(aKl)  After  the  sales  authorized  by  this  Act 
occur,  Eklutna  and  Snettisham.  including 
future  modifications,  shall  continue  to  be  ex- 
empt from  the  requirements  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a  et  seq.)  as  amend- 
ed. 

(2)  The  exemption  provided  by  paragraph 
(1)  does  not  affect  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  entered  into  among  the  State  of 
Alaska,  the  Eklutna  Purchasers,  the  Alaska 
Energy  Authority,  and  Federal  fish  and  wild- 
life agencies  regarding  the  protection,  miti- 
gation of.  damages  to,  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  dated  August  7.  1991.  which 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  title  or  the  Federal 
Power  Act  preempts  the  State  of  Alaska 
from  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  and 
authorities  of  the  memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment. 

(b)(1)  The  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Alaska  shall  have  jurisdiction 
to  review  decisions  made  under  the  Memo- 
randum of  Agreement  and  to  enforce  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement, 
including  the  remedy  of  specific  perform- 
ance. 

(2)  An  action  seeking  review  of  a  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Program  ("FTogram")  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Alaska  under  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  or  challenging  actions  of  amy  of 
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the  parties  to  the  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Program 
shall  be  brought  not  later  than  ninety  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Program  is 
adopted  by  the  Governor  of  Alsiska.  or  be 
barred. 

(3)  An  action  seelting  review  of  implemen- 
tation of  the  Program  shall  be  brought  not 
later  than  ninety  days  after  the  challenged 
act  implementing  the  Program,  or  be  barred. 

(c)  With  respect  to  Eklutna  lands  described 
in  Elxhibit  A  of  the  Eltlutna  Purchase  Agree- 
ment; 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  issue 
rights-of-way  to  the  Alaska  Power  Adminis- 
tration for  subsequent  reassignment  to  the 
Eklutna  Purchasers — 

(A)  at  no  cost  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers; 

(B)  to  remain  effective  for  a  period  equal 
to  the  life  of  Eklutna  as  extended  by  im- 
provements, repairs,  renewals,  or  replace- 
ments: and 

(C)  sufficient  for  the  operation  of.  mainte- 
nance of,  repair  to,  and  replacement  of,  and 
access  to,  Eklutna  facilities  located  on  mili- 
tary lands  and  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  including  lands  se- 
lected by  the  State  of  Alaska. 

(2)  If  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  subsequently 
sell  or  transfer  Eklutna  to  private  owner- 
ship, the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  may 
assess  reasonable  and  customary  fees  for 
continued  use  of  the  rights-of-way  on  lands 
managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  military  lands  in  accordance  with  exist- 
ing law. 

(3)  Fee  title  to  lands  at  Anchorage  Sub- 
station shall  be  transferred  to  Eklutna  Pur- 
chasers at  no  additional  cost  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  determines  that  pending 
claims  to,  and  selections  of.  those  lands  are 
invalid  or  relinquished 

(4)  With  respect  to  the  Eklutna  lands  iden- 
tified in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Eklutna  Purchase  Agreement,  the  State  of 
Alaska  may  select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  convey  to  the  State.  Improved 
lands  under  the  selection  entitlements  in 
section  6  of  the  Act  of  July  7.  1958  (com- 
monly referred  to  as  the  Alaska  Statehood 
Act.  Public  Law  85-508.  72  Stat.  339.  as 
amended),  and  the  North  Anchorage  Land 
Agreement  dated  January  31.  1963.  This  con- 
veyance shall  be  subject  to  the  rights-of-way 
provided  to  the  Eklutna  Purchasers  under 
paragraph  (I). 

(d)  With  respect  to  the  Snettisham  lands 
identified  in  paragraph  1  of  Exhibit  A  of  the 
Snettisham  Purchase  Agreement  and  Public 
Land  Order  No.  5108.  the  State  of  Alaska  may 
select,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  convey  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  im- 
proved lands  under  the  selection  entitle- 
ments in  section  6  of  the  .Act  of  July  7,  1958 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  Alaska  State- 
hood Act,  Public  Law  85-508,  72  Stat.  339,  as 
amended). 

(e)  Not  later  than  one  year  after  both  of 
the  sales  authorized  in  section  102  have  oc- 
curred, as  measured  by  the  Transaction 
Dates  stipulated  in  the  Purchase  Agree- 
ments, the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall— 

(1)  complete  the  business  of.  and  close  out. 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration; 

(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  document- 
ing the  sales:  and 

(3)  return  unobligated  balances  of  funds  ap- 
propriated for  the  Alaska  Power  Administra- 
tion to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

(O  The  Act  of  July  31,  1950  (64  Stat.  382)  is 
repealed  effective  on  the  date,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  that  all  Eklutna 
assets  have  been  conveyed  to  the  Eklunta 
Purchasers. 


(g)  Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1193)  is  repealed  effective  on  the 
date,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, that  all  Snettisham  assets  have  been 
conveyed  to  the  State  of  Alaska. 

(h)  As  of  the  later  of  the  two  dates  deter- 
mined in  subsections  (f)  and  (g),  section 
302(a)  of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organiza- 
tion Act  (42  U.S.C.  7152(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1>— 

(A)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C);  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D), 
(E),  and  (F)  as  subparagraphs  (C),  (D),  and 
(E)  respectively:  and 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  out  "and 
the  Alaska  Power  Administration"  and  by 
inserting  "and"  after  "Southwestern  Power 
Administration.". 

(1)  The  Act  of  August  9.  1955.  concerning 
water  resources  investigation  in  Alaska  (69 
Stat.  618).  is  repealed. 

(j)  The  sales  of  Eklutna  and  Snettisham 
under  this  title  are  not  considered  disposal 
of  Federal  surplus  property  under  the  Fed- 
eral Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  (40  use.  484)  or  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 3.  1944.  popularly  referred  to  as  the  "Sur- 
plus Property  Act  of  1944"  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
1622). 

(k)  The  sales  authorized  in  this  title  shall 
occur  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  legislation  defining  "first  use" 
of  Snettisham  for  purposes  of  section  147(d) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  to  be 
considered  to  occur  pursuant  to  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Alaska. 

SEC.  104.  DECLARATION  CONCERNING  OTHER 
HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS  AND 
THE  POWER  MARKETING  ADMINIS- 
TRATIONS. 

Congress  declares  that — 

(1)  the  circumstances  that  justify  author- 
ization by  Congress  of  the  sale  of  hydro- 
electric projects  under  section  102  are  unique 
to  those  projects  and  do  not  pertain  to  other 
hydroelectric  projects  or  to  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  in  the  48  contiguous 
States;  and 

(2)  accordingly,  the  enactment  of  section 
102  should  not  be  understood  as  lending  sup- 
port to  any  proposal  to  sell  any  nrhpr  hydro- 
electric project  or  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations. 

TITLE  U 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  "Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  Amendment  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  202.  TAPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  203  of  the  Act  entitled  the  "Trans- 
Alaiska  Pipeline  Authorization  Act",  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1652).  is  amended  by  in- 
serting the  following  new  subsection  (0: 

"(f)  Exports  of  alaska.n  North  Slope 
Oil.— 

"(1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2)  through  (6). 
of  this  subsection  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  (including  any  regula- 
tion), any  oil  transported  by  pipeline  over 
right-of-way  granted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion may  be  exported  after  October  31.  1995 
unless  the  President  finds  that  exportation 
of  this  oil  is  not  in  the  national  interest.  In 
evaluating  whether  the  proposed  exportation 
is  in  the  national  interest,  the  President — 

"(A)  shall  determine  whether  the  proposed 
exportation  would  diminish  the  total  quan- 
tity or  quality  of  petroleum  available  to  the 
United  States; 

"(B)  shall  conduct  and  complete  an  appro- 
priate environmental  review  of  the  proposed 
exportation,  including  consideration  of  ap- 
propriate measures  to  mitigate  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on   the  environment,  within 


four  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection;  and 

"(C)  shall  consider,  after  consultation  with 
the  Attorney  General  and  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce, whether  anticompetitive  activity  by 
a  person  exporting  crude  oil  under  authority 
of  this  subsection  is  likely  to  cause  sus- 
tained material  crude  oil  supply  shortages  or 
sustained  crude  oil  prices  significantly  above 
world  market  levels  for  independent  refiners 
that  would  cause  sustained  material  adverse 
employment  effects  in  the  United  States. 
The  President  shall  make  his  national  inter- 
est determination  within  five  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  or 
30  days  after  completion  of  the  environ- 
mental review,  whichever  is  earlier.  The 
President  may  make  his  determination  sub- 
ject to  such  terms  and  conditions  (other 
than  a  volume  limitation)  as  are  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  expor- 
tation is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est. 

"(2)  Except  in  the  case  of  oil  exported  to  a 
country  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  international 
oil  supply  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  the  country  before  June 
25,  1979,  or  to  a  country  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Oil  Sharing  Plan  of 
the  International  Energy  Agency,  any  oil 
transported  by  pipeline  over  right-of-way 
granted  pursuant  to  this  section,  shall,  when 
exported,  be  transported  by  a  vessel  docu- 
mented under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  owned  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)). 

"(3)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  re- 
strict the  authority  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution,  the  International  Emer- 
gency Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701 
et  seq.),  or  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1601  et  seq,)  to  prohibit  exportation  of 
the  oil. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  issue 
any  rules  necessary  for  implementation,  in- 
cluding any  licensing  requirements  and  con- 
ditions, of  the  President's  national  interest 
determination  within  30  days  of  the  date  of 
such  determination  by  the  President.  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  consult  with 
the  Secretary  of  Energy  in  administering  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection. 

"(5)  If  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  finds 
that  anticompetitive  activity  by  a  person  ex- 
porting crude  oil  under  authority  of  this  sub- 
section has  caused  sustained  material  crude 
oil  supply  shortages  or  sustained  crude  oil 
prices  sigTiificantly  above  world  market  lev- 
els and  further  finds  that  these  supply  short- 
ages or  price  increases  have  caused  sustained 
material  adverse  employment  effects  in  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  recommend  to  the  President  who  may 
take  appropriate  action  against  such  person, 
which  may  include  modification  or  revoca- 
tion of  the  authorization  to  export  crude  oil. 

"(6)  Administrative  action  with  respect  to 
an  authorization  under  this  subsection  is  not 
subject  to  sections  551  and  553  through  559  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code.". 

SEC.  203.  ANNVAL  REPORT. 

Section  103(f)  of  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6212(0)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing; 

"In  the  first  quarter  report  for  each  new 
calendar  year,  the  President  shall  indicate 
whether  independent  refiners  in  Petroleum 
Administration  for  Defense  District  V  have 
been  unable  to  secure  adequate  supplies  of 
crude  oil  as  a  result  of  exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  crude  oil  in  the  prior  calendar 


year  and  shall  make  such  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  as  may  be  appropriate.". 
SEC.  2M.  GAO  REPORT. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  conduct  a  review  of  energy  pro- 
duction in  California  and  Alaska  and  the  ef- 
fects of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  ex- 
ports, if  any,  on  consumers.  Independent  re- 
finers, and  shipbuilding  and  ship  repair  yards 
on  the  West  Coast.  The  Comptroller  General 
shall  commence  this  review  four  years  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and,  within 
one  year  after  commencing  the  review,  shall 
provide  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  report  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  the  principal  findings  of  the  re- 
view and  such  recommendations  for  consid- 
eration by  the  Congress  as  may  be  appro- 
priate. 

SEC.  205.  RETIREME>rr  OF  CERTAIN  COSTS  IN- 
CURRED FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
OF  NON-FEDERAL  PUBUCLY  OWNED 
SHIPYARDS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall— 

(1)  deposit  proceeds  of  sales  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  a  special  ac- 
count in  amounts  sufficient  to  make  pay- 
ments under  subsections  (b)  and  (o;  and 

(2)  out  of  the  account  described  in  para- 
graph (1).  provide,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (c),  financial  assistance  to  a 
port  authority  that — 

(A)  manages  a  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shipyard  on  the  United  States  west  coast 
that  is  capable  of  handling  very  large  crude 
carrier  tankers;  and 

(B)  has  obligations  outstanding  as  of  May 
15.  1995,  that  were  dated  as  of  June  1,  1977, 
and  are  related  to  the  acquisition  of  non- 
Federal  publicly  owned  dry  docks  that  were 
originally  financed  through  public  bonds. 

(b)  ACQUISITION  AND  REFURBISHMENT  OF  IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE.—The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide, for  acquisition  of  infrastructure  and  re- 
furbishment of  existing  infrastructure, 
$10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(c)  RETIREMENT  OF  OBLIGATIONS.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide,  for  retirement  of  obli- 
gations outstanding  as  of  May  15,  1995,  that 
were  dated  as  of  June  1,  1977,  and  are  related 
to  the  acquisition  of  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  dry  docks  that  were  originally  fi- 
nanced through  public  bonds— 

(1)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $13,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997; 

(3)  $10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998: 

(4)  $8,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999; 

(5)  $6,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000; 

(6)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

(7)  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 
SEC.  208.  OIL  POLLUTION  ACT  OF  19M. 

Title  VI  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101-380;  104  SUt.  554)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

"SEC.  SOOS.  TOWING  VESSEL  REQUIRED. 

"(a)  In  GENERAL.— In  addition  to  the  re- 
quirements for  response  plans  for  vessels  es- 
tablished in  section  311(j)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  a  response  plan  for  a  vessel  operat- 
ing within  the  boundaries  of  the  Olympic 
Coast  National  Marine  Sanctuary  or  the 
Strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca  shall  provide  for  a 
towing  vessel  to  be  able  to  provide  assistance 
to  such  vessel  within  six  hours  of  a  request 
for  assistance.  The  towing  vessel  shall  be  ca- 
pable of— 

"(1)  towing  the  vessel  to  which  the  re- 
sponse plan  applies; 

"(2)  initial  firefighting  and  ollspill  re- 
sponse efforts;  and 


"(3)  coordinating  with  other  vessels  and  re- 
sponsible authorities  to  coordinate  oilspill 
response,  firefighting.  and  marine  salvage  ef- 
forts. 

"(b)   EFFECTIVE  Date.— The   Secretary   of 
Transportation  shall  promulgate  a  final  rule 
to  implement  this  section  by  September  1. 
1995.". 
SEC.  207.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  title  and  the  amendments  made  by  it 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

TTTLE  in 
SEC.  301.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Title  may  be  referred  to  as  the  "Outer 
Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief 
Act". 

SEC.    302.    AMENDMENTS    TO    THE    OUTER   CON- 
TINENTAL SHELF  LANDS  ACT. 

Section  8(a)  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Lands  Act  (43  U.S.C.  1337(a)(3)).  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (3)  in  its  entirety  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"(3)(A)  The  Secretary  may.  in  order  to — 

"(i)  promote  development  or  increased  pro- 
duction on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases;  or 

"(ii)  encourage  production  of  marginal  re- 
sources on  producing  or  non-producing 
leases:  through  primary,  secondary,  or  ter- 
tiary recovery  means,  reduce  or  eliminate 
any  royalty  or  net  profit  share  set  forth  in 
the  lease(s).  With  the  lessee's  consent,  the 
Secretary  may  make  other  modifications  to 
the  royalty  or  net  profit  share  terms  of  the 
lease  in  order  to  achieve  these  purposes. 

•■(B)(i)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  this  subparagraph,  with 
respect  to  any  lease  or  unit  in  existence  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty  Relief  Act 
meeting  the  requirements  of  this  subpara- 
graph, no  royalty  payments  shall  be  due  on 
new  production,  as  defined  in  clause  (iv)  of 
this  subparagraph,  from  any  lease  or  unit  lo- 
cated in  water  depths  of  200  meters  or  great- 
er in  the  Western  and  Central  Planning 
Areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  that 
portion  of  the  Eastern  Planning  Area  of  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  encompassing  whole  lease 
blocks  lying  west  of  87  degrees.  30  minutes 
West  longitude,  until  such  volume  of  produc- 
tion as  determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii) 
has  been  produced  by  the  lessee. 

"(ii)  Upon  submission  of  a  complete  appli- 
cation by  the  lessee,  the  Secretary  shall  de- 
termine within  180  days  of  such  application 
whether  new  production  from  such  lease  or 
unit  would  be  economic  in  the  absence  of  the 
relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royalties 
provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of  this  subpara- 
graph. In  making  such  determination,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider  the  increased  tech- 
nological and  financial  risk  of  deep  water  de- 
velopment and  all  costs  associated  with  ex- 
ploring, developing,  and  producing  from  the 
lease.  The  lessee  shall  provide  information 
required  for  a  complete  application  to  the 
Secretary  prior  to  such  determination.  The 
Secretary  shall  clearly  define  the  informa- 
tion required  for  a  complete  application 
under  this  section.  Such  application  may  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  an  individual  lease  or 
unit.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
new  production  would  be  economic  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  relief  from  the  requirement  to 
pay  royalties  provided  for  by  clause  (i)  of 
this  subparagraph,  the  provisions  of  clause 
(i)  shall  not  apply  to  such  production.  If  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  new  produc- 
tion would  not  be  economic  in  the  absence  of 
the  relief  from  the  requirement  to  pay  royal- 
ties provided  for  by  clause  (i),  the  Secretary 
must  determine   the   volume  of  production 


from  the  lease  or  unit  on  which  no  royalties 
would  be  due  in  order  to  make  such  new  pro- 
duction economically  viable:  except  that  for 
new  production  as  defined  In  clause  (ivMaa). 
in  no  case  will  that  volume  be  less  than  17.5 
million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  in  water 
depths  of  200  to  400  meters,  52.5  million  bar- 
rels of  oil  equivalent  in  400-800  meters  of 
water,  and  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equiva- 
lent in  water  depths  greater  than  800  meters. 
Redetermination  of  the  applicability  of 
clause  (i)  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  Sec- 
retary when  requested  by  the  lessee  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  new  production 
and  upon  significant  change  in  the  factors 
upon  which  the  original  determination  was 
made.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  rede- 
termination within  120  days  of  submission  of 
a  complete  application.  The  Secretary  may 
extend  the  time  period  for  making  any  deter- 
mination or  redetermination  under  this 
clause  for  30  days,  or  longer  if  agreed  to  by 
the  applicant,  if  circumstances  so  warrant. 
The  lessee  shall  be  notified  in  writing  of  any 
determination  or  redetermination  and  the 
reasons  for  and  assumptions  used  for  such 
determination.  Any  determination  or  rede- 
termination under  this  clause  shall  be  a  final 
agency  action.  The  Secretary's  determina- 
tion or  redetermination  shall  be  judicially 
reviewable  under  section  10(a)  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.C.  702).  only 
for  actions  filed  within  30  days  of  the  Sec- 
retary's determination  or  redetermination. 

"(iii)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  fails 
to  make  the  determination  or  redetermina- 
tion called  for  in  clause  (ii)  upon  application 
by  the  lessee  within  the  time  period,  to- 
gether with  any  extension  thereof,  provided 
for  by  clause  (ii).  no  royalty  payments  shall 
be  due  on  new  production  as  follows; 

"(I)  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (iv)(I)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  accord- 
ing to  the  schedule  of  minimum  volumes 
specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph. 

■■(II)  For  new  production,  as  defined  in 
clause  (iv)(II)  of  this  subparagraph,  no  roy- 
alty shall  be  due  on  such  production  for  one 
year  following  the  start  of  such  production. 

"(iv)  For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph, 
the  term  'new  production'  is — 

"(I)  any  production  from  a  lease  from 
which  no  royalties  are  due  on  production, 
other  than  test  production,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Deep  Water  Floyalty  Relief  Act;  or 

'(ID  any  production  resulting  from  lease 
development  activities  pursuant  to  a  Devel- 
opment Operations  Coordination  Document, 
or  supplement  thereto  that  would  expand 
production  significantly  beyond  the  level  an- 
ticipated in  the  Development  Operations  Co- 
ordination Document,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  Deep  Water  Royalty 
Relief  Act. 

"(v)  During  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clauses  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparagraph,  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
light  sweet  crude  oil  exceeds  $28  00  per  bar- 
rel, any  production  of  oil  will  be  subject  to 
royalties  at  the  lease  stipulated  royalty 
rate.  Any  production  subject  to  this  clause 
shall  be  counted  toward  the  production  vol- 
ume determined  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or 
(iii).  Estimated  royalty  payments  will  be 
made  if  such  average  of  the  closing  prices  for 
the  previous  year  exceeds  $28  00  After  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year,  when  the  new  aver- 
age price  can  be  calculated,  lessees  will  pay 
any  royalties  due.  with  interest  but  without 
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penalty,  or  caoi  apply  for  a  refund,  with  In- 
terest, of  any  overpayment. 

■ivi)  Dunns'  the  production  of  volumes  de- 
termined pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  or  (iii)  of 
this  subparag^raph.  in  any  year  during  which 
the  arithmetic  average  of  the  closing  prices 
on  the  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  for 
natural  gas  exceeds  J3.50  per  million  British 
thermal  units,  any  production  of  natural  gas 
will  be  subject  to  royalties  at  the  lease  stip- 
ulated royalty  rate  Any  production  subject 
to  this  clause  shall  be  counted  toward  the 
production  volume  determined  pursuant  to 
clauses  (ii)  or  liiii.  Estimated  royalty  pay- 
ments will  be  made  if  such  average  of  the 
closing  prices  for  the  previous  year  exceeds 
$3.50.  After  the  end  of  the  calendar  year, 
when  the  new  average  price  can  be  cal- 
culated, lessees  will  pay  any  royalties  due. 
with  interest  but  without  penalty,  or  can 
apply  for  a  refund,  with  interest,  of  any  over- 
payment. 

••(vii)  The  prices  referred  to  In  clauses  (v> 
and  (vii  of  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
changed  during  any  calendar  year  after  1994 
by  the  percentage,  if  any,  by  which  the  im- 
plicit price  deflator  for  the  gross  domestic 
product  changed  during  the  preceding  cal- 
endar year." 
SEC.  303.  NEW  LEASES. 

Section  Waxl)  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act,  as  amended  (43  U.S,C. 
1337(a)<l))  is  amended  as  follows 

(1)  Redesignate  section  8(a)<lxH)  as  section 
8<a)<l)(I):  and 

(2)  Add  a  new  section  8<aKl)(H)  as  follows 
••(H)  cash  bonus  bid  with  royalty  at  no  less 

than  12  and  '-^  per  centum  fixed  by  the  Sec- 
retary In  amount  or  value  of  production 
saved,  removed,  or  sold,  and  with  suspension 
of  royalties  for  a  period,  volume,  or  value  of 
production  determined  by  the  Secretary 
Such  suspensions  may  vary  based  on  the 
price  of  production  from  the  lease.  " 

SEC.  304.  LEASE  SALES. 

For  all  tracts  located  in  water  depths  of 
200  meters  or  greater  in  the  Western  and 
Central  Planning  Area  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
Including  that  portion  of  the  Eastern  Plan- 
ning Area  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  encompass- 
ing whole  lea."«p  blocks  lying  west  of  87  de- 
grees. 30  minutes  West  longitude,  any  lease 
sale  within  five  years  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  title,  shall  use  the  bidding  sys- 
tem authorized  in  section  8<a)(l)(H)  of  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act.  as 
amended  by  this  title,  except  that  the  sus- 
pension of  royalties  shall  be  set  at  a  volume 
of  not  less  than  the  following: 

(1)  17.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  of  200  to  400  meters; 

(2)  52.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  400  to  800  meters  of  water;  and 

(3)  87.5  million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  for 
leases  in  water  depths  greater  than  800  me- 
ters. 

SEC.  30S.  REGULATIONS. 

The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  are  necessary  to  imple- 
ment the  provisions  of  this  title  within  180 
days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


SUPPORTING  THE  ANGOLA  PEACE 
PROCESS 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  consideration  of  Senate  Resolution 
121,    a    resolution    submitted    earlier 


today  by  Senators  Feingold,  Kasse- 
BAUM,  Hel.ms,  Pell,  and  Simon,  regard- 
ing the  Angola  peace  process,  that  the 
resolution  and  the  preamble  be  agreed 
to,  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table  en  bloc,  and  any  statements 
thereon  appear  at  the  appropriate  place 
in  the  Record  as  though  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  121)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble, 
reads  as  follows: 

Whereas  Angola  has  suffered  one  of  the 
most  violent  and  longest-running  civil  wars; 

Whereas  the  United  Slates  was  actively  en- 
gaged in  the  war  in  Angola,  has  provided 
more  than  J200  million  in  humanitarian  as- 
sistance to  Angola  since  1992,  and  has  been  a 
key  facilitator  on  the  ongoing  peace  negotia- 
tions; 

Whereas  Angola  is  the  last  civil  conflict  in 
southern  Africa,  and  regional  leaders  includ- 
ing South  African  President  Nelson  Mandela 
consider  its  resolution  to  be  a  top  priority; 

Whereas  an  enduring  peace  in  Angola,  a  po- 
tentially wealthy  country  that  is  central  to 
regional  stability  and  economic  develojv 
ment,  is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  Unit- 
ed States; 

Whereas  the  Government  of  Angola  and 
National  Union  for  the  Total  Independence 
of  Angola  (UNITA)  entered  into  the  Lusaka 
Protocol  in  November  1994  to  secure  a  U.N.- 
supervised  peace  settlement; 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council  voted  in  February  to  send  a  U.N. 
peacekeeping  mission  to  Angola  to  monitor 
and  enforce  the  peace  process,  and  more  than 
600  international  monitors  are  deployed 
throughout  the  country; 

Whereas  continuing  progress  toward  peace 
makes  it  more  likely  that  further  deploy- 
ment of  UNAVEM  III  will  occur  soon; 

Whereas  the  meeting  between  President 
Eduardo  dos  Santos  and  Dr.  Jonas  Savimbi 
on  May  6.  1995,  at  which  both  parties  reiter- 
ated their  commitment  to  the  Lusaka  Proto- 
col, demonstrated  that  they  possess  the  es- 
sential political  will  to  resolve  outstanding 
issues,  and  encouraged  all  who  want  peace  in 
Angola; 

Whereas  achieving  a  lasting  peace  will  re- 
quire that  all  Angolans  work  together  to 
overcome  bitter  legacies  of  war,  which  in- 
clude a  devastated  infrastructure,  millions 
of  unexploded  landmines,  a  profound  distrust 
between  the  parties,  weakened  civil  institu- 
tions, a  crippled  economy,  and  a  generation 
of  young  Angolans  who  have  never  known  a 
peaceful,  civil  society; 

Whereas  strong  leadership  is  essential  to 
ensure  that  the  wealth  of  Angola,  long  spent 
on  war,  now  is  used  to  consolidate  peace. 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate: 

(1)  Congratulates  the  people  of  Angola  for 
the  courageous  and  determined  steps  their 
leaders  have  taken  in  support  of  peace; 

(2)  Urges  all  parties  in  Angola  to  continue 
to  strengthen  their  commitment  to  the 
Lusaka  process,  which  constitutes  the  last, 
and  best,  chance  for  securing  an  enduring 
peace; 

(3)  Affirms  that  the  United  States  will  hold 
both  Angolan  parties  responsible  for  abiding 
by  their  commitment  to  peace;  and 


(4)  Calls  upon  the  international  commu- 
nity to  remain  actively  engaged  in  support 
of  national  reconciliation,  removal  of  land- 
mines, economic  development,  and  democra- 
tization in  Angola, 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY,  MAY  18, 
1995 

Mr,  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
recess  until  the  hour  of  9:15  a.m.  on 
Thursday.  May  18,  1995;  that  following 
the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  there  be  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  12  noon,  with  Senators  to  speak  for 
up  to  5  minutes  each  except  for  the  fol- 
lowing: Senator  Specter,  45  minutes; 
Senator  Thomas,  20  minutes;  Senator 
DORGAN,  20  minutes;  Senator  Camp- 
bell, 15  minutes;  Senator  Reid,  10  min- 
utes; Senator  Santorum,  20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  further  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  the  hour  of  12  noon  to- 
morrow the  Senate  begin  consideration 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
the  concurrent  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  the  Senate 
will  begin  consideration  of  the  budget 
resolution  tomorrow  at  noon,  so  I 
think  Senators  can  expect  rollcall 
votes  throughout  the  day  tomorrow, 
probably  late  into  the  evening,  and 
again  on  Friday  and,  as  I  said  earlier, 
on  Monday.  Because  it  is  our  desire  to 
finish  the  budget  resolution  either  on 
late  Tuesday  or  Wednesday.  And  then 
if  possible,  take  up  the  antiterrorism 
measure  before  the  recess,  which  be- 
gins on  Friday  of  next  week.  I  just  urge 
my  colleagues,  alert  my  colleagues 
there  will  be  votes  unless  something 
happens  I  am  not  aware  of  on  Friday 
and  on  Monday. 

So.  please  plan  your  schedules  ac- 
cordingly. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  under 
the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:10  p.m.,  recessed  until  Thursday, 
May  18.  1995,  at  9:15  a.m. 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday',  May  27,  1995 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Upton]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC, 

May  17.  1995. 
I   hereby    designate    the    Honorable    Fhed 
Upton  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this 
day. 

Nevst  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

As  we  look  at  the  myriad  decisions  of 
the  day  and  the  options  that  are  before 
us  and  all  people,  we  pray,  almighty 
God,  for  the  assurance  that  Your  Word 
does  give.  We  know  of  the  uncertainty 
of  every  life  and  we  are  aware  of  how 
our  plans  go  awry,  and  yet  we  know  too 
of  the  confidence  we  can  have  in  Your 
love  that  sustains  into  every  day 
ahead.  May  Your  strong  Word.  O  God, 
that  brought  the  world  into  being  and 
breathed  into  us  the  very  breath  of  life, 
give  each  person  the  faith  and  hope  and 
love  to  live  each  day  with  fullness  and 
with  grace.  In  Your  name,  we  pray. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  HOKE,  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant  to 
clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval  of 
the  Journal, 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  Chair's  approval  of 
the  Journal, 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  1,  rule  I,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed 
until  later  this  afternoon. 


The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Chabot] 
come  foiTvard  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  CHABOT  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  HOUSE  CON- 
CURRENT RESOLUTION  32 

Mr.  McNULTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  cosponsor  of  House  Con- 
current Resolution  32. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  announce  that  he  will  en- 
tertain 15  1-minutes  on  each  side. 


STILL  NO  PLAN  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  WELLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Thomas 
Jefferson  said,  "We  should  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  pos- 
terity with  our  debts,  and  morally 
bound  to  pay  them  ourselves."  And  yet 
as  of  yesterday,  the  national  debt  stood 
at  $4,881,377,281,278.42,  an  increase  of 
$22.2  billion. 

At  this  rate,  the  national  debt  will 
have  increased  by  another  $15,448,819  in 
the  time  it  takes  me  to  finish  this 
short  1-minute  speech. 

The  debt  burden  for  each  individual 
American,  including  those  babies  bom 
yesterday,  now  stands  at  $18,626,02,  an 
$89  increase — again  that  is  per  person. 

It  has  been  76  days  since  we  chal- 
lenged the  President  to  present  his 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  and  20  days 
since  we  asked  him  to  help  us  help  fix 
Medicare. 

In  the  absence  of  leadership  from  the 
White  House,  Republicans  have  offered 


a  plan  to  balance  the  budget  by  2002  so 
that  our  children  will  have  a  future 
free  from  debt  and  a  standard  of  living 
better  than  our  own. 

Mr.  Speaker,  where  is  the  President's 
plan?  We  are  still  waiting. 


SAVING  MEDICARE? 

(Ms.  RIVERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  point  out  some  inconsist- 
encies in  many  of  the  arguments  that 
we  are  hearing  today.  In  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  the  line  item  that  guts 
Medicare  Is  called  saving  Medicare. 

Make  no  mistake,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  not  about  saving  Medicare.  This  is 
about  saving  the  Republican's  political 
behind.  They  have  made  promises  to 
the  most  financially  secure  people  in 
this  country,  and  they  choose  to  pay 
for  them  by  taking  from  our  most  vul- 
nerable. 

If  this  were  about  reform,  we  would 
have  seen  more  action  from  the  Repub- 
licans. WTiere  were  they  in  February 
1994  when  this  issue  came  up?  They  did 
not  have  anything  to  say.  Where  were 
they  when  fundamental  health  care  re- 
fonn  was  being  debated  in  this  coun- 
try? They  were  obstructionists.  Where 
were  they  when  the  Danforth-Kerrey 
proposal  came  out?  They  had  nothing 
to  say.  Where  was  this  issue  when  they 
were  writing  their  Contract  With 
America?  It  was  a  nonstarter.  And 
where  were  they  in  February  of  this 
year  when  the  trustees'  report  came 
out  again?  Nowhere  to  be  seen. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  only  when  they 
have  to  make  good  on  the  promises  to 
the  wealthy  that  they  have  turned  to 
the  services  to  our  elderly  to  get  the 
money.  Shame,  shame,  shame. 


SAVING  MEDICARE 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  first  time  in  25  years  Congress  is 
actually  offering  a  budget  that  will 
bring  it  into  balance  and  deal  with  the 
Medicare  crisis.  As  every  Member  in 
this  Chamber  knows,  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  begins  to  go  bankrupt  next 
year  and  will  be  completely  insolvent 
in  7  years.  As  President  Clinton's  Medi- 
care trustees  said  in  their  annual  re- 
port, the  trust  fund:  "*  *  •  will  be  able 
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to  pay  benefits  for  only  about  7  years 
and  is  severely  out  of  financial  balance 
in  the  long  range." 

The  report  also  says:  "The  trustees 
believe  that  prompt,  effective,  and  de- 
cisive action  is  necessary." 

Yesterday's  Invester's  Business  Daily 
pointed  out  President  Clinton's  recent 
flip-flop  on  Medicare.  And  I  quote  the 
President: 

We  propose  to  let  It  go  up  at  two  times  the 
rate  of  inflation.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or 
Medicaid  cut.  So  when  you  hear  all  this  busi- 
ness about  cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  that 
is  not  what  is  going-  on.  We  are  going  to  have 
increases  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  a 
reduction  in  the  rate  of  growth. 

Mr.  Speaker,  where  is  the  President 
now? 


VOTE  FOR  A  BALANCED  BUDGET 
NOW 

(Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  balanced  budget  is  good  for 
America.  The  status  quo  is  bad.  Bad  for 
children,  bad  for  seniors,  bad  for  the 
middle  class,  and  bad  for  the  present 
and  bad  for  the  future. 

The  status  quo  means  Medicare  goes 
broke  in  6  years,  not  cut  by  5  percent, 
not  cut  by  7  percent,  but  goes  broke. 
The  status  quo  means  financial  ruin. 
That  destroys  our  ability  to  defend 
ourselves,  feed  our  children  or  meet 
our  health  care  needs. 

Folks,  the  status  quo  means  we  go 
broke.  Tomorrow  we  have  a  choice  be- 
tween four  balanced  budgets.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  pick  one.  A  balanced 
budget  is  good  for  America,  good  for  all 
Americans,  young  and  old.  The  time  is 
now. 


WORK  TOGETHER  TO  SAVE 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  CHABOT  staked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  go 
over  it  one  more  time.  According  to 
the  President's  own  advisors,  the  Medi- 
care Trust  Fund  will  be  bankrupt  by 
the  year  2002.  Republicans  have  crafted 
a  bill  which  will  save  Medicare. 

Let  me  refer  to  this  chart.  In  doing 
so,  we  have  proposed  that  Federal 
spending  on  Medicare  increase  from 
$178  to  $258  billion.  Let  me  repeat  that. 
Medicare  will  go  up  under  the  Repub- 
lican plan.  And  what  is  the  Democrat 
Medicare  plan?  Are  they  working  tire- 
lessly to  save  a  system  that  their  own 
leaders  maintain  is  going  bankrupt? 
Not  a  chance. 

What  they  are  doing  is  running,  one 
after  another,  to  the  camera,  the  near- 
est camera,  to  proclaim  that  Repub- 
licans are  cutting  Medicare.  It  is  not 
true. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  to  my  Dem- 
ocrat friends  that  the  American  people 
are  not  going  to  fall  for  their  distor- 
tions. But  they  might  help.  I  think  the 
American  people  are  going  to  wonder 
why  the  Democrats  are  not  helping  to 
save  Medicare.  Let  us  work  together  to 
save  Medicare. 


PROPOSED  CUTS  TO  MEDICARE 
AND  MEDICAID  TITLE 


CALL  A  CUT  A  CUT 


THREE  CHEERS  FOR  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Hear,  hear,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Three  cheers  for  the  White 
House,  who  has  finally  slapped  Japan 
with  a  big  time  100- percent  tariff  on 
luxury  vehicles. 

And  guess  what?  Acura  is  a  crying, 
Infiniti  is  now  finite,  Toyota  is  toast- 
ed, Nissan  is  nixed,  Mazda  is  maxed, 
Mitsubishi  is  busted,  and  Lexus  is  nau- 
seous. But  in  the  words  of  Bob  Dylan, 
how  does  it  feel,  Japan?  Because  you 
see,  we  here  in  America  know  that  Lin- 
coln had  been  shrinking,  Cadillac  had 
been  lacking,  and  Chrysler  was  almost 
mort. 

So  think  about  it.  Members.  It  is 
about  time  we  used  a  2  by  4  and  open 
those  markets.  Open  those  markets  in 
Japan  if  you  want  to  straighten  out  the 
budget  in  America. 

And  one  thing,  Japan,  think  of  this: 
When  you  hold  your  own  trade  program 
to  your  nosey,  it  doesn't  smell  too 
rosy,  does  it?  In  the  words  of  Bob 
Dylan,  how  does  it  feel?  Big  time  tar- 
iffs. I  yield  back  the  balance  of  these 
huge  tariffs. 


SOLUTION  TO  SAVE  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  HOKE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  is  the 
problem.  The  fund  is  projected  to  be 
exhausted  in  2001.  Signed  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  Secretary  of 
Labor,  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  Medicare  is  going  broke.  Pro- 
jected to  be  exhausted,  2001.  Here  is  our 
solution. 

We  increase  spending  from  $4,700  to 
$6,300  per  capita,  at  the  same  time 
slowing  the  rate  of  growth  from  about 
10.5  to  5.5  percent.  We  save  Medicare, 
we  balance  the  budget,  and  we  preserve 
the  blessings  of  liberty  to  ourselves 
and  our  posterity. 

Here  is  the  President's  plan. 

Let  me  go  over  this  one  more  time. 
Here  is  the  problem.  The  fund  is  going 
to  be  exhausted  in  2001.  Here  is  the  so- 
lution. We  are  increasing  spending 
while  reducing  the  rate  of  growth.  And 
here  is  the  President's  plan. 

Yes,  that  is  an  ostrich. 


(Mr.  BALDACCI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Speaker,  some  of 
our  colleagues  have  proposed  drastic 
cuts  to  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  pro- 
grams. Over  the  next  7  years,  their 
budget  would  cut  them  by  over  $465  bil- 
lion. At  the  same  time,  their  budget 
proposes  a  tax  break  for  the  people 
that  are  earning  over  $250,000  and  will 
cost  more  than  $340  billion  over  the 
same  period. 

I  have  spoken  to  several  people  in  my 
district  who  would  be  affected  by  these 
changes.  The  comment  of  one  older 
gentleman  struck  me  as  particularly 
on  target.  He  told  me  that  he  under- 
stood that  the  Medicare  system  is  bro- 
ken and  needs  to  be  fixed.  All  seniors 
ask  of  the  Congress,  he  said,  is  that  we 
make  changes  in  a  considered  and  ra- 
tional way  that  will  actually  help  to 
save  the  system. 

Yes,  we  must  slow  the  growth  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  spending.  And 
yes,  we  must  absolutely  ensure  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  Part  A  Trust 
Fund.  America's  seniors  are  willing  to 
contribute  their  fair  share  to  this  ef- 
fort. 

However,  we  must  not  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  senior  Ameri- 
cans. Nor  should  we  ask  our  senior  citi- 
zens to  endure  these  cuts  while  we  use 
the  savings  to  pay  for  proposed  tax 
breaks.  As  we  repair  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram, and  attempt  to  slow  its  growth, 
we  must  do  so  in  the  broader  context  of 
health  care  reform  to  ensure  that  older 
Americans — and  indeed  all  Americans — 
have  access  to  quality,  affordable 
health  care. 


TOP  TEN 


(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  from 
the  home  office  in  Scottsdale,  AZ,  the 
President's  top  10  excuses  for  not  offer- 
ing a  credible  balanced  budget  alter- 
native: Ten,  pollsters  told  me  not  to; 
nine,  don't  worry,  be  happy;  eight,  the 
flowers  are  blooming,  the  sun  is  shin- 
ing— who  can  think  about  budgets  in 
the  spring;  seven,  what's  a  couple  tril- 
lion dollars  between  friends?;  six,  dis- 
tracted by  the  start  of  the  baseball  sea- 
son; five,  I've  fallen  and  I  can't  get  up; 
four,  contract-fatigue;  three,  those 
dam  Republicans  have  taken  all  the 
good  ideas;  two,  when  the  going  gets 
tough,  stick  your  head  in  the  sand. 

And  the  President's  No.  1  excuse  for 
not  offering  his  own  credible  balanced 
budget  alternative:  The  dog  ate  my 
budget. 


(Mr.  BROWN  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  am  not  sure  whether  to  call  this 
room  the  Hall  of  the  House  or  the  Ca- 
sino of  the  Capitol  because  right  now, 
the  Republicans  are  playing  a  billion 
dollar  shell  game  with  Medicare. 

The  Republicans  say  they  are  in- 
creasing funding  for  Medicare  over  the 
next  7  years.  What  they  really  do  is  cut 
the  amount  needed  to  maintain  the 
current  level  of  services  by  $282  billion. 
That  does  not  sound  like  much  of  an 
increase  to  me. 

What  this  really  means  for  the  aver- 
age senior  citizen  is  that  they  will  have 
to  pay  more  out  of  their  own  pocket  for 
health  care.  In  fact,  they  will  have  to 
pay  over  $3,500  more  out  of  their  own 
pockets  over  the  next  7  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  the  Repub- 
licans to  come  clean.  They  have  prided 
themselves  on  opening  up  government 
and  being  honest  with  the  American 
people.  If  that  is  true,  then  they  should 
be  honest  enough  to  call  a  cut  a  cut. 

The  American  people,  especially  our 
senior  citizens,  will  remember  this  act 
of  dishonesty  on  November  5,  1996— 
election  day. 


D  1015 

WE  MUST  ACT  NOW  ON  MEDICARE 
AND  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  com- 
ing months  we  face  two  extraordinary 
battles — the  battle  to  protect  the  fu- 
ture of  our  Nation's  seniors  and  the 
battle  to  preserve  the  future  of  Ameri- 
ca's children. 

We  cannot  fail  in  either  of  these  bat- 
tles. Our  opponents  will  do  everything 
they  can  to  distort  what  we  are  trying 
to  do.  They  will  use  fear  tactics  to 
scare  innocent  Americans  into  a  false 
sense  of  security  about  the  status  quo. 

The  status  quo  is  the  enemy.  If  we  do 
nothing  Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  in  7 
years.  What  would  the  Democrats  have 
our  seniors  do  then?  By  acting  now  we 
can  save  the  Medicare  system  and  offer 
security  to  our  seniors. 

If  we  do  nothing  about  the  budget, 
our  children  will  pay  more  than 
$187,000  over  the  course  of  their  lives 
just  to  pay  for  interest  on  the  national 
debt.  We  must  balance  the  budget  now 
if  we  want  to  protect  the  American 
dream  for  our  children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  stand  firm  and 
deliver.  The  stakes  are  too  high  to  do 
nothing. 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  say 
that  the  Republicans  are  saving  Medi- 
care is  like  saying  Colonel  Sanders  is 
saving  the  lives  of  chickens.  Repub- 
licans are  cutting  Medicare  with  their 
budget  today.  They  are  lowering  the 
amount  of  money  available.  They  know 
there  will  not  be  enough  as  the  popu- 
lation grows  of  seniors  needing  Medi- 
care and  health  care  costs  go  up. 

So  as  they  talk  about  more  money 
for  Medicare,  sure,  they  are  tossing  a 
25-foot  rope  to  someone  30-feet  offshore 
drowning.  They  say  that  is  compassion. 

So  why  are  the  Republicans  cutting 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  in  their 
budget?  It  is  simple.  To  give  tax  breaks 
to  wealthy  Americans.  It  is  a  tax  break 
plan  that  even  100  Republicans  wrote 
their  leadership  and  said,  please  do  not 
do  this;  it  is  unfair.  But  Speaker  Ging- 
rich pushed  it  through,  and  now  with 
this  ironclad  discipline,  the  Repub- 
licans will  be  voting  for  U  today. 

I  hope  America  tunes  into  this  de- 
bate. 'What  is  at  stake  is  not  only 
health  care  for  seniors  and  their  out-of- 
pocket  costs,  but  for  a  lot  of  working 
families  with  senior  parents  and  grand- 
parents this  debate  gets  right  to  your 
pocketbook. 


A  HISTORIC  DAY 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  here 
we  are.  This  is  it.  We  are  on  the  brink. 
For  the  first  time  since  1969,  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  will  be  pass- 
ing a  balanced  budget  amendment. 
This  is  a  historic  moment.  This  is  sig- 
nificant. This  is  real. 

We  spend  almost  $20  billion  each 
month  on  the  interest  alone  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  It  is  the  third  largest  item, 
third  largest  expenditure  in  our  annual 
budget.  In  2  years  it  will  exceed  all  of 
military  spending.  This  has  got  to  be 
brought  under  control. 

As  my  Democrat  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Mr.  Pete  Geren, 
said,  who  benefits  from  balancing  the 
budget?  Senior  citizens,  children,  stu- 
dents, the  disabled.  If  you  want  to  do 
something  for  them,  you  have  got  to 
give  them  a  tomorrow.  If  you  are  going 
to  give  them  a  tomorrow,  you  have  to 
spend  your  money  properly  today. 

This  is  not  time  for  partisan  rhet- 
oric. This  is  not  time  for 
grandstanding.  There  are  a  lot  of 
things  you  can  criticize  in  this  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  but  offer 
your  own.  This  is  the  time  to  do  it. 
This  is  a  crucial  crossroads  for  the 
United  States  of  America. 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
country  and  western  singer  Jerry  Reed 
must  have  had  the  Republican  budget 
in  mind  when  he  sang,  "She  got  the 
gold  mine  and  I  got  the  shaft." 

The  proposed  budget  which  the  Con- 
gress will  vote  on  today  will  give  the 
gold  mine  to  wealthy  special  interests 
while  America's  elderly  who  depend 
upon  Medicare  and  depend  upon  Social 
Security  get  the  shaft. 

The  Republican  budget  cuts  Medicare 
by  $283  billion  over  7  years,  slashing 
Medicare  spending  by  25  percent.  Out- 
of-pocket  costs  for  seniors  will  increase 
by  over  $1,000  in  2002  and  $3,500  over  7 
years. 

My  constituents  have  not  been  ask- 
ing me  to  raise  the  cost  of  their  health 
care  to  provide  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy  and  to  escalate  cold  war 
spending.  The  budget  also  cuts  Medic- 
aid by  $180  billion  over  7  years  and  cuts 
Social  Security  benefits  by  $24  billion 
between  1999  and  2002,  all  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich. 

Mr.  Speaker,  why  are  Republicans 
cutting  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  privileged  few? 


REPUBLICANS  AND  MEDICARE 

(Mr.   DURBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET 

(Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  are  at  a  point  where  we  are 
about  to  make  history.  We  will  soon 
vote  on  the  budget  resolution  that  con- 
tains a  strong  moral  message.  That 
message  is  that  the  status  quo  is  unac- 
ceptable. A  $4.7  trillion  debt  is  unac- 
ceptable. Annual  deficits  close  to  $200 
billion  are  unacceptable.  And  continu- 
ing to  saddle  our  children  with  a  moun- 
tain of  debt  they  cannot  afford  to  pay 
is  unacceptable. 

This  budget  proposal  represents  a 
historic  change  in  the  direction  of  our 
country.  It  moves  us  from  a  govern- 
ment that  is  too  intrusive,  wasteful 
and  debt  ridden  to  a  smaller,  more  effi- 
cient government  that  costs  less  and  is 
responsive  to  State  and  local  needs. 
This  budget  is  a  gateway  to  the  future 
presenting  a  new  vision  of  government. 
It  moves  authority  out  of  Washington 
and  helps  empower  every  individual 
American. 

It  cuts  taxes  for  America's  families, 
seniors,  and  small  businesses.  It  re- 
stores hope.  It  promises  opportunity 
for  the  next  generation.  It  protects  So- 
cial Security.  It  increases  spending  on 
Medicare  by  over  $80  billion.  And  it 
saves  it  from  bankruptcy.  It  will  result 
in  a  higher  net  rate  of  savings  and  a 
higher  standard  of  living  for  everyone. 
And  should  not  everybody  celebrate 
that? 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  in  the  best  interest 
that  I  strongly  urge  my  House  col- 
leagues to  support  this  resolution.  It  is 
for  the  children. 
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SAYING  "NO"  TO  THE  SOUND 
BITES  AND  PHOTO  OPS 


(Mr.  GUTIERREZ  asked  and  was 
^ven  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
you  well  know,  posing  for  photo  ops. 
listening  to  sound  bites,  and  giving 
easy  answers  can  be  kind  of  addictive. 

Sometimes,  the  sound-bite  addict 
needs  a  little  help  in  kicking  the  habit. 

In  this  House,  that  Republican  habit 
is  to  stand  before  the  cameras  and  pre- 
tend that  they  are  getting  our  budget 
in  line  without  hurting  working  Ameri- 
cans. 

That  is  why  this  House  passed  a  re- 
scission package  that  went  easy  on 
closing  tax  loopholes  for  the  rich  and 
eliminating  Government  bureaucracy 
and  boondoggles. 

But  those  rescission  got  tough  on 
something. 

They  got  tough  on  summer  jobs  and 
worker  training,  and  they  got  tough  on 
student  loans  and  day  care. 

Well,  these  sound  bite  addicts  are 
about  to  get  some  tough  love. 

It  is  called  a  veto  pen. 

I  applaud  President  Clinton  and  his 
tough  choice  to  say  no  to  the  sound 
bites,  photo  ops  and  easy  answers  that 
hurt  our  kids,  hurt  our  students  and 
punish  working  Americans. 

And  I  encourage  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  to  kick  their 
easy  answer  habit  before  it  is  too  late 
for  the  American  people. 


THE  REPUBLICANS  WILL  BALANCE 
THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Democrats,  scare-the-peo- 
ple  campaign  about  draconian  cuts  by 
Republicans  is  just  ridiculous.  The  Re- 
publican budget  actually  increases 
spending  by  3  percent  every  year  for 
the  next  7  years,  spending  nearly  $12 
trillion  more  in  the  next  7  years  than 
in  the  past. 

When  I  was  back  in  Dallas,  my  con- 
stituents put  together  three  notebooks 
full  of  comments  about  ideas  for  reduc- 
tions in  Government  spending.  Do  you 
know  what  they  say?  Balance  the  budg- 
et. So  do  not  try  to  fool  the  American 
people  into  thinking  that  balancing  the 
budget  will  hurt  them.  They  know  bet- 
ter. They  know  Government  spends  too 
much,  and,  most  importantly,  they 
know  the  consequences  if  we  continue 
down  the  path  that  we  are  going  on 
now. 

They  will  also  know,  after  tomorrow, 
that  it  is  the  Republicans  who  have 
taken  the  first  major  step  toward  bal- 
ancing our  budget. 


THIS  IS  PUNISHMENT,  NOT  A 
BUDGET 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  is  wrong  with  the  truth?  It  seems 
that  many  people  are  nmning  in  the 
opposite  direction  when  we  simply 
want  to  tell  you  the  truth.  This  is  not 
a  budget,  it  is  simply  pure  punishment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this  morning  to 
report  to  you  on  the  growing  senti- 
ments of  my  constituents  in  Houston, 
TX.  Like  other  Texans  and  Americans 
nationwide,  they  are  beginning  to  un- 
derstand what  the  Republican  budget 
proposals  could  really  mean  to  their 
lives.  I  have  no  problem  with  telling 
them  the  truth,  and  they  do  not  like  it. 

To  pay  for  the  huge  tax  cuts  for  the 
well-to-do.  leaders  of  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  want  to  enact  a  $283  billion 
cut  in  Medicare,  three  times  the  size  of 
the  largest  previous  cut  in  history,  and 
Medicaid  will  be  cut  approximately 
$182  million. 

The  lives  of  more  than  2.0(X),0(X)  Medi- 
care seniors  in  Texas  would  be  dra- 
matically impacted,  and  by  the  year 
2(X)2  each  Medicare  senior  in  Texas 
would  be  asked  to  pay  an  additional 
$1,122  out-of-pocket  expenses.  Each 
would  be  forced  to  pay  $4,0(X)  more  for 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002  to  make 
up  for  these  cuts.  We  want  the  future 
to  be  free  for  future  generations  but 
not  on  the  backs  of  seniors  and  those 
most  vulnerable. 

Look  at  this,  Mr.  Speaker.  Here  the 
Republicans  are  cutting  the  dollars 
that  the  Association  for  Retired  Citi- 
zens are  about  to  use  to  help  seniors 
find  jobs.  We  need  to  do  something  bet- 
ter. Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what's  wrong  with  the 
truth?  This  is  not  a  budget;  this  is  pun- 
ishment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  this  morning  to  report  to 
you  on  the  growing  sentiments  of  my  constitu- 
ents in  Houston. 

Like  other  Texans  and  Americans  nation- 
wide, they're  beginning  to  understand  what  the 
Republican  budget  proposals  could  really 
mean  to  their  lives,  and  they  don't  like  it. 

To  pay  for  huge  tax  cuts  (or  the  well-to-do, 
leaders  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  want  to 
enact  a  $283  billion  cut  in  Medicare  three 
limes  the  size  of  the  largest  previous  cut  in 
history.  Medicaid  would  be  cut  approximately 
Si 82  million. 

The  lives  of  more  than  2-million  Medicare 
seniors  in  Texas  would  be  dramatically  im- 
pacted. 

By  the  year  2002.  each  Medicare  senior  in 
Texas  would  be  asked  to  pay  an  additional 
$1,222  out-of-pocket  dollars  per  year  (or  their 
health  coverage. 

Each  would  be  forced  to  pay  nearly  $4,000 
dollars  more,  from  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002.  to  make  up  for  GOP  cuts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  on  this  side  tje- 
lieve  that  a  balanced  budget  is  the  correct 
goal,  we  want  to  free  future  generations  from 
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the  burden  of  today's  debt.  We  want  to  shrink 
the  size  o(  Government  in  a  responsible  man- 
ner that  will  not  pull  the  rug  out  (rom  under  a 
steady,  strong  economy. 

And  we  want  to  make  Government  more  ef- 
ficient and  fair  without  breaking  long-standing 
promises  to  the  Nation's  seniors  or  vulnerable 
children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  and  can  do  better. 
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VOTE  TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  rf  m&rlcs  ^ 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let 
me  remind  my  friend  on  the  left  that 
just  spoke  that  punishment  is  saddling 
the  future  generation  with  the  debt,  if 
we  fall  to  act.  If  we  fail  to  pass  a  budg- 
et that  balances  over  the  next  5  to  7 
years. 

Punishment  is  failing  to  do  some- 
thing in  the  next  few  days  that  will  get 
this  country  in  the  right  direction  fis- 
cally. U  we  fail  to  act,  the  children  of 
this  country  face  $187,000  in  interest 
alone  if  they  were  bom  tomorrow.  A 
child  bom  tomorrow  would  pay  $187,000 
In  interest  alone  on  this  Nation's  debt. 

Tomorrow  we  have  the  opportunity 
to  vote  on  a  budget  that  will  balance 
over  the  next  5  to  7  years.  Tomorrow 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  send  this 
country  in  the  right  direction,  to  take 
it  out  of  its  financial  abyss  where  the 
left-leaning  liberals  have  taken  it  over 
the  last  40  years. 

Tomorrow  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
take  this  country  In  the  right  direc- 
tion. I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider 
very  strongly  where  they  want  this 
country  to  go,  a  budget  that  is  bal- 
anced or  where  it  has  been  over  the 
last  40  years. 


REPUBLICAN  BUSINESS  AS  USUAL 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  a 
freshman.  I  voted  for  all  of  the  reforms 
that  we  proposed,  that  were  proposed 
on  the  1st  day  of  this  session,  espe- 
cially the  reform  that  required  a  three- 
fifths  supermajority  of  this  House  to 
raise  taxes.  But  now  what  do  we  see? 
We  see  the  Republicans  reverting  to 
business  as  usual. 

Since  our  income  tax  brackets  are 
adjusted  each  year  to  reflect  inflation, 
to  keep  people  from  being  pushed  into 
higher  tax  brackets  simply  due  to  that 
inflation,  the  arbitrary  reduction  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  by  the  Re- 
publicans will,  in  effect,  increase  taxes 
for  millions  of  Americans.  And  it  will 
do  that  without  a  three-fifths  vote  of 
this  body.  In  direct  violation  of  that 
rule  that  I  supported. 

I  am  deeply  disappointed  that  we  are 
seeing  business  as  usual  by  the  Repub- 
lican majority. 


HAVE  THE  CLINTON  DEMOCRATS 
NO  SHAME? 

(Mr.  HERGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
watching  the  Clinton  Democrats  for 
the  past  few  weeks,  I  have  finally  fig- 
ured out  what  their  strategy  Is.  Since 
they  have  no  solid  ideas  of  their  own, 
they  have  started  on  a  fear  campaign 
filled  with  illegitimate  scare  tactics 
designed  to  try  derail  any  legislation 
Republicans  offer.  Have  they  no  shame. 

First  it  was  the  children.  The  Clinton 
Democrats  said  school  lunch  programs 
were  being  cut,  when  in  fact  funding 
was  increasing.  Now  they  are  saying 
children  will  suffer  if  we  try  to  balance 
the  budget.  I  say  what  kind  of  future 
will  our  children  have  if  we  do  not  bal- 
ance the  budget.  Have  they  no  shame! 

Next  it  is  the  college  students.  Clin- 
ton Democrats  are  scaring  college  stu- 
dents by  playing  fast  and  loose  with 
the  facts  about  school  loans,  when  in 
reality  a  balanced  budget  will  bring 
down  interest  rates  by  at  least  2  per- 
cent, ultimately  saving  students 
money.  Have  they  no  shame. 

And  finally,  the  Clinton  Democrats, 
in  their  eagerness  to  score  political 
points,  are  using  their  distorted  fear 
tactics  to  scare  senior  citizens.  Reput>- 
licans  are  working  to  save  Medicare — 
Republicans  repealed  Clinton's  tax  in- 
crease on  seniors.  Republicans  are  pro- 
tecting Social  Security.  Have  the  Clin- 
ton Democrats  no  shame. 


THE   CONTRACT'S   CROWN   JEWEL- 
TAX    CUTS    FOR   THE   RICH,    BRO- 
KEN PROMISES  TO  SENIORS 
(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  bill  comes  due  for  the  Republican's 
tax  giveaway  to  the  privileged  few,  and 
the  primary  bill  payers  are  senior  citi- 
zens who  will  be  hit  with  $288  billion  in 
cuts  to  Medicare. 

The  Speaker  has  called  the  Repub- 
lican tax  plan  the  crown  jewel  of  the 
Contract  With  America. 

It  is  a  crown  jewel  all  right — if  you 
are  a  large  corporation  that  may  not 
have  to  pay  any  taxes  at  all — if  you  are 
a  billionaire  expatriate  who  gives  up 
your  citizenship  to  avoid  paying 
taxes — if  you  are  making  more  than 
$350, 0(X)  and  you  are  going  to  walk  away 
with  a  $20,000  tax  break. 

But  if  you  are  a  senior  citizen,  get 
ready  to  pay  up  for  that  crown  jewel. 
Your  Medicare  premiums  and  copay- 
ments  are  going  up,  and  your  benefits 
are  being  cut.  Altogether  the  average 
senior  should  expect  to  pay  $1,060  more 
in  out-of-pocket  expenses  by  the  year 
2002. 


Make  no  mistake  about  it,  the  Re- 
publican budget  plan  robs  Medicare  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans.  To  keep  their  promise  to 
the  rich,  the  Republicans  must  break 
our  most  sacred  promise  to  America's 
seniors. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  PUTS  GOV- 
ERNMENT ON  A  DIET  AND  RE- 
STORES THE  AMERICAN  DREAM 

(Mr.  HOBSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  not  run  up  a  $4.7 
trillion  debt  because  the  American  peo- 
ple pay  too  little  taxes.  The  huge  debt 
and  deficits  have  exploded  because  the 
Federal  Government  is  too  big,  spends 
too  much  of  your  money,  and  tells  too 
many  people  what  to  do.  It  is  big  gov- 
ernment, stupid! 

Our  balanced  budget,  for  the  first 
time  in  25  years,  solves  this  problem  of 
oversized  Government  by  reducing 
Government's  size:  It  puts  the  bloated 
Federal  Government  on  a  diet.  It  elimi- 
nates the  Federal  deficit  by  trimming 
the  size,  power,  Intruslveness,  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

Past  attempts  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
like  the  Clinton  tax  increases,  have 
failed  because  they  have  not  addressed 
the  deficit's  root  cause:  oversized  Gov- 
ernment. Every  dime  they  have  col- 
lected In  Increased  revenues  has  been 
spent  on  government  gimmicks,  spend- 
ing schemes,  and  partisan  i)ork.  Every 
dollar  saved  in  reductions  in  defense 
since  1985  has  gone  to  feed  the  Govern- 
ment, not  reduce  the  deficit. 

Our  balanced  budget  plan  is  different. 
Not  only  does  our  plan  just  say  no  to 
Clinton-style  hikes.  Our  balanced  budg- 
et actually  includes  tax  relief  for  our 
families,  small  businesses,  students, 
and  seniors. 

Our  balanced  budget  finally  solves 
the  problem  of  too  much  Washington. 
It  puts  the  Government  on  a  diet,  re- 
turns power  to  families,  neighborhoods, 
and  communities,  and  restores  the 
American  dream.  I  urge  all  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  plan  for  the  fu- 
ture of  our  children. 


WHY  ARE  REPUBLICANS  GOUGING 
MEDICARE  TO  PAY  FOR  TAX 
CUTS       FOR      THE      PRIVILEGED 

FEW? 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  are  Re- 
publicans gouging  Medicare  to  pay  for 
tax  breaks  for  the  privileged  few?  Why 
do  they  cut  almost  $300  billion  in  Medi- 
care to  senior  citizens  for  tax  breaks, 
of  which  only  V/2  percent  of  those  tax 
breaks  go  to  families  under  $20,000?  In- 


cidentally, 50  percent  goes  to  families 
over  $100,000.  Yet  the  Medicare  cuts  go 
to  100  percent  of  all  senior  citizens. 

Why  are  Republicans  cutting  the  stu- 
dent loan  program  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  privileged  few?  Here  are 
petitions  signed  by  thousands  of  West 
Virginia  high  school  and  college  stu- 
dents and  parents  asking  Congress  not 
to  cut  the  student  loan  program,  not  to 
cut  their  future.  We  do  not  have  to  be 
Phi  Beta  Kappas  to  know  that  giving 
already  wealthy  Americans  a  tax  break 
while  denying  students  a  chance  just  to 
be  middle  Income  simply  Is  not  fair. 

Mr.  Speaker,  budgets  reflect  values. 
Slashing  Medicare,  cutting  student 
loans,  Americans  want  the  budget  bal- 
anced, but  not  on  the  backs  of  Amer- 
ican values. 


AMERICANS  HAVE  ENTERED  A 
NEW  ERA:  THE  AGE  OF  RESPON- 
SLBILITY 

(Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  dis- 
covered the  difference  between  the 
Democrat  and  Republican  Parties.  The 
Democrat  Party  lives  in  constant  fear 
that  America  is  going  to  discover  the 
truth.  The  Republican  Party  lives  in 
constant  fear  that  they  will  not. 

The  fact  Is.  It  Is  true  that  In  2  years, 
according  to  the  Clinton  budget,  inter- 
est on  the  debt  will  exceed  all  defense 
spending.  It  is  also  true  that  in  7  years, 
according  to  Clinton's  trust  fund  advis- 
ers. Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  and 
they  will  not  t>e  able  to  pay  any  bills 
for  hospitals,  any  home  health  care. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  we  have  entered 
a  new  era.  It  is  the  age  of  responsibil- 
ity. Americans  are  willing  to  take  re- 
sponsibility for  their  actions.  They  are 
asking  us  to  take  resixjnslbllity  for  our 
actions.  It  is  true  that  we  have  put  our 
children  and  grandchildren  into  5  tril- 
lion dollars'  worth  of  debt.  The  respon- 
sible thing  is  to  try  and  pay  that  down 
and  balance  the  budget.  It  is  true  that 
education  is  an  abject  failure.  The  re- 
sponsible thing  is  to  reform  it.  not  to 
throw  more  money  at  it.  It  is  true  that 
Medicare  must  be  reformed  to  be  saved 
for  future  generations,  not  put  more 
money  into  it. 


A  DARK  COMEDY:  CUTTING 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  I 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr,  DOCXJETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  are 
the  Republicans  cutting  Medicare  in 
order  to  provide  a  tax  break  for  the 
privileged  few?  Here  is  a  quick  preview 
of  today's  debate  on  the  Republican 
budget  of  broken  promises.  If  you  like 
horror    movies,    stay    tuned,    because 


13258 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


what  the  Republicans  do  to  Medicare 
recipients  is  horrible.  If  you  like  mys- 
teries, stay  tuned,  as  we  try  to  unravel 
the  many  ways  that  secret  Republican 
task  forces  propose  to  hike  the  cost  of 
Medicare. 

Best  of  all.  if  you  like  comedy,  do  not 
tune  into  the  comedy  channel,  tune  in 
right  here.  Watch  the  Republicans  try 
to  explain  how  a  cut  is  not  a  cut.  how, 
if  they  propose  to  double  the  Medicare 
deductible,  raise  the  premiums  every 
month,  even  charge  people  $20  a  month 
extra  just  to  be  able  to  see  their  own 
doctor,  that  that  is  not  a  cut.  They  do 
that  with  a  straight  face  and  call  it  re- 
form. Horror,  mystery,  comedy;  very 
dark  comedy  we  will  see  today  as  the 
Republicans  cut  Medicare  in  order  to 
provide  a  tax  break  for  the  privileged 
few. 


A  HISTORIC  VOTE  TO  BALANCE 
THE  FEDERAL  DEFICIT 

(Mr.  GOSS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  I 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Lake- 
wood.  OH  [Mr.  HOKE]. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tomorrow  we  are  going 
to  do  something  that  is  so  historic, 
that  is  so  extraordinary,  that  is  so 
unique,  that  has  not  been  done  in  26 
years.  Tomorrow  we  are  going  to  take 
a  vote,  and  in  fact,  we  will  balance  the 
Federal  budget  for  the  first  time  in  26 
years. 

What  does  it  mean?  What  does  it 
mean  back  in  Cleveland?  It  means  safer 
streets.  It  means  more  hope.  It  means 
greater  opportunity.  It  means  better 
education.  It  means  more  prosperity 
for  our  children,  for  our  grandchildren. 
It  means  preserving  this  Nation  for  the 
next  generation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  hear  so 
much  bitterness  from  the  other  side. 
and  it  is  a  great  tragedy  of  this  period 
in  American  history  that  there  is  so 
much  talent  and  there  is  so  much  iijtel; 
ligence  and  there  is  so  much  good  feet^ 
Ing  and  belief,  and  yet  all  that  can  be 
offered  is  so  much  bitterness  and  de- 
fense of  the  status  quo. 

Tomorrow  will  be  the  most  historic 
vote  of  this  I04th  Congress. 


A  BUDGET-BUSTING  TAX  GIVE- 
AWAY PAID  FOR  BY  OUR  GRAND- 
MOTHERS 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publican budget  has  it  backward.  They 
propose  cutting  Social  Security  and 
Medicare  benefits  by  over  S2.500  per  re- 
cipient through  the  year  2002  to  pay  for 


tax  breaks  to  the  privileged  few.  This 
means  your  grandmother's  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  benefits  will 
shrink  substantially.  Her  nursing  home 
expenses  will  rise  if  she  can  even  get 
in. 

However,  the  money  saved  from  these 
harsh  cuts  will  not  go  to  balance  the 
budget.  The  money  will  go  to  pay  for 
tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  among  us: 
The  American  billionaires  who  move  to 
the  Caribbean  and  take  their  money 
with  them  to  escape  paying  taxes  here; 
or  the  families  earning  $200,000  a  year, 
who  will  be  bestowed  a  $5(X)  tax  credit; 
or  the  foreign  corporations  who  do 
business  in  this  country  and  earn  mil- 
lions but  do  not  pay  a  dime  in  taxes. 

If  the  Republicans  were  serious,  they 
would  not  balance  the  budget  on  the 
backs  of  our  seniors  to  pander  to  the 
rich  and  powerful  who  can  pay  for  lob- 
byists in  this  town.  If  the  Republicans 
were  serious,  they  would  not  have  a 
budget-busting  $360  billion  tax  give- 
away paid  for  by  our  grandmothers. 


REPUBLICANS        USE         MEDICARE 
TRUST  FUND  TO  BANKROLL  TAX 
CUTS  FOR  THE  WEALTHY 
(Mr.  WAXMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publicans say  they  want  to  save  the 
Medicare  Program,  and  they  promised 
not  to  cut  Social  Security.  What  they 
are  doing  is  using  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  to  bankroll  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  cuts  in 
Medicare  amount  to  cuts  in  Social  Se- 
curity. The  typical  Medicare  bene- 
ficiary will  spend  40  percent  to  50  per- 
cent of  the  cost  of  living  increases  in 
Social  Security  for  increases  in  the 
Medicare  costs  they  will  incur.  Cuts  in 
Medicare  amount  to  cuts  in  Social  Se- 
curity. Social  Security  accounts  for 
half  or  more  of  the  annual  incomes  for 
a  majority  of  elderly. 

More  than  30  percent  of  older  Ameri- 
cans rely  on  Social  Security  for  80  per- 
cent or  more  of  their  income.  The  typi- 
cal Medicare  beneficiary  by  2002  will 
see  40  to  50  percent  of  their  Social  Se- 
curity COLA  eaten  up  by  increases  in 
Medicare  cost-sharing  and  premium. 

They  are  not  keeping  their  promises. 
Numbers  do  not  lie.  Listen  to  these 
numbers  when  you  see  these  relatively 
well-off  young  Republican  Members  of 
the  House  tell  us  that  seniors  are  going 
to  be  better  off. 


PLAYING  WITH  REALITY  WILL 
CATCH  UP  WITH  THE  DEMOCRATS 

(Mr.  EMERSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
listened  to  the  1-minutes  this  morning. 


and  I  do  not  usually  make  1-minute 
speeches.  However,  I  am  perplexed  by 
what  I  have  heard.  The  Democrats  have 
no  budget  plan  of  their  own,  none. 
They  do  not  have  one.  They  will  not 
cooperate  with  any  attempt  to  reform 
Medicare  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  They 
stand  here  and  rail  about  Republican 
cuts,  cuts,  cuts.  There  are  not  any 
cuts.  To  Democrats,  restraining  the 
rate  of  growth  is  a  cut.  The  American 
public  ought  to  know  that.  Such  play- 
ing with  reality  will,  indeed,  catch  up 
with  them. 


THE  SEPARATE  ENROLLMENT  AND 
LINE-ITEM  VETO  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that:  First,  it  be  in 
order  to  consider  in  the  House  a  mo- 
tion to  take  from  the  Speaker's  table 
the  bill  (S.  4)  to  grant  the  power  to  the 
President  to  reduce  budget  authority, 
and  for  other  purposes,  to  strike  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Senate 
bill,  and  to  insert  the  text  of  H.R.  2  as 
passed  by  this  House;  second,  that  the 
motion  be  debatable  for  not  to  exceed  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled among  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight and  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and 
third,  that  the  previous  question  be  or- 
dered on  the  motion  to  final  adoption 
without  intervening  motion  except  for 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania? 

Mr.  WISE.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  know 
whether  the  distinguished  chairman 
needed  any  more  time  to  explain  his  re- 
quest, for  which  purpose  I  would  hap- 
pily yield,  although  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman got  it  all  in. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  normal  process 
of  the  House.  While  I  personally  oppose 
the  line-item  veto  bill,  the  gentleman's 
request  is  in  order.  I  will  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection  and  will  not 
object. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  CLINGER  moves  that  the  House  take 
from  the  Speaker's  table  the  bill  (S.  4)  to 
grant  the  power  to  the  President  to  reduce 
budget  authority,  and  for  other  purposes, 
strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the 
Senate  bill,  and  insert  the  text  of  H.R.  2.  as 
passed  by  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
CLINGER]  will  be  recognized  for  15  min- 
utes; the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Wise]  will  be  recognized  for 
15  minutes;  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  (30SS]  will  be  recognized  for  15 


minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hall]  will  be  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Cllnger]. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  1  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  February  6  of  this 
year,  this  House  passed  H.R.  2.  the 
Line-Item  Veto  Act.  to  give  the  Presi- 
dent the  power  to  restrain  irrespon- 
sible Federal  spending  through  a  true 
line-item  veto.  On  March  23.  the  Senate 
followed  suit  in  passing  S.  4.  which  I 
think  we  would  all  agree  is  a  weaker 
bill,  which  nonetheless  moves  toward 
greater  Federal  spending  control,  so 
both  of  our  bodies  have  gone  on  record 
as  saying  we  encourage  and  desire  to 
enact  something  that  will  act  as  a  re- 
straint on  further  Federal  spending 
control. 
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Since  that  time,  however.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, both  bills  have  been  stalled  really 
in  parliamentary  limbo  awaiting  fur- 
ther action  in  preparation  for  con- 
ference. That  has  been  some  several 
months  now. 

Because  of  the  Senate's  unusual  han- 
dling of  the  House-passed  bill,  unfortu- 
nately neither  body  is  currently  in  a 
position  to  request  the  needed  con- 
ference and  the  legislation  has  been  at 
a  standstill,  just  literally  in  limbo. 

My  motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  take 
from  the  desk  the  Senate  bill  and  in- 
sert in  its  place  the  House-passed  lan- 
guage will  break  that  legislative  log- 
jam and  move  us  at  least  one  step  clos- 
er toward  conference  and  the  long- 
awaited  enactment  of  the  line-item 
veto.  I  say  long-awaited  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  as  well. 

As  we  begin  to  debate  the  most 
sweeping  budget  reforms  today  that 
this  body  has  ever  considered  and  as  we 
confront  the  reality  of  strict  spending 
restraints  in  important  Federal  pro- 
grams— and  I  think  we  all  recognize 
that  that  is  going  to  be  the  outcome — 
the  need  for  an  item  veto  assumes  an 
even  greater  urgency.  The  President 
needs  to  be  a  partner  in  this  effort.  The 
enactment  of  strong  item  veto  legisla- 
tion will  permit  the  President  to  elimi- 
nate wasteful  pork  and  unjustified  tax 
breaks,  thus  saving  more  important 
spending  from  unnecessary  cuts. 

Because  H.R.  2,  which  we  enacted 
here  by  an  overwhelmingly  bipartisan 
vote,  provides  the  President  with  a  bill 
he  has  really  requested,  he  asked  for 
the  strongest  possible  line-item  veto, 
and  because  this  bill  is  an  integral  part 
of  ongoing  efforts  to  achieve  greater 
fiscal  responsibility.  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues'  support  for  this  motion  to 
advance  the  legislative  process  and  to 
once  again  make  clear  the  House's  very 
deep  desire  to  move  forward  in  giving 
the  President  what  he  has  requested, 
the  long-awaited  line-veto  item,  the 
strongest  one  that  we  have,  which  is 
clearly  the  House  version. 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 

my  time. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Illinois  [Mrs.  Collins]. 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 
I  do  not  intend  nor  would  she  oppose 
this  effort  to  attach  the  House-passed 
line-item  veto  bill  to  the  Senate  bill. 
The  House  passed  the  bill  at  the  end  of 
January  and  the  Senate  passed  its  ver- 
sion of  the  line-item  veto  on  March  23. 

If  the  Chair  would  indulge  me.  I  have 
a  question  for  the  gentleman  who  is 
making  this  motion.  Would  the  chair- 
man be  able  to  explain  why  there  has 
been  no  effort  to  proceed  to  conference 
for  the  past  2  months  and  why  the  Sen- 
ate did  not  attach  their  bill  to  H.R.  2 
and  request  a  conference? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WISE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  the  other  body  works  in  mys- 
terious ways  its  wonders  to  perform.  I 
am  not  able  to  really  divine  their  rea- 
soning and  the  way  they  approach 
things.  What  we  have  known  is  that 
they  have  refused  to  really  take  action, 
the  very  action  that  you  have  re- 
quested. What  we  are  trying  to  do  with 
this  motion  is  to  force  action  on  their 
part  and  move  us  that  step  closer. 

Mr.  WISE.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's observation,  and  I  think  that 
you  could  have  a  whole  Chamber  of 
soothsayers  trying  to  divine  what  the 
other  body  sometimes  has  in  its  mind. 

I  would  note.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  ap- 
pears there  may  be  an  interest,  or  some 
might  think  that  possibly  the  lack  of 
action  by  the  other  body  would  indi- 
cate an  interest  in  preventing  the 
President  from  exercising  line-item 
veto  authority  in  the  upcoming 
months,  either  on  appropriation  of  tax 
bills. 

I  would  expect  that  this  is  going  to 
be  a  difficult  conference.  These  are  sig- 
nificantly different  versions  of  the 
bills.  One  bill  has  a  potential  constitu- 
tional challenge,  the  bill  that  left  the 
House.  The  Senate  bill  would  require 
the  enrollment  of  thousands  of  bills  to 
pass  appropriations  in  discrete  line 
items  requiring  thousands  of  signa- 
tures and  guaranteeing  future  Presi- 
dents an  amazing  case  of  writer's 
cramp  as  they  deal  with  this  as  well  as 
creating  some  significant  amount  of 
paperwork. 

All  that  notwithstanding,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  have  no  objections  to  the  gentle- 
man's request. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WISE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  voted  for  line-item 
veto  both  in  the  committee  and  on  this 
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floor  of  the  House  this  year.  After  serv- 
ing 20  years  as  a  legislator  in  Texas 
and  living  under  the  line-item  veto.  I 
have  no  fear  about  it.  I  think  it  has 
been  oversold  to  an  extent  because  in 
my  20  years  as  a  legislator.  I  found  out 
that  it  did  not  do  as  much  for  reducing 
the  budget  as  it  did  for  getting  the  at- 
tention of  members  of  the  legislative 
body,  whether  it  be  Members  of  Con- 
gress or  the  individual  State  legisla- 
ture by  the  executive  branch.  Never- 
theless, I  support  it  because  I  think  we 
can  live  with  it  and  in  the  few  times 
that  we  will  actually  see  budget  efforts 
impacted  by  it,  it  is  good  ammunition 
or  a  weapon  in  the  arsenal  to  try  to 
control  spending. 

I  heard  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Wise],  men- 
tion the  concern  about  why  we  did  not 
make  this  motion  on  March  23  instead 
of  2  months  later.  Again  as  a  supporter 
of  the  line-item  veto,  we  might  have 
been  much  further  along  with  the  con- 
ference committee  and  maybe  even 
having  the  bill  to  the  President's  desk, 
although  knowing  the  opposition  to  it 
and  the  product  that  came  out  of  our 
body  and  the  Senate  and  the  problems 
that  we  may  have  in  this  conference.  I 
am  concerned  that  again  this  motion  is 
a  little  over  2  months  late  in  having  an 
impact  particularly  on  this  year's  ap- 
propriations. 

But  again  I  support  the  line-item 
veto  and  I  would  hope  the  conference 
committee  would  move  as  quickly  as 
we  can  to  again  give  the  President  the 
ability  to  do  that. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Goss]. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  rise  to  join  my  friend,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight,  in 
his  motion  to  help  us  move  forward  on 
the  important  issue  of  granting  the 
President  an  effective,  workable,  and 
tough  line-item  veto.  It  is  fitting  that 
we  come  to  the  floor  to  take  the  next 
step  in  this  process  on  the  day  we  begin 
consideration  of  a  landmark  budget 
resolution  to  bring  our  finances  into 
balance  by  the  year  2002.  It  should  be 
clear  to  the  American  people  by  now 
that  this  104th  Congress — and  the  new 
Republican  majority,  with  moderate 
Democrats — are  absolutely  committed 
to  ending  the  fiscal  insanity  of  rising 
deficits  and  ever-mounting  national 
debt.  A  real  line-item  veto  for  the 
President  is  a  powerful  tool  for  fiscal 
accountability  that  will  help  ensure 
Congress  stays  on  the  right  spending 
track,  even  beyond  this  current  budget 
crisis.  Although  I  commend  our  friends 
in  the  other  body  for  their  creative  ef- 
forts in  producing  S.  4 — I  remain  com- 
mitted to  the  House-passed  line-item 
veto  as  embodied  in  H.R.  2.  H.R.  2  is 
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the  product  of  years  of  study  and  anal- 
ysis. Modeled  after  the  type  of  author- 
ity wielded  by  43  of  our  Nations  Gov- 
ernors, it  provides  a  workable  frame- 
work for  ensuring  that  low-priority, 
wasteful,  and  unnecessary  spending  can 
be  lined  out  of  big  appropriations  bills 
and  conference  reports.  It  places  the 
onus  on  the  Congress — requiring  a  two- 
thirds  vote  to  spend  money  a  President 
has  identified  for  veto— and  it  estab- 
lishes specific  procedures  to  ensure 
that  Members  have  recourse  in  the 
event  a  President  abuses  his  power. 
The  taxpayers  are  the  winners  in  this 
Scenario — H.R.  2  shifts  the  bias  in  the 
process  away  from  spending  and  toward 
saving.  With  all  due  respect  to  our 
friends  in  the  other  body.  I  am  leery  of 
the  novel  and  untested  approach  they 
have  adopted  in  S.  4.  That  measure, 
which  introduces  a  completely  new  and 
different  process  of  separate  enroll- 
ment, will  be  both  cumbersome  and  dif- 
ficult to  administer.  Although  it  does 
preserve  the  crucial  requirement  that 
Congress  come  up  with  a  two-thirds 
override  to  spend  money  the  President 
wants  to  save,  the  subjective  nature  of 
deciding  what  constitutes  an  'item' 
will  likely  be  a  major  stumbling  block 
to  effective  implementation  of  line- 
item  veto  authority.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  motion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  do  not  oppose 
this  motion,  I  rise  to  express  my  oppo- 
sition to  both  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  line-item  veto  legisla- 
tion. I  remain  extremely  concerned 
over  the  provisions  contained  in  both 
bills  which  will  cause  a  major  shift  in 
responsibility  and  power  from  the  leg- 
islative to  the  executive  branch.  We 
should  be  very  cautious  about  bestow- 
ing the  potential  power  of  this  legisla- 
tion on  the  executive  branch.  The  au- 
thors of  our  Constitution  purposely 
preserved  this  delicate  balance  of 
power  which  has  served  the  interests  of 
our  Nation  quite  well  and  we  see  no 
compelling  reason  to  tamper  with  it  at 
this  time. 

Under  both  enhanced  rescission  bills, 
the  President's  proposed  rescissions  or 
targeted  tax  benefit  repeals  would 
automatically  take  effect  unless  the 
Congress  specifically  passes  a  resolu- 
tion disapproving  this  special  message. 
Even  if  such  a  measure  overturning  the 
President's  request  is  enacted,  the 
President  can  then  veto  the  dis- 
approval which,  in  turn,  would  have  to 
be  overridden  by  two- thirds  of  both 
Houses.  Effectively,  the  President 
could  cancel  any  spending  or  tax  bene- 
fits if  he  or  she  has  the  support  of  only 
one-third  plus  one  Members  of  either 
House. 

I  also  am  suspicious  on  why  we  are 
pursuing  this  motion  at  this  time.  The 


bill  passed  the  Senate  on  March  23  and 
has  been  held  at  the  House  desk  since 
March  28— nearly  6  weeks.  Why  did  we 
not  pursue  this  matter  at  an  earlier 
date?  If  the  majority  is  anxious  to  have 
a  line-item  veto  in  place  for  the  Presi- 
dent, why  was  there  not  more  of  an  ef- 
fort made  to  put  this  mechanism  in 
place  for  the  Fiscal  Year  95  appropria- 
tions bills? 

Again,  I  oppose  both  the  House  and 
Senate  line-item  veto  bills  and  will 
vote  against  them  in  their  present 
form. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  C.\sTLE],  a  very  distin- 
guished Member  of  this  body  and 
former  Governor  of  Delaware. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  support  the 
motion  to  take  S.  4  from  the  Speaker's 
desk  and  insert  the  text  of  H.R.  2,  the 
Line-Item  Veto  Act  passed  by  the 
House  earlier  this  year. 

The  line-item  veto  should  be  enacted 
as  soon  as  possible,  and  I  believe  that 
the  line-item  veto  legislation  approved 
by  the  House  is  stronger  and  more 
straightforward  than  the  Senate's  ver- 
sion. 

H.R.  2  would  give  the  President  the 
power  to  eliminate  all  or  any  part  of 
spending  in  an  appropriations  bill  or 
any  targeted  tax  provision  in  a  tax  bill. 
Congress  would  have  to  disapprove  the 
President's  cuts  by  passing  a  resolu- 
tion of  disapproval  and  then  override  a 
Presidential  veto  of  that  measure  with 
two-thirds  of  the  House  and  Senate. 

The  American  people  are  tired  of 
their  tax  dollars  funding  screw  worm 
research,  commemorating  the  Law- 
rence Welk  birthplace,  and  many  other 
questionable  projects  that  benefit  only 
a  select  few  districts  or  States. 

By  themselves,  these  projects  may 
not  add  up  to  much  of  the  Federal 
budget,  but  they  are  a  slap  in  the  face 
to  the  American  people  who  want  their 
tax  dollars  spent  wisely  and  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  entire  Nation. 

They  have  asked  the  new  Republican 
majority  to  stop  needless  pork  barrel 
spending.  The  line-item  veto  will  help 
do  just  that. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  Senate  line- 
item  veto  bill,  which  would  require  the 
separate  enrollment  of  each  individual 
spending  item  as  a  separate  bill,  may 
be  too  cumbersome.  We  should  indeed 
support  Chairman  Clinger's  effort  to 
advance  the  process. 

The  line-item  veto  is  not  a  magic  so- 
lution to  the  budget  deficit,  but  it  is  an 
effective  tool  which  should  be  given  to 
the  President. 

House  Republicans  believe  reducing 
unneeded  spending  is  so  important  that 
we  are  willing  to  give  a  Democratic 
President  the  authority  to  stop  spend- 
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ing  on  special  interest  projects  and  end 
tax  breaks  for  a  select  few, 

My  experience  as  governor  of  Dela- 
ware is  that  the  line-item  veto  helps 
bring  all  parties — Republicans,  Demo- 
crats, the  Executive  and  legislators  to 
the  table  to  negotiate  fiscally  respon- 
sible spending  bills  that  are  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  taxpayers. 

The  line-item  veto  will  bring  more 
openness  and  sunshine  to  the  spending 
process.  Believe  me,  the  mere  existence 
of  line-item  veto  authority  will  make 
every  Member  of  Congress  take  a  hard- 
er look  at  every  project  and  program. 
The  red-face  test  will  prevent  many  un- 
necessary projects  from  being  added  to 
spending  bills  in  the  first  place. 

I  strongly  support  every  effort  to  en- 
sure that  the  House  and  Senate  com- 
plete action  on  line-item  veto  legisla- 
tion. President  Clinton  says  he  wants 
to  cut  spending.  Let  us  give  him  the 
line-item  veto  and  let  him  prove  it. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  B.'\RRETTl. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  this  mo- 
tion to  send  this  issue  to  committee  as 
fast  as  we  can.  I  think  it  is  important 
to  have  a  conference  committee  to  re- 
solve the  differences  between  the  two 
Houses.  I  am  a  long-time  supporter  of 
the  line-item  veto.  I  am  standing  here 
today,  though,  because  I  am  concerned 
with  the  process  that  is  going  on. 

When  I  go  to  my  home  in  Milwaukee 
and  talk  to  my  constituents,  I  proudly 
note  that  I  am  in  support  of  the  line- 
item  veto,  but  then  I  caution  my  con- 
stituents. I  tell  them.  Now  you  just 
wait  and  see  what  happens. 

What  is  going  to  happen  is  that  the 
Republicans  in  the  Senate  and  the  Re- 

each  other  not  being  able  to  reach  an 
agreement  in  conference  committee  to 
give  President  Clinton  the  ability  to 
line-item  pork-barrel  projects  and  spe- 
cial tax  tsreaks  for  special  interests. 
The  reason  they  are  going  to  do  that  is 
because  even  though  for  years  they 
have  been  saying  they  want  a  line-item 
veto,  they  do  not  want  to  give  Presi- 
dent Clinton  the  line-item  veto  in  the 
mistaken  belief  that  he  is  not  going  to 
be  President  in  1996. 

D  1100 

I  further  go  on  to  predict  this  con- 
ference committee  will  reach  a  resolu- 
tion sometime  shortly  before  the  1996 
election.  So  make  no  mistake  about 
what  is  going  on  here,  we  have  Repub- 
lican gridlock  because  the  Republican 
leadership  in  the  Senate  does  not  want 
to  give  President  Clinton  the  ability  to 
get  rid  of  pork-barrel  spending  and  spe- 
cial interest  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  It  is  clear  and  simple. 

Majorities  in  both  Houses  have  sup- 
ported measures.  The  purpose  of  a  con- 
ference is  to  mesh  the  two  Houses  to- 
gether and  get  rid  of  the  differences. 
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What  we  have  right  now  is  a  down- 
right refusal  to  even  go  to  conference 
committee,  and  I  think  that  that  is 
wrong.  It  is  gridlock  that  is  created  by 
the  leadership  in  this  House  and  in  the 
Senate,  who  do  not  want  President 
Clinton  to  have  this  important  tool. 

I  think  it  is  important  for  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  know  what  is  going  on 
here.  I  think  we  should  give  this  tool 
to  President  Clinton  as  soon  as  we  can, 
and  that  is  why  I  am  supporting  the  ef- 
forts of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  CLINGER]. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Blute],  the  primary  sponsor  of  this 
legislation,  who  I  think  will  retort  a 
little  to  one  of  the  problems  we  just 
heard  about. 

Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding  me 
this  time  on  this  very  important  issue. 

Just  briefly  to  respond  to  my  good 
friend  from  Wisconsin,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  this  leadership  on  this  side 
has  pushed  at  every  turn  to  give  Presi- 
dent Clinton  the  line-item  veto  and  to 
give  him  the  strongest  possible  line- 
item  veto,  and  that  is  why  we  are  here 
today,  to  move  this  process  because  we 
think  it  is  important  regardless  of  who 
is  in  power. 

And,  frankly,  it  contrasts  sharply 
with  what  some  of  your  Democratic 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  did  when  they 
voted  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  because  it  was  being  pro- 
posed by  a  Republican  majority,  when 
the  year  before,  when  it  had  no  chance 
to  pass,  six  Members  of  that  body  voted 
for  the  balanced  budget. 

So  I  think  we  are  being  consistent. 
We  want  to  give  President  Clinton  a 
line-item  veto,  and  today  the  House  is 
taking  action  to  provide  the  President 
a  valuable  tool  necessary  to  curb 
wasteful  Government  spending. 

As  we  enter  the  appropriations  sea- 
son, we  are  reminded  of  the  wasteful 
pork  projects  that  have  been  burled  in 
public  laws  without  the  benefit  of  pub- 
lic scrutiny  over  the  years.  This  Con- 
gress has  the  opportunity  to  end  that 
practice. 

On  February  6,  the  House  passed 
H.R.  2  by  an  overwhelming  and  biparti- 
san vote  of  294  to  134.  The  other  body, 
unfortunately,  then  disregarded  that 
version  and  went  on  to  pass  probably 
the  most  cumbersome  line-item  veto 
legislation  anyone  could  have  created. 
The  version  of  S.  4  that  emerged  from 
the  other  body  would  make  unraveling 
the  Gordian  knot  seem  simple.  Sepa- 
rate enrollment,  as  the  other  body 
calls  its  version,  would  create  a  litany 
of  problems,  not  the  least  of  which 
would  be  giving  the  President  writers' 
cramp  from  signing  thousands  of  bills 
Congress  would  be  forced  to  send  him. 
The  House,  on  the  other  hand,  pro- 
duced a  strong,  workable  bill  which 
preserves  the  balance  of  power  between 


the  legislative  and  executive  branches 
while  providing  the  President  with 
more  flexibility  by  allowing  a  reduc- 
tion of  items. 

By  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  the 
Federal  debt  is  estimated  to  be  almost 
$5  trillion.  That  is  why  this  week  we 
will  be  working  on  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  and  it  is  why  we  should 
give  the  President  a  line-item  veto. 

A  child  bom  today  is  immediately 
saddled  with  an  expense  of  more  than 
$187,000  over  their  lifetime  just  to  pay 
interest  on  debt.  My  21-month-old  son 
has  already  been  responsible,  and  will 
be  made  responsible,  for  more  than 
$4,000  in  interest  payments,  and  he  has 
not  even  reached  his  second  birthday. 

While  the  line  item  will  not  in  and  of 
itself  balance  the  budget,  the  line-item 
veto  will  be  an  important  tool  the 
President  can  use  as  the  country  moves 
forward  and  toward  a  balanced  budget 
in  the  year  2002.  We  cannot  afford  to 
lose  a  year  in  our  fight  against  waste- 
ful Federal  spending  and  remove  the 
Sword  of  Damocles  from  above  our 
children's  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
give  the  President  the  line-item  veto. 
Give  him  the  strongest  line-item  veto 
possible.  Do  it  this  year.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
CLINGER].  and  support  this  motion. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  only  to  respond  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  to  say 
that  it  is  this  gentleman's  intention  to 
go  to  conference  and  to  negotiate  in 
good  faith  to  come  up  with  the  strong- 
est possible  line-item  veto  we  can 
achieve.  There  are  going  to  be  no  dila- 
tory practices  on  my  part,  certainly, 
and  I  think  I  can  speak  for  the  Repub- 
lican Members  in  this  body.  Thev  are 
going  to  be  very  diligent  in  trying  to 
reach  a  compromise. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  perhaps  the  gentleman  can 
help  me.  Where  is  the  problem?  Is  the 
Senate  majority  refusing  to  go  to  con- 
ference? Why  is  there  even  a  refusal  to 
come  to  the  table  to  talk? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
I  think  there  may  be  a  combination  of 
things;  one  of  the  things  may  well  be 
the  possibility  of  a  filibuster  to  be 
waged  on  your  side  of  the  aisle.  I  think 
there  are  probably  problems  on  both 
sides. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Solo- 
mon], the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
not  even  take  a  minute.  But  just  con- 
tinuing this  colloquy,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  there  are  Members  in  the 
other  body  who  are  unalterably  op- 
posed to  any  real  and  meaningful  line- 
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item  veto  legislation  They  are  both 
Democrat  and  Republican  over  there, 
and  this  Member  happens  to  resent  it 
very  much. 

I  hope  this  body  stands  by  its  ver- 
sion. It  is  the  only  true  line-item  veto, 
and  if  and  when  we  ever  do  go  to  con- 
ference, I  want  us  to  stick  to  our  guns. 
We  should  not  be  enacting  any  kind  of 
watered-down  version,  because  that 
means  we  will  never  get  around  to  real- 
ly enacting  a  line-item  veto.  We  will  be 
deterred  from  that. 

So  I  commend  both  the  gentlemen  for 
their  reference. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  B.^RRETT]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  again  I  am  a  relatively  junior 
Member  of  the  House.  The  chairman  in- 
dicated there  are  problems  with  Demo- 
crats who  do  not  like  this  bill.  But  to 
go  to  conference  committee,  is  that  not 
something  that  the  leadership  can  do, 
the  Republican  leadership  can  do,  from 
the  Senate?  And  again  I  fail  to  see  why 
the  Republican  leadership  in  the  Sen- 
ate is  even  refusing  to  come  to  the  con- 
ference committee.  Is  that  something 
that  the  Democrats  in  the  Senate  can 
stop? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  it  is  because  of  what  is  happen- 
ing over  there.  There  are  some  inter- 
politics  being  played.  That  is  exactly 
why  we  are  taking  this  action  today. 
We  are  going  to  send  our  bill  back  over 
there.  Then  we  will  start  negotiations 
both  in  public  and  out  of  public,  if  nec- 
essary, but  we  want  to  move  this  legis- 
lation, the  real  thing. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  I  think 
the  public  should  be  aware  that  the 
problem  is  in  the  Senate  with  the  lead- 
ership, I  think,  because  now  we  are  at 
the  stage  where  the  Republican  leader- 
ship in  the  Senate  should  come  to  the 
conference  committee  to  resolve  the 
differences,  and  it  is  the  Republican 
leadership  in  the  Senate  that  is  refus- 
ing to  do  so. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  In  collusion  with  the 
Democrat  leadership  in  the  Senate,  as 
well. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 15  seconds  just  to  note  that  per- 
haps part  of  the  problem  is  that  the 
line-item  veto  would  not  apply  to  Pres- 
idential candidates,  only  to  Presidents, 
and  that  might  be  part  of  the  problem 
in  the  other  body  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Quinn]. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding  only  be- 
cause I  came  down  here  to  talk  about 
the  line-item  veto,  an  issue  that  is  so 
near  and  dear  to  many  of  our  hearts 
who  have  worked  on  this  for  so  long. 

As  an  original  cosponsor  of  H.R.  2. 
the  Line-Item  Veto  Act,  I  believe  it  of- 
fers   a    true,    true    line-item    veto.    It 
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would  allow,  of  course,  the  President  to 
rescind  all  or  any  part  of  appropriated 
funds,  require  a  majority  of  both 
Chambers  to  disapprove  the  President's 
rescissions,  and.  finally,  require  a  two- 
thirds'  vote  of  both  Chambers  to  over- 
ride that  Presidential  veto  of  the  dis- 
approved bill. 

I  think  while  we  will  talk  about  some 
politics  almost  each  and  every  day  in 
these  Chambers,  this  is  one  issue  where 
I  think  Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike  can  get  behind  to  give  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  whichever 
party  it  happens  to  be.  the  line-item 
veto,  and  I  think  it  is  time  this  year. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  would  like  to  just  comment  that  it 
seems  to  be  that  one  of  the  concerns 
that  we  have  got  here  is  we  have  heard 
about  this  threat  of  a  filibuster  by 
Members  of  the  other  party,  members 
of  the  minority  in  the  Senate,  and 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  to  pro- 
pel this  whole  issue  forward  into  con- 
ference. So  the  purposes  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin.  I  hope,  are 
going  to  be  resolved  by  the  actions  we 
are  taking  here  today.  I  hope  he  is 
comforted  by  that. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  should  have  men- 
tioned the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  QUINN]  has  been  a  very  active  par- 
ticipant in  the  shaping  of  this  legisla- 
tion, and  we  really  appreciate  his 
major  contributions,  and  I  would  just 
add  that  I  think  there  has  been  a  con- 
cern expressed  on  the  other  side  that  if 
an  attempt  was  made  to  go  to  con- 
ference, that  it  would  be  subject  to  a 
filibuster,  so  I  would  repeat,  I  think 
there  are  jjio'ulema  uver  there  that  we 
need  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JL^LL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  speaker'  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Em- 
ERSO.N").  Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the 
House,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clinger], 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  text  of  the  Senate  bill,  S.  4.  is  as 
follows: 

S.  4 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Acc  may  be  cited  as  the  "The  Sepa- 
rate Enrollment  and  Line  Item  Veto  Act  of 
1995- ■. 


SEC.  2.  STRUCTURE  OF  LEGISLATION. 

(a)  APPROPRi.\TioNs  Legislation.— 

(1)  The  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  ei- 
ther the  House  or  the  Senate  shall  not  report 
an  appropriation  measure  that  fails  to  con- 
tain such  level  of  detail  on  the  allocation  of 
an  item  of  appropriation  proposed  by  that 
House  as  is  set  forth  in  the  committee  report 
accompanying  such  bill. 

(2)  If  an  appropriation  measure  is  reported 
to  the  House  or  Senate  that  fails  to  contain 
the  level  of  detail  on  the  allocation  of  an 
item  of  appropriation  as  required  in  para- 
graph (1).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  that 
House  to  consider  such  measure.  If  a  point  of 
order  under  this  paragraph  is  sustained,  the 
measure  shall  be  recommitted  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  that  House. 

(b)  AUTHORIZATION  LEGISLATIO.N.— 

(1)  A  committee  of  either  the  House  or  the 
Senate  shall  not  report  an  authorization 
measure  that  contains  new  direct  spending 
or  new  targeted  tax  benefits  unless  such 
measure  presents  each  new  direct  spending 
or  new  targeted  tax  benefit  as  a  separate 
item  and  the  accompanying  committee  re- 
port for  that  measure  shall  contain  such 
level  of  detail  as  is  necessary  to  clearly  iden- 
tify the  allocation  of  new  direct  spending  or 
new  targeted  tax  benefits. 

(2)  If  an  authorization  measure  is  reported 
to  the  House  or  Senate  that  fails  to  comply 
with  paragraph  (1).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in 
that  House  to  consider  such  measure.  If  a 
point  of  order  under  this  paragraph  is  sus- 
tained, the  measure  shall  be  recommitted  to 
the  committee  of  jurisdiction  of  that  House. 

(c)  Conference  Reports.— 

(DA  committee  of  conference  to  which  is 
committed  an  appropriations  measure  shall 
not  file  a  conference  report  in  either  House 
that  fails  to  contain  the  level  of  detail  on 
the  allocation  of  an  item  of  appropriation  as 
is  set  forth  in  the  statement  of  managers  ac- 
companying that  report. 

(2)  A  committee  of  conference  to  which  is 
committed  an  authorization  measure  shall 
not  file  a  conference  report  in  either  House 
unless  such  measure  presents  each  direct 
spending  or  targeted  tax  benefit  as  a  sepa- 
rate item  and  the  statement  of  managers  ac- 
companying that  report  clearly  identifies 
each  such  item. 

(3)  If  a  conference  report  is  presented  to 
the  House  or  Senate  that  fails  to  comply 
with  either  paragraph  (1)  or  (2).  it  shall  not 
be  in  order  in  that  House  to  consider  such 
conference  report.  If  a  point  of  order  under 
this  paragraph  is  sustained  in  the  House  to 
first  consider  the  conference  report,  the 
measure  shall  be  deemed  recommitted  to  the 
committee  of  conference 

SEC.  3.  WAIVERS  AND  APPEALS. 

Any  provision  of  section  2  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  House  or  Senate  only  by 
an  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Members  of  that  House  duly  chosen  and 
sworn.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of 
the  Members  duly  chosen  and  sworn  shall  be 
required  to  sustain  an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order  raised  under 
that  section. 

SEC.  4.  SEPARATE  ENROLLMENT. 

(a)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  when  any  appropriation  or  authoriza- 
tion measure  first  passes  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress in  the  same  form,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  (in  the  case  of  a  measure  originating 
in  the  Senate)  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  (in  the  case  of  a  measure 
originating  in  the  House  of  Representatives) 
shall  disaggregate  the  items  as  referenced  in 
section  5(4)  and  assign  each  item  a  new  bill 
number.  Henceforth  each  item  shall  be  treat- 


ed as  a  separate  bill  to  be  considered  under 
the  following  subsections.  The  remainder  of 
the  bill  not  so  disaggregated  shall  constitute 
a  separate  bill  and  shall  be  considered  with 
the  other  disaggregated  bills  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b). 

(2>  A  bill  that  is  required  to  be  disag- 
gregated into  separate  bills  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a) — 

(A)  shall  be  disaggregated  without  sub- 
stantive revision,  and 

(Bi  shall  bear  the  designation  of  the  meas- 
ure of  which  it  was  an  item  prior  to  such 
disaggregation,  together  with  such  other 
designation  as  may  be  necessary  to  distin- 
guish such  measure  from  other  measures 
disaggregated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  with 
respect  to  the  same  measure. 

(bi  The  new  bills  resulting  from  the  dis- 
aggregation described  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  immediately  placed 
on  the  appropriate  calendar  in  the  House  of 
origination,  and  upon  passage,  placed  on  the 
appropriate  calendar  in  the  other  House. 
They  shall  be  the  next  order  of  business  in 
each  House  and  they  shall  be  considered  and 
voted  on  en  bloc  and  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment.  A  motion  to  proceed  to  the  bills 
shall  be  nondebatable.  Debate  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  on  the  bills 
shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  1  hour, 
which  shall  be  divided  equally  between  the 
majority  leader  and  the  minority  leader.  A 
motion  further  to  limit  debate  is  not  debat- 
able. A  motion  to  recommit  the  bills  is  not 
in  order,  and  it  is  not  in  order  to  move  to  re- 
consider the  vote  by  which  the  bills  are 
agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 
SEC.  5.  DEFINITIONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act; 

(1)  The  term  "appropriation  meaisure" 
means  any  general  or  special  appropriation 
bill  or  any  bill  or  joint  resolution  making 
supplemental,  deficiency,  or  contmuing  ap- 
propriations. 

(2)  The  term  "authorization  measure" 
means  any  measure  other  than  an  appropria- 
tions measure  that  contains  a  provision  pro- 
viding direct  spending  or  targeted  tax  bene- 
fits. 

(3)  The  term  "direct  spending"  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985. 

(4)  The  term  "item"  means — 

(A)  with  respect  to  an  appropriations 
measure — 

(i)  any  numbered  section, 

(ii)  any  unnumbered  paragraph,  or 

(iii)  any  allocation  or  suballocation  of  an 
appropriation,  made  in  compliance  with  sec- 
tion 2(a).  contained  in  a  numbered  section  or 
an  unnumbered  paragraph  but  shall  not  in- 
clude a  provision  which  does  not  appropriate 
funds,  direct  the  President  to  expend  funds 
for  any  specific  project,  or  create  an  express 
or  implied  obligation  to  expend  funds  and— 

(i)  rescinds  or  cancels  existing  budget  au- 
thority; 

(ii)  only  limits,  conditions,  or  otherwise  re- 
stricts the  President's  authority  to  spend 
otherwise  appropriated  funds;  or 

(iii)  conditions  on  an  item  of  appropriation 
not  involving  a  positive  allocation  of  funds 
by  explicitly  prohibiting  the  use  of  any 
funds;  and 

(Bi  with  respect  to  an  authorization  meas- 
ure— 

(i)  any  numbered  section,  or 

(ii)  an.v  unnumbered  paragraph. 
that  contains  new  direct  spending  or  a  new 
targeted  tax  benefit  presented  and  identified 
in  conformance  with  section  2(b). 

(5)  The  term  "targeted  tax  benefit"  means 
any  provision: 


(A)  estimated  by  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Taxation  as  losing  revenue  for  an.v  one  of  the 
three  following  periods— 

(1)  the  first  fiscal  year  covered  by  the  most 
recently  adopted  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget; 

(2)  the  period  of  the  5  fi.scal  years  covered 
by  the  most  recently  adopted  concurrent  res- 
olution on  the  budget;  or 

(3)  the  period  of  the  5  fiscal  years  following 
the  first  5  years  covered  by  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget;  and 

(B)  having  the  practical  effect  of  providing 
more  favorable  tax  treatment  to  a  particular 
taxpayer  or  limited  group  of  taxpayers  when 
compared  with  other  similarly  situated  tax- 
payers. 

SEC.  6.  .JUDICL\L  REVIEW. 

(a)  Expedited  Review.— 

(1)  Any  Member  of  Congress  ma.v  bring  an 
action,  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  declaratory 
judgment  and  injunctive  relief  on  the  ground 
that  a  provision  of  this  Act  violates  the  Con- 
stitution. 

(2)  A  copy  of  any  complaint  in  an  action 
brought  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  prompt- 
ly delivered  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  each  House  of  Congress  shall  have 
the  right  to  intervene  in  such  action. 

(3)  Any  action  brought  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  heard  and  determined  by  a  three- 
judge  court  in  accordance  with  section  2284 
of  title  28.  United  States  Code. 

Nothing  in  this  section  or  in  any  other  law 
shall  infringe  upon  the  right  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  intervene 
in  an  action  brought  under  paragraph  (1) 
without  the  necessity  of  adopting  a  resolu- 
tion to  authorize  such  intervention. 

(b)  APPEAL  TO  Supreme  Court.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provisions  of  law.  any 
order  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  which  is  issued  pur- 
suant to  an  action  brought  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  reviewable  by 
appeal  directly  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  Any  such  appeal  shall  be 
taken  by  a  notice  of  appeal  filed  within  10 
da.vs  after  such  order  is  entered;  and  the  ju- 
risdictional statement  shall  be  filed  within 
30  days  after  such  order  is  entered.  No  stay 
of  an  order  issued  pursuant  to  an  action 
brought  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  issued  by  a  single  Justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court. 

(c)  Expedited  Con.sideration.— It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  and  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  advance  on  the  docket 
and  to  expedite  to  the  greatest  possible  ex- 
tent the  disposition  of  any  matter  brought 
under  subsection  (a). 

(d)  Severability.— If  any  provision  of  this 
Act.  or  the  application  of  such  provision  to 
any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  unconsti- 
tutional, the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  to 
any  person  or  circumstance  shall  not  be  af- 
fected thereby. 

SEC.  7.  TREATMENT  OF  EMERGENCY  SPENDING. 

(a»  Emergency  .Appropriations.— Section 
251(b)(2i(D)(i>  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  sentence:  "However.  0MB  shall  not  ad- 
just any  discretionary  spending  limit  under 
this  clause  for  any  statute  that  designates 
appropriations  as  emergenc.v  requirements  if 
that  statute  contains  an  appropriation  for 
any  other  matter,  event,  or  occurrence,  but 
that  statute  may  contain  rescissions  of 
budget  authority.". 


(b)  Emergency  Leglslation.— Section 
252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "However.  0MB  shall  not  designate 
any  such  amounts  of  new  budget  authority, 
outlays,  or  receipts  as  emergency  require- 
ments in  the  report  required  under  sub- 
section (d)  if  that  statute  contains  any  other 
provisions  that  are  not  so  designated,  but 
that  statute  may  contain  provisions  that  re- 
duce direct  spending.". 

(c)  New  Point  of  Order— Title  IV  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"POINT  OF  ORDER  REGARDING  EMERGENCIES 

"Sec.  408.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  bill  or  joint  resolution,  or 
amendment  thereto  or  conference  report 
thereon,  containing  an  emergency  designa- 
tion for  purposes  of  section  251(b)(2)(D)  or 
252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  if  it  also  provides 
an  appropriation  or  direct  spending  for  any 
other  item  or  contains  any  other  matter,  but 
that  bill  or  joint  resolution,  amendment,  or 
conference  report  may  contain  rescissions  of 
budget  authority  or  reductions  of  direct 
spending,  or  that  amendment  may  reduce 
amounts  for  that  emergency.". 

(d)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.— The  table  of 
contents  set  forth  in  section  Kb)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  and  Impoundment  Control 
Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
item  relating  to  section  407  the  following 
new  item: 

"Sec.   408.   Point  of  order  regarding  emer- 
gencies.". 

SEC.  8.  SAVINGS  FROM  RESCISSION  BILLS  USED 
FOR  DEFICrr  REDUCTION. 

(a)  Not  later  than  45  days  of  continuous 
session  after  the  President  vetoes  an  appro- 
priations measure  or  an  authorization  meas- 
ure, the  President  shall— 

(1)  with  respect  to  appropriations  meas- 
ures, reduce  the  discretionary  spending  lim- 
its under  section  601  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  for  the  budget  year  and 
each  outyear  by  the  amount  by  which  the 
measure  would  have  increased  the  deficit  in 
each  respective  year: 

(2)  with  respect  to  a  repeal  of  direct  spend- 
ing, or  a  targeted  tax  benefit,  reduce  the  bal- 
ances for  the  budget  year  and  each  outyear 
under  section  252(b)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  by 
the  amount  by  which  the  measure  would 
have  increased  the  deficit  in  each  respective 
year. 

(b)  Exceptions.— 

(1)  This  section  shall  not  apply  if  the  ve- 
toed appropriations  measure  or  authoriza- 
tion measure  becomes  law.  over  the  objec- 
tions of  the  President,  before  the  President 
orders  the  reduction  required  by  subsections 
(a)(1)  or  (a)(2). 

(2)  If  the  vetoed  appropriations  measure  or 
authorization  measure  becomes  law.  over  the 
objections  of  the  President,  after  the  Presi- 
dent has  ordered  the  reductions  required  by 
subsections  (a)(1)  or  (a)(2).  then  the  Presi- 
dent shall  restore  the  discretionary  spending 
limits  under  section  601  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  or  the  balances  under  sec- 
tion 252(b)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emer- 
gency Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  to  reflect 
the  positions  existing  before  the  reduction 
ordered  by  the  President  in  compliance  with 
subsection  ia>. 

SEC.  ».   EVALUATION   AND   SUNSET  OF  TAX   EX- 
PENDITURES 

(a)  Legislation  for  Sunsetting  Tax  Ex- 
penditures.—The    President    shall    submit 
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legislation  for  the  periodic  review,  reauthor- 
ization, and  sunset  of  tax  expenditures  with 
his  fiscal  year  1997  budget. 

(b)  Budget  Contents  and  Submission  to 
Congress.— Section  1105(a)  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  paragraph: 

"(30)  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1999.  a  Fed- 
eral Government  performance  plan  for  meas- 
uring the  overall  effectiveness  of  tax  expend- 
itures, including  a  schedule  for  periodically 
assessing  the  effects  of  specific  tax  expendi- 
tures in  achieving  performance  goals.". 

(c)  PILOT  Projects.— Seciion  in8<c)  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by— 

(1)  striking  "and  "  after  the  semicolon  in 
paragraph  (2); 

(2)  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (4);  and 

(3)  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the  following: 
"(3»  describe  the  framework  to  be  utilized 

by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  after  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  and  the  Joint  Com- 
mittee on  Taxation,  for  undertaking  periodic 
analyses  of  the  effects  of  tax  expenditures  in 
achieving  performance  goals  and  the  rela- 
tionship between  tax  expenditures  and 
spending  programs:  and". 

(d)  Congressional  Budget  Act.— Title  rv 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

"TAX  EXPENOrrURES 

"Sec.  409.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  bill,  joint  resolution,  amend- 
ment, motion,  or  conference  report  that  con- 
tains a  tax  expenditure  unless  the  bill,  joint 
resolution,  amendment,  motion,  or  con- 
ference report  provides  that  the  tax  expendi- 
ture will  terminate  not  later  than  10  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  tax  ex- 
penditure.". 

SEC.  10.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to 
measures  passed  by  the  Congress  beginning 
with  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
and  ending  on  September  30.  2000. 

The  text  of  the  bill,  H.R.  2.  which  is 
inserted  in  lieu  of  S.  4.  pursuant  to  the 
foregoing  motion,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  2 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Line  Item 
Veto  Act". 
SEC.  2.  LINE  FTEM  VTTTO  AUTHORfTy. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  part  B  of  title  X  of  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act 
of  1974.  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  President  may  rescind  all  or 
part  of  the  dollar  amount  of  any  discre- 
tionary budget  authority  specified  in  an  ap- 
propriation Act  or  conference  report  or  joint 
explanatory  statement  accompanying  a  con- 
ference report  on  the  Act.  or  veto  any  tar- 
geted tax  benefit  which  is  subject  to  the 
terms  of  this  Act  if  the  President — 

(1)  determines  that — 

(A)  such  rescission  or  veto  would  help  re- 
duce the  Federal  budget  deficit; 

(B)  such  rescission  or  veto  will  not  impair 
any  essential  Government  functions:  and 

(C)  such  rescission  or  veto  will  not  harm 
the  national  interest;  and 

(2)  notifies  the  Congress  of  such  rescission 
or  veto  by  a  special  message  not  later  than 
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ten  calendar  days  mot  including  Sundays) 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  an  appropria- 
tion Act  providing  such  budget  authority  or 
a  revenue  or  reconciliation  Act  containing  a 
targeted  tax  benefit. 

(b)  Deficit  Reduction. — In  each  special 
message,  the  President  may  also  propose  to 
reduce  the  appropriate  discretionary  spend- 
ing limit  set  forth  in  section  601(a)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  by  an 
amount  that  does  not  exceed  the  total 
amount  of  discretionary  budget  authority  re- 
scinded by  that  message. 

ic)  Separate  Messages.— The  President 
shall  submit  a  separate  special  message  for 
each  appropriation  Act  and  for  each  revenue 
or  reconciliation  Act  under  this  section. 

(d)  Limitation— No  special  message  sub- 
mitted by  the  President  under  this  section 
may  change  any  prohibition  or  limitation  of 
discretionary  budget  authority  set  forth  in 
any  appropriation  Act. 

(6)  SPECIAL  Rule  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  Ap- 
propriation Measures.— Notwithstanding 
subsection  (a)(2).  in  the  case  of  any  unobli- 
gated discretionary  budget  authority  pro- 
vided by  any  appropriation  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1995,  the  President  may  rescind  all  or 
part  of  that  discretionary  budget  authority 
under  the  terms  of  this  Act  if  the  President 
notifies  the  Congress  of  such  rescission  by  a 
special  message  not  later  than  ten  calendar 
days  (not  including  Sundays)  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3.  LINE  ITEM  VETO  EFFECTIVE  UNLESS  DIS- 
APPROVED. 

(aXl)  Any  amount  of  budget  authority  re- 
scinded under  this  Act  as  set  forth  in  a  spe- 
cial message  by  the  President  shall  be 
deemed  canceled  unless,  during  the  period 
described  in  subsection  (b),  a  rescissloare- 
ceipts  disapproval  bill  making  available  all 
of  the  amount  rescinded  is  enacted  into  law. 

(2)  Any  provision  of  law  vetoed  under  this 
Act  as  set  forth  in  a  special  message  by  the 
President  shall  be  deemed  repealed  unless, 
during  the  period  described  in  subsection  (b). 
a  rescission  receipts  disapproval  bill  restor- 
ing that  provision  is  enacted  into  law. 

(b)  The  period  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
is— 

(1)  a  congressional  review  period  of  twenty 
calendar  days  of  session,  beginning  on  the 
first  calendar  day  of  session  after  the  date  of 
submission  of  the  special  message,  during 
which  Congress  must  complete  action  on  the 
rescission  receipts  disapproval  bill  and 
present  such  bill  to  the  President  for  ap- 
proval or  disapproval; 

(2)  after  the  period  provided  in  paragraph 
(1),  an  additional  ten  days  (not  including 
Sundays)  during  which  the  President  may 
exercise  his  authority  to  sign  or  veto  the  re- 
scission receipts  disapproval  bill;  and 

(3)  if  the  President  vetoes  the  rescission/re- 
ceipts disapproval  bill  during  the  period  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (2).  an  additional  five  cal- 
endar days  of  session  after  the  date  of  the 
veto. 

(c)  If  a  special  message  is  transmitted  by 
the  President  under  this  Act  and  the  last  ses- 
sion of  the  Congress  adjourns  sine  die  before 
the  e.xpiration  of  the  period  described  in  sub- 
section (b),  the  rescission  or  veto,  as  the  case 
may  be,  shall  not  take  effect.  The  message 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  retransmitted 
on  the  first  Monday  in  February  of  the  suc- 
ceeding Congress  and  the  review  period  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (b)  (with  respect  to 
such  message)  shall  run  beginning  after  such 
first  day. 

SEC.  4.  DEFINmONS.  I 

As  used  in  this  Act: 

(1)  The  term  ■rescissloa'receipts  dis- 
approval bill"  means  a  bill  or  joint  resolu- 


tion which  only  disapproves,  in  whole,  rescis- 
sions of  discretionary  budget  authority  or 
only  disapproves  vetoes  of  targeted  tax  bene- 
fits in  a  special  message  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  this  Act  and— 

(A)  which  does  not  have  a  preamble; 

(B)(i)  in  the  case  of  a  special  message  re- 
garding rescissions,  the  matter  after  the  en- 
acting clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  'That 
Congress  disapproves  each  rescission  of  dis- 
cretionary budget  authority  of  the  President 
as  submitted  by  the  President  in  a  special 

message  on  ".  the  blank  space  being 

filled  in  with  the  appropriate  date  and  the 
public  law  to  which  the  message  relates;  and 

(ii)  in  the  case  of  a  special  message  regard- 
ing vetoes  of  targeted  tax  benefits,  the  mat- 
ter after  the  enacting  clause  of  which  is  as 
follows:  "That  Congress  disapproves  each 
veto  of  targeted  tax  benefits  of  the  President 
as  submitted  by  the  President  in  a  special 

message  on  ".  the  blank  space  being 

filled  in  with  the  appropriate  date  and  the 
public  law  to  which  the  message  relates;  and 

(C)  the  title  of  which  is  as  follows:  'A  bill 
disapproving  the  recommendations  submit- 
ted by  the  President  on  ".  the  blank 

space  being  filled  in  with  the  date  of  submis- 
sion of  the  relevant  special  message  and  the 
public  law  to  which  the  message  relates. 

(2)  The  term  "calendar  days  of  session" 
shall  mean  only  those  days  on  which  both 
Houses  of  Congress  are  in  session. 

(3)  The  term  "targeted  tax  benefit"  means 
any  provision  of  a  revenue  or  reconciliation 
Act  (letermined  by  the  President  to  provide  a 
Federal  tax  deduction,  credit,  exclusion, 
preference,  or  other  concession  to  1(X)  or 
fewer  beneficiaries.  Any  partnership,  limited 
partnership,  trust,  or  S  corporation,  and  any 
subsidiary  or  affiliate  of  the  same  parent 
corporation,  shall  be  deemed  and  counted  as 
a  single  beneficiary  regardless  of  the  number 
of  partners,  limited  partners,  beneficiaries, 
shareholders,  or  affiliated  corporate  entities, 

(4)  The  term  "appropriation  Act"  means 
any  general  or  special  appropriation  Act.  and 
any  Act  or  joint  resolution  making  supple- 
mental, deficiency,  or  continuing  appropria- 
tions. 

sec.    5.    CONGRESSIONAL    CONSIDERATION    OF 
UNE  ITEM  VETOES. 

(a)  Preside.ntial  Special  Message.— 
Whenever  the  President  rescinds  any  budget 
authority  as  provided  in  this  Act  or  vetoes 
any  provision  of  law  as  provided  in  this  Act. 
the  President  shall  transmit  to  both  Houses 
of  Congress  a  special  message  specifying— 

(1)  the  amount  of  budget  authority  re- 
scinded or  the  provision  vetoed; 

(2)  any  account,  department,  or  establish- 
ment of  the  Government  to  which  such  budg- 
et authority  is  available  for  obligation,  and 
the  specific  project  or  governmental  func- 
tions involvecl: 

(3)  the  reaisons  and  justifications  for  the 
determination  to  rescind  budget  authority  or 
veto  any  provision  pursuant  to  this  Act; 

(4)  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  the 
estimated  fiscal,  economic,  and  budgetary 
effect  of  the  rescission  or  veto;  and 

(5)  all  actions,  circumstances,  and  consid- 
erations relating  to  or  bearing  upon  the  re- 
scission or  veto  and  the  decision  to  effect  the 
rescission  or  veto,  and  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent practicable,  the  estimated  effect  of  the 
rescission  upon  the  objects,  purposes,  and 
programs  for  which  the  budget  authority  is 
provided. 

(b)  Transmission  of  Messages  to  House 
AND  Senate — 

(1)  Each  special  message  transmitted  under 
this  Act  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate  or.  the  same 


day,  and  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  if  the  House  is 
not  in  session,  and  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  if  the  Senate  is  not  in  session.  Each 
special  message  so  transmitted  shall  be  re- 
ferred to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate. 
Each  such  message  shall  be  printed  as  a  doc- 
ument of  each  House. 

(2)  Any  special  message  transmitted  under 
this  Act  shall  be  printed  in  the  first  issue  of 
the  Federal  Register  published  after  such 
transmittal. 

(c)  Introduction  of  Rescission/Receipts 
Disapproval  Bills.— The  procedures  set 
forth  in  subsection  (d)  shall  apply  to  any  re- 
scission receipts  disapproval  bill  introduced 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  not  later 
than  the  third  calendar  day  of  session  begin- 
ning on  the  day  after  the  date  of  submission 
of  a  special  message  by  the  President  under 
section  2, 

(d)  Consider.\tion  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives.—(D  The  committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  which  a  rescis- 
sioa'receipts  disapproval  bill  is  referred  shall 
report  it  without  amendment,  and  with  or 
without  recommendation,  not  later  than  the 
eighth  calendar  day  of  session  after  the  date 
of  its  introduction.  If  the  committee  fails  to 
report  the  bill  within  that  period,  it  is  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  discharge  the 
committee  from  further  consideration  of  the 
bill.  A  motion  to  discharge  may  be  made 
only  by  an  individual  favoring  the  bill  (but 
only  after  the  legislative  day  on  which  a 
Member  announces  to  the  House  the  Mem- 
ber's intention  to  do  so).  The  motion  is  high- 
ly privileged.  Debate  thereon  shall  be  lim- 
ited to  not  more  than  one  hour,  the  time  to 
be  divided  in  the  House  eejually  between  a 
proponent  and  an  opponent.  The  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  motion  to  its  adoption  without  interven- 
ing motion.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  motion  is  agreed  to  or  dis- 
agreed to  shall  not  be  in  order. 

(2)  After  a  rescission  receipts  disapproval 
bill  is  reported  or  the  committee  has  been 
discharged  from  further  consideration,  it  is 
in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  consideration  of  the 
bill.  All  points  of  order  against  the  bill  and 
against  consideration  of  the  bill  are  waived. 
The  motion  is  highly  privileged.  The  pre- 
vious question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 
on  that  motion  to  its  adoption  without  in- 
tervening motion.  A  motion  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to  shall  not  be  in  order.  During 
consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole,  the  first  reading  of  the  bill  shall 
be  dispensed  with.  General  debate  shall  pro- 
ceed without  intervening  motion,  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  not  exceed  two 
hours  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  a 
proponent  and  an  opponent  of  the  bill.  No 
amendment  to  the  bill  is  in  order,  except  any 
Member  may  move  to  strike  the  disapproval 
of  any  rescission  or  rescissions  of  budget  au- 
thority or  any  proposed  repeal  of  a  targeted 
tax  benefit,  as  applicable,  if  supported  by  49 
other  Members.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House.  The  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend- 
ments thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter- 
vening motion.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the 
vote  on  passage  of  the  bill  shall  not  be  in 
order. 

(3)  Appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair 
relating  to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the 


House  of  Representatives  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  bill  described  in  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(4)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  to  consider  more 
than  one  bill  described  in  subsection  (c)  or 
more  than  one  motion  to  discharge  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  a  particular 
special  message. 

(5)  Consideration  of  any  rescission  receipts 
disapproval  bill  under  this  subsection  is  gov- 
erned by  the  rules  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives except  to  the  extent  specifically  pro- 
vided by  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Consideration  in  the  Senate.— 

(1)  Any  rescissionreceipts  disapproval  bill 
received  in  the  Senate  from  the  House  shall 
be  considered  in  the  Senate  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  .Act. 

(2)  Debate  in  the  Senate  on  any  rescission 
receipts  disapproval  bill  and  debatable  mo- 
tions and  appeals  in  connection  therewith, 
shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  ten  hours. 
The  time  shall  be  equally  divided  between, 
and  controlled  by,  the  majority  leader  and 
the  minority  leader  or  their  designees. 

(3)  Debate  in  the  Senate  on  any  debatable 
motions  or  appeal  in  connection  with  such 
bill  shall  be  limited  to  one  hour,  to  be  equal- 
ly divided  between,  and  controlled  by  the 
mover  and  the  manager  of  the  bill,  except 
that  in  the  event  the  manager  of  the  bill  is 
in  favor  of  any  such  motion  or  appeal,  the 
time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be  con- 
trolled by  the  minority  leader  or  his  des- 
ignee. Such  leaders,  or  either  of  them.  may. 
from  the  time  under  their  control  on  the  pas- 
sage of  the  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any  de- 
batable motion  or  appeal. 

(4)  A  motion  to  further  limit  debate  is  not 
debatable.  A  motion  to  recommit  (except  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions  to  re- 
port back  within  a  specified  number  of  days 
not  to  exceed  one.  not  counting  any  day  on 
which  the  Senate  is  not  in  session)  is  not  in 
order. 

(f)  Points  of  Order.— 

(1)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  rescissionreceipts  disapproval 
bill  that  relates  to  any  matter  other  than 
the  rescission  of  budget  authority  or  veto  of 
the  provision  of  law  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  this  Act, 

(2)  It  shall  not  he  in  order  in  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  amendment  to  a  rescissionre- 
ceipts disapproval  bill. 

(3)  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  may  be  waived  or 
suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  a  vote  of 
three-fifths  of  the  members  duly  chosen  and 
sworn. 

SEC,  8.  REPORTS  OF  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTINC 
OFFICE. 
Beginning  on  January  6.  1996.  and  at  one- 
year  intervals  thereafter,  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  submit  a  report  to  each  House 
of  Congress  which  provides  the  following  in- 
formation: 

(1)  A  list  of  each  proposed  Presidential  re- 
scission of  discretionary  budget  authority 
and  veto  of  a  targeted  tax  benefit  submitted 
through  special  messages  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  during  the  preceding  calendar  year, 
together  with  their  dollar  value,  and  an  indi- 
cation of  whether  each  rescission  of  discre- 
tionary budget  authority  or  veto  of  a  tar- 
geted tax  benefit  was  accepted  or  rejected  by 
Congress. 

(2)  The  total  number  of  proposed  Presi- 
dential rescissions  of  discretionary  budget 
authority  and  vetoes  of  a  targeted  tax  bene- 
fit submitted  through  special  messages  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  during  the  preceding 
calendar  year,  together  with  their  total  dol- 
lar value. 


(3)  The  total  number  of  Presidential  rescis- 
sions of  discretionary  budget  authority  or 
vetoes  of  a  targeted  tax  benefit  submitted 
through  special  messages  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  during  the  preceding  calendar  year 
and  approved  by  Congress,  together  with 
their  total  dollar  value. 

(4)  A  list  of  rescissions  of  discretionary 
budget  authority  initiated  by  Congress  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  during  the  preceding 
calendar  year,  together  with  their  dollar 
value,  and  an  indication  of  whether  each 
such  rescission  was  accepted  or  rejected  by 
Congress, 

(5)  The  total  number  of  rescissions  of  dis- 
cretionary budget  authority  initiated  and 
accepted  by  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing during  the  preceding  calendar  year,  to- 
gether with  their  total  dollar  value, 

(6)  A  summary  of  the  information  provided 
by  paragraphs  (2),  (3)  and  (5)  for  each  of  the 
ten  fiscal  years  ending  before  the  fiscal  year 
during  this  calendar  year. 

SEC.  7.  .JUDICIAL  REVIEW. 

(a)  Expedited  Review.— 

(1)  Any  Member  of  Congress  may  bring  an 
action,  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  declaratory 
judgment  and  injunctive  relief  on  the  ground 
that  any  provision  of  this  Act  violates  the 
Constitution. 

(2)  A  copy  of  any  complaint  in  an  action 
brought  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  prompt- 
ly delivered  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  each  House  of  Congress  shall  have 
the  right  to  intervene  in  such  action. 

(3)  Any  action  brought  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  heard  and  determined  by  a  three- 
judge  court  in  accordance  with  section  2284 
of  title  28.  United  States  Code. 

Nothing  in  this  section  or  in  any  other  law 
shall  infringe  upon  the  right  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  intervene  in  an  action 
brought  under  paragraph  (1)  without  the  ne- 
cessity of  adopting  a  resolution  to  authorize 
such  intervention. 

(b)  Appeal  to  Supreme  Court— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law.  any 
order  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  which  is  issued  pur- 
suant to  an  action  brought  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  reviewable  by 
appeal  directly  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  Any  such  appeal  shall  be 
taken  by  a  notice  of  appeal  filed  within  10 
days  after  such  order  is  entered;  and  the  ju- 
risdictional statement  shall  be  filed  within 
30  days  after  such  order  is  entered.  No  stay 
of  an  order  issued  pursuant  to  an  action 
brought  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  issued  by  a  single  Justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court. 

(c)  Expedited  Consideration.— It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  and  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  advance  on  the  docket 
and  to  expedite  to  the  greatest  possible  ex- 
tent the  disposition  of  any  matter  brought 
under  subsection  (a). 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  of  the  Senate  bill  was 
amended  so  as  to  read:  "An  Act  to  give 
the  President  item  veto  authority  over 
appropriation  Acts  and  targeted  tax 
benefits  in  revenue  Acts." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

House  Resolution  147  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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REGULATORY  TRANSITION  ACT  OF 
1995 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that:  First,  it  be  in 
order  to  consider  in  the  House  a  mo- 
tion to  take  from  the  Speakers  table 
the  Senate  bill  (S.  219)  to  ensure  econ- 
omy and  efficiency  of  Federal  Govern- 
ment operations  by  establishing  a  mor- 
atorium on  regulatory  rulemaking  ac- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes,  to  strike 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  219 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  the  text  of  H.R,  450 
as  passed  by  the  House; 

Second,  that  the  motion  be  debatable 
for  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  among  chairmen 
and  ranking  minority  members  of  the 
Committees  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight  and  the  Judiciary;  and 

Third,  that  the  previous  question  be 
ordered  on  the  motion  to  final  adoption 
without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  commit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr,  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object. 
I  do  so  in  order  that  the  gentleman 
may  explain  his  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  CLINGER]. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a 
motion  at  the  desk  at  this  point,  if  we 
may  proceed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman has  asked  unanimous  consent, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  re- 
served the  right  to  object  and  has 
yielded  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania, 

Mr,  PETERSON  of  Minnesota,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  just  like  a  further  ex- 
planation. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  part 
of  the  Contract  With  America,  the 
House  passed  overwhelmingly,  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion,  H.R.  450,  the  Regu- 
latory Transition  Act  of  1995,  which 
imposes  a  temporary  moratorium  on 
the  issuance  of  regulations.  It  provides 
a  very  necessary  timeout  on  promulga- 
tion and  implementation  of  regulations 
while  Congress  is  in  the  process  of  de- 
liberating long-overdue  regulatory  re- 
forms. 

So  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  re- 
view the  bidding  for  just  a  moment. 
After  2  full  days  of  debate  on  the  House 
floor  and  numerous  amendments,  the 
final  vote  was  276  to  146.  The  House 
passed  this  bill  February  24.  1995,  and 
sent  it  to  the  Senate  2  days  later.  One 
month  later,  the  Senate  passed  their 
version  of  the  moratorium,  which  is, 
frankly,  hard  to  characterize  as  a  regu- 
latory moratorium, 

Mr,  PETERSON  of  Minnesota,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  was  just  trying  to  figure  it 
out,  but  apparently  this  is  the  normal 
procedure  in  the  House,  to  link  these 
two  bills  together. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 
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Mr.  CLINGER.  The  objective  is  the 
same  as  what  we  just  did  in  the  last 
bill. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection  and  support  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  from  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MOnO.N  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CLINGER 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Cli.ngf.r  moves  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  bill  (S.  219)  to  grant  the 
power  to  the  President  to  reduce  budget  au- 
thority, and  for  other  purposes,  strike  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill, 
and  insert  the  text  of  H.R.  450  as  passed  by 
the  House. 

n  1115 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  EM- 
ERSON]. Pursuant  to  order  of  the  House, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
CLINGER]  will  be  recognized  for  15  min- 
utes, the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Peterson]  will  be  recognized  for 
15  minutes,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Gek.^s]  will  be  recognized 
for  15  minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Conyer.s]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  CLINGER]. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  I  have  already  de- 
livered part  of  my  remarks  on  the  mo- 
tion. I  would  just  reiterate,  the  version 
that  we  are  sending  back  to  the  Senate 
is  a  very  different  version  than  was  en- 
acted in  the  Senate.  It  is  our  position 
that  the  House  bill  is  a  very  good  piece 
of  legislation  that  was  crafted  to  en- 
sure that  the  health  and  safety  of  our 
citizens  is  protected,  while  at  the  same 
time  providing  a  necessary  timeout 
from  the  burdens  of  regulation. 

I  think  every  Member  of  this  body 
over  time  has  heard  from  their  con- 
stituents, small  businessmen,  individ- 
uals, communities,  of  the  incredibly  in- 
tolerable burden  that  is  being  imposed 
upon  them  by  regulation.  So  there  is  a 
need  for  time  for  review  and  reflection 
while  we  pass  and  enact  major  regu- 
latory reform  which  is  in  the  process  of 
moving  its  way  forward. 

Both  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr. 
DeLay.  the  distinguished  majority 
whip,  and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 
Chairman  McIntosh,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  of  jurisdiction,  au- 
thored H.R.  450  to  provide  this  short- 
term  moratorium  to  allow  Congress 
and  the  administration  to  review  regu- 
lations on  the  books  and  to  determine 
whether  they  meet  cost-benefit  cri- 
teria, and,  more  importantly,  whether 
they  just  plain  make  sense. 

During  hearings  and  debate  on  this 
bill  we've  heard  story  after  story  about 
regulatory  overkill    Many  regulations 


are  unnecessary,  duplicative,  or  con- 
flicting. How  many  small  businesses  do 
we  want  to  put  out  of  business  before 
we  pass  reforms? 

Just  yesterday,  we  heard  from  a 
group  of  small  businessmen  that  again 
underscored  this  point.  Regulations 
promulgated  under  the  Clean  Air  Act 
require  that  this  industry  obtain  a  per- 
mit from  the  EPA  or  State  EPA  for 
each  piece  of  new  equipment  that  they 
buy  or  install  for  their  plant,  rather 
than  being  allowed  to  have  a  single 
permit  for  that  plant.  This  is  like  in- 
specting a  car  and  rather  than  requir- 
ing a  single  inspection  you  have  to  get 
a  separate  inspection  for  the  doors,  the 
windshield,  the  brakes,  the  trunk,  and 
the  list  goes  on  and  on.  These  business- 
men want  to  protect  the  environment. 
but  find  themselves  using  enough  paper 
to  plant  a  new  forest— with  little  or  no 
environmental  benefits  gained.  For 
each  facility,  300  to  400  pages  of  paper 
have  to  be  generated  to  meet  both  the 
EPA  and  State  requirements — which 
are  often  duplicative  and  conflicting.  I 
am  told  that  it  took  a  150-page  manual 
just  to  explain  the  regulation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  450  is  a  good  bill. 
We  cannot  afford  as  a  society  to  con- 
tinue down  the  road  we  are  marching. 
This  bill  provides  us  an  opportunity  for 
a  timeout  to  review  regulations.  It  is 
my  sincere  hope  that  after  all  this  ef- 
fort we  would  be  able  to  craft  a  reason- 
able compromise  with  the  Senate. 
Some  assumed  that  we  would  peiss  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill.  That  simply 
is  not  going  to  happen. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
motion  and  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
see  fit  to  move  this  bill  forward  to  con- 
ference in  an  expedited  fashion.  It  is  a 
bill  that  does  not  belong  in  Congress — 
it  belongs  on  the  President's  desk. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  support  the 
gentleman's  motion.  Earlier  this  year 
the  House  passed  a  bill  to  provide  for  a 
moratorium  on  new  regulations  pend- 
ing the  enactment  of  other  regulatory 
reform  bills  that  provide  for  cost-bene- 
fit analysis  and  risk  assessment.  I 
worked  closely  with  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clinger]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
McIntosh],  the  chairman  of  our  sub- 
committee, and  I  supported  this  bill.  I 
became  convinced  that  we  needed  a 
time  out  on  regulations  and  we  needed 
a  change  in  the  way  we  deal  with  the 
regulatory  process  in  this  Government. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Sen- 
ate passed  its  version  of  the  morato- 
rium legislation  providing  for  a  dif- 
ferent approach,  which  is  not  all  bad, 
which  asks  for  a  congressional  review 
period  for  new  regulations.  In  passing 
the  bill,  the  Senate  did  not  take  its 
version  and  attach  it  to  the  House  bill. 


Therefore,  today's  action  is  required  as 
a  first  step  towards  trying  to  reach  a 
compromise  between  the  two  versions. 
As  I  reviewed  regulations  during  the 
committee  consideration  of  the  bill,  I 
found  that  in  fact  there  are  many  regu- 
lations which  Congress  should  look  at 
more  closely,  and  I  think  the  morato- 
rium bill  would,  in  my  opinion,  force 
agencies  to  think  twice  before  writing 
new  regulations  and  to  begin  to  do  the 
cost-benefit  analysis  and  risk  assess- 
ment that  the  House  has  already 
passed  and  is  pending  in  the  Senate. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  really  a  whole 
lot  of  need  to  repeat  the  debate  in  the 
House  over  this  bill,  since  the  motion 
of  the  gentleman  today  merely  takes 
the  House  position  and  attaches  it  to 
the  Senate  bill.  This  is  a  standard  pro- 
cedure in  the  House  for  linking  these 
two  bills  after  the  final  passage  in  the 
House. 

I  support  the  gentleman's  motion  and 
hope  that  we  are  successful  in  bringing 
some  sense  to  the  other  body  and  get- 
ting some  consideration  of  our  posi- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  motion  either.  I  do 
have  a  couple  of  questions,  if  I  might 
address  them  to  the  distinguished 
chairman. 

Am  I  correct  that  the  piece  of  legisla- 
tion that  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
the  one  that  puts  a  total  moratorium 
on  any  kind  of  Federal  regulation, 
from  any  Federal  agency,  except  for 
some  of  those  key  areas,  like  duck 
hunting,  that  were  exempted  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  by  amendment? 
Mr.  CLINGER.  There  are  a  number  of 
exceptions,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
that  are  exempted  from  ihe  provisions 
of  the  moratorium. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Well,  all  of  us  are 
certainly  opposed  to  unnecessary  Fed- 
eral regulations,  and  there  are  some 
silly  ones  out  there.  This  particular 
proposal  as  it  passed  the  House  went  so 
far,  so  extreme,  so  fast,  that  it  was  es- 
sentially rejected  100  to  zip  by  the  U.S 
Senate,  was  it  not,  for  an  alternative 
approach? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  believe  the  gen- 
tleman is  incorrect  on  that.  This  ver- 
sion was  not  considered  by  the  other 
body. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  The  Senate  did  not 
even  bother  to  consider  this  approach. 
They  took  an  alternative  approach  to 
trying  to  weed  out  regulations.  Really 
the  whole  idea  of  a  total  moratorium  is 
deader  than  a  doornail  in  the  Senate. 
You  might  as  well  put  an  RIP  sign  over 
it.  It  is  gone.  It  is  not  going  to  happen. 
Mr.  CLINGER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  further  yield.  I  would  reject  that 
concept.  What  we  are  trying  to  do.  ob- 
viously, the  Senate  took  a  different  ap- 
proach from  us.  That  is  the  whole  pur- 
pose of  a  conference,  is  to  sit  down  and 


negotiate  those  out.  We  think  that  our 
version  is  better,  and  we  would  hope  to 
see  the  Senate  version  improved  as  a 
result  of  our  conference. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  But  100  Members  of 
the  Senate,  including  all  the  Repub- 
licans, disagreed  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  The  matter  has  never 
come  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reclaiming  my  time,  I  would 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania, the  chairman,  that  I  do  not 
think  the  Senate  took  a  position  on 
this. 

I  just  want  to  say.  some  of  us  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  worked  with  the  gen- 
tleman. I  think  as  the  bill  was  origi- 
nally put  together,  these  claims  may 
have  been  valid.  But  I  do  not  think  it 
is  valid  with  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House. 

We  clearly  gave  the  President  the  op- 
portunity to  deal  with  regulations  that 
he  felt  were  important  to  the  imminent 
threat  to  the  health  and  safety  that 
might  happen.  We  exempted  routine 
administrative  regulations.  The  claim 
cannot  be  made  about  this  bill  that  it 
is  going  to  stop  all  regulations  for  this 
moratorium  period.  That  is  not  true. 
This  does  provide  a  mechanism  that  we 
think  is  reasonable  to  allow  for  regula- 
tions to  go  ahead  that  are  necessary. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  with  this 
moratorium  is  put  a  time  out  on  regu- 
lations until  we  can  get  the  other 
things  in  place  so  we  can  start  bringing 
some  commonsense.  some  f  ost-benefits 
and  risk  assessment  to  the  regulatory 
process.  We  think  that  it  is  a  reason- 
able approach. 

As  I  say,  I  support  what  the  chair- 
man is  doing,  and  I  hope  that  we  can 
get  some  of  the  elements  of  the  mora- 
torium bill  into  the  final  version  when 
we  finally  do  get  to  conference  with 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people, 
through  the  election  process,  made 
sure  in  1994  that  this  Congress  would 
take  a  hard  look  at  the  impact  of  regu- 
lations on  itself,  the  American  people. 
We  have  known  for  a  long  time,  and  so 
have  the  American  people,  that  the 
Congress  passes  a  statute  with  good  in- 
tentions, and  then  all  of  a  sudden  it  is 
put  into  the  hands  of  the  agencies  to 
implement  that  statute.  And  what  hap- 
pens? They  issue  regulations  that  seem 
absolutely  foreign  and  almost  contrary 
many  times  to  the  intent  of  the  Con- 
gress. 

So  for  decade  after  decade,  these  reg- 
ulations impacted  against  the  Amer- 
ican people,  and  they  had  no  recourse, 
nor  did  the  Membeis  of  Congress,  ex- 
cept to  repeal  or  try  to  do  something 
on  the  floor  to  deal  with  that  problem 
by  itself.  That  did  not  work.  So  now 
with  the  Contract  With  America,  where 


we  promised  regulatory  reform,  we 
brought  about  a  House  vehicle  which 
declared  a  moratorium  which  said  let 
us  stop,  look  and  listen  and  see  what 
has  happened  over  the  years  with  this 
regulatory  process.  Let  us  put  a  mora- 
torium on  it  and  now  determine  which 
way  we  should  approach  the  new  dawn, 
the  new  era,  of  how  the  Congress  will 
make  statutes  and  the  regulators  will 
react  to  that. 

Well,  that  is  a  pretty  good  idea,  we 
felt.  But  the  Senate  now  goes  the  other 
way.  The  Senate  in  its  proposal,  the 
one  which  we  hope  to  reject  here  today, 
says  once  we  pass  a  statute  we  ought  to 
be  involved  on  every  single  regulation 
that  the  bureaucrats  promulgate, 
which  is  almost  an  impossible  task,  be- 
cause they  build  into  their  proposal  a 
kind  of  legislative  veto  which  requires 
the  Congress  to  look  at  every  single 
regulation  as  if  it  were  a  separate  stat- 
ute. 

That  is  going  to  the  extreme  from 
the  original  position  where  the  Con- 
gress had  no  control  at  all.  Now  it  has 
to  micromanage  every  single  regula- 
tion. What  we  offer  here  in  rejecting 
the  Senate  proposal  and  adopting  our 
own  language  is  an  overview  of  the  reg- 
ulatory process,  with  the  ability  to 
some  day  be  able  to  command  the  bu- 
reaus to  look  at  it  very  closely,  give  us 
an  analysis,  try  to  determine  the  cost 
effectiveness,  see  what  impact  it  will 
have  on  the  American  people,  and  then 
promulgate  that  regulation.  That  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

The  Senate  bill  puts  us  all  as  micro- 
managers.  The  House  bill  is  a  reason- 
able approach  to  give  the  American 
people  some  safety  valve  from  the  op- 
pressive hand  of  the  regulators  by  al- 
lowing this  stop,  look  and  listen  gap 
that  we  are  proposing,  and  then  a  cost 
and  effectiveness  type  of  analysis  over- 
sight on  regulations,  which  is  sure  to 
make  life  more  comfortable  for  all 
Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
very  pleased  to  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
McIntosh].  a  principal  author  of  the 
House  version  of  the  moratorium. 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentlemen  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Gek.^s  and  Mr.  Clinger,  have  pointed 
out,  there  are  some  fundamental  dif- 
ferences between  the  House  and  the 
Senate  version  of  this  bill,  and  there 
are  meritorious  arguments  in  terms  of 
actually  putting  a  45-day  delay  on  reg- 
ulations. But  I  think,  unfortunately, 
the  original  text  of  S.  219  neglects 
some  very  serious  problems  that  have 
come  up  in  our  regulatory  process. 
When  I  go  home  to  my  district  in  Mun- 
cie  and  Anderson,  IN,  people  talk  to  me 
and  say,  David,  we  need  to  make  sure 
that  what  you  all  have  done  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  continues  to 
go  forward  and  do  not  cave  in  to  the 
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forces  back  in  Washington  who  are  try- 
ing to  derail  your  efforts  to  cut  back 
on  unnecessary  regulations. 

Our  subcommittee  held  a  field  hear- 
ing in  which  we  had  dozens  of  people 
talk  to  us  about  regulatory  problems 
that  were  crippling  their  businesses, 
causing  the  loss  of  jobs,  and  forcing  our 
economy  to  be  less  competitive. 

Specifically,  since  last  November  the 
Clinton  administration  has  issued  sev- 
eral hundred  regulations,  and  there  are 
30  of  them  that  our  subcommittee  has 
identified  that  create  serious  problems 
for  our  economy.  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant that  we  move  from  the  abstract 
and  look  at  what  these  real  problems 
are  and  why  we  need  to  put  a  morato- 
rium so  that  these  regulations  can  be 
reviewed  under  the  new  cost-benefit 
and  risk  assessment  standards. 
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One  of  them  is  the  OSHA  ergonomics 
rule,  which  has  not  been  promulgated, 
but  the  Department  of  Labor  has  indi- 
cated that  in  spite  of  what  this  House 
may  do,  they  intend  to  move  forward 
with  it.  This  could  cost  us  $3.1  billion 
each  year  in  unnecessary  regulatory 
costs.  There  is  the  California  Federal 
implementation  plan,  which  would 
shut  down  many  sectors  of  the  Califor- 
nia economy,  would  affect  everything 
from  flights  going  into  Los  Angeles 
Airport  to  lawnmowers.  to  people's 
jobs,  will  cost  between  $4  and  $6  billion, 
with  a  possible  job  loss  of  165,000  jobs 
in  the  State  of  California  alone. 

There  is  the  Great  Lakes  clean  water 
quality  guidelines.  I  want  to  say,  as 
somebody  from  a  Great  Lakes  State, 
we  all  want  to  see  clean  water  and  we 
want  to  see  the  Great  Lakes  cleaned 
up.  But  this  regulation  will  cost  us  jobs 
once  again,  approximately  33.000  jobs 
in  the  Midwest  alone  and  another  S2 
billion  in  economic  cost  to  the  econ- 
omy. There  is  the  clean  air  permitting 
rule,  which  will  cost  billions  of  dollars 
in  unnecessary  red  tape  and  get  you  ex- 
actly zero  benefits  in  terms  of  addi- 
tional clean  air. 

This  regulation  we  do  not  need  in  the 
economy.  It  has  been  promulgated  by 
the  administration.  It  needs  to  be  sub- 
ject to  the  moratorium  so  it  can  go 
through  the  review  process  and  be 
changed  so  that  we  do  not  tie  our  own 
hands  behind  our  backs. 

The  list  goes  on  and  on.  There  are 
the  endangered  species  listing  where 
the  Interior  Department  indicates  that 
they  have  4.000  new  species  they  want 
to  add  to  the  list  of  endangered  species, 
including  the  eastern  wood  rat,  the 
Lake  Huron  locust  and  the  pee  clam. 
The  problem  with  this  is  that  it  will 
cost  us.  once  again,  jobs.  It  will  cause 
us  to  be  impeded  in  our  economy,  and 
we  need  to  have  some  common  sense 
applied  to  these  regulations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  an  entire  list 
here  that  I  would  like  to  put  into  the 
Record  of  important  serious  rule  mak- 
ings that  need  to  be  put  into  the  mora- 
torium. Just  yesterday  Governor  Larry 
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Lindsey  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
conducted  a  seminar  with  people  who 
are  working  in  the  inner  city  to  try  to 
rebuild  dilapidated  housing  so  that 
poor  people  and  middle  income  families 
can  have  a  hope  to  own  their  own 
home.  We  asked  them,  what  is  your 
major  problem  with  going  forward  in 
these  efforts  in  the  inner  city?  They 
said,  Federal  regulations. 

They  pointed  to  dozens  of  rules  that 
make  it  harder,  more  costly  for  them 
to  actually  make  these  differences  for 
people.  And  they  asked  us  in  Congress 
to  move  forward  in  cutting  back  on 
that  unnecessary  red  tape. 

Let  us  step  back  and  look  at  the  larg- 
er picture.  I  think  what  we  have  ac- 
complished in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives was  a  bipartisan  vote,  strong  sup- 
port on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  defi- 
nitely sent  a  message  to  the  bureauc- 
racies, it  is  not  business  as  usual.  We 
have  to  end  the  endless  red  tape  and 
regulation  that  have  been  strangling 
our  economy.  And  when  I  go  home  peo- 
ple tell  me,  we  want  to  see  this  Con- 
gress go  forward.  We  are  worried  that 
the  other  body  is  going  to  drag  its  feet 
and  that  you  are  not  going  to  get  these 
reforms  through. 

What  we  are  doing  today  is  sending  a 
message.  We  cannot  accept  the  status 
quo.  We  have  to  move  these  reforms 
forward.  It  is  imperative  that  we  im- 
plement them  for  the  American  people. 

They  are  counting  on  this  House  of 
Representatives  to  change  the  way 
Washington  operates,  cut  back  on  un- 
necessary red  tape,  and  move  forward 
with  this  moratorium,  with  the  cost- 
benefit  and  risk  assessment  legislation, 
with  protection  for  property  rights, 
that  fundamentally  do  change  the  way 
we  do  business  here,  making  the  Gov- 
ernment, once  again,  responsive  to  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  commend  the  gentle- 
mans  efforts  in  leading  this  forward 
and  look  forward  to  the  efforts  in  mov- 
ing it  toward  a  conference  so  that  we 
can  go  back  home  and  report  to  the 
American  people  we  have  done  what 
you  sent  us  here  to  do. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  and  30  sec- 
onds to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 

[Mr.  B.^RRETT]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  grandfather  used  to  say 
common  sense  is  not  all  that  common. 
I  think  the  previous  speaker  has  shown 
why  common  sense  is  not  always  that 
common. 

As  I  look  at  the  regulatory  reform 
issue,  there  are  really  three  different 
camps  in  Congress.  There  is  the  camp 
that  does  not  want  to  see  any  regu- 
latory reform  at  all.  That  is  a  minor- 
ity. I  do  not  think  there  are  many  peo- 
ple here  who  believe  that. 

Then  there  is  the  camp  that  is  basi- 
cally along  with  the  Senate  and  says, 
let  us  have  true  regulatory  reform  and 
let  us  allow  Congress  to  look  at  those 


regulations  that  are  too  burdensome, 
that  go  too  far,  that  contradict  the  in- 
tent of  Congress. 

The  gentleman  who  spoke  before 
went  through  a  litany  of  regulations 
that  he  thinks  go  too  far.  I  think  we  in 
Congress  should  address  those  issues. 
We  should  look  at  them  right  now  and 
decide  whether  they  have  gone  too  far 
and.  if  they  have,  we  should  reverse  the 
agency  action. 

Then  there  is  the  third  camp.  The 
third  camp  is  interested  in  playing  pol- 
itics, and  that  is  the  version  that  has 
gone  from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Picture  yourself  as  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  You  are  handed  a 
bill  that  says  for  the  next  11  months, 
your  agencies,  your  executive  agencies, 
the  people  that  you  have  hired  can  no 
longer  issue  any  regulations.  I  do  not 
care  if  you  are  a  Democrat,  I  do  not 
care  if  you  are  Republican,  I  do  not 
care  if  you  are  Ross  Perot,  you  are 
going  to  say  no.  I  am  not  going  to  tie 
the  hands  of  my  agencies.  I  am  going 
to  veto  that  bill. 

And  you  would  be  crazy  if  you  did 
not.  If  you  are  Republican  or  Democrat 
or  Ross  Perot,  you  would  be  crazy  if 
you  did  not  veto  that  bill.  So  let  us 
just  assume  in  the  fantasy  world,  the 
Alice  in  Wonderland  world  that  this 
bill  got  to  President  Clinton.  He  would 
veto  it  tomorrow. 

So  the  previous  speaker  who  talked 
about  all  these  burdensome  regulations 
that  he  is  concerned  about  is  not  going 
to  get  anywhere.  He  will  be  able  to 
play  jKjlitics  by  saying  all  bureaucrats 
are  bad.  but  he  is  not  going  to  move 
forward  with  the  goal  of  getting  rid  of 
regulations  that  are  too  burdensome  to 
the  American  people. 

I  want  to  get  rid  of  regulations  that 
are  too  burdensome  to  the  American 
people.  The  Senate  has  come  up  with  a 
perfect  vehicle  for  us  to  do  that. 

I  come  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
where  we  have  legislative  review  of  ad- 
ministrative rules.  It  works  very,  very 
well.  If  an  agency  goes  too  far.  the  leg- 
islature then  will  review  those  regula- 
tions, not  all  regulations,  just  the  ones 
that  it  thinks  are  too  burdensome  and 
it  will  reverse  the  agency  action.  If  we 
want  to  deal  with  this  problem,  that  is 
how  we  deal  with  the  problem.  We  do 
not  take  an  absurd  bill  that  is  being 
passed  only  for  political  purposes,  that 
every  single  person  in  this  Chamber 
knows  that  the  President  would  veto 
and  try  to  move  it  forward.  That  does 
not  accomplish  anything.  All  it  does  is 
it  scores  political  points. 

What  can  we  do?  We  can  do  what  the 
Senate  did.  We  can  say  that  agencies 
pass  rules,  they  come  back  here.  That 
way  the  different  concerns  that  were 
raised  by  burdensome  regulation  we 
can  look  at.  At  the  same  time,  very 
good  regulations,  like  the  ones  dealing 
Cryptosporidium  from  my  area,  if  we 
did  it  that  way,  at  the  same  time  we 
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would  be  able  to  have  agencies  move 
forward  with  Cryptosporidium  re- 
search, E.  coli  bacteria  research,  rules 
on  those  and  save  people's  lives,  help 
American  people  and  still  stop  the  reg- 
ulations that  need  to  be  stopped.  Let 
us  do  the  right  thing  and  go  along  with 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay], 
the  deputy  majority  leader,  alias  the 
whip. 

Mr.  DELAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me  and 
elevating  me  and  promoting  me.  I  ap- 
preciate bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  450  has  developed  a 
very  long  history.  In  December  1994, 
the  Republican  leadership  sent  a  letter 
to  the  President  asking  him  to  issue  a 
moratorium  on  Federal  regulations  in 
order  for  the  new  Congress  to  institute 
these  long-needed  regulatory  reforms. 
The  President  refused. 

In  January,  I  introduced  H.R.  450,  in- 
stituting that  moratorium  that  the 
President  refused  to  issue  on  his  own. 
And  in  February,  the  House  passed 
H.R.  450  with  a  very  strong  majority 
vote  and  sent  it  to  the  Senate  for  its 
consideration. 

The  Senate  has  chosen  to  take  a  dif- 
ferent approach,  passing  a  bill  which 
allows  Congress  to  review  and  dis- 
approve regulations  under  an  expedited 
procedure. 

In  light  of  the  differences  between 
those  two  bills,  we  are  now  sending 
H.R.  450  back  to  the  Senate  and  en- 
courage the  Senate  to  work  with  us  to 
come  to  an  acceptable  compromise. 

H.R.  450  had  very  broad  support  from 
both  Members  and  from  the  public  at 
large.  It  responds  to  the  serious  cry 
from  the  American  people  to  reduce 
the  burden  of  government.  This  bill 
puts  a  hold  on  the  incredible  flow  of 
regulation  since  November  20  so  that 
the  regulatory  reforms  passed  by  the 
Congress  will  apply  to  those  regula- 
tions. 

I  might  say  to  the  previous  speaker, 
most  of  the  horror  stories  that  he 
spoke  about,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  taken 
care  of  with  the  health  and  safety  ex- 
emption in  our  bill.  Anything  that  has 
to  do  with  health  and  safety,  the  Presi- 
dent himself  can  exempt  from  the  mor- 
atorium. 

Actually,  the  bill  itself  puts  the 
President  in  charge,  even  though  he 
does  not  choose  to  be  in  charge.  We 
give  it  all  to  the  President,  and  there  is 
a  procedure  set  up  whereby  the  Presi- 
dent on  his  own  initiative  under  cer- 
tain conditions  can  exempt  these,  any 
regulations  he  deems  necessary  that  af- 
fects the  health  and  safety  of  the 
American  people  from  the  moratorium 
called  for  in  this  bill. 

All  the  scare  tactics,  all  the  fear 
mongering  that  is  going  on  about  regu- 
lations and  how  we  are  going  to  kill 
children  and  throw  the  senior  citizens 
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out  in  the  street  are  totally  false,  par- 
ticularly if  you  have  any  confidence  at 
all  in  this  President,  in  his  ability  to 
use  the  bill  to  exempt  certain  regula- 
tions from  the  moratorium. 

So  I  ask  the  Members  to  support 
striking  the  language  of  S.  219  and 
sending  H.R.  450  to  the  Senate  today  so 
that  we  can  get  a  bill  to  the  Presi- 
dent's desk  soon. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  GUTKNECHT],  a  very  valued 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  motion  this 
morning  on  H.R.  450.  I  think  that  I 
should  respond  just  briefly  to  some  of 
the  comments  made  a  few  moments 
ago  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

I  would  remind  him  and  other  Mem- 
bers that  this  bill  passed  out  of  the 
House  by  almost  a  two-to-one  margin, 
after  10  hours  of  open  debate.  There 
were  lots  of  amendments  offered.  Some 
of  those  amendments  were  accepted. 
And  I  think  to  say  that  this  is  purely 
a  political  ploy,  I  think  is  a  disservice 
to  this  entire  House,  because  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
CLINGER]  and  the  other  members  who 
worked  so  hard  on  this,  particularly 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
McLntosh]  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Na- 
tional Economic  Growth.  Natural  Re- 
sources, and  Regulatory  Affairs  did  an 
excellent  job  under  open  rules,  allow- 
ing everyone  to  participate,  and  I 
think  to  say  that  this  was  not  fair  is 
really  a  disservice  to  all  of  us. 

I  think  the  message  that  should  be 
going  out  from  this  Congress  is  that 
the  status  quo  does  not  live  here  any- 
more. In  fact,  I  am  happy  to  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight  and  the 
Mcintosh  subcommittee  because  one  of 
the  most  troubling  things  that  I  heard 
coming  to  the  Congress  this  year  was 
that  in  the  past  this  Congress  has  not 
lived  up  to  its  oversight  responsibil- 
ities. I  think  this  is  one  way  of  saying 
that  we  are  not  going  to  permit  the 
agencies  out  there  to  just  go  off  on 
their  own  and  pass  these  rules  ad  infi- 
nitum. 

We  have  had  a  number  of  field  hear- 
ings. We  have  had  a  number  of  town 
meetings,  I  have.  And  at  virtually 
every  one  of  the  town  meetings  I  have 
had  I  have  heard  about  the  needless 
regulation  that  is  coming  out  of  Wash- 
ington. 

We  had  a  hearing  and  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peterson]  joined 
us  in  Indianapolis  about  a  month  ago. 
And  it  was  interesting  because  at  that 
meeting  we  heard  from  the  publisher  of 
the  largest  newspaper  in  the  State  of 
Indiana  and  we  heard  from  the  presi- 
dent of  the  University  of  Indiana.  And 
they  were  both  saying,  please  do  some- 
thing about  this  regulatory  burden 
that  we  have  to  live  under. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


I  made  the  comment  then  and  I 
would  share  it  today  that  I  think  we  fi- 
nally have  reached  the  critical  mass 
because  we  have  both  the  media  and 
academia  saying  uncle.  At  all  of  our 
town  meetings  we  hear  from  small 
business  people  and  particularly  farm- 
ers who  are  saying,  we  need  a  time  out. 
And  that  is  what  really  this  bill  is  all 
about. 

Let  me  just  finally  say  that  I  think 
the  message  we  are  trying  to  send  from 
this  House  today  to  our  colleagues  at 
the  other  end  of  the  building,  that  you 
have  dropped  the  ball  and  we  are  going 
to  give  you  a  chance  to  recover  your 
fumble. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

As  I  said,  I  did  not  think  we  needed 
to  debate  this  bill,  but  I  think  we  need 
to  clear  up  a  couple  of  things. 

The  coalition  and  many  other  Demo- 
crats were  proud  to  support  this  piece 
of  legislation.  I  think  that  some  of  the 
claims  that  were  made  by  some  of  my 
colleagues  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  may 
have  been  valid  as  we  looked  at  the 
original  bill.  But  in  our  judgment  it  is 
not  valid,  and  I  really  want  to  associ- 
ate myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  pre- 
vious two  speakers,  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gutknecht]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
DeL.'W].  in  the  final  bill. 
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We  have  taken  care  of  the  concerns 
that  people  had  about  this  bill.  The 
President  has  the  ability  to  exempt 
regulations  that  he  feels  need  to  go 
ahead.  This  claim  that  the  agencies  are 
going  to  be  stopped  dead  from  doing 
any  regulatory  process  is  not  true.  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
DeL.W]  said  it  very  clearly.  Unless  we 
do  not  believe  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  is  going  to  do  the  right 
thing,  this  bill  is  not  the  kind  of  ex- 
treme bill  that  some  people  have  laid 
out. 

I  just  want  to  make  the  point  that 
many  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  sup- 
port this  piece  of  legislation,  and  we 
ask  people  to  look  at  the  final  product. 
because  it  is  very  different  than  the 
bill  that  was  originally  introduced. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg],  a 
very  valuable  and  hardworking  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  motion  to  substitute  the 
language  of  H.R.  450  for  S.  219. 

H.R.  450,  the  Regulatory  Reform 
Transition  Act,  passed  this  body  over- 
whelmingly. It  is  not  an  extreme  meas- 
ure. 

In  the  debate  in  the  other  body  on 
this  measure,  one  of  our  colleagues 
said,  and  I  quote,  "Our  system  of  gov- 
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ernment  is  working."  With  respect  to 
the  regulatory  system  in  America,  my 
colleague's  claim  could  not  be  further 
from  the  truth.  He  is  simply  wrong. 
The  regulatory  burden  we  are  imposing 
willy-nilly  on  American  businesses  and 
American  citizens  is  in  excess.  It  is 
doing  severe  damage  to  our  economy, 
and  it  is  time  to  stop  it.  We  need  to 
subject.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  regulations  to 
a  risk  assessment  and  to  a  cost-benefit 
analysis.  That  is  the  substantive  re- 
view we  are  seeking.  That  is  what  this 
legislation  will  do. 

The  time  to  begin  subjecting  new 
regulations  to  that  type  of  analysis, 
cost-benefit  and  risk  assessment,  is 
now.  That  is  what  H.R.  450  will  do.  The 
moratorium  simply  says  there  will  be  a 
time  out,  and  that  we  will  have  that 
time  period  during  which  to  pass  sub- 
stantive regulatory  review,  reform,  and 
then  to  subject  those  regulations  now 
going  through  that  process  to  that  sub- 
stantive review. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  respond 
to  several  remarks  on  the  other  side. 
Some  of  my  colleagues  have  risen  to 
say  that  this  is  an  extreme  measure, 
and  that  the  Senate  measure  is  a  good 
alternative.  That  is  simply  incorrect, 
because  the  Senate  measure  is  dif- 
ferent. It  does  not  achieve  the  same 
goal.  I  myself  support  the  notion  of 
legislative  review  of  regulatory  mat- 
ters. If,  indeed,  a  regulatory  proceeding 
is  extreme  and  the  regulation  should  be 
suspended,  that  is  fine.  However,  that 
is  not  what  this  legislation  accom- 
plishes. This  legislation  says  it  is 
known  and  indisputable  in  America 
that  the  regulatory  system  is  out  of 
control.  That  is  not  necessarily  true 
only  90  or  100  or  120  days  from  now.  The 
regulatory  system  is  out  of  control 
now 

When  we  enact  substantive  review. 
which  requires  cost-benefit  and  risk  as- 
sessment analysis,  we  ought  to  apply 
that  to  all  of  the  regulations  that  are 
currently  going  through. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  McIntosh],  recognized 
there  are  thousands  of  regulations 
going  through  at  this  time.  They 
should  be  subjected  to  this  review.  I 
urge  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
very  pleased  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Ehr- 
LICH],  a  very  thoughtful  freshman 
member  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also 
want  to  congratulate  the  chairman  of 
the  full  committee,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peterson],  for  his 
great  leadership  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  new  generation  ar- 
rived in  Congress  this  year.  That  gen- 
eration promised  to  deliver  with  re- 
spect to  the  Contract  With  America.  A 
critical  part  of  that  contract  is  regu- 
latory reform.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  hear  so 
much  out  there  during  election  years 
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that  people  are  for  the  family  and  they 
are  against  crime  and  for  the  small 
business  person  in  this  country,  but  the 
fact  is.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  where  the 
rubber  meets  the  road  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  Re?  reform  and  H.R.  450  are 
truly  where  the  rubber  meets  the  road. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  was  campaign- 
ing I  would  actually  stop  into  strip 
shopping  malls  to  talk  to  small  busi- 
ness owners  I  thought  I  would  hear 
problems  and  concerns  about  the  legal 
environment  in  the  State  of  Maryland, 
or  the  unavailability  of  capital,  or  em- 
ployee problems,  but  time  and  time 
again,  by  far  the  predominant  concern 
I  heard  from  the  small  business  com- 
munity was  the  burden  of  Federal  regu- 
lation on  small  business. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not  radical  in  this 
day  and  age  to  say  stop,  which  is  what 
this  bill  does.  It  is  not  radical  to  look 
at  what  we  have  done,  to  inventory 
what  we  have  done,  to  stop  promulgat- 
ing Federal  regulations  before  we  use 
good  science,  before  we  use  cost-benefit 
analysis,  and  before  we  use  risk  assess- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  already  been  said 
time  and  time  again  on  this  floor  that 
exceptions  apply  within  the  context  of 
this  bill  for  emergency,  health,  and 
safety  regulations.  Mr  Speaker,  the 
bottom  line  of  H.R.  450.  the  bottom  line 
to  regulatory  reform  in  this  Congress, 
is  returning  a  sense  of  common  sense 
to  the  way  we  promulgate  regulations 
in  this  country  today.  That  is  what 
H.R.  450  is  all  about.  That  is  what  the 
Contract  With  America  is  all  about. 

To  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  who  characterized  this  bill 
as  politics,  to  the  extent  that  this  ma- 
jority, this  majority,  this  nonpartisan 
majority  is  responding  to  consumers 
and  the  small  business  community  in 
this  country,  that  truly  is  politics  in 
the  best  tradition  of  this  House. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  point  needs  to  be 
made  very  strongly  that  this  is  a  bipar- 
tisan bill.  This  is  not  a  partisan  meas- 
ure. This  measure  passed  the  House  on 
February  24  by  a  vote  of  276  to  146. 
There  was  a  strong  bipartisan  support 
for  that  measure,  as  there  has  been  for 
all  of  the  measures  dealing  with  regu- 
latory reform. 

It  is  very  clear.  I  think,  that  the 
American  people  want  regulatory  re- 
form. This  is  part  of  an  overall  piece, 
an  overall  package  we  are  putting  to- 
gether to  accomplish  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  want.  We  need  to  go  to  con- 
ference. We  need  to  get  this  bill  en- 
acted into  law.  and  we  need  to  send  it 
to  the  President. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume,  sim- 
ply to  echo  the  sentiments  of  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. What  we  are  talking  about  here  is 


dealing  with  regulations,  not  allowing 
regulations  to  deal  with  us.  The  House 
version  allows  us  to  deal  with  those 
regulations.  The  Senate  version  per- 
mits the  regulatory  process  to  over- 
whelm us.  which  it  now  does,  and 
which  we  are  trying  to  rectify. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  T.-VTE]. 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I.  too,  want 
to  lend  my  support  to  this  proposal  as 
it  passed  the  House,  and  I  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight  and  the 
subcommittee  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  MclNTOSHj. 

Recently  a  survey  from  the  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Businesses 
went  out  and  surveyed  their  member- 
ship as  to  what  was  their  concern. 
Taxes  and  health  care  were  a  concern, 
but  the  No.  1  concern  and  threat  to 
small  business  in  this  country  is  regu- 
lations. 

I  had  my  local  Chamber  of  Commerce 
from  Takoma  here  recently.  They  were 
talking  about  the  issues  that  concern 
them,  but  the  one  that  came  up  the 
most,  whether  they  were  in  banking  or 
they  had  a  local  grocery  store  or  what- 
ever, was  regulations.  One  aspect  of 
this  particular  bill  that  was  added  on 
in  the  amendatory  process  when  we 
were  on  the  floor,  was  the  Tate  amend- 
ment, which  extended  the  moratorium 
for  businesses  that  have  100  or  less  em- 
ployees an  additional  6  months,  be- 
cause those  are  the  people  that  are  the 
most  affected  when  new  regulations  are 
passed.  Those  are  the  people  that  are 
on  the  margin,  that  may  be  in  business 
or  may  not  be  in  business  based  on  a 
new  regulation. 

This  is  a  sound  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  It 
is  really  common  sense.  Il  is  Lime  that 
we  pass  some  real  regulatory  relief. 
Once  again.  I  commend  this  to  the 
House,  and  look  forward  to  a  strong  bi- 
partisan support  for  this  when  it 
passes. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  again  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentlemen  for  their  good 
work,  and  hope  that  we  can  get  this  to 
conference,  and  talk  some  sense  into 
the  other  body.  Unfortunately,  they 
appear  to  be  somewhat  in  the  capture 
of  the  bureaucracy  and  the  status  quo. 
Hopefully,  if  we  cannot  get  the  entire 
moratorium  through,  maybe  we  can 
get  some  specific  items  in  the  morato- 
rium through  on  the  Senate  side. 
Again.  I  commend  everyone  and  urge 
support  of  this  motion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  Mem- 
bers wishing  to  speak,  and  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GooDLATTE).  No  one  from  the  minority 
of  the  House  Committee  on  the  Judici- 


ary having  presented  themselves  to 
claim  the  time  of  that  committee,  the 
Chair  assumes  that  time  is  also  yielded 
back.  All  time  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 

CLINGER]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
The  text  of  the  Senate  bill,  S.  219,  is 
as  follows: 

S.  219 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 

TTTLE  I— REGULATORY  TRANSITION 

SEC.  101.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Regulatory 

Transition  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  102.  FINDING. 

The  Congress  finds  that  effective  steps  for 
improving  the  efficiency  and  proper  manage- 
ment of  Government  operations  will  be  pro- 
moted if  a  moratorium  on  the  effectiveness 
of  certain  significant  final  rules  is  imposed 
in  order  to  provide  Congress  an  opportunity 
for  review, 

SEC.  103.  .MORATORIUM  ON  REGUl^TIONS;  CON- 
GRESSIONAL REVIEW. 

(a)    Reporting    .and    Review    of    Regul.a- 

TIONS.— 

(1)  Reporting  to  congress  and  the  comp- 
troller GENERAL.— 

(A)  Before  a  rule  can  take  effect  as  a  final 
rule,  the  Federal  agency  promulgating  such 
rule  shall  submit  to  each  House  of  the  Con- 
gress and  to  the  Comptroller  General  a  re- 
port containing— 

(i)  a  copy  of  the  rule: 

(ii)  a  concise  general  statement  relating  to 
the  rule;  and 
(iii)  the  proposed  effective  date  of  the  rule. 

(B)  The  Federal  agency  promulgating  the 
rule  shall  make  available  to  each  House  of 
Congress  and  the  Comptroller  General,  upon 
request — 

(i)  a  complete  copy  of  the  cost-benefit 
analysis  of  the  rule,  if  any: 

(ii)  the  agency's  actions  relevant  to  section 
603.  section  604.  section  605.  .section  607.  and 
section  609  of  Public  Law  96-354; 

(lii)  the  agency's  actions  relevant  to  title 
II.  section  202.  section  203.  section  204.  and 
section  205  of  Public  Law  104-4:  and 

(iv)  any  other  relevant  information  or  re- 
quirements under  any  other  Act  and  any  rel- 
evant Executive  Orders,  such  as  Executive 
Order  12866. 

(C)  Upon  receipt,  each  House  shall  provide 
copies  to  the  Chairman  and  Ranking  Member 
of  each  committee  with  jurisdiction. 

(2i  Reporting  by  the  comptroller  gen- 
eral.— 

(.-M  The  Comptroller  General  shall  provide 
a  report  on  each  significant  rule  to  the  com- 
mittees of  jurisdiction  to  each  House  of  the 
Congress  by  the  end  of  12  calendar  days  after 
the  submission  or  publication  date  as  pro- 
vided in  section  104ib)(2»,  The  report  of  the 
Comptroller  General  shall  mclude  an  assess- 
ment of  the  agency's  compliance  with  proce- 
dural steps  required  by  subparagraph  (B)  (i) 
through  (iv). 

(Bi  Federal  agencies  shall  cooperate  with 
the  Comptroller  General  by  providing  infor- 
mation relevant  to  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral's report  under  paragraph  (2)(A)  of  this 
section. 


(3)  Effective  date  of  .significant  rule.s.— 
A  significant  rule  relating  to  a  report  sub- 
mitted under  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect 
as  a  final  rule,  the  latest  of— 

(A)  the  later  of  the  date  occurring  45  days 
after  the  date  on  which — 

(i)  the  Congress  receives  the  report  submit- 
ted under  paragraph  (1):  or 

(ii)  the  rule  is  published  in  the  Federal 
Register; 

(B)  if  the  Congress  passes  a  Joint  resolution 
of  disapproval  described  under  section  104  re- 
lating to  the  rule,  and  the  President  signs  a 
veto  of  such  resolution,  the  earlier  date — 

(i)  on  which  either  House  of  Congress  votes 
and  fails  to  override  the  veto  of  the  Presi- 
dent; or 

(ii)  occurring  30  session  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  Congre.ss  received  the  veto  and 
objections  of  the  President;  or 

(C)  the  date  the  rule  would  have  otherwise 
taken  effect,  if  not  for  this  section  (unless  a 
joint  resolution  of  disapproval  under  section 
104  is  enacted). 

(4)  Effective  date  for  other  rules.— Ex- 
cept for  a  significant  rule,  a  rule  shall  take 
effect  as  otherwise  provided  by  law  after  sub- 
mission to  Congress  under  paragraph  (1). 

(5)  Failure  of  .ioint  resolution  of  dis- 
approval.—Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (3).  the  effective  date  of  a  rule 
shall  not  be  delayed  by  operation  of  this  title 
beyond  the  date  on  which  either  House  of 
Congress  votes  to  reject  a  joint  resolution  of 
disapproval  under  section  104. 

(b)  Termination  of  Disapproved  Rule- 
making. -  A  rule  shall  not  lake  effect  (or  con- 
tinue) as  a  final  rule,  if  the  Congress  passes 
a  joint  resolution  of  disapproval  described 
under  section  104. 

(c)  Presidential  Waiver  Authority.— 

(1)  Presidential  deter.minations.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this  sec- 
tion (except  subject  to  paragraph  (3)),  a  rule 
that  would  not  take  effect  by  reason  of  this 
title  may  take  effect,  if  the  President  makes 
a  determination  under  paragraph  (2)  and  sub- 
mits written  notice  of  such  determination  to 
the  Congress. 

(2)  Grounds  for  determinations —Para- 
graph (1)  applies  to  a  determination  made  by 
the  President  by  Executive  order  that  the 
rule  should  take  effect  because  such  rule  is — 

(A)  necessary  because  of  an  imminent 
threat  to  health  or  safety  or  other  emer- 
gency; 

(B)  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  crimi- 
nal laws:  or 

(C)  necessary  for  national  security. 

(3)  Waiver  not  to  affectt  congressional 
disapprovals.— An  exercise  by  the  President 
of  the  authority  under  this  subsection  shall 
have  no  effect  on  the  procedures  under  sec- 
tion 104  or  the  effect  of  a  Joint  resolution  of 
disapproval  under  this  section. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Rules  Issued  .at  End  of 
Congress  - 

(1)  Additional  oppoRTUNrrY  for  review — 
In  addition  to  the  opportunity  for  review 
otherwise  provided  under  this  title,  in  the 
case  of  any  rule  that  is  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  (as  a  rule  that  shall  take  effect 
as  a  final  rule)  during  the  period  beginning 
on  the  date  occurring  60  days  before  the  date 
the  Congress  adjourns  sine  die  through  the 
date  on  which  the  succeeding  Congress  first 
convenes,  section  104  shall  apply  to  such  rule 
in  the  succeeding  Congre.ss. 

(2)  Treatment  under  .section  104  — 

(A)  In  applying  section  104  for  purposes  of 
such  additional  review,  a  rule  described 
under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  treated  as 
though— 

(1)  such  rule  were  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (as  a  rule  that  shall  take  effect  as 


a  final  rule)  on  the  15th  session  day  after  the 
succeeding  Congress  first  convenes;  and 

(ii)  a  report  on  such  rule  were  submitted  to 
Congress  under  subsection  (a)(1)  on  such 
date. 

(B)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  con- 
strued to  affect  the  requirement  under  sub- 
section (a)(1)  that  a  report  must  be  submit- 
ted to  Congress  before  a  final  rule  can  take 
effect. 

(3)  Actual  effective  date  not  af- 
fected—A rule  described  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  take  effect  as  a  final  rule  as  other- 
wise provided  by  law  (including  other  sub- 
sections of  this  section ). 

<e)  Treatment  of  Rules  Issued  Before 
This  Act.— 

(1)  Opportunit\'  for  congressional  re- 
view,—The  provisions  of  section  104  shall 
apply  to  any  significant  rule  that  is  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  (as  a  rule  that 
shall  take  effect  as  a  final  rule)  during  the 
period  beginning  on  November  20.  1994. 
through  the  date  on  which  this  Act  takes  ef- 
fect. 

(2)  Treatment  under  section  104.— In  ap- 
plying section  104  for  purjwses  of  Congres- 
sional review,  a  rule  described  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  be  treated  as  though— 

(A)  such  rule  were  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (as  a  rule  that  shall  take  effect  as 
a  final  rule)  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act;  and 

(B)  a  report  on  such  rule  were  submitted  to 
Congress  under  subsection  (a)(1)  on  such 
date. 

(3)  Actual  effective  date  not  af- 
fected.—The  effectiveness  of  a  rule  de- 
scribed under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  as  other- 
wise provided  by  law.  unless  the  rule  is  made 
of  no  force  or  effect  under  section  104. 

(f)  Nullification  of  Rules  Disapproved 
BY  Congress.— Any  rule  that  takes  effect 
and  later  is  made  of  no  force  or  effect  by  the 
enactment  of  a  joint  resolution  under  sec- 
tion 104  shall  be  treated  as  though  such  rule 
had  never  taken  effect. 

(g)  No  Inference  to  be  Drawn  Where 
Rules  Not  Disapproved.— If  the  Congress 
does  not  enact  a  joint  resolution  of  dis- 
approval under  section  104.  no  court  or  agen- 
cy may  infer  any  intent  of  the  Congress  from 
any  action  or  inaction  of  the  Congress  with 
regard  to  such  rule,  related  statute,  or  joint 
resolution  of  disapproval. 

SEC.  104.  CONGRESSIO.NAL  DISAPPROVAL  PROCE- 
DURE. 

(a)  Joint  Resolution  Defined.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "joint  resolu- 
tion" means  only  a  joint  resolution  intro- 
duced during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  on  which  the  report  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 103(a)  is  received  by  Congress  and  end- 
ing 45  days  thereafter,  the  matter  after  the 
resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  "That 
Congress  disapproves  the  rule  submitted  by 

the  relating  to and  such  rule  shall 

have  no  force  or  effect.".  (The  blank  spaces 
being  appropriately  filled  in.) 

(b)  Referral — 

(1)  In  general.- a  resolution  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  referred  to  the  com- 
mittees in  each  House  of  Congress  with  juris- 
diction. Such  a  resolution  may  not  be  re- 
ported before  the  eighth  day  after  Its  sub- 
mission or  publication  date. 

(2)  Submis.sion  date.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection  the  term  "submission  or  publica- 
tion date"  means  the  later  of  the  date  on 
which — 

(A)  the  Congress  receives  the  report  sub- 
mitted under  section  103(a)(1);  or 

(B)  the  rule  is  published  in  the  Federal 
Register. 


(c)  Discharge— If  the  committee  to  which 
is  referred  a  resolution  described  In  sub- 
section (a)  has  not  reported  such  resolution 
(or  an  identical  resolution)  at  the  end  of  20 
calendar  days  after  the  submission  or  publi- 
cation date  defined  under  subsection  (b)(2). 
such  committee  may  be  discharged  from  fur- 
ther consideration  of  such  resolution  in  the 
Senate  upon  a  petition  supported  in  writing 
by  30  Members  of  the  Senate  and  in  the 
House  upon  a  petition  supported  in  writing 
by  one-fourth  of  the  Members  duly  sworn 
and  chosen  or  by  motion  of  the  Speaker  sup- 
ported by  the  Minority  Leader,  and  such  res- 
olution shall  be  placed  on  the  appropriate 
calendar  of  the  House  involved. 

(d)  Floor  Consideration.— 

(1)  In  general— WTien  the  committee  to 
which  a  resolution  is  referred  has  reported, 
or  when  a  committee  is  discharged  (under 
subsection  (O)  from  further  consideration  of. 
a  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a),  it  Is 
at  any  time  thereafter  in  order  (even  though 
a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has 
been  disagreed  to)  for  a  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  resolution,  and  all 
points  of  order  against  the  resolution  (and 
against  consideration  of  resolution)  are 
waived.  The  motion  is  not  subject  to  amend- 
ment, or  to  a  motion  to  postpone,  or  to  a 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
other  business.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  motion  is  agreed  to  or  dis- 
agreed to  shall  not  be  in  order.  If  a  motion 
to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  resolu- 
tion is  agreed  to.  the  resolution  shall  remain 
the  unfinished  business  of  the  respective 
House  until  disposed  of. 

(2)  Debate.— Debate  on  the  resolution,  and 
on  all  debatable  motions  and  appeals  in  con- 
nection therewith,  shall  be  limited  to  not 
more  than  10  hours,  which  shall  be  divided 
equally  between  those  favoring  and  those  op- 
posing the  resolution.  A  motion  further  to 
limit  debate  is  in  order  and  not  debatable. 
An  amendment  to.  or  a  motion  to  postpone, 
or  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  other  business,  or  a  motion  to  recommit 
the  resolution  is  not  in  order. 

(3)  Final  passage.— Immediately  following 
the  conclusion  of  the  debate  on  a  resolution 
described  in  subsection  (a),  and  a  single 
quorum  call  at  the  conclusion  of  the  debate 
if  requested  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
the  appropriate  House,  the  vote  on  final  pas- 
sage of  the  resolution  shall  occur. 

(4)  Appeals.— Appeals  from  the  decisions 
of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  application  of 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, as  the  case  may  be.  to  the  pro- 
cedure relating  to  a  resolution  described  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  decided  without  de- 
bate. 

(e)  Treatment  if  Other  Hou.se  Has 
Acted. — If.  before  the  passage  by  one  House 
of  a  resolution  of  that  House  described  in 
subsection  (a),  that  House  receives  from  the 
other  House  a  resolution  described  in  sub- 
section (a),  then  the  following  procedures 
shall  apply: 

(1)  Nonreferral.— The  resolution  of  the 
other  House  shall  not  be  referred  to  a  com- 
mittee. 

(2)  Final  passage —With  respect  to  a  reso- 
lution described  in  subsection  (a)  of  the 
House  receiving  the  resolution— 

(A)  the  procedure  in  that  House  shall  be 
the  same  as  if  no  resolution  had  been  re- 
ceived from  the  other  House;  but 

(B)  the  vote  on  final  passage  shall  be  on 
the  resolution  of  the  other  House. 

(0  Constitutional  Althortty.— This  sec- 
tion is  enacted  by  Congress— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
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respectively,  and  as  such  it  is  deemed  a  part 
of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  but 
applicable  only  with  respect  to  the  procedure 
to  be  followed  in  that  House  in  the  case  of  a 
resolution  described  in  subsection  (a),  and  it 
supersedes  other  rules  only  to  the  extent 
that  it  is  inconsistent  with  such  rules;  and 

(2)  with  full  recosmition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  either  House  to  change  the 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  of 
that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  man- 
ner, and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of 
any  other  rule  of  that  House, 

SEC.  106.  SPECIAL  RLXE  ON  STATirTORY.  REGU- 
LATORY AM)  JUDICIAL  DEADLINES. 

(a)  In  Ge.ner.^l,  — In  the  case  of  any  dead- 
line for.  relating  to.  or  involving  any  rule 
which  does  not  take  effect  (or  the  effective- 
ness of  which  is  terminated)  because  of  the 
enactment  of  a  joint  resolution  under  sec- 
tion 104.  that  deadline  is  extended  until  the 
date  12  months  after  the  date  of  the  joint 
resolution.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  construed  to  affect  a  deadline  merely  by 
reason  of  the  postponement  of  a  rule's  effec- 
tive date  under  section  103(ai. 

(bi  Deadli.ne  Deflved.— The  term  "dead- 
line "  means  any  date  certain  for  fulfilling 
any  obligation  or  exercising  any  authority 
established  by  or  under  any  Federal  statute 
or  regulation,  or  by  or  under  any  court  order 
implementing  any  Federal  statute  or  regula- 
tion 

SEC.  106.  DEFINTnONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  title — 

(1)  Federal  age.ncy.— The  term  "Federal 
agency"  means  any  "agency"  as  that  term  is 
defined  in  section  551(1)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  administrative  pro- 
cedure). 

(2)  Significant  rijle.— The  term  "signifi- 
cant rule"  — 

(Ai  means  any  final  rule  that  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Office  of  Information  and  Regu- 
latory .Affairs  within  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  finds— 

(i)  has  an  annual  effect  on  the  economy  of 
$1(X).(XX).(X)0  or  more  or  adversely  affects  in  a 
material  way  the  economy,  a  sector  of  the 
economy,  productivity,  competition,  jobs. 
the  environment,  public  health  or  safety,  or 
State,  local,  or  tribal  governments  or  com- 
munities: 

(ii)  creates  a  serious  inconsistency  or  oth- 
erwise interferes  with  an  action  taken  or 
planned  by  another  agency: 

(iii)  materially  alters  the  budgetary  im- 
pact of  entitlement,  grants,  user  fees,  or  loan 
programs  or  the  rights  and  obligations  of  re- 
cipients thereof;  or 

(iv)  raises  novel  legal  or  policy  issues  aris- 
ing out  of  legal  mandates,  the  President's 
priorities,  or  the  principles  set  forth  in  Exec- 
utive Order  12866. 

(B)  does  not  include  any  agency  action 
that  establishes,  modifies,  opens,  closes,  or 
conducts  a  regulatory  program  for  a  com- 
mercial, recreational,  or  subsistence  activity 
relating  to  hunting,  fishing,  or  camping. 

(3)  FiN.\L  RLLE.— The  term  "final  rule" 
means  any  final  rule  or  interim  final  rule.  As 
used  in  this  paragraph,  rule"  has  the  mean- 
ing given  such  term  by  section  551  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  except  that  such  term 
does  not  include  any  rule  of  particular  appli- 
cability including  a  rule  that  approves  or 
prescribes  for  the  future  rates,  wages,  prices, 
services,  or  allowances  therefor,  corporate  or 
financial  structures,  reorganizations,  merg- 
ers, or  acquisitions  thereof,  or  accounting 
practices  or  disclosures  bearing  on  any  of  the 
foregoing  or  any  rule  of  agency  organization, 
personnel,  procedure,  practice  or  any  routine 
matter. 


SEC.  107.  JIJDICIAL  REVIEW. 

No  determination,  finding,  action,  or  omis- 
sion under  this  title  shall  be  subject  to  judi- 
cial review. 

SEC.  108.  APPLICABILITY;  SEVERABILITY. 

(a)  APPLICABILITY.— This  title  shall  apply 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(b)  Severability.— If  any  provision  of  this 
title,  or  the  application  of  any  provision  of 
this  title  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is 
held  invalid,  the  application  of  such  provi- 
sion to  other  persons  or  circumstances,  and 
the  remainder  of  this  title,  shall  not  be  af- 
fected thereby. 

SEC.  109.  EXEMPTION  FOR  MONETARY  POUCY. 

Nothing  in  this  title  shall  apply  to  rules 
that  concern  monetary  policy  proposed  or 
implemented  by  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  or  the  Federal 
Open  Market  Committee. 
SEC.  110.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  title  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall  apply  to 
any  rule  that  takes  effect  as  a  final  rule  on 
or  after  such  effective  date 

TITLE  II— TERM  GRAZING  PERMITS 
SEC.  201.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (referred 
to  in  this  title  as  the  "Secretary  ")  admin- 
isters the  191.000.000-acre  National  Forest 
System  for  multiple  uses  in  accordance  with 
Federal  law; 

(2)  where  suitable,  one  of  the  recognized 
multiple  uses  for  National  Forest  System 
land  is  grazing  by  livestock: 

(3)  the  Secretary  authorizes  grazing 
through  the  issuance  of  term  grazing  permits 
that  have  terms  of  not  to  exceed  10  years  and 
that  include  teiTns  and  conditions  necessary 
for  the  proper  administration  of  National 
Forest  System  land  and  resources; 

(4)  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  .^ct. 
the  Secretary  has  issued  approximately  9.000 
term  grazing  permits  authorizing  grazing  on 
approximately  90.000.000  acres  of  National 
Forest  System  land: 

(5)  of  the  approximately  9.000  term  grazing 
permits  issued  by  the  Secretary,  approxi- 
mately one-half  have  expired  or  will  expire 
by  the  end  of  1996: 

(6)  if  the  holder  of  an  expiring  term  grazing 
permit  has  complied  with  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  the  permit  and  remains  eligible 
and  qualified,  that  individual  is  considered 
to  be  a  preferred  applicant  for  a  new  term 
grazing  permit  in  the  event  that  the  Sec- 
retarj'  determines  that  grazing  remains  an 
appropriate  use  of  the  affected  National  For- 
est System  land; 

(7)  in  addition  to  the  approximately  9.000 
term  grazing  permits  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary, it  is  estimated  that  as  many  a,s  1.600 
term  grazing  permits  may  be  waived  by  per- 
mit holders  to  the  Secretary  in  favor  of  a 
purchaser  of  the  permit  holder's  permitted 
livestock  or  base  property  by  the  end  of  1996; 

(8)  to  issue  new  term  grazing  permits,  the 
Secretary  must  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C. 
4321  et  seq.)  and  other  laws; 

(9)  for  a  large  percentage  of  the  grazing 
permits  that  will  expire  or  be  waived  to  the 
Secretary  by  the  end  of  1996.  the  Secretary 
has  devised  a  strategy  that  will  result  in 
compliance  with  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969  and  other  applica- 
ble laws  (including  regulations)  in  a  timely 
and  efficient  manner  and  enable  the  Sec- 
retary to  issue  new  term  grazing  permits, 
where  appropriate: 

(10)  for  a  small  percentage  of  the  grazing 
permits  that  will  expire  or  be  waived  to  the 


Secretary  by  the  end  of  1996.  the  strategy 
will  not  provide  for  the  timely  issuance  of 
new  term  grazing  permits;  and 

(11)  in  cases  in  which  ranching  operations 
involve  the  use  of  a  term  grazing  permit  is- 
sued by  the  Secretary,  it  is  es.sential  for  new 
term  grazing  permits  to  be  issued  in  a  timely 
manner  for  financial  and  other  reasons. 

(b)  Purpo.se.— The  purpose  of  this  title  is 
to  ensure  that  grazing  continues  without 
interruption  on  National  Forest  System  land 
in  a  manner  that  provides  long-term  protec- 
tion of  the  environment  and  improvement  of 
National  Forest  System  rangeland  resources 
while  also  providing  short-term  certainty  to 
holders  of  expiring  term  grazing  permits  and 
purchasers  of  a  permit  holder's  permitted 
livestock  or  base  property. 

SEC.  202.  DEFINITIONS. 

In  this  title: 

(1)  E.XPIRING    TER.M    GRAZING    PERMIT.— The 

term  "expiring  term  grazing  permit"  means 
a  term  grazing  permit-- 

(A)  that  expires  in  1995  or  1996;  or 

(B)  that  expired  in  1994  and  was  not  re- 
placed with  a  new  term  grazing  permit  solely 
because  the  anal.vsis  required  by  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42 
use.  4321  et  seq.)  and  other  applicable  laws 
has  not  been  completed. 

(2)  Final  agency  action —The  term  "final 
agency  action  "  means  agency  action  with  re- 
spect to  which  all  available  administrative 
remedies  have  been  exhausted. 

(3)  Term  grazing  per.mit.— The  term  "term 
grazing  permit  means  a  term  grazing  permit 
or  grazing  agreement  i.ssued  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  section  402  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (43 
U.S.C.  1752).  -section  19  of  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  facilitate  and  simplify  the  work 
of  the  Forest  Service,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses", approved  .\pril  24,  1950  (commonly 
known  as  the  "Granger-Thye  Act")  (16  U.S.C. 
580/).  or  other  law. 

SEC.  203.  ISSUANCE  OF  NEW  TERM  GRAZING  PER- 
MITS. 

(a)  In  General.  — Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law»vregulation.  policy, 
court  order,  or  court  sanctioned  settlement 
agreement,  the  Secretary  shall  issue  a  new 
term  grazing  permit  without  regard  to 
whether  the  analysis  required  by  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (42 
U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  and  other  applicable  laws 
has  been  completed,  or  final  agency  action 
respecting  the  analysis  has  been  taken— 

il)  to  the  holder  of  an  expiring  term  graz- 
ing permit;  or 

(2)  to  the  purchaser  of  a  term  grazing  per- 
mit holder's  permitted  livestock  or  base 
property  if— 

f.^)  between  January  1.  1995.  and  December 
1.  19%.  the  holder  has  waived  the  term  graz- 
ing permit  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 222,3(0(1  Kiv)  of  title  36.  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations;  and 

(B)  the  purchaser  of  the  term  grazing  per- 
mit holder's  permitted  livestock  or  base 
property  is  eligible  and  qualified  to  hold  a 
term  grazing  permit. 

(b)  Terms  and  Conditions.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (c)— 

(Da  new  term  grazing  permit  under  sub- 
section (a)(1)  shall  contain  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  expired  term  grazing 
permit;  and 

(2)  a  new  term  grazing  permit  under  sub- 
section (a)(2i  shall  contain  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  waived  permit. 

(c)  Duration.— 

(1)  In  general.— a  new  term  grazing  per- 
mit under  subsection  (a)  shall  expire  on  the 
earlier  of— 


(A)  the  date  that  is  3  years  after  the  date 
on  which  it  is  issued;  or 

(B)  the  date  on  which  final  agency  action 
is  taken  with  respect  to  the  analysis  re- 
quired by  the  National  Environmental  Pol- 
icy Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  and 
other  applicable  laws. 

(2)  Final  action  in  les.'^  than  3  year.s.— If 
final  agency  action  is  taken  with  respect  to 
the  analysis  required  by  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321 
et  seq.)  and  other  applicable  laws  before  the 
date  that  is  3  years  after  the  date  on  which 
a  new  term  grazing  permit  is  issued  under 
subsection  (a),  the  Secretary  shall— 

(A)  cancel  the  new  term  grazing  permit; 
and 

(B)  if  appropriate,  issue  a  term  grazing  per- 
mit for  a  term  not  to  exceed  10  years  under 
terms  and  conditions  as  are  necessary  for  the 
proper  administration  of  National  Forest 
System  rangeland  resources. 

(d)  Date  of  Issuance.— 

(1)  Expiration  on  or  before  date  of  en- 
actment—In  the  case  of  an  expiring  term 
grazing  permit  that  has  expired  on  or  before 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  issue  a  new  term  grazing  permit 
under  subsection  (a)(1)  not  later  than  15  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Expiration  after  date  of  enact- 
ment—In  the  case  of  an  expiring  term  graz- 
ing permit  that  expires  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  the  .Secretary  shall 
issue  a  new  term  grazing  permit  under  sub- 
section (a)(1)  on  expiration  of  the  expiring 
term  grazing  permit. 

(3)  Waived  permits— In  the  case  of  a  term 
grazing  permit  waived  to  the  Secretarj'  pur- 
suant to  .section  222.3(CHl)(iv)  of  title  36. 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  between  Janu- 
ary 1.  1995.  and  December  31.  1996.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  issue  a  new  term  grazing  permit 
under  subsection  (a)(2)  not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  holder  waives  a 
term  grazing  permit  to  the  Secretary. 

SEC.   204.   AD.MINISTRATTVE   APPEAL   AN^D   JUDI- 
CIAL REVIEW. 

The  issuance  of  a  new  term  grazing  permit 
under  section  203(a)  shall  not  be  subject  to 
administrative  appeal  or  judicial  review. 
SEC.  205.  REPEAL. 

This  title  is  repealed  effective  as  of  Janu- 
ary 1.  2001. 

TITLE  ni— GENERAL  PROVISION 
SEC.  301.  SENSE  OF  SENATE  REGARDING  AMER- 
ICAN CITIZENS  HELD  IN  IRAQ. 

(a)  Findings— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  On  Saturday.  March  25.  1995.  an  Iraqi 
court  sentenced  two  Americans.  William 
Barloon  and  David  Daliberti.  to  eight  years 
imprisonment  for  allegedly  entering  Iraq 
without  permission. 

(2)  The  two  men  were  tried,  convicted,  and 
sentenced  in  what  was  reported  to  be  a  very 
brief  period  during  that  day  with  no  other 
Americans  present  and  with  their  only  legal 
counsel  having  been  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  liaq 

(3)  The  Department  of  State  has  stated 
that  the  two  Americans  have  committed  no 
offense  justifying  imprisonment  and  has  de- 
manded that  they  be  released  immediately. 

(4)  This  injustice  worsens  already  strained 
relations  between  the  United  Slates  and  Iraq 
and  makes  resolution  of  differences  with  Iraq 
more  difficult. 

(b)  Sense  of  Senate.— The  Senate  strongly 
condemns  the  unjustified  actions  taken  by 
the  Government  of  Iraq  against  American 
citizens  William  Barloon  and  David  Daliberti 
and  urges  their  immediate  release  from  pris- 
on and  safe  exit  from  Iraq.  Further,  the  Sen- 


ate urges  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  take  all  appropriate  action  to  assure  their 
prompt  release  and  safe  exit  from  Iraq. 

The  text  of  the  bill,  H.R.  450,  which  is 
inserted  in  lieu  of  S.  219,  pursuant  to 
the  foregoing  motion,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  450 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Regulatory 
Transition  .^ct  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  FINDING. 

The  Congress  finds  that  effective  steps  for 
improving  the  efficiency  and  proper  manage- 
ment of  Government  operations,  including 
enactment  of  a  new  law  or  laws  to  require  (1) 
that  the  Federal  rulemaking  process  include 
costjbenefit  analysis,  including  analysis  of 
costs  resulting  from  the  loss  of  property 
rights,  and  (2)  for  those  Federal  regulations 
that  are  subject  to  risk  analysis  and  risk  as- 
sessment that  those  regulations  undergo 
standardized  risk  analysis  and  risk  assess- 
ment using  the  best  scientific  and  economic 
procedures,  will  be  promoted  if  a  morato- 
rium on  new  rulemaking  actions  is  imposed 
and  an  inventory  of  such  action  is  con- 
ducted. 

SEC.  3.  MORATORIUM  ON  REGULATIONS. 

(a)  Moratorium.-  Until  the  end  of  the 
moratorium  period,  a  Federal  agency  may 
not  take  any  regulatory  rulemaking  action, 
unless  an  exception  is  provided  under  section 
5.  Beginning  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  the  effectiveness  of  any 
regulator.y  rulemaking  action  taken  or  made 
effective  during  the  moratorium  period  but 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  shall  be 
suspended  until  the  end  of  the  moratorium 
period,  unless  an  exception  is  provided  under 
section  5. 

lb)  INVE.NTORY  OK  Rule.makings.— Not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  .\ct.  the  President  shall  conduct  an 
inventory  and  publish  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister a  list  of  all  regulatory  rulemaking  ac- 
tions covered  by  subsection  (a)  taken  or 
made  effective  during  the  moratorium  period 
but  before  the  date  of  the  enactment. 

SEC.   4.   SPECLVL    RLIJ:   ON   STATUTORY.    REGU- 
LATORY. AND  JUDICLVL  DEADLINES. 

(a)  In  Gener.^L  — Any  deadline  for.  relating 
to.  or  involving  any  action  dependent  upon, 
any  regulatory  rulemaking  actions  author- 
ized or  required  to  be  taken  before  the  end  of 
the  moratorium  period  is  extended  for  5 
months  or  until  the  end  of  the  moratorium 
period,  whichever  is  later. 

(b)  Deadline  Defined.— The  term  "dead- 
line" means  any  date  certain  for  fulfilling 
an.v  obligation  or  exercising  any  authority 
established  by  or  under  any  Federal  statute 
or  regulation,  or  by  or  under  any  court  order 
implementing  any  Federal  statute  or  regula- 
tion. 

(c)  Identification  of  Postponed  Dead- 
lines.—Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  President 
shall  identify  and  publish  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  list  of  deadlines  covered  by  sub- 
section (a). 

SEC.  5.  EMERGENCY  EXCEPTIONS;  EXCLUSIONS. 

(a)  Emergency  E.xception.— Section  3(a)  or 
4(a).  or  both,  shall  not  apply  to  a  regulatory 
rulemaking  action  if— 

( 1 )  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  otherwise 
authorized  to  take  the  action  submits  a  writ- 
ten request  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs 
within  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 


and  submits  a  copy  thereof  to  the  appro- 
priate committees  of  each  House  of  the  Con- 
gress: 

(2)  the  Administrator  of  the  Office  of  Infor- 
mation and  Regulatory  Affairs  within  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  finds  in 
writing  that  a  waiver  for  the  action  is  (A) 
necessary  because  of  an  imminent  threat  to 
health  or  safety  or  other  emergency,  or  (B) 
necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  criminal 
laws:  and 

(3)  the  Federal  agency  head  publishes  the 
finding  and  waiver  in  the  Federal  Register. 

(b)  Exclusions.— The  head  of  an  agency 
shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  any  ac- 
tion excluded  because  of  a  certification 
under  section  6<3)(B>. 

(c)  Civil  Rights  Exception.— Section  3(a) 
or  4(a).  or  both,  shall  not  apply  to  a  regu- 
latory rulemaking  action  to  establish  or  en- 
force any  statutory  rights  against  discrimi- 
nation on  the  basis  of  age.  race,  religion, 
gender,  national  origin,  or  handicapped  or 
disability  status  except  such  rulemaking  ac- 
tions that  establish,  lead  to.  or  otherwise 
rely  on  the  use  of  a  quota  or  preference  based 
on  age,  race,  religion,  gender,  national  ori- 
gin, or  handicapped  or  disability  status  ". 

SEC.  6.  DEFINITIONS. 

For  purpo.ses  of  this  Act: 

(1)  FEDERAL  AGENCY.— The  term  "Federal 
agency"  means  any  agency  as  that  term  is 
defined  in  section  551(1)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  administrative  pro- 
cedure). 

(2)  MORATORIUM  period.— The  term  "mora- 
torium period"  means  the  period  of  time — 

(A)  beginning  November  20.  1994;  and 

(B)  ending  on  the  earlier  of— 

(i)  the  first  date  on  which  there  have  been 
enacted  one  or  more  laws  that — 

(I)  require  that  the  Federal  rulemaking 
process  include  cost-benefit  analysis,  includ- 
ing analysis  of  costs  resulting  from  the  loss 
of  property  rights;  and 

(II)  for  those  Federal  regulations  that  are 
subject  to  risk  analysis  and  risk  assessment, 
require  that  those  regulations  undergo 
standardized  risk  analysis  and  risk  assess- 
ment using  the  best  scientific  and  economic 
procedures:  or 

(ii)  December  31.  1995. 
except  that  in  the  case  of  a  regulatory  rule- 
making action  with  respect  to  determining 
that  a  species  is  an  endangered  species  or  a 
threatened  species  under  section  4(a)<l)  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C. 
1533(a)(1))  or  designating  critical  habitat 
under  section  4(a)(3)  of  that  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
1533(a)(3)),  the  term  means  the  period  of  time 
beginning  on  the  date  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  and  ending  on  the  earlier  of  the 
first  date  on  which  there  has  been  enacted 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  a 
law  authorizing  appropriations  to  carry  out 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  or  De- 
cember 31.  1996. 

(3)  REGULATORY  RULEMAKING  ACTION.— 

(A)  In  GENERAL.— The  term  "regulatory 
rulemaking  action"  means  any  rulemaking 
on  any  rule  normally  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register,  including— 

(i)  the  issuance  of  any  substantive  rule,  in- 
terpretative rule,  statement  of  agency  pol- 
icy, notice  of  inquiry,  advance  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking,  or  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making, and 

(ii)  any  other  action  taken  in  the  course  of 
the  process  of  rulemaking  (except  a  cost  ben- 
efit analysis  or  risk  assessment,  or  both). 

(B)  EXCLUSIONS.— The  term  "regulatory 
rulemaking  action"  does  not  include— 

(i)  any  agency  action  that  the  head  of  the 
agency  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Office 
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of  Information  and  ResTulatory  Affairs  with- 
in the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  cer- 
tify in  writing  is  limited  to  repealing,  nar- 
rowing, or  streamlining  a  rule,  regulation,  or 
administrative  process  or  otherwise  reducing 
regulatory  burdens: 

(ii)  any  agency  action  that  the  head  of  the 
agency  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Office 
of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs  with- 
in the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  cer- 
tify in  writing  is  limited  to  matters  relating 
to  military  or  foreign  affairs  functions,  stat- 
utes implementing  international  trade 
agreements,  including  all  agency  actions  re- 
quired by  the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements 
Act.  or  agency  management,  personnel,  or 
public  property,  loans,  grants,  benefits,  or 
contracts; 

(iiii  any  agency  action  that  the  head  of  the 
agency  and  the  .Administrator  of  the  Office 
of  Information  and  Regulatory  .\ffairs  with- 
in the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  cer- 
tify in  writing  is  limited  to  a  routine  admin- 
istrative function  of  the  agency; 

(iv)  any  agency  action  that^ 

(I)  is  taken  by  an  agency  that  supervises 
and  regulates  insured  depository  institu- 
tions, affiliates  of  such  institutions,  credit 
unions,  or  government  sponsored  housing  en- 
terprises; and 

(III  the  head  of  the  agency  certifies  would 
meet  the  standards  for  an  exception  or  exclu- 
sion described  in  this  .■Act;  or 

(VI  any  agency  action  that  the  head  of  the 
agency  certifies  is  limited  to  interpreting. 
implementing,  or  administering  the  internal 
revenue  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(4)  Rule.— The  term  'rule"  means  the 
whole  or  a  part  of  an  agency  statement  of 
general  or  particular  applicability  and  fu- 
ture effect  designed  to  implement,  interpret, 
or  prescribe  law  or  policy.  Such  term  does 
not  include  the  approval  or  prescription,  on 
a  case-by-case  or  consolidated  case  basis,  for 
the  future  of  rates,  wages,  corporation,  or  fi- 
nancial structures  or  reorganizations  there- 
of, prices,  facilities,  appliances,  services  or 
allowances  therefor,  or  of  valuations,  costs, 
or  accounting,  or  practices  bearing  on  any  of 
the  foregoing,  nor  does  it  include  any  action 
taken  in  connection  with  the  safety  of  avia- 
tion or  any  action  taken  in  connection  with 
the  implementation  of  monetary  policy  or  to 
ensure  the  safety  and  soundness  of  federally 
insured  depository  institutions,  any  affiliate 
of  such  an  institution,  credit  unions,  or  gov- 
ernment sponsored  housing  enterprises  or  to 
protect  the  P'ederal  deposit  insurance  funds. 
Such  term  also  does  not  include  the  granting 
an  application  for  a  license,  registration,  or 
similar  authority,  granting  or  recognizing  an 
exemption,  granting  a  variance  or  petition 
for  relief  from  a  regulatory  requirement,  or 
other  action  relieving  a  restriction  (includ- 
ing any  agency  which  establishes,  modifies, 
or  conducts  a  regulatory  program  for  a  rec- 
reational or  subsistence  activity,  including 
but  not  limited  to  hunting,  fishing,  and 
camping,  if  a  Federal  law  prohibits  the  rec- 
reational or  subsistence  activity  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  agency  action »  or  taking  any  ac- 
tion necessary  to  permit  new  or  improved 
applications  of  technology  or  allow  the  man- 
ufacture, distribution,  sale,  or  use  of  a  sub- 
stance or  product. 

(5i  Rule.m.^ki.ng  — The  term  'rulemaking" 
means  agency  process  for  formulating, 
amending,  or  repealing  a  rule. 

(6i  License  —The  term  "license"  means 
the  whole  or  part  of  an  agency  permit,  cer- 
tificate, approval,  registration,  charter, 
membership,  statutory  exemption,  or  other 
form  of  permission. 

(7)  I.MMI.SENT  THRE.^T  TO  HEALTH  OR  SAFE- 
TY.—The   term    'imminent  threat  to  health 


or  safety"  means  the  existence  of  any  condi- 
tion, circumstance,  or  practice  reasonably 
expected  to  cause  death,  serious  illness,  or 
severe  injury  to  humans,  or  substantial 
endangerment  to  private  property  during  the 
moratorium  period. 

SEC.  7.  LIMIT A'nON  ON  CIVIL  ACTIONS. 

No  private  right  of  actior  may  be  brought 
against  any  Federal  agency  for  a  violation  of 
this  Act.  This  prohibition  shall  not  affect 
any  private  right  of  action  or  remedy  other- 
wise available  under  any  other  law. 

SEC.  8.  RELATIONSHIP  TO  OTHER  LAW;  SEVTR- 
ABILm. 

(a)  APPLICABILITY.— This  Act  shall  apply 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(b)  Severability —If  any  provision  of  this 
Act.  or  the  application  of  any  provision  of 
this  Act  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is 
held  invalid,  the  application  of  such  provi- 
sion to  other  persons  or  circumstances,  and 
the  remainder  of  this  Act.  shall  not  be  af- 
fected thereby. 

SEC.   9.   REGULA'nONS  TO   AID    BUSINESS   CO.M- 
PEXmVENESS. 

Section  3<a)  or  4(a).  or  both,  shall  not 
apply  to  any  of  the  following  regulatory 
rulemaking  actions  (or  any  such  action  re- 
lating thereto): 

(1)  CONOmo.NAL  RELEASE  OF  TEXTILE  IM- 
PORTS.—A  final  rule  published  on  December 
2.  1994  (59  Fed.  Reg.  61798).  to  provide  for  the 
conditional  release  by  the  Customs  Service 
of  textile  imports  suspected  of  being  im- 
ported in  violation  of  United  States  quotas. 

(2)  Textile  imports.— Any  action  which 
the  head  of  the  relevant  agency  and  the  .Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Office  of  Information  and 
Regulatory  Affairs  certify  in  writing  is  a 
substantive  rule,  interpretive  rule,  state- 
ment of  agency  policy,  or  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  to  interpret,  implement,  or  ad- 
minister laws  pertaining  to  the  import  of 
textiles  and  apparel  including  section  334  of 
the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act  (P.L 
103--465).  relating  to  textile  rules  of  origin. 

(3)  Customs  modernization.— Any  action 
which  the  head  of  the  relevant  agency  and 
the  Administrator  of  the  Office  of  Informa- 
tion and  Regulatory  Affairs  certify  in  writ- 
ing is  a  substantive  rule,  interpretive  rule, 
statement  of  agency  policy,  or  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  to  interpret,  implement. 
or  administer  laws  pertaining  to  the  customs 
modernization  provisions  contained  in  title 
VI  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agree- 
ment Implementation  Act  (PL.  103-182). 

(4)  AcrrioNs  WITH  respect  to  china  regard- 
ing INTELLECTUAL  PROPERTY  PROTECTION  AND 
MARKET  ACCESS.— A  regulatory  rulemaking 
action  providing  notice  of  a  determination 
that  the  People's  Republic  of  China's  failure 
to  enforce  intellectual  property  rights  and  to 
provide  market  access  is  unreasonable  and 
constitutes  a  burden  or  restriction  on  United 
States  commerce,  and  a  determination  that 
trade  action  is  appropriate  and  that  sanc- 
tions are  appropriate,  taken  under  section 
304(a)(l)(A)(ii).  section  3(M(a)(li(B).  and  sec- 
tion 301(b)  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  and  with 
respect  to  which  a  notice  of  determination 
was  published  on  February  7.  1995  (60  Fed. 
Reg.  7230). 

(5)  Transfer  of  spectrum.— a  regulatory 
rulemaking  action  by  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  to  transfer  50  mega- 
hertz of  spectrum  below  5  GHz  from  govern- 
ment use  to  private  use.  taken  under  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993 
and  with  respect  to  which  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  was  published  at  59  Federal  Reg- 
ister 59393. 

(6)  Personal  communications  services  li- 
censes.— A  regulatory  rulemaking  action  by 


the  Federal  Communications  Commission  to 
establish  criteria  and  procedures  for  issuing 
licenses  utilizing  competitive  bidding  proce- 
dures to  provide  personal  communications 
services — 

(A)  taken  under  section  309(ji  of  the  Com- 
munications .Act  and  with  respect  to  which  a 
final  rule  was  published  on  December  7.  1994 
(59  Fed.  Reg.  63210);  or 

(B)  taken  under  sections  3(n)  and  332  of  the 
Communications  Act  and  with  respect  to 
which  a  final  rule  was  published  on  Decem- 
ber 2,  1904  (59  Fed.  Reg.  61828). 

(7 1  Wide-akea  specialized  mobile  radio  li- 
censes.—.a  regulatory  rulemaking  action  by 
the  Federal  Communications  Commission  to 
provide  for  competitive  bidding  for  wide-area 
specialized  mobile  radio  licen.ses.  taken 
under  section  309(j)  of  the  Communications 
.\ct  and  with  respect  to  which  a  proposed 
rule  was  published  on  February  14.  1995  (60 
Fed.  Reg.  8341 1. 

(8l    I.MPROVED    trading    OPPORTUNITIES    FOR 

regional  exchanges.  — A  regulatory  rule- 
making action  by  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  to  provide  for  increased 
competition  among  the  stock  exchanges, 
taken  under  the  Unlisted  Trading  Privileges 
.Act  of  1994  and  with  respect  to  which  pro- 
posed rulemaking  was  published  on  February 
9.  1995(60  Fed,  Reg,  7718i, 

SEC.  10.  DELAYING  EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  RULES 
WITH  RESPECT  TO  SMALL  BUSI- 
NESSES. 

(a)  Delay  Effectivenes.s.— For  any  rule 
resulting  from  a  regulatory  rulemaking  ac- 
tion that  is  suspended  or  prohibited  by  this 
.Act.  the  effective  date  of  the  rule  with  re- 
spect to  small  businesses  may  not  occur  be- 
fore six  months  after  the  end  of  the  morato- 
rium period. 

(b)  Small  Business  Defined.— In  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "small  business"  means  any 
business  with  100  or  fewer  employees. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re- 
consider was  laid  on  the  table. 

House  Resolution  148  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  the  Speak- 
er's approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
Speaker's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The    question    was    taken;    and    the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 
recorded  vote 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— yeas  372,  nays  41, 
answered  "present"  1.  not  voting  20,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No,  338] 
YEAS— 372 


.Aokerman 

Balier  (LA) 

Barton 

A  Hard 

Baldacci 

Bass 

Andrews 

Ballenger 

Becerra 

.Archer 

Barcia 

Beilenson 

Armey 

Ban- 

Bentsen 

Bachus 

Barrett  (NEi 

Bereuter 

Baealer 

Barrett  (\W) 

Bevill 

Baiter  (CAi 

Bartlett 

Bi;bray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bonior 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  lOHi 

Brownbaclt 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bryant  (TXi 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Cbabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Chris  tensen 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GAi 

Collins  (.Mil 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fields  (LAi 

Fields  (TX I 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (M.Ai 

Franks  (CTi 


Franks  (N'Jt 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OHi 

Hall  (TXi 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WAi 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUearj- 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD> 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CAl 

Lewis  (KYI 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 


McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Mynck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

.Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Ox  ley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (.\J) 

Payne (VAl 

Peterson  (FLi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QuiUen 

Quinn 

Radanovicb 

R&mstad 

Range! 

Reed 

Regula 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacber 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-AUard 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Sbadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 


Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Studds 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 


Abercrombie 

Brown  (CAi 

Clay 

Crane 

Durbin 

Fazio 

Filner 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gillmor 

Gulknecht 

Hastings  (FL) 

HeOey 

Hilliard 


Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tburman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torncelli 

Towns 

Trallcant 

Tucker 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Waldholu 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

NAYS— 41 

Hinchey 

Jacobs 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lowey 

McNulty 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Rahall 


Watt  (NO) 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon(FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zlmmer 


Rush 

Sabo 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Shays 

Stark 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Taylor  (.MS) 

Thompson 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Yates 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT" 
Harm  an 
NOT  VOTING— 20 


Bateman 

Davis 

Kleczka 

Berman 

Doman 

Llpinskl 

Bono 

Fatuh 

Pelosi 

Borski 

Flake 

Rlggs 

Brown  (FLi 

Hayes 

Schumer 

Chapman 

Hoyer 

Vucanovich 

Collins  (ID 

Johnston 

D  1216 

Messrs.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania. 
SERRANO,  and  WELDON  of  Florida 
changed  their  vote  from  "nay"  to 
"yea.  " 

So  the  Journal  was  approved. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESO- 
LUTION 67,  CONCURRENT  RESO- 
LUTION ON  THE  BUDGET— FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  149  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  149 
Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolution 
(H.  Con  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999. 
2000.  2001.  and  2002  The  first  reading  of  the 
concurrent  resolution  shall  be  dispensed 
with  All  points  of  order  against  the  concur- 
rent resolution  and  against  its  consideration 
are  waived.  General  debate  shall  be  confined 
to  the  congressional  budget  and  shall  not  ex- 
ceed six  hours  (including  one   hour  on   the 


subject  of  economic  goals  and  policies) 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget.  After  general  de- 
bate the  concurrent  resolution  shall  be  con- 
sidered for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule.  The  amendment  printed  in  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  accom- 
panying this  resolution  shall  be  considered 
as  adopted  in  the  House  and  in  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole.  The  concurrent  resolution, 
as  amended,  shall  be  considered  as  read.  No 
further  amendment  shall  be  in  order  except 
those  designated  in  section  2  of  this  resolu- 
tion. Each  amendment  may  be  offered  only 
in  the  order  designated,  may  be  offered  only 
by  a  Member  designated,  shall  be  considered 
as  read,  shall  be  debatable  for  one  hour 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  pro- 
ponent and  an  opponent,  and  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment.  All  points  of  order 
against  the  amendments  designated  in  sec- 
tion 2  are  waived  except  that  the  adoption  of 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
shall  constitute  the  conclusion  of  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution  for 
amendment.  After  the  conclusion  of  consid- 
eration of  the  concurrent  resolution  for 
amendment,  and  a  final  period  of  general  de- 
bate, which  shall  not  exceed  ten  minutes 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion to  the  House  with  such  amendment  as 
may  have  been  adopted.  The  previous  ques- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
concurrent  resolution  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  adoption  without  interven- 
ing motion  except  amendments  offered  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et pursuant  to  section  305(a)(5)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  to  achieve 
mathematical  consistency.  The  concurrent 
resolution  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  demand 
for  division  of  the  question  of  its  adoption. 

Sec  2.  The  following  amendments  are  in 
order  pursuant  to  the  first  section  of  this 
resolution: 

(1)  An  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute by  Representative  Gephardt  of  Mis- 
souri printed  not  later  than  May  16,  1995,  in 
the  portion  of  the  Congressional  Record  des- 
ignated for  that  purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule 
XXIII,  if  proposing  a  Congressional  budget  in 
which  total  outlays  for  the  fiscal  year  2002 
do  not  exceed  total  receipts  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

(2)  An  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute by  Representative  Neumann  of  Wis- 
consin or  Representative  Solomon  of  New 
York  consisting  of  the  text  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  66. 

(3)  An  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute by  Representative  Payne  of  New  Jer- 
sey or  Representative  Owens  of  New  York 
printed  by  Representative  Payne  on  May  16. 
1995.  in  the  portion  of  the  Congressional 
Record  designated  for  that  purpose  in  clause 
6  of  rule  XXIII. 

(4)  An  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute by  the  minority  leader  or  a  designee 
printed  by  him  not  later  than  May  17.  1995.  in 
the  portion  of  the  Congressional  Record  des- 
ignated for  that  purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule 
XXIII.  if  proposing  a  Congressional  budget 
based  on  a  revised  budget  submission  by  the 
President  to  the  Congress  in  which  total  out- 
lays for  the  fiscal  year  2002  do  not  exceed 
total  receipts  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Sec.  3.  Rule  XLIX  shall  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  the  adoption  by  the  Congress  of  a 
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conference  report  to  accompany  a  concur- 
rent resolution  setting  forth  the  cong^res- 
sional  budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999. 
2000.2001.  and  2002 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GooDLATTE).  The  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solo.mon]  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
purposes  of  debate  only.  I  yield  30  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Frost],  pending  which  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  might  consume.  During 
consideration  of  the  resolution  all  time 
yielded  is  for  the  purposes  of  debate 
only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  a  truly  historic 
day  in  this  Chamber  and  one  that  I  per- 
sonally have  waited  for  for  a  long  time, 
because  this  will  be  the  first  time  that 
this  Congress  will  actually  debate  how 
to  balance  a  budget  instead  of  whether 
we  will  balance  the  budget  at  all. 

Why  is  this  so?  Because  we  have  writ- 
ten the  rules  of  this  debate  so  that 
only  four  alternatives  can  be  offered, 
and  all  four  alternatives,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  balance  the  budget.  Can 
you  believe  that?  That,  ladies  and  gen- 
tlemen, is  truly  historic.  So  much  so 
that  I  am  so  excited  I  really  can  hardly 
stand  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  get  to  the  text  of 
the  rule  itself,  and  Members  should  lis- 
ten because  it  is  a  complicated,  com- 
plex rule. 

House  Resolution  149  is  a  modified 
closed  rule  providing  for  the  consider- 
ation of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
67,  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  the 
year  2002.  The  rule  provides  for  6  hours 
of  general  debate,  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget,  including  1  hour  of  de- 
bate on  the  so-called  Humphrey-Haw- 
kins legislation  of  economic  goals  and 
policies.  All  points  of  order  are  waived 
against  the  budget  resolution  and  its 
consideration. 

This  rule  provides  for  the  adoption  in 
the  House  and  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  of  an  amendment  printed  in  the 
Committee  on  Rules  report  relating  to 
spending  on  agriculture  programs,  and 
for  those  Members  who  might  not  come 
from  agricultural  districts,  they  might 
listen  to  this  too.  This  is  a  sense-of- 
Congress  provision  to  reconsider  spend- 
ing reductions  in  fiscal  years  1999  and 
2000  if  certain  conditions  are  not  met. 
This  amendment  is  language  worked 
out  between  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture chairman  and  the  leadership  to 
ensure  that  spending  reductions  for  ag- 
ricultural programs  do  not  have  an  ad- 
verse impact  on  the  farm  economy,  and 
that  is  very  important. 

This  rule  makes  in  order  four  amend- 
ments in  the  nature  of  substitutes,  sub- 
ject to  1  hour  of  debate  each,  and 
waives  points  of  order  against  them, 
except  that  it  does  not  allow  for  the 


consideration  of  subsequent  substitutes 
if  any  one  substitute  is  adopted. 

Before  I  go  any  further,  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  the  most  important  part  of  my 
statement,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  provision 
in  the  rule  means  quite  simply  that 
there  are  no  free  votes  on  this  budget 
resolution  coming  up.  The  adoption  of 
any  substitute  will  bring  the  House  to 
a  vote  on  final  adoption  of  the  budget 
resolution  as  amended,  immediately. 

This  is  the  old-fashioned  amendment 
process,  it  is  not  a  king-of-the-hill  or 
so-called  queen-of-the-hill  process.  The 
four  substitutes  in  their  order  of  con- 
sideration are  important,  because  if 
any  one  of  these  pass,  then  the  debate 
immediately  ceases  and  we  go  right  to 
final  passage.  The  first  substitute  to  be 
offered  will  be  an  amendment  by  Rep- 
resentative Geph.^rdt  printed  in  yes- 
terday's Congressional  Record  which 
is  the  text  of  the  so-called  coalition 
budget.  That  is  the  first  substitute  be- 
fore us. 

Second,  a  substitute  to  be  offered  by 
Representatives  Neumann  and  Solo- 
mon, that  is  myself,  consisting  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  66,  which 
you  all  have  before  you.  This  achieves 
a  balanced  budget  by  the  fiscal  year 
2000.  that  is  within  5  years. 

Third,  a  substitute  by  Representative 
Payne  of  New  Jersey  and  Representa- 
tive Owens  of  my  State  of  New  York 
printed  in  yesterday's  Record,  that  is 
the  Black  Caucus  budget. 

And  fourth,  and  this  is  important,  an 
amendment  printed  in  the  Record  by 
today  by  the  minority  leader  or  his 
designee  consisting  of  a  revised  Presi- 
dential budget,  if  it  achieves  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002.  We  give 
the  President  of  the  United  States  7 
years  to  bring  our  deficits  into  balance, 
and  we  are  waiting  with  anticipation 
for  the  President  to  join  in  this  debate 
and  offer  that  amendment. 

Following  the  disposition  of  amend- 
ments, the  rule  allows  for  an  additional 
10  minutes  of  debate  divided  between 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. Finally,  and  this  is  also  important 
to  Members  of  the  House,  the  rule  sus- 
pends for  1  year  the  application  of 
House  Rule  XLDC,  the  so-called  Gep- 
hardt rule  on  the  debt  limit. 

What  that  means  is  that  this  House 
will  be  forced  to  conduct  a  separate 
vote  on  raising  the  debt  limit  later  this 
year  rather  than  having  it  automati- 
cally adopted  upon  the  adoption  of  the 
budget  resolution's  conference  report. 
There  is  no  free  ride  there,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  are  going  to  have  to  put  our 
name  on  the  line. 

This  is  a  fair  rule  that  provides 
ample  opportunity  for  the  major  alter- 
natives to  be  debated  and  voted  on. 
While  we  did  not  make  in  order  all  of 
the  amendments  presented  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules.  I  think  most  objective 
observers,  including  the  press,  will 
agree  we  have  allowed  for  the  debate  to 
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be  framed  in  a  very  fair  and  open  man- 
ner that  allows  for  the  most  serious  al- 
ternatives having  substantial  support 
to  be  offered  and  voted  on. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  at  the  outset 
that  I  commend  the  minority  leader, 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
hardt], for  agreeing  to  offer  a  major 
substitute  even  though  he  does  not 
support  it,  according  to  this  morning's 
papers.  It  was  not  offered  by  him  or  by 
the  majority  of  his  caucus.  Neverthe- 
less, it  is  a  Democrat  position,  and  it 
will  be  interesting  to  see  where  the 
votes  fall  on  that. 

It  was  our  feeling  that,  as  important 
as  the  budget  resolution  is,  and  it 
clearly  is  one  of  the  most  defining  acts 
of  a  political  party,  that  the  rule 
should  allow  for  a  leadership-backed 
alternative  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
Where  do  we  stand  on  the  issues?  That 
is  what  needs  to  be  debated  on  this 
floor  today. 

In  addition,  we  have  given  the  Presi- 
dent, as  I  said,  an  additional  2  days  be- 
yond our  Monday  deadline  to  submit  a 
revised  budget  plan  that  would  achieve 
a  balanced  budget. 

Now,  Members  of  the  House,  you  may 
recall  that  back  on  May  9  I  wrote  to 
the  President's  chief  of  staff,  Mr.  Pa- 
netta,  the  former  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget,  inviting  him  on 
behalf  of  the  Republican  leadership,  to 
submit  a  balanced  budget  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  by  last  Monday,  and 
we  would  make  it  in  order.  Even 
though  Mr.  Clinton  promised  early  in 
his  Presidential  campaign,  and  we  have 
got  the  quotes  from  his  campaign 
which  we  will  read  to  you  today  during 
the  debate,  to  balance  the  budget,  his 
latest  budget  shows  deficits  remaining 
at  the  $200  billion  mark  into  the  next 
century.  I  ask  you,  what  kind  of  bal- 
ancing act  is  that?  One  trillion  dollars 
added  to  the  deficit  over  the  next  7 
years. 

Now,  we  hear  Mr.  Panetta  in  this 
morning's  paper  and  on  "Good  Morn- 
ing, America,"  this  morning  criticizing 
us  for  establishing  an  arbitrary  date  of 
fiscal  year  2002  for  balancing  the  budg- 
et. And  yet  last  January  we  voted  on 
six  constitutional  amendments  requir- 
ing balanced  budgets,  four  by  Demo- 
crats and  two  by  Republicans.  The 
Committee  on  Rules  did  not  require 
that  they  provide  for  a  balanced  budget 
by  2002.  We  did  not  set  any  arbitrary 
date,  and  yet  every  one  of  those 
amendments  that  came  to  this  floor. 
Democrat  or  Republican,  did  just  that. 
Of  the  four  Democrat  substitutes,  the 
Owens  of  New  York  Democrat  sub- 
stitute was  supported  by  62  Democrats. 
You  ought  to  add  up  these  numbers  as 
I  read  them  off  to  you.  The  Wise  of 
West  'Virginia  substitute,  another  Dem- 
ocrat substitute,  was  supported  by  136 
Democrats.  The  Conyers  Democrat  sub- 
stitute was  backed  by  112  Democrats. 
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And  then  finally,  the  Gephardt/Bonior 
substitute  was  favored  by  130  Demo- 
crats. 

Moreover,  on  final  passage  of  the 
constitutional  amendment,  72  Demo- 
crats voted  in  favor  of  it,  and  the  vote 
was  300  to  132.  Nearly  70  percent  of  this 
House  voted  for  that  date  certain--the 
year  2002. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  you  add  up  all  the 
Democrats  who  supported  one  sub- 
stitute or  another  and  called  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  2002,  you  find  that  187 
Democrats,  or  92  percent  of  those  on 
their  side  of  the  aisle,  voted  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  fiscal  year  2002. 

That  is  what  is  on  the  floor  today, 
and  yet  the  President  and  his  chief  of 
staff  would  have  us  believe  that  there 
is  something  arbitrary,  something  un- 
realistic about  setting  a  fiscal  year  2002 
deadline  for  balancing  this  budget. 

Even  the  Senate  minority  leader  has 
said  the  President  is  wrong  on  that  ac- 
count. That  was  Mr.  Da.schle  over  in 
the  other  body,  on  "Good  Morning. 
America."  Go  and  replay  it  back  and 
see  what  he  had  to  say. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  Democrat 
Members  suggested  at  our  hearing  yes- 
terday that  I  smiled  to  myself  when  I 
consider  how  things  have  shifted  in 
just  the  last  year  toward  support  for  a 
real  balanced  budget  in  this  Congress 
and  in  this  country.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  I  can  say  that  I  really  am  proud 
to  smile  publicly  that  we  have  come  so 
far  in  such  a  short,  short  time.  The 
American  people  have  spoken,  and  we 


are  listening,  finally,  to  their  cries  to 
save  this  country  and  to  save  our  chil- 
dren and  to  save  our  grandchildren 
from  economic  and  financial  ruin,  be- 
cause that  is  where  we  have  been 
going. 

We  witnessed  a  tidal  wave  for  change 
at  the  polls  last  November,  and.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  we  do  not  follow  through  by 
keeping  our  commitment  to  bringing 
this  Government  and  this  country  back 
into  the  black,  then  we  will  drown  in 
another  tidal  wave.  It  will  be  a  tidal 
wave  of  red  ink  that  will  engulf  us  and 
future  generations  to  come.  It  will  de- 
stroy this  Nation. 

Last  January.  187  Democrats  and  228 
Republicans  voted  for  at  least  one  of 
the  constitutional  amendments  offered 
that  called  for  balancing  the  budget  by 
fiscal  year  2002.  That  is  a  total  of  415 
Members  out  of  435  Members  of  this 
House.  Think  about  that.  95  percent  of 
the  Members  of  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives supporting  a  balanced 
budget. 

Today  that  support  for  a  lofty  and 
noble  goal  confronts  the  reality  of 
making  the  tough  choices  to  achieve 
the  goal  of  restoring  this  country  to  a 
condition  of  fiscal  sanity,  of  soundness 
and  stability.  Members,  we  will  have 
the  good  intentions  of  last  January 
tested  by  our  willingness,  indeed  by 
our  intestinal  and  political  fortitude, 
to  vote  for  the  balanced  budget  we  said 
was  needed  4  months  ago.  Today  is 
your  opportunity.  Mr.  Speaker  and 
Members.  We  can  either  follow  through 
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on  our  commitment  to  setting  things 
straight  and  right,  or  we  can  cave,  we 
can  crumble  at  the  sound  of  Chicken 
Little  clucking,  he  who  would  have  us 
believe  that  the  world  is  going  to  come 
to  an  end  if  we  dare  to  do  what  the 
American  people  have  to  do,  what  busi- 
ness and  industry  have  to  do,  and  that 
is  to  live  within  our  means. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  the  defining 
moment  for  this  Congress  and  this 
country  as  we  face  the  21st  century.  It 
is  right  around  the  comer.  We  may 
never  have  another  moment  like  this  if 
we  cling  to  the  past,  if  we  deny  our 
children,  if  we  deny  our  grandchildren 
and  those  not  even  bom  yet  a  promis- 
ing and  prosperous  future. 

We  must  put  an  end  to  this  terrible 
debt  burden  that  is  dragging  us  down 
and  denying  us  the  opportunity  to 
confront  the  new  century  with  renewed 
hope,  with  renewed  opportunity. 

Confronting  and  conquering  great 
challenges  is  what  this  country  is  all 
about  and  what  we  as  Representatives 
of  the  people  should  be  all  about.  Let 
us  not  shrink  from  that  challenge. 

I  want  Members  to  support  this  rule. 
I  want  Members  to  support  a  balanced 
budget  plan  that  will  bring  a  brighter 
tomorrow,  regardless  of  which  one  of 
these  four  balanced  budgets  comes  to  a 
final  vote.  That  is  the  one  we  have  got 
to  vote  for  in  the  end.  We  have  got  to 
do  it  for  America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  the  following 
document  for  the  Record: 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 

my  time. 


Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  consideration  of 
this  budget  resolution  shows  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  Republicans  can  offer 
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balanced  budgets.  The  debate  we  are 
beginning  here  in  the  House  today  is 
not  whether  we  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  but  rather,  how.  And  it  is  how 
Republicans  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et that  should  be  the  focus  of  our  de- 
bate today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  proposal  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget  contains  $350  billion 
in  tax  cuts.  These  tax  cuts  will  amount 
to  $20,000  per  person  for  the  wealthiest 
1  percent  of  Americans.  At  the  same 
time  this  budget  is  handing  the  most 
fortunate  in  our  society  a  sizeable  tax 
break,  the  Republican  budget  is  asking 
the  rest  of  the  country  to  swallow  un- 
necessarily large  cuts  in  programs  such 
as  Medicare  and  student  loans. 

In  order  to  make  these  cuts  and  to  fi- 
nance this  subsidy  for  the  wealthiest  of 
our  citizens.  Medicare  recipients  will 
pay  an  additional  $1,000  a  year  more  for 
their  health  care  by  the  year  2002. 
When  we  think  of  that  extra  $1,000,  we 
should  remember  that  83  percent  of 
Medicare  benefits  go  to  seniors  with  in- 
comes of  $25,000  or  less. 

Not  only  will  Medicare  recipients  pay 
more,  hospitals  will  bear  an  unfair  bur- 
den. The  President  and  CEO  of  the 
Navarro  Regional  Hospital  in  my  con- 
gressional district.  Harvey  Fishero. 
wrote  to  me  this  week  to  express  his 
deep  concerns  about  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid cuts  envisioned  in  the  Republican 
budget.  He  said,  and  I  quote,  "Medicare 
and  Medicaid  targets  set  by  the  Budget 
Committee  are  unacceptable, 

unsustainable  and  must  be  lowered. 
These  reductions  are  much  too  severe 
and  are  implemented  too  fast  for  the 
Medicare  system  to  handle."  He  says 
that  by  the  year  2000.  Medicare  PPS 
operating  margins  would  fall  to  -20.6 
percent  and  hospitals  would  lose  $1,300 
in  PPS  payments  for  every  Medicare 
recipient. 

Republicans  will  try  to  deny  that 
young  Americans  may  be  forced  to 
forgo  the  dream  of  a  college  education 
because  this  budget  will  increase  the 
costs  of  college  loans.  It  is  estimated 
that  because  of  the  elimination  of  the 
in-school  interest  subsidy  envisioned  in 
the  Republican  budget,  students  may 
pay  up  to  $5,000  more  for  their  college 
loans.  And.  when  we  think  of  recipients 
of  guaranteed  student  loans,  we  should 
remember  that  the  average  family  in- 
come of  students  receiving  these  sub- 
sidles  is  $35,000. 

But.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republican 
budget  is  right  here  in  black  and  white. 
Glib  explanations  of  slowing  growth 
and  block  grants  and  saving  programs 
cannot  explain  away  $350  billion  in  tax 
cuts.  Those  explanations  cannot  make 
what  is  printed  on  these  pages  go  away. 
They  cannot  explain  why  this  budget 
asks  those  who  are  least  able  to  con- 
tribute the  most. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  Republican  col- 
leagues spent  a  good  deal  of  their  time 
in  the  Rules  Committee  yesterday  ask- 
ing for  alternatives.  They  were  asking 


for  these  alternatives  while  three  alter- 
natives had  already  been  submitted  for 
the  committee's  consideration.  One  of 
those  alternatives,  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne] 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Owens],  on  behalf  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus,  was  made  in  order  by 
this  resolution.  Another,  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  DtN- 
GELL],  was  not.  Both  of  those  proposals 
presented  the  committee  with  serious 
policy  alternatives  to  the  Republican 
budget. 

A  third  alternative  was  also  submit- 
ted to  the  Rules  Committee,  That  pro- 
posal was  developed  on  behalf  of  the 
conservative  wing  of  the  Democratic 
party  by  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Orton]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenholm].  That  proposal  pre- 
sented the  committee  with  a  very  via- 
ble alternative  to  the  Republican  budg- 
et. The  major  difference  between  the 
Orton-Stenholm  budget  and  the  Repub- 
lican budget  goes  back  to  the  basic 
question  of  how  do  we  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  The  Orton-Stenholm  pro- 
posal recognizes  that  cutting  taxes  and 
balancing  the  budget  might  present  a 
fundamental  conflict.  Yet.  it  seemed 
for  much  of  the  day  yesterday  this  al- 
ternative would  not  be  made  in  order. 

This  alternative  will,  however,  be 
considered  by  the  House.  But  it  will  be 
considered  only  because  the  Demo- 
cratic leader.  Mr.  Geph.^rdt  will  offer 
it,  not  because  its  authors  were  given 
the  opportunity  to  offer  their  proposal 
in  their  own  right.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  had  Mr.  Gephardt  not 
agreed  to  put  his  name  on  this  alter- 
native, the  House  would  have  been  de- 
nied the  opportunity  to  consider  a  very 
responsible  Democratic  budget  alter- 
native. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  many  requests 
for  time  today,  so  I  will  conclude.  But. 
I  must  register  my  opposition  to  this 
rule.  Mr.  Orton  and  Mr.  Stenholm 
have  been  shortchanged  by  this  rule  as 
has  Mr.  Dingell.  And,  because  they 
have  been  shortchanged,  so  have  the 
American  people.  I  believe  the  Amer- 
ican people  want  and  deserve  better 
than  what  this  resolution  gives  them. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FROST.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  would  just  say  I 
think  the  gentleman  knows  I  have  a 
good  working  relationship  with  the 
Democrat  coalition.  I  have  been  nego- 
tiating with  them  several  days.  Much 
of  what  you  said,  though,  just  is  not 
true  because  the  gentleman  does  not 
know  the  details  of  the  negotiations 
that  went  on.  I  assure  you  that  we 
would  have  taken  care  of  them.  We  just 
wanted  the  Democrat  leadership  to 
present  an  alternative  that  he  would 
vote  for.  It  will  be  interesting  to  see  if 
he  does. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Sanibel,  FL  [Mr. 
Go.ss],  one  of  the  very  distinguished 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Rules; 
he  has  been  invaluable  in  developing 
the  balanced  budget  concept  for  many 
years  on  this  floor,  and  he  is  one  of  the 
most  respected  Members. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  for  yielding  me  this  time. 
I  commend  him  for  this  extraordinarily 
fair  rule  on  this  vital  issue,  and.  of 
course.  I  also  have  to  commend  him  for 
his  brilliant  substitute  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann] 
that  we  will  be  discussing. 

By  sticking  to  the  announced  param- 
eters that  the  only  substitutes  allowed 
will  be  those  that  bring  the  budget  into 
balance  by  2002.  this  rule  ensures  that 
we  move  beyond  the  question  of  if  we 
balance  our  books  within  7  years  to 
how  we  will  reach  that  goal.  And  that 
is  truly  a  remarkable  turnabout  from 
the  years  past. 

Still,  of  course,  we  have  the  liberal 
naysayers  who  seem  to  prefer  the  sta- 
tus quo.  The  impact  of  the  status  quo 
is  really  letting  the  ship  of  state  sail 
full  speed  ahead  into  the  rocky  cliffs  of 
certain  bankruptcy  for  certain  pro- 
grams, as  we  know,  and,  I  believe,  fis- 
cal calamity  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren,  and  as  a  grandfather, 
that  is  not  responsible. 

D  1245 

As  a  grandfather,  that  is  not  respon- 
sible. I  am  still  amazed  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  refused  to  join  this  effort  and 
has  abdicated  all  responsibility  for 
mapping  out  a  strategy  to  bring  our 
budget  into  balance  within  the  speci- 
fied period  of  time.  This  rule  does  offer 
the  President  a  final  chance,  and  it  is 
fair.  It  is  a  place  holder,  in  case  he  has 
a  change  of  heart  in  this  crucial  issue 
and  decides  he  was  to  be  relevant  to 
the  debate  after  all. 

In  addition,  this  rule  allows  three 
other  proposals  to  be  offered  under  the 
standing  procedure  of  the  House,  in- 
cluding a  proposal  I  am  proud  to  co- 
sp>onsor  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
that  charts  a  path  to  a  balanced  budget 
within  5  years  instead  of  7. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bottom  line  is  that 
doing  nothing  really  is  disaster.  We 
have  a  moral  responsibility  in  our 
country  to  bring  this  budget  into  bal- 
ance. The  mess  we  are  in  certainly  did 
not  come  about  overnight.  It  took  dec- 
ades to  accumulate  nearly  $5  trillion  in 
debt.  By  the  way,  that  is  still  growing 
today,  as  we  speak,  under  the  Clinton 
budget.  Cleaning  up  the  mess  will  not 
be  easy,  but  it  must  be  done,  and  the 
first  step  lies,  obviously,  in  balancing 
the  annual  budget. 

I  am  proud  of  the  extraordinary  ef- 
fort of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  Chair- 
man Kasich,  and  his  Committee  on  the 
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Budget.  They  have  demonstrated  that 
we  can  indeed  have  a  balanced  budget 
by  2002.  They  have  attacked  waste  and 
fraud;  they  have  attacked  abuse,  re- 
viewing every  program  in  the  Federal 
budget  to  set  priorities. 

I  am  gratified  that  they  have  in- 
cluded many  of  my  discretionary 
spending  suggestions  totaling  more 
than  $30  billion  it  seems  in  savings 
over  5  years  as  we  proceed  through  the 
processes.  I  would  note  to  Members 
that  they  can  review  the  rest  of  my  list 
of  75  proposed  cuts  that  save  $275  bil- 
lion over  5  years  if  there  are  specific 
discretionary  cuts  suggested  in  the  Ka- 
sich budget  they  strongly  oppose  and 
they  would  like  to  replace  them  in 
months  ahead. 

Equally  important,  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  has  acted  to  save  Medi- 
care, a  program  headed  for  collapse, 
unless  we  do  something.  Again,  doing 
nothing  is  disaster  for  Medicare.  This 
is  a  program  that  is  in  fact  going 
broke,  part  A. 

Let  it  be  clear  to  you:  Under  the 
budget  blueprint  before  us  today,  per 
capita  Medicare  spending  is  set  to  in- 
crease by  more  than  33  percent  in  the 
next  7  years.  Only  in  the  minds  of  sta- 
tus quo  Washington  liberals  would  that 
be  translated  into  a  cut.  I  know  the  in- 
crease in  Medicare  is  good  for  seniors. 
I  am  one.  I  am  also  a  grandfather,  as  I 
said,  and  I  think  I  have  responsibility 
to  both  seniors  and  to  my  children  and 
grandchildren. 

Sure,  it  is  going  to  get  hot  in  this 
kitchen.  But  to  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  seem  more  inter- 
ested in  hot  and  hateful  rhetoric  about 
the  rich  and  in  the  cool  comfort  of  the 
status  quo,  I  say  if  you  cannot  stand 
the  heat,  then  find  a  door  and  exit  the 
kitchen,  and  let  those  of  us  willing  to 
take  the  risk,  to  meet  the  challenge,  to 
get  on  with  the  recipe  for  saving  the 
American  dream  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

Vote  for  this  rule,  please,  and  for  the 
Kasich  balanced  budget  as  well. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Moakley],  the  ranking 
member  and  former  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  allowing  me  this  time 
to  speak. 

Mr.  Speaker,  why  are  Republicans 
cutting  Medicare  to  pay  a  tax  break  for 
the  very,  very  rich?  I  cannot  for  the 
life  of  me  figure  it  out  why  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  would  want  to  give  a 
big  fat  tax  break  to  the  very  rich,  so 
badly,  that  they  would  slash  Medicare 
to  the  point  that  by  the  year  2002  every 
senior  citizen  will  have  to  pay  an  addi- 
tional $1,000  a  year  out  of  his  pocket. 
But  I  did  not  sign  that  contract  on 
America,  Mr.  Speaker,  so  there  are 
things  that  I  really  do  not  understand 
about  it. 

But  I  am  glad  I  did  not.  because  this 
budget  inspired  by   the   contract  will 


cut  money  from  student  loans,  medical 
research,  and  LIHEAP.  And.  because  of 
this  budget.  Boston  teaching  hospitals 
alone  stand  to  lose  over  $700  million 
during  the  next  7  years.  20.000  Boston 
families  will  not  have  heat  in  the  win- 
ter, and  the  cost  of  a  college  education 
will  go  up  $5,000  per  student. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  Republican  friends 
say  that  this  budget  represents  tough 
choices.  It  does.  But  I  ask.  tough  on 
whom?  It  certainly  is  not  tough  on 
anyone  in  this  Chamber,  and  it  is  cer- 
tainly not  tough  on  anyone  earning 
over  $200,000  per  year.  But  let  me  tell 
you  who  it  is  tough  on.  It  is  tough  on 
those  struggling  families  who  will  not 
be  able  to  send  their  kids  to  college.  It 
is  tough  on  those  American  senior  citi- 
zens who  may  have  to  go  without  heat 
in  the  winter  and  who  will  definitely  be 
paying  higher  medical  bills.  And  it  is 
tough  on  the  most  vulnerable  in  our  so- 
ciety 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  in 
the  interests  of  seniors,  in  the  interest 
of  students,  to  oppose  this  Republican 
budget,  and  give  up  the  idea  of  a  tax 
break  for  the  very,  very  rich.  Let  us 
come  up  with  a  real  budget  bill.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  does  not  harm  the  people 
who  need  help,  and  not  help  the  people 
who  do  not  need  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  At- 
lanta. GA  [Mr.  Llnder].  another  very 
distinguished  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules,  who  has  been  a  real  asset 
to  this  body  since  he  came  here. 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
express  my  support  for  House  Resolu- 
tion 142.  the  rule  which  allows  for  the 
consideration  of  several  balanced  budg- 
et proposals.  Only  7  months  ago  it 
would  have  been  impossible  to  imagine 
debating  a  bill  to  actually  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

Under  the  rule  the  House  will  have  a 
historic  opportunity  tomorrow  to  fully 
debate  and  consider  four  balanced 
budget  resolutions.  In  fact,  the  rule  al- 
lows for  a  fifth  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal, one  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  While  I  am  pleased  the 
rule  provides  him  with  that  oppor- 
tunity, it  appears  that  the  President 
has  decided  to  forfeit  any  leadership  on 
the  issue  of  America's  financial  stabil- 
ity. 

In  February  I  watched  as  President 
Clinton  and  House  and  Senate  Demo- 
crats refused  to  support  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  I  now  realize  that 
they  are  incapable  of  curbing  their  ir- 
responsible spending  habits,  so  they 
have  decided  to  play  politics  with  our 
Nation's  future. 

Americans  understand  the  fiscal 
trouble  the  Nation  is  in  and  the  tough 
measures  required  to  fix  the  mess.  We 
must  do  something  about  the  deficit 
and  the  debt  now.  We  are  out  of  tomor- 
rows. The  debt  and  deficit  costs  all  of 
us  money  in  the  form  of  higher  taxes, 
higher    interest    rates,    and    a    slower 


economy.  Moreover,  it  is  immoral  for 
this  generation  to  leave  our  children 
the  bill  for  our  excesses. 

Our  current  financial  crisis  is  as 
much  a  threat  to  our  Nation's  children 
and  grandchildren  as  Nazi  Germany 
and  Imperial  Japan  were  to  children 
half  a  century  ago.  House  Republicans 
have  pledged  to  balance  the  budget  in  7 
years.  The  generation  of  World  War  II 
saved  the  world  in  less  time,  but  we 
need  a  united  front  on  this  too. 

The  change  in  the  size  of  the  Federal 
Government  we  propose  will  affect  all 
Americans  in  some  way.  If  we  are  in- 
capable of  sticking  together  to  get  con- 
trol of  our  fiscal  affairs,  America  will 
collapse  from  within.  America  is  capa- 
ble of  solving  problems.  I  believe  we 
will  rally  together  to  do  it  again.  I  be- 
lieve the  American  people  are  up  to 
this  challenge. 

All  around  us  Americans  are  discov- 
ering better  ways  to  do  everything.  Yet 
the  Federal  Government  remains  the 
least-changed  institution  in  American 
society  and  the  President  and  his  party 
seem  satisfied  with  that.  In  times  of 
crisis,  Americans  pull  together.  We  can 
no  longer  skirt  the  issue,  although  ad- 
ministration officials  Tyson  and  Pa- 
netta  have  tried  to. 

As  in  World  War  II.  we  need  the  tal- 
ents and  skills  of  every  individual.  This 
notion  is  not  too  romantic  for  us  to 
conceive  that  with  the  help  of  the 
American  people,  we  will  balance  the 
budget,  provide  a  safe  and  prosjierous 
future  for  our  children,  and  save  our 
country. 

The  rule  under  discussion  gives 
House  Members  the  opportunity  to 
vote  on  legislation  to  require  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  live  under  the 
same  budget  constraints  that  every 
American  family  lives  under.  We  are 
running  out  of  chances.  We  are  running 
out  of  choices.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  rule  that  will  allow  this 
historic  debate. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Beil- 
enson],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  rule,  and  to  the 
budget  resolution,  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  express  my  opposition 
to  the  rule,  and  to  the  budget  resolution,  as  re- 
ported by  the  Budget  Comnnitlee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  opposing  this  rule  be- 
cause of  our  obiections  to  the  way  the  majority 
has  treated  the  mmonty  in  developing  this 
rule.  There  was  no  valid  reason  for  the  major- 
ity members  of  the  Rules  Committee  to  deny 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr  Stenholm] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Obton)  the 
opportunity  to  present  to  the  House,  under 
their  own  names,  a  budget  plan  that  they 
themselves  authored 

The  Stenholm-Orton  plan,  which  under  this 
rule  would  be  offered  by  the  minority  leader,  is 
a  far  more  sensible  and  equitable  alternative 
than  the  Budget  Committee's  pian.  It  offers  a 
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way  of  reaching  the  same  goal  as  the  Budget 
Commitlee's  plan — a  balanced  budget  in  7 
years — through  spending  cuts  that  are  much 
more  modest  and  reasonable. 

Among  other  things,  the  Stenholm-Orton  al- 
ternative would  cut  Medicare  by  over  S100  bil- 
lion less  over  7  years  than  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee plan.  In  fact,  it  would  cut  all  entitlement 
programs — programs  that  provide  much-need- 
ed income  for  millions  of  Americans — by  over 
$200  billion  less  than  the  Budget  Committee's 
plan.  And,  it  would  provide  S35  billion  more  for 
education  and  training.  S1 1  billion  more  for 
health,  and  S60  billion  less  for  defense  than 
the  Budget  Committees  plan. 

The  Stenholm-Orton  plan  achieves  the  goal 
of  a  balanced  budget  in  7  years  through  less 
extreme  cuts  pnmarily  by  excluding  the  ill-ad- 
vised,  S350  billion  tax  cut  that  the  Budget 
Committee  plan  includes— a  tax  cut  which 
mostly  benefits  the  very  wealthiest  Americans, 
and  which  is  paid  for  by  cutting  benefits  for 
the  most  vulnerable  Americans — the  poor,  the 
elderly,  and  children. 

As  the  Stenholm-Orton  plan,  and  the  other 
two  plans  that  will  be  offered  under  this  rule — 
the  Payne-Owens  substitute  and  the  Neu- 
mann-Solomon substitute — demonstrate,  there 
are  different  ways  to  reach  a  balanced  budget 
over  a  7-year  time  period.  That  is  why  few  of 
us  obiecled  to  the  ground  rules  for  this  de- 
bate—that all  substitutes  offered  as  alter- 
natives to  the  Budget  Committee's  plan  would 
also  need  to  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by 
2002. 

The  question  we  have  to  ask  in  considering 
each  alternative  is:  Does  this  plan  provide  a 
fair  and  equitable  way  to  balance  the  budget? 
The  answer,  in  the  case  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee's plan,  quite  clearly,  is  no. 

With  Its  S350  billion  tax  cut,  that  benefits  the 
wealthy,  and  its  preservation  of  corporate  tax 
breaks — and  its  extreme  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
in  dozens  of  other  programs  which  benefit  av- 
erage Americans,  the  Budget  Committee's 
plan  provides  for  a  huge  transfer  of  resources 
from  the  poor,  from  children,  from  the  elderly, 
to  the  nch.  It  is  a  plan  that  hurts  those  who 
need  the  most  help  from  Government,  and 
helps  those  who  needs  it  the  least.  In  terms  of 
social  policy,  it  makes  no  sense  whatsoever. 

What  is  more,  the  claim  that  this 
budget  favors  children  is  debatable.  It 
is  true,  of  course,  that  it  would  be  a 
good  thing  for  our  children  to  inherit 
less  debt  from  us.  But  what  kind  of 
country  are  we  leaving  for  them  if  we 
cut  education  and  job  training  and 
highways  and  mass  transit  and  envi- 
ronmental protection  programs  and  en- 
ergy research  and  development  and 
health  research  and  public  broadcast- 
ing? What  kind  of  opportunities  will 
they  have  if  college  loans  become 
unaffordable  and  vocational  training 
unavailable? 

Many  people  speak  of  the  Federal 
Government  these  days  as  though  it  is 
completely  disconnected  from  the 
American  people  when,  in  fact,  our 
Government  is  a  very  important  part 
of  almost  every  American's  life.  Nearly 
everyone  has  a  family  member  who  is 
receiving  Social  Security  and  Medi- 
care. Millions  of  middle-class  American 


families  depend  on  the  Student  Loan 
Program  to  educate  their  children. 
Millions  of  moderate-income  working 
Americans  depend  on  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  to  make  ends  meet. 
Millions  of  Americans  depend  on  sup- 
port from  the  Federal  Government 
through  all  kinds  of  programs. 

We  should  be  spending  less  on  some 
of  these  programs,  but  it  is  wrong  to 
cut  them  so  that  we  can  reduce  taxes 
for  wealthy  Americans — those  who 
have  already  reaped  the  greatest  eco- 
nomic rewards  in  recent  years.  There 
should  be  shared  sacrifice  in  our  goal 
to  reach  a  balanced  budget;  instead,  if 
the  Budget  Committee's  plan  is  adopt- 
ed, there  will  be  definite  winners  and 
losers.  And,  unfortunately,  those  who 
already  have  the  most  will  be  the  win- 
ners; those  with  the  least  will  be  the 
losers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Budget  Committee's 
plan  is  flawed  not  only  because  it  is  un- 
fair, but  also  because  it  also  raises  seri- 
ous doubts  about  whether  its  promised 
reductions  in  deficits  are  achievable. 

For  one  thing,  by  splitting  the  rec- 
onciliation process  into  two  separate 
measures — one  for  Medicare  cuts, 
which  are  to  be  reported  by  the  Ways 
and  Means  and  Commerce  Committees 
by  mid-September,  and  all  other  cuts, 
which  are  to  be  reported  by  the  appro- 
priate committees  by  mid-July^the 
Budget  Committee  plan  increases  the 
likelihood  that  the  S282  billion  in  Medi- 
care cuts  required  by  the  plan  will  not 
be  achieved.  The  Republican  leadership 
is  likely  to  find  that  it  is  far  more  dif- 
ficult to  enact  these  extremely  deep 
cuts  in  Medicare  if  they  are  not  part  of 
a  larger  deficit-reduction  plan  that  ap- 
plies to  more  than  one  group  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

In  addition,  the  Budget  Committee 
plan  relies  on  extremely  optimistic 
economic  assumptions  to  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  2002.  This  is  particu- 
larly true  with  respect  to  the  plan's 
projected  interest  rates,  which  many 
nonpartisan  economists  have  said  are 
unrealistically  low.  The  level  of  inter- 
est rates,  of  course,  has  a  tremendous 
bearing  on  the  amount  the  Federal 
Government  will  need  to  spend  on  in- 
terest payments  on  the  national  debt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  we  do  not  object 
to  considering  a  plan  to  balance  the 
budget  over  the  next  7  years.  In  fact, 
many  of  us — particularly  those  of  us 
who  have  spent  many  years  struggling 
with  the  deficit  problem— are  very 
pleased  that  the  debate,  as  many  Mem- 
bers have  pointed  out  recently,  has 
moved  from  whether  we  should  balance 
the  budget  over  the  7  years,  to  how  we 
should  do  it.  The  Republican  leader- 
ship, and  in  particular,  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  deserves  a 
great  deal  of  credit  for  that  change. 

However,  as  I  said  earlier,  we  do  ob- 
ject to  the  way  in  which  the  rule  treats 
the  Stenholm-Orton  plan,  and  I  urge  a 


no  vote  on  the  rule  for  that  reason.  I 
also  urge  our  colleagues  to  vote  no  on 
the  Budget  Committee's  budget  plan. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  BONIOR]. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  de- 
bate comes  down  to  one  very  simple 
question:  Do  you  think  we  should  cut 
Medicare,  Medicaid,  and  Social  Secu- 
rity in  order  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
privileged  few? 

In  the  next  2  days,  we  are  going  to 
see  a  lot  of  charts  and  numbers  on  this 
floor. 

But  this  debate  is  not  just  about 
numbers.  It  is  about  people. 

People  like  Margaret  Leslie — who  I 
have  a  picture  of  here  today. 

Today,  Margaret  is  a  lovely  lady  and 
proud  senior  citizen  who  lives  in  my 
district. 

But  51  years  ago  she  was  known  to 
her  friends  as  "Margie  the  Riveter." 

When  she  was  young,  she  answered 
the  call  of  this  country— and  helped 
build  the  B-20's  that  helped  the  Allies 
win  World  War  II. 

Like  most  people  of  her  generation, 
today  Margaret  lives  on  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

After  paying  for  her  rent,  her  medi- 
cine, her  Medicare  premium,  and  her 
MediGap  premium  she's  left  with  about 
$130  each  month  to  pay  for  food,  bills, 
heat,  and  everything  else. 

And  she  struggles  to  make  ends 
meet. 

But  instead  of  trying  to  make 
Margaret's  life  easier  today  this  Re- 
publican budget  is  going  to  make  her 
life  harder. 

The  budget  before  us  today  will  take 
$240  out  of  Margaret's  Social  Security 
check. 

And  over  the  next  7  years.  It  will 
force  her  to  pay  an  additional  $3,500  for 
Medicare. 

Not  to  balance  the  budget.  Not  to  cut 
the  deficit. 

The  Republicans  are  cutting  Medi- 
care for  one  reason  and  one  reason 
only:  To  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthiest  people  and  the  wealthiest 
corporations  in  our  country. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  calls  this 
plan  the  biggest  tax-saving  bonanza  in 
years  for  upper  income  Americans.  And 
if  you're  a  wealthy  corporation  you 
might  not  have  to  pay  any  taxes  at  all. 
The  last  time  Republicans  were  in 
power,  130  of  the  top  250  corporations 
paid  no  taxes  at  all  for  at  least  1  year. 
We  changed  that  law.  but  this  budget 
changes  it  right  back. 

Now  did  the  Republicans  target  the 
$200  billion  we  dole  out  in  corporate 
tax  breaks  each  year?  No. 

Did  the  Republicans  target  billion- 
aires who  get  $3.6  billion  in  tax  breaks 
for  renouncing  their  American  citizen- 
ship? No, 

Instead,  they  targeted  senior  citizens 
and  working  families.  And  don't  just 
take  my  word  for  it. 


Last  week,  the  New  York  Times  re- 
vealed the  contents  of  a  secret  Repub- 
lican memo. 

Under  the  Republican  plan  Medicare 
deductibles  will  double,  premiums  will 
go  up  by  50  percent,  copayments  will 
increase,  care  will  be  rationed,  and  the 
choice  of  doctors  will  be  limited. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  won't  just  affect 
seniors. 

How  is  the  average  working  family 
going  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  caring  for 
their  parents  and  their  grandparents? 

And  don't  come  to  this  floor  today 
and  tell  us  you're  trying  to  save  the 
Medicare  system.  As  Margaret  Leslie 
says,  "Republicans  haven't  cared  about 
Medicare  for  30  years.  We're  not  about 
to  believe  you  now." 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  debate  is  not  just 
about  numbers.  It's  about  basic  dig- 
nity. 

People  like  Margaret  Leslie  stood  by 
this  country  in  time  of  war  and  peace. 
And  we  must  stand  by  them  today. 
That  is  the  sacred  promise  we  made  on 
Medicare — and  it's  time  we  live  up  to 
that  promise. 
But  this  budget  is  a  broken  promise. 
And  at  the  end  of  the  day,  senior  citi- 
zens and  working  families  throughout 
this  country  will  be  asking  one  ques- 
tion: why  are  Republicans  cutting  Med- 
icare and  cutting  Social  Security  in 
order  to  give  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthi- 
est people  and  the  wealthiest  corpora- 
tions in  this  country? 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  say  no  to  this 
rule.  And  say  no  to  this  budget. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  read  in  the  same 
paper,  though,  that  Speaker  Gingrich 
promises  that  while  these  cuts  are  big, 
they  will  be  painless.  Will  they  be  pain- 
less for  Margaret  Leslie? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
they  clearly  are  not  painless.  People 
like  Margaret  Leslie  who  stood  by  the 
country  in  the  time  of  war  and  peace 
deserve  a  much  better  break  than  what 
Speaker  Gingrich  and  the  Republicans 
are  offering  in  the  way  of  higher 
deductibles  and  premiums  in  this  par- 
ticular bill. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  DINGELL]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  pay  tribute  to  my  dear  friend,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
one  of  the  most  gentlemanly,  cour- 
teous, gracious,  and  most  well-liked 
Members  of  this  body.  He  has  always 
figures,  however,  how  we  could  come 
up  with  closed  rules  which  appear  to  be 
open  rules. 

Now.  with  all  affection  and  all  re- 
spect for  my  good  friend.  I  had  a  little 
amendment  which  I  appeared  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules  with.  I  re- 
ceived the  same  gracious  attention  I 
always  do  up  there,  and  I  want  the  gen- 


tleman to  know  how  grateful  I  am  for 
both  his  friendship  and  the  kind  way  he 
treated  me. 
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He  did  not  treat  me  kindly  enough 
because  he  did  not  allow  the  offering  of 
the  amendment.  And  the  amendment 
offers  a  really  good  choice,  something 
which  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
and  the  Committee  on  Rules  have  de- 
nied this  House  again. 

So  I  am  compelled  now  to  call  my 
dear  friend  "closed  rule  Solomon"  be- 
cause he  presents  us  these  wonderful 
rules  which  in  fact  do  not  permit  the 
House  to  have  a  fair  exposition  of  the 
business  before  it  or  to  engage  in  a 
proper  discussion  of  all  the  important 
questions. 

The  amendment  that  I  would  have  of- 
fered was  specifically  designed  to  ad- 
dress the  problems  associated  with  the 
policy  direction  that  many  in  the 
House  are  moving  with  respect  to  block 
grants.  It  would  have  allowed  the  re- 
turn of  Medicaid  and  four  welfare  block 
grants  to  the  States  over  a  5-year 
phaseout  period.  Better  than  $539  bil- 
lion in  savings  would  have  been  gen- 
erated. I  would  have  taken  as  a  base 
text  the  language  of  my  Republican 
colleagues'  bill.  It  would  have  restored 
$282  billion.  It  would  have  permitted 
$18  billion  to  be  returned  to  graduated 
student  loans,  and  it  would  have  al- 
lowed $50  billion  to  go  to  the  middle-in- 
come people  in  forms  of  a  tax  cut 
which  would  have  redistributed  the 
moneys  in  a  way  which  would  not  only 
have  been  fairer  but  could  have  con- 
tributed more  greatly  and  speedily  to 
the  well-being  of  this  country  and  to 
the  assistance  of  the  middle  class. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  just  want  to  tell 
the  gentleman  that  there  are  two  Dem- 
ocrat alternatives,  two  Republicans. 
The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Geph.'^rdt]  was  given  the  choice  be- 
tween you  and  the  other  one.  He  could 
have  made  that  choice.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  see  Mr.  Gephardt,  I 
think  that  would  solve  his  problem. 

Mr,  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  a 
very  artful  point  that  the  gentleman 
makes.  I  want  to  commend  his  for  it. 
As  a  dialectician,  he  has  few  peers. 
However,  the  hard  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  to  say  we  are  going  to  give  us  two 
choices  and  give  you  two  choices  does 
not  allow  a  real  debate.  All  giving  two 
choices  is  is  it  limits  the  choices  before 
the  House  to  four  questions. 

It  does  not  allow  us  to  specifically 
address  whether  or  not  we  are,  for  ex- 
ample, cutting  Medicare,  which,  in 
fact,  we  are.  Nor  does  it  allow  us  to 
properly  address  the  cuts  in  Medicaid 
or  student  loans  or  school  lunches  or 
title  I  education  funding  or  veterans' 
medical  care  or  low-income  heating  as- 


sistance, all  of  which  proposals  are 
being  savaged  by  the  Republican  budg- 
et. It  does  not  give  us  time  to  debate 
them.  It  does  not  give  the  House  an  op- 
portunity to  consider  amendments 
dealing  with  these  different  points. 

I  love  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
He  is  one  of  the  finest  men  around 
here.  I  enjoy  my  little  skirmishes  with 
him  up  in  the  Committee  on  Rules 
more  than  I  can  say,  but  the  hard  fact 
of  the  matter  is,  even  with  his  charm 
and  skill,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  cannot  deny  that,  in 
fact,  this  is  a  gag  rule  which  is  going  to 
foreclose  the  House  from  proper  consid- 
eration of  some  of  the  most  important 
questions,  not  only  for  this  year  but  for 
the  7  years  which  follow. 

I  again  express  my  respect  for  my 
good  friend,  "closed  rule  Solomon." 

Mr  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DfXJGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  are 
the  Republicans  cutting  Medicare  to 
pay  for  a  tax  break  for  the  rich?  And 
two  of  the  people  who  want  to  know 
more  about  this  are  in  the  Kierklewski 
family  in  Austin,  TX.  Louis  is  94  years 
young;  his  son  Ed  is  62.  They  are 
among  millions  of  American  citizens 
who  will  suffer  from  the  broken  prom- 
ises contained  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. Louis  and  Ed  were  among  200  sen- 
ior citizens  and  people  that  were  con- 
cerned with  them  in  Austin,  TX,  last 
Saturday  who  came  together  to  express 
their  great  concern  about  the  broken 
promises  that  are  composed  in  this  Re- 
publican budget. 

Louis  Kierklewski  has  devoted  his 
life  to  hard  work.  He  repaired  looms  in 
a  textile  factory  until  that  job  gave 
out.  Then  he  went  to  work  at  the 
church  as  a  janitor.  And  now  all  he  has 
for  economic  sustenance  is  a  $549  So- 
cial Security  check  and  his  Medicare. 
And  he  already  has  to  spend  out  of  that 
$195  just  for  prescriptions  because  Med- 
icare, as  important  as  it  is.  does  not 
cover  prescriptions. 

And  Ed— Ed  worked  20  years  defend- 
ing this  country  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 
Now  he  is  working  as  a  custodian,  mov- 
ing toward  retirement.  And  he  and  his 
wife  are  worried,  and  they  have  good 
reason  to  worry  about  this  Republican 
budget. 

The  Republicans  propose  to  double, 
and  they  did  not  bother  telling  us 
about  this  in  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  but  we  found  out  later  through 
their  secret  memos,  to  double  the  de- 
ductible that  Louis  so  going  to  have  to 
pay  and  that  in  a  couple  years  Ed  is 
going  to  have  to  pay  and  then  keep 
raising  the  deductible  after  they  have 
doubled  it  year  after  year  after  year. 

Now,  if  in  fact  Louis  needs  to  go  to 
the  lab,  he  is  going  to  have  to  pay 
extra  money  under  the  Republican 
plan.  And  if  Ed  decides  that  he  needs 
home  health  care,  he  will  have  to  F>ay 
extra  money  for  that. 
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If  Ed  or  Louis  had  the  audacity  to 
say.  we  want  the  same  doctor  we  have 
always  had,  well,  the  Republicans  are 
going  to  charge  them  $20  each  per 
month  to  claim  their  own  doctor.  And 
meanwhile,  their  premiums  will  go  up 
month  after  month,  year  after  year 
under  this  Republican  plan.  That  is 
why  the  AARP,  the  retired  persons 
group,  calls  this  Republican  plan  a  sick 
tax  on  the  most  frail  and  vulnerable 
seniors  in  our  society. 

I  guess  the  problem  is  that  the  Re- 
publicans had  old  Captain  Crunch  over 
there  with  the  number  crunchers  at  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  crunching 
away  at  the  budget,  but  what  they  for- 
got about  is  that  when  you  crunch 
numbers  in  a  budget,  sometimes  you 
crunch  human  beings  like  Louis  and  Ed 
Kierklewski.  the  kind  of  people  who 
built  this  into  the  greatest  Nation  in 
the  world. 

When  the  Republicans  crunch  the 
numbers  this  time  they  are  really 
crushing  every  American  who  is  de- 
pendent on  Medicare  or  hopes  to  be  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Brewster]. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  rule,  although  I 
do  so  somewhat  reluctantly. 

When  I  joined  with  23  of  my  conserv- 
ative Democratic  colleagues  to  form 
the  coalition.  I  did  so  in  an  effort  to 
help  lift  the  debate  on  important  issues 
before  the  House  above  petty  partisan 
politics.  So  far  this  Congress,  members 
of  the  coalition  have  succeeded  in 
avoiding  petty  partisan  maneuvering. 

Congressmen  Orton.  Stenholm. 
Browder,  Peterson,  and  myself  au- 
thored a  budget  proposal  that  we  feel  a 
majority  of  Americans  will  support.  We 
feel  it  approaches  a  balanced  budget  in 
a  more  common  sense,  less  painful  ap- 
proach than  does  the  Kasich  proposal. 

However,  when  we  went  to  the  Rules 
Committee  to  ask  that  our  proposal  be 
allowed  time  on  the  floor,  we  were  met 
by  oppKJsition.  The  Republican  con- 
trolled committee,  under  pressure  from 
their  leadership,  did  not  want  to  allow 
our  proposal  floor  time.  I  do  not  know 
why — maybe  they  are  worried  that  our 
proposal  is  the  one  that  a  majority  of 
Congress,  including  Republicans,  would 
support. 

The  Democratic  leadership  has  risen 
above  the  partisan  maneuvering  and 
has  allowed  the  coalition  to  offer  our 
plan  in  the  slot  normally  reserved  for 
the  minority  leadership's  proposal.  As 
it  turns  out.  this  gesture  by  the  Demo- 
cratic leadership,  was  the  only  chance 
for  our  plan  to  be  heard  on  the  floor. 

I  am  glad  my  party's  leadership  has 
chosen  to  rise  above  the  petty  partisan 
politics  of  today.  I  only  hope  that  in 
the  future,  the  Republican  leadership 
will  also  choose  to  abandon  the  old 
ways  of  partisan  maneuvering  and  pro- 
vide equal  opportunity  for  all  voices  to 
be  heard. 


Mr.  Speaker,  because  of  Leader  Gep- 
hardt's offer  of  floor  time.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  rule. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Co- 
lumbus. OH  [Ms.  Pryce].  She  is  one  of 
the  new  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  an  outstanding  Member  of 
this  body. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
rule.  By  adopting  this  rule,  we  will  de- 
bate and  then  pass  a  plan  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget  within  7  years. 
That  statement  could  not  have  been 
made  in  this  Chamber  a  year  ago.  But 
things  have  changed,  and  after  the  No- 
vember elections  there  should  be  no 
question  about  the  will  of  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

They  expect  us  to  be  courageous 
enough  to  make  the  difficult  choices 
that  some  naysayers  in  this  body  have 
been  avoiding  for  decades  now. 

But  thinking  in  terms  of  the  future  is 
not  always  easy.  There  is  comfort  in 
the  status  quo  and  there  are  those  who 
will  use  almost  any  tactic  to  preserve 
it.  We  have  already  seen  this  morning 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget's  good 
work  portrayed  as  attacks  on  seniors 
and  children.  We  have  heard  actual  in- 
creases in  spending  being  called  cuts. 
But  despite  these  scare  tactics  and  bla- 
tant misuse  of  the  English  language,  I 
am  confident  that  our  seniors  will  ap- 
preciate the  steps  we  are  taking  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  and  improve  Medi- 
care, a  program  which  would  be  bank- 
rupt in  7  short  years  if  we  do  not  act. 

The  plan  crafted  by  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  offers  solutions  no  more 
complicated  or  profound  than  those 
employed  every  day  by  hard  working, 
responsible  families  who  play  by  the 
rules,  pay  the  bills  and  make  ends 
meet. 

This  is  a  fair  and  balanced  rule.  It 
calls  for  honest  debate  on  four  very  dif- 
ferent proposals  to  bring  the  budget 
into  balance.  Two  Democratic  ones  and 
two  Republican  ones,  and  we  are  still 
holding  things  open  for  the  President's 
plan.  I  hope  we  see  it. 

But  I  encourage  every  Member  to 
watch  this  debate  closely.  Substitutes 
will  be  considered  under  the  regular 
order  of  the  House.  Nothing  fancy, 
nothing  tricky.  This  rule  was  not  de- 
signed to  give  political  cover.  Every 
vote  counts. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  this  historic  day. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  this  rea- 
sonable rule  and  get  on  with  the  task 
ahead.  Anything  less  would  deprive 
America's  children  of  their  potential, 
the  kind  of  safe  and  prosperous  future 
they  deserve. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DEL.MjRO]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  are 
Republicans  cutting  Medicare  to  pay 
for  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged  few? 

That's  what  my  constituents  Julius 
and  Dottie  Ruskin  of  West  Haven.  CT. 
who  are  pictured  here,  want  to  know. 
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The  Republicans  have  promised  tax 
giveaways  to  the  most  well-off  in  our 
society,  and  now  they  have  to  pay  for 
those  promises  by  taking  away  from 
the  most  vulnerable  among  us — senior 
citizens  on  Medicare  like  Julius  and 
Dottie. 

The  Republicans  claim  that  their 
budget  plan  demands  fair  shared  sac- 
rifice to  balance  the  budget.  But 
Where's  the  sacrifice  from  people  mak- 
ing more  than  $350,000.  they  get  a 
$20,000  tax  break  under  the  Republican 
plan.  Where's  the  sacrifice  from  all  the 
beneficiaries  of  corporate  welfare,  the 
Republican  chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  refuses  to  close  their 
special  interest  loopholes.  The  primary 
sacrifice  demanded  by  the  Republicans 
is  from  seniors  like  Julius  and  Dottie 
Ruskin  who  depend  on  Medicare. 

This  sacrifice  isn't  fair,  and  it  isn't 
shared. 

The  Republican  plan  would  cut  Medi- 
care by  $288  billion.  The  average  senior 
in  Connecticut  would  pay  $1,167  more  a 
year  in  out-of-pocket  expenses  by  the 
year  2002.  The  Republican  plan  means 
that  the  Ruskins  will  pay  more  every 
time  they  go  to  the  doctor. 

This  plan  will  increase  the  annual  de- 
ductible seniors  must  pay  for  doctor's 
services  from  $100  to  $150.  It  will  nearly 
double  the  monthly  premium  from  $46 
to  $84  by  the  year  2002,  an  increase  of 
$456  a  year  for  seniors.  It  will  add  a  20- 
percent  sick  tax  for  home  health  care 
and  laboratory  tests. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  the  Ruskins. 
Julius  and  Dottie  live  on  Social  Secu- 
rity and  his  Armstrong/Pirelli  Tire  Co. 
pension  for  a  total  annual  income  of 
about  $14,000  per  year.  Just  last  month 
his  doctor  visits  and  medication  costs 
totaled  $10,000. 

But  their  biggest  concern  is  that  the 
Republican  plan  may  force  them  into 
an  HMO  and  limit  their  choice  of  doc- 
tors. Julius  sees  six  doctors,  most  of 
them  specialists,  and  Dottie  sees  three 
doctors,  and  it  is  important  to  them  to 
maintain  these  special  relationships. 
The  Republican  plan  threatens  this 
trusted  care  that  they  now  receive. 

The  Republicans  may  be  keeping 
their  promises  to  the  privileged  few. 
But  they're  breaking  our  Nation's  his- 
toric promise  to  seniors  like  Julius  and 
Dottie  Ruskin. 

D  1315 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  notice 
that  the  former  Republican  Secretary 
of  HEW  has  warned  the  Republicans 
not  to  go  down  in  history  as  the  party 
that  destroyed  Medicare.  I  wonder 
whether  these  cuts  will  destroy  Medi- 
care for  this  family. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  For  Dottie  and  Ju- 
lius, their  lives  would  be  destroyed  by 
the   cuts   that   are   in   the   Republican 
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plan  to  cut  Medicare.  Make  no  bones 
about  it,  these  are  cuts  and  the  Repub- 
licans need  to  face  up  to  that. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  the  photograph  is 
still  up  there,  I  think  the  gentlewoman 
has  our  plan  mixed  up  with  the  Presi- 
dent's health  care  plan  last  year.  That 
would  have  forced  couples  into  HMO's; 
nor  our  plan.  Second,  that  same  couple 
now  receive  $400  in  Medicare  benefits. 
Under  our  plan  it  will  go  to  $12,600. 
That  is  quite  a  difference.  That  couple 
is  going  to  be  lucky  if  our  plan  passes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
very  distinguished  and  outstanding 
gentlewoman  from  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 
[Mrs.  W.A.LDHOLTZ].  a  new  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  we  begin  the  most  critical  debate 
this  Congress  will  undertake.  This  de- 
bate is  critical,  it  is  about  how  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget,  not  whether 
we  are  going  to  do  it.  and  how  to  stop 
piling  up  debt  for  services  and  pro- 
grams that  we  use  now  but  that  our 
children  are  going  to  have  to  pay  for. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  said  how  we  balance 
the  budget,  not  whether  we  balance  the 
budget,  because  we  have  already  had 
the  easy  part  of  this  debate.  Earlier 
this  year.  300  Members  of  this  House 
voted  in  favor  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  and  we  only  need  218  votes 
to  actually  pass  a  balanced  budget.  It 
is  easy  to  say  we  should  balance  the 
budget  in  the  abstract.  It  takes  cour- 
age and  commitment.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
set  priorities  and  make  the  difficult  de- 
cisions that  will  actually  balance  this 
budget  and  preserve  our  Nation's  fu- 
ture. In  the  next  48  hours,  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  see  who  is  willing  to 
balance  this  budget  and  who  is  willing 
just  to  tai'K  about  it. 

Mr,  Speaker,  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  let  me  say  I  am 
very  proud  of  the  committee's  decision 
to  only  allow  out  onto  this  floor  budg- 
ets that  balance  in  7  years.  This  re- 
quirement was  clearly  communicated, 
not  only  to  every  Member  of  the  House, 
but  also  to  the  President.  I  think  it  is 
very  regrettable  that  the  President 
chose  not  to  participate  in  this  critical 
turning  point  for  our  Nation,  and  did 
not  provide  us  with  a  balanced  budget 
that  reflects  his  priorities  and  ideas  as 
to  how  to  end  the  financial  calamity 
we  face  as  a  Nation. 

However,  this  debate  is  not  just 
about  our  children,  as  critical  and  im- 
portant as  that  is.  My  parents  are  75 
years  old.  They  just  celebrated  their 
golden  wedding  anniversary.  Now.  after 
a  lifetime  of  work  and  sacrifice  for 
their  family  and  for  their  country,  the 
Medicare  trustees  tell  them  that  in  7 
years  there  will  be  no  money  for  their 
hospital  care,  no  money  for  their  home 
health  care  when  they  will  need  it  the 
most. 

This  Republican  budget  plan  will  pre- 
serve and  protect  Medicare,  not  stand 


by  and  criticize  and  hope  that  no  one 
holds  us  accountable  when  senior  citi- 
zens lose  their  health  care  in  7  years. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  also  proud  of  the 
fact  that  this  rule  does  not  use  the  old 
king-of-the-hill  process  used  in  prior 
Congresses  that  allowed  Members  to 
vote  for  amendments  they  knew  would 
never  become  law.  but  that  provided 
them  political  cover  at  home. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  provides  for  a 
fair,  honest  debate  on  how  we  balance 
the  budget.  It  is  time  to  do  it  for  our 
children,  it  is  time  to  do  it  for  our  par- 
ents. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  rule,  and  end  decade  of  lack  of  re- 
sponsibility and  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Durbin]. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  morning  if  Mem- 
bers watched  "Good  Morning  America" 
or  other  news  shows,  they  talked  about 
American  heroes  in  Oklahoma  City, 
and  our  heart  goes  out  to  these  wonder- 
ful men  and  women  who  sacrificed  so 
much,  and  at  many  times  put  their 
own  lives  in  peril,  to  help  others. 

I  want  to  introduce  Members  to  an- 
other American  hero,  a  person  who  is 
listening  to  this  debate  today  very 
carefully,  a  person  who  wants  to  know 
what  this  House  of  Representatives 
feels  about  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

The  person  I  want  to  introduce  Mem- 
bers to  is  Mr.  Solon  Blundell  of  Hunts- 
ville,  AL.  Here  is  an  American  hero. 
Mr.  Blundell,  72  years  old,  spent  20 
years  caring  for  his  mother-in-law  who 
had  suffered  a  series  of  strokes  and  was 
paralyzed.  When  he  wanted  to  retire 
from  his  job  as  an  engineer,  he  was 
forced  to  work  an  additional  4  years  so 
he  could  have  adequate  funds  and  medi- 
cal coverage  to  take  care  of  his  moth- 
er-in-law. 

If  fate  had  not  dealt  him  that  tough 
card  alone,  it  turns  out  that  his  daugh- 
ter Becky,  suffering  from  Lou  Gehrig's 
disease  and  now  on  a  respirator,  must 
depend  on  Medicaid  to  make  sure  that 
her  medical  bills  are  paid  for.  Mr. 
Blundell.  in  Huntsville,  AL,  and  his 
wife  are  real  heroes  and  heroines, 
working  across  America  as  so  many 
seniors  do  to  try  to  get  by,  to  try  to 
care  for  others. 

Therefore,  we  have  to  ask  ourselves 
this  fundamental  question.  If  these 
people  need  this  basic  program  of  Medi- 
care to  provide  help  for  themselves  and 
for  others,  why  are  the  Republicans 
coming  today  to  cut  Medicare  under 
the  Republican  budget  resolution? 

They  will  tell  us  they  are  going  to 
spend  more  mone.v  in  a  few  years  on 
Medicare.  That  is  true.  What  they  do 
not  tell  us  is  that  the  actual  cost  of 
Medicare  is  going  to  go  up  even  higher 
than  the  money  they  are  providing. 
What  they  do  not  tell  us  is  that  more 
seniors  will  qualify  for  Medicare,  and 


they  will  not  have  the  funds  to  provide 
it. 

What  does  it  mean  to  Mr.  Blundell 
and  so  many  other  families  across 
America?  It  means  more  money  out  of 
pocket,  it  means  more  premiums,  it 
means  more  coinsurance  payments,  it 
means  the  loss  of  some  Medicare  serv- 
ices. It  leads  to  possible  rationing.  It 
could  lead  to  eliminating  his  family's 
choice  of  the  doctor  that  they  want. 

Is  that  the  vision  of  America  that  we 
want  to  see?  In  this  debate  on  a  bal- 
anced budget,  let  us  focus  on  why  we 
are  making  these  cuts.  The  reason  the 
Republicans  are  cutting  Medicare  al- 
most $300  billion  is  because  they  need 
almost  $300  billion  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy. 

Their  plan  that  they  put  forward  in 
this  Chamber,  which  carried  in  large 
part  by  Republican  votes,  gave  tax 
breaks  to  wealthy  individuals  making 
over  $100,000  a  year,  and  the  most  prof- 
itable corporations  in  America.  To  plug 
that  hole  in  the  Treasury,  where  do 
they  turn?  The  program  Mr.  Blundell 
turns  to  every  day  to  make  sure  that 
his  mother-in-law  and  now  his  daugh- 
ter have  adequate  medical  care. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  hope  we  will  think 
twice.  This  debate  is  not  about  statis- 
tics, it  is  not  about  a  toteboard  run- 
ning in  the  background,  it  is  about  real 
people  and  real  American  heroes. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  take  just  a  mo- 
ment to  correct  the  last  speaker  that 
suggested  that  benefits  for  Medicare 
would  go  down.  Actually,  under  these 
proposals,  individual,  per  person  bene- 
fits increase  from  $4,700  per  person  to 
$6,300  per  person,  so  I  would  like  to 
clear  that  up. 

I  just  want  to  compliment  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  on  turning  out  a  rule 
that  is  going  to  go  down  in  the  history 
books,  if  we  are  successful,  in  getting 
on  the  glide  path  toward  a  balanced 
budget. 

I  was  particularly  concerned  with 
what  we  have  been  living  with  for  the 
last  16  years,  the  so-called  Gephardt 
rule  that  says  "Let  us  sort  of  sneakily 
hide  a  vote  to  increase  the  debt  ceiling 
within  the  rule  IL,  that  says  'When  you 
finally  pass  a  budget  resolution,  you 
automatically  pass  a  bill  that  increases 
the-  debt  ceiling  to  accommodate  the 
next  fiscal  year."  I  think  this  is  a 
great  rule.  Let  us  vote  for  it.  Let  us 
move  on  toward  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
V/2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Jonesville,  WI  [Mr.  Neumann),  one  of 
the  freshmen  Members  of  this  body 
who  has  brought  a  great  deal  of  experi- 
ence from  the  private  sector,  especially 
about  knowing  how  to  balance  a  budg- 
et. 
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Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  a  pleasure  to  sit  her  and  watch 
some  of  the  pictures  that  were  brought 
down  here  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  today,  because  when  we  talk 
about  balancing  the  budget,  this  is 
really  about  the  future  of  a  nation.  It 
is  not  about  numbers,  it  is  not  about  a 
lot  of  the  things  we  hear  the  rhetoric 
about,  it  is  about  the  future  of  a  na- 
tion. It  is  about  the  responsibility  of 
this  104th  Congress  to  do  what  is  right 
for  the  future  of  our  country,  both  the 
senior  citizens,  the  people  that  are  cur- 
rently in  the  work  force,  and  for  our 
children.  That  is  really  what  it  is  all 
about. 

I  commend  the  Committee  on  Rules 
for  bringing  forth  a  balanced  budget 
proposal,  the  Neumann-Solomon  pro- 
posal, that  will  actually  balance  the 
budget  in  5  years,  with  the  family  tax 
cuts  fully  implemented.  It  also  does 
something  that  we  did  not  hear  much 
about  out  here  in  this  Congress  when  I 
came.  That  is  it  also  contains  a  de- 
tailed plan  on  how  to  go  about  paying 
off  that  awful  $4.8  trillion  debt.  We  do 
it  over  the  next  30  years. 

The  third  thing  our  plan  does  that  is 
very  significant  is  that  it  does  not  use 
the  surplus  funds  collected  in  the  So- 
cial Security  system  to  reduce  the  defi- 
cit, or  in  balancing  the  budget.  It  is 
very  significant  for  our  senior  citizens 
to  know  that  we  do  have  a  proposal  out 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House  to  be 
voted  on  tomorrow  that  literally  sets 
aside  the  surplus  funds  for  the  Social 
Security  system,  so  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system  is  solvent  to  the  year  2030. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  plan  is 
very,  very  versatile,  and  will  also  allow 
a  lot  of  input  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  as  well  as  the  American  people. 
in  that  it  does  not  spell  out  specifically 
the  reductions  that  are  needed,  but 
rather,  lists  the  reductions  that  are 
needed  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget,  and 
$70  billion  in  addition,  so  we  can  debate 
them  over  the  course  of  the  summer. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  do  what  is 
right  for  the  future  of  our  country:  sup- 
port the  rule,  support  the  Neumann- 
Solomon  amendment  tomorrow. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Morris, 
IL  [Mr.  Weller],  another  distinguished 
Member  of  this  body. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  rule  and  in  support  of 
living  within  our  means.  For  over  a 
generation,  the  tax-and-spend  liberals 
who  ran  this  Congress  for  over  40  years 
have  stiffed  our  kids  and  our  families 
with  a  massive  national  debt  now  to- 
taling $4.8  trillion.  That  is  $18,000  for 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  this 
room  and  throughout  our  country. 

The  tax-and-spend  liberals  in  the 
Democratic  Party  have  behaved  like  a 
drunk  out  on  the  town  with  someone 
else"s  credit  card.  The  children  are  the 
ones  who  will  suffer,  because  liberals 
always  leave  someone  else  to  pay  the 
tab. 


This  budget  is  our  contract  with  our 
Nation's  children.  We  will  balance  this 
budget  to  ensure  that  our  children 
have  a  future  free  of  debt  and  full  of 
economic  opportunity.  We  will  balance 
the  budget  by  cutting  spending  first. 
We  will  eliminate  bureaucracy,  waste- 
ful spending,  and  programs  that  simply 
are  not  working.  We  will  return  power 
to  families,  communities,  and  States. 

We  are  providing  tax  relief  for  fami- 
lies. It  is  time  for  leadership.  It  is  time 
to  live  within  our  means.  It  is  time  to 
protect  Medicare  and  protect  Social 
Security.  Republicans  are  keeping  our 
promise.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  a  very  distinguished 
Member,  the  gentleman  from  Ocala,  PL 
[Mr.  Stearns]. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomo.n)  for  this 
rule.  I  want  to  say  one  thing.  Every 
term  I  have  been  here  in  Congress  I 
have  been  trying  to  repeal  the  Gep- 
hardt rule  which  was  put  in  in  1976. 
that  says  we  can  go  ahead  and  increase 
the  debt  around  here  without  a  vote. 

I  see  in  this  rule,  the  gentleman  has 
taken  the  courageous  step  to  go  for- 
ward and  say  "no,  sir,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  vote  on  increasing  the  debt."  I 
commend  the  gentleman  for  that.  I 
think  all  the  Members  in  Congress 
should  recognize  that  we  have  changed 
history  in  this  matter.  I  would  like  to 
see  the  same  action  in  the  following 
years,  as  well  as  Congress  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  we 
have  accomplished  that  because  of 
him. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to 
close.  I  yield  my  remaining  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Gep- 
hardt]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gephardt] 
is  recognized  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats alike  to  defeat  this  rule,  and  give 
this  Congress  an  honest  and  open  de- 
bate about  this  Republican  budget  and 
its  consequences  for  hardworking 
American  families. 

The  fact  is  the  Republicans  want  to 
force  this  budget  through  the  Congress 
without  adequate  debate.  This  budget 
was  produced  in  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  and  a  vote  was  had  on  it  the 
same  day.  an  unprecedented  rush  to 
bring  it  through  the  committee  before 
anyone  could  even  know  what  was  in 
it.  If  this  rule  passes,  we  cannot  even 
consider  all  of  the  Democratic  alter- 
natives to  the  Republican  budget. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Dingell]    has   an    alternative    that    he 
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wanted  to  bring.  It  is  not  in  order.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Orton]  wanted  to  bring  a  budget.  They 
were  not  allowed  to  do  it.  They  were 
told  they  had  to  do  it  through  me. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  important 
changes  in  the  budget  we  have  ever 
had.  and  we  are  in  such  a  rush  to  get  it 
done  before.  I  guess,  anyone  can  find 
out  really  what  is  in  it.  that  we  are  not 
having  an  open,  small  d,  democratic 
process,  which  this  country  deserves. 

The  people  deserve  to  know  what  is 
in  this  budget.  We  need  to  consider 
every  alternative,  because  if  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  given  a  moment  to  con- 
sider it,  they  will  find  the  Republican 
budget  is  so  much  more  reckless,  so 
much  more  extreme  than  any  budget 
that  has  come  before,  it  really  belongs 
in  Guiness"  Book  of  World  Records, 

D  1330 

The  largest  Medicare  cuts  in  history, 
slashing  seniors'  benefits  by  more  than 
$1,000  a  year.  And  we  can  talk  all  day 
about  what  is  a  cut.  I  will  tell  you 
what  is  a  cut.  A  cut  is  what  a  senior 
citizen  has  to  face.  They  are  going  to 
face  higher  copays  and  higher 
deductibles  and  higher  premiums  to 
buy  the  health  insurance  they  have 
under  Medicare  today. 

Further  than  that,  a  back-door  cut  in 
Social  Security,  in  the  pension.  Repub- 
licans took  the  oath.  They  made  a  hol- 
low campaign  promise  to  protect 
.'America's  retirement  program.  What 
did  they  do?  The  promise  is  broken  in 
this  budget.  There  will  be  an  annual 
cut  in  the  cost  of  living  escalator  in 
Social  Security. 

We  heard  it  was  off  the  table.  It  is  on 
the  table.  So  I  guess  we  are  in  a  rush  to 
get  it  done  before  anybody  can  find  out 
what  happened. 

Social  Security  should  not  be  on  this 
budget.  It  was  never  expected  to  be  in 
this  budget.  It  is  in  this  budget.  People 
deserve  to  know  about  it  before  their 
Representatives  have  to  vote  on  it. 

Unprecedented  cuts  in  student  loans. 
The  most  important  investment  we 
will  ever  make  in  the  future  of  this 
country  is  student  loans.  But  yet  we 
are  going  to  have  a  cut  that  will  shut 
millions  of  young  people  out  of  their 
ability  to  get  an  education. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  programs  are  not 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse.  They  are  the 
backbone  of  the  American  dream.  They 
are  counted  on  by  millions  of  working 
families. 

To  make  it  worse,  what  is  all  this 
for?  It  is  for  a  tax  cut  that  lavishes  the 
most  on  those  who  have  the  most.  The 
million  richest  Americans  walk  away 
with  a  $20,000  average  tax  cut.  while  we 
are  taking  $1,000  out  of  the  pockets  of 
senior  citizens,  or  we  are  adding  $5,000 
to  the  cost  of  a  student  loan. 

These  are  not  American  values.  This 
is  a  redistribution  from  the  middle 
class  of  this  country,   and  the   people 
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who  are  struggling  to  get  into  the  mid- 
dle class,  to  the  people  who  have  it 
made. 

We  all  want  to  get  rich.  Everybody 
should  be  able  to  live  the  American 
dream,  but  this  is  not  the  way  to  do  it. 
I  urge  Members  to  vote  against  this 
rule. 

Let's  have  every  alternative  on  the 
table.  Let's  have  a  longer  debate  than 
6  hours  over  a  budget  that  is  going  to 
decimate  the  middle  class  of  this  coun- 
try to  help  the  richest  people  in  the 
country.  It  is  wrong,  and  we  need  a  full 
debate  so  the  American  people  can  see 
the  wrongness  of  this  decision. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
would  be  glad  to  make  those  amend- 
ments in  order.  If  the  President  would 
give  us  his  balanced  budget,  if  the  pre- 
vious speaker  would  give  us  his  bal- 
anced budget,  we  will  put  it  on  this 
floor.  They  have  none.  That  is  why  it  is 
not  available. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the  balance  of 
our  time  to  the  gentleman  from  Clare- 
mont,  CA  [Mr.  Dreikr],  a  very  distin- 
guished member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Goodlatte).  The  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia is  recognized  for  IV2  minutes. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  sky  is 
falling,  the  sky  is  falling.  That  is  what 
we  have  been  getting  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle.  Only  in  Washington, 
DC,  can  an  increase  of  from  $4,700  to 
$6,300  for  Medicare  recipients  over  a  7- 
year  period  be  labeled  a  Draconian  cut. 
Nowhere  else  in  the  world  would  it  pos- 
sibly be  considered  that  except  on  the 
floor  of  this  Congress. 

This  is  a  very  fair  and  balanced  rule. 

Last  year  they  gave  us  4  hours  for 
general  debate.  This  year  we  are  pro- 
viding 6  hours  of  general  debate,  a  50- 
peroent  increase  over  the  allotted  time 
from  last  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  seen  many  of 
our  colleagues  come  to  the  aisle  over 
the  past  few  minutes  with  pictures  of 
individuals  who  they  claim  will  be  vic- 
timized by  this  budget.  Yet  virtually 
every  single  one  of  them  who  stood  in 
the  well  on  January  26  of  this  year 
voted  in  favor  of  one  of  the  balanced 
budget  amendments  that  would  have, 
by  the  year  2002.  brought  us  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  They  talk  about  it  and 
yet  they  will  not  recognize  that  we 
have  to  make  some  modifications  with- 
out hurting  those  individuals  if  we  are 
in  fact  going  to  get  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  important 
vote.  This  is  a  very  important  time  for 
us  as  a  Congress  to  step  up  to  the  plate 
and  do  the  responsible  thing.  We  are 
not  going  to  be  hurting  those  students. 
We  are  not  going  to  be  hurting  senior 
citizens.  It  is  nothing  but  rhetoric.  We 
have  to  look  at  the  facts.  As  we  pro- 
ceed with  the  next  6  hours  of  general 
debate,  we  will  be  doing  just  that. 

We  are  waiting  for  the  Democrats' 
budget  plan.  A  copy  of  it,  in  fact,  is 


being  held  by  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules.  It  is  empty.  They  are 
not  stepping  up  to  the  plate.  We  are. 
We  are  simply  encouraging  them  to 
join  us  so  in  a  bipartisan  way  we 
should  vote  for  the  previous  question, 
for  this  very  fair  and  balanced  rule, 
and  move  ahead  toward  our  glide  path 
of  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
the  previous  resolution  on  the  ques- 
tion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  ordering  the  previous 
question. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,   and    there    were — yeas   252,    nays 
170,  not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  339] 
YEAS— 252 


Allard 

Cubtn 

Helper 

Archer 

Cunningham 

Hilleary 

Armey 

Davis 

Hobson 

Bachus 

Deal 

Hoekstra 

Baesler 

DeLay 

Hoke 

Baker  (CA) 

Diaz-Balan 

Horn 

Baker (LA) 

Dickey 

Hostettler 

Ballenger 

Dooley 

Houghton 

Ban- 

Doolittle 

Hunter 

Barrett  (NE) 

Doman 

Hutchinson 

Bartlett 

Dreier 

Hyde 

Barton 

Duncan 

Inglls 

Bass 

Dunn 

Is  took 

Bate  man 

Ehlers 

Johnson (CT) 

Bereuter 

Ehrlich 

Johnson.  Sam 

BevlU 

Emerson 

Jones 

Bilbray 

English 

Kasich 

Bilirakis 

Ensign 

Kelly 

Bliley 

Everett 

Kim 

Blute 

Ewing 

King 

Boehlert 

Fawell 

Kingston 

Boehner 

Fields  (TX) 

Klug 

Bonilla 

Flanagan 

KnoUenberg 

Brewster 

Foley 

Kolbe 

Browder 

Forbes 

LaHood 

Brownback 

Fowler 

Largent 

Bryant  (TN) 

Fox 

Latham 

Bunn 

Franks  (CT) 

LaTourette 

BunninK 

Franks  (.NJi 

Laugblin 

Bun- 

Frelinghuysen 

Lazio 

Burton 

Frisa 

Leach 

Buyer 

Funderbiirk 

Lewis  (CA) 

Callahan 

Gallegly 

Lewis  (KY) 

Calvert 

Ganske 

Ligbtfoot 

Camp 

Gekas 

Lincoln 

Canady 

Ceren 

Linder 

Castle 

Gilchrest 

Livingston 

Chabot 

Gillmor 

LoBiondo 

Chamhliss 

Oilman 

Longley 

Chenoweth 

Goodlatte 

Lucas 

Christensen 

Goodlmg 

Manzullo 

Chrysler 

Goss 

Martini 

Clinger 

Graham 

McCollum 

Coble 

Greenwood 

McCrery 

Cobum 

Gunderson 

McDade 

Collins  (GA) 

Gutknecht 

McHugh 

Combest 

Hall  (TX) 

Mclnnis 

Condit 

Hancock 

Mcintosh 

Cooley 

Hansen 

McKeon 

Cox 

Hast«rt 

Metcalf 

Cramer 

Hastings  (WA) 

Meyers 

Crane 

Hayworth 

Mica 

Crapo 

Heney 

Miller  (FL) 

Cremeans 

Helneman 

Mollnarl 

Montgomery 

Rogers 

Stockman 

Moorhead 

Rohrabacher 

Stump 

Morella 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Talent 

Myers 

Roth 

Tau 

Myrtck 

Roukema 

Tauzln 

Nethercutt 

Royce 

Taylor  (MS) 

Neumann 

Salmon 

Taylor  (NO 

Ney 

Sanlortl 

Thomas 

Norwood 

Saxton 

Thorn  berry 

Nussle 

Scarborough 

Thornton 

Oxley 

Schaefer 

Tiahrt 

Packard 

ScbitT 

Torklldsen 

Parker 

Seastrand 

Traficant 

Paxon 

Sensenbrenner 

Upton 

Payne  (VA) 

Shadegg 

WaldholU 

Pet«rson  (FL) 

Shaw 

Walker 

Peterson  (MN) 

Shays 

Walsh 

Petri 

Shuster 

Wamp 

Pickett 

Sisisky 

Watt*  (OK) 

Pombo 

Skeen 

Weldon  ( FL) 

Porter 

Smith  (MI) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Portman 

Smith  (NJ) 

Weller 

Pryce 

Smith  (TX) 

White 

(Juillen 

Smith  (WA) 

Whitfield 

Qulnn 

Solomon 

Wicker 

Radanovicb 

Souder 

Wolf 

Rams  tad 

Spence 

Young  (AKi 

Regula 

Spratt 

Young  iFL) 

Riggs 

Steams 

Zeliff 

Roberta 

Stenholm 
NAYS-ITO 

Zlmmer 

Abercrombie 

Green 

Obey 

Ackerman 

Gutierrez 

Olver 

Andrews 

Hall  (OH) 

Ortiz 

Baldaccl 

Hamilton 

Orton 

Barcia 

Harman 

Owens 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pallone 

Becerra 

Hefner 

Pastor 

Beilenson 

Hilliard 

Payne (NJ) 

Bentsen 

Hinchey 

Peloal 

Bishop 

Holden 

Poroeroy 

Bonior 

Jackson-Lee 

Poshard 

Borski 

Jacobs 

Rahall 

Boucher 

Jefferson 

Rangel 

Brown  (CA) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Reed 

Brown  (FL) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Reynolds 

Brown  (OH) 

Johnston 

Richardson 

Bryant  (TX) 

Kanjorski 

Rivers 

Cardin 

Kaptur 

Roemer 

Clay 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Rose 

Clayton 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Roybal-Allard 

Clement 

Kennelly 

Rush 

Clybum 

Klldee 

Sabo 

Coleman 

Klink 

Sanders 

Collins  (MI) 

LaFalce 

Sawyer 

Conyers 

Lantos 

Schroeder 

Costello 

Levin 

Scott 

Coyne 

Lewis  (OAl 

Serrano 

Danner 

Llpinskl 

Skaggs 

de  la  Garza 

Lofgren 

Skelton 

De  Fazio 

Lowey 

Slaughter 

DeLauro 

Luther 

Stark 

Dellums 

Maloney 

Stokes 

Deutsch 

Man  ton 

Studds 

Dicks 

Markey 

Stupak 

Dingell 

Martinez 

Tanner 

Dixon 

Mascara 

Tejeda 

Doggett 

Matsui 

Thompson 

Doyle 

McCarthy 

Tburman 

Durbin 

McDermott 

Torres 

Edwards 

McHale 

Torricelli 

Engel 

McKinney 

Towns 

Eshoo 

McNulty 

Tucker 

Evans 

Meehan 

Velazquez 

Fan- 

Meek 

Vento 

Fazio 

Menendez 

Visclosky 

Fields  (LA) 

Mfume 

Volkmer 

Filner 

Miller  (CA) 

Ward 

Foglietta 

Mineta 

Waters 

Ford 

Minge 

Watt  (NO 

Frank  (MA) 

Mink 

Waxman 

Frost 

Moakley 

Williams 

Furse 

MoUohan 

Wise 

Gejdenson 

Moran 

Woolsey 

Gephardt 

Murtha 

Wyden 

Gibbons 

Nadler 

vrm 

Gonzalez 

Neal 

T«tw 

Gordon 

Oberstar 

NOT  VOTING- 12 

Bermao 

Fattah 

Kleczka 

Bono 

Flake 

Schumer 

Chapman 

Hayes 

Vuc:anovicta 

Collins  (IL) 

Hoyer 

WUson 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Bono  for.  with  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois 
against. 

Mr.  BEVILL  changed  his  vote  from 

"nay"  to   ■yea." 

So  the  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GooDL.-\TTE).  The  question  is  on  the 
resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VfJTE 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  255,  noes  168, 
not  voting  U,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  340] 
AYES— 255 


AUard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baiter  iCAi 

Balinr  iLAi 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  i.NEi 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bate  man 

Bereuter 

Bilbray 

Biliraki9 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

BoniUa 

Rrpwsr^r 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TNi 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Cllnger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (CA) 

Combest 

Condic 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubtn 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 


Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frplinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Cillmor 

Oilman 

Coodlatte 

Coodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastmgs  iWAi 

Hayworth 

HeHey 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 


Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

LewU  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcair 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  I FLi 

Minge 

Molinarl 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 


Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryee 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovlch 

Rams  tad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohratjacber 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 


Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonlor 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Delluras 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Foglietu 

Ford 

Frank  (MAi 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 


Abercrombie 

Berman 

Bono 

Chapman 


Scbiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

NOES— 168 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harm  an 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA> 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kllnk 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lipinski 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Lnrhpr 

.Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Mataui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moakley 

MoUoban 

Moran 

Murtha 

Nadler 

Neal 

NOT  VOTING— 11 


Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

TIahrt 

Torkildsen 

Traficant 

Upton 

Vucanovlch 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon(PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  <FL) 

Zimmer 


Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VAI 

Pelosi 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Raball 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Serrano 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Starlr 

stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC> 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13287 


Collins  (ILi 
Flake 
Hayes 
Hoyer 


Kleczka 

Schumer 

Zeliff 


D  1415 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Beno  for.  with  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois 
against. 


D  1415 

PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
INTERNATIONAL  RELATIONS  TO 
HAVE  UNTIL  MIDNIGHT  MAY  18, 
1995,  TO  FILE  A  REPORT  ON  H.R. 
1561.  THE  AMERICAN  OVERSEAS 
INTERESTS  ACT 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  have 
until  Thursday.  May  18.  1995.  to  file  a 
report  on  H.R.  1561,  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  have  no  objection 
if  there  are  no  further  speakers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  OILMAN]? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  ON  AMENDMENT 
PROCESS  FOR  H.R.  1561,  THE 
AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTER- 
ESTS ACT 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  last  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest, I  would  like  to  announce  to 
Members  that  the  Committee  on  Rules 
has  tentatively  scheduled  to  meet  this 
coming  Monday  to  consider  a  rule  for 
H.R.  1561,  the  American  Overseas  Inter- 
est Ace.  more  commonly  known  as  trie 
State  Department  Foreign  Assistance 
Authorization. 

The  bill  was  ordered  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations 
on  Monday  of  this  week,  and  the  report 
is  expected  to  be  filed  tomorrow  night 
according  to  the  last  unanimous-con- 
sent request.  The  House  is  expected  to 
begin  general  debate  and  the  amend- 
ment process  next  Tuesday.  The  rule 
will  likely  require  that  amendments  be 
preprinted  in  the  amendment  section  of 
the  CONGRE.ssiONAL  RECORD  prior  to 
their  consideration. 

Members  should  use  the  Office  of 
Legislative  Counsel  to  ensure  their 
amendments  are  properly  drafted  to 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute recommended  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  that 
will  be  made  as  base  text  for  amend- 
ment purposes.  A  copy  of  the  commit- 
tee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute will  be  published  in  today's 
CONORESSIONAL  RECORD  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman], 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  for  ref- 
erence and  drafting  purposes.  It  will  be 


available  at  the  offices  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Since  the  rule  will  not  be  structured 
as  far  as  the  limiting  of  amendments  is 
concerned,  there  is  no  need  for  Mem- 
bers to  file  their  amendments  with  the 
Committee  on  Rules  or  to  testify  be- 
fore us.  If  Members  have  any  questions, 
they  can  contact  Dave  Lonie  in  our 
Committee  on  Rules  at  57985. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  ques- 
tion relates  not  to  the  immediate  sub- 
ject, but  the  prior  subject  of  the  rule 
on  the  budget.  Let  me  just  simply 
make  sure  I  understand  that  rule  in 
terms  of  the  6  hours  of  debate. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  first  hour  is  1 
hour  of  general  debate  controlled  by 
the  chairman  and  myself.  The  second 
hour  is  reserved  for  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee,  the  time  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  Chair  of  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Stark],  the  rank- 
ing minority  member.  Then  we  revert 
to  the  general  debate  on  the  budget 
resolution. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  That  is  the  normal 
procedure,  it  is  what  we  have  followed 
in  the  past.  We  will  follow  it  this  year 
as  well. 

Mr.  SABO.  The  reason  I  ask,  2  years 
ago,  we  had  a  little  disconnect.  One 
side  was  on  JEC  for  a  period  of  time, 
and  the  other  side  was  not.  So  the  plan 
this  year  is  the  first  hour  would  be 
budget  debate,  the  second  hour  JEC  de- 
bate, and  then  hours  three  through  six 
general  debate  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  The  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  is  nodding 
his  head  yes,  that  is  correct. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET— FISCAL  YEAR  1996 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  149  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997. 
1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002.  with  Mr. 
Sensenbre.n'NER  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  concurrent  resolution  is  con- 
sidered as  having  been  read  the  first 
time. 


Under  the  rule,  debate  shall  be  con- 
fined to  the  congressional  budget  and 
shall  not  exceed  6  hours,  including  1 
hour  on  the  subject  of  economic  goals 
and  policies,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ka.sich]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  to  confess,  as  I 
get  ready  to  speak.  I  am  nervous.  I  can- 
not remember  the  last  time  I  was, 
frankly,  this  nervous  or  anxious.  But  I 
guess  it  is  the  way  it  needs  to  be,  be- 
cause, ladies  and  gentlemen,  we  are 
about  to  engage  in  a  historic  debate 
The  House  is  about  to  consider  a  docu- 
ment that  truly  represents  a  bold,  in- 
novative, and  some  have  called  it,  and 
frankly  they  are  probably  right,  a  revo- 
lutionary document  and  a  vision  for 
where  America  should  go. 

I  have  been  amazed  over  the  last  cou- 
ple weeks  just  walking  through  the 
hallways  here.  In  fact,  I  just  had  a  hus- 
band and  wife  grab  me  as  I  was  getting 
ready  to  come  in  the  door,  and  I  do  not 
know  where  they  are  from,  I  do  not 
know  what  their  names  are,  but  you 
know  what  they  said?  "Thank  you. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  K^^siCH,  and  thank 
your  team  for  what  they  are  doing." 

I  am  hearing  it  everywhere  I  go.  I 
think  the  American  people  have,  in 
fact,  decided  that  we  have  this  week  a 
rendezvous  with  destiny,  that,  in  fact, 
we  cannot  continue  down  the  path  of 
more  deficits  and  more  red  ink,  be- 
cause in  the  guts  of  every  mother  and 
father  in  this  country  there  is  a  sink- 
ing feeling  that  if  in  fact  the  politi- 
cians, the  elected  representatives  of 
our  country,  do  not  stand  up  and  do  the 
right  thing,  their  children  will  be  at 
risk,  their  future  will  be  called  into 
question. 

That  is  why  when  people  have  had 
some  problems  with  some  of  the  speci- 
fies in  this  proposal,  they  never  stop 
like  they  did  over  the  last  several 
years  and  say  vote  it  all  down.  They 
are  saying  "Maybe  we  can  fix  that. 
But.  please.  Congress,  do  not  take  your 
eye  off  the  ball.  Please  work  to  save 
the  country." 

That  is  what  we  are  hearing.  And  I 
got  to  tell  you.  when  I  was  out  here 
with  the  Contract  for  America,  paying 
for  the  family  tax  credits,  and  let  me 
say  this,  if  there  is  anything  beyond 
the  balanced  budget  we  ought  to  be  em- 
phasizing into  the  21st  century,  if  there 
is  anything  in  this  country  we  ought  to 
be  reinforcing,  it  is  the  American  fam- 
ily. If  there  is  anything  that  can  pro- 
vide a  building  block  for  superlatives 
for  individuals  in  this  Nation  into  the 
next  century,  it  is  the  family,  isn"t  it? 
It  is  the  family  structure  that  served 
this  country  well  for  200  years,  and  the 
families  are  going  to  benefits  under 
this. 


The  beautiful  thing  though  is  back 
when  we  were  passing  the  contract, 
people  said  "You  can't  give  us  tax  re- 
lief. You  can't  have  growth  incentives 
and  balance  the  budget."  And  I  said 
then,  along  with  my  wonderful  budget 
team,  and  we  speak  as  a  team,  I  do  not 
speak  as  John  Kasich.  I  speak  as  a 
leader  of  a  group  of  wonderful  men  and 
women  who  are  the  tip  of  the  spear  in 
terms  of  this  new  American  revolution, 
we  said  that  we  would  come  back  here 
in  May  and  we  would  lay  a  document 
down  that  would  get  us  to  zero,  to  bal- 
ance this  budget,  and  save  the  future. 
And  that  is  precisely  what  we  are  doing 
today. 

Isn't  it  wonderful?  Isn't  it  wonderful 
in  America  that  a  group  of  elected  offi- 
cials are  keeping  their  word?  And  you 
know  why  we  are  doing  it?  You  know 
why  we  came  together  and  we  put  this 
revolutionary  document  together?  For 
two  basic  reasons.  One  is  the  next  gen- 
eration. This  is  about  the  children. 
This  is  about  a  growth  society,  an  op- 
portunity society,  as  our  Speaker  likes 
to  say,  that  in  a  no  growth  economy 
the  rich  get  richer  and  the  poor  get 
poorer. 

But  in  a  growing  economy,  and  Alan 
Greenspan  painted  a  picture  for  us,  if 
we  can  balance  the  budget  by  2002.  if 
we  can  balance  the  budget,  Alan  Green- 
span said  we  cannot  begin  to  chart  the 
kind  of  prosperity  that  we  can  have  in 
America. 

As  the  son  of  a  mailman  who  got  to 
be  in  the  Congress  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  how 
wonderful  is  it  that  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  that  every  kid  in 
America,  using  our  system,  can  learn 
to  fly.  That  is  right,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, we  can  fly.  That  is  right,  ladies 
and  gentlemen,  we  can  fly.  We  can 
dream,  and  it  is  not  about  just  dreams. 
It  is  about  accomplishing  those 
dreams. 

That  is  why  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  and  the  Republicans  in  the 
House,  along  with  our  courageous  col- 
league on  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et, the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Parker],  has  said  that  we  need  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  to  save  the  next  gen- 
eration, to  provide  for  growth  in  our 
economy,  for  opportunity  in  America, 
and  to  preserve  the  greatest  American 
legacy,  and  that  is  that  your  kids  will 
be  better  off  than  you  were. 

You  know  what  else  it  is  about?  It  is 
about  the  pendulum.  People  try  to  de- 
scribe this  plan  as  radical.  Let  me  ac- 
tually tell  you  about  the  pendulum. 
For  the  last  20.  30,  or  40  years,  we  have 
sent  more  power,  we  have  sent  more 
money,  we  have  sent  more  control  to 
the  Federal  Government.  And  over 
these  last  four  decades  the  Federal 
Government  has  done  a  lot  of  wonder- 
ful things  for  Americans:  Medicare, 
educational  programs,  elimination  or 
an  attempt  to  eliminate  the  terrible 
abuses  in  human  rights  in  America. 
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But  you  know  what  Americans  have 
been  saying  for  about  the  last  decade? 
And  we  have  not  been  hearing  them 
here  in  the  Capitol.  They  spoke  real 
loud  and  clear  last  November.  You 
know  what  they  are  saying'^'  Folks,  we 
would  like  some  of  our  power  and  some 
of  our  money  and  some  of  the  control 
over  our  own  lives  back  in  our  hands, 
because  we  can  do  it  better  in  our 
neighborhoods  dealing  with  our  prob- 
lems than  the  Government  in  Washing- 
ton can. 

Now.  let  me  just  show  you  what  this 
plan  calls  for  and  how  reasonable  this 
program  is.  Over  the  last  7  years,  the 
Federal  Government  spent  $9.4  trillion. 
What  is  a  trillion?  Well,  if  you  started 
a  business  when  Christ  was  on  Earth,  if 
you  lost  $1  million  a  day  7  days  a  week, 
you  would  still  have  to  lose  $1  million 
a  day  7  days  a  week  for  the  next  700 
years  to  get  to  $1  trillion.  In  the  last  7 
years  we  spent  $9.4  trillion.  We  have  a 
national  debt  approaching  $5  trillion. 

What  does  the  Republican  plan  call 
for?  The  bipartisan  plan,  frankly,  it  is 
not  just  a  Republican  plan,  it  is  a  bi- 
partisan plan  thanks  to  the  efforts  of 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Parker].  We  are  going  to  go  from  $9.4 
to  $11.9  trillion.  Some  people  would 
have  us  grow  to  $13.3  trillion.  I  am 
going  to  tell  you.  you  want  to  grow  to 
$13.3  trillion''  We  are  going  to  give  the 
kids  a  dark  tomorrow.  But  if  you  can 
restrain  the  growth  in  spending  to  this 
$11.9  trillion,  we  have  a  chance  to  pre- 
serve America. 

Entitlements,  take  a  second  and  talk 
about  entitlement  spending.  Over  the 
last  7  years,  we  spent  $4.5  trillion  on 
entitlements.  If  we  do  nothing,  we  will 
spend  $7.7  trillion.  And  what  does  this 
bipartisan  plan  call  for?  Growing  the 
entitlement  programs  from  S4.5  to 
more  than  6.4  trillion. 

Medicare?  Boy,  we  are  hearing  a  lot 
of  stuff  about  Medicare.  Shame  on 
those  that  want  to  scare  people.  Shame 
on  those  that  want  to  scare  people.  We 
will  go  in  Medicare  from  $924  billion  to 
almost  $1.6  trillion  in  spending  for 
Medicare.  If  we  go  to  $1.8  trillion  the 
system  goes  bankrupt.  What  we  are 
going  to  do  is  dramatically  increase  it, 
improve  it,  guarantee  high  customer 
satisfaction,  and  guarantee  choice  to 
our  senior  citizens. 
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So  my  colleagues,  the  question  is, 
can  we  restrain  ourselves,  can  we  as 
Americans  who  do  not  want  to  mort- 
gage the  next  generation,  after  all,  we 
would  not  in  our  private  lives  ring  up 
all  the  debt  and  pass  it  onto  our  kids, 
we  should  not  do  it  with  our  country.  If 
we  can  just  grow  at  a  $9.4  to  $11.9  tril- 
lion increase,  we  can  do  it. 

Let  me  just  say  to  all  of  my  col- 
leagues, as  I  am  about  to  close,  you 
have  got  to  examine  your  hearts.  You 
have  got  to  examine  your  conscience, 
because  I  am  going  to  tell  you.  folks. 


there  are  things  called  windows  of  op- 
portunity and  we  have  it  now.  Why? 
Because  the  American  people  want  this 
done.  Why  else?  Because  we  have  the 
leadership  in  the  Congress  that  is  will- 
ing to  put  their  careers  on  the  line  for 
the  next  generation.  And  those  two  ef- 
forts together  can  allow  us  to  pass  a 
plan  that  will  guarantee  a  renewed 
America. 

In  1969.  the  last  year  that  we  bal- 
anced the  budget  in  America,  Neil 
Armstrong  walked  on  the  moon.  Neil 
Armstrong  came  to  this  Chamber  and 
presented  this  flag  to  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  U.S.  Senate  in 
a  joint  session.  One  thousand  nine  hun- 
dred sixty-nine  was  the  last  year  we 
balanced  the  budget.  Walking  on  the 
moon  for  a  kid  from  Ohio  meant  that 
Neil  Armstrong  really  did  learn  to  fly. 
And  that  day  that  he  walked  on  the 
moon,  we  were  all  there  with  him,  were 
we  not?  We  were  all  there  with  him  be- 
cause it  represented  the  hopes  and  the 
dreams  and  the  goodness  and  meeting 
the  challenges  that  America  has  been 
all  about  for  these  many  200  years. 

Neil  Armstrong  gave  us  this  flag. 
Today.  26  years  later,  we  have  a 
chance,  when  we  vote  on  this  resolu- 
tion, to  have  one  very  big  step  for  this 
House  and  one  very  giant  leap  for 
America.  Pass  the  resolution. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  com- 
mittee, first  let  me  congratulate,  as  I 
did  in  committee,  my  colleague  from 
Ohio.  We  are  both  participants  and  ob- 
servers of  this  process.  I  congratulate 
him  for  getting  the  Republicans  on  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  together.  I 
assume  when  the  2  days  of  debate  are 
over,  he  will  have  the  votes  and  he  will 
pass  his  resolution,  which  has  required 
an  exceptional  amount  or  work  by  him- 
self and  the  other  majority  members  of 
the  committee. 

I  have  very  fundamental  disagree- 
ments with  that  resolution,  but  I 
watch  your  discipline  and  your  hard 
work  with  admiration.  So  I  congratu- 
late you  for  putting  a  product  together 
that  is  before  this  House  today  and 
really  presents  the  opportunity  for 
some  very  fundamental  debate. 

However,  let  me  make  one  observa- 
tion as  an  observer  before  I  say  some 
words  as  a  critic.  The  question  is 
whether  your  plan  will  achieve  its  stat- 
ed goal.  Let  me  simply  say  that  we  are 
not  quarreling  over  a  few  numbers  here 
and  there,  and  we  might  find  some  that 
we  might  dispute.  But  I,  frankly,  think 
for  you  to  succeed  requires  a  signifi- 
cant amount  of  luck. 

I  think  if  this  were  a  unicameral 
body  of  the  Congress  and  this  were  the 
final  product,  it  simply  would  not  suc- 
ceed. There  are  some  things  you  have 
put  into  place  and  have  put  into  law  al- 
ready. Your  beginning  assumption  has 
been  a  big  tax  cut,  which  adds  roughly 
$90  billion  to  the  deficit  in  the  year 
2002. 


You  assume  as  a  separate  vote  that 
you  are  going  to  make  huge  cuts  in 
Medicare  in  a  separate  vote  removed 
from  the  balance  of  the  budget  to  come 
in  September. 

My  friends,  if  that  bill  were  before 
this  House  with  those  kinds  of  cuts  in 
Medicare,  with  the  numbers  in  your 
resolution.  I  would  predict  that  such  a 
bill  would  not  pass  this  House. 

The  numbers  are  sort  of  interesting. 
The  tax  cut  is  $90  billion  in  the  year 
2002.  The  projected  Medicare  cuts  are 
$86  billion.  If  that  did  not  succeed,  a 
whole  series  of  other  numbers  that  you 
use  would  come  unraveled. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  merely  an  ob- 
servation about  the  plan  that  is  before 
us  today.  It  would  require  significant 
luck  to  succeed.  But  that  is  not  my 
fundamental  objection. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  two  very 
fundamental  things  occur  over  the  last 
15-20  years  in  this  country.  For  the  last 
20  years,  we  have  had  a  revolution 
where  income  flows  in  this  country. 
The  very  rich  have  gotten  much  richer, 
and  the  rest  of  the  American  public, 
who  work  hard,  working  families  are 
struggling  to  get  ahead,  many  with  de- 
clining income. 

We  have  also  had,  since  1981,  an  esca- 
lating Federal  deficit.  Two  years  ago 
we  passed  the  President's  program  to 
make  a  significant  dent  in  that  deficit. 
Part  of  that  program  was  asking  the 
most  affluent  to  pay  a  little  more,  and 
our  Republican  friends  all  said  no. 
They  all  said  if  we  passed  that  pro- 
gram, we  would  throw  the  country  into 
a  recession.  The  opposite  happened.  We 
have  had  unprecedented  growth  over 
the  last  2  years.  Unemployment  is 
down.  The  economy  is  growing.  The 
deficit  went  down. 

But  more  is  left  to  do,  and  we  come 
to  that  now  in  this  year  1995.  Again,  we 
have  to  reduce  that  deficit,  but  we 
face,  again,  a  country  where  income 
continues  to  flow  in  increasing 
amounts  to  a  very  few  and  the  bulk  of 
the  American  people  are  left  strug- 
gling. 

We  now  have  the  Republican  proposal 
on  how  to  deal  with  the  deficit.  Who  is 
asked  to  sacrifice?  It  is  clear  that  peo- 
ple who  depend  on  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid will  be  asked  to  sacrifice.  And  then 
in  a  series  of  incredible,  numerous  de- 
cisions, struggling  Americans,  who  are 
working  hard,  working  Americans,  find 
their  chances  to  move  ahead,  they  will 
find  those  doors  sometimes  slammed 
shut;  other  cases,  sort  of  gradually 
closed  in  a  series  of  cut,  after  cut,  after 
cut.  whether  it  is  students  trying  to  go 
on  to  college,  people  seeking  to  get  new 
training  for  jobs  and  retraining,  wheth- 
er it  is  a  parent  trying  to  put  their 
child  in  a  Head  Start  Program,  cuts  on 
them  frozen. 

The  TRIO  Program  for  kids,  to  get 
them  to  go  through  high  school  and 
into  college,  abolished.  Low  income 
seniors  who  have   problems  with  fuel 
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bills  in  cold  parts  of  this  country,  pro- 
gram abolished.  Child  care  reduced. 
Just  one  series,  mass  transit  operating 
assistance  reduced,  a  little  tougher  to 
get  to  the  job.  a  little  harder  to  get  the 
training,  a  little  harder  to  get  to  col- 
lege, all  cumulative  on  person  after 
person.  Cuts  that  are  unrealistic  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Why?  To  pass  a  tax  cut  to  benefit  pri- 
marily those  who  have  also  been  re- 
warded most  by  our  economy  in  the 
last  20  years.  So  struggling  American 
working  families,  hoping  for  the  kids 
to  go  to  college,  needing  retraining, 
maybe  needing  some  assistance  with 
day  care  so  they  can  work,  worried 
about  how  they  get  to  the  job,  maybe 
in  rural  U.S.A..  maybe  in  urban  areas, 
rural  communities  trying  to  develop 
economically,  all  seeing  doors  shut  so 
we  can  pass  a  tax  cut  to  benefit  the 
most  affluent  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  the  wrong 
priorities.  We  are  told  at  times  by  peo- 
ple that  we  are  talking  about  renewing 
American  civilization.  Mr.  Chairman 
and  Members,  this  plan  does  not  rep- 
resent the  best  of  American  values.  It 
represents,  in  my  judgment,  some  of 
the  worst  of  American  values.  We  can 
do  better. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  majority  I  sim- 
ply would  say  there  are  many  months 
ahead.  At  some  point,  sometime  before 
the  year  is  over,  you  will  be  called  on 
to  move  away  from  ideology,  to  prac- 
tical reform  that  reduces  our  deficit  in 
a  fair  and  equitable  manner.  When  you 
are  ready  to  move  away  from  ideology, 
we  stand  willing  to  help  because  the 
challenge  is  big. 

So  today,  to  the  Members,  I  simply 
urge  you  to  vote  no  when  we  come  to 
final  passage  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Koi.be],  a 
member  of  both  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations and  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  as  well  as  the 
ranking  member  and  particularly  pay 
tribute  to  the  ranking  member  for  the 
decency  with  which  he  has  comported 
himself  and  the  members  of  his  com- 
mittee throughout  this  debate.  It  has 
been  in  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
it  has  been  truly  an  outstanding  de- 
bate. I  appreciate  that  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  at  a  historic 
crossroad.  This  is.  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  said,  an 
historic  moment  in  our  time.  The  pre- 
vious speaker  just  talked  to  us  about 
this  not  being  the  right  plan,  that  we 
can  do  better.  I  think  in  the  course  of 
this  debate  in  the  next  day  and  a  half 
we  are  entitled  to  ask,  what  is  the  al- 
ternative plan?  If  ours  is  not  the  right 
plan,  what  is  their  plan?  Where  is  the 
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President  in  this  budget  battle'^  I 
would  say,  a.w.o.l..  absent  without 
leadership. 

Our  bottom  line  is  fairly  simple,  our 
bottom  line  is  shown.  It  is  too  small  I 
guess  to  see  here,  but  on  page  7  of  the 
budget  report,  the  last  year,  2002.  it  is 
a  plus.  It  is  tiny,  0.6  billion.  $600  mil- 
lion in  the  scheme  of  a  $1.8  trillion 
budget  that  year.  That  is  tiny,  but  it  is 
everything.  It  is  the  first  positive  num- 
ber we  have  seen  in  the  budget  since 
1969. 

This  is  another  way  of  looking  at  it. 
All  we  are  trying  to  do  is  get  this  line 
of  what  we  spend  here  down  to  the  red 
line  of  how  much  that  we  are  taking  in 
in  revenues  so  that  we  have  a  balanced 
budget.  Spending  will  go  up.  Spending 
will  continue  to  increase  but  at  a  slow- 
er rate  of  growth.  And  we  think  that 
we  can  do  that.  Yes,  there  are  tough 
choices  here,  but  they  are  tough 
choices  for  the  next  generation. 

D  1445 

Not  long  ago  I  was  asked  to  come 
down  for  a  little  ceremony  to  one  of 
the  work  sites  in  my  place,  the  United 
Parcel  Service,  a  company  I  really 
enjoy  because  they  are  hardworking 
people,  they  are  really  motivated. 

At  the  end  of  this  little  ceremony 
where  we  had  a  presentation  there,  one 
of  the  delivery  men  came  up  to  me  and 
said  "Mr.  KOLKE.  when  you  go  back  to 
Washington,  would  you  just  tell  them 
that  it  is  my  money  they  are  spending? 
It  is  my  money.  I  have  got  three  kids. 
I  am  struggling.  It  is  my  money  they 
are  spending,  just  keep  that  in  mind." 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  hope  in  the  course  of 
the  debate  here  the  next  2  days  that  we 
will  keep  that  simple  idea  in  mind 
from  one  of  the  hardworking  Ameri- 
cans that  makes  this  country  work, 
and  what  it  is.  It  is  their  money.  It  is 
our  money  as  taxpayers  we  are  spend- 
ing, and  we  ought  to  be  remembering 
that  in  each  of  the  parts  of  this  debate. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clav]. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  budget  proposal.  The 
Republicans'  100-day  war  on  children 
marches  on.  Their  assault  began  in  the 
cafeteria,  with  the  attack  on  the 
school  lunch  program.  Republicans 
have  now  moved  their  war  machine 
into  our  Nation's  classrooms,  libraries, 
and  finally,  to  our  college  campuses. 

The  Republican  budget  before  us 
would  virtually  obliterate  the  Federal 
role  in  education.  Over  $73  billion  in 
education  and  training  programs  would 
be  cut  over  the  next  7  years.  It  is  a  re- 
pudiation of  this  Nation's  longstanding 
bipartisan  national  commitment  to 
educating  all  of  her  citizens.  The  Re- 
publicans would  abolish  or  slash  ex- 
tremely successful  education  pro- 
grams, programs  like  Head  Start, 
which  they  would  reduce  by  $209  mil- 
lion in  1966. 
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They  would  eliminate  efforts  in  47 
States  to  improve  reading  and  writing 
skills,  to  put  computers  into  the  class- 
room, and  to  improve  academic  stand- 
ards through  Goals  2000.  Their  budget 
proposal  would  virtually  eliminate  the 
safe-and-drug-free  school  program, 
even  though  drug  use  is  on  the  rise 
among  school  children.  It  would  jeop- 
ardize teacher  training  for  400.000 
teachers. 

Programs  that  target  assistance  to 
700,000  at-risk  disadvantaged  children 
would  also  be  abolished  under  this  pro- 
posal. They  show  shameful  hostility  to 
programs  designed  to  lift  disadvan- 
taged children  out  of  poverty  through 
learning. 

Having  spread  their  devastation  to 
the  cafeterias  and  the  classrooms,  they 
would  eliminate  Federal  support  for 
public  libraries,  would  cut  student  aid 
by  well  over  $18  billion,  as  one  way  to 
finance  tax  cuts  for  the  rich  and  privi- 
leged. The  elimination  of  the  in-school 
interest  subsidy  would  increase  loan 
costs  for  close  to  5  million  students, 
adding  as  much  as  $5,000  to  the  total 
loan  cost  for  each  student  who  would 
take  out  a  loan. 

Middle-class  families  are  especially 
hit  hard.  The  Republicans  want  to 
make  it  harder  for  their  kids  to  attend 
college,  so  they  can  finance  the  tax  cut 
for  the  rich  and  the  privileged. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Repub- 
lican proposal  to  eliminate  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  is  myopic  and  reac- 
tionary. It  would  leave  our  country  as 
one  of  the  few  industrialized  nations  in 
the  world  without  a  national  commit- 
ment to  education.  Not  only  is  this 
proposal  dumb,  it  is  unpopular.  The 
vast  majority  of  the  American  public 
supports  the  Department  of  Education, 
and  a  strong  Federal  role  in  education. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  proposal 
is  the  most  irresponsible  assault  on 
education  by  any  political  party  in  our 
history.  We  must  reject  this  attack  on 
education.  We  must  reject  this  con- 
tract with  ignorance.  We  must  reject 
this  Republican  budget  proposal,  be- 
cause it  is  being  released  5  months  pre- 
maturely. A  turkey  like  this  should 
surface  somewhere  around  Thanks- 
giving. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  HOBSON],  a  very  distinguished 
member  and  a  dear  friend  of  mine. 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might 
point  out  that  the  previous  speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Clay],  voted  for  the  Clinton  tax  in- 
crease, the  biggest  one  in  this  coun- 
try's history,  and  it  costs  his  district 
$520  million  in  new  taxes.  It  is  also  in- 
teresting to  note  that  he  voted  against 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  We 
should  take  that  into  context  when  we 
review  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  coming  up  on 
what  I  expect  to  be  the  most  important 
vote  of  my  career  in  this  House.  Today 
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we  meet  the  challenge  of  balancing  the 
Federal  books  and  restoring  fiscal  se- 
curity for  America's  next  generation. 

Today  we  vote  on.  and  I  encourage 
my  colleagues  to  vote  for,  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Budget  resolution, 
and  restore  hope  to  that  next  genera- 
tion. For  26  years,  our  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  spent  more  money  than  it 
has  taken  in.  financing  this  debt  by 
borrowing  money.  The  legacy  of  chron- 
ic deficit  spending  is  passed  to  our  chil- 
dren as  a  S4.9  trillion  national  debt. 

Staying  on  this  track  will  undoubt- 
edly bankrupt  our  Nation.  This  subject 
has  particular  meaning  for  me  right 
now,  because  my  15-month-old  grand- 
daughter is  in  town  visiting.  When  I 
think  why  we  are  balancing  the  budget. 
I  think  of  Katie.  A  lot  of  grandfathers 
think  that  way.  My  other  daughter  is 
going  to  have  another  baby,  so  you 
think  a  little  differently  about  the  fu- 
ture when  you  become  a  grandfather.  I 
think  a  lot  of  people  can  equate  to 
that. 

What  this  balanced  budget  is  about, 
it  will  not  allow  her  to  have  the  same 
opportunity  the  rest  of  us  have  if  we  do 
not  balance  the  budget.  Putting  the  fu- 
ture of  Katie  and  the  other  children  in 
this  country  first  is  what  balancing  the 
Federal  budget  is  all  about.  Protecting 
the  next  generation  from  a  financial 
crisis  means  acting  now  in  a  decisive, 
responsible  way. 

The  House  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et's 1996  budget  resolution  does  this  by 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  We  also  close  the  doors  on 
several  agencies  that  run  up  costs  but 
fail  to  contribute  meaningfully  to  our 
Nation's  well-being.  Those  operations 
that  are  useful  are  transferred  to  other 
agencies  or  sent  back  to  the  States. 
The  waste  and  duplication  is  elimi- 
nated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  budget  also  pro- 
tects our  children's  future  by  prevent- 
ing a  crisis  in  Medicare,  the  health 
care  system  of  our  Nation's  seniors. 
According  to  the  Medicare  trustees  ap- 
pointed by  President  Clinton.  Medicare 
will  run  out  of  money  in  7  years.  Our 
budget  resolution  provides  the  struc- 
ture needed  to  protect,  preserve,  and 
improve  Medicare,  and  then  it  goes  on 
to  increase  benefits  to  seniors  from 
$4,816  for  beneficiaries  in  1995  to  $6,376 
in  2002.  That  is  an  impressive  increase. 
by  anyone's  standards. 

Our  budget  also  increases  overall 
Government  spending  by  $1.2  trillion 
over  the  next  7  years.  That  should  be 
plenty  to  do  the  things  we  need  to  do 
at  the  Federal  level.  Where  we  can,  we 
send  programs  back  to  the  States  and 
local  governments. 

In  total,  this  process  of  decentraliza- 
tion, together  with  the  removal  of  du- 
plication and  waste,  justifies  eliminat- 
ing 283  programs.  14  agencies.  68  com- 
missions, and  3  departments:  Energy, 
Commerce,  and  Education.  This  is  just 
one  path  toward  balancing  the  Federal 
books. 


Over  the  next  few  months,  the  com- 
mittees of  jurisdiction  will  map  out  the 
details.  The  job  of  balancing  the  budget 
is  a  challenge  we  can  meet.  When  we 
are  done,  we  will  have  a  healthier, 
stronger  Nation  in  solid  financial  shape 
for  our  children  to  inherit.  I  invite  ev- 
eryone here  to  join  us  in  this  historic 
effort,  and  rise  to  the  challenge  at 
hand.  Vote  "yes"  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget's  1996  resolution,  and  keep 
hope  and  opportunity  alive  for  the  next 
generation. 

.ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would  re- 
mind all  persons  in  the  gallery  that 
they  are  here  as  guests  of  the  house, 
and  that  any  manifestation  of  approval 
or  disapproval  of  proceeding  on  the 
floor  is  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Hawaii.  Mrs.  Patsy  Mink. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the  budg- 
et resolution.  This  resolution  is  being 
presented  based  upon  policy  assump- 
tions which  must  be  challenged.  These 
assumptions  are  contained  in  the  com- 
mittee report.  I  hope  that  all  of  the 
Members  will  read  it. 

For  my  limited  time  in  this  part  of 
the  debate  I  want  to  direct  attention  to 
the  egregious  assumptions  that  are  the 
basis  for  huge  cuts  in  Function  500, 
which  deals  with  education,  training. 
and  Head  Start.  The  cuts  contained  in 
this  budget  resolution  in  Function  500 
amount  to  $82  billion  over  a  7-year  pe- 
riod. 

Despite  what  has  been  said  by  the 
Republican  majority  about  the  resolu- 
tion providing  for  a  steady  increase  in 
spending,  I  want  to  alert  Members  to 
the  fact  that  in  Function  500,  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  1995  budget  authority 
is  at  $58  billion,  and  7  years  from  now. 
it  is  $44  billion.  This  is  a  substantial 
cut  in  one  of  the  most  areas  of  Federal 
Government  responsibility,  which  in 
the  past  has  enjoyed  large  bipartisan 
majority  support. 

In  the  area  of  education  alone,  the 
cuts  are  particularly  devastating.  De- 
spite the  avowed  pronouncements 
about  being  for  family  values,  the  Re- 
publicans in  this  budget  resolution 
have  disavowed  their  support  for  the 
most  important  goal  of  American  fami- 
lies, which  is  quality  education  for 
their  children,  enriching  their  experi- 
ences in  education,  providing  for 
science  and  math  instruction,  and  help 
for  those  who  are  disadvantaged  by 
poverty,  by  deficiencies  in  language, 
and  assuring  that  higher  education  is 
available  for  all.  regardless  of  age  or 
economic  circumstances. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  resolution 
strikes  a  deep  blow  to  the  promise  of 
America  to  improve  educational  oppor- 
tunity for  all.  The  cuts  in  education 
will  hurt  all  school  districts,  most  of 
whom  cannot  possibly  make  up  for  the 
huge  losses  in  these  funds. 


I  want  to  remind  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  if  they  support  this  resolu- 
tion, they  are  voting  for  the  elimi- 
nation of  President  Bush's  initiative 
called  Goals  2000,  which  was  imple- 
mented by  President  Clinton.  This  was 
an  initiative  that  was  promoted  by  the 
National  Conference  of  Governors,  and 
now  it  is  being  eliminated. 

If  Members  vote  for  this  resolution, 
they  are  cutting  about  $5  billion  in  the 
next  7  years  in  the  Elementary-Second- 
ary Education  Act.  passed  some  30 
years  ago.  The  title  that  is  being  cut  is 
the  concentration  grants.  Everybody 
has  been  saying  target  the  money  to 
the  most  poor,  to  the  neediest  dis- 
tricts. That  is  precisely  what  we  did 
last  year,  and  this  program  is  being 
eliminated. 

If  Members  vote  for  this  resolution. 
Federal  funds  to  help  schools  prevent 
drug  abuse  in  their  schools,  the  very, 
very  difficult  issue  which  the  Federal 
Government  has  put  money  in.  and 
from  which  the  schools  have  benefited 
enormously.  $3  billion  are  being  taken 
away. 

If  Members  vote  for  this  resolution, 
they  will  be  cutting  the  Eisenhower 
Professional  Development  Program. 
All  of  us  know  that  quality  education 
is  contingent  on  the  quality  of  the 
teachers,  and  it  would  be  absolutely 
criminal  if  we  destroyed  this  program, 
which  helps  school  districts  provide  for 
development  of  our  teaching  profes- 
sion, allowing  them  to  improve  them- 
selves and  keeping  up  with  the  techno- 
logical advancements  in  our  society. 

If  Members  vote  for  this  budget  reso- 
lution, they  will  be  eliminating  totally 
the  bilingual  education  program. 
Think  of  the  promises  we  have  made  to 
the  young  children  who  have  come  to 
this  country  with  their  families,  whose 
only  fault  is  that  they  are  deficient  in 
speaking  and  understanding  English, 
and  we  are  taking  away  from  them  the 
one  chance  they  have  to  keep  up  with 
their  classes  and  to  get  into  this  edu- 
cational system  so  they  can  benefit 
and  improve  their  lives. 

All  across  America.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
Members  vote  for  this  budget  resolu- 
tion, they  will  be  cutting  the  only  Fed- 
eral funds  in  libraries  that  have  been  in 
existence  for  decades.  Our  rural  small 
libraries  all  benefit  from  the  library 
program.  This  program  is  being  elimi- 
nated totally.  What  a  travesty  on  what 
support  the  Federal  Government  has 
been  able  to  provide. 

The  last  and  probably  most  egregious 
cut  that  is  proposed  in  this  resolution, 
which  if  Members  vote  for  they  will  be 
a  party  to.  and  that  is  to  take  away  the 
interest  subsidy  of  our  young  people 
and  others  aspiring  to  a  higher  edu- 
cation, wanting  to  better  themselves. 
This  is  the  American  ideal.  This  is 
what  we  talk  about  when  we  say  self- 
sufficiency:  "Get  in  there  and  work  to 
better  yourselves."  When  they  do.  we 
have  a  Congress  that  is  taking  away 


that  small  subsidy  which  we  have  pro- 
vided over  the  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
budget  resolution  which  is  being  considered 
today.  There  are  policy  assumptions  that  must 
be  challenged  in  this  resolution.  These  as- 
sumptions are  contained  in  the  committee  re- 
port. For  my  time  in  this  part  of  the  debate  I 
want  to  direct  attention  to  the  egregious  as- 
sumptions which  are  the  basis  for  the  huge 
cut  in  Function  500  which  deals  with  edu- 
cation, worker  training,  foster  care,  aid  to  the 
disabled,  and  Head  Start. 

The  cut  contained  in  this  budget  resolution 
in  Function  500  amounts  to  S82  billion  over 
the  7-year  period. 

Current  fiscal  year  1995  budget  authority  for 
Function  500  is  $58  billion.  The  7th  year  allo- 
cation for  Function  500  in  fiscal  year  2002  is 
S44  billion.  This  represents  cuts  in  some  of 
the  most  successful  programs  that  have  been 
in  the  past  supported  by  large  bipartisan  ma- 
jorities. 

In  the  area  of  education  alone,  the  cuts  are 
particularly  devastating.  The  avowed  pro- 
nouncements about  being  for  family  values, 
the  Republicans  have  disavowed  their  support 
for  the  most  important  goal  of  American  fami- 
lies, which  is  quality  education  for  iheir  chil- 
dren, enriching  expenences  in  education,  pro- 
moting science  and  math,  and  help  for  those 
who  are  disadvantaged  by  poverty,  by  defi- 
ciencies in  language,  and  assunng  that  higher 
education  is  available  for  all  regardless  of  age 
or  financial  circumstance. 

This  budget  resolution  strikes  a  deep  blow 
to  the  promise  of  America  to  improve  edu- 
cational opportunity  for  all.  The  cuts  in  edu- 
cation will  hurl  all  school  districts,  most  of 
whom  cannot  possibly  make  up  for  the  loss  of 
these  supplemental  funds. 

President  Bush's  initiative.  Goals  2000, 
joined  by  President  Clinton  in  implementing 
them,  will  be  eliminated.  Remember  this  is  an 
initiative  joined  m  the  Nation's  leading  Gov- 
ernors and  goes  to  the  heart  of  the  national 
effort  at  education  reform.  The  cuts  are  S2.8 
billion  over  7  years. 

Elementary  secondary  education  funds.  Title 
I  concentration  grants,  are  eliminated.  These 
funds  concentrate  and  target  schools  with  the 
highest  concentration  of  poor  children  which  is 
exactly  what  the  Republicans  have  argued  for 
in  the  past.  This  is  one  of  the  most  egregious 
of  all  cuts.  The  cuts  are  S5.1  billion  in  7  years. 

Federal  funds  to  help  schools  prevent  drug 
abuse  and  violence  in  the  highly  regarded  pro- 
gram called  Safe  and  Drug  Free  Schools  Pro- 
gram are  also  being  cut.  The  loss  of  these 
funds  so  desperately  needed  to  help  schools 
deal  with  this  problem  is  unconscionable.  The 
cuts  are  S3. 5  billion  in  7  years 

The  Eisenhower  Professional  Development 
Program  is  eliminated.  We  have  always  sup- 
ported ways  to  improve  the  quality  of  teaching. 
Teaching  is  what  schools  are  about.  Schools 
have  grave  difficulty  m  providing  funds  needed 
to  help  in  professional  development  to  main- 
tain education  relevant  to  the  challenging 
times  in  which  we  live.  The  cuts  are  S2.2  bil- 
lion in  7  years. 

Bilingual  education  is  eliminated.  To  ignore 
the   needs   of   students  whose   primary   lan- 
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guage  is  not  English  is  to  punish  and  retard 
their  ability  to  learn.  We  give  lip  service  to  the 
ambition  of  immigrant  children  to  achieve  their 
goals  and  yet  take  away  the  help  they  need. 
The  cuts  are  $1.4  billion  in  7  years 

Libranes  support  which  is  a  basic  Federal 
help  that  has  been  available  to  the  smallest  of 
our  libranes,  in  the  most  rural  of  our  commu- 
nities IS  to  be  cut.  This  is  the  most  backward 
unthinking  cut  of  all.  Funds  that  are  lost  here, 
will  not  be  made  up  by  local  funds,  which  are 
largely  unavailable.  The  cut  is  $1  billion  in  7 
years. 

Higher  education  loans — Stafford  loans  and 
direct  loans — will  no  longer  have  an  m-school 
interest  subsidy.  This  is  negative  thinking. 
How  can  we  believe  that  our  Nation's  future  is 
in  our  children  and  at  the  same  time  cut  back 
their  higher  educational  opportunity?  The  cuts 
are  $18.7  billion  in  the  7-year  period. 

Federal  Trio  programs  for  outreach  to  highly 
talented  high  school  students  to  urge  them  to 
continue  with  their  education  is  what  enlarging 
opportunity  means.  Killing  this  highly  success- 
ful initiative  is  to  turn  our  back  on  talent.  The 
cuts  are  $3.2  billion  in  7  years. 

The  much  heralded  early  childhood  edu- 
cation program,  Headstart,  is  cut  by  $1.5  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  It  is  frozen  at  fiscal  year 
1994  appropriation  levels.  It  freezes  our  long 
hoped  for  full  funding  of  this  important  pro- 
gram that  has  dramatically  changed  the  future 
of  the  poorest  of  our  children. 

This  budget  is  a  travesty  of  immense  pro- 
portions All  the  talk  about  adopting  these  cuts 
for  the  future  of  children  is  totally  wrong.  It 
cripples  our  children's  future.  It  casts  a  dark 
shadow  over  the  future  ol  thousands  of  our 
Nation's  children.  Instead  ol  hope  and  op(X)r- 
tunity,  supported  by  the  country  as  a  whole  m 
its  Federal  budget,  our  children  will  have  to 
struggle  to  attain  their  goals  on  their  own  with 
their  dreams  shattered  by  politics  which  did 
not  include  them  or  consider  their  future. 

Vote  down  this  budget  resolution.  It  pun- 
ishes our  children.  It  robs  them  of  a  bnghter 
promise  for  their  future. 

Republicans  who  support  the  budget  resolu- 
tion also  supported  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  by  arguing  that  it  would  force  the 
Federal  Government  to  balance  its  budget  just 
as  families,  businesses,  and  the  States  do  if 
this  is  so,  why  did  the  Republicans  support  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  now  support 
a  budget  resolution  that  simply  fails  to  make 
distinctions  between  operating  and  long-term 
investment  costs  in  the  Federal  budget  when 
families,  businesses,  and  all  50  States  make 
those  very  distinctions  when  they  plan  or 
structure  their  budgets? 

For  example,  when  a  family  purchases  a 
home,  the  cost  of  this  long-term  investment  is 
accounted  for  over  the  15-  or  30-year  life  of  a 
mortgage.  However,  when  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment decides  to  build,  say.  a  submanne, 
also  a  long-term  investment,  the  entire  cost  of 
the  submanne  is  front-loaded  m  the  first  year's 
budget  and  shown  as  a  debt  m  that  year's 
budget. 

If  we  establish  a  Federal  capital  budget,  the 
Federal  Government  will  have  separate  oper- 
ating and  capital  budgets  just  like  all  the  50 
States,  and  the  Federal  Government  will  be 
required  to  maintain  a  balanced  operating 
budget  and  reflect  its  long-term  debts  in  its 


capital  budget,  just  like  those  Slates  with  bal- 
anced budget  mandates  such  as  my  own 
State  of  Hawaii 

We  cannot  look  at  this  budget  without  con- 
sidering the  immediate  impact  it  will  have  on 
individuals  and  their  families.  This  drastic 
move  to  severely  cut  our  investment  in  our 
most  important  asset — our  human  capital — will 
have  monumental  consequences  on  programs 
which  people  depend  upon  everyday  to  help 
improve  life  for  themselves  and  their  families. 

Americans  want  nothing  more  for  their  fami- 
lies than  to  provide  their  children  with  a  better 
life,  to  be  able  to  give  them  opportunities  for 
education,  employment.  and  economic 
achievement  I  know  this  is  what  the  people  of 
Hawaii  want  over  and  above  an  effort  to  reach 
a  zero  budget  deficit  just  for  the  sake  of  doing 
it,  without  regard  to  the  impact  it  will  have  on 
our  overall  economy,  our  future,  and  most  of 
all  the  lives  of  individuals. 

Many  programs  which  the  people  of  Hawaii 
support  and  depend  upon  will  be  eliminated  or 
severely  reduced  under  this  plan: 

East-West  Center — eliminated;  Native  Ha- 
waiian Education  Act — eliminated:  Native  Ha- 
waiian Health  Care  Act — eliminated;  Student 
loans — cut  by  $18.7  billion,  impact  Aid — cut  by 
$1.3  billion,  Davis-Bacon  Act — eliminated; 
Travel  and  Tounsm  Administration — elimt- 
nated;  Legal  Services  Corporation — elimi- 
nated; National  and  Community  Service 
(Americorps) — eliminated;  Retired  Senior  Vol- 
unteer Corps  (RSVP] — eliminated;  National 
Endowment  for  the  Art/Humanities — elimi- 
nated, Support  for  the  Public  Television — 
eliminated;  National  Biological  Survey — elimi- 
nated; Head  Start — cut  by  Si. 5  billion  over  7 
years;  Bilingual  Education — eliminated;  Library 
programs — eliminated;  TRIO  programs — elimi- 
nated; National  Writing  Project — eliminated; 
Homeless  Assistance  Grants — eliminated.  Vo- 
cational Education/Aduil  Education/Job  Train- 
ing— block  granted  cut  by  20  percent.  Commu- 
nity Development  Block  Grant — eliminated; 
and  U.S.  Geological  Survey — cut  by  $798  mi»- 
lion  over  7  years. 

These  are  not  programs  which  can  be  elimi- 
nated without  a  significant  impact  on  the  State 
of  Hawaii.  These  programs  help  us  invest  in 
education  and  training  of  our  workforce,  pro- 
vides jobs  in  highly  technical  and  scientific 
fields  of  research,  provides  investment  in  infra- 
structure and  housing  to  improve  our  rural  and 
urban  communities.  Davis-Bacon  helps  to  sta- 
bilize Hawaii's  economy  by  preventing  "fly-by- 
night"  construction  companies  from  the  main- 
land from  gaming  an  economic  advantage 
over  our  local  construction  companies  in  get- 
ting Federal  contracts. 

This  budget  resolution  must  be  voted  down. 

D  1500 

Mr  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  previous  speaker 
talked  about  the  cuts  in  education. 
Let's  be  very  clear  what  we  are  pre- 
serving here. 

We  are  preserving  the  title  I  basic 
grants  for  disadvantaged  students,  the 
impact  aid  for  "A"  students,  the  spe- 
cial education,  the  vocational  rehabili- 
tation, the  Pell  grants,  the  historically 
black  colleges  grants,  the  campus  basic 


13292 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


aid,  and  then  we  are  creating  5  new 
block  grants.  So  let's  just  be  clear 
what  we  are  preserving  here. 

The  issue  about  libraries.  One  per- 
cent of  funding  for  libraries  comes 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker],  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Science  and  vice 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  used  to  be  a  tra- 
dition in  this  country  that  you  bought 
the  farm,  paid  off  the  mortgage,  and 
gave  the  farm  to  the  kids  mortgage- 
free.  The  Federal  Government  for  years 
has  been  now  moving  in  a  different  di- 
rection, where  what  you  do  is  buy  the 
farm,  sell  off  the  assets,  and  hand  the 
mortgage  to  the  kids. 

What  we  are  hearing  today  is  a  de- 
bate between  those  people  who  want  to 
make  certain  that  we  do  not  continue 
to  hand  the  mortgage  to  the  kids  but 
rather  begin  the  process  of  ending  defi- 
cit spending  and  ultimately  paying  off 
the  debt. 

The  surprising  thing  is  that  there  is 
a  bipartisan  consensus  around  that 
idea.  In  January,  fully  187  Democrats 
voted  for  one  or  another  of  balanced 
budgets  that  said  to  balance  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002. 

That  is  right.  We  actually  had  people 
line  up  in  January  on  the  Democratic 
side,  187  of  them,  nearly  three-fourths 
of  their  conference,  and  say  they  were 
for  some  kind  of  balanced  budget  that 
balanced  the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 
Now  we  hear  today  that.  well,  maybe 
they  were  not  really  for  that,  that  was 
just  a  political  vote  they  had  to  cast. 

I  must  say  that  when  it  came  to  final 
passage,  many  of  them  voted  "no."  in- 
cluding the  gentlewoman  who  was  just 
in  the  well,  although  she  did  vote  for 
one  of  the  balanced  budgets.  The  amaz- 
ing thing  is  that  they  have  come  to  the 
floor  today  with  no  presentation  of 
their  own  of  how  they  would  get  to 
that  balanced  budget  that  they  voted 
for  by  the  year  2002. 

When  they  have  told  us  before  how 
they  will  do  these  kinds  of  things,  they 
raise  taxes.  The  gentlewoman  who  just 
spoke,  in  her  district  she  voted  back  in 
1993  to  raise  taxes  on  her  own  district 
by  J522  million  in  order  to  bring  down 
the  deficit. 

Now  we  find  out  what  they  really  did. 
In  the  President's  budget  that  he 
brought  forward  earlier  this  year,  defi- 
cits begin  to  go  up  again  at  the  end  of 
the  5-year  period.  Guess  what?  When 
you  get  out  into  the  7-year  period  that 
we  assume  in  our  budget,  the  deficits 
soar  out  of  sight,  despite  the  fact  that 
they  raise  taxes,  presumably  to  lower 
deficits. 

The  question  here  is  whether  or  not 
we  are  going  to  do  real  things  in  order 


to  get  the  Federal  books  in  order.  I  be- 
lieve we  have  the  capacity  to  do  some 
real  things. 

This  budget  does  assume  some  things 
that  many,  many  people  in  this  House 
do  not  like.  When  you  cut  283  pro- 
grams, there  are  people  who  are  tied  to 
the  special  interests  that  back  those 
programs,  who  simply  do  not  want  to 
do  the  cut  of  283  programs.  When  you 
cut  over  60  commissions,  there  are  peo- 
ple who  are  tied  to  the  special  interests 
who  love  those  commissions,  who  then 
come  to  the  floor  and  argue  for  keeping 
them. 

When  you  eliminate  three  depart- 
ments, there  are  people  who  are  tied  to 
those  three  departments  and  the  spe- 
cial interests  who  back  those  depart- 
ments, who  come  here  and  defend  those 
departments.  When  you  eliminate  a 
dozen  and  more  agencies,  there  are  peo- 
ple who  are  tied  to  the  special  interests 
who  love  those  agencies,  who  come  to 
the  fioor  and  defend  it. 

You  are  going  to  hear  them  all  day 
long  out  here,  defending  the  special  in- 
terests that  defend  those  agencies  and 
saying  that  this  is  all  in  the  name  of 
helping  the  poor  and  the  downtrodden. 
Nonsense. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  take  a  look  at 
the  reality  of  this,  what  you  are  sup- 
porting in  the  budgets  that  we  have 
had  over  the  last  several  years  is  huge 
bureaucracy.  Vote  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  my- 
self 30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  simply  observe 
the  explosion  of  the  Federal  deficit  oc- 
curred when  we  passed  the  Republican 
program  in  1981. 

I  hear  this  discussion  of  special  inter- 
ests. Let  me  remind  this  body  that  we 
have  before  us  a  tax  proposal  that 
would  repeal  the  alternative  minimum 
tax  for  the  largest  corporations  in  this 
country.  To  pay  for  that,  we  would  re- 
peal and  make  more  difficult  the  get- 
ting of  student  loans  by  thousands  and 
millions  of  students  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4M2  minutes  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 

WOOLSEY]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  con- 
trary to  the  claims  of  the  majority, 
this  is  not  a  budget  to  protect  our  chil- 
dren's future.  This  budget  is  an  assault 
on  our  children's  future,  and  an  assault 
on  their  grandparents  as  well. 

It  opens  up  tax  loopholes  for  wealthy 
special  interests,  and  slams  the  door  on 
school  cafeterias;  college  classrooms; 
and  hospitals  all  over  this  Nation.  If 
this  budget  represents  the  future  of  our 
children,  then  the  future  looks  grim.  It 
is  no  wonder  Mr.  Kasich  says  he  is 
nervous. 

Mr.  Chairman,  education  is  our  fu- 
ture. Education,  not  reckless  spending 
cuts,  must  be  our  Nation's  No.  1  prior- 
ity. The  most  glaring  mistake  in  this 
budget  is  that  it  makes  deep  cuts  in 
education  to  pay  for  a  tax  break  for 
wealthy  special  interests. 


Our  children  should  be  the  most  im- 
portant special  interest  for  this  Con- 
gress, not  the  privileged  few  with  influ- 
ence over  the  Republican  budget  proc- 
ess. 

It  is  too  bad  kids  don't  have  powerful 
lobbyists  here  in  Washington,  because 
many  of  the  education  programs  which 
are  important  to  our  children's  future 
are  being  assaulted  in  this  budget: 
Goals  2000  is  eliminated;  Head  Start  is 
cut  dramatically;  bilingual  education 
is  terminated;  President  Clinton's  na- 
tional service  program  will  disappear 
school  lunch  and  school  breakfast  is 
cut  the  entire  Department  of  Edu- 
cation would  be  eliminated,  clearly 
demonstrating  to  the  American  people 
the  majority's  lack  of  commitment  to 
the  future  of  our  children. 

This  budget  is  not  limited  to  attack 
on  our  young  children,  it  also  attacks 
low-  and  middle-income  college  stu- 
dents, and  their  families.  On  May  8, 
1995,  the  New  York  Times  called  the 
Republican  budget  resolution  "the 
strongest  assault  in  recent  years  on 
student-aid  programs." 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  assault  makes  a 
mockery  of  our  Nation's  core  values — 
the  opportunity  to  get  a  good  edu- 
cation, and  the  opportunity  to  get 
ahead.  Taking  away  the  college  loan 
interest  subsidy,  which  the  Govern- 
ment provides  to  students  while  they 
are  in  college,  amounts  to  taking  away 
the  American  dream  from  all  but  the 
privileged  few.  Nationwide,  college 
costs  will  increase  by  an  average  of 
$5,000.  Low-  and  middle-income  stu- 
dents and  their  families  just  won't  be 
able  to  foot  this  bill.  In  addition,  these 
cuts  in  student  aid  threaten  our  future 
economic  health  and  our  global  com- 
petitiveness. In  a  time  when  our  coun- 
try needs  people  who  are  more  edu- 
cated, not  less,  in  order  to  compete  in 
the  global  marketplace,  this  assault  on 
our  low-  and  middle-income  families  is 
also  an  assault  on  American's  eco- 
nomic future. 

Also,  if  we  want  to  get  people  off  wel- 
fare and  into  the  work  force,  these  cuts 
in  education  send  us  in  the  wrong  di- 
rection. As  a  former  welfare  mother — 
able  to  work  myself  off  welfare  because 
I  had  a  good  education— I  can  tell  you 
for  sure  that  these  cuts  are  just  plain 
wrong. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it,  when 
Members  of  Congress  cast  their  vote  on 
this  budget,  they  are  providing  their 
constituents  with  a  clear  "yes  or  no" 
answer  to  the  following  question: 
Should  we  take  education  and  nutri- 
tion away  from  children;  college  aid 
away  from  students;  and  health  care 
away  from  seniors  in  order  to  put 
money  into  the  hands  of  wealthy  spe- 
cial interests? 

I  beg  my  colleagues  to  answer  with  a 
resounding  "no"  by  rejecting  this 
budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes   to   the  gentleman   from   New 


Jersey  [Mr.  Franks],  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback]. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  noted  the  gentlewoman  across  the 
aisle  was  saying  that  there  are  no  spe- 
cial lobbyists  for  the  children,  no  pow- 
erful special  lobbyists  for  the  children 
back  home.  I  know  one  man  that  is 
standing  right  here  who  is  a  powerful 
lobbyist  for  three  young  children  in 
Kansas.  I  am  here  representing  them, 
as  many  of  my  colleagues  are.  We  are 
terribly  concerned  about  them.  That  is 
why  we  are  balancing  the  budget. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  the  most  expensive 
credit  card  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
This  card  has  been  used  by  decades  by 
politicians  in  Washington.  DC.  to  buy 
things  that  we  simply  cannot  afford. 

In  the  process,  we  have  accumulated 
deficit  after  deficit  and  piled  up  debt 
upon  debt.  The  very  children  that  we 
profess  to  be  so  deeply  concerned  about 
are  the  people  who  are  being  asked  to 
pay  off  this  enormous  debt.  The  only 
answer  to  ending  this  deficit  spending 
and  to  begin  to  pay  down  this  enor- 
mous debt  which  is  putting  a  burden  on 
our  children  and  on  our  families  is  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  like  every  Amer- 
ican family  who.  when  they  have  an 
important  objective  to  meet,  sit 
around  the  kitchen  table  and  have  to 
prioritize  what  is  essential,  identify 
what  is  important  and  talk  about  what 
they  can  do  without,  that  great  his- 
toric discussion  begins  for  the  first 
time  in  a  generation  right  here  right 
now. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  is  the 
time  for  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  [Ms.  Slaugh- 
ter]. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  group  of  children 
that  no  Member  here  is  lobbying  for— 
and  it  is  obvious  we  lobby  for  our  own 
and  our  grandchildren— are  the  home- 
less children  in  the  United  States, 
numbering  between  750.000  and  1  mil- 
lion on  a  daily  basis.  These  are  not 
children  that  caused  the  deficit.  These 
are  the  children  of  parents  who  used  to 
work  and  who  do  not  anymore. 

This  program,  which  is  very  modest, 
has  helped  over  350.000  children  since 
1990.  The  number  of  homeless  children 
not  in  school  because  of  this  program 
has  dropped  from  50  to  18  percent.  Obvi- 
ously it  works. 

A  nation  that  believes  that  it  is  bet- 
ter to  allow  750.000  to  1  million  Amer- 
ican children  to  grow  up  in  shelters 
and  on  the  streets  and  not  to  be  in 
school  has  no  reason  to  expect  not  to 


reap  the  whirlwind  that  growing  up 
uneducated,  unhealthy,  and  untrained 
will  assure  us.  This  program  that  costs 
so  little  and  produces  so  much  could 
only  be  eliminated  by  meanness. 

It  is  a  total  transfer  of  the  benefits 
for  homeless  children  to  the  very  rich 
who  benefit  from  the  tax  cut. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Staten  Island,  NY  [Ms. 
MOLINARI],  a  very  hardworking  member 
of  the  committee. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  say  what 
we  have  here  today  is  a  difference  in 
definition  between  the  two  political 
parties  as  to  the  American  dream. 

The  Democrats,  as  you  hear,  say  it  is 
OK  to  add  to  the  deficit.  Increase 
taxes,  the  Government  will  save  the 
day  Over  the  next  6  or  7  hours,  we  are 
going  to  hear  from  the  other  side,  a 
picking  out  of  small  programs  through- 
out this  budget  that  we  believe  the 
country  will  absolutely  fall  apart  if 
they  are  not  continued  to  be  funded. 

What  you  will  not  hear  in  their 
American  dream  is  how  to  balance  the 
budget,  how  to  restore  economic  equity 
to  the  next  generation,  how  to  posi- 
tively bring  back  that  vision  of  hope  to 
Americans  regardless  of  their  age. 

The  Republicans,  on  the  other  hand, 
have  defined  the  American  dream,  but 
we  have  gotten  that  definition  from 
people  who  pay  taxes  throughout  this 
country,  who  tell  us  to  stop  runaway 
spending,  reduce  the  deficit,  and  bal- 
ance the  budget.  "If  you  want  to  help 
our  children,  really  help  our  children, 
let  them  grow  up  in  an  opportunity  so- 
ciety that  is  debt-free." 

That  is  how  we  discourage  homeless 
children.  That  is  how  we  increase  edu- 
cational opportunities.  That  is  how  me 
make  sure  that  we  in  Washington  do 
not  define  the  American  dream,  but 
create  an  economy  that  allows  the 
children  and  their  parents  throughout 
this  Nation  to  feel,  to  dream,  and  to 
hope  for  a  tomorrow  that  right  now 
today,  under  the  current  Democrat 
spending  plan  of  no  new  options,  will 
lead  them  to  one  big  dead  end. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
and  the  people  who  are  watching  today 
to  dare  to  dream  the  American  dream 
and  join  in  supporting  the  Republican 
budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  my- 
self 5  seconds. 

The  Republicans  want  to  cut  Medi- 
care. Medicaid,  education,  and  a  host  of 
programs  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the 
rich. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2%  minutes  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Michigan  [Ms. 
RivER.s].  a  distinguished  new  member 
of  our  committee  who  has  been  out- 
standing in  her  work. 

Ms.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
end  of  this  month  I  will  celebrate  my 
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20th  anniversary  of  graduation  from 
high  school.  The  next  day  I  will  cele- 
brate my  20th  anniversary  of  my  mar- 
riage. 

D  1515 

My  husband  and  I  got  married  the 
day  after  high  school.  I  was  18;  he  was 
17.  At  the  time  we  were  married  we  had 
few  skills,  little  money,  and  a  rough 
row  to  hoe.  By  the  time  we  were  21  we 
had  our  second  child.  Today,  20  years 
later,  I  have  an  undergraduate  degree, 
I  have  a  law  degree,  and  I  represent  my 
community  in  the  people's  House,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

What  made  the  difference  for  me? 
What  made  the  difference  for  me  Is 
what  has  made  the  difference  for  many, 
many  Americans  over  the  years,  edu- 
cation, and  an  education  was  only 
available  to  me  because  there  were  stu- 
dent loans,  because  I  could  borrow 
money,  because  I  could  get  a  helping 
hand.  It  made  all  the  difference.  It  still 
took  me  15  years  to  get  7  years  of  edu- 
cation, but  I  would  have  been  shut  out 
had  I  not  been  able  to  ask  for  help. 

And  yet  now  we  see  a  Republican 
plan  that  retreats  from  that  position, 
that  makes  it  harder  to  go  to  school, 
that  makes  it  harder  to  get  ahead. 

Chairman  Kasich  mentioned  the 
American  dream.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
tell  you  I  have  lived  the  American 
dream.  I  have  done  what  countless  oth- 
ers have  done.  I  have  worked  hard.  I 
have  persevered.  I  have  played  by  the 
rules,  and  now  that  I  have  walked 
through  the  doors  of  opportunity,  I 
would  like  to  see  them  kept  open  for 
others  to  follow. 

I  think  it  is  a  terrible  hypocrisy  for 
folks  on  the  other  side,  particularly  in 
the  leadership,  who  have  climbed  the 
ladder  and  now  wish  to  pull  it  up  be- 
hind them.  We  need  to  say  no  to  this 
budget  and  to  make  it  clear  that  any 
retreat  in  student  aid  is  unacceptable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Let  the  Chair  state 
that,  before  the  time  comes  for  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee's  part  of 
this  debate,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Kasich]  has  3''i  minutes  remain- 
ing, and  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Sabo]  has  3  minutes  10  seconds  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KoLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Just  very  quickly,  Mr 
Chairman,  the  previous  speaker  talked 
about  the  education  of  homeless  chil- 
dren. What  she  is  talking  about  is  a 
program  that  funds  an  Office  of  Coordi- 
nator of  Education  for  Homeless  Chil- 
dren and  Youth  in  the  State  edu- 
cational agency.  And  in  the  functions 
of  the  Office  of  Coordinator,  page  after 
page  of  State  plans,  local  education 
agency  requirements.  There  is  not  one 
bit  of  program  for  homeless  kids  in 
here.  It  is  a  bureaucracy.  It  is  a  State 
agency,  it  is  a  coordinator.  There  are 
no  programs  in  here. 
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Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Ms.  Slaughter]. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
just  wanted  to  respond  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe],  be- 
cause I  have  a  report  on  the  homeless 
in  his  own  district. 

There  are  64  children  right  now  in 
Amphi  High  School.  Three  earned  a  4.0 
grade  average  in  1992.  another  5  GPA's 
at  3.5  or  better.  Ninety  percent  have 
improved  their  grades  since  entering 
the  program. 

None  of  the  students  served  by  the 
McKinney  grant  dropped  out  of  the 
school  in  the  first  semester.  We  believe 
the  success  of  these  students  is  due  to 
our  policy  of  encouraging  perfect  at- 
tendance and  acaSemic  excellence,  as 
well  as  to  the  support  they  receive 
from  the  independent  living  class. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr  Chairman,  I  yield  V/2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Maissa- 
chusetts  [Mr.  Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  resolution  is 
adopted  the  Republicans  are  going  to 
cut  $4  billion  every  year  for  the  next  7 
years  out  of  educational  aid  programs, 
and  that  is  in  addition,  all  up  and  down 
the  line  of  education  programs,  and 
that  is  in  addition  to  one  of  the  biggest 
blows  to  education  that  you  could 
make,  and  that  is  the  $19  billion  that  is 
taken  out  of  these  in-school  interest 
subsidies  for  our  college  students. 

Who  does  that  interest-subsidy  re- 
moval hurt?  Here  is  an  example  of 
someone  in  my  district  who  depends  on 
student  aid.  Her  name  is  Theresa 
McGuire,  a  34-year-old  college  student 
at  North  Adams  State  College  in  west- 
em  Massachusetts.  She  is  a  single  par- 
ent, the  mother  of  a  7-year-old  daugh- 
ter. She  left  a  low-paying,  no-benefits, 
dead-end  job  to  go  back  to  school  only 
when  she  knew  she  would  be  able  to  get 
that  kind  of  financial  aid.  She  now  has 
a  4.0  grade  point  average.  She  is  two  se- 
mesters from  her  bachelor  of  arts.  She 
is  going  to  go  on  to  graduate  school. 
And  she  would  manage  to  finish  be- 
cause she  is  almost  finished  anyway, 
but  there  are  millions  of  others  in  posi- 
tions like  that  who  will  not  start  or 
will  find  that  their  school  is  made  con- 
siderably more  expensive. 

Mr.  Chairman,  why  in  the  world 
would  the  Republicans  focus  on  the 
getting-ahead  opportunities  for  people 
like  Theresa  McGuire  to  pass  a  tax 
cut? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  SH.^Y.s],  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  time  to  me. 

.\\\  my  life  I  have  wanted  to  serve  in 
Government,  whether  it  was  as  a  civil 
servant  or  as  an  elected  official,  so  it 
was  a  dream  come  true  for  me  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  serve  first  as  a  State 


legislator  and  then  as  a  Member  of 
Congress. 

When  I  was  a  State  legislator  and 
first  elected  I  started  to  notice  that 
Congress,  unlike  the  States  and  unlike 
my  State  of  Connecticut,  could  spend 
more  than  it  raised.  And  I  thought, 
well,  they  can  do  it  but  they  will  not. 
And  I  saw  it  happen  one  year,  and  I  saw 
it  happen  another  year,  and  I  saw  it 
happen  another  year.  For  13  years  I 
watched  Congress  spend  more  money 
than  it  raised.  And  I  know  who  is  hurt 
by  that.  It  is  all  of  the  children  who 
have  to  pay  the  bill. 

So  I  saw  my  Congress  spend  more 
than  it  raised.  And  when  I  was  in  Con- 
gress, along  with  a  number  of  others,  I 
have  been  working  and  waiting  for  the 
opportunity  to  vote  finally  for  a  budget 
that  will  get  our  financial  house  in 
order. 

Today  I  have  this  chance.  I  have 
waited  20  years  for  this  day  to  get  our 
financial  house  in  order,  and  that  is 
what  we  are  doing  and  we  are  doing  it 
fairly.  We  are  going  to  take  7  years  ad- 
mittedly, but  we  are  going  to  spend  19 
percent  more  in  the  seventh  year  than 
we  spend  today.  We  are  going  to  slow 
the  growth  in  spending. 

Only  in  Washington.  I  know  no  other 
place  in  the  world,  only  in  Washington 
is  an  increase  in  spending  called  a  cut, 
only  in  Washington.  Where  else  when 
you  spend  more  do  they  call  it  a  cut?  I 
never  found  a  place  anywhere  else  but 
in  Washington. 

We  are  going  to  spend  more.  Admit- 
tedly domestic  spending  is  going  to  go 
down,  because  we  are  going  to  downsize 
and  we  are  going  to  reorganize  it  and 
provide  better  services  in  the  process. 
International,  foreign  aid  is  going  to  go 
down;  that  is  a  cut.  Defense  spending  is 
going  to  stay  relatively  the  same. 

But  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  they  go 
up.  Medicaid  goes  up  36  percent  in  the 
next  7  years,  it  goes  up,  it  does  not  go 
down.  I  hear  cuts.  It  goes  up.  It  is  $89 
billion;  it  will  be  $121  billion.  We  are 
going  to  spend  $33  billion  more  in  the 
next  7  years  than  we  spent  in  the  last 
7  years.  That  is  a  spending  increase. 
maybe  not  as  much  as  some  people 
want,  but  it  is  not  a  cut. 

But  most  importantly,  we  want  to 
save  Medicare.  It  is  going  bankrupt.  We 
know  from  the  President  that  in  the 
next  year  it  starts  to  go  bankrupt  and 
in  7  years  it  is  bankrupt.  We  want  to 
protect  it  and  we  want  to  improve  it. 
We  want  to  save  Medicare.  We  are 
going  to  have  a  45-percent  increase  in 
Medicare.  That  is  a  cut?  Well,  in  Wash- 
ington it  might  be,  but  nowhere  else  in 
the  world. 

We  are  going  to  spend  $659  billion 
more  in  the  next  7  years  than  in  the 
Icist  7  years.  Is  that  a  cut?  No.  We  are 
going  to  spend  more.  Only  in  Washing- 
ton is  an  increase  in  spending  called  a 
cut,  and  I  am  fed  up  with  it. 

What  we  are  doing  today  is  we  are 
having  a  sea  of  change.  We  are  going  to 
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change  the  way  Washington  does 
things. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  S.^BO]  has  1 
minute  and  10  seconds  remaining  dur- 
ing this  part  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  mi- 
nority does  not  object,  I  would  like  to 
yield  1  minute  and  30  seconds  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  [Ms. 
Vei..\zqi;ez].  and  we  will  take  the  24 
seconds  out  of  the  next  hour. 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  do  not  know  if  we  can 
be  that  reasonable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  By  the  sufferance  of 
the  Chair  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  is  recognized  for  1  minute  and  30 
seconds. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  from  the 
new  majority  this  year.  When  it  comes 
to  this  budget,  they  outdo  themselves. 
They  talk  about  saving  our  children 
and  grandchildren.  What  they  do  is  the 
exact  opposite.  They  take  Federal  dol- 
lars away  from  our  children  to  be  able 
to  give  huge  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthi- 
est families  in  this  country. 

With  a  $7  billion  cut  in  education  and 
training  programs,  this  budget  will 
deny  thousands  of  children  their 
chance  for  a  decent  education  and  a 
brighter  future.  The  only  ones  who 
have  a  brighter  future  under  this  budg- 
et plan  are  the  wealthiest  families  in 
this  country.  They  will  get  over  $281 
billion  in  tax  breaks  under  this  budget. 
There  is  no  bright  future  for  our  kids 
in  this  budget. 

Saving  our  kids  means  giving  them 
new  books,  building  them  new  and 
safer  schools. 

Let  us  stop  the  rhetoric.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  speak  to  the  truth.  The  only 
savings  that  is  going  on  here  is  in  the 
tax  bill  for  the  rich. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Turbuant  to  the 
agreement  entered  into  prior  to  the 
House  going  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  the  next  hour  will  be  devoted  to 
a  debate  controlled  by  the  members  of 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee.  Under 
the  rule,  however,  that  time  is  con- 
trolled by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  K.-\.siCH]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  S.abo]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  my  30  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Sa.xton]  and  that  he  be  allowed  to 
control  the  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Stark],  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  he  be  allowed  to  control 
that  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  rio  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  will  be 
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recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Stark] 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Klobe],  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier 
the  gentlewoman  from  New  York  [Ms. 
Slaughter]  was  again  talking  about 
the  office  of  coordinator  of  education 
for  homeless  children.  Let  me  just  read 
that  sentence  from  the  Department  of 
Education's  budget: 

This  program  provides  formula  grants  to 
Stales  10  operate  an  Office  of  Coordinator  of 
Education  for  Homeless  Children  and  Youth 
and  to  develop  and  carry  out  a  State  plan  for 
the  education  of  homeless  children. 

The  education  comes  out  of  Head 
Start,  out  of  title  I;  it  does  not  come 
out  of  this.  We  are  talking  about  cut- 
ting out  a  bureaucracy.  The  tax  cuts, 
we  are  going  to  be  talking  now  about 
the  tax  part  of  this  thing,  go  to  take 
care  of  senior  citizens  and  children, 
senior  citizens  and  children,  the  next 
generation  of  Americans  and  that  gen- 
eration now  which  deserves  our  help, 
the  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this 
hour  of  debate  is  to  focus  on  the  eco- 
nomic implications  of  the  budget  pro- 
posal before  us.  I  believe  that  this  de- 
bate today  is  truly  a  very  historic  de- 
bate, and  to  the  extent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  has  worked  very 
diligently,  I  congratulate  them  on 
bringing  us  to  this  historic  point.  For 
the  first  time  since  the  1980's  Congress 
is  preparing  to  confront  the  tidal  wave 
of  red  ink  drowning  our  country's  fu- 
ture. Listening  to  the  prophets  of 
doom,  one  comes  away  with  the  im- 
pression that  balancing  the  budget  is 
an  exercise  in  group  sacrifice,  when  in 
fact  we  believe  it  is  just  the  opposite. 
Balance  the  budget  is  only  painful  if  we 
accept  the  premise  that  every  Amer- 
ican is  dependent  upon  the  Federal 
Government.  We  reject  that  premise. 

A  true  understanding  of  the  eco- 
nomic rationale  for  balancing  the 
budget  is  that  by  reducing  spending  we 
are  freeing  the  economy  from  the  bur- 
dens of  the  state.  We  are  renewing  the 
time-honored  American  values  of  inde- 
pendence, responsibility,  and  hard 
work. 

However,  we  are  faced  with  a  di- 
lemma. Do  we  once  again  attempt  to 
balance  the  budget  by  hobbling  the 
economy  with  higher  taxes,  or  do  we 
balance  the  budget  in  a  manner  con- 
sistent with  economic  prosperity?  That 
is  the  big  question,  and  I  submit  to  my 
colleagues  today  that  the  American 
people  told  us  last  November  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  a  way  that  makes 
the  economy  grow,  and  they  told  us  to 
reduce  taxes  at  the  same  time. 


The  American  people  understand 
that  these  two  goals  are  consistent, 
and  so  it  is  essential  for  us  to  do  both. 

Why  is  it  important  to  balance  the 
budget  with  lower  taxes?  Because  bal- 
anced budgets  alone  have  limited 
power  to  unleash  the  competitive 
power  of  America's  workers,  which  is 
the  basis  of  our  economic  prosperity, 
not  big  Government. 
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The  President  and  his  administration 
have  crowed  about  how  wonderful  this 
recovery  has  been.  Let  us  take  a 
minute  to  focus  on  the  history  of  eco- 
nomic recoveries.  Economic  recoveries 
do  what  their  name  implies:  They  re- 
store the  economic  performance  of  a 
poor  economy  to  the  economic  per- 
formance of  a  good  economy.  Tradi- 
tionally, during  economic  recoveries. 
productivity,  incomes,  and  job  growth 
are  higher  than  the  norm. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  current  eco- 
nomic recovery  has  continued  for  sev- 
eral quarters.  However,  it  has  not  cre- 
ated the  prosperity  of  other  economic 
recoveries.  Far  from  it.  In  the  first  3 
years  of  the  expansion  of  this  recovery, 
real  gross  domestic  product  grew  by 
less  than  half,  less  than  half  of  the 
growth  of  GDPs  in  other  recoveries. 
The  Clinton  recovery  has  been  a  failure 
in  restoring  productivity  and  in  restor- 
ing incomes.  Productivity  grew  by  an 
average  rate  of  about  3.1  percent  in  the 
two  decades  immediately  following 
World  War  II.  However,  during  the 
1970's,  productivity  decreased  alarm- 
ingly. Growth  was  again  restored  dur- 
ing the  Reagan  expansion.  However, 
since  President  Reagan,  productivity 
has  declined  to  the  level  of  the  1970's, 
which  is  totally  unacceptable. 

In  the  current  recovery,  productivity 
gains  in  the  service  sector,  have,  in 
fact,  been  negative.  Incomes  have  also 
been  flat  in  the  current  economic  re- 
covery. Real  median  income  increases 
dropped  in  1991.  1992.  and  1993,  unique, 
unique  for  a  sustained  expansion.  The 
only  other  time  in  American  history 
post-World  War  II  when  GDP  grew  and 
family  incomes  fell  was  in  1979  during 
the  Carter  administration. 

The  Clinton  recovery  also  is  not  pro- 
viding Americans  with  quality  jobs.  If 
real  median  famil.y  incomes  are  falling, 
this  means  that  new  jobs  created  by 
this  recovery  offer  wages  below  the  av- 
erage. 

What  has  the  Clinton  administration 
done  to  counter  this  trend?  They  have 
piled  additional  burdens  on  American 
families  with  higher  taxes  and  more 
regulations.  The  major  reason  for  stag- 
nating incomes  is  that  failure  of  the 
economy  to  provide  adequate  capital 
for  a  robust  economy  and  robust  eco- 
nomic growth.  Net  fixed  investment 
ran  about  5  jaercent  of  GDP  in  the 
1980's,  but  has  fallen  to  under  4  percent, 
3.8  percent,  to  be  more  exact,  today. 

Economists  have  debated  the  reasons 
for   the   slowdown   of  investment,   but 


they  are  almost  unanimous  in  believ- 
ing that  it  is  the  high  taxes  on  capital 
income  that  is  primarily  responsible 
for  lowering  investment  and  subse- 
quently lowering  incomes. 

When  confronted  with  the  positive 
steps  made  by  the  House  with  the  Con- 
tract With  America  and  now  with  this 
budget  proposal,  many  of  our  friends 
across  the  aisle  and  down  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  have  resorted  to  the  timewom 
class  warfare  arguments.  The  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  is  a  great  example. 
Secretary  Reich  has  labeled  the  prob- 
lem of  stagnating  incomes  the  prob- 
lems of  the  "anxious  class."  Unfortu- 
nately, the  administration  has  not 
learned  the  lessons  of  the  anxious 
class.  The  anxious  class  spoke  in  No- 
vember 1994.  They  said  they  are  afraid 
of  a  Government  that  takes  a  large 
portion  of  their  income  in  taxes,  a  Gov- 
ernment that  spends  money  impru- 
dently, a  Government  that  regulates  in 
capricious  and  cavalier  manner,  and 
they  rejected  it  categorically. 

The  Clinton  administration,  in  its 
economic  report  of  the  President, 
states  that  the  economy  cannot  grow 
faster  than  2.5  percent.  Imagine,  our 
administration,  the  current  adminis- 
tration, stating  to  us  that  the  economy 
cannot  grow  faster  than  2.5  percent. 
They  look  at  the  experience  of  the 
1970's  and  the  early  1990's  to  buttress 
their  claims  that  a  faster  growing 
economy  will  generate  inflation.  Real 
economic  growth  has  stagnated  in  re- 
cent years.  However,  the  postwar  an- 
nual average  of  growth  was  3.9  percent, 
almost  4  percent.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  postwar  real  GDP  rate  of 
growth  and  the  current  real  GDP  rate 
of  growth  has  been  labeled  by  econo- 
mists as  the  growth  deficit. 

T  might  point  to  this  chart  at  this 
point  and  say  that  had  growth  contin- 
ued as  it  should  have,  if  taxes  had  been 
kept  low  and  if  regulations  had  been 
kept  at  a  reasonable  level,  the  red  line 
indicates  what  GDP  growth  would  be 
today,  and,  of  course,  the  blue  line  rep- 
resents what  it  actually  is.  Real  eco- 
nomic growth  has  stagnated,  and  as  we 
go  through  the  postwar  times  and  the 
3.9  percent  increase,  if  the  economy 
had  grown  at  the  present  postwar 
growth  rate,  the  real  GDP  would  be, 
and  the  difference  here,  of  course,  the 
deficit  is  $1.6  trillion. 

Per  capita  GDP  would  be  approxi- 
mately $6,600  larger.  A  family  of  four, 
therefore,  would  have  an  annual  in- 
come of  and  an  additional  $26,000.  Pret- 
ty neat,  it  would  have  been. 

Why  can  we  not  achieve  the  level  of 
growth  of  the  postwar  years?  Because 
the  Government  is  taking  too  many  re- 
sources away  from  the  private  sector 
to  satisfy  its  ever-expanding  appetite 
for  more  Government  and  the  need  for 
more  tax  dollars  to  support  it.  This  is 
why  balancing  the  budget  is  so  impor- 
tant. It  provides  for  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic growth   that  we  need,  and  we 
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must  contain  Government  spending  to 
get  it. 

Government  spending  is  clearly  a 
negative  for  economic  growth.  Econo- 
mists now  understand  that,  as  the  Gov- 
ernment grows  too  large,  it  destroys 
the  necessary  incentives  for  a  healthy 
economy.  From  Moscow,  Russia,  to 
Moscow.  ID.  and  from  Paris.  France,  to 
Paris,  TX,  people  understand  that  the 
size  of  Government  today  is  the  Gov- 
ernment which  is  the  biggest  impedi- 
ment to  economic  prosperity. 

The  party  of  the  status  quo  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  who  are  content 
to  take  shots  at  our  budget  without 
producing  a  real  one  of  their  own  are 
resisting  the  people's  desire  for  smaller 
Government  and  a  stronger  economy. 
They  are  even  resorting  to  the  highly 
unusual  arguments  like  that  of  Laura 
Tyson.  President  Clmton's  head  eco- 
nomic adviser,  who  has  said  any  effort 
to  reduce  Government  spending  means 
a  dollar  in  reduction  in  demand  in  the 
economy.  so  it  increases  the 
contractionary  risk  on  the  economy. 
That  statement  is  incredible,  and  it  is 
so  incredible  that  she  must  have 
meant,  I  think,  something  else.  Clear- 
ly, all  economists  understand  that  the 
Government  does  not  create  wealth  out 
of  thin  air.  Rather  they  tax  citizens  for 
the  resources  using  Government  pro- 
grams. If  the  Government  does  not 
spend  tax  dollars,  citizens  will  use 
them  for  other,  more  productive  pur- 
poses. If  the  Government,  on  the  other 
hand,  takes  our  dollars,  it  will  take 
them  away  from  citizens  and  their  de- 
sire to  do  more  productive  things  with 
them. 

Rest  assured  that  citizens  will  use 
their  dollars  much  more  prudently 
than  Government  bureaucrats  will  use 
their  tax  dollars  for  them.  Controlling 
Government  spending,  then,  will  be  an 
ambitious  gain  for  the  economy.  Pri- 
vate entrepreneurs  will  have  more  in- 
centives to  take  risks,  to  create  jobs 
and  prosperity,  but  not  the  Govern- 
ment, and  we  will  all  benefit  from  the 
fruits  of  the  labor  of  the  private  sector. 

Historically,  we  can  see  the  effects 
on  lower  Government  spending.  As  the 
Government  got  larger,  the  economy's 
real  rate  of  growth  slowed.  The  process 
we  are  initiating  today  is  a  historic 
process  to  restore  America  to  a  high- 
wage,  high-growth  economy.  We  are 
truly  at  a  crossroads. 

What  about  those  who  say  the  Gov- 
ernment has  certain  functions  that  pri- 
vate markets  cannot  undertake?  Well, 
first,  we  have  been  deluded  too  often  to 
accept  the  arguments  that  the  Govern- 
ment must  do  this  or  that  task.  Pri- 
vate markets  are  much  more  efficient 
than  Government  processes. 

And,  second,  these  people  are  think- 
ing only  in  the  short  run.  If  we  take 
the  long-run  perspective,  we  can  see 
that  by  maximizing  economic  growth, 
we  will  maximize  Government  reve- 
nues, and  actually  we  have  a  chart  here 


that  shows  what  happens  when  taxes 
are  kept  down.  We  actually  get  more 
revenue  and  more  Government  revenue 
from  growth  than  under  the  current 
flawed  system. 

What  about  those  who  say  that  Gov- 
ernment has  functions  to  undertake? 
Well,  we  agree  that  it  does.  But  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  we  will  have  other 
benefits  as  the  economy  responds  to 
our  efforts.  Increased  economic  growth 
will  make  it  easier  for  us  to  reform  the 
tax  system,  and  we  are  hearing  more 
and  more  from  citizens  who  are  angry 
with  the  current  tax  system.  They  find 
it  capricious  and  difficult  to  under- 
stand. 

Economic  growth  will  allow  a  more 
reasoned  approach  to  taxation. 

The  economy  loses  many  of  its  best 
and  brightest  careers  that  simply  in- 
terpret the  Tax  Code.  All  the  efforts  of 
accountants  and  lawyers  to  understand 
the  tax  system  are  lost  to  the  econ- 
omy. They  do  not  bring  more  revenue 
to  the  Treasury.  They  do  not  generate 
goods  and  services  to  make  Americans 
wealthier  or  richer  or  better  off.  Rath- 
er, correctly  understood,  the  time  and 
expense  to  prepare  tax  forms  is  another 
form  of  taxation  that  reduces  economic 
wealth.  Reducing  the  burdens  of  the 
tax  system  will  make  Americans 
wealthier  because  it  will  free  up  these 
revenues  as  well. 

The  new  ethic  must  take  hold  with 
regard  to  taxation.  A  long  time,  too 
long,  we  have  focused  on  the  debate, 
with  the  debate,  on  the  impact  of  tax- 
ation on  the  distribution  at  static 
losses,  a  term  we  hear  inside  the  belt- 
way  a  great  deal.  We  have  ignored  the 
dynamic  harm  done  to  every  American 
worker  by  excessively  taxing  capital. 
Taxation  reform  must  recognize  that 
the  prime  determinant  of  wage  growth 
is  capital  investment.  We  cannot  help 
Americans  to  economic  prosperity 
without  reforming  the  tax  system. 

Also,  we  cannot  allow  this  oppor- 
tunity to  pass,  and  the  key  to  future 
tax  reform  is  reducing  the  size  of  Gov- 
ernment today.  That  is  what  our  budg- 
et does. 

The  American  voter  wants  a  healthy 
economy.  The  American  voter  wants 
lower  taxes.  The  American  voter  wants 
a  smaller  Government.  We  must  re- 
strain spending  to  reduce  the  deficit. 

We  are  not  reducing  spending  because 
we  are  masochists.  Rather,  we  are  re- 
ducing spending  to  enlarge  opportuni- 
ties for  all  Americans  to  produce  eco- 
nomic growth.  Reducing  Government, 
reducing  Government  spending  is  the 
most  positive  thing  we  can  do  for  the 
American  people,  for  older  Americans, 
for  future  generations,  and  for  today's 
children.  It  is  a  win-win  strategy. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  hour  allot- 
ted to  the  Joint  Economic  Committee. 
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I  thought  it  was  train  schedules  for  the 
Metro  here.  But  I  am  going  to  explain 
that,  as  we  learned  in  agricultural  eco- 
nomics, that  chicken  droppings  and 
chicken  salad  come  from  the  same 
place,  but  there  is,  indeed,  a  world  of 
difference  between  them. 

The  budget  resolution,  as  propounded 
by  my  Republican  friends,  really  has 
nothing  to  do  with  economics.  It  has  to 
do  with  a  little  accounting  sleight-of- 
hand,  perhaps  some  legislative  legerde- 
main, but  certainly  not  economics. 

It  does  represent  massive  redistribu- 
tion from  the  elderly  to  the  rich.  Pro- 
grams that  benefit  average  Americans 
are  cut,  reduced,  squeezed,  whatever 
you  want  to  call  it.  to  provide  huge  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthiest  people  among 
us.  Cuts  to  finance  those  breaks  are 
made  across  the  board,  children's  pro- 
grams, Medicaid  earned  income  tax 
credit,  a  whole  host  of  credits,  to  given 
tax  cuts  to  the  rich. 

Today,  however,  I  would  like  to  focus 
on  the  proposed  cuts  in  just  one  area. 
Guess  what.  Medicare.  The  resolution 
would  require  us  to  cut  $283  billion  out 
of  the  Medicare  Program.  That  is  a  big 
chunk  of  cut. 

Now,  the  Republicans  would  like  to 
pretend,  and  this  is  interesting,  this  is 
what  economists  do  all  the  time,  they 
pretend  something  is  what  it  ain't.  The 
Republicans  would  like  to  pretend  that 
these  are  not  really  cuts,  just  reduc- 
tions in  the  rate  of  growth. 

n  1545 

Now.  that  argument  is.  in  economic 
language,  specious,  misleading,  and 
hypocritical.  For  the  Social  Security 
recipients,  these  proposals  increase 
out-of-pocket  costs  while  reducing 
availability  and  quality  of  medical 
services. 

Now,  the  Republicans  would  make  it 
sound  as  if  Medicare  costs  rise  over 
time  because  the  program  is  growing, 
as  if  Congress  is  adding  entitlements 
and  new  services,  or  paying  higher  re- 
imbursement rates,  or  covering  new 
categories  of  people.  But  none  of  those 
things  are  true.  The  truth  is  the  Re- 
publican cuts  would  come  out  of  the 
amount  needed  to  keep  benefits  and 
rates  at  current  levels.  That  is  all. 

In  2002  alone,  payments  for  each  sen- 
ior will  increase  by  over  $1,000.  That  is 
economics  that  the  seniors  in  my  dis- 
trict understand.  The  increases  in  the 
Medicare  premiums  and  deductibles 
seniors  would  pay  are  not  even  the 
whole  story.  These  cuts  that  the  Re- 
publicans are  talking  about  would  re- 
duce seniors'  access  to  health  care  and 
require  new  copayments  for  services 
such  as  lab  tests,  home  health  care, 
and  skilled  nursing  facilities. 

Seniors  in  California  in  my  area 
would  have  to  pay  almost  $1,500  more 
on  the  average  for  health  care  by  the 
end  of  the  7th  year.  That  is  economics, 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  they  can 
understand.  Yet  my  Republican  col- 
leagues complain  that  the  Government 
programs  do  not  work. 
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The  distinguished  vice  chairman  of 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee,  the 
ranking  Republican  member,  just  said 
this  is  about  independence,  responsibil- 
ity, and  hard  work.  Hogs  on  ice  are 
independent.  There  are  a  lot  of  respon- 
sible people  out  there,  and  certainly  we 
all  know  about  hard  work  after  Speak- 
er Gingrich's  100  days. 

But,  these  proposals  do  not  illustrate 
any  of  that.  They  illustrate  how  you 
can  destroy  Government,  if  that  is 
really  what  you  want  to  do.  and  I  sub- 
mit that  is  what  the  Republicans  are 
about.  And  these  proposals  illustrate 
how. 

They  take  an  effective  program  and 
cripple  it.  Last  year  much  smaller 
Medicare  cuts  were  proposed.  The  Re- 
publicans complained  that  any  Medi- 
care cuts,  and  that  is  the  word  you  all 
used,  you  Republicans,  you.  would  de- 
stroy the  qualified  and  ability  of  care 
for  seniors  under  the  program.  Given 
their  objections  to  last  year's  proposed 
cuts,  how  can  they  possibly  come  back 
and  justify  larger  cuts  this  year? 

They  have  tried  to  hide  their  inten- 
tions about  Medicare  by  claiming  they 
are  just  trying  to  save  the  trust  fund. 
Well,  now,  here  is  an  economic  term. 
The  seniors  will  recognize  that  claim 
as  baloney.  That  is  Economics  102.  The 
proposed  Medicare  cuts  are  much  larg- 
er than  are  needed. 

The  only  Republican  proposal  relat- 
ing to  Medicare  so  far  that  has  passed 
this  House  actually  makes  the  trust 
fund  worse  by  repealing  factions  on 
high  income  elderly  that  were  dedi- 
cated to  the  trust  fund.  That  hardly 
seems  like  a  good  way  to  save  the  trust 
fund. 

Last  year,  my  colleagues  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  proposed 
Medicare  reforms  that  would  have 
saved  $168  billion  over  7  years  in  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  and  the  Repub- 
licans, to  the  man  and  woman,  voted 
against  it.  They  argued  that  they 
wanted  to  support  an  amendment  to 
strip  the  savings  on  the  theory  that 
they  would  ruin  Medicare  with  the 
cuts.  Now.  if  $168  billion  was  going  to 
ruin  it  last  year,  $238  billion  is  going  to 
knock  the  socks  off  it  this  year. 

You  have  been  treating,  you  Repub- 
licans, you.  the  specific  details  of  that 
Medicare  plan  like  it  was  the  Stealth 
bomber  plans,  top  secret.  Dornan  could 
not  have  kept  them  more  secret.  They 
know  that  savings,  you  Republicans 
know,  of  the  size  that  you  are  propos- 
ing, cannot  be  achieved  without  abso- 
lutely devastating  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram and  placing  new  burdens  on  So- 
cial Security  recipients. 

No  wonder  you  are  nervous  about  re- 
vealing what  you  intend  to  do.  But  let 
me  tell  you.  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  here  is  a  hint  of  what 
they  have  up  their  sleeves.  Medical  in- 
surance, part  B.  that  covers  doctors 
payments,  which  is  by  the  way  finan- 
cially solvent  and  does  not  need  any 


cuts  to  maintain  its  solvency,  the  Re- 
publicans are  planning  to  double  the 
deductible  that  beneficiaries  pay  before 
Medicare  reimburses  them  for  their 
doctors  bills.  After  doubling  it.  that  is 
not  enough,  they  are  going  to  index  it 
so  that  their  payments  do  not  keep  up. 
but  their  co-pays  keep  up  with  infla- 
tion, and  they  go  up  every  year,  just  to 
remind  these  seniors  how  tough  they 
are  when  they  raise  the  cost  of  Medi- 
care every  year  for  the  next  7  years  and 
on  into  the  future.  They  plan  to  in- 
crease the  premiums  that  Medicare  en- 
rollees  must  pay.  And  if  that  is  not 
enough,  they  make  the  patients  pay  a 
bigger  share  of  laboratory  tests,  home 
health  care  services,  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cilities, all  those  things  that  the  sen- 
iors are  going  to  need. 

Here  is  the  bottom  line.  Medicare  pa- 
tients will  pay  more  upfront  for  their 
coverage,  and  if  they  get  sick  they  are 
going  to  pay  even  more  than  that.  No 
wonder  you  are  not  anxious  to  tell  us 
what  is  hidden  in  that  budget.  These 
Medicare  cuts  will  hurt.  They  will  hurt 
beneficiaries,  they  will  hurt  the  entire 
health  care  system,  and  ultimately 
hurt  the  economy.  You  knew  I  would 
get  to  it. 

Our  economy  and  society  as  a  whole 
will  be  devastated.  Hard-working 
Americans  who  paid  Medicare  taxes  for 
years  will  find  themselves  without 
medical  insurance  they  had  been 
counting  on.  Confidence  in  that  portion 
of  Social  Security  will  be  undermined, 
and  rightly  so. 

If  you  arbitrarily  change  a  contract, 
renege  on  a  deal,  pull  back  on  a  prom- 
ise to  seniors  that  was  made  back  in 
1965.  that  we  promised  these  workers, 
they  will  know  you  are  reneging,  they 
will  know  you  are  chintzy,  they  will 
know  what  your  contract  is.  The 
health  care  system  will  suffer,  espe- 
cially in  rural  areas  and  inner  cities. 
Hospitals  will  go  bankrupt,  rural 
health  clinics  and  community  health 
care  centers  will  be  forced  to  close,  and 
medical  care  will  be  rationed  and  qual- 
ity will  decline.  The  overall  economy 
will  be  harmed  as  those  proposals  slash 
Medicare  and  do  nothing  about  rising 
health  care  costs,  as  the  President  has 
asked  us  to  do. 

We  cannot  continue  to  spend  an  ever 
increasing  share  of  our  national  in- 
come, and  that  is  an  economic  term,  on 
health  care.  But  cutting  health  insur- 
ance for  seniors  and  the  poor  without 
reforming  the  system  is  unfair  and  un- 
wise. And  making  these  cuts  in  order 
to  finance  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy 
just  compounds  the  folly  and  exacer- 
bates the  existing  divisions. 

One  more  thing,  just  a  word  of  ad- 
vice. You  are  going  to  fix  this  by 
changing  the  CPI,  aren't  you?  You  are 
counting  on  that  adjusting.  Well,  we 
have  got  a  suggestion.  If  you  really 
want  to  be  tricky,  and  I  see  the  good 
doctor  sitting  there,  all  we  have  to  do 
is  raise  normal  from  98.6  to  103  and  we 


will  save  billions  in  Medicare.  How 
would  you  like  that?  That  makes  about 
as  much  sense  as  the  rest  of  this  budg- 
et. 

So  I  urge  you  to  defeat  the  budget, 
save  the  seniors  from  the  destruction 
of  Medicare,  and  get  on  about  the  busi- 
ness of  seeing  this  country  build  and 
grow  as  it  has  over  the  past  several 
years. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3Vi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Egan,  XL.  population  42  [Mr. 
Manzullo]. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
Republican  budget  is  the  first  step  to- 
ward balancing  the  budget  and  putting 
our  Nation  back  on  the  path  towards 
fiscal  responsibility.  We  will  reduce  or 
eliminate  programs  that  may  sound 
nice  on  paper,  but  in  reality  throw 
away  billions  of  hard-earned  taxpayers' 
dollars  every  year.  And  we  may  elimi- 
nate some  worthy  programs  for  which 
there  is  simply  no  money,  but  without 
which  this  Nation  can  function. 

We  are  approaching  a  national  debt 
of  $5  trillion,  and  each  year  we  go  into 
debt  $200  billion  more.  This  means  $200 
billion  a  year  is  added  to  the  national 
debt.  Today  the  tax  rate  for  local. 
State,  and  Federal  taxes  is  50  percent. 
That  means  that  a  family  with  both 
husband  and  wife  working,  one  spouse 
is  working  solely  for  taxes. 

According  to  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et, if  we  do  not  make  dramatic  changes 
in  this  country's  fiscal  policy,  every 
child  bom  after  1993  will  pay  between 
84  and  94  percent  of  his  or  her  income 
for  local.  State,  and  Federal  taxes. 
That  means  out  of  an  annual  income  of 
$30,000,  a  child  will  be  left  with  only 
$1,800  to  $2,100  after  taxes  each  year  on 
which  to  live.  This  is  hardly  the  legacy 
we  want  to  leave  our  children. 

The  findings  of  the  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Entitlements  and  Tax  Re- 
form show  that  absent  policy  changes, 
entitlement  spending  and  interest  on 
the  national  debt  alone  will  consume 
all  Federal  revenues  by  the  year  2012. 
That  means  no  money  for  defense,  no 
money  for  education,  no  money  for 
roads  and  bridges,  no  money  for  law  en- 
forcement. 

The  Republicans  propose  a  common 
sense  solution  to  the  deficit  problem. 
Slow  the  growth  of  spending  to  about 
2.2  percent  a  year  so  that  revenues 
catch  up  with  spending  levels,  which 
should  occur  by  2002.  By  reducing  the 
deficit,  the  Nation  will  benefit  in  re- 
duced interest  rates,  more  employ- 
ment, and  a  stronger  economic  cli- 
mate. 

The  Medicare  trustees,  including 
those  appointed  by  President  Clinton, 
say  that  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  will 
be  out  of  money  in  7  years.  This  means 
if  something  is  not  done  to  preserve 
Medicare  by  the  year  2002,  there  will  be 
no  money  to  pay  for  seniors'  medical 
expenses.  To  preserve  and  protect  Med- 
icare, the  Republican  budget  puts  it  on 
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a  road  towards  fiscal  responsibility  and 
puts  us  on  a  glide  path  towards  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  the  Republican  budget. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 

[Mr.  VISCLOSKY]. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  Democratic  coalition  substitute 
budget  resolution,  and  in  opposition  to 
the  Republican  proposal. 

I  believe  that  the  time  has  come  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  is  what  my 
constituents  want  because  they  know 
that  the  economic  futures  of  their  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  depend  on  it. 
They  want  us  to  balance  the  budget  in 
a  way  that  is  both  fair  and  effective, 
and  this  is  what  the  Democratic  sub- 
stitute would  do. 

The  Democratic  substitute  is  fair  be- 
cause it  asks  everyone,  regardless  of 
age  or  circumstance  in  life,  to  share 
the  sacrifice  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
mon good.  Unlike  the  Republican  plan, 
it  does  not  transfer  funding  for  social 
programs,  that  benefit  the  old  and 
poor,  to  subsidize  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 

Further,  the  Democratic  coalition 
substitute  will  work.  I  am  an  original 
cosponsor  of  this  measure  because  it 
takes  a  rational  and  responsible  aj)- 
proach  to  balancing  the  budget.  Not 
only  does  it  restore  sane  spending  pri- 
orities by  adding  back  funding  for  edu- 
cation, health,  and  economic  develop- 
ment programs,  it  also  achieves  a 
budget  surplus  in  2002  that  is  $500  mil- 
lion higher  than  that  proposed  in  Mr. 
Kasich's  plan.  Less  pain  with  more 
gain — Why?  Because  this  alternative 
resolution  reaffirms  the  logic  of 
achieving  a  balanced  budget  one  step 
at  a  time.  This  means  holding  off  on 
enacting  expensive  tax  cuts,  which  re- 
quire slashing  vital  programs,  until  we 
are  well  on  our  way  to  ensuring  a 
healthy  national  economy  that  can  be 
enjoyed  by  generations  to  come. 

I  have  serious  concerns  about  the  ap- 
proach taken  by  the  Republican  budget 
resolution.  For  example,  the  proposed 
two-step  reconciliation  process  would 
delay  the  consideration  of  painful 
spending  cuts,  until  after  politically 
popular  tax  cuts  have  been  given  away. 
If  the  Republican  majority  is  truly  se- 
rious about  including  tax  cuts  in  their 
proposal,  they  should  make  sure  they 
have  the  money  to  pay  for  these  cuts 
up  front,  not  after  the  fact.  It  seems 
the  new  Republican  majority  has  for- 
gotten the  old  Republican  rallying 
cry— •■Cut  Spending  First."  Balancing 
the  budget  is  like  curing  a  cold,  the 
longer  you  put  off  swallowing  bad-tast- 
ing medicine,  the  longer  it  takes  to  re- 
turn to  good  health. 

In  addition,  the  Republican  budget 
backloads  deficit  reduction  until  after 
the  year  2000,  when  the  spending  cuts 


kick  in  and  interest  rates  decline.  In 
fact,  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  deficit  re- 
duction in  the  Republican  plan  occurs 
in  the  final  3  years.  This  is  an  approach 
that  was  tested  in  the  early  1980's 
under  President  Reagan  and  failed. 
When  it  came  time  to  make  the  dif- 
ficult cuts,  they  did  not  materialize. 
Remember,  the  1980's  was  the  decade 
when  the  debt  tripled  under  Republican 
control  of  the  White  House.  Therefore, 
as  far  as  the  effectiveness  of  the  ai>- 
proach  to  deficit  reduction  is  con- 
cerned. I  would  say.  "Been  there,  done 
that,  let's  not  do  it  again." 

Finally,  I  am  pleased  that  the  coali- 
tion substitute  includes  enforcement 
language.  In  January.  I  supported  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  for  the  first  time  because  I 
finally  lost  faith  that  the  President 
and  the  Congress  have  the  resolve  to 
balance  the  budget  without  a  constitu- 
tional mandate.  While  this  initiative 
failed,  I  still  believe  that  we  need  to 
hold  our  feet  to  the  fire  and  enforce  our 
budgetary  decisions. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  the 
Balanced  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of 
1995.  H.R.  1516,  along  with  our  col- 
leagues. Representatives  Stenholm, 
DooLEY.  Barrett,  Minge.  and 
PosHARD.  This  legislation,  which  I  co- 
sponsored  in  the  102d  and  103d  Con- 
gresses when  introduced  by  our  former 
colleagues,  Leon  Panetta  and  Tim 
Penny,  respectively,  would  enact 
tough,  new  measures  to  reform  the 
budget  process  and  eliminate  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit  by  the  year  2002.  It 
would  do  so  by  setting  spending  caps 
and  using  across-the-board  cuts  if  the 
targets,  set  and  evaluated  by  a  non- 
partisan Board  of  Estimates,  aren't 
met.  Yesterday.  I  asked  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee to  allow  me  to  offer  sense-of- 
Congress  language  endorsing  the  ap- 
proach embodied  in  H.R.  1516  as  an 
amendment  to  the  budget  resolution. 
Unfortunately,  this  request  was  denied. 
In  any  event.  I  believe  that  this  legisla- 
tion needs  to  become  central  to  debate 
on  budget  process  reform  later  this 
year. 

In  closing.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
that  balancing  the  budget  is  our  re- 
sponsibility as  Members  of  Congress.  I 
have  always  supported  a  balanced 
budget,  and  the  responsibility  to 
achieve  this  is  not  one  that  I  take 
lightly.  Over  the  years.  I  have  fre- 
quently taken  the  political  road  less 
traveled  in  the  name  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion. When  I  am  in  northwest  Indiana. 
I  tell  my  constituents  that  I  am  op- 
posed to  cutting  their  taxes  because  it 
would  undermine  serious  efforts  to  re- 
duce the  deficit.  In  March.  I  was  one  of 
only  six  Democrats  to  support  the  re- 
scissions bill.  H.R.  1158,  because  I  be- 
lieve we  need  to  start  making  tough 
spending  decisions  now. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peter- 
son]. 


Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  fiscal  conserv- 
ative who  believes  that  it  is  critical 
that  we  put  our  fiscal  house  in  order,  I 
cannot  tell  you  how  much  fun  it  is  to 
participate  in  this  debate  today  on  how 
we  should  be  balancing  the  budget  in- 
stead of  debating  whether  or  not  we 
should  be  balancing  the  budget. 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  other  side 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  Chair- 
man Kasich,  for  helping  to  make  this 
debate  possible  and  for  bringing  a 
budget  to  the  House  floor  which  tack- 
les many  of  the  tough  choices  that  we 
have  to  face.  I  also  want  to  congratu- 
late the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Solomon]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  for  the  pro- 
posal to  balance  the  budget  in  5  years. 

Unfortunately.  I  cannot  support  the 
committee  resolution  as  it  is  before  us 
today.  This  resolution  allows  us  to 
postpone  and  possibly  even  avoid  the 
tough  choices  that  we  must  make. 

D  1600 

It  calls  for  a  very  unusual  process 
that  allows  us  to  make  the  politically 
popular  and  easy  choices  before  we 
even  consider  the  real  spending  cuts 
that  are  necessary  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. Even  if  we  do  not  duck  these  tough 
choices,  as  this  resolution  allows  us  to 
do.  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
spending  cuts  called  for  in  this  resolu- 
tion will  occur  in  the  last  2  years. 

I  hope  that  the  committee  is  right  in 
its  assumptions,  but  I  am  afraid  that 
the  savings  that  are  supposed  to  occur 
in  the  last  2  years  will  not  materialize 
and  we  will  be  left  with  a  deficit  that 
continues  to  drag  down  our  economy. 

Fortunately.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
House  will  have  an  opportunity  to  sup- 
port a  sensible  and  fiscally  responsible 
alternative  to  the  committee  resolu- 
tion when  the  coalition  budget  is  of- 
fered as  a  substitute  tomorrow.  The  co- 
alition put  together  this  alternative 
because  the  coalition  members  have 
long  been  committed  to  the  goal  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  but  we  believe  that 
it  must  be  done  in  a  way  that  makes 
sense  and  will  work. 

The  budget  that  we  produced  is  a  re- 
alistic proposal  that  does  make  sense. 
It  achieves  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  It  borrows  $160  billion  less 
than  the  committee  resolution  without 
making  unreasonable  cuts  in  vital  pro- 
grams. Unlike  the  committee  resolu- 
tion which  backloads  the  deficit  reduc- 
tion in  the  last  2  years,  the  coalition 
budget  cuts  spending  first  and  provides 
for  a  reasonable,  level  glide  toward  a 
balanced  budget  in  the  year  2002. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  colleagues  have 
any  reservations  about  the  budget  res- 
olution before  us  today.  I  urge  them  to 
review  the  coalition  budget  carefully.  I 
am  confident  that  if  they  have  done 
that,  they  will  agree  with  me  that  the 
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coalition  budget  is  the  most  sensible 
alternative  before  the  House  and  de- 
serve the  support  of  all  Members. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders]. 


given  to  the  wealthiest  1  percent,  the  Treasury 
Department  lost  over  $1.5  trillion  between 
1981  and  1992— which  is  approximately  half 
of  the  national  debt  that  was  accumulated  dur- 
ing that  period.  Given  the  fact  that  the  tax 
breaks  provided  to  the  wealthiest  1  percent  is 


est  rate  of  childhood  poverty  m  the  industri- 
alized world,  the  Republican  proposal  cuts 
back  on  food  stamps,  child  nutntion  programs, 
childcare.  affordable  housing,  WIG,  and  assist- 
ance to  the  homeless. 
Culture;  At  a  time  when  television  is  filled 


Mr    SANDERS    Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise     largely  responsible  for  the  deficit,  why  m  Gods     with  more  and  more  violence  and  junk,  this 

budget  eliminates  funding  for  the  Corfxiration 
for  Public  Broadcasting.  It  also  eliminates 
funding  for  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts  which  has  been  so  effective  m  providing 
seed  money  for  many  excellent  projects 

Should  the  United  States  move  toward  a 
balanced  budget  and  address  its  S4.7  tnlhon 
national  debf  Yes  Should  we.  at  the  same 
time,  be  giving  huge  tax  breaks  to  the  top  4 
percent  of  earners  who  make  more  money 
than  do  the  tXDtlom  50  percenf  No.  Should 
we  balance  the  budget  on  the  backs  of  the 
middle-class  and  working  people  who  are  al- 
ready hurting,  and  who  are  expenencing  a  de- 
cline m  their  standard  of  living''  Absolutely  not. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  could  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Peter-son]  ex- 
plain to  me  the  difference  between  the 
budget  program  that  you  are  suggest- 
ing and  the  one  that  the  Republicans 
are  proposing? 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STARK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Yes.  I 
can.  What  we  do  is  we  basically  start 
with  the  Domenici  budget  but  what  we 
do  is  we  eliminate  the  tax  cut.  We  take 
that  money  and  reallocate  it  to  Medi- 
care. We  add  $109  billion  back  to  Medi- 
care. We  add  $54  billion  back  to  the 
Medicaid  from  the  Kasich  budget.  We 
add  back  $5.6  billion  in  agriculture 
cuts.  We  restore  the  student  loan  cuts. 
We  add  $35  billion  into  the  education 
area  and,  I  believe.  $11  billion  into  the 
area  of  health  research. 

Mr.  STARK.  You  take  that  tax  cut 
for  the  very  rich  and  invest  it  in  the 
bedrock  of  the  American  economy,  in 
students  and  farmers  and  in  the  grow- 
ing economy  of  our  country. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
sounds  very  good  to  me. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  con- 
tinue to  yield.  I  think  that  is  the  right 
way  to  go. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3'/j  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pontiac,  IL  [Mr.  EwiNG],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  something  in 
this  budget  for  everyone  to  dislike. 
That  is  probably  what  makes  it  an  ex- 


in  very  strong  opposition  to  the  pro- 
posal presented  by  the  Republican  lead- 
ership. At  a  time  when  this  country 
has  a  very  large  deficit  and  a  $4.7  tril- 
lion national  debt,  it  is  vulgar.  It  is 
crass  to  be  giving  huge  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthiest  people  in  this  country 
and  to  the  largest  corporations. 

It  is  unacceptable  that  half  the  tax 
breaks  in  this  proposal  go  to  people 
making  $100,000  a  year  or  more  and 
that  the  wealthiest  1  percent  will  re- 
ceive more  in  tax  breaks  than  the  bot- 
tom 60  percent.  It  is  pathetic  that  at  a 
time  when  the  richest  1  percent  of  the 
population  own  more  wealth  than  the 
bottom  90  percent  and  when  the  upper 
4  percent  of  earners  make  more  money 
than  do  the  bottom  50  percent  of  earn- 
ers, that  taxpayers  making  over 
$200,000  a  year  receive  a  tax  break  of 
$11,000  while  those  making  less  than 
$30,000  receive  a  tax  cut  of  $124.  And  the 
rich  get  richer,  and  everyone  else  gets 
poorer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  especially  out- 
rageous to  be  talking  about  tax  in- 
creases for  the  rich  when  we  all  know 
that  it  was  the  huge  tax  breaks  for  the 
richest  1  percent  in  the  1980's  that  was 
a  major  cause  of  the  explosion  of  the 
deficit  during  that  period.  As  a  result 
of  tax  breaks  given  to  the  wealthiest  1 
percent,  the  Treasury  Department  lost 
over  $1.5  trillion  between  1981  and  1992. 
1.5  trillion  in  tax  breaks  to  the  richest 
1  percent  during  the  1980s.  And  guess 
what  in  the  1990's?  They  are  coming 
back  for  more  tax  breaks  for  the  very 
same  people.  Shame. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  very  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  budget  proposal  presented  by  the 
Republican  leadership. 

At  a  time  when  this  country  has  a  very  large 
deficit  and  a  S4.7  trillion  national  debt,  it  is  vul- 
gar and  it  IS  crass  to  be  giving  huge  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthiest  people  in  this  country 
and  to  the  largest  corporations. 

It  is  unacceptable  that  half  the  tax  breaks  in 


name  would  we  give  them  more  tax  breaks 
now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Republican  budget  cuts 
taxes  for  the  rich  and  the  largest  corporations, 
spends  $92  billion  more  on  the  military  over  7 
years,  and  then  makes  devastating  cuts  lor 
the  middle  class,  tor  working  people,  for  the 
elderly,  lor  students,  and  for  the  poor. 

Senior  Citizens;  At  a  time  when  many  of  our 
seniors  are  finding  it  extremely  difficult  to  pay 
for  their  health  care  needs  the  Republican 
House  budget  calls  for,  over  a  7-year  penod, 
a  $282  billion  cut  in  Medicare  and  a  $184  bil- 
lion cut  in  Medicaid.  The  American  Association 
of  Retired  Persons  [AARP]  estimates  that  this 
proposal  means  that  the  average  Medicare 
beneficiary  would  pay  over  $3,500  more  out- 
of-pocket  over  the  next  7  years.  Further.  So- 
cial Secunty  will  be  cut  by  $24  billion  from 
1999  to  2002  due  to  a  six-tenths  of  i  percent 
reduction  in  the  COLA  formulation.  Also,  the 
LIHEAP  fuel  assistance  program  will  be  elimi- 
nated, and  there  will  be  a  major  cut-back  in 
senior  citizen  housing.  Such  excellent  senior 
programs  as  the  Foster  Grandparents  Pro- 
gram, and  RSVP  will  also  be  eliminated. 

Education;  While  college  costs  are  soanng, 
and  many  middle  class  families  are  expenenc- 
ing declining  incomes,  the  budget  reduces  stu- 
dent loans  by  $33  bilhon.  According  to  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Republican  plan  to  eliminate 
Government-paid  interest  on  student  loans 
while  the  student  is  in  school  would  cost  4  mil- 
lion undergraduates  more  than  $3,000  each 
dunng  the  course  of  a  4-year  college  career. 

Further,  the  Republican  budget  would  elimi- 
nate or  drastically  reduce  funding  for  such  im- 
portant educational  programs  including  Goals 
2000.  the  TRIO  Program,  title  I.  School-To- 
Work,  student  incentive  grants.  Head  Start 
and  Safe  and  Drug-Free  Schools — among  oth- 
ers. There  is  little  question  that  not  only  will 
these  cuts  be  harmful  to  education,  but  they 
will  result  in  higher  State  and  local  taxes. 

Veterans;  The  bill  passed  by  the  House 
Budget  Committee  would,  over  a  7-year  pe- 
nod, reduce  veterans  programs  by  $8.3  billion. 
The  Senate  Budget  Committee  proposal  would 
reduce  veterans  benefits  by  $15.1  billion. 
Among  other  cuts  would  be  an  increase  in  the 


this  proposal  go  to  people  making  $100,000  a     prescnption  drug  copayment  from  S2  to  S8. 


year  or  more,  and  that  the  wealthiest  1  per- 
cent will  receive  more  in  tax  breaks  than  the 
bottom  60  percent.  It  is  pathetic  that  at  a  time 
when  the  nchest  1  percent  own  more  wealth 
than  do  the  bottom  90  percent,  and  when  the 
upper  4  percent  of  earners  make  more  money 
than  do  the  bottom  51  percent— that  taxpayers 
making  over  $200,000  a  year  receive  a  tax 
break  of  more  than  $1 1 ,000,  while  those  mak- 
ing less  than  $30,000  would  receive  a  tax  cut 


The  House  bill  would  also  reduce  the  COLA 
on  veterans  compensation.  It  would  also  elimi- 
nate the  Veterans  Employment  Program  under 
the  Job  Partnership  Training  Act,  the  Disabled 
Veterans  Outreach  Program,  the  Local  Veter- 
ans Employment  Representative  Program,  and 
the  homeless  veterans  reintegration  project. 

Workers;  At  a  time  when  millions  of  Amer- 
ican workers  have  lost  their  jobs  because 
many  Amencan  companies  are  downsizing,  or 


of  $124.  And  the  rich  get  ncher  and  everyone     moving  to  Mexico,  this  budget  not  only  cuts     cellent   budget.    For   instancy.  J  ,?°!J^t 
else  gets  poorer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  especially  outrageous  to 
be  talking  about  any  tax  increase  for  the  rich 
when  we  all  know  that  it  was  huge  lax  breaks 
for  the  richest  1  percent  in  the  1980's  that  was 
a  major  cause  of  the  explosion  of  the  deficit 
during  that  period.  As  a  result  of  tax  breaks 


back  significantly  on  job  training  programs,  but 
It  eliminates  unemployment  insurance  ex- 
tended benefits.  That  means  that  unemployed 
workers  would  not  get  assistance  after  13 
weeks. 

The  poor:  While  poverty  is  increasing  and 
the  United  States  continues  to  have  the  high- 


from  rural  America,  from  agricultural 
land.  For  instance,  the  budget  will  cut 
$9  billion  over  5  years  from  agricul- 
tural commodity  programs  alone.  This 
comes  on  top  of  major  reductions  in  ag- 
ricultural expenditures  over  the  last 
several  years. 
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These  cuts  will  be  painful.  They  will 
be  painful  for  producers,  for  American 
farmers,  for  agribusiness  people,  for 
those  who  share  an  interest  and  an  in- 
vestment in  the  great  industrial  agri- 
cultural-industrial business  of  this 
country,  as  we  struggle  to  compete 
with  heavily  subsidized  European  agri- 
culture. 

But  once  again,  those  of  us  from  farm 
country  are  willing  to  step  up  to  the 
block  and  help  reduce  the  deficit.  The 
difference  is  this  time  the  cuts  that 
have  been  made  will  not  go  to  addi- 
tional Government  spending,  as  they 
were  in  past  administrations.  They  will 
go  to  deficit  reduction.  If  every  other 
program  in  the  Federal  budget  had 
been  cut,  as  agriculture  has  over  the 
last  few  years  by  the  Democratic  con- 
trolled Congress,  we  would  not  be  here 
today  debating  how  to  balance  the 
budget.  But  that  is  history. 

I  am  glad  that  this  budget  finally 
forces  all  segments  of  this  Government 
to  meet  their  responsibility  in  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  For  the  first  time 
we  are  going  to  start  controlling  Gov- 
ernment expenditures  and  guarantee 
that  the  deficit  will  be  zero  by  the  year 
2002. 

This  is  real  fiscal  responsibility,  the 
kind  of  Government  management  that 
the  American  people  called  for  in  the 
last  election,  not  what  the  last  speak- 
ers have  been  talking  about,  social 
spending  increases.  It  is  about  time  we 
tackled  the  issue.  For  the  first  time 
the  budget  reverses  the  tax  and  spend 
policy  of  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
There  is  no  telling  how  fast  our  econ- 
omy can  grow  when  we  turn  it  loose 
and  quit  strangling  it. 

What  are  some  of  the  things  that  will 
come  out  of  a  balanced  budget?  Well, 
let  us  first  of  all  talk  about  tax  relief. 
Tax  relief  is  not  just  for  the  wealthy.  I 
am  certainly  not  wealthy.  I  do  not  ex- 
pect one  dime  of  tax  relief,  but  there 
will  be  a  lot  of  tax  relief  for  American 
families.  That  is  better  than  the  Gov- 
ernment taking  the  money  from  them 
and  spending  it  for  them.  And  you  are 
opposed  to  giving  the  families  of  Amer- 
ica tax  relief.  I  really  cannot  believe 
that. 

Chairman  Greenspan  has  said,  what 
would  come  out  of  a  balanced  budget? 
Probably  a  2-percent  reduction  in  the 
interest  rate.  Well.  I  tell  you.  if  you 
know  anything  about  business  or  the 
economy,  you  know  that  is  going  to 
create  jobs. 

I  would  rather  give  American  agri- 
culture a  2-percent  cut  in  interest  rates 
than  a  bigger  subsidy,  and  job  creation. 
Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens]. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  car- 
ing majority  budget  of  the  congres- 
sional black  caucus  and  the  House  pro- 
gressive caucus  is  concerned  about  the 
jobs  necessary  to  keep  our  economy  a 
robust    economy.    Our    priorities    are 
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clear:  education,  job  training  and  job 
creation.  And  in  the  budget  that  we 
have  prepared,  which  is  a  balanced 
budget,  we  provide  for  jobs,  education 
and  job  training. 

The  budget  boldly  sets  forth  invest- 
ments in  the  activities  which  will  keep 
our  Nation  prosperous  at  home  and 
competitive  in  the  global  arena.  And 
we  do  this  by  providing,  first  of  all,  a 
tax  cut  for  hard-working  Americans. 

Our  tax  cut  does  go  to  all  families.  It 
does  not  favor  the  rich  and  the  privi- 
leged. We  invest  more  than  $27  billion 
also  over  a  7-year  period  in  education 
and  job  training  by  increasing  function 
500  by  25  percent.  We  protect  major  job 
creating  functions.  Other  functions 
such  as  transportation,  public  works, 
commerce  and  health  care  are  pro- 
tected despite  the  pressure  to  make 
huge  cuts. 

We  ensure  that  current  services  are 
continued  for  both  Medicaid  and  Medi- 
care. Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  fully 
maintained.  We  supported  the  Presi- 
dent's position  that  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid should  not  be  touched  until  we 
have  a  comprehensive  health  reform 
program. 

We  oppose  all  of  the  attempts  to 
erode  Social  Security,  including  the 
extensions  which  will  continue  the 
COLA  and  have  no  cuts  in  the  COLA. 
We  advocate  a  more  sane  defense  budg- 
et, a  defense  budget  which  offers  a 
peace  dividend  to  the  taxpayers.  These 
taxpayers  have  diligently  supported 
the  burden  of  massive  modem  military 
costs  for  years  and  years.  Now  we  have 
no  more  Evil  Empire.  The  Soviet  Union 
is  gone.  Why  do  we  have  to  continue  to 
shoulder  a  massive  military  burden? 

So  our  biggest  cut  is  in  the  area  of 
defense.  Our  biggest  cut  is  where  the 
money  is.  We  maintain  that  although 
defense  industries  do  create  jobs,  study 
after  study  has  shown  that  you  can  cre- 
ate two  jobs  for  every  defense  job  that 
is  created.  With  the  dollars  you  spend, 
you  can  create  two  nondefense  jobs. 

So  if  you  wanted  to  create  jobs,  you 
can  create  many  more  by  spending 
them  in  other  places,  including,  by  the 
way.  health  care.  Health  care  provides 
an  enormous  amount  of  jobs  although 
the  business  of  health  care  is  not  to 
provide  jobs;  it  is  to  take  care  of  peo- 
ple, but  health  care  is  a  labor  intensive 
industry  and  it  does  provide  jobs. 

In  order  for  us  to  accomplish  all  of 
this  and  still  have  a  balanced  budget 
and  have  a  balanced  budget  with  mini- 
mum pain  on  families  and  individuals, 
we  have  focused  on  the  closing  of  cor- 
porate tax  loopholes.  We  have  at- 
tempted to  end  the  lopsided  tax  burden 
which  has  been  forced  upon  wage  earn- 
ers via  the  personal  income  tax.  Cor- 
porations used  to  shoulder  as  much  as 
39  percent  of  the  responsibility  for  Fed- 
eral revenue.  Now  the  corporations 
only  shoulder  a  mere  11.2  percent  of  the 
burden,  and  we  are  saying  that  we 
would  like  in  this  budget  we  propose  to 


increase  it  to  a  modest  15.9  percent  of 
the  total  tax  burden. 

By  the  way,  individuals  shoulder  44 
percent  of  the  total  tax  burden.  We 
would  like  to  change  that  and  in  the 
process  of  changing  that,  you  will  gen- 
erate. That  is  the  policy  key  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  If  you  must  have  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  we  do  not  think  you 
need  to  balance  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002,  but  if  you  wanted  to  move  toward 
balanced  budgets,  then  the  way  to  do  it 
is  to  correct  the  imbalance. 

I  have  a  chart  here  which  shows  that 
in  1943,  39.8  percent  of  the  revenue  bur- 
den was  carried  by  corporate  income 
taxes.  In  1982,  that  dropped  all  the  way 
down  to  8  percent,  from  39.8  percent  all 
the  way  down  to  8  percent  in  1982. 
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During  the  Reagan  years,  from  1982 
all  the  way  to  the  end  of  his  Presi- 
dency, it  hovered  around  8  and  9  per- 
cent of  the  total  tax  burden.  It  did  not 
begin  to  back  up  until  later  on. 

If  Members  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, let  us  let  the  American  people  in  on 
the  great  secret.  They  as  individuals, 
the  American  people  as  individuals  and 
as  families,  are  bearing  a  greater  and 
greater  percentage  of  the  tax  burden, 
while  corporations  have  been  allowed 
to  get  off  with  more  and  more.  There- 
fore, we  are  closing  tax  loopholes.  Who 
is  there  who  would  not  want  to  stop 
multinational  corporations  from  tak- 
ing advantage  of  our  tax  system?  We 
want  to  end  the  multinational  corpora- 
tion swindle,  and  we  want  to  close 
other  loopholes.  We  can  balance  the 
budget  without  cutting  Medicare,  Med- 
icaid, and  without  infiicting  undue 
pain  on  numerous  Americans. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3'/^  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  ThornberryJ. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are,  of  course,  many  important 
issues  we  could  debate  with  regard  to 
this  budget,  including  whether  we  will 
continue  to  saddle  our  children  with 
debt,  and  whether  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  money  in  a  program,  both 
totally  and  per  beneficiary,  is  still 
going  to  be  called  a  cut  in  Washington, 
DC. 

Another  important  issue  is  the  size  of 
government,  and  how  much  govern- 
ment, both  in  taxing  and  spending, 
takes  out  of  the  economy.  This  is  not 
just  abstract  political  theory,  but  it  is 
very  practical  about  what  really  works 
to  improve  the  lives  of  regular  folks.  It 
affects  every  person  in  this  country. 

We  can  see  now  the  administration 
sees  an  economic  slowdown  coming  and 
is  ready  to  point  the  finger  of  blame  at 
somebody  else.  As  Stephen  Moore 
pointed  out  in  his  book  "government: 
America's  Number  One  Growth  Indus- 
try," the  problem  is  very  clear.  He 
said: 

The  reason  that  America  finds  itself  on  an 
economic    downward    spiral    is    that    today. 
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Washington.  DC  is  taxing,  spending,  borrow- 
ing, mandating,  decreeing,  and  regulating 
America  to  death.  The  private  sector— busi- 
nesses, entrepreneurs,  investors,  workers, 
and  families — is  slowly  suffocating  under  the 
weight  of  a  relentlessly  expanding  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  resolution  re- 
ported out  by  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  and  the  Neumann  budget  are 
the  first  things  in  a  very  long  time  in 
this  House  that  begin  to  deal  with  each 
of  those  things  that  Moore  identifies. 
It  deals  with  the  taxing,  spending,  bor- 
rowing, mandating,  decreeing,  the  reg- 
ulating that  is  consuming  so  much  of 
our  national  wealth. 

If  we  look  at  the  numbers,  govern- 
ment at  all  levels  consumes  more  than 
ever  before.  One  study  found  about  42 
percent  of  our  national  income  is  spent 
by  government  these  days.  Other  facts 
about  government  are  equally  aston- 
ishing. Government  at  all  levels  spends 
about  $24,000  for  every  household  in 
America.  With  the  $2.5  trillion  that 
local.  State,  and  Federal  governments 
spend  this  year,  you  could  buy  all  the 
farmland  in  the  United  States,  plus  all 
the  assets  of  the  Fortune  100  compa- 
nies. There  are  more  people  working 
for  the  Government  than  are  working 
for  all  the  manufacturing  industries 
combined. 

The  danger.  I  think.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
that  we  are  on  the  verge  of  becoming 
what  Margaret  Thatcher  called  a 
nanny  State,  where  the  government 
takes  too  much  from  us  to  do  too  much 
for  us.  Even  President  Kennedy  in  1962. 
in  his  address  before  the  Economics 
Club  of  New  York,  said  "The  growth  of 
the  American  economy  in  the  20th  cen- 
tury demonstrates  for  all  to  see  the 
power  of  freedom  and  the  efficiency  of 
free  institutions."  Yet  those  are  the 
very  things  that  have  been  under  as- 
sault year  after  year  as  a  result  of  the 
policies  of  this  Government. 

I  think  that  for  the  first  time  in  a 
long  time,  we  are  beginning  to  take 
power  and  responsibility  away  from 
Government,  and  give  more  power  and 
more  responsibility  back  to  individ- 
uals. That  is  what  is  absolutely  essen- 
tial, in  my  view.  We  must  also  reduce 
the  size  of  Government.  The  President 
is  fond  of  pointing  out  how  he  is  mak- 
ing drastic  reductions  in  Federal  em- 
ployment, but  if  we  look  at  the  num- 
bers and  take  out  one  department,  the 
Department  of  Defense,  we  will  find 
out  that  even  President  Clinton's  tar- 
get is  some  40  percent  more  than  the 
Federal  work  force  at  the  time  of 
President  Kennedy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  that  we  stop  adding 
debt  to  our  children.  It  is  also  nec- 
essary that  while  we  are  straightening 
out  the  national  budget,  we  straighten 
out  the  family  budget  as  well. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Kennellv]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Republican  budget  says  two  things  to 


the   American   public:    Don't  get  sick 
and  don't  get  old. 

The  Republican  budget  would  cut 
Medicare  by  $280  billion  over  7  years. 
To  those  who  say  this  does  not  rep- 
resent a  real  cut.  I  suggest  they  argue 
those  semantics  with  senior  citizens 
who  will  have  to  pay  $1,000  more  in 
extra  Medicare  premiums,  deductibles, 
and  copayments  under  the  budget.  I  ad- 
vise them  to  make  that  argument  when 
seniors  can  not  find  a  doctor  to  treat 
them  because  Medicare  pays  providers 
less  and  less.  I  will  ask  them  to  explain 
to  my  constituents  why  a  Medicare  cut 
three  times  bigger  than  any  reduction 
ever  enacted  in  the  history  of  program 
does  not  represent  real  pain  for  senior 
citizens. 

Let  us  not  hide  the  facts.  The  Medi- 
care cuts  in  the  budget  could  decimate 
the  only  universal,  portable  health  cov- 
erage we  have  in  this  country.  When 
you  combine  these  cuts  with  steep  re- 
ductions in  Medicaid's  coverage  for 
nursing  homes,  the  budget  offers  sen- 
iors a  bitter  pill  to  swallow. 

Some  have  said  that  these  cuts  are 
needed  to  save  Medicare.  America 
knows  better.  The  same  budget  that 
cuts  Medicare  by  $280  would  also  enact 
$345  billion  in  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  This  is  not  a  fair  trade  for  our 
Nation's  seniors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  taken  the 
tough  votes  to  keep  Medicare  solvent 
and  strong.  In  1993,  I  voted  to  extend 
the  solvency  of  Medicare  by  3  years, 
and  last  year  I  voted  in  committee  to 
extend  the  trust  funds  an  additional  8 
years.  Both  times  not  even  one  of  my 
friends  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
joined  with  me  in  protecting  Medicare. 

I  remain  committed  to  ensuring  the 
solvency  of  Medicare,  but  let's  do  this 
the  right  way.  Senior  citizens  should 
not  be  forced  to  accept  Medicare  cuts 
to  enact  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  S.a.nford]. 

Mr.  SANFORD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was 
going  to  discuss  the  short-term  out- 
look for  the  U.S.  economy.  Unfortu- 
nately, time  will  not  permit  much  de- 
tail, but  I  would  also  like  to  address 
Laura  DAndrea  Tyson's  recent  state- 
ment that  budget  cuts  pose  significant 
downside  risks  to  our  economy. 

I  think  this  shows  an  antiquated  no- 
tion that  the  more  Government  spends, 
the  better  off  our  economy.  This  does 
not  seem  consistent  with  what  we  have 
seen  over  the  last  30  years.  It  also  does 
not  recognize  what  Government  fun- 
damentally does:  Government  redis- 
tributes wealth,  it  does  not  create  it. 

There  are  three  real  threats  in  the 
near  term  to  our  economy.  First  would 
be  the  possibility  that  Congress  does 
not  act  seriously  on  the  budget  deficit 
that  is  facing  us;  second,  that  Japan 
resolves  the  run-up  of  its  currency  to 
our  detriment;  and  third,  that  a  trade 
war     ensues     between     America     and 
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Japan.  Let  us  explore  all  three  for  just 
a  few  moments. 

First,  our  Nation's  budget  deficit  is 
the  biggest  threat  to  our  economy.  I 
think  that  for  several  reasons.  First,  if 
we  were  to  look  on  relative  terms,  the 
ratio  of  public  debt  to  gross  domestic 
product  that  our  Nation  is  facing  right 
now  is  the  highest  that  our  Nation  has 
ever  faced.  Second,  a  child  bom  in 
America  today  will  end  up  paying 
$187,000  in  interest  costs  over  the 
course  of  their  lifetime,  simply  as  their 
share  of  past  Federal  spending. 

Third,  it  is  simple  math.  The  stand- 
ard of  living  is  directly  driven  by  pro- 
ductivity, which  is  driven  by  invest- 
ment, which  is  driven  by  savings.  The 
larger  the  Government  share  of  the 
economy,  the  smaller  the  personal  sav- 
ings will  be.  and  there  will  be  less 
money  for  investment. 

The  second  near-term  threat  would 
be  the  international  value  of  our  cur- 
rency. I  think  there  are  two  grave  dan- 
gers on  this  front.  One  is  that  almost 
anything  that  Japan  does  in  the  near 
term  to  correct  its  over-valued  cur- 
rency will  hurt  our  economy. 

At  75  yen  to  the  dollar,  Japan's  gross 
domestic  product  [GDP]  equals  Ameri- 
ca's GDP.  That  clearly  does  not  make 
sense.  It  is  unsustainable,  and  will 
change.  The  only  question  is  when. 

Second,  the  risk  of  losing  reserve 
currency  status.  If  the  Asian  central 
banks  were  to  use  gold  as  a  reserve 
asset  instead  of  the  dollar,  or  simply  to 
decrease  their  dollar  holdings,  I  think 
it  would  have  very  damaging  con- 
sequences for  the  American  economy. 

Finally,  I  think  the  third  risk  facing 
us  is  the  possibility  of  a  trade  war  with 
Japan.  I  think  we  ultimately  would  be 
the  ones  most  affected  by  this,  because 
any  escalation  of  giubal  tariffs  would 
especially  hurt  the  largest  trader  in 
the  world,  which  is  the  United  States. 
Specifically,  I  do  not  think  that 
Japan  is  the  problem.  The  problem  fac- 
ing our  economy  is  a  tax  system  that 
rewards  consumption  over  savings  and 
investment. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr,  Minge]. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
all  of  us  in  this  Chamber  and  across  the 
country  agree  that  the  American  defi- 
cit has  reached  critical  and.  of  course, 
historic  proportions,  and  that  the  No.  1 
task  before  this  body  is  to  determine 
the  course  of  action  that  is  necessary 
to  bring  us  out  of  the  deficit  and  ad- 
dress the  debt  that  still  lingers,  and  to 
do  so  forthrightly 

One  of  the  tragedies  we  have  faced  in 
this  country  is  that  we  have  even 
masked  the  true  size  of  the  debt  and 
deficit.  We  have  used  the  Social  Secu- 
rity cash  flow  surplus  for  that  purpose. 
We  need  to  have  a  budget  that  actually 
discloses  the  true  size  of  the  deficit, 
which  would  currently  be  approxi- 
mately  another  $70  billion.   Then   we 
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need  to  decide  what  course  of  action 
will  indeed  bring  us  out  of  this  tragic 
situation. 

I  think  that  it  may  be  idealistic, 
Pollyannaistic,  to  think  we  can  get  to- 
gether and  do  this  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  but  we  ought  to.  The  American 
people  are  not  looking  for  partisan  an- 
swers. The  American  people  are  not 
asking  what  is  the  Democrat  plan, 
what  is  the  Republican  plan,  what  is 
the  President's  plan.  They  are  asking 
"What  is  a  plan  that  will  work  for  us? 
What  is  a  plan  that  will  allow  us  to 
continue  to  grow  our  economy,  to  in- 
vest in  our  children,  to  invest  in  edu- 
cation, and  eliminate  this  millstone 
around  the  necks  of  our  economy  and 
those  of  us  as  individuals?" 

I  submit  that  a  plan  of  this  type  has 
been  submitted  by  the  Democratic  coa- 
lition. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Stark],  is  recog- 
nized for  2'/2  minutes. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STARK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  and  perhaps  I  could 
engage  my  distinguished  ranking  sen- 
ior vice  chairman  in  this  colloquy  for 
the  minute  or  two  remaining  on  our 
side. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  let  me  begin  by  saying  that 
I  am  very  much  in  agreement  with  the 
fact  that  we  have  to  balance  the  budget 
and  balance  it  soon.  I  really  resent, 
however,  speaker  after  speaker  coming 
to  the  podium  telling  people  what  a 
terrible  Nation  we  have.  This  Nation 
saved  the  world  from  Hitler.  This  Na- 
tions saved  the  world  from  the  imperial 
Japanese.  This  Nation  saved  the  world 
from  communism.  This  Nation  saved 
the  world,  and  all  of  it  has  a  cost. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton],  in  his  statements,  said  we 
would  be  much  better  off  if  we  pri- 
vatize everything.  I  am  not  in  total 
disagreement  that  we  ought  to  pri- 
vatize some  things.  However,  is  it  not 
realistic  that  the  biggest  expense  to 
this  Nation  is  the  combined  Medicare- 
Medicaid?  The  next  biggest  expense  is 
national  defense.  The  third  largest  ex- 
pense is  interest  on  the  national  debt. 

I  would  ask  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey,  which  of  those  things  would  he 
privatize,  because  we  have  just  gobbled 
up  almost  70  percent  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STARK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  to  respond. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  was  the  gentleman's  assump- 
tion, or  maybe  he  heard  me  say  we 
would  privatize  everything.  I  do  not  re- 
call saying  that.  I  do  not  think  I  did. 
Obviously.  I  would  not  privatize  na- 
tional defense,  nor  does  our  budget  pre- 
tend to  do  so.  We  do  not  privatize  Med- 


icare or  Medicaid.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  continues  to  grow  under  our  pro- 
gram, as  a  very  important  part  of  our 
budget  and  our  program.  In  fact,  it 
grows  from  an  average  benefit  of  $4,600 
per  recipient  to  $6,300  per  recipient. 

D  1630 
Mr.  STARK.  The  gentleman  is  close 
to  being  correct  as  he  usually  is. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  We  really  do  not  pro- 
pose to  do  the  things  that  the  gen- 
tleman has  suggested. 

Mr.  STARK.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
the  gentleman  is  close  to  being  accu- 
rate as  he  usually  is  on  economic  mat- 
ters, but  when  it  comes  to  discussing 
the  privatization  of  Medicare,  he  is 
wrong. 

The  secret  document  wants  to  offer 
vouchers  which  will  make  it  difficult 
for  your  parents  and  mine  and  the  av- 
erage elderly  to  purchase  health  care. 
It  is  a  step  toward  privatization,  per- 
haps dressed  in  some  kind  of  economic 
clothes  that  neither  of  us  understand  if 
that  is  the  case. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  for  bringing  out  that  pri- 
vatization is  not  the  end  all  and  be  all 
to  economic  growth. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  if  the  budg- 
et that  is  generally  described  as  the 
Black  Caucus  budget  is  not  a  product 
of  the  same  group  that  year  after  year 
has  brought  us  a  budget  that  has  tried 
to  be  sensible  about  defense,  has  held 
back  tax  cuts  to  the  very  rich  while 
concerning  itself  with  children,  with 
education,  with  investment  and  re- 
search for  health  care,  with  the  things 
that  have  made  this  country  great,  in- 
deed, the  things  that  create  wealth  in 
this  country  only  through  Government. 

If  you  could  tell  me  where  Lockheed 
or  Martin  Marietta  gets  any  money  to 
create  wealth  except  through  Uncle 
Sam.  I  think  I  miss  my  guess. 

I  ask  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Owens],  is  your  budget  balanced 
in  the  long  run  and  if  so  how  long? 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  our  budget  is  bal- 
anced  

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Stark] 
has  expired.  The  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  has  2  minutes  left. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  final  2  minutes  of  our  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Ganske], 
the  doctor,  who  would  like  to  discuss 
the  subject  that  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Taylor]  brought  up. 
Medicare  and  the  Republican  proposal 
to  make  it  grow. 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  will 
be  much  talk  about  the  Republican 
budget  cutting  Medicare  and  how  Re- 
publicans do  not  care  about  Medicare 
recipients. 

Well,  I  am  a  Republican  and  a  physi- 
cian and  I  care  deeply  about  providing 
quality  care  for  the  elderly  and  about 
balancing  the  budget. 


The  Medicare  trust  fund  will  be 
broke  in  the  year  2002.  Here  is  the 
trustees'  report.  Let  me  read  from  page 
13.  "The  Medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form." 

Page  14.  The  trustees  say,  "We 
strongly  recommend  that  the  crisis 
presented  by  the  financial  condition  of 
the  Medicare  Trust  Funds  be  urgently 
addressed." 

What  is  the  option  the  Democrats  are 
proposing?  Should  we  let  the  system  go 
bankrupt  in  2002?  If  we  do  that,  we  will 
have  to  increase  the  Medicare  tax  from 
2.9  to  9  percent.  If  we  don't  control 
over  10  percent  annual  increases  in 
Medicare  growth,  it  does  not  take  a 
neurosurgeon  to  figure  out  that  in  30 
years  we  will  be  spending  the  entire 
Federal  budget  on  health  care. 

As  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  and  Environment  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  my  Democratic  and  Re- 
publican colleagues.  It  will  take  some 
short-term  solutions  and  some  long- 
term  fundamental  changes,  but  we 
need  to  look  at  this.  But  the  facts  of 
this  report  and  the  compounding  of  in- 
terest on  our  national  debt  mean  that 
if  we  diet  now.  we  will  be  healthier  to- 
morrow. If  we  continue  the  status  quo. 
we  will  have  a  heart  attack  tomorrow. 
Let  me  quote  President  Clinton. 

President  Clinton  has  said; 
Today,  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  thr-ee  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid 
cut.  So.  you  know,  only  in  Washington  do 
people  believe  that  no  one  can  get  by  on 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation.  So  when  you  hear 
all  this  business  about  cuts,  let  me  caution 
you  that  that  is  not  what  is  going  on.  We  are 
going  to  have  increases  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  care  about  my  Medi- 
care patients,  and  I  want  to  make  sure 
they  have  Medicare. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  yielded  to 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
siCH]  has  120  minutes  of  debate  time  re- 
maining. The  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Sabo]  has  119  minutes  40 
seconds  remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  7  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  want  to  kind  of 
give  Members  a  little  background  on 
how  we  put  this  together.  As  I  pointed 
out  earlier  in  the  debate,  we  are  going 
to  go  from  $9.4  trillion  spent  over  the 
last  7  years  to  $11.9  trillion.  As  you  can 
tell,  that  is  an  increase  in  spending 
over  the  last  7  years,  and  if.  in  fact,  we 
had  stayed  a  course  to  the  $13  trillion, 
folks,  we  would  be  very,  very  pessimis- 
tic about  the  long-term  economic 
health  of  this  country. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  tried  to  do 
is  to  slow  the  growth  of  entitlement 
programs.    Many    people    watching   on 


TV.  and  trying  to  figure  out  what  is 
this  all  about,  keep  hearing  about  cuts 
in  all  these  entitlements. 

What  you  have  to  understand  is  in 
Washington  if  something  does  not  go 
up  as  fast  as  somebody  thinks  it  ought 
to  go  up.  it  is  a  cut. 

I  want  to  tell  you  an  interesting,  il- 
lustrative story  about  an  interview  I 
had  with  a  reporter.  The  reporter  said. 
"Well,  Mr.  Kasich,  how  do  you  define  a 
cut  and  how  do  you  define  an  in- 
crease?" 

I  said,  "Well,  let  me  put  it  to  you  in 
these  terms,  and  you  ought  to  take 
some  notes  on  this.  If,  in  fact.  I  get 
more  money  this  year  than  I  got  last 
year,  that  is  an  increase,  and  if  I  get 
less  money  this  year  than  I  got  last 
year,  we  are  going  to  call  that  a  cut, 
and  if  I  get  the  same  amount  of  money 
this  year  as  I  got  last  year,  let's  call 
that  a  freeze." 

Now.  I  said,  that  is  the  way  it  works 
back  in  Westerville.  A  cut  means  less, 
an  increase  means  more,  and  a  freeze  is 
a  freeze. 

In  entitlement  spending,  we  are 
going  to  go  from  $4.5  to  $6.4  trillion. 
Folks,  you  can  see  the  blocks.  It  is  an 
increase. 

Medicare  is  going  to  go  from  about 
$890  billion  to  $1.6  trillion.  That  is  an 
increase. 

What  we  have  attempted  to  do  in  this 
budget  is  to  slow  the  increase  in  many 
of  these  entitlement  programs.  In 
other  words,  when  you  take  all  the  en- 
titlement programs  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment over  the  next  7  years,  we  will 
have  to  design  entitlement  programs 
that  will  serve  the  public  by  spending 
almost  $6.5  trillion. 

When  I  go  home  and  ask  people.  "Do 
you  think  we  can  design  the  entitle- 
ment programs  to  spend  $6.5  trillion?" 
they  say.  "Well,  yeah,  but  why  arc  you 
spending  $6.5  trillion?  Why  are  you 
spending  so  much?" 

Down  here  in  Washington  if  you  say 
you  are  spending  $6.5  trillion,  they  say 
you  are  cutting  somebody. 

People  tell  me  on  buses,  on  airplanes, 
in  the  gymnasium,  "John,  why  can't 
we  get  the  language  right?  Why  can't 
we  describe  this  appropriately?" 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  are  doing  in 
these  entitlement  programs,  except  for 
agriculture,  is  that  we  are  going  to 
spend  more,  far  more  than  what  we 
spent  over  the  last  7  years,  but  we  have 
to  do  it  because  we  have  people  in  need 
and  we  are  trying  to  redesign  the  pro- 
grams. 

In  the  case  of  Medicare,  which  we 
will  discuss  later,  we  are  saving  it.  If 
we  grow  Medicare  at  the  rate  that  it  is 
currently  going,  it  goes  bankrupt.  Med- 
icare will  go  bankrupt.  So  what  we  are 
attempting  to  do  is  to  study  the  experi- 
ence in  the  private  sector.  Many  com- 
panies were  going  bankrupt.  They 
could  not  control  their  health  care 
costs. 

What  we  have  done  is.  we  have  said 
that  we  are  going  to  slow  the  growth  in 


Medicare  because  if  we  do  not.  it  will 
go  bankrupt  in  7  years.  In  fact,  we  will 
be  able  to  go.  under  our  plan,  from 
$4,800  per  recipient  to  $6,400  per  percipi- 
ent over  the  next  7  years.  They  call 
this  a  cut.  $4,800  to  $6,400,  they  say  you 
are  cutting  spending. 

The  big  chart  shows  that  we  are 
going  to  go  from  $924  billion  to  almost 
$1.6  trillion.  They  want  to  grow  it  to 
$1.8  trillion,  which  will  bankrupt  the 
system,  and  by  us  going  from  $924  bil- 
lion to  $1.5  trillion,  they  call  that  a 
cut. 

If  you  are  out  in  America  and  you  are 
scratching  your  head  about  these  num- 
bers, you  have  a  right  to.  because  we 
are  not  cutting  entitlements.  We  are 
growing  entitlements  at  a  somewhat 
slower  rate. 

In  the  area  of  discretionary  spending, 
those  are  the  nonentitlement  pro- 
grams. By  the  way,  if  we  can  control 
those  entitlements,  we  will  not  be  rob- 
bing from  children's  futures  in  this 
country. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  some  of  our 
programs  here  on  the  discretionary 
side:  One  hundred  and  sixty-three  sepa- 
rate job  training  programs;  23  separate 
programs  to  prevent  child  abuse:  8  sep- 
arate programs  dealing  with  child  care; 
7  separate  child  nutrition  programs;  42 
separate  programs  to  give  health  pro- 
fessionals education;  300  separate  eco- 
nomic development  agencies;  71  depart- 
ments and  agencies  duplicating  the 
function  of  Commerce.  That  is  why  we 
eliminate  the  Commerce  Department. 
Nine  agencies  promoting  trade. 

All  this  excess,  all  this  duplication 
and  bureaucracy  and  excess,  and  guess 
what?  You  have  to  pay  for  it.  It  is  not 
right  that  you  are  paying  for  those  pro- 
grams. 

What  we  do  is.  we  consolidate,  we 
eliminate,  we  send  some  back  to  the 
States,  we  privatize  others.  What  we  do 
is,  we  slow  the  total  growth  in  spend- 
ing in  this  country  to  an  increase  of 
about  $2  trillion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  simple  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  by  consolidating  all 
those  programs,  by  slowing  the  growth 
of  entitlement  programs,  it  is  a  modest 
program,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  we  will 
save  America.  Just  that  simple. 

If  we  do  not  do  it,  if  we  continue  to 
grow  at  the  current  rate  and  let  all  the 
bureaucracy  continue  and  let  the  enti- 
tlements shoot  out  through  the  roof. 
we  are  taking  from  the  children,  deny- 
ing them  a  future. 

I  think  we  can  live  with  this.  You 
want  to  know  something?  So  do  the 
American  people.  That  is  why  Members 
of  Congress  are  getting  such  support 
for  the  plan  that  we  present,  and  at 
this  point  we  are  going  to  give  a  little 
more  detail  to  lay  this  out  for  you. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Waxman]. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  address  the 
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House  on  the  impact  of  this  budget  in 
the  health  area,  particularly  when  it 
comes  to  Medicaid  and  Medicare. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  point  out  to 
the  previous  speaker  and  others  who 
these  Medicare  recipients  are.  They  are 
not  rich  people.  Over  three-fourths  of 
them  have  incomes  less  than  $25,000 
They  are  people  who  are  dependent  on 
their  Social  Security  checks.  Thirty 
percent  of  older  Americans  rely  on  So- 
cial Security  for  some  80  percent  of 
their  incomes.  A  majority  of  older 
Americans  rely  on  Social  Security  for 
at  least  half  of  their  income. 

If  this  Republican  budget  is  adopted, 
the  typical  Medicare  beneficiary  is 
going  to  see  almost  50  percent  of  their 
Social  Security  cost-of-living  incresises 
eaten  up  by  increased  Medicare  cost 
sharing  and  premiums  by  the  year  2002. 
Two  million  Americans  who  are  on  the 
Medicare  Program  would  lose  their 
whole  cost  of  living  increase  under  So- 
cial Security  simply  to  pay  their  addi- 
tional Medicare  costs  as  a  result  of  this 
budget. 

Are  my  Republican  colleagues  going 
to  say  to  their  constituents,  that  is  not 
really  a  cut  in  their  Social  Security 
check?  Are  they  going  to  argue  then 
that  even  though  the  cost  of  living  has 
gone  up  and  their  Social  Security 
check  has  not,  that  they  are  not  worse 
off? 

There  is  something  else  about  the 
Medicare  beneficiaries  that  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues  seem  to  forget.  They 
are  people  who  need  a  lot  of  health 
care.  That  is  particularly  true  the 
older  they  get.  When  they  get  old  and 
when  they  get  sick,  insurance  compa- 
nies do  not  seem  to  want  them. 

The  fastest  growing  group  of  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  are  people  over  85 
years  of  age,  the  disabled,  and  people 
with  end  stage  renal  disease.  No  won- 
der Medicare  expenditures  are  growing. 
It  costs  money  to  be  sick. 

They  also  seem  to  forget  that  people 
on  Medicare  pay  a  lot  for  their  health 
care  right  now.  The  average  elderly 
household  pays  12  percent  of  its  income 
for  health  care  right  now,  and  that  is 
over  3  times  as  much  as  younger  fami- 
lies pay.  They  pay  Medicare  premiums 
and  deductibles,  Medigap  premiums. 
They  pay  for  prescription  drugs  which 
are  not  covered  under  Medicare,  and 
they  spend  about  $2,750  out  of  pocket 
right  now.  Yet  this  budget  will  require 
them  to  pay  more. 

D  1645 

A  Medicare  beneficiary  will  have  to 
pay  nearly  $1,000  dollars  more  out  of 
pocket  for  their  Medicare  services  in 
2002  and  over  the  life  of  this  budget. 
Medicare  beneficiaries  are  going  to 
help  balance  the  budget  by  coughing  up 
some  $3,500  in  extra  dollars  to  pay  for 
their  Medicare  services. 

This  budget  is  very  bad  news  for 
these  people.  I  urge  its  rejection. 
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Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Michigan  [Ms.  LYNN  Riv- 
ers], a  distinguished  member  of  our 
committee. 

Ms.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  through- 
out the  course  of  the  discussion  today 
we  have  seen  many  attempts  to  explain 
away  the  concerns  that  are  being 
raised  about  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
programs  for  children  and  students.  We 
have  seen  a  variety  of  facts  and  figures 
produced  to  explain  why  these  issues 
really  should  not  count.  And  we  have 
been  accused  of  using  demagogery  to 
make  our  point. 

We  have  also  heard  over  and  over 
again  about  only  in  Washington  can 
this  hapi^en  or  that  happen  and  what 
the  American  people  will  support. 

I  decided  that  it  was  important  not 
to  speak  as  someone  from  Washington, 
but  to  let  the  American  people  speak 
themselves.  This  is  a  portion  of  the 
mail  I  have  received  on  one  of  the  cuts 
currently  in  the  proposal  which  would 
eliminate  home  heating  subsidies  for 
older  people  and  low-income  people. 
This  is  what  some  folks  in  my  district 
had  to  say  about  that. 

One  woman  said. 

I  feel  sorry  for  all  older  people.  Its  too  bad 
that  we  have  to  live  so  long. 

Another  person  writes  that  they  will 
not  be  able  to  pay  for  their  necessities. 

For  Gods  sake,  please  don't  stop  this.  I  am 
disabled  senior  citizen  of  73.  I  only  make  $462 
in  Social  Security  and  J16  a  month  in  SSI. 
Seems  like  people  on  Capitol  Hill  really 
don't  care  about  us  poor  people.  They  are 
trying  to  put  us  into  homelessness  or  make 
us  commit  suicide. 

A  woman  writes. 

The  money  I  receive  for  my  home  heating 
credit  helps  me  buy  my  pills  for  my  heart 
and  then  I  won't  skip  them.  I  can  take  my 
pills  every  day. 

Another  person  writes, 

I  have  to  cut  back  even  further  on  my  $546 
monthly  income  I'm  91  and  use  more  heat 
than  others.  I  just  had  a  severe  heart  attack. 

Another  woman  writes. 

People  like  myself,  senior  citizens,  will 
suffer  greatly.  The  winters  in  Michigan  are 
very  hard  on  disabled,  old  and  the  sick. 

She  is  97. 

One  senior  writes. 

Being  seniors  you  have  to  stay  warm  with 
less  heat.  As  ycu  get  older,  it  gets  colder. 

Another  person  writes. 

We  will  have  another  drop  in  our  living 
standard  and  the  bottom  is  coming  up  fast. 
Please  do  not  eliminate  these  services. 

Another  person  writes, 

I  will  be  facing  another  severe  hardship  on 
top  of  the  present  one.  Can  you  imagine  my 
wife  and  I  getting  $695  a  month  and  paying 
$335  to  our  HAP  alone.  Buying  our  medicine 
and  as  little  food  as  possible  to  survive  and 
we  cannot  afford  any  luxuries  whatsoever 
and  are  unable  to  pay  our  utility  and  other 
necessary  bills.  We  did  work  hard  all  our 
lives  and  helped  pay  into  the  system.  So 
please  help  us  help  ourselves.  Just  help  us  to 
survive  the  rest  of  our  lives. 

Last,  someone  writes. 


We  come  very  short  on  our  money  during 
the  winter.  Our  only  source  of  income  is  my 
husband's  Social  Security  disability.  I  think 
the  Republicans  have  gone  too  far  to  help 
the  rich. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  have  to  agree. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman   from    Colorado    [Mrs.    Schroe- 

DER]. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  who  has  provided  such  lead- 
ership on  our  side  on  this. 

This  is  about  promises  made  and 
promises  broken,  and  I  think  that  we 
really  have  to  look  at  the  very  core  of 
what  we  are  talking  about.  It  must  be 
confusing  to  people,  because  people  are 
trying  to  make  out  like  we  are  not  for 
balancing  the  budget.  Yes,  we  are.  We 
worried  about  the  deficit.  We  started 
this  whole  deficit  reduction  last  year 
all  by  ourselves. 

But  the  question  is  how  do  you  bal- 
ance the  budget,  and  who  do  you  cut  in 
getting  to  balance  that  budget. 

I  want  to  ask  you  to  show  me  one 
American  family  where  they  come  to 
the  table  to  put  together  their  budget 
and  they  decide  that  they  are  going  to 
cut  the  kids  and  they  are  going  to  cut 
the  elderly  and  they  are  going  to  cut 
the  infirm  so  they  can  give  more 
money  from  the  family  budget  to  those 
who  are  doing  really  well  already.  As  I 
said,  that  is  socialism  for  the  rich. 
That  is  the  dysfunctional  family.  That 
is  not  American  values,  and  yet.  that  is 
what  we  are  doing  in  this  budget  that 
is  in  front  of  us. 

I  brought  Stephanie  Clark  along.  She 
is  from  Denver.  Stephanie  Clark  is  very 
excited.  Because  of  student  loans  she  is 
finally  graduating  this  year  from  CU 
Denver  and  she  had  hoped  to  be  able  to 
go  on  to  Americorps.  Guess  what? 
Americorps  is  going  away,  and  student 
loans  are  going  to  be  severely  im- 
pacted. 

This  is  our  future.  These  are  the  peo- 
ple who  want  to  learn  how  to  fish;  they 
do  not  want  to  be  given  a  fish,  but  they 
need  help  to  get  there. 

As  we  look  at  this  budget  and  we  see 
that  we  cannot  get  a  commitment  on 
cutting  back  a  lot  of  the  benefits  that 
business  had,  even  the  $25  billion  that 
they  have  in  the  budget  to  take  it  out 
of  the  tax  pennies  for  the  rich,  guess 
what,  the  committee  is  saying  they 
will  not  do  it. 

As  we  look  at  all  of  the  other  things 
that  are  in  there  that  are  not  being 
touched,  because  there  are  big,  power- 
ful people  protecting  those  pet  rocks, 
the  people  we  are  going  after  are  the 
Stephanie  Clarks  of  Denver,  we  are 
going  after  the  elderly  on  Medicare 
who  thought  they  had  a  Contract  With 
America  already.  And  we  are  going 
after  the  most  vulnerable. 

I  keep  coming  back  to  the  same  old 
thing.   You  do  not  attack  your  most 


vulnerable.  Either  we  are  a  community 
or  a  bunch  of  isolated  individuals, 
which  I  hope  we  are  not,  or  we  are  a 
community  of  a  country  that  reaches 
out  and  tries  to  help  each  other 
through  some  sort  of  shared  ethic. 
That  is  what  it  is  about. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Of  course  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  her  statement  which  talks 
about  Medicare.  But  there  is  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  and  our  poorest  of  the 
poor  are  on  the  Medicaid  Program.  In 
fact  most  of  the  people  on  Medicaid  are 
children,  but  most  of  the  money  goes 
to  the  elderly  in  nursing  homes.  That 
program  is  going  to  be  devastated,  it  is 
going  to  be  devastated,  it  is  going  to  be 
blockgranted  and  cut  in  the  amount 
that  will  go  to  the  States. 

But  I  just  recall  hearing  from  Edna 
Ferris,  who  talked  to  us  at  a  con- 
ference on  Monday.  She  talked  about 
how  they  struggled  with  her  husband 
who  had  Alzheimer's,  she  tried  to  keep 
him  home  as  long  as  she  could.  When 
she  could  not  manage  it  anymore,  she 
looked  to  the  Medicaid  Program  to 
help  pay  for  the  nursing  home  costs, 
which  can  be  $35,000  a  year,  and  more, 
and  she  did  not  have  that  money.  So 
she  went  on  Medicaid  and  the  Medicaid 
Program  kept  her  from  being  impover- 
ished, allowed  her  to  keep  some  of 
their  money  so  she  could  live  at  home. 
If  she  had  no  Medicaid  to  protect  her. 
all  of  her  resources  would  have  gone  to 
that  nursing-home  care,  and  maybe  her 
husband  would  not  have  been  able  to 
get  in  the  nursing  home  because  they 
are  not  going  to  take  somebody  for 
free. 

So  these  programs  help  the  most  vul- 
nerable in  our  population,  and  we 
should  not  forget  that. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  I  just  did  a  talk 
radio  show  where  I  talked  to  a  woman 
who  had  adopted  three  medically  de- 
pendent children  and  desperately  need- 
ed Medicaid  to  help  her,  and  I  pointed 
out  that  was  cheaper  than  institu- 
tionalization. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lazio],  a  distinguished  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

We  have  been  looking  at  pictures 
here,  and  I  just  want  to  show  this  pic- 
ture here.  This  is  Ari  Cowen.  His  father 
is  one  of  our  budget  staff  people.  Ari  is 
a  3-year-old.  This  to  me  is  what  this  is 
all  about.  This  is  the  young  generation 
we  are  talking  about  saving  America 
for  and  being  sure  that  they  have  a  bal- 
anced budget. 
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And  just  before  we  resumed  this  part 
of  the  debate  I  was  back  in  the  back 
talking  to  the  pages,  and  I  think  of  the 
young  people  like  Abby  Moon  from 
Ohio  and  'Vanessa  Ruggles,  Nick  Ryan, 
Tammy  Brewer,  Nancy  Brim  from  my 
own  hometown,  this  is  the  young  gen- 
eration that  we  are  talking  about.  This 
is  what  we  are  talking  about  saving 
America  for.  Let  us  not  forget  that. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  talked  about  Medicare.  We 
want  to  save  Medicare.  We  do  not  want 
it  to  go  bankrupt.  It  starts  to  go  bank- 
rupt next  year,  and  in  7  years  it  is 
bankrupt,  and  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  said  in  the  next  3  years  after 
we  spend  more  on  Medicare  than  they 
do.  because  their  fund  runs  out.  Medi- 
care Part  A.  This  is  the  Democratic 
plan  to  solve  and  resolve  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  problem.  It  is  a  blank  sheet. 
That  is  their  plan. 

And  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
talks  about  she  wants  to  balance  the 
budget.  She  voted  against  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  My  only  question 
is  if  she  wants  to  balance  the  budget, 
when,  and  how. 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  The  gen- 
tleman is  correct,  that  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side,  whom  I  respect  and 
in  many  cases  admire,  have  had  plenty 
of  opportunities  to  move  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget.  They  had  an  opportunity 
to  vote  for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  voted  against  it  because  they 
said  there  were  not  enough  specifics. 
Then  they  were  given  the  specifics  and 
they  said  these  were  the  wrong  specif- 
ics. Then  I  began  to  be  lectured  as  a 
dad  who  has  two  small  children,  two 
preschool  children,  Molly  and  Kelsey.  I 
do  not  have  a  picture  of  my  children 
here.  Maybe  I  should  have  brought  one. 
but  you  know  this  blank  easel  next  to 
me  should  be  for  all  of  the  children  we 
are  trying  to  save  here  today. 

These  are  two  of  the  most  important 
days  that  I  think  I  will  have  in  my 
service  in  Congress,  and  I  believe  deep- 
ly in  what  I  am  doing  here.  I  believe 
deeply  because  I  want  to  be  able  to  go 
back  and  tuck  my  kids  in  bed  at  night 
and  say  to  them  they  are  going  to  have 
a  better  future,  we  are  not  going  to 
pass  the  buck,  we  are  not  going  to 
punt,  we  are  not  going  to  get  involved 
in  political  demagoguery.  We  are  going 
to  do  the  right  thing.  Republicans 
know  it  and  Democrats  know  it.  The 
debt  is  out  of  control.  It  erodes  the 
ability  for  the  next  generation  to  have 
hope.  It  erodes  their  ability  to  have  a 
sense  of  opportunity.  We  are  doing 
something  about  it  right  now. 

I  really  invite  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  who  are  bent  on  name-call- 
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ing  and  lecturing  about  compassion  to 
reevaluate  their  sense  of  compassion. 
What  compassion  is  there  when  we  are 
spending  today  billions  of  dollars  that 
the  next  generation  has  got  to  pay 
back.  What  compassion  is  it  when  we 
cannot  provide  an  opportunity  for  the 
next  generation,  when  they  cannot  go 
to  school  and  they  cannot  find  a  job 
after  they  go  to  school  because  they 
are  so  burdened  with  debt  that  there 
are  no  jobs  left. 

So,  I  really  beseech  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side,  who  I  respect,  do  not 
lecture  us  about  compassion,  because  I 
think  it  is  misplaced. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  as  a  proud  mem- 
ber of  the  House  Budget  Committee,  but  more 
importantly.  I  rise  as  the  proud  father  of  two 
young  daughters,  Molly  and  Kelsey.  More  than 
anything  else  in  the  world.  I  want  to  ensure 
that  my  two  daughters  have  the  opportunities 
that  past  generations  of  Americans  have  en- 
joyed and  that  they  are  not  burdened  by  the 
shortsightedness  of  this  body. 

For  reasons  that  my  children,  who  are  2  and 
3  years  old,  are  still  too  young  to  realize,  our 
actions  today  will  have  a  profound  effect  on 
their  future.  Amenca  has  always  been  known 
as  the  land  of  hope  and  opportunity.  This  is 
what  I  ask  for  my  children  and  therefore  ask 
my  colleagues  to  think  toward  the  future  when 
they  cast  their  votes  on  the  budgets  before  the 
House. 

As  members  of  this  body  we  have  a  moral 
imperative  to  pass  this  resolution  and  balance 
the  budget.  Without  it  our  children  will  face  un- 
certain futures  in  which  they  will  face  unimagi- 
nable obstacles.  The  late  Senator  J.  William 
Fullbright  once  said,  "A  nation's  budget  is  full 
of  moral  implications;  it  tells  what  a  society 
cares  about  and  what  it  does  not  care  about; 
it  tells  what  its  values  are."  With  this  vote,  we 
send  a  strong  moral  message  that  the  status 
quo  is  unacceptable,  a  $4.8  trillion  debt  is  un- 
acceptable, annual  deficits  close  to  S200  bil- 
lion are  unacceptable,  and  it  is  unacceptable 
for  Congress  to  continue  running  from  these 
problems  without  consideration  for  America's 
future.  This  budget  represents  hope,  oppor- 
tunity, and  a  positive  vision  for  the  future. 

The  budget  we  reported  from  the  Budget 
Committee  last  week  represents  a  histonc 
change  in  the  direction  our  country  is  headed. 
It  moves  us  from  the  path  of  increasing  debt 
and  inefficient,  big  centralized  government  to- 
ward a  government  that  is  smaller,  more  de- 
centralized and  efficient  and  a  country  that  will 
be  more  productive,  with  a  higher  rate  of  net 
savings  and  a  higher  standard  of  living.  It  is  a 
budget  that  outlines  a  positive  future  for  our 
country,  a  future  filled  with  hope  and  oppor- 
tunity. We  cannot  continue  on  our  current 
spending  binge. 

The  public  debt  now  totals  almost  S4.8  tril- 
lion— about  $19,000  for  every  man,  woman 
and  child  in  the  United  States.  A  large  part  of 
our  taxes  go  to  the  interest  payments  on  this 
debt,  $235  billion — $643  million  per  day— this 
year  alone.  Interest  payments  on  the  Federal 
debt  are  behind  only  Social  Secunty  and  Na- 
tional Defense  as  the  third  largest  single  ex- 
penditure in  this  budget.  By  1997,  Amencans 
could  be  paying  more  for  the  debt  than  for  de- 
fense. 
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Without  the  spending  changes  in  this  budg- 
et, the  national  debt  is  projected  to  reach  al- 
most $7.5  trillion  by  the  year  2005,  with  inter- 
est payments  of  $412  billion.  Unless  we  con- 
trol spending  now,  servicing  the  national  debt 
will  crowd  out  all  other  pnorrties  in  the  Federal 
budget. 

Last  fall  the  American  people  made  a 
choice  and  gave  Republicans  a  majority  in 
Congress.  They  did  so  because  they  did  not 
want  the  status  quo,  they  wanted  responsible, 
positive  change.  Most  of  all,  they  wanted  Con- 
gress to  quit  ducking  the  tough  issues  and  to 
take  action.  This  budget  fulfills  our  promise  to 
provide  that  positive,  responsible  change 

Unfortunately,  when  the  President  submitted 
his  budget  this  year,  he  punted,  ducking  all 
the  tough  choices. 

My  fnends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
who  opposed  the  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget  said  they  agreed  with  the 
goal,  but  they  did  not  want  to  change  the  Con- 
stitution to  force  balanced  budget.  Faced  with 
a  budget  that  will  be  balanced,  these  same 
Democrats  say  they  do  not  like  it.  It  is  now 
clear  that  Democrats  who  opposed  the  t)al- 
anced  budget  amendn.ent  really  opposed  bal- 
anced budgets  penod 

Out  budget  tackles  the  tough  Issues  head 
on.  Our  budget  problems  will  not  go  away.  In 
fact,  each  year  we  avoid  making  lough 
choices,  they  get  even  more  difficult 

While  the  committee's  budget  is  tough,  it 
also  IS  fair.  Overall,  Federal  spending  will  con- 
tinue to  increase,  but  the  rate  of  growth  will 
slow  to  allow  revenues  to  catch  up.  Every  part 
of  the  country  is  affected.  No  group  or  pro- 
gram IS  unaffected.  It  affects  our  urban  areas, 
as  well  as  our  rural  areas. 

The  cntics  will  say  the  public  will  not  accept 
it.  Those  cntics  are  wrong.  The  Amencan  peo- 
ple are  prepared  for  change  as  long  as  they 
know  it  was  fairiy  and  thoughtfully  arnved  at 
by  their  elected  representatives.  They  are  will- 
ing to  put  up  with  these  changes  because  they 
know  in  the  long  run  the  changes  are  nec- 
essary to  ensure  the  American  dream — that 
each  generation  will  do  t)etter  than  their  par- 
ents, that  Amenca  will  remain  the  land  ol  hope 
and  opportunity. 

This  budget  plan  will  make  this  country 
stronger  for  our  generation,  and  for  genera- 
tions to  come.  A  balanced  budget  will  produce 
lower  interest  rates,  higher  productivity,  im- 
proved purchasing  power,  reduced  inflation, 
and  accelerated  long-term  growth  With  this 
proposal,  we  are  setting  the  stage  tor  a  higher 
standard  of  living  for  all  of  our  children  and 
our  children's  children. 

Total  government  taxes  per  household, 
measured  in  1990  dollars,  were  $18,500  m 
1994,  nearly  three  times  their  level  in  1950. 
Federal  taxes  as  a  share  of  median  income 
have  nsen  from  5  percent  m  1950  to  15  per- 
cent in  1970  to  24.5  percent  m  1995.  If  taxes 
today  were  at  the  same  level  as  they  were  m 
1970,  the  average  family  would  keep  $4,000  a 
year  more  of  their  take-home  pay 

Americans  are  paying  for  the  debt  in  other 
ways.  Government  borrowing  competes  with 
the  pnvate  sector  m  the  credit  markets,  forcing 
interest  rates  higher  Interest  rates  would  t>e  2 
percentage  points  lower  if  the  budget  were 
balanced.  That  means  a  30-year  mortgage  on 
a  $150,000  home  costs  $74,000  more  today 
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over  the  life  of  the  loan  than  it  would  if  the 
budget  were  balanced.  Auto  and  consumer 
loans  also  would  be  more  affordable. 

Balancing  the  budget  and  the  accompanying 
2  percent  interest  rate  reduction  would  create 
4,25  million  more  jobs  over  the  next  10  years, 
and  increase  per  capita  income  by  16.1  per- 
cent. The  Congressional  Budget  Office  says  a 
balanced  budget  would  redirect  resources 
from  consumption  to  investment,  increasing 
the  Nation's  capital  stock  and  national  wealth. 

Federal  Reserve  Chairman  Alan  Greenspan 
testified  to  the  Budget  Committee  in  March 
that  the  economic  benefits  of  a  balanced 
budget  would  be  startling.  "I  think  that  produc- 
tivity would  accelerate,"  Greenspan  said,  the 
Inflation  rate  would  be  subdued  the  gen- 

eral state  of  financial  markets  would  be  far 
more  solid,  and  the  underlying  outlook  would 
be  generally  improved  for  long-term  economic 
growth.  Real  incomes  .  .  .  would  significantly 
improve,  long-term  interest  rates  would  fall 
significantly,  and  they  (most  Amencansj  would 
look  forward  to  their  children  doing  better  than 
they." 

The  committees  budget  is  a  gateway  to  a 
future  filled  with  hope  and  opportunity.  It  pre- 
sents a  new  vision  of  government.  It  begins  to 
move  authonty  out  of  Washington  and  will 
help  empower  every  individual  American.  It 
gives  the  relief  for  America's  families,  it  pro- 
tects Social  Secunty.  It  saves  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy,  spends  80  billion  more — almost  4 
percent  more  while  increasing  per  beneficiary 
Medicare  spending  from  the  current  S4,700  to 
S6,400  per  year. 

By  adopting  the  committee's  budget  today, 
we  will  have  kept  our  word  to  the  American 
people  and  met  the  challenge  they  placed  be- 
fore us.  When  I  put  my  daughters  to  bed  to- 
morrow night  I  will  know  that  we  have  done 
the  morally  right  thing  and  helped  pave  the 
way  for  prosperity  for  them  and  for  all  future 
generations. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  New  York 
[Mrs.  LowEY]. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
hung  up  the  phone  on  Minnie  Wilensky 
from  Queens  County,  She  cannot  even 
watch  this  debate  because  she  cannot 
afford  cable.  You  can  talk  about  big 
numbers  and  little  numbers  and  how 
we  have  to  raise  it  and  cut  it.  All  she 
knows  is  that  her  copayments  are 
going  to  go  up  and  her  premiums  are 
going  to  go  up  and  she  will  not  get  a 
cost-of-living  increase  in  Social  Secu- 
rity. And  Minnie  Wilensky,  who  is 
making  constant  choices  about  wheth- 
er she  buys  the  chicken  or  whether  she 
cannot  buy  the  chicken,  because  she 
lives  on  511,000  a  year,  I  just  want  to 
tell  you  the  story  because  it  is  not  a 
number  in  your  statistics.  Minnie  lives 
in  Queens  County  and  she  knows  it  is 
going  to  cost  her  more  and  she  is  going 
to  pay  more  for  the  choice  of  doctor 
and  more  premiums  and  more 
deductibles,  and  that  is  what  she 
knows. 

Day  after  day  we  have  heard  how  the 
Republicans  have  kept  their  promises 
to  the  American  people.  One  after  an- 
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other  the  Republicans  told  us  that 
promises  made  are  promises  kept.  Well. 
Mr.  Chairman,  today  we  learn  that  Re- 
publican promises  made  are  Republican 
promises  broken,  a  promise  broken  to  a 
person  like  Minnie  Wilensky  from 
Queens  County.  Now,  Speaker  Gingrich 
and  the  Republican  majority  promised 
that  they  would  not  cut  her  Social  Se- 
curity benefits,  but  they  are  going  to 
cut  her  COLA.  They  promised  not  to 
cut  her  Medicare,  but  they  are  going  to 
raise  her  fees  that  she  is  going  to  have 
to  pay.  What  is  the  truth?  What  does 
the  new  budget  say?  The  Republican 
budget  does  cut  S24  billion  from  Social 
Security.  Seniors  who  have  worked 
hard  their  whole  lives  will  lose  hun- 
dreds of  dollars  in  Social  Security  ben- 
efits. Social  Security  is  a  contract.  The 
Republican  majority  has  been  saying 
that  for  years.  They  said  they  would 
not  touch  it.  Well,  they  have,  they 
have  broken  that  contract  into  pieces. 
They  are  proposing  the  largest  Medi- 
care cut  in  history,  close  to  $300  bil- 
lion. 

The  bill  will  cost  individual  seniors 
over  $1,000  more  a  year  for  Medicare 
benefits  by  the  year  2002.  How  will  this 
affect  real  people  like  Minnie 
Wilensky?  She  has  a  heart  condition. 
She  has  glaucoma.  She  and  so  many 
other  seniors  in  my  district  cannot  af- 
ford what  they  are  alread.v  paying  in 
prescription  copayments  and 

deductibles.  How  are  they  possibly 
going  to  afford  these  increases? 

As  I  mentioned,  she  lives  on  $11,600  a 
year.  She  was  telling  me,  "I  am  grate- 
ful for  what  I  have  got,  but  I  have  to 
make  choices.  If  I  have  to  buy  more 
medicine,  I  cannot  buy  the  chicken.  If 
I  have  to  buy  more  in  a  grocery  store, 
I  have  to  constantly  make  those 
choices.  ' 

□  1700 

How  can  she  possibly  afford  these  in- 
creases? And  she  is  also  worried  about 
her  generation;  she  is  worried  about 
her  grandchildren,  not  only  her  own 
generation.  She  worries  that  her  grand- 
children will  not  be  able  to  afford  to  go 
to  college.  She  told  me  that  with  the 
average  increase  of  $5,000  which  is  pro- 
posed in  this  budget,  they  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  go  to  college. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Republican  budget 
breaks  faith  with  the  millions  of  Amer- 
ican seniors,  like  Minnie  Wilensky. 
who  depend  on  Medicare  and  Social  Se- 
curity. This  is  how  the  Republicans 
kept  their  promise,  cutting  Medicare, 
cutting  Social  Security,  cutting  edu- 
cation. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman      from      Mississippi      [Mr. 

P.\RKER]. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PARKER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr,  HOKE,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
wanted    to    say    to    the    gentlewoman 


from  New  York,  where  did  Minnie  get 
this  information  about  there  is  not 
going  to  be  as  much  Medicare,  their 
money  is  going  to  be  cut,  she  is  going 
to  have  to  pay  more?  Where  on  Earth? 
Did  you  tell  her  this  personally? 

The  other  thing  I  would  like  to  say. 
since  you  did  not  yield  me  any  time.  I 
will  not  yield  you  any  now.  but  the 
other  thing  I  wanted  to  say  is  simply 
this:  You  are  complaining  about  a  cut 
in  Social  Security  that  does  not  exist. 
and  yet  in  1993,  you  voted  for  the  Clin- 
ton tax  bill  that  actually  did,  in  fact, 
cut  Social  Security  by  $26  billion.  You 
cannot  have  it  the  both  ways. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  will 
come  as  no  surprise  to  anybody  in  this 
body  that  I  rise  to  express  my  unbend- 
ing and  total  support  for  the  Kasich 
budget  resolution  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

There  is  not  a  person  in  this  body 
who  does  not  have  at  the  very  core  of 
their  being  the  best  interests  of  this 
Nation  at  heart.  There  is  not  a  Member 
of  this  body  on  either  side  of  the  aisle 
who  does  not  want  this  Nation  to  grow 
and  to  prosper  and  to  achieve  what  it 
has  always  achieved,  and  that  is  being 
a  world  leader  and  standing  for  what  is 
right. 

The  real  question  that  we  have  is  not 
whether  we  want  what  is  best  for  this 
country,  but  how  we  can  best  achieve 
those  goals.  For  a  long  time  we  have 
spent  our  time  talking  about  programs 
and  how  much  each  of  us  cares  about 
people.  Politically,  we  all  attack  each 
other  blindly. 

For  instance,  in  the  past,  it  was  not 
true  when  some  Republicans  attacked 
Democrats  saying  they  were  not  patri- 
otic for  their  stand  on  one  issue  or  the 
other.  It  is  equally  untrue  when  Demo- 
crats point  to  Republicans  and  say 
they  do  not  care.  They  do  care.  I  think 
we  all  care. 

But  how  do  we  get  to  that  point 
where  fiscal  responsibility  brings  this 
Nation  back  into  the  mainstream?  It 
would  have  been  unheard  of  even  a  year 
ago  for  anyone  to  say  that  we  would  be 
moving  toward  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002. 

I  am  in  my  fourth  term  and  I  had 
thought  it  would  never  happen.  I  had 
reached  the  point  of  believing  it  just 
could  not  happen.  I  think  the  key  has 
been  to  have  a  date  certain  because  it 
forces  the  issue.  We  are  now  in  a  situa- 
tion where  we  must  move  to  a  date  cer- 
tain—2002— and  the  debate  has  shifted 
from  not  whether  the  budget  should  be 
in  balance  but  how  and  what  priorities 
should  be  established  to  get  the  budget 
in  balance.  That  is  a  major  shift  in  the 
thought  processes  that  occur  on  Cap- 
itol Hill. 

I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
John  Kasich,  chairman  of  the  House 
Budget  Committee,  and  all  of  the  Re- 
publican members  who  invited  me  to 
worl-    with    them    in    developing    this 


budget.  There  was  a  tremendous 
amount  of  give-and-take.  And  I  believe 
we  have  developed  a  product  that 
makes  sense  and  puts  us  on  that  road. 
Granted,  we  have  the  Senate  which  has 
a  different  version.  We  have  different 
versions  here  in  the  House.  But  I  firm- 
ly believe  that  the  path  we  are  taking 
as  members  of  the  Budget  Committee 
in  passing  out  this  piece  of  legislation 
is  the  correct  path. 

Now  there  are  those  that  say,  "Well, 
the  cuts  are  so  horrendous — draconian 
in  nature."  Please  understand  that  the 
amount  of  money  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment spends  will  continue  to  rise.  Each 
year  it  will  continue  to  increase.  The 
Federal  Government  will  spend  more 
money  next  year  than  it  will  this  year. 
It  will  spend  more  in  2002  than  it  has 
ever  spent  before.  What  we  are  trying 
to  do  is  slow  down  the  rate  of  growth. 

I  know  that  a  lot  of  discussion  has 
taken  place  on  programs  such  as  Medi- 
care. But  the  system  is  going  broke. 
Something  must  be  done  to  change  the 
direction  of  Medicare  or  it  will  not  be 
there.  And  it  is  important  for  the 
American  people  to  understand  that 
everyone  must  participate. 

One  of  the  major  arguments  that  I 
had  on  the  committee  with  other  mem- 
bers, those  on  the  Republican  side,  is 
that  they  wanted  to  exempt  Social  Se- 
curity, I  have  a  problem  with  that.  I 
believe  that  senior  citizens  care  about 
this  country  as  much  as  we  do.  and  I 
believe  that  they  be  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  participate — that  everyone 
should  be  treated  the  same.  But,  the 
Republicans  won  that  argument.  Social 
Security  is  untouched  in  this  budget. 

I  am  not  suggesting  elimination  or 
the  cutting  of  Social  Security.  What  I 
want  them  to  do  is  to  participate  in  an 
equal  way  in  which  everyone  is  treated 
the  same.  That  is  fairness.  I  believe 
that  instead  of  us  trying  to  scare  peo- 
ple and  put  them  in  a  position  of  being 
afraid  that  the  money  they  have  come 
to  depend  on  will  be  cut  out,  that  they 
need  to  look  at  this  process  from  the 
standpoint  of  purchasing  power  and  the 
economic  stability  of  our  Nation. 

When  Alan  Greenspan  came  to  our 
committee,  he  made  the  statement 
that  not  since  World  War  I  has  our 
economy  ever  experienced  the  pluses  of 
a  balanced  budget,  that  we  have  never 
experienced  what  the  positive  aspects 
can  be  for  this  Nation  if  we  are  at  a 
balanced  budget.  We  need  to  look  to 
the  future.  We  need  to  look  and  see  ex- 
actly what  the  pluses  are  going  to  be 
for  everybody.  And  it  is  just  like  my 
friend  Pete  Geren  has  said,  it  is  like 
finding  the  cure  for  cancer— but  nobody 
wants  to  talk  about  the  cure.  All  they 
want  to  do  is  talk  about  the  chemo- 
therapy you  have  to  go  through  in 
order  to  get  to  wholeness. 

Well,  there  is  pain  in  this  budget.  No 
one  with  any  common  sense  in  this 
country  has  ever  felt  or  ever  said  that 
we  can  resolve  our  financial  situation 


and  get  back  into  a  surplus  without 
pain.  We  did  not  get  into  it  overnight, 
and  we  are  not  going  to  get  out  of  it 
overnight.  And  we  all  have  to  accept 
some  responsibility  for  that.  This  is 
the  first  step  on  that  road. 

Many  people  have  said  they  have  a 
problem  as  far  as  the  tax  decrease.  But 
2  years  ago.  we  had  a  tax  increase  that 
I  voted  against  I  did  not  feel  that  we 
should  go  in  that  direction.  I  felt  that 
we  should  cut  spending  first.  I  believe 
that  we  need  to  roll  it  back.  The  bill  2 
years  ago  was  a  tax  increase  of  $246  bil- 
lion over  5  years.  The  tax  cut  that  we 
have  in  this  package  is  $281  billion  over 
7  years.  I  believe  this  tax  cut  will  re- 
lieve some  of  the  pain  during  readjust- 
ment. But  more  than  that  I  believe 
that  this  budget  puts  in  place  a  system 
where  we  are  on  the  glide  slope  to  a 
balanced  budget,  and  that  we  can  make 
a  difference. 

In  the  words  of  the  ultimate  Repub- 
lican Abraham  Lincoln.  "There  are  few 
thi'igs  wholly  evil  or  wholly  good.  Al- 
most everything,  especially  of  Govern- 
ment policy,  is  an  inseparable 
compound  of  the  two.  so  that  our  best 
judgment  of  the  preponderance  be- 
tween them  is  continually  demanded." 
Alan  Greenspan  said  that  all  the  talk 
about  the  next  generation  not  having  a 
better  standard  of  living  than  the  pre- 
vious generation  will  be  gone  if  we  are 
on  a  line  to  a  balanced  budget.  If  suc- 
cessful, we  will  unleash  the  power  of 
our  economy,  the  most  powerful  now. 
the  most  powerful  that  has  ever  been 
in  the  history  of  the  world.  An  econ- 
omy that  can  do  phenomenal  astound- 
ing things.  We  have  to  release  the  re- 
strictions placed  on  us  by  the  deficit 
and  the  debt.  If  you  look  at  fairness, 
everyone  participates.  It  is  a  fair  budg- 
et. It  is  a  hard  budget.  But  it  has  to  be 
hard  in  order  to  make  it  work. 

For  a  long  time,  there  have  been 
many  of  us  who  have  been  pushing  for 
us  to  get  out  fiscal  house  in  order.  The 
amazing  thing  about  it  is  that  if  we 
had  done  this  10  years  ago,  it  would 
have  been  so  much  easier.  We  could 
have  made  the  necessary  changes — we 
did  not  do  it.  Many  people  blame  Ron- 
ald Reagan  and  the  early  1980's.  That 
is.  to  some  degree,  true.  There  were 
problems  back  then— things  were  not 
handled  right  by  either  the  Repub- 
licans or  Democrats.  But  I  think  we 
need  to  go  back  further  than  that,  back 
to  the  mid  1960's  when  we  put  entitle- 
ment programs  on  automatic  pilot  and 
Congress  abdicated  its  responsibility. 

Compound  interest  is  a  fascinating 
thing  when  we  put  all  these  entitle- 
ment programs  on  automatic  pilot,  we 
abdicated  our  responsibility.  What  hap- 
pened was  we  just  sat  back  and  our 
debt  reached  a  trillion  dollars  by  the 
time  we  reached  the  1980's,  And  when 
you  start  dealing  with  figures  like 
that,  you  see  growth  that  is  devastat- 
ing. Now  we  are  approaching  $5  trillion 
in  debt. 


We  cannot  sustain  the  debt  that  we 
have  and  the  growth  in  deficit  that  we 
have.  It  cannot  be  sustained.  And  from 
a  generational  standpoint,  when  you 
look  at  our  kids  and  our  grandchildren, 
in  order  to  maintain  the  programs  that 
are  in  place,  if  the  status  quo  exists, 
they  are  going  to  be  paying  from  75  to 
84  percent  of  their  salaries  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  just  to  maintain  the 
programs  that  are  there. 

It  has  not  worked.  The  status  quo  is 
destroying  us.  And  just  like  when 
many  Republicans  believed  we  must 
throw  more  and  more  money  at  De- 
fense, that  wasn't  the  answer.  We  wast- 
ed a  lot  of  money.  The  same  is  true  of 
throwing  more  and  more  money  at  so- 
cial programs,  where  a  lot  of  them 
don't  do  any  good.  It  is  not  working. 
We  must  change. 

All  of  us  care.  All  of  us  want  to  do 
what's  right.  All  of  us  love  this  Nation. 
But  I  believe  the  real  choice  Is  whether 
we  really  want  a  balanced  budget.  Do 
we  really  want  it?  Are  we  willing  to 
pay  the  price  to  get  to  that  point?  You 
will  vote  for  any  bill  that  you  want. 
But,  in  the  final  analysis,  the  bill  that 
has  been  reported  out  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  is  going  to  be  the  bill  that 
is  going  to  make  it  or  not. 

I  believe  it  is  going  to  make  it  this 
week.  And  if  you  really  believe  in  a 
balanced  budget,  if  you  really  believe 
that  we  must  change  the  course  of  this 
Nation,  if  you  really  believe  that  we 
need  fiscal  responsibility  to  come  back 
in  and  be  an  Integral  part  of  our  deci- 
sionmaking, if  you  really  believe  we 
need  to  take  the  first  step  to  let  the 
American  people  know  we  are  serious 
about  this  problem,  then  you  must 
vote  for  this. 

I  know  all  the  political  arguments.  I 
know  a  lot  of  people  are  going  to  be 
calling.  I  know  that  a  lot  of  people  are 
going  to  be  upset.  In  fact.  I  think  ev- 
eryone is  going  to  be  upset  before  it  is 
all  over  with.  But  it  is  about  time.  It  is 
about  time  that  everyone  in  this  coun- 
try got  upset.  It  Is  about  time  that 
they  realize  we  need  to  do  something. 
It  is  about  time  they  decided  that  they 
need  to  participate.  The  time  has 
come.  And  I  am  very  happy  to  be  able 
to  vote  for  this  budget. 

I  am  glad  that  I  have  been  permitted 
to  be  here  on  this  historic  week,  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  process  where  we  can 
actually  make  a  difference — a  true  dif- 
ference for  this  country  where  I  can 
look  at  my  children  and  say  I  had  a 
part  in  changing  the  direction  of  this 
country.  And  1  did  not  worry  about  the 
political  ramifications  and  I  did  not 
worry  about  my  political  future — I  did 
what  I  felt  was  necessary. 

That  is  what  I  want  each  of  you  to 
do.  I  want  you  to  search  your  heart  and 
do  what  you  feel  is  right.  If  you  dis- 
agree, then  disagree;  you  have  every 
right  to  disagree.  But  if  you  are  like 
me  and  you  feel  that  the  time  is  come 
to  change  the  course  of  this  Nation,  I 
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ask  you  to  join  me  and  proudly  vote  for 
this  budget. 

Earlier  I  quoted  President  Lincoln, 
let  me  close  with  these  words  from 
John  F.  Kennedy: 

.  .  Democracy  means  much  more  than 
popular  ifovernment  and  majority  rule,  much 
more  than  a  system  of  political  techniques 
to  natter  or  deceive  powerful  blocs  of  voters. 
.  .  .  The  true  democracy,  living  and  growing 
and  inspiring,  puts  its  faith  in  the  people — 
faith  that  the  people  will  not  simply  elect 
men  who  will  represent  their  views  ably  and 
faithfully,  but  also  elect  men  who  will  exer- 
cise their  conscientious  judg-ment — faith 
that  the  people  will  not  condemn  those 
whose  devotion  to  principle  leads  them  to 
unpopular  courses,  but  will  reward  courage, 
respect  honor  and  ultimately  recognize 
right. 

I  ask  each  of  you  to  please  join  with 
me.  Let  us  pass  the  committee  budg- 
et— it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

D    1715 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  20 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  Lowey]. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
think  it  is  important  for  me  to  respond 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  who  asked 
me  how  Minnie  Wilensky  from  Queens 
County  knew  about  the  increase  in  the 
deductible,  the  increase  and  the  copay- 
ment,  and  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  we  be  honest  in  this  debate.  I  say 
to  the  gentleman,  page  5,  page  18  of 
your  budget.  Mr.  K.\siCH.  talks 
about 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  [Mrs. 
Lowey]  has  expired. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Ms.  Waters]. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
senior  citizens  in  mv  district  are  in 
fundamental  opposition  to  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  and  I  rise  to  support 
them. 

All  is  not  well  in  America  today.  The 
wages  of  working  people  are  stagnant. 
Corporations  downsize  or  flee  our 
shores  altogether  in  search  of  cheap 
labor.  Fewer  workers  have  pensions  to 
look  forward  to  in  old  age  and  employ- 
ers seek  to  squeeze  employee  health 
benefits. 

Tragically,  this  budget  does  not  ad- 
dress those  fundamental  problems.  In- 
stead, it  would  cut  taxes  for  the  rich, 
and— amazingly— it  would  pay  for  those 
tax  cuts  by  cutting  Medicare. 

This  Republican  budget  is  an  assault 
on  the  Medicare  Program.  We  have  a 
compact  with  our  senior  citizens.  Be- 
tween Social  Security  and  Medicare, 
this  country  has  reduced  elderly  pov- 
erty, tended  to  the  sick,  and  assisted  in 
long-term  care  for  our  mothers,  our  fa- 
thers, and  our  grandparents.  With  this 
budget,  Mr.  Chairman,  all  this  could 
come  to  an  end. 

To  our  shock,  this  Republican  budget 
would  destroy  years  of  trust  between 
the   Federal   Government  and  seniors. 


The  $283  billion  in  Medicare  cuts  would 
have  several  different  consequences. 
Many  costs  that  are  currently  paid  by 
the  Medicare  Program  would  probably 
be  shifted  to  Medicare  beneficiaries  in 
the  form  of  higher  premiums,  deduc- 
tions, and  coinsurance  payments,  such 
as  the  proposed  20  percent  home  health 
coinsurance. 

Let  me  share  the  story  of  my  friend 
and  constituent,  Mrs.  Pat  Eastman. 
Mrs.  Eastman  is  a  World  War  II  vet- 
eran. She  is  82  years  old  and  lives 
alone.  Mrs.  Eastman  has  numerous 
medical  problems.  While  she  is  a  vet- 
eran, she  does  not  qualify  for  medical 
service  through  the  VA  because  she  is 
not  50  percent  service-connected  dis- 
abled. Mrs.  Eastman  has  to  pay  some- 
one to  transport  her  back  and  forth  to 
the  VA  for  outpatient  care.  She  has  to 
pay  a  copayment  for  her  medications. 
Recently,  Mrs.  Eastman  was  hospital- 
ized for  severe  infections  from  Ecoli 
bacteria. 

Since  her  discharge  from  the  hos- 
pital, Mrs.  Eastman  has  had  to  rely  on 
the  services  of  a  visiting  home  nurse 
who  comes  to  her  home  three  times  a 
week.  Without  these  home  health  serv- 
ices, paid  for  by  Medicare,  Mrs.  East- 
man would  have  had  to  remain  in  the 
hospital  or  be  transferred  to  a  skilled 
nursing  facility. 

Mrs.  Eastman  has  a  long  history  of 
service  to  the  Los  Angeles  community 
as  well.  She  was  a  vote  registrar.  She 
sat  on  street  comers  and  helped  reg- 
ister people  to  vote.  She  continues  to 
be  a  member  of  our  California  senior 
legislature.  Pat  Eastman  has  devoted 
her  life  to  making  her  community  and 
her  country  better. 

It  IS  estimated  that  approximately  3.8  million 
Medicare  beneficiaries  will  use  home  health 
<;prvirp<;  in  IQQfi  llnrier  rijrrent  law,  these 
services  are  covered  by  Medicare.  If  Repub- 
licans have  their  way,  Mrs.  Eastman  and  the 
other  Medicare  beneficiaries  will  have  to  pay 
an  additional  S900  out-of-pocket  for  home 
health  services;  this  amount  will  nse  to  $1,200 
in  2002.  This  20-percent  coinsurance  wilt  not 
save  money  or  reduce  Medicare  costs.  It  will 
simply  drive  many  Medicare  tieneficiaries  into 
nursing  homes  because  they  will  not  be  able 
to  afford  the  home  health  services  that  would 
enable  them  to  remain  at  home. 

At  age  82,  after  all  the  hoopla  surrounding 
the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day,  this  heroic 
World  War  II  veteran  should  not  Ije  aban- 
doned. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
these  budgets  are  going  to  cut  seniors, 
workers,  farmers,  pensions,  economic 
development,  community  development, 
roads,  bridges,  highways,  wastewater 
treatment  plants,  sewer  projects,  all  in 
America.  These  budgets  will  still  pro- 
vide billions  and  billions  of  dollars  for 
the  defense  of  Japan,  Germany,  Eu- 
rope, even  money  for  Russia.  There  is 
not  one  penny,  one  penny  in  cuts,  for 
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either  Israel  or  Egypt,  not  one  penny. 
We  have  a  budget  in  America,  my  col- 
leagues, that  will  not  touch  Israel,  will 
not  touch  Egypt,  takes  care  of  Japan 
and  Germany,  but  no  one  in  America  is 
free  from  the  ax. 

I  will  have  no  part  of  it.  I  am  going 
to  vote  "no"  on  every  one  of  these 
budgets  because  to  me  they  are  not  an 
American  budget,  and,  by  God,  where  is 
the  Democrat  Party? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, "I  don't  blame  the  Repub- 
licans. I  commend  you  for  some  dis- 
cipline. But  what  you're  disciplining  is 
the  American  people.  We  shouldn't  be 
closing  bases  in  America.  Close  the 
bases  overseas.  We  got  troops  falling 
out  of  chairs  over  there  without  arm 
rests.  Bring  them  home.  Let  them  cash 
their  check  in  America." 

I  am  not  voting  for  any  of  this.  None 
of  this  is  worth  my  vote,  and  I  think 
the  Democrat  Party  better  start  work- 
ing out  a  budget  before  we  are  a  minor- 
ity party  for  a  damn  long  time. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Bentsen]. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
start  out  by  saying  that  my  perspec- 
tive on  this  is  a  little  bit  different  than 
a  lot  of  the  other  Members  here. 

Earlier  today,  when  I  was  back  in  my 
office  working  on  this,  I  had  a  chance 
to  watch  some  of  the  debate,  and  I 
heard  some  of  the  Members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  come  back  and 
say,  "Well,  you  voted  to  raise  taxes 
that  amount  in  your  district  time  and 
time  again."  As  one  of  the  new  Mem- 
bers here,  obviously  I  was  not  here  dur- 
ing the  last  bill,  but  let  me  go  back  to 
1981,  when  I  was  a  college  student  and 
we  started  down  this  road  by  spending 
too  much  money,  not  cutting  spending. 
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wealthy,  and  not  being  willing  to  pay 
for  it.  Yes.  we  ran  up  a  $4  trillion  debt, 
and  that  is  not  fair  to  the  American 
people,  but  this  budget  is  not  fair  ei- 
ther. We  should  balance  the  budget  but 
not  do  it  this  way. 

This  is  not  fair.  Just  like  1981.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  going  to  cut  taxes  for 
the  wealthy,  but  now  we  are  going  to 
pay  for  it  by  cutting  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  and  in  particular  cutting 
Medicare  which  people  have  paid  for. 
We  are  going  to  change  the  rules  on 
them.  Many  seniors  are  going  to  see 
themselves  paying  higher  deductibles, 
higher  premiums,  higher  co-payments. 
Over  2"/^  million  Texans  will  pay  more 
than  $4,000  over  the  next  few  years  for 
the  same  benefit.  If  that  is  not  a  cut,  it 
certainly  is  a  bad  deal. 

Seniors  will  definitely  lose  their 
choice  under  the  Republican  plan,  the 
choice  to  choose  their  doctor.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  what  they  want.  The  Re- 
publican budget  will  also  cut  the  Med- 
icaid program  by  184  billion  over  7 
years.  This  is  a  30-percent  cut  that  will 
not  just  hurt  the  poor,  but  it  will  hurt 
the  children. 


We  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  the  chil- 
dren. My  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Lazio],  talked  about  his 
two  children.  I.  too,  have  two  young 
children  who  are  preschoolers.  Last 
Christmas  my  youngest  daughter  got 
sick.  I  rushed  her  to  Texas  Children's 
Hospital  at  11  o'clock  at  night  to  see  a 
doctor  in  an  emergency  room  which  is 
full  of  children  from  all  walks  of  life  in 
the  Houston  area.  Texas  Children's 
Hospital,  which  is  the  premier  chil- 
dren's institution  in  the  Southwest. 
funds  48  percent  of  their  budget  for 
Medicaid  funds  to  pay  for  dispropor- 
tionate care  for  neonatal  costs,  and 
this  budget  would  cut  it  and  would  cut 
it  across  the  board. 

So  we  talk  about  the  children  and 
what  we  are  doing  to  protect  them,  but 
we  are  going  to  cut  the  children  under 
this  budget,  and  we  are  going  to  cut  it 
and  use  the  money  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthiest,  and  that  is  simply 
imprudent,  and  it  is  wrong. 

This  budget  will  not  just  cut  seniors, 
but  it  will  also  cut  the  research  that 
we  do  at  our  hospitals.  How  can  we 
have  a  better  health  care  system  if  we 
are  willing  to  stop  the  research  we  do? 
How  can  we  say  we  are  going  to  provide 
better  health  care  for  Americans  when 
we  do  not  want  to  provide  the  dollars 
so  we  have  residents  so  we  can  create 
more  doctors?  We  have  talked  about 
the  need  for  more  primary  care  doc- 
tors, but  we  are  not  going  to  get  them 
under  this  budget  because  we  are  going 
to  cut  the  funding  for  it.  That  makes 
no  sense  whatsoever. 

Let  us  balance  the  budget,  yes.  But 
let  us  do  it  fairly.  This  budget  is  not 
fair.  It  does  not  address  the  problems 
fairly.  There  is  a  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy  which  we  cannot  afford,  and  it 
makes  the  middle  class  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  Roybal-Allard]. 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  to  denounce  the  Republican 
plan  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy 
by  destroying  Medicaid:  our  country's 
ultimate  health  care  safety  net. 

To  fund  their  $340  billion  tax  cut  for 
the  wealthiest  Americans.  Republicans 
intend  to  slash  the  Medicaid  benefits  of 
32  million  Americans,  65  percent  of 
whom  are  children  and  the  elderly. 

Tragically,  their  proposals  ignore  the 
human  costs. 

Republicans  say  they  are  increasing 
the  Medicaid  budget  by  4  percent.  What 
they  do  not  say  is  that  this  meager  in- 
crease is  insufficient  to  offset  the  rapid 
growth  of  the  elderly,  the  young,  and 
the  alarming  rise  of  health  care  costs. 

Under  their  proposal,  the  youngest 
Americans  will  suffer  grievously. 

During  1988  to  1991,  poor  children  re- 
ceiving medicaid  coverage  increased 
from  54.3  to  63.6  percent.  This  trend  is 
projected  to  continue  upward  into  the 
21st  century. 

At  present.  Medicaid  offsets  the  loss 
of  private  health  coverage  during  eco- 


nomic downturns,  giving  millions  of 
children  coverage  when  parents  are 
laid  off. 

The  Republicans  budget  proposal, 
however,  makes  no  allowances  for  cov- 
erage during  economic  decline.  There- 
fore, when  parents  lose  their  jobs  chil- 
dren will  suffer  without  health  cov- 
erage. 

Without  sufficient  Medicaid  funding, 
more  than  3.7  million  senior  citizens 
currently  receiving  health  services 
from  Medicaid  will  also  suffer. 

In  my  district  families  like  Forest 
and  Ruth  Haver  are  concerned  about 
their  health  care  future. 

The  Havers,  in  their  eighties,  living 
on  a  fixed  income,  are  worried  that  the 
cuts  will  make  them  unable  to  afford 
the  health  problems  which  have  left 
Ruth  homebound. 

Steve,  their  only  child  and  a  local 
fire  captain,  is  willing  to  do  all  he  can 
financially. 

He  also  worries  whether  that  will  be 
enough  if  his  parents'  benefits  are  cut. 

The  Medicaid  safet.v  net  is  vital  to 
the  health  of  older  women,  for  it  is 
women  who  bear  the  brunt  of  Repub- 
lican cuts.  Consider  that:  Women  are  75 
percent  of  all  nursing  home  residents 
aged  65  and  older  and  are  more  likely 
than  men  to  have  chronic  disabling 
conditions;  and.  that  women  75  or  older 
have  an  average  annual  income  of  only 
$9.170^one-third  the  annual  cost  of 
most  nursing  homes. 

To  cap  Medicaid  spending  at  4  per- 
cent. Republicans  will  leave  millions  of 
children,  low-income  elderly,  and  par- 
ticularly women,  without  critical 
health  services. 

We  must  not  sacrifice  our  Nation's 
children,  seniors,  and  families  to  bene- 
fit, thp  wpalthy  T  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
Republican  budget  resolution. 

D  1730 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair's  math 
was  in  error.  At  the  present  time  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo] 
has  95  minutes  remaining,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  has  93.5 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Mrs.  Meek],  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  new  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget.  I  commend  the  integrity 
and  demonstrated  brilliance  of  our 
chairman,  Mr.  Kasich.  I  commend  the 
coolness  and  calmness  under  duress  of 
my  ranking  member.  Mr.  Sabu.  I  do 
not  care,  I  am  calling  this  entire  thing 
the  Kasich  manifesto.  He  is  behind  all 
of  this.  He  is  a  brilliant  man.  but  he 
has  not  been  to  some  of  the  places  I 
have  been.  Mr.  Chairman.  He  has  not 
had  those  experiences. 

I  have  heard  today  about  misplaced 
compassion.  There  is  no  such  thing  as 
misplaced  compassion.  He  met  a  couple 


in  the  hall  that  thanked  him  for  trying 
to  balance  the  budget.  But  he  has  not 
heard  from  the  old  lady  in  North 
Miami  who  said  to  me  not  "Thank  you. 
Carrie  Meek,"  but  "Why?  Why  is  it 
that  the  budget  has  to  be  balanced  on 
our  backs?"  I  said.  "Well,  I  voted 
against  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment because  I  felt  it  would  be  bal- 
anced on  your  backs." 

Then  as  I  talked  to  a  young  student 
who  came  here  in  a  wheelchair  to  say 
to  me  "I  need  help,"  and  he  asked  me 
also,  why?  I  ask  Mr.  Kasich,  why?  Why 
do  we  have  to  balance  the  budget  on 
the  backs  of  these  people? 

I  hear  all  the  numbers.  I  hear  all  the 
rebuttals.  I  see  all  the  charts.  But  it  is 
one  thing  that  they  do  not  answer: 
Why  is  the  budget  being  cut  the  way  it 
is? 

Yes,  we  will  work  toward  a  balanced 
budget.  But  does  it  have  to  be  done  on 
the  backs  of  poor  people  for  the  benefit 
of  the  rich?  I  want  to  say  to  each  one 
of  you.  you  cannot  block  grant  your  re- 
sponsibility. You  can  block  grant  a  lot 
of  other  things,  but  you  cannot  block 
grant  your  responsibility.  You  cannot 
block  grant  a  method  of  providing 
quality  care  for  the  poor  and  the  elder- 
ly population. 

You  have  poor  folks  back  home.  You 
also  have  elderly  people  back  home 
who  cannot  pay  for  the  care  they  are 
going  to  need  in  the  nursing  homes. 
These  are  your  mothers,  these  are  your 
fathers,  these  are  your  disabled  chil- 
dren. So  you  cannot  balance  that 
through  a  block  grant  program. 

I  feel  that  this  is  a  concern  which 
Congress  has  to  keep.  You  cannot  abdi- 
cate that  responsibility.  You  cannot 
pass  it  off  to  the  States.  This  is  your 
responsibility,  to  take  care  of  the  peo- 
ple who  are  being  taken  care  of 
through  Medicaid.  There  is  no  other 
way. 

I  want  you  to  say  no  to  this  budget, 
because  what  this  budget  does  is  it  for- 
gets about  certain  beneficiaries,  lab- 
oratory services  and  x  ray  services,  im- 
munization, prenatal  and  nursing  home 
care.  You  are  thinking  you  can  block 
grant  Medicaid.  You  cannot  do  it.  You 
want  to  save  $5  billion  over  the  next  7 
years  or  so.  Over  $180  billion  in  cuts 
have  to  be  absorbed  by  the  States.  I 
wan  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
the  admirable  Mr.  Kasich,  it  cannot  be 
done. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
M'i'RiCK]  a  former  mayor  and  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mrs.  MYRICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
hear  a  lot  about  what  is  wrong  with 
this  budget,  and  I  would  like  to  talk  a 
little  bit  about  what  is  right  with  this 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  feel  that  we  have  a 
moral  responsibility  to  leave  this  world 
better  than  when  we  found  it.  and  jjart 
of  this  is  taking  on  that  responsibility 
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for  our  children's  future  and  looking  at 
what  we  are  going  to  leave  them.  In 
putting  together  this  budget,  it  was 
not  just  quickly  put  together.  There  is 
much  thought  that  has  gone  into  this. 
It  has  gone  by  line  by  line  and  program 
by  program,  agency  by  agency,  and 
said  is  it  necessary?  Is  there  a  better 
way  to  do  it?  Is  it  worth  spending  our 
children's  future? 

I  came  here  because  of  six  grand- 
children. In  addition.  I  look  after  a  92- 
year-old  elderly  lady  who  has  no  family 
who  is  in  a  nursing  home.  So  I  am  very 
familiar  with  what  people  are  going 
through.  We  are  handling  that  in  our 
own  family  right  now. 

But  we  are  doing  a  lot  of  things  that 
are  necessary  in  my  district,  and  peo- 
ple are  telling  me  it  is  necessary,  we 
want  you  to  do  it.  And  I  want  to  talk 
a  little  bit  about  some  of  the  things 
the  changes  that  need  to  be  done. 

We  are  cutting  foreign  aid  by  $29  bil- 
lion and  eliminating  a  lot  of  wasteful 
programs.  We  are  keeping  our  promise 
not  to  touch  Social  Security.  There  are 
not  going  to  be  any  changes  in  Social 
Security  coming  up.  We  are  block 
granting  job  training,  because  there 
are  163  different  job  training  programs 
right  now.  It  is  very  confusing.  They  do 
not  all  work.  So  we  are  finding  how  all 
this  can  work  together  and  saying  let 
us  take  the  duplication  out  and  really 
make  it  reach  the  people  who  need  the 
job  training. 

We  are  eliminating  some  depart- 
ments. Education,  Commerce,  and  En- 
ergy, because  there  is  a  lot  of  wasteful 
bureaucratic  structure  there.  There  are 
over  71  duplicative  programs  in  com- 
merce throughout  Government.  That  is 
ridiculous.  It  is  a  waste  of  money. 

We  also  are  terminating  and 
privatizing  284  programs.  13  agencies, 
and  69  commissions.  Sure,  there  are 
good  changes,  but  it  is  a  better  way  to 
spend  our  tax  dollars.  Privatizing  is 
the  way  to  go.  We  are  privatizing  Gen- 
eral Services,  Public  Broadcasting, 
other  things  that  can  carry  their 
weight  only  the  open  market,  and  look- 
ing for  a  better  way  to  deliver  the  serv- 
ices. 

We  are  stopping  a  lot  of  the  Federal 
subsidies  to  business  and  industries, 
things  they  do  not  need  Government 
help  on.  They  do  it  themselves. 

So  the  bottom  line  is.  we  are  looking 
at  this  responsibly.  We  care  about  what 
is  going  to  happen.  We  care  about 
where  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children are  going  to  end  up.  And  we 
want  to  make  Government  work  bet- 
ter, and  let  the  people  at  home  make 
their  decisions  and  let  them  keep  the 
money  in  their  own  pocket.  They  can 
spend  it  better  than  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Bevill]. 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  proposal  to 


slash  Medicare  will  put  thousands  of 
Alabama  senior  citizens  in  jeopardy. 
Many  of  them  already  have  to  choose 
between  paying  for  food  and  paying  for 
medicine.  This  dilemma  will  only  get 
worse. 

The  Committee  on  the  Budget  has 
proposed  to  carve  huge  holes  in  the 
safety  net  which  many  elderly  people 
depend  on.  Those  who  are  teetering  on 
the  edge  are  more  likely  to  fall 
through  the  cracks  under  this  proposal. 

Ruby  Swann,  of  Glencoe.  AL.  broke 
her  leg  a  year  ago  and  had  to  have  a 
knee  replacement  this  year.  She  is  a 
widow.  76  years  old.  who  lives  on  her 
Social  Security.  She  told  me  people 
like  her  are  just  scared  to  death  over 
this  proposal,  and  I  believe  her. 

Jessie  Box.  a  78-year-old  widow  from 
Etowah  County,  depends  on  her  Social 
Security.  She  suffers  with  arthritis. 
She  had  a  similar  experience.  These 
women  are  not  alone,  and  under  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget's  pro- 
posal, the  average  Alabama  beneficiary 
will  pay  about  $3,561  more  out-of-pock- 
et over  the  next  7  years.  Those  who  use 
home  health  care  will  pay  an  estimated 
$900  more  for  their  services  in  1996. 

I  have  voted  for  every  deficit  reduc- 
tion bill  in  recent  history  here  in  the 
House.  But  I  will  not  vote  for  this  bill, 
produced  by  the  majority  party,  which 
will  put  the  financial  burden  on  those 
who  can  least  afford  it,  our  senior  citi- 
zens. It  is  just  not  right,  and  my  col- 
leagues know  it. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  strongly  opposed 
to  this,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  de- 
feat this  budget  measure. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  to  the  gentleman  that  in  Ala- 
bama, the  amount  of  money  it  gets  is 
$3  billion  under  our  plan.  By  the  year 
2002  it  will  get  $4.3  billion.  I  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  that 
the  per  beneficiary  amount  is  $4,800. 
Under  our  plan  it  goes  to  $6,361. 

Mr.  Chairman,  only  in  this  town  do 
you  call  an  increase  in  spending  a  cut. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Gf:REN]. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  my  friend  for  yield- 
ing. 

The  low  point  in  my  service  as  a 
Member  of  Congress  was  March  17,  1994, 
when  the  balanced-budget  amendment 
went  down  by  18  votes.  A  dozen  Mem- 
bers who  cosponsored  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  were  persuaded  at 
the  last  minute  to  vote  against  it,  and 
they  did,  and  they  brought  it  down. 

It  hit  me  that  day  that  if  a  dozen 
Members  were  willing  to  suffer  the  em- 
barrassment of  voting  against  a  bill 
that  they  had  their  name  on.  that  they 
cosponsored,  that  forces  behind  deficit 
spending  were  so  powerful  that  they 
would  always  win.  The  future  would  al- 


ways lose.  Political  reality  was  that 
the  status  quo,  the  deficit,  would  al- 
ways win.  The  arguments  might 
change,  but  the  results  were  always  the 
same. 

It  hit  me  that  day  that  what  the  cyn- 
ics had  always  said  was  true,  that  ev- 
erybody says  they  want  a  balanced 
budget,  but  no  one  is  willing  to  do 
what  it  takes  to  get  there.  Everyone 
wants  to  go  to  heaven,  nobody  wants  to 
die. 

I  concluded  that  we  in  Congress  are 
doing  nothing  more  than  rearranging 
the  deck  chairs  on  the  Titanic,  and  I 
wondered  what  we  were  doing  here. 

With  those  facts,  it  was  simple  and 
depressing  arithmetic:  The  United 
States  was  going  to  go  broke.  Not  now, 
not  today,  but  later,  and  with  cer- 
tainty. Now  little  more  than  a  year 
later  we  are  going  to  pass  a  balanced 
budget.  The  cynics  were  wrong.  We  can 
do  it.  We  will  do  it.  The  debate  is  not 
if,  the  debate  is  how. 

My  colleagues,  this  is  a  great  day.  I 
do  not  care  if  your  greatest  concern  is 
education,  transportation.  defense, 
childhood  nutrition,  health  care  in  gen- 
eral. Medicare  specifically,  the  path  we 
have  been  on  is  going  to  destroy  it. 
There  will  not  be  less  Medicare,  there 
will  be  none.  Eventually  the  debt  on 
and  the  interest  on  it  will  destroy  ev- 
erything worthwhile  that  Government 
can  do.  That  is  simple  arithmetic,  and 
a  year  ago  that  seemed  inevitable.  To- 
morrow we  change  course. 

Who  wins?  All  Americans.  It  is  not 
the  greedy  versus  the  generous,  men 
versus  women,  rich  versus  poor,  young 
versus  old.  have  versus  have-nots.  As 
some  of  my  colleagues  would  charac- 
terize it,  everybody  wins.  A  balanced 
budget  means  a  brighter  today  and  it 
means  a  brighter  tomorrow. 

Is  the  coalition  plan  perfect?  No.  Is 
the  Kasich  plan  perfect?  No.  There  are 
differences  in  the  two,  but  they  agree 
on  the  most  important  point;  They  bal- 
ance the  budget.  A  year  ago  a  balanced 
budget  was  a  pipe  dream.  Tomorrow, 
thanks  to  some  courageous  Members, 
it  is  a  reality. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  attacked 
these  balanced-budget  provisions  as 
mean-spirited  and  cruel.  As  compared 
to  what?  Mr.  Chairman,  the  present 
course  is  cruel.  The  status  quo  is  cruel. 
To  beggar  the  future,  to  condemn  fu- 
ture generations  to  financial  ruin,  is 
cruel,  it  is  wrong. 

Balancing  the  budget  is  tough,  hard- 
er than  I  ever  imagined  it  would  be. 
But  it  is  not  cruel,  it  is  good,  it  is  fair, 
it  is  the  right  thing  to  do,  and  tomor- 
row we  will  do  it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
FILNER]. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Republican 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
the  Republican  budget  resolution  (or  fiscal 
year  1996. 


I  am  filled  both  with  awe  and  with  sadness 
today.  I  am  indeed  awed  by  the  tenacity,  the 
discipline,  and  the  enthusiasm  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  Their 
zeal  and  determination  in  their  quest  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  must  be  admired. 

But  I  am  also  saddened.  Would  that  they 
were  a  bit  more  compassionate,  less  greedy, 
more  even-handed,  less  protective  of  special 
interests  in  their  budget. 

Let  us  take  a  closer  look  at  this  budget  they 
are  proposing. 

Cuts  for  students  from  preschool  through 
college,  cuts  for  veterans,  cuts  (or  seniors, 
cuts  for  arts  and  culture,  cuts  for  farmers,  cuts 
for  the  working  poor,  cuts  for  middle-income 
Americans.  Cuts  for  everyone  except  the 
wealthy  and  special  interests. 

Take  one  example:  It  seems  that  veterans- 
yes,  our  Nations'  veterans — have  been  singled 
out  for  cuts  beyond  those  proposed  for  other 
major  national  programs.  I  fail  to  understand 
how  we  can  repay  the  very  people  who  (ought 
for  our  country  with  massive  cuts  to  the  medi- 
cal care  and  benefits  they  were  promised.  Vet- 
erans Secretary  Jesse  Brown  estimates  that 
this  budget  will  eliminate  treatment  (or  1  mil- 
lion veterans  a  year  and  will  require  the  clo- 
sure o(  almost  40  hospitals.  And,  maybe  sad- 
dest o(  all,  it  will  cut  programs  to  help  home- 
less veterans  get  back  into  jobs  and  produc- 
tive lives. 

Another  example:  0(  the  programs  targeted 
for  elimination,  over  half  are  in  education — 
from  the  smallest  Cabinet  Department  which 
receives  only  2  percent  of  the  Federal  budget. 
In  fact,  the  Department  of  Education  itself  is 
scheduled  (or  elimination  under  this  proposal. 
Do  we  care  about  our  children''  Don't  we 
know  that  a  good  education  is  the  key  to  a 
good  life? 

Several  million  students  will  lose  access  to 
educational  opportunities  beyond  high  school 
due  to  reductions  in  Federal  scholarship  and 
grant  programs.  And  with  the  elimination  o( 
the  in-school  interest  exemption,  the  debt  bur- 
den for  students  with  loans  could  rise  20  to  50 
percent. 

This  resolution  attempts  to  control  Medicare 
spending  when  it  is  widely  acknowledged  that 
Medicare  can  only  be  fixed  in  the  context  of 
overall  health  care  reform.  If  this  budget  reso- 
lution becomes  law,  the  result  will  be  higher 
premiums,  higher  co-pays,  and  higher 
deductibles  for  senior  citizens  under  Medicare. 
Already,  many  seniors  are  choosing  between 
food  and  medicine,  heat  and  in-home  nursing 
care.  In  addition,  reducing  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's COLA  formula  is  a  back-door  way 
of  cutting  Social  Security  benefits. 

Lower-  and  middle-income  Americans  seem 
not  to  count  in  this  budget.  By  contrast,  the 
wealthiest  Amencans  and  corporations  not 
only  are  spared  the  wrath  but  are  rewarded 
with  tax  cuts. 

We  do  not  have  to  cut  programs  that  are 
the  heart  of  what  our  country  stands  for  In 
order  to  balance  the  budget.  I  recently  intro- 
duced legislation  to  close  a  glanng  loophole 
(or  a  few  giant  mutual  life  insurance  compa- 
nies. Do  you  know  that  these  companies  have 
been  paying  no  tax  on  earnings  from  business 
activity  since  approximately  1986?  My  bill,  co- 
sponsored  by  Congresswoman  Helen 
Chenoweth.  would  reduce  the  deficit  and,  at 
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the  same  time,  require  no  new  funding,  attack 
no  one's  programs,  and  raise  no  new  taxes. 

What  it  does  is  close  a  S2  billion  loophole— 
that  is  $2  billion  per  year.  Closing  this  loop- 
hole would  require  only  that  these  companies 
pay  their  fair  share — and.  at  the  same  time, 
the  Nation's  small  insurance  companies  would 
be  helped  by  our  efforts  and  would  receive 
significant  tax  relief. 

I  cannot  in  good  conscience  vote  to  slash 
money  (rom  the  earned-mcome  tax  credit 
which  says  that  i(  you  work,  you  should  not 
have  to  live  in  poverty.  I  cannot  in  good  con- 
science vote  to  slash  low-income  heating  sub- 
sidies. Head  Start,  college  loans,  veterans' 
health  care— when  $2  billion  corporate  loop- 
holes exist. 

If  we  pass  this  budget,  we  will  be  trading 
one  deficit  (or  another— we  will  produce  a  defi- 
cit o(  compassion,  a  dedcit  of  spirit.  As  a 
country,  we  are  losing  our  soul. 

We  will  be  telling  our  children,  you  don't 
matter.  We  will  be  telling  our  seniors,  you 
don't  matter.  We  will  be  telling  students  and 
veterans,  you  don't  matter.  We  will  be  telling 
hard-working,  middle-class  Americans,  you 
don't  matter. 

I  would  say  to  my  fellow  colleagues  that  we 
all  do  matter.  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  this 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 

[Mr.  PETER.SON]. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  was  1  of  the  72  Democrats 
who  supported  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  earlier  this  year.  Then,  as 
now.  I  firmly  believed  that  we  must 
put  our  fiscal  house  in  order.  We  must 
control  spending.  We  must  reduce  the 
deficit.  If  we  do  not,  quite  simply  the 
quality  of  life  of  all  citizens,  rich,  poor, 
it  matters  not.  we  are  all  in  this  to- 
gether, we  all  lose. 

Let  me  say  again,  unequivocally, 
that  to  preserve  the  American  dream, 
we  must  balance  the  budget.  But,  as 
with  all  things,  there  is  a  right  way 
and  a  wrong  way.  Today  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  alternative  budget  sup- 
ported by  my  colleague  from  Texas. 
Mr.  STENHfJi.M.  and  the  gentleman  from 
Utah.  Mr.  Orton. 

n  1745 

A  level-headed  approach  to  deficit  re- 
duction, it  requires  sacrifices  from  ev- 
eryone. Our  friends  on  the  other  side 
have  couched  their  arguments  essen- 
tially without  detail,  looking  only  to- 
ward the  end  product,  which  is  the  bal- 
anced budget. 

Well,  now  that  we  agree  on  the  end. 
let  us  look  at  the  means.  The  Demo- 
cratic alternative  balances  the  budget 
and  reduces  the  national  debt  $160  bil- 
lion lower  than  the  Republican  plan.  In 
the  process  of  balancing  the  budget, 
however,  we  restore  funding  to  guaran- 
teed student  loans,  areas  of  education, 
health  research,  and  economic  develop- 
ment. 

So  we  can  all  agree  on  the  benefits  on 
deficit  reduction  for  future  genera- 
tions.  The  Republican   plan,   however. 


would  take  and  place  that  same  gen- 
eration at  risk  by  cutting  student 
loans,  underfunding  Head  Start,  abol- 
ishing the  Department  of  Education, 
and  cutting  funding  for  immunization 
and  child  care. 

Under  the  Democratic  plan,  everyone 
is  asked  to  sacrifice,  but  we  also  recog- 
nize the  need  to  invest  in  America  and 
in  our  future. 

The  real  choice  tomorrow  will  not  be 
between  balancing  the  budget  or  con- 
tinuing deficit  spending.  The  choice 
will  be  how  do  we  want  to  balance  the 
budget. 

I  say  we  have  a  responsibility  to  act 
responsibly  and  to  support  the  alter- 
native budget  proposed  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Orton]. 
Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Cleveland,  OH 
[Mr.  Hoke],  a  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
We  are  going  to  spend  $11.5  to  $12 
trillion  over  the  next  5  years.  I  have 
never  seen  from  the  other  side  a  glass 
more  half  empty  than  in  the  character- 
izations that  we  have  heard  about  it.  It 
is  just,  it  is  stunning.  Let  us  talk  about 
some  of  the  positives. 

Church  bells  should  peal  from  all 
over  this  Nation  tomorrow  as  we  do 
something  that  has  not  been  done  in  26 
years.  This  is  a  cause  for  a  celebration. 
What  does  it  mean?  It  means  that  our 
streets  are  going  to  be  safer.  It  means 
that  there  are  going  to  be  greater  op- 
portunities for  our  children.  It  means 
that  there  will  be  more  jobs.  We  are 
saving  Medicare.  We  are  preserving  the 
blessings  of  liberty  to  ours  and  to  our 
posterity.  Thio  id  a  time  to  celebrate. 

I  was  asked  by  the  chairman  of  this 
distinguished  committee  to  head  up 
the  intematonal  affairs  function  work- 
ing group,  and  I  want  to  report  to  this 
House  and  to  the  American  people  that 
we  have  done  exactly  what  they  want- 
ed to  do.  We  have  done  with  foreign  aid 
exactly  what  the  American  people  have 
called  on  us  to  do  for  a  long  time,  and 
that  is  to  make  some  significant,  sig- 
nificant realignments  with  respect  to 
what  we  are  doing. 

We  are  talking  about  a  reduction  of 
$29  billion  over  7  years  from  programs 
that  are  in  the  international  functions. 
It  means  about  a  22-  to  23-percent  re- 
duction in  spending  in  that  area. 

Let  us  talk  specifically  about  some  of 
the  things  that  we  are  doing.  We  are 
reducing  subsidies  for  the  Export-Im- 
port Bank  and  for  the  Trade  and  Devel- 
opment Agency,  and  we  are  privatizing 
the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Cor- 
poration, that  is  OPIC.  That  is  com- 
monly known  to  many  people  as  cor- 
porate subsidies  or  also  known  as  cor- 
porate welfare. 

We  are  ceasing  supporting  the  Inter- 
national Development  Agency,  IDA.  We 
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are  reforminp  the  Multinational  Devel- 
opment Bank.  We  are  eliminating  the 
United  States  Information  Agency's 
cultural  and  educational  exchanges, 
and  we  are  terminating  the  overseas 
nonmilitary  broadcasting. 

We  are  also  reforming  and  we  are  re- 
structuring the  State  Department  by 
absorbing  ACDA.  the  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  and  the  Agency 
for  International  Development.  We  are 
completely  revamping.  In  fact  what  we 
are  doing  with  the  State  Department, 
we  are  doing  exactly  what  the  Presi- 
dents  advisors  had  said  to  do,  and  then 
backed  away  from  it  the  very  last 
minute. 

We  are  making  the  changes  that 
America  wants  and  we  are  doing  it  not 
just  for  this  Congress  but  for  the  future 
generations,  for  the  children. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  J.\ckson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me  and  very  ably  leading  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget.  My  remarks  will 
warrant  no  applause  and  certainly 
arouse  not  much  interest  other  than 
simply  some  boredom.  Because  I  come 
simply  to  tell  the  truth  about  Medi- 
care, part  A  and  part  B 

When  you  get  your  form  in  the  mail 
and  senior  citizens  look  at  it.  they  see 
part  A  and  part  B.  The  hospital  insur- 
ance program,  part  A.  pays  for  in-pa- 
tient hospital  care  and  other  related 
care  for  those  age  65  and  older  and  for 
the  long-term  disabled. 

Hospital  insurance  is  financed  pri- 
marily by  payroll  taxes  with  the  taxes 
paid  by  current  workers  and  their  em- 
ployers used  mainly  to  benefit  current 
beneficiaries.  Income  not  currently 
needed  to  pay  benefits  and  related  ex- 
penses is  held  in  the  HI  Trust  Fund.  So 
those  working  today  pay  for  those 
needing  today. 

Why  is  it  in  trouble?  Interestingly 
enough,  it  is  in  trouble  for  a  good  rea- 
son. They  are  increasing  th*;  number  of 
elderly,  our  elderly  population  is  grow- 
ing. What  do  the  Republicans  want  to 
do?  Cap  the  program  at  5  percent 
growth  when  the  number  of  bene- 
ficiaries are  growing  in  proportion. 
What  kind  of  a  reasoned  brainstorm  is 
that? 

In  1994.  32  million  seniors  and  4  mil- 
lion disabled  cost  $104.5  billion,  only 
$95.3  billion  was  put  in  of  141  million 
workers.  The  real  issue  is  that  what 
the  medical  trustees  have  suggested  is 
the  reason  we  have  some  sort  of  short 
range  financial  inadequacy  is  because 
seniors  are  growing,  elderly  popu- 
lations are  growing.  Let  us  fix  Medi- 
care, not  cut  it. 

My  constituent.  Viola  Smith.  71 
years  old.  Houston  resident,  arthritic 
Medicare  recipient  has  said.  Please,  do 
all  that  you  can  to  stop  the  harsh  cuts 
of  the  Medicare  Program.  I  will  not 
make  it  without  my  benefits. 


Folks,  this  is  smoke  and  mirrors.  The 
reason  why  we  are  talking  about  finan- 
cial instability  is  because  our  senior 
population  is  growing.  If  you  cut  $283 
billion  with  a  growing  senior  popu- 
lation, what  sense  does  it  make? 

I  am  here  simply  to  tell  the  truth. 
Let  us  fix  Medicare  and  let  us  not 
break  it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  DINGELL]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
confronting  here  an  interesting  exer- 
cise in  which  relatively  few  choices 
exist  with  regard  to  the  Members  of 
this  body.  The  measure  before  us.  the 
base  measure,  is  fiscally  irresponsible 
in  the  extreme.  It  places  the  respon- 
sibility for  drawing  down  the  deficit 
squarely  on  the  backs  of  the  most  vul- 
nerable portions  of  our  society:  chil- 
dren, veterans,  senior  citizens. 

Here  are  some  of  the  cuts  that  are 
proposed:  $280  billion  reduction  in  Med- 
icare. This  will  require  senior  citizens 
to  pay  an  additional  $1,060  in  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  in  the  year  2002. 

Earlier  today  a  Member  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  asked  how  anyone 
could  characterize  Medicare  cuts  as 
being  draconian.  I  would  simply  quote 
that  the  distinguished  current  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Commerce 
charged  that  these  cuts  in  the  last  ses- 
sion were  draconian.  These  reductions 
are.  those  reductions  were  two-thirds 
below  those  suggested  today. 

The  resolution  targets  seniors  by 
cutting  senior  citizens  COLAs  by  $24 
billion  between  fiscal  year  1999  and  the 
year  2002.  This  will  reduce  the  average 
senior's  benefits  each  year  by  about 
$240.  The  resolution  before  us  also  re- 
duces Medicaid  by  about  $184  billion. 
These  changes  will  limit  access  to 
health  care  for  many  older  Americans 
and  threaten  their  financial  security. 
They  will  also  result  in  seniors  being 
ejected  from  nursing  homes. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Nation  has  to  re- 
duce the  budget  deficit.  It  is  a  threat 
to  our  long-term  economic  strength. 
However,  attacking  the  most  vulner- 
able, dealing  with  those  who  have  con- 
cerns and  who  indeed  are  our  future  is 
unwise.  Reducing  the  educational  op- 
portunities of  our  youngsters  is  per- 
haps one  of  the  most  foolish  kinds  of 
raids  on  good  investment  practices  and 
good  economic  policies  this  country 
can  make. 

The  benefits,  however,  that  will  be 
accrued  from  this  proposal  are  those 
few  in  this  country  who  already  have 
plenty.  Better  than  half  the  benefits  in 
the  $350  billion  tax  cut  package  that 
are  before  us  in  this  legislation  or  will 
later  come  will  go  to  Americans  earn- 
ing more  than  $100,000  a  year. 

During  today's  debate,  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  fre- 
quently asserted  that  the  buildup  of 
the  national  debt  over  the  last  14  years 
is  the  fault  of  the  Democrats.  Nothing 
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is  further  from  the  truth.  An  examina- 
tion will  show  that  my  Republican  col- 
leagues and  indeed  Presidents  Bush  and 
Reagan  submitted  and  supported  budg- 
ets wildly  out  of  balance,  and  they 
made  inaccurate  assumptions  and  in- 
cluded asterisks  to  indicate  that  there 
might  be  some  savings  appearing  at 
some  future  time. 

The  Democratic  Congress  has  cut 
every  one  of  those  budgets  save  one.  In- 
deed the  Congress  saved  some  $49  bil- 
lion that  was  suggested  for  expenditure 
by  the  prior  administrations. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this 
outrage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  opposition  to 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67,  the  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

This  measure  is  fiscally  irresponsible  in  the 
extreme.  It  places  the  responsibility  for  draw- 
ing down  the  deficit  squarely  on  the  backs  of 
the  most  vulnerable  in  this  Nation — children, 
veterans  and  seniors. 

The  harsh  cuts  that  have  been  proposed  in- 
clude: 

A  S280  billion  reduction  in  Medicare.  This 
will  require  seniors  to  pay  an  additional  Si, 060 
in  out-of-pocket  expenses  in  2002. 

Earlier  today  a  Member  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  asked  "How  anyone  could  character- 
ize the  Medicare  cuts  being  proposed  as  dra- 
conian?" I  would  remind  him  that  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, the  committee  charged  with  making  these 
cuts,  characterized  the  Medicare  savings  in- 
cluded in  the  1993  budget  as  draconian. 
These  reductions  were  a  full  two-thirds  below 
those  being  considered  today. 

The  resolution  also  targets  seniors  by  cut- 
ting Social  Security  COLAs  by  S24  billion  be- 
tween fiscal  year  1999  and  fiscal  year  2002. 
This  will  decrease  the  average  yearly  benefit 
by  S240. 

The  resolution  before  us  also  reduces  Med- 
icaid by  S184  billion. 

These  changes  will  limit  the  access  to 
health  care  for  many  older  Amencans  and 
threaten  their  financial  security.  They  will  also 
result  in  seniors  being  knocked  out  of  nursing 
homes. 

We  clearly  must  work  to  reduce  the  deficit 
which  poses  a  threat  to  our  long-term  eco- 
nomic strength.  However,  as  we  work  to  pre- 
vent future  generations  from  being  saddled 
with  enormous  debt  burdens,  it  is  imperative 
that  we  proceed  in  a  responsible  and  fair  man- 
ner. The  budget  resolution  that  the  majority 
has  introduced  clearly  does  not  meet  this 
standard. 

As  I  mentioned  the  cuts  in  this  resolution  fall 
hardest  on  those  who  most  deserve  our  sup- 
port. Yet,  the  benefits  are  localized  to  the 
lucky  few  in  this  Nation  who  already  have 
plenty.  Better  than  half  of  the  benefits  of  the 
S35G  billion  tax  cut  package  that  has  been  in- 
cluded go  to  Americans  earning  more  than 
$100,000  a  year. 

During  today's  debate,  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  frequently  as- 
serted that  the  buildup  in  the  national  debt 
over  the  last  14  years  is  the  fault  of  the  Demo- 
crats. 1  believe  an  examination  of  recent  his- 
tory shows  that  the  memories  of  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues,  with  respect  to  this  matter, 
are  very  convenient. 
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For  12  years,  Presidents  Reagan  and  Bush 
submitted  budget  proposals  with  rosy  eco- 
nomic scenarios,  inaccurate  assumptions  and 
asterisks  instead  of  savings.  While  both  called 
for  a  balanced  budget,  both  submitted  budgets 
grossly  out  of  balance  and  left  it  to  Congress 
to  cut  their  requests.  Congress  did  so  in  every 
year  save  one.  In  fact,  the  Congress  appro- 
priated almost  $30  billion  less  than  both  Presi- 
dents requested. 

Now  we  are  hearing  that  the  administration 
is  not  committed  to  deficit  reduction.  This 
strikes  me  as  peculiar  indeed  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  our  President,  unlike  his  prede- 
cessors, had  done  more  than  just  talk  about 
deficit  reduction. 

Two  years  ago  when  the  President  came 
fonward  with  a  very  successful  budget  plan,  a 
Republican  alternative  was  nowhere  to  be 
found.  Instead  we  heard  fearful  ones  that  the 
Clinton  budget  would  lead  to  nearterm  eco- 
nomic calamity. 

Our  distinguished  Speaker  asserted  that  the 
budget  plan  would  lead  to  a  recession  and  ac- 
tually increase  the  deficit. 

And,  our  majority  leader  classified  it  as  job- 
killer  in  the  short  run. 

Despite  the  unwillingness  of  a  single  Repub- 
lican to  vote  for  the  plan,  it  was  passed  and 
signed  into  law.  The  successes  it  has  contnb- 
uted  to  speak  for  themselves.  Better  than 
$700  billion  in  deficit  reduction;  the  creation  of 
close  to  7  million  jobs;  and  a  tax  cut  for  20 
million  low-income  working  families.  Yet,  only 
the  richest  2  percent  have  been  asked  to  pay 
more  in  tawes. 

Now  we  are  being  asked  to  consider  a 
package  that  takes  a  completely  different  ap- 
proach. An  approach,  which  I  might  add  mir- 
rors the  failed  supply-side  economic  policies  of 
the  Reagan  and  Bush  years. 

It  targets  those  who  have  been  hurt  most  by 
trickle-down  policies — the  low-income  and 
middle-class  families  of  this  Nation.  Over  the 
past  15  years  this  group  has  seen  their  annual 
incomes  stagnate  and  in  many  cases  decline. 
The  wealthy  however  have  enjoyed  unprece- 
dented gains. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Voodoo  Economics  II 
budget  plan  does  not  represent  a  constructive 
and  sound  proposal  for  bnnging  the  deficit 
down  further.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  the  resolution. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  only  in 
Washington  is  an  increase  in  spending 
a  cut.  In  Michigan,  to  the  gentleman 
that  just  spoke,  we  are  going  to  spend 
44  percent  more  in  Medicare,  the  per 
beneficiary  is  going  to  go  from  $4,600  to 
$6,100.  The  gentlewoman  before  talked 
about  it  being  a  cut  when  we  are  in- 
creasing Medicare  in  Texas  53  percent. 
The  per  beneficiary  is  going  to  go  from 
$5,000  to  $6,600  per  beneficiary. 

Only  in  Washington  is  an  increase  in 
spending  a  cut. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Washington  [Ms. 
Dunn]. 

Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  favor  of  the  Kasich  budg- 
et. 
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Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  the  State  of  New  Jersey 

[Mrs.  ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  qualified  support  of  House  Con- 
current Resolution  67,  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee's version  of  a  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  resolution  in  this  historic  de- 
bate we  are  holding  today. 

For  the  first  time  in  more  than  a 
generation,  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives is  debating  a  series  of  budget  res- 
olutions that  all  share  a  common  trait: 
the  Federal  Government's  budget  will 
be  balanced  by  the  year  2002. 

The  goal  of  a  balanced  budget  is  not 
an  abstract  exercise  that  some  econo- 
mists or  "green-eyed  shade  types  " 
thought  up  in  their  ivory  tower. 

It  is  an  essential  economic  tool  to 
get  the  savings  and  capital  investment 
we  desperately  need  for  research  and 
development,  and  new  plant  and  equip- 
ment to  rebuild  the  American  econ- 
omy; keep  us  competitive  in  the  global 
economy  and  create  the  good  jobs  at 
good  wages  we  need  for  this  generation 
and  those  to  come. 

Obviously,  the  various  budget  plans 
we  will  consider  this  week  have  dif- 
ferent funding  priorities— but  that  is 
exactly  what  the  democratic  process  is 
all  about,  and  it  is  a  tribute  to  the  dili- 
gence of  many  Members  of  Congress 
that  we  have  several  different  paths  we 
can  choose  from  in  order  to  reach  the 
goal  of  a  balanced  Federal  budget. 

Earlier  this  year,  as  I  have  repeat- 
edly in  the  past,  I  voted  in  support  of  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  I  did  so  because  I  believe 
that  our  country's  long-term  economic 
health  demands  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's fiscal  house  be  put  in  order. 

While  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment was  narrowly  defeated  in  the 
Senate,  the  need  for  Congress  to  do  the 
right  thing,  and  enact  legislation  that 
brings  the  budget  into  balance,  re- 
mains as  strong  today  as  it  was  then. 

President  Clinton's  own  budget  plan, 
which  was  released  only  4  months  ago, 
projects  $200  billion  annual  budget  defi- 
cits as  far  into  the  future  as  the  eye 
can  see. 

This,  despite  his  own  successful  ef- 
forts in  1993  to  enact  a  $500  billion  defi- 
cit reduction  package  on  top  of  the  $500 
billion  deficit  reduction  package  that 
President  Bush  negotiated  in  1990. 

An  objective  analysis  of  this  situa- 
tion can  lead  to  only  one  conclusion: 
our  current  budget  is  fundamentally 
and  completely  out-of-whack. 

Our  interest  payments  on  the  public 
debt,  currently  exceed  $200  billion  a 
year,  and  are  projected  to  increase  to  a 
mind-boggling  $310  billion  within  the 
next  4  years. 

If  nothing  is  done,  our  country  is 
headed  for  a  fiscal  disaster. 

At  the  same  time,  in  order  to  avoid 
this  calamity,  balancing  the  budget 
will    require    everyone    in    the   United 


States  to  share  some  of  the  sacrifice 
associated  with  reducing  the  Federal 
Government's  projected  increases  in 
spending  by  roughly  $1  trillion  over  the 
next  7  years. 

While  I  recognize  that  the  opponents 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  can 
point  to  this  detail  or  that  detail  as 
unacceptable,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  the  Budget  Committee's  plan  does 
not  give  anyone  a  "free  ride"  as  we 
struggle  toward  a  balanced  budget. 

The  defense  budget  will  have  to  take 
its  fair  share  of  the  necessary  spending 
reductions.  No  department  can  be  ex- 
empt. 

The  domestic  discretionary  budget, 
which  provides  funds  for  most  Federal 
education,  housing,  environmental,  and 
health  programs,  will  have  to  make  do 
with  $190  billion  less  over  the  next  7 
years  than  originally  anticipated. 

The  non-health  care  entitlement  pro- 
grams, such  as  Federal  employees'  pen- 
sions, crop  subsidies,  and  welfare  pro- 
grams to  name  just  a  few,  are  facing 
$220  billion  less  in  funding  than  origi- 
nally assumed. 

And  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  the  Fed- 
eral health  care  programs  for  the  elder- 
ly and  low-income  respectively,  will  be 
asked  to  make  do  with  $470  billion  in 
less  spending  than  current  budget 
trends  allow  for. 

Without  question,  this  area  of  sav- 
ings raises  the  most  concern,  and  I 
must  state  my  healthy  skepticism 
about  how  much  can.  or  should,  be  ac- 
complished in  the  near- term. 

Some  of  the  recommendations  that 
have  been  discussed  in  recent  weeks 
will  be  subject  to  intense  analysis  by 
this  Member  of  Congress  as  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  wrestles 
with  the  reconciliation  instructions  it 
will  receive  from  this  document. 

But.  absent  some  significant  reform 
what  will  happen  to  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs? 

Well,  for  the  second  year  in  a  row. 
the  trustees  for  the  Medicare  Program 
have  concluded  that  the  program  will 
go  bankrupt  in  7  years  if  nothing  is 
changed. 

Clearly,  strong  action  and  bold  lead- 
ership is  needed  to  ensure  that  our  el- 
derly will  be  able  to  receive  necessary 
medical  treatment  through  the  Medi- 
care Program,  and  that  Medicare  will 
be  there  for  many  hard-working  fami- 
lies who  will  become  eligible  for  Medi- 
care in  the  next  10  or  20  years. 

I.  for  one.  support  the  establishment 
of  a  bi-partisan  blue  ribbon  medicare 
commission— modeled  after  the  very 
successful  Greenspan  Commission  on 
Social  Security  in  the  mid-1980&— to 
make  recommendations  for  preserving 
and  protecting  this  vital  program, 
which  the  Congress  should  enact  con- 
fident that  there  is  not  any  hidden  po- 
litical agenda  to  the  recommendations. 
All  too  often,  members  have  implied 
that  there  can  be  short-term  "quick 
fixes  "  to  the  program's  cuncnt  struc- 
ture. There  are  no  easy,  quick  fixes 
here. 
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In  talking  about  preserving  and  pro- 
tecting Medicare's  long-term  solvency, 
let  us  do  it  right  with  the  least  amount 
of  partisan  wrangling  as  possible. 

While  the  Budget  Committee's  plan 
does  call  for  some  dramatic  changes  to 
these  programs,  we  must  keep  in  mind 
that  the  alternative  is  completely  un- 
acceptable: a  bankrupted  Medicare 
Program  that  does  not  help  the  elderly 
and  is  not  there  for  anyone  else  either. 

With  respect  to  the  ongoing  efforts  to  pro- 
vide middle  class  families  with  some  tax  relief, 
I  supported  H.R.  1215  earlier  this  year  be- 
cause It  contained  many  elements,  such  as 
expanded  individual  retirement  accounts,  cap- 
ital gams  tax  relief,  expanded  capital  invest- 
ment deductions  for  small  businesses,  of  a 
"Save  and  Invest  m  America  Agenda ",  which 
I  have  long  advocated. 

Indeed,  I  was  one  ot  a  small  group  of  Re- 
publicans that  petitioned  our  leadership  to 
defer  any  tax  reductions  until  we  had  certified 
that  the  budget  was,  m  fact,  going  to  be  bal- 
anced. Unfortunately,  these  preconditions  are 
not  included  m  the  Budget  Committee's  plan. 

It  IS  for  this  reason  that  I  strongly  prefer  the 
budget  plan  drafted  by  the  Budget  Committee 
chairman  in  the  other  body.  Senator  Pete  DO- 

MENICI. 

However,  we  must  be  mindful  that  the 
House  Budget  Committee's  changes  m  the 
Tax  Code  do  result  in  lower  Federal  revenues 
in  the  short-term,  which  m  turn  requires  that 
the  Congress  cut  spending  further  in  order  to 
offset  these  losses. 

Currently,  the  Budget  Committee  plan  pro- 
vides for  S350  in  additional  spending  cuts  over 
7  years  to  compensate  for  the  tax  relief  pack- 
age. 

Perhaps  when  the  conference  committee 
meets  to  reconcile  the  House  and  Senate 
budget  resolutions,  they  can  reach  a  com- 
promise that  provides  needed  "Save  and  In- 
vest in  America"  tax  changes  without  requmng 
almost  $400  billion  m  additional  spending  cuts 
to  compensate  for  them. 

Nevertheless.  I  will  vote  m  support  of  House 
passage  for  this  measure  because  it  is  impor- 
tant to  keep  this  process  moving  forward,  not- 
withstanding these  concerns. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  approving  the 
Budget  Committee's  proposal  represents  the 
first  step  in  our  annual  budget  process.  The 
13  regular  appropnations  bills,  combined  with 
an  omnibus  budget  reconciliation  package,  will 
be  where  the  nitty-gntty  details  of  this  budget 
plan  are  hashed-out. 

That  process  will  not  be  without  difficulty, 
but  as  we  prepare  to  enact  legislation  that  bal- 
ances the  Federal  budget  we  should  not  kid 
ourselves  into  thinking  that  it  will  be  easy  to 
do.  At  the  same  time,  we  should  acknowledge 
the  terrible  cost  to  our  Nation  if  we  do  nothing. 

Balancing  the  Federal  budget  is  essential  to 
protect  our  Nation's  long-term  financial  health, 
and  to  ensure  that  the  country  our  children 
and  grandchildren  inherit  is  as  great  as  the 
one  our  parents  gave  us. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman       from       California       [Mr. 

G.'^LLEGLY]. 

Mr.  GALLEGLY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
stand  in  strong  support  of  this  budget. 


Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Menendez]. 

D  1800 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  why  are  the  Repub- 
licans proposing  a  cut  of  $282  billion  to 
Medicare? 

They  tell  us  it  is  to  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy.  But  nobody  has 
asked  why  the  plan  to  save  Medicare  is 
in  the  budget.  Could  we  not  save  Medi- 
care with  another  bill? 

In  fact,  they  tried  it  yesterday.  Their 
solution  was  to  vote  on  a  bill  that 
would  ask  the  Medicare  trustees  to 
come  up  with  a  plan  to  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy.  But  if  they  are  ask- 
ing the  trustees  to  come  up  with  a 
plan,  what  is  it  that  we  are  voting  on 
today?  Do  they  have  a  plan,  or  do  they 
not? 

It  turns  out  that  one  of  the  trustees 
has  already  given  an  estimate  of  how 
much  spending  would  have  to  be  re- 
duced in  order  to  save  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy.  Asked  during  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
how  much  it  would  take  to  make  the 
fund  solvent  by  2002,  public  trustee 
Stanford  G.  Ross  answered  that  it 
would  take  about  $130  billion  in  cuts. 

So  again,  why  are  the  Republicans 
proposing  a  cut  of  $282  billion  to  Medi- 
care? 

What  are  their  plans  for  the  other 
$150  billion? 

The  answer  is.  they  are  giving  it 
away  through  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthy. 

Once  again,  they  are  cutting  an  extra 
$150  billion  from  Medicare  to  pay  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  This  while 
some  Republicans  are  busy  telling  sen- 
iors that  Medicare  isn't  sacred,  and 
that  they  should  tighten  their  belts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  mother  knows  just 
what  it  means  to  have  to  tighten  her 
belt.  She  has  worked  all  her  life,  for 
years  and  years  in  a  factory  in  New 
Jersey.  Today.  Medicare  pays  for  her 
health  care.  What  do  such  huge  num- 
bers in  the  Republican  budget  mean  to 
her?  Lower  coverage,  higher  copay- 
ments.  and  higher  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses overall.  On  average,  over  $1,000 
a  year  more  from  her  pocket. 

My  mother  is  lucky.  If  increased 
health  care  costs  make  it  impossible  to 
make  ends  meet,  she  has  a  family  she 
can  turn  to  for  help. 

But  what  happens  to  those  seniors 
who  do  not?  Do  they  just  tighten  their 
belts  a  little  more? 

Who  are  tightening  their  belts  with 
this  plan.  Mr.  Chairman?  How  does  a 
capital  gains  tax  cut  tighten  anyone's 
belt?  The  top  12  percent  of  earners  in 
this  country  are  going  to  share  in  over 
75  percent  of  the  benefits  from  that  tax 
cut.  thanks  to  the  extra  $150  billion 
seniors  are  forking  over.  That  is  what 
this  budget  is  all  about;  seniors  tight- 
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ening  their  belts,  while  Wall  Street 
wonders  take  their  swollen  checks  to 
the  bank. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my  Re- 
publican colleagues,  they  cannot  tell 
my  mother  or  any  other  senior  citizen 
in  New  Jersey  or  in  the  Nation  that 
this  is  not  going  to  cost  them  one  sin- 
gle dime  more  from  their  pocket.  It  is 
going  to  cost  them  very  significantly, 
no  matter  what  they  read. 

As  it  relates  to  the  other  thing  they 
keep  referring  to.  the  1993  deficit  re- 
duction vote,  let  me  say  that  in  my 
district,  that  meant  over  50,000  families 
in  my  district  got  a  tax  cut,  so  they 
should  keep  reading  their  figures,  but 
be  honest  to  the  seniors  in  this  coun- 
try. It  is  going  to  cost  them  more,  and 
they  are  cutting  in  a  manner  that  is 
disproportionate  and  unfair  to  people 
who  have  worked  a  lifetime.  'Vote 
against  this  budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Smith],  a  distinguished  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  and 
chairman  of  one  of  our  task  forces. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  relevant 
to  note  that  my  colleague  who  just 
spoke  voted  for  the  Clinton  tax  hike  of 
1993,  and  it  cost  his  district  $431  mil- 
lion. I  think  it  is  also  regrettable  he 
voted  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget's  way  to  balancing  the 
budget  in  7  years,  and  increasing  the 
amount  that  Medicare  beneficiaries  are 
going  to  receive  by  33  percent,  we  have 
also  made  Congress  and  Government 
tighten  its  belt  first.  For  example,  we 
have  eliminated  3  nnnpcps.sary  Cabinet 
departments,  we  have  stopped  284  big 
Government  programs,  we  have  elimi- 
nated 69  wasteful  commissions,  and 
eliminated  13  agencies,  as  well.  We 
have  also  eliminated  the  favorable  pen- 
sion treatment  Members  of  Congress 
and  congressional  staff  used  to  receive. 
We  make  permanent  the  one-third  cut 
in  congressional  committee  staff.  We 
kept  our  promise.  We  made  permanent 
a  15-percent  cut  in  White  House  staff. 
We  helped  the  President  keep  his  prom- 
ise. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  also  discarded 
needless  bureaucracy.  For  example,  we 
ended  69  unnecessary  big  Government 
commissions,  including  the  Fasteners 
Advisory  Commission,  the  Dance  Advi- 
sory Panel,  and  we  also  reduced  all 
Government  agency  overhead  and  indi- 
rect cost. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  has  a  his- 
toric opportunity  we  have  not  had  in  a 
quarter  century.  For  the  first  time  in 
25  years,  we  can  give  our  children  a 
better  future,  restore  the  American 
dream,  and  end  the  slide  in  living 
standards.  Finally,  after  too  many 
unkept  promises,  too  many  tax  in- 
creases, too  many  false  starts,  and  too 
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little  will  to  do  the  right  thing.  Con- 
gress will  keep  its  word.  This  week  we 
have  a  real  life  proposal  that  restrains 
the  growth  in  Government's  budget  to 
increase  the  size  of  the  family's  budget. 

Since  1969,  the  last  time  our  Federal 
budget  was  balanced,  this  Government 
has  run  up  a  $4.7  trillion  debt.  Our  an- 
nual deficits  of  $176  billion  plus  raise 
interest  rates  by  an  average  of  2  per- 
cent. That  means  our  deficit  costs  the 
typical  homeowner  tens  of  thousands 
of  dollars.  It  also  slows  growth,  closes 
small  businesses,  and  destroys  jobs. 

In  1950  the  Government  took  $1  out  of 
every  $20  earned  by  the  American  fam- 
ily. Today  it  takes  $1  out  of  every  $4 
our  family  has  earned.  The  combina- 
tion of  local.  State,  and  Federal  taxes 
now  consumes  40  percent  of  the  typical 
family's  income,  an  all-time  record 
high.  That  is  wrong.  Remember,  it  is 
not  the  Government's  money  to  take, 
it  is  the  family's  money  to  keep. 

A  lot  of  scare  tactics  and  dema- 
goguery  are  being  used  today.  Some  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  tried  to 
frighten  seniors,  students,  and  others. 
These  naysayers  turn  American 
against  American,  grandparent  against 
grandchild,  employer  against  em- 
ployee, and  retiree  against  worker,  but 
the  American  people  know  better.  The 
people  who  do  the  work,  pay  the  taxes, 
raise  the  children,  and  care  for  the 
grandchildren  will  not  be  divided,  one 
against  another.  It  is  not  the  worker 
versus  the  boss,  or  the  young  against 
the  old,  it  is  the  working  and  earning 
class  against  the  taxing  and  spending 
class. 

This  past  November  the  working  and 
earning  class  spoke  loudly  and  clearly. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Republicans  are  cut- 
ting Medicare  for  35  million  American 
elder  citizens  and  giving  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthiest  Americans  and  the  most 
privileged  Americans.  This  budget  res- 
olution includes,  on  the  one  hand,  S280 
billion  in  cuts  in  Medicare  for  elders, 
and  on  the  other  hand,  $340  billion  in 
tax  cuts,  mostly  going  to  the  richest 
Americans. 

The  cold  numbers  are  almost  too 
large  to  understand,  but  I  met  with 
Ruth  Jackson  on  Monday.  She  lives  in 
Holyoke,  MA.  She  is  77  years  old.  She 
has  diabetes.  Her  eyesight  is  too  poor 
to  be  able  to  give  her  own  insulin 
shots. 

She  has  arthritis,  she  moves  around 
poorly,  with  a  walker.  She  lives  in  the 
smallest  public  housing  unit  available, 
and  this  grandmother  is  the  rock  on 
which  two  of  her  grandchildren,  a 
grandson  in  fifth  grade  and  a  grand- 
daughter in  fifth  grade,  depend  in  their 
broken  family.  One  of  them  actually 
lives  with  her  every  day.  She  lives  on 


Social  Security  and  has  nothing  else. 
She  has  a  visiting  nurse  who  comes  in 
and  provides  her  7  days  a  week  for  15 
minutes  or  half  an  hour  an  insulin 
shot.  She  has  2  to  4  hours  a  day  of  per- 
sonal care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Republican  reso- 
lution increases  her  Medicare  costs  by 
about  $4,000,  and  cuts  her  home  health 
care.  She  cannot  live  independently. 
She  cannot  be  the  stable  base  for  her 
grandchildren  if  she  is  forced  into  a 
nursing  home.  There  are  millions  of 
Americans  72,  77.  85.  mostly  surviving 
women  who  are  like  Ruth  Jackson,  one 
way  or  the  other.  They  lose  their  per- 
sonal care,  housing,  home  heating, 
drugs  under  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Republicans  prom- 
ised to  give  big  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans  and  the  most 
privileged  Americans,  so  they  are  keep- 
ing a  promise  that  every  American 
working  person  knows,  that  the  rich 
are  going  to  get  richer  under  this  deal. 
In  fact,  we  all,  deep  in  our  hearts,  un- 
derstand that  these  Republican  policies 
do  in  fact  make  the  rich  richer. 

However,  are  we  Americans  willing 
to  take  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
from  our  elders  on  Medicare,  our  most 
vulnerable  and  poorest  elder  citizens, 
our  unemployed  and  our  very  poorest, 
whose  only  medical  care  comes  from 
Medicaid,  so  that  those  richest  Ameri- 
cans can  have  a  tax  cut,  and  therefore 
be  a  great  deal  richer?  I  hope  not.  I 
hope  we  will  vote  against  this  resolu- 
tion, and  vote  for  the  coalition  resolu- 
tion in  its  place. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Sh.ws]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  that 
we  are  spending  more  money  on  Medi- 
care. In  Massachusetts,  we  will  be 
spending  40  percent  more  in  the  next  7 
years  on  Medicare.  The  amount  per 
beneficiary  is  going  to  go  up  from 
$5,900  to  $7,814.  Only  in  Washington, 
only  in  Washington,  when  you  spend 
more  money,  do  people  call  it  a  cut.  We 
are  going  to  improve  this  system. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  yield  my- 
self 3  minutes  so  I  can  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  a  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  S.\BO]  is  recog- 
nized for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  just 
curious.  Clearly  these  Medicare  cuts, 
whatever  they  are,  in  the  gentleman's 
resolution  are  going  to  pay  for  a  sub- 
stantial tax  cut,  but  I  am  just  curious, 
he  has  not  given  me  my  Minnesota 
number.  Give  me  my  Minnesota  num- 
ber. Then  I  would  like  to  hear  the  Con- 
necticut number. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 
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Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
just  ask  the  gentleman,  does  he  not  un- 
derstand when  you  are  spending  more 
money,  you  are  spending  more  money? 
Mr.  SABO.  1  fully  understand  what 
the  gentleman  is  saying. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  just  need  to  know  that 
that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  SABO.  I  would  just  simply  say  to 
the  gentleman,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
amazed  to  hear  how  simple  and  easy  it 
is  going  to  be  to  modify  the  Medicare 
Program. 

I  am  just  curious,  what  is  the  number 
for  Minnesota? 

Mr  SHAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  in  Minnesota  the 
gentleman  has  an  amount  of  money  for 
Medicare  now  of  $2  billion  429. 

Mr.  SABO.  What  is  the  per  recipient 
number? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  It  will  go  up  $3  billion 
400.  It  will  go  up  40  percent. 

Mr.  SABO.  Just  so  the  gentleman 
knows  my  question,  what  is  the  per  re- 
cipient number  in  Minnesota? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  The  per  recipient  num- 
ber in  Minnesota,  given  that  they  are 
getting  40  percent  more  in  the  next  7 
years,  it  is  presently  $3,840.  It  goes  up 
to  $5,000  per  beneficiary. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman,  what  is  the  number 
in  Connecticut? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  in  Connecticut  we  are 
given  from  the  Federal  Government  in 
Medicare  $2.5  billion,  and  it  goes  up  to 
$3.6  billion.  That  is  a  40  percent  in- 
crease. We  are  equal.  Per  beneficiary  it 
is  $5,135,  and  that  will  go  up  to  $6,782 
per  beneficiary,  per  beneficiary. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  just 
curious  how  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut is  going  to  deal  with  this  sig- 
nificant difference  in  cost  between  the 
State  of  Minnesota  and  the  State  of 
Connecticut.  We  provide  good  quality 
health  care,  substantially  less,  and 
what  I  hear  is  the  recipients,  the  reim- 
bursement in  Connecticut  is  substan- 
tially higher  than  it  is  in  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  want  to  make  sure  I 
understand  the  gentleman.  The  gen- 
tleman says  in  Minnesota  he  provides 
good  health  care.  1  think  we  do  in  Con- 
necticut, as  well.  In  both  instances,  we 
are  getting  40  percent  more  in  the  next 
7  years. 

Mr.  SABO.  The  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut is  receiving,  as  I  heard,  over 
$1,000  more  per  recipient. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  REGUL.\).  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Inte- 
rior of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
preface  my  remarks  by  saying  that  I 
applaud  the  hard  work  that  has  gone 
into  producing  this  budget  resolution, 
a  resolution  that  puts  us  on  a  path  to 
a  balanced  budget.  I  want  to  particu- 
larly   recognize    my    colleague    from 
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Ohio,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, Mr.  Kasich,  for  his  unwavering 
dedication  to  the  balanced  budget  ob- 
jective. He  has  never  lost  sight  of  the 
finish  line  and  while  I  may  not  person- 
ally agree  with  all  of  the  assumptions 
in  this  resolution  I  plan  to  support  this 
budget  because  I  too  believe  the  goal  of 
a  balanced  budget  must  be  paramount. 
I  would  like  to  discuss  one  of  the  as- 
pects of  the  proposed  budget  resolution 
that  concerns  me  and  that  is  the  as- 
sumption that  the  functions  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  should  be  phased 
out.  Many  of  these  functions  are  im- 
portant to  the  future  of  this  Nation.  It 
is  our  responsibility  to  do  these  in  the 
most  cost-effective  way  possible. 

The  argument  for  phasing  out  the 
Department  is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  it  was  solely  created  to  deal  with 
an  energy  crisis  the  country  experi- 
enced in  the  1970's.  The  crisis  no  longer 
exists  and  therefore  the  rationale  for 
the  functions  of  the  Department  no 
longer  exists. 

It  is  unwise,  for  us  as  a  nation,  to  be 
so  complacent  as  to  assume  that  an- 
other energy  crisis  is  not  only  not  a 
probability,  but  not  even  a  possibility. 
Just  4  short  years  ago — in  the  action 
Desert  Storm— we  put  over  400,000 
American  men  and  women  into  harms 
way  to  protect  the  availability  of  en- 
ergy resources  that  we  are  once  again 
taking  for  granted. 

Much  of  the  work  the  Department  or 
its  successor  organissations  is  doing,  in 
partnership  with  American  industries, 
is  the  very  reason  we  can  hope  to  avoid 
a  future  energy  crisis  and,  I  would 
argue,  that  the  money  spent  on  those 
research,  development,  and  demonstra- 
tion projects  is  far  more  cost  effective 
than  putting  American  lives  at  risk  to 
protect  Persian  Gulf  oilfields. 

A  recent  op-ed  piece  written  by 
former  President  Reagan's  Energy  Sec- 
retary, Don  Hodel.  "Forebodings  of  An- 
other Oil  Shortage,"  put  it  starkly: 

America  is  sleepwalking  into  a  disaster. 
Within  the  next  two  years,  we  will  experi- 
ence another  oil  shock. 

According  to  the  former  secretary 
the  threat  of  this  crisis  once  again 
comea  from  the  unstable  Persian  Gulf 
which  currently  supplies  44  percent  of 
United  States  oil  imports.  The  recent 
DOE  annual  energy  outlook  projects 
this  figure  rising  to  more  than  65  per- 
cent by  the  year  2010.  Saudi  Arabia 
alone  supplied  almost  19  percent  of  the 
United  States  import  market  last  year 
and  provided  over  25  percent  as  re- 
cently as  1992.  The  stability  in  that  re- 
gion is  once  again  in  question. 

In  February  of  this  year  the  Presi- 
dent concurred  with  the  Department  of 
Commerce's  finding  that  the  Nation's 
growing  reliance  on  imports  of  crude 
oil  and  refined  petroleum  products 
threaten  the  Nation's  security.  In  1993 
U.S.  oil  imports  surpassed  the  1977— a 
time  of  crisis — record  level  by  1.8  per- 
cent. The  warning  signs  are  clear  and 


yet  today  we  are  sending  signals  that 
either  we  do  not  believe  a  crisis  is  a 
possibility  or  that  energy  is  not  a  criti- 
cal commodity. 

My  second  point  relates  to  the  actual 
programs  and  mission  of  the  Depart- 
ment or  its  successors  and  their  impact 
on  our  international  posture  in  terms 
of  maintaining  and  Improving  our  glob- 
al competitiveness  and  our  goal  of  con- 
tinuing to  grow  the  economy.  To  be 
truly  strong,  the  American  economy 
must  be  efficient,  clean  and  fueled  by 
stable  and  affordable  supplies  of  en- 
ergy. Assuring  this  supply  and  improv- 
ing efficiencies  and  environmental  per- 
formance of  our  energy  resources  is  one 
of  the  important  missions  of  our  en- 
ergy policy.  Many  of  the  energy  pro- 
grams are  cost  shared  partnerships 
with  U.S.  industries  that  hold  the  key 
to  achieving  these  goals. 

Just  last  week  I  received  a  letter 
from  one  of  the  participants  in  just 
such  a  partnership.  The  company,  a 
small  one  located  in  Cleveland,  OH  is 
attempting  to  develop  and  commer- 
cialize a  process  for  the  recovery  of  us- 
able materials  from  salt  cake,  a  waste 
produced  by  the  aluminum  industry. 
Commercialization  of  this  technology 
would  not  only  reduce  the  operating 
costs  in  the  aluminum  industry 
through  reduced  energy  expenditures, 
but  it  would  also  eliminate  the  550,000 
tons  of  salt  cake  that  are  presently 
being  landfilled  in  the  U.S.  each  year. 
This  small  company  is  cost  sharing  in 
excess  of  70  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost  with  the  Department.  As  the 
President  of  this  company  concluded  in 
his  letter  to  me,  this  research  is  "criti- 
cal to  the  development  of  new  tech- 
nologies by  American  companies  such 
as  ours." 

Despite  the  fact  that  each  of  us  is 
heavily  reliant  on  energy  in  our  daily 
lives,  it  is  one  of  those  luxuries  that  is 
easy  to  ignore  as  long  as  it  is  plentiful 
and  reasonably  priced.  In  the  not  too 
distant  past,  energy  was  an  after- 
thought in  economic  planning.  Today, 
energy  is  a  principal  factor  in  any  busi- 
ness strategy  and  American  businesses 
today  are  cognizant  of  the  importance 
of  energy  in  their  bottom  line  and  are 
constantly  working  to  reduce  energy 
costs  to  maintain  or  improve  their 
competitiveness. 

Transportation  is  one  good  example. 
It  is  a  key  industry  and  a  key  compo- 
nent in  our  overall  energy  equation, 
accounting  for  27  percent  of  our  total 
energy  consumption  and  66  percent  of 
the  total  petroleum  use.  Moreover.  97 
percent  of  the  transportation  sector's 
energy  demands  are  satisfied  by  petro- 
leum. Clearly  to  reduce  our  dependence 
on  oil  imports  it  is  imperative  that  we 
change  the  transportation  sector's  en- 
ergy demand  j»attems.  The  programs 
funded  in  my  subcommittee's  jurisdic- 
tion, in  partnership  with  DOE  are  ad- 
dressing that  issue.  These  programs  are 
projected  to  reduce  oil  imports  by  2.3 


million  barrels  a  day  by  the  year  2000 
cresting  a  savings  for  drivers  and  a 
trade  deficit  reduction  of  $47  million 
per  year. 

Energy  use  is  an  environmental  issue 
as  well.  The  production  and  use  of  en- 
ergy cause  more  environmental  dam- 
age than  any  other  human  activity  in 
the  world  today.  Without  significant 
changes  in  energy  sources  and  con- 
sumption patterns,  the  problem  will 
worsen.  Without  cleaner  energy 
sources  and  technologies,  worsening 
environmental  problems  can  be  ex- 
pected to  lead  to  regulatory  actions 
that  can  severely  hamper  economic 
growth. 

I  have  repeatedly  said  during  my  sub- 
committee's hearings  that  what  the 
November  election  was  about  was  not 
abolishing  government,  but  making  it 
work  more  efficiently  and  more  effec- 
tively. I  am  persuaded  that  many  De- 
partments and  Agencies  a  healthy  dose 
of  streamlining  and  downsizing  and  I 
am  equally  persuaded  that  they  are 
getting  the  message.  For  example  the 
Secretary  or  DOE  recently  announced 
a  proposed  $14  billion  contribution  to 
deficit  reduction  over  the  next  5  years. 
I  applaud  these  initiatives  and  I  am 
committed  to  working  with  the  Agen- 
cies such  as  DOE  or  its  successors  to 
make  those  promised  savings  a  reality. 

I  believe  there  are  core,  fundamental 
missions  in  the  field  of  Energy.  With 
respect  to  the  programs  I  am  most  fa- 
miliar with  those  missions  involve  pro- 
moting, in  partnership  with  U.S.  indus- 
tries, fundamental  science  and  tech- 
nology advances  which  will  help  keep 
us  competitive  in  a  global  economy 
and  which  provide  the  long-term  basis 
for  economic  growth,  job  creation  and 
improved  quality  of  life;  and  enhancing 
our  energy  security  by  helping  safe- 
guard against  energy  supply  disrup- 
tions and  their  associated  threats  to 
the  United  States. 

These  missions  can  be  accomplished 
in  streamlined  Departments,  and  Agen- 
cies but  may  be  lost  in  a  costly  realign- 
ment that  could  be  necessitated  by 
their  complete  dismantlement.  Energy 
is  the  lifeblood  of  a  strong  expanding 
economy  that  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
be  successful  in  balancing  the  budget. 

Public-private  partnershii)S  can  do 
much  to  reduce  the  cost  of  government 
while  maintaining  our  technological 
leadership  and  making  our  programs 
very  cost  effective. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  (Mr.  Brownback]. 
a  very  hard-working  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  just  like  to  make  a  couple  of 
quick  comments  and  then  talk  briefly 
about  the  agency  elimination  that  we 
have  been  talking  about  in  the  overall 
budget  package. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  hear  a  lot  of  com- 
ments about,  well,  we  are  cutting  taxes 
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and  that  is  wrong,  we  should  not  be 
cutting  taxes,  that  the  American  peo- 
ple need  to  pay  all  this  money  into  the 
Government. 

I  make  the  simple  point,  and  I  ask 
the  American  people  that  are  watching 
and  listening,  do  you  know  how  long 
today  you  work  to  pay  the  taxes  at  all 
levels.  Federal,  State,  local,  all  levels 
combined? 

The  answer  is,  you  work  until  May  5. 
You  just  passed  Tax  Freedom  Day  that 
you  work.  I  think  if  you  get  back  a  lit- 
tle bit  of  that,  that  is  your  money,  and 
you  are  working  hard  enough  and  long 
enough  for  the  Government. 

The  other  thing  I  hear  a  lot  is  people 
saying,  well,  we  are  not  spending 
enough  on  Government  programs.  In- 
deed, many  of  these  programs  are  very 
good  programs,  very  worthwhile  pro- 
grams. But  I  simply  point  out  that 
around  the  turn  of  the  century,  the 
Federal  Government  as  a  percentage  of 
this  economy  was  roughly  3  percent  of 
this  economy.  That  is  what  it  was.  It 
was  3  percent.  Now  it  is  23  percent  of 
this  overall  economy. 

Overall  I  would  like  to  point  out,  we 
are  eliminating  in  our  budget  package 
three  Cabinet  level  agencies,  or  pro- 
pose. Departments  of  Commerce.  En- 
ergy, and  Education.  We  are  following 
a  process  and  a  procedure  here. 

This  is  not  just  a  thing  of.  OK.  we  are 
going  to  go  in  and  eliminate  them  com- 
pletely and  they  are  out  of  there,  they 
are  gone.  We  are  thinking  this  through 
and  asking  the  questions  of  how  can  we 
do  this  better?  How  can  the  American 
people  get  these  services?  We  are  going 
through  a  process  of  asking,  can  we  lo- 
calize these  services,  send  it  back  to 
the  State  and  local  units  of  govern- 
ment? 

Do  we  privatize?  Are  these  services 
that  can  be  done  better  in  the  private 
sector?  Can  we  be  more  efficient  by 
doing  it  there?  Can  we  consolidate, 
within  other  Federal  agencies  and  pro- 
grams, services  that  are  currently  done 
somewhere  else?  We  have  17  agencies 
doing  trade  promotion.  Do  we  need 
that  many  of  them?  Can  we  consoli- 
date? 

What  can  we  eliminate?  What  serv- 
ices and  programs  have  done  their  job 
and  it  is  time  to  move  on,  particularly 
at  a  time  that  we  state  clearly  and  un- 
equivocally to  the  American  people,  we 
are  broke. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Johnston). 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
Medicaid.  I  have  a  homemade  chart  up 
here  dealing  with  where  we  are  today. 
with  where  we  will  be  in  7  years  under 
the  Republican  program.  I  have  enti- 
tled it  "Unfunded  Mandates." 

The  bottom  line  here  is  where  the 
Republicans  go  today  at  $120  billion  up 
to  $150  billion.  The  next  line,  though,  is 
growth  plus  inflation.  We  go  up  here, 
so  we  start  out  at  4  percent  behind. 
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Let  me  draw  another  line  here.  This 
line  here  is  Texas,  New  York,  Florida, 
Arizona,  and  the  growth  States.  The 
average  growth  State  is  between  10  and 
13  percent.  When  you  have  block  grants 
to  these  States  to  take  care  of  Medic- 
aid patients,  this  is  a  gross  unfunded 
mandate.  You  are  sticking  the  States 
worse  than  anything  we  have  ever 
done. 

Most  people  think  Medicaid  is  for  the 
indigent.  Over  half  of  the  payments  for 
Medicaid  go  to  senior  citizens  for  nurs- 
ing homes,  and  when  you  are  in  these 
States  in  the  South,  this  is  an  explod- 
ing figure. 

The  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays]  can  get  up  and  give  us  any 
number  he  wants  to,  but  that  number 
will  not  anywhere  match  the  figure 
that  these  growth  States  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  from  today  until  2002.  I 
think  it  is  grossly  unfair.  I  think  it  is 
a  demagogical  denial  here  of  what  you 
are  doing  to  these  States  that  have  ex- 
ploding populations,  and  they  are  going 
to  go  bankrupt  before  you  ever  talk 
about  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Miller],  a  distinguished  member 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  and 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  heard  nothing  but  distor- 
tions and  scare  tactics  coming  from 
the  Democrats  about  Medicare,  but  I 
am  not  surprised.  The  sad  fact  is  they 
have  no  ideas  of  their  own  and  no  plan 
to  restore  Medicare  to  solvency.  They 
have  nothing  left  to  do  but  misrepre- 
sent Republican  plans  to  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy.  That  is  bad  news  for 
America's  seniors. 

According  to  today's  Washington 
Post,  the  Clinton  White  House  and  the 
congressional  Democrats  have  made  a 
conscious  political  decision  to  defend 
the  status  quo,  to  delay  change  and 
distort  the  facts.  Like  Nero  was  watch- 
ing Rome,  the  Democrats  are  fiddling, 
polling,  and  politicking  while  the  Med- 
icare trust  fund  burns.  That  is  just  sad 
and  it  is  dead  flat  wrong. 

Here  is  the  bottom  line.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  restores  Medi- 
care, saving  the  trust  fund  from  bank- 
ruptcy. In  2002,  Medicare  spending  will 
be  $1,600  higher  for  each  beneficiary 
under  the  Republican  plan.  Under  the 
Democratic  budget,  in  2002  the  Medi- 
care fund  goes  bankrupt,  zero,  it  is 
broke. 

Don't  be  confused  by  the  Democrats' 
distortions.  Restoring  Medicare  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  tax  provisions 
in  the  contract.  Yes.  we  return  a  small 
portion  of  each  working  American's 
hard-earned  tax  dollars  to  the  family 
budget,  but  with  or  without  the  tax 
cuts.  Medicare  will  go  bankrupt  if  we 
follow  the  Democrats'  status  quo  plan. 

That  is  not  Dan  Miller  speaking  or 
Newt  Gingrich  speaking,  this  is  the 
public   trustees  of  the   Medicare   Pro- 
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gram,  including  members  of  the  Presi- 
dent's own  Cabinet. 

Here  is  what  the  trustees  say:  "The 
Medicare  Program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form.  It  is 
now  clear  that  Medicaid  reform  needs 
to  be  addressed  urgently." 

One  more  time:  There  are  two 
choices.  Under  the  Republican  budget 
resolution,  in  2002  the  Medicare  spend- 
ing will  be  $1,600  higher  for  each  bene- 
ficiary, restoring  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  to  solvency.  Under  the  Clinton 
Democrat  budget,  in  2002  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  goes  bankrupt. 

Let's  save  Medicare.  Support  the  Re- 
publican budget  resolution. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
POMEROY]. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
are  the  Republicans  proposing  to  slash 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  benefiting  America's  most  privi- 
leged? 

Throughout  the  afternoon,  we  have 
seen  abject  efforts  of  denial  of  the  cuts 
by  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays],  the  task  force  Chair, 
jumping  up  and  citing  increased  fund- 
ing and  saying  only  in  Washington 
could  this  be  determined  a  cut.  I  have 
never  heard  a  more  blatant  distortion 
on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
funding  does  not  keep  up  with  the  in- 
creasing costs  in  health  care.  Let  me 
cite  a  figure  that  might  be  of  interest 
to  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
himself,  because  under  the  cuts  pro- 
posed, in  Connecticut  each  senior  citi- 
zen will  pay  more  out  of  pocket,  $3,885 
cumulatively  through  2002.  under  the 
plan  advanced.  That  to  the  seniors  of 
Connecticut  I  would  suggest  is  a  real, 
real  cut.  one  that  hits  right  in  the 
pocketbook.  The  Medicaid  figures  are 
even  worse. 

In  the  Republican  cuts  for  Medicaid 
in  the  out  years,  they  allow  a  4  percent 
adjustment  in  Medicaid  funding.  There 
will  be  a  3-percent  growth  in  enroll- 
ment in  Medicaid,  which  means  they 
allow  the  cost  of  medicine  to  go  up  1 
percent  per  year. 

What  do  we  know  about  Medicaid  and 
medical  inflation?  It  is  rising  at  an 
amount  dramatically  higher  than  that, 
and  it  is  going  to  rip  benefits  away 
from  the  children  and  the  disabled  and 
the  elderly  that  depend  on  Medicaid 
funding. 

This  chart  reveals  what  a  vicious  hit 
it  will  be  to  kids.  An  additional  6.7  mil- 
lion kids  will  lose  their  coverage  under 
the  Medicaid  proF>osals  advanced  in  the 
Republican  budget.  That  to  the  gen- 
tleman I  would  suggest  is  a  very  real, 
a  very  meaningful  cut  to  children. 

For  senior  citizens  it  is  equally  dev- 
astating. Seniors  receiving  long-term 
care  in  nursing  homes  across  this  coun- 
try will  find  the  costs  of  their  care  ris- 
ing much  faster  than  the  Medicaid  pay- 
ments  to   fund   them.    In   fact,    if  you 
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look  over  5  years,  an  additional  1.7  mil- 
lion senior  citizens  requiring  long-term 
care  assistance  will  be  deprived  of  Med- 
icaid coverage  under  their  plan.  Those 
are  real  cuts. 

You  may  in  budget  chicanery  try  to 
gloss  over  what  you  are  doing  to  peo- 
ple, but  let  me  tell  you.  you  are  taking 
coverage  away  from  children  and  you 
are  taking  coverage  away  from  senior 
citizens  in  nursing  homes,  and  you  are 
doing  it  primarily  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  rich. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  in  time  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut, if  he  would  like  to  ask  me  any 
questions  about  North  Dakota.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  care 
to  respond? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be 
happy  to  use  some  of  the  gentleman's 
time  to  correct  some  of  his  comments. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  If  the  gentleman 
does  not  have  a  question  about  North 
Dakota,  I  will  reclaim  my  time. 

Tlie  gentleman's  own  seniors  in  Con- 
necticut will  lose  $3,800  under  their 
proposal,  a  fact  he  ought  to  be  aware 
of. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  SMITH]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  budget  is  not  just  about  the 
Federal  Government's  fiscal  strategy, 
the  way  we  keep  our  books.  It  is  about 
America's  future.  It  is  about  creating 
job  growth  and  opportunities  for  our 
kids  and  our  grandkids.  about  making 
our  communities  a  better  place  to  live 
and  work  and  raise  our  families.  Cer- 
tainly it  is  about  our  future  prosperity 
and  our  future  safety. 

Mr.  Chairman,  2  years  ago  in  1993, 
this  House,  this  Chamber,  passed  a 
large  tax  increase,  approximately  $248 
billion  over  the  5  years  of  the  budget. 
The  decision  from  our  conference  was, 
should  we  give  some  of  that  tax  in- 
crease back,  and  should  we  do  it  in  a 
way  that  is  going  to  stimulate  job 
growth?  We  did  that.  One  of  the  ele- 
ments was  my  neutral  cost  recovery 
bill,  that  allows  businesses  to  deduct 
the  cost  of  the  tools  and  equipment 
they  buy  as  a  business  expense. 

Let  me  tell  Members  what  econo- 
mists say  is  going  to  result  from  that 
kind  of  Tax  Code  change.  They  say  the 
GDP  of  this  country  will  increase  al- 
most $3  trillion,  it  will  increase  3  mil- 
lion jobs  with  an  average  salary  in- 
crease of  $3,540. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  look  at  how  we 
are  cutting  this  budget,  everybody  is 
going  to  realize  some  pain.  I  hear  so 
much  talk  about  criticizing  the  cuts.  It 
is  so  much  easier  to  tear  down  a  house 
than  it  is  to  build  a  house.  'We  are  try- 
ing to  build  that  house  in  a  budget  that 
is  going  to  help  future  generations.  I 
would  hope  all  Members  would  contrib- 
ute in  a  positive  way  to  how  they  think 
we  can  improve  this  budget,  not  simply 
criticize  every  element  of  every  cut. 


Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  look  at  transpor- 
tation, as  we  look  at  the  infrastructure 
we  have  built  over  the  years. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Ms.  Woolsey]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  ear- 
lier this  year,  I  visited  school  lunch 
programs  in  my  district,  and  learned 
something  which  the  authors  of  this 
budget  obviously  have  not  thought 
about.  Because  child  after  child  said  to 
me.  "Congresswoman  Woolsey,  I  can't 
concentrate  when  I'm  hungry."  "I 
can't  learn  when  I'm  hungry." 

Obviously,  first-and-second  graders 
know  better  than  the  authors  of  this 
budget  that,  if  you  enter  the  classroom 
hungry,  you  will  not  be  ready  to  learn. 

During  one  of  my  visits,  a  teacher  in 
Marin  County — one  of  the  most  afflu- 
ent counties  in  America— told  me  that, 
recently,  she  had  a  class  lesson  asking 
her  1st  grade  students  what  their  top 
three  wishes  were,  and  why,  the  top 
wish  of  two-thirds  of  her  students  was 
for  more  food  for  their  family,  because 
they  were  hungry. 

Well,  get  ready  to  have  trouble  con- 
centrating and  learning,  and  get  ready 
to  be  hungry,  because  this  budget  cuts 
$19  billion  form  nutrition  programs  in 
order  to  pay  for  a  tax  break  for 
wealthy  special  interests. 

Members  on  the  other  side  argue  that 
taking  $19  billion  away  from  child  nu- 
trition programs  is  not  a  big  deal,  in 
fact,  they  claim  they  are  not  even  cut- 
ting child  nutrition  programs,  but  sim- 
ply reducing  the  rate  of  increase.  We 
hear  Republicans  say  over  and  over 
again  that  "only  in  Washington  do  peo- 
ple call  a  reduction  in  the  rate  of  in- 
crease a  cut." 

Well,  the  children  in  Marin  County, 
who  wish  for  food  for  their  families, 
would  see  it  differently.  They  would 
say  that  only  in  Washington  do  people 
call  "taking  school  lunches  away  from 
children  a  "reduction  in  the  rate  of  in- 
crease." 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  budget  resolution. 

D  1830 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2V2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  HOEKSTRA]. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  chairman  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

I  have  been  sitting  here  now  for  a 
couple  of  hours  and  I  was  waiting  and 
wondering  when  the  school  lunch  de- 
bate was  going  to  come  up.  And  you 
are  absolutely  right  that  only  in  Wash- 
ington would  we  describe  a  4'/2-percent 
increase  each  year  for  the  next  5  years 
as  a  cut.  It  is  unbelievable.  We  are  in- 
creasing funding  for  the  school  lunch 
programs  and  we  are  calling  it  a  cut. 

But  I  think  it  is  important  as  we 
take  a  look  at  what  we  are  actually 
doing  here.  We  are  doing  something 
that  is  important  for  the  future  of  our 


children.  This  House  has  used  this  card 
for  the  last  25  years  to  build  up  a  $4.7 
trillion  deficit  for  each  of  our  kids. 
That  is  totally  inappropriate.  We  need 
to  get  spending  under  control,  and  we 
are  doing  it.  We  put  together  a  plan  to 
get  a  balanced  budget  within  7  years.  It 
is  the  right  thing  to  do:  it  is  the  thing 
that  we  have  to  do  for  our  kids. 

What  we  are  tying  to  do  in  this  plan 
is  we  want  to  get  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment away  from  so  many  things  that 
happen  in  the  private  sector.  It  is  not 
important  to  have  a  Federal  bureau- 
crat between  a  child  and  their  school 
lunch.  It  is  not  important  to  have  a 
Federal  bureaucrat  between  a  landlord 
and  their  tenant.  It  is  not  important  to 
have  a  Federal  bureaucrat  between  a 
customer  and  a  vendor.  That  is  not  the 
right  place  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  be.  Those  things  happen  very  effec- 
tively and  efficiently  in  the  private 
sector.  We  reach  out  and  we  help  those 
that  need  help,  but  we  do  not  need  to 
have  Federal  bureaucrats  in  all  of 
these  places,  it  is  not  the  right  way  to 
go,  it  is  not  the  right  direction. 

What  we  are  doing  in  many  of  these 
areas  is  we  are  fixing  programs  that 
are  broke.  Job  training,  we  are  going 
at  an  area  where,  yes.  we  have  to  edu- 
cate and  train  people. 

This  Congress  has  put  together  153 
different  training  programs,  153  dif- 
ferent Federal  bureaucracies  of  Federal 
bureaucrats  between  an  individual  who 
needs  skills  and  an  education  process. 
It  is  absolutely  ludicrous  to  have  153 
programs.  We  are  going  to  put  that 
into  four  block  grants.  It  is  going  to  be 
efficient  and  much  more  effective  than 
the  system  that  we  have  today. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proponents  of  this 
budget  plan  argue  fervently  that  its 
end  result — a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002 — will  produce  economic  pros- 
perity and  better  living  standards  for 
all  Americans.  It  will  not.  What  the 
plan  will  do  is  simply  substitute  for  the 
budget  deficit  an  investment  deficit 
that  will  guarantee  the  long-term 
decay  of  our  economy  and  our  society. 

I  am  most  familiar  with  the  impact 
of  the  Republican  budget  plan  on  the 
civilian  research  programs  under  the 
Science  Committee's  jurisdiction.  The 
Republican  plan  would  force  those  R&D 
programs  to  decline  by  almost  $25  bil- 
lion over  the  next  5  years.  To  put  that 
number  into  perspective,  public  invest- 
ment in  civilian  R&D  programs  in  our 
committee's  jurisdiction  would  fall  25 
percent  in  absolute  terms,  or  35  percent 
in  real  dollars,  in  just  a  few  years. 

I  have  included  along  with  my  state- 
ment a  budget  table  showing  the  effect 
of  this  budget  plan  on  committee  R&D 
programs. 
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The  Budget  Committee  report  ac- 
companying this  bill  makes  it  very 
clear  how  these  cuts  should  be  ab- 
sorbed. They  would  have  us  eliminate 
most  civilian  applied  research  and 
technology  development  and  dem- 
onstration work  at  every  Federal  de- 
partment and  agency.  Many  worth- 
while science  programs  would  suffer 
huge  cuts  or  be  terminated  and.  inevi- 
tably, Federal  research  labs  would  also 
have  to  close. 

The  Republicans  reason  that  massive 
public  disinvestment  in  R&D  is  good 
for  the  country  because  the  private 
sector  will  pick  up  the  slack  and  make 
these  investments  on  its  own.  provided 
they  get  the  deregulation  and  the  tax 
breaks  the  Republicans  have  promised. 
This  reasoning  is  naive  and  foolish.  De- 
regulation and  tax  relief  have  not  suc- 


ceeded in  raising  private  R&D  invest- 
ment in  the  past,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  it  will  work  in  the  future. 

In  fact,  even  with  an  R&D  tax  credit 
in  place,  the  private  sector  has  been  re- 
ducing its  long-term  R&D  investment 
over  the  last  10  years  in  response  to 
global  competition.  A  recent  survey  of 
corporate  R&D  investment  conducted 
by  the  Industrial  Research  Institute 
shows  that  U.S.  corporations  have  re- 
duced their  long-term  R&D  from  20  per- 
cent to  8  percent  of  their  R&D  spending 
in  the  last  10  years.  The  remaining  92 
percent  of  their  R&D  spending  goes  to 
short-term  applied  research  with  im- 
mediate commercial  application. 

The  private  sector  is  reducing  their 
long-term  R&D  investment.  If  the  Gov- 
ernment also  withdraws  support  for 
long-term  R&D,  as  this  budget  implies, 
the   consequences   will    be   devastating 
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and  irreversible.  The  R&D  infrastruc- 
ture of  the  United  States  will  be  dev- 
astated. The  result  will  be  fewer  sci- 
entists and  engineers,  less  innovation 
and  declining  competitiveness  in  world 
markets.  I,  for  one,  do  not  believe  the 
American  people  want  to  throw  away 
their  future  simply  for  shortsighted  po- 
litical considerations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  time  and  again  today, 
my  colleagues  have  warned  us  that  we 
must  not  pass  on  a  legacy  of  debt  to 
our  children  and  grandchildren.  I 
agree,  but  we  are  also  obliged  to  under- 
take those  essential  investments  in 
new  knowledge  and  better  educated 
human  resources  that  will  guarantee 
them  a  bright  future.  This  budget  fails 
to  do  that  and  breaks  faith  with  future 
generations. 

The  chart  referred  to  follows: 
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Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mrs.  MEEK]. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  budget  recommends  that  we 
eliminate  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. It  just  does  not  make  sense  in 
that  we  need  to  develop  jobs  in  this 
country.  If  we  are  ever  going  to  get  to 
the  point  where  we  can  develop  jobs, 
we  need  the  Department  of  Commerce. 


During  the  last  2  years  the  Department 
helped  Americans  secure  $24.6  billion  of 
foreign  contracts,  and  for  every  dollar 
spent  on  the  entire  budgets  of  the  De- 
partment it  has  returned  $6  to  the 
American  economy.  That  is  developing 
jobs.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  why  we  are 
calling  for  the  elimination  of  the  Com- 


merce Department  is  its  functions  are 
performed  in  71  other  entities  of  the 
Government,  and  we  think  it  makes 
more  sense  to  consolidate  that,  save 
the  bureaucracy,  and  give  taxpayers 
some  of  their  money  back. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
W.\LKER],  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Science. 


13320 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

I  was  interested  in  the  discussion  we 
just  had  on  the  cuts  in  the  science 
budgets,  and  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant to  understand  what  has  happened 
over  the  last  few  years  in  the  name  of 
science.  Much  of  what  we  have  had  in 
the  science  research  budgets  of  this 
country  have  been  in  a  State  where 
many  of  them  have  been  nothing  but 
corporate  welfare,  and  what  we  have 
done  is  done  things  in  the  name  of 
R4feD.  in  the  name  of  science,  and  then 
found  out  that  where  they  were  going 
to  was  to  the  richest  corporations  in 
the  country. 

What  we  have  attempted  to  do  is 
prioritize  science  in  this  budget.  We 
have  attempted  to  protect  the  basic 
fundamental  research  of  this  country, 
and  we  have  done  so  in  the  budget.  In 
fact,  basic  research  actually  has  a 
nominal  increase  over  the  7-year  period 
from  $7,092  billion  this  year  to  $7,101 
billion  in  1996.  This  includes  places  like 
the  National  Science  Foundation  and  a 
lot  of  programs  in  NASA  and  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

But  where  we  have  the  direct  indus- 
trial and  commercial  subsidies,  we 
eliminate  those.  What  we  are  saying  is 
let  us  have  real  research  and  develop- 
ment in  this  country;  let  us  not  sub- 
sidize our  biggest  corporations  and  call 
it  R&D.  And  the  fact  is  if  you  take  a 
look  at  the  chart,  the  corporate  wel- 
fare sections  of  the  budget  are  where 
we  take  the  biggest  hit. 

Out  of  the  total  budget  over  the  next 
several  years,  we  are  going  to  spend 
over  $111  billion  in  the  science  areas. 
Out  of  $111  billion  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  get  some  quality  science.  The  prob- 
lem is  we  have  not  been  getting  quality 
science  in  too  many  instances.  What 
we  have  been  getting  is  big  companies 
coming  in  and  ripping  off  taxpayers' 
money  in  the  name  of  things  they 
wanted  to  do  anyway.  We  cut  that  out. 
We  just  say  no  more.  We  are  going  to 
eliminate  corporate  welfare  and  con- 
centrate on  those  things  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  can  do  best  for  the 
economy,  the  basic  science  and  fun- 
damental research. 

So  if  you  take  a  look  at  that,  what 
you  find  is  over  the  next  several  years 
we  will  go  from  $26  billion  we  are 
spending  each  year  on  some  of  these 
programs  down  nominally  to  about 
$23.7  billion.  Two-thirds  of  the  cuts, 
that  is  about  9.1  percent,  about  two- 
thirds  of  that  entire  cut  comes  out  of 
corporate  welfare  cuts. 

If  the  country  wants  to  have  real 
science  I  think  that  is  exactly  right, 
but  the  country  does  not  want  to  do  re- 
search and  development  and  then  find 
out  that  they  did  not  get  real  research 
and  development,  and  this  is  the  exam- 
ple of  exactly  where  we  think  we 
should  go.  We  have  prioritized  science 
toward  basic  fundamental  science. 


Sure,  we  are  going  to  have  some  ap- 
plied science;  we  are  going  to  do  some 
developmental  work  and  demonstra- 
tion work.  There  is  actually  a  line  on 
which  we  can  do  the  kind  of  research 
that  this  country  needs.  But  we  ought 
not  be  funding  things  that  companies 
otherwise  would  do  on  their  own. 

And  so  this  budget  I  think  is  a  lean 
budget,  but  it  is  one  that  makes  sense 
for  science.  It  prioritizes  science  to- 
ward those  kinds  of  things  that  science 
ought  to  be  doing. 

The  Government  is  best  at  doing 
basic  research,  and  that  is  where  this 
budget  puts  its  emphasis, 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  my 
good  friend  and  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Republican  budget 
resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
the  Republican  budget  proposal  we  have  be- 
fore us  today.  This  is  a  measure  which  seeks 
to  pay  for  ttie  Republicans'  tax  cuts  for 
wealthy  Individuals  on  the  backs  of  those  in 
need,  children  and  the  elderly,  and  at  the  ex- 
pense of  sound  education,  health  and  welfare 
benefits.  We  need  to  be  concerned  about  the 
deficits,  both  the  fiscal  and  human  deficits,  not 
just  the  bottom  line. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  about  our  budget 
deficit  and  throughout  my  career  I  have  sup- 
ported numerous  efforts  aimed  at  streamlining 
the  Federal  Government,  reducing  spending, 
eliminating  waste  and  responsibly  increasing 
revenues  m  an  equitable  way.  Over  the  past 
2  years,  we  have  made  steady  progress  in 
cutting  the  deficit  with  nearly  S600  billion  in 
deficit  reduction  over  a  5-year  schedule  begin- 
ning in  1993.  We  passed  the  deficit  reduction 
bill  last  year  without  a  single  Republican  vote. 

While  I  support  reducing  the  deficit  through 
cuts  in  some  programs,  the  Republican  budget 
proposal  centers  on  cuiiing  off  programs 
which  invest  in  the  Amencan  people,  while 
providing  tax  benefits  to  corporations  and 
wealthy  individuals.  In  the  framework  of  this 
resolution,  in  seven  years  an  extra  S300  billion 
IS  added  to  the  deficit  due  to  tax  cuts.  That  is 
the  GOP  way  to  solve  the  deficit.  They  say 
first  things  first,  wealthy  Americans  need  a  tax 
break.  Their  promises  made  and  kept  are  the 
tax  cuts,  of  which  75  percent  of  the  benefits 
go  to  corporations  and  investors.  Other  prom- 
ises and  policies  receive  short  shntt  under  the 
GOP  plan. 

One  of  the  most  important  investments  our 
country  can  make  is  m  education.  Every  dollar 
for  education  is  an  investment  in  our  people  in 
the  future  of  this  country  and  our  national 
economy.  The  Republican  approach  for  the 
education  of  the  people  of  our  Nation  is  mind- 
boggling  Their  bluepnnt  for  the  future  not  only 
abolishes  the  Department  of  Education,  which 
would  leave  the  US  as  one  of  the  few  indus- 
tnalized  countnes  m  the  world  without  a  na- 
tional department  or  ministry  of  education,  but 
proposes  to  make  atrocious  cuts  which 
counter  any  pretense  of  deliberate  consider- 
ation of  public  policy.  This  budget  proposal 
calls  for  the  elimination  of  about  130  Edu- 
cation department  programs,  including  Goals; 
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2000  school  reform  programs,  Chapter  1 
Compensatory  Education  Concentration 
grants — which  provide  funding  for  areas  with 
high  levels  of  low-achieving  children — and  bi- 
lingual and  Immigrant  education  programs. 

The  proposal  will  eliminate  funds  used  to 
make  schools  across  the  country  safer  and 
drug  free  and  will  dramatically  increase  costs 
for  working  families  by  charging  all  students 
interest  on  their  loans  while  they  are  in  school. 
These  actions  are  not  just  thoughtless,  they 
are  policies  ignorant  of  the  problems  and 
needs  of  American  people  today  and  tomor- 
row. At  a  time  when  jobs  demand  more  prepa- 
ration, cutting  education  funding  is  indeed  a 
losing  proposition.  We  need  to  support  edu- 
cation as  a  budget  priority  and  this  bill  before 
the  House  has  it  backward.  We  need  smart 
people  and  smart  hardware  to  face  the  future 
needs  of  our  Nation.  That  won't  happen  with 
a  negative  and  indifferent  national  policy. 

This  proposed  budget  pulls  the  rug  out  from 
under  state  and  local  governments,  shifting  re- 
sponsibility away  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment lor  welfare  and  child  nutrition  and  advo- 
cating deep  cuts  m  community  development, 
notably  the  Community  Development  Block 
Grant.  The  Republican  answer  is  that  cost 
burdens  should  be  shifted  to  State  and  local 
governments  and  the  non-profit  sector,  which 
are  already  operating  on  overload  today.  In 
other  words,  a  trickle-down  tax  increase 
pushed  upon  the  States. 

A  provision  of  the  budget  resolution  which 
deeply  concerns  me  is  the  proposal  to  zero 
out  the  funding  for  the  Low-Income  Home  En- 
ergy Assistance  Program,  otherwise  known  as 
LIHEAP.  As  a  Member  from  Minnesota,  a 
State  that  works  and  strives  to  meet  peoples 
needs  with  a  warm  heart.  Minnesota  is  one  of 
the  coldest  States  m  the  Nation,  I  am  alarmed 
by  the  potential  impact  of  this  ill-advised  ac- 
tion. In  1994.  approximately  6.1  million  house- 
holds received  aid  to  help  cover  heating  costs 
nationwide.  Nearly  half  of  these  households 
contain  elderly  or  handicapped  persons — often 
on  fixed  incomes — and  about  80  percent  earn 
less  than  Si  0,000  a  year.  Where  are  these 
people  to  turn  when  they  no  longer  can  afford 
to  heat  their  homes?  This  pattern  is  repeated 
because  of  the  tenuous  situation  that  many 
poor  face  today. 

The  Republicans  are  cutting  funds  for  pro- 
grams which  provide  basic  housing  for  Amen- 
cans  in  dire  need  of  assistance.  They  will  re- 
duce housing  assistance  for  the  elderly,  for 
persons  with  disabilities,  and  for  other  low  and 
moderate  income  families.  They  would  elimi- 
nate funding  for  most  preservation  activities, 
and  reduce  funding  for  the  operations  and 
modernization  of  public  housing.  All  of  these 
proposals  mean  it  will  be  more  difficult  for 
people  to  find  decent,  safe  and  affordable 
housing,  in  this  time  when  affordable  housing 
IS  dwindling,  and  the  demand  is  growing. 
These  proposals  serve  notice  that  the  unique 
programs  that  are  designed  to  take  the  nec- 
essary step  for  our  most  vulnerable  citizens 
and  to  help  working  people  help  themselves, 
today  are  serving  as  targets  for  political  pot- 
shots. 

On  the  environmental  front,  in  addition  to 
cutting  funds  for  sewage  treatment,  safe  drink- 
ing water  facilities,  soil  and  water  conservation 
programs  and  hazardous  waste  cleanup,  the 
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Republican  budget  blueprint  advocates  allow- 
ing oil  and  gas  exploration  and  drilling  on  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  a  way  to  in- 
crease revenues.  The  Arctic  Refuge  coastal 
plain  is  a  priceless  and  irreplaceable  treasure. 
The  fate  of  the  coastal  plain  and  its  value  to 
present  and  future  generations  as  an  undis- 
turbed, fully-functioning  ecosystem  have  been 
the  subject  of  a  complex  and  highly  contested 
debate  for  more  than  a  decade.  The  resolution 
of  this  debate  must  not  be  obscurely  fore- 
ordained through  a  tjackdoor  effort  in  the  Fed- 
eral budget  process.  It  deserves  full  consider- 
ation in  the  glaring  light  of  public  scrutiny. 

One  of  the  biggest  ironies  in  the  budget  res- 
olution is  the  treatment  of  Medicare.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  real  health  care  reforms,  Reput>- 
licans  suggest  simply  slashing  Medicare  by 
$288  billion  over  the  next  7  years.  This  is  a  27 
percent  cut.  This  will  mean  fewer  benefits, 
higher  out-of-pocket  costs  for  seniors,  and 
less  choice  of  doctors.  For  my  home  State, 
Minnesota,  it  has  been  projected  that  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal  will  cost  each  senior 
an  additional  $3,557  over  the  7-year  period 
from  1996  to  2002.  Nearly  83  percent  of  Medi- 
care benefits  go  to  seniors  with  incomes  of 
$25,000  or  less,  and  the  proposed  reductions 
would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  these  peo- 
ple. Likewise.  Medicaid  funding,  the  only  major 
Federal  source  of  funding  for  long-term  care, 
is  cut  30  percent  by  the  year  2002.  Together 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts  account  for  neariy 
a  third  of  all  savings  in  the  bill.  The  GOP  puts 
this  in  place  without  a  clue  of  how  this  cut  will 
be  attained.  Health  care/Medicare  doesn't 
exist  in  a  vacuum.  The  GOP  was  quick  to 
demagogue  health  care  reform  in  1993-1994. 
Now  they  seek  no  reform,  only  a  Medicare  cut 
that  will  result  in  a  second-rate  health  care 
program  for  older  Americans. 

In  the  last  Congress,  the  Republicans  re- 
fused to  support  meaningful  comprehensive 
health  care  reform,  saying  there  was  no  crisis 
in  health  care  so  why  make  changes?  Today 
they  have  conveniently  discovered  the  Medi- 
care Trustees  Annual  Report  and  tell  us  there 
is  a  crisis.  Actually  the  1995  report  suggests 
an  improvement  over  1994.  The  GOP  Con- 
gress IS  going  to  solve  this  health  care  crisis 
by  cutting  benefits  to  seniors  and  reimburse- 
ments to  health  care  providers  while  providing 
a  generous  tax  cut  to  wealthy  Americans  and 
a  funding  increase  for  defense.  This  is  not  the 
approach  that  will  protect  Medicare  and  the  el- 
derly and  help  rationalize  and  regularize  the 
health  care  system. 

The  Medicare  cuts  are  supposed  to  save 
the  program  from  a  projected  revenue  shortfall 
in  2002.  However,  the  cut  they  want  to  take 
from  Medicare  to  offset  the  loss  of  revenue  re- 
sulting from  the  Republrcans'  tax  cuts  for 
wealthier  Americans,  is  $353  billion  over  the 
next  7  years.  Despite  the  political  rhetoric,  the 
main  beneficiaries  of  these  tax  changes  are 
the  wealthiest  members  of  our  society  and 
corporate  Amerk:a,  with  the  wealthiest  1.1  mil- 
lion Americans  receiving  a  $20,000  tax  break. 
Further,  the  budget  proposal  includes  a  tax  in- 
crease which  could  total  as  much  as  $42  bil- 
lion, including  $17  billion  in  personal  tax  in- 
creases which  result  from  the  0.6  percent  ad- 
justment in  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  The  in- 
dexing of  income  tax  rates  and  brackets  are 
reduced   for   middle   income   Americans,   not 


mind  you  in  the  tax  package  but  hidden  in  this 
budget  package,  and  Social  Security  benefits 
are  cut  with  the  same  COLA  sleight  of  hand. 
In  fact  $24  billion  in  just  3  years  is  picked  from 
the  pockets  of  Social  Security  recipients. 

Even  as  student  loans,  housing,  and  Medi- 
care are  being  cut,  the  Republican  budget 
would  increase  budget  authority  for  defense  to 
$288  billion  and  defense  outlays  to  over  $280 
billion  by  2002 — billions  more  than  President 
Clinton  has  requested.  These  large  spending 
increases  for  the  Pentagon  are  questionable 
not  only  because  we  no  longer  face  the  threat 
of  the  cold  war,  but  also  because  the  Penta- 
gon has  admitted  its  finances  are  in  complete 
disarray.  In  fact,  the  annual  financial  state- 
ments of  28  of  the  Pentagon's  36  departments 
are  so  riddled  with  flaws  and  inaccuracies  that 
the  GAO  has  declared  them  completely  worth- 
less. The  Pentagon's  own  Deputy  Inspector 
General  recently  stated  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  pays  pnvate  contractors  $500  million 
dollars  it  does  not  owe  them  every  year,  and 
DOD  cannot  account  for  $15  billion  it  has 
spent  over  the  past  decade.  Republicans  ap- 
parently have  no  qualms  about  pounng  billions 
more  taxpayer  dollars  into  a  black  hole  at  the 
Pentagon,  even  as  they  cut  funds  for  cost-ef- 
fective social  programs  which  result  in  eco- 
nomic benefits  in  the  future.  I  fail  to  under- 
stand why  in  this  time  of  fiscal  stringency  that 
the  Pentagon  receives  $60-$70  billion  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  forging  our  economic  prior- 
ities into  the  next  century  has  been  a  focal 
point  of  the  ongoing  debate.  I  have  grave  con- 
cerns about  the  direction  that  this  budget  is 
taking.  We  ought  to  be  offering  hope  by  ac- 
knowledging the  reality  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment must  remain  a  partner  for  supporting 
the  basic  needs  of  our  citizens,  not  abandon- 
ment. However,  what  I  am  seeing  is  an  ero- 
sion in  support  for  wort<ing  families  and  an 
eradication  of  support  for  those  who  cannot 
make  ends  meet  in  order  to  give  folks  making 
$200,000  or  more  a  tax  break.  Republican  pri- 
orities do  not  signify  political  courage,  as  they 
would  have  us  tielieve,  but  political  pandering. 
Republican  priorities  are  focused  on  change  at 
the  bottom  line,  producing  enough  money  for 
the  Republican  tax  breaks  for  well  off  Amen- 
cans.  not  empowering  families.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  oppose  this  distorted  GOP  resolu- 
tion. When  the  political  reality  meets  the  public 
outrage  the  tax  breaks  will  stand,  the  tax  cuts 
and  programs  and  actions  will  falter;  the  se- 
cret plan  to  cut  Medicare,  a  better  kept  secret 
than  the  Dead  Sea  scrolls,  will  evaporate  m 
the  public  outrage  at  denying  much-needed 
justified  programs  and  responsibilities. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  MOL- 

LOHAN]. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  for  yielding  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  fiscal  year  1996  Republican 
budget  resolution.  Before  we  vote 
today,  I  believe  it  is  vitally  important 
for  the  American  people  to  understand 
just  what  this  budget  resolution  really 
does,  whose  interests  it  really  serves, 
and  whose  it  abandons,  whose  taxes  are 
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cut  on  the  one  hand,  and  whose  bene- 
fits are  cut  and  eliminated  on  the 
other. 

Simply  stated,  this  resolution  pro- 
poses a  major  reallocation  of  resources 
among  the  people  of  America.  If  you 
are  a  middle-  or  lower-income  Amer- 
ican, can  lose  big  under  this  resolution. 
If  you  are  a  high-income  American, 
you  win  big  under  this  resolution. 

First,  the  resolution  would  slash 
spending  for  discretionary  programs  by 
$635  billion  over  the  next  7  years,  cut 
Medicare  by  $288  billion,  and  reduce 
Medicaid  by  $187  billion.  That  takes 
money  out  of  the  pockets  of  average 
Americans. 

And  second,  as  if  to  add  insult  to  in- 
jury, money  taken  out  of  the  pockets 
of  middle-  and  lower-income  Americans 
is  immediately  used  to  pay  for  a  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthiest  Americans. 

D  1845 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  put  in  this  per- 
sijective,  it  should  become  clear  that 
the  proposal  we  are  voting  on  today 
would  literally  take  from  the  poor  to 
give  to  the  rich. 

Let  us  talk  about  the  spending  cuts 
contained  in  the  plan.  The  question  is 
how  seriously  should  they  be  taken? 
How  seriously  should  we  take  those 
spending  cuts?  And  the  answer  is  very 
serious.  Many  vital  programs  will  be 
eliminated  if  this  budget  resolution, 
the  one  we  are  voting  on  here  today  or 
tomorrow,  is  enacted,  and  many  others 
will  be  cut  as  much  as  40  and  50  per- 
cent. 

Imagine  the  average  American  fam- 
ily for  a  moment,  if  you  will,  husband 
and  wife,  both  working  struggling  to 
make  ends  meet,  two  or  three  children. 
How  will  they  be  affected  by  the  cuts 
proposed  in  this  resolution?  Well,  if  the 
children  in  this  family  are  receiving 
nutritional  subsidies  at  school,  they 
will  see  large  cuts  due  to  this  resolu- 
tion. For  college-age  children  in  the 
family,  this  resolution  proposes  to  in- 
crease costs  for  a  4-year  college  loan  by 
$5,000.  If  the  father  or  mother  relies  on 
mass  transit  to  get  to  and  from  work, 
this  resolution  will,  at  the  least,  cause 
the  fare  to  go  up,  and  in  rural  areas 
across  America,  certainly  in  my  State 
and.  I  imagine,  many  others,  may  even 
eliminate  mass  transit  service.  If  ei- 
ther parent  should  be  laid  off  or  lose 
his  or  her  job,  this  resolution  greatly 
reduces  the  resources  available  for  ad- 
ditional job  training,  and  if  there  is  an 
elderly  grandparent,  this  resolution 
will  make  cuts,  real  cuts,  to  programs 
which  fund  long-term  care. 

Believe  me.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  go 
on  and  on.  And  so  while  the  Republican 
proposal  may  not  impose  a  tax  increase 
on  middle-class  America,  it  certainly 
eliminates  many  of  the  resources  the 
average  American  family  currently  re- 
lies on  and  has  available  to  it. 

And  where  do  those  resources  go?  To 
pay   for  a   tax   cut   for   the   wealthiest 
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Americans,  Americans  who  do  not  need 
to  take  out  loans  to  go  to  college,  who 
do  not  depend  on  mass  transit  to  go  to 
work,  who  do  not  have  children  who 
rely  on  school  lunches  for  their  daily 
nutritional  needs. 

If  fact,  the  tax  cut  which  is  proposed 
under  this  resolution  will  cost  the 
American  people  close  to  $400  billion 
over  7  years,  $700  billion  over  10  years, 
and  51  percent  of  that  tax  cut  goes  to 
Americans  making  over  $100,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  where  do  those  resources 
go?  To  pay  for  a  tax  cut  (or  the  wealthiest 
Americans.  Amencans  who  don't  need  to  take 
out  loans  to  go  to  college,  who  don't  depend 
on  mass  transit  to  go  to  work,  who  don't  have 
children  who  rely  on  school  lunches  lor  their 
daily  nutntional  needs. 

In  lacl,  the  tax  cut  which  is  provided  for 
under  this  resolution  will  cost  the  American 
people  close  to  S400  billion  over  the  next  7 
years — S700  billion  over  the  next  10  years. 
Fifty-one  percent  of  the  tax  cuts  in  this  Repub- 
lican proposal  will  benefit  those  Americans 
making  over  Si  00,000  a  year — with  more  than 
20  percent  going  to  the  top  1  percent  of  fami- 
lies making  over  5350,000  a  year. 

Well,  this  completes  the  picture — a  major 
shift  in  resources  from  the  middle  and  lower 
income  folks  to  wealthy  Amenca. 

So  each  and  every  Amencan  must  decide  if 
this  resolution — this  Republican  agenda — is  m 
his/her  own  best  interest.  Someone  will  benefit 
from  this  proposal — it  is  )ust  important  to  know 
who  that  someone  is. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no "  on  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Al- 
L.-\RD]. 

Mr.  ALLARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member 
of  the  Budget  Committee  I  can  say  we  worked 
tirelessly  to  produce  a  budget  that  Is  fair  and 
equitable. 

The  result  is  a  balanced  budget  in  2002— 
just  as  we  promised. 

To  those  who  oppose  this  plan  I  say,  what 
is  your  alternative'' 

Contrary  to  what  many  opponents  would  like 
to  have  you  believe,  the  Republican  budget  is 
a  very  Senior  fnendly  budget. 

First,  as  we  promised.  Social  Secunty  is  off 
the  table.  No  cuts  at  all  to  Social  Secunty. 

This  IS  the  only  area  of  the  budget  we  ex- 
empt from  cuts. 

And  with  Medicare,  we  simply  slow  the 
growth  to  5  percent  a  year. 

This  means  we  will  increase  Medicare 
spending  over  7  years,  from  $4,700  per  bene- 
ficiary today  to  $6,300  per  beneficiary  m  2002. 
This  preserves  the  solvency  of  Medicare. 

Now  lets  look  at  the  rest  of  the  budget.  We 
freeze  defense,  and  make  clear  that  defense 
spending  will  continue  to  undergo  the  kind  of 
scrutiny  of  other  aspects  of  the  budget. 

Third,  we  reduce  all  discretionary  spending, 
including  foreign  aid. 

We  abolish  three  Cabinet  agencies:  Com- 
merce, Energy,  and  Education. 

This  plan  also  eliminates  283  programs,  14 
agencies,  and  68  commissions. 

Overall  this  budget  simply  slows  the  growth 
in  spending  to  |ust  over  2  percent  a  year.  The 


difference  is  that  under  current  forecasts  we 
grow  over  5  percent  a  year. 

Now,  what  does  all  this  mean  to  American 
families.  It  means  a  higher  standard  of  living. 

It  means  families  will  pay  less  for  their  home 
mortgage  because  of  lower  interest  rates.  It 
means  more  families  will  be  able  to  afford  col- 
lege for  their  children. 

This  week's  Time  magazine  has  an  excel- 
lent article  on  this  topic. 

It  explains  how  balancing  the  budget  can 
help  revive  the  Amencan  Dream. 

The  article  talks  atxiut  how  lower  deficits 
mean  lower  interest  rates,  and  therefore  more 
|ob  creation  by  U.S.  business. 

The  article  provides  one  very  specific  exam- 
ple of  a  young  couple  who  are  considenng  a 
new  home. 

Under  a  mortgage  rate  of  8  percent,  they 
would  pay  S734  a  month  on  a  $100,000  mort- 
gage. If  interest  rates  are  1  percent  lower,  this 
payment  is  cut  to  $665. 

This  would  save  $28,000  over  the  life  of  the 
mortgage.  This  would  be  enough  to  put  one  of 
their  future  children  through  a  year  of  college. 

Similarly,  I  have  been  using  the  example  of 
farmers,  because  there  are  reductions  m  agn- 
culture  subsidies  in  this  budget. 

However,  it  is  estimated  that  a  1 .5-percent 
reduction  in  interest  rates  would  save  the  farm 
sector  over  $10  billion  m  interest  payments  on 
their  debate  over  5  years.  This  more  than  off- 
sets the  reduction. 

These  are  examples  of  what  it  means  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  is  not  )ust  an  exer- 
cise in  accounting.  It  really  matters.  It  will 
make  a  difference  m  the  lives  of  every  Amer- 
ican. 

It  will  particularly,  make  a  difference  In  the 
lives  of  our  children  and  grandchildren.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  |Oin  me  in  supporting  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  33  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  recently,  I  received  a  letter 
Irom  a  young  father  in  Denver.  He  wrote  on 
behalf  of  his  1 -week-old  daughter  and  asked 
that  I  address  my  response  to  her.  His  letter 
spoke  of  the  massive  debt  she  is  inheriting. 
He  spoke  ot  how  our  generation  is  spending 
now,  and  hoping  that  later  she,  and  the  rest  of 
our  children  and  grandchildren  will  pay  the 
bills. 

Dear  Mr.  Allard:  Last  week  my  daughter 
was  bom  to  my  wife  and  I.  As  I  understand 
it,  she  is  now  responsible  for  at  least  a  $20,000 
share  of  our  national  debt.  As  the  recent 
commemoration  of  the  fiftieth  anniversary 
of  D-Day  demonstrates,  our  nation  has  long 
been  mindful  and  thankful  of  the  sacrifices 
born  by  past  generations.  Sacrifices  which 
preserved  and  made  possible  the  liberties  and 
benefits  of  today.  My  daughter,  in  contrast, 
faces  the  opposite. 

Instead  she  must  sacrifice  in  the  future,  to 
pay  for  the  liberties  and  benefits  of  the  past 
generation.  I  ask  you  this  question  because 
she  will  look  to  me  for  the  answer:  Which 
benefits  enjoyed  by  past  generations  should 
she  keep  in  mind  as  she  toils  to  pay  their 
costs?  What  entitlements,  what  projects  en- 
joyed by  your  generation  will  make  her  sac- 
rifice noble  and  worth  it  all?  What  should  I 
tell  her?  What  would  you  tell  her? 

In  2002,  this  child  will  be  7  years  old.  I  hope 
by  then  we  can  guarantee  her  a  balanced 
budget  and  secure  future.  Tomorrow  this 
House  will  decide  the  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
histonc  budget  document. 
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Throughout  the  process  I  had  the  privilege 
of  heading  up  the  Natural  Resources — 
Science  Task  Force.  I  was  joined  in  this  effort 
by  Sam  Brownback,  and  Bob  Walker. 

This  task  force  included  Agriculture,  Interior, 
Energy,  and  science  programs.  Obviously, 
many  of  the  issues  impact  the  West,  including 
my  constituents  in  Colorado. 

This  is  a  good  budget  for  the  West.  Sure, 
we  make  a  contnbution  to  the  reductions,  but 
that  is  fair.  I  meet  with  constituents  almost 
every  weekend.  They  want  a  balanced  budget 
and  they  are  willing  to  do  their  part. 

This  is  a  balanced  budget.  Urban  and  rural 
areas  are  both  called  on  to  contribute. 

The  payoff  will  be  substantial. 

This  budget  produces  a  balanced  budget  in 
2002 — just  as  we  promised. 

This  will  be  the  first  balanced  budget  in  33 
years.  That's  right,  1969  was  the  last  year  the 
Federal  Government  balanced  its  books. 

Let  me  go  over  the  highlights  of  our  working 
group's  proposals: 

AGRICULTURE 

We  phase  down  farm  subsidies,  this  is  al- 
ready a  declining  baseline. 

To  offset  we  reduce  regulation,  this  will  be 
done  in  the  Farm  bill  and  elsewhere,  we  are 
also  reducing  the  tax  burden  on  farmers  with 
the  capital  gains  tax  cut  and  estate  tax  relief. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  to  note  that  farm- 
ers will  benefit  greatly  from  a  decline  in  inter- 
est rates  that  will  result  from  this  balanced 
budget. 

It  IS  estimated  that  a  1  5-percent  reduction 
in  interest  rates  means  that  farmers  will  save 
over  SIO  billion  in  interest  payments  on  their 
debt  over  the  next  5  years.  This  more  than  off- 
sets any  reduction  in  subsidies. 

ENERGY 

Both  the  Energy  Department  and  the  Com- 
merce Department  are  eliminated. 

The  power  marketing  Administrations  are 
privatized,  but  they  are  sold  only  to  the  pref- 
erence power  customers,  giving  more  power 
to  our  constituents  and  protecting  against  any 
rate  increase. 

The  naval  petroleum  reserves  at  Elk  Hills 
are  also  sold,  this  is  the  10th  largest  oil  field 
in  the  country  and  there  is  no  reason  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  own  it. 

Reseach  functions  are  privatized,  and  all 
nuclear  cleanup  activities  will  continue  at  cur- 
rent levels. 

INTERIOR 

There  will  be  a  moratorium  on  new  Federal 
land  purchases.  We  own  enough  land  already. 
In  many  States  out  West,  more  than  one-third 
of  the  land  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

This  map  shows  why  we  don't  need  to  have 
the  Federal  Government  buying  more  land. 

As  you  can  see,  vast  portions  of  the  West 
are  already  owned  by  the  Federal  Govem- 
ment.  All  of  the  area  colored  in  is  owned  by 
the  Government. 

These  are  a  few  examples  of  the  highlights 
of  our  budget. 

Make  no  mistake,  we  call  on  every  aspect 
of  the  Federal  budget  to  contribute  to  the  sav- 
ings in  this  budget.  The  only  exception  is  So- 
cial Secunty,  which  we  do  not  touch  at  all. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  this  histonc 
budget. 


May  17,  1995 
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May  9,  1995. 
Memo 

To;  Arnie  Christenson 

Re:  the  balanced  budget  amendment  and  in- 
terest savings  to  farmers. 

.attached  is  a  very  rough  estimate  of  the 
impact  of  1.5  percent  reduction  in  interest 
rates  on  farmers  costs. 

In  1993.  Farmers  had  $141.9  Billion  in  Out- 
standing Debt. 

If  we  assume  interest  rates  of  8  and  7  per- 
cent for  long  term  and  short  term  respec- 
tively then: 

Net  Savings  from  a  1.5  percent  reduction: 
$2.13  billion  or  a  5  year  very  conservative  es- 
timate of  savings  of  $10.65. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  the  Agriculture 
Committee  is  debating  over  whether  to  save 
$12  billion  or  $9  billion  or  $5  billion. 

If  we  don't  balance  the  Federal  budget 
then; 

Interest  rates  won't  go  down  by  1.5  percent 
and  farmers  will  spend  an  additional  $10.65  in 
interest  cost  over  5  years. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
iNGLis],  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  find  it  very  interesting  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  just 
talked  about  how  it  is  going  to  cost  the 
American  people  to  give  a  tax  cut.  I 
really  do  not  understand  that  state- 
ment. I  wonder  if  he  would  like  to  de- 
scribe it  for  us. 

It  is  going  to  cost  the  American  peo- 
ple to  give  them  a  tax  cut?  He  says  it 
is  going  to  cost  some  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  but  actually  it  is  the 
other  way  around. 

When  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia voted  for  the  Clinton  tax  increase 
in  1993,  he  increased  taxes  in  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  by  $356  million,  $356 
million  in  increased  taxes  the  people  of 
West  Virginia  will  pay  as  a  result  of 
the  gentleman's  vote  in  favor  of  the 
Clinton  tax  increase.  That  costs  the 
American  people  money.  That  is  a  tax 
increase. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
agree  or  disagree  that  over  51  percent 
of  the  tax  cut  in  the  Republican  pro- 
posal will  benefit  those  Americans 
making  over  $100,000  a  year? 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  No.  I 
do  not  agree. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  You  do  not  agree 
that  51  percent  of  the  tax  cuts  in  the 
budget  proposal  benefit  those  persons 
making  over  $100,000  a  year? 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  No; 
no.  I  do  not. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  You  disagree  with 
that?  Do  you  agree  that  more  than  20 
percent  is  going  to  the  top  1  percent  of 
American  families? 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  Re- 
claiming my  time,  let  me  answer  the 
gentleman.  I  really  cannot  figure  out 
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how  you  refer  to  our  tax  cut  as  a  cost 
to  the  American  people.  We  are  allow- 
ing the  American  people  to  keep  their 
money. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  regular 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Regular  order  has 
been  demanded. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  It  is  a 
very  important  point.  It  is  a  very  im- 
portant difference  between  the  philoso- 
phies that  are  represented  here.  The 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  just  de- 
scribed a  tax  cut  as  costing  the  Amer- 
ican people  money.  This  is  a  unique 
concept.  In  other  words,  he  assumes 
that  100  percent  of  the  American  pay- 
check belongs  to  him,  and  the  people 
who  used  to  run  this  place,  they  as- 
sumed that  he  owns  the  paychecks  of 
the  people  in  the  fourth  District.  I  as- 
sume quite  the  opposite. 

I  would  point  out  to  you  that  in  quite 
contradistinction  to  your  approach,  we 
believe  the  American  people  own  their 
paychecks.  And  we  should  own  only 
such  sums  as  we  need  to  run  the  gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  seconds  to  just  point  out  the 
chart  in  the  front  shows  that  those 
people  below  $75,000  get  74  percent  of 
the  family  tax  credit.  The  figures, 
frankly,  speak  for  themselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as 
she  may  consume  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson]. 

Mrs.  .JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  submit  my  remarks  at  this 
point.  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  reach- 
ing a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002, 
under  the  solid  work  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  and  the  leadership  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.-^-SiCHj. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  congratulate 
the  Budget  Committee  for  its  fine  work 
in  putting  together  a  budget  resolution 
that  for  the  first  time  in  many  years 
puts  us  on  a  path  toward  balancing  the 
budget.  I  am  pleased  to  support  this 
resolution,  because  I  believe  it  is  im- 
perative that  Congress  regain  control 
over  our  spending  practices  and  leave 
our  children  an  economically  strong 
America. 

The  process  that  we  undertake  today 
will  not  be  easy.  Indeed,  the  cuts  that 
are  going  to  be  necessary  to  bring  our 
budget  into  balance  will  be  painful  in 
some  instances.  And  while  I  do  not 
agree  with  every  line  item  in  the  Budg- 
et Committee's  resolution,  and  will 
fight  hard  in  the  weeks  ahead  to  shape 
appropriations  bills  that  meet  our  tar- 
gets, I  support  it  as  a  fair  and  honest 
document  from  which  the  House  can 
start  its  deliberations  on  spending. 

In  1993,  gross  interest  payments 
equalled  $293  billion,  greater  than  the 
total  outlays  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  1974.  If  we  continue  current 
policies  into  the  next  century,  we  will 
be  forced  to  enact  fully  $500  billion  in 
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deficit  reduction  each  year  just  to  re- 
strain the  deficit  to  3  percent  of  gross 
domestic  product. 

For  too  long,  this  Congress  has  chosen  to 
continue  the  status  quo,  pushing  this  Nation 
further  and  further  into  debt  and  forcing  the  re- 
sults of  overspending  today  on  the  genera- 
tions of  tomorrow.  The  budget  was  last  bal- 
anced in  1969.  an  entire  generation  ago.  As 
representatives  of  the  American  people,  we 
have  no  choice  but  to  start  on  the  course  of 
fiscal  responsibility.  And  that  is  what  this 
budget  resolution  before  us  today  sets  out  to 
do. 

There  are  two  areas  on  which  I  would  like 
to  focus  my  remarks  today  Medicare  and  the 
Commerce  Department 

I  cannot  stress  how  important  it  is  to  reform 
our  Medicare  system.  This  budget  resolution 
addresses  head-on  the  impending  Medicare 
crisis  facing  senior  constituents  We  must  take 
steps  now  to  shore  up  Medicare  financing  and 
benefits  to  keep  our  Medicare  promise  to  to- 
day's beneficiaries — seniors — who  will  need 
these  health  benefits  1 0  years  from  now 

Our  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  tell 
you  that  we  are  "cutting  Medicare,  slashing 
the  benefits."  This  is  simply  not  true.  We  will 
increase  Medicare  spending  over  the  next  7 
years  by  45  percent  We  will  spend  Si, 500 
more  on  each  beneficiary  7  years  from  now. 
How  can  anyone  call  this  a  cuf 

But  keeping  Medicare  merely  solvent  is  not 
all  we  must  do.  We  will  make  Medicare  work 
smarter,  and  serve  seniors  better,  just  as  em- 
ployers have  been  successful  m  bringing  down 
costs  and  increasing  quality  and  consumer 
satisfaction. 

And  we  will  let  seniors  choose  how  to  use 
their  Medicare  dollars  to  )Oin  plans  that  cover 
prevention,  that  cover  prescnption  drugs  or 
home  care,  that  provide  benefits  and  individual 
senior  desires. 

This  budget  proposal  for  Medicare  rep- 
resents a  tremendous  challenge,  but,  it  gives 
us  a  great  opportunity  as  well. 

Second,  while  I  support  the  budget  resolu- 
tion's cuts  in  spenoing  growin,  i  oppose  elimi- 
nating support  for  U.S  exports,  and  the  thou- 
sands of  American  jobs  they  create  every 
year.  Proposals  m  this  budget  to  eliminate  and 
cut  trade  and  export  enhancement  programs, 
while  well-intended,  are  shortsighted  and  ig- 
nore our  dependence  on  U.S.  experts  as  the 
fastest  growing  component  of  GDP,  growing 
2'/i?  times  faster  than  the  overall  economy. 
The  continued  globalization  of  business,  and 
the  global  shift  toward  mah^et-onented  econo- 
mies will  create  substantial  new  opportunities 
for  US  goods  and  services  abroad  To  ac- 
cess these  markets,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
United  States  maintain  or  create  a  Cabinet- 
level  agency  dedicated  to  coordinating  these 
vital  export  and  import  finance  and  promotion 
programs.  Eliminating  the  functions  of  the 
Commerce  Department  will  certainly  not  en- 
hance job  growth  m  this  fast-growing  area  of 
our  economy,  though  many  of  the  savings  pro- 
posed in  Commerce  are  thoughtful  and  men- 
torious. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  m  support  o( 
House  Congressional  Resolution  67  and  urge 
my  colleagues  to  do  the  same. 

Mr  KASICH.  Mr  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky  [Mr.  BUNNINGj. 
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a  member  of  both  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  BUNNING.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  it  as  well. 

We  promised  that  we  would  produce  a 
proposal  that  would  lead  to  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  and  we  did  it. 
We  promised  the  American  people  that 
we  would  produce  a  budget  that  pro- 
vided them  with  much-needed  tax  re- 
lief, and  we  did  it.  And.  finally,  we 
promised  that  we  would  produce  a 
budget  that  protects  Social  Security 
trust  fund  moneys  and  protects  Social 
Security  benefits,  and  we  did  it. 

And  as  chairman  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Subcommittee.  I  am  proud  to  say 
we  are  not  going  to  touch  those  funds. 
Our  budget  fully  preserves  and  protects 
Social  Security. 

Our  budget  assumes  absolutely  no 
changes,  no  changes  of  any  kind  in  the 
Social  Security  program,  no  COLA 
cuts,  no  benefit  cuts,  no  tax  increases. 
Unfortunately,  there  are  those  who 
prefer  the  status  quo  and  who  are  will- 
ing to  resort  to  all  sorts  of  fear- 
mongering  and  false  statements  de- 
signed to  frighten  our  senior  citizens. 
They  used  these  tactics  to  help  kill,  at 
least  temporarily,  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  in  the  Senate.  They  sug- 
gest that  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment would  result  in  cuts  in  the  Social 
Security  benefits. 

Our  budget  resolution  today  proves 
them  exactly  wrong.  We  can,  and  we 
will,  balance  the  budget  without  dam- 
aging Social  Security. 

In  fact,  the  majority  proposal  today 
would  actually  strengthen  Social  Secu- 
rity. As  it  stands  now,  the  greatest  sin- 
gle tuical  to  Llifc!  iuiig-Lerm  solvency  of 
the  Social  Security  system  is  the  con- 
tinued runaway  Federal  spending.  A 
balanced  budget  is  the  greatest  guaran- 
tee possible  that  the  promise  of  Social 
Security  will  be  kept. 

A  balanced  budget  is  the  best  long- 
term  protection  that  we  can  offer  for 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds,  and 
our  budget  will  put  us  on  a  realistic 
path  to  a  balanced  budget. 

If  you  want  to  vote  to  preserve  and 
strengthen  Social  Security,  you  can 
vote  for  the  majority  budget  and  feel 
very  comfortable  that  you  are  doing 
the  right  thing.  So  do  the  right  thing 
and  support  the  majority's  budget  pro- 
posal. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  the  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Stokes] 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Republican  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Si. 4  tnllion  budget  plan, 
which  the  Republicans  claim  will  reduce  the 
deficit,  represents  a  major  assault  on  Amer- 
ican families.  Under  their  plan,  our  colleagues 


on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  dem- 
onstrated a  callous  disregard  for  the  most  vul- 
nerable in  our  society.  The  Republicans  have 
launched  an  attack  on  those  in  the  dawn  of 
life — our  children;  those  m  'he  twilight  of  life — 
the  elderly;  and  those  who  are  in  the  shadow 
of  life — the  sick,  the  needy,  and  the  handi- 
capped. 

The  Republican  budget  threatens  the  quality 
of  life  for  the  vast  maionty  of  Americans.  My 
congressional  district  and  similar  communities 
across  the  Nation  cannot  absorb  budget  cuts 
that  take  meals  from  our  children;  and  health 
care  and  heating  assistance  from  our  elderly. 
We  cannot  enact  a  budget  that  forces  hard- 
working families  to  choose  between  paying  a 
mortgage  or  purchasing  health  care  coverage 
for  their  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Amencans  are  tuned  m  to 
this  important  budget  debate.  1  have  received 
letters  from  directors  of  hospitals,  community 
health  care  centers,  and  others.  They  offer 
concrete  evidence  regarding  the  enormous  toll 
the  Republican  budget  would  take  on  our 
communities. 

Just  recently.  I  heard  from  two  organizations 
in  my  congressional  district  regarding  the 
budget  cuts.  These  institutions  are  highly  re- 
spected and  noted  tor  their  service  to  the 
community.  Mr.  Richard  B.  Hogg  who  serves 
as  senior  vice  president  for  financial  manage- 
ment at  Mount  Sinai  Hospital,  shared  with  me 
his  concern  that  the  hospital's  ability  to  con- 
tinue to  provide  essential  services  will  be  se- 
verely threatened.  Mr.  Hogg  states  m  his  let- 
ter,   to  drastically  cut  the  social  and 

health  care  needs  to  those  most  in  need  is  un- 
conscionable." 

The  director  of  nursing  at  Health  Hill  Hos- 
pital. Loretta  C.  Pierce,  expressed  her  concern 
regarding  cuts  to  the  Medicaid  Program,  and, 
in  particular,  the  damage  it  poses  to  children's 
health.  She  wntes.  'Medicaid  is  more  than  a 
health  care  program  for  poor  people  *  '  "  it  is 
insurance  for  children  with  very  special  health 
care  needs  "  '  '  even  if  their  families  have 
low  or  moderate  incomes." 

i  want  10  commeno  Mount  binai  and  Health 
Hill  Hospitals  for  taking  a  leadership  role  in 
addressing  these  important  issues.  As  a 
strong  health  advocate,  I  share  their  concern 
that  the  Republican  budget  cuts  pose  a  threat 
to  the  health  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  House  Concurrent  Resolution  67.  the 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996.  The  Re- 
publicans' budget  plan  as  proposed  is  out- 
rageous and  extremely  harmful  to  America's 
families  and  working  citizens. 

If  enacted,  the  Si. 4  trillion  budget  will  dras- 
tically slash  everything  from  child  nutntion 
services  to  assisted  housing,  to  health  care,  to 
education.  No  one  is  safe.  Everyone  will  suffer 
under  this  budget  proposal. 

Those  most  m  need  would  be  hardest  hit, 
including  nearly  cuts  to  assisted  housing  for 
homeless,  poor,  disabled,  and  elderly  Amen- 
cans. In  addition  to  abolishing  the  Department 
of  Education,  the  Republican  budget  would 
also  eliminate  funding  for  TRIO  and  Howard 
University,  one  of  the  Nation's  leading  institu- 
tions of  higher  education.  Funding  would  be 
severely  slashed  for  financial  aid.  programs  for 
the  disadvantaged,  and  other  elementary  and 
secondary  education  initiatives. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  our  Nation's  most  vulnerable 
citizens  must  not  be  forced  to  carry  the  weight 
of  the  Republicans'  S360  billion  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy  on  their  backs.  There  is  no  compas- 
sion in  this  budget  measure,  and  in  fact,  the 
drastic  cuts  in  quality  of  life  programs  defy 
common  sense. 

The  bill  would  cut  Medicare  by  S288  billion 
and  Medicaid  by  SI  87  billion.  The  cuts  in 
these  two  health  care  programs  alone  would 
account  lor  about  one-third  of  the  total  reduc- 
tion in  spending.  If  the  Medicare  cuts  become 
law,  seniors  would  see  40  to  50  percent  of 
their  cost-of-living  adjustment  consumed  by  in- 
creases in  their  health  care  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  the  people  of  my  dis- 
trict cannot  carry  this  burden.  The  Republican 
budget  would  weaken  the  foundation  of  our 
economy  and  place  our  children's  future  at 
nsk.  House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  is  bla- 
tantly irresponsible.  On  behalf  of  our  Nation's 
children,  working  families,  and  the  elderly,  this 
bill  must  be  defeated.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  voting  against  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  67. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenhol.m]. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
happy  to  rise  today  in  a  moment  that 
I  did  not  think  would  ever  come,  that 
we  would  be  debating  not  whether  to 
balance  the  budget,  but  how  to  do  it.  I 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  K.Ai.sich].  my  ex-chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
S.^BO].  and  others  who  have  dem- 
onstrated quite  an  amount  of  sincerity 
in  their  different  approaches. 

My  chief  regret  today  is  that.  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
sicH].  I  have  not  been  able  to  stand 
shoulder  to  shoulder  with  you  in  the 
argument  today  as  we  have  in  the  past. 
But  we  have  some  sincere  differences 
with  the  budget  that  you  present 
today. 

I  sincerely  believe  that  the  cuts  that 
you  have  proposed,  cuts  in  the  rate  of 
increase  that  you  have  proposed  in  the 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  area,  are  too  se- 
vere for  my  rural  district.  I  believe 
that  sincerely.  I  believe  that  you  be- 
lieve that  is  not.  But  I  think  it  is  a  big 
problem. 

But  that  is  not  what  I  choose  to  talk 
about  today.  What  I  choose  to  talk 
about  today  is  the  misrepresentation 
that  is  occurring  at  home  in  my  dis- 
trict, that  is  occurring  by  the  so-called 
Americans  for  a  Balanced  Budget,  who 
are  circulating  radio  advertisements 
and  other  statements  in  which  they  say 
Congressmen  who  claim  to  support  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  vote 
against  the  Kasich  plan  will  lose  all 
claim  to  the  title  of  being  pro-balanced 
budget,  and  also  saying  in  this  news  re- 
lease that  the  Democrats  in  Congress 
have  not  even  offered  a  budget  of  their 
own. 

Well,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  is 
not  a  true  statement.  The  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  has  offered  a  budg- 
et,   and    the    coalition    has    offered    a 
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budget  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Gephardt]  will  be  proposing 
tomorrow. 

Misrepresentation  is  occurring  on  all 
sides,  and  that  should  not  be  happen- 
ing. 

I  wonder  why  our  coalition  budget  is 
not  credible  when  we  cut  spending  $18.2 
billion  more  in  the  first  2  years,  in 
which  you  have  to  vote  those  cuts  be- 
fore you  run  for  reelection.  Why  are  we 
not  credible? 

I  wish  that  you  in  your  budget  had 
done  more  up  front  than  what  you  have 
done.  We  do.  We  propose  the  spending 
cuts  now,  not  later. 

It  was  interesting,  when  we  debated 
in  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  we 
were  saying  early  on  7-year  budget, 
you  said  you  could  not  do  it.  You  had 
to  do  it  in  a  5-year  budget.  Now  we  are 
saying  we  are  going  to  do  it  in  a  7-year 
budget,  but  you  take  $18  billion  more 
spending  in  the  first  2  years  when  we 
can  not  assume  it. 

I  really  worry  about  this  one:  Having 
been  here  in  1981.  when  we  voted  tax 
cuts,  promising  spending  cuts  that  we 
never  got  to.  here  we  go  again.  We  are 
doing  two  reconciliations.  We  are  going 
to  reconcile  the  tax  cuts.  We  are  going 
to  have  the  first  reconciliation  with 
the  tax  cuts  and  the  so-called  easier 
spending  cuts,  which  there  is  no  such 
thing.  We  are  going  to  do  that  one 
first.  Then  we  are  going  to  postpone 
the  tough  spending  cuts  for  September. 
We  have  been  down  that  road  before. 

And  the  budget  that  we  propose  that 
will  be  voted  on  tomorrow.  I  submit  to 
you.  is  more  credible  in  another  way. 
because  we  will  have  at  the  end  of  our 
7  years  in  the  coalition  budget  $160  bil- 
lion less  debt  for  those  children  and 
grandchildren  that  we  have  been  talk- 
ing about.  Why  does  that  make  us  less 
credible  than  you? 

Let  us  conduct  the  debate  in  such  a 
manner  in  which  we  recognize  there  is 
a  difference  of  priorities.  We  will  argue 
ours  tomorrow.  We  think  we  have  a 
better  set.  and  we  believe  the  American 
people  also  agree  that  we  should  cut 
spending  first  and  then  cut  taxes  after 
we  have  shown  that  we  have  got  218 
votes.  51  votes,  in  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate, to  do  that  which  we  say  we  are 
going  to  do. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  'Virginia  [Mr.  Wolf],  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  budget.  I  think  it 
is  fair. 

Let  me  take  my  hat  off  and  pay  spe- 
cial commendation  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  IC\siCH],  to  his  staff, 
and  to  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

In  the  Book  of  Esther  in  the  Old  Tes- 
tament, they  said  Esther  was  sent  just 
for  a  time  just  like  this.  Perhaps  John 
and  the  others  on  the  Committee  on 


the  Budget  have  been  sent  for  a  time 
like  this. 

I  have  given  the  speech  over  and  over 
in  the  last  several  years  about  my  five 
children  and  how  important  it  was  to 
balance  the  budget.  I  have  heard  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  give  the  same 
speech. 

I  believe  that  the  Kasich  budget  is 
fair.  Clearly,  we  have  to  remember  the 
poor,  and  I  believe  that  we  will  remem- 
ber the  poor.  But.  clearly,  this  is  the 
time,  and  if  we  do  not  do  it  now.  will  it 
be  any  easier,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm]  talked,  next 
year  or  the  year  after?  Clearly,  it  will 
not  be. 

We  can  argue  about  where  we  cut 
within  the  parameters  of  the  budget, 
but,  frankly,  we  cannot  argue  should 
we  balance  the  budget,  because  we 
clearly  should. 

a  1900 

In  closing,  one  of  the  leading  news- 
papers in  my  district,  the  10th  District 
of  'Virginia,  the  Winchester  Star,  re- 
cently editorialized  on  the  balanced 
budget  effort  with  these  words: 

And  so  at  this  lime,  perhaps  it  is  best  for 
us  to  draw  upon  the  wisdom  of  pamphleteer 
Thomas  Paine,  who  penned  these  immortal 
words  in  the  darkest  hours  of  the  Revolu- 
tion: "These  are  the  times  that  try  men's 
souls.  The  summer  soldier  and  the  sunshine 
patriot  will,  in  this  crisis,  shrink  from  the 
service  of  his  country;  but  he  that  stands  it 
now.  deserves  the  love  and  thanks  of  man 
and  woman." 

For  the  GOP,  which  has  presented  the  first 
balanced  budget  plan  in  a  quarter-century. 
this  is  definitely  no  time  for  •'summer  sol- 
diers "  For  a  monumental  battle,  with  sig- 
nificant ramifications  for  the  future,  will 
soon  be  enjoined. 

I  strongly  urge  Members  on  both 
sides  to  put  aside  our  differences  and. 
whatever  we  do.  to  make  sure  when  we 
leave  tomorrow  night  we  have  passed 
the  balanced  budget,  not  only  for  our 
generation  but,  more  important,  for  fu- 
ture generations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  in  support  of  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution.  I  first  want  to 
congratulate  Budget  Committee  Chairman 
John  Kasich  for  his  yeoman  work  to  bring  the 
House  to  this  point  in  its  history  today.  This  is 
truly  a  historic  day.  The  people's  house  is 
poised  to  secure  the  financial  future  of  this 
Nation  and  I  want  to  be  on  record  in  support 
of  leading  this  Nation  to  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002. 

I  recognize  that  there  are  differences  of 
opinion  on  the  direction  we  should  take  and 
the  budget  numbers  we  should  use  m  reach- 
ing the  goal  of  a  balanced  budget.  But  there 
should  be  no  difference  of  opinion  on  the  need 
for  this  Nation's  financial  house  to  be  solvent; 
on  the  need  to  secure  a  prosperous  future  for 
our  children,  their  children,  and  generations  of 
Americans  to  come. 

I  believe  this  blueprint  for  a  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget  by  the  year  2002  will  help  secure 
that  future  and  in  so  doing  protect  elderly  citi- 
zens, protect  middle-class  Americans,  and 
protect  future  generations. 

There  are  many  politically  expedient  state- 
ments being  made  today  on  what  this  budget 
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does  and  does  not  do  and  at)out  whom  this 
budget  hurts  and  helps.  We  have  heard  the 
statements  that  this  budget  callously  targets 
the  vulnerable  and  less  fortunate  m  our  soci- 
ety, that  this  budget  cuts  programs  that  benefit 
the  poor  and  elderly  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  lor  the 
nch.  My  colleagues,  that  broken  record  some 
in  this  House  keep  spinning  is  becoming  tired 
and  worn  rhetoric.  I  certainly  would  not  be 
supporting  any  effort  to  balance  the  budget  on 
the  backs  of  the  most  needy  of  our  citizens. 
Indeed,  none  of  us  would. 

The  American  people  are  tired  of  the  carpv 
ing  and  sniping  and  rhetoric.  They  want  ac- 
tion. They  want  this  House  to  work  together  in 
a  bipartisan  way  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficil. 
stop  the  hemorrhaging  national  debt,  and  bal- 
ance this  Nation's  budget. 

One  of  the  leading  newspapers  m  the  10th 
Distnct  of  Virginia,  The  Winchester  Star,  re- 
cently editonalized  on  the  balanced  budget  el- 
tort  with  these  words: 

And  so  at  this  time,  perhaps  it  is  best  for 
us  to  draw  upon  the  wisdom  of  pamphleteer 
Thomas  Paine,  who  penned  these  immortal 
words  in  the  darkest  hours  of  the  Revolu- 
tion: "These  are  the  times  that  try  mens 
souls.  The  summer  soldier  and  the  sunshine 
patriot  will,  in  this  crisis,  shrink  from  the 
service  of  his  country;  but  he  that  stands  it 
now.  deserves  the  love  and  thanks  of  man 
and  woman." 

For  the  GOP.  which  has  presented  the  first 
balanced  budget  plan  in  a  quarter-century, 
this  is  definitely  no  time  for  summer  sol- 
diers.'  For  a  monumental  battle,  with  sig- 
nificant ramifications  for  the  future,  will 
soon  be  enjoined. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  on  all  our  colleagues  to 
not  shnnk  from  their  responsibilities  to  the  citi- 
zens of  this  Nation,  to  not  be  summer  soldiers. 
I  ask  every  member  of  this  House  to  jom  in 
this  histonc  opportunity  to  put  this  Nation  on 
the  nght  fiscal  track  and  secure  the  financial 
future  of  America. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Largent],  a  very  distin- 
guished freshman  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to,  first  of  all,  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget.  Some  folks  may  not  know  that 
he  has  a  reputation  of  throwing  nickels 
around  like  manhole  covers,  and  to  the 
American  taxpayers  I  say,  "You  should 
be  pleased  that  a  gentleman  with  such 
a  reputation  is  the  guardian  of  the  Fed- 
eral purse  strings." 

I  also  want  to  remind  Members  in 
this  body  and  American  taxpayers  once 
again  that  over  300  Members  in  this 
Chamber  voted  for  a  balanced  budget. 
66  Senators  voted  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 81  percent  of  all  Americans  believe 
that  the  Federal  Government  should 
balance  their  books. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  attitude 
and  the  mood  of  the  American  citizens 
was  best  reflected  by  a  farmer  in 
central  Oklahoma  that  I  had  a  chance 
to  visit  with  in  January.  WTien  I  asked 
him  the  question,  "Should  the  Federal 
Government  have  to  balance  its 
books,"  he  very  pointedly  and  very 
briefly  replied. 
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He  said,  "Well,  I  have  to,  and  so 
should  the  Federal  Government,"  and  I 
could  not  agree  any  more. 

I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
Chairman  Kasich,  I  would  say  to  you 
that  the  greatest  compliment  that  is 
paid  to  this  budget  document  that  you 
have  laid  down  before  us  to  bring  us  to 
a  zero  by  the  year  2002.  an  historic  doc- 
ument, that  the  greatest  compliment 
that  has  been  paid  to  it  has  been  the 
breath  of  rhetorical  blabber  about  this 
particular  budget  because  everybody  is 
going  to  feel  the  pain.  There  is  some- 
thing there  for  everybody,  and  I  think 
in  that  respect  that  it  earns  a  great 
deal  of  credibility  that  we  all  have  to 
earn. 

As  my  dad  told  me.  that  it  was  belt- 
tightening  time,  believe  me  it  is  time 
to  tighten  the  belt  on  the  bloated  belly 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Finally,  I  just  would  like  to  quote  a 
few  statistics,  and  I  am  ever  mindful  of 
the  fact  that  it  was  in  Washington,  DC, 
that  the  saying  originated  that  figures 
lie  and  liars  figure,  and  so  I  am  careful 
when  I  throw  around  figures  myself. 
But  I  would  remind  all  of  my  col- 
leagues that  the  tax  cuts  that  are 
found  within  the  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica, that  70  percent  of  the  taxpayers 
that  will  benefit  from  the  capital  gains 
tax  cut  are  citizens  who  earned  $50,000 
or  less,  70  percent  of  the  people  who 
benefit  from  capital  gains  earn  less 
than  $50,000.  and  families  with  children 
that  earn  $25,000  or  less  will  totally 
wipe  out  any  tax  bill  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

Also.  I  would  remind  my  colleagues 
that  the  chart  that  was  up  here  earlier, 
that  74  percent  of  the  beneficiaries  of 
the  family  tax  cut  earn  less,  less  than 
$75,000.  and  let  me  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, "You  don't  need  a  CPA  to  fig- 
ure it  out." 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2'/i 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  [Ms.  Slaugh- 
ter], an  active  member  of  our  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  Ruth  Lowenguth.  She  lives  in 
my  district,  is  a  constituent  of  mine. 
She  is  83  years  old. 

Now,  I  know  she  does  not  like  it,  but 
we  are  hearty  people  in  Rochester,  and 
she  is  also  testament  to  our  extraor- 
dinary health  care  system  there.  But 
Ruth,  like  80  percent  of  the  Medicare 
home  care  health  users,  will  be  living 
on  a  fixed  income  of  less  than  $15,000  a 
year.  Three-quarters  of  the  people  in 
that  category  are  over  age  75,  and  two- 
thirds  of  them  are  elderly  women. 

Now.  Mrs.  Lowenguth  has  a  small 
pension  and  a  modest  Social  Security 
check,  and  she  pays  all  health  costs 
that  are  not  covered  by  Medicare.  That 
is  only  about  half  of  the  health  care  ex- 
penses. If  she  had  to  pay  20  percent 
more  to  get  home  health  care,  it  would 
be  an  additional  $1,200  a  year  for  her. 
She  cannot  spend  that  money  then  on 
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housing,  or  food,  or  prescription  drugs, 
or  other  necessities.  It  is  $1,200  that  she 
and  millions  of  other  women  on  fixed 
incomes  just  cannot  afford. 

Why  are  they  faced  with  this  threat? 
Because  Republicans  want  to  cut  Medi- 
care to  give  a  tax  break  to  the  very 
wealthy. 

Another  thing  that  is  very  concern- 
ing to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
amount  of  money  that  I  think  we  may 
be  losing  from  women's  health  care,  an 
initiative  that  is  long  overdue,  and  it  is 
only  4  years  old.  We  have  been  able  to 
provide  quite  a  bit  of  money  that  was 
never  there  before.  Actually,  it  looks 
like  quite  a  bit  compared  to  zero  for 
breast  cancer  research,  and  we  have 
systematically  tried  to  put  more  and 
more  in.  We  cannot  turn  back  on  that 
commitment  now  because  breast  can- 
cer kills  one  American  woman  every  12 
minutes:  more  than  40,000  of  them  will 
die  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  women  are  at  risk 
of  getting  breast  cancer.  More  than  70 
percent  have  no  known  risk  factor,  and 
the  incidence  has  doubled  in  the  last  30 
years,  so  much  more  research  is  need- 
ed. But  it  is  not  likely  to  happen.  A  5- 
percent  cut  in  funding  for  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  would  mean  that 
research  on  breast  cancer,  ovarian  can- 
cer, cervical  cancer,  and  a  host  of  other 
diseases  will  be  competing  for  scarce 
dollars,  and  we  could  lose  ground  on 
very  important  progress. 

For  the  first  time,  mortality  rates 
are  declining  among  breast  cancer.  If 
this  program  stalls  from  lack  of  fund- 
ing, what  will  my  Republican  col- 
leagues say  to  the  women  who  will  be 
diagnosed  during  the  1990's? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  think  of  the  mothers, 
women,  sisters,  all  their  relatives  back 
in  their  district,  and  think  about  this 
and  vote  "no." 

Mr.  KOLBE.  T.Ir.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  point 
out  to  the  gracious  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  [Ms.  Slaughter]  that  Medi- 
care spending  in  the  great  State  of  New 
York  is  now  $14  billion.  It  is  going  to 
rise  to  $19  billion  in  the  next  7  years,  a 
36-percent  increase.  The  per-bene- 
ficiary  cost  is  going  to  go  from  $5,312  to 
over  $7,000  per  beneficiary. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  before  yielding  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentlewoman  just 
talked  about  the  cuts  in  research  in 
breast  cancer  and  other  kinds  of  NIH 
research.  I  think  it  is  important  to 
note  that  NIH  has  more  than  doubled 
in  the  last  10  years.  The  cut  we  are 
talking  about  is  less  than— only  5  per- 
cent, and  it  is  impossible  that  every 
one  of  the  programs  she  listed  could  be 
in  jeopardy  when  we  are  talking  about 
a  5-percent  cut. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  making  sure 
that  the  kind  of  research  that  we  have 
been  doing  will  be  ongoing. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  freshman  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Ba.ss]. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Kasich  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  been  sitting 
here  for  the  last  4'/2  hours  listening  to 
this  debate,  and  I  took  up  my  pen  and 
pencil  and  calculated  that  we  have  run 
up  an  additional  debt  of  $168.89  million 
since  this  debate  began.  That  is  debt 
that  will  be  paid  by  every  existing  tax- 
payer and  every  taxpayer  who  will 
come  ahead  of  us.  This  is  unacceptable. 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  November  8.  the 
American  people  said  that  they  had 
had  enough  of  a  Congress  that  holds  its 
head  high  in  arrogance  and  tells  the 
people  of  America  what  they  need  and 
what  they  want  and  steals  money  out 
of  their  pockets  and  the  pockets  of 
their  children  to  pay  for  programs,  and 
then  today  we  sit  here  talking  about 
not  whether  we  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et, but  how  to  balance  the  budget,  and 
we  hear  the  old  guard,  the  keepers  of 
the  bureaucracy,  the  protectors  of  the 
old  order,  talk  about  the  programs  that 
they  want  to  preserve,  the  programs 
that  they  want  to  protect,  the  pro- 
grams that  they  know  have  not 
worked,  the  programs  that  have  built 
bureaucracies  in  this  country  year 
after  year  after  year. 

I  am  a  new  Member  of  Congress,  and 
I  have  stood  by  for  the  last  4  or  5  years 
and  watched  these  chronic  deficits  rise 
year  after  year.  What  business  do  we 
think  we  have  as  Congressmen  running 
these  deficits  for  no  reason?  There  is 
no  war.  There  is  no  economic  emer- 
gency. Even  in  the  1970's  we  were  given 
excuses  by  the  President  and  the  ma- 
jority at  that  time.  It  is  time,  and  the 
American  people  have  told  us,  to  bal- 
ance this  budget  and  do  it  now,  and 
that  is  what  the  Kasich  budget  does. 

My  colleagues,  let  history  judge  this 
Congress  and  its  achievements,  not  on 
the  hard  choices  that  we  all  have  to 
make,  but  by  what  our  actions  do  for 
our  children  and  our  children's  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  my- 
self 15  seconds. 

Simple  fact: 

Over  76  percent  of  the  dollar  benefit 
of  the  capital  gains  tax  change  in  the 
Republican  proposal  goes  to  people 
with  incomes  over  $100,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the      gentleman      from      Texas      [Mr. 

DOGGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
have  the  Republicans  cut  Medicare  as 
they  are  doing  here  in  this  budget?  Of 
course,  it  is  to  finance  a  tax  break  for 
the  privileged  few. 

Now.  June  Cox  is  a  woman  in  any  dis- 
trict. I  met  with  her  and  about  200 
older  Austin  citizens  last  Saturday. 
They  are  concerned  about  seeing  the 
budget  balanced  as  much  as  anybody  in 
this  room,  but  they  do  not  think  we 
have  to  balance  it  with  a  sick  tax  on 


our  seniors,  and  there  is  something  else 
that  I  had  hoped  I  would  not  have  to 
show  in  the  course  of  this  debate.  It  is 
another  picture,  and  I  would  like  my 
colleagues  to  focus  on  it.  This  is  it. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  If  you'll  look 
real  closely  at  it,  you  will  see  through 
this  time  of  the  debate  every  single 
thing  that  our  Republican  colleagues 
have  told  us  about,  specifically  what  it 
is  they're  going  to  do  in  imposing  new 
out-of-pocket  costs  on  America's  sen- 
iors. That  is  to  say.  if  you  look  closely, 
you  won't  see  the  doubling  of  the  de- 
ductible. That  bothers  Jean  Cox,  and,  if 
you  look  closely,  you  won't  see  the  new 
out-of-pocket  expenses  when  Jean 
Cox's  doctor  tells  her  she  has  to  go  to 
the  lab,  and,  if  you  look  closely,  you 
won't  see  the  new  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses that  Jean  Cox  will  have  if  she 
needs  specialized  nursing  care.  No,  you 
won't  even  see  the  increase  in  the  de- 
ductible, because  only  in  Washington 
would  someone  have  the  audacity  to 
come  and  tell  the  senior  citizens  of 
America  that  they're  doing  more,  that 
they're  spending  trillions  and  millions 
and  billions  of  dollars  more  to  help 
them  out.  But  they  stop  to  think  about 
it  from  the  perspective  of  the  senior 
citizen.  Jean  Cox  doesn't  have  a  lot  of 
understanding  about  trillions  and  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  but.  you  know,  to  her 
and  those  200  people  I  talked  to  in  Aus- 
tin, $20  extra  a  month  is  a  lot  of 
money.  Doubling  the  deductible  is  a  lot 
of  money,  and  that  is  why,  when  they 
go  through  their  reams  have  charts  and 
when  they  take  all  the  luminaries  and 
all  the  number-crunchers  of  the  Repub- 
lican Party  and  they  put  them  alto- 
gether, they  haven't  come  out  with  a 
chart  that  shows  anything  other  than 
this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  challenge  them.  I 
say,  come  forward  with  your  plan. 
Where  is  the  plan.  Where  is  the  infor- 
mation for  the  American  people  as  to 
what  you're  going  to  do  to  their  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  in  Texas,  or  Connecti- 
cut, or  anyplace  else,  because  we 
haven't  heard  one  word.  Ms.  Cox  and 
others  who  are  watching,  we  haven't 
heard  one  word  about  what's  going  to 
happen  to  the  out-of-pocket  expenses  of 
these  seniors,  and  it's  about  time  we 
hear  something  about  it. 

My  colleagues,  the  basic  difference, 
as  we  approach  this  debate,  is  that  we 
Democrats  believe  that  Medicare  is  re- 
liant on  a  trust  fund,  not  a  slush  fund, 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  rich. 

A.NNOUNCE.MKNT  BY  THE  CH.MKMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
admonish  Members  to  address  their  re- 
marks to  the  Chair  rather  than  to  the 
T'V  audience  or  anyone  else,  as  is  re- 
quired by  the  rules. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  sit- 
ting in  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
when  the  gentleman  from  Texas  spoke 


about  a  secret  plan,  and  I  began  to  look 
at  this  blank  sheet,  and  I  thought, 
well,  this  blank  sheet  is  the  President's 
balanced  budget  plan,  and  I  thought, 
no,  no,  that  is  not  what  it  is.  It  is  his 
plan  to  save  Medicare.  It  is  blank.  It 
goes  bankrupt  in  7  years.  And  we  are 
going  to  save  it,  even  if  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  does  not  want  us  to. 
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Now,  the  challenge  that  we  have  is 
that  the  gentleman  makes  up  numbers. 
He  says  we  are  going  to  do  all  these 
things.  What  he  does  not  realize  is  no, 
what  we  are  going  to  do  is  allow  bene- 
ficiaries choice,  which  they  do  not  have 
now.  We  are  going  to  allow  the  private 
sector  to  give  them  rebates,  which  they 
do  not  have  now.  Some  beneficiaries 
will  actually  get  money  from  Medicare 
because  the  private  sector  will  be  able 
to  offer  it  to  them. 

We  think  it  is  incredible  that  we 
have  allowed  Medicare  and  Medicaid  to 
rise  at  10  percent  when  the  private  sec- 
tor is  rising  at  4  percent.  We  would  like 
to  get  Medicare  and  Medicaid  into  the 
21st  century  and  be  able  to  provide 
choice.  In  Texas,  Medicare  is  going  to 
go  up  50  percent.  Only  in  Washington  is 
an  increase  in  spending  called  a  cut. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker],  vice 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  out  here  about 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  Let  us  get  the 
facts  on  the  table.  The  fact  is  that  70 
percent  of  all  the  taxpayers  who  are 
going  to  benefit  from  the  capital  gains 
tax  cuts  will  have  incomes  of  less  than 
$50,000.  Families  with  children  earning 
less  than  $25,000  a  year  will  have  their 
entire  Federal  income  tax  liability 
eliminated  by  the  $500  per  child  tax 
credit.  Families  of  incomes  of  $30,000 
will  have  48  percent,  or  nearly  half,  of 
their  Federal  income  tax  liability 
ended.  Seventy-four  percent  of  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  $500  per  child  tax 
credit  will  be  families  with  incomes 
below  $75,000. 

There  is  a  big  difference  between  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats.  Democrats 
believe  that  if  you  make  $25,000  a  year, 
you  are  rich,  and  you  ought  to  have 
your  taxes  increased.  If  you  make 
$30,000  a  year,  you  are  rich,  and  you 
ought  to  have  your  taxes  increased. 
That  is  what  Democrats  believe.  When 
they  talk  about  the  rich  here  on  the 
floor,  they  are  talking  about  people 
making  $25,000  and  $30,000  a  year,  who 
they  believe  ought  to  be  tax  poor.  We 
think  they  ought  to  have  their  taxes 
eliminated. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Guam 
[Mr.  Underwood]. 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the  budget 
resolution. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  m  opposition  to  H.  Con. 
Res.  67.  the  budget  resolution,  not  because 
deep  budget  cuts  have  to  be  made,  but  be- 
cause these  budget  cuts  are  being  used  to  fi- 
nance tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  on  ihe  backs  of 
school  children  and  the  elderly. 

Of  all  things  to  use  to  balance  the  budget, 
gutting  educational  programs  and  elderty 
health  care  should  be  the  last  thing  this  Nation 
should  do. 

The  reversal  of  the  national  effort  to  improve 
our  schools  through  Goals  2000.  Improving 
America's  Schools,  School-to-Work,  and  other 
Department  of  Education  programs  m  thiS 
budget  would  have  serious  consequences  m 
school  districts  all  across  Amenca.  And  I  know 
that  it  would  adversely  affect  efforts  on  Guam 
to  raise  the  standards  of  our  own  schools. 
What  happened  to  all  those  pKDiiticians  who 
used  to  complain  that  Johnny  can't  read? 
Under  this  budget,  poor  Johnny  still  can't  read, 
Johnny  cant  get  a  decent  school  lunch.  John- 
ny will  not  be  prepared  to  get  a  job,  and  John- 
ny's mom  won't  be  able  to  pay  her  medical 
bills. 

And  if  your  name  is  Juan,  the  cuts  are  par- 
ticularly egregious.  The  elimination  of  all  bilin- 
gual education  programs  is  especially  mean- 
spiriled.  I.  for  one.  do  not  believe  this  to  be  a 
budget  cut,  it  is  social  engineering  at  its 
worst — and  this,  from  conservatives  who 
would  decry  any  social  engineering  at  all.  It  is 
trying  to  legislate  that  all  schoolchildren  who 
need  help  in  language  skills  would  be  denied 
help  because  they  are  different,  and  their  fam- 
ilies are  different,  it  is  legislating  that  all  kids 
should  have  been  born  speaking  English,  and 
its  |ust  too  bad  if  they  were  unfortunate 
enough  to  have  been  txjrn  into  a  family  that 
has  preserved  its  own  cultural  hentage 

I  also  oppose  the  efforts  to  cut  Medicare 
benefits  for  the  elderly  in  order  to  balance  a 
budget  based  on  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  All 
the  denial  cannot  erase  the  basic  fact  that  this 
IS  exactly  what  this  budget  does. 

f^r.  Chairman,  we  all  realize  that  tough  deci- 
sions must  be  made  We  just  do  not  agree 
that  the  toughest  part  of  balancing  the  budget 
would  fall  to  the  most  vulnerable  Amencans. 
the  schoolchildren  and  the  elderly  of  this  coun- 
try. The  lawyers  and  the  wealthy  are  over  rep- 
resented in  this  Congress,  but  who  will  stand 
up  for  the  children  and  the  elderty? 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  W'iT)EN]. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  budget  that  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
the  Republican  side,  are  offering. 

Now,  a  few  minutes  ago,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  said  that  it  is 
time  for  America  to  tighten  its  belt. 
Now,  surely  there  are  many  Americans 
who  can  tighten  their  belt,  but  I  am 
here  to  talk  for  a  moment  about  my 
constituent,  Mrs.  Arlene  Farwell,  who 
if  she  is  asked  to  tighten  here  belt  any 
more  is  going  to  find  it  pretty  tough  to 
breathe. 

She  is  a  senior,  she  is  retired,  she  is 
disabled.  Because  of  a  bureaucratic 
snafu,  she  is  paying  more  than  $80  a 
month  for  her  Medicare  part  B.  And  if 
the    deductibles   and    the    copayments 
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and  the  premiums  go  up  any  more,  she 
simply  is  going  to  have  nowhere  to 
turn.  She  put  it  really  very  well  for  me 
today  when  she  said,  'There  is  just  too 
much  month  left  at  the  end  of  the 
money," 

So  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  Medicare 
badly  needs  reform,  and  all  Members 
understand  that.  But  there  is  a  right 
way  to  do  it  and  a  wrong  way  to  do  it. 
And  I  would  submit  that  cutting  Medi- 
care spending,  as  the  Republican  budg- 
et does,  by  15  percent,  without  saying 
how  you  are  going  to  do  it  and  still 
protecting  Mrs.  Farwell,  is  the  wrong 
way  to  go 

Now,  many  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
Republican  side  have  some  interesting 
theories  about  managed  care.  The 
irony  is  over  a  20  year  period,  we  have 
made  many  of  those  theories  work.  In 
Portland.  OR,  we  have  the  highest  per- 
centage of  managed  care  now  in  the 
country  among  seniors  in  our  area.  It 
is  close  to  50  percent.  But  you  cannot 
turn  the  system  around  on  a  dime. 

WTiat  is  going  to  happen  to  the  sen- 
iors of  our  country,  and  I  have  seen 
this  again  and  again  since  my  days  as 
co-director  of  the  Gray  Panthers,  when 
you  theorize  about  Medicare,  as  the 
Republicans  do.  what  happens  in  re- 
ality is  the  seniors  get  more  copay- 
ments,  more  deductibles,  more  pre- 
miums, while  everybody  waits  to  see  if 
the  great  theories  are  ever  going  to  pan 
out. 

So  I  offer  to  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  that  if  rescuing 
part  A  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  is 
really  what  you  seek  to  do,  let  us 
honor  the  Speaker's  pledge  to  deal  with 
this  outside  the  budget.  If  that  is  the 
principal  concern  of  my  colleagues  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle,  let  us  work  to- 
gether on  a  bipartisan  basis  to  deal 
with  this,  as  Speaker  Gingrich  sug- 
gested, outside  the  budget. 

I  think  there  are  many  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  would  like 
to  take  that  route  rather  than  the 
route  my  colleagues  on  the  Republican 
side  propose,  which  is  to  reduce  Medi- 
care spending  15  percent,  try  to  turn 
this  system  around  on  a  dime,  and  still 
protect  seniors. 

I  would  also  offer  to  my  colleagues, 
and  we  heard  some  testimony  on  this 
yesterday  in  the  Subcommittee  on 
Oversight  and  Investigation,  that  if 
you  try  to  turn  the  system  around  on  a 
dime  and  make  the  savings  you  are 
talking  about  overnight,  what  is  going 
to  happen  is  you  are  going  to  create 
juicy  new  opportunities  for  fraud  and 
abuse. 

If  you  do  not  believe  that  is  going  to 
happen,  go  talk  to  the  people  of  south 
Florida,  because  when  they  tried  to  go 
to  managed  care  overnight,  when  they 
tried  some  of  the  ideas  that  the  Repub- 
licans are  talking  about  advocating 
now,  what  happened  was  the  sleazy  rip- 
off  artists,  who  are  already  exploiting 
the  program,  and  we  certainly  agree  on 


that,  saw  a  great  new  opportunity,  and 
instead  of  producing  savings,  we  saw 
more  waste,  fraud  and  abuse.  If  you 
look  at  south  Florida,  you  will  see  how 
it  happened. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  respond  to 
something  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
said.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we 
tried  to  do  exactly  what  the  gentleman 
was  talking  about.  We  tried  it  on  the 
floor  yesterday,  to  get  some  rec- 
ommendations to  this  body  as  to  how 
we  should  solve  the  problem,  and  by  a 
vote  that  unfortunately  was  a  major- 
ity, but  it  was  not  enough  to  get  the 
two-thirds  on  the  suspension,  this  body 
rejected  the  idea  we  should  ask  the 
trustees  who  have  the  fiduciary  respon- 
sibility for  the  trust  fund  to  give  us 
some  recommendations  about  how  we 
save  it. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  two  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RAD.'k.NOViCH].  a  distinguished  freshman 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  election  in  1994  the  American  pub- 
lic sent  a  strong  message  to  Congress, 
and  that  was  they  wanted  a  smaller, 
less  intrusive  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  1996  budget  resolu- 
tion is  a  manifestation  of  that  man- 
date. The  Federal  Government  has  got- 
ten too  large,  and  we  have  made  it 
smaller  and  less  intrusive  by  transfer- 
ring power  from  Washington  to  the 
State  and  local  level.  We  have  also 
privatized  many  functions  of  Federal 
Government  that  frankly  should  never 
have  been  started  here  in  the  first 
place. 

I  believe  the  American  people  are 
willing  and  able  to  rise  to  this  new 
level  of  expectation.  The  American 
public  is  not  stupid.  I  think  it  is  arro- 
gant to  assume  that  the  people  of  this 
country  are  not  capable  of  taking  re- 
sponsibility for  themselves,  for  their 
families,  and  for  their  communities. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Missouri  [Ms.  McC.\RTHV]. 
Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
are  Republicans  cutting  Medicare  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged 
few?  That's  the  question  my  constitu- 
ents like  Joan  and  Dale  Hunt  are  ask- 
ing. Republicans  started  by  taking 
school  lunches  from  children,  and  now 
they  are  going  after  our  seniors  Medi- 
care. I  am  committed  to  balancing  our 
budget  by  downsizing  government,  and 
by  streamlining  and  eliminating  Fed- 
eral programs  which  have  outlived 
their  usefulness.  I  have  not  committed 
to  balancing  the  budget  by  slashing 
funding  in  Medicare  by  $283  billion  and 
Medicaid  by  $184  billion.  We  have  a 
moral  obligation  with  our  seniors.  Sen- 
iors who  have  worked  hard  all  their 
lives,  and  through  their  sacrifice  and 
toil,  have  made  this  the  greatest  Na- 
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tion  in  the  world  now  are  finding  out 
to  their  amazement  that  Republican 
promises  to  protect  their  entitlement 
were  empty  promises— and  simply  a 
ploy  to  provide  a  $353  billion  dollar 
giveaway  to  the  wealthy. 

For  our  seniors,  medical  care  out-of- 
pocket  expenditures  have  ballooned  to 
21  percent  of  their  disposable  income. 
These  two  constituents,  Joan  and  Dale 
Hunt  of  Raytown,  have  visited  with  me 
and  have  expressed  their  concerns  with 
the  Republican's  proposed  cuts  in  Med- 
icare. The  Hunts,  in  their  early  70's,  re- 
main active  in  their  church  and  con- 
tinue to  volunteer  to  make  our  com- 
munity better.  Dale  was  a  meat-cutter 
at  our  local  Kroger  grocery  store  for  45 
years,  and  Joan  worked  at  numerous 
jobs   to   raise   their  son  and   to  make 
ends  meet.  Last  year  they  had  $4,300  in 
out-of-pocket  medical  expenses.  These 
two  seniors,  who  have  worked  hard  all 
their  lives  and  played  by  the  rules  are 
realizing  that  their  very  subsistence  is 
at  stake.  They  have  a  very  limited  dis- 
cretionary income  and  have  been  un- 
able  to   buy  needed  medical   supplies. 
The  Hunts  live  on  a  fixed  income  and 
have  put  off  buying  hearing  aids  and 
glasses    for    Dale    and    needed    dental 
work  for  Joan.  They  have  instead  fixed 
their  furnace.  Now  with  the  Republican 
budget   proposals   the   Hunts   will   pay 
$3,500  more  for  out-of-pocket  expenses 
over    the    next   7    years.    $3,500   dollars 
may  not  seem  like  very  much.  For  the 
Hunts,  glasses,  hearing  aids  and  dental 
work   will   again    have    to    be    put   off, 
their  budget  will  be  faced  with  addi- 
tional  cuts;   will    they  be  able   to   fix 
their  furnace  the  next  time  it  breaks, 
and  will  they  be  able  to  buy  the  nec- 
essary medicines,  or  the  necessary  food 
to  keep  them  healthy? 

I  am  committed  to  making  the  dif- 
ficult choices  necessary  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget,  but  I  will  not  be  party 
to  a  balanced  budget  formula  which 
gives  tax  breaks  to  those  most  advan- 
taged, while  slashing  the  programs  of 
our  parents— the  seniors.  Take  your 
tax  breaks  off  the  table  and  we  will 
work  together  to  leave  a  legacy  to  our 
children  we  can  be  proud  of,  and  not  a 
legacy  which  impoverishes  the  elderly. 
I  will  not  forget  the  Hunts  whose  love 
has  endured.  Joan  has  given  up  the  no- 
tion of  replacing  her  lost  wedding  band, 
and  the  Hunts  have  given  up  traveling 
to  be  with  their  son  and  grand- 
children—they are  luxuries  they  can  no 
longer  afford.  We  must  not  give  up  on 
the  Hunts,  and  36  million  seniors  like 
the  Hunts  who  live  on  a  day  by  day 
basis  to  meet  their  basic  needs  of  food, 
medicine,  and  shelter.  Is  this  the 
American  dream  promised  by  the  Re- 
publicans? If  hope  is  a  number  in  the 
GOP  budget  math,  I  must  declare  that 
in  my  district,  reality  springs  eternal— 
we  can't  make  it  on  hope  alone.  Keep 
your  promise  and  give  up  your  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy. 


Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Sh.'WS]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  I.  with  all  sincerity, 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri. 
It  is  important  we  keep  our  promises.  I 
am  looking  at  quote  after  quote  where 
she  says  we  need  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget,  and  that  is  what  we  are 
doing.  This  is  our  opportunity. 

In  Missouri,  we  give  $3.7  billion  to 
Missouri  in  Medicare  funding.  It  is 
going  to  go  up  to  $5.2  billion.  It  is  an 
increase  of  39  percent.  The  per  bene- 
ficiary of  individuals  in  Missouri  get 
$4,493.  That  is  going  to  go  up  to  nearly 
$6,000,  an  increase  per  beneficiary.  Cut- 
ting school  lunch,  it  is  going  to  go  up 
4.5  percent.  It  is  an  increase. 

Only  in  Washington  will  the  gentle- 
woman say  that  an  increase  in  spend- 
ing in  Medicare,  an  increase  in  spend- 
ing in  school  lunch,  is  a  cut.  Only  in 
Washington. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Ti.^hrt]. 

Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not 
realize  this  was  poster  day  on  the  Poto- 
mac or  I  would  have  had  these  blown 
up.  These  are  the  most  important  con- 
stituents that  one  could  have.  These 
are  my  three  children.  This  is  Jessica 
and  John  and  Luke,  and  it  is  their  fu- 
ture that  we  are  talking  about  today 
and  the  nurture  of  millions  of  other 
children  and  grandchildren  in  this 
country. 

My  daughter  is  14.  If  we  cannot  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  2002  and  it  takes  us 
as  long  to  get  out  of  this  debt  as  it  did 
to  get  in  it,  she  is  going  to  be  53  years 
old.  We  have  literally  passed  on  the 
problems  of  this  generation  to  the 
next. 

Are  we  committed  to  balancing  the 
budget?  We  are  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
We  have  a  plan  to  eliminate  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  as  a  Cabinet-level 
position.  This  is  a  historical  event  be- 
cause we  have  never  eliminated  a  Cabi- 
net-level department  in  the  history  of 
this  country. 
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But  it  is  time  to  trade  in  this  1970's 
tax  guzzler.  And  how  did  Secretary 
O'Leary  and  President  Clinton  re- 
spond? They  said  they  are  going  to  cut 
14.1  billion  over  the  next  5  years,  but 
yet  next  year's  budget  has  an  increase 
of  $337  million. 

Even  Vice  President  Gore,  in  his  re- 
inventing government  group,  has  said 
that  the  largest  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  the  environmental 
management  group,  is  missing  20  per- 
cent of  their  milestones.  They  are  40 
percent  inefficient.  And  he  said  that  it 
is  going  to  cost  taxpayers  $70  billion 
over  the  next  30  years  if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  must  stop.  We 
need  to  balance  the  budget.  We  need  to 


honor  our  children's  future.  We  need  to 
turn  the  lights  out  at  the  Department 
of  Energy. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  3':'  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maine  [Mr.  B.\LDACCi]. 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Mis- 
souri [Ms.  McCarthy]. 

Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  in  the  fig- 
ures on  Missouri  which  were  discussed 
just  briefly,  the  loss  to  Missouri  in  rev- 
enue would  be  $5.2  billion.  That  aver- 
ages out  to  $3,004  per  senior  on  their 
Medicaid  cuts.  Medicare  cuts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me.  I  thought  this  docu- 
ment from  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et would  be  helpful  in  clarifying  the 
loss  to  my  State  and  the  loss  to  indi- 
vidual seniors. 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  approximately  199,000  Medicare  re- 
cipients in  the  State  of  Maine:  21,000  of 
those  recipients  in  Maine  are  at  or 
below  the  poverty  level.  The  question 
is  not  to  balance  the  budget.  The  ques- 
tion is  to  balance  the  budget  and  offer 
$300  billion  in  tax  breaks. 

When  you  stop  and  think  of  the  lady 
in  Old  Town,  ME,  that  confronted  me 
and  said  she  could  not  afford  her  pre- 
scription drugs  and  she  was  forced  to 
cut  the  tablets  in  half  because  she 
could  not  afford  it,  asking  her  to  dou- 
ble the  out-of-pocket  expenses  to  have 
a  $300  billion  tax  cut;  talking  to  the  el- 
derly couple  in  Lewiston.  ME.  who  are 
getting  divorced  because  they  cannot 
afford  their  prescription  drugs,  so  they 
qualify  for  the  Medicaid  Program, 
which  is  being  cut:  telling  that  to  these 
people  beyond  the  charts  that  are  being 
offered,  those  are  the  real  people  who 
these  figures  are  impacting. 

And  then  talking  to  the  elderly  in 
my  State  who  are  in  nursing  homes 
who  because  of  new  cost-effective  regu- 
lations are  being  analyzed  and  at  the 
age  of  92  being  told  to  leave  nursing 
homes  and  to  go  into  group  homes, 
that  is  really  what  is  going  on  out 
there. 

I  think  when  people  get  to  be  the  age 
of  65.  that  we  want  to  be  very  careful 
with  how  we  handle  their  health  care. 
Those  are  the  people  that  have  the 
Contract  With  America.  Sixty  years 
ago  when  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt 
established  those  contracts  of  Social 
Security  and  then  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid later  on.  those  are  the  compacts 
that  have  given  our  seniors  a  lift  up 
out  of  poverty  so  that  they  can  live 
their  life  in  dignity.  Those  are  the  peo- 
ple who  really  society  will  be  judged 
by. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

I  would  just  like  to  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  that,  when  we 
talk  about  these  cuts  on  senior  citi- 
zens, he  is  right,  of  course,  because  the 
Republican   budget   proposal    with   all 
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the  tax  cuts  that  we  have  provided  will 
provide  $154  million  to  the  senior  citi- 
zens only  of  the  State  of  Maine  in  tax 
reductions.  That  is  savings  by  chang- 
ing the  earnings  test  for  senior  citizens 
and  of  course  the  reduction  in  the  in- 
come tax  on  Social  Security  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Metcalf]. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do 
have  to  balance  the  budget,  and  this 
plan  that  we  have  is  a  start  toward  bal- 
ancing the  budget  by  the  year  2000  or 
2002.  Today,  $1,000  per  person,  men, 
women,  and  children.  $1,000  per  person 
per  year  is  spent  in  paying  the  interest 
on  the  debt.  Imagine  what  your  family 
would  do  with  $1,000  per  person. 

In  1997,  the  interest  on  the  debt  will 
pass,  it  will  pass  defense.  It  will  then 
be  the  largest  single  expenditure  in  the 
Federal  budget.  Paying  perpetual  in- 
terest on  a  permanent  debt  is  an  abso- 
lutely ridiculous  way  to  use  tax 
money. 

I  think  that  the  way  we  should  look 
at  each  expenditure  is  in  this  light:  Is 
this  expenditure  important  enough  to 
borrow  the  money,  because  we  do  not 
have  money  anymore,  we  have  debt:  is 
it  important  enough  to  borrow  the 
money  and  then  force  our  children  and 
grandchildren  to  reduce  their  standard 
of  living  enough  to  pay  the  interest  on 
the  debt  for  the  rest  of  their  natural 
lives?  If  it  is  that  important,  if  each 
spending  item  is  that  important,  then 
we  should  do  it.  And  if  it  is  not  that 
important,  we  should  have  the  courage 
and  the  ability  to  just  say  this  is  some- 
thing we  will  not  afford  until  after  the 
budget  is  balanced. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  3V2  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
woman    from    North    Carolina    [Mrs. 

CLA'iTON]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield    to    the    gentleman    from    Maine 

[Mr.  BALDACCI]. 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  far 
as  the  tax  cuts  that  are  being  provided, 
I  was  told  by  the  majority  staff  on  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight  that,  if  the  unfunded  man- 
date legislation  was  in  fact  effective, 
the  tax  cut  would  be  the  first  issue 
that  would  go  through  that  because  in 
my  State  it  is  going  to  cost  $370  mil- 
lion over  that  10-year  period  in  loss  of 
revenues  to  my  State,  if  the  unfunded 
mandate  legislation  was  in  effect  at 
the  time  that  these  tax  cuts  are  being 
talked  about. 

Mrs.  CLA'VTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  also 
want  to  add  that  the  billions  that  the 
majority  wish  to  spend  on  the  wealthy 
through  a  tax  break  is  more  than 
enough  to  spend  for  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. So  indeed,  if  we  had  a  problem,  a 
part  of  that  problem  is  being  exacer- 
bated by  the  additional  cost  that  we 
have  are  having  for  the  expense. 

I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention 
people  who  do  not  understand  big  dol- 
lar tax  breaks.  There  is  a  lady  by  the 
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name  of  Carlene  Neese.  She  is  in  North 
Carolina.  She  is  the  wife  of  an  Alz- 
heimer's patient  who  knows  what  it 
means  to  have  assistance  in  her  care. 
In  fact,  what  she  has  is  the  home 
health  program  which  comes  once  a 
week  and  additional  help  with  that 
particular  patient.  As  her  husband  gets 
to  the  end  of  his  dreaded  disease,  she 
knows  that  that  pain  will  be  greater 
because  she  will  have  to  bear  that.  She 
herself  has  no  income.  And  without  in- 
creased income,  she  would  be  paying 
more  for  her  health  care. 

However.  I  want  you  to  know.  Mrs. 
Neese  is  not  alone.  She  is  typical  of 
many  people  in  my  State.  She  is  alone 
in  the  suffering  that  she  must  share.  In 
fact.  I  had  a  mother  of  a  75-year-old 
Alzheimer's  patient  to  wrote  to  say. 
You  should  just  imagine  what  it  is  to 
spoon  feed  my  mother  and  have  her  to 
take  at  least  2  minutes  to  chew  that 
food  to  understand  what  that  pain 
means  and  to  know  what  it  means,  that 
stress  on  my  family,  that  many  of  my 
family  needs  are  going  unmet. 

I  had  a  75-year-old  widow  of  an  Army 
person  who  has  served  this  Nation  well, 
75  years  old.  She  said.  I  thank  God  that 
I  have  the  ability  to  work.  In  the  job 
she  is  working  in  now.  she  has  worked 
there  for  the  last  15  years.  Really  what 
she  says.  I  hope  that  when  I  retire  I 
will  have  enough  resources  to  take  care 
of  myself  without  being  a  burden  to  my 
family. 

I  tell  you.  the  majority  plan  does  not 
allow  for  her  to  have  that  assurance.  In 
fact,  she  is  working  extra  time. 

In  fact,  the  question  has  to  be  raised, 
why  is  the  majority  giving  such  a  big 
tax  break  while  making  the  poor  suf- 
fer? If  you  are  to  give  such  a  big  tax 
break,  why  do  you  not  make  it  even? 
We  want  a  balanced  budget,  but  we 
need  to  balance  our  priorities.  There 
are  thousands  and  thousands  of  people 
who  will  pay  extra  because  of  this  plan. 

In  my  rural  county,  there  are  13  hos- 
pitals that  if  this  plan  goes  up.  they 
will  be  paying  big  bucks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  wrong  way 
to  go.  Balancing  the  budget  is  one 
thing,  but  balancing  our  priorities  is 
right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  billions  the  majonty  wants 
to  spend  on  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  could 
(ully  pay  for  the  reductions  they  want  to  make 
in  the  Medicare  Program. 

Why  IS  the  majonty  willing  to  sacrifice  senior 
citizens  to  satisfy  affluent  citizens'' 

More  important,  what  will  this  policy  of  help- 
ing the  rich  and  hurting  the  less  well  off  really 
mean  for  America'' 

The  answer  is — we  don't  know,  and  they 
don't  know.  We  don't  know  and  they  don't 
know  because  the  majority  is  yet  to  tell  us — 
in  detail — how  the  S283  billion  reduction  in 
Medicare  spending,  over  the  next  7  years,  will 
occur. 

But,  we  can  make  some  reasonable  as- 
sumptions based  upon  pnor  action. 

We  know  that  the  reductions  the  majonty 
proposes  m  Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  bigger 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


than    reductions    in    these    programs    at    any 
other  time  m  history. 

We  know  that  every  hospital  in  the  United 
States  that  serve  Medicare  patients — including 
the  13  hospitals  that  serve  28  rural  counties  m 
my  congressional  district — will  lose  money;  big 
time:  up  to  Si, 300  for  every  Medicare  patient 
served,  over  5  years. 

We  know  that,  under  the  plan  of  the  majority 
budget,  senior  citizens  will  pay  SI. 060  more 
for  their  health  care  costs  by  the  year  2002. 

Most  can  barely  afford  health  care  now. 

Many  will  have  to  choose  between  heat  and 
health,  a  warm  coat  or  a  tnp  to  the  doctor — 
and  some  may  even  have  to  choose  between 
eating  and  health. 

More  than  8  out  of  every  10  seniors  who  re- 
ceive Medicare  benefits  have  incomes  of 
$25,000  or  less. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that  Carlene  Neese, 
a  77-year-old  woman  from  Norlh  Carolina,  is 
the  primary  caregiver  for  her  husband,  who 
has  suffered  from  Alzheimer's  disease  since 
1986.  He  also  has  a  Foley  catheter. 

We  know  that  the  home  care  the  Neese 
family  gets  once  a  week  to  change  the  cath- 
eter, and  the  aide  who  comes  out  three  times 
a  week,  is  threatened  by  the  majonty's  budget 
plan. 

As  Mr.  Neese  enters  the  end  stages  of  his 
dreaded  illness,  the  strain  on  Mrs.  Neese  will 
be  obvious  and  perhaps  overwhelming. 

Mrs.  Neese's  dilemma  is  repeated  again 
and  again,  throughout  my  congressional  dis- 
tnct. 

There  is  a  75-year-old  mother,  also  suffering 
from  Alzheimer's  disease. 

Her  daughter  writes  to  me  in  her  effort  to 
secure  some  help  with  the  care  of  her  mother. 
"Imagine  me  giving  Mom  a  spoonful  of  food 
and  having  her  take  15  minutes  to  swallow." 

The  daughter  goes  on,  "Other  family  com- 
mitments are  putting  a  great  strain  on  my 
household.  Humed  meals,  neglected  laundry 
and  [ignored]  housekeeping,"  are  typical  in 
this  family. 

And  then  there  is  Beulah  McDonald  of 
Kinston,  NC. 

She  IS  72  years  old.  Her  husband  served 
this  Nation  in  the  military  for  two  decades. 

Ms.  McDonald  told  me,  "I  have  to  work." 

She  gets  a  little  Social  Security  and  a  small 
stipend  from  her  husband's  military  retirement. 

Now  that  she  is  over  65,  with  the  limited 
amount  she  now  gets  from  Medicare,  and  the 
deduction  from  the  private  insurance  she  must 
pay  for — this  72-year-old  woman,  who  has 
worked  in  her  present  job  for  15  years — told 
me,  'When  I  retire,  I  don't  know  how  I  will 
make  it." 

Beulah  McDonald,  who  has  done  everything 
right  in  her  life  said  finally,  "Thank  God,  I  am 
healthy  enough  to  work  " 

With  this  budget  plan,  the  majority  is  sac- 
nficing  senior  citizens  to  satisfy  affluent  citi- 
zens. 

They  go  too  far. 

The  billions  they  want  to  spend  on  the 
wealthy  could  more  than  pay  for  the  cuts  they 
want  to  make  in  Medicare. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let's  balance  the  budget,  but, 
let's  balance  our  priorities  first. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox],  a 
freshman  Member. 


Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  want  to  note  for  the  Record 
that  for  the  citizens  of  North  Carolina 
who  are  senior  citizens,  $805  million  of 
tax  reductions  will  take  place  as  a  re- 
sult of  what  this  Congress  has  already 
instituted. 

I  think  we  should  note  now  for  those 
who  are  listening  from  their  offices  or 
here  on  the  floor  that  we  already  have 
in  the  104th  Congress  made  great 
strides  for  our  senior  citizens.  First,  we 
have  lowered  the  senior  citizens  tax 
burdens  by  repealing  over  a  5-year  pe- 
riod the  Clinton  tax  increase  on  Social 
Security  retirees. 

Second,  we  have  eliminated  the  pen- 
alties for  working  seniors.  We  have 
raised  the  $11,280  Social  Security  earn- 
ings limit  to  $30,000  over  5  years.  Be- 
yond that,  we  have  also  ensured  access 
to  long-term  health  care  insurance  by 
easing  the  financial  drain  on  seniors 
and  their  families  by  making  private 
long-term  care  insurance  more  readily 
available  and  allowing  accelerated 
death  benefits  to  be  paid  tax  free.  In 
addition,  we  have  caring  for  parents  at 
home  by  providing  $500  tax  credit  to 
families  who  care  for  a  dependent  el- 
derly at  home. 

Social  Security  we  know  in  this  Con- 
gress is  off  the  table.  We  have  said  that 
and  that  is  the  case.  Medicare  will  go 
bankrupt  by  2002.  if  we  do  nothing. 
Therefore,  we  feel  that  Medicare  must 
be  preserved,  protected,  and  improved. 

What  you  will  hear  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  is  some  false  charges. 
False  charge  No.  1.  you  are  cutting 
Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich.  Wrong.  The  facts  are  clear.  The 
Medicare  trust  fund  is  going  bankrupt. 
You  can  pull  out  all  the  tax  cuts  from 
the  Republican  budget  and  Medicare 
still  goes  bankrupt  in  2002.  The  Medi- 
care trust  fund  is  financed  by  payroll 
taxes  and  the  Clinton  administration 
itself  has  said  that  the  trust  funds  will 
go  bankrupt.  The  Republican  budget 
will  save  Medicare  from  bankruptcy. 

False  charge  No.  2.  your  plan  for 
Medicare  for  the  seniors  will  pay  much, 
much  more  for  fewer  and  fewer  services 
under  our  plan.  Wrong.  A  40-percent  in- 
crease in  Medicare  spending  is  not  a 
slash.  The  Republican  plan  allows  for  a 
$1,600  per  recipient  increase  in  spend- 
ing. 

Therefore.  I  say  vote  for  the  budget. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  2V2  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Arkansas  [Mrs.  Lincoln]. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mrs.  Clapton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  make  a  correction  and  in- 
sert, according  to  the  figures  that  we 
have  on  the  budget  side  of  the  minor- 
ity, the  average  senior  citizen's  income 
and  cost  of  care  over  a  7-year  period 
would  be  $3,000  and  my  State  would 
have  to  pay  an  additional  $6  billion 
over  that  same  period  of  time.  So  your 


figures  are  certainly  in  contrast  to 
mine.  I  want  to  add  for  the  Record,  so 
we  have  a  balance  of  what  the  truth  is 
here. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  strong  support  for 
the  Stenholm-Orton  substitute  to  the 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  I  applaud  our  colleagues  for  their 
hard  work.  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of 
a  balanced  budget  and  I  applaud  the 
progress  that  we  make  today  toward 
eliminating  the  deficit.  However,  we 
must  ensure  fairness  and  equity  in 
achieving  a  balanced  budget.  The 
American  public  is  ready  to  tighten  its 
belt  as  long  as  we  all  shoulder  part  of 
the  load  fairly.  The  coalition  alter- 
native budget  is  based  on  equity. 

Our  budget  substitute  would  ease  the 
burden  on  rural  Americans.  Our  pro- 
posal restores  $114  billion  in  Medicare 
spending,  as  well  as  $50  billion  in  Med- 
icaid spending.  Farmers  would  receive 
$12.9  billion  more  over  the  next  7  years 
under  the  Stenholm-Orton  budget.  We 
maintain  our  commitment  to  our  coun- 
try's future  by  restoring  $35  billion  in 
funding  to  education  and  training  pro- 
grams, and  $18.7  billion  in  guaranteed 
student  loans.  We  ease  the  burden  on 
rural  economic  development.  We  also 
include  the  alternative  welfare  reform 
plan  offered  earlier  this  year  by  myself 
and  others.  And,  most  importantly,  we 
would  still  achieve  a  balanced  budget 
in  7  years  with  lower  interest  pay- 
ments than  under  the  leadership  pro- 
posal. 

D  1945 

The  Republican  leadership's  bill  re- 
serves the  greatest  amount  of  spending 
cuts  for  the  last  2  years,  that  is  what 
we  leave  for  our  children  and  our  chil- 


dren's  children. 


I'hile   the    Stenholm- 


Orton  substitute  spreads  out  those  cuts 
more  evenly  over  the  entire  7  years. 
This  means  lower  national  debt,  and 
therefore  less  burden,  on  the  future  of 
America. 

We  also  avoid  the  risk  that  future 
Congresses  might  not  be  willing  to 
make  the  tough  cuts.  I  am  a  strong 
supporter  of  tax  relief,  but  in  order  to 
achieve  it.  the  committee  bill  has  come 
down  too  hard  on  agriculture,  edu- 
cation, job  training,  and  Medicare, 
among  other  things.  We  first  need  to 
ensure  the  future  of  our  children  and 
then  give  tax  relief  to  ourselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Stenholm-Orton  sub- 
stitute, because  it  provides  the  most 
fair  and  equitable  solution  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute,  just  to  respond  to  the 
comments  that  were  just  made. 

First,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  hearing 
from  one  side  that  we  do  not  have  any 
plan  at  all.  A  blank  piece  of  paper  was 
held  up.  We  do  not  have  any  plan,  we 
cannot  see  what  the  Republicans  are 
talking   about   on    Medicare.    Now    we 


hear  the  specific  figures  of  what  the 
Medicare  cuts  are  going  to  mean  in 
terms  of  additional  costs. 

Which  way  is  it?  Do  we  know  the  spe- 
cific dollars  or  do  we  not?  Which  way  is 
it?  I  would  point  out  the  gentlewoman 
from  Arkansas  has  been  talking  about 
the  alternative  budget  proposal  that 
they  are  going  to  have,  but  it  does  not 
include  any  of  the  tax  relief  for  senior 
citizens:  and  for  the  State  of  Arkansas, 
our  tax  cuts  would  mean  $257  million 
less  taxes  for  senior  citizens  in  the 
State  of  Arkansas. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Weldon]. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr, 
Chairman,  we  have  heard  some  case 
studies  of  families.  I  have  one  family 
we  have  not  heard  about  yet  that  I 
would  like  to  discuss.  I  would  like  to 
talk  about  Rosie  Watson  of  Lake  Prov- 
idence. LA. 

Rosie  is  a  45-year-old  mother,  com- 
mon-law mother  of  seven  kids.  She  has 
been  able  to  get  her  doctor  to  declare 
that  she  is  too  stressed  out  to  work,  so 
she  receives  $343  a  month  in  income 
from  the  taxpayers.  Her  husband,  who 
weighs  over  300  pounds,  has  been  able 
to  get  his  doctor  to  declare  that  he  is 
unable  to  work,  so  he  gets  $343  a 
month. 

They  have  seven  kids.  Rosie  spent  17 
years  in  getting  all  of  her  kids  quali- 
fied as  not  working  up  to  their  ago 
level  in  school.  Guess  what?  The  tax- 
payers are  footing  a  check  each  month 
for  all  seven  kids  in  an  amount  over 
$400. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  one  family  gets 
$46,716  a  year  under  their  system,  a  sys- 
tem they  do  not  want  to  change,  that 
we  are  going  to  reform.  Why  have  we 
not  heard  about  that  family,  or  the 
tens  of  thousands  of  families  all  across 
America  who  are  abusing  the  taxpayers 
in  this  country? 

Rosie  was  interviewed  by  the  Balti- 
more Sun.  who  did  this  expose.  The  re- 
porter said  "What  do  you  do  with  the 
money?'  She  said,  "I  can  tell  you,  each 
month  I  take  $120  and  give  it  to  four  of 
my  kids,"  and  her  quote  is  "Being  the 
age  they  is,  and  being  out  with  their 
little  girlfriends,  they  need  that  money 
to  spend  on  them." 

I  do  not  have  constituents  in  my  dis- 
trict who  can  give  their  teenage  kids 
$30  a  month,  let  alone  from  the  tax- 
payers. The  Members  want  to  keep  the 
system  intact?  Our  budget  changes 
Supplemental  Security  Income  and 
stop  this  abuse.  Where  are  the  exam- 
ples on  the  other  side,  of  the  families 
who  are  ripping  off  the  taxpayers? 
Where  are  the  examples  of  what  they 
have  done  to  try  to  change  the  system 
for  the  past  40  years? 

I  can  tell  the  Members,  as  the  young- 
est of  nine  kids  with  an  84-year-old 
mother  on  Social  Security  and  Medi- 
care, I  do  not  want  to  hurt  her  one  bit. 
As  a  7-year  public  school  teacher  who 
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spent  more  time  overseeing  school 
lunches  than  anybody  on  the  other 
side.  I  do  not  want  the  School  Lunch 
Program  cut.  but  stop  the  rhetoric 
when  we  are  trying  to  solve  the  prob- 
lem and  be  fair  with  the  way  we  deal 
with  people. 

Once  again.  I  ask  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side,  where  are  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  stories  about  the  Rosie 
Watsons  ripping  off  $47,000  a  year  in 
taxpayers"  money,  who  the  Baltimore 
Sun  has  said  will  never  get  off  the  sys- 
tem? That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
change,  and  we  are  going  to  do  it,  with 
or  without  your  cooperation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  article  from  the  Tampa 
Tribune  to  which  I  referred  earlier: 

[From  the  Tampa  Tribune.  Feb.  13.  1995] 

Here's  a  Grand  Little  Story  To  Stir  Your 

Blood  on  a  Monday  Morning 

How  does  an  unemployed  family  in  Lake 

Providence.  LA.  qualify  for  $46,716  a  year  in 

tax-free  cash  from  the  federal  government? 

The  Baltimore  Sun.  in  a  special  report,  de- 
t.ails  one  woman's  crusade  to  win  disability 
benefits  and  gives  a  rare  insight  into  a  wel- 
fare system  infuriatingly  out  of  control. 

Rosie  Watson,  the  Sun  reports,  g-ets  $343.50 
a  month  in  disability  payments  because  a 
judge  found  her  too  stressed-out  to  work. 
Her  common-law  husband,  at  386  pounds,  was 
ruled  too  fat  to  work,  so  he  gets  $343.50  a 
month  too. 

Their  seven  children  ages  13  to  22.  have  all 
failed  to  demonstrate  "age-appropriate  be- 
havior." so  each  of  them  qualifies  for  pay- 
ments of  J458  a  month.  What  the  welfare 
world  calls  "crazy  checks." 

The  Sun's  description  of  Watson's  persist- 
ent efforts  over  many  years  to  convince  so- 
cial workers  and  judges  that  various  mem- 
bers of  her  family  are  incapable  of  support- 
ing themselves  reveals  serious  flaws  in  the 
welfare  system,  flaws  that  account  for  the 
nation's  increasingly  hostile  opinion  of  it. 

"I  got  nothing  to  hide."  the  woman  told 
the  Sun.  and  allowed  reporters  to  visit  her  in 
her  modest  home,  even  opened  her  Social  Se- 
curity records  to  them.  The  inescapable  con- 
clusion is  that  the  problems  lie  with  the  sys- 
tem, not  with  people  like  Watson  who.  like 
good  attorneys,  endeavor  to  make  their  best 
case. 

Watson's  quest  began  in  1975  when  she 
tried  and  failed  to  convince  Social  Security 
officials  she  couldn't  work. 

In  1978  she  told  officials  that  her  second 
child,  at  age  4.  was  a  threat  to  other  children 
and  should  receive  financial  aid.  They  didn't 
buy  it.  but  she  kept  up.  applying  again  and 
again  until,  in  1984.  Social  Security  officials 
agreed  that  he  had  behavior  problems.  A  few 
years  later  she  received  a  JIO.OOO  check  after 
it  was  decided  he  should  have  been  declared 
disabled  four  years  earlier. 

In  all.  the  family  has  received  $37,000  in 
retroactive  payments,  part  of  $1.4  billion  in 
retroactive  checks  mailed  after  the  Supreme 
Court  in  1990  gave  children  increased  rights 
to  disability  payments. 

After  15  years  of  relentless  applications, 
Rosie  Watson  has  had  all  her  children  put  on 
disability  payments.  The  youngest  child, 
now  13.  attends  elementary  school,  where  the 
principal  complains  that  the  quest  for  "crazy 
checks""  is  undermining  academic  standards. 
The  children  don't  want  to  fail  but  perform 
poorly  to  please  their  parents,  he  says. 
Not  true,  says  Watson. 
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•I  aint  never  told  any  of  them  to  act  crazy 
and  get  some  money."  she  said.  "Social  Se- 
curity will  send  you  to  their  own  doctor. 
They're  not  fooled  because  those  doctors 
read  your  mind.  They  know  what  you  can  do 
and  not  do." 

The  Sun  discovered  that  one  doctor  found 
a  Watson  boy  had  "strong  anti-social  fea- 
tures in  his  personality  and  is  volatile  and 
explosive."  And.  "he  said  he  does  not  want 
work." 

Apparently,  unless  government  rules  are 
changed,  he  will  never  have  to  get  a  job. 

Here  is  the  Sun's  description  of  what 
Mother  Watson  does  with  the  $3,893  worth  of 
monthly  checks. 

"As  soon  as  she  extracts  the  nine  checks 
from  the  [post  office]  box.  she  cashes  them. 
She  gives  the  full  amount  to  Sam,  21.  and 
Carj'.  22.  the  father  of  two  children  who  have 
moved  out  of  the  house  since  being  awarded 
benefits.  The  remainder  is  used  for  the  other 
children  and  household  expenses. 

"Most  of  the  money  goes  for  the  children 
to  see  that  they  have  what's  needed.'  the 
woman  says.  With  what's  left.  I  pay  bills 
and  buy  food." 

"One  need  is  $120  allowances  for  George. 
David,  17.  Willie,  18,  and  Danny.  19. 

"Being  the  age  they  is  and  being  out  there 
with  their  little  girlfriends,  they  need  the 
money."  she  says. 

The  checks  are  sent  because  of  a  disability 
but  there  is  no  requirement  that  the  money 
be  spent  to  try  to  overcome  that  disability, 
the  Sun  reports.  The  family's  medical  needs 
are  taken  care  of  through  Medicaid,  the 
value  of  which  the  newspaper  did  not  at- 
tempt to  calculate. 

The  reporters  had  a  little  trouble  deter- 
mining exactly  what  Rosie  Watson's  disabil- 
ity is. 

In  1974  she  said  she  couldn't  work  because 
of  high  blood  pressure,  heart  trouble  and  bad 
nerves,  and  was  rejected.  In  1975  she  reported 
it  was  anemia,  dizziness,  nerves  and  bad  kid- 
neys, and  was  rejected.  In  1976  she  blamed 
low  blood  pressure  and  heart  problems,  was 
rejected  and  gave  up  for  a  while. 

In  1984  she  applied  again  complaining  of 
stomach  problems,  epilepsy  and  sinus  trou- 
ble. In  1965  the  list  included  Temale  prob- 
lems." and  an  examining  doctor  concluded; 
"This  is  a  34-year-old  black  female  who  had 
seven  children  under  12  years  of  age.  and  al- 
coholic husband  and  no  money,  who  com- 
plains of  insomnia,  crying  spells,  depres- 
sion. " 

She  appealed  that  rejection  to  a  judge  who 
determined  her  unable  to  cope  with  the 
"Stresses  of  any  type  of  competitive  employ- 
ment. '  and  the  checks  began  to  flow.  Two 
years  later,  a  judge  ruled  her  husband  dis- 
abled because  he  was  obese. 

The  newspaper  concludes  that  the  Watson 
family  likely  will  remain  on  welfare  perma- 
nently, with  the  children  moving  directly 
onto  the  adult  rolls. 

What  did  Congress  intend  when  it  created 
such  a  program  that  rewards  failure  more 
richly  than  the  competitive  market  can  re- 
ward hard  work? 

What  it  got  was  places  like  Lake  Provi- 
dence, where  "crazy  checks"  have  become 
important  parts  of  the  town's  culture  and 
economy. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California,  Mr,  Chair- 
man. I  yield  3''2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Levin], 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Arkansas. 


Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr,  Chairman,  to  my 
friend  on  the  other  side.  I  think  it  is 
important  to  point  out,  especially  for 
those  watching,  the  tax  break  goes  to 
the  13  percent  of  the  top  bracket  of 
those  in  Arkansas.  Most  notably  In  my 
district,  with  an  average  income  of  less 
than  $12,000.  roughly,  it  is  not  quite  a 
lot.  Basically  the  gentleman  is  taking 
from  those  middle  income  and  lower 
incomes  in  the  Medicare  divisions, 
where  I  have  above  10  percent  of  the 
national  average  in  the  elderly. 
I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr,  LE'VIN,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia, he  should  read  the  bill  that  the 
Democrats  put  together  on  welfare  re- 
form. We  address  the  problems  in  SSI 
directly.  We  believe  in  reform.  The 
issue  is  whether  we  want  to  be  blind 
about  it.  and  strike  out  wildly,  or 
know  what  we  are  doing. 

The  problem  with  the  Republican 
budget  is  this,  I  think  for  legislators 
there  is  a  responsibility.  If  you  pro- 
pose, you  should  disclose,  and  you  do 
not.  You  have  this  figure  for  Medicare, 
and  do  not  tell  the  public  what  will  be 
the  consequences.  In  that  sense,  it  is 
deceitful.  Being  bold  and  not  abiding 
by  the  facts  is  foolishness,  and  it  sells 
short  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  terms  of  Medicare, 
if  we  assume  beneficiaries  will  pay  50 
percent  of  these  cuts,  we  end  up  with  a 
cut  or  a  cost  for  every  senior  of  over 
$2,500  in  Michigan.  In  Connecticut,  it  is 
$3,800.  In  Arizona,  it  is  $3,300  is  the  av- 
erage out  of-pocket  impact.  If  we  say 
that  there  is  not  going  to  be  any  im- 
pact on  beneficiaries,  read  the  commu- 
nication of  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]  which  lays  out 
the  options.  It  is  not  in  the  budget  res- 
olution. It  talks  about  the  impact  on 
seniors,  and  what  kind  of  impact  there 
might  be  in  terms  of  deductibles,  and 
in  terms  of  copay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  go  beyond, 
for  a  moment,  the  impact  on  seniors, 
and  talk  about  the  impact  on  health 
care  generally,  because  again,  you  pro- 
pose but  you  do  not  disclose.  The  letter 
of  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr,  Shays]  says  one  of  the  ways  to 
make  up  this  huge,  huge  cut  in  Medi- 
care is  to  cut  direct  and  indirect  medi- 
cal education  in  disproportionate 
share. 

These  are  not  only  urban  hospitals, 
these  are  suburban  hospitals.  The  pro- 
posal here  is  to  cut.  or  at  least  this  is 
the  suggestion,  one  of  the  3  options,  $6 
billion  in  direct  costs,  $21  billion  in  in- 
direct costs,  and  $28  billion  in  dis- 
proportionate share. 

For  the  hospitals  in  the  area  I  rep- 
resent, the  district  and  beyond  it,  for 
the  University  of  Michigan,  it  is  a 
major  cut.  For  the  Detroit  Medical 
Center  it  is  a  major  cut.  For  the  subur- 
ban Beaumont  Hospital,  it  is  a  major 
cut.  This  will  affect  health  care  across 
the  board. 
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Be  honest,  tell  people  that  it  is  not 
just  a  large  number,  but  health  care  is 
going  to  be  impacted  for  seniors,  and 
also  for  the  hospitals  for  whom  Medi- 
care has  been  a  proxy  in  terms  of  resi- 
dency programs  and  disproportionate 
shares. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about 
the  boldness,  but  boldness  without  hon- 
esty is  recklessness.  That  is  the  trou- 
ble with  this  budget,  it  does  not  tell 
the  public  what  is  likely  to  happen. 
That  is  why  I  oppose  the  Republican 
majority  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  do  better.  We 
must  reform  Medicare.  We  must  make 
some  changes,  but  we  have  to,  as  we 
leap,  let  America  look  into  what  will 
be  the  meaning  of  it.  I  therefore  oppose 
the  majority  proposal. 

Mr.  KOLBE,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr,  Shays], 

Mr,  SHAYS,  The  mystery  is  over.  Fi- 
nally we  have  someone  explaining  how 
they  made  up  their  numbers,  I  am 
happy  to  know  how  the  gentleman 
made  up  his  numbers.  He  basically  said 
if  spending  is  going  to  decrease  from  10 
percent  to  an  increase  of  5  percent,  he 
said  beneficiaries  are  going  to  pay  half 
of  it,  and  providers  are  going  to  pay 
the  other  half. 

The  gentleman  makes  one  astonish- 
ing assumption:  his  astonishing  as- 
sumption is  that  the  increase  in  spend- 
ing for  Medicare  patients  and  Medicaid 
patients  has  to  be  10  percent.  Why  does 
the  gentleman  make  that  assumption? 
Why  do  we  make  the  assumption  that 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  can  continue  to 
go  at  10  percent,  when  the  private  sec- 
tor is  going  at  4  percent?  We  make  it  a 
very  real  assumption. 

We  are  going  to  give  beneficiaries 
new  services.  We  are  going  to  allow  the 
private  sector  to  offer  a  whole  host  of 
them.  Beneficiaries  are  going  to  see 
their  costs  not  increase  to  10  percent. 
They  will  not  have  to  pay  these  absurd 
increases  that  this  side  of  the  aisle  has 
suggested, 

Mr,  KOLBE.  Mr,  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr,  Martini], 
a  freshman  Member, 

Mr,  MARTINI,  Mr,  Chairman,  over 
the  last  several  days,  and  in  anticipa- 
tion of  this  historic  vote,  I  have  asked 
myself  repeatedly,  after  all  the  debate 
is  said  and  done,  and  I  am  sure  those 
listening  to  this  debate  will  ask  the 
same  thing,  what  is  it  that  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  here  in  the  House? 

The  answer,  quite  simply,  is  in  vot- 
ing for  a  balanced  budget,  we  are  bring- 
ing some  discipline  to  a  body  which  for 
too  long  has  ignored  the  fundamental 
principle  of  fiscal  responsibility.  We 
are  trying  to  bring  accountability  to  a 
budget  process  run  amok  with  neglect 
and  abuse. 

After  years  of  overspending  and  pil- 
ing up  debt  on  the  backs  of  our  chil- 
dren, the  budget  we  will  vote  on  tomor- 
row will  finally  put  us  on  a  track  to- 
ward erasing   the   Federal   deficit  and 


preserving  the  American  dream  for  fu- 
ture generations, 

Mr,  Chairman,  recently  an  auto  me- 
chanic in  my  district  came  up  to  me 
and  reminded  me  of  a  television  com- 
mercial of  years  ago,  a  very  effective 
and  albeit  a  very  applicable  commer- 
cial to  this  situation  that  we  are  debat- 
ing here  today.  He  recalled  the  image 
of  the  mechanic  standing  in  the  garage 
in  his  greasy  coveralls,  holding  an  oil 
filter,  and  warning  all  of  us  that  we 
can  take  some  remedial  measures  now 
at  a  very  small  cost,  or  pay  him  a 
much  larger  sum  later  at  a  far  greater 
sacrifice. 

Millions  of  Americans  learned  that 
simple  lesson  and  the  importance  of 
that  lesson  early  on  when  it  comes  to 
caring  for  their  car  engines.  Similarly, 
the  engine  of  government  cannot  long 
sustain  years  of  neglect  and  abuse 
without,  like  the  engine  of  your  car, 
coming  to  a  grinding  halt. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  do  as  prior  con- 
gresses have  done  all  too  long  and 
avoid  these  much  needed  remedial 
steps,  we  will  shortly  be  faced  with  a 
fiscal  crisis  of  unsolvable  proportions, 
with  all  the  grave  consequences  related 
thereto. 

Congress.  I  say,  can  no  longer  avoid 
its  responsibilities.  Our  Nation  faces  a 
challenge,  and  this  body  has  been  elect- 
ed to  meet  that  challenge.  We  must.  I 
say.  vote  for  a  balanced  budget  tomor- 
row. 

Mr.  SABO,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr,  KiMj. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been 
listening  to  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  talk  about  how  this 
budget  proposal  will  hurt  our  children. 
They  want  us  to  believe  that  Govern- 
ment subsidies  are  the  only  way  our 
children  will  succeed  in  life. 

Let  me  share  with  the  Members  a  lit- 
tle bit  about  my  story.  When  I  came  to 
this  country,  I  was  dirt  poor.  I  did  not 
know  about  the  Government  subsidy 
programs,  welfare,  student  loans. 
AFDC,  Instead.  I  did  it  on  my  own.  I 
worked  full-time,  and  I  went  to  college, 
with  three  children.  It  was  not  easy.  It 
took  hard  work  and  sacrifice,  but  it 
can  be  done,  I  repeat,  in  America,  it 
can  be  done  without  Government  sub- 
sidy. You  can  get  a  decent  education 
without  the  Government  subsidy,  I  can 
tell  you  that. 

Let  us  be  realistic.  Limiting  the 
growth  of  Federal  spending  to  3  percent 
a  year  is  not  the  end  of  the  world.  We 
are  not  eliminating  all  subsidy  pro- 
grams, for  heaven's  sakes.  All  we  are 
doing  is  slowing  down  the  growth  of 
the  out  of  control  Government  spend- 
ing. In  fact.  Federal  spending  will  still 
grow  by  $400  billion  over  7  years  under 
our  plan  anyway, 
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Let  us  end  this  overblown  rhetoric  on 
this  issue.  Yes.  we  will  be  asking  a  few 


individuals  to  rely  on  themselves  in- 
stead of  the  Government,  but  overall, 
most  worthwhile  Federal  programs  will 
continue  to  grow  under  the  Republican 
budget  plan. 

And  in  the  process,  maybe  we  can  re- 
store the  tradition  of  self-reliance  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Fazio], 

Mr.  LE'VIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan, 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  to  my  good  friend  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  SHAYS].  I  think  there  is  an  un- 
derstanding that  there  has  to  be  con- 
sideration of  where  Medicare  is  going, 
but  what  bothers  me  is  your  message 
is.  and  I  have  heard  the  Speaker  say  it 
to  seniors,  you  are  going  to  get  more 
by  our  providing  less  money,  and  it  is 
not  true. 

The  document  that  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  put  together, 
and  you  do  not  find  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution, provides  for  expanded  Medicare 
coinsurance.  It  would  cost  seniors  $44 
billion  over  7  years.  And  the  direct 
medical  and  indirect  medical  education 
costs,  this  is  what  it  would  mean,  and 
1  will  just  take  a  second  for  hospitals 
in  Michigan  in  my  area,  for  Beaumont 
it  would  mean  three-fifths  would  be  cut 
per  year,  for  the  Detroit  Medical  Cen- 
ter about  the  same,  $17  million,  and 
there  would  be  a  like  cut  for  the  Ann 
Arbor  Medical  Center, 

So  tell  the  facts,  tell  the  truth  to  the 
American  public. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  am  more 
than  happy  to  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut,  if  he 
wishes  to  engage  in  debate, 

Mr,  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
just  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan I  have  tremendous  respect  for  him 
and  I  know  his  question  is  very  sincere. 
It  is  really  an  issue  of  whether  you  be- 
lieve Medicare  and  Medicaid  spending 
should  and  will  continue  to  grow  at  10 
percent. 

No,  we  do  not  think  that  we  are 
going  to  improve  service  by  providing 
less.  We  believe  we  can  provide  less  by 
improving  service. 
Mr,  LEVIN.  Let  me  just  respond. 
Mr,  FAZIO  of  California.  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  If  I  may  respond,  do  not 
just  talk  about  10  percent.  Tell  people 
what  it  means  if  you  go  less.  Acknowl- 
edge in  your  letter  that  there  would  be 
cuts  in  indirect,  direct  medical  edu- 
cation, a  disproportionate  share  that 
comes  to  $50  billion  or  more  for  hos- 
pitals in  suburban  and  urban  areas,  and 
tell  the  seniors  that  there  may  well  be 
an  increase  in  their  coinsurance  of  $44 
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billion  over  7  years.  Do  not  just  say 
you  are  cutting  from  10  to  7  Tell  peo- 
ple what  it  means  to  them,  to  them. 

Mr,  FAZIO  of  California.  Billions, 
and  trillions,  and  we  talk  about  words 
that  are  jargon  in  the  medical-indus- 
trial complex. 

What  I  would  really  like  to  do  is  talk 
about  the  Hopkins  family  in  my  dis- 
trict, Mrs.  Hopkins  is  69  years  old.  She 
and  her  husband  have  been  manned  for 
40  years.  He  works  part  time  at  a 
McDonalds  in  order  to  make  their  So- 
cial Security  payment  go  a  little  fur- 
ther. He  has  been  doing  that  now  for  5 
years. 

He  worked  for  a  small  business  that 
does  not  provide  him  any  pension.  He  is 
now  solely  dependent  on  his  work  in 
his  later  years  and  his  Social  Security, 
That  is  all  that  they  have  to  live  on. 

The  good  news  is  at  the  moment  they 
do  not  have  any  copayments  under 
Medicare,  and  they  certainly  could  not 
afford  them.  They  have  a  rental  cost  in 
the  amount  of  $490  a  month.  They  can 
barely  pay  that  as  it  is.  If  they  were  to 
have  to  pay  another  $2,000,  $1,000  for 
each  of  them  on  their  Medicare,  it 
would  put  them  not  in  a  precarious 
economic  state,  it  would  ruin  them. 

These  are  people  who  have  worked  all 
of  their  lives  and  do  not  deserve  that 
kind  of  treatment.  Mrs,  Hopkins  has  a 
heart  condition.  She  has  asthma.  She 
has  arthritis.  She  has  to  pay  for  her 
own  medicine.  That  is  about  $200  a 
month.  She  and  her  husband  can  barely 
afford  that  as  it  is,  but  they  do  not 
have  a  choice.  Nobody  else  is  going  to 
pick  up  their  prescription  costs;  they 
have  to  have  their  medication. 

Mrs,  Hopkins  was  telling  me  the 
other  day  she  was  required  to  go  to  the 
hospital.  She  is  pleased  that  the  ambu- 
lance and  the  hospital  were  paid  for, 
but  she  said  they  asked  me  to  pick  up 
another  $130  for  20  pills,  and  she  does 
not  know  where  she  is  going  to  come 
up  with  that  money.  Does  she  cut  the 
food?  She  cannot  cut  her  rent;  she  has 
to  pay  her  electric  bill.  They  have  not 
bought  clothing  in  a  long  time.  There 
is  not  a  place  to  go  for  extra  money. 

She  said  yesterday  to  me,  "Leave  our 
Medicare  alone.  We  could  not  make  it 
without  Medicare,  My  last  trip  to  the 
hospital  just  about  broke  us," 

So  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to  ask  how 
can  we  in  good  conscience  lower  the 
standard  of  living  for  people  who  are 
already  struggling  at  the  same  time 
providing  tax  breaks  which  go,  in  my 
opinion,  largely  to  people  in  our  soci- 
ety who  have  had  the  best  of  the  last  15 
years,  the  top  20  percent  who  are  doing 

well? 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  said 
do  not  worry  America,  we  are  spread- 
ing the  pain.  Well,  I  understand  that 
there  is  a  lot  of  pain  being  spread 
around.  What  I  am  frustrated  about  is 
the  fact  that  there  is  not  much  spread- 
ing around  of  the  gain. 

This  is  all  part  of  a  totality  here.  As 
the  gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina 
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said,  if  we  did  not  have  the  tax  cuts  in 
this  budget  resolution,  we  would  not 
need  to  be  cutting  the  Hopkins'  Medi- 
care benefits.  We  can  reform  Medicare, 
we  can  take  a  comprehensive  approach 
and  help  everyone  whose  costs  have 
been  going  up  in  the  health  care  field, 
but  we  are  taking  I  think  an  approach 
which  is  unfair,  which  gives  new  mean- 
ing to  the  word  mean-spirited.  We  had 
a  gentleman  from  California  send  us  a 
note  on  the  Internet.  He  said  the  Re- 
publicans are  giving  new  meaning  to 
the  word  mean-spirited  and  they  are 
doing  it  in  the  old-fashioned  way,  they 
are  earning  it. 

Well,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  I  hope 
people  will  think  twice  before  they  de- 
cide to  vote  for  this  budget  resolution, 
because,  in  fact,  it  is  the  least  fair  I 
have  seen  in  16  years  in  this  Congress. 
Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Let  us  spend  just  a  second  here  talk- 
ing about  what  we  are  trying  to  do 
with  Medicare,  and  as  I  explained  ear- 
lier to  the  people  in  the  Chamber,  we 
are  going  to  go  from  S924  billion  in 
spending  over  the  last  7  years  to  al- 
most $1.6  trillion.  Now  some  people  in 
the  Congress  would  like  us  to  spend 
$1.8  trillion.  If  we  do  that  of  course  the 
system  goes  bankrupt  and  there  will 
not  be  benefits  for  anybody. 

In  the  private  sector  they  were  grow- 
ing at  enormous  rates  and  guess  what 
happened,  guess  what  was  happening  to 
American  businesses?  They  were  going 
bankrupt,  they  were  becoming  less 
competitive.  So  guess  what  they  did. 
They  decided  to  use  innovations,  they 
decided  to  use  creativity.  And  what 
were  they  able  to  achieve?  They  were 
able  to  achieve  an  increase  in  medical 
costs,  yes.  costs  were  still  going  up. 
but  from  double  digits  down  to  single 
digits,  and  what  did  they  do  in  the 
process,  they  kept  their  companies 
from  going  bankrupt,  they  improved 
the  quality  of  medical  care  for  their 
employees,  and  they  have  high  cus- 
tomer satisfaction.  That  is  what  hap- 
pened. 

Now  where  are  we?  We  are  growing  at 
lOVi  percent  in  Medicare.  The  program 
Is  going  bankrupt.  So  what  do  we 
choose  to  do?  We  choose  to  go  from  $924 
billion  to  almost  $1.6  trillion  in  Medi- 
care funding.  And  how  are  we  going  to 
have  a  Medicare  Program  at  $1.6  tril- 
lion over  the  next  7  years?  Well,  we  are 
going  to  study  the  private  sector  that 
has  guaranteed  choice,  high  quality, 
and  high  customer  satisfaction.  And 
guess  what,  we  will  keep  the  program 
from  going  bankrupt.  And  under  our 
plan,  of  course,  we  will  go  from  $4,800 
behind  each  Medicare  recipient  to 
$6,400  behind  each  Medicare  recipient, 
and  guess  what?  We  will  maintain 
choice,  we  will  have  high  quality,  and 
we  will  save  the  system  from  going 
bankrupt. 

Now  those  people  that  want  to  run 
around  and  talk  about  bankrupting  the 


system,  they  are  not  just  going  to 
bankrupt  the  system  of  Medicare,  they 
are  going  to  bankrupt  America. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman,  when  it  goes  bankrupt,  how 
are  you  able  to  pay  the  beneficiaries? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Well,  you  cannot  pay 
the  beneficiaries  anything,  but  if  you 
want  to  scare  people,  you  go  out  and 
throw  all  of  these  numbers  around. 

I  am  going  to  tell  you  the  facts.  If  we 
do  not  get  the  program  under  control, 
it  goes  bankrupt.  Not  only  does  that 
program  go  bankrupt,  but  so  does  it 
threaten  the  long-term  financial  sta- 
bility of  this  Nation.  We  have  no  right, 
we  have  no  right  to  pile  debt,  red  ink 
on  the  backs  of  our  children.  That  is 
why  we  are  going  to  do  the  responsible 
thing. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  just  want- 
ed to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, the  Hippocratic  Oath  says  when 
you  are  providing  health  care,  do  no 
harm  first.  Can  the  gentleman  tell  me 
why  we  decided  to  give  the  13  percent 
of  our  elderly  who  are  at  the  top  of  the 
income  strata  a  tax  break  earlier  this 
year,  and  encompass  that  in  this  budg- 
et by  directly  undermining  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  before  we  even  began  to 
talk  about  the  crisis  that  seems  to  be 
suddenly  consuming  the  majority? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  The  gentleman  was  so 
quick  to  punish  people  when  he  raised 
taxes  on  them.  What  we  are  attempting 
to  do  is  to  cancel  out  the  huge  tax  in- 
creases and  the  big  Government  pro- 
grams that  you  had. 

And  let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  we 
have  a  number  of  provisions  in  here 
that  are  designed  to  give  people  a  bet- 
ter life,  families  a  better  life.  Social 
Security  recipients  more  earning 
power. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  The  gen- 
tleman has  not  really  responded  to  my 
point.  The  point  is  you  are  undermin- 
ing the  Medicare  trust  fund  and  you 
are  doing  it  in  a  way  that  advantages 
the  very  wealthiest  seniors  and  asking 
all  of  the  rest  to  pay  another  $1,000  a 
year. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  simply  say 
there  are  four  reasons  to  vote  against 
this  bill. 

The  first  is  that  it  simply  is  not 
going   to   balance   the   budget.   I  have 
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been  here  before.  I  remember  in  1981 
when  we  had  a  wizard  by  the  name  of 
Stockman.  Now  we  have  a  different 
wizard,  but  the  results  are  going  to  be 
the  same. 

Mr.  Stockman  told  the  Congress  just 
follow  Reagan's  lead,  you  can  have  it 
all,  baby,  you  can  cut  the  taxes,  you 
can  double  military  spending,  and  you 
will  still  balance  the  budget  in  4  years, 
and  you  know  what,  they  only  missed 
by  a  couple  hundred  billion  dollars. 

So  then  we  had  Gramm-Rudman  No. 
1,  Gramm-Rudman  No.  2,  Gramm-Rud- 
man No.  3,  all  multiyear  promises, 
going  to  balance  the  budget,  baby.  And 
guess  what  happened?  They  missed 
three  more  times. 

Now  we  are  in  here  with  the  fifth 
multiyear  promise.  And  do  not  take 
my  word  for  it.  read  the  Wall  Street 
Journal,  that  well-known  left-wing 
newspaper.  And  what  do  they  talk 
about?  They  talk  about  the  fact  that 
this  package  is  back-loaded,  small  tax 
cuts  to  begin,  huge  tax  cuts  in  the  out 
years.  I  guarantee  you,  you  are  not 
going  to  see  a  balanced  budget  if  we 
swallow  this  prescription.  You  are 
going  to  see  mountains  of  debt. 

The  second  reason  to  vote  against  it. 
you  have  savage  cuts  to  domestic  pro- 
grams. Do  you  really  know  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  and  the  people  who  rely 
on  it  for  medical  research  when  you 
cut  it  by  5  percent  and  then  freeze  it 
for  5  years?  You  erode  the  purchasing 
power  of  medical  research  by  25  per- 
cent. 

What  good  is  that  going  to  do  folks 
on  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  or  any  other 
citizen  in  this  country  who  is  looking 
to  try  to  escape  some  of  the  most  dev- 
astating illnesses  in  the  world? 

The  third  reason  to  vote  against  this 
is  simply  because  you  do  have  these 
devastating  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid. Do  you  really  believe  the  Amer- 
ican public  wants  to  see  you  make 
these  kind  of  reductions  so  you  can 
give  big,  fat  tax  cuts  for  people  making 
between  $75,000  and  $200,000  a  year?  I  do 
not  think  so. 

I  would  simply  say  this  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio.  yes.  you  have  to  re- 
pair the  Medicare  trust  fund.  And  yes. 
in  the  context  of  health  care  reform 
you  can  talk  about  reductions  that  go 
at  waste  and  fraud,  but  I  tell  you.  if 
anybody  thinks  you  can  cut  this  much 
out  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  without 
seriously  damaging  seniors,  you  are 
smoking  something  that  ain't  legal. 
You  just  cannot  do  it. 

The  fourth  point  I  would  simply 
make  is  that  all  of  these  budget 
changes  are  going  to  make  this  coun- 
try worse  in  terms  of  the  equitable  dis- 
tribution of  income  growth.  This  chart 
shows  that  from  1950  to  1978  income 
growth  in  this  country  was  shared 
across  the  income  spectrum.  Whether 
you  were  in  the  poorest  fifth  or  richest 
fifth,  you  did  pretty  well. 
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Everybody's  income  went  up.  Here  is 
what  has  happened  since  then.  Unless 
you  belong  in  the  top  20  percent  of  this 
society,  you  have  barely  kept  up.  and  if 
you  are  in  the  middle  and  below,  you 
have  lost  ground  dramatically. 

These  budget  cuts,  these  cuts  in  Med- 
icare, these  cuts  in  Medicaid,  these  tax 
cuts  that  give  two-thirds  of  the  tax 
benefits  to  people  making  more  than 
$70,000.  and  1  percent  of  the  benefits  to 
people  making  less  than  $20,000.  will 
make  that  gap  worse.  That  is  typical 
Republican  prescription  in  this  coun- 
try. People  have  come  to  expect  the  re- 
publican Party  to  support  prescriptions 
that  largely  benefit  the  wealthy. 

I  hope  that  the  Democratic  Party 
will  not  follow  suit,  and  I  hope  that 
well-meaning  people  on  the  Republican 
side  will  join  us  as  well  m  opposing  a 
plan  which  makes  this  situation  much 
worse 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Herger]. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
small  business  owner  and  a  father  of 
nine  children,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  future  of  this  Nation.  For  too  long, 
Washington  has  mortgaged  the  dreams 
of  our  future  generations. 

For  example,  a  child  born  today  al- 
ready owes  $187,000  in  interest  pay- 
ments on  the  $4.8  trillion  national 
debt. 

However.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  is  the 
dawn  of  a  new  day  in  Washington.  This 
is  truly  a  historic  occasion.  For  the 
first  time  in  26  years,  this  Congress  is 
on  the  verge  of  enacting  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  is  about 
beginning  to  pay  off  our  debts  and  re- 
storing the  American  dream.  It  is 
about  renewing  hope  for  the  next  gen- 
eration and  about  restoring  prosperity 
to  our  communities  and  the  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  fall  we  made  a 
promise  to  the  American  people  to 
bring  the  budget  to  balance.  In  this 
budget,  we  keep  that  promise. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unlike  my  Democrat 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  this  is  not  an  arcane  meat  ax 
budget.  Last  November,  the  American 
people  asked  us  to  streamline  govern- 
ment and  make  it  more  efficient,  and 
that  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing. 
Where  we  can,  we  send  programs  back 
to  the  States  and  local  governments. 
We  also  attempt  to  eliminate  redun- 
dant programs. 

Under  this  budget,  spending  contin- 
ues to  grow,  only  it  will  grow  at  a  slow- 
er rate.  For  example,  over  the  next  7 
years  this  budget  pledges  to  spend  an 
additional  $1.2  trillion. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "yes" 
on  this  budget. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KoLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 


During  the  course  of  the  debate  this 
evening,  we  have  heard  from  several 
speakers  who  talked  about  how  we  are 
going  to  make  it  impossible  for  people 
to  go  to  school  because  we  are  going  to 
cut  off  the  in-school  interest  subsidy. 
That  has  been  raised  on  several  occa- 
sions. 

Well.  I  think  it  is  just  worth  noting 
here  what  we  are  talking  about  in 
terms  of  both  the  additional  cost  that 
a  student  will  incur  as  a  result  of  this 
interest  subsidy  not  being  given  to 
them  during  the  time  they  are  in 
school  versus  how  much  that  individ- 
ual can  expect  to  earn  as  a  result  of 
getting  a  college  education. 

Now.  the  chart  that  you  have  here 
shows  these  two  figures.  This  is  on  av- 
erage the  amount,  total  amount,  that  a 
student  will  pay  in  addition,  because 
we  are  simply  saying  you  are  not  going 
to  pay  the  interest  while  you  are  in 
school,  we  are  just  going  to  add  it  on 
and  you  will  pay  it  when  you  graduate 
from  school,  and  that  will  add  a  total, 
over  the  course  of  paying  off  that  loan, 
on  average  $2,562.  Some  will  pay  more, 
some  will  pay  less,  but  that  is  the  aver- 
age figure  that  they  will  pay.  Over  the 
course  of  a  loan,  it  works  out  to  some- 
where around  $35  to  $40  a  month, 
maybe  a  Big  Mac  a  day  or  something 
like  that,  during  the  course  of  the 
month,  not  even  that  much,  actually, 
on  a  Big  Mac. 

Here  is  what  the  student  is  going  to 
earn  as  a  result,  additional:  this  is  the 
added  earnings  that  a  college  student 
can  expect  in  the  course  of  their  life- 
time by  having  a  college  degree,  a  4- 
year.  a  bachelors  degree.  $525,000. 

Do  I  think  that  it  is  unfair  to  ask  the 
college  student  that  is  going  to  earn 
$525,000  to  pay  when  they  graduate  that 
$2,562  additional  interest  rather  than 
saying  to  the  person  who  is  out  there, 
the  young  mother  or  the  single  parent 
who  is  working,  scraping  to  keep  her 
kids,  take  care  of  clothes,  feed  her 
kids,  to  the  individual,  is  it  fair  to  say 
that  the  student  should  be  subsidized 
and  that  it  should  be  paid  for  by  the 
mother  who  is  out  there  working,  by 
the  factory  worker  who  is  out  there 
trying  to  keep  his  family  together,  by 
the  senior  citizen  who  is  out  there 
scraping  to  pay  their  taxes  so  that  this 
individual  who  is  not  going  to  pay  this 
while  they  are  in  school  but  is  going  to 
pay  it  out  of  their  future  earnings,  do 
we  think  it  is  unfair  that  they  should 
pay  that  amount  against  the  $525,000 
additional  earnings  that  they  are  going 
to  have  because  they  have  a  college  de- 
gree? I  do  not  think  so.  And  I  do  not 
think  the  American  people  think  that. 
It  is  curious  the  people  over  on  the 
other  side  on  the  one  hand  want  to  give 
them  a  subsidy  while  they  are  in  school 
so  they  can  make  lots  of  money,  and 
then  they  want  to  tax  them  to  death  as 
soon  as  they  finish  college  so  they  can 
be  taxed  to  death,  gel  them  into  those 
higher  brackets  and  make  them  pay 
more. 
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Well,  it  is  fair  they  should  pay  this 
subsidy  after  they  graduate,  because 
they  are  going  to  have  higher  earnings. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self 30  seconds. 

I  would  only  suggest  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  that  when 
that  person  graduates  from  college  and 
begins  a  teaching  job,  the  salary  is  not 
very  high,  or  if  they  are  a  social  work- 
er or  if  they  are  a  preacher  going  to  a 
rural  community  in  this  country,  end- 
less college  graduates,  they  do  not 
have  that  big  chart  of  yours  when  they 
finish  college.  Eventually,  we  may  deal 
with  that  income  differential  through 
progressive  income  tax.  but  when  they 
leave  college,  that  person  is  not  having 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the     gentleman     from     Illinois     [Mr. 

EV.\NS]. 

Mr.  EVANS.  Mr.  Chairman.  Medicare 
is  a  lifeline  for  37  million  Americans, 
providing  them  the  health  care  they 
need  that  enables  them  to  live  longer 
without  bankrupting  them. 

Prior  to  its  enactment,  seniors  often 
went  without  help,  causing  medical 
complications  that  could  have  been 
prevented  and  additional  costs  that 
could  have  been  avoided. 

Now.  the  medical  care  37  million 
Americans  depend  upon  is  in  jeopardy 
due  to  the  Republican  budget  plan  that 
cut  billions  in  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  millionaires.  This  Republican 
budget  would  fulfill  a  contract  with  the 
wealthy,  but  at  the  expense  of  breaking 
a  contract  with  the  elderly.  This  Re- 
publican budget  plan  would  end  sen- 
iors" choice  in  selecting  their  own  hos- 
pitals and  their  own  doctors. 

This  Republican  plan  would  hurt 
working  families  who  will  have  to 
cover  the  costs  that  their  parents  can- 
not for  their  medical  bills.  This  Repub- 
lican budget  plan  threatens  to  close 
more  hospitals,  particularly  in  rural 
and  small  towns  across  the  country. 

America  is  the  world's  richest  coun- 
try. We  can  afford  to  take  care  of 
health  care  for  those  who  have  made 
this  country  great. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
the  Republican  budget  plan. 

Mr.  KASICH  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

My  friend  from  Illinois  may  not  real- 
ize that  under  the  Republican  plan,  Il- 
linois will  get  $2.7  billion  of  additional 
dollars  in  the  next  7  years.  Their  per 
beneficiary  for  Medicare  is  now  $4,500. 
It  will  go  to  $6,000  per  beneficiary,  per 
beneficiary. 

We  are  not  cutting  choice  for  seniors. 
We  are  going  to  change  the  system, 
allow  them  to  keep  what  they  have,  if 
they  want,  but  we  really  believe  they 
are  going  to  choose  to  be  in  programs 
that  will  provide  them  rebates  and  give 
them  other  opportunities,  and  in  our 
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plan  we  hope  that  we  can  allow  seniors 
to  police  their  bills  and  get  10  percent 
of  whatever  they  find  is  a  mistake. 

We  are  going  to  open  the  options.  We 
are  not  going  to  cut.  Only  in  Washing- 
ton, only  in  Washington  is  an  increase 
in  spending  a  cut. 

Mr.  KASICK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  NussLE]. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  well.  I 
thank  my  good  friend,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  for 
yielding. 

You  know,  folks,  we  have  had  about  4 
hours  of  debate  now,  and  we  need  a  lit- 
tle bit  of  a  break.  We  need  to  take  a 
break  from  all  the  rhetoric  and  have  a 
little  bit  of  fun. 

The  folks  listening  and  the  folks  here 
in  the  Chamber,  we  are  going  to  have  a 
little  budget  quiz  at  about  halftime.  I 
have  got  some  questions  for  you  for  the 
1996  budget  debate  quiz. 

Question  No.  1.  here  we  go.  let  us 
start.  You  do  not  need  a  No.  2  pencil, 
just  follow  along,  listen  carefully,  and 
then  mark  your  answers. 

The  1996  budget  quiz:  I  will  present  a 
5-year  plan  to  balance  the  budget.  Who 
said  that?  Is  it  A.  Representative  Mark 
Neum.^nn.  the  budget  we  will  be  debat- 
ing tomorrow,  is  it  B.  Senator  Phil 
Gr.\.mm.  candidate  for  President,  fine 
Senator  from  Texas?  No.  It  was.  C. 
President  Bill  Clinton  said,  '-I  will 
present  a  5-year  plan  to  balance  the 
budget."  Anybody  get  that  one  right? 
It  is  a  trick  question,  a  trick  question. 
Here  is  question  No.  2.  Mark  your  an- 
swers. We  think  the  task  of  balancing 
the  budget  is  one  that  we  have  to  actu- 
ally take  responsibility  for  ourselves 
and  just  do  it.  Who  said  that?  Was  it 
our  fine  chairman.  John  IC\sich  from 
Ohio?  It  sounds  like  him.  does  it  not? 
Is  it  B.  Senator  Pete  Domenici,  from 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee?  Maybe. 
No.  wrong  again.  It  was  C,  Vice  Presi- 
dent Al  Gore  said,  "We  think  it  is  our 
responsibility  to  balance  the  budget." 
Have  they  taken  responsibility?  Does 
not  sound  like  it  to  me. 

Go  on  to  the  third  one.  Question  No. 
3,  when  we  have  a  Medicare  Program 
that  will  grow  at  11  percent  and  a  Med- 
icaid Program  that  will  grow  at  16  per- 
cent next  year,  when  neither  the  popu- 
lation nor  the  morbidity  statistics  af- 
fecting those  population  groups  are 
growing  anywhere  like  that,  we  know 
we  can  get  savings.  Who  thought  that 
we  could  get  savings  from  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  Programs?  Was  it  the 
AARP?  Probably  not.  Was  it  the  Amer- 
ican Hospital  Association?  That  sounds 
like  them.  No.  it  was  C.  the  First  Lady. 
Hillary  Rodham  Clinton,  as  she  testi- 
fied before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance.  You  did  not  get  that  one  ei- 
ther? I  can  tell. 

Well,  we  will  go  on  to  the  final  ques- 
tion. This  is  a  tough  one.  Listen  care- 
fully to  this.  Today.  Medicaid  and  Med- 
icare are  growing  up  at  three  times  the 


rate  of  inflation.  We  propose  to  let  it 
go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion. That  is  not  a  Medicaid  or  Medi- 
care cut.  So  when  you  hear  all  of  this 
business  about  cuts,  let  me  caution  you 
that  that  is  not  what  is  going  on. 

Well,  you  probably  heard  a  little  bit 
about  that  today  in  the  debate.  So  who 
do  you  think  said  that?  Was  it  John 
Kasich?  Sounds  like  Kasich.  Sounds  a 
lot  like  Kasich.  I  have  heard  you  say 
that,  John. 

Is  it  B.  Senator  Pete  Domenici?  No. 
it  was  again,  C.  our  President.  Bill 
Clinton,  who  knew  full  well  that  allow- 
ing it  to  grow  at  a  slower  rate  than 
what  it  currently  is  growing  now  is  not 
a  cut. 

So  as  you  listen  to  the  rest  of  the  de- 
bate, keep  in  mind  our  little  1996  budg- 
et debate  quiz. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  my- 
self 1  minute  simply  to  respond  to  the 
latest  gentleman  and  his  quiz. 

The  fact  is  the  Republican  proposal 
cuts  Medicaid  expenditures  by  substan- 
tially more  than  caseload  and  infla- 
tion. The  cut  is  substantially  deeper. 

The  same  is  true  of  Medicare.  It  is 
down  less  than  4  percent,  1  year,  with 
over  a  1  percent  caseload,  a  much  deep- 
er cut  than  the  President  was  suggest- 
ing in  his  answer  to  that  question  in 
the  little  game  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Nussle]. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2'/^  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr 
Wton]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  ranking  Member. 

As  for  me,  the  only  thing  I  can  say 
about  that  little  quiz  was  tricks  are  for 
kids. 

D  2030 

First.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
reiterate  the  burning  question  in  to- 
day's debate.  Why  are  the  Republicans 
cutting  Medicare  to  give  a  tax  break  to 
the  wealthy?  First,  my  colleagues,  let 
us  be  honest.  This  debate  is  not  about 
whether  we  need  a  balanced  budget  to 
protect  our  children's  future.  The 
Black  Caucus  can  offer  a  balanced 
budget  from  the  progressive  point  of 
view  by  closing  tax  loopholes.  On  the 
conservative  side,  the  Democratic  Coa- 
lition offered  frontloaded  budget  cuts 
to  also  get  to  a  balanced  budget.  What 
they  have  in  common,  however,  is  that 
neither  of  these  Democratic  ap- 
proaches gut  Medicare  to  give  a  tax 
break  to  the  wealthy. 

Here  are  the  facts.  There  are  37  mil- 
lion Medicare  recipients  65  years  or 
older.  Their  average  income  is  520.000  a 
year.  The  Republican  plan  cuts  $283  bil- 
lion from  Medicare  and  will  cost  each 
Medicare  recipient  an  additional  $1,000 
by  the  year  2002,  This  means  larger  co- 
payments,  higher  deductibles,  and  the 
loss  of  choice  of  doctors.  Meanwhile,  on 
their  side  of  the  ledger  in  the  Repub- 
lican plan,  1.1  million  Americans, 
wealthy     Americans,     will     get     over 
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$20,000  in  tax  cuts.  These  people  make 
over  $200,000  a  year.  They  will  get  a  tax 
cut  totaling  $3,345  billion. 

When  we  talk  about  Medicare  cuts, 
the  Republicans  are  quick  to  say, 
"Wait  a  minute.  This  isn't  a  cut.  Sen- 
iors will  actually  get  more  money  in 
the  year  2002."  Yes,  but  the  problem  is 
that  more  people  will  be  eligible  for 
Medicare,  and  the  increased  costs  of 
services  will  mean  that  what  they  are 
providing  is  not  enough  to  solve  the 
problem.  It  is  like  throwing  a  20-foot 
rope  to  a  man  who  is  drowning  30  feet 
from  shore.  It  is  not  good  enough  to 
say.  well  the  rope  is  longer  than  the  15- 
foot  rope  we  threw  to  that  other  guy 
who  was  drowning. 

It  is  also  not  good  enough  to  say, 
well,  somehow  services  will  be  cheaper, 
and  people  will  be  able  to  get  them  and 
have  better  choices  because  they  never 
explain  any  of  that.  They  just  come  be- 
fore us  with  these  miraculous  cures. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Repub- 
licans tell  us  we  have  to  do  all  this  be- 
cause the  Medicare  system  is  going  to 
be  insolvent.  Well,  last  year  we  said. 
"If  you  want  to  reform  Medicare,  you 
need  a  comprehensive  approach  "  They 
were  not  interested.  Today  we  could  go 
a  long  way  toward  solving  the  Medi- 
care problem  if  we  did  not  have  to  give 
a  tax  break  for  the  wealthy. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg].  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
think  the  debate  today  has  been  fas- 
cinating. It  illustrates  just  how  far  out 
of  touch  all  of  this  has  become.  The 
American  people  are  screaming  for 
change.  They  are  fed  up  with  a  Federal 
Government  that  is  too  fat.  and  too 
bloated,  and  too  out  of  control,  and 
what  we  hear  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  is  a  litany  of  defense  of  the  status 
quo:  This  program  cannot  be  cut.  that 
program  cannot  be  cut.  no  change. 
They  like  things  just  as  they  are.  Well, 
that  is  not  what  the  American  people 
asked  for  in  the  election  on  November 
8.  and  that  is  not  what  we  came  here  to 
deliver. 

I  just  listened  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  the  other  side  who  said 
that  the  Medicare  Program  in  our  plan 
cuts  further  than  it  ought  to.  Well.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  question: 

"Precisely  what  are  the  proposed 
changes  in  the  Medicare  plan  under 
your  balanced  budget  proposal?" 

"Oh.  you  don't  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et proposal.  I  see;  you  have  the  Clinton 
proposal,  which  is  grow.  You  have  a 
proposal  which  says,  'Although  the 
Medicare  system  will  be  bankrupt  in 
less  than  6  years,  what  we  are  going  to 
do  about  it  is  play  Chicken  Little,  or 
something  of  that  sort,  and  bury  our 
head  in  the  sand  and  do  nothing'." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  people 
deserve  better  than  that.  We  have  a 
Federal  Government  which  is  totally 
out  of  touch  with  the  people  it  governs. 
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Let  me  cite  some  statistics  for  what 
we  did  and  why  we  did  it.  The  1963  to 
1993  comparison  is  what  I  would  like  to 
talk  about.  Since  1963,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  average  weekly  wages  of  a  blue  col- 
lar worker  in  America  are  up  398  per- 
cent. Average  wages,  blue  collar  work- 
er, up  398  percent.  The  Consumer  Price 
Index  is  up  458  percent.  Let  me  con- 
trast those  numbers  with  the  Federal 
Government.  Federal  Government  re- 
ceipts are  up  1,024  percent.  Federal 
Government  expenditures  are  up  1,241 
percent.  The  deficit,  the  problem  that 
they  would  just  as  soon  ignore,  the  def- 
icit since  1963  is  up  a  staggering,  and 
listen  to  this  number.  6.102  percent.  I 
got  to  ask  what  would  the  deficit  have 
had  to  increase  for  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  to  say  we  need  to  make  some 
change?  I  don't  know  what  it  is;  I  am 
still  waiting  for  their  balanced  budget 
plan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  average 
worker's  wages  are  up  about  400  per- 
cent, but  Government  is  up  in  its  re- 
ceipts 1.000  percent,  its  expenditures 
1.200  percent,  and  its  deficit  6.000  per- 
cent, it  is  time  to  act.  It  is  time  to  act 
responsibly.  It  is  time  to  bring  the 
Government's  budget  into  balance,  and 
that  is  what  this  Republican  budget 
does. 

When  I  was  in  Prescott.  AZ,  at  the 
field  hearing  and  in  Billings.  MT.  the 
American  people  said  they  were  willing 
to  participate  as  long  as  it  was  fair. 
This  measure  is  fair.  I  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman      from       Pennsylvania       [Mr. 

F.\TT\H]. 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  real  issue  here  is  not  the  concern, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.-^- 
sicH]  suggested,  of  fiscal  bankruptcy, 
but  moral  bankruptcy.  The  ranking 
member  comes  from  an  area  of  the 
country  in  which  Hubert  Humphrey 
came  from,  and  he  said  that  the  test  of 
a  civilized  society  is  how  we  treated 
those  who  are  young  and  those  who  are 
old.  I  cannot  understand  all  of  this  ap- 
plause and.  rah-rah.  We  cut  education 
and  Medicare  programs. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Wolf]  quoted  a  little  scripture.  I  guess 
one  could  say.  "We'll  forgive  you  be- 
cause you  know  not  what  you  do."  but 
I  think  the  gentleman  does  understand 
exactly  what  he  is  doing  because  with 
this  same  blade  that  he  is  cutting  Med- 
icare he  is  cutting  taxes  for  the  rich, 
and  so  I  think  that  that  would  prob- 
ably not  be  appropriate. 

I  serve  on  the  board  of  Penn  State 
University  on  the  Subcommittee  for 
the  Hershey  Medical  School.  I  spent  10 
years  on  the  board  of  Temple,  in  our 
hospital  in  Philadelphia.  Millions  and 
millions  of  dollars  of  unreimbursed 
care,  disproportionate  share  issues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  invite  Ameri- 
cans: "Don't  listen  to  the  rhetoric  on 
the  Republican  side  or  the  Democratic 


side.  Call  your  neighborhood  hospital. 
Call  your  doctor.  You'll  find  out.  Ask 
them  what  these  cuts  are  really  going 
to  mean  because,  when  you  see  some- 
body jump  up  and  down,  make  all  of 
these  comments — K.asich,  who  says  he 
is  for  a  6-year,  6-term,  limit,  is  here  in 
his  7  term,  is  telling  us  this  is  not 
going  to  hurt.  I  think  the  truth  is 
clear,  and  people  need  to  just  reach  out 
and  touch,  call  their  hospital,  call 
their  doctor,  and  ask  them  whether 
this  is  really  going  because  it  is." 

In  the  final  analysis.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  real  concern  for  all  of  America  has 
to  be  whether  we  are  going  to  bankrupt 
ourselves  as  a  country  morally,  if  we 
are  just  going  to  allow  seniors  to  fall 
by  the  wayside  and  not  have  the  kind 
of  care  they  are  going  to  need. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KOLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
coming  toward  the  close  of  this  debate 
on  general  debate  on  the  budget  to- 
night, and  I  think  it  is  time  for  us  to 
just  bring  it  back  and  do  a  little  bit  of 
focusing.  We  have  had  a  lot  of  things 
said  about  various  things.  But  I  think 
a  very  clear,  fundamental,  philosophi- 
cal difference  has  been  demonstrated 
here  tonight,  and  what  I  hear  over  and 
over  again  is  from  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle,  that  the  tax  dollars  the 
people  pay  belong  to  the  Government. 
They  are  the  Government's.  They  are 
this  Congress'  to  use,  to  decide  how 
they  should  be  dispensed,  about  how 
they  should  be  disbursed,  about  how- 
people  should  use.  what  services  people 
get. 

I  think  Republicans  have  a  different 
philosophy.  The  tax  dollars  belong  to 
the  people. 

I  am  reminded  again  of  what  I  said 
earlier  this  evening,  that  guy  down  at 
the  UPS  office,  at  their  distribution 
center,  who  said.  "Please  go  back  there 
and  tell  them  it's  my  money  they're 
spending."  and  I  think  that  is  some- 
thing we  need  to  keep  in  mind. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  that  the 
taxes  belong  to  the  people  and  that  we 
should  take  only  what  is  essential, 
only  what  is  essential  for  the  services 
that  people  must  have,  and  we  should 
leave  the  rest  with  Americans.  Most  of 
all,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  leave 
them  with  a  balanced  budget  because 
what  we  have  been  doing  for  a  genera- 
tion and  more,  for  my  generation  and 
more,  is  we  have  been  borrowing  from 
our  children  and  from  our  grand- 
children. We  have  been  borrowing  from 
the  future  to  pay  for  the  kind  of  spend- 
ing, the  spending  desires,  that  we  have, 
but  we  are  not  willing  to  pay  for  today. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  say,  "Don't 
take  the  taxes  of  people,  and  don't 
spend  from  the  next  generation.  Bal- 
ance the  budget."  That,  my  colleagues, 
is  what  we  have  here  tonight.  At  the 
end  of  7  years  we  have  a  budget  that 
will  be  zero  in  deficit,  and  we  have  not 
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seen  that  for  a  long  time,  since  1969. 
That  is  a  long  time  since  we  have  had 
a  balanced  budget,  and  I  think  it  is 
high  time  that  this  Congress  got  its  act 
together  and  balanced  that  budget,  not 
for  us.  but  for  the  future  generations, 
for  the  future  generations  who  will 
have  to  bear  this  increasingly  heavy 
burden  because  we  cannot  control  our 
appetite  for  spending. 

Yes,  the  principles  of  this  budget  are 
relatively  simple,  the  details  are  very 
difficult,  and  I  will  acknowledge  that, 
and  I  will  acknowledge  that  we  will 
have  differences  over  where  that  ought 
to  be.  but  we  ought  to  be  willing  to 
agree  that  we  should  get  to  a  balanced 
budget,  and  what  we  do  not  have  here 
tonight  is  any  proposal  coming  from 
the  Democratic  leadership  that  gets  us 
to  a  balanced  budget.  We  do  not  have 
any  proposal  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  get  us  to  a  balanced 
budget.  Much  as  that  quiz  said,  and  he 
said  at  the  beginning  of  his  term  of  of- 
fice that  he  would  do.  that  he  would 
have  a  plan  for  a  5-year  balanced  budg- 
et; we  do  not  see  it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Ward]. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Engel]. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  be- 
fore the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Nus.sle]  spoke,  and  in  1991  he  came 
here  to  the  floor  of  the  House  with  a 
bag  on  his  head,  and  now  he  has  showed 
he  is  a  very  good  stand-up  comic,  but 
unfortunately  the  Republican  plan  is 
not  very  comical.  In  fact  it  is  down- 
right tragic,  and  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts 
count  for  nearly  one-third  of  the  sav- 
ings in  this  hill.  The  bottom  line  is  not 
how  much  money  each  State  gets  and 
the  fact  they  might  be  an  increase  or  a 
decrease.  The  bottom  line  is  by  the 
year  2002.  Mr.  Chairman,  seniors  in  the 
United  States  will  be  getting  less 
health  care  coverage  and  will  be  paying 
more  in  2002.  That  is  a  fact.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  any  kind  of  increase 
does  not  make  up  for  the  fact  that 
there  will  be  more  seniors  in  the  pro- 
gram and  does  not  make  up  for  the  rate 
of  inflation. 

So  who  is  kidding  who?  A  25-percent 
cut  in  the  Medicare  Program  by  the 
year  2002  means  to  the  seniors  in  Amer- 
ica fewer  benefits,  much  higher  out-of- 
pocket  costs  for  seniors  and  less  choice 
of  doctors,  forcing  seniors  into  HMO's. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  mother  who  lives 
in  south  Florida  is  a  good  case  in  point, 
is  petrified  about  having  to  be  forced 
into  an  HMO.  She  lives  off  meager  So- 
cial Security.  There  has  been  no  pen- 
sion since  my  dad  died,  and  there  have 
been  millions  and  millions  of  senior 
citizens  just  like  her.  people  who  spent 
$300  and  more  a  month  on  prescription 
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drugs  and  get  no  help  from  the  Medi- 
care Program.  What  are  these  people 
supposed  to  do  by  the  year  2002?  Choose 
between  food  or  choose  between  stay- 
ing alive  with  medication? 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are 
reducing  this  program,  and  seniors  will 
have  worse  health  care  in  this  country. 

And  Social  Security?  The  Repub- 
licans are  cutting  Social  Security  by 
$24  billion  between  1999  and  2002  due  to 
the  cost  of  living  changes. 

So  this  is  not  very  funny.  This  is  life 
and  death  to  most  people. 

□  2045 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  L.-\zio]. 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  almost  feel  like  I  need  to  apolo- 
gize to  my  colleagues  for  being  so  emo- 
tional when  I  spoke  earlier  in  the  day. 
but  I  speak  from  the  heart  because  I 
think  this  is  very  much  about  my  chil- 
dren and  children  across  my  commu- 
nity and  across  America.  I  want  Mem- 
bers to  take  a  look,  both  Republicans 
and  Democrats,  at  two  of  my  children, 
Molly  and  Kelsey.  one  3  and  one  is  al- 
most 2. 

I  know  many  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  have  children  and  grand- 
children and  may  differ  on  the  ulti- 
mate issue.  But  I  so  believe  in  this 
budget,  this  mission  of  getting  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  that  I  reluctantly  invoke 
their  name  and  introduce  them  to  you. 
They  are  probably  asleep  right  now 
while  we  are  arguing  about  their  fu- 
ture, but  that  is  exactly  what  is  at 
stake,  whether  we  are  going  to  make 
the  tough  calls  to  protect  them  and 
others  across  America  like  them. 

I  would  like  to  quote  Alan  Green- 
span, who  has  been  appointed  by  both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  and  is  re- 
spected by  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  The 
Federal  Reserve  Chairman  said  in  tes- 
timony: 

I  think  that  under  a  balanced  budget,  pro- 
ductivity would  accelerate,  the  inflation 
rate  would  be  subdued,  the  general  state  of 
financial  markets  would  be  far  more  solid, 
and  the  underlying  outlook  would  be  gen- 
erally improved  for  long-term  economic 
growth.  Real  incomes  would  significantly 
improve,  long-term  interest  rates  would  fall 
significantly,  and  most  Americans  would 
look  forward  to  their  children  doing  better 
than  they. 

What  better  moral  message  do  we 
have  for  America  than  that  we  are 
going  to  give  our  kids  the  opportunity 
to  do  better  than  we  are  doing  today. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  the  District  of  Columbia 
[Ms.  Norton]. 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  no  fun  and 
games  in  this  budget  for  my  constitu- 
ents. 


There  is  one  sure  way  to  understand 
the  foolish,  heartless,  meat-ax  docu- 
ment that  passes  for  a  budget  resolu- 
tion before  us  today.  Folks  who  would 
begin  by  cutting  their  grandmothers' 
Medicare  to  fund  tax  cuts  for  the  rich, 
would  cut  anyone,  anytime,  and  any- 
where. 

Well,  almost  anyone.  The  Repub- 
licans have  spared  the  rich,  and  they 
have  spared  defense.  But  they  have 
sent  a  search  and  destroy  mission  out 
to  get  literally  everyone  else — espe- 
cially the  elderly  and  the  poor— but 
also,  most  assuredly  working  people, 
middle-income  families,  students,  kids. 
and  Federal  employees. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution 
reads  like  a  Who's  Who  of  the  Most 
Needy  and  the  Most  Deserving.  Take 
your  pick.  Does  it  make  any  sense  in 
today's  world  to  wipe  out  educational 
programs  and  summer  jobs  for  dis- 
advantaged children?  How  should  Afri- 
can-Americans regard  zeroing  out  How- 
ard University,  the  flagship  university 
of  Black  America?  How  can  working 
Americans  accept  as  champion£  Repub- 
licans who  propose  to  completely 
eliminate  additional  unemployment 
benefits  and  training  assistance  to 
workers  who  lose  their  jobs — including 
the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  NAFTA 
job-losers.  And  here's  another  of  the 
many  zeros  in  this  budget— a  zero  for 
operating  assistance  for  mass  transit — 
hit  the  cities,  suburbs  and  the  environ- 
ment at  the  same  time. 

Tell  me  what  sense  it  makes  to  throw 
people  off  of  welfare  and  at  the  same 
time  cut  $21  billion  from  Earned  In- 
come Tax  Credit  for  working  poor  fam- 
ilies? Who  gains  by  freezing  Head 
Start,  making  for  a  26  percent  loss? 
How  many  needy  students  will  forego 
college  because  they  have  to  pay  .$5,000 
in  interest  on  their  loans  while  still  in 
school? 

This  sampling,  courtesy  of  the  GOP. 
is  not  a  cruel  joke.  Nobody  laughed  on 
Monday  at  my  Seniors'  Legislative 
Day.  The  figures  told  the  story.  Hurt 
everybody,  but  hurt  seniors  the  most. 
Intentionally?  Not  exactly.  Just  go 
where  the  money  is. 

There  are  only  hard  ways  out  of  our 
untenable  deficit.  You  can't  fix  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  simply  by  cutting 
them.  You  can  fix  them  only  by  fixing 
the  sick  system  of  which  they  are  a 
part.  Otherwise  the  system  will  simply 
shift  the  costs  to  other  Americans. 

The  shift  that  is  going  to  hurt  Amer- 
icans most  is  the  earthquake  shift  of 
necessary  costs  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  States  and  localities.  Much 
that  the  budget  resolution  eliminates 
still  has  to  be  done.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment with  the  broadest  tax  base 
may  still  find  relief.  But.  watch  for  in- 
evitable sales  and  property  tax  in- 
creases for  States  and  localities. 

Call  it  what  you  want.  A  cut  by  any 
other  name  is  still  a  cut.  When  you 
fund  Medicare  and  school   lunches  at 


May  17,  1995 


less  than  the  cost  of  inflation,  that  is  a 
cut.  When  you  fund  foster  care  and 
housing  for  the  elderly  at  less  than  the 
rapidly  growing  number  of  eligibles, 
that  is  a  cut. 

The  Republicans  are  in  a  runaway 
truck  with  a  driver  drunk  on  cuts  at 
the  wheel.  We  must  do  something  be- 
fore this  budget  crashes,  leaving 
human  debris  in  its  wake. 

Mr.  KASICH,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  W.^LKER]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can 
be  proud  of  this  balanced  budget  effort. 
It  takes  us  in  the  right  direction.  Last 
year  the  American  people  told  us  that 
the  government  is  too  big  and  it  spends 
too  much,  and  we  have  responded  to 
that  in  this  balanced  budget  document. 
Today,  as  we  brought  it  forward,  we 
heard  a  lot  about  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 
The  fact  is  that  our  capital  gains  tax 
cuts  will  give  70  percent  of  the  benefits 
to  families  who  make  under  $50,000. 
The  fact  is  our  child  tax  credit  will  to- 
tally eliminate  taxes  for  people  who 
make  $25,000.  and  will  cut  by  48  percent 
the  taxes  that  are  paid  by  people  mak- 
ing $30,000.  Those  are  the  rich  that  we 
hear  about  from  the  other  side.  It  is 
$25,000  and  $30,000  a  year  families  who 
they  regard  as  rich.  Our  Medicare  pro- 
gram actually  increases  every  year 
under  our  plan. 

But  the  real  choice  is  this:  If  you  are 
a  65  year  old  person  that  is  retiring 
this  year  and  you  expect  to  live  10 
more  years,  and  you  can  certainly  ex- 
pect to  do  that,  in  the  last  3  years 
under  their  plan  you  will  have  no  Medi- 
care, because  it  will  be  bankrupt. 
Under  our  plan  it  will  continue  to  in- 
crease every  year. 

The  great  British  statesman  Ben- 
jamin Disraeli  one  time  said  that  men 
and  nations  move  from  bondage  to 
faith,  from  faith  to  courage,  from  cour- 
age to  freedom,  from  freedom  to  abun- 
dance, from  abundance  to  compla- 
cency, from  complacency  to  depend- 
ency, and  from  dependency  back  to 
bondage. 

Our  opponents  today  advocated  the 
status  quo.  Theirs  is  a  prescription  for 
complacency  and  dependency.  Our  pre- 
scription begins  with  faith,  hope  if  you 
will,  but  it  is  plan  that  leads  us  to  free- 
dom and  abundance.  The  question  be- 
fore the  House  tonight  and  the  ques- 
tion before  the  House  tomorrow  is 
whether  we  will  have  the  courage  to  go 
the  route  of  faith,  courage,  freedom, 
and  abundance,  for  the  sake  of  this 
generation,  and  all  future  generations. 
Mr.  SABO.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  'Virginia  [Mr.  Pa^'NE], 

Mr,  PAYNE  of  Virginia.  Mr,  Chair- 
man, I  support  a  balanced  budget,  and 
I  support  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  The  deficit  has  sapped  this 
Nation's  productive  capacity,  hindered 
job  growth,  and  mortgaged  our  future. 
The  Republican  resolution  gets  us  to 
a  balanced  budget  by  2002.  but  it  takes 
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a  sharp  detour  on  the  long  and  difficult 
road  to  get  there.  That  detour  comes  in 
the  form  of  a  7-year  $285  billion  tax 
cut. 

It  is  a  tax  cut  that  most  Americans 
don't  want,  and  that  most  economists 
don't  think  we  need.  It  must  be  fi- 
nanced by  deep  spending  reduction  in 
programs  that  promote  growth  and 
serve  the  most  vulnerable  citizens 
among  us. 

Fortunately,  we  will  have  a  choice 
tomorrow,  A  budget  put  forth  by  the 
Democratic  Coalition,  which  I  support, 
is  direct.  There  are  no  detours  and  no 
backloaded  spending  cuts.  It  is  a  budg- 
et that  contains  plenty  of  tough 
choices  and  deep  reductions  in  spend- 
ing. 

But  it  does  not  provide  for  any  ill- 
conceived  tax  cuts.  And  because  it 
doesn't,  it  is  vastly  different  from  the 
Republican  budget. 

Because  there  are  no  tax  cuts,  the 
Coalition's  budget  spends  $112  billion 
more  for  Medicare  than  does  the  Re- 
publican budget;  $6  billion  more  for 
Head  Start,  job  training,  and  other 
education  programs'  $6  billion  more  for 
Community  Development  Block 
Grants,  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration, and  other  programs  that 
promote  economic  growth  and  good 
jobs  in  our  rural  communities;  and  $11 
billion  more  for  child  health  care  and 
immunization,  rural  health  care,  and 
research  funding  at  NIH. 

The  Coalition's  budget  also  preserves 
the  Guaranteed  Student  Loan  Program 
in  its  present  form,  which  assures  that 
thousands  of  young  Americans  will  re- 
alize the  dream  of  a  college  education. 
And  because  the  Coalition's  budget 
doesn't  take  us  down  the  road  of  imme- 
diate tax  cuts,  it  not  only  balances  the 
budget,  but  it  also  projects  a  total  na- 
tional debt  that  is  $160  billion  lower 
than  under  the  Republican  budget  in 
the  year  2002. 

The  choice  is  clear.  For  a  budget  that 
is  balanced  more  fairly,  with  greater 
investment  in  education  and  good  jobs 
for  a  better  future  for  this  country,  I 
urge  my  colleagues — Democratic  and 
Republicans— to  vote  for  the  Coalition 
Substitute  and  against  the  Republican 
budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  remaining 
is  3'/i  minutes  for  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo],  and  6'/2  minutes 
for  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr,  Ka- 
siCH],  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
KASICH]  has  the  right  to  close  the  gen- 
eral debate. 

Mr,  KASICH,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  fun  and  games,  this  is  very  serious 
business,  and  for  any  of  us.  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  we  know  that  and  do 
not  need  to  be  reminded  of  it.  We  are 
talking  about  saving  this  country,  and 
we  have  different  alternatives  for  doing 
that. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  hope  we  do  not 
waste  this  opportunity.  As  I  said  in  the 
beginning,  I  have  waited  20  years  for 
the  opportunity  to  help  this  country 
get  its  financial  house  in  order.  This  is 
our  moment,  and  this  is  the  moment 
we  have  to  seize.  We  need  to  get  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order  for  our  children 
and  our  children's  children.  We  need  to 
slow  the  growth  in  spending. 

Now.  when  we  talk  about  Medicare, 
because  it  has  come  up  continually  and 
we  continually  hear  Members  talk 
about  cuts  in  Medicare,  the  previous 
Member  who  spoke,  the  gentlewoman 
from  the  District  of  Columbia,  talked 
about  cuts  in  Medicare.  And  yet  in  our 
plan  it  goes  up  45  percent  in  the  next  7 
years. 

The  gentleman  before  that  from  New 
York  talked  about  cuts  in  Medicare, 
and  yet  it  goes  up  35  percent.  The  per 
beneficiary  costs  are  going  to  go  from 
$5,312  to  $7,000.  We  are  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  increase  in  beneficiaries 
and  we  are  providing  more  money. 

In  general,  our  plan  goes  from  $178  to 
$259  billion.  I  keep  saying  it.  because 
anywhere  else  this  is  an  increase,  but 
in  Washington,  among  some  on  that 
side,  it  is  a  cut. 

When  we  talk  about  what  we  are 
spending  in  Medicare,  in  the  last  7 
years  we  spent  $925  billion.  In  the  next 
7  years  we  are  going  to  spend  $1.6  tril- 
lion on  Medicare.  In  this  city  an  in- 
crease in  spending  is  called  a  cut.  Only 
here. 

The  per  beneficiary  expenditure  for 
all  beneficiaries  is  going  to  go  up  from 
$48,000  to  $63,000  per  beneficiary.  We  are 
taking  into  consideration  beneficiaries. 
Yes,  it  is  not  going  to  go  up  10  percent, 
it  is  going  to  go  up  5  percent.  The  rea- 
son it  is  going  to  go  up  5  percent  is  the 
fund  is  projected  to  be  exhausted  in  the 
year  2001  if  it  goes  up  10  percent.  If  it 
goes  up  at  10  percent,  it  is  exhausted, 
and  if  it  is  exhausted,  we  run  out  of 
money.  If  we  run  out  of  money,  we  can- 
not pay  beneficiaries.  In  our  plan  CBO 
points  out  in  the  year  2002.  2003.  and 
2004,  we  provide  more  money  for  bene- 
ficiaries in  Medicare  than  letting  the 
plan  go  bankrupt.  That  is  obvious,  if  it 
goes  bankrupt.  We  want  to  change 
that. 

The  bottom  line  to  this  debate  is  we 
believe  that  Medicare  recipients  de- 
serve choice.  We  believe  they  deserve 
the  opportunity  to  have  the  same  kind 
of  plans  their  children  and  their  chil- 
dren's children  have.  We  believe  if  they 
want  to  join  a  plan  that  gives  them  a 
$1,000  rebate,  who  should  they  not  be 
able  to  join  that  kind  of  plan?  If  they 
are  given  a  plan  that  allows  them  to  be 
part  of  an  HMO  and  save  money,  why 
should  they  not  be  allowed?  Under  our 
present  system,  we  do  not  allow  it.  If 
we  think  spending  is  going  to  go  up  at 
10  percent,  then  you  can  say  it  is  a  cut. 
We  know  it  is  going  to  go  up  5. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1% 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Tucker]. 


Mr.  TUCKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
House  Republican  budget  promises  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  They  say  that  this  is  the  will  of 
the  American  people.  But  at  what  cost 
must  we  do  this  and  on  whose  backs? 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask.  is  the  Republican 
approach  consistent  with  the  will  of 
the  American  people? 

The  House  Republican  budget  prom- 
ises to  cut  Medicare  funding  by  $283 
billion,  education  funding  by  $18.7  bil- 
lion, and  reduce  the  Social  Security 
COLA  in  1999  by  0.6  percent,  so  that 
they  can  balance  the  Federal  budget 
and  provide  a  huge  tax  cut  to  the  rich. 
The  Republicans'  logic,  they  say,  is 
that  a  huge  tax  break  for  the  wealthi- 
est Americans  will  be  good  for  the 
country  and  allow  savings  to  invari- 
ably trickle  down  to  the  rest  of  the 
Americans  who  live  in  the  real  world. 

Now.  where  have  we  heard  that  one 
before?  That  is  what  got  us  into  this 
budgetary  imbalance  in  the  first  place. 
Well,  thank  God  for  the  common  sense 
of  the  American  people.  Thank  God 
that  they  are  not  penny-wise  and 
pound-foolish. 

The  Washington  Post  this  week  re- 
ported that  60  percent  of  the  American 
people  find  that  the  Republican  budget 
is  objectionable,  and  85  percent  of 
Americans  find  that  they  are  opposed 
to  cuts  in  Medicare. 

Mr,  Chairman.  I  must  say  that  the 
Republicans  on  November  8  thought 
that  they  had  a  mandate,  but  the 
American  people  have  clarified  that 
mandate.  Hands  off  Medicare,  Social 
Security,  and  education.  Balance  the 
budget,  yes;  but  not  on  the  backs  of  the 
least  among  us.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
respond  to  the  will  of  the  American 
people  and  vote  "no"  on  this  budgetary 
boondoggle. 

The    CHAIRMAN,    The   Chair   recog- 
nizes  the   gentleman   from   Minnesota  ■ 
[Mr.  Sabo]  for  the  balance  of  his  time. 
1'^  minutes. 

Mr.  SABO.  Let  me  thank  the  Chair 

for  his  excellent  job  in  presiding  today. 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  yield  IVi  minutes  to 

the  gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 

Pelosi]. 

Ms.  PELOSI,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  for  yielding  and  for  his 
leadership  in  representing  the  values  of 
our  great  country  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  why  are  we  cutting 
Medicare  benefits  in  order  to  give  a  tax 
break  to  corporations  and  to  the 
wealthiest  Americans?  Three  and  a  half 
million  senior  citizens  on  Medicare  in 
California  want  to  know.  One  of  them 
is  Enola  Maxwell,  my  constituent. 
Enola  Maxwell  is  75  years  old.  She  has 
worked  for  20  years  as  the  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Potrero  Hill  Neighbor- 
hood House,  serving  the  needs  of  senior 
citizens,  inner-city  youth,  and  provid- 
ing job  training  for  adults. 

Enola  wants  to  know,  because  re- 
cently she  had  a  heart  attack,  and  she 
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said  when  you  get  older  and  this  hor- 
rible thing  happens  to  you,  like  a  heart 
attack,  you  realize  what  a  wonderful 
benefit  Medicare  is. 

D  2100       I 

Medicare  paid  for  Enola's  convales- 
cent care.  Enola  asks,  why  do  the  Re- 
publicans want  to  break  their  promise 
to  millions  of  seniors  like  her.  Why  in- 
deed? They  have  to  do  that,  they  have 
to  do  that  in  order  to  make  the  $300 
billion  off  of  seniors  in  order  to  pay  for 
their  $300  billion  tax  break  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans;  37  million  senior 
citizens  will  lose  $900  a  year  in  order  to 
provide  a  $20,000  tax  break  for  Ameri- 
cans in  the  highest  bracket. 

This  simply  is  not  fair.  The  winners 
in  this  deal  are  the  corporations  and 
the  wealthiest  Americans.  The  losers 
are  the  senior  citizens.  Vote  no  on  the 
Republican  budget. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  is  recognized 
for  3''^  minutes. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know 
the  gracious  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia talked  about  cutting  spending  in 
California.  I  would  just  like  to  point 
out  to  her,  they  get  $21  billion  now  and 
they  will  get  $31  billion  under  the  Re- 
publican plan  in  the  next  seven  years. 
That  is  a  46  percent  increase  in  Medi- 
care. The  per  beneficiary  goes  up  from 
$5,800  to  $7,688.  Only  in  Washington  is 
an  increase  like  this  called  a  cut. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  come 
to  the  end  of  the  debate  tonight.  I  have 
to  tell  Members  that  we  have  been  re- 
ceiving phone  calls  from  people  trying 
to  tell  us  how  we  can  argue  against 
those  that  have  argued  for  the  status 
quo.  We  hear  you,  America.  We  know 
you  want  us  to  do  it. 

The  Committee  on  the  Budget  trav- 
eled across  this  great  country.  And  do 
you  know  what  people  said?  "Just  do 
it."  Just  like  that  athletic  commer- 
cial, just  do  it.  And  if  you  will  do  it.  we 
will  reward  you. 

I  know  it  has  been  said  that  as  we 
traveled  around  the  country  that  peo- 
ple said,  well,  we  do  not  need  the  tax 
cuts;  we  need  to  balance  the  budget 
first.  A  lot  of  people  in  the  press  say. 
We  gotcha,  that  is  what  they  told  you. 

No,  that  is  not  what  they  told  us. 
What  they  told  us  was.  we  want  to  put 
America  first.  And  if  we  have  to  give 
something  up,  including  some  tax  re- 
lief from  tnis  big  Government  of  ours, 
we  are  willing  to  do  it.  But  the  great 
news  is,  America,  we  can  do  both.  Just 
like  we  told  you  we  would,  we  can  do 
both. 

We  can  preserve,  we  can  protect,  we 
can  improve,  we  can  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy.  We  can  slow  the 
growth    of   entitlement    programs   and 


design  much  better  programs  for  tril- 
lions of  dollars  of  increase.  We  are 
going  to  get  rid  of  needless  bureauc- 
racy. 

I  want  to  tell  you  why  I  keep  going 
back  to  this  lady  in  Chicago  that  I  saw 
one  day.  I  bought  a  hot  dog.  and  they 
have  got  great  hot  dogs  in  Chicago.  I 
am  watching  this  lady  clean  the  tables. 
And  I  bet  she  got  up  very,  very  early  to 
go  to  work  to  make  a  little  extra 
money  for  her  family.  And  when  we 
take  money  from  that  lady,  when  we 
take  money  from  any  of  the  working 
people  of  this  country,  it  better  be  for 
the  real  thing.  And  what  we  are  about 
doing  is  reinventing  Government, 
downsizing  the  Federal  Government, 
giving  control  and  power  and  influence 
back  to  people  where  they  live  because 
they  feel  now  and  they  know  now  they 
can  do  better  than  turning  to  the  bu- 
reaucrat in  Washington  to  solve  their 
problems. 

So  tonight  we  are  going  to  go  home. 
We  are  going  to  think  about  this  de- 
bate, the  majority,  the  minority.  We 
have  had  on  our  side  two  tremendous 
speakers  from  the  Democrat  party,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  Mr. 
Parker,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Texas.  Mr.  Pete  Geren.  Mr.  Pete 
Geren  was  as  animated  as  I  have  ever 
seen  him  about  the  joy  that  he  is  expe- 
riencing about  the  fact  that  we  are 
about  to  change  history. 

Tonight  when  we  go  to  bed,  forget 
about  being  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, think  about  making  history, 
think  about  saving  the  future,  think 
about  the  next  generation  and  we  will 
do  the  right  thing. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr  Chairman,  this  Mem- 
ber would  like  to  express  tiis  support  for  the 
House  Budget  Committee-approved  budget 
proposal.  Congress  must  act  now  to  adopt  a 
plan  to  balance  our  Federal  budget.  If  a  bal- 
anced budget  is  not  adopted,  and  current  pol- 
icy is  maintained,  our  Nation's  children  will  be 
left  with  a  country  that  is  fiscally  bankrupt.  A 
balanced  budget  will  ensure  that  the  next  gen- 
eration will  inherit  a  future  that  is  full  of  oppor- 
tunity. 

This  Member  shares  the  goals  of  the  budget 
committee  to  eliminate  the  budget  deficit  by 
the  year  2002.  The  budget  proposal  offers  a 
road  map  to  achieve  this  goal  by  providing  il- 
lustrative savings  recommendations  to  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  and  the  various  au- 
thorizing committees,  demonstrating  that  the 
budget  can  be  balanced.  While  this  Member 
notes  that  these  recommendations  included  in 
the  budget  proposal  are  nonbinding,  the  over- 
all spending  allocations  are  m  fact  real  funding 
levels  which  nust  be  adhered  to  by  the  Appro- 
priations Committee. 

This  budget  proposal  offers  a  common 
sense  approach  that  allows  spending  to  con- 
tinue to  grow,  yet  at  a  slower  rate.  In  fact. 
Federal  spending  grows  about  3  percent  an- 
nually under  this  budget  proposal,  rising  from 
$1,588  tnllion  m  fiscal  year  1996  to  Si. 81 7  tnl- 
lion  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

In  addition,  this  Member  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  House  Budget  Committee  for  rec- 
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ommending  the  termination  of  many  wasteful 
Federal  programs.  However,  this  Member 
would  like  to  state  his  concern  regarding  sev- 
eral of  the  programs  suggested  for  termination 
or  reduction.  These  suggestions  should  be  re- 
considered during  the  deliberations  that  will 
take  place  between  now  and  the  start  of  the 
new  fiscal  year.  This  Member's  concerns  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee  are  as  follows: 

Sharp  reductions  in  agricultural  commodity 
support  programs; 

Sharp  reductions  in  export  promotion,  credit 
and  insurance  programs.  During  the  GATT 
subsidy  phase-down  period,  this  amounts  to 
something  close  to  a  unilateral  disarmament 
for  our  export  base; 

Elimination  of  such  programs  as  the  com- 
munity development  block  grant,  HOME,  and 
the  Indian  Housing  Loan  Guarantee  Program; 

The  elimination  of  several  rural  health  pro- 
grams: 

Deep  reductions  in  vocational  education 
programs: 

Termination  of  State  student  incentive 
grants; 

Sale  of  the  Western  Area  Power  Administra- 
tion; 

Elimination  of  section  2  and  section  3(b)  im- 
pact aid  programs; 

Complete  phase-out  of  Corporation  for  Put> 
lie  Broadcasting; 

Total  phasing  out  of  the  entire  Amtrak  oper- 
ating budget. 

In  linking  these  concerns  I  would  emphasis 
that  alternative  reductions  in  other  programs 
and  agencies  would  be  supported  by  this 
Member  to  meet  the  budget  targets.  Having 
listed  these  objectives  or  concerns  to  the  illus- 
trative or  suggested  House  Budget  Committee 
recommendations,  this  Member  is  pleased  to 
note  that  the  rule  contains  clarifying  language 
regarding  reductions  in  agriculture  programs. 
Included  is  a  commitment  to  reexamine  agri- 
cultural policy  in  1999  and  2000  if  there  are 
certain  negative  consequences  as  a  result  of 
these  reductions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  Budget  Committee 
proposal  departs  from  the  failed  status  quo:  It 
offers  bold  leadership  for  a  balanced  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  This  proposal  is  an  impor- 
tant step  in  the  effort  to  secure  a  bright  and 
prosperous  future  for  our  Nation's  children. 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  in 
strong  opposition  to  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 67.  the  Republican  leadership  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

I  believe  the  Members  of  this  House  are 
unanimous  in  agreeing  that  we  must  bring  the 
Federal  deficit  under  control.  While  there  are 
ditterences  over  whether  the  budget  must  be 
in  absolute  balance  or  whether  deficits,  and 
surpluses,  have  a  role  in  stabilizing  the  econ- 
omy, getting  the  deficit  down  is  a  universal 
goal.  We  must  reduce  the  amount  of  debt  we 
leave  to  our  children. 

But  there  are  legitimate  questions  about 
how  fast  to  go.  how  steep  a  glideslope  is  fair 
or  wise.  The  Rules  Committee's  requirement 
that  all  amendments  produce  a  balanced 
budget  by  fiscal  year  2002  limits  the  proposals 
this  House  may  consider  to  those  that  slam 
the  brakes  on  Federal  spending.  The  result 
will  be  economic  whiplash.  The  Republicans' 
budget,    which    must    cut    Federal    spending 
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deeply  enough  to  finance  tax  cuts  for  corpora- 
tions and  the  wealthy,  would  aggravate  the 
whiplash;  balancing  the  budget  in  5  years  as 
in  the  Solomon-Neumann  substitute,  would 
break  the  neck. 

The  most  basic  function  of  a  compassionate 
society — of  all  its  institutions,  from  its  churches 
and  charities  to  its  national  government— is  to 
protect  and  nurture  the  most  vulnerable  of  its 
people.  It  is  unconscionable  to  force  a  bal- 
anced budget  when  it  causes  so  much  pain  to 
so  many  in  our  population. 

The  only  alternative  to  the  Republicans' 
budget  that  is  the  slightest  bit  compassionate 
IS  the  budget  for  the  caring  majority,  to  be  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Payne  and  Mr.  Owens,  but  even 
that  had  to  be  developed  within  the  artificial 
restraint  of  balancing  the  budget  by  fiscal  year 
2002. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  priorities  in  the  Repub- 
licans' budget  are  as  wrong  headed  as  the 
rest  of  their  program  this  year. 

We  have  talked  about  many  of  their  mis- 
placed pnorities  during  House  consideration  of 
the  Contract  With  America,  when  the  House 
passed  their  bills  to  slash  the  social  safety  net, 
especially  for  our  children,  to  disarm  our  crime 
fighters,  to  turn  environmental  policy  over  to 
the  polluters,  and  to  give  tax  cuts  to  corpora- 
tions and  the  wealthy,  among  other  things. 

Then  came  the  House-passed  rescissions 
bill,  cutting  funds  for  training  and  employment, 
especially  summer  jobs  for  youth;  for  home 
energy  assistance  for  the  elderly  and  the  poor; 
for  disease  prevention;  for  a  whole  range  of 
education  programs;  and  for  basic  housing  as- 
sistance. 

The  Republicans'  budget  assumes  all  these 
cuts  and  changes  and  goes  after  the  elderly 
as  well.  There  would  be  cuts  in  Medicare 
spending  that  will  require  higher  deductibles 
and  copayments,  less  care,  less  choice  of 
doctors.  Medicaid  would  be  a  non-entitlement 
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Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  we  are 
voting  on  one  thing,  a  number  that  represents 
total  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1996.  While  the 
budget  resolution  in  front  of  us  is  79  pages 
long  and  charts  a  fiscal  course  for  7  years,  the 
only  binding  element  is  the  602(a)  number  for 
next  fiscal  year. 
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readiness  and  add  to  the  quality  of  life  for  our 
military. 

In  addition,  America's  ability  to  influence  the 
world  and  provide  necessary  leadership  is  at 
its  zenith,  and  further  cutting  foreign  assist- 
ance at  this  stage  is  the  wrong  answer  We 
have  already  reduced  foreign  assistance  by 


The  time  for  action  on  reducing  our  nation's     one-third  over  the  last  5  years.  Further  reduc- 


deficit  is  now,  and  I  commend  our  Budget 
Chairman  and  my  friend.  John  Kasich,  for  his 
leadership  in  producing  a  budget  resolution 
that  sets  us  on  a  glide  path  to  a  balanced 
budget  by  2002.  Without  question,  the  deficit 
problem  has  reached  crisis  stage,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  overall,  Mr.  Kasich's  number  is  a  re- 
alistic one  which  will  impose  the  painful  but 
not  unbearable  fiscal  restraint  we  need  if  we 


tions  in  this  area,  which  is  less  than  i  percent 
of  our  total  budget,  will  undermine  our  leader- 
ship lor  American  values  of  democracy, 
human  rights  and  free  market  economies  at 
the  exact  time  when  their  advancement  is 
most  possible 

I  think  it  would  be  particularly  shortsighted 
for  Congress  to  eliminate  the  Board  for  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  and  the  Voice  of  Amer- 


our  economic  destiny. 

However,  there  is  a  good  deal  behind  the 
number  that  I  do  not  agree  with  or  support. 

I  do  not  agree  with  the  tax  cut  passed  by 
the  House  and  assumed  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. This  tax  cut  will  make  it  S354  billion  hard- 
er to  reach  our  goal  of  balancing  the  budget 
and  simply  comes  at  the  wrong  time.  While  I 
agree  with  some  carefully  targeted  tax  relief 
for  business  which  will  help  the  economy  grow 
and  provide  necessary  jobs  such  as  reduc- 
tions in  capital  gams,  enacting  a  sweeping 
package  of  tax  cuts  such  as  this  has  the  po- 
tential of  overstimulating  the  economy  and 
nsking  even  higher  interest  rates.  The 
Dominici  budget  resolution  shows  us  how 
much  more  difficult  the  tax  cuts  make  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  Senator  Dominici's  plan, 
which  does  not  assume  tax  cuts,  not  only  bal- 
ances the  budget  in  7  years  but  saves  S200 
billion  in  outlays  which  could  be  put  toward  a 
tax  cut  after  the  budget  is  balanced. 

I  believe  that  biomedical  research  must  be 
one  of  Congress's  highest  priorities  in  allocat- 
ing scarce  federal  funding.  Federally  sup- 
block  grant,   threatening   both   the  programs     ported  biomedical  research  creates  hiqh-skiil 


are  ever  to  regain  a  measure  of  control  over     "^-  These  two  agencies  are  among  the  best 


that  help  keep  the  elderly  and  disabled  in  their 
own  homes  and  the  support  that  provides  for 
their  long-term  care  without  impoverishing 
their  entire  families.  And  in  a  few  years,  the 
Republicans  assume  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  will  be  adjusted,  which  will  cut  Social 
Security  COLA'S  and  increase  indexed  taxes. 

There  is  a  basic  disconnect  in  the  thinking 
behind  the  Republicans'  budget.  We  must, 
they  say,  balance  the  budget  to  ensure  our 
children's  future.  But  what  sort  of  future  will 
they  have  if  we  cut  spending  for  maternal  and 
child  health;  freeze  Head  Start;  cut  day  care; 
kill  reforms  and  withdraw  resources  from  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education — especially 
from  disadvantaged  and  immigrant  children; 
end  Federal  funding  of  libranes — the  most 
basic  unit  of  do-it-yourself,  by-your-bootstraps 
self-improvement;  make  higher  education 
more  expensive  if  not  put  it  entirely  out  of 
reach;  shrink  job-training  programs?  What  kind 
of  a  future  is  this  for  our  children^ 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  hours  of  debate 
on  this  budget  resolution  and  I  think  the  issues 
are  clear.  I  wish  the  arguments  from  our  side 
would  lead  the  Republicans  to  support  a  more 
compassionate  Federal  budget,  but  I  know  the 
votes  aren't  with  us.  But  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  think  very  hard  about  what  this  budget 
means.  I  will  certainly  oppose  it  and  hope 
many  of  my  colleagues  will  do  the  same. 


jobs,  helps  retain  our  country's  worldwide 
leadership  m  biomedical  research,  and  sup- 
ports the  biotechnology  industry  which  gen- 
erates economic  growth  and  a  positive  bal- 
ance of  trade  for  our  country. 

In  this  respect,  it  is  an  investment  that  Is 
quintessentially.  Republican. 

Research  provides  great  hope  for  effectively 
treating,  cunng  and  eventually  preventing  dis- 
ease and  thereby  saving  our  country  billions  of 
dollars  in  annual  health  care  costs.  The  devel- 
opment of  the  polio  vaccine  alone,  one  of 
thousands  of  discoveries  supported  by  NIH 
funding — in  terms  of  health  care  savings — has 
more  than  paid  for  our  country's  five  decades 
of  investment  in  Federal  biomedical  research. 
For  these  reasons,  the  cuts  for  NIH  des- 
ignated in  the  budget  package  are.  to  me,  ex- 
tremely ill-advised. 

Defense  spending,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  suf- 
ficiently sharing  in  the  burden  of  reducing  our 


vehicles  for  enhancing  our  values  worldwide. 
Radio  Free  Asia,  a  pari  of  the  BIB.  sends  a 
message  of  freedom  and  truth  to  people  in  re- 
pressive societies  and  helps  these  nations 
transition  into  free  market  democracies. 

Finally.  I  support  the  elimination  ol  depart- 
ments' agencies,  and  programs  that  will  assist 
the  Government  m  becoming  more  efficient, 
however,  I  do  not  want  to  do  so  simply  as  a 
symbol.  There  should  be  real  savings  and  effi- 
ciencies generated  m  this  process 

While  my  ditterences  with  the  resolution  de- 
tails are  substantial,  I  think  that  John  Kasich 
and  the  Budget  Committee  deserve  credit  for 
having  the  courage  to  put  us  on  track  to  gel- 
ling our  economic  house  m  order. 

Mr.  KANJORSKI  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
to  express  my  strong  opposition  to  the  budget 
resolution  before  the  Congress  today  This  is 
no  time  to  be  providing  tax  cuts  to  wealthy  in- 
dividuals and  corporations  while  hurting  the  el- 
derly, the  children,  and  the  working  families  of 
Amenca. 

We  have  heard  for  so  long  now  the  rhetoric 
of  the  Republican  majority  promote  the  false 
notion  that  their  mission  to  dismantle  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  based  on  a  mandate  of 
the  American  people.  My  constituents,  how- 
ever, do  not  want  to  dismantle  the  Federal 
Government — they  want  smaller  government 
that  works  better  and  is  more  efticient.  The 
American  people  want  wasteful  functions  and 
programs  eliminated,  they  want  programs  that 
work  to  be  left  alone,  and  they  want  fairness 
and  equity  in  the  allocation  of  limited  Federal 
resources. 

The  former  Democratic  majority  had  been 
working  to  meet  this  mandate  for  at  least  the 
4  years  pnor  to  last  November's  elections.  It 
passed  historic  deficit  reduction  legislation  m 
1990  and  1993  that  set  a  course  for  a  stable 
budget  and  massive  deficit  reduction.  In  1990, 
the  Democratic  majority  broke  the  partisan 
logjam  that  prevented  unified  deficit  reduction 
action  on  the  part  of  a  Democratic  Congress 
and  Republican  President.  In  1993,  despite 
not  one  Republican  vote,  the  Democratic  ma- 
jority passed  legislation  that  has  brought  our 


Federal  deficit.  While  I  believe  that  providing  deficit  down  to  its  lowest  level  as  a  percent  of 
for  our  national  defense  and  strengthening  our  the  economy  smce  1979 
troop  readiness  is  essential,  increasing  the 
budget  aufhonty  by  Si 20  billion  and  the  budg- 
et outlays  by  S75  billion  cannot  be  justified  m 
these  times  of  fiscal  restraint.  We  need  to  nd 
our  defense  budget  of  cold  war  relics  which 
are  no  longer  militanly  relevant,  such  as  the 
Seawolf  submanne,  and  focus  on  meritorious 
defense  initiatives  that  will  provide  for  troop 


These  successes,  however,  were  under- 
standably not  enough  for  a  public  weary  of 
politicians  and  the  status  quo.  The  Amencan 
people  said  m  last  year's  elections  they  want 
change  faster  than  Democrats  provided.  It  is 
my  belief,  therefore,  that  the  new  Republican 
majority  had  a  tremendous  opportunity  to  help 
enact  much  important  and  needed  change 
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Mr.  Chairman,  it  now  appears  that  such  an 
opporiunity  is  lost  It  is  lost  because  the  Re- 
publican Majority  not  only  targeted  the  wrong 
people  and  programs  m  their  txidget,  but  be- 
cause the  party  is  mired  m  an  ideology  that 
promotes  getting  nd  of  cntical  Federal  pro- 
grams and  which  demands  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy  This  ideology  is  driving  the  Repub- 
lican budget  decisions  to  cut  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  for  the  elderly,  cut  education  for  our 
children,  cut  job  training  for  our  won<ers.  cut 
economic  development  for  needy  commu- 
nities, and  provide  new  tax  loopholes  to  multi- 
national corporations  and  individual  million- 
aires and  billionaires. 

In  this  budget  resolution,  Republicans  have 
chosen  to  target  middle-class  America  without 
at  least  also  targeting  the  hundreds  of  billions 
of  dollars  lost  to  this  country  from  corporate 
welfare  and  tax  loopholes  which  benefit  the 
wealthy  Both  liberal  and  conservative  interest 
groups  have  recently  put  forth  detailed  and 
comprehensive  studies  of  corporate  welfare 
that  should  be  eliminated.  But  most  proposals 
have  been  completely  ignored  by  this  budget 
resolution. 

Tax  loopholes  and  corporate  welfare  are  not 
the  only  things  left  untouched.  The  resolution 
also  leaves  m  plae  wasteful  defense  spending 
and  international  programs  like  the  National 
Endowment  for  Democracy  that  have  clearly 
outlived  their  usefulness  m  the  post-cold  war 
era. 

The  Republican  majority  is  saying  in  this 
budget  it  wants  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002  and  provide  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthy,  to 
fulfill  a  campaign  promise  no  matter  what  the 
cost.  Republicans  claim  that  they  are  not  cut- 
ting Medicare  and  Medicaid,  but  they  are  sav- 
ing a  total  of  S475  billion  in  the  two  programs 
over  7  years.  That  amount  of  money  can  be 
saved  only  through  program  cuts.  It  is  just  that 
kind  of  doublespeak  that  has  fostered  the  high 
level  of  cynicism  and  distrust  of  our  Govern- 
ment. 

The  cost  of  this  budget  resolution  is  cer- 
tainly tremendous.  Cuts  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid could  increase  out-of-pocket  costs  to  the 
elderly  by  as  much  as  Si. 000  per  year.  Busi- 
ness would  be  forced  to  cut  health  insurance 
to  workers  because  of  higher  premiums  from 
cost-shitling  by  medical  care  providers.  More 
working  families  will  be  forced  to  drop  health 
insurance  altogether. 

For  hospitals  who  have  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  patients, 
many  will  be  forced  to  close.  In  my  district, 
there  are  a  number  of  hospitals  where  the  per- 
centage of  patients  served  by  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  exceeds  60  percent.  A  full  61  per- 
cent of  Palmerton  Hospital  patients,  69  per- 
cent of  patients  at  Mercy  Hospital  m  Nan- 
ticoke,  and  a  staggering  84  percent  of 
Shamokin  Area  Community  Hospital  patients 
are  served  by  these  programs.  I  do  not  think 
It  IS  realistic  to  believe  we  can  impose  a  25 
percent  cut  on  these  hospitals  and  have  them 
still  remain  viable. 

Many  hospitals  will  be  forced  to  shift  costs 
to  persons  who  have  insurance  because  of 
these  cuts.  As  a  result,  more  small  businesses 
will  be  forced  to  cut,  or  eliminate  insurance  al- 
together lor  employees.  More  and  more  work- 
ing families  will  be  forced  to  chose  between 
buying  insurance  and  paying  rent.  I  already 


have  more  than  53.000  persons  in  my  distnct 
without  health  insurance  coverage.  How  many 
more  of  my  constituents  will  lose  health  care 
coverage  because  of  short-sighted  Federal 
policies  and  inaction  on  health  care  reform? 

Sadly,  even  with  the  largest  budget  cuts 
coming  in  the  Medicare  Program  under  the 
Republican  plan  we  do  not  even  know  in  what 
direction  they  want  to  take  the  program.  Under 
normal  budget  processes,  it  would  be  the  job 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  to  de- 
cide precisely  how  to  make  the  necessary 
changes  to  the  program  to  achieve  savings. 
Yet  the  Republican  leadership  is  trying  to  pass 
legislation  that  would  require  someone  else  to 
do  their  dirty  work.  They  are  trying  to  pass  the 
buck  to  a  group  of  unelected  Medicare  Trust- 
ees who  never,  until  this  Republican  Con- 
gress, was  thought  to  have  the  responsibility 
to  make  decisions  on  preserving  the  solvency 
of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 

In  another  critically  important  budget  area. 
Republicans  are  proposing  to  eliminate  most 
of  the  meager  amounts  this  country  spends  di- 
rectly on  economic  development.  The  budget 
proposes  to  eliminate  two  agencies  that  play  a 
critical  role  in  economic  development — the 
Economic  Development  Administration  [EDA] 
and  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
[ARC].  We  spend  less  on  these  two  agencies 
combined  than  we  do  on  one  B-2  bomber. 

What  have  these  two  agencies  done  re- 
cently for  northeastern  Pennsylvania''  The 
EDA  has  provided  money  to  help  build  new 
buildings  in  Nanticoke,  Wilkes-Barre,  and  Ha- 
zleton,  that  serve  as  essential  anchors  for 
economic  development  and  revival  in  these 
struggling  towns.  Substantial  EDA  assistance 
IS  m  the  pipeline  for  expansion  of  an  industrial 
park  in  Luzerne  County. 

The  EDA  and  the  ARC  help  northeastern 
Pennsylvania  and  other  regions  of  the  country 
that  are  struggling  to  attract  scarce  pnvate 
economic  development  assistance.  Without 
this  type  of  public  assistance,  smaller  areas 
will  either  have  to  raise  money  themselves, 
which  many  cannot,  or  seek  assistance  from 
States,  where  budgets  are  already  stretched 
thin.  If  we  eliminate  the  EDA  and  the  ARC, 
along  with  cutting  community  development 
block  grants  and  local  housing  assistance, 
small  economic  markets  will  be  at  an  even 
greater  disadvantage  tomorrow  than  they  are 
today 

Instead  of  saving  economic  development 
funds  from  cuts.  Republicans  provide  more  tax 
cuts  and  loopholes  to  the  wealthy.  Billions  of 
dollars  in  new  tax  writeoffs  are  being  offered 
to  nch  corporations.  People  making  more  than 
5100,000  a  year  are  being  provided  the  oppor- 
tunity to  invest  in  tax-free  retirement  accounts 
and  receive  massive  tax  reductions  on  capital 
gams  from  the  sale  of  stocks  and  bonds.  In 
all,  the  wealthiest  Americans  will  receive  a  tax 
break  of  520,000  under  the  Republican  tax 
proposals,  while  the  average  tax  break  for 
middle-income  families  will  be  only  S555. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  meager  S555  will  be  off- 
set by  higher  health  insurance  premiums  re- 
sulting from  Medicare  cuts,  higher  nursing 
home  costs  resulting  from  Medicaid  cuts,  and 
higher  property  taxes  resulting  from  cuts  in 
education  and  economic  development.  Middle- 
income  families  are  going  to  be  net  losers 
under  this  Republican  budget  resolution. 


May  17,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  resolution  is  bad, 
plain  and  simple.  I  would  urge  the  Republican 
majonty  to  go  back  to  the  drawing  board,  for- 
get campaign  promises  and  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy,  and  try  and  work  with  the  President 
and  Democratic  minority  to  fashion  a  good 
deficit  reduction  budget  resolution.  I  am  con- 
fident that  working  together  we  can  accom- 
plish much  more  than  we  can  working  apart. 
We  must  forget  partisan  politics  and  get  down 
to  the  business  of  doing  what  is  best  for  our 
country. 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  House  Republican 
Budget  proposal  that  will  cut  Medicare  by 
S288  billion  over  7  years  while  giving  S353  bil- 
lion in  tax  breaks  to  Amenca's  wealthy. 

The  Republican  proposed  Medicare  cuts  will 
cost  the  average  senior  citizen  in  Pennsylva- 
nia Si  034  in  higher  out-of-pocket  costs  when 
these  cuts  are  fully  implemented.  The  total 
cost  to  Pennsylvania  seniors  will  be  $3,570 
over  the  next  seven  years.  Low-income  sen- 
iors struggling  to  pay  the  rent  and  put  food  on 
the  table  will  be  devastated  by  these  in- 
creased costs. 

Hitting  seniors  in  Pennsylvania  and  across 
America  with  these  huge  increases  in  Medi- 
care out-of-pocket  expenses  is  simply  mean- 
spirited.  House  Republicans  are  proposing 
Medicare  cuts  that  are  three  times  the  size  of 
any  Medicare  spending  reduction  ever  before 
approved  by  Congress.  These  unjustified  Med- 
icare cuts  far  exceed  what  Is  needed  to  en- 
sure the  solvency  of  the  Medicare  hospital 
trust  fund.  Instead,  House  Republicans  are 
driven  to  slash  Medicare  spending  so  that  they 
can  pay  for  S353  billion  m  tax  cuts. 

Millions  of  seniors  will  pay  over  SI 000  in 
new  out-of-pocket  Medicare  expenses  while 
1.1  million  of  Amenca's  wealthiest  individuals 
will  receive  a  320,000  tax  break.  The  average 
income  of  a  senior  receiving  Medicare  is 
roughly  Si 7,000.  By  contrast,  uoper  income 
Americans  receiving  this  S20,000  i«iA  break 
have  an  average  income  of  5350,000.  Repub- 
licans may  cry  that  Democrats  are  engaging  in 
class  warfare  by  pointing  out  these  facts  but 
Americans  need  to  know  the  truth  about  the 
Republican's  misplaced  pnonties.  It  is  the 
House  Republicans  in  their  budget  plan  that 
have  chosen  to  wage  warfare  on  America's 
seniors. 

Raiding  Medicare  to  pay  for  the  Repub- 
lican's Contract  with  Amenca  tax  cut  is  an  out- 
rage. These  unprecedented  cuts  in  Medicare 
will  threaten  the  quality  of  health  care  received 
by  both  seniors  and  working  families  as  hos- 
pitals are  forced  to  layoff  health  care  providers 
and  close  facilities.  These  Medicare  cuts  will 
fall  especially  hard  on  the  hospitals  in  the 
Pittsburgh  area  since  this  region  ranks  behind 
only  Miami  in  having  the  largest  percentage  of 
seniors  compared  to  the  general  population. 
Pittsburgh-area  hospitals  depended  on  Medi- 
care to  pay  the  medical  bills  for  over  37  per- 
cent receiving  in-patient  care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Amenca's  contract  to  provide 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  to  seniors  and 
future  retirees  is  far  more  important  than  any 
political  contract  used  by  Republicans  during 
the  last  election.  This  is  not  what  Amencans 
voted  for  last  November.  Medicare  was  estab- 
lished by  Democrats  m  the  1960's  as  a  trust 
fund  and  not  a  slush  fund.  The  House  must 
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reject  this  mean-spinled  attack  on  the  health 
benefits  of  America's  seniors. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BAL^RT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Kasich  budget  resolution  and 
would  like  to  applaud  Chairman  Kasich  for  his 
tremendous  efforts  and  the  work  of  his  com- 
mittee in  developing  the  Republican  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996.  1  applaud  the 
chairman  for  his  efforts  in  the  arduous  task  of 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  by  2002.  We  all 
have  a  difficult  road  ahead  of  us  in  attacking 
the  enormous  Federal  deficit,  and  although  I 
have  some  differences  in  how  I  would  achieve 
this  deficit  reduction,  I  certainly  agree  that  we 
need  to  be  fiscally  responsible. 

For  the  RECORD,  I  would  like  to  submit  the 
attached  editonal  which  appeared  in  the  Tues- 
day. May  16  Miami  Herald.  I  call  your  attention 
to  the  lessons  learned  in  Latin  Amenca,  where 
inflation  tamers  in  countries  such  as  Argen- 
tina, Brazil,  and  Peru  continue  to  win  election 
or  reelection.  These  leaders  took  steps  to 
avoid  impending  national  bankruptcy.  A  stead- 
ily increasing  Federal  debt  in  the  United 
States  would  not  only  be  destructive,  the  de- 
struction that  it  would  cause  would  be  our  re- 
sponsibility if  we  do  not  act  now.  The  sacnfice 
that  will  be  required  now  is  minimal  when  we 
compare  it  with  what  would  be  required  later 
if  we  do  not  act. 

We  are  not  talking  about  the  actual  cut- 
backs in  the  size  of  the  public  sector  and  the 
recessionary  increases  in  taxes  that  Latin 
American-style  shock  therapies  after  melt- 
downs  have  entailed. 

If  we  act  now,  we  need  only  reduce  the  rate 
of  grovirth  of  the  Federal  Government.  We  are 
at  a  fork  in  the  road  of  our  national  destiny.  If 
we  embark  upon  the  road  sought  by  those 
who  want  to  maintain  the  status  quo.  if  we 
adopt  the  position  of  the  ostrich  and  continue 
to  hide  our  head  in  the  sand,  as  the  adminis- 
tration has  done  by  not  submitting  a  budget 
that  is  balanced  at  any  time  in  the  future,  we 
will  be  doing  an  extraordinary  disservice  to  our 
children  and  to  their  children. 

Again,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  urge 
a  "yea"  vote  on  the  Kasich  budget  resolution. 
[From  the  Miami  Hearld.  May  16.  1995] 
Inflation-Blster  Wi.\-.s  Ag.-mn 
It  used  to  be  said  of  French  voters  that 
they  kept  their  hearts  on  the  left  and  their 
wallets  on  the  riffht.  The  seesawing  between 
heart  and  wallet  tended  to  have  a  predictable 
outcome  at  election  time:  enough  change  to 
keep   the  romantic   passion   alive,   but   with 
the  bottom  line  always  firmly  in  control. 

Argentine  President  Carlos  Saul  Menem's 
solid  victory  in  Sundays  presidential  elec- 
tions confirms  a  significant  Latin  American 
variation  on  the  French  theme.  Argentines' 
fearsome  memories  of  inflation  overrode 
their  other  concerns,  including  some  tradi- 
tional emotional  hot-buttons.  A  late  surge 
by  challenger  Jose  Octavio  Bordon  not  only 
failed  to  force  a  runoff,  but  actually  shriv- 
eled as  the  election  hour  neared. 

Throughout  the  hemisphere,  it  seems,  in- 
flation tamers  keep  winning  elections  and 
re-elections.  Its  a  remarkable  departure 
from  common  wisdom,  which  until  recently 
maintained  that  the  extreme  fiscal  severity 
of  anti-inflation  "shock  therapy"  would  in- 
duce a  backlash  of  desperate  social  protest. 

That  assumption  was  wrong.  Once  severe 
fiscal  measure  are  implemented.  Latin 
Americans  have  endured  their  high,  reces- 
sionary price-tag  with  remarkable  fortitude. 
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Nowhere  was  this  clearer  than  in  Brazil's 
presidential  election  la.st  year,  where  former 
finance  minister  Fernando  Henrique  Cardoso 
saw  his  poll  ratings  soar  in  proportion  to  the 
success  of  his  anti-inflation  Plan  Real.  His 
charismatic  leftist  rival  could  only  watch  in 
impotence  as  a  once-handsome  lead  slipped 
away. 

Inflation-taming  has  been  so  strongly  en- 
dorsed by  Latin  American  voters  that  it  has 
even  conferred  a  thick  Teflon  coating  on  the 
neo-liberals  of  the  hard-money  school.  Both 
Peru's  Alberto  Fujimori  and  Mr.  Menem 
have  emerged  relatively  unscathed  from  em- 
barrassing political  accusations,  largely  be- 
cause of  their  economic  successes. 

But  post-inflation  presidents  are  sure  to 
face  tougher  terms.  Having  rewarded  stabil- 
ity and  fiscal  discipline  for  a  long,  difficult 
spell.  Latin  American  voters  will  soon  take 
up  once  again  their  long-deferred  hopes  of 
growth,  better  income  distribution,  and  hon- 
est government.  The  innation-fighters'  suc- 
cess thus  far  makes  those  hopes  seem  more 
realistic  than  before.  Before  long,  though,  it 
will  become  clear  that  politicians  can  keep 
voters  hearts  only  by  thickening  their  wal- 
lets. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 

debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox  of 
Pennsylvania),  having  assumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Sensknbrenner,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  reported 
that  that  Committee,  having  had  under 
consideration  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1996,  1997 
1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002.  had  come 
to  no  resolution  thereon. 

(Mr.  Sabo  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  proceed  out  of  order  for  1 
minute.) 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  asked 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out  of 
order  for  a  minute  so  I  might  inquire 
about  plans  for  tomorrow. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ka.sich], 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 
I  have  been  here  for  13  years.  I  have  al- 
ways wanted  to  stand  here  and  explain 
what  the  next  day's  schedule  is.  but  I 
do  not  quite  know  what  it  is.  We  come 
in  at  9  a.m. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the     gentleman     from     Arizona     [Mr. 

KOLBE], 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the 
first  time  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  has  not  had 
an  answer. 

I  believe  we  come  in  at  9  a.m.  We  do 
recess  immediately  after  morning  busi- 
ness there  for  the  former  Members. 
And  then  we  will  resume.  I  presume, 
around  10  a.m.  And  we  will  go  imme- 
diately to  the  three  amendments,  the 
Gephardt  amendment  is  first,  followed 
by  the  Neumann-Solomon  amendment, 


the  Black  Caucus  amendment.  And  if. 
of  course,  the  President's  budget  with  a 
zero  deficit  is  printed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  it  would  be  made  in 
order  as  a  fourth  amendment. 

Mr.  SABO.  So  the  Black  Caucus  is 
the  last  amendment;  Solomon  is  sec- 
ond? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  that  is 
correct.  And  we  do  expect  a  journal 
vote  tomorrow. 

Mr.  SABO.  At  9  a.m. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  At  9  a.m..  10  a.m.  The 
journal  vote  at  around  10  a.m. 

Mr.  SABO.  As  it  relates  to  the  Solo- 
mon amendment,  do  I  get  the  half  hour 
in  opposition  to  the  Solomon  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  SABO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  some- 
one does. 

Mr.  SABO.  Someone  does. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  It  probably  will  be 
the  gentleman,  Mr.  Speaker. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  on  the  concurrent 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
and  to  insert  extraneous  material 
thereon. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  WAIVING 
POINTS  OF  ORDER  AGAINST  CON- 
FERENCE REPORT  ON  H.R.  1158 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE  AND  RESCISSIONS. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

Mr.  SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-126)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  151)  waiving  points  of  order 
against  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company the  bill  (H.R.  1158)  making 
emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  additional  disaster  assistance 
and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1995,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


SPECLAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12.  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 
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CRIME  AND  PROPOSED  BUDGET 

CUTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
U.S.  Marshal  Robert  Forsyth  of  Au- 
gusta. GA  was  shot  and  killed  in  Janu- 
ary 1794  while  trying  to  serve  court  pa- 
pers, he  became  the  first  peace  officer 
in  the  United  States  to  die  in  the  line 
of  duty.  Since  then  about  13.500  police 
officers  from  all  types  of  law  enforce- 
ment fields  have  fallen  in  the  line  of 

duty. 

My  district  in  northern  Michigan  has 
been  hard  hit  by  the  all-too-common 
tragedy  of  police  officer  slaying.  In  the 
Upper  Peninsula,  which  has  about  3 
percent  of  Michigan's  population.  18 
police  officers  have  died  since  the 
1920's.  In  1962.  President  Kennedy  pro- 
claimed that  for  1  week  in  the  month 
of  May  Americans  would  commemorate 
National  Police  Week.  National  Police 
Week  honors  the  service  related  deaths 
of  law  enforcement  officers. 

As  a  former  state  trooper,  as  an  Es- 
canaba  City  police  officer,  this  week 
has  special  meaning  for  me.  And  as  a 
former  police  officer  and  now  as  a  leg- 
islator, I  am  particularly  concerned 
about  recent  Republican  efforts  to 
weaken  legislation  designed  to  reduce 
crime  in  America. 

In  1994.  Congress  passed  the  toughe^ 
crime  bill  in  this  Nation's  history.  Tmr 
President's  crime  bill  has  several  very 
important  elements  designed  to  fight 
crime  on  our  streets.  Most  impor- 
tantly, the  crime  bill  directs  that  addi- 
tional police  officers  be  put  on  the 
streets  to  fight  crime,  because  there  is 
no  better  crime  fighting  looi  than  [hti- 
lice  officers  proactively  patrolling  our 
neighborhoods. 

The  President's  plan  to  put  100,000 
more  police  on  America's  streets  rep- 
resents the  Federal  Government's  larg- 
est commitment  ever  to  local  law  en- 
forcement. 

The  President's  COPS  program  is  al- 
ready working.  Half  of  the  Nation's  law 
enforcement  agencies  from  jurisdic- 
tions of  all  sizes  throughout  this  coun- 
try have  already  received  grants  to  add 
17.000  additional  police  officers.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  new  Republican  majority 
wants  to  turn  back  the  clock  by  gut- 
ting the  most  effective  element  of  last 
year's  crime  bill,  the  COPS  program. 

Not  only  do  they  want  to  scrap  the 
President's  plan  to  put  100.000  more  po- 
lice officers  on  the  street,  but  they  also 
intend  to  delete  every  single  preven- 
tion program. 

Additionally,  the  Republican  budget 
measure  that  we  debated  here  today 
proposes  a  $5  billion  cut  in  the  crime 
trust  fund  over  the  next  6  years.  The 
measure  directs  that  the  justice  assist- 
ance grant  programs  would  be  consoli- 
dated into  a  single  block  grant  pro- 
gram.   This    plan    will    only    serve    to 


weaken  our  crimefighting  ability  by 
taking  money  away  from  law  enforce- 
ment officers. 

D  2115 

Certainly  there  is  much  more  Con- 
gress can  and  must  do  to  reduce  crime 
and  violence  in  this  country.  Crime 
continues  to  be  the  number  one  con- 
cern for  millions  of  working  families. 
That  is  why  it  is  imperative  that  Con- 
gress not  gut  the  crime  bill  as  a  means 
of  playing  partisan  politics. 

Therefore.  I  say  to  my  friends  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  I  say  to  the  Repub- 
licans, stop  playing  politics  with  the 
crime  bill.  Respect  the  men  and  women 
in  law  enforcement.  Instead  of  provid- 
ing them  with  a  few  encouraging  words 
during  National  Police  Week,  give  law 
enforcement  the  financial  assistance 
they  need  to  keep  them  secure  in  their 
jobs  and  to  keep  us  all  secure  in  our 
neighborhoods. 


May  17,  1995 

teamwork  came  together  to  put  the  186th  at 
the  top  of  the  class. 


May  17,  1995 
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NATIONAL 

REFUELING 

HIGHEST     IN- 


MISSISSIPPI  AIR 

GUARDS  186TH 

GROUP     RECEIVES 

SPECTION  RATING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  MONT- 
GOMERY] is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  the  news  that  the 
Air  National  Guard's  186th  Air  Refueling 
Group  in  Meridian,  MS,  received  an  "outstand- 
ing" rating  after  completing  an  operational 
readiness  inspection  conducted  by  the  Air  Mo- 
bility Command  [AMC]. 

This  IS  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  Air 
Mobility  Command  that  any  unit  has  been 
given  an  'outstanding "  rating,  which  was  an- 
nounced on  May  1 1  by  Lt.  Gen.  Malcolm  Arm- 
strong, commander  of  AMC's  21st  Air  Force. 

The  unit  was  required  to  deploy  more  than 
half  of  its  900  members  for  the  week-long  in- 
spection At  Fort  Hood.  Texas,  along  with  nine 
KG-135  tanker  aircraft.  They  lived  and  worked 
in  a  wartime  scenario  during  the  inspection. 
While  deployed,  the  unit  was  subiect  to  simu- 
lated conventional  and  chemical  attack,  terror- 
ist activity  and  hostile  threats  while  continuing 
to  perlorm  its  mission  of  air-to-air  refueling  of 
military  aircraft.  The  AMC  inspection  team, 
composed  of  active  duty  members  based  at 
Air  Mobility  Command  headquarters,  Scott  Air 
Force  Base,  Illinois,  tested  the  unit's  capability 
under  the  same  criteria  used  for  inspecting  ac- 
tive Air  Force  units,  the  exercises  ran  24 
hours  a  day  while  the  unit  was  deployed. 

Col.  Frederick  Femstem,  air  commander  of 
the  186th.  said,  'This  was  undoubtedly  the  fin- 
est display  of  professionalism  and  dedication 
that  I  have  seen  from  any  unit  in  almost  40 
years  of  military  service.  Every  Member  of  the 
unit  had  a  job  to  do  in  this  effort  and  each  of 
them  performed  flawlessly." 

I  agree  with  Colonel  Feinstein.  This  rating 
means  the  186th  was  exceptional  in  all  areas 
of  inspection.  That  is  almost  unprecedented 
for  any  unit,  active  duty.  National  Guard  or 
Reserve.  It  is  a  credit  to  the  men  and  women 
who   make   up  this   unit.   Their  training   and 


WE   MUST   PASS   OUR   BUDGET  TO- 
MORROW.     TO      SAVE      AMERICA 
FROM  A  MASSIVE  DEBT 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  BRYANT]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BRYANT  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  come  here  on  this  historic 
night  of  American  history  as  someone 
who  is  concerned  about  a  sound  and 
stable  future  for  this  great  country. 

The  massive  overspending  this  Fed- 
eral Government  has  done  for  the  past 
few  decades  has  finally  caught  up  with 
us.  and  it's  time  we  take  action  to  stop 
this  dangerous  spending. 

These  deficits  will  cripple  our  future 
generations  with  a  mountain  of  debt 
which  they  will  be  forced  to  pay  if  we 
do  nothing  to  stop  this  out  of  control 
spending. 

Now  that  Congress  has  finally  real- 
ized this  problem,  it's  time  to  commit 
ourselves  to  solving  it. 

We  must  eliminate  these  deficits  and 
balance  the  budget  in  order  to  preserve 
a  sound,  financial  future  for  ourselves, 
our  children,  and  many  generations  to 
come. 

The  Kasich  plan  we  will  be  voting  on 
tomorrow  to  balance  the  budget  is  a  re- 
alistic blueprint  for  a  balanced  budget. 
If  we  care  about  the  future  of  this 
country,  we  must  begin  to  lay  the 
foundation  for  a  solid  economy  with 
this  blueprint  and  use  this  map  on  the 
road  to  a  balanced  budget. 

Recently.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  heard 
many  false  and  unfounded  attacks 
coming  from  those  who  are  apparently 
opposed  to  balancing  the  budget. 

We  heard  these  same  attacks  from 
the  same  people  who  fought  H.R.  1215 
and  killed  the  balanced-budget  amend- 
ment in  the  Senate. 

Now.  once  again,  they  are  saying  we 
are  going  to  balance  the  budget  on  the 
backs  of  senior  citizens  by  cutting 
Medicare  and  Social  Security. 

And  so  I  would  like  to  set  the  record 
straight  on  exactly  what  we  are  going 
to  do  about  Medicare  and  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

First,  we're  not  touching  Social  Se- 
curity to  balance  the  budget.  Period. 
That  charge  is  simply  untrue. 

In  fact,  the  only  "cut"  that  Social 
Security  will  experience  is  a  cut  in  the 
current  administration's  tax  hike  on 
Social  Security  benefits. 

So  I'm  having  a  hard  time  com- 
prehending the  accusation  that  we're 
"cutting"  Social  Security  when  all 
we're  really  doing  is  providing  tax  re- 
lief for  Social  Security  benefits. 

Second,  as  everyone  in  this  Chamber 
is  well  aware,  Medicare  is  going  to  be 
bankrupt  in  7  years. 

I  know  everyone  has  heard  this  state- 
ment time  and  again  recently,  but  it's 
certainly  worth  repeating. 


For  the  second  year  in  a  row,  the 
president's  Medicare  board  of  trustees 
has  stated  that  under  current  spending 
projections.  Medicare  will  be  bankrupt 
in  7  short  years. 

There  is  no  disputing  this  inescap- 
able fact,  and  we  are  taking  the  lead  to 
prevent  that  from  happening  with  our 
budget. 

We  have  committed  ourselves  to  pre- 
venting that  from  happening  by  slow- 
ing down  the  rate  of  growth  in  Medi- 
care, not  by  cutting  it. 

Medicare  spending  is  actually  going 
to  increase  by  over  $740  billion  over  the 
next  7  years. 

Only  in  Washington.  DC.  can  an  in- 
crease in  spending  for  a  program  still 
be  considered  a  cut. 

The  dilemma  this  Congress  faces  to- 
morrow will  set  the  tone  for  the  future 
of  this  great  Nation  for  many,  many 
years  to  come. 

We  have  arrived  at  a  crossroads,  and 
we  must  rise  to  this  historical  occasion 
armed  with  a  vision  for  the  well-being 
of  our  future  generations  whose  hopes 
to  realize  the  American  dream  are  in 
the  balance. 

A  vote  against  the  majority's  budget 
tomorrow  will  signify  failure  to  uphold 
our  responsibility  to  the  millions  of 
Americans  who  sent  us  here  to  get 
Washington  out  of  their  wallets. 

Many  millions  of  Americans  are  de- 
pending on  us  tomorrow  to  do  the  right 
thing  to  prevent  their  future  from 
heading  down  the  wrong  road  of  mas- 
sive debt. 

We  must  not  fail  to  deliver  the  Amer- 
ican people  a  sound  future. 
We  must  pass  our  budget  tomorrow. 


EFFECTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
BUDGET  ON  TAXES  AND  MEDI- 
CARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  GUTKNECHT]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  listened  and  I  assume  most  of  the 
Members  have  listened  today  to  the  de- 
bate. I  have  found  it  particularly  inter- 
esting, and  I  would  like  to  share  some 
of  my  time  with  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr  Hoek.stra]  tonight. 

I  would  like  to  also  share  with  the 
Members  and  those  who  may  be  watch- 
ing at  home,  and  I  hope  this  is  not  an 
ethical  violation  because  I  get  no  re- 
siduals from  this  book,  but  this  is  a 
book  that  I  read  during  the  district 
work  period  that  was  written  by  my 
predecessor.  Tim  Penny.  I  commend  it 
to  all  of  the  Members,  and  other  people 
who  are  interested  in  the  budget  debate 
that  is  going  on.  because  I  think  it  is 
very  instructive.  He  has  an  awful  lot  to 
say.  I  would  like  to  share  some  of  those 
things  with  the  body  tonight. 

First  of  all.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  listen- 
ing to  some  of  the  debate  earlier  today. 


I  just  wanted  to  talk  a  little  bit,  too, 
about  one  of  the  things  we  have  heard 
so  much  about  in  the  last  2  or  3  days, 
and  that  is  the  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy. 

I'm  not  particularly  good  in  math, 
and  I  do  not  serve  on  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  I  did  serve  on  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  when  I 
was  in  the  State  legislature  back  in 
Minnesota,  so  I  have  a  little  bit  of  un- 
derstanding. 

However,  based  on  what  I  do  under- 
stand about  the  tax  cuts  that  we  passed 
earlier  this  year,  about  75  percent, 
about  three-quarters  of  the  benefits  of 
the  family  tax  credit,  will  go  to  fami- 
lies earning  $75,000  a  year  or  less.  Per- 
haps in  some  places  of  this  great  Na- 
tion people  earning  $75,000  are  consid- 
ered rich,  but  I  do  not  think  in  most 
places  families  earning  $75,000  and  less 
are  necessarily  considered  rich. 

Another  part  of  that  tax  cut  proposal 
that  I  think  is  important  that  will  ulti- 
mately lead  to  economic  growth  is  the 
cut  in  the  capital  gains  tax  rate.  Rep- 
resenting an  awful  lot  of  farmers  and 
small  businesses  in  my  district,  I  think 
I  do  understand  something  about  cap- 
ital gains  taxes.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
one  of  the  things  I  really  understand  is 
that  44  percent  of  the  people  who  get 
stuck  with  a  capital  gains  tax  are  rich 
for  one  day  during  their  life,  the  day 
they  sell  their  farm  or  sell  their  busi- 
ness. 

I  do  not  think,  back  where  I  come 
from  in  Minnesota,  when  a  farmer  who 
has  worked  hard  all  of  his  life  and  sells 
his  farm,  does  he  really  consider  him- 
self rich?  Obviously,  in  economic 
terms,  in  real  dollar  terms,  many  peo- 
ple would  say  that  when  you  sell  a 
farm  for  half  a  million  dollars  or  what- 
ever the  particular  price  of  that  farm, 
you  would  say  that  they  are  rich,  but 
these  are  people  who  have  worked  hard, 
who  have  lived  poor  all  of  their  lives, 
who  have  made  their  payments,  who 
have  paid  their  taxes,  and  all  of  a  sud- 
den, because  on  one  particular  day 
they  sell  an  asset,  they  get  stuck  with 
a  capital  gains  tax. 

I  think  if  people  will  think  about 
that  in  those  kinds  of  terms,  I  think 
they  will  look  at  this  whole  thing  and 
say  "Wait  a  second,  we  are  not  talking 
about  tax  cuts  for  the  rich." 

Second.  I  wanted  to  talk  a  little  bit 
about  Medicare  tonight,  because  I 
think  there  has  also  been  a  good  deal  of 
misunderstanding  and  disinformation 
spread  about  what  we  are  doing  with 
Medicare.  It  has  been  alluded  to  earlier 
today,  but  I  would  call  attention  to  the 
Members  and  folks  around  the  country 
to  an  article  that  appeared.  I  believe, 
in  today's  Investors'  Business  Daily.  In 
that,  there  is  a  quotation  that  just  lit- 
erally jumps  off  the  page. 
It  says; 

Today,  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  3  times  the  rate  of  inflaiion.  We  propose 
to  let  it  go  up  at  2  times  tlie  rate  of  infla- 
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tion.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut. 
So  when  you  hear  all  this  business  about 
cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  this  is  not 
what  is  going  on.  We  are  going  to  have  to  in- 
crease Medicare  and  Medicaid  at  a  reduced 
rate  of  growth. 

Now,  I  did  not  say  that.  Newt  Ging- 
rich did  not  say  that.  That  came  from 
Bill  Clinton.  I  think  that  is  what  we 
are  doing.  We  are  not  talking  about 
cutting  Medicare,  we  are  talking  about 
reducing  the  rate  of  growth. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  also  served  back  in 
Minnesota  on  the  Health  and  Human 
Services  Committee  in  the  State  legis- 
lature. I  remember  just  2  years  ago 
when  we  were  talking  about  health 
care  and  how  much  health  care  costs 
were  going  up.  everyone  predicted  that 
we  were  going  to  see  double-digit  in- 
creases in  the  cost  of  health  care  for 
the  next  5  or  6  years. 

In  the  private  sector,  and  I  visited 
during  the  district  work  period  with  a 
number  of  health  care  providers,  with 
representatives  of  some  of  the  biggest 
insurance  companies  and  HMO's  in  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  they  assured  me 
that  what  is  happening  in  the  private 
sector,  because  of  some  of  the  changes 
and  reforms  that  are  going  on  with 
more  managed  care  and  preferred  pro- 
vider networks,  we  are  seeing  health 
care  costs  virtually  at  or  below  the  in- 
flation rate.  We  are  seeing  health  care 
costs  going  up  at  less  than  3  percent  in 
the  State  of  Minnesota. 

Using  the  mathematics  that  we  have 
heard  about  today  and  the  last  several 
days,  we  could  assume  that  some  of  the 
health  care  providers  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota  could  be  saying  "Compared 
to  what  we  thought  health  care  was 
going  to  go  up.  we  are  seeing  a  7  to  8 
percent  cut,  because  we  thought  health 
care  costs  were  going  to  go  up  by  10 
percent,  but  because  of  market-based 
reforms  that  are  happening  without 
the  Clinton  health  care  reform  plan. 
without  a  whole  lot  of  Government 
intervention,  we  are  seeing  health  care 
inflation  rates  going  down  by  about 
one-third  or  less  of  what  they  were  ex- 
pected to  be."  So  using  the  arithmetic 
and  some  of  the  rhetoric  we  have  heard 
today.  I  think  we  could  say  that  we 
have  seen  dramatic  cuts  in  health  care 
in  Minnesota. 

Somehow,  providers,  hospitals  and 
others,  are  adjusting  to  this  new  sys- 
tem. My  sense  is  that  if  we  allow  some 
real  reform  in  health  care,  in  the  Medi- 
care system,  that  we  can  easily  live 
within  the  guidelines  that  have  been 
proposed  by  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

I  just  want  to  say  that  by  just  assum- 
ing that  this  is  going  to  go  up  by  lOVi 
percent  per  year,  if  we  assumed  it  was 
going  to  go  up  16  percent  per  year,  then 
obviously  you  could  say  that  this  is  a 
12-percent  cut,  or  some  other  number. 
However,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  we  know  that  health  care  costs 
can  be  controlled  by  the  private  sector, 
because  it  is  happening. 


13346 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


With  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
HoEKSTRA],  who  has  3ome  remarks  per- 
haps to  share  with  us. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Perhaps  we  can  get 
into  a  little  bit  of  a  dialog,  because  I 
think  it  is  ver>'  instructive  to  under- 
stand what  we  are  talking  about  with 
Medicare,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  also  when 
we  take  a  look  at  what  we  do  with  the 
rest  of  the  budget.  If  we  take  a  look  at 
and  listen  to  much  of  the  rhetoric  that 
has  gone  on  during  this  6  to  7  hours  of 
debate  that  we  had  today,  you  would 
think  that  we  were  dramatically  cut- 
ting the  budget. 

In  reality,  the  standard  that  we  are 
setting  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
get  to  a  balanced  budget,  you  know,  I 
came  out  of  the  private  sector,  and  this 
is  my  third  year  here.  The  aggressive 
posture  that  we  are  going  to  take  to 
get  to  a  balanced  budget  is  something 
that  the  private  sector  would  look  at 
and  they  would  basically  laugh  at. 
They  would  say  -This  is  an  aggressive 
plan  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  under 
the  dire  circumstances  that  you  are 
under  right  now?  You  have  a  $4.7  tril- 
lion debt.  A  child  born  this  year,  in 
their  lifetime,  if  we  do  not  change  how 
we  spend  and  tax.  would  have  to  pay 
what,  $187,000  as  their  share  of  interest 
in  the  debt,  and  you  are  going  to  slow 
the  growth  of  Federal  Government  to  3 
percent  per  year?"' 

During  the  break  I  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  go  to  a  number  of  companies 
in  my  district.  I  listened  to  what  they 
had  done.  You  gave  some  examples 
about  what  they  had  done  to  control 
health  care  costs.  I  looked,  and  they 
explained  to  me  what  they  had  done  to 
control  product  costs.  There  was  a 
company  in  my  district  that,  through 
participative  management,  employee 
involvement,  creative  thinking,  new 
technology,  new  thinking  about  new 
ways  to  do  things,  for  12  years  they 
have  not  hud  a  price  increase  on  their 
product,  so  they  now  are  exporting 
around  the  world,  because  they  have 
been  able  to  control  costs,  not  at  a  rate 
equal  to  inflation,  but  at  a  rate  3  or  4 
percent  below  inflation,  reducing  costs 
every  year,  reducing  actual  costs. 

There  was  another  company  in  my 
district  that  made  an  electronic  com- 
ponent. In  the  early  SO's  they  were 
making  it  for  $44.  The  Japanese  came 
in  and  said  "We  have  taken  a  look  at 
this  part  and  we  can  build  it  for  $13." 
The  company  got  together,  they  got  to- 
gether with  the  management  and  the 
employees,  and  today  they  are  building 
it  for  less  than  what  the  Japanese 
quoted  to  them  in  the  early  1980's,  so 
they  took  a  $44  part  and  they  are  now 
building  it  for  less  than  $12. 

Here  we  are  in  Washington,  the  only 
thing,  the  thing  we  are  going  to  do  is 
slow  the  growth  to  3  percent.  I  really 
believe  that  much  of  what  has  been  ap- 
plied in  the  private  sector  can  and 
should  be  applied  to  Washington,  and 


that  what  we  are  looking  at  doing  to 
balance  the  budget  is  not  that  unrea- 
sonable and  is  very,  very  doable. 

I  think  we  can  do  it  like  we  did  it 
with  the  Contract  With  America.  The 
Contract  With  America  said  "We  are 
going  to  do  this  within  100  days,"  and 
we  did  it  within  93.  I  think  if  we  ener- 
gize Federal  employees,  build  a  part- 
nership with  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, build  a  partnership  with  people 
at  the  local  level,  and  come  together 
on  this  budget  issue,  we  can  improve 
performance,  we  can  deliver  a  better 
solution  to  the  American  people,  and 
we  can  balance  the  budget,  and  we  can 
balance  it  quicker  than  7  years  if  we 
focus  and  recognize  that  it  has  to  be 
done. 

D  2130 
Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  The  private  sector 
is  a  great  example,  and  I  have  had  the 
same  story  told  to  me  around  the  dis- 
trict where  people  found  themselves 
under  competitive  pressure.  They  have 
found  a  way  to  increase  productivity  or 
do  something  to  reduce  their  costs.  It 
has  happened  in  big  business  and  small 
business. 

I  have  one  particularly  fairly  large 
business  in  my  district  that  was  facing 
very  competitive  measures  and  in  a  dif- 
ficult situation,  and  they  went  in  and 
it  was  not  easy  but  they  found  ways  to 
produce  their  products  at  a  much  lower 
cost  today  than  they  had  3  or  4  years 
ago. 

Incidentally,  that  same  company  has 
found  ways  to  cut  their  health  care 
costs.  Now  that  has  meant  that,  you 
know,  perhaps  there  are  fewer  visits  to 
the  doctor,  it  may  means  some  other 
things,  it  may  mean  managed  care  in 
some  respects.  I  am  not  sure  what  all 
they  have  done,  but  the  point  is  neces- 
sity is  the  mother  of  invention.  That  is 
the  way  the  free  enterprise  system 
worked. 

The  problem  in  Washington  is  the  so- 
lution to  every  problem  seems  to  be 
more  money,  and  the  only  way  we  can 
get  control  of  the  problem  is  with  more 
money.  But  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
I  think  the  American  people  are  saying 
if  we  are  talking  about  this  program  or 
that  or  another  program  that  enough  is 
enough;  you  have  enough  tax  revenue, 
you  are  going  to  have  to  figure  out  how 
to  make  this  thing  work.  And  I  think  if 
we  work  together  I  think  we  can. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  we  are  really  talking  about 
the  future  of  America.  We  are  talking 
about  security  for  seniors  and  we  are 
talking  about  opportunities  for  our 
kids. 

You  know  Alan  Greenspan  came  in 
and  said  here  was  his  vision  of  the  ben- 
efits of  balancing  the  budget;  Children 
will  have  a  higher  standard  of  living 
than  their  parents,  part  of  the  Amer- 
ican dream;  there  will  be  improve- 
ments in  the  purchasing  power  of 
everybody's  incomes;   there  will   be  a 
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rise  in  productivity,  a  reduction  in  in- 
flation, strengthening  of  financial  mar- 
kets, acceleration  of  long-term  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  a  significant  drop  in 
long-term  interest  rates.  This  is  going 
to  benefit  everybody  in  this  country, 
just  getting  back  to  a  basis  where  we 
have  fiscal  soundness,  good  fiscal  pol- 
icy, get  to  a  balanced  budget,  and  I 
think  one  of  the  goals  and  objectives 
which  we  had,  which  we  put  into  the 
budget  resolution  during  the  debate  in 
the  Budget  Committee  is  saying  as  we 
move  to  a  balanced  budget  we  cannot 
forget  the  fact  that  when  we  get  to  a 
balanced  budget  we  need  to  develop  a 
surplus,  because  balancing  the  budget 
is  not  good  enough.  We  need  to  make 
the  next  step,  which  is  developing  a 
surplus  and  putting  a  plan  in  place  to 
actually  pay  down  the  debt.  The  old 
American  saying  is  what,  we  used  to 
pay  off  the  mortgage  and  give  our  chil- 
dren the  farm.  If  Congress  keeps  going 
the  way  that  it  had  been  going,  what 
we  were  going  to  do  was  sell  the  farm 
and  give  our  kids  the  mortgage. 

We  are  now,  tomorrow,  we  are  going 
to  start  that  historic  process  that  we 
are  going  to  go  through  the  next  6 
months.  We  are  going  to  put  in  a  bal- 
anced budget  plan  for  7  years  which  is 
going  to  guide  the  authorizing  and  the 
appropriations  committees  so  that  by 
the  end  of  this  year  we  will  have  put  a 
plan  in  place  in  May.  and  for  the  next 
6  months  we  will  manage  our  fiscal  re- 
sources to  hit  that  plan. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  The  interesting 
thing  to  me.  and  you  alluded  to  it,  I 
was  home  this  weekend  and  talked  to 
some  constituents  and  tried  to  explain 
essentially  what  the  outline  of  the 
budget  plan  was  going  to  be,  and  the 
people  that  I  talked  to  said,  you  mean 
that  is  all  there  is.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
a  few  of  them  said  we  expected  real 
cuts.  We  expected  you  to  really  cut 
programs  and  what  you  are  talking 
about  does  not  sound  like  the  kind  of 
cuts  that  we  were  expecting.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  I  think  my  own  sense  is 
that  the  American  people,  at  least  out 
there  in  the  great  Midwest,  are  fully 
prepared  for  more,  to  shoulder  more  of 
the  responsibility  in  terms  of  some  of 
these  reductions  in  spending  than  I 
think  this  budget  is  proposing.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  some  I  think  may  actu- 
ally see  this  budget  resolution  as  a  bit 
too  timid. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Maybe  too  timid, 
but  I  think  they  will  look  at  the  poli- 
cies in  place  and  ask  how  are  we  chang- 
ing decisionmaking  here  in  Washing- 
ton, moving  more  decisionmaking  back 
to  empowering  the  individuals.  What  is 
the  $500-per-child  tax  credit?  It  is  just 
a  basic  recognition  that  a  family  and 
parents  are  a  better  place  to  make  de- 
cisions on  how  to  spend  that  $500  than 
sending  that  money  to  Washington. 

We  are  returning  power  and  control 
to  the  States  and  localities,  bringing 
decisionmaking  back  close  to  the  prob- 
lems, fine  tuning  the  solutions  for  the 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


specific   problems   within    the   graphic 
area. 

My  district  is  nine  counties,  it  is  a 
medium-sized  district,  but  the  prob- 
lems in  the  southern  part  of  the  dis- 
trict or  characteristics  of  the  southern 
part  of  the  district  are  very,  very  dif- 
ferent than  the  northern  part  of  the 
district.  But  what  we  are  finding  today 
is  the  decisions  are  all  made  here  in 
Washington  for  a  number  of  programs, 
whether  it  is  school  lunch,  whether  it 
is  public  housing,  the  decisions  are 
made  here  in  Washington.  What  we  are 
trying  to  do  is  move  decisions  locally. 
We  want  to  move  a  Federal  bureaucrat 
from  being  between  a  child  and  a 
school  lunch,  let  that  decision  be  made 
at  the  local  or  State  level.  We  want  to 
move  the  Federal  bureaucrat  in  Wash- 
ington away  from  being  the  connecting 
point  between  a  tenant  and  a  landlord. 
Why  is  a  Federal  bureaucrat  trying  to 
make  those  arrangements?  Same  thing, 
we  are  proposing  eliminating  the  Com- 
merce Department.  Why  do  we  need  a 
Federal  bureaucrat  in  Washington 
being  between  a  customer  and  a  poten- 
tial vendor?  It  does  not  make  any 
sense.  That  is  not  a  good  use  of  our  re- 
source, so  we  are  moving  power  back  to 
States  and  localities.  We  are  at  the 
same  time  discarding  needless  bureauc- 
racies, eliminating  duplication  and 
waste. 

One  area  where  we  really  are  cutting, 
where  the  number  is  actually  going  to 
be  less,  it  is  a  true  cut,  it  is  a  cut  as  de- 
fined in  the  rest  of  America,  and  here 
in  Washington  now  it  also  means  a  cut, 
is  the  foreign  aid.  That  will  be  I  think 
an  absolute  reduction  of  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  30  or  35  percent. 

We  are  reducing  corporate  subsidies. 
We  are  going  after  just  about  every 
area  of  the  budget,  except  Social  Secu- 
rity. We  are  promoting  personal  re- 
sponsibility. The  end  result  is  we  are 
all  coming  together  in  a  plan  to  save 
the  future  and  save  the  future  for  our 
kids. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  went  through  a 
sales  training  program  many  years 
ago.  I  did  not  sell  insurance,  but  it  was 
actually  designed  for  insurance  sales- 
men, and  I  never  forget  the  story  they 
used  to  use,  some  of  the  salesmen  used 
to  use  where  they  would  bring  with 
them  a  marble,  it  was  a  marble,  a  Ping- 
Pong  ball,  a  baseball,  and  a  bowling 
ball  and  they  would  tell  potential  cus- 
tomers, you  know,  if  you  buy  your  in- 
surance now  it  will  be  like  carrying 
around  this  marble.  You  can  put  it  in 
your  pocket  and  you  will  barely  know 
it  is  there.  But  if  you  wait  another  10 
years  and  buy  that  insurance,  it  is 
going  to  be  like  carrying  that  ping- 
pong  ball,  and  if  you  wait  10  years  after 
that  it  is  going  to  be  more  like  carry- 
ing that  baseball,  and  it  gets  real  dif- 
ficult to  carry  it  around  in  your  pock- 
et. But  if  you  wait  until  you  are  about 
ready  for  retirement,  its  going  to  be 
like  carrying  around  that  bowling  ball. 
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That  is  what  we  are  talking  in  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  The  sooner  we  get  started 
in  solving  the  problem,  the  less  pain  in 
terms  of  solution.  If  we  wait  another  5 
years,  I  think  everybody  knows,  the 
American  people  know  if  we  wait  an- 
other 5  years,  whether  we  are  talking 
about  Medicare  or  impending  bank- 
ruptcy or  whether  we  are  talking  about 
the  growing  national  debt,  if  we  wait 
another  5  years  the  problem  is  going  to 
be  just  that  much  more  difficult  to 
solve,  and  so  rather  than  having  to 
carry  around  a  ping-pong  ball  in  your 
pockets  we  are  going  to  have  a  bowling 
ball,  and  the  weight  of  that  ball  is 
going  to  be  hung  around  the  necks  of 
our  children. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  We  know  what  the 
statistics  are.  We  know  within  7  years 
Medicare  will  be  bankrupt.  We  know  if 
we  do  not  change  our  spending  prior- 
ities that  by  the  year  2012  all  the  reve- 
nues we  collect  in  taxes  will  be  used  to 
pay  for  two  things:  entitlements,  and 
that  thing  that  returns  so  much  value 
to  the  country,  interest  on  the  debt.  I 
mean  that  is  just  money  that  is  gone 
away.  You  know,   in  2012  we  could  be 
talking  about  student  loans;  there  will 
not  be  any  money  for  them.   We  can 
talk    about    building    highways;    there 
will  not  be  any  money.  We  talk  about 
national  defense;  there  will  not  be  any 
money,     unless,    what?    We    ask    the 
American  people  to  share  more  of  their 
income     with     us.     What     is     it,     the 
generational    accounting    which    came 
out  in   the   President's  budget  a  year 
ago  said  if  we  continue  at  taxing  and 
spending  or  spending  at  this  rate,  the 
next  generation  could  see  an  effective 
tax   rate   of  84   percent.    Which   means 
that   for  young  people  going  out  and 
working,    for  anybody   going   out   and 
working,  84  cents  would  come  to  Wash- 
ington or.  yes,  and  you  would  get  to 
keep  16  cents  of  it  for  yourself,  which 
means  Tax  Freedom  Day  would  move 
to  somewhere  in  November. 
Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Thanksgiving. 
Mr.   HOEKSTRA.  At  least  we  would 
have  something  else  to  be  very  thank- 
ful for,  that  we  only  had  to  work  until 
Thanksgiving   to  pay   the  Government 
their  share    to   keep   the   Government 
running  and  we  could  then  work  from 
Thanksgiving  to  the  first  of  the  year. 

We  need  to  be  moving  in  the  other  di- 
rection of  getting  to  the  balanced 
budgets  and  paying  the  debt  down. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  was  going  to 
share  one  of  the  stories  I  tell  a  lot  of 
folks.  When  I  graduated,  most  people 
do  not  remember  who  the  speaker  was 
at  their  commencement  address  when 
they  graduated  from  college,  I  do  not 
remember  his  name,  but  I  remember 
who  it  was  and  what  he  talked  about 
that  day.  It  was  the  director  of  the 
United  States  Census,  and  I  graduated 
from  college,  I  was  22  years  old.  grad- 
uated in  1973.  I  was  bom  in  1951.  And  he 
said  something  interesting  talking 
about  demographics,  and  I  think  it  is 


very  important,  I  think  the  American 
people  need  to  understand  this.  I  was 
bom  in  1951,  and  he  told  us  that  day  at 
our  graduation  that  there  were  more 
kids  bom  in  1951  than  any  other  single 
year.  He  said.  "You  are  the  peak  of  the 
baby  boomers,  and  that  is  going  to  be 
important  as  you  go  through  your  life, 
whether  people  are  selling  insurance  or 
encyclopedias  or  automobiles,"  and 
you  can  see  that  reflected  in  the  adver- 
tising. But  I  think  we  need  to  think 
about  this  as  well.  Those  baby  boomers 
are  going  to  start  retiring  at  about  the 
year  2011  or  2012,  and  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  need  to  be  reminded  that  if 
we  have  a  problem  now  with  Medicare, 
if  Medicare  is  on  the  verge  of  bank- 
ruptcy now.  and  will  be  insolvent  by 
the  year  2002.  imagine,  the  people  we 
are  dealing  with  here  are  people  who 
were  bom  essentially  during  World  War 
II,  and  the  birth  rate  during  World  War 
n  was  incredibly  low.  Imagine  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  us  when  the  baby 
boomers  start  to  retire  in  the  year  2010 
and  2011.  and  that  is  why  it  is  critical 
in  my  opinion  we  have  real  Medicare 
reform  and  begin  the  process  this  year. 
I  think  if  we  do  we  can  guarantee  Medi- 
care will  be  there  for  baby  boomers  and 
beyond.  If  we  do  not,  I  think  it  is  pret- 
ty certain  it  will  not  be.  I  think  there 
is  growing  concern  among  people  my 
age  that  the  sins  of  our  fathers  are  now 
being  visited  upon  us  and  will  ulti- 
mately be  visited  upon  our  children. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  The  demographics 
do  not  work  in  your  favor,  but  I  think 
as  we  talk  about  reforming  Medicare 
we  are  talking  about  putting  in  place  a 
number  of  policies  and  practices  that 
have  already  worked  and  are  working 
in  the  private  sector. 

Medicare  basically  has  not  been  re- 
formed or  enhanced  or  modified  or  had 
any  creative  thinking  applied  to  it  for 
the  last  the  20  to  25  years,  and  we  are 
still  allowing  spending  per  beneficiary, 
spending  per  person  receiving  Medicare 
is  going  to  increase  by  somewhere  be- 
tween 33  to  40  percent  depending  upon 
what  State  you  are  in.  but  on  average 
we  are  spending  $4,800  per  person  in 
1995.  We  are  allowing  within  this  budg- 
et to  be  spending  up  to  $6,400  on  aver- 
age per  person  by  the  year  2002.  That 
gives  us  a  lot  of  leeway  to  examine 
what  is  going  on  in  the  private  sector. 
to  reform  and  enhance  Medicare  to 
take  a  look  at  the  discrepancies  by 
State. 

I  think  one  of  the  speakers  today 
made  the  comparison  about  what  you 
spend  per  person  on  Medicare  in  Min- 
nesota, which  has  a  fabulous  health 
care  system,  and  compare  it  I  think  it 
was  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$3,000.  going  up  to  something  like  $5,000 
compared  to  the  expenditures  in  Con- 
necticut, which  was  like  $5,000  going  up 
to  somewhere  near  $6,000  to  $7,000.  and 
saying  you  know  we  can  take  a  look 
and  what  we  need  to  be  doing  is  taking 
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a  look  at  the  different  programs  in  dif- 
ferent States  and  say  what  are  the  dy- 
namics in  this  State  that  are  driving 
costs  to  this  level  and  to  be  very  effi- 
cient and  effective,  and  there  are  some 
things  in  these  areas  that  we  can  learn 
and  transfer  to  the  high-cost  States  be- 
cause like  I  said.  Minnesota,  my  area, 
I  think  we  are  at  about  two-thirds  of 
the  national  average  for  many  of  the 
health  care  costs. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Connecticut. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  rep- 
resenting Connecticut.  I  just  wanted  to 
correct  the  numbers  that  you  just 
talked  about  with  regard  to  Connecti- 
cut. There  are  over  503.906  Medicare  en- 
rollees  in  Connecticut,  and  in  fact  what 
would  be  the  case  is  that  they  would 
pay  J1.167  more  in  the  year  2002  alone, 
and  $3,885  more  over  the  next  7  years. 
Overall,  just  so  that  the  record  will 
show,  the  State  of  Connecticut  would 
lose  $1.2  billion  in  Medicare  funding  in 
2002  alone  and  $4.1  billion  over  7  years. 

So  I  just  wanted  to  present  that  in 
terms  of  the  record  on  this  issue.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  and  I  think  the  gentleman  over 
here  said  at  the  end  of  7  years  the  pro- 
gram goes  bankrupt,  then  we  will  not 
pay  any  benefits  at  all  if  we  do  not 
make  any  changes.  I  think  that  is  the 
issue  we  are  talking  about,  and  all  of 
this  is  built  on  assumptions.  If  you  as- 
sume there  can  be  no  changes  in  all  of 
this,  this  assumes  there  can  be  no 
changes  in  the  way  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem is  managed. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  You  know,  there  is. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  we  assumed  in  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota a  couple  years  ago  that  health 
care  costs  were  going  to  continue  to  go 
up  at  double-digit  inflation  rates. 
Without  any  significant  reform  in  the 
Federal  level  we  have  demonstrated 
that  that  was  not  necessarily  the  case. 
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That  is  the  issue.  The  system  can  be 
reformed.  Medicare,  in  my  opinion,  is 
the  worst  of  all  worlds.  What  you  have 
is  a  fee-for-ser\-ice  system  that  cranks 
down  fees.  We  have  cost  controls  in  a 
fee-for-service  system.  That  is  a  pre- 
scription for  disaster.  That  is  why  you 
see  the  Medicare  system  going  up  as 
fast  as  it  is  going  without  any  changes. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  W.\LKER]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  fallacy  of  every- 
thing they  are  talking  about  is  the  fact 
they  go  out  to  the  year  2002.  Where 
they  have  all  the  figures  they  run  up. 
The  whole  system  collapses,  and  people 
end  up  with  nothing,  or,  and  this  is 
what  we  suspect  is  really  the  agenda  of 
the  other  side,  they  come  back  to  the 
employers  and  the  employees,  and  they 
say  the  whole  system  is  collapsing,  we 


now  have  to  ante  up.  That  is  a  125-per- 
cent increase  on  both  employers  and 
employees  at  that  point  and  a  300-per- 
cent increase  in  copayments  for  the 
beneficiary  in  order  to  maintain  the 
system  they  now  say  we  ought  not 
touch,  there  ought  not  to  be  any 
change. 

They  are  willing  to  risk  bankruptcy 
of  the  Medicare  system.  That  is  what 
they  have  said  all  day  long  on  the 
floor,  that  bankruptcy  is  an  option,  be- 
cause they  keep  talking  about  figures 
that  drive  the  system  into  bankruptcy. 

I  think  most  Americans  locking  at  it 
think  that  bankrupting  the  Medicare 
system  in  order  to  serve  political  pur- 
poses is  a  tragedy.  It  just  makes  no 
sense  whatsoever. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Bonior]. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania,  who  on  the 
floor,  you  just  alleged  that  someone  on 
this  floor  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  made 
a  statement  that  we  were  for  bankrupt- 
ing Medicare.  Who  did  that? 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  That  is  an  outrageous 
statement.  No  one  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  made  that  statement. 

Mr.  WALKER.  You  did  not  listen 
very  carefully.  What  I  said  was  all  of 
the  assumptions  that  were  used  on  the 
floor  today  were  predicated  on  the  fact 
we  only  had  to  worry  about  the  system 
out  until  2002,  and  that  all  the  figures 
you  used  that  you  call  cuts  in  Medicare 
are.  in  fact,  cuts  off  of  a  baseline  that 
drives  the  system  into  bankruptcy,  and 
so,  therefore,  my  point  is  that  the  as- 
sumption that  you  are  raising  is  that 
we  can  continue  to  spend  at  the 
present  rates,  which  we  know  all  know, 
according  to  the  trustees'  report, 
drives  the  system  into  bankruptcy,  and 
so  my  point  is  that  virtually  your  en- 
tire argument  on  your  side  today  was 
predicated  on  the  fact  you  are  willing 
to  allow  the  system  to  go  bankrupt. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  on  that  point.  I  would  like  to  re- 
spond. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Let  me  respond. 
Let  me  just  say  again,  we  did  not  make 
this  up.  We  did  not  write  the  report. 
And  we  read  today  In  the  paper  this 
quote:  "Today  Medicaid  and  Medicare 
are  going  up  at  3  times  the  rate  of  in- 
flation." That  is  absolutely  true.  We 
propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  2  times  the 
rate  of  inflation.  That  is  not  Medicare 
or  Medicaid  cut. 

So,  when  you  hear  all  of  this  about 
cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  this  is 
not  what  is  going  on.  I  did  not  say 
that.  We  did  not  say  that.  Although  we 
are  saying  that  that  is  what  President 
Clinton  said  just  last  year.  And  so  all 
of  this  scare-mongering  that  is  going 


on  over  the  Medicare  issue,  we  believe, 
and  I  think  you  would  agree,  that  this 
system  can  be  reformed,  we  can  control 
costs  if  we  put  the  right  incentives.  It 
is  happening  in  the  private  sector 
today.  That  is  what  this  debate  is 
about,  and  I  think  what  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  W.^'iLKER]  is 
saying,  is  some  people  are  saying  it 
cannot  be  reformed,  it  must  be  allowed 
to  continue  to  grow  at  exponential 
rates  and  that  ultimately  it  will  just 
go  bankrupt,  and  then  we  will  figure 
out  how  to  do  something  different. 

But  if  we  make  the  changes  this 
year,  we  can  avoid  bankruptcy.  We  can 
protect,  we  can  preserve,  in  fact,  we  be- 
lieve you  can  improve  the  Medicare 
system,  provide  better  care  to  the  sen- 
ior citizens,  keep  the  system  solvent 
and  really  have  a  system  we  can  all  be 
proud  of.  It  is  happening  today  in  the 
private  sector,  and  those  who  say  it 
cannot  happen  in  Medicaid  and  Medi- 
care I  think  are  arguing  against  the 
facts  that  are  happening  every  day  out 
in  the  private  sector. 

1  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  HUEK.STR.\]. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

What  we  have  been  doing  for  the  last 
number  of  months,  actually  what  we 
started  doing  in  1993.  we  came  forward 
with  a  budget  alternative,  major  con- 
flict within  our  conference,  but  we  said 
we  wanted  to  stand  for  a  budget  alter- 
native and  we  wanted  to  have  a  docu- 
ment out  there  that  said  that  is  who 
we  are  and  what  we  stand  for.  and  we 
presented  a  very  credible  alternative 
budget. 

We  did  the  same  thing  in  1994.  And 
what  both  of  those  budgets  did  is  they 
prepared  us  to  be  able  to  lead  in  1995  to 
present  a  credible  budget,  to  present  a 
solid  plan  to  get  us  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002.  to  save  the  future 
for  our  kids,  and  we  have  a  President 
who.  running  for  election,  promised 
that  he  would  be  driving  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  we  started  the  budg- 
et debate  in  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  in  1995.  What  did  we  see.  we  saw 
more  of  the  same,  continuing  $200  bil- 
lion deficits,  no  plan  to  save  Medicare, 
no  plan  to  drive  down  the  deficit.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  saw  exploding  defi- 
cits as  you  went  out  5,  6,  and  7  years 

So  what  we  have  done  is  we  have  put 
together,  we  have  put  down  on  paper, 
we  are  out  here  saying  we  have  a  plan. 
Remember  when  people  used  to  say, 
"Why  don't  those  guys  stand  for  any- 
thing? "  For  3  years  we  have  dem- 
onstrated, and  now  we  are  going  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  drive  a  plan 
that  does  exactly  what  we  have  been 
talking  about:  Tax  relief  for  families,  a 
balanced  budget.  We  do  go  through; 
you  know,  we  eliminate  three  Cabinet 
departments.  We  eliminate  the  Energy 
Department,  we  eliminate  the  Com- 
merce Department,  we  eliminated  Edu- 
cation, areas  where  we  do  not  think 
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the  Federal  Government  has  a  primary 
role  in  setting  policy.  We  eliminate  284 
programs. 

In  many  cases,  right  now,  and  in  the 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties Committee,  I  think  is  a  great  ex- 
ample, we  are  going  through  a  process 
right  now  where  we  have  something 
like  153  different  job  training  pro- 
grams. Take  a  look  at  this  from  a 
consumer  standpoint.  You  are  an 
American  citizen  out  there,  and  you 
are  taking  a  look  and  saying,  "I  need 
some  help  to  acquire  new  skills,"  rec- 
ognizing that  jobs  are  changing,  tech- 
nology   is 
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around  here  over  the  last  several 
weeks,  because  in  many  respects  what 
we  are  really  trying  to  do  is  to  help 
President  Clinton  keep  some  of  those 
campaign  promises,  because  that  is  es- 
sentially what  we  are  trying  to  do. 
And.  frankly,  we  would  expect  a  little 
more  cooperation  from  1600  Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue  than  we  have  had.  because 
when  you  look  at  our  program,  it  basi- 
cally is  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it. 
to  balance  the  budget.  I  personally 
would  like  to  do  it  in  5  years.  I  am  will- 
ing to  live  with  7.  I  plan  to  vote  for  the 
Neumann    budget.    I    think    it   can    be 


what  we  have  done  for  the  first  4V6 
months  of  this  year,  we  have  a  vision 
for  America,  and  now  we  are  also  pro- 
viding the  leadership  to  actually  im- 
plement it. 

We  need  much  more  than  vision.  I 
think,  you  know,  we  were  talking 
about  1992.  Anybody  can  have  a  vision. 
What  you  have  to  have  is  you  have  to 
have  the  courage  and  the  demonstrated 
leadership  and  the  capability  to  lead  to 
make  that  vision  a  reality. 

So  now  we  are  reaching  for  that  vi- 
sion. We  are  putting  that  vision  in 
place  for  a  balanced  budget,  for  more 
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help."  You  look  at  this,  and  you  say. 
•Whoa,  where  do  I  go?  There  are  153 
different  programs?  What  little  box  do 
I  fit  into?  Am  I  a  displaced  worker?  Am 
I  a  senior?  Am  I  somebody  right  out  of 
school?  Where  is  a  box?"  That  does  not 
work. 

What  we  are  doing  is  we  are  consoli- 
dating that  back  down  into  four  block 
grants.  The  money  goes  back  to  the 
States  so  that  for  west  Michigan  they 
can  design  a  training  program  in  con- 
junction with  the  industry  and  the  peo- 
ple in  west  Michigan  and  the  local  col- 
leges to  put  together  a  program  that 
works  for  west  Michigan.  They  can  go 
to  Detroit,  which  has  different  prob- 
lems, very  different  opportunities. 
They  can  develop  a  program  for  De- 
troit. They  can  build  off  of  successes  in 
Detroit.  They  can  go  to  Minnesota,  and 
the  Governor  there  can  put  together  a 
program. 

What  we  have  done  is  we  have  basi- 
cally eliminated,  you  know,  again  we 
are  eliminating  that  bureaucrat  in 
Washington  that  is  standing  between 
an  individual  and  that  person's  need  to 
get  new  skills,  to  make  them  more  em- 
ployable in  higher  paying  jobs. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  So  much  of  what 
we  have  seen  in  the  development  of  the 
bureaucratic  welfare  state  and  all  the 
Federal  programs.  I  think  they  all 
started  with  good  intentions,  the  prob- 
lem is  they  are  all  built  on  the  basic 
premise  the  Federal  Government 
knows  best.  I  think  what  we  are  really 
seeing  is  the  dabate  between  those  peo- 
ple who  believe  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  too  big,  spends  too  much,  is 
too  bureaucratic,  has  too  many  rules, 
and  those  who  believe  the  status  quo 
has  to  be  defended. 

What  we  have  said  from  the  very 
beginnning,  and  I  think  the  American 
people  said  last  November  the  status 
quo  should  not  live  there  anymore,  it  is 
time  for  some  real  changed  and  to 
shake  up  Washington,  and  to  that  end, 
that  is  what  we  are  going. 

I  want  to  just  remind  Members  of 
some  campaign  promises  a  few  years 
ago.  One  was  to  end  welfare  as  we  know 
it.  The  second  was  to  balance  the  budg- 
et within  5  years.  And  the  third  was  to 
provide  a  tax  cut  for  the  middle  class. 
You  know,  it  has  been  amazing  to  me 
the  harsh  tone  of  some  of  the  rhetoric 


middle  class.  We  want  to  keep  the 
economy  going.  We  want  to  provide 
more  hope,  growth  and  opportunity  in 
the  private  sector.  Those  are  the  things 
we  really  want. 

I  yield  maybe  for  some  last  com- 
ments to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoek.str.^],  and  then  we  will  finish 
up  and  give  the  other  folks  a  chance  at 
this. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  think,  you  know, 
in  summary,  you  said  exactly  what  the 
key  building  blocks  of  what  our  plan 
are.  much  of  which  were  outlined  in 
the   1992  election  campaign,  where  at 


ture  for  our  kids,  and  as  we  start  mov- 
ing there,  we  can  actually  start  ex- 
panding our  vision  for  even  more  im- 
provement in  America  and  a  better  fu- 
ture, so  that  I  think  that  is  a  great 
way  to  start,  and  we  could  not  have 
done  it  without  73  new  freshmen  here 
to  join  us,  and  thank  you  very  much 
for  all  that  you  have  contributed  to 
help  make  these  first  5  months  such  a 
historic  opportunity  not  only  for  the 
House  of  Representatives  but  for  all  of 
America. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.   I  thank  the  gen- 


one  time  they  were  part  of  President     tleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]. 


Clinton's  agenda,  tax  relief,  reforming 
welfare,  and  balancing  the  budget, 
three  components  of  this  plan. 

The  reason  they  are  so  important  is 
what  we  talked  about  earlier.  This  is 
the  type  of  plan  that  really  puts  Amer- 
ica back  on  the  right  road.  I  mean  it  is 
going  to  mean  7  hard  years  of  work 
just  doing  this  plan.  It  does  not  mean 
we  have  implemented  it.  We  now  are 
going  to  have  to  hold  our  feet  to  the 
fire  to  actually  go  through  and  make 
the  tough  decisions  each  and  every 
year  to  stick  to  this  plan,  but  it  is  a 
wonderful  start. 

I  think  for  you  as  a  freshman,  the 
first  budget  proposal  that  you  are 
going  to  have  an  opportunity  not  only 
to  vote  on  but  the  first  one  that  you 
are  going  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
pass,  because  I  do  believe  we  will  pass 
it  tomorrow,  I  mean  I  think  tomorrow 
will  be  a  historic  day  where  we  actu- 
ally now  lay  out  that  plan.  We  vote  on 
it,  and  we  will  pass  it,  and  we  will  pass 
it  in  a  bipartisan  way. 

We  are  laying  the  long-term  founda- 
tion for  the  contract  with  our  children, 
saying  this  is  the  America  that  we 
want  to  leave  you.  one  that  is  fiscally 
sound,  one  that  will  be  on  a  road  to 
balancing  the  budget  and  one  that  will 
also  then  enable  us  to  start  the  discus- 
sion about  how  we  are  going  to  pay 
down  the  debt. 

We  are  going  to  cut  spending.  We  are 
returning  power  to  families.  We  are 
protecting  Social  Security.  We  are  pre- 
serving and  protecting  and  improving 
Medicare,     and     the     most     important 


I  want  to  close  with  a  few  quotes, 
some  of  them  from  this  book,  which,  as 
I  say,  I  read  during  the  district  work 
period,  and  I  found  it  very  insightful 
and  instructive. 

I  know  that  some  of  the  Members 
around  here  will  read  this,  and  there 
are  some  things  in  it  that  are  brutally 
honest,  particularly  by  Washington 
standards,  about  the  culture  of  Wash- 
ington and  some  of  the  things  that 
have  happened,  and  part  of  the  reason 
we  have  some  of  the  problems  in  Wash- 
ington we  do  have. 

But  let  me  just  read  one  of  the 
quotes  that  he  opens  chapter  3  with, 
and  it  is  from  Thomas  Jefferson.  He 
said: 

I.  however,  place  the  economy  among:  the 
first  and  most  important  Republican  virtues, 
and  public  debt  as  the  greatest  of  the  dan- 
gers to  be  feared,  and  to  preserve  their  inde- 
pendence, we  must  not  let  our  rulers  load  us 
with  perpetual  debt.  We  must  make  our  elec- 
tion between  economy  and  liberty  or  profu- 
sion and  servitude. 

I  think  Jefferson  said  it  so  well,  and 
then  Tim  Penny  goes  on  and  begins  his 
chapter  with  these  sentences,  and  I 
think  it  really  got  to  me.  He  said: 

This  republic  is  entering  its  219th  year,  and 
remains  the  most  admired  and  copied  form  of 
government  in  the  world.  For  192  of  219  of 
those  years,  this  government  shared  some- 
thing that  no  longer  exists,  an  ethic  of  fru- 
gality. 

I  think  that  is  what  we  are  really 
trying  to  put  back  in  this  government.  . 
an  ethic  of  frugality. 

If  you  few  look  at  the  back  of  the 
book,    on    the    back    page    there    is    a 


thing,  not  only  do  we  have  the  right  vi-  quotation  I  paraphrase  only  slightly, 
sion  for  what  we  want  to  accomplish,  I  from  former  Senator  Paul  Tsongas! 
believe    that    tomorrow    and    actually     from  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  I 
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love  this.  He  says.  "When  the  inevi- 
table consequences  of  massive  debt  are 
visited  upon  our  children,  they  will  ask 
us  why  and  how  it  was  allowed  to  hap- 
pen. There  will  be  no  good  reason  to 
the  why." 

But  I  think  the  Members  in  this  body 
will  know  how. 

The  Chinese  philosopher,  Lao  Tsu, 
said.  "The  journey  of  a  thousand 
leagues  begins  with  a  single  step". 

Tomorrow,  as  my  colleague  said,  we 
have  an  opportunity,  in  fact  I  think  we 
have  an  obligation  to  take  the  first 
giant  step  toward  balancing  this  mas- 
sive Federal  budget  and  bringing  this 
debt  into  line. 

a  2200 

I  think  we  owe  it  to  ourselves,  we 
owe  it  to  our  fellow  citizens,  but  most 
importantly  I  think  we  owe  it  to  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  I  think  it 
is  time  for  a  little  common  sense  here 
in  Washington.  I  think  it  is  time  for  us 
to  begin  the  process  of  living  up  to  our 
obligation,  and  I  think  it  is  time  for  us 
to  balance  the  budget.  I  think  the 
American  people  are  way  out  in  front 
of  us.  I  think  they  expect  no  less,  and 
I  think  tomorrow  we  will  make  good  on 
that  pledge  and  we  will  begin  that 
process. 


THE  BUDGET  VERSUS  OUR 
SENIORS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12.  1995.  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Bonior] 
is  recognized  for  60  minutes  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  de- 
lighted to  be  joined  this  evening  by 
some  very  good  friends,  and  we  are 
going  to  talk  about  this  budget,  and  we 
are  going  to  talk  about  the  Medicare 
system.  I  am  joined  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  PELOSI]. 
the  gentlewoman  from  Connecticut 
[Ms.  DeL.^L'ro],  and  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  S.WDERS]. 

Mr  Speaker,  let  me  just  answer— I 
want  to  answer  my  friends  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  when  they  were 
speaking,  and  I  have  the  opportunity 
to  do  so  now.  They  talked  about  the 
issue  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  and 
about  its  bankruptcy.  It  should  be  duly 
noted  that  less  than  2  months  ago.  on 
this  very  floor,  every  single  Republican 
voted  for  a  tax  bill  that  took  $87  billion 
out  of  that  same  Medicare  trust  fund  in 
order  to  pay.  in  order  to  pay.  for  a  tax 
break  for  the  wealthiest  people  in  our 
society,  and  that  is  what  happened. 

Now  it  is  rather  disturbing  to  hear 
them  say  that  they  are  going  to  fix 
this.  They  were  not  for  the  Medicare 
program  in  1965.  They  have  not  been 
for  fixing  it  or  doing  anything  about  it 
since.  In  fact,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  AR.MEY]  and  the  gentleman 
from    Georgia    [Mr.    Gingrich],    their 


leaders,  have  said  repeatedly  on  occa- 
sions, recent  occasions,  that  they 
wanted  to  change  the  nature  of  the  sys- 
tem, and,  by  golly,  they  certainly  are. 

Let  me.  if  I  could,  switch  gears  a  lit- 
tle bit  and  talk  about  the  people  who 
are  affected  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  50  years  ago  this 
week  that  America  defeated  Nazi  Ger- 
many in  World  War  II.  and  all  over 
American  and  all  over  Europe  we  cele- 
brated that  day  by  remembering  the 
brave  men  and  women  on  both  the  bal- 
tlefront  and  on  the  home  front  who  led 
this  country  to  victory. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  looking  at 
pictures  of  our  parents  and  grand- 
parents taken  back  then,  they  were  so 
young,  and  they  were  so  full  of  life,  it 
is  hard  to  believe  that  they  would  ever 
grow  old.  But  they  have. 

The  generation  that  beat  Hitler,  that 
built  our  economy,  that  raised  our 
families,  are  now  America's  senior  citi- 
zens, and  today  many  of  them  are  liv- 
ing on  fixed  incomes.  Their  Social  Se- 
curity check  is  the  only  thing  that 
many  older  Americans  have  each 
month  to  pay  their  rent,  to  pay  their 
heating  bill,  to  pay  for  their  food,  and 
medicine  and  their  doctor  bills.  For 
most  of  them  it  is  not  easy.  They  have 
to  struggle  to  make  ends  meet. 

But  today,  instead  of  trying  to  make 
it  a  little  easier  for  them,  to  help  them 
through  a  very  difficult  time  in  their 
life,  the  Republicans  in  the  Congress 
are  trying  to  make  living  very  hard  for 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  a  little  earlier, 
this  comes  down  to  one  very,  very 
basic  and  simple  question:  "Do  you 
think  we  should  cut  Medicare.  Medic- 
aid, and  Social  Security  in  order  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  very  privileged 
few?"  In  the  next  few  days  we  are  going 
to  see  a  lot  of  charts  and  numbers  on 
this  floor,  and  we  saw  them  today,  but 
this  debate  is  not  just  about  numbers. 
It  is  about  people,  it  is  about  people. 
people  like  this  lady  right  here,  Mar- 
garet Lesley,  who  I  have  a  picture  of. 

Margaret  is  a  proud  senior  citizen 
and  a  dear  friend  of  mine  who  lives  in 
my  district.  Fifty-one  years  ago  she 
was  known  to  her  friends  as  Maggie  the 
Riveter,  and  she  was  young,  she  an- 
swered the  call  of  this  country.  She 
helped  build  the  B-29's  that  helped  the 
Allies  win  the  Second  World  War. 

Like  most  of  her  generation,  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  Margaret  lives  on  So- 
cial Security.  After  paying  for  her 
rent,  and  her  medicine,  and  her  Medi- 
care premium,  and  her  medigap  pre- 
mium, she  is  left  at  the  end  of  the 
month  with  $130,  and  with  that  she  has 
to  pay  for  her  food,  her  heat,  the  bills 
that  she  has,  or  perhaps  some  little 
extra  that  she  desires,  and  she  strug- 
gles mightily  to  make  ends  meet. 

But  instead  of  trying  to  make 
Margaret's  life  a  little  easier,  this  Re- 
publican budget  is  going  to  make  it  a 
heck  of  a  lot  harder.  The  budget  before 


us  today  will  take  $240  out  of 
Maragaret's  Social  Security  check,  and 
over  the  next  7  years  it  will  take  $3,500 
out  of  her  pocket  to  pay  for  Medicare, 
and  then  the  last  year  that  money  will 
amount  to  over  a  thousand  dollars. 

Now  they  are  not  doing  that  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  or  to  cut  the  deficit. 
The  Republicans  are  cutting  Medicare 
for  Margaret  for  one  reason  and  one 
reason  only,  and  that  is  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthiest  people  in  our 
society  and  the  wealthiest  corporations 
in  America. 

Now  something  they  did  not  show 
you  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  but 
I  will.  It  is  a  piece  that  was  in  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  after  we  passed  the  tax 
bill.  The  Wall  Street  Journal  said,  and 
I  quote.  "The  tax  bill  could  mean  a 
windfall  for  the  well  off."  and  then  it 
goes  on.  "It  could  turn  out  to  be  the 
biggest  tax  savings  bonanza  in  years 
for  upper-income  Americans."  Boy.  you 
bet  it  could  turn  out  to  be  the  biggest 
income  savings  because  indeed  that  is 
exactly  what  is  happening.  And  if  you 
are  a  wealthy  corporation,  you  do  not 
have  to  pay  any  taxes  at  all. 

The  last  time  the  Republicans  were 
in  power,  in  the  early  1980's.  if  you 
looked  at  the  250  largest  corporations 
in  America,  130  of  them  paid  no  taxes 
for  at  least  1  year;  in  the  early  1980's. 
no  taxes  at  all.  It  was  such  an  outrage 
that  the  people  in  this  Chamber.  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats,  even  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  decided  we  would  change 
it  we  would  change  it  so  they  pay  at 
least  a  minimum,  and  it  became  law. 
And  now  in  the  bill  that  we  passed  less 
than  2  months  ago  the  Republicans 
have  repealed  the  law,  and  now  major 
corporations  all  over  this  country,  the 
largest  ones,  will  get  away  without 
paying  any  taxes  at  all,  and  you  know 
who  is  going  to  have  to  pick  up  the 
rest. 

Now  did  the  Republicans  target  the 
200  billion  we  dole  out  in  corporate  tax 
breaks  ever  year?  We  dole  out  over  $200 
billion  in  tax  loopholes  to  the  largest 
corporations  in  America.  You  want  ex- 
amples? A  4.3  billion  every  year  in  agri- 
cultural irrigation  subsidies  to  the 
largest  corporate  farmers  in  America; 
1.2  billion  a  year  in  mining  subsidies  to 
the  mining  companies  for  royalties  on 
public  lands.  And  it  is  endless.  Do  they 
do  anything  about  that?  No,  they  did 
not  touch  it,  did  not  touch  it.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  would  not  have  anything  to 
do  with  it. 

Now  did  the  Republicans  target  the 
billionaires  who  give  up  their  U.S.  citi- 
zenship in  order  to  avoid  paying  taxes? 
I  know  that  sounds  like  who  would  do 
that?  We  have  people  who  have  done  it. 
who  have  avoided  paying  taxes  by  giv- 
ing up  their  U.S.  citizenships,  and  they 
are  very  wealthy  people,  and  the  drain 
on  the  Treasury  for  those  people  over 
10  years  is  about  $3.6  billion  I  ask.  "Can 
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you  imagine  giving  up  your  citizenship 
in  order  to  avoid  paying  taxes?  " 

The  country  in  which  Margaret  and 
others  defended,  these  businesses,  with 
the  hard  work  of  men  and  women  in 
this  country,  provided  for  these  mil- 
lionaires and  billionaires,  and  all  of  a 
sudden  they  do  not  want  to  make  their 
fair  share. 

The  Republicans  could  have  gotten 
rid  of  that,  and  they  said  no.  They  ar- 
gued and  protected  these  people,  except 
for  five  of  them.  Five  Republicans  said 
this  is  outrageous.  The  rest,  225  of 
them,  stood  up  and  said,  "we're  for 
you.  No,  indeed  we  will  not  touch  your 
tax  break."  Instead  they  are  targeting 
senior  citizens  like  Margaret. 

And  just  do  not  take  my  word  for  it. 
The  New  York  Times  revealed  the  con- 
tents of  a  secret  memo  that  the  Repub- 
licans circulated,  and  in  that  memo, 
under  the  Republican  plan  Medicare 
deductibles  will  double,  premiums  will 
go  up  to  50  percent,  copayments  will 
increase,  care  will  be  rationed,  and  the 
choice  of  doctoi-s  will  be  limited. 

We  just  heard  the  gentleman  from 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  a  few 
minutes  ago  talking  about  changing 
the  Medicare  system.  What  he  was  al- 
luding to  was  this  memo;  what  he  was 
alluding  to  is.  if  you  want  to  keep  your 
own  doctor  that  you  have  confidence 
in.  it  is  going  to  probably  cost  you  an 
extra  $2,000  to  $3,000  a  year  because  you 
are  going  to  have  to  pay  an  extra  pre- 
mium above  the  extra  premium  that 
they  are  going  to  charge  you  for  that 
privilege. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues, 
this  is  not  going  to  just  affect  senior 
citizens.  How  is  the  average  working 
family  going  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  car- 
ing for  their  parents  and  grandparents? 
And  I  would  tell  my  colleagues.  "Don't 
come  to  the  floor  and  tell  us  you're 
trying  to  save  the  Medicare  system.  As 
Margaret  Lesley  says,  Republicans 
haven't  cared  about  Medicare  for  30 
years,  and  we're  not  about  to  believe 
you  now.  and  she  was  absolutely  right, 
absolutely  right." 

I  should  tell  Margaret  the  other  bad 
news  here  and  all  the  seniors  in  Amer- 
ica. It  is  that  there  is  a  cut  in  your  So- 
cial Security  in  their  budget.  Yes.  it  is 
going  to  cost  Margaret  hundreds,  if  not 
thousands,  of  dollars  by  the  end  of  the 
decade  because  of  what  they  will  do  to 
her  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  debate  is  not  just 
about  numbers.  It  is  about  basic  dig- 
nity. People  like  Margaret  Lesley 
stood  by  this  country  in  time  of  peace, 
and  they  stood  by  it  in  time  of  war,  and 
it  is  important  for  us  to  stand  by  them 
today.  That  is  a  sacred  promise  that  we 
made  to  Medicare,  and  it  is  time  that 
we  lived  up  to  the  promise.  But  this 
budget  has  broken  that  promise,  and  at 
the  end  of  the  day  senior  citizens  and 
working  families  throughout  this  coun- 
try will  be  asking  one  basic  question, 
one  question:  Why  are  Republicans  cut- 


ting Medicare,  and  cutting  Medicaid, 
and  cutting  Social  Security  in  order  to 
give  a  tax  break  to  the  wealthiest  peo- 
ple in  our  society? 

We  are  talking  about  1.1  million  peo- 
ple in  the  United  States  that  will  be 
getting  a  $20,000  tax  cut  These  are  peo- 
ple who  make  over  $230,000  a  year.  That 
is  the  amount  of  money  basically  that 
the  tax  cut  provides  for  these  people 
that  they  are  using  to  cut  Medicare. 

That  is  what  this  is  all  about,  this 
debate.  It  is  the  shifting  of  the  wealth 
of  the  country  away  from  our  seniors, 
away  from  middle  working  class  fami- 
lies and  shifting  it  all  the  way  up  to 
the  top. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  people  wonder 
why  can't  I  make  it?  Since  1979,  since 
1979,  98  percent  of  all  income  growth  in 
the  U.S.  has  gone  to  the  top  20  percent 
of  the  people.  Ninety-eight  percent; 
that  means  80  percent  are  standing 
still  or  they  are  going  down  in  their 
purchasing  power.  This  budget  assaults 
that  proposition  is  a  way  that  I  haven't 
seen  in  my  years  in  public  life,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that,  as  Members  of  this 
body  who  care  about  this  program,  and 
care  about  our  elderly  people,  and  care 
about  people  like  Margaret  who  went 
on  line  when  the  country  called  in  the 
1940's.  that  it  is  time  for  us  to  stand  up 
for  them  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be  delighted  to 
engage  my  friends  and  colleagues  and 
get  their  views  on  this.  I  know  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California  [Ms.  PELOSI] 
has  also  a  similar  experience,  and  I 
would  yield  to  her  for  any  comments 
she  might  have  now. 
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Ms.  PELOSI.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  and  for  his  very  important 
statement  on  what  this  budget  debate 
is  about.  I  think  it  is  important  to  re- 
turn to  your  point  about  the  cut  in  So- 
cial Security,  because  while  the  cuts  in 
Medicare  are  clear  and  obvious,  it  is 
also  important  for  seniors  to  under- 
stand that  with  the  increased  copay- 
mcnt  that  they  arc  going  to  have  to 
pay  and  other  out-of-pocket  expenses, 
their  Social  Security  benefits  and  any 
cost  of  living  adjustment  in  their  So- 
cial Security  benefits  will  be  eaten  up 
by  the  increase  in  the  Medicare  out-of- 
pocket  they  will  have  to  pay. 

As  you  know.  Mr.  Whip,  the  Urban 
Institute  projects  that  about  21  percent 
of  seniors'  income  is  spent  on  health 
care. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  The  highest  of  any 
group,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  PELOSI.  In  our  State  of  Califor- 
nia, it  is  even  higher.  That  is  hard  to 
believe,  but  it  is.  So  seniors  living  on 
fixed  incomes,  with  this  being  a  big 
part  of  their  budget  and  the  highest  of 
any  Americans,  what  they  have  to  pay 
for  health  care,  the  very  idea  that 
someone  can  say  we  are  not  touching 
Social  Security,  it  is  just  like  saying  I 
am  not  going  to  touch  your  food  budg- 


et. I  am  just  going  to  double  your  rent. 
Where  do  you  end  up  at  the  end  of  the 
day? 

I  think  the  point  that  you  make 
about  the  impact  on  Social  Security 
and  the  disposable  income  that  seniors 
would  have  is  a  very  important  one  for 
our  seniors  to  know.  Not  only  is  this  an 
attack  on  Medicare,  but  it  is  a  back- 
door attack  on  Social  Security. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  And  they  promised  us 
they  were  not  going  to  touch  Social  Se- 
curity. They  promised  us  that.  Here 
they  are  on  the  noor  attacking  Social 
Security,  attacking  the  COLAs  of  peo- 
ple who  depend  upon  it.  These  are  peo- 
ple who  need  medicine,  who  cannot  get 
medicine  because  we  do  not  have  a  pre- 
scription drug  program  in  this  country, 
who  need  long-term  care  and  home 
health  care,  and  we  cannot  get  a  decent 
proposal  to  add  on  to  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem to  deal  with  those  particular  prob- 
lems. 

They  were  successful.  I  regret  to  say. 
in  deep-sixing  some  of  the  decent  pro- 
posals we  had  for  elderly  with  regard  to 
providing  them  with  prescription  drug 
care,  so  they  do  not  have  to  make  the 
terrible  choice  between  the  medicine 
they  need  or  the  food  or  heat  they  need 
in  their  homes.  They  were  responsible 
for  making  the  terrible  choice  that 
these  folks  have  now  with  regard  to 
their  long-term  care  and  their  home 
health  care,  that  choice  put  before 
them,  either  that  or  not  providing  for 
their  relatives,  by  killing  basically 
health  care  last  year. 

Now  they  are  back  at  it  again.  After 
the  election  they  are  here.  Not  only 
have  they  taken  an  assault  on  the  sen- 
iors of  this  country  by  deep-sixing  any 
health  care  reform,  now  they  come 
here  and  they  want  to  go  after  not  only 
Medicare,  but.  as  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  .states.  .Social  Security. 
I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Connecti- 
cut. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  I  think  your  point  at 
the  outset  of  your  remarks  bears  re- 
peating, which  is  that  these  are  folks 
who  for  the  last  several  days  have  been 
talking  about  saving  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem, when  they  have  not  really  cared 
much  about  the  Medicare  system  at 
all.  Just  a  few  weeks  ago.  as  you  point- 
ed out.  they  took  $87  billion  out  of  the 
trust  fund  over  a  10-year  period  of 
time,  without  blinking  an  eye.  They 
did  not  want  to  debate  it.  did  not  talk 
about  it. 

This  was  their  crown  jewel,  their 
whole  tax  cut  and  their  tax  break  plan. 
And  now  they  are  here  trying  to  pull 
another  fast  one  on  the  American  pub- 
lic. And  I  think  that  they  worked  hard 
today  on  this  floor  to  hoodwink  the 
American  people,  and  people  that  I  rep- 
resent, and  they  are  here  in  this  photo- 
graph with  us  tonight  on  this  floor  and 
here  earlier  today.  Julius  and  Dottie. 
who  are  people  who  have  served  this 
Nation,  and  our  Republican  colleagues 
are    trying    to    fool    these    folks    into 
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thinking  they  are  not  cutting  their 
Medicare  payments,  and  then  back- 
door them  with  their  Social  Security 
payments. 

The  fact  is,  the  facts  just  speak  for 
themselves.  The  article  that  you  re- 
ferred to.  and  they  do  not  want  to 
admit  it.  our  Republican  colleagues  do 
not  want  to  admit  it.  from  the  New 
York  Times,  which  says  they  there  are 
confidential  documents  from  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Budget  tht  show 
that  the  Republicans  are  recommend- 
ing changes  that  would  increase  the 
deductibles,  that  would  increase  pre- 
miums. The  deductible  increase  would 
go  from  $100  to  $150  in  1996.  and  more 
every  single  year  after  that,  because 
that  would  rise  with  inflation.  But 
what  they  do  not  want  to  do  is  to  have 
the  benefits  rise  with  inflation.  They 
refuse  to  do  that,  but  the  costs  will  rise 
with  inflation. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  How  about  the  pre- 
miums? What  are  the  premium  rates? 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  The  premiums  will  go 
up  nearly  double.  They  will  go  to  $84  in 
the  year  2002.  and  that  means  seniors 
will  pay  $456  more  a  year  than  they  do 
today.  It  is  really  incredible.  In  Con- 
necticut, in  my  state,  you  will  see  that 
the  enroUees,  Medicare  enrollees,  will 
pay  an  additional  $1,167  every  year, 
and.  over  7  years.  $3,800.  They  also  put 
on.  and  I  would  just  ask  my  colleagues 
to  comment  on  this,  a  20  percent  sick 
tax  on  home  health  care  and  on  labora- 
tory tests.  I  do  not  know  about  you. 
but  lots  of  the  seniors  that  I  know  go 
for  substantial  laboratory  tests.  Cer- 
tainly the  Ruskins  do.  Julian  and 
Dottie  go  for  lots  of  laboratory  tests. 
Imagine  what  that  means  in  terms  of 
having  to  have  a  20  percent  tax  put  on 
them  for  those  tests. 

The  other  point  that  our  colleagues 
do  not  want  to  mention  is  the  whole 
issue  of  choice  and  choice  of  doctors. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  That  is  a  big.  big  issue. 
I  mean,  how  many  of  us  here  have  rel- 
atives and  parents  who  really  depend 
upon  a  certain  doctor  for  their  serv- 
ices. And  under  this  plan  that  the  Re- 
publicans have,  they  are  moving  people 
into  health  maintenance  organizations, 
managed  care,  HMO's,  where  you  will 
not  have  a  choice.  And  they  may  pre- 
serve a  choice  in  the  bill,  but  you  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  an  extra,  and  I 
forgot  what  the  memo  said,  but  I  think 
it  is  a  substantial  amount  of  money. 
We  are  talking  an  additional  $1  or  $2 
thousand  just  in  order  to  have  that 
choice,  I  think. 

So  it  really  stretches  what  in  fact 
these  folks  can  indeed  bear. 

I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Vermont  to 
join  in  on  this,  if  he  cares  to. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Thank  you  very 
much.  I  did  not  bring  any  photographs 
of  Vermonters  with  me.  but  I  can  tell 
you  that  I  have  attended  many  meet- 
ings at  senior  citizen  centers  through- 
out the  State  of  Vermont,  and  I  can 
tell  you  right  now,  and  many  people 


who  are  not  senior  citizens  do  not  un- 
derstand, oh.  if  somebody  has  Medi- 
care, they  have  everything  they  need. 
No  problem.  They  are  fully  covered. 
But  you  understand  that  with  Medi- 
care, people  are  paying  sizeable  pre- 
miums. Often  they  have  to  take  out 
what  is  called  Medigap  insurance  in  ad- 
dition to  that.  And  despite  that,  Medi- 
care does  not  cover  prescription  drugs. 

So  right  now  in  the  State  of  Ver- 
mont, many,  many  people  say.  "I  have 
to  make  a  choice  between  heating  my 
home  in  the  wintertime,  it  gets  very 
cold  in  Vermont  in  the  wintertime,  or 
coming  up  with  the  money  to  pay  my 
prescription  drugs." 

Now  what  will  happen  to  those  people 
if  they  are  forced  to  pay  larger  pre- 
miums or  more  out-of-pocket  expenses? 
God  only  knows,  but  it  will  certainly 
be  a  very  terrible  day  for  them. 

I  think  the  main  point  that  I  would 
like  to  make  in  this  discussion,  and 
you  have  already  made  the  point,  is 
that  we  all  recognize  that  this  country 
has  a  serious  deficit  and  a  serious  na- 
tional debt.  Our  Republican  friends 
have  not  told  us,  however,  how  giving 
huge  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  peo- 
ple in  this  country  is  going  to  move  us 
forward  toward  balancing  the  budget. 

What  we  are  talking  about  is  a  tax 
bill  in  which  half  of  the  tax  breaks  go 
to  people  making  $100,000  a  year  or 
more.  Further,  25  percent  of  the  tax 
breaks  go  to  people  making  $200,000  a 
year  or  more,  and  the  wealthiest  1  per- 
cent get  more  in  tax  breaks  than  the 
bottom  60  percent. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  That  is  a  staggering 
statistic.  I  think  it  bears  repeating 
again,  the  last  one. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Let's  repeat  it  again. 
At  a  time  when  the  rich  are  getting 
richer,  when  the  middle  class  is  shrink- 
ing, and  poverty  is  increasing,  the 
wealthiest  1  percent  get  more  in  tax 
breaks  than  do  the  bottom  60  percent. 

There  is  another  point  that  needs  to 
be  made,  and  I  do  not  think  it  was  cov- 
ered very  well  this  afternoon.  And  that 
is  we  should  ask  ourselves  how  did  we 
get  into  the  position  of  having  a  $4.7 
trillion  national  debt?  How  did  it  hap- 
pen? I  think  everybody  in  this  room 
understands  that  in  the  1980's  the  na- 
tional debt  took  off.  It  went  from  $1 
trillion  to  over  $4  trillion. 

What  our  friends  in  the  Republican 
Party  forgot  to  mention  is  that  be- 
tween 1981  and  1992,  the  wealthiest  1 
percent  of  the  population  received  $1.5 
trillion  in  tax  breaks.  Let  me  say  it 
again.  Between  1981  and  1992,  the 
wealthiest  1  percent  of  the  population 
received  $1.5  trillion  in  tax  breaks.  Be- 
tween those  tax  breaks,  between  in- 
creased military  spending,  the  country 
in  fact  ran  up  a  large  national  debt. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  way  you 
solve  the  problem  is  not  to  give  more 
tax  breaks  to  the  people  who  are  pri- 
marily responsible  for  causing  the  na- 
tional debt  in  the  first  place,  and  it 
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seems  to  me  to  be  grossly  unfair  to  be 
going  after  the  working  people  and  the 
low  income  people  whose  incomes  have 
significantly  declined  over  the  last  18 
years.  So  this  continues  the  Robin 
Hood  proposal  in  reverse.  We  take  from 
working  people  and  low  income  people 
and  we  give  to  the  rich.  I  think  that  is 
the  essence  of  what  this  proposal  is 
about. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  on  that  point,  it  is  very  interest- 
ing to  hear  this  debate,  because  as  you 
say,  it  is  very  familiar.  Increase  de- 
fense spending,  give  tax  breaks  to  the 
wealthiest  Americans,  and  the  benefits 
will  trickle  down.  And  here  we  are 
again,  as  Yogi  Berra  would  say,  it  is 
deja  vu  all  over  again.  What  is  interest- 
ing about  it,  and  it  is  a  real  tribute  to 
President  Clinton,  is  this  is  the  first 
year,  the  1995  fiscal  year  budget  we  are 
in  now,  is  the  first  time  since  the  1960's 
that  we  have  a  budget  that  has  an  oper- 
ating surplus.  President  Clinton  has 
saved  $50  billion. 

In  other  words,  the  revenues  coming 
in  are  $50  billion  more  than  what  is 
being  spent  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, except  we  have  to  pay  for  the 
trickle-down  economics  of  the  eighties, 
a  $240  to  $250  billion  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  So  we  consequently  have  a 
$190  to  $200  billion  deficit  this  year. 

But  President  Clinton  is  the  first 
President  since  the  sixties  to  have  a 
budget  that  takes  in  more  money  than 
it  spends  except  for  that  interest.  I 
think  that  is  important  to  note,  be- 
cause our  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  in  the  Republican  majority 
keep  saying  what  is  President  Clinton 
doing.  President  Clinton  is  moving  to- 
ward reducing  the  national  deficit  and 
the  national  debt. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  When  the  President 
took  office,  the  annual  deficit  was 
about  $360  billion.  After  we  passed  our 
budget  bill  during  the  first  term,  the 
historic  vote  we  had  on  this  floor,  that 
debt,  annual  debt,  has  been  decreasing 
to  the  point  of  $165  billion.  That  is  a 
$200  billion  difference.  We  are  on  a 
glide  path  to  getting  there.  But  you 
cannot  give  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthi- 
est people  in  our  society,  and  ask  peo- 
ple like  Margaret  and  people  from  Con- 
necticut and  the  lovely  lady  that  you 
have  next  to  you  there. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Enola  Maxwell. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  From  San  Francisco. 
Why  do  not  you  tell  us  about  her. 

D  2230 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  talked  earlier  about 
her  on  the  floor  debate.  This  is  Enola 
Maxwell.  She  is  75  years  old.  For  20 
years  she  has  been  the  executive  direc- 
tor of  the  Petrillo  Hill,  serving  meals 
to  senior  citizens,  meeting  the  needs  of 
inner  city  youths  and  helping  with 
community  services  in  that  way. 

Enola  had  a  heart  attack  recently, 
and  I  read  her  statement  earlier  about 
what  a  comfort  Medicare  was  in  every 
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possible  way,  the  confidence  that  her 
benefits  would  be  there. 

She  asked  the  question:  "Why  would 
the  Republicans  want  to  give  a  tax 
break  to  the  wealthiest  Americans  and 
America's  corporations,  and  have  that 
tax  break  be  paid  for  by  reducing  the 
Medicare  benefits  to  America's  senior 
citizens?  That  is  breaking  a  promise  to 
America's  citizens." 

Further  to  that  point,  I  think  it  is 
important  to  focus  on  what  it  is  they 
are  proposing.  In  their  restructuring 
options,  they  are  talking  about  re- 
structuring the  traditional  fee-for- 
service  plan.  The  option  lists  35  rec- 
ommendations, which  include  increas- 
ing beneficiaries'  out  of  pocket  ex- 
penses, copayments.  premiums, 
deductibles,  and  cutting  payments  to 
providers,  hospitals,  and  doctors. 

It  is  interesting  on  that  point,  be- 
cause their  own  Members,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky,  Jim  Bunning 
on  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
has  said  "Of  course  I  think  everybody, 
if  they  tell  the  truth,  realizes  we  can- 
not keep  cutting  the  reimbursement 
for  doctors  and  hospitals  without  de- 
stroying the  quality  of  health  care. 
The  savings  aren't  real  anyway.  The 
costs  are  just  shifted  out  of  the  Gov- 
ernment's budget  into  the  private  sec- 
tor." 

Then,  in  addition  to  that,  their  other 
options  include  "replace  the  current 
benefits  with  a  voucher."  Listen  to  this 
one.  "Instead  of  receiving  approved 
services,  as  needed,  seniors  would  re- 
ceive a  fixed  voucher  amount  to  pur- 
chase their  health  insurance.  Federal 
costs  are  limited  by  the  amount  of  the 
voucher,  although  a  catastrophic  cap  of 
$10,000  per  beneficiary  is  rec- 
ommended." Imagine  that. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  You  can  eat  $10,000  up 
in  a  very,  very  short  time. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Anyone  who  has  been  to 
the  hospital  knows  that.  Then  they  say 
"expand  managed  care  options  cur- 
rently available.  Increase  beneficiaries' 
out  of  pocket."  Increasing  beneficiaries 
out  of  pocket  is  in  every  option,  so  peo- 
ple have  to  know  that. 

"In  nonmanaged  care  settings,  limit 
providers'  benefits  and  enforce  spend- 
ing limits."  AARP  has  said  that  sen- 
iors are  being  asked  to:  'Seniors  are 
being  asked  to  pay  a  50  percent  in- 
crease in  Medicare  part  B.  "  That  was 
not  AARP.  AARP  was  saying  that  the 
Republican  budget  will  mean  an  in- 
crease of  $3,000  over  the  next  7  years 
for  a  Medicare  beneficiary.  $3,000  over 
the  next  7  years.  Where  are  these  peo- 
ple going  to  get  it,  and  why?  To  give  a 
tax  break  to  the  corporations  and  the 
wealthiest  Americans. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  (Ms. 
DeL.^uro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  That  is  what  I  find  so 
disingenuous  about  the  arguments  the 
Republicans  have  made  all  day  today 
on   the   floor  of  the  House.   They  talk 
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about  that  there  is— they  talk  about 
Medicare  increasing,  and  that  these 
out  of  pocket  costs  we  are  making  up. 
Their  plan  does  not  keep  up  with  infla- 
tion. It  does  not  allow  for  increased  en- 
rollment in  the  program. 

It  is  a  very  similar  argument,  if  you 
will  recall,  that  they  made  on  the 
school  lunch  issue,  where  they  said 
that  they  were  going  up  4'/i  percent, 
but  in  fact  the  program  increases  6'/2 
percent,  so,  by  just  very  basic  subtrac- 
tion, you  have  a  2-percent  shortfall. 

It  is  their  same  argument  here,  but 
what  in  fact  it  is,  and  it  is  the  height 
of  hypocrisy,  to  claim  that  they  are 
not  making  the  cut.  We  have  all  lis- 
tened to  them  on  the  floor  of  this 
House.  They  have  argued  over  and  over 
again,  and  you  mentioned,  my  col- 
league, the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia, mentioned  the  defense  budget. 
They  have  talked  about  the  defense 
budget  over  and  over  again,  that  it  is 
being  cut,  when  you  treat  defense  in 
the  same  way.  in  the  very,  very  same 
way. 

When  the  defense  budget  goes  up,  but 
not  enough  to  keep  up  with  the  cost  of 
a  weapons  system,  the  Republicans  call 
it  "a  cut,"  over  and  over  and  over 
again.  That  is  why  they  have  called  for 
an  increase  in  this  budget  for  defense. 
When  the  defense  budget  goes  up,  but 
not  enough  to  maintain  the  same  troop 
levels  that  we  have,  the  Republicans 
call  it  a  cut.  Why  is  it  that  now.  in  this 
debate,  when  Medicare  spending  does 
not  keep  up  with  inflation,  and  it  does 
not  keep  up  with  the  health  care  costs, 
or  the  increase  in  enrollment,  do  they 
say  this  is  not  a  cut?  It  is  hypocrisy 
and  it  is  disingenuous,  and  we  have  to 
keep  getting  this  message  out  to  the 
American  public. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Because  these  i>eople 
are  not  their  constituencies. 
Ms.  DkLAURO.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  SANDERS.  We  have  touched  on 
the  fact  that  these  cuts  will  be  dev- 
astating for  Medicare  recipients,  they 
will  be  devastating  for  Medicaid  recipi- 
ents, they  will  be  devastating  for  So- 
cial Security  recipients. 

Let  us  also  mention,  especially  those 
of  us  from  the  cold  weather  States, 
that  they  propose  to  eliminate,  cut 
completely,  the  fuel  assistance  pro- 
gram, LIHEAP,  of  which  40  percent  of 
the  recipients  of  senior  citizens.  That 
means  in  the  State  of  Vermont  or  in 
the  State  of  Michigan,  when  the  weath- 
er gets  pretty  cold  and  we  have  low-in- 
come senior  citizens  who  need  help  to 
pay  their  fuel  bills,  it  is  gone.  'What 
happens  to  those  people? 

We  should  also  point  out  that  such 
wonderful  programs  as  RS'VP  are  elimi- 
nated. The  Foster  Grandparent  Pro- 
gram is  eliminated.  Also,  we  should  un- 
derstand that  at  a  time  when  every- 
body in  America  understands  that  this 
Nation  needs  to  be  competitive  in  the 
global  market,  that  we  need  to  have 
the  best  educated  work  force  in  the 
world,  major,  major  cuts  in  education. 


What  a  stupid  approach,  cutting  your 
nose  off  to  spite  your  face.  Among 
other  things,  what  this  Republican  pro- 
posal does  is  cut  student  loans  by  $33 
billion.  In  the  State  of  Vermont  right 
now  we  have  thousands  of  families,  and 
I  have  had  hearings  on  this,  people  are 
working  50  or  60  hours  a  week  to  send 
their  kids  to  college.  The  cost  of  col- 
lege is  going  off  the  wall. 

If  we  cut  back  on  those  student 
loans,  there  will  be  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  young  people  all  over  America 
who  will  never  have  the  opportunity  to 
go  to  college.  To  do  this  in  order  to 
give  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  peo- 
ple in  America  is  very  wrong. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Just  on  the  student 
loan  point,  because  I  do  not  want  to 
leave  that  without,  I  think,  adding  my 
own  concerns  here,  all  of  us.  I  think, 
the  gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
PELOSI],  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro],  and  myself, 
we  have  had  hearings  and  forums  in 
our  districts  where  we  have  brought 
students  in  to  talk  to  them.  You  are 
absolutely  right,  they  being  stretched 
because  of  the  higher  cost  of  tuition 
and  housing.  Fewer  and  fewer  are  going 
to  college  today  because  of  that. 

Along  come  the  Republicans,  and 
what  do  they  want  to  do?  They  want  to 
cut  out  student  loan  programs  in  this 
country.  Basically,  what  they  are  basi- 
cally doing  away  with  is  the  interest 
subsidy  program  that  we  have,  that  if 
you  take  student  loan  out,  you  do  not 
have  to  pay  back  until  6  months  after 
you  graduate.  You  do  not  have  to  pay 
on  the  interest.  They  are  saying  you 
have  to  start  paying  from  the  moment 
you  take  the  loan  out,  and  what  that 
does  is  it  adds  to  the  debt  load  of  these 
people,  and  it  will  cost  them  an  addi- 
tional, in  my  State,  over  $4,000  a  year, 
and  in  some  States  over  $5,000— excuse 
me.  not  a  year.  $4,000  over  the  value  of 
the  loan,  $4,000  extra  dollars.  That  is 
going  to  discourage  literally  millions 
of  kids  from  going  on. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  on  that  point,  Ms.  Maxwell  works 
with  inner  city  youth,  that  is  just  on 
this  point,  and  some  of  us  got  together, 
Ms.  DeL.^uro,  the  women  Members  of 
Congress,  and  we  had  a  press  con- 
ference last  week  right  before  Mother's 
Day  on  this  very  point,  Medicare  and 
student  loans,  saying  that  his  was  the 
anti-family  Mother's  Day  gift  of  the 
Republicans  to  America's  mothers,  be- 
cause if  you  are  in  your  forties  and  fif- 
ties, and  many  of  us  in  this  body  are, 
and  many  of  the  people  in  America  are, 
you  are  worried  about  the  health  of 
your  parents  and  you  are  worried  about 
the  education  of  your  children,  so  these 
two  issues  are  such  anti-family  initia- 
tives on  the  part  of  Republicans,  sand- 
wiching in 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Squeezing  people. 
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Ms.  PELOSI.  Squeezing  middle-aged 
and  middle-income  people  who  cer- 
tainly want  their  children  to  be  inter- 
ested, and  now  they  cannot  get  the  de- 
ferred interest,  so  it  makes  their  op- 
tions less  desirable,  and  at  the  same 
time,  being  worried  about  trying  to 
help  their  parents  meet  their  health 
care  needs.  The  whole  thing  is  anti- 
family.  That  is  what  is  so  tragic  about 
it  all.  because  the  Medicare  issue  is  not 
about  seniors  only,  it  is  about  the 
whole  family. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  when  we  are  talking  about  edu- 
cation, we  are  not  just  talking  about 
student  loans.  Let  us  be  clear  about 
that.  We  are  talking  about  massive 
cutbacks  in  virtually  every  Federal 
educational  program:  Goals  2000.  the 
trio  program.  Title  I.  school-to-work, 
student  incentive  grants.  Head  Start. 
Is  there  any  debate  that  Head  Start  has 
been  enormously  successful  in  allowing 
low-income  kids  to  do  better  in  school, 
to  stay  in  school,  to  get  a  shot  at  life? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  No  debate  at  all.  none 
at  all.  It  has  been  hailed  for  its  value. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Major  cuts  there,  and 
cuts  in  the  safe-  and  drug-free  schools. 
Here  you  have  schools  all  over  America 
and  in  the  State  of  Vermont  working 
extremely  hard  to  keep  kids  off  of 
drugs,  to  keep  kids  in  schools.  These 
programs  are  working.  They  are  going 
to  be  cut.  What  a  wonderful  idea  to 
give  up  on  these  kids,  let  them  turn  to 
drugs,  and  then  we  spend  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  keeping  them  in  jail. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  They  are  doing  all  of 
this,  school-to-work,  drug-free  schools, 
student  loans,  and  all  the  other  pro- 
grams that  you  talked  about.  Goals 
2000.  and  they  are  doing  that,  they  are 
cutting  these  programs,  in  order  to 
give  a  tax  cut  to  the  wealthiest  people 
in  America,  a  tax  break  to  those  people 
who  are  making  incredible  amounts  of 
money.  We  are  talking  about  $200,000  a 
year. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  here  is  another  cut,  and  it  really 
refers  to  his  original  statement,  where 
he  talked  about  a  woman  who.  during 
World  War  II.  worked  in  the  assembly 
lines  in  order  to  defeat  Hitler. 

During  World  War  II  we  had  millions 
of  men  and  women  who  not  only 
worked  in  the  assembly  lines,  they 
were  fighting  all  over  the  world  against 
fascism.  This  budget  makes  significant 
cuts  in  veterans'  programs.  The  bill 
passed  by  the  House  Committee  on  the 
Budget  would,  over  a  7-year  period,  re- 
duce veterans'  programs  by  $8.3  billion. 
The  Senate  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
in  fact,  would  reduce  veterans'  benefits 
by  $15.1  billion. 

Among  other  cuts  would  be  an  in- 
crease in  the  prescription  drug  copay- 
ment  from  $2  to  $8.  The  House  bill 
would  also  reduce  the  COLA  on  veter- 
ans' comjjensation.  It  would  also  elimi- 
nate the  Veterans'  Employment  Pro- 
gram under  the  Job  Partnership  Train- 


ing   Act;    the    disabled    outreach    pro- 
gram. Boy.  we  are  getting  really  tough. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  The  real  tragedy  of  all 
this  is  that  people  are  probably  saying 
"We  have  to  get  control  over  this  defi- 
cit. What  are  you  going  to  do?"  The 
problem  is.  they  are  doing  this  in  order 
to  provide  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest 
people  in  our  society,  and  they  do  not 
touch  any  of  the  corporate  welfare. 

There  is  over  $225  billion  worth  of 
corporate  welfare  in  our  Federal  budg- 
et. They  leave  it  alone.  They  leave  it 
alone.  They  do  not  touch  it.  Instead, 
they  go  after  veterans,  they  go  after 
education  programs,  they  go  after 
Margaret's  Social  Security  and  her 
Medicare. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  We  are  talking  about 
veterans  and  Medicare  and  veterans' 
programs,  and  I  just  want  to  make  ref- 
erence, I  have  talked  about  Julius  and 
Dorothy  Ruskin  from  West  Haven,  Con- 
necticut, earlier  today.  I  think  what 
we  are  all  doing  when  we  talk  about 
the  people  who  are  our  constituents, 
and  people  who  are  our  friends,  as  well, 
people  that  we  know— these  people  are 
not  just  names,  they  are  folks  that  we 
know— that  they  exemplify  what  is  at 
stake  in  the  whole  debate  here. 

Let  me  just  say  that  these  are  two 
wonderful  people,  Julius  and  Dottie. 
They  have  given  a  lifetime  of  service  to 
this  country.  Just  on  the  veterans' 
issue,  and  I  say  this  to  my  colleague 
from  Vermont,  Julius  was  an  anti- 
aircraft gunner  on  Iwo  Jima  during 
World  War  II.  He  received  the  Bronze 
Star  for  his  service. 

These  two  wonderful  people  met  each 
other  in  New  Haven  shortly  after  he 
came  back  from  the  war,  and  then  they 
were  married  5  months  later.  Dottie 
worked  as  a  bookkeeper  all  of  her  life. 
Julius  worked  for  26  years  in  the 
Pirelli  and  the  Armstrong  Tire  Com- 
pany; once  again,  wherever  it  was  need- 
ed in  our  Nation's  service  to  deal  with 
that  industry. 

I  will  tell  you  what  Julius  has  said, 
and  I  quote  him,  "These  are  not  the 
golden  years."  They  are  dealing  with 
taking  Medicare,  Social  Security,  vet- 
erans" benefits  from  these  folks.  It  is 
unfair.  These  should  be  the  golden 
years  for  Maggie  and  for  Enola  and  for 
the  Ruskins,  but  that  is  not  the  case. 

I  worry  about,  and  I  know  that  my 
colleagues  here  worry  about  that.  Re- 
tirement today  is  often  not  golden  at 
all.  I  think  I  remember  my  mother  say- 
ing one  time,  she  is  81  years  old  and  re- 
lies on  Social  Security  and  on  Medi- 
care, that  "These  are  not  the  golden 
years  but  the  lead  years,"  and  I  think 
this  is  what  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  tried  to  do 
to  folks  that  we  represent  here  tonight. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  The  argument  they  are 
making  is,  they  are  doing  it  for  their 
kids  and  grandkids  so  we  can  get  this 
budget  deficit  in  order.  What  they  do 
not  tell  you  is,  they  are  doing  it  for  the 
wealthiest  people  in  our  society,  giving 
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them  a  tax  break.  They  are  doing  it  for 
the  largest  corporations  and  multi- 
national corporations  by  making  sure 
they  do  not  pay  taxes.  They  are  doing 
it  for  large  corporations  by  making 
sure  they  do  not  touch  any  of  the  tax 
loopholes  or  tax  expenditures  that  are 
out  there  for  them. 

The  thing  that  I  think  drives  me  to 
despair  more  than  anything  else  is  the 
fact,  as  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont,  has  just  said,  they  have  cut 
out — they  have  cut  their  nose  off  in 
front  of  themselves  in  terms  of  what  is 
good  for  the  country.  It  is  the  invest- 
ment in  our  kids  and  in  their  edu- 
cation. It  is  the  best  thing  we  have 
done. 

When  Margaret  and  her  peers  and  Ju- 
lius and  his  peers  came  home  from  that 
war.  this  Congress  provided  them  with 
the  G.I.  Bill  of  Rights.  It  was  one  of  the 
best  investments  this  Nation  has  ever 
seen.  People  got  an  education,  they 
grew  intellectually  and  they  grew  fi- 
nancially as  the  country  grew  through 
the  fifties  and  sixties.  Here  we  are  in 
this  budget,  cutting  back  on  that  op- 
portunity for  young  people  in  order  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  very  wealthiest 
people  and  the  largest  multinational 
corporations. 

D  2245 

Ms.  PELOSI.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  on  that  last  point,  because  I 
think  the  arguments  that  our  col- 
leagues make  about  children  and  their 
futures,  of  course  we  are  all  interested 
in  children,  but  it  would  ring  a  little 
truer  if  they  were  not  putting  forth  a 
$300  billion  tax  break  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans  and  the  corporations.  It  is 
exactly  the  amount  of  money  they 
have  to  cut  out  of  Medicare  to  pay  for 
that,  and  they  had  choices. 

As  you  know,  there  was  a  debate  in 
their  caucus  about  whether  the  tax 
break  should  go  up  to  $95,000  a  year  or 
to  $200,000  a  year,  the  tax  break,  $500 
tax  break  per  child,  and  it  went  all  the 
way  up  to  $200,000  a  year  tax  break  at 
the  same  time  giving  a  tax  break  and 
cutting  education  for  our  children  who 
need  a  boost. 

But  in  addition  to  that,  and  the  gen- 
tleman referred  to  this  and  I  want  to 
emphasize  it  again,  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  the  other  day  said: 

Estimates  var.y  on  exactly  how  much  the 
government  gives  up  in  revenue  as  a  result  of 
corporate  tax  breaks.  But  most  budget  ex- 
perts .say  it  exceeds  $200  billion  over  5  years. 
The  House  Budget  Committee  went  as  far  as 
targeting  a  specific  list  of  J25  billion  in  tax 
breaks  over  7  years,  but  the  plan  collapsed 
last  week  after  it  was  denounced  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means  committee. 

So,  again  they  had  another  oppor- 
tunity to  make  a  little  cut,  almost  a 
10-  or  11-percent  cut  in  those  tax 
breaks,  and  they  rejected  it  again,  in- 
stead choosing  to  cut  benefits  rather 
than  tax  breaks. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
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points  out  that  at  a  time  when  the 
wealthiest  people  and  the  largest  cor- 
porations receive  far  more  welfare  than 
do  the  poor  in  terms  of  tax  breaks  and 
subsidies,  when  that  corporate  welfare 
is  well  documented  they  did  not  have 
the  guts  to  go  after  those  people,  but 
they  do  have  the  guts  to  go  after  the 
children,  after  the  homeless,  after  the 
elderly,  after  the  veterans. 

There  is  another  area  that  has  not 
gotten  a  whole  lot  of  discussion. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  There  is  a  reason  for 
that  and  I  think  we  should  talk  about 
it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Let  us  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Because  some  of  the 
people  that  we  are  talking  about  here 
today  and  some  of  the  kids  we  are  talk- 
ing about  do  not  have  the  high-powered 
lawyers  and  the  lobbyists  to  represent 
them.  The  corporations  do,  the 
wealthiest  people  in  this  country  do. 

Special  interests  have  had  a  dramatic 
impact  on  this  debate  and  what  is  in 
this  budget  and  if  you  ever  doubted  it, 
just  look  at  the  tax  breaks  and  who 
they  go  to,  just  look  at  how  they  ig- 
nored the  tax  expenditures  and  loop- 
holes for  the  wealthiest  corporations  in 
America  and  in  the  world,  and  just  see 
what  they  did  to  our  veterans,  to  our 
seniors,  and  to  our  kids. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  think  it  is  worth  repeating  just 
how  outrageous  it  was  what  happened 
here  a  month  ago  with  the  repealing  of 
the  alternate  minimum  tax.  And  my 
colleagues  from  Michigan  mentioned 
that.  That  was  the  tax  put  in  by  Ron- 
ald Reagan  saying  to  the  richest  cor- 
porations in  this  Nation  you  have  an 
obligation  to  pay  taxes  to  this  Nation. 
No  one  was  complaining  about  that 
tax.  Everyone  felt  it  was  fair  and  equi- 
table, and  the  Republicans  repealed  it. 

It  is  $16.9  billion  over  the  next  5 
years,  which  says  that  the  richest  cor- 
porations in  this  Nation  have  a  zero 
tax  obligation  to  this  country,  and  it  is 
wrong,  and  that  should  not  happen  be- 
cause they  do  have  the  lobbyists  and 
the  special  interests  that  represent 
them  in  this  body  today  more  than 
they  have  at  any  other  time  in  the  his- 
tory of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  And  they  go  after  a  pro- 
gram like  School  to  Work,  and  the  gen- 
tleman mentioned  it.  Most  of  our  kids 
do  not  go  on  to  college,  they  go  to  high 
school  and  they  elect  to  get  out  in  the 
work  world  and  make  a  living,  as  many 
as  three-quarters  of  them  do.  This 
School  to  Work  Program  matches  kids 
in  school  with  the  work  world  and 
matches  the  business  people  who  are 
out  there  and  looking  for  good  employ- 
ees and  puts  them  in  contact  with  the 
kids  in  school,  and  they  develop  a  bond 
and  a  relationship  and  schedule  and 
work  habits  and  education  habits  to 
match  what  is  out  in  the  country.  It  is 
a  wonderful  program  modeled  after 
something  done  in  Germany  that 
works   very,   very   well.    Everybody   is 
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pleased  with  It,  the  community  I  rep- 
resent is  pleased  with  it,  the  commu- 
nity college  systems  are  just  en- 
thralled with  the  opportunity  to  work 
into  that  system,  and  of  course  the 
high  schools  which  it  affects  most  are 
thrilled  about  the  promise  this  holds. 
And  $60  billion  you  mentioned  for  the 
alternative  minimum  tax,  this  is  like  a 
drop  in  the  bucket  of  that  amount  and 
they  wiped  it  out. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  let  us  recapitulate  here:  Huge 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthiest  individ- 
uals in  America,  doing  away  with  cor- 
porate taxes  for  some  of  the  largest 
and  most  profitable  corporations  in 
America,  and  savage  cutbacks  for  the 
most  vulnerable  in  this  country. 

I  think  unless  one  is  very  naive,  I 
think  we  can  understand  why  these 
things  happen.  And  they  happen  for 
reasons  like  an  event  that  took  place 
in  this  city  some  3  months  ago,  and  I 
know  my  colleagues  here  remember 
the  event.  The  Republican  Party  held  a 
little  fund  raiser,  just  a  little  ordinary 
dinner  that  folks  came  to. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  How  much  were  the 
tickets? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  think  $1,000  a  plate 
with  gratuities  included,  and  they  pro- 
vided an  extra  cup  of  coffee  for  free. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  I  believe  it  was 
$50,000  a  plate. 

Mr,  SANDERS.  That  was  for  another 
one;  that  was  for  the  right-wing  tele- 
vision network,  but  this  was  for  poor 
folks,  only  $1,000  a  plate.  And  I  think 
at  the  end  of  that  night  they  walked 
away  with  $11  million. 

Now  why  would  the  largest  corpora- 
tions in  America  and  the  wealthiest 
people  in  this  country  contribute  to 
the  party?  And  they  doing  it  because 
they  believe  in  the  Democratic  spirit 
and  they  just  wanted  to  get  involved? 
Maybe,  but  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think 
that  there  are  very  smart  pieople  who 
made  an  investment.  They  invested  in 
the  Republican  Party,  and  the  last  sev- 
eral months  we  have  seen  why  they  in- 
vested. It  is  a  very  good  investment  to 
buy  a  ticket  for  a  thousand  bucks  at  a 
dinner  and  find  out  your  corporation 
does  not  have  to  pay  anything  in  taxes, 
or  if  you  are  making  $200,000  a  year 
your  are  going  to  pay  $11,000  less  in 
taxes. 

But,  interestingly  enough,  the  aver- 
age working  persons  did  not  go  to  that 
dinner,  and  you  know  what  the  average 
working  person  got?  Among  many 
other  devastating  cuts,  the  Republican 
proposal  cuts  back,  eliminates,  not 
cuts  back,  eliminates  unemployment 
insurance-extended  benefits.  Many 
areas  all  over  this  country  where  un- 
employment is  very,  very  high,  we 
have  recessions,  things  get  bad,  what 
the  Republicans  proposal  does  is  make 
it  impossible  for  a  worker  to  get  unem- 
ployment after  13  weeks. 

What  do  you  do  then?  Well,  how  come 
they    go    cut    and    the    rich    got    tax 


breaks?  Maybe  it  has  something  to  do 
that  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  that  are 
now  flooding  into  the  Republican  Party 
from  some  of  the  wealthiest  people  in 
America. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  what  this  means  in  California  in 
terms  of  giving  these  tax  breaks  to  the 
wealthiest,  cutting  Medicare  benefits 
to  our  seniors  in  California  $3.6  mil- 
lion. Medicare  beneficiaries  will  lose  in 
the  year  2002  alone,  in  that  year  alone 
$11.8  billion,  in  that  1  year  alone.  And 
between  now  and  then  the  figure  is 
$37.8  billion  over  7  years. 

That  is  devastating.  That  means  they 
are  paying  more  out  of  pocket  for  fewer 
services.  This  whole  thing  is  about  val- 
ues. Who  do  we  tax,  what  do  we  spend 
it  on?  That  is  the  budget  debate,  and  I 
do  not  think  it  is  a  statement  of  our 
country's  values,  and  most  people  in 
the  country's  values  to  say  we  would 
rather  give  more  tax  breaks  to  people 
who  have  so  much  on  the  backs  of  our 
poorest  folks. 

I  want  to  say  something  before  you 
yield  to  Congresswoman  DeLauro.  She 
and  Congressman  D.^vm  Obey  have 
been  the  two  champions,  and  there  are 
others  who  work  with  you  on  protect- 
ing LIHEAP  funding.  Rosa,  I  do  not 
want  to  get  in  Rosa  DeLaitio's  way 
when  somebody  goes  after  LIHEAP.  It 
is  important  to  seniors  and  people  in 
her  State  and  she  has  been  an  incred- 
ible champion  on  that  issue. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  We  have  cold  winters 
in  Connecticut;  you  have  them  in 
Michigan  and  in  Vermont. 

Mr.  BONIOR  We  have  a  wonderful 
LIHEAP  program  in  Michigan.  The 
utility  companies  work  very  hard. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  They  do. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  They  are  pleased  with 
it  and  it  helps  literally  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  low-income  seniors  who  would 
have  no  other  way  to  pay  their  bills. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  a  comment,  and  this  was  in  the 
New  York  Times  on  May  2.  it  says  let's 
separate  the  facts  from  the  political 
claims  and  counterclaims. 

As  a  practical  matter  the  Federal  budget 
cannot  be  balanced  the  way  the  Republicans 
are  talking  about  in  7  years  as  the  Repub- 
licans promised  without  deep  cuts  in  pro- 
jected spending  for  Medicare 

They  would  like  to  hide  this  fact,  but 
it  is  the  case. 

Cuts  of  this  magnitude  would  raise 
the  cost  of  health  insurance  to  millions 
of  retirees  or  reduce  the  services  avail- 
able to  them.  And  a  quote  from  Stan- 
ley Colender,  director.  Federal  budget 
policy  at  Price  Waterhouse,  an  ac- 
counting firm  that  said,  "realistically 
there  is  no  way  to  come  close  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget  without  cutting 
Medicare,  Medicare  benefits  '  Our  Re- 
publican colleagues  are  trying  to  hide 
the  fact  that  they  are  cutting  benefits 
for  tax  breaks.  No  one  has  suggested 
that  there  are  not  reforms  to  be  made 


13356 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


in  Medicare,  and  we  can  do  that.  We 
can  deal  with  the  fraud  in  the  system 
and  we  can  do  some  other  things,  but 
they  cut  first  and  reform  second. 

I  tell  you,  take  a  look  at  it  and  listen 
to  what  they  are  talking  about,  what 
has  happened  to  our  priorities  in  this 
country  when  the  majority  in  this  body 
is  putting  the  whole  issue  of  the  cor- 
porate tax  interests,  those  loopholes, 
those  breaks  ahead  of  the  care  and  the 
health  care  needs  of  the  people  that  we 
have  talked  about  tonight  and  the  peo- 
ple that  we  represent,  people  like  Ju- 
lius and  Dottie  Ruskin.  I  think  that  is 
the  basic  argument,  what  the  Repub- 
licans have  done,  and  they  do  not  want 
to  own  up  to  it. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Somebody  on  this  floor. 
I  think  it  was  Dick  Dltibin  who  gave  an 
eloquent  speech  this  afternoon  and  he 
talked  about  a  constituent  who  was  I 
believe  72  years  old  and  who  gave  so 
much  to  this  country,  and  his  work  and 
his  service  to  this  country  in  time  of 
war,  and  basically  DiCK  was  saying 
that  this  is  really  an  American  hero, 
and  I  think  we  would  all  agree  this 
evening  the  four  people  we  have  talked 
about  here  specifically  are  really 
American  heroes.  They  were  there 
when  their  country  needed  them  on  the 
homefront  as  well  as  the  battlefront. 
They  have  been  pillars  of  their  commu- 
nities. They  are  wonderful  people,  love- 
ly neighbors,  and  for  us  to  treat  them 
in  their  twilight  years  in  such  a  shabby 
way  in  this  budget  I  think  speaks  to 
what  you  said,  Ms.  Pelosi,  in  our  val- 
ues system.  What  is  our  values  system'' 
The  budget  is  about  our  value  system 
that  expresses  who  we  are,  what  we  be- 
lieve in,  and  what  we  are  willing  to 
stand  up  and  fight  for,  and  we  saw 
today  who  they  are  willing  to  stand 
and  fight  for.  They  have  fought  for  the 
wealthiest  folks  in  our  society  at  the 
expense  of  our  veterans,  at  the  expense 
of  these  four  lovely  people  and  the  ex- 
pense of  our  many  young  people  who 
are  trying  to  get  an  education  to  make 
a  go  of  it. 

So  I  thank  my  colleagues  for  partici- 
pating tonight  and  I  yield  to  them. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  would  like  to  make 
one  point,  because  I  know  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Bonior]  has 
been  a  leader  in  fighting  for  real  health 
care  reform  in  this  body.  Congress- 
woman  DeLauro  said  we  do  have  to 
make  some  reforms  in  the  Medicare 
system.  That  does  not  mean  we  lessen 
the  benefits  and  increase  the  copay- 
ments  on  the  beneficiaries.  But  we  do 
have  to  make  some  change  in  the  deliv- 
ery and  the  financing  of  health  care  re- 
form. President  Clinton  had  a  proposal 
for  real  health  care  reform.  We  have  to 
have  that.  That  is  the  way  we  are  going 
to  stop  the  rising  cost  of  health  care 
entitlements  and  the  impact  on  the  na- 
tional budget.  We  all  want  to  be  fis- 
cally responsible,  reduce  the  deficit. 
have  Medicare  and  quality  health  care 
for  all  Americans.   But  we  cannot  do 


that  the  way  the  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing. And  we  want  to  keep  our  people 
healthy. 

And  just  in  closing  I  want  to  point 
out  one  other  cut  they  are  making,  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  cuts  in  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  where  we  do  the 
breast  cancer  research,  all  kinds  of 
prostate  cancer  research.  AIDS  re- 
search, you  name  it,  any  illness  that 
you  can  name  that  has  gotten  atten- 
tion: Alzheimer's,  Parkinson's  disease, 
the  rest  of  it.  so  in  every  way  that  you 
would  measure  the  health  and  well- 
being  of  a  population,  they  have  under- 
mined and  attacked  in  this. 

D  2300 

And  I  hope  the  American  people  will 
respond  appropriately. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield.  I  just  very  briefly  say  this: 
Today  we  heard  from  our  Republican 
friends  that  they  had  a  mandate.  Let 
us  not  forget  that  in  the  November 
elections,  62  percent  of  the  people  did 
not  vote,  did  not  vote. 

We  can  turn  this  around.  We  can  win 
this  fight.  We  can  stop  these  devastat- 
ing cuts  and  this  transfer  of  wealth  to 
the  upper-income  people.  We  can  do  it, 
but  we  cannot  do  it  with  Members  of 
Congress  alone.  We  are  going  to  need 
the  help  of  millions  and  millions  of 
American  citizens  who  are  fighting 
hard  to  maintain  their  standard  of  liv- 
ing. 

So  if  you  do  not  think  it  is  right  that 
we  give  huge  tax  breaks  to  the  rich  and 
cut  back  on  a  zillion  programs  that  af- 
fect the  children  and  the  old  and  work- 
ing people  and  students,  if  you  think 
that  is  wrong,  we  are  going  to  need 
your  help. 

So  let  us  stand  up  together  and  let  us 
fight  back.  Let  us  get  a  little  justice  in 
America. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Just  one  comment.  I 
was  struck  today  by  a  letter  that  I  was 
shown  by  another  Michigander.  the 
gentlewoman  from  Michigan  [Ms.  Riv- 
ers] our  colleague,  and  she  showed  me 
a  letter  that  she  received  from  a  senior 
citizen  in  her  district  about  the  cuts, 
and  it  was  a  very  poignant  comment 
that  this  individual  made. 

Lynn  showed  it  to  me,  and  she  said, 
"Read  this  "  And  the  woman  said. 
"Maybe  I  have  lived  too  long."  An  in- 
dictment of  our  values  and  what  this 
Nation  and  this  country  is  all  about 
when  this  woman  writes  and  says. 
"Maybe  I  have  lived  too  long."  be- 
cause, "you  are  cutting  my  Medicare, 
my  Social  Security,"  and  we  are  pro- 
viding tax  breaks  for  the  richest  in  this 
country.  It  was  a  sad  commentary,  and 
I  think  one  that  struck  me  very  hard, 
and  I  think  says  a  lot  about  what  this 
debate  is  about. 

Mr  BONIOR.  Let  me  just  end  with  a 
little  story  to  follow  up  what  Bernie 
just  said  about  getting  involved. 

I  am  always  reminded  of  that  story 
about  Senator  Bill  Bradley,  who  was 


at  a  dinner  one  evening.  The  Senator 
was  eating.  The  waiter  came  by  and 
put  a  pat  of  butter  on  the  bread  plate. 
The  Senator  turned  to  the  waiter  and 
said,  "Can  I  have  two  pats  of  butter, 
please?"  The  waiter  said.  "Sorry,  one 
pat  per  person."  On  hearing  this,  the 
MC  for  the  evening  gets  up  and  walks 
over  to  the  waiter,  and  he  said.  "Maybe 
you  do  not  know  who  this  is.  This  is 
Senator  Bill  Bradley,  NBA  basketball 
star.  Rhodes  Scholar,  maybe  future 
President  of  the  United  States."  The 
waiter  turned  to  the  MC  and  says. 
"Well,  maybe  you  don't  know  who  I 
am."  And  the  MC  says,  "Well,  in  fact. 
I  don't  know  who  you  are.  Who  are 
you?"  The  waiter  said,  "I  am  the  guy 
who  controls  the  butter." 

Well,  the  point  is  that  everybody 
controls  a  piece  of  the  butter,  a  piece 
of  the  action,  but  you  have  got  to 
make  your  voices  known,  and  you  have 
got  to  speak  up  and  you  have  got  to  be 
clear  and  articulate  and  passionate 
about  it,  because  when  you  are.  then 
people  like  Margaret  and  the  wonderful 
people  we  have  talked  about  today  will 
have  the  decent  break  in  our  society 
they  were  promised. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Bono  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY)  for  today,  on  account  of  recov- 
ery from  surgery. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gephardt)  for  today,  on 
account  of  personal  business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Pelosi)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material;) 

Mr.  Stupak.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Kaptur.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeFazio,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  BECERRA.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Montgomery,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Solomon)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Norwood,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Brownback,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 
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The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Pelosi)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter: 

Mr.  Ackerman. 

Mr.  Stark  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  Schumer. 

Mr.  Lipinski. 

Mr.  Rose. 

Mrs.  Maloney  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Stupak. 

Ms.  Waters. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 

Mr.  LaFalce. 
Mr.  Kanjorski. 
Mr.  Bishop. 
Ms.  Slaughter. 
Mr.  Bonior. 
Mr.  Coleman. 

Ms.  FURSE. 

Ms.  'Velazquez. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Solomon)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Martini  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Moorhead. 

Mr.  Shaw  in  two  instances. 
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Mrs.  Chenoweth. 

Mr.  SCHIFF  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 

that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  2  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  at  9  a.m. 


EXPENDITURE  REPORTS  CONCERNING  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL 
Reports  concerning  the  foreign  currencies  and  U.S.  dollars  utilized  by  various  committees  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Rei>- 
resentatives  during  the  first  quarter  of  1995  in  connection  with  official  foreign  travel,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  95-384,  as 
well  as  the  1994  and  first  and  second  quarter  1995  reports  of  various  miscellaneous  groups,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
concerning  foreign  currencies  expended  by  them  in  connection  with  official  foreign  travel,  are  as  follows: 

REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  US  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  JANUARY  1  AND  MARCH  31 

1995. 


Dale 


Pp  (Jiem' 


TtsnsBortalion 


Otticr  iwrpascs 


Taw 


Name  of  Member  or  employee 


Anival       Oepaflure 


Fof«i|n 
cufieocy 


US  Mlai 

equivalent 

otUS 

currency' 


foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

eounalent 

01  US 

currency 


foreign 
currency 


US  (Mlar 

equnralefll 

01  US 


foreign 
currency 


US  Mlar 

equivalent 

or  US 

cuirency' 


Hon  Thomas  foglietla 
Cammittee  total 


2/25 


Surveys  and  Investigations  staff 
JoseD^  R  fogarty 

Michael  0  Glynn    _. 

lerrenct  E  Hotibs 

Sotjert  H  Pearrt  

RotKrt  I  Reitwiesnef 

RW  Vandtrgnn    

T  P   Wyman 

HC  Young  


2/25 

1/25 
2/25 
2/17 
2/25 
1/25 
2/1/ 
2/1/ 


2/2/ 


1/28 

3/4 

2/26 

3/1 

1/2/ 

2/26 

2/26 


Haiti 

456  00 

1.036  95      

1.492  95 

456  00 

1.036  95 

1.49295 

Italy    _..... 

Cuba   

Italy _ 

Neth  AntMcs . 

Italy    

Cuba  

Nelh  Antilles 
Neth  Milles 


1  :u  n 
mn 

1.244  /5 
1.36250 

inn 

413S0 
1.35000 

1.362  50 


3  443  75 

4/6  00 
3.443  /5 
1.164  95 
2.285  75 

476  00 
1.07195 
1.07195 


4U« 

list 

CI.43 
IB 

tnm 

10231 


6136 


4.756  16 

990  63 

4  76106 

2  5nu 

2.91156 

mi9 

2.U2  91 
2.536  76 


Committee  total 


B.019  38 


13.434  10 


S37  37 


nmm 


Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 
'  It  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U  S  dollar  equwalent:  if  U  S  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 


BOe  LIVINCSTOII. 
Chairman  Apr  25.  I99S 
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31,  1995 


Date 

CmMt 

Per  dem 

Transportation 

Ottier  purposes 

Tata 

Name  of  Membei  oi  employee 

Arrival 

Departure 

fottign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equnraleflt 

OfUS 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equnralent 

or  US 

currency 

US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency           or  U  S 

cwiBscy 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dolUr 

equnralent 

orUS 

oinwcy 

Hon  Douglas  Bereutei     

3/10 
3/10 
3/10 
3/10 
2/17 

■  mi 
~3ao 

3fl0 
MO 
»0 
2C5 

3/11 
3/11 

3/11 
3/11 
V20 

Haiti 

Haiti _. 

15000 
354  00 
354  00 
15000 
32800 

„.... 

m 

ISO  00 

Hon   Cornne  Brown       „ 

354  00 

Hon    Ume<;  riyhiim 

Haiti 
Haiti 

354  00 

Hon   John  C^nym 





15000 

f^.ntt  fwney                       _  

Panama 





328  00 

Commernal  airfaic 

331.K 

3.409  9S 

m 
w 
w 
w 

rsisi 
« 
m 

7S0.«$ 

33195 

Mark  Gage 

1/19 

mi 
yii 

3/11 
3/1 1 
2fl6 

Vll 

VI 1 
2/26 

Russia    ..                   _. 

—  ; 

2.3S000 

•2S400 
ISO  00 
3S4  00 
3S4  00 

•4SBS( 



2J50.00 
3409JS 

Commercial  airfare    

Richard  Garon               _  ..„„ . 

Mali 

Hlih 

2»400 

15000 

Hon  fteniamin  Gilman       



' 

Hon  Earl  Hilhard 

Haiti   

354  00 

Hon   Uiiirirp  Hinrhey 

Haiti              



354  00 
458  58 

Hon  Peter  King 

Mtni     

— 

rjimmerruil  airtjif    ,, 

750  96 

Willie  Inhn 

2no 

3/10 
2/25 

"1/14 
1/16 
1/lB 
1/19 

Haih 

35400 

354  00 
55800 

imJn 

0.00 
OM 
0.00 

354  00 

150  00 
<2.10000 

32800 

"sai^oo 

354  00 

Hon   Mirhael  MrNutty 

Ham „ 

Iceland   .._... 

354  00 

Hon  Robert  Menende;    _    .      .. 



558  00 

Commernal  airfare    , 

75095 

Lester  Munson _. _. 

1/15 
1/17 
1/18 
1/21 

3/11 

3/11 
1/19 

2/70 

..„..„.^. 

mi' 

1/1/ 

1/18 

Kenya    ...    __       ...    . 

1  00000 

Rwanda    

tof  

EtImiiM  .„                _    .  . 

Haiti 

000 

OM 

4,sas.4s 

3,409  9S 

000 

Commercial  Jifface 

4  50345 

Roger  Noriega                            

3/10 
3/10 
1/11 

mi 

MO 



354  iX) 

Hon  lack  Reed    . .     

Haiti        ..       ... 

ISO  00 

Pfiiiip  Remler        _ 

Russia        

2,100.00 

3,409.9S 

32100 

Commercial  airfare _    .     

flaniel  Rrslrepn                              

Commercial  airfare  ._ 

331.9S 



33195 

Hlib 

56800 

Commercial  airfare 

Itaiya               

32695 

Maurice  Tamaigo  _ 

i/ii 

1/16 
1/18 

1.63742 
000 
000 

1637  42 

Rwanda  

fa«)0  

000 

OOO 
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Name  :>i  Mem&ef  y  emploiiee 


oommerciat  airtare  . 

Sennie  Thompson  _ 

Maime  Waters    


Committee  Totat 


Date 

Country 

Per  diem 

Transportation 

Ottiei 

purposes 

Tola 

ij::;i. 

jeparlure 

Foreign 
currency 

US  aollat 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

U  S  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

1/19 

U2\ 

EttiMVia  ... 

0.00 

0  00 

4.50345 

{') 

(') 



4  503  15 

3/10 

yii 

3/11 

Haiti 

Haiti 

354  00 

150  00 

354  00 

3/10 

150  00 

13,154  00 

18,319  55 

31,483  55 

'■?v  dtem  constitutes  >odfing  and  Tieais 

'  tt  toreign  runencr  s  jsed  enter  u  S  dollar  equivalent:  if  US.  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  eipen(fed 

^  Militanr  jt  'i^an$oor*3fion 

'Denotes  ^'etund  31  jnused  per  dwm 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL.  COMMIHEE  ON  NATIONAL  SECURITY.  U  S 

31,  1995 


BENJAMIN  A  GILMAM 

Chaiiman  Apr  28   1995 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  JANUARY  1  AND  MARCH 


Date 


Name  nf  Memt)ef  or  employee 


Arrnral        Departure 


Country 


Hon  Norman  SisisJqi  , 
Hon  Gene  layW  , 
FMer  14  Steftes   

Committee  total 


2/3  2/5        Germany 

2/1/  2/20      Panama 

2/1/  2/20      Panama 


Per  d 

lem 

Transportation 

Other 

purposes 

Tola 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency            or  U  S 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

orUS 

currency 

492  00 
467  OO 
467  00 

„. 

492  00 

467  00 

467  00 

1426  00 


1426  00 


■  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

^rt  foreign  currency  'S  used  enter  U  5  dollar  equi 


a«nt.  if  U  s  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  eipended 


FIOYD  SPtNCE, 
Ctiairman,  Apr  24   1995 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  COMMISSION  ON  SECURITY  AND  COOPERATION  IN  EUROPE,  U  S,  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN 

JANUARY  1  AND  MARCH  31,  1995 


Date 


Per  diem 


Transportation 


Ottiet  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Memoer  or  empttTnee 


Jonn  Finerty 
Janice  Heiwig 


Hon  Bill  Ricnardson 

DoroJIty  Tatt         

Samuel  Wise       

Committee  total 


Arrival 

Departure 

'=**'»                            Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

U  S  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

3/3 

3/2 

3« 

3/7 

1/10 

2/13 

2/27 

4/14 

United  States  _ 

387  00 
25100 

6.45982 

3,213  45 

316  00 

3,213  45 
703  00 

M 

United  Kmtdom 

251  00 

United  States    ;    ...._. 

Ajistna                                                 

iili  1 

i         1                   i 

2  322  85 

1/11 

•- 

6S.9S 

6  525  77 

llnilMl  !;iltff                   

2  879  25 

2/28 

7.571J9 

197.29 

7  769  18 

United  <italK 

'854  81 

1/31 

in 

2/7 

2/9 

3/16 

3/19 

1/10 

1/15 

1/10 

1/14 

nm 

72600 
458  99 

300  00 

538  DO 

437  00 

5  536  55 

2/1 

Gennany  ._              

moo 

21400 

2/2 

926  00 

2/7 

toaUistan „          

458  00 

United  Slates  

!>rtiia.Montenegm 

4.79795 

4  797  95 

3/17 

300  00 

United  States      

Austria                          

1.3S7.IS 
1J67J5 

1  367  85 

1/11 

4I.0O 

579  OO 

United  SlilfS               ,  , 

1  367  85 

1/11 

Austria „ 

437  00 

17,342  71 


21,485  75 


1675  05 


40  503  51 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  rneais 

^It  foreign  currency  is  used  enter  U  S  dollar  equivalent,  if  U  S  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 

'  Qvatterty  shared  administrative  costs  tor  participation  m  the  U  S  delefation  to  the  OSCE  (Vienna.  Austria) 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL.  BRITISH  AMERICAN  PARLIAMENTARY  GROUP. 

DECEMBER  31.  1994 


CHRISTOPHER  SMITH 

Apr  28   1995 


US  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  JANUARY  1  AND 


Date 


Name  of  member  or  employee 


Hon  Tom  Lantos 

Austin  Murphy 

Hon  Slxniiood  Boeniert 

Tom  Lewts  

Ala  McMillian     

Slieny  Blantensliip  .__ 

Jonn  Mackey 

Amy  Tlwmpson    

Peter  AbOrusese  , 

Commercial  airlaif  


Arrival 

Departure 

5/5 

5/8 

Bermuda 

in. 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5ffl 

Bermuda 

5ft 

i/t 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5ffl 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

5ft 

5/8 

Bermuda 

Country 


Per  d 

em 

Transportation 

Ottier 

purposes 

Tola 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

orUS 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

oiUS 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equrvalent 

or  US 

currency 

737  43 
520  28 
719  33 
727  88 
688  23 
703  11 
78086 
639  00 
688  23 
26500 
102  20 

P) 
m 
p) 
w 
rt 
m 
w 
(') 

206  95 
■565  95 

737  43 

520  28 



719  33 

727  88 
688  23 

703  11 

780  86 

639  30 

688  23 

471  95 

66815 
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Date 


Per  diem 


Transportation 


Other  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  member  or  employee 


Arrival       Departure 


Country 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equnralent 

oc  US 

currency 


US  dollar 
Foretgn  equnraMnt 
currency  or  US. 

currency 


Delegation  expenses  Representational 
Committee  total 


ys 


5/8        Bermuda 


5.957M 


5.957U 


6.57185 


77290 


5.95714 


13J0259 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

^  It  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U  S  dollar  equivalent,  if  U  S  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended 

^  Military  air  transportation 

•Purchased  one-way  ticliet  lor  Mr.  Murphy. 


L££H  HMMTON. 

Apt  28  1995 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  NORTH  ATLANTIC  ASSEMBLY,  DELEGATION  TO  FRANCE  AND  BELGIUM,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  EXPENDED 

BETWEEN  FEBRUARY  17  AND  FEBRUARY  22,  1995. 


Date 


Per  diem 


Transportation 


Other  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Member  or  employee 


Arrival       Departure 


CMMlry 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


U  S  dollar 

equrvalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  Mlar 

equnralent 

orUS 


Hon  Doug  Bereuter 
Hon  Gerald  Solomon 

Hon  Tom  Bliley  

Hon  Jan  Meyers  

Hon  Floyd  Spence 
Hon  Marge  Rouhema 
Hon  Herb  Bateman  .. 

Hon  Paul  Gillmor 

Hon  Cardiss  Collins 
Hon  Bit!  Richardson 
Hon  Mike  Parker 

Hon  Eliot  Engel  

John  Herzberg   , 

Michael  Enms  , 

)o  Weber  

Martin  Sletzinger 

Ron  Lasch       „, 

Marcia  Smith  , 

Linda  Pedijo  


2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2717 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2/22 

2/17 

2/18 

2/18 

2-'22 

2,'17 

2,'I3 

2/18 

mi 

France 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgrum  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  .. 
Belgium  . 
Fiance  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 
France  .. 
Belgism  . 
France  ... 
Belgium  . 


834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
506  00 
834  46 
506  00 
834  46 
606  00 
83446 
606  00 
834  46 
506  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
506  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  00 
834  46 
606  OO 


l.44«.4t 

T«io.« 


1.4«i.« 

Tmms 
T«iio:«t 
T,4ii« 

iMMi 

Tmms 
T«iiiir« 


I.440.4C 

i°MOL« 

\Mm 
Thui 

Tmow 


Committee  total 


$27,368  74 


{27.368  74 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

-It  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U  S  dollai  equivalent;  it  US,  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  eipended 


OOOG  BEREUTER 

Mar  13,  1995 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  NORTH  ATLANTIC  ASSEMBLY.  DELEGATION  TO  TURKEY  AND  THE  BALTICS.  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  EXPENDED 

BETWEEN  APRIL  8  AND  APRIL  15,  1995. 


Date 

Coontiy 

Per  diem 

Transportation 

Ottier  purposes 

Tola 

Name  of  Member  or  employee 

Arrival 

Departure 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equnralent 

or  US 

currency 

US  dollar 
Foreign         equivalent 
currency           or  U  S 
currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Hon  Doug  Bereuter 

4/8 

4/10 

4/11 

4/12 

4/8 

4/10 
4/11 
4/12 
4/15 
4/10 
4/11 
4/12 
4/15 
4/10 
4/11 

"4/10 
4/11 

Turkey 

350  00 
196  00 
298  OO 
756  00 
350  00 
196  00 
298  00 
756  00 
350  00 
20200 

35000 
202.00 

'mm 

208.00 
29800 
77400 

-. 

35(JI 

Macedonia  .. 

Romania 

LaNia  

Turkey 

Macedonia .. 

Romania  . 

Latvia   

19690 

298  00 

756  00 

- 

1.011.1$ 

35000 

4/10 

4/11 

4/12 

4/8 

4/10 

196  00 
29800 

=~~-     " 

756  00 

Hon  Tom  Bliley  

Turkey    . 

Greece  „. 



350  00 

202  00 

Commercial  airfare  

1  on  15 

John  Herzberg 

V» 

mo 

Turkey  



350  00 

Greece  

•- 



202  00 

Commercial  airtara  

1.011.15 

1  Oil  15 

Michael  turns 

V9 

4/10 

4/11 
4/12 

Z~.    ""vi"" 

4/10 

4/10 
4/11 
4/12 
4/15 

Greece   

Macedonia .. 

Romania 

LaNia   



222  00 



206M 



291.00 

774  00 

Commercial  airlare  



1J0570 

Kristi  Walsetti              _ _ 

4/10 
4/11 

Greece 

Macedonia ... 

222.00 
20600 

22200 

20L00 

13360 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  NORTH  ATLANTIC  ASSEMBLY,  DELEGATION  TO  TURKEY  AND  THE  BALTICS.  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES.  EXPENDED 

BETWEEN  APRIL  8  AND  APRIL  15,  1995.— Continued 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Date 


Njiiw  of  Membet  v  einployw 


»m»3l       Dtpjrturt 


Country 


4/11 
4/12 


4/U      Rwnana 
4/15      Latvra    .. 


Commercial  airfare 
Committee  total 


Ptf  diem 

Transportation 

Ottier 

purposes 

Tola 

Foteign 
currency 

US  doiia: 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 

currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

U  5  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

moo 

77400 

■"""iTioslo 



298  00 
774  00 

1,305  70 

7.304,00 


1,633  70 


11,937  70 


'Per  diem  constitutes  loflging  and  meals 

'  II  loreign  currency  <s  used,  enter  U S  ilollar  equivalent  i(  US  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  eioended 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

879  .^  letter  from  the  General  Counsel  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  amend  the 
Army  National  Guard  Combat  Readiness  Re- 
form Act  of  1992  and  to  make  certain  provi- 
sions of  such  act  applicable  to  the  Selected 
Reserve  of  the  Army,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

880.  .\  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  transmitting 
a  report  on  the  Corporation's  efforts  to 
maximize  the  efficient  utilization  of  the  re- 
sources of  the  private  sector,  pursuant  to  12 
use.  1827;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services. 

881.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  .Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  notification  of  a  proposed  man- 
ufacturing license  agreement  for  production 
of  major  military  equipment  with  Australia 
(Transmittal  No.  DTC-23-95).  pursuant  to  22 
use.  2776(d):  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

882.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Farm 
Credit  System  Insurance  Corporation,  trans- 
mitting a  report  of  activities  under  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Act  for  calendar  year 
1994.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C,  552(e);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

883.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate  Di- 
rector for  Compliance.  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  notification  of  proposed 
refunds  of  excess  royalty  payments  in  OCS 
areas,  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  1339(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

884.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  transmitting  the 
Commissions  108th  annual  report  which 
summarizes  its  activities  during  fiscal  year 
1994.  pursuant  to  Public  Law  96M48.  section 
217(c)(1)  (94  Stat.  1925).  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

885.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel  of 
the  Departments  of  the  Treasury  and  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled.  "Fed- 
eral Home  Loan  Bank  System  Restructuring 
and  Modernization  Act  of  1995".  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services  and  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XHI,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 


for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows; 

Mr.  DREIER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  151.  Resolution  waiving  points  of 
order  against  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company the  bill  (H.R.  1158)  making  emer- 
gency supplemental  appropriations  for  addi- 
tional disaster  assistance  and  making  rescis- 
sions for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1995.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-126). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A 
REPORTED  BILL 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  following 
action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker: 

The  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  discharged,  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Science  for  a  period 
ending  not  later  than  June  30.  1995.  H.R.  1175 
for  consideration  of  such  provisions  of  the 
bill  and  amendment  as  fall  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Committee  on  Science  pursu- 
ant to  clause  l(n).  rule  X. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By   Mr.    CRANE   (for  himself  and   Mr, 
Ranged; 
H.R.  1654.  A  bill  to  renew  the  Generalized 
System  of  Preferences:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  COMBEST: 
H.R.  1655.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1996  for  intelligence  and 
intelligence-related  activities  of  the  U.S. 
Government,  the  Community  Management 
Account,  and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agen- 
cy Retirement  and  Disability  System,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
telligence (Permanent  Select). 

By  Ms.  FURSE  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
NETHERCUTT); 
H.R.  1656.  A  bill  to  provide  for  an  increase 
in  funding  for  the  conduct  and  support  of  di- 
abetes-related research  by  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  GONZALEZ  (by  request): 
H.R.  1657,  A  bill  to  restructure  and  modern- 
ize the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  System;  to 
the  Committee  on   Banking  and   Financial 
Services, 

By  Mr   HUNTER: 
H  R   1658   A  bill  to  enhance  border  security 
in  the  vicinity  of  San  Diego.  CA.  through  the 
construction  and  improvement  of  physical 


DOUG  BEREUTfR, 

Apr  26   1995 


barriers  at  the  U,S,  border  and  through  the 
forward  deployment  of  Border  Patrol  agents 
to  the  border;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 

By   Mr,   MOORHEAD  (for  himself  and 

Mrs,  SCHROEDER): 
H,R,  1659.  A  bill  to  amend  title  35.  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  the  Patent  and 
Trademark  Office  as  a  Government  corpora- 
tion, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts; 
H.R.  1660.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  eliminate  the  marriage 
penalty  under  the  one-time  exclusion  of  gain 
on  the  sale  of  a  principal  residence  by  an  in- 
dividual   who   has   attained   age   55:   to   the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  SHAW: 
H.R.  1661.  A  bill  to  permit  partnership  and 
S  corporations  to  elect  taxable  years  other 
than  required  years:   to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.   SHAW  (for  himself.  Mrs.  Ken- 

NELLY.   Mr.    McCrery.   Mr.   Neal   of 

Massachusetts,     Mr.     Zi.mmer.     Mrs. 

Johnson    of   Connecticut.    Mr.    Gep- 

H.'\Rtyr.  Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr. 

Hutchinson.    Mr.    Torkildsen.    Mrs. 

Maloney,      Mr.      Richardson,      Mr. 

HiNCHEY,     Mr.     Clyburn.     and     Mr. 

NadleR): 
H,R,  1662,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  198G  to  provide  a  credit  against 
income  tax  to  individuals  who  rehabilitate 
historic  homes  or  who  are  the  first  pur- 
chasers of  rehabilitated  historic  homes  for 
use  as  a  principal  residence:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means, 

By  Mr,  SKEEN  (for  himself.  Mr,  Schae- 

fer.  and  Mr,  Crapo): 
H  R.  1663.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Waste  Isola- 
tion Pilot  Plant  Land  Withdrawal  Act:  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in'addi- 
tion  to  the  Committee  on  National  Security, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  STARK: 
H.R.  1664.  A  bill  to  provide  for  demonstra- 
tion projects  to  test  whether  enrollment  in 
the  supplemental  security  income  program 
can  be  significantly  increased  by  offering 
nonprofit  organizations  financial  incentives 
to  engage  in  outreach;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  1665.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  provide  for  findings  of  presump- 
tive disability  under  title  II  of  such  act  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
is  currently  applicable  under  title  XVI  of 
such  act:  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 


consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  STUPAK: 
H.R.  1666.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  Octo- 
ber 21.  1970.  establishing  the  Sleeping  Bear 
Dunes  National  Lakeshore  to  permit  certain 
persons  to  continue  to  use  and  occup,y  cer- 
tain areas  within  the  lakeshore.  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By   Mr.   CALLAHAN   (for  himself.   Mr. 
Stump.  Mr.  Everett,  and  Mr.  Trafi- 

CANT); 

H.J.  Res.  88.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  provide  that  no  person  born 
in  the  United  States  be  a  U.S.  citizen  on  ac- 
count of  birth  in  the  United  States  unless  a 
parent  is  a  U.S.  citizen  at  the  time  of  the 
birth:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska; 

H.  Con.  Res.  68.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  Fed- 
eral tax  law  should  be  clarified  to  allow  a 
reasonable  charitable  tax  deduction  for  the 
reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  of  Alaska 
Native  subsistence  whaling  captains;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  TORRES: 

H.  Res.  152.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  that  the 
President  should  develop  a  strategy  to  bring 
the  United  States  back  into  active  and  full 
membership  in  the  United  Nations  Edu- 
cational. Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organiza- 
tion: to  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

83.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii, relative  to  an  integrated  pest  manage- 
ment control  program  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  the  Brown  Tree  Snake;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

84.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  relative 
to  urging  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture to  consider  the  effect  of  and  exclude 
the  State  of  Hawaii  from  Federal  legislation 
that  would  have  a  detrimental  impact  on  Ha- 
waii's environment;  to  the  Committee  on  .Ag- 
riculture, 

85,  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  relative 
to  urging  the  US,  Department  of  Agri- 
culture to  exclude  Hawaii  from  any  Federal 
legislation  that  would  create  exceptions 
from  the  Honeybee  Act  of  1922,  as  amended; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

86,  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  relative 
to  memorializing  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  propose  and  submit  to  the  several 
States  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  that  would  provide  that  no 
Federal  tax  shall  be  imposed  for  the  period 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  ret- 
roactive tax;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R,  70:  Mr,  Dornan. 


H,R,  72:  Mr,  McColi.um.  Mr,  H.\stings  of 
Florida.  Mrs,  Thurma.n,  and  Mr,  Canady, 

H.R,  73:  Mr,  McCoLLUM,  Mr,  Hastings  of 
Florida,  Mrs,  Thurman,  and  Mr,  Canady, 

H,R,  89:  Mr   Kluo 

H,R  103;  Mr,  Bonior.  Mr,  Nadler,  and  Mr, 
Peterson  of  Minnesota. 

H.R,  109;  Mr,  Lewis  of  Kentucky,  and  Mr, 
Hastings  of  Florida, 

H,R,  236:  Mr,  Payne  of  New  Jersey, 

H,R.  240:  Mr,  Bevill  and  Mr,  Stupak. 

H,R.  333:  Mr,  Lewis  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  353:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
Romero-Barcelo. 

H.R.  390:  Mr.  Andrews. 

H.R.  399:  Mr   ViscLOSKY  and  Mr.  Boucher. 

H.R.  468:  Ms.  Rivers.  Mr.  Stearns,  and  Mr. 
Watts  of  Oklahoma. 

H.R.  598:  Mr.  Kanjorski,  Mr.  Stockman. 
Mr.  Coburn.  Mr.  Wf.ldon  of  Florida,  and  Mr. 
Peterson  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  677:  Mr.  Coy'ne,  Mr.  Christensen.  and 
Mr.  Ge,jdenson. 

H.R.  682:  Mr.  Ho.stettler. 

H.R  733:  Ms.  ESHOO  and  Mr.  Farr. 

H.R.  783:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
Buyer. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  LoBlONDO. 

H  R.  892:  Mr.  Stump.  Mr.  Rohrabacher, 
Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Hefley, 
and  Mrs.  Chengweth. 

H.R.  950:  Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  966:  Mrs  Kelly.  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr. 
Evans,  and  Mr   Franks  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  969:  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Mineta,  Mr. 
Meehan.  Mrs.  MoRELLA.  and  Ms.  Velazquez. 

H.R.  972:  Mr.  CALLAHAN. 

H.R.  973:  Mr.  Call.^HAN. 

H.R.  1021:  Mr.  ViSCLOSKY. 

H.R.    1023:   Mr.   CUNNINGHAM  and  Mr.   Vis- 

CLOSKY. 

H  R   1090:  Mr.  Quillen  and  Mr.  Stearns. 

H  R  1104:  Mr.  Brownback.  Mr.  Smith  of 
Michigan,  and  Mr.  Crapo. 

H.R,  1118:  Mr  Kingston, 

H,R,  1119:  Mr,  CALVERT.  Mr.  CAMP,  and  Mrs. 
Morella, 

H.R.  1138:  Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mr.  Engli.sh  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  1229:  Ms.  Eshoo  and  Ms.  LowEY. 

H.R.  1242:  Mr  Shadegg.  Mr.  HoKE,  Mr.  JEF- 
FERSON, and  Mr.  Cramer. 

H.R.  1272:  Ms.  Lowey  and  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  1299:  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut, 
Mr.  Kleczka.  and  Mr.  Moran. 

H.R.  1352:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Foley.  Mr.  Gordon.  Mr.  Taylor  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr,  Ehlers.  Mr,  Castle.  Mr. 
Upton,  Mr,  Chrysler,  Ms,  Kapti^r.  Mr,  Sisi- 
sky.  Mr.  Norwood.  Mr,  McDade.  Mr.  Wolf. 
Ms,  Pryce.  Mr,  Jacobs,  and  Mr,  Hayes. 

H,R,  1385:  Mr,  Filner. 

H  R,  1448:  Mr,  PETE  Geren  of  Texas  and 
Mr,  Moran, 

H.R,  1540:  Mr,  Hunter.  Mr  Acker.man.  Mrs, 
Collins  of  Illinois.  Mrs,  Myrick.  Mr,  Lipin- 
SKi.  Mr,  Wolf.  Mr,  Walsh,  and  Mr,  Holden, 

H,R,  1542:  Mr,  Weller.  Mr  CosTELLO,  Mr. 
Poshard.  and  Mr,  Evans, 

H.R.  1560:  Mr.  MARTINEZ  and  Mr.  VlS- 
CLOSKY. 

H.R,  1578:  Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida. 

H,R.  1594:  Mr,  Linder.  Mr,  Zimmer.  Mr, 
Shadegg.  Mr,  Weldon  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr, 
ARCHER.  Mr,  Hayworth.  and  Mr,  H.\nc(x:k. 

H.R.  1627:  Mr.  Hayes  and  Mr.  Peterson  of 
Minnesota. 

H.  Con.  Res,  8:  Mr.  Saxton. 

H.  Con.  Res.  12:  Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington. 

H.  Con.  Res.  63:  Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington 
and  Mr.  Weldon  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.  Con.  Res.  66:  Mr.  Hancock.  Mr.  Forbes, 
Mr  Crane.  Mr.  Funderburk.  Mr  Fawell. 
Mr.  Norwood,  and  Mr,  Burr. 
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DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  32:  Mr.  McNuLTV. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gilman 
(Committee  Amendment  in  the  Nature  of  a 
Substitute) 
Amendment  No.  l:  strike  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  and  insert  the  following: 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "American 
Overseas  Interests  Act  of  1995", 

SEC.  i.  ORGA>aZATION  OF  ACT  INTO  DIVISIONS; 
TABLE  OF  CO>rrENTS. 

(a)  Divisions,— This  Act  is  organized  into 
three  divisions  as  follows: 

(1)  Division  A — Consolidation  of  Foreign 
Affairs  Agencies. 

(2)  Division  B — Foreign  Relations  Author- 
izations. 

(3)  Division  C — Foreign  Assistance  Author- 
izations. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2.  Organization  of  Act  into  divisions: 
table  of  contents, 

DIVISION  A— CONSOLIDATION  OF 
FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  101.  Short  title. 
Sec.  102,  Congressional  findings. 
Sec.  103,  F*urposes. 
Sec.  104,  Definitions, 

TITLE  II— UNITED  STATES  ARMS 
CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  AGENCY 

Chapter  i— General  Provisions 
Sec.  201,  Effective  date. 
Sec.  202,  References  in  title. 
Chapter   2— AsoLrrioN   of   U^rrED   States 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  agency 
AND  Transfer  of  Functions  to  Secretary 
OF  State 

Sec.  211.  Abolition  of  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency. 

Sec.  212.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 
of  State. 

Chapter  3— Reorganization  of  Department 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Under  This  Title 

Sec.  221,  Reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  222.  Coordinator  for  arms  control  and 
disarmament. 

Chapter  4 — Conforming  Amendments 
Sec,  241,  References. 

Sec,  242,  Repeal  of  establishment  of  a«rency. 
Sec.  243.  Repeal  of  positions  and  offices. 
Sec.  244.  Transfer  of  authorities  and   func- 
tions under  the  Arms  Control 
and   Disarmament   Act   to   the 
Secretary  of  State, 
Sec,  245.  Conforming  amendments. 

TITLE  III— L^NITED  STATES 
INFORMATION  AGENCY 


Sec. 


Chapter  l— General  Provisions 
301.  Effective  date. 
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May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 
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Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


347. 
348. 
349 


351 

352. 


Chapter  2— Abolition  of  United  States  In- 
formation Agency  and  Transfer  of  Func- 
tions to  Secretary  of  State 
Sec.  311.  Abolition  of  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency. 
Sec.  312.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 

of  State. 
Chapter  3— Reorganization  of  Department 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Under  This  Title 
Sec.  321    Reorganization  plan. 
Sec.  322.  Principal  officers. 

Ch-apter  4— Confor.ming  Amendments 
Sec.  341.  References. 

Sec.  342.  Abolition    of    Office    of    Inspector 
General    of   the   United   States 
Information  Agency  and  trans- 
fer of  functions  to  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State. 
Sec.  343.  Amendments  to  title  5. 
Sec.  344.  Amendments  to  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Ex- 
change Act  of  1948. 
Sec.  345.  Amendments   to   the   Mutual   Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchange 
Act     of     1961     (Fulbright-Hays 
Act). 
Sec.  346.  International   broadcasting   activi- 
ties. 
Television  broadcasting  to  Cuba. 
Radio  broadcasting  to  Cuba. 
National    Endowment    for    Democ- 
racy. 
Sec.  350.  United  States  scholarship  program 
for  developing  countries. 
Fascell  Fellowship  Board. 
National         Security         Education 
Board. 
Sec.  353.  Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical 
Interchange  between  North  and 
South. 
East-West  Center. 

Mission     of     the     Department     of 
State. 
Sec.  356.  Consolidation      of     administrative 
services.  . 

Grants.  I 

Ban  on  domestic  activities. 
Sec.  359    Conforming    repeal    to    the    Arms 

Control  and  Disarmament  Act. 
Sec.  360.  Repeal  relating  to  procurement  of 

legal  services. 
Sec.  361    Repeal  relating  to  payment  of  sub- 

^stence  expenses. 
Sec    362.  Conforming     amendment     to     the 

Seed  Act, 
Sec.  363.  International    Cultural   and  Trade 

Center  Commission. 
Sec.  364.  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980 
Sec.  365.  Au  pair  programs. 
Sec.  366.  Exchange  program   with  countries 
in  transition  from  totalitarian- 
ism to  democracy. 
Sec.  367.  Edmund  S.  Muskie  Fellowship  pro- 
gram. 
Sec.  368.  Implementation    of  convention   on 

cultural  property. 
Sec.  369.  Mike  Mansfield  Fellowships. 
TITLE  IV— AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
CH.\PTER  1— General  Provisions 
Sec.  401.  Effective  date. 
Sec.  402.  References  in  title. 
Chapter  Z—Abolition  of  the  agency  for 
International  Development  and  Trans- 
fer OF  Functions  to  Secretary  of  State 
Sec.  411.  Abolition     of    Agency     for    Inter- 
national Development  and  the 
International  Development  Co- 
operation Agency. 
Sec.  412.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 
of  State. 


Sec.  354. 
Sec.  355. 


Sec.  357. 
Sec.  358. 


Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


501. 
502. 

503. 


Chapter  3— Reorganization  of  Department 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Under  This  Title 
Sec.  421.  Reorganization  plan. 
Sec.  422.  Principal  officers. 

Chapter  4 — Conforming  amendments 
Sec.  441.  References. 

Sec.  442.  Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspector 
General  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  and 
transfer  of  functions  to  Office 
of  Inspector  General  of  the  De- 
partment of  State 
Sec.  443.  Abolition  of  Chief  Financial  Officer 
of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  and  transfer  of 
functions  to  Chief  Financial  Of- 
ficer Department  of  State. 
Sec.  444.  Amendments    to    title    5,    United 

SUtes  Code. 
Sec.  445.  Public  Law  480  program. 
TITLE  V— TRANSITION 
Reorganization  authority. 
Transfer  and  allocation   of  appro- 
priations and  personnel. 
Incidental  transfers. 
504.  Effect  on  personnel. 
Sec.  505.  Voluntary  separation  incentives. 
Sec.  506.  Savings  provisions. 

507.  Property  and  facilities. 

508.  Authority  of  Secretary  to  facilitate 

transition. 

Sec.  509.  Recommendations  for  additional 
conforming  amendments. 

Sec.  510.  Final  report. 

Sec.  511.  Severability. 

DIVISION  B— FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE  XX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  2001.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2002.  Definitions. 

TITLE  XXI— AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS     FOR      DEPARTMENT      OF 
STATE  AND  CERTAIN  INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS  FUNCTIONS  AND  ACTIVITIES 
Chapter  l— Authorizations  of 
Appropriations 

Sec.  2101.  Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs. 

■Sec.  2102.  International  organizations,  pro- 
grams, and  conferences. 

Sec.  2103.  International  commissions. 

Sec.  2104.  Migration  and  refugee  assistance. 

Sec.  2105.  Certain  other  international  affairs 
programs. 

Sec.  2106.  United  States  informational,  edu- 
cational, and  cultural  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  2107.  United   States   arms   control    and 
disarmament. 
TITLE  XXII— DEPARTMENT  OF  ST.\TE 

AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVITIES 
Chapter  i— authorities  .\nd  Activities 

Sec.  2201.  Revision  of  Department  of  State 
rewards  program. 

Sec.  2202.  Authorities  of  Secretary  of  State. 

Sec.  2203.  Buying  power  maintenance  ac- 
count. 

Sec.  2204.  Expenses  relating  to  certain  inter- 
national claims  and  proceed- 
ings. 

Sec.  2205.  Consolidation  of  United  States 
diplomatic  missions  and  con- 
sular posts. 

Sec.  2206.  Denial  of  passports  to  noncusto- 
dial parents  subject  to  state  ar- 
rest warrants  in  cases  of  non- 
payment of  child  support. 

Sec.  2207.  Capital  investment  fund. 

Sec.  2208.  Efficiency  in  procurement. 

Sec.  2209    Training. 

Sec.  2210.  Lease-purchase  agreements. 


Sec.  2301. 
Sec.  2302. 
Sec.  2303. 


Sec.  2304. 


Chapter  2— Consular  Authorities  of  the 

Department  of  State 

Sec.  2231.  Surcharge   for  processing  certain 

machine  readable  visas. 
Sec.  2232.  Fingerprint  check  requirement. 
Sec.  2233.  Use  of  certain  passport  processing 
fees  for  enhanced  passport  serv- 
ices. 
Sec.  2234.  Consular  officers. 

Chapter  3— Refugees  And  Migration 
Sec.  2251.  United  Slates  emergency  refugee 

and  migration  assistance  fund. 
Sec.  2252.  Persecution  for  resistance  to  coer- 
cive  population   control    meth- 
ods. 
Sec.  2253.  Report     to    congress    concerning 

Cuban  emigration  policies. 
Sec.  2254.  United  States  policy  regarding  the 

involuntary  return  of  refugees. 
Sec.  2255.  Extension  of  certain  adjudication 

provisions. 
TITLE  XXIII— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT   OF    ST.\TE;    DEPARTMENT 
OF  STATE   PERSONNEL;  THE   FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

Chapter  1— Organization  Of  the 
Department  of  State 
Coordinator  for  counterterrorism. 
Special  envoy  for  Tibet. 
Establishment  of  Coordinator  for 
Human    Rights    and    Refugees. 
Bureau   of  Refugee  and   Migra- 
tion Assistance,  and  Bureau  of 
Democracy,  Human  Rights,  and 
Labor. 
Elimination    of    statutory    estab- 
lishment of  certain  positions  of 
the  Department  of  State. 
Sec.  2305.  Eistablishment    of   Assistant    Sec- 
retary of  Slate  for  Human  Re- 
sources. 
Sec.  2306.  Authority  of  United  States  perma- 
nent representative  to  the  Unit- 
ed Nations. 
Chapter  2— Personnel  Of  the  Department 

of  State:  the  Foreign  Service 
Sec.  2351.  Authorized   strength   of   the    For- 
eign Service. 
Sec.  2352.  Repeal    of    authority    for    Senior 
Foreign     Service     performance 
pay. 
Sec.  2353.  Recovery  of  costs  of  health  care 

services. 
TITLE  XXIV— UNITED  STATES  PUBLIC  DI- 
PLOMACY: AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES FOR  UNITED  STATES  INFORMA- 
TIONAL. EDUCATIONAL.  AND  CUL- 
TURAL PROGRAMS 

Chapter  1— General  Provisions 
Sec.  2401.  Elimination  of  permanent  author- 
ization. 
Sec.  2402.  Extension  of  au  pair  programs. 
Sec.  2403.  Educational      and      cultural      ex- 
changes with  Hong  Kong. 
Sec.  2404.  Conduct    of    certain     educational 
and     cultural     exchange     pro- 
grams in  Asia. 
Sec.  2405.  Educational      and      cultural      ex- 
changes   and    scholarships    for 
Tibetans  and  Burmese. 
Sec.  2406.  Availability  of  Voice  of  America 
and    Radio    Marti    multilingual 
computer    readable     text    and 
voice  recordings. 
Sec.  2407.  Retention  of  interest. 
Sec.  2408.  USIA  office  in  Pristina.  Kosova. 

Chapter  2— International  Broadcasting 
Sec.  2431.  Expansion  of  Broadcasting  Board 

of  Governors. 
Sec.  2432.  Plan  for  Radio  Free  Asia. 
Sec.  2433.  Pilot   project   for  freedom   broad- 
casting to  Asia. 


TITLE  XXV— INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATIONS  AND  COMMISSIONS 

Chapter  1— General  Provisions 

Sec.  2501.  International  Boundary  and  Water 

Commission. 
Chapter  2— United  Nations  and  Affiliated 

Agencies  and  Organizations 
Sec.  2521.  Reform  in  budget  decisionmaking 
procedures    of   the    United    Na- 
tions and  its  specialized  agen- 
cies. 
Sec.  2522.  Limitation    on    contributions    to 
the   United   Nations  or  United 
Nations      affiliated      organiza- 
tions. 
Sec.  2523.  Report  on  UNICEF. 
Sec.  2524.  United     Nations     budgetary     and 
management  reform. 
TITLE  XXVI— FOREIGN  POLICY 
PROVISIONS 
Chapter  1— Miscellaneous  Foreign  Policy 

Provisions 
Sec.  2601.  Taiwan  Relations  Act. 
Sec.  2602.  Bosnia  Genocide  Justice  Act. 
Sec.  2603.  Expansion  of  Commission  on  Secu- 
rity and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 
Chapter  2— Relating  to  the  United  States- 
North  Korea  Agreed  Framework  and  the 
Obligations  of  North  Korea  Under  That 
and  Previous  Agreements  With  Respect 
to  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean 
Peninsula  and  Dialogue  With  the  Repub- 
lic of  Korea 
Sec.  2641.  Findings. 

Sec.  2642.  Clarification      of      nuclear      non- 
proliferation      obligations      of 
North   Korea  under  the  agreed 
framework. 
Sec.  2643.  Role    of    the    Republic    of    Korea 

under  the  agreed  framework. 
Sec.  2644.  Further  steps  to  promote  United 
States  security  and  political  in- 
terests  with   respect   to   North 
Korea. 
Sec.  2645.  Restrictions      on      assistance      to 
North  Korea  and  the  Korean  pe- 
ninsula energy  development  or- 
ganization. 
Chapter  3— Burma 
Sec.  2651.  United    States    policy    concerning 
thp  (iintatorship  in  Burma 

Chapter  4— Torture 
Definitions. 

United  Slates  policy  with  respect 
to    the    involuntary    return    of 
persons  subjected  to  torture. 
TITLE  XXVII— CONGRESSIONAL 
STATEMENTS 
Inter-American  organizations. 
Territorial  integrity  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina. 

Sec.  2703.  The  Laogai  system  of  political 
prisons. 

Sec.  2704.  Concerning  the  use  of  funds  to  fur- 
ther normalize  relations  with 
Vietnam. 

Sec.  2705.  Declaration  of  Congress  regarding 
United  Slates  Government 
human  rights  policy  toward 
China. 

Sec.  2706.  Concerning  the  United  Nations 
Voluntary  Fund  for  Victims  of 
Torture. 

Sec.  2707.  Recommendations  of  the  Presi- 
dent for  reform  of  war  powers 
resolution. 

Sec.  2708.  Conflict  in  Kashmir. 

Sec.  2709.  United  States  relations  with  the 
Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia  (FYROMl. 

Sec.  2710.  Sense  of  the  Congress  relating  to 
Indonesia. 

Sec.  2711.  Displaced  persons. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


2661. 
2662. 


2701. 
2702. 


DIVISION  C— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  3001.  Short  title. 

Sec.  3002.  Declaration  of  policy. 

TITLE  XXXI— DEFENSE  AND  SECURITY 

ASSISTANCE 

Chapter  l— Military  And  Related 

Assi.stance 

subchapter  a— foreign  military  financing 

program 
Sec.  3101.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3102.  .Administrative  expenses. 
Sec.  3103.  Assistance  for  Israel. 
Sec.  3104.  Assistance  for  Egypt. 
Sec.  3105.  Loans  for  Greece  and  Turkey. 
Sec.  3106.  Terms  of  loans. 
Sec.  3107    Nonrepayment  of  grant  assistance. 
Sec.  3108.  Additional  requirements. 

subchapter  b— other  assistance 
Sec.  3121.  Defense  drawdown  special  authori- 
ties. 
Sec.  3122.  Stockpiles  of  defense  articles. 
Sec.  3123.  Transfer  of  excess  defense  articles. 
Sec.  3124.  Nonlethal  excess  defense  articles 
for  Albania. 

Chapter  2— International  Military 
Education  and  Training 
Sec.  3141.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3142.  A.ssislance  for  Indonesia. 
Sec,  3143,  .Additional  requirements. 

Chapter  3— .^ntiterroris.m  .Assistance 
Sec.  3151.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3152.  Antiterrorism  training  assistance. 
Sec.  3153.  Research     and    develooment    ex- 
penses. 
Chapter  4— Narcotics  Control  Assistance 
Sec.  3161.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3162.  -Additional  requirements. 
Sec.  3163.  Notification  requirement. 
Sec.  3164.  Waiver  of  restrictions  for  narcot- 
ics-related     economic      assist- 
ance. 

Chapter  5— Nonproliferation  And 
Disar.mament  Fund 

Sec.  3171.  Nonproliferation         and        Disar- 
mament Fund. 
Chapter  6— Other  Provisions 

Sec.  3181.  Standardization  of  congressional 
review  procedures  for  arms 
transfers. 

Sec.  3182.  Standardization  of  third  country 
transfers  of  defense  articles. 

Sec.  3183.  Increased  stan ...ization.  ration- 
alization, and  interof)erability 
of  assistance  and  sales  pro- 
grams. 

Sec  3184,  Repeal  of  price  and  availability  re- 
porting requirement  relating  to 
proposed  sale  of  defense  articles 
and  .services. 

Sec.  3185.  Definition  of  significant  military 
equipment. 

Sec.  3186.  Requirements  relating  to  the  Spe- 
cial Defense  Acquisition  Fund. 

Sec.  3187.  Cost  of  leased  defense  articles  that 
have  been  lost  or  destroyed. 

Sec.  3188.  Designation  of  major  non-NATO 
allies. 

Sec.  3189.  Certification  thresholds. 

Sec.  3190.  Competitive  pricing  for  sales  of 
defense  articles  and  services. 

Sec.  3191.  Depleted  uranium  ammunition. 

Sec.  3192.  End-use  monitoring  of  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services. 

Sec.  3193.  Brokering    activities    relating    to 
commercial  sales  of  defense  ar- 
ticles and  services. 
TITLE  XXXII— ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
Chapter  1— Economic  Support  Assistance 

Sec.  3201.  Economic  support  fund. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


3221. 
3222. 


3223. 

3224. 


Sec.  3202.  Assistance  for  Israel. 

Sec,  3203.  Assistance  for  Egypt, 

Sec.  3204.  International  Fund  for  Ireland. 

Sec.  3205.  Law  enforcement  assistance. 

Chapter  2— Assistance  For  Private  Sector 

Programs  and  Activtties 
Sec.  3211.  Private  sector  enterprise  funds. 
Sec.  3212.  Micro-  and  small  enterprise  devel- 
opment credits. 
Sec.  3213.  Microenterprise  development 

grant  assistance. 
Chapter  3— De\'elopme.nt  Assistance 
subchapter  a— development  assistance 
authorities 
Authorizations  of  appropriations. 
Assistance  for  child  survival  ac- 
tivities. Vitamin  A  Deficiency 
Program,  and  related  activities. 
Assistance  for  family  planning. 
Assistance    for    the    independent 
states    of    the    former    Soviet 
Union. 
Sec.  3225.  Development      Fund      for     Latin 

America  and  the  Caribbean. 
Sec.  3226.  Effectiveness  of  United  States  de- 
velopment assistance. 
Sec.  3227.  Funding  for  private  and  voluntary 
organizations  and  cooperatives. 
Sec.  3228.  Sense  of  the  Congress  relating  to 
United  States  cooperatives  and 
credit  unions. 
subchapter  b— operating  expenses 
Sec.  3231.  Operating  expenses  generally. 
Sec.  3232.  Operating  expenses  of  the  office  of 
the  inspector  general. 
Chapter  4— Public  Law  480 
Sec.  3241.  Levels  of  assistance  for  title  II. 
Sec.  3242.  Authorization    of    appropriations 
for  title  lU. 
Ch-apter  5— Housing  Guarantee  Program 
Sec.  3251.  Authorization    of    appropriations 

for  administrative  expenses. 
Sec.  3252.  Additional  requirements. 
Chapter  6— Peace  Corps 
Sec.  3261.  Peace  Corps. 
Sec.  3262.  Activities  of  the  Peace  Corps  in 

the  former  Soviet  Union. 
Sec.  3263.  Prohibition   on   use   of  funds   for 
abortions. 
Chapter  7— international  Disaster 
assistance 
Sec.  3271.  Authority  to  provide  reconstruc- 
tion assistance. 
Sec.  3272.  Authorizations  of  appropriations. 

Chapter  8— -Other  Provisions 
Sec.  3281.  Exemption    from    restrictions    on 
assistance  through  nongovern- 
mental organizations. 
Sec.  3282.  Funding  requirements  relating  to 
United  States  private  and  vol- 
untary organizations. 
Sec.  3283.  Documentation   requested   of  pri- 
vate  and    voluntary    organiza- 
tions. 
Sec.  3284.  Foreign  government  parking  fines. 
Sec,  3285.  Human  rights  reports. 
Sec.  3286.  Deobligation     of     certain     unex- 
pended     economic      assistance 
funds. 

TITLE  XXXIII— REGIONAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  3301.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  providing  as- 
sistance to  Cuba. 

Sec.  3302.  Assistance  for  Nicaragua. 

Sec.  3303.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
relations  with  Burma. 

Sec.  3304.  Debt  restructuring  for  Egypt. 

Sec.  3306.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  providing  as- 
sistance to  Iran. 
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Sec.  3306.  Assistance  for  Pakistan. 

Sec.  3307.  Return  of  military  equipment  of 
Pakistan 

Sec.  3308.  Eligibility  of  Panama  under  Arms 
Export  Control  Act. 

Sec.  3309.  Future  of  the  United  States  mili- 
tary presence  in  Panama. 

Sec.  3310.  Peace  and  stability  in  the  South 
China  Sea. 

Sec.  3311.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
narcotics  control  efforts  of  Co- 
lombia. 

Sec.  3312.  Notification  of  arms  sales  to  Saudi 
Arabia. 

Sec.  3313.  Assistance  for  Zaire. 
TITLE  XXXIV— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES 
AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS 
CH.\PTER  1— SPECIAL  AL-THORITIES 

Sec.  3401.  Enhanced  transfer  authority. 

Sec.  3402.  Authority  to  meet  unanticipated 
contingencies. 

Sec.  3403    Special  waiver  authority. 

Sec.  3404.  Termination  of  assistance. 
Chapter  2— Other  Provisions 

Sec.  3411.  Congressional  presentation  docu- 
ments. 

Sec.  3412.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  engaged  in 
espionage  against  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  3413.  Debt  restructuring  for  foreign  as- 
sistance. 

Sec.  3414.  Debt  buybacks  or  sales  for  debt 
swaps. 

Sec.  3415.  Impact  on  jobs  in  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  3416.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  that  export 
lethal  military  equipment  to 
countries  supporting  inter- 
national terrorism. 

Sec.  3417.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  consistently  oppose 
the  United  States  position  in 
the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly. 

Sec.  3418.  Limitation  on  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  restrict  the  transport 
or  delivery  of  United  States  hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

Sec.  3419.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments,  private  and 
voluntary  organizations,  and 
other  entities  that  inhibit  Unit- 
ed States-supported  demining 
operations  and  activities. 
Chapter  3— Repeals 

Sec.  3421.  Repeal  of  obsolete  provisions. 
TITLE  XXXV-EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  3501.  Effective  date. 

DIVISION  A— CONSOLIDATION  OF 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 
TITLE  I— GEIVERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  lOL  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
Affairs  .■\gencies  Consolidation  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  102.  CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  With  the  end  of  the  Cold  War,  the  inter- 
national challenges  facing  the  United  States 
have  changed,  but  the  fundamental  national 
interests  of  the  United  States  have  not.  The 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  require  continued 
American  engagement  in  international  af- 
fairs. The  leading  role  of  the  United  States 
in  world  affairs  will  be  as  important  in  the 
twenty-first  century  as  it  has  been  in  the 
twentieth. 

(2)  The  United  States  budget  deficit  re- 
quires that  the  foreign  as  well  as  the  domes- 


tic programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  be  carefully  reviewed  for  potential 
savings.  Wherever  possible,  foreign  programs 
and  activities  must  be  streamlined,  managed 
more  efficiently,  and  adapted  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  post-Cold  War  era. 

(3)  In  order  to  downsize  the  foreign  pro- 
grams and  activities  of  the  United  States 
without  jeopardizing  United  States  interests. 
strong  and  effective  leadership  will  be  re- 
quired. As  the  official  principally  responsible 
for  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  must  have  the  authority  to 
allocate  efficiently  the  resources  within  the 
International  affairs  budget.  .\s  a  first  step 
in  the  downsizing  process,  the  proliferation 
of  foreign  affairs  agencies  that  occurred  dur- 
ing the  Cold  War  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
functions  of  these  agencies  must  be  restored 
to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

(4)  A  streamlined  and  reorganized  foreign 
affairs  structure  under  the  strengthened 
leadership  of  the  Secretary  of  State  can 
more  effectively  promote  the  international 
interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  next 
century  than  the  existing  structure. 

SEC.  103.  PURPOSES. 

The  purposes  of  this  division  are — 

(1)  to  consolidate  and  reinvent  foreign  af- 
fairs agencies  of  the  United  States  within 
the  Department  of  State; 

(2)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  the 
Department  of  State  to  maximize  the  effi- 
cient use  of  resources,  eliminate  redundancy 
in  functions,  effect  budget  savings,  and  im- 
prove the  management  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment; 

(3)  to  strengthen — 

(A)  the  coordination  of  United  States  for- 
eign policy;  and 

(B)  the  leading  role  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  the  formulation  and  articulation  of 
United  States  foreign  policy;  and 

(4)  to  abolish,  not  later  than  March  1.  1997, 
the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency,  the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency,  the  International  Development 
Cooperation  Agency,  and  the  Agency  for 
International  Development, 

SEC.  104.  DEFEVmONS. 

The  following  terms  have  the  following 
meaning  for  the  purposes  of  this  division: 

(1)  The  term  ■AID"  means  the  Agency  for 
International  Development, 

(2)  The  term  "ACDA"  means  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency, 

(3)  The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  of  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate, 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  State, 

(5)  The  term  "Federal  agency"  has  the 
meaning  given  to  the  term  "agency"  by  sec- 
tion 551(1)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 

(6)  The  term  "function"  means  any  duty, 
obligation,  power,  authority,  responsibility, 
right,  privilege,  activity,  or  program, 

(7)  The  term  "office"  includes  any  office, 
administration,  agency,  institute,  unit,  orga- 
nizational entity,  or  component  thereof. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  State, 

(9)  The  term  "USIA"  means  the  United 
States  Information  Agency, 

TITLE  II— UNITED  STATES  ARMS 
CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  AGENCY 
CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  201.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  In  General,— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  shall  take  effects— 


(1)  March  1,  1997;  or 

(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  date  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  day  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cause of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pursuant  to  section  221, 

(b)  Reorganization  Plan,— Section  221 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

SEC.  202.  REFERENCES  IN  TTTLE. 

Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
title,  whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment 
or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amend- 
ment to.  or  repeal  of.  a  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
provision  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Act. 

CHAPTER      »— ABOLITION      OF      UNITED 
STATES    ARMS    CONTROL    AND    DISAR- 
MAMENT  AGENCY   AND   TRANSFER   OF 
FUNCTIONS  TO  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
SEC.  211.  ABOLITION  OF  UTflTED  STATES  ARMS 
CONTROL         AND         DISARMAMENT 
AGENCY. 
The  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament .Agency  is  abolished. 
SEC.    212.    TRANSFER    OF    FUNCTIONS    TO    SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 
There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State   all   functions   of  the   Director  of  the 
United    States    Arms    Control    and    Disar- 
mament   Agency    and    all    functions    of    the 
United    States    Arms    Control     and    Disar- 
mament Agency  and  any  officer  or  compo- 
nent of  such  agency  under  any  statute,  reor- 
ganization plan.   Executive   order,   or  other 
provision  of  law  before  the  effective  date  of 
this  title,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  title. 

CHAPTER    3— REORGANIZATION    OF    DE- 
PARTMENT   OF    STATE    RELATING    TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  UNDER  THIS 
TITLE 
SEC.  221.  REORGANIZATION  PLAN. 

lai  Submission  of  Plan.— Not  later  than 
March  1.  1996.  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency. 
shall  transmit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  reorganization  plan  pro- 
viding for — 

(li  the  abolition  of  the  Arms  Control  and 
Di-sarmament  Agency  in  accordance  with 
this  title; 

(2i  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  title;  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carry  out  such  functions. 

(b)  Plan  Eleme.nts.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
plan; 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel.  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  eliminated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations; 

(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel.    Foreign     Service     personnel,     and 
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detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers, 
separations,  and  terminations; 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  required  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan; 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  that  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Department  as  a  result 
of  the  transfer  of  functions  of  the  Agency  to 
the  Department; 

(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan;  and 

(7(  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 

(c)  Assistant  Secretary  Positions —The 
plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 

SEC.    222.    COORDINATOR    FOR   ARMS    CONTROL 
AND  DISARMAMENT. 

(a)  Establishment  of  Coordinator  for 
ARMS  Control  and  Disar.mamen-t —Section 
1(e)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Authori- 
ties Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(5)  C(X)RDINATOR  for  arms  CONTROL  AND 
DISAR.MA.MENT.— 

"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  (hereafter  in  this 
paragraph  referred  to  as  the  "Coordinator" 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate. The  Coordinator  shall  report  directly  to 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

"(B)(i)  The  Coordinator  shall  perform  such 
duties  and  exercise  such  power  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  prescribe. 

"(ii)  The  Coordinator  shall  be  responsible 
for  arms  control  and  disarmament  matters. 
The  Coordinator  shall  head  the  Bureau  of 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament. 

"(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at-Large.  Th-»  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  or. 
if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  great- 
er,", 

(b)  Participation  in  Meetings  of  Na- 
tional SECURITY'  Council— Section  101  of  the 
National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  402) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(i)  The  Coordinator  for  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  may.  in  the  role  of  advisor  to 
the  National  Security  Council  on  arms  con- 
trol and  disarmament  matters,  and  subject 
to  the  direction  of  the  President,  attend  and 
participate  in  meetings  of  the  National  Se- 
curity Council,", 

(C)  Transition  provision— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Direc- 
tor of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
.Agency  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  title,  or  such  other  officials  appointed 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 


Senate  and  serving  within  the  Department  of 
State  or  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  title  as  the  President  considers  appro- 
priate, to  serve  as  the  acting  Coordinator  for 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  until  an  in- 
dividual is  appointed  to  that  office  in  accord- 
ance with  section  1(e)(5)  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956.  as 
amended  by  this  Act, 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
SEC.  241.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 

(1)  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  or  any 
other  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  State;  and 

(2)  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Department  of  State, 

SEC,  242,  REPEAL  OF  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  AGEN- 
CY, 

Section  21  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Act  (22  U,S.C.  2561;  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  the  agency)  is  repealed. 
SEC,  243.  REPEAL  OF  POSITIONS  AND  OFFICES. 

The  following  sections  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Act  are  repealed: 

(1)  Section  22  (22  U.S.C.  2562;  relating  to 
the  Director). 

(2)  Section  23  (22  U.S.C.  2563;  relating  to 
the  Deputy  Director), 

(3)  Section  24  (22  U.S.C.  2564;  relating  to 
Assistant  Directors), 

(4)  Section  25  (22  U,S,C,  2565;  relating  to 
bureaus,  offices,  and  divisions), 

(5)  Section  50  (22  USC  2593;  relating  to  the 
ACDA  Inspector  General), 

SEC.  244.  TRANSFER  OF  AUTHORTTTES  AND  FL'NC- 
TIONS  UNDER  THE  ARMS  CONTROL 
AND  DISARMAMENT  ACT  TO  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  .STATE. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2551  et  seq.)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "Agency"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary". 

(b)  Purpose.— Section  2  (22  U.S.C.  2551)  is 
repealed. 

(c)  Definitions— Section  3  (22  U.S.C.  2552) 
is  amended  by  striking  paragraph  (c)  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(c)  The  term  Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  State. 

"(d)  The  term  Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  State.'". 

(d)  Scientific  and  Policy  Advisory  Com- 
mittee.—Section  26(b)  (22  U.S.C.  2566(b))  is 
amended  by  striking  ".  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  the  Director"  and  inserting  "and 
the  Secretary  of  State". 

(e)  Presidential  Special  Representa- 
tives.—Section  27  (22  U.S.C.  2567)  is  amended 
by  striking  ".  acting  through  the  Director". 

(f)  Program  for  Visiting  Scholars.— Sec- 
tion 28  (22  U.S.C.  2568)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
"Agency's  activities'"  and  inserting  "Depart- 
ment's arms  control,  nonproliferation,  and 
disarmament  activities  ":  and 

(2)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  by  striking  ". 
and  all  former  Directors  of  the  Agency". 

(g)  Policy  Formulation.— Section  33(a)  (22 
U.S.C.  2573(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "shall 
prepare  for  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
State,"  and  inserting  "shall  prepare  for  the 
President". 


(h)  Negotiation  Management.— Section  34 
(22  U.S.C.  2574)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State"  and 
inserting  "the  President";  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (b). 

(i)  Verification  of  Compliance,— Section 
37(d)  (22  U,S,C,  2577(d))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "Director's  designee"  and  inserting 
"Secretary"s  designee"", 

(j)  General  authority— Section  41  (22 
use,  2581)  is  repealed, 

(k)  SECURrrY  Rf^uirements, —Section  45 
(22  U,S,C,  2585)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
sections (a),  (b),  and  (d), 

(1)  Use  of  Funds,— Section  48  (22  U.S.C. 
2588)  is  repealed. 

(m)  Annual  Report —Section  51(a)  (22 
use,  2593a(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "the 
Secretary  of  State."', 

(n)  Requirement  for  Authorization  of 
Appropriations.— Section  53  (22  U.S.C.  2S93c> 
is  repealed. 

(0)  On  Site  Inspection  Agency.— Section 
61  (22  use.  2595)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State"";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (7),  by  striking  "the  Unit- 
ed States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  and"'. 

SEC.  245.  CONFORMING  AMET'n>MENTS. 

(a)  Arms  Export  Control  .Act —The  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  36(b)(1)(D)  (22  U.S.C. 
2T76(bKl)(D)).  by  striking  "Director  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
and""  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State  in 
consultation  with"'; 

(2)  in  section  38(a)(2)  (22  U.S.C.  2T78<a)(2))— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency,  taking  into  ac- 
count the  Director's"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State,  taking  Into  account  the  Sec- 
retary's"; and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
■"TTie  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency  is  authorized,  whenever 
the  Director""  and  inserting  'The  Secretary 
of  State  is  authorized,  whenever  the  Sec- 
retary"; 

(3)  in  section  42(a)  (22  U.S.C.  2791(a)>— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)(C).  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency""  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State"";  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2) — 

(i)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency"  and  inserting  ""Sec- 
retary of  State'";  and 

(ii)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  Arms  Control  ancl  Disarmament 
Agency  is  authorized,  whenever  the  Direc- 
tor"" and  inserting  ""Secretary  of  State, 
whenever  the  Secretary""; 

(4)  in  section  71(a)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(a)),  by 
striking  ".  the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency."  and  inserting  "". 
Secretary  of  State,""; 

(5)  in  section  71(b)(1)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(bKl)). 
by  striking  "Director  of  the  United  States 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency" 
and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"; 

(6)  in  section  71(b)(2)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(bM2)>— 

(A)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  ".  or  the  Director"'; 

(7)  in  section  71(c)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(c)).  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
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Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,"  and  in- 
serting "Secretary  of  State";  and 

(8)  in  section  73(d>  (22  U.S.C.  2797(d)).  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency"  and  in- 
serting "Secretary  of  State". 

(b)  United  States  Institute  of  Peace 
A(Tr— Section  1706<b)  of  the  United  States  In- 
stitute of  Peace  Act  (22  U.S.C.  4605<b))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3); 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5) 
as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4).  respectively:  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (4)  (as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2)).  by  striking  "Eleven"  and  in- 
serting "Twelve". 

ic)  The  Ato.mic  Energy  Act  of  1954.— The 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  57  b.  (42  U.S.C.  2077(b))— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.", 
and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
"the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency.";  and 

(2)  in  section  123  (42  U.S.C.  2153)— 

(A)  in  subsection  a.  (in  the  text  after  para- 
graph 1 9) — 

(i)  by  striking  "and  in  consultation  with 
the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  (the  Director"  i".  and 

(iii  by  striking  "and  the  Director"  and  in- 
serting "and  the  Secretary  of  Defense". 

(B»  in  subsection  d..  in  the  first  proviso,  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  .■\gency"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  Defense",  and 

(C)  in  the  first  undesignated  paragraph  fol- 
lowing subsection  d..  by  striking  "the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.". 

(d)  The  Nlclear  Non-Prouferation  Act 
OF  1978— The  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Act 
of  1978  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  4,  by  striking  paragraph  (2); 

(2)  in  section  102.  by  striking  "the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  and  the  Director  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency"  and  in- 
serting   and  the  Secretary  of  State";  and 

(3)  in  section  602(c).  by  striking  "the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  .Agency.". 

(6)  Title  5,  United  States  Code.— Title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  5313.  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  "; 

(2)  in  section  5314.  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency.";  and 

(3)  in  section  5315,  by  striking  "Assistant 
Directors.  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  .Agency  (4).". 

TITLE  m— UNITED  STATES  WFORMATION 
AGENCY 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  301.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  In  General —Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  shall  take  effects 

il)  March  1.  1997;  or 

(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  date  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  day  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cause of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pursuant  to  section  321. 

(b)  Reorganization  Plan.- Section  321 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 


CHAPTER  2— ABOLITION  OF  UNITED 
STATES  INFORMATION  AGENCY  AND 
TRANSFER  OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE 

SEC.  311.  ABOLITION  OF  LTVITED  STATES  INFOR- 
MATION AGENCY. 

The  United  States  Information  Agency  Is 
abolished. 

SEC.    312.    TRANSFER    OF    FUNCTIONS    TO    SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 

There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  all   functions  of  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  and  all 
functions  of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  and  any  officer  or  component  of  such 
agency    under    any    statute,    reorganization 
plan.  Executive  order,  or  other  provision  of 
law  before  the  effective  date  of  this  title,  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title. 
CHAPTER    3— REORGANIZATION    OF    DE- 
PARTMENT   OF    STATE     RELATING    TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  UNDER  THIS 
TITLE 
SEC.  321.  REORGANIZATION  PLAN. 

(a)  Submission  of  Plan.— Not  later  than 
March  1.  1996.  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency,  shall 
transmit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  reorganization  plan  providing 
for- 

(1)  the  abolition  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  in  accordance  with  this  title; 

(2)  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title;  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carry  out  such  functions. 

(b)  Plan  Ele.ments.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
plan; 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel.  and 
detailees)  that  will  he  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  eliminated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations; 

(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers, 
separations,  and  terminations; 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  required  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan; 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  as  a  result  of 
the  transfer  of  functions  of  the  Agency  to 
the  Department; 

(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan;  and 

(7)  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 


(CI  Assistant  Secretary  Positions.— The 
plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 

SEC.  322.  PRINCIPAL  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Public 
Diplomacy  — 

(1)  Establishment. -Section  Kb)  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(b)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "There"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(1)  In  general.— There";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  Under  secretary  for  public  diplo- 
macy—There  shall  be  in  the  Department  of 
State  an  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Diplo- 
macy who  shall  have  responsibility  to  assist 
the  Secretary  and  the  Deputy  Secretary  in 
the  formation  and  implementation  of  United 
States  public  diplomacy  policies  and  activi- 
ties, including  international  educational  and 
cultural  exchange  programs,  information, 
and  international  broadcasting". 

(2)  Transition  provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this 
title,  or  such  other  official  appointed  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  .serving  within  the  Department  of  State 
or  the  United  States  Information  Agency  as 
the  President  considers  appropriate,  to  serve 
as  the  acting  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Di- 
plomacy until  an  individual  is  appointed  to 
that  office  in  accordance  with  section 
(l)(b)(l)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956.  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

(b)  Assistant  Secretaries.— 

(1)  Establishment.— Section  Kci  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(c))  is  amended  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (2)  the  following: 

"(3)  Assistant  secretary   for  academic 

PROGRAMS  AND  CULTL'RAL  EXCHANGES.— There 

shall  be  in  the  Department  of  State  an  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Academic  Programs 
and  Cultural  Exchanges  who  shall  report  to 
the  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Diplomacy. 

"(4)  Assistant  secretary  for  informa- 
tion. POLICY,  and  PR(X;RAMS.— There  shall  be 
in  the  Department  of  State  an  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Information.  Policy,  and  Pro- 
grams who  shall  report  to  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Public  Diplomacy.". 

(2)  Transition  provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  such  officials  appointed  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  serving  within  the  Department  of  State 
or  the  United  States  Information  Agency  as 
the  President  considers  appropriate  to  serve 
as  the  acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Aca- 
demic Programs  and  Cultural  Exchanges  and 
to  serve  as  the  acting  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Information.  Policy,  and  Programs  until 
individuals  are  appointed  to  those  offices  in 
accordance  with  section  1(c)(1)  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956.  as 
amended  by  this  Act. 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
SEC.  341.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 

(1)  the  Director  of  the  United  SUtes  Infor- 
mation Agency,  the  Director  of  the  Inter- 
national Communication  Agency,  or  any 
other  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  be  deemed 
to  refer  to  the  Secretary  of  State;  and 

(2)  the  United  States  Information  Agency. 
USIA.  or  the  International  Communication 


Agency  shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  De- 
partment of  State. 

SEC.  342.  ABOLITION  OF  OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR 
GENERAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
INFORMATION  AGENCY  AND  TRANS- 
FER OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  OFFICE  OF 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE. 

(a)  Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspecttor  Gen- 
eral of  the  USIA  — 

(1)  The  Office  of  Inspector  General  of  the 
United  States  Information  .Agency  is  abol- 
ished. 

(2)  Section  11  of  the  Inspector  General  Act 
of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ",  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  or  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"or  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management"; 
and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  "the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency,". 

(3)  Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the  following: 

"Inspector  General.  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency.". 

(b)  Functions  of  Office  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral OF  THE  United  States  Information 
Agency  Transferred  to  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Departme.nt  of 
St.\te. —There  are  transferred  to  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department 
of  State  the  functions  that  the  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  exercised  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title  (including  all  related  func- 
tions of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency). 

(c)  Transfer  and  Allocations  of  Appro- 
priations AND  Personnel —The  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held.  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to,  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

SEC.  343.  AMENDMENTS  TO  TTTLE  5. 

Title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  5313.  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency"; 

(2)  in  section  5315.  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency";  and 

(3)  in  section  5316.  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector. Policy  and  Plans.  United  States  In- 
formation Agency."  and  striking  "Associate 
Director  (Policy  and  Plans).  United  States 
Information  Agency". 

SEC.  344.  AMENDMENTS  TO  UNITED  STATES  IN- 
FORMATION AND  EDUCATIONAL  EX- 
CHANGE ACT  OF  1948. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  the  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948  (22  U.S.C.  1431  et  seq.)  is  amended- 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State"; 

(2)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"; 

(3)  by  striking  "Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State": 

(4)  by  striking  "USIA"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State"; 
and 

(5)  by  striking  "Agency"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  Stale". 

(b)  Satellite  and  Television  Broad- 
casts.—Section  505  of  the  United  Stales  In- 


formation and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948  (22  U.S.C.  1464a)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  of  the  four 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "To  be  ef- 
fective, the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  "To  be  effective  in  carry- 
ing out  this  subsection,  the  Department  of 
State": 

(3)  by  striking  "USIA-TV"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE-TV":  and 

(4)  by  striking  subsection  (e). 

(c)  United  States  AD\asoRY  Commission 
on  Public  Diplomacy.— Section  604  of  the 
United  States  Information  and  Educational 
Exchange  Act  of  1948  (22  U.S.C  1469)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c)(1) — 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  .\gency.":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Director  or  the  Agency. 
and  shall  appraise  the  effectiveness  of  poli- 
cies and  programs  of  the  Agency"  and  insert- 
ing "SecreUry  of  State  or  the  Department  of 
State,  and  shall  appraise  the  effectiveness  of 
the  information,  educational,  and  cultural 
policies  and  programs  of  the  Department"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2>— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency"  and  in- 
serting "and  the  Secretary  of  State"; 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking  "by 
the  Agency"  and  inserting  "by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "Director  for  effectuating 
the  purposes  of  the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Secretary  for  effectuating  the  information, 
educational,  and  cultural  functions  of  the 
Department": 

(3)  in  subsection  (cK3).  by  striking  "pro- 
grams conducted  by  the  Agency"  and  insert- 
ing "information,  educational,  and  cultural 
programs  conducted  by  the  Department  of 
State";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (c)(4),  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State" 

SEC.  345.  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  MUTUAL  EDU 
CATIONAL  AND  CULTURAL  EX- 
CHANGE ACT  OF  1961  (FLXBRIGHT- 
HAYS  ACT). 

(a)  In  General —The  Mutual  Educational 
and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2451  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  International  Communication 
Agency"  and  "Director"  each  place  either 
term  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State". 

(b)  Repeal  of  Defunct  Advisory  Commis- 
sions.—Section  106  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2456)  is  amended  by  striking  subsection  (c). 

(c)  Bureau  of  Educational  and  Cultural 
Affairs —Section  112  of  the  Mutual  Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961 
(22  use.  2460)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  first  sentence  of  sub- 
section (a): 

(2)  by  striking  "Bureau"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State"; 
and 

(3)  by  striking  subsection  (e). 

SEC.  346.  INTERNATIONAL  BROADCASTING  AC- 
riVITlES. 

(a)  In  General.— Title  III  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Years 
1994  and  1995  (Public  Law  103-236)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  section  305(b)(1).  by  striking  "Agen- 
cy's" and  inserting  "Department's"; 

(2)  in  section  306,  by  striking  ".  acting 
through  the  Director  of  the  United  SUtes  In- 


formation Agency."  and  inserting  ".  acting 
through  the  Under  Secretary  of  State  for 
Public  Diplomacy."; 

(3)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"; 

(4)  by  striking  all  references  to  'United 
States  Information  Agency"  that  were  not 
stricken  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  "De- 
partment of  State"; 

(5)  by  striking  Bureau"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  •Office":  and 

(6)  in  section  305(a)(1).  by  striking  "title." 
and  inserting  "title  (including  activities  of 
the  "Voice  of  America  previously  carried  out 
by  the  United  Stales  Information  Agency).". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment  to  Title  5.— 
Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  SUtes  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "Director  of  the  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Bureau,  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
""Director  of  the  International  Broadcasting 
Office,  the  Department  of  State". 

SEC.  347.  TELEVISION  BROADCASTING  TO  CUBA. 

(a)  AuTHORiri-— Section  243(a)  of  the  Tele- 
vision Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act  (as  con- 
tained in  part  D  of  title  II  of  Public  Law  101- 
246)  (22  U.S.C.  1465bb(a))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "United  States  Information  Agency 
(hereafter  in  this  part  referred  to  as  the 
"Agency")"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  (hereafter  in  this  part  referred  to  as 
the  "Department" )■'. 

(b)  Television  Marti  Service.— Section 
244  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  1465cc)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  to  read 
as  follows:  "The  Secretary  of  State  shall  ad- 
minister within  the  Voice  of  America  the 
Television  Marti  Service";  and 

(B)  in  the  third  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b>— 

(A)  in  the  subsection  heading,  by  striking 
"USIA""  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State". 

(B)  by  striking  "Agency  facilities"  and  in- 
serting "Department  facilities"";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "United  StJir^s  Information 
Agency  Television  Service"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State  Television  Service"; 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)— 

(A)  by  striking  'USIA  Authority.- The 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State 
AUTHORITY.— The  Secretary  of  State":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Agency"  the  second  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State"". 

(c)  Assistance  from  Ofher  Government 
Agencies— Section  246  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
1465dd)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency'"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State";  and 

(2)  by  striking  ""the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Department". 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
Section  247(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
1465ee(a))  is  repealed. 

SEC.  348.  RADIO  BROADCASTING  TO  CUBA. 

(a)  Functions  of  the  Department  of 
State.— Section  3  of  the  Radio  Broadcasting 
to  Cuba  Act  (22  U.S.C.  1465a)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  section  heading,  by  striking 
"united  states  information  agency"  and 
inserting  "department  of  state": 

(2)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency  (hereafter  in  this 
Act  referred  to  as  the  "Agency")"  and  insert- 
ing "Department  of  State  (hereafter  in  this 
Act  referred  to  as  the  'Department)";  and 
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(3)  in  subsection  (D,  by  striking  "Director 
of  the  United  States  Information  Agency" 
and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State". 

(b)  Cuba  Service— Section  4  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  1465b)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  to  read 
as  follows:  "The  Secretary  of  State  shall  ad- 
minister within  the  Voice  of  America  the 
Cuba  Service  (hereafter  m  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  'Service').";  and 

(2)  in  the  third  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency'  and  inserting   "Secretary  of  State". 

(c)  Assistance  From  Other  Goveirnment 
AGENCIES.— Section  6  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
1465d)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  <a) — 

(A)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  ":  and 

(B)  by  striking  the  Agency"  and  Inserting 
'the  Department";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  by  striking  "The  Agency"  and  insert- 
ing "The  Department";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Secretary  of  State". 

(d)  Facility-  Co.mpensatios— Section  7  of 
such  Act  (22  use   1465e)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "the 
Agency"  and  inserting  "the  Department"; 
and 

(2)  In  subsection  (d).  by  striking  '"Agency" 
and  inserting  "Department". 

(ei  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
Section  8  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  14650  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"(a)  The  amount  obligated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  each  fiscal  year  to  carry  out 
this  Act  shall  be  sufficient  to  maintain 
broadcasts  to  Cuba  under  this  Act  at  rates 
no  less  than  the  fiscal  year  1985  level  of  obli- 
gations by  the  former  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  for  such  broadcasts.";  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  J49.   NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  DEMOC- 
JIACY. 

(a)  Grants —Section  503  of  Public  Law  98- 
164.  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  4412)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A»  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Secretary  of  State"; 

(B)  by  striking  "the  Agency"  and  inserting 
■"the  Department  of  State";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "the  Director"  and  insert- 
ing "the  Secretary  of  State";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State". 

(b)  AUDITS —Section  504(gi  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  4413(g))  is  amended  by  striking  "Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency '"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State". 

(c)  Freedom  of  Information —Section  506 
of  such  Act  (22  use.  4415)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  "Director"  each  of  the 
three  places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary"; and 

(B)  by  striking  "of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  "  and  inserting  "of  State"; 
and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c>— 

(A)  in  the  subsection  heading  by  striking 
"USIA"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State"; 

(B)  by  striking  "Director"  each  of  the 
three  places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary": 


(C)  by  striking  "of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency"  and  Inserting  "of  State": 
and 

(D)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
SUte". 

SEC.  350.  UNITED  STATES  SCHOLARSHIP  PRO- 
GRAM FOR  DEVELOPING  COUN- 
TRIES. 

(a)  Program  AUTHORm.— Section  603  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987  (22  U.S.C.  4703)  is 
amended  by  striking  "United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency"  and  inserting  "Department 
of  State". 

(b)  Guidelines.— Section  604(11)  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  4704(11))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "United  States  Information  Agency"  and 
inserting  "Department  of  State". 

(c)  Policy  Regarding  Other  Inter- 
national Educational  Pr(3grams.— Section 
606(b)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  47n6(b))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  subsection  heading,  by  striking 
"USIA"  and  inserting  "State  Department"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  "Director  of  United  States 
Information  Agency"  and  inserting  '"Sec- 
retary of  State". 

(d)  General  AUTHORi-nES.- Section  609(e) 
of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  4709(e))  is  amended  by 
striking  "'United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy" and  inserting   "Department  of  State  ". 
SEC.  351.  FASCELL  FELLOWSHIP  BOARD. 

Section  1003(b)  of  the  Fascell  Fellowship 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  4902(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  paragraph  (1),  by 
striking  "9  members"  and  inserting  "8  mem- 
bers"; 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  para- 
graph (3). 

SEC.  352.  NA"nONAL  SECURITY  EDUCA"nON 
BOARD. 

Section  803  of  the  Intelligence  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  Year  1992  (50  U.S.C.  1903(b)) 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b>— 

(A)  by  striking  paragraph  (6);  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (7>  and  i8) 
as  paragraphs  (6)  and  (7);  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (o.  by  striking  "sub- 
section (b)(7)"  and  inserting  "subsection 
(b)(6)". 

SEC.  353.  CENTER  FOR  CULTURAL  AND  TECH- 
NICAL INTERCHANGE  BETWEEN 
NORTH  AND  SOUTH. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  2075)  is  amended  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"Secretary  of  State". 

SEC.  354.  EAST-WEST  CENTER. 

(a)  Duties.— Section  703  of  the  Mutual  Se- 
curity Act  of  1960  (22  U.S.C.  2055)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  paragraph  (1),  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation Agency  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  'Director')"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Sec- 
retary")": and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "establish- 
ment and". 

(b)  ADMINISTRATION.— Section  704  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2056)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
•"Secretary  of  State":  and 

(2)  by  striking  "Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary". 


SEC.    355.    MISSION    OF    THE    DEPARTMENT    OF 
STATE. 

Section  202  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Year  1979  (22  U.S.C. 
1461-1)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "mis- 
sion of  the  International  Communication 
Agency"  and  inserting  "mission  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  in  carrying  out  its  infor- 
mation, educational,  and  cultural  func- 
tions": 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence,  in  the  text 
above  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "Inter- 
national Communication  Agency"  and  in- 
serting "Department  of  State  "; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (1)(B).  by  striking  "Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  "Department":  and 

(4)  in  paragraph  (5).  by  striking  "mission  of 
the  Agency"  and  inserting  "mission  de- 
scribed in  this  section  ". 

SEC.  356.  CONSOLIDATION  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES. 

Section  23(a)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C. 
2695(a))  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  ""(including"  and  all  that 
follows  through   "Agency)'";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "other  such  agencies"  and 
inserting  "other  Federal  agencies". 

SEC.  357.  GRANTS. 

Section  212  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fi.scal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  1475h)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  '"United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State,  in  carrying  out  its 
international  information,  educational,  and 
cultural  functions."; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  substan- 
tially comply  with  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State,  in  carrying  out  its  international  in- 
formation, educational,  and  cultural  func- 
tions, shall  substantially  comply  with  De- 
partment of  State";  and 

iB)  in  paiagiaphs  i2)  and  (3) — 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
.\gency  "  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  ";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "Agency"  each  of  the 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Depart- 
ment": and 

(4)  by  striking  subsection  (d). 

SEC.  358.  BAN  O.N  DOMESTIC  ACTIVmES. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987 
(22  U.S.C.  1461-la)  is  amended- 

(1)  by  striking  out  ""United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency  "  each  of  the  two  places  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State": 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  ""in  carrying  out  its  inter- 
national information,  educational,  and  cul- 
tural activities"  before  ""shall  be  distrib- 
uted". 

SEC.  359.  CONFORMING   REPEAL  TO  THE  ARMS 
CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  ACT. 

Section  34(b)  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Act  (22  use.  2574(b))  is  repealed. 

SEC.  360.  REPEAL  RELATING  TO  PROCUREMENT 
OF  LEGAL  SERVICES. 

Section  26(b)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1966  (22  U.S.C. 
2698(b))  is  repealed. 

SEC.    361.    REPEAL    RELATING    TO    PAYMENT   OF 
SUBSISTENCE  EXPENSE& 

Section  32  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2704)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  second  sentence. 


SEC.  362.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT  TO  THE 
SEED  ACT. 

Section  2(c)  of  the  Support  for  East  Euro- 
pean Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22 
U.S.C.  5401(c))  is  amended  in  paragraph  (17) 
by  striking  ""United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  ""Department  of 
State". 

SEC.  383.  INTERNATIONAL  CULTURAL  AND 
TRADE  CENTER  COMMISSION. 

Section  7(c)  of  the  Federal  Triangle  Devel- 
opment Act  (40  U.S.C.  1106(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  subparagraph  (A),  by 
striking  "15  members"  and  inserting  ""14 
members"; 

(2)  by  striking  subparagraph  (F);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (G) 
through  (J)  as  subparagraphs  (F)  through  (I), 
respectively. 

SEC.  364.  FOREIGN  SERVICE  ACT  OF  1980. 

(a)  Other  Agencie.<5  Utilizing  Service.— 
Section  202(a)  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980  (22  use.  3922(a))  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (1). 

(b)  Board  of  the  Foreign  Servtce- Sec- 
tion 210  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3930)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "'the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency,  the  United  States  International 
Development  Cooperation  Agency.". 

SEC.  365.  AU  PAIR  PROGRAMS. 

Section  8  of  the  Eisenhower  Exchange  Fel- 
lowship Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-454)  is 
amended  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
""Secretary  of  State". 

SEC.  366.  EXCHANGE  PROGRAM  WrTH  COUNTRIES 
IN  TRANSITION  FROM  TOTALI- 
TARIANISM TO  DEMOCRACY. 

Section  602  of  the  National  and  Commu- 
nity Service  Act  of  1990  (22  U.S.C.  2452a)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a), 
by  striking  ""United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  by  striking  "appropriations  account  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency"  and 
inserting  'appropriate  appropriations  ac- 
count of  the  Department  of  State":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "and  the  United  States  In- 
formation Agency". 

SEC.  367.  EDMUND  S.  MUSKIE  FELLOWSHIP  PRO- 
GRAM. 
Section  227  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization .Act.   Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  2452  note)  is  amended- 

(1)  by  striking  ""United  States  Information 
.Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State":  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (d), 

SEC.  368.  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  CONVENTION  ON 
CULTURAL  PROPERTY. 

Title  III  of  the  Convention  on  Cultural 
Property  Implementation  Act  (19  U.S.C.  2601 
et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State". 

SEC.  369.  MIKE  MANSFIELD  FELLOWSHIPS. 

Section  252(a)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.   Fiscal   Years  1994  and   1995 
(22   U.S.C.   6101(a))   is  amended   by   striking 
""Director  of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  ""Secretary  of  State". 
TITLE  rv— AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  401.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  shall  take  effects 

(1)  on  March  1,  1997;  or 


(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  date  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  day  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cause of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pursuant  to  section  421. 

(b)    Reorganization    Plan.— Section    421 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
SEC.  402.  REFERENCES  IN  TTTLE. 

Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
title,  whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment 
or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amend- 
ment to.  or  repeal  of.  a  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
provision  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961. 

CHAPTER  2— ABOLITION  OF  THE  AGENCY 
FOR     INTERNATIONAL     DEVELOPMENT 
AND  TRANSFER  OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE 
SEC.    411.    ABOLITION    OF    AGENCY    FOR    INTER- 
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT  AND  THE 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  CO- 
OPERA'nON  AGENCY. 
The  Agency  for  International  Development 
and  the  International  Development  Coopera- 
tion .Agency  are  aboli.shed. 

SEC.    412.    TRANSFER    OF    FUNCTIONS    TO    SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 

There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  all  functions  of  the  Administrator  of 
the  .Agency  for  International  Development 
and  the  Director  of  the  International  Devel- 
opment Cooperation  Agency  and  all  func- 
tions of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment and  the  International  Development 
Cooperation  .Agency  and  any  officer  or  com- 
ponent of  such  agencies  under  any  statute, 
reorganization  plan.  Executive  order,  or 
other  provision  of  law  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title,  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  title. 

CHAPTER    a-REORGANIZATION    OF    DE- 
PARTMENT   OF     STATE     RELATING     TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  UNDER  THIS 
TITLE 
SEC.  421.  REORGANIZATION  PLAN. 

(a)  ScHMissidN"  nv  Pi  AN —Not  later  than 
March  1,  1996,  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  .Administrator  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development. 
shall  transmit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  reorganization  plan  pro- 
viding for— 

(1)  the  abolition  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  in  accordance  with 
this  title; 

(2)  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  title;  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carr.v  out  such  functions. 

(b)  Plan  Elements.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
pirn; 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel.  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  eliminated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations: 


(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers. 
separations,  and  terminations: 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  recjuired  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan; 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development  that  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Department  under  this 
title  as  a  result  of  the  transfer  of  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department: 

(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan;  and 

(7)  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 

(c)  A.ssistant  Secretary  Positions —The 
plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 

SEC,  422.  PRINCIPAL  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Devel- 
opme.nt  and  Economic  Affairs.— 

(1)  Establishment.— Section  Kb)  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  use.  2651a(b))  is  amended  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (2)  the  following  new  para- 
graph; 

"(3)  Under  secretary  for  development 
and  economic  affairs.— There  shall  be  in  the 
Department  of  State  an  Under  Secretary  for 
Development  and  Ek;onomic  Affairs  who 
shall  assist  the  Secretary  and  the  Deputy 
Secretary  in  the  formation  and  implementa- 
tion of  United  States  policies  and  activities 
concerning  international  development  and 
economic  affairs". 

(b)  Transition  Provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  on  the  day  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title,  or  such  other  official  at>- 
pointed  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate  and  serving  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  or  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  as  the  President  con- 
siders appropriate,  to  serve  as  the  acting 
Under  Secretary  for  Development  and  Eco- 
nomic Affairs  until  an  individual  is  ap- 
pointed to  that  office  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 1(b)(1)  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by  this 
Act. 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
SEC,  441.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 

(1)  the  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development,  or  any  other  of- 
ficer or  employee  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Secretary  of  State; 

(2)  the  Director  or  any  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  International  Development  Co- 
operation Agency  (IDCA)  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Secretary  of  State;  or 

(3)  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment. AID,  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
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for  administerlngr  part  I  of  the  Foreigm  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961.  or  the  International  De- 
velopment Cooperation  Agency  (IDCA)  shall 
be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  Department  of 
State. 

SEC.  442.  ABOLITION  OF  OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR 
GENERAL  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMFJ>rr 

AND  TRANSFER  OF  FL^NCTIONS  TO 
OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE. 

(a)  .\BOLmoN  OF  Office  of  Lnspector  Gen- 
eral OF  THE  .■\GENCY  FOR  lNTSRNAT10N.\L  DE- 
VELOPMENT.—The  Office  of  Inspector  General 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
is  abolished. 

(b)  A.MEND.ME.NTS  TO  THE  INSPECTOR  GEN- 
ERAL ACT  OF  1978.— The  Inspector  General 
Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  is  amended  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  Section  8A  is  repealed. 

(2)  Section  11(1)  is  amended  by  striking 
"the  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development.". 

(3)  Section  lli2)  is  amended  by  striking 
"the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment,". 

(C)  AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  5,  UNITED  STATES 

CODE.— Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the  following: 
"Inspector  General.  Agency  for  International 
Development". 

(d)  FUNCTIONS  OF  Office  of  Lnspector  Gen- 
eral OF  THE  Agency  for  I.vtern.ational  De- 
velopment Transferred  to  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  Departme.nt  of 
St.ate.— There  are  transferred  to  the  Office 
of  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
State  the  functions  that  the  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  exercised  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title  (including  all  related  func- 
tions of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  .\gency 
for  International  Development). 

(ei  Transfer  and  Allocations  of  Appro- 
priations AND  Personnel.— The  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  State,  is  au- 
thorized to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held,  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to.  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

SEC.  443.  ABOLITION  OF  CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFI- 
CER OF  THE  AGE.NCY  FOR  INTER- 
.NATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
TRANSFER  OF  FL^NCTIONS  TO  CHIEF 
FINANCIAL  OFFICER  DEPARTMENT 
OF  STATE. 

(a)  ABOLITION  OK  Office  of  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  agency  for  I.nter- 
NATIONAL  Development— The  Office  of  Chief 
Financial  Officer  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  is  abolished. 

(b)  AMEND.ME.Vr  TO  TITLE  31.  UNITED  STATES 

CODE.— Section  901(b)(2)  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  subpara- 
graph ( .\ ). 

(c)  FuN(moNs  OF  Office  of  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  .Agency  for  Inter- 
national Developme.nt  Tr.\nsferred  to  Of- 
fice of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  De- 
partme.nt of  State.— There  are  transferred 
to  the  Office  of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the 
Department  of  State  the  functions  that  the 
Office  of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development  exercised 
before  the  effective  date  of  this  title  (includ- 
ing all  related  functions  of  the  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development!. 

(d)  Transfer  and  Allocations  of  .Appro- 
priations AND  Personnel —The  Director  of 


the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held.  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to.  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section 

SEC.    444.    AMENDMENTS    TO    TITLE    5,    UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 
<1)  in  section  5313,  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator.   Agency    for   International    Develop- 
ment."; 

(2)  In  section  5314.  by  striking  "Deputy  Ad- 
ministrator. Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment.": 

(3)  in  section  5315— 

(A)  by  striking  "Assistant  Administrators, 
Agency  for  International  Development  (6),"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  "Regional  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrators. Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment (4).";  and 

(4)  in  section  5316  by  striking  "General 
Counsel  of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment.". 

SEC.  445.  PUBUC  LAW  480  PROGRAM. 

The  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  19.54  (Public  Law  83-480:  7 
U.S.C.  1691  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking 
"Administrator"  each  place  it  appears  and 
inserting  "Under  Secretary  of  State  for  De- 
velopment and  Economic  Affairs". 
TTTLE  V— TRANSITION 
SEC.  501.  REORGANIZATION  AUTHORITY. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized, subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  divi- 
sion, to  allocate  or  reallocate  any  function 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  any 
title  of  this  division  among  the  officers  of 
the  Department,  and  to  establish,  consoli- 
date, alter,  or  discontinue  such  organiza- 
tional entities  within  the  Department  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to  camr  out 
any  reorganization  under  this  division,  but 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  this 
section  does  not  extend  to — 

(1)  the  abolition  of  organizational  entities 
or  officers  established  by  this  Act  or  any 
other  Act;  or 

(2)  the  alteration  of  the  delegation  of  func- 
tions to  any  specific  organizational  entity  or 
officer  required  by  this  Act  or  any  other  .Act. 

(b)  Requirements  and  Limitations  on  Re- 
organization Plans.— A  reorganization  plan 
pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  division  may 
not  have  the  effect  of— 

(1)  creating  a  new  executive  department: 

(2)  continuing  a  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise  or  beyond 
the  time  when  it  would  have  terminated  if 
the  reorganization  had  not  been  made; 

(3)  authorizing  an  agency  to  exercise  a 
function  which  is  not  authorized  by  law  at 
the  time  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  Congress: 

(4)  creating  a  new  agency  which  is  not  a 
component  or  part  of  an  existing  executive 
department  or  independent  agency;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  an  office  beyond 
that  provided  by  law  for  the  office. 

SEC.  502.  TRANSFER  AND   ALLOCATION   OF  AP- 
PROPRLATIONS  AND  PERSONNEL. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  Act,  the  personnel  employed  in 
connection  with,  and  the  assets,  liabilities, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balance  of  appropriations,  authorizations,  al- 
locations, and  other  funds  employed,  held, 
used,   arising  from,  available   to.   or   to   be 


made  available  in  connection  with  the  func- 
tions and  offices,  or  portions  thereof  trans- 
ferred by  any  title  of  this  division,  subject  to 
section  1531  of  title  31,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  for  ap- 
propriate allocation. 

(b)  Limitation  on  Use  of  Transferred 
Funds. — Unexpended  and  unobligated  funds 
transferred  pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  funds  were  originally  authorized 
and  appropriated. 

(c)  Authorized  Strength  of  the  Foreign 
Service.— When  an  agency  is  abolished  under 
this  division,  the  limitations  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  under  section  2351  of  this  Act  on 
the  members  of  the  Foreign  Service  author- 
ized to  be  employed  by  such  agency  shall  be 
added  to  the  limitations  under  such  section 
which  apply  to  the  Department  of  State. 

SEC.  503.  INCIDENTAL  TRANSFERS. 

The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  is  authorized  to  make  such 
incidental  dispositions  of  personnel,  assets, 
liabilities,  grants,  contracts,  property, 
records,  and  unexpended  balances  of  appro- 
priations, authorizations,  allocations,  and 
other  funds  held,  used,  arising  from,  avail- 
able to.  or  to  be  made  available  in  connec- 
tion with  such  functions,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  any 
title  of  this  division.  The  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  State,  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  termination  of  the  affairs  of  all 
entities  terminated  by  this  division  and  for 
such  further  measures  and  dispositions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
of  any  title  of  this  division. 
SEC.  504.  EFFECT  ON  PERSONNEL. 

(a)  Executive  Schedule  Positions.— Ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  in  this  division, 
any  person  who,  on  the  day  preceding  the 
date  of  the  abolition  of  an  agency  the  func- 
tions of  which  are  transferred  under  any 
title  of  this  division,  held  a  position  com- 
pensated in  accordance  with  the  Executive 
Schedule  prescribed  in  chapter  53  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  and  who,  without  a 
break  in  service,  is  appomted  in  the  Depart- 
ment to  a  position  having  duties  comparable 
to  the  duties  performed  immediately  preced- 
ing such  appointment  shall  continue  to  be 
compensated  in  such  new  position  at  not  less 
than  the  rate  provided  for  such  previous  po- 
sition, for  the  duration  of  the  service  of  such 
person  in  such  new  position. 

(b)  Termination  of  certain  Positions  — 
Positions  whose  incumbents  are  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  the  functions  of  which 
are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  division, 
shall  terminate  on  the  effective  date  of  that 
title. 

(c)  E.xcepted  Service —d)  Subject  to  para- 
graph (2).  in  the  case  of  employees  occupying 
positions  in  the  excepted  service  or  the  Sen- 
ior Executive  Service,  any  appointment  au- 
thority established  pursuant  to  law  or  regu- 
lations of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment for  filling  such  positions  shall  be  trans- 
ferred. 

(2)  The  Department  of  State  may  decline  a 
transfer  of  authority  under  paragraph  (1) 
(and  the  employees  appointed  pursuant 
thereto)  to  the  extent  that  such  authority 
relates  to  positions  excepted  from  the  com- 
petitive service  because  of  their  confidential, 
policy-making,  policy-determining,  or  pol- 
icy-advocating character,  and  noncareer  po- 
sitions in  the  Senior  Executive  Service 
(Within  the  meaning  of  section  3132(a)(7)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code). 


(d)  Employee  Benefit  Pr(x;rams.— (D  Any 
employee  accepting  employment  with  the 
Department  of  State  as  a  result  of  a  transfer 
pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  division  may  re- 
tain for  1  year  after  the  date  such  transfer 
occurs  membership  in  any  employee  benefit 
program  of  the  former  agency,  including  in- 
surance, to  which  such  employee  belongs  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  if— 

(A)  the  employee  does  not  elect  to  give  up 
the  benefit  or  membership  in  the  program; 
and 

(B)  the  benefit  or  program  is  continued  by 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

(2)  The  difference  in  the  costs  between  the 
benefits  which  would  have  been  provided  by 
such  agency  or  entity  and  those  provided  by 
this  section  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  of 
State.  If  any  employee  elects  to  give  up 
membership  in  a  health  insurance  program 
or  the  health  insurance  program  is  not  con- 
tinued by  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  em- 
ployee shall  be  permitted  to  select  an  alter- 
nate Federal  health  insurance  program  with- 
in 30  days  of  such  election  or  notice,  without 
regard  to  any  other  regularly  scheduled  open 
season. 

(e)  Senior  Executive  Service.— Any  em- 
ployee in  the  career  Senior  Executive  Serv- 
ice who  is  transferred  pursuant  to  any  title 
of  this  division  shall  be  placed  in  a  position 
at  the  Department  of  State  which  is  com- 
parable to  the  position  the  employee  held  in 
the  agency. 

(f)  Assignments.— <l)  Transferring  employ- 
ees shall  be  provided  reasonable  notice  of 
new  positions  and  assignments  prior  to  their 
transfer  pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion. 

(2)  Foreign  Service  personnel  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  State  pursuant  to  any 
title  of  this  division  shall  be  eligible  for  any 
assignment  open  to  Foreign  Service  person- 
nel within  the  Department  for  which  such 
transferred  personnel  are  qualified. 

(g)  Treatment  of  Personnel  Employed  in 
Terminated  Functions— The  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
officers  and  employees  of  the  agencies  iden- 
tified in  section  505(b(  whose  employment  is 
terminated  as  a  result  of  the  abolition  of  the 
agency  or  the  reorganization  and  consolida- 
tion of  functions  of  the  Department  of  State 
under  any  title  of  this  division: 

(1)  Under  such  regulations  as  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  ma.v  prescribe,  the 
head  of  an.v  agency  in  the  executive  branch 
may  appoint  in  the  competitive  service  any 
person  who  is  certified  by  the  head  of  the 
former  agency  as  having  served  satisfac- 
torily in  the  former  agency  and  who  passes 
such  examination  as  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  may  prescribe.  Any  person  so 
appointed  shall,  upon  completion  of  the  pre- 
scribed probationary  period,  acquire  a  com- 
petitive status. 

(2)  The  head  of  any  agency  in  the  executive 
branch  having  an  established  merit  system 
in  the  excepted  service  may  appoint  in  such 
service  any  person  who  is  certified  by  the 
head  of  the  former  agency  as  having  served 
satisfactorily  in  the  former  agency  and  who 
passes  such  examination  as  the  head  of  such 
agency  in  the  executive  branch  may  pre- 
scribe. 

(3)  Any  appointment  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  made  within  a  period  of  one  year 
after  completion  of  the  appointee's  service  in 
the  former  agency. 

(4)  Any  law.  Executive  order,  or  regulation 
which  would  disqualify  an  applicant  for  ap- 
pointment in  the  competitive  service  or  in 
the  excepted  service  concerned  shall  also  dis- 
qualify an  applicant  for  appointment  under 
this  subsection. 


SEC.  506.  VOLUNTARY  SEPARATION  INCETmVES. 

(a)  AuthoritTi'  To  Pay  Ince.vtives.— The 
head  of  an  agency  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  may  pay  voluntary  incentive  payments  to 
employees  of  the  agency  in  order  to  avoid  or 
minimize  the  need  for  involuntary  separa- 
tions from  the  agency  as  a  result  of  the  abo- 
lition of  the  agency  and  the  reorganization 
and  consolidation  of  functions  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  under  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion. 

(b)  Covered  Agencies.— Subsection  (a)  ap- 
plies to  the  following  agencies: 

( 1 )  The  Department  of  State. 

(2)  The  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency. 

(3)  The  United  States  Information  Agency. 

(4)  The  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment. 

(c)  Payment  Recjuirements— The  head  of 
an  agency  shall  pay  voluntary  separation  in- 
centive payments  in  a'-cordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (Public 
Law  103-226:  108  Stat.  lUl.  except  that  an 
employee  of  the  agency  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  eligible  for  payment  of  a  voluntary  sepa- 
ration incentive  payment  under  that  section 
if  the  employee  separates  from  service  with 
the  agency  during  the  period  beginning  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  end- 
ing— 

(1)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2).  (3),  or  (4)  of  subsection  (b),  on 
the  date  of  the  abolition  of  that  agency 
under  this  division:  and 

(2)  in  the  case  of  the  Department  of  State. 
on  September  30,  1997. 

(d)  Ter.mination  of  Authority.— The  au- 
thority of  the  head  of  an  agency  to  authorize 
payment  of  voluntary  separation  incentive 
payments  under  this  section  shall  expire 
on— 

(1)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2).  (3),  or  (4)  of  subsection  (b).  on 
the  date  of  the  abolition  of  that  agency 
under  this  division;  and 

(3)  in  the  case  of  the  Department  of  State, 
September  30.  1997. 

(e)  Budget  act  Co.mpliance.— Any  new 
spending  authority  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  401  of  the  CongreR.sinnal  Budget  Act 
of  1974)  which  is  provided  under  this  section 
shall  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to 
the  extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  are  pro- 
vided in  advance  in  appropriations  .Acts. 

(f)  Effect  of  Subsecjuent  Employmejct 
with  the  Government— An  employee  who 
has  received  a  voluntary  separation  incen- 
tive payment  under  this  section  and  accepts 
employment  with  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  within  5  years  after  the  date 
of  the  separation  on  which  the  payment  is 
based  shall  be  required  to  repay  the  entire 
amount  of  the  incentive  payment  to  the 
agency  that  paid  the  incentive  payment. 

(gi  Additional  Agency  Contributions  to 
the  Retirement  Fund.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  addition  to  any  other 
payments  which  it  is  required  to  make  under 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  or  chapter  84  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  in  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997.  and  1998  each  agency  under  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  shall,  before  the 
end  of  each  such  fiscal  year,  remit  to  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  for  deposit  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  for  credit 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disabil- 
ity Fund  an  amount  equal  to  the  product 
of— 

(A)  the  number  of  employees  of  such  agen- 
cy who.  as  of  March  31st  of  such  fiscal  year, 
are  subject  to  subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  or 
chapter  84  of  such  title;  multiplied  by 


(B)S80. 

(2)  Regulations —The  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  may  prescribe 
any  regulations  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
subsection. 

SEC,  506.  SAVINGS  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  Continuing  Legal  Force  and  Effect.— 
All  orders,  determinations,  rules,  regula- 
tions, permits,  agreements,  grants,  con- 
tracts, certificates,  licenses,  registrations, 
privileges,  and  other  administrative  ac- 
tions— 

(1)  that  have  been  issued,  made,  granted,  or 
allowed  to  become  effective  by  the  Presi- 
dent, any  Federal  agency  or  official  thereof, 
or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
the  performance  of  functions  that  are  trans- 
ferred under  any  title  of  this  division;  and 

(2)  that  are  in  effect  at  the  time  such  title 
takes  effect,  or  were  final  before  the  effec- 
tive date  of  such  title  and  are  to  become  ef- 
fective on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
title. 

shall  continue  in  effect  according  to  their 
terms  until  modified,  terminated,  super- 
seded, set  aside,  or  revoked  In  accordance 
with  law  by  the  President,  the  Secretary,  or 
other  authorized  official,  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law 

(b)  Pending  Proceedings— (D  The  provi- 
sions of  any  title  of  this  division  shall  not  af- 
fect any  proceedings,  including  notices  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  or  any  application  for 
any  license,  permit,  certificate,  or  Hnancial 
assistance  pending  on  the  effective  date  of 
any  title  of  this  division  before  any  depart- 
ment, agency,  commission,  or  component 
thereof,  functions  of  which  are  transferred 
by  any  title  of  this  division.  Such  proceed- 
ings and  applications,  to  the  extent  that 
they  relate  to  functions  so  transferred,  shall 
be  continued. 

<2)  Orders  shall  be  issued  in  such  proceed- 
ings, appeals  shall  be  taken  therefrom,  and 
payments  shall  be  made  pursuant  to  such  or- 
ders, as  if  this  Act  had  not  been  enacted.  Or- 
ders issued  in  any  such  proceedings  shall 
continue  in  effect  until  modified,  termi- 
nated, superseded,  or  revoked  by  the  Sec- 
retary, by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
or  by  operation  of  law. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to 
prohibit  the  discontinuance  or  modification 
of  any  such  proceeding  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  and  to  the  same  extent  that 
such  proceeding  could  have  been  discon- 
tinued or  modified  if  this  Act  had  not  been 
enacted. 

(4)  The  Secretary  Is  authorized  to  promul- 
gate regulations  providing  for  the  orderly 
transfer  of  proceeclings  continued  under  this 
subsection  to  the  Department. 

(c)  No  Effect  on  Judical  Prcxjeedings.- 
Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (e)— 

(1)  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  not  af- 
fect suits  commenced  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  and 

(2)  in  all  such  suits,  proceedings  shall  be 
had.  appeals  taken,  and  judgments  rendered 
in  the  same  manner  and  effect  as  if  this  Act 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(d)  NoN- Abatement  of  Proceedings.— No 
suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  commenced 
by  or  against  any  officer  in  the  official  ca- 
pacity of  such  individual  as  an  officer  of  any 
department  or  agency,  functions  of  which 
are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  division, 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  No  cause  of  action  by  or  against 
any  department  or  agency,  functions  of 
which  are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  di- 
vision, or  by  or  against  any  officer  thereof  in 
the  official  capacity  of  such  officer  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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(e)  CONTINUATTON  OF  PROCEEDING  WITH  SUB- 
STITLTION  OF  PARTIES— If.  before  the  date  on 
which  any  title  of  this  division  takes  effect, 
any  department  or  agency,  or  officer  thereof 
in  the  official  capacity  of  such  officer,  is  a 
party  to  a  suit,  and  under  this  Act  any  func- 
tion of  such  department,  agency,  or  officer  is 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  or  any  other  of- 
ficial of  the  Department,  then  such  suit  shall 
be  continued  with  the  Secretary  or  other  ap- 
propriate official  of  the  Department  sub- 
stituted or  added  as  a  party. 

(D  Reviewability  of  Orders  and  Actions 
U.NDER  Transferred  Functions.— Orders  and 
actions  of  the  Secretary  in  the  exercise  of 
functions  transferred  under  any  title  of  this 
division  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  to 
the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  such  orders  and  actions  had  been  by  the 
agency  or  office,  or  part  thereof,  exercising 
such  functions  immediately  preceding  their 
transfer  Any  statutory  requirements  relat- 
ing to  notice,  hearings,  action  upon  the 
record,  or  administrative  review  that  apply 
to  any  function  transferred  by  any  title  of 
this  division  shall  apply  to  the  exercise  of 
such  function  by  the  Secretary. 

SEC.  507.  PROPERTY  AND  FACIIJTIES. 

The  Secretary  of  State  shall  review  the 
property  and  facilities  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment under  this  division  to  determine 
whether  such  property  and  facilities  are  re- 
quired by  the  Department. 

SEC.  508,  AUTHORmr  OF  SECRETARY  TO  FACILI- 
TATE TRANSITION. 

Prior  to.  or  after,  any  transfer  of  a  func- 
tion under  any  title  of  this  division,  the  Sec- 
retary is  authorized  to  utilize — 

(1)  the  services  of  such  officers,  employees, 
and  other  personnel  of  an  agency  with  re- 
spect to  functions  that  will  be  or  have  been 
transferred  to  the  Department  by  any  title 
of  this  division;  and 

(2)  funds  appropriated  to  such  functions  for 
such  period  of  time  as  may  reasonably  be 
needed  to  facilitate  the  orderly  implementa- 
tion of  any  title  of  this  division. 

SEC.  50».  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

The  Congress  urges  the  President,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  heads  of  other  appropriate  agencies,  to 
develop  and  submit  to  the  Congress  rec- 
ommendations for  such  additional  technical 
and  conforming  amendments  to  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  as  may  be  appropriate  to 
reOect  the  changes  made  by  this  division. 
SEC.  510.  FINAL  REPORT. 

Not  later  than  October  1.  1998.  the  Presi- 
dent, in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  shall  submit  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  a 
report  which  provides  a  final  accounting  of 
the  finances  and  operations  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  the  United  States  Information 
Agency,  and  the  Agency  for  International 
Development. 

SEC.  511.  SEVERABILITY.  I 

If  a  provision  of  this  division  or  its  applica- 
tion to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  neither  the  remainder  of  this  divi- 
sion nor  the  application  of  the  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  be  af- 
fected. 

DIVISION  B— FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE  XX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  2001.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  'Foreign 
Relations  Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Years 
1996  and  1997". 


SEC.  2002.  DEFINITIONS. 

The  following  terms  have  the  following 
meaning  for  the  purposes  of  this  division; 

(1)  The  term  'AID"  means  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

(2)  The  term  "ACDA"  means  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency. 

(3)  The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate. 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  State, 

(5)  The  term  "Federal  agency"  has  the 
meaning  given  to  the  term  "agency"  by  sec- 
tion 551(1)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 

(6)  The  term  "function"  means  any  duty, 
obligation,  power,  authority,  responsibility, 
right,  privilege,  activity,  or  program, 

(7)  The  term  "office"  includes  any  office, 
administration,  agency,  institute,  unit,  orga- 
nizational entity,  or  component  thereof. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  State. 

(9)  The  term  "USIA"  means  the  United 
States  Information  Agency, 

TITLE  XXI— AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE  AND  CERTAIN  INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS  FUNCTIONS  AND  ACnVITIES 

CHAPER  1— AUTHORIZATIONS  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC.    2I0I.    ADMINISTRATION    OF    FOREIGN    AF- 
FAIRS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  Department  of  State 
under  "Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs" 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  and 
for  other  purposes  authorized  by  law.  includ- 
ing the  diplomatic  security  program: 

(1)  Diplomatic  and  consular  programs.— 

(A)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
For  "Diplomatic  and  Consular  Programs",  of 
the  Department  of  State  $1,728,797,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $1,676,903,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(B)  Limitation.— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  subparagraph  (A). 
$5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $5,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated only  for  the  purpose  of  processing 
immigrant  visas  for  persons  who  are  outside 
their  countries  of  nationality,  have  asserted 
a  fear  of  returning  to  their  countries  of  na- 
tionality and  a  credible  basis  for  such  fear, 
and  for  whom  immigrant  visas  are  currently 
available. 

(2)  Salaries  and  expenses.— 

(A)  Authorization  of  appropri.ations — 
For  "Salaries  and  Expenses",  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  $366,276,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $355,287,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

(B)  Limitation —Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  subparagraph  (A), 
$11,900,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $11,900,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  of  Refugee  and  Migration  Assist- 
ance. 

(3)  CAPITAL  investment  FUND.— For  "Cap- 
ital Investment  Fund",  of  the  Department  of 
State  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  vear  1996  and 
$20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

<4)  Acquisition  and  maintenance  of  build- 
ings abroad.— For  "Acquisition  and  Mainte- 
nance of  Buildings  Abroad".  $391,760,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $391,760,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 


(5)  Representation  allowances,— For 
"Representation  Allowances",  $4,780,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $4,780,000  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1997, 

(6)  Emergencies  in  the  diplomatic  and 
consular  service —For  "Emergencies  in  the 
Diplomatic  and  Consular  Service",  $6,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  1996  and  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997, 

(7)  Office  of  the  inspector  general,— For 
"Office  of  the  Inspector  General",  $23,469,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $23,469,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(8)  Payment  to  the  American  institute  in 
TAIWAN,— For  "Payment  to  the  American  In- 
stitute in  Taiwan".  $15,165,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $14,710,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(9)  Protection  of  foreign  missions  and 
OFFICIALS,— For  "Protection  of  Foreign  Mis- 
sions and  Officials".  $9,579,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $9,579,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997, 

(10 1  Repatriation  loans,— For  "Repatri- 
ation Loans ".  $776,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $776,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997,  for  ad- 
ministrative expenses, 

SEC.     2102.      INTERNATIONAL     ORGANIZATIONS, 
PROGRAMS,  AND  CONFERENCES. 

(a)  ASSESSED  Co.ntributions  to  Lnter- 
national  Organizations.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  "Contributions  to 
International  Organizations".  $873,505,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $867,050,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  international  organizations  and  to 
carry  out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent 
with  such  purposes. 

(b)  Voluntary  Contributions  to  Inter- 
national Organizations,— 

(1)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 

■Voluntary  Contributions  to  International 
Organizations".  $309,375,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $302,902,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(2)  Li.mitations.— 

(A)  UNICEF  — 

(i)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $103,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $103,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only  for 
the  United  Nations  Children's  Fund 
(UNICEF), 

(ii)  For  fiscal  year  1996,  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  amount  under  clause  (i)  may 
be  made  available  to  the  United  Nations 
Children's  Fund  (UNICEF)  until  30  da.vs  after 
the  submission  to  Congress  of  the  report  re- 
quired by  section  2,523. 

(B)  International  atomic  energy  agen- 
cy.— 

(i)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $43,000,000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  is  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  only  for  the  Inter- 
national Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA). 

(ii)  Amounts  under  clause  (i)  are  author- 
ized to  be  made  available  to  the  Inter- 
national Atomic  Energy  Agency  only  if  the 
Secretary  determines  and  reports  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  that  Is- 
rael is  not  being  denied  its  right  to  partici- 
pate in  the  activities  of  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency. 

(C)  War  crimes  tribunal  for  the  former 
YUGOSLAVIA,— Of  the  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1). 
$15,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $15,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997,  or  25  percent  of  the  budg- 
et for  the  tribunal  for  each  such  fiscal  year. 
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whichever  amount  is  less,  are  authorized  to 
be  made  available  for  the  United  Nations 
Voluntary  Fund  for  the  United  Nations 
International  Criminal  Tribunal  for  the 
Former  Yugoslavia,  located  at  The  Hague. 
Netherlands. 

(D)  WORLD  Food  Program— Of  the 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
paragraph  (1),  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  only  for  the  World 
Food  Program, 

(E)  United  n.^tions  voluntary  fund  for 
vicmMs  OF  torture. — Of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1)  $1,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  for  the  United  Nations  Vol- 
untary Fund  for  Victims  of  Torture. 

(F)  United  nations  population  fund.— 

(ii  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1)  not  more  than 
$25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  shall  be  available  for  the  United  Na- 
tions Population  Fund  (UNFPA), 

(ii)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for  the 
United  Nations  Population  Fund  under 
clause  (i) — 

(I)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  such  amount  may  be  disbursed  to 
the  Fund  before  March  1,  1996;  and 

(II)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  such  amount  may  be  disbursed  to 
the  Fund  before  March  1,  1997. 

(iii)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  none  of  the  funds  made  available  for 
the  United  Nations  Population  Fund  shall  be 
available  for  the  United  States  proportionate 
share  for  activities  in  the  People's  Republic 
of  China. 

(ivKl)  Not  later  than  February  15.  1996.  and 
February  15.  1997.  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  submit  a  report  indicating  the  amount 
that  the  United  Nations  Population  Fund  is 
budgeting  for  activities  in  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  for  1996  or  1997.  as  appro- 
priate, to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  .Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 

(III  Before  March  1.  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  if  the  United  Nations 
Population  Fund  is  budgeting  an  amount  in 
excess  of  $7,000,000  for  activities  in  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  a  sum  equal  to  the 
amount  in  excess  of  $7,000,000  shall  be  de- 
ducted from  amounts  otherwise  available  for 
payment  to  the  United  Nations  Population 
Fund, 

(V)  Amounts  made  available  for  the  United 
Nations  Population  Fund  under  clause  (i) 
may  only  be  paid  to  the  Fund  if^ 

(I)  the  Fund  maintains  such  amounts  in  a 
separate  account  from  other  funds;  and 

(II)  the  Fund  does  not  commingle  amounts 
provided  under  clause  (i)  with  other  funds. 

(G)  Organization  for  American  .states,— 
Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $15,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $15,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
for  the  Organization  for  American  States. 

(H)  Limit.ation  concerning  use  of  funds 

UNDER  section  dm  OF  THE  FOREIGN  ASSIST- 
ANCE Act  of  1961 —Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  paragraph  (1)  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  United  States  propor- 
tionate share,  in  accordance  with  section 
307(c)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
for  any  programs  identified  in  section  307.  or 
for  Libya.  Iran,  or  any  Communist  country 


listed  in  section  620(f)  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961, 

(I)  United  Nations  Development  Pro- 
gram— 

(i)  Total  limitation.— Of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1).  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  United  Nations  Development  Program. 

(ii)  Bur.ma.— 

(I)  Subject  to  subclauses  (ID  and  (III),  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  none  of 
the  funds  made  available  for  United  Nations 
Development  Program  (or  United  Nations 
Development  Program— Administered 
Funds)  shall  be  available  for  programs  and 
activities  in  or  for  Burma, 

(II)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for  Unit- 
ed Nations  Development  Program  (and  Unit- 
ed Nations  Development  Program— Adminis- 
tered Funds)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  $18,200,000  of 
such  amount  shall  be  disbursed  only  if  the 
President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the 
United  Nations  Development  Program  has 
terminated  its  activities  in  and  for  Burma. 

(III)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for 
United  Nations  Development  Program  (and 
United  Nations  Development  Program — Ad- 
ministered Funds)  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$25,480,000  shall  be  disbursed  only  if  the 
President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the 
United  Nations  Development  Program  has 
terminated  its  activities  in  and  for  Burma, 

(3)  AVAILABILITY'  OF  FUNDS— Amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1)  are  authorized  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

(c)  ASSESSED  Contributions  for  Inter- 
NA-noNAL  Peacekeeping  Activities.— 

(1)  Authorization  of  appropria'hons.- 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
"Contributions  for  International  Peacekeep- 
ing Activities".  $445,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $345,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  Department  of  State  to  carry  out 
the  authorities,  functions,  duties,  and  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  conduct  of  the  foreign 
affairs  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to 
international  peacekeeping  activities  and  to 
carry  out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent 
with  such  purposes, 

(2)  Li.MiTATioN  — None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1) 
may  be  made  available  for  contributions  to 
the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  unless 
the  President  determines  and  reports  to  the 
Congress  during  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  funds  are  to  be  provided  that — 

(A)  the  Government  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  supports  the  continued  presence 
of  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  with- 
in its  territory; 

(B)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  is 
effectively  carrying  out  its  mandate  under 
United  Nations  Security  Council  resolutions 
761.  776.  781.  786.  and  836.  and  is  effectively 
encouraging  compliance  with  United  Nations 
Security  Council  resolutions  752.  757,  770,  771. 
787.  820.  and  824, 

(C)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  Is 
providing  full  cooperation  and  support  con- 
sistent with  its  mandate  to  the  efforts  of  the 
United  Nations  War  Crimes  Tribunal  for  the 
former  Yugoslavia  to  investigate  war  crimes 
and  to  apprehend  and  prosecute  suspected 
war  criminals; 

(D)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  is 
providing  full  cooperation  and  support  con- 
sistent with  its  mandate  to  United  States 
diplomatic,  military,  and  relief  personnel  in 
Bosnia;  and 

(E)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force 
has  investigated  and  taken  appropriate  ac- 
tion against  any  United  Nations  Protection 


Force  personnel  or  units  suspected  of  partici- 
pating in  illegal  or  improper  activities,  such 
as  black  marketeering.  embezzlement,  expro- 
priation of  property,  and  assaults  on  civil- 
ians. 

(d)  Peacekeeping  Operations,— There  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Peace- 
keeping Operations  ',  $68,260,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $68,260,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  Department  of  State  to  carry  out 
section  551  of  Public  Law  87-195. 

(e)  International  Conferences  and  Con- 

•nNGENCIES,— 

(1)  General  Provision,— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  "International 
Conferences  and  Contingencies".  $5,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $6,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  international  conferences  and  con- 
tingencies and  to  carry  out  other  authorities 
in  law  consistent  with  such  purposes, 

(2)  Conditional  authority.— 

(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B).  in  addi- 
tion to  such  amounts  as  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  paragraph  (1).  there  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Inter- 
national Conferences  and  Contingencies ". 
$1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  State  to  carry  out  the  authori- 
ties, functions,  duties,  and  responsibilities  in 
the  conduct  of  the  foreign  affairs  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  with  respect  to  international  con- 
ferences and  contingencies  and  to  carry  out 
other  authorities  in  law  consistent  with  such 
purposes. 

(B)  The  authorization  of  appropriations 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take  effect 
only  after  the  Secretary  of  State  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  conunittees 
with  respect  to  any  United  Nations  Fourth 
Conference  on  Women  that  is  held  in  Beijing 
that- 

(i)  no  funds  of  the  Department  of  State 
were  expended  for  travel  by  any  United 
States  official  or  delegate  to  the  Fourth 
World  Conference  on  Women,  to  be  held  in 
Beijing.  August  and  September  1995.  or 

(ii)(I)  that  the  United  States  vigorously 
urged  the  United  Nations  to  grant  accredita- 
tion to  a  wide  range  of  nongovernmental  or- 
ganizations, including  United  States-based 
groups  representing  Taiwanese  and  Tibetan 
women,  in  accordance  with  relevant  inter- 
national standards  and  precedents: 

(II)  that  the  United  States  pressed  the 
Government  of  China  to  issue  visas  equitably 
to  representatives  of  accredited  nongovern- 
mental organizations; 

(III)  that  the  United  States  encouraged  the 
Government  of  China  and  the  United  Nations 
to  provide  the  accredited  nongovernmental 
organizations  with  access  to  the  main  con- 
ference site  that  is  substantially  equivalent 
in  manner  and  degree  to  access  afforded  at 
previous  major  United  Nations  conferences. 

(IV)  that  the  United  States  delegation  to 
the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Women  vig- 
orously and  publicly  supported  access  by  rep- 
resentatives of  accredited  nongovernmental 
organizations  to  the  conference,  especially 
with  respect  to  United  States  nongovern- 
mental organizations; 

(V)  that  the  United  States  delegation  to 
the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Women  vig- 
orously promoted  universal  respect  for  inter- 
nationally recognized  human  rights,  includ- 
ing the  rights  of  women;  and 

(VI)  that,  if  the  goals  of  subparagraphs  (I), 
(ID.  or  (III)  were  not  fully  accomplished,  the 
United  States  issued  a  formal,  public,  pro- 
test to  the  United  Nations  for  such  a  depar- 
ture from  accepted  international  standards. 
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(f)  Foreign  Currency  Exchange  Rates.— 
In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  this  section,  there  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to 
Offset  adverse  fluctuations  in  foreign  cur- 
rency exchange  rates.  Amounts  appropriated 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  available  for 
obligation  and  expenditure  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  determines  and  certifies 
to  Congress  that  such  amounts  are  necessary 
due  to  such  fluctuations. 

SEC.  2103.  INTERNATIONAL  COMMISSIONS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  ■International  Com- 
missions" for  the  Department  of  State  to 
carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  duties, 
and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of  the  for- 
eign affairs  of  the  United  States  and  for 
other  purposes  authorized  by  law: 

(1)  International  boundary  and  water 
commission.  united  states  and  mexico.— for 
•International  Boundary  and  Water  Commis- 
sion. United  States  and  Mexico"— 

(A)  for  "Salaries  and  Expenses"  $13,858,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $12,472,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997;  and 

(B)  for  -Construction"  $10,393,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $9,353,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(2)  I.NTERNATIONAL    BOUNDARY    COMMISSION, 

UNITED  STATES  AND  CA.NADA.— For  "Inter- 
national Boundary  Commission,  United 
States  and  Canada".  $740,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $666,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  INTERNATIONAL  JOLN-T  COMMISSION.— For 

"International  Joint  Commission".  $3,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,195,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(4)  I.NTERNATIONAL  FISHERIES  COMMIS- 
SIONS.—For  "International  Fisheries  Com- 
missions". $14,669,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $13,202,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.    2104.    MIGRATION    AND    REFUGEE    ASSIST- 
A.NCE. 

(a)  authorization  of  .appropriations.— 

(1)  Migration  a.nd  refugee  assistance.— 
(a)    authorization   of    appropriations.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
"Migration  and  Refugee  .\saisLance"  for  au- 
thorized activities.  $560,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $590,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(B»  LIMITATION —None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  section  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  salaries 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of 
Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance. 

(2)  Refugees  resettllng  in  Isr.iel.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $80,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $80,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  assistance  for  refugees  re- 
settling in  Israel  from  other  countries. 

(3)  HUMANrTARIAN  ASSISTANCE  FOR  DIS- 
PLACED BUTLMESE. —There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $1,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $1,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  for 
humanitarian  assistance,  including  but  not 
limited  to  food,  medicine,  clothing,  and  med- 
ical and  vocational  training  to  persons  dis- 
placed as  a  result  of  civil  confiict  in  Burma, 
including  persons  still  within  Burma. 

(4»     RESETTLEMENT     OF     VlETNA.MESE.     LAO- 

TL\Ns.  AND  CAMBODIANS —There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  $30,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  for  the  admission  and  resettlement 
of  persons  who — 

(A)  are  or  were  nationals  and  residents  of 
Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cambodia. 

(B)  are  within  a  category  of  aliens  referred 
to  in  section  599DibK2)(C)  of  the  Foreign  Op- 
erations. Export  Financing,  and  Related  Pro- 
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grams  .Appropriations  Act.  1990  (Public  Law 
101-167);  and 

(C)  are  or  were  at  any  time  after  January 
1.  1989.  residents  of  refugee  camps  in  Hong 
Kong.  Thailand.  Indonesia.  Malaysia,  or  the 
Philippines. 

(b)  GENERAL  LIMITATIONS.— None  of  the 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  be  available  for 
any  program  or  activity  that  provides  for. 
promotes,  or  assists  in  the  repatriation  of 
any  person  to  Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cambodia, 
unless  the  President  has  certified  that— 

(1)  all  persons  described  in  subsection  (aK4) 
who  were  residents  of  refugee  camps  as  of 
July  1.  1995.  have  been  offered  resettlement 
outside  their  countries  of  nationality; 

(2)  all  nationals  of  Vietnam,  Laos,  or  Cam- 
bodia who  were  residents  of  refugee  camps  as 
of  July  1.  1995.  who  are  not  persons  described 
in  subsection  (a)(4)  have,  at  any  time  after 
such  date,  either  had  access  to  a  process  for 
the  determination  of  whether  they  are  refu- 
gees, or  been  offered  resettlement  outside 
their  countries  of  nationality;  and 

(3)  the  process  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2) 
is  genuinely  calculated  to  determine  wheth- 
er each  applicant  is  a  refugee,  and  that  the 
procedures,  standards,  and  personnel  em- 
ployed in  such  process  ensure  that  the  risk 
of  return  to  persecution  is  no  greater  than  in 
the  process  available  under  United  States 
law  to  persons  physically  present  in  the 
United  States. 

(c)  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS.— Funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  are  au- 
thorized to  be  available  until  expended. 

(d)  REFUGEE  Camp  Defined— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "refugee 
camp"  means  any  place  in  which  people  who 
left  Vietnam,  Cambodia,  or  Laos  are  housed 
or  held  by  a  government  or  international  or- 
ganization, regardless  of  the  designation  of 
such  place  by  such  government  or  organiza- 
tion. 

SEC.  2105.  CERTAIN  OTHER  INTERNATIONAL  AF- 
FAIRS PROGRA.MS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  and 
for  other  purposes  authorized  by  law; 

(1)  ASIA  FOUNDATION.— For  "Asia  Founda- 
tion". $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$9,000,000  for  the  fi.scal  year  1997. 
SEC.     2106.     UNITED     STATES     INFORMATIONAL, 
EDUCATIONAL,  AND  CULTURAL  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  international 
information  activities  and  educational  and 
cultural  exchange  programs  under  the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  and  Educational  Ex- 
change Act  of  1948.  the  Mutual  Educational 
and  Cultural  Exchange  .Act  of  1961.  Reorga- 
nization Plan  Number  2  of  1977,  the  United 
States  International  Broadcasting  Act  of 
1994,  the  Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act, 
the  Television  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting  Act. 
the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978.  the  North' 
South  Center  Act  of  1991.  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy  Act.  and  to  carry 
out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent  with 
such  purposes; 

(1)  Salaries  and  expenses.— For  "Salaries 
and  Expenses".  $450,645,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $428,080,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997 

(2)  Technology  fund.— For  "Technology 
Fund"  for  the  United  States  Information 
Agency,  $5,050,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$5,050,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  Educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs.— 


(A)  Fulbright  academic  exchange  pro- 
grams.—For  the  "Fulbright  Academic  Ex- 
change Programs ".  $117,484,200  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $113,680,800  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(B)  South  Pacific  Exchanges.— For  the 
"South  Pacific  Exchanges".  $900,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $900,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(C)  East  Timorese  Scholarships -For  the 
"East  Timorese  Scholarships".  $800,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $800,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(D)  Cambodian  Scholarships —For  the 
•Cambodian  Scholarships  ".  $141,000  for  the 

fiscal   year  1996  and  $141,000  for  the   fiscal 
year  1997. 

(E)  Tibetan  Exchanges.— For  the  "Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchanges  with  Tibet" 
under  section  236  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103-236).  $500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(F)  Other  programs.— For  -Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  Fellowship  Program  ".  'Edmund 
S.  Muskie  Fellowship  Program  ".  'Inter- 
national Visitors  Program".  •Mike  Mans- 
field Fellowship  Program".  "Claude  and  Mil- 
dred Pepper  Scholarship  Program  of  the 
Washington  Workshops  Foundation",  "Citi- 
zen Exchange  Programs  ".  "Congress-Bundes- 
tag Exchange  Program".  "Newly  Independ- 
ent States  and  Eastern  Europe  Training"'. 
"'Institute  for  Representative  Government", 
and  "Arts  America"'.  $87,265,800  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $87,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(4)  interna'nonal  broadcasting  activi- 
•hes.— 

(a)  authorization  of  appropriations.— 
For  "International  Broadcasting  Activities", 
$321,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996.  and 
$286,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

iB»  LIMITATION— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  subparagraph 
(A)  $3,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  to  carry  out  the  Pilot 
Project  for  Freedom  Broadcasting  to  Asia 
authorized  by  section  2443. 

(C)  Voice  of  America  Farsi  Service— Of 
the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriatea 
under  subparagraph  (A)  $1,873,521  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $1,873,521  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
to  carry  out  the  Voice  of  America  Farsi 
Service. 

(5)  Radio  construction.— For  "Radio  Con- 
struction". $75,164,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
and  $67,647,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(6)  Radio  Free  Asia.— For  "Radio  Free 
Asia  ",  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(7)  BR0ADCA.S"nNG  TO  CUBA.— For  "Broad- 
casting to  Cuba  ".  $24,809,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $24,809,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(8)  Office  of  the  inspector  general.— For 
"Office  of  the  Inspector  General".  $4,300,000 

for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,870,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(9)  Center  for  cultural  and  technical 
interchange  between  ea.st  and  west.— For 
"Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical  Inter- 
change between  East  and  West".  $15,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(10)  National  Endowment  for  Democ- 
racy—For  "National  Endowment  for  Democ- 
racy ".  $34,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$34,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(11)  Center  for  cultural  and  technical 
in-terchange  between  north  and  south — 
For     "Center    for    Cultural    and    Technical 
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Interchange  between  North  and  South" 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.  2107,  UNITED  STATES  ARMS  CONTROL  AND 
DISARMAMENT. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Act — 

(1)  $44,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$40,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997;  and 

(2)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  increases 
in  salary,  pay.  retirement,  other  employee 
benefits  authorized  by  law.  and  to  offset  ad- 
verse fluctuations  in  foreign  currency  ex- 
change rates. 

TITLE  XXn— DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

AUTHORITIES  AND  ACnvmES 

CHAPTER  1— AUTHORITIES  AND 

ACTIVmES 

SEC.  2201.  REVISION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
REWARDS  PROGRAM. 

(a)  In  General —Section  36  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 
U.S.C.  2708)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"SEC.  36.  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  REWARDS  PRO- 
GRAM. 

"(a)  E.stablishment.— (1)  There  is  estab- 
lished a  program  for  the  payment  of  rewards 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

"(2)  The  rewards  program  established  by 
this  section  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  in  consultation,  where 
appropriate,  with  the  .Attorney  General. 

"(b)  Purpose. — (li  The  rewards  program  es- 
tablished by  this  section  shall  be  designed  to 
assist  in  the  prevention  of  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism,  international  narcotics 
trafficking,  and  other  related  criminal  acts. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  State  may  pay  a  re- 
ward to  any  individual  who  furnishes  infor- 
mation leading  to — 

"(A)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  for  the  commission  of 
an  act  of  international  terrorism  against  a 
United  States  person  or  United  States  prop- 
erty; 

"(B)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  conspiring  or  attempt- 
ing to  commit  an  act  of  international  terror- 
ism against,  a  tlnitpd  .States  person  or  United 
States  property: 

'•(C)  th«  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  for  committing,  pri- 
marily outside  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  any  narcotics-related  of- 
fense if  that  offense  involves  or  is  a  signifi- 
cant part  of  conduct  that  involves— 

"(i)  a  violation  of  United  States  narcotics 
laws  and  which  is  such  that  the  individual 
would  be  a  major  violator  of  such  laws;  or 

"(ii)  the  killing  or  kidnapping  of— 

"(I)  any  officer,  employee,  or  contract  em- 
ployee of  the  United  States  Government 
while  such  individual  is  engaged  in  official 
duties,  or  on  account  of  that  individual's  of- 
ficial duties,  in  connection  with  the  enforce- 
ment of  United  States  narcotics  laws  or  the 
implementing  of  United  States  narcotics 
control  objectives;  or 

"(11)  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of 
any  such  individual  on  account  of  that  indi- 
vidual's official  duties,  in  connection  with 
the  enforcement  of  United  States  narcotics 
laws  or  the  implementing  of  United  States 
narcotics  control  objectives;  or 

"(iii)  an  attempt  or  conspiracy  to  commit 
any  of  the  acts  described  in  clause  (i)  or  (ii); 
or 

"(D)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  aiding  or  abetting  in 
the  commission  of  an  act  described  in  sub- 
paragrraphs  (A)  through  (C);  or 


"(E)  the  prevention,  frustration,  or  favor- 
able resolution  of  an  act  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  through  (C). 

"(c)  Coordination  — (1)  To  ensure  that  the 
payment  of  rewards  pursuant  to  this  section 
does  not  duplicate  or  interfere  with  the  pay- 
ment of  informants  or  the  obtaining  of  evi- 
dence or  information,  as  authorized  to  the 
Department  of  Justice,  the  offering,  admin- 
istration, and  payment  of  rewards  under  this 
section,  including  procedures  for— 

"(A)  identifying  individuals,  organizations, 
and  offenses  with  respect  to  which  rewards 
will  be  offered; 

"(B)  the  publication  of  rewards; 

"(C)  offering  of  joint  rewards  with  foreign 
governments; 

"(D)  the  receipt  and  analysis  of  data;  and 

"(E)  the  payment  and  approval  of  pay- 
ment. 

shall  be  governed  by  procedures  developed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  in  consultation  with 
the  Attorney  General. 

'"(2)  Before  making  a  reward  under  this 
section  in  a  matter  over  which  there  is  Fed- 
eral criminal  jurisdiction,  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  advise  and  consult  with  the  At- 
torney General. 

"(d)  Funding.— (1)  TTiere  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State 
from  time  to  time  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  notwithstanding  section  102  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1986  and  1987  (Public  Law  99-93). 

"(2)  No  amount  of  funds  may  be  appro- 
priated which,  when  added  to  the  amounts 
previously  appropriated  but  not  yet  obli- 
gated, would  cause  such  amounts  to  exceed 
$15,000,000. 

"(3)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion should  be  distributed  equally  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  acts  of  international 
terrorism  and  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
international  narcotics  trafficking. 

"(4)  .Amounts  appropriated  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

"(e)  Additional  Funding.— (D  In  extraor- 
dinary circumstances  and  when  it  is  impor- 
tant to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  use  fees 
collected  for  processing  machine  readable 
nonimmigrant  visas  and  machine  readable 
combined  border  crossing  identification 
cards  and  nonimmigrant  visas  pursuant  to 
section  140  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Author- 
ization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Pub- 
lic Law  103-236;  8  U.S.C.  1351  note)  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section,  subject  to 
the  limitation  contained  in  subsection  (d)(2). 

"(2)  The  authority  contained  in  paragraph 
(1)  may  be  used  only  if  the  Secretary  notifies 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  15 
days  in  advance  in  accordance  with  regular 
reprogramming  procedures.  Such  notifica- 
tion shall  contain  a  detailed  justification  of 
the  circumstances  necessitating  the  use  of 
such  fees  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

"<f>—  Limitation  and  Certification.— (1)  A 
reward  under  this  section  may  not  exceed 
$2,000,000. 

"(2)  A  reward  under  this  section  of  more 
than  $100,000  may  not  be  made  without  the 
approval  of  the  President  or  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

"(3)  Any  reward  granted  under  this  section 
shall  be  approved  and  certified  for  payment 
by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

"(4)  The  authority  of  paragraph  (2)  may 
not  be  delegated  to  any  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  United  States  Government. 

•"(5)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
identity  of  the  recipient  of  a  reward  or  of  the 


members  of  the  recipient's  immediate  family 
must  be  protected,  the  Secretary  may  take 
such  measures  in  connection  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  reward  as  he  considers  necessary 
to  effect  such  protection. 

"(g)  iNELiGiBiLm'.— An  officer  or  employee 
of  any  governmental  entity  who.  while  in  the 
performance  of  his  or  her  official  duties,  fur- 
nishes information  described  in  subsection 
(b)  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  reward  under 
this  section. 

"(h)  Reports.— (1)  Not  later  than  30  days 
after  paying  any  reward  under  this  section, 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  submit  a  report 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
with  respect  to  such  reward.  TTie  report, 
which  may  be  submitted  on  a  classified  basis 
if  necessary,  shall  specify  the  amount  of  the 
reward  paid,  to  whom  the  reward  was  paid, 
and  the  acts  with  respect  to  which  the  re- 
ward was  paid.  The  report  shall  also  discuss 
the  significance  of  the  information  for  which 
the  reward  was  paid  in  dealing  with  those 
acts. 

"(2)  Not  later  than  60  days  after  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
submit  an  annual  report  to  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  the  rewards  program  au- 
thorized by  this  section.  Such  report  shall 
provide  information  on  the  total  amounts 
expended  during  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  including 
amounts  spent  to  publicize  the  availability 
of  rewards.  Such  report  shall  also  Include  in- 
formation on  all  requests  for  the  payment  of 
rewards  under  this  section,  including  the 
reasons  for  the  denial  of  any  such  requests. 

••(i)  DEFiNmoNS.— As  used  in  this  section— 

"(1)  the  term  'appropriate  congressional 
committees'  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Poreigrn 
Relations  of  the  Senate; 

""(2)  the  term  "act  of  international  terror- 
ism' includes,  but  is  not  limited  to — 

"(A)  any  act  substantially  contributing  to 
the  acquisition  of  unsafeguarded  special  nu- 
clear material  (as  defined  in  section  830(8)  of 
the  Nuclear  Proliferation  Prevention  Act  of 
1994)  or  any  nuclear  explosive  device  (as  de- 
fined in  section  830(4)  of  that  Act)  by  an  indi- 
vidual, group,  or  non-nuclear  weapon  9tat« 
(M  defined  in  section  830(5)  of  that  Act);  and 

"(B)  any  act.  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  which  materially  supports 
the  conduct  of  international  terrorism,  in- 
cluding the  counterfeiting  of  United  States 
currency  or  the  illegal  use  of  other  monetary 
instruments  by  an  individual,  group,  or 
country  supporting  international  terrorism 
as  determined  for  purjxises  of  section  6(j)  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act  of  1979; 

"(3)  the  term  'United  States  narcotics 
laws'  means  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for 
the  prevention  and  control  of  illicit  traffic  in 
controlled  substances  (as  such  term  is  de- 
fined for  purposes  of  the  Controlled  Sub- 
stances Act);  and 

"(4)  the  term  "member  of  the  immediate 
family'  includes— 

"(A)  a  spouse,  parent,  brother,  sister,  or 
child  of  the  individual: 

"•(B)  a  person  to  whom  the  individual 
stands  in  loco  parentis;  and 

"(C)  any  other  person  living  in  the  individ- 
ual's household  and  related  to  the  individual 
by  blood  or  marriage.". 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress —It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
should  pursue  additional  means  of  funding 
the  program  established  by  section  36  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2708),  including  the  authority 
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to  seize  and  dispose  of  assets  used  in  the 
commission  of  any  offense  under  sections 
1028.  1541  through  1544.  and  1546  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  and  to  retain  the  pro- 
ceeds derived  from  the  disposition  of  such  as- 
sets, or  to  participate  in  asset  sharing  pro- 
grams conducted  by  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  36 
of  that  Act. 

SEC.  2203.  ALTHORmES  OF  SECRETARY  OF 
STATE. 

Section  203(4i  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U  S.C. 
4303(4)1  is  amended  in  the  third  sentence  by 
striking  'should"  both  places  it  appears  and 
Inserting  ■shall  ". 

SEC.  2203.  BUYING  POWER  MAINTENANCE  AC- 
COUNT. 

Section  24(b)(7)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C. 
2696(b)(7))  is  amended  by  striking  subpara- 
graph (D). 

SEC.  2204.  EXPENSES  RELATING  TO  CERTAIN 
INTERNATIONAL  CLAIMS  AND  PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 

(a)  Recovery  of  Cert.m.n  Expe.nses— The 
Department  of  State  Appropriation  Act.  1937 
(49  Stat.  1321.  22  U.S.C.  2661.  as  amended  by 
section  142(b)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization .\ct.  Fiscal  Years  1988  and  1989 
(Public  Law  i(X)-204))  is  amended  in  the  fifth 
undesignated  paragraph  under  the  heading 
entitled  ••lvtern.mion.\l  fisheries  commis- 
sio.N"  by  striking  'extraordinary". 

(b)  Procure.ment  of  Services.— Section 
38(c)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Authon- 
ties  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2710(c))  is  amended 
in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  "personal 
and  "  before  "other  support  services". 

SEC.  2205.  CONSOUDA'nON  OF  UTflTED  STATES 
DIPLOMATIC  MISSIONS  AND  CON- 
SLXAR  POSTS. 

(a)  CoNsoLiDA'no.N  F»l.\n.— The  Secretary  of 
State  shall  develop  a  worldwide  plan  for  the 
consolidation,  wherever  practicable,  on  a  re- 
gional or  areawide  basis,  of  United  States 
missions  and  consular  posts  abroad. 

(b»  Contents  of  Plan.— The  plan  shall— 

(1)  identify  specific  United  States  diplo- 
matic missions  and  consular  posts  for  con- 
solidation: 

(2)  Identify  those  missions  and  posts  at 
which  the  resident  ambassador  would  also  be 
accredited  to  other  specified  states  in  which 
the  United  States  either  maintained  no  resi- 
dent official  presence  or  maintained  such  a 
presence  only  at  staff  level:  and 

(3)  provide  an  estimate  of— 

(.■\)  the  amount  by  which  expenditures 
would  be  reduced  through  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  United  States  Government 
personnel  assigned  abroad: 

(B)  the  reduction  in  the  costs  of  maintain- 
ing United  States  properties  abroad:  and 

(C)  the  amount  of  revenues  generated  to 
the  United  States  through  the  sale  or  other 
disposition  of  United  States  properties  asso- 
ciated with  the  posts  to  be  consolidated 
abroad. 

( c )  TRANSMriTAL.- Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  the  plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees. 

SEC.  220*.  DENIAL  OF  PASSPORTS  TO  NONCUSTO- 
DIAL PARE.NTS  SL'BJECT  TO  STATE 
ARREST  WARRANTS  IN  CASES  OF 
NONPAYMENT  OF  CHILD  SLTPORT. 

The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to 
refuse  to  issue  a  passport  or  to  revoke,  re- 
strict, or  limit  a  passport  in  any  case  in 
which  the  Secretary  of  State  determines  or 
is  informed  by  competent  authority  that  the 
applicant  or  passport  holder  Is  a  noncusto- 


dial parent  who  is  the  subject  of  an  out- 
standing State  warrant  of  arrest  for  nonpay- 
ment of  child  support,  where  the  amount  in 
controversy  is  not  less  than  $10,000. 

SEC.  2207.  CAPITAL  INVESTMENT  FUND. 

Section  135  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(22  U.S.C.  2684a)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  inserting  "and  en- 
hancement" after  "procurement  ": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)  by  striking  "are  au- 
thorized to"  and  inserting  "shall": 

(3)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  "for  ex- 
penditure to  procure  capital  equipment  and 
information  technology"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "for  purposes  of  subsection  (a)": 
and 

(4)  by  amending  subsection  (e)  to  read  as 
follows: 

•■(e)  Reprogramming  Procedures— Funds 
credited  to  the  Capital  Investment  Fund 
shall  not  be  available  for  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure except  in  compliance  with  the  pro- 
cedures applicable  to  reprogrammings  under 
section  34  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956  (22  U  S  C  2710)  " 
SEC.  2208.  EFFICIENCY  IN  PROCUREMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— To  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  United  States  Government  agen- 
cies performing  functions  at  diplomatic  and 
consular  posts  abroad  shall  avoid  duplicative 
acquisition  actions. 

(b)  AUTHORITY.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  a  contract  awarded  in 
accordance  with  the  Competition  in  Con- 
tracting Act  by  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  performing  functions  at 
diplomatic  and  consular  posts  abroad  may  be 
amended  without  competition  to  permit 
other  such  United  States  Government  agen- 
cies to  obtain  goods  or  services  under  such 
contract,  if  unit  prices  are  not  increased  as 
a  result  of  any  such  amendment. 

SEC.  2209.  TRAINING. 

Section  701  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980  (22  U.S.C.  4021)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)(4)  as 
subsection  (g):  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(e)(1)  The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  appropriate  training  through  the 
institution  to  employees  of  any  United 
States  company  engaged  in  business  abroad, 
and  to  the  families  of  such  employees,  when 
such  training  is  in  the  national  interest  of 
the  United  States. 

"(2)  In  the  case  of  any  company  under  con- 
tract to  provide  services  to  the  Department 
of  State,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  job-related  training  to  any  com- 
pany employee  who  is  performing  such  serv- 
ices. 

■■(3)  Training  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
on  a  reimbursable  or  advance-of-funds  basis. 
Such  reimbursements  or  advances  shall  be 
credited  to  the  currently  applicable  appro- 
priation account. 

'■(4)  Training  under  this  subsection  is  au- 
thorized only  to  the  extent  that  it  will  not 
interfere  with  the  institution's  primary  mis- 
sion of  training  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  of  other  agencies  in  the  field  of  for- 
eign relations. 

'■(0(1)  The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  on  a  reimbursable  basis  foreign 
language  training  programs  to  Members  of 
Congress  and  officers  and  employees  of  Con- 
gress. 

"(2)  Reimbursements  under  this  sub- 
section, to  the  extent  practicable,  should  be 
equivalent  to  the  rate  of  reimbursement 
charged  other  agencies  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  comparable  training. 


"(3)  Reimbursements  collected  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  credited  to  the  currently 
available  applicable  appropriation  account. 

■'(4)  Training  under  this  subsection  is  au- 
thorized only  to  the  extent  that  it  will  not 
interfere  with  the  institution's  primary  mis- 
sion of  training  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  of  other  agencies  in  the  field  of  for- 
eign relations". 

SEC.  2210.  LEASE-PURCHASE  AGREEMENTS. 

Whenever  the  Department  of  State  enters 
into  lease-purchase  agreements  involving 
property  in  foreign  countries  pursuant  to 
section  1  of  the  Foreign  Service  Buildings 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  292),  budget  authority  shall  be 
scored  on  an  annual  basis  over  the  period  of 
the  lease  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  annual 
lease  payments. 

CHAPTER  2— CONSULAR  AUTHORITIES  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

SEC.  2231.  SURCHARGE  FOR  PROCESSING  CER- 
TAIN MACHINE  READABLE  VISAS. 

Section  140(a)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103—236)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

•■(2)  For  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  not  more 
than  $250,000,000  in  fees  collected  under  the 
authority  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  deposited 
as  an  offsetting  collection  to  any  Depart- 
ment of  State  appropriation  to  recover  the 
costs  of  the  Department  of  State's  border  se- 
curity program,  including  the  costs  of— 

"(1)  installation  and  operation  of  the  ma- 
chine readable  visa  and  automated  name- 
check  process: 

■•(2)  improving  the  quality  and  security  of 
the  United  States  passport: 

■'(3)  passport  and  visa  fraud  investigations: 
and 

■•(4)    the    technological    infrastructure    to 
support  and  operate  the  programs  referred  to 
in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3). 
Such  fees  shall  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  expended. 

"(3)  For  any  fiscal  year,  fees  collected 
under  the  authority  of  paragraph  d)  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal 
year  under  naragriiph  (2)  ?;h.i!l  be  deposited 
in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  as  mis- 
cellaneous receipts.":  and 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  (5). 

SEC.  2232.  FINGERPRINT  CHECK  REQLTREMENT. 

Section  140  of  the  Foreign  Relations  .■Au- 
thorization -Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103-236:  8  U.S.C.  1182  note)  as 
amended  by  section  505  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation 
Act.  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law  103-317 1  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

•■(h)  Fingerprint  Check  Re(juirement.— If 
a  visa  applicant  is  determined  to  have  a 
criminal  history  recoid  under  subsection 
(d)(1).  has  been  physically  present  in  the 
United  States,  and  is  more  than  16  years  of 
age.  the  applicant  shall  provide  a  fingerprint 
record  for  submission  with  the  application, 
at  no  cost  to  the  Department  of  State.  The 
Department  of  State  shall  submit  such  fin- 
gerprint record  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation for  analysis  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  applicant  has  been  convicted  of  a  fel- 
ony under  State  or  Federal  law  in  the  United 
States .". 

SEC.  2233.  USE  OF  CERTAIN  PASSPORT  PROCESS- 
LNG  FEES  FOR  ENHANCED  PASS- 
PORT SERVICES. 

For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  of 
the  fees  collected  for  expedited  passport 
processing  and  deposited  to  an  offsetting  col- 
lection pursuant  to  the  Department  of  State 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for 


Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law  103—317:  22 
U.S.C.  214),  10  percent  shall  be  available  only 
for  enhancing  passport  services  for  United 
States  citizens,  improving  the  integrity  and 
efficiency  of  the  passport  issuance  process, 
improving  the  secure  nature  of  the  United 
States  passport,  investigating  passport 
fraud,  and  deterring  entry  into  the  United 
States  by  terrorists,  drug  traffickers,  or 
other  criminals. 

SEC.  2234.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Persons  Authorized  To  Issue  Reports 
OF  Birth  Abroad— Section  33  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 
U.S.C.  2705)  is  amended  in  paragraph  (2)  by 
inserting  '(or  any  United  States  citizen  em- 
ployee of  the  Department  of  State  des- 
ignated by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  adju- 
dicate nationality  abroad  pursuant  to  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe)" 
after  ''consular  officer". 

(b)  Provisions  Applicable  to  Consular 
Officers —Section  31  of  the  Act  of  August 
18.  1856  (Rev.  Stat.  1689.  22  U.S.C  4191).  is 
amended  by  inserting  "and  to  such  other 
United  States  citizen  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  pursuant  to  such  reg- 
ulations as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe" 
after  "such  officers". 

CHAPTER  3— REFUGEES  AND  MIGRATION 
SEC.   2251.    LT^ITED   STATES   EMERGENCY   REFU- 
GEE   AND    MIGRATION    ASSISTANCE 
FUND. 

(a)  Limitation  on  Transfers  From  Emer- 
gency Fund.— Section  2'c)  of  the  Migration 
and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (22  U.S.C. 
2601(c))  is  amended  by  adding  after  paragraph 
(3)  the  following: 

"(4)  Notwithstanding  an.v  other  provision 
of  this  Act.  the  President  shall  notify  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  not  less 
than  15  days  before  transferring  or  otherwise 
making  available  amounts  from  the  United 
States  Emergency  Refugee  and  Migration 
.Assistance  Fund  under  paragraph  il).". 

lb)  Notification  of  Expenditures  fro.m 
Fund. —Section  2(d)  of  the  Migration  and 
Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (22  U.S.C. 
2601(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
and  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  the  President  shaii  notify  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  at  least 
15  days  in  advance  of  the  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure of  sums  from  the  United  States 
Emergency  Refugee  and  Migration  Assist- 
ance Fund  under  subsection  (c). 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  the  notification  re- 
quirement of  paragraph  d).  the  President 
may  obligate  and  expend  sums  from  the 
United  States  Emergency  Refugee  and  Mi- 
gration Assistance  Fund  if  the  President  de- 
termines, and  promptly  certifies  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees,  that 
unforseen  emergency  circumstances  require 
the  immediate  obligation  of  sums  from  such 
fund.  .Any  such  certification  shall  fully  in- 
form such  committees  of  the  amount  and  use 
of  such  sums  from  the  Fund. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
■appropriate  congressional  committees' 
means  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate.". 

SEC.  2252.  PERSECUTION  FOR  RESISTANCE  TO 
COERCIVE  POPULA'nON  CONTROL 
METHODS. 

Section  I0l(a)(42)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(42))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 


"For  purposes  of  determinations  under  this 
Act.  a  person  who  has  been  forced  to  abort  a 
pregnancy  or  to  undergo  involuntary  steri- 
lization, or  who  has  been  persecuted  for  fail- 
ure or  refusal  to  undergo  such  a  procedure  or 
for  other  resistance  to  a  coercive  population 
control  program,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  persecuted  on  account  of  political  opin- 
ion, and  a  person  who  has  a  well  founded  fear 
that  he  or  she  will  be  forced  to  undergo  such 
a  procedure  or  subjected  to  persecution  for 
such  failure,  refusal,  or  resistance  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  a  well  founded  fear  of  perse- 
cution on  account  of  political  opinion.". 
SEC.  2253.  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS  CONCERNING 
CUBAN  EMIGRA'nON  POLICIES. 

Beginning  3  months  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  and  every  subsequent 
6  months,  the  President  shall  transmit  a  re- 
port to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees concerning  the  methods  employed 
by  the  Government  of  Cuba  to  enforce  the 
United  States— Cuba  agreement  of  Septem- 
ber 1994  to  restrict  the  emigration  of  the 
Cuban  people  from  Cuba  to  the  United 
States,  and  the  treatment  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Cuba  of  persons  who  have  been  re- 
turned to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the  United 
States— Cuba  agreement  of  May  1995.  E^ch 
report  transmitted  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  United 
States  efforts  to  monitor  such  enforcement 
and  treatment. 

SEC.  2254.  UNITED  STATES  POLICTf  REGARDING 
THE  INVOLUNTARY  RETURN  OF  REF- 
UGEES. 

(a)  In  General.— No  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
involuntarily  return  any  person  to  a  country 
in  which  the  person  has  a  well  founded  fear 
of  persecution  on  account  of  race,  religion, 
nationality,  membership  in  a  particular  so- 
cial group,  or  political  opinion,  or  promote 
or  assist  such  involuntary  return. 

(b)  Involuntarily  Return  Defined— As 
used  in  this  section,  the  term  "involuntarily 
return  "  means  to  take  action  by  which  it  is 
reasonably  foreseeable  that  a  person  will  be 
required  to  return  to  a  country  against  the 
person's  will,  regardless  of  whether  such  re- 
turn is  induced  by  physical  force  and  regard- 
less of  whether  the  person  is  physically 
present  in  the  United  States 

SEC.   2255.    EXTENSION   OF  CERTAIN  ADJUDICA- 
TION PROVISIONS. 
The  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Financing, 
and   Related   Programs  Appropriations  Act. 
1990  (Public  Law  101  —  167)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  599D  (8  U.S.C.  1157  note^ 

(A)  in  subsection  (b)(3).  by  striking  ••and 
1996"  and  inserting  "1996.  and  1997":  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (e).  by  striking  out  "Oc- 
tober 1.  1996"  each  place  it  appears  and  in- 
serting "October  1.  1997"";  and 

(2)  in  section  599E  (8  U.S.C.  1255  note)  in 
subsection  (b)(2).  by  striking  out  "September 
30.  1996"  and  inserting    "September  30.  1997". 
TITLE  XXIII— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE;  DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE      PERSONNEL;      THE      FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

CHAPTER  1— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

SEC.  2301.  COORDINATOR  FOR  COUNTER- 
TERRORISM. 

(a)  Establishment —Section  1(e)  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  ••In"  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

•'(1)  In"':  and 

(2)  by  inserting  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)        Coordinator        for        Coui*ter- 

terrorism.— 


"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for 
Counterterrortsm  (hereafter  in  this  para- 
graph referred  to  as  the  Coordinator')  who 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

"(B)(i)  The  Coordinator  shall  perform  such 
duties  and  exercise  such  power  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  prescribe. 

"(11)  The  principal  duty  of  the  Coordinator 
shall  be  the  overall  supervision  (including 
policy  oversight  of  resources)  of  inter- 
national counterterrorism  activities.  The 
Coordinator  shall  be  the  principal  advisor  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  on  international 
counterterrorism  matters.  The  Coordinator 
shall  be  the  principal  counterterrorism  offi- 
cial within  the  senior  management  of  the 
Department  of  State  and  shall  report  di- 
rectly to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

"(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at- Large.  The  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  TV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  or, 
if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  greater. 

"(D)  For  purposes  of  diplomatic  protocol 
among  officers  of  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Coordinator  shall  take  precedence  after 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  State,  and  the  Under  Secretaries  of  State 
and  shall  take  precedence  among  the  Assist- 
ant Secretaries  of  State  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  State.". 

(b)  Technical  and  Conforming  amend- 
ments.—Section  161  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(PL.  103-236)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (e). 

(c)  Transition  provision —The  individual 
serving  as  Coordinator  for  Counterterrorism 
of  the  Department  of  State  on  the  day  before 
the  effective  date  of  this  division  may  con- 
tinue to  serve  in  that  position. 

SEC.  2302.  SPECIAL  ENVOY  FOR  TIBET. 

(a)  Findings —The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findingrs: 

(1)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  CHiina  withholds  meaningful  participa- 
tion in  the  governance  of  Tibet  from  Tibet- 
ans and  has  failed  to  abide  by  its  own  con- 
stitutional guarantee  of  autonomy  for  Tibet- 
ans. 

(2)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  is  responsible  for  the  destruction 
of  much  of  Tibet's  cultural  and  religious  her- 
itage since  1959  and  continues  to  threaten 
the  survival  of  Tibetan  culture  and  religion. 

(3)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China,  through  direct  and  indirect  in- 
centives, has  established  discriminatory  de- 
velopment programs  which  have  resulted  in 
an  overwhelming  flow  of  Chinese  immigrants 
into  Tibet,  including  those  areas  incor- 
porated into  the  Chinese  provinces  of 
Sichuan.  Yunnan,  Gansu,  and  Quinghai  in  re- 
cent years,  and  have  excluded  Tibetans  from 
participation  in  important  policy  decisions, 
further  threatening  traditional  Tibetan  life. 

(4)  The  Government  of  tht  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  denies  Tibetans  their  fundamen- 
tal human  rights,  as  reported  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State's  Country  Reports  on  Human 
Rights  Practices  for  1995. 

(5)  The  President  and  the  Congress  have 
determined  that  the  promotion  of  human 
rights  in  Tibet  and  the  protection  of  Tibefs 
religion  and  culture  are  important  elements 
in  United  States-China  relations  and  have 
urged  senior  members  of  the  Government  of 
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the  People's  Republic  of  China  to  enter  into 
substantive  negotiations  on  these  matters 
with  the  Dalai  Lama  or  his  representative. 

(6)  The  Dalai  Lama  has  repeatedly  stated 
his  willingness  to  begin  substantive  negotia- 
tions without  preconditions. 

(7)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  has  failed  to  respond  in  a  good 
faith  manner  by  reciprocating  a  willingness 
to  begin  negotiations  without  preconditions, 
and  no  substantive  negotiations  have  begun. 

(b)  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  —Section  Ue)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  (U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is 
amended  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the 
following  new  para^aph: 

"(3)  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet.— 

"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  Department 
of  State  a  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.  The  United  States  Special  Envoy 
for  Tibet  shall  hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  President. 

•■(Bi  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  shall  have  the  personal  rank  of  ambas- 
sador. 

■•(C)  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  is  authorized  and  encouraged — 

"(i)  to  promote  substantive  negotiations 
between  the  Dalai  Lama  or  his  representa- 
tives and  senior  members  of  the  Government 
of  the  Peoples  Republic  of  China: 

"(ii)  to  promote  good  relations  between  the 
Dalai  Lama  and  his  representatives  and  the 
United  States  Government,  including  meet- 
ing with  members  or  representatives  of  the 
Tibetan  govemment-in-exile;  and 

•(iii)  to  travel  regularly  throughout  Tibet 
and  Tibetan  refugee  settlements. 

■ID)  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  shall— 

••(i)  consult  with  the  Congress  on  policies 
relevant  to  Tibet  and  the  future  and  welfare 
of  all  Tibetan  people: 

"(ii)  coordinate  United  States  Government 
policies,  programs,  and  projects  concerning 
Tibet:  and 

"(iii)  report  to  the  Secretary  of  State  re- 
garding the  matters  described  in  section 
536<a;(2)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Public 
Law  103-236).  ■ 

SEC.  2303.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  COORDINATOR 
FOR  HUMAN  RIGHTS  AND  REFU- 
GEES, BUREAU  OF  REFUGEE  A-VD  MI- 
GRATION ASSISTANCE,  AND  BUREAU 
OF  DEMOCRACY.  HUMAN  RIGHTS, 
AND  LABOR. 

(a)  Establish.me.nt  of  Coordlnator  for 
Human  Rights  and  Refugees  — 

Section  1(e)  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(ei)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  after  paragraph  (3)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

••(4)  Coordinator  for  Human  Rights  and 
Refugees.— 

••(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for  Human 
Rights  and  Refugees  (hereafter  in  this  para- 
graph referred  to  as  the  Coordinator')  who 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
The  Coordinator  shall  report  directly  to  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

"(B)  The  Coordinator  shall  be  responsible 
for  matters  pertaining  to  human  rights,  refu- 
gees, and  humanitarian  affairs  (including 
matters  relating  to  prisoners  of  war  and 
members  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces 
missing  in  action i  in  the  conduct  of  foreign 
policy.  The  Coordinator  shall  head  the  Bu- 
reau  of  Refugee   and   Migration   Assistance 
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and     the     Bureau     of 
Rights,  and  Labor. 

•■(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at- Large.  The  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5.  United  Stales  Code.  or. 
if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  greater 

"(D)  For  purposes  of  diplomatic  protocol 
among  officers  of  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Coordinator  shall  take  precedence  after 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  State,  and  the  Under  Secretaries  of  State 
and  shall  take  precedence  among  the  Assist- 
ant Secretaries  of  State  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  State.". 

(b)  Termination  of  Assistant  Secretary 
of  St.^te  for  Democracy,  Human  Rights. 
AND  Labor.— 

(1)  In  General— Section  Ko  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 
use.  2651a(c))  Is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (2). 

(2)  Conforming  amendments —The  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  is  amended— 

(A)  in  section  116(c)  (22  U.S.C.  2151n),  by 
striking  'Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Democracy.  Human  Rights,  and  Labor"  and 
inserting  'Secretary": 

(B)  in  sections  502B.  502B.  and  505(g)(4)(A) 
by  striking  ",  prepared  with  the  assistance 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  De- 
mocracy, Human  Rights,  and  Labor.":  and 

(C)  in  section  573(c)  by  striking  'Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Democracy.  Human 
Rights,  and  Labor"  ajid  inserting  "Secretary 
of  State". 

(c)  Establishment  of  Bureau  of  Refugee 
AND  Migration  assistance  and  Bureau  of 
Dem(x:racy,  Human  Rights,  and  Labor  — 
Section  1  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a)  is 
amended  by  adding  after  subsection  (e)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  Establish.ment  of  Certain  Bureaus. 
Offices,  and  Other  Organizational  Enti- 
■nES  Within  the  Department  of  State.— 

"(1)  Bureau  of  refugee  and  migra'hon  as- 
sistance.—There  is  established  within  the 
Department  of  State  the  Bureau  of  Refugee 
and  Migration  Assistance  which  shall  assist 
the  Secretary  of  State  in  carrying  out  the 
Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of 
1962.  The  Bureau  shall  be  headed  by  the  Co- 
ordinator for  Human  Rights  and  Refugees. 

"(2)  Bureau  of  democracy,  human  rights, 
and  labor.— There  is  established  within  the 
Department  of  State  the  Bureau  of  Democ- 
racy. Human  Rights,  and  Labor.  The  Bureau 
shall  be  headed  by  the  Coordinator  for 
Human  Rights  and  Refugees.  The  Bureau 
shall  continuously  observe  and  review  all 
matters  pertaining  to  human  rights  and  hu- 
manitarian affairs  (including  matters  relat- 
ing to  prisoners  of  war  and  members  of  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  missing  in  ac- 
tion) in  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy  includ- 
ing the  following: 

"(A)  Gathering  detailed  information  re- 
garding humanitarian  affairs  and  the  observ- 
ance of  and  respect  for  internationally  recog- 
nized human  rights  in  each  country  to  which 
the  requirements  of  section  116  and  502B  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  are  rel- 
evant. 

•'(B)  Preparing  the  statements  and  reports 
to  Congress  required  under  section  5023  of 
the  Foreign  A.ssistance  Act  of  1961. 

"(C)  Making  recommendations  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  regarding  compliance  with 


sections  116  and  502B  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961,  and  as  part  of  the  Bureau's 
overall  policy  responsibility  for  the  creation 
of  United  States  Government  human  rights 
policy,  advising  the  Secretary  on  the  policy 
framework  under  which  section  116(e) 
projects  are  developed  and  consulting  with 
the  Secretary  on  the  selection  and  imple- 
mentation of  such  projects. 

"(D)  Performing  other  responsibilities 
which  serve  to  promote  increased  observance 
of  internationally  recognized  human  rights 
by  all  countries.". 

SEC.  2304.  ELIMINATION  OF  STATUTORY  ESTAB- 
USHMENT  OF  CERTAIN  POSITIONS 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE. 

(a)  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
South  Asian  Affairs.— Section  122  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act,  Fiscal 
Years  1992  and  1993  (22  U.S.C.  2652b)  Is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Deputy  assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Burdensharing.— Section  161  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  .'^ct.  Fiscal 
Years  1994  and  1995  (22  U.S.C.  2651a  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  subsection  (f). 

(c)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Oceans  and 

iNTERNA-nONAL      ENVIRONME.VTAL      AND      SCI- 

E.NTiFic  Affairs.— Section  9  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  Appropriations  Authorization 
Act  of  1973  (22  U.S.C.  2655a)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  2306.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  ASSISTANT  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE  FOR  HUMAN  RE- 
SOURCES. 

Section  Ko  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(c))  is 
amended  by  adding  after  paragraph  (1)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

■■(2)  ASSISTANT  Secretary  for  Human  Re- 
sources—There  shall  be  in  the  Department 
of  State  an  Assistant  Secretary  for  Human 
Resources  who  shall  be  responsible  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  matters  relating  to 
human  resources  including  the  implementa- 
tion of  personnel  policies  and  programs  with- 
in the  Department  of  State  and  inter- 
national affairs  functions  and  activities  car- 
ried out  through  the  Department  of  State. 
The  Assistant  Secretary  shall  have  substan- 
tial professional  qualifications  in  the  field  of 
human  resource  policy  and  management .". 
SEC,  2300,  AUTHORITY  OF  UNITED  STATES  PER- 
MANENT REPRESENTATIVE  TO  THE 
UNITED  NATIONS, 

Section  2(a)  of  the  United  Nations  Partici- 
pation Act  of  1945  (22  U.S.C.  287(a))  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  ■hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  President  "  and  inserting  "serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President  and  subject  to  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  State  ". 
CHAPTER  2— PERSONNEL  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE;  THE  FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

SEC.  23S1.  AUTHORIZED  STRENGTH  OF  THE  FOR- 
EIGN SERVICE. 

(a)  End  Fiscal  Year  1996  Levels.— The 
number  of  members  of  the  Foreign  Service 
authorized  to  be  employed  as  of  September 
30.  1996— 

(1)  for  the  Department  of  State,  shall  not 
exceed  9.000.  of  whom  not  more  than  720  shall 
be  members  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service: 

(2)  for  the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy, shall  not  exceed  1.150.  of  whom  not  more 
than  165  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior  For- 
eign Service;  and 

(3)  for  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment, not  to  exceed  1,800,  of  whom  not 
more  than  240  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior 
Foreign  Service. 

(b)  End  Fiscal  Year  1997  Levels.— The 
number  of  members  of  the  Foreign  Service 
authorized  to  be  employed  as  of  September 
30,  1997— 
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(1)  for  the  Department  of  State,  shall  not 
exceed  8.800.  of  whom  not  more  than  680  shall 
be  members  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service: 

(2)  for  the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy, not  to  exceed  1.100  of  whom  not  more 
than  160  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior  For- 
eign Service:  and 

(3)  for  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment, not  to  exceed  1.775  of  whom  not 
more  than  230  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior 
Foreign  Service. 

(c)  Definition -For  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  ■members  of  the  Foreign 
Service"  is  used  within  the  meaning  of  such 
term  under  section  103  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  of  1980  (22  use  3903),  except  that  such 
term  does  not  include— 

(1)  members  of  the  Service  under  para- 
graphs (6)  and  (7)  of  such  section: 

(2)  members  of  the  Service  serving  under 
temporary  resident  appointments  abroad: 

(3)  members  of  the  Service  employed  on 
less  than  a  full-time  basis: 

(4)  members  of  the  Service  subject  to  in- 
voluntary separation  in  cases  in  which  such 
separation  has  been  suspended  pursuant  to 
section  1106(8)  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980:  and 

(5)  members  of  the  Service  serving  under 
non-career  limited  appointments. 

(d)  Waiver  Authority— (D  Subject  to 
paragraph  (2).  the  President  may  waive  any 
limitation  under  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  to  the 
extent  that  such  waiver  is  necessary  to  carry 
on  the  foreign  affairs  functions  of  the  United 
States. 

(2)  Not  less  than  15  days  before  the  Presi- 
dent exercises  a  waiver  under  paragraph  (1). 
such  agency  head  shall  notify  the  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Such  notice  shall  include 
an  explanation  of  the  circumstances  and  ne- 
cessity for  such  waiver. 

SEC.  2352.  REPEAL  OF  AUTHORITY  FOR  SENIOR 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  PERFORMANCE 
PAY. 

(a)  Repeal.— Section  405  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1980  (22  U.S.C.  3966)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section  2  of 
the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980  is  amended  in 
the  table  of  contents  by  striking  the  item  re- 
lated to  section  405. 

SEC.  2353.  RECOVERY  OF  COSTS  OF  HEALTH 
CARE  SERVICES. 

(a)  Authorities.— Section  904  of  the  For- 
eign Service  Act  of  1980  (22  U.S.C.  4084)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by— 

(A)  striking  "and  "  before  "members  of  the 
families  of  such  members  and  employees"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  pe- 
riod "".  and  for  care  provided  abroad)  such 
other  persons  as  are  designated  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  except  that  such  persons 
shall  be  considered  persons  other  than  cov- 
ered beneficiaries  for  purposes  of  subsections 
(g)and(h)": 

(2)  in  subsection  (d)  by  Inserting  ",  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (g)  and  (h)" 
after  "treatment":  and 

(3)  by  adding  the  following  new  sub- 
sections: 

"(g)(1)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  is  a  cov- 
ered beneficiary,  the  Secretary  of  State  is 
authorized  to  collect  from  a  third-party 
payer  the  reasonable  costs  incurred  by  the 
Department  of  State  on  behalf  of  such  person 
for  health  care  services  to  the  same  extent 
that  the  covered  beneficiary  would  be  eligi- 
ble to  receive  reimbursement  or  indemnifica- 


tion   from    the    third-parly    payer    for   such 
costs. 

"(2)  If  the  insurance  policy,  plan,  contract, 
or  similar  agreement  of  that  third-party 
payer  includes  a  requirement  for  a  deduct- 
ible or  copayment  by  the  beneficiary  of  the 
plan,  then  the  Secretary  of  State  may  col- 
lect from  the  third-party  payer  only  the  rea- 
sonable costs  of  the  care  provided  less  the 
deductible  or  copayment  amount. 

"(3i  A  covered  beneficiary  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  pay  any  deductible  or  copayment 
for  health  care  services  under  this  sub- 
section. 

"(4)  No  provision  of  any  Insurance,  medical 
service,  or  health  plan  contract  or  agree- 
ment having  the  effect  of  excluding  from 
coverage  or  limiting  payment  of  charges  for 
care  in  the  following  circumstances  shall  op- 
erate to  prevent  collection  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  under  paragraph  (1) — 

■■(A)  care  provided  directly  or  Indirectly  by 
a  governmental  entity: 

"(B)  care  provided  to  an  individual  who  has 
not  paid  a  required  deductible  or  copayment; 
or 

"(C)  care  provided  by  a  provider  with 
which  the  third-party  payer  has  no  partici- 
pation agreement. 

"(5)  No  law  of  any  State,  or  of  any  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  and  no  provision  of 
any  contract  or  agreement  shall  operate  to 
prevent  or  hinder  recovery  or  collection  by 
the  United  States  under  this  section. 

"(6)  .^s  to  the  authority  provided  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection— 

■(A)  the  United  States  shall  be  subrogated 
to  any  right  or  claim  that  the  covered  bene- 
ficiary may  have  against  a  third-party 
payer: 

"(B)  the  United  States  may  institute  and 
prosecute  legal  proceedings  against  a  third- 
party  payer  to  enforce  a  right  of  the  United 
States  under  this  subsection;  and 

"(C)  the  Secretary  may  compromise,  set- 
tle, or  waive  a  claim  of  the  United  States 
under  this  subsection. 

"(7)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  the  administration  of  this  sub- 
section and  subsection  (h).  Such  regulations 
shall  provide  for  computation  of  the  reason- 
able cost  of  heaiih  care  services. 

"(B)  Regulations  prescribed  under  this  sub- 
section shall  provide  that  medical  records  of 
a  covered  beneficiary  receiving  health  care 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  avail- 
able for  inspection  and  review  by  representa- 
tives of  the  payer  from  which  collection  by 
the  United  States  is  sought  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  permitting  the  third  party  to  verify— 

"(A)  that  the  care  or  services  for  which  re- 
covery or  collection  is  sought  were  furnished 
to  the  covered  beneficiary;  and 

"(B)  that  the  provisions  of  such  care  or 
services  to  the  covered  beneficiary  meets  cri- 
teria generally  applicable  under  the  health 
plan  contract  involved,  except  that  this 
paragraph  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

••(9)  Amounts  collected  under  this  sub- 
section or  under  subsection  (h)  from  a  third- 
party  payer  or  from  any  other  payer  shall  be 
deposited  as  an  offsetting  collection  to  any 
Department  of  State  appropriation  and  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

••(10)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

■■(A)  the  term  covered  beneficiary'  means 
an  individual  eligible  to  receive  health  care 
under  this  section  whose  health  care  costs 
are  to  be  paid  by  a  third-party  payer  under  a 
contractual  agreement  with  such  payer: 

••(B)  the  term  •services',  as  used  in  health 
care  services'  includes  products:  and 

"(C)  the  term  'third-party  payer'  means  an 
entity  that  provides  a  fee-for-service  insur- 


ance policy,  contract,  or  similar  agreement 
through  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Bene- 
fit program,  under  which  the  expenses  of 
health  care  services  for  individuals  are  paid. 
"(h)  In  the  case  of  a  person,  other  than  a 
covered  beneficiary,  who  receives  health  care 
services  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Slate  is  authorized  to  collect  from 
such  person  the  reasonable  costs  of  health 
care  services  incurred  by  the  Department  of 
State  on  behalf  of  such  person.  The  United 
States  shall  have  the  same  rights  against 
persons  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section as  against  third-party  payers  covered 
by  subsection  (g).". 

(b)  Effective  Date —Subsection  (a)  shall 
take  effect  October  1.  1996. 
TITUE  XXrV— UlsTTTED  STATES  PUBUC  DI- 
PLOMACY:   AUTHORITIES    AND    ACTIVI- 
TIES   FOR    UNITED    STATES    INFORMA- 
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL,  AND  CULTURAL 
PROGRAMS 
CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.    2401.    ELIMINATION    OF    PERMANENT    AU- 

■raoRiZA'noN. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act,  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993  is 
amended  by  sinking  subsection  (e). 
SEC.  2402.  EXTENSION  OF  AU  PAIR  PROGRAMS. 

Section  8  of  the  Eisenhower  Exchange  Fel- 
lowship Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-454)  is 
amended  in  the  last  sentence  by  striking 
""fiscal  year  1995  "  and  in.serting  "fiscal  year 
1997". 

SEC.  2403.  EDUCA'nONAL  AND  CULTURAL  EX- 
CHANGES WITH  HONG  KONG. 

TTie  Director  of  the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency  shall  conduct  programs  of  edu- 
cational and  cultural  exchange  between  the 
United  Stales  and  the  people  of  Hong  Kong. 
SEC.  2404.  CONDUCT  OF  CERTAIN  EDUCATIONAL 
AN"D  CL1.TL1UL  EXCHA.NGE  PRO- 
GRAMS IN  ASIA. 

In  carrying  out  programs  of  educational 
and  cultural  exchange  in  Hong  Kong.  China, 
Vietnam.  Cambodia.  Tibet.  Burma,  and  East 
Timor,  the  Director  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation Agency  shall  take  appropriate 
steps  to  provide  opportunities  for  participa- 
tion in  such  programs  to  human  rights  and 
democracy  leaders  of  such  countries  and  per- 
sons who  are  nationals  but  not  residents  of 
such  countries. 

SEC.  2405.  EDUCA'nONAL  AND  CUl-TU'HAL  EX- 
CHANGES A-ND  SCHOLARSHIPS  FOR 
TIBETA.NS  AND  BURMESE. 

(a)  Establishment  of  Educational  and 
Cultlhal  Exchange  for  Tibetans —The  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  shall  establish  programs  of  edu- 
cational and  cultural  exchange  between  the 
United  States  and  the  people  of  Tibet.  Such 
programs  shall  include  opportunities  for 
training  and.  as  the  Director  considers  ap- 
propriate, may  include  the  assigiunent  of 
personnel  and  resources  abroad. 

(b)  Scholarships  for  Tibetans  and  Bur- 
mese— 

(1)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997.  at  least  30  scholarships  shall  be  made 
available  to  Tibetan  students  and  profes- 
sionals who  are  outside  Tibet,  and  at  least  15 
scholarships  shall  be  made  available  to  Bur- 
mese students  and  professionals  who  are  out- 
side Burma. 

(2)  Waiver  -Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply 
to  the  extent  that  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  .Agency  determines  that 
there  are  not  enough  qualiTied  students  to 
fulfill  such  allocation  requirement. 

(3)  Scholarship  defined —For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "scholarship" 
means  an  amount  to  be  used  for  full  or  par- 
tial support  of  tuition  and  fees  to  attend  an 
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educational    institution,    and    may    include 

fees,  books,  and  supplies,  equipment  required 

for  courses  at  an  educational  institution,  liv- 

ing  expenses  at  a  United  States  educational 

institution,  and  travel  expenses  to  and  from, 

and  within,  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2406.  AVAILABILITY  OF  VOICE  OF  AMERICA 

AND    RADIO    MARTI    MLXTILINGUAL 

COMPL-TER    READABLE    TEXT    AND 

VOICE  RECORDINGS. 

(a)  In  Ge.ner.-kl.— Notwithstanding  section 
208  of  the  Foreig-n  Relations  Authoirization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987  (22  U.S.C. 
1461-la)  and  the  second  sentence  of  section 
501  of  the  United  States  Information  and 
Educational  Exchange  Act  of  1948  (22  U.S.C. 
1461).  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  is  authorized  to  make  avail- 
able, upon  request,  to  the  Linguistic  Data 
Consortium  of  the  University  of  Pennsylva- 
nia computer  readable  multilingual  text  and 
recorded  speech  in  various  languages.  The 
Consortium  shall,  directly  or  indirectly  as 
appropriate,  reimburse  the  Director  for  any 
expenses  involved  in  making  such  materials 
available. 

(b>  Ter.min.\tion.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
cease  to  have  effect  5  years  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  .\ct. 

SEC.  MOT.  RETENTION  OF  INTEREST. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  with  the  approval  of  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy,  graint  funds  made 
available  by  the  National  Endowment  for  De- 
mocracy may  be  deposited  in  interest-bear- 
ing accounts  pending  disbursement  and  any 
interest  which  accrues  may  be  retained  by 
the  grantee  and  used  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  grant  was  made. 
SEC.  2408.  USIA  OFFICE  IN  PRISTINA.  KOSOVA. 

(a)  EST.\BLISHMENT  OF  OFFICE.— The  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
shall  seek  to  establish  an  office  in  Pristina. 
Kosova.  for  the  following  purposes; 

(1)  Disseminating  information  about  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Promoting  discussions  on  human  rights, 
democracy,  rule  of  law,  and  conflict  resolu- 
tion. 

'■^»  Facilitating  United  States  private  sec- 
tor involvement  in  educational  and  cultural 
activities  in  Kosova. 

(4)  Advising  the  United  States  Government 
with  respect  to  public  opinion  in  Kosova. 

(b)  Report  to  Congress.— Not  later  than 
Apiil  1  of  each  year  until  subsection  (a)  has 
been  fully  implemented,  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  shall  sub- 
mit a  detailed  report  on  developments  relat- 
ing to  the  implementation  of  subsection  (a) 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees. 

CHAPTER  2— INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

SEC.  Z43L  EXPANSION  OF  BROADCASTING  BOARD 
OF  GOVERNORS. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Act  of  1994  (22  U.S.C. 
6203)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  •'9"  and  in- 
serting 'ir"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  by  striking  "8"  and 
inserting  -lO";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  "4"  and  in- 
serting "S". 

SEC.  3433.  PLAN  FOR  RADIO  FREE  ASIA. 

Section  309(c)  of  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Act  (22  U.S.C.  6208(c)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(c)  Submission  of  PL.^^.— Not  later  than 
90  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Years  1996  and   1997.   the  Director  of 


the  United  States  Information  Agency  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  detailed  plan  for 
the  establishment  and  operation  of  Radio 
Free  Asia  in  acconlance  with  this  section. 
Such  plan  shall  include  the  following: 

"(1)  A  description  of  the  manner  in  which 
Radio  Free  Asia  would  meet  the  funding  lim- 
itations provided  in  subsection  (d)(4). 

"■(2)  A  description  of  the  numbers  and 
qualifications  of  employees  it  proposes  to 
hire. 

■'(3)  How  it  proposes  to  meet  the  technical 
requirements  for  carrying  out  its  respon- 
sibilities under  this  section.". 

SEC.     2433,     PILOT     PROJECT     FOR     FREEDOM 
BROADCASTING  TO  ASIA. 

(a)  AUTHORITY.— The  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  make 
grants  for  broadcasting  to  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China.  Burma.  Cambodia.  Laos. 
North  Korea,  Tibet,  and  Vietnam.  Such 
broadcasting  shall  provide  accurate  and 
timely  information,  news,  and  commentary 
about  events  in  the  respective  countries  of 
Asia  and  elsewhere,  and  shall  be  a  forum  for 
a  variety  of  opinions  and  voices  from  within 
Asian  nations  whose  people  do  not  fully 
enjoy  freedom  of  expression. 

(b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  such  grants 
shall  be  to  provide  such  broadcasting  on  an 
interim  basis  during  the  period  before  Radio 
Free  Asia  becomes  fully  operational. 

(c)  APPLICATIONS.- In  considering  applica- 
tions for  grants,  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  give  strong 
preference  to  entities  which  (1)  take  advan- 
tage of  the  expertise  of  political  and  reli- 
gious dissidents  and  pro-democracy  and 
human  rights  activists  from  within  the  coun- 
tries to  whom  broadcasting  is  directed,  in- 
cluding exiles  from  these  countries:  and  (2) 
take  advantage  of  contracts  or  similar  ar- 
rangements with  existing  broadcast  facili- 
ties so  as  to  provide  immediate  broadcast 
coverage  with  low  overhead. 

(d)  Plan.— Not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  plan  for  implementing 
this  section  which  shall  include  details  con- 
cerning timetable  for  implementation,  grant 
criteria,  and  grant  application  procedures. 
The  procedures  and  timetable  should  be  de- 
signed to  ensure  that  grantees  will  begin 
broadcasting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  XXV— INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  COMMISSIONS 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.     2501.     INTERNATIONAL     BOUNDARY     AND 
WATER  COMMISSION. 

The  Act  of  May  13.  1924  (49  Stat.  660.  22 
U.S.C.  277-2770,  is  amended  in  section  3  (22 
U.S.C.  277b)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(d)  Pursuant  to  the  authority  of  sub- 
section (a)  and  in  order  to  facilitate  further 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  Convention 
for  Equitable  Distribution  of  the  Waters  of 
the  Rio  Grande,  May  21,  1906,  United  States- 
Mexico,  the  Secretary  of  State,  acting 
through  the  United  States  Commissioner  of 
the  International  Boundary  and  Water  Com- 
mission, may  make  improvements  to  the  Rio 
Grande  Canalization  Project,  originally  au- 
thorized by  the  Act  of  August  29.  1935  (49 
Stat.  961).  Such  improvements  may  include 
all  such  works  as  may  be  needed  to  stabilize 
the  Rio  Grande  in  the  reach  between  the 
Percha  Diversion  Dam  in  New  Mexico  and 
the  American  Diversion  Dam  in  El  Paso". 


CHAPTER  2— UNITED  NATIONS  AND  AF- 
FILIATED AGENCIES  AND  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 

SEC.  252  L  REFORM  IN  BUDGET  DECISIONMAK- 
ING PROCEDURES  OF  THE  UNITED 
NATIONS  AND  ITS  SPECIALIZED 
AGENCIES. 

(a)  .Assessed  Contributions.— Of  amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Assessed 
Contributions  to  International  Organiza- 
tions '  by  this  Act,  the  President  may  with- 
hold 20  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
the  United  States  assessed  contribution  to 
the  United  Nations  or  to  any  of  its  special- 
ized agencies  for  any  calendar  year  if  the 
United  Nations  or  any  such  agency  has  failed 
to  implement  or  to  continue  to  implement 
consensus-based  decisionmaking  procedures 
on  budgetary  matters  which  assure  that  suf- 
ficient attention  is  paid  to  the  views  of  the 
United  States  and  other  member  states  that 
are  the  major  financial  contributors  to  such 
assessed  budgets. 

(b)  Notice  to  Congress.— The  President 
shall  notify  the  Congress  when  a  decision  is 
made  to  withhold  any  share  of  the  United 
States  assessed  contribution  to  the  United 
Nations  or  its  specialized  agencies  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  and  shall  notify  the  Con- 
gress when  the  decision  is  made  to  pay  any 
previously  withheld  assessed  contribution.  A 
notification  under  this  subsection  shall  in- 
clude appropriate  consultation  between  the 
President  (or  the  President's  representative) 
and  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate. 

(c)  Contributions  for  Prior  Years.— Sub- 
ject to  the  availability  of  appropriations, 
payment  of  assessed  contributions  for  prior 
years  may  be  made  to  the  United  Nations  or 
any  of  its  specialized  agencies  notwithstand- 
ing subsection  (a)  if  such  payment  would  fur- 
ther United  States  interests  in  that  organi- 
zation. 

(d)  Report  to  Congress.— Not  later  than 
February  1  of  each  year,  the  President  shall 
submit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  report  concerning  the  amount 
of  United  States  assessed  contributions  paid 
to  the  United  Nations  and  each  of  its  special- 
ized agencies  during  the  preceding  calendar 
year. 

SEC.  2522.  LIMITATION  ON  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO 
THE  UNITED  NA'nONS  OR  UNITED 
NATIONS  AFFILIATED  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS. 

The  United  States  shall  not  make  any  vol- 
untary or  assessed  contribution— 

(1)  to  any  affiliated  organization  of  the 
United  Nations  which  grants  full  member- 
ship as  a  state  to  any  organization  or  group 
that  does  not  have  the  internationally  recog- 
nized attributes  of  statehood,  or 

(2)  to  the  United  Nations,  if  the  United  Na- 
tions grants  full  membership  as  a  state  in 
the  United  Nations  to  any  organization  or 
group  that  does  not  have  the  internationally 
recognized  attributes  of  statehood. 

during  any  period  in  which  such  membership 

is  effective. 

SEC.  2S23.  REPORT  ON  UNICEF. 

Not  later  than  December  31.  1995,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  transmit  to  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  a  report  on 
(1)  the  progress  of  UNICEF  toward  effective 
financial,  program,  and  personnel  manage- 
ment; (2)  the  progress  of  UNICEF  in  shifting 
its  health,  child  survival,  and  maternal  sur- 
vival programs  toward  efficient  and  low- 
overhead  contractors,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  nongovernmental  organizations; 
and  (3)  the  extent  to  which  UNICEF  has  dem- 
onstrated its  commitment  to  its  traditional 


mission  of  child  health  and  welfare  and  re- 
sisted pressure  to  become  involved  in  func- 
tions performed  by  other  United  Nations 
agencies. 

SEC.   2624.    UNITED    NATIONS    BUDGETARY   AND 
MANAGEMENT  REFORM. 

(a)  In  General.— The  United  Nations  Par- 
ticipation Act  of  1945  (22  U.S.C.  287  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  10.  (a)  Withholding  of  Contribu- 
tions Related  to  the  Role  of  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  United  Na^hons.- 

"(1)  Assessed  contributions  for  regular 
UNITED  nations  BUDGET.— For  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year.  20  per- 
cent of  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
for  that  fiscal  year  for  United  States  as- 
sessed contributions  for  the  regular  United 
Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld  from  obli- 
gation and  expenditure  unless  a  certification 
for  that  fiscal  year  has  been  made  under  sub- 
section (b). 

"(2)  Assessed  contributions  for  united 
nations  PEACEKEEPING.— For  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year.  50  per- 
cent of  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
for  that  fiscal  year  for  United  States  as- 
sessed contributions  for  United  Nations 
peacekeeping  activities  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  subsection  (b). 

"(3)  Voluntary  contributions  for  united 
nations  PEACEKEEPING.— For  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  the 
United  States  may  not  pay  any  voluntary 
contribution  to  the  United  Nations  for  inter- 
national peacekeeping  activities  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  subsection  (b). 

•(b)  Certification.— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  of  each  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(1)  The  United  Nations  has  an  independ- 
ent office  of  Inspector  General  to  conduct 
and  supervise  objective  audits,  inspections, 
and  investigations  relating  to  programs  and 
operations  of  the  United  Nations. 

"(2)  The  United  Nations  has  an  Inspector 
General  who  was  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
General  with  the  approval  of  the  General  As- 
sembly and  whose  appointment  was  made 
principally  on  the  basis  of  the  appointee's  in- 
tegrity and  demonstrated  ability  in  account- 
ing, auditing,  financial  analysis,  law,  man- 
agement analysis,  public  administration,  or 
investigation. 

"(3)  The  Inspector  General  is  authorized 
to— 

"(A)  make  investigations  and  reports  re- 
lating to  the  administration  of  the  programs 
and  operations  of  the  United  Nations; 

"(B)  have  access  to  all  records,  documents, 
and  other  available  materials  relating  to 
those  programs  and  operations: 

"(C)  have  direct  and  prompt  access  to  any 
official  of  the  United  Nations;  and 

"(D)  have  access  to  all  records  and  officials 
of  the  specialized  agencies  of  the  United  Na- 
tions. 

"(4)  The  United  Nations  has  fully  Imple- 
mented, and  made  available  to  all  member 
states,  procedures  that  effectively  protect 
the  identity  of,  and  prevent  reprisals 
against,  any  staff  member  of  the  United  Na- 
tions making  a  complaint  or  disclosing  in- 
formation to,  or  cooperating  in  any  inves- 
tigation or  inspection  by,  the  United  Nations 
Inspector  General. 

"(5)  The  United  Nations  has  fully  imple- 
mented procedures   that  ensure  compliance 


with  recommendations  of  the  United  Nations 
Inspector  General. 

"(6)  The  United  Nations  has  required  the 
United  Nations  Inspector  General  to  issue  an 
annual  report  and  has  ensured  that  the  an- 
nual report  and  all  other  reports  of  the  In- 
spector General  are  made  available  to  the 
General  Assembly  without  modification. 

"(7)  The  United  Nations  has  provided,  and 
is  committed  to  providing,  sufficient  budg- 
etary resources  to  ensure  the  effective  oper- 
ation of  the  United  Nations  Inspector  Gen- 
eral.". 

(b)  Withholding  of  Contributions  Relat- 
ed TO  Contracting  of  the  United  Na- 
tions—The  United  Nations  Participation 
Act  of  1945  (22  U.S.C.  287  et  seq.)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"Sec.  11.  (a)  Withholding  of  Contribu- 
tions Rel.ated  to  Timely  Notice  of  Con- 
tract Opportunities  and  contract 
awards  — 

"(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contrtbu- 
tion.s  for  regular  united  nations  budget.— 
For  fiscal  year  1997  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year.  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  for  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

•■(2)  Certification.— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  United  Na- 
tions has  implemented  a  system  requiring 
(A)  prior  notification  for  the  submission  of 
all  qualified  bid  proposals  on  all  United  Na- 
tions procurement  opportunities  over 
SIOO.OOO  and  (B)  a  public  announcement  of  the 
award  of  any  contract  over  $100,000.  To  the 
extent  practicable,  notifications  shall  be 
made  in  the  Commerce  Business  Daily. 

•(b)  Withholding  of  Contributions  Re- 
lated to  Discrimination  Against  Companies 
Which  Challenge  Contract  Awards.— 

"(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contribu- 
tions FOR  REGULAR  UNITED  NATIONS  BUDGET — 
For  fiscal  year  1997  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year,  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  for  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  CERTIFICATION— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  procure- 
ment regulations  of  the  United  Nations  pro- 
hibit punitive  actions  such  as  the  suspension 
of  contract  eligibility  for  contractors  who 
challenge  contract  awards  or  complain  about 
delayed  payments. 

"(c)  Withholding  of  Contributions  Re- 
lated TO  Establishment  of  a  United  Na- 
tions Contract  Review  process.— 

"(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contribu- 
tions for  regular  united  nations  budget — 
For  fiscal  year  1998  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year.  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  for  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

■(2)  Certification— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (I>  for  any  fiscal  year 


is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  United  Na- 
tions has  established  a  contract  review  proc- 
ess for  contracts  over  $100,000  and  a  process 
to  assure  unsuccessful  bidders  a  timely  op- 
portunity to  challenge  awards  for  contracts 
over  JIOO.OOO  such  bidders  consider  to  have 
been  made  improperly". 

(c)  Procurement  Information— Section 
4(d)  of  the  United  Nations  Participation  Act 
of  1945  (22  use.  287b(d)),  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 407  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Public 
Law  103-236)  is  amended  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
by  inserting  before  the  period  ".  including 
local  procurement  contracts" 

TITLE  XXVI— FOREIGN  POUCY 

PROVISIONS 

CHAPTER  I— MISCELLANEOUS  FOREIGN 

POUCY  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  2601.  TAIWAN  RELATIONS  ACT. 

(a)  APPLICABIUTY.— Section  3  of  the  Tai- 
wan Relations  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3302)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(d)  The  provisions  of  sut>sections  (a)  and 
(b)  supersede  any  provision  of  the  Joint  Com- 
munique of  the  United  States  and  China  of 
August  17.  1982". 

(b)  Visits  to  the  United  States  by  Offi- 
cials of  the  Government  of  the  Repubuc 
OF  China  on  Taiwan —Section  4  of  the  Tai- 
wan Relations  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3303)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(e)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that 
there  are  no  legitimate  foreign  policy 
grounds  for  preventing  members  of  the  gov- 
ernment chosen  by  the  people  of  Taiwan 
from  making  private  visits  to  the  United 
States.  Accordingly,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  no  official  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan 
may  be  excluded  from  the  United  States  on 
the  basis  of  a  determination  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  that  the  entry  or  proposed 
activities  in  the  United  States  of  such  indi- 
vidual would  have  potentially  serious  ad- 
verse foreign  policy  consequences  for  the 
United  Sutes.". 
SEC,  2602.  BOSNIA  GENOCIDE  JUSTICE  ACT. 

(a)  Short  Titi.e.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Bosnia  Genocide  Justice  Act". 

(b)  Policy.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Consistent  with  inter- 
national law,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  bring  to  justice  persons  responsible 
for  genocide,  war  crimes,  crimes  against  hu- 
manity and  other  serious  violations  of  inter- 
national humanitarian  law  committed  in  the 
territory  of  the  former  Yugoslavia  since  1991. 

(2)  Sense  of  congress.- The  Congress 
urges  the  President — 

(A)  to  collect  or  assist  appropriate  organi- 
zations and  individuals  to  collect  relevant 
data  on  these  crimes  committed  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia; 

(B)  to  share  such  data  with  the  War  Crimes 
Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugoslavia  estab- 
lished by  the  Security  Council  of  the  United 
Nations; 

(C)  to  assist  United  Nations  efforts  to  in- 
vestigate, prosecute,  and  try  those  respon- 
sible for  genocide,  war  crimes,  crimes 
against  humanity  and  other  serious  viola- 
tions of  international  humanitarian  law 
committed  in  the  territory  of  th<^  former 
Yugoslavia  since  1991; 

(D)  to  submit  to  the  Congress  implement- 
ing legislation  to  enable  compliance  with  re- 
quests and  orders  of  the  tribunal;  and 

(E)  to  support  the  ongoing  work  of  the  Tri- 
bunal through  adequate  financial  contribu- 
tions to  the  United  Nations  Voluntary  Punci 
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for  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal  for  the  former 
Yugoslavia  for  1996  and  1997. 

(c)  Reporting  Requirement— Beginning  6 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  every  6  months  thereafter  during 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  the  President  shall 
submit  a  report  describing  the  steps  taken  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  section  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees. 

SEC.  2«03.  EXPANSION  OF  COMMISSION  ON  SECU- 
RITY AND  COOPERATION  IN  EU- 
ROPE. 

Section  3<a)  of  the  Act  entitled  An  Act  to 
establish  a  Commission  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe",  approved  June  3.  1976 
(22  U.S.C.  3003)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  striking  "twenty- 
one"  and  inserting  "twenty-nine";  and 

(2)  by  striking  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and 
Inserting  the  following: 

"(1)  Thirteen  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Seven  Members 
shall  be  selected  from  the  majority  party 
and  six  Members  shall  be  selected,  after 
consulation  with  the  minority  leader  of  the 
House,  from  the  minority  party. 

"(2)  Thirteen  Members  of  the  Senate  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  of  the  Senate. 
Seven  Members  shall  be  selected  from  the 
majority  party  of  the  Senate,  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  majority  leader,  and  six  Mem- 
bers shall  be  selected,  after  consultation 
with  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate,  from 
the  minority  party". 

CHAPTER  2— RELATING  TO  THE  UNITED 
STATES-NORTH  KOREA  AGREED  FRAME- 
WORK AND  THE  OBUGATIONS  OF 
NORTH  KOREA  UNDER  THAT  AND  PRE- 
VIOUS AGREEMENTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
THE  DENUCLEARIZATION  OF  THE  KO- 
REAN PENINSULA  AND  DIALOGUE  WITH 
THE  REPUBUC  OF  KOREA 
SEC.  M41.  riNDINGa 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  The  United  States-Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea  Agreed  Framework  (here- 
after in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the 
"Agreed  Framework"),  entered  into  on  Octo- 
ber 21.  1994.  between  the  United  States  and 
North  Korea,  requires  North  Korea  to  stop 
and  eventually  dismantle  its  craphite  mod 
erated  nuclear  reactor  program  and  related 
facilities,  and  comply  fully  with  its  obliga- 
tions under  the  Treaty  on  the  Non-Prolifera- 
tlon  of  Nuclear  Weapons,  in  exchange  for  al- 
ternative energy  sources,  including  interim 
supplies  of  heavy  fuel  oil  for  electric  genera- 
tors and  more  proliferation-resistant  light 
water  reactor  technology. 

(2)  The  Agreed  Framework  also  commits 
North  Korea  to  "consistently  take  steps  to 
implement  the  North-South  Joint  Declara- 
tion on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean 
Peninsula"  and  "engage  in  North-South" 
dialogue  with  the  Republic  of  Korea. 

(3)  The  Agreed  Framework  does  not  indi- 
cate specific  criteria  for  full  normalization 
of  relations  between  the  United  Stales  and 
North  Korea,  and  does  not  link  the  sequenc- 
ing of  actions  in  the  Agreed  Framework  with 
any  time-frame  for  carrying  out  the  provi- 
sions of  the  North-South  Joint  Declaration 
on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean  Pe- 
ninsula and  carrying  out  the  dialogue  be- 
tween North  Korea  and  the  Republic  of 
Korea. 

(4)  The  commitment  by  North  Korea  to 
carry  out  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  .Agreed 
Framework  has  been  put  into  doubt  by  ac- 
tions of  North  Korea  since  October  21.  1994. 
including  the  suspected  diversion  of  United 
States  heavy  fuel  oil  in  apparent  contraven- 
tion of  the  agreed  purpose  of  the  interim  fuel 


deliveries,  the  refusal  to  accept  light  water 
reactors  from  the  Republic  of  Korea,  the 
harsh  denunciations  of  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Korea,  and  other  actions  con- 
trary to  the  commitment  by  North  Korea  to 
engage  in  a  dialogue  with  such  Government, 
and  the  continued  conduct  of  provocative,  of- 
fensive oriented  military  exercises. 

(5)  The  nuclear  threat  posed  by  North 
Korea  is  just  one  of  a  number  of  security 
concerns  of  the  United  States  arising  out  of 
the  policies  of  North  Korea. 

SEC.  2642.  CLARIFICATTON  OF  NUCLEAR  NON- 
PROLIFERATION  OBUGATIONS  OF 
NORTH  KOREA  UNDER  THE  AGREED 
FRAMEWORK. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  dis- 
cussions or  negotiations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  North  Korea  pursuant  to  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  United  States-Democratic 
People's  Republic  of  Korea  Agreed  Frame- 
work entered  into  on  October  21,  1994,  the 
President  should  uphold  the  following  mini- 
mum conditions  relating  to  nuclear  non- 
proliferation: 

(1)  All  spent  fuel  from  the  graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear  reactors  and  related  facilities 
of  North  Korea  should  be  removed  from  the 
territory  of  North  Korea  as  is  consistent 
with  the  Agreed  Framework 

(2)  The  International  .Atomic  Energy  Agen- 
cy should  have  the  freedom  to  conduct  any 
and  all  inspections  that  it  deems  necessary 
to  fully  account  for  the  stocks  of  plutonium 
and  other  nuclear  materials  in  North  Korea, 
including  special  inspections  of  suspected 
nuclear  waste  sites,  before  any  nuclear  com- 
ponents controlled  by  the  Nuclear  Supplier 
Group  Guidelines  are  delivered  for  a  light 
water  reactor  for  North  Korea. 

(3)  The  dismantlement  of  all  declared 
graphite-based  nuclear  reactors  and  related 
facilities  in  North  Korea,  including  reproc- 
essing units,  should  be  completed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Agreed  Framework  and  in  a 
manner  that  effectively  bars  In  perpetuity 
any  reactivation  of  such  reactors  and  facili- 
ties. 

(4)  The  United  States  should  suspend  ac- 
tions described  in  the  Agreed  Framework  if 
North  Korea  reloads  its  existing  5  megawatt 
nuclear  reactor  o»-  r<"""Tipo  constnictior  of 
nuclear  facilities  other  than  those  permitted 
to  be  built  under  the  Agreed  Framework. 

SEC.  2S43.  ROLE  OF  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  KOREA 
UNDER  THE  AGREED  FRAMEWORK. 

It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Republic  of  Korea  should  play  the 
central  role  in  the  project  to  provide  light 
water  reactors  to  North  Korea  under  the 
Agreed  Framework. 

SEC.  2*M.  FLTRTHER  STEPS  TO  PROMOTE  UNFTED 
STATES  SECURITY  AND  POLITICAL 
INTERESTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
NORTH  KOREA. 

It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that, 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  President  should  not  take  further  steps 
toward  upgrading  diplomatic  relations  with 
North  Korea  beyond  opening  liaison  offices 
or  relaxing  trade  and  investment  barriers 
imposed  against  North  Korea  without — 

(1)  action  by  the  Government  of  North 
Korea  to  engage  in  a  North-South  dialogue 
with  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of 
Korea; 

(2)  significant  progress  toward  implemen- 
tation of  the  North-South  Joint  Declaration 
on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean  Pe- 
ninsula; and 

(3)  progress  toward  the  achievement  of  sev- 
eral long-standing  United  States  policy  ob- 
jectives regarding  North  Korea  and  the  Ko- 
rean Peninsula,  including— 


(A)  reducing  the  number  of  military  forces 
of  North  Korea  along  the  Demilitarized  Zone 
and  relocating  such  military  forces  away 
from  the  Demilitarized  Zone; 

(B)  prohibiting  any  movement  by  North 
Korea  toward  the  deployment  of  an  inter- 
mediate range  ballistic  missile  system;  and 

(C)  prohibiting  the  export  by  North  Korea 
of  missiles  and  other  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, including  related  technology  and 
components. 

SEC.  M4S.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO 
NORTH  KOREA  AND  THE  KOREAN 
PENINSULA  ENERGY  DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATION. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"SEC.  SaOG.  ASSISTANCE  TO  NORTH  KOREA  AND 
THE  KOREAN  PENINSULA  ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATION. 

"No  assistance  may  be  provided  under  this 
Act  or  any  other  provision  of  law  to  North 
Korea  or  the  Korean  Peninsula  Energy  De- 
velopment Organization  unless — 

"(1)  such  assistance  is  provided  in  accord- 
ance with  all  requirements,  limitations,  and 
procedures  otherwise  applicable  to  the  provi- 
sion of  such  assistance  for  such  purposes;  and 

"(2)  the  Presidentr— 

"(A)  notifies  the  congressional  committees 
specified  in  section  634A(a)  of  this  Act  prior 
to  the  obligation  of  such  assistance  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  applicable  to 
reprogramming  notifications  under  that  sec- 
tion, iri'espective  of  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
posed obligation  of  such  assistance:  and 

'•(B)  determines  and  reports  to  such  com- 
mittees that  the  provision  of  such  assistance 
is  vital  to  the  national  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Section  620G  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  applies  with  respect  to  assist- 
ance provided  to  North  Korea  or  the  Korean 
Peninsula  Energy  Development  Organization 
on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

CHAPTER  3— BURMA 

SEC.  2«51.  UNFTED  STATES  POUCY  CONCERNING 
THE  DICTATORSHIP  IN  BURMA. 

(ai  Sen.se  of  THE  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  should 
take  steps  to  encourage  the  United  Nations 
Security  Council  to — 

(1)  impose  an  international  arms  embargo 
on  Burma; 

(2)  affirm  support  for  human  rights  and  the 
protection  of  all  Karen.  Karenni.  and  other 
minorities  in  Burma; 

(3)  condemn  Burmese  officials  responsible 
for  crimes  against  humanity: 

(4)  take  steps  to  encourage  multilateral  as- 
sistance programs  for  refugees  from  Burma 
in  Thailand  and  India;  and 

(5)  reduce  United  Nations  activities  in 
Burma,  including  UNDP  (United  Nations  De- 
velopment Program).  UNICEF  (United  Na- 
tions Children's  Fund).  UNFPA  (United  Na- 
tions Family  Planning  Agency).  World 
Health  Organization  (WHO).  Food  and  Agri- 
culture Organization  (FAO).  and  UNIDCP 
(United  Nations  International  Drug  Control 
Program)  activities. 

(b)  Reduction  in  Diplomatic  Presence —It 
is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  reduce  the  diplomatic  presence 
of  the  United  States  in  Burma  by  reducing 
the  total  number  of  the  members  of  the  For- 
eign Service  stationed  in  Burma  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


CHAPTER  4— TORTURE 

SEC.  2661.  DEFINITIONS. 

(a)  TORTimE.- As  used  in  this  chapter,  the 
term  "torture"  means  any  act  by  which  se- 
vere pain  or  suffering,  whether  physical  or 
mental,  is  intentionally  inflicted  on  a  person 
for  such  purposes  as  obtaining  from  the  per- 
son or  a  third  person  information  or  a  con- 
fession, punishing  the  person  for  an  act  the 
person  or  a  third  person  has  committed  or  is 
suspected  of  having  committed,  or  intimi- 
dating or  coercing  the  person  or  a  third  per- 
son, or  for  any  reason  based  on  discrimina- 
tion of  any  kind,  when  such  pain  or  suffering 
is  inflicted  by,  at  the  instigation  of,  or  with 
the  consent  or  acquiescence  of  a  public  offi- 
cial or  other  person  acting  in  an  official  ca- 
pacity. It  does  not  include  pain  or  suffering 
arising  only  from,  inherent  in,  or  incidental 
to  lawful  sanctions. 

(b)  Substantial  Grounds  for  Believing — 
As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  "substan- 
tial grounds  for  believing"  means  substan- 
tial evidence. 

(c)  In  Danger  of  Being  Subjected  to  Tor- 
ture—As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  "in 
danger  of  being  subjected  to  torture"  means 
circumstances  in  which  a  reasonable  person 
would  fear  subjection  to  torture. 

(d)  Involuntarily  Return— As  used  in 
this  chapter,  the  term  "involuntarily  re- 
turn "  means  to  take  action  by  which  it  is 
reasonably  foreseeable  that  a  person  will  be 
required  to  return  to  a  country  against  the 
person's  will,  regardless  of  whether  such  re- 
turn is  induced  by  physical  force  and  regard- 
less of  whether  the  person  is  physically 
present  in  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2662.  UNITED  STATES  POUCY  WITH  RE- 
SPECT TO  THE  INVOLUNTARY  RE- 
TURN OF  PERSONS  SUBJECTED  TO 
TORTURE. 

No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act  are  authorized  to  be  available  to 
expel,  extradite,  or  otherwise  involuntarily 
return  a  person  to  a  country  in  which  there 
are  substantial  grounds  for  believing  the  per- 
son would  be  in  danger  of  being  subjected  to 
torture,  or  to  support,  promote,  or  assist 
such  involuntary  return. 

TITLE  XXVII— CONGRESSIONAL 
STATEMENTS 
SEC.  2701.  INTER-AMERICAN  ORGANIZATIONS. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  long-term 
commitment  by  the  United  States  to  the  af- 
fairs of  this  Hemisphere  and  the  need  to 
build  further  upon  the  linkages  between  the 
United  States  and  its  neighbors,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  in  allocating  the  level  of  re- 
sources for  international  organizations, 
should  pay  particular  attention  to  funding 
levels  of  the  Inter-American  organizations 

SEC.  2702.  TERRITORIAL  INTEGRITY  OF  BOSNIA 
AND  HERZEGOVINA. 

(a)  Findings —The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  formally  recognized 
by  the  United  States  of  America  on  April  7. 
1992. 

(2)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  admitted  as  a  full 
participating  State  of  the  Conference  on  Se- 
curity and  Cooperation  in  Europe  on  April 
30.  1992. 

(3)  The  sovereign  and  indei)endent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  admitted  as  a  Mem- 
ber state  of  the  United  Nations  on  May  22. 
1992. 

(4)  The  United  States  has  declared  its  de- 
termination to  respect  and  put  into  practice 
the  Declaration  on  Principles  Guiding  Rela- 
tions   between    Participating    States    con- 


tained in  the  Final  Act  of  the  Conference  on 
Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 

(5)  Each  of  the  principles  has  been  violated 
during  the  course  of  war  in  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina:  sovereign  equality  and  respect 
for  the  rights  inherent  in  sovereignty,  re- 
fraining from  the  threat  or  use  of  force;  in- 
violability of  frontiers;  territorial  integrity 
of  States;  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes; 
nonintervention  in  internal  affairs;  respect 
for  human  rights  and  fundamental  freedoms, 
including  the  freedom  of  thought,  con- 
science, religion  or  belief:  equal  rights  and 
self-determination  of  peoples:  cooperation 
among  States;  and  fulfillment  in  good  faith 
of  obligations  under  international  law. 

(6)  Principle  11  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "refrain  from  any 
manifestation  of  force  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
ducing another  participating  State  to  re- 
nounce the  full  exercise  of  its  sovereign 
rights". 

(7)  Principle  III  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "refrain  from  any 
demand  for.  or  act  of.  seizure  and  usurpation 
of  part  or  all  of  the  territory  of  any  partici- 
pating State". 

(8)  Principle  IV  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "respect  the  ter- 
ritorial integrity  of  each  of  the  participating 
States  "  and  "refrain  from  any  action  incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes  and  principles  of 
the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations  against 
the  territorial  integrity,  political  independ- 
ence or  the  unity  of  any  participating 
State". 

(9)  The  Charter  of  Paris  for  a  New  Europe 
commits  the  participating  States  "to  co- 
operate in  defending  democratic  institutions 
against  activities  which  violate  the  inde- 
pendence, sovereign  equality,  or  territorial 
integrity  of  the  participating  States". 

(10)  The  Helsinki  Document  1992  reaffirms 
"the  validity  of  the  guiding  principles  and 

common  values  of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  and 
the  Charter  of  Paris,  embodying  responsibil- 
ities of  States  towards  each  other  and  of  gov- 
ernments towards  their  own  people  "  which 
serve  as  the  "collective  conscience  of  our 
community  ". 

(11)  The  Charter  of  the  United  Nations 
calls  upon  Member  states  to  respect  the  ter- 
ritorial integrity  and  political  independence 
of  any  state  in  keeping  with  the  Purposes  of 
the  United  Nations. 

(12)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  has  been  and  continues 
to  be  subjected  to  armed  aggression  Bosnian 
Serb  forces.  Croatian  Serb  forces,  and  others 
in  violation  of  Final  Act  and  the  Charter. 

(13)  Unchecked  armed  aggression  and  geno- 
cide threatens  the  lives  of  innocent  civilians 
as  well  as  the  very  existence  of  the  sovereign 
and  independent  state  of  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress —It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  United  States  should 
refuse  to  recognize  the  incorporation  of  any 
of  the  territory  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  into 
the  territory  of  any  neighboring  state  or  the 
creation  of  any  new  state  or  states  within 
the  borders  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  resulting 
from  the  threat  or  use  of  force,  coercion,  or 
any  other  means  inconsistent  with  inter- 
national law. 

SEC.  2703.  THE   LAOGAI   SYSTEM   OF   POLITICAL 
PRISONS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Chinese  gulag,  known  as  the 
Laogai.  was  created  as  a  primary  means  of 
political  repression  and  control  when  the 
Communists  assumed  power  in  China  in  1949. 
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(2)  The  Laogai  has  caused  millions  of  peo- 
ple to  suffer  grave  human  rights  abuses  over 
the  past  46  years.  Including  countless  deaths 

(3)  The  Laogai  continues  to  be  used  to  in- 
carcerate unknown  numbers  of  ordinary  citi- 
zens for  political  reasons,  including  workers. 
students,  intellectuals,  religious  believers. 
and  Tibetans. 

(4)  So-called  ""thought  reform"  is  a  stand- 
ard practice  of  Laogai  officials,  and  reports 
of  torture  are  routinely  received  by  human 
rights  organizations  from  Laogai  prisoners 
and  survivors. 

(5)  Negotiations  about  unfettered  access  to 
Laogai  prisoners  between  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment and  the  International  Red  Cross 
have  ceased. 

(6)  The  Laogai  is  in  reality  a  huge  system 
of  forced  labor  camps  in  which  political  and 
penal  criminals  are  slave  laborers  producing 
an  array  of  products  for  export  throughout 
the  world.  Including  the  United  States. 

(7)  The  Chinese  Government  continues  to 
maintain,  as  part  of  its  official  propaganda 
and  in  defiance  of  significant  evidence  to  the 
contrary  gathered  by  many  human  rights  or- 
ganizations, that  the  Laogai  is  a  prison  sys- 
tem like  any  other  in  the  world. 

(8)  Testimony  delivered  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Operations  and 
Human  Rights  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  documented  human  rights 
abuses  in  the  Laogai  which  continue  to  this 
day. 

(9)  The  American  people  have  repeatedly 
expressed  their  abhorrence  of  forced  labor 
camps  systems,  whether  they  be  operated  by 
the  Nazis.  Soviet  Communists,  or  any  other 
political  ideology. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  President  should— 

(1)  publicly  condemn  the  continued  exist- 
ence of  the  Laogai,  and  call  upon  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  People's  Republic  of  China  to 
dismantle  it,  and  releaise  all  of  its  political 
prisoners;  and 

(2)  instruct  the  appropriate  diplomatic  rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  to  cause  a 
resolution  condemning  the  Laogai  to  be  put 
before  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights 
Commission  and  work  for  its  passage. 

SEC.  2704.  CONCERNING  THE  USE  OF  FUNDS  TO 
FURTHER  NORMALIZE  RELA'HONS 
WTTH  \TETNAM. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  none  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  to  further  normalize 
diplomatic  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Vietnam,  until  Vietnam— 

(1)  releases  all  of  its  political  and  religious 
prisoners; 

(2)  accounts  for  American  POWs  and  MIAs 
from  the  Vietnam  War; 

(3)  holds  democratic  elections:  and 

(4)  institutes  policies  which  protect  human 
rights. 

SEC.  270S.  DECLARATION  OF  CONGRESS  REGARD- 
LNG  UNTFED  STATES  GO\'ERNME.NT 
HUMAN  RIGHTS  POUCY  TOWARD 
CHINA. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  According  to  the  1994  State  Department 
Country  Reports  on  Human  Rights  Practices 
there  continue  to  be  "widespread  and  well- 
documented  human  rights  abuses  in  China. 
in  violation  of  internationally  accepted 
norms  .  .  .  (including)  arbitrary  and  lengthy 
incommunicado  detention,  torture,  and  mis- 
treatment of  prisoners.  The  regime  contin- 
ued severe  restrictions  on  freedoms  of 
speech,  press  assembly  and  association,  and 
tightened  controls  on  the  exercise  of  these 
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rights  durinBT  1994.  Serious  human  rights 
abuses  persisted  in  Tibet  and  other  areeis 
populated  by  ethnic  minorities". 

(2)  The  President,  in  announcing  his  deci- 
sion on  Most  Favored  Nation  trading  status 
for  China  in  May  1994  stated  that.  "China 
continues  to  commit  very  serious  human 
rights  abuses  Even  ais  we  engage  the  Chinese 
on  military,  political,  and  economic  Issues, 
we  intend  to  stay  engaged  with  those  in 
China  who  suffer  from  human  rights  abuses. 
The  United  States  must  remain  a  champion 
of  their  liberties". 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  President  should  take 
the  following  actions: 

(1)  Decline  the  invitation  to  visit  China 
until  and  unless  there  is  dramatic  overall 
progress  on  human  rights  in  China  and  Tibet 
and  communicate  to  the  Government  of 
China  that  such  a  visit  cannot  take  place 
without  such  progress.  Indications  of  overall 
progress  would  include  the  release  of  hun- 
dreds of  political,  religious,  and  labor  activ- 
ists: an  agreement  to  allow  unhindered  con- 
fidential access  to  prisoners  by  international 
humanitarian  agencies:  enactment  of  major 
legal  reforms  such  as  an  end  to  all  restric- 
tions on  the  exercise  of  freedom  of  religion, 
revocation  of  the  1993  state  security  law.  and 
the  abolition  of  all  so-called  "counter-revo- 
lutionary" crimes:  an  end  to  forced  abortion, 
forced  sterilization,  and  the  provision  by 
government  facilities  of  human  fetal  re- 
mains for  consumption  as  food,  and  a  deci- 
sion to  allow  unrestricted  access  to  Tibet  by 
foreign  media  and  international  human 
rights  monitors. 

(2)  Seek  to  develop  an  agreement  on  a  mul- 
tilateral strategy  to  promote  human  rights 
in  China  with  other  members  of  the  G-7.  be- 
ginning with  the  meeting  of  the  G-7  indus- 
trial partners  scheduled  for  June  1995  in 
Halifax.  Nova  Scotia.  Such  an  agreement 
should  include  efforts  to  encourage  greater 
cooperation  by  the  Government  of  China 
with  the  human  rights  rapporteurs  and 
working  groups  of  the  United  Nations 
Human  Rights  Commission,  as  well  as  bilat- 
eral and  multilateral  initiatives  to  secure 
the  unconditional  release  of  imprisoned 
peaceful  pro-democracy  advocates  such  as 
Wei  Jingsheng. 

(3)  Instruct  the  United  States  delegates  to 
the  United  Nations  Fourth  World  Conference 
on  Women  in  September  1995  to  vigorously 
and  publicly  support  nongovernmental  orga- 
nizations that  may  be  subjected  to  harass- 
ment or  to  restrictions  or  limitations  on 
their  activities,  access  to  the  media,  or  to 
channels  of  communication  during  the  con- 
ference by  the  Government  of  China  and  to 
protest  publicly  and  privately  any  actions  by 
the  Government  of  China  aimed  at  punishing 
or  repressing  Chinese  citizens  who  seek  to 
peacefully  express  their  views  or  commu- 
nicate with  foreign  citizens  or  media  during 
or  following  the  United  Nations  Conference. 

(4)  Extend  an  invitation  to  the  Dalai  Lama 
to  visit  Washington.  District  of  Columbia,  in 
1995. 

(c)  United  States  Government  Human 
Rights  Policy  Toward  China  —It  shall  be 
the  policy  of  the  United  States  Government 
to  continue  to  promote  internationally  rec- 
ognized human  rights  and  worker  rights  in 
China  and  Tibet.  The  President  shall  submit 
the  following  reports  on  the  formulation  and 
implementation  of  United  States  human 
rights  policy  toward  China  and  the  results  of 
that  policy  to  the  International  Relations 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  : 

(1)  Not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  President  shall 


report  on  the  status  of  the  "new  United 
States  Human  Rights  Policy  for  China"  an- 
nounced by  the  President  on  May  26.  1994,  in- 
cluding an  assessment  of  the  implementa- 
tion and  effectiveness  of  the  policy  in  bring- 
ing about  human  rights  improvements  in 
China  and  Tibet,  with  reference  to  the  fol- 
lowing specific  initiatives  announced  on  that 
date: 

(A)  High-level  dialogue  on  human  rights, 

(B)  Voluntary  principles  in  the  area  of 
human  rights  for  United  States  businesses 
operating  in  China. 

(C)  Increased  contact  with  and  support  for 
groups  and  individuals  in  China  promoting 
law  reform  and  human  rights. 

(D)  Increased  exchanges  to  support  human 
rights  law  reform  in  China. 

(E)  The  practice  of  all  United  States  offi- 
cials who  visit  China  to  meet  with  the  broad- 
est possible  spectrum  of  Chinese  citizens. 

(F)  Increased  efforts  to  press  United  States 
views  on  human  rights  in  China  at  the  Unit- 
ed Nations,  the  United  Nations  Human 
Rights  Commission,  and  other  international 
organizations. 

(G)  A  plan  of  international  actions  to  ad- 
dress Tibet's  human  rights  problems  and  to 
promote  substantive  discussions  between  the 
Dalai  Lama  and  the  Chinese  Government. 

(H)  Efforts  to  use  the  1995  United  Nations 
Women's  Conference  in  Beijing  to  expand 
freedoms  of  speech,  association,  and  assem- 
bly, as  well  as  the  rights  of  women,  in  China. 

(1)  An  information  strategy  for  promoting 
human  rights  by  expanding  Chinese  and  Ti- 
betan language  broadcasts  on  the  Voice  of 
America  and  establishing  Radio  Free  Asia. 

(J)  Encouraging  the  Chinese  Government 
to  permit  international  human  rights  groups 
to  operate  in  and  visit  China. 
The  report  required  by  this  paragraph  shall 
also  assess  the  progress,  if  any,  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  toward  ending  forced 
abortion,  forced  sterilization,  and  other  coer- 
cive population  control  practices. 

(2)  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  .Act.  the  President  shall 
report  on  the  status  of  Chinese  Government 
compliance  with  United  States  laws  prohib- 
iting the  importation  into  the  United  States 
of  forced  labor  products,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  a  complete  assessment  and  report 
on  the  implementation  of  the  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  signed  by  the  United 
States  and  China  in  1992.  The  report  shall  in- 
clude (but  not  be  limited  to)  the  following: 

(A)  All  efforts  made  by  the  United  States 
Customs  Service  from  1992  until  the  date  of 
the  report  to  investigate  forced  labor  exports 
and  to  conduct  unannounced  unrestricted  in- 
spections of  suspected  forced  labor  sites  in 
China,  and  the  extent  to  which  Chinese  au- 
thorities cooperated  with  such  investiga- 
tions. 

(B)  Recommendations  of  what  further 
steps  might  be  taken  to  enhance  United 
States  effectiveness  in  prohibiting  forced 
labor  exports  to  the  United  States  from 
China. 

SEC.  2706.  CONCERNINC  THE  LfNTTED  NATIONS 
VOLUNTARY  FLT"™)  FOR  VICTIMS  OF 
TORTLTIE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
President,  acting  through  the  United  States 
Permanent  Representative  to  the  United  Na- 
tions, should— 

(1)  request  the  United  Nations  Voluntary 
Fund  for  Victims  of  Torture— 

(A)  to  find  new  ways  to  support  and  protect 
treatment  centers  that  are  carrying  out  re- 
habilitative services  for  victims  of  torture: 
and 

(B)  to  encourage  the  development  of  new 
such  centers: 


(2)  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the  United 
States  to  support  the  work  of  the  Special 
Rapporteur  on  Torture  and  the  Committee 
Against  Torture  established  under  the  Con- 
vention Against  Torture  and  Other  Cruel.  In- 
human or  Degrading  Treatment  or  Punish- 
ment: and 

(3)  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the  United 
States  to  establish  a  country  rapporteur  or 
similar  procedural  mechanism  to  investigate 
human  rights  violations  in  a  country  if  ei- 
ther the  Special  Rapporteur  or  the  Commit- 
tee Against  Torture  indicates  that  a  system- 
atic practice  of  torture  is  prevalent  in  that 
country. 

SEC.  2707.  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  PRESI- 
DENT FOR  REFORM  OF  WAR  POW- 
ERS RESOLUTION. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
President  should  transmit  to  the  Congress 
recommendations  for  reform  of  the  War  Pow- 
ers Resolution  (50  U.S.C.  1541  et  seq.)  in  order 
to  permit  the  Congress  and  the  President  to 
more  effectively  fulfill  their  constitutional 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  the  deploy- 
ment of  United  States  Armed  Forces  abroad. 

SEC.  2708.  CONFLICT  IN  KASHMIR. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
United  States  reiterates  the  need  for  all  par- 
ties to  the  conflict  in  Kashmir  to  enter  into 
negotiations  and  resolve  the  conflict  peace- 
fully. The  Congress  urges  the  executive 
branch  to  work  with  all  parties  to  facilitate 
a  peaceful  negotiated  settlement  of  the 
Kashmir  conflict 

SEC.  2708.  UNITED  STATES  RELATIONS  WITH  THE 
FORMER  YUGOSLAV  REPUBUC  OF 
MACEDONIA  (FYROM). 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia 
(FYROM)  should  be  eligible  for  all  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs,  includ- 
ing programs  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  and 
the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion, if  the  government  continues  to  respect 
the  rights  of  all  ethnic  minorities. 
SEC.  2710.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  RELATING 
TOINDONESL^. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  United  States  should  continue  to 
urge  progress  in  promotion  and  protection  of 
internationally  recognized  human  rights  by 
the  Government  of  Indonesia; 

(2)  in  its  bilateral  relations  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia,  the  United  States 
should  place  a  high  priority  on  public  and 
private  efforts  to  urge  the  Government  of  In- 
donesia to  take  specific  steps  to  remove  re- 
strictions of  freedom  of  expression  and  asso- 
ciation, to  allow  freedom  of  the  press,  to 
allow  freedom  of  religion,  to  end  arbitrary 
arrests  and  torture  and  ill-treatment,  to 
cease  official  attacks  on  nongovernmental 
organizations,  to  end  the  wide.spread  denial 
of  worker  rights,  and  to  hold  members  of  the 
military  accountable  for  human  rights 
abuses; 

(3)  with  respect  to  the  situation  in  East 
Timor,  the  United  States  should  call  on  the 
Government  of  Indonesia  to  make  public  the 
complete  findings  of  the  investigations  into 
the  killings  of  unarmed  civilians  in  Liquica 
on  January  12.  1995,  including  the  reports  of 
the  Army  Council  of  Military  Honor  and  the 
findings  of  the  National  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission, and  that  those  responsible  for  the 
killings  be  identified  and  brought  to  justice; 

(4)  the  United  States  should  continue  to 
press  the  Government  of  Indonesia  to  fully 
comply  with  the  1994  and  1995  recommenda- 
tions of  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights 
Commission  regarding  the  need  for  a  full  ac- 
counting of  the  Dili  incident  of  November 
1991: 
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(5)  the  United  Stales  should  urge  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia  to  allow  independent 
human  rights  monitoring  organizations  and 
foreign  journalists  uuhindered  access  to  East 
Timor: 

(6)  the  United  Slates  should  urge  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia  to  respect  free  practice 
of  religion,  including  Christianity,  in  Indo- 
nesia, including  East  Timor;  and 

(7)  the  President  should  instruct  the  Unit- 
ed Stales  delegates  to  the  annual  Indonesia 
aid  consortium  donor  meeting  in  July  1995  to 
again  raise  concerns  about  human  rights  vio- 
lations in  Indonesia,  including  restrictions  of 
freedom  of  the  press,  attacks  on  nongovern- 
mental organizations,  and  widespread  viola- 
tions of  human  rights  in  East  Timor. 

SEC.  2711.  DISPLACED  PERSONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  of  the 
amounts  made  available  to  the  United  Na- 
tions Development  Program  (and  United  Na- 
tions Development  Program-Administered 
Funds),  at  least  J20.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  should  be 
available  for  programs  and  sei-vices  con- 
ducted in  cooperation  with  the  International 
Organization  for  Migration,  the  Inter- 
national Committee  for  the  Red  Cross,  and 
nongovernmental  organizations,  for  persons 
who  are  displaced  within  their  countries  of 
nationality. 

DIVISION  C— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC.  3001.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
Aid  Reduction  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  3002.  DECLARATION  OF  POLICY. 

The  Congress  declares  the  following: 

(1)  United  States  leadership  overseas  must 
be  maintained  to  support  our  vital  national 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests. 

(2)  As  part  of  this  leadership.  United  States 
foreign  assistance  programs  are  essential  to 
support  these  national  interests. 

(3)  However.  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  can  be  responsibly  reduced 
while  maintaining  United  States  leadership 
overseas. 

TITLE  XXXI— DEFENSE  AND  SECURm' 

ASSISTANCE 
CHAPTER  1— MnJTARY  AND  RELATED 

ASSISTANCE 

Subchapter  A — Foreign  Military  Financing 

Program 

SEC.  3101.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 

grant    assistance    under   section    23    of   the 

Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  US  C.  2763)  and 

for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  defined  in  section 

502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of 

1990.  of  direct  loans  under  such  section— 

(1)  $3,284,440,000  for  fiscal  year  1996:  and 

(2)  $3,240,020,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.  3102.  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES. 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  assistance  under  the 
"Foreign  Military  Financing  Program"  ac- 
count under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763),  not  more  than 
$24,020,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year  may  be 
made  available  for  necessary  expenses  for 
the  general  costs  of  administration  of  mili- 
tary assistance  and  sales,  including  expenses 
incurred  in  purchasing  passenger  motor  vehi- 
cles for  replacement  for  use  outside  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

SEC.  3103.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ISRAEL. 

(a)  Minimum  allocation— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  the  "Foreign  Military 
Financing  Program"  account  under  section 


23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  .^cl  (22  U.S.C. 
2763).  not  less  than  $1,800,000,000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Israel. 

(b)  Terms  of  Assistance.— 

(1)  Grant  basis.— The  assistance  provided 
for  Israel  for  each  fiscal  year  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  provided  on  a  grant  basis. 

(2)  Expedited  disbursement.— Such  assist- 
ance shall  be  disbursed— 

(A)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1996.  or  by  October  31.  1995,  which- 
ever is  later;  and 

(B)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  dale  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1997.  or  by  October  31,  1996,  which- 
ever is  later. 

(3)  Advanced  weapons  systems.— To  the 
extent  that  the  Government  of  Israel  re- 
quests that  funds  be  used  for  such  purposes. 
funds  described  in  subsection  (a)  shall,  as 
agreed  by  the  Government  of  Israel  and  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  be  avail- 
able for  advanced  weapons  systems,  of  which 
not  less  than  $475,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  only  for  procurement  in  Is- 
rael of  defense  articles  and  defense  services, 
including  research  and  development, 

(c)  Foreign  Military  Sales.— Section 
21(h)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2761(h))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(A).  by  inserting  "or  the 
Government  of  Israel"  after  "North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization";  and 

i2)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "or  to  any 
member  government  of  that  Organization  if 
that  Organization  or  member  government  " 
and  inserting  ".  any  member  government  of 
that  Organization,  or  the  Government  of  Is- 
rael, if  the  Organization,  member  govern- 
ment, or  Government  of  Israel,  as  the  case 
may  be.". 

SEC.  3104.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  EGYPT. 

(a)  Minimu.m  Allocation— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  the  "Foreign  Military 
Financing  Program"  account  under  section 
23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2763),  not  less  than  $1,300,000,000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Egypt. 

(b)  Terms  of  Assi.stance.— The  assistance 
provided  for  Egypt  for  each  fiscal  year  unde-- 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  provided  on  a  grant 
basis. 

SEC.  3105.  LOANS  FOR  GREECE  AND  TURKEY. 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  fiscjal 
year  1996  under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)- 

(1)  not  more  than  $26,620,000  shall  be  made 
available  for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  defined  in 
section  502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform 
Act  of  1990,  of  direct  loans  for  Greece;  and 

(2)  not  more  than  $37,800,000  shall  be  made 
available  for  such  subsidy  cost  of  direct 
loans  for  Turkey. 

SEC.  310S,  TERMS  OF  LOANS. 

Section  31(c)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2771(c))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(c)  Loans  available  under  section  23  shall 
be  provided  at  rates  of  interest  that  are  not 
less  than  the  current  average  market  yield 
on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of 
the  United  Stales  of  comparable  matu- 
rities,'". 


SEC.   3107.   NONREPAYMENT  OF  GRANT   ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

Section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2763)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  section,  the  President  shall  not  re- 
quire repayment  of  any  assistance  provided 
on  a  grant  basis  under  this  section  to  a  for- 
eign country  or  international  organization.". 

SEC.  3108.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS  FOR  PROCURE- 
MENT OF  Defense  Articles,  Services,  and 
Design  and  Construction  Services  not 
Sold  by  U.S.  Government— Section  23  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763), 
as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  foUowin^  new  sub- 
section: 

"■(g)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  section  for  a  fiscal  year  may  be  made 
available  to  a  foreign  country  or  inter- 
national organization  for  the  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  and  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  this  Act  only— 

"(1)  with  respect  to  a  country  that  is  a 
member  country  of  the  North  Atlantic  Orga- 
nization, a  major  non-NATO  ally,  or  Jordan 
for  which  assistance  was  justified  under  this 
section  in  the  annual  congressional  presen- 
tation documents  under  section  634  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  for  that  fiscal 
year;  and 

■•(2)  if  such  country  or  international  orga- 
nization enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  Government  that  specifies  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  such  pro- 
curements shall  be  financed  with  such 
funds.". 

(b)  Audit  of  Certain  Private  Firms.— Sec- 
tion 23  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763),  as  amend- 
ed by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(h)  For  each  fiscal  yeair,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  as  requested  by  the  Director  of  the 
Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency,  shall 
conduct  audits  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis  of 
private  firms  that  have  entered  into  con- 
tracts with  foreign  governments  under  which 
defense  articles,  defense  services,  or  design 
and  construction  services  are  to  be  procured 
by  such  firms  for  such  governments  from  fi- 
nancing under  this  section  for  such  fiscal 
year."". 

(c)  Prohibition  on  Use  of  Funds  for  the 
Transport  of  Aircraft  to  Commercial 
ARMS  Sales  Shows —Section  23  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2763).  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

■"(i)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this 
section  may  not  be  used  to  facilitate  the 
transport  of  aircraft  to  commercial  arms 
sales  shows.". 

(d)  NoTiFicA'noN  Requirement  With  Re- 
spect TO  Cash  Flow  Financing— Section  23 
of  such  Act  (22  use.  2763).  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(j)(l)  For  each  country  and  international 
organization  that  has  been  approved  for  cash 
How  financing  under  this  section,  any  letter 
of  offer  and  acceptance  or  other  purchase 
agreement,  or  any  amendment  thereto,  for  a 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
in  excess  of  $100,000,000  that  is  to  be  financed 
in  whole  or  in  part  with  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
congressional  committees  specified  in  sec- 
tion 634A(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
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1961  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section. 

■•(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  cash  flow  financing'  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  the  second  subsection  <d) 
of  section  25.". 

(e)  Limitations  on  Use  of  FtWDs  for  Di- 
rect Commercial  Contracts.— Section  23  of 
such  Act  (22  use  2763).  as  amended  by  this 
Act.  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(k)  Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  a 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  this  section,  not 
more  than  JIOO.000.000  for  such  fiscal  year 
may  be  made  available  for  countries  other 
than  Israel  and  Egypt  for  the  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  and  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  this  Act.". 

(f)  Use  of  Funds  for  Df,mining  Activi- 
ties.—Section  23  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 
as  amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  section  may  be  used  for  demining  activi- 
ties, and  may  include  activities  implemented 
through  nongovernmental  and  international 
organizations." 

Sabchapter  B — Other  Ajaiatance 
SEC.    3121.    DEFENSE    DRAWDOWN    SPECIAL   AU- 
THORITIES, 

(a)  Unforeseen  E.mercency  Drawdown — 
Section  506(a)(1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use  2318(aMl))  is  amended 
by  striking  ■■J75.(X)0.(X)0"  and  inserting 
"$100.(X)0.000". 

(b)  ADomoNAL  Dr.\»tx)wn.— Section  506  of 
such  Act  (22  use.  2318)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(2)<A).  by  striking  "de- 
fense articles  from  the  stocks"  and  all  that 
follows  and  Insertmg  the  following:  "articles 
and  services  from  the  inventory  and  re- 
sources of  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  and  military  education  and 
training  from  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  President  may  direct  the  drawdown  of 
such  articles,  services,  and  military  edu- 
cation and  training — 

"(i)  for  the  purposes  and  under  the  authori- 
ties of— 

"(I)  chapter  8  of  part  I  (relating  to  inter- 
national narcotics  control  assistance); 

"(II)  chapter  9  of  part  I  (relating  to  inter- 
national disaster  assistance);  or 

"(III)  the  Migration  and  Refugee  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1962;  or 

"(ii)  for  the  purpose  of  providing  such  arti- 
cles, services,  and  military  education  and 
training  to  Vietnam,  Cambodia,  and  Laos  as 
the  FYesident  determines  are  necessary— 

"(I)  to  support  efforts  to  locate  amd  repa- 
triate members  of  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  and  civilians  employed  directly  or  in- 
directly by  the  United  States  Government 
who  remain  unaccounted  for  from  the  Viet- 
nam War;  and 

"(ID  to  ensure  the  safety  of  United  States 
Government  personnel  engaged  in  such  coop- 
erative efforts  and  to  support  Department  of 
Defense-sponsored  humanitarian  projects  as- 
sociated with  such  efforts"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(2)(B).  by  striking 
•J75.000.000"  and  all  that  follows  and  insert- 
ing "$150,000,000  in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  ar- 
ticles, services,  and  military  education  and 
training  may  be  provided  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  this  paragraph— 

"(i)  not  more  than  J75.000.000  of  which  may 
be  provided  from  the  drawdown  from  the  in- 
ventory and  resources  of  the  Department  of 
Defense; 


"(li)  not  more  than  $75,000,000  of  which 
may  be  provided  pursuant  to  clause  (i)(I)  of 
such  subparagraph;  and 

"(iii)  not  more  than  J15,000.000  of  which 
may  be  provided  to  Vietnam,  Cambodia,  and 
Laos  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  of  such  subpara- 
graph."; and 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(1).  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following;  "In  the  case  of  drawdowns 
authorized  by  subclauses  (I)  and  (III)  of  sub- 
section (a)(2)(A)(i).  notifications  shall  be  pro- 
vided to  those  committees  at  least  15  days  in 
advance  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
applicable  to  reprogrammlng  notifications 
under  section  634A.". 

(c)  Notice  to  Congress  of  Exercise  of 
Special  Authorities.— Section  652  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2411)  is  amended  by  striking 
•prior  to  the  date"  a.id  inserting  'before'. 

SEC.  3122.  STOCKPILES  OF  DEFENSE  AKTICLES. 

(a)  Limitation  on  Value  of  Additions — 
Section  514(b)(1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321h(b)(l)i  is  amended 
by  inserting  "or  in  the  implementation  of 
agreements  with  Israel"  after  "North  Atlan- 
tic Treaty  Organization". 

(b)  Additions  in  Fiscal  Years  1996  and 
1997.— Section  514(b)(2)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2321h(b)(2))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•'(2)(A)  The  value  of  such  additions  to 
stockpiles  of  defense  articles  in  foreign  coun- 
tries shall  not  exceed  JSO.OOO.OOO  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 

••(B)  Of  the  amount  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997,  not  more  than  $40,000,000  may  be  made 
available  for  stockpiles  in  the  Republic  of 
Korea  and  not  more  than  $10,000,000  may  be 
made  available  for  stockpiles  in  Thailand". 

(c)  Location  of  Stockpiles  of  Defense 
articles— Section  514(c)  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2321h(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(c)  Location  of  Stockpiles  of  Defense 
Articles.— 

"(1)  Limitation.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  no  stockpile  of  defense  arti- 
cles may  be  located  outside  the  boundaries  of 
a  United  States  military  base  or  a  military 
base  used  primarily  by  the  United  States. 

••(2)  Exceptions.— Paragraph  (D  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  stockpiles  of  defense 
articles  located  in  the  Republic  of  Korea. 
Thailand,  any  country  that  is  a  member  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  any 
country  that  is  a  major  non-NATO  ally,  or 
any  other  country  the  President  may  des- 
ignate. At  least  15  days  before  designating  a 
country  pursuant  to  the  last  clause  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  President  shall  no- 
tify the  congressional  committees  specified 
in  section  634A(a)  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  applicable  to  reprogrammlng  no- 
tifications under  that  section  " 
SEC.  3123.  TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  DEFENSE  ARTI- 
CLES. 

(a)  In  General —Section  516  of  the  Foreign 
AssisUnce  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321J)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  516.  AITTHORITY  TO  TRANSFER  EXCESS  DE- 
FENSE ARTICLE& 

"(a)  AUTH0RIZ.^TION  -The  President  is  au- 
thorized to  transfer  excess  defense  articles 
under  this  section  to  countries  for  which  re- 
ceipt of  such  articles  was  justified  pursuant 
to  the  annual  congressional  presentation 
documents  for  military  assistance  programs, 
or  for  programs  under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of 
this  Act.  submitted  under  section  634  of  this 
Act.  or  for  which  receipt  of  such  articles  was 
separately  justified,  for  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  transfer  is  authorized. 

■•(b)  LiMiTA'noNs  on  Transfers.— The 
President  may  transfer  excess  defense  arti- 
cles under  this  section  only  if— 


"(1)  such  articles  are  drawn  from  existing 
stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense; 

'•(2)  funds  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  procurement  of  defense 
equipment  are  not  expended  in  connection 
with  the  transfer; 

■•(3)  the  transfer  of  such  articles  will  not 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  military  read- 
iness of  the  United  States; 

••(4)  with  respect  to  a  proposed  transfer  of 
such  articles  on  a  grant  basis,  such  a  trans- 
fer is  preferable  to  a  transfer  on  a  sales 
basis,  after  taking  into  account  the  potential 
proceeds  from,  and  likelihood  of,  such  sales, 
and  the  comparative  foreign  policy  benefits 
that  may  accrue  to  the  United  States  as  the 
result  of  a  transfer  on  either  a  grant  or  sales 
basis; 

■•(5)  the  President  determines  that  the 
transfer  of  such  articles  will  not  have  an  ad- 
verse impact  on  the  national  technology  and 
industrial  base,  and  particularly,  will  not  re- 
duce the  opportunities  of  entities  in  the  na- 
tional technology  and  industrial  base  to  sell 
new  or  used  equipment  to  the  countries  to 
which  such  articles  are  transferred;  and 

"(6)  the  transfer  of  such  articles  is  consist- 
ent with  the  policy  framework  for  the  East- 
em  Mediterranean  established  under  section 
620C  of  this  Act. 

••(c)  Terms  of  Transfers — 
•(1)  No  cost  to  recipie.nt  country— Ex- 
cess   defense    articles    may    be    transferred 
under  this  section  without  cost  to  the  recipi- 
ent country. 

••(2)  Priority.  — Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  delivery  of  excess  de- 
fense articles  under  this  section  to  member 
countries  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization (NATO)  on  the  southern  and  south- 
eastern Hank  of  NATO  and  to  major  non- 
NATO  allies  on  such  southern  and  southeast- 
ern fiank  shall  be  given  priority  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  feasible  over  the  delivery  of 
such  excess  defense  articles  to  other  coun- 
tries. 

••(d)  Waiver  of  Requirement  for  Reim- 
bursement OF  Department  of  Defense  Ex- 
penses—Section  632(d)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  transfers  of  excess  defense  articles 
(including  transportation  and  related  costs) 
under  this  section 

••(e)  Transport.ation  and  Related 
Costs.— 

"(1)  In  general.- Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  may  not  be  expended  for 
crating,  packing,  handling,  and  transpor- 
tation of  excess  defense  articles  transferred 
under  the  authority  of  this  section. 

•■(2)  Exception— The  President  may  pro- 
vide for  the  transportation  of  excess  defense 
articles  without  charge  to  a  country  for  the 
costs  of  such  transportation  if— 

••(A)  it  is  determined  that  it  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States  to  do  so; 

'•(B)  the  recipient  is  a  developing  country 
receiving  less  than  JIO.000.000  of  assistance 
under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training)  or  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763:  relating  to  the 
Foreign  Military  Financing  program)  in  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  transportation  is 
provided; 

••(C)  the  total  weight  of  the  transfer  does 
not  exceed  25.000  pounds;  and 

••(D)  such  transportation  is  accomplished 
on  a  space  available  basis. 

••(f)  Advance  Notification  to  Congress 
for  Transfer  of  Certain  Excess  Defense 
Articles.— 

••(1)  In  general.— The  President  may  not 
transfer  excess  defense  articles  that  are  sig- 
nificant military  equipment  (as  defined  in 


section  47(9)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act) 
or  excess  defense  articles  valued  (in  terms  of 
original  acquisition  cost)  at  J7. 000. 000  or 
more,  under  this  section  or  under  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.) 
until  15  days  after  the  date  on  which  the 
President  has  provided  notice  of  the  pro- 
posed transfer  to  the  congressional  commit- 
tees specified  in  section  634A(a)  in  accord- 
ance with  procedures  applicable  to  re- 
programming  notifications  under  that  sec- 
tion. 

■•(2)  CONTENTS.— Such  notification  shall  in- 
clude— 

"(A)  a  statement  outlining  the  purposes 
for  which  the  article  is  being  provided  to  the 
country,  including  whether  such  article  has 
been  previously  provided  to  such  country; 

"(B)  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
transfer  on  the  military  readiness  of  the 
United  States; 

•■(C)  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
transfer  on  the  national  technology  and  in- 
dustrial base,  and  particularly,  the  impact 
on  opportunities  of  entities  in  the  national 
technology  and  industrial  base  to  sell  new  or 
used  equipment  to  the  countries  to  which 
such  articles  are  to  be  transferred;  and 

■'(D)  a  statement  describing  the  current 
value  of  such  article  and  the  value  of  such 
article  at  acquisition. 

••(g)  AGGREGATE  Annual  Limitation.— The 
aggregate  value  of  excess  defense  articles 
transferred  to  countries  under  this  section  in 
any  fiscal  year  may  not  exceed  $350,000,000. 

"(h)  Congressional  Presentation  Docu- 
ments.— Documents  described  in  subsection 
(a)  justifying  the  transfer  of  excess  defense 
articles  ahall  include  an  explanation  of  the 
general  purposes  oi"  pi  oviding  excess  defense 
articles  as  well  as  a  table  which  provides  an 
aggregate  annual  total  of  transfers  of  excess 
defense  articles  in  the  preceding  year  by 
country  in  terms  of  offers  and  actual  deliv- 
eries and  in  terms  of  acquisition  cost  and 
current  value.  Such  table  shall  indicate 
whether  such  excess  defense  articles  were 
provided  on  a  grant  or  sale  basis. 

••(i)  EXCESS  Coast  Guard  Property —For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  excess  de- 
fense articles'  shall  he  deemed  to  include  ex- 
cess property  of  the  Coast  Guard,  and  the 
term  Department  of  Defense'  shall  be 
deemed,  with  respect  to  such  excess  prop- 
erty, to  include  the  Coast  Guard.". 

(b)  Conformi.vg  Amendments.— 

(1)  Arms  export  control  actf.— Section 
21(k)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2761(k))  is  amended  by  striking  ••the 
President  shalT'  and  all  that  follows  and  in- 
serting the  following:  ■the  President  shall 
determine  that  the  sale  of  such  articles  will 
not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  national 
technology  and  industrial  base,  and  particu- 
larly, will  not  reduce  the  opportunities  of  en- 
tities in  the  national  technology  and  indus- 
trial base  to  sell  new  or  used  equipment  to 
the  countries  to  which  such  articles  are 
transferred.". 

(2)  Repeals— The  following  provisions  of 
law  are  hereby  repealed: 

(Ai  Section  502A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2303). 

(B)  Sections  517  through  520  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321k 
through  2321n). 

(C)  Section  31(d)  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act  (22  U.S.C.  2771(d)). 

SEC.  3124.  NONLETHAL  EXCESS  DEFENSE  AR'n- 
CLES  FOR  ALBANIA 

Notwithstanding  section  516(e)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  during  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  funds  available 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  ex- 
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pended  for  crating,  packing,  handling,  and 
transportation  of  nonlethal  excess  defense 
articles  transferred  under  the  authority  of 
section  516  of  such  Act  to  Albania. 

CHAPTER  2— INTERNATIONAL  MmXARY 

EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 

SEC.  3141.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$39,781,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.). 
SEC.  3142.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  INDONESIA. 

Funds  made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.)  may  be  obligated  for  Indonesia 
only  for  expanded  military  and  education 
training  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
clauses  (i)  through  (iv)  of  the  second  sen- 
tence of  section  541  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2347). 
SEC.  3143.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  General  AiTHORiri'. —Section  541  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347)  is  amended  in  the  second  sentence  in 
the  matter  preceding  clause  (i)  by  inserting 
■and  individuals  who  are  not  members  of  the 
government'  after  ■legislators". 

(b)  Test  Pilot  Exchange  Training.— Sec- 
tion 544  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2347c)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  'In  carrying  out  this  chap- 
ter" and  inserting  '•(a)  In  carrying  out  this 
chapter^^;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

•■(b)  The  President  may  provide  for  the  at- 
tendance of  foreign  military  and  civilian  de- 
fense personnel  at  test  pilot  fiight  schools  in 
the  United  States  without  charge,  and  with- 
out charge  to  funds  available  to  carry  out 
this  chapter  (notwithstanding  section  632(d) 
of  this  Act),  if  such  attendance  is  pursuant 
to  an  agreement  providing  for  the  exchange 
of  students  on  a  one-for-one  basis  each  fiscal 
year  between  those  United  States  test  pilot 
fiight  schools  and  comparable  flight  test 
pilot  schools  of  foreign  countries.". 

(c)  Assistance  for  Certain  Foreign  Coun- 
tries —Chapter  5  of  part  II  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2347  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  54«.  ASSISTANCE   FOR  CERTAIN  FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES. 

"Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  a  fis- 
cal year  for  assistance  under  this  chapter, 
not  more  than  $300,000  for  such  fiscal  year 
may  be  made  available  for  assistance  on  a 
grant  basis  for  any  high-income  foreign 
country  for  military  education  and  training 
of  military  and  related  civilian  personnel  of 
such  country  if  such  country  agrees  to  pro- 
vide for  the  transportation  and  living  allow- 
ances of  such  military  and  related  civilian 
personnel.". 

CHAPTER  3— ANTmERRORISM 

ASSISTANCE 

SEC.  3151.  AUTHORIZA-nON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry 
out  chapter  8  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2349aa  et  seq.). 

(b)  Availability  of  .^mounts— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

SEC.    3152.    ANTITERRORISM    TRAINING    ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  IN  General —Section  571  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961   (22  U.S.C.  2349aa)  is 


amended  by  striking  •Subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  chapter  "  and  inserting  "Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law  that 
restricts  assistance  to  foreign  countries 
(other  than  sections  502B  and  620A  of  this 
Act)". 

(b)  Limitations —Section  573  of  such  Act 
(22  use.  2349aa-2)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  heading,  by  striking  'specinc  au- 
thorities and"; 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (a); 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b) 
through  (f)  as  subsections  (a)  through  (e).  re- 
spectively; and 

(4)  in  subsection  (c)  (as  redesignated)— 

(A)  by  striking  paragraphs  d)  and  (2): 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3) 
through  (5)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3).  re- 
spectively; and 

(C)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  (as  redesig- 
nated) to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B).  funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this 
chapter  shall  not  be  made  available  for  the 
procurement  of  weaf>ons  and  ammunition. 

••(B)  Subparagi-aph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to 
small  arms  and  ammunition  in  categories  I 
and  III  of  the  United  States  Munitions  List 
that  are  integrally  and  directly  related  to 
antiterrorism  training  provided  under  this 
chapter  if.  at  least  15  days  before  obligating 
those  funds,  the  President  notifies  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  specified  in 
section  634A  of  this  Act  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  applicable  to  reprogrammlng 
notifications  under  such  section. 

"(C)  The  value  (in  terms  of  original  acqui- 
sition cost)  of  all  equipment  and  commod- 
ities provided  under  this  chapter  in  any  fis- 
cal year  may  not  exceed  25  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  chap- 
ter for  that  fiscal  year". 

(c)  Annual  Report.— Section  574  of  such 
Act  (22  use.  2349aa-3)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(d)  Technical  Corrections.— Section  575 
(22  use.  2349aa^)  and  section  576  (22  U.S.C. 
2349aa-5)  of  such  Act  are  redesignated  as  sec- 
tions 574  and  575.  respectively 

SEC.   3153.    RESEARCH   AND   DEVELOPMENT   EX- 
PENSE& 

Funds  made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  8  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2349aa  et  seq,;  relating  to  antiterrorism  as- 
sistance) may  be  made  available  to  the  Tech- 
nical Support  Working  Group  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  for  research  and  development 
expenses  related  to  contraband  detection 
technologies  or  for  field  demonstrations  of 
such  technologies  (whether  such  field  dem- 
onstrations take  place  in  the  United  States 
or  outside  the  United  Statesi 

CHAPTER  4— NARCOTICS  CONTROL 

ASSISTANCE 

SEC.  3161.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATION& 

(a)  In  General— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $213,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter 
8  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2291  et  seq). 

(b)  AVAILABILITY  OF  AMOUNTS.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended 

SEC.  3162.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Policy  and  General  AUTHORmES.— 
Section  481(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
(22  use.  2291(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1>— 

(A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D) 
through  (F)  as  subparagraphs  (E)  through 
(G).  respectively;  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 


13388 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


■■(D)  International  criminal  activities,  par- 
ticularly international  narcotics  trafficking, 
money  laundering,  and  corruption,  endanger 
political  and  economic  stability  and  demo- 
cratic development,  and  assistance  for  the 
prevention  and  suppression  of  international 
criminal  activities  should  be  a  priority  for 
the  United  States. ';  and 

<2)  in  paragraph  (4),  by  adding  before  the 
period  at  the  end  the  following:  ",  or  for 
other  related  anticrime  purposes^'. 

(b)    CONTRIBLTIONS    A.ND    REIMBURSEMENT.— 

Section  482(c)  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291a(c)) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  •Contribltio.n  by  Recipient 
CouNTKY.— To"  and  inserting  ■■Contribu- 
tions .\ND  Rei.mbursement.— (1)  To";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

'■(2)(A)  The  President  is  authorized  to  ac- 
cept contributions  from  other  foreign  gov- 
ernments to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter.  Such  contributions  shall  be  depos- 
ited as  an  offsetting  collection  to  the  appli- 
cable appropriation  account  and  may  be  used 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  chapter. 

■■(B>  At  the  time  of  submission  of  the  an- 
nual congressional  presentation  documents 
required  by  section  634(a).  the  President 
shall  provide  a  detailed  report  on  any  con- 
tributions received  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  the  amount  of  such  contributions,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  contributions 
were  used. 

•■(3)  The  President  is  authorized  to  provide 
assistance  under  this  chapter  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis.  Such  reimbursements  shall  be  de- 
posited as  an  offsetting  collection  to  the  ap- 
plicable appropriation  and  may  be  used 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  chap- 
ter. ■". 

(C)  LMPLE.ME.Vr.\TION  OF   L.\W  ENFORCEMENT 

Assist.ince.— Section  482  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2291a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsections: 

■■(f)  Tre.^tme.nt  of  Funds —Funds  trans- 
ferred to  and  consolidated  with  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  this  chapter  may  be 
made  available  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  are  anplirable  to  fund?  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  this  chapter.  Funds  so  transferred 
or  consolidated  shall  be  apportioned  directly 
to  the  bureau  within  the  Department  of 
State  responsible  for  administering  this 
chapter. 

'•(g)  Excess  Property'.— For  purposes  of 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  use 
the  authority  of  section  608.  without  regard 
to  the  restrictions  of  such  section,  to  receive 
nonlethal  excess  property  from  any  agency 
of  the  United  States  Government  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  such  property  to  a  foreign 
government  under  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  chapter. '. 

(d)  Reporting  Require.men-ts.— (1)  Section 
489  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C  2291h)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  the  section  heading,  by  striking  "for 
fiscal  year  1995  "; 

(B)  by  striking  '(a)  Lnternational  Nar- 
cotics CON-TROL  Strategy  Report.— ';  and 

(C)  by  striking  subsections  (b)  and  (c). 

(2)  Section  489A  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
22911)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(e)  Certification  Requirements.— <l)  Sec- 
tion 490  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291j>  is 
amended — 

(A)  in  the  section  beading  by  striking  "for 
fiscal  year  1995' ■;  and 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (i). 

(2)  Section  490A  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2291k)  is  hereby  repealed. 


SEC.  3163.  NOnnCATION  REQUIREMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— The  authority  of  section 
1003(d)  of  the  National  Narcotics  Control 
Leadership  Act  of  1988  (21  U.S.C.  1502(d))  may 
be  exercised  with  respect  to  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.) 
and  with  respect  to  the  personnel  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
have  been  notified  15  days  in  advance  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  reprogramming  proce- 
dures applicable  under  section  634A  of  that 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2394). 

(b)  Definition —For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate 

SEC.  3184.  WAIVER  OF  RESTRICTIONS  FOR  NAR- 
COTICS-RELATED ECONOMIC  AS- 
SISTANCE. 

For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
narcotics-related  assistance  under  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151  et  seq.)  may  be  provided  notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law  that  restricts 
assistance  to  foreign  countries  (other  than 
section  490(e)  or  section  502B  of  that  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2291j(e)  and  2304))  if.  at  least  15  days 
before  obligating  funds  for  such  assistance, 
the  President  notifies  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees  (as  defined  in  section 
481(e)  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291(e)))  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  applicable  to 
reprogramming  notifications  under  section 
634A  of  that  Act  (22  U  S  C.  2394). 

CHAPTER  5— NONPROLIFERATION  AND 
DISARMAMENT  FUND 

SEC.  3171.  NONPROLIFERATION  AND  DISAR- 
MAMENT FUND. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fis- 
cal years  1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  bilateral 
and  multilateral  nonproliferation  and  disar- 
mament activities  for  the  independent  states 
of  the  former  Soviet  Union,  countries  other 
than  the  independent  states  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union  and  intprnatlnnal  nreaniza- 
tions  under  section  5M  of  the  Freedom  for 
Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian  Democracies 
and  Open  Markets  Support  Act  of  1992  (22 
U.S.C.  5854). 

(b)  Supersedes  Other  Laws.— Funds  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  under 
the  authority  of  section  504  of  the  Freedom 
for  Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian  Democ- 
racies and  Open  Markets  Support  .Act  of  1992 
(22  U.S.C.  5854)  may  be  used  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

(c)  Availability  of  Amounts.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended 

CHAPTER  6— OTHER  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  3181.  STANDARDIZATION  OF  CONGRES- 
SIONAL REVIEW  PROCEDURES  FOR 
ARMS  TRANSFERS. 

(a)  Third  Country  Transfers  Under  FMS 
Sales.— Section  3(d)(2)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2753(d)(2))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  ".  as 
provided  for  In  sections  36(b)(2)  and  36<b)<3)  of 
this  Act": 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  striking  "law" 
and  inserting   'joint  resolution';  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(C)  If  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation under  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  that  an 
emergency  exists  which  requires  that  con- 


sent to  the  proposed  transfer  become  effec- 
tive Immediately  in  the  national  security  in- 
terests of  the  United  States,  thus  waiving 
the  requirements  of  that  subparagraph,  the 
President  shall  set  forth  in  the  certification 
a  detailed  justification  for  his  determina- 
tion, including  a  description  of  the  emer- 
gency circumstances  which  necessitate  im- 
mediate consent  to  the  transfer  and  a  discus- 
sion of  the  national  security  interests  in- 
volved. 

"(D)(i)  Any  joint  resolution  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

■■(ii)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  this  paragraph,  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.". 

(b)  Third  Country  Transfers  Under  Com- 
mercial Sales— Section  3(d)(3)  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2753(d)(3))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  '(A)"  after  "(3)"; 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence — 

(A)  by  striking  "at  least  30  calendar  days"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  "report"  and  inserting 
"certification";  and 

(3)  by  striking  the  last  sentence  and  insert- 
ing the  following:  'Such  certification  shall 
be  submitted— 

■■(1)  at  least  15  calendar  days  before  such 
consent  is  given  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  to 
a  country  which  is  a  member  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  or  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand;  and 

"(ii)  at  least  30  calendar  days  before  such 
consent  is  given  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  to 
any  other  country. 

unless  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires that  consent  to  the  proposed  transfer 
become  effective  immediately  in  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States.  If  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  such  an  emergency  exists  (thus 

vki^iy^rytr  fh*i  pAnn  i  rprn'^r  t<=  rif  riaiwp  ^i  ^  nr  Mil 

as  the  case  may  be.  and  of  subparagraph  (B)i 
the  President  shall  set  forth  in  the  certifi- 
cation a  detailed  justification  for  his  deter- 
mination, including  a  description  of  the 
emergency  circumstances  which  necessitate 
that  consent  to  the  proposed  transfer  become 
effective  immediately  and  a  discussion  of  the 
national  security  interests  involved. 

"(B)  Consent  to  a  transfer  subject  to  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  become  effective  after 
the  end  of  the  15-day  or  30-day  period  speci- 
fied in  subparagraph  (A)  (i)  or  (ii).  as  the 
case  may  be.  only  if  the  Congress  does  not 
enact,  within  that  period,  a  joint  resolution 
prohibiting  the  proposed  transfer. 

"(C)(i)  Any  joint  resolution  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

"(ii)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  this  paragraph,  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.". 

(c)  Commercial  Sales.— Section  36(c)(2)  of 
such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2753(c)(2))  is  amended  by 
amending  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  to  read 
as  follows; 
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"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  license  for  an  export 
to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization, 
any  member  country  of  that  Organization  or 
Australia,  Japan,  or  New  Zealand,  shall  not 
be  issued  until  at  least  15  calendar  days  after 
the  Congress  receives  such  certification,  and 
shall  not  be  issued  then  if  the  Congress, 
within  that  15-day  period,  enacts  a  joint  res- 
olution prohibiting  the  proposed  export;  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  other  license,  shall 
not  be  issued  until  at  least  30  calendar  days 
after  the  Congress  receives  such  certifi- 
cation, and  shall  not  be  issued  then  if  the 
Congress,  within  that  30-day  period,  enacts  a 
joint  resolution  prohibiting  the  proposed  ex- 
port.". 

(d)  Commercial  Manufacturing  Agree- 
ments—Section  36(d)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2753(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ■■(!)"  after  "(d)"; 

(2)  by  striking  "for  or  in  a  country  not  a 
member  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization"; and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  A  certification  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  submitted — 

"(A)  at  least  15  days  before  approval  is 
given  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  or  in  a 
country  which  is  a  member  of  the  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization  or  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand;  and 

■•(B)  at  least  30  days  before  approval  is 
given  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  or  in 
any  other  country; 

unless  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment in  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

"1 3)  If  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment in  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States,  thus  waiving  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (4).  he  shall  set  forth  in 
the  certification  a  detailed  justification  for 
his  determination,  including  a  description  of 
the  emergency  circumstances  which  neces- 
sitate the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment and  a  discussion  of  the  national  secu- 
rit.v  interests  involved. 

"(4)  Approval  for  an  agreement  subject  to 
paragraph  (1)  may  not  be  given  under  section 
38  if  the  Congress,  within  the  15-day  or  30- 
day  period  specified  in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  or 
(B).  as  the  case  may  be.  enacts  a  joint  resolu- 
tion prohibiting  such  approval. 

"(5)(A)  Any  joint  resolution  under  para- 
graph (4)  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

"(B)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  paragraph  (4).  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.". 

(e)  GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNME.NT  LEASES.— 

(1)  Congressional  review  period— Sec- 
tion 62  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796a)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "Not  less 
than  30  days  before"  and  inserting  "Before"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(i)  by  striking  "determines,  and  imme- 
diately reports  to  the  Congress"  and  insert- 
ing ••states  in  his  certification'^;  and 

(ii)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  subsection 
the  following;  "If  the  President  states  in  his 
certification  that  such  an  emergency  exists, 
he  shall  set  forth  in  the  certification  a  de- 


tailed justification  for  his  determination,  in- 
cluding a  description  of  the  emergency  cir- 
cumstances which  necessitate  that  the  lease 
be  entered  into  immediately  and  a  discussion 
of  the  national  security  interests  involved.": 
and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  section  the 
following: 

"(c)  The  certification  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  transmitted— 

••(1)  not  less  than  15  calendar  days  before 
the  agreement  is  entered  into  or  renewed  in 
the  case  of  an  agreement  with  the  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization,  any  member 
country  of  that  Organization  or  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand;  and 

■■(2)  not  less  than  30  calendar  days  before 
the  agreement  is  entered  into  or  renewed  in 
the  case  of  an  agreement  with  any  other  or- 
ganization or  country. ••. 

(2)  Congressional  disapproval.— Section 
63(ai  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796b(a))  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  ••(a)(1)"  and  inserting  "(a)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  •30  calendar  days 
after  receiving  the  certification  with  respect 
to  that  proposed  agreement  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 62(ai.  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ••the 
15-day  or  30-day  period  specified  in  section 
62(c)  (1)  or  (2).  as  the  case  may  be.";  and 

(C)  by  striking  paragraph  (2). 

(f)  Effecttve  Date —The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  apply  with  respect  to 
certifications  required  to  be  submitted  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3182.  STANDARDIZA'nON  OF  TmilD  COUN- 
TRY TRANSFERS  OF  DEFENSE  ARTI- 
CLES. 

Section  3  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
122  use.  2753)  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (a)  the  following  new  subsection; 

••(b)  The  consent  of  the  President  under 
paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  or  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  section  505(a)  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (as  it  relates  to  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  such  paragraph)  shall  not  be  re- 
quired for  the  transfer  by  a  foreign  country 
or  international  organization  of  defense  arti- 
cles sold  by  the  United  States  under  this  Act 
if- 

■(1)  such  articles  constitute  components 
incorporated  into  foreign  defense  articles; 

■■(2)  the  recipient  is  the  government  of  a 
member  country  of  the  North  Atlantic  Trea- 
ty Organization,  the  Government  of  Aus- 
tralia, the  Government  of  Japan,  or  the  Gov- 
ernment of  New  Zealand; 

■•(3)  the  United  States-origin  components 
are  not — 

'•(A)  significant  military  equipment  (as  de- 
fined in  section  47(9)); 

■•(B)  defense  articles  for  which  notification 
to  Congress  is  required  under  section  36(b); 
and 

•■(C)  identified  by  regulation  as  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime  items;  and 

■■(4)  the  foreign  country  or  international 
organization  provides  notification  of  the 
transfer  of  the  defense  articles  to  the  United 
States  Government  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  date  of  such  transfer', 

SEC.  3183.  INCREASED  STANDARDIZATION.  RA- 
TIONALIZA'nON,  AND  INTEROPER- 
ABILITY OF  ASSISTANCE  AND  SALES 
PROGRAMS. 

Paragraph  (6)  of  section  515(a)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2321i(a)(6))  is  amended  by  striking  ■among 
members  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization and  with  the  .Armed  Forces  of 
Japan.  Australia,  and  New  Zealand'. 


SEC.  3184.  REPEAL  OF  PRICE  AND  AVAILABIUTY 
REPORTING  REQUIREMENT  RELAX 
INC  TO  PROPOSED  SALE  OF  DE- 
FENSE ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES, 

(a)  In  General.— Section  28  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2768)  is  hereby 
repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Section  36(b) 
of  such  Act  (22  use  2776(b))  is  amended  by 
striking  paragraph  (4)  of  such  section. 

SEC,  3185,  DEFEVmON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  MIU- 
TARY  EQLIPIMENT. 

Section  47  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2794)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (7),  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (8).  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  '•;  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(9)  'Significant  military  equipment" 
means  articles — 

"(A)  for  which  special  export  controls  are 
warranted  because  of  the  capacity  of  such  ar- 
ticles for  substantial  military  utility  or  ca- 
pability; and 

•'(B)  identified  on  the  United  SUtes  Muni- 
tions List.". 

SEC.  3186.  REQUIREMENTS  RELATING  TO  THE 
SPECIAL  DEFENSE  ACQUISITION 
FUND. 

(a)  Elimination  of  annual  Report.— 

(1)  In  general— Section  53  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act  (22  U.S.C  2795b)  is  hereby 
repealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendment —Section 
51(a)(4)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2795(a)(4))  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "(a)";  and 

(B)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B). 

(b)  Return  of  Certain  amounts  in  Fund 
to  the  Treasury —During  fiscal  year  1996 
the  President  shall  return  16,281.000  to  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  account  of  the  Treas- 
ury from  collections  into  the  Special  Defense 
Acquisition  Fund  pursuant  to  section  51(b)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  in  addition  to 
the  amount  of  such  collections  to  be  re- 
turned for  such  fiscal  year  as  indicated  In 
the  President's  budget  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

SEC.  3187.  COST  OF  LEASED  DEFENSE  ARTICLES 
THAT  HAVE  BEEN  LOST  OR  DE- 
STROYED. 

Section  61(a)(4)  of  the  Arms  Elxport  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796(a)(4))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "and  the  replacement  cost"  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  the  following:  "and.  if 
the  articles  are  lost  or  destroyed  while 
leased— 

""(A)  in  the  event  the  United  States  intends 
to  replace  the  articles  lost  or  destroyed,  the 
replacement  cost  (less  any  depreciation  in 
the  value)  of  the  articles;  or 

"(B)  in  the  event  the  United  States  does 
not  Intend  to  replace  the  articles  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, an  amount  not  less  than  the  actual 
value  (less  any  depreciation  in  the  value) 
specified  in  the  lease  agreement". 

SEC.  3188.  DESIGNA'nON  OF  ««AJOR  NON-NATO 
ALUE.S. 

(a)  DESIGNA'nON.- 

(1)  Notice  to  congress— Chapter  2  of  part 
II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2311  et  seq.).  as  amended  by  this  Act. 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 

"SEC.  517.  DESIGNA'nON  OF  MAJOR  NON-NATO 
ALLIES. 

"(a)  Notice  to  Congress— The  President 
shall  notify  the  Congress  in  writing  at  least 
30  days  before — 

"(1)  designating  a  country  as  a  major  non- 
NATO  ally  for  purposes  of  this  Act  and  the 
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Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et 
seq,).  or 

■(2)  terminating  such  a  desifmation. 
••(h)  Initial  Designations.— Australia, 
E^ypt.  Israel.  Japan,  the  Republic  of  Korea. 
and  New  Zealand  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  so  designated  by  the  President  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  and  the  Presi- 
dent is  not  required  to  notify  the  Congress  of 
such  designation  of  those  countries.". 

(2)  Definition.— Section  644  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2403)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(q)  Major  non-NATO  ally'  means  a  coun- 
try which  is  designated  in  accordance  with 
section  517  ais  a  major  non-NATO  ally  for 
purposes  of  this  Act  and  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.).". 

(3)  Existing  definitions.— (A)  The  last  sen- 
tence of  section  21(g)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761(g))  is  repealed. 

(B)  Section  65(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 
(i)  by  striking  "or  major  non-NATO";  and 
(ii)  by  striking  out  "or  a"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  "Code". 

(b)  Cooperative  Training  .•\greements.— 
Section  21(g)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C  2761(g>)  is  amended  in  the  first  sen- 
tence by  striking  "similar  agreements"  and 
all  that  follows  through  "other  countries" 
and  inserting  "similar  agreements  with 
countries" 
SEC.  3189.  CERTIFICATION  THRESHOLDS. 

(ai  Increase  in  Dollar  Thresholds.— The 
Arms  Export  Control  .^ct  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et 
seq.)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  section  3(d)  (22  U.S.C.  2753(d))— 

(A)  in  paragraphs  il)  and  (3).  by  striking 
"$14. (XX). 000"  each  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing "$25.(XX).0OO  •;  and 

(Bi  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3).  by  striking 
"J5O.0OO.0OO"  each  place  it  appears  and  Insert- 
ing "I75.0OO.0OO"; 

(2)  in  section  36  i22  U.S.C.  2776^— 

(A)  in  subsections  (bxl).  (b)(5)(C),  and 
(cMl).  by  striking  "$14,000,000"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "$25,000,000"; 

(B)  in  subsections  (bidi.  ibi(5)(C).  and 
(c)(1).  by  striking  "$50,000,000"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting    $75,000,000";  and 

(C)  in  subsections  ib»(l>  and  (b)(5)(C).  by 
striking  $200,000,000"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting    $300,000,000";  and 

(3)  in  section  63(a)  (22  U  S.C.  2796b(a))— 

(Ai  by  striking  "$14,000,000"  and  Inserting 
"$25,000,000";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "$50,000,000"  and  inserting 

$75,000,000" 

(b)  EFFEcrnvE  Date— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (ai  apply  with  respect  to 
certifications  submitted  on  or  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  .Act. 
SEC.  3190.  COMPETmVE  PRICING  FOR  SALES  OF 
DEFENSE  ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  Costing  Basis— Section  22  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  .Act  (22  U.S.C.  2762)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  Che  end  the  following; 

"(d)  Co.mpetitive  Pricing —Procurement 
contracts  made  in  implementation  of  sales 
under  this  section  for  defense  articles  and 
defense  services  wholly  paid  from  funds 
made  available  on  a  nonrepayable  basis  shall 
be  priced  on  the  same  costing  basis  with  re- 
gard to  profit,  overhead,  independent  re- 
search and  development,  bid  and  proposal, 
and  other  costing  elements,  as  is  applicable 
to  procurements  of  like  items  purchased  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  its  own  use". 

fb)  Effective  Date  and  Implementing 
Regul.itions.— Section  22(d)  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act.  as  added  by  subsection 
(a)— 

(1)  shall  take  effect  on  the  60th  day  follow- 
ing the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act; 


(2)  shall  be  applicable  only  to  contracts 
made  in  implementation  of  sales  made  after 
such  effective  date;  and 

(3)  shall  be  implemented  by  revised  pro- 
curement regulations,  which  shall  be  issued 
prior  to  such  effective  date. 

SEC.  3191.  DEPLETED  URANIUM  AMMUNITION. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq  ).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 
-SEC.  820H.  DEPLETED  URANIUM  AMMlJNmON. 

"(a)  Prohibition.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  none  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  this  Act  or  any  other  Act 
may  be  made  available  to  facilitate  in  any 
way  the  sale  of  M-833  antitank  shells  or  any 
comparable  antitank  shells  containing  a  de- 
pleted uranium  penetrating  component  to 
any  country  other  than— 

"(1)  a  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization; 

"(2)  a  country  that  has  been  designated  as 
a  major  non-NATO  ally  (as  defined  in  section 
644(q)):  or 

"(3)  Taiwan. 

"(b)  Exception— The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  the  use  of  funds  to  facilitate  the 
sale  of  antitank  shells  to  a  country  if  the 
President  determines  that  to  do  so  is  in  the 
national  security  interest  of  the  United 
States.". 

SEC.   3192.    END-USE   MONfTORING   OF   DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  AND  DEFENSE  SERVICES. 

(a)  In  General —The  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.2751  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  chapter  3  the  following  new 
chapter: 

-CHAPTER  3A— END-USE  MONITORING  OF 
DEFENSE  ARTICLES  AND  DEFENSE 
SERVICES 

-SEC.  40A.   END-USE   MONITORLNG   OF   DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  AND  DEFENSE  SERVICES. 

••(a)  Establishment  of  Monitoring  Pro- 
gram.— 

"(1)  In  general.- In  order  to  improve  ac- 
countability with  respect  to  defense  articles 
and  defense  services  sold,  leased,  or  exported 
under  this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  use.  2151  et  seq  ).  the  Secretary 
of  State  shall  establish  a  program  which  pro- 
vides for  the  end-use  monitoring  of  such  arti- 
cles and  services. 

"(2)  Recjuirements  of  program  —To  the 
extent  practicable,  such  program — 

"(A)  shall  provide  for  the  end-use  monitor- 
ing of  defense  articles  and  defense  services  in 
accordance  with  the  standards  that  apply  for 
identifying  high-risk  exports  for  regular  end- 
use  verification  developed  under  section 
38(g)(7)  of  this  Act  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  Blue  Lantern"  program);  and 

"(B)  shall  be  designed  to  provide  reason- 
able assurance  that — 

"(i)  the  recipient  is  complying  with  the  re- 
quirements imposed  by  the  United  SUtes 
Government  with  respect  to  use.  transfers, 
and  security  of  defense  articles  and  defense 
services;  and 

"(ii)  such  articles  and  services  are  being 
used  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  pro- 
vided. 

"(b»  Conduct  of  Progra.m  — In  carrying 
out  the  program  established  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  Secretary  shall  ensure  that 
the  program— 

"(1)  provides  for  the  end-use  verification  of 
defense  articles  and  defense  services  that  in- 
corporate sensitive  technology,  defense  arti- 
cles and  defense  services  that  are  particu- 
larly vulnerable  to  diversion  or  other  mis- 
use, or  defense  articles  or  defense  services 


whose  diversion  or  other  misuse  could  have 
significant  consequences;  and 

"(2)  prevents  the  diversion  (through  re- 
verse engineering  or  other  means)  of  tech- 
nology incorporated  in  defense  articles. 

"(c)  Monitoring  Responsibilities — 

"(1)  In  genekal— Pursuant  to  subsection 
(a),  sections  3  and  38  of  this  Act.  and  sections 
505.  622.  and  623  of  the  Foreign  AssisUnce 
Act  of  1961.  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
officials  of  appropriate  other  Federal  agen- 
cies, shall  provide  for  the  monitoring  of  de- 
fense articles  ana  defense  services  described 
in  subsection  (a). 

"(2)  Additional  personnel.— Upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  provide 
to  the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  the 
licensing  of  exports  under  this  section,  on  a 
nonreimbursable  basis,  personnel  with  appro- 
priate expertise  to  assist  in  the  end-use  mon- 
itoring and  enforcement  functions  under  this 
section  and  section  38  of  this  Act. 

"(d)  Report  to  Congress —Not  later  than 
6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Reduction  .\ct  of  1995.  and 
annually  thereafter  as  a  part  of  the  annual 
congressional  pre.sentation  documents  sub- 
mitted under  section  634  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance .■Kct  of  1961.  the  President  shall 
transmit  to  the  Congress  a  report  describing 
the  actions  taken  to  implement  this  section. 

■(e)  Third  Cou.ntry  Transfers —For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  defense  articles  and  de- 
fense services  sold.  lea.sed.  or  exported  under 
this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  includes  defense 
articles  and  defense  services  that  are  trans- 
ferred to  a  third  country  or  other  third 
party". 

lb)  Effective  Dates— Section  40A  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act.  as  added  by  sub- 
section (a),  applies  with  respect  to  defense 
articles  and  defense  services  provided  before 
or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

SEC.  3193.  BROKERING  ACTTVITIES  RELATING  TO 
COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  38(b)(li(A>  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2778(  b )( 1 )( A ) )  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "As 
prescribed  in  regulations"  and  inserting  "(i) 
As  prescribed  in  regulations";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(ii)(l)  As  prescribed  in  regulations  issued 
under  this  section,  every  person  (other  than 
an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
Government  acting  in  official  capacity)  who 
engages  in  the  business  of  brokering  activi- 
ties with  respect  to  the  manufacture,  export, 
import,  or  transfer  of  any  defense  article  or 
defense  service  designated  by  the  President 
under  subsection  (a)(1).  or  in  the  business  of 
brokering  activities  with  respect  to  the  man- 
ufacture, export,  import,  or  transfer  of  any 
foreign  defense  article  or  defense  service  (as 
defined  in  subclause  (IV)),  shall  register  with 
the  United  States  Government  agency 
charged  with  the  administration  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  shall  pay  a  registration  fee  which 
shall  be  prescribed  by  such  regulations. 

"(II)  Such  brokering  activities  shall  in- 
clude the  financing,  transportation,  freight 
forwarding,  or  the  taking  of  any  other  action 
that  facilitates  the  manufacture,  export,  or 
import  of  a  defense  article  or  defense  service. 

"(Ill)  No  person  may  engage  in  the  busi- 
ness of  brokering  activities  without  a  li- 
cense, issued  in  accordance  with  this  Act.  ex- 
cept  that   no   license   shall   be   required   for 


such  activities  undertaken  by  or  for  an  agen- 
cy of  the  United  States  Government — 

"(aa)  for  official  use  by  an  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government;  or 

"(bb)  for  carrying  out  any  foreign  assist- 
ance or  sales  program  authorized  by  law  and 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  President  by 
other  means. 

"(IV)  For  purposes  of  this  clause,  the  term 
■foreign  defense  article  or  defense  service'  in- 
cludes any  non-United  States  defense  article 
or  defense  service  of  a  nature  described  on 
the  United  States  Munitions  List  regardless 
of  whether  such  article  or  .service  is  of  Unit- 
ed States  origin  or  whether  such  article  or 
service  contains  United  States  origin  compo- 
nents.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Section  38(b)(l)(A)(ii) 
of  the  Arms  Export  Control  .Act.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
brokering  activities  engaged  in  on  or  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  XXXn— ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
CHAPTER  1— ECONOMIC  SUPPORT 
ASSISTANCE 
SEC.  3201.  ECONOMIC  SUPPORT  FUND. 

Section  532(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2346a(a))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

■■(a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  President  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  chapter  $2,356,378,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $2,283,478,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997. ■■. 
SEC.  3202.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ISRAEL. 

(a)  MiNlMU.M  All(x:ation.— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support 
fund),  not  less  than  $1,200,000,000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Israel. 

(bi  Ter.ms  of  Assistance.— 

(1)  Cash  transfer.— The  total  amount  of 
funds  allocated  for  Israel  for  each  fiscal  year 
under  subsection  la)  shall  be  made  available 
on  a  grant  basis  as  a  cash  transfer. 

(2)  Expedited  disbursement.— Such  funds 
shall  be  disbursed — 

(A)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996,  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1996.  or  by  October  31.  1995.  which- 
ever is  later;  and 

(B)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1997.  or  by  October  31.  1996.  which- 
ever is  later. 

(3)  Additional  requirement.— In  exercis- 
ing the  authority  of  this  subsection,  the 
President  shall  ensure  that  the  amount  of 
funds  provided  as  a  cash  transfer  to  Israel 
does  not  cause  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
total  level  of  nonmilitary  exports  from  the 
United  States  to  Israel. 

SEC.  3203.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  EGYPT. 

(a)  Minimum  Allocation —Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C 
2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support 
fund),  not  less  than  $815,000,000  for  each  such 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for  Egypt. 

(b)  ADDITIONAL  Requirement —In  exercis- 
ing the  authority  of  this  section,  the  Presi- 
dent shall  ensure  that  the  amount  of  funds 
provided  as  a  cash  transfer  to  Egypt  does  not 
cause  an  adverse  impact  on  the  total  level  of 
nonmilitary  exports  trom  the  United  States 
to  Egypt. 


SEC.  3204.  INTERNA'nONAL  FUND  FOR  IRELAND. 

(a)  Funding.— 

(1)  In  general— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  as- 
sistance under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  i22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
not  more  than  $29,600,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  not  more  than  $19,600,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  shall  be  available  for  the  United  States 
contribution  to  the  International  Fund  for 
Ireland  in  accordance  with  the  Anglo-Irish 
Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  (Public  Law 
99-415). 

(2)  Availability —Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  paragraph  (1)  are  authorized  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

(b)  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1)  Purposes— Section  2(b)  of  the  Anglo- 
Irish  Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  (Public 
Law  99-415;  100  Stat  947 1  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  sentences: 
■United  States  contributions  shall  be  used  in 
a  manner  that  effectively  increases  employ- 
ment opportunities  in  communities  with 
rates  of  unemployment  significantly  higher 
than  the  local  or  urban  average  of  unemploy- 
ment in  Northern  Ireland.  In  addition,  such 
contributions  shall  be  used  to  benefit  indi- 
viduals residing  in  such  communities.". 

(2)  CoNDrrioNs  AND  UNDERSTANDINGS.— Sec- 
tion 5(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence — 

(i)  by  striking  ■The  United  States"  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

■■(1)  In  general —The  United  States"; 

(ii)  by  striking  'in  this  Act  may  be  used" 
and  inserting  the  following:  "in  this  Act^ 

"(A)  may  be  used"; 

(iii)  by  striking  the  period  and  inserting  "; 
and";  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

■  (Bi  may  be  provided  to  an  individual  or 
entity  in  Northern  Ireland  only  if  such  indi- 
vidual or  entity  is  in  compliance  with  the 
principles  of  economic  justice.";  and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
■The  restrictions  "  and  inserting  the  follow- 
ing; 

"(2)  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS.— The  re- 
strictions". 

(3)  Prior  certifications.— Section  5(c)(2) 
of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "prin- 
ciple of  equality  "  and  all  that  follows  and  in- 
serting ■principles  of  economic  justice; 
and";  and 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  'and  will 
create  employment  opportunities  in  regions 
and  communities  of  Northern  Ireland  suffer- 
ing the  highest  rates  of  unemplo.yment". 

(4)  Annual  reports.— Section  6  of  such  Act 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3).  by  striking  the  period 
and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(4)  each  individual  or  entity  receiving  as- 
sistance from  United  States  contributions  to 
the  International  Fund  has  agreed  in  writing 
to  comply  with  the  principles  of  economic 
justice.". 

(5)  Definitions.— Section  8  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 


"(3)  the  term  'Northern  Ireland'  includes 
the  counties  of  Antrim.  Armagh.  Derry. 
Down.  Tyrone,  and  Fermanagh;  and 

"(4)  the  term  principles  of  economic  jus- 
tice' means  the  following  principles: 

"(A)  Increasing  the  representation  of  indi- 
viduals from  underrepresented  religious 
groups  in  the  workforce,  including  manage- 
rial, supervisory,  administrative,  clerical. 
and  technical  jobs. 

"(B)  Providing  adequate  security  for  the 
protection  of  minority  employees  at  the 
workplace. 

"(C)  Banning  provocative  sectarian  or  po- 
litical emblems  from  the  workplace. 

"(D)  Providing  that  all  job  openings  be  ad- 
vertised publicly  and  providing  that  special 
recruitment  efforts  be  made  to  attract  appli- 
cants from  underrepresented  religioua 
groups. 

"(E)  Providing  that  layoff,  recall,  and  ter- 
mination procedures  do  not  favor  a  particu- 
lar religious  group. 

"(F)  Abolishing  job  reservations,  appren- 
ticeship restrictions,  and  differential  em- 
ployment criteria  which  discriminate  on  the 
basis  of  religion. 

"(G)  Providing  for  the  development  of 
training  programs  that  will  prepare  substan- 
tial numbers  of  minority  employees  for 
skilled  jobs,  including  the  expansion  of  exist- 
ing programs  and  the  creation  of  new  pro- 
grams to  train,  upgrade,  and  improve  the 
skills  of  minority  employees. 

"(H)  Establishing  procedures  to  assess, 
identify,  and  actively  recruit  minority  em- 
ployees with  the  potential  for  further  ad- 
vancement. 

"(I)  Providing  for  the  appointment  of  a 
senior  management  staff  member  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  employment  efforts  of  the 
entity  and.  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time,  the  implementation  of  the  principles 
described  in  subparagraphs  (A)  through 
(H).". 

(6)     Effective    date— The    amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  take  effect  180 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 
SEC.  3205.  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  as- 
sistance under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
not  more  than  $12,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  law  enforcement 
assistance  under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of  such 
Act  (22  use.  2291  et  seq). 

(b)  AVAILABILITY'. — Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  subsection  (a)  are  authorized  to 
remain  available  until  expended 

CHAPTER  2— ASSISTANCE  FOR  PRIVATE 

SECTOR  PROGRAMS  AND  ACnvmES 

SEC.  3211.  PRIVATE  SECTOR  ENTERPRISE  FU^NDS. 

The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2151  et  seq  )  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  601  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.     601A      PRIVATE      SECTOR     ENTERPRISE 
FUNDS. 

"(a)  AUTHORiTi'.- (1)  The  President  may 
provide  funds  and  support  to  Enterprise 
Funds  designated  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (b)  that  are  or  have  been  established 
for  the  purposes  of  promoting— 

"(A)  development  of  the  private  sectors  of 
eligible  countries,  including  small  busi- 
nesses, the  agricultural  sector,  and  joint 
ventures  with  United  States  and  host  coun- 
try participants;  and 

"(B)  policies  and  practices  conducive  to 
private  sector  development  in  eligible  coun- 
tries; 
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on  the  same  basis  as  funds  and  support  may 
be  provided  with  respect  to  Enterprise  Funds 
for  Poland  and  Hungary  under  the  Support 
for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of 
1989  (22  use.  5401  et  seq). 

■■(2)  Funds  may  be  made  available  under 
this  section  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law 

"(b)  Countries  Eligible  for  Enterprise 
Funds.— (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2).  the  President  is  authorized  to  designate 
a  private,  nonprofit  organization  as  eligible 
to  receive  funds  and  support  pursuant  to  this 
section  with  respect  to  any  country  eligible 
to  receive  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  limi- 
tations as  set  forth  m  section  201(d)  of  the 
Support  for  East  European  Democracy 
(SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  US  C.  5421(d)). 

■■(2)  The  authority  of  paragraph  d)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  country  with  respect  to 
which  the  President  is  authorized  to  des- 
ignate an  enterprise  fund  under  section 
498B(C)  or  section  498C  of  this  Act  or  section 
201  of  the  Support  for  East  European  Democ- 
racy (SEED)  Act  of  1989(22  U.S.C.  5421). 

•(c)  Treatment  Equivalent  to  Enter- 
prise Funds  for  Poland  and  Hungary.— Ex- 
cept as  otherwise  specifically  provided  in 
this  section,  the  provisions  contained  in  sec- 
tion 201  of  the  Support  for  East  European  De- 
mocracy (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5421) 
(excluding  the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  that  sec- 
tion) shall  apply  to  any  Enterprise  Fund 
that  receives  funds  and  support  under  this 
section.  The  officers,  members,  or  employees 
of  an  Enterprise  Fund  that  receive  funds  and 
support  under  this  section  shall  enjoy  the 
same  status  under  law  that  is  applicable  to 
officers,  members,  or  employees  of  the  En- 
terprise Funds  for  Poland  and  Hungary  under 
section  201  of  the  Support  for  East  European 
Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C. 
5421). 

••(d)  Reporting  Require.ment— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  section, 
the  requirement  of  section  201(pi  of  the  Sup- 
port for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED) 
Act  of  1989  (22  U  SO.  5421(p)).  that  an  Enter- 
prise Fund  shall  be  required  to  publish  an 
ann'ual  report  not  later  than  January  31  each 
year,  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  En- 
terprise Fund  that  receives  funds  and  sup- 
port under  this  section  for  the  first  twelve 
months  after  it  is  designated  as  eligible  to 
receive  such  funds  and  support. 

"(e)  Funding.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Amounts  nnade  available 
for  a  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  chapter  I  of 
part  I  of  this  Act  (relating  to  development 
assistance)  and  to  carry  out  chapter  4  of  part 
II  of  this  Act  (relating  to  the  economic  sup- 
port fund)  shall  be  available  for  such  nscal 
year  to  carry  out  this  section,  in  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  available  for  such  pur- 
poses. 

••(2)  African  development  —In  addition  to 
amounts  available  under  paragraph  (1)  for  a 
fiscal  year,  amounts  made  available  for  such 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I 
of  this  Act  (relating  to  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa)  shall  be  available  for  such 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  this  section  with  re- 
spect to  countries  in  Africa .". 

SEC.  3212.  MICRO-  AND  SMALL  ENTERPRISE  DE- 
VELOPMENT CREDITS. 

(a)  In  General— Section  108  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  215in  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

-SEC.  108.  MICRO-  AND  SMALL  ENTERPRISE  DE- 
VELOPMENT CREDITS. 

•'(a)  Findings  and  Policy  —The  Congress 
finds  and  declares  that— 


"(1)  the  development  of  micro-  and  small 
enterprise,  including  cooperatives,  is  a  vital 
factor  in  the  stable  growth  of  developing 
countries  and  in  the  development  and  stabil- 
ity of  a  free,  open,  and  equitable  inter- 
national economic  system: 

"(2)  it  is.  therefore,  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  United  States  to  assist  the  development 
of  the  private  sector  in  developing  countries 
and  to  engage  the  United  States  private  sec- 
tor in  that  process: 

■■(3)  the  support  of  private  enterprise  can 
be  served  by  programs  providing  credit, 
training,  and  technical  assistance  for  the 
benefit  of  micro-  and  small  enterprises:  and 

•'(4)  programs  that  provide  credit,  training. 
and  technical  assistance  to  private  institu- 
tions can  serve  as  a  valuable  complement  to 
grant  assistance  provided  for  the  purpose  of 
benefiting  micro-  and  small  private  enter- 
prise. 

•■(b)  Program.— To  carry  out  the  policy  set 
forth  in  subsection  (a),  the  President  is  au- 
thorized to  provide  assistance  to  increase  the 
availability  of  credit  to  micro-  and  small  en- 
terprises lacking  full  access  to  credit,  in- 
cluding through— 

"(1)  loans  and  guarantees  to  credit  institu- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  expanding  the  avail- 
ability of  credit  to  micro-  and  small  enter- 
prises; 

••(2)  training  programs  for  lenders  in  order 
to  enable  them  to  better  meet  the  credit 
needs  of  micro-  and  small  entrepreneurs:  and 

"(3)  training  programs  for  micro-  and 
small  entrepreneurs  in  order  to  enable  them 
to  make  better  use  of  credit  and  to  better 
manage  their  enterprises.". 

(b)  Althoriz.\tion  of  Appropriations — 

(1)  In  general.— (A)  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  section  108  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  in  addi- 
tion to  funds  otherwise  available  for  such 
purposes.  $2,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  Funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
made  available  for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  de- 
fined in  section  502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990,  for  activities  under  sec- 
tion 108  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961. 

(B)  In  addition,  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $500,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  the  cost  of  training 
programs  and  administrative  expenses  to 
cazry  out  such  section. 

(2)  AVAILABILPTY  of  AMOUNTS.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  para- 
graph (1)  are  authorized  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

SEC.    3213.    MICROENTERPRISE    DEVELOPMENT 
GRANT  ASSISTANCE. 

Chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"SEC.     129.     MICROENTERPRISE     DEVELOPMENT 
GRANT  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  Authorization— <l)  In  carrying  out 
this  part,  the  administrator  of  the  agency 
primarily  responsible  for  administering  this 
part  is  authorized  to  provide  grant  assist- 
ance for  programs  of  credit  and  other  assist- 
ance for  microenterprises  In  developing 
countries. 

'•(2)  Assistance  authorized  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  provided  through  the  following 
organizations  that  have  a  capacity  to  de- 
velop and  implement  microenterprise  pro- 
grams: 

"(A)  United  States  and  indigenous  private 
and  voluntary  organizations. 

'■(B)  United  States  and  indigenous  credit 
unions  and  cooperative  organizations. 


•'(C)  Other  indigenous  governmental  and 
nongovernmental  organizations. 

"(3)  Approximately  50  percent  of  assistance 
authorized  under  paragraph  di  shall  be  used 
for  poverty  lending  programs  which— 

'•(A)  meet  the  needs  of  the  very  poor  mem- 
bers of  society,  particularly  poor  women:  and 

••(B)  provide  loans  of  $300  or  less  in  1995 
United  States  dollars  to  such  poor  members 
of  society. 

•■(4)  The  administrator  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  this 
part  shall  strengthen  appropriate  mecha- 
nisms, including  mechanisms  for  central 
microenterprise  programs,  for  the  purpose 
of— 

"(A)  providing  technical  support  for  field 
missions: 

••(B)  strengthening  the  institutional  devel- 
opment of  the  intermediary  organizations 
described  in  paragraph  (2):  and 

•"(C)  sharing  information  relating  to  the 
provision  of  assistance  authorized  under 
paragraph  d)  between  such  field  missions 
and  intermediary  organizations. 

■■(b)  Monitoring  System— In  order  to 
maximize  the  sustainable  development  im- 
pact of  the  assistance  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a)(1).  the  administrator  of  the  agen- 
cy primarily  responsible  for  administering 
this  part  shall  establish  a  monitoring  system 
that— 

••(1)  establishes  performance  goals  for  such 
assistance  and  expresses  such  goals  in  an  ob- 
jective and  quantifiable  form,  to  the  extent 
feasible: 

•■(2)  establishes  performance  indicators  to 
be  used  in  measuring  or  assessing  the 
achievement  of  the  goals  and  objectives  of 
such  assistance:  and 

■•(3)  provides  a  basis  for  recommendations 
for  adjustments  to  such  assistance  to  en- 
hance the  sustainable  development  impact  of 
such  assistance,  particularly  the  impact  of 
such  assistance  on  the  very  poor,  particu- 
larly poor  women. ■■. 

CHAPTER  3— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

Subchapter  A — Development  Assistance 

Authorities 

SEC.    3221.    AUTHORIZA'nONS    OF    APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  the  following  amounts  for 
the  following  purposes  (in  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  available  for  such  pur- 
poses): 

(1)  Development  assistance  fund  — 
$858,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  sections  103  through  106 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2151a  through  2151d). 

(2)  Development  fund  for  africa.— 
$629,214,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2293  et  seq.). 

(3)  Assistance  for  the  independent 
states  of  the  for.mer  soviet  union — 
$643,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $650,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  programs 
under  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2295  et  seq.> 
and  other  related  programs. 

(4)  Assistance  for  ea.st  European  coun- 
tries.—$325,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$275,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  economic 
assistance  for  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Baltic 
states  under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  and  the  Support 
for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of 
1989  (22  U.S.C.  5401  et  seq.). 

(5)  I.nter-american  foundation.— 
$20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $10,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  section  401  of 


the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1969  (22  U.S.C. 
290n. 

(6)  African  development  foundation  — 
$10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $5,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  the  .African 
Development  Foundation  Act  (22  U.S.C.  290h 
et  seq.). 

(b)  .Availability  of  Amounts —Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

SEC.  3222.  CHILD  SURVIVAL  ACnVITIES,  VITAMIN 
A  DEFICIENCY  PROGRAM,  AND  RE- 
LATED ACTIVITIES. 

(a)  Child  Survival  .Activities.— 

(1)  In  general.— (A)  Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  law 
described  in  paragraph  (2)  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997,  not  less  than  $280,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
only  for  activities  which  have  a  direct  meas- 
urable impact  on  rates  of  child  morbidity 
and  mortality,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on 
delivery  of  community-based  primary  health 
care  and  health  education  services  which 
benefit  the  poorest  of  the  poor. 

(B)  Of  the  amounts  made  available  under 
subparagraph  (A)  for  a  fiscal  year,  not  less 
than  $30,000,000  for  such  fiscal  year  shall  be 
provided  to  private  and  voluntary  organiza- 
tions under  the  PVO  Child  Survival  grants 
program  carried  out  by  the  agency  primarily 
responsible  for  administering  pari  I  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

(2)  Provisions  of  law —The  provisions  of 
law  described  in  this  paragraph  are  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(A)  Sections  103  through  106  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151a 
through  2151d:  relating  to  the  development 
assistance  fund). 

(B)  Chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2293  et  seq.:  re- 
lating to  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa). 

(C)  Chapter  4  of  part  11  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.:  re- 
lating to  the  economic  support  fund). 

(D)  The  ■•Multilateral  Assistance  Initiative 
for  the  Philippines"  program. 

(3)  Special  rule.— Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  sections  103  through  106  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  for  the  Vita- 
min A  Deficiency  Program,  part  I  of  such 
Act  for  iodine  and  iron  fortification  pro- 
grams and  for  iron  supplementation  pro- 
grams for  pregnant  women,  chapter  9  of  part 
I  of  such  Act  for  international  disaster  as- 
sistance, section  104(c)  of  such  Act  for  inter- 
national AIDS  prevention  and  control,  and 
any  other  provision  of  law  for  migration  and 
refugee  assistance,  shall  not  be  included  in 
the  aggregate  amounts  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  for  purposes  of  the  requirements 
contained  in  such  paragraph. 

(b)  Vitamin  A  Deficiency  Program  and 
Related  activities.— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  sections  103  through 
106  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2151a  through  2151d)  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997.  not  less  than  $25,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
for  the  Vitamin  A  Deficiency  Program  and 
for  activities  relating  to  iodine  deficiency 
and  other  micronutrients. 

(c)  UNDP/WHO  Tropical  Disease  Pro- 
gram.—Of  the  amounts  made  available  to 
carry  out  section  103  through  106  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151a 
through  2151d)  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997, 
not  less  than  $15.0(X).000  for  each  such  fiscal 
year  shall  be  made  available  for  the  United 
Nations  Development  ProgranxWorld  Health 
Organization  Special  Program  for  Research 
and  Training  in  Tropical  Diseases. 


SEC.  3223.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  FAMILY  PLANNING. 

(a)  Restriction  on  Use  of  Funds  for  Vol- 
untary Population  Planning,— Section 
104(b)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1%1 
(22  U.S.C.  2151b(bi)  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  first  sentence  the  following  new 
sentence:  •'Such  assistance  shall  be  available 
only  for  voluntary  family  planning  projects 
which  offer,  either  directly  or  through  refer- 
ral to.  or  information  about  access  to,  a 
broad  range  of  family  planning  methods  and 
services. ■■ 

(b)  Prohibition  on  Use  of  funds  for  Vol- 
untary Population  Planning  to  Organiza- 
tions OR  Programs  Supporting  or  Partici- 
pating IN  THE  Management  of  abortion  or 
Involuntary  Sterilization  Programs.— 
Section  104(b)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2151b(b)). 
as  amended  by  subsection  (a),  is  further 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  ■■In 
order  to^^  and  inserting   ■(!)  In  order  to^':  and 

(2)  by  addiiig  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

■(2)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  may  be  made  avail- 
able to  any  organization  or  program  which, 
as  determined  by  the  President,  supports  or 
participates  in  the  management  of  a  pro- 
gram of  coercive  abortion  or  involuntary 
sterilization. ■■. 

(c)  Prohibition  on  Discrimina'hon  With 
Respect  to  Grants  for  Natural  Family 
Planning.— Section  104(b)  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2151b(b)).  as  amended  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b),  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

■'1 3)  In  providing  grants  for  natural  family 
planning  under  this  subsection,  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
for  administering  this  part  shall  not  dis- 
criminate against  applicants  because  of  any 
religious  or  conscientious  commitment  by 
such  applicants  to  offer  only  natural  family 
planning  services.^'. 

(d)  Clarification  With  Respect  to  Prohi- 
bition ON  Use  of  Funds  for  Abortions.— 
Section  104(0(1)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2151b(f)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  'None  of  the  funds"'  and  in- 
serting "(A)  None  of  the  funds":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(B)  F'or  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  'motivate'  shall  not  be  construed  to 
prohibit  the  provision,  consistent  with  local 
law.  of  information  and  counseling  concern- 
ing all  pregnancy  options.  Including  abor- 
tion.". 

SEC.  3224.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  INDEPENDENT 
STATES  OF  THE  FORMER  SOVIET 
UNION. 

(a)  Conditions  on  assistance.— Section 
498A(b)  of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C  2295a(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  striking  "or"  at  the 
end; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  para- 
graph (10):  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragrraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

■■(5)  for  the  Government  of  Russia,  unless 
the  President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that 
such  Government — 

"(A)  is  pursuing,  without  preconditions,  an 
immediate  and  permanent  ceasefire,  and  is 
pursuing  a  negotiated  settlement  to  the  con- 
flict in  the  Russian  Federation  Republic  of 
Chechnya: 

"(B)  is  taking  steps  to  provide  unhindered 
access  to  the  region  of  Chechnya  and  sur- 
rounding areas  of  the  Russian  Federation  by 
elected  officials  of  the  Russian  Federation 
and  by  independent  Russian  media. 
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"(C)  is  cooperating  with  the  Organization 
for  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe  and 
other  appropriate  international  organiza- 
tions in  undertaking  steps  to  investigate  and 
prosecute  any  and  all  individuals,  including 
members  of  the  Russian  armed  forces  and  in- 
ternal security  agencies,  who  may  be  respon- 
sible for  atrocities,  war  crimes,  or  crimes 
against  humanity  in  the  region  of  Chechnya; 

"(D)  is  cooperating  with  the  Assistance 
Group  of  the  Organization  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  established  In 
Chechnya  in  fulfilling  that  mission's  man- 
date: 

"(E)  is  cooperating  in  assuring  the 
unhindered  delivery  of  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  the  civilian  population  in  Chechnya; 
"(F)  has  made  the  fullest  possible  account- 
ing of  all  persons  currently  detained  by  Rus- 
sian military  or  security  forces  as  a  result  of 
the  confiict  in  Chechnya  and  has  allowed  ac- 
cess to  those  individuals  by  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross; 

"(G)  is  taking  steps  to  repatriate  refugees 
and  displaced  persons  wishing  to  return  to 
Chechnya:  and 

"(H)  is  taking  steps  to  hold  free  and  fair 
elections  in  Chechnya,  based  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  Organization  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  and  conducted  in  the 
presence  of  foreign  and  domestic  observers; 

except  that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
the  provision  of  such  assistance  for  purposes 
of  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee  relief 
or  assisting  democratic  political  reform  and 
rule  of  law  activities,  provision  of  technical 
assistance  for  safety  upgrade  of  civilian  nu- 
clear power  plants,  and  assisting  in  the  cre- 
ation of  private  sector  and  nongovernmental 
organizations  that  are  independent  of  gov- 
ernment ownership  and  control: 

"(6)  for  the  government  of  any  independent 
state  that  has  agreed  to  provide  nuclear  re- 
actor components  to  Iran,  unle^ss  the  Presi- 
dent determines  that  the  sale  of  such  compo- 
nents to  Iran  includes  safeguards  that  are 
consistent  with  the  national  security  objec- 
tives of  the  United  States  and  the  concerns 
of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  non- 
proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons  technology, 
except  that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
the  provision  of  such  of  assistance  for  pur- 
poses of— 

"(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee 
relief;  or 

•'(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform, 
rule  of  law  activities,  and  the  creation  of  pri- 
vate sector  and  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions that  are  independent  of  government 
ownership  and  control: 

"(7)  for  the  government  of  any  independent 
state  that  the  President  determines  directs 
any  action  in  violation  of  the  territorial  in- 
tegrity or  national  sovereignty  of  any  other 
new  independent  state,  except  that  this  para- 
graph shall  not  apply  to  the  provision  of 
such  assistance  for  purposes  of— 

"(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee 
relief;  or 

"(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform, 
rule  of  law  activities,  and  the  creation  of  pri- 
vate sector  and  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions that  are  independent  of  government 
ownership  and  control; 

"(8)  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  mili- 
tary capability  of  any  independent  state,  ex- 
cept that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
demilitarization,  defense  conversion  or  non- 
proliferation  programs,  or  programs  to  sup- 
port troop  withdrawal  including  through  the 
support  of  an  officer  resettlement  program, 
and  technical  assistance  for  the  housing  sec- 
tor; 
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"(9)  for  the  Government  of  Russia  if  the 
President  determines  that  Government — 

■(A)  is  not  makmg  progress  in  implement- 
ing comprehensive  economic  reforms  based 
on  market  principles,  including  fostering 
private  ownership,  the  repayment  of  com- 
mercial debt,  the  respect  of  commercial  con- 
tracts, the  equitable  treatment  of  foreign 
private  investment;  or 

■■(B)  applies  or  transfers  assistance  pro- 
vided under  this  chapter  to  any  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  expropriating  or  seizing  own- 
ership or  control  of  assets,  mvestments.  or 
ventures;  or". 

(b)  AssisT.ANCE  Through  toe  Private  Sec- 
tor.—Section  498B(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2295b<a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(a)  Assistance  Through  the  Private 
Sector.— Assistance  under  this  chapter  shall 
be  provided,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible, 
through  the  private  sector,  including  private 
and  voluntary  organizations  and  other  non- 
governmental organizations  functioning  in 
the  independent  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union.". 

(c)  Waiver  of  Certain  Provisions.— Sec- 
tion 498B(j)a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2295b(j)(l))  is  amended  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing subparagraph  t.\) — 

(1)  by  striking  ■for  fiscal  year  1993  by  this 
chapter  '  and  inserting  "to  carry  out  this 
chapter';  and 

(2)  by  striking  "appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1993". 

SEC.     3225.     DEVELOPMENT     FUND     FOR    LATIN 
AMERICA  AND  THE  CARIBBEAN. 

Part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  chapter: 
"CHAPTER  12— DEVELOPMENT  FTJND  FOR 

LATIN  AMERICA  AND  THE  CARIBBEAN 
"SEC.  499.  statement  OF  POUCY. 

"The  Congress  declares  the  following: 

"(1)  The  historic,  economic,  political,  and 
geographic  relationships  among  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Western  Hemisphere  are  unique 
and  of  continuing  special  significance. 

"(2)  Following  the  historic  Summit  of  the 
Americas  and  the  passage  of  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Western  Hemisphere  have  moved 
steadfastly  toward  economic  and  political 
integration. 

■■(3)  The  interests  of  the  countries  of  the 
Western  Hemisphere  are  more  interrelated 
than  ever,  and  sound  economic,  social,  and 
democratic  progress  in  each  of  the  countries 
continues  to  be  of  importance  to  all  coun- 
tries, and  lack  of  it  in  any  country  may  have 
serious  repercussions  in  others. 

■(4)  For  the  peoples  of  Latin  America  and 
the  Caribbean  to  progress  within  the  frame- 
work of  social  justice,  respect  for  human 
rights.  f)olitical  democracy,  and  market-ori- 
ented economies,  there  is  a  compelling  need 
for  the  achievement  of  social  and  economic 
advancement  and  the  consolidation  of  politi- 
cal democracy  and  the  rule  of  law  adequate 
to  meet  the  legitimate  aspirations  of  the  in- 
dividual citizens  of  the  countries  of  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  for  a  better  way 
of  life 

■■(5)  The  prosperity,  security,  and  well- 
being  of  the  United  States  is  linked  directly 
to  peace,  prosperity,  and  democracy  in  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean. 

■(6)  Democratic  values  are  dominant 
throughout  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean region  and  nearly  all  governments  in 
such  region  have  come  to  power  through 
democratic  elections, 

"(7)  Nonetheless,  existing  democratic  gov- 
ernments and  their  supporting  institutions 
remain  fragile  and  face  critical  challenges. 


including.  In  particular,  the  consolidation  of 
civilian  control  of  such  governments  and  in- 
stitutions, including  control  of  the  military. 
the  consolidation  or  establishment  of  inde- 
pendent judicial  institutions  and  of  the  rule 
of  law.  and  where  appropriate,  the  decen- 
tralization of  government. 

"(8)  In  adherence  to  free  market  principles, 
it  is  essential  to  promote  economic  growth 
with  equity— enlarging  employment  and  de- 
cisionmaking opportunities  and  the  provi- 
sion of  basic  social  services  for  traditionally 
marginalized  groups,  such  as  indigenous  mi- 
norities, women,  and  the  poor— and  to  pro- 
tect and  promote  workers  rights. 

"(9)  By  supporting  the  purposes  and  objec- 
tives of  sustainable  development  and  apply- 
ing such  purposes  and  objectives  to  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  the  Develop- 
ment Fund  for  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean can  advance  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  can  directly  improve 
the  lives  of  the  poor,  encourage  broad-based 
economic  growth  while  protecting  the  envi- 
ronment, build  human  capital  and  knowl- 
edge, support  participation  in  democracy, 
and  promote  peace  and  justice  In  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean. 
-SEC.  499A.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  In  General.  The  President  is  author- 
ized to  provide  assistance  for  Latin  America 
and  the  Caribbean  to  promote  democracy, 
sustainable  development,  and  economic 
growth  in  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 
"(b)  Terms  and  Conditions.— Assistance 
under  this  chapter  shall  be  provided  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  President  may 
determine. 
-SEC.  499B.  availability  OF  AMOUNTS. 

■■(a)  In  General. -Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  law 
described  in  subsection  (b)  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year,  not  less 
than  an  amount  requested  by  the  President 
and  approved  by  the  Congress  in  appropria- 
tions Acts  shall  be  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  chapter. 

"(b)  Provisions  of  Law.— The  provisions  of 
law  described  in  this  subsection  are  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(1)  Sections  103  through  106  of  this  Act 
(relating  to  the  development  assistance 
fund). 

"(2)  Chapter  8  of  this  part  (relating  to 
international  narcotics  control). 

"(3)  Chapter  4  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  the  economic  support  fund). 

"(4)  Chapter  5  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training). 

••(5)  Titles  II  and  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954. 

"(6)  The  'Foreign  Military  Financing  Pro- 
gram' under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 

"(c)  Availability —Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  this  section  are  authorized  to  re- 
main available  until  expended." 

SEC.  3228.   EFFECTIVENESS  OF   LTVITED   STATES 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

Chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2251  et  seq).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 
"SEC.  130.  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  UNITED  STATES 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  Reports.— Not  later  than  December 
31.  1996,  and  December  31  of  each  third  year 
thereafter,  the  President  shall  transmit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  which  analyzes,  on  a 
country-by-country  basis,  the  impact  and  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  United  States  development 
assistance    provided    during    the    preceding 


three  fiscal  years.  Each  report  shall  include 
the  following  for  each  recipient  country: 

"(1)  An  analysis  of  the  impact  of  United 
States  development  assistance  during  the 
preceding  three  fiscal  years  on  development 
in  that  country,  with  a  discussion  of  the 
United  States  interests  that  were  served  by 
the  assistance.  Such  analysis  shall  be  done 
on  a  sector-by-sector  basis  to  the  extent  pos- 
sible and  shall  identify  any  economic  policy 
reforms  which  were  promoted  by  the  assist- 
ance. Such  analysis  shall— 

"(A)  include  a  description,  quantified  to 
the  extent  practicable,  of  the  specific  objec- 
tives the  United  States  sought  to  achieve  in 
providing  development  assistance  for  that 
country;  and 

■•(B)  specify  the  extent  to  which  those  ob- 
jectives were  not  achieved,  with  an  expla- 
nation of  why  they  were  not  achieved. 

■■(2)  A  description  of  the  amount  and  na- 
ture of  development  assistance  provided  by 
other  donors  during  the  preceding  three  fis- 
cal years,  set  forth  by  development  sector  to 
the  extent  possible. 

"(3)  A  discussion  of  the  commitment  of  the 
host  government  to  addressing  the  country's 
needs  in  each  development  sector,  including 
a  description  of  the  resources  devoted  by 
that  government  to  each  development  sector 
during  the  preceding  three  fiscal  years. 

•■(4)  A  description  of  the  trends,  both  favor- 
able and  unfavorable,  in  each  development 
sector. 

■■(5i  Statistical  and  other  information  nec- 
essary to  evaluate  the  impact  and  effective- 
ness of  United  States  development  assistance 
on  development  in  the  country. 

■■(b)  Listing  of  Most  and  Least  Success- 
ful Assistance  Prcxjrams.- Each  report  re- 
quired by  this  section  shall  identify— 

•■(1)  those  five  countries  in  which  United 
States  development  assistance  has  been  most 
successful;  and 

■■(2)  those  five  countries  in  which  United 
States  development  assistance  has  been  least 
successful. 

For  each  country  listed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (2).  the  report  shall  explain  why  the 
assistance  was  not  more  successful  and  shall 
specify  what  the  United  States  hais  done  as  a 
result. 

■(c)  Report  To  Be  a  Separate  Docu- 
ment.—E^ch  report  required  by  this  section 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  as  a  sepa- 
rate document. 

■(d)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  terms  United  States  development  assist- 
ance' and  development  assistance'  means  as- 
sistance under  this  chapter". 
SEC.  3227.  FUNDING  FOR  PRIVATE  AND  VOL- 
UNTARY ORGANIZATIONS  AND  CO- 
OPERATIVES. 

(a)  In  General— For  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  the  President  shall  allo- 
cate an  aggregate  amount  to  private  and  vol- 
untary organizations  and  cooperatives  under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151  et  seq.)  and  the  Support  for  East  Euro- 
pean Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989  which, 
at  a  minimum,  is  equal  to  the  aggregate 
amount  allocated  to  such  organizations  and 
cooperatives  under  such  Acts  for  fiscal  year 
1994, 

(b)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  'private  and  voluntary  orga- 
nization ■  means  a  private  nongovernmental 
organization  which — 

(1)  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  coun- 
try; 

(2)  receives  funds  from  private  sources; 

(3)  operates  on  a  not-for-profit  basis  with 
appropriate  tax-exempt  status  if  the  laws  of 
the  country  grant  such  status  to  not-for- 
profit  organizations; 


(4)  is  voluntary  in  that  it  receives  vol- 
untary contributions  of  money,  time,  or  in- 
kind  support  from  the  public;  and 

(5)  is  engaged  or  intends  to  be  engaged  in 
voluntary,  charitable,  development,  or  hu- 
manitarian assistance  activities. 

SEC.  3228.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  RELATING 
TO  UNITED  STATES  COOPERATTVES 
AND  CREDIT  UNIONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  United  States  cooperatives  and  credit 
unions  can  provide  an  opportunity  for  people 
in  developing  countries  to  participate  di- 
rectly in  democratic  decisionmaking  for 
their  economic  and  social  benefit  through 
ownership  and  control  of  business  enter- 
prises and  through  the  mobilization  of  local 
capital  and  savings;  and 

(2)  such  organizations  should  be  utilized  in 
fostering  democracy,  free  markets,  commu- 
nity-based development.  and  self-help 
projects. 

Subchapter  B — Operating  Expenses 
SEC.  3231.  OPERATING  EXPENSES  GENERALLY. 

Section  667(a)(1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2427(a)(1))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

■(1)  $465,774,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$419,196,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  necessary 
operating  expenses  of  the  agency  primarily 
responsible  for  administering  part  I  of  this 
Act  (other  than  the  office  of  the  inspector 
general  of  such  agency);  and". 

SEC.  3232.  OPERATING  EXPENSES  OF  THE  OFFICE 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL. 

Section  667(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2427(a)).  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  is  further  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3); 

(2)  by  striking  'and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

'■(2)  $35,206,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$31,685,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  necessary 
operating  expenses  of  the  office  of  the  in- 
spector general  of  such  agency;  and". 

CHAPTER  4— PUBLIC  LAW  480 
SEC.  3241.  LEA^ELS  OF  ASSISTANCE  FOR  TITLE  n. 

Section  204(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C,  1724(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  {1)(E).  by  striking  ■for  fis- 
cal year  1995"  and  inserting  'for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)(E).  by  striking  ■for  fis- 
cal year  1995"  and  in.serting  ■for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997' ■. 

SEC.  3242.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  TTTLE  HL 
No  funds  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  either  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for 
the  provision  of  agricultural  commodities 
under  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De- 
velopment and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1727  et  seq.), 

CHAPTER  5— HOUSING  GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM 

SEC.  3251.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES. 

(a)  In  General.— (1)  Subject  to  paragraph 
(2).  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$7,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $6,000,000  for 
fi-scal  year  1997  for  administrative  expenses 
to  carry  out  guaranteed  loan  programs  under 
sections  221  and  222  of  the  Foreign  .Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2181  and  2182). 

(2)  .Amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  paragraph  (1)  may  be  made  available 
only  for— 

(A)  administrative  expenses  incurred  with 
respect  to  guaranties  issued  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 


(B)  expenses  incurred  with  respect  to  ac- 
tivities related  to  the  collection  of  amounts 
paid  by  the  United  States  in  the  discharge  of 
liabilities  under  guaranties  issued  under  sec- 
tion 222  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22U,S,C,  2182), 

(b)  AVAILABILITY, — Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  subsection  (a)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  expended, 

SEC.  3252.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Expiration  of  Authority,— Section 
222(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.SC.  2182(a))  is  amended  by  striking  the 
third  sentence  and  inserting  the  following: 
■'No  guaranties  may  be  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Reduction  Act  of  1995.  ", 

(b)  Cancellation  of  Certain  Existing 
Guaranties— Section  222  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2182)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (k)  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(e)  The  President  shall  cancel  all  guaran- 
ties issued  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
which  eligible  investors  have  not  (before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Re- 
duction Act  of  1995)  applied  such  guaranties 
to  loans  for  projects  under  this  title.". 

(c>  PROHiBrnoN  on  A.ssistance  for  Enti- 
ties IN  Default  and  Certain  Other  Enti- 
ties.—Section  620  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2370) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (u) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(v)(l)  Subject  to  paragraph  (2).  no  assist- 
ance shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  any 
entity  that — 

"(A)  fails  to  make  timely  payments  on 
loans  with  respect  to  which  guaranties  have 
been  issued  under  title  III  of  chapter  2  of 
part  I  of  this  Act  (relating  to  housing  and 
other  credit  guaranty  programs);  or 

"(B)  causes  amounts  (including  amounts 
for  administrative  expenses)  to  be  paid  by 
the  United  Stales  in  the  discharge  of  liabil- 
ities under  guaranties  issued  under  such 
title,  unless  such  entity  has  reimbursed  the 
United  States  for  such  amounts. 

■■(2)  The  President  may  waive  the  prohibi- 
tion in  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  an  en- 
tity if  the  President  determines  that  it  is  in 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
furnish  a,ssistance  under  this  Act  to  such  en- 
tity.". 

CHAPTER  6— PEACE  CORPS 
SEC.  3281.  PEACE  CORPS. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2502(b))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(b)(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
$219,745,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997. 

■(2)  Amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1) — 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1997;  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1998" 

SEC.  3262.  ACnVITIES  OF  THE  PEACE  CORPS  IN 
THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION. 

(a)  In  General. -Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to 
carry  out  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2295  et  seq.; 
relating  to  assistance  for  the  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union),  not  more 
than  $11,600,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year  shall 
be  available  for  activities  of  the  Peace  Corps 
in  the  independent  states  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  (as  defined  in  section  3  of  the 
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Freedom  for  Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian 
Democracies  and  Open  Markets  Support  Act 
of  1992). 

(b)  A V.MLABILITY— Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  subsection  (a»— 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1997;  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30.  1998. 

SEC.  3283.  PROHIBrnON  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOB 
ABORTIONS. 

Section  15  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2514)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  sutwection: 

"(e)  Funds  made  available  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  may  not  be  used  to  pay  for  abor- 
tions", 

CHAPTER  7— INTERNATIONAL  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE 

SBC.  S27L  AirrHORTTY  TO  PROVIDE  RECON- 
STRUCTION ASSISTANCE. 

Section  491  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1%1  (22  U.S.C.  2292)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "and  reha- 
bilitation" and  inserting  '•.  rehabilitation, 
and  reconstruction":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c).  by  striking  "and  reha- 
bilitation" and  inserting  ",  rehabilitation, 
and  reconstruction" 

SEC.  3272.  AtrTHORIZA'nONS  OF  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

Section  492(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2292a(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  President  to  carry  out  section 
491.  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available 
for  such  purposes.  $200,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997." 

CHAPTER  8— OTHER  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  3281.  EXEMPTION  FROM  RESTRICTIONS  ON 
ASSISTANCE  THROUGH  NON- 

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANTZA'nONS. 

Section  123(e)  of  the  For(;ign  .Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151u(e))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(e)(1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3).  restric- 
tions contained  in  this  Act  or  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law  with  respect  to  assistance  for  a 
country  shall  not  be  cuuaLiucd  to  restrict  as- 
sistance under  this  chapter,  chapter  10.  or 
chapter  11  of  this  part  in  support  of  pro- 
grams of  nongovernmental  organizations. 

"(2)  The  President  shall  take  into  consider- 
ation, in  any  case  in  which  a  restriction  on 
assistance  for  a  country  would  be  applicable 
but  for  this  subsection,  whether  assistance 
for  programs  of  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

■■(3)  Whenever  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section is  used  to  furnish  assistance  for  a 
program  of  a  nongovernmental  organization, 
the  President  shall  notify  the  congressional 
committees  specified  in  section  634A(a)  of 
this  Act  in  accordance  with  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section.  Such  notification  shall  describe 
the  program  assisted,  the  assistance  pro- 
vided, and  the  reasons  for  furnishing  such  as- 
sistance", 

SEC.  3282.  FUNDING  REQUIREMENTS  RELATING 
TO  UNITED  STATES  PRIVATE  AND 
VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a)  In  General— Section  123(g)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151u(g))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(g)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  chapter  or  chapter  10  of  this  part  may 
not  be  made  available  to  any  United  States 
private  and  voluntary  organization,  except 
any  cooperative  development  organization. 
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chat  obtains  less  than  20  percent  of  its  total 
annual  financial  support  for  its  international 
activities  from  sources  other  than  the  Unit- 
ed States  Government". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  applies  with  respect 
to  funds  made  available  for  progrrams  of  any 
United  States  private  and  voluntary  organi- 
zation on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3283.  tJOCUMENTATION  REQIXSTED  OF  PRI- 
VATE A.VD  VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS. 

Section  620  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370).  as  amended  by  this 
Act.  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (v)  (as  added  by  this  Act)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

•■(w)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  to 
carry  out  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  any 
private  and  voluntary  organization  which— 

■■(1)  fails  to  provide  upon  timely  request 
any  document,  file,  or  record  necessary  to 
the  auditing  requirements  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act:  or 

•■(2)  is  not  registered  with  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act." 

SEC.  3284.  FOREIGN  GOVERNMENT  PARKING 
FINES. 

(a)  In  General— Chapter  1  of  part  III  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2351  et  seq.i.  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

-SEC.  8201.  FOREIGN  GOVERNME.NT  PARKING 
FINES. 

"(a)  I.N  Ge.neral.— An  amount  equivalent 
to  110  percent  of  the  total  unpaid  fully  adju- 
dicated parking  fines  and  penalties  owed  to 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Virginia.  Mary- 
land, and  New  York  by  the  government  of  a 
foreign  country  as  of  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year, 
as  certified  to  the  President  by  the  chief  ex- 
ecutive officer  of  each  State  or  District, 
shall  be  withheld  from  obligation  for  such 
country  out  of  funds  available  in  the  next 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  part  I  of  this  Act. 
until  the  requirement  of  subsection  (b)  is 
satisfied 

"(b)  Require.me.nt  — The  requirement  of 
this  subsection  is  satisfied  when  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  determines  and  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that  such  fines  and  penalties  are  fully  paid 
to  the  governments  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. Virginia.  Maryland,  and  New  York. 

"(c)  APPROPRIATE  Congressional  Commit- 
tees Defined  —For  purposes  of  this  section. 
the  term  appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees' means  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreism  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate.". 

(b)  EFFECrnvE  D.\TE.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  fines  certified  as  of  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1995  or  any  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

SEC.  3285.  HL'MAN  RIGHTS  REPORTS. 

(a)  SEC-rioN  116  REPORT— Section  116<d)  of 
the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151n)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end: 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (5);  and 

(3i  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2/  the  fol- 
lowmg  new  paragraphs: 

"(3)  the  votes  of  each  member  of  the  Unit- 
ed Nations  Commission  on  Human  Rights  on 
all  country-specific  and  thematic  resolutions 


voted  on  at  the  Commission's  annual  session 
during  the  period  covered  during  the  preced- 
ing year; 

"(4)  the  extent  to  which  each  country  has 
extended  protection  to  refugees,  including 
the  provision  of  first  asylum  and  resettle- 
ment; and". 

(b)  Section  502B  Report.— Section  502B(b) 
of  such  Act  (22  use  2304(b))  is  amended  by 
adding  after  the  second  sentence  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence;  "Each  report  under  this 
section  shall  list  the  votes  of  each  member  of 
the  United  Nations  Commission  on  Human 
Rights  on  all  country-specific  and  thematic 
resolutions  voted  on  at  the  Commission's  an- 
nual session  during  the  period  covered  dur- 
ing the  preceding  year.  ". 

SEC.  3288.  DEOBUGATION  OF  CERTAIN  UNEX- 
PENDED ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS. 

Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2401  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

-SEC.  668.  DEOBUGATION  OF  CERTAIN  UNEX- 
PENDED ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS. 

"(a)  REQUIREMENT  TO  DEOBLIGATE  — 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and  in  para- 
graphs (I)  and  (3)  of  section  617(a)  of  this  Act. 
at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year  the 
President  shall  deobligate  and  return  to  the 
Treasury,  any  funds  described  in  paragraph 
(2)  that,  as  of  the  end  of  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  have  been  obligated  for  a  project  or  ac- 
tivity for  a  period  of  more  than  3  years  but 
have  not  been  expended. 

"(2)  Funds.— Paragraph  (I)  applies  to  funds 
made  available  for— 

"(A)  assistance  under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of 
this  Act  (relating  to  development  assist- 
ance), chapter  10  of  part  I  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa),  or 
chapter  4  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relating  to 
the  economic  support  fund); 

"(B)  assistance  under  the  'Multilateral  As- 
sistance Initiative  for  the  Philippines'; 

"(C)  assistance  under  the  Support  for  East 
European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989;  and 

"(D)  economic  assistance  for  the  independ- 
ent states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  under 
this  Act  or  under  any  other  Act  aurhorizmg 
economic  assistance  for  such  Independent 
states. 

"(b)  Exceptions— The  President,  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  may  waive  the  require- 
ment of  subsection  (a)(1)  if  the  President  de- 
termines, and  reports  to  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees,  thatr— 

"(1)  the  funds  are  being  used  for  a  con- 
struction project  that  requires  more  than  3 
years  to  complete;  or 

"(2)  the  funds  have  not  been  expended  be- 
cause of  unforeseen  circumstances,  and  those 
circumstances  could  not  have  been  reason- 
ably foreseen. 

"(c)  Comments  by  Inspector  General —As 
soon  as  possible  after  the  submission  of  a  re- 
port pursuant  to  subsection  (b).  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  agency  primarily  respon- 
sible for  administering  part  I  of  this  Act 
shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  such  comments  as  the  In- 
spector General  considers  appropriate  with 
regard  to  the  determination  described  in 
that  report. 

"(d)  Appropriate  Congressional  Commit- 
tees.—As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  'ap- 
propriate congressional  committees'  means 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations 
and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate.", 
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SEC.  3301.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVERNMENTS  PROVIDING  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  CUBA. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  620  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370).  as 
amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section; 

■'(y)(l)  No  assistance  may  be  provided 
under  this  Act  (other  than  humanitarian  as- 
sistance and  assistance  for  refugees)  for  a  fis- 
cal year  to  any  foreign  government  that  the 
President  determines  has  provided  economic 
assistance  to  or  engaged  in  nonmarket-based 
trade  with  the  Government  of  Cuba  or  any 
entity  controlled  by  such  Government  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year. 

■(2)  The  President  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  if— 

"(A)  the  President  certifies  to  the  congres- 
sional committees  specified  in  section  634A 
of  this  .Act  (in  accordance  with  procedures 
applicable  to  reprogramming  of  funds  under 
that  section)  that  the  provision  of  such  as- 
sistance is  vital  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States;  or 

"(B)  the  President  determines  and  reports 
to  the  Congress  that  the  Government  of 
Cuba  has  met  the  requirements  contained  in 
.section  1708  of  the  Cuban  Democracy  Act  of 
1992  (22  use.  6<X)1  et  seq.). 

"(3)  Not  later  than  February  1st  each  year, 
the  President  shall  prepare  and  tran.smit  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  a 
report  containing  a  list  of  all  foreign  govern- 
ments that  the  President  has  determined 
have  provided  economic  assistance  to  or  en- 
gaged In  nonmarket-based  trade  with  the 
Government  of  Cuba  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year. 

"(4)  For  purpo.ses  of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  the  term  'appropriate  congressional 
committees'  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate; 

"(B)  the  term  humanitarian  assistance' 
means  food  (Including  the  monetlzatlon  of 
food),  clothing,  medicine,  and  medical  sup- 
plies; and 

"(C)  the  term  nonmarket-based  trade'  in- 
cludes exports,  imports,  exchanges,  or  other 
trade  arrangements  under  which  goods  or 
services  are  provided  on  terms  more  favor- 
able than  those  generally  available  in  appli- 
cable markets  or  for  comparable  commod- 
ities, including— 

"(i)  exports  to  the  Government  of  Cuba  on 
terms  that  involve  a  grant,  concessional 
price,  guaranty,  insurance,  or  subsidy; 

"(ii)  imports  from  the  Government  of  Cuba 
at  preferential  tariff  rates;  and 

"(ill)  exchange  arrangements  that  Include 
advance  delivery  of  commodities,  arrange- 
ments in  which  the  Government  of  Cuba  is 
not  held  accountable  for  unfulfilled  exchange 
contracts,  and  arrangements  under  which 
such  Government  does  not  pay  appropriate 
transportation,  insurance,  or  finance  costs.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  Ln  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  the  prohibition  on  assistance 
to  a  foreign  government  contained  in  section 
620(y)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  .Act  of  1961, 
as  adued  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply  onl,v 
with  respect  to  assistance  provided  in  fiscal 
years  beginning  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act, 


(2)  Exception.— In  the  case  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  such  pro- 
hibition shall  apply  with  respect  to  the  obli- 
gation or  expenditure  of  assistance  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3302.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  NICARAGUA. 

(a)  Restrictions.— Amounts  made  avail- 
able for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  assist- 
ance under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.; 
relating  to  development  assistance)  or  chap- 
ter 4  of  part  II  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund). 
including  any  unobligated  balances  of  prior 
appropriations,  may  only  be  made  available 
to  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  if  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  determines  and  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that^ 

(1)  a  full  and  independent  investigation  has 
been  completed  of  the  weapons  caches  dis- 
covered after  the  May  23,  1993,  Santa  Pr,<i» 
arms  cache  explosion,  including  an  inves- 
tigation of  passports,  identity  papers,  and 
other  documents  found  at  weapons  sites  indi- 
cating the  existence  of  a  terrorist  or  kidnap- 
ping ring  and  whether  the  terrorist  network 
was  involved  in  the  February  1993  World 
Trade  Center  bombing; 

(2)  prosecutions  have  been  initiated 
against  all  individuals,  including  govern- 
ment officials  and  members  of  the  armed 
forces  or  security  forces  of  Nicaragua,  identi- 
fied in  the  investigation  described  in  para- 
graph (1); 

(3)  Nicaragua  has  made  substantial 
progress  in  meeting  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  section  527  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(relating  to  expropriation  of  United  States 
property); 

(4)  substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
the  timely  implementation  of  all  rec- 
ommendations made  by  the  Tripartite  Com- 
mission with  respect  to  individuals  respon- 
sible for  assassinations.  Including  the  imme- 
diate suspension  of  all  individuals  from  the 
Sandinista  Army  and  security  forces  who 
were  named  in  such  recommendations,  and 
the  expeditious  prosecution  of  such  individ- 
uals; 

(5)  all  individual.^  responsible  for  the  mur- 
ders of  Jean  Paul  Genie,  Arges  Sequeira,  and 
Enrique  Bermudez  have  been  removed  from 
the  military  and  security  forces  of  Nica- 
ragua, and  judicial  proceedings  against  these 
individuals  have  been  initiated; 

(6)  specific  changes  have  been  implemented 
which  have  resulted  in  verifiable  civilian 
control  over  the  Sandinista  military,  secu- 
rity forces,  and  police;  and 

(7)  genuine,  effective,  and  concrete  reforms 
in  the  Nicaraguan  judicial  system  have  been 
initiated. 

(b)  Contents  of  Certification.— 

(1)  In  general.— a  certification  made  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a)  shall  Include  a  de- 
tailed accounting  of  all  evidence  in  support 
of  the  determinations  listed  in  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (7)  of  such  subsection. 

(2)  For.m.— A  certification  made  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  shall  be  submitted  in  un- 
classified form,  and,  to  the  extent  necessary, 
classified  form. 

(c)  Exception  to  Restrkttions.— The  re- 
strictions on  the  availability  of  funds  in  sub- 
section (a)  shall  not  appl.y  to  support  for — 

(1)  programs  facilitating  the  resolution  of 
United  States  citizen  property  claims; 

(2)  the  International  Commission  for  Sup- 
port and  Verification  of  the  Organization  of 
.American  States  for  human  rights  monitor- 
ing, related  assistance  programs  or  election 
observation; 


(3)  independent  human  rights  groups  in 
Nicaragua; 

(4)  programs  intended  to  ensure  free  and 
fair  elections  in  Nicaragua: 

(5)  democracy-building  programs  adminis- 
tered through  the  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy  and  related  nongovernmental 
groups;  or 

(6)  programs  to  promote  civilian  control  of 
the  military. 

(d)  Appropriate  Congressional  Commit- 
tees Defined —For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  "appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees" means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  .Appropriations 
of  the  Senate. 

SEC,  3303.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
RELATIONS  WITH  BURMA. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congre.ss  that — 

(1)  official  United  States  trade  delegations 
to  Burma  should  be  indefinitely  suspended; 

(2)  visits  to  Burma  by  senior  officials  of 
the  United  States  Government  should  be 
minimized  until  .Aung  San  Suu  Kyi  is  re- 
leased from  house  arrest; 

(3)  the  Secretary  of  Labor  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  on  labor  practices  in 
Burma  so  that  Members  of  Congress  can  bet- 
ter inform  constituents,  including  stock- 
holders and  business  leaders  of  the  United 
States  companies  which  transact  commerce 
with  Burma,  on  labor  conditions  in  that 
country; 

(4)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  on  resource  exploi- 
tation and  environmental  degradation  in 
Burma; 

(5)  no  assistance  should  be  used  for  cooper- 
ative counternarcotics  efforts  between  the 
United  States  and  members  of  the  State  Law 
and  Order  Restoration  Committee  (SLORC) 
regime; 

(6)  the  United  States  should  discourage  the 
Association  of  Southeast  Asian  Nations 
(ASEAN)  from  including  the  SLORC  regime 
in  ASEAN  activities; 

(7)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  which  outlines  a  strat- 
egy for  encouraging  democratic  transition  in 
Burma,  and 

(8)  the  United  States  should  encourage  its 
allies  to  restrict  the  relations  of  such  allies 
with  Burma  in  accordance  with  this  section. 
SEC.  3304.  DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  FOR  EGYPT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Government  of  Egypt  owes  the 
United  States  Government  over  S6.000. 000,000 
from  prior  economic  assistance  credit  pro- 
grams. 

(2)  Current  annual  debt  service  payments 
by  Egypt  to  the  United  States  are  approxi- 
mately S270.000.000,  will  climb  in  the  near  fu- 
ture to  $3,50,000.000,  and  will  continue  until 
the  year  2021. 

(3)  Egypt's  debt  service  to  the  United 
States  results  in  reduced  investment  capital 
and  slower  economic  growth  in  Egypt. 

(4)  Restructuring  Egypt's  debt  burden,  and 
buying  down  Egypt's  debt,  could  substan- 
tially reduce  over  time  Egypt's  requirement 
for  economic  assistance. 

(5)  Addressing  Egypt's  debt  burden  is  in 
the  mutual  interest  of  Egypt  and  the  United 
States. 

(b)  Report.— (1)  Not  later  than  January  31, 
1996,  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  develop  and  sub- 
mit to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittee options  to  restructure  Egypt's  debt, 
and  buy  down,  over  a  period  of  time  through 


the  use  of  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq  ;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
all  outstanding  debt  owed  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Egypt  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment, including  debt  owed  under  develop- 
ment assistance,  agriculture,  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
credit  programs. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  develop  the  op- 
tions required  by  paragraph  (1)  in  such  a  way 
as  to  enable  the  United  States  to  reduce  as- 
sistance to  Egypt  in  the  future  under  chaj)- 
ter  4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the 
economic  support  fund).  In  the  development 
of  such  options,  the  Secretaries  shall  consult 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  pur- 
I>ose  of  determining  the  impact  of  the  op- 
tions required  under  paragraph  (1)  on  the 
level  of  United  States  exports  to  Egypt. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  "appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees" means  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate. 

SEC.  3305.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSI.STANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN CrOVERNME-NTS  PROVIDING  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  IRAN. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings; 

(1)  Iran  is  engaged  in  an  intensive  effort  to 
develop  nuclear  weapons  and  some  nations 
have  indicated  that  they  are  prepared  to  co- 
operate with  Iran  in  the  nuclear  field. 

(2)  The  possession  of  nuclear  weapons  by 
Iran  would  represent  a  serious  threat  to  the 
peace  and  security  of  the  entire  Middle  East 
region  and  an  extremely  serious  challenge  to 
United  States  interests  in  that  region. 

(3)  The  United  States  places  the  highest 
priority  on  denying  to  Iran  the  capability  to 
produce  nuclear  weapons  and  systems  for  the 
delivei^f  of  nuclear  weapons  and  other  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction. 

(4)  The  sale  or  transfer  to  Iran  by  any 
other  government  or  with  the  permission  of 
any  other  government  of  technologry  that 
may  be  critical  for  Iran  to  develop  or  deploy 
nuclear  weapons  is  a  serious  threat  to  United 
States  interests. 

(b)  AD,MissiON  to  NATO— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  United  States  should 
vigorously  oppose  the  accession  to  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  and  the  admission  to  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  of  any 
country  which  sells  or  licenses  for  sale  any 
nuclear  or  dual-use  technology  or  any  mili- 
tary weapons,  equipment,  ammunition  or 
munitions  of  any  kind,  including  any  item 
included  on  any  lists  covered  by  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime,  to  Iran  or  to 
any  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  determined  repeatedly  provides  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism  pursuant 
to  section  6<j)  of  the  Export  Administration 
Act  of  1979. 

(C)  PROHIBITION  ON  UNITED  STATES  ASSIST- 
ANCE.—No  assistance  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act  or  any  other  Act  may  be 
provided  by  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  the  government  of  any  coun- 
try which  sells  or  licenses  for  sale  any  nu- 
clear or  dual-use  technology  or  any  military 
weapons,  equipment,  ammunition  or  muni- 
tions of  any  kind,  including  any  item  in- 
cluded on  any  lists  covered  by  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime,  to  Iran  or  to 
any  other  country  which  the  Secretary  of 
State    has   determined   repeatedly    provides 


13398 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13399 


support  for  acts  of  international  terrorism 
pursuant  to  section  6<j)  of  the  Export  Admin- 
istration Act  of  1979. 

(d)  Exceptions— The  prohibition  in  sub- 
section (c)  shall  not  apply  to — 

(1)  assistance  provided  to  Russia.  Belarus. 
Ukraine,  or  Kazakhstan  under  the  authori- 
ties of  the  Soviet  Nuclear  Threat  Reduction 
Act  of  1991  (title  II  of  Public  Law  102-228;  105 
Stat.  1691):  and 

(2)  assistance  provided  under  chapter  U  of 
part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2295  et  seq.;  relating  to  assistance 
for  the  independent  states  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  1  for  the  puiTXJses  of — 

(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  or  refugee  re- 
lief: or 

(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform 
and  rule  of  law  activities,  and  assisting  in 
the  creation  of  private  sector  and  nongovern- 
mental organizations  that  are  independent  of 
government  ownership  and  control. 

SEC.  3306.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  PAKISTAN. 

Section  620E(ei  of  Che  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  i22  U.S.C.  2375(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  'No  assistance  shall"  and 
inserting  "(l)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  no  assistance  shall";  and 

1 2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A)  Assistance  in  support  of  nongovern- 
mental organizations  or  mlcroenterprises 
under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  this  .Act  (relating 
to  development  assistance)  and  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  law  described  in  sub- 
paragraph iB)  may  be  made  available  for 
Pakistan. 

'  ( B)  The  provisions  of  law  described  in  this 
subparagraph  are  the  following: 

■  ID  Title  IV  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  this 
Act  (relating  to  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation). 

"(iii  Chapter  8  of  part  I  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  narcotics  control). 

"(iii)  Chapter  5  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training!. 

"(iv)  Chapter  8  of  part  11  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  antiterrorism  assistance). 

"(v)  Any  provision  of  law  under  which  as- 
sistance is  available  to  carry  out  the  follow- 
ing activities: 

"(I)  Aviation  safety. 

"(11)  Immigration  and  customs  procedures. 

"(Ill)  Peacekeeping. 

■irv')  Promotion  of  trade  and  Investment 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

'  (C)  Assistance  described  in  subparagraph 
(B)(iii)  may  be  made  available  for  Pakistan 
under  this  paragraph  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  subsequent  fiscal  year  only  if  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  the  Congress  for  such  fiscal 
year  that  the  Government  of  Pakistan  is 
fully  cooperating  with  United  States 
counter-narcotics  assistance  programs  and 
policies.". 

SEC.  3307.  RETLTIN  OF  MILITARY  EQUIPMENT  OF 
PAKISTAN. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that^— 

(1)  the  Inability  of  the  President  since  Oc- 
tober 1.  1990.  to  make  the  necessary  certifi- 
cation under  section  620E(e>  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating  to  the  nu- 
clear activities  of  Pakistan)  has  prevented 
the  delivery  of  military  aircraft  for  which 
Pakistan  made  nonrefundable  cash  payments 
to  contractors  and  unnecessarily  com- 
plicated the  achievement  of  United  States 
foreign  policy  and  nonproliferation  objec- 
tives in  South  Asia: 

(2)  in  the  absence  of  a  Presidential  certifi- 
cation for  Pakistan  under  section  620E(e)  of 
such  Act.  the  United  States  should  make  a 
determined  effort  to  find  a  third  party  buyer 


for  the  such  military  aircraft  and  should  re- 
imburse Pakistan  with  any  proceeds  derived 
from  a  sale  to  such  third  party,  up  to  the 
amount  paid  by  Pakistan  for  such  military 
aircraft:  and 

(3)  with  respect  to  other  military  equip- 
ment imported  into  the  United  States  from 
Pakistan  prior  to  May  1.  1991.  for  repair  or 
modification  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  return  of  such  military  equipment,  in- 
cluding spare  parts  thereof,  or  equivalent 
equipment  or  spare  parts  originally  owned 
by  another  country,  does  not  constitute  a 
transfer  of  military  equipment  under  the 
terms  of  section  620E(e)  of  such  Act.  provided 
such  military  equipment  or  spare  parts  are 
returned  in  an  unrepaired  state  or  without 
modifications  for  which  they  were  originally 
imported  into  the  United  States. 

SEC.  3308.  EUGBBILITY  OF  PANAMA  UNDER  ARMS 
EXPORT  CONTROL  ACT. 

The  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Pan- 
ama shall  be  eligible  to  purchase  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services  under  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.). 
except  as  otherwise  specifically  provided  by 
law. 

SEC.  3309.  FUTURE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  MHJ- 
TARY  PRESENCE  IN  PANAMA. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Panama  Canal  is  a  vital  strategic 
asset  to  the  United  States,  its  allies,  and  the 
world. 

(2)  The  Treaty  on  the  Permanent  Neutral- 
ity and  Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal 
signed  on  September  7.  1977.  provides  that 
Panama  and  the  United  States  have  the  re- 
sponsibility to  assure  that  the  Panama 
Canal  will  remain  open  and  secure. 

(3)  Such  Treaty  also  provides  that  each  of 
the  two  countries  shall,  in  accordance  with 
their  respective  constitutional  processes,  de- 
fend the  Canal  against  any  threat  to  the  re- 
gime of  neutrality,  and  consequently  shall 
have  the  right  to  act  against  any  aggression 
or  threat  directed  against  the  Canal  or 
against  the  peaceful  transit  of  vessels 
through  the  Canal. 

(4)  The  United  States  instrument  of  ratifi- 
cation of  such  Treaty  includes  specific  lan- 
guage that  the  two  countries  should  consider 
negotiating  future  arrangements  or  agree- 
ments to  maintain  military  forces  necessary 
to  fulfill  the  responsibility  of  the  two  coun- 
tries of  maintaining  the  neutrality  of  the 
Canal  after  1999. 

(5)  The  Government  of  Panama,  in  the  bi- 
lateral Protocol  of  Exchange  of  instruments 
of  ratification,  expressly  "agreed  upon"  such 
arrangements  or  agreements. 

(6)  The  United  States  Navy  depends  upon 
the  Panama  Canal  for  rapid  transit  in  times 
of  emergency,  as  demonstrated  during  World 
War  II.  the  Korean  War,  the  Vietnam  con- 
flict, the  Cuban  Missile  Crisis,  and  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  conflict. 

(7)  Drug  trafficking  and  money  laundering 
have  proliferated  in  the  Western  Hemisphere 
since  the  Treaty  on  the  Permanent  Neutral- 
ity and  Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal  was 
signed  on  September  7.  1977.  and  such  traf- 
ficking and  laundering  poses  a  grave  threat 
to  peace  and  security  in  the  region. 

(8)  Certain  facilities  now  utilized  by  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama  are 
critical  to  combat  the  trade  in  illegal  drugs. 

(9)  The  United  SUtes  and  Panama  share 
common  policy  goals  such  as  strengthening 
democracy,  expanding  economic  trade,  and 
combating  illegal  narcotics  throughout 
Latin  America. 

(10)  The  Government  of  Panama  has  dis- 
solved its  military  forces  and  has  maintained 


only  a  civilian  police  organization  to  defend 
the  Panama  Canal  against  aggression. 

(11)  Certain  public  opinion  polls  in  Panama 
suggest  that  many  Panamanians  desire  a 
continued  United  States  military  presence  in 
Panama. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  President  should  negotiate  a  new 
base  rights  agreement  with  the  Government 
of  Panama— 

(A)  to  allow  the  stationing  of  United 
States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama  beyond  De- 
cember 31.  1999:  and 

(B)  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  act  appropriately,  consistent  with 
the  Panama  Canal  Treaty,  the  Treaty  Con- 
cerning the  Permanent  Neutrality  and  Oper- 
ation of  the  Panama  Canal,  and  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  thereto,  for  the  purpose 
of  assuring  that  the  Panama  Canal  shall  re- 
main open,  neutral,  secure,  and  accessible: 
and 

(2)  the  President  should  consult  with  the 
Congress  throughout  the  negotiations  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1) 

SEC.  3310.  PEACE  AND  STABILITY  IN  THE  SOtTH 
CHINA  SEA. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  South  China  Sea  is  a  critically  im- 
portant waterway  through  which  25  percent 
of  the  world's  ocean  freight  and  70  percent  of 
Japan's  energy  supplies  transit. 

(2)  The  South  China  Sea  serves  as  a  crucial 
sea  lane  for  United  States  Navy  ships  mov- 
ing between  the  Pacific  and  Indian  Oceans. 
particularly  in  time  of  emergency. 

(3)  There  are  a  number  of  competing 
claims  to  territory  in  the  South  China  Sea. 

(4)  The  1992  Manila  Declaration  adhered  to 
by  the  Association  of  South  East  Asian  Na- 
tions, the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam,  and 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  calls  for  all 
claimants  to  territory  in  the  South  China 
Sea  to  resolve  questions  of  boundaries 
through  peaceful  negotiations. 

(5)  The  legislature  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  has  declared  the  entire  South  China 
Sea  to  be  Chinese  territorial  waters. 

(6)  The  arm.ed  forces  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  have  asserted  China's  claim  to 
the  South  China  Sea  through  the  kidnapping 
of  citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
and  the  construction  of  military  bases  on 
territory  claimed  by  the  Philippines. 

(7)  These  acts  of  aggression  committed  by 
the  armed  forces  of  the  Peoples  Republic  of 
China  against  citizens  of  the  Philippines  are 
contrary  to  both  international  law  and  to 
peace  and  stability  in  East  .■\sia. 

(b)  Policy  Declarations  —The  Congress— 

(1)  declares  the  right  of  free  passage 
through  the  South  China  Sea  to  be  vital  to 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States,  its  friends,  and  allies: 

(2)  declares  that  any  attempt  by  a  non- 
democratic  power  to  assert,  through  the  use 
of  force  or  intimidation,  its  claims  to  terri- 
tory in  the  South  China  Sea  to  be  a  matter 
of  grave  concern  to  the  United  States; 

(3)  calls  upon  the  Government  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  to  adhere  faithfully 
to  its  commitment  under  the  Manila  Dec- 
laration of  1992:  and 

(4)  calls  upon  the  President  to  review  the 
defense  needs  of  democratic  countries  with 
claims  to  territory  in  the  South  China  Sea. 

SEC.  3311.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
NARCOTICS  CONTROL  EFFORTS  OF 
COLOMBLL 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 
(1)  relations  between  the  United  States  and 
Colombia  are  at  a  critical  stage,  particularly 


following  the  President's  March  1,  1995.  deci- 
sion to  grant  the  Government  of  Colombia  a 
national  interest  waiver  in  the  1994  narcotics 
certification  determination: 

(2)  the  Government  of  Colombia  has  under- 
taken efforts  toward  the  elimination  of  drug 
trafficking  organizations,  especially  the 
powerful   "kingpins"  based  in  Call: 

(3)  important  advances  need  to  be  taken  to 
dismantle  the  operations  of  criminal  enter- 
prises in  Colombia  which  seek  to  corrupt 
government  institutions: 

(4)  the  Government  of  Colombia  should  be 
encouraged  to  complete  specific,  attainable 
objectives  in  its  overall  narcotics  control 
strategy,  including — 

(A)  the  arrest  and  prosecution  of  the  ac- 
knowledged leaders  of  the  Call  drug  organi- 
zation: 

(B)  the  imposition  of  tougher  sentencing  of 
drug  traffickers  to  ensure  that  such  traffick- 
ers serve  sentences  commensurate  with  their 
crimes: 

(C)  the  expeditious  passage  of  legislation 
to  criminalize  money  laundering: 

(D)  the  aggressive  eradication  of  illicit 
crops,  including  coca,  opium,  and  marijuana; 

(E)  the  elimination  of  the  industrial  infra- 
structure of  the  narcotics  trade,  including 
laboratories,  precursor  chemicals,  and  air- 
craft; 

(F)  the  destruction  of  the  internal  narcot- 
ics distribution  export  system,  including  the 
use  of  airports,  rivers,  and  ports  for  such  sys- 
tem; 

(G)  the  elimination  of  the  island  of  San 
.\ndres  as  a  illegal  narcotics  transshipment 
point;  and 

(H)  the  end  of  the  current  policy  of  the 
Government  of  Colombia  under  which  key 
drug  traffickers  are  given  lenient  sentences 
in  return  for  their  surrender; 

(51  the  Secretary  of  Stale  should  make  the 
issue  of  illicit  narcotics  the  highest  foreign 
policy  priority  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  relations  with  key  illicit  drug  tran- 
sit and  producing  nations,  such  as  Colombia: 
and 

(6)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  request 
our  European  allies  to  join  the  United  States 
in  sending  a  clear  message  to  Colombia  on 
the  importance  of  attaining  these 
counternarcotics  goals  and  objectives  in  the 
shortest  possible  time  so  that  reductions  in 
United  States  foreign  assistance  will  not  be 
necessary  in  the  future. 

SEC.    3312.    NOTIFICA-nON    OF    ARMS    SAI.ES    TO 
SALT)I  ARABIA. 

(a)  Notification.— Until  the  certification 
under  subsection  ib)  is  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress, section  36(b)(1)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  shall  be  applied  to  sales  of  Saudi 
Arabia  by  substituting  in  the  first  .sentence 

■Q"   for  $50,000,000,   "0"   for  $200,000,000.   and 
■0"  for  $14,000,000. 

(b)  Certification,— Subsection  (a)  shall 
cease  to  apply  if  and  when  the  Secretary  of 
State  certifies  and  reports  in  writing  to  the 
Congress  that  the  unpaid  claims  of  American 
firms  against  the  Government  of  Saudi  Ara- 
bia that  are  described  in  the  .June  30,  1993,  re- 
port by  the  Secretary  of  Defen.se  pursuant  to 
section  9140(c)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
-Appropriations  Act.  1993  (Public  Law  102-396: 
106  Stat.  1939).  including  the  additional 
claims  noticed  by  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce on  page  2  of  that  report,  have  been  re- 
solved satisfactorily. 

SEC.  3313.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ZAIRE. 

(a)  StxuRiTY  AS.SI.STANCE— Assistance  may 
not  be  transferred  to  the  Government  of 
Zaire  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997— 


(1)  under  chapter  4  of  part  11  of  the  Foreign 
Assi.st.ance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.; 
relating  to  the  economic  support  fund); 

(2)  under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  that  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2347  el  seq.;  relating  to  international 
military  education  and  training);  or 

(3)  from  the  "Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program  "  account  under  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 

(b)  Develdi'me.vt  A.ssistance.— Assistance 
under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2151  et  seq.;  re- 
lating to  development  assistance)  or  chapter 
10  of  such  part  (22  U.S.C.  2293  et  seq.;  relating 
to  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa)  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  shall  not  be 
transferred  to  the  Government  of  Zaire. 
TITLE  XXXTV— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES  AND 
OTHER  PROVISIONS 
CHAPTER  1— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES 
SEC.  3401.  ENHANCED  TRANSFER  ALTTJORm'. 

Section  610  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  use.  2360)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
-SEC.  610.  TRANSFER  BETWEEN  ACCOUNTS. 

"(a)  General  Authority —Whenever  the 
President  determines  it  to  be  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act  or  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.).  not  to  ex- 
ceed 20  percent  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  carry  out  any  provision  of  this  Act  (ex- 
cept funds  made  available  pursuant  to  title 
IV  of  chapter  2  of  part  I)  or  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)— 

"(1)  may  be  transferred  to.  and  consoli- 
dated with,  the  funds  in  any  other  account  or 
fund  available  to  carry  out  any  provision  of 
this  Act;  and 

"(2)  may  be  used  for  any  purpose  for  which 
funds  in  that  account  or  fund  may  be  used. 

"(b)  LIMITATION  ON  Amount  of  Increase.— 
The  total  amount  in  the  account  or  fund  for 
the  benefit  of  which  transfer  is  made  under 
subsection  (a)  during  any  fiscal  year  may  not 
be  increased  by  more  than  20  percent  of  the 
amount  of  funds  otherwise  made  available. 

"(c)  Notification  —The  President  shall  no- 
tify in  writing  the  congressional  committees 
specified  in  section  634A  at  least  fifteen  days 
in  advance  of  each  such  transfer  between  ac- 
counts in  accordance  with  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
such  section". 

SEC.  3402.  AUTHORITY  TO  MEET  UNANTICIPATED 
CONTINGE.NCIES. 

(a)  In  General -Chapter  1  of  part  III  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  section  610  (22  U.S.C. 
2360)  the  following  new  section: 
"SEC.  6  IDA.  AUTHORITY  TO  MESTT  UNANTICI- 
PATED CONTINGENCIES. 

"(a)  Authority.- 

"(1)  In  general.— In  order  to  provide  for 
any  unanticipated  contingency  in  the  pro- 
grams, projects,  or  activities  for  which  as- 
sistance is  provided  under  this  Act.  the 
President  is  authorized  to  use  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  any  provision  of  this 
Act  (Other  than  chapter  1  or  chapter  10  of 
part  I  of  this  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  provid- 
ing assistance  authorized  by  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions applicable  to  the  furnishing  of  such  as- 
sistance. 

"(2)  Limitation— The  authority  of  para- 
graph (1)  may  not  be  used  to  authorize  the 
use  of  more  than  $40,000,000  in  any  fiscal 
year. 

••(b)  Supersedes  Other  Laws.— Funds 
made  available  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  may  be  used  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law. 

"(c)  Notification  of  Congress.— 


"(1)  Notification.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  President  shall  notify  the 
congressional  committees  specified  in  sec- 
tion 634A(a)  at  least  15  days  before  obligating 
any  funds  under  this  section  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  applicable  to  reprogram- 
ming notifications  under  section  634A(a). 

'■(2)  Exception— The  President  may  waive 
the  requirement  contained  in  paragraph  (1)  if 
the  President  determines  that  complying 
with  such  requirement  would  pose  a  substan- 
tial risk  to  human  health  or  welfare.  If  the 
President  exercises  the  waiver  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  the  President  shall  notify 
the  congressional  committees  specified  in 
section  634A(a)  as  early  as  practicable,  but  in 
no  event  later  than  3  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  President  took  the  action  to 
which  such  notification  requirement  was  ap- 
plicable.". 

(b)  Repeal— Chapter  5  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2261:  re- 
lating to  contingencies)  is  hereby  repealed. 

SEC.  3403.  SPECIAL  WAIVER  AUTHORTTy. 

Section  614  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2364)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
"SEC.  614.  SPECIAL  WAIVER  AUTHORITY. 

"(a)  AuTHORiTi-.— The  President  may  pro- 
vide assistance  and  make  loans  under  the 
provisions  of  law  described  in  subsection  (b). 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
if  the  President  determines  that  to  do  so  is 
vital  to  the  national  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

"(b)  Laws  Which  May  Bf  Wafved.- The 
provisions  of  law  described  in  this  subsection 
are — 

"(1)  this  Act; 

"(2)  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2751  etseq); 

"(3)  any  provision  of  law  authorizing  the 
provision  of  assistance  to  foreign  countries 
or  making  appropriations  for  such  assist- 
ance; and 

"(4)  any  other  provision  of  law  that  re- 
stricts the  authority  to  provide  assistance  or 
make  loans  under  a  provision  of  law  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1).  (2).  or  (3). 

"(C)  CONSULTA'nON  WITH  CONGRESS.— Be- 
fore exercising  the  authority  under  .sub- 
section (a),  the  President  shall  consult  with, 
and  shall  provide  a  written  policy  justifica- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate. 

"(d)  Notification  to  Congress— a  deter- 
mination under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effec- 
tive only  if  the  President  notifies  the  con- 
gressional committees  specified  in  sub- 
section (c)  in  writing  of  that  determination. 

"(e)  Annual  Ceilings.— 

••(1)  In  general— The  authority  of  this 
section  may  not  be  used  in  any  fiscal  year  to 
authorize— 

"(A)  more  than  $750,000,000  in  sales  or 
leases  to  be  made  under  the  Arms  Elxport 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  el  seq); 

"(B)  the  use  of  more  than  S250.000.000  of 
funds  made  available  under  this  Act  or  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act:  or 

"(C)  the  use  of  more  than  $100,000,000  of  for- 
eign currencies  accruing  under  this  Act  or 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

■'(2)  Sales  under  the  arms  export  con- 
trol ACT.— If  the  authority  of  this  section  Is 
used  both  to  authorize  a  sale  or  lease  under 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  and  to  author- 
ize funds  to  be  used  under  this  Act  with  re- 
spect to  the  financing  of  that  sale  or  lease, 
then  the  use  of  the  funds  shall  be  counted 
against  the  limitation   in  paragraph  (1KB) 
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and  the  portion,  if  any.  of  the  sale  or  lease 
which  is  not  so  financed  shall  be  counted 
against  the  limitation  in  paragraph  (IxA). 

■■(3)  Leases.  — For  purposes  of  paragraph 
(1)(A)  the  replacennent  cost,  less  any  depre- 
ciation in  the  value,  of  the  defense  articles 
authorized  to  be  leased  shall  be  counted 
against  the  limitation  in  that  paragraph. 

"(4)  Country  limits.— ^A)  Not  more  than 
$75,000,000  of  the  J250.000.000  limiUtlon  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (1)(B>  may  be  allocated  to 
any  one  country  m  any  fiscal  year  unless 
that  country  is  a  victim  of  active  aggression. 

•■(B)  Not  more  than  S500.000.000  of  the  ag- 
gregate limitation  of  $1,000,000,000  provided 
in  paragraph  iIkA)  and  iIhBi  may  be  allo- 
cated to  any  one  country  in  any  fiscal 
year.". 

SEC.  3404.  TERMINATION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  617  of  the  Foreign  -Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C   2367)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
-SEC.  617.  TERMINATION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

■■(ai  I.N  General.— (1)  In  order  to  ensure 
the  effectiveness  of  assistance  provided 
under  this  .Act.  funds  made  available  under 
this  .Act  to  carry  out  any  program,  project, 
or  activity  of  assistance  shall  remain  avail- 
able for  obligation  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
8  months  after  the  date  of  termination  of 
such  assistance  for  the  necessary  expenses  of 
winding  up  such  programs,  projects,  or  ac- 
tivities and.  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  funds  so  obligated  may  remain 
available  until  expended. 

■■(2)  Funds  obligated  to  carry  out  any  pro- 
gram, project,  or  activity  of  assistance  be- 
fore the  effective  date  of  the  termination  of 
such  assistance  are  authorized  to  be  avail- 
able for  expenditure  for  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  winding  up  such  programs, 
projects,  and  activities,  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  law  restricting  the  expenditure 
of  funds,  and  may  be  reobligated  to  meet  any 
other  necessary  expenses  arising  from  the 
termination  of  such  assistance. 

■■(3 1  The  necessary  expenses  of  winding  up 
programs,  projects,  and  activities  of  assist- 
ance include  the  obligation  and  expenditure 
of  funds  to  complete  the  training  or  studies 
outside  their  countries  of  origin  of  students 
whose  course  of  study  or  training  program 
began  before  assistance  was  terminated. 

"(b)  Liability  to  Co.ntr.^ctors.— For  the 
purpose  of  making  an  equitable  settlement 
of  termination  claims  under  extraordinary 
contractual  relief  standards,  the  President  is 
authorized  to  adopt  as  a  contract  or  other 
obligation  of  the  United  States  Government, 
and  assume  (in  whole  or  in  part)  any  liabil- 
ities arising  thereunder,  any  contract  with  a 
United  States  or  third-country  contractor  to 
carry  out  any  program,  project,  or  activity 
of  assistance  under  this  Act  that  was  subse- 
quently terminated  pursuant  to  law. 

■■(c)  Guarantee  Pr(x;r.\.ms.— Provisions  of 
this  or  any  other  .Act  requiring  the  termi- 
nation of  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  not 
be  construed  to  require  the  termination  of 
guarantee  commitments  that  were  entered 
into  before  the  effective  date  of  the  termi- 
nation of  assistance  ■■ 

CHAPTER  2— OTHER  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  3411.  CONGRESSIONAL  PRESENTATION  DOC- 
UMENTS. 

Section  634  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U  S.C.  2394)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows; 

"SEC.  634-  CONGRESSIONAL  PRESENTA'nON  DOC- 
UMENTS. 

■(ai  Requirement  for  Submission.— As 
part  of  the  annual  requests  for  enactment  of 
authorizations  and  appropriations  for  foreign 


assistance  programs  for  each  fiscal  year,  the 
President  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  the 
Congress  annual  congressional  presentation 
d(x;uments  for  the  programs  authorized 
under  this  Act  and  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.). 

•■(b)  Materials  To  Be  Included.— The  doc- 
uments submitted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
shall  include — 

■'(1)  the  rationale  for  the  allocation  of  as- 
sistance or  contributions  to  each  country, 
regional,  or  centrally  funded  program,  or  or- 
gajiization.  as  the  case  may  be; 

'■(2)  a  description  of  how  each  such  pro- 
gram or  contribution  supports  the  objectives 
of  this  Act  or  the  -Arms  Export  Control  Act. 
as  the  case  may  be; 

■■(3)  a  description  of  planned  country,  re- 
gional, or  centrally  funded  programs  or  con- 
tributions to  international  organizations  and 
programs  for  the  coming  fiscal  year;  and 

'•(4)  for  each  country  for  which  assistance 
is  requested  under  this  Act  or  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act^ 

■•(A)  the  total  number  of  years  since  1946 
that  the  United  States  has  provided  assist- 
ance; 

"(B)  the  total  amount  of  bilateral  assist- 
ance provided  by  the  United  States  since 
1946,  including  the  principal  amount  of  all 
loans,  credits,  and  guarantees;  and 

'•(C)  the  total  amount  of  assistance  pro- 
vided to  such  country  from  all  multilateral 
organizations  to  which  the  United  States  is 
a  member,  including  all  international  finan- 
cial institutions,  the  United  Nations,  and 
other  international  organizations. 

"(C)  GRADUATION  FROM  DEVELOPMENT  AS- 
SISTANCE.— 

■•(1)  Deter-mination.- As  part  of  the  con- 
gressional presentation  documents  transmit- 
ted to  the  Congress  under  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  make  a  separate  de- 
termination for  each  country  identified  in 
such  documents  for  which  bilateral  develop- 
ment assistance  is  requested,  estimating  the 
year  in  which  each  such  country  will  no 
longer  be  receiving  bilateral  development  as- 
sistance. 

■•(2)  Development  assistance  defined  — 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  devel- 
nnmpnt  j^"?<*i«!tan^p'  m«*ans  assistAnop  under — 

•'(A)  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  this  Act; 

••(B)  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  this  Act; 

•■(C)  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  this  Act;  and 

"(D)  the  Support  for  East  European  De- 
mocracy (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U  S.C.  5401  et 
seq.).". 

SEC.  3412.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVER.NMEN'TS  ENGAGED  DM 
ESPIONAGE  AGAINST  THE  UNITED 
STATES. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1%1  (22  use.  2370  et  seq).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  620J.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO 
FOREIGN  GOVER-NMENTS  ENGAGED 
IN  ESPIONAGE  AGAINST  THE  UNIT- 
ED STATES. 

••(a)  Prohibition.— None  of  the  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  this  .Act  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.) 
(Other  than  humanitarian  assistance  or  as- 
sistance for  refugees)  may  be  provided  to  any 
foreign  government  which  the  President  de- 
termines is  engaged  in  intelligence  activities 
within  the  United  States  harmful  to  the  na- 
tional security  of  the  United  States. 

■•(b)  Periodic  Reports.— Beginning  one 
year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  annually  thereafter,  the  President 
shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the 


Committee  on  International  Relations  and 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  House  of  Representatives  a  re- 
port, in  classified  and  unclassified  forms. 
listing  all  foreign  governments  which  the 
President  determines  are  conducting  intel- 
ligence activities  within  the  United  States 
harmful  to  the  national  security  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

"(c)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  humanitarian  assistance'  means 
food  (including  the  monetization  of  food), 
clothing,  medicine,  and  medical  supplies.". 

SEC,  3413.  DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  FOR  FOREIGN 

ASSISTANCE. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq.).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"SEC.   620K,    SPECIAL   DEBT   RELIEF    FOR   POOR 
COUNTRIES, 

••(a)  AUTHORITY'  To  Reduce  Debt— The 
President  may  reduce  amounts  owed  to  the 
United  States  Government  by  a  country  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  as  a  result  of— 

••(1)  loans  or  guarantees  issued  under  this 
Act;  or 

■■(2)  credits  extended  or  guarantees  issued 
under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
use.  2751  et  seq.). 

■■(b)  Country  Described.— .A  country  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  is  a  country — 

■(1)  with  a  heavy  debt  burden  that  is  eligi- 
ble to  borrow  from  the  International  Devel- 
opment Association  but  not  from  the  Inter- 
national Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Devel- 
opment (commonly  referred  to  as  an  IDA- 
only'  country);  and 

•■(2)  the  government  of  which— 

•■(A)  does  not  have  an  excessive  level  of 
military  expenditures; 

•■(B)  has  not  repeatedly  provided  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism;  and 

■■(C)  is  cooperating  with  the  United  States 
on  international  narcotics  control  matters; 

•■(3)  (including  the  military  or  other  secu- 
rity forces  of  such  government)  does  not  en- 
gage in  a  consistent  pattern  of  gross  viola- 
tions of  internationally  recognized  human 
rights;  and 

•"(4)  is  not  prohibited  from  receiving  assist- 
ance described  in  section  527(a)  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1994  and  1995  by  reason  of  such  section. 

••(c)  Limitation.s.— The  authority  under 
subsection  (a)  may  be  exercised  — 

■■(1)  only  to  implement  multilateral  offi- 
cial debt  relief  ad  referendum  agreements 
(commonly  referred  to  as  ■Paris  Club  Agreed 
Minutes');  and 

■■(2)  only  to  the  extent  that  appropriations 
for  the  cost  of  the  modification,  as  defined  in 
section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  are  made  m  advance. 

■■(d»  Certain  Prohibitions  Inapplicable.— 
A  reduction  of  debt  pursuant  to  the  exercise 
of  authority  under  subsection  (a) — 

•■(1)  shall  not  be  considered  assistance  for 
purposes  of  any  provision  of  law  limiting  as- 
sistance to  a  country;  and 

■■(2i  may  be  exercised  notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 620<r)  of  this  Act  or  any  comparable  pro- 
vision of  law. 

••(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriations — 

••(1)  In  general.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  this  section  $7,000,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 

'•(2)  Availability^. ^Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  '1)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended.". 
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SEC.  3414.  DEBT  BUYBACKS  OR  SALES  FOR  DEBT 
SWAPS. 

Part  IV  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2430  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

•^EC.    711.    AUTHORITY    TO    ENGAGE    IN    DEBT 
BUYBACKS  OR  SALES. 

■■(a)  Loans  Eligible  for  Sale.  Reduction, 
or  Cancellation — 

■■(1)  Authority  to  sell,  reduce,  or  cancel 
certain  loans.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  President  may.  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  section,  sell  to  any  eligi- 
ble purchaser  any  concessional  loan  or  por- 
tion thereof  made  before  January  1.  1995.  to 
the  government  of  any  eligible  country  pur- 
suant to  this  Act.  or  on  receipt  of  payment 
from  an  eligible  purchaser,  reduce  or  cancel 
such  loan  or  portion  thereof,  only  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating — 

■■(A)  debt-for-equity  swaps,  debt-for-devel- 
opment  swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps;  or 

■■(B)  a  debt  buyback  by  an  eligible  country 
of  its  own  qualified  debt,  only  if  the  eligible 
country  uses  an  additional  amount  of  the 
local  currency  of  the  eligible  country,  equal 
to  not  less  than  40  percent  of  the  price  paid 
for  such  debt  b.v  such  eligible  country,  or  the 
difference  between  the  price  paid  for  such 
debt  and  the  face  value  of  such  debt,  to  sup- 
port activities  that  link  conservation  and 
sustainable  use  of  natural  resources  with 
local  community  development,  and  child  sur- 
vival and  other  child  development,  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  sections  707  through  710. 
if  the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  would 
not  contravene  any  term  or  condition  of  any 
prior  agreement  relating  to  such  loan. 

■■(2)  Terms  and  conditions.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
President  shall,  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion, establish  the  terms  and  conditions 
under  which  loans  may  be  sold,  reduced,  or 
canceled  pursuant  to  this  section. 

■■(3)  Administration.— The  Facility  shall 
notify  the  administrator  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act  of  purchasers  that  the  President 
has  determinetl  to  be  eligible,  and  shall  di- 
rect such  agency  to  carry  out  the  sale,  re- 
duction, or  cancellation  of  a  loan  pursuant 
to  this  section.  Such  agency  shall  make  an 
adjustment  in  its  accounts  to  reflect  the 
sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation. 

■■(4)  Limitation.— The  authorities  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  available  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  appropriations  for  the  cost  of  the 
modification,  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  are  made 
in  advance. 

■■(b>  Deposit  of  Proceeds— The  proceeds 
from  the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  of 
any  loan  sold,  reduced,  or  canceled  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  an  ac- 
count or  accounts  established  in  the  Treas- 
ury for  the  repayment  of  such  loan. 

"(c)  Eligible  Purchasers— A  loan  may  be 
sold  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  only  to 
a  purchaser  who  presents  plans  satisfactory 
to  the  President  for  using  the  loan  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  debt-for-equity  swaps, 
debt-for-development  swaps,  or  debt-for-na- 
ture swaps. 

•■(d)  Debtor  Consultations —Before  the 
sale  to  any  eligible  purchaser,  or  any  reduc- 
tion or  cancellation  pursuant  to  this  section, 
of  any  loan  made  to  an  eligible  country,  the 
President  shall  consult  with  the  country 
concerning  the  amount  of  loans  to  be  sold, 
reduced,  or  canceled  and  their  uses  for  debt- 
for-equity  swaps.  debt-for-development 
swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps. 

■■(e)  Authorization  ok  Appropriations.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— For  the  sale,  reduction, 
and  cancellation  of  loans  or  portions  thereof 


pursuant  to  this  section,  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
$3,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997. 

■■(2)  AVAiLABiLrrY— Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. ". 

SEC,    3415.    IMPACT    ON    JOBS    IN    THE    UNITED 
STATES. 

Section  636  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  use.  2396)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

■'(j)(l)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  may  not  be  made 
available  to  provide — 

■■(A)  any  financial  incentive  to  a  business 
enterprise  located  in  the  United  States  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  that  enterprise  to  re- 
locate outside  the  United  States  if  such  In- 
centive or  inducement  is  likely  to  reduce  the 
number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  by  that  enterprise  because  that  en- 
terprise would  replace  production  in  the 
United  States  with  production  outside  the 
United  States; 

■■(B)  assistance  for  the  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing or  developing  in  a  foreign  country 
any  export  processing  zone  or  designated 
area  in  which  the  tax.  tariff,  labor,  environ- 
ment, and  safety  laws  of  that  country  do  not 
apply,  in  part  or  in  whole,  to  activities  ear- 
ned out  within  that  zone  or  area,  unless  the 
President  determines  and  certifies  that  such 
a.ssistance  is  not  likely  to  cause  a  loss  of  jobs 
within  the  United  States;  or 

■■(C)  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  assistance  for 
any  project  or  activity  that  contributes  to 
the  violation  of  internationally  recognized 
workers  rights  (as  defined  in  section  502(a)(4) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974)  of  workers  in  the 
foreign  country,  including  in  any  designated 
zone  or  area  in  that  country. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)(C)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  the  provision  of  assistance  for  the 
informal  sector,  microenterprises  and  small- 
scale    enterprises,    and    small-holder    agri- 
culture of  the  foreign  country". 
SEC.  3416.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR 
EIGN  GOVERNMENTS  THAT  EXPORT 
LETHAL    MILITABY    EQUIPMENT    TO 
COLTSTIUES      SUPPORTINi;      INTER- 
NATIONAL TERRORISM. 

(a)  In  General —Section  620  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370).  as 
amended  by  this  -Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(z)(l)  No  assistance  may  be  provided 
under  this  Act  or  the  Aims  Export  Control 
Act  to  any  foreign  government  that  provides 
lethal  military  equipment  to  a  country,  the 
government  of  which  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  determined  pursuant  to  section  40(d)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  is  a  govern- 
ment that  has  repeatedly  provided  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism. 

■■(2)  The  prohibition  under  paragraph  (1) 
with  respect  to  a  foreign  government  shall 
terminate  12  months  after  the  date  on  which 
that  government  ceases  to  provide  such  le- 
thal military  equipment. 

"(3)  The  President  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  ( 1 )  if  the  President  deter- 
mines that  the  provision  of  such  assistance 
is  important  to  the  national  security  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States. 

■■(4)  Whenever  the  waiver  of  paragraph  (3) 
is  exercised,  the  President  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  report  with  respect  to  the  fur- 
nishing of  such  assistance.  Such  report  shall 
include  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  assist- 
ance to  be  provided,  including  the  estimated 
dollar  amount  of  such  assistance,  and  an  ex- 
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planation  of  how  the  assistance  furthers  the 
national  interests  of  the  United  States. 

•■(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  ■appropriate  congressional  committees' 
means  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate. ". 

(b)  Effective  Date— Section  620(z)  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  applies  with  respect  to  lethal 
military  equipment  provided  pursuant  to  a 
contract  entered  into  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act 

SEC.  3417.  PROHIBrnON  ON  ASSI.STANCE  TO 
COUNTRIES  THAT  CONSISTENTLY 
OPPOSE  THE  UNITED  STATES  POSI 
TION  IN  THE  U^aTED  NA^nONS  GEN 
ERAL  ASSEMBLY. 

(a)  PROHiBmoN— United  States  assisUnce 
may  not  be  provided  to  a  country  that  con- 
sistently opposed  the  United  States  position 
in  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  dur- 
ing the  most  recent  session  of  the  General 
Assembly. 

(b)  Change  in  Govern.ment  — If— 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  State  determines  that, 
since  the  beginning  of  the  most  recent  ses- 
sion of  the  General  Assembly,  there  has  been 
a  fundamental  change  in  the  leadership  and 
policies  of  the  government  of  a  country  to 
which  the  prohibition  In  subsection  (a)  ap- 
plies, and 

(2)  the  Secretary  believes  that  because  of 
that  change  the  government  of  that  country 
will  no  longer  consistently  oppose  the  United 
States  position  in  the  General  Assembly, 
the  Secretary  may  exempt  that  country 
from  that  prohibition.  Any  such  exemption 
shall  be  effective  only  until  submission  of 
the  next  report  under  section  406  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1990  and  1991.  The  Secretary  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  a  certification  of  each 
exemption  made  under  this  subsection.  Such 
certification  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  basis  for  the  Secretary's  deter- 
mination and  belief  with  respect  to  such  ex- 
emption. 

(c)  Waiver  Authority.— The  Secretary  of 
State  may  waive  the  requirement  of  sub- 
section (a)  if  the  Secretary  determines  and 
reports  to  the  Congress  that  despite  the 
United  Nations  voting  pattern  of  a  particu- 
lar country,  the  provision  of  United  States 
assistance  to  that  country  is  necessary  to 
promote  United  States  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives. 

(d)  DEFiNi-noNS  — As  used  in  this  section— 

(1)  the  term  "consistently  opposed  the 
United  States  position"  means  that  the 
country's  votes  in  the  United  Nations  Gen- 
eral Assembly  coincided  with  the  United 
States  position  less  than  25  percent  of  the 
time,  using  for  this  purpose  the  overall  per- 
centage-of-voting  coincidences  set  forth  in 
the  annual  report  submitted  to  the  Congress 
pursuant  to  section  406  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Years  1990 
and  1991; 

(2)  the  term  "most  recent  session  of  the 
General  Assembly"  means  the  most  recently 
completed  plenary  session  of  the  General  As- 
sembly for  which  overall  percentage-of-vot- 
ing  coincidences  is  set  forth  in  the  most  re- 
cent report  submitted  to  the  Congress  pursu- 
ant to  section  406  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Years  1990  ajid 
1991;  and 

(3)  the  t^rm  "United  States  assistance" 
means  assistance  under- 

(A)  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (relating  to  the  economic 
support  fund). 
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(B)  chapter  5  of  part  11  of  that  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training),  or 

(C)  the  "Foreign  Military  Financing  Pro- 
gram" account  under  section  23  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act. 

except  that  such  term  does  not  include  as- 
sistance under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating  to  inter- 
national narcotics  control)  or  assistance 
under  chapter  8  of  part  II  of  such  Act  (relat- 
ing to  antiterrorism  assistance). 

(e)  EFFEcmvE  Date.— This  section  takes  ef- 
fect upon  the  date  of  the  submission  to  the 
Congress  of  the  report  pursuant  to  section 
406  of  the   Foreign   Relations  Authorization 
Act.   Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991.   that  is  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  by  March  31.  1996 
SEC.  3418.  LIMITATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  COUN- 
TRIES THAT  RESTRICT  THE  TRA.NS- 
PORT     OR     DELIVERY     OF     UNITED 
STATES       HUMANTTARIAN       ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  United  States  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit and  spending  constraints  require  the 
maximum  efficiency  in  the  usage  of  United 
States  foreign  assistance, 

(2)  The  delivery  of  humanitarian  assistance 
to  people  in  need  is  consistent  with  the  fun- 
damental values  of  our  Nation  and  is  an  im- 
portant component  of  United  States  foreign 
policy. 

(3)  As  a  matter  of  principle  and  in  further- 
ance of  fiscal  prudence,  the  United  States 
should  seek  to  promote  the  delivery  of  hu- 
manitarian assistance  to  people  in  need  in  a 
manner  that  is  both  timely  and  cost  effec- 
tive. 

(4)  Recipients  of  United  States  assistance 
should  not  hinder  or  delay  the  transport  or 
delivery  of  United  States  humanitarian  as- 
sistance to  other  countries. 

(b)  Prohibition  on  .Assist.\nce.— Section 
620  of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2370).  as  amended  by  this  .Act.  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(aaxl)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  United  States  assistance  may 
not  be  made  available  for  any  country  whose 
government  prohibits  or  otherwise  restricts, 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  transport  or  deliv- 
ery of  United  States  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. 

"(2)  The  prohibition  on  United  States  as- 
sistance contained  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  not 
apply  if  the  President  determines  and  noti- 
fies the  Congress  in  writing  that  providing 
such  assistance  to  a  country  is  in  the  na- 
tional security  interest  of  the  United  States. 

"(3)  A  suspension  or  termination  of  United 
States  assistance  for  any  country  under 
paragraph  (li  shall  cease  to  be  effective  when 
the  President  certifies  in  writing  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  that  such  country  is  no  longer  pro- 
hibiting or  otherwise  restricting,  either  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  the  transport  or  deliv- 
ery of  United  States  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. 

"(4)(A)  At  the  time  of  the  annual  budget 
submission  to  Congress,  the  President  shall 
submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  describing 
any  information  available  to  the  President 
concerning  prohibitions  or  restrictions,  di- 
rect or  indirect,  on  the  transport  or  delivery 
of  United  States  humanitarian  assistance  by 
the  government  of  any  country  receiving  or 
eligible  to  receive  United  States  foreigrn  as- 
sistance during  the  current  or  preceding  fis- 
cal year. 

"<B)  The  President  shall  include  in  the  re- 
I)ort  required  by  subparagraph  (A)  a  state- 


ment as  to  whether  the  prohibition  in  para- 
graph (1)  is  being  applied  to  each  country  for 
which  the  President  has  information  avail- 
able to  him  concerning  prohibitions  or  re- 
strictions, direct  or  indirect,  on  the  trans- 
port or  delivery  of  United  States  humani- 
tarian assistance. 

"(5)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
United  States  assistance'  has  the  same 
meaning  given  that  term  in  section  481(e)(4) 
of  this  .Act.". 

SEC.  3419.  PROHIBmON  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVERNMENTS,  PRIVATE  AND 
VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND 
OTHER  ENTITIES  THAT  INHIBrr 
UNITED  STATES-SUPPORTED  DE- 
MINING  OPERATIONS  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES. 

(a)  Prohibition.— None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may  be 
made  available  to  any  foreign  government, 
private  and  voluntary  organization,  or  any 
other  entity  which  the  Secretary  of  State  de- 
termines inhibits  United  States-supported 
demining  operations  and  activities  through 
the  imposition  of  discriminatory  customs 
duties,  tariffs,  or  any  other  barrier  to  the 
entry  of  equipment  or  personnel  designated 
for  use  or  participation  in  such  operations 
and  activities. 

(b)  Exception.— <1)  The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  a  foreign  government,  private  and 
voluntary  organization,  or  any  other  entity 
if  the  President  determines  and  reports  to 
the  congressional  committees  specified  in 
section  634A  of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (in  accordance  with  procedures  applica- 
ble to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section)  that  the  provision  of  assistance 
to  such  government,  organization,  or  other 
entity,  as  the  case  may  be,  is  important  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Any  determination  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  include  a  detailed  justification  of  how 
the  provision  of  assistance  furthers  United 
States  national  interests 

CHAPTER  3— REPEALS 
SEC.  3421.  REPEAL  OF  OBSOLETE  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  1988  Foreign  Operations  Appropria- 
tions Acrr.- Section  537(h)(2)  of  the  Foreign 
Operations.  Export  Financing,  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Act.  1988,  as  in- 
cluded in  Public  Law  100-202.  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  1987  Foreign  assistance  Appropria- 
tions Act.— Section  539(g)(2)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1987,  as  included  in  Public  Law  99- 
591.  is  hereby  repealed. 

(c)  1986  Assistance  Act.— The  Special  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1986  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  section  1  and  section  204, 

(d)  1985  Assistance  Act —The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1985  IS  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1.  section  131.  section  132.  section  504. 
section  505.  part  B  of  title  V  (other  than  sec- 
tion 558  and  section  559),  section  1302.  section 
1303.  and  section  1304. 

(e)  1985  Jordan  Supplemental  Act —The 
Jordan  Supplemental  Economic  Assistance 
Authorization  Act  of  1985  is  hereby  repealed. 

(f)  1985  AFRICAN  Fa.MINE  ACT— The  African 
Famine  Relief  and  Recovery  Act  of  1985  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(g)  1983  Assistance  Act —The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Assist- 
ance Authorization  Act  of  1983  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(h)  1983  Lebanon  Assistance  Act.— The 
Lebanon  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1983  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(i)  1981  Assistance  Act— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 


tion Act  of  1981  is  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1.  section  709.  and  section  714. 

(j)  1980  Assistance  Act.— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1980  is  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1,  section  110.  section  316.  and  title  V. 

(k)  1979  Development  Assistance  Act.— 
The  International  Development  Cooperation 
Act  of  1979  is  hereby  repealed. 

(1)  1979  Securitv  Assistance  Act.— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1979 
is  hereby  repealed, 

(m)  1979  Special  Security  Assistance 
Acrr.- The  Special  International  Security 
Assistance  Act  of  1979  is  hereby  repealed. 

(n)  1978  Development  Assistance  Acrr.— 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1978  is  hereby  repealed,  ex- 
cept for  section  1.  title  IV,  and  section 
603(a)(2). 

(o)  1978  Security  Assistance  act— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1978 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(p)  1977  Development  Asslstance  Act  — 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1977  is  hereby  repealed  except 
for  section  1.  section  132(b),  and  section  133, 

(q)  1977  Security  Assistance  Act.— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1977 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(r)  1976  Security  Assistance  Acrr.— The 
International  Security  Assistance  and  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  of  1976  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  section  1.  section  201(b),  section 
212(b).  section  601,  and  section  608. 

(s)  1975  Development  Assistance  Act.— 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1975  is  hereby  repealed. 

(ti  1975  BIB  ACT.— Public  Law  94-104  is 
hereb,v  repealed. 

(u)  1974  Assistance  .Act.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance -Act  of  1974  is  hereby  repealed. 

(V)  1973  Emergency  Assistance  Act.— The 
Emergency  .Security  .■Assistance  Act  of  1973  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(w)  1973  Assistance  Act.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance .\ct  of  1973  is  hereby  repealed. 

(X)  1971  Assistance  Act.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1971  is  hereby  repealed. 

(y)  1971  Special  Assistance  .^ct.— The 
Special  Foreign  Assistance  .Act  of  1971  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(z)  1969  .assistance  Act.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1969  is  hereby  repealed  except 
for  the  first  section  and  part  IV. 

(aa)  1968  Assistance  .\ct.— The  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1968  is  hereby  repealed, 

(bb)  1964  Assistance  Act.— The  Foreign 
.Assistance  .Act  of  1964  is  hereby  repealed. 

(CO  Latin  A.merican  Developme.nt  Act.— 
The  Latin  American  Development  Act  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(dd)  1959  Mutual  Security  Act.— The  Mu- 
tual Security  Act  of  1959  is  hereby  repealed. 

(ee)  1954  Mutual  Security  Act.— Sections 
402  and  417  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954 
are  hereby  repealed. 

(ff)  Department  of  State  Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Ye.\rs  1982  and  1983.— Section 
109  of  the  Department  of  State  .Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1982  and  1983.  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(gg)  Department  of  State  Authorization 
ACT.  Fiscal  Years  1984  and  1985.— Sections 
1004  and  1005(a)  of  the  Department  of  State 
Authorization  .Act.  Fiscal  Years  1984  and 
1985.  are  hereby  repealed. 

(hh)  Savings  Provision.— Except  as  other- 
wise provided  in  this  Act.  the  repeal  by  this 
Act  of  any  provision  of  law  that  amended  or 
repealed  another  provision  of  law  does  not 
affect  in  any  way  that  amendment  or  repeal. 

TITLE  XXXV— EFFECTIVE  DATE 
SEC.  3S01.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act, 
this  division,  and  the  amendments  made  by 


this  division,  shall  take  effect  on  the  dale  of 


the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  October  1,  1995, 
whichever  occurs  later. 
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May  17,  1995 


May  17,  1995 


SMALL  BUSINESS  TAX 
FLEXIBILITY  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17,  1995 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing a  bill  that  will  lead  to  fairer  tax  treat- 
ment of  small  businesses  and  will  help  relieve 
the  compressed  wotl<load  forced  on  CPA's  by 
enactment  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986 
[TRA  '861. 

Prior  to  passage  of  TRA  '86,  S  corporations, 
partnerships,  and  personal  service  corpora- 
tions, like  today's  C  corporations,  were  al- 
lowed to  pick  any  fiscal  year  they  wished. 
Often  these  entities  chose  a  year  ending  other 
than  December  31  because  their  natural  busi- 
ness year  ended  at  some  other  time.  For  ex- 
ample, retailers  could  choose  January  31  or 
July  31,  after  all  the  holiday  or  white  sale  fig- 
ures were  m;  and  suppliers  of  ski  equipment 
could  select  May  3i  after  ttie  ski  season 
ended. 

Congress  abruptly  halted  the  fiscal-year 
election  for  these  entities  because  it  needed 
revenue  to  pay  for  an  amendment  to  the  low- 
income  housing  credit  as  part  of  TRA  86. 
That  law  accelerated  income  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  by  requinng  fiscal  year  S  corpora- 
tions, partnerships,  and  personal  service  cor- 
porations to  adopt  calendar  years  tor  tax  pur- 
poses thus  flowing  through  earnings  to  owners 
at  an  earlier  date  and  speeding  up  tax  pay- 
ments to  the  IRS. 

The  loss  of  the  election  for  some  small  busi- 
nesses that  are  formed  as  S  corporations  and 
partnerships  has  proven  to  be  a  ma|or  disrup- 
tion to  their  business  operations  because  the 
calendar  year  end  can  fall  m  the  middle  of 
their  busiest  seasons.  Taking  time  out  to  com- 
ply with  this  arbitrary  requirement  hamstrings 
their  ability  to  maximize  production,  generate 
revenues,  and  create  jobs.  In  addition,  be- 
cause these  businesses  also  adopted  the  cal- 
endar year  for  financial  reporting,  they  had  to 
close  their  books  as  of  December  3i,  and 
their  independent  accountants  were  faced  with 
the  need  to  undertake  year-end  audits  and 
credit  compliance  reviews  for  shareholders 
and  creditors  m  the  same  few  months  as  re- 
quired for  the  preparation  of  tax  returns.  Con- 
sequently, these  entities  have  found  their  ac- 
countants are  least  available  at  the  time  they 
are  most  needed. 

As  a  CPA,  I  can  personally  speak  to  the 
havoc  TRA  '86  has  caused  the  accounting 
profession.  The  1986  tax  law  has  spawned  a 
practice  management  problem  of  major  pro- 
portions, with  many  CPA  firms,  especially 
small  and  medium-sized  ones,  finding  65  to  75 
percent  of  their  annual  workload  falling  be- 
tween January  1  and  Apnl  15. 

Furthermore,  as  Members  of  the  U.S. 
House    of    Representatives    this    year,    we 


learned  firsthand  the  meaning  of  the  phrase 
workload  compression,  as  we  raced  to  meet 
the  100-day  deadline  for  voting  on  all  10  items 
in  the  Contract  With  Amenca.  I  don't  think  any 
of  us  would  describe  the  working  conditions  at 
the  beginning  of  this  Congress  as  ideal  or 
even  desirable  But  they  were  similar  to  the 
conditions  the  accounting  profession  has 
faced  since  1986 — every  year. 

Congress  attempted  to  provide  some  relief 
from  the  burdens  of  TRA  '86  in  1987  when  it 
enacted  section  444  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  which  permits  electing  entities  to  have 
a  fiscal  year  ending  in  September,  October  or 
November  The  pnce  exacted  in  return  was 
that  the  electing  entity  pay  a  deposit  to  the 
U.S.  Government  which  approximated  the 
amount  of  tax  to  be  deferred  through  election 
of  the  fiscal  year.  The  calculation  for  the  de- 
posit— of  what  amounted  to  an  Interest-free 
loan  to  the  Government — essentially  required 
the  amount  of  deferred  entity  income  to  be 
multiplied  by  the  top  statutory  lax  rate  applica- 
ble to  individuals,  plus  one  percentage  point. 
In  1988,  therefore,  when  the  top  individual  rate 
was  28  percent,  the  deposit  would  have  been 
calculated  at  29  percent. 

The  current  situation  illustrates  the  limited 
value  of  section  444.  The  great  majonty  of  S 
corporations  and  partnerships  on  fiscal  years 
in  1986,  and  those  coming  into  existence 
thereafter,  which  would  have  elected  fiscal 
years  are  now  operating  on  a  calendar  year. 

Furthermore,  the  1993  increase  in  individual 
tcix  rates  exacerbated  the  situation.  By  the  ad- 
ministration's own  protections,  approximately 
1.2  percent  of  individual  taxpayers  are  ex- 
pected to  be  in  the  36  percent  bracket  and 
only  0.3  percent  in  the  39.6  percent  brackets. 
Yet.  because  of  the  mechanics  of  section  444, 
the  deposit  presently  payable  on  deferred  in- 
come IS  at  a  40.6  percent  rate,  even  though 
most  owners  of  electing  entities  will  them- 
selves be  in  the  31  or  36  percent  brackets. 
Simple  financial  self-interest  dictates,  then, 
that  many  affected  entities  terminated  the  fis- 
cal year  election. 

The  stumbling  block  to  greater  relief  in  the 
past  has  always  been  revenue  neutrality.  The 
legislation  I  am  introducing  today  overcomes 
that  problem.  It's  designed  to  maintain  the 
cash  flow  to  the  U.S.  Treasury,  but  still  be  an 
affordable  option  for  S  corporations  and  part- 
nerships. The  bill  also  would  return  to  S  cor- 
piorations  and  partnerships  the  right  to  elect 
any  fiscal  year  and  would  ease  the  com- 
pressed workload  facing  the  accounting  pro- 
fession. 

A  description  of  the  bill  is  included  below, 
but  briefly  it  would  ensure  a  steady  cash  flow 
by  requinng  S  corporations  and  partnerships 
electing  a  fiscal  year  to  pay  quarterly  esti- 
mated taxes  to  the  IRS  on  behalf  of  their  own- 
ers. Certain  statutory  rates  will  be  required  to 
be  paid  on  the  business's  quarterly  income,  in- 
stead of  determining  an  individual  owner's  tax 
bracket.  The  statutory  rates  are  determined  by 


revenue  needs,  but  this  bill  provides  a  de 
minimis  rule  for  the  smallest  companies. 
Those  businesses  with  a  tax  liability  of  less 
than  S5,000  on  the  defined  income  of  the 
business  will  not  be  required  to  make  an  esti- 
mated payment.  Businesses  with  income  de- 
fined above  the  de  minimis  level  but  less  than 
5250,000  per  owner  will  be  required  to  pay  es- 
timated tax  of  34  percent.  For  entities  with  in- 
comes above  that  level,  where  the  owners  are 
themselves  likely  to  be  in  the  39.6  percent 
bracket,  the  estimated  tax  rate  will  be  39.6 
percent.  Owners  will  take  credit  for  the  entity- 
paid  estimated  tax  on  their  income  tax  returns, 
which  will  eliminate  the  non-interest-bearing 
loan  approach  of  present  law. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor  this  bill. 
We  have  a  rare  opportunity  to  support  legisla- 
tion under  which  everyone  wins. 

The  detailed  description  of  the  bill  follows; 
GE.NF.R.^L  Provision 

Under  current  law,  a  partnership  or  S  cor- 
poration, except  where  an  election  is  made 
under  present  Internal  Revenue  Code  section 
444,  must  use  a  tax  year  which  ends  Decem- 
ber 31st.  As  a  result  of  makin^r  an  election 
under  new  Code  section  444,  an  entity  would 
be  able  to  use  any  fiscal  year  it  desired. 
(Present  section  444,  which  permits  the  use 
of  a  September.  October  or  November  tax 
year,  would  be  renumbered  as  section  445.) 

The  election  would  be  made  by  the  15th 
day  of  the  third  month  of  the  first  12-month 
year  usin?  the  new  fiscal  .year  end.  For  ex- 
ample, a  1995  calendar  year  entity  wishing  to 
change  to  a  June  30  year  in  1996  would  file  its 
election  by  September  15,  1996. 

EFFECT  ON  ENTITY 

Because  of  the  nature  of  fiscal  year  pass- 
through  entities,  a  deferral  of  tax  is  created 
on  the  tax  returns  of  the  owners.  To  allevi- 
ate the  negative  revenue  impact  of  this  de- 
ferral, the  entity  would  make  quarterly  pay- 
ments of  estimated  tax  timed  with  the  earn- 
ing of  income,  the  first  of  which  would  be 
due  by  the  due  date  of  the  election.  The  on 
tity  income  used  in  making  the  calculations 
is  the  amount  currently  reported  on  1994 
Schedule  K.  line  23(a)  of  the  partnership  re- 
turn or  1994  Schedule  K,  line  23  of  the  S  Cor- 
poration return.  This  amount  is  the  aggre- 
gate of  entity  income  less  deductions  with- 
out accounting  for  the  character  of  each  sep- 
arately stated  item  on  Schedule  K. 

Anti-abuse  measures  are  included  to  pre- 
vent post-December  31  payments  to  partners 
or  S  Corporation  shareholders  to  reciuce  the 
entity  level  tax  (for  example,  an  S  corpora- 
tion electing  a  May  31  year  end,  and  "zeroing 
out"  its  line  23  income  by  salary  payments 
in  May). 

In  order  to  provide  revenue  neutrality,  a  2- 
rate  estimated  tax  system  will  be  required. 
Most  entities  will  pay  estimated  taxes  for 
their  owners  at  a  flat  34°o  rate.  However. 
those  whose  owners  will,  themselves,  likely 
pay  individual  tax  at  the  '39.6%  top  statutory 
rate  will  have  to  make  entity-level  esti- 
mated tax  payments  at  39.6%.  These  "high 
average  income  entities"  are  those  where  the 
prior  year  average  entity  income  of  owners 
with  at  least  a  2-percent  interest  in  the  en- 
tity  is  $250,000  or  more.   They  also  include 


•  This   "bullet "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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partnerships  whose  prior  year  income  is  at 
least  $10,000,000. 

The  entity  may  use  one  of  three  methods 
to  calculate  the  quarterly  estimated  tax  pay- 
ments. The  first  method  's  similar  to  that 
for  high-income  individuals,  and  bases  the 
tax  payments  on  110%  of  the  prior  year  in- 
come. That  income  is  multiplied  by  the  stat- 
utory estimated  tax  rate,  then  multiplied  by 
110%,  then  divided  by  4  to  obtain  a  quarterly 
estimated  payment  amount. 

The  second  method  allows  the  entity  to 
calculate  estimated  tax  based  on  the  current 
year  income.  Estimated  current  year  income 
is  multiplied  by  the  same  34%  or  39.6%  statu- 
tory tax  rate  and  divided  into  four  quarterly 
estimated  payments. 

The  third  method  uses  similar  calculations 
to  calculate  its  payments  based  upon 
annualized  current  year  quarterly  income, 
similar  to  the  rules  presently  applicable  to 
individuals  or  C  corporations. 

The  payments  of  tax  are  due  on  the  15th 
day  of  the  3rd,  5th,  8th.  and  12th  months  of 
the  taxable  year  of  the  entity. 

In  addition,  the  entity  makes  a  one-time 
payment  with  its  fiscal  year  election  that 
applies  to  the  short  period  created  (if  any)  by 
moving  from  a  calendar  year  to  a  fiscal  year. 
This  payment  is  at  the  same  statutory  rate 
and  is  based  on  short  period  income. 

The  election  terminates  if  the  owners  of 
more  than  half  the  entity's  equity  consent  to 
such  revocation,  or  when  the  entity  itself 
terminates.  ("Inadvertent  terminations"  of 
an  S  corporation  however,  will  not  terminate 
the  election.)  Subsequent  re-elections  may 
not  be  made  by  that  same  entity  for  5  tax 
years  unle.ss  the  entity  obtains  consent  from 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  Rules  will  also 
be  provided  under  regulations  for  successor 
entities. 

A  f)enalty  for  underpayment  will  be  due 
from  the  entity  if  it  does  not  make  the  re- 
quired level  of  estimated  tax  payments.  The 
penalty  is  based  on  the  amount  of  underpay- 
ment and  continues  until  appropriate  pay- 
ment is  made  or  until  the  April  15th  that  the 
owners  report  their  share  of  entity  income. 
At  that  point,  the  owners  become  liable  for 
the  tax  and  any  existing  underpayment  pen- 
alties that  may  be  imposed.  An  exception  to 
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parallels  the  analogous  exception  for  individ- 
ual taxpayers  (casualty,  unusual  cir- 
cumstances, etc.) 

EFFECT  ON  OWNER 

The  quarterly  estimated  payments  made 
by  the  entity  are  "passed  through  "  to  the 
owners  of  the  entity  as  a  credit  on  their  indi- 
vidual tax  returns.  Since  the  entity  is  mak- 
ing these  payments  on  behalf  of  the  owners. 
they  may  reduce  their  quarterly  estimated 
payments  for  their  shares  of  the  entity  level 
payment.  When  they  receive  an  annual  infor- 
mation report  from  the  entity  (Schedule  K- 
1).  it  will  list  their  share  of  fiscal  year  in- 
come as  well  as  their  annual  share  of  the 
credit.  The  amount  of  the  credit  allocated  to 
each  owner  is  based  upon  his  or  her  share  of 
the  entity  income  (no  special  allocations  of 
the  credit  are  allowed).  The  credit  is  re- 
ported on  an  owner's  individual  income  tax 
return  as  if  it  were  estimated  taxes  paid  by 
the  owner. 

In  making  their  own  quarterly  estimated 
payments,  the  owners  may  rely  on  amounts 
reported  by  the  entity  as  paid,  even  if  errors 
occur  or  payments  are  not  made,  so  that 
penalties  accrue  only  at  the  entity  level.  If 
payments  are  overpaid  or  underpaid  com- 
pared with  those  reported  to  the  owners, 
such  amounts  are  treated  as  any  other  tax 
due  or  overpaid  under  Subtitle  A  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TIERED  STRUCTURES 

No  election  may  be  made  by  an  entity  that 
is  part  of  a  tiered  structure  under  this  pro- 
posal. Additionally,  if  an  entity  becomes 
part  of  a  tiered  structure  the  election  is  ter- 
minated. The  tiered  structure  rules  do  not 
apply,  however,  if  all  of  the  owners  are  part- 
nerships and  S  corporations  that  elect  the 
same  fiscal  year. 

ALTERNATIVE  TAX  YEARS 

Nothing  in  this  provision  will  affect  an  en- 
tity's right  to  a  fiscal  year  that  exists  under 
current  law;  for  example,  under  the  natural 
business  year  tests.  The  provision  also  al- 
lows for  retention  of  fiscal  years  by  any  enti- 
ties that  currently  use  a  fiscal  year  under 
Rev.  Proc.  87-32. 

OLD  SECTION  444 

The  new  provision  would  preclude  any  new 
elections  under  the  old  section  444.  However, 
existing  444  elections  would  be  allowed  to 
continue  if  the  entity  so  desired.  Alter- 
natively, an  entity  with  an  existing  section 
444  election,  may  elect  instead  under  this 
new  provision  thereby  entitling  it  to  a  re- 
fund of  its  current  444  required  payments,  or 
a  credit  of  such  required  payments  toward 
its  new  estimated  tax  payment  require- 
ments. 

DE  MINLMI.S  AND  REASONABLE  CAUSE  EXCEPTION 

The  provision  provides  for  an  exception  to 
payment  of  any  entity  level  tax  if  such  tax 
would  be  below  $5,000.  The  provision  also  pro- 
vides for  the  relief  of  .section  7519  penalties  if 
reasonable  cause  can  be  shown. 


THE  RIGHT  ROAD 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
begin  an  histonc  journey.  For  the  first  time  m 
a  generation,  we  will  lay  out  a  road  map  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget.  Americans  under- 
stand this  IS  a  trip  we  all  must  take  It  we  fan 
in  this  mission,  frankly,  this  country  is  through 
I  mean  we  are  headed  the  way  of  Mexico  mto 
economic  collapse. 

The  Nation  is  currently  S5  trillion  in  debt  spi- 
raling  toward  a  debt  of  S8  tnllion  by  2010.  We 
spend  almost  halt  of  our  budget  on  interest 
alone — half.  Soon  we  will  spend  more  on  the 
interest  on  the  debt  than  anything  else — in- 
cluding entitlements  and  defense  combined. 
The  American  dream  is  starting  to  evolve  into 
the  American  nightmare. 

For  a  Nation  that  pndes  itself  on  leaving  a 
better  country  for  our  children,  we  are  instead 
leaving  a  legacy  of  fiscal  and  moral  bank- 
ruptcy. Some  of  you  may  know  that  I  have  a 
relatively  large  family— seven  children  and,  as 
of  a  couple  of  weeks  ago.  31  grandchildren. 

Since  I  began  my  service  in  Congress,  I 
have  always  measured  everything  I  do  by  one 
standard — what  legacy  am  I  leaving  to  them 
and  to  our  Nation's  children  and  grand- 
children'' 

Washington's  lack  of  discipline  is  crushing 
our  opportunity  and  leaving  our  children  with  a 
devastating  debt.  We  cannot  continue  down 
this  destructive  path. 

In  fact,  my  new  grandchild,  born  just  a  cou- 
ple of  weeks  ago.  will  pay  nearly  $200,000 
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over  her  lifetime.  I  cannot  leave  this  legacy  lo 
her,  and  I  am  sure  most  Americans  do  not 
want  to  leave  this  legacy  lo  their  children  and 
grandchildren.  People  outside  Washington 
know  this  and  have  asked  us  to  lead  them 
down  a  new  road — toward  a  balanced  budget. 
I  say,  let's  gel  going. 


GREAT  LAKES  INITIATIVE 
STATEMENT 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr  BONIOR.  Mr  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
express  my  strong  concern  over  any  attempts 
to  further  weaken  the  Great  Lakes  Initiative  I 
understand  there  are  those  who  would  still  like 
to  make  States'  participation  voluntary  That 
would  compleiely  undermine  one  of  the  key 
initiatives  that  has  been  taken  to  improve 
water  quality  m  the  Great  Lakes  region.  I 
would  strongly  oppose  those  ettorts 

The  Transportation  an(3  infrastructure  Com- 
mittee worked  out  a  compromise  on  this  issue. 
Like  every  compromise,  it  doesn't  make  every- 
body hEippy.  I  believe  it  is  still  too  ambiguous. 
It's  an  open  invitation  to  lawsuits.  And  will  ulti- 
mately weaken  the  GLI.  But  it  is  a  true  com- 
promise. 

Further  efforts  to  weaken  the  GLf  would  go 
too  far.  It  would  turn  the  clock  back.  For  those 
of  us  who  live  in  the  region,  the  Great  Lakes 
have  a  profound  effect  on  who  we  are  as  a 
people  and  how  we  live  our  lives. 

The  Great  Lakes  provide  our  dnnking  water, 
they  provide  our  largest  recreational  resource, 
they  are  tremendously  important  to  our  ecorv 
omy,  and  they  shape  our  quality  of  life.  They 
are  our  Yellowstone,  our  Grand  Canyon,  our 
Everglades  The  Great  Lakes  ought  to  be  pro 
tected  like  the  national  treasure  they  are.  Un- 
fortunately, a  handful  of  polluter  interests 
seem  to  have  a  burning  desire  to  weaken  the 
landmark  Great  Lakes  Initiative,  which  will  pro- 
vide uniform  water  quality  standards  for  all  of 
the  Great  Lakes  States  For  that  reason  alone, 
I  would  oppose  the  current  clean  water  bill. 

Beyond  the  GLI.  however,  events  in  Lake 
St.  Clair  taught  many  of  us  in  Michigan  how 
important  our  environment  is  for  our  quality  of 
life  and  for  our  economy.  In  Michigan,  clean 
water  is  jobs.  Without  clean  water,  we  tose 
thousands  of  jobs  in  our  State. 

Sport  fishing  in  that  lake  alone  is  estimated 
at  Si  40  million  annually.  Nonfishing  boaters 
and  beachgoers  spend  more  than  Si  billion 
each  year  on  boats,  accessories,  manna  slips, 
gas,  restaurants  and  other  items.  Last  year's 
ban  on  swimming  cost  the  most  popular  beach 
in  the  Detroit  area  S500  000  This  wasn't  just 
a  quality  of  life  problem — our  economic  bene- 
fits of  the  lake  were  destroyed  last  year. 

During  most  of  the  summer,  profits  at  local 
marinas  were  down.  Many  local  businesses 
were  devastated  In  just  2  months  time,  losses 
to  local  businesses  ran  into  the  millions  of  dol- 
lars. Our  biggest  concern  is  that  it  could  hap- 
pen again.  In  tact,  with  this  type  of  legislation 
here  before  us  today,  it  could  happen  any- 
where and  everywhere. 

In  this  bill,  written  by  lobbyists  tor  some  of 
this  country's  most  notonous  polluters,  we  say 
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to  Americans — we  don't  care  about  the  water 
you  dnnk.  we  don't  care  about  the  pollution  of 
your  beaches,  and  we  don't  care  atwut  one  of 
the  most  important  recreational  and  economic 
resources  you  have. 

That's  not  common  sense.  We  must  protect 
our  water — not  polluter  interests.  We  should 
be  strengthening  our  standards — not  weaken- 
ing them.  We  should  be  debating  ways  to 
emulate  model  regulatory  programs  like  the 
GLI — not  gutting  them. 

The  GLI  IS  a  shining  example  of  current  reg- 
ulatory approaches.  It  gives  maximum  flexibil- 
ity to  the  States.  In  1986.  the  Governors  of  all 
eight  Great  Lakes  States  entered  into  discus- 
sions with  the  EPA.  They  literally  sat  at  the 
table  and  dratted  model  regulations  to  raise 
our  water  quality  standards.  On  March  13  of 
this  year,  the  EPA  accepted  the  Governors' 
suggestions  and  issued  a  final  rule  on  the 
Great  Lakes  Initiative. 

Any  efforts  to  undo  all  of  this  hard  work 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  long-term  bipar- 
tisan effort  to  provide  uniform  water  quality 
standards  among  Great  Lakes  States.  It  will 
say  that  those  9  years  of  negotiating  and  care- 
ful thought  are  merely  voluntary  guidelines. 

Under  the  GLI,  a  specific  numeric  criteria 
has  been  set  to  protect  aquatic  life,  wildlife. 
and  human  health  m  our  region.  The  GLI  sets 
limits  on  PCB's,  dioxin,  DDT.  benzene,  and 
chlordane  |ust  to  name  a  few.  It  offers  guid- 
ance yes,  but  guidance  is  useless  unless  it  is 
implemented. 

People  in  my  State  remember,  and  are  suf- 
fenng  even  today  from  PCB's.  Mothers  who 
ate  a  lot  of  fish  from  the  lakes  during  preg- 
nancy are  seeing  their  infants  developing  at  a 
slower  rate  than  others.  Higher  rates  of  cancer 
have  occurred  in  communities  whose  dnnking 
water  comes  from  the  Great  Lakes.  Prelimi- 
nary research  indicates  that  PCB's  and  other 
pollutants  may  be  linked  with  breast  cancer  m 
women.  People  want  their  water  to  be  pro- 
tected from  toxins  and  pollutants. 

All  the  GLI  IS  trying  to  do  is  to  ensure  that 
every  State  in  the  region  has  the  same  water 
quality  standards.  It  simply  levels  the  playing 
field  for  all  eight  States.  We  don't  want  one 
state  undercutting  another  and  dnving  our 
standards  to  lower  and  lower  levels.  If  we 
make  it  voluntary,  we  undercut  the  whole  pur- 
pose of  the  GLI.  We  will  start  the  downward 
spiral  of  pollution  and  toxic  contamination  of 
our  lakes  all  over  again.  For  those  of  us  near 
Lake  St.  Clair,  last  summer  we  got  a  reminder 
of  what  that  could  be  like.  We  don't  want  to  go 
back. 

We  are  talking  about  95  percent  of  this  Na- 
tion's fresh  water.  We  are  talking  about  lakes 
that  provide  23  million  people  with  their  dnnk- 
ing water.  We  are  talking  about  a  multibillion 
dollar  economic  resource.  We  are  talking 
about  a  national  treasure. 

The  Amencan  people  thought  we  reached  a 
consensus — that  we  should  protect  our  water. 
We  have  made  progress,  in  the  Great  Lakes 
region,  the  GLI  was  an  important  part  of  that 
progress.  Lets  not  turn  back  the  clock.  Let's 
move  forward  to  make  our  water  cleaner  and 
safer.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  clean 
water  and  to  support  the  GLI. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

NAMING  PS  165  THE  EDITH 
BERGTRAUM  SCHOOL 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OK  .NKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  my  constituents  in  the  Fifth  Con- 
gressional Distnct  of  New  York  and  with  the 
many  friends  of  the  Bergtraum  family  as  they 
gather  on  May  19  to  honor  the  memory  of  the 
renowned  educator  Edith  K.  Bergtraum,  and  to 
name  Public  School  165  in  her  memory. 

Edith  was  both  a  personal  friend  and  a  dedi- 
cated member  of  the  community.  Her  level  of 
involvement  and  dedication  created  a  yard- 
stick by  which  all  such  activity  can  be  meas- 
ured. 

A  long-time  activist  in  the  Kew  Gardens  Hills 
and  Flushing  communities,  Edith  was  a  prod- 
uct of  the  New  York  City  school  system  as 
well  as  a  graduate  of  Hunter  College  of  the 
City  University  of  New  York.  Her  sense  of 
community  brought  her  beyond  the  txiundaries 
of  her  neighborhood;  she  quickly  assumed 
leadership  roles  in  the  Kew  Gardens  Hills 
Jewish  Center,  the  Queens  County  Demo- 
cratic Committee,  and  the  Mayor's  Commis- 
sion on  the  Status  of  Women. 

Yet  It  was  in  the  field  of  education  that  Edith 
had  her  most  significant  impact.  She  began 
her  educational  career  when  PS  165  opened 
and  her  son  entered  the  first  grade  in  a  school 
that  had  3,000  children  but  only  1,000  seats. 
With  the  support  of  her  husband,  Murry 
Bergtraum  (a  most  powerful  advocate  for  the 
schools  children  of  New  York  City  who  would 
later  become  president  of  the  city's  board  of 
education).  Edith  quickly  and  effectively  joined 
the  ongoing  fight  for  the  nghts  and  education 
of  children. 

When  Murry  became  the  first  president  of 
the  PS  165  Parents-Teachers  Association, 
Edith  assumed  a  ^pM  on  the  executive  board. 
Their  joint  efforts  to  alleviate  the  overcrowding 
in  the  school  were  successful,  as  three  more 
elementary  schools— PS  200.  201,  and  219— 
were  constructed  nearby.  When  her  children 
moved  onto  Junior  High  School  218  and  For- 
est Hills  High  School.  Edith  followed,  enriching 
these  schools  with  the  same  dynamism  that 
she  brought  to  PS  165. 

As  her  involvement  grew,  so  did  recognition 
of  her  capabilities.  In  1974,  Edith  was  elected 
to  Community  School  Board  25,  a  position  she 
held  for  19  years.  During  this  penod,  she  was 
elected  president  of  the  local  school  board. 
She  also  somehow  found  the  time  to  serve  on 
citywide  educational  committees  on  special 
education,  personnel  and  budget.  In  1993,  she 
was  named  the  Queens  borough  representa- 
tive on  the  search  committee  to  select  a  new 
schools  chancellor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  people  of  Community 
School  Distnct  25  and  those  throughout  New 
York  City  gather  on  May  19  to  honor  Edith  K. 
Bergtraum,  it  is  my  hope  that  we  will  continue 
to  be  inspired  and  dedicated  to  the  education 
of  our  children  by  following  the  most  unique 
example  she  has  set. 

I  call  on  all  my  colleagues  m  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  jom  me  now  m  expressing 
our   thanks    and   congratulations   for    Edith's 
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good  works  to  her  family:  her  son,  Howard 
Bergtraum,  and  daughter-in-law,  Susan 
Bergtraum,  and  their  children,  Matthew,  Jor- 
dan, and  Andrea  Bergtraum;  Edith's  daughter, 
Judy  Bergtraum;  and  Edith's  daughter,  Marcia 
Bergtraum-Williams,  and  son-in-law,  Dan  Wil- 
liams, and  their  children,  Harel  and  Marc  Wil- 
liams; Edith's  brother  and  sister-in-law,  Stan- 
ley and  Bernice  Bergtraum;  and  Edith's  sister 
and  brother-in-law,  Nat  and  Janice  Sommer. 

With  the  dedication  of  the  Edith  Bergtraum 
School,  we  ensure  that  the  people  of  New 
York  will  long  remember  a  dynamic  educator, 
a  compassionate  humanitanan,  and  a  special 
fnend. 


ELIMINATE  THE  MARRIAGE  PEN- 
ALTY FOR  THE  EXCLUSION  OF 
GAIN  ON  THE  SALE  OF  A  PRIN- 
CIPAL RESIDENCE  BY  AN  INDI- 
VIDUAL OVER  55 


HON.  RICHARD  E.  NEAL 

OF  MASS.»iCHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today,  I  introduced  legislation  to  correct  an  in- 
equity in  on  our  current  tax  system.  Under  cur- 
rent law,  an  individual  over  the  age  of  55  is  al- 
lowed a  one-time  exclusion  of  capital  gain  on 
'he  sale  of  a  principal  residence.  This  one- 
time exclusion  invokes  a  marnage  penalty. 
This  legislation  would  eliminate  the  marriage 
penalty  for  the  one-time  exclusion  of  gain  on 
the  sale  of  a  pnncipal  residence. 

For  example,  two  individuals  over  the  age  of 
55  who  decide  to  marry  and  sell  their  homes 
would  only  receive  an  exclusion  of  $125,000. 
Whereas,  if  they  did  not  marry  and  sold  their 
homes  they  each  would  be  able  to  receive  an 
exclusion  for  $125,000.  This  legislation  ad- 
dresses this  problem.  The  legislation  elimi- 
nates the  marriage  penalty  by  disregarding 
elections  made  before  the  date  of  marriage  or 
elections  made  on  homes  sold  after  the  date 
of  marnage,  but  purchased  before  the  mar- 
nage. 

Fairness  is  an  important  element  of  tax  pol- 
icy. The  current  policy  on  the  one-time  exclu- 
sion assists  individuals  who  are  approaching 
retirement  and  it  is  a  valuable  exclusion.  Our 
Tax  Code  should  be  fair  and  not  discriminate 
against  basic  values  such  as  marriage.  The 
decision  to  marry  should  not  be  based  on  fi- 
nancial reasons. 

I  urge  you  to  correct  this  inequity  and  sup- 
port this  legislation. 


5715  YEARS  OF  EXPERIENCE  IN 
ONE  ROOM 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OK  C.\LIKORNI.Jl 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  17,  1995 
Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  news  of  a  special 
gathering  that  will  take  place  on  Thursday, 
May  18,  in  Castro  Valley,  CA.  Over  50  senior 
citizens,  each  over  100  years  old,  will  join  to- 
gether at  Eden  Medical  Center  for  the  sixth 
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annual  100+  celebration.  As  best  I  can  cal- 
culate it,  5715  years  of  experience  and  memo- 
ries will  be  shared  by  56  people  at  this  unique 
gathering. 

Every  one  of  us  has  looked  to  an  elder,  per- 
haps a  grandparent  or  great-grandparent,  at 
different  times  during  our  lives  for  the  wise 
counsel  that  only  experience  can  provide. 
Their  wit  and  wisdom  speak  of  lessons 
learned;  their  knowing  smiles  are  a  reflection 
on  decades  of  experience.  I  know  my  own 
mother,  who  is  just  86  years  old,  has  taught 
this  Incorrigible  son  an  encyclopedia  of  les- 
sons! 

While  I  cannot  be  there  on  Thursday,  I  want 
to  join  Eden  Hospital  in  honoring  our  local 
centenarians.  The  most  senior  of  these  senior 
citizens  are  106,  including  Vera  Sherman  and 
Anna  Simons.  There  are  also  five  105  year- 
olds,  including  Abdul  Khaliqi,  Antonio  Nieto, 
Marie  Sobieski,  Mary  Souza.  and  Ethel 
Stenson. 

Nicolasa  Alcon,  Elizabeth  Denny,  Etta 
Osborn,  Epifama  Saldana,  Eva  Thornton, 
Catherine  Walker,  and  Lily  Wilkinson  are  104 
this  year.  The  103  year-olds  who  will  be  there 
on  Thursday  are:  Giorgina  Angeli,  Michael 
Branden.  Lillian  Garfais,  Mamie  McGnff,  and 
Antonio  Nava.  The  presence  of  the  102  year- 
olds  will  be  filled  by  Anna  Galvin,  Jim  Hen- 
dricks, Hinda  Jackson,  Helen  Leandro,  Euge- 
nia Liorentzevitch,  Erminia  Oberti,  Fred 
Vonbrethorst,  Frances  Wayne,  and  Grace 
Zoellner. 

Marion  Boone,  Olga  Cherepanoff,  Josephine 
Corona,  Hazel  Garad,  Olive  Gurney,  Mananne 
Hill,  Dale  Kune,  Kristina  Langas,  Helen 
Minore,  Marian  Morken,  Eva  Ortiz,  Irene  Pear- 
son, Liilie  Seay,  Mary  Silva,  Ernestine 
Smedman,  Leo  Valentine,  and  Marguente 
Zugnoni,  at  101,  are  the  sophomores  of  this 
class.  The  freshmen,  young  at  only  100,  are: 
Jane  Barkley,  Augusta  Burlingame,  Alice 
"Pete"  Clark,  Althea  Cummings,  Leone 
Gardelius,  Ollie  Holmes,  Clara  Moreland, 
Sumako  Oka,  Mamie  Person,  Edith  Irene 
Wasley,  and  Elizabeth  Wershkull. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join 
me  in  hononng  these  centenanans,  especially 
during  Older  Americans  Months,  1995.  Their 
long  and  full  lives  have  been  a  source  of  inspi- 
ration to  their  friends,  family,  and  us  all.  I  wish 
them  all  good  health  and  good  cheer. 


THE  INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  HIS- 
TORIC HOMEOWNERSHIP  ASSIST- 
ANCE ACT 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  KLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATI'VES 

Wednesday.  May  17,  1995 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  across  Amer- 
ica, in  the  small  towns  and  great  cities  of  this 
country,  our  heritage  as  a  nation — the  physical 
evidence  of  our  past — is  at  risk.  In  virtually 
every  corner  of  this  land,  homes  in  which 
grandparents  and  parents  grew  up,  commu- 
nities and  neighborhoods  that  nurtured  vibrant 
families,  schools  that  were  good  places  to 
learn  and  churches  and  synagogues  that  were 
filled  on  days  of  prayer,  have  suffered  the  rav- 
ages of  abandonment  and  decay. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

In  the  decade  from  1980  to  1990,  Chicago 
lost  41,000  housing  units  through  abandon- 
ment, Philadelphia  10,000,  and  St.  Louis 
7,000.  The  story  in  our  older  small  commu- 
nities has  been  the  same,  and  the  trend  con- 
tinues. It  is  important  to  understand  that  it  is 
not  just  the  buildings  that  we  are  losing.  It  is 
the  sense  of  our  past,  the  vitality  of  our  com- 
munities and  the  shared  values  of  those  pre- 
cious places. 

We  need  not  stand  hopelessly  by  as  pas- 
sive witnesses  to  the  loss  of  these  irreplace- 
able historic  resources.  We  can  act,  and  to 
that  end  I  am  introducing  today,  with  my  col- 
leagues Mrs.  Kennelly,  Mr.  McCrery.  Mr. 
Neal,  Mr.  ZiMMER,  Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecti- 
cut, Mr.  Gephardt,  Mr.  GOSS,  Mr.  Moakley, 
Mr.  Hutchinson,  Mr.  Torkildsen,  Mrs. 
MalONEY,  Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Hinchey,  Mr. 
Clyburn,  and  Mr.  Nadler,  the  Historic  Home- 
ownership  Assistance  Act. 

This  legislation  is  patterned  after  the  exist- 
ing Historic  Rehabilitation  Investment  tax  cred- 
it. That  legislation  has  been  enormously  suc- 
cessful in  stimulating  private  investment  in  the 
rehabilitation  of  buildings  of  histonc  impor- 
tance all  across  the  country.  Through  its  use 
we  have  been  able  to  save  and  re-use  a  rich 
and  diverse  array  of  historic  buildings:  land- 
marks such  as  Union  Station  In  Washington, 
DC,  the  Fox  Paper  Mills,  a  mixed-used  project 
that  was  once  a  derelict  in  Appleton,  Wl,  and 
the  Rosa  True  School,  an  eight-unit  low/mod- 
erate income  rental  project  in  an  historic 
school  building  in  Portland,  ME.  In  my  own 
State  of  Flonda,  since  1974,  the  existing  His- 
toric Rehabilitation  Investment  tax  credit  has 
resulted  in  325  rehabilitation  projects, 
leveraging  $238  million  in  private  investment. 
These  projects  range  from  the  restoration  of 
art  deco  hotels  in  historic  Miami  Beach,  bring- 
ing economic  rebirth  to  this  once  decaying 
area,  to  the  development  of  multifamily  hous- 
ing in  the  Springfield  Histonc  Distnct  in  Jack- 
sonville. 

The  legislation  that  I  am  introducing  today 
builds  on  the  familiar  structure  of  the  existing 
tax  credit,  but  with  a  different  focus  and  more 
modes,  scope  and  cost.  It  is  designed  to  em- 
power the  one  major  constituency  that  has 
been  barred  from  using  the  existing  credit — 
homeowners.  Only  those  persons  who  reha- 
bilitate or  purchase  a  newly  rehabilitated  home 
and  occupy  it  as  their  principal  residence 
would  be  entitled  to  the  credit  that  this  legisla- 
tion would  create.  There  would  be  no  passive 
losses,  no  tax  shelters,  and  no  syndications 
under  this  bill. 

Like  the  existing  investment  credit,  the  bill 
would  provide  a  credit  to  homeowners  equal 
to  20  percent  of  the  qualified  rehabilitation  ex- 
penditures made  on  an  eligible  building  that  is 
used  as  a  pnncipal  residence  by  the  owner. 
Eligible  buildings  would  be  those  that  are  list- 
ed on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
are  contnbuting  buildings  m  National  Register 
Historic  Distncts  or  in  nationally  certified  State 
or  local  histonc  distncts,  or  are  individually  list- 
ed on  a  nationally  certified  State  or  local  reg- 
ister. As  IS  the  case  with  the  existing  credit, 
the  rehabilitation  work  would  have  to  be  per- 
formed in  compliance  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  standards  for  rehabilitation,  although 
the  bill  would  clarify  the  directive  that  the 
standards   be   interpreted    in    a    manner   that 
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takes  into  consideration  economic  and  tectv 

nical  feasibility. 

The  bill  also  makes  provision  for  lower-in- 
come homebuyers  who  may  not  have  suffi- 
cient Federal  income  tax  liability  to  use  a  tax 
credit.  It  would  permit  such  persons  to  receive 
a  historic  rehabilitation  mortgage  credit  certifi- 
cate which  they  can  use  with  their  bank  to  ob- 
tain a  lower  interest  rate  on  their  mortgage. 

The  credit  would  be  available  for  condomin- 
iums and  co-ops,  as  well  as  smgle-family 
buildings.  If  a  building  were  to  be  rehabilitated 
by  a  developer  lor  sale  to  a  homeowner,  the 
credit  would  pass  through  to  the  homeowner. 
Since  one  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  provide  in- 
centives for  middle-income  and  more  affluent 
families  to  return  to  older  towns  and  cities,  the 
bill  does  not  discriminate  among  tewpayers  on 
the  basis  of  income.  However,  it  does  impose 
a  cap  of  $50,000  on  the  amount  of  credit 
which  may  be  taken  for  a  pnncipal  residence. 

The  Histonc  Homeownership  Tax  Assist- 
ance Act  will  make  ownership  of  a  rehabili- 
tated older  home  more  affordable  for  home- 
owners of  modest  incomes.  It  will  encourage 
more  affluent  families  to  claim  a  stake  m  older 
towns  and  neighborhoods  It  affords  fiscally 
stressed  cities  and  towns  a  way  to  put  aban- 
doned buildings  back  on  the  tax  roles,  while 
strengthening  their  income  and  sales  tax 
bases,  it  offers  developers,  realtors,  and 
homebuilders  a  new  realm  of  economic  oppor- 
tunity in  revitalizing  decaying  buildings. 

Mr  Speaker,  this  bill  is  no  panacea.  Al- 
though its  goals  are  great,  its  reach  will  be 
modest  But  it  can  make  a  difference,  and  an 
important  difference,  m  communities  large  and 
small  all  across  this  Nation.  The  Amencan 
dream  of  owning  ones  home  is  a  powerful 
force.  This  bill  can  help  it  come  true  tor  those 
who  are  prepared  to  make  a  personal  commit- 
ment to  join  in  the  rescue  of  our  priceless  her- 
itage. By  their  actions  they  can  help  to  revital- 
ize decaying  resources  of  histonc  importance, 
create  jobs  and  stimulate  economic  develop- 
ment, ana  restore  lo  our  oioer  towns  ana  cities 
a  lost  sense  of  purpose  and  community 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
bill  and  an  explanation  of  its  provisions  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 


HONORING  THE  SOCORRO  HIGH 
SCHOOL  NJROTC  UNIT 


HON.  RONAU)  D.  COLEMAN 

OF  TF.XAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
give  special  recognition  to  a  group  of  students 
from  my  congressional  distnct,  the  members 
of  Socorro  High  School's  Naval  Junior  ROTC 
unit. 

This  unit  has  developed  into  one  of  the  best 
NJROTC  units  m  the  country.  It  has  placed 
first  in  area  11  in  3  of  the  last  4  years  The 
unit  has  also  received  the  highest  grade  out  of 
360  high  schools  in  the  Nation.  Under  the  able 
guidance  and  direction  of  Commander  William 
J.  Woodward,  USN  Ret.,  the  cadets  of  our 
NJROTC  unit  have  learned  how  to  succeed  in 
competitive  situations  and  prevail  m  times  of 
adversity. 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  also  want  to  recognize  the 
tremendous  support  in  the  community  of 
Socorro.  TX  for  the  unit.  Dunng  one  of  the 
unit's  ceremonial  evaluations,  numerous  civic, 
fraternal,  and  military  leaders  were  present  as 
well  as  approximately  900  sixth  through  eighth 
graders  from  local  elementary  and  middle 
schools.  The  facilities  the  unit  uses  are  among 
the  best  in  area  1 1 .  Classrooms,  office  and 
storage  areas  are  spacious,  well  organized 
and  very  well  maintained.  It  is  very  obvious 
that  the  cadets,  school,  and  the  community 
take  a  great  deal  of  pnde  in  the  NJROTC  pro- 
gram. 

I  also  ask  my  colleagues  to  pay  tnbute  to 
Commander  Woodward's  assistants:  Sgt. 
Maior  Robert  D.  Way.  USMC  Ret.,  and  Chief 
Petty  officer  Oscar  R.  Martinez.  USN  Ret. 
Both  these  individuals  have  provided  count- 
less hours  of  support  and  guidance  enhancing 
the  aspirations  of  the  cadets  of  the  unit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great  pnde  that  I  rec- 
ognize the  students,  parents,  teachers,  and 
school  administrators  involved  with  the 
Socorro  High  SChool  NJROTC  unit.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting  them  and 
wishing  them  well  in  their  future  endeavors. 


NATIONAL  SENIOR  CENTER  WEEK 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  .NEW  YORK 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
announce  that  the  week  of  May  14-21.  1995. 
has  been  designated  National  Senior  Center 
Week.  The  335  senior  centers  in  New  York 
City  will  join  with  the  over  10.000  senior  cen- 
ters nationally  and  the  National  Council  on 
Aging's  National  Institute  of  Senior  Centers  as 
sponsors  of  the  week.  The  Council  of  Senior 
Centers  and  Services  is  coordinating  the  Sen- 
ior Center  Week  Celebration  m  New  York  City. 

In  addition  to  the  imoortance  of  orovidmg 
meals  for  seniors  living  on  tight  budgets,  sen- 
ior centers  are  vital  meeting  places  that  serve 
the  educational  and  social  needs  of  our  Na- 
tion's seniors.  The  sense  of  community  experi- 
enced by  an  isolated  older  person  of  any  in- 
come level  or  as  a  place  to  proudly  bnng 
younger  family  memlsers  adds  immeasurably 
to  the  quality  of  life  and  emotional  and  phys- 
ical well-being.  I  also  know  the  value  of  senior 
centers  from  personal  experience — they  were 
a  great  benefit  to  my  grandparents. 

By  naming  this  week  National  Senior  Center 
Week,  we  are  acknowledging  the  vital  work 
that  goes  on  every  day  to  create  a  safe  haven 
for  seniors.  I  know  all  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  join  me  m  ap- 
plauding their  efforts  and  wishing  all  our  senior 
centers  many  more  years  of  success. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  RICHARD  J. 

ZANINI 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  CON.VECTICLT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESEiNTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 
Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today 
to  honor  an  outstanding  educator.  Dr.  Richard 
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J.  Zanini  of  Wethersfield.  CT,  who  is  retiring  in 
June.  During  his  35  years  of  service  Dr.  Zanini 
served  as  a  teacher,  a  program  specialist,  a 
supervisor,  and  assistant  supennlendent.  For 
the  last  13  years,  he  has  served  as  super- 
intendent of  schools  in  Wethersfield. 

Dr  Zanini  was  educated  at  the  University  of 
Massachusetts  and  at  the  University  of  Con- 
necticut, where  he  received  his  Ph.D.  in  1969. 
After  serving  in  the  army,  he  began  teaching 
history  and  social  studies  m  Connecticut  in  the 
early  I960's  He  then  helped  shape  Federal 
education  policy  as  a  program  specialist  at  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  in  Washington 
for  2  years  before  returning  to  the  classroom. 

In  1972.  Dr.  Zanini  became  the  assistant  su- 
perintendent of  schools  in  Hebron,  Andover. 
and  Marlborough.  He  served  in  a  similar  role 
in  the  Wethersfield  school  system  for  5  years 
before  becoming  the  supennlendent  in  1982. 

Dunng  Dr.  Zanim's  tenure  in  Wethersfield. 
several  schools  have  been  recognized  for  ex- 
cellence. Wethersfield  High  School  became  a 
4-year  high  school  and  won  statewide  recogni- 
tion in  1983  and  again  in  1994.  Silas  Deane 
Junior  High  School  received  wide  acclaim,  in- 
cluding designation  as  an  exemplary  school  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  in  1991  and 
the  kindergarten  center  received  national  ac- 
creditation in  1993. 

Despite  difficult  economic  times,  Dr.  Zanini 
hired  outstanding  administrators,  teachers, 
and  support  staff,  and  ensured  buildings  were 
repaired  m  a  timely  manner.  He  always  treat- 
ed colleagues,  parents,  and  students  with  re- 
spect and  professionalism.  We  will  all  miss 
this  respected  leader  who  has  worked  so  hard 
on  behalf  of  students  for  so  long. 

Dr.  Zanim's  leadership,  attention  to  detail, 
thorough  knowledge  of  State  and  Federal  reg- 
ulations, and  his  vision  have  served  the 
Wethersfield  distnct — and  all  his  previous  dis- 
tncts  and  schools — well.  We  thank  him  for  his 
dedicated  service  and  wish  him  the  best  upon 
his  retirement. 
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SOUTH  DAKOTA  VOICE  OF 
DEMOCRACY  WINNER 


HON.  TIM  JOHNSON 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. Ms.  Becky  Fischer  of  Eureka,  SD,  was  re- 
cently selected  as  a  State  winner  in  the  Voice 
of  Democracy  broadcast  script  writing  contest 
conducted  each  year  by  the  Veterans  of  For- 
eign Wars  of  the  United  States  and  its  ladies 
auxiliary.  The  contest  theme  for  this  year  was 
"My  Vision  for  America,"  and  of  the  more  than 
126,000  secondary  school  students  who  par- 
ticipated in  this  year's  contest,  Becky  was  also 
named  a  winner  at  the  national  level.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I'm  inserting  Becky's  winning  script 
in  the  Congressional  Record.  She  deserves 
to  be  commended  for  her  exceptional  efforts  in 
writing  this  scnpt  and  participating  in  this  con- 
test. Becky's  insights  and  enthusiasm  will 
serve  as  a  model  to  others  her  age: 
My  Vision  for  A.mf.rica 

Picture  a  small  child,  and  in  his  busy  little 
hands,  a  fragile,  crystal  antique  vase.  Unless 


this  child  has  been  properly  educated  in  the 
handling-,  care,  and  value  of  this  vase,  the 
owner  of  this  treasure  would  be  extremely 
nervous.  Americans  are  permitting:  every 
child  in  the  United  States  to  grasp  a  vase — 
this  'vase"  is  our  future.  These  children 
must  be  prepared  today  to  meet  and  conquer 
the  challenges  of  tomorrow.  The  future  of 
America  is  held  in  the  hands  of  the  children: 
therefore,  my  vision  for  America  includes  a 
brighter,  bolder,  well-educated  society 
achieved  by  what  the  children  are  experienc- 
ing today. 

In  order  to  fulfill  my  vision  for  America, 
we  must  take  care  of  the  children.  Teaching 
children  to  take  care  of  their  bodies  by  fol- 
lowing wise  health  habits  will  build  their 
strength  and  endurance.  If  a  child  is  not 
physically  strong  enough  to  hold  the  vase,  it 
could  drop  and  shatter.  If  the  children  of 
America  are  not  physically  sound,  dreams 
for  America's  future  could  be  crushed. 

We  must  also  take  care  of  America's  chil- 
dren emotionally.  A  child  must  possess  a 
strong  sense  of  self-confidence,  believing  in 
himself  and  his  ability  to  contribute  to  soci- 
ety. Henry  Ford  said,  "Don't  find  fault— Find 
a  remedy."  We  must  build  a  child's  self  es- 
teem. Consider  I  Thessalonians  5:11.  "There- 
fore encourage  one  another  and  build  each 
other  up  *  *  *  "  If  a  child  believes  he  can  ac- 
complish his  goals,  whether  it  be  carrying  a 
priceless  antique  or  creating  a  better  future 
for  America,  he  will  be  prepared  to  meet 
these  goals. 

A  strong  education  in  our  schools  and 
homes  is  also  necessary  for  every  American 
child  to  secure  my  vision  for  America 
Teachers  and  schools  play  a  vital  role  in  the 
education  of  a  child.  With  continued  excel- 
lence in  our  nation's  schools,  opportunities 
are  unlimited  for  a  child  to  learn,  adjust  to 
change,  and  meet  new  challenges.  By  nature. 
a  child  has  an  open  mind  and  a  willingness  to 
ask  questions.  A  child  will  develop  his  own 
vision  for  America  through  a  solid  edu- 
cation. 

Parents  and  family  have  the  chief  respon- 
sibility for  educating  our  children  though. 
Children  model  themselves  largely  on  their 
parents.  A  parent  must  act  like  the  type  of 
pei-son  they  want  their  child  to  become  since 
things  parents  do  and  say  strongly  influence 
a  child.  If  parents  teach  a  child  how  to  sup- 
port the  vase  by  their  own  example,  that 
child  will  be  able  to  hold  the  vase  with  con- 
fidence. If  a  parent  enstills  a  positive  atti- 
tude in  a  child  regarding  the  American  spir- 
it, that  child  will  look  to  this  country's  fu- 
ture with  energy  and  enthusiasm. 

My  vision  for  America  can  be  achieved  in 
various  ways.  By  setting  a  good  example, 
children  will  have  footsteps  to  follow.  Along 
with  their  own  experiences,  future  decisions 
these  children  make  will  be  determined  by 
what  they  have  learned  from  our  examples  in 
their  past.  To  preserve  the  safety  of  the 
"vase."  we  have  the  opportunity  and  the  re- 
sponsibility to  set  a  good  example. 

Every  American  citizen  must  participate 
in  preparing  the  children  for  a  successful  fu- 
ture. Henry  Wadsworth  Longfellow  said. 
"Give  what  you  have,  to  someone  it  may  be 
better  than  you  dare  think."  Our  nation  is 
composed  of  unique  individuals,  each  with 
their  own  talents.  We  need  to  focus  these 
varied  talents  on  the  children:  they  need 
each  and  every  one  of  us.  All  of  us  together 
will  help  prepare  these  children  for  the  fu- 
ture. 

In  conclusion,  we  are  all  now  holding  the 
"vase."  but  we  must  pass  it  on  to  the  chil- 
dren of  America.  If  we  continue  to  take  care 
of  the  children,  physically  and  emotionally. 
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provide  a  superior  education  for  them  in  the 
schools  and  in  our  homes,  and  set  good  ex- 
amples, we  are  contributing  together  to  pre- 
pare our  children  for  tomorrow.  The  future 
of  America  is  held  in  the  hands  of  the  chil- 
dren; therefore,  my  vision  for  America  in- 
cludes a  brighter,  bolder,  well-educated  soci- 
ety achieved  by  what  the  children  are  experi- 
encing today. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  RICHARD  ALAN 
YANIKOSKI 


HON.  WILLIAM  0.  UPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOI.S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Dr.  Richard  Alan  Yanikoski  who 
will  be  inaugurated  on  May  19.  1995,  as  presi- 
dent of  Xavier  University  located  in  the  Third 
Congressional  District  of  Illinois.  Dr.  Yanikoski 
was  selected  after  a  nationwide  search  con- 
ducted by  the  university's  board  of  Trustees 
attracted  distinguished  candidates  from  all  re- 
gions of  the  country.  Dr.  Yanikoski  is  the  12th 
president  of  the  148-year-old  college,  the  old- 
est higher  education  institution  in  the  city  of 
Chicago. 

Dr.  Richard  Yanikoski  has  served  in  the  field 
of  higher  education  for  over  19  years.  Pre- 
viously, Dr.  Yanikoski  held  the  position  of  di- 
rector of  the  Harry  F.  and  Elaine  M.  Chaddick 
Institute  and  served  as  associate  professor 
and  director  of  DePaul  University's  Public 
Services  Graduate  Program.  Other  positions 
previously  held  at  DePaul  included  associate 
vice  president  for  academic  affairs,  director  of 
institutional  planning  and  research,  evaluation 
coordinator,  instructor  and  mentor  of  DePaul's 
School  for  New  Learning.  Dr.  Yanikoski's  addi- 
tional professional  experience  includes  his 
work  as  research  assistant  for  Chicago's 
Spencer  Foundation,  part-time  instructor  for 
Loyola  University's  Program  in  Higher  Edu- 
cation, and  mentor  for  Native  American  Edu- 
cation Services  College  of  Chicago. 

A  prolific  wnter,  Dr.  Yanikoski  has  published 
numerous  articles  in  professional  journals  and 
IS  currently  preparing  his  first  book.  "Academic 
Freedom  in  Higher  Education."  to  be  put)- 
lished  by  Greenwood  Press.  He  has  been  a 
guest  speaker,  session  leader,  and  invited 
panelist  for  over  30  professional  organizations. 
A  variety  of  higher  education,  religious,  and 
governmental  institutions  have  sought  his  ex- 
pertise as  a  reviewer  and  consultant.  In  addi- 
tion. Dr.  Yanikoski  has  received  numerous 
awards  and  distinctions  In  honor  of  his  dedi- 
cated years  of  service  to  higher  education.  For 
example.  Dr.  Yanikoski  has  been  recognized 
by  the  Amencan  Men  and  Women  of  Science, 
Who's  Who  in  the  American  Education,  Who's 
Who  of  Emerging  Leaders  in  Amehca,  and 
Who's  Who  Worldwide. 

The  May  19,  inauguration  ceremony  will  Ije 
a  gala  celebration  featuring  an  investiture  of 
the  President  by  James  J.  McDonough,  chair- 
man of  the  university's  board  of  trustees.  As 
part  of  the  investiture  ceremony.  Dr.. Yanikoski 
will  be  presented  the  university's  medallion,  a 
symbol  of  the  office  of  presidency.  The  medal- 
lion features  the  seal  of  the  university  which  is 
engraved  with  the  Latin   motto  "Via  Veritas 
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Vita,"  which  translates  as  "The  Way,  The 
Truth,  The  Life,"  and  features  a  number  of 
elements  to  represent  the  Sisters  of  Mercy, 
education  and  religion. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  m  extending 
congratulations  to  Dr.  Richard  Alan  Yanikoski 
as  he  begins  his  tenure  as  president  of  Saint 
Xavier  University.  I  wish  him  the  best  of  luck 
in  his  endeavors  as  president.  I  am  confident 
he  will  maintain  the  high  academic  standards 
of  the  university  and  will  undoubtedly  add  to 
Saint  Xavier's  rich  tradition  of  providing  quality 
post-secondary  education  m  a  religious  atmos- 
phere. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  PATENT  AND 
TRADEMARK  OFFICE  CORPORA- 
TION ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  CARLOS  J.  MOORHEAD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  the  Patent  and  Trade- 
mark Office  Corporation  Act  of  1995.  a  bill  that 
will  enable  the  U.S.  Patent  and  Trademark  Of- 
fice to  improve  the  services  it  provides  to  the 
public.  I  am  pleased  to  have  as  an  original  co- 
sponsor  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]  the  ranking  Democrat  on  the  In- 
tellectual Property  Subcommittee.  Our  legisla- 
tion will  convert  the  Patent  and  Trademark  Of- 
fice [PTO]  to  a  freestanding  Government  cor- 
poration, giving  it  the  operating  and  financial 
flexibility  it  lacks  today  as  a  regular  Govern- 
ment bureau  in  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
This  added  flexibility  should  allow  the  PTO  to 
operate  more  like  a  private  business  and  pro- 
vide better  service  to  its  customers  at  lower 
cost. 

The  idea  of  making  the  PTO  a  Government 
corporation  is  not  new.  As  early  as  1989,  the 
National  Academy  of  Public  Administration,  a 
nonprofit  organization  that  studies  ways  to  im- 
prove the  effectiveness  of  Government,  rec- 
ommended corporation  status  for  the  Patent 
and  Trademark  Ottlce.  The  National  Academy 
reported  that  flexibility  in  budgetary  and  other 
management  matters  would  give  the  Ottice  the 
capacity  needed  to  respond  more  quickly  and 
efficiently  to  its  customers. 

The  PTO  does  not  use  any  general  tax  rev- 
enues to  support  its  operations.  It  collects  fee 
revenues  from  the  sale  of  products  and  serv- 
ices to  inventors,  companies,  and  other  cus- 
tomers that  support  the  entire  cost  of  its  oper- 
ations. It  expects  to  employ  more  than  5,100 
people  and  collect  and  spend  S643  million  in 
1996.  As  a  large,  fully  self-supporting  organi- 
zation, the  PTO  is  well-suited  for  Government 
corporation  status. 

The  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  courts  and 
Intellectual  Property,  which  I  chair,  has  re- 
ceived testimonv  in  support  of  converting  the 
Patent  and  Trt-^^mark  Office  to  a  Government 
corporation.  Several  user  groups  support  this 
concept  including  the  Amencan  Bar  Associa- 
tion section  of  Intellectual  Property  Law,  the 
American  Intellectual  Profjerty  Law  Associa- 
tion, and  the  Intellectual  Prop>erty  Owners,  Inc. 

I  understand  the  administration  is  also  re- 
viewing legislation  that  will  recommend  con- 
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verting  the  Patent  and  Trademark  Office  to  a 
Government  corporation.  In  order  to  encour- 
age dialogue  on  the  specifics  of  this  issue,  we 
are,  today,  introducing  legislation,  which  gives 
the  authority  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
and  Trademarks  to  manage  the  PTO  in  a 
business-like  manner.  The  bill  also  establishes 
a  Management  Advisory  Committee  that  will 
afford  users  a  voice  m  how  the  PTO  is  Of)er- 
ated.  The  bill  maintains  tight  congressional 
oversight  of  the  operation  and  requires  annual 
reports  to  Congress  The  proposal,  while  not 
modeled  closely  atter  any  existing  Govern- 
ment corporation,  is  designed  to  meet  the 
unique  needs  of  the  Patent  and  Trademark 
Office  and  its  user  community.  The  administra- 
tion's bill  will  be  introduced  at  a  later  date. 

Under  our  bill,  the  Commissioner  would  be 
appointed  for  a  fixed  6-year  term  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.  The  management  ot  the  PTO 
would  be  vested  m  the  Commissioner,  and  the 
Commissioner  would  appoint  all  other  employ- 
ees, including  a  Deputy  Commissioner  for  Pat- 
ents, a  Deputy  Commissioner  for  Trademarks, 
and  an  inspector  general.  The  PTO  would  be 
exempt  from  administrative  or  statutorily  im- 
posed limits  on  the  number  or  grade  ol  Gov- 
ernment employees.  The  Patent  and  Trade- 
mark Office  would  become  an  independent 
agency  outside  ol  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. There  are  diflenng  views  on  whether 
the  PTO  benefits  from  tjeing  kept  under  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  and  I  believe  the 
sutx:ommittee  should  explore  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  an  independent  agency 
The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  resolution,  before 
Congress  now.  assumes  the  elimination  ol  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  which  could  have  a 
substantial  impact  on  the  future  of  the  Paterit 
and  Trademark  Office. 

Specific  authority  within  the  Patent  and 
Trademark  Ottice  corporation  would  include 
the  power  to  purchase,  lease,  construct,  and 
manage  property,  the  power  lo  award  con- 
tracts for  facilities,  services,  and  printing,  the 
power  to  use  its  revenues  without  apportion- 
ment by  the  Ottice  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et, the  power  to  invest  and  earn  interest  on  its 
money,  and  the  power  to  issue  bonds  to  fi- 
nance Its  activities.  Under  existing  law,  long- 
term  capital  improvements,  including  the  ex- 
pensive program  to  automate  the  massive  pat- 
ent search  files,  must  be  paid  for  by  current 
PTO  users,  who  will  not  necessanly  receive 
any  benefits  from  capital  improvements.  Under 
the  bill,  such  improvements  could  be  sup- 
ported by  Ixind  issues. 

Our  bill  would  eliminate  the  practice  of  with- 
holding several  million  dollars  from  the  Patent 
and  Trademark  Ottice  each  year  that  users 
have  paid  into  the  patent  surcharge  fund.  It 
gives  the  PTO  access  to  all  of  its  revenues, 
including  those  in  the  Patent  and  Trademark 
Ottice  surcharge  fund  established  by  section 
10101  ol  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1990.  The  authonty  to  set  the  levels  of 
major  patent  fees  would  be  retained  by  Con- 
gress, subject  to  the  authonty  of  the  Commis- 
sioner to  adjust  tees  annually  in  response  to 
increases  in  the  Consumer  Pnce  Index,  as 
under  existing  law. 
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Officers  and  employees  of  the  Patent  and 
Trademark  Office  would  continue  to  be  em- 
ployees of  the  Federal  Government.  Our  pro- 
posal specifies  the  features  o(  the  Federal  per- 
sonnel statutes,  including  those  covenng  re- 
tirement and  other  benefits,  that  would  con- 
tinue to  apply.  The  Commissioner  would  have 
authonty  to  set  the  compensation  levels  for  of- 
ficers and  employees.  Present  law  would  be 
retained  and  employees  would  still  not  have 
the  right  to  strike  or  to  bargain  over  wages. 
Transition  provisions  in  the  bill  would  govern 
the  shift  to  corporate  status. 

The  Commissioner  would  receive  advice 
from  a  management  advisory  committee  of  18 
members,  6  of  whom  would  be  appointed  by 
each  of  the  President,  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  and  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate.  Committee  memlsers,  appointed  for  6- 
year  terms,  would  represent  diverse  users  of 
the  Patent  and  Trademark  Office.  The  board 
would  be  assisted  by  a  staff,  and  would  sub- 
mit an  annual  report  to  the  President  and  the 
House  and  Senate  Judiciary  Committees. 

If  this  legislation  is  to  achieve  its  objectives, 
it  must  be  crafted  very  carefully,  to  ensure  the 
necessary  checks  and  balances.  A  public  in- 
terest IS  involved,  and  this  office  is  the  only 
place  the  public  can  go  to  obtain  a  patent  or 
register  a  trademari<.  The  PTO  is  not  subject 
to  the  performance  pressure  that  anses  out  of 
corporate  competition.  The  bill,  therefore,  does 
not  privatize  the  PTO  by  giving  it  all  of  the 
freedom  of  a  pnvate  company. 

The  PTO  would  continue  to  be  a  Govern- 
ment agency  under  the  direction  and  oversight 
of  the  President  and  the  Congress.  However, 
the  added  management  flexibility  provided  by 
the  bill  should  improve  the  PTO's  efficiency 
and  responsiveness  to  the  public.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  all  interested  parlies  as 
we  move  this  legislation  through  the  Con- 
gress. 


ROB  WALSH  HONORED  FOR  EX- 
TRAORDINARY COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  .\EW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.^TIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 
Mr.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
bnng  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  the  ef- 
forts of  an  extraordinary  individual  who  lives 
and  works  in  my  distnct,  Rob  Walsh. 

Mr.  Speaker,  too  often,  the  stones  of  those 
who  make  a  difference  m  their  communities 
are  drowned  out  by  the  tragedies  which  split 
our  community.  Pick  up  any  newspaper  on 
any  given  day.  Headlines  will  scream  of  the 
latest  cnme;  columnists  will  lament  the  many 
foibles  of  our  society.  The  quieter  success  sto- 
ries largely  go  unreported,  unremarked  upon. 
I  believe  it  is  cntically  important  that  we  do 
a  better  )ob  of  telling  the  success  stones,  that 
we  do  a  better  job  of  being  role  models  for  our 
Nation's  youth.  I  therefore  take  the  House 
floor  today  to  recognize  the  efforts  of  a  man 
who  has  done  so  much  lor  so  many.  I  would 
also  like  to  say  that  I  am  extremely  pleased 
that  Rob  Walsh  will  be  receiving  the  pres- 
tigious Annual  Cancer  Care  Community  Serv- 
ice Award  this  Sunday. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Before  I  go  into  Bob's  many  achievements, 
I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  congratulate  Can- 
cer Care  for  its  dedication  to  providing  free 
and  comprehensive  clinical  services,  edu- 
cation, and  financial  assistance  to  patients  and 
their  families  at  any  stage  of  illness.  Cancer 
Care  works  cooperatively  and  effectively  with 
the  many  hospitals  and  health  institutions  in 
my  distnct  and  New  York  in  general,  to  pro- 
vide cntical  services  to  those  who  are  most  in 
need.  I  cannot  say  enough  about  the  compas- 
sion and  commitment  of  Cancer  Care  to  its 
mission. 

I  also  want  to  commend  Cancer  Care  on 
their  judgment.  Each  year.  Cancer  Care 
t>estows  it's  Community  Service  Award  to 
someone  who  makes  significant  contributions 
to  the  community.  This  year's  recipient  will 
surprise  no  one  who  has  spent  any  time  over 
the  past  5  years  m  the  14th  Street-Union 
Square  area. 

In  1989  Rob  Walsh  became  the  executive 
director  of  the  I4th  Street-Union  Square  Local 
Development  Corp.  and  business  improve- 
ment district.  Rob  came  prepared. 

Rob's  service  m  New  York  City  government 
had  t3een  as  vaned  as  it  was  successful.  In 
fact,  it  seemed  that  there  was  no  bureau  of 
government  which  had  not  benefited  from 
Rob's  considerable  energies.  He  had  served 
in  the  mayor's  office  of  operations  as  a  voter 
assistance  coordinator,  the  transportation  de- 
partment, the  pari<s  department,  the  personnel 
department,  and  the  general  services  depart- 
ment. In  addition,  Rob  has  a  master's  degree 
in  public  affairs  from  Fordham  University, 
where  he  also  received  his  undergraduate  de- 
gree. 

Since  taking  the  helm  of  the  14th  Street- 
Union  Square  LDC/BID,  Rob  has  overseen 
unprecedented  efforts  to  revitalize  a  commu- 
nity which  has  fallen  on  hard  times.  Dunng  the 
I980's,  14th  Street  had  become  a  drug  in- 
fested area,  with  prostitutes,  and  covered  with 
graffiti.  Union  Square,  once  one  of  New  York's 
greatest  public  spaces,  was  now  best  known 
for  its  nickname  "Needle  Park." 

Rob  Walsh,  thankfully,  is  not  a  man  who 
shnnks  from  a  challenge.  With  his  remarkable 
energy,  intelligence,  and  can-do  attitude,  Rob 
has  led  Ihe  efforts  to  turn  the  neighborhood 
around.  Stop  by  Union  Square  on  a  sunny 
spring  day  and  you  will  see  the  difference. 

New  businesses  move  into  this  thriving 
neighborhood  every  day.  Children  and  workers 
on  their  lunch  break  pack  into  beautiful  and 
accessible  Union  Square.  Stuyvesant  Square 
Park  IS  now  the  kind  of  well-maintained  open 
space  that  every  member  of  the  community 
can  enjoy.  The  streets  are  cleaner  and  safer 
and  there  exists  the  kind  of  communitywide 
pride  which  is  so  charactenstic  of  the  best 
neighborhoods  of  New  York  and  any  city. 

As  Rob  will  be  the  first  to  say.  this  turn- 
around was  the  product  of  efforts  by  hundreds 
and  thousands  of  canng  members  of  the  com- 
munity. But  I  am  not  sure  it  could  have  hap- 
pened without  Rob's  leadership.  As  the 
"Mayor  of  Union  Square,"  Rob  has  directed 
the  efforts,  and  led  Ihe  battle  at  the  front  lines. 
He  can  always  be  found,  walking  the  streets, 
checking  on  his  latest  brainstorms. 

There  is,  of  course,  much  work  left  to  be 
done.  But  Rob's  commitment  to  the  values 
which  make  this  community  great — affordable 
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housing,  opportunities  for  our  kids,  safe 
streets,  and  economic  growth — will  certainly 
guide  his  future  efforts  in  the  right  direction. 

I  should  also  point  out  that  Rob  also  volun- 
teers his  time  to  a  number  of  important  groups 
in  our  city,  including  New  York  Cares,  the 
Vanderbilt  YMCA,  Beth  Israel  Medical  Center 
community  advisory  council,  Cabrini  Medical 
Center  advisory  council,  NYC  Urban  Fellows 
advisory  board,  Washington  Irving  High 
School  business  advisory  council,  and  the 
mayor's  Voluntary  Action  Center.  And  with  all 
of  his  efforts,  Rob  remains  a  devoted  husband 
to  his  lovely  wife  Terry  and  is  a  doting  father 
to  his  beautiful  daughter  Cara,  perhaps  the 
most  important  job  of  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  grateful  to  Cancer  Care 
for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  tell  a  true 
New  Yort<  success  story.  Rob  Walsh  deserves 
our  most  sincere  thanks  for  all  of  his  efforts  on 
behalf  of  his  community,  and  I  hope  that  all  of 
my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  congratulating 
him  at  this  time. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  PRESUMPTIVE 
DISABILITY  FOR  THE  SEVERELY 
DISABLED  INTRODUCED 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  C.'iLIFORNl.^ 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA'nVES 

Wednesday,  May  17,  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  that  incorporates  the  Sup- 
plemental Security  Income's  [SSI]  presumptive 
disebility  system  into  the  Social  Security  Dis- 
ability Insurance  [SSDI]  Program. 

One  of  the  largest  continuing  problems 
faced  by  the  Social  Secunty  Administration 
[SSA]  IS  the  backlog  of  more  than  1  million 
cases  waiting  for  a  disability  determination.  In 
1995  President  Clinton  asked  for  disability  in- 
vestment funding  in  the  amount  of  $280  mil- 
lion as  part  of  the  regular  administrative  budg- 
et. These  funds  were  specifically  earmarked 
for  processing  disability-related  wori<loads. 
Congress  appropriated  disability  investment 
funding  in  the  amount  of  $320  million  for  fiscal 
year  1995.  I  support  this  move  but  we  need  to 
do  more  and  to  act  more  quickly. 

Social  Security  expects  to  receive  nearly  3 
million  applications  for  disability  benefits 
through  1995,  70  percent  more  than  it  re- 
ceived 5  years  ago.  Social  Secunty  admits 
that  its  complicated  decision  process  has 
changed  little  in  40  years  and  offers  an  "unac- 
ceptable" level  of  service  to  the  public.  An  an- 
nounced "reengineenng"  of  the  increasingly 
complex  disability  determination  system  is  ex- 
pected to  stabilize  the  workload  but  not  to  re- 
sult in  an  appreciable  reduction  in  the  backlog. 

On  the  average,  it  now  takes  a  disability  ap- 
plicant 5  months  to  get  an  initial  decision.  If 
benefits  are  denied,  the  applicant  waits  an- 
other 18  months  to  get  an  administrative  law 
judge's  decision  on  the  appeal.  Congress  has 
heard  complaints  in  recent  years  of  deserving 
applicants  waiting  months  for  desperately 
needed  funds  and,  in  some  cases,  dying  be- 
fore they  get  a  decision. 

For  example,  in  Arizona  a  recent  disability 
applicant  was  forced  to  leave  her  secretarial 
job  due  to  injuries  resulting  from  a  serious 
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auto  accident.  She  applied  to  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration  for  disability  benefits  to  off- 
set the  loss  of  her  income.  She  did  not  realize 
that  she  was  venturing  into  an  understaffed, 
underfunded  Federal  program  that  often  forces 
disabled  people  to  wait  months  to  learn  wheth- 
er they  qualify  for  benefits.  After  a  year's  wait, 
she  was  successful  in  obtaining  the  benefits  to 
which  she  was  entitled  only  after  hiring  an  at- 
torney who  specializes  in  such  cases.  These 
kinds  of  long  delays  are  repeated  in  anecdote 
after  anecdote. 

For  many  severely  disabled,  there  should  be 
a  faster  way. 

The  SSI  program  makes  an  initial  deter- 
mination that  presumes  a  person  to  be  dis- 
abled if  they  fit  certain  severe  disability  cri- 
tena.  These  people  begin  to  receive  SSI  bene- 
fits immediately  and  the  SSA  has  a  6  month 
penod  to  make  the  final  determination  of  eligi- 
bility using  the  SSA's  definition  of  disability. 

Being  able  to  receive  SSI  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  a  presumptive  disability  determination 
provides  the  disabled  person  with  much-need- 
ed money  immediately.  However,  for  a  worker 
who  has  paid  into  Social  Security  and  be- 
comes disabled,  there  is  no  comparable  proc- 
ess to  identify  the  people  that  would  most  like- 
ly qualify  for  Dl  benefits.  My  legislation  would 
remedy  this  by  providing  for  determinations  of 
presumptive  disability  under  title  II  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  in  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  is  currently  applicable 
under  title  XVI  of  such  act. 

This  means  that  if  a  person  is  found  to  be 
presumptively  disabled  under  title  II  and  meets 
the  requirements  for  entitlement  to  benefits  the 
person  will  begin  to  receive  benefits,  after  the 
initial  5-month  waiting  penod  required  before 
Dl  benefits  can  be  paid,  for  up  to  6  months 
while  the  final  determination  is  being  made.  If 
the  person  is  presumed  eligible  to  receive  Dl 
benefits,  then  their  dependents  shall  also 
begin  to  receive  benefits. 

If,  in  the  final  determination,  a  claimant's  im- 
pairment does  not  meet  the  Social  Secunty 
Administration's  definition  of  disability,  they 
and  their  dependents  shall  not  be  responsible 
to  return  the  money  they  received  during  the 
presumptive  eligibility  determination  penod. 

In  some  instances  a  person  may  be  pre- 
sumed eligible  for  SSI  benefits  before  being 
found  to  be  presumptively  disabled  under  title 
II.  Ir  this  case,  the  person  will  still  be  entitled 
to  only  6  months  of  presumptive  disability  ben- 
efits. In  most  States,  while  receiving  SSI  t>ene- 
fits,  a  person  is  eligible  for  Medicaid.  Under 
this  proposal,  claimants  who  would  have  been 
eligible  for  SSI  benefits,  were  it  not  for  their 
receipt  of  Dl  presumptive  disability  benefits, 
would  be  deemed  eligible  for  SSI,  making 
them  eligible  for  Medicaid  in  those  States 
where  SSI  eligibility  triggers  Medicaid  eligi- 
bility. When  the  final  determination  for  Dl  ben- 
efits is  made,  the  claimant  loses  the  Medicaid 
eligibility.  Medicare  will  be  provided  to  dis- 
abled wori<ers  and  their  dependents  after  they 
have  been  receiving  disability  benefits  for  24 
months,  including  the  time  they  were  receiving 
presumptive  disability  payments. 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  DIABETES 
RESEARCH  ACT 


HON.  ELIZABETH  FURSE 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday  May  17,  1995 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  diabetes  re- 
search IS  at  a  crossroads.  Eariier  this  year, 
leading  scientists  and  researchers  from  across 
Amenca  gathered  in  Washington,  DC.  at  the 
Capitol  Summit  on  Diabetes  Research  to  re- 
lease the  white  paper.  The  white  paper  dem- 
onstrated that  diabetes  research  has  reached 
a  critical  point,  and  that  immediately  increas- 
ing our  focus  could  yield  substantial  and  dra- 
matic breakthroughs.  Recent  evidence  indi- 
cates that  a  cure,  or  improvements  in  other 
disease  management  techniques,  are  withm 
our  reach  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  14 
million  Amencans  who  are  affected  by  diabe- 
tes. 

Today,  along  with  Mr.  Nethercutt,  I  am 
proud  to  introduce  the  Dialjetes  Research  Act. 
This  legislation  would  substantially  increase 
the  funds  available  for  diabetes  research  at 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health.  In  light  ol  ttie 
scientific  revelations  brought  forth  by  leading 
researchers  and  endocnnologists,  we  must 
adopt  a  long-term  strategy  to  deal  with  the 
problem  of  diabetes  in  America.  As  a  nation, 
diabetes  and  its  tragic  complications  cost  our 
Nation  over  $100  billion  every  year.  Everyday, 
thousands  of  people  go  blind,  have  extremity 
amputations,  or  develop  heart  disease  as  a  re- 
sult of  diatjetes.  We  can  make  a  difference  if 
we  only  heed  the  call  of  the  people  who  are 
on  the  front  lines  fighting  this  dreadful  disease. 
The  Diabetes  Research  Act  answers  that  call. 

I  believe  this  bill  could  also  be  called  the 
Prionties  Act  of  1995.  In  order  to  balance  the 
budget  and  still  invest  in  our  Nation's  future. 
we  must  have  an  open  and  honest  discussion 
with  the  American  people  about  our  pnorities. 
Tomorrow  I  am  going  to  Introduce  three  bills 
to  create  budgetary  savings  of  $1.5  billion,  a 
portion  of  which  could  be  used  to  pay  for  in- 
creased diabetes  research  funds.  In  sum,  I  be- 
lieve diabetes  research  should  be  a  pnonty 
and  encourage  my  colleagues  to  follow  my 
lead  and  make  recommendations  on  how  to 
pay  for  it. 

My  own  daughter  has  diabetes.  She  is  one 
of  millions  of  Americans  who  live  with  this  dis- 
ease every  day,  and  I  am  so  proud  of  her.  I 
am  also  grateful  to  all  the  national  diabetes  or- 
ganizations that  gave  their  insight  into  the  de- 
velopment of  this  legislation.  I  urge  all  my  col- 
leagues here  in  the  House  to  cosponsor  the 
Diabetes  Research  Act,  cosponsor  a  bill  to 
pay  lor  it,  and  then  let  the  thousands  of  peo- 
ple with  diabetes  in  your  community  know  you 
are  working  for  their  future. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  CREW  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  SUGAR  ISLAND  FERRY  BY 
THE  HONORABLE  BART  STUPAK 
OF  MICHIGAN 


HON.  BART  STUPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17. 1995 

Mr.  STUPAK  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
oiler  my  sincere  congratulations  to  the  crew 
members  ol  the  Sugar  Island  terry  m  Sugar  Is- 
land, Ml  tor  their  outstanding  service  to  the 
community. 

Each  year,  civic  groups  on  Sugar  Island 
choose  an  individual  to  recognize  his  or  her 
contnbutions  to  the  community.  This  year, 
however,  the  entire  crew  ol  the  Sugar  Island 
lerry  was  chosen  to  be  honored  lor  their  enor- 
mous efforts  lor  the  betterment  ol  the  Sugar 
Island  community. 

The  lirst  regulariy  scheduled  ferry  to  bring 
cars  to  Sugar  Island  was  the  Service,  which 
t)egan  operation  on  July  1.  1928  On  that  day, 
30  automobiles  were  transported  from  the  is- 
land to  the  mainland  ol  Michigan's  Upper  Pe- 
ninsula. It  cost  45  cents  lor  cars  and  15  cents 
lor  loot  passengers  to  be  earned  across  St. 
Mary's  River.  In  addition  to  cars  and  tnjcks, 
the  lerry  also  carried  horse-drawn  wagons 
dunng  this  penod. 

The  Service,  was  in  use  until  1932,  when  it 
was  replaced  by  the  Beaver.  The  Beaver  ran 
until  1937,  when  a  second  lerry,  Scow  No.  1, 
was  placed  into  service.  Later  rebuilt  and 
named  Chippewa,  that  lerry  was  in  use  until  a 
larger,  steel  lerry  with  a  l2-car  capacity  was 
constructed.  That  lerry,  the  Sugar  Islander. 
built  in  1947,  IS  still  in  use  today  The  Sugar 
Island  ierry  was  privalely-owned  by  the  East- 
ern Upper  Peninsula  Transportation  Authonty 
in  1979. 

In  1994,  252.339  vehicles  were  transported 
by  the  Sugar  Islander.  The  terry  provides  a 
vital  link  Irom  Sugar  Island  to  the  city  ol  Sault 
Ste.  Mane  in  the  Upper  Peninsula.  In  addition 
to  Its  regular  service,  the  lerry  goes  out  ol  its 
way  to  promptly  transport  emergency  vehicles 
and  ambulance,  fire  and  pwlice  personnel  lor 
the  benefit  of  Sugar  Island  residents. 

Additionally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ferry  is  known 
for  Its  outstanding  service.  It  operates  every 
half  hour  in  good  weather  and  bad,  365  days 
a  year.  The  highly  dedicated  crew  works  11- 
hour  shifts,  and  I  commend  the  crew  members 
of  the  Sugar  Islander,  for  their  unfailingly  cour- 
teous and  reliable  service.  Specifically.  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  the  current  members  of 
the  Sugar  Island  ferry,  including  Tom  Ste- 
vens, Bnan  Dynes,  Dan  Cairns,  Paul  McCoy, 
Derek  Myerscough,  Doug  Bisdorf.  Mike  Pat- 
ten, Tim  Switzer.  Don  Soper,  Jim  Gort.  Jr.. 
and  Rick  Brown. 

I  know  my  colleagues  join  me  in  hononng 
those  crew  memt>ers  who  enrich  the  lives  of 
Sugar  Island  residents,  as  well  as  visitors  to 
that  Northern  Michigan  community 
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YOUTH  CANCER  AWARENESS 


HON.  CHARLIE  ROSE 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  this  body  youth  cancer 
awareness. 

More  than  5  million  living  Amencans  have  a 
history  of  cancer.  It  is  estimated  that  among 
the  1  million  people  diagnosed  with  cancer 
this  year,  half  will  die  from  this  disease.  In  my 
State  of  North  Carolina  alone,  over  3,200  peo- 
ple will  be  diagnosed  with  cancer  this  year. 

Even  more  alarming  is  the  growth  m  re- 
ported cases  of  cancer  in  young  people.  Can- 
cer IS  the  No.  2  killer  among  our  youth. 

In  my  home  State  of  North  Carolina,  the 
month  of  Apnl  is  "Cancer  Awareness  Month." 
North  Carolina  has  planned  a  number  of 
events  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  cancer 
awareness.  I  would  have  like  to  have  made 
Apnl  "National  Cancer  Awareness  Month.' 
However  procedural  changes  will  not  permit 
the  offering  of  such  a  resolution. 

Nonetheless,  I  would  still  like  to  increase  the 
pHJblic's  awareness  of  the  degree  to  which 
cancer  affects  young  people.  The  key  to  find- 
ing a  cure  for  cancer  is  in  awareness  of  the 
symptoms,  the  causes,  and  the  best  means  to 
address  the  problems  raised  by  cancer.  In- 
creased volunteer  participation  and  the  pro- 
motion of  education  and  research  have  had  a 
profound  positive  impact  on  discovering  a 
cure.  We  need  to  do  more  in  this  regard. 

With  the  help  of  dedicated  people  like  Miss 
Leslie  Cobb,  a  Jacksonsville,  NC,  teen  cancer 
activist,  who  fight  this  terrible  disease  every- 
day, we  will  eventually  find  a  cure.  I  urge  ev- 
eryone to  do  all  they  can  to  Inform  our  youth 
about  the  nsks  of  cancer. 


LORETTA  PONTICELLO  HONORED 
FOR  LIFETIME  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  stand  before  my  distin- 
guished colleagues  today  to  honor  Ms.  Loretta 
Ponticello. 

It  has  been  my  observation  that  we  are  so 
consumed  with  the  problems  and  negativism 
that  plague  our  Nation  that  we  sometimes  for- 
get about  those  who  are  working  to  solve 
these  problems.  We  ignore  the  heroes  who 
are  right  in  our  midst,  choosing  instead  to  talk 
about  the  the  t>ad  news  that  dominates  the 
news. 

This  situation  needs  to  be  corrected.  That's 
why  I  take  this  opportunity  to  honor  one  of 
these  heroes.  She  may  not  be  featured  m  a 
movie  or  on  television,  but  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  Loretta  Ponticello  is  a  hero  to  all 
who  know  her. 

First,  let  me  talk  a  little  bit  atxxjt  Loretta's 
remarkable  business  career.  By  combining  her 
great  aptitude  for  business  with  a  high  stand- 
ard of  integrity  and  diligence.  Ms.  Ponticello 
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has  brought  success  wherever  she  has  gone. 
After  graduating  from  the  New  Jersey  College 
for  Women — now  Douglas  College — she 
worked  for  Chemical  Bank  in  the  foreign  de- 
partment. Eventually,  Loretta  left  the  bank  and 
went  on  to  become  secretary  to  the  president 
of  Cooke  International,  and  impKDrt/export  firm 
in  New  York.  Upon  leaving  Cooke  Inter- 
national. Loretta  began  working  for  Rosenthal 
&  Rosenthal.  Inc.  where  she  will  be  retinng 
after  26  years. 

She  tsegan  her  career  at  Rosenthal  as  man- 
ager of  the  International  Operations  Office  in 
their  Foreign  Department.  Later  she  joined  the 
Rosenthal  Groups  Law  Department  as  an  ad- 
ministrative manager  and  legal  assistant  and 
after  years  of  service  with  Rosenthal  &  Rosen- 
thal was  appointed  an  officer  in  the  company. 
She  IS  one  of  the  best  liked  and  well  re- 
spected members  of  the  comf>any.  and  her 
fellow  workers  will  be  sorry  to  see  her  go. 

Loretta's  outstanding  achievement  in  the 
business  world  may  only  be  overshadowed  by 
her  exemplary  work  in  her  community.  For 
over  41  years,  Loretta  has  been  an  active 
resident  of  City  &  Suburban's  York  Avenue 
Estate  Landmark. 

When  eviction  notices  were  sent  to  all  ten- 
ants of  her  building,  it  looked  as  'f  Loretta  and 
her  neighbors  would  be  forced  to  leave  their 
homes  forever.  Her  interest  in  the  preservation 
of  historic  buildings  in  New  York  City  pet- 
suaded  her  to  lead  the  fight  to  make  the  build- 
ing a  New  York  City  landmark. 

Loretta  helped  organize  fundraisers,  spoke 
at  hearings  and  met  with  legislators  in  New 
York  City  and  Washington.  DC.  Her  persist- 
ence was  rewarded  when  City  &  Suburban 
was  made  an  official  New  York  City  landmark. 
Ms.  Betty  Cooper  Wallerstein.  chairperson  of 
Coalition  to  Save  the  City  and  Suburban,  and 
Mane  Beirne.  Tenants  Landmark  chairperson, 
both  agree  that  the  landmaf1<ing  of  City  & 
Suburbans  York  Avenue  Estate  could  not 
have  been  accomplished  without  Loretta. 

Now  the  Loretta  is  retinng  after  26  years 
with  Rosenthal  &  Rosenthal  she  will  be  able  to 
devote  even  more  time  to  her  community  serv- 
ice. She  plans  to  be  the  keeper  of  the  massive 
City  &  Suburban  archives  and  intends  to  do 
volunteer  work  in  the  field  of  historic  preserva- 
tion. Ms.  Ponticello  will  also  continue  her  work 
with  the  East  79th  Street  Neighborhood  Asso- 
ciation, canng  and  working  with  the  community 
that  she  loves. 

Mr  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  honor  the 
heroics  of  Loretta  Ponticello  today.  I  hope  that 
my  colleagues  will  )Oin  me  in  thanking  Ms. 
Ponticello  for  her  ongoing  generosity,  and 
wish  her  a  long  and  happy  retirement. 


ONE  OF  NEW  YORK'S  BEST— EL 
OLE 


HON.  NYDiA  M.  VELAZQUEZ 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 
Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today 
in  honor  of  one  of  New  York's  best  and  most 
vibrant  dining  establishments.  I  am  referring  to 
El  Ole  It  is  fMew  York's  very  own  bit  of  Spain, 
and  it  celebrates  25  years  of  exemplary  serv- 
ice this  Monday,  May  22. 
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The  owners  of  this  fabulous  restaurant, 
Pepe  and  Tony  Lagares  arrived  in  the  United 
States  back  In  1949.  They  came  here  from  La 
Coruria,  Spain,  with  their  father,  Don  Jose. 
They  spent  their  first  years  in  this  country 
working  at  their  grandfather's  restaurant, 
Greenwich  Village's  El  Tropezon.  In  1970, 
they  opened  El  Ole,  and  for  years  worked  at 
a  grovelling  pace.  El  Ole's  reputation  spread 
by  word  of  mouth,  and  it  soon  built  up  a 
strong  clientele.  In  fact,  when  El  Ole  opened 
its  doors  for  the  first  time,  it  could  only  accom- 
modate 28  patrons.  Today,  it  serves  many 
well  known  guests  on  a  regular  basis,  and  its 
exquisite  dinning  room  accommodates  1 1 0. 

Among  the  many  distinguished  patrons  of  El 
Ole  are:  Sylvester  Stallone,  Elizabeth  Taylor, 
Al  Pacino,  Emilio  Estevez,  Robert  DeNiro, 
Martin  Lawrence,  Jon  Secada,  Jane  Evans, 
Pedro  Morales,  Jose  Chegui  Torres,  Roberto 
Ledesma,  and  former  Governor  Cuomo  and 
his  family.  This  impressive  list  comes  as  no 
surpnse.  El  Ole  has  an  atmosphere  that  lends 
itself  to  fine  dinning  and  pure  enjoyment.  But 
it  IS  much  more  than  a  restaurant,  it  is  a  ref- 
uge for  people  of  all  cultures,  and  its  walls 
have  witnessed  countless  conversations  on 
everything  from  politics  to  the  arts. 

From  the  romantic  sounds  of  Spanish  gui- 
tars to  the  fast  swing-pace  of  salsa,  cumbia, 
and  merenge,  El  Ole's  superb  service  and  vi- 
brant setting  serve  as  perfect  complement  to 
this  establishment's  world  class  menu. 

I  applaud  the  Lagares  brothers  for  their  ef- 
forts, and  thank  them  for  bringing  us  so  much. 
To  El  Ole,  a  happy  celebration,  may  its  tables 
always  bear  las  Delicias  de  la  madre  Espana, 
and  may  its  door  always  rest  open  for  those 
who  share  a  passion  for  culinary  pleasure  and 
a  thirst  for  the  joy  of  life.  Ole! 


FINDING  SUPPLEMENTAL  SECU- 
RITY INCOME  ELIGIBLE  BENE- 
FICIARIES; INTRODUCTION  OF 
LEGISLATION  TO  PROVIDE  IN- 
CENTIVES FOR  NON-PROFIT  OR- 
GANIZATION OUTREACH 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Supplemental 
Security  Income  [SSI]  Program  was  begun  to 
provkJe  a  safety  net  for  our  country's  elderly, 
Wind,  and  disabled  persons  with  limited  in- 
come and  resources. 

Over  the  years  I  have  followed  the  outreach 
efforts  of  the  Social  Security  Administration  to 
inform  potential  eligible  people  about  the  SSI 
Program.  In  1989  a  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices study  indicated  that  that  35  percent  of  po- 
tentially eligible  recipients  were  not  participat- 
ing in  the  SSI  Program.  Congress  mandated 
funds  to  the  SSA  in  fiscal  year  1990  arxj  1991 
for  outieach  projects  in  an  effort  to  enroll 
these  potential  recipients. 

Many  outreach  programs  designed  and  car- 
ried out  by  local  government  and  nonprofit  or- 
ganizations have  been  funded  by  these  appro- 
priated funds.  Outreach  programs  inform  the 
SSA  staff  of  the  most  effective  means  of 
reaching  potentially  eligible  recipients  of  the 
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SSI  Program  and  assist  recipients  through  the 
complicated  application  process. 

Alameda  County  in  California  has  been  very 
effective  in  reaching  Southeast  Asian  potential 
recipients  through  an  outreach  program  that 
reaches  into  the  community  through  mutual 
assistance  groups. 

In  Arizona  third  parties  using  a  variety  of 
outreach  techniques,  including  language 
groups,  successfully  funded  eligible  recipients 
and  streamlined  their  application  process  by 
completing  the  many  necessary  forms  for 
them. 

These  examples  point  to  what  maybe  the 
most  effective  way  of  contacting  these  hard  to 
reach  people.  The  use  of  existing  private  non- 
profit community  groups.  I  suppose  that  one  of 
the  quickest  and  most  economical  ways  of 
finding  and  signing  up  eligible  people  for  the 
SSI  Program  would  be  to  use  the  staffs  of 
nonprofit  organizations  who  already  work  with 
the  poor.  Many  of  these  people  are  very 
knowledgeable  about  the  program  and  have 
the  trust  of  potential  recipients.  Help  in  filing 
out  the  forms  and  collection  of  the  necessary 
documentation  would  greatly  assist  the  over- 
worked SSA  staff. 

In  return  the  nonprofit  organizations  would 
receive  a  fixed  amount  of  money  for  each  per- 
son they  "sign  up"  that  was  actually  eligible 
for  the  SSI  Program. 

This  idea  is  the  basis  for  the  legislation  I  am 
introducing  today.  My  bill  creates  two  dem- 
onstration projects,  one  in  a  poor  urban  area 
and  one  in  a  poor  rural  area,  to  test  this  idea 
of  providing  an  award  for  successful  outreach. 


THE  SERB  STRANGLEHOLD  ON 
SARAJEVO 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JER.SEY 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  condemn  the  latest  Serbian  on- 
slaught directed  against  innocent  civilians  in 
Sarajevo,  an  UN-designated  safe-haven.  The 
events  of  the  past  24  hours  underscore  the 
fact  that  the  besieged  city  of  Sarajevo  remains 
in  a  virtual  stranglehold  by  well-armed  Serb 
militants.  UN  sources  confirmed  that  at  least 
1,000  shells  were  fired  on  Sarajevo.  The 
heavy  shelling  of  the  Bosnian  capital,  the 
worst  in  over  a  year,  resulted  in  a  score  of  in- 
juries and  deaths.  Sporadic  shelling  continues 
today. 

Some  have  had  the  audacity  to  argue  that 
both  sides  are  equally  to  blame  for  the  attack, 
a  pretext  later  used  to  deny  the  Bosnian  Gov- 
ernment's urgent  request  for  protection  of  Sa- 
rajevo. Attempts  to  equate  the  forces  of  the 
sovereign  Government  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina 
with  the  marauding  bandits  led  by  Radovan 
Karadzic,  a  mastermind  of  genocidal  aggres- 
sion in  Bosnia,  are  an  affront  which  must  be 
resoundingly  rejected.  Karadzic,  along  with 
Bosnian  Serb  military  commander  Ratko 
Mladic  arxJ  former  police  chief  Mico  Stanisic, 
are  under  active  investigation  by  the  War 
Crimes  Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugoslavia,  for 
their  respective  roles  in  the  war  launched  by 
the  Serbs  in  1 992. 
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For  3  years  now,  international  negotiators 
have  traveled  a  well-wom  path  to  Pale,  the 
Bosnian  Serb  headquarters.  Neariy  a  year  has 
passed  since  the  Contact  Group  presented  its 
peace  plan  on  a  take-it-or-leave-it-basis.  The 
Bosnian  Government  accepted  the  proposal 
within  the  2  week  deadline.  The  plan  has  been 
repeatedly  rejected  by  the  Bosnian  Serbs  with 
relative  impunity  despite  threats  by  the  Con- 
tract Group  that  rejection  would  carry  severe 
consequences.  Further  negotiations  at  this 
time  can  only  be  expected  to  bnng  further 
concessions  to  meet  Karadzic's  demands. 

Yesterday's  attack  on  Sarajevo  highlights 
the  pathetic  state  of  affairs  and  utter  impo- 
tence of  the  international  community  which 
has  effectively  abrogated  its  responsibility  for 
enforcing  Secunty  Council  resolutions  in 
Bosnia.  The  shelling  occurs  at  a  time  when 
the  United  Nations  is  reviewing  Its  mission  in 
Bosnia — a  mission  which,  in  my  opinion,  has 
been  seriously  undermined  since  U.N.  forces 
began  negotiating  with  the  militants  shortly 
after  UNPROFOR's  deployment.  Further  delay 
in  deciding  what,  if  any,  role  the  U.N.  can  or 
should  play  in  Bosnia  will  only  make  the  with- 
drawal of  UNPROFOR  that  much  more  difficult 
and  potentially  dangerous  should  such  a  de- 
termination ultimately  be  reached. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
measures  taken  by  the  Security  Council  to 
date  have  failed  to  maintain  International 
peace  and  security  as  it  relates  to  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  uncon- 
scionable that  that  country  continues  to  be  de- 
nied Its  right  to  self-defense,  in  clear  violation 
of  article  51  of  the  U.N.  Charter. 

Eariier  this  year.  I  introduced  H.R.  1172. 
legislation  which  lift  the  arms  embargo  against 
Bosnia-Herzegovina.  This  bill  enjoys  consider- 
able bipartisan  support  as  evidenced  by  the 
growing  list  of  cosponsors.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
colleagues  to  support  the  lifting  of  the  arms 
embargo,  an  action  fully  in  keeping  with 
Bosnia's  inherent  nght  to  self-defense. 


COMMUNITY  SPIRIT  ALIVE  AND 
WELL  IN  IDAHO 


HON.  HELEN  CHENOWFTH 

OF  IDAHO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 
Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr,  Speaker.  I  nse 
today  to  applaud  the  efforts  of  two  institutions 
in  my  district  that  are  pioneenng  innovative 
programs  to  meet  the  credit  and  housing 
needs  of  the  citizens  of  Boise.  Boise  Neigh- 
borhood Housing  Service  and  Key  Bank  of 
Idaho  have  been  nationally  recognized  by  the 
Social  Compact  in  its  1995  Outstanding  Com- 
munity Investment  Awards  Program  for  their 
efforts,  which  are  helping  to  address  the  city's 
critical  shortage  of  aftordable  housing  options. 
Social  Compact  Is  a  national  nonprofit  orga- 
nization dedicated  to  increasing  industry  in- 
vestment in  our  at-risk  neightjorhoods.  They 
lead  by  example,  highlighting  successful  part- 
nerships t)etween  financial  services  institutions 
and  neightxjrhood  nonprofit  organizations  that 
are  working  together  to  reestablish  viable  mar- 
kets in  which  the  financial  industry  can  do 
business.  By  reestablishing  these  markets,  the 
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pjartnership  reclaims  vulnerable  communities, 
transforming  them  into  a  neighborhood  of  ac- 
tive residents  and  homeowners  with  a  real 
stake  in  their  future.  As  a  result  of  the  annual 
Outstanding  Community  Investment  Awards 
Program.  Boise  Neighborhood  House  Service, 
or  NHS  and  Key  Bank  of  Idaho  were  chosen 
out  of  160  applicants  as  a  model  partnership, 
one  that  the  rest  of  the  industry  can  learn 
from. 

When  Boise  NHS  t>egan  13  years  ago  as  a 
small,  neightxirhood  revitalization  effort,  Boise 
was  just  entenng  a  growth  penod.  Today. 
Boise  IS  a  city  with  soanng  housing  costs  and 
high  land  prices.  In  the  last  5  years  alone,  the 
cost  of  living  in  Boise  increased  by  139  per- 
cent, while  median  income  rose  only  33  p>er- 
cent.  NHS  has  responded  to  Boise's  afford- 
able housing  shortage  by  forming  a  lasting 
partnership  with  Key  Bank  of  Idaho,  a  financial 
institution  committed  to  neightxirhood  revital- 
ization. Their  partnership  is  providing  solutions 
tx)th  lor  lower  income  families  who  need  af- 
fordable rental  housing  or  tselieve  the  dream 
of  homeownership  is  out  of  their  reach 

As  a  result  of  the  leadership  of  Connie 
Hogland,  executive  director  of  Boise  NHS.  and 
Michael  Mooney.  president  of  Key  Bank  of 
Idaho.  77  families  now  live  m  newly  con- 
structed, aftordable  homes  Seven  families 
have  achieved  the  dream  ot  homeownership. 
through  the  construction  of  Quince  Cove  de- 
velopment, financed  100  percent  by  Key  Bank 
of  Idaho.  Key  Bank  has  furthered  its  financial 
involvement  with  Boise  NHS.  supporting  the 
National  Neightxjrs  Works  Campaign  tor 
Homeownership,  initiating  a  special  lenders 
pool  with  other  institutions  to  provide  first 
mortgages  to  low-  and  moderate-income  fami- 
lies, and  providing  Boise  NHS  with  an  ongoing 
line  of  credit.  In  Boise  our  citizens  have  a 
great  deal  of  civic  pnde  in  their  city  and  the 
Key  Bank  employees,  senior  managers,  and 
even  members  of  their  board  of  directors  also 
volunteer  their  time  lor  community-wide  events 
such  as  when  the  city  comes  together  to  help 
those  that  are  unable  to  maintain  the  upkeep 
of  their  homes. 

Efforts  such  as  those  by  Boise  NHS  and 
Key  Bank  of  Idaho  deserve  to  be  congratu- 
lated, not  only  (or  their  ongoing  eftorts  to  meet 
immediate  needs  of  Boise  residents,  but  also 
for  their  innovation  in  finding  new  ways  to  help 
the  city  and  the  community,  making  it  a  vital 
place  to  live  and  do  business. 


RESEARCH  FOR  OUR  NATION'S 
FUTURE 


HON.  SIIVEN  SCHDT 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  17,  1995 
Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Speaker,   I   rise  today  to 
mention  the  importance  of  the  basic  scientific 
research  funded  under  budget  function  270. 
While  this  research  may  fall  under     ,e  Energy 
Supply  Research  and  Development  title,  this 
work,  much  of  which  is  occurnng  at  our  na- 
tional laboratones.  is  basic  fundamental  sci- 
entific research  that  applies  to  national  prob- 
lems in  nuclear  weapons  and  environmental 
cleanup. 
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Research  efforts  at  the  national  laboratories 
are  characterized  by  scientific  excellence  and 
the  integration  of  basic  research  to  real  appli- 
cations in  the  chemical  sciences,  materials 
sciences,  and  geosciences.  For  example,  the 
materials  science  research  program  at  the  na- 
tional laboratones  not  only  demonstrates  the 
relevance  of  basic  science  to  technology,  but 
also  supports  the  Energy  Department's  pri- 
mary missions.  In  addition,  these  programs 
take  advantage  of  a  wide  range  of  large,  cap- 
ital intensive  research  facilities  that  are  not 
usually  found  at  universities. 

Work  in  areas  such  as  scientifically  tailored 
matenals  combine  expertise  m  solid  state 
sciences,  atomic-level  diagnostics,  matenals 
synthesis  and  processes  science  to  produce 
new  classes  of  tailored  matenals  for  cntical 
defense  needs,  and  which  can  also  be  used 
by  industry  down  the  road.  That  national  lat>- 
oratones  matenals  researchers  win  prizes  and 
awards  each  year,  indicates  that  their  col- 
leagues in  universities  and  industry  recognize 
the  value  of  their  scientific  contnbutions 

In  conclusion,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  be 
mindful  that  the  national  laboratones  are  con- 
ducting onginal  and  relevant  basic  research  m 
the  basic  energy  sciences  program  that  is  of 
great  value  to  our  Nation's  future. 


THE  44TH  INTERNATIONAL  CON- 
VENTION OF  THE  ALLIANCE  OF 
THE  POLISH  SINGERS  OF  AMER- 
ICA 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  mark  the  44th  International  Convention  of 
the  Polish  Singers'  Alliance  of  America  which 
will  take  place  in  New  York  City  from  May  25 
through  May  28,  1995.  As  the  Representative 
of  one  the  Nation's  strongest  and  most  active 
Potish-Amencan  communities,  I  am  proud  to 
welcome  them  to  New  York. 

Founded  in  1889,  the  Polish  Singer's  Alli- 
ance is  dedicated  to  promotir>g  goodwill  and 
Polish  culture  by  performing  the  very  best  in 
Polish  music.  Every  3  years  the  Alliance  spon- 
sors a  convention  for  Polish  choral  groups 
from  all  over  North  Amenca.  The  convention 
acts  to  acquaint  the  public  with  the  works  of 
Polish  composers,  and  foster  a  love  for  a 
country  which  has  given  so  much  to  the  rest 
of  the  world. 

This  year,  the  event  is  being  hosted  by  the 
Distnct  VII  of  PSAA,  based  in  the  New  York 
City  metropolitan  area,  including  Connecticut, 
Pennsylvania,  and  New  Jersey.  Distnct  VII  will 
welcome  33  other  singing  groups  from  as  far 
away  as  Anzona,  and  Ontano,  Canada. 

Together,  over  1,000  people  will  join  to- 
gether to  celebrate  the  rich  history  and  the 
promising  future  of  the  Polish  musical  tradi- 
tion. Judging  from  past  conventions,  a  high 
point  should  be  the  choral  competition.  This 
even  provides  a  unique  opportunity  for  the 
choruses  to  demonstrate  their  talents  m  Polish 
classk:al,  religious,  and  folk  music. 

The  theme  of  this  year's  convention.  Salute 
Free  Poland,  is  particularly  poignant.  It  honors 
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not  only  the  country's  histoncal  contributions 
to  world  culture,  but  recognizes  Poland's  long 
struggle  to  embrace  freedom  and  democracy. 
Mr.  Speaker,  i  would  request  my  colleagues 
join  me  in  welcoming  the  Polish  Singers  Alli- 
ance of  America  to  New  York.  I  thank  them  for 
bnnging  their  wonderful  music  to  New  York 
and  for  keeping  this  tradition  alive  tor  future 
generations  to  enjoy. 
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A  EULOGY  TO  MAX  MCCARTHY 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr  Speaker,  former  Senator 
John  Culver  of  Iowa  last  week  delivered  a  eu- 
logy to  his  friend  and  former  colleague  in  Con- 
gress. Richard  "Max"  McCarthy,  who  died 
May  5  at  age  67  m  Arlington,  VA. 

Mr  McCarthy  represented  the  Buffalo,  NY, 
area  m  the  House  from  1965  to  1970. 

Senator  Culver  offered  a  poignant  tribute  to 
Max,  who  had  a  many  faceted  career  as  "a 
proud  veteran  of  two  wars  in  two  military  serv- 
ices. A  distinguished  Member  of  Congress 
with  a  strong  sense  of  our  obligation  to  future 
generations.  A  diplomat  wisely  representing 
our  country  A  journalist  who  challenged  and 
helped  his  readers  to  be  better  informed  citi- 
zens of  our  democracy." 

Speckled  with  anecdotes,  the  Senator's  re- 
marks captured  the  depth  of  character  of  this 
affable  man  we  all  simply  called  Meix.  The  Hill 
published  the  Senator's  eulogy  in  its  May  17 
edition  and  I  would  like  to  share  it  with  my  col- 
leagues at  this  point  in  the  RECORD: 

M.^x  McC^RTFTi';  Soldier.  Congressman, 

Journalist 

(Eulogy  by  Forrner  Sen.  John  Culver) 

As  we  all  know.  Max  grew  up  in  Buffalo.  He 
loved  the  city  and  its  people.  He  knew  its 
history  and  Its  politics.  He  always  proudly 
wore  that  small  silver  Buffalo  in  this  lapel. 

One  of  his  favorite  stories  about  his  home 
town  recounted  the  election  ni^ht  victory 
statement  of  a  mayoralty  candidate  of  mod- 
est educational  attainment  who  proclaimed: 

"I  wish  to  thank  Jesus  Christ  and  all  the 
other  gooA  people  of  Buffalo  who  voted  for 
me  today." 

I  first  met  Max  30  years  ago  when  we  were 
both  newly  elected  members  of  Confess.  Al- 
though small  in  stature  he  possessed  a  big 
voice  and  also  a  big  heart  and  a  big  mind.  He 
was  intellectually  curious  and  genuinely  in- 
terested in  people  as  well  as  ideas. 

He  possessed  strong  convictions  and  never 
was  half-hearted  about  anything.  He  could 
ask  more  questions  and  learn  more  about  a 
stranger  in  one  conversation  than  anyone  I 
ever  knew,  because  he  was  such  a  good  lis- 
tener. 

As  we  all  know.  Max  was  very  fastidious 
and  dapper  concerning  his  dress  and  I  used  to 
kid  him.  "I  wish  you  would  .start  to  take 
some  pride  in  your  personal  appearance." 

In  his  own  congressional  career  he  was 
ahead  of  his  time  regarding  the  environment 
and  was  also  the  author  of  books  on  subjects 
like  chemical  and  biological  warfare  and 
campaign  finance  reform  decades  before  oth- 
ers discovered  them.  As  a  close  observer  of 
foreign  affairs,  he  was  perceptive  and  well 
informed.  Years  before  the  Iranian  revolu- 
tion he  warned  me  that  the  U.S.  was  wrong 
in  supporting  the  Shah. 


Max  was  proud  of  being  Irish  and  a  genuine 
authority  on  the  history  of  Ireland.  With  af- 
fection he  often  recounted  the  comment  of 
his  father.  'The  Irish  are  not  always  sure  of 
the  particular  cause  they  are  fighting  for. 
but  they  are  willing  to  die  for  it.  ' 

But  Max  did  know  what  was  worth  living 
for  After  he  was  diagnosed.  Max  knew  his 
illness  was  terminal. 

He  eventually  moved  into  the  nursing 
home  where  his  life  and  possessions  were  re- 
duced to  one  room.  At  such  a  time  one  must 
choose  and  those  choices  can  tell  us  much 
about  a  person's  priorities,  character  and 
values. 

Like  many  of  you  here  today  who  visited 
Max  in  that  room  in  recent  months.  I  recall 
the  many  photos  of  his  family.  His  father 
and  mother  pictured  with  him  as  a  small 
boy.  his  sisters,  and  the  individual  and  group 
pictures  of  his  children  and  grandchildren 
whom  he  loved  so  deeply.  They  reminded  me 
of  the  joy  he  always  expressed  following  a 
visit  to  one  of  them — be  it  in  Italy.  Chicago. 
New  York  City  or  back  in  Buffalo. 

There  was  an  American  Hag  in  the  corner 
of  the  room.  I  assume  it  was  from  his  con- 
gressional office.  There  were  two  framed 
honorable  discharge  certificates — one  from 
the  World  War  II  Navy  and  the  other  from 
the  Army  for  service  during  the  Korean  War 
Max  was  devoted  to  his  country,  but  like  a 
true  patriot  he  could  be  critical  if  he  felt  it 
as  not  pursuing  a  just  course. 

Then  there  was  the  book  case  filled  with 
his  favorite  works  on  history  and  political 
biographies  which  were  the  subject  of  many 
memorable  hours  of  discussion  that  we 
shared  over  the  years.  As  I  left  him  on  what 
proved  to  be  my  final  visit  I  asked  if  I  could 
get  him  anything.  He  said  he  would  really 
like  a  copy  of  a  new  history  book.  "The  Age 
of  Extremes."  by  Eric  Hobsbawm.  He  had 
read  an  excellent  review  of  it  in  the  New 
York  Review  of  Books.  I  got  a  copy  to  him 
last  week  and  it  was  apparently  the  last 
book  he  was  reading. 

He  had  a  keen  interest  in  travel  and  did  so 
widely  and  there  were  various  mementos  and 
pictures  from  those  experiences.  There  was 
the  beloved  collection  of  opera  recordings  all 
of  which  Max  knew  by  heart.  A  classical 
music  station  was  always  on  the  radio.  Al- 
ways at  hand  was  a  well-read  copy  of  The 
New  "Vork  Times. 

On  a  wall  hung  his  notice  of  induction  to 
the  prestigious  Gridiron  Club,  signifying  his 
election  to  a  select  group  of  the  nation's  fin- 
est reporters.  The  annual  club  skits,  a  Wash- 
ington major  event,  gave  him  such  satisfac- 
tion and  pleasure.  On  a  bulletin  board  were 
one  or  two  of  his  recent  columns  from  the 
Buffalo  News  that  he  courageously  dictated 
each  week  to  the  very  end.  The  last  one 
which  appeared  before  his  death  was  an  ap- 
peal for  sanity  on  firearms. 

There  was  a  framed  quote  by  one  of  Max's 
heroes,  the  distinguished  journalist  Walter 
Lippmann.  I  remember  Max  telling  me  about 
how  thrilled  he  was  to  have  been  invited  to 
Lippmann's  home  as  a  young  congressman 
and  pointed  out  his  residence  to  me  in  Wash- 
ington. Max  took  very  seriously  his  respon- 
sibility as  a  member  of  the  Washington  press 
corps.  Lippmann  characterized  that  role  as 
"no  mean  calling"  and  claimed  those  in- 
volved have  a  "right  to  be  proud  of  it  and  be 
glad  it  is  our  work.  "  Max  could  agree. 

It  is  altogether  fitting  that  Max.  who 
served  our  country  with  distinction  in  so 
many  ways,  will  now  be  laid  to  rest  in  our 
National  Cemetery.  He  was  a  proud  veteran 
of  two  wars  in  two  military  services.  A  dis- 
tinguished member  of  Congress  with  a  strong 
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sense  of  our  obligation  to  future  generations. 
A  diplomat  wisely  representing  our  country. 
A  journalist  who  challenged  and  helped  his 
readers  to  be  better  informed  citizens  of  our 
democracy. 

A  funeral  ceremony  is.  of  course,  a  time  of 
sadness,  but  also  a  time  of  celebration  and 
gratitude.  Gratitude  for  the  enrichment  Max 
brought  to  so  many  of  our  lives  and  for  the 
warm  personal  memories  of  him  which  we 
will  always  cherish. 


UPLIFTING  AND  HELPFUL 

GUIDANCE 


HON.  SANFORD  D.  BISHOP,  JR. 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Mr.  BISHOP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  thank- 
ful that  I  have  had  an  opportunity  during  this 
exceptionally  busy  year  to  attend  two  annual 
conferences  of  the  African  Methodist  Church 
in  Georgia,  the  Southwest  Georgia  Con- 
ference held  in  Columbus  and  the  South 
Georgia  Conference  in  Albany.  I  am  also  plan- 
ning to  attend  the  third  A.M.E.  church  con- 
ference this  month,  the  upcoming  conference 
in  Macon.  These  church  convocations  are 
both  uplifting  from  a  spiritual  point  of  view  and 
beneficial  to  me  as  a  legislator. 

Resolutions  adopted  by  the  83d  session  of 
the  South  Georgia  Conference,  presided  over 
by  the  Right  Reverend  Donald  George  Ken- 
neth Ming,  are  an  example  of  how  religious  or- 
ganizations can  help  guide  our  deliberations  in 
incisive,  thought-provoking  ways.  I  would 
therefore  submit  the  attached  epistle  and  the 
four  accompanying  resolutions,  which  were 
developed  by  the  committee  on  the  state  of 
the  country: 

The  83d  Session  of  the  Solth  Georgia  An- 
nual Conference  of  the  Sixth  Epkscopal 
Di.strict  of  the  African  Methodist  Epis- 
copal Church— The  Right  Reverend  Don- 
ald George  Kenneth  Ming.  Presidlng 
Bishop 

March  24.  1995. 
To:   Congressman    Sandford   D     Bishop.   Jr. 
Second    Congressional    District    for    the 
State  of  Georgia. 
From:  The  Committee  on  the  State  of  the 
Country. 

The  enclosed  resolutions  are  excerpts  from 
the  minutes  of  the  committee  assigned  to  re- 
view, to  evaluate  and  to  propose  resolutions 
to  resolve  the  continued  decay  of  crippling 
ills  of  our  society.  We.  therefore,  the  min- 
isterial and  lay  delegates  to  this,  the  83rd 
Session  of  the  South  Georgia  Conference, 
presided  by  the  Right  Reverend  Donald 
George  Kenneth  Ming,  would  like  to  go  on 
record  stating  our  concerns  on  these  issues. 

We,  therefore,  solicit  your  personal  com- 
mitment to  deliver  these  resolutions  to  the 
floor  of  Congress  and  oratorically  resound 
our  concerns  in  such  a  manner  that  the  walls 
of  Congress  will  tremble  until  equality  and 
justice  grip  the  minds  and  hearts  of  your  fel- 
low political  constituents.  We  can  no  longer 
sit  idly  in  the  bosom  of  a  society  that  will 
not  nurture,  from  the  breasts  of  prosperity, 
her  children  from  ill-housing,  inefficient 
educational  systems,  rural  and  urban  waste- 
lands, cultural  deficiencies,  health  deformi- 
ties, political  annihilations,  affirmation  ac- 
tion irregularities  and  the  criminal  seige  of 
a  demoralizing  society. 
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We.  therefore,  collectively,  as  members  of 
your  Congressional  District,  challenge  your 
involvement  as  a  vehicle  which  will  enable 
us  to  stand  in  these  times  as  we  make  a 
"Contract  with  America"  to  retain  an  air  of 
dignity,  of  respect  and  of  self-worth  to  our 
God.  to  our  fellowman.  and  to  ourselves. 
Respectfully  submitted. 

The  Committee  on  the 
St.iite  of  the  Country. 

The  Right  Reverend  Donald  George  Ken- 
neth Ming.  Presiding  Bishop. 

Mrs.  Edith  White  Ming.  Episcopal  Super- 
visor. 

Reverend  Clifford  Earl  Shepheard.  Presid- 
ing Elder. 

Reverend  Johnnie  Lonnie  Raven.  Jr.,  Pre- 
siding Elder. 

Reverend  Eugene  Foster,  Chairperson. 

Reverend  Hayward  White. 

Reverend  W.  F.  Griffin. 

Reverend  Jaunita  Parker. 

Reverend  Charlie  Byrd. 

Sister  Constance  Hamilton. 

Brother  Ralph  Taylor. 

Brother  Stonewall  Pertilla. 

Dr.  Evelyn  G.  Perry.  Compiler. 
THE  RESOLUTIONS 

We.  the  members  of  the  State  of  the  Coun- 
try Committee  at  the  83rd  Session  of  the 
South  Georgia  Annual  Conference  held  at 
Bethel  African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
(Albany.  Georgia)  on  March  22-26.  1995  do  set 
forth  these  following  resolutions,  which  were 
unanimously  received  and  adopted  by  the  at- 
tending delegation,  to  be  prayerfully  submit- 
ted to  our  nation's  leaders: 
resolution  I 

We  resolve  that  this  conference  go  on 
record  to  endorse  our  support  for  affirmative 
action  as  a  tool  to  continue  to  align  the 
"American  Dream  "  and  the  founding  fathers' 
principle  that  "we  hold  these  truths  to  be 
self-evident  that  all  men  are  created  equal. 
that  they  are  endowed  by  their  Creator  with 
certain  unalienable  rights  that  among  these 
are  life,  liberty  and  the  pursuit  of  happi- 
ness "  We.  therefore,  resolve  that  affirma- 
tive action  is  necessary  to  assure  that  the 
minority  workforce  is  not  given  a  "handout  " 
but  an  "opportunity!  "  We,  therefore,  resolve 
that  with  these  given  opportunities  minority 
Amenca  will  be  able  to  escalate  over  the 
barriers  of  economical,  social  and  cultural 
horizons  which  have  beset  us  in  the  past.  Let 
it  be  clearly  stated  that  we  must  procure  the 
keys  to  these  opportunities  through  affirma- 
tive action  which  is  our  "Contract  with 
America."  that  if  given  the  opportunity,  we 
will  respond  educationally  trained,  respon- 
sibly employed,  and  culturally  advanced.  Let 
it  be  known  that  Black  America  suffers  from 
the  acute  case  of  insufficient  checking  only 
because  America  refuses  to  deposit  into  her 
account. 

RESOLUTION  2 

We  resolve  that  there  is  a  need  for  welfare 
reformation:  however,  we  resolve  that  there 
should  be  gradual  steps  to  assure  that  "poor 
Amenca  "  will  be  able  to  receive  adequate 
housing,  income  and  health  care  to  sustain  a 
minimal  lifestyle  of  dignity.  We.  therefore, 
resolve  that  the  process  of  ratification 
should  take  the  following  steps: 

1.  Five-year  ratification  period, 

2.  Gradual  modification  for  those  presently 
on  welfare. 

3.  Reformation  including  parental  training, 
vocational  training  and  social  skills'  train- 
ing. 

4.  Reformation  that  gradually  restricts  and 
deters  teenage  pregnancy,  substance  abuse 
and  sales  and  a  lack  of  self-esteem. 
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resolution  3 
We  resolve  that  adequate  funding  should  be 
allocated  so  that  a  massive  voter  registra- 
tion and  voter  education  program  Is  enacted 
in  every  Congressional  District  where  the 
majority  of  the  inhabitants  are  non- 
participatory  voters. 

RESOLUTION  4 

We  resolve  RESOUNDINGLY  that  Congress 
would  approve  and  support  the  appointment 
of  Doctor  Foster.  M.D..  as  Surgeon  General 
of  the  United  States  of  America  based  upon 
his  impeccable  credentials  in  the  medical 
profession.  We  must  not  allow  misappro- 
priate behavior  of  the  past,  when  corrected, 
to  be  the  portal  for  non-qualification.  We 
must  be  reminded  that  in  the  gospel  accord- 
ing to  John  8:7  Jesus  implies,  "ye  without 
sin.  cast  the  first  stone  " 

Finally,  we.  therefore,  resolve  that  these 
resolutions  be  permanently  engraved  in  the 
archives  of  the  "American  Dream  " 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  commend  the  A.M.E.  Church 
in  Georgia  for  taking  a  stand  on  these  cntical 
issues.  All  of  us  in  Congress  can  benefit  from 
paying  close  attention  to  the  views  and  post- 
tions  taken  by  our  religious  institutions. 


McKINNEY  EDUCATION  FOR 
HOMELESS  CHILDREN  AND  Y'OUTH 


HON.  LOUISE  McINTOSH  SUUGHTER 

of  new  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  17.  1995 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  worth- 
while program,  modest  yet  dramatically  effec- 
tive, has  drawn  quite  a  bit  of  fire  m  recent 
days.  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
clear  up  some  misconceptions  about  the  pro- 
gram, voiced  by  my  colleague  from  Anzona. 
[Mr.  KOLBE]. 

My  colleague  objects  strongly  to  this  pro- 
gram for  the  Education  of  Homeless  Children 
and  Youth,  because  ol  concerns  that  the  pro- 
gram IS  overly  bureaucratic.  This  is  simply  nol 
the  case  at  an  I  he  McKmney  program  directly 
funds  just  one  Homeless  Education  coordina- 
tor in  each  State;  and  over  half  ol  those  coor- 
dinators only  work  part-time  on  the  program. 
More  than  80  percent  ot  all  funding  goes 
straight  to  the  local  school  distncts  At  last 
count,  atxjut  500  local  school  districts  were 
running  homeless  education  programs  with 
McKinney  funding. 

My  colleague  also  quotes  from  a  Depart- 
ment ol  Education  document  which  states  that 
the  McKinney  program  provides  formula 
grants  to  States  to  operate  an  Office  ot  Coor- 
dinator of  Education  tor  Homeless  Children 
and  Youth."  The  implication  is  that  the  pro- 
gram exists  only  to  support  bureaucrats  How- 
ever, my  colleague  failed  to  read  further  in  the 
program  descnption,  m  which  it  is  stated  that 
the  program  also  has  responsibility  "to  de- 
velop and  carry  out  a  State  plan  for  the  edu- 
cation of  homeless  children.  Stales  also  make 
subgrants  to  local  educational  agencies  for  tu- 
toring, transportation  and  other  services  in- 
tended to  enable  homeless  children  to  enroll 
in.  attend  and  succeed  in  school  "  (Depart- 
ment of  Education  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget 
Summary  and  Background  Information) 

And  that  is  what  this  program  does  so 
well — It  gets  funding  to  local  school  distncts. 
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wtio  have  designed  special  projects  tailored  to 
ttieir  local  needs.  Local  school  distncts  submit 
applications  as  part  of  a  competitive  process, 
only  the  tiest  proposals  win.  The  States  make 
the  final  decisions;  the  localities  design  their 
own  programs;  and  the  Federal  Government 
lets  them  do  what  they  do  best.  No  other  Fed- 
eral program  targets  these  vulnerable  home- 
less children  in  this  way.  We  must  oppose  any 
attempt  to  eliminate  the  Education  for  Home- 
less Children  and  Youth  program;  because 
without  this  program,  literally  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  homeless  children  will  never  get 
to  school. 

I  am  submitting  a  Project  Description  from 
the  Amphitheater  Public  Schools  Education  for 
Homeless  Youth  Program  in  Tucson  and  Pima 
County  Anzona.  Amphitheater's  program, 
called  "Youth  on  Their  Own, "  works  with  high 
school  homeless  youth,  and  is  one  of  two 
McKinney-funded  homeless  education  pro- 
grams in  my  colleague's  district.  The  other 
program,  run  by  the  Tucson  Unified  School 
Distnct,  reaches  out  to  elementary  school-age 
homeless  children.  The  Amphitheater  Project 
Descnption  explains  better  than  I  can  how  the 
program  works,  how  they  are  using  their 
McKinney  funding,  and  why  this  McKinney 
funding  is  so  valuable  to  local  school  distncts 
all  across  the  country 

PRO.JECT  Description— ARIZONA  Department 
OF  Education 

EDUCATION  FOR  HOMELESS  CHILDREN  AND 

YOUTH 

1.  District:  Amphitheater  Public  Schools. 

2.  Contact  person:  Ann  Young;  Telephone 
(602)  297-455.=i. 

3.  Number  of  homeless  children  in  school 
district  (from  attached  survey):  3I7+;  Num- 
ber to  be  served  by  this  project:  317+. 

4.  Project  period  i  Maximum  15  months; 
From  Augrust  1993  to  September  1994. 

5.  Describe  services  to  be  provided: 
Educational    assistance    targeted    for    the 

homeless  will  be  supplemental  to  the  school 
program  and  will  include  a  course  in  inde- 
pendent living  set  up  to  assist  the  students 
in  learning  the  skills  needed  to  survive  on 
their  own.  A  full  time  teacher  will  be  hired 
to  teach  the  course  to  an  integrated  student 
body  so  the  homeless  youths  will  not  be  iso- 
lated and  stigmatized.  He  she  will  also  be  re- 
sponsible for  assisting  the  students  with 
course,  college  and  career  choices,  helping  in 
the  identification  and  screening  of  homeless 
youth,  coordinating  with  parents,  teachers, 
school  personnel,  and  private  and  public 
agencies,  acting  as  a  liaison  to  help  the 
homeless  enroll  and  succeed  in  school,  and 
making  home  visits. 

Tutorial  services  will  be  provided  to  assist 
students  in  reaching  their  academic  goals. 

Outreach  effort  to  identify  and  assist 
homeless  students  in  entering  and  t)ecoming 
integrated  into  our  schools,  in  obtaining 
residency  status  and  the  documentation  nec- 
essary for  government  and  social  services. 
Assistance  will  be  given  in  finding  lodging 
with  volunteer  parents  or  on  their  own.  med- 
ical and  dental  services,  obtaining  free 
breakfast  and  lunch,  food  stamps.  AHCCS. 
SOBRA.  DES.  AFDC.  clothing  and  household 
goods,  emergency  food  from  the  food  bank. 
part-time  employment,  a  monthly  stipend 
dependent  upon  good  attendance,  counseling, 
and  mentoring. 

6.  Describe  how  the  project  is  coordinated 
with  the  regular  district  educational  pro- 
gram and  Integrates  homeless  children  with 
non-homeless  children: 
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Our  program  will  advocate  for  children  and 
youth  to  ensure  their  acceptance  as  students 
in  the  Amphitheater  School  District  A  hot- 
line for  students  who  have  difficulty  meeting 
the  criteria  of  the  school  district  because  of 
homelessness  will  be  available  at  each  school 
to  assist  the  school  personnel  in  determining 
homelessness  status.  Ongoing  education  of 
school  personnel  will  be  addressed. 

The  course  in  independent  living  which 
will  address  housing,  nutrition,  health,  eco- 
nomic, and  other  basic  needs  will  be  avail- 
able to  all  students  so  the  homeless  student 
will  not  be  stigmatized.  The  Youth  on  Their 
Own  support  program  also  includes  children 
who  are  not  considered  homeless  under  the 
McKinney  guidelines— those  living  with 
friends  and  relatives  on  a  comparatively  sta- 
ble basis.  Every  effort  is  made  to  main- 
stream the  homeless  youth  so  they  are  not 
isolated  as  a  group  from  the  school  body. 

7.  Describe  current  districtwide  efforts  to 
remove  barriers  to  the  education  of  homeless 
children,  pursuant  to  the  McKinney  Act  (i.e. 
documentation  and  residency  policies,  expe- 
dited assessments,  outreach,  etc.).  Do  not  in- 
clude activities  funded  by  a  McKinney 
Homeless  Assistance  grant. 

Amphitheater  School  District  is  making 
efforts  to  remove  barriers  to  the  education  of 
homeless  children,  but  the  documentation 
and  residency  policies  must  still  be  evalu- 
ated on  a  case  by  case  basis.  It  is  not  known 
how  many  children  are  helped  or  hampered 
by  the  present  policies.  Schools  are  to  be 
asked  to  gather  data  as  a  basis  for  improve- 
ment efforts.  An  attempt  will  be  made  to  en- 
large the  schools'  influence  on  the  out-of- 
school  environment.  The  high  school  hired  a 
social  worker  this  year  who  has  helped  to  ex- 
pedite assessments  and  outreach  efforts.  We 
have  volunteers  working  with  the  homeless 
students  on  a  one  to  one  basis. 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  rv  of  Senate  Resolution  4. 
Agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4. 
1977.  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
May  18.  1995.  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

MAY  19 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 


partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. 

SD-192 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education,     Arts     and     Humanities     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  adult  edu- 
cation programs. 

SD-430 

MAY  22 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Ar- 
chitect of  the  Capitol,  and  the  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office. 

SD-116 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  381.  to  strengthen 
international  sanctions  against  the 
Castro  government  in  Cuba,  and  to  de- 
velop a  plan  to  support  a  transition 
government  leading  to  a  democrat- 
ically elected  government  in  Cuba. 

SD-419 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  Federal  pension 
reform,  focusing  on  how  Federal  pen- 
sion plans  compare  to  private  sector 
plans. 

SD-342 

MAY  23 

9:30  a.m. 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  F'ederal  nutrition  programs. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  finan- 
cial management, 

SD-192 
Appropriations 

District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
focusing  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
public  schools. 

SD-116 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To   hold   oversight   hearings   on   NASA's 
Space  Station  Program. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  620.  to  direct  the 
Secretary    of   the    Interior    to   convey. 
upon  request,  certain  property  in  Fed- 
eral    reclamation     projects     to     bene- 
ficiaries of  the  projects  and  to  set  forth 
a    distribution    scheme    for    revenues 
from  reclamation  project  lands. 

SD-366 

Indian  Affairs 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  479.  to  provide  for 

administrative    procedures    to    extend 

Federal   recognition   to  certain   Indian 

groups. 

SR-485 


10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  proposed 
legislation   authorizing  funds   for  for- 
eign assistance  programs. 

SD-419 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Administration's 
counter-terrorism  intelligence  gather- 
ing proposals,  focusing  on  whether 
there  is  a  need  for  increased  wiretap 
and  infiltration  authority  for  Federal 
law  enforcement. 

SD-226 
2:30  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks.    Historic    Preservation    and    Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior's  programs,  poli- 
cies and  budget  implications  on  the  re- 
introduction   of  wolves  in  and  around 
Y'ellowstone  National  Park. 

SD-366 

MAY  24 

9:30  am 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates   for    fiscal    year    1996    for    the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice. Department  of  the  Interior. 

SD-192 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Aviation  Subcommittee 
To     hold     hearings     to     examine     inter- 
national aviation  policy. 

SR-253 
Governmental  Affairs 

Oversight  of  Government  Management  and 
the   District  of  Columbia  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  aviation 
safety. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to     strengthen     and     improve     United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  research  and  the  future  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture. 

SR-328A 
2:00  p.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 

MAY  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  638.  to  authorize 
funds  for  United  States  insular  areas. 

SD-366 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission. 

SR-301 
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10:00  am 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Marketing.  Inspection,  and  Product  Pro- 
motion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  farm  export  programs. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 

Military  Construction  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fi.scal  year  1996  for  military 
construction  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  focusing  on  Army  and 
certain  Defense  agencies. 

Sl>-192 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons (AARP). 

SD-215 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  property  line  dis- 
putes within  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Res- 
ervation in  Idaho. 

SD-366 

MAY  26 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

SD-116 

JUNE  6 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  Revital- 
ization  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  intel- 
ligence programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production    and    Regulation    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion 210  of  the   Public   Utility   Reg:u- 
latory  Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 
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2:00  p.m. 
Joint  Printing 
To  hold  oversight  hearing  on  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Government  Printing  Office 
(GPO). 

1310  Longworth  Building 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

■VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  heairings  to  examine  the  welfare 
system's  effect  on  youth  violence. 

SD-226 

JUNE  13 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR^328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment   of    Defense,     focusing    on 
health  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 

JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of    Defense,     focusing     on 
countemarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  27 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTIVES— T/ii/rsdav,  May  18,  1995 


The  House  met  at  9  a.m. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  grateful,  O  God,  for  all  Your 
gifts  to  us  and  Your  promises  to  all 
people.  On  this  day  we  remember  with 
gratitude  those  who  have  given  of  their 
talents  and  abilities  in  public  service 
and  who  have  sought  to  fulfill  the  bib- 
lical injunction  to  do  justice,  to  love 
mercy,  and  to  walk  humbly  with  You. 
May  the  example  of  those  who  have 
served  faithfully  in  this  place  remind 
others  of  their  opportunity  to  be  in- 
volved with  public  responsibility  in 
working  together  for  the  common 
good.  Bless  all  gathered  here  and  be 
with  all  Your  people,  this  day  and 
every  da,y.  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I.  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote 
on  agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval 
of  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  clause  1, 
rule  I,  further  proceedings  on  this  mo- 
tion will  be  postponed  until  later  this 
afternoon. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 
The   SPEAKER.   'Will   the  gentleman 
from   Texas   [Mr.    Doggett]    come    for- 


ward and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  DOGGETT  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H  R.  483  An  act  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  permit  medicare  se- 
lect policies  to  be  offered  in  all  States,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  395.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  to  sell  the  Alaska  Power 
Administration,  and  to  authorize  the  export 
of  .■Maska  North  Slope  crude  oil,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

S.  534.  An  act  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  provide  authority  for  States 

nicipal  solid  waste,  and  for  other  purposes. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  DELEGA- 
TION TO  ATTEND  MEETING  OF 
THE  CANADA-UNITED  STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY  GROUP 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  22  U.S.C.  276d.  the  Chair  ap- 
points as  members  of  the  United  States 
delegation  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the 
Canada-United  States  Interparli- 
amentary Group  the  following  Mem- 
bers of  the  House:  Mr.  Manzullo  of  Il- 
linois. Chairman:  Mr.  Latham  of  Iowa; 
Mr.  Crafo  of  Idaho;  Ms.  Dunn  of  Wash- 
ington; Mr.  ZiM.MER  of  New  Jersey;  Mrs. 
JoHN.soN  of  Connecticut;  Mr.  Goodling 
of  Pennsylvania;  Mr.  Johnston  of  Flor- 
ida; Mr.  DE  LA  Garza  of  Texas;  Mr.  Gib- 
BON.s  of  Florida;  Ms.  SLAUGHTER  of  New 
York;  and  Mr.  McNuLTY  of  New  York. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  clause  12 
of  rule  I,  the  House  will  stand  in  recess, 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair,  to  re- 
ceive the  former  Members  of  Congress. 

Accordingly  (at  9  o'clock  and  5  min- 
utes a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 
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RECEPTION  OF  FORMER  MEMBERS 
OF  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  of  the  House  presided. 

The  SPEAKER.  On  behalf  of  the 
Chair  and  this  Chamber.  I  consider  it  a 
high  honor  and  a  distinct  personal 
privilege  to  have  the  opportunity  of 
welcoming  so  many  of  our  former 
Members  and  colleagues  as  may  be 
present  here  for  this  occasion.  We  are 
taking  this  recess  for  the  purpose  of 
welcoming  them. 

Let  me  say  that  I.  in  particular,  want 
to  take  a  moment  to  thank  all  of  my 
former  colleagues  who  are  teaching, 
who  are  lecturing,  and  who  are  helping 
explain  this  complex  and  amazing  proc- 
ess by  which  we  try  to  do  things.  I 
think  that  all  too  often  the  country 
does  not  appreciate  that  the  legitimate 
process  of  tension  and  debate  and  dia- 
log are,  in  fact,  how  a  free  people 
makes  decisions. 

I  would  say  to  any  of  my  former  col- 
leagues who  are  able  and  have  the  time 
and  are  willing  to  do  so  that  you  do  the 
country  a  service  and  you  continue 
your  public  service  when  you  engage  in 
that  kind  of  opportunity. 

Somebody  who  I  have  had  several 
very  enjoyable  occasions  of  trying  to 
explain  why  we,  on  television,  do  not 
always  seem  to  be  pulling  in  the  same 
direction.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
hardt]. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
my  high  honor  to  be  here  today  and  to 
welcome  our  former  colleagues.  As  I 
look  around  the  room,  I  see  many 
Members  that  I  had  the  honor  and 
pleasure  to  serve  with,  and  we  welcome 
all  of  you  to  the  Chamber  today. 
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If  there  has  ever  been  a  time  in  our 
history  when  we  need  to  explain  our 
form  of  Government  to  the  American 
people,  it  probably  is  right  now.  We 
have  a  lot  of  reaction  among  the  pub- 
lic, people  saying.  Why  do  you  all  go  up 
there  and  argue  and  bicker  so  much? 

I  understand  their  frustration  and 
concern,  but  all  of  you  well  know  that 
that  is  what  this  place  is  about.  It  is 
about  the  resolution  of  conflict.  People 
have  to  be  a  little  more  willing  to  have 
conflict  resolved  in  our  great  society 
and,  of  course,  that  is  what  goes  on  in 
this  room  and  in  the  room  across  the 
other  way  of  the  building. 

I  tried  to  stop,  as  I  handed  the 
Speaker  the  gavel  a  few  months  ago. 
and  remind  Americans  that  we  should 
celebrate  the  passing  of  power,  in  this 
case  after  40  years  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, from  one  party  to  another 
with  peace  and  civility  and  respect. 
That  is  the  hallmark  of  our  society. 

I  simply  wanted  to  rise  today  to  con- 
gratulate all  my  former  colleagues  who 
have  been  such  an  important  part  of 
carrying  on  that  tradition  and.  I  am 
sure,  are  still  carrying  on  that  tradi- 
tion as  they  continue  to  relate  to  the 
public  and  explain  the  meaning  of  what 
goes  on  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  good  to  be  part  of 
this  ceremony  today  and  to  welcome 
our  friends  back.  We  look  forward  to 
talking  to  them  today  and  greeting 
them. 

The  SPEAKER.  Let  me  just  say,  my 
understanding  is  this  is  the  25th  annual 
report  to  the  Congress  by  the  Associa- 
tion of  Former  Members.  I  want  to  en- 
courage every  Member  to  stay  active 
and  to  stay  involved. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  we.  on  our 
part,  when  I  have  a  chance,  for  exam- 
ple, to  talk  with  John  Rhodes  and  pick 
his  brain  a  little  bit  about  where  we 
are  and  what  we  are  trying  to  do,  it  is 
very  helpful  to  have  the  counsel  of 
folks  who  have  been  here  before  and 
have  done  it  before.  It  is  good  to  be 
here  with  all  of  you.  It  is,  frankly,  a 
nice  occasion  to  suspend  all  the  other 
things  we  are  doing  that  may  not  be 
quite  this  pleasant  and  have  a  chance 
to  share  with  you. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Honorable 
James  W.  Symington,  immediate  past 
president  of  the  association,  to  take 
the  chair. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON  (presiding).  The 
Clerk  will  now  call  the  roll  of  former 
Members  of  Congress. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll  of  former 
Members  of  the  Congress,  and  the  fol- 
lowing former  Members  answered  to 
their  name: 

ROLLC.^LL  OF  FORMER  ME.MBERS  OK  CONGRES.'* 
.^TTENDI.NG  MEETLSG.  .MAY  18.  1995 

William  H.  Ayres  of  Ohio; 
J.  Glenn  Beall,  Jr.  of  Maryland; 
Ed  Bethune  of  Arkansas; 
James  H.  Bilbray  of  Nevada; 
Lindy  Hoggs  of  Louisiana; 
Daniel  B.  Brewster  of  Maryland; 


William  S.  Broomfield  of  Michigan; 

James  T.  Broyhill  of  North  Carolina; 

John  H.  Buchanan,  Jr.  of  Alabama; 

M.  Caldwell  Butler  of  Virginia; 

Elford  A.  Cederberg  of  Michigan; 

Charles  E.  Chamberlain  of  Michigan; 

R.  Lawrence  Coughlin  of  Pennsylva- 
nia; 

James  K.  Coyne  of  Pennsylvania; 

Hal  Daub  of  Nebraska; 

William  D.  Ford  of  Michigan; 

Nick  Galifianakis  of  North  Carolina; 

Robert  Garcia  of  New  York; 

Robert  A.  Grant  of  Indiana; 

Gilbert  Gude  of  Maryland; 

James  M.  Hanley  of  New  York; 

Robert  P.  Hanrahan  of  Illinois; 

Ralph  R.  Harding  of  Idaho; 

Jeffrey  P.  Hillelson  of  Missouri; 

John  W.  Jenrette,  Jr.  of  South  Caro- 
lina; 

Don  Johnson  of  Georgia; 

Hastings  Keith  of  Massachusetts; 

David  S.  King  of  Utah; 

Ernest  L.  Konnyu  of  California; 

Peter  N.  Kyros  of  Maine; 

H.  Martin  Lancaster  of  North  Caro- 
lina; 

Norman  F.  Lent  of  New  York; 

John  V.  Lindsay  of  New  York; 

Manuel  Lujan  of  New  Mexico; 

John  Y.  McCollister  of  Nebraska; 

Romano  L.  Mazzoli  of  Kentucky; 

Robert  H.  (Bob)  Michel  of  Illinois; 

James  L.  Nelligan  of  Pennsylvania; 

Dick  Nichols  of  Kansas; 

Stanford  E.  Parris  of  Virginia; 

Jerry  M.  Patterson  of  California; 

Charles  H.  Percy  of  Illinois; 

Shirley  N.  Pettis  of  California; 

John  J.  Rhodes  of  Arizona; 

John  J.  Rhodes  III  of  Arizona; 

John  H.  Rousselot  of  California; 

Philip  E.  Ruppe  of  Michigan; 

George  E.  Sangmeister  of  Illinois; 

Ronald  A.  Sarasin  of  Connecticut; 

Harold  S.  Sawyer  of  Michigan; 

Richard  S.  Schweiker  of  Pennsylva- 
nia; 

Carlton  R.  Sickles  of  Maryland; 

Henry  P.  Smith  III  of  New  York; 

Peter  Smith  of  Vermont; 

James  W.  Symington  of  Missouri; 

Andrew  Jackson  Transue  of  Michi- 
gan; 

Doug  Walgren  of  Pennsylvania; 

Charles  W.  Whalen,  Jr.  of  Ohio; 

Lyle  Williams  of  Ohio; 

Robert  (Bob)  Wilson  of  California; 
and 

Larry  Winn.  Jr.  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON  (presiding).  The 
Chair  announces  that  37  former  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  responded  to 
their  names.  Any  who  may  appear  later 
will  have  their  names  added  to  the  list. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan,  Mr.  Philip 
Ruppe. 

Mr.  RUPPE.  First  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  Speaker  and  the  majority 
leader  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to 
be  here  today  and  to  enable  me  to 
present  to  you  the  annual  report  of  the 
former  Members  of  Congress. 


I  must  say  we.  we  do  have  a  very 
good  turnout  this  morning.  I  recall 
how  difficult  it  was  to  be  down  here  at 
9  in  the  morning  when  we  were  well 
paid  for  the  effort.  Considering  that 
our  remuneration  is  somewhat  less  at 
this  particular  time.  I  do  want  to 
thank  everybody  for  showing  up  at  9.  a 
very  early  hour.  I  suspect,  for  a  num- 
ber of  us. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  and  I  are 
very  pleased  and  honored  to  have  this 
opportunity,  as  I  stated,  to  once  again 
be  on  the  floor  of  Congress  to  com- 
memorate the  25th  anniversary  of  the 
U.S.  Association  of  !•  ormer  Members  of 
Congress.  We  want  to  thank  you  and 
we  want  to  thank  every  Member,  seat- 
ed Member  of  Congress,  for  the  warm 
welcome  extended  to  our  group  today. 
The  association,  over  25  years  since  its 
inception,  has  grown  to  a  membership 
of  some  600  individuals,  an  annual 
budget  in  excess  of  $600,000. 

The  association,  following  the  man- 
date of  its  charter,  has  developed  a 
number  of  programs  of  which  we  are 
very  proud,  programs  both  domestic 
and  international,  to  promote  the  im- 
proved public  understanding  of  the 
Congress  as  an  institution,  and  rep- 
resentative democracy  as  a  system  of 
Government. 

One  of  our  earliest  initiatives  was 
our  highly  successful  Congressional- 
Campus  Fellows  Program.  Launched  in 
1976.  former  Members  of  Congress  visit 
colleges,  universities,  and  high  school 
campuses  for  2.  sometimes  5  days  to 
have  formal  and  informal  meetings 
with  the  faculty  and  students.  Also 
community  representatives  are  invited 
to  share  with  them  firsthand  knowl- 
edge about  the  operations  of  the  U.S. 
Congress,  the  Executive  branch,  and 
the  Judiciary. 

Under  this  program,  72  former  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  reached  more 
than  100,000  students  through  231  pro- 
grams on  164  campuses  in  49  States.  In- 
terestingly enough,  this  is  the  associa- 
tion's program  that  our  members  feel 
most  strongly  about,  and  it  is  a  pro- 
gram which  is  going  to  receive  renewed 
attention  in  our  next  program  year. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that,  because  we 
have  done  a  good  deal  of  reorganiza- 
tion, but  the  Campus  Fellowship  Pro- 
gram is  popular  with  our  members.  It 
does  a  service  to  the  communities 
where  we  are  involved,  and  I  think  it  is 
a  very  good  way  to  show  how  the  Con- 
gress operates  and  in  the  very  best 
manner  in  which  it  operates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  without  excep- 
tion a  warm  attachment,  as  we  obvi- 
ously indicate  by  being  here  today,  to 
this  body,  its  traditions  and  its  role  in 
a  democratic  society,  and  we  welcome. 
as  we  always  did  and  will,  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  out  on  behalf  of  all  of 
its  Members. 

The  association  also  provides  oppor- 
tunities for  our  members  to  share  their 
congressional      experiences      overseas. 


Fourteen  study  tours  have  been  carried 
out  for  members  of  the  association 
who.  entirely  at  their  own  expense, 
have  participated  in  educational  and 
cultural  visits  to  China,  the  former  So- 
viet Union.  Eastern  and  Western  Eu- 
rope, the  Middle  East.  South  America. 
New  Zealand,  and  Australia. 
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At  this  time,  in  fact  just  yesterday 
morning,  we  held  discussions  with  our 
former  colleague,  Congressman  Jim 
Jones  of  Oklahoma,  our  current  Am- 
bassador to  Mexico,  to  explore  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  study  tour  in  that  country. 
I  would  like  to  see  that  Ambassador 
Jones  is  very  anxious  that  we  do  de- 
velop something  in  the  way  of  a  study 
trip  to  Mexico,  and  while  we  are  there, 
USIA,  our  information  agency,  may 
well  use  our  Members  or  former  Mem- 
bers to  interact  with  their  Mexican 
counterparts  south  of  the  border.  It 
could  be  not  only  a  lot  of  fun,  but  an 
opportunity.  I  think,  to  enable  us  to 
explain  better  the  role  of  Congress  in 
our  society. 

The  association  cooperates  with  a 
number  of  other  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions which  make  available  for  edu- 
cational projects  the  experiences  and 
perspectives  of  persons  who  have 
served  in  the  Congress.  It  has  provided 
former  Members  of  Congress  for  pro- 
grams sponsored  by  USIA's  AMPARTS 
[American  Participants]  Program  in 
Africa,  Asia,  Latin  America,  Europe, 
and  Australia.  USIA  staff  hope  to  in- 
volve more  former  Members  of  Con- 
gress in  these  programs  and  have  asked 
us  to  notify  them  when  any  of  our 
Members  are  traveling  abroad  who 
might  be  interested  in  participating  in 
these  programs,  so  I  can  say  to  all  of 
you  today,  if  you  are  traveling  abroad, 
let  us  know  your  plans.  USIA  rep- 
resentatives in  the  field  are  anxious  to 
get  a  hold  of  you,  your  experience,  and 
your  expertise. 

The  association  also  provides  oppor- 
tunities for  current  Members  of  (Con- 
gress to  share  their  expertise  with  leg- 
islators of  other  countries  and  to  learn 
first  hand  the  operations  of  those  gov- 
ernments. It  has  continued  serving  as 
the  secretariat  for  the  Congressional 
Study  Group  on  Germany,  which  is  the 
largest  and  most  active  exchange  pro- 
gram between  the  United  States  Con- 
gress and  the  Parliament  of  another 
country.  The  study  group  is  an  unoffi- 
cial, informal,  and  bipartisan  organiza- 
tion open  to  all  Members  of  Congress. 
Currently.  I  am  proud  to  say.  it  in- 
volves more  than  100  Representatives 
and  Senators,  and  provides  opportuni- 
ties for  Members  of  Congress  to  meet 
with  their  counterparts  in  the  German 
Bundestag  to  facilitate  better  under- 
standing and  greater  cooperation  be- 
tween these  great  countries. 

In  addition  to  hosting  a  number  of 
members  of  the  Bundestag  and  other 
German    Government    leaders    at    the 


Capitol  this  past  year,  the  study  group 
hosted  a  retreat  in  early  February  in 
Maryland  for  new  Members  of  Congress 
and  new  members  of  the  Bundestag. 
This  was  enormously  successful,  and  it 
was  followed  up  by  the  12th  Annual 
Congressional-Bundestag  Seminar 

which  was  held  in  April  in  Dresden. 
Germany,  in  which  10  Members  of  the 
Congress  and  11  members  of  the  Bun- 
destag participated,  along  with  two  of 
our  members,  Lou  Frey  and  Martin 
Lancaster.  Also,  four  members,  former 
members,  of  the  Bundestag  were  in- 
volved, as  well  as  having  indepth  dis- 
cussions about  the  many  facets  of 
United  States-German  relations  on  the 
national  level,  and  the  participants  had 
the  opportunity  to  observe  the  progress 
that  has  been  made  in  Eastern  Ger- 
many since  the  reunification  a  few 
years  ago,  and  to  discuss  continuing 
developmental  efforts  being  conducted 
by  state  legislators  in  the  new  states  of 
Saxony  and  Brandenberg. 

The  Study  Group  Program  is  funded 
primarily  by  the  German  Marshall 
Fund  of  the  United  States,  and  we  do 
want  to  thank  them  again  in  this 
forum  for  their  support.  It  has  included 
joint  meetings  of  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittees and  the  Bundestag,  and  visits 
by  members  of  the  Bundestag  to  ob- 
serve the  Illinois  presidential  primary 
and  the  Iowa  caucus,  as  well  as  con- 
gressional districts  throughout  the 
country  with  Members  of  Congress  to 
learn  about  the  U.S.  political  process 
at  the  grassroots  level.  I  hope  they  did 
not  go  back  too  confused,  but  I  think  it 
was  a  great  experience  for  all  of  them. 

The  association  also  serves  as  the 
secretariat  for  the  Congressional  Study 
Group  on  Japan,  which  seeks  to  de- 
velop a  congressional  forum  for  the 
Rust.ained  study  and  analysis  of  policy 
options  on  major  issues  in  United 
States-Japanese  relations,  and  to  in- 
crease opportunities  for  Members  of 
Congress  to  meet  with  their  counter- 
parts in  the  Japanese  Diet  for  frank 
discussions  on  these  key  issues.  This 
informal,  bipartisan  group,  which, 
again,  is  open  to  all  Members  of  the 
Congress,  has  67  Member  participants, 
and  an  additional  45  Members  of  Con- 
gress have  asked  us  to  keep  them  in- 
formed of  our  activities.  An  ongoing 
activity  of  the  study  group,  one  of 
them,  is  to  host  breakfasts,  luncheons, 
and  discussions  with  Americans  and 
Japanese  who  are  experts  on  various 
facets  of  the  United  States-Japanese 
relationship.  For  example,  just  last 
week  Ambassador  Mickey  Kantor  met 
with  study  group  members  for  what  I 
am  sure  was  a  very  lively  discussion  of 
the  auto  and  auto  parts  negotiations. 

The  association's  program  to  assist 
the  new  democratic  nations  in  Central 
and  ^.astern  Europe  and  the  former  So- 
viet Union,  which  was  begun  in  1989, 
has  continued  to  expand.  Under  fund- 
ing from  the  United  States  Information 
Agency,  the  association  has  hosted  del- 
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egations  of  Members  of  the  Par- 
liaments of  Poland,  Hungary,  the  Czech 
Republic,  and  the  United  States,  sent 
bipartisan  teams  of  former  Members  of 
Congress,  accompanied  by  either  con- 
gressional or  country  expert,  to  Hun- 
gary, Poland,  and  Czechoslovakia,  and 
has  placed  a  congressional  fellow  in 
Budapest,  and  highly  successfully  so, 
for  2  years  to  provide  technical  assist- 
ance to  the  Members  and  staff  of  the 
Hungarian  Parliament.  The  final  as- 
pect of  this  grant  from  USIA  will  be 
the  hosting  of  a  delegation  of  four 
Members  of  the  Slovak  Parliament  in 
the  United  States  next  month. 

Under  a  grant  from  the  Pew  Chari- 
table Trusts,  the  association  has  placed 
one  congressional  fellow  in  Slovakia,  a 
gentleman  by  the  name  of  John 
Holstine,  who  has  done  a  tremendous 
job,  and  another  Congressional  Fellow 
in  the  Ukraine.  Cliff  Downen  there,  has 
done  an  outstanding  service  to  this 
country  and  to  our  organization.  They 
have  been  at  their  posts  for  a  year,  and 
will  remain  until  April  1996.  Former 
Members  of  Congress,  Lou  Frey  of 
Florida  and  Lucien  Nedzi  of  Michigan, 
have  visited  these  fellows  to  assist 
them  in  their  work,  and  they  have  con- 
ducted workshops  and  participated  in 
seminars  with  members  of  the  Par- 
liament. We  plan  to  have  additional 
former  Members,  and  we  would  like  to 
have  additional  former  Members  of 
Congress  visit  Slovakia  and  the 
Ukraine  in  the  next  calendar  year. 

Back  here  in  the  United  States,  the 
association  has  continued  its  program 
of  hospitality  for  distinguished  inter- 
national visitors,  parliamentarians, 
cabinet  ministers,  judges,  academi- 
cians, and  journalists  here  at  the  Cap- 
itol.  This  program,  originally  funded 
by  the  Ford  Foundation,  has  been  con- 
tinued under  grants  from  the  German 
Marshall  Fund  of  the  United  States.  It 
has  enabled  us  to  host  306  events: 
breakfasts,  lunches,  dinners,  recep- 
tions, and  so  forth,  for  visitors  from  82 
countries  and  the  European  Par- 
liament, and  has  proved  to  be  an  effec- 
tive avenue  for  improving  communica- 
tion and  understanding  between  Mem- 
bers of  the  Congress  and  leaders  of 
other  nations. 

In  addition  to  our  work  with  current 
parliamentarians,  we  maintain  close 
relationships  with  associations  similar 
to  ours;  that  is.  former  members  of  the 
Parliaments  of  other  countries.  In  this 
connection,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  recognize  and  welcome  two  rep- 
resentatives of  these  associations  who 
are  with  us  today,  Aideen  Nicholson  of 
the  Canadian  Association  of  Former 
Parliamentarians,  and  Joachim 
Raffert,  of  the  Association  of  Former 
Members  of  the  German  Bundestag. 

I  might  say  they  were  both  here  well 
before  9  o'clock,  setting  a  good  exam- 
ple for  their  American  counterparts. 

These  relationships  have  been  cor- 
dial, they  have  been  a  lot  of  fun.  We 
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have  made  within  the  group  lasting 
friendships,  and  I  think  really  have, 
through  this  process,  developed  a  bet- 
ter understanding  and  appreciation  of 
the  common  democratic  institutions 
that  we  share. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  it  is  my 
very  sad  and  unhappy  duty  to  inform 
the  House  of  those  persons  within  our 
membership  who  have  served  in  the 
US.  Congress  and  have  now  passed 
away  since  our  report  last  year.  Those 
deceased  Members  of  the  Congress  are: 

Glenn  M   Anderson.  California; 

Irene  B  Baker,  Tennessee; 

Joseph  H.  Ball,  Minnesota; 

Wallace  F.  Bennett;  Utah; 

Albert  M.  Cole;  Kansas; 

Emily  Tafl  Douglas;  Illinois: 

John  Dowdy.  Texas; 

Daniel  Flood.  Pennsylvania; 

J.W,  Fulbright;  Arkansas; 

Claude  Harris.  Alabama: 

Patrick  J.  Hillings.  California; 

W.  Pat  Jennings,  Virginia: 

August  E.  Johnsen,  Michigan; 

Thomas  H  Kuchel:  California; 

Thomas  J.  Lane,  Maine; 

Clarence  D.  Long,  Maryland: 

Gillis  Long.  Louisiana: 

Richard  Dean  McCarthy;  New  York; 

Thomas  C.  McGrath,  Jr.,  New  Jersey; 

Hervey  G.  Machen,  Maryland; 

George  Meader.  Michigan: 

D.  Bailey  Merrill.  Indiana: 

Jack  R.  Miller.  Iowa; 

Edward  J    Patten.  New  Jersey; 

Richard  L.  Roudebush.  Indiana; 

Hugh  Scott.  Pennsylvania; 

Robert  L.F.  Sikes,  Florida; 

Jessie  Summer.  Illinois; 

Roy  A.  Taylor.  North  Carolina; 

Lera  Thomas;  Texas;  and 

Albert  Watson,  South  Carolina. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  for 
a  moment  of  silence  in  their  memory. 

Mr  Spea.ker,  i  suppose,  since  1  have 
the  platform,  I  can  tell  the  story  about 
one  of  the  former  Members  who  is  de- 
ceased. I'm  sure  we  all  knew  most  of 
them.  I  can  remember  Dick  Roudebush 
and  others  on  the  floor.  I'm  sure  most 
of  us  have  very  great  stories  to  tell 
about  each  of  the  individuals,  but  since 
I  have  the  platform,  I'm  going  to  tell  a 
little  one  on  Roy  Taylor. 

One  time  when  we  were  on  the  Inte- 
rior Committee's  Parks  Committee  we 
were  out  in  Iowa  and  we  were  inspect- 
ing a  site  that  may  have  been  included 
or  would  have  been  included  as  a  na- 
tional park  or  wildlife  refuge,  but  in 
any  event,  the  Forest  Service  took  us 
fishing.  They  helicoptered  us  up  to  this 
wonderful  lake  and  gave  us  the  oppor- 
tunity to  fish  for  cutthroat  trout. 
There  were  about  a  dozen  of  us  in  the 
group,  and  Roy  Taylor  was  the  chair- 
man. 

We  all  got  outfitted  with  fishing 
poles  and  we  all  went  at  it.  Roy  Taylor 
got  the  first  six  fish,  and  of  course,  we 
were  a  little  nervous,  but  we  knew  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  deserved 
better  service  than  the  rest  of  us.  so  no 


one  was  too  upset.  Roy  Taylor  was  a 
pretty  good  sport.  He  said,  "Fine,  no 
problem,  maybe  the  pole  is  lucky,"  so 
he  gave  the  pole  to  somebody  else  and 
took  another  pole,  and  he  got  five  more 
fish,  all  for  the  chairman. 

Finally  we  said  "Roy,  this  is  a  little 
too  much.  We  are  going  to  move  you 
off  that  site,  because  we  know  they 
have  probably  got  some  frogmen  down 
below  to  put  the  fish  on  the  hook."  so 
we  moved  Roy  about  one-eighth  of  a 
mile  to  another  site,  and  he  got  4  more 
fish.  Let  me  say.  I  think  there  were 
something  like  14  or  15  fish,  and  Roy 
got  them  all.  got  every  one  of  them,  no 
matter  where  he  was.  what  pole  he 
used. 

I  grant  you.  he  had  talent,  but  it  cer- 
tainly shows,  at  least  in  those  days, 
that  chairmanship  did  indeed  have 
rank  and  power.  But  he  was  a  wonder- 
ful man.  and  I  hope  that  his  wife.  Eve- 
lyn, realizes  how  much  we  think  of 
him.  and  all  of  the  other  Members  with 
whom  we  have  served. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  now  my  happy 
duty  to  report  that  nominated  to  be 
our  association's  new  president  Is  our 
colleague,  Lindy  Hoggs  of  Louisiana. 
and  as  vice  president.  Lou  Frey  of  Flor- 
ida. 

Is  Lindy  Hoggs  here?  I  know  some  of 
them  have  had  obligations  this  morn- 
ing. Lou  Frey  was  on  his  near  deathbed 
in  Florida  with  flu  the  other  day.  I 
should  say  that  Lou  and  a  couple  other 
of  our  members  are  responsible  for  get- 
ting the  very  attractive  pins  that  are 
now  available  or  have  been  made  avail- 
able to  all  of  our  members.  Lou  Frey, 
over  what  I  extended,  which  could  be 
no  more  than  lukewarm  support,  went 
on  and  got  it.  and  the  Speaker  gra- 
ciously consented  to  make  it  official, 
so  we  have  a  very  lovely,  handsome  pin 
for  the  former  Members  of  the  Con- 
gress. Therefore.  I  believe  the  leader- 
ship of  the  association  will  be  in  capa- 
ble and  experienced  hands. 

I  do  want  to  say  at  this  time  that 
Linda  Reed,  who  has  been  our  acting 
director,  has  been  a  tremendous  asset 
to  this  organization.  She  has  worked 
countless  hours,  organized  the  ex- 
changes with  the  Germans  and  the  Jap- 
anese, gotten  much  of  this  program  put 
together  today,  and  has  done  a  tremen- 
dous job.  I  would  also  like  to  say  that 
Nola  Golson.  her  executive  and  our  ex- 
ecutive assistant  for  the  organization, 
again  has  done  an  outstanding  job 
keeping  the  office  going,  keeping  the 
mail  moving,  keeping  those  old  Wang 
computers  doing  their  job. 

In  Nola's  case,  she  has  two  charming 
daughters  that  you  may  well  have 
noted  last  evening  helped  us  get  our  re- 
ception underway,  and  also  have  done 
the  proverbial  job  of  stuffing  envelopes 
on  a  number  of  occasions,  so  we  want 
to  thank  them  both  for  an  outstanding 
job. 

Mr.  Speaker,  each  year  the  associa- 
tion presents  a  Distinguished  Service 


Award  to  an  outstanding  public  serv- 
ant. This  award  rotates  between  politi- 
cal parties,  as  do  our  officers.  Last 
year's  recipient  on  the  Republican  side 
was  former  Ohio  Representative.  Clar- 
ence J.  "Bud"  Brown. 

This  year,  the  Democratic  recipient 
has  been  the  distinguished  former  Rep- 
resentative and  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee and  the  current  Vice  President 
of  the  United  States,  Albert  Gork.  Jr. 
The  award  was  presented  to  Vice  Presi- 
dent Gore  during  our  congressional  re- 
ception last  evening  in  the  Hart  Build- 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  permission  to  in- 
sert in  the  Record  at  this  point  my  re- 
marks in  presenting  the  award  to  the 
Vice  President,  and  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's remarks  in  accepting  the  award: 
Philip  Ruppk's  Lntroductory  Re.marks 

This  is  a  very  special  occasion  tonitrht.  the 
25th  Anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the  U.S. 
Association  of  Former  Members  of  Congress. 
In  1970.  Walter  Judd  of  Minnesota  and 
Brooks  Hays  of  Arkansas  conceived  this  or- 
ganization to  promote  the  improved  public 
understanding  of  the  Congress  as  an  institu- 
tion, and  representative  democracy  as  a  sys- 
tem of  government. 

Tonight,  I  speak  for  every  member  of  FMC 
as  well  as  our  friends,  families  and  our 
guests  from  abroad,  when  I  state  that  we  are 
honored  indeed  to  have  with  us  at  this  our 
anniversary  celebration,  Mr.  Al  Gore,  the 
Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

We  are  proud.  Vice  President  Gore,  that 
you  began  your  political  career  in  the  United 
States  Congress  where,  following  graduation 
from  Harvard  University  and  a  tour  of  war- 
time duty  in  Vietnam,  you  served  eight 
years  representing  the  4th  district  of  Ten- 
nessee. In  1984.  you  went  on  to  be  elected  to 
the  United  States  Senate. 

Since  most  of  us  in  this  room  can  attest  to 
the  fact  that  campaigning  is  a  pretty  rugged 
business,  I  should  point  out  that  when  Al 
Gore  was  re-elected  in  1990.  he  was  the  first 
candidate  in  modern  history— Republican  or 
Democrat— to  win  all  of  Tennessee's  95  coun- 
ties. 

Vice  President  Gore  has  had  a  long  and  dis- 
tinguished career  of  leadership  in  Congress 
and  in  the  Executive  Branch  of  government. 
These  accomplishments  are  both  national 
and  international. 

In  1992.  he  chaired  the  U.S.  Senate  Delega- 
tion to  the  Earth  Summit  in  Reo  de  Janeiro. 
the  world's  largest  gathering  ever  of  heads  of 
state  whose  focus  was  directlj  on  the 
envionment. 

Last  year.  Vice  President  Gore  helped 
President  Clinton  unveil  the  Global  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan,  a  public-private  part- 
nership to  dramatically  reduce  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  in  the  atmosphere  while  pro- 
moting economic  development. 

As  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  Al  Gore  intro- 
duced and  steered  to  passage  the  High  Per- 
formance Computing  Act  to  create  a  na- 
tional, high  speed  computer  network,  and  in- 
crease research  and  development  of  high  per- 
formance technologies. 

As  Vice  President.  Al  Gore  chairs  the  Com- 
munity Enterprise  Board  of  the  President's 
Empowerment  Zone  and  Enterprise  Commu- 
nity Program  which  will  designate  certain 
areas  of  the  country  as  eligible  to  receive 
federal  assistance  and  support  for  the  devel- 
opment of  strategic  plans  for  revitalization. 

Al,  press  accounts  suggest  that  you  are  fo- 
cusing much  of  your  time  on   reinventing 
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government.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  have 
already  been  doing  that  for  a  full  20  years. 

Also,  Mr.  Vice  President,  we  cheered  and 
applauded— as  did  millions  of  Americans — 
when  you  led  the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  inau- 
guration of  the  first  freely-elected  President 
of  South  Africa,  Nelson  Mandela.  What  a  vic- 
tory for  freedom  and  democracy. 

Last,  and  most  importantly,  or,  as  has 
been  said  about  most  of  us  in  this  room, 
"lucky  for  him,"  he  is  married  to  Mary  Eliz- 
abeth Aitcheson— Tipper  Gore — mother  of 
four  lovely  children,  articulate  campaigner 
and  author— a  truly  gracious  lady. 

It  is  my  pleasure,  as  President  of  the  U.S. 
Association  of  Former  Members  of  Congress, 
speaking  on  behalf  of  the  members  of  our  As- 
sociation—your friends  and  admirers  all — to 
present  to  you  this  plaque  for  exemplary 
service  to  the  nation  and  these  two  books  of 
letters  from  .your  friends. 

Remarks  of  Vice  President  Al  Gore 

It's  such  an  honor  to  get  a  Distinguished 
Service  Award  from  a  group  that  epitomizes 
Distinguished  Service. 

And.  I'm  pleased  to  be  a  part  of  the  25th 
Annual  Spring  Meeting.  For  the  last  25 
years,  every  spring,  a  group  of  individuals 
have  come  together  to  reflect  on— and  to  add 
to — the  role  they  played  in  the  oldest  democ- 
racy in  the  world — a  government  that  more 
than  any  other  can  shape  life. 

In  or  out  of  office,  you  serve  your  coun- 
try—by your  leadership,  by  your  dedication, 
and  by  your  very  example. 

In  Congress,  we  entered  a  world  of  tradi- 
tions. There  are  those  who  will  never  under-  - 
stand  why  in  the  midst  of  a  heated  debate 
that  we  refer  to  opponents  as  '"My  distin- 
guished colleague"  or  "My  esteemed  friend 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  " 

Though,  of  course,  there  are  limits.  Thad- 
deus  Stevens  (R-PA)  once  said.  "I  will  now 
yield  to  my  honorable  colleague  *  *  *  who 
will  make  a  few  feeble  remarks." 

Then  there  was  Senator  Homer  Capehart  of 
Indiana.  He  once  got  so  carried  away  with 
the  rhetorical  courtesies  that  he  referred  to 
himself  as  "The  Distinguished  Senator  from 
Indiana." 

But  those  of  us  who  have  been  lucky 
enough  to  serve  in  our  Nation's  Capitol, 
know  that  these  traditions  ensure  civility 
when  we  need  it  most. 

And  we  also  know,  that  when  we  say  "good 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  *  *  *" 
that  it  is  not  only  civil  »  *  *  that  it  is  not 
only  just  tradition  of  our  Congress  *  *  *  but 
something  which  is  absolutely  true. 

I  know  that  your  ser\'ice  and  your  con- 
tribution hasn't  stopped  with  your  retire- 
ment from  Congress.  Of  r!>jrse.  sometimes 
retirement  is  involuntary.  My  father,  who 
"retired"  from  the  Senate  in  1970.  likes  to 
say.  it  was  due  to  a  marginal  error  on  the 
part  of  the  people  of  Tennessee. 

There  is  a  line  attributed  to  Jefferson  that 
"When  a  man  assumes  a  public  trust,  he 
should  consider  himself  as  public  property." 

That  isn't  always  easy. 

Two  reasons  come  to  my  mind  right  away. 

First,  regardless  of  what  side  of  the  aisle 
you  sit  on— you  came  here  with  the  intent  to 
serve  your  constituents  and  your  nation  the 
best  way  you  knew  how.  And  not  only  was 
that  your  goal:  it  was  your  accomplishment. 

And  second,  and  on  a  more  personal  note. 
no  one  knows  more  than  all  of  you  how  much 
you  sacrificed  during  your  time  in  office. 
You  were  on  the  road  *  *  *  working  long 
hours  *  *  *  you  were  away  from  the  family. 
You  missed  the  kids'  baseball  games  for  a 
hearing   on    the   budget.    Instead   of   helping 


your  daughter  with  her  homework,  you  had 
to  be  in  the  Cloakroom— eating  a  hot  dog  for 
dinner— waiting  for  a  vote. 

Your  spirit  of  self-sacrifice  has  always  in- 
spired me  to  remember  what  really  matters. 
Serving  the  nation.  And  for  me  to  be  honored 
by  a  group  of  people  with  such  noble  inten- 
tions—that is  the  highest  compliment  I 
could  be  paid. 

President  Kennedy  once  said  that:  "Moth- 
ers all  want  their  sons  to  grow  up  to  the 
President.  TTiey  don't  want  them  to  become 
politicians  in  the  process." 

You  have  all  been  politicians.  None  of  us 
has  been  President.  But  on  this  week  after 
Mother's  Day,  I  hope  you  feel  you've  made 
not  only  your  family,  but  your  country  very 
proud. 

Mr.  RUPPE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  say  one  thing.  I  thought  the 
Vice  President  was  very,  very  kind  and 
gracious  to  give  us  his  time  last 
evening.  I  think  I  can  say  to  everyone 
here  that  his  remarks  certainly  re- 
flected his  empathy  with  Members, 
former  and  present  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Congress. 

The  Speaker  was  bipartisan,  he  was 
gracious,  he  was  kind,  and  I  think  he 
really  was,  as  he  well  should  have  been, 
indeed,  the  highlight  of  that  evening.  I 
hope  his  friends  and  his  family  realize 
how  important  his  being  there  and  ac- 
cepting that  award  was  for  all  of  us  as 
former  Members  of  Congress. 

Lindy  Hoggs,  our  new  president  com- 
ing up. 

Lindy,  I  just  want  to  say  how  pleased 
we  are  as  an  association  that  you  will 
be  the  next  president,  and  how  happy 
we  were  that  you  did,  I'm  sure,  a  great 
deal  of  work  in  getting  Vice  President 
Gore  to  be  with  us  last  evening.  It  was 
a  marvelous  evening,  an  outstanding 
event,  and  he  was  very,  very  gracious 
to  join  us. 

I  would  also  like  to  put  in  a  state- 
ment from  the  Ukrainian  People's  Dep- 
uties of  the  Former  Verkhovna  Rada, 
who.  for  their  association,  extended  to 
us  their  greetings  at  the  time  of  their 
25th  anniversary: 

M.^Y  18.  1995. 
Hon.  Philip  E.  Ruppe, 

President,  U.S.  Association  of  Former  Members 
of  Congress.  Washington .  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Ruppe:  On  behalf  of  the  Associa- 
tion of  Ukrainian  People's  Deputies  of 
Former  Verkhovna  Rada  we  want  to.  first  of 
all,  congratulate  you  and  AFMC  on  the  occa- 
sion of  your  25th  Anniversary.  We  wish  you 
enjoyable  festivities  and  many,  many  more 
years  of  success. 

Secondly,  we  want  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  express  our  appreciation  to  you 
and,  through  you,  to  your  entire  member- 
ship, first  of  all— Kyiv  Representative  of 
FMC  Mr.  Cliff  Downen.  for  the  support,  both 
advisory  and  financial,  that  the  U.S.  Asso- 
ciation of  Former  Members  of  our  Associa- 
tion. 

Our  organization's  meeting  was  held  on  the 
floor  of  the  Verkhovna  Rada  on  the  31st  of 
March  with  the  participation  of  the  Chair- 
man of  Verkhovna  Rada  and  almost  two  hun- 
dred former  members.  We  signed  up  168  mem- 
ber's of  our  Association  on  the  first  day.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  other 
former  members  associations  of  the  World  in 
the  years  ahead. 
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Thank  you  again  for  your  assistance  and 
support. 

With  warm  regards  and  our  best  wishes  for 
your  continued  success, 

Pavlo  Kyslyi, 

President  of  Association. 
Olexandr  Barabash. 
Leonid  Bilyi. 
juryj  g.natkevich, 
Vice  Presidents  of  Association. 

Mr.  RUPPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  con- 
cludes the  25th  Annual  Report  to  the 
Congress  by  the  U.S.  Association  of 
Former  Members  of  Congress. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  Speaker  that  we 
were  very  honored  by  his  warm  wel- 
come and  by  his  generous  comments  to 
all  of  us  here  today.  We  want  to  thank 
those  seated  Members  of  the  Congress 
for  their  very  personal  greetings.  It  is 
always  fun  to  come  back  on  the  floor 
and  see  some  of  the  Members  with 
whom  we  have  served  in  the  past,  or 
others  whom  we  have  gotten  to  know 
via  C-SPAN  or  other  forms  of  media, 
and  have  the  opportunity  to  greet 
them  personally. 

I  think  I  can  say  for  everyone  in  this 
group,  and  I  certainly  can  say  it  for 
me,  that  being  a  Member  of  Congress 
was  probably  the  most  exciting  and  the 
most  challenging  moment  of  my  life, 
so  this,  for  me,  and  I  think  it  Is  for  all 
of  us,  is  a  rare  and  thoroughly  enjoy- 
able opportunity  to  greet  old  friends, 
to  feel  for  a  moment  the  majesty  of 
this  Chamber,  and  share  with  everyone 
here  the  activities  of  its  former  Mem- 
bers. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  want  you  to 
know  that  this  association  will  con- 
tinue its  efforts  to  promote  greater 
public  understanding  of  and  apprecia- 
tion for  this  very  uniquely  American 
legislative  body,  the  U.S.  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  thanks  the  very  distinguished 
Member,  and  the  statements  will  be 
conveyed  to  the  Speaker  whole- 
heartedly. 

The  Chair  wishes  to  thank  the  former 
Members  of  Congress  for  their  presence 
here  today.  I  should  say.  before  termi- 
nating these  proceedings,  the  Chair 
would  like  to  invite  all  those  former 
Members  who  did  not  respond  when  the 
roll  was  called  to  give  their  names  to 
the  reading  clerks  for  inclusion  on  the 
roll. 

The  Chair  wishes  to  thank  all  the 
other  former  Members  of  the  House  for 
their  presence  here  today.  Good  luck  to 
you  all. 

The  House  will  continue  In  recess 
until  10  a.m. 

Accordingly  (at  9  o'clock  and  37  min- 
utes a.m.),  the  House  continued  in  re- 
cess until  10  a.m. 


D  1000 

AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma]  at 
10  o'clock  a.m. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    The 
Chair  will  recognize  each  side  for  five 

1-minutes. 


PRINTING  OF  PROCEEDINGS  HAD 
DURING  RECESS 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  proceedings 
had  during  the  recess  be  printed  in  the 
CONGRESSION.-KL  RECORD  and  that  all 
Members  and  former  Members  who 
spoke  during  the  recess  have  the  privi- 
lege of  revising  and  extending  their  re- 
marks 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection.  I 


REPUBLICANS  COMMITTED  TO 
BALANCING  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  DAVIS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  changes 
going  on  here  in  Washington  are  truly 
historic.  The  new  majority  here  in  the 
House  has  said  goodbye  to  the  old 
Washington  ways. 

Congress  is  now  run  by  those  who  see 
that  Che  Federal  Government  is  not  a 
solution  to  everything.  It  has  become 
much  too  big  and  it  spends  too  much. 

For  the  first  time  in  a  generation. 
Congress  has  stood  up  to  the  mess  we 
call  a  budget.  We  are  committed  to  bal- 
ancing this  budget,  so  that  our  chil- 
dren will  have  a  future  free  of  debt  and 
full  of  opportunity. 

The  defenders  of  the  status  quo  on 
i-he  uliiei  ame  uf  Liie  ajsie  LiiuuKii  i;iiLi- 
cize  us.  they  offer  no  alternative.  They 
have  no  vision  and  they  have  no  plan. 
The  only  thing  they  have  left  are  worn- 
out  class  welfare  slogans  and  programs 
that  will  continue  our  Nation's  course 
to  more  spending,  more  taxes,  higher 
interest  rates,  and  greater  debt  for  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Republicans  are  moving 
ahead  to  preserve  the  American  Dream 
for  our  children  and  their  children.  We 
have  a  plan,  we  have  a  vision  of  a  debt- 
free  America,  and  we  will  balance  the 
budget. 


BUDGET  DEBATE  IS  ABOUT  REAL 
PEOPLE 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  ,the  House  for  1 
minute,  i 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  de- 
bate comes  down  to  one  simple  ques- 
tion: Do  you  think  we  should  be  cut- 
ting Medicare,  Medicaid,  and  Social  Se- 
curity in  order  to  pay  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  privileged  few  in  our  society? 

I  can  tell  you  one  thing— Margaret 
Leslie  doesn't  think  so. 


I  have  a  picture  here  of  Margaret. 
She  is  a  senior  citizen  who  lives  in  my 
district. 

During  World  War  II,  she  was  known 
as  "Margie  the  Riveter." 

She  helped  build  the  B-29's  that 
helped  the  Allies  defeat  Hitler  in  the 
Second  World  War.  Today,  she  lives  on 
Social  Security. 

After  paying  for  her  rent,  her  medi- 
cine, her  Medicare  and  MediGap  pre- 
miums, she  is  left  with  about  $130  each 
month  to  pay  for  food,  bill,  and  every- 
thing else. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  before  us 
today  will  take  $240  out  of  Margaret's 
pocket  because  of  cuts  in  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

And  over  the  next  7  years— it  will 
force  her  to  pay  an  additional  $3,500  for 
Medicare. 

Not  to  cut  the  deficit.  Not  to  balance 
the  budget.  But  to  pay  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthiest  few  in  our  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  to  defeat  this 
budget. 


REPUBLICANS  OFFER  HISTORIC 
PLAN  TO  BALANCE  OUT-OF-CON- 
TROL  FEDERAL  BUDGET 

(Mrs,  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks,) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  our 
liberal  friends  are  tragically  on  the 
wrong  side  of  history.  Their  time  has 
come  and  gone.  Their  ideas  have  been 
clearly  refuted  with  evidence,  their 
representatives  defeated  at  the  polls. 
For  those  that  remain  in  this  House, 
there  cannot  be  much  to  motivate 
them  as  we  move  to  smaller,  less  costly 
Government. 

Clearly,  the  promi.se  of  big  Govern- 
ment has  crumbled  and  given  way  to  a 
total  reassessment  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Something  else  is  just  as  clear — the 
need  to  balance  the  budget. 

Republicans  have  offered  a  historic 
plan  to  balance  the  out-of-control  Fed- 
eral budget.  I  can  think  of  few  things 
more  important  to  our  future  and  the 
future  of  our  children  than  to  balance 
the  budget.  We  will  return  power  to 
families  and  local  governments  as  we 
shift  the  focus  of  governing  away  from 
Washington. 

Republicans  believe  in  the  ability  of 
the  individual  and  of  families  to  make 
the  right  choices,  instead  of  big  Gov- 
ernment. 

This  philosophy  places  us  against 
status  quo  liberalism  here  in  Washing- 
ton, but  squarely  on  the  side  of  the 
American  people. 


MILLIONS  OF  NEEDY  AMERICANS 

DEPEND  ON  MEDICARE 
(Mr.    HOYER    asked    and    was    given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  HOYER.  Mr  Speaker,  this  is 
Tom  McDonough.  Tom  McDonough  is 
not  interested  in  liberal  or  conserv- 
ative. Tom  McDonough  is  interested  in 
the  problems  he  has  as  a  family  mem- 
ber. Tom  McDonough  is  66  years  of  age. 
Tom  McDonough's  heart  is  failing. 
Tom  McDonough  lives  in  Bowie.  MD.  in 
my  district  and  he  gets  $800  on  Social 
Security. 

And  the  Republicans'  budget  wants 
to  say  to  Tom  McDonough.  we  are  not 
going  to  help  you  pay  for  the  medical 
care  you  need.  We  promised  it  as  a  Na- 
tion. We  made  a  promise,  and  we  talk 
about  promises  kept,  but  this  is  a 
promise  broken. 

Social  Security  is  going  to  be  cut  in 
5  years,  in  4  years,  and  in  3  years  for 
Tom  McDonough.  He  does  not  think 
that  is  a  promise  made  and  a  promise 
kept. 

His  Medicare  is  going  to  be  cut  back. 
Tom  McDonough  does  not  think  that  is 
a  promise  made  or  a  promise  kept. 


REPUBLICAN  PLAN  WILL  SAVE 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  BASS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we 
began  this  debate  yesterday  or  since  we 
have  begun  this  debate  yesterday  the 
debt  has  risen  by  $846  million.  That  is 
$846  million  more  that  you  and  I  and 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren  are 
going  to  have  to  pay. 

We  will  see  the  other  side  all  day 
long  today  produce  props  and  photo- 
graphs of  individuals  who  will  be  af- 
fected by  this  so-called  budget  reduc- 
tion, which  is  not  a  reduction  unless 
you  live  inside  the  beltway. 

But  I  am  here  today  in  L-ontrress  lor 
these  people.  Here  today  are  my  two 
children.  Lucy  and  Jonathan.  That  is 
what  it  is  all  about  today,  because 
today  is  historic.  The  Republican 
Budget  Committee  is  going  to  turn  this 
budget  around,  and  I  would  like  to  see 
the  American  people  judge  this  Con- 
gress not  by  the  harsh  rhetoric  and  the 
hard  choices  that  we  will  be  making 
over  the  next  couple  of  days  but  by  the 
country  and  the  government  that  we 
give  to  our  children  and  our  children's 
children  long  after  we  are  gone. 


AMERICANS  WILL  PAY  MORE  FOR 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  Lewis 
and  Ed  Kierklewski  are  two  hard-work- 
ing Texans.  They  have  wurked  hard  all 
of  their  lives.  One  is  retired,  one  is 
nearing  retirement,  and  they  deserve 
to  have  the  security  of  Medicare  and 
Social  Security. 

But  today  that  security  is  threat- 
ened, because  the  Republicans  say  we 


need  to  have  the  largest  corporations 
in  this  country  pay  less  taxes  and  we 
need  for  Lewis  and  Ed  to  pay  more  for 
Medicare. 

Interestingly  enough,  as  peaceful  as 
Ed  and  Lewis  look,  the  Republicans  are 
scared  to  death  of  them,  and  so  in  6 
hours  of  debate,  they  have  provided  us 
this  plan.  This  is  exactly  what  they 
have  told  Lewis  and  Ed  they  will  do 
with  their  Medicare. 

Now  we  know  that  on  this  sheet  of 
blank  paper  there  is  nothing  about 
doubling  the  deductible  for  Lewis  and 
Ed.  There  is  nothing  about  raising 
their  premium  every  year.  There  is 
nothing  about  increasing  their  costs, 
because  the  Republicans  are  afraid  to 
stand  in  this  well  and  tell  Lewis  and  Ed 
and  millions  of  American  seniors  the 
truth  that  they  are  about  to  hike  their 
out-of-pocket  expenses  for  Medicare  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 


CLINTONS  CHANGE  OF  HEART 
CONCERNING  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  STEARNS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  say  as  one  Member  who  speaks  in 
this  well  to  the  Member  who  just 
spoke,  the  Democrats  have  bankrupted 
Medicare  for  30  years.  It  is  now  the  Re- 
publicans' responsibility  and  obliga- 
tion to  preserve,  protect,  and  improve 
the  Medicare  system,  which  we  intend 
to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  give  you  a 
quote  and  ask  who  said  this  quote: 

Today  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
ir.n.Ttion.  That  is  not  a  Medicarf  or  Mprlirairl 
cut.  We  are  going  to  have  to  have  increases 
in  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  but  a  reduction  in 
the  rale  of  growth. 

Who  said  that?  President  Clinton 
said  that  last  year. 

Let  me  give  you  a  quote  from  Mrs. 
Clinton: 

We  feel  confident  *  *  *  that  we  can  reduce 
the  rate  of  increase  in  Medicare  without  un- 
dermining quality  for  Medicare  recipients. 

That  is  Mrs.  Clinton.  That  is  what 
she  said.  So  when  the  President  or  Mrs. 
Clinton  proposed  slowing  down  the  rate 
of  growth  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  it 
was  not  a  cut.  But  now  that  the  Repub- 
licans offer  our  budget  which  contains 
a  similar  proposal,  the  Democrats  are 
now  saying  it  is  a  cut. 

My  friends,  let  us  put  aside  our  dif- 
ferences and  work  in  a  bipartisan  man- 
ner to  solve  the  problems  of  how  to 
save  the  Medicare  program. 


Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  these  Re- 
publican Medicare  cuts  are  not  just 
number-crunching,  they  mean  real 
medical  service  reductions  affecting 
real  people. 

Let  me  introduce  you  to  Toni  Podojil 
from  Cleveland.  Toni  is  83  years  old. 
She  worked  in  the  textile  industry  be- 
fore her  first  retirement,  but  with  min- 
imum pension  benefits  and  Social  Se- 
curity benefits,  which  is  true  with 
many  women  she  had  to  get  a  job  with 
the  united  labor  agency.  She  will  have 
to  retire  again  soon  and  they  will  then 
live  on  a  combined  pension  of  about 
$600  a  month. 

Toni  is  a  survivor  of  uterine  cancer. 
she  has  had  a  heart  attack,  and  she  suf- 
fers from  a  hearing  loss.  Uncovered 
medical  expenses  now  equal  almost 
half  her  retirement  income.  When  she 
retires  a  second  time  at  age  83.  what 
can  she  expect  under  this  unfair  budg- 
et? A  doubled  Medicare  part  B  pre- 
mium: over  $553  more  a  year?  An  in- 
creased part  A  deductible  over  $1,200 
more  a  year? 

Let  us  balance  the  budget,  not  give 
away  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  in 
this  country. 


HOW  THE  BUDGET  WILL  AFFECT 
ANTOINETTE  -TONI  "  PODOJIL 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 


PRESIDENTS  PROMISED  VETO  OF 
RESCISSIONS  BILL  IRRESPON- 
SIBLE 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker. 
President  Clinton's  promise  to  veto  the 
rescissions  bill  is  irresponsible  and 
lacking  of  leadership:  irresponsible  be- 
cause just  2  weeks  ago  the  President 
pretended  to  negotiate  in  good  faith 
with  House  Republicans,  only  to  back 
uui>  a.t  Liic  last  rninutc  lOr  oi^orw  v/enii 
political  gain;  lacking  of  leadership  be- 
cause this  President  who  only  2  years 
ago  was  promising  a  balanced  budget 
by  1996  is  now  incapable  of  cutting  $16 
billion.  $16  billion,  that  is  only  1  per- 
cent that  he  says  he  cannot  cut. 

What  reasons  does  he  give?  Well,  first 
he  says  he  wants  to  eliminate  more 
pork,  but  then  turns  around  and  says 
well,  we  cannot  cut  the  AmeriCorps 
program,  the  biggest  boondoggle  there 
ever  was. 

Then  he  says,  "You  can't  cut  efforts 
to  help  people."  and  then  turns  around 
and  says  he  is  going  to  veto  the  relief 
package  to  Oklahoma  City. 

The  fact  the  President  would  save  his 
veto  for  this  bill  demonstrates  that  he 
is  more  interested  in  playing  politics 
than  acting  as  leader.  Does  anyone 
wonder  why  the  American  people  con- 
sider the  President  irrelevant  to  the 
process? 
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Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
country  once  had  a  system  of  checks 
and  balances.  Now  with  the  Republican 
budget  scam  we  have  checks  without 
balances.  Here  is  one  check,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  big  check,  a  whopping  $228  billion 
check  made  out  by  the  senior  citizens 
of  this  country  who  face  a  massive  cut 
in  Medicare,  and  who  is  this  check 
written  out  to,  Mr.  Speaker?  To  the 
wealthiest,  who  will  rake  in  billions 
thanks  to  the  Republican  budget  scam. 

Yes.  the  oldest  Americans  in  this 
country  will  lace  $3,500  in  out-of-pock- 
et medical  bills,  while  the  richest 
Americans  will  put  $20,000  into  their 
pockets.  What  a  shame. 

But  big  checks  are  nothing  new  to 
the  GOP.  Think  about  all  of  the  big 
campaign  checks  they  got  in  1994. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  go  ahead  and  pro- 
tect the  wealthy  and  the  powerful,  and 
we  Democrats  will  protect  the  health 
of  the  powerless. 

Go  ahead  and  help  those  who  helped 
finance  your  victory  in  the  last  elec- 
tion, while  we  Democrats  will  help 
those  seniors  who  led  us  all  to  victory 
in  World  War  II. 

Seeing  this  huge  check  makes  me  re- 
alize that  the  Republicans  must  have 
checked  their  compassion  and  decency 
at  the  door,  Mr.  Speaker. 


D  1015 
THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Watts  of  Oklahoma).  Pursuant  to 
clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  pending  business 
is  the  question  of  the  Speaker's  ap- 
proval of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appealed  to  have  it. 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— yeas  360,  nays  37, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  36,  as 
follows: 

IRoU  No.  3411 
YEAS— 360 


MEDICARE  CHECK 

(Mr.  GUTIERREZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 


Ackerman 

Becerra 

Brown  (FL) 

Allard 

Beilenson 

Brown  (OHi 

Andrews 

Bcntsen 

Bryant  (TN) 

Archer 

Berculer 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bacliug 

Bevill 

Bunn 

Baesler 

Bilbray 

BunniDg 

Baker (CAi 

Bilirakis 

Bun- 

Baker  (LA) 

Bishop 

Burton 

Baldacci 

Bliley 

Buyer 

Ballenger 

Blute 

Callahan 

Barcia 

Boehlert 

Calvert 

Barr 

Boehner 

Camp 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bonilla 

Canady 

Barrett  (Wl> 

Bonior 

Cardin 

Bartlett 

Borskl 

Castle 

Barton 

Boucher 

Chabot 

Bass 

Brewster 

ChambllM 

Bate  man 

Browder 

Chenoweth 
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Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Clinifer 

Clyburn 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (ID 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

DiaZ'Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fnw'er 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  ( N J  > 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Canske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

CUman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  iTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Haste  rt 

Hastings  I WA I 

Hayes 

Haywonh 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  18,  1995 


Hobsoo 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglts 

Jackson-Lee 

Jefferson 

Johnson  ((TT) 

Johnson  (SDi 

Johnson.  E  B 

Johnson,  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RIi 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

KUnk 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 
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So  the  Journal  was  approved. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET— FISCAL  YEAR  1996 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Watts  of  Oklahoma).  Pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  149  and  rule  XXIII, 
the  Chair  declares  the  House  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  67)  setting 
forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  years 
1996.  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002, 
with  Mr.  Sensenbrenner  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Wednesday, 
May  17,  1995,  all  time  for  general  de- 
bate had  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  amendment 
printed  in  House  Report  104-125  is 
adopted  and  the  concurrent  resolution, 
as  amended,  is  considered  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

The  text  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 67,  as  amended  by  House  Resolu- 
tion 149.  is  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  67 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring). 


SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLLTION  ON  THE 
BUDGtrr  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002,  as 
required  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetai-y  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  1995.  October  1.  1996.  October  1.  1997, 
October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October  1. 
2000.  and  October  1,  2001: 

(1)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,057,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  Jl. 058. 500.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,099,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,138,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,189,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,247,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,316,600,000,000. 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal   revenues  should   be   changed 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $14,987,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997:   -$24,393,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  -$34,772,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  -$48.:354.OOO.0OO. 

Fiscal  year  2000:   -$58,836,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:   -$69,275,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:   -$71,859,000,000, 
and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions .\ct  revenues  for  hospital   insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,815,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $108,986,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,877,000,000. 

Fi.scal  year  1999   $120,698,000,000. 

FLscal  year  2000:  $126,893,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,590,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,425,000,000. 

(2)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,285,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,321,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,355,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  vear  1999:  $1,388,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,421,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,436,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,459,800,000,000. 

(3)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,287,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,313,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,326,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1.363. .500.000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,400,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,414,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,437,300,000,000. 

(4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

-$229,500,000,000. 
-$255,400,000,000. 
-$227,200,000,000. 
-$224,800,000,000. 
-$211,500,000,000. 
-$167,000,000,000. 
-$120,700,000,000. 

levels   of   the   public 
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Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(5)  The   appropriate 
debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $5,195,000,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,516,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,809,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $6,099,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6.:374.30O.0OO.0OO. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6,614,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,806,100,000,000. 

(6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 
on  October  1.  1995.  October  1,  1996.  October  1. 


loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations. 


1997.  October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October 
1,  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(Ai        New       direct        loan       obligations, 
$37,600,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $193,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(Ai        New       direct 
$40,200,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New        direct 
$42,300,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $185,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(.\)       New       direct 
$45,700,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $183,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New       direct 
$45,800,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $184,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

i.\)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $186,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$46,100,000,000. 

iB)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
inent.s.  $187,600,000,000. 
SEC.  3.  MAJOR  FLNCTIONAI.  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(U  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $267,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $265,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  pri!r!.^ry  luan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $269,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $265,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $277,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $265,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fi-scal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $281,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $271,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $287,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $279,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $287,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $279,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $287,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $279,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,700,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays,  $15,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$>;  700  fifWi  000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$.5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  luan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 
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Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guaranf^e  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J14.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,900  noo  000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J4.400.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J4.300,000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 200.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J3.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J3.200.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
Jl  ,200,000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J3.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J2.900.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 200.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
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Fiscal  v-,'ar  '.999 

(A)  New  Duigf-r  authority.  $3,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J3. 100.000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2000:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000. 

<C)       New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)    Natural    Resources   and    Environment 
(300): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,300,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
sioonoo.noo 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  1998:  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,100,000,000. 

(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budt,et  authority.  $17,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,800,000,000. 

<C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $17,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $10,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  (nmrantcc  commit 
ments.  $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,200,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A»  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $7,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $2,300,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  -$6,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$4,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$3,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $1,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $36,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $34,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $34,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $33,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $9,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,600,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  prim.iiy  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1.200.000.0()0. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fi.scal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $6,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(10)  Education.  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $45,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $52,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  corrmiit- 
ments.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $45,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $46,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $44,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations, 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $45,400,000,000. 

(R)  Outl.TVR.  $14,700,000,000 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $45,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $45,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $45,000,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $44,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $43,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
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(11)  Health  (550); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $121,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $122,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $127,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $127,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $132,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $132,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $136,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $136,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $141,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $141,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $146,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $146,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $149,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $148,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570); 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $177,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $175,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $186,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $185,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $195,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $194,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $206,300,000,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  J2O3.70O.0O0.0OO 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  g-uarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J214.800.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J212.900.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J224. 400.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J222.4OO,0OO,0O0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J234. 600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J232. 400.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(13 1  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J222.700.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J225.000.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(E)  New  secondary  losin  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  J231 .800.000.000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  J235. 300.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J248. 400. 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J243,900.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  R-uarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  J255.400.000.000. 

(B»  Outlays.  J254.300.000.000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J265.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J267. 600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J267.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J269.000.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J277.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J279.100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, 1100,000.000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J5. 900. 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J8.500,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J8. 100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J10,500.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J8. 800. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  Jl  1,300.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J9. 600. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J12, 100.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  JIO.500.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  112.900.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  JU.100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J13,5OO.0OO.00O. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  yoar  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  Jl  1.700,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J14, 100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J37.600.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  J36.900.000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
Jl .200.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J26,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J38, 100,000. 000 

(B)  Outlays.  J38. 100.000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 100.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J21.600.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J38.500.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  J38.500.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 000.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J19.700.000.000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J39. 100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J39.000.000.0<)0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
Jl. 000.000.000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18. 600. 000. 000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J39. 200. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J40.600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
Jl. 200.000.000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  .guarantee  commit- 
ments. J19. 300,000.000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J39. 700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J41. 200.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
Jl.400.000.000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J19.900.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J40. 100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J41.600.0O0.00O. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
Jl. 700.000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J20. 600. 000. 000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J17. 800. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J17.800.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J17. 100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16. 600. 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.900.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  .New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16. 400.000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.700. 000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16. 400. 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.600.000.0(X). 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16. 000, 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.200.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J15.900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J16, 100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J12.400.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  Jll.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outla,vs.  Jl  1.800.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12.!>00.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  Jl  1.700.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Jl  1.500.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J12. 100.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J12.000.000.o6o. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Jl  1.100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $295,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $295,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $304,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $304,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $308,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $308,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $314,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $314,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $319,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $319,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $320,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J320,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $322,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J322.600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(19)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -Jl. 900.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,400,000,000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  .secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(.■\)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -J2.700.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$2,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$2,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$2,900,000,000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -  $34,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$34,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  g^iarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$37,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$37,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J36. 400.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J36,400,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$38,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$38,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
:!:m;Lt.  SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$37,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$39,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$39,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SEC.  4.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a)(1)  Not  later  than  July  14.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  in  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (12)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  submit  their  recommendations  to  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget.  After  re- 
ceiving those  recommendations,  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the 
House  a  reconciliation  bill  carrying  out  all 
such  recommendations  without  any  sub- 
stantive revision. 

(2)  Each  committee  named  In  paragraphs 
(1)  through  (11)  of  subsection  (b)  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 


13432 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total 
level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee 
for— 

(A)  fiscal  year  1996. 

(B)  the  5-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2000, 
and 

(C)  the  7-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002. 
does   not    exceed    the    total    level    of   direct 
spending  in  that  period  in  the  paragraph  ap- 
plicable to  that  committee. 

(3)  Each  committee  named  in  paragraphs 
<2)(B).  (4)(B).  (5HB1.  and  (6mB)  of  subsection 
(b)  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  ju- 
risdiction as  set  forth  in  the  paragraph  appli- 
cable to  that  committee. 

i4)  The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
shall  carry  out  subsection  (b)(12). 

(b)(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture: $35,824,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $171,886,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $263,102,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(2)(A)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services:  -$12,897,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  -$43,065,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
-$57,134,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

IB)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  would  re- 
duce the  deficit  by:  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
-$100,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000, 
and  -$260,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

(3)  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce: 
$293,665,000,000  in  outlays  in  Hscal  year  1996. 
$1,726,600,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $2,625,094,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(4)(A)  The  House  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities:  $13,727,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $61,570,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$95,520,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(B»  In  addition  to  changes  in  law  reported 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  the  House 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities  shall  report  program  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  would  re- 
sult in  a  reduction  in  outlays  as  follows: 
-$720,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
-$5,908,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000,  and  -$9,018,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(5)<A»  The  House  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight:  $67,725,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $313,647,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$455,328,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(B)  In  addition  to  changes  in  law  reported 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  the  House 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  would  reduce  the  deficit  by: 
-$988,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
-$9,618,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  -$14,740,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(6hAi  The  House  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations:  $14,246,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $62,076,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$83,206,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

IB)  In  addition  to  changes  in  law  reported 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  the  House 
Committee  on  International  Relations  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  Its  jurisdiction 
that      would      reduce      the      deficit      by: 


-$19,000,000,000       in       fiscal       year       1996. 

-$95,000,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  -$123,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(7)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 
$2,580,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$14,043,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $20,029,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(8)  The  House  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity: $38,769,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $224,682,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $328,334,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(9)  The  House  Committee  on  Resources: 
$1,558,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$6,532,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $12,512,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(10)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure:  $16,636,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $83,227,000,000  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$117,079,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(11)  The  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs: $19,041,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $105,965,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $154,054,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(12)(A>  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending 
such  that  the  total  level  of  direct  spending 
for  that  committee  for — 

(i)  fiscal  year  1996, 

(ii)  the  5-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2000. 
and 

(iii)  the  7-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002, 
does  not  exceed  the  following  level  in  that 
period:  $356,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $2,152,905,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $3,297,787,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(B)  In  addition  to  changes  in  law  reported 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  such 
that  the  total  level  of  revenues  for  that  com- 
mittee for — 

(i)  fiscal  year  1996. 

(ii)  the  5-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2000. 
and 

(iii)  the  7-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002. 
is  not  less  than  the  following  amount  in  that 
period:  $1,027,612,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$5,371,087,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $7,836,405,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(c)(1)  Not  later  than  September  14.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3)  shall  submit  their  recommendations 
to  the  House  Committee  on  the  Budget. 
After  receiving  those  recommendations,  the 
House  Budget  Committee  shall  report  to  the 
House  a  reconciliation  bill  carrying  out  all 
such  recommendations  without  any  sub- 
stantive revisions. 

(2)  In  addition  to  changes  in  laws  reported 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(3).  the  House 
Committee  on  Commerce  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total 
level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee 
for— 

(A)  fiscal  year  1996. 

(B)  the  5-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2000. 
and 

(C)  the  7-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002. 


does  not  exceed  the  following  level  in  that 
period:  $287,165,000,000  in  outlays  in  fi.scal 
year  1996.  $1,592,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1996  through  20OO.  and  $2,338,694,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002, 

(3)  In  addition  to  changes  in  laws  reported 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(12),  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total 
level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee 
for — 

(A)  fiscal  year  1996, 

(B)  the  5-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2000. 
and 

(C)  the  7-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal 
year  1996  and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002, 
does  not  exceed  the  following  level  in  that 
period:  $349,836,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  $2,018,505,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000,  and  $3,009,387,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
■•direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985. 

SEC.  5.  AGRICULTURAL  SAVINGS. 

Congress  shall  re-examine  budget  reduc- 
tions for  agricultural  programs  in  the  United 
States  Department  of  .Agriculture  for  fiscal 
years  1999  and  2000  unless  the  following  con- 
ditions are  met — 

(1)  land  values  on  agricultural  land  on  Jan- 
uary 1,  1998.  are  at  least  95  percent  of  the 
same  values  on  the  date  of  adoption  of  this 
resolution: 

(2)  there  is  enacted  into  law  regulatory  re- 
lief for  the  agricultural  sector  in  the  areas  of 
wetlands  regulation,  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  private  property  rights  and  cost-benefit 
analyses  of  proposed  regulations: 

(3)  there  is  tax  relief  for  producers  in  the 
form  of  capital  gains  tax  reduction,  in- 
creased estate  tax  exemptions  and  mecha- 
nisms to  average  tax  loads  over  strong  and 
weak  income  years;  and 

(4)  there  is  no  government  interference  in 
the  international  market  in  the  form  of  agri- 
cultural trade  embargoes  in  effect  and  there 
is  successful  implementation  and  enforce- 
ment of  trade  agreements, 

including  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  iGATT)  and  the  North  American 
Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA)  to  lower  ex- 
port subsidies  and  reduce  import  barriers  to 
trade  imposed  by  foreign  governments. 
SEC.  8.  SALE  OF  GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a»  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that^ 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales 
has  discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be 
better  managed  by  the  private  sector  and 
generate  receipts  to  reduce  the  Federal 
budget  deficit; 

(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
included  $8,000,000,000  in  receipts  from  as.set 
sales  and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale 
scoring  rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these 
sales  to  be  scored; 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale 
would  increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the 
long  run;  and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohibition 
should  be  repealed  and  consideration  should 
be  given  to  replacing  it  with  a  methodology 
that  takes  into  account  the  long-term  budg- 
etary impact  of  asset  sale, 

(b)  Budget .\RY  Tre.^tment— For  purposes 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  the 
amounts  realized  from  sales  of  assets  shall 
be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of  budget 
authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 


(c)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(0(21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Lo.^n  Assets.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  assets 
or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be  gov- 
erned by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit  Re- 
form Act  of  1990. 

SEC.  7.  LNTER.NAI.  REX'ENL'E  SERVICE  COMPLI- 
ANCE LNITIATIVT., 
la)  ADJUSTMENTS.— (1)  For  purposes  of 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  concurrent  resolu- 
tions on  the  budget — 

(A)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(aK2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  outyear; 

(B)  the  allocations  to  the  Committee  on 
,Appropriations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act;  and 

(C)  the  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates 
in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget, 

shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  amounts  of 
additional  new  budget  authority  or  addi- 
tional outlays  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2)) 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions in  appropriation  Acts  (or  by  the  com- 
mittee of  conference  on  such  legislation)  for 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  compliance  ini- 
tiative activities  in  any  fiscal  year,  but  not 
to  exceed  in  any  fiscal  year  $405,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $405,000,000  in  out- 
lays, 

(2)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  terms  "addi- 
tional new  budget  authority"  or  "additional 
outlays"  shall  mean,  for  any  fiscal  year, 
budget  authority  or  outlays  (as  the  case  may 
be)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  requested  for 
that  fiscal  year  for  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  in  the  President's  Budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996, 

(b)  Revised  Limits.  Allocations,  and  Ag- 
gregates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  obairmnn  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives  (as  the  case  may  be)  shall 
submit  to  that  chairman's  respective  House 
appropriately  revised— 

(1)  discretionary  spending  limits  under  sec- 
tion 601(a)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  (and  those  limits  as  cumulatively 
adjusted)  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  each 
outyear; 

(2)  allocations  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of 
that  Act;  and 

(3)  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  in  the 
most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget. 

to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revised 
discretionary  spending  limits,  allocations, 
and  aggregates  shall  be  considered  for  pur- 
poses of  congressional  enforcement  under 
that  Act  as  the  discretionary  spending  lim- 
its, allocations,  and  aggregates, 

(c)  Reporting  Revised  Suballocations,— 
The  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
may  report  appropriately  revised  suballoca- 
tions pursuant  to  sections  302(b)(1)  and 
602(b)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(d)  Contingencies.— 

(1)  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  have  certified 
that  they  are  firmly  committed  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  privacy,  confidentiality,  courtesy. 


and  protection  of  taxpayer  rights.  To  this 
end,  the  Internal  Revenue  .Service  and  the 
Department  of  the  Trea.sury  have  explicitly 
committed  to  initiate  and  implement  edu- 
cational programs  for  any  new  employees 
hired  as  a  result  of  the  compliance  initiative 
made  possible  by  this  section, 

(2)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  ad- 
ditional new  budget  authority  or  additional 
outlays  unless — 

(A)  the  chairmen  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tees certify,  based  upon  information  from 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (as  well  as  from  any  other  sources 
they  deem  relevant),  that  such  budget  au- 
thority or  outlays  will  not  increase  the  total 
of  the  Federal  budget  deficits  over  the  next 
five  years;  and 

(B)  any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
such  budget  authority  or  outlays  are  avail- 
able only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  compliance  initiative 
activities. 

SEC.  8.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  BASELINES. 

la)  Findings  —The  Congress  finds  that: 

(1)  Baselines  are  projections  of  future 
spending  if  existing  policies  remain  un- 
changed. 

(2)  Under  baseline  assumptions,  spending 
automatically  rises  with  inflation  even  if 
such  increases  are  not  provided  under  cur- 
rent law. 

(3)  Baseline  budgeting  is  inherently  biased 
against  policies  that  would  reduce  the  pro- 
jected growth  in  spending  because  such  poli- 
cies are  scored  as  a  reduction  from  a  rising 
baseline, 

(4)  The  baseline  concept  has  encouraged 
Congress  to  abdicate  its  constitutional  re- 
sponsibility to  control  the  public  purse  for 
programs  which  are  automatically  funded 
under  existing  law. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  baseline  budgeting  should 
be  replaced  with  a  form  of  budgeting  that  re- 
quires full  justification  and  analysis  of  budg- 
et proposals  and  maximizes  congressional  ac- 
countability for  public  spending. 

SEC.  9.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  EMERGENCIES. 


i  -.  -     .-■-■■  ,cj  ' ' 


(1)  The  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1990  ex- 
empted from  the  discretionary  spending  lim- 
its and  the  Pay-As-You-Go  requirements  for 
entitlement  and  tax  legislation  funding  re- 
quirements that  are  designated  by  Congress 
and  the  President  as  an  emergency. 

(2)  Congress  and  the  President  have  in- 
creasingly misused  the  emei-gency  designa- 
tion by— 

(A)  designating  funding  as  an  emergency 
that  is  neither  unforeseen  nor  a  genuine 
emergency,  and 

(B)  circumventing  spending  limits  or  pass- 
ing controversial  items  that  would  not  pass 
scrutiny  in  a  free-standing  bill. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  Congress  should  study  alter- 
native approaches  to  budgeting  for  emer- 
gencies, including  codifying  the  definition  of 
an  emergency  and  establishing  contingency 
funds  to  pay  for  emergencies 

SEC.  10.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  lUX.ARDING  PRI- 
VATIZATION OF  THE  STUDENT  LOAN 
M^VRKFrriNG  ASSOtWTlON  (SALLIE 
,MAE). 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that: 

(1)  The  Student  Loan  Marketing  Associa- 
tion was  established  in  1972  as  a  government- 
sponsored  corporation  dedicated  to  ensuring 
adequate  private  sector  funding  for  federall.v 
guaranteed  education  loans. 

(2)  Since  1972.  student  loan  volume  has 
grown      from      $1,000,000,000      a      year      to 
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$25,000,000,000  a  year.  The  Student  Loan  Mar- 
keting Association  was  Instrumental  in  fos- 
tering this  expansion  of  the  student  loan 
program. 

(3)  With  securitization  and  42  secondary 
markets,  there  currently  exist  numerous  al- 
ternatives for  lenders  wishing  to  sell  or  liq- 
uidate their  portfolios  of  student  loans. 

(4)  Maintaining  Student  Loan  Marketing 
Association  as  a  Government-sponsored  en- 
terprise exposes  taxpayers  to  an  unnecessary 
liability. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
Congress  that  the  Student  Loan  Marketing 
Association  should  be  restnictured  as  a  pri- 
vate corporation. 

SEC.  11.  SENSE  OF  HOUSE  OK  RI-:FRESENTATTVES 
REGARDING  DEBT  REPAYMENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives that — 

( 1 )  the  Congress  has  a  basic  moral  and  ethi- 
cal responsibility  to  future  generations  to 
repay  the  Federal  debt; 

(2)  the  Congress  should  enact  a  plan  that 
balances  the  budget,  and  then  also  develops 
a  regimen  for  paying  off  the  Federal  debt; 

(3)  after  the  budget  is  balanced,  a  surplus 
should  be  created,  which  can  be  used  to  begin 
paying  off  the  debt;  and 

(4)  such  a  plan  should  be  formulated  and 
implemented  so  that  this  generation  can 
save  future  generations  from  the  crushing 
burdens  of  the  Federal  debt. 

SEC.  12.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  RE- 
PEAI.  OF  HOUSE  RUU;  XLK  AND  THE 
LEGAL  LIMIT  ON  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that^ 

(1)  rule  XLIX  of  the  Rules  of  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives (popularly  known  as  the  Gep- 
hardt rule)  should  be  repealed; 

(2)  the  fiscal  year  1996  reconciliation  bill 
should  be  enacted  into  law  before  passage  of 
the  debt  limit  extension;  and 

(3)  the  debt  limit  should  only  be  set  at  lev- 
els, and  for  durations,  that  help  assure  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  fiscal  year  2002  or  .sooner 

SEC.  13.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  THE 
BITKJETARY  TRF-ATMENT  OF  THE 
ADMIMSTRATTVE  COSTS  FOR  DI- 
RFCT  I  0\NS 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  finds  that  the 
Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of  1990  under- 
states the  cost  to  the  Government  of  direct 
loans  because  administrative  costs  are  not 
included  in  the  net  present  value  calculation 
of  Federal  direct  loan  subsidy  costs. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress,— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  cost  of  a  direct  loan 
should  be  the  net  present  value,  at  the  time 
the  direct  loan  is  disbursed,  of  the  following 
cash  flows  for  the  estimated  life  of  the  loan; 

(1)  Loan  dis'oursement. 

(2)  Repayments  of  principal. 

(3)  Interest  costs  and  other  payments  by  or 
to  the  Government  over  the  life  of  the  loan 
after  adjusting  for  estimated  defaults,  pre- 
payments, fees,  penalties,  and  other  recover- 
ies. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  a  direct  loan  made  pursu- 
ant to  a  program  for  which  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  estimates  that  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year  (or  any  prior  fiscal  year) 
loan  commitments  will  equal  or  exceed 
$5,000,000,000.  direct  expenses,  including  ex- 
penses arising  from — 

(A)  activities  related  to  credit  extension. 
loan  origination,  and  loan  servicing; 

(B)  payments  to  contractors,  other  Govern- 
ment entities,  and  program  participants; 

(C)  management  of  contractors; 

(D)  collection  of  delinquents  loans;  and 

(E)  write-off  and  close-out  of  loans. 
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SEC.  14,  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  SOLVENCY  OF 
THE  FEDERAL  MILITARY  AND  CIVIL 
SERVICE  RETIREMENT  FXNT)S. 

<a)  Findings. —The  Congress  finds  that  the 
Federal  retirement  system,  for  both  military 
and  civil  service  retirees,  currently  has  li- 
abilities of  $1.1  trillion,  while  holding  assets 
worth  $340  billion  and  anticipating  employee 
contributions  of  $220  billion,  which  leaves  an 
unfunded  liability  of  $540  billion. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  a  high-level  commission 
should  be  convened  to  study  the  problems  as- 
sociated with  the  Federal  retirement  system 
and  make  recommendations  that  will  ensure 
the  long-term  solvency  of  the  military  and 
civil  service  retirement  funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No  further  amend- 
ments are  in  order  except  the  amend- 
ments printed  in  section  2  of  House 
Resolution  149.  which  may  be  consid- 
ered in  the  following  order: 

First,  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  by  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  GEPHARDT],  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  May  16, 
1995: 

Second,  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  or  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon], 
consisting  of  the  text  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  66; 

Third,  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne]  or  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens], 
printed  in  the  CONGRESSIONAL  Record 
of  May  16.  1995:  and 

Fourth,  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  by  the  minority  leader 
or  a  desigrnee  based  on  a  revised  Presi- 
dential budget,  is  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  May  17.  1995. 

The  amendments  may  be  offered  by  a 
Member  designated,  shall  be  considered 
as  read  and  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment.  Each  amendment  will  be 
debatable  for  1  hour,  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  proponent  and  an 
opponent  of  the  amendment. 

The  adoption  of  any  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  shall  con- 
stitute conclusion  of  the  amendment 
process. 

At  the  conclusion  of  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution  for  amend- 
ment, there  will  be  a  final  period  of 
general  debate  which  shall  not  exceed 
10  minutes,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  GEPHARDT 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  pur- 
suant to  the  rule.  I  offer  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Gephardt; 

Strike  all  after  the  resolvini:  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 


SECTION  I.  CONCURRENT  RESOLLTION  ON  THE 
BLTXiET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997,  1998,  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002.  as 
required  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priated for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Oc- 
tober I.  1995,  October  1.  1996.  October  1,  1997. 
October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999,  October  1, 
2000,  and  October  1.  2001: 

(1)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,043,412,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997;  $1,083,818,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,136,201,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999;  $1,191,632,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000;  $1,253,089,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2001;  $1,322,134,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002;  $1,397,102,000,000. 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  increased 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999;  $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000;  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001;  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $0. 

and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital  insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $103,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997;  $109,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998;  $114,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000;  $126,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001;  $133,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 

(2)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,278,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,308,900,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,356,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1 .395,400, UOO, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,452,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $1,474,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,523,900,000,000. 

(3)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $1,279,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,305,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998;  $1,334,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,377,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,430,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $1,459,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,506,100,000,000. 
<4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 
Fiscal  year  1996;  $236,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $222,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $198,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $185,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $177,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $137,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $109,300,000,000. 

(5)  The  appropriate  levels  of  the  public 
debt  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $5,195,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,516,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998;  $5,809,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $6,099,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6,374,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $6,614,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,806,100,000,000. 

(6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 


on  October  1.  1995.  October  1.  1996.  October  1, 
1997,  October  1,  1998,  October  1.  1999.  October 
I.  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$37,600,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $193,400,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$40,200,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$42,300,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $ia5,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$45,700,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $183,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,600,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $184,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(.■\)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $186,100,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$46,100,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,800,000,000. 

SEC.  3.  MAJOR  FL-NCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $257,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $261,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

<D^  New  primary  loan  suarAnttr^  corr:::':it- 
ments.  $1,700,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $253,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $254,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

lAl  New  budget  authority.  $266,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $259,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $275,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $273,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $281,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $276,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $17,000,000,000, 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,100,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000, 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,500,000,000, 

<B)  Outlays,  $10,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000, 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,100,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(E»  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
5,5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(3)  General  Science,  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 


Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $16,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $16,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,800,000,000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,400,000,000. 

(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $4,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 


Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4.00.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments,  $0. 

(5)    Natural    Resources   and    Environment 
(300): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $19,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obllfratlons. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001: 
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(A)  New  budget  authority.  515.000.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
JIOO.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gu{irantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350); 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,800,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$II.600.0a.OOO. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J12.70O.0OO.00O. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

<E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
SIO. 900.000.000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,500,000,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  $-7,000,000,000. 

(C)  Nev/       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-5,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-5,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-3,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-3,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-3,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $38,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $41,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $34,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 
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(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,000,000,000 

(C)  New       direct,       loan        obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $35,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  auLliui  ity.  $7,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $7,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,800,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6.700.000.00<). 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,000,000,000. 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
S2. 700.000.000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(  E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(10)  Education.  Training,  Employment,  and 
.Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $53,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$13,600,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  .secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $53,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $52,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $51,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $o2,700,uou,C)00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $14,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $52,800,000,000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $54,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $53,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$22,200,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 


(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

<A)  New  budget  authority.  $124,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $124,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $130,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $130,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $138,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $139,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $146,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $146,900,000,000. 

(0)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $153,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $153,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $159,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $159,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

( E )  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A?  New  budget  authority.  $166,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $166,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $171,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $169,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $182,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $181,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $198,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $196,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $215,300,000,000. 


13437 

(B)  Outlays.  $212,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $235,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $234,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $254,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $252,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $277,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $275,700,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $227,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $226,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $239,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $240,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $252,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D(  New  piiiiictiy  luan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $263,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $265,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $281,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $281,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $286,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $286,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loaji  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $300,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $300,200,000,000. 

(0)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5.900.(XX).(X)0. 

(B)  Outlays.  M,500,(X)0.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  oblig'ations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S8.000.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S8. 100. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

ID)  New  primary  loan  gusirantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D'  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0- 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

F is<;ai  year  2002. 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

( 15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $37,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $36,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

(E)  .New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  1997:  ! 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J38. 500. 000. 000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $38,500,000,000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,000,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $39,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $41,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,800,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $41,600,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,700,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $20,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $17,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

ments.  $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $20,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(17)  General  Government  (800i: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,200,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12.100,000,0()0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11. ,500.000.000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outla.ys.  $10,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
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Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900i: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $296,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $296,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $302,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $302,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $304,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $304,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $307,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $307,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $310,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $310,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $309,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $309,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $311,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $311,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(19)  Allowances  (920): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-8,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

ID)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

I  El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority  U- 8  400.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  $-8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

ID)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-7,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000, 
(B>  Outlays,  -$6,100,000,000. 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$32,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  -$33,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$36,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$35,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-37,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $-38,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-39,900,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-41,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-42,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-42,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

SEC.  4.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a)  Not  later  than  September  14.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  in  subsections  (b) 
through  (o)  of  this  section  shall  submit  their 
recommendations  to  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  House  Budget  Committee  shall  re- 
port to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  or  res- 
olution or  both  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revi- 
sion, 

(b)  The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction  that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
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cient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $1,120,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $1,120,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $2,530,000,000  m  budget  authority  and 
$2,530,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$2,650,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,650,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$2,810,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,810,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$2,650,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,650,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$2,700,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,700,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $2,760,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,760,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002, 

(c)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  as  follows:  $910,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $910,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $930,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $930,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $950,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$950,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$1,030,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,030,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,060,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,050,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,070,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,070,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,070,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,070,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(d)  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $15,780,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $15,650,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $30,830,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$30,830,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$36,070,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$36,080,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$49,820,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$50,010,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$59,140,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$59,140,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$68,760,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$68,760,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $82,480,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$82,480,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(C)  The  House  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows; 
$460,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$390,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$770,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$730,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$790,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$830,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$830,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$880,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$880,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,210,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,290,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,280,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(0  The  House  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget 
authority  and  outlays  as  follows:  $280,000,000 
in  budget  authority  and  $280,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  year  1996.  $570,000,000  in  budget 
authority  and  $570,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $890,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$890,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$1,220,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,220,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,810,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,810,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
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J840.0OO.0OO  in  budget  authority  and 
$840,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
Jl.  160.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,160,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

ig)  The  House  Committee  on  International 
Relations  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within 
its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending 
sufficient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and 
outlays  as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $0  in 
budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2000,  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
In  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and  $0  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(h)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $120,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $120,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 


authority 
fiscal   year 

authority 
fiscal    year 

authority 
fiscal   year 

authority 
fiscal   year 

authority 


and 
1997. 

and 
1998, 

and 
1999. 

and 
2000. 

and 

and 

and 


$130,000,000       in       budget 
$130,000,000    in    outlays    in 
$140,000,000       in       budget 
$140,000,000    in    outlays    in 
$270,000,000       in       budget 
$150,000,000    in    outlays    in 
$270,000,000       in       budget 
$160,000,000    in    outlays    in 
$280,000,000       in       budget 
$160,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
$290,000,000       in       budget      authority 
$170,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(i)  The  House  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
SO  in  budget  authority  and  SO  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998,  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999,  $0  in  budget  au- 


thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outla.vs  in 
fiscal  year  1998,  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999,  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2001,  and  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(m)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$550,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$550,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$550,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$550,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$610,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$610,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$620,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$620,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(n)  The  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $300,000,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
$400,000,000  in  budget 
$400,000,000  in  outlays  in 
$500,000,000  in  budget 
$500,000,000  in  outlays  in 
$1,200,000,000      in      budget 


$1,200,000,000   in  outlays  in 
$1,300,000,000      in      budget 
$1,300,000,000  in  outlays  in 
and  $1,500,000,000   in   budget   authority   and 
$1,500,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 
(o)   The    House   Committee    on    Ways   and 


authority 
fiscal    year 
authority 
fiscal    year 
authority 
fiscal  year 
authority 
fiscal  year 


1997. 

and 
1998. 

and 
1999. 

and 
2000. 

and 
2001, 


thority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000,,    Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 


(j)  The  House  Committee  on  Resources 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient rn  reduce  budget  ai.itbor'fv  and  niirl^vc 
as  follows:  560.000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$60,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$80,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $80,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $2,330,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $2,330,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1998,  $1,090,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $1,090,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1999.  $290,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$290,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$3,970,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,970,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $3,380,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,380,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(k)  The  House  Committee  on  Science  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  re- 
duce budget  authority  and  outlays  as  fol- 
lows: $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1998,  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1999,  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000.  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
2001,  and  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  fis- 
cal year  2002. 

(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Busi- 
ness shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996,  SO  in  budget  au- 


jurisdiction  sufficient  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
as  follows:  $14,370,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 


$27,550,000,000 

in 

fiscal 

year 

1997. 

$28460  000  000 

in 

fi<;rq1 

ypar 

1998. 

$35,960,000,000 

in 

fiscal 

year 

1999. 

$35,340,000,000 

in 

fiscal 

year 

2000. 

$42,320,000,000 

in 

fiscal     ye 

ar     2001. 

and 

$50,220,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

<p)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  250(ci(8)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985  and  the  term  "new  budget  authority" 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 3(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  5.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  TAX 
CUTS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  changes 
in  tax  laws  which  stimulate  private  invest- 
ment of  savings  should  be  enacted  if  the  defi- 
cit reduction  targets  in  this  resolution  are 
met. 

SEC.  6.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  EMER- 
GENCIES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  Con- 
gress should  study  alternative  approaches  to 
budgeting  for  emergencies,  establishing  reg- 
ular procedures  and  funds  for  paying  for 
emergencies. 

SEC.  7.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  DEBT 
REDUCTION. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  elimi- 
nating the  deficit  by  producing  a  balanced 
budget  is  only  the  first  step  toward  the  ulti- 
mate goal  of  reducing  and  eventually  elimi- 
nating the  public  debt. 


SEC.  8.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  TRUST 
FUND  SURPLUSES. 

Congress  finds  that  all  recent  year  Federal 
budgets,  as  well  as  both  fiscal  year  1996  budg- 
et resolutions  reported  out  by  the  Budget 
Committees  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate,  have  masked  the  magnitude 
of  annual  deficits  by  counting  various  trust 
fund  surpluses.  Therefore,  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  upon  reaching  a  balance  in 
the  Federal  budget,  the  Government  should 
move  toward  balance  without  consideration 
of  trust  fund  surpluses. 

SEC.  9.  SENSE  OF  CONGRE.SS  REGARDING  LOCK- 
BOX. 

(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that: 

(1)  The  current  practice  of  reallocating  for 
other  spending  purposes  spending  cuts  made 
during  floor  consideration  of  appropriations 
bills  should  be  ended. 

(2)  A  "Deficit  Reduction  Lock-Box"  should 
be  established  to  collect  these  spending  re- 
ductions. 

(3)  These  spending  reductions  should  be 
used  for  deficit  or  debt  reduction. 

(b)  To  facilitate  Deficit  Reduction  Lock- 
Box  compliance  by  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations, the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice shall  score  all  general  appropriation 
measures  and  have  such  score  card  published 
in  the  Congressional  Record. 

SEC.  10.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  FIRE 
WALLS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  totals  for  defense,  inter- 
national, and  domestic  spending  should  be 
enforced  through  spending  limits  for  each 
category  with  firewalls  to  prevent  funds 
from  being  shifted  between  categories. 
SEC.  11.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  BLTDG 
ET  ENFORCE.MENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  a  balanced  budget  is 
achieved  by  2002  and  remain  in  balance 
thereafter,  strict  enforcement  should  be  en- 
acted. Such  language  should— 

(1)  require  the  Federal  Government  to 
reach  a  balanced  Federal  budget  by  fiscal 
year  2002  and  remain  in  balance  thereafter; 

(2.1  establish  procedures  for  developing  hon- 
est, accurate,  and  accepted  budget  estimates. 

(3)  require  that  the  President  propose  an- 
nual budgets  that  would  achieve  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002  and  for 
each  year  thereafter,  use  accurate  assump- 
tions: 

(4)  require  the  Committees  on  the  Budget 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  Senate 
to  report  budget  resolutions  that  achieve  a 
balanced  Federal  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002 
and  for  each  year  thereafter,  using  accurate 
assumptions;  (andl 

(5)  establish  a  comprehensive  system  of 
budgetary  enforcement  to  ensure  that  the 
levels  of  discretionary  spending,  mandatory 
spending,  and  revenues  in  this  resolution  are 
met. 

SEC,   12.  INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE  COMPLI- 
ANCE LNmATTVE. 

(a)  AD.rusTME.N'T.s  (li  For  purposes  of 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  concurrent  resolu- 
tions on  the  budget— 

(A)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(aK2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  outyear; 

(B)  the  allocations  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act;  and 

(C)  the  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates 
in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget. 


shall  be  adjusted  to  refiect  the  amounts  of 
additional  new  budget  authority  or  addi- 
tional outlays  (as  defined  in  paragraph  i2)) 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions in  appropriation  Acts  (or  by  the  com- 
mittpo  of  conference  on  such  legislation)  for 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  compliance  ini- 
tiative activities  in  any  fiscal  year,  but  not 
to  exceed  in  any  fiscal  year  $40,5.000.000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $405,000,000  in  out- 
lays. 

(2)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  terms  "addi- 
tional new  budget  authority"  or  "additional 
outlays"  shall  mean,  for  any  fiscal  year, 
budget  authority  or  outlays  (as  the  case  may 
be)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  requested  for 
that  fiscal  year  for  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  in  the  President's  Budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

(b)  Revised  Limits,  allocations,  and  Ag- 
gregates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives  (as  the  case  may  be)  shall 
submit  to  that  chairman's  respective  House 
appropriately  revised— 

(1)  discretionai-y  spending  limits  under  sec- 
tion 601(a)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  (and  those  limits  as  cumulatively 
adjusted)  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  each 
outyear; 

(2)  allocations  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of 
that  Act;  and 

(3)  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  in  the 
most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget. 

to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revised 
discretionary  spending  limits,  allocations, 
and  aggregates  shall  be  considered  for  pur- 
poses of  congressional  enforcement  under 
that  Act  as  the  discretionary  spending  lim- 
its, allocations,  and  aggregates. 

(c)  Reporting  Revised  Suballocations.— 
The  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
ma.v  report  appropriately  revised  suballoca- 
tions pursuant  to  sections  302(b)(1)  and 
602(b)(li  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(d)  Contingencies.— 

(1)  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  have  certified 

(2)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  ad- 
ditional new  budget  authority  or  additional 
outlays  unless— 

(A)  the  chairmen  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tees certify,  based  upon  information  from 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  (as  well  as  from  any  other  sources 
they  deem  relevant),  that  such  budget  au- 
thority or  outlays  will  not  increase  the  total 
of  the  Federal  budget  deficits  over  the  next 
five  years;  and 

(B)  any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
such  budget  authority  or  outlays  are  avail- 
able only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  compliance  initiative 
activities. 

SEC.  13,  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  MED- 
ICAID BLOCK  GRANTS. 

It  is  the  Sen.se  of  Congress  that  Medicaid 
block  grants  should  be  distributed  based  on  a 
formula  that  takes  into  account  the  propor- 
tion of  individuals  with  income  below  the 
poverty  level  in  each  State. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
hardt] will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 


utes and  a  Member  opposed  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kasich]  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gephardt]  will  be 
recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr,  Kasich]  will  be 
recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  GEPHARDT]. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  allot- 
ted to  me  under  the  rule  be  yielded  to 
the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  ORTON], 
a  key  author  of  the  amendment,  and 
that  he  may  control  the  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  their  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Orton]. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  minority  leader  for  submitting  our 
budget  resolution  to  the  committee 
when  the  Committee  on  Rules  refused 
to  make  it  in  order  and  allow  us  to 
bring  it  to  the  floor.  So  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  doing  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the    gentleman    from    California    [Mr. 

CONDIT]. 

Mr.  CONDIT.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all  I  would  like  to  acknowledge  and 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  GEPHARDT],  the  minority  leader, 
for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to 
present  this  budget  this  morning.  On 
behalf  of  the  coalition  I  extend  a  warm 
appreciation  to  him  for  this  time  be- 
cause we  may  not  have  had  Lhi»  oppor- 
tunity had  it  not  been  for  Mr.  GEP- 
HARDT allowing  us  to  present  this  budg- 
et. I  also  want  to  recognize  and  com- 
mend the  task  force  chairman  from  the 
Coalition,  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Orton]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Stknholm]  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Browder],  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Brew- 
ster] for  their  work  on  this  budget. 
Let  me  also  say  three  members  on  that 
task  force  are  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  and  for  the  Members 
who  may  not  be  committed  yet  on  this 
proposal,  they  should  understand  that 
those  three  Members  are  well  informed 
about  the  budgetary  process,  about 
this  proposal,  and  they  intend  to  ex- 
plain it  today  and  hopefully  persuade 
my  colleagues  to  be  supportive  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  also  say  that 
none  of  the  proposals  before  this  House 
today  is  perfect.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, if  you're  looking  for  perfec- 
tion, you  will  not  find  it  because  we 
have  to  make  some  serious  choices 
about  where  we're  headed  in  terms  of 
the  financing  of  this  country,  and  some 
of  the  choices  that  we  have   to  make 
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are  difficult  and  hard,  and  we  don't 
want  to  make  them,  but  let  me  tell  you 
it's  been  27  years  since  we've  had  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  this  country,  27  years, 
and  if  we  move  to  2002,  that  makes  it  35 
years  until  we've  had  a  balanced  budg- 
et in  this  country.  That  is  way  too 
long. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time  that  we 
came  to  grips  with  this  issue  and  that 
we  restored  integrity,  financial  integ- 
rity, to  this  Government,  to  this 
House.  So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues 
today: 

You  know,  if  you're  looking  for  per- 
fection, you  won't  find  it,  but  if  you're 
looking  for  a  beginning,  a  beginning  to 
balance  the  budget,  to  get  us  on  a  glide 
path,  this  is  your  opportunity.  I  en- 
courage you  to  support  this  budget  pro- 
posal today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  tor  the  past  several  months 
the  coalition,  a  group  ot  23  Dem(x;rats  com- 
mitted to  seeking  bipartisan  solutions  to  our 
Nation's  problems,  has  played  an  active  and 
constructive  role  in  the  issues  considered  by 
the  House.  As  a  cochair  ol  the  coalition,  I 
have  been  extremely  proud  ol  our  work  on  un- 
funded mandates,  regulatory  reform,  tort  re- 
form, welfare,  the  Clean  Water  Act.  and  nu- 
merous other  issues.  T(Xlay,  the  coalition  will 
play  a  central  role  in  the  passage  of  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget. 

I  rise  today  in  strong  support  ot  a  balanced 
Federal  budget.  As  all  of  us  know,  our  current 
budgetary  policies  cannot  continue.  The  budg- 
et deficit  in  1994  was  around  S200  billion.  The 
accumulated  national  debt  is  approaching  S4.8 
tnllion.  The  human  costs  of  the  national  debt 
are  staggering.  For  every  S200  billion  we  add 
to  the  debt,  each  American  child  will  pay  an 
additional  S7,000  m  taxes  over  their  working 
lifetime  just  to  meet  debt  service  costs.  A  few 
years  ago.  the  cost  of  the  net  national  debt  to 
every  man  woman,  and  child  was  S10.000.  If 
spending  patterns  are  not  changed,  the  na- 
tional debt  will  be  about  S64,000  per  Amencan 
in  the  year  2030  Clearly,  these  levels  are 
unsustainable. 

Just  a  few  months  ago.  this  body  debated  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution. Opponents  of  the  amendment  said  it 
was  unnecessary  because  Congress  already 
had  the  ability  to  balance  the  budget.  Those 
people  were  nght.  we  do  have  the  ability  to 
balance  the  budget— all  we  need  now  Is  the 
will  to  do  it. 

Well,  today  is  the  day  that  my  colleagues 
can  demonstrate  whether  their  actions  match 
their  words  II  you  support  a  balanced  budget, 
then  vole  lor  a  balanced  budget  Belore  the 
House  today  are  lour  alternatives  that  will  get 
the  budget  m  balance  by  the  year  2002. 

The  budget  resolution  authored  by  my  good 
Iriend.  Congressman  Orton  ol  Utah,  which  is 
olfered  on  behall  ol  the  coalition,  is  a  good 
budget  It  is  a  realistic  proposal  that  makes 
the  necessary  cuts  m  a  lair  and  reasonable 
manner.  It  actually  produces  a  bigger  budget 
surplus  in  the  year  2002  than  does  the  House 
Budget  Committee  budget  By  not  including 
the  tax  reductions  that  are  included  in  the 
House  Budget  Committee  proposal,  the  coali- 
tion budget  allows  the  deficit  to  be  eliminated 
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with  less  cuts  in  Medicare,  Medicaid,  and  stu- 
dent loans.  For  these  reasons.  I  prefer  the  co- 
alition budget  to  the  other  alternatives,  and  I 
will  support  it  when  it  comes  up  for  a  vote. 

Should  the  coalition  t)udget  fail,  and  I  sus- 
pect that  it  might.  I  will  also  support  the  budg- 
et produced  by  the  House  Budget  Committee 
under  the  leadership  of  Chairman  John  Ka- 

SICH. 

When  I  came  to  this  body  m  1989.  budget 
deficits  were  running  around  S300  billion  a 
year.  To  thmK  that  the  budget  resolution  that 
we  pass  today  will  bring  about  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  is  an  enormous  and  historic 
accomplishment. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  have  criticized  the 
House  Budget  Committee  budget  as  being  too 
harsh  on  various  segments  of  our  society.  In 
1990  and  1993,  we  avoided  tough  spending 
cuts  and  increased  taxes  m  order  to  reduce 
the  deficit.  As  we  know,  neither  of  these  pro- 
posals gave  us  a  balanced  budget.  In  1993, 
my  constituents  told  me  over  and  over  that  we 
should  cut  spending  first.  The  House  Budget 
Committee  proposal  does  this.  It  eliminates 
numerous  Federal  programs,  cuts  other  pro- 
grams, and  reduces  the  rate  of  growth  in  oth- 
ers. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  aboui  Medicare 
cuts  during  this  debate.  While  no  one  is  pre- 
tending that  reducing  the  deficit  will  be  easy  or 
painless,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  Medi- 
care spending  m  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee document  will  increase  over  the  next  7 
years.  Current  proiections  have  the  Medicare 
Program  increasing  by  1 1  percent  a  year.  The 
House  Budget  Committee  budget  increases 
Medicare  by  5  percent  a  year  over  the  next  7 
years.  Only  m  Washington  is  a  5-percent  in- 
crease in  a  program  considered  a  cut. 

Another  point  about  Medicare  that  needs  to 
be  made  is  that  the  trustees  of  the  program 
have  informed  the  Congress  and  the  adminis- 
tration that  the  Medicare  Program  will  become 
insolvent  m  the  year  2002  if  we  do  not  change 
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ignore  the  looming  bankruptcy  of  our  Nation's 
health  program  for  senior  citizens  in  order  to 
score  a  few  cheap  political  points.  This  is  the 
type  of  behavior  that  the  American  people  re- 
jected last  November  and  want  changed. 

Under  the  House  Budget  Committee  budget, 
total  Federal  spending  over  the  next  7  years 
will  go  from  S9.4  to  Si  1.9  trillion.  Is  an  in- 
crease of  S2  5  trillion  over  7  years  too  cruel 
lor  America  to  withstand''  I  don't  think  so  and 
I  suspect  that  most  Americans  don't  either. 

Our  last  balanced  Federal  budget  was  m 
1968 — 27  long  years  ago  Every  year  we  keep 
saying  that  we'll  do  better — and  we  never  do. 
Today  some  are  saymg  that  we  cannot  and 
should  not  try  to  balance  the  budget  in  7 
years.  Wait  until  2010,  until  2020.  they  say. 
They  justify  these  views  by  saying  that  cutting 
the  spending  necessary  to  balance  the  budget 
will  hurt  too  much.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pain  will 
only  get  worse  the  longer  we  wait  We  cannot 
afford  to  postpone  this  task  any  longer  Today, 
we  should  be  bold  and  responsible  and  vote 
for  a  iDalanced  budget. 

Because  of  our  debt  and  our  spending  pat- 
terns, over  70  percent  of  the  budget  is  already 
determined  for  us.  Mandatory  entitlement  pro- 
grams and  interest  on  the  debt  already  con- 
sumes most  of  our  revenues  and  leaves  very 


little  left  over  to  spend  on  other  Federal  prior- 
ities. Our  debt  service  is  close  to  S300  billion 
each  year.  The  money  we  spend  on  interest 
payments  for  the  debt  is  money  that  is  denied 
to  health  care,  nutrition  programs,  national  de- 
fense, student  loans,  farm  programs,  commu- 
nity development,  crime,  education,  and  aid  to 
local  governments.  By  being  fiscally  respon- 
sible and  eliminating  our  budget  deficit,  we  will 
free  up  billions  of  dollars  which  can  be  rein- 
vested in  these  worthy  public  policy  concerns. 

Rarely  do  we  have  before  us  a  truly  historic 
vote.  Today  we  set  upon  the  path  to  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget.  No  more  excuses,  no 
more  evasions,  no  more  misrepresentations. 
The  partisan  bickering  and  gamesmanship 
needs  to  be  put  aside,  instead  of  a  partisan 
dispute,  the  national  debt  belongs  to  all  of 
us — and  the  solution  we  adopt  will  determine 
our  future  as  a  nation.  None  of  the  proposals 
are  perfect — and  they  never  will  be.  There  are 
few  attractive  options  to  balancing  the  budget, 
but  we  must  do  it.  Let  us  begin  now  I  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all  let  me 
begin  by  saying  that  I  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Orton]  and 
the  other  members  of  his  group  for  the 
effort  that  they  have  made,  and  I  do 
think  that  they  have  certainly  made 
something  that  would  have  to  be  con- 
sidered a  substantial  improvement  over 
what  the  President  submitted  in  his 
budget.  This,  after  all.  the  proposal  be- 
fore us.  does  reach  a  balanced  budget. 
but  I  think  it  is  seriously  flawed.  It  is 
seriously  flawed  in  several  respects, 
and  let  me  just  highlight  for  the  mo- 
ment, as  we  begin  this  debate,  what  I 
would  say  are  some  of  the  errors  or  the 
flaws  in  this  proposal. 
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In  the  first  case,  it  does  spend  consid- 
erably more  than  the  committee's 
budget  proposal  does,  $102  billion  more 
in  spending.  That  is  actual  spending. 
Now  again,  let  us  recogmize  that  we  get 
to  the  same  balanced  budget  but  it  has 
more  spending  in  it. 

It  contains  total  discretionary  spend- 
ing nearly  identical  with  that  of  the 
committee  budget,  but  it  spends  more 
than  $50  billion  more  on  welfare  over  5 
years  than  the  committee  would  pro- 
ixjse  to  do.  It  also  cuts  defense  spend- 
ing by  $55  billion  below  that  that  is  in 
the  committee  level. 

I  think  all  the  Members  of  this  body 
who  have,  certainly  those  that  have 
been  around  here  a  few  years  or  who 
have  looked  at  budgets  over  the  last 
several  years  can  see  the  decline  that 
we  have  had  in  defense  spending.  I 
think  most  of  us  recognize  that  there 
is  a  point  below  which  you  do  not  cut 
spending  without  significantly  damag- 
ing the  national  security  of  this  coun- 
try. 

Where  that  is  exactly.  I  think,  is 
open  for  debate.  But  I  think  most  of  us. 
most  in  this  body  would  agree  that  the 


S55  billion  additional  cut  coming  on  top 
of  the  one  steady  decreasing  baseline 
that  we  have  seen  over  the  last  10  years 
in  the  budget,  in  defense  spending,  is 
precipitous,  is  probably  not  warranted 
and  certainl.y  is  subject  to  a  lot  more 
debate  before  we  could  justify  that 
kind  of  cut. 

The  alternative  proposal  that  we  are 
debating  now  also  contains  $8  billion  in 
fees,  including  an  airport  slot  fee  and  a 
Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commis- 
sion transaction  fee.  These  fees,  we 
would  suggest,  are  really  not  much 
more  than  some  kind  of  tax  on  certain 
groups. 

There  are  S96  billion  more  on  Medi- 
care than  in  the  committee  budget,  but 
it  does  nothing.  It  has  no  plan  to  really 
reform  the  program.  Thus,  it  fails  to 
ensure  any  kind  of  long-term  solvency 
for  the  Medicare  program. 

The  proposal  that  is  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
H.\RDT]  and  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Ofiton]  would  spend  $49  billion 
more  over  the  next  7  years  on  Medicaid 
than  the  committee  proposes  in  its 
mark.  It  provides  most  importantly, 
and  this  is  where  we  get  to  the  bottom 
line  because  we  do  both  agree,  we  have 
a  zero  at  the  end  for  a  balanced  budget, 
most  importantly  with  the  discre- 
tionary cuts  that  it  has.  which  are 
going  to  be  painful.  They  are  going  to 
be  difficult.  This  committee,  this  pro- 
posal has  no  tax  relief  for  families  or 
for  seniors,  no  incentives  for  economic 
growth.  In  other  words,  it  preserves  en- 
tirely the  $250  billion  tax  increase  that 
this  Congress  enacted  in  1993  as  part  of 
President  Clinton's  tax  increase  pro- 
posal. 

I  think  when  we  are  talking  about 
this  kind  of  cut  in  discretionary  spend- 
ing, and  we  acknowledge,  we  must  ac- 
knowledge that  there  are  going  to  be 
difficulties,  there  is  going  to  be  pain. 
And  you  cannot  do  this  easily,  that 
when  we  do  this,  that  we  should  ac- 
knowledge, we  should  say  to  people, 
there  is  going  to  be  some  reward  at  the 
end.  There  is  something  for  you  in  this. 
And  the  something  for  you  should  be 
for  American  families  to  have  some 
kind  of  tax  relief,  for  senior  citizens 
some  kind  of  tax  relief,  and  for  the 
economy,  for  the  country  to  have  some 
kind  of  tax  incentives  for  economic 
growth. 

None  of  that,  none  of  that  is  going  to 
be  found  in  the  alternative  budget  pro- 
posal that  we  are  debating  here  today. 
So  I  would  say.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  proposal,  while  certainly  it  rep- 
resents a  step  forward  from  what  the 
president  submitted  to  this  Congress. 
is  far.  falls  far  short  of  what  we  should 
be  doing  in  terms  of  balancing  the 
budget,  reforming  Medicare,  and  giving 
tax  relief  to  American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  wish  to  thank 
our  minority  leader,  Mr.  Geph.ardt.  for 
filing  this  substitute  budget  resolution 
on  our  behalf,  when  the  Committee  on 
Rules  refused  to  make  it  in  order,  and 
allowing  us  to  bring  it  to  the  floor. 
Without  his  action,  we  would  not  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  present  a  bal- 
anced budget  proposal  which  does  come 
to  balance  in  the  year  2002. 

During  the  1980's,  Congress  made  a 
fundamental  error  in  attempting  to 
balance  the  budget.  They  cut  taxes 
first  and  then  never  got  around  to  cut- 
ting spending.  Here  we  are  again,  $3V:i 
trillion  later.  This  time  we  believe  we 
should  cut  spending  first,  balance  the 
budget,  and  then  cut  taxes.  If  you  are 
trying  to  climb  out  of  a  $5  trillion  hole, 
you  do  not  start  by  digging  yourself 
$700  billion  deeper. 

The  coalition  budget  actually 
reaches  a  budget  surplus  in  the  year 
2002  and  does  it  by  cutting  spending 
ratably  over  7  years.  Our  cuts  are  not 
back  loaded.  We  have  a  gradual  glide- 
path  to  balance  where  the  Kasich  budg- 
et continues  deficits  well  over  $100  bil- 
lion until  the  6th  year  and  then  falls 
off  the  cliff. 

Our  reductions  are  more  responsible 
and  allow  funding  of  high  priority  pro- 
grams while  balancing  the  budget  and 
actually  accumulating  a  $160  billion 
less  in  public  debt  over  the  next  7 
years. 

Specifically,  our  budget  funds  Medi- 
care with  $112  billion  more  than  Kasich 
and  $65  billion  more  than  Domenici  but 
$174  billion  less  than  the  current  base- 
line. We  reduce  growth  in  Medicare 
costs  sufficient  to  maintain  solvency, 
but  do  not  take  an  additional  $100  bil- 
lion to  pay  for  a  tax  cut. 

We  fund  Medicaid  with  $50  billion 
more  than  Kasich  and  $38  billion  more 
Liuiii  Du:::i.>:iic;  but  $138  billici.  Icoo 
than  current  baseline.  This  allows 
States  a  more  reasonable  transition  to 
block  granting  of  Medicaid. 

We  also  assume  the  coalition  welfare 
reform  proposal,  which  saves  $25  billion 
over  the  7  years. 

The  coalition  budget  continues  $19 
billion  of  funding  for  student  loans  and 
in  agriculture,  which  has  already  been 
cut  by  60  percent,  our  budget  cuts  $13 
billion  less  than  the  Kasich  budget. 

We  spend  $60  billion  less  on  defense 
than  Kasich.  but  $37  billion  more  than 
the  current  baseline.  By  the  way.  this 
is  also  $11  billion  more  than  the  Solo- 
mon-Neumann budget,  which  you  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  later 
today,  and  $11  billion  more  than  the 
Domenici  budget. 

Nondefense  discretionary  programs 
receive  $62  billion  more  than  Kasich. 
By  the  way.  $35  billion  of  this  is  in  edu- 
cation. Our  budget  provides  $56  billion 
more  in  domestic  discretionary  pro- 
grams than  Domenici.  But  this  is  still 
over  $400  billion  less  than  the  current 
baseline. 

Finally,  our  budget  does  not  include 
the  $353  billion  in  upfront  taxes,  which. 


by  the  way.  will  cost  almost  $700  bil- 
lion over  the  next  10  years,  nor  does  it 
include  the  unspecified  $25  billion  in 
corporate  tax  increases  included  in  the 
Kasich  budget. 

In  summary,  the  coalition  budget 
provides  sufficient  funding  to  maintain 
solvency  in  the  Medicare  trust  fund, 
provide  a  more  reasonable  transition  to 
Medicaid  block  grants  for  States,  pre- 
serve American  agriculture,  continue 
student  loan  assistance,  reform  wel- 
fare, continue  funding  for  Head  Start, 
President  Bush's  Goals  2000,  drug-safe 
schools,  public  libraries.  Public  Broad- 
casting, children's  health  and  immuni- 
zation, women's  health  programs,  rural 
health  programs,  basic  health  research, 
economic  development  programs  such 
as  CDBG,  and  many,  many  more  high 
priorities  while  balancing  the  budget 
and  saving  $160  billion  in  debt  accumu- 
lation by  2002. 

We  say.  cut  spending  first,  balance 
the  budget,  then  cut  taxes, 

I  urge  a  "yes"  vote  on  the  coalition 
budget  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr,  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  H.^^-u-oRTH]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Arizona  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

I  thank  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  who  brought  forth  this 
amendment.  I  listened  with  interest  to 
my  good  friend  from  Utah  thanking  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  for  the 
time  to  bring  this  to  the  floor.  I  am 
sorry  the  minority  leader  had  to  leave 
the  floor  so  quickly  because  I  believe 
inherent  in  any  question  of  policy  is 
the  question  of  process.  So  I  find  it 
very  curious  that  it  is  widely  specu- 
lated upon  in  the  press  that  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader  will  not  vote 
for  the  budget  plan  which  bears  his 
own  name. 

Perhaps  there  will  be  some  late- 
breaking  developments  in  this  case, 
but  I  find  it  incredibly  interesting  that 
so  bereft  of  ideas  is  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  that  the  minority  leader,  in 
final  summation  of  the  arguments,  will 
not  vote  for  this  budget  plan  and  in- 
deed, despite  the  valiant  efforts  of  our 
friends  who  are  blue  dogs,  they  are 
truly  blue  dogs  today,  in  all  respect  I 
say  that,  because  so  many  Members  of 
their  own  party  will  abandon  them. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  so 
ludicrous  to  bring  up  process,  I  will  not 
even  respond. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Cardin]. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Utah  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  arbitrary 
restrictions  that  Republicans  have  im- 
posed on  discussing  the  most  impor- 
tant economic  document  that  we  are 
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going  to  vote  on,  the  coalition  sub- 
stitute is  by  far  the  best  option  that  we 
have  before  us. 

It  provides  more  deficit  reduction 
without  the  draconian  cuts  that  are  in 
the  Republican  budget.  How  is  that  ac- 
complished? It  is  $188  billion  actually 
less  borrowing  over  the  7-year  period. 
It  is  accomplished  by  providing  earlier 
deficit  reduction,  by  not  giving  defense 
a  priority.  The  Republican  budget  ex- 
empts defense  from  any  of  the  other 
cuts.  That  is  not  fair.  Defense  should 
be  treated  the  same  as  any  other  pro- 
gram. 

And  the  coalition  budget  does  deficit 
reduction  first  and  does  not  provide  for 
the  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

Because  of  those  changes,  it  allows 
us  to  restore  $163  billion  of  the  Repub- 
lican cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
which  is  desperately  needed  in  order 
not  to  reduce  the  quality  of  care  that 
our  seniors  are  receiving.  It  allows  us 
to  restore  the  student  loan  cuts  that 
the  Republicans  are  suggesting  to 
make  it  more  difficult  for  students  to 
be  able  to  attend  college.  This  budget 
removes  that  cut  and  restores  those 
funds. 

It  provides  more  realistic  caps  on  do- 
mestic spending  so  that  we  can  argue 
on  the  floor  the  restoration  of  the  cuts 
proposed  by  the  Republicans  on  envi- 
ronmental clean  up  or  commuter  rail. 
We  had  the  opportunity  to  restore 
those  cuts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  clear  choice 
before  us.  You  have  a  choice  to  do  defi- 
cit reduction  first  before  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  You  can  do  that  if  you 
vote  for  the  coalition  budget.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  annual  debate  we  hold  in 
this  Chamber  on  the  budget  resolution  Is  the 
most  Important  statement  we  make  on  the  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  kind  ot 
country  we  want  to  live  in. 

Given  the  importance  of  this  debate,  it  is 
vital  that  we  have  a  full  range  of  options  to 
consider.  We  should  present  to  the  Amencan 
people  a  broad  discussion  of  each  aspect  of 
the  budget. 

The  overriding  issue,  of  course,  is  the  direc- 
tion of  fiscal  policy  we  will  take.  We  have 
strong  agreement  in  this  body  that  the  most 
single  important  challenge  we  face  remains 
the  need  to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit. 

We  have  less  agreement  on  the  best  set  ot 
policies  to  achieve  that  goal.  We  disagree  on 
the  mix  of  spending  cuts  that  should  be  en- 
acted to  reduce  the  deficit.  We  disagree  on 
the  wisdom  of  cutting  taxes  tjefore  we  have 
even  brought  the  deficit  under  control. 

The  point  of  reducing  the  deficit  is  to 
strengthen  the  economy.  The  decision  of 
whether  to  reduce  the  deficit  by  S500  billion. 
or  $700  billion,  or  $1  trillion  over  the  next  7 
years  should  be  driven  by  what's  best  for  the 
economy.  It  should  also  be  dnven  by  consider- 
ation of  the  value  of  the  Government  pro- 
grams that  will  be  cut. 

Unfortunately,  the  Republican  leadership  of 
the  House  has  denied  the  Amencan  people 
the  debate   they  deserve.   The   people   who 
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promised  an  open  House  have  made  sure  that 
we  would  not  have  a  full  and  open  debate  on 
this  crucial  issue. 

Instead,  they  set  up  an  arbitrary  require- 
ment They  said  that  it  is  not  enough  to  pro- 
pose a  budget  that  dramatically  reduces  the 
deficit  They  said  the  magic  test  is  to  balance 
the  budget  in  7  years  or  less,  using  their 
standards. 

The  Republicans  have  brought  the  budget 
resolution  to  the  floor  under  a  gag  rule  de- 
signed to  prevent  either  substitutes  or  amend- 
ments that  do  not  comply  with  their  narrow  no- 
tion of  sound  fiscal  policy.  By  shutting  off  de- 
bate and  preventing  responsible  alternatives, 
they  have  denied  a  debate  on  the  priorities 
that  would  reflect  the  interests  of  my  constitu- 
ents. 

The  Republican  leadership  has  set  up  artifi- 
cial and  short-sighted  constraints  to  prevent  a 
full  and  open  debate  on  budget  policy.  But 
within  those  ideologically  driven  and  extreme 
limits,  one  budget  proposal  has  the  promise  of 
preserving  America's  priorities. 

The  coalition  budget  meets  all  the  require- 
ments. It  balances  the  budget  in  7  years.  In 
fact,  over  the  period,  it  has  dramatically  lower 
deficits  than  the  Republican  committee  budg- 
et. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  point.  The  coalition 
budget  would  borrow  Si 88  billion  less  over  the 
7-year  oenod  than  the  Republican  budget.  To 
those  of  us  who  are  concerned  about  excess 
borrowing  and  the  soaring  expense  of  interest 
of  the  debt,  the  coalition  budget  is  far  superior 
to  the  Kasich  budget.  It  will  save  billions  of 
dollars  in  interest  costs. 

In  addition  to  lower  deficits,  the  coalition 
budget  also  gets  to  a  balanced  budget  without 
inflicting  the  harsh  damage  on  important  prior- 
ities the  American  people  care  about.  The 
American  people  understand  the  need  to 
make  sharp  spending  reductions  to  reduce  the 
deficit.  But  they  do  not  understand  making 
those  cuts  any  deeper  or  more  damaging  than 
IS  absolutely  necessary  to  achieve  the  goal. 

I  ne  Republican  comminee  budget  cuts 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  by  S475  billion  over  7 
years.  They  have  tried  to  justify  this  draconian 
plan  by  saying  they  are  rescuing  Medicare.  I 
will  work  to  rescue  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
But  we  should  do  that  work  m  the  context  of 
health  care  reform  This  budget  will  force  Med- 
icare recipients  to  pay  more  (or  less.  It  does 
so  not  m  the  interest  of  improving  or  reforming 
health  care  for  the  elderly  or  anybody  else,  but 
to  balance  the  budget  and  offset  S360  billion 
in  tax  Cuts. 

The  coalition  budget  substitute  will  restore 
Si 63  billion  of  the  cuts  that  the  committee 
budget  would  make  m  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
The  coalition  budget  refuses  to  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  the  elderly  and  the 
sick,  and  it  says  no  to  tax  breaks  until  we 
have  brought  the  deficit  under  control. 

When  we  set  priorities  to  try  to  ensure  our 
country's  economic  prosperity,  nothing  looms 
larger  than  the  imperative  of  providing  higher 
education  to  our  young  people.  Yet  the  Re- 
publican committee  budget  will  cut  guaranteed 
student  loans  by  nearly  Si 9  billion.  The  coali- 
tion preserves  full  funding  for  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loans,  proving  that  we  can  balance  the 
budget  without  turning  back  on  young  Ameri- 
cans trying  to  afford  a  college  education. 
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Another  area  where  the  coalition  budget  is 
far  preferable  to  the  Republican  committee 
plan  IS  in  the  preservation  of  valuable  domes- 
tic priorities.  The  Republican  committee  budg- 
et will  force  drastic  reductions  m  high  priority 
programs  like  mass  transit  assistance,  water 
treatment,  women  and  children's  health  care, 
and  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  research, 
just  to  mention  a  few.  When  the  American 
people  say  they  want  us  to  get  spending 
under  control  and  eliminate  wasteful  spending, 
these  are  not  the  types  of  programs  they  have 
m  mind.  They  know  better,  and  the  coalition 
budget  will  permit  us  to  fund  these  priorities. 
Finally,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee has  said  that  he  is  especially  proud  that 
his  budget  leaves  no  aspect  of  the  budget  un- 
touched. But  under  the  committee  budget,  one 
area  of  Federal  spending  escapes  the  budget 
axe.  Over  7  years,  the  plan  will  increase  mili- 
tary spending  by  876  billion.  At  a  time  when 
every  other  area  of  the  budget  is  facing  se- 
vere restraint,  when  children  and  the  elderly 
and  students  are  facing  significant  cuts  in 
services,  we  cannot  afford  to  increase  spend- 
ing on  defense. 

For  all  these  reasons,  in  my  judgment,  the 
coalition  budget  is  much  the  best  of  a  poor  set 
of  choices.  It  IS  far  superior  to  the  Republican 
committee  budget,  for  all  the  reasons  I  have 
mentioned  and  many  more. 

Under  the  arbitrary  and  unfair  ground  rules 
that  have  controlled  this  debate,  the  priorities 
of  my  constituents  have  not  been  given  lair 
consideration.  But  the  coalition  budget  comes 
closest  to  achieving  the  goals  that  are  impor- 
tant to  my  district  and  to  the  country,  and  I  will 
vote  for  It  as  a  substitute  to  the  badly  flawed 
Republican  budget. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
Mr.  Chairman,  last  night,  as  we  de- 
bated the  first  Budget  Committee  plan 
to  balance  the  budget  in  25  years,  our 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
were  upset  about  our  tax  relief  for  the 
American  family.  We  hear  this  same 
objection  in  the  amendment  we  are  de- 
bating. Many  of  the  same  people  who  2 
years  ago  supported  the  largest  tax 
hike  in  history  can't  believe  that  we're 
trying  to  return  some  of  this  money  to 
the  American  family. 

They  tried  to  divide  American 
against  American,  employer  against 
employee,  worker  against  worker.  But 
underlying  their  opposition  to  tax  re- 
lief for  American  families  is  one  unde- 
niable, unbelievable  fact;  They  actu- 
ally think  it's  their  money. 

They've  gotten  so  used  to  a  big  Fed- 
eral Government  that  takes  $1  out  of 
every  $4  the  American  family  earns 
that  they  actually  have  forgotten  who 
earns  the  money.  They  forget  that  it's 
the  American  family's  money  to  spend. 
It's  not  Washington's  money  to  take. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  family's 
hard  earned  dollars  belong  to  the 
American  family,  not  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment.   It's    the    American    people's 


money,  Mr.  Chairman,  it's  not  ours. 
Support  the  balanced  budget  plan  that 
reduces  the  Government's  budget  and 
restores  the  family  budget.  Support  the 
Budget  Committee  proposal. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Bkntsen]. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Orton-Stenholm 
Democratic  substitute,  the  fair  bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr  Chairman,  today  is  an  historic  debate 
that  could  result  in  balancing  the  Federal 
budget.  I  strongly  support  the  Orlon-Stenholm 
balanced  budget,  because  it  is  the  only  fair, 
responsible  budget  this  House  will  consider. 

The  Onon-Stenholm  budget  is  the  best  op- 
tion for  a  difficult  task.  It  balances  the  Federal 
budget  m  7  years.  It  makes  lough  but  reason- 
able cuts  without  dramatically  hurting  children 
and  seniors  as  the  Kasich  budget  would.  It 
does  not  include  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest 
which  we  cannot  afford.  This  is  nght,  because 
we  should  not  cut  taxes  before  our  budget  is 
balanced.  We  tned  this  in  1981  and  quad- 
rupled the  national  debt  m  the  process. 

In  contrast,  the  Republican  budget  is  ill-con- 
ceived  legislation.  The  Medicare  cuts  in  the 
Republican  budget  are  devastating  for  both 
seniors  and  the  institutions  that  serve  them.  I 
will  not  support  a  bill  which  cuts  health  serv- 
ices to  senior  citizens,  especially  after  they 
have  already  paid  into  the  system.  It  will  result 
in  higher  copayments,  deductibles,  and  out  of 
pocket  costs  and  less  choice  of  doctors.  No 
matter  how  you  shape  it,  less  services  for 
more  money  is  a  cut.  It  cuts  Medicaid  which 
will  result  m  higher  out  of  pocket  costs  to  sen- 
ior citizens  for  long-term  care  in  nursing 
homes.  That  is  a  cut.  And  the  Republican 
budget  cuts  Medicare  and  Medicaid  to  pay  lor 
its  tax  breaks.  This  is  imprudent. 

In  my  district,  these  cuts  will  have  a  severe 
impact  on  the  Texas  Medical  Center.  I  am  par- 
ticularly concernerl  about  the  cuts  that  will  re- 
duce funding  for  graduate  medicai  educdtion. 
For  many  teaching  hospitals  such  as  Baylor 
College  of  Medicine  and  University  of  Texas 
Medical  Center,  these  reductions  will  reduce 
the  number  of  trained  physicians.  Medicare  is 
a  major  contributor  toward  the  cost  of  this 
education.  Yet  this  budget  will  cut  this  function 
dramatically. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  is  better  for  our 
Nation's  children.  Another  institution  m  my 
area,  Texas  Children's  Hospital,  receives  48 
percent  of  its  funding  from  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram in  the  form  of  reimbursement  and  dis- 
proportionate care.  The  Republican  budget  will 
cut  Medicaid  by  30  percent.  This  is  unfair  and 
should  be  stopped.  The  Stenholm  budget  re- 
stores S50  billion  for  Medicaid.  Medicaid 
serves  children  and  we  should  not  forget 
these  children  m  our  efforts  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Health  research  is  also  unfairly  cut  by  the 
Republican  budget.  Their  plan  would  cut  over 
10  percent  in  fiscal  year  1996— that  means 
many  research  projects  for  breast  cancer,  Alz- 
heimer's, and  HIV  will  go  unfinished.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Orton-Stenholm  budget  will 
provide  Sil  billion  more  for  health  research 
programs  like  those  conducted  at  University  of 
Texas  Health  Science  Center,  M.D.  Anderson, 


Methodist,  St.  Luke's,  Baylor,  and  Hermann 
Hospitals. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  also  incor- 
porates all  of  the  provisions  of  democratic  wel- 
fare reform  bill  that  requires  welfare  recipients 
to  work.  Ultimately,  with  a  good  paying  job, 
welfare  will  not  be  necessary. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  restores  fund- 
ing of  Si 8.7  billion  for  student  loans.  For  many 
middle-class  families,  these  student  loans  are 
critical  to  pay  lor  the  cost  of  a  college  edu- 
cation. The  Republican  budget  would  give  a 
tax  break  to  the  very  wealthiest  in  the  name 
of  economic  growth  and  investment  and  yet  it 
would  cut  student  loans,  education,  and  job 
training.  This  is  an  iromc  lolly. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  helps  veterans. 
The  Republican  budget  hurts  veterans  by  re- 
ducing benefits  for  those  who  have  served. 
The  Republican  budget  breaks  the  promise 
that  we  made  when  we  asked  these  valiant 
Americans  to  serve  our  Nation.  I  will  not  sup- 
port breaking  that  promise. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  is  better  for 
Federal  employees.  The  Republican  budget 
will  reduce  pension  benefits  and  health  care 
benefits  lor  Federal  employees.  The  Stenholm 
budget  will  not  require  these  cuts. 

The  Orton-Stenholm  budget  also  includes 
more  funding  for  housing  and  economic  devel- 
opment. In  my  district,  a  place  to  live  and  a 
job  are  the  keys  to  one's  success.  Many  of 
these  housing  programs  help  families  to  pur- 
chase their  first  home.  I  believe  it  is  good  pub- 
lic policy  to  encourage  home  ownership,  not 
reduce  it. 

It  IS  a  question  of  fairness.  My  constituents 
will  accept  cuts,  if  they  are  fair.  Orton-Sten- 
holm is  fair.  The  Republican  budget  is  not  be- 
cause it  cuts  benefits  for  senior  citizens,  chil- 
dren, students,  and  veterans  while  giving  a  tax 
break  we  cannot  afford  to  the  very  wealthiest. 

As  a  new  Member  of  Congress,  i  was  elect- 
ed by  my  constituents  to  reduce  the  deficit. 
And  although  there  are  many  tough  choices  to 
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cut,  the  Orton-Stenholm  plan  is  the  best  way 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget  and  a  healthier 
economy  without  sacrificing  our  investments  m 
the  American  people. 

D  1100 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Peter.son'].  a  member  of 
our  task  force. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  substitute,  which  is  the  coalition 
budget  proposal.  This  budget,  which 
was  drafted  by  the  coalition  budget 
task  force  and  has  been  endorsed  by 
the  coalition,  is  the  most  responsible 
and  sensible  budget  before  the  House. 

The  coalition  budget  is  based  on  the 
common-sense  principle  that  we  should 
not  cut  taxes  until  we  have  done  the 
hard  work  to  balance  the  budget.  The 
coalition  is  not  opposed  to  tax  cuts.  In 
fact,  coalition  members  strongly  sup- 
port tax  cuts  to  stimulate  investment 
and  savings.  What  the  coalition  budget 
says  very  clearly  is  that  we  should 
make  certain  that  the  budget  is  on  a 
clear  path   toward   balance   before   we 


consider  tax  cuts.  If  we  do  not  bring 
the  deficit  under  control  first,  any  eco- 
nomic benefit  from  tax  cuts  will  be  un- 
dercut by  the  continued  drag  that  our 
national  debt  places  on  the  economy. 

We  recognize  that  if  we  are  not  care- 
ful when  we  make  changes  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  there  will  be  severe  con- 
sequences for  individuals  who  depend 
on  these  programs  and  the  small  hos- 
pitals that  will  not  be  able  to  survive  if 
we  are  not  careful.  The  coalition  budg- 
et calls  for  significant  reforms  to 
achieve  savings  in  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs,  but  is  based  on  a 
careful  review  of  how  much  we  can  re- 
duce those  programs  with  out  having 
an  adverse  impact  on  our  health  care 
system. 

The  same  is  true  in  agriculture  pro- 
grams. Once  again,  agriculture  is  being 
asked  to  bear  more  than  its  fair  share 
of  cuts.  Cuts  of  this  magnitude  will 
unilaterally  disarm  Americans  farmers 
in  the  battle  in  the  global  economy. 
The  coalition  budget  will  require  real 
cuts  in  agricultural  programs  that  will 
require  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  many  of 
my  constituents.  However,  the  coali- 
tion budget  sets  a  reasonable  level  of 
cuts  that  can  be  made  without  disman- 
tling agriculture  policy. 

The  budget  we  pass  should  make  our 
country  stronger  for  future  generations 
by  stopping  the  practice  of  putting  an 
increasing  burden  of  debt  on  their  back 
and  by  providing  funds  for  programs 
such  as  education,  research  and  other 
programs  which  invest  in  the  future  of 
our  country.  We  do  not  include  reduc- 
tions in  the  Stafford  loan  program  that 
the  committee  budget  requires.  We 
provide  $35  billion  more  than  the  com- 
mittee in  education  and  training  pro- 
grams that  will  help  us  achieve  a 
strong  eoonomy  anu  nign  st-aMdarn  of 
living. 

The  coalition  budget  is  a  realistic 
budget  that  balances  the  budget  by  2002 
without  jeopardizing  valuable  pro- 
grams. I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Rad.^novich]. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
we  enter  into  this  budget  debate,  I 
think  it  is  very  important  to  consider 
the  job  and  the  task  at  hand.  Let  us 
not  miss  this  opportunity  to  reduce  the 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  our 
lives. 

In  the  budget  process,  I  think  we 
need  to  concentrate  on  two  things,  and 
that  is  if  government  has  a  role  in  any- 
thing, let  us  push  it  to  the  most  local 
level.  Second,  let  us  review  and  get  out 
of  the  things  that  government  should 
never  have  been  doing.  Let  us  being  to 
privatize.  That  is  what  the  Kasich 
budget  does. 

We  must  also  never  pass  up  the  op- 
portunity to  make  the  point  that  if 
people  are  taxed  and  regulated  less, 
that  they  will  be  more  productive,  and 
there  needs  to  be  room  in  a  budget  to 
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assume  that  that  more  productivity  re- 
turns revenue  into  the  Treasury. 

Third,  let  us  not  underestimate  the 
ability  of  the  American  people  to  rise 
to  the  challenge  of  less  bureaucratic 
control  in  Washington,  DC.  That  is 
what  the  Kasich  budget  does. 

Fourth,  let  us  beware  of  any  proposal 
by  a  party  whose  leadership  does  not 
believe  in  less  Federal  Government  in 
Washington.  DC.  and  the  leadership  of 
a  party  who  thrives  on  your  depend- 
ence on  a  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  JAckson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak  for  seniors  and 
working  families,  children  and  the 
most  needy.  Already  the  State  of  Texas 
is  burdened  under  this  very  horrible  re- 
scissions bill  that  we  are  facing  with 
all  of  these  cuts.  However,  after  an  ex- 
tensive late-night  review  of  all  of  the 
proposed  budgets,  the  Republicans  will 
certainly  force  greater  hardshii)s  on 
poor,  working,  and  middle-class  Ameri- 
cans, without  asking  for  a  comparable 
sacrifice  from  those  Americans  who  are 
comfortable  and  well  off. 

Mr.  Chairman,  America's  fiscal  re- 
ality dictates  that  we  begin  to  take  ef- 
fective action  against  our  deficits  and 
debt,  because  they  represent  the  great- 
est danger  to  the  futures  of  our  chil- 
dren, so  many  of  them  in  our  commu- 
nity, and  our  grandchildren.  The  politi- 
cal reality  is  that  the  Republicans  have 
the  absolute  wrong  budget.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  we  try  to  minimize  the  harm 
ultimately  to  the  families  of  constitu- 
ents that  I  represent,  and  throughout 
America's  urban  neighborhoods. 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee] has  expired. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  We  must  be  in 
on  the  process.  This  budget  process  is 
going  on,  and  we  must  save  Medicare, 
education,  science,  and  research,  legal 
services,  student  loans,  and  major  job 
training. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee] has  expired. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  We  must  support 
a  fair  budget.  Support  the  Stenholm- 
Orton  budget  to  be  as  fair  as  we  can  to 
all  Americans. 

.\NNOL'NCEMENT  BV  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlewoman 
from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]  will 
confine  her  remarks  to  the  time  that 
has  been  yielded  to  her. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  I  am  doing  so. 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  really  want  to.  first 
of  all.  say  that  a  lot  of  the  people  that 
are  involved  in  this  project  are  people 
that  I  like  and  respect,  and  I  am  hop- 
ing that  at  the  end  of  the  day  they  will 
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be  constructive  partners  with  us,  but 
there  are  some  things  that  I  have  to 
point  out. 

For  those  who  are  trying  to  under- 
stand why  this  is  not  a  good  proposal, 
first  of  all,  I  want  to  commend  this 
group  for  using  essentially  the  CBO  ec- 
onomics that  we  have  felt  is  the  most 
conservative  economics.  They  in  fact 
have  used  it. 

What  is  the  problem  with  this  bill? 
The  problem  with  this  bill  is  this 
spends  $233  billion  more  than  the  Do- 
menici  proposal.  We  are  trying  to  fig- 
ure out  precisely  how  much  more  that 
is  than  our  proposal.  What  I  will  tell 
the  Members,  though,  Domenici  does 
not  save  as  much  as  we  do,  and  this  is 
$233  billion  more  in  spending  than  Do- 
menici. 

Of  course  they  cannot  afford  tax 
cuts,  because  they  take  this  money  and 
they  spend  it  on  more  programs.  That 
is  what  they  do  in  this  proposal.  They 
have  $140  billion  in  interest  savings,  all 
of  which  they  take  and  they  spend.  It  is 
a  hybrid  of  Clinton,  essentially.  This 
does  not  even  get  close  to  Domenici. 
This  proposal  takes  all  the  interest 
savings,  which  is  $140  billion.  They 
spend  $80  billion  in  spending  more  than 
Domenici,  so  that  is  $220  billion,  plus 
$13  billion  and  more  cuts  in  defense,  it 
is  $233  billion. 

Rather  than  taking  the  $233  billion 
and  giving  it  back  to  the  American 
taxpayers  in  tax  relief,  which  they  say 
that  we  should  not  do,  they  take  the 
$233  billion,  and  instead  of  saving  it. 
they  spend  it.  Of  course  they  cannot  af- 
ford both  tax  relief  and  this  proposal, 
because  they  do  not  have  any  money 
left  over  for  tax  relief,  because  they 
spend  it  all.  That  is  the  problem  with 
this  proposal.  It  is  $207  billion  more  in 
social  spending  than  what  we  have  in 
our  bill.  That  does  not  even  count  all 
the  interest. 

The  simple  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
this  does  not  do  the  job.  This  is 
warmed-over  status  quo.  They  made  an 
effort  to  make  some  changes  in  some 
programs,  and  I  compliment  them. 

Frankly,  I  think  if  the  conservative 
Democrats  had  been  able  to  put  to- 
gether this  proposal  on  their  own, 
without  having  to  reach  out  and  mod- 
erate the  proposal,  frankly,  I  expected 
something  much  different  than  this.  I 
expected  a  proposal  that  was  going  to 
be  pretty  much  like  the  Senate  budget 
proposal  in  terms  of  fiscal  discipline, 
but  that  is  not  what  we  have  here. 

Therefore,  when  Members  are  won- 
dering about  why  there  are  no  tax  cuts, 
and  the  refrain  is,  ''We  should  not  do 
tax  relief  until  we  balance  the  budget," 
of  course  we  cannot  do  tax  relief  when 
we  are  going  to  spend  $233  more  on 
every  program  sprinkled  throughout 
the  Federal  Government  in  order  to  at- 
tract the  maximum  number  of  votes. 

What  I  would  suggest  is,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  defeat  this  proposal,  we  come 
to  the  floor,  we  actually  get  to  a  bal- 
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anced  budget,  we  give  people  some  of 
their  money  back  in  tax  relief,  and  we 
will  do  precisely  what  we  promised  and 
precisely  what  the  American  people 
want.  We  do  not  need  to  keep  pumping 
up  the  programs  and  refusing  to  pull 
any  wasteful  programs  out  by  the 
roots.  What  we  really  need  to  do  is  to 
make  some  hard  choices  to  get  this 
budget  on  the  path  toward  being  bal- 
anced over  the  long  haul  by  making 
necessary  decisions.  This  simply  falls 
short. 

If  Members  want  to  cut  spending 
first,  downsize  Government,  and  give 
people  some  of  their  money  back,  then 
vote  "no."  If  they  want  to  add  $233  bil- 
lion in  additional  spending  over  where 
the  Senate  plan  is,  then  go  ahead  and 
vote  for  it.  That  is  not  where  the 
American  people  are. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  seconds  to  point  out  that  our 
budget  balances  and  actually  reduces 
the  debt  by  $160  billion  more  than  the 
Kasich  budget  over  the  same  7-year  pe- 
riod. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Browder],  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  and  of  our  task  force. 

Mr.  BROWDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
let  me  congratulate  my  friend  on  the 
other  side  for  changing  the  nature  of 
the  debate  that  we  are  having  around 
here,  but  also  let  me  thank  him  for  al- 
lowing us  to  come  forward  in  response 
to  his  budget  with  what  is  a  better 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  give  the 
House  today  my  top  10  reasons  why  the 
Coalition  budget  is  better  for  America 
and  my  constituents  than  the  other 
budgets  being  offered  todav. 

Reason  No.  1,  why  our  plan  is  bettor 
is  that  the  Coalition  plan  balances  the 
budget  by  2002  with  a  sensible  glide 
path,  a  deficit  decline  in  every  year  to 
2002. 

Reason  No.  2,  Medicare  is  not  abused 
to  balance  the  budget.  Medicare  sav- 
ings are  set  at  $174  billion,  an  amount 
sufficient  to  extend  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  Part  A  trust  fund  for  10 
years. 

Reason  No.  3,  Medicaid  is  turned  over 
to  the  States  as  a  block  grant,  but  we 
restore  $50  billion  to  help  the  States 
adjust  to  this  new  responsibility,  with- 
out raising  local  taxes. 

Reason  No.  4,  the  coalition  plan  does 
not  eliminate  in-school  interest  sub- 
sidies on  student  loans,  and  has  suffi- 
cient funding  to  continue  the  impact 
aid  program. 

Reason  No.  5.  it  makes  responsible 
cuts  in  farm  programs,  so  we  do  not 
unilaterally  disarm  our  farmers,  who 
must  compete  against  heavily  sub- 
sidized foreign  producers. 

Reason  No.  6,  it  does  not  eliminate 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
and  Economic   Development   Adminis- 


tration, which  support  planning  and  in- 
dustry in  rural  areas,  allowing  these 
areas  to  compete  for  jobs,  and  restores 
community  development  block  grants 
that  help  small  cities  upgrade  and  pro- 
vide services  for  their  citizens. 

Reason  No.  7,  it  does  not  require  the 
sale  of  the  power  marketing  adminis- 
trations, an  action  which  would  require 
rural  rate  increases,  and  would  make 
rural  areas  less  attractive  to  new  in- 
dustries. 

Reason  No.  8,  it  does  not  break  faith 
with  American  working  people  on  trade 
adjustment  assistance  training,  which 
is  designed  to  help  areas  that  lose  jobs 
to  foreign  competition. 

Reason  No.  9,  it  does  not  make  severe 
cuts  in  NASA  funding,  which  would 
threaten  the  space  industry  and  our 
high-technology  economy. 

Reason  No.  10,  finally.  It  does  not 
raise  the  retirement  contributions 
from  those  people  who  work  for  our 
Government,  but  does  call  for  congres- 
sional pension  plans  to  be  scaled  back, 
to  be  in  line  with  other  Federal  pension 
plans. 

That  brings  me  back  to  No.  1,  which 
is  the  most  important  reason:  our 
budget  balances  the  budget  by  2002 
with  a  sensible  glide  path. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  HoBsoN). 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  other  side  for  helping 
us  with  an  argument  that  we  have  been 
having  with  a  number  of  people  on 
their  side  of  the  aisle  relating  to  the 
CPI.  While  we  may  disagree  about  what 
the  number  might  be,  apparently  they 
have  adopted  and  do  not  question  the 
fact  that  the  CPI  is  incorrect. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  5  seconds? 

Mr.  HOBSON.  i  yield  lo  the  gen- 
tleman from  Utah. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  as- 
sume a  five-tenths  of  1  percent  reduc- 
tion in  CPI. 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Reclaiming  my  Lime. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  we  dis- 
agree about  the  number,  but  obviously 
those  on  the  gentleman's  side  who  have 
demagogued  on  this  thing,  not  you  and 
the  other  people  who  put  this  up,  the 
gentleman  is  helping  us,  and  I  want  to 
thank  him  for  that  argument,  because 
we  agree  that  there  is  a  problem  and  it 
needs  to  be  fixed. 

I  think  this  brings  the  legitimacy 
across  the  aisles  to  this  argument  that 
we  need  to  get  it  done,  even  though  we 
do  not  agree  as  to  what  you  wind  up 
with  in  your  budget,  but  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  for  doing  it.  I 
think  it  is  going  to  be  helpful  to  get  us 
on  the  road. 

□  1115 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  HOYER]. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
express  my  support  for  this  substitute 
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offered  by  Congressmen  Stenholm  and 

ORTON. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  I  believe  it  is 
essential  for  us  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

Today  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
adopt  a  plan  that  moves  us  toward  a 
balanced  budget. 

The  Stenholm-Orton  plan  is  not  per- 
fect. But  it  makes  real  choices — dif- 
ficult choices  to  balance  the  budget 
and.  without  any  doubt,  is  a  better  al- 
ternative than  the  plan  prepared  by 
Chairman  K.\s!CH  and  the  Republicans 
of  the  Budget  Committee. 

The  Kasich  plan  is  an  attack  on 
working  class  .Americans. 

Education  would  be  severely  slashed. 
Under  this  resolution,  when  needy  stu- 
dents from  Waldorf  or  Lexington  Park 
in  my  district  go  to  apply  for  a  Perkins 
loan  they  would  be  told.  "Sorry  the 
Republicans  have  ended  the  low-inter- 
est loan  program  for  needy  college  stu- 
dents." 

Some  40  percent  of  Pell  grant  recipi- 
ents come  from  families  that  earn  less 
than  $12,000.  The  Republicans  have  not 
left  that  program  alone  either. 

Even  grants  to  help  illiterate  Mary- 
landers  learn  basic  work  skills  to  be- 
come employable,  taxpaying  citizens 
would  be  terminated  by  the  Repub- 
licans' proposal. 

The  cuts  in  programs  to  educate, 
train,  and  prepare  Americans  for  pro- 
ductive work  are  staggering.  If  I  were 
in  the  majority  party.  1  would  be  em- 
barrassed to  be  associated  with  these 
extreme  proposals. 

Health  programs  have  fared  little 
better.  Over  the  past  20  years,  a  bipar- 
tisan commitment  to  funding  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  has  put  the 
United  States  on  the  cutting  edge  of 
global  biomedical  research. 

The  sccricm;c  rcturnG  zr.d  the  improve- 
ments in  our  Nations  nealth — as  a  result  of 
this  investment  are  immense.  The  Republican 
decision  to  cut  NIH  and  preventive  health  re- 
sources are  shortsighted  and  will  cost  us  dear- 
ly down  the  line. 

Veterans  programs,  a  priority  for 
many  of  my  constituents,  would  also 
be  severely  cut  by  the  Kasich  resolu- 
tion. 

The  Kasich  proposal  continues  the 
assault  on  Federal  employees  by  as- 
suming that  these  civil  servants  will 
contribute  an  extra  2.5  percent  annu- 
ally to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System  and  the  newer  Federal  Employ- 
ees Retirement  System. 

As  I  have  said  time  and  time  again,  this  pro- 
posal IS  not  fair.  It  violates  the  contract  we 
made  with  these  employees  when  they  were 
hired. 

Essentially,  what  this  provision  does  is  im- 
pose increased  taxes  on  Federal  workers  to 
pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy. 

The  House  should  not  have  included  these 
provisions  in  the  Archer  tax  bill  and  we 
shouldn't  have  them  in  the  budget  resolution 
either. 

A  lot  has  been  said  about  the  Republican 
cuts  in  Medicare — a  total  of  S283  billion  over 
the  next  7  years. 


Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us  know  that 
changes  must  be  made  in  Medicare  to 
ensure  that  it  remains  a  strong  pro- 
gram well  into  the  21st  century.  But 
the  arbitrary,  unspecified  cuts  included 
in  the  Kasich  resolution  will  clearly 
have  a  devastating  impact  on  the  sen- 
iors that  depend  upon  this  program  for 
basic  health  care. 

My  question  to  every  Member  of  this  body 
is.  Will  you  join  me  in  opposing  a  budget  that 
will  force  seniors  to  pay  an  extra  Si, 060  a 
year  for  Medicare  by  2002  simply  so  that 
those  with  much  will  have  more? 

Let  us  not  forget.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  more 
than  80  percent  of  Medicare  recipients  have 
incomes  below  S25.000  a  year.  I  would  sug- 
gest that  some  of  my  colleagues  talk  to  their 
constituents,  as  I  have  in  Maryland's  Fifth  Dis- 
trict, about  how  tough  it  is  to  be  retired  and 
live  on  a  fixed  income. 

I  want  to  take  the  rest  of  my  time  to  say 
what  IS  right  with  the  substitute  that  we  are 
now  debating. 

There  are  changes  I  would  make  in  the 
Stenholm-Orton  substitute.  I  don't  approve  of 
the  provisions  included  that  would  cap  Gov- 
ernment contributions  to  the  Federal  employee 
health  benefit  plans  and  base  Federal  retire- 
ment on  employees'  high-5  years. 

I  remain  concerned  by  the  cuts  in  health 
and  education  funding  that  is  included  in  this 
alternative. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  choices  are  hard. 
There  is  no  easy  way  to  balance  our 
budget — a  goal  that  must  guide  us  as 
we  consider  this  year's  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

But  it  is  my  view  that  the  Stenholm' 
Orton  substitute  is  the  best  way  to 
achieve  that  goal.  This  resolution  actu- 
ally results  in  a  surplus  of  about  $1  bil- 
lion in  2002. 

Yet.  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  Repub- 
lican plan,  the  Democratic  substitute 
does  so  without  the  same  uraconian 
impact  on  the  most  vulnerable  Ameri- 
cans. 

The  Stenholm  substitute  rejects  the 
proposed  cuts  in  guaranteed  student 
loans  and  sets  more  reasonable  levels 
for  Head  Start,  job  training,  and  other 
education  programs. 

Yes,  it  does  not  give  a  tax  cut.  but 
these  programs  are  important  for  those 
in  America  who  are  going  to  rely  on 
those  young  people  being  able  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  workplace. 

As  a  Democrat  who  believes  that  national 
defense  must  remain  one  of  our  highest  prior- 
ities, 1  am  pleased  that  the  Stenholm  bill  actu- 
ally raises  defense  spending  starting  in  the 
year  2000 

This  Democratic  alternative  does  not  pro- 
vide for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  or  for  any 
other  American  until  the  budget  is  m  balance. 
It  remains  my  strongly  held  belief,  as  I  have 
stated  before  on  the  floor,  that  deficit  reduction 
must  be  our  primary  goal. 

I  support  language  in  the  Stenholm  sub- 
stitute that  calls  for  tax  cuts  to  stimulate  sav- 
ings and  investment  once  our  Federal  budget 
is  in  balance. 

That  IS  the  appropnate  time  to  consider  tax 
cuts.  To  do  so  now  would  be  irresponsible,  es- 
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pecially  when  you  recall  that  the  House- 
passed  tax  bill  gives  almost  half  of  its  benefits 
to  the  wealthiest  10  percent  of  Amencans. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  came  lo  this  House  at  the 
time  of  another  Republican-prescnbed  revolu- 
tion. The  formula  is  much  the  same  today  as 
it  was  in  the  early  I980's. 

Tax  cuts  and  easy  spending  cuts  right 
away.  Postpone  the  tough  decisions  and 
deepest  cuts  until  after  the  next  election. 

That  IS  the  strategy  of  the  Kasich  resolution. 
We  do  not  know  how  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
savings  will  actually  be  achieved. 

What  we  do  know  is  that  their  plan  pushes 
the  most  severe  cuts  in  domestic  spending  off 
to  the  last  3  years.  In  contrast,  the  Stenholm 
plan  IS  a  true  and  realistic  glidepath  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  Kasich  plan  has  what  I 
think  has  been  correctly  characlenzed  as  a 
cliff  in  2000  and  2001. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  know  the  disastrous 
results  of  the  easy  road  taken  in  the  1980's 
even  though  some  still  do  not  like  to  admit  it. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  re)ect  a  repeat  sce- 
nano.  Vote  for  the  Stenholm  substitute — the 
t)est  alternative  for  realistic  yet  fair  achieve- 
ment of  a  balanced  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 
Mr.  Sam  Johnson. 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  can't  believe  that  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  can,  in  good  con- 
science, vote  today  against  balancing 
our  Nation's  budget.  I  can't  believe 
that  they  are  able  to  look  their  fami- 
lies in  the  eye  after  so  carelessly  play- 
ing partisan  politics  with  their  futures. 

The  other  side  sees  more  importance 
in  pitting  Americans  against  Ameri- 
cans in  class  warfare  than  they  do  in 
securing  the  fiscal  future  of  the  Nation 
and  its  people. 

And  they  can  stand  down  here  all  day 
long  and  talk  about  what  the  Repub- 

iicau  budget  will  do.  uuL,  I  liavc  o<%i<l  it 

before  and  I  will  say  it  again,  don't  try 
to  fool  the  American  people  into  be- 
lieving that  balancing  the  budget  and 
cutting  taxes  will  hurt  them — they 
know  better. 

They  know  that  the  Government 
spends  too  much  money.  And  they 
know  that  the  only  way  to  stop  the 
Government  from  spending  too  much  is 
to  not  give  them  too  much  money  in 
the  first  place. 

And  I  want  to  remind  you  that  this  is 
not  our  money.  This  money  belongs  to 
the  taxpayers  that  get  up  every  day 
and  work  hard  for  a  living. 

So  I  have  to  ask  how  you  can  justify 
voting  today  to  take  more  of  that  per- 
son's money  to  support  your  out-of- 
control  spending  habits — which  will 
drive  the  debt  out  of  control  and  leave 
our  children  with  nothing?  I  can't 
imagine  what  reasonable  thinking  per- 
son would  vote  that  way. 

We  need  to  remember  what  this  vote 
is  about.  It  is  about  the  American  peo- 
ple— it  is  their  future  that  is  on  the 
line  here.  I  challenge  everyone  in  this 
body  to  make  the  most  important  vote 
in  history— vote  to  balance  the  budget 


13448 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  18,  1995 


and  restore  security  and  prosperity  to 
America — vote  against  this  substitute 
and  for  the  Republican  balanced  budget 
plan. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Brewster],  a  member  of  our 
task  force. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  coalition 
budget  substitute. 

The  coalition  budget  is  a  responsible 
budget  alternative  that  meets  all  the 
deficit  reduction  requirements  for  a 
balanced  budget  by  2002. 

In  order  to  balance  the  budget,  we 
must  all  support  some  cuts  in  valuable 
programs.  However,  cutting  programs 
and  eliminating  them  are  two  totally 
different  alternatives.  The  coalition 
budget  is  much  kinder  on  many  pro- 
grams important  to  all  Americans  than 
the  Republican  bill. 

We  make  no  cuts  in  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loans,  while  the  Republicans  cut 
student  loans  a  drastic  $18.7  billion. 
The  coalition  budget  cuts  $52  billion 
less  in  education.  Head  Start,  rural 
health  and  economic  development  than 
the  Republican  bill.  We  cut  agriculture 
$10  billion  less  than  the  Republican 
budget. 

We  have  $109  billion  less  in  Medicare 
cuts  than  the  Republican  budget.  We 
have  $50  billion  less  in  Medicaid  cuts 
than  the  Republican  bill.  And.  in  addi- 
tion to  that,  we  save  $160  billion  on  the 
debt  over  the  Republican  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  substitute 
reaches  the  same  goal  as  the  Repub- 
lican budget — a  balanced  budget  by 
2002.  And  yet  the  coalition  substitute 
provides  more  money  for  those  in  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whether  or  not  you 
support  tax  cuts  is  not  the  issue  today. 
Many  of  us  in  the  coalition  support  tax 
cuts,  and  our  bill  will  provide  for  tax 
cuts  after  we  are  on  a  path  to  balance 
our  budget. 

I  have  long  been  an  advocate  for  the 
capital  gains  tax.  And.  I  strongly  sup- 
port the  AMT  tax  relief  which  greatly 
helps  our  oil  and  gas  industry.  How- 
ever, I  firmly  believe  you  ought  to  cut 
spending  first  before  you  give  the 
money  out  for  tax  cuts. 

The  coalition  budget  substitute,  how- 
ever, treats  tax  cuts  in  a  much  more 
responsible  manner.  If  deficit  targets 
are  met  and  we  are  on  the  glidepath  to 
a  balanced  budget,  the  coalition  bill 
will  allow  tax  cuts  to  be  targeted  to  en- 
courage savings  and  investments  and 
stimulate  jobs  and  growth. 

Mr  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  coalition  substitute. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay).  the 
Republican  whip, 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
add  all  my  congratulations  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  and 
all  his  members  and  particularly  the 
staff  for  an  incredible  piece  of  work 
and  being  part  of  history. 


Mr.  Chairman,  a  great  scientist  once 
said,  "All  truth,  in  the  long  run,  is 
only  commonsense  clarified.' 

The  Republican  budget,  in  the  long 
run,  is  common  sense  clarified. 

Everyone  who  has  spoken  today 
knows  the  truth. 

Our  country  faces  a  crisis.  Our  budg- 
et deficit  threatens  the  security  and 
stability  of  America's  future.  Our  Med- 
icare system  nears  bankruptcy.  Inter- 
est payments  eat  up  more  and  more  of 
our  discretionary  spending.  Entitle- 
ments, if  unchecked,  will  break  our  fi- 
nancial backs. 

And  if  we  do  not  change  fundamen- 
tally our  Government,  our  Nation  may 
not  remain  prosperous  and  free  into 
the  next  century. 

This  substitute  amendment  does  not 
fundamentally  change  government. 
This  continues  government,  just  at  a 
little  less  cost. 

The  substitute  amendment  we  have 
before  us  is  a  flawed  choice,  but  at 
least  it  is  an  alternative. 

I  look  to  the  leaders  of  the  opposi- 
tion, and  wonder  where  they  have  been. 
I  hear  Mr.  Gephardt  may  not  vote  for 
his  own  alternative.  That  is  a  shame. 

President  Clinton  worked  to  defeat 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  while 
refusing  to  submit  a  fiscally  respon- 
sible budget  alternative.  That  is  a 
shame. 

It  is  a  shame,  because  to  get  our 
country  out  of  this  crisis,  to  success- 
fully change  government  to  meet  the 
needs  of  all  the  American  people,  we 
need  their  help. 

This  debate  should  not  be  about  poli- 
tics. It  should  not  be  about  class  war 
It  should  be  about  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans coming  together  to  make 
commonsense  changes  to  save  Ameri- 
ca's future. 

But  Mr.  Chairman,  when  it  comes  to 
the  battle  to  balance  the  budget.  Dem- 
ocrat leaders  have  been  conscientious 
objectors,  sitting  out  this  fight  instead 
of  finding  ways  to  stop  crippling  defi- 
cits and  runaway  spending. 

Republicans  and  many  responsible 
Democrats  reject  that  passive  policy. 

Republicans  offer  a  plan  that  faces 
this  budget  crisis  head-on. 

It  will  balance  the  budget  by  2002. 

It  changes  programs,  agencies,  and 
bureaucracies  to  not  only  save  money, 
but  to  also  make  government  more  ef- 
ficient and  more  effective. 

Some  of  my  Democrat  friends  have 
come  to  the  floor  with  photographs  of 
people  they  say  will  be  affected  by  our 
budget  reforms. 

I  don't  need  photographs  to  remind 
me  of  the  people  who  will  be  hurt  by 
the  inaction  advocated  by  the  Demo- 
crat leadership.  I  only  need  to  look  out 
into  the  gallery  today,  or  walk  down 
the  street,  or  go  home  to  my  constitu- 
ents. 

Because  if  we  refuse  to  act  today  to 
save  our  future,  every  single  one  of  us 
will  be  adversely  affected.  Our  seniors 
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will  be  hurt  by  a  bankrupt  Medicare 
system.  Our  children  will  be  hurt  by 
impossibly  high  tax  rates.  And  our 
grandchildren  will  be  hurt  by  limited 
economic  opportunity. 

Inaction  may  be  the  choice  of  some 
of  my  colleagues.  But  that  is  not  my 
choice. 

Yes,  we  will  provide  tax  relief  to  peo- 
ple who  need  it  the  most. 

We  have  all  heard  the  charges  about 
our  tax  cuts.  But  who  among  us  can 
say  that  families  with  children,  taxed 
at  rates  approaching  ,50  percent,  do  not 
deserve  a  tax  break? 

Who  can  say  that  we  should  not  have 
an  adoption  tax  credit?  Who  will  claim 
that  our  seniors  deserve  to  be  taxed  at 
a  rate  twice  that  of  millionaires  if  they 
choose  to  work?  I  dare  my  colleagues 
to  make  those  claims. 

Tax  relief  is  not  about  giving  people 
something  they  don't  deserve.  It  is 
about  letting  our  citizens  keep  more  of 
their  own  money  to  spend  as  they  see 
fit. 

It  is  about  freedom,  not  about  give- 
aways. I  hope  someday,  the  Democrat 
leadership  will  finally  get  the  message. 
But  I'm  not  holding  my  breath. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  we  make  a  his- 
toric choice.  We  can  take  the  path  of 
least  resistance.  We  can  please  the  in- 
terest groups  and  the  bureaucrats.  We 
can  continue  to  spend  at  the  present 
destructive  rate.  We  can  protect  the 
status  quo. 

Or  we  can  take  a  courageous  stand 
for  America.  We  can  make  the  Govern- 
ment work  for  people,  while  cutting 
out  wasteful  spending  and  cutting 
down  painful  taxes. 

If  we  make  the  first  choice,  I  fear 
that  America  will  become  fiscally  frail, 
economically  weak,  a  laud  of  liinitud 
opportunity  awash  in  a  sea  of  tax  trou- 
bles and  Government  waste. 

But  if  we  take  the  responsible  course, 
I  am  confident  that  this  great  land  of 
ours  will  awaken  to  limitless  oppor- 
tunity, abound  in  free  market  creativ- 
ity, spurred  on  by  low  interest  rates 
and  low  taxes. 

And  in  the  final  analysis,  when  our 
budget  is  balanced,  when  our  Govern- 
ment is  stable,  and  when  our  people  are 
free,  we  will  see  that  this  choice  was  in 
fact  common  sense  clarified. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  flawed  substitute  and  vote  for  the 
Kasich  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
rise  informally  in  order  that  the  House 
may  receive  a  message  from  the  Presi- 
dent. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  [Mr.  Cas- 
tle] assumed  the  chair. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
committee  will  resume  its  sitting. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET-FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  commit- 
tee rose,  the  gentleman  from.  Utah  [Mr. 
Orton]  had  8  minutes  and  50  seconds 
remaining,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  had  7'/2  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  include 
for  the  RECORD  two  letters  of  support 
for  the  amendment,  one  from  the 
American  Council  on  Education,  the 
other  from  the  National  Association  of 
Student  Financial  Aid  Administrators. 

The  letters  referred  to  are  as  follows: 
A.MERiCAN  Council  on  Education. 

Waskington.  DC.  May  16.  1995. 
Hon.  Bill  Orton, 

House  of  Representatives.  Cannon  House  Office 
Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Deak  Representative  Orton:  The  Amer- 
ican Council  on  Education,  on  behalf  of  our 
1700  college  and  university  members,  urges 
all  members  to  support  the  Stenholm-Orton 
substitute  to  H.  Con.  Res.  67— the  F'V'  1996 
Concurrent  Budg-et  Resolution.  The  Sten- 
holm-Orton substitute  achieves  the  goa.\  of 
deficit  elimination,  while  maintaining  the 
critical  federal  student  loan,  grant  and  work 
programs  that  ensure  access  to  college  for 
students  from  middle-  and  lower-income 
families. 

In  stark  contrast,  H.  Con.  Res.  67  would  in- 
crease the  cost  of  college  by  more  than  $24 
billion  over  seven  years,  subjecting  middle- 
class  families  Lo  the  laiKest  tuition  hike  in 
the  nation's  history.  This  burden  will  be 
borne  by  students  currently  in  college,  as 
well  as  by  children  as  young  as  thirteen 
years  of  age  who  will  reach  college  age  dur- 
ing the  period  of  time  governed  by  this  reso- 
lution. 

Earlier  this  month,  the  Census  Bureau  re- 
leased the  results  of  a  detailed  survey  of 
.'\merican  business  commissioned  b.v  Presi- 
dent Bush,  documenting  that  increases  in 
workers'  education  levels  produce  twice  the 
gain  in  workplace  efficiency  as  comparable 
increases  in  the  value  of  tools  and  machin- 
ery. According  to  this  study,  for  each  addi- 
tional year  of  .schooling  in  their  workforce. 
employers  gain  an  8  percent  increase  in  pro- 
ductivity, rising  to  11  percent  in  the  non- 
manufacturing  sector. 

The  Stenholm-Orton  substitute  recognizes 
the  strong  linkage  between  higher  education 
and  future  national  productivity  and  eco- 
nomic growth.  We  urge  you  to  vote  to  defeat 
the  seriously  flawed  H.  Con.  Res.  67,  and  to 
adopt  the  Stenholm-Orton  substitute. 
Sincerely, 

Terry  w.  Hartle, 

Vice  President. 

National  Association  of  Student 
Financial  Aid  Ad.ministrators, 

Washington.  DC.  .May  17.  7,99.5. 
Dear  Representative:   On  behalf  of  the 
National   Association  of  Student  Financial 
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Aid  -Administrators  (NASFAA)  representing 
over  3.200  postsecondar.v  institutions  across 
the  country,  we  urge  passage  of  the  Sten- 
holm'Orton  substitute  amendment  to  the 
House  Budget  Resolution.  We  are  supporting 
the  Stenholm  Orton  substitute  because  it  re- 
stores S35  billion  in  Function  500  for  edu- 
cation programs  from  levels  contained  in  the 
committee-reported  resolution.  It  also  re- 
tains the  in-school  interest  subsidy  for  stu- 
dent loan  borrowers. 

Our  members  are  well  aware  of  the  need  to 
constrain  federal  spending  and  are  fully  sup- 
portive of  responsible  efforts  to  reduce  the 
deficit.  However,  we  respectfully  urge  you  to 
consider  that  the  federal  student  aid  pro- 
grams have  been  essentially  frozen  since  FY- 
93  and  are  not  contributing  to  the  deficit.  To 
the  contrary,  research  shows  increased  edu- 
cational attainment,  made  possible  for  mil- 
lions because  of  these  programs,  has  ac- 
counted for  27  percent  of  the  growth  in  the 
national  economy  during  this  centur.v.  Some 
will  argue  that  eliminating  the  interest  ex- 
emption on  student  loans  will  not  prevent 
students  from  obtaining  the  loans  and  will 
be  an  additional  expense  which  borrowers 
can  easily  repay  because  they  will  have  high- 
er future  earnings.  But  the  fact  remains  that 
such  a  policy  will  result  in  significantly 
higher  yearly  payments  for  these  individuals 
and  will  reduce  their  ability  to  purchase 
other  goods  and  services  and  save  for  their 
children's  education.  Federal  student  aid  ex- 
penditures are  an  investment  in  the  nation's 
future,  and  the  monies  spent  on  these  pro- 
grams toda.v  are  returned  by  the  program  re- 
cipients many  times  over  in  the  future. 

Public  opinion  polls  show  that  there  is 
overwhelming  support  by  Americans  from  all 
income  categories  and  of  all  political  persua- 
sions for  federal  spending  on  programs  to 
help  students  go  to  college.  These  polls 
clearly  show  that  75%  of  Americans  do  not 
want  to  see  federal  student  aid  programs  and 
benefits  sacrificed  in  the  name  of  deficit  re- 
duction or  tax  cuts.  We  therefore  strongly 
urge  you  and  your  fellow  House  members  to 
consider  all  of  the  consequences  before  vot- 
ing to  reduce  federal  student  aid  programs 
below  existing  levels,  or  imposing  manda- 
tory reductions  in  spending  which  would  re- 
sult in  a  loss  of  benefits  to  current  and  fu- 
ture recipients. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  we  urge  you  to 
vote  for  the  Stenholm/Orton  substitute. 
Sincerely. 

Dallas  Martin. 

President. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Tanner],  a  member  of  the  coalition. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  thank  Chairman  Kasich  for  bringing 
a  bill  to  the  floor  that  we  think  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  make  better.  I 
would  like  to  thank  our  minority  lead- 
er, Mr.  Gephardt,  for  giving  the  coali- 
tion this  opportunity  to  be  on  the 
floor. 

All  of  us  here  in  this  House  in  the  co- 
alition that  many  of  us  belong  to  here 
came  to  Washington  to  try  to  get 
something  done.  People  are  tired  of 
partisan  political  bickering.  They  are 
tired  of  the  gamesmanship  that  is 
being  played  in  this  town  while  the 
country  does  not  do  very  well. 

Our  group,  the  coalition,  has  tried  to 
make  a  difference,  a  commonsense  dif- 
ference, and  I  would  suggest  that  this 
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is  a  defining  moment  for  us  in  this 
budget  document. 

Let  me  say  why  I  think  that.  Any 
business  person  in  this  country,  man  or 
woman,  faced  with  a  $4'/fe  trillion  debt 
and  wondering  how  to  right  the  wrongs 
that  have  been  done  in  the  past  would 
say  if  only  this  would  say  this.  It 
makes  no  sense  to  add  another  $160  bil- 
lion on  the  debt  as  we  go  to  ground 
zero.  At  6  percent  that  is  almost  $10 
billion  more  in  interest  payments 
alone  that  will  have  to  be  made  if  we 
adopt  the  Kasich  approach. 

I  can  go  home  to  Tennessee  through 
West  Virginia  or  Kentucky  or  I  go 
home  to  Tennessee  through  'Virginia 
and  Tennessee.  We  both  get  to  ground 
zero.  There  is  a  businesslike,  common- 
sense  way  to  take  our  deficit  down  in  a 
way  that  makes  sense,  that  spends  less 
money,  that  ties  revenues  to  expendi- 
tures, as  any  business  person  would  do, 
and  that  is  exactly  what  this  common- 
sense,  businesslike  proposal  does.  I 
would  recommend  it  to  my  colleagues. 
I  hope  they  will  consider  it  and  I  hope 
they  will  give  it  their  independent 
thought  and  judgment.  It  deserves 
that. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
much  time  remains  on  both  sides? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  has  7^/^  minutes 
remaining,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Orton]  has  6  minutes  and  50 
seconds  remaining. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
sich] has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  1  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo],  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Let  me  congratulate  Messrs.  Orton, 
Stenholm,  Browder,  and  other  Mem- 
bers who  have  presented  this  budget.  I 
intend  to  vote  for  it.  It  represents  a 
vary  substantial  improvement  over  the 
Republican  base  bill,  both  as  it  relates 
to  basic  fiscal  policy  and  as  it  relates 
to  dealing  with  fundamental  problems 
of  the  American  people.  I  congratulate 
the  gentleman  on  this  amendment  and 
wish  him  well.  I  hope  his  amendment 
prevails. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  tall  order 
before  us,  $1.2  trillion  in  spending  re- 
ductions to  get  to  2002  in  a  balanced 
budget. 

The  problem  I  have  with  the  Kasich 
resolution  to  start  with  is  it  adds  $400 
billion  to  that  problem.  It  makes  tough 
choices  even  tougher,  $70  billion  more 
for  defense  and  $350  billion  more  out  of 
revenues. 
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Second,  these  spending  increases  in 
defense  are  going  into  effect  right  now. 
They  will  be  fully  implemented  in  2  fis- 
cal years.  We  are  marking  up  the  de- 
fense budget  59  billion  now.  Tax  cuts 
will  be  implemented,  but  what  do  we 
do?  We  get  spending  out  of  Medicare 
and  Medicaid. 

If  there  is  any  lesson  learned  from 
the  fiscal  history  of  the  last  several 
years  it  is  we  have  found  these  goals  of 
reducing  Federal  health  care  entitle- 
ments very  elusive,  and  if  we  do  not 
reach  those  goals,  this  will  make  the 
deficit  worse,  not  better.  So  Kasich  is 
not  a  disciplined  resolution.  It  is  dan- 
gerous. The  disciplined,  doable  resolu- 
tion is  the  one  before  us.  and  we  should 
all  support  it. 

We  have  before  us  a  tall  order;  according  to 
CBO.  we  will  need  S1.210  tnllion  in  spending 
reduction  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  by 
2002.  This  calls  for  tough  choices,  tougher 
than  we  have  ever  attempted  in  our  efforts  to 
get  rid  of  the  deficit. 

The  first  Droblem  I  have  with  the  Republican 
budget  resolution  is  that  it  makes  these 
choices  even  tougher  Over  7  years,  the  Ka- 
sich resolution  adds  S70  billion  to  defense 
spending  and  lakes  S350  billion  away  from 
revenues.  So,  instead  of  having  to  dig  Si. 210 
billion  into  spending,  we  have  to  dig  deeper. 
We  have  to  make  Si, 600  billion  in  spending 
cuts  over  the  next  7  years. 

That's  my  first  problem  with  the  Kasich  res- 
olution. Here  is  the  next.  The  tax  cuts  the  Ka- 
sich resolution  supports  go  mto  the  Tax  Code 
this  year.  The  capital  gams  tax  cut  dates  back 
to  January  i,  1995,  for  example.  The  revenue 
losses  are  backloaded;  and  grow  exponentially 
over  time,  but  they  begin  immediately,  in  fiscal 
year  1995. 

The  plus-up  in  defense  spending  also  be- 
gins immediately.  Indeed,  it  goes  into  the  de- 
fense  authorization    bill    we   are   marking    up 
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billion  beyond  what  the  Pentagon  sought  for 
fiscal  year  1996,  and  Si  5  9  billion  beyond 
what  is  programmed  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

With  the  S70  billion  plus-up  in  defense 
spending  and  the  S350  billion  in  tax  cuts  in  the 
Kasich  resolution,  the  deficit  becomes  worse 
and  the  solution  gets  harder.  Stenholm-Orlon 
IS  more  likely  to  reach  the  target,  because  it 
forgoes  tax  cuts  and  holds  the  line  on  defense 
spending. 

Slenhoim-Orton  is  the  conservative  choice 
because  it  follows  the  lessons  of  history.  If 
there  IS  any  lesson  to  be  learned  from  history 
of  the  budget,  it's  that  our  efforts  to  cut  or  con- 
tain entitlement  spending  always  fall  far  short 
of  the  goal.  And  here  the  Kasich  budget  reso- 
lution is  bolder — some  would  say  rasher — than 
anything  anyone  has  ever  proposed:  S288  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  cuts.  Si 87  billion  in  Medicaid 
cuts  Can  cuts  on  this  order  be  achieved'' 
Who  i<nows''  All  we  have  before  us  are  the 
numbers,  not  the  policies. 

If  these  huge  numencal  goals  are  not 
reached,  what  happens''  Well,  first  of  all,  it  will 
take  2  to  3  years  to  realize  that  the  entitlement 
numbers  are  not  tracking,  and  by  that  time, 
the  defense  spending  increases  will  be  in 
place,  and  the  tax  cuts  will  be  buried  in  the 
code.  Both  will  be  hard  to  root  out  and  re- 


verse. And  the  deficit — the  deficit  will  be 
worse,  not  better. 

That's  the  near-term  risk,  as  I  see  it,  with 
the  Kasich  resolution.  Stenholm-Orton  lowers 
that  nsk  greatly  by  forgoing  tax  cuts,  by  hold- 
ing the  line  on  defense  spending,  and  by 
targeting  far  more  conservative  savings  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  So.  Stenholm-Orton  is 
better,  because  it's  more  likely  to  succeed. 

There  is  a  longer  term  problem  with  Kasich 
that  has  hardly  been  mentioned  m  this  debate. 
Assuming  the  unlikely,  assuming  that  in  2002, 
the  budget  is  m  balance,  under  the  Kasich 
resolution,  it  does  not  stay  m  balance.  It  is  not 
in  equilibnum.  That's  because  the  tax  cuts  are 
back-loaded,  and  the  wedge  they  take  out  of 
revenues  keeps  getting  wider  and  wider  m  the 
out-years.  In  2003,  2004.  2005,  the  revenue 
losses  increase  by  over  S300  billion.  So. 
under  Kasich.  when  we  get  to  2002.  we  are 
not  home-free,  even  if  the  budget  that  year  is 
in  balance;  we  have  got  to  keep  on  cutting 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  and  student  loans. 
and  so  on,  by  another  S300-400  billion  to 
make  up  for  the  additional  revenue  losses. 

That  IS  why  Kasich  is  not  a  disciplined  reso- 
lution; it's  a  dangerous  resolution.  It  could  lead 
us  down  the  path  to  deeper  deficits.  Stenholm- 
Orton  IS  not  perfect,  but  it  is  disciplined  and 
doable,  and  should  be  supported  by  all  of  us. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr,  Brownback],  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget, 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
will  make  my  comments  brief.  I  ap- 
plaud the  coalition  plan  for  coming  for- 
ward. I  appreciate  that  at  least  now 
there  is  something  we  can  have  discus- 
sion about.  There  has  not  been  a  Demo- 
crat alternative  there,  and  I  think  that 
is  a  great  failing  on  the  part  of  the 
other  side,  so  I  am  pleased  we  can  now 
have  at  least  a  discussion  about  op- 
tions, 

and  that  is  simply  that  if  we  are  look- 
ing at  growing  this  country  and  grow- 
ing our  way  out  of  this  debt,  we  have  to 
have  some  growth  built  into  it,  and 
that  is  why  we  have  to  have  the  tax 
cuts,  particularly  the  capital  gains  tax 
cuts,  so  we  can  grow  the  economy.  The 
last  two  times  this  Nation  has  cut  cap- 
ital gains  rates,  under  the  Kennedy  and 
Reagan  administrations,  revenues  to 
the  Federal  Government  actually  grew. 
We  need  that  in  this  plan.  That  is  not 
in  the  alternative,  the  coalition  plans, 
and  it  is  one  of  the  failings  against  it. 
and  it  is  one  of  the  reasons  I  will  be 
voting  against  the  coalition  plan. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Posh.\rd], 

Mr.  POSHARD,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Stenholm- 
Orton  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
leadership  budget  resolution  and  m  favor  of 
the  approach  offered  by  Congressman  Sten- 
HOLM  and  other  conservative  Democrats 

I  have  been  m  Congress  since  1989,  and 
have  tried  my  best  during  that  time  to  learn 
about  the  budget  process  and  help  people  m 


Illinois  understand  the  choices  we  face,  I  have 
held  hundreds  of  town  meetings  where  we 
have  gone  over  the  difficult  decisions  about 
which  programs  to  cut  and  which  must  be 
spared.  I  have  learned  that  while  the  issues 
are  complex  and  the  process  highly  technical, 
we  reached  this  point  today,  where  we  run 
S200  billion  deficits  and  have  a  debt  ap- 
proaching S5  trillion,  by  operating  on  a  pre- 
scription for  economic  disaster. 

For  far  too  long,  we've  had  leadership  in  the 
executive  branch  which  opposed  tax  increases 
or  even  supported  tax  cuts,  leadership  in  the 
legislature  which  refused  to  eliminate  pro- 
grams we  couldn't  afford,  and  a  public  which 
came  to  expect  the  best  of  all  worlds — no  tax 
increases,  no  program  cuts  and  a  balanced 
budget. 

The  Nation  can  no  longer  withstand  this  ap- 
proach to  spending,  I  have  long  sponsored  a 
balanced  budget  amendment,  knowing  full  well 
that  at  some  point  in  time.  I  would  have  to 
vote  on  how  to  get  us  there,  I  am  prepared  to 
do  that. 

In  any  budget  proposal,  you  can  select  one 
line  and  make  a  case  for  or  against  it.  One  of 
the  key  questions  in  this  debate  will  be  Medi- 
care, so  let  me  spend  just  a  moment  discuss- 
ing why  I  oppose  the  leadership  plan  and  sup- 
port the  budget  offered  by  Congressman 
Stenholm  and  other  conservative  Democrats, 

You  will  hear  a  lot  about  Medicare  cuts,  and 
whether  a  reduction  m  growth  is  a  cut  or 
whether  it's  an  increase  in  previous  year 
spending.  Let  me  try  to  address  this  question 
in  a  fairly  simple  way.  using  round  numbers 
which  are  meant  purely  as  a  way  of  explaining 
the  issue. 

Suppose  this  year  a  certain  medical  proce- 
dure costs  S50.  Medicare,  using  Federal  tax 
dollars,  pays  the  health  care  provider  840, 
leaving  the  patient  with  a  SlO  responsibility 
through  a  copayment.  deductible  or  other  ex- 
pense. By  the  year  2002,  suppose  the  same 
procedure  costs  S75,  and  Medicare  pays  S55, 
requiring  the  patient  to  make  up  the  S20  dif- 
ference, a  ditterence  between  provider  cost 
and  Government  payment  which  has  grown 
since  1995. 

Any  responsible  budget  proposal  will  require 
us  to  slow  the  growth  of  Medicare  and  ask 
beneficiaries  to  help  us  keep  pace  with  the 
costs  of  the  program.  But  the  difference  is  the 
leadership  proposal  asks  the  elderly  American 
to  make  up  more  of  the  costs  m  Medicare  m 
order  to  finance  S350  billion  in  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  citizens  of  this  country.  In  the  Sten- 
holm approach,  we  do  ask  folks  to  help  us 
keep  pace,  but  we  don't  ask  them  to  subsidize 
tax  breaks  which  this  country  can't  afford. 

There  are  items  in  every  proposal  we  con- 
sider today  which  I  strongly  support  and 
strongly  oppose.  But  these  proposals  must  be 
considered  on  balance  and  m  their  entirety. 

The  Stenholm  proposal  meets  my  tjroad 
standards  for  a  good  budget — tough  spending 
cuts  which  occur  early  m  the  process  and  a 
recognition  of  priorities  in  health  care,  edu- 
cation and  iob  creation.  Most  importantly,  it 
does  not  cut  programs  for  the  average  Amen- 
cans  to  fund  unwise  and  unnecessary  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthiest  of  Americans.  The  best  tax 
cut  we  can  provide  the  American  people  is 
deficit  reduction.  And  the  best  prescription  for 
deficit  reduction  and  economic  growth  is  to  cut 
Federal  spending  and  balance  the  budget. 


Mr,  ORTON,  Mr,  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  and  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  ROEMER], 

Mr,  ROEMER,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time, 

Mr,  Chairman,  balancing  the  budget 
is  like  trying  to  take  a  sip  out  of  a  fire 
hydrant.  Every  time  you  try  to  do 
something  like  that,  you  get  pushed 
back.  It  is  very  difficult  to  do,  Mr. 
Orton's  bill  that  I  strongly  support 
does  it,  Mr,  K.'\siCH's  bill  that  I  will  not 
support  today  does  it  as  well,  and  I 
would  explain  why.  I  salute  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  and 
have  voted  for  most  of  his  amendments 
to  cut  spending  over  the  last  4  years. 

First  of  all  we  have  to  make  tough 
choices,  but  they  have  to  result  in  fair 
cuts.  The  Kasich  bill  does  not.  It  cuts 
Medicare  by  $283  billion  because  it  pro- 
vides a  tax  cut.  The  best  tax  cut  we  can 
provide  for  all  Americans,  whether 
they  make  $200,000  a  year  or  $20,000  a 
year,  is  to  balance  the  budge  and  re- 
duce the  deficit. 

Second,  the  budget  on  the  Republican 
side  cuts  student  loans  by  $18  billion. 
Many  students  will  not  go  to  college, 
many  of  them  will  be  forced  to  pick  in 
a  two-tiered  process  between  some  of 
the  more  expensive  schools  and  a  dif- 
ferent set.  We  think  all  students  should 
be  able  to  provide  open  choices  and  not 
be  limited  by  those  choices  by  a  $18  bil- 
lion cut. 

Finally,  I  would  say  we  need  to  even 
go  further,  I  will  support  amendments 
and  offer  amendments  to  cut  the  space 
station,  to  cut  star  wars,  and  to  cut  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  but  I  sa- 
lute both  Mr,  Kasich  and  Mr.  Orton. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman       from       Kentucky       [Mr. 
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Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky,  Mr, 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
Democratic  substitute, 

Mr,  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
Gephardt  substitute  and  in  support  of  the  Re- 
publican budget  resolution  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  It  as  well. 

For  years,  people  in  this  body  have  talked 
about  balancing  the  budget  But  nothing  hap- 
pened. Deficits  keep  rolling  along.  The  debt 
kept  climbing. 

But  now.  we  can  change  that.  We  have  a 
budget  resolution  before  us  that  will  actually 
put  us  on  a  path  to  a  balanced  budget.  We 
cannot  afford  to  pass  this  opportunity. 

Because  of  the  election  results  last  Novem- 
ber, we  have  a  window  of  opportunity  that 
may  never  happen  again.  We  have  to  do  it 
now. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution  we  con- 
sider today  IS  not  perfect.  It  is  definitely  not 
easy.  But  it  puts  us  on  a  path  to  a  balanced 
budget  and  we  have  done  it  in  a  way  that 
makes  spending  reductions  as  fairly  and  as 
honestly  as  we  could. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it,  Congress  is 
going  to  be  forced,  under  this  budget,  to  make 
some  very  hard  choices.  That's  what  leader- 
ship IS  all  about. 


Unfortunately,  the  administration  provided 
nothing  in  the  way  of  leadership.  The  Clinton 
budget  was  nothing  more  than  status  quo — 
business  as  usual  in  large  letters — and  large 
numbers — S200  billion  deficits  as  far  as  the 
eye  can  see.  As  a  result,  no  one  on  the  minor- 
ity side  even  plans  to  offer  the  Clinton  "deficits 
forever "  budget  as  an  alternative  today 

On  the  other  hand,  we  promised  that  we 
would  produce  a  proposal  that  would  lead  to 
a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002 — we  did 
it. 

We  promised  the  American  people  that  we 
would  produce  a  budget  that  provided  them 
much  needed  tax  relief — we  did  it. 

And  finally,  we  promised  that  we  would 
produce  a  budget  that  protects  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund  and  protects  Social  Security 
benefits. 

And  as  the  chairman  of  the  Social  Secunty 
Subcommittee,  I  am  proud  to  say.  we  did  it. 

So,  we  have  a  window  of  opportunity  to  pro- 
vide the  kind  of  leadership  our  Nation  de- 
serves— the  kind  of  leadership  the  next  gen- 
eration desen/es.  Honest  leadership — leader- 
ship that  keeps  its  promises,  our  budget  fully 
preserves  and  protects  Social  Secunty.  Our 
budget  assumes  absolutely  no  changes — no 
changes  of  any  kind — m  the  Social  Security 
Program.  No  COLA  cuts.  No  benefit  cuts.  No 
tax  increases. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  those  who  prefer 
the  status  quo  and  who  are  willing  to  resort  to 
all  sorts  of  fear-mongering  and  false  state- 
ments designed  to  fnghten  senior  citizens. 

They  used  these  tactics  to  help  kill—at  least 
temporarily — the  balanced  budget  amendment 
in  the  Senate,  They  suggested  that  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  would  result  in  cuts 
in  Social  Security  benefits. 

Our  budget  resolution  today  proves  them 
wrong.  We  can — and  we  will — balance  the 
budget  without  damaging  Social  Security. 

In  fact,  the  majority  proposal  today  would 
actually  strengthen  Social  Security. 

As  It  stands  right  now,  the  greatest  single 

cunty  IS  continued  runaway  Federal  spending. 

A  balanced  budget  is  the  greatest  guarantee 
possible  that  the  promise  of  Social  Security 
will  be  kept. 

A  balanced  budget  is  the  best  long-term 
protection  that  we  can  offer  for  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund.  And  our  budget  will  put  us  on 
a  realistic  path  to  a  ba'anced  budget. 

II  you  want  to  vote  to  preserve  and  strength- 
en Social  Security — you  can  vote  for  the  ma- 
jority budget  and  feel  confident  that  you  are 
doing  the  right  thing. 

This  IS  the  right  thing  to  do. 

Unfortunately,  some  of  our  colleagues  here 
in  the  House  have  chosen  to  demagogue  the 
issue.  They  are  distorting  one  of  the  economic 
assumptions  in  the  Republican  budget  resolu- 
tion to  suggest  that  Republicans  are  trying  to 
cut  Social  Security  COLA'S  or  to  raise  taxes 
because  of  anticipated  adjustments  m  the 
Consumer  Price  Index. 

This  IS  pure  hogwash.  It  is  totally  dishonest. 

Our  economic  assumptions  do  assume  that 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  will  make  a  cor- 
rection in  the  way  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
IS  computed.  Every  10  years  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  does  review  the  CPI  and  does 
make  adjustments  to  make  sure  that  it  meas- 
ures inflation  correctly. 
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Economists  generally  agree  that  the  CPI 
currently  ovennflates  the  rate  of  inflation  by 
any  where  between  .5  and  15  percent.  It  is 
generally  assumed  by  honest  Republicans  and 
Democrats  that  the  Bureau  of  Labor  statistics 
will  correct  this  problem  m  1998  when  they 
make  their  next  round  of  CPI  adjustments. 

For  this  reason,  we  included,  in  our  budget, 
an  estimate  of  a  .6  percent  adjustment  m  the 
CPI  to  take  effect  in  1999  This  is  not  some- 
thing Republicans  m  Congress  will  do — it  is 
something  we  assume  that  the  BLS  will  do. 

Some  people  are  characterizing  this  as  a 
Republican  COLA  cut  lor  Social  Security  and 
a  lax  increase.  This  is  totally  dishonest  and 
hypocritical. 

1  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  1987.  when 
the  Democrats  controlled  Congress,  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  statistics  made  a  .4  percent 
downward  adjustment  in  the  CPI  No  one 
called  that  a  Democrat  COLA  cut.  II  was  a 
technical  correction. 

And  I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  Mr. 
Gephardt's  substitute  budget  today  includes 
economic  assumptions  that  also  include  a  .5 
percent  downward  adjustment  in  the  CPI  in 
1999 — almost  identical  to  the  Republican  esti- 
mate. 

If  you  vote  for  Gephardt,  you  are  voting  for 
virtually  the  same  CPI  adjustment  as  the  one 
included  m  the  Republican  budget. 

So  my  fnends,  don't  play  fast  and  loose  with 
the  truth  and  try  to  scare  senior  citizens.  We 
are  not  cutting  COLA'S — we  are  rxjt  cutting 
benefits. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that,  no  matter 
what  the  Bureau  of  Labor  statistics  does  in 
1988,  the  Republican  budget  does  nothing  to 
change  Social  Security  law.  Social  Secunty 
benefits  or  Social  Security  COLA's, 

Mr.  KASICH,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  yield 
2'/^  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Delaware  [Mr,  Castle], 

Mr,  CASTLE,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  for  yield- 
ing the  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  1  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
67,  the  House  budget  resolution,  and  in 
opposition  to  the  Gephardt  substitute. 
Let  me  just  say  I  think  it  is  a  tremen- 
dous effort  by  those  who  believe  in  the 
nee  ssi ties  to  cut  budgets  that  they 
have  put  this  forward,  but  I  happen  to 
believe  that  the  right  vehicle  is  the  Ka- 
sich budget  which  we  are  working  on 
here  today. 

As  one  who  has  balanced  budgets 
eight  times,  as  one  who  has  seen  the 
States  of  the  United  States  of  America 
address  this  problem  of  deficits  and  re- 
alize that  the  only  way  to  manage  the 
economies  of  the  States  and  the  econo- 
mies of  the  United  States  of  America  is 
to  balance  the  budgets,  I  stand  here 
pleading  with  each  and  every  one  of  us 
to  support  the  budget  resolution,  which 
we  are  ultimately  going  to  go  to  today. 

We  all  talk  as  politicians  about 
tough  choices  and  setting  priorities, 
and  then  when  it  comes  down  to  it  and 
you  really  are  starting  to  make  tough 
choices  and  you  really  are  starting  to 
set  priorities,  people  start  to  say  well, 
we  are  cutting  too  much.  It  hurts  the 
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young  people  too  much,  it  hurts  the  old 
people  too  much,  it  hurts  the  colleges 
too  much,  or  whatever  it  may  be.  The 
bottom  Ime  is  what  has  hurt  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  America  is  the  tremendous 
deficit  each  year  and  debt  we  have  ac- 
cumulated, and  all  of  the  payments  on 
that  debt  and  the  impact  which  that 
has  on  the  economy  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
siCH]  last  year,  to  his  everlasting  cred- 
it, came  forward  when  a  lot  of  Repub- 
licans said  do  not  do  it  and  presented  a 
budget  that  would  eventually  have  us 
in  balance  by  the  year  2002.  This  year 
he  is  in  the  majority  and  he  has  done 
so  again,  and  he  has  put  some  very 
tough  choices  in  there,  and  I  recognize 
that  and  I  think  that  is  vitally  impor- 
tant. 

There  is  discussion  of  taxes.  And  as 
some  Members  know,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Orton]  knows,  three  of 
us  got  together  and  worked  with  others 
to  make  absolutely  sure  that  we  would 
not  have  tax  reductions  until  such 
time  as  we  had  the  full  budget  rec- 
onciliation in  place,  and  there  has  been 
some  question  raised  about  that.  But  I 
want  to  assure  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Orton]  in  particular  that  I 
have  talked  with  our  leadership  on  a 
number  of  occasions  about  the  impor- 
tance of  that,  the  enforcement  of  that. 
and  that  it  should  not  happen  and  will 
not  happen  regardless  of  how  we  sepa- 
rate reconciliation.  So  I  am  convinced 
that  there  will  be  no  tax  cuts  until  we 
have  the  balanced  budget  in  place. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman.  I  do 
not  stand  in  support  of  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  doing  today  because  I  do  sui)- 
port  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.^- 
SICH].  I  think  it  is  the  way  to  go.  But 
I  congratulate  the  gentleman's  side  for 


com.ing  forward 


we  need  to  move  forward  with  the  proc- 
ess that  well  could  go  for  4  or  5  more 
months,  and  hopefully  at  the  end  of 
this  we  will  have  done  what  we  were 
sent  here  for.  to  start  to  balance  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, and  if  we  do  that  I  hope  we  receive 
the  credit  we  deserve  for  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67.  the  House 
budget  resolution  and  in  opposition  to  the 
Gephardt  substitute. 

First,  let  me  say  that  I  have  the  highest  re- 
spect for  Mr.  Orton  and  Mr.  Stenholm,  the 
authors  of  the  Gephardt  substitute.  I  believe 
they  are  truly  committed  to  balancing  the 
budget.  Their  work  is  a  good  faith  effort  to  put 
forward  an  alternative  budget  resolution. 

However.  I  find  it  very  troubling  that  this  Is 
the  first  time  that  Mr.  Gephardt  and  the 
Democratic  leadership  have  endorsed  a  bal- 
anced budget  plan,  i  cannot  help  believe  that 
if  the  old  leadership  were  still  m  control  of  this 
House  that  the  Stenholm-Orlon  budget  would 
not  have  had  the  support  of  the  Democratic 
leadership  and  probably  would  not  have  been 
permitted  to  be  offered. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  Republican 
Party  has  listened  to  the  American  people  and 


has  put  forward  a  real  plan  to  balance  the 
budget.  The  Democrats  have  been  forced  to 
scramble  to  say  "me  too"  to  the  American 
people.  I  applaud  Mr.  Stenholm  and  Mr 
Orton  for  their  alternative,  but  does  it  have 
the  honest  support  of  the  Democratic  Party'' 
Let's  remember  that  the  1993  Democratic 
budget  resolution  relied  overwhelmingly  on  tax 
increases  to  achieve  deficit  reduction  and  that 
the  President's  1996  budget  simply  gives  up 
on  deficit  reduction  and  would  accept  S200  bil- 
lion deficits  for  the  next  5  years  and  higher 
deficits  after  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  agree  with  every  as- 
pect of  the  House  budget  resolution.  There 
are  some  areas  of  the  budget  I  would  allocate 
more  funding  to  and  some  I  would  cut  more 
from.  I  may  even  agree  with  some  of  the  pro- 
posals in  the  Stenholm-Orton  budget.  But. 
JOHN  Kasich  and  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee have  been  true  leaders  in  the  effort  to  put 
forward  an  honest  budget  that  gets  us  to  bal- 
ance in  the  year  2002.  This  is  a  historic  and 
tremendously  difficult  task  and  they  have  done 
it. 

Politicians  love  to  talk  about  making  the 
tough  choices  and  setting  priorities.  Now  we 
have  finally  arrived  at  a  point  when  tough 
choices  are  being  made  and  priorities  are 
being  set.  Now  what  we  hear  from  the  other 
side  is  that  the  choices  are  too  tough  and  the 
priorities  are  wrong.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
tion is  an  honest  plan  to  get  this  Government 
to  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  do 
not  agree  with  every  pari  of  the  budget,  but 
am  Willing  to  take  up  the  task  of  making  these 
decisions  and  finding  alternatrves  to  the 
choices  I  do  not  agree  with.  I  support  the  Ka- 
sich budget  resolution. 

There  is  another  issue  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress. I  am  one  of  the  authors  of  the  Castle- 
Upton-Martini  amendment  to  the  recent  tax  re- 
lief bill.  This  amendment  commits  the  House 
to  ensunng  that  no  tax  cuts  will  become  law 
until  Congress  passes  budget  reconciliation 
legislation  to  put  the  directions  of  this  budget 
resolution  into  Cifoct.  ^^ur  Currimitincni  to  that 
process  has  not  changed.  Despite  the  asser- 
tions of  some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  no  tax  cuts  will  become  law 
until  all  parts  of  the  budget  reconciliation  proc- 
ess is  completed.  While  the  reform  of  the 
Medicare  Program  will  take  some  additional 
time  this  year,  the  other  budget  decisions  and 
potential  tax  cuts  will  not  become  law  without 
action  on  Medicare.  I  will  work  with  all  inter- 
ested Members  on  this  issue  as  the  reconcili- 
ation process  proceeds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  budget  resolution 
IS  the  first  step  on  the  vital  journey  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  I  urge  its  approval  and  rejection 
of  the  proposed  substitutes. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  VOLKMER]. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Orton-Sten- 
holm  coalition  budget  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Republican  budget.  The  co- 
alition budget  just  proves  everybody 
that  if  you  do  not  cut  taxes,  you  do  not 
have  to  kill  Medicare  and  our  senior 
citizens.  It  is  proof  that  you  can  have  a 
balanced  budget  by  2002  without  mak- 
ing the  massive  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
our  senior  citizens. 


Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time,  3  minutes  and 
30  seconds,  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  extremely  good  conscience  in 
support  of  the  coalition  balanced  budg- 
et bill  amendment  before  us  today. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  good,  in  fact. 
excellent  debate  during  the  past  few 
days  and  few  weeks,  and  in  those  cases 
of  elevated  debate,  my  respect  for  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.^.sich]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Sabo]  has  grown  considerably,  and  I 
consider  them  two  of  the  most  con- 
scientious and  philosophically  honest 
leaders  in  this  body. 

There  has  also  been  some  less-than- 
excellent  or  honorable  debate  during 
the  past  2  days  and  some  of  which  I 
have  heard  in  the  past  1  hour;  much 
fuzzing  the  truth  around  the  edges, 
much  exaggeration,  much  failing  to 
treat  the  opinion  of  others  with  re- 
spect. 

That  is  why  I  want  to  reiterate  a  few 
simple  facts  about  the  amendment  we 
are  about  to  vote  upon.  These  facts 
imply  an  undergirding  philosophy  as 
pertains  to  people,  real  people,  from 
the  philosophy  of  the  committee  reso- 
lution. 
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These  are  honest  differences  of  prior- 
ity. And  they  should  be  dealt  with  hon- 
estly. 

First,  this  budget  not  only  reaches  a 
surplus  in  the  year  2002.  but  it  does  so 
on  a  glide  path  that  means  we  will  bor- 
row $160  billion  less  over  the  next  7 
years  than  the  committee  resolution. 
S160  billion  less. 

No  one  needs  to  convince  this  Mem- 
ber of  the  urgency  of  reducing  our  debt 
and  deficit.  To  those  Members  on  the 
other  side  who  have  focused  their  mes- 
sage on  the  gospel  of  debt  reduction,  I 
urge  you  to  consider  that  this  sub- 
stitute is  the  one  which  provides  the 
greatest  debt  reduction. 

Second.  I  have  heard  many  on  the 
other  side  say  we  Democrats  cannot 
ever  bring  ourselves  to  support  spend- 
ing cuts.  Let  me  point  out  this  sub- 
stitute cuts  $18.2  billion  more  in  the 
first  2  years,  coincidentally,  2  years  be- 
fore the  next  election. 

Granted,  the  committee  bill  makes 
many  more  cuts  from  rates  of  increase, 
most  notably  $109  billion  more  in  Medi- 
care and  $50  billion  more  in  Medicaid 
over  these  7  years.  Those  and  other 
cuts  are  necessary  to  balance  out  the 
tax  cut. 

Make  no  mistake,  our  cuts  are  there, 
but  they  are  there  in  a  way,  we  believe, 
that  avoids  the  possible  destruction  of 
critically  important  programs  to  many 
people  of  America. 

The  third  and  final  fact  is  that  our 
substitute  will  not  encourage  us  to  re- 
peat the  mistakes  of  the  early  1980's. 


We  understand  that  making  the  Medi- 
care reforms  the  right  way  will  take 
some  time,  and  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
motives  of  the  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  for  es- 
tablishing two  reconciliation  bills. 

Motives  aside,  however.  I  have  tre- 
mendous fear  the  results  will  be  yet 
one  more  example  of  enacting  the  easy 
things,  the  popular  things,  like  cutting 
taxes,  and  never  quite  getting  around 
to  making  the  tough  218-vote  decisions 
that  are  going  to  be  required. 

We  have  a  great  opportunity  today  to 
pass  the  first  balanced  budget  this 
House  has  approved  in  decades.  Let  us 
do  it  the  right  way.  Support  the  coali- 
tion balanced  budget  amendment. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  say  that 
I  do  want  to  compliment  the  coalition 
for  putting  this  together,  because  in 
1993  you  all  know  what  I  went  through 
when  I  wanted  to  be  specific.  I  bruised 
elbows  and  knees  getting  tackled  in 
the  hallway  on  the  marble  when  people 
said,  ■Please,  don't  lay  anything  down. 
It  is  not  good." 

My  biggest  problem  with  the  pro- 
posal is  the  fact,  as  I  had  said  earlier, 
that  S233  billion  in  additional  spending 
beyond  the  Domenici  budget,  of  course, 
cancels  out  any  possibility  of  taking 
that  money  and  giving  it  back  to  tax- 
payers in  the  form  of  tax  relief.  You 
see.  in  this  proposal  it  is  no  longer  an 
issue  of  whether  we  can  afford  it.  It 
really  gets  to  be  an  issue  of  whether  we 
can  afford  to  let  people  spend  their 
money  the  way  they  see  fit  or  whether 
we  keep  it  in  the  hands  of  government 
and  let  bureaucrats  spend  it  the  way 
they  see  fit. 

Our  approach  is  we  ought  to  take  the 
savings,  and  we  ought  to  u=p  it  to  give 
people  their  money  back  and  Lo  shrink 
the  size  and  the  scope  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  let  people  spend 
money  on  their  children,  on  their  nu- 
trition, and  on  their  clothing,  and  real- 
ly, frankly,  in  any  way  they  see  fit,  as 
opposed  to  taking  the  $233  billion  and 
using  it  on  additional  Federal  pro- 
grams. 

We  have  a  chance  here  today  to  do 
something  historic,  and  that  is  to  not 
just  get  to  zero  and  balance  the  budget 
but  also  to  keep  our  word  in  terms  of 
giving  hard-working  American  families 
some  of  their  money  back  and,  in  addi- 
tion to  that,  to  provide  growth  incen- 
tives, growth  incentives  in  the  econ- 
omy so  we  can  create  more  jobs  and 
more  opportunity. 

I  would  compliment  the  gentlemen 
and  gentlewomen  for  coming  forward 
with  the  proposal.  It  is  in  the  right  di- 
rection, but  in  the  right  direction  is 
not  good  enough  when  you  are  in  the 
middle  of  a  revolution. 

I  would  ui'ge  rejection  of  this  pro- 
posal and  ultimately  approval  of  the 
Republican  Committee  on  the  Budget 
blueprint. 


Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  supported 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  and,  over 
two  Congresses,  I  have  a  strong  record  of 
supporting  budget  cuts  and  budget  process  re- 
forms. 

In  doing  so,  I  have  not  been  afraid  to  stand 
up  to  my  own  party,  the  President,  important 
interest  groups,  and.  in  some  cases,  my  own 
husband. 

I  have  often  sided  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  Mr.  Kasich,  as  he  well 
knows.  One  example  is  my  support  last  year 
of  Penny-Kasich.  which  would  cut  another  S90 
billion  from  the  budget.  Another  is  his  propxDsal 
on  baseline  budgeting,  but  I  cannot  join  him 
today. 

The  budget  resolution  as  reported  from  the 
Budget  Committee  lacks  the  fairness  and  bi- 
partisanship of  many  prior  proposals. 

The  resolution  assaults  with  equal  bluntness 
programs  which  nurture  investment  m  tech- 
nologies for  our  country  and  programs  which 
help  students  and  workers  acquire  skills  and 
knowledge  and  the  tools  they  will  need  to  suc- 
ceed in  the  21st  century.  The  resolution 
makes  no  distinction  m  targeting  investments 
in  infrastructure,  science,  and  health-related 
research,  environmental  protection,  veterans, 
or  fighting  crime.  In  fact,  to  some  it  is  a  badge 
of  honor  that  all  areas  of  the  budget  are  tar- 
geted. To  be  sure,  current  budget  constraints 
force  us  to  make  difficult  choices,  but  they 
should  not  force  us  to  make  stupid  choices — 
choices  like  cutting  taxes  when  budget  sav- 
ings should  go  to  deficit  reduction  or  critical  in- 
vestments we  have  too-long  delayed;  choices 
that  cut  Medicare  in  the  absence  of  reforms  to 
mitigate  the  factors  that  drive  up  costs; 
choices  that  retreat  from  investments  in  tech- 
nology and  science  and  the  educational  re- 
sources which  will  make  or  break  our  Nation's 
ability  to  compete  m  the  next  century,  and 
choices  that  hurt  children. 

I  have  demonstrated  that  I  can  take  tough 
votes.  But  I  do  so  when  I  feel  the  option  is  fair 
and  far-sighted. 

I  cannot  vote  for  the  Budget  Committee's 
proposal. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today  in 
support  of  the  Stenholm-Orton  proposal  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  It  is  time  that  we  balance  the 
budget  to  stop  mortgaging  our  children's  fu- 
ture, and  we  make  serious  choices  about  our 
priorities.  I  support  the  Stenholm  proposal  too 
because  it  balances  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002  by  cutting  spending,  does  not  raise 
taxes,  and  does  not  include  a  S350  billion  tax 
cut  we  cannot  afford. 

This  proposal  does  not  attack  the  Pacific 
Northwest's  future  like  the  Republican  plan.  I 
am  pleased  that  the  Stenholm  proposal  does 
not  eliminate  student  loans  lor  90.000  Oregon 
students,  like  the  Republican  bill.  In  addition, 
the  Stenholm  plan  does  not  change  our  labor 
laws  which  encourages  family  wages  or  in- 
clude changes  in  Federal  employee  contnbu- 
tions.  It  does  not  jeopardize  the  small  busi- 
ness and  export  programs  which  have  helped 
Oregon  increase  trade  by  40  percent  since 
1992.  It  IS  also  far  better  than  the  committee 
bill  in  terms  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  restor- 
ing over  Si  00  billion  in  funding. 

Let  me  note  that  no  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal will  be  pertecl;  there  is  something  to  dis- 
like in  every  balanced  budget.  While  I  believe 
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the  Stenholm  proposal  is  wise  to  reject  the 
Republican's  overall  Si  00  billion  Pentagon 
spending  increase,  I  believe  it  is  wrong  to  irv 
crease  any  funding  for  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment. Study  after  study,  and  report  after  report 
confirms  that  billions  of  dollars  are  wasted  in 
unnecessary  spending  in  the  Pentagon  budg- 
et. I  have  authored  amendments  and  bills  lo 
cut  up  to  S8  billion  in  outdated  programs.  And 
my  bill  to  use  commercial  aircraft  to  augment 
our  military  airlift  saves  Si  5  billion — the  same 
amount  that  is  increased  in  the  Stenholm- 
Orton  plan.  The  Stenholm-Orton  plan  does 
delay  any  increase  until  after  the  year  2000. 
and  1  pledge  to  fight  any  proposed  increases 
in  Pentagon  spending. 

With  reservations  in  the  area  of  Pentagon 
spending,  I  believe  we  all  must  put  our  individ- 
ual objections  aside  and  focus  on  doing  what 
IS  right  for  our  Nation's  future.  Balancing  the 
budget  without  raising  taxes  is  doing  what  is 
right.  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Stenholm-Orton  plan  to  balance  the  budget  by 
the  year  2002  by  cutting  spendirj. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
hardt]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  100,  noes  325, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  9,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  342] 
AYES— 100 


Abercromble 

Gunderson 

Orton 

Ackerman 

Hall  (OH) 

Pallone 

Andrews 

Hall  (TX) 

Payne iVA) 

Baesler 

Hamilton 

Peterson  (FL) 

Baldacci 

Harman 

Peterson  (MN) 

Barrett  (WIi 

Hayes 

Pomerwy 

Beilenson 

Hefner 

Poshard 

Benusen 

Horn 

Quinn 

Bevill 

Hoyer 

Richardson 

Brewster 

Jackson-Lee 

Roemer 

Browder 

Jacobs 

Rose 

Brown  iCAi 

Jefferson 

Roukema 

Cardin 

Johnson  (CT) 

Sabo 

Chapman 

Kennedy  iMA) 

Sawyer 

Clayton 

Kennelly 

Sc breeder 

Clement 

Klug 

Scott 

Clybiim 

LaFalce 

Sisisky 

Condit 

Laughlin 

Skaws 

Conyers 

Lincoln 

Slaughter 

Cramer 

Lipinskl 

Spratt 

Danner 

Luther 

Stark 

Davis 

McCarthy 

Stenholm 

de  la  Garza 

McHale 

Tanner 

Dicks 

McNulty 

Tauzln 

Dmgell 

Meehan 

Taylor  (MS) 

Dixon 

Meek 

Thornton 

Dooley 

Minge 

Upton 

Doyle 

Montgomery 

Vento 

Duncan 

Moran 

Vlsclosky 

Eshoo 

Morel  la 

Volkmer 

Fazio 

Muitba 

Watt  (NO 

Furse 

Oberstar 

Wynn 

Geren 

Olver 

Gibbons 

Ortiz 
NOES— 325 

Allard 

Bacbus 

Ballenger 

Archer 

Baker  (CA) 

Barcia 

Armey 

Baker (LAi 

Barr 
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Barrett  iNE) 
BartletC 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bihrakis 
Bisbop 
BUtey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boailla 
Bonior 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
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Franks  (NJ) 
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Frost 
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Ganske 
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n   1208 

Messrs.  STOCKMAN.  MARTINEZ, 
CHRISTENSEN.  BUYER,  and  Ms. 
EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas 
changed  their  vote  from  'aye"  to  "no.'" 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mr.  VENTO  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule  it  is 
now  in  order  to  consider  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to  be  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  NEUMANN]  or  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]  consisting  of 
the  text  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 66. 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  NEUMANN 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
Offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  fhe  nature  of  :^  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Neumann.  SLiike  out  all  after 
the  resolvingr  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following: 

SECTION  I.  CONCURRENT  RESOLLTIGN  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YKAR  1996. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002,  as 
required  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LE\TELS  AND  AMOLTVTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1995,  October  1,  1996,  October  1,  1997, 
October  1.  1998,  October  1,  1999,  October  1, 
2000,  and  October  1.  2001: 

(1)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,056,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,057,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,096,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,138,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,187,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,240,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,300,500,000,000. 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  increased 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $13,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  yearl997:  -$26,600,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  1998:  -$38,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  -$18,100,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000:  -$57,800,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  -$70,300,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002:   -$80,. 500. 000, 000, 
and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act   revenues  for  hospital   insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996;  $101,900,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $105,900,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $110,500,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $115,600,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $120,700,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $125,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $130,900,000,000 
(2)    The    appropriate    levels    of    total    new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996;  $1,219,700,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $1,236,000,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998;  $1,251  900,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $1,253,800,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $1,275,300,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $1,312,600,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $1,359,600,000,000, 
(3»  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $1,238,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $1,245,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,251,200,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $1,233,400,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $1,260,700,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $1,302,800,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $1.3,52,400,000,000. 

(4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows; 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $182,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $188,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998;  $1.54.900,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $94,500,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $73,500,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $62,100,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $51,900,000,000, 

(5)  The   appropriate    levels   of   the    public 
debt  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $5,214,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $5,470,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,697,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $5,896,000,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000  $6,081,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $6,1,57,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002  ,1H  7ifi  non  rmn  non 
i6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 
on  October  1,  1995.  October  1.  1996,  October  1, 
1997.  October  1,  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October 
1,  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 
I  A)        New       direct 
$18,200,000,000, 

iBi  New  primar.y  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $170,600,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New       direct 
$17,200,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $167,800,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

i\)       New       direct 
$16,200,000,000. 

(Bi  New  primai-y  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $165,000,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)       New       direct 
$15,200,000,000 

{B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $162,200,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New       direct 
$14,200,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan 
ments.  $159,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 
(A)       New       direct 
$14,200,000,000, 
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loan       obligations. 


loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations. 


loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations, 
guarantee  commit- 

loan       obligations. 


(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $159,400,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$14,200,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,59.400.000.000, 

SEC.  3.  MAJOR  FUNCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defen.se  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $261,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $260,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $260,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $260,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $260,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $260,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $260,000,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $260,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $260,000,000,000, 

(B)  OuLia,ys,  $260,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $265,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $263,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primai-y  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $270,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $270,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

( E )  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$4,800,000,000, 

(D>  .New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,200,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,400,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $14,000,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$3,800,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $12,400,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$2,800,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $9,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $6,800,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $4,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $4,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $4,000,000,000. 

(E)  Ncv.  aeconUary  loan  guarantee  commit 
ments.  $0. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $14,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $14,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $14,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $14,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $3,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $1,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guairantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1995. 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $1,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)    Natural    Resources   and    Environment 
(300): 
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Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J18.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J20. 700.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $20,000,000. 
(D>  New  primary  loan  gTjarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $20,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $17,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  J20. 000.000. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $20,000,000. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J17.200.000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.5OO.0O0.0OO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $20,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $20,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $16  500,000.000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $20,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $2,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $2,700,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J9, 500,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J9.200.000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$11,500,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $2,700,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 


Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J8, 200, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J7. 000. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
Jl 1.500.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J2.700.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J7. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J7.000.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jll.500.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J2.700.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $2,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $2,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $110,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondaiy  loan  ^uaiantee  commit- 
ments. $80,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$1,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$9,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $50,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$9,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $25,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$3,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$9,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$3,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$9,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $97,500,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$3,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$9,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $97,500,000,000 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $29,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $36,100,000,000. 

(Ci  .New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $32,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $33,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $31,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J32. 500, 000. 000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J31, 500. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J27. 800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
J200.000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J30, 000, 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J29.000.000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

■D;  Nrw  primary  loan  guarantee  comiiiil- 
ments.  $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $31,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

<D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $32,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $32,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10. 200.000. 0()0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligation.s.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,600,000,000 


(B)  Outlays.  $8.100.000.00a 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,400,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays,  $6,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J6,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $6,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(DI  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $7,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $7,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $7,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0- 

(10)  Education,  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Ser\-ices  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,300,000,000. 

(HI  Outlay?..  S5 1.000. 000  000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $42,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J27, 400, 000, 000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guatuntee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J40,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $41,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J39..500.000.o6o 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  20O0: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.ys,  $42,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $44,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $118,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $116,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $120,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $119,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $123,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $122,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $127,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $124,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $131,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $130,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $133,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $133,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gxiarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $136,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $136,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $400,000,000. 

(E)  New  .secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $171,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $170,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $181,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $179,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $191,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $189,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gu&rantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $202,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $200,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $213,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $210,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $223,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $223,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $236,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $236,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  Income  .Sficnrity  (600V 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $205,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $214,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $208,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $216,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $214,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $218,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $220,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $220,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 
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(A)  New  budget  authority.  $229,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $229,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $233,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $233,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2002:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $237,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $237,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  I 

Fiscal  year  2000:  ' 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $4,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0.  1 

Fiscal  year  2001:  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $4,700,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $4,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

I  E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $36,300,000,000. 
(B>  Outlays.  $35,800,000,000. 


(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $37,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $37,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $38,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $40,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  *'ear  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $43,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $27,400,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outla,vs.  $15,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000.0^. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(17)  General  Government  (800); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlay.s.  $12,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,200,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,200,000,000 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  oblipation.s,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,200,000,000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $297,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $297,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $305,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $305,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $309,800,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $315,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $315,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $321,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $321,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $326,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $326,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $332,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $332,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Allowances  (920); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$14,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$15,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outla,vs.  -$13,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$15,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.    -$13,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$32,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$38,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$38,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$32,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
-$32,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$20,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$20,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$31,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$31,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  jpj?,rantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$31,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$35,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$35,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$36,800,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$35,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$35,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
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Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$37,700,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SEC.  4.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a)  Not  later  than  July  14,  1995,  the  House 
committees  named  in  subsections  (b) 
through  (o)  of  this  section  shall  submit  their 
recommendations  to  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  House  Budget  Committee  shall  re- 
port to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  or  res- 
olution or  both  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(b)  The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows;  $6,200,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $6,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $11,500,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$11,500,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$14,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$14,400,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$17,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$17,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$19,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$19,400,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$21,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$21,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
and  $23,600,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$23,600,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(c)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  as  follows;  $800,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $800,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $800,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$800,000,000      in      budget      authority      and 

$800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
$800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$800,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(d)  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows;  $19,900,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $19,300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $36,800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$37,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$55,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$56,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$80,300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$79,700,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$100,600,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$100,800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$124,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$124,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $148,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$148,400,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(e)  The  House  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$1,600,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1  600,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$2,500,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,500,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$2,600,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,600,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
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$2,800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$2,900,000,000  in  budfret  authority  and 
$2,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$3,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $3,300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,300,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

If)  The  House  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce  budget 
authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$1,800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$2,600,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,600,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$2,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
J2.900.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$2,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$2,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$2,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $2,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,900,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(?)  The  House  Committee  on  International 
Relations  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within 
its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending 
sufficient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and 
outlays  as  follows;  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in 
budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  10  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2000.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and  $0  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(h)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $750,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$800,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$900000000  in  outlavs  in  fiscal  year  1908. 
$1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(it  The  House  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
flcient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2001.  and  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(J)  The  House  Committee  on  Resources 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $4,200,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $4,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $5,800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,800,000,000  m  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$5,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$3,900,000,000      in      budget      authority      and 


$3,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$4,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$4,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$3,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,400,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $3,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$3,400,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(k)  The  House  Committee  on  Science  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  re- 
duce budget  authority  and  outlays  as  fol- 
lows: $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1998.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  year  1999.  $0  in  budget  authority  and 
$0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000.  $0  in  budget 
authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
2001.  and  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  fis- 
cal year  2002. 

(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Busi- 
ness shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998.  $0  in  budget  authority  and  $0 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999.  $0  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$0  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  2001,  and  $0  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(m)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$5,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $8,200,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  $8,500,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$8,800,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $0  in 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999.  $9,100,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  2000.  $9,400,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $0  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
sn.SOO.oon.noo  in  budget  authority  and  SO  in 
fiscal  year  2002. 

(n)  The  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  suf- 
ficient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $1,100,000,000  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $1,000,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $1,200,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $1,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  $1,300,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$1,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,900,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$2,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,200,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$2,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,300,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $2,400,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,600,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(o)  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  sufficient  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
as  follows:  $45,300,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$32,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$39,300,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$52,000,000,000  In  fiscal  year  1999. 
$66,700,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$82,100,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
$97,400,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(p)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 


of  1985  and  the  term  "new  budget  authority" 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 3(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Contrnl  .^ct  of  1971. 

SEC.  5.  SENSE  OF  THE   HOUSE  Rt;GARDING  SO- 
CIAL SECURITY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives that  legislation  should  be  enacted  that: 

(1)  Prohibits  the  use  of  the  surplus  funds 
collected  as  part  of  the  social  security  pay- 
roll tax  from  being  used  to  balance  the  budg- 
et or  reduce  the  deficit. 

(2)  Starting  in  1996.  sets  aside  these  surplus 
funds  to  preserve  and  protect  the  social  secu- 
rity system. 

(3)  Establishes  a  bipartisan  commission  to 
oversee  the  protection  of  these  surplus  funds, 
the  primary  purpose  of  which  is  to  establish 
a  safe  and  secure  mechanism  to  preserve 
these  funds. 

(4)  Provides  that  as  the  Federal  debt  is  re- 
paid, the  social  security  funds  that  are  cur- 
rently part  of  the  $4,900,000,000,000  Federal 
debt  as  well  as  interest  on  these  funds  shall 
also  be  repaid  and  set  aside  under  the  mecha- 
nism established  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3). 

SEC.  6.  SENSE  OF  THE  HOUSE  REGARDING  DEBT 
REPAYMENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives that: 

( 1 )  The  Congress  has  a  basic  moral  and  eth- 
ical responsibility  to  future  generations  to 
repay  the  Federal  debt.  The  Congress  should 
enact  a  plan  that  not  only  balances  the 
budget  but  also  institutes  a  regimen  for  pay- 
ing off  the  Federal  debt. 

(2)  After  the  budget  is  balanced,  spending 
should  be  allowed  to  grow  at  a  rate  slower 
than  expected  revenues  so  that  a  surplus  is 
created  which  can  be  used  to  begin  paying  off 
the  debt. 

(3)  Such  a  plan  should  be  enacted  into  law 
so  that  this  generation  can  save  our  children 
and  grandchildren  from  the  crushing  burdens 
of  the  Federal  debt. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neu- 
mann] will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes, and  a  Member  opposed  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann]  and  request  to  be  recognized 
as  such. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Koi.re]  will  be  rec- 
ognized in  opposition  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
yield  half  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]  and  that  he 
would  be  able  to  yield  to  other  Mem- 
bers from  that  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Consequently  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  NEU- 
MANN] will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes, the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KoLBE]  will  be  recognized  for  15  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Sabo]  will  be  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  begin 
this  discussion  by  reiterating  that  this 
will  be  a  yes  or  no  vote  on  balancing 
the  budget  in  5  years,  paying  off  the 
Federal  debt  in  30  years,  and  restoring 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund. 

But  it  is  much  more  than  that,  Mr. 
Chairman.  It  is  a  vote  about  the  future 
of  a  nation. 

Our  Founding  Fathers  gave  us  a 
great  country,  and  in  doing  so.  in  giv- 
ing us  this  fine  gift,  they  have  also 
given  us  a  responsibility.  It  is  a  respon- 
sibility that  we  have  not  handled  very 
well  in  the  last  15  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  in  the  last  15  years  this  Nation  has 
accumulated  a  S4.9  trillion  debt.  If 
every  single  American  were  to  pay  just 
their  share,  every  man.  woman,  and 
child  in  the  country,  they  would  have 
to  pay  S19.100  of  debt.  A  family  of  five 
like  mine  would  be  responsible  for 
$95,000.  A  typical  American  family  of 
four  would  be  responsible  for  $76,000  of 
debt.  And  here  is  the  kicker: 

The  interest  alone  on  that  Federal 
debt  amounts  to  over  $5,000  a  year.  The 
average  households  in  my  district  are 
only  earning  $32,000  a  year.  They  can- 
not afford  to  continue  spending  $5,000  a 
year. 

The  growth  in  the  debt  over  the  last 
20  years  has  been  something  we  all 
need  to  be  very  concerned  about.  This 
chart  shows  that  from  1960  to  1980  the 
Federal  debt  grew  at  almost  a  flat  rate. 
Very  little  debt  growth,  but  from  1980 
forward  the  debt  is  on  a  very,  very 
steep  inclining  roll. 

We  cannot  let  this  continue.  The 
budget  plan  we  bring  to  the  floor  this 
morning  solves  that  problem,  and  here 
is  how  we  go  about  doing  it: 

First,  we  take  Social  Security  com- 
pletely out  of  the  picture.  We  do  not 
use  Social  Security  revenues,  nor  ex- 
penditures, in  our  calculations  of  the 
rest  of  this  presentation.  If  we  do  that, 
the  Federal  budget,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, is  literally  writing  out 
checks  for  $1,187  billion.  They  are  mak- 
ing a  checkbook  deposit  of  $998  billion. 
Therefore  their  checkbook  is  over- 
drawn by  $189  billion.  Our  first  thing 
that  is  very  significant  in  our  plan 
then  is  that  we  set  Social  Security 
completely  aside,  completely  off  the 
table. 
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Our  plan  recommends  that  we  con- 
tinue spending,  writing  out  the  same 
number  of  checks,  if  you  like,  $1,187 
billion  through  the  year  1999.  In  doing 
so,  the  growth  in  revenue  will  actually 
reach  $1,187  billion  because  of  both  in- 
flation and  real  growth  in  the  econ- 
omy. So  by  the  year  1999.  we  will  in 
fact  have  a  balanced  budget.  With  the 
tax  cuts  implemented,  which  we  do  in 
our  budget  presentation,  it  pushes  it 
back  by  1  year.  So  our  plan  balances 
the  budget  by  the  year  2000. 

After  the  year  2000,  and  this  is  an- 
other very  significant  change  from  the 


discussion  that  typically  goes  on  out 
here  in  Washington,  after  the  year  2000, 
we  allow  spending  to  rise  at  a  rate  1 
percent  slower  than  the  rate  of  revenue 
growth.  In  doing  so,  we  accumulate  a 
surplus  each  year.  That  surplus,  folks, 
goes  to  pay  off  that  terrible  Federal 
debt,  so  that  we  may  pass  this  Nation 
on  to  our  children  debt  free  instead  of 
the  huge  burden  that  we  are  currently 
accumulating,  which  will  otherwise  we 
passed  on  to  our  children. 

I  would  point  out  that  by  doing  a  5- 
year  balanced  budget  plan,  rather  than 
a  7-year  plan,  we  save  our  children  $600 
billion.  That  is  the  amount  of  money 
that  will  not  be  borrowed  if  we  imple- 
ment the  5-year  plan  versus  the  7-year 
plan. 

This  also  sends  a  very  strong  mes- 
sage to  the  Senate  that  we  are  inter- 
ested in  getting  this  job  done,  and  done 
sooner  rather  than  later. 

My  colleagues,  this  is  a  plan  designed 
for  our  senior  citizens.  It  protects  and 
restores  the  Social  Security  trust  fund. 
This  is  a  plan  for  working  families  in 
America.  It  provides  a  $500  per  child 
tax  cut.  This  is  a  plan  for  the  future  for 
our  children  in  this  Nation.  It  pays  off 
the  Federal  debt,  so  we  do  not  pass  on 
this  huge  burden  to  the  next  genera- 
tion of  Americans.  To  my  colleagues, 
folks,  this  is  a  plan  for  the  future  of 
America,  and  that  is  why  we  are  all 
here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  re- 
luctantly in  opposition  to  the  plan  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
and  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  re- 
luctantly because  their  plan,  like  the 
other  plans,  lead  to  a  balanced  budget 
at  some  point  in  the  near  or  farther  fu- 
ture. That  is  good  for  the  debate  and 
good  for  the  American  people.  That  is 
good  for  us  as  a  roacl  map,  among 
many,  to  try  to  reach  that  balanced 
budget. 

Now,  some  of  the  plans  are  better  for 
defense  than  others.  Others  are  good 
for  our  highway  system,  a  little  better 
than  some  of  the  others  presented.  So 
how  do  we  pick  and  choose?  What  is  at- 
tractive about  this  current  plan, 
against  which  I  am  going  to  vote,  re- 
luctantly, is  the  funding  for  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  What  hap- 
pens in  the  current  proposition,  the 
one  that  is  before  us,  is  that  NIH  re- 
mains stable  in  its  ability  to  provide 
grants  for  the  much  needed  research, 
which  is,  of  course,  a  part  of  our  health 
care  problem. 

The  more  we  are  able  to  bring  mon- 
eys to  the  NIH  for  research,  the  less  in 
the  future  we  will  require  for  health 
care.  That  is  a  logical  conclusion  to 
reach,  which  I  reached  a  long  time  ago. 
That  is  why  I  am  tempted,  with  all  my 
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heart,  to  vote  for  this  bill,  because  it 
treats  the  NIH,  this  proposal,  better 
than  any  of  the  others  that  are  going 
to  come  before  us. 

Yet,  in  order  to  codify,  if  we  will,  the 
move  toward  the  balanced  budget  by 
2002  and  because  the  Kasich  approach, 
the  committee  approach,  brings  us 
there  in  a  more  cohesive  way,  I  will 
vote  against  the  Solomon  proposal.  But 
NIH,  I  am  determined,  will  become  a 
focal  point  for  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess that  is  to  follow. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth]. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  want  to 
congratulate  him  as  a  freshman  Mem- 
ber to  get  out  in  front  and  to  do  the  job 
that  has  to  be  done.  I  want  you  to 
know  the  people  that  are  introducing 
this  resolution  are  going  to  vote  for 
this  resolution. 

I  have  heard  so  much  about  we  have 
got  to  balance  the  budget.  But  you 
know  something,  my  friends?  Time  is 
of  the  essence.  If  we  are  going  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  we  have  got  to  do  it 
the  quickest  way  possible  or  we  are 
going  to  lose  momentum.  That  is  why 
I  am  asking  the  speaker  who  just  spoke 
here,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Gekas],  come  and  join  us.  You 
want  to  balance  the  budget?  By  golly, 
let  us  do  it.  Let  us  walk  our  talk.  We 
have  been  giving  this  speech  for  a  long 
time.  Now  is  the  time  to  vote  for  it. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  for  the  job  he 
is  doing.  We  have  not  had  a  balanced 
budget  since  1969,  26  years.  How  much 
longer  do  you  want  to  wait?  It  is  cost- 
ing us  $1  billion  almost,  a  day  that  we 
do  not  get  this  budget  balanced. 

This  budget  that  we  have  got  in  front 
of  us,  this  proposal,  will  balance  the 
budget  in  5  years,  and  it  is  going  to  do 
it  with  fairness.  We  act  with  dispatch, 
but  we  also  take  into  consideration 
what  is  needed  for  this  country.  This 
budget  resolution  will  save  $600  billion 
in  interest  payments,  $600  billion.  This 
is  a  big  savings  for  our  country  and  for 
our  children. 

Now,  the  House  budget  resolution  is 
a  good  budget  resolution,  too.  1  am 
going  to  vote  for  that,  as  I  expect  you 
will.  But  it  is  7  years.  It  eliminates 
three  Cabinet  departments,  14  agencies, 
68  Commissions,  283  Programs.  Yes,  it 
is  a  good  resolution,  but  this  is  the 
best  of  all.  Why?  Because  it  is  going  to 
get  the  job  done  in  the  time  required. 
We  cannot  stretch  it  out,  or  else  we 
will  never  get  the  job  done. 

You  know,  in  Wisconsin,  we  have  a 
saying,  talk  if  cheap.  It  costs  money  to 
buy  whiskey.  And  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Neumann]  is  following 
that  philosophy.  He  is  getting  the  job 
done. 

There  are  those  who  argue  that  this 
is  an  historic  day.  In  1989,  we  had  his- 
toric days  in  Russia  and  in  Germany. 
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But  for  1995.  it  is  going  to  be  a  historic 
day  for  America  if  we  balance  the 
budget,  and  we  can  do  it  today.  I  am 
asking  you  to  vote  this  way. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr. 
McDermott]. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Chairman. 
this  debate  is  not  about  budgets  and 
numbers  and  about  graphs  and  charts. 
It  is  about  human  beings  like  Mrs. 
Dolly  Johnston.  She  is  a  67-year-old 
woman  from  Spokane,  WA,  who  had  a 
heart  operation  in  1993.  For  4  months 
afterwards  she  had  home  health  care 
from  a  nurse.  Mrs.  Johnston,  who  was  a 
nurse  for  32  years,  said  if  I  had  not  had 
here.  I  was  too  weak  to  pour  my  own 
medicine. 

Now.  this  budget  that  is  being  laid 
out  here  today  is  making  major  cuts  in 
this  program  that  took  care  of  Mrs. 
Johnston,  the  Medicare  Program.  How 
are  they  going  to  do  it? 

Let  me  just  think  about  this  woman 
for  a  second.  The  plan  that  makes 
these  cuts  will  require  each  senior  citi- 
zen like  Mrs.  Johnston  to  get  a  vouch- 
er, think  for  a  minute.  She  is  67  years 
old.  You  give  her  an  inadequate  vouch- 
er that  will  have  to  be  ratcheted  down 
every  year  in  order  to  make  the  sav- 
ings that  are  proposed  over  here.  She 
will  go  out  into  the  street  with  that 
voucher  in  her  hand.  She  has  a  pre- 
existing condition.  She  is  67  years  old. 

You  tell  me  where  the  loving  insur- 
ance company  is  in  your  district  that 
is  going  to  give  her  an  adequate  insur- 
ance policy?  Now.  I  have  dealt  with 
these  people,  and  no  insurance  com- 
pany is  going  to  do  that  for  her. 

So.  who  will  pick  up  the  difference 
between  that  inadequate  policy  and 
what  she  really  needs?  Her  children. 
F'jr  the  first  time  In  30  years,  thp 
young  people  of  this  country  are  going 
to  have  to  worry  about  their  grand- 
mother or  their  mother  and  how  they 
are  going  to  pay  for  that. 

When  I  was  young  and  my  grand- 
mother, back  in  the  1950's,  had  no  in- 
surance, we  paid  it  around  the  table.  It 
was  figured  out  among  the  uncles  and 
brothers.  That  is  going  to  start  hap- 
pening in  this  country  for  the  first 
time  in  30  years.  And  it  is  not  just  in- 
surance companies.  Remember  Mrs. 
Johnston  when  you  vote  "no." 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  15  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  hoping  to  see 
some  pictures,  because  I  brought  one, 
too.  This  is  my  family. 

The  reason  we  are  doing  this,  folks, 
is  for  the  families  and  children  all 
across  America.  We  cannot  allow  this 
debt  to  continue  to  climb.  This  is  for 
the  future  of  America.  We  cannot  lose 
the  courage  necessary  to  do  our  job. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Gr.\h.\m]. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]. 


This  initiative  is  really  supported  in 
full  measure  by  the  freshman  class.  We 
are  new  to  politics  but  we  bring  a  lot  of 
understanding  to  Congress  with  us.  We 
understand  if  you  pay  the  mortgage  off 
sooner  than  later,  you  save  money. 
That  makes  sense  at  home.  It  should 
make  sense  up  here. 

The  real  problem  I  have  of  waiting 
any  longer  is  that  if  a  family  did  what 
we  did  every  day  up  here,  spend  beyond 
their  means,  they  would  wake  up  one 
day  and  they  would  lose  who  they  are 
as  people.  That  is  what  is  at  risk  here. 
If  we  continue  to  be  everything  to  ev- 
erybody, we  are  going  to  lose  the  char- 
acter of  our  people.  I  think  you  have 
seen  a  decline  in  character  over  the 
last  30  years  directly  proportional  to 
spending. 

Do  not  wait  any  longer.  If  you  did  to 
children  what  we  did  to  this  country, 
giving  them  everything  they  want  and 
never  say  no,  you  would  have  a  child 
different  than  what  you  would  hope  to 
have.  We  have  a  country  different  than 
what  I  would  hope  to  have.  Let  us  not 
wait  2  more  years. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  previous  speaker 
on  the  other  side  was  talking  about  the 
Medicare  cuts.  But  I  think  it  is  worth 
noting,  and  we  have  said  it  before,  but 
it  just  needs  to  be  repeated,  that  under 
our  plan  the  average  increase  per  bene- 
ficiary would  go  up  from  $4,700  to 
$6,300.  In  the  State  of  Washington  the 
total  Medicare  spending  would  go  from 
$2.5  billion  to  $3.7  billion,  and  the  per 
capita  spending  would  be  $3,700  to 
$4,800.  an  increase  of  $1,089. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Packard]. 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Kasich  budget  resolu- 
tion. The  Budget  Committee  provides 
us  with  the  itinerary  for  an  historic 
journey  towards  a  balanced  budget. 
Anyone  serving  in  this  body  during  the 
last  26  years,  will  find  themselves  in 
uncharted  waters.  Over  the  last  genera- 
tion, liberal  spenders — who  used  to  con- 
trol Congress— rushed  this  country 
down  a  roaring  river  of  debt.  Currently. 
we  find  ourselves  submerged  under  a  $5 
trillion  sea  of  red  and  the  level  contin- 
ues to  rise  unabated.  By  2010  our  debt 
will  reach  $8  trillion.  Frankly,  we  are 
drowning. 

Some  of  you  may  know  that  I  have  a 
relatively  large  family— 7  children  and. 
as  of  a  couple  of  weeks  ago.  31  grand- 
children. Since  I  began  my  service  in 
Congress,  I  have  always  measured  ev- 
erything I  do  by  one  standard— what 
legacy  am  I  leaving  to  them  and  to  our 
Nation's  children  and  grandchildren? 

Under  Democratic  leadership  for  the 
last  40  years,  this  institution  promoted 
the  centralized  bureaucratic  model  of 
government — the  "Washington  knows 
best"  model.  The  American  people 
have  seen  the  results — fiscal  and  moral 
bankruptcy. 


My  new  grandchild,  bom  just  a  cou- 
ple of  weeks  ago,  will  pay  nearly 
$200,000  over  her  lifetime  if  we  continue 
on  this  path.  I  cannot  leave  this  legacy 
to  her  or  to  anyone  else's  kids.  People 
outside  Washington  know  this  and 
have  asked  us  to  change  course. 

The  American  people  want  something 
different  for  their  children.  They  sac- 
rifice every  day  to  ensure  a  better  fu- 
ture for  this  country.  They  work  too 
hard  and  care  too  much  to  see  us  con- 
tinue down  this  destructive  path.  They 
know  that  our  economic  and  social 
well-being  depends  on  changing  not 
only  what  we  spend  but  how  we  spend 
it. 

In  November,  the  voters  put  Repub- 
licans at  the  helm  and  asked  us  to 
chart  a  new  course  that  sets  us  on  a 
glide  path  toward  a  smaller  Govern- 
ment that  spends  less,  taxes  less,  and 
regulates  less.  Chairman  Kasich's 
budget  resolution  sets  us  on  this  new 
course. 

It  not  only  lifts  us  out  of  this  sea  of 
red,  it  also  provides  the  framework  to 
take  the  money  and  power  out  of  Wash- 
ington. This  resolution  forces  this  in- 
stitution to  do  something  no  one 
thought  was  possible— set  priorities 
and  rein  in  big  Government. 

This  budget  eliminates  three  Cabinet 
departments,  14  agencies.  68  Commis- 
sions, and  283  programs.  It  gives  us  the 
opportunity  to  send  our  resources  back 
home  where  people  use  it  productively. 

This  debate  really  is  about  much 
more  than  balancing  the  books.  It  is 
about  rethinking  just  what  role  our 
Government  will  play  in  our  lives  and 
choosing  just  what  direction  we  see 
this  country  taking  over  the  long  term. 
Chairman  K.\SICH  and  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee charts  a  future  which  gives  us 
less  Government,  less  taxes,  and  more 
freedom. 

This  is  a  journey  I  have  wanted  to 
take  since  I  began  my  service  here  in 
Congress.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  on  the  trip  and  support  the  Kasich 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  CooLEY]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Neumann  budg- 
et proposal.  While  no  proposal  is  per- 
fect, this  one  does  not  play  politics, 
and  is  a  no-nonsense  attempt  to  pay  off 
our  national  debt.  In  man.v  ways,  it  is 
like  the  district  I  represent. 

As  a  member  of  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee. I  know  the  difficulties  that  lie 
ahead  for  our  farm  communities  as 
funding  levels  decrease.  We  in  the  agri- 
culture community  saw  this  coming. 

But  I  want  to  be  able  to  go  back  to 
the  farmers,  ranchers,  and  farm-related 
small  businesses  in  my  district  having 
supported  a  budget  that  shared  the 
pain. 

In  fact,  because  this  budget  balances 
our  books  in  5  years,  the  savings  are 
compressed.    However,    after   the   year 


2000,  the  cuts  to  agriculture  under  the 
Kasich  budget  are  greater. 

For  those  who  believe  in  a  free  mar- 
ket, the  increased  level  of  savings  over 
the  Kasich  budget  exceeds  $600  billion 
which  will  translate  to  new  growth  in 
all  sectors  of  the  economy. 

This  amazing  amount  is  better  spent 
by  farmers,  ranchers,  farm-related  in- 
dustries, and  all  other  citizens  than  by 
their  Government. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Wisconsin 
for  offering  this  alternative,  and  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the  Neumann 
budget. 

n  1230 
Mr.    SABO.    Mr.    Chairman.    I    yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman     from     Pennsylvania     [Mr. 

BORSKI]. 

(Mr.  BORSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Kasich  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  opposition  to 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
This  resolution  provides  huge  and  expensive 
tax  breaks  for  wealthy  Americans,  and  asks 
America's  working  families  and  senior  citizens 
to  pay  the  bill.  It  calls  on  older  Americans  to 
pay  the  most  for  failed  policies  of  the  past, 
hinders  the  efforts  of  working  Americans  to 
earn  higher  wages  today,  and  slams  the  door 
on  our  children's  opportunities  in  the  future. 

Several  weeks  ago,  the  Republicans  took 
the  first  step  in  their  misguided  budget  pro- 
posal when  the  House  approved  their  Contract 
With  America  tax  package.  Over  half  of  the 
tax  breaks  in  this  package  benefit  only  the  top 
12  percent  of  families  with  incomes  over 
5100,000,  and  20  percent  of  the  breaks  bene- 
fit only  the  top  1  percent  of  families  with  in- 
comes over  5350,000.  Under  this  tax  package. 
a  lucky  i.i  million  taxpayers — wnose  incomes 
exceed  5230,000— will  eojoy  an  annual 
320,000  tax  break  bonus. 

Does  this  sound  familiar?  It  happened  in  the 
eighties,  when  the  deficit  soared  because  of 
huge  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy.  These  lax 
breaks  for  the  rich  were  supposed  to  tnckle 
down  to  the  rest  of  America.  Instead,  incomes 
stagnated  and  taxes  increased  for  most  mid- 
dle-income American  families. 

Like  the  tax  breaks  of  the  eighties,  today's 
Republican  tax  plan  does  not  come  for  free: 
over  7  years,  it  will  cost  the  U.S.  taxpayer 
more  than  S354  billion.  And  guess  who  pays 
once  again:  middle-mcome  working  and  retired 
American  families. 

In  order  to  pay  for  these  handouts  for  the 
wealthy,  the  Republican  budget  cuts  Medicare 
by  S288  billion.  These  are  the  largest  cuts 
ever  proposed  for  the  Medicare  Program. 
They  will  escalate  the  cost  of  health  care  for 
our  Nation's  elderly,  who  on  average  already 
dedicate  21  percent  of  their  income  to  pay  for 
out-of-pocket  health  care  costs. 

Cuts  of  this  magnitude  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram will  require  seniors  to  pay  more  of  their 
limited  incomes  on  health  care  costs.  Over  the 
7-year  period  of  the  budget,  the  average  sen- 
ior will  pay  53,500  in  total  additional  out-of- 
pocket  health  care  expenses. 


But  even  S288  billion  in  Medicare  cuts  is  not 
enough  to  pay  for  5354  billion  in  new  spend- 
ing for  the  wealthy.  In  order  to  fully  pay  the 
bill,  the  Republicans  need  to  raid  another  pro- 
gram essential  to  our  Nation's  seniors — Social 
Security. 

Despite  their  promise  not  to  touch  Social 
Security,  the  Republican  budget  actually  cuts 
cost-of-living  ad|ustments  [COLA's]  between 
1999  and  2002.  These  cuts  take  a  deeper  bite 
into  Social  Security  checks  with  each  passing 
year.  By  2002,  the  average  senior  citizen  will 
receive  about  5240  per  month  less  than  what 
he  or  she  would  receive  under  current  law. 

The  Republicans  deep  cuts  in  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare  amount  to  huge  reductions 
in  every  senior's  Social  Security  checks.  By 
2002.  these  back-door  cuts  in  Social  Security 
will  eat  up  more  than  40  percent  of  the  typical 
Social  Security  COLA.  About  2  million  seniors 
will  have  all  or  more  than  all  of  their  COLAs 
consumed  by  these  costs. 

The  Republican  budget's  assault  on  the  el- 
derly does  not  stop  with  Social  Security  and 
Medicare.  By  slashing  5187  billion  from  the 
Medicare  Program — which  currently  spends 
two-thirds  of  its  funds  on  the  elderly  and  dis- 
abled— the  Republican  budget  threatens  long- 
term  care  coverage  for  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  older  Americans.  These  cuts  will  force 
many  families  to  use  their  hard-earned  sav- 
ings to  pay  for  nursing  homes  costs,  which 
currently  average  a  staggering  538.000  a 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  drastic  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  will  result  in  higher  health  care  costs 
and  reduced  quality  of  care  for  all  Ameri- 
cans— young  and  old.  Hospitals  in  my  home 
city  of  Philadelphia — which  already  rely  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  for  more  than  50  per- 
cent of  their  revenue — will  be  forced  to  shift 
their  costs  to  the  nonelderly,  and  could  even 
be  forced  to  shut  down.  This  will  raise  insur- 
ance premiums,  limit  choice,  and  reduce  the 
quality  of  care  for  every  Amencan  family. 

The  riepubncan  budget  also  makes  deep 
cuts  in  programs  designed  to  help  Americans 
earn  higher  wages  and  a  better  standard  of 
living  for  themselves,  and  provide  their  chil- 
dren with  the  education  they  need  to  succeed 
in  the  global  economy.  The  budget  proposal 
cuts  582  billion  m  education,  training,  and 
child  care  programs  designed  to  encourage 
work  and  help  people  get  off  welfare.  It  cuts 
student  loan  programs,  which  will  add  about 
55,000  to  the  cost  of  going  to  a  4-year  higher 
education  institution.  It  also  cuts  the  Head 
Start  Program,  which  helps  young  vulnerable 
children  who  might  otherwise  not  grow  into 
productive  students  and  workers. 

In  addition,  the  Republican  budget  dras- 
tically reduces  and  eventually  eliminates  mass 
transit  operating  assistance  that  has  been  ab- 
solutely essential  for  SEPTA.  Loss  of  these 
funds  for  SEPTA,  which  already  has  the  sec- 
ond highest  fare  in  the  Nation,  would  result  in 
severe  cutbacks  in  investment  in  new  equif)- 
ment,  station  reconstruction  and  tracK  Im- 
provements, service  reductions  or  a  fare  hike 
to  51.85.  The  majority  budget  also  proposes 
cuts  in  capital  investment  funds  for  transit  sys- 
tems that  will  further  delay  or  eliminate 
SEPTA'S  planned  system  improvements. 

SEPTA  provides  a  vital  sen/ice  m  Philadel- 
phia and  the  system  must  not  be  allowed  to 
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deteriorate.  Transit  provides  the  means  to  re- 
duce congestion  and  air  pollution  while  im- 
proving worker  productivity.  Cuts  in  transit 
funds  will  make  it  more  difficult  tor  millions  of 
Americans  to  reach  their  jobs  and  will  server 
the  elderly's  lifeline  to  medical  services. 

Transit  means  productivity,  jobs,  and  eco- 
nomic growth.  Every  dollar  invested  in  SEPTA 
returns  several  dollars  to  the  regional  econ- 
omy. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  believe  It  is  fair  to 
slash  vital  programs  like  Social  Security.  Medi- 
care, student  loans,  and  mass  transit,  while  at 
the  same  time  giving  big  tax  give-always  to 
the  highest-paid  Individuals.  Working  Ameri- 
cans and  senior  citizens  did  not  cause  the 
budgetary  problems  we  now  face.  Our  deficits 
resulted  from  the  failed  tnckle-down  policies  of 
the  eighties,  which  benefited  the  nch  at  the 
expense  of  the  rest.  Any  senous  and  fair  defi- 
cit reduction  measure  should  seek  to  reverse 
those  policies — not  repeat  them. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  IVb 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  thus  far  this  debate  has 
been  cast  as  the  Democrats  looking  out 
for  our  senior  citizens  and  the  poor  and 
the  Republicans  looking  out  for  future 
generations.  Make  no  mistake  about  it. 
This  bill  is  a  stake  in  the  heart  of  the 
best  medical  health  care  delivery  sys- 
tem in  this  country. 

If  you  have  heart  disease,  if  you  have 
diseases  like  diabetes,  if  you  have  Alz- 
heimer's or  cancer,  this  budget  guts 
the  very  medical  research  that  is  re- 
quired and  necessary  for  us  to  go  out 
and  continue  those  advances  that  help 
Sick  people  in  this  country  today  have 
the  hope  that  they  might  get  well  in 
the  future. 

If  we  look  at  the  medical  education 
budget  in  this  particular  budget,  over 
half  of  that  money  that  goesj  tu  our 
teaching  hospitals  will  be  eliminated, 
wiping  out  the  ability  of  America  to  go 
out  and  train  the  best  doctors  in  the 
world.  We  heard  the  Clinton  health 
care  budget  attacked  time  and  time 
again  last  year  for  what  it  would  do  to 
the  best  medical  system  in  this  coun- 
try. This  bill  guts  that  system. 

If  ordinary  citizens  are  listening,  rec- 
ognize, we  are  not  just  talking  about 
defending  the  poor  and  the  seniors. 
That  is  part  of  what  the  Democratic 
Party  stands  for.  But  this  bill  goes  well 
beyond  any  attacks  on  the  most  vul- 
nerable people  in  this  country.  This 
bill  eliminates  and  guts  and  puts  a 
stake  in  the  heart  of  a  health  care  sys- 
tem that  is  second  to  none  throughout 
the  world. 

My  colleagues,  make  no  mistake, 
this  guts  programs  that  affect  our  Na- 
tion's veterans. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  one- 
half  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  POMEROY]. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  rural 
America  is  prepared  to  do  its  share  to 
balance  the  budget  but  the  Republican 
budget  asks  rural  America  to  do  much 
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more  than  is  fair  or  even  reasonable  by 
cutting  $9  billion  out  of  5  years,  $17  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  It  will  cause,  in  my 
State  alone,  a  35-percent  drop  in  net 
farm  income,  a  50-percent  drop  in  farm 
values.  It  will  drive  thousands  of  fam- 
ily farmers  off  the  land.  We  will  lose 
international  markets  and  ultimately 
pay  higher  grocery  prices,  all  because 
rural  America  gets  hit.  in  fact,  killed 
under  their  budget. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Coburn]. 

Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
amazed  at  the  rhetoric.  As  somebody 
who  provides  health  care  in  this  coun- 
try and  takes  care  of  Medicare  pa- 
tients, to  say  that  we  cannot  do  consid- 
erably better  is  poppycock.  The  fact  is. 
we  do  have  a  good  health  care  system 
in  this  country.  It  can  become  a  lot 
better  when  we  get  the  15  percent  of 
fraud  out  of  Medicare. 

This  bill  increases  spending  for 
health  care  25  percent  over  the  next  4 
years.  To  say  that  we  cannot  provide 
quality  health  care  to  our  senior  citi- 
zens for  those  kind  of  dollars  is  not 
true.  It  is  untrue.  We  need  to  be  about 
efficiency  and  caring  and  compassion 
with  our  senior  citizens.  And  this  budg- 
et is  short  on  none  of  that. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
l'/2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Sh.\degg]. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

This  debate  is  about  the  change  that 
we  need  in  America  versus  the  status 
quo.  What  we  hear  from  one  side  of  the 
aisle  is  that  the  status  quo  is  fine.  In- 
deed, we  have  just  heard  criticism  of 
what  this  budget  does  to  Medicare. 

My  colleague  from  Massachusetts 
happens  to  not  know  what  it  does,  be- 
cause gross  spending  goes  up  from  $5.5 
to  $6.7  billion  under  this  budget  in  Mas- 
sachusetts. The  per  capita  spending. 
that  is  per  beneficiary  spending  in  Mas- 
sachusetts, under  our  budget,  goes  up 
from  roughly  S3, 900  to  more  than  $7,800 
under  this  budget. 

That  is  not  a  cut  by  anybody's  defini- 
tion. That  is  an  increase  in  spending. 
What  we  are  doing  is  reforming  a  sys- 
tem. 

Under  the  proposal  that  they  put  for- 
ward, under  the  President's  budget.  6 
years  from  now,  no  one  in  America  will 
get  Medicare  benefits  because  the  sys- 
tem will  be  broke. 

This  is  a  debate  over  sitting  with  the 
status  quo  and  burying  your  head  in 
the  sand  and  doing  nothing  or  moving 
forward.  It  is  time  to  move  forward  in 
America. 

This  budget  does  that  responsibly.  It 
takes  care  of  our  children  by  saying  to 
them,  we  will  no  longer  continue  to 
saddle  you  with  an  immoral  debt  bur- 
den because  we  are  unwilling  to  control 
our  spending.  La  area  after  area,  while 
I  commend   the  gentleman   from  Wis- 


consin [Mr.  NEUM.\.\N]  for  putting  to- 
gether an  excellent  budget.  I  must  also 
commend  the  Kasich  budget.  It  does  a 
marvelous  job  of  addressing  the  prob- 
lem that  confronts  this  Nation  and 
about  which  its  citizens  are  deeply  con- 
cerned. 

I  urge  support  for  the  Kasich  budget. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth). 

Mr.  HATWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Neumann  budget  because 
our  national  debt  will  exceed  $7  trillion 
by  the  year  2002.  What  does  this  mean 
in  human  terms?  I.  too.  have  a  picture. 
a  picture  of  my  year-and-a-half-old  son 
John  Micah.  Over  his  lifetime,  if  noth- 
ing changes.  John  Micah  will  pay  over 
$180,000  in  interest  alone  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  This  is  wrong.  This  uncon- 
trolled spending  must  stop. 

Those  who  are  addicted  to  deficit 
spending  claim  to  be  protecting  groups 
such  as  children  and  senior  citizens. 
Mr.  Chairman,  how  can  someone  who  is 
willing  to  suffocate  our  kids  with  our 
debts  pretend  to  represent  them?  How 
will  tomorrow's  children  be  able  to  af- 
ford to  go  to  college  or  buy  a  home  if 
they  are  forced  to  pay  for  this  exces- 
sive spending?  How  is  someone  who  is 
willing  to  bankrupt  programs  for  sen- 
iors pretend  to  be  protecting  them? 
How  do  the  American  people  benefit  if 
we  reject  this  last,  best  chance  to  put 
our  fiscal  house  in  order? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say,  support  the 
Neumann  budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1% 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Lofgren]. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
are  the  Repu'ulicaiis  cuLLiiiK  Medicare 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  well-to-do. 

I  got  a  letter  yesterday  from  Califor- 
nia that  says  why.  The  gentleman 
wrote:  You  still  do  not  get  it;  do  you? 
Keep  it  up;  we  will  win  even  more  seats 
in  1996.  We  want  tax  cuts.  Your  80  year 
old  is  not  our  responsibility. 

This  Republican  is  entitled  to  his 
point  of  view,  but  I  do  not  see  it  that 
way,  because  I  would  like  to  look  at  it 
from  Emily's  point  of  view. 

Her  late  husband  helped  protect  our 
country  when  he  was  in  the  Air  Force. 
Now  Emily  is  elderly  and  she  is  sick. 
Her  40-year-old  daughter  has  MS  and 
cannot  help.  Today  Emily  has  $17  a 
month  after  she  has  paid  for  room, 
board,  and  medical  care.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  will  raise  Emily's  out-of- 
pocket  Medicare  costs  by  $123  a  month. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  on  the 
floor  that  the  budget  for  Medicare  is 
going  up,  and  that  is  true.  But  the 
more  pertinent  truth  is  that  this  will 
not  keep  up  with  the  number  of  new  el- 
derly entering  the  system,  and  the  cost 
for  individuals  will  go  up. 

Only  in  Washington  could  someone 
tell  Emily  that  her  benefits  will  go  up 


when  it  is  going  to  cost  her  $123  a 
month  more. 

After  all  the  charts  and  rhetoric  and 
angry  talk  have  faded.  Emily  will  still 
be  facing  this  question.  How  is  she 
going  to  cover  $123  when  all  she  has  got 
is  $17? 

The  Republican  businessman  who 
wrote  to  me  yesterday  says  Emily  is 
not  his  responsibility.  But  when 
Emily's  late  husband  went  off  to  fight 
World  War  II.  did  he  say  it  was  not  his 
responsibility? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Tiahrt]. 

Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has 
been  characterized  as  an  argument  be- 
tween the  young  and  the  old.  I  do  have 
my  children  here  because  this  budget 
does  address  their  needs.  We  must  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  order  to  preserve 
their  future.  My  daughter  here  is  the 
oldest;  she  is  14,  Jessica.  I  also  have 
John  and  Luke,  but  Jessica  is  14.  By 
the  time  we  get  the  budget  balanced 
and  pay  off  the  Federal  debt,  she  will 
be  nearly  50  years  old.  We  have  lit- 
erally passed  this  problem  on  to  the 
next  generation. 

It  is  not  just  our  kids  that  support 
the  Neumann-Solomon  budget.  We  also 
have  other  groups  who  support  it.  I 
have  had  in  my  hand  here  a  letter  from 
the  United  Seniors  Association.  They 
are  writing  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Neumann],  and  let  me  read 
the  last  part: 

We  greatly  appreciate  your  concern  and  ef- 
forts to  deal  with  the  fiscal  catastrophe  that 
our  Nation  faces.  It  is  not  just  the  United 
Seniors  Association,  it  is  also  the  Sixties- 
plus  Organization,  the  Citizens  for  a  Sound 
Economy,  the  National  Taxpayers  Union,  the 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste  and  the 
U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Chaiiiaaii.  tliis  is  a  dramatic  and 
historical  time.  I  think  we  should 
stand  in  support  of  the  Neumann  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  in- 
quire about  the  time  on  all  sides. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  has  17'i: 
minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  has  9  min- 
utes remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]  has  9',*: 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Blute]. 

Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  for  yield- 
ing time  to  me. 

I  would  point  out  to  one  of  the  pre- 
vious speakers  that  Medicare  spending 
in  the  State  of  California  will  increase 
from  $21  to  $31  billion  in  this  budget, 
and  the  per  person  expenditure  will  in- 
crease from  $5,821  to  $7,688. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Neumann]  for  his 
courageous  budget  and  visionary  ao- 
proach  that  he  has  taken.  But  I  do  rise 
in  support  of  the  Kasich  budget. 


Nine  thousand  four  hundred  dollars, 
nine  thousand  four  hundred  dollars. 
Mr.  Chairman,  faster  than  I  can  actu- 
ally speak  that  amount,  we  are  adding 
$9,400  to  our  debt  every  single  second. 
In  less  than  15  seconds  this  country 
will  be  saddled  with  more  debt  than  we 
as  Members  of  Congress  make  in  a 
year. 

If  Congress  continues  to  overlook 
this  problem,  it  will  be  left  to  our  chil- 
dren to  clean  up  the  mess.  My  wife  and 
son  James,  my  child  already  owes  more 
than  $4,000  as  part  of  his  contribution 
to  interest  on  the  debt,  and  he  has  not 
even  reached  his  second  birthday  yet. 

It  is  wrong.  It  is  immoral.  And  we 
must  change  this  ominous  future  this 
year. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  here  today 
are  claiming  that  this  budget  will 
somehow  retard  the  quality  of  life  of 
our  children  and  our  seniors.  On  the 
contrary.  I  can  think  of  nothing  more 
negligent  than  our  current  spending 
practices.  If  you  vote  against  a  bal- 
anced budget,  you  are  voting  to  lower 
the  standard  of  living  of  our  senior 
citizens  and  our  children. 

The  blueprint  which  has  been  coura- 
geously presented  to  us  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  and  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  is  not  per- 
fect. There  are  many  programs  tar- 
geted for  cuts  which  I  strongly  support. 
But  if  we  fail  to  see  the  forest  for  the 
trees,  we  will  once  again  fail  to  put 
this  country  on  the  right  path,  and  the 
victims  will  be  our  children. 

"Vote  for  the  Kasich  budget.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Chrysler]. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  18 
months  wp  will  spend  more  money  on 
the  interest  on  the  debt  than  we  spend 
for  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force, 
the  Marines,  the  FBI,  the  CIA,  and  the 
Pentagon  combined. 

Let  me  give  you  10  good  reasons  to 
vote  for  the  Neumann-Solomon  budget. 
You  can  read  it  in  detail  in  a  book,  or 
you  can  look  at  it  in  five  pages,  and 
you  can  understand  it  all.  It  gives  a 
Member  a  choice.  You  can  understand 
it,  and  you  can  explain  it  to  others.  It 
will  balance  the  budget  in  5  years. 

It  includes  the  House-passed  tax  cuts. 
It  pays  off  the  debt  in  30  years.  It  does 
not  spend  Social  Security  surplus  reve- 
nues. It  saves  $600  billion  in  additional 
national  debt,  and  it  saves  $42  billion 
in  interest  payments  in  the  year  2002. 

I  ask  Members  to  support  the  Neu- 
mann-Solomon substitute,  and  if  that 
amendment  fails,  vote  "yes"  on  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget  bill. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Edwards]. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
fair?  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  one 
question  that  Congress  and  America's 
citizens  must  ask  about  the  Republican 


budget.  Is  it  fair?  That  is  a  simple 
question  but  a  crucial  one. 

It  is  a  question  I  asked  when  I  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  Alpha  Dunlap  of 
Temple,  TX,  a  constituent  of  mine.  She 
wrote:  "I  do  not  have  good  health,  and 
I  do  not  have  money.  Most  of  my 
money  goes  for  prescription  medicine 
and  bare  necessities.  I  am  widowed  and 
live  alone.  Please  do  not  let  Congress 
make  deep  cuts  to  Medicare." 

To  those  watching.  I  ask  you  this 
question:  Is  it  fair  to  cut  $1,000  from 
Alpha  Dunlap's  Medicare  benefits  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  millionaires  such 
as  Donald  Trump? 
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Is  it  fair?  Worse  yet,  is  it  fair  for  Re- 
publicans to  cut  seniors'  Medicare  ben- 
efits to  protect  tax  loopholes  for  bil- 
lionaires who  would  renounce  their 
citizenship  to  get  out  of  paying  their 
rightful  taxes? 

That  is  right.  House  Republicans 
want  to  protect  $3.5  billion  in  tax  loop- 
holes for  billionaires  who  would  re- 
nounce their  citizenship  to  get  out  of 
paying  their  taxes.  Members,  that  is 
welfare  for  the  rich,  paid  for  by  the 
pain  of  senior  citizens. 

Under  the  Republican  plan,  100,000 
senior  citizens,  such  as  mine,  Ms. 
Dunlap,  will  have  to  lose  Medicare  ben- 
efits to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  just  one 
billionaire  under  the  Republican  plan. 
That  is  not  fair.  That  is  dead  wrong, 
and  it  is  unconscionable.  Why  should 
Alpha  Dunlap  and  100,000  senior  citi- 
zens like  her  have  to  lose  Medicare 
benefits  to  help  those  billionaires  who 
would  leave  this  country  and  not  pay 
their  fair  share? 

The  issue  is  not  the  future  of  our 
children.  I  point  out,  Members,  the  pic- 
tures that  our  Republican  friends  have 
not  shown  today  are  the  millionaires 
and  billionaires  who  are  truing  to  bene- 
fit from  their  budget  plan  and  their  tax 
plans.  That  is  the  issue  the  American 
people  must  look  at. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Bartlett]. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  spite  of  what  we  hear  in 
this  Chamber,  we  have  been  astounded 
at  the  lack  of  negative  response  to  this 
budget  from  outside  the  Beltway. 
Americans  all  across  the  country  are 
way  ahead  of  us.  They  want  the  budget 
balanced  sooner,  rather  than  later. 
Confidence  is  very  low  in  our  country's 
future,  particularly  among  our  young 
people.  Recent  polls  show  that  more  of 
them  believe  in  UFOs  than  believe  that 
they  will  ever  get  any  Social  Security. 

This  budget  is  a  promise  to  our 
young  people  that  in  the  future  we  are 
going  to  do  better  than  we  have  done  in 
the  past.  Restore  their  confidence  in 
this  body  and  in  their  country.  Vote 
this  gift  to  our  children.  'Vote  for  Solo- 
mon-Neumann. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
[Mr.  HOBSON]. 


Mr.  HOBSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish 
to  respond  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Edwards]  that  something 
happened  in  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  that  has  not  happened  in  a  long 
time  since  I  have  been  there,  but  under 
Republican  control  we  adopted  an 
amendment  of  language  in  the  bill  con- 
cerning, "The  committee  is  also  great- 
ly concerned  about  the  growing  phe- 
nomena of  millionaire  and  billionaire 
Americans  renouncing  U.S.  Citizenship 
in  order  to  avoid  paying  their  fair 
share  of  their  tax  burden.  The  commit- 
tee strongly  believes  that  Congress 
should  take  steps  to  stem  the  revenue 
loss  of  expatriation  for  tax  avoidance." 

That  is  in  the  bill  and  it  was  a  Demo- 
crat amendment  put  up,  and  we  adopt- 
ed it. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOBSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  I  would  make  is  that  earlier  this 
year  we  had  a  vote  in  this  House  to 
change  and  do  away  with  that  tax 
break  and  that  loophole  for  billion- 
aires, and  only  five  Republicans  voted 
for  that  change. 

I  know  this  is  report  language,  this  is 
not  a  change  in  the  law  itself.  If  Repub- 
licans who  previously  voted  to  protect 
the  billionaires'  tax  break  if  they  leave 
this  country  will  change  their  vote,  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  them  to 
make  that  change. 

Mr.  HOBSON.  We  are  working  on  it. 

A.NNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  Chair  to  preserve  the  de- 
corum of  the  House,  the  Chair  would 
request  that  posters  and  pictures  not 
be  displayed  except  at  such  time  as  a 
Member  is  actually  speaking. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  m.y  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Hostettler]. 

Mr.  HOSTETTLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  America's  con- 
tract with  our  children.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  deserves  a  great  deal  of 
credit  for  bringing  such  an  honest,  ag- 
gressive, and  thoughtful  budget  pro- 
posal to  the  floor.  This  resolution  has 
it  all  and  does  it  all.  This  is  not  an  ei- 
ther/or situation  regarding  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget's  version,  but  it 
is  a  real  alternative  for  those  of  us  that 
are  willing  to  take  that  extra  step  to- 
ward fiscal  responsibility. 

I  admit,  there  are  things  in  this 
budget  with  which  I  do  not  agree. 
While  I  support  the  concept  of  this  res- 
olution, I  am  concerned  about  the 
funding  levels  for  national  defense  and 
what  I  believe  is  necessary  to  protect 
our  country's  borders,  but  this  resolu- 
tion is  a  tradeoff.  The  tradeoff  is  be- 
tween committing  an  additional  $600 
billion  to  the  national  debt  over  the 
next  7  years,  and  no  longer  mortgaging 
the  future  of  generations  to  come.  The 
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interest  alone  on  this  $600  billion 
amounts  to  over  $40  billion  in  the  year 
2000.  We  could  ignore  the  cries  from 
those  who  claim  this  budget  is  unfair, 
and  that  we  are  mean  spirited  because 
we  care  about  our  children's  future, 
and  we  should  jump  at  the  chance  to 
balance  the  budget  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1',^ 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  balance 
the  budget?  We  agree,  but  not  this 
budget,  with  its  mean  and  misshapen 
priorities-  Balance  the  budget  and  start 
with  a  tax  cut  for  the  largest,  most 
profitable  corporations  and  families 
earning  over  $200,000  a  year?  Tax  cuts 
paid  for  with  $304  billion  of  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  gutting  programs  impor- 
tant to  other  working  American  fami- 
lies? No.  that  is  not  the  way  to  balance 
the  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  talk  about  four 
generations  of  one  Oregon  family.  We 
have  here  74-year-old  Doris  Wilson.  She 
visited  my  office  last  week  and  talked 
a  little  bit  about  Medicare.  She  had  to 
leave  her  $100  prescription  at  the  phar- 
macist because  she  is  retired  on  Social 
Security  benefits  and  she  could  not  af- 
ford to  take  it  home  with  her.  We  are 
going  to  make  her  pay  another  $1,000  a 
year  for  Medicare?  That  is  what  this 
budget  proposes. 

Gerri  Graff,  after  she  was  divorced 
and  her  husband  walked  on  the  child 
support,  she  had  a  little  trouble  mak- 
ing ends  meet  with  her  secretarial  job. 
She  got  food  stamps  for  a  year  and  a 
half,  and  now  has  been  a  productive 
and  taxpaying  citizen  for  many  years, 
without  any  help  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

Tandi  Graff,  a  teenager  single  mom. 

to  the  jobs  program,  with  a  healthy 
kid.  Jordan,  thanks  to  the  WIC  Pro- 
gram. She  had  a  little  problem  with  a 
potential  underweight  and  complicated 
pregnancy. 

These  are  the  people  who  have  bene- 
fited by  the  proper  priorities  in  this 
country,  the  people  we  want  to  help, 
the  people  we  want  to  extend  the  lad- 
der of  opportunity  to.  so  they  can 
climb  up  and  live  the  American  dream. 
We  do  not  need  to  help  the  wealthy  and 
the  Pentagon  anymore. 

Mr  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  15  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  acknowledge  that  the  last 
speaker  who  voted  "yes"  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  also  voted  for 
the  Clinton  tax  bill,  which  added  $431 
million  in  taxes  to  the  citizens  of  his 
district.  We  are  trying  to  reduce  those 
taxes. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan.  Mr.  NiCK  Smith. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  am  so  proud  to  be  a  Member  of 


this  Congress.  We  have  turned  from  a 
nation  at  risk  to  a  nation  with  a  hope- 
ful future. 

How  can  anybody  criticize  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget's  budget?  It  is  so 
reasonable  in  terms  of  what  this  Na- 
tion faces. 

Just  briefly,  on  this  chart  we  see  the 
President's  budget  would  take  us  to 
$7.4  trillion  public  debt  by  the  year 
2002.  At  the  bottom  line,  we  see  the 
Neumann-Jerry  Solomon  budget  that 
takes  us  to  a  public  debt  of  $6  trillion 
216  billion.  In  order  to  decide  how  seri- 
ous the  situation  is.  we  need  to  con- 
sider where  we  are  on  Social  Security, 
Medicare,  unfunded  liabilities  for  both 
the  veterans  trust  fund  and  the  civil 
servants  Federal  employees  trust  fund. 
That  is  another  $5  trillion  added  onto 
the  $5  trillion  debt  that  we  have  today. 
We  have  serious  problems  ahead  of  us. 
We  should  look  at  this  very  seriously. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  Members  to  listen  to  the  rhetoric. 
I  would  like  to  quote  from  President 
Clinton:  "Today  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid are  going  up  at  3  times  the  rate  of 
inflation."  That  is  the  President.  "We 
propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  2  times  the 
rate  of  inflation."  That  is  6  percent. 
"This  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid 
cut."  That  is  President  Clinton. 

Now  when  we  are  proposing  the  same 
thing,  it  is  a  cut  against  the  people. 
This  is  what  the  President  himself  has 
said:  "So  when  you  hear  the  business 
about  cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  we 
are  not  cutting,  we  are  reducing  the 
rate  of  growth."  This  is  a  direct  quote 
from  the  President  when  he  defended 
his  1993  budget  cut. 

If  ".vs  take  a  look  at  what,  we  are 
doing,  the  Senate  is  reducing  the  rate 
of  growth  to  6  percent.  We  are  reducing 
it  to  5  percent.  The  President  himself 
wanted  to  reduce  it  to  6  percent,  and 
states  that  it  is  not  a  cut. 

Look  at  the  fraud,  waste  and  abuse. 
A  lady  called  up  and  said  "Hey.  I  have 
a  Medicare  problem  with  a  doctor.  He 
charged  me  twice  for  a  mammogram.  I 
did  not  have  a  mammogram.  '  The  doc- 
tor said  "Yes,  you  did,"  and  she  said. 
"No,  I  did  not,  I  had  a  mastectomy." 
The  doctor's  reply  was  "Who  cares. 
Medicare  will  pay  for  it."  There  is  $44 
billion  per  year  in  just  fraud,  waste  and 
abuse.  We  can  manage  the  system  bet- 
ter and  reduce  the  rate. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox], 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  to  support  the  Neumann- 
Solomon  budget  proposal,  which  is  an 
idea  whose  time  has  arrived.  This  budg- 
et proposal  will  in  fact  balance  the 
budget  in  5  years,  it  will  pay  off  the 
debt  in  30  years,  it  protects  Social  Se- 
curity, and  ensures  its  long-term  sta- 
bility.  It  preserves  Medicare  and  the 


best  health  care  system  in  the  world.  It 
in  fact  will  save  $600  billion  in  addi- 
tional national  debt. 

It  is  endorsed  by  the  National  Tax- 
payers Union  and  the  Citizens  Against 
Government  Waste.  .America  is  tired  of 
tax  and  spend.  They  want  a  budget  that 
is  going  to  work.  I  rise  to  support  Neu- 
mann-Solomon. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Woolsey], 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Republicans  who  wrote  this  plan  con- 
tinue to  talk  about  the  tough  choices 
they  have  had  to  make  when  crafting 
their  budget.  I  agree.  Choosing  to  take 
health  care  away  from  our  seniors  in 
order  to  pay  for  special  interest  tax 
breaks  is  certainly  a  tough  choice,  and 
I  cannot  understand  why  they  made  it. 

But  the  choices  that  the  authors  of 
these  Medicare  cuts  have  made  are 
nothing  compared  to  the  choices  that 
Lucy  Forest  will  be  forced  to  make  if 
Republicans  are  successful  in  their  as- 
sault. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  ask  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  House  to  meet  75-year-old 
Lucy  Forest  from  Santa  Rosa.  CA. 
Lucy  has  an  income  of  $800  per  month. 
She  has  to  pay  rent.  She  has  to  pay  the 
heating  bills.  She  needs  to  eat.  Lucy 
also  wants  to  visit  her  daughter  in 
Tucson,  AZ.  this  year,  but  Lucy  says 
she  may  have  to  cancel  this  trip  if  Re- 
publican proposals  are  passed. 

Lucy  understands  a  lot  of  things 
about  people  and  politics,  and  she  un- 
derstands Medicare.  She  knows  that  if 
these  cuts  are  made,  there  will  be 
lower  payments  to  doctors  and  hos- 
pitals, higher  premiums,  higher 
deductibles,  higher  copayments,  and 
fewer  choices  of  doctors.  She  also  un- 
derstands that  the  families  of  Members 
of  this  House  can  afford  health  care 
while  coverage  for  7  million  kids  will 
be  eliminated. 

But.  Lucy  Forest  does  not  under- 
stand how  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
posals can  eliminate  $300  billion  of 
health  care  benefits  for  our  Nation's 
seniors,  without  telling  us  how  the  sav- 
ings will  be  achieved. 

She  also  does  not  understand  why 
pork  barrel  military  spending  on  cold 
war  weapons  continues  to  go  up.  while 
Medicare  for  seniors  is  going  down.  She 
wants  to  know  why  the  military  budg- 
et is  "off  the  table"  in  the  Republican 
budget. 

Finally,  and  most  importantly.  Lucy 
questions  why  the  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing to  slash  Medicare  in  order  to 
pay  for  tax  loopholes  for  the  wealthy 
special  interests. 

Quite  frankly.  Mr.  Chairman,  neither 
do  I.  Only  in  Washington  would  people 
call  taking  Medicare  away  from  Lucy 
Forest  "A  reduction  in  the  rate  of  in- 
crease." 

I  urge  the  House  reject  these  efforts 
to  slash  health  care  for  seniors. 


Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman        from        Virginia        [Mr. 

GOODLATTE). 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  a  new  day  we  have  in  this  Con- 
gress. Mr.  compliments  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann] 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Solomon]  who  last  year,  for  the  first 
time  in  8  years,  even  offered  a  balanced 
budget.  The  budget  has  not  been  bal- 
anced in  25  years,  but  no  one  had  even 
tried  for  8  years. 

Now.  here  today,  all  we  have  are  four 
different  alternative  balanced  budgets 
to  consider.  This  is  what  the  American 
people  want  to  see.  and  this  budget,  the 
Neumann-Solomon  budget,  is  the  fair- 
est and  best  of  them  all.  It  is  not  a  bat- 
tle between  seniors  and  young  people. 
This  is  fair  to  everybody,  because  this 
is  the  only  budget  that  restores  the 
trust  funds  for  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund,  and  does  it  the  quickest  of 
any.  It  restores  the  most. 

It  also  is  fair  from  the  standpoint  of 
reducing,  eliminating  this  deficit  the 
quickest  in  5  years.  That  helps  people 
right  now.  not  just  our  young  people  in 
the  future,  which  is  important,  but  it 
helps  right  now. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  previous  speaker, 
the  gentlewoman  from  California, 
spoke  about  Lucy  Foster  not  being  able 
to  travel  to  my  district,  to  Tucson.  I 
just  want  to  assure  her  that  she  is 
going  to  be  able  to  make  it.  because 
Medicare  spending  is  not  going  to  be 
slashed.  In  fact,  in  California  it  is 
going  from  $21  billion  to  $31  billion  in 
the  year  2002.  That  is  a  46-percent  in- 
crease per  beneficiary,  from  $5,800.  to 
$7,688  under  our  plan.  That  is  certainly 
no  cut.  Lucy,  welcome  to  Tucson. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman         from         Indiana         [Mr. 

MClNTOSH], 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  contract  with  our 
children,  the  Solomon-Neumann  budg- 
et. I  think  it  is  a  tremendous  effort,  be- 
cause it  moves  forward  in  not  only  end- 
ing the  deficit  spending,  but  paying  off 
the  debt  that  we  owe  in  this  country. 
Right  now.  every  family  in  America 
owes  $50,000  of  debt  when  you  divide  up 
the  national  debt  for  a  family.  That 
means  that  we  pay  in  taxes  $2,000  per 
family  just  to  pay  the  interest  on  that 
debt. 

The  time  to  act  is  now.  to  start  pay- 
ing off  the  debt,  so  that  we  do  not  leave 
a  terrible  legacy  for  our  children  of  a 
debt  that  they  can  never  recover  from. 
We  need  to  do  more  work  on  this.  We 
need  to  make  sure  that  as  we  cut  farm 
subsidies,  we  also  provide  regulatory 
relief  so  they  can  continue  to  make  a 
good  living.  As  we  cut  defense  spend- 
ing, we  need  to  have  procurement  re- 
form so  we  are  not  spending  excess  and 


wasteful  amounts  of  money.  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  budget. 

D  1300 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 

minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  have  a  picture  of  the  woman  I  want 
to  talk  about  today.  She  came  to  see 
me  yesterday.  Her  name  is  Ms.  Betty 
Glass.  She  and  my  husband  and  I  lived 
in  the  same  neighborhood  for  many, 
many  years,  where  my  husband  and  I 
raised  our  children. 

She  is  a  woman  who  is  bright;  she  un- 
derstands things.  She  read  the  Repub- 
lican budget.  She  looks  at  the  figure 
$280  billion  and  change  in  Medicare 
money.  She  knows  you  cannot  just  get 
there  by  efficiency,  new  technology,  by 
getting  rid  of  fraud.  She  knows  what  is 
going  to  happen. 

We  talked  yesterday  about  what  is 
going  to  happen  with  fees.  That  neigh- 
borhood we  live  in.  people  used  to  be 
municipal  workers,  teachers.  They  are 
on  small  pensions.  If  the  fees  are  in- 
creased, it  is  going  to  be  very  difficult. 

We  talked  about  getting  a  doctor  to 
take  care  of  somebody  who  is  elderly. 
Geriatrics  was  never  very  popular  in 
the  medical  profession,  but  if  you 
squeeze  down  the  fees  doctors  get,  peo- 
ple are  going  to  have  a  harder  time  get- 
ting that  doctor. 

Then  we  talked  about  our  town  hos- 
pital, St.  Francis  Hospital,  that  we 
both  go  to.  and  we  talked  about  Mt. 
Sinai  Hospital,  and  St.  Francis  and  Mt. 
Sinai  had  such  a  hard  time,  they  had  to 
merge.  If  Medicare  is  cut  back  they  are 
going  to  be  squeezed  and  we  don't  know 
if  that  hospital  will  stay  in  business. 

This  woman  is  like  President  Clin- 
ton. She  knows  that  we  have  to  reduce 
the  rate  of  the  growth  of  Medicare  and 
she  will  accept  that.  She  came  in  be- 
cause she  was  representing  the  AARP, 
the  American  Association  of  Retired 
People. 

She  is  willing  to  take  what  they  have 
to  have  to  make  sure  we  balance  the 
budget,  but  she  does  not  think  it  is  fair 
that  you  take  $280  billion  out  of  Medi- 
care and  say  you  are  not  reducing  any- 
thing. She  knows  better. 

I  wish  I  had  her  picture  here  because 
she  represents  a  lot  of  people  across 
the  Nation.  Medicare  people  over  65 
want  to  do  their  fair  share,  but  what 
they  do  not  want  to  do  is  have  the  one 
universal  system  we  have  in  this  coun- 
try—we did  not  do  medical  health  care 
last  year^we  have  a  universal  system 
in  Medicare,  and  we  should  not  hurt 
that  system. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  mmute  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  SOUDER], 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solomon]  for  his  leadership 
in  the  last  Congress  and  over  the  years. 
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I  am  particularly  proud  also  of  my 
freshman  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann].  He 
came  here  to  Congress  as  a  business- 
man and  said  this  is  not  the  way  you 
run  a  government.  You  do  not  put  the 
Social  Security  surplus  in  the  budget. 
You  do  not  try  to  talk  just  about  how 
we  are  going  to  get  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et on  an  annual  basis.  We  have  to  look 
at  the  long-term  debt. 

He  worked  at  it,  rounded  up  others 
and  was  persistent  in  all  of  our  meet- 
ings, through  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, and  in  our  class.  I  want  to  com- 
mend his  leadership  particularly  be- 
cause while  I  have  my  mother  and  fa- 
ther-in-law who  are  struggling  in  their 
health  care  and  in  Medicare,  and  I  do 
not  have  any  desire  to  hurt  them, 
which  is  why  we  are  not  cutting  it,  we 
are  increasing  it  at  a  slower  rate,  but  I 
am  also  concerned  for  my  three  chil- 
dren. It  is  a  balance  that  we  have  to 
achieve  because  if  we  do  not  achieve 
that  balance,  there  will  be  no  future 
Medicare  for  me  when  I  get  there  or 
Social  Security  for  my  children. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  IVi  minutes  to  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Brownback]. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  support  today  of  both  the  Neu- 
mann budget  and  the  Kasich  budget 
that  are  going  to  be  coming  in  front  of 
this  body.  These  are  both  good  bills, 
and  they  are  both  going  to  do  a  good 
job  and  something  good  for  America 
that  we  have  not  seen  for  25  years — bal- 
ance the  budget.  These  are  important 
things,  and  this  is  an  incredible  and 
historic  debate  that  the  people  are 
watching  take  place  that  we  have  not 
had  in  25  years. 

Let  me  tell  you  the  specific  reason 
why  I  am  also  voting  for  the  Neumann 
budget.  That  is  simply  this:  It  pays  the 
debt  off  in  30  years,  something  we  can 
all  identify  with.  Most  of  us  have  mort- 
gages on  our  homes  that  are  30  years  in 
length.  It  pays  the  mortgage  on  Amer- 
ica off  in  30  years. 

It  is  tough  medicine,  this  is  a  tough 
thing  to  do.  This  is  difficult,  but  I 
would  submit  to  you  it  is  very  analo- 
gous to  going  to  the  doctor's  office,  and 
going  to  that  doctor  and  getting  a  shot 
that  would  protect  you  against  a  fu- 
ture disease. 

If  you  went  in  to  that  doctor  and  you 
got  a  shot  and  you  asked  the  popu- 
larity of  that  doctor  that  day.  I  would 
guess  that  the  people  that  got  the  shot, 
they  would  say  he  is  not  a  very  popular 
doctor.  But  ask  6  months  or  1  year 
later  when  somebody  does  not  get  that 
disease,  and  can  live  a  healthy  life  and 
grow  and  prosper  in  this  country,  and 
they  will  say  that  is  a  good  doctor. 

This  is  tough  medicine.  It  is  good 
medicine.  It  is  what  we  need  to  do  for 
the  country.  Vote  for  Kasich.  Vote  for 
Neumann. 
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Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Washington  [Mrs.  Smith]. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neum.\nn]  for  giving  me  something  I 
can  be  proud  of. 

We  see  charts  up  here  we  cannot  real- 
ly understand,  most  people  cannot,  but 
I  want  to  show  you  a  chart  that  is  real. 
This  is  the  generation  that  President 
Clinton  talked  about  that  would  have 
an  82  percent  tax  rate.  I  was  fighting 
for  the  women  in  the  1960's  to  have 
freedom.  That  little  girl  in  the  middle 
is  going  to  have  no  freedom.  She  is 
going  to  have  an  82  percent  tax  rate. 
Tell  me  how  much  freedom  she  has 
with  18  percent  left. 

What  we  are  doing  is  taking  the  big- 
gest, most  expensive  credit  card,  our 
voting  card,  and  we  are  determining 
the  future  of  those  little  people.  I  want 
to  tell  Members.  I  am  going  to  be  proud 
to  vote  for  a  balanced  budget  so  I  give 
people  like  my  little  Dallis  or  my  little 
Heather  back  their  freedom,  and  that 
all  the  women  who  fought  for  freedom 
all  those  years  will  know  that  we  still 
have  freedom. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

Mr  Chairman,  what  we  are  talking 
about  today  is  really  restoring  the 
American  dream.  Time  Magazine  had  a 
great  article  in  this  week's  issue  about 
the  importance  of  balancing  the  budg- 
et. We  start  talking  about  the  specif- 
ics. We  have  to  think  about  the  future. 
This  is  the  American  dream,  b.v  going 
to  the  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002. 

I  will  probably  not  be  voting  for  the 
substitute  we  are  talking  about  now 
because  I  think  it  may  be  going  a  little 
bit  too  fast.  But  we  have  to  think 
about  the  future  of  our  children,  of  our 
grandparents  today.  It  is  so  important. 

To  think  that  we  have  a  debt  of 
$19,000  for  every  man.  woman  and  child 
in  this  country  that  we  are  paying  in- 
terest on  every  year,  that  the  interest 
on  the  national  debt  in  2  more  years 
will  be  greater  than  the  entire  Defense 
Department  debt,  it  is  obscene  the 
amount  of  money  we  are  paying  on  the 
cost  of  this  debt.  We  must  balance  this 
budget. 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about, 
increasing  the  standard  of  living  of 
Americans,  making  it  available,  the 
American  dream,  for  all  Americans.  I 
am  excited  about  that  opportunity, 
that  today  we  are  going  to  start  that 
process  of  going  to  that  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]. 


Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  too  will 
support  the  Kasich  plan  and  the  Neu- 
mann-Solomon budget.  I  call  the  Neu- 
mann budget  the  why-not  budget  be- 
cause my  constituents  back  at  home 
say  to  me.  "Why  can  not  we  just  freeze 
spending  at  last  year's  levels?"  People 
in  Washington  say  it  can  not  be  done. 
My  constituents  say,  "Why  not?" 

They  ask  me,  "Why  can't  we  just  bite 
the  bullet  and  pay  off  the  debt  while 
we're  at  it?"  People  in  D.C.  say  it  can 
not  be  done.  My  constituents  say. 
"Why  not?" 

People  back  home  say,  "Why  cant  a 
guy  go  to  Washington  and  immediately 
make  a  difference?"  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neuma.vn]  has 
proved  you  can.  He  is  a  freshman.  This 
is  the  why-not  budget. 

I  came  here  to  defend  the  programs 
in  my  district  but  I  came  here  most 
importantly  to  defend  freedom  in  this 
country.  In  this  world,  in  fact.  We  are 
the  last  best  hope  for  freedom  in  this 
world,  and  this  is  the  first  step  toward 
saving  the  United  States  of  America 
from  an  economic  train  wreck. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  budget  that  the  Republicans 
are  supporting  and  will  probably  pass 
today  is  the  greatest  raid  on  the 
wealth,  the  income  and  the  assets  of 
working  people  in  this  country. 

It  is  going  to  mean  that  their  day 
care  is  going  to  be  more  expensive 
when  they  have  small  children.  It 
means  that  there  are  going  to  be  fewer 
school  books  to  teach  their  children 
when  they  enter  school.  It  means  that 
nutrition,  as  we  have  already  seen,  is 
going  to  go  up  dramatically  for  those 
working  families  that  have  their  chil- 
dren in  child  nutrition  programs. 

Student  loans  are  going  to  be  more 
expensive.  If  they  are  trying  to  take 
care  of  their  elderly  parents  in  nursing 
homes,  that  is  going  to  become  more 
expensive  because  of  the  Medicaid  cuts 
and  quite  certainly,  as  we  have  all 
heard  here  now.  a  $1,000  increase  in  the 
Medicare  to  the  elderly. 

Why?  Because  Republicans  simply 
chose  not  to  address  the  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy  that  they  insist  on 
clinging  to.  They  chose  not  to  address, 
as  we  read  in  this  morning's  paper,  the 
$25  billion  in  corporate  welfare  where 
huge  corporations,  wealthy  corpora- 
tions are  taking  the  taxpayers'  dollars 
from  working  families. 

One  of  the  previous  speakers  said 
they  could  pay  off  the  debt  in  30  years. 
Yes,  working  families  in  their  country 
will  shoulder  the  burden  for  paying  off 
the  debt,  but  the  billionaires  will  not. 
the  corporations  will  not,  and  the 
wealthy  of  this  country  will  not  share 
that  burden,  because  you  have  chosen 
to  put  the  burden  on  working  families 
of  this  country. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  my  good  friend,  the 


gentleman       from       Tennessee       [Mr. 

HILLEARY]. 

Mr.  HILLEARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
can't  say  a  whole  lot  in  30  seconds,  but 
I  just  wanted  to  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  substitute  amendment  of  my 
good  friend  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin. 

In  the  freshman  class,  ever  since  we 
have  been  elected  we  are  the  closest  to 
the  people  by  definition.  We  were  only 
elected  a  few  months  ago. 

The  freshman  class  has  tried  time 
and  time  again  to  show  that  we  are  dif- 
ferent, that  we  can  push  this  Congress 
and  this  country  in  the  right  direction, 
this  budget  does  it.  I  rise  in  support  of 
it  today. 

I  ask  every  one  of  my  colleagues  to 
rise  and  support  this.  We  can  save  $600 
billion  off  the  debt  if  we  balance  the 
budget  in  5  years. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
inquire  how  much  time  I  have  remain- 
ing? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nel'.MANN]  has  5 
minutes  15  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  of  my  remaining  time  to  the 
gentleman    from   Wisconsin    [Mr.    Neu- 

MA.VN]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  has  6  minutes  15  sec- 
onds remaining. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  15  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
rhetoric  out  here  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  It  seems  we  spend  a  lot  of  time 
talking  back  and  forth  here  as  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans.  The  Nation  was 
formed  by  a  group  of  people  who  passed 
on  a  country  that  was  great  to  us.  With 
that  thev  gave  us  a  verv  great  respon- 
sibility. 

We  have  got  fiscal  problems,  folks. 
Let's  get  past  the  Democrats-and-Re- 
publicans  part  of  this  thing  and  let's 
join  together  today  voting  yes  on  a 
package  that  balances  the  budget  in  5 
years,  pays  off  the  debt  in  30  years,  re- 
stores the  Social  Security  trust  fund, 
and  saves  our  children  $600  billion. 
Let's  do  this  not  as  Democrats,  not  as 
Republicans,  but  let's  do  this  as  Ameri- 
cans who  care  a  lot  about  our  country 
so  that  together  we  can  pass  this  Na- 
tion on  to  our  children  in  a  form  that 
we  are  very  proud  of. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  McDermott]. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  a  wonderful  mythological  event 
today.  The  Republicans  are  trying  to 
sell  the  idea  to  the  American  people 
that  you  can  make  massive  cuts  in  pro- 
grams and  give  big  tax  breaks  to  the 
wealthy  in  this  country  and  nobody 
will  feel  it. 

This  budget  takes  health  care  away 
from  7  million  children  in  the  Medicaid 
Program.  I  do  not  know  all  about  agri- 
culture and  defense  and  all   the  other 


things,  but  I  do  know  about  this  budget 
with  respect  to  health. 

The  idea  that  the  Medicare  is  not  a 
cut,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KoLBE]  today,  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]  yesterday  stood 
up  over  and  over  again  and  said  it  is 
not  a  cut.  The  Republican  plan  man- 
dates growth  of  5.4  percent  and  says 
that  is  all  right  because  private  insur- 
ance is  only  increasing  at  4  percent. 

The  4  percent  growth  rate  from  the 
private  sector  health  insurance  pre- 
miums claimed  by  Republicans  is  a 
made-up  number.  There  is  no  study,  no 
one  can  bring  a  study  on  the  floor  that 
shows  that,  because  it  does  not  exist. 
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It  is  made  up,  and  everyone  agrees 
that  the  private  health  insurance 
rates,  at  least  CBO  and  Medicare  actu- 
aries say  it  is  going  to  grow  at  7.6  per- 
cent. 

That  means  that  for  the  Republican 
Medicare  voucher  plan  put  forward  by 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Shays]  and  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  if  that  is  adopted,  senior  citi- 
zens will  be  paying  one-quarter  of  their 
benefits  which  Medicare  now  provides 
in  its  entirety,  and  the  erosion  will 
continue  and  continue. 

If  Members  believe  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  believe  that  they  can  have 
a  free  lunch  and  they  can  all  be  for 
free,  and  it  will  not  hurt  anybody,  keep 
pushing  this  budget,  because  there  will 
be  another  vote  here,  it  will  not  be 
only  on  this  floor,  it  will  be  in  Novem- 
ber 1996.  You  will  find  out  the  result 
then. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  controlled 
by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Sabo]  has  expired. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  H,\N- 

COC'K]. 

Mr.  HANCOCK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  state  I  fully  support  and  hope  we 
can  balance  the  budget  and  welcome  in 
the  next  century. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time.  5  min- 
utes, to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Solomon],  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Look  at  this  chart.  Look  at  this 
newspaper  ad.  They  describe  free 
money  from  the  Federal  Government. 
Free  guide  reveals  how  people  can  get 
their  hands  on  billions  of  Federal  tax 
dollars.  Free.  Nobody  has  to  pay  it 
back.  That  is  what  this  debate  is  all 
about. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  today  is  a 
truly  historic  day.  It  is  one  I  have 
waited  for  for  so  long,  because  1  hour 
from  right  now  this  House  will  pass  a 
visionary  blueprint  that  will  finally 
lead  to  a  balanced  budget  in  this  Gov- 


ernment. It  will  put  an  end  to  the 
drunken  spending  spree  that  this  Con- 
gress has  been  on  for  so  many  years,  a 
tidal  wave  of  debt  that  has  turned  this 
great  country  into  the  debtor  nation. 
What  a  shame. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  we  have  al- 
most reached  the  point  of  no  return. 
But  today  we  can  and  we  will  reverse 
the  irresponsible  spending  habits  of 
Congress  by  finally  enacting  a  balanced 
budget  blueprint.  The  question  before 
us  today  is  not  whether  we  will  balance 
the  budget,  it  is  how  we  will  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  am  privi- 
leged to  chair  that  committee,  and 
with  our  Members  we  have  written  a 
rule  that  says  no  budget  alternative  on 
this  floor  today  will  be  unbalanced. 
Members  are  going  to  vote  today  for  a 
balanced  budget,  and  they  have  no 
choice.  And  the  only  remaining  ques- 
tion in  this  debate  is  how  do  we  do  it, 
in  5  or  7  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  balanced  budget 
task  force  and  a  large  number  of  fresh- 
man Republicans  that  I  am  so  proud  of. 
led  by  M.ark  Neumann,  have  before  us 
today  a  5-year  budget  plan.  It  is  almost 
identical  to  the  plan  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget,  including  the  House- 
passed  tax  cuts. 

The  big  difference  between  these  two 
excellent  plans  is  the  additional  debt 
added  to  the  accumulated  national  def- 
icit of  $5  trillion.  Our  plan  accumulates 
$600  billion  less  to  that  astronomical 
debt  than  does  the  committee  plan. 

Why  is  that  so?  Because  our  plan  be- 
gins to  make  the  cuts  in  years  1  and  2 
instead  of  years  6  and  7.  Look  at  this 
chart.  It  explains  it  all.  By  making  the 
same  cuts  early  instead  of  late  we  save 
$600  billion  in  deficits,  including  $42 
'oiiiion  in  uiteiesl  that  we  pay  out  to 
foreign  countries  that  hold  our  debt. 

But  most  of  all.  we  guarantee,  ladies 
and  gentlemen,  that  a  balanced  budget 
in  5  years  is  going  to  happen.  Members 
of  this  House.  I  am  sure  you  all  know 
as  I  do,  and  many  of  you  were  here, 
that  after  passage  of  the  landmark 
Gramm-Rudman  legislation  back  in 
1985.  and  which  would  have  balanced 
the  books  in  1991,  we  began,  just  like 
we  say  we  are  going  to  do  here  today, 
we  began  to  meet  those  deficit-reduc- 
tion targets  in  the  first  2  years. 

But  do  Members  know  what  hap- 
pened? In  1987  there  was  a  new  Con- 
gress just  elected,  and  that  is  liable  to 
be  what  happens  a  couple  of  years  from 
now.  And  back  then  we  found  it  too  dif- 
ficult, even  though  we  were  in  an  eco- 
nomic recovery  with  billions  of  dollars 
rolling  in  in  new  revenues  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  we  found  it  impos- 
sible to  meet  the  Gramm-Rudman  tar- 
get dates,  and  later  on  the  balanced 
budget  goals  were  extended  and  later 
they  were  abandoned  entirely. 

Members,  we  cannot  let  this  happen 
today.  The  Neumann-Solomon  sub- 
stitute begins  restraining  the  growth 
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in  spending  right  now.  Next  years  we 
dramatically  alter  the  infrastructure 
of  the  Federal  Government  so  as  to  en- 
sure that  it  will  not  grow  back,  and 
that  is  the  difference  between  our 
budgets.  If  Members  will  look  at  this, 
our  budget  cuts  in  the  first  2  years,  not 
in  the  last  2  years. 

Members,  balancing  the  budget  is 
more  than  a  game  of  numbers  or  even 
an  act  of  fiscal  responsibility.  It  is  a 
moral  imperative  given  to  us  by  the 
people  who  are  here  today  in  this  audi- 
ence, the  people  who  are  watching,  the 
American  families,  my  children,  my 
grandchildren,  and  children  to  come. 
We  have  to  balance  this  budget,  and  we 
have  to  do  it  now.  Today  we  have  a  his- 
toric opportunity  to  choose  between  a 
7-year  plan  that  in  fact  will  lead  to  a 
balanced  budget,  but  it  does  so  in  the 
next  century,  7  years  from  now.  Or  we 
can  vote  for  our  5-year  plan  that  bal- 
ances the  budget  in  this  century.  It 
does  it  right,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  Mem- 
bers vote  for  a  5-year  plan  and  it  fails 
to  get  218  votes,  they  can  do  as  I  will 
do.  They  can  put  their  heart  and  soul 
behind  final  passage  of  whatever  is  the 
standing  amendment  before  this  body 
at  the  end  of  debate. 

Please  do  it.  America  wins.  Our  budg- 
et is  a  better  one.  But  regardless,  if  we 
pass  either  mine  or  the  one  from  the 
Budget  Committee  we  will  have  done 
the  right  thing.  I  urge  Members  to 
please  vote  for  this  one,  and  if  it  fails, 
vote  for  the  committee  budget.  We  will 
do  it  for  America  and  our  children. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes  to  conclude  debate  on 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
and  t'ne  gentleman  from  New  York  for 
their  contribution  to  this  debate.  This 
has  been  a  historic  debate. 

I  also  want  to  respond  to  the  last 
speaker  on  the  other  side  who  talked 
about  again,  we  have  heard  it  over  and 
over  again,  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and  in 
Medicaid,  and  yet  under  our  plan  Med- 
icaid spending  would  increase  from  $444 
billion  that  we  spent  over  the  last  7 
years  to  $668  billion  over  the  next  7 
years,  and  Medicare  spending  would,  on 
a  per  beneficiary  basis,  go  up  from 
$4,700  per  beneficiary  to  $6,300. 

Mr.  Chairman,  only  in  Washington, 
only  in  Washington,  not  the  State  of 
Washington  where  the  gentleman 
comes  from,  but  only  in  Washington, 
DC.  can  we  call  that  cuts.  Only  in 
Washington  would  we  consider  that 
kind  of  increase  to  be  cuts. 

The  gentleman  also  talked  about  the 
assumptions,  say  it  simply  is  not  true. 
You  can  have  a  4.4-percent  private 
health  insurance  increase,  but  HCFA, 
the  health  care  financing  agency,  says 
that  is  exactly  what  it  is;  that  is  their 
document,  not  ours. 

We  have  a  lot  in  common  in  this  de- 
bate   on    this   amendment    versus    the 
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committee's  amendment  or  the  com- 
mittee's budget.  Both  of  us  got  to  a 
balanced  budget,  and  both  of  us  call  for 
debt  reduction  following  that.  And 
that,  after  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  what 
this  is  all  about,  not  just  getting  to 
zero  deficit,  but  to  get  that  huge  bur- 
den of  debt  off  of  our  backs  and  off  of 
the  generation  that  will  follow  us,  off 
of  their  backs.  And  both  of  us  call  for 
doing  that. 

Surely  this  debate  is  about  our  fu- 
ture. We  say  reduce  spending,  get  to  a 
balanced  budget,  do  it  by  reducing 
spending,  return  some  of  the  tax  dol- 
lars, the  hard-earned  tax  dollars  that 
belong  to  the  American  citizens,  return 
it  to  the  people  of  America,  return  it  to 
the  people  of  America. 

We  can  and  we  will  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget  at  the  end  of  7  years.  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  debate 
on  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  NEUMANN]  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ai>- 
pear  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  89,  noes  342, 
not  voting  3.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  343]  I 
AYES— 89 


A  Hard 
Baker  (CA) 
Bartlett 

Barton 

Brown  back 

Bryant  (TN) 

Burr 

Burton 

Chabot 

Chenoweth 

Chr'.stensen 

Chrysler 

Cobum 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cubin 

DiaZ'Balart 

Doohttle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Ensi^ 

Fawoll 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 


.\bercrombie 

.Ackerman 

Andrews 

Archer 

.Armey 

Bach us 

Baesler 


Fox 

Fnsa 

Funderburk 

Geren 

Gllchrest 

Goodlatte 

Goss 

Graham 

Gutknecht 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hayworth 

Hiileary 

Hoekstra 

Hostettler 

Istook 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kingston 

Klug 

Largent 

Manzullo 

Mclnnis ' 

Mcintosh 

Metcair 

Mica 

Moorhead 

MyerB 

Neonmnn 

Norwood 

NOES— 342 

Baker  I  LA) 

Baldacct 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 


Petri 

Porr.bo 

Quillen 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Scbaefer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (WA I 

Solomon 

Souder 

Stockman 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Waldholtz 

Wamp 

White 

Zeliff 

Zinuner 


Bass 

Bate  man 

Becerra 

B«ilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bevill 


Bilbray 

Billrakls 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bontor 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  <0H) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (ID 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cremeans 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Factah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Fowler 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

(Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gillmor 

Oilman 


Gonzalez 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilliatt] 

Hinchey 

Hobsoo 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kasicb 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Klink 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

l,each 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Liplnskl 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugb 

McKeon 

McKlnney 

.McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Meyers 

Mfume 


Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (FL) 

MineU 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Molinar! 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pal  lone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Peloei 

Peterson  (FL) 

PeUrson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quinn 

Radanov:ch 

Rahall 

Rama  tad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roukema 

Royhai-Allard 

Rash 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schiff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Slsisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stearns 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thornton 


Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velaiquez 

Vento 

Viaclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovicb 


Walker 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon  iFL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Whitfield 


May  18,  1995 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 
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NOT  VOTING— 3 
Bono  Kleczka 

D  1344 

Mr.  DICKEY,  Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North 
Carolina,  Mrs.  KELLY,  Mr.  HORN,  and 
Mr.  RANGEL  changed  their  vote  from 
'aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  COMBEST,  CRAPO,  FOLEY, 
QUILLEN,  and  MOORHEAD  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr,  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
the  Record  to  reflect  that  on  Thurs- 
day, May  18,  1995,  I  was  incorrectly  re- 
corded as  "aye"  on  roUcall  No.  343,  the 
Neumann  substitute  to  the  budget  res- 
olution. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
67.  I  should  have  been  recorded  in  oppo- 
sition to  this  resolution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  is  now  in  order  to 
consider  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  to  be  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne] 
or  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Owens],  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  16,  1995. 

D  1345 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAYNE  OF  NEW  .JERSEY 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jerse".  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  offer  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

.Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jerse.y: 

Strike  all  after  the  I'esolving  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  thai 
this  resolution  is  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996,  including 
the  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1997.  1998.  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002.  as 
reciuired  by  section  301  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1.  199.5.  October  1.  1996.  October  1,  1997. 
October  1.  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October  1. 
2000.  and  October  1.  2001: 

(1)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,060,800,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,113,500,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,199,600,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,290,530,000,000 


Fiscal  year  2000  $1,361,430,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001    $1,495,274,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,576,520,000,000, 
and  the  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  increased 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $17,800,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $30,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $64,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $103,130,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $115,930,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $183,774,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $195,520,000,000. 
and  the  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital   insur- 
ance within  the  recommended  levels  of  Fed- 
eral revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 

(2)  The    appropriate    levels    of    total    new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,305,645,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,351,766,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,418,293,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,477,601,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,554,772,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,&35.012.000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,705,270,000,000. 

(3)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,310„531, 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,360,603,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,406,588,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,473,786,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $l,.532,385,000,Oi'XI 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,586 ,,550,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,657,024,000,000. 

(4)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

$249,731,000,000, 

$247,103,000,000, 

$206,988,000,000. 

$183,256,000,000, 

$170.9,55,000,000, 

$99,830,000,000. 

$80,504,000,000. 

levels   of   the   public 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 
(5)  The  appropriate 
debt  arc  as  .''ollo'.vs: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


3:  $5,195,000,000,000. 

7:  $5,516,000,000,000 
B:  $5,810,000,000,000 
9:  $6,100,000,000,000, 
3:  $6,374,000,000,000, 
1:  $6,614,000,000,000. 
2:  $6,806,000,000,000. 
(6)  The  appropriate  levels  of  total  Federal 
credit  activity  for  the  fiscal  years  beginning 
on  October  1.  1995.  October  1,  1996,  October  1. 
1997,  October  1,  1998.  October  1.  1999.  October 
1.  2000.  and  October  1.  2001  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$37,600,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $193,400,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$40,200,000,000 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$42,300,000,000 

(Bi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $185,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

{.\)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,700,000,000. 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $183,300,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$45,800,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $184,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$45,800,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $186,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$46,100,000,000, 

(B)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $187,600,000,000. 

SEC.  3.  MAJOR  FT-'NCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, new  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, and  new  secondary  loan  guarantee 
commitments  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002  for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $226,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $252,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $215,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $242,400,000,000. 

(0)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J220.500.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  J236.900,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $223,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  J239.300.000.000 

(C)  New  rtirecf  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, Jl. 700.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J230. 100.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J244. 100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl. 700.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J250.867.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J244. 100,000,000,  , 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  pnmar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $250,947,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $244,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO, 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J18.462.000.000, 

(B)  Outlays.  J17.689.000.000. 


(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5,700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  g\iarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J18.629,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Jl 7, 540 ,000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5.700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JI8.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J19.106.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J18.248.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5.700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J19. 420.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J18.752,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5,700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conimlt- 
ments.  JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,140,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J19.596.000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5.700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18,300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,951,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,596,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,955,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J19. 596.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
J5,700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18.300.000.000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(3)  General  Science,  Space,  amd  Technology 
(250): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16.447,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J15.840.000.000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J15.829.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,427,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J15.203.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J15.349.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J15. 355.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,194,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  g:uarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,940,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,942,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,943,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,940,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0- 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,947,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,942,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270 1: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,654,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,941,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

<D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,314,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,645,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  .New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,131,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  $2,424,000,000. 

'Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,744,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,099,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

<D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

( E )  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conrunit- 
ments.  $0 

Fiscal  year  20OO: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,559,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,475,000,000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $1,200,000,000. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,672,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,540,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,750,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,585,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural    Resources   and   Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,570,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,212,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,476,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,498,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,874,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,206,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,368,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,775,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,753,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,836,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,815,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,134,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,713,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,309,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  g'uarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12. ,598. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,247,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,144,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,993,000,000. 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000, 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,936,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,718,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000 

(E>  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,207,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,060,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,953,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,066,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,960,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,072,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,191,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  minus  $6,339,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,104,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$4.016.000.()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,631,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$5,151,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,419,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,927,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,504,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,320,000,000. 

(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,739,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$1,381,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,420,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$345,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $33,369,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $34.480.000.0(JO, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000, 

(D(  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $39,515,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $35,129,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,038,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $36,590,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $42,677,000,000 

iBi  Outlays.  $37,965,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,360,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,519,000.0(10. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 


Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,327,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,519,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  giiarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $42,389,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,519,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,780,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,325,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,749,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,540,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,181,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,599,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,658,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,226,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,062,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,486,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,374,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,573,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,468,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,661,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(10)  Education.  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 


Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $61,801,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $59,939,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $62,853,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $62,114,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $64,937,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $62,732,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,200,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $67,323,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $64,894,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $69,809,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $67,238,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,000,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $71,016,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $68,366,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $73,011,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $70,366,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $128,956,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $127,946,000,000. 

(0)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $140,941,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $140,282,000,000. 

(0)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $154,227,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $153,746,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


13474 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13475 


(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J300.000.000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $168,335,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $167,729,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $183,031,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $182,276,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $198,841,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $198,036,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

lE)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $215,541,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $214,736,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $0. 

(12)  Medicare  (570); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $184,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $181,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $202,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $200,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(E»  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $221,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $219,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $243,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $241,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $266,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $264,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $292,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $290,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $321,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $319,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(13)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $235,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $232,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $252,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $250,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $274,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $264,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $281,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $279,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $301,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $297,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  Dudget  authority.  $310,400,000,000. 

<B)  Outlays.  $306,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $329,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $325,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,894,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,593,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,030,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,763,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,795,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $11,512,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,561,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,921,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(Al  New  budget  authority.  $10,529,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $466,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,022,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $584,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,667,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $734,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,175,000,000. 
(B(  Outlays.  $38,275,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26.700.000.()00. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $40,131,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,875,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,100,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,423,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,277,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,587,000,000 

(Bi  Outlays.  $43.3%.000.000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,897,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $46,182,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $46,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $47,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,900,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $49.200.000.0()0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,600,000,000. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,182,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,711,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,869,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,430,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,788,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21.455.000.0()0 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,768,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $22,215,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,371,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,015,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,323,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,015,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14.67). OOO.OOO. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14. 170.000.0(10, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E»  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,796,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,125,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,855,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,980,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,796,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,582,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,974,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,964,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,625,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $295,828,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $295,828,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(El  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $304,289,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $304,289,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $308,696,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $308,696,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $314,655,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $314,655,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $319,862,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $319,862,000,000. 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conunlt- 
ments,  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $320,646,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $320,646,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments,  JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $323,331,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J323,331 ,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(19)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J-  1,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J- 1,195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J  -  1 .258.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J- 1.195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J -1.258.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J-  1.195.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-1,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $- 1.195.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ment.s,  $0 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J-  1,258,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J -1.195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit-- 
ments.  JO. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J -1.258,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J-  1,195,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J- 1,258,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-1,195,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J -31,293,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J -31, 293,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
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(E)  New  secondary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-35,961,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-35,961,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-37,148,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-37,148,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0- 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-38,127,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-38,127,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-40,276,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-40,276,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J -41.614.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,614,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-42,937,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-42,937,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(E)  New  secondary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SEC.  *.  RECONCOJATION- 

(a)  Not  later  than  September  1.  1995.  the 
House  committees  named  In  subsections  (b) 
through  (o)  of  this  section  shall  submit  their 
recommendations  to  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  House  Budget  Committee  shall  re- 
port to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  or  res- 
olution or  both  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(b»  The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  m  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  m  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $2,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$2,061,600,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(d)  The  House  Committee  on  Commerce 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority 


and  $5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $5,100,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$5,100,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(h)  The  House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $43,000,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $43,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1998,  $43,000,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 

1999.  $43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$43,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
$43,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and  $43,000,000 
in  budget  authority  and  $43,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  2002. 

(j)  The  House  Committee  on  Resources 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  suffi- 
cient to  reduce  budget  authority  and  outlays 
as  follows:  $1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority 
and  $1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  il. 250.000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,250,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,250,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(1)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Busi- 
ness shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  siif- 
ficient  to  reduce  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays as  follows:  $14,285,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$14,285,000  in  outla.ys  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and  $14,285,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998,  $14,285,000  in 
budget  authority  and  $14,285,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  year  1999.  $14,285,000  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 

2000,  $14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$14,285,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001.  and 
$14,285,000  in  budget  authority  and  $14,285,000 
in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(m)  The  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  sufficient  to  reduce 
budget  authority  and  outlays  as  follows: 
$1,340,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,340,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year  2001. 
and  $1,336,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
$1,336,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 


(o)  The  House  Committee  on  Way.s  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  sufficient  to  increase  revenues, 
as  follows:  $17,800,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$30,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$64,600,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1998, 
$103,130,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1999, 
$115,930,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2000, 
$183,774,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2001,  and 
$195,520,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(p)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"direct  spending"  has  the  meaning  given  to 
such  term  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985  and  the  term  'new  budget  authority" 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 3(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Payne]  and  a  Member  opposed  will 
each  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

Who  seeks  time  in  opposition? 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  do.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka.sich]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes  in  opposition. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne]. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  chairman  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus,  I  am 
proud  to  join  my  colleague  Major 
OwEN.s  in  bringing  before  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  sound,  responsible 
budget  plan. 

While  members  of  the  Caucus  are 
committed  to  fiscal  responsibility,  we 
do  question  the  strict,  innexible  7-year 
deadline  for  producing  a  balanced 
budget  which  we  were  forced  to  abide 
by  in  order  to  bring  this  resolution  to 
the  floor.  Most  families  in  America 
could  not  balance  their  budgets  if  they 
were  banned  from  getting  mortgages 
and  had  to  pay  cash  up  front  for  their 
house,  or  their  uai .  oi'  Lheir  chiidien's 
braces. 

Ours  is  a  blueprint  which  reflects  our 
belief  in  the  United  States  of  America 
as  a  land  of  opportunity,  not  just  for 
the  affluent,  but  for  all  of  us. 

We  call  our  plan  the  Caring  Majority 
Alternative  Budget,  because  we  believe 
in  this  country  as  a  place  where  the 
majority  of  people  care  about  their 
neighbors,  care  about  our  older  people 
who  have  sacrificed  so  much  for  the 
freedoms  we  enjoy  today,  care  about 
the  children  and  young  people  who 
want  and  deserve  a  chance  to  succeed. 
Our  budget  recognizes  the  crucial  link 
between  education  and  success.  We  rec- 
ognize that  no  nation  can  build  a 
strong  economy  when  we  have  40  mil- 
lion illiterate  Americans,  when  chil- 
dren are  going  to  schools  with  leaking 
roofs  and  outdated  books,  when  college 
costs  increased  and  student  aid  de- 
creases. To  reinvest  in  America,  our 
budget  increases  funding  for  education 
and  job  training  by  25  percent.  We  con- 
tinue highly  successful  programs  like 
Head  Start,  which  has  given  valuable 
early  learning  experiences  to  young- 
sters from  low-income  families. 


Our  budget  reflects  our  concern  for 
the  quality  of  education  our  children 
are  able  to  enjoy  and  the  job  skills 
they  are  able  to  develop.  We  continue 
President  Clinton's  successful  National 
Service  program,  which  has  given 
young  people  a  renewed  sense  of  com- 
munity spirit  as  well  as  an  opportunit,y 
to  succeed.  We  support  school-to-work 
programs  and  one-stop  career  centers 
to  help  prepare  young  people  for  the 
work  force.  We  include  innovative 
ideas  such  as  providing  access  to  com- 
puters and  the  information  super- 
highway at  local  libraries  to  ensure 
that  no  one  is  left  behind  as  we  race  to- 
ward the  21st  century. 

Our  budget  protects  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  two  crucial  programs  to  safe- 
guard the  health  of  older  Americans 
and  low-income  families.  Efforts  to  re- 
form the  health  care  system  of  our  Na- 
tion were  met  with  vigorous  opposition 
by  special  interests  fearful  of  losing 
profits,  yet  we  have  seen  no  workable 
alternative  plan.  Health  care  should 
not  be  a  luxury.  Too  many  Americans 
are  only  one  paycheck  or  retirement 
check  away  from  losing  everything  in 
the  event  of  a  major  illness  or  acci- 
dent. 

Our  plan  also  responds  to  the  new 
global  realties  and  the  end  of  the  cold 
war.  We  recognize  that  we  can  provide 
for  a  sound  national  defense  without 
pouring  huge  amounts  of  money  into 
weapons  we  don't  need  and  for  which 
there  is  no  justification  or  rationale. 
Funneling  valuable  resources  away 
from  our  most  pressing  needs  threatens 
to  make  our  Nation  weaker,  not 
stronger. 

As  a  superpower,  the  United  States 
must  also  exert  moral  leadership.  Our 
budget  provides  humanitarian,  edu- 
cation, and  development  assistance  for 
struggling  nations,  some  of  which  have 
been  plagued  with  starvation  and  other 
life-threatening  crises. 

As  we  celebrate  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  great  Allied  victory  in  World 
War  II.  our  budget  keeps  our  promise 
to  our  Nation's  veterans  b.y  maintain- 
ing their  benefits.  Our  budget  keeps 
our  promise  with  Federal  workers  and 
retirees. 

In  the  wake  of  the  tragedy  at  Okla- 
homa City,  we  recognize  the  contribu- 
tions of  our  public  servants. 

We  refuse  to  go  along  with  the  Re- 
publican plan  to  single  out  Federal 
workers  for  a  tax  increase  and  a  pen- 
sion cut.  Instead  of  punishing  our  own 
workers,  we  have  sought  to  raise  reve- 
nue by  requiring  corporations  to  pay 
their  fair  share  of  the  tax  burden. 

We  protect  small  farmers,  who  work 
so  hard  to  supply  our  Nation  with  an 
abundance  of  food.  We  protect  the  rural 
areas  of  our  Nation,  which  were  ne- 
glected for  too  long. 

Whether  everyone  wants  to  admit  it 
or  not,  we  all  know  what  happened  to 
the  Federal  budget  deficit  the  last  time 
we  tried  trickle  down  economics.  In  the 


1980's.  when  the  Republican  Party  con- 
trolled the  White  House,  the  Senate, 
and  was  able  to  put  together  a  working 
budget  coalition  in  the  House,  the  defi- 
cit began  growing  at  an  alarming  rate. 
It  grew  in  leaps  and  bounds. 

It  has  finally  begun  to  fall  and  our 
economy  has  gotten  back  on  track 
under  President  Clinton's  leadership. 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus  plan 
produces  a  balanced  budget  in  a  fair 
and  responsible  manner.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  Caring  Majority  Budget. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  for  the  purpose  of  a 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hoke]. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
clarify  a  provision  in  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee report  accompanying  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  67  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio.  As  you  know,  lan- 
guage in  the  report  concerning  NASA's 
core  missions  is  located  in  two  sections 
of  the  report  and  was  intended  to  be 
identical  in  both.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  language  on 
page  63  of  the  report  is  the  correct  text 
and  should  replace  the  text  on  page  26? 

Mr.  KASICH  Yes,  the  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  myself  1 
minute. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to.  first  of  all, 
congratulate  the  Black  Caucus  on  com- 
ing forward  with  a  specific  proposal  in 
pointing  their  vision.  To  a  large  degree 
I  may  be  a  little  biased  in  this,  but  I 
give  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Dellums],  an  awful  lot 
nf  credit  her.iu.se  he  Rt.arted  this  proc- 
ess years  ago,  not  just  with  the  budget 
process,  but  with  the  defense  process  as 
well. 

At  the  end  of  the  day.  Mr,  Chairman. 
America  has  got  to  be  one.  and  we  have 
got  to  reach  across  the  aisle,  and  reach 
across  philosophies,  and  make  sure  this 
thing  works  for  our  country.  We  will 
talk  about  that  as  we  get  to  the  close, 
but  I  want  to  really  praise  the  group 
for  putting  a  vision  forward,  and  frank- 
ly I  am  goijig  to  spend  time  over  the 
next  couple  of  weeks  looking  closely  at 
that  vision  because  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  there  are  parts  of  this  plan 
that  ought  to  be  listened  to,  respected 
and  adopted  as  we  go  down  the  road. 
and  I  want  to  congratulate  the  chair- 
man of  the  Black  Caucus,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Florida  [Mrs.  Fowl- 
er]. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Kasich  bal- 
anced budget  resolution  and  in  oppKJsi- 
tion  to  the  Owens  budget.  My  reason 
for  doing  so  is  simple;  our  children. 
Balancing  the  budget  is  no  longer  just 


fiscally  responsible,  it  is  a  moral  im- 
perative. 

My  two  daughters  will  each  pay 
$115,000  in  interest  payments  on  the  na- 
tional debt  in  their  lifetimes.  When 
they  enter  the  job  market,  they  will 
negotiate  a  salary  knowing  that  half  of 
what  they  earn  will  be  taken  away  in 
taxes.  Whether  or  not  they  can  realize 
the  American  dream  of  home  owner- 
ship may  well  be  affected  by  the  2  per- 
cent higher  interest  rates  caused  by 
the  deficit. 

The  Kasich  balanced  budget  is  the 
most  responsible  and  equitable  plan  be- 
fore us  today.  It  recognizes  our  con- 
stitutional duty  to  provide  for  the  na- 
tional defense  and  it  lays  the  ground- 
work for  a  plan  to  preserve,  protect, 
and  improve  Medicare.  It  will  reduce 
the  size,  scope,  and  cost  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  ensure  that  our  chil- 
dren have  the  future  they  deserve. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Kasich  plan. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Owens],  in  support  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus'  alter- 
native budget. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  [CBC],  Mr.  Payne, 
for  his  steadfast  support  of  the  develop- 
ment of  this  caring  majority  budget.  I 
also  want  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Progressive  Caucus.  Mr.  Sand- 
ers, for  the  steady  stream  of  ideas  and 
positions  that  have  flowed  from  the 
Progressive  Caucus  since  January.  I 
also  would  like  to  thank  all  of  the 
members  of  the  CBC  and  their  staff  for 
their  help  in  completing  this  very 
worthwhile  project.  Particularly,  I 
would  like  to  thank  members  of  my 
staff:  Paul  Seltman,  Braden  Goetz,  and 
Jacqui  Ellis,  for  the  herculean  effort 
they  put  forth  to  produce  this  budget. 

This  caring  majority  budget  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  and  the 
House  Progressive  Caucus  meets  the 
mandate  that  we  produce  a  balanced 
budget.  But  this  budget  does  not  op- 
press the  poor  and  the  elderly  in  order 
to  favor  the  rich  and  the  privileged. 
This  budget  is  balanced  by  eliminating 
corporate  welfare  and  closing  corporate 
tax  loopholes.  This  caring  majority 
budget  is  a  budget  for  the  benefit  of  all 
Americans. 

Why  is  the  Republican  majority  cut- 
ting Medicaid  and  Medicare  to  give  a 
tax  break  to  the  rich  and  the  privi- 
leged? Why  are  American  taxpayers 
angry  about  the  gross  mismanagement 
of  their  Government?  Why  ai^  Amer- 
ican individual  and  family  taxpayers 
being  forced  to  shoulder  44  piercent  of 
the  current  tax  burden  while  corpora- 
tions are  asked  to  cover  no  more  than 
11  percent  of  the  tax  burden?  Since 
1943.  why  has  the  corporate  share  of  the 
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tax  burden  dropped  from  a  high  of  al- 
most 40  percent  to  the  present  11  per- 
cent? Why  is  the  national  deficit  ca- 
reening out  of  control? 

The  deficit  is  not  out  of  control  be- 
cause we  are  spending  too  much  on 
vital  safety  net  programs.  The  deficit 
is  out  of  control  because  the  tax  poli- 
cies of  the  past  few  decades  have 
dumped  more  and  more  of  the  tax  bur- 
den on  families  through  the  personal 
Income  tax  while  those  same  tax  poli- 
cies have  succumbed  to  massive  pan- 
dering to  the  corporate  sector.  There  is 
no  fairness,  no  justice,  and  no  balance 
in  our  present  tax  scheme. 

The  unique  feature  of  this  caring  ma- 
jority budget  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  and  the  House  Progres- 
sive Caucus  is  that  it  is  a  budget  bal- 
anced by  closing  abusive  tax  loopholes 
and  cutting  corporate  welfare.  We  offer 
a  tax  cut  for  all  personal  income  tax- 
payers in  order  to  begin  the  progress  of 
restoring  tax  justice.  We  propose  to 
end  the  personal  income  tax  as  we 
know  it. 

At  the  same  time,  we  move  to  sys- 
tematically begin  decreasing  the  taxes 
on  individuals  and  families,  we  must 
insist  that  the  irresponsible  corporate 
sector  pay  its  fair  share  of  the  Nation's 
budget.  This  mandate  for  greater  bal- 
ance in  the  revenue  area  is  the  policy 
key  to  a  balanced  budget  without  reck- 
less budget  slashing.  More  balanced 
revenue  collection  policies  can  produce 
more  balanced  budgets. 

And  balanced  is  exactly  what  our 
plan  is,  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  Our 
plan  has  nearly  a  1  to  1  ratio  of  spend- 
ing cuts  to  revenue  increases,  while  the 
Republican  plan  relies  solely  on  spend- 
ing cuts  that  hit  the  working  poor  and 
middle  class  the  hardest.  Our  plan  in- 
cludes SGva)  uuiion  in  corporate  Wcnarc 
cuts,  while  the  Republican  plan  in- 
cludes a  mere  $18  billion. 

I  must  also  point  out  that  the  Repub- 
licans eliminate  extended  unemploy- 
ment benefits.  While  that  would  save 
$1.2  billion  in  1996.  so  much  more  could 
be  saved  by  instead  doing  what  we  have 
done  in  the  caring  majority  budget:  in- 
vest in  the  creation  of  jobs  and  thereby 
save  the  Federal  Government  money  in 
the  form  of  transfer  payments,  such  as 
unemployment  insurance  and  AFDC.  In 
fact,  by  putting  13.000  more  people  to 
work,  the  Republicans  could  save  that 
same  $1.2  billion.  Our  budget  puts  near- 
ly 1  million  more  people  to  work  by  the 
year  2002,  saving  the  Government  $110 
billion. 

In  conclusion.  I  think  it  is  pretty 
clear  where  the  priorities  of  the  caring 
majority  are,  as  opposed  to  the  prior- 
ities of  the  Republican  Party.  We  do 
not  protect  the  rich  at  the  expense  of 
the  poor,  or  the  powerful  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  vulnerable.  Our  balanced 
budget  is  truly  balanced  in  that  it:  pro- 
vides a  tax  cut  for  hard-working  Amer- 
icans; invests  more  than  27  billion  new 
dollars  in  education  and  job  training. 


increasing  that  portion  of  the  budget 
by  25  i)ercent:  creates  at  least  I  million 
jobs:  completely  protects  Medicaid  and 
Medicare  at  their  current  levels;  com- 
pletely protects  Social  Security,  with 
no  extensions  of  the  age  for  eligibility 
or  COLA  cuts;  and  provides  a  more 
sane  defense  budget  which  offers  a 
peace  dividend  to  the  taxpayers  who 
have  so  diligently  shouldered  the  bur- 
den of  massive  modem  military  costs. 

The  Republican  budget  is  a  budget 
for  the  rich  and  the  privileged.  It  is  a 
budget  that  is  mean  and  extreme.  It  is 
a  budget  that  abandons  large  segments 
of  America.  This  caring  majority  budg- 
et of  the  CBC  and  the  Progressive  Cau- 
cus is  a  budget  for  all  Americans. 

D  1400 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OWENS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  intend 
to  support  the  budget  for  which  the 
gentleman  is  arguing.  It  is  important 
to  balance  the  budget,  but  there  are 
more  important  things  than  even  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  It  is  important  to 
keep  in  effect  some  of  the  programs  for 
which  we  have  fought  over  the  years. 
For  example,  I  noticed  two  items  in  the 
paper  this  morning.  One  indicated  that 
$60  billion  is  going  to  be  spent  for  a 
new  class  of  submarines.  I  do  not  know 
who  our  enemy  is  that  would  justify 
the  expenditure  of  another  $60  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens]  has  used  5 
minutes,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates]  has  used  30  seconds. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  is  a  time  for 
truth.  Today  is  a  time  for  courage.  Not 
too  long  ago  on  this  floor  a  huge  ma- 
jority of  this  House  voted  in  favor  of  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
U.S.  Constitution,  and  most  of  those 
who  voted  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  said  that  they  too  were  in 
favor  of  a  balanced  budget,  merely 
against  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
reach  that  objective. 

Well,  today  we  have  the  opportunity 
to  show  that  we  have  the  courage  of 
our  convictions  by  moving  beyond  the 
easy  rhetoric  of  balancing  the  budget 
to  the  difficult  reality  of  actually 
achieving  a  balanced  budget.  We  have 
talked  the  talk.  Now  it  is  time  to  walk 
the  walk. 

As  for  those  who  say  that  this  cannot 
be  done  without  a  massive  tax  in- 
crease, those  who  advocate  the  status 
quo.  those  who  offer  no  constructive  al- 
ternative. I  suggest  that  we  not  waste 
our  time  in  condemning  them,  because 
they  have  condemned  themselves  by 
their  timidity,  just  as  they  condemn 
future  generations  to  a  nation  that  is 


less  prosperous,   less  secure,   and   less 
competitive,  with  less  opportunity. 

Instead.  America  should  recognize 
that  the  new  majority  in  this  Congress 
has  the  courage,  has  the  leadership, 
and  has  the  commitment  to  live  within 
our  means,  to  stop  spending  money 
that  does  not  belong  to  us.  so  that  we 
can  allow  future  generations  to  live  in 
America  with  more  opportunity,  with 
more  prosperity,  and  with  more  hope. 

Mr  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  balance  of  my 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Owens]  and  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  gentleman  be  allowed  to 
yield  said  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Y.ATES]  to  finish  his  thoughts. 

Mr.  Y.\TES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  other 
item  I  saw  in  the  paper  was  that  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  in  which 
we  have  spent  so  many  billions  of  dol- 
lars over  the  years  in  making  it  into 
one  of  the  great  research  institutions 
of  the  country,  is  going  to  suffer  tre- 
mendously in  its  research  function  be- 
cause its  budgets  are  being  cut.  I  think 
there  are  more  important  things,  that 
it  is  much  more  important  to  protect 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  people  of 
our  country  than  cutting  an  agency 
like  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Michigan  [Miss  Collins]. 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman.  1  rise  today  in  support  of 
the  Congressional  Black  Caucus  alter- 
native budget.  This  budget  dem- 
onstrates a  commitment  to  the  Amer- 
ican people.  We  will  not  ait  idly  by  and 
cringe  at  the  possibility  that  money 
will  be  taken  out  of  the  homes  and  food 
off  the  tables  of  millions  of  Americans. 
The  CBC  budget  calls  for  spending 
much  less  on  defense  than  the  Repub- 
lican proposal.  Believe  it  or  not.  we  are 
at  peace.  Those  who  can  least  afford 
cuts,  the  poor,  children,  and  the  elder- 
ly, should  not  be  required  to  bear  the 
brunt  of  the  Republican  agenda.  I  ask, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  human  life  not  more 
important  than  big  business? 

The  CBC  alternative  budget  will  in- 
vest in  programs  people  really  need. 
Funding  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
will  be  maintained.  In  addition,  edu- 
cation and  job  training  will  take  high 
priority. 

I  stand  before  you  today  on  behalf  of 
the  tens  of  millions  of  Americans  who 
cannot  stand  for  themselves.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  balance  this  country's 
need  with  compassion  for  those  who 
are  unable  to  care  for  themselves. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
two  minutes  to  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Cllnger]. 


Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  substitute  amend- 
ment and  in  favor  of  the  committee 
resolution.  I  want  to  commend,  first  of 
all,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  Mr.  Kasich,  and  his  com- 
mittee, for  crafting  a  very  bold  and 
courageous  and.  most  importantly,  an 
honest  budget  resolution.  They  have 
tackled  a  very  difficult  and  certainly  I 
not  need  add  a  politically  dangerous 
task  of  balancing  the  budget  in  a  re- 
sponsible and  professional  manner,  and 
1  would  applaud  them  for  what  I  think 
are  Herculean  efforts. 

Second.  I  wanted  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
and  supporters  of  this  substitute  who 
seem  somewhat  squeamish  about  the 
Republican  budget  proposal  in  that  it 
is  making  some  significant  cuts,  that 
it  is  only  the  first  step  in  a  very  long 
process.  Of  course,  the  budget  figures 
laid  out  by  function  are  binding,  but 
the  menu  of  the  specific  program  cuts 
and  eliminations  are  nonbinding.  There 
is  plenty  of  room  for  adjustment  I 
think  in  all  of  the  authorizing  commit- 
tees and  improvement. 

So  I  too  am  concerned  about  some  of 
the  suggested  cuts,  but  I  plan  to  work 
to  reform  the  programs  that  I  believe 
are  most  critical  to  my  constituents 
and  the  country  and  develop  alter- 
native means  of  delivering  some  of 
these  critical  services  and  benefits. 

Third,  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform,  I  am  excited 
about  this  budget  proposal  because  it  is 
the  first  major  step  in  fundamentally 
transforming  the  Federal  Government 
and  redefining  the  roles  of  Federal. 
State,  and  local  governments.  I  am  one 
Republican  who  is  not  afraid  to  say  I 
think  the  Federal  Government  does 
have  important  roies  to  piay  and  some 
important  responsibilities.  In  some  cir- 
cumstances the  Federal  Government 
can  and  has  improved  the  lives  of 
.■Americans. 

However.  I  fear  we  have  come  to  the 
point  where  out  of  control  Federal 
spending  and  unyielding  monolithic  bu- 
reaucracies have  become  a  threat  to 
American  prosperity.  The  budget  we 
have  before  us  proposed  here  continues 
what  I  think  has  been  a  counter- 
productive movement  over  the  past 
years. 

It  is  time  to  redefine  the  Federal 
Government's  role  in  society  and  es- 
tablish a  true  partnership.  We  must 
recognize  the  different  States  and  dif- 
ferent regions  have  varying  needs,  con- 
cerns and  priorities,  and  we  in  Wash- 
ington do  not  understand  and  cannot 
possibly  address.  So  I  would  urge  de- 
feat of  the  substitute  and  support  of 
the  Kasich  amendment. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders],  the  chairman  of 
the  Progressive  Caucus. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  con- 
gratulate   the    gentleman    from    New 


York  [Mr.  Owens]  and  other  members 
of  the  Black  Caucus  for  the  excellent 
work  they  have  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  a  time  in  which  the 
rich  are  getting  much  richer,  the  mid- 
dle class  is  shrinking,  and  poverty  is 
increasing,  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  has  come  up  with  a  budget  that 
moves  us  toward  a  balanced  budget, 
but  does  not  do  it  on  the  backs  of 
working  people,  the  middle  class,  or 
the  poor.  At  a  time  in  which  the  rich 
have  enjoyed,  over  the  last  decade, 
huge  decreases  in  their  tax  burden,  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  does  not 
give  more  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthy  or 
the  large  corporations,  but.  in  fact, 
provides  tax  breaks  for  the  middle 
class  and  says  to  the  wealthy  that  it  is 
about  time  you  start  paying  your  fair 
share  of  taxes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  cold  war  is  over. 
Our  standard  of  living  is  declining.  We 
have  the  highest  rate  of  childhood  pov- 
erty in  the  industrialized  world.  It  is 
absurd  that  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
poses to  be  talking  about  significant 
increases  in  military  spending.  Now  is 
the  time  to  lower  military  spending  so 
we  can  reinvest  in  this  country  and 
provide  for  the  needs  of  our  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  instead  of  giving  huge 
tax  breaks  to  corporations  and  the 
wealthy,  the  Black  Caucus  budget  has 
the  guts,  uniquely,  to  demand  an  end 
to  corporate  welfare.  When  we  talk 
about  welfare,  most  people  say  that  is 
poor  folks.  What  the  Black  Caucus 
budget  understands  is  that  large  cor- 
porations and  the  wealthy  end  up  with 
much  more  in  welfare  and  subsidies. 
Let  us  support  the  Black  Caucus  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Mica],  a  dis- 
tinguished member  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  week  I 
celebrate  my  son  Clark's  16th  birthday. 
I  remember  the  joy  and  excitement 
years  ago  when  he  was  bom  on  May  16. 
and  I  felt  the  same  excitement  when 
our  daughter  D'Anne  was  bom  20  years 
ago. 

I  tell  you  about  my  two  children,  my 
colleagues,  because  for  my  wife  Pat 
and  I  they  are  the  most  important 
things  in  our  lives.  WTien  we  made  the 
decision  to  bring  them  into  the  world 
two  decades  ago.  we  were  optimistic 
about  their  future.  We  had  special 
dreams  and  hopes  for  our  children.  But 
those  hopes  for  a  better  life  and  for  a 
more  promising  future  began  to  fade 
several  years  ago. 

That  is  why  3  years  ago  I  decided  to 
run  for  Congress.  I  believed  then,  and  I 
believe  now,  that  we  must  change  the 
way  this  Congress  is  spending  away 
their  future.  This  week  we  have  an  op- 
portunity to  change  the  future  direc- 
tion of  our  Nation.  During  my  28 
months  in  Congress  I  have  learned 
firsthand  of  the  dire  straits  that  I  only 


suspected  were  the  condition  of  our  na- 
tional finances. 

Today,  my  colleagues.  I  can  confirm 
that  the  very  financial  stability  of  our 
Nation  is  at  stake.  Every  fund  has  been 
depleted.  We  have  borrowed  against 
every  reserve.  Even  our  Nation's  Cap- 
ital City  is  in  receivership.  Every  cook- 
ie jar  has  been  robbed;  every  dollar 
tucked  under  the  mattress  has  been 
spent. 

For  our  senior  citizens.  I  believe 
there  is  no  greater  threat  to  their  So- 
cial Security  or  Medicare  than  to  fur- 
ther ignore  our  responsibility  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  So  now.  my  col- 
leagues. I  urge  you  to  cast  a  coura- 
geous vote,  to  vote  for  the  Republican 
alternative,  and  defeat  this  amend- 
ment, if  we  are  to  restore  hope  for  our 
children  and  hope  for  our  future. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  FOGLIETTA).  chairman  of 
the  Urban  Caucus. 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  heard  so  much  from  the  speakers 
over  the  last  couple  of  days,  talking 
about  future  generations  and  what  we 
must  do  to  protect  the  future  genera- 
tions and  their  lives. 

Well.  I  am  concerned  about  the  fu- 
ture generations,  but  I  am  also  con- 
cerned about  the  young  people  living 
today,  especially  people  living  in  our 
cities,  the  poor  and  middle  class,  peo- 
ple yearning  for  a  good  education,  a 
good  home,  and  for  food  to  eat. 

I  believe  we  should  be  trying  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  No  question  about 
that.  But  I  also  believe  that  we  have  an 
obligation,  yes.  a  moral  obligation, 
while  we  are  trying  to  balance  the 
budget,  to  provide  an  education  for 
young  people,  to  provide  health  care 
for  young  people  and  our  senior  citi- 
zens, to  provide  mass  transportation. 
food,  housing.  Yes.  we  need  these 
things.  We  need  a  balanced  budget,  but 
we  have  to.  at  the  same  time,  provide 
for  the  people  and  fulfill  our  obliga- 
tion, our  moral  obligations,  to  the  peo- 
ple in  this  Nation,  especially  the  poor, 
especially  the  senior  citizens  and  the 
middle  class  of  our  country. 

D  1415 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Stokes]. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  substitute  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  The  CBC  substitute 
is  a  caring  budget,  it  shows  compassion 
for  the  American  people,  and  is  one 
that  the  American  people  can  be  proud 
of.  It  not  only  balances  the  budget,  the 
measure  is  responsive  to  the  housing, 
health,  education,  and  employment 
training  needs  of  the  American  people. 

Unlike  the  Republicans'  budget  pro- 
posal. House  Concurrent  Resolution  67, 
which  holds  our  elderly  hostage  to 
their  compromised  health  care  condi- 
tion and  economic  status,  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  substitute  treats 
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our  elderly  with  the  dignity  and  re- 
spect that  they  not  only  deserve — but 
have  earned.  Adequate  funding  is  pro- 
vided for  the  older  Americans'  pro- 
grams including  essential  nutrition 
programs,  low-income  home-energy  as- 
sistance, and  assisted  housing.  Medi- 
care is  preserved. 

Unlike  the  Republicans'  budget  pro- 
posal which  forces  our  elderly  to 
choose  between  food  and  heat,  under 
the  CBC  alternative  their  quality  of 
life  is  enhanced. 

The  CBC  substitute  is  also  kind  to 
our  Nation's  children  including  those 
yet  to  be  bom.  It  provides  adequate 
funding  for  Healthy  Start.  Child  Care, 
and  Head  Start.  Mr.  Chairman,  our 
children  are  our  future.  They  have 
placed  their  future  in  our  hands,  we 
cannot  sacrifice  that  trust. 

In  addition,  the  CBC  substitute  budg- 
et strengthens  support  for  higher  edu- 
cation, student  aid.  trio,  education  for 
the  disadvantaged,  school  reform,  bio- 
medical research,  and  community  in- 
frastructure. The  CBC  has  heard  the 
voice  of  the  American  people,  and  re- 
sponded with  a  sound  budget  that  is 
fair,  responsible,  and  overturns  the  Re- 
publicans' assault  on  our  Nation's  most 
Vulnerable  citizens — the  children,  the 
elderly,  the  veterans,  and  hard-working 
families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  substitute  budget  stands 
on  its  own  merits.  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
this  budget  which  establishes  our  fiscal 
policy  and  priorities  in  a  responsible 
and  compassionate  manner. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Baker]. 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  the  first  time  in  26  years 
that  we  are  actually  taking  the  first 
step  toward  balancing  the  budget.  That 
means  your  grandchildren  will  not  be 
paying  S187.0OO  in  interest  payments  to 
the  national  debt  during  her  lifetime, 
if  she  is  born  today,  if  we  start  today. 
This  budget  is  more  of  the  same.  More 
spending,  more  taxes,  more  power  in 
Washington. 

We  need  a  capital  gains  tax,  not  as  a 
tax  for  the  rich  but  for  those  who  will 
create  jobs  and  bring  revenue  to  Wash- 
ington. 

We  need  the  tax  relief  for  the  young 
families,  both  parents  working,  so  that 
they  can  spend  not  someone  else's 
money  but  their  own.  That  is  what  a 
$500  tax  credit  does  for  families  with 
children.  We  have  got  to  stop  the 
growth  of  power  in  Washington.  We 
have  got  to  stop  the  centralization  of 
regulation  in  Washington.  That  is  what 
returning  power  to  local  governments 
is  all  about.  That  is  what  the  unfunded 
mandates  bill  was  all  about.  We  have 
to  stop  the  overtaxation. 

In  1960.  we  only  paid  about  10  percent 
of  our  income  to  the  government.  We 
are  now  paying  30  percent.  Vote  no  on 


this  relief.  Vote  "yes"  on  the  Repub- 
lican budget. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Shuster],  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  announce 
that  I  oppose  the  substitute  we  have 
before  us  now  and  that  I  will  vote  in 
favor  of  the  Kasich  budget,  even 
though  I  have  great  concern  about  the 
transportation  parts  of  that  budget. 

Most  importantly,  to  announce  that 
the  Speaker  today  has  authorized  me 
to  announce  that  he  is  forming  a  task 
force  to  address  the  issue  of  taking  the 
transportation  trust  funds  out  of  the 
general  fund  budget,  that  the  Speaker 
himself  will  chair  that  task  force.  And 
as  the  Speaker  says  in  the  letter  mak- 
ing this  announcement,  "As  you  know, 
I  have  consistently  stood  with  you  in 
support  of  moving  the  transportation 
trust  funds  off  budget." 

So  this  is  not  the  end  but.  rather,  the 
beginning.  I  salute  the  Speaker  for  his 
dedication  to  our  finding  a  way  to  re- 
move these  transportation  trust  funds 
from  the  general  fund  budget.  It  is 
really  an  issue  of  honesty  in  budgeting. 
We  have  206  cosponsors  now,  I  might 
say  a  majority  of  Republicans  in  the 
House  cosponsoring  the  legislation.  It 
is  time  we  get  on  with  doing  it.  I  cer- 
tainly want  to  compliment  the  Speaker 
for  deciding  that  he  will  chair  the  task 
force  to  find  a  way  to  make  this  hap- 
pen. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Mfume]. 

Mr.  MhUME.  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Taxpayer,  get  ready,  because  after 
4  months  of  blue  smoke  and  mirrors, 
the  Republican  budget  proposal  is  get- 
ting ready  to  pick  your  pockets.  It 
gives  a  new  meaning  to  the  term  'out 
of  luck." 

If  your  are  on  Medicaid  or  Medicare, 
you  are  now  out  of  luck.  If  you  receive 
unemployment  benefits,  you  are  out  of 
luck.  If  you  happen  to  be  a  college  stu- 
dent or  the  parent  of  a  college  student, 
you.  too.  are  out  of  luck.  If  you  believe 
in  the  importance  of  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Humanities  or  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Arts  or  the 
Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting, 
under  the  Republican  budget  proposal, 
you  are  out  of  luck.  It  gives  tax  breaks 
to  the  wealthy  and  gets  away  from  the 
whole  notion  of  trying  to  do  anything 
about  corporate  welfare.  Spends  more 
money  on  weapons  during  a  time  of 
peace  and  plays  games  under  the  guise 
of  balancing  the  budget. 

We  were  given  the  task  to  balance 
the  budget  also  and  we  have  one  we  be- 
lieve that  is  more  humane,  more  dedi- 
cated to  principle,  more  honest,  more 
equitably  distributed  and  more,  quite 


frankly,  American  in  many  respects  be- 
cause it  does  not  do  unto  people  things 
that  we  would  not  have  done  to  us. 

And  so  I  would  ask  Members  of  this 
body,  as  you  watch  this  debate  and  as 
you  come  to  the  floor  to  cast  this  vote, 
recognize  that  we  are  talking  about 
years  of  fiscal  policy  and  ask  yourself, 
when  you  juxtapose  these  two  balanced 
budget  amendments,  which  one  comes 
the  closest  to  where  the  American  peo- 
ple do? 

We  believe  that  the  proposal  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  that  has 
the  support  of  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  and  the  Progressive  Caucus, 
meets  that  challenge.  And  we  are  pre- 
pared to  debate  that  issue  with  any- 
body from  the  other  side  on  any  day 
and  in  this  debate  at  any  time. 

I  urge  support  of  this  and  rejection  of 
the  so-called  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment by  the  Republicans. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
l'/2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  [Ms.  Molinari]. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE 
CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Let  me  remind  our 
guests  in  the  gallery  that  they  are 
there  as  guests  of  the  House.  The  rules 
of  the  House  specifically  prohibit  any 
expressions  of  support  or  opposition  to 
an.y  of  the  speakers  on  the  floor.  The 
compliance  of  our  guests  in  the  gallery 
would  be  appreciated. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  join  here  today  in  congratulat- 
ing the  Black  Caucus  for  their  exercise. 
They  bring  not  pretty  photographs  but 
ideas,  ideas  that  challenge  the  major- 
ity of  Members  on  the  Democratic  side 
and.  in  fact,  ideas  that  challenge  the 
status  quo. 

We  on  the  Republican  side  stand  here 
today  to  challenge  the  status  quo  also 
because  the  status  quo  is  a  killer.  It 
murders  any  chance  that  our  young 
people  have  of  grabbing  that  brass  ring. 
of  dreaming  of  hope  and  opportunity. 
and  it  cheats  everyone  of  their  poten- 
tials right  in  the  heart. 

Take  a  look  at  this  chart.  This  is  the 
chart  that  we  have  been  talking  about, 
and  look  at  this  bottom  line.  A  child 
born  today  will  pay  in  taxes  on  the  in- 
terest rate  close  to  $200,000  over  the 
course  of  their  lifetime. 

The  Republicans  believe  in  Robert 
and  Mary  and  Sally.  We  believe  that, 
given  a  fair  chance,  they  can  realize 
their  American  dream.  Congress  stands 
ready  to  challenge  the  status  quo. 
Today  the  Republican  Party  will  do 
what  is  right  because  this  chart,  this 
reality  is  not  good  enough  for  any  one 
of  your  children. 

Shame  on  anyone  who  fails  today  to 
seize  this  historic  moment.  Challenge 
the  status  quo  and  balance  our  budget 
for  all  of  our  children's  future. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  FILNER]. 


Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
I  thank  my  colleagues  in  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  for  producing  this 
budget.  It  is  a  budget  for  all  Americans 
and  we  all  thank  you  for  it. 

This  budget  puts  people  first.  It  has 
been  said  that  the  moral  test  of  a  gov- 
ernment is  what  it  does  for  those  who 
are  in  the  dawn  of  life,  that  is  its  chil- 
dren, those  in  the  sunset  of  life,  its  el- 
derly, and  those  who  are  in  the  shad- 
ows of  life,  its  sick  and  its  disabled. 
The  Republican  budget  fails  this  moral 
test.  The  Payne-Owens  budget  passes 
this  test  with  flying  colors. 

My  colleagues,  let  us  support  a  budg- 
et that  does,  in  fact,  put  people  first. 
Let  us  support  a  budget  for  the  caring 
majority.  Let  us  vote  yes  on  the 
Payne-Owens  substitute. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
I'^L-  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Utah  [Mrs.  Waldholtz]. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  reasons  that  are  becoming  ever 
more  apparent  for  the  last  several 
months,  I  find  even  more  than  usual 
about  family  and  about  what  kind  of 
legacy  this  Congress  is  creating  for 
families, 

I  thought  about  my  parents,  about 
their  75  years  of  sacrifice  for  their  fam- 
ily, their  children  and  their  country. 
They  have  worked  hard  and  saved  and 
they  have  paid  their  taxes.  They  have 
paid  their  Social  Security.  They  have 
paid  their  Medicare.  And  I  wonder  what 
kind  of  retirement  this  Congress  envi- 
sions for  our  parents  and  grandparent.s 
with  a  mountain  of  debt  that  threatens 
Social  Security  and  a  Medicare  system 
that  if  we  stand  back  and  do  nothing 
goes  bankrupt  in  7  years. 

I  have  thought  about  my  child  and 
all  of  our  children,  and  I  wonder  what 
kind  of  future  this  Congress  wants  to 
leave  these  children.  How  will  they 
educate  their  children  and  pave  their 
roads  and  feed  their  needy  and  clean 
their  water  when  they  have  to  pay  off 
the  debt  we  ran  up  for  programs  and 
services  we  use  now  but  we  do  not  pay 
for'' 

Today  we  have  the  chance  to  protect 
families,  to  do  what  we  have  to  do  to 
protect  Social  Security,  to  improve 
and  preserve  Medicare  so  our  parents 
and  grandparents  are  secure  and  safe. 
We  have  the  chance  to  ensure  our  chil- 
dren's future,  to  end  decades  of  piling 
debt  on  our  children's  head. 

My  baby  and  every  baby  born  this 
year  will  pay  $187,000  in  their  lifetime 
for  interest  on  the  debt  alone.  Is  that 
not  enough? 

It  is  time  to  balance  this  budget  for 
our  parents.  It  is  time  to  balance  this 
budget  for  our  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  Members  of 
this  House  join  me  in  voting  for  the 
Kasich  budget  for  our  families. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mrs.  Meek],  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget. 
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Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
adds  some  truth  in  packaging  for  each 
of  you.  Each  of  you  has  been  here  all 
week  talking  about  balancing  the 
budget,  but  you  have  not  thought 
about  balancing  the  budget  with  com- 
passion and  with  truth  to  the  people  of 
this  country.  You  have  not  told,  as  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  has  done 
in  their  budget,  to  the  senior  citizens 
of  this  country  that  they  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  more  than  you  are  telling 
them. 

You  have  not  told  them  the  truth. 
You  have  not  shown  them  truth  in 
packaging.  The  Black  Caucus  has.  It 
did  not  cut  the  Medicaid  and  the  Medi- 
care funds.  It  did  not  cut  the  student 
loan  funds.  It  did  not  cut  all  of  these 
things  you  cut  that  you  did  not  have  to 
cut  to  give  tax  cuts  to  the  rich. 

What  they  did.  they  faced  reality  and 
showed  that  this  budget  could  be  bal- 
anced with  compassion,  and  many  of 
you  have  said  forget  about  compassion. 
The  CBC  did  what  it  should  have  done. 
It  is  highlighting  education  as  its  top 
priority,  when  we  have  people  in  this 
country  who  cannot  read  and  write  and 
who  are  poor  because  we  have  kept 
them  there. 

Face  your  conscience.  The  Black 
Caucus,  I  congratulate  you. 
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Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 

[Mr.  GOODLATTE]. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  substitute,  and  urge  every  Member 
of  this  House  to  vote  for  this  historic 
opportunity  to  vote  for  a  real  balanced 
budget,  and  that  is  the  Kasich  balanced 
budget  amendment.  That  is  what  is 
going  to  solve  the  problems  of  this 
country.  It  is  going  to  return  more 
money  to  the  hard-working  taxpayers 
of  this  country.  That  is  what  is  going 
to  be  fair  to  all  people  all  across  this 
country.  It  does  so  in  such  a  way  that 
it  does  not  create  the  kind  of  division 
that  the  Democrats  on  the  other  side 
would  like  to  create  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  about  class 
warfare,  this  is  about  protecting  the 
future  of  our  children,  our  grand- 
children, and  about  what  is  happening 
right  now  in  this  Congress,  and  what  is 
happening  right  now  in  this  country. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  with 
interest  rates  rising,  the  fact  that  the 
Federal  Government  borrows  $200  mil- 
lion a  year  means  that  interest  rates 
continue  to  rise,  and  we  can  save  a  sub- 
stantial amount  of  money  if  we  can 
balance  the  budget  and  go  about  the 
business  of  this  country. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
I'i  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Hastert],  the  distinguished 
deputy  whip. 


Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  pending 
substitute  and  in  strong  support  of  the 
Kasich  budget. 

I  have  the  greatest  respect  for  the 
Members  who  bring  this  alternative  to 
the  House,  and  I  appreciate  the  work 
they  have  done  to  make  this  substitute 
in  order  under  the  rule. 

It  is  not  easy  to  balance  the  budget. 

If  it  were,  the  Congress  would  have 
done  it  years  ago. 

This  budget  alternative  underscores 
the  differences  between  Republicans 
and  the  more  liberal  members  of  the 
Democrat  caucus. 

The  Payne  substitute  raises  taxes  by 
$700  billion,  while  cutting  defense  by 
$108  billion. 

Clearly,  this  is  not  the  path  Repub- 
licans or  most  Americans  are  willing  to 
take  to  a  balanced  budget. 

My  constituents  believe  they  are 
taxed  too  much,  and  they  also  under- 
stand the  necessary  role  the  Govern- 
ment plays  in  promoting  national  secu- 
rity. 

The  Kasich  budget  provides  tax  re- 
lief, not  tax  increases. 

I  am  especially  pleased  about  its  tax 
relief  to  senior  citizens,  who  are  now 
taxed  at  rates  that  discourage  their  ac- 
tive participation  in  job  markets. 

The  Kasich  budget  also  guards  our 
national  defense  by  keeping  our  de- 
fense spending  at  levels  necessary  to 
keep  our  people  safe. 

Mr.  Chairman,  cutting  defense  and 
raising  taxes  is  not  the  best  way  to  a 
balanced  budget. 

The  Kasich  budget  is  not  painless.  It 
is  not  perfect.  But  it  is  the  best  way  to 
reach  a  balanced  budget  while  main- 
taining a  strong  defense  and  providing 
tax  relief  to  middle-class  families. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  vote  for  the 
Kasich  budget  and  vote  against  the 
Payne  substitute. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2- 
'/2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Herger],  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Kasich  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  hear  over  and  over 
again  that  the  Republican  Kasich  budg- 
et cuts  spending  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich  and  the  privileged,  even 
though  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
knows  that  we  are  increasing  spending 
by  $1.2  trillion  under  our  budget,  and 
even  though  they  know  that  we  are  in- 
creasing spending  on  both  Medicare 
and  education. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  class  warfare  ar- 
gument pits  Americans  against  Ameri- 
cans. In  1993,  even  though  the  Presi- 
dent campaigned  on  a  middle-class  tax 
cut.  he  gave  us  the  largest  tax  increase 
in  history,  $240  billion.  All  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  in  our  Kasich  budget  is  give 
Americans  back  some  of  the  hard- 
earned  dollars  that  the  Clinton  tax  in- 
crease took  away  2  years  ago. 
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Let  us  look  at  the  facts.  In  our  Con- 
tract With  America,  we  provide  much 
needed  tax  relief  to  42  million  middle- 
class  Americans.  Mr.  Chairman.  75  per- 
cent of  tax  cuts  go  to  families.  Sev- 
enty-four percent  of  these  families  eli- 
gible for  the  $500  per  child  tax  credit 
earn  less  than  $75,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  biggest 
falsehood  levied  by  the  other  side  is 
that  the  wealthy  do  not  pay  enough  in 
taxes.  Make  no  mistake,  the  better  off 
in  this  country  do  carry  a  heavy  share 
of  the  tax  burden.  I  ask  Members  to 
judge  for  themselves. 

According  to  the  latest  data  avail- 
able, the  top  1  percent  of  income  earn- 
ers paid  27.4  percent  of  all  Federal  indi- 
vidual income  taxes.  The  top  10  percent 
of  wage  earners  paid  57.5  percent  of 
total  taxes,  and  the  top  50  percent  paid 
almost  95  percent,  the  top  50  percent 
paid  almost  95  percent  of  total  income 
tax. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  can  be 
asked  "Whose  money  is  this?  Are  these 
Washington  dollars?"  No.  this  money 
belongs  to  the  American  families,  the 
small  business  owners,  and  the  family 
farmers  that  make  up  this  great  Na- 
tion of  ours. 

All  we  are  trying  to  do  in  the  Repub- 
lican Kasich  budget  is  give  back  to  the 
American  people  a  portion  of  what  the 
Clinton  tax  increase  took  away  2  years 
ago.  Vote  "yes"  on  the  Kasich  budget. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  I  un- 
derstand correctly  that  this  side  has 
the  right  to  close? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No.  The  Committee 
has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia [Ms.  MCKINNEY]. 

Ms.  MCKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
proud  to  rise  in  strong  support  of  a 
truly  aiLernaiive  oudgeu.  This  pioyuoa.! 
offered  by  the  CBC  balances  the  budget 
by  making  those  responsible  for  the 
deficit  pay  for  a  change. 

Working  families  have  been  paying 
more  than  their  fair  share  of  taxes  all 
along.  \\Tiile  the  Republicans  scapegoat 
Medicare  and  student  loans  as  the  cul- 
prit, the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  cor- 
porate welfare  stars  have  been  spong- 
ing off  the  American  taxpayer  family 
for  decades. 

The  CBC  budget  closes  the  tax  loop- 
holes and  giveaways,  from  which  the 
Rupert  Murdochs  of  this  country  have 
benefited  since  the  trickle-down  years 
of  the  1980'3.  Moreover,  the  CBC  budget 
strengthens  the  programs  which  edu- 
cate our  children  and  heal  our  elderly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  CBC  alternative 
budget  does  not  cut  Medicare  to  give 
the  biggest  tax  grab  in  history  to  the 
privileged  few  It  is  time  to  go  after 
corporate  welfare,  not  Medicare.  Vote 
for  the  CBC  budget  alternative. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs. 


Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thanK 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
most  Important  vote  of  my  entire  political  ca- 
reer. I  rise  in  the  strongest  possible  support  of 
this  budget  resolution.  I  have  waited  for  the 
day  when  Congress  would  pass  a  truly  bal- 
anced Federal  budget  through  40  years  of 
public  service  at  the  State  and  Federal  level, 
including  leadership  roles  in  both  the  Demo- 
cratic and  now  Republican  parties.  The  rising 
national  debt  and  interest  on  that  debt  have 
created  a  crisis  which  Congress  must  face 
now.  It  Is  truly  a  matter  of  saving  our  country 
from  financial  rum.  Our  children  and  grand- 
children will  either  inherit  a  declining  standard 
of  living  or  gam  freedom  from  the  financial  ex- 
cesses of  our  generation. 

Everyone  in  Amenca  will  benefit  from  the 
long-term  effects  of  balancing  the  Federal 
budget.  Many  Members  have  already  high- 
lighted much  of  the  rationale  for  supporting 
this  resolution  so  I  will  not  repeat  those  argu- 
ments. As  chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs,  however.  I  do  want  to  ad- 
dress the  concerns  of  Members  worried  about 
potential  impacts  on  veterans  and  the  VA  Dire 
predictions  of  numerous  hospital  closings  and 
other  consequences  have  been  circulated  m 
an  effort  to  generate  opposition  to  this  resolu- 
tion. Let  there  be  no  doubt,  balancing  the 
budget  will  be  extremely  difficult  and  the  VA 
will  share  in  those  difficulties.  But  this  is  the 
beginning  of  the  budget  and  spending  proc- 
ess, not  the  end.  I  can  assure  all  Members 
that  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  will  re- 
main committed  to  achieving  adequate  funding 
for  the  VA  health  care  system  I  am  proud  of 
my  record  of  support  for  veterans  during  the 
time  I  have  been  privileged  to  serve  m  the 
[House  of  Representatives.  I  thoroughly  intend 
to  continue  that  record  of  support  for  those 
who  have  worn  our  Nation's  uniform.  When  I 
leave  political  !;fe  and  retire  from  public  serv- 
ice. I  believe  I  will  be  able  to  look  veterans 
straight  m  the  eye  and  honestly  say  I  fulfilled 
my  responsibilities  to  them.  Every  election 
campaign,  I  have  promised  veterans  in  my 
district  that  I  was  on  their  side,  and  m  my 
heart  I  know  I  have  been  true  to  that  promise. 
Voting  for  this  resolution  will  not  break  that 
promise. 

But,  every  election  campaign  I  also  promise 
that  I  am  absolutely  committed  to  balancing 
the  federal  budget  and  reducing  the  national 
debt.  When  I  consider  all  the  ramifications  of 
whether  we  balance  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  the  most  important  people  that  come  to 
mind  are  my  own  grandchildren  and  all  the 
children  of  America. 

For  years,  t  have  been  very  apprehensive 
about  the  legacy  my  tenure  in  Congress  would 
leave  to  the  children  growing  up  in  America 
today.  The  runaway  national  debt  and  the 
mounting  interest  payments  needed  to  service 
that  debt  are  stealing  their  future  economic 
opportunity  and  prospects  lor  a  better  stand- 
ard of  living  than  we  are  en|oying. 

If  I  vote  against  this  resolution,  lor  any  one 
parochial  or  political  reason,  how  can  I  ever 
look  my  own  grandctiildren  m  the  eye  and 
honestly  say  I  fulfilled  my  responsibilities  to 
them? 


The  votes  we  cast  today  begin  the  budget 
process  not  end  it.  The  House  will  work  all 
summer  on  authonzations,  appropriations,  and 
reconciliation.  I  would  say  to  all  Members  that 
I  will  work  with  them  to  identify  the  best  pos- 
sible way  to  help  the  VA  health  care  system 
continue  providing  access  to  quality  health 
care  for  eligible  veterans  over  the  next  7  years 
and  beyond.  I  believe  the  dire  predictions  we 
are  hearing  about  VA  health  care  are  pre- 
mature. Administration  officials  know  this  is 
only  the  beginning  of  the  budget  process.  As 
a  matter  of  fact  the  President's  budget  pro- 
posal projected  about  the  same  spending  level 
for  VA  health  care  over  the  next  5  years  as  is 
proposed  in  the  House  budget  recommenda- 
tions. It  IS  totally  inconsistent  for  the  adminis- 
tration to  argue  that  the  House  budget  forces 
hospital  closures  and  theirs  does  not. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  conclude  by  saying 
to  my  colleagues,  we  can  either  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  work  to  protect  high  priority 
veterans'  programs.  Or  we  can  continue  busi- 
ness as  usual,  ignore  our  national  financial  cri- 
sis, and  add  to  the  debt  our  children  will  have 
to  repay.  Vote  lor  a  balanced  budget  and 
leave  a  legacy  to  America's  children  that  we 
can  all  be  proud  of. 

Mr.  SHAYS  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  BrjEHNER].  the 
chairman  of  the  Republican  Con- 
ference. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
is  the  proudest  day  of  my  career  here 
in  Congress.  When  I  came  here  4'':; 
years  ago,  I  came  hero  to  try  to  change 
the  direction  of  this  Government  to  en- 
sure that  my  children  and  the  Mem- 
bers' children  have  a  better  oppor- 
tunity in  the  future  than  what  we  have 
today.  Fourteen  years  ago  when  I  first 
got  myself  involved  in  Government 
service,  it  was  not  for  me  that  I  got  in- 
volved. It  was  because  a  Government 
that  was  out  of  control  and  uut  of 
touch  with  the  American  people  needed 
to  be  reined  in. 

Today  truly  is  a  historic  day  in  not 
only  my  career,  but  the  career  of  every 
Member  that  is  here,  and  a  historic  day 
for  the  American  people,  because  today 
we  are  taking  the  first  step  in  our  ef- 
fort to  balance  the  budget  and  to  re- 
store the  American  dream  for  my  chil- 
dren and  every  child  in  America. 

I  am  also  very  proud  of  my  col- 
leagues, who  today  will  cast  their  vote 
in  favor  of  going  down  this  path  to  not 
just  balance  the  budget,  but  to  renew 
the  American  dream;  that  the  actions 
that  we  take  today  will  decide  the  fu- 
ture for  our  children  and  theirs. 

The  question  today  that  we  have  to 
ask  ourselves  is  do  we  have  the  courage 
to  change:  do  we  have  the  courage  to 
do  the  right  thing  for  our  children  and 
yours;  or  are  we  going  to  shrink  from 
the  battle,  shrink  from  the  pressures  of 
today,  and  sell  our  children  and  yours 
down  the  road  as  we  have  done  for  the 
last  25  years? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  that  I  am 
proud  of  my  colleagues  who  today  will 
cast  their  vote  to  do  the  right  thing  for 
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their  children,  the  right  thing  for  their 
grandchildren,  the  right  thing  for  sen- 
ior citizens  in  this  country  who  are 
threatened  from  a  Government  that  is 
near  fiscal  bankruptcy  and  a  country 
that  is  near  moral  bankruptcy.  There- 
fore, the  votes  we  cast  today  are  im- 
portant. Again,  they  are  not  about  us, 
they  are  about  our  children  and  yours. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Enc.el]. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  Owens-Payne  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  the 
District  of  Columbia  [Ms.  Norton]. 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Black  Caucus  budget  has  been  an  indis- 
pensable part  of  this  process,  because  it 
demonstrates  that  we  can  balance  the 
budget  without  robbing  grandmothers 
and  parents  and  kids  and  the  pensions 
of  Federal  employees. 

However.  I  want  to  challenge  the  as- 
sumption of  this  entire  2-day  debate. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  balance  my  budget, 
but  that  is  because  I  did  not  pay  cash 
up  front  for  my  house.  I  balance,  as 
businesses  do  their  budgets,  because 
they  do  not  pay  up  front  for  equipment 
the  way  we  pay  up  front  for  bombers 
and  submarines. 

We  have  been  on  an  insane  path  to 
balance  the  budget  with  cash  money,  in 
a  way  that  must  make  States  and  lo- 
calities and  businesses  laugh  at  the  top 
of  their  voices,  because  they  do  not 
have  a  unified  budget  the  way  we  do; 
they  have  a  capital  budget,  and  an  op- 
erating budget.  We  can  never  balance 
the  budget  fairly  this  way. 

We  are  trying  to  balance  the  budget 
in  a  radically  destructive,  uniquely 
damaging  way.  The  people  who  sent  us 
here  did  not  expect  us  to  go  stupid  on 
them. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  L.^TH.^M]. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Owens  budget,  and 
in  support  of  the  Budget  Committee's 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
the  budget  alternative  offered  by  Mr.  Owens 
and  in  support  of  the  Budget  Committee's  bal- 
anced budget  resolution. 

While  I  disagree  with  almost  all  of  the  spe- 
cifics of  this  budget,  I  commend  the  author  for 
having  the  courage  to  put  on  paper  what  the 
President  and  leadership  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  only  dream  about. 

Massive  tax  increases,  massive  spending 
increases  on  virtually  every  part  of  the  Federal 
budget,  dismantling  cuts  in  national  security. 

However,  at  least  you  have  had  the  courage 
to  participate  m  the  debate.  It  is  a  sad  com- 
mentary that  the  leadership  of  your  party  has 
chosen  to  stand  on  the  sidelines. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  to  my  col- 
leagues who  have  produced  this  budget  and 
the  earlier  coalition  budget  as  you  consider 
whether  to  support  final  passage  of  a  bal- 
anced budget. 


After  25  years  the  time  has  come  to  stop 
pouring  ever-mcreasing  debt  obligations  on 
our  children  and  grandchildren. 

During  the  recent  district  work  period,  at 
every  one  of  my  16  town  meetings,  the  voice 
of  the  people  of  Iowa's  fifth  district  was  clear— 
the  time  has  come  for  us  all  to  stop  worrying 
about  our  parochial  interests  and  put  this 
country's  future  first. 

Why  should  we  work  to  balance  the  budget? 

A  recent  article  in  Time  Magazine  noted 
these  likely  benefits  from  balancing  the  budg- 
et. 

Through  lower  interest  rates,  more  than 
528,000  saved  on  the  purchase  of  the  aver- 
age home. 

Boosts  the  average  family's  take-home  in- 
come by  Si  ,000  per  year. 

Creates  2.4  million  additional  jobs  by  2005. 

Reduces  our  projected  national  debt  by 
more  than  halt  a  trillion  dollars. 

Brings  our  national  savings  rate  in  line  with 
economic  competitors,  and 

Provides  a  S500  per  child  tax  credit  for  vir- 
tually every  American  family  and  tax  relief  for 
older  Americans. 

What  do  the  opponents  of  the  balanced 
budget  offer'' 

We  have  yet  to  see  a  balanced  budget  pro- 
posed by  the  White  House  or  the  leadership 
other  party. 

Some  are  even  now  saying  we  should  never 
balance  the  budget — that  our  children's  future 
is  less  important  than  preserving  the  status 
quo. 

They  have  offered  only  fear,  class  warfare, 
empty  slogans,  and  criticisms  that  ring  hollow 
in  view  of  their  failure  to  offer  an  alternative. 

There  IS  no  easy  way  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, and  not  one  Member  of  this  House  suf)- 
px)rts  every  single  item  in  this  bill. 

But,  for  25  years,  Congress  has  failed  to 
own  up  to  Its  obligation  to  be  fiscally  respon- 
sible. Today,  we  can  make  history  and  restore 
to  this  institution. 

Vote  "yes"  on  final  passage  of  the  Repub- 
lican balanced  budget.  Vote  "yes"  to  control 
spending,  cut  taxes  and,  once  and  tor  all.  end 
deficit  spending. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Dixon]. 

Mr.  DEXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Payne-Owens  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  m  opposition  to  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  67  and  m  support  of 
the  Payne-Owens  substitute,  offered  on  behalf 
of  the  Congressional  Black  Caucus  The  CBC 
alternative  stands  m  stark  contrast  to  the  pro- 
posal presented  by  the  Republican  majority. 

The  Republicans  offer  tax  breaks  to  higher 
income  Amencans  m  exchange  for  reductions 
in  medical  care  to  older  Americans:  dramati- 
cally cut  Federal  spending  under  the  guise  of 
saving  the  next  generation,  while  reducing 
education  programs  cntical  for  the  success  of 
millions  of  that  generation;  and  assume  block 
granting  and  funding  reductions  in  safety  net 
programs,  while  reducing  oppx)rtunities  for 
training  and  self-sufficiency.  In  contrast,  the 
Payne-Owens  substitute  recognizes  the  need 
to  protect  America's  most  vulnerable  and  in- 
vest in  Its  people. 

While  I  have  reservations  about  aspects  of 
the   Payne-Owens   substitute,   the   CBC   has 


been  forced  to  draft  its  budget  under  the  Re- 
publican-imposed constraint  of  balancing  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  understand  the  vir- 
tue of  a  specific  timetable  to  accomplish  a 
goal.  However,  when  faced  with  the  mag- 
nitude ol  cuts  necessary  to  achieve  that  goal. 
It  IS  unconscionable  that  the  majonty  will  nei- 
ther consider  compromising  on  that  time  table 
nor  scaling  back  on  their  fiscally  irresponsible 
and  unfair  tax  cut  proposal. 

The  cnsis  facing  this  Nation  is  not  the  one 
envisioned  by  the  Republicans  if  we  fail  to 
agree  to  the  arbitrary  goal  of  balancing  the 
budget  by  2002.  The  true  crisis  resides  in  our 
educational  system;  in  our  inability  to  train 
Americans  and  move  them  off  welfare;  in  our 
decaying  urban  centers;  and  in  our  inability  to 
ensure  affordable  health  care  to  all  Americans. 
The  Republican  budget  exacerbates  these  cri- 
ses by  assuming  drastic  reductions  in  pwo- 
grams  which  seek  to  address  them. 

Republicans  insist  they  are  not  cutting  Medi- 
care to  finance  their  tax  cut  proposal.  Yet  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  projects  that  the 
level  ol  Medicare  spending  allowable  under 
the  GOP  budget  is  significantly  less  than  the 
amount  necessary  to  maintain  benefits  under 
current  law. 

Rather  than  address  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
in  the  context  of  comprehensive  health  care 
reform,  the  GOP  budget  reduces  Medicare 
spending  by  S288  billion  over  the  7  years  be- 
tween 1 996  and  2002.  It  is  estimated  that  this 
cut  will  produce  an  increase  in  out-of-pocket 
expenses  for  recipients  of  S3, 500  over  the 
next  7  years. 

Funding  for  Medicaid  is  reduced  by  Si  87 
billion  over  7  years — a  cut  of  about  one-third. 
Medicaid  serves  a  diverse  population  of  about 
33  million  people — 60  percent  are  children, 
four  million  are  elderly.  Nearly  60  p>ercent  of 
health  costs  for  the  2.9  million  long-term  care 
patients  m  Amenca  are  paid  for  by  Medicaid. 
Under  Republican  budget  plans,  nearly  seven 
million  children  and  one  million  elderly  and 
disabled  persons  couid  iose  coverage. 

The  Republican  budget  assumes  reductions 
in  welfare  spending,  while  cutting  job  training 
funds  by  Si. 4  billion  between  1996  and 
2002 — undermining  their  rhetonc  about  the 
need  to  transform  welfare  recipients  into  pro- 
ductive citizens. 

Reductions  m  Federal  education  programs 
include  some  of  the  most  short-sighted  provi- 
sions in  the  Republican  budget  resolution.  The 
cycle  of  dependence  decried  by  the  majonty 
must  first  be  addressed  m  our  schools.  Yet  the 
Republican  proposal  reduces  Head  Start  by 
S209  million.  The  budget  assumes  elimination 
of  title  1  concentration  grants — providing  sup)- 
plemental  funding  to  assist  low-achieving  stu- 
dents, drug  abuse  and  violence  prevention 
programs,  and  the  five  TRiO  programs.  The 
latter  programs  have  successfully  encouraged 
young  people  from  disadvantageo  back- 
grounds to  enter  and  complete  coiiege. 

For  the  average  college  student  receiving 
loans,  the  elimination  of  the  m-school  interest 
exemption  will  add  over  S3. 000  to  the  cost  of 
a  college  education  These  middle-  and  lower- 
income  students  and  their  families  already 
face  a  nsmg  financial  burden  m  the  quest  for 
higher  education.  The  budget  cuts  funding  for 
libraries  and  numerous  higher  education 
grants,  fellowships,  and  scholarships. 
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While  the  Republican  budget  reduces  fund- 
ing for  education  and  training  programs,  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  substitute  calls 
for  a  25-percent  increase  m  education  and 
training  over  the  current  funding  level.  This  is 
an  investment  of  Si  54  billion  more  than  the 
GOP  budget  over  7  years.  The  substitute  pro- 
vides full  funoing  for  the  Head  Start  program 
by  fiscal  year  2002,  increased  funding  for  the 
Summer  Youth  Employment  program,  and 
more  funds  for  Job  Training  Partnership  Act 
programs. 

If  these  programs  need  reform,  then  let's  re- 
form them.  Elimination  of  these  investments  is 
a  poor  and  cynical  alternative  to  reform. 

I  have  strong  reservations  about  specific 
proposals  included  m  the  CBC  alternative. 
While  defense  spending  must  continue  to  be 
scrutinized  m  the  post-cold-war  era,  we  must 
also  take  care  to  ensure  our  military  readiness 
in  the  face  of  continued  uncertainty  around  the 
world.  I  am  also  concerned  that  revenue  pro- 
posals included  m  the  alternative  may  be  too 
harsh  m  their  treatment  of  the  business  sector. 
Notwithstanding  these  reservations.  I  support 
the  CBC  budget  as  a  symbol  of  the  Caucus' 
continued  commitment  to  inject  into  budget 
debates  the  importance  of  investing  in  the 
human  capital  of  this  Nation. 

Republicans  contend  that  unless  we  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  by  2002,  we  risk  the 
well-being  of  the  next  generation  of  Ameri- 
cans. I  do  not  dispute  the  need  for  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility But  I  do  strongly  dispute  the  no- 
tion that  an  expanding  American  economy  will 
benefit  millions  in  that  next  generation  if  they 
are  denied  the  tools  to  share  m  prosperity.  It 
has  not  happened  in  the  past,  and  it  will  not 
happen  m  the  future.  Overcoming  poverty,  de- 
pendency, and  illiteracy  requires  compassion, 
investment,  and  creativity.  The  majority's 
budget  is  absent  these  ingredients. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Payne- 
Owens  substitute,  and  oppose  House  Con- 
gressional Resolution  67. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  support  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  and  the  Owens  and  Payne 
amendment  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  CON- 
YERS]. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
delighted  to  once  again  support  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  alter- 
native budget,  along  with  the  Progres- 
sive Caucus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today  to  support  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  and  Progressive 
Caucus  budget  and  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  in  support  of  this  balanced,  caring  ap- 
proach to  Federal  spending. 

Unlike  the  Republican  budget,  which  fufills 
their  "Contract  with  Corporate  America",  this 
budget  fufills  our  contract  with  the  American 
people.  This  budget  is  a  caring  budget  that 
does  not  unfairly  balance  the  budget  on  the 
backs  of  Our  Nation's  children,  elderly,  fxxDr.  or 
working  class.  Our  budget  is  evenhanded,  it 
meets  the  economic  and  social  needs  of  ev- 


eryday Amencans.  and  it  promotes  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility by  balancing  the  budget  by  2002. 

The  most  important  distinction  between  our 
budget  and  the  maionty's  budget  is  our  invest- 
ment in  our  future.  The  majority  wishes  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  2002  so  that  our  children 
will  not  have  to  pay  for  our  excesses — but 
then  the  GOP  goes  on  to  deny  children  the 
very  thing  that  will  allow  them  to  be  competi- 
tive in  the  global  market:  A  complete  edu- 
cation. 

We  completely  reject  the  notion  that  elimi- 
nating the  Department  of  Education  and  re- 
ducing funds  for  libraries.  Head  Start,  and  the 
TRIO  Program  for  first-generation  college  stu- 
dents will  improve  America — and  the  American 
public  is  on  our  side. 

In  addition,  unlike  the  GOP  budget,  our 
budget  does  not  give  tax  breaks  to  the 
wealthiest  Americans.  In  fact,  our  budget  cuts 
taxes  tor  working  people  and  closes  corporate 
tax  loopholes.  Now  is  the  time  to  end  cor- 
porate welfare,  and  our  budget  does  this. 

We  have  also  protected  important  job  train- 
ing and  job  creation  programs,  and  have  pro- 
posed targeted  increases.  It  is  foolhardy  to  be- 
lieve that  eliminating  job  training  and  creation 
programs  will  make  our  economy  stronger.  We 
must  continue  to  dedicate  resources  toward 
expanding  our  economic  foundation. 

Finally,  the  CBC  budget  continues  the  tradi- 
tion of  advocating  a  saner  defense  budget.  It 
is  immoral  to  propose  cutting  education,  work- 
ers' assistance,  and  other  social  programs 
without  making  substantive  cuts  in  military 
spending. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ford]. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Payne-Owens  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  substitute,  for 
their  leadership  and  courage  to  say 
that  the  Members  of  this  House  ought 
to  look  at  corporate  welfare  and  how 
we  ought  to  balance  this  budget,  and 
not  on  the  backs  of  everyday  people  in 
America,  and  let  us  get  on  about  the 
business. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Eddie 
Bernice  Johnson]. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
budget 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Flor- 
ida [Ms.  Brown]. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays],  if  he  would  have  any  time 
he  could  yield  to  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman,  we  are  not  quite 
sure.  If  the  gentleman  wants  to  come 
over  here,  I  am  happy  to  talk  to  him. 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  hope  Members  can  see  this  pic- 
ture. This  is  a  picture  of  Claude  Pepper 
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from  Florida,  a  true  champion  of  the 
elderly.  He  would  be  outraged  over  the 
attempt  to  reduce  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid to  a  second-rate  health  care  system 
so  Republicans  can  pay  for  a  $355  bil- 
lion tax  cut  for  the  wealthy.  Veterans 
fare  no  better  in  this  cruel  Republican 
budget,  which  destroys  the  heart  of  the 
VA  program,  especially  in  Florida, 
where  almost  100  new  veterans  arrive 
dally. 

D  1445 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
budget  is  good  for  America's  majority, 
for  the  elderly  and  veterans.  It  includes 
increases  for  Medicare  and  homeless 
programs.  This  caring  majority  budget 
remembers  veterans  and  not  just  on 
Memorial  Day.  It  also  remembers  the 
elderly  and  would  be  a  tribute  to 
Claude  Pepper. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
V'2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Lazio],  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et. 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  congratulate  Members 
on  the  other  side  for  taking  the  time 
and  being  dedicated  enough  in  our  sin- 
gle objective  of  moving  to  a  new  Amer- 
ica, and  drawing  up  this  budget  and  of- 
fering it  on  the  floor. 

But.  Mr,  Chairman,  this  is  the  kind 
of  budget  we  are  trying  to  move  away 
from.  We  are  moving  away  from  the 
concept  of  increased  taxes,  of  job-de- 
stroying taxes.  We  are  moving  toward 
a  world  in  which  there  is  job  growth 
and  opportunity. 

Our  budget,  the  Republican  budget, 
seeks  to  cut  spending.  It  seeks  to  do 
that  by  restraining  the  growth  of 
spending.  In  doing  that,  we  are  trying 
Lu  provide  upportuuity  for  the  next 
generation. 

The  answer  to  this  is  not  to  defend 
the  status  quo.  The  people  of  American 
are  ready  for  the  tough  choices.  The 
Republican  budget  in  fact  does  not 
punt  when  it  is  asked  to  deal  with  the 
tough  choices.  It  takes  them  head-on. 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
budget  is  projected  to  cost  about  $12.75 
trillion  over  7  years.  That  is  almost 
$850  billion  above  the  House  Budget 
Committee  proposed  level.  It  is  spend- 
ing that  will  be  a  sure  recipe  for  disas- 
ter. 

I  congratulate  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  but  I  tell  you 
that  our  children  cannot  afford  this 
budget.  It  is  a  recipe  to  diminish  hope 
and  opportunity.  It  is  not  a  budget  that 
will  restore  growth.  It  will  not  put  us 
on  a  path  toward  growth. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  Waters]. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  CBC  budget  alter- 
natives. This  budget  is  about  jobs.  It  is 
about  job  training,  job  security,  and 
job  creation. 
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There  is  a  lot  of  discussion  about 
homelessness.  If  you  want  to  get  the 
homeless  off  the  street  and  the  dole,  we 
need  to  provide  them  with  jobs  and  job 
training.  This  budget  funds  job  train- 
ing for  the  homeless. 

We  can  get  rid  of  crime  and  youth  vi- 
olence with  jobs  and  job  training.  This 
budget  funds  a  variety  of  programs  to 
train  young  people.  The  young  people 
of  this  Nation  truly  need  these  jobs 
this  summer.  We  fund  the  Youth  Fair 
Chance  Program,  a  program  that  will 
get  troubled  young  people  back  into 
the  mainstream  with  education  and 
jobs. 

We  have  the  best  welfare  reform  in 
this  budget  for  welfare  recipients.  Wel- 
fare recipients  need  jobs  and  job  train- 
ing. This  budget  does  that.  It  also 
funds  rent  reform  so  that  public  hous- 
ing recipients  can  go  to  work  and  get 
off  welfare. 

Many  formerly  middle-class  workers 
now  work  in  entry-level  jobs  because 
they  have  not  learned  new  skills.  This 
budget  would  invest  in  retraining  and 
economic  conversion  so  laid-off  work- 
ers can  learn  a  skill  and  return  to  jobs 
which  provide  a  decent  standard  of  liv- 
ing. 

If  you  believe  the  private  sector  must 
lead  the  way  in  economic  development. 
this  budget  would  restore  and  expand 
funds  for  community  development 
banks.  Community  development  banks 
create  small  businesses.  Small  busi- 
nesses create  jobs.  The  best  social  pro- 
gram in  the  world  is  a  job. 

Finally,  the  Republican  budget  is  the 
budget  that  protects  the  big  corporate 
welfare  interests,  the  Wall  Street  rob- 
ber barons  and  the  big  corporate  tax 
manipulators.  The  CBC  budget  is  a 
budget  of  working  people,  the  middle 
flass  of  rhildren  and  the  nnnr  Tjefs 
bring  hope,  not  despair,  to  America. 
Support  the  CBC  budget. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Ms.  Vel.^zqi'ez]. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  down  to  two  plans  for  balancing  the 
budget,  and  one  fundamental  choice — 
Medicare,  or  CorporateCare.  Do  we 
fund  tax  breaks  for  the  corporate 
America  and  the  wealthy,  or  preserve 
health  benefits  for  the  elderly"'  The  Ka- 
sich  budget  chooses  the  wealthy:  the 
caring  majority  budget  chooses  the 
seniors  and  working  families. 

The  Republican  budget  rolls  back 
Medicare  benefits,  ends  college  aid  pro- 
grams, and  slashes  spending  for  child 
nutrition. 

Who  gains — the  rich.  They  get  almost 
$300  billion  in  tax  breaks. 

The  caring  majority  budget  stands  on 
the  side  of  the  American  people.  It 
fully  funds  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
stops  backdoor  attempts  to  cut  Social 
Security,  and  invests  billions  more  in 
education,  job  training,  and  job  cre- 
ation. 

How  do  we  do  this — by  closing  tax 
loopholes  for  the  rich,  ending  corporate 


welfare  programs,  and  drafting  the 
first  sane,  post-cold-war  defense  budg- 
et. 

Republicans  and  Democrats  both 
have  plans  for  balancing  the  budget. 
The  only  difference  is  who  benefits — 
the  wealthy,  or  the  working  people  of 
this  country. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

Ivir  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  sup- 
port the  budget  proposal  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus. 

I  am  voting  for  this  budget,  not  because  I 
favor  every  detail,  in  fact  there  are  choices 
that  the  authors  of  this  budget  have  made  to 
which  I  strongly  object  However,  the  general 
trust  of  this  budget  is  on  target. 

This  IS  a  balanced  budget.  It  gets  to  balance 
through  reasonable  cuts  in  corporate  welfare 
and  reductions  m  waste  at  the  Pentagon. 

This  budget  protects  Social  Security  and 
Medicare.  And  it  provides  for  an  increase  in 
the  most  important  investment  we  as  a  nation 
can  make — education. 

The  Republican  budget,  on  the  other  hand, 
gives  a  huge  tax  cut  for  profitable  corporations 
an  the  wealthy.  It  actually  increases  military 
spending,  while  making  deep  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. What's  worse,  it  cuts  Social  Secunty 
cost  of  living  adjustments,  violating  the  prom- 
ise made  by  Republican  leaders. 

The  Republican  budget  is  a  prescription  tor 
the  continued  decline  m  living  standards  for 
working  Amencan  families. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fattah]. 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  CBC  alternative  budget. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  close 
debate.  I  yield  the  balance  of  the  time 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
DELLUMSJ. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  is  yielded  4  minutes  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Owens]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Deija'ms]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dellums]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlemen  for  their  generos- 
ity on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  come  to  the  clos- 
ing moments  of  this  debate.  Let  me 
say.  as  I  have  said  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  that  today  we  engage  in  per- 
haps the  most  important  function  that 
a  public  servant  can  engage  in.  and. 
that  is.  the  adoption  of  our  national 
budget.  Because  I  believe  that  our  na- 
tional budget  is  the  best  reflection  of 
our  national  values.  For  one  can  deter- 
mine the  nature  of  our  commitment  to 
our  future,  to  our  populace,  to  our  chil- 
dren, to  our  unfortunate,  to  our  dis- 
advantaged, to  the  less  fortunate  p)eo- 
ple  in  our  society  by  a  simple  examina- 
tion of  our  budgetary  priorities. 


The  second  point  I  would  make.  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  this:  Every  single  budget 
that  has  come  to  the  floor  today,  in- 
cluding the  one  before  us  now,  balances 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002  that  was 
the  prerequisite  that  allowed  any  budg- 
et alternative  to  come  to  the  floor. 

Thus  the  debate.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
not  whether  one  budget  or  the  other 
balances  but  what  road,  what  route, 
which  direction,  what  values,  what  pri- 
orities are  embraced  by  that  national 
budget. 

I  am  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus/Progres- 
sive Caucus  budget  because  it  is  the 
only  budget  before  this  body  that  si- 
multaneously does  three  things: 

First,  it  provides  for  a  comprehensive 
approach  for  the  effective  maintenance 
of  our  national  security.  Second,  it 
provides  for  a  civil  investment  pro- 
gram that  allows  all  of  us  here  to  carry 
out  our  significant  and  important  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  to  provide 
for  the  common  good  and  to  promote 
domestic  tranquility.  Third,  it  places 
us  on  the  path  of  tax  equity  and  tax 
fairness  for  all  of  our  people. 

In  the  moments  I  have  remaining,  let 
me  focus  on  the  issue  of  an  effective 
national  security  strategy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  goes  beyond  simply 
placing  billions  of  dollars  in  a  huge 
military  budget.  I  would  submit  that 
there  are  three  elements  of  an  effective 
national  security  strategy: 

First,  a  healthy  vibrant  and  vital 
economy  and  an  able  citizenry  that  is 
well-educated,  well-trained  and  highly 
motivated  to  participate  in  the  politi- 
cal process,  allowing  us  to  continue  to 
struggle  over  the  health  of  our  econ- 
omy, the  quality  of  our  lives  and  the 
vibrauce  of  our  iustituiiuus, 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  respect  to  how 
we  address  that,  we  must  then  fund, 
more  than  adequately,  education, 
health,  and  job  training.  There  must  be 
a  commitment  to  technological  and  in- 
frastructure development.  We  must 
continue  to  remind  ourselves  of  the 
significant  contribution  that  comes  to 
us  by  virtue  of  our  investment  in  phys- 
ical and  social  research,  just  to  name  a 
few. 

The  second  element  of  an  important 
national  security  strategy  is  a  com- 
prehensive, thoughtful,  well-thought- 
out,  well-funded  foreign  policy  that 
does  several  things:  promotes  regional 
and  international  stability  by  working 
with  our  allies  and  other  nations  in  the 
world.  Second,  to  promote  democracy 
and  human  rights,  precluding  internal 
conflicts  that  danger  and  threaten  the 
security;  and.  third,  to  deter  war.  not 
by  violence  and  militarism  but  by  the 
use  of  diplomacy  and  other  significant 
nonviolent  tools  that  are  at  our  dis- 
posal in  the  international  arena  as  we 
carry  out  our  international  discourse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  third  element  is  a 
sufficient  military  force  to  carry  out 
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our  responsibilities  in  a  rapidly  chang- 
ing world,  to  address  the  threats  and 
the  challenges  that  are  out  there. 

I  believe  that  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  budget  has  done  all  of 
that. 

Let  me  place  this  latter  point  in 
proper  perspective:  We  are  now.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  this  country  spending  as 
much  on  our  military  budget,  almost 
as  much  as  every  other  Nation  in  the 
world  combined  spends  on  its  national 
military  budgets. 

If  you  add  our  European  allies  and 
our  Asian  allies  into  that  equation,  our 
friends  and  the  United  States  spend  in 
excess  of  80  percent  of  the  world's  mili- 
tary budget.  Thus  less  than  20  percent 
can  be  designed  to  finance  any  of  our 
potential  adversaries. 

Question:  Why  do  we  need  so  much 
money  when  the  cold  war  is  over? 

To  conclude  quickly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  effort.  It  is 
magnificent  as  we  move  to  enhance  the 
quality  of  life  for  our  children  and  our 
children's  children. 

Mr  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
distinct  honor  to  yield  the  balance  of 
our  time  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  AR.MEY).  our  majority  leader. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  ARMEY]  is  recognized 
for  6'^  minutes. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  begin  by  pay- 
ing my  respects  to  my  friends  in  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus.  Once 
again  as  they  do  every  year,  they  have 
brought  together  a  budget;  they  have 
risen  to  the  occasion  and  they  have  put 
good  work  into  their  effort. 

Let  r^f"  assure  mv  friends,  it  is  with 
a  certain  amount  of  regret  that  I  must 
encourage  Members  not  to  vote  for 
your  budget,  but  my  statements  are 
made  nevertheless  in  total  respect  for 
your  good  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  debate,  this  great 
debate  over  how  and  whether  we  bal- 
ance the  budget,  should  conclusively 
prove  to  America  that  real  and  fun- 
damental change  has  come  to  the  peo- 
ple's House. 

For  the  first  time  in  more  than  a 
quarter  century,  we  are  actually  going 
to  balance  the  budget  of  the  United 
States, 

Some  here  today  have  suggested  that 
we  should  not;  others  have  argued  that 
we  cannot,  that  the  task  is  too  dif- 
ficult, the  choices  too  tough. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  now  is  the 
time  to  stop  robbing  our  children  and 
grandchildren;  now  is  the  time,  at  last, 
for  us  to  give  up  the  false  promise  of 
big  Government  and  deficit  spending. 

Now  is  the  time  to  do  what  is  right, 
to  restore  the  American  Dream. 

This  Republican  Congress  will  nei- 
ther gamble  with  the  future  of  our  chil- 
dren, nor  break  our  bond  with  our  sen- 
iors. 


Today  is  an  historic  day,  but  we  must 
keep  it  in  historical  perspective. 

We  just  finished  celebrating  the  50th 
Anniversary  of  'V-E  Day.  We  honored 
the  courage,  the  heroism,  and  the  sac- 
rifice of  a  generation  that  guaranteed 
our  freedom,  and  restored  liberty  to 
Europe. 

They  faced  far,  far  tougher  foes  than 
simple  red  ink. 

Compared  to  their  sacrifices  on  the 
beaches  of  Sicily,  the  cliffs  of  Nor- 
mandy, and  in  the  forests  of  the  Bulge, 
our  task  pales  by  comparison. 

Those  brave  Americans  risked  life 
and  limb  so  that  their  children  would 
live  free.  Today,  that  freedom  is  at  risk 
again— not  because  of  the  military 
muscle  of  a  foreign  power,  but  because 
politicians  didn't  have  the  courage  to 
do  what  we  will  do  today. 

This  debate  is  about  much  more  than 
dollars  and  cents  or  dueling  charts  and 
graphs. 

It  is  about  morality;  about  whether 
or  not  one  generation  will  continue 
cheating  the  next. 

If  our  children  are  to  live  as  freely, 
as  proudly,  and  as  happily  as  we  live, 
then  it  is  time  to  quit  the  political  pos- 
turing and  balance  the  budget. 

Will  our  task  be  difficult?  Things 
worth  doing  usually  are. 

Will  it  cause  discomfort?  Freedom 
sometimes  does. 

Will  it  require  courage?  That  is  what 
being  American  is  all  about. 

Let  us  suffer  no  illusions.  Those  who 
fear  change,  those  who  profit  from  the 
status  quo,  those  who  have  ruled  Wash- 
ington for  decades,  will  fight  us  at 
every  turn. 

Today,  the  party  that  once  rallied 
the  Nation  with  "we  have  nothing  to 
fear  but  fear  itself."  has  nothing  to 
offer  out  lear  iLseif. 

But  the  politics  of  fear  never  works 
in  America,  because  America  is  a  Na- 
tion of  optimists. 

Americans  want  a  smaller  Govern- 
ment. They  demand  tax  relief.  And 
they  reject  business  as  usual. 

Now  it  is  up  to  us.  For,  today  we 
must  decide  what  kind  of  a  nation  we 
will  be. 

We  can,  as  some  in  this  body  and  in 
the  White  House  have  suggested,  do 
nothing.  We  can  keep  on  spending,  and 
spending,  and  spending,  giving  no 
thought  to  what  it  will  do  to  our  fu- 
ture, our  families,  and  our  Nation. 

Or  we  can  pass  the  Kasich  budget,  re- 
store the  American  Dream,  and  head 
into  the  21st  century  with  our  heads 
high,  our  fiscal  house  in  order,  optimis- 
tic, and  full  of  hope. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  freedom,  hope,  and  vote  for  re- 
sponsibility. 'Vote  for  the  Kasich  budg- 
et. 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  m  support  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  alternative  budget.  This  budget 
demonstrates  a  commitment  to  the  Amencan 
people    We   will   not   sit   idly   by   and   merely 


cringe  at  the  possibility  that  money  will  be 
taken  out  of  the  homes,  and  food  oft  the  ta- 
bles, of  millions  of  Americans. 

The  CBC  budget  calls  for  spending  much 
less  on  defense  than  the  Republican  proposal. 
The  disproportionate  ratio  of  defense  spending 
to  domestic  investment  is  outdated.  Believe  it 
or  not,  we  are  at  peace.  We  must  have  the 
courage  to  go  further  in  investing  in  our 
human  capital. 

Those  who  can  least  afford  cuts — the  poor, 
American  children,  and  the  elderly — should  not 
be  required  to  bear  the  brunt  of  the  Repub- 
lican agenda.  I  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  human 
life  not  more  important  than  big  business?  The 
CBC  alternative  budget  calls  on  corporations 
to  bear  their  fair  share  of  the  burden. 

The  CBC  alternative  budget  will  invest  in  the 
programs  people  really  need.  Funding  for 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  will  be  maintained.  In 
addition,  education  and  |ob  training  will  take 
high  priority. 

We  must  again  invest  in  our  people  and 
their  institutions.  This  investment  will  stimulate 
economic  growth  and  promote  the  democratic 
ideal  of  human  dignity  Our  conscience  man- 
dates that  we  do  no  less. 

I  stand  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the 
tens  of  millions  of  Americans  who  cannot 
stand  for  themselves.  For  them,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  balance  this  country's  need  for  fis- 
cal responsibility  with  compassion  for  those 
Americans  who  work  hard  every  day  but  who 
are  still  unable  to  provide  for  their  families,  el- 
derly Americans  who  have  worked  hard  their 
entire  lives  only  to  be  told  by  members  of  the 
majority  party  that  Medicare  is  being  abolished 
to  provide  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy;  and  the 
millions  of  Amencan  youth  who  rely  on  sum- 
mer jobs  to  help  care  for  their  families  and 
keep  them  off  the  streets. 

I  stand  today  to  plead  with  my  colleagues  to 
consider  the  severe  consequences  of  failing  to 
provide  for  important  programs  like  Headstart 
and  Summer  Youth  Employment.  Headstart 
helps  ensure  thai  millions  ni  poor  chiitiren  in 
this  country  will  receive  the  opportunity  for  a 
basic  education.  And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
have  to  remind  this  body  of  the  critical  state  of 
education  in  America.  Headstart  is  the  best 
start  we  can  give  to  our  youth,  who  alone  will 
determine  the  future  course  of  this  great  Na- 
tion. By  providing  our  youth  with  summer  jobs, 
we  provide  them  with  an  alternative  to  the 
tragic  influences  of  crime  that  so  terribly 
plague  our  Nation's  cities.  I  would  remind  my 
colleagues  that  it  costs  millions  less  to  offer 
summer  jobs  than  to  build  and  maintain  pris- 
ons. This  IS  a  program  that  j'lst  plain  makes 
sense. 

I  further  plead  with  my  colleagues  to  re- 
member that  this  Nation's  greatest  asset  is 
compassion.  As  we  vote  on  the  most  impor- 
tant piece  of  legislation  in  this  Congress,  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  not  only  show  compassion 
but  vision,  for  without  this  vision,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, our  Nation  shall  surely  perish. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Payne- 
Owens/Black  Caucus  substitute. 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  budget  for  the  caring  majority  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Payne  and  Mr.  Owens. 

As  I  mentioned  yesterday,  this  entire  proc- 
ess IS  flawed  because  every  alternative  pre- 
sented to  the  House  must  balance  the  budget 


by  fiscal  year  2002,  which  some  economists 
fear  would  pull  resources  out  of  the  economy 
too  abruptly.  The  Payne-Owens  substitute  was 
developed  within  this  artificial  restraint. 

But  the  Payne-Owens  substitute  is  by  far 
the  best  of  the  proposals  before  us  today.  Its 
assumptions  are  far  fairer  than  those  behind 
the  other  proposals,  increasing  revenues  as 
well  as  cutting  spending  and  putting  defense 
on  the  table  along  with  domestic  programs.  It 
protects  essential  Federal  functions  from  the 
budget  axe  and  makes  needed  investments  m 
our  Nation's  future. 

On  the  revenue  side,  the  substitute  would 
give  individuals  an  income  tax  credit  to  offset 
20  percent  of  Social  Security  payroll  taxes — a 
major,  if  necessary,  burden  on  working  fami- 
lies. 

Revenues  would  come  from  increasing  cer- 
tain corporate  and  business  taxes,  eliminating 
certain  tax  subsidies  for  businesses,  and  rais- 
ing the  tax  rate  on  capital  gams. 

On  the  spending  side,  the  Payne-Owens 
substitute  would  cut  defense  spending  to  a 
level  more  in  line  with  the  world  we're  living  in 
today,  while  providing  the  resources  to  con- 
tinue our  role  in  international  affairs. 

It  would  protect  Social  Security,  Medicare, 
and  Medicaid  and  increase  our  investments  in 
education  and  training  programs. 

It  would  continue  the  crucial  Federal  role  m 
public  health  and  biomedical  research  and  fur- 
ther our  commitment  to  a  cleaner  environment 
and  to  biological  diversity. 

It  would  address  the  failings  of  our  welfare 
system  by  maintaining  Medicaid,  AFDC,  and 
school  lunch  as  entitlements,  creating  jobs, 
and  increasing  support  for  child  care. 

It  would  balance  violent  crime  enforcement 
programs  by  strengthening  prevention  and  in- 
crease funding  for  juvenile  justice,  weed  and 
seed,  drug  courts,  and  ounce  of  prevention. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  best  alternative  be- 
fore the  House  today.  It  would  bring  our  Fed- 
eral budget  into  balance  m  fiscal  year  2002 
-.viihcut  .Tiaki.ig  the  FeJcra;  Go.urru;ior.!  j;i- 
able  to  protect  the  Nations  health,  safety,  and 
environment,  or  provide  a  safety  net  for  the 
most  vulnerable  of  our  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Payne- 
Owens  substitute  and.  if  it  does  not  pass,  to 
oppose  the  Republican  budget. 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse 
in  support  of  veterans  and  the  elderly  and  in 
support  of  the  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
budget. 

Our  seniors  who  rely  so  heavily  on  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  will  be  especially  hard  hit 
by  Republican  budgets.  Hurting  seniors  and 
destroying  veterans  health  care  is  the  Repub- 
lican plan  for  America.  Claude  Pepper,  a  true 
champion  of  the  elderly,  would  be  outraged 
with  the  attempt  to  reduce  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid to  second-rate  health  care  systems  so 
Republicans  can  pay  for  a  S355  billion  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthy. 

Veterans  fare  no  better  than  seniors  in  the 
cruel  Republican  budget.  Republican  budget 
cuts  destroy  the  heart  of  VA  programs.  VA's 
health  care  system  suffers  from  years  of 
undertunding;  many  of  its  facilities  are  old  and 
in  need  of  repair.  Gutting  construction  funds  to 
update  VA's  infrastructure  will  destroy  veter- 
ans' health  care — especially  in  Florida  where 
almost  100  new  veterans  arrive  daily. 


The  Congressional  Black  Caucus  budget  Is 
good  for  America's  majority,  for  the  elderly, 
and  veterans.  It  increases  the  President's  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  lor  veterans  by  Si 75.3 
million.  It  includes  increases  for  medical  care 
and  homeless  programs,  and  recommends 
new  construction  funding  lor  VA  medical  cen- 
ters to  meet  increasing  needs.  This  canng  ma- 
jority budget  remembers  veterans — and  not 
just  on  Memonal  Day.  It  also  remembers  the 
elderly. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  strong  support  of 
the  Congressional  Black  Caucus  substitute 
budget  for  fiscal  year  i996  The  CBC  sub- 
stitute is  a  caring  budget,  it  shows  compassion 
for  the  Amencan  people  and  is  one  that  the 
American  people  can  be  proud  of.  It  not  only 
balances  the  budget,  the  measure  is  respon- 
sive to  the  housing,  health,  education,  and 
employment  training  needs  of  the  Amencan 
people. 

Unlike  the  Republicans'  budget  proposals. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67,  which  holds 
our  elderly  hostage  to  their  compromised 
health  care  condition  and  economic  status,  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  substitute  treats 
our  elderly  with  the  dignity  and  respect  that 
they  not  only  deserve — but  have  earned.  Ade- 
quate funding  is  provided  for  the  older  Ameri- 
cans' programs,  including  essential  nutrition 
programs,  low-income  home-energy  assist- 
ance, and  assisted  housing.  Medicare  is  pre- 
served. 

The  lives  of  more  2,000.000  Medicare  sen- 
iors in  Texas  would  be  dramatically  impacted, 
and  by  the  year  2002  each  Medicare  senior  in 
Texas  would  be  asked  to  pay  an  additional 
S  1.1 12  out-of-pocket  expenses.  Each  would 
be  forced  to  pay  S4.000  more  for  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002  to  make  up  for  the  cuts. 
We  want  the  future  to  be  free  but  not  on  the 
backs  of  seniors  and  those  most  vulnerable. 
Unlike  the  Republicans'  budget  proposal  which 
forces  our  elderly  to  choose  between  food  and 
heat,  iinder  the  CBC  alternative  their  quality  of 
life  is  enhanced. 

The  CBC  substitute  is  also  kind  to  our  Na- 
tion's children,  including  those  yet  to  be  born. 
It  provides  adequate  funding  for  Healthy  Start, 
Child  Care,  and  Head  Start.  Our  children  are 
our  future.  They  have  placed  their  future  in  our 
hands,  we  cannot  sacrifice  the  trust. 

In  addition,  the  CBC  substitute  budget 
strengthens  support  for  higher  education,  stu- 
dent aid,  TRIO,  education  lor  the  disadvan- 
taged, school  reform,  biomedical  research, 
and  community  infrastructure.  The  CBC  has 
heard  the  voice  of  the  American  people,  and 
responded  with  a  sound  budget  that  is  fair,  re- 
sponsible, and  overturns  the  Republicans'  as- 
sault on  our  Nation's  most  vulnerable  citi- 
zens—the children,  the  elderly,  the  Veterans, 
and  hard-working  families. 

The  Congressional  Black  Caucus  substitute 
budget  stands  on  its  own  merits.  We  know  we 
must  maintain  a  strong  national  defense — but 
we  also  know  we  must  establish  our  fiscal  pol- 
icy and  priorities  in  a  responsible  and  compas- 
sionate manner. 

D  1500 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  mv  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 


The  question  is  on  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
P,\YNE]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  56.  noes  367. 
answered  "present"  1.  not  voting  10.  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  344] 
AYES— 56 


Becerra 

Frank  (MA) 

Payne  (NJi 

Bonior 

Gonzalez 

Rangel 

Brown  (FL) 

Green 

Reynolds 

Clay 

Hastings  (FL) 

Sabo 

Clayton 

Hllliard 

Sanders 

Clybum 

Hinchey 

Scott 

Collins  iILi 

Jackson-Lee 

Serrano 

Collins  iMI) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Stark 

Conyera 

Lewis  (GA) 

Stokes 

Coyne 

Martinez 

Thompson 

DeFazio 

McDermott 

Torres 

Delluma 

McKinney 

Tucker 

Dixon 

Meek 

Velaaiuei 

Engel 

Mfume 

Waters 

Fattah 

Miller  (CA) 

Watt  1  NO 

Fields  (LA) 

Mink 

Woolsey 

Filner 

Nadler 

Wynn 

Foglietta 

Oberstar 

Yates 

Ford 

Owens 
NOES-367 

Abercrombie 

Chambliss 

Fan- 

Ackerman 

Chapman 

Fawell 

Allard 

Chenoweth 

Fazio 

Andrews 

Chnstenaen 

Fields  (TX) 

Armey 

Chrysler 

Flanagan 

Bachus 

Clement 

Foley 

Baesler 

dinger 

For*)ea 

Baker (CA) 

Coble 

Fowler 

Baker (LA) 

Cobum 

Fox 

Baldacci 

Coleman 

Franks  (CT) 

Ballenger 

Collins  (GAi 

Franks  (NJ) 

Barcia 

Combest 

Prelinghuysen 

Barr 

Condi  t 

Frisa 

Barrett  (NE) 

Cooler 

Frost 

Harrett  (Wll 

Cnsr^-lln 

Kiinrterburk 

Bartlett 

Cox 

Furse 

Barton 

Cramer 

Gallegly 

Bass 

Crane 

Ganske 

Bateman 

Crapo 

Gejdenson 

Beilenson 

Cre  means 

Gekas 

Bentsen 

Cubin 

Gephardt 

Bereuter 

Cunningham 

Geiien 

Be  VI 11 

Danner 

Gibbons 

Bilbray 

Davis 

Gilchrest 

Bihrakis 

de  la  Garza 

GiUmor 

BUley 

Deal 

Gilman 

Blute 

DeLauro 

Goodlatte 

Boehlert 

DeLay 

Goodling 

Boehner 

Deutsch 

Gordon 

Bonilla 

Diaz-Balart 

Goss 

Bono 

Dickey 

Graham 

Borski 

Dicks 

Greenwood 

Boucher 

Dingell 

Gunderson 

Brewster 

Doggett 

Gutierrez 

Browder 

Dooley 

Gutknecht 

Brown  (CA) 

Doolittte 

Hall  (OH) 

Brown  lOH) 

Doman 

Hall  (TX) 

Brownback 

Doyle 

Hamilton 

Bryant  iTNi 

Dreier 

Hancock 

Bryant  iTXl 

Duncan 

Hansen 

Bunn 

Duno 

Harman 

Bunning 

DurblD 

Hastert 

Burr 

Edwards 

Hastings  (WA) 

Burton 

Ehlers 

Hayes 

Buyer 

Ehrhch 

Hayworth 

Callahan 

Emerson 

HeOey 

Calvert 

English 

Hefner 

Camp 

Ensign 

Heineman 

Canady 

Eshoo 

Herger 

Cardin 

Evans 

Hilleary 

Castle 

Everett 

Hobson 

Chabot 

Ewing 

Hoe  ks  era 
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HoUe 

Meehan 

SchifT 

Holden 

Menendez 

Schroeder 

Horn 

Metcalf 

Schumer 

Hostettler 

Meyers 

Seastrand 

Houghton 

Mica 

Sensenbrenner 

Hoyer 

Miller  (FLi 

Shadegg 

Hunter 

Mineta 

Shaw 

Hutchinson 

Minge 

Shays 

Hyde 

Moakley 

Shuster 

Inglis 

Molinari 

Sisisky 

Islook 

Montgomery 

Skaggs 

Jacobs 

Moorhead 

Skeen 

Jefferson 

Moran 

Skelton 

Johnson  (CT) 

Morella 

Slaughter 

Johnson  (SD) 

Murtha 

Smith  (Mil 

Johnson,  Sam 

Myers 

Smith  IN  J) 

Johnston 

Mynck 

Smith  ITX) 

Jones 

Neal 

Smith  (WAi 

Kanjorski 

Nethercutt 

Solomon 

Kaptur 

Neumann 

Souder 

Kasich 

Ney 

Spence 

Kelly 

Norwood 

Spratt 

Kennedy  <MA) 

Nussle 

Steams 

Kennedy  (Rl) 

Obey 

Stenholm 

Kennelly 

Olver 

Stockman 

Kildee 

Ortiz 

Studds 

Kim 

Orton 

Stump 

King 

Oxley 

Scupak 

Kingston 

Packard 

Talent 

Klink 

Pallone 

Tanner 

Klug 

Parker 

Tate 

KnoUenberg 

Pastor 

Tauzin 

Kolbe 

Paxon 

Taylor  (MS) 

LaFalce 

Payne  (VA) 

Taylor  (NC) 

LaHood 

Pelosi 

Tejeda 

Lantos 

Peterson  (FL) 

Thomas 

Lar^ent 

Peterson  (MN/ 

Thornberry 

Latham 

Petri 

Thornton 

LaTourette 

Pickett 

Thurman 

Laughlin 

Pombo 

Tiahrt 

Lazio 

Pomeroy 

Torkildsen 

Leach 

Porter 

Tomcelli 

Levin 

Portman 

Traflcant 

Lewis  (CA) 

Poshard 

Upton 

Lewis  (KY) 

Pryce 

Vento 

Lightfoot 

Quillen 

Visclosky 

Lincoln 

Quinn 

Volkmer 

Linder 

Radanovich 

Vucanovich 

Lipinski 

Rahall 

Waldholtz 

LoBiondo 

Rams  tad 

Walker 

Lofgren 

Reed 

Walsh 

Longley 

Regula 

Wamp 

Lowey 

Richardson 

Ward 

Lucas 

Riggs 

Watts  (OK) 

Luther 

Rivers 

Weldon  (FLi 

Maloney 

Roberts 

Weldon  (PA) 

Man  ton 

Roemer 

Weller 

ManzuUo 

Rogers 

White 

Markey 

Ronrabacher 

Whitfield 

Martini 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Wicker 

Mascara 

Rose 

Williams 

Matsui 

Roth 

Wilson 

McCarthy 

Roukema 

Wise 

McCollum 

Roybal-.\llard 

Wolf 

McCrery 

Royce 

Wyden 

McDade 

Salmon 

Young  ( AK 1 

McHale 

Sanford 

Young  (FLi 

McHugh 

Sawyer 

Zeliff 

Mclnnis 

Sax  ton 

Zimmer 

Mcintosh 

Scarborough 

McKeon 

Schaefer 

ANSWERED  -PRESI 

:nt"— 1 

Bishop 

NOT  VOTING— 

10 

Archer 

Livingston 

Towns 

Berman 

McNulty 

Waxraan 

Flake 

Mollohan 

Kleczka 

Rush 

n  1522 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 

pair:  j 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Rush  for.  with  Mr.  McNulty  against. 

Ms.  PELOSI  changed  her  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  today  I 
missed  the  following  votes;  On  rollcall  No. 
342,  Gephardt,  substitute,  I  would  have  voted 
"no,"  on  rollcall  No.  343,  Neumann  substitute, 
I  would  have  voted  "no,"  and  on  rollcall  No. 
344,  Payne  substitute,  I  would  have  voted 
"no." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  only  further 
amendment  in  order  under  House  Reso- 
lution 149  is  an  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  by  the  minority 
leader  or  his  designee,  based  upon  a  re- 
vised budget  submission  by  the  Presi- 
dent, if  printed  in  the  Record  by  the 
minority  leader  not  later  than  May  17, 
1995.  Such  an  amendment  was  not  so 
printed.  Consequently,  no  further 
amendment  is  in  order. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  a  final  period  of 
general  debate  is  now  in  order. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
SICH]  will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
and  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Sabo]  will  be  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Yorit  [Mr.  Gil- 
man]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  the  meas- 
ure. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr,  Chairman,  I  nse  in  support 
of  the  budget  resolution  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  alternative  budget  resolutions  to  be 
offered  on  the  floor  today. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  for  his  outstanding,  groundbreaking 
leadership  in  putting  together  this  budget  reso- 
lution, helping  all  of  us  carry  out  our  promises 
to  bring  our  budget  into  balance.  None  of  us 
want  to  leave  our  children  and  grandchildren 
an  innentance  oi  oeoi:  we  want  lo  leave  them 
a  better  way  of  life  and  we  will. 

As  Chairman  Kasich  knows  better  than  any 
of  us.  this  IS  not  easy  work  and  in  many  ways 
it  IS  painful.  Despite  my  support  for  the  inter- 
national affairs  function  programs,  I  also  sup- 
port this  resolution,  even  though  international 
affairs  spending  will  go  down,  sharply,  over 
the  next  few  years. 

The  leadership  has  come  together  in  this 
agreement  resolution  to  support  the  same 
funding  levels  for  international  affairs. 

Those  levels  are  realistic:  we  are  supporting 
programs  that  are  necessary  to  the  national 
security  and  the  overall  national  interest  of  the 
United  States.  We  will  all  stand  together 
against  further  cuts  m  spending  on  those  pro- 
grams in  the  course  of  voting  on  this  resolu- 
tion. We've  been  facing  these  same  issues  in 
our  Committee  on  International  Relations, 
where  appropriations  for  most  of  these  pro- 
grams are  authorized 

Last  Monday  night,  our  committee  ordered 
reported  legislation  that  reduces — I  repeat  re- 
duces— fiscal  year  1996  spending  on  pro- 
grams within  our  jurisdiction  by  Si  billion  com- 
pared to  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations,  that 
is.  from  S18.4  billion  to  S17.4  billion. 

In  1997,  it  authorizes  spending  of  S15.2  bil- 
lion, for  a  cut  of  Si. 6  billion  compared  to  1995. 
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And  It  does  even  more — it  steps  off  the  proc- 
ess of  cutting  back  on  Government  agencies 
by  ending  the  independent  existence  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development,  the 
U.S.  Information  Agency,  and  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency.  When  this  res- 
olution IS  adopted,  and  our  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act  comes  to  the  floor  next 
week,  it  will  be  brought  into  full  conformity  with 
the  discretionary  budget  authority  targets  ap- 
plicable to  our  committee. 

At  that  time,  we  will  again  stand  together 
with  our  leadership  in  support  of  sharply  re- 
duced, prudent,  but  necessary  funding  that 
supports  our  national  interests. 

To  elaborate  further  with  regard  to  my  rea- 
sons lor  supporting  this  resolution,  it  should  be 
underscored  that  it  will  provide  for  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  within  7  years — by  fiscal  year 
2002— by  cutting  the  deficit  by  a  total  of  $1.1 
tnllion.  This  will  be  achieved  through  cuts  m 
both  discretionary  and  mandatory  spending 
programs. 

Additionally,  H.  Con.  Res.  67  would  allow 
for  an  increase  in  funding  to  strengthen  impor- 
tant defense  programs.  The  cold  war  may  be 
over,  but  the  world  is  still  a  dangerous  place. 

Although  I  am  voting  in  favor  of  the  budget 
resolution,  I  am  concerned  about  its  impact  on 
our  Nation's  seniors.  Though  it  is  important 
that  the  Medicare  system  be  reformed  due  to 
Its  impending  bankruptcy  in  the  year  2002,  the 
Budget  Committee's  proposal  will  cut  an  esti- 
mated S22.5  billion  from  Medicare  in  New 
York  State.  Accordingly,  we  must  make  certain 
that  those  reforms  do  not  place  undue  hard- 
ships on  our  Nation's  senior  citizens.  There- 
fore, I  believe  that  cuts  in  the  program  should 
not  affect  current  recipients  of  Medicare.  In- 
stead, the  changes  should  be  in  place  for  fu- 
ture recipients. 

Additionally.  I  recommend  means  testing  the 
Medicare  Program.  Those  seniors  who  can  af- 
ford to  pay  more  for  their  health  care  should 
(Jo  so. 

I  ddi  huptiiul  thai  we  i^dii  woik  out  a  Medi- 
care reform  proposal  throughout  this  budget 
process  which  can  accomplish  both  saving 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy  while  at  the  same 
lime  protecting  our  Nation's  seniors.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  my  colleagues  in  that  re- 
gard. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
support  of  a  budget  resolution  which  will  pro- 
vide for  a  balanced  budget  for  the  first  time 
since  1969. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Stearns]. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  also 
rise  in  support  of  the  Kasich  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  issue  of  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  which  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  claim  we  are  going  to  cut,  I 
want  to  read  a  quote: 

Today.  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid 
cut.  We  are  going  to  have  increases  in  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  but  a  reduction  in  the 
rate  of  growth. 

1  venture  to  say  you  might  be  surpnsed  to 
learn  that  these  words  were  spoken  not  by 
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Republicans,  but  by  the  President  last  year 
when  he  was  trying  to  sell  his  health  care 
package  to  the  American  people. 

Thus  far  the  debate  on  making  changes  to 
insure  the  solvency  of  Medicare  has  been  less 
than  statesmanlike.  In  fact,  at  times  it  has 
been  )ust  plain  nasty  and  mean-spirited.  We 
live  in  a  high-technology  country  where  words 
spoken  by  a  major  political  figure  can  reach  a 
wide  audience.  I  think  we  should  all  pause 
and  think  before  we  make  statements  that  are 
simply  untrue  and  at  times  even  outrageous. 

Those  who  are  quick  to  criticize  and  con- 
demn what  we  are  trying  to  do  to  save  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  should  exercise  a  little  cau- 
tion. There  is  no  need  to  let  loose  with  inflam- 
matory statements  that  could  alarm  the  most 
vulnerable  segments  of  the  population  in  our 
country,  namely  the  elderly,  the  infirmed,  anij 
women  and  children.  It  is  wrong  and  think 
frankly  ignoble  to  do  so. 

I  think  it  IS  a  disgrace  that  some  of  my  col- 
leagues have  likened  what  we  are  attempting 
lo  do  to  the  actions  of  Hitler  during  the  Holo- 
caust. I  find  it  repugnant  that  they  would  point 
an  accusatory  finger  and  insinuate  that 
through  the  Contract  With  America  we  are 
waging  a  war  on  our  children.  Nothing  could 
be  further  from  the  truth. 

I  don't  remember  hearing  this  type  of  rhet- 
oric last  year  when  the  First  Lady  said  "We 
feel  confident — that  we  can  reduce  the  rate  of 
increase  in  Medicare  without  undermining 
quality  for  Medicare  recipients."  What  a  dif- 
ference a  year  makes.  Now,  administration  of- 
ficials are  singing  a  different  tune.  Recently. 
Secretary  Shalala  said:  "Our  argument  is  that 
if  you're  slowing  down  growth  here,  and  that's 
below  what's  happening  m  terms  of  costs  out 
there,  it's  a  real  cut.'  So,  when  the  president 
proposed  slowing  down  the  rate  of  growth  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  it  wasn't  a  cut,  but 
now  that  our  budget  contains  a  similar  pro- 
posal, it  IS  a  cut. 

It  IS  ironic  that  the  administration  is  now 
saying  that  Rcpublicar.o  don't  care  about  the 
poor  and  needy  because  we  want  to  reform 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  When  the  administra- 
tion was  proposing  similar  changes  would  they 
have  accepted  the  label  mean-spirited? 

Regardless  of  whether  there  is  a  balanced 
budget,  there  is  an  undeniable,  urgent  need  to 
make  certain  reforms  to  avert  the  Medicare 
trust  fund's  looming  bankruptcy.  Let's  put  our 
differences  aside  and  work  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  to  solve  the  problems  of  how  to  save 
the  Medicare  Program  and  how  to  reform 
Medicaid  so  that  it  delivers  the  necessary  care 
in  a  more  cost-effective  manner.  I  believe  we 
are  up  to  the  task  and  I  plan  to  work  with  my 
colleagues  in  Committee  and  here  in  Con- 
gress to  achieve  this  goal. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Schae- 
fer]. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Kasich  budget  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  the  Republican  Party  is 
following  through  on  its  promise  to  projxise  a 
budget  that  complies  with  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  sponsored  by  my  good  fnend 
Charlie  Stenholm  and  I,  this  House  passed 
at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 


This  IS  a  senous  budget  resolution  with  no 
gimmicks  that  calls  the  bluff  of  those  who  said 
we  could  not  or  would  not  propose  a  balanced 
budget. 

Now,  I  doubt  there  is  a  single  Member  of 
Congress  that  supports  absolutely  every  provi- 
sion of  this  resolution.  Personally.  I  am  con- 
cerned by  the  proposal  to  eliminate  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

The  notion  that  eliminating  this  Department 
will  result  in  huge  savings  is  simply  not  cor- 
rect. Most  of  the  functions  of  the  Department 
will  have  to  continue — the  nuclear  weapons 
complex,  for  example,  will  still  have  to  oper- 
ate. The  Environmental  Management  Program 
will  still  exist.  Congress  cannot  eliminate  these 
functions. 

The  Reagan  administration  ran  into  these 
same  difficulties  in  the  early  1980's,  The  final 
analysis  of  dismantling  DOE  indicated  that 
there  would  be  little,  if  any,  cost  savings  in  the 
long  run,  and  that  in  the  short  run,  it  would  ac- 
tually cost  more  money  to  shut  down  the  De- 
partment than  leaving  it  alone. 

Significant  savings  do  exist  in  the  Depart- 
ment's programs.  There  is  no  doubt  of  that. 
The  DOE.  by  its  own  estimation,  will  be  able 
to  save  over  Si 4  billion  over  the  next  5 
years — a  significant  reduction.  It  also  will  have 
eliminated  27  percent  of  its  work  force.  These 
are  real  cuts,  and  real  savings  for  American 
taxpayers.  The  overall  savings,  m  my  opinion, 
will  be  greater  by  keeping  DOE  whole  and  ac- 
countable than  by  parceling  out  its  responsibil- 
ities to  a  range  of  other  Government  agencies. 

Of  course,  every  issue  addressed  in  the 
budget  resolution  will  ultimately  be  decided  by 
the  appropriate  authorizing  committees.  I  look 
forward  to  the  debate  over  this  matter. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Kasich 
budget  resolution. 

PKRSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this 
last  vote.  I  was  in  the  Chamber.  I  had 
my  card  in  the  machine.  I  pushed  the 
button  twice,  but  it  did  not  do  any 
thing.  I  ran  down  here  in  order  to  vote, 
and  you  closed  the  vote  off.  Before  I 
got  in,  the  clerks  on  the  outside  yelled. 
"One  more,  one  more."  I  came  in  and 
yelled  again.  "One  more,  one  more," 
and  I  was  not  allowed  to  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman's 
statement  will  appear  in  the  RECORD. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  it  would  be  in  order  for  the  gen- 
tleman to  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
vote  "yes"  on  the  next  vote  in  order  to 
make  up  for  the  "yes"  he  did  not  get  to 
cast  on  the  last  vote? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  declines 
to  rule  on  that. 

Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this 
last  vote,  I  would  have  voted  "yes"  re- 
soundingly. 

PER.SONAI.  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  JEFFERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  make  a  statement  for  the 
record.  On  the  last  recorded  vote  on 
the  amendment,  rollcall  344.  I  believe 
it  is.  I  inadvertently  voted  "no";  my 
intention  was  to  vote  "yes"  on  that 
amendment. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to   the  gentleman   from   Mis- 
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souri  [Mr.  Gephardt],  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  House,  this  vote  that 
we  are  about  to  take  is  perhaps  the 
most  important  vote  of  the  2-year  pe- 
riod that  we  will  serve  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  for  a  moment  I 
would  like  you  to  take  out  of  your 
mind  all  of  the  charts  and  all  of  the 
graphs  and  all  of  the  numbers  and  all 
of  the  statistics  that  we  have  flooded 
the  floor  with  and  the  airwaves  with 
over  the  last  2  days  and  to  remember 
that  when  we  pass  a  budget,  unlike 
anything  else  we  do  here,  we  affect  the 
lives  of  millions  of  our  people,  all  of 
our  people. 

I  would  like  you  to  focus  on  a  pic- 
ture. 70-year-old  Cecil  Whitner  and  his 
wife  Ethel,  from  Affton.  MO.  All  of  his 
life,  Cecil  has  served  his  country  and 
his  community.  He  fought  five  major 
battles  in  World  War  II,  and  he  was  re- 
warded with  the  Bronze  Star  for  his 
bravery  in  action. 

For  more  than  three  decades,  he 
worked  as  a  meatcutter  in  a  grocery 
store  in  St.  Louis.  He  always  paid  his 
taxes,  he  paid  his  Medicare  taxes,  he 
paid  his  Social  Security  taxes,  he  did 
what  this  society  asked  him  to  do,  as 
did  his  wife. 
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Now  that  he  is  retired  on  disability 
and  over  70,  he  depends  every  month  on 
Social  Security  and  Medicare,  on  the 
money  that  he  paid  into  these  pro- 
grams for  more  than  35  years. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  this  budget 
that  you  are  about  to  vote  on  would 
take  approximately  $1,300  by  the  year 
2002  between  Medicare  costs  and  this 
pension  from  Social  Security  from 
their  annual  income.  $1,300  It  would  be 
one  thing  if  what  we  are  asking  them 
to  do  was  to  simply  balance  the  budget, 
but  it  is  not.  In  addition  to  allegedly 
balancing  the  budget,  we  are  taking  in 
$1,300  from  these  folks  so  that  we  can 
give  a  $20,000  a  year  tax  break  to  fami- 
lies earning  $350,000  a  year  or  more. 

I  would  like  to  show  my  colleagues 
another  picture,  a  younger  family.  In 
this  picture  we  see  Gina  Stacer.  whose 
husband,  Roy,  works  as  a  car  salesman 
in  St.  Louis.  They  are  trying  to  save 
desperately  for  their  twins'  education 
as  well  as  for  their  own  retirement,  but 
I  say  to  my  colleagues,  when  you  live 
paycheck  to  paycheck,  as  most  of  our 
people  do.  that's  pretty  hard  to  do. 
Gina's  parents  are  both  retired,  and 
they  pay  astronomical  medical  bills 
with  Medicare  and  Social  Security.  But 
this  budget  would  cut  those  benefits, 
and  Gina  and  Roy  would  have  to  use 
their  savings,  not  to  build  their  chil- 
dren's future — they  would  like  to  go  to 
college — but  to  have  to  protect  their 
parents'  lives. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  these  issues 
that  you  vote  on  today  are  not  just  the 
issues  of  the  elderly.  They  are  issues 
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that  affect  every  American  and  every 
American  family.  Young  people  who 
are  working  have  a  responsibility  to 
take  care  of  their  parents,  and  they 
take  that  responsibility  very  seriously, 
and.  if  their  parents  are  in  trouble  with 
medical  bills,  or  they  cannot  support 
themselves  on  Social  Security,  and  if 
they  are  living  on  Social  Security, 
then  they  have  got  to  step  into  the 
breach,  and.  as  all  of  you  know,  these 
middle-income  families  and  families 
trying  to  get  in  the  middle  income  are 
already  pressed  without  having  to  do 
what  this  budget  would  ask  them  to  do. 

Now  in  the  final  analysis  this  budget 
is  about  our  values.  It  is  about  what  we 
believe  is  right  and  wrong,  just  and  de- 
cent, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  un- 
derstand that  as  they  vote  that  they 
are  not  voting  for  just  charts,  and 
graphs,  and  numbers.  They  are  voting 
for  flesh-and-blood  people  who  depend 
on  us  to  represent  them  in  this  most 
important  of  all  transactions  that  we 
do  as  a  people.  The  value  of  my  party, 
and  I  hope  of  a  lot  in  the  other  party, 
is  that  we  must  invest  in  people  for  the 
things  that  they  cannot  do  for  them- 
selves. 

All  of  us  believe  our  budget  must  be 
brought  into  balance.  All  of  us  believe 
we  have  go  to  get  our  fiscal  accounts  in 
order.  It  is  the  question  of  how  to  do  it. 
and  what  I  argue  to  my  colleagues  is.  if 
we're  going  to  balance  the  budget,  let's 
figure  out  how  to  balance  the  budget, 
but  in  that  toughest  of  all  transactions 
let  us  not  represent  a  value  that  says 
were  going  to  take  money  from  mid- 
dle-income people  who  are  already 
struggling.  $1,300  a  year,  to  give  a 
520,000  a  year  tax  cut  to  families  who 
are  earning  $350,000  a  year. 

I  realize  the  value  that  says  we  must 
invest  in  people  who  already  have  it 
made,  and  that  investment  will  make 
its  way  down  to  the  middle  class  even- 
tually, but  I  believe  as  public  servants 
we  have  a  duty,  a  responsibility,  in  jus- 
tice and  decency  and  for  what  is  right, 
to  continue  to  make  the  needed  invest- 
ment in  the  people  of  this  country, 
which  is  the  greatest  resource  of  this 
country,  and  let  the  people  who  have  it 
made  continue  to  make  their  contribu- 
tions to  this  great  society  as  well. 

Defeat  this  resolution.  We  can  do  bet- 
ter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  close 
this  historic  debate  I  consider  it  my 
great  privilege  and  honor  to  yield  my 
time  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.'VSICH].  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  a  per- 
son who  has  done  yeoman  work  on  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
K.\.siCH]  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
seen  a  lot  of  pictures.  I  say.  "I  want  to 
show    you.    America — I    want    to    show 


you  the  future.  I  want  to  show  you  who 
we're  doing  this  for." 

We  have  seen  a  lot  of  pictures.  Katie 
Nunner— a  little  baby— and  her  mother 
who  is  here  says  she  wants  her  baby  to 
be  able  to  fly  someday  like  all  of  us 
can.  spread  our  wings,  and  dream  and 
become  what  we  want  to  become.  That 
is  what  this  is  all  about  today. 

The  first  thing  I  want  to  do  is  I  want 
to  talk  about  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Sabo].  Martin  Sabo  is  as 
class  an  act  as  we  can  find  in  public 
life.  He  is  a  wonderful  human  being. 

I  love  Martin  because  he  has  fought 
the  good  fight,  and  he  is  a  man  of  con- 
viction, and  a  man  of  courage,  and  a 
man  of  principle.  He  will  be  a  friend  of 
mine  forever. 

I  also  want  to  take  a  minute  to  sa- 
lute the  pioneers.  Remember  when 
they  went  over  the  mountains,  and 
they  broke  the  wheel,  and  they  strug- 
gled to  make  it  work  in  the  rain,  and 
against  attacks  and  disease?  That  pio- 
neer is  Petfe  Domenici.  He  is  a  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

I  want  to  thank  somebody  who  is  not 
here  today.  I  am  sure  he  is  probably 
watching,  and  he  does  not  agree  with 
all  the  details,  but  he  is  a  guy  that 
proved  that  two  sides  can  come  to- 
gether, they  can  reach  agreement.  It  is 
my  dream  someday  we  will  all  be  able 
to  have  a  bipartisan  effort.  His  name  is 
Tim  Penny.  Tim  Penny  is  a  man  of 
conscience. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Budget  staff  who 
worked  day  and  night.  28  of  them.  I 
mean  28  of  them  going  through  $12  tril- 
lion worth  of  spending.  They  are  phe- 
nomenal, and  they  dream,  and  they  are 
being  rewarded  today. 

And  I  want  to  thank,  most  impor- 
tantly, my  colleagues  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  the  tip  of  the  spear 
for  the  revolution,  and  I  want  to  talk  a 
little  bit  about  the  revolution,  and  this 
is  what  I  said  to  Martin  the  other 
night: 

"My  dad  was  a  Roosevelt  Democrat. 
No  matter  how  long  his  son  was  in  poli- 
tics, no  matter  how  long  I  talked  to 
him.  my  dad  remained  a  Roosevelt 
Democrat  because  he  believed  that  the 
Democrat  Party  stood  up  for  folks,  and 
I  want  to  tell  you  that  over  the  last  40 
years,  whether  it  was  civil  rights  and 
the  need  for  this  country  to  begin  to 
heal  itself,  and  it  is  still  not  healed,  or 
whether  it  was  education  or  Medicare 
for  our  senior  citizens,  frankly  the  Fed- 
eral Government  giving  opportunity 
for  people  to  fly.  the  Democrat  Party 
did  it." 

I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  life  is 
about  balance.  Talk  about  Neil  Arm- 
strong going  to  the  Moon;  it  was  about 
balance.  The  pendulum  has  swung  so 
far  to  Washington  solving  problems 
that  people  in  America  have  been  say- 
ing. "I've  given  too  much  money.  I've 
given  too  much  control.  I've  given  too 
much  influence  to  Washington,  and 
frankly  I  can  do  it  better  m  my  neigh- 


borhood. I  want  to  do  it  better  in  my 
neighborhood.  I  want  to  educate  my 
children  the  way  I  want  to  educate 
them.  I  want  to  feed  them.  I  want  to 
show  compassion  to  people  who  are  in 
need." 

Mr.  Chairman,  where  I  came  from,  in 
McKees  Rocks,  it  was  a  simple  little 
thing.  It  was  a  sin  not  to  help  some- 
body in  need.  It  was  equally  a  sin  to 
help  people  who  should  help  them- 
selves. 

And  what  our  vision  is  for  the  21st 
century  is  a  vision  of  taking  power, 
and  money,  and  control  and  influence 
from  this  city  and  giving  it  back  to  the 
men  and  women  all  across  this  country 
in  every  city,  in  every  town,  in  every 
village  in  this  country,  and  saying, 
"We  believe  in  you.  and  we  trust  you." 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, "As  we  go  into  the  21st  cen- 
tury, and  you  think  that  an  individual 
can  sit  in  their  home  with  a  magical 
instrument,  a  magical  invention  called 
a  computer,  and  move  the  financial 
markets  of  the  world,  doesn't  it  make 
sense,  as  we  go  into  the  21st  century, 
that  the  21st  century  is  about  the 
power  of  the  individual,  not  the  power 
of  bureaucracy,  not  the  power  of  red- 
tape,  because  frankly  the  power  of  bu- 
reaucracy, and  redtape.  and  misplaced 
compassion  does  not  reward  individual 
achievement  and.  in  some  respects, 
takes  away  the  incentives  for  the  indi- 
vidual to  fly." 

Look  at  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Mfume].  The  man  came  from 
very  tough  surroundings,  was  the 
chairman  of  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus.  Do  my  colleagues  know  why? 
Because  America  is  a  place  of  oppor- 
tunity, and  that  is  what  this  is  all 
about.  It  is  about  balancing  a  budget 
and  stopping  the  Tiow  of  red  ink  be- 
cause, just  like  a  family,  if  Govern- 
ment will  spend  day  in  and  day  out 
more  than  what  it  takes  in,  it  will 
bankrupt  itself,  it  will  create  no 
growth,  and  do  my  colleagues  know 
what  the  worst  thing  about  no  growth 
is?  The  rich  get  richer  and  the  poor  get 
poorer,  and  it  is  my  dream  for  every- 
body to  be  able  to  fly  in  America. 

Alan  Greenspan  said  to  us,  and  I  have 
listened  to  many  hours  of  testimony, 
but  when  Alan  Greenspan  came  before 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  and  said. 
"If  we  can  balance  the  budget,  we  will 
unleash  a  prosperity  that  we  cannot 
even  chart  with  this  precious  American 
system,  and  that  gnawing  fear  in  the 
guts  of  mothers  and  fathers  and  that 
their  children  will  not  be  better  off 
than  them  can  finally  be  destroyed." 
That  is  what  this  is  about  today. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  "It's  about 
facing  hard  issues,  it's  about  having  to 
stare  somebody  square  in  the  eye  and 
say.  'I'd  love  to  help  you.  but  I  got  to 
put  the  kids  first,  and  if  there  is  a  po- 
litical risk.  I'm  prepared  to  absorb  it.' 
because  in  the  long  run  we're  going  to 
lift  this  country." 


I  mean  what  is  a  better  quote  than 
John  Kennedy  saying.  "A  rising  tide 
lifts  all  boats?"  That  is  what  this  is. 

And  about  tax  cuts  let  me  just  say. 
"If  there  is  any  institution  that  ought 
to  be  reinforced  into  the  21st  century, 
it's  the  American  family."  We  all  know 
that. 
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What  we  are  doing  is  we  are  saying 
that  as  we  cut  Government,  as  we  end 
duplication,  we  are  going  to  reward  the 
family  into  the  21st  century,  and  all 
the  things  that  the  family  represents. 
value,  stability,  hope,  capital  gains,  we 
did  not  hate  rich  people  where  I  came 
from.  I  have  said  it  before.  Only  guilty 
rich  people  do  not  like  the  rich.  What 
capital  gains  is  about  is  a  funnel.  Pros- 
perity. You  have  got  a  jug  of  prosperity 
in  one  hand  and  a  funnel  in  another. 
And  when  the  stem  is  too  narrow,  you 
try  to  pour  prosperity  in.  and  it  over- 
flows, and  the  Fed  says  raise  interest 
rates  and  slow  everything  down. 

Capital  gains  is  about  widening  the 
stem.  It  is  about  taking  that  jug  of 
prosperity  that  is  jobs  and  progress  and 
it  is  pouring  it  through  that  funnel  as 
fast  as  we  possibly  can.  so  everyone 
can  share  in  the  bounty  of  this  coun- 
try. That  is  what  it  is  about. 

I  want  to  say  to  my  friends  who  may 
vote  against  this,  we  are  going  to  do 
this  now.  We  are  going  to  bring  the 
pendulum  back,  and  we  have  our  vision 
for  emphasizing  the  individual.  That 
does  not  mean  the  Government  does 
not  have  a  role.  It  does.  And  I  know 
how  many  of  you  have  worked  and  bled 
and  fought  for  the  things  that  you  be- 
lieve in.  And  as  we  as  Republicans 
begin  to  put  this  plan  together,  as  we 
march  down  this  road  to  saving  Amer- 
ica. I  am  going  to  urge  everybody  to 
keep  their  minds  and  their  ears  and 
their  eyes  open  about  how  we  can  do  it 
right. 

But.  ladies  and  gentlemen,  it  has  to 
be  done.  We  have  to  preserve  this  great 
country  of  ours.  And  it  is  a  historic 
moment,  when  all  of  us  can  stand  up 
for  the  future,  we  can  all  stand  up  for 
America. 

Pass  the  resolution. 

The  CHAIRMAN  The  Chair  would  re- 
quest the  gentleman  to  remove  ref- 
erences to  persons  in  the  gallery  and 
en  the  floor. 

Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  early 
1950's.  Adtai  Stevenson  quipped  that  Repub- 
licans, in  general,  had  to  be  dragged  scream- 
ing into  the  20th  century.  It  appears  to  me, 
that  the  President  and  the  Democrat  leader- 
ship m  the  House,  will  have  to  be  dragged 
screaming  into  the  21st  century  if  ever  a  bal- 
anced Federal  Budget  is  to  be  achieved. 

It  IS  amazing  how  the  President — in  the  lace 
of  almost  $5  trillion  of  debt  and  over  S300  bil- 
lion of  annual  interest  accruing  on  that  debt- 
can  still  refuse  to  even  offer  a  balanced  budg- 
et for  either  this  century  or  the  next. 

And  the  minority  leadership  in  the  House 
also    resists    endorsing    any    such    balanced 


budget  plan.  For  each  of  the  last  25  years, 
that  leadership — representing  the  majority  con- 
trol of  this  body,  steadfastly  piled  up  nothing 
but  unbalanced  budgets.  And  now — when  the 
only  issue  being  debated  is  not  whether  there 
should  be  a  balanced  budget  over  the  next  5 
or  7  years — still  the  President  and  his  party's 
leadership  in  the  House — fiddle  while  others 
present  balanced  budgets — including  a  coali- 
tion of  Democrat  House  Members  who  recog- 
nize that — like  it  or  not — the  hard  choices 
have  to  be  made  and  a  balanced  budget  must 
be  achieved. 

it  Is  ironic  that  if  the  Democratic  leadership 
in  the  104th  Congress  had  given  recognition 
to  Members  like  Tim  Penney  and  others  within 
their  ranks — who  tried  to  change  the  calami- 
tous fiscal  policies  of  the  big  spenders  of  his 
party — probably  the  Democrats  would  still  con- 
trol this  Chamber.  It  is  utterly  mystifying,  how- 
ever, that  the  Democratic  leadership  can  still 
resist  constructing  a  balanced  budget  as  we 
prepare  to  enter  the  21st  century.  Alas,  all 
they  can  do  is  to  criticize  those  who  are  re- 
sponsibly creating  balanced  budget  plans. 

If  they  will  not  lead,  they  must  follow;  or, 
more  accurately,  in  the  words  of  Adlai  Steven- 
son, they  must  be  dragged  screaming  into  the 
21st  century. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  in- 
tend to  vote  against  this  bill. 

I  have  important  objections  to  a  bill  that  ties 
disaster  relief — which  I  support — to  slash-and- 
burn  spending  cuts. 

The  Republican  strategy  is  transparent.  It's 
political  gamesmanship. 

Saving  money,  cutting  the  deficit:  these  are 
principles  I  can  support. 

But  we  shouldn't  tie  the  wholesale  destruc- 
tion of  programs  that  help  students  and  work- 
ing Americans  to  disaster  relief  for  quake-rav- 
aged Los  Angeles,  bomtxjamaged  Oklahoma 
City,  and  the  flood-impacted  people  of  my  dis- 
tnct. 

Let's  address  these  issues  separately.  Let's 
reject  this  callous  Republican  strategy. 

Let's  vote  on  disaster  aid.  then  let's  get 
down  to  business,  and  see  where  we  can  cut 
spending. 

I  hope  the  American  people  pay  close  atten- 
tion to  this  debate,  and  this  process.  The  Re- 
publicans have  developed  a  bad  habit.  They 
say  one  thing,  but  they  do  another. 

They  promised  to  address  the  budget  defi- 
cit. In  fact,  the  Republican  conferees  who 
crafted  this  bill  dropped  a  Democratic  amend- 
ment that  would  have  required  that  the  net 
savings  from  this  bill — S9  billion — be  used  to 
pay  down  the  deficit. 

Instead,  the  Republicans  intend  to  use 
these  savings  as  their  private  slush  fund  to  fi- 
nance a  tax  break  lor  the  privileged  few. 

Instead  of  cracking  down  on  corporate  tax 
giveaways,  and  special  interest  loopholes,  the 
Republicans  cracked  down  on  seniors,  stu- 
dents, and  everybody  who  didn't  have  access 
to  high-priced  lobbyists. 

Let  me  highlight  just  one  glaring  example. 
The  Senate  version  of  this  bill  included  a  pro- 
vision to  eliminate  a  tax  loophole  that  allowed 
billionaire  expatnates  to  avoid  paying  taxes. 
But  the  Republican  leadership  rejected  this 
provision  and  stripped  this  language  from  the 
conference  report. 

In  fact,  this  bill  typifies  the  callousness  with 
which  the  Republicans  have  addressed  our 
Nation's  fundamental  problems. 
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The  Republican  rescissions  bill  would  dev- 
astate— if  not  eliminate — programs  that  help 
at-nsk,  disadvantaged  kids. 
Republican  targets  include: 
The  Safe  and  Drug  Free  Schools  Program. 
Because  of  Republican  cuts,  our  schools  and 
communities  will  have  S200  million  less  to 
combat  drugs  and  violence  on  campus  and  in 
the  classroom. 

The  Goals  2000  Program.  Higher  academic 
standards  help  everyone:  students,  parents, 
and  employers.  But  this  national  program 
takes  a  S90  million  hit  in  the  Republican  bill. 
This  was  worked  out  with  our  Nation's  Gov- 
ernors. 

The  School-to-Work  Program,  By  matching 
classroom  learning  to  on-the-job  training,  we 
can  make  sure  that  students  get  the  help  they 
need  to  enter  today's  workforce.  But  wait.  The 
Republicans  cut  funding  from  this  program — 
crippling  a  program  that  has  drawn  positive  re- 
views from  corporate  participants  and  school- 
kids  alike. 

Amenca  can  be  a  strong,  productive  Nation 
if  we  have  the  courage  and  commitment  to 
educate  our  citizens.  Without  access  to  edu- 
cation and  training,  our  workforce  cannot  com- 
pete in  an  economy  thai  demands  new  skills 
and  sets  new  rules. 

The  evidence  is  compelling.  We  can't  atlord 
to  give  up  this  fight. 

Since  1979.  most  working  Americans  have 
lost  ground.  For  everybody  but  the  very 
wealthy,  incomes  have  barely  kept  up  with  in- 
flation. Overall  household  income  increased  by 
nearly  S800  billion  between  1979  and  1993, 
yet,  almost  97  percent  of  this  increase  went  to 
the  top  20  percent  of  American  households. 

We  can't  raise  wages  if  we  don't  give  stu- 
dents and  working  Americans  the  tools  they 
need  to  succeed 

A  recent  study  prepared  by  the  Census  Bu- 
reau documents  the  direct  and  positive  link 
between  education  and  productivity.  The  re- 
port found  that  a  better  educated  workforce 
can  significantly  increase  productivity. 

Let's  attack  the  education  deficit  with  the 
same  intensity  we  attack  the  budget  deficit 
Providing  educational  opportunity  and  main- 
taining fiscal  responsibility — these  aren't  mutu- 
ally exclusive  goals. 

I  urge  my  Republican  colleagues  to  open  a 
dialog  with  the  administration.  Let's  work  out  a 
compromise  that  we  can  be  proud  of  and  the 
American  people  can  be  proud  of. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  ex- 
press my  strongest  opposition  to  this  budget 
resolution.  This  budget  proposes  to  eliminate 
the  Federal  deficit  by  2002,  yet  gives  a  tax  cut 
to  the  wealthiest  Americans.  While  we  must 
work  toward  a  balanced  budget,  we  must  do 
so  responsibly.  We  must  not  force  those  most 
in  need  to  t)ear  the  burden  of  balancing  the 
budget  alone. 

In  this  budget,  the  House  Republicans  have 
chosen  to  take  away  health  and  financial  se- 
cunty  to  seniors  in  order  to  achieve  tremen- 
dous tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  1  percent  of 
Amencans.  While  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
poses to  make  millions  of  seniors  pay  an  addi- 
tional Si, 060  in  out-of-pocket  Medicare  ex- 
penses each  year,  it  provides  a  tax  windfall  of 
S20,000  per  year  for  Americans  with  incomes 
over  S350,000. 

This  bill  IS  a  direct  assault  on  our  Nation's 
seniors.  In  addition  to  the  Medicare  cuts,  the 
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Republicans  are  also  planning  to  cut  Social 
Security  benefits  to  seniors,  wfiich  would  re- 
sult in  an  average  reduction  of  S240  in  bene- 
fits for  individual  seniors  m  2002. 

The  Republicans  said  their  budget  would 
make  tough  choices  and  they  were  right — their 
choices  will  be  tough  on  millions  of  seniors 
who  rely  on  Medicare  and  Social  Security. 

But  seniors  are  not  the  only  victims  of  this 
misguided  budget  scheme.  The  Republican 
budget  would  make  educational  opportunity  a 
thing  of  the  past  for  many  middle  class  stu- 
dents and  their  families. 

It  is  appalling  that  the  Republican  budget 
cuts  student  loans  by  Si 8.7  billion  by  charging 
students  interest  on  their  loans  while  they  are 
still  in  school.  This  will  increase  the  cost  of  a 
higher  education  by  approximately  S5.000  for 
every  student  receiving  a  loan  to  finance  a 
college  education.  Is  this  the  Republican  op- 
portunity society'' 

The  Republican  plan  to  terminate  many  very 
crucial  orograms  that  provide  the  most  basic 
assistance  to  those  most  m  need  is  similarly 
appalling.  Some  of  the  many  programs  dev- 
astated by  this  budget  include:  Housing  Op- 
portunities for  People  with  AIDS:  the  Low  In- 
come Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 
[LIHEAP],  which  ensures  low-income  Ameri- 
cans, including  seniors,  access  to  heat  dunng 
the  cold  winter  months:  unemployment  insur- 
ance extension  benefits:  and  |0b  training  and 
education  programs.  The  list  goes  on  and  on. 
This  resolution  also  dramatically  undermines 
Americas  access  to  the  arts  and  humanities 
by  cutting  the  Corporation  for  Public  Broad- 
casting, and  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts,  and  the  Endowment  for  the  Humanities. 

The  inequities  in  this  Republican  budget  are 
blatant  and  outrageous.  This  budget  requires 
those  most  m  need  to  shoulder  the  burden  of 
balancing  the  budget,  while  granting  the 
wealthiest  of  Americans  a  windfall. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  unfair,  it  is  unjust, 
and  must  be  voted  down.  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  reiecj  thebudget  resolution. 

opposition  to  the  budget  resolution  we  are  vot- 
ing on  today. 

I  am  particularly  appalled  that  this  measure 
would  rob  our  senior  citizens  of  their  Medicare 
coverage  and  Social  Security  benefits  in  order 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks — something  we  cannot 
afford, 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  supported  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  and  I  am  prepared  to  make  the 
tough  choices  necessary  to  stop  the  flow  of 
red  ink.  Indeed  I'm  voting  for  the  Stenholm  al- 
ternative budget  which  would  actually  cut 
more  than  the  Republican  proposal  and  direct 
these  cuts  to  deficit  reduction. 

We  all  have  to  make  sacnfices  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget,  but  the  Republican  plan  is 
clearly  out  of  balance  when  it  comes  to  fair- 
ness and  protecting  the  most  vulnerable  mem- 
bers of  Our  society. 

What  does  this  Republican  proposal  really 
mean''  It  means  that  out-of-pocket  Medicare 
costs  for  seniors  will  increase  by  Si, 060  in 
2002  and  S3, 500  over  the  next  7  years  while 
Social  Security  payments  will  be  up  to  S240 
less.  It  means  that  students  will  have  to  pay 
on  average  S5.000  more  for  their  college 
loans.  It  means  less  money  for  our  veterans, 
public  hospitals,  public  broadcasting,  and  NIH 
research. 


And  guess  what  it  also  means''  It  means 
that  the  very  richest  will  have  320,000  more  to 
spend  each  year  thanks  to  the  Republicans' 
tax  breaks. 

Like  the  Republican  budget,  the  Stenholm 
budget  resolution  I  support  achieves  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  2002.  The  difference  is  that 
the  Stenholm  resolution  takes  the  S281  billion 
in  tax  breaks  and  puts  them  back  into  Medi- 
care, student  loans,  veterans  hospitals,  and 
other  worthy  expenditures  which  benefit  the 
middle  class  and  needy  Americans. 

I  can't  say  that  the  cuts  in  the  Stenholm 
budget  are  painless — they  aren't.  That's  why  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  make  responsitjle 
choices  during  the  reconciliation  process  be- 
cause that's  where  the  rubber  really  meets  the 
road. 

In  particular,  I  strongly  believe  that  deep 
cuts  m  Medicare  and  Medicaid  should  not  take 
place  outside  the  context  of  systemic  health 
care  reform. 

The  Medicare  program  will  not  become  in- 
solvent because  of  mismanagement — in  fact, 
administrative  costs  in  Medicare  represent 
atxiut  3  percent  of  the  overall  program,  lower 
than  any  private  payor. 

Rather,  Medicare  costs  have  increased  be- 
cause the  overall  costs  of  health  care  have 
skyrocketed  and  more  people  are  enrolling  in 
the  system. 

My  constituents  are  concerned  about  health 
care  costs  and  the  deficit  because  they  know 
that  these  issues  will  only  continue  to  place 
larger  burdens  on  their  children.  They  support 
student  loans  because  they  know  that  these 
are  investments  in  our  future  They  support 
nutrition  programs,  and  public  television  be- 
cause they  provide  nounshment  for  the  body 
and  the  mind.  And  they  support  NIH  Research 
because  they  see  the  connection  between 
basic  science  and  cures  and  treatments  lor 
the  diseases  which  plague  our  society. 

We  can  not  blindly  slash  these  programs 
without  giving  thought  to  what  these  programs 
really  mean  for  the  people  wp  rpnrp<;ent 

So  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  my 
colleagues  to  think  beyond  balancing  numbers 
when  they  vote  this  afternoon:  They  should 
think  about  balancing  austerity  and  fairness. 
By  this  measure,  the  Stenholm  budget  pro- 
posal IS  balanced  while  the  Republican  plan  is 
not. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  we 
are  being  presented  with  four  alternative  budg- 
et resolutions — two  offered  by  the  Majority  and 
two  by  the  Minonty.  For  the  first  time  in  a 
quarter  century,  each  of  the  resolutions  before 
us  would  result  in  a  balanced  Federal  budget. 
Each  resolution  recognizes  that  our  current 
pattern  of  runaway  spending  is  both  economi- 
cally unsustainable  and  morally  indefensible. 
Each  resolution  presents  us  with  very  difficult, 
even  painful  choices;  they  are  not  ones  that 
we  relish  making  today  or  that  we  will  relish 
making  in  the  future.  But  the  bottom  line.  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  we  will  have  to  make  them — 
and  postponing  them  won't  make  them  any 
easier. 

Let  us  consider  a  few  facts.  Our  national 
debt  stands  at  S4.8  tnllion— that  is  Si 8,460 
owed  by  every  man,  woman,  and  child  m  our 
Nation.  Interest  on  our  debt  is  the  fastest- 
growing  part  of  the  Federal  budget;  in  fact, 
each  year,  the  Federal  Government  spends  15 


cents  of  every  dollar — or  more  than  S200  bil- 
lion— just  on  interest  on  the  debt.  That  is  al- 
most as  much  as  we  spend  on  all  non-de- 
fense discretionary  programs  combined — on 
education,  job  training,  medical  research,  and 
much  more.  If  current  trends  are  not  abated, 
interest  and  entitlement  obligations  will  con- 
tinue to  grow  exponentially  until  there  is  little 
left  for  anything  else.  Our  choice  today,  then. 
IS  not  about  whether  to  balance  the  budget;  it 
IS  about  how  we  balance  it. 

This  morning,  I  voted  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion offered  by  Democratic  Representatives 
Charles  Stenholm  and  Bill  Orton.  The 
Stenholm-Orton  budget  would  have  cut  de- 
fense expenditures  by  S60  billion  more  than 
the  committee  resolution,  and  it  would  have 
cut  domestic  expenditures  by  S60  billion  less. 
In  addition,  the  Stenholm-Orton  budget  would 
not  have  funded  a  tax  cut,  would  not  have  in- 
creased contributions  to  civil  service  retire- 
ment, would  not  have  cut  the  student  loan  pro- 
gram, and  It  would  have  curbed  the  growth  in 
Medicare  more  modestly  than  the  committee 
resolution.  Unfortunately  the  Stenholm-Orton 
resolution  was  defeated  by  a  wide  margin. 

Given  the  defeat  of  this  resolution,  and  due 
to  the  paramount  importance  of  putting  our 
Nation  on  a  glidepath  to  a  balanced  budget,  I 
will  support  the  Budget  Committee's  resolu- 
tion. While  1  have  concerns  about  some  as- 
pects of  the  Committee  budget,  I  believe  that 
these  concerns  can  be  addressed  in  a  House- 
Senate  conference,  and  that  the  budget  proc- 
ess must  move  forward.  In  fact,  given  the  pre- 
vailing sentiment  in  the  Senate,  it  is  my  expec- 
tation that  the  Imal  document  produced  by 
House  and  Senate  conferees  will  be  very  simi- 
lar to  the  Stenholm-Orton  budget  for  which  I 
voted  today:  It  will  contain  deeper  defense 
cuts,  more  domestic  cuts,  and  few,  if  any.  tax 
cuts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  budget  on  a  path  to  bal- 
ance— however  imperfect  that  path  may  be — 
IS  preferable  to  one  that  saddles  future  gen- 

debt  each  year.  In  addition,  we  must  remem- 
ber that  a  budget  resolution  is  a  blueprint,  not 
a  fully  binding  document,  and  that  the  author- 
izing and  appropriating  committees  will  have 
final  discretion  m  determining  how  funds  are 
spent  in  each  budget  category.  That  is  why  I 
will  continue  to  work  with  these  committees  to 
protect  our  national  priorities — education, 
health  care,  equity  for  our  civil  service,  and 
much  more,  as  I  have  done  throughout  my 
service  m  Congress. 

Mr.  POMBO,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  rise  today  on 
this  historic  occasion  to  express  my  strong 
support  for  the  Republican  Budget.  This  budg- 
et represents  a  contract  with  our  children.  For 
too  long  Congress  has  thoughtlessly  spent 
away  the  prosperity  of  our  children  to  satisfy 
its  appetite  to  spend. 

I  see  Members  get  up  who  are  opposed  to 
this  balanced  budget  plan  claiming  that  pas- 
sage of  this  plan  will  result  in  the  end  of  civili- 
zation as  we  know  it.  They  say  that  the  elimi- 
nation of  this  program  and  that  program  will 
cause  undue  harm  to  this  Nation.  Well  I  stand 
here  today  and  say  that  if  we  do  nothing  then 
we  will  be  responsible  for  undue  harm  to  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren.  How  compas- 
sionate will  we  have  been  to  our  children 
when  in  30  years  there  is  no  money  left  for 


student  loans,  no  money  left  for  Head  Start, 
and  no  money  left  for  anything  else.  Why''  Be- 
cause every  dollar  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment brings  in  will  be  eaten  up  by  interest  on 
the  debt. 

It  pains  me  to  see  the  Federal  Government 
spend  over  S250  billion  per  year  in  interest 
payments  on  the  Federal  debt.  That  money 
funds  nothing — no  education,  no  military,  no 
Medicare,  and  no  Social  Security.  Enough  is 
enough. 

We  are  balancing  the  budget  to  ensure  that 
we  build  a  future  for  our  children  that  is  free 
of  debt  and  full  of  opportunity.  My  son  and 
daughter  deserve  nothing  less,  I  can  think  of 
no  greater  responsibility  as  a  father  than  to  do 
this  for  my  children.  I  ask  that  everyone  look 
inside  themselves,  think  of  America's  children, 
and  support  the  Republican  budget. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  is  a  day 
that  I  almost  thought  would  never  come  in  my 
time  here  in  Congress.  Today  I  will  be  voting 
for  a  budget  resolution,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  67,  which  will  put  this  Congress  on 
a  path  toward  balancing  the  federal  tDudget.  I 
have  voted  for  such  resolutions  in  the  past 
only  to  see  them  trounced  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  What  makes  today  so  special  for  me 
IS  that  a  majority  of  my  colleagues  m  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  be  joining  me  in 
voting  for  this  resolution, 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  first  time  since  1  came 
to  this  House  in  1969,  a  majority  of  Members 
of  this  House  agree  that  we  must  substantially 
shrink  the  size  of  government  in  the  effort  to 
balance  the  budget.  We  are  not  going  to  raise 
taxes,  we  are  not  going  to  use  budget  gim- 
micks, we  are  actually  going  to  cut  spending 
in  an  effort  to  slow  the  rate  of  growth  of  the 
Federal  Government,  Congress  is  finally  act- 
ing m  a  fiscally  responsible  manner.  The  man- 
ner in  which  Congress  has  acted  m  the  past 
can  be  described  as  selfish  at  best  and  crimi- 
nal at  worst.  In  my  view,  the  debt  that  past 
Congresses  have  heaped  upon  future  genera- 
tions has  been  a  criminal  act.  It  can  be  char- 
acterized as  criminal  because  that  approach 
was  mortgaging  the  future  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  In  short,  Congress  has  spent 
money  we  did  not  have  and  sent  the  bill  to  our 
kids.  This  new  Congress  is  saying  enough  is 
enough,  and  I  could  not  be  prouder  than  I  am 
to  be  a  part  of  this  histonc  day  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  commend  my  fnend, 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee.  John 
Kasich,  for  all  his  hard  work  and  dedication  in 
making  this  day  possible,  I  remember  cam- 
paigning for  John  when  he  first  ran  for  office 
and  it  was  clear  to  me  then  that  he  was  com- 
mitted to  principle  and  committed  to  the  con- 
cept of  fiscal  responsibility.  The  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  people  of  this  country  are 
very  fortunate  to  have  John  Kasich  as  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee,  and  we  all  owe 
him  a  debt  of  gratitude  for  his  ettorts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  67  and  look  forward  to 
the  day  when  the  end  purpose  of  this  resolu- 
tion— achieving  a  balanced  budget  by  restrain- 
ing spending — becomes  a  reality. 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  balanced 
budget  resolution  before  us  today  is  the  single 
most  important  vote  we  will  cast  since  1  en- 
tered Congress. 


The  Amencan  people  have  waited  a  genera- 
tion for  a  balanced  Federal  budget.  We  House 
Republicans  have  delivered. 

Passage  of  this  histonc  balanced  budget  will 
show  the  American  people  and  the  world  mar- 
kets that  we  will  balance  the  Federal  budget 
as  promised. 

Eliminating  the  deficit  will  mean  more  jobs, 
lower  interest  rates,  and  higher  real  incomes. 

It's  high  time  the  Federal  Government  quits 
mortgaging  our  children's  and  grandchildren's 
futures.  Every  child  born  this  year  will  face  a 
lifetime  bill  of  3187,000  lor  their  share  of  inter- 
est on  the  national  debt. 

Our  budget  redesigns  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  make  it  smaller,  more  cost-ettective, 
and  less  bureaucratic.  We  cut  Government  red 
tape  and  return  power  from  Washington  to 
State  and  local  governments  and  the  private 
sector. 

Although  I  might  not  agree  with  each  and 
every  spending  pnority  in  the  budget,  we  will 
now  have  the  appropriations  and  reconciliation 
processes  to  modify  certain  specifics. 

The  bottom  line  "s  that  we  zero  out  the  defi- 
cit by  the  year  2002  without  touching  Social 
Security  or  raising  taxes. 

I  urge  a  "Yes"  vote  on  the  Republican 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse 
in  strong  support  of  the  Republican  plan  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  This  is  the  first 
time  in  over  25  years  that  the  Congress  has 
committed  to  balancing  the  budget.  And,  quite 
frankly,  it's  long  overdue. 

Americans  across  this  great  country  need  to 
know  why  it  is  so  important  to  get  our  federal 
spending  under  control  and  balance  the  ted- 
eral  budget. 

Here  are  just  the  numbers.  The  Federal 
Government  has  amassed  a  debt  of  over  S4.9 
trillion.  Even  though  the  Federal  Government 
collected  over  Si. 3  trillion  from  taxpayers  last 
year.  Congress  spent  in  excess  of  Si. 5  tnllion 
every  year. 

So.  today,  we  offer  this  broad  plan  for  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget  over  the  next  7 
years.  Simply  put,  it  ends  business  as  usual 
and  this  spend-more-than-you-can-afford  atti- 
tude that  has  existed  for  far  too  long  in  Wash- 
ington. 

Wnat  does  this  debt  mean  to  each  and 
every  taxpayer''  It  means  that  the  share  of 
that  debt  for  every  American  is  517,000.  If  we 
do  nothing,  our  children  will  have  to  pay 
8200,000  in  taxes  over  their  lifetime  to  cover 
this  debt. 

And.  because  of  this  debt,  we  are  wasting 
over  S260  billion  a  year — a  full  16  percent  of 
the  total  Federal  budget — just  paying  interest. 
That's  money  we  could  be  using  for  more 
health  care,  more  education,  and  many  other 
worthy  purposes  if  only  we  had  balanced  the 
budget. 

Most  important,  this  debt  means  that  we  are 
playing  a  high-nsk  game  with  our  children's  fu- 
ture. Saddled  with  this  debt,  we  threaten  their 
future  opportunities. 

So  today,  we  lay  out  a  broad  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget — while  protecting  Social  Se- 
curity, as  we  promised,  and  while  preserving, 
protecting,  and  improving  Medicare. 

As  expected,  there  are  those  who  claim  the 
sky  will  fall  and  that  we  cannot  survive  without 
each  and  every  Federal  program,  without  each 


and  every  dollar  that  is  spent  here  m  Wash- 
ington. 

Even  under  this  plan  to  balance  the  budget, 
the  Federal  budget  will  still  increase  every 
year.  Let  me  repeat  that.  The  budget  in- 
creases every  year.  In  fact  Federal  spending 
will  increase  Si. 2  tnllion  over  the  next  7  years. 
Only  in  Washington  can  reasonable  increases 
be  called  cuts. 

What  is  the  alternative''  The  President  has 
failed  to  provide  a  plan  to  balance  the  budget. 
While  we  are  taking  the  lead  and  making  the 
tough  choices,  the  President  has  remained  on 
the  sidelines  during  this  critical  national  de- 
bate. It  IS  quite  clear  that  the  President  does 
not  want  to  balance  the  budget. 

Despite  this,  we  move  forward.  To  honor 
our  commitment  to  America,  the  Congress  and 
the  President  need  to  work  together.  We  also 
must  work  as  a  nation  to  discuss  openly  the 
choices  we  face. 

Over  the  past  4  months,  I  have  heard  from 
thousands  of  constituents  with  their  ideas, 
suggestions,  and  concerns  New  Jerseyans 
know  how  to  make  the  tough  choices  for  their 
families  and  their  businesses.  In  New  Jersey, 
our  State  balances  its  budget.  In  New  Jersey, 
we  have  made  government  smaller  and  more 
efficient.  In  New  Jersey,  we  have  made  sure 
that  taxpayers  come  first,  not  last. 

Over  the  next  tew  months,  the  House  will 
debate  and  make  final  decisions  on  each  item 
proposed  in  the  budget.  As  we  debate  our 
spending  priorities,  everyone  needs  to  partici- 
pate. There  must  be  national  dialog  on  where 
we  are  today  and  what  we  must  do  for  our  tu- 
lure. 

Today's  vote  marks  a  histonc  beginning.  We 
have  set  our  Nation  on  the  path  toward  fiscal 
sanity  and  a  solid  future  for  all  Americans. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  budget  resolution.  Now, 
I  want  to  be  clear  in  that  I  do  not  support 
every  single  cut  that  is  presented  m  the  reso- 
lution. But  that  IS  not  the  issue  before  us 
today. 

The  issue  before  us  is  to  outline  a  bluepnnt 
from  which  each  authonzing  and  appropna- 
tions  committee  will  be  able  to  work  from.  It 
sets  guidelines  in  which  we  will  be  able  to 
work  from  in  our  own  committees  where  pro- 
grams can  be  thoughtfully  analyzed  and  delib- 
erated. I  supported  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and,  therefore,  support  this  prop>osal 
which  would  balance  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  1  find  it  hypocritical  that  some  of  those 
that  say  they  support  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  now  oppose  any  specific  plan  to 
do  so. 

The  naysayers  complain  that  the  time  is  not 
now  to  save  Amenca.  But  if  not  now,  when? 
When  our  debt  reaches  S5  tnllion  or  S6  tnl- 
lion'' The  point  is  that  it  is  never  an  easy  task 
to  make  tough  choices.  We  have  well  past  the 
time  to  bite  the  bullet  and  pass  this  blueprint 
that  will  put  us  back  onto  the  road  of  fiscal  ac- 
countability. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
oppose  House  concurrent  resolution  67,  the 
Republican  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  and  am  in  strong  support  of  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  alternative  proposal. 
Unfortunately,    the    second    100-day    rush    to 
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judgment  is  well  underway  with  the  GOP  plan 
before  us,  best  described  as  the  "balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  senior  citizens,  poor 
children,  and  working  families  act."  This  is  an 
absolutely  wrongheaded  and  unconscionable 
approach  and  one  that  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  Amencan  people,  including  my  corv 
stituents.  find  fault  with. 

Let's  not  mince  words  here  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  Republican  budget  resolution  steals  S288 
billion  from  the  pockets  of  elderly  Medicare 
patients,  nps  S24  billion  out  of  the  hands  of 
Social  Security  recipients,  and  grabs  Si 8.7  bil- 
lion in  financial  aid  to  college  students  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  providing  S355  billion  in  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthiest  in  this  country.  In  my 
State  of  Illinois,  this  translates  to  a  loss  of 
over  S2,700  m  Medicare  sen/ices  per  enrollee 
by  the  year  2002  and  about  a  S5,000  increase 
in  college  costs  per  child  for  the  average  fam- 
ily. 

But  wait  that's  not  all!  The  Amencan  people 
also  receive  as  a  bonus  gift  the  complete 
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Education, 
which  will  result  in  a  Si  41  million  reduction  m 
maior  education  State  grant  programs  for  my 
constituents  that  go  to  support  safe  and  drug- 
free  schools,  vocational  and  adult  training,  and 
our  public  libraries.  Tack  on  to  that  drastic  re- 
ductions of  SI 87  billion  in  Medicaid  funds  for 
the  poor  and  disabled — expected  to  stnp  three 
million  citizens  of  their  long-term  health  care 
coverage — as  well  as  a  whopping  35  percent 
in  overall  nondefense  discretionary  spending 
by  2002,  and  we've  got  a  true  case  of  Robin 
Hood  in  reverse'  Where  is  the  Shenff  of  Not- 
tingham when  you  really  need  him,  Mr.  Chair- 
man'' 

At  a  time  when  the  threat  of  a  major  world 
conflict  IS  at  its  lowest  point  in  the  last  few 
decades,  where  is  the  sense  m  increasing  the 
defense  budget  by  Si 22  billion  while  gougmg 
school  lunches,  child  nutrition  programs.  Head 
Start,  and  )ob  training''  Does  the  leadership  of 
this  body  mean  to  say  that  they  value  B-2 
bombers  more  than  they  value  A-plus  grades'' 
Are  shiny  new  planes  of  more  Importance  than 
our  children's  futures'' 

How  can  the  maionty  party  expect  that  the 
variety  of  problems  such  as  drug  abuse,  teen- 
age pregnancy,  cnme,  racism,  lack  of  )0bs, 
and  poor  health  care  services  which  face  too 
many  residents  of  our  maior  urban  centers,  as 
in  my  home  city  of  Chicago,  are  going  to  be 
solved  if  we  simply  cut,  slash,  and  burn  and 
absolve  ourselves  of  the  responsibility  to  lead? 
We  always  hear  complaints  about  how  much 
It  will  cost  to  try  and  attack  ail  of  these  matters 
through  government  action.  Well,  my  friends, 
ask  yourselves  what  it  will  cost  if  we  don'f  If 
we  adopt  the  GOP  budget,  we  will  be  well  on 
our  way  to  finding  out. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  CBC  budget  alter- 
native will  achieve  the  same  goal  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  2002  without  unfairly  singling 
out  middle-  and  lower-mcome  individuals,  fam- 
ilies, and  seniors  to  pick  up  the  tab  Medicare, 
Medicaid,  and  Social  Security,  through  which 
we  do  have  a  contract  with  Americas  seniors, 
are  protected  from  any  cuts  or  alterations. 

Additionally,  the  CBC's  reasoned  approach 
recognizes  that  education  and  job  creation  are 
the  keys  to  increased  Amencan  competitive- 
ness and  a  better  quality  of  life  across  the  Na- 
tion, In  so  doing,  S27  billion,  or  a  25-percent 


increase  over  the  current  budget  figures,  is  in- 
vested in  vital  initiatives  such  as  title  I  and 
TRIO  programs  for  underserved  pupils  as  well 
as  summer  youth  employment  and  mentonng 
partnerships  which  have  proved  of  such  great 
benefit  to  or  communities. 

To  help  offset  these  investment  priorities  the 
CBC  budget  closes  several  corporate  tax  loop- 
holes, effectively  ending  "corporate  welfare  as 
we  now  know  it."  and  raises  the  corporate 
share  of  the  tax  burden  from  1 1  to  15  percent 
in  order  to  correct  a  long-standing  Tax  Code 
imbalance  which  makes  working  families 
shoulder  the  burden  of  taxes  m  this  country. 

Mr.  Chairman  I  urge  my  colleagues  who,  as 
the  CBC  alternative  budget  title  states,  are  in 
the  "caring  maionty"  to  reject  the  Republican 
leadership's  backwards  fiscal  priorities  and 
support  the  CBC  alternative  that  truly  accounts 
for  the  needs  of  all  the  American  people  and 
thoughtfully  attempts  to  strengthen  opportuni- 
ties for  average  families  and  their  children 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
in  opposition  to  the  House  Republican  budget 
plan. 

This  proposal,  put  forth  by  House  Speaker 
Gingrich  and  Budget  Committee  Chairman 
Kasich,  would  give  the  very  wealthy  an  enor- 
mous tax  break  while  at  the  same  time  dev- 
astating Medicare  and  other  vital  programs 

The  goal  of  this  budget  proposal  is  one  i 
share:  balancing  the  Federal  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  In  January,  I  voted  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  our  Federal 
budget.  I  believe  we  must  end  the  continued 
policy  of  running  billion-dollar  deficits  every 
year  which  add  to  the  national  debt  that  must 
be  paid  by  our  children  and  grandchildren. 

But  we  should  not  balance  the  budget  by 
cutting  student  loans.  Medicare,  Social  Secu- 
nty,  funding  for  veterans  and  infrastructure 
while  offenng  a  S353  billion  tax  cut.  This  out- 
rageous cut  will  give  the  wealthiest  families  a 
cut  of  520,000  while  giving  middle-mcome 
families  only  S555  in  tax  relief. 

We  must  also  balance  our  budget  in  a  way 
which  does  not  put  such  a  tremendous  burden 
on  our  Nation's  elderly.  Last  fall,  dunng  town 
meetings  with  my  constituents.  I  talked  about 
the  "Contract  With  America,"  and  its  potential 
impact  on  Social  Security  and  Medicare  I  sug- 
gested that  if  the  Republican  plan  were  en- 
acted, our  seniors  would  see  huge  Medicare 
cuts,  higher  Medicare  premiums  and  out-of- 
pocket  costs,  and  an  effort  to  cut  Social  Secu- 
nty.  If  you  examine  the  Republican  budget 
closely,  it  does  all  three. 

It  cuts  3283  billion  from  Medicare  over  7 
years,  meaning  that  the  service  currently  pro- 
vided by  Medicare  will  be  significantly  less  m 
2002.  By  cutting  the  Medicare  program  by  25 
percent  in  2002,  out-of-pocket  costs  for  sen- 
iors will  increase  by  Si 060  m  2002,  And,  this 
budget  begins  the  dangerous  concept  of  re- 
ducing Social  Security  cost-of-living-adjust- 
ments,  beginning  in  1999,  by  altering  the 
Consumer  Price  Index.  This  will  reduce  the 
average  benefit  by  3240  per  person 

The  Republicans  have  also  suggested  this 
plan  will  actually  balance  the  budget  in  2002. 
Unfortunately,  tfieir  proposal  relies  on  unsound 
economics  and  budget  gimmicks  to  reach  a 
balanced  budget.  This  budget  assumes  a 
SI 70  billion  "economic  bonus"  between  1996 
and  2002  for  attempting  to  balance  the  budg- 
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et.  This  is  based  on  a  rosy  scenario  that  our 
financial  markets  would  react  to  lower  interest 
rates  by  an  optimistic  2  percent  in  2002.  With- 
out this  bonus,  the  budget  is  not  balanced, 
and  the  promises  behind  this  budget  remain 
unfulfilled. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  a  balanced  budget. 
I  believe  if  we  got  nd  of  the  S340  billion  lax 
cut  for  the  wealthy  and  used  those  funds  to 
help  keep  Medicare  solvent;  if  we  asked  the 
very  wealthy  instead  to  pay  their  fair  share:  re- 
stored some  funding  for  some  of  our  most 
needed  initiatives,  such  as  student  loans;  and 
did  not  tamper  with  Social  Security,  we  would 
reach  this  goal.  Unfortunately,  a  majority  of  my 
colleagues  did  not  agree  with  our  efforts  to 
make  these  changes  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, 

Therefore,  I  intend  to  vote  against  the  Ka- 
sich budget  plan  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, support  this  historic  budget  resolution 
which  puts  us  on  the  path  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et for  the  first  time  in  a  generation.  It  is  vitally 
important  for  the  sake  of  our  future  economic 
health  that  we  keep  our  commitment  to  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  2002 

I  must  object,  however,  to  including  repeal 
of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  in  our  budget  assumph 
tions.  As  a  number  of  my  colleagues  and  I 
stated  in  our  recent  letter  to  Speaker  Gingrich, 
Davis-Bacon  is  an  important  and  historic  work- 
er protection  desen/ing  thorough  consideration 
in  the  legislative  process  before  any  attempt  at 
repeal  is  made. 

The  Budget  Committee  projects  S2.7  billion 
in  savings  over  5  years  from  repeat.  I  don't 
think  all  of  those  savings  would  materialize  be- 
cause those  figures  do  not  take  into  account 
the  reduced  quality  of  workmanship  on  Fed- 
eral projects  that  could  result  if  the  prevailing 
wage  is  not  paid 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  believe  we  can  produce  the 
needed  savings  without  repeal  of  Davis-Bacon 
and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  my  col- 
leagues who  signed  the  letter  and  with  the 
leadership  to  devise  a  reasonable  alternative 
to  repealing  the  Davis-Bacon  Act, 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  House  Republican  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution.  Our  budget,  as 
promised,  outlines  a  clear  path  to  the  elimi- 
nation of  our  national  deficit  by  the  year  2002. 
For  too  many  years  the  Democrat  leadership 
in  the  House  has  irresponsibly  increased 
spending  while  putting  the  fiscal  future  of  our 
children  in  jeopardy.  This  budget  will  ensure 
that  the  legacy  we  leave  our  children  in  debt 
free  and  full  of  opportunity,  rather  an  ever  in- 
creasing Federal  deficit  and  a  bloated,  more 
intrusive  Federal  Government.  On  another 
level,  our  plan  marks  a  shift  in  power  away 
from  Federal  bureaucrats  to  families.  States, 
and  communities,  who  know  what  works  best 
for  them. 

Over  the  coming  weeks  we  will  hear  many 
say  that  our  budget  calls  lor  dramatic  cuts  in 
Medicare  This  could  not  be  further  from  the 
truth.  Under  our  proposal  Medicare  spending 
will  increase  from  an  average  of  S4,700  per 
recipient  to  S6,300  per  recipient  by  the  year 
2002  As  a  matter  of  fact,  overall  Federal 
spending  grows  by  about  3  percent  annually 
under  the  GOP  budget  plan  The  simple  truth 
IS  that  the  Medicare  trust  fund  will  go  bankrupt 
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in  just  6  years.  The  Medicare  board  of  trust- 
ees has  verified  this  conclusion.  In  response 
to  this  announcement  Republicans  have  de- 
signed a  plan  to  save  Medicare.  By  controlling 
the  amount  of  growth  of  all  Federal  spending, 
including  Medicare,  we  will  put  ourselves  on 
track  to  a  balanced  budget,  and  at  the  same 
time  save  Medicare  from  certain  insolvency. 
Let  us  pass  this  budget  and  bring  fiscal  sanity 
to  this  House  for  the  first  time  m  a  generation. 

On  another  matter,  note  that  this  budget 
calls  for  the  elimination  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  While  I  recognize  the  significant 
savings  that  would  result  from  this  and  other 
efforts  to  streamline  and  rsduce  Government 
bureaucracy,  I  would  just  like  to  state  that  the 
elimination  of  this  Department  will  not  be  as 
easy  as  simply  eliminating  funding.  The  elimi- 
nation of  this  agency  will  require  the  repealing 
of  a  number  of  underlying  statutes  and  the 
spinning  off  of  several  vital  responsibilities.  As 
chairman  of  the  Commerce,  Trade,  and  Haz- 
ardous Materials  Subcommittee,  I  will  work 
closely  with  my  Republican  colleagues  to  ad- 
dress these  concerns  and  put  ourselves  on 
track  lor  a  balanced  budget  m  2002, 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Republican 
budget  declares  war  on  biomedical  research. 
The  Budget  Committee  recommends  that  NIH 
be  cut  by  S566  million  and  frozen  there  for  the 
next  5  years  to  produce  a  savings  of  S2,5  bil- 
lion. Because  biomedical  research  inflation 
rate  is  4,2  percent,  the  freeze  would  require 
drastic  reductions  of  30  percent  in  medical  re- 
search over  7  years, 

NIH  Director  Harold  Varmus  has  testified 
that  this  proposal  would  be  a  devastating  blow 
to  biomedical  research.  The  success  rate  of 
research  grants  would  plummet  from  24  per- 
cent this  year  to  15  percent  or  lower  in  future 
years.  These  ill-advised  cuts  would  have  a  rip- 
ple effect  on  the  Nation's  science  infrastruc- 
ture. We  will  lose  laboratories,  and  long-term 
investments  in  biomedical  research.  We  stand 
the  risk  of  losing  a  generation  of  new  bio- 
medical researchers.  What  young  person 
would  go  into  a  field  with  such  a  low  prob- 
ability of  success'' 

America's  health  and  economic  competitive- 
ness depend  on  an  adequate  level  ol  funding 
for  biomedical  research  at  the  NIH.  The  Re- 
publican devastation  of  NIH  will  cost  us  money 
in  the  long  run.  NIH  has  played  a  critical  role 
in  innovations  that  have  saved  2-3  dollars  for 
each  dollar  invested  in  research  Why  would 
we  want  to  reduce  our  investment  by  30  per- 
cent? 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  only  the  future  of  NIH 
that  IS  a  stake  in  this  budget,  it  is  the  future 
of  most  American  families.  What  family  in  this 
country  has  not  been  touched  by  heart  dis- 
ease, cancer,  Alzheimer's  disease,  diabetes, 
mental  illness,  or  substance  abuse?  What 
family  feels  totally  sate  from  AIDS,  breast  can- 
cer, or  genetic  diseases'' 

Why  would  the  Republicans  propose  to  take 
away  hope  from  so  many  American  families'' 
Apparently  to  fund  huge  tax  breaks  lor  large 
corporations  and  the  wealthiest  of  Americans. 
This  IS  a  bad  budget.  I  urge  a  "no"  vote. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to 
thank  Chairman  Kasich  and  the  House  Budget 
Committee  for  recognizing  that  we  should  not 
balance  the  budget  at  the  expense  of  eco- 
nomic opportunity.  In  fact,  the  whole  point  of 
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even  having  a  balanced  budget  is  to  promote 
opportunities  for  the  good  and  the  future  ol  the 
Nation,  I  am  proud  to  be  a  Member  of  the 
104th  Congress  which  recognizes  this  factor.  I 
appreciate  having  had  the  chance  to  testify 
before  the  House  Budget  Committee  on  this 
critical  issue  and  for  their  action. 

I  strongly  oppose  the  Clinton's  administra- 
tion's Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
[INS]  budget  for  including  a  border  crossing 
fee.  The  INS  fee  is  an  excessive  burden  to 
American  businesses  along  the  United  States 
border  with  Canada  and  Mexico. 

Illegal  immigration  is  a  national  problem  and 
measures  to  enforce  our  laws  should  be  fi- 
nanced by  all  Americans,  not  only  those  living 
on  the  border,  who  face  the  burden  of  illegal 
immigration.  The  American  border  commu- 
nities already  have  the  undue  hardship  of  ille- 
gal aliens  depleting  valuable  medical  and  so- 
cial services. 

The  Clinton  border  crossing  fee  is  yet  an- 
other blow  to  the  economic  viability  of  Amer- 
ican border  communities  already  devastated 
by  the  devaluations  of  the  Mexican  peso  and 
the  Canadian  dollar.  The  hardworking,  tax- 
paying  Americans  in  the  border  towns  of  Pre- 
sidio, Del  Rio,  Eagle  Pass,  and  Laredo  are 
facing  ruin. 

Already  scores  of  Amencan  businesses 
have  closed  and  thousands  of  hardworking 
Americans  have  joined  the  rolls  of  the  unem- 
ployed because  of  current  economic  situa- 
tions. 

To  impose  an  additional  levy  would  reduce 
commerce  and  violate  the  spirit  of  free  trade 
and  economic  opportunities  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  American  working  men  and 
women. 

Taxes  assessed  by  the  INS  on  Canadian 
and  Mexican  shoppers  will  reduce  purchases 
of  American  goods  and  services.  It  is  impera- 
tive that  the  administration  abandon  this  pro- 
posal and  that  the  House  Budget  Committee 
work  toward  this  goal. 

The  impact  of  a  crossing  fee  on  the  average 
foreign-based  shopper  is  considerable.  We 
must  think  and  take  into  consideration  how 
this  affects  the  Americans  who  live  and  work 
in  our  border  communities  and  stop  treating 
them  like  second-class  citizens.  It  is  important 
that  these  Amencans  are  not  singled  out  by 
the  administration. 

Mr.  PORTMAN  Mr.  Chairman.  I  nse  today 
to  express  my  strong  support  for  House  Con- 
current Resolution  67,  the  Republican  budget 
plan  that  moves  us  to  a  balanced  budget  for 
the  first  time  since  1969.  This  budget  is  about 
America's  future — it  is  a  plan  that  will  allow  us 
to  enter  the  next  century  with  America's  fiscal 
house  in  order.  Our  country  has  continued  to 
sink  deeper  and  deeper  into  debt,  and  the 
time  has  come  to  restore  our  Government's 
economic  strength  and  integrity. 

The  current  budget  crisis  is  taking  its  toll. 
Today's  S4.8  trillion  debt  requires  annual  inter- 
est payments  ol  S235  billion.  If  Government 
spending  is  not  curtailed,  the  debt  will  reach 
S7  5  trillion  by  2005,  requiring  interest  pay- 
ments of  S412  billion.  As  early  as  1997,  Amer- 
icans could  pay  as  much  interest  on  the 
debt— S270  billion— as  we  pay  lor  national  de- 
fense. These  wasteful  debt  payments  occupy 
increasingly  large  portions  of  our  Federal 
budget,  crowding  out  money  that  could  remain 


with  the  taxpayer  or  be  reinvested  m  Ameri- 
ca's neighborhoods,  infrastructure,  schools, 
and  farms. 

In  addition  to  decreasing  the  amount  of 
money  that  the  Government  has  to  pay  for  its 
programs.  Amencans  are  adversely  affected 
by  the  debt  each  time  they  txjrrow  money  to 
pay  for  a  home,  car,  or  an  education  It  is  esti- 
mated that  interest  rates  are  about  two  points 
higher  than  they  should  be  under  a  balanced 
budget.  The  Budget  Committee  tells  me  thai 
this  adds  as  much  as  537,000  over  30  years 
to  a  mortgage  on  a  575,000  home. 

We  must  meet  our  budget  cnsis  head-on  for 
our  Nation  to  be  strong  and  prosperous.  We 
cannot  continue  to  mortgage  the  future  of  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  67  moves  us  toward  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002  by  eliminating  waste- 
ful spending  and  reducing  the  growth  rate  of 
many  programs.  In  all.  this  budget  reduces  the 
deficit  by  about  S1.1  tnllion  over  the  next  7 
years. 

This  budget  plan  not  only  balances  the 
budget — it  also  takes  action  to  protect  and 
preserve  Medicare.  To  save  it  from  bank- 
ruptcy. House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  would 
reduce  the  unacceptabiy  high  rate  of  growth  of 
Medicare.  I  have  a  special  interest  in  this 
issue  given  my  position  on  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  which  has  jurisdiction  over 
Medicare.  As  you  may  know,  the  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare  trustees  have  predicted  that 
the  Medicare  Part  A — hospital  Insurance — 
trust  fund  will  be  bankrupt  m  7  years.  That 
means  that  by  2002,  the  funds  simply  won't  tie 
there  unless  Congress  lakes  some  corrective 
action.  In  order  for  Congress  to  keep  its  com- 
mitment to  provide  health  insurance  for  the  el- 
derly, we  must  act  now  to  safeguard  the  sys- 
tem. 

The  budget  resolution  recommends  three 
approaches  to  reforming  Medicare,  all  of 
which  deserve  further  investigation  by  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee.  None  of  these 
options  would  reduce  Medicare  spendinq 
below  current  levels.  In  fact,  the  program 
would  be  allowed  to  continue  to  grow  at  a 
healthy  rate,  one  which  is  closer  to  the  rale  of 
increase  for  health  care  expenditures  gen- 
erally. Under  the  budget  proposal,  average 
spending  on  a  Medicare  beneficiary  would  in- 
crease from  about  $4,800  today  to  about 
S6,400  in  2002. 

I  do  not  agree  with  every  detail  of  the  budg- 
et plan's  suggested  reforms.  But  when  taken 
as  a  whole,  it  is  a  well-crafted,  responsible 
and  balanced  measure.  It  restores  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility to  our  Government  for  the  first 
time  in  more  than  a  generation.  It's  way  over- 
due. Let's  act  now  to  safeguard  the  future  of 
our  children  and  grandchildren. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr,  Chairman.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port for  the  Budget  Committees  budget  reso- 
lution. This  resolution  halts  the  slide  m  de- 
fense spending  for  the  first  time  in  more  than 
a  decade.  And  it  represents  the  first  time  the 
Congress  has  added  money  for  defense  to  a 
President's  budget  since  1981.  On  average, 
this  proposal  will  provide  the  same  amount  ol 
defense  spending  as  this  year— S270  billion. 
These  additional  resources,  coupled  with  a 
significant  reduction  in  non-defense  spending, 
and  an  aggressive  senes  of  reforms  within  the 
Department,  are  the  key  components  in  our 
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Republican  plan  to  begin  revitalizing  our  na- 
tional security. 

After  ad|usting  for  inflation,  this  plan  does 
not  increase  the  defense  budget.  It  does,  how- 
ever, provide  S50  billion  more  than  the  Clinton 
administration  had  planned  to  spend.  And. 
perhaps  most  importantly,  it  is  a  plan  that 
keeps  the  promise  we  made  to  the  American 
people  we  can  both  remvigorate  our  national 
security  posture  and  work  toward  balancing 
the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  of  our  colleagues  may 
be  asking;  Why.  as  we  struggle  to  balance  the 
budget,  should  defense  appear  to  be  exempt 
from  the  pain  of  cuts''  I  do  not  minimize  the 
importance  of  deficit  reduction  and  the  goal  of 
a  balanced  budget,  indeed,  putting  the  Gov- 
ernment's financial  house  m  order  is  an  impor- 
tant element  of  our  Nations  overall  secunty.  I 
believe  that  strong  measures  are  appropnate 
and  necessary  if  we  are  to  finally  force  the 
Government  to  balance  its  books.  However, 
the  armed  forces  have  already  paid  their  fair 
share. 

But  before  I  describe  to  you  how  steep  the 
defense  cuts  of  the  past  decade  have  been, 
let  me  remind  you  of  one  simple  fact. 

Defense  is  different. 

As  my  colleague.  Representative  Sam 
Brownback  of  Kansas,  explained  m  present- 
ing our  budget  plan.  "We've  got  a  whole  new 
mentality:  what's  the  proper  role  of  the  Federal 
Government?"  Perhaps  the  Congress'  most 
solemn  charge  under  the  Constitution  Is  fo 
"provide  for  the  common  defense."  If  a  Gov- 
ernment cannot  protect  its  citizens  and  inter- 
ests abroad  as  well  as  at  home,  all  its  other 
good  works  are  futile. 

And,  in  my  view,  we  need  to  restore  a  more 
appropriate  balance  to  our  priorities.  Even  as 
the  Federal  Government  has  expanded  into 
areas  of  our  lives  never  dreamt  of  by  the 
Founding  Fathers,  it  has  come  to  shortchange 
those  )Obs  which  they  considered  it  alone 
could  do.  When  national  security  counts  for 
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that's  a  sign  to  me  that  things  are  out  of 
whack. 

The  fact  is,  while  other  parts  of  the  Federal 
budget  have  grown  dramatically,  the  Defense 
Department  has  been  paying  a  peace  dividend 
for  more  than  a  decade  defense  budgets 
have  declined  m  real  terms  m  each  of  the  last 
10  years.  Almost  alone  among  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies,  the  Pentagon  has  paid 
the  price  of  deficit  reduction.  This  year  alone, 
the  Defense  Department  will  spend  nearly  35 
percent  less — Si 40  bilhon  less — than  m  1985. 
Certainly  no  other  department  can  come  close 
to  those  figures.  Defense  spending  now  ac- 
counts lor  less  than  4  percent  of  GDP.  the 
lowest  percentage  m  over  45  years. 

We  are  the  world's  only  superpower.  And 
the  utility  of  the  Defense  Department  to  the 
Nation  has.  if  anything,  increased.  All  one  has 
to  do  IS  look  at  the  extraordinary  deployment 
rates  we  demand  from  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
airmen  and  Marines:  they're  simply  going 
more  places  and  doing  more  things  than  at 
any  time  in  recent  history,  even  during  the 
height  of  the  cold  war. 

In  an  uncertain  and  chaotic  world — perhaps 
especially  m  such  a  world — we  find  that  mili- 
tary forces  retain  their  currency.  The  Soviet 
Union  may  no  longer  exist,  but  there  are  plen- 


ty of  people  in  this  world  who  wish  Americans 
ill.  And  who  will  resort  to  violence  to  express 
that  ill-will.  And.  lest  we  forget  the  tragedy  in 
Oklahoma  City  so  soon,  who  have  unprece- 
dented access  to  powerful  technology 

So  far.  I've  talked  about  numbers:  budget 
cuts,  budget  shares,  budget  priorities.  Let  me 
tell  you  what  these  numbers  mean  m  the  real 
world,  where  the  men  and  women  who  wear 
the  uniform  live. 

First  of  all.  it  means  fewer  troops.  Todays 
military  is  the  smallest  force  since  the  end  of 
the  Korean  War.  By  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1995,  the  military  will  be  down  to  about  1.5 
million  active-duty  members,  from  about  2.2 
million  in  the  late  I980's.  Since  1990.  activ3 
Army  divisions  have  been  reduced  by  one 
third.  The  active-duty  Air  Force  has  cut  its  in- 
ventory of  tactical  aircraft  almost  m  half.  The 
number  of  Navy  aircraft  carriers  has  been  cut 
by  25  percent,  but  the  total  number  of  combat- 
ant ships  IS  down  by  32  percent.  And  make  no 
mistake  about  it,  numbers  of  troops  still  mat- 
ter; in  fact,  our  ability  to  carry  out  our  national 
military  strategy  is  m  jeopardy,  simply  for  lack 
of  certain  highly  specialized  troops. 

Second,  it  means  that  these  fewer  troops 
are  having  a  tough  time  keeping  ready  for  all 
the  missions  they're  being  given.  Every  day 
new  signs  of  diminished  readiness  are  crop- 
ping up.  In  1993.  the  Pentagon's  own  readi- 
ness task  force  discovered  pockets  of  unreadi- 
ness in  all  the  services.  Most  recently — and 
shortly  after  the  administration  assured  the 
Congress  and  the  Nation  that  readiness  was 
as  high  as  it  had  ever  been — three  of  the 
Army's  divisions  were  reported  as  C-3.  mean- 
ing that  they  had  suffered,  in  the  Army's  offi- 
cial definition,  a  "significant  decrease  m  flexi- 
bility and  [an)  increase  m  vulnerability"— 
should  they  be  sent  to  war''  These  divisions 
"would  require  significant  compensation  for 
deficiencies"  to  be  made  ready  for  combat.  Air 
Force  air  crews  in  Europe  are  increasingly  re- 
quiring waivers  for  missed  training.  Navy  and 
iviartne  oofps  dviation  squadroris  nave  ueen 
grounded  due  to  a  lack  of  maintenance  funds. 

Third,  these  troops  are  being  asked  to  ac- 
cept a  lower  standard  of  living  We  should  not 
forget  that  this  administration's  initial  defense 
budget  proposed  freezing  servicemembers' 
pay  and  benefits — at  the  same  time  that  they 
proposed  dramatic  increases  in  domestic 
spending.  Last  year,  the  Congress  began  to 
correct  that  wrong,  but  the  quality  of  service 
life  continues  to  erode.  As  deployments — and 
family  separations — lengthen,  lamily  housing, 
troop  barracks  and  mess  halls  are  not  getting 
routine  maintenance.  There  are  too  many  sub- 
standard living  quarters,  too  many  leaky  roofs. 
too  much  lead  paint. 

Fourth,  these  troops  are  working  with  tools 
that  soon  will  show  significant  signs  of  old 
age.  Designing  and  building  weapons  is  a 
long-term  process;  the  procurement  holiday 
declared  after  the  victories  m  the  cold  war  and 
the  gulf  war  is  turning  into  an  extended  leave 
of  absence.  As  one  retired  officer  told  our 
committee  in  heanngs  this  spring;  "Our  legacy 
to  the  next  generation  is  likely  to  be  45-year- 
old  training  aircraft,  35-year-old  tximbers  and 
airlifters.  25-year-old  fighters,  35-year-old 
trucks,  and  40-year-old  medium-lift  heli- 
copters." By  this  year,  the  overall  Pentagon 
procurement  account  has  fallen  from  the  1985 
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high  of  S132  to  $43  billion,  a  reduction  of 
more  than  70  percent. 

Finally,  the  administration's  desire  to  over- 
extend  and  overuse  our  shrinking  military 
forces  on  an  unending  stream  of  peace  oper- 
ations— has  dangerously  diffused  the  Defense 
Department's  focus.  The  Pentagon  simply  is 
not  keeping  its  eye  on  the  ball.  The  adminis- 
tration persists  in  stretching  the  reduced  force 
and  Its  reduced  budget  by  sending  it  on  a  suc- 
cession of  missions  of  ambiguous  focus,  and 
It  compounds  the  problem  by  refusing  to  budg- 
et properly  tor  these  so-called  contingencies. 
Why  long  running  operations  like  the  no-fly 
zones  over  Iraq  and  Bosnia  should  be  unfore- 
seen and  not  budgeted  is  more  than  a  puzzle; 
It  IS  a  scandal.  At  this  point,  the  administra- 
tion's reluctance  to  budget  for  its  own  peace- 
keeping proclivities  must  be  seen  as  a  sin  of 
commission,  not  one  of  omission. 

But  these  missions  cause  more  than  budg- 
etary mischief;  they  have  strategic  con- 
sequences. Sustaining  large-scale  peace  op- 
erations for  an  extended  period  of  time  places 
a  heavy  burden  on  certain  key  military  capa- 
bilities. The  responsibility  for  these  operations 
has  fallen  disproportionately  on  a  small  num- 
ber of  units:  Army  military  police,  port  han- 
dlers, water  purifiers,  and  quartermasters;  and 
Air  Force  air  cargo  carriers — the  kind  of  peo- 
ple who  provide  food,  water,  sanitation,  and 
showers  in  inhospitable  places,  not  only  to  our 
own  troops  but  to  coalition  allies,  humanitarian 
relief  organizations,  even  the  local  popu- 
lations. 

As  essential  as  these  units  are  for  peace- 
keeping operations,  they  are  equally  vital  m 
wartime.  And  the  more  they  participate  in 
peace  operations,  the  less  prepared  they  are 
to  meet  the  major  regional  contingencies  that 
are  the  backbone  of  our  national  security  strat- 
egy 

Should  Iraq  threaten  Kuwait  and  Saudi  Ara- 
bia again,  our  response  time  would  be  length- 
ened while  we  withdrew  essential  units  and 
equipment  from  the  many  peacekeeping  activi- 
ties they're  now  engaged  in. 

These,  and  other  problems  can  only  be  ad- 
dressed within  the  context  of  stable  defense 
budgets:  There  must  be  renewed  investment, 
reordered  investment  priorities,  and  reformed 
defense  processes.  This  budget  resolution  not 
only  allows  us  to  halt  the  decline  in  spending, 
it  allows  us  to  spend  on  the  right  things,  and 
to  spend  smarter. 

Our  first  priority  is  to  restore  the  quality  of 
service  life.  The  service  chiefs  who  helped  to 
craft  the  early  phases  of  the  post-cold-war 
drawdown  worried  first  and  foremost  about  not 
breaking  the  force;  in  other  words,  not  break- 
ing the  basic  contract  between  the  Nation  and 
the  men  and  women  who  wear  its  uniforms. 

We  also  must  take  a  comprehensive  ap- 
proach to  the  complex  issue  of  force  readi- 
ness: not  only  do  we  wish  to  ensure  that  cur- 
rent problems  be  solved,  but  that  tomorrow's 
readiness  is  not  compromised  to  meet  today's 
shortfalls. 

And  we  must  end  the  procurement  holiday. 
The  President's  budget  request  included  no 
new  bombers,  no  scout  or  attack  helicopters, 
no  tanks  or  fighting  vehicles,  just  a  handful  of 
fighter  aircraft  and  insufficient  ammunition  to 
replenish  stocks.  Relatively  small  investments 
will  provide  the  necessary  link  between  the 
force  o(  today  and  the  force  of  tomorrow. 
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Some  part  of  this  investment  must  go  to  re- 
vitalize the  administration's  anemic  ballistic 
missile  defense  efforts.  As  rogue  states  like 
Iran  dedicate  themselves  to  acquiring  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction  and  the  missiles  to 
deliver  them,  the  United  States  has  a  moral 
obligation  to  pursue  a  robust  effort  to  defend 
against  these  weapons  of  terror.  We  must  not 
forget  how  a  crude,  conventionally  armed 
Scud  missile  accounted  for  the  greatest  single 
loss  of  American  lives  during  the  Gulf  war.  A 
massive  SDI  program  to  develop  and  deploy 
exotic  technologies  is  no  longer  envisioned, 
but  we  have  an  absolute  obligation  to  develop 
and  deploy  theater  and  national  missile  de- 
fenses. It  would  be  unconscionable  to  protect 
our  troops  and  friends  abroad  while  insisting 
that  Americans  here  at  home  remain  vulner- 
able to  ballistic  missile  attack.  Theater  and  na- 
tional missile  defense  must  once  again  be- 
come a  primary  goal,  and  we  must  work  pru- 
dently to  make  that  goal  a  reality. 

We  must  allow  small  force  structure  in- 
creases to  alleviate  the  burdens  of  constant 
deployments  and  high  operating  tempos.  We 
simply  cannot  ask  a  small  portion  ol  our  force 
to  bear  a  disproportionate  burden  lor  non- 
combat  operations. 

Finally,  we  must  reform  the  defense  bu- 
reaucracy. It  must  be  made  to  do  its  proper 
job,  and  to  do  a  better  job.  For  example,  each 
year  the  Government  spends  about  S200  bil- 
lion on  a  wide  range  of  goods  and  services, 
from  sophisticated  Stealth  bombers  to  pencils. 
Regulations  and  redtape  account  lor  almost 
one-fifth  of  that  amount.  Some  are  nec- 
essary—we should  not  take  risks  with  the 
American  people's  money.  But  too  many  man- 
dates leave  little  room  for  sound  business 
judgment,  initiative  and  creatively. 

The  Pentagon,  particularly,  must  learn  to  do 
its  business  more  effectively.  This  is  not  mere- 
ly a  matter  of  efficiency,  it  is  part  and  parcel 
of  national  secunty  in  a  rapidly  changing  stra- 
tegic and  technological  world.  Unless  the  Pen- 
idyon  C3f\  uc  as  ague  as  Mmefica  s  aovcrsar- 
les.  we  will  be  at  risk;  our  bureaucrats  must  be 
as  nimble  as  our  fighter  aircraft.  This  year's 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  will  tackle 
this  problem  head-on,  recommending  a  host  of 
good-Government  and  streamlining  initiatives 
that  will  make  sure  the  Pentagon  becomes  a 
better  steward  of  the  taxpayers'  dollars.  Simi- 
larly, Representative  Bill  Clinger.  chairman 
of  the  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
Committee,  and  I  are  today  introducing  a  com- 
prehensive Federal  Acquisition  Reform  Act 
that  will  lighten  the  bureaucrats'  burden  and 
let  managers  manage;  they'll  be  given  power 
and  responsibility. 

A  second  goal  of  our  reform  effort  must  be 
to  ensure  that  the  Defense  Department  sticks 
to  defense.  For  too  long,  the  defense  budget 
has  been  the  largest  cash  cow  in  Washington. 
Sadly,  items  in  the  defense  budget  are  ques- 
tionable projects  that  have  little  to  do  with  na- 
tional security.  Others  may  be  worthwhile,  but 
are  not  the  Defense  Department's  job. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion.  I  strongly  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's budget  resolution.  Just  as  we  set  the  rest 
of  the  Government  on  the  proper  path  forward, 
so  It  must  be  with  the  Pentagon.  The  deci- 
sions we  rr.ach  about  defense  spending  today 
will  create  effects  felt  not  only  next  year  but 


many  years  from  now.  Lieutenants  and  pri- 
vates recruited  today  will  become  tomorrow's 
generals  and  sergeants  major.  They  will  not  fly 
the  aircraft  we  order  today  for  a  decade.  The 
research  we  undertake  now  will  produce  the 
new  weapons  that  they  will  rely  on  in  20 
years.  In  sum,  we  must  ensure  that  our  future 
military  forces  will  be  assured  ot  being  the 
smartest,  best-trained,  and  best-equipped,  and 
that  there  will  be  no  doubt  in  Amenca  or 
around  the  world  that,  m  Colin  Powell's  words, 
a  '"superpower  lives  here." 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  "What  a  dif- 
ference a  year  makes.""  Who  could  predict  a 
year  ago  that  we  would  be  standing  here 
today  debating  not  one,  but  lour  separate. 
specific  proposals  to  bring  our  budget  into  bal- 
ance. While  I  do  not  support  each  different  vi- 
sion, It  IS  truly  gratifying  to  see  the  debate  shift 
toward  fiscal  responsibility  and  real  account- 
ability to  the  American  taxpayer. 

I  would  first  like  to  congratulate  Chairman 
Kasich  and  his  colleagues  on  the  Budget 
Committee  for  their  tremendous  work  in 
crafting  the  comminee"s  lirst  balanced  budget 
resolution  in  nearly  three  decades.  We  can 
measure  their  success  by  the  type  of  dema- 
gogic opposition  from  those  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  and  down  the  street.  Remember, 
they  have  no  serious  proposal.  It  seems  oppo- 
nents of  fiscal  responsibility  have  been  re- 
duced to  inflammatory  rhetoric  and  misleading 
assertions  of  draconian  budget  cuts.  "The  sky 
IS  falling,"  they  shnek.  Nonsense.  As  you  can 
see  from  this  chart,  total  outlays  under  the 
committee  budget  will  in  fact  continue  to  grow 
at  a  healthy  but  responsible  rate. 

And  in  fact,  we  show  in  the  Solomon-Neu- 
mann proposal  that  it's  possible  to  go  further 
and  balance  the  budget  m  an  even  more  ex- 
peditious manner — 5  years,  rather  than  7.  This 
proposal  underscores  what  I  have  claimed  for 
several  years,  that  there  are  literally  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  of  low  priority,  excessive 
and  wasteful  discretionary  spending  programs 
111  Oui  Cuiieiii  uuLiyel.  We  udii  uui  iiiuse  pro- 
grams Without  touching  Social  Security  and 
while  preserving  Medicare  benefits.  In  addi- 
tion, by  balancing  the  budget  in  5  years  rather 
than  7  the  national  debt  will  be  S600  billion 
less,  and  so  we  could  save  an  extra  S42  bil- 
lion in  interest  payments.  The  result:  interest 
rates  could  drop  an  additional  1  percent. 
That's  good  news  for  families.  The  Solomon- 
Neumann  budget  is.  as  advertised,  truly  a 
contract  with  our  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  histonc  occasion 
for  this  body  This  Congress  is  on  the  verge 
of  reasserting  our  fundamental  duty  to  live 
within  our  means.  This  Congress  will  rein  in 
runaway  spending  and  bring  our  budget  into 
balance.  But  most  importantly.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  we  enter  the  2 1st  century,  it  is  this  Con- 
gress that  will  preserve  a  bright  future  for  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  support  of  the  Republican  budg- 
et not  because  I  agree  with  every  detail,  but 
because  this  Nation  must  balance  it's  budget. 
II  we  don't  we  may  go  the  way  of  Mexico,  and 
if  we  go  bankrupt,  there  won't  be  anyone  to 
bail  us  out. 

The  American  people  should  know  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  make  the  final 
decisions  on  what  programs  will  be  eliminated, 


what  programs  will  be  cut,  and  what  programs 
may  be  increased  Today,  we  spend  atxjut 
Si.  12  for  every  dollar  we  take  in — it's  a  12- 
percent  problem  and  we  can  fix  it. 

This  budget  begins  the  process  of  making 
priorities,  we've  simply  got  to  determine  how 
much  money  we  have,  pnontize  our  needs 
and  when  the  money  runs  out.  so  do  the  pro- 
grams. Every  spending  program  has  a  ration- 
ale, a  constituency  and  a  lobby. 

There's  been  a  lot  ot  loose  talk  in  this 
Chamber  about  so-called  cuts  in  some  pro- 
grams like  Medicare.  Only  m  Washington  is  an 
increase  in  spending  a  cut.  The  fact  is  that 
Medicare  will  be  broke  in  7  years.  That  means 
in  2002  there  will  be  no  money  for  Medicare. 
Those  who  oppose  this  budget  are  willing  to 
scare  our  seniors  and  are  willing  to  lie  to 
them,  in  the  pursuit  of  politics.  To  vote  against 
this  budget  is  to  tell  our  seniors  that  we  don't 
care  atxDut  their  healthcare — that  we  are  will- 
ing to  cast  them  out— just  for  politics. 

The  fact  is.  under  this  budget.  Medicare 
spending  will  increase  from  $4,700  to  S6.300 
in  the  next  7  years — that's  a  40-percent  in- 
crease per  recipient.  That's  hardly  a  cut  any- 
where in  America,  except  on  the  other  side  ot 
the  aisle. 

This  budget  lays  out  a  roadmap  to  follow  to 
a  balanced  budget  and  a  healthy  Medicare 
system  in  7  years.  We  may  not  agree  with 
every  dot  and  tittle  in  this  budget — they'll  be 
worked  out  in  the  Appropriations  Committee — 
but  we  must  agree  with  a  balanced  budget, 
with  a  healthy  Medicare  system,  and  Social 
Secunty  off  the  table. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  America  in 
rums.  That's  right.  Even  if  you  put  aside  for  a 
moment  the  harm  that  the  Kasich  budget  does 
to  Medicare,  student  loans,  and  everyday 
Americans,  you  are  left,  in  terms  of  our  Na- 
tion's infrastructure,  with  a  blueprint  lor  disas- 
ter. 

Forget  what  we  have  learned  over  the  past 
20  years:  That  our  infrastructure  investment 
I  loS  a  oireci  uearing  on  Our  aOmiy  lo  cofripetc 
in  the  global  economy;  that  an  enhanced  infra- 
structure can  greatly  further  productivity,  lower 
the  cost  of  production  and  increase  employ- 
ment; and  that  our  infrastructure  is  critical  to 
upgrading  the  standard  ol  living  and  quality  of 
life  for  all  Amencans. 

Forget  what  we  know  about  the  current 
needs  ol  our  transportation  systems, 
wastewater  treatment,  and  water  supply  facili- 
ties: That  more  than  one-halt — 56  percent — ol 
the  Nation's  major  roadways  are  in  poor  to  lair 
condition  and  are  in  need  of  immediate  repair, 
with  the  cost  to  eliminate  backlogged  highway 
deficiencies  estimated  at  S2i2  billion;  that 
more  than  70  percent  of  peak-hour  travel  on 
urban  interstates  occurs  under  congested  or 
severely  congested  conditions,  generating 
costs  from  wasted  fuel  and  lost  productivity  to 
the  economy  of  S39  billion  per  year,  that  one 
out  of  three  bridges  in  Amenca  is  rated  struc- 
turally deficient  or  functionally  obsolete;  that 
almost  one-fourth  of  the  Nation's  rail  transit  fa- 
cilities are  m  poor  condition,  and  one-fifth  ol 
our  transit  buses  must  be  replaced  as  soon  as 
possible;  that  we  now  have  23  airports  experi- 
encing more  than  20.000  hours  ol  aircraft 
delay  annually,  costing  our  economy  as  much 
as  S6  billion  every  year;  and  that  more  than 
10.000  of  our  75.000  dams  are  classified  as 
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high  hazard,  meaning  they  wouid  cause  loss 
of  iife  and  extreme  property  damage  should 
they  fail;  13.549  are  classified  as  bemg  of  sig- 
nificant hazard,  meaning  significant  property 
damage  would  be  sustained  if  they  fail;  and 
about  2,000  are  considered  unsafe  or  in  need 
of  repair 

Forget— we  should  not— but  that  is  what  the 
Kasich  budget  plan  does.  As  a  result,  spend- 
ing for  infrastructure  would  decline  dramati- 
cally 

For  transportation,  m  1996,  the  Kasich 
budget  calls  tor  a  1.3-percent  cut  below  1995 
spending.  By  the  year  2002  this  would  in- 
crease to  a  14.6-percent  cut  beiow  last  year's 
spending,  representing,  because  the  Kasich 
budget  fails  to  take  account  of  inflation,  a 
30.3-percent  decline  in  real  transportation  pur- 
chasing power. 

Specific  transportation  cuts  would  include 
the  foiiowing; 

Freeze  user-fee  supported  highway  pro- 
gram. The  Republican  budget  freezes  the 
highway  program  at  last  year's  level  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  it  is  supported  exclu- 
sively by  user  lees  and  does  not  contnbute 
one  penny  toward  the  deficit. 

Phase  out  Mass  Transit  Operating  Assist- 
ance. The  budget  phases  out  operating  assist- 
ance for  local  transit  agencies  between  1996 
and  ■'999,  cutting  an  additional  25  percent 
each  year  This  proposal  cuts  Si 93  million  in 
1996.  S385  million  in  1997,  S578  million  in 
1998.  and  S770  million  in  1999  through  2002. 

No  new  starts  for  fixed  guideway  capital 
grants.  The  budget  terminates  funding  for  new 
section  3  mass  transit  systems,  cutting  SI  2 
million  in  outlays  in  1996.  increasing  to  S645 
million  in  2002. 

Terminate  rail  programs.  The  budget  elimi- 
nates high-speed  rail  development  and  the 
local  rail  freight  assistance  program,  termi- 
nates the  Pennsylvania  Station  Redevelop- 
ment Proiect,  and  ends  funding  for  the  North- 
east Corridor  Improvement  Program  in  1999. 

Eliminate  air  transportation  programs.  The 
budget  eiirTmiaies  the  ebseniidi  an  services 
program,  grants  to  reliever  airports,  the  Civil 
Aeromedical  Institute,  the  FAA  Management 
Training  Institute,  and  Air  Traffic  Control  Revi- 
talization  Act  premium  pay. 

Cut  Coast  Guard  operating  expenses.  The 
Republican  budget  cuts  funding  for  Coast 
Guard  operations  by  S65  million,  or  3  percent. 
in  1996  and  freezes  funding  at  this  reduced 
level  for  the  following  6  years.  By  2002,  this 
would  mean  a  24-percent  loss  in  real  purchas- 
ing power. 

For  environmental  programs,  in  1996,  the 
Republican  plan  calls  for  a  14.2-percent  cut 
below  1995  In  2002,  the  plan  proposes  a 
15  2-percent  cut  below  1995,  representing  a 
32.8-percent  decime  m  real  purchasing  power. 

Ma)or  changes  proposed  by  the  Repub- 
licans would  include  the  following: 

Cut  funds  for  sewage  treatment  and  sale 
dnnking  water  facilities.  The  Republican  budg- 
et proposes  to  cut  funding  for  construction  and 
upgrading  of  sewage  treatment  and  dnnking 
water  facilities  by  S650  million,  or  22  percent. 
in  1996  and  then  to  freeze  funding  at  this  re- 
duced ievel  for  the  following  6  years.  By  2002, 
this  would  mean  a  38  percent  loss  in  real  pur- 
chasing power. 

Cut  Corps  of  Engineers  construction.  The 
Republican  budget  calls  for  cutting  funds  lor 
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Corps  of  Engineers  water  resources  construc- 
tion projects  by  SI  72  million,  or  19  percent,  in 
1996.  Although  the  cut  is  reduced  beginning  in 
1998,  in  2002  funding  would  still  be  7  percent 
below  1995 — representing  a  26  percent  real 
cut  in  purchasing  power. 

Reduce  Supertund  spending.  The  budget 
calls  for  reducing  appropriations  from  the 
Supertund  for  hazardous  waste  cleanup  by  10 
percent  m  1996  and  then  freezing  appropria- 
tions at  that  reduced  level  for  the  followmg  6 
years.  By  2002,  purchasing  power  would  be 
down  30  percent. 

For  regional  development  programs,  m 
1996,  the  Republican  plan  calls  for  a  25.3  per- 
cent cut  below  1995.  In  2002,  the  plan  pro- 
poses a  25,5  percent  cut  below  1995,  rep- 
resenting a  40,6  percent  decline  in  real  pur- 
chasing power. 

Major  changes  proposed  by  the  Reputi- 
licans  would  include  the  following — 

Eliminate  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration. 

Eliminate  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com- 
mission. 

Eliminate  the  nonpower  programs  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authonty. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  but  a  few  exam- 
ples of  the  many  real  infrastructure  hardships 
this  budget  advocates. 

American  in  ruins.  Sound  familiar?  That  is 
the  title  of  a  1983  bestseller  which,  for  the  first 
time,  brought  to  the  forefront  of  American  poli- 
tics the  important  role  that  infrastructure  plays 
in  the  world  economy. 

Let  me  read  from  the  conclusion  of  that 
work: 

Economic  renewal  must  be  the  premier 
focus  of  domestic  policy  in  this  decade.  Our 
public  infrastructure  is  strategically  bound- 
up  in  that  renewal.  Without  attention  to  de- 
terioration of  that  infrastructure,  economic 
renewal  will  be  thwarted  if  not  impossible. 

We  have  no  recourse  but  to  face  the  com- 
plex task  at  hand  of  rebuilding  our  public  fa- 
cilities as  an  essential  prerequisite  to  eco- 
nor^ir-  renewal  .ir>d  maintenancp  of  our  iitiul- 
ity-of-life. 

How  quickly  we  forget — how  much  the  Ka- 
sich Republican  plan  forgets. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  Re- 
publican budget. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  nse  today  to 
note  that  a  number  of  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  shown  pictures  of 
their  children  dunng  the  course  of  the  debate 
on  budget  pnorities.  These  children  are  beau- 
tiful; they  have  bnght  futures;  and,  I  am  sure 
they  are  the  pnde  and  )oy  of  their  lucky  par- 
ents. I  know;  I  am  the  lucky  mother  of  five 
wonderful  children. 

With  all  due  respect  to  my  colleagues  how- 
ever. I  would  note  that  we  are  here  in  Con- 
gress to  represent  all  of  the  children  of  our 
districts  and,  in  fact,  our  Nation,  not  just  our 
own  children  Our  children  are  the  lucky 
ones — they  are  covered  by  their  parents'  con- 
gressional health  benefits;  and,  with  the  bene- 
fit of  their  parents'  congressional  salaries,  they 
have  decent  housing  and  will  be  able  to  afford 
higher  education. 

It  is  not  enough  to  gauge  the  bnlliance  of 
the  future  of  this  great  Nation  by  its  impact  on 
our  own  children.  We,  as  Federal  legislators, 
have  an  obligation  to  all  of  this  Nation's  chil- 
dren. Our  children  are  not  only  the  ones  in  our 


families.  They  are  also  the  children  down  the 
street,  in  low  income  housing,  and  tragically, 
sometimes  not  in  housing  at  all  but  out  on  the 
street.  Unless  we  meet  their  needs  too,  the  fu- 
ture of  our  children  is  not  as  bright. 

The  Republican  budget  before  us  today  is 
not  lor  America's  children,  it  is  only  for  the 
children  of  the  privileged  few, 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  67 
which  sets  out  the  annual  budget  limits  that 
will  enable  our  Federal  Government  to  achieve 
a  balanced  budget  over  the  next  7  years.  Our 
country  faces  a  deficit  crisis  that  can  only  be 
resolved  through  an  honest  commitment  to  the 
basic  idea  that  our  Federal  Government  can 
no  longer  afford  to  live  beyond  its  means.  With 
this  resolution.  Congress  has  an  historic  op- 
portunity to  put  an  end  to  the  business-as- 
usual  partisan  bickering  that  has  resulted  in  a 
$4  8  trillion  debt  that  threatens  to  overwhelm 
our  Nation's  economy.  It  is  time  to  stand  to- 
gether and  do  the  heavy  lifting  that  is  needed 
to  put  our  country's  balance  sheet  in  order. 

This  year's  interest  obligation  on  the  debt  is 
S235  billion,  and  over  the  next  15  years — if 
current  patterns  are  allowed  to  continue — ac- 
cumulated interest  payments  will  total  several 
trillion  dollars.  You  dont  need  to  be  a  finance 
expert  to  understand  that  this  year's  S235  bil- 
lion interest  payment  on  the  Government's 
debt  means  that  we  have  that  much  less 
money  to  fund  critical  government  functions 
like  cnme  control,  education,  and  transpor- 
tation initiatives.  On  a  personal  level,  these 
growing  interest  payments  will  mean  that  my 
13-year-old  son  Carlton  will  be  saddled  with 
approximately  Si 25,000  in  additional  taxes 
during  his  expected  lifetime  to  pay  for  his 
share  of  the  interest  obligation. 

Even  now,  Americans  are  paying  for  this 
debt  in  the  form  of  interest  rates  that  are 
about  2  percentage  points  higher  than  they 
would  be  if  the  budget  were  balanced.  This 
adds  as  much  as  S37.000  over  30  years  to 
the  mcrtriaQe  on  3  375,000  '"lO-Tir.  A  2-prrcent 
reduction  in  interest  rates  will  result  in  the  fol- 
lowing economic  benefits: 

It  will  lead  to  the  creation  of  4.25  million 
more  jobs  over  the  next  10  years. 

It  will  increase  per  capita  incomes  16.1  per- 
cent. 

It  will  generate  S235  billion  more  revenue 
for  the  Federal  Government  without  a  tax  in- 
crease. 

It  will  generate  S232  billion  more  revenue 
for  State  and  local  governments  without  a  tax 
increase 

As  the  former  chairman  of  the  Fairfax  Coun- 
ty Board  of  Supervisors.  I  can  report  from  first- 
hand experience  that  a  spendthrift  Federal 
Government  with  unrestrained  deficits  will  in- 
evitably attempt  to  pass  the  buck  on  to  State 
and  local  governments  m  the  form  of  unfunded 
mandates.  While  we  addressed  part  of  this 
problem  with  the  Unfunded  Mandates  Reform 
Act,  we  will  never  fully  cure  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's habit  of  passing  the  buck  until  we 
adopt  a  firm  balanced  budget  policy  that 
forces  the  Government  to  live  within  its 
means.  When  I  was  elected  county  board 
chairman  m  Fairtax  County,  VA — a  county  of 
900,000  residents  with  the  second  largest 
county  budget  m  the  Nation — we  were  faced 
with   more   than   a   S200   million   deficit   that 


threatened  the  financial  security  and  well- 
being  of  the  county.  Well,  we  rolled  up  our 
sleeves  and  went  to  work.  We  made  the  coun- 
ty government  leaner  and  more  efficient.  We 
set  priorities  and  stayed  on  focus  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget,  without  tax  hikes,  that  fea- 
tured added  funding  for  education.  Two  years 
later,  Fairfax  County  was  voted  best  financially 
managed  county  in  the  country  by  City  and 
State  magazine  and  I  learned  that  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility creates  economic  opportunity  and 
has  the  power  to  restore  the  average  tax- 
payer's faith  in  government. 

It  IS  now  time  to  restore  faith  in  the  Federal 
Government.  This  resolution  sets  tough  budg- 
et limits  that  will  require  difficult  choices  and 
painful  spending  cuts,  I  oppose  several  of  the 
individual,  non-binding  proposals  that  are  con- 
tained in  the  committee  report  that  accom- 
panies this  resolution.  I  will  continue  to  fight  to 
see  that  the  more  than  two  million  hard  work- 
ing Federal  employees  are  not  unfairly  tar- 
geted for  pay  and  benefit  cuts.  While  we  all 
must  share  in  the  sacrifices  that  are  necessary 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget,  I  believe  that 
Federal  workers  were  unfairly  singled  out  for  a 
2,5  percent  pay  cut  and  a  sizeable  reduction 
in  promised  retirement  pay  contained  in  H.R. 
1215— the  tax  bill. 

I  voted  against  the  rule  that  limited  amend- 
ments and  against  final  passage  of  H.R.  1215. 
The  other  body  has  not  embraced  these  pay 
cuts,  and  I  am  confident  that  the  end  result  of 
this  budget  process  will  be  much  more  accept- 
able to  the  Federal  worker  than  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  misguided  tax  bill.  I  am 
pleased  that  this  resolution  recommends  the 
formation  of  a  high-level  commission  to  study 
the  security  of  our  military  and  civil  sen/ice  re- 
tirement funds.  The  Congressional  Research 
Service  and  General  Accounting  Office  are  on 
record  as  certifying  that  these  retirement  sys- 
tems have  no  unfunded  liability  problem  and 
face  no  threat  of  insolvency  I  applaud  this 
resolution  for  embracing  a  long-range,  analyt- 
ical approach  to  the  questions  raised  during 
the  tax  bill  uebaie  aboui  the  solvency  of  inese 
retirement  funds.  This  resolution  appears  to 
recognize  that  any  increase  in  employee  con- 
tribution rates  based  on  the  argument  that 
these  funds  are  unstable  should  be  postponed 
until  the  commission  makes  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations. 

There  is  some  good  news  for  northern  Vir- 
ginians in  this  balanced  budget  plan:  our 
METRO  system  is  fully  funded  until  its 
planned  completion;  retired  civil  servants  and 
military  personnel  do  not  face  reduced  or  de- 
layed cost-of-living  allowances;  and,  the  U,S. 
Geological  Survey  remains  intact  and  viable  in 
its  Reston  headquarters. 

Let's  put  partisanship  aside  for  the  sake  of 
our  children's  economic  security.  To  those  crit- 
ics who  locus  solely  on  the  sacrifices  required 
to  balance  our  budget,  I  say;  Where  is  your 
plan''  This  resolution  represents  a  solid  plan 
to  balance  the  budget  over  7  years.  A  bal- 
anced budget  will  directly  result  m  lower  inter- 
est rates,  a  stable  dollar  in  the  international 
market,  and  long-term  economic  security.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No  further  debate  is 
in  order.  Accordingly,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  149.  the  Committee 
rises. 


Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  having  assumed  the 
chair,  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  reported 
that  the  Committee,  having  had  under 
consideration  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H,  Con,  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U,S.  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997, 
1998,  1999.  2000,  2001.  and  2002,  as  amend- 
ed, he  reported  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion, as  amended,  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
amendment  printed  in  H.  Rept.  104-125 
is  adopted. 

Under  the  rule,  the  previous  question 
is  ordered. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  'WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  does 
House  rule  XXI(c)  requiring  a  three- 
fifths  vote  to  increase  Federal  taxes 
apply  to  the  $17.4  billion  tax  increase 
contained  in  the  Republican  budget 
resolution  due  to  the  consumer  price 
index  cut? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appre- 
ciates the  gentleman's  parliamentary 
inquiry,  and  the  Chair  interprets 
clause  5(c)  of  rule  XXI  to  apply  only  to 
the  passage  or  adoption  of  a  bill,  a 
joint  resolution,  an  amendment  there- 
to, or  a  conference  report  thereon.  The 
rule  does  not  apply  to  the  adoption  of 
a  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  fur- 
ther parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a 
freshman.  On  my  first  day  here  I  voted 
that  a  three-fifth  vote  of  this  body  be 
required  to  pass  a  tax  increase. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  is  not 
in  order. 

Mr.  WARD.  Is  this  not  a  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  not  a  bill.  The 
gentleman  is  a  freshman.  He  should 
study  this.  It  is  not  a  bill. 

Mr.  WARD.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
studying,  Mr.  Speaker.  What  is  the 
voter  to  think  if  we  do  not  call  a  bill  a 
bill? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  concurrent  resolution,  as  amended. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV,  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were— yeas   238,   nays 
193.  not  voting  4,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No  345] 
YEAS— 238 


Allard 
.Archer 
.Armey 
Bachus 
Baker  iCAi 
Baker  (LAI 
Hal  longer 
Barr 


Barrett  iNEi 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bereutcr 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 


Bliley 

Blute 

Boelilert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  <TN) 


Sunn 
Bunnln^ 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condii 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crape 
CremeajiB 
Cubin 

Cunninfcham 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doman 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields  (TX) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 

Franks  iCTi 
Franks  (N.Ji 
Freljnghuysen 
Frisa 

Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Ceren 
Gilchrest 
Glllmor 
Oilman 
Gingrich 
Goodtatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall  (TX) 


.Abercrombie 

.Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WIl 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bcntsen 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonier 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CAi 

Brown  (FLi 

Brown  (OHi 

Bryant  (TXi 


Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA I 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

HolMon 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CTi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largenl 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CAi 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCollum 

McCrery 

.McDade 

McHugh 

.Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  iFLi 

Mollnari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oxley 

Packard 

NAYS— 193 

Cardin 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (Mil 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DcFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 


Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Qutllen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rams  tad 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberta 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scartmrougb 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Sbuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

WallA  tOK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitrield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

zeiirr 

Zimmer 


Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Esboo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Prank  (MA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 
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GepharJt 

McCarthy 

Sabo 

Gibbons 

McDermott 

Sanders 

Gonzalez 

McHale 

Sawyer 

Gordon 

McKinney 

Schroeder 

Green 

Meehan 

Schumer 

Gutierrez 

Meek 

Scott 

Hail  (OH) 

Menendez 

Serrano 

Hamilton 

Mfume 

Sisisky 

Harman 

Miller  (CA) 

Skaggs 

Hastings  (FL) 

MlneU 

Skelton 

Hayes 

Minge 

Slaughter 

Hefner 

Mink 

Spratt 

Hilliard 

Moakley 

Stark 

Hinchey 

Mollohan 

Stenholm 

Holden 

Moran 

Stokes 

Hoyer 

Murtha 

Studds 

Jackson-Lee 

Nadler 

Stupak 

Jacobs 

Neal 

Tanner 

Jefferson 

Oberstar 

Tejeda 

Johnson  (SD) 

Obey 

Thompson 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Olver 

Thornton 

Johnston 

Ortiz 

Thurman 

Kanjorski 

Orton 

Torres 

Kaptur 

Owens 

Tomcelli 

Kennedy  iMAi 

Pallone 

Towns 

Kennedy  iRIi 

Pastor 

Traflcant 

Kennelly 

Payne iNJ) 

Tucker 

Kildee 

Payne  iVA) 

Velazquez 

Klmk 

Pelosi 

Vento 

LaFalce 

Peterson  iFLi 

Visclosky 

Lantos 

Peterson  (MNi 

Volkmer 

Levin 

Pickett 

Ward 

Lewis  (GAi 

Pomeroy 

Waters 

Lincoln 

Poshard 

Watt  (NO 

Lipinskl 

Rahall 

Waxinan 

Lofgren 

Rangel 

Williams 

Lowey 

Reed 

Wilson 

Luther 

Reynolds 

Wise 

Maloney 

Richardson 

Woolsey 

Manton 

Rivers 

Wyden 

Markey 

Roemer 

Wynn 

Martinez 

Rose 

Yates 

Mascara 

Roybal-Allard 

Matsui 

Rush 
NOT  VOTING- 

-A 

Berman 

Kleczka 

Collins  iILi 

McNulty 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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So  the  concurrent  resolution,  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, during  rollcall  vote  No.  345  on 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  I  was 
unavoidably  detained.  Had  I  been 
present  I  would  have  voted  "no." 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
INTERNATIONAL  RELATIONS  TO 
HAVE  UNTIL  MIDNIGHT  F^RIDAY, 
MAY  19.  1995,  TO  FILE  REPORT 
ON  H.R.  1,561,  AMERICAN  OVER- 
SEAS INTERESTS  ACT  OF  1995 

-Mr  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  have 
until  midnight.  Friday.  May  19.  1995.  to 
file  a  report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  1561)  to 
consolidate  the  foreign  affairs  agencies 
of  the  United  States;  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of 
State  and  related  agencies  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997:  to  responsibly  re- 
duce the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions for  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H  R.  1158. 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE  AND  RESCISSIONS. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  151  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  151 

Resolved.  That  upon  adoption  of  this  reso- 
lution it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
conference  report  to  accompany  the  bill 
(H.R.  1158)  making  emergency  supplemental 
appropriations  for  additional  disaster  assist- 
ance and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1995,  and  for  other 
purposes.  All  points  of  order  against  the  con- 
ference report  and  against  its  consideration 
are  waived.  The  conference  report  shall  be 
considered  as  read. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dreier]  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Boston.  MA  [Mr.  Moakley],  the 
former  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

Pending  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 
All  time  yielded  is  for  debate  purposes 
only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  provides  for 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
to  accompany  the  bill,  H.R.  1158.  a 
measure  providing  emergency  supple- 
mental appropriations  for  disaster  as- 
sistance and  rescissions  for  fiscal  year 
1995.  The  rule  waives  all  points  of  order 
against  the  conference  report  and 
against  its  consideration. 

In  particular,  I  would  note  that  the 
conference  report  violates  clause  3. 
rule  XXVIII,  relating  to  scope,  because 
appropriations  related  to  the  terrorist 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City  were  added 
to  the  bill  in  conference,  and  I  know 
everyone  is  very  supportive  of  that  ef- 
fort. 
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The  debates  on  this  floor  are  getting 
somewhat  predictable.  Fortunately, 
the  American  people  are  getting  one 
message  that  is  coming  through  loudly 
and  clearly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Democratic  leader- 
ship, including  President  Clinton  right 
at  the  top,  are  unquestionably, 
unwaveringly,  and  unalterably  ad- 
dicted to  big  government.  We  just 
heard  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kasich]  talk  about  the  fact  that  we  are 
for  the  first  time  in  years  turning  the 
corner  on  that. 


There  are  a  number  of  important 
emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions in  this  bill.  However,  I  would  es- 
pecially call  attention  to  the  $6.7  bil- 
lion in  supplemental  funding  for  disas- 
ter relief  in  40  States:  not  just  Califor- 
nia. 40  States  are  involved. 

I  can  assure  the  Members.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  in  Los  Angeles,  in  Los  Angeles, 
where  the  impact  of  the  Northridge 
earthquake  is  still  felt,  these  funds  are 
more  critical  than  the  rescissions  in- 
cluded in  the  funding  package. 

The  budget  debate  in  this  House  boils 
down  to  whether  politicians  can  mus- 
ter the  courage  and  conviction  to  stop 
passing  trillions  of  dollars  of  economy- 
choking  debt  to  our  Nation's  children. 
This  is  one  of  the  most  important  po- 
litical debates  in  our  history.  It  will 
impact  the  future  of  every  working 
family  in  this  country.  This  emergency 
supplemental  is  a  miniature  version  of 
the  budget  debate  that  we  just  went 
through. 

The  new  majority  in  Congress  has 
changed  the  way  Washington  does  busi- 
ness. Rather  than  simply  tossing  new 
spending  onto  the  mountainous  Fed- 
eral debt,  as  has  been  done  in  the  past, 
we  propose  to  pay  for  it.  Is  that  so  in- 
credibly radical.  Mr.  Speaker? 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations 
went  back  and  re-evaluated  nearly 
every  item  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
spending  program.  They  tried  to  find 
what  I  call  smart  cuts.  They  used  the 
following  criteria:  No.  1,  spending  that 
was  not  authorized:  No.  2.  duplicative 
Federal  programs:  No.  3,  programs  that 
receive  large  funding  increases  in  fiscal 
year  1995:  No.  4.  programs  with  unspent 
funds  piling  up  from  year  to  year:  No. 
5.  programs  that  exceeded  the  level  in 
the  Clinton  budget:  finally,  programs 
that  are  wasteful  and  do  not  work. 

Those  are  the  criteria  that  they  used 
in  looking  at  these  items.  Only  among 
big-government  liberals  in  Washington 
are  these  considered  radical  criteria. 
The  Committee  on  .'\ppropriations  took 
another  radical  step.  They  proposed  to 
cut  as  much  unnecessary  spending  as 
possible,  not  just  enough  to  balance 
out  the  new  spending.  Only  inside  the 
Beltway  here  in  Washington  would  peo- 
ple advocate  only  looking  for  enough 
wasteful  spending  to  balance  the 
amount  of  new  spending,  but  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  very  respon- 
sibly went  further.  We  proposed  to  get 
this  Government  on  the  path  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  the  one  that  was  just 
called  for  in  the  resolution  passed. 

That,  of  course,  gets  us  back  to  the 
balanced  budget  question.  We  are  start- 
ing to  see  a  clear  trail  here,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  the  balanced  budget  amendment, 
despite  strong  bipartisan  support,  the 
President  opposed  it.  and  it  came  up 
short.  However,  he  sure  had  the  rhet- 
oric down  extraordinarily  well,  as 
many  of  our  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  have  in  this  House.  He 
and  his  friends  supported  a  balanced 


13501 


budget,  not  just  that  they  supported 
the  amendment.  They  said  they  wanted 
specifics. 

Then  the  Republicans  came  up  with 
specific  budget  plans  to  balance  the 
budget.  Again,  the  big-government  lib- 
erals, led  by  the  President,  ran  for 
cover.  Again  there  were  excuses.  We 
heard  a  lot  of  that  here  today  when  the 
House  made  history  and  passed  this 
budget  resolution  that  will  put  us  on 
this  glide  path  toward  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  President's 
staff  indicates,  and  the  President  him- 
self has  indicated,  that  this  emergency 
supplemental  appropriations  and  re- 
scission bill  will  be  vetoed.  We  are  the 
ones  who  responded  to  his  request,  and 
he  was  not  at  the  table,  and  yet  the 
call  is  that  he  is  going  to  be  vetoing  it. 
Should  we  be  surprised? 

On  the  one  hand  it  is  hard  to  believe 
that  the  President  is  going  to  veto  the 
bill  that  provides  relief  to  American 
families  that  have  already  suffered  at 
the  hands  of  earthquakes,  fires,  flood, 
and  terrorism.  However,  look  at  it 
from  the  perspective  of  big-govern- 
ment's great  protector.  Every  special 
interest  that  lives  off  the  bloated  Fed- 
eral Government  is  frightened.  They 
all  think  that  they  are  next.  The  Presi- 
dent and  his  very  liberal  allies  in  Con- 
gress are  their  great  protectors.  The 
great  protectors'  advisers  have  prob- 
ably told  him  that  if  he  does  not  op- 
pose these  cuts,  special  interests  all 
over  the  country  are  likely  to  think 
that  maybe  the  President  will  agree 
with  Congress  tomorrow  or  next  week 
or  later  this  year,  that  their  special 
program  is  not  absolutely  critical  to 
this  Nation's  future.  Better  to  make  it 
clear  to  those  who  live  off  the  Federal 
^.jovernmen t  tuat  he  is  iierc  loi  'ijucm. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  good  con- 
ference report.  It  makes  history.  Two 
months  ago  when  a  bill  came  to  the 
floor  providing  funding  for  these  prior- 
ities, and  reducing  spending  to  pay  for 
it,  people  said  the  spending  cuts  would 
die  in  the  other  body.  Apparently  they 
misread  things.  They  passed  by  a  99  to 
0  vote.  Now  we  have  these  veto  threats. 
They  could  be  wrong,  too.  If  not.  let 
the  President  make  the  case  that  in  a 
$1.5  trillion  budget,  a  1-percent  spend- 
ing cut  is  too  much. 

By  the  way.  explain  why  those  cuts 
are  more  important  than  this  extraor- 
dinarily important  disaster  relief.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  very  fair  rule,  this  extraor- 
dinarily balanced  conference  report, 
which  the  American  people  are  behind. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  really  cuts 
things  we  should  keep,  and  keeps 
things  that  we  should  cut.  Even 
though,  and  I  want  the  Members  to  lis- 
ten  closely,   even   though   it  is  not  as 


bad  as  the  House  bill,  and  in  that  we 
are  all  thankful,  we  are  still  left  hold- 
ing a  big  pile  of  favors  for  the  well  off 
at  the  expense  of  everyone  else.  The 
worst  part  is  that  $50  billion  of  these 
cuts  are  not  even  going  to  deficit  re- 
duction. They  are  going  to  provide  a 
tax  break  for  some  1  million  people,  1 
million  of  the  richest  Americans  in  the 
land.  Those  are  figures  from  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  feel  like  yesterday  I 
was  standing  here  complaining  about 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich  at  the  expense  of 
Medicare  recipients.  Now  I  am  standing 
here  complaining  about  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich  at  the  expense  of  education 
and  housing.  My  Republican  friends 
say  they  have  to  cut  these  programs  to 
balance  the  budget,  but  President  Clin- 
ton has  shown  us  that  it  is  possible  to 
cut  spending,  and  not  cut  the  legs  from 
under  working  families.  President  Clin- 
ton's bill  cuts  $110  million  more  than 
the  Republican  bill,  but  it  does  it  with- 
out socking  it  to  the  middle  class. 

The  President's  rescissions  bill 
proves  if  you  give  up  the  idea  of  tax 
breaks  for  the  very  rich,  then  we  can 
afford  a  lot  of  very  good  programs  that 
benefit  the  rest  of  the  people,  programs 
for  education  and  training,  programs 
for  crime  prevention,  programs  for 
housing,  programs  for  veterans,  and 
the  list  just  goes  on  and  on, 

Mr.  Sp»eaker,  this  Republican  rescis- 
sions package  is  a  big,  fat  boon  for  ex- 
patriated billionaires,  and  a  serious  cut 
for  working  American  families.  Repub- 
licans have  broken  their  promise  not  to 
cut  Medicare,  and  they  are  breaking 
their  promise  to  help  working  families. 
While  we  are  on  the  subject  of  broken 
promises,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  Republican 
friends  had  promised  not  to  waive  the 
3-day  layover,  and  they  have  gone 
ahead  and  done  that,  too. 

Therefor.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  getting 
used  to  this.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
oppose  the  rule.  This  bill,  like  the  Re- 
publican budget,  hurts  the  people  who 
need  help  and  helps  the  people  who 
really  do  not  need  help.  We  do  not  have 
to  gut  education  and  crime  programs 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  very,  very 
rich. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Livingston],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  want  to  say  in  response  to  the  last 
gentleman's  statements,  there  are  no 
tax  breaks  in  here,  no  money  is  going 
to  people  for  tax  breaks,  because  the 
conference  agreement  includes  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  in  the  Senate.  The  Presi- 
dent never  got  his  list  of  rescissions  to 
us  until  after  the  conference  was 
closed,  so  there  was  no  possible  way  for 
us  to  act  on  any  of  his  ideas,  even 
though  we  have  been  pleading  with  him 


for  4  months  to  give  us  his  ideas  on  re- 
scissions. 

I  do  not  know  where  the  gentleman 
got  this  business  about  a  billionaires' 
tax  cut.  This  is  an  appropriation  bill, 
not  a  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
bill.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  tax 
breaks. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  still  bask- 
ing in  the  glow  of  passing  the  first  bal- 
anced budget  in  26  years,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon], 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Claremont,  CA,  for 
yielding  time  to  me.  It  is  nice  to  have 
him  down  out  of  the  gallery  and  here 
on  the  floor.  He  is  doing  such  a  great 
job. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  rule  and  the  conference  report  it 
makes  in  order.  This  is  the  conference 
report  that  contains  funds  to  try  to  re- 
pair just  some  of  the  damage  that  was 
done  by  the  Oklahoma  City  blast,  and 
yet  the  President  has  said  he  will  veto 
it?  This  is  the  conference  report  that 
contains  disaster  assistance  for  the  vic- 
tims of  the  California  earthquake,  and 
yet  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  said  he  will  veto  it?  This  is  the 
conference  report  which  contains  debt 
relief  for  Jordan,  which  the  President 
says  he  wants,  and  yet  the  President 
has  said  he  will  veto  it? 

This  is  the  conference  report.  Mr. 
Speaker,  which  takes  the  first  concrete 
steps  toward  reducing  the  deficit  by  ac- 
tually cutting  excessive  spending  out 
of  this  year's  funds,  and  yet  the  Presi- 
dent has  said  that  he  will  veto  it?  What 
is  going  on  here,  Mr.  Speaker?  Is  this 
the  only  way  the  President  can  try  to 
prove  that  he  is  relevant  to  the  setting 
of  budget  priorities,  since  he  has  failed 
to  propose  a  budget  plan  which  would 
lead  to  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002? 

As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  I  personally  invited  him  to  put 
that  budget  before  us,  and  we  would 
make  it  in  order  and  have  a  legitimate, 
relevant  debate.  There  was  no  proposal. 
It  is  unlikely,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  all  435 
of  us  will  ever  agree  on  every  detail  of 
any  set  of  budget  priorities,  because  we 
represent  different  constituencies.  I 
come  from  New  York.  We  did  not  have 
the  earthquake  disasters  in  California, 
but  yet,  we  have  to  support  legitimate 
legislation,  and  this  is  just  that. 

However,  this  conference  report  does 
agree  to  reflect  the  will  of  the  House 
reached  after,  I  think,  10  hours  of  the 
amendment  process  back  when  the  bill 
was  first  considered  in  this  House. 
There  is  a  little  sore  spot  involved,  be- 
cause at  that  time  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs,  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Stump],  and  myself,  along 
with  the  help  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida      [Mr.      YOUNG],      successfully 
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passed  on  this  floor  by  a  vote  of  382  to 
23  an  amendment  and  that  is  over- 
whelming. 382  to  23  restoring  funding 
for  veterans  medical  care  and  veterans 
health  care  facilities,  with  the  cost  off- 
set by  reductions  in  AmeriCorps,  and 
leaving  the  veterans'  programs  with 
zero  cuts. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sorry  to  report 
that  in  a  compromise  the  conferees 
have  restored  AmeriCorps.  the  Presi- 
dent's pet  project,  to  where  it  was  be- 
fore this  House  acted,  and  put  back  in 
the  cuts  in  veterans'  programs  totaling 
$81  million.  I  know  conferees  fought 
very  hard  against  that,  and  I  appre- 
ciate that,  but  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, this  conference  agreement  has 
already  gone  too  far  to  protect  the 
President's  pet  project,  that  thing 
called  AmeriCorps. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  this  conference 
report,  but  if  the  President  does  veto 
the  compromise  agreement,  I  strongly 
hope  and  urge  that  our  conferees  or 
that  this  House  will  stick  to  the  over- 
whelming position  that  this  House 
took  when  the  bill  first  left  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  LiviNGSTO.N],  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  have 
very  difficult  jobs,  and  they  have  done 
them  so  well.  I  just  hope  that  this 
body,  after  the  vote  on  the  balanced 
budget  resolution  today,  is  now  going 
to  have  the  guts  that  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  has  and  that  the  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations are  going  to  have  in  putting 
specific  cuts  out  here  on  the  floor  for 
debate.  I  am  going  to  support  every  one 
of  them.  That  is  a  promise.  They  de- 
serve our  support,  and  they  deserve  our 
commendations. 

If  the  President  is  smart,  he  wiii  sign 
this  legislation.  Mr.  Speaker.  There  is 
one  other  point  I  would  like  to  make. 
That  has  to  do  with  the  rhetoric  that 
has  been  used  with  regard  to  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  budget  de- 
bate. Repeatedly  we  Republicans  have 
been  accused  of  making  cuts  that  are 
mean-spirited  as  we  attempt  to  balance 
the  budget,  the  most  important  issue 
facing  this  entire  Nation  over  the  next 
5  years.  What  is  really  mean-spirited 
and  what  is  greedy  is  to  keep  borrow- 
ing money  and  doubling  the  bills  on  fu- 
ture generations  so  liberal  Democrats 
can  make  themselves  feel  self-right- 
eous today. 

D  1630 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  they  want  to  feel  self- 
righteous,  they  should  have  the  cour- 
age to  step  up  here  and  offer  balanced 
budget  solutions  of  their  own  rather 
than  just  criticize  those  that  we  have 
offered. 

I  urge  support  for  this  very  vital 
piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Peterson], 


Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
rule  and  this  conference  report.  I  do  so 
not  because  I  oppose  cutting  spending, 
but  because  the  conference  report  does 
not  include  the  Brewster-Minge 
lockbox  amendment  which  applied  all 
of  the  savings  from  the  bill  to  deficit 
reduction. 

The  Brewster-Minge  amendment 
would  have  reduced  the  discretionary 
spending  caps  to  reflect  the  savings  in 
each  of  the  next  5  years  from  the 
spending  cuts  in  the  package,  thereby 
applying  the  savings  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion. The  Brewster-Minge  amendment 
would  have  reduced  the  spending  limits 
by  $66.2  billion  over  5  years.  Inciden- 
tally, I  would  point  out  that  the  Brew- 
ster-Minge amendment  uses  the  same 
approach  to  reducing  the  discretionary 
caps  that  was  in  the  Penny— Kasich 
amendment  offered  by  our  former  col- 
league Tim  Penny  and  the  current 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
John  K.\sich  in  the  103d  Congress. 

The  House  overwhelmingly  passed 
the  Brewster-Minge  amendment  when 
the  rescission  bill  was  considered  by 
the  House,  but  the  House  leadership  al- 
most immediately  began  to  back  away 
from  its  support  of  the  amendment. 
The  other  body  passed  a  significantly 
weaker  version  of  the  lockbox  that 
only  applied  the  savings  from  the  first 
year  to  deficit  reduction  instead  of  re- 
ducing the  caps  to  lock  in  the  savings 
for  all  5  years  to  deficit  reduction.  Un- 
fortunately, the  conference  chose  to 
accept  the  weaker  version  of  lockbox 
that  only  applies  $15.5  billion  in  sav- 
ings to  deficit  reduction. 

The  House  conferees  would  have  us 
believe  that  they  had  to  drop  the  Brew- 
ster amendment  because  the  other 
body  would  not  accept  it.  However,  I 
would  point  out  that  Pete  Domkmci, 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
and  a  very  influential  member  of  the 
other  body  on  budget  issues  in  the 
other  body  endorsed  the  approach  in 
the  Brewster-Minge  amendment  during 
the  debate  on  this  bill  on  March  29.  He 
said,  and  I  quote,  "We  could  take  this 
little  $6  billion  savings  and  make  it 
recur  each  year,  and  we  would  be  over 
$30  billion  *  *  *  We  will  have  to  do 
more  than  that." 

I  have  heard  some  members  argue 
that  the  savings  from  the  lockbox 
amendment  are  irrelevant  because  we 
will  reduce  the  spending  limits  much 
more  in  the  reconciliation  bill  later  in 
the  year.  If  that  is  true,  then  I  do  not 
understand  the  objection  to  making 
those  reductions  now  by  accepting  the 
Brewster-Minge  amendment.  Should  we 
not  lock  in  the  savings  now  just  in  case 
we  do  not  enact  lower  spending  limits 
later  in  the  year  for  whatever  reason? 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  defeat  this 
bill  and  send  it  back  to  conference  so 
that  we  can  keep  the  strongest  possible 
lockbox  in  the  bill.  I  urge  a  "no  "  vote. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ever- 


ett, PA  [Mr.  Shuster],  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
infrastructure. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  .Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  rule.  To  set  the  record 
straight,  yesterday  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
Leon  Panetta.  stated  that  the  Presi- 
dent was  disappointed  that  the  con- 
ferees failed  to  rescind  and  included 
$130  million  for  nine  separate  highway 
projects  in  one  congressional  district, 
in  my  congressional  district. 

The  facts  are  that  they  had  their 
facts  all  wrong.  The  truth  is.  and  I 
know  it  is  difficult  sometimes  for  them 
in  this  administration  to  stick  to  the 
truth,  but  the  truth  is  that  the  Senate 
attempted  to  rescind  $141  million  in  72 
projects.  This  gentleman  had  only  2 
projects  in  the  72  with  a  total  value  of 
less  than  $6  million. 

I  regret  deeply  that  this  administra- 
tion has  decided  to  attempt  to  politi- 
cize what  historically  has  been  a  bipar- 
tisan issue,  transportation,  and  just 
this  afternoon  compounded  their  dis- 
tortion with  the  double  talk  of  saying 
what  they  really  were  talking  about 
were  10  projects  in  Pennsylvania  that 
go  all  the  way  back  to  the  1980's. 

These  projects  that  they  talked 
about  this  afternoon  have  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  the  rescission  bill. 
This  is  classic  double  talk.  I  deeply  re- 
gret that  the  administration  is  decid- 
ing apparently  to  politicize  transpor- 
tation. 

In  fact,  it  is  ironic  the  projects  which 
they  seem  to  attack  this  afternoon  are 
projects  which  were  passed  into  law  by 
a  Democratically  controlled  House,  and 
projects  which  Leon  Panetta  voted  in 
favor  of  when  he  was  in  this  House.  But 
their  crocodile  tears  are  simply  that. 

their  political  activity  is  that  the 
original  House  rescission  bill  had  $131 
million  in  old  transit  funds  in  it.  De- 
spite the  fact  that  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  promised  us  they 
would  not  act  on  any  of  these  rescis- 
sions to  put  the  money  out,  they  vio- 
lated that  trust.  Between  the  time  of 
the  original  rescission  bill  and  when  it 
came  to  the  floor,  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  pumped  out  $100  mil- 
lion in  transit  projects  that  were  to  be 
rescinded.  Of  course,  these  transit 
projects  go  to  the  big  cities,  largely  to 
Democratic  districts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  they  have  chosen  to  po- 
liticize transportation.  I  regret  that 
deeply,  but  if  that  is  the  game  they 
want  to  play,  we  know  how  to  play 
that  game. 

I  would  simply  say  to  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration downtown,  if  this  is  the 
way  you  want  to  treat  transportation, 
we  understand  what  you  are  doing.  We 
regret  it.  We  hope  that  you  will 
rethink  this  partisan  approach  to 
transportation.  But  if  you  do  not,  then 
I  can  assure  you  as  we  move  transpor- 
tation legislation  this  year  through  the 


House,  the  national  highway  system, 
for  example,  and  other  transportation 
bills,  we  will  have  to  respond  in  kind  to 
the  very  sad  approach  which  you  seem 
to  be  taking  to  what  historically  has 
been  a  bipartisan  issue,  and,  that  is, 
transportation  for  the  good  of  our 
country. 

Wonderful  Jim  Howard,  Democratic 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure  when  he 
was  here,  used  to  say  there  are  no  Re- 
publican or  Democratic  bridges  or 
highways;  there  are  American  bridges 
and  highways.  That  is  the  way  we  Re- 
publicans still  feel. 

I  know  many  of  my  Democratic 
friends  in  the  House  here  feel  that  way 
as  well,  but  obviously  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration does  not.  They  have  cho- 
sen to  politicize  this  issue.  They  have 
chosen  to  break  trust  with  the  House 
by  pushing  through  $100  million  in 
transit  projects  that  were  to  be  re- 
scinded. I  guess  we  are  going  to  have  to 
recognize  it  is  a  new  and  sad  day. 

Mr  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey],  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just 
like  to  correct  the  impression  left  by 
the  last  speaker.  The  fact  is,  the  last 
speaker  arrives  at  his  number  by  care- 
fully excluding  certain  activities  that 
were  undertaken  by  the  administra- 
tion. The  fact  is,  the  administration's 
proposal  would  have  allowed  cancella- 
tion of  projects  in  ISTEA,  which  is  the 
authorizing  highway  legislation,  as 
well  as  allowing  the  cancellation  of  ap- 
propriated items. 

If  we  look  at  all  of  the  projects  that 
the  administration  was  talking  about 
being  allowed  to  cancel,  including 
those  in  the  authorizing  legislation, 
there  are  9  projects  in  the  gentleman's 
district  and  there  are  30  in  the  gentle- 
man's State.  The  gentleman  is  correct 
that  if  we  look  only  at  what  the  Senate 
rescinded,  or  tried  to  rescind,  that  he 
only  has  2  projects,  but  if  we  look  at 
the  totalit.v  of  the  projects  the  admin- 
istration wanted  to  cancel  in  both  the 
authorization  and  appropriation  bill, 
then  the  administration's  numbers  are 
correct. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
happy  to  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Sanibel,  Florida  [Mr.  Goss],  the  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Legisla- 
tive and  Budget  Process  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules. 

Mr.  GOSS  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  greater 
downtown  San  Dimas.  CA  [Mr.  DREIER], 
the  chairman  of  another  important 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  for  allowing  me  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  just  had  a  very 
strong  historic  vote  in  this  Chamber.  It 
really  was  remarkable  to  be  here  and 
feel  the  sense  of  what  is  happening 
here.  We  sent  a  signal. 


Sadly  enough,  it  is  a  little  too  late  in 
fiscal  year  1995  to  balance  our  budget 
this  year.  But  it  is  certainly  not  too 
late  to  cut  our  unnecessary  spending  in 
fiscal  year  1995,  and  we  have  a  chance 
to  do  that  right  now. 

Any  day  is  a  good  day  to  save  tax- 
payers' dollars.  If  you  doubt  it,  just 
ask  the  taxpayer.  Elvery  day  that  we 
spend  taxpayers'  dollars  is  a  good  day 
to  spend  them  wisely.  If  you  doubt  it. 
ask  a  taxpayer. 

This  legislation  starts  us  toward  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  which  we  just  had  a 
strong,  convincing  vote  on.  It  does  it  in 
a  big  way.  We  are  talking  about  bil- 
lions of  dollars. 

Why  would  we  delay  that?  The  an- 
swer is  we  would  not.  Why  is  the  Presi- 
dent talking  of  delaying  that  by 
vetoing  our  effort  to  stop  bad  spending 
now? 

Let's  agree  that  there  may  be  some 
disagreement  with  the  President  about 
what  actually  constitutes  bad  spend- 
ing, but  then  let's  look  at  the  next 
thing.  There  could  be  no  disagreement 
about  providing  prompt  and  needed  re- 
lief to  Americans,  American  citizens, 
victims  of  tragedies,  and  this  con- 
ference report  provides  relief  to  such 
Americans. 

This  conference  report  also  saves 
money.  This  conference  report  is  a  re- 
sponsible first  step  toward  getting  our 
spending  under  control.  Why  do  we  not 
pass  it  now?  Why  would  we  think  that 
the  President  would  even  veto  such  a 
good  piece  of  legislation? 

Why,  in  fact,  did  we  hear  from  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Mo.^KLEY],  the  distinguished  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
that  there  is  concern  about  the  3-day 
layover  waiver  so  that  we  could  get  to 
this  legislation  now  and  pass  it  and 
provide  this  relief? 

The  waivers  that  we  have  provided 
for  in  the  rule,  and  this  is  a  very  good 
rule  for  this  type  of  legislation,  show 
that  the  only  things  that  are  in  this 
resolution  are  basically  a  provision  to 
take  care  of  the  victims  of  Oklahoma, 
which  I  think  everybody  would  agree  is 
important,  and  recognition  for  Korean 
War  veterans,  which  I  think  also  every- 
body would  agree  is  important.  There 
is  nothing  else  new  from  the  original 
report.  Consequently,  there  is  no  rea- 
son. 

Members  are  aware  of  what  is  going 
on  here.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  jus- 
tification at  all  for  not  getting  on  im- 
mediately with  this  and  passing  this 
legislation  and  getting  it  down  to  the 
White  House.  I  sincerely  hope  the 
President  of  the  United  States  will 
agree  there  is  no  reason  for  delay. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  J.\CKSON-LEE]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  you  will  notice  that  I  have  a 
pretty  worn  and  torn  and  tattered  ex- 
ample of  what  will  happen  to  not  just 
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the  State  of  Texas  but  to  many  States 
around  the  Nation.  I  carr.v  this  because 
these  are  not  the  numbers  of  the  18th 
Congressional  District  in  Texas.  These 
are  the  numbers  of  $1.1  billion  that  will 
impact  the  citizens  of  the  State  of 
Texas. 

Even  as  we  begin  to  deliberate  on  the 
rescissions  bill,  I  thought  there  was 
hope,  as  the  process  proceeded  and  we 
went  forward  to  the  Senate  and  then 
the  conference  committee,  in  order  to 
be  able  to  emphasize  what  all  of  us  are 
concerned  about,  and  that  is  helping  to 
reduce  the  deficit. 

Unfortunately,  when  the  bill  returns 
we  find  that  if  you  take  it,  you  will 
lose  it.  What  we  will  lost  in  Texas  is 
$1.1  billion,  only  an  example  of  what 
the  rest  of  the  country  will  lose  as 
well. 

D  1645 

Let  me  respond  to  the  concern  for 
those  citizens  who  tragically  have  ex- 
perienced a  very  serious  loss.  I  have 
spoken  to  the  administration  and  there 
is  a  response  to  those  in  Oklahoma 
City  and  California,  the  dollars  are 
there  for  that  kind  of  need.  But  what 
we  do  not  have  the  dollars  for,  and 
what  we  are  spending  the  dollars  for,  is 
a  tax  cut  for  those  making  over 
$200,000,  and  taking  away  money  in  this 
rescissions  package  from  assisted  hous- 
ing that  is  needed  all  over  the  Nation 
for  those  who  would  need  to  have  sec- 
tion 8  rental  assistance.  Those  are 
working  families  that  need  those  dol- 
lars, and  I  thought  we  were  beginning 
to  be  able  to  strike  a  very  good  com- 
promise on  summer  youth  employ- 
ment. That  is  what  the  young  people 
have  asked  for  in  my  district.  They 
need  to  work.  Oh,  yes,  they  can  work 
this  summer,  but  folks,  they  will  not 
be  able  to  work  next  summer.  And 
some  of  these  people  work  to  survive, 
to  be  able  to  go  to  school  and  in  order 
to  pay  for  clothes  in  order  to  get  an 
education. 

Education,  the  school-to-work  pro- 
gram that  the  Houston  Community 
College  came  to  me  and  said  was  one  of 
the  best  programs  in  this  Nation,  is 
now  being  cut  drastically,  $12.5  million. 
Education  in  the  Goals  200  Program, 
and  those  communities,  rural,  towns, 
and  cities  that  are  just  beginning  to  re- 
build their  infrastructure  and  transpor- 
tation system,  well,  folks,  they  are 
gone. 

Those  who  are  just  getting  up  the 
stairsteps,  trying  to  make  a  system 
that  is  more  mobile,  trying  to  comply 
with  the  Clean  Air  Act,  transportation 
dollars  for  those  communities  have 
now  been  cut  $2.2  billion. 

And  the  veterans,  somebody  said  stop 
giving  to  the  deadbeats,  are  veterans 
deadbeats?  Are  they  the  ones  who  have. 
in  fact,  given  both  their  lives,  some, 
but  as  well  their  support  to  this  Na- 
tion? Well.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  veterans 
are  being  cut  as  well.  $50  million. 
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I  thought  I  could  support  this  rescis- 
sion package  in  the  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion, but  not  at  the  tune  of  $1.1  billion 
for  the  State  of  Texas. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  in- 
quire of  the  Chair  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining on  both  sides? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dreier] 
has  lO'i;  minutes  remaining  and  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Mo.-VKLEY]  has  20  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  former 
mayor  of  Santa  Clarita.  CA.  an  area 
heavily  impacted  by  the  Northridge 
earthquake,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  McKeon]. 

Mr.  McKEON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  always 
love  to  be  introduced  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dreier].  He  al- 
ways makes  you  feel  so  good  and  has 
some  flowery  use  of  words. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
for  this  rule,  and  to  decry  the  veto 
threats  of  the  President's  political  ad- 
visors. There  is  no  excuse  for  playing 
politics  with  working  families  in  Cali- 
fornia who  have  suffered  immense 
hardship  from  natural  disasters. 

There  are  times  when  elected  offi- 
cials must  rise  above  politics  and  re- 
spond to  a  crisis.  When  the  Northridge 
earthquake  devastated  the  San  Fer- 
nando Valley.  Santa  Clarita.  and  sur- 
rounding areas  last  year,  I  believed  one 
of  those  times  was  at  hand. 

I  applauded  the  President  for  going 
to  Los  Angeles  and  seeing  the  destruc- 
tion first  hand.  He  met  hard-working 
people  who  bravely  faced  the  brunt  of 
the  disaster.  It  was  not  a  question  of 
Democrat  or  Republican,  liberal  or 
conservative,  it  was  the  President  re- 
sponding to  an  emergency  that  rose 
above  politics. 

When  the  President  asked  Congress 
for  $6.7  billion  in  supplemental  appro- 
priations to  begin  to  rebuild  in  the  face 
of  massive  destruction,  my  Republican 
colleagues  in  the  House  were  deter- 
mined to  cut  other  spending  to  pay  for 
the  cost.  Now,  I  accept  second  place  to 
nobody  in  the  desire  to  reduce  Federal 
spending  and  balance  the  budget.  How- 
ever. I  opposed  my  colleagues  and  sup- 
ported the  President's  request  without 
offsets. 

I  argued  last  year  that  there  are  a 
few  instances  when  providing  relief 
rises  above  political  fights.  When  a 
leader  must  make  the  difficult  deci- 
sions, even  stand  against  those  who  are 
usually  his  allies,  in  order  to  meet  the 
needs  of  those  who  have  been  struck  by 
a  disaster. 

Mr.  Speaker,  by  threatening  to  veto 
the  conference  report  that  continues  to 
provide  relief  to  communities  deci- 
mated by  last  year's  earthquake,  the 
President  is  failing  that  test.  He  is  let- 
ting down  the  families  and  commu- 
nities who  need  this  assistance.  Has  he 
forgotten  his  visit  of  last  year?  Maybe 
the    political    advisers    urging    a    veto 


weren't  with  the  President  when  he 
walked  through  the  communities  he 
now  threatens  to  ignore? 

I  recognize  that  it  is  difficult  for  this 
big-government  President  to  support 
spending  cuts.  It  was  very  difficult  for 
me  last  year  to  vote  to  add  emergency 
relief  funds  to  deficit.  But.  I  made  a 
tough  choice  in  order  to  help  those  dis- 
aster victims  who  needed  it  most.  Ulti- 
mately, the  political  fights  over  bal- 
anced budgets  were  played  out  in  more 
appropriate  places. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President's  advisers 
have  lost  touch  with  disaster  victims 
in  California.  Go  ahead,  oppose  the  bal- 
ance budget  amendment.  Oppose  the 
budget  resolution.  Oppose  the  appro- 
priations bills  later  this  year  that  will 
cut  spending.  But  have  the  courage  to 
accept  a  few  cuts  to  enact  disaster  re- 
lief. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates],  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  must 
vote  against  the  rule  and  this  bill.  It  is 
an  accumulation  of  unwise  reductions 
in  important  programs.  Just  about 
every  program  in  the  Government  was 
cut,  housing,  health  research,  transpor- 
tation, clean  fuel,  nutrition  for  women 
and  children,  the  elderly,  every  pro- 
gram benefiting  the  average  person  has 
been  reduced  by  the  Republican  major- 
ity. But  the  amazing  fact.  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  this  bill  does  not  cut  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  by  one  penny;  a 
budget  of  $272  billion  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  last  year,  and  there 
are  no  reductions  at  all. 

I  noticed  in  the  paper  this  morning. 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  Department  of 
F>pfpTT5p  1<5  crptting*  rpfirly  t'r!  o^>t'T.^7^  pro 
curement  for  a  program  ufSGO  billiun  in 
new  submarines.  When  I  asked  the  staff 
who  our  enemy  was  that  justifies  the 
expenditure  of  $60  billion.  I  was  told 
that  the  Navy  came  in  and  testified 
well,  it  could  be  Iran,  it  could  be  North 
Korea,  it  could  be  India. 

What  kind  of  program  is  this?  What 
kind  of  fairness  is  this  when  the  pro- 
grams that  are  so  vital  to  the  average 
person  are  being  reduced  substantially 
and  the  Department  of  Defense,  which 
a  great  majority  of  the  people  of  this 
country  look  to  for  having  reductions, 
has  not  been  cut  at  all?  I  shall  vote 
against  this  program,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  that  the  House  should  kill  this 
bill.  The  President  is  exactly  right  in 
threatening  to  veto  it. 

Particularly  destructive  is  the  so- 
called  Taylor  amendment. 

One  point  seven  million  miles  of  timber 
Nine  billion  board  feet.  That  is  what  the  timber 
salvage  sales  amendment  mandates.  And  this 
long  line  of  timber  is  to  be  taken  out  of  our  na- 
tional forests  without  the  normal  environmental 
protections,  with  no  administrative  review,  and 
only  limited  judicial  review. 

If  you  voted  for  my  amendment  to  strike  the 
timber  salvage  sales  provision  when  the  re- 
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scissions  bill  was  before  the  House  in  March, 
there  is  no  reason  to  change  your  mind  now 
about  this  subsidy  for  the  timber  industry.  In 
fact,  there  is  every  reason  for  more  of  you  to 
join  me  m  rejecting  this  ill-conceived  evasion 
of  current  law  and  invasion  of  our  national  for- 
ests. 

First,  you  will  recall  that  the  House  version 
was  limited  to  2  years  of  salvage  sales.  The 
Senate  version  was  to  last  only  through  fiscal 
year  1996,  less  than  2  years.  But  guess  what, 
the  timber  lobbyists  got  their  wish  and  the 
conference  agreement  extends  all  the  way 
through  fiscal  year  1997.  This  giveaway  now 
lasts  3  years.  So.  now  you  have  an  amend- 
ment that  suspends  all  laws.  yes.  all  laws,  not 
|ust  environmental  laws,  for  a  period  longer 
than  either  the  House  or  Senate  version. 

Proponents  of  the  amendment  will  say  they 
have  removed  the  mandates  to  sell  6  billion 
board  feet  m  2  years  as  contained  m  the 
House  version.  Yes,  that  is  accurate.  But  read 
the  statement  of  the  managers.  That  is  where 
the  targets  are  and  they  are  more  than  the 
Forest  Service  says  it  can  reasonably  and  re- 
sponsibly do.  Now,  nearly  9  billion  board  feet 
IS  demanded,  3  billion  more  than  the  original 
plan.  And  if  the  Forest  Service  is  not  able  to 
match  the  targets  of  the  managers,  then  there 
are  veiled  threats  about  what  will  happen  to 
the  Forest  Service.  The  report  says:  "The 
managers  will  carefully  review  the  Administra- 
tion's implementation  of  the  salvage  program. 
and,  if  found  to  be  inadequate,  will  employ 
such  actions  as  deemed  necessary.  Such  ac- 
tion might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  re- 
allocation or  other  prioritizations  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Congress."  A  threat  if  I  have 
ever  heard  one.  Do  not  be  fooled,  there  is  still 
a  mandate  to  get  a  specified  amount  of  timber 
cut. 

All  administrative  appeals  processes  are 
eliminated.  Judicial  review  is  severely  cur- 
tailed. All  balance  is  thrown  out  the  window. 
Jij.st  net  the  timhpr  nut  the  rlnnr  Do  not  wnrrv 
about  silting  streams,  do  not  worry  about  envi- 
ronmental protection;  do  not  worry  about  For- 
est plans;  do  not  worry  about  below  cost 
sales;  do  not  worry  about  contracting  proce- 
dures. Just  do  It,  or  else. 

And  the  conference  agreement  goes  beyond 
the  House  version  by  exempting  the  Presi- 
dent's plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  from  all 
administrative  review  and  as  with  salvage 
sales,  also  limits  judicial  review.  There  is  no 
reason  to  do  this.  The  President's  plan  has 
just  recently  received  the  approval  of  the 
courts.  It  takes  time  to  refill  the  pipeline  to 
reach  the  timber  sales  approved  by  the  courts. 

Those  who  were  allowed  to  panicipate  m 
the  discussions  leading  to  this  final  version, 
and  I  was  not  invited,  have  exceeded  their 
scope.  They  have  gone  beyond  what  either 
House  agreed  to  in  terms  of  length  of  the  pro- 
gram and  have  added  more  exemptions  to  the 
Senate  provision  on  the  President's  Northwest 
Forest  Plan,  exemptions  that  were  in  neither 
bill.  This  timber  salvage  sale  provision  now 
has  more  exemptions  than  a  CPA's  tax  return. 

Yes,  I  care  about  forest  health  and  acknowl- 
edge there  must  be  timber  salvage  sales.  That 
IS  not  the  question.  The  question  is:  Do  we 
allow  the  Forest  Service  to  harvest  the  sal- 
vageable timber  m  a  responsible  way  or  do  we 
arbitrarily   impose   these   capricious   limits   on 
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agencies  that  think  it  is  a  mistake.  The  Forest 
Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
and  the  administration  have  moved  to  expe- 
dite salvage  sales  without  abandoning  appro- 
priate checks  and  balances.  We  must  let  the 
professional  foresters  do  their  job. 

In  the  name  of  fiscal  prudence,  forest  health 
and  common  sense,  we  should  reject  this  fa- 
tally flawed  conference  agreement. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  in- 
quire of  my  dear  friend  from  South 
Boston  how  many  speakers  he  has  re- 
maining? 

Mr,  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
present  time  we  have  four  speakers 
waiting  with  bated  breath. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman       from       Minnesota       [Mr. 

MiNGE]. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
had  a  great  deal  of  rhetoric  this  after- 
noon about  the  task  of  balancing  the 
budget.  There  is  probably  not  a  Mem- 
ber of  this  Chamber  that  does  not  in 
one  way  or  the  other  have  a  commit- 
ment to  balancing  the  budget.  It  is  a 
question  of  how  do  we  do  it  and  do  it 
fairly. 

The  term  shared  sacrifice  has  been 
used  a  great  deal.  To  me  shared  sac- 
rifice means  that  we  do  not  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  low-income 
Americans,  children,  veterans,  and  the 
elderly.  It  means  that  we  look  to  the 
broader  community  and  ask  who  can 
contribute  a  fair  share  to  this  effort. 

I  am  struck  because  this  year  I  had  a 
visit  from  a  person  who  has  been  very 
active  in  the  Republican  Party  in  my 
community.  He  came  as  a  businessman. 
And  he  talked  to  me  about  the  summer 
job  program  for  youth,  not  because  he 
in  any  way  is  connected  with  the  pro- 
gram: his  business  does  not  benefit  one 
way  or  the  other.  He  is  a  former  educa- 
tor. He  carne  to  nic  ucCttuse  htr  uelicvc::? 
in  the  program  and  he  thinks  it  ought 
to  be  continued.  And  he  paid  his  own 
way.  he  bought  his  own  ticket  to  come 
to  Washington.  DC.  to  talk  to  me  about 
this. 

To  me.  this  speaks  volumes  about 
what  this  type  of  program  does  for  our 
young  people.  The  question  is  then,  if 
we  truly  have  shared  sacrifice,  how 
does  this  fit  into  the  equation?  What 
does  it  mean  when  we  are  trying  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  at  the  same  time 
we  strip  out  of  the  rescissions  bill  the 
provisions  that  would  otherwise  com- 
mit the  savings  to  deficit  reduction 
and  allow  them  to  go  to  tax  cuts? 

This  speaks  volumes  to  me  about  the 
motives  of  those  that  have  brought 
this  bill  to  us  for  final  action. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  that  what  is 
happening  here  bears  no  resemblance 
to  shared  sacrifice.  Instead  we  are  ask- 
ing youth,  elderly,  low-income,  and 
veterans,  with  the  budget  that  we  have 
debated  today  in  this  rescissions  bill, 
to  tighten  their  belts  by  two  notches 
while  many  other  Americans  are 
bellying  up  to  the  table  for  an  extra 
dessert. 


Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 

3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  Pelosi]. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  ranking  member  for  yielding  me 
the  time.  As  a  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  .Appropriations,  I  recall  very 
vividly  that  when  we  started  the  mark- 
up in  our  appropriations  subcommit- 
tees on  this  rescission  bill  the  first 
question  that  was  asked  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  was  why  are  we 
making  these  cuts,  why  do  we  have  to 
make  billions  of  dollars  of  cuts  in  nu- 
trition, education,  housing,  mass  tran- 
sit, clean  air  enforcement,  and  the  list 
goes  on  and  on. 

The  response  we  received  was  that  we 
needed  the  funds  to  provide  a  tax  cut. 
There  was  some  embarrassment  with 
that  answer  after  a  while  and  it  shifted 
to  well,  we  need  the  funds  for  deficit 
reduction. 

Why  then,  if  these  funds  are  supposed 
to  go  to  deficit  reduction,  did  not  the 
Republican  majority  accept  the  Brew- 
ster Minge  language  for  the  lockbox  to 
save  the  money  that  is  in  this  bill  for 
deficit  reduction?  It  is  very  clear,  and 
that  is  that  the  funds  that  are  cut  from 
education,  nutrition,  transportation, 
housing,  et  cetera,  are  once  again  to 
fund  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest  Amer- 
icans. 

Earlier  today  we  saw  Members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  show  us  beau- 
tiful pictures  of  their  children,  and 
they  are  lovely.  Indeed,  we  are  all  so 
very  proud  of  our  children,  and  it  is 
hard  to  understand  how  we  can  treas- 
ure our  own  children  while  at  the  same 
time  we  come  to  this  floor  to  cut  edu- 
cation for  the  children  of  .America  and 
they  are  our  children,  too.  How  can  we 
value  our  children  and  make  all  of  the 
cuts  that  this  legislation  does  in  fund- 
ing for  safe  and  drug  free  schools,  for 
Goals  2000,  and  then  down  the  line  to 
vocational  and  adult  education  and 
student  financial  aid.  This  on  the  same 
day  as  the  budget  bill  cut  so  much 
funding  from  the  student  aid  programs 
for  college  education.  In  addition  to 
that,  in  addition  to  that,  there  are  mil- 
lions of  dollars  cut  in  funding  for  dis- 
placed workers'  programs  to  assist 
those  who  have  lost  their  jobs  due  to 
imports,  plant  closings,  and  other  eco- 
nomic reasons. 

There  are  many,  many  reasons  to  op- 
pose this  legislation,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 
the  education  part  of  the  bill  and  adult 
education  and  job  training  part  of  the 
bill  and  the  summer  youth  programs 
part  of  the  bill  are  enough  reason  for 
the  President  to  veto  the  bill,  and  I  am 
so  pleased  that  he  is. 

As  a  California  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  I  want  to 
make  another  point,  and  it  is  that  no 
person  in  any  disaster  in  any  r>art  of 
this  country  will  be  deprived  of  their 
assistance  if  the  President  vetoes  this 
bill. 

Indeed.  I  voted  against  this  bill  in 
committee  and  on  this  floor  because  I 
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object  to  a  bill  that  would  say  to  the 
children  of  California  you  had  a  disas- 
ter, now  in  order  to  get  assistance  you 
are  going  to  have  to  pay  for  it  with 
your  education  and  your  nutrition  and 
your  housing. 

D  1700 

So  I  think  that  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration response  to  this  legislation  is 
appropriate. 

I  also  want  to  say  one  more  thing 
about  the  Clinton  administration. 
They  deserve  a  great  deal  of  credit  for 
the  excellent  response  they  have  given 
to  disasters  that  have  occurred  in  this 
country.  Jamie  Lee  Whitten  deserves 
our  gratitude  and  the  President  our 
commendation. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DOGGETT). 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman because  in  the  last  day  and  a 
half  we  have  learned  a  great  deal  about 
rescissions.  We  have  seen  one  giant  re- 
scission on  the  floor  of  this  House  as 
our  Republican  colleagues  rescinded 
their  commitment  to  the  millions  of 
American  seniors  that  are  counting  on 
Medicare. 

And  now  we  get  three  more  lessons: 

No.  1.  when  it  comes  to  making  a 
choice,  a  choice  between  locking  in 
savings  from  these  cuts  to  deficit  re- 
duction and  using  it  for  a  tax  cut  for 
the  privileged  few.  the  choice  was  easy; 
this  House  voted  overwhelmingly  to 
lock  in  those  savings.  But  it  was  not  24 
hours  later  than  across  the  street  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  said,  "Oh,  it  is  all  just  a  big 
game."  And  it  was  just  a  big  game  be- 
cause all  along  they  needed  every  dol- 
lar of  those  cuts  to  give  out  tax  breaks 
for  their  friends. 

Lesson  No.  2:  When  it  comes  time  to 
chop,  who  gets  chopped  first?  Well,  it  is 
the  middle-class  families  that  are 
struggling  to  get  up  that  economic  lad- 
der, to  get  their  children  educated,  be- 
cause the  place  that  this  rescission  be- 
gins rescinding  is  in  education  and  the 
Federal  commitment  to  back  up  our 
local  schools  with  education. 

Lesson  No.  3:  Loopholes  last.  The 
Senate  approved  language  that  would 
be  part  of  this  rescissions  bill  to  con- 
demn the  atrocious  practice  where 
some  Americans  can  actually  go  out 
and  bum  their  citizenship  card  and  at 
the  same  time  bum  the  taxpayer.  Is 
that  loophole  provision  in  here?  No, 
sir.  it  is  nowhere  to  be  found  in  this 
conference  report. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  about  disasters 
today.  Well,  let  me  tell  you.  as  long  as 
the  priorities  are  to  cut  education  first 
and  to  cut  tax  loopholes  for  the  privi- 
leged last,  that  is  a  disaster. 

I  am  glad  to  have  an  oppwrtunity  to 
vote  against  that  kind  of  a  disaster  by 
voting  against  this  conference  report. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenholm.] 
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Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  conference  report. 

Like  many  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
coalition  and  some  beyond  in  my 
party.  I  believe  in  many  of  the  rescis- 
sions included  in  this  conference  re- 
port. 

I  am  absolutely  dead  set.  however, 
against  taking  these  spending  cuts  and 
using  them  for  a  tax  cut  or  for  other 
spending. 

We  had  a  way  to  guarantee  that  the 
cuts  would  go  to  deficit  reduction.  The 
Brewster-Minge  lock  box  sealed  up 
$66.2  billion  over  the  next  5  years. 

I  am  not  only  willing  to  make  that 
sort  of  cut.  I  am  eager  to  do  so.  But  I 
am  not  going  to  give  up  Rural  Health 
grants.  AHEC  money.  Safe  &  Drug  Free 
School  money,  funds  for  Vocational 
Education— and  much  more,  just  so 
that  money  can  be  used  for  tax  cuts. 

There  has  been  a  weakening  of  trust 
over  the  way  the  lock  box  in  this  bill 
was  handled.  An  early  understanding  of 
$66  billion  in  savings  disintegrated  into 
something  much  smaller.  $15. 5  billion 
in  this  conference  report. 

I  would  love  to  vote  for  a  rescission 
bill— but  not  for  the  sake  of  tax  cuts.  If 
the  President  vetoes  this  bill.  I  intend 
to  support  him  in  that  veto  for  pur- 
poses of  restoring  the  lock  box. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.   1158. 
EMERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE  AND  RESCISSIONS. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  irom  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  LiviNcsTON]  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  just  wanted  to  respond  to  the  pre- 
vious speaker. 

All  this  discussion  about  a  lock  box 
and  an  agreement,  the  agreement  was 
oral.  There  was  no  mention  in  the  dis- 
cussions with  respect  to  future  savings. 

The  past  savings  and  current  savings 
are  in  there  in  the  Byrd  amendment, 
which  was  passed  in  the  Senate  and 
agreed  to  in  the  conference.  So  that  en- 
tire issue  is  by  the  boards.  There  is  no 
savings  going  to  tax  cuts. 

The  Byrd  amendment  in  the 
ference  agreement  makes  sure 
that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  Pelosi]. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  wanted  to  make  sure  I 
heard  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  correctly.  He  said 
that  was  not  an  agreement;  it  was  an 


con- 
that 


oral  agreement.  Are  we  to  conclude 
from  that  that  an  agreement,  an  oral 
agreement  with  the  Republicans  is  not 
worth  the  paper  it  is  written  on? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  There  was  no 
paper.  When  I  engaged  in  negotiations 
with  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Brewster],  there  was  no  mention 
of  paper.  We  talked  about  saving  of 
past  efforts  and  current  efforts.  There 
was  never  any  mention  of  future  pro- 
jected savings  or  future  offsets. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  The  gentleman  is  say- 
ing the  savings  in  the  bill  will  not  go 
for  deficit  reduction? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  am  saying  the 
Byrd  amendment  covers  exactly  word 
for  word  the  agreement  that  was  made. 
The  gentlewoman  fully  knows  that. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  No.  I  do  not. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey],  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  simply 
want  to  say  that  CBO  has  no  trouble 
figuring  out  what  the  Brewster  lan- 
guEige  meant.  Because  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  estimates  that  the 
Brewster  lockbox  would  result  in  $66.5 
billion  in  deficit  reduction  over  5 
years. 

The  deficit  reduction  in  this  con- 
ference report  is  $15.48  billion.  So  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  CBO,  which  is  the 
neutral  umpire  which  is  supposed  to 
keep  all  of  us  honest  around  here,  un- 
derstood what  the  Brewster  amend- 
ment did.  The  Brewster  amendment 
tried  to  dedicate  all  savings  in  the  im- 
mediate year  and  out  years  for  deficit 
reduction. 

The  conference  report  comes  back 
and  only  dedicates  $15  billion. 

Now  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
says.  "Oh.  but  that  was  the  Byrd  lan- 
guage." Let  me  make  clear.  Senator 
B'V'RD  and  I  are  in  full  agreement.  Nei- 
ther one  of  us  wants  to  see  these  sav- 
ings used  to  provide  tax  cuts  for  rich 
people.  The  difference  is  that  Senator 
Byrd  is  in  the  other  body,  and  the 
other  body  has  a  budget  resolution 
that  does  not  even  contemplate  using 
any  of  these  savings  for  tax  reduction. 
They  contemplate  using  them  all  for 
deficit  reduction,  and  so  they  never 
even  dreamed  that  these  funds  would 
be  used  for  a  tax  cut  rather  than  for 
deficit  reduction. 

So  do  not  try  to  say  that  the  lan- 
guage in  the  conference  report  meets 
the  test  of  the  Brewster  amendment.  It 
does  not. 

CBO  indicates  the  Brewster  amend- 
ment would  save  $66  billion.  This  con- 
ference report  only  provides  $15.48  bil- 
lion for  deficit  reduction  and  makes 
available  the  rest  for  tax  cuts. 

Four  hundred  and  four  people  in  this 
institution  voted  not  to  do  that. 
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Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Vento]. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  rule.  We  would  not 
need  this  rule  if  we  followed  the  rules 
of  the  House. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  besides 
being  a  bad  bill  in  cutting  youth  em- 
ployment and  education  programs  and 
housing,  this  bill  also  puts  our  national 
forests  up  for  sale.  This  bill,  which  left 
the  House  as  a  bad  bill  with  the  forest 
provision,  mandates  these  cuts.  It  puts 
a  fire  sale,  of  course,  on  our  national 
forests.  It  goes  into  wilderness  study 
areas.  In  fact.  40  Members  of  the  House 
signed  letters  to  the  President  asking 
for  a  veto  because  this  bill  destroys  not 
only  our  national  legacy  but  our  chil- 
dren's national  legacy. 

This  particular  provision  adds  to  the 
deficit,  not  cuts  it. 

There  is  a  place,  obviously,  for  defi- 
cit timber  sales,  but  it  is  not  in  a  bill 
that  is  a  rescission  bill,  not  a  bill  that 
destroys  our  national  forests,  that  dis- 
regards forest  health.  In  fact,  our  for- 
ests are  more  healthy  than  they  have 
ever  been.  That  is  because  we  have 
been  investing  in  watersheds  and  a  va- 
riety of  other  projects.  This  flics  in  the 
face  of  science,  flies  in  the  face  of  good 
sound  practices,  overrides  it  all.  simply 
to  award  special  interests  to  the  tim 
ber  interests. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  our  leader, 
the    gentleman    from    Michigan    [Mr. 

BONIOR]. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  sacrifice  the 
past  few  days. 

But  I  do  not  think  the  American  peo- 
ple need  any  lectures  about  sacrifice. 

The  senior  citizens  who  stood  by  this 
country  during  World  War  II.  the  work- 
ing families  who  are  struggling  to 
make  ends  meet,  the  middle  class  par- 
ents who  are  working  hard  to  put  their 
kids  through  school,  they  know  about 
sacrifice. 

They  do  not  need  any  lectures  from 
Washington. 

Every  day  in  every  way.  the  Amer- 
ican people  prove  that  they  are  willing 
to  take  responsibility  and  do  their 
part. 

The  Republicans  have  come  to  this 
floor  and  talk  about  sacrifice.  About 
how  everybody  must  do  their  fair 
share. 

But  is  it  fair  to  cut  Medicare  and  So- 
cial Security  in  order  to  give  tax 
breaks  to  the  privileged  few? 

Is  it  fair  to  cut  student  loans  and 
school  lunches,  in  order  to  give  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthiest  corporations 
in  our  society? 

Is  it  fair  to  target  the  middle  class — 
when  we  are  not  even  willing  to  close  a 
loophole  that  lets  billionaires  renounce 
their  citizenship  to  avoid  paying  taxes? 

This  debate  today  is  not  just  about 
numbers  and  charts.  It  is  not  just 
about  line  items  and  budget  marks. 


It  is  about  the  real  lives  of  flesh  and 
blood  people. 

And  that  is  really  the  difference  be- 
tween Democrats  and  Republicans. 

Republicans  look  at  this  bill  and  see 
a  $319  million  cut  to  LIHEAP.  Demo- 
crats see  senior  citizens  who  will  be 
freezing  in  the  winter. 

You  look  at  this  bill  and  see  a  $20 
million  cut  to  WIC.  We  see  children 
who  will  be  bom  at  low  birthweight  if 
they  don't  get  the  proper  nutrition. 

You  see  a  $25  million  cut  in  the 
school-to-work  program.  We  see  kids 
who  will  not  get  jobs  because  they  do 
not  have  the  skills  to  compete. 

You  see  an  $81  million  cut  to  veter- 
ans benefits. 

We  see  people  who  defended  this 
country  who  won't  get  the  medical 
care  they  need  and  deserve. 

This  debate  is  about  the  real  lives  of 
real  people. 

You  want  to  talk  about  spending 
cuts? 

What  about  the  $200  billion  we  give 
away  every  year  in  corporate  tax 
breaks? 

What  about  the  $1.2  billion  we  give  to 
rich  corporate  miners? 

What  about  the  $4.3  billion  we  give  to 
rich  corporate  agribusiness? 

What  about  the  $50  billion  you  want 
to  spent  on  Star  Wars?  What  about  the 
bloated  CIA  budget? 

Can  we  not  cut  those  programs  first? 

Do  we  have  to  target  women  and 
children?  Do  we  have  to  target  seniors 
and  working  families? 

And  what  about  that  billionaires 
loophole? 

In  this  bill,  you  propose  cutting  $875 
million  from  education  programs. 

Closing  the  loophole  for  billionaires 
will  save  us  $3.6  billion,  that's  billion 
with  a   "b."  over  the  next  10  years. 

Yet  when  Democrats  offered  a  bill  to 
close  it.  every  Republican  but  five 
voted  against  it. 

So  do  not  come  here  today  and  lec- 
ture us  about  sacrifice,  about  every- 
body doing  their  fair  share,  about  ev- 
erybody doing  their  part. 

Do  not  tell  us  that  you  are  doing  this 
for  our  kids. 

Only  Republicans  in  Washington 
would  believe  that  we  could  cut  pro- 
grams that  help  teach  our  kids,  train 
our  kids,  and  provide  jobs  for  our  kids, 
and  then  say  they  are  doing  it  for  our 
kids. 

And  do  not  pretend  that  these  cuts 
are  being  made  to  cut  the  deficit,  or 
balance  the  budget. 

The  Brewster  lockbox— which  had 
overwhelming  support  in  this  House— 
which  would  have  guaranteed  that  the 
cuts  went  to  deficit  reduction— was  re- 
jected by  the  Republicans  in  con- 
ference. 

These  cuts  are  being  made  for  one 
reason  and  one  reason  only:  to  pay  for 
tax  breaks  for  the  privileged  few. 

This  is  a  defining  issue  for  our  Na- 
tion. 


The  president  is  determined  to  veto 
this  bill. 

And  I  am  confident  that  we  will  have 
enough  votes  to  sustain  that  veto. 

In  the  end.  this  vote  comes  down  to 
one  simple  question:  do  you  really 
think  it  is  fair  to  target  senior  citi- 
zens, to  cut  education,  to  cut  school- 
to-work,  to  cut  veterans  benefits,  to 
cut  nutrition  programs,  and  to  cut  sen- 
ior housing  and  heating  assistance,  in 
order  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy? 

That  is  the  question. 

Is  that  what  we  mean  by  fair? 

Is  that  what  we  mean  by  everyone 
doing  their  part? 

I  say  no. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  "no"  on  final  passage  of  this  con- 
ference report,  and  when  the  President 
vetoes  it  and  sends  it  back,  to  over- 
whelmingly endorse  and  sustain  his 
veto. 

D  1715 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
W.\lker).  All  time  has  expired  on  the 
minority  side. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dreier]. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman has  6'-=  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  con- 
templating yielding  back  the  balance 
of  my  time  so  we  can  move  ahead,  but 
the  speech  that  was  just  delivered  com- 
pels me  to  yield  myself  the  balance  of 
the  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentlemiXi  from 
California  [Mr.  Dreier]  for  6'/2  minutes. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  me  it  is 
very  sad  that  we  have  had  to  continue 
this  same  kind  of  rhetoric  that  has 
been  going  on  for  the  past  several  days 
and  weeks  around  here.  I  listened  to 
my  very  dear  friend  say  that  Repub- 
licans see  $319  million  of  savings  by 
cutting  the  low-income  heating  energy 
assistance  program  and  the  Democrats 
seeing  senior  citizens  freeze  to  death  in 
the  winter. 

Now.  the  fact  of  the  matter  is: 

Let's  us  look  at  the  low-income  heat- 
ing energy  assistance  program; 
LIHEAP.  it's  called.  It  was  put  into 
place  in  1979.  when  this  country  was  in 
the  midst  of  an  energy  crisis.  It  was  a 
foreign  policy  issue,  and  the  Federal 
Government  stepped  forward  because  of 
the  escalating  energy  costs  that  ex- 
isted and  decided  that  people  who  were 
in  those  areas  that  would  get  very  cold 
in  the  winter  should  get  some  kind  of 
assistance. 

Now.  where  do  we  stand  in  1995  when 
it  comes  to  those  dramatically  increas- 
ing energy  costs  juxtaposed  to  where 
we  were  in  1979? 

The  cost  of  heating  oil  today  is  lower 
than  it  was  when  we  put  this  program 
into   place,   and   so   to   determine   that 


there  are  going  to  be  people  who  will 
freeze  because  of  our  desire  to  try  and 
bring  about  some  kind  of  sanity  in  the 
area  of  Federal  spending  is  tragic,  and 
it  is  really  demagoguery. 

This  program,  this  package  that  has 
come  from  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, in  no  way  deals  with  taxes. 
There  are  no  tax  implications  to  this 
whatsoever. 

This  package  that  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Livingston]  has 
brought  forward  from  his  committee, 
having  labored  for  days  and  days  along 
with  members  of  his  staff  and  other 
members  of  the  committee,  does  two 
very  simple  and  basic  things.  It  is  de- 
signed to  meet  the  very  important  dis- 
aster needs  that  exist,  not  only  in  my 
State  of  California,  but  in  40  States 
across  this  country.  It  is  designed  to 
rebuild,  to  rebuild  that  Federal  build- 
ing that  the  entire  world  saw  dev- 
astated in  Oklahoma  City,  and  this  bill 
is  designed  to  cut  Federal  spending. 

The  very  moving  speeches  that  were 
just  given  over  the  past  several  hours 
here  in  looking  at  this  balanced  budget 
issue  have  underscored  the  need  to  ad- 
dress this.  So,  disaster  assistance  and 
cutting  spending;  that  is  what  this  bill 
does.  It  is  very  important  for  us  to 
move  ahead  with  this. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  listened  to  the 
rhetoric  about  all  of  these  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich,  75  percent  of  the  benefits  go 
to  families  earning  less  than  $60,000. 
and  I  should  not  say  benefits.  All  we 
are  saying  is  that  they  should  be  able 
to  keep  some  of  their  hard-earned  dol- 
lars. Where  do  the  rest  go?  They  go  to 
the  very  important  job-creating  mech- 
anisms that  this  country  desperately 
needs. 

We  have  serious  economic  problems. 
My  State  of  California  has  yet  to  re- 
cover from  the  defense  and  aerospace 
cuts.  We  need  to  have  the  kinds  of  tax 
incentives  that  are  built  into  the  budg- 
et that  we  just  passed. 

This  is  a  very  fair  and  balanced  rule 
that  will  lead  us  toward  passage  of  an 
important  historic  appropriations  bill. 
As  the  chairman  of  the  committee  said 
to  our  Committee  on  Rules  last  night, 
this  is  the  first  time  ever  that  we  have 
been  able  to  have  this  kind  of  rescis- 
sion package  built  in  to  meet  a  very 
important  need. 

Vote  "yes"  for  this  rule,  and  "yes" 
for  this  important  appropriation  and 
rescission  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  v/sls  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  House  Reso- 
lution 151,  I  call  up  the  conference  re- 
port on  the  bill  (H.R.  1158)  making 
emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  additional  disaster  assistance 
and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
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year  ending  Septpmber  30.  1995.  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  conference  report  is 
considered  as  having  been  read. 

(For  conference  report  and  state- 
ment, see  proceeding's  of  the  House  of 
Tuesday.  May  16.  1995  at  page  13093.) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston] will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Livingston]. 

GENER.^L  L E.AVE 

Mr.  LI\'INGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
conference  report  to  accompany 
H.R.  1158.  and  that  I  may  include  tab- 
ular and  extraneous  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr  Speaker,  just  a  little  while  ago 
we  voted  to  balance  the  budget  over 
the  next  7  years.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  we 
are  about  to  do  in  this  bill  is  to  take 
the  first  step,  the  first  step  toward  that 
7-year  goal  when  we  ultimately  balance 
the  budget. 

I  am  very,  very  pleased  and  proud  to 
bring  to  the  House  the  conference 
agreement  on  H.R.  1158,  the  emergency 
supplemental  appropriations  and  re- 
scissions bill.  The  scope  and  size  of  this 
agreement  is  unprecedented.  It  will  re- 
scind over  $16.4  billion.  Let  me  stress 
that.  It  will  rescind  over  SiD.-i  biiliou. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  largest  single 
rescissions  bill  in  history,  and  I  say  to 
my  colleagues,  that  if  you  add  in  the 
$3.9  billion  that  was  already  rescinded 
in  the  emergency  defense  supplemental 
that  is  now  law.  the  rescissions 
brought  forward  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  total,  in  this  year  of 
1995,  are  over  $20.3  billion  for  the  104th 
Congress.  I  do  not  believe  you  will  find 
any  comparable  performance  in  any 
previous  Congress. 

Mr  Speaker,  for  those  who  are  think- 
ing about  voting  "no"  on  this  bill,  let 
me  simply  say  you  would  effectively  be 
voting  not  to  save  the  American  tax- 
payers some  S9.1  billion  in  net  savings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  started  developing 
this  bill  in  our  subcommittees  the  first 
week  in  February.  Today,  over  3 
months  later,  we  have  got  a  conference 
agreement. 

It  has  been  tough.  Many  people  said 
we  would  not  get  this  far,  but  we  are 
here.  The  conference  was  intense,  the 
issues  were  hard  fought  on  all  sides, 
and  I  want  to  thank  all  the  conferees 
and  all  the  staff  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  for  their  very  long  and  hard  work. 


I  want  to  thank  our  Senate  counter- 
parts, esp)ecially  the  chairman  on  that 
side,  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  Mr. 
Hatfield,  for  his  collegial  participa- 
tion in  this  very  difficult  conference. 

This  conference  agreement  is  criti- 
cally needed  so  that  we  can  begin  to 
get  our  Government's  fiscal  house  in 
order.  In  order  to  be  in  a  position  to 
achieve  the  savings  anticipated  in  the 
budget  resolution  that  we  have  just 
passed,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  to  start 
the  downsizing  of  Government  this 
year.  This  agreement  does  that. 

The  conference  agreement  also  in- 
cludes important  supplemental  appro- 
priations for  disaster  assistance  in  the 
sum  of  $6.7  billion;  for  Oklahoma  City 
recovery,  $105.4  million;  for 

antiterrorism  initiatives  and  enhanced 
security,  $145.1  million;  and  for  debt  re- 
lief requested  by  the  President  for  the 
country  of  Jordan  the  full  sum  of  $275 
million. 

These  supplemental  appropriations 
are  more  than  offset  by  the  amount  of 
the  rescissions  or  cuts  in  this  bill. 

We  have  achieved  the  goals  that. 
frankly,  I  as  chairman,  set  out  for  the 
bill.  We  defunded  unauthorized  pro- 
grams. We  consolidated  programs 
where  duplication  was  so  obvious  that 
a  meaningful  service  could  not  be  de- 
veloped or  provided.  We  cut  back  on 
programs  that  received  large  increases 
in  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  bills; 
where  we  found  programs  that  just  do 
not  work  or  are  wasteful  or  inefficient. 
we  stood  up  and  said  so;  in  other  pro- 
grams we  flushed  the  pipeline,  espe- 
cially in  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  where  we 
eliminated  those  funds  that  are  justify- 
ing around  being  unused. 

This  bill  yields  over  $9  billion  in  sav- 
ings, and  none  of  these  savings  go  for 
any  tax  cuts,  contrary  to  what  many  of 
the  arguers  contended  during  debate  on 
the  rule  just  a  little  while  ago.  All  of 
the  savings  in  this  bill,  under  the  Byrd 
amendment,  are  required  to  go  for  defi- 
cit reduction. 

Yesterday  I  regret  to  say.  after  4 
months  of  silence,  after  many,  many 
pleas  to  come  forward  and  share  his 
thoughts  with  us,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  stated  his  intention  to 
veto  this  bill  when  it  reaches  his  desk. 
I  believe  that  that  would  be  a  tragic 
mistake,  Mr.  Speaker.  His  expressed 
concerns  are  totally  without  merit. 
Over  the  last  5  months  we  have  been 
begging  the  President  for  his  input.  His 
response  was  the  sound  of  silence, 
which,  unfortunately  or  fortunately, 
was  broken  yesterday  with  a  sugges- 
tion of  a  patchwork  of  more  social 
spending,  and  only  then,  after  the  con- 
ference on  this  bill  was  concluded  did 
the  President  state  his  concerns  and 
provide  a  general  list  of  alternative  off- 
sets, all  of  which  consist  of  token  in- 
creases in  programs  in  which  he 
showed  little  or  no  interest  as  we  went 
through  the  conference. 
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In  fact,  the  only  indication  of  a  veto 
threat  throughout  this  entire  process 
was  on  the  subject  of  striker-replace- 
ments, which  has  not  been  included  in 
this  bill.  Apparently,  the  President 
needs  to  reach  a  little  better  under- 
standing on  conference  procedures.  If 
he  wants  his  views  considered,  he 
should  interject  them  at  that  time 
when  they  can  be  considered  by  the 
conferees,  and  I  want  to  assure  him 
that  they  would  be  considered  as  we 
did  with  his  Oklahoma  City  request. 
Coming  up  with  alternatives  after  the 
legislative  process  has  already  con- 
cluded frankly  does  not  reflect  a  very 
good  grasp  of  the  job.  Either  that  or 
his  staff  does  not  have  a  good  grasp  of 
theirs. 

I  might  add  the  President  still  has 
not  given  us  the  courtesy  of  submitting 
a  formal  document  to  implement  his 
own  recommendations.  He  says  he 
wants  more  money  for  Goals  2000.  But 
even  with  our  rescissions.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  will  spend  300  percent  more  in  fiscal 
year  1995  than  we  spent  the  previous 
year,  three  times  the  amount,  even 
after  including  the  rescissions  in  the 
bill.  He  wants  more  money  for  safe 
drinking  water,  but  he  has  not  gotten 
that  program  authorized.  The  money 
can't  be  spent  because  the  program  has 
not  been  authorized,  Mr.  Speaker. 

In  the  last  24  hours,  he  objects  to  the 
emergency  salvage  timber  sales,  but 
his  Agriculture  Department  had  actu- 
ally signed  off  on  the  language  and  co- 
operated in  the  perfecting  of  that  lan- 
guage. 

He  wants  more  money  for  Women,  In- 
fants, and  Children,  but  his  own  bu- 
reaucrats admit  they  cannot  spend 
what  they  have  got  in  the  pipeline  now. 
And,  finally,  he  complains  about  the 
pork.  This  is  the  same  President  who 
traveled  halfway  across  America  last 
month  to  support  construction  of  an 
unbudgeted  swine  research  facility, 
which  the  House  was  rescinded  in  the 
House  passed  bill. 

Remember,  Mr.  Speaker,  every  ounce 
of  pork  in  the  Federal  checkbook  that 
was  not  rescinded  in  this  bill  has  Presi- 
dent CMnton's  personal  stamp  on  it  be- 
cause it  was  passed  by  his  Congress,  his 
majority  in  this  House  and  in  the  other 
body,  and  he  signed  every  bill. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  President 
should  indeed  get  off  the  sidelines.  He 
should  get  in  the  game.  We  need  to  get 
on  with  our  fiscal  year  1996  bills.  We 
have  already  taken  too  long  with  this 
bill. 

This  is  the  last  shot,  the  last  train 
leaving  the  station  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
Every  day  that  goes  by.  additional 
funds  that  are  proposed  for  rescissions, 
for  cuts,  become  obligated  by  the  ad- 
ministration. So  I  hope  that  we  will 
pass  this  conference  report  and  begin 
the  process  of  balancing  the  budget  the 
old-fashioned  way,  by  making  real,  spe- 
cific cuts  that  appear  in  this  bill,  and 
let  us  send  it  to  the  President,  and  let 
us  ask  him  not  to  veto  it. 
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Now  is  the  time  to  start  balancing 
the  budget.  It  will  not  get  any  better. 
The  decisions  will  only  get  harder  if  we 
postpone  them  until  fiscal  year  1996. 
All  of  those  causes  will  only  be  harder 
hit  if  we  are  going  to  truly  work  our 
way  toward  a  balanced  budget. 


So.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  friends  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  vote  for  this 
conference  report  if  they  want  to  work 
toward  a  balanced  budget. 

D  1730 

But  if  you  vote  "no."  in  the  final 
analysis,  you  will  be  voting  not  to  take 


13509 

the  first  step  towards  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  Record  I  will  in- 
sert a  table  reflecting  the  conference 
agreement. 
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CofVMnM 
SuppMmanlal  Houw  Sanat*  Oorttnno*  ooniparad  aMt 


TITLE  I  -  auPPlfMEKTAU  AND  neXSSSCNS 

D€P«tT1««£NT  OF  AOnclXTXJflE 
IgrtaAjM  f^ufcr  S*n«M  pt  nntmft 


Food  Bitaly  and  kwpocflofi  Sso^ov 


B.oe3.ooo 


ComnodKy  Ciodl  Cofponfiof^ 
CommodRy  OadH  CcponMon  Funo:  Food  I 


71S  (IniTim  ki  tmlaacnl 

ToM,  Oaeartmv*  di  t^kajtlun 


Bo.ocxi.ooa 


8,00,000 


10,000.000 


^,XO.0O0| 


DEPAHTVIENT  OF  AOnCULTURE 

OMe>  ol  tia  Sacratwy 

Mtamatw  A^itcuaunl  nnMKti  wd 


19.044.000 

01.000 

-3.000.000 

13.S7a.000 

1  081.000 

■30.984J0O 


BiiMlngiVidl 


Run<  Houaing  maufsnoa  Fund  Program  Account 

Rantal  houalng  (mc  SIS)  fowi  (ubaMy) 

Uocai  lac^nteaJ  aaatafewioa  and  planning  grants  — . 
Aicotiol  Fuato  Cradi  Ouarartaa  Program  Voouni 

fynt ___ 


UM-aa 


104-3t 
i04-3a 

104-3* 
10*^ 
10«4I 


ToM,  Famara  Hema  AAnManUon 

%jrai  BacMfcaUon  MmmMnrdon 
f^m  BacWIcatton  and  TatapHona  Loans  Piugiam 
Account: 

LoansuMdtoa:  Tala^lwnaSK 

rooo  mo  NuMHon  Ssfticv^ 
Bp«cW  MippAafTMnM  tood  program  lor  <Mom«n, 

tnnnlB^  snd  c^MdPsn  (WtC)  _ — . —.^ 

NuMlcn  aarialanca  toi  Puano  nco: 
CMta  tok  awScKlon. 


iiS.MOUXlO 

1.750.000 


126.290.000 


B.2ia,ooo( 

9.062,000 

(20.000,0009 

(24^00.0001 
ft.062.000 

01.000 


-1.900.000 
-ffift.000 


■6.000,000 


-1.730.000 

"^,000 ,000 

-10.790.000 


pji».ooo)  i-»2.2i«.ooa» 

SJ96SUX»  » 34,000 

9,000,000  -8,000.000             *  Tono,ooo 

pcoocooo)   _ 

(24,900,0001  (» 24,9004)001 ______ 


14,069,000 


-31,000 

-1,900.000 

■1,400.000 
■1,001,000 
-2.164,000 

■2,000,000 


-19JOO,000 
•1.790.000 


-6,000,000 


^SuOOOuOOO 


»ijoQ,aoo 

4^11,276,000 

4^16410,000 

•2,000,000 

*■  100.000,000 


tlOOjOOO 
■MuOOO 

•2,164,000 

4-4,000,000 


-26290,000  >  100.000,000 


■n.flcm.nno 


•19,9001000 


PuOUc  La»  460  Piogram  Account. 
Tlta  I  -  Ci««  sMaa: 


Oeawi  Intghl  d«sfanUal 

Ilia  M  -  Cammod*y  grwiis: 

Piogram  la«ai 

Appfopfl4Cton __,.,     I     ,     I. _. 

Lowi  ■i.taiasi 

Total,  Puble  Lav  460  program  accourl .. 


ToM.C>wplarl; 
Na«f  budgal  toblgMionat  autwdy  .. 


^  IranaM 

0€PAHTVIO<T  OF  JUSTICE 

RELATED  AOENCV 

Wlonal  Banm^itcy  Rr»la«»  Commlaaion  (by 

DCPAflrrveNT  OF  STATE 

iwamallnnal  Oigantiationa  and  Con<araoeas 

(■Awajuaona  vr  raanisnnai  faooaaaapmg 


-3.000.000  -1JOO.0OO                  -1.900.000  +1.900,000 

_ 29.000,000      -20.000,000  4  9.000,000  •30,000,000 

■2.900,000      . _  

(-«o.aoc,ooot    {-ao,2(x>.ooai  _ _ _ (4  60,aoo,oo(9| 

-6,136.000          ..  _ -6,134,000  _.  46,139,000 

1-82.300,0001  f3O,0a04X)0|  (-SejOO.OOOl             (-40,000,000)  (-20,000,0001  (4lg,HnO/X)0) 

-02.300^00  20,000.000  ■99.900,000               -40.000.000  ■30,000,000  462,600,000 

-43,666,000      -43466,000  443466,000 

■143,900,000  -20,000,000  -143.900.000               -40,000/100  ■30,000,000  4lQSjUQjOOO 

136416,000  -162,666,000  -194,167400               •614M400  4111.131400  '4724Ba400 

(6462400)  (16446400)  p,063,00n)             (14462400)  tAjmUCO)  (««40e40C| 

^146,400,000)  e2l24O4,00C)  ^166436,000)            ^66,6164001  (4  1164664O0)  (-f  67463400) 

R216,00a)               9416400  (424164001 


(1,900.000) 


872,000.000 


(1.900.000) 


(1 .000.000)  (4  1.000400) 


(•900,000) 
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l»Mp>aani6a)  Houaa  Urm*  Contasaooa  eoraa«od«» 

«*»*«' Houaa 


HELATH5  AQENCY 
Maa  lr*-iiiiM6iwi>^)aocy 
k^amathmat  bnadcaadng  opafatky* 


7490,000 


7460,000     


OBwja  cf  Juattoa  Piogrvma 
Dnjg  eouti  )oitma  mat  Iun4 - 


Ounea  ol  PiVMnawi  Couwl  (ortma  kual  fcnd) . 


lUid  1/. 


-77.790400 


-1400400 


AMMi  tonMUM  lUnd  ,Tr..--  1.1.,  ....I i.iLi  1 .1 

tmmlgralion  and  Naturafxaton  Bantoa 
BlartH  and  iiipinisi-  Oanarat  fund  ^prepriaMoL. 


■1400400 


104-06 


Totai,  Dopwimani  al  JuaOoa.. 


-26497.000 


■36437,000 


(»>Amiie4T  OF  COMMERCE 

ol  OandMidi  wid  Ti 


TeM,  NaMoriiil  kiaMkJia  ol  awidMtli  and 


Niional  Ooaanic  and  Almoaphartc  A»»ntiilau««tun 


Conatnjctton „ _._.. 

CX3ES  lataiMs  condngancy  fui«l_ 


Tow.  >Mtonal  Oeaanic  and  Almoapfiartc 


X4e0400 


-16400400 
-37,100400 


-434004(X) 


•37,000400 


■37,000400 


Taclwology  Admlnlstiallon 


Nattonal  Taehnlcat  Momvtion  Santca 

NTiB  FWffMnQ  fund.-— ,_■-._ .^. .._...._.._.„, ^ __.„„__. 

>til>nna<  Tsta«:miMi»*ikiilluiia  and  liifcmiMttwi 
AAnAnMnUon 

SrtesmadoTi  irfcaatroetuta  grwKt 

Eeenomic  Da»atopnianl  AitiiiliiiiliMluii 


Emaigancy  appmftlaHona 

Tolai,  DapartniaK  of  Commatca 

TMEJUOOAHV 
UnHsd  Slalaa  Court  ol  Intamdion^  Trada 


-7400.000 
-37464400 


■162464400 


Courts  ol  AppaalB,  DMilct  Oot«la. 
and  Olh«  Ju:tctt  Saivtcaa 


104-36 


Faaa  ol  ^usota  and  rmnmiaati  sian 

Total,  T>)aJudU«y 


RELATH)  AOENCaEB 

»na6  Buatnaia  Admii^stndtai 

and  anpinaas 

loana  pragtam  account 


•9,400,000 


-1.100400 


■10400400 


■1,100400 


ToM,  Smal  Duatnasa  AdmtnMratlon . 


-19,000,000 


-19,000400 


-19.000400 


-19400400 


-17,100400 
■1400,000 


■6.00C.OOO 

•a4oaooo 
-1400400 


■26,100,000 


-16400400 

-3,100400 

■30400400 


-62400400 


-23.100400 

■19400,000 

-2400400 


-40,600400 


-3.300,000      

-4,000,000  -7,800,000 

■^JJOQJOOO 


-40.000400 
7J64400 

■146,1*4,000 


-1400.000 


-4,1W,000 


■6,100,000 


-19400,000 

-19400.000 
-30400400 


74W400 


-22.100400 


■A40Q400 


•9,000.000 


1400,000 


-26.037.000 


-61.637,000 


•17400400 
-16400400 
•30400400 


■63400400 


-34400,000 
19,000400 

-24oaaoo 


-41.700,000 

•1.790,000 
■1,000400 

•4.000400 


-2S.O(X>400 
•9490400 


-142.000.000 


-6,900400 


•19400,000 


-6.000.000 


•6.000400 


4  7460400 


•  9400400 


-4400400 
-&4004OO 


■A40O4O0 
4  1400400 


-36,097400 
-31467400 


*  104004130 
•30400400 


-16.700400 


•  12400400 

'19,000400 

2,900400 


•4,700400 


43400,000 


17400400 
>324M4aO 


-364(7400 


•38437400 


434aogaao 

11400400 


10,700400 


-1.100400 


•1, 100400 


1,730400 


-4400400 


4  16400400 
43,134400 

46,1*4400 


- 1 .000,000 


-6.400400 


•9,400400 


*  19,000,000 
-6400400 


4  6,000,000 


» 16400400 
4640O40O 


4M400400 


1/  614004OO  ia»ii^iil  10  ba  Iranalaiiad  to  >la6Gnal  Bantwiptty  Rsntaai Oimmlasinn.  Houaa  SubcommMaa  dantad  f»9ua«  and  laadndad  »ia  wnou*. 
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OonAvmov 
»mplmrmmi  Mouw  Sfnf  Oarttttncm  oonawadaM 


I  Cctpoittlioty 

□ePA*m«MT  C3F  STAT^ 

1  V  r^HWQn  MMM 


RaATE}  MENOES 
Anna  Conkol  md  DtMnnanwrt  «gaocy 


I  ><uilll1luri  »q»ocY 


-3,000,000 


'J.fTOT)  flOf^ 


-2,90a000 

-^0^000,000 


-32.500,000 


-14,S1 7,000 


-47,117.000 


■4,000.000 


-2,000,000 


-g.T^n.nnn 

-30,000,000 


■32,250.000 


-290,000 
-7,000/100 


*7BOJXO 


■rjonfioo 


4^»0,000 


-i4,ei7x»o 


-4SJS7.000 


-4,000.000 


-2,000.000 


-7,200,000 


'1,000,000 


TotaLUnaadt 


Nm>  budgM  (oWgaHona*  autharfly . 
EfnafQancy  approprtaltofN  ..^._._ 
cAiaf^ancy  PtadHiofia 


|B73A»,aoa| 


-5,000,000  -5.000,000                  -5,000.000 

-27,710.000 

-•,000.000  ■•.OOOUIOO  -16.000.000  -10000,000 
-5.000.000  -5.000.000               -5,flno.ooo 


■ujxojxn  -44.710.000 


3«,510,000 


^37,3•4,000t 

(7jao,aoo| 


-310.211,000 

e7.354X>00| 


•3^,000(000 


-285.7 14,000 


-15j000.000 


-33.204,000 


t-Sa.437AX|  f233,21«jaaq  ^30aJ^7/)0q  e255,7S4.Q00| 

(ijocooot    (i.socooq  (i,ooo.ooo( 


(-5.290,000)          (*  32.354  jog 
f7.2».ooe| 


(-5ft.935.O0BI 
(*t,O0O,0O0| 


CHAfTERa 

DCPARTHJEVr  Of  OEFtNSE  -  CML 

DEPAWnCKT  Of  T>«  AflMY 

Cotpa  of  Englnaan  -  Ol 


T9M.  Oaeartnart  3(  OatWM   0«« 

□ei»»«TMEKT  OF  T>«  KTERCR 
talf 


DEPAmVEMT  Of  ENEBQY 

Enatgy  9ijpply,  nmaiLri  and  O»»»topm«ni  AcImW**. 
Atomk  Ena^gy  Dalanaa  AdMMaa: 

» LmfcumnaiiM  fli*afaauii  wid  Wiim 


ToM.  Oapa»>ni»4 1  Eiwgy. 


MO^ENOefT  AOENCtES 

AapalacMan  Raglonal  Oamn^nkm . 

Tim VMayAUhaty;  Taonaa 

AUtafVy  Fund 


iValay 


4  2B0/X» 


>I7,710jOaO 
-fOUXXMXX) 


-f  15.710^000 


1-15,497,000 


(  +  Z134.000) 
(47,25Q.aOG) 
(■^4.0171.0001 


■70JOO,000 

•10,000,000 

-10,000;000 

-118,500.000 

7 1. 300.000 

13.000,000      „ 

-15,000,000 

■r4.ooaooo 

^42,900,000 

•a*,ooo,ooo 

-15.000.000 

-30.000,000 

-70  000  000 

-140,900,000 

•139,000,000 

-Q^OOO.OOO 

-6,000,000 

■91.000,000 

„ 



-?3«,SOO,000 

•244,500,000 

-234,000,000 

■f  5,000,000 

4-10300,000 
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Ooc 


oUpBtCRWfllH 

Haqual 


nnwydii 
Houaa 


CHAPTER  tV 

POREXIN  (DERATIONS.  EXf>ORT  FMANONa. 
AMD  naATED  PnOQRAMS 


104-4 
10«>4 

■LATERAL  BCONQMC  ASaSTANCE 

15.000.000 

104-4 

Trrtil,  nhtaii^  rmnniiifc  n^«iii  ■ 

50,000,000 

375,300,000 

275.000,000 

275,000,000 

MUTARV  ASaSTANCC 

104-4 

27,200.000 

Tom.  FoMign  OpwMloni                                ._    . 

FORBQM  OPERATIONS,  EXPORT  FVMNCaNQ. 
AND  RELATED  PROORAMS 

Foralgn  Qpanilona.  Eiipott  FInanelno.  «id  RatMad 

^lyw         1 ■■■■      

MLLTIATBWL  BOONOMC  AS8I8TANCE 

BIXkHAL  EOONOMC  ASSISTANCE 

"-f'-"—  'f  rlniiii  iiiliiiliiiiiii 

OM  iwkuduring  undar  »»  Emaiprtia  tor  Um 

EaoncMic  Support  Fund 

QpaMUng  anpanaaa  ol »« /^ancy  lor  imamaManiri 

AaaMwwa  tar  tha  Naw  Indapandam  Saiaa  of  tha 
ntvntf  oowai  Uciion  .„,...,..„.......,.„.._.,. 



90,000,000 

275.000,000 

270,000.000 



-125.000,000 

*  13BuQO0j00O 

-19,000.000 



-45,300,000 

-s.ooo.ooo 

-2.400,000 
-43.975,000 

-47.700.000 

-41J0O,00O 

-21,000.000 

■2.400.000 
-25.000.000 

-2.000,000 

21,000.000 

-41.900^0 
-2.400ja00 







-192.975.000 



MIJTARVA83STANCE 
Paacal»«plnB  opartfona 

EXPORT  A3SBTANCE 
Export-Import  BwA  of  Iha  UnKad  SMaa 

Trada  and  Oavatopmam  Agancy 
Tiada  wid  dawatopnMm 

Total.  Export  AaMwioa    

Tow.  Chwiar  (V: 

Nawbudval  toUlgtfon«|  aulhortly 

AppfDpr1aNona,.„.,.„.._.„„.^„ „.„. 

Ruclaalciri, 



.„    _ 

-4,900,000 

-T  ^XX^  00*^ 

-.ijaoo^o 



i,0SC.iCC 
-4,900.000 



-*  M,uC0,C0C      _ 

*xojaco 





■5,900,000 



-4,000,000 

4oejao,ooo 

(402.900,000) 

-141J7B.O0O 
ei»1,B79i«IO| 

fmjooa,ooa^ 

P75,000,000| 
(-1B7.700.000) 

(-3M75jaoa| 

104-4 
lOM 


ChAPTERV 
OCPARTMENT  Of  THE  INTERCR 

National  Parti  San4c« 

n»iii«aim 

Land  aequWUon  and  ata  niKwici 


5,900,000 
1.300,000 


TalaL  NaMonal  Pw«  Sarvtoa 

til  rail  nt  I  and  Mdnapamanl 

OonakiMlian  wid  aoeaat 

Ryanii  In  lau  of  Uaoa 

Landi 


5.900.000 


■70.000 
-4.900.000 
■5.000,000 

■i,a«7,ooo 


■70.000 

'2.ix.oao 
'i,4«7.oao 


-70.000 

■500,000 

-2,900,000 

-1.4S7AX) 


^3.500.000 

-» 2,900.000 

''900.000 


*  ^  JtOHJOOO 
•2JK0JS00 


ToliLOi— iiofLandManaaamar*- 


■t1.9C7.000 


■5.557,000 


-4,007,000 


iW-O-W    (>— !i7V(il  111  (PI   111)4 
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-2.000.000 


7J46.00O 


MM  FWtand  WUa*  S«vtc« - 
lr>i«i<o<<w.  ■nd  tuvay* 


Uid_ 


Und 
Ti 


■23,735,000 


ii.aao.ooo 


-22.431.000 
-7.4*0,000 

•ia 


\ojo»jaoo 


TaM,  Dtp— n»»<  gf  •<•  M««of .. 


a,aoo,ooo 


RELATED  AOENOES 

Dep*FrTv»<T  OF  AoncuLrjne 

Foraal  3*n4c« 


>  and  pi»«ii  fawl/y . 


Lwd 
T( 


D6PWTMENT  OF  ENEROV 

■Mdi  md  dM 
■ndoaitiaMi 


ToM.  Oa«aitnw«  of  Enargy. 


Oe>*HT\IEKT  OF  EDUCA7KM 


OTVCR  RB>TH}  AOENQES 


Comlrucllofi  sod  tonpftMsniw^^  Ntftofwl  ZooiojtMi 


NMIanii  (Wtary  at  AM 


-147,734.000 


-1,000,000 
-31.012,000 

-38^2.000 


-«07ja00 


-3.000,000 


■13.315.000 
-3.083,000 


•i7,toa,ooo 


-12.544.000 


-25,870,000 
-7.4a0,000 

■aja3.ooo 

-43,433,000 


-ai  4,000 


-iijeo,aoo 

-•,971,000 
-1000,000 

-22,021.000 


■1,900,000 
-38,135,000 

-i,ooo;aoo 

-36,035.000 


■190.000 


■136,975,000 


'12.419.000 
1.076,000 


-13,401,000 


■14.940.000 


-7,400.000 
■13,534.000 

-42,004,000 


-614AX> 


-4,060,000 
■0.971,000 
-1,700,000 

-18,121,000 


-1,035.000 

-32,136,000 

-\JXI0JXO 

-35,077,000 


»  2.000,000 
>1,07BA» 


^^0,34*fiOO 


*2.131,000 


>-1,»41;aOO 


*2j(njtoo 


•»4310/X» 


-514,000 


-004,000 

•■735,000 
-1,700,000 

■1,755,000 


•■900,000 
■1,000g900 


-500,000 


-125,723,000 


>  21.011^)0 


•  2417,000 


•  M17,000 


^(OOftjQOO 


-aj6i,aoo 


•^300,000 


*tKojaoo 


«  5,700,000 


-35^no 


-35,000 


>  160,000 


■5,000,000 

-12.900.000 

•1,000.000 

-•.ait.oco 

■3.074,000 

-6^60,000 
■3,000.000 

•7.tt4,O0u 

-8,000.000 
-7.500,000 
-2,000400 
1,960400 

-tioTTJOOO 

•1,0T74» 
•^2445400 

-1450400 

■1485460 

r  1,^0466 
•^2401400 

-31.730,000 

-aa,7Mv0oo 

-a446i4oo 

*l4*a400 

■  ia.aBQA3o 

■2'  000  000 

11,000,000     . 
-45405.000 

-i«.iao40o 

1 960,000 

<^  2460400 

-e6.aoa.ooo 

-45,525400 

■a5.57axx» 

■50,375,000 

t31460400 

»124604a0 

■2,000.000 

-2.000400 

. 



-1400400 

-11437,000 
■12437,000 


-407400 
•3,000,000 


•1^000,000     ■- ,,  ,.  _,_ „.      , 

-11,312400  *  18400400  -27S400 


-12412400 

-407400 
■3,000,000 


-375400 


Doc 

Na 
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CofilvnnM 
*^'Jj^'«'  ***«"  8«ii«.  Cordmnc*  eowywad  aah         uaiyadi 


Woodrav  IMmo  IntKniHontf  Cwilv  hx  ScholMi 


•2.300400  -1400400  -1,000400  •■1400400 


NHonai  EfldoiMnMrt  tot  #!•  A/ii 


-9400400  -a,oQ04oc  -&.aoo.Qao 


-6,000,000 


■6400,300 


■5. 000  400 


TaM,OM6lHV: 


8400,000 
•8400,0001 


-335,791400 


(-325,781400) 


■271488.000  ■248421400 

(-2714024001  (-245421.000) 


^38471400 


•  80.^30400)        (<aa47i4oo) 


CHAPTEBVI 
O^ARTMENTOFLMOri 


10*45         U   ilHu    on  IMI  lund  Iramter 

ToM,  Employmwil  and  Tralnkig  AdmlnMradon.. 


-40,700400 


284,130400 
■14,440,000 

'1405.720,000 

•14,440400 

'1458.119400 
14X0400 

■12400400 

-47.700400 

-87,700.000 

■57.700400 

-4a7a0400  -2455472400  -1,410450400  1401496400 


-2,487,000 
-18472400 


BiMMu  ol  Labor  SMMka 


10448 


■1,100,000      ._ 


Co»np5«nca  »aiM8iiui  Ac5<5Ha 

l-e-aoe).. 


-1,100,000 
-847S400 


-700400 


•  888417400 

-20400400 
■•8S7417400 

-•2,487400 
» 10472400 

'700400 


DCPAmve^T  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SEWCeS 
HaaMi  Raaoureaa  and  Santeaa  AdmMaMOon 

HioyiaHi  opanUona . „.„ 

Cartan  for  Obaaaa  Conttol  and  Pra«anNon 
>  oor*ol,  waaifch,  and  mining 


>ia>i.iiial  Camar  to  ninijch  Raaoiacaa 

Bu0dk^  Mid  iKaMat 

Total.  Hiilonal  InadhAaa  of  HtriMi 

AaaManI  SMrataiy  to>  Hai«n 

ORioaorttaAaaiilartaacaBaarytoHaiyai 

Aoxcy  to  HaaWi  Can  Poaey  and  RaaaaRtt 


-20,147.000 
-1400,000 

'1400,000 
-1400,000 


-8453400 


-20400400 
■00400400 

■70400400 


1400400 


-2400400 


•  12478,000 
•^8453400 


■70488400 


75480400 


-10.000400 
-50400400 


■70400400 


.  IO4OQ4OD 
■10,000400 


104-4       Program  managaniart_ 


Haaaii  Can  Financing  AAnMMfattoi 

IWHQJftXrt  — „  ».— .„.,.^ „., 

aocM  Saouray  AdnMamaon 

■■  BSfluMy  inooMM  pPOQnn  .„_.^„ 
LHila5iiii  on  adiiiliiiiaM>.>  wpanaaa 




■1,400400 

-2420400 

-1.400400 



-3,132,000 

-3,132400 

-3.132400 

20jOOO,000 

-28400,000 

19.700,000 

-15,705400 

^07400.0001 

(-85483.000) 


A<antnMra«on  to  Cha*an  and  FamBat 


-330.000.000  -330,000400 


-330.000.000 


-14l04M.aOO 


CMHaaManri 
Cb— un5y 
Gha*an«i5ta* 


Maaa  pngrama.. 


ToM,  AdrnWaliiiluii  to  CMdran  vtd  FanWa*. 


-39400450 
•180400400 


-118404400  •1,000400.000 

-s.000,000  -2.nnfl.nflp 

-5,400400  -5,400400 

-19407400  •11,701400 

-26,800,000 

•  190400400 


-1482482400         -va.aaa.ooo 


-7oa70i4oo        •021401400 


•  8478400 


-41400400  -3400431400  -1,430466400  1401J66400  •878475480  .01455400 


•  721400 
-1,000,000 


W  flflfl.OOO 


(•57  406400) 

(*a 
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CofVwvno4  oompwd  win 


HmwSt 


or  lolng 


9JXO 


■MS.000 
-4,010.000 


-•SB.000 
-4.01t.000 


-4.01  two 


ToM,  rmtttmumt  ^  H—th  and  >\0nT  SantcM,. 

O^AfnWEKT  OF  EOUCATXW 

Mon  ntonn 


-61,447.000        i.«M.mjoo         -4«r.airjaoo         -•43jao.ooo 


»M4.»4iAX)         -94Bjrra.aoo 


-m.ffio^ooo 

-i4Mn>.ooo 

-iajn.aao 

730.891 .000 
-11,100.000 
-M.  MO  ,000 


'  788.000 


-10,100,000 
-7,900.000 

-111J17J300 
-11.100,000 
-34M0,a00 


-104.030^X3 

-4,eo«.aoo 

-301440.000 
-11.100.000 

-3i.aoo.ooo 


4-42.000«000 

♦  14 
»1I 

♦  M4.osi.oao 


7tn,ttnjxio 


♦  TH.OOO 


■2J0atfJKO     


♦z^osT.aoo 


-ita.a44.aoo 

- 187,471.000 
-4,30aj000 

-loa.w.non 
-4io.ooo 

-Mk290,a00 
-a«,7 18,000 


-1,814.333.000 


-47.000.000 
-04,000.000 


■4,000.000 


-47.000,000 


■04^08.000 
-10.000.000 

-42,188.000 

-4S0v00O 

-19,200,000 

■2.818,000 

-4.424,000 


■tojKTjaoo 

-88.000^00 

-1,800A» 

-54.872.000 

-432.000 


-in8,n(g.noo         -813,912.000 


-20 ,300 ,000 
-29,300,000 


^0,000,000 


■srjocojxx) 

-66,000,000 


-7.000.000 


-81,000.000 


♦  28«7jOOO 

♦  iae.47S.aoo 

♦  2.800.000 

♦  47JT4ja00 

♦aajDoo 

♦  34jaawo 

♦  28.718.000 


♦  831 ,030/100 


♦  10.000.000 

♦  38^X1.000 


-2.000.000 


-14.000.000 


-J8.041.000 

-Tvjooatooo 

♦  1.000^0 
-12.513.000 


-18,7391000 

♦  2jn  8.000 

♦  4.4 


177,888,000         -5.888J84.000         -2.384,324,000         -3,318.067,000        ♦2^77,337,000 


-10J40.000 

-25,84n.non 


♦  M,000.000 


-834,733.000 


133,000 


133,800 


133,800 


-418.000 


-480.000 
•238,137 


t8n.finn 

-338.137 


♦  178J81 


-878,000 


k137 


k137 


♦  178JCI 


■880,000 
■187,000 


-860,000 

-187,000 


■860.000      ,....„.™* 
-187.000 


-2^00.000 


P,000jD00| 


-860,000 

■1.860,000 


-860A)0 


♦  2.800.000 


(XOOOJOOQI 


(♦SjQOOjQOO) 


-2joo,aoo 


■SJXXiJOOO 


Ooe 
No, 

•nsr 

HOUH 

9ww* 

\'  f.II.     ■    IsfOJ 

Confaranca 

OonlataiM 
oompafadadh 

Houaa 

Oa>8annea 

OCVERNMENT  PRNTMO  OFFCC 

-3.000.000 

■800.000 

-6,000,000 
-800  JOO 

•6.000.000 

-    Bil4»tMindii»iriii _.._    



-3joaooo 

-6,600,000 

■9400  AX> 

BOTANCQAnoeN 
SMwtM  md  wtpifww 

UBMRf  OF  OOHORESa 



-4,000.000 

-7.000  «» 

♦  3400,000 

-190,000 
-100,000 

lao.ooo 

-100.000 

190.000 

'100JXX) 



Tom,  utwy  of  Oongmt-, 

-280.000 

-290,000 

QENERM.  AOOOUKTMQ  OFnce 
Tom.  CXatrtw  Vk 

-8J87.000 

-8.887,000 

■2417400 

♦  8.280400 

•  8480400 



-20,718.480 

tuxBoq 

(-2O33E.0Oa| 
(3,000,0001 

■2M1 8,537 

(1SS.800I 
(-28,792,137) 

iaj88.M7 

(1334001 
(■18402,137) 

•  4,428488 

(•4.42840 

•IJ804Q0 

nurtmtum  -     _           _._ 

_ 

ArkanlM)         .. 

t^BHy  oomlmoDon,  Amy .        .  ,  , , , 



(♦84004001 

18,000,000 

■— -— 

-10,000,000 
■13,060.000 

■33.290.000 

-1XOJ00 

-,__ 

I1ii|  oanmntcaen,  Nmf      . 



M-4 

&vwfB«ncy  ippraprtillan 

tMMyeviilnieHen.MrFoK« 

MBvy  eonHniGMon,  Mr  NiterMl  Quwd 

Totai.UttaryCorMliMcaon..      .    .            

Nodh  AUwiMc  TrMty  OgvXiiUon  MrMlruchm  .       . 

P*1« . 

Pwiw 

To4«j,  Bm*  rMllgnnwnt  knd  ckmn  acoountt 

Total,  MWwy  Con«iuc4ion. 

Na»  budgal  (oMgaMonaO  auttnity 

EirMfgancyappioprtillont..    _      ._ 

^■•cieaio^ 





— 





-67,84a000 





^WTMOJOOO 







■88,000,000 

♦8^000400 



10,828,000 
-83,966.000 





♦  io4M4ae 

♦  •1488400 



-<O4,1B4,00O 

♦  104,184400 

18,000,000 

(ia,ooo,ooo» 

-230.434,000 

(-2X.«34,000| 

•  280454400 

. 





(♦SB48440CI 

CHAPTER  V« 

DEPARTVeNT  C3F  TR»NaFORTAT»N 

Cowiauwd 


104-4 


OMoa  of  t<a  adrnMakMor  (by  ImM - 


28,287.000 

|81146(^ 


UMa  kana*  caplal  fcnd  #«gtMav  Tnal  Funt) 
^9*dtttonaleor»ndlmM>Qi»utkii\) 


08lca  ol  •»  Sacratary 


capiil  fund 

to  air  cantara  (Aiiport  «id  AinMy  Trual 
Fun4 

Tola*,  OMoa  o«  Iha  BacnMty 

Caanauaid 


■7480400 


-7480^000 


'/MM 


OvMf  <QUiplT>flt .. 


»ei148p 

»11.860» 

«11460| 
060400  OO^ 

■38,187400 

1J8S400 

-4,000,000 
-&40Q400 

■8,000,000 

•  1488400 

•  2400400 

-84B1400 

■84oaaoo 

■11400400 

-2407400 

•1400400 

-8,440400 
-4.400.000 

■3,700400 

A  400400 
■12,133,000 

'^000.000 

-4400400 

-4,400400     . 
-12,1)3400 

■2J00400 

♦  2,140400 

♦  3,400400 

♦  3488400 

■12.333.000 

-^400,000 
■8,196400 
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Ooc 


ooanpaivdiM 


I  ana  wih  io  nsHg^uan. 


-1*^1.000 


-43jw,aoo 


-i,inn.nnn 


- 15^706,000 


-MJIMJSOO 


-toaooo 


•  1 ,000,000 
■31,460,000 

-7.500,000 


■1«^1,000 
-3SJ14,000 

-2^00,000 

-34460AX) 

'7,900,000 


■SISjOOO 


>7,aeBjaoo 


-l^lt^OOO 


M  ,000,000 


-1,000,000 


■2.iaaA0 


-1,71  uoo 


^7,000,000 


-3,000,000,000  -2,a»4,000,000  -2,004,000,000 


77,K5,aOO  -ZXMOjeO.OOO         -2,127,360,000         -2.060086,000 


-42joo,aoc| 


(-45,8e0,00C^ 


es4jao.ooot        (-12,000,0001 


1-70,140,000)  (-IZUSCOOOI  t-132.1«>,000| 

_ -1K,1B0,000 


-ia6,iS4,ooo    .. 
-M.9e«.ooo    — 


■461,000,000                -60,000,000              -100,000,000 
-I40436j074      


Tolil.ri«iwilllqh— |i»<iw*ilM1ui  . 


-400,000,000 


-361,000,000 


llgri»»«»  kiMe  MMy  giariti  IHghiMv  TruM  Fun^  . 
FcOwal  (Mraad  Adn*iMn<ion 


IMAOLEV 

Tnal  Fiai^ 


-7.7t8.000 


-7.7w,oao 


'1K),63«,074 


-20,000,000 


-7  766,000 
-280.000,000 


-232.100.000 


-i32.in.aao 
<f28i,aoo/x>a 


M1M10,000 


-67.000,000 


^6,6000001 

-is^iicaao 


M  40,6*6,074 


^1JB6IJ 


♦20,000,030 


397.766,000 


TnjB  Fundi  -- 


-6,800.000      ■ 

(-131.661,0001  (-67,2a3.nC| 


QENERM.  PnCMSKMS 


4,600.000 


Total.  Oaptar  V«: 
Nwr  buiigit  taMg«lar«4  •utnorty. 


-47]J63JX» 
{26^67.0001 


-20.000,000 


■486. 466. 000 

;2«.ir7aoo| 

^366.400.000) 


-10.000.000 


-e.  707.000 
-260,000.000 
■2e6.707.000 

-7j000;000 

e3S.Biijoe( 

■33.811,900 

-40.51 1.JOC 

■16.000.000 


-1,836,000 
■290jOOOjOOO 
-2ai«36jOOO 

•>1J00,000 

1 4- 67.736,900) 
-3a,911JH0 


-1.606,000 


-7,000,000 


4  5.000.000 


■2ja6.454J74  -2.726J72J00 


(44,400.000) 


-22X1.074JOO 
(-26,167.000) 
(-104.400.000)         ('>>2eij0OOjDO0| 


>.liii6iauinflnnh6gi6iir«|. 


(4O1«O,OO0) 

(-206,000,000) 
«1iJ60 


ei71J6B,aO0)        (-2,612,064,074)       (■Z624, 172^00)        (-2,460,677  JMO) 


(-201,761.000) 
(611J60) 


(-' 


(611J 


ei66.ioi*io) 

(611,660) 


(< 


(>3a^iAX| 

-36,611,600 
-«J11J00 


"AjOOOfOOO 


-166.116.406 

(60,flaeiffK| 

(-112.116,43* 

(■►  64,761  ;eoa) 


CMWTH^K 

13GP»RT»«KT  OF  THE  THEA3UBY 


Hililmnd  1161  inii  (byt 

6CEPEN0CNT  AaE>OES 

Mttaoiy  Cononmion  on  lr«w||Liiir« »r<«( 

06too  of  ^ivofwol  Mirai^ofiiorC; 


6.000.000 


6,000,000 


(13,200,000)  (13,200.0001  (» 13,200^30) 

yKf.<yK7      

8,000.000  8,000,000       _ 


□EPAFrrMEKT  OF  T>C  mEASURT 


-\oojxx>  MXtjaoo  100,000 

iijooxw)  ■.nojo.ooo  tiiAOjooo 

-iijxxwioo    nfloojoo    nfloojaa 
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FInancM  liwiagomon  Botvtoo . 
BwMual»iaPu66cOM. 


160,000 

'60.000 

loaooo 

1,900,000 

1JO0.000 

1JO0.0OO 

1.460;M0 

1.480W0 

■1.480,000 

Tom.  D*p««nof<  Of  »w  TfMOury .. 


•14.290,000 


■3.290.000 


■3,290,000 


»11,O0OMO 


EXBX/TTVE  OFFICE  OF  TVC  PnESCENT 

T>»  VIMta  HouM  one* 

FoitanI  Onjg  Conkol  Pngwm: 
SpMtal  rodiiuw  Fund 


■171J00 


ToW,  EiiMu6»*  06ln  d  »w  Piwktonl.. 
F«d««  Buldkigi  F«m:  riiitMum 


-13^00,000 


-13,371,000 


13.200,000 
■11.300.000 


■171,000 


-171fl00 

13.200.000 
■13^00,000 

■171^000 


13,200,000 


■1 36.969  JOO          '1.6»4,640,000 
-2,066,000 


-960,412.000  ■443,616,000         ■•  1,614,46,000 


136,666,000         -1.664.640.000 


-660.412.000  -441,794.000        « 1^14,466,000 


•2.78S.000 

■3.140.000 


-3.140,000 


-1,366.000 
■3.140.000 


ToM.  Chatitw  DC 

Nm  hudt<«  (oUgMlon^  a^hofty . 


(By 


6.000,000               163s311AX)  1661.601,000 

PJOOJOO)                (6,OOOJO0)  P2. 700,000) 

(■17a,211«0)  (-1.614.601,000) 

(13,200,000) 


CKMTtBX 

•CEPENOENT  AoaOEB 

FEDERAt.  EMEFOENCY  UANAOEMEI^  AOEI^^ 


104-4 
104-4 


FY  18 


NiMonol  6ood  kwufwio*  lund  (by  kvatw)  „ 

Total,  rodwil  Efflorgancy  M«n«g»w»r<  Agwicy.. 

oonpoflAnoNs 

F«d*m  Oapoa*  Inturano*  CorporaOon: 
Bonk  EnlwprtM  Ad. 


6,700.000,000 
(9.331.000) 


-678,366,000  -4i6.ig6LX)oo  <  1  jit,ga6,flae 

P3joo,ooo)  {■'Mxajxai  i  •  io.8ao,aoc| 

(-612.966,000)  (  44n,»6,OOH  ( •  1  .JOOjCaBjOOOl 

(13JOO«0)  (*13J00AC|     


&J60 .000,000 


1.800X00,000 

4.600.000,000 

(9,311,000) 


3,360,000.000 

3,360,000.000 

^431 JXX) 


2.010,000  X«K 

•  3.360.000.000 

(>9.331«)0 


•  1  ■4qn.non.f300 

1,460,000^300 


6700.000,000  9J60,000.000  6,700.000,000  6.700,000^30         ♦  1 ,340  JOOjaoO 


OB>ArniiiiENT  OF  vereMNS  affavs 

Vtaorano  Mi>6»  Adwrilniamtui  i 


Coo*ue6on,  mo^  pio)tt». 

Tool.  Oaportmonl  a(  Vowrant  AIMn .... 

OEPAfrrVErfT  OF  H0U8MQ 
AND  URBAN  OEVBjOPMEKT 


10»M      Amual  cerWbu6or«  tori 


Ihcuiii^.. 


AnMane*  tof  tw  i«n*M«  at  «i«Mn(  Mcbon  6 


PiywntaternpiiWIonotloolooomohomtt^ 


-436,200.000 


—         sTjxnjxo 


■90.000.000 
-9,733.400,000 


-90,000.000 

•90,000,000 
■100,000,000 


■90.000,000 

■3.721.266.000 

1469,000.000) 


36,000.000 


■31.000.000 


-61.000,000 


-60,300.000 

■a.X33 1.400,000 

(«o6joojoq 


♦  36,000,000 

■60.000,000 
-31jOOO,flOO 

<«iAxu)oo 


^  16,000,000 


*  16^000^000 


■»  708,000,000 


'1,060,000,000  1,177,000^30  ■1.177,00a0a0 


■i4iaiii,aao 

(-66.100^)00) 


■117,000,000 


SMOfoly  dMwnd  puta«c  hou*tl 

ttug  ilwlnMlor  gfrm  tot  low  Inowno  homtng  _ 

TOUIhsuNd  proQf6m.» 

Hourin0  oounM6ng  MoMsnoo „. 

FtoiAta  lukaidy  lund 

MohomMi  houiing  o^poiIuiHm  hjnd. 


-404,000,000 

.„ -083,000,000 

-3Zjaoo,aao 

-36,000/300 

_„  -36.000,000 

te^o^o 


"SftrOOOtOOO 

■17.?00,000 


•10.000,000 
-36,000j000 


10.900,000 


♦  4&4J0OJ00  ,    , 

♦  A2XO0O.O0O  

*  32,000  JOOO  
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 8  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  this  debate 
is  not  about  spending  levels.  The  Presi- 
dent in  his  message  yesterday  indi- 
cated he  wants  to  spend  $50  million  less 
than  the  amount  provided  in  the  con- 
ference report.  There  are  some  other 
very  good  reasons  to  vote  against  this 
bill. 

First  of  all,  this  bill  cuts  programs 
for  kids  and  old  folks,  and  despite  the 
denials  on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle,  it  does  so  to  pay  for  tax  gifts  for 
the  wealthy  and  the  well-connected. 
We  just  passed  a  budget  resolution 
which  slashed  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy.  Under  that  pro- 
posal, we  are  going  to  go  back  to  the 
■■good  old  days."  such  as  we  had  be- 
tween 1982  and  1985.  when  47  Fortune 
500  corporations,  even  though  they 
made  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
profits,  paid  not  one  dime  in  Federal 
taxes. 

Even  President  Reagan  recognized 
that  was  wrong,  closed  the  loophole  in 
1985.  Under  the  tax  proposals  passed  by 
this  House  and  endorsed  by  the  budget 
resolution  passed  today,  we  are  going 
to  go  back  to  those  "good  old  days." 
And  this  bill  is  going  to  help  pay  for 
that  new  loophole.  We  should  not  be 
doing  that. 

Let  me  trace  for  you  the  history  of 
what  has  happened  on  so-called  deficit 
reduction  in  this  bill.  When  this  bill 
was  first  in  the  committee,  as  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California  pointed  out, 
the  committee  chairman  said  that  the 
cuts  in  this  bill  were  going  to  be  used 
at  least  in  part  to  pay  for  those  tax 
cuts.  Then  that  rhetoric  was  softened. 

During  the  debate  in  the  committee, 
we  said  we  thought  it  was  wrong  to  cut 
Healthy  Start  for  preborn  kids;  we  said 
we  thought  it  was  wrong  to  cut  school 
nutrition;  we  said  we  thought  it  was 
wrong  to  cut  public  broadcasting  for 
preschool  kids:  we  said  we  thought  it 
was  wrong  to  cut  education  and  train- 
ing funds;  wo  said  we  thought  it  was 
wrong  to  cut  fuel  assistance  and  hous- 
ing for  the  elderly  all  in  order  to  give 
somebody  who  was  making  $200,000  a 
year  a  tax  cut. 

The  Republicans  in  committee  voted 
down  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
MURTH.^],  which  tried  to  dedicate  all 
cuts  to  deficit  reduction.  On  the  floor, 
after  pressure  on  that  subject,  the  Re- 
publican majority  said:  "OK,  we 
changed  our  mind  '  They  voted  for  the 
Brewster  amendment,  and  so  did  we. 
which  said  that  all  of  the  funds  that 
were  saved  in  the  bill  would  be  used  for 
deficit  reduction. 

One  day  after  that  amendment 
passed  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
K.\sic'H],  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  said  that  well,  they 
could  not  afford  to  live  with  that  lan- 


guage because  they  wanted  to  have  the 
out-year  savings  used  in  order  to  fi- 
nance that  tax  package.  Now  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  claims  that  be- 
cause of  the  adoption  of  the  Senate 
amendment  in  conference,  that  some- 
how the  Brewster  amendment  is  pro- 
tected. 

I  want  to  ask  one  question:  If  the 
Brewster  amendment  was  protected, 
why  did  the  Republican  conferees  vote 
against  my  motion  in  conference  to 
keep  it?  You  voted  against  it.  you 
killed  my  amendment  that  would  have 
saved  the  Brewster  amendment,  8  to  6. 
If  the  Brewster  amendment  had  been 
protected  in  conference.  $50  billion 
more  of  savings  in  this  bill  would  be 
dedicated  for  deficit  reduction.  They 
would  not  be  available  to  finance  that 
turkey  of  a  rich  man's  tax  cut  that  you 
supported  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  CBO.  as  I  said  earlier,  fully  un- 
derstands that  if  all  of  the  dollars  that 
were  saved  in  this  bill  were  dedicated 
to  deficit  reduction,  as  the  Brewster 
amendment  provided,  there  would  be 
$50  billion  more  in  deficit  reduction 
provided  under  this  proposal.  So  I 
think  that  is  reason  enough  to  vote  for 
this  proposition. 

And  there  is  a  second  reason.  It  is 
simply  because  this  bill  represents 
warped  priorities.  It  cuts  education  and 
training  funds  by  $875  million.  Is  it 
really  smart  to  cut  our  effort  to  pre- 
serve drug-free  schools  by  50  percent? 
Is  it  really  smart  to  cut  school -to-work 
programs?  Do  you  really  want  to  take 
deep  cuts  in  elderly  and  housing 
projects  in  order  to  move  funds  down 
the  line  to  use  for  tax  cuts  for  wealthy 
people? 

Someone  on  the  other  side  have  just 
suggested  that  the  LIHEAP  program, 
low  income  heating  assistance  pro- 
gram, was  not  all  that  important  to  old 
folks  anymore.  I  want  to  tell  you,  80 
percent  of  the  people  who  use  that  pro- 
gram make  less  than  $10,000  a  year. 
One-third  of  them  are  disabled.  Two 
million  senior  citizens  nationally  use 
that  program. 

I  will  never  forget  a  woman  in  my 
own  district,  in  Stevens  Point,  I  met 
when  I  walked  into  her  house  to  talk  to 
her  about  the  program.  She  lived  in  a 
house  that  was  built  for  her  by  her  hus- 
band as  a  wedding  present.  She  was  82 
years  old.  She  had  very  little  money. 
She  had  every  room  in  that  house 
closed  up  except  the  living  room,  the 
kitchen,  and  the  bathroom,  in  order  to 
save  heat.  She  slept  on  an  old  beat  up 
couch  in  the  living  room. 

That  house  meant  as  much  to  her  as 
life  itself.  It  was  her  last  link  with  her 
husband.  She  desperately  wanted  to 
hang  onto  it,  and  it  was  low  income 
heating  assistance  program  that  helped 
her  to  do  so. 

Do  you  really  think  you  ought  to  cut 
a  woman  like  that  so  you  can  give  one 
of  your  wealthy  $200,000  a  year  income 
friends  an  additional   tax  break?  Par- 


don me,  I  do  not  agree  with  those  kind 
of  priorities. 

I  think  we  also  ought  to  take  a  look 
at  what  you  have  not  cut.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Shu- 
STER,  got  up  here  and  defended  high- 
way demonstration  projects.  I  like  to 
see  highway  projects  built  just  like 
anyone  else,  but  not  at  the  expense  of 
senior  citizens,  not  at  the  expense  of 
drug-free  schools,  not  at  the  expense  of 
decent  education  and  training  opportu- 
nities for  our  young  people. 

Of  all  things.  I  do  not  see  why  this 
Republican-controlled  Congress  should 
have  retained  the  Benedict  Arnold  tax 
loophole  provision  which  allows  people 
to  renounce  their  American  citizenship 
in  order  to  avoid  paying  taxes  to  the 
country  that  made  them  rich  in  the 
first  place. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
SICH]  said  that  we  hate  rich  people  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle.  Absolute  non- 
sense. I  would  like  everybody  in  this 
society  to  be  rich.  Profits  are  good  for 
this  country.  High  incomes  are  good 
for  this  country.  But  what  is  also  good 
for  this  country  is  that  when  people 
make  it.  and  they  make  it  very  well  in 
this  society,  they  should  not  be  pulling 
the  ladder  up  after  them.  They  should 
be  willing  to  pay  their  fair  share  to 
support  the  public  services  in  this 
country  that  the  entire  society  needs. 
That  is  all  we  are  suggesting. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.\- 
siCH],  said  the  vote  today  was  about 
balance.  There  is  nothing  very  bal- 
anced about  proposals  that  cut  back  on 
aid  to  seniors,  that  cut  back  on  edu- 
cational opportunities,  that  cut  back 
on  veterans  who  have  fought  and 
risked  their  lives  for  this  country,  in 
order  to  give  somebody  who  makes 
S?0n.0OO  biK-ks  a  year  a  tax  cut.  That  is 
not  balance  at  all.  That  is  extreme.  It 
is  wrong  economically,  it  is  wrong 
morally. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  congratulate  the 
President  for  drawing  the  line  in  the 
right  place.  We  ought  to  turn  this  bill 
down.  We  ought  to  reshape  it,  we  can 
easily  do  that  in  a  week,  and  we  can 
come  out  here  with  something  that  we 
can  be  proud  of. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Lewis). 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  very  much  appreciate  my  chair- 
man yielding.  I  did  not  intend  to  speak 
on  this  measure,  but  the  fact  is  that 
over  half  of  the  funds  we  are  talking 
about  here,  the  rescissions,  came  out  of 
my  subcommittee.  In  view  of  the  Presi- 
dents  decision— at  least  it  appears  to 
be  a  decision— to  veto  this  measure.  I 
thought  there  were  at  least  a  couple  of 
points  I  should  try  to  make. 

My  colleagues,  the  President  has  pro- 
posed a  list  of  14  items  that  if  restored 
would  cause  him  to  sign  this  legisla- 
tion. Five  of  these  items  fall  under  the 
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jurisdiction  of  my  subcommittee. 
While  all  of  them  deserve  mention. 
there  are  two  points  that  I  would  like 
to  make. 

As  you  know,  the  AmerlCorps  Pro- 
gram budget  of  1995  has  been  reduced 
by  S210  million  to  the  1994  funding  level 
of  $365  million.  This  reduction  was 
made  not  out  of  partisanship,  but  out 
of  a  true  desire  to  review  how  well  the 
AmeriCorps  Program  has  worked,  a 
program  the  President  holds  at  the 
highest  priority. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  made  it  no  se- 
cret that  they  wanted  to  eliminate  this 
program.  Until  now.  I  personally  had 
not  come  to  a  final  consideration  on 
the  matter.  Today  I  stand  before  you 
convinced  that  the  President  has  al- 
ready given  up  on  the  National  Service 
Program.  AmeriCorps.  His  veto  prom- 
ise has  raised  the  stakes,  and  regard- 
less of  the  outcome.  I  now  believe  the 
President  will  lose  on  that  one. 

Like  it  or  not.  the  National  Service 
Program  has  become  an  even  larger 
target  than  ever  before.  Maybe  not 
today  or  this  week  or  this  month,  but 
you  can  rest  assured  the  AmeriCorps 
Program  will  be  the  victim  of  this  de- 
bate and  this  veto.  The  writing  is  now 
on  the  wall. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  another  item 
that  I  would  raise  that  would  hopefully 
cause  the  President  to  reconsider  his 
position,  and  that  is  my  second  point. 
A  few  months  ago.  before  my  commit- 
tee. James  Lee  Witt,  the  Adminis- 
trator, the  Director  of  FEMA.  the  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  Agency, 
told  us  that  without  replenishment, 
that  as  of  the  end  of  May.  FEMA  would 
run  out  of  money.  They  would  be  out  of 
money.  No  more  in  the  pipeline. 

Think  of  the  disasters.  Not  just 
earthquakes  and  floods  in  California, 
but  disasters  across  the  country.  Of 
most  important  recent  notice,  the  hor- 
rible disaster  of  Oklahoma  City.  FEMA 
running  out  of  money,  not  being  able 
to  respond  to  those  disasters.  The 
President  is  now  actually  thinking 
about  turning  his  back  on  those  people 
who  had  to  deal  with  those  disasters. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  the  Presi- 
dent to  rethink  this  position.  He 
should  not  take  the  advice  of  his  politi- 
cal advisers.  He  should  look  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  country  who  at  this  moment 
need  our  assistance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  upon  completion  of  the 
conference  on  HR  1158  this  past  Tues- 
day morning.  I  had  anticipated  taking 
just  a  little  time  to  briefly  discuss  the 
role  my  subcommittee — VA,  HUD,  and 
independent  agencies — had  in  achieving 
over  half  of  the  budget  savings  realized 
in  this  emergency  supplemental  and  re- 
scissions bill. 

While  we  certainly  had  difficult 
choices,  the  conferees  on  this  chapter 
worked  diligently  to  retain  or  restruc- 
ture certain  high  priority  items  while 
at  the  same  time  making  meaningful 
reductions    where    we    thought    appro- 


priate. Our  final  decisions  were,  in  my 
mind,  legislative  compromise  in  the 
truest  and  best  sense  of  the  word. 

Perhaps  more  important  than  the 
specific  choices  we  made  though  was 
the  fact  that  our  actions  have  gotten 
us  headed  on  a  track  that  recognizes 
the  even  more  difficult  budget  deci- 
sions awaiting  us  in  fiscal  year  1996  and 
beyond.  Simply  put,  balancing  this  Na- 
tion's budget  will  require  hard  choices 
and  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  each  and 
every  lawmaker  and  each  and  every 
citizen. 

It  is  in  this  vein  that  I  am  absolutely 
dismayed  at  the  announcement  by  the 
President  that  he  will  veto  this  legisla- 
tion. The  very  first  real  opportunity 
this  President  has  had  to  show  he  truly 
wants  to  get  spending  under  control  is 
instead  squandered  for  what  can't  be 
described  as  anything  other  than  cheap 
demigodary.  As  I  mentioned  the  Presi- 
dent has  proposed  a  list  of  14  items 
that,  if  restored,  would  cause  him  to 
sign  this  legislation.  Again  five  of 
these  items  fall  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  my  subcommittee,  and  a  quick  re- 
view of  each  of  the  other  four  items 
points  out  just  how  ridiculous  is  the 
President's  announced  action: 

Environmental  Programs:  Safe 
Drinking  Water— The  President  has 
proposed  restoring  $500  million  for 
State  revolving  grant  funds  for  this 
program  which  does  not  now  and  has 
never  existed.  This  proposal  will  do 
nothing  more  than  put  funds  aside  for 
a  program  that  likely  will  not  be  au- 
thorized until  next  year  and,  once  it  is 
authorized,  will  likely  see  at  least  an- 
other half-year  of  rule  writing  before  a 
single  dime  is  sent  to  the  States.  How 
can  the  President  possibly  justify  giv- 
ing money  to  a  program  that  does  not 
exist  whiie  agreeing  to  take  funds 
away  from  others  that  do? 

VA  Medical  Care— The  President  has 
suggested  giving  $50  million  back  to 
VA  medical  care,  even  though  these 
funds  are  salary  savings  that  the  De- 
partment itself  says  it  will  not  use. 
This  rescission  will  not  impact  a  single 
VA  employee  or  patient,  yet  it  clearly 
appears  on  the  President's  list  merely 
for  its  press  value. 

HUD:  Assisted  Housing— The  Presi- 
dent has  asked  to  restore  $150  million 
to  HUD  assisted  housing  for  residents 
displaced  by  demolition  of  old  housing 
units,  but  apparently  never  checked 
with  HUD  to  see  what  their  needs  are 
in  this  regard.  In  fact,  the  conferees  re- 
stored half-a-billion  dollars  for  this 
purpose  and  there  is  enough  money 
now  in  the  account  to  fund  20.000  fami- 
lies with  5-year  vouchers  or  50.000  fami- 
lies with  2-year  vouchers.  According  to 
the  Department,  this  is  more  than  ade- 
quate to  meet  their  needs. 

HUD:  Housing  Opportunities  for  Peo- 
ple With  Aids  (HOPWA)— The  Presi- 
dent's suggestion  to  restore  $30  million 
in  this  account  is  truly  the  height  of 
hypocrisy.    The    1995    funding    level    of 


$1.56  million  for  HOPWA  is  exactly 
what  the  President  requested  for  the 
program  for  1995.  Moreover,  this  fund- 
ing level  agreed  to  by  the  conferees 
now  leaves  over  $400  million  available 
for  HOPWA.  meaning  this  administra- 
tion has  yet  to  even  distribute  all  of 
the  funds  we  appropriated  for  HOPWA 
in  fiscal  year  1993.  let  alone  use  the 
funds  we  provided  for  fiscal  years  1994 
and  1995.  Shouldn't  the  President  be 
more  concerned  with  helping  the  peo- 
ple we  meant  to  be  helped  rather  than 
raise  phony  issues  meant  to  obscure 
the  real  facts? 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  I  can't  speak 
to  the  details  of  each  of  the  14  items.  I 
am  quite  certain  the  story  for  each  is 
similar.  The  President's  scenario  in 
this  sorry  episode  is,  indeed,  all  too 
clear:  he  decides  for  the  first  time  to 
fully  engage  himself  in  this  rescission 
process  that  for  this  Member  started  in 
January.  He  realizes  he  is  late  to  the 
table  so  threatens  to  use  his  veto  to 
get  his  way.  For  cover,  he  demands 
that  14  sexy-looking  programs  be  re- 
stored, yet  utterly  fails  to  realize  there 
is  no  substance  behind  restoring  most 
if  not  all  of  the  14  items.  He  hopes  to 
claim  a  public  relations  victory,  caring 
not  that  the  real  losers  are  the  Amer- 
ican public  who  must  go  on  paying  for 
programs  that  should,  indeed  must,  be 
phased  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President's  actions 
so  far  in  this  regard  is  politics  at  its 
absolute  worst  and  nothing  short  of 
despicable.  I  can  only  hope  he  somehow 
get  a  dose  of  honest  conscience  before 
his  pen  makes  the  wrong  marks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  hope  that  the 
President  will  in  fact  sign  this  bill.  I 
would  like  to  take  an  additional  mo- 
ment to  clarify  our  intent  with  respect 
to  language  included  in  the  bill  dealing 
with  EPA's  Automobile  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  Program  provided  for  in 
the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Under  the  regulatory  framework  first 
developed  by  EPA.  a  premium  was 
placed  on  State  adoption  of  a  central- 
ized testing  facility,  while  an  auto- 
matic discount  was  applied  to  noncen 
tralized  facilities  proposed  by  the 
States.  EPA  itself  has  recently  indi- 
cated they  intend  to  be  more  flexible  in 
the  granting  of  credits  for  noncentral- 
ized  programs,  and  our  bill  and  report 
language  should  be  interpreted  to  sup- 
port EPA  in  this  movement  toward 
flexibility  and  reasonableness. 

Rather  than  automatically  discount 
programs,  EPA  should  attempt  to  as- 
sign credits  to  each  State's  program 
based  on  the  worthiness  of  each  pro- 
gram. Higher  credits,  even  up  to  100 
percent,  need  not  be  granted  just  for 
programs  that  have  expensive  equip- 
ment. On  the  contrary,  if  a  State  pre- 
sents a  plan  that  outlines  how  and  why 
a  certain  level  of  credit  can  be 
achieved,  EPA  should  be  reasonable 
and  thoughtful  in  its  review  process  to- 
ward making  a  decision  allowing  such 


appropriate  credits.  If  EPA  believes  ad- 
ditional data  is  required  to  make  the 
State's  case,  they  should  be  flexible  in 
permitting  such  data  collection  for  up 
to  2  years  or  two  full  cycles. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  firmly  believe  that 
what  we  are  doing  in  their  regard  is  a 
step  in  the  direction  of  truly  permit- 
ting sound  science  to  prevail.  Some- 
times laws  and  regulations  become  too 
prescriptive  in  our  zeal  to  achieve  an 
end  result.  I  am  absolutely  committed 
to  our  national  goal  of  clean  air,  but  I 
am  equally  persuaded  we  must  be  flexi- 
ble and  allow  new  methods  and  new 
technologies  and  new  ideas  to  lead  the 
way  toward  this  goal.  If  the  agency 
will  not  or  cannot  provide  that  flexibil- 
ity I  am  quite  certain  the  Congress  will 
once  again  address  this  issue  in  a  man- 
ner that  is  perhaps  less  appealing  to 
those  who  support  our  clean  air  goals. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
W.M.KKR).  Members  are  reminded  that 
all  remarks  are  to  be  addressed  to  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Stokks],  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agen- 
cies. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
my  ranking  minority  member  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  H.R.  1158.  a  bill  rescinding  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1995. 

From  the  very  beginning  of  delibera- 
tions on  this  legislation,  it  has  been 
clear  that  Draconian  and  callous  cuts 
to  funds  already  approved  for  Federal 
programs  were  for  the  purpose  of  ful- 
filling the  Republican  Contract  With 
.\merica  to  cut  taxes.  This  is  abun- 
dantly clear  when  you  consider  that 
the  conference  agreement  rejects  the 
House  adopted  amendment  which  re- 
quired all  budgetary  savings  from  the 
rescissions  bill  be  used  for  deficit  re- 
duction. Under  the  Republican  pro- 
posal, these  savings  can  be  used  to  fi- 
nance tax  cuts  to  benefit  the  wealthi- 
est pereons  in  this  Nation. 

Take  for  example,  the  $6.3  billion  cut 
from  critical  housing  programs  serving 
the  elderly,  low  income,  and  homeless 
families  with  children,  and  the  dis- 
abled. The  $1.9  billion  cut  from  incre- 
mental assistance  programs  means  a 
loss  of  52.000  section  8  rental  certifi- 
cates. An  additional  $815  million  reduc- 
tion in  public  housing  modernization 
will  prevent  public  housing  agencies 
from  rehabilitating  some  40.000  sub- 
standard pubic  housing  units.  Further 
cuts  of  $620  million  to  public  housing 
development  will  prevent  the  tearing 
down  and  replacement  of  7.000  of  the 
most  distressed  public  housing  units  in 
the  Nation. 

On  top  of  these  reductions,  there  is 
the  $15  billion  cut  to  the  Labor  and 
Employment  Training  Program,  the 
$814  million  cut  to  Health  and  Human 


Services  programs,  and  the  $875  million 
cut  to  education  programs.  I  find  these 
reductions  in  quality  of  life  programs 
appalling.  Further,  how  can  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  House  support  a  bill  that 
cuts  $65  million  from  student  aid,  cuts 
$11.2  million  from  TRIO,  cuts  $236  mil- 
lion from  safe  and  drug-free  schools, 
eliminates  summer  youth  jobs  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  and  cuts  by  68  percent  fund- 
ing for  youth  employment  training?  In 
an  ever-increasing  technological  soci- 
ety, instead  of  ensuring  that  we  pro- 
vide adequate  training  to  new  and  re- 
turning workers,  this  bill  makes  dras- 
tic cuts  in  vocational  and  adult  edu- 
cation, displaced  worker  initiatives, 
and  school-to-work  programs. 

This  bill  sends  a  signal  to  the  rest  of 
the  world  that  the  United  States  of 
America,  a  world  leader,  places  a  very 
low  priority  on  the  education  of  its 
youth. 

While  the  uproar  over  initial  rescis- 
sions figures  forced  restoration  of  some 
of  the  funds  taken  from  VA  programs, 
this  bill  still  cuts  $81  million  from  vet- 
erans programs.  Therefore,  Repub- 
licans are  sending  a  message  to  our 
veterans  that  their  needs  are  not  as 
important  as  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

I  can  understand  and  support  a  bal- 
anced approach  to  addressing  our  Na- 
tion's fiscal  difficulties.  But  I  cannot, 
and  will  not,  support  balancing  the 
needs  of  the  wealthy  on  the  backs  of 
the  poor,  the  elderly,  our  children,  vet- 
erans, and  the  disabled.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  defeat  this  conference  re- 
port. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STOKES.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  understand  the  gentleman's  posi- 
tion regarding  the  housing  cuts  of 
roughly  $6  billion,  but  does  he  realize 
the  President  only  asked  to  restore 
$150  million  of  the  housing  cuts?  Obvi- 
ously the  balance  of  over  $5  billion  is 
okay  with  him. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  ac- 
cept the  gentleman's  comment. 

D  1745 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  PORTER),  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  Education. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  have  worked  on  this  rescis- 
sion package  for  over  2'/2  months.  We 
worked  through  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate and  for  the  past  2  weeks  we  have 
been  meeting  often,  often  late  into  the 
evening  in  order  to  resolve  our  dif- 
ferences. 

Nowhere,  nowhere  in  this  process  was 
the  President  or  his  representatives 
seen.  There  was  no  hint  to  any  of  us  as 
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to  his  feelings  regarding  sections  of 
this  bill,  and  I  think  all  of  us  were  dis- 
mayed on  opening  the  newspaper  a  day 
or  two  ago  to  find  that  he  has  vowed  to 
veto  it. 

He  has  not  been  a  part  of  the  process. 
He  has  not  said  to  any  of  us  he  would 
veto  it,  if  certain  conditions  were  not 
met.  And  what  is  most  dismaying,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  he  is  talking  about 
$1.5  billion  or  about  9  percent  of  a  $16.5 
billion  bill,  which  is  itself  only  1  per- 
cent of  the  entire  Federal  budget  for 
fiscal  1995. 

He  is  talking  about  half  of  that  in 
the  area  of  education  and  job  training 
or  one-twentieth  of  1  percent  of  Fed- 
eral spending,  a  minuscule  amount.  He 
objects,  even  though  in  our  area  of 
labor,  health  and  human  services  and 
education,  the  House  figure  was  $5.9 
billion  in  rescissions,  the  Senate  figure 
was  about  $3  billion  in  rescissions,  and 
the  House  went  very  far  in  accommo- 
dating the  view  of  the  Senate,  which 
the  Senate  was  very  insistent  on,  and 
we  ended  up  at  $3.3  billion.  So  we  were 
not  making  the  heavy  cuts  that  the 
House  had  recommended  in  our  area. 
We,  rather,  deferred  to  the  Senate  on 
most  of  these  matters.  And  the  cuts  in- 
volved are  cuts  that  are  very,  very 
minor,  although  obviously  in  programs 
that  we  consider  to  be  very  important 
as  well. 

I  find  the  President's  lack  of  atten- 
tion and  unwillingness  to  be  at  the 
table  irresponsible  in  the  extreme.  I 
find  his  threat  to  veto  this  legislation 
incomprehensible.  If  we  are  to  ap- 
proach our  entire  fiscal  1996  budget 
with  a  President  who  will  not  be  at  the 
table,  who  will  simply  say,  I  am  going 
to  veto  it  when  all  the  work  is  done,  I 
think  we  are  going  to  have  a  very,  very 
difficult  time  mdeed. 

No  one  wants  to  ascribe  certain  moti- 
vations to  the  President.  I  will  not  do 
so.  But  I  will  say  that  it  is  irrespon- 
sible for  the  President  to  threaten  such 
a  veto. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Brew- 
ster]. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
floor  has  been  full  of  debate  on  the 
budget  the  last  few  days.  Many  Mem- 
bers from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
spoken  on  the  importance  of  deficit  re- 
duction and  debt  reduction. 

And.  yet,  this  conference  report  is 
classic  double-speak.  This  conference 
report  does  not  contain  the  Brewster- 
Minge  lockbox,  but  rather  contains  a 
Pandora's  Box.  The  Brewster-Minge 
lockbox,  which  passed  the  House  over- 
whelmingly by  a  vote  of  418  to  5,  has 
been  scored  by  CBO  as  containing  $66.2 
billion  in  savings. 

Instead,  this  afternoon  we  are  consid- 
ering a  conference  report  with  a  wa- 
tered-down version  of  the  lockbox— a 
true  Pandora's  Box.  This  conference  re- 
port has  been  scored  by  CBO  to  only 
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save  S15.4  billion — over  $50  billion  less 
than  Che  Brewster  lockbox. 

That  s  $50  billion  that  should  be  de- 
posited in  the  lockbox  but  will  instead 
go  for  additional  spending. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  be  candid  about 
my  feelings  on  this  conference  report. 
There  are  many  difficult  cuts  in  this 
bill  that  will  effect  education,  housing, 
economic  development  and  agriculture. 
There  are  programs  eliminated  that 
are  very  valuable  to  my  State  of  Okla- 
homa. 

I  have  discussed  with  my  constitu- 
ents over  the  last  few  years  about  the 
seriousness  of  the  Federal  deficit.  They 
do  not  like  many  of  these  cuts  either. 
But,  these  citizens  are  willing  to  once 
again  sacrifice  in  order  to  reduce  our 
deficit. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  tell  you,  they 
will  not  support  these  cuts  if  the  sav- 
ings goes  for  anything  other  than  defi- 
cit reduction. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
send  this  Pandora's  Box  back  to  the 
conferees,  and  let  us  come  back  with 
the  lockbox  that  will  make  these  cuts 
count. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  and  20  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Barr]. 

Mr.  BARR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  noticed  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  supplemental  appropriations 
or  rescissions  bill  conference  report 
there  is  $100.5  million  provided  for  so- 
called  enhanced  counterterrorism.  In- 
cluded in  this  figure  is  over  $20  million 
for  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  and  $77  million  for  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation.  These 
have  caused  me  some  concern. 

As  the  chairman  knows,  just  two 
weeks  ago  the  administration  pre- 
sented to  the  Subcommittee  on  Crime 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  in- 
complete draft  counterterrorism  legis- 
lation that  contained  proposals  for  new 
federal  authority,  redefinitions  of  cur- 
rent authority  and  new  jurisdiction,  in 
addition  to  a  request  for  consideration 
of  a  new  counterterrorism  center  with- 
in the  FBI. 

Needless  to  say,  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  is  conducting  a  careful 
examination  of  the  testimony  pre- 
sented and  is  studying  that  which  has 
thus  far  been  proposed.  Unfortunately, 
the  administration  has  yet  to  finalize 
its  proposals  to  the  Congress  and  nec- 
essarily its  arguments  in  behalf  of  its 
position  are  still  unfinished. 

Therefore,  I  was  surprised  to  see  that 
the  administration  has  somehow  orga- 
nized itself  to  make  appropriations  re- 
quests of  the  conference.  It  would  be 
most  disturbing  were  the  administra- 
tion presenting  differing  sets  of  propos- 
als to  the  House,  one  incomplete  and 
unfinished,  and  still  another  to  the 
conferees  if  an  effort  to  sidestep  its  re- 
sponsibility to  argue  for  its  views  be- 


fore the  authorizing  committee  of  ju- 
risdiction, in  this  case  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  these  con- 
cerns and  understanding  our  mutual 
desire  to  see  important  emergency 
funding  to  help  the  people  of  Oklahoma 
City.  I  want  to  ask,  is  it  the  gentle- 
man's understanding  that  none  of  the 
funds  in  this  rescissions  package  pro- 
vide for  new  or  expanded  authority  for 
any  federal  law  enforcement  and  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  ATF  and  the 
FBI. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  should  be  pleased  to  know 
that  except  for  one  provision  that  per- 
mits the  Attorney  General  to  offer  up 
to  a  $2  million  reward  to  capture  the 
people  responsible  for  the  Oklahoma 
City  tragedy,  there  are  no  new  or  ex- 
panded authorities  contained  in  this 
conference  report.  What  we  do  in  this 
bill  is  to  provide  the  immediate  re- 
sources necessary  to  respond  to  the 
tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City. 

Mr.  BARR.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
first  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  new  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Livingston],  as  well  as  the 
minority  spokesman  on  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey),  for  their  hard  work  on  this.  But 
let  me  say  at  the  outset.  I  sincerely 
hope  that  this  rescission  bill  is  de- 
feated today  on  the  House  floor  and,  if 
it  is  not,  I  hope  the  President  keeps  his 
word  and  vetoes  it.  I  want  to  tell  you 
why. 

For  the  past  several  months  we  have 
heard  like  Banquo's  ghost  rattling 
through  the  halls.  The  Republican  tax 
break  program  rears  its  ugly  head 
every  time  Congress  tries  to  tackle  a 
serious  issue.  We  want  to  sit  down  and 
talk  about  a  balanced  budget,  which 
our  nation  wants  and  both  parties  pro- 
fess to  want,  and  yet  the  Republicans 
insist  on  a  tax  break  package  which 
gives  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest 
Americans  and  absolves  the  most  prof- 
itable corporations  from  paying  their 
fair  share  of  Federal  taxes. 

We  want  to  talk  about  a  bill  like 
this,  a  rescission  bill  to  cut  spending  so 
we  can  come  up  with  money  to  pay  for 
disasters  in  California  and  Oklahoma 
City  and  other  places.  The  Repub- 
licans, again,  want  to  make  sure  that 
some  of  the  money  that  we  are  going  to 
save  will  be  around  to  fund  the  tax 
break  package  for  the  wealthiest  privi- 
leged few  in  America. 

It  just  boggles  my  mind,  and  I  have 
been  around  politics  so  long.  What  is  in 
this  tax  break  package  that  is  so  im- 
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portant  to  them  that  they  will  literally 
taint  every  debate  on  this  floor  by 
making  certain  there  is  money  in  there 
for  their  tax  break?  I  tell  you  what  it 
is.  my  fr'ends.  It  is  because  for  some 
big  businesses  and  for  some  special  in- 
terests, that  tax  break  means  more 
than  every  other  issue  on  this  floor. 

They  are  sticking  with  it.  even  if  it 
means  cutting  80.000  people  off  of  the 
WIC  program.  Women  and  children  who 
would  get  prenatal  care  will  not  be- 
cause of  this  spending  cut  bill.  They 
are  sticking  with  it  even  if  it  means 
eliminating  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration reorganization  plan,  to  make 
that  agency  more  efficient  so  it  can 
safeguard  our  families. 
'  No,  they  will  make  these  cuts,  and 
they  will  have  to  answer,  and  their  an- 
swers are  not  any  good  becau.se  the  Re- 
publican tax  break  program  is  not 
what  we  are  here  to  talk  about.  We  are 
here  to  get  this  public's  House  in  order, 
to  get  our  budget  in  order,  and  that  tax 
break  package  is  not  the  way  to  do  it. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2'/^  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Lightfoot],  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Treasury.  Postal  Service,  and  Gen- 
eral Government. 

Mr.  LIGHTFOOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

In  response  to  the  previous  speaker 
and  all  the  rhetoric  we  have  heard 
around  here  today  about  tax  breaks 
and  tax  cuts,  if  BS  was  a  dollar  a 
pound,  we  would  have  paid  off  the  defi- 
cit at  about  noon.  This  thing  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  tax  breaks  or  tax  cuts. 
What  part  of  zero  do  we  not  understand 
here? 

What  I  really  came  down  here  to  talk 
about  was  the  president's  veto  on  the 
rescission  package.  It  is  like  he  is  try- 
ing to  Monday  morning  quarterback  a 
ball  game  that  he  did  not  even  watch. 
The  chairman  of  our  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston], not  only  invited  him  to  watch 
the  game,  he  invited  him  to  partici- 
pate, clear  back  in  the  month  of  Feb- 
ruary. 

They  declined  to  do  so  at  the  White 
House.  Yesterday  we  got  the  message 
they  are  going  to  veto  the  rescission 
package. 

We  asked  the  GS.A  to  give  us  a  list  of 
the  so-called  pork  that  is  in  our  por- 
tion of  the  bill.  That  was  yesterday. 
Today  we  finally  get  a  response.  OMB 
has  ordered  GSA  not  to  give  us  a  list  of 
any  kind.  Mr.  President,  where  is  the 
pork?  If  you  say  it  is  there,  identify  it 
so  we  can  work  on  it,  because  we  think 
that  we  took  every  bit  of  pork  out  of 
this  package  that  was  there.  The  unau- 
thorized programs  are  gone. 

So  I  would  only  say  in  closing  that, 
as  we  look  at  this  rescission  package. 
we  also  should  be  cognizant  that  the 
president's  approval  ratings  went  up 
for  the  way  that  he  handled  Oklahoma 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13527 


City.  And  he  is  to  be  commended  for 
that.  But  now  the  rubber  meets  the 
road.  The  money  for  Oklahoma  City  is 
in  this  bill.  The  investigative  agencies 
who  hopefully  will  put  together  a  suc- 
cessful investigation  that  will  convict 
and  send  to  prison  the  people  who  per- 
petrated the  crime  in  Oklahoma  City 
are  running  out  of  money.  The  money 
for  that  investigation  is  in  this  bill. 
The  President  says  he  wants  to  veto  it. 
I  think  when  we  learn  someday  that 
you  can  go  to  heli  for  lying  the  same  as 
stealing,  this  will  be  a  lot  better  town 
to  live  in. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Fa7Ao]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  want  to  also  commend  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  on  his  first  con- 
ference report  and  the  ranking  member 
on  our  side,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  OBK'i'],  for  working  to- 
gether. But  regrettably,  I  fail  to  under- 
stand why  we  are  here  today.  I  wish  we 
could  have  gone  back  to  conference, 
worked  out  the  finetuning  that  would 
have  been  required  to  bring  this  bill  to 
the  floor  and  pass  it  with  little,  if  any, 
opposition. 

The  President  does  have  a  role  to 
play  and  he  has  played  it.  I  believe  that 
the  President's  priorities  are  impor- 
tant and  we  need  to  talk  about  them. 
We  look  at  those  programs  that  have 
been  cut,  the  safe  and  drug-free  schools 
program  which  will  have  $200  million 
less  to  fight  these  problems  on  cam- 
puses across  the  country. 

We  look  at  the  Goals  200  program, 
which  will  increase  academic  standards 
for  students  throughout  our  country, 
something  we  have  worked  closely  on 
with  employers  and  school  administra- 
tors and  teachers  and  parents  and  stu- 
dents, something  that  has  been  advo- 
cated by  the  Governors  of  our  States. 
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We  have  cut  $90  million  out  of  their 
program  this  year.  The  school-to-work 
program,  which  was  designed  to  help 
move  children  from  the  school  system 
that  is  not  always  succeeding  in  edu- 
catmg  them  to  jobs,  something  that 
has  been  essential  to  try  to  make  our 
young  people  more  effective  in  the  job 
market,  and  to  make  our  country  more 
competitive  in  the  international  mar- 
ket we  are  part  of,  that  program  is  re- 
duced in  this  bill. 

The  President  has  good  reason,  there- 
fore, to  ask  us  to  go  back  and  take  up 
the  task  again.  The  reason  that  we,  I 
think,  find  it  difficult  to  do  that,  the 
reason  we  seem  to  be  so  dug  in  that  we 
need  to  be  here  today,  is  for  one  very 
good  reason.  That  is  that  after  we  pay 
for  the  much  needed  disaster  relief, 
from  California  to  Oklahoma  City  and 
around  this  country,  once  we  have  paid 
that  bill,  that  S7  billion  bill,  we  wanted 
to  take  $9  billion  more  out  of  this  cur- 
rent   fiscal    year,    not    to    balance    the 


budget,  but  to  provide  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  in  our  society.  That  is  ter- 
rible and  it  is  regrettable.  I  am  hoping 
we  can  fix  it. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regul.\],  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  In- 
terior of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker.  President 
Kennedy  said  that  a  journey  of  a  thou- 
sand miles  begins  with  the  first  step. 
Today  we  took,  earlier,  a  giant  step  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget  for  the  year 
2002.  That  is  the  passage  of  the  budget 
resolution. 

Now  we  have  an  opportunity  to  take 
another  step.  That  is  to  support  this 
rescission  bill.  I  say  that  because  many 
of  the  programs,  many  of  the  construc- 
tion projects  that  were  rescinded, 
would  have  great  outyear  costs.  By 
stopping  thesT  programs,  slowing  them 
down,  rescinding  buildings,  rescinding 
other  expensive  projects,  it  will  save 
money  as  we  go  down  the  road.  There- 
fore, this  bill  becomes  very  important 
if  we  are  to  reach  the  goal  of  a  legacy 
of  a  balanced  budget  and  a  strong  econ- 
omy for  future  generations  in  the  next 
century. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  just  add 
that  we  do  deal  with  a  forest  problem 
that  enables  us,  in  the  Forest  Service, 
to  take  diseased,  dead  trees,  trees  that 
have  been  scarred  by  fire,  and  use  that 
lumber  for  the  benefit  of  the  young 
people  of  this  Nation  that  want  to 
build  homes  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

I  was  out  in  California  and  spent  2 
days  looking  at  the  program.  I  think  it 
will  work  very  well.  It  will  not  in  any 
way  harm  the  forests,  and  it  will  pro- 
vide for  their  health  by  removing  trees 
that  could  be  a  potential  fire  hazard  for 
the  future.  Therefore.  I  think  this  bill 
has  a  lot  of  good  features. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  strongly  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  second, 
very  important  step  towards  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Marj'- 
land  [Mr.  Hoyer]. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  rescission  bill.  This 
rescission  bill,  to  some  degree,  came 
out  of  the  air.  If  it  did  not  come  out  of 
the  tax  cut  that  we  keep  talking  about, 
I  am  not  sure  where  it  came  from. 

The  gentleman  who  now  chairs  the 
Subcommittee  on  Treasury,  Postal 
Service,  and  General  Government  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  did 
not  come  to  me  at  the  end  of  last  year 
and  say  "We  ought  to  get  this  out  of 
bill.  This  is  wrong.  It  should  not  be  in 
the  bill."  I  did  not  hear  any  other 
ranking  member  say  that  in  commit- 
tee, as  I  recall,  and  certainly  not  the 
$16.4  or  $17  billion.  If  that  did  not  come 
simply  because  we  needed  to  get  money 
for  a  tax  cut,  I  do  not  know  where  it 
came  from.  Nobody  has  told  me  where 
that  magic  figure  came  from. 


The  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  passed  a 
bill  which  balances  the  budget  by  2002. 
That  is  fine.  I  voted  for  one  of  the 
amendments  that  did  exactly  that;  not 
for  the  one  that  had  the  tax  cut  in  it. 
but  for  the  other  one,  because  I 
thought  the  priorities  were  better,  and 
the  priorities  in  this  rescission  bill 
stink.  That  is  what  the  President  said, 
and  he  was  telling  the  truth.  He  was 
not  lying. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  prior- 
ities in  this  bill  are  not  for  the  children 
pictured  in  the  last  debate.  Summer 
jobs  go  down  the  drain  in  this  bill,  for 
young  people  that  need  that  experience 
and  need  that  future.  That  is  not  a  pol- 
icy that  is  looking  to  have  people  fly. 
I  suggest. 

This  rescission  bill  is  ill-considered, 
in  that  it  does  not  address  what  are 
really  the  priorities  of  this  country. 
There  is  no  priority  to  cut  the  taxes  for 
the  wealthiest  10  percent  in  America.  I 
would  like  to  cut  their  taxes.  Very 
frankly,  most  of  us  fall  within  that 
category,  and  we  will  personally  bene- 
fit from  that  tax  reduction.  However, 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  are  a  lot 
of  people  in  this  country  who  need  the 
opportunity  to  succeed,  and  this  bill 
takes  it  awa.y  from  them. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Skeen]. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  continue  to 
hear  over  and  over  again  how  we  are  taking 
the  lood  out  of  the  mouths  of  babes.  Well,  as 
chairman  o(  the  subcommittee  that  funds  the 
WIC  program,  let  me  clear  the  air  once  and 
for  all. 

Since  fiscal  year  1990,  annual  increases  to 
the  program  have  ranged  between  S200  mil- 
lion and  S350  million.  During  this  same  time 
period,  the  unspent  rconverv  bslancR  has  in- 
creased from  S28  million  to  Si 25  million.  The 
program  couldn't  absorb  the  large  increases 
we  were  giving  it  every  year. 

The  bill  we  have  before  us  rescinds  S20  mil- 
lion from  the  Si 25  million  unspent  fiscal  year 
1994  carryover  balance.  We  have  heard  the 
Democrats  say  that  this  S20  million  rescission 
would  result  in  480.000  fewer  food  packages. 
I'm  not  sure  what  this  means.  In  the  history  of 
program,  no  one  has  ever  measured  the  pro- 
gram by  the  number  of  food  packages.  The 
measurement  has  always  been  the  number  of 
women,  infants,  and  children  served. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  even  with  this  S20 
million  rescission,  the  Department  does  not 
expect  to  change  its  estimates  on  how  many 
additional  women,  infants,  and  children  will  be 
served  this  year.  Why?  Because  the  President 
is  projecting  an  unspent  recovery  balance  of 
SI  00  million  at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  fis- 
cal year  1995.  What  does  this  mean?  It 
means  that  the  average  monthly  participation 
will  still  increase  by  500,000  this  fiscal  year. 
This  rescission  will  have  absolutely  no  effect 
on  the  1995  level  of  participation. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Wolf],  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
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Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  bilL  and  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Livingston]  and  members  of 
the  committee  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  and  the  staff,  for  the  work  they 
have  done.  I  want  to  change  what  I  was 
going  to  say.  I  keep  hearing  about  a 
tax  cut.  If  this  is  for  the  tax  cut,  I  say 
good.  The  American  family  is  under 
more  pressure  today  than  any  other 
time  in  the  history  of  the  country. 
Every  indicator  that  you  look  at  for 
the  well-being  of  the  family  is  going 
the  wrong  way.  Child  abuse  is  at  an  all 
time  high,  spouse  abuse  is  at  an  all 
time  high,  teen  suicide  is  at  an  all  time 
high,  teen  pregnancy  an  all  time  high, 
teen  violence  an  all  time  high. 

I  say  if  this  is  to  give  a  mom  and  a 
dad  the  opportunity  to  keep  a  little 
more  money  so  they  can  take  care  of 
the  family,  I  want  to  vote  twice  for  it, 
not  once,  but  twice,  if  I  could.  That 
would  not  be  bad. 

However,  what  we  have  done,  I  think, 
has  been  good.  Additionally,  I  will  put 
my  statement  in  the  Record  on  the 
demo  projects.  We  are  not  going  to 
have  any  demo  projects  in  the  trans- 
portation bill  that  comes  out.  They  are 
all  gone.  I  do  not  support  them.  I  will 
never  support  a  bill  on  this  floor  that 
has  demos  coming  out  of  my  commit- 
tee, so  we  do  not  have  to  worry  about 
them. 

Number  two,  the  administration  has 
never  even  called  us.  Our  staff  and  Jim 
Tarnall  asked  the  administration  on 
the  administrative  costs.  We  cut  $20 
million  out,  the  Senate  cut  $10,  and  we 
asked  them  over  and  over,  "Should  it 
be  15?  Should  it  be  12?  What  should  it 
be?"  They  would  not  even  give  it  to  us. 

I  know  why  this  bill  is  going  to  be  ve- 
toed, if  it  is.  It  is  because  of  the  reason 
I  heard  on  public  radio,  yesterday, 
when  they  said  "It  is  a  political  reason. 
It  is  an  opportunity  to  make  a  state- 
ment." Demos  are  gone.  They  did  not 
talk  to  us.  but  if  this  money  is  used  to 
help  the  American  family,  I  say  God 
bless,  and  we  ought  to  be  proud  of  it. 

Mr  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  this  con- 
ference report,  which  provides  supplemental 
appropriations  for  emergency  disaster  assist- 
ance for  the  Northndge  earthquake,  west-  and 
Gulf-coasts  floods,  and  recovery  assistance 
for  Oklahoma  City,  by  rescinding  SI 6.4  billion 
in  budget  and  obligational  authority  in  fiscal 
year  1995. 

Within  the  Si 6.4  billion,  the  conference  re- 
port rescinds  S2  728  billion  from  transportation 
programs  Rescissions  in  transportation  pro- 
grams are  appropriate  and  necessary,  particu- 
larly when  the  Congress  is  considering  reduc- 
tions in  programs  such  as  Headstart,  hunger 
programs,  immunizations,  and  breast  cancer 
screening.  Transportation  programs  should  not 
be  exempt.  Furthermore,  the  transportation  re- 
scissions contained  m  this  conference  refXJrt 
are  lustified,  reasonable  and  fair. 

The  conference  report  contains  rescissions 
in  unavailable  contract  authority  including: 

32. 1  billion  for  the  airport  improvement  pro- 
gram; and 


S250  million  for  the  magnetic  levitation 
[MAGLEV]  prototype  tram  development. 

These  balances  of  contract  authority  are 
moneys  that  cannot  be  spent  in  fiscal  year 
1995  due  to  other  provisions  of  law,  and 
therefore,  these  rescissions,  when  enacted, 
will  have  a  negligible,  if  any,  impact  on  trans- 
portation in  this  country. 

In  addition,  the  conference  report  rescinds: 

Si  32  million  in  highway  research  and  devel- 
opment programs,  including  S40  million  in  in- 
telligent transportation  systems; 

S42  million  in  the  coast  guard;  and 

S40  million  in  transit  research  and  discre- 
tionary grants,  by  reducing  50  percent  of  their 
obligated  transit  balances  made  available  prior 
to  fiscal  year  1993. 

The  conference  report  does  not  include  a 
reduction  in  highway  demonstration  projects, 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate — a  proposal  which 
I  believe  has  a  great  deal  of  merit  and  for 
which  I  am  sympathetic. 

I  am  opposed  to  earmarking  Federal  mon- 
eys for  highways  demonstration  projects, 
scarce  transportation  dollars  must  be  carefully 
directed  to  programs  addressing  essential 
public  safety  needs  rather  than  special 
projects.  I  have  announced  this  to  my  col- 
leagues. State  transportation  officials,  industry 
representatives,  and  other  interested  parties 

I  have  written  letters  and  outlined  my  posi- 
tion in  statements  and  meetings,  and  am  un- 
derscoring my  position  here  today.  Simply  put, 
it  has  become  a  choice  between  paying  lor 
the  truly  essential  public  safety  needs  or  con- 
tinuing to  spend  for  these  highway  demonstra- 
tion projects.  To  me,  the  choice  is  clear  With- 
out regard  to  partisan  politics,  and  without  ref- 
erence to  the  merits  of  any  particular  projects. 
the  fiscal  year  1996  transportation  appropria- 
tions bill  will  contain  no  highway  demonstra- 
tion projects. 

With  respect  again  to  the  conference  report. 
It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  Congress 
began  to  consider  rescissions  m  January,  and 
subsequent  to  the  Senates  action  m  March. 
unobligated  balance  in  the  highway  dem- 
onstration program  accounts  dating  back  to 
1982  and  1987  have  been  reduced  by  nearly 
half.  Unobligated  balances  have  fallen  from 
8252  million  to  Si 49  million  today.  And  it  is 
still  dropping. 

The  mere  threat  of  this  Congress  rescinding 
these  balances  over  the  past  90  days  has  ac- 
complished what  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration and  52  State  Departments  of  Trans- 
portation could  not  do  over  the  past  13 
years — that  is  to  get  these  funds  out  on  the 
streets  for  which  they  were  appropriated.  To 
that  end,  we  have  been  successful. 

None  of  the  transportation  rescissions  have 
been  raised  by  the  administration  as  egre- 
gious or  needing  to  be  restored. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  con- 
ference report. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Cole.man]. 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would, 
at  the  outset,  only  say  to  my  col- 
leagues on  this  side  of  the  aisle  in  the 
majority  that  if  they  are  worried  about 
the  disaster  assistance  for  Oklahoma 
City,  efforts  that  we  have  made,  that 
we  put  into  the  supplemental  bill,  and 
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it  is  not  just  the  rescission  bill,  it  is  a 
supplemental,  they  were  able  to  do 
some  things  within  100  days.  I  am 
proud  of  them.  I  think  they  could  do 
the  same  things  with  those  matters. 
.Just  pass  the  legislation,  we  will  put  it 
on  the  President's  desk.  We  can  deal 
with  this  issue.  We  can  find  some 
places  to  cut. 

My  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  has 
been  very  forthright  and  very  candid 
and  very  honest  about  his  position  with 
respect  to  highway  demonstration 
projects.  I  only  question  whether  or 
not  the  same  thing  will  be  true  for 
aviation  projects,  as  well  as  transit 
projects.  I  think  we  need  some  clari- 
fication on  that,  so  there  is  no  confu- 
sion. 

Let  me  say  that,  really  and  truly,  the 
way  this  thing  works,  I  know  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Dreier]  was  concerned  about  the 
fact  that  we  were  having  a  veto.  I  was 
looking  at  the  Constitution  the  other 
day.  Article  1,  section  7,  is  still  in  here. 
Read  it. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  T.WLOrI.  a  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  had  contacts  from  peo- 
ple all  over  the  Southwest,  the  South- 
east, and  the  eastern  United  States 
asking  that  the  rescission  bill  be 
passed,  primarily  for  the  timber  con- 
sideration. We  have  labor  unions  in 
that  area  that  are  without  jobs.  We 
have  tens  of  thousands  of  people  that 
are  waiting  for  the  President  to  fulfill 
his  commitment  on  option  9,  which 
would  put  timber  in  the  pipeline  that 
would  allow  those  people  to  go  back  to 
work.  We  have  forest  health  being  dam- 
aged because  of  insects,  because  of  fire, 
because  of  the  damage  to  the  forest 
that  could  be  obliterated  if  we  could 
get  the  salvage  wood  out  of  the  forest, 
and  this  bill  provides  a  mechanism  for 
that.  It  also  gives  the  taxpayer  $135 
million  for  doing  it,  which  would  go  to- 
ward the  deficit.  It  gives  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  keep  our  commitment. 

Reading  some  of  the  opposition,  one 
of  the  folks  who  urged  the  President  to 
veto  this  bill  stated  that  it  would  stop 
clearcutting  in  the  West.  The  depth  of 
dumb  cannot  be  fathomed  in  this  area. 
These  are  dead  and  dying  trees,  not 
live  trees  to  be  clearcut. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio, 
[Ms.  K.\PTUR). 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  conference  report. 
For  the  last  2  days  we  engaged  in  de- 
bate over  balancing  the  budget.  That 
fight  to  cut  spending,  reduce  the  defi- 
cit, and  balance  our  budget  must  be 
won.  A  budget  balanced  fairly,  with  no 
tax  giveaways  to  the  privileged  few.  is 
not  beyond  our  abilities,  though  that  is 
not  the  budget  that  passed  here  earlier 
today. 
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Now  before  us  is  another  bill  that 
cuts  spending,  but  again,  does  not  dedi- 
cate its  savings  to  deficit  reduction.  In 
the  original  bill,  we  all  supported  the 
Brewster  amendment,  which  over- 
whelmingly passed  this  Chamber  by 
over  400  votes.  However,  what  we  have 
here  is  a  bill  that  imposes  draconian 
cuts:  no  summer  jobs  after  this  year,  a 
cut  this  year  in  thousands  of  jobs 
across  this  country,  no  heating  assist- 
ance for  our  seniors,  and  then  it  directs 
those  precious  dollars  to  give  tax  bene- 
fits to  the  most  privileged  among  us. 
This  bill  deserves  to  be  vetoed.  We  will 
have  another  bill  here  that  is  just  and 
fair. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Nus.sle]. 

Mr  NUSSLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  .yielding  time  to  me. 

What  a  difference  2  years  makes,  Mr. 
Speaker.  We  are  paying  our  bills  even 
during  an  emergency.  I  commend  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Istook]. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  support 
this  bill.  I  am  insulted  by  the  way  the 
President  of  the  United  Slates  is  han- 
dling it.  He  came  to  Oklahoma,  we 
wanted  him  to  come,  we  were  glad  to 
have  him  to  mourn  with  us.  However. 
the  mone.y  in  here  in  response  to  Okla- 
homa is  not  for  Oklahoma,  it  is  for  the 
whole  country,  for  heigntened  security 
around  the  country,  to  defend  against 
the  possibility  of  something  happening 
to  the  rest  of  you  as  happened  to  us. 

The  President  pretending  that  he  is 
wanting  to  veto  it  because  of  pork,  it  is 
a  lie.  What  he  is  complaining  about  is 
what  was  put  in  bills  last  year  by  the 
Democrat  leadership  that  he  signed 
and  put  into  law,  and  he  is  trying  to 
say  "It  is  your  fault  because  you  are 
not  taking  out  what  I  did." 

What  a  lie,  Mr.  President.  We  are 
sick  of  the  rhetoric  that  you  are  using 
on  this.  Do  not  do  it.  Look  at  it  on  the 
merits.  If  you  have  some  things  you 
want  to  take  out,  you  should  have  sent 
a  list  up  when  there  is  time  to  do  it, 
but  I  am  insulted  by  the  way  the  Presi- 
dent is  behaving. 

.AN.NOUNCKMKNT  RY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WALKER).  Members  are  reminded  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  is  to 
be  treated  in  debate  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  Members  of  the  House. 

PAKI.I.AMKNTARY  INQUIRIKS 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  have  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry, Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman is  recognized  for  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  do  the  rules 
of  the  House  allow  a  Member  to  im- 
pugn the  motives  or  activities  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  without 
being  subjected  to  having  the  words 
taken  down,  as  they  would  if  he  made 


that  charge  about  another  Member  of 
the  House? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
rules  require  that  no  Member  may  be 
personally  abusive  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  words  may 
be  taken  down,  as  with  Members,  if 
such  conduct  takes  place. 

The  words  to  be  taken  down,  though, 
would  be  requested  from  the  floor. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  think  the  Chair  is  abso- 
lutely right  on  his  ruling.  I  want  to  say 
that  out  of  courtesy,  I  did  not  make 
that  motion,  even  though  he  was  obvi- 
ously out  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  noted  for  all  Members  the  situa- 
tion with  regard  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
make  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman is  recognized  for  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr.  HOYER.  The  Speaker  indicated 
that  the  words  could  have  been  taken 
down  if  a  Member  had  risen. 

Does  the  Speaker  have  the  authority 
to  raise  that  point? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  or  any  Members  can  raise  the 
point. 

Mr.  HOYER.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  his 
response. 

D  1815 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Edwards],  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Hos- 
pitals and  Health  Care  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
is  a  sad  day  for  America's  veterans.  Be- 
fore there  was  a  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica, America  had  a  solemn  contract 
with  its  veterans.  Today  House  Repub- 
licans have  broken  that  contract  with 
our  veterans. 

One  week  before  Memorial  Day,  on 
the  eve  of  our  celebration  of  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  Republicans  have  cut  $24 
billion  in  veterans'  health  care.  Ac- 
cording to  the  VA,  that  means  by  2002 
the  closure  perhaps  of  41  VA  hospitals. 
It  means  a  cut  of  60,000  VA  employees. 
It  means  4  million  veterans  may  not 
get  health  care,  veterans  who  fulfilled 
their  contract  with  America  in  World 
War  II.  in  Korea,  and  Vietnam. 

Now  Republicans  are  saying  $24  bil- 
lion in  veterans"  cuts  is  not  enough  in 
one  day.  They  are  asking  for  another 
$50  million  in  cuts  in  critical  veterans' 
health  care  and  hospital  equipment, 
equipment  that  our  veterans  des- 
perately need  and  deserve.  That  is  not 
fair,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  not  right.  It  is 
a  breach  of  contract  with  America's 
veterans. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Orton]. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  respond 
to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia, who  indicated  that  if  these  cuts 
were  used  to  fund  the  tax  cut,  then  God 
bless. 

Unfortunately,  that  is  not  what  that 
Member  or  417  other  Members  of  this 
body  voted  to  do  2  months  ago  when 
the  Brewster  amendment  was  passed. 
That  amendment  would  ensure  that 
spending  cuts  in  this  bill  reduced  the 
deficit  over  the  next  5  years. 

However,  that  was  stripped  out  of  the 
conference  report  as  Chairman  Kasich 
and  Majority  Leader  Armey  indicated 
it  would  be  immediately  after  the  bill. 
The  only  conceivable  reason  for  strip- 
ping this  provision  is  to  maintain  flexi- 
bility to  use  these  spending  cuts  to 
fund  the  tax  cut. 

If  leadership  planned  on  keeping 
their  promise  to  cut  spending,  balance 
the  budget  and  fund  the  tax  cuts,  the 
lock  box  provision  would  be  irrelevant. 
So  why  strip  it  out? 

I  support  spending  cuts  to  balance 
the  budget.  However,  this  bill  amounts 
to  spending  cuts  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
paying  for  tax  cuts.  That  is  not  the 
way  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  my  statement 
in  opposition  to  the  conference  report 
for  the  Record  as  follows: 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  conference  report 
on  H.R.  1158,  the  omnibus  rescissions  and 
supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  actions  speak  louder  than 
words.  House  leadership  has  claimed  that  it 
intends  to  balance  the  budget  at  the  same 
time  or  before  cutting  taxes. 

■Vet,  twice  today,  we  have  voted  on  leader- 
ship proposals  which  amount  to  a  clear  state- 
ment that  they  plan  on  passing  massive  tax 
cuts  before  making  the  tough  spending  deci- 
sions. Earlier  today,  the  House  budget  resolu- 
tion irresponsibly  set  up  a  two-step  reconcili- 
ation process.  Under  this  process,  massive  tax 
cuts  will  be  enacted  2  months  prior  to  enacting 
over  40  percent  of  the  spending  cuts  needed 
to  balance  the  budget. 

By  stripping  the  lockbox  provision,  the  re- 
scissions conference  bill  that  leadership  is 
bringing  up  for  a  vote  now  is  a  second  clear 
and  unambiguous  sign  that  leadership  makes 
spending  cuts  a  secondary  priority. 

Two  months  ago  the  House  voted  418-to-5 
for  the  Brewster  lockbox  amendment.  The 
lockbox  amendment  would  ensure  that  the 
spending  cuts  in  this  biil  over  the  next  5  years 
are  completely  dedicated  to  deficit  reduction. 

However,  in  conference,  this  provision  was 
stnpped,  as  Chairman  Kasich  and  Majority 
Leader  Armey  said  it  would  be  immediately 
after  the  overwhelming  vote  in  the  House. 
They  never  intended  to  allow  these  spending 
cuts  to  reduce  the  deficit.  I  cannot  support  this 
irresponsible  fiscal  behavior.  The  only  conceiv- 
able reason  for  stnpping  this  provision  is  to 
maintain  flexibility  to  use  these  spending  re- 
ductions to  finance  tax  cuts,  without  making 
the  spending  cuts  necessary  to  balance  the 
budget.  The  simple  fact  is  that  if  leadership 
follows  through  on  their  promise  to  pass 
spending  cuts  sufficient  to  balance  the  budget 
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and  pay  for  the  fax  cuts,  the  lockbox  provision 
would  not  matter.  So  why  strip  it  ouf 

I  support  sensible  spending  cuts  to  balance 
the  budget.  However,  this  bill  amounts  to 
spending  cuts  for  the  sole  purpose  of  paying 
for  tax  cuts.  This  is  not  the  way  to  balance  the 
budget. 

I  urge  a  "no"  vote.  Lei's  send  this  back  to 
the  conferees  to  reinstate  the  Brewster 
lockbox  provision. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Nethercutt],  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  H.R.  1158.  the  emergency  supple- 
mental appropriations  bill.  This  con- 
ference report  provides  important 
emergency  funds  for  Federal  disasters, 
and  for  the  second  time  this  session. 
Republicans  have  fully  paid  for  emer- 
gency appropriations  through  cor- 
responding offsets. 

As  has  already  been  mentioned 
today,  included  in  H.R.  1158  is  a  provi- 
sion that  will  prevent  future  national 
disasters.  The  emergency  timber  sal- 
vage amendment  directs  the  Forest 
Service  to  remove  dead,  dying  and  dis- 
eased timber  from  our  national  forests 
to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 

We.  in  the  West,  know  that  the 
health  of  our  forests  has  declined  dras- 
tically because  of  prohibitions  against 
salvage  logging,  thinning  and  con- 
trolled burns.  In  the  summer  of  1994, 
more  than  67,000  wildfires  burned  al- 
most 4  million  acres  of  forest  and 
rangeland.  26  firefighters  lost  their 
lives  fighting  these  fires.  In  the  month 
of  August  alone,  a  partial  list  of  Fed- 
eral expenses  cams  to  S7.8  millinn  r.rr 
day.  The  emergency  salvage  amend- 
ment is  a  provision  that  will  go  a  long 
way  toward  preventing  future  forest 
fires  by  improving  the  health  of  our 
forests  today,  and  being  sensitive  to 
environmental  concerns.  Most  impor- 
tantly, it  will  help  small  timber  com- 
panies and  rural  communities. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  this 
supplemental  appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  take  this  time  simply 
to  respond  to  comments  made  by  3  gen- 
tleman on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

First  of  all.  with  respect  to  the  com- 
ments made  by  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Lewis], 
he  threatened  retaliation  against  the 
President  and  his  favorite  program  in 
this  bill.  AmericCorps,  if  the  President 
vetoes  this  bill.  I  think  that  is  an  ex- 
ample of  what  is  wrong  with  the  mind- 
set on  that  side  of  the  aisle  these  days. 

I  recognize  the  Republican  Party  is 
new  to  power  in  this  House,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  the  country  is  to  be 
well-served  in  the  Republican  Party's 
exercise  of  that  power,  that  in  divided 
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government  persons  with  responsibility 
on  that  side  of  the  aisle  need  to  learn 
how  to  share  power,  not  to  threaten  its 
abuse. 

Second,  with  respect  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  who 
complained  that  the  President  was  not 
involved  and  that  he  did  not  know  that 
the  President  was  going  to  veto  the 
bill,  I  would  simply  say  he  should  not 
be  surprised. 

I  pointed  out  in  the  conference  that 
when  meetings  were  held  between  the 
Senate  and  the  House  conferees  on  the 
labor-health-education  programs  in 
this  conference,  that  the  Republican 
subcommittee  staff  made  it  quite  clear 
to  Democrats  on  that  subcommittee 
that  we  were  not  welcome  to  even  at- 
tend the  meetings.  So  if  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  surprised  that  the 
President  vetoed  the  bill,  he  should  not 
be  surprised  because  he  put  himself  in 
the  isolation  room. 

I  have  a  stack  of  letters  from  the 
President  to  the  committee  at  various 
times  during  the  process  laying  out  ex- 
actly what  they  wanted  done.  We  have 
a  letter  on  April  28  spelling  out  that  if 
the  President  were  presented  with  a 
bill  containing  objectionable  provi- 
sions contained  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill  as  outlined  below,  he  would 
veto  the  bill,  and  he  proceeded  to  list 
29  specific  problems.  I  do  not  know  why 
the  sudden  surprise. 

With  respect  to  the  suggestion  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  that  implied  that 
the  investigation  of  the  Oklahoma 
bombing  would  somehow  be  delayed  by 
the  President's  veto,  I  will  simply  say 
that  is  outrageously  false.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  has  indicated  to  the 
committee  that  the  Oklahoma  inves- 
tigation is  the  top  priority  of  the  de- 
partment and  that  the  extraordinary 
expenses  related  to  the  bombing  for  the 
FBI,  U.S.  Attorneys,  U.S.  Marshal's 
Service  and  the  DEA  are  already  being 
incurred  and  funded  using  available 
1995  funds. 

With  respect  to  the  outrageous  words 
just  directed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  ISTOOK]  against  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  would 
simply  say  that  those  words  have  dam- 
aged the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  far 
more  than  they  have  damaged  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  think 
I  will  simply  let  them  go  at  that. 

I  urge  a  vote  against  this  bill  in  the 
interest  of  fairness  and  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 
The  letters  referred  to  follow; 
Executive  Office  of  the   Presi- 
dent. Office  of  manage.me.nt  .and 
Budget. 

Washtngton.  DC.  April  28.  1995. 
Hon.  Bob  Livingston. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Appropriations.  House 
of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  provide  the  Administration's 
views  on  H.R.  1158.  the  Emergency  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  for  Additional  Disas- 
ter Assistance  and  Rescissions  Bill.  FY  1995. 
as  passed  by  the  House  and  by  the  Senate. 


The  Administration  is  strongly  opposed  to 
the  House  version  of  the  bill  and  believes 
that  it  would  unnecessarily  cut  valuable, 
proven  programs  that  educate  our  children. 
aid  the  disadvantaged,  and  protect  our 
health  and  safety.  If  the  President  were  pre- 
sented a  bill  containing  the  objectionable 
provisions  contained  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill,  as  outlined  below,  he  would  veto  the 
bill. 

While  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  is  ac- 
ceptable, there  are  a  number  of  provisions 
that  could  be  improved.  We  urge  the  con- 
ferees to  consider  the  concerns  di.scussed 
below. 

As  the  President  stated  at  the  April  26th 
Bipartisan  Leadership  meeting,  he  will 
shortly  be  sending  to  Congress  a  supple- 
mental request  for  the  costs  of  the  Federal 
response  to  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  We 
urge  the  conferees  to  include  such  funding  in 
H  R.  1158  and  to  present  the  President  with  a 
bill  that  he  can  sign  so  as  not  to  dela.y  pro- 
viding these  urgently  needed  funds. 
deficit  reduction 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993.  we 
worked  with  the  Congress  to  enact  the  larg- 
est deficit  reduction  package  in  history.  Th- 
Administration's  economic  plan  helped  ht;r.^ 
the  deficit  down  from  $290  billion  in  ¥Y 
1992— to  S203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to  a  projected 
$193  billion  this  year— providing  three 
straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for  the 
first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  In  the  FY  1996  Budget, 
the  President  has  proposed  significant  rescis- 
sions for  FY  1995  and  additional  program  ter- 
minations in  FY  1996  for  numerous  low-prior- 
ity programs.  The  Administration  does  not 
believe  that  sound  programs,  especially 
those  aimed  at  helping  the  disadvantaged, 
should  be  cut.  particularly  if  such  cuts  were 
made  to  finance  a  tax  cut  for  higher-income 
taxpayers. 
cutting  programs  for  children,  education. 

AND  the  DI.SADVA.VTAGED 

The  House-passed  bill  would  impose  severe 
reductions  on  a  number  of  high-priority  pro- 
grams. These  reductions  would  have  a  par- 
ticularly harmful  effect  our  Nation's  chil- 
dren and  disadvantaged  by  cutting  funding 
for  National  Service;  the  Summer  Jobs  pro- 
gram; Goals  2000;  the  Education  for  the  Dis- 
advantaged program;  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
School  Program;  the  Community  Develop- 
ment Financial  Institutions  iCDFI)  Fund; 
and  the  Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Pro- 
gram for  Women.  Infants,  and  Children 
(WIC). 

While  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  rep- 
resents a  significant  improvement  over  the 
House-pa,s.sed  bill  with  respect  to  funding  for 
these  programs,  the  Administration  has  con- 
cerns over  any  reductions  to  programs  that 
assist  our  Nation's  children  and  the  dis- 
advantaged. The  conferees  are  urged  to  re- 
store full  funding  for  these  programs,  or.  at 
a  minimum,  accept  the  Senate  levels. 

JORDANIAN  DEBT  RELIEF 

The  President  has  made  clear  that  the  pro- 
vision of  debt  relief  to  .Jordan  can  contribute 
to  further  progress  toward  a  Middle  East 
peace  settlement.  We  strongly  support  the 
Senate  language  of  H.R.  1158.  which  would 
appropriate  the  full  $275  million  requested 
for  forgiveness  of  Jordan's  debt  to  the  United 
States.  Every  Administration  since  the  cre- 
ation of  the  State  of  Israel  has  determined 


that  the  promotion  of  peace  in  the  Middle 
East  is  a  vital  U.S.  National  interest.  Jordan 
has  taken  important  steps  for  peace  at  great 
risk.  .Jordan  and  other  countries  in  the  re- 
gion need  concrete  evidence  that  the  United 
States  supports  those  steps  and  that  we 
stand  by  our  commitments.  For  this  reason, 
full  debt  relief  is  of  paramount  importance. 
We  support  providing  as  much  of  the  $275 
million  of  obligational  authority  in  FY  1995 
as  possible. 

.SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  science  and  technology.  These  invest- 
ments will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  pub- 
lic; job  creation  and  economic  growth;  world 
leadership  in  science,  mathematics,  and  en- 
gineering; and  harne.s.sed  information  tech- 
nology. The  rescissions  proposed  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate  for  many  science  and 
technology  programs  would  severely  threat- 
en the  United  States'  standing  with  respect 
to  technology  advancements  and  competi- 
tiveness. These  include  programs  in  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  such  as  the  Manufac- 
turing Extension  Partnership,  the  National 
Information  Infrastructure  Grants  Program. 
and  the  laboratories  of  the  National  Insti- 
tute of  .Standards  and  Technology;  and  in  the 
Department  of  Education,  such  as  grants  for 
the  development  and  adoption  of  education 
technology.  The  .Senate  is  to  be  commended 
for  restoring  funding  for  several  of  these  pro- 
grams. The  conferees  are  urged  to  restore 
full  funding  for  these  programs  or  to  accept 
the  lower  of  the  House  or  Senate  rescission 
level  so  as  not  to  imperil  our  Nation's  stand- 
ing on  the  technology  frontier. 

STRIKER  REPLACEME.NT 

The  Administration  strongly  opposes  a 
provision  in  the  House  version  of  the  bill 
that  would  prohibit  the  Executive  Branch 
from  using  FY  1995  funds  to  issue,  imple- 
ment, administer,  or  enforce  any  Executive 
Order  or  other  rule  or  order  that  prohibits 
Federal  contracts  with  companies  that  hire 
permanent  replacements  for  striking  em- 
ployees. This  provision  would  impinge  upon 
the  Executive  Branch's  ability  to  ensure  a 
stable  supply  of  quality  goods  and  services 
for  the  government's  programs.  The  use  of, 
or  the  threat  to  use.  permanent  replacement 
workers  destroys  opportunities  for  coopera- 
tive and  stable  labor-management  relations. 
Additional  .■\dministration  concerns  with 
the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  are 
contained  in  the  enclosure. 
Sincerely, 

Alice  M.  Rivlin, 

Director. 
additional  concern.s--h.r.  1158— e.mer- 
cency  sul'pi.e.mkntai.  apf'kopriations  for 
Additional  Dlsaster  .\s.si,stance  and  Re- 
scissions Bill.  FY  1995  (as  Passed  by  the 
House  and  the  senate) 

national  service  progra.m 
The  $116  million  rescission  proposed  by  the 
House  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service  would  virtually  termi- 
nate the  program.  Remaining  funds  would 
provide  only  4.(KX)  of  the  proposed  33.000  op- 
portunities for  young  adults  to  .serve  their 
communities  as  AmeriCorps  members  and 
earn  an  education  award.  The  proposed  re- 
scission would  eliminate  funding  for  the 
Learn  and  Serve  .America  program,  which 
provides  support  for  thousands  of  school 
children  to  learn  responsibility  to  their  com- 
munity. 

The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  service  is  a  key  to  solving  problems 


inside  America's  communities.  This  program 
has  a  proven  track  record.  For  example. 
AmeriCorps  members  have  already  reclaimed 
recreation  areas  in  inner  cities  from  gangs, 
and  thousands  of  low-income  and  migrant 
children  have  received  proper  immunizations 
to  protect  their  health.  AmeriCorps  members 
also  have  helped  raise  the  spelling  scores  and 
reading  levels  of  rural  disadvantaged  chil- 
dren, built  homes  for  "working-poor"  fami- 
lies, and  provided  disaster  relief  assistance 
to  victims  throughout  the  western  part  of 
the  country. 

The  conferees  are  urged  to  restore  full 
funding  for  this  important  program,  or.  at  a 
minimum,  to  provide  for  a  rescission  of  not 
more  than  $105  million,  the  amount  rec- 
ommended by  the  Senate. 

SUMMER  JOBS 

The  Summer  Jobs  program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
-sands  of  economically  disadvantaged  youth. 
These  young  people  might  otherwise  not 
have  any  opportunity  to  learn  necessary  job 
skills  and  workplace  behaviors  during  cru- 
cial formative  years.  The  Administration  is 
pleased  that  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
would  not  reduce  funding  for  this  program 
for  the  summer  of  1995.  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  However,  the  Senate,  like  the  House, 
would  eliminate  funding  for  the  Summer 
Youth  Employment  program  in  the  summer 
of  1996.  thereby  eliminating  job  opportuni- 
ties for  about  615.000  disadvantaged  youth. 
The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
improving  the  job  prospects  of  at-risk  youth 
is  an  important  element  of  a  broader  strat- 
egy to  ensure  employment  opportunities  for 
all  .American  and  a  vibrant,  productive 
workforce  for  U.S.  business.  At  a  minimum, 
the  conferees  are  urged  to  accept  the  Sen- 
ates  position  on  this  program.  If  funding  for 
the  summer  of  1996  is  not  restored  in  this 
bill,  then  the  Administration  will  press  for 
restoration  in  the  FY  1996  budget  process. 
EDUCATION  PROGRAMS 

The  House  version  of  the  bill  would  reduce 
funding  for  Goals  2000  by  over  one-third  ($174 
million),  thereby  greatly  diminishing  sup- 
port to  States  and  communities  for  raising 
academic  standards  and  improving  their 
local  schools.  The  House  also  proposes  to  cut 
the  Education  for  the  Disadvantaged  pro- 
gram by  $148  million,  which  would  reduce 
sei^vices  to  educationally  di.sadvantaged  chil- 
dren. The  House  version  of  the  bill  contains 
a  sharp  reduction— $65  million -in  funding 
for  education  technology  programs,  which 
would  enable  fewer  local  communities  to  put 
state-of-the-art  tools  of  learning  in  class- 
rooms where  they  are  most  needed  to  pre- 
pare our  students  for  the  future. 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  would  reduce 
Goals  2000  by  $8  million,  cut  the  Education 
for  the  Disadvantaged  program  by  $8  million, 
and  cut  the  Federal  direct  student  loan  pro- 
gram by  $95  million.  The  conferees  are  urged 
to  restore  full  finding  for  Goals  2000.  Edu- 
cation for  the  Disadvantaged,  and  education 
technology  programs,  or.  at  a  minimum,  ap- 
prove the  Senate  levels. 

SAFE  AND  DRUG  FREE  SCHOOLS 

The  Administration  opposes  the  House  ac- 
tion that  would  rescind  nearly  $472  million 
in  funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free  School 
Program  at  the  same  time  that  every  pool 
shows  that  crime  and  school  safety  are 
major  concerns  of  Americans.  This  program 
is  an  important  element  of  the  .Administra- 
tion's fight  against  the  use  of  drugs  and 
stimulates  by  an  alarmingly  increasing  num- 
ber of  our  youth.  The  Administration  is 
pleased  that  the  Senate  has  restored  funding 
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for  this  important  program  and  urges  the 
conferees  to  adopt  the  Senate  position. 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOP.MENT  FINA.NCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS  (CDFli  FUND 

The  proposed  rescission  of  $124  million  con- 
tained in  the  House  version  of  the  bill  would 
terminate  the  CDFl  program.  The  Senate  re- 
stored $36  million  of  this  amount.  The  con- 
ferees are  urged  to  restore  full  funding  for 
the  CDFI  program.  The  conferees  are  urged 
to  ensure  that  the  program  remains  balanced 
between  existing  and  new  community  devel- 
opment financial  institutions,  as  provided  in 
the  current  authorization  law. 

Without  full  funding,  in  FYs  1995  and  1996 
the  CDFI  Fund  would  lie  unable  to  provide: 
$10  million  in  direct  loan  subsidies  to  sup- 
port over  $23  million  of  direct  loans  to 
CDFIs;  $70.5  million  in  grants,  technical  as- 
sistance, and  other  financial  assistance  to 
CDFIs;  and  $39  million  in  community  devel- 
opment incentives  for  depository  institu- 
tions. The  Fund's  investments  in  CDFIs. 
banks,  and  thrifts  would  leverage  an  esti- 
mated $500  million  in  investments,  loans, 
and  financial  services  in  the  country's  most 
distressed  communities. 

SPECIAL  SUPPLE.MENTAL  NUTRITION  PROGRAM 
FOR  WOMEN.  INFANTS.  AND  CHILDREN  iWICj 

The  House  version  of  the  bill  would  reduce 
funds  available  for  the  WIC  program  by  $25 
million.  The  WIC  program  provides  nutri- 
tious supplemental  foods  to  low-income 
pregnant,  post-partum.  and  breastfeeding 
women,  and  to  infants  and  children  up  to 
their  fifth  birthday.  The  House's  action 
would  result  in  600.000  fewer  food  packages 
for  women,  infants,  and  children.  .Jeopardiz- 
ing the  heath  and  welfare  of  these  mothers 
and  children  cannot  be  justified.  The  Admin- 
istration commends  the  Senate  for  restoring 
funding  for  this  important  program  and 
strongly  urges  the  conferees  to  accept  the 
Senate  proposal. 

SCHOOL-TO-WORK 

This  innovative  partnership,  financed 
equally  in  the  Departments  of  Education  and 
Labor,  provides  seed  money  to  States  to  cre- 
ate state-wide  School-to-Work  Opportunities 
systems.  'I'hese  systems  will  help  youth  ac- 
quire the  knowledge,  skills,  abilities,  and 
labor  market  information  they  need  to  make 
a  smooth  and  effective  transition  from 
school  to  career-oriented  work  or  further 
education  or  training.  The  House  proposes  a 
$12.5  million  rescission  for  each  depart- 
ment— a  10-percent  reduction  to  the  FY  1995 
appropriatioo  in  each  agency.  The  Senate  re- 
scission is  $2.5  million  for  each  department. 
The  .Administration  prefers  the  Senate  level 
and  urges  the  conferees  to  support  this  im- 
portant program,  which  will  help  youth  ob- 
tain jobs  and  employers  gain  a  responsible 
and  skilled  workforce. 

CUTTING  PROGRAMS  FOR  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

While  an  improvement  over  the  House  ver- 
sion of  the  bill,  the  proposed  Senate  rescis- 
sion of  $0.8  billion  in  funds  to  help  munici- 
palities comply  with  Safe  Drinking  Water 
Act  requirements  would  still  seriously  exac- 
erbate local  financing  problems.  Municipali- 
ties need  significant  resources  to  comply 
with  existing  regulations  and  additional  bil- 
lions to  comply  with  future  rules  needed  to 
prevent  problems  such  as  the 
Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in  Milwaukee  in 
1993  that  killed  100  people  and  caused  illness 
in  another  400.000 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  were  to  fail  to 
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authorize  the  drinkinp  water  slate  revolving 
fund  program,  these  funds  could  be  used 
without  further  Congressional  action  to  ad- 
dress the  $137  billion  in  wastewater  construc- 
tion needs. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  by  the  House 
and  the  Senate  for  the  Department  of  Ener- 
gy's (DOE'S)  solar,  renewable  energy,  and 
conservation  research  programs.  Such  reduc- 
tions would  threaten  our  national  effort  to 
implement  fully,  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
Reduction  to  the  DOE  science  budget  also 
would  adversely  impact  climate  change, 
human  genome,  and  neutron  research.  The 
additional  reductions  to  the  Environmental 
Management  program  would  impede  progress 
at  several  of  the  Department's  cleanup  sites. 

FE.M.A  DIS.^STER  RELIEF 

The  Administration  continues  to  estimate 
a  supplemental  requirement  of  $6.7  billion 
for  FEMA  disaster  relief  Absent  approval  of 
this  supplemental.  FEMA  estimates  that 
under  current  operations,  it  will  need  to  re- 
direct funds  already  allocated  to  other  disas- 
ters to  meet  more  immediate  requirements 
beginning  in  early  summer. 

JOBS  CORPS 

The  House  version  of  the  bill  would  rescind 
$10  million  from  the  Job  Corps  program;  the 
Senate  version.  $46  million.  The  Senate's  ac- 
tion would  halt  expansion  of  a  youth  train- 
ing program  with  a  track  record  of  improv- 
ing the  employment  and  earnings  of  poor 
youth.  It  would  also  eliminate  funds  to  con- 
tinue work  on  eight  new  Job  Corps  centers 
that  were  launched  with  previous  years'  ap- 
propriations. Work  is  underway  on  these 
eight  centers,  which  would  create  3.200  new 
training  slots  for  about  4.700  severely  dis- 
advantaged youth  each  year.  In  addition,  the 
Senate  would  eliminate  funds  to  initiate 
four  new  Job  Corps  centers  in  FY  1995.  which 
would  boost  capacity  by  another  1.600  slots. 
TTie  Administration  prefers  the  House  level. 

.JOB  TRAINING  P.^RTNERSHIP  .\CT  IJTPA)  VOL'TH 
TRAINING  GRANTS 

The  JTPA  Title  II-C  program  provides 
grants  to  States  for  training,  education,  and 
emplo,vment  services  designed  to  provide 
low-income  youth  with  marketable  skills 
leading  to  productive,  unsubsidized  employ- 
ment. The  Congress  already  has  rescinded 
$200  million  from  this  program  in  P.L.  104- 
6 — appro.\imately  one-third  of  the  resources 
available  for  the  1995  program  year,  which 
begins  in  July.  This  would  mean  about 
105.000  .youth  would  not  perceive  services. 
Both  the  House  and  Senate  have  proposed  re- 
scinding more  than  is  contained  in  P.L.  104- 
6.  Adequate  funding  for  this  program  is  es- 
sential to  provide  the  Department  of  Labor 
the  flexibility  to  work  with  States  to  re-ex- 
amine the  programs  design  and  test  new 
strategies  to  help  youth  succeed  in  the  labor 
market.  The  .•Administration  prefers  the 
House  level,  which  would  reduce  this  pro- 
gram by  an  additional  $110  million,  as  op- 
posed to  the  $272  million  reduction  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

ONE-STOP  CAREER  SHOPPING 

This  initiative  provides  competitive  grants 
to  States  to  improve  emplo.vment  and  train- 
ing services  by  providing  a  common  point  of 
access  to  career  and  labor  market  informa- 
tion, occupational  skill  requirements,  and 
other  Information  about  jobs  and  training. 
The  House  proposes  rescinding  $12  million,  or 
10  percent  of  the  1995  appropriation;  the  Sen- 
ate. $20  million.  These  career  centers  are  key 
to  successful  implementation  of  a  new  con- 
solidated and  integrated  workforce  develop- 


ment system  serving  the  needs  of  job  seekers 
and  employers.  The  Administration  prefers 
the  house  level. 

HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  versions  of 
the  bill  would  threaten  the  well-being  of  our 
Nation's  most  needy  and  vulnerable  citizens 
and  would  threaten  the  stability  of  our  Na- 
tions  most  distressed  communities.  In  par- 
ticular, the  draconian  cuts  targeted  by  the 
House  towards  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  would 
deny  help  to  63,000  needy,  low-income  house- 
holds, including  many  homele!5s  families. 
The  House  version  of  the  bill  could  also  pre- 
vent another  24,000  homeless  families  from 
moving  to  transitional  or  permanent  housing 
during  this  fiscal  year.  Hundreds  of  commu- 
nities would  lose  money  that  they  have 
counted  on  for  critical  community  needs 
such  as  housing  rehabilitation  and  social 
services  for  the'  elderly.  In  addition,  the 
House's  rescission  of  all  FY  1995  funding  for 
the  Federal  Government's  primary  rural 
multi-family  rental  housing  direct  loan  pro- 
gram (section  515)  would  put  thousands  of 
rural  residents  living  in  existing  Federal 
multi-family  projects  at  risk  and  jeopardize 
the  Government's  investment  in  these 
projects.  Many  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture's projects  need  to  be  rehabilitated 
and,  without  the  FY  1995  funding,  would  be 
in  danger  of  being  closed. 

HOUSING  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  PEOPLE  WITH  AIDS 
iHOPWA) 

The  HOPWA  program  provides  housing  and 
other  services  for  people  with  AIDS.  Without 
such  assistance,  some  of  the  most  vulnerable 
people  in  our  society  would  become  home- 
less. The  Administration  is  oppcsed  to  the 
House  action  that  would  rescind  $186  million 
from  the  HOPWA  program,  thus  eliminating 
the  entire  amount  appropriated  for  this  pro- 
gram in  FY  1995.  We  commend  the  Senate  for 
restoring  funding  for  this  important  program 
and  urge  the  conferees  to  adopt  the  Senate 
position. 

VIOLE.NT  CRl.ME  AND  DRUG  ABUSE  CONTROL 

The  Administration  opposes  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  s  recommendation  to 
rescind  $65  and  $29  million,  respectively,  for 
violent  crime  prevention  and  drug  control 
initiatives.  Within  this  overall  reduction, 
the  House  would  reduce  by  $28  million  and 
the  Senate  by  $17  million  funding  for  Drug 
courts,  which  will  provide  drug  treatment 
and  real  opportunities  for  rehabilitation  for 
non-violent,  first-time  drug  offenders.  The 
Administration  also  opposes  the  House  ac- 
tion that  would  cut  $32  million  from  the 
Drug  Elimination  grants  at  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  The  Ad- 
ministration prefers  the  overall  Senate  level 
of  funding  for  these  programs. 

The  Administration  objects  to  a  provision 
in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  that  would 
delete  all  grant  funding  for  the  Ounce  of  Pre- 
vention program.  This  program  is  vital  to 
the  Administration's  efforts  to  coordinate 
crime  prevention  programs  nation-wide.  The 
Administration  prefers  the  House  level  of 
funding  for  this  program. 

VETERANS  MEDICAL  CARE  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  would  re- 
scind $100  million  from  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  for  veterans  medical  care 
and  construction.  These  cuts  would  elimi- 
nate $20  million  in  new  medical  equipment 
for  veterans  health  care.  $30  million  for  vet- 
erans health  services,  and  $50  million  for  ex- 
panding or  improving  veterans  medical  fa- 
cilities. The  Administration  believes  these 


cuts  are  unwise  and  unnecessary,  and  would 
harm  the  veterans  who  need  their  nation's 
help  the  most.  The  Administration  prefers 
the  House  position. 

TIMBER  SALES 

The  Administration  is  opposed  to  a  provi- 
sion contained  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  bill  that  would  too  broadly 
define  "salvage  timber  sales"  to  include 
sales  of  primarily  healthy  trees,  supersede 
the  otherwise  applicable  environmental  and 
land  management  statutes,  and  restrict  citi- 
zens' access  to  the  courts.  The  Departments 
of  the  Interior.  Agriculture,  and  Commerce 
last  month  announced  a  comprehensive  plan 
to  accelerate  timber  salvage  sales.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  measures  already  underway  at 
these  agencies  to  accelerate  timber  salvage 
sales,  the  Administration  stands  ready  to 
work  with  the  Congress  to  find  appropriate, 
productive  solutions  to  this  pressing  na- 
tional problem  that  would  not  result  in  a  re- 
turn to  gridlock,  as  may  well  result  from  the 
bill's  provisions. 

In  addition,  the  Administration  is  opp"- 
to  a  provision  contained  in  the  Senate  vl; 
sion  of  the  bill  that  would  overturn  the  ex- 
isting environment  and  land  management 
framework  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for 
the  Pacific  Northwest  ("Option  9").  The 
carefully  crafted  balance  in  the  Forest  Plan 
allows  for  a  sustainable  timber  harvest  as 
well  as  environmental  protection.  This  Plan 
was  key  to  the  release  of  a  court  injunction 
on  logging  in  the  territory  of  the  Northern 
Spotted  Owl  and  represents  a  finely  crafted 
compromise  that  took  two  years  to  achieve. 
The  Administration  believes  that  it  can  ex- 
pedite Option  9  sales  without  setting  aside 
the  existing  land  management  framework. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 
The  Administration  believes  that  the 
House's  action  to  reduce  funding  for  the  Cor- 
poration for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB)  by  a 
total  of  23  percent  from  FY  1995  to  FY  1997  is 
excessive  and  shortsighted.  The  Administra- 
tion is  committed  to  providing  equal  access 
to  educational  opportunities,  particularly 
for  young  children,  regardless  of  income  or 
geographic  location.  While  the  .Administra- 
tion does  not  support  the  Senate  rescission, 
which  freezes  the  program  at  the  FY  1995 
level,  the  Administration  prefers  it  to  the 
House  action. 

OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY  AND  HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATION  lOSHAi 

The  House  version  of  the  bill  would  rescind 
$19.6  million  from  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration.  This  is  a  6.3  per- 
cent reduction  in  OSHA  funding  although, 
effectively,  a  12.6  percent  reduction  since  it 
comes  so  late  in  the  fiscal  year.  The  rescis- 
sion would  have  a  dramatic  impact  on 
OSHA's  ability  to  fulfill  its  mission  to  pro- 
tect workers  and  on  the  Administration's  ef- 
forts to  make  the  agency  more  effective. 
This  rescission  would  hinder  OSHA's  compli- 
ance assistance  programs  and  education  and 
training  initiatives,  as  well  as  enforcement, 
resulting  in  an  estimated  6.300  additional 
preventable  injuries.  The  Administration  is 
pleased  that  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
does  not  include  this  cut  and  prefers  the  Sen- 
ate funding  level. 

SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

Our  Nation's  future  economic  health  de- 
pends on  strong  public  and  private  support 
for  science  and  technology.  The  proposed  re- 
scission to  many  of  the  Administration's  in- 
vestments would  jeopardize  our  ability  to 
achieve  sustained  economic  growth  and  com- 
petitiveness. 


The  Administration  prefers  the  Senate  ver- 
sion of  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  funding 
level  for  the  Manufacturing  Extension  Part- 
nership Program  at  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  (NIST)  over  the 
House  version,  which  would  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  new  centers  established  from  36  to  10. 
This  would  result  in  reduced  access  to  state- 
of-the-art  manufacturing  technology  and 
techniques  by  U.S.  manufacturers — a  key 
component  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  Administration  objects  to  the  House's 
proposed  rescission  of  $30  million  for  the 
Commerce  Department's  National  Informa- 
tion Infrastructure  Grants  program.  The  Ad- 
ministration believes  that  this  program  pro- 
vides substantial  benefits  by  facilitating  ac- 
cess to  information  products  and  services  by 
all  Americans.  P.L.  104-6  rescinded  $15  mil- 
lion from  this  program.  If  the  rescissions 
contained  in  the  House  version  of  the  bill 
were  adopted,  the  program  would  be  cut  by  a 
total  of  70  percent. 

The  Administration  also  opposes  the  $16.5 
million  and  $19.5  million  rescission  of  funds 
proposed  by  the  House  and  Senate,  respec- 
tively, for  laboratory  research  at  NIST. 
These  rescissions  would  have  a  real  impact 
on  industry's  ability  to  compete  in  both 
emerging  and  mature  markets  and  would  re- 
sult in  the  diminished  competitive  posture  of 
U.S.  industry.  NIST  laboratories  develop  and 
deliver  measurement  techniques  and  services 
that  provide  a  common  language  needed  by 
industry  in  all  stages  of  commerce. 

The  House's  proposed  rescission  of  $16.7 
million  and  the  Senate's  proposed  rescission 
of  $12.5  million  for  the  National  Biological 
Service  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
would  severely  hamper  the  Service's  ability 
to  provide  basic  scientific  information  to  the 
land  managing  bureaus  within  the  Depart- 
ment, including  programs  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  This  rescission  would  force  the 
Service  to  consider  closing  one  or  more  of 
four  major  laboratory  centers,  and  joint 
State  projects  underway  in  more  than  30 
States  would  be  reduced. 

The  Senate  has  proposed  rescinding  $42 
million  in  funding  for  upgrades  to  the  na- 
tional transonic  wind  tunnel.  These  upgrades 
have  been  planned  for  many  years  and  are 
critical  to  maintaining  the  performance  of 
these  tunnels.  The  wind  tunnel  complex  has 
contributed  to  the  development  of  almost 
every  US. -developed  military  and  civil  air- 
craft. Failure  to  modernize  this  facility  will 
increase  the  delay  in  critical  test  data. 
These  upgrades  are  needed  now  and  are  unre- 
lated to  the  development  of  a  new  wind  tun- 
nel facility. 

SCKIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION  (SSAI 
AUTOMATION  INVESTMENT 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  would  reduce 
funding  for  SSA  computer  systems  by  $88 
million,  thus  elimination  all  .second-year 
funding  for  SSA's  multi-year  automation  in- 
vestment. This  reduction  would  lead  to  dete- 
rioration in  .service  by  not  allowing  for  the 
purchase  of  new  computer  equipment  as  ex- 
isting equipment  wears  out  and  customer  de- 
mands increase.  The  funds  proposed  for  re- 
scission are  already  programmed  to  support 
contract  awards  for  quantities  of  computers 
supported  by  the  Senate  and  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office. 

The  .'Administration  notes  the  Senate's 
concern  about  the  total  number  of  comput- 
ers SS.\  plans  to  acquire  over  a  five-year  pe- 
riod. Under  the  current  SSA  plan,  the  level 
of  funding  provided  in  FYs  1994  and  1995 
would  fund  the  installation  of  less  than  one- 
third  of  the  total  number  of  workstations 
planned.   The  .■Administration   believes  that 


the  Senate's  concern  with  out-year  plans 
would  be  more  appropriately  addressed  in  re- 
lation to  out-year  funding. 

FEDERAL  BUILDINGS  FUND 

The  Administration  does  not  support  the 
rescission  of  the  full  $1.9  billion  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  Most  of  the  projects  proposed  for 
rescission  by  the  Senate  were  proposed  in 
previous  budgets.  The  Administration  con- 
tinues to  support  the  requested  funding  lev- 
els for  these  construction  and  repairs  and  al- 
terations projects.  Rescission  of  funding  for 
new  construction  projects  may  result  in 
higher  costs,  if  long-term  needs  must  be  met 
in  leased  space.  In  other  cases,  where  leasing 
is  not  an  option  (i.e.,  courthouses  and  border 
stations),  it  may  not  be  possible  to  meet 
Federal  agency  needs  in  the  near  term.  Re- 
scission of  funds  for  modernization  projects 
and  other  repairs  and  alterations  could  lead 
to  the  gradual  deterioration  of  government- 
owned  assets. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Administration  believes  that  the 
House  proposal  to  eliminate  all  emergency 
relief  funds  is  irresponsible,  given  the  recent 
flooding  in  California  and  other  require- 
ments likely  to  arise  this  year.  The  Senate 
proposes  to  rescind  only  $50  million  of  emer- 
gency funds.  The  Administration  also  objects 
to  the  Senate  proposal  to  eliminate  $50  mil- 
lion in  contract  authorit.v  for  the  congestion 
pricing  pilot  program.  This  may  restrict  the 
Department's  ability  to  pursue  important 
projects  in  FY  1996  and  FY  1997  currently 
being  developed.  While  opposing  the  rescis- 
sion of  Coast  Guard  Operating  Expenses  be- 
cause it  undermines  the  recent  supple- 
mental, the  Administration  notes  that  the 
Senate  bill  cuts  a  smaller  amount.  Finally, 
both  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the 
bill  include  across-the-board  reductions  in 
operating  costs  for  transportation  programs. 
These  reductions  are  in  addition  to  the  gov- 
ernment-wide reductions  in  the  Senate  bill. 
It  is  unfair  for  the  Department  to  be  hit 
twice  by  such  reductions.  The  transpor- 
tation-specific provisions  should  be  dropped. 

BASE  REALIGNMENT  AND  CLOSURE 

The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  would  re- 
scind $104  million  from  the  Base  Realign- 
ment and  Closure  accounts.  This  action 
would  slow  local  communities'  productive 
reuse  of  base  closure  property  by  limiting 
funding  for  environmental  restoration.  It 
would  also  slow  funding  for  construction  of 
facilities  at  receiving  bases,  which  could 
delay  the  move  of  some  military  units  from 
closing  bases  to  their  new  locations.  Making 
property  available  for  economic  redevelop- 
ment is  a  key  part  of  the  Administration's 
Five  Point  Plan  for  assisting  base  closure 
communities.  The  Administration  prefers 
the  House  level  of  funding. 

NATO  INFRA.STRUCTURE 
The  Senate  version  of  the  bill  would  re- 
scind $69  million  from  the  NATO  Infrastruc- 
ture account.  This  action  could  undermine 
existing  N.\TO  Infrastructure  agreements 
and  treaty  commitments  and  frustrate  U.S. 
efforts  to  increase  the  burdensharing  con- 
tributions of  our  allies.  All  of  the  FY  1995  ap- 
propriations for  NATO  Infrastructure  have 
been  obligated  or  committed  for  specific 
NATO  construction  projects,  which  would 
have  to  be  terminated— with  potential  termi- 
nation penalties — if  the  rescissions  were  en- 
acted. Furthermore,  such  a  rescission  would 
set  a  precedent  for  other  NATO  nations  to 
withdraw  their  support  from  the  NATO  In- 
frastructure budget.  The  Administration  pre- 
fers the  House  level  of  funding. 


INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

With  regard  to  PL.  480  food  programs,  the 
Administration  strongly  supports  the  Senate 
action  rescinding  the  $142.5  million  that  the 
Administration  proposed  for  rescission.  This 
rescission  is  preferable  to  other  rescissions 
in  international  affairs  programs  in  the  bill. 

The  Administration  prefers  the  Senate  po- 
sition regarding  the  funding  level  for  foreign 
operations  programs.  The  Senate's 
unallocated  reduction  of  $125  million  would 
give  the  Administration  greater  flexibility, 
and  would  do  less  damage  to  foreign  policy 
priorities  than  the  House's  targeted  rescis- 
sion totaling  $192  million.  For  international 
programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
merce. Justice.  State,  and  the  Judiciary 
Subcommittee,  the  Administration  prefers 
the  overall  House  position. 

The  Administration  opposes  the  Senate 
proposal  to  rescind  $27.7  million  for  inter- 
national broadcasting  activities.  In  accord- 
ance with  the  Administration's  international 
broadcasting  con.solidation  plan  and  the 
International  Broadcasting  Act  of  1994. 
Radio  Free  Europe  Radio  Liberty  (RFB'RL) 
and  USIA's  Voice  of  America  are  in  the  proc- 
e.ss  of  significant  downsizing.  To  accomplish 
the  reductions  and  relocation  of  RFE-RL  to 
Prague  from  Munich,  over  $100  million  was 
provided  in  FY  1995  specifically  for  the  one- 
time costs  of  downsizing  and  the  move.  The 
proposed  rescission,  along  with  the  Senate's 
failure  to  provide  $7  3  million  that  is  needed 
to  offset  exchange  rate  losses,  would  seri- 
ously hamper  implementation  of  the  consoli- 
dation plan  passed  by  Congress,  which  is  es- 
timated to  save  over  $400  million  by  the  end 
of  FY  1997  The  Administration  prefers  the 
House's  position. 

Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  propose  to 
rescind  $14.6  million  from  the  State  Depart- 
ment's Contributions  to  International  Peace- 
keeping .Activities,  which  support  peacekeep- 
ing activities  around  the  world.  This  action 
runs  counter  to  U.S.  national  security  and 
foreign  policy  interests.  The  U.S.  strives  to 
lead  the  international  community  in  pro- 
moting peaceful  re.solution  of  regional  con- 
flicts. This  rescission  would  undermine  these 
efforts,  weaken  U.S.  leadership,  and  exacer- 
bate the  arrearage  problem.  In  FY  1995,  the 
U.S.  is  in  arrears  (expected  to  total  over  $650 
million)  on  its  UN  treaty  obligations  to  pay 
its  share  of  peacekeeping  activities.  The  con- 
ferees are  urged  to  restore  these  funds. 

S  617— SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  AND 

RESCISSION  Bill,  Fiscal  Year  1995 
This  Statement  of  Administration  Policy 
provides  the  Administration's  views  on  S. 
617,  the  Second  Supplemental  and  Rescis- 
sions Bill,  FY  1995,  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
.Appropriations  Committee. 

While  the  Senate  Committee  bill  would  de- 
lete or  reduce  several  of  the  most  objection- 
able rescissions  contained  in  the  House- 
passed  bill,  the  Administration  must  strong- 
ly oppose  many  provisions  of  the  Committee 
bill,  and,  therefore,  finds  the  bill  unaccept- 
able. We  believe  that  it  unnecessarily  cuts 
valuable,  proven  programs  that  educate  our 
children  and  aid  the  disadvantaged,  includ- 
ing the  National  Service  program.  The  Ad- 
ministration also  opposes  reductions  in  pro- 
grams that  were  established  to  ensure  our 
Nation's  role  in  the  advancement  of  tech- 
nology. 

DEFICIT  REDUCTION 

The  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993.  the  Ad- 
ministration worked  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  largest  deficit  reduction  package 
in  history.  We  cut  Federal  spending  by  $255 
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billion  over  five  years,  cut  taxes  for  40  mil- 
lion low-  and  moderate-income  Americans, 
and  made  90  percent  of  small  businesses  eli- 
gible for  tax  relief,  while  increasing  income 
lax  rates  only  on  the  wealthiest  1.2  percent 
of  Americans.  As  we  placed  a  tight  "freeze" 
on  overall  discretionary  spending  at  the  FY 
1993  levels,  we  shifted  spending  toward  in- 
vestments in  human  and  physical  capital 
that  will  help  secure  our  future. 

This  Administration's  economic  plan 
helped  bring  the  deficit  down  from  $290  bil- 
lion in  FY  1992— to  J203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to 
a  projected  $193  billion  this  year— providing 
three  straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  The  Administration 
does  not  believe  that  sound  programs,  par- 
ticularly those  aimed  at  the  disadvantaged 
and  those  that  will  ensure  our  Nation's  pre- 
eminent standing  in  science  and  technology, 
should  be  cut.  The  Administration  would  be 
particularly  troubled  if  such  cuts  were  made 
to  finance  a  tax  cut  for  higher-income  tax- 
payers. It  is  noted  that  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee bill  does  not  include  language  that  would 
direct  that  savings  generated  by  the  bill  be 
set  aside  for  deficit  reduction. 

In  the  FY  1996  Budget,  the  President  has 
proposed  significant  rescissions  for  FY  1995 
and  additional  program  terminations  in  FY 
1996  for  numerous  low-priority  programs.  In 
contrast,  the  Senate-reported  bill  would  im- 
pose severe  reductions  on  a  number  of  high- 
priority  programs.  These  cuts  would  have  a 
particularly  harmful  effect  on  our  Nation's 
children  by  cutting  funding  for  National 
Service.  Summer  Jobs.  WIC.  Goals  2000.  Head 
Start.  Job  Corps.  Education  for  the  Dis- 
advantaged, direct  student  loans,  and  hous- 
ing for  families.  Many  of  the  cuts  are  short- 
sighted—reducing funding  for  education,  for 
advanced  technology  programs  that  are  crit- 
ical to  our  Nations  future,  and  eliminating 
funding  for  the  Community  Development  Fi- 
nancial Institutions  (CDFIt  Fund,  which 
wouid  be  mstrumental  in  leveraging  iir.Xot- 
ments  in  our  country's  most  distressed  com- 
munities. Other  cuts  would  adversely  affect 
the  health  of  Americans  by  cutting  funding 
for  safe  drinking  water  and  violent  crime 
prevention  and  anti-drug  programs.  In  its 
consideration  of  the  bill,  we  urge  the  Senate 
to  restore  these  cuts, 

FE.M.^  E.MERGENCY  SUPPLE.ME.VT.AL 
The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  was  chosen  to  include  in  this 
controversial  bill  the  urgently  needed  FEMA 
supplemental,  which  is  appropriately  de- 
signed as  an  emergency  for  which  offsets  are 
not  required  under  the  Budget  Enforcement 
Act  of  1990.  This  could  cause  an  unnecessary 
delay  in  assistance  to  victims  of  natural  dis- 
asters in  40  states,  including  victims  of  the 
Northridge  earthquake.  If  action  on  the  Ad- 
ministration's request  is  delayed.  FEMA 
will,  beginning  in  May.  be  unable  to  allocate 
funds  to  meet  any  new  disaster  require- 
ments, unless  money  reserved  for  the  40 
states  currently  receiving  disaster  assistance 
is  cut. 

Additional  Administration  concerns  with 
the  Committee-reported  bill  are  contained  in 
the  attachment. 

ADDITIONAL  CONCERNS  AS  REPORTED  BY  THE 

SEN.\TE  APPR0PR1.AT10N3  COMMITTEE 

NATION.\L  .SERVICE  PROGRA.M 

The  proposed  $210  million  rescission  for  the 
Corporation   for  National   And  Community. 


Service  would  reduce  significantly  the  Presi- 
dent's National  Service  program,  depriving 
more  than  15.000  young  adults  of  the  oppor- 
tunity to  serve  their  communities  as  an 
AmeriCorps  member  and  earn  an  education 
benefit.  The  proposed  rescission  would  elimi- 
nate funding  for  the  opportunity  for  thou- 
sands of  school  children  to  learn  about  re- 
sponsibility to  their  community  for  the  first 
time. 

This  program  has  a  proven  track  record. 
For  example.  AmeriCorps  members  have  al- 
ready reclaimed  recreation  areas  in  inner 
cities  from  gangs,  and  thousands  of  low-in- 
come and  migrant  children  have  received 
proper  immunizations  to  protect  their 
health.  AmeriCorps  members  also  have 
helped  raise  the  spelling  scores  and  reading 
levels  of  rural  disadvantaged  children,  built 
homes  for  "working-poor"  families,  and  pro- 
vided disaster  relief  assistance  to  victims 
throughout  the  western  part  of  the  country. 
The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  service  is  a  key  to  solving  problems 
inside  America's  communities.  The  Senate  is 
urged  to  restore  full  funding  for  this  impor- 
tant program. 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS  (CDFIl  FUND 

The  proposed  rescission  of  $124  million  con- 
tained in  the  Committee-reported  bill  would 
terminate  this  program.  Without  this  fund- 
ing, in  FYs  1995  and  1996  the  CDFI  Fund 
would  not  be  able  to  provide:  $10  million  in 
direct  loan  subsidies  to  support  over  $23  mil- 
lion of  direct  loans  to  CDFIs;  $70.5  million  in 
grants,  technical,  assistance,  and  other  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  CDFIs;  and  $39  million 
in  community  development  incentives  for 
depository  institutions.  The  Fund's  invest- 
ments in  CDFIs.  banks,  and  thrifts  would  le- 
verage an  estimated  $500  million  in  invest- 
ments, loans,  and  financial  services  in  the 
country's  most  distressed  communities.  The 
Senate  is  urged  to  restore  this  funding. 

WOMEN.  INFANTS.  AND  CHILDREN  iWICi 

The  Committee-reported  bill  would  reduce 
funds  available  for  the  Special  Supplemental 
Nutrition  Program  for  Women.  Infants,  and 
Cniidren  (Wiu>  oy  ijj  million.  The  WIC  pro- 
gram provides  nutritious  supplemental  foods 
to  low-income  pregnant,  post-partum.  and 
breastfeeding  women,  and  to  infants  and 
children  up  to  their  fifth  birthday.  The  Com- 
mittee's action  would  result  in  840.000  fewer 
food  packages  for  women,  infants,  and  chil- 
dren. Jeopardizing  the  health  and  welfare  of 
these  mothers  and  children  cannot  be  justi- 
fied. 

HEAD  START 

The  Administration  objects  to  the  Senate 
action  that  would  reduce  funding  for  Head 
Start  by  $42  million.  At  the  FY  1995  esti- 
mated per-child  cost  of  $4,530.  $42  million 
would  be  sufficient  to  provide  Head  Start 
services  to  approximately  9.300  children. 
HHS  would  make  every  effort  to  minimize 
the  number  of  children  and  families  who 
could  potentially  be  affected  by  a  mid-year 
funding  reduction.  However,  at  a  minimum, 
the  statutorily-mandated  effort  to  serve 
children  under  age  three  would  be  sharply  re- 
duced, with  more  than  3.000  children  not  re- 
ceiving Head  Start  services.  The  resci-ssion 
could  also  eliminate  all  new  funding  for  the 
statutorily-mandated  initiative  to  enhance 
the  transition  of  Head  Start  children  into 
the  public  schools. 

EDUCATION  PROGRAMS 

The  Committee-reported  bill  would  reduce 
the  funding  for  Goals  2000  by  $68  million, 
which    would   greatly   diminish   support    to 


States  and  communities  for  raising  academic 
standards  and  improving  their  local  schools. 
The  Committee-reported  bill  also  proposes  to 
cut  the  Education  for  the  Disadvantaged  pro- 
gram by  $80  million,  which  would  reduce 
services  to  educationally  disadvantaged  chil- 
dren. The  Administration  is  also  opposed  to 
the  $95  million  reduction  proposed  for  the  di- 
rect student  loan  program. 

SUMMER  JOBS 

The  Summer  Jobs  Program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  economically  disadvantaged  youth 
who  might  otherwise  not  have  any  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  necessary  job  skills  and 
workplace  behaviors  during  crucial  forma- 
tive years.  The  Administration  is  pleased 
that  the  Committee  has  not  reduced  funding' 
for  this  program  for  the  summer  of  1995 
However,  the  Administration  remains  con- 
cerned that  the  rescission  contained  in  the 
Committee-reported  bill  would  eliminate 
funding  for  the  Summer  Youth  Employment 
program  in  the  summer  of  1996.  thereby 
eliminating  job  opportunities  for  about 
615.000  disadvantaged  youth.  The  .■\dmn:i< 
tration  strongly  believes  that  improvint;  t!i< 
job  prospects  of  at-risk  youth  is  an  impor 
tant  element  in  a  broader  strategy  to  ensure 
employment  opportunities  for  all  Americans 
and  a  vibrant,  productive  workforce  for  U.S. 
business. 

JOB  CORPS 
The  .-Kdministration  objects  to  the  Senate 
Committee  action  that  would  rescind  $46 
million  for  Job  Corps.  This  action  would  halt 
expansion  of  a  youth  training  program  with 
a  track  record  of  improving  the  employment 
and  earnings  of  poor  youth.  The  Committee 
action  would  eliminate  funds  to  continue 
work  on  the  eight  new  Job  Corps  centers 
that  were  launched  with  previous  years'  ap- 
propriations. Work  is  underway  on  these 
eight  centers,  which  would  create  3.200  new 
training  slots  for  about  4.700  severely  dis- 
advantaged youth  each  year.  In  addition,  the 
Senate  Committee  action  would  eliminate 
funds  to  initiate  four  new  Job  Corps  centers 
in  1995.  which  would  boost  capacity  by  an- 
other 1.600  slots. 

VIOLENT  CRIME  AND  DRUG  ABUSE  CONTROL 

The  Administration  is  concerned  that  the 
Committee  has  chosen  to  rescind  nearly  $100 
million  in  funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drut; 
Free  School  Program  at  the  same  time  that 
every  poll  shows  that  crime  and  school  safe- 
ty are  a  major  concern  of  Americans.  This 
program  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  Adminis- 
tration's fight  against  the  use  of  drugs  and 
stimulants  by  an  alarming  increasing  num- 
ber of  our  youth. 

The  Administration  opposes  the  Commit- 
tee's recommendation  to  rescind  $53  million 
for  violent  crime  prevention  and  drug  con- 
trol initiatives — $39  million  of  which  is  fund- 
ed through  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction 
Trust  Fund  (VCRTF).  Of  the  total  amount 
rescinded,  nearl.v  $27  million  would  come 
from  the  Drug  Courts  program,  which  will 
provide  drug  treatment  and  real  first-time 
drug  offenders.  Another  $11  million  would 
come  from  the  Family  and  Community  En- 
deavor Schools  (FACES)  program,  which 
seeks  to  provide  healthy  alternatives  to  the 
streets  for  youth.  All  grant  funding  for  the 
Ounce  of  Prevention  Council  would  be  re- 
scinded. Another  $13  million  (non- VCRTF 
funding)  would  come  from  Substance  Abuse 
and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration 
(SAMHSA)  block  grants,  which  would  reduce 
States'  abilities  to  offer  drug  abuse  treat- 
ment. 


FEMA  DISASTER  RELIEF 

PL  102-229.  the  Dire  Emergency  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  Act  of  1992.  contained 
a  special  provision  on  emergency  designa- 
tions under  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
(BEAi  for  FEMA  Stafford  Act  activities. 
That  provision  specifies  that  all  appropria- 
tions for  disaster  assistance  in  excess  of  the 
then  historical  annual  average  obligation  of 
$320  million  (or  the  amount  of  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request,  whichever  is  lower) 
"shall  be  considered  as  emergenc.v  require- 
ments' pursuant  to  "  the  BEA.  and  'such 
amounts  shall  hereafter  be  so  designated." 
This  provision  is  permanent  law  applying  in 
FY  1993  and  "thereafter."  and  expressly  ap- 
plies "notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  "  In  FY  1995.  the  President  requested 
and  the  Congress  did  in  fact  appropriate  $320 
million  for  FEMA  disaster  activities. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  decided  to  disregard  this 
provision  of  law  and  to  include  this  emer- 
gency funding  in  a  controversial  rescission 
bill,  which  will  inevitably  lead  to  delay. 

HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

The  Committee-reported  bill  would  threat- 
en the  well-being  of  our  Nation's  most  needy 
and  vulnerable  citizens  and  would  wreak 
havoc  upon  the  stability  of  our  Nation's 
most  distressed  communities.  The  draconian 
cuts  targeted  towards  programs  of  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
would  deny  help  to  thousands  of  needy,  low- 
income  households,  including  many  home- 
less families.  Hundreds  of  communities 
would  lose  money  that  they  have  counted  on 
for  critical  communit.v  needs  such  as  hous- 
ing rehabilitation. 

TI.MBER  SALES 

The  Administration  is  opposed  to  a  provi- 
sion of  the  Committee-reported  bill  that 
would  too  broadly  define  "salvage  timber 
sales"  to  include  sales  of  primarily  healthy 
trees,  supersede  the  otherwise  applicable  en- 
vironmental and  land  management  statutes, 
and  restrict  citizens'  access  to  the  courts. 
The  Administration  remains  steadfastly 
committed  to  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan, 
which  establishes  a  caioful  balance  bctwciii 
sustainable  timber  harvest  and  sound  eco- 
system management. 

The  Departments  of  the  Interior,  Agri- 
culture, and  Commerce  last  month  an- 
nounced a  comprehensive  plan  to  accelerate 
timber  salvage  .sales.  Nevertheless,  the  Ad- 
ministration is  concerned  that  the  current 
timber  salvage  program  does  not  meet  expec- 
tations. In  addition  to  the  measures  already 
underway  at  these  agencies  to  accelerate 
timber  salvage  sales,  we  stand  ready  to  work 
with  the  Congress  to  find  appropriate,  pro- 
ductive solutions  to  this  pre.ssing  national 
problem  that  would  not  result  in  a  return  to 
gridlock. 

DAVIS-BACON  PROVISION 

The  Administration  opposes  a  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  exempt  any  contract  as- 
sociated with  the  construction  of  facilities 
for  the  National  Museum  of  the  American  In- 
dian from  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  The  Act  re- 
quires that  all  Federally-funded  or  Feder- 
all.v-assisted  construction  be  covered  by  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act.  An  exception  in  this  case 
would  be  counter  the  goals  of  the  Act. 

SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  science  and  technology.  These  investment 
will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  public;  job 
creation  and  economic  growth;  world  leader- 


ship in  science,  mathematics,  and  engineer- 
ing; and  harnessed  information  technology. 
The  rescissions  propo.sed  by  the  Committee 
for  many  of  the  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce  would  severely  threaten  the 
United  States'  standing  with  respect  to  tech- 
nology advancements  and  conipetitiveness. 

The  proposed  rescission  of  funds  for  the 
Manufacturing  Extension  Partnership  Pro- 
gram at  the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology  (NIST)  contained  in  the 
Committee-reported  bill  would  reduce  the 
number  of  new  centers  established  from  36  to 
10.  This  would  result  in  reduced  access  top 
state-of-the-art  manufacturing  technology 
and  techniques  by  U.S.  manufacturers— a 
key  component  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  proposed  $19.5  million  rescission  of 
funds  for  laboratory  research  at  NIST  would 
have  a  real  impact  on  industry's  ability  to 
compete  in  both  emerging  and  mature  mar- 
kets. NIST  laboratories  develop  and  deliver 
measurement  techniques  and  services  that 
provide  a  common  language  needed  by  indus- 
try in  all  stages  of  commerce.  The  rescis- 
sions would  result  in  the  elimination  of  new 
starts  in  the  areas  of  Advanced  Manufactur- 
ing. Biotechnology.  Semiconductor  Metrol- 
ogy, and  Information  Infrastructure  stand- 
ards development  resulting  in  the  dimin- 
ished competitive  posture  of  U.S.  industry. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  by  the  Com- 
mittee for  the  Department  of  Energy's 
(DOE'S)  solar,  renewable  energy,  and  con- 
servation research  programs.  Such  reduc- 
tions would  threaten  our  national  effort  to 
implement  fully  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992  and  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
Reduction  to  the  DOE  science  budget  also 
would  adversely  impact  climate  change, 
human  genome,  and  neutron  research.  The 
additional  reductions  to  the  Environmental 
Management  program  would  impede  progress 
at  .several  of  the  Department's  cleanup  sites. 

The  Committee's  proposed  rescission  of 
$12.5  million  for  the  National  Biological 
Service  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
would  severely  hamper  the  Service's  ability 
to  provide  basic  scientific  information  to  the 
land  managing  bureaus  within  the  Depart- 
ment. IncludinfT  profrrams  in  the  Pacific 
Noithwest.  This  rescission  would  force  the 
Service  to  consider  closing  the  Great  Lakes 
Science  Center  in  Ann  Arbor.  Michigan. 
Also,  certain  laboratory  facilities  would  be 
considered  for  closure,  and  joint  State 
projects  underway  in  more  than  30  States 
would  be  reduced. 

The  Committee  has  proposed  rescinding  $42 
million  of  upgrades  to  the  national  transonic 
wind  tunnel.  These  upgrades  have  been 
planned  for  many  years  and  are  critical  to 
maintaining  the  performance  of  these  tun- 
nels. The  wind  tunnel  complex  has  contrib- 
uted to  the  development  of  almost  every 
US-developed  military  and  civil  aircraft. 
Failure  to  modernize  this  facility  will  in- 
crease the  delay  in  critical  test  data.  These 
upgrades  are  needed  now  and  are  unrelated 
to  the  development  of  a  new  wind  tunnel  fa- 
cility. 

The  Senate  is  urged  not  to  imperil  our  Na- 
tion's standing  on  the  technology  frontier. 

INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

The  Committee-reported  bill  does  not  ap- 
propriate the  requested  $672  million  emer- 
gency supplemental  for  assessed  U.N.  peace- 
keeping costs  that  will  accrue  during  FY 
1995.  The  United  States  is  bound  by  treaty  to 
pay  these  costs.  Failure  to  pay  them  by  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year  will  imperil  the  con- 
tinuit.v  of  U.N.  missions  in  regions  of  great 
importance  to  the  U.S.  national  security  and 
foreign  policy  interests.  Rather  than  approve 
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the  requested  supplemental,  the  Committee 
has  proposed  to  rescind  peacekeeping  funds. 

DRINKl.NG  W.\TER  STATE  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

While  an  improvement  over  the  House- 
passed  bill,  the  rescission  of  $0.8  billion  in 
funds  to  help  municipalities  comply  with 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  requirements  con- 
tained in  the  Committee-reported  bill  would 
still  seriously  exacerbate  local  financing 
problems.  Municipalities  need  almost  $9  bil- 
lion in  capital  costs  to  comply  with  existing 
regulations  and  additional  billions  to  comply 
with  future  rules  needed  to  prevent  problems 
such  as  the  Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in 
Milwaukee  in  1993  that  killed  100  people  and 
caused  illness  in  another  400.000. 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  fails  to  author- 
ize the  drinking  water  state  revolving  fund 
program,  these  funds  can  be  used  without 
further  Congressional  action  to  address  the 
$137  billion  in  wastewater  construction 
needs. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION  (SSA) 
AUTOMATION  INVESTMENT 

The  Committee  bill  reduces  funding  for 
SSA  computer  systems  by  $88  million,  thus 
eliminating  all  second-year  funding  for 
SSA's  multi-.vear  automation  investment. 
This  reduction  would  lead  to  deterioration  in 
service  by  not  allowing  for  the  purchase  of 
new  computer  equipment  as  existing  equip- 
ment wears  out  and  customer  demands  in- 
crease. The  funds  proposed  for  rescission  are 
already  programmed  to  support  contract 
awards  for  quantities  of  computers  supported 
by  the  Committee  and  the  General  Account- 
ing Office. 

The  .Administration  notes  the  Committee's 
concern  about  the  total  number  of  comput- 
ers SSA  plans  to  acquire  over  a  five-year  pe- 
riod. Under  the  current  SSA  plan,  the  level 
of  funding  provided  in  FYs  1994  and  1995 
funds  the  installation  of  less  than  one-third 
of  the  total  number  of  workstations  planned 
The  Administration  believes  that  the  Com- 
mittee's concern  with  out-year  plans  would 
be  more  appropriately  addressed  in  relation 
to  out-year  funding. 

COA.ST  GUARD 

The  Administration  opposes  the  Commit- 
tee's action  to  reduce  Coast  Guard  operating 
expenses  while  supplementing  funding  for  ex- 
penses related  to  operations  in  Haiti  and 
Cuba.  Offsets  to  pay  for  those  activities 
deemed  an  emergency  by  the  Administration 
are  counterproductive.  Additional  cuts 
would  negate  the  effects  of  the  supple- 
mental, thereby  rendering  the  Coast  Guard 
less  able  to  provide  the  level  of  service  the 
public  expects. 

BASE  REALIGNMENT  AND  CLOSURE 

The  Committee  bill  would  rescind  $140  mil- 
lion from  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
accounts.  This  action  would  slow  local  com- 
munities' productive  reuse  of  base  closure 
property  by  delaying  the  departure  of  mili- 
tary units  and  by  limiting  funding  for  envi- 
ronmental restoration.  Making  property 
available  for  economic  redevelopment  is  a 
key  part  of  the  Administration's  Five  Point 
Plan  for  assisting  base  closure  communities. 

NATO  INFRASTRUCTURE 

The  Committee  bill  would  rescind  $69  mil- 
lion from  the  NATO  Infrastructure  account. 
This  action  could  undermine  existing  NATO 
Infrastructure  agreements  and  treaty  com- 
mitments and  frustrate  our  efforts  to  in- 
crease the  burdensharing  contributions  of 
our  allies.  All  of  the  FY  1995  appropriations 
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for  NATO  Infrastructure  have  been  obligated 
or  committed  for  specific  NATO  construc- 
tion projects,  which  would  have  to  be  termi- 
nated— with  potential  termination  pen- 
alties— if  the  rescission  were  enacted.  Fur- 
thermore, such  a  rescission  would  set  a 
precedent  for  other  NATO  nations  to  with- 
draw their  support  form  the  NATO  Infra- 
structure budget. 

Office  of  m.'V.v.^gement  and  Budget. 

Washington.  DC.  March.  21.  1995. 
Hon.  M.\RK  O.  Hatfield. 
Chatrman.  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Washington.  DC 

Dear  Mr.  Chairma.v:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  provide  the  Administrations 
views  on  H.R.  1158.  the  supplemental  appro- 
priations and  rescissions  bill,  as  passed  by 
the  House.  As  the  Senate  develops  its  version 
of  the  bill,  your  consideration  of  the  Admin- 
istration's views  would  be  appreciated. 

The  Administration  strongly  opposes  the 
House-passed  bill.  We  believe  that  it  unnec- 
essarily cuts  valuable,  proven  programs  that 
educate  our  children  and  aid  the  disadvan- 
taged, including  the  National  Service  pro- 
gram. The  Administration  also  opposes  re- 
ductions in  programs  that  were  established 
to  ensure  our  Nation's  role  in  the  advance- 
ment of  technology.  Further,  we  strongly  of>- 
pose  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  would  pro- 
hibit implementation  of  the  Executive  Order 
on  striker  replacements.  Based  on  all  of 
these  considerations,  if  the  President  were 
presented  a  bill  containing  these  provisions, 
he  would  veto  the  bill. 

BUDGET  ENF0RCF,ME.\T  .\CT  EMERGENCY 
DESIGNATION 
As  the  President  stated  in  his  February  14. 
1995,  letter  to  the  Speaker,  the  Administra- 
tion is  proud  of  its  record  for  reducing  the 
deficit  while  providing  prompt  assistance  to 
the  victims  of  natural  disasters.  The  Budget 
Enforcement  Act,  signed  by  President  Bush, 
established  the  authority  for  the  President 
and  Congress  to  exempt  certain  spending 
from  the  statutory  caps,  specifically  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  unanticipated  emergency 
requirements.  This  joint  designation  by  the 
President  and  the  Congress  has  been  used 
over  the  last  four  years  to  provide  critical 
assistance  in  response  to  earthquakes,  hurri- 
canes, floods,  extreme  cold  and  agricultural 
disasters,  and  for  other  purposes. 
DEFICIT  REDUCno.V 

The  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993,  the  Ad- 
ministration worked  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  largest  deficit  reduction  package 
in  history.  We  cut  Federal  spending  by  $255 
billion  over  five  years,  cut  taxes  for  40  mil- 
lion low-  and  moderate-income  Americans, 
and  made  90  percent  of  small  businesses  eli- 
gible for  tax  relief,  while  increasing  income 
tax  rates  only  on  the  wealthiest  1.2  percent 
of  Americans.  As  we  placed  a  tight  "freeze" 
on  overall  discretionary  spending  at  the  FY 
1993  levels,  we  shifted  spending  toward  in- 
vestments in  human  and  physical  capital 
that  will  help  secure  our  future. 

This  Administration's  economic  plan 
helped  bring  the  deficit  down  from  $290  bil- 
lion in  FY  1992— to  $203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to 
a  projected  $191  billion  this  year— providing 
three  straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  The  Administration 
does  not  believe  that  sound  programs,  par- 
ticularly those  aimed  at  the  disadvantaged 


and  those  that  will  ensure  our  Nation's  pre- 
eminent standing  in  science  and  technology, 
should  be  cut  The  Administration  would  be 
particularly  troubled  if  such  cuts  were  made 
to  finance  a  tax  cut  for  higher-income  tax- 
payers. In  light  of  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee action  last  week,  it  is  clear  that  sav- 
ings generated  by  the  House  version  of 
H.R.  1158  are  intended  to  be  used  for  a  tax 
cut  for  higher-income  taxpayers. 

In  the  FY  1996  Budget,  the  President  has 
proposed  significant  rescissions  for  FY  1995 
and  additional  program  terminations  in  FY 
1996  for  numerous  low-priority  programs.  In 
contrast,  the  House-passed  bill  would  impose 
severe  reductions  on  a  number  of  high-prior- 
ity programs.  These  cuts  would  have  a  par- 
ticularly harmful  effect  on  our  Nation's  chil- 
dren by  cutting  funding  for  National  Service. 
Summer  Jobs.  WIC.  and  housing  for  families. 
Many  of  the  cuts  are  shortsighted— reducing 
funding  for  education,  for  advanced  tech- 
nology programs  that  are  critical  to  our  Na- 
tion's future,  and  eliminating  funding  for  the 
Community  Development  Financial  Institu- 
tions (CDFI)  Fund,  which  would  be  instru- 
mental in  leveraging  investments  in  our 
country's  most  distressed  communities. 
Other  cuts  would  adversely  affect  the  health 
of  .Americans  by  cutting  funding  for  safe 
drinking  water  and  violent  crime  prevention 
and  anti-drug  programs.  In  its  consideration 
of  the  bill,  we  urge  the  Senate  to  restore 
these  cuts. 

NATIONAL  SERVICE  PROGRAM 

The  proposed  $416  million  rescission  for  the 
Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service  would  virtually  terminate  the  Presi- 
dent's National  Service  program.  Remaining 
funds  would  provide  only  4.000  of  the  pro- 
posed 33.000  opportunities  for  young  adults  to 
serve  their  communities  as  AmeriCorps 
members  and  earn  an  education  award.  The 
proposed  rescission  would  eliminate  funding 
for  thousands  of  school  children  to  learn  re- 
sponsibility to  their  community  for  the  first 
time.  In  addition,  over  1.000  young  persons 
currently  serving  in  communities  hard  hit 
by  defense  downsizing  would  be  sent  home 
immediately,  and  their  camps-  established 
on  downsized  military  bases— would  be 
closed. 

This  program  has  a  proven  track  record. 
For  example,  AmeriCorps  members  have  al- 
ready reclaimed  recreation  areas  in  inner 
cities  from  gangs,  and  thousands  of  low-in- 
come and  migrant  children  have  received 
proper  immunizations  to  protect  their 
health.  AmeriCorps  members  also  have 
helped  raise  the  spelling  scores  and  reading 
levels  of  rural  disadvantaged  children,  built 
homes  for  "working-poor"  families,  and  pro- 
vide disaster  relief  assistance  to  victims 
throughout  the  western  part  of  the  country. 
The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  service  is  a  key  to  solving  problems 
inside  America's  communities.  The  Senate  is 
urged  to  restore  full  funding  for  this  impor- 
tant program. 

STRIKER  REPLACEMENT 

The  Administration  opposes  a  provision  in 
the  House-passed  bill  that  would  prohibit  the 
Executive  Branch  from  using  FY  1995  funds 
to  issue,  implement,  administer,  or  enforce 
any  Executive  Order  or  other  rule  or  order 
that  prohibits  Federal  contracts  with  compa- 
nies that  hire  permanent  replacements  for 
striking  employees.  This  provision  would  im- 
pinge upon  the  Executive  Branch's  ability  to 
ensure  a  stable  supply  of  quality  goods  and 
services  for  the  government's  programs.  The 
use  or  the  threat  to  use  permanent  replace- 
ment workers  destroys  opportunities  for  co- 


operative and  stable  labor-management  rela 
tions. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE  SALES 

The  Administration  objects  to  a  provision 
that  would  mandate  a  minimum  level  of  tim- 
ber salvage  sales  from  Forest  Service  and 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands.  The  De- 
partment of  Justice  has  advised  that  enact- 
ment of  this  amendment  would  likely  result 
in  renewed  judicial  review  of  the  President's 
Forest  Plan  and  could  reduce  timber,  graz- 
ing, and  mining  activities  in  the  West.  The 
Administration  is  already  taking  steps  to  re- 
store and  sustain  significant  levels  of  timber 
harvest  in  the  immediate  future.  In  addition, 
the  Administration  will  shortly  announce 
changes  in  the  consultation  process  designed 
to  expedite  review  of  timber  salvage  sales  a.s 
well  as  other  actions  to  increase  timber  har- 
vest, in  full  compliance  with  environmental 
laws. 

FEMA  E.MERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  House  has  chosen  to  include  urgently 
needed  FEMA  emergency  supplemental  funds 
in  this  controversial  bill.  This  could  cause  an 
unnecessary  delay  in  assistance  to  victims  of 
natural  disasters.  If  action  on  the  Adminis- 
tration's request  is  delayed.  FEMA  will,  be- 
ginning in  May.  be  unable  to  allocate  funds 
to  meet  any  new  disaster  requirements,  un- 
less money  reserved  for  the  40  states  cur- 
rently receiving  disaster  assistance  is  cut. 

Additional    Administration   concerns   with 
the  House-passed  bill  are  contained  in  the 
enclosure.  We  look  forward  to  working  with 
the  Senate  to  address  our  mutual  concerns. 
Sincerely. 

ALICE  M.  RlVLIN. 

Director. 
ADDITIONAL      CONCERNS— H.R.       1158— MAKI.NG 

Emergency  Supple.me.ntal  appropria- 
tions FOR  ADDITIONAL  DISASTER  .ASSIST- 
ANCE AND  Making  Rescissions  for  the  Fis- 
cal Year  Ending  September  30.  1995.  and 
FOR  Other  Purposes  (as  Passed  by  thk 
House  I 

FEMA  DISASTER  RELIEF 
PL.  102-229  the  Dire  Kmergenry  Siipplo- 
mental  Appropriations  Act  of  1992.  contained 
a  special  provision  on  emergency  designa- 
tions under  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
(BEA)  for  FEMA  Stafford  Act  activities. 
That  provision  specifies  that  all  appropria- 
tions for  disaster  a.ssistance  in  excess  of  the 
then  historical  annual  average  obligation  of 
$320  million  (or  the  amount  of  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request,  whichever  is  lower) 
"Shall  be  considered  as  'emergency  require- 
ments' pursuant  to"  the  BEA,  and  "such 
amounts  shall  hereafter  be  so  designated.  " 
This  provision  is  permanent  law  applying  in 
FY  1993  and  "thereafter,"  and  expressly  ap- 
plies "notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.""  In  FY  1995.  the  President  requested 
and  the  Congress  did  in  fact  appropriate  $320 
million  for  FEMA  disaster  activities. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  House  has  decided  to  disregard  this  pro- 
vision of  law  and  to  include  this  emergency 
funding  in  a  controversial  rescission  bill. 
which  will  inevitably  lead  to  delay. 

su.MMER  .jobs 
The  Summer  Jobs  Program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  economically  disadvantaged  youth 
who  might  otherwise  not  have  any  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  necessary  job  skills  and 
workplace  behaviors  during  crucial  forma- 
tive years.  The  rescission  contained  in  the 
House-passed  bill  would  eliminate  funding 
for  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  program 


in  each  of  the  summers  of  1995  and  1996. 
thereby  eliminating  job  opportunities  for 
about  615. (HX)  disadvantaged  youth  in  each  of 
the.se  summers.  The  Administration  strongly 
believes  that  improving  the  job  prospects  of 
at-risk  youth  is  an  important  element  in  a 
broader  strategy  to  ensure  employment  op- 
portunities for  all  Americans  and  a  vibrant, 
productive  workforce  for  U.S.  business. 

WOMEN.  INFANTS.  AND  CHILDREN  IWIC) 
The  House-passed  bill  would  reduce  funds 
available  for  the  Special  Supplemental  Nu- 
trition Program  for  Women.  Infants,  and 
Children  (WIC)  by  $25  million.  The  WIC  pro- 
gram provides  nutritious  supplemental  foods 
to  low-income  pregnant,  post-partum.  and 
breastfeeding  women,  and  to  infants  and 
children  up  to  their  fifth  birthday.  The 
House's  action  would  result  in  600.000  fewer 
food  packages  for  women,  infants,  and  chil- 
dren. Jeopardizing  the  health  and  welfare  of 
these  mothers  and  children  cannot  be  justi- 
fied. 

EDUCATION  PROGRA.MS 

The  Hou.se-pas.sed  bill  would  reduce  by  over 
one-thinl  i$174  million)  the  funding  for  Goals 
2000.  which  would  greatly  diminish  support 
to  States  and  communities  for  raising  aca- 
demic standards  and  improving  their  local 
schools.  The  Hou.se-passed  bill  also  proposes 
to  cut  the  Education  for  the  Disadvantaged 
program  by  $110  million,  which  would  reduce 
services  to  educationally  disadvantaged  chil- 
dren. The  House-passed  bill's  .sharp  reduction 
in  funding  for  education  technology  pro- 
grams ($65  million)  would  enable  fewer  local 
communities  to  put  state-of-the-art  tools  of 
learning  in  clas.srooms  where  they  are  most 
needed  to  prepare  our  students  for  the  fu- 
ture. 

VIOLENT  CRIME  AND  DRUG  ABUSE  CONTROL 

The  Administration  is  concerned  that  the 
House  has  chosen  to  rescind  nearl.v  $472  mil- 
lion in  funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
School  Program  at  the  same  time  that  every 
poll  shows  that  crime  and  school  safety  are 
a  major  concern  of  Americans.  This  program 
is  the  centerpiece  of  the  Administration's 
fight  against  the  use  of  drugs  and  stimulants 
by  an  alarmingly  increasing  number  of  our 
youth. 

The  Administration  opposes  the  House's 
recommendation  to  rescind  $65  million  for 
violent  crime  prevention  and  drug  control 
initiatives  funded  through  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund.  Of  this  amount,  near- 
ly $28  million  would  come  from  the  Drug 
Courts  program,  which  will  provide  drug 
treatment  and  real  opportunities  for  reha- 
bilitation for  non-violent,  first-time  drug  of- 
fenders. Another  $37  million  would  come 
from  the  Family  and  Community  Endeavor 
Schools  (P'ACES)  program,  which  seeks  to 
provide  healthy  alternatives  to  the  streets 
for  youth. 

SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

This  .Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  science  and  technology.  These  invest- 
ments will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  pub- 
lic; job  creation  and  economic  growth;  world 
leadership  in  science,  mathematics,  and  en- 
gineering: and  harnessed  information  tech- 
nology. The  rescissions  proposed  by  the 
House  for  many  of  the  programs  in  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  would  severely 
threaten  the  United  States'  standing  with 
respect  to  technology  advancements  and 
competitiveness. 

The  proposed  rescission  of  funds  for  the 
Manufacturing    Extension    Partnership   Pro- 


gram at  the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology  (NIST)  contained  in  the 
House-passed  bill  would  reduce  the  number 
of  new  centers  established  from  36  to  10.  This 
would  result  in  reduced  access  to  state-of- 
the-art  manufacturing  technology  and  tech- 
niques by  U.S.  manufacturers — a  key  compo- 
nent of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  $30  million  rescission  included  in  the 
House-passed  bill  for  the  National  Informa- 
tion Infrastructure  Grants  program  would 
eliminate  grants  to  about  70-90  schools,  hos- 
pitals, non-profits,  and  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments. An  additional  rescission  of  $34 
million  is  contained  in  the  Senate  version  of 
H.R.  889.  These  two  rescissions  would  elimi- 
nate all  funding  for  this  program.  This  ac- 
tion would  decrease  the  credibility  of  the 
program  as  a  funding  source  and  thus  dis- 
courage private  sector  matching  grants  to 
program  applicants.  The  Senate  is  urged  to 
rescind  fund.5  from  lower-priority  projects  as 
set  forth  in  the  President's  budget. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  by  the  House 
for  the  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE's) 
solar,  renewable  energy,  and  conservation  re- 
search programs.  Such  reductions  would 
threaten  our  national  effort  to  implement 
fully  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  and  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  Reduction  to 
the  DOE  science  budget  also  would  adversely 
impact  climate  change,  human  genome,  and 
neutron  research.  In  addition,  the  $45  million 
reduction  to  the  Environmental  Manage- 
ment program  would  impede  progress  at  sev- 
eral of  the  Department's  cleanup  sites. 

Coming  this  late  in  the  fiscal  year,  the 
House's  proposed  rescission  of  $16.8  million 
for  the  National  Biological  Service  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (10  percent  of  the 
operating  budget)  will  force  the  Service  to 
consider  closing  one  or  more  of  the  four 
major  Centers  located  in  Lafayette,  Louisi- 
ana; Seattle,  Washington;  Ann  Arbor,  Michi- 
gan; and  Anchorage,  Alaska;  as  well  as  sev- 
eral other  laboratories.  This  would  severely 
hamper  the  Service's  ability  to  provide  basic 
scientific  information  to  the  land  managing 
bureaus  within  the  Department,  including 
programs  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and 
■vv"Ouid  eMmin."".'.:-  joint  .St.ite  projects  under- 
way in  more  than  30  States. 

The  Senate  is  urged  not  to  imperil  our  Na- 
tion's standing  on  the  technology  frontier. 

HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

The  House-passed  bill  would  threaten  the 
well-being  of  our  Nation's  most  needy  and 
vulnerable  citizens  and  would  wreak  havoc 
upon  the  stability  of  our  Nation's  most  dis- 
tressed communities.  The  draconian  cuts 
targeted  towards  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
would  deny  help  to  63.000  needy,  low-income 
households,  including  many  homeless  fami- 
lies. The  bill  could  also  prevent  another 
24.000  homeless  families  from  moving  to 
transitional  or  permanent  housing  during 
this  fiscal  year.  Hundreds  of  communities 
would  lose  money  that  they  have  counted  on 
for  critical  community  needs  such  as  hous- 
ing rehabilitation  and  social  services  for  the 
elderly. 

In  addition,  the  House's  rescission  of  all 
FY  1995  funding  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's primary  rural  multi-family  rental 
housing  direct  loan  program  (section  515) 
would  put  thousands  of  rural  residents  living 
in  existing  Federal  multi-family  projects  at 
risk  and  jeopardize  the  Government's  invest- 
ment in  these  projects.  Many  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture's  projects  need  to  be  re- 
habilitated and.  without  the  FY  1995  funding, 
would  be  in  danger  of  being  closed. 
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COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS  (CDFI)  FUND 

The  proposed  rescission  of  $124  million  con- 
tained in  the  House-passed  bill  would  termi- 
nate this  program.  Without  this  funding,  in 
FYs  1995  and  1996  the  CDFI  Fund  would  not 
be  able  to  provide:  $10  million  in  direct  loan 
subsidies  to  support  over  $23  million  of  direct 
loans  to  CDFIs;  $70.5  million  in  grants,  tech- 
nical assistance,  and  other  financial  assist- 
ance to  CDFIs;  and  $39  million  in  community 
development  incentives  for  depository  insti- 
tutions. The  Fund's  investments  in  CDFIs, 
banks,  and  thrifts  would  leverage  an  esti- 
mated $500  million  in  investments,  loans, 
and  financial  services  in  the  country's  most 
distressed  communities.  The  Senate  is  urged 
to  restore  this  funding. 

INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

The  House-passed  bill  does  not  appropriate 
the  requested  $672  million  emergency  supple- 
mental for  assessed  U.N.  peacekeeping  costs 
that  will  accrue  during  FY  1995.  The  United 
States  is  bound  by  treaty  to  pay  these  costs. 
Failure  to  pay  them  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  will  imperil  the  continuity  of  U.N.  mis- 
sions in  regions  of  great  importance  to  the 
U.S.  national  security  and  foreign  policy  in- 
terests. Rather  than  approve  the  requested 
supplemental,  the  House  has  proposed  to  re- 
scind peacekeeping  funds. 

The  House-passed  bill  provides  only  $50 
million  of  the  $275  million  requested  for  Jor- 
dan debt  forgiveness.  This  debt  forgiveness  is 
linked  to  the  historic  steps  taken  by  King 
Hussein  to  conclude  a  peace  agreement  with 
Israel,  an  act  that  markedl.v  improved  pros- 
pects for  overall  peace  in  the  region  and  that 
involved  considerable  risk  for  King  Hussein. 
We  urge  the  Congress  to  provide  for  Jordan 
debt  forgiveness  in  H.R.  889  as  it  passed  the 
Senate  in  support  of  the  hopeful  develop- 
ments in  this  region. 

HIGHWAYS— E.MERGENCY  RELIEF 

The  House-passed  bill  would  eliminat*  $351 
million  in  funding  previously  appropriated  in 
response  to  the  Northridge  earthquake  and 
other  disasters.  Over  $50  million  of  this 
amount  is  expected  to  be  needed  just  to  meet 
claims  for  iloud  damage  in  California  and 
Washington.  In  addition  to  leaving  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  unable  to  meet 
the  funding  needs  of  existing  disasters,  this 
rescission  would  eliminate  the  Department's 
ability  to  respond  promptly  to  future  disas- 
ters. Instead  of  recommending  re.scission  of 
these  needed  funds,  the  Administration  urges 
the  Senate  to  cancel  unobligated  balances  of 
highway  demonstration  projects,  as  proposed 
in  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget. 

DRINKING  WATER  STATE  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

The  rescission  of  $1.3  billion  in  funds  to 
help  municipalities  comply  with  Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act  requirements  contained  in  the 
House-passed  bill  would  seriously  exacerbate 
local  financing  problems.  Municipalities 
need  almost  $9  billion  in  capital  costs  to 
comply  with  existing  regulations  and  addi- 
tional billions  to  comply  with  future  rules 
needed  to  prevent  problems  such  as  the 
Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in  Milwaukee  in 
1993  that  killed  100  people  and  caused  illness 
in  another  400,000. 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  fails  to  author- 
ize the  drinking  water  state  revolving  fund 
program,  these  funds  can  be  used  without 
further  Congressional  action  to  address  the 
$137  billion  in  wastewater  construction 
needs. 
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COAST  GUARD 

The  Administration  opposes  the  House  ac- 
tion to  reduce  Coast  Guard  operatinR-  ex- 
penses while  supplementing  funding  for  ex- 
penses related  to  operations  in  Haiti  and 
Cuba.  Offsets  to  pay  for  those  activities 
deemed  an  emergency  by  the  Administration 
are  counterproductive.  Additional  cuts 
would  negate  the  effects  of  the  supple- 
mental, thereby  rendering  the  Coast  Guard 
less  able  to  provide  the  level  of  service  the 
public  expects. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

The  Administration  believes  that  the 
House's  action  to  reduce  funding  for  the  Cor- 
poration for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB)  by  a 
total  of  23  percent  from  FY  1995  to  FY  1997  is 
excessive  and  shortsighted.  The  Administra- 
tion is  committed  to  providing  equal  access 
to  educational  opportunities,  particularly 
for  young  children,  regardless  of  income  or 
geographic  location. 

OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY  AND  HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATION  (OSHAi 

The  House-passed  bill  would  rescind  $19.6 
million  from  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration.  This  is  a  6.3  percent 
reduction  in  OSHA  funding  and  effectively  a 
12.6  percent  reduction  since  it  comes  so  late 
in  the  fiscal  year.  The  rescission  would  have 
a  dramatic  impact  on  OSHA's  ability  to  ful- 
fill its  mission  to  protect  workers  and  on  the 
Administration's  efforts  to  make  the  agency 
more  effective.  This  rescission  would  hinder 
OSHA's  compliance  assistance  programs  and 
education  and  training  initiatives,  as  well  as 
enforcement,  resulting  in  an  estimated  6.300 
additional  preventable  injuries. 
H.R.  1158  Making  Emf-rcencv  Supplemental 

Appropriations  for  Additional  Disaster 

Assistance  and  Maki.ng  Rescissions  for 

the  Fiscal  Year  Ending  September  30. 

1995.  and  for  Other  Purposes 

This  Statement  of  Administration  Policy 
provides  the  Administration's  views  on  the 
supplemental  appropriations  and  rescissions 
bill  as  reported  by  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee. 

The  Administration  strongly  opposes  this 
bill  in  its  present  form  We  believe  that  it 
unnecessarily  cuts  valuable,  proven  pro- 
grams that  educate  our  children  and  aid  the 
disadvantaged.  The  Administration  also  op- 
poses cuts  for  programs  that  were  estab- 
lished to  ensure  our  Nation's  role  in  the  ad- 
vancement of  technology.  We  also  strongly 
oppose  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  would 
upset  the  balance  contained  in  current  law 
concerning  Federal  funding  of  abortions  for 
the  victims  of  rape  and  incest  and  a  provi- 
sion that  would  prohibit  implementation  of 
the  Executive  Order  on  striker  replacements. 
Based  on  all  of  these  considerations,  if  the 
President  were  presented  a  bill  containing 
these  provisions,  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  would  recommend 
that  he  veto  the  bill. 

As  the  President  said  in  his  February  14. 
1995.  letter,  the  Administration  is  proud  of 
its  record  for  reducing  the  deficit  while  pro- 
viding prompt  assistance  to  the  victims  of 
natural  disasters.  The  Budget  Enforcement 
Act.  signed  by  President  Bush,  established 
the  authority  for  the  President  and  Congress 
to  exempt  certain  spending  from  statutory 
caps,  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
emergency.  unanticipated  requirements. 
This  joint  designation  by  the  President  and 
the  Congress  has  been  used  over  the  last  four 
years  to  provide  critical  assistance  in  re- 
sponse to  earthquakes,  hurricanes,  floods, 
extreme  cold  and  agricultural  disasters,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


The  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993.  the  Ad- 
ministration worked  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  largest  deficit  reduction  package 
in  history.  We  cut  Federal  spending  $255  bil- 
lion over  five  years,  cut  taxes  for  40  million 
low-  and  moderate-income  Americans,  and 
made  90  percent  of  small  businesses  eligible 
for  tax  relief,  while  increasing  income  tax 
rates  only  on  the  wealthiest  1.2  percent  of 
Americans.  As  we  placed  a  tight  'freeze'  on 
overall  discretionary  spending  at  the  FY  1993 
levels,  we  shifted  spending  toward  invest- 
ment in  human  and  physical  capital  that 
will  help  secure  our  future. 

This  Administration's  economic  plan 
helped  bring  the  deficit  down  from  $290  bil- 
lion in  FY  1992.  to  $203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to 
a  projected  $193  billion  this  year— providing 
three  straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  The  Administration 
does  not  believe  that  sound  programs,  par- 
ticularly those  aimed  at  the  disadvantaged 
and  those  that  will  ensure  our  Nation's 
standing  in  areas  of  science  and  technology, 
should  be  cut.  It  would  be  particularly  un- 
wise to  make  such  cuts  to  finance  a  tax  cut 
for  higher-income  taxpayers. 

In  the  FY  1996  Budget,  the  President  has 
proposed  significant  rescissions  for  FY  1995 
and  additional  program  terminations  in  FY 
1996  for  numerous  low-priority  programs.  In 
contrast,  this  bill  would  impose  severe  re- 
ductions on  a  number  of  high-priority  pro- 
grams. These  cuts  would  have  a  particularly 
harmful  effect  on  our  Nation's  children  by 
cutting  funding  for  National  Service.  Sum- 
mer Jobs,  and  WIC.  Many  of  the  cuts  are 
shortsighted,  reducing  funding  for  education, 
for  advanced  technology  programs  that  are 
critical  to  our  Nation's  future,  and  eliminat- 
ing funding  for  the  Community  Development 
Financial  Institutions  (CDFI)  Fund,  which 
would  be  instrumental  in  leveraging  invest- 
ments in  our  country's  most  distressed  com- 
munities Other  ruts  would  a.dversely  affect 
the  health  of  Americans  by  cutting  safe 
drinking  water  funding  and  violent  crime 
prevention  programs. 

The  Administration  is  opposed  to  an 
amendment  that  was  added  by  the  Commit- 
tee that  would  allow  states  to  decide  to  stop 
using  public  funds  to  pay  for  abortions  in 
cases  of  rape  and  incest.  The  President  be- 
lieves that  abortion  should  be  safe,  legal,  and 
rare.  The  Administration  is  committed  to 
ensuring  that  women  who  are  victims  of  rape 
and  incest  have  the  right  to  choose  abortion 
as  an  option.  A  woman  should  not  be  pre- 
cluded from  choosing  this  option  if  she  is 
poor. 

The  Administration  opposes  a  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  prohibit  the  Executive 
Branch  from  using  FY  1995  funds  to  issue, 
implement,  administer,  or  enforce  any  Exec- 
utive Order  or  other  rule  or  order  that  pro- 
hibits Federal  contracts  with  companies  that 
hire  permanent  replacements  for  striking 
employees.  This  provision  would  impinge 
upon  the  Executive  Branch's  ability  to  en- 
sure a  stable  supply  of  quality  goods  and 
services  for  the  government's  programs. 

The  Administration  objects  to  an  amend- 
ment that  was  added  by  the  Committee  that 
would  mandate  a  minimum  level  of  timber 
salvage  sales  from  Forest  Service  and  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management  lands.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  has  advised  that  enactment 
of  this  amendment  would  likely  result  in  re- 


newed judicial  review  of  the  President's  For- 
est Plan  and  could  reduce  timber,  grazing. 
and  mining  activities  in  the  West.  The  Ad 
ministration  is  already  taking  steps  lo  r- 
store  and  sustain  significant  levels  of  tii!;t,>  r 
harvest  in  the  immediate  future.  In  addition, 
the  Administration  will  .shortly  announce 
changes  in  the  consultation  process  designed 
to  expedite  review  of  timber  salvage  sales  as 
well  as  other  actions  to  increase  timber  har- 
vest, in  full  compliance  with  environmental 
laws. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  chosen  to  include  ur- 
gently needed  FEMA  emergency  supple- 
mental funds  in  this  controversial  bill.  Thi.s 
could  cause  an  unnecessary  delay  in  assist 
ance  to  victims  of  natural  disasters.  If  action 
on  the  .Administration's  request  is  delayed, 
FEMA  will,  beginning  in  May.  be  unable  to 
allocate  funds  to  meet  an.v  new  disaster  re- 
quirements, unless  money  reserved  for  the  40 
states  currently  receiving  disaster  assistance 
is  cut. 

Additional   Administration  concerns  with 
the  Committee-reported  bill  are  contained  in 
the  attachment. 
Additional  Concerns  as  Reported  by  the 
House  Full  Committee 

FEMA  disaster  RELIEF 
P.L.  102-229.  the  Dire  Emergency  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  .Act  of  1992.  contained 
a  special  provision  on  emergency  designa- 
tions under  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
(BEA)  for  FEMA  Stafford  Act  activities. 
That  provision  specifies  that  all  appropria- 
tions for  disaster  assistance  in  excess  of  the 
then  historical  annual  average  obligation  of 
$320  million  (or  the  amount  of  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request,  whichever  is  lower) 
"shall  be  considered  as  'emergency  require- 
ments" pursuant  to"  the  BEA.  and  "such 
amounts  shall  hereafter  be  so  designated." 
This  provision  is  permanent  law  applying  in 
FY  1993  and  "thereafter.  "  and  expressl.v  ap- 
plies "notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,"  In  FY  1995.  the  President  requested 
and  the  Congress  did  in  fact  appropriate  $320 
million  for  FEMA  disaster  activities. 

The  .Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  CornnuttcL-  has  decided  to  disregard  this 
provision  of  law  and  to  include  this  emer- 
gency funding  in  a  controversial  rescission 
bill,  which  will  inevitably  lead  to  delay. 
SUMMER  jobs 

The  Summer  Jobs  Program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  economically  disadvantaged  youth 
who  might  otherwise  not  have  any  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  necessary  job  skills  and 
workplace  behaviors  during  crucial  forma- 
tive years.  The  proposed  rescission  would 
eliminate  funding  for  the  Summer  Youth 
Employment  program  in  each  of  the  sum- 
mers of  1995  and  1996.  thereby  eliminating 
job  opportunities  for  about  615.000  disadvan- 
taged youth  in  each  of  these  summers.  The 
Administration  strongly  believes  that  im- 
proving the  job  prospects  of  at-risk  youth  i.s 
an  important  element  in  a  broader  strategy 
to  ensure  employment  opportunities  for  all 
Americans  and  a  vibrant.  productive 
workforce  for  U.S.  business.  The  House  is 
urged  to  restore  funding  for  this  important 
initiative. 

national  service 

The  proposed  $210  million  rescission  for  the 
Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service  would  reduce  significantly  the  Presi- 
dent"s  National  Service  program,  depriving 
more  than  15.000  young  adults  of  the  oppor- 
tunity to  serve  their  communities  as  an 
AmeriCorps  member  and  earn  an  education 


benefit.  The  proposed  rescission  would  elimi- 
nate funding  for  the  opportunity  for  thou- 
sands of  school  children  to  learn  about  re- 
spon.sibility  to  their  community  for  the  first 
time. 

This  program  ha.s  a  proven  track  record. 
For  example.  .AmeriCorps  members  have  al- 
read.v  reclaimed  recreation  areas  in  inner 
cities  from  gangs,  and  thousands  of  low-in- 
come and  migrant  children  have  received 
proper  immunizations  to  protect  their 
health. 

The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  service  is  a  key  to  solving  problems 
inside  America"s  communities.  The  House  is 
urged  to  restore  funding  for  this  important 
program. 

WOMEN,  infants,  and  CHILDREN  (WIO 

The  bill  would  reduce  funds  available  for 
the  Special  Supplemental  nutrition  Program 
for  Women.  Infants,  and  Children  (WIC)  by 
$25  million.  The  WIC  program  provides  nutri- 
tious supplemental  foods  to  low-income 
pregnant,  post-partum.  and  breastfeeding 
women,  and  to  infants  and  children  up  to 
their  fifth  birthda.v.  The  Committee's  action 
would  result  in  600,000  fewer  food  packages 
for  women,  infants,  and  children.  Jeopardiz- 
ing the  health  and  welfare  of  these  mothers 
and  children  cannot  be  justified. 
education  programs 

The  bill  would  reduce  by  over  one-third 
($174  million)  the  funding  for  Goals  2000. 
which  would  greatly  diminish  support  to 
States  and  communities  for  raising  academic 
standards  and  improving  their  local  schools. 
The  bill  also  propo.ses  to  cut  the  Education 
for  the  Disadvantaged  program  by  $105  mil- 
lion, which  would  reduce  services  to  educa- 
tionally disadvantaged  children.  The  bill's 
.sharp  reduction  in  funding  for  education 
technology  program  ($65  million)  would  en- 
able fewer  local  communities  to  put  state-of- 
the-art  tools  of  learning  in  classrooms  where 
they  are  most  needed  to  prepare  our  students 
for  the  future. 

science  and  technology 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  .science  and  technology.  These  invest- 
ments will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  pub- 
lic; job  creation  and  economic  growth:  world 
leadership  in  science,  mathematics,  and  en- 
gineering; and  harnessed  information  tech- 
nology. The  rescissions  proposed  in  this  bill 
for  many  of  the  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce  would  severely  threaten  the 
United  States"  standing  with  respect  to  tech- 
nology advancements  and  competitiveness. 

The  propo.sed  rescission  of  funds  for  the 
Manufacturing  Extension  Partnership  Pro- 
Lfram  at  the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
.xnd  Technology  iNIST)  would  reduce  the 
number  of  new  centers  established  from  36  to 
10.  This  would  result  in  reduced  access  to 
state-of-the-art  manufacturing  technology 
and  techniques  by  U.S.  manufacturers— a 
key  component  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  $;30  million  rescission  proposed  for  the 
National  Information  Infrastructure  Grants 
program  would  eliminate  grants  to  about  70- 
90  schools,  hospitals,  non-profits,  and  state 
and  local  governments.  This  action  would  de- 
crease the  credibility  of  the  program  as  a 
funding  source  and  thus  discourage  private 
sector  matching  grants  to  program  appli- 
cants. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  for  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  (DOE)  solar,  renewable 
energy,  and  conservation  research  programs. 
Such  reductions  would  threaten  our  national 
effort  to  implement  fully  the  Energy  Policy 


-Act  of  1992  and  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  Reduction  to  the  DOE  science  budget 
also  would  adversely  impact  climate  change. 
human  genome,  and  neutron  research.  In  ad- 
dition, the  $45  million  reduction  to  the  Envi- 
ronmental Management  program  would  im- 
pede progress  at  several  of  the  Department's 
cleanup  sites. 

The  propo.sed  rescission  of  $16.8  million,  or 
10  percent  of  the  operating  budget  of  the  Na- 
tional Biological  Service  in  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  this  late  in  the  fiscal  year, 
will  force  the  Service  to  consider  closing  one 
or  more  of  the  four  major  Centers  located  in 
Lafayette.  Louisiana;  Seattle.  Washington; 
Ann  Arbor,  Michigan:  and  Anchorage.  Alas- 
ka; as  well  as  several  other  laboratories. 
This  would  severely  hamper  the  Service's 
ability  to  provide  basic  scientific  informa- 
tion the  land  managing  bureaus  within  the 
Department,  including  programs  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  and  would  eliminate  joint 
State  projects  underway  in  more  than  30 
States. 

The  House  is  urged  not  to  imperil  our  Na- 
tion's standing  on  the  technology  frontier. 
violent  crime  and  drug  abuse  control 

The  .Administration  is  concerned  that  the 
Committee  has  chosen  to  rescind  nearly  $482 
million  in  funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drug 
Free  School  Program  at  the  same  time  that 
every  poll  shows  that  crime  and  school  safe- 
ty are  a  major  concern  of  Americans.  This 
program  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  .Adminis- 
tration's fight  against  the  use  of  drugs  and 
stimulants  by  an  alarmingly  increasing 
number  of  our  youth. 

The  Administration  opposes  the  Commit- 
tee's recommendation  to  rescind  $65  million 
for  violent  crime  prevention  and  drug  con- 
trol initiatives  funded  through  the  Violent 
Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund.  Of  this 
amount,  nearly  $28  million  would  come  from 
the  Drug  Courts  program,  which  will  provide 
drug  treatment  and  real  opportunities  for  re- 
habilitation for  non-violent,  first-time  drug 
offenders.  Another  $37  million  would  come 
from  the  Family  and  Community  Endeavor 
Schools  (FACES)  program,  which  seeks  to 
provide  healthy  alternatives  to  the  streets 
for  youth. 

housing  assistance 

AS  currently  drafted,  this  bill  would 
threaten  the  well-being  of  our  Nation's  most 
needy  and  vulnerable  citizens  and  would 
wreak  havoc  upon  the  stability  of  our  Na- 
tion's most  distressed  communities.  The  dra- 
conian  cuts  targeted  towards  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment would  deny  help  to  63.000  needy,  low- 
income  households,  including  many  home- 
less families.  The  bill  would  also  prevent  an- 
other 24.000  homeless  families  from  moving 
to  transitional  or  permanent  housing  during 
this  fiscal  year.  Hundreds  of  communities 
would  lose  money  that  they  have  counted  on 
for  critical  community  needs  such  as  hous- 
ing rehabilitation  and  social  services  for  the 
elderly.  The  House  is  urged  to  restore  fund- 
ing to  these  vital  areas. 

In  addition,  the  rescission  of  all  FY  1995 
funding  for  the  Federal  Government's  pri- 
mary rural  multi-family  rental  housing  di- 
rect loan  program  (section  515)  would  put 
thousands  of  rural  residents  living  in  exist- 
ing Federal  multi-family  projects  at  risk  and 
jeopardize  the  Government's  investment  in 
these  projects.  Many  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  projects  need  to  be  rehabili- 
tated and.  without  the  FY  1995  funding, 
would  be  in  danger  of  being  closed. 

community  development  financial 

institutions  (CDFI)  FUND 
The    proposed    rescission    of   $124    million 
would  terminate  this  program.  Without  this 
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funding,  the  CDFI  Fund  would  not  be  able  to 
provide:  $10  million  in  direct  loan  subsidies 
to  support  over  $23  million  of  direct  loans  to 
CDFIs:  $50  million  in  grants,  technical  as- 
sistance, and  other  financial  assistance  lo 
CDFIs;  and  $20  million  in  community  devel- 
opment incentives  for  depository  institu- 
tions. The  Fund"s  investments  in  CDFIs. 
banks,  and  thrifts  would  leverage  an  esti- 
mated $500  million  in  investments,  loans, 
and  financial  services  in  the  country"s  most 
distressed  communities.  The  House  is  urged 
to  restore  this  funding. 

international  programs 

The  bill  does  not  appropriate  the  requested 
$672  million  emergency  supplemental  for  as- 
sessed U.N.  peacekeeping  costs  that  will  ac- 
crue during  FY  1995.  The  United  States  Is 
bound  by  treaty  to  pay  these  costs.  Failure 
to  pay  them  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  will 
imperil  the  continuity  of  U.N.  missions  in  re- 
gions of  great  importance  to  the  U.S.  na- 
tional security  and  foreign  policy  interests. 
Rather  than  approve  the  requested  supple- 
mental, the  Committee  has  rescinded  peace- 
keeping funds. 

This  bill  provides  only  $50  million  of  the 
$275  million  requested  for  Jordan  debt  for- 
giveness. This  debt  forgiveness  is  linked  to 
the  historic  steps  taken  by  King  Hussein  to 
conclude  a  peace  agreement  with  Israel,  an 
act  that  markedly  improved  prospects  for 
overall  peace  in  the  region  and  that  involved 
considerable  risk  for  King  Hussein.  We  urge 
the  House  to  provide  the  requested  funds  for 
Jordan  debt  forgiveness  in  .support  of  the 
hopeful  developments  in  this  region. 

highways— EMERGE.NCY  RELIEF 
This  bill  would  eliminate  $351  million  in 
funding  previously  appropriated  in  response 
to  the  Northridge  earthquake  and  other  dis- 
asters. Over  $50  million  of  this  amount  is  ex- 
pected to  be  needed  just  to  meet  claims  for 
flood  damage  in  California  and  Washington. 
In  addition  to  leaving  the  Department  of 
Transportation  unable  to  meet  the  funding 
needs  or  existing  di.sasters.  this  rescission 
would  eliminate  the  Department's  ability  to 
respond  promptly  to  future  disasters. 

Instead  of  recommending  rescission  of 
these  needed  funds,  the  Administration  urges 
the  House  to  cancel  unobligated  balances  of 
highway  demonstration  projects,  as  proposed 
in  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget. 

DRINKING  W.\TER  STATE  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

The  rescission  of  $1.3  billion  in  funds  to 
help  municipalities  comply  with  Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act  requirements  would  seriously 
exacerbate  local  financing  problems.  Munici- 
palities need  almost  $9  billion  in  capital 
costs  to  comply  with  existing  regulations 
and  additional  billions  to  comply  with  future 
rules  needed  to  prevent  problems  such  as  the 
Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in  Milwaukee  in 
1993  that  killed  100  people  and  caused  illness 
in  another  400.000. 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  fails  to  author- 
ize the  drinking  water  state  revolving  fund 
program,  these  funds  can  be  used  without 
further  Congressional  action  to  address  the 
$137  billion  in  wastewater  construction 
needs. 

COAST  guard 

The  .Administration  opposes  action  to  re- 
duce Coast  Guard  operating  expenses  while 
supplementing  funding  for  expenses  related 
to  operations  in  Haiti  and  Cuba.  Offsets  to 
pay  for  those  activities  deemed  an  emer- 
gency by  the  Administration  are  counter- 
productive. Additional  cuts  would  negate  the 
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effects  of  the  supplemental,  thereby  render- 
ing the  Coast  Guard  less  able  to  provide  the 
level  of  service  the  public  expects. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

The  Administration  believes  that  the  Com- 
mittee's action  to  reduce  funding  for  the 
Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB) 
by  a  toul  of  23  percent  from  FY  1995  to  FY 
1997  is  excessive  and  shortsighted.  The  Ad- 
ministration is  committed  to  providing 
equal  access  to  educational  opportunities, 
particularly  for  young  children,  regardless  of 
income  or  geographic  location. 
H.R.  1158— Making  E.mergency  Supple- 
mental   APPROPRIATIONS    FOR    ADDITIONAL 

Disaster  Assistance  and  Making  Rescis- 
sions FOR  the  Fiscal  Year  Ending  Sep- 

TE.MBER  30.   1995,   AND  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 

H.R.  1159— Making  Supplemental  Appro- 
priations AND  Rescissions  for  the  Fiscal 
Year  Ending  September  30,  1995  and  for 
Other  Purposes 

This  Statement  of  Administration  Policy 
provides  the  Administration's  views  on  the 
two  supplemental  appropriations  and  rescis- 
sions bills.  H.R.  1158  and  H.R.  1159.  as  re- 
ported by  the  House  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee. 

The  Administration  strongly  opposes  both 
of  these  bills  in  their  present  form.  We  be- 
lieve that  they  unnecessarily  cut  valuable, 
proven  programs  that  educate  our  children 
and  aid  the  disadvantaged.  The  Administra- 
tion also  opposes  cuts  for  programs  that 
were  established  to  ensure  our  Nation's  role 
in  the  advancement  of  technology.  We  also 
strongly  oppose  a  provision  in  the  bill  which 
would  upset  the  balance  contained  in  current 
law  concerning  Federal  funding  of  abortions 
for  the  victims  of  rape  and  incest  and  a  pro- 
vision that  would  prohibit  implementation 
of  the  Executive  Order  on  striker  replace- 
ments. Based  on  all  of  these  considerations, 
if  the  President  were  presented  a  bill  con- 
taining the  provisions  of  these  two  bills,  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  would  recommend  that  he  veto  the 
bill. 

As  the  President  said  in  his  February  14. 
1995.  letter,  the  Administration  is  proud  of 
its  record  for  reducing  the  deficit  while  pro- 
viding prompt  assistance  to  the  victims  of 
natural  disasters.  The  Budget  Enforcement 
Act.  signed  by  President  Bush,  established 
the  authority  for  the  President  and  Congress 
to  exempt  certain  spending  from  the  statu- 
tory caps,  specifically  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  emergency,  unanticipated  require- 
ments. This  joint  designation  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Congress  has  been  used  over  the 
last  four  years  to  provide  critical  assistance 
in  response  to  earthQuakes.  hurricanes, 
floods,  extreme  cold  and  agricultural  disas- 
ters, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  .Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993,  the  Ad- 
ministration worked  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  largest  deficit  reduction  package 
in  history.  We  cut  Federal  spending  by  $255 
billion  over  five  years,  cut  taxes  for  40  mil- 
lion low-  and  moderate-income  Americans, 
and  made  90  percent  of  small  businesses  eli- 
gible for  tax  relief,  while  increasing  income 
tax  rates  only  on  the  wealthiest  1.2  percent 
of  Americans.  As  we  placed  a  tight  'freeze" 
on  overall  discretionary  spending  at  the  FY 
1993  levels,  we  shifted  spending  toward  in- 
vestments in  human  and  physical  capital 
that  will  help  secure  our  future. 

This  Administration's  economic  plan 
helped  bring  the  deficit  down  from  $290  bil- 
lion in  FY  1992.  to  $203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to 
a  projected  $193  billion  this  year— providing 


three  straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  The  Administration 
does  not  believe  that  sound  programs,  par- 
ticularly those  aimed  at  the  disadvantaged 
and  those  that  will  ensure  our  Nation's 
standing  in  areas  of  science  and  technology, 
should  be  cut.  It  would  be  particularly  un- 
wise to  make  such  cuts  to  finance  a  tax  cut 
for  higher-income  taxpayers. 

In  the  FY  1996  Budget,  the  President  has 
proposed  significant  rescissions  for  FY  1995 
and  additional  program  terminations  in  FY 
1996  for  numerous  low  priority  programs.  In 
contrast,  the  two  House  bills.  H.R.  1158  and 
H.R.  1159.  would  impose  severe  reductions  on 
a  number  of  high-priority  programs.  These 
cuts  would  have  a  particularly  harmful  ef- 
fect on  our  Nation's  children  by  cutting 
funding  for  National  Service.  Summer  Jobs, 
and  WIC.  Many  of  the  cuts  are  shortsighted, 
reducing  funding  for  education,  for  advanced 
technology  programs  that  are  critical  to  our 
Nation's  future,  and  eliminating  funding  for 
the  Community  Development  Financial  In- 
stitutions (CDFI)  Fund,  which  would  be  in- 
strumental in  leveraging  investments  in  our 
country's  most  distressed  communities. 
Other  cuts  would  adversely  affect  the  health 
of  Americans  by  cutting  safe  drinking  water 
funding  and  violent  crime  prevention  pro- 
grams. 

The  Administration  is  opposed  to  an 
amendment  that  was  added  by  the  Commit- 
tee to  H.R.  1159  that  would  allow  states  to 
decide  to  stop  using  public  funds  to  pay  for 
abortions  in  cases  of  rape  and  incest.  The 
President  believes  that  abortion  should  be 
safe,  legal,  and  rare.  The  Administration  is 
committed  to  ensuring  that  women  who  are 
victims  of  rape  and  incest  have  the  right  to 
choose  abortion  as  an  option.  A  woman 
should  not  be  precluded  from  choosing  this 
option  if  she  is  poor. 

The  Administration  opposes  a  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  prohibit  the  Executive 
Branch  from  using  FY  1995  funds  to  issue, 
implement,  administer,  or  enforce  any  Exec- 
utive Order  or  other  rule  or  order  that  pro- 
hibits Federal  contracts  with  companies  that 
hire  permanent  replacements  for  striking 
employees.  This  provision  would  impinge 
upon  the  Executive  Branch's  ability  to  en- 
sure a  stable  supply  of  quality  goods  and 
services  for  the  government's  programs. 

The  Administration  objects  to  an  amend- 
ment that  was  added  by  the  Committee  that 
would  mandate  a  minimum  level  of  timber 
salvage  sales  from  Forest  Service  and  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management  lands.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  has  advised  that  enactment 
of  this  amendment  would  likely  result  in  re- 
newed judicial  review  of  the  President's  For- 
est Plan  and  could  reduce  timber,  grazing, 
and  mining  activities  in  the  West.  The  Ad- 
ministration is  already  taking  steps  to  re- 
store and  sustain  significant  levels  of  timber 
harvest  in  the  immediate  future.  In  addition, 
the  Administration  will  shortly  announce 
changes  in  the  consultation  process  in  order 
to  expedite  review  of  timber  salvage  sales  as 
well  as  other  actions  to  increase  timber  har- 
vest, in  full  compliance  with  environmental 
laws. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  chosen  to  include  ur- 
gently needed  FEMA  emergency  supple- 
mental funds  in  a  controversial  bill  such  as 
H  R.  1158.  This  could  cause  an  unnecessary 
delay  in  assistance  to  victims  of  natural  dis- 


asters. If  action  on  the  .Administration's  re- 
quest is  delayed,  FEMA  will,  beginning  in 
May,  be  unable  to  allocate  funds  to  meet  any 
new  disaster  requirements,  unless  money  re- 
served for  the  40  states  currently  receivinfr 
disaster  assistance  is  cut. 

Additional  Administration  concerns  with 
the  Committee-reported  bill  are  contained  in 
the  attachment. 

Additional  Concerns  H.R,  1158— Emergency 
Supplemental,  Rescission  Bill 

FEMA  DISA.STER  RELIEF 

P.L,  102-229.  the  Dire  Emergency  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  Act  of  1992.  contained 
a  special  provision  on  emergency  designa- 
tions under  the  Budget  Enforcement  .Art 
(BEA)  for  FEMA  Stafford  Act  activiti' 
That  provision  specifies  that  all  appropiui 
tions  for  disaster  assistance  in  excess  of  the 
then  historical  annual  average  obligation  of 
$320  million  (or  the  amount  of  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request,  whichever  is  lower) 
"shall  be  considered  as  emergency  require- 
ments' pursuant  to"  the  BEA.  and  "such 
amounts  shall  hereafter  be  so  designated." 
This  provision  is  permanent  law  applying  in 
FY  1993  and  "thereafter,"  and  expressly  ap- 
plies "notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law."  In  FY  1995,  the  President  requested 
and  the  Congress  did  in  fact  appropriate  $320 
million  for  FEMA  disaster  activities. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  decided  to  disregard  this 
provision  of  law  and  to  include  this  emer- 
gency funding  in  a  controversial  rescission 
bill,  which  will  inevitably  lead  to  delay. 

SUMMER  jobs 

The  Summer  Jobs  Program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  economically  disadvantaged  youth 
who  might  otherwise  not  have  any  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  necessary  job  skills  and 
workplace  behaviors  during  crucial  forma- 
tive years.  The  proposed  rescission  would 
eliminate  funding  for  the  Summer  Youth 
Employment  program  in  each  of  the  sum- 
mers of  1995  and  1996,  thereby  eliminating 
job  opportunities  for  about  615,000  disadvan- 
taged youth  in  each  of  these  summers. 

The  Administration  stronglv  believes  that 
improving  the  job  prospects  of  at-risk  youth 
is  an  important  element  in  a  broader  strat- 
egy to  ensure  employment  opportunities  for 
all  Americans  and  a  vibrant,  productive 
workforce  for  II,S,  business.  The  House  is 
urged  to  restore  funding  for  this  important 
initiative. 

N.\TI0NAL  service 

The  proposed  $210  million  rescission  for  the 
Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service  would  reduce  significantly  the  Presi- 
dent's National  Service  program,  depriving 
more  than  15,000  young  adults  of  the  oppor- 
tunity to  serve  their  communities  as  an 
AmeriCorps  member  and  earn  an  education 
benefit.  The  proposed  rescission  would  elimi- 
nate funding  for  the  opportunity  for  thou- 
sands of  school  children  to  learn  about  re- 
sponsibility to  their  community  for  the  first 
time. 

This  program  has  a  proven  track  record. 
For  example.  AmeriCorps  members  have  al- 
ready reclaimed  recreation  areas  in  inner 
cities  from  gangs,  and  thousands  of  low-in- 
come and  migrant  children  have  received 
proper  immunizations  to  protect  their 
health. 

The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  service  is  a  key  to  solving  problems 
inside  .America's  communities.  The  House  is 
urged  to  restore  funding  for  this  important 
program. 


WO.MEN,  infants,  AND  CHILDREN  (WICl 

The  bill  would  reduce  funds  available  for 
the  Special  -Supplemental  Nutrition  Program 
for  Women,  Infants,  and  Children  (WIC)  by 
$25  million.  The  WIC  program  provides  nutri- 
tious supplemental  foods  to  low-income 
pretrnant,  postpartum,  and  breastfeeding 
women,  and  to  infants  and  children  up  to 
their  fifth  birthday.  The  Committee's  action 
would  result  in  600,000  fewer  food  packages 
for  women,  infants,  and  children.  Jeopardiz- 
ing the  health  and  welfare  of  these  mothers 
and  children  cannot  be  justified. 

EDUCATION  programs 

The  bill  would  reduce  by  over  one-third 
($174  million)  the  funding  for  Goals  2000, 
which  would  greatly  diminish  support  to 
States  and  communities  for  raising  academic 
standards  and  improving  their  local  schools. 
The  bill  also  proposes  to  cut  the  Education 
for  the  Disadvantaged  program  by  $105  mil- 
lion, which  would  reduce  services  to  educa- 
tionally disadvantaged  children.  The  bill's 
sharp  reduction  in  funding  for  education 
technoIog,v  programs  ($65  million)  would  en- 
able fewer  local  communities  to  put  state-of- 
the-art  tools  of  learning  in  classrooms  where 
they  are  most  needed  to  prepare  our  students 
for  the  future. 

SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  science  and  technology.  These  invest- 
ments will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  pub- 
lic: job  creation  and  economic  growth:  world 
leadership  in  science,  mathematics,  and  en- 
gineering: and  harnessed  information  tech- 
nology. The  rescissions  proposed  in  this  bill 
for  many  of  the  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce  would  severely  threaten  the 
United  States'  standing  with  respect  to  tech- 
nology advancements  and  competitiveness. 

The  proposed  re.scission  of  funds  for  the 
Manufacturing  Extension  Partnership  Pro- 
gram at  the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology  (NIST)  would  reduce  the 
number  of  new  centers  established  from  36  to 
10.  This  would  result  in  reduced  access  to 
state-of-the-art  manufacturing  technology 
and  techniques  by  U.S.  manufacturers — a 
key  component  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  $30  million  rescission  proposed  for  the 
National  Information  Infrastructure  Grants 
program  would  eliminate  grants  to  about  70- 
90  schools,  hospitals,  non-profits,  and  state 
and  local  governments.  This  action  would  de- 
crease the  credibility  of  the  program  as  a 
funding  source  and  thus  discourage  private 
sector  matching  grants  to  program  appli- 
cants. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  for  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  (DOE)  solar,  renewable 
energy,  and  conservation  research  programs. 
Such  reductions  would  threaten  our  national 
effort  to  implement  fully  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  of  1992  and  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan.  Reduction  to  the  DOE  science  budget 
also  would  adversely  impact  climate  change, 
human  genome,  and  neutron  research.  In  ad- 
dition, the  $45  million  reduction  to  the  Envi- 
ronmental Management  program  would  im- 
pede progress  at  several  of  the  Department's 
cleanup  sites. 

The  proposed  rescission  of  $16.8  million,  or 
10  percent  of  the  operating  budget  of  the  Na- 
tional Biological  Service  in  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  this  late  in  the  fiscal  year. 
will  force  the  Service  to  consider  closing  one 
or  more  of  the  four  major  Centers  located  in 
Lafayette,  Louisiana:  Seattle.  Washington; 
Ann  Arbor,  Michigan;  and  Anchorage.  Alas- 
ka;   as   well    as   several    other    laboratories. 


This  would  severely  hamper  the  Service's 
ability  to  provide  basic  scientific  informa- 
tion to  the  land  managing  bureaus  within 
the  Department,  including  programs  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  would  eliminate  joint 
State  projects  underway  in  more  than  30 
States. 

The  House  is  urged  not  to  imperil  our  Na- 
tion's standing  on  the  technology  frontier, 

VIOLENT  CRI.ME  AND  DRUG  ABUSE  CONTROL 
The  Administration  is  concerned  that  the 
Committee  has  chosen  to  rescind  nearly  $482 
million  in  funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drug 
Free  School  Program  at  the  same  time  that 
every  poll  shows  that  crime  and  school  safe- 
ty are  a  major  concern  of  Americans.  This 
program  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  Adminis- 
tration's fight  against  the  use  of  drugs  and 
stimulants  by  an  alarmingly  increasing 
number  of  our  youth. 

The  Administration  opposes  the  Commit- 
tee's recommendation  to  rescind  $65  million 
for  violent  crime  prevention  and  drug  con- 
trol initiatives  funded  through  the  Violent 
Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund.  Of  this 
amount,  nearly  $28  million  would  come  from 
the  Drug  Courts  program,  which  will  provide 
drug  treatment  and  real  opportunities  for  re- 
habilitation for  non-violent,  first-time  drug 
offenders.  Another  $37  million  would  come 
from  the  Family  and  Community  Endeavor 
Schools  (FACES)  program,  which  seeks  to 
provide  healthy  alternatives  to  the  streets 
for  youth. 

HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

As  currently  drafted,  this  bill  would 
threaten  the  well-being  of  our  Nation's  most 
needy  and  vulnerable  citizens  and  would 
wreak  havoc  upon  the  stability  of  our  Na- 
tion's most  distressed  communities.  The  dra- 
conian  cuts  targeted  towards  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment would  deny  help  to  63.000  needy,  low- 
income  households,  including  many  home- 
less families.  The  bill  would  also  prevent  an- 
other 24,000  homeless  families  from  moving 
to  transitional  or  permanent  housing  during 
this  fiscal  year.  Hundreds  of  communities 
would  lose  mone.v  that  they  have  counted  on 
for  critical  community  needs  such  as  hous- 
ing rehabilitation  and  i^ocial  .ser\'ices  for  the 
elderly.  The  House  is  urged  to  restore  fund- 
ing to  these  vital  areas. 

In  addition,  the  rescission  of  all  FY  1995 
funding  for  the  Federal  Government's  pri- 
mary rural  multi-family  rental  housing  di- 
rect loan  program  (section  515)  would  put 
thousands  of  rural  residents  living  in  exist- 
ing Federal  multi-family  projects  at  risk  and 
jeopardize  the  Government's  investment  in 
these  projects.  Many  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  projects  need  to  be  rehabili- 
tated and.  without  the  FY  1995  funding, 
would  be  in  danger  of  being  closed. 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS  (CDFIl  FUND 

The  proposed  rescission  of  $124  million 
would  terminate  this  program.  Without  this 
funding,  the  CDFI  Fund  would  not  be  able  to 
provide:  $10  million  in  direct  loan  subsidies 
to  support  over  $23  million  of  direct  loans  to 
CDFIs;  $50  million  in  grants,  technical  as- 
sistance, and  other  financial  assistance  to 
CDFIs:  and  $20  million  in  community  devel- 
opment incentives  for  depository  institu- 
tions. The  Fund's  investments  in  CDFIs. 
banks,  and  thrifts  would  leverage  an  esti- 
mated $500  million  in  investments,  loans, 
and  financial  services  in  the  country's  most 
distressed  communities.  The  House  is  urged 
to  restore  this  funding. 

INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  does  not  appropriate  the  requested 
$672  million  emergency  supplemental  for  as- 
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sessed  U.N.  peacekeeping  costs  that  will  ac- 
crue during  FY  1995.  The  United  States  is 
bound  by  treaty  to  pay  these  costs.  Failure 
to  pay  them  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  will 
imperil  the  continuity  of  U.N.  missions  in  re- 
gions of  great  importance  to  the  US,  na- 
tional security  and  foreign  policy  interests. 
Rather  than  approve  the  requested  supple- 
mental, the  Committee  has  in  H.R.  1159  re- 
scinded peacekeeping  funds. 

HIGHWAYS— EMERGENCY  RELIEF 

This  bill  would  eliminate  $351  million  in 
funding  previously  appropriated  in  response 
to  the  Northridge  earthquake  and  other  dis- 
asters. Over  $50  million  of  this  amount  is  ex- 
pected to  be  needed  just  to  meet  claims  for 
flood  damage  in  California  and  Washington. 
In  addition  to  leaving  the  Department  of 
Transportation  unable  to  meet  the  funding 
needs  of  existing  disasters,  this  rescission 
would  eliminate  the  Department's  ability  to 
respond  promptly  to  future  disasters.  Instead 
of  recommending  rescission  of  these  needed 
funds,  the  Administration  urges  the  House  to 
cancel  unobligated  balances  of  highway  dem- 
onstration projects,  as  proposed  in  the  Presi- 
dent's FY  1996  Budget. 

DRINKING  WATER  STATE  REVOLVING  FUNDS 

The  rescission  of  $1.3  billion  in  funds  to 
help  municipalities  comply  with  Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act  requirements  would  seriously 
exacerbate  local  financing  problems.  Munici- 
palities need  almost  $9  billion  in  capital 
costs  to  comply  with  existing  regulations 
and  additional  billions  to  comply  with  future 
rules  needed  to  prevent  problems  such  as  the 
Cryptosporidium  outbreak  in  Milwaukee  in 
1993  that  killed  100  people  and  caused  illness 
in  another  400.000. 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  falls  to  author- 
ize the  drinking  water  state  revolving  fund 
program,  these  funds  can  be  used  without 
further  Congressional  action  to  address  the 
$137  billion  in  wastewater  construction 
needs. 

COAST  GUARD 

The  Administration  opposes  action  to  re- 
iluce  Coast  Guard  operating  expenses  while 
supplementing  funding  for  expenses  related 
to  operations  in  Haiti  and  Cuba.  Offsets  to 
pa.v  for  those  activities  deemed  an  emer- 
gency by  the  Administration  are  counter- 
productive. Additional  cuts  would  negate  the 
effects  of  the  supplemental,  thereby  render- 
ing the  Coast  Guard  less  able  to  provide  the 
level  of  service  the  public  expects. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

The  Administration  believes  that  the  Com- 
mittee's action  to  reduce  funding  for  the 
Corporation  for  Public  Broadcasting  (CPB) 
by  a  toUl  of  23  percent  from  FY  1995  to  FY 
1997  is  excessive  and  shortsighted.  The  Ad- 
ministration is  committed  to  providing 
equal  access  to  educational  opportunities, 
particularly  for  young  children,  regardless  of 
income  or  geographic  location. 

H.R.  1159— NON-E.MERGENCY  SUPPLEMENTAL/ 

RESCISSION  Bill 

INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

This  bill  provides  only  $50  million  of  the 
$275  million  requested  for  Jordan  debt  for- 
giveness. This  debt  forgiveness  is  linked  to 
the  historic  steps  taken  by  King  Hussein  to 
conclude  a  peace  agreement  with  Israel,  an 
act  that  markedly  improved  prospects  for 
overall  peace  in  the  region  and  that  involved 
considerable  risk  for  King  Hu.ssein.  We  urge 
the  House  to  provide  the  requested  funds  for 
Jordan  debt  forgiveness  in  support  of  the 
hopeful  developments  in  this  region. 
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May  18,  1995 


ExKcuTivE  Office  of  the 
Prf,sident. 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Washington.  DC.  Mar.  1.  1995. 
Hon.  Bob  Livingston, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations.   U.S. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  provide  the  Administration's 
views  on  the  two  supplemental  appropria- 
tions and  rescission  bills  that  are  being  con- 
sidered by  the  House  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. The  Administration  strongly  opposes 
these  bills  in  their  present  form.  We  believe 
that  they  unnecessarily  cut  valuable,  proven 
programs  that  aid  the  disadvantaged  in  our 
society  and  programs  that  were  established 
to  ensure  our  Nation's  role  in  the  advance- 
ment of  technology. 

The  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  deficit  reduction.  In  1993.  the  Ad- 
ministration worked  with  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  largest  deficit  reduction  package 
in  history.  We  cut  Federal  spending  by  S255 
billion  over  five  years,  cut  taxes  for  40  mil- 
lion low-  and  moderate-income  Americans, 
and  made  90  percent  of  small  businesses  eli- 
gible for  tax  relief,  while  increasing  income 
tax  rates  only  on  the  wealthiest  1.2  percent 
of  Americans.  While  placing  a  tight  "freeze" 
on  overall  discretionary  spending  at  the  FY 
1993  levels,  we  shifted  spending  toward  in- 
vestments in  human  and  physical  capital 
that  will  help  secure  our  future. 

This  Administration's  economic  plan 
helped  bring  the  deficit  down  from  $290  bil- 
lion in  FY  1992.  to  $203  billion  in  FY  1994.  to 
a  projected  $193  billion  this  year — providing 
three  straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman  was  Presi- 
dent. 

We  believe  that  we  can  address  the  issue  of 
deficit  reduction  and  provide  for  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights  without  putting  low-in- 
come families  at  risk.  The  Administration 
does  not  believe  that  sound  programs,  par- 
ticularly those  aimed  at  the  disadvantaged 
and  those  that  will  ensure  our  Nation's 
standing  in  areas  of  science  and  technology 
should  be  cut.  It  would  be  particularly  un- 
wise to  make  such  cuts  to  finance  a  tax  cut 
for  higher  income  taxpayers. 

In  the  FY  1996  Budget,  the  President  has 
proposed  significant  rescissions  for  FY  1995 
and  additional  program  terminations  in  FY 
1996  for  numerous  low-priority  programs.  In 
contrast,  the  draft  House  bills  would  impose 
severe  reductions  on  a  number  of  high-prior- 
ity programs.  These  cuts  would  have  a  par- 
ticularly harmful  effect  on  our  Nation's  chil- 
dren by  cutting  funding  for  National  Service, 
Summer  Jobs,  and  WIC.  Many  of  the  cuts  are 
shortsighted,  reducing  funding  for  education 
and  for  advanced  technology  programs  which 
are  critical  to  our  Nation's  future.  Other 
cuts  would  adversely  affect  the  health  of 
Americans  by  cutting  Ryan  White  and  safe 
drinking  water  funding.  Examples  of  the  Ad- 
ministration's concerns  on  specific  items  are 
discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  enclosure. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  chosen  to  include  ur- 
gently needed  FEMA  emergency  supple- 
mental funds  in  this  controversial  bill.  This 
could  cause  an  unnecessary  delay  in  assist- 
ance to  victims  of  natural  disasters.  If  action 
on  the  Administration's  request  is  delayed, 
FEMA  will,  beginning  in  May,  be  unable  to 
allocate  funds  to  meet  any  new  disaster  re- 
quirements, unless  money  reserved  for  the  40 
states  currently  receiving  disaster  assistance 
is  cut.  We  strongly  urge  the  Committee  to 
consider  funding  for  this  emergency  program 
in  a  separate  bill. 
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The  Administration  believes  that  the 
emergency  spending  provided  by  the  pending 
legislation  is  not  required  to  be  offset.  The 
Budget  Enforcement  Act  emergency  author- 
ity was  established  specifically  to  provide 
for  the  funding  of  such  unanticipated  re- 
quirements. 

As  the  President  said  in  his  February  14, 
1995.  letter,  the  Administration  is  proud  of 
its  record  for  reducing  the  deficit  while  pro- 
viding prompt  assistance  to  the  victims  of 
natural  disasters.  The  Budget  Enforcement 
Act,  signed  by  President  Bush,  established 
the  authority  for  the  President  and  Congress 
to  exempt  certain  spending  from  the  statu- 
tory caps,  specifically  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  emergency,  unanticipated  require- 
ments. This  joint  designation  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Congress  has  been  used  over  the 
last  four  years  to  provide  critical  assistance 
in  response  to  earthquakes,  hurricanes, 
floods,  extreme  cold  and  agricultural  disas- 
ters, and  for  other  purposes. 

We  would  encourage  the  Committee  to  re- 
view its  recommendations  and  adopt  a  re- 
scission package  that  is  more  consistent 
with  the  one  submitted  by  the  President  in 
his  FY  1996  Budget.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  the  Committee  to  address  our 
mutual  concerns. 
Sincerely. 

Alice  M.  Rivlin, 

Director. 

Enclosure. 

Examples  of  Concerns 
making  emf.rgency  supplemental  appro- 
priations FOR  additional  DISASTER  ASSIST- 
ANCE AND  MAKING  RESCI.SSIONS  FOR  THE  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  ENDING  SEPTE.MBER  30.  1995.  AND 
FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 

MAKING  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  AND 
RESCISSIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  ENDING 
SEPTEMBER  30,  1995,  AND  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 

EMERGENC  Y  SUPPLEMESTA  LRESCISSION 

BILL 

FEMA  Disaster  Relief 

P.L.  102-229.  the  Dire  Emergency  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  Act  of  1992.  contained 
a  special  provision  on  emergency  designa- 
tions undpr  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
(BEA»  for  FEMA  Stafford  Act  activities. 
That  provision  specifies  that  all  appropria- 
tions for  disaster  assistance  in  excess  of  the 
historical  average  obligation  of  $320  million 
(or  the  amount  of  the  President's  budget  re- 
quest, whichever  is  lower;  "shall  be  consid- 
ered as  emergency  requirements"  pursuant 
to"  the  BEA.  and  "such  amounts  shall  here- 
after be  so  designated."  This  provision  is 
permanent  law  applying  in  1993  and  "there- 
after." and  expressly  applies  "notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law."  In  FY  1995. 
Congress  did  in  fact  appropriate  $320  million 
for  FEMA  disaster  activities. 

The  Administration  is  disappointed  that 
the  Committee  has  decided  to  disregard  this 
provision  of  law  and  include  this  emergency 
funding  in  a  controversial  rescission  bill, 
which  will  inevitably  lead  to  delay. 
Housing  Assistance 

As  currently  drafted,  this  bill  would 
threaten  the  well-being  of  our  Nation's  most 
needy  and  vulnerable  citizens  and  would 
wreak  havoc  upon  the  stability  of  our  Na- 
tion's most  distressed  communities.  The  dra- 
conian  cuts  targeted  towards  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment would  eliminate  subsidized  housing 
assistance  to  63.000  needy,  low-income  house- 
holds, and  would  prevent  24.000  homele.ss 
families  from  moving  to  transitional  or  per- 
manent housing  this  fiscal  year.  Hundreds  of 
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communities  would  lose  money  that  they 
have  counted  on  for  critical  community 
needs  such  as  housing  rehabilitation  and  so- 
cial .services  for  the  elderly.  The  Committee 
is  urged  to  restore  funding  to  these  vital 
areas. 

In  addition,  the  rescission  of  all  FY  1995 
funding  for  the  Federal  Government's  pri- 
mary rural  multi-family  rental  housing  di- 
rect loan  program  (section  515)  would  put 
thousands  of  rural  residents  living  in  exist- 
ing Federal  multi-family  projects  at  risk  and 
jeopardizes  the  Government's  investment  in 
these  projects.  Many  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture's  projects  need  to  be  rehabili- 
tated and  without  the  FY  1995  funding  are  in 
danger  of  being  closed. 

Summer  Jobs 

The  Summer  Jobs  Program  provides  mean- 
ingful work  experience  for  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  economically  disadvantaged  youth 
who  might  otherwise  not  have  any  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  necessary  job  skills  and 
workplace  behaviors  during  crucial  forma- 
tive years.  The  proposed  rescission  would 
eliminate  funding  for  the  Summer  Youth 
Employment  program  in  each  of  the  sum- 
mers of  1995  and  1996.  thereby  eliminating 
Job  opportunities  for  about  615.000  disadvan- 
taged youth  in  each  of  these  summers.  The 
Administration  strongly  believes  that  im- 
proving the  job  prospects  of  at-risk  youth  is 
an  important  element  in  a  broader  strategy 
to  ensure  employment  opportunities  for  all 
Americans  and  a  vibrant  productive 
workforce  for  U.S.  business.  The  Committee 
is  urged  to  restore  funding  for  this  impor- 
tant initiative. 

National  Service 

The  proposed  $210  million  rescission  for  the 
Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service  would  reduce  significantly  the  Presi- 
dent's national  service  program,  depriving 
more  than  15.000  young  adults  of  the  oppor- 
tunity to  serve  their  communities  through 
AmeriCorps  and  earn  an  education  benefit. 
The  proposed  rescission  would  eliminate 
funding  for  thousands  of  school  children 
learning  about  responsibility  to  their  com- 
munity for  the  first  time. 

This  program  has  a  proven  track  record. 
For  example.  AmeriCorps  has  airead.v  re- 
claimed recreation  areas  in  inner  cities  from 
gangs,  and  thousands  of  low-income  and  mi- 
grant children  have  received  proper  immuni- 
zations to  protect  their  health. 

The  Administration  strongly  believes  that 
national  and  community  service  is  a  key  to 
.solving  problems  inside  America's  commu- 
nities. The  Committee  is  urged  to  restore 
funding  for  this  important  program. 

Women.  Infants,  and  Children  (WIC) 

The  bill  would  reduce  funds  available  for 
the  Special  Supplemental  Nutrition  Program 
for  Women.  Infants,  and  Children  (WIC)  by 
$25  million.  The  WIC  program  provides  nutri- 
tious supplemental  foods  to  low-income 
pregnant,  postpartum,  and  breastfeeding 
women,  and  to  infants  and  children  up  to 
their  fifth  birthday.  The  Subcommittee's  ac- 
tion would  result  in  600.000  fewer  food  pack- 
ages for  women,  infants,  and  children.  Jeop- 
ardizing the  health  and  welfare  of  these 
mothers  and  children  cannot  be  justified. 
Education  Programs 

The  bill  would  reduce  by  over  one-thud 
($174  million)  the  funding  for  Goals  2000. 
which  would  greatly  reduce  support  to 
States  and  communities  to  raise  academic 
standards  and  improve  their  local  schools. 
The  bill  also  proposes  to  cut  the  Education 
for  the  Disadvantaged  program  by  $105  mil- 
lion, which  would  reduce  services  to  educa- 
tionally disadvantaged  children.   The  bill's 
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sharp  reduction  in  funding  for  education 
technology  programs  ($65  million)  would  en- 
able fewer  local  communities  to  put  state-of- 
the-art  tools  of  learning  in  classrooms  where 
the.v  are  most  needed  to  prepare  our  students 
for  the  future. 

Science  and  Technology 

This  Administration  remains  firmly  com- 
mitted to  increasing  the  Nation's  productiv- 
ity and  raising  living  standards  by  investing 
in  science  and  technology.  These  invest- 
ments will  lead  to  a  healthy,  educated  pub- 
lic; job  creation  and  economic  growth;  world 
leadership  in  science,  mathematics,  and  en- 
gineering; and  harnessed  information  tech- 
nology. The  rescissions  proposed  in  this  bill 
fur  many  of  the  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce  would  severely  threaten  the 
United  States'  standing  with  respect  to  tech- 
nology advancements  and  competitiveness. 

The  proposed  rescission  of  funds  for  the 
Manufacturing  Extension  Partnership  Pro- 
gram at  the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology  (NIST)  would  reduce  the 
number  of  new  centers  established  from  36  to 
10.  This  would  result  in  reduced  acce.ss  to 
state-of-the-art  manufacturing  technology 
and  techniques  by  U.S.  manufacturers — a 
key  component  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

The  $30  million  rescission  proposed  for  the 
National  Information  Infrastructure  Grants 
program  would  eliminate  grants  to  about  7ft- 
90  schools,  hospitals,  non-profits,  and  state 
and  local  governments.  This  action  would  de- 
crease the  credibility  of  the  program  as  a 
funding  source  and  thus  discourage  private 
sector  matching  grants  to  program  appli- 
cants. 

Reductions  are  also  proposed  for  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  (DOE)  solar,  renewable 
energy,  and  conservation  research  programs. 
Such  reductions  would  threaten  our  national 
effort  to  fully  implement  the  Energy  Policy 
Act  of  1992  and  the  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan.  Reiluction  to  the  DOE  science  budget 
also  would  adversely  impact  climate  change, 
human  genome,  and  neutron  research.  In  ad- 
dition, the  $45  million  reduction  to  the  Envi- 
ronmental Management  program  would  im- 
pede progress  at  several  of  the  Department's 

cltraliup  ^i  tes. 

The  Committee  is  urged  not  to  imperil  our 
Nation's  standing  on  the  technolog.v  fron- 
tier. 

Violent  Crime  and  Drug  Abuse  Control 

The  Administration  opposes  the  decision 
to  rescind  $67  million  for  violent  crime  pre- 
vention and  drug  control  initiatives  funded 
through  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fund.  Of  this  amount,  nearly  $28  million 
would  come  from  the  Drug  Courts  program, 
which  will  provide  drug  treatment  and  real 
opportunities  for  rehabilitation  for  non-vio- 
lent, first-time  drug  offenders.  All  funding 
for  the  Ounce  of  Prevention  Council  would  be 
rescinded.  Over  $36  million  would  come  from 
the  Family  and  Community  Endeavor 
Schools  (FACES)  program,  which  seeks  to 
provide  healthy  alternatives  to  the  streets 
for  youth. 

The  Administration  is  concerned  that  the 
Subcommittees  have  chosen  to  rescind  near- 
ly $482  million  in  funding  for  the  Safe  and 
Drug  Free  School  Program  at  the  same  time 
that  every  poll  shows  that  crime  and  school 
safet,v  are  a  major  concern  of  Americans. 
This  program  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  Ad- 
ministration's fight  against  the  use  of  drugs 
and  stimulate  by  an  alarmingly  increasing 
number  of  our  youth. 

Highways 

This  bill  would  eliminate  $351  million  in 
funding  previously  appropriated  in  response 


to  the  Northridge  earthquake  and  other  dis- 
asters. Over  $50  million  of  this  amount  is  ex- 
pected to  be  needed  just  to  meet  claims  for 
flood  damage  in  California  and  Washington. 
In  addition  to  leaving  the  Department 
Transportation  unable  to  meet  the  funding 
needs  of  existing  disasters,  this  rescission 
would  eliminate  the  Department's  ability  to 
respond  promptly  to  future  disasters.  Instead 
of  recommending  i-escission  of  these  needed 
funds,  the  Administration  urges  the  Commit- 
tee to  cancel  unobligated  balances  of  high- 
way demonstration  to  projects,  as  proposed 
in  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget. 

Drinking  Water  State  Revolving  Funds 

The  rescission  of  $1.3  billion  in  funds  to 
help  municipalities  comply  with  Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act  requirements  would  .seriously 
exacerbate  local  financing  problems.  Munici- 
palities need  most  $9  billion  in  capital  cost^ 
to  comply  with  existing  regulations  and  ad- 
ditional billions  to  comply  with  future  rules 
needed  to  prevent  problems  such  as  the 
crytosporidium  outbreak  in  Milwaukee  that 
killed  100  people  and  caused  illness  and  an- 
other 400.000. 

Most  affected  by  this  rescission  would  be 
the  27  million  people  who  get  their  water 
from  a  system  that  has  violated  drinking 
water  standards.  If  Congress  fails  to  author- 
ize this  program,  these  funds  can  be  used 
without  further  Congressional  action  to  ad- 
dress the  $137  billion  in  wastewater  construc- 
tion needs. 

Coast  Guard 

The  Administration  opposes  action  to  re- 
duce Coast  Guard  operating  expenses  while 
supplementing  funding  for  expenses  related 
to  operations  in  Haiti  and  Cuba.  Offsets  to 
pay  for  those  activities  deemed  an  emer- 
gency by  the  Administration  are  counter- 
productive. Additional  cuts  would  negate  the 
effects  of  the  supplemental,  thereby  render- 
ing the  Coast  Guard  less  able  to  provide  the 
level  of  service  the  public  expects. 

Son-Emergency  Supplemental  Rescission  Bill 
Striker  Replacements 

The  Administration  opposes  a  provision  in 
the  bill  that  would  prohibit  the  Executive 
Branch  from  using  FY  1995  fun<is  to  issue, 
implement,  administer,  or  enforce  any  Exec- 
utive Order  or  other  rule  or  order  that  pro- 
hibits Federal  contracts  with  companies  that 
hire  permanent  replacement  for  striking  em- 
ployees. This  provision  would  impinge  upon 
the  Executive  Branch's  ability  to  ensure  a 
stable  supply  for  quality  goods  and  services 
for  the  government's  programs  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  strike  this  provision. 
International  Programs 

Neither  of  the  bills  under  consideration  ap- 
propriates the  requested  $672  million  emer- 
gency supplemental  for  assessed  U.N.  peace- 
keeping costs  that  will  accrue  during  FY 
1995.  The  United  States  is  bound  by  treaty  to 
pay  these  costs.  Failure  to  pay  them  by  the 
end  of  the  year  will  imperil  the  continuity  of 
U.N.  missions  in  regions  of  great  importance 
to  the  U.S.  national  security  and  foreign  pol- 
icy interests. 

The  non-emergency  supplemental/rescis- 
sion bill  provides  only  $50  million  of  the  $275 
million  requested  for  Jordan  debt  forgive- 
ness. This  debt  forgiveness  is  linked  to  the 
historic  steps  taken  by  King  Hussein  to  con- 
clude a  peace  agreement  with  Israel,  and  act 
that  markedly  improved  prospects  for  over- 
all peace  in  the  region  and  that  involved  con- 
siderable risk  for  King  Hussein.  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  provide  the  requested  funds 
for  Jordan  debt  forgiveness  in  support  of  the 
hopeful  developments  in  this  region. 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  (ASCS) 

The  Administration  objects  to  the  $10  mil- 
lion in  unrequested  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  former 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  (ASCS).  now  part  of  the  Department 
of  Agricultural's  Consolidated  Farm  Service 
Agency  (AFSA).  The  additional  funds  are  not 
needed,  particularly  since  FY  1995  appropria- 
tions for  the  ASCS  were  already  $13  million 
greater  than  requested  by  the  Administra- 
tion. At  a  time  when  Federal  employees  are 
being  reduced  government-wide,  it  is  inap- 
propriate to  provide  additional  funds  to  more 
county  office  personnel  managed  by  a  Fed- 
eral agency.  The  presence  of  surplus  funds  in 
CFSA  would  not  facilitate  a  timely  transi- 
tion to  the  streamlined  CFSA  organization 
of  the  future. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  consume  to 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucanovich],  the  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Military 
Construction. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  chairman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  a  historic  day. 
finally  a  balanced  budget.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Herger]. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  on  behalf  of  the  Americans  who 
are  concerned  about  the  proposed  veto 
threat  by  their  President. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  summer  fire  storms 
roared  through  Northern  California, 
threatening  to  destroy  entire  commu- 
nities. Last  spring  this  same  area  was 
ravaged  by  devastating  floods  which 
left  thousands  homeless.  During  these 
calamities  families  and  communities 
cried  out  to  the  President  for  help. 

Today  we  will  give  the  President  the 
means  to  help  these  people,  but  he  is 
turning  his  back  on  them.  We  offer  re- 
lief to  thousands  of  flood  victims,  but 
the  President  is  turning  his  back.  We 
offer  a  timber  salvage  plan  to  protect 
forest  communities  from  incinerating 
fires,  but  the  President  is  again  turn- 
ing his  back. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  is  turning 
his  back,  but  we  are  not.  Today  we  will 
show  these  Americans  who  has  the  real 
compassion.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  "yes"  on  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr  Speaker.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Delay]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  this  time  to 
bring  Members'  attention  to  language  in  this 
bill  that  I  t)elieve  represents  the  opening  salvo 
in  the  fight  to  win  freedom  for  our  States  and 
our  constituents  from  entrenched  EPA  bureau- 
crats and  the  regulatory  tyranny  imposed  by 
the  Clean  Air  Act. 

There  are  Members  of  both  bodies  that  bet- 
ter wake  up  and  recognize  that  there's  rebel- 
lion in  the  streets  over  the  heavy  handed,  mis- 
guided. EPA  directed  inspection  and  mainte- 
nance program. 
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I  fought  hard  lo  get  strong  language  in  this 
bill  that  would  force  EPA  to  correct  their 
flawed  program  and  bring  immediate  relief  to 
States  The  best  we  could  get  was  language 
sending  an  explicit  warning  to  EPA  that  if  they 
fail  to  demonstrate  clear  flexibility  m  allowing 
States  to  design  programs  that  fit  their  particu- 
lar air  situations,  that  we  would  come  back 
and  put  that  strong  language  on  the  next 
available  vehicle. 

Those  of  us  who  understand  the  arrogance 
and  intransigence  EPA  has  exhibited  m  deal- 
ing with  the  concerns  of  States  will  be  watch- 
ing EPA's  actions  very  closely  looking  for  the 
first  misstep,  I  submit  to  my  colleagues  that 
EPA  cannot  be  trusted  to  make  the  reason- 
able changes  necessary. 

Because  the  EPA  has  refused  to  be  flexible 
lo  date,  15  States  will  be  subject  to  sanctions 
in  the  next  3  months.  Their  l&M  programs 
have  either  been  delayed  or  suspended  or  the 
State  has  refused  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ment altogether.  Some  States  have  grass 
roots  efforts  pushing  for  total  repeal. 

Mr,  Speaker,  make  no  mistake,  this  is  just 
round  one.  If  EPA  has  any  sense  at  all,  they 
will  take  a  good  look  at  the  language  in  this 
bill  and  think  long  and  hard  before  they  reject 
a  State  plan,  like  the  one  Texas  has  pro- 
posed, that  addresses  the  unique  air  problems 
of  that  State. 

Mr,  Delay,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  rescission  bill. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  SpeaKer.  I  re- 
serve the  right  to  close. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WALKER).  The  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  LiviNGTON]  has  3  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]  has  5  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  the 
remainder  of  our  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  (Mr.  Gephardt], 
the  distinguished  minority  leader. 

Thp  SPEAKER  pro  tem.pore  The  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
to  first  answer  the  charge  that  has 
been  made  that  this  President  is  not 
concerned  about  victims  of  natural  dis- 
asters. 

In  my  view  this  President  and  this 
Federal  Emergency  Administration  has 
done  more  faster  to  help  people  who 
are  in  need  in  natural  disasters  than 
any  administration  I  can  remember. 
We  will  get  a  piece  of  legislation  to  his 
desk  that  will  handle  those  problems. 

But  I  rise  today  to  make  one  fun- 
damental point.  Shame  on  those  who 
vote  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  and 
budget  cuts  for  children  from  strug- 
gling families.  Make  no  mistake  about 
it.  that  is  what  this  bill  does.  It  cuts 
food  and  nutrition  for  pregnant  women 
and  babies,  a  program  that  saves  near- 
ly 4  times  what  it  costs. 

It  eliminates  the  summer  jobs  pro- 
gram, which  has  enabled  so  many 
young  people  to  lift  themselves  out  of 
poverty  and  off  of  welfare. 

It  even  cuts  medical  equipment  that 
is  desperately  needed  to  care  for  our 


veterans.  And  heat  for  the  low-income 
elderly,  a  program  that  literally  saves 
people  from  freezing  to  death. 

These  cuts  would  be  reckless  and  un- 
fair no  matter  what  purpose  they 
served.  But  to  make  these  deep  and 
dangerous  cuts  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  for 
the  wealthiest  people  in  the  country, 
to  give  a  $20.000-a-year  windfall  to  the 
people  who  do  not  need  it,  those  earn- 
ing more  than  $350,000  a  year,  is  simply 
unconscionable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  bill  was  origi- 
nally passed  in  the  House,  we  at  least 
had  a  guarantee  because  we  had  voted 
for  the  guarantee  that  not  a  dime  of 
these  cuts  would  be  used  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  privileged  few.  Now  that  guar- 
antee has  been  stripped  out  of  this  bill. 
The  money  saved  by  these  cuts  goes 
right  from  the  hardworking  middle 
class  to  the  wealthiest  people  in  the 
country,  the  most  outrageous  redis- 
tribution of  income  since  the  days  of 
the  robber  barons.  That  is  why  we  have 
to  vote  against  this  bill  in  the  name  of 
the  deficit  but  also  in  the  name  of  com- 
mon decency. 

I  urge  Members  of  defeat  this  wrong- 
headed  rescission  bill.  We  do  not  need 
more  tax  perks  for  the  privileged  at  a 
devastating  cost  to  the  people  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  has  3  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  housekeeping 
matters.  There  is  no  rescission  in  this 
conference  agreement  for  any  VA  con- 
struction projects  or  equipment  pur- 
chases. There  are  no  tax  cuts  in  this 
bill.  And  for  the  benefit  of  anyone  in 
the  White  House,  this  committee  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  tax  cuts. 

This  bill  does  not  pay  for  tax  cuts. 
What  it  does  do  is  provide  billions  of 
dollars  for  many  deserving  Americans 
who  need  help  to  rebuild  their  lives 
after  the  Oklahoma  City  tragedy,  after 
the  California  earthquake  and  floods, 
after  the  Texas  and  Louisiana  floods 
and  all  those  other  disasters  across  the 
land. 
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This  bill.  Mr.  Speaker,  provides  $250 
million  for  Oklahoma  City,  just  as  the 
President  asked.  It  provides  $275  mil- 
lion for  the  Jordan  debt  relief  that  he 
asked  for.  It  provides  $6.7  billion  for 
FEMA  emergency  assistance  that  he 
asked  for. 

Unfortunately,  it  struck  the  striker- 
replacement  language  that  I  favored, 
but  he  asked  us  to  strike  it;  and  in 
order  to  get  a  compromise  with  the 
other  body  it  was  struck. 

It  includes  emergency  salvage  timber 
sales  language  that  will  allow  tens  of 
thousands  of  people  in  the  Northwest 
to  go  back  to  work,  and  the  bill  also 
cuts   the   deficit   by   $16.1    billion,    the 


largest  single  rescission  of  existing  ap- 
propriations in  the  history  of  the  Na- 
tion. It  gives  us  a  net  savings  to  the 
American  taxpayer  in  fiscal  year  1995 
of  $9.1  billion,  the  largest  savings  to 
the  American  taxpayer  in  the  history 
of  the  country. 

What  this  bill  says  to  the  American 
people  is  that  we  can  meet  our  emer- 
gencies, that  we  can  pay  for  them,  and 
that  we  can  move  toward  a  balanced 
budget  for  the  first  time  since  1969.  We 
can  protect  the  future  of  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  a  good  deal. 
A  good  deal  for  present  and  current 
Americans  and  their  children  and  their 
grandchildren,  and  a  no  vote  against 
this  bill  would  be  irresponsible  and  a 
veto  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  would  be  irresponsible. 

I  urge  the  Members  of  this  body  to 
adopt  this  conference  report. 

I^rs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  ear- 
lier the  majority  in  this  body  passed  their 
budget  resolution  to  effectively  restructure  fu- 
ture Federal  tax  and  spending  policies  to  ben- 
efit the  most  well-to-do  individuals  and  largest 
corporations  in  the  United  States  at  the  ex- 
pense of  hardworking  Americans  and  their 
families.  We  now  have  before  us  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  reaches  back  into  last  year's 
appropriations  and  cruelly  snatches  away  al- 
ready allocated  Federal  funding  for  numerous 
initiatives  vital  to  our  local  communities  and 
constituents.  Like  the  Energizer  Bunny,  the 
"Contract  on  America "  just  keeps  going  and 
going  and  going. 

The  GOP  leadership  likes  to  give  lip  service 
to  the  issue  of  empowerment,  to  helping  peo- 
ple help  themselves.  However,  this  rescissions 
package  flies  m  the  face  of  such  a  philosophy. 
What  the  Republicans  are  really  saymg  with 
this  conference  report,  with  the  budget  resolu- 
tion which  just  passed,  is  "We  just  don't  care." 

Ho'.'vever,  residents  of  tne  Seventh  Conores- 
sional  District  in  Illinois,  my  constituents,  care 
deeply  about  the  reckless  nature  of  the  GOP 
budget  axe  and  its  disastrous  impact  on  them, 
their  families,  and  their  communities. 

Of  great  concern  is  the  status  of  the  Low- 
Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program 
(LIHEAPj,  which  helps  2  million  struggling  sen- 
ior citizens  meet  the  high  costs  of  their  winter 
heating  bills  without  having  to  make  a  choice 
between  those  bills  and  their  daily  meals  and 
medicine.  Yet  the  GOP  indiscriminately  guts 
LIHEAP  by  25  percent.  As  a  result,  tens  of 
thousands  of  Chicago  households  that  were 
served  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  be  threatened, 
not  to  mention  those  who  have  been  on  wait- 
ing lists. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  city  such  as  mine,  where 
on  an  average  winter  day  the  temperature 
hovers  around  10  degrees,  with  the  wind  chill 
in  the  negative  double  digits,  you  tell  me  this 
is  a  sound  policy  decision.  Tell  the  family  of 
60-year-old  Earline  Hooker,  who  froze  to 
death  m  January  in  Chicago  because  she 
wasn't  able  to  get  LIHEAP  assistance,  that 
this  program  is  wasteful  or  unnecessary.  I 
challenge  you. 

In  keeping  with  the  GOP  assault  on  our  chil- 
dren and  our  future  as  a  nation,  this  bill  steals 
all  hope  and  opporlumty  away  from  600,000  of 


our  disadvantaged  youngsters  through  the 
eradication  of  the  summer  jobs  program  in 
1996 — a  proven  program  that  provides  basic 
skills,  income,  and  work  experience.  Across 
the  Chicago  metropolitan  area  next  summer, 
kids  who  had  looked  forward  to  being  en- 
trusted with  responsibility  and  leadership  will 
now  be  faced  with  hanging  on  the  streetcorner 
with  nothing  to  do  but  get  into  trouble.  So 
much  for  promoting  positive  alternatives  lor 
our  youth.  But  again,  the  Republican  leader- 
ship just  doesn't  care. 

The  GOP  also  doesn't  care  that  this  legisla- 
tion punishes  low-income  babies  and  their 
moms  with  a  S20  million  cut  from  the  Women, 
Infants,  and  Children  Nutrition  Program,  an 
S85  million  cut  in  the  lead-based  paint  abate- 
ment program.  They're  poor,  who  cares'' 

Yet  one  of  the  most  disturbing  portions  of 
this  bill  IS  Its  complete  lack  of  regard  lor  the 
plight  of  public  housing  residents  in  this  Nation 
and  the  neighborhoods  m  which  they  live  and 
work.  Although  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  has  already  begun  a 
serious  effort  to  restructure  and  make  Federal 
housing  and  development  programs  more  effi- 
cient and  responsive  to  local  needs,  the  Re- 
publicans don't  want  to  hear  it.  They  just  want 
to  slash,  cut,  and  burn  without  regard  to  the 
necessity  or  productivity  of  the  program  or 
who  gets  hurt. 

HUD  has  estimated  that  the  S6.3  billion  in 
housing  cuts  in  this  bill  will  result  in  the  elimi- 
nation of  thousands  of  low-income  housing 
units  in  my  city  of  Chicago.  Assistance  will  be 
lost  for  public  housing  modernization  and  op- 
erating subsidies,  seriously  disrupting  already 
weakened  maintenance  and  security  for  resi- 
dents. In  addition,  needed  funds  to  help  the 
homeless  and  individuals  with  AIDS  find  suit- 
able shelter  IS  out  the  window.  Explain  to  me 
how  m  the  world  this  helps  meet  the  goal  ot 
"a  kinder,  gentler  nation,"  for  which  former 
President  Bush  and  his  Republican  friends  re- 
portedly advocated.  I  don't  think  so. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  of  disaster  relief 
lor  the  California  earthquakes  and  the  tragedy 
in  Oklahoma,  no  one  in  Congress  wishes  to 
hold  up  that  aid  and  charges  that  opposition  to 
this  conference  report  will  do  that  are  un- 
founded. The  Republican  majority  knows  full 
well  that  they  could  craft  a  bill  today  tor  these 
important  purposes,  pass  it,  and  send  it  to  the 
President's  desk  for  signature  without  delay. 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
no  on  the  Republican  rescissions  conference 
report  and  put  a  quick  halt  to  the  GOP's  care- 
less, reckless  beginning  to  this  second  100 
days.  Take  a  stand — the  President  has, 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  report  to  H.R. 
1158. 

Mr  Speaker,  as  a  new  Member  of  the 
House,  I  voted  for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment knowing  full  well  that  such  a  measure 
would  require  tough  choices.  While  some  con- 
tend that  we  don't  need  such  an  amendment, 
personally  I  felt  that  our  Nation's  future  de- 
pended on  it. 

Our  national  debt  is  staggering,  our  annual 
deficit  continues  to  grow,  and  our  actions 
today  on  this  conference  report  mark  the  first 
real  step  to  protect  future  generations.  We  are 
here  for  our  children  and  grandchildren,  pure 
and  simple.  If  we  act  today  we  give  them  a 
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greater  measure  of  secunty.  Most  important, 
this  first  tough  vote  may  give  them  a  chance 
to  have  the  opportunities  we  enjoy  a  great 
education,  the  prospect  of  a  real  job  and  an 
opportunity  for  a  better  future.  Our  vote  today 
IS  a  downpayment  on  a  balanced  budget. 

Let's  be  clear  this  package  is  a  Si 6.4  billion 
reduction  out  of  a  total  of  a  S1.5  trillion  budg- 
et. It  is  less  than  a  1  percent  reduction. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  need  to  start  the 
process.  What  better  steps  than  to  consolidate 
a  horde  of  programs,  some  highly  duplicative, 
some  unauthorized  by  Congress  itself,  some 
with  unjustified  increases,  and  others  para- 
lyzed in  the  money  pipeline  with  little  likelihood 
of  being  spent. 

I  am  astonished  that  President  Clinton  is 
considering  using  his  first  veto  on  this  bill  that 
would  reduce  Federal  spending  by  S16.4  bil- 
lion and  provide  emergency  funding  for  the 
California  floods  and  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  recovery  effort. 

The  President  and  the  Democrats  have 
made  their  position  clear — which  is  that  they 
intend  to  sit  on  the  sidelines  while  the  Repub- 
licans balance  the  Federal  budget.  As  I  said 
early,  this  reduction  represents  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  Federal  budget,  and  yet  the 
President  thinks  that  is  too  much.  It  is  ironic 
and  saddening  that  the  very  day  the  House 
will  vote  on  the  first  real  balanced  budget  plan 
in  25  years,  the  President  would  rather  keep 
spending  money  we  don't  have  and  stick  our 
children  and  grandchildren  with  the  tab.  This  is 
living  proof  that  Washington  will  not  stop 
spending  without  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

With  this  bill  we  are  making  it  clear  that  we 
will  set  priorities,  we  will  limit  the  size  of  gov- 
ernment, and  we  will  do  what  we  said  we 
would — reduce  the  deficit,  balance  the  budget, 
and  restore  the  future  to  our  children, 

1  urge  the  passage  of  this  important  con- 
ference report. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WALKER).  All  time  has  expired. 

Without  objection,  the  previous  ques- 
tion is  ordered  on  the  conference  re- 
port. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV  the 
years  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas   235.   nays 
189,  not  voting  11,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No  346) 
YEAS— 235 


Allard 
.\n:her 
.\rmey 
Bach us 
Baker (CA) 
Baker iLA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Banlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Batcman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakls 


Bllley 
Blute 
Boelilert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 

Brown  back 
Bryant  (TNi 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canip 


Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Coburn 

Collins  (CA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 


Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  iCT) 

Franks  iNJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Glllmor 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  I  W.\) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 


Aber?-"mbie 

Ackc;  -nan 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WIl 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (ILi 

Collins  (MI) 


Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Johnson  (CTl 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kim 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCoUum 

McCrerj- 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

.Molinari 

.Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morel  la 

Myers 

.Myrick 

Nethercutl 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 
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Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evam 

Fan- 

Fattab 

Fazio 

Fields  iLA I 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglletta 

Ford 

Frank  iMAi 

Frost 


Pryce 

Quinn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lebtlnen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Schaefer 

SchifT 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shayi 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (Mil 

Smith  (NJl 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MSI 

Taylor  (NCi 

Ttaonus 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vlsclosky 

Vucanovicb 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AKi 

Vn.in?  iFl.i 

Zellff' 

Zimmer 


Furse 

Ge)denson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Barman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

JefTerson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Klink 
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LaFalce 

L^ntos 

LaTourette 

Levin 

Lewis  <GAi 

Lincoln 

Lipinski 

Loftren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  con 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CAi 

Mineta 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Moran 

Murtha 

Nadler 


Bennaa 
Jacobs 

King 
Kleczka 
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Neal 

Oberatar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  iVA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Pteed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 


Sislsky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Souder 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NCi 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING— 11 

McNulty  Stenholm 


Payne i N J i 
Peterson  (FL) 
QuiUen 


Tucker 
Weldon(FL) 


D   1852 

The   Clerk   announced    the   following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida  for.  with  Mr.  McNul- 
ty against 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


REPORT       ON       N'.^TIONAT,       FMT^R- 
GENCY    WITH    RESPECT    TO    PRO- 
LIFERATION   OF    NUCLEAR.     BIO- 
LOGICAL   AND    CHEMICAL    WEAP- 
ONS   AND    THEIR    MEANS    OF    DE- 
LIVERY^MESSAGE       FROM      THE 
PRESIDENT       OF       THE       UNITED 
STATES^iH.   DOC.  NO.   104-76) 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    [Mr. 
Walker]  laid  before  the  House  the  fol- 
lowing message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States:  which  was  read  and. 
without  objection,  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

On  November  14.  1994.  in  light  of  the 
dangers  of  the  proliferation  of  nuclear, 
biological,  and  chemical  weapons  and 
their  means  of  delivery  ("weapons  of 
mass  destruction"),  I  issued  Executive 
Order  No.  12938  and  declared  a  national 
emergency  under  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1701  etseq.). 

As  I  described  in  the  report  transmit- 
ting Executive  Order  No.  12938,  the  new 
Executive  order  consolidated  the  func- 
tions of  and  revoked  Executive  Order 


No.  12735  of  November  16,  1990,  which 
declared  a  national  emergency  with  re- 
spect to  the  proliferation  of  chemical 
and  biological  weapons,  and  Executive 
Order  No.  12930  of  September  29.  1994. 
which  declared  a  national  emergency 
with  respect  to  nuclear,  biological,  and 
chemical  weapons,  and  their  means  of 
delivery.  The  new  Executive  order  also 
expanded  certain  existing  authorities 
in  order  to  strengthen  the  U.S.  ability 
to  respond  to  proliferation  problems. 

The  following  report  is  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  204  of  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  and 
section  401(c)  of  the  National  Emer- 
gencies Act  regarding  activities  taken 
and  money  spent  pursuant  to  the  emer- 
gency declaration.  Additional  informa- 
tion on  nuclear,  missile,  andor  chemi- 
cal and  biological  weapons  (CBW)  non- 
proliferation  efforts  is  contained  in  the 
annual  report  on  the  proliferation  of 
missiles  and  essential  components  of 
nuclear,  biological,  and  chemical  weap- 
ons, provided  to  the  Congress  pursuant 
to  section  1097  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1992 
and  1993  (Public  Law  102-190),  also 
known  as  the  "Nonproliferation  Re- 
port," and  the  annual  report  provided 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  308 
of  the  Chemical  and  Biological  Weap- 
ons Control  and  Warfare  Elimination 
Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  102-182). 

The  three  export  control  regulations 
issued  under  the  Enhanced  Prolifera- 
tion Control  Initiative  (EPCD  are  fully 
in  force  and  continue  to  be  used  to  con- 
trol the  export  of  items  with  potential 
use  in  chemical  or  biological  weapons 
or  unmanned  delivery  systems  for 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

In  the  6  months  since  I  issued  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12938,  the  number  of 
ooiintTif»«  that  have  ratified  the  Chemi- 
cal Weapons  Convention  (CWC)  has 
reached  27  (out  of  159  signatory  coun- 
tries). I  am  urging  the  Senate  to  give 
its  advice  and  consent  to  ratification 
as  soon  as  possible.  The  CWC  is  a  criti- 
cal element  of  U.S.  nonproliferation 
policy  that  will  significantly  enhance 
our  security  and  that  of  our  friends  and 
allies.  I  believe  that  U.S.  ratification 
will  help  to  encourage  the  ratification 
process  in  other  countries  and,  ulti- 
mately, the  CWC's  entry  into  force. 

The  United  States  actively  partici- 
pates in  the  CWC  Preparatory  Commis- 
sion in  The  Hague,  the  deliberative 
body  drafting  administrative  and  im- 
plementing procedures  for  the  CWC. 
Last  month,  this  body  accepted  the 
U.S.  offer  of  an  information  manage- 
ment system  for  the  future  Organiza- 
tion for  the  Prohibition  of  Chemical 
Weapons  that  will  implement  the  CWC. 
The  United  States  also  is  playing  a 
leading  role  in  developing  a  training 
program  for  international  inspectors. 

The  United  States  strongly  supports 
international  efforts  to  strengthen  the 
1972  Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons  Con- 
vention (BWC).  In  January  1995.  the  Ad 


Hoc  Group  mandated  by  the  September 
1994  BWC  Special  Conference  to  draft  a 
legally  binding  instrument  to  strength- 
en the  effectiveness  and  improve  the 
implementation  of  the  BWC  held  its 
first  meeting.  The  Group  agreed  on  a 
program  of  work  and  schedule  of  sub- 
stantive meetings,  the  first  of  which 
will  occur  in  July  1995.  The  United 
States  is  pressing  for  completion  of  the 
Ad  Hoc  Group's  work  and  consideration 
of  the  legally  binding  instrument  by 
the  next  BWC  Review  Conference  in 
1996. 

The  United  States  maintained  its  ac- 
tive participation  in  the  29-niember 
Australia  Group  (.■\G).  which  now  in- 
cludes the  Czech  Republic,  Poland,  Slo- 
vakia, and  Romania.  The  AG  re- 
affirmed in  December  the  members' 
collective  belief  that  full  adherence  to 
the  CWC  and  the  BWC  provides  the 
only  means  to  achieve  a  permanent 
global  ban  on  CBW.  and  that  all  states 
adhering  to  these  Conventions  have  an 
obligation  to  ensure  that  their  na- 
tional activities  support  these  goals. 

The  AG  also  reiterated  its  conviction 
that  harmonized  AG  export  licensing 
measures  are  consistent  with,  and  in- 
deed actively  support,  the  requirement 
under  Article  I  of  the  CWC  that  States 
Parties  never  assist,  in  any  way.  the 
manufacture  of  chemical  weapons. 
These  measures  also  are  consistent 
with  the  undertaking  in  Article  XI  of 
the  CWC  to  facilitate  the  fullest  pos- 
sible exchange  of  chemical  materials 
and  related  information  for  purposes 
not  prohibited  by  the  Convention,  as 
they  focus  solely  on  preventing  assist- 
ance to  activities  banned  under  the 
CWC.  Similarly,  such  efforts  also  sup- 
port existing  nonproliferation  obliga- 
tions under  the  BWC. 

The  United  States  CovcrnniCuL  uclci- 
mined  that  three  foreign  nationals 
(Luciano  Moscatelli.  Manfred  Felber, 
and  Gerhard  Merz)  had  engaged  in 
chemical  weapons  proliferation  activi- 
ties that  required  the  imposition  of 
sanctions  against  them,  effective  on 
November  19,  1994.  Similar  determina- 
tions were  made  against  three  foreign 
companies  (Asian  Ways  Limited, 
Mainway  International,  and  Worldco) 
effective  on  February  18.  1995.  and  im- 
posed sanctions  against  them.  Addi- 
tional information  on  these  determina- 
tions is  contained  in  a  classified  report 
to  the  Congress,  provided  pursuant  to 
the  Chemical  and  Biological  Weapons 
Control  and  Warfare  Elimination  Act 
of  1991.  The  United  States  Government 
continues  to  monitor  closely  activities 
that  may  be  subject  to  CBW  sanctions 
provisions. 

The  United  States  continued  to  con- 
trol vigilantly  U.S.  exports  that  could 
make  a  contribution  to  unmanned  de- 
livery systems  for  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, exercising  restraint  in  con- 
sidering all  such  transfers  consistent 
with  the  Guidelines  of  the  Missile 
Technology    Control    Regime    (MTCR). 
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The  MTCR  Partners  shared  informa- 
tion not  only  with  each  other  but  with 
other  possible  supplier,  consumer,  and 
transshipment  states  about  prolifera- 
tion problems  and  also  stressed  the  im- 
portance of  implementing  effective  ex- 
port control  systems. 

The  United  States  initiated  unilat- 
eral efforts  and  coordinated  with 
MTCR  Partners  in  multilateral  efforts, 
aimed  at  combatting  missile  prolifera- 
tion by  nonmembers  and  at  encourag- 
ing nonmembers  to  adopt  responsible 
export  behavior  and  to  adhere  to  the 
MTCR  Guidelines.  On  October  4,  1994. 
the  United  States  and  China  signed  a 
Joint  Statement  on  Missile  Non- 
proliferation  in  which  China  reiterated 
its  1992  commitment  to  the  MTCR 
Guidelines  and  agreed  to  ban  the  ex- 
port of  ground-to-ground  MTCR-class 
missiles.  In  1995,  the  United  States  met 
bilaterally  with  Ukraine  in  January, 
and  with  Russia  in  April,  to  discuss 
missile  nonproliferation  and  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  MTCR  Guidelines.  In 
May  1995,  the  United  States  will  par- 
ticipate with  other  MTCR  Partners  in 
a  regime  approach  to  Ukraine  to  dis- 
cuss missile  nonproliferation  and  to 
share  information  about  the  MTCR. 

The  United  States  actively  encour- 
aged its  MTCR  Partners  and  fellow  AG 
participants  to  adopt  "catch-all"  pro- 
visions, similar  to  that  of  the  United 
States  and  EPCI,  for  items  not  subject 
to  specific  export  controls.  Austria, 
Germany.  Norway,  and  the  United 
Kingdom  actually  have  such  provisions 
in  place.  The  European  Union  (EU)  is- 
sued a  directive  in  1994  calling  on  mem- 
ber countries  to  adopt  "catch-all"  con- 
trols. These  controls  will  be  imple- 
mented July  1.  1995.   In  line  with  this 
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including  European  States  that  are  not 
actually  members  of  the  EU.  have 
adopted  or  are  considering  putting 
similar  provisions  in  place. 

The  United  States  has  continued  to 
pursue  this  Administration's  nuclear 
nonproliferation  goals.  More  than  170 
nations  joined  in  the  indefinite,  uncon- 
ditional extension  of  the  Nuclear  Non- 
proliferation  Treaty  iNPT)  on  May  11, 
1995.  This  historic  decision  strengthens 
the  security  of  all  countries,  nuclear 
weapons  states  and  nonweapons  states 
alike. 

South  Africa  joined  the  Nuclear  Sup- 
pliers Group  (NSG),  increasing  NSG 
membership  to  31  countries.  The  NSG 
held  a  plenary  in  Helsinki,  April  5-7, 
1995.  which  focused  on  membership  is- 
sues and  the  NSG's  relationship  to  the 
NPT  Conference.  A  separate,  dual-use 
consultation  meeting  agreed  upon  32 
changes  to  the  dual-use  list. 

Pursuant  to  section  401(c)  of  the  Na- 
tional Emergencies  Act,  I  report  that 
there  were  no  expenses  directly  attrib- 
utable to  the  exercise  of  authorities 
conferred  by  the  declaration  of  the  na- 
tional  emergency   in  Executive  Order 


No.    12938  during  the   period   from   No- 
vember 14,  1994.  through  May  14,  1995. 

WILLIAM  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  May  18. 1995. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  was  unavoidably  absent  for  votes 
on  May  10,  12.  16.  and  17,  and  regret- 
fully was  not  present  for  rollcall  num- 
bers 311,  the  rule  under  which  H.R.  961, 
the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of  1995 
was  considered;  312,  the  Saxton  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to 
H.R.  961;  313,  the  Mineta  amendment 
striking  various  provisions  in  the  bill 
which  allow  waivers,  exemptions,  or 
modifications  of  current  Clean  Water 
Act  requirements;  314,  the  Boehlert 
amendment  regarding  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Program;  327,  the  Bate- 
man  substitute  to  the  Lipinski  amend- 
ment to  change  the  formula  for  allo- 
cating sewage  treatment  plant  con- 
struction funds;  328,  the  Lipinski 
amendment  changing  the  formula  for 
allocating  Federal  funds  for  sewage 
treatment  plant  construction  among 
States;  330,  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  H.R.  1590  to  require  the 
Trustees  of  the  Medicare  trust  funds  to 
report  recommendations  on  resolving 
projected  financial  imbalance  in  Medi- 
care trust  funds;  331.  the  .■\rmey  motion 
to  permit  standing  committees  and 
subcommittees  to  sit  during  proceeding 
of  the  House  under  the  5-minute  rule: 
332.  the  Boehlert  amendment  to  define 
"wetland"  more  broadly  under  the 
Clean  Water  Act;  333,  the  Gilchrest 
amendment  to  strike  language  estab- 
lishing a  new  definition  of  what  con- 
stitutes a  wetland  as  well  as  its  de- 
tailed wetlands  classification  system; 
the  Frelir.'^hu^'sen  amendment  to  allow 
States  that  are  administering  their 
own  federally  approved  wetlands  per- 
mit programs  as  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment to  continue  administering  their 
own  programs  rather  than  the  new  pro- 
gram established  in  the  bill;  335,  the 
Wyden  amendment  to  provide  that  the 
Federal  Government  would  not  have  to 
pay  compensation  ""or  losses  in  prop- 
erty value  caused  by  wetlands  regula- 
tion in  certain  cases;  336,  the  Bonior 
motion  to  recommit  the  bill  H.R.  961 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  with  instructions; 
337,  final  passage  of  the  bill  H.R.  961, 
the  Clean  Water  Act  Amendments  of 
1995:  and  338  to  approve  the  Journal  of 
Tuesday.  May  16.  1995. 

Had  I  been  present  I  would  have 
voted  "aye"  on  rollcall  votes  311,  312, 
313,  and  314;  '-no"  on  327;  "aye"  on  328; 
"no"  on  330  and  331;  "aye"  on  332,  333. 
334,  335,  and  336;  "no"  on  337;  and  "yea" 
on  338. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
(Mr.     GEPHARDT     asked     and     was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 
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Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  inquir- 
ing of  the  distinguished  majority  lead- 
er the  schedule  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  will  meet  in 
pro  forma  session  on  Monday,  May  22. 
There  will  be  no  recorded  votes. 

On  Tuesday,  the  House  will  meet  at 
10:30  a.m.  for  morning  hour  and  12 
o'clock  noon  for  legislative  business  to 
consider  three  bills  under  open  rules 
previously  adopted  by  the  House.  The 
bills  are:  H.R.  614,  the  New  London 
Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance;  H.R.  584, 
the  Fairport  National  Fish  Hatchery 
Conveyance;  and  H.R.,  535,  the  Coming 
National  Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance. 

We  then  plan  to  take  up  the  rule  and 
begin  consideration  of  H.R.  1561,  the 
American  Overseas  Interest  Act. 

On  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  the 
House  will  meet  at  10  a.m.  to  continue 
consideration  of  H.R.  1561.  We  intend  to 
finish  H.R.  1561  on  Thursday  afternoon, 
and  it  is  our  hope  to  have  Members  on 
their  way  home  to  their  families  and 
their  districts  for  the  Memorial  Day 
district  work  period  by  3  p.m..  Thurs- 
day. 

The  House  will  not  be  in  session  on 
Friday. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  I  know  of  his  interest  in  fish 
hatcheries  and  trying  to  improve  fish- 
ing conditions  all  over  the  country.  So 
I  know  of  the  importance  of  this  legis- 
lation to  the  gentleman  and  to  other 
people  who  are  so  interested  around 
the  country. 

I  would  like  to  ask  when  the  first 
vote  would  be  expected  on  Tuesday,  ap- 
proximately what  time? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
We  are  instructing  people  to  be  pre- 
pared for  a  vote  as  early  as  12  o'clock 
on  1  aesday  next. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  he  could  advise  us 
when  the  last  vote  might  be  expected 
on  Tuesday. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Tuesday  evening  we  ex- 
pect the  last  vote  to  be  between  6  and 
6:30. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. Could  you  also  advise  us  what 
rule  he  would  expect  on  the  American 
Overseas  Interest  Act? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  The  Committee  on 
Rules  will  meet  on  Monday.  We  antici- 
pate a  time-structured  rule,  but  one 
that  is  as  open  as  possible  for  the  bene- 
fit of  our  Members. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  And.  finally.  I 
would  ask  the  majority  leader,  when 
we  return  from  the  Memorial  Day  re- 
cess, will  we  return  for  votes  on  Mon- 
day. June  5,  or  do  you  think  it  will  be 
on  Tuesday,  June  6? 
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Mr.  ARMEY.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's interest.  We  have  not  yet  re- 
solved that,  and  the  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect to  make  the  inquiry.  We  will  try 
to  get  that  resolved  and  announce  it 
ne.xt  week. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 
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ADJOURNMENT  OF  THE  HOUSE 
UNTIL  MONDAY.  MAY  22.  1995 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  TUESDAY. 
MAY  23.  1995 

Mr  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Monday.  May  22. 
1995.  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  10;30  a.m.  on 
Tuesday.  May  23.  for  morning  hour  de- 
bates. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING         WITH         CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 

WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  NATIONAL  EMER- 
GENCY WITH  RESPECT  TO  IRAN- 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC. 
NO.  104- r?) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
W.ALKER)  laid  before  the  House  the  fol- 
lowmg  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States;  which  was  read  and. 
without  objection,  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  hereby  report  to  the  Congress  on 
developments  since  the  last  Presi- 
dential report  on  November  18.  1994. 
concerning  the  national  emergency 
with  respect  to  Iran  that  was  declared 
in  Executive  Order  No.  12170  of  Novem- 
ber 14.  1979.  and  matters  relating  to  Ex- 
ecutive Order  No.  12613  of  October  29. 
1987.  This  report  is  submitted  pursuant 
to  section  204(c)  of  the  International 
Emergency    Economic    Powers   Act.   50 


U.S.C.  1703(c).  and  section  505(c)  of  the 
International  Security  and  Develop- 
ment Cooperation  Act  of  1985.  22  U.S.C. 
2349aa-9(c).  This  report  covers  events 
through  April  18.  1995.  It  discusses  only 
matters  concerning  the  national  emer- 
gency with  respect  to  Iran  that  was  de- 
clared in  Executive  Order  No.  12170  and 
matters  relating  to  Executive  Order 
No.  12613.  Matters  relating  to  the 
March  15.  1995.  Executive  Order  regard- 
ing a  ban  on  investment  in  the  petro- 
leum sector,  and  the  May  6.  1995.  Exec- 
utive Order  regarding  new  trade  sanc- 
tions, will  be  covered  in  separate  re- 
ports. My  last  report,  dated  November 
18.  1994,  covered  events  through  Octo- 
ber 18.  1994. 

1.  There  have  been  no  amendments  to 
the  Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
31  CFR  Part  560.  or  to  the  Iranian  As- 
sets Control  Regulations.  31  CFR  Part 
535.  since  the  last  report. 

2.  The  Office  of  Foreign  Assets  Con- 
trol ('•OFAC")  of  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  continues  to  process  ap- 
plications for  import  licenses  under  the 
Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
However,  a  substantial  majority  of 
such  applications  are  determined  to  be 
ineligible  for  licensing  and.  con- 
sequently, are  denied. 

During  the  reporting  period,  the  U.S. 
Customs  Service  has  continued  to  ef- 
fect numerous  seizures  of  Iranian-ori- 
gin merchandise,  primarily  carpets,  for 
violation  of  the  import  prohibitions  of 
the  Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
OFAC  and  Customs  Service  investiga- 
tions of  these  violations  have  resulted 
in  forfeiture  actions  and  the  imposition 
of  civil  monetary  penalties.  Additional 
forfeiture  and  civil  penalty  actions  are 
under  review. 

3.  The  Iran-United  States  Claims  Tri- 
bunal (the  "Tribunal"),  established  at 
The  Hague  pursuant  to  the  Algiers  Ac- 
cords, continues  to  make  progress  in 
arbitrating  the  claims  before  it.  How- 
ever, since  my  last  report,  the  Tribunal 
has  not  rendered  any  awards  although 
payments  were  received  by  claimants 
in  late  November  for  awards  rendered 
during  the  prior  reporting  period. 
Thus,  the  total  number  of  awards  re- 
mains at  557.  Of  this  total.  373  have 
been  awards  in  favor  of  American 
claimants.  Two  hundred  twenty-five 
(225)  of  these  were  awards  on  agreed 
terms,  authorizing  and  approving  pay- 
ment of  settlements  negotiated  by  the 
parties,  and  150  were  decisions  adju- 
dicated on  the  merits.  The  Tribunal 
has  issued  38  decisions  dismissing 
claims  on  the  merits  and  85  decisions 
dismissing  claims  for  jurisdictional 
reasons.  Of  the  59  remaining  awards, 
three  approved  the  withdrawal  of  cases 
and  56  were  in  favor  of  Iranian  claim- 
ants. As  of  April  18.  1995.  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  New  York  reported 
that  the  value  of  awards  to  successful 
American  claimants  for  the  Security 
Account  held  by  the  NV  Settlement 
Bank  stood  at  $2,365,160,410.39. 
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Iran  has  not  replenished  the  Security 
Account  since  October  8.  1992.  and  the 
Account  has  remained  continuously 
below  the  balance  of  $500  million  re- 
quired by  the  Algiers  Accords  since  No- 
vember 5.  1992  As  of  April  10,  1995.  the 
total  amount  in  the  Security  Account 
was  $191,219,759.23.  and  the  total 
amount  in  the  Interest  Account  was 
$24,959,218.79. 

The  United  States  continues  to  pur- 
sue Case  A/'28.  filed  in  September  1993. 
to  require  Iran  to  meet  its  obligations 
under  the  Algiers  Accords  to  replenish 
the  Security  Account.  Iran  has  yet  to 
file  its  Statement  of  Defense  in  that 
case. 

4.  The  Department  of  State  continues 
to  present  United  States  Government 
claims  against  Iran,  in  coordination 
with  concerned  government  agencies, 
and  to  respond  to  claims  brought 
against  the  United  States  bv  Iran. 

On  April  18.  1995.  the  United  States 
filed  the  first  of  two  parts  of  its  con- 
solidated submission  on  the  merits  in 
Case  B/61.  Case  B'61  involves  a  claim  by 
Iran  for  compensation  with  respect  to 
primarily  military  equipment  that  Iran 
alleges  it  did  not  receive.  The  equip- 
ment was  purchased  pursuant  to  com- 
mercial contracts  with  more  than  .50 
private  American  companies.  Iran  al- 
leges that  it  suffered  direct  losses  and 
consequential  damages  in  excess  of  $2 
billion  in  total  because  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment's refusal  to  allow  the  export 
of  the  equipment  after  January  19,  1981. 
in  alleged  contravention  of  the  Algiers 
Accords.  As  directed  by  the  Tribunal, 
the  United  States'  submission  address- 
es Iran's  claims  regarding  both  liabil- 
ity and  compensation  and  damages. 

5.  The  Foreign  Claims  Settlement 
Commission  ("FSCS")  on  February  24, 
1995.  successfully  completed  its  cace 
by-case  review  of  the  more  than  3,UU0 
so-called  "small  claims"  against  Iran 
arising  out  of  the  1979  Islamic  revolu- 
tion. These  "small  claims"  (of  $250,000 
or  less  each)  were  originally  filed  be- 
fore the  Iran-United  States  Claims  Tri- 
bunal, but  were  transferred  to  the 
FCSC  pursuant  to  the  May  13,  1990  Set- 
tlement Agreement  between  Iran  and 
the  United  States. 

The  FCSC  issued  decisions  on  3,066 
claims  for  total  awards  of  $86,555,795.  Of 
that  amount,  $41,570,936  represented 
awards  of  principal  and  $44,984,859  rep- 
resented awards  of  interest.  Although 
originally  only  $50  million  were  avail- 
able to  pay  these  awards,  the  funds 
earned  approximately  $9  million  in  in- 
terest over  time,  for  a  total  settlement 
fund  of  more  than  $.59  million.  Thus,  all 
awardees  will  receive  full  payment  on 
the  principal  amounts  of  their  awards, 
with  interest  awards  paid  on  a  pro  rata 
basis. 

The  FCSC's  awards  to  individuals 
and  corporations  covered  claims  for 
both  real  and  personal  property  seized 
by  Iran.  In  addition,  many  claims  arose 
out  of  commercial  transactions,  in- 
cluding contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods 


and  contracts  for  the  supply  of  services 

such  as  teaching,  medical  treatment, 
data  processing,  and  shipping.  The 
FCSC  is  now  working  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  to  facilitate  final 
payment  on  all  FCSC  awards. 

6.  The  situation  reviewed  above  con- 
tinues to  implicate  important  diplo- 
matic, financial,  and  legal  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  its  nationals  and 
presents  an  unusual  challenge  to  the 
national  security  and  foreign  policy  of 
the  United  States.  The  Iranian  Assets 
Control  Regulations  issued  pursuant  to 
Executive  Order  No.  12170  continue  to 
play  an  important  role  in  structuring 
our  relationship  with  Iran  and  in  ena- 
bling the  United  States  to  implement 
properly  the  Algiers  Accords.  Simi- 
larly, the  Iranian  Transactions  Regula- 
tions issued  pursuant  to  Executive 
Order  No.  12613  continue  to  advance 
important  objectives  in  combating 
international  terrorism.  I  shall  con- 
tinue to  exercise  the  powers  at  my  dis- 
posal to  deal  with  these  problems  and 
will  continue  to  report  periodically  to 
the  Congress  on  significant  develop- 
ments. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE.  May  18.  1995. 

SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
W.\LKER).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12.  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


HOW  BUDGET  AND  RESCISSION 
BILLS  AFFECT  PROGRAMS  FOR 
OUR  STUDENTS  AT  UNIVER- 
SITIES AND  COLLEGES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  much  of 
the  debate  today  and  yesterday  about 
the  budget  and  also  the  rescissions  bill 
focused  on  programs  for  seniors,  par- 
ticularly Medicare  and  also  Medicaid 
to  the  extent  that  it  also  impacts  sen- 
ior citizens,  and  1  had  previously  spo- 
ken on  the  floor  and  stated  emphati- 
cally how  part  of  my  opposition  to  the 
budget  was  based  on  the  fact  that  it 
does  have  significant  cuts  in  Medicare 
and  how  that  will  negatively  impact 
our  senior  citizens.  What  I  wanted  to 
speak  about  today  very  briefly  though 
are  the  parts  of  the  budget,  as  well  as 
the  rescissions  bill  that  we  voted  on 
today,  that  affect  programs  for  stu- 
dents at  our  universities  and  our  col- 
leges. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  happened  to  have  a 
forum  during  the  April  break  at  Rut- 
gers University,  which  is  in  my  dis- 
trict, and  at  the  forum  a  number  of 
students  expressed  concern  with  the 
cost  of  higher  education,  how  tuition 
continues  to  rise,  how  difficult  it  is  not 


only  at  private  schools,  but  also  at 
public  schools  such  as  Rutgers  Univer- 
sity, to  continue  to  meet  educational 
expenses  and  how  many  students  in- 
creasingly have  to  simply  drop  out  of 
school  because  they  cannot  afford  to 
pay  the  cost  of  higher  education. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues.  "If  you  look 
at  the  two  resolutions  or  bills  that  we 
passed  today,  in  one  case  the  budget 
and  in  the  other  case  the  rescissions 
bill,  both  of  them  in  my  opinion  rely 
too  heavily  on  cuts  in  programs  for 
higher  education,  particularly  as  it  af- 
fects students  who  are  looking  for 
scholarships,  grants  or  student  loans. 
The  budget  itself  actually  assumes  a 
change  in  the  current  law  to  require 
college  students  to  pay  interest  on  stu- 
dent loans  while  they  are  still  in 
school.  Many  students  rely  on  Stafford 
loans  or  guaranteed  student  loans  to 
pay  for  their  college  education  or  to 
pay  for  a  significant  portion  of  it." 

Mr.  Speaker,  part  of  the  problem  is 
that  under  this  budget  measure  the  as- 
sumption is  that  while  the  students  are 
at  school  they  will  have  to  pay  back 
the  interest  on  the  loans.  It  is  var- 
iously estimated,  depending  on  how 
long  you  stay  in  school,  for  example, 
for  undergraduate  education,  if  you 
were  to  take  the  maximum  student 
loan  over  the  course  of  the  four  years, 
that  you  would  end  up  paying  as  much 
as  20  percent  more  for  your  student 
loan  after  you  graduate.  If  you  defer 
your  higher  education  and  go  to  grad- 
uate school  or  professional  school,  the 
cost  of  that  interest  could  even  be 
higher  as  a  percentage  of  what  you 
have  to  pay  back. 

The  rescission  bill  today  also  makes 
some  significant  rescissions  or  cuts,  if 
you  will,  in  Pell  grants,  which  are 
grants  that  students  receive  to  go  to 
college  who  tend  to  be  lower  income, 
and  also  rescinds  other  additional 
money  that  is  available  for  Federal  di- 
rect student  loans. 

Now  some  people  have  said  to  me, 
"Well,  what  does  it  matter.  Congress- 
man Pallone.  that  you  know  students 
have  to  pay  more  for  their  student 
loans  or  they  don't  get  as  much  money 
for  grants  or  scholarships?  After  all. 
they  can  always  go  out  and  work  for  a 
few  years  and  then  come  back  to  col- 
lege later."  But  I  think  that  is  ignor- 
ing two  realities.  One  is  that  increas- 
ingly the  cost  of  higher  education  is 
such  that  it  is  not  that  easy  to  take 
time  off.  and  make  up  the  money,  and 
then  go  back  to  school:  and.  secondly. 
that  we  are  in  a  world  where  we  are 
competing  with  other  countries,  and.  if 
we  have  to  set  up  the  higher  education 
system  where  many  of  our  students 
have  to  defer  going  to  college  for  a 
number  of  years  before  they  can  go  be- 
cause they  have  to  work  on  the  private 
sphere  in  order  to  pay  for  it.  well,  we 
are  losing  people,  a  lot  of  people,  who 
would  otherwise  receive  a  higher  edu- 
cation and  be  a  productive  member  of 
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the  work  force  in  the  career  that  they 
have  chosen  and  perhaps  that  they  will 
be  best  at. 

I  also  think  it  ignores  the  fact  that 
in  the  last  29  or  30  years  many  of  us 
were  able  to  take  advantage,  including 
myself,  of  these  student  loan  programs 
and  grants  programs,  and  now  we  are 
seeing  those  of  future  generations  will 
not  be  able  to  take  advantage  of  them. 
I  think  it  is  a  mistak  on  our  part  to 
cut  back  on  funding  for  higher  edu- 
cation. You  have  to  think  about  edu- 
cating our  students  and  educating  our 
fellow  Americans.  If  we  do  not  provide 
that  commitment  that  has  been  tradi- 
tionally provided  for  the  last  genera- 
tion or  two  to  pay  and  provide  Federal 
help  for  higher  education  the  way  we 
have,  then  it  really  says  a  lot  about 
the  value  of  education  in  our  society. 
It  says  we  do  not  value  it  very  much. 

So.  even  though  both  measures,  both 
the  budget  and  the  rescission  bill 
passed  today;  I  did  vote  against  both  of 
them  in  part  because  of  the  impact  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  on  senior  citi- 
zens, but  also  in  a  major  part  because 
of  the  effect  on  higher  education,  and 
the  student  loans,  and  the  student 
grants  that  so  many  of  our  students  in- 
creasingly depend  ur>on. 


THE  REINCARNATION  OF  TV 
MARTI 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Madam  Speaker,  I  am 
certainly  not  a  fan  of  the  Republican 
budget  resolution.  But  there  was  one 
item  in  it  that  made  a  whole  lot  of 
sense— the  idea  of  terminating  TV 
Marti.  It  is  long  past  time  we  stopped 
spending  $12  million  a  year  to  beam  to 
Cuba  in  the  middle  of  the  night  TV  pro- 
grams that  nobody  sees. 

I  was  pleased  when  Chairman  Kasich 
took  on  the  powerful  Cuban-American 
lobby  and  proposed  eliminating  their 
pet  project.  And  on  this  point,  it  sure 
looked  like  the  committee  intended  to 
go  along  with  that  proposal. 

At  the  markup  on  May  10th,  the 
Budget  Committee  had  before  it  both 
budget  figures  and  a  document  with 
policy  assumptions  on  how  to  meet 
those  budget  goals.  The  policy  docu- 
ment listed  a  decision  to  "terminate 
broadcasting  to  Cuba  "  as  one  of  the 
cuts  needed  to  achieve  the  budget-cut- 
ting goals  for  the  international  assist- 
ance portion  of  the  budget. 

The  draft  committee  report  cir- 
culated on  May  12,  after  the  committee 
passed  the  budget  resolution,  stated; 

Overseas  broadcasting  played  an  important 
role  during  the  cold  war.  but  has  become  and 
expensive  anachronism  with  the  advent  of 
global  satellite  television  broadcasting. 
Likewise,  the  technology  used  by  Voice  of 
America  and  WorldNet  limits  their  potential 
audiences  and  makes  those  systems  ineffi- 
cient and  expensive.  TV  Marti  has  achieved 
little  success  broadcasting  to  Cuba. 
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Any  reasonable  person  would  Inter- 
pret all  this  to  mean  that  the  Commit- 
tee supported  termination.  Many  ob- 
servers of  the  budget  process  reached 
this  conclusion.  The  Federal  Page  of 
the  Washington  Post  on  May  11  listed 
'Terminate  Voice  of  America  and 
Radio  Marti  broadcasts  to  Cuba"  as 
one  of  the  items  in  its  "'House  Repub- 
licans' Blueprint  to  Balance  the  Budg- 
et." (p.A21)  The  Miami  Herald  in  a  May 
14  page  one  story  called  "Cuban  exiles 
losing  clout  in  D.C."  reported.  "To  help 
balance  the  U.S.  budget  by  2002.  the 
House  budget  committee  called  for 
eliminating  funding  for  (Radio  and  TV 
Marti)  next  fiscal  year,"  (p.l.) 

Then  a  most  amazing  thing  har*- 
pened.  The  final  version  of  the  commit- 
tee report  that  was  filed  on  May  15  re- 
versed the  Committees  apparent  pol- 
icy decision  to  terminate  TV  Marti. 
The  sentence  "TV  Marti  has  achieved 
little  success  broadcasting  to  Cuba" 
was  deleted.  All  the  rest  of  the  para- 
graph declaring  overseas  broadcasting 
"an  expensive  anachronism"  remained 
intact.  But  where  first  appeared  the  ad- 
mission that  TV  Marti  was  a  flop, 
there  now  magically  appeared  the 
wholly  contradictory  statement  that 
"Funding,  however,  is  available  for 
Radio  and  TV  Marti." 

This  is  an  interesting  situation.  The 
report  now  recommends  getting  rid  of 
all  USIA  broadcasting  programs — VOA. 
Radio  Liberty.  Radio  Free  Europe— but 
makes  a  specific  exception  for  TV  and 
Radio  Marti. 

What  happened  over  the  weekend 
that  resulted  in  this  complete  reversal? 
Who  pressured  Chairman  Kasich  to 
turn  around  on  this  and  rewrite  the  re- 
port language?  And  what  else  in  this 
budget  has  been  changed  after  the  com- 
mittee vote?  This  is  yet  auother  dem- 
onstration of  how  difficult  it  is  to  kill 
a  program,  even  when  the  program 
does  not  work. 

I  want  to  give  credit  to  Chairman 
K.Ji.siCH  for  his  effort  to  go  beyond  gen- 
eralities, to  details,  in  his  budget  reso- 
lution. This  experience  with  TV  Marti 
gives  new  meaning  to  that  old  saw. 
that  the  devil  is  in  the  details.  It  also. 
I  am  afraid,  undermines  the  credibility 
of  the  entire  exercise. 


THE  INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  NA- 
TIONAL WILDLIFE  REFUGE  IM- 
PROVExMENT  ACT  OF  1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
am  very  pleased  to  introduce  today,  along  with 
a  number  of  our  colleagues,  the  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  improvement  Act  of  1995. 

This  legislation,  which  is  the  product  of 
many  months  of  careful  deliberation,  would  be 
the  first  comprehensive  refuge  reform  bill 
since  the  enactment  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge   System   Administration  Act  of   1966. 


While  that  landmark  statute,  which  was  au- 
thored by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Michigan,  John  Dingell,  nearly  30  years  ago 
has  served  our  Nation  well,  it  is  time  that  we 
update  that  law  and,  by  so  doing,  improve  the 
management  of  our  Nation's  wildlife  refuge 
system. 

At  present,  the  system  is  comprised  of  504 
refuges,  which  are  located  m  all  50  States  and 
the  5  U.S.  Territories,  totaling  about  91,7  mil- 
lion acres.  These  units  range  in  size  from  the 
smallest,  the  1-acre  Mille  Lacs  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  in  Minnesota,  to  the  largest,  the 
19.3-milllon-acre  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge. In  the  last  decade,  81  refuges  and  ap- 
proximately 3.6  million  acres  have  been  added 
to  the  system. 

While  millions  of  Amencans  engage  in  var- 
ious recreational  activities  each  year  on  public 
lands  within  the  system,  there  have  been  sev- 
eral recent  developments  that  have  caused 
great  concern. 

For  instance,  in  October  of  1993,  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  settled  a  lawsuit  filed 
by  the  National  Audubon  Society  by  agreeing 
to  undertake  a  comprehensive  system-wide 
"compatibility"  study,  to  expeditiously  termi- 
nate certain  secondary  uses,  and  to  redirect 
their  funds  away  from  recreational  and  wildlife- 
dependent  activities. 

In  addition,  the  Clinton  administration  has 
recommended  that  refuge  funding  be  sharply 
reduced  by  deferring  maintenance  projects 
and  upkeep  of  public  use  facilities,  including 
trails,  obseri^ation  towers,  and  information  ki- 
osks. This  recommendation  is  worrisome  be- 
cause without  proper  maintenance,  the  service 
may  prohibit  certain  uses  on  our  refuge  lands. 
While  It  is  appropriate  to  periodically  review 
the  compatibility  of  certain  activities,  there  is 
no  statutory  list  of  purposes  for  the  national 
wildlife  refuge  system  and  no  statutory  defini- 
tion of  what  constitutes  a  compatible  use  of  a 
refuge.  Without  this  guidance,  individual  wild- 
life managers  have  broad  discretion  to  prevent 
or  disallow  recreational  activities  which  do  not 
materially  affect  the  purposes  of  the  refuge  or 
the  refuge  system. 

In  fact,  earlier  this  week  my  committee  held 
a  hearing  on  a  bill  to  transfer  the  management 
of  the  Tishomingo  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to 
the  State  of  Oklahoma.  The  overriding  reason 
for  H.R.  1112  was  a  decision  by  the  local  ref- 
uge manager  to  prohibit  boating,  camping, 
fishing,  and  picnicking  In  portions  of  the 
Tishomingo  Refuge.  These  restnctions  will 
prevent  many  people  from  enjoying  activities 
that  have  occurred  since  the  refuge  was  cre- 
ated nearly  50  years  ago  It  is  time  to  manage 
the  refuge  system  on  a  nationwide  basis  and 
to  make  compatibility  determinations  based  on 
clear  statutory  language  and  not  emotion  or 
individual  bias. 

Another  issue  that  has  caused  great  con- 
cern for  many  Americans  involves  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  refuge  land  acquisition 
policy.  When  a  new  refuge  is  created  or  addi- 
tional acreage  is  added  to  an  existing  unit,  all 
traditional  activities,  including  fishing  and  hunt- 
ing, are  prohibited  until  a  management  plan  is 
completed.  This  can  take  several  years  and,  in 
the  meantime,  millions  of  Americans  are  de- 
nied the  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  natural  re- 
sources that  exist  on  these  lands. 

Finally,  while  the  number  of  refuges  contin- 
ues to  increase,  there  is  no  requirement  to 


complete  a  conservation  plan  for  each  refuge. 

In  my  judgment,  these  plans  are  essential  be- 
cause they  would  identify  the  purposes  of  the 
refuge;  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  populations; 
their  habitats;  any  archaeological  values;  op- 
portunities for  fish-  and  wildlife-dependent 
recreation;  potential  sites  for  administrative  or 
visitors  facilities;  and  ways  to  correct  or  miti- 
gate any  problems.  The  general  public  would 
be  strongly  encouraged  to  participate  m  the 
writing  of  these  plans. 

Our  Nation's  wildlife  refuge  system  must  be 
managed  more  effectively  in  the  future.  This 
system,  which  was  first  envisioned  by  Presi- 
dent Theodore  Roosevelt  in  1903,  needs  to 
have  a  statutory  list  of  purposes,  uniform 
guidelines  to  determine  what  activities  are  per- 
missible, comprehensive  conservation  plans, 
and  the  enthusiastic  support  of  the  American 
people  who  finance  this  system  not  only  with 
the  payment  of  their  tax  dollars,  but  also  by 
purchasing  duck  stamps  and  paying  excise 
taxes  on  fishing  and  hunting  equipment. 

These  are  the  goals  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  Improvement  Act  of  1995.  This  legisla- 
tion will  build  upon  and  improve  current  law 
by:  making  wildlife-dependent  recreation,  in- 
cluding fishing  and  hunting,  a  purpose  of  the 
refuge  system,  defining  the  term  "compatible 
use";  allowing  historical  uses  to  continue  on 
newly  acquired  lands  unless  those  uses  are 
determined  to  be  incompatible;  requiring  con- 
servation plans  for  each  refuge  within  15 
years;  providing  that  fishing  and  hunting  are 
permitted  unless  a  finding  is  made  that  these 
activities  are  inconsistent  with  either  the  pur- 
pose of  the  refuge  or  public  safety;  and  em- 
phasizing a  cooperative  relationship  with  the 
States  who  have  primacy  on  the  management 
of  fish  and  wildlife. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  will  restore  the 
wildlife  refuge  system  to  the  goals  and  intent 
of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Admin- 
istration Act  of  1966.  It  will  ensure  that  this 
system  is  alive  and  well  for  all  our  constituents 

in  the  ?1st  rpntiiry 

This  measure  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
California  Waterfowl  Association,  the  Congres- 
sional Sportsmen's  Foundation,  the  National 
Rifle  Association,  Satan  Club  International. 
and  the  Wildlife  Legislative  Fund  of  America. 
Furthermore,  the  views  of  the  International  As- 
sociation of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies  and 
the  Wildlife  Management  Institute  have  been 
sought  and  incorporated  into  this  process. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me, 
John  Dingell,  Jim  Hansen,  Bill  Brewster, 
John  Doolittle.  Billy  Tauzin,  Pete  Geren, 
Solomon  Ortiz,  Elton  Gallegly,  Jimmy 
Hayes,  Ken  Calvert,  Blanche  Ljvmbert  Lin- 
coln, J.D.  Hayworth,  Frank  Cremeans,  Bar- 
bara CuBiN,  Wes  Cooley,  John  Shadegg, 
and  J.C.  Watts  in  this  important  effort  by  co- 
sponsonng  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Im- 
provement Act  of  1995. 


CONTINUATION  OF  REMARKS  ON 
50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  WORLD 
WAR  II 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speakers  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  DoRN.\N]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  majority 
leader. 


Mr.  DORNAN.  Madam  Speaker,  a 
pretty  exciting  and  historical  day 
today.  What  I  wanted  to  do  was  to  add 
to  this  history  by  keeping  a  promise  I 
made  last  month  that  I  would  finish 
my  remarks  on  what  was  happening  50 
years  ago  this  week.  The  war  in  Europe 
had  ended,  but  the  struggle  for  the 
small  series  of  islands  comprising  Oki- 
nawa and  a  smaller  group  of  subsidiary 
islands  was  one  of  the  bloodiest  fights 
of  the  Pacific  campaign. 

Before  I  move  forward  to  1945,  let  me 
point  out  the  stories  of  two  friends  of 
mine.  Today,  30,  years  ago,  in  1965,  my 
best  friend  in  the  Air  Force,  David 
Hrdlicka.  was  shot  down  over  Laos.  He 
was  only  TDY.  down  from  the  wing  on 
that  island  of  Okinawa  that  so  many 
young  men  had  died  on  just  20  years  be- 
fore, and  during  the  '20th  anniversary  of 
that  1945  struggle  there  we  were  taking 
the  first  small  steps  back  into  combat 
in  Asia.  David  was  in  what  I  thought  at 
the  time  was  the  world's  greatest  air- 
craft. I  was  desperately  asking  the  Air 
Force  to  recall  me  to  active  duty  so 
that  I  could  fly  Mach  II.  the  world's 
only  Mach  II.  twice  the  speed  of  sound, 
aircraft,  the  F-106  Thunderchief,  which 
was  eventually  nicknamed  after  Robert 
Strange,  evil.  McNamara's  no-win  war. 
It  was  the  thud,  semi-affectionately 
given  that  name  because  of  the  number 
shot  down  coming  into  the  Red  River 
Valley,  into  the  target  area  over  Hanoi 
and  Haiphong,  the  sound  of  the  big  F- 
105  hitting  the  ground,  the  thuds.  More 
Republic  F-105  aircraft  were  lost  in 
combat,  prorated  to  the  number  of 
planes  that  flew  in  Southeast  Asia, 
than  any  other  plane  in  the  war.  It  car- 
ried the  major  burden  of  bombing  up 
north  along  with  magnificent  efforts 
on  the  part  of  the  Navy's  A-4's,  F-8's. 
and  F-4's.  and  tnen  eventually  A-6  in- 
truders. 

D  1915 

But  the  105  was  a  special  airplane.  I 
remember  sitting  with  Dave  Hrdlicka 
in  the  base  theater  at  George  Air  Force 
base  when  some  test  pilots  came  over 
from  Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  our  Air 
Force  test  center,  and  threw  up  on  the 
screen  big  pictures  of  the  F-105.  We  had 
only  seen  pictures  of  the  Mach-2  F-104 
Starfighter  a  few  months  ago.  but  un- 
like the  Starfighter,  a  tiny  airplane, 
with  small,  7-foot  wings,  the  F-105  was 
the  biggest  fighter  aircraft  ever  made, 
longer  from  the  pitot  boom  and  its 
nose  to  the  tip  of  its  vertical  stabilizer 
than  was  the  World  War  II  four-engine 
B-17  Flying  Fortress. 

So  there  was  Dave,  having  completed 
with  his  lovely  wife  Carol  and  their  lit- 
tle babies,  a  great  tour  in  England,  fly- 
ing another  outstanding  aircraft,  the 
F-101  Voodoo.  David  flew  at 
Bentwaters,  which  had  the  only  fighter 
version  of  the  F-101.  all  the  rest  were 
interceptors  or  reconnaissance  ver- 
sions. A  unique  situation  to  have  only 
one  Air  Force  wing  of  three  squadrons 


in  the  whole  world  where  they,  a  two- 
engine  fighter,  the  predecessor  to  the 
four-generation,  four-decade  Phantom, 
David,  I  thought,  was  leading  a 
charmed  life  from  George  Air  Force 
Base  in  the  beautiful  Mojave  Desert  to 
England  with  all  of  its  culture,  defend- 
ing Europe  from  the  evil  empire,  and 
then  home  for  a  while  and  then  to  this 
great  assignment  at  Okinawa.  And  sud- 
denly here  he  is.  flying  over  a  country 
that  only  a  few  years  ago  became  fa- 
mous because  of  a  young  President's 
accent  talking  about  chaos  in  Laos. 
And  Dave  gets  hit  from  the  ground. 

Not  a  damaging  hit  to  him  person- 
ally, but  hit  the  rear  of  the  airplane, 
made  a  radio  call  calmly  that  he  was 
going  to  have  to  eject.  His  wing  man 
saw  him  come  down  into  a  clearing.  As 
he  was  disengaging  from  his  parachute, 
trying  to  come  up  on  his  radio,  they 
saw  men  surround  him,  probably  Com- 
munist Pathet  Lao  soldiers.  And  he 
was  taken  off  into  the  woods  at  the 
edge  of  a  clearing. 

Years  later,  a  photograph  appears  in 
Moscow,  reprinted  in  the  Long  Beach, 
CA  newspaper  and  sent  to  Carol  where 
she  had  gone  home  to  her  family  to  be 
near  a  ranch  which  was  her  upbringing 
with  young  children.  And  somebody 
who  knew  the  Hrdlickas  from  the  Air 
Force  said.  I  think  this  is  David's  pic- 
ture in  this  Long  Beach  newspaper. 
And  they  sent  it  to  Carol. 

She  looked.  Sure  enough.  Dave  was 
very  distinctive,  stocky,  typical  fighter 
pilot,  handsome  face.  And  Carol  called 
the  Air  Force  at  the  closest  base, 
which  was  probably  Lowry  and  said, 
"Where  is  the  briefing  on  my  husband? 
Here  is  his  picture." 

They  were  so  embarrassed.  I  remem- 
ber Carol  telling  me  that  they  got  the 
highest  ranking  officer  in  the  entire 
area,  a  brigadier  general,  a  man  who 
knew  absolutely  nothing  about  the 
missing  in  action  cause,  and  they  sent 
him  out  to  Carol  Hrdlickas  house  to 
say  something,  anything.  It  was  em- 
barrassing for  her  and  for  him. 

Thirty  years  later  to  this  very  day. 
Carol  is  still  finding  out  things  from 
records  that  are  being  released  that 
were  never  told  to  her.  including  a  res- 
cue operation  to  free  David  who  at  one 
point  in  the  late  1960's.  he  was  a  known 
prisoner  for  5  or  6  years,  was  held  in  a 
cave  with  Charlie  Shelton. 

Charlie  had  been  shot  down  in  a  re- 
connaissance aircraft,  David  being  the 
first  fighter  aircraft  downing  in  Laos. 
Charlie  had  gone  down  on  his  33d  birth- 
day, on  April  29,  1965. 

I  meant  to  come  to  the  well  and  re- 
member Charlie,  too.  although  I  did 
not  know  him.  He  was  my  vintage,  a 
pilot  training  graduate.  David  was  a 
year  behind  me.  I  got  to  know  his  wife 
Marian  as  well  as  I  knew  Carol  over  the 
years.  Marian  committed  suicide  dur- 
ing the  25th  year  of  Charlie's  imprison- 
ment. He  was  kept  on  record  as  a  POW. 
the  last  one.  the  one  and  only  POW 
until  a  few  months  ago. 
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I  went  to  his  remembrance  ceremony 
at  Arlington  with  his  five  grown  chil- 
dren, children  that  would  have  been 
Charlie's  grandchildren.  His  oldest  son 
is  a  Franciscan  priest.  The  Hrdlicka 
family  is  also  Catholic. 

These  two  men  were  known  to  be 
held  together  in  a  cave.  Charlie  and 
Dave.  For  years  reports  coming  out 
through  intelligence  sources  of  several 
escape  attempts,  a  report  once  that 
Charlie  had  been  wounded  twice,  recov- 
ered from  his  wounds,  same  kind  of  ru- 
mors about  David.  Then,  as  I  said  on 
Jefferson's  birthday  last  month  when  I 
declared  for  the  Presidency,  they  just 
sort  of  disappeared  into  the  mist  of 
Asian  history.  I  will  not  accept  that. 

That  is  why  next  month,  as  chairman 
of  the  Military  Personnel  Subcommit- 
tee, I  am  going  to  have  hearings  with  a 
focus  just  on  Laos,  what  happened  to 
Col.  Charlie  Shelton  and  what  hap- 
pened to  then  a  young  major,  now  a 
colonel,  when  he  was  declared  presump- 
tive finding  of  death,  what  happened  to 
David  Hrdlicka? 

What  happened  to  the  other  300  men 
that  all  went  down  somewhere  around 
Laos? 

It  is  interesting  that  the  current  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Asian  Affairs. 
Winston  Lord,  a  former  Ambassador, 
wrote  the  memo  to  Kissinger  that 
Henry  Kissinger  fed  to  Nixon  that  had 
Nixon  go  on  national  television  when 
the  fourth  and  final  big  C-141  Starlifter 
brought  our  men  back  on  these  free- 
dom flights  from  Hanoi  in  the  spring  of 
1973.  The  first  flight  landed  appro- 
priately on  Lincoln's  birthday.  Feb- 
ruary 12. 

Six  weeks  later  the  fourth  and  final 
freedom  flight  came  out.  and  they  all 
flew  nonstop  from  Hanoi's  main  Mig 
base  airfield,  still  shot  up  from  Line- 
backer II  operations.  They  flew  non- 
stop to  Manilla.  For  men  like  our  own 
S.\M  Johnson,  who  served  so  brilliantly 
and  loyally  on  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
who  was  part  of  this  historic  vote 
today  of  238  to  193.  S.\M  had  not  had  a 
warm  shower  in  7  years  until  he  hit 
Clark  Air  Force  Base  in  the  Phil- 
ippines, let  alone  a  decent,  warm  meal. 
Several  of  the  men  told  me  they 
consumed  five  hamburgers  and  then 
would  go  to  waffles  and  bacon  and  eggs. 
And  the  flight  surgeons  were  sitting 
right  there  and  said,  "Go  ahead,  gorge 
yourselves.  "  But  it  was  amazing  to  see 
so  much  passage  of  time,  twice  as  long 
as  World  War  II  at  3'/2  years,  twice  as 
long  as  World  War  II  was  Sam  Johnson 
imprisoned.  And  there  was  one  Green 
Beret.  Floyd  Thompson,  who  was  in  ex- 
actly a  week  shy  of  9  years. 

It  brings  back  memories  of  mine, 
made  me  want  to  run  for  Congress,  to 
see  if  I  could  change  this  Government. 
It  was  so  insufferable  that  an  evil  man 
like  McNamara  could  allow  the  best 
and  the  brightest  of  our  military  acad- 
emies, the  best  and  brightest  of  our 
aviation  cadets  and  ROTC  graduates  to 
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rot  in  prison  for  9  years.  8  years  for  Ed 
Alvarez  and  7  for  men  like  Sam  John- 
son, in  Laos.  Nothing. 

Then  Winston  Lord  feeds  this  memo 
to  Henry  Kissinger,  by  then  Secretary 
of  State,  and  he  feeds  it  to  Nixon.  And 
Nixon  goes  on  television  and  says,  all 
the  men  who  were  prisoners  in  Laos 
have  been  accounted  for.  Well,  that  ab- 
solutely was  not  true. 

The  North  Vietnamese  Communists, 
in  an  ugly  little  effort  at  the  very  end 
on  that  bright  morning  in  Hanoi,  end 
of  March  1973,  took  10  men  who  had 
been  captured  in  Laos  by  North  Viet- 
namese troops  and  all  taken  into  the 
Hanoi  prison  system,  except  for  one,  a 
CIA  Air  America  man  named  Ernie 
Brace,  who  had  been  in  a  small  prison 
at  Dien  Bien  Phu,  where  the  French 
had  lost  their  final  battle  in  the  spring 
of  1954.  Ernie  Brace  was  held  at  Dien 
Bien  Phu  for  3  weeks.  And  then  he.  like 
the  other  nine,  was  immediately  moved 
into  the  Hanoi  prison  system.  So  these 
were  North  Vietnamese,  Hanoi-held 
prisoners. 

Nixon  either  deliberately  or  know- 
ingly announced  to  the  world,  all  the 
Laotian-held  prisoners  are  home.  And 
not  a  one  was  home.  Not  Charlie 
Shelton,  not  David  Hrdlicka,  not  any 
of  the  other  roughly  298. 

I  remember  saying  at  the  time.  I 
have  been  saying  it  for  the  last  two 
decades,  where  was  the  warning  to  our 
men  that  if  your  plane  is  shot  up  over 
the  target  areas  over  North  Vietnam 
and  you  are  smoking  or  you  are  losing 
power,  or  your  pieces  are  coming  off 
your  airplane,  do  not  try  to  get  across 
Laos,  back  to  your  Thailand  bases?  Do 
not  try  to  rendezvous  with  a  heli- 
copter, that  rescue.  Jolly  Green  Giant 
chopper  in  sight,  bend  it  around,  punch 
out.  and  parachute  into  North  Viet- 
nam, because  there  your  odds  are  about 
75.  80  percent  that  you  will  be  coming 
home  someday  But  if  you  bail  out  over 
Laos  and  that  chopper  does  not  jerk 
you  out,  the  penetrator  cable  does  not 
come  down  and  pull  you  out  of  a  triple 
canopy  jungle,  you  will  never  be  heard 
from  again  by  your  fellow  citizens. 
What  an  ugly  shame. 

So  at  the  hearings  next  month, 
maybe  I  will  have  one  of  the  grown 
Shelton  sons  or  daughters  come  and 
tell  us  what  these  30  years  and  20  days 
have  been  like  for  them.  I  know  Carol, 
Carol  Hrdlicka  has  said  she  will  come 
to  tell  us  what  her  struggle  has  been 
like,  trying  to  get  justice  out  of  her 
Government  for  30  years. 

And  because  Carol  is  watching  on  tel- 
evision, I  wanted  to  tell  another  story 
involving  another  hero  who  passed 
away  a  few  days  ago  on  May  7.  He  was 
a  family  friend.  I  only  met  him  once  as 
a  young  boy.  My  mother  had  met  him 
when  he  was  assigned  to  Palm  Springs 
Army  Air  Force  Base  Basically  a  P-38 
base,  and  a  B-26  wing  was  coming 
through,  the  B-26  Martin  Marauder, 
the  22d  bomb  wing  was  an  its  way  to 
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the  South  Pacific,  the  first  medium 
bomb  wing  to  go  over,  the  first  B-26 
Marauders  to  go  into  combat. 

Walter  Krell  was  a  young  captain. 
My  mother  had  on  the  dresser  in  her 
room  a  picture  of  herself,  my  aunt,  who 
is  still  alive  and  vigorous.  I  hope  she  is 
watching.  Flo  Haley,  the  wife  of  the  tin 
man  in  the  Wizard  of  Oz.  and  some 
other  friends.  They  were  trying  to  buck 
up  the  spirits  of  these  young  P-38  and 
B-26  pilots  on  their  way  to  the  South 
Pacific. 

They  would  sometimes  pool  their 
money  and  see  if  they  could  not  get  a 
plane  ticket  or  very  rare  DC-3  flight  to 
have  the  wives  come  and  join  them  in 
Palm  Springs.  And  my  mother  used  to 
tell  me  about  this  picture.  He  was 
handsome.  Walter  Krell.  looking  a  lit- 
tle bit  older  than  the  other  young 
fighter  pilots.  There  was  one  very 
young  handsome  pilot  named  Pepino. 
My  mom  would  point  to  him  and  say, 
Pepe,  as  the  men  called  him,  said. 

Why  are  they  making  us  g^et  all  of  the  var- 
ious shots,  going  into  a  jangle  area,  inocula- 
tions, because  none  of  us  P-38  pilots  are  com- 
ing back;  we  are  all  going  to  get  killed  in 
combat:  we  are  working  out  how  to  use  this 
big  heavy  P-38  against  these  light  superior 
Japanese  zeros,  and  the  young  men  that 
come  after  us.  they  will  whip  the  Japanese 
zeros,  but  we  are  the  guinea  pigs. 

And  she  said  he  pointed  over  to  Wal- 
ter Krell  and  said: 

Walt  over  here,  he  will  probably  come  back 
because  he  has  got  bomber  duty. 

Well,  for  the  bomber  pilots,  it  is 
every  bit,  if  not  even  more  hazardous. 
But  Walter  Krell,  in  this  photograph 
with  four  or  five  fighter  pilots  and  him- 
self, he  was  the  only  one  who  came 
back. 

I  remember  meeting  him  on  Waldron 
Drive  in  Beverly  Hills  when  he  came  to 
see  us.  He  was  so  old  looking  and  ma- 
ture. I  was  12  years  of  age.  He  could  not 
have  been  more  than  26  or  27.  And  I  re- 
member him  having  dinner  with  my 
parents  and  spending  the  day  with  us 
and  telling  a  few  stories  about  the 
South  Pacific.  After  I  came  to  this 
Congress,  on  my  second  tour  here  in 
the  mid-1980's,  I  got  a  letter  from  a 
Walter  Krell.  a  veterinarian  in  Yreka. 
Northern  California. 

n  1930 

He  said  "Are  you  Bob  Dorn.^n,  the 
son  of  Mickey  Dornan."  my  mother, 
"who  gave  me  a  small  St.  Christopher 
to  wear  around  my  neck,  which  I  wore 
through  120  combat  missions  in  the 
South  Pacific?  Is  that  you?  Because 
your  mother  wrote  me  in  1953  and 
asked  for  that  small  St.  Christopher 
back,  so  that  her  son  could  wear  it 
through  pilot  training." 

Madam  Speaker,  here  is  that  St. 
Christopher  medal,  on  the  back  of  a 
larger  medal  with  the  face  of  Christ. 
This  little  St.  Christopher  took  Walt 
Krell.  who  died  Sunday.  May  7.  took 
him  through  120  combat  missions,  in- 
cluding flying  lead  when  President-to- 


be  Lyndon  Baynes  Johnson  was  getting 
his  one  combat  ride,  for  which  Sam 
Raybum  engineered  a  Silver  Star, 
amazingly.  When  Lyndon  Johnson  was 
in  the  back  of  another  B  26  it  was  off 
Walt  Krell's  wing,  then  first  lieuten- 
ant, soon  to  be  Captain  Krell.  was  lead- 
ing—he was  a  captain  by  then— he  was 
leading  this  flight  when  Japan's  lead- 
ing ace.  who  is  still  alive,  I  believe, 
Saboro  Sakai,  was  rolling  in  trying  to 
shoot  down  one  of  these  B-26's,  the  one 
with  Johnson  on  it.  or  the  one  that  was 
leading  the  flight  with  Walter  Krell. 

When  I  got  in  touch  with  Walter  and 
found  out  there  was  a  painting  out 
there  of  his  beautiful  B-26  in  combat. 
from  the  point  of  view  of  Saboro  Sakai 
rolling  in  on  him.  I  sent  it  to  Saboro 
Sakai.  He  autographed  it  and  last  year 
Walter  sent  it  back  to  me  with  his  au- 
tograph on  it. 

Here  is  an  article  that  Walt  sent  me 
that  I  put  in  the  Congression.'M. 
Record  last  year.  I  would  like  to  read 
part  of  it  to  America  here,  to  the  mil- 
lion or  so  people  that  watch  this,  to 
give  a  little  bit  of  the  flavor  of  a  young 
Walt  Krell  in  the  South  Pacific  in  1942. 
the  darkest  year  in  American  history 
since  the  Civil  War.  and  maybe  after 
the  hearings  next  month  with  Carol 
Hrdlicka.  I  will  do  something  from  the 
Shelton  children  and  something  from 
the  Hrdlicka  children.  I  have  gotten  to 
know  Dave,  Jr..  who  flew  F  18  Hornets 
in  the  Navy  and  is  now  an  American 
Airlines  727  pilot.  1  think,  domiciled 
out  of  Houston. 

By  the  way.  today.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
chaired  my  first  subcommittee  ever, 
the  Military  Personnel  Subcommittee. 
It  was  a  good  chairman's  mark  in  that 
we  have  39  pages  of  the  best  legislation 
I  have  ever  seen,  section  363,  •Deter- 
mination of  the  Whereabouts  and  Sta- 
tus of  Missing  Persons." 

The  gentleman  from  New  York,  Ben 
Gii-.M.^iN.  originated  this  legislation  in 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions, and  Senate  majority  leader  Bob 
Dole,  a  World  War  II  veteran  over  on 
the  Senate  side.  I  am  very  proud  of 
this.  I  hope  that  anybody  that  is  inter- 
ested in  this  and  wants  to  see  it  will 
write  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  and  get  this  legislation.  Any- 
thing we  have  missed  here  we  will  per- 
fect with  this  focus  on  Laos  next 
month. 

By  the  way,  when  Walter  Krell,  about 
24  or  25  years  old.  was  flying  B-26's  in 
1942  out  of  New  Guinea,  BOB  DOLE 
would  have  been  18  years  of  age.  think- 
ing about  becoming  an  Army  officer 
and  going  either  to  the  Pacific  or  to 
Europe. 

Here  is  Walter  Krell's  article  entitled 
"Incendiary  Bombs  to  Rabaul." 

"In  early  1942.  Army  Air  Force  Ord- 
nance developed  an  aerial  incendiary 
bomb,  a  device  4  feet  long  and  16  inches 
or  so  in  diameter.  It  consisted  of  36  in- 
dividual incendiary  units.  tiny 
bomblets  with  fins  and  detonators  all 


wired  together.  The  entire  bundle,  or 
contained  unit,  was  attached  to  the 
shackles  on  our  Martin  B-26  Marauder 
bomb  bay  racks  like  an  ordinary  bomb, 
to  be  released  in  the  standard  way. 
Each  B-26  would  carry  30  or  more  of 
these  incendiary  clusters. 

There  was  one  simple  difference  be- 
tween high  explosive  bombs  and  incen- 
diary bombs.  When  the  arming  wire 
was  pulled  away  upon  release  of  these 
new  incendiaries,  a  shotgun  shell  would 
fire  a  slug  that  would  cut  the  wires 
holding  together  the  bundle  of 
bomblets.  Then  the  36  individual 
bomblets  would  break  up,  releasing 
each  separate  incendiary  unit  to  fall  on 
the  target.  The  arming  wire  was  sup- 
posed to  be  of  sufficient  length  to  allow 
the  incendiary  mother-bomb  to  clear 
the  aircraft  before  the  arming  wire 
pulled  loose  and  fired  the  shotgun  shell 
thereby  dispersing  the  cluster.  Of 
course,  nobody  bothered  to  tell  that  to 
the  B-26  aircrew/gunners  who  helped 
with  bomb  loading,  so  they  routinely 
clipped  the  wire  short  as  was  done  with 
ordinary  iron  bombs.  The  result  was 
that  upon  'bombs  away",  the  clusters 
came  apart  while  still  within  our  bomb 
bays,  clattering  around  and  bouncing 
off  the  structural  members  of  the  air- 
craft. These  incendiary  bomblets  were 
magnesium,  and  had  any  of  them 
lodged  in  the  many  angular  recesses  of 
the  fuselage,  it  would  have  been  very 
exciting  indeed. 

"When  I  experienced  the  first  release 
of  incendiaries  my  B-26  was  flying  only 
15  feet  above  those  powerful  little 
bomblets  tumbling  away,  when  many 
of  them  began  igniting  and  burning. 
After  that  the  bomb  loading  of  incendi- 
aries had  the  undivided  attention  of 
our  entire  crew  of  6."  In  those  days 
they  did  use  two  side  door  gunners. 

■Now  that  we.  in  the  22d  Bomb 
Group,  had  interesting  new  bombs,  it 
was  decided  they  should  be  delivered 
all  over  the  docking  facilities  at  Ra- 
baul. The  first  mission  to  try  to  do  just 
that  would  be  a  flight  of  three  Maraud- 
ers. Lt.  Chris  Herron  would  lead  and 
Lt.  George  Kersting  would  be  flying  his 
right  wing  with  me  on  his  left." 

For  all  I  know,  the  family  members 
of  one  of  these  two  men  are  hearing 
their  name  now  on  the  House  floor. 

"After  an  early  morning  take-off 
from  7-Mile  Airfield  near  Fort 
Moresby.  New  Guinea,  our  Marauders 
flew  northeast,  climbed  over  the  Owen- 
Stanley  Mountains,  descended  over  the 
north  coast  of  New  Britain,  and  then 
turned  east  to  Rabaul  Harbor.  Unhap- 
pily, for  an  undetermined  cause,  gaso- 
line siphoned  from  my  right  wing 
tanks  for  a  full  45  minutes  after  take- 
off. Because  we  never  returned  home 
from  those  long  Rabaul  missions  with 
much  fuel  to  spare,  my  crew  was  obvi- 
ously worried.  To  turn  back,  however, 
would  have  aborted  the  raid  for  the 
other  two  crews.  We  flew  on. 

Chris  Herron  was  clever  the  way  he 
took  us  in  to  the  target.  Still  heading 


east,  we  kept  descending  and  skirted 
the  north  side  of  the  Rabaul  Harbor  at 
low  level,  then  banked  right  and  pulled 
into  a  hard  180-degree  turn  up  and  over 
the  rim  of  the  volcanic  hills  that  cir- 
cled the  harbor  on  the  north  side." 

I  might  remind  people  that  this  was 
the  major  Japanese  forward  staging  air 
base  and  harbor  for  capital  ships  in  all 
of  the  South  Pacific. 

"I  remember  clearly  from  my  left 
wing  position  in  our  very  tight  turn, 
looking  to  my  right  across  Herron's  B- 
26  and  seeing  George  Kersting's 
propwash  mash  down  the  tops  of  coco- 
nut trees.  Chris  then  rolled  us  right 
down  on  the  deck  and  along  the  wharfs, 
and  headed  west. 

"There  was  a  Japanese  cargo  vessel 
tied  up  broadside  along  the  first  dock 
with  dozens  of  loading  personnel  mov- 
ing about  on  the  freighter's  deck,  and 
at  dockside.  All  of  them  were  totally 
surprised.  I  vividly  remember  their  re- 
action of  panic.  Two  Japanese  loaders 
were  carrying  something  up  a  gang- 
plank that  resembled  a  litter.  Suddenly 
they  dropped  the  litter  and  while  the 
guy  in  the  back  was  still  looking  up. 
the  guy  in  front  wheeled  around  and 
charged  back  right  over  the  top  of  the 
litter  thing,  and  slammed  into  the  guy 
staring  up  at  us." 

Madam  Speaker,  I  flew  the  B-2.  the 
flying  wing,  the  "Spirit."  B-2  "Spirit." 
on  the  first  of  this  month,  6  days  before 
Walt  died.  I  was  going  to  call  him  and 
see  if  I  could  come  and  see  him,  travel- 
ing around  the  country  in  this  quest. 
That  is  a  two-engine  airplane.  He 
would  have  gotten  a  big  thrill,  and  I'm 
sure  he  is  listening  now— if  he  is  not. 
he  was  busy  in  his  first — he  is  in  his 
12th  day  up  there  in  that  big  hangar  in 
the  sky. 

This  is  a  .story  that  is  hard  for  pilots 
to  realize  how  things  are  burned  into 
your  brain,  little  quick  shots.  Imagine 
coming  across  the  water  at  full  speed, 
a  full  load  of  bombs,  a  surprise  attack 
on  the  biggest  Japanese  harbor  in  the 
South  Pacific,  and  your  eye  is  picking 
up  this  scene  on  the  dock  of  a  guy  turn- 
ing around  and  running  into  the  guy  at 
the  back  of  the  litter,  staring  up  at 
Walt  Krell's  B-26. 

"I  could  see  that  Lt.  Herron  intended 
to  try  to  take  out  this  ship,  which  was 
positioned  parallel  to  our  line  of  flight. 
This  would  have  forced  me  to  waste  my 
bombs  out  in  the  open  harbor  to  my 
left,  so  I  dropped  down  and  moved 
ahead  of  Chris  and  took  the  lead,  forc- 
ing our  formation  to  the  right  over  the 
docking  area  with  its  stacked  supplies 
and  many  warehouses:  "Bombs  away." 
I  immediately  banked  left  and  headed 
south  towards  the  Rabaul  channel  and 
away  from  the  exploding  docks,  think- 
ing Herron  and  Kersting  would  hang 
onto  my  right  wing  until  we  were  clear 
and  I  could  slide  back  into  position. 

"Chris  apparently  went  his  own  way. 
but  in  my  left  turn  I  could  not  see 
where  he  was.  Not  wanting  to  roll  back 


into  him,  I  continued  my  hard  turn, 
yelling  to  my  co-pilot  to  try  and  pick 
up  the  formation.  I  was  now  heading 
back  around  toward  the  east  rim  of  the 
harbor  with  anti-aircraft  flak  popping 
all  around  us,  and  some  of  it  starting 
to  explode  much  too  close. 

"I  twisted  my  Marauder  back  and 
forth  to  foil  the  anti-aircraft  gunners 
until  I  was  back  across  the  harbor  east 
rim  and  above  an  active  smoking  vol- 
cano. In  spite  of  this  fast-moving  ac- 
tion. I  was  fascinated  by  the  volcano's 
shimmering,  silvery  walls  as  I  pushed 
over  and  dipped  down  inside  the  crater 
itself.  I  banked  aga'n  changing  course 
back  to  the  right,  and  then  flew  up  and 
over  the  volcano's  western  lip. 

"There  below,  streaking  out  through 
the  Rabaul  Channel."  right  on  the 
deck,  "were  Herron  and  Kersting.  so  I 
winged  over  and  swooped  down  to  join 
up.  We  were  back  in  a  three  ship  'V 
formation  just  as  the  Japanese  Navy 
Zero  fighters  jumped  us.  It  was  touch 
and  go  for  about  20  minutes,  when 
straight  ahead  loom.ed  a  sheer  wall  of 
thick  clouds,  black,  with  torrential 
rain.  We  spread  out  and  plunged  into 
the  weather,  very  happy  to  wipe  off  the 
swarming  enemy  fighters.  Tropical 
fronts  were  not  new  to  the  pilots  of  our 
bomb  group,  but  never  before  had  we 
encountered  anything  to  equal  the  in- 
tensity of  this  storm. 

"Within  minutes  our  2,000  horse- 
power radial  engines  started  to  run 
roughly  because  of  the  excessive  cool- 
ing of  the  heavy  rain.  The  rainwater 
was  also  driving  into  the  magnetos, 
which  are  mounted  up  forward  on  the 
Pratt  and  Whitney  engines.  We  closed 
our  oil  shutters  and  cowl  flaps,  but 
that  did  not  seem  to  help  much.  In 
most  South  Pacific  rainstorms,  we 
found  there  was  usually  a  clear  gap  for 
your  aircraft  to  fly  between  the  ocean 
and  the  bottom  layer  of  the  weather 
front.  But  not  this  time.  In  order  to 
see,  so  I  could  stay  above  the  waves,  I 
was  aided  in  flying  by  opening  my  side 
window." 

I  can  hardly  imagine  this. 

"After  about  25  intense  minutes,  I 
Clew  out  of  the  extremely  turbulent 
storm  clouds  and  made  a  climbing  turn 
to  see  if  we  could  pick  up  the  other  two 
B-26's.  The  skies  were  empty,  and  with 
no  radio  response  to  our  many  calls,  we 
headed  for  home. 

"My  co-pilot  was  IB.  Against  my 
sense  of  justice.  I  withhold  his  full 
name." 

Actually,  Walt  Krell  had  his  name  in. 
It  was  my  sense  of  justice  when  I 
helped  rewrite  this  that  took  out  his 
name. 

My  co-pilot  "had  not  been  overjoyed 
with  my  maneuvers  in  dodging  the  flak 
back  at  Rabaul.  He  was  particularly 
unhappy  when  I  had  to  whack  him 
across  the  mouth  with  the  back  of  my 
hand  to  get  him  off  the  controls  during 
my  in-and-out-of-the-volcano  caper  " 

I  guess  you  would  not  find  this  in  a 
Hollywood  script.  Madam  Speaker. 
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'•He  was  sulking  as  we  gained  alti- 
tude to  clear  the  Owen  Stanley  Moun- 
tains once  more.  The  weather  was  now 
clear,  with  some  broken  clouds.  I  told 
I.B.  to  take  it.  and  to  make  sure  to 
clear  the  mountains  by  at  least  1.000 
feet.  Then  within  minutes  I  fell  dead 
asleep." 

It  is  kind  of  a  thrill  to  know  that  the 
St.  Christopher  that  I  have  been  wear- 
ing for  42  years  was  around  his  neck  at 
this  moment. 

"I  woke  a  short  time  later.  We  had 
cleared  the  mountains  and  were  in  a 
gradual  descent,  but  my  co-pilot  was 
definitely  not  relaxed  at  the  controls. 
Instead,  he  was  staring  straight  ahead 
with  a  strange  look  on  his  face.  My 
cockpit  was  in  shambles,  with  scat- 
tered papers,  maps,  and  manuals 
strewn  everywhere.  I  turned  around  to 
check  the  guys  in  the  navigator's  com- 
partment, and  they  were  ashen-faced. 
'What  the  hell  happened?'  I  asked, 
quickly  figuring  out  that  my  co-pilot 
had  skimmed  the  mountain  too  low 
and  had  gotten  into  an  awful  thump  of 
a  turbulent  downdraft.  Suddenly  at 
that  moment  the  right  engine  quit, 
starved  for  that  45  minutes  of  fuel  that 
had  siphoned  overboard  on  our 
climbout.  I  quickly  feathered  the  right 
prop.  We  were  very  light  by  now  and 
had  good  altitude,  so  we  easily  made 
our  7-Mile  Airfield  home  base.  While 
still  on  the  landing  roll,  our  left  engine 
quit,  also  out  of  gas.  I  was  able  to  coast 
off  far  enough  to  one  side  to  clear  the 
runway  and  wait  for  a  tow.  George 
Kersting's  Marauder  made  it  home 
shortly  after  us.  but  no  sign  of  our  lead 
B-26. 

"Within  hours  we  learned  that  Chris 
Herron  had  lost  an  engine  because  of 
the  heavy  downpour  in  that  tropical 
storm.  Chris'  co  pilot,  an  Australian 
officer  who  was  a  former  airline  pilot, 
advised  that  they  fly  due  south.  The 
Aussie  co-pilot  knew  of  a  small  island 
with  a  landing  strip.  Herron  opted  to 
land  with  their  gear  down.  Tragically, 
the  B-26's  nosewheel  folded  and  the  air- 
craft flipped  over  on  them,  crushing 
the  cockpit.  Chris  and  his  Australian 
co-pilot  were  killed.  The  bombardier 
and  navigator.  Lieutenant  Barnhill  and 
Lieutenant  Wright,  survived  the  crash, 
as  did  the  two  crewchief  gunners." 

If  you  are  alive  out  there,  Lieutenant 
Barnhill  or  Lieutenant  Wright,  please 
write  Congressman  Bob  Dorn.\.\. 

"Chris  Herron  was  truly  one  of  the 
great  ones,  a  natural  leader  who  earned 
the  praise  and  affection  of  his  crew  and 
all  of  his  colleagues  in  the  22d  Bomb 
Group.  A  day  or  two  later  I  flew  my  B- 
26  "Kansas  Komet."  that's  right.  Wal- 
ter Krell  grew  up.  just  like  Bob  Dole, 
in  Kansas.  "I  flew  the  "Kansas  Komet' 
back  to  Australia.  As  I  chopped  our  en- 
gines on  the  ramp  at  Townsville  Air- 
field, my  co-pilot,  the  same  I.B..  was 
the  first  one  out  and  on  the  ground. 
VTien  I  hit  the  ground,  he  snarled  at 
me  "I  will  never  fly  with  you  again,  and 
I  will  never  fly  in  that  airplane  again." 
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I  told  him  he  was  breaking  my  heart. 

And  what  did  our  outstanding  group 
leadership  do  with  this  disgruntled 
lieutenant?  Why.  they  let  him  hang 
around  group  operations  for  several 
weeks,  assisting  in  the  combat  brief- 
ings for  the  rest  of  us  who  were  flying 
missions  while  the  colonels  found 
somewhere  else  to  transfer  him.  A  Gen- 
eral Jimmy  Doolittle  would  have 
ripped  off  his  wings,  stripped  him  down 
to  his  jock  strap  and  had  him  tethered 
to  a  mule  harness  to  start  supplies  over 
the  Owen  Stanleys. 

Several  weeks  after  that  first  incen- 
diary mission,  Capt.  Al  Fletcher,  our 
22d  Group  intelligence  officer,  told  me 
that  a  Japanese  diary  had  been  recov- 
ered from  a  crashed  enemy  aircraft.  In 
the  diary  the  writer  told  of  an  incendi- 
ary raid  on  Rabaul  by  three  Martin  B~ 
24  Marauders  that  had  caused  many 
fires,  all  of  which  had  been  contained 
except  for  the  fires  caused  by  the  in- 
cendiaries that  had  fallen  into  the  open 
hatch  of  a  moored  freighter. 

Those  fires  on  board  the  ship  could 
not  be  controlled.  They  reignited  the 
dock  and  then  the  warehouse  area, 
burned  fiercely  for  hours,  and  came 
within  a  fraction  of  torching  off  a  large 
ammo  dump. 

I  am  sorry  I  never  saw  that  captured 
diary  that  described  the  impact  of  Lt. 
Chris  Herron's  final  mission  for  his 
country.  Yes,  sir,  he  was  one  of  the 
very  best. 

That  is  all  I  know  about  Chris 
Herron.  And  another  of  America's 
World  War  II  heroes,  Walter  Krell,  goes 
to  his  eternal  reward  on  Sunday,  May 
7.  A  few  years  later  on  that  island  of 
Okinawa,  here  is  what  a  small  press  re- 
port sounds  like  for  yesterday: 

"The  6th  Marine  Division  makes  its 
nth  attack  on  May  17,  1945,"  50  years 
ago  yesterday,  "up  Sugar  Loaf  Hill 
after  a  pulverizing  bombardment  by 
Navy  and  Marine  artillery,  fighter 
bombers  and  naval  gunfire.  Once  again 
the  Marines  take  the  hill  crest  but  suf- 
fer heavy  casualties  and  must  with- 
draw. " 

Madam  Speaker,  I  want  to  read  that 
again.  What  was  happening  50  years 
ago  as  we  began  to  clear  out  the  Ger- 
man concentration  camps  on  the  other 
side  of  the  world,  and  try  and  save  peo- 
ple dying  by  the  hundreds  if  not  thou- 
sands because  they  only  knew  a  few 
days  of  freedom,  they  were  so  malnour- 
ished, before  God  took  them. 

But  here  on  the  other  side  of  the 
world,  on  Okinawa,  far  worse  than 
what  I  had  talked  about  on  the  House 
floor,  the  casualties  at  Iwo  Jima,  but 
here  in  this  86-day  battle,  still  not 
over,  that  started  at  the  beginning  of 
last  month,  here  on  the  11th  assault  on 
Sugar  Loaf,  I  walked  this  terrible 
ground  on  Okinawa  once,  could  hardly 
conceive  of  the  change  of  real  estate, 
ugly  real  estate,  back  and  forth.  They 
must  withdraw  after  winning  the 
ground  on  the  11  th  attack. 


Nearby  the  First  Marine  Division 
takes  Wana  Draw  and  knocks  out  some 
of  the  Japanese  big  guns  that  were  ze- 
roed in  on  Sugar  Loaf.  Then  the  Army 
comes  in,  a  surprise  dawn  attack  by 
the  77th  "Statue  of  Liberty  Division." 
They  take  a  ridge  on  the  Shuri  line, 
eastern  end.  The  77th  also  reaches  the 
top  of  Flat  Hill  Drive,  takes  it. 

And  then  the  77th  Division  is  driven 
off  by  a  counterattack.  What  would 
make  young  American  Marines  and 
GI's  give  up  ground  that  they  had  just 
taken?  Only  one  thing:  horrible  casual- 
ties. Wounded  and  dying  men  all 
around  you.  Seeing  in  that  clear  Pa- 
cific air  hundreds  of  Japanese  infantry 
forces  who  were  fighting  with  an  in- 
credible spirit,  that  if  we  had  ever  had 
to  invade  Japan  would  have  killed  a 
million  of  them  and  300,000  of  our  men. 

Hence  the  stupidity  and  arrogance  of 
this  argument  over  at  the  Smithsonian 
over  how  to  display  the  fuselage  of  the 
Enola  Gay.  coming  up  on  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  the  first  two  atomic  bombs 
on  August  6  and  9.  It  was  merciful  to 
the  Japanese  in  this  frenzy  of  combat. 

And  all  this  killing  is  still  going  on 
down  in  the  Philippine  Islands  50  years 
ago  today.  Although  the  Japanese 
down  there  were  falling  back,  here  they 
are  fighting  with  a  courageous  feroc- 
ity. Offshore  a  kamikaze  sends  the  de- 
stroyer Douglas  H.  Fox  back  to  the 
States  for  extensive  repairs. 

As  I  recall,  the  day  before  this  50 
years  ago  the  Enterprise  had  been  hit; 
the  Enterprise,  which  had  not  been  at 
Coral  Sea  but  had  survived  the  battle 
of  Midway,  all  the  serious  combat 
around  Guadalcanal  and  all  the  Solo- 
mon Islands.  It  had  been  in  the  battle 
of  the  Philippine  Sea.  in  the  battle  of 
Leyte  Gulf.  It  had  more  battle  stars 
than  any  other  carrier,  had  counted  for 
shooting  down.  I  think.  991  Japanese 
airplanes.  It  gets  hit  by  a  Japanese  ka- 
mikaze, loses  its  forward  loading  eleva- 
tor and  is  on  its  way  back  to  Puget 
Sound  on  this  very  day  50  years  ago. 

Then  planes  from  the  carrier  Ticon- 
deroga  further  south  attacked  the  Jap- 
anese garrisons  on  Taroa  Island  and 
Maloelap  Aloll  in  the  central  Pacific 
Marshall  Islands. 

So  we  have  got  combat  going  on  Oki- 
nawa, still  looking  for  a  last  few  snip- 
ers down  in  the  caves  in  Iwo  Jima, 
fighting  in  the  Philippines  and  attack- 
ing some  of  the  other  Japanese  naval 
bases. 

Madam  Speaker,  here  to  personalize 
this,  which  I  would  like  to  do,  down  to 
one  man.  In  my  Medal  of  Honor  book 
here  is  a  story  about  the  young  Marine 
major  and  how  tough  people  would 
fight  to  inspire  their  men.  An  incred- 
ible story. 

This  one  more  story  about  day  before 
yesterday.  A  battalion  of  the  6th  Ma- 
rine Division  led  by  Maj.  Harry 
Courtney  makes  an  American  banzai 
charge  on  Okinawa's  Sugar  Loaf  Hill. 
This  was  2  days  before  this  11th  attack 
today  and  yesterday. 


The  Marines  take  the  hill  and  then 
are  driven  off.  Courtney  is  awarded  a 
posthumous  Medal  of  Honor. 

B-29's  destroy,  meanwhile,  up  in 
Japan  the  Mitsubishi  aircraft  engine 
plant  and  3.6  square  miles  of  Nagoya. 
The  Japanese  sowed  the  wind  and  now 
they  were  reaping  the  whirlwind. 

Meanwhile  U.S.  scientists  and  bomb 
experts  at  Los  .•Mamos.  NM  select  Hiro- 
shima, and  now  comes  the  lucky 
names,  for  target,  Kokura  spared  by 
God's  call,  I  guess,  Kyoto,  one  of  the  5 
biggest  cities,  and  Yokohama,  second 
biggest  city,  all  likely  targets  for 
atomic  bombs. 

Hiroshima,  which  ironically  was  the 
most  Christian  city  in  Japan,  and  Na- 
gasaki, where  Portuguese  Christian 
missionaries,  Jesuits,  had  landed  years 
before— they  were  selected.  Hiroshima 
seems  especially  a  good  target  because 
the  surrounding  hills  will  focus  the 
blast. 

Now  to  Major  Courtney.  His  name  is 
Henry,  same  as  my  dad.  Same  nick- 
name, "Harry  "  Harry  Courtney.  29 
years  of  age.  was  awarded  the  Medal  of 
Honor  for  2  days  of  action,  the  14th  and 
15th  of  this  week.  50  years  ago.  May 
1945. 

""U.S.  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  born  6 
January  1916  in  Duluth.  MN.  Appointed 
from  Minnesota.  For  conspicuous  gal- 
lantry and  intrepidity  at  the  risk  of  his 
life  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty, 
as  the  exec,  officer  of  the  2nd  Battal- 
ion, 22nd  Marines,  the  6th  Marine  Divi- 
sion." None  of  those  units  exist  any- 
more. "In  action  against  Japanese 
forces  on  Okinawa  Shime  in  the  Ryu- 
kyu  Islands.  Ordered  to  hold  for  the 
night  in  static  defense  behind  Sugar 
Loaf  Hill  after  leading  the  forward  ele- 
ments of  his  command  in  a  prolonged 
fire  fight.  Major  Courtney  weighed  the 
effect  of  a  hostile  night  counterattack 
against  the  tactical  value  of  an  imme- 
diate Marine  assault,  resolved  to  initi- 
ate the  assault,  and  promptly  obtained 
permission  to  advance  and  seize  the 
forward  slope  of  the  hill.  Quickly  ex- 
plaining the  situation  to  his  small,  tat- 
tered remaining  force,  he  declared  his 
personal  intention  of  leading  and  mov- 
ing forward  and  then  proceeded  on  his 
way,  boldly  blasting  nearby  cave  posi- 
tions and  neutralizing  enemy  guns  as 
he  went.  Inspired  by  his  courage,  every 
man  followed  without  hesitation,  and 
together  the  intrepid  Marines  braved  a 
terrific  concentration  of  Japanese  guns 
to  skirt  the  hill  on  the  right  and  reach 
the  reverse  slope.  Harry  Courtney  sent 
guides  to  the  rear  for  more  ammuni- 
tion and  possible  replacements.  Subse- 
quently reinforced  by  26  men  and  an 
LDT  load  of  grenades"-!  guess  that  is 
land  vehicle  tank— "he  determined  to 
storm  the  crest  of  the  hill  and  crush 
any  planned  counterattack  before  it 
could  gain  sufficient  momentum  by 
effecting  a  breakthrough.  Leading  his 
men  by  example  rather  than  by  com- 
mand, he  pushed  ahead  with  unrelent- 


ing aggressiveness  hurling  grenades 
into  cave  openings  on  the  slope  with 
devastating  effect.  Upon  reaching  the 
crest  and  observing  large  numbers  of 
Japanese  forming  for  action  to  attack 
less  than  100  yards  away,  he  instantly 
attacked,  waged  a  furious  battle  and 
succeeded  in  killing  many  of  the 
enemy  himself  and  forcing  the  remain- 
der to  take  cover  in  the  caves.  Deter- 
mined to  hold,  he  told  his  men  to  dig 
in.  and  coolly  disregarding  the  continu- 
ous hail  of  flying  enemy  shrapnel,  he 
moved  to  rally  his  weary  troops,  tire- 
lessly aiding  casualties,  and  assigned 
his  men  to  more  advantageous  posi- 
tions. He  was  then  instantly  killed  by 
a  hostile  mortar  blast  while  moving 
among  his  men.  Maj.  Harry  Courtney 
by  his  astute  military  acumen,  indomi- 
table leadership  and  decisive  action  in 
the  face  of  overwhelming  odds  had  con- 
tributed essentially  to  the  success  of 
the  Okinawa  campaign.  His  great  i)er- 
sonal  valor  throughout  sustained  his 
men  and  enhanced  the  highest  tradi- 
tions of  the  U.S.  Navy.  He  gallantly 
gave  his  life  for  his  country." 

Walter  Krell.  Chris  Herron  and  the 
fledgling  Army  Air  Force.  Maj.  Harry 
Courtney  with  the  Marine  Corps.  Char- 
ley Shelton.  and  Dave  Hrdlicka  over 
Laos.  Again  the  last  lines  of  Mitchner's 
great  story  of  flying  in  Korea  comes  to 
mind,  his  fictitious  admiral  based  on  a 
Mark  Mitchner  or  Bull  Halsey  type, 
played  so  beautifully  by  Fredric  March 
says,  "'Where  do  we  get  such  men?  Why 
is  America  lucky  enough  to  have  such 
men?" 

Madam  Speaker,  when  I  was  on  the 
floor  last  month  about  Okinawa.  I 
mentioned  that  we  do  have  one  Mem- 
ber. Bob  Stlmp,  who  served  on  the 
ships  watching  the  young  wounded 
come  aboard.  He  was  barely  18.  He  had 
fudged  his  age  to  join  a  couple  of  years 
before,  trained  at  Pearl  Harbor  and  was 
off  the  coast  of  Okinawa. 

Madam  Speaker.  I  include  the  follow- 
ing article  for  the  Record: 

(From  the  Hill.  Apr.  5.  1995) 
Memories     of     Oki.s'awa— Representative 

Bobby  Sti-mp  Recalls  His  Role  in  the 

Historic  Battle  on  Its  50th  Anniversary 
(By  David  Grann) 

Bobby  Stump  wanted  to  become  a  doctor, 
but  when  the  Japanese  bombed  Pearl  Harbor 
in  December  1941,  he  did  what  all  his  friends 
did:  He  enlisted. 

There  was  only  one  catch.  He  was  only  16. 

•I  had  to  boost  my  age  up."  the  68-year-old 
Arizona    Republican    conirressman    recalls. 
"All  my  friends  were  seniors  in  high  school, 
and.  technically.  I  wasn't  old  enough." 

Training  as  a  medical  technician  for  the 
Navy  on  Pearl  Harbor,  he  later  helped  oper- 
ate at  sea  on  dozens  of  U.S.  servicemen 
wounded  in  the  bloody  battles  of  Luzon  and 
Iwo  Jima.  On  April  1,  1945,  he  was  on  board 
a  "flat  top"  aircraft  carrier  steaming  toward 
the  60-mile-long,  banana-shaped  island  of 
Okinawa. 

Fifty-years  later,  the  silver-haired  chair- 
man of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs  Commit- 
tee, who  believes  he  is  the  only  member  of 
Congress  who  fought  at  Okinawa,  recalled  in 


13555 

an  interview  the  beautiful  clear  day  that 
launched  the  most  devastating  naval  battle 
of  World  War  II.  Over  1.200  ships  carrying 
more  than  180,000  marines,  sailors  and  sol- 
diers converged  on  the  rocky  Pacific  island. 

"It  was  Easter  Sunday."  he  says.  "'We 
didn"t  know  exactly  what  to  expect,  but  we 
knew  it  was  going  to  be  bad.  We  were  getting 
ready  to  attack  the  mainland  of  Japan,  and 
this  was  a  final  step." 

His  aircraft  carrier  was  part  of  an  arsenal 
of  40  large  and  small  carriers.  18  battleships 
and  nearly  200  destroyers.  As  they  moved 
through  the  East  China  Sea.  sailors  searched 
the  skies  for  the  dreaded  Kamikaze  suicide 
planes. 

•"They  would  come  straight  in.  or  drop 
bombs  from  under  their  bellies."'  Stump  re- 
calls. ""It  didn"t  matter  if  you  were  on  a  big 
or  little  ship.  They'd  try  to  hit  everything." 

Although  his  ship  was  never  hit  directly, 
he  watched  other  ships  sinking  in  flames.  His 
ship  rescued  sailors  from  the  stormy  seas.  As 
the  battle  dragged  into  May,  there  were  end- 
less alerts,  as  planes  roared  across  the  night 
sky. 

Stump  witnessed  first  hand  what  one  war 
correspondent  described  in  Ronald  Specter's 
account  of  the  battle.  Eagle  Against  the  Sun: 
"The  strain  of  waiting,  the  anticipated  ter- 
ror made  vivid  from  past  experience,  sent 
some  men  into  hysteria.  Insanity,  break- 
down."' 

Stump,  who  turned  68  on  Tuesday, 
downplays  his  personal  experience.  Instead, 
he  speaks  solemnly  of  his  friends  who  lost 
more  than  him.  those  who  never  came  home 
after  the  invasion. 

"It  was  worse  than  Luzon  and  Iwo  Jima." 
he  says.   "Nothing  compared." 

On  June  21.  when  the  guns  finally  quieted. 
7.000  U.S.  marines  and  soldiers  were  dead.  In 
the  protracted  sea-air  battle  offshore,  where 
Stump  was,  over  5.000  sailors  were  killed  and 
5,000  more  wounded. 

The  toll  on  the  Japanese  was  equally  dev- 
astating. Over  70,000  Japanese  died,  along 
with  more  than  80,000.  mostly  civilian  Okina- 
wans.  '"It  was  the  last  ditch  effort  for  the 
Japanese  to  stop  us.  and  they  fought  and 
fought."  says  Stump. 

After  the  bitter  struggle.  Stump  finally  set 
sail  for  home.  He  had  been  at  sea  for  over 
two  years.  As  ships  with  American  recruits 
passed  him  heading  for  Japan,  President 
Truman  ordered  the  first  atomic  bomb 
dropped  on  Hiroshima,  followed  by  a  second 
nuclear  weapon  on  Nagasaki. 

It  was  the  only  way  to  stave  off  an  even 
costlier  invasion  of  the  Japanese  mainland. 
Stump  says,  and  a  death  toll  even  larger 
than  Okinawa.  He  was  incensed  when  the 
Smithsonian  Museum  recently  planned  an 
exhibit  of  the  Enola  Gay,  suggesting  Amer- 
ica did  not  have  to  bomb  Hiroshima  in  order 
to  end  the  war. 

■"Anyone  who  was  at  Okinawa,  "  he  says, 
"anyone  who  saw  that  kind  of  fighting,  knew 
what  an  invasion  of  Japan  would  really  mean 
and  what  was  at  stake."" 

And  he  adds:  "They  would  not  try  to  re- 
write history." 

Mr.  DORNAN.  This  battle  that  start- 
ed on  Easter  Sunday.  April  1.  had  now 
been  raging  for  48  days,  barely  halfway 
through  the  battle.  It  was  the  last  in- 
vasion before  the  assault  on  Japan's 
home  islands.  Okinawa  was  needed,  of 
course,  as  a  harbor  for  our  U.S.  fleet 
and  to  build  more  air  bases  for  the 
fighters  and  heavy  bombers  to  get 
them  up  closer.  The  Iwo  Jima  invasion 
was  necessary  as  a  halfway  point.  We 
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lost  over  6.000  men  and  saved.  3  to  1. 
18.000  air  crewmen  to  come  back  to  Iwo 
Jima.  Now  we  are  moving  in  closer  to 
finish  off  the  war.  The  big  island  would 
be  used  as  a  staging  area  for  the  inva- 
sion of  the  southern  island  of  Kyushu 
and  the  planned  assault  later  on 
Honshu,  the  middle  Japanese  island 
where  Tokyo  is.  What  a  campaign  we 
avoided  by  all  of  this  brave  action. 

These  Japanese  kamikaze  or  suicide 
attacks  were  called  "kikusui."  floating 
chrysanthemums.  There  were  flown 
against  the  invasion  fleet  all  around 
the  island.  Most  aircraft  were  flown  by 
young  men  with  hardly  any  hours  at 
all  as  pilots.  Almost  half  of  the  attack- 
ing force  were  kamikaze.  I  wonder  how 
you  got  to  not  fly  a  kamikaze  and  get 
to  have  a  parachute  and  enough  fuel  to 
get  you  home? 

The  attacks  also  included  more  tradi- 
tional methods  of  attack  by  fighters 
and  bombers.  Most  were  shot  down  by 
ships  of  the  invading  forces  and  U.S. 
and  British  naval  aircraft.  The  Ameri- 
cans and  the  British  lost  763  aircraft. 
That  is  almost  as  many  as  we  have  in 
all  of  our  stateside  fighter  squadrons 
now— 763.  But  the  Japanese  lost  10 
times  that.  7.700  aircraft.  Thirty-four 
U.S.  ships  were  sunk.  Naval  forces  lost 
4.900  sailors,  killed  or  missing,  and  in 
naval  combat  when  somebody  is  miss- 
ing, they  are  gone,  beneath  the  waves, 
no  remains  to  go  home,  no  grave  to 
visit. 

D  2000 

From  March  17  to  May  27.  the  U.S. 
Navy  suffered  its  worst  losses  in  the 
war;  at  least  90  ships  sank  or  were  out 
of  action  for  30  to  90  days,  all  of  that 
during  last  month,  this  month  and  next 
month  50  years  ago. 

Because  of  Clinton's  appearance  in 
Moscow,  flying  over  England,  which 
was  a  grievous  insult  to  the  British  and 
the  French,  all  of  our  allies  along  the 
coast,  the  Dutch,  the  Belgians,  the 
Danes,  because  he  went  to  the  Euro- 
pean ceremonies  in  Moscow,  in  a 
strange  way  not  honoring  the  fact  that 
we  fought  together  in  an  allied  cause, 
but  unfortunately  recalling  that  Sta- 
lin, in  his  evil,  he  reigned  for  29  years. 
Hitler  for  12. 

So  Stalin  killed  millions  and  mil- 
lions of  more  people  than  even  the  hor- 
rible Adolf  Hitler.  Stalin  caused  this 
conflict  in  Europe  by  signing  a  Hitler- 
Stalin  pact  in  1940.  Both  of  them  in- 
vaded Poland,  cutting  it  in  half.  Then 
Stalin  began  to  trade  and  gave  war  ma- 
terials to  Hitler  so  he  could  further 
crush  and  suppress  the  rest  of  Europe, 
and  then  as  with  all  deals  made  with 
the  approval  of  the  devil.  Hitler,  on 
June  22.  1941,  shortly  before  our  being 
dragged  into  this  by  Pearl  Harbor  at 
the  end  of  the  year,  he  attacks  the 
other  ugly  evil  force  of  this  century, 
the  Communists  in  Russia;  unbeliev- 
able, cataclysmic  events. 

Madam  Speaker.  I  had  intended  to 
come  to  this  floor,  but  I  did  not  want 
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to  distract  from  our  great  vote,  when 
McNamara's  book  first  came  out  last 
month. 

I  got  to  host  a  radio  show  for  3  hours 
that  is  hosted  by  Ronald  Reagan's  son. 
Michael,  and  on  the  show,  because 
McNamara's  book  was  prominent  in 
the  news  at  that  time,  I  had  two  impor- 
tant guests.  One  was  the  best  military 
writer  in  America  today.  He  has  got  a 
great  article  in  today's  Washington 
Times,  Col.  Harry  Summers,  the  senior 
editor  of  Vietnam  magazine. 

Summers  came  on  the  radio  with  me. 
and  I  read  his  article  from  that  day, 
last  month,  from  that  day's  com- 
mentary section  of  the  Washington 
Times,  and  he  said  that  there  were 
many  men  culpable  for  the  terrible  loss 
in  Vietnam  during  those  early  years 
when  we  could  have  achieved  a  victory 
by  mining  Haiphong  Harbor,  con- 
centrating our  energies  in  I  Corps,  seal- 
ing the  Ho  Chi  Minh  trail,  giving  the 
Vietnamese  the  same  type  of  aircraft 
we  were  giving  the  British,  the  Turks, 
and  the  Greeks.  We  were  giving  F-4 
"Phantoms"  to  everybody,  but  in  a 
racist  way,  we  treated  our  South  Viet- 
namese allies  as  though  they  were  not 
worthy  of  top-line  equipment.  They 
might  take  the  war  north  as  Lee  took 
it  north  to  Antietam  and  Gettysburg. 
No,  bottle  them  up  in  the  South,  teach 
them  to  be  subservient,  and  we  will 
handle  all  the  artillery  and  all  the  air 
cover,  so  we  wean  them  away  from 
fighting  the  way  they  should  have  a.s  a 
counter-guerrilla  conflict. 

In  those  early  years  he  said  there 
were  many  people  culpable.  He  even 
takes  a  shot  at  honorable  General 
Westmoreland.  He  said  McNamara  was 
different.  NcNamara  was  evil.  Nobody 
has  used  that  word  on  this  House  floor. 
I  bet  it  has  never  been  used  in  the  Sen- 
ate. I  said  on  the  air  that  night  on  100 
stations,  I  said.  "Colonel  Summers, 
you  are  correct.  Robert  Strange  McNa- 
mara is  an  evil  man.  Never  in  my  life- 
time, maybe  not  in  this  century, 
maybe  not  throughout  the  Civil  War, 
have  we  had  a  man  personally  respon- 
sible along  with  President  Johnson  for 
killing  so  many  Vietnamese  on  both 
sides,  2  million  or  more  North  Viet- 
namese." All  the  young  soldiers  and 
peasants  did  not  understand  dialectical 
materialism  or  communism,  just  sent 
south  against  B-52  strikes,  all  sorts  of 
punishment  before  they  got  into  com- 
bat where  they  were  used  on  suicide 
raids  like  these  Kamakazes  or  Bonzai 
charges. 

After  Harry  Summers,  I  had  an  un- 
usual guest,  an  excellent  American  pa- 
triot, Tom  Moorer,  4-star  Navy  admi- 
ral, who  had  been  commander  of  the 
7th  Fleet  in  the  Pacific,  and  he  had 
been  CINCPAC  commander  for  all  our 
Pacific  forces,  the  biggest  geographical 
military  command  on  the  planet  Earth. 
He  then  became  chief  of  naval  oper- 
ations, then  chairman  of  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  sending  memo  after  memo  to 
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Robert  McNamara,  begging  him  to 
mine  Haiphong  Harbor. 

At  this  time.  McNamara  had  already 
made  up  his  mind.  He  made  up  his 
mind  before  he  put  the  first  Marine  on 
the  beach  March  8.  1965;  we  could  not 
win.  so  he  was  feeding  young  kids  like 
cannon  fodder  into  this  death  machine 
while  he  is  skiing  at  Snow  Mass.  and 
his  son  is  avoiding  the  draft.  I  have 
seen  him  lie  on  Larry  King  and  lie  on 
the  Tom  Snyder  Show.  I  have  seen  him 
lying  all  over,  pushing  his  book,  driv- 
ing it  up  to  No.  1  on  the  New  York 
Times  bestseller  list. 

A  caller  called  in  from  Montana.  I  be- 
lieve his  name  was  Bob.  I  hope  he  is 
watching.  Bob  says.  "Admiral  Moorer, 
Bob  Dornan.  I  think  Robert  McNamara 
was  a  war  criminal."  There  was  a 
pause,  and  I  said  "Admiral,  those 
words  crossed  my  mind  yesterday  at 
the  Vietnam  Memorial." 

I  thought,  well,  liberals  love  to  come 
at  me  for  overstating  the  case,  and  I 
rejected  ever  using  those  words.  "But 
what  do  you  think.  Admiral?  Is  he  a 
war  criminal?"  Admiral  Tom  Moorer. 
without  a  blemish  on  his  career,  in 
1942,  he  was  flying  PBY  Catalinas,  and 
they  were  painted  black,  and  they 
called  them  "Black  Cats."  They  were 
actually  using  it  as  a  patrol  bomber, 
bombing  in  the  Solomon  Islands:  Dis- 
tinguished Flying  Cross,  with  Silver 
Stars,  great  combat  veteran.  Admiral 
Tom  Moorer  says,  "Congressman,  yes.  I 
believe  Robert  McNamara  is  a  war 
criminal." 

Now.  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  lost  my 
speaking  privileges  on  this  floor  the 
day  after  the  State  of  the  Union  for 
using  a  term  that  I  will  not  complete 
tonight.  I  do  not  want  to  get  into  prob- 
lems with  our  parliamentarian.  I 
talked  about  aid  and  comfort  to  hostile 
powers  with  whom  we  were  engaged  in 
combat. 

Suffice  it  to  say.  when  Wolf  Blitzer 
asked  Bill  Clinton  at  the  White  House 
if  he  felt  McNamara's  book  vindicated 
him.  Clinton  said.  "Yes.  Yes.  I  do." 
And  because  he  is  bright,  he  said,  "1 
know  it  sounds  self-serving,  but,  yes  I 
do." 

Imagine  getting  vindication  from  an 
evil  person,  a  person  that  honorable 
men  think  of  as  a  war  criminal.  You 
cannot  get  vindication  there,  Mr.  Clin- 
ton. You  just  cannot. 

And  I  have  found  out  since  then  why 
Mr.  Clinton  went  to  Moscow  alone  on 
New  Year's  Eve  1969,  why  he  woke  up  in 
Leningrad  and  headed  to  Moscow  Janu- 
ary 1,  1970.  why  he  was  there  only  3 
days.  27  degrees  below  zero,  10  inches  of 
snow  cover.  It  was  to  go  to  a  banquet, 
a  banquet  that  a  former  U.S.  Senator 
was  at  in  the  National  Hotel,  the  best 
hotel  in  town,  and  he  was  broke,  freez- 
ing, and  he  was  only  there  3  days,  and 
then  off  to  Prague,  the  banquet,  the 
peace  banquet,  and  then  I  found  out 
yesterday  from  a  new  book  called 
"Clinton     Confidential,  "      by     George 
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Carpozzi,  1  hope  George  is  listening,  1 
would  like  to  help  his  book  to  attain  a 
counterbalance  to  McNamara's  book, 
that  Clinton  had  also  another  trip  to 
Moscow  1  never  knew  about,  June  1991, 
4  months,  less  than  4  months  before  he 
declared  for  the  Presidency  on  October 
3.  1991.  He  was  in  Moscow.  The  Paula 
Jones  incident  was  March  8.  which,  by 
the  way,  is  V-E  Day.  and  1  month 
later,  June  8.  he  has  a  personal  I'j-hour 
meeting  with  the  head  of  the  KGB. 
What  the  heck  was  that  all  about,  less 
than  4  months  before  he  declared  to  be 
commander  in  chief? 

So.  Madam  Speaker.  1  will  say  what 
some  press  people  know,  that  I  will  be 
back  trying  to  follow  parliamentary 
rules,  but  if  I  get  overruled.  I  will  ap- 
peal the  ruling  of  the  Chair  and  I  will 
win  by  a  party-line  vote.  I  polled  my 
party  members.  I  am  going  to  discuss 
next  month  what  the  historical  expres- 
sion in  our  Constitution  means  about 
aid  and  comfort,  what  constitutes  a 
hostile  power,  what  constitutes  an 
enemy  force,  what  58.000  deaths  mean, 
and  I  will  do  a  full  hour  on  McNamara 
and  why  it  is  an  absolute  disgrace  that 
he  would  rip  open  this  unhealed  wound 
of  Vietnam  and  bring  the  type  of  agony 
that  I  have  gone  down  to  the  wall  and 
talked  to  some  of  these  vets  that  they 
feel  McNamara  telling  them  it  was 
wrong,  terribly  wrong,  that  we  would 
try  to  free  South  Vietnam,  help  them 
stay  free,  with  44  newspapers  in  Sai- 
gon. 

I  went  over  there  eight  times  during 
that  conflict.  I  knew  what  the  mis- 
takes were,  what  the  corruption  was. 
But  none  of  it  was  as  evil  as  the  human 
rights  violations  in  Hanoi  or  what  goes 
on  to  this  day  in  North  Korea,  in 
China,  in  conquered  Vietnam,  in  Cuba, 
for  that  matter. 

We  have  a  terrible  century  of  history, 
and  it  is  going  out  with  a  lot  of  blood- 
shed and  hurt  and  pain,  but  we  have 
still  got  these  heroes  from  our  darkest 
year  of  1942.  We  have  got  our  Walt 
Krells  and  David  Hrdlickas. 

Something  has  been  bothering  me 
lately.  I  have  been  thinking  about 
traveling  around  the  country,  reaching 
maybe  way  beyond  my  reach,  to  offer 
some  leadership  to  this  country,  and  it 
has  to  do  with  something  that  atheists 
love.  They  call  it  the  natural  selection. 
I  wonder  if  it  has  ever  occurred  to  any- 
body the  worst  thing  that  wars  do  to 
any  nation,  large  or  small,  the  best, 
the  very  best  die  off.  while  the  worst 
hide  out  and  escape  and  cut  corners 
and  they  get  rewarded  during  peace. 
sometimes,  while  the  best  are  gone,  the 
opposite  of  natural  selection,  as  athe- 
ists see  it  by  the  law  of  the  jungle. 

How  many  men  would  be  running  for 
the  presidency  today  who  had  shown 
their  strength  of  character  in  Korea  or 
Vietnam  if  they  had  not  been  put  into 
this  Medal  of  Honor  book  as  post- 
humous recipients  of  their  Nation's 
greatest  honor?  There  is  only  one  word 


on  that  Medal  of  Honor:  Valor.  And 
sometimes  I  think  it  stands  for  "veter- 
ans against  lying  or  revisionism." 

Mr.  McNamara's  book  is  a  sacrilege 
and  an  offense  from  a  war  criminal, 
and  I  will  not  stop  trying  to  bring  out 
the  truth  until  my  last  breath,  and  I 
might  tell  my  liberal  critics  that  all 
warriors  hate  war.  Those  who  were  not 
killed  to  kill  another  mother's  son  in 
combat,  like  myself,  but  were  trained 
to  be  combat  ready  and  have  a  small 
piece  of  the  action  of  melting  down  the 
evil  empire,  we  understand  why  a  na- 
tion should  honor  those  that  died,  or 
those  that  had  their  young  bodies 
ripped  apart  or  those  that  managed  to 
escape  unscathed  by  the  grace  only  of  a 
merciful  God.  a  Creator. 

This  Nation  must  come  back  to  vir- 
tue, and  our  great  Nation  has  to  do 
something  for  the  veterans,  starting 
with  the  Korean  veterans  on  July  27.  in 
about  2  months  and  a  week,  when  a 
beautiful,  uplifting  memorial  is  dedi- 
cated. 

There  are  a  thousand  veterans  that 
are  going  to  turn  out  to  confront  Mr. 
Clinton  if  he  shows  up  that  day  because 
in  the  letter  to  Colonel  Holmes  he  also 
questioned  our  effort  in  Korea.  I  know 
what  people  who  avoid  service  think. 
They  think  people  are  fools  who  go  off 
and  lose  their  lives.  Well,  they  are  not 
fools.  They  are  the  very  essence  of  the 
countries'  strength,  and  they  are  the 
salt  of  the  Earth. 

And  with  that.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
conclude  this  evenings'  remarks  with 
what  Douglas  MacArthur  said,  "I  shall 
return." 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and,  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  SS-l.  .\n  act  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  lo  provide  authority  for  States 
to  limit  the  interstate  transportation  of  mu- 
nicipal solid  waste,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  McNULTY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Geph.\rdt),  for  today  after  2  p.m.,  on 
account  of  family  business. 

Mr.  Bono  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Ar.mey).  until  2:30  p.m.  today,  on  ac- 
count of  recovery  from  surgery. 
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Ms.  K.\PTUR,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DeF.\zio.  for  5  minutes,  today, 

Mr.  Pallone,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Skaggs,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  PosHARD,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  DiCKEY)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material: 

Mr.  KiM,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Norwood,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Skagcs)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(Mr.  Obey,  to  include  extraneous 
matter  on  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  1158  in  the  House  today.) 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Sk.\ggs)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  POSHARD. 

Mr.  Andrews. 

Ms.  Lofgren. 

Mr.  LiPiNSKl. 

Mr.  BONIOR  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Nadler. 

Mr.  Mfume. 

Mr.  Barcia. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Torres  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Williams. 

Mr.  FILNER. 

Mr.  Pallone. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Menendez. 

Mrs.  Maloney  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

Mr.  Olver. 

Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Dixon. 

Hoyer. 

Manton. 

Ward. 

Richardson  in  two  instances. 
(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  DiCKEY)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  PORTMAN. 

Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 

Mr.  OXLEY. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  ZiMMER. 

Mr.  Gunderson. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Goodling. 

Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Clinger. 

Mr.  Fawell. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Tate. 

Mrs.  Morella. 

Mr.  PoMBO. 

Mr.  Bono. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  RiGGS. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
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(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  DORNAN)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Peterson  of  Florida. 

Ms.  D.ANNER. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  DORNAN  Madam  Speaker.  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to:  accord- 
ingly (at  8  o'clock  and  14  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Monday.  May  22, 
1995,  at  12  noon. 


EXECUTrV'E  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows. 

886.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Legislative 
Liaison.  Department  of  the  .\ir  Force,  trans- 
mitting a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  ad- 
just the  tenure  of  the  Judge  Advocate  Gen- 
eral of  the  Air  Force,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

887.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation to  provide  for  the  termination  of  the 
status  of  the  College  Construction  Loan  In- 
surance Association  (the  Corporation)  as  a 
Government  sponsored  enterprise,  to  require 
the  Secretary  of  Education  to  divest  himself 
of  the  corporation's  stock,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 

888.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  report 
on  the  status  of  efforts  to  obtain  Iraq's  com- 
pliance with  the  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
U.N.  Security  Council,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  102-1.  section  3  (105  Stat.  4)  (H.Doc.  No. 
104-75);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports  of 

committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 

for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 

calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  LEACH;  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services.  H.R.  1062.  A  bill  to  en- 
hance competition  in  the  financial  services 
industry  by  providing  a  prudential  frame- 
work for  the  affiliation  of  banks,  securities 
firms,  and  other  financial  service  providers; 
with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104-127.  Pt.  1).  Or- 
dered to  be  printed 


TIME  LIMITATION  ON  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

H.R.  1062  Referral  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  extended  for  a  period  ending  not 
later  than  June  16.  1995 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 


tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  CASTLE  (by  request); 
H.R.  1667.  A  bill  to  authorize  US.  contribu- 
tions to  the  International  Development  As- 
sociation, the  Asian  Development  Bank,  and 
the  interest  subsidy  account  of  the  enhanced 
structural  adjustment  facility  of  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund;  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 
By  Ms.  DANNER: 
H.R.  1668.  A  bill  to  establish  a  program  to 
control  fraud  and  abuse  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, to  increase  the  amount  of  civil  mone- 
tary penalties  which  may  be  assessed  against 
individuals  and  entities  committing  fraud 
against  the  Medicare  Program,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Ms.  FURSE: 
H.R.  1669.  A  bill  to  establish  a  science  and 
mathematics  early  start  grant  program,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic an(l  Educational  Opportunities. 

By    Mr.    CLINGER    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Spence.  Mr.   Horn.  Mr.   Zeliff.  Mr. 
Blute.  Mr.  Davi.s.  Mr.  Scarborough. 
Mr.    Lewis  of  Kentucky.   Mr.  Tate. 
Mr.  TiAHRT.  Mr.  Flanagan.  Mr.  Bass, 
and  Mr.  Chambliss): 
H.R.  1670.  A  bill  to  revise  and  streamline 
the  acquisition  laws  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, to  reorganize  the  mechanisms  for  re- 
solving  Federal    procurement   disputes,   and 
for   other   purposes;    to    the   Committee   on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committees  on  National  Se- 
curity, and  the  Judiciary,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Ms.  FURSE; 
H.R.    1671.   A  bill   to  provide   for  Federal 
budgetary    savings    through    reducing    the 
number  of  political  appointees;  to  the  Com- 
mittee  on   Government   Itetorm   and   Over 
sight. 

H.R.  1672.  A  bill  to  achieve  budgetary  sav- 
ings by  reducing  the  funding  and  scope  of  the 
stockpile  stewardship  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy;  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

H.R.  1673.  A  bill  to  achieve  budgetary  sav- 
ings by  terminating  certain  Department  of 
Defense  programs;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

H.R.  1674.  A  bill  to  achieve  budgetary  sav- 
ings by  reducing  the  amount  which  may  be 
appropriated  for  the  nuclear  energy  research 
and  development  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy:  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska  (for  himself. 
Mr.  DiNGELL.  Mr.  Hansen.  Mr.  Brew- 
ster. Mr.  DooLiTTLE.  Mr.  Tauzin.  Mr. 
Pete  Geren  of  Texas.  Mr.  Gallegly. 
Mr.  Hayes.  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr.  Ortiz. 
Mrs.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr. 
Cremeans.  Mrs.  Cubin.  Mr.  Cooley. 
Mr.  Shadegg.  Mr.  Watts  of  Okla- 
homa, and  Mr.  ThornberrY): 
H.R.  1675.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act 


of  1966  to  improve  the  management  of  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  JACOBS  (for  himself  and  Mr 
Cardin); 
H.R.  1676.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  to  clarify 
that  the  expenses  of  administering  the  old 
age.  survivors  and  disability  insurance  pro- 
grams are  not  included  in  the  budget  of  the 
U.S.  Government,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committees  on  Rules,  and  Ways 
and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas  (for  herself.  Mr.  Edwards.  Mr. 
Montgomery.    Mr,    Watt    of    North 
Carolina.  Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Clyburn. 
Mr.  CoNYERS.  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 
Ms.    Jack.son-Lke.    Mr.    Wil.son.    Mr. 
Laughlin.  Mr.   EVAN.s.   Mr.   Fox.  Mr. 
Houghton,  Mr.  .A.ckerman.  Mr.  Lipin- 
SKi.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Underwood.  Mr. 
Sanders.  Mr,  Tucker,  Mr.  Stearns. 
Mr.   Thompson.    Mrs.   Thurman.   Mr. 
Doggett.  Mr.   Metcalf.  Mr.  Engel. 
Mr.  Clay,  Mr.  Bonior.  Ms.  Brown  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Dellums.  and  Mr.  Hast- 
ings of  Florida): 
H.R.  1677.  A  bill  to  waive  the  time  limita- 
tion specified  by  law  for  the  award  of  certain 
military  decorations  in  order  to  allow  the 
posthumous     award     of     the     Congre-ssional 
Medal  of  Honor  to  Doris  Miller  for  actions 
while  a  member  of  the  Navy  during  World 
War  11;  to  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
ritv. 

By  Mr.  MARTINI; 
H.R.  1678.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States   Code,    to   apply    section    1001    to   all 
branches  of  Government;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  NADLER: 
H.R.  1679.  A  bill  to  make  an  exception  to 
the  United  States  embargo  on  trade  with 
Cuba  for  the  export  of  medicines  or  medical 
.supplies,  instruments,  or  equipment,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

By  Mr.  ROBERTS  (for  himself.  Mr.  de 
LA    Garza,    Mr.    Emerson,    and    Mr. 

CONDIT): 

H.R.  1680.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  In- 
secticide. Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

By    Mr.    TATE    (for   himself   and    Mr. 
Nethercutt): 

H.R.  1681.  A  bill  to  provide  that  certain 
regulations  shall  not  take  effect  unless  pub- 
lished in  final  form  not  later  than  18  months 
after  the  date  of  publication  of  general  no- 
tice of  proposed  rulemaking;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  WILLIAMS: 

H.R.  1682.  .A.  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  use  stewardship  contract- 
ing in  a  demonstration  program  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  ecological  integrity  and 
productivity  of  forest  ecosystems  to  insure 
that  the  land  and  resources  are  passed  to  fu- 
ture generations  in  better  condition  than 
they  were  found;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 
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By  Mr,  GILMAN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

DORNAN): 

H.J.  Res.  89.  Joint  resolution  prohibiting 
funds  for  diplomatic  relations  and  further 
advancement  of  economic  relations  with  the 
Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  [SRV]  unless 
the  President  certifies  to  Congress  that  Viet- 
namese officials  are  being  fully  cooperative 
and  forthcoming  with  efforts  to  account  for 
the  2.205  Americans  still  missing  and  other- 
wise unaccounted  for  from  the  Vietnam  War. 
as  determined  on  the  basis  of  all  information 
available  to  the  United  States  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 
By  Mr.  .SCHUMER: 
H.  Con.  Res.  69.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
National  Rifle  Association  should  di.savow 
and  condemn  the  inflammatory  and  defama- 
tory language  used  by  its  leadership  and  cer- 
tain of  its  officers  and  employees  to  attack 
Federal  law  enforcement  agencies  and  their 
employees;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By    Mr.    CALVERT    (for    himself.    Mr. 

Young  of  Alaska,   Mrs,   Chenoweth. 

Mr.  Radanovich.  Mr.  Gutknecht.  Mr. 

Stearns.     Mr.     Bachus.     and     Mr. 

Weller): 
H.  Con.  Res.  70.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  mem- 
bers of  the  Screen  Actors  Guild  should  con- 
tribute funds  to  a  private,  self-sustaining  en- 
dowment for  the  arts;  to  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities. 
By  Ms.  DeLAURO: 
H.  Res.  153.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Radio  Talk  Show  Hosts  should  not 
honor  G.  Gordon  Liddy  because  of  his  use  of 
hateful  speech  and  its  potential  to  inflame 
violence  against  law  enforcement  officers;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  LIPINSKI: 
H.    Res.    154.   Resolution    to   amend   clause 
2(a)  of  House  Rule  XXIII  to  extend  the  length 
of  time  required  before  considering  the  re- 
port of  a  committee  of  conference;  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 


MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII. 

87.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial  of 
the  Senate  of  the  Stale  of  Hawaii,  relative  to 
the  physical  desecration  of  the  U.S.  flag;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  26:  Mr.  Heineman. 

H.R.  43:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr.  Mar- 
key.  Ms   Roybal-Allard.  and  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  60:  Mr.  Rohrabacher. 

H.R.  70:  Mr.  Hayes. 

H.R.  104:  Mr   Bilbray. 

H.R.  159:  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H.R.  218:  Mr.  Pickett. 

H  R.  246:  Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
Canady. 

H.R.  248:  Mr.  QUILLEN. 

H.R.  329:  Mr.  Camp,  Mr.  Talent,  and  Mr. 
Quillen. 

H.R.  373:  Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  447:  Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas,  Mr. 
Stupak,  and  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

H.R.  482:  Mr.  Hoke. 

H.R.  739:  Mr.  Weller. 

H.R.  772:  Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota, 
Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Matsui.  and  Mr.  Mfume. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  LaTourette. 

H.R.  820:  Mr.  Quinn.  Mr.  DiCKEY.  Mr.  Watt 
of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Thornton.  Mr. 
Doyle,  and  Mr.  Franks  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  833:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California.  Mr.  Kluc, 
Mr.  Ward,  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas.  Mrs.  John- 
son of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Stark,  and  Mr.  Kolbe. 

H.R.  997:  Mr.  IsTOOK. 

H.R.  1020:  Mr.  Browder.  Mr.  POSHARD.  Ms. 
Pryce.  Mr.  Laughlin.  Mr.  Talent.  Mr. 
Klug.  Mr.  CosTELLO.  Mr.  Weldon  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  Mr.  Paxon. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  Farr  and  Mr.  Tale.nt. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas,  Mr. 
SCHIFF.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jer- 
sey, and  Mr.  Cardin. 

H.R.  1074:  Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
ScHiFF.  Mr.  Wax.man.  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jer- 
sey, and  Mr.  Cardin. 

H.R.  1085:  Mr,  COBLE. 


H.R.  1103:  Mr.  Calvert. 
H.R.  1138:  Mr.  T.^TE. 
1210:  Mr.  PETRI. 

Mr.  Bono  and  Mr,  Radanovich, 

Mr,  Hof:KSTRA. 

Mr.  LiSuER  and  Mr.  HoEKSTRa. 

Ms.  Rivers. 

Mrs.  Lincoln. 

Mr.  Weller.  Mr.  Skeen.  and  Mr. 


H.R 
H.R 
H.R 
H.K 
H.R 
H.R 
H.R. 
WAMP- 

H.R,  1423:  Mr,  McDermott.  Mr,  Pallone 
Mr.  Serrano.  Mr,  Hastings  of  Florida,  Mr 
Cunningham,  and  Mr,  Beilenson. 

H,R.  1447:  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo. 


1220: 
1226: 
1227. 
1235: 
1294: 
1363: 


H.R.  1448:  Mr.  KOLBE. 

H.R.  1484:  Mr.  Rahall.  Mr.  Ward.  Mr.  Dun- 
can. Mr.  Gonzalez,  and  Mr.  Marti.vez. 

H.R.  1496:  Mr.  SMrrH  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  1499:  Mrs.  Vucanovich.  Mr.  QuiNN.  Mr. 
S.MITH  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Solomon. 

H.R.  1533:  Mr.  DeLay  and  Mr.  MclNTOSH. 

H.R.  1535:  Mr.  McKlNNEY.  Mr.  Markey.  and 
Ms.  DeLauro. 

H.R.  1547:  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.R.  1556:  Mr.  Frisa  and  Mr.  Paxon. 

H.R.  1580:  Mr.  PoMBO.  Mr.  Hansen,  Mr. 
Gallegly.  and  Mr.  LaHcxdd. 

H.R.  1594:  Mr.  Coble  and  Mrs.  Waldholtz. 

H.R.  1597:  Mr.  Archer. 

H.R.  1617:  Mr.  Weller.  Mr.  Herger,  Mrs. 
Seastrand,  and  Mr.  Linder. 

H.R.  1627;  Mr.  Coble,  Mr.  McIntosh,  Mr. 
Ballenger,  Mr.  Bunn  of  Oregon,  and  Mr. 
Laughlin. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Mr.  Portman  and  Mr.  Castle. 

H.  Con.  Res.  5:  Mr.  Soix)MON. 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS- 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 

The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  discharge  peti- 
tions: 

Petition  4  by  Mr.  BRYANT  on  House  Reso- 
lution 127;  David  E.  Bonior  and  Jane  Har- 
man. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Funderburk 

amendment  No.  2:  In  section  2101(1|(A)  (re- 
lating to  authorizations  of  appropriations  for 
diplomatic  and  consular  programs  of  the  De- 
partment of  State)  strike  ■$1,728,797,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  Jl .676.903.000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert  •$1,555,917,300  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  »1. 400.325.570  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997". 

In  section  2101(2)(A)  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  salaries  and  ex- 
penses of  the  Department  of  State)  strike 
■$366,276,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$355,287,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  "  and  in- 
sert ■•$338,648,  400  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$296,683,560  for  the  fiscal  year  1997". 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:15  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  THURMOND]. 


The 


PRAYER 

Chaplain,      Dr.      Lloyd     John 


Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

You  will  keep  him  m  perfect  peace 
ivhose  mind  is  stayed  on  You,  because  he 
trusts  in  You.— Isaiah  26:3. 

Jehovah  Shalom,  we  thank  You  for 
this  marvelously  direct  and 
uncluttered  promise.  We  long  for  this 
superlative  quality  of  peace,  and  for 
good  reason  You  have  called  us  to  lead 
this  great  Nation.  To  enable  us  to  be 
creative  Copernican  thinkers  about  the 
problems  and  opportunities  before  us 
this  day,  You  seek  to  give  us  profound 
inner  peace. 

But  Lord,  we  find  it  difficult  to  stay 
our  minds  on  You.  We  try  to  focus  on 
You  and  often  our  attention  wanders: 
we  seek  to  listen  to  You  and  the  sound 
waves  to  our  hearts  are  cluttered  with 
the  static  of  distracting  voices;  we 
want  to  trust  You,  but  years  of  self-re- 
liance make  it  difficult  to  wait  pa- 
tiently for  Your  answers.  Most  of  the 
time  our  motto  is.  "T  have  just  got  to 
get  control  of  my  life:"  Ah,  there's  the 
issue.  Lord.  We  were  never  meant  to 
usurp  Your  control.  Now  in  the  quiet  of 
this  time  of  prayer  we  discover  the  se- 
cret: You  alone  can  keep  our  minds 
stayed  on  You.  All  we  can  do  is  ask  for 
the  miracle  of  a  day  lived  in  constant 
awareness  of  Your  abiding  presence. 
May  this  be  a  day  crammed  full  of 
spectacular  moments  when  You  keep 
our  minds  steady,  our  hearts  calm,  and 
our  wills  alert  to  Your  will.  Lord  of 
peace,  keep  our  minds  on  You.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

-SCHEDULE 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished President  pro  tempore. 

On  behalf  of  Senator  DOLE,  I  have 
been  asked  to  announce  that  there  will 
be  a  period  of  morning  business  until 
the  hour  of  12  noon  at  which  time  the 
Senate  will  begin  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  13,  the 
budget  resolution.  And  I  have  been 
asked  by  Senator  Dole  to  announce 
that  Senators  should  be  aware  that 
rollcall  votes  may  be  expected 
throughout  the  day;  that  it  is  Senator 
Dole's  expectation  that  8  to  10  hours  of 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday .  May  15, 1995) 

the  total  of  50  hours  statutory  time 
limit  will  be  used  today  on  the  budget 
resolution;  and.  to  announce  further 
that  leaders'  time  is  being  reserved. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senate  that,  under 
the  previous  order,  leadership  time  has 
been  reserved. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  are 
now  in  morning  business  for  a  time  not 
to  extend  beyond  the  hour  of  12  noon. 

During  morning  business.  Senators 
are  permitted  to  speak  therein  for  not 
to  exceed  5  minutes. 


RUBY  RIDGE,  ID.  AND  WACO,  TX 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
asked  for  a  period  of  time  to  be  re- 
served this  morning  to  speak  about  the 
incidents  at  Ruby  Ridge.  ID.  and  Waco, 
TX.  And  there  are  a  number  of  other 
Senators  who  have  stated  to  me  their 
intention  to  come  to  speak. 

My  remarks  at  the  moment  will  be 
relatively  brief,  and  I  want  to  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Colo- 
rado for  yielding  to  me  because  he  was 
on  the  floor  before  I  arrived.  It  is  a  lit- 
tle unusual  to  find  Senators  here  in  ad- 
vance of  the  opening  of  the  Senate  ses- 
sion. But  Senator  C.WIPBELL  has  time 
reserved  as  well. 

I  hope  to  return  later  during  the  pe- 
riod for  morning  business  to  speak  at 
greater  length  and  also  other  Senators 
will  come  to  speak  on  the  subjects  of 
Ruby  Ridge,  ID,  and  Waco,  TX.  as  well. 
But  I  have  a  commitment  to  appear  be- 
fore the  Finance  Committee  at  9:30  to 
testify  on  the  flat  tax. 

(Mr.  DeWINE  assumed  the  chair.) 

RUBY  RIDGE.  ID 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
it  is  important  that  there  be  a  positive 
showing  by  the  Senate  of  our  concerns 
about  what  happened  at  Ruby  Ridge. 
ID.  on  August  21.  1992.  and  the  days 
thereafter,  and  what  happened  at 
Waco,  TX.  on  April  19,  1993.  and  the 
days  which  preceded  to  assure  the 
American  people  that  appropriate  con- 
gressional oversight  will  occur  and 
that  there  will  be  accountability  at  the 
highest  levels  of  thf^  U.S.  Government. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has 
scheduled  a  hearing  on  the  events  at 
Waco,  TX,  and  an  announcement  has 
been  made  by  the  distinguished  chair- 


man of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee that  the  Judiciary  Committee  will 
hold  hearings  on  Waco,  TX,  and  Ruby 
Ridge.  ID,  as  well. 

As  I  said  last  week  on  the  Senate 
floor,  it  is  my  hope  that  we  will  do 
these  hearings  sooner  rather  than  later 
because  of  my  strong  view  that  the 
American  people  need  reassurance  that 
there  will  be  proper  oversight.  I  say 
that  I  do  not  know  what  the  answers 
are  to  the  questions  which  have  been 
raised,  but  I  do  see  many  important 
and  profound  questions.  And  I  do  think 
it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  a  full  ef- 
fort be  made  with  congressional  over- 
sight to  find  answers. 

Mr.  President,  with  respect  to  the  in- 
cidents at  Ruby  Ridge.  ID,  back  on  Au- 
gust 21.  1992.  I  have  talked  to  FBI  Di- 
rector Freeh:  FBI  Deputy  Director 
Potts;  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco,  and 
Firearms  Director  John  Magaw;  Jerry 
Spence,  Esq.,  the  attorney  who  rep- 
resented Mr.  Randy  Weaver  in  the 
criminal  proceedings  in  the  Federal 
court;  Randy  Dade,  the  county  attor- 
ney of  Boundary  County:  and  have  at- 
tempted contact,  traded  calls  with  Spe- 
cial Agent  Glenn,  who  is  the  agent  in 
charge  in  Salt  Lake  City. 

My  preliminary  findings— and  these 
are  obviously  preliminary— show  mo 
that  there  are  very  important  ques- 
tions which  require  congressional  over- 
sight on  the  appropriate  use  of  force  m 
taking  someone  into  custody  and  on 
the  initiation  of  investigations  by  Fed- 
eral agencies  like  the  Bureau  of  Alco- 
hol, Tobacco,  and  Firearms. 

In  discussing  the  incidents  at  Ruby 
Ridfcce.  ID.,  and  in  taking  them  up  in  a 
preliminary  way  with  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco,  and 
Firearms.  John  Magaw.  there  is  a  seri- 
ous question  as  to  how  that  matter  all 
began. 

Last  Saturday,  when  I  was  in  Des 
Moines.  lA.  I  had  occasion  to  talk  at 
some  length  with  Mr.  Randy  Weaver, 
who  was  tried  and  acquitted  on  murder 
charges.  I  had  a  chance  to  talk  to  his 
daughters  Sarah  and  Rachel,  ages  19 
and  13.  His  3-year-old  daughter  Elisha 
was  present  as  well  but  was  not  in  a  po- 
sition to  shed  any  light  on  what  oc- 
curred. 

Picking  up  just  one  strand  in  the  few 
moments  that  I  am  able  to  speak  on 
the  issue  now,  Mr.  Weaver  recounted 
how  he  had  been  contacted  by  a  man 
who  had  asked  him  about  acquiring 
sawed-off  shotguns.  Mr.  Weaver  advised 
that  he  thought  that  the  individual 
was  an  undercover  agent  for  the  Bu- 
reau of  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Fire- 
arms. And  that  was  later  confirmed  by 


•  This  "buUec"  symbol  identifies  scacemencs  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  .Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor 


Director  Magaw,  who  told  me  that  it 
was  a  confidential  informant  who  had 
gone  to  contact  Mr.  Weaver  on  the  sub- 
ject of  purchasing  sawed-off  shotguns. 

When  that  matter  was  tried,  accord- 
ing to  the  information  given  to  me  by 
Mr.  Magaw,  Mr.  Weaver  was  acquitted, 
on  what  Mr.  Magaw  said  were  border- 
line entrapment  circumstances.  When  I 
questioned  Mr.  Magaw  about  what  he 
meant  by  borderline  entrapment— I 
know  when  I  talk  about  this  with  the 
Presiding  Officer,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio,  Mr.  DeWine,  know- 
ing what  entrapment  is.  it  is  really  not 
borderline;  it  is  either  entrapment  or 
not.  And  if  it  is  a  matter  of  acquittal, 
there  is  no  entrapment. 

For  those  who  do  not  know  the  de- 
tails of  entrapment — and  it  is  a  com- 
plex situation— that  is  when  the  idea 
comes  from  law  enforcement  and  it  is 
planted  in  the  mind  of  the  individual 
who  ultimately  does  the  conduct,  un- 
dertakes the  action  which  is  the  cause 
of  an  indictment. 

I  think  we  need  to  focus  on  the  spe- 
cifics as  to  what  happened  there  to  give 
congressional  oversight  from  some  of 
us  who  have  had  more  experience  along 
that  line  so  that  we  do  not  become  en- 
gaged in  the  law  enforcement  agency, 
the  Government  itself,  setting  up  cir- 
cumstances which  begin  the  chain  of 
conduct  which  results  in  the  indict- 
ment and  look  what  happened  beyond 
that  in  the  Weaver  matter  because  the 
law  will  not  support  a  conviction  if  it 
is  entrapment  by  the  law  enforcement 
agencies. 

I  am  going  to  have  to  speak  at  length 
to  this  later,  Mr.  President.  But  one 
other  matter  that  I  wanted  to  touch 
upon  in  the  Ruby  Ridge  incident  was 
the  question  of  the  use  of  force  and  the 
question  of  whether  it.  wa.s  excessive  I 
do  not  want  to  come  to  any  conclu 
sions.  There  has  been  considerable 
comment  about  whether  the  rules  of 
engagement  were  changed  and  whether 
that  was  what  led  to  the  censure  of 
Special  Agent  Larry  Potts,  who  has 
since  become  the  Deputy  Director  of 
the  FBI.  And  in  my  discussions  with 
Mr.  Potts,  which  were  relatively  lim- 
ited because  we  were  scheduled  to  meet 
at  a  later  time  when  he  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  have  his  attorney 
present.  Mr.  Potts  advised  me  that 
there  had  been  no  change  in  the  rules 
of  engagement.  And  that  raises  a  very 
fundamental  question  as  to  the  con- 
duct and  the  use  of  force  by  Federal 
law  enforcement  when  Mr.  Weaver  was 
taken  into  custody  in  a  very  sad  situa- 
tion where  a  U.S.  marshal  was  killed, 
where  14-year-old  Sam  Weaver  was 
killed,  and  where  Mrs.  Randy  Weaver 
was  killed.  That  is  a  tough  subject  but 
certainly  deserves  and  requires  our  at- 
tention. 

I  touch  upon  those  matters  only 
briefly  at  this  point.  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause I  had  said  I  would  be  making  an 
inquiry,   a  preliminary   inquir.v,   and  I 


wanted  to  report  on  that.  We  had 
scheduled  the  hearings  initially  for  the 
Terrorism  Subcommittee  for  this 
morning,  and  those  have  been  deferred 
until  the  full  committee  will  take  up 
the  matter  at  a  later  date. 

I  had  wanted  to  touch  on  the  Waco 
incident  again  to  at  least  refer  prelimi- 
narily to  the  report  by  Dr.  Allen  Stone, 
of  Harvard,  who  was  a  panelist  selected 
to  help  in  that  inquiry,  but  since  it  is 
almost  9:30  and  I  am  due  in  the  Finance 
Committee— and  I  have  already  taken 
the  time  of  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Colorado~I  am  going  to  conclude 
these  very  brief  remarks  with  the  hope 
of  being  able  to  come  back  a  little 
later  in  morning  business  to  talk  addi- 
tionally, to  report  further  on  my  pre- 
liminary inquiry.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  I  again  thank  Senator  C.^.mpbell. 

Mr.  President,  before  my  colleague 
starts,  may  I  just  add.  perhaps  unnec- 
essarily, that  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  C.^.MPBELL]  is  recognized 
to  speak  for  up  to  15  minutes. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Campbell  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  817  are 
located  in  today's  RECORD  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  DOLE.  Was  leader  time  reserved? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct,  leader  time  was  re- 
served. 


THE  ENTERTAINMENT  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  this  week- 
end, an  important  advertisement  will 
be  appearing  on  our  television  screens. 
The  ad  will  feature  two  prominent 
Americans — Dr.  William  Bennett  and 
C.  Delores  Tucker,  chair  of  the  Na- 
tional Political  Congress  of  Black 
Women. 

Dr.  Bennett  is  a  Republican.  Ms. 
Tucker  is  a  Democrat.  Both  agree  that 
the  entertainment  industry  must  be 
held  accountable  for  the  mindless  vio- 
lence and  loveless  sex  it  serves  up  each 
day  to  our  children. 

Of  course,  there  are  many  fine  people 
in  the  entertainment  industry  and 
there  are  many  fine  movies,  songs,  and 
television  shows.  And,  thankfully,  it 
appears  that  Hollywood  is  finally  be- 
ginning to  understand  that  family- 
friendly  films  can  also  be  box  office 
hits. 

That  is  the  good  news. 

The  bad  news  is  that  too  much  of  to- 
day's entertainment  continues  to  oper- 
ate in  a  moral  vacuum,  without  a  re- 
deeming hope,  and  without  any  sugges- 
tion that  virtues  are  important,  that 
morality  is,  in  fact,  preferable  to  im- 
morality. 

We  cannot  ignore  this  simple  truth: 
culture  does  count. 

Cultural  messages  can  and  do  bore 
deep  into  the  hearts  and  the  minds  of 


our  impressionable  young.  And  when 
these  messages  are  negative  ones — re- 
peated hour  after  hour,  day  after  day, 
month  after  month — they  can  rob  our 
children  of  that  most  precious  gift  of 
all:  their  innocence. 

One  of  the  leading  cultural  influences 
in  America  today  happens  to  be  one  of 
our  largest  corporations,  Time-Warner. 

Now,  Time-Wamer  has  produced 
much  entertainment  over  the  years 
that  has  enriched  the  cultural  life  of 
our  country.  But  unfortunately, 
through  its  affiliation  with  companies 
like  Interscope  Records.  Time-Wamer 
is  now  on  the  cutting-edge  of  the  mi- 
sogyny business.  As  Ms.  Tucker  will 
explain    in    her    television    ad,    and   I 

quote: 

.-- 

Time-Warner's  music  division  promotes 
music  that  celebrates  the  rape,  torture,  and 
murder  of  women.  The  lyrics  are  vuljrar,  of- 
fensive, and  do  terrible  harm  to  our  children. 

Columnist  John  Leo  puts  it  another 
way.  He  calls  Time-Warner's  affiliation 
with  Interscope  the  "cultural  equiva- 
lent of  owning  half  the  world's  mustard 
gas  factories." 

Last  month,  I  urged  all  Americans  to 
join  with  me  in  refocusing  the  spot- 
light on  the  entertainment  industry.  I 
said  that  "shame  is  a  powerful  tool  and 
we  should  use  it."  So,  it  is  gratifying 
to  see  two  concerned  Americans,  with 
different  backgrounds  and  different  po- 
litical views,  joining  forces  to  put  some 
much-deserved  public  heat  on  one  of 
the  giants  of  the  entertainment  indus- 
try. 

Let  us  also  be  very  clear  that  Gov- 
ernment censorship  is  not  the  answer. 
We  have  more  to  fear  than  to  gain  from 
putting  Washington  in  charge  of  our 
culture. 

But  just  as  Time-Wamer  has  the 
right  to  produce  and  sell  its  harmful 
wares,  concerned  Americans  like  Bill 
Bennett  and  Dolores  Tucker  also  have 
the  right  to  call  upon  the  executives  of 
Time-Warner  to  think  less  about  short- 
term  profit  and  more  about  the  long- 
term  good  of  their  country. 

So,  I  want  to  congratulate  Dr.  Ben- 
nett and  Ms.  Tucker  for  taking  this 
initiative.  I  know  that  Dr.  Bennett 
cites  courage  as  one  of  the  great  vir- 
tues in  his  great  "Book  of  Virtues"  and 
with  this  bold  advertising  campaign,  he 
has  proven  that  courage  and  good  citi- 
zenship are  alive  and  well  in  America 
today. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  just  say,  maybe 
as  a  suggestion,  it  would  be  well  for  the 
Time-Warner  executives  and  Bill  Ben- 
nett and  Ms.  Tucker  to  sit  down  and 
talk  about  this,  try  to  work  it  out,  try 
to  have  a  dialog.  I  hope  that  there  will 
be  some  meeting  of  the  minds  and  some 
agreement  to  start  this  discussion,  to 
start  a  dialog  because,  as  I  have  indi- 
cated before,  it  is  very  important  to 
Americans.  particularly  America's 
children. 


13562 

NRA  FUNDRAISING  RHETORIC 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleased  to  see  the  National  Rifle  Asso- 
ciation apologize  for  some  of  the  state- 
ments in  their  recent  fundraising  let- 
ter. The  NRA  has  done  the  right  thing. 
They  should  not  have  used  some  of 
that  language  in  the  first  place.  Al- 
leged abuses  of  power  by  Federal  law 
enforcement  authorities  are  a  fair  and 
legitimate  subject  of  debate — for  Con- 
gress and  for  the  American  people.  But 
it  is  wrong  to  impugn  the  motives  and 
actions  of  the  courageous  men  and 
women  who  risk  their  lives  every  day 
in  enforcing  our  laws. 

Mr.  President,  words  do  matter. 
Statements  do  matter.  Our  debate 
should  recognize  that  fact.  I  ask  that 
the  article  from  today's  Washington 
Post  on  the  NRA  apology  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Wtishington  Post.  May  18.  1995] 

NRA  EXKCLTIVE  ISSLES  APOLOGY  FOR  LETTER 

ATTACKI.VG  U.S.  -AGENTS 

A  National  Rine  Association  ofOcial  apolo- 
gized yesterday  to  law  enforcement  officials 
and  others  offended  by  a  recent  fund-raising 
letter  describing  some  fedeiral  agents  ais 
•■jack-booted  thugs." 

"I  really  feel  bad  about  the  fact  that  the 
words  in  that  letter  have  been  interpreted  to 
apply  to  all  federal  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers," NRA  Executive  Vice  President  Wayne 
LaPierre  said  in  a  telephone  interview  from 
Phoenix. 

"If  anyone  thought  the  intention  was  to 
paint  all  federal  law  enforcement  officials 
with  the  same  broad  brush.  I'm  sorry,  and  I 
apologize."  LaPierre  said. 

Lapierre's  apology  comes  after  a  week  of 
steadily  mounting  criticism  of  the  NRA. 
which  began  May  10  when  former  president 
fipnrp'p  Rush  rpveaJpH  rhar  hp  had  rpsip-riPfl 
from  the  group  in  protest  of  the  letter 

Lapierre  said  the  letter  was  intended  to 
criticize  only  isolated  actions,  primarily  in- 
volving the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms- 

But  at  least  one  section  of  the  letter  offer 
a  more  general  condemnation  of  federal  law 
enforcement  efforts. 

The  letter,  sent  to  the  NRA's  3.5  million 
members  in  March  over  LaPierre's  signature, 
said  that  "in  Clinton's  administration,  if  you 
have  a  badge,  you  have  the  government's  go- 
ahead  to  harass,  intimidate,  even  murder 
law-abiding  citizens 
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MORE  SHELLS  FALL  ON 
SARAJEVO 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  on  Monday 
more  than  1.000  shells  fell  on  Sara- 
jevo—5  people  were  killed  and  25 
wounded.  Yesterday  Bihac  was  being 
shelled.  Today  a  Sarajevo  marketplace 
was  hit  by  a  mortar  shell.  The  response 
to  these  attacks  on  U.N.  designated 
safe  havens  reflects  the  United  Na- 
tion's latest  de  facto  policy:  Blame  the 
Bosnian  Government  for  trying  to  de- 
fend its  people,  and  dispatch  NATO 
planes  to  buzz  overhead.  Meanwhile 
contact    group    negotiators    are    des- 


perately trying  to  sweeten  a  deal  for 
Serbian  President  Milosevic. 

Let  us  face  it,  the  protection  of  U.N. 
safe  havens  has  become  a  fraud.  The 
enforcement  of  weapons  exclusion 
zones  has  also  become  a  fraud.  The 
United  Nations  is  not  fooling  anyone 
even  with  its  blame  both  sides  rhetoric. 

According  to  news  reports,  the  Unit- 
ed Nations  is  considering  mandate  re- 
duction for  its  forces  in  Bosnia.  In  my 
view  that  has  already  happened,  and 
without  a  U.N.  Security  Council  vote. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  re- 
cently released  a  study  on  U.N.  oper- 
ations in  Bosnia-Herzegovina  prepared 
at  my  request.  In  painstaking  detail 
the  report  explains  how  the  United  Na- 
tions is  not  doing  the  job  it  was  tasked 
to  do  in  Bosnia. 

The  GAO  report  confirms  what  many 
of  us  already  knew:  that  the  U.N.  oper- 
ation in  the  former  Yugoslavia  is  inef- 
fective, that  UNPROFOR  is  not  carry- 
ing out  its  mandates.  It  also  indicates 
that  UNPROFOR  has  lost  its  credibil- 
ity and  has  impeded  NATO's  ability  to 
carry  out  air  strikes  in  defense  of  U.N. 
designated  safe  havens  and  U.N.  forces, 
facts  that  are  very  clear  in  light  of 
events  over  the  last  2  days  in  Bosnia. 

I  would  remind  my  colleagues  that 
even  though  there  are  no  Americans 
participating  in  UNPROFOR,  the  Unit- 
ed States  has  been  subsidizing  this 
failed  endeavor  for  several  years  now, 
to  the  tune  of  more  than  $1.1  billion  in 
direct  support  and  $1.4  billion  more  in 
indirect  support. 

It  is  high  time  that  we  review  our 
support  for  this  flawed  policy.  The 
facts  are  clear:  This  operation  is  a  fail- 
ure, an  expensive  failure.  It  seems  to 
me  that  increasingly  UNPROFOR's 
real  reason  for  being  is  to  prevent  a 
change  in  policy,  specifically  to  pre- 
veuL  the  lifting  uf  the  aims  eiVibargo  oii 
Bosnia. 

Mr.  President,  I  simply  urge  all  of 
my  colleagues  to  read  the  GAO's  re- 
port. I  believe  that  after  reading  it,  one 
would  be  hard  pressed  to  argue  that 
this  operation  is  worth  Bosnia  being 
denied  its  fundamental  right  to  self-de- 
fense. 

I  say.  along  with  Senator  Lieberman 
of  Connecticut,  it  is  our  hope  that  we 
will  be  able  to  vote  on  lifting  the  arms 
embargo  in  the  Senate  some  time  in 
June.  It  seems  to  me  that  everything  is 
falling  apart  and  we  are  getting  less 
and  less  response  from  the  United  Na- 
tions. I  must  say  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
the  U.N.  Protection  Forces,  the  men 
and  women  there.  They  are  certainly 
exhibiting  courage  and  bravery.  But  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  time  has  come  for 
a  total  review  of  our  policy.  I  suggest 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
that  he  provide  the  leadership  in  this 
review  and  that  we  do  it  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  comment  on  Senator  Dole's 


remarks  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
today  with  reference  to  violence  in  the 
United  States  in  the  mass  media  of 
America  and  its  role  in  terms  of  vio- 
lence. I  want  to  commend  the  Senator 
for  making  the  point.  Those  two  Amer- 
ican citizens,  one  Democrat  and  one 
Republican,  have  no  idea  what  a  serv- 
ice they  are  doing  for  the  people  of  this 
country,  if  they  can  just  get  the  media 
to  understand  that  they.  too.  have  a  re- 
sponsibility. They  have  lots  of  freedom. 
But  where  is  all  the  violence  coming 
from?  We  are  making  excuses  and  talk- 
ing about  it  all  the  time,  as  if  Govern- 
ment is  to  blame  and  this  is  to  blame. 
The  truth  of  the  matter  is  people  are 
just  seeing  so  much  violence,  and  they 
are  outdoing  each  other  to  show  us  a 
different  and  new  way  that  is  becoming 
part  of  some  of  American  citizens' 
lives.  They  see  it.  and  they  do  not  have 
regard  for  life. 

Mr.  DOLE.  The  children  see  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes.  Then  you  have 
14-year-olds  committing  the  acts  they 
have  seen  on  television  50  times.  Soon- 
er or  later— we  cannot  legislate  in  that 
area.  It  is  very  difficult.  Sooner  or 
later  we  have  to  come  to  our  senses, 
and  I  commend  the  Senator  for  his  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


FRESHMAN  FOCUS  ON  THE 
BUDGET 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  our 
freshman  focus  group  continues  today 
and  will  continue  on  through  the  next 
week. 

I  rise  today  to  express  my  surprise 
and  my  disappointment  at  the  position 
the  administration  has  taken,  and.  in- 
deed, the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  with 
regard  to  th?  budg^'t,  wHh  regard  to 
Medicare,  line-item  veto,  unfunded 
mandates,  the  rescission  package,  and 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  In 
fact,  on  every  issue  that  has  come  up 
since  the  beginning  of  this  Congress, 
we  have  had  the  same  approach,  we 
have  had  the  same  reaction.  And  that 
position  is  to  resist — "obfuscate"  has 
been  used;  that  is  a  new  word  to  me, 
but  I  think  it  means  "don't  do  any- 
thing"—and  oppose  with  no  alter- 
native; to  simply  say  no  with  no  sign  of 
leadership  as  to  what  an  alternative  so- 
lution would  be  to  those  issues. 

It  is  surprising.  Mr.  President,  and 
disappointing  to  me  that  the  President 
2  years  ago  made  a  great  issue  out  of 
change.  He  was  going  to  bring  to  this 
place  change,  new  Democrats,  a  re- 
invention of  Government,  a  more  user 
friendly  Government,  reduce  the  size. 
Great  rhetoric.  Except  when  it  comes 
to  doing  it.  when  it  comes  to  the  tough 
part — and  it  is  tough  to  change;  it  is 
tough  to  make  changes  in  systems  that 
have  been  there;  it  is  tough  to  make 
changes  in  programs  that  have  built  up 
about  them  a  constituency.  And  so  it  is 
tough. 


Talk  is  easy,  but  it  is  not  easy  to 
make  the  change.  It  is  not  easy  to 
come  to  the  snubbing  post  and  really 
have  to  do  it. 

Instead,  it  is  really  easy  to  revert  to 
the  old  system,  and  that  is  more  Gov- 
ernment and  more  spending  and  more 
programs.  That  is  the  easier  way  to  go. 
It  is  one  that  makes  it  loss  politically 
volatile  and  one  that  we  do. 

Never  mind  that  the  programs  have 
not  solved  the  problems.  Never  mind 
that  nearly  everyone  I  think  in  this 
country  believes  that  Government  is 
too  big  and  too  intrusive  and  too  ex- 
pensive, a  Government  with  nearly  3.5 
million  employees,  thousands  of  pro- 
grams, and  literally  hundreds  of  agen- 
cies and  advisory  groups. 

And.  of  course,  even  the  administra- 
tion argues  for  cuts.  Secretary  Shalala 
recently  announced  a  major  revision.  I 
think  it  involves  2.700  jobs— 2,700  out  of 
62.000.  That  is  hardly  a  major  revision. 

But  now.  we  do  have  a  chance.  Mr. 
President,  to  do  something  significant. 
We  do  have  an  opportunity  for  the  first 
time  in  a  very  long  time  to  make  some 
significant  changes,  not  only  to  reduce 
the  cost. 

The  budget  argument  is  not  just 
about  dollars,  although  that  is  particu- 
larly important  and  significant.  The 
real  discussion  and  the  real  debate  and 
the  real  opportunity  is  to  take  a  look 
at  Government  and  to  examine  now 
what  the  role  of  Government  will  be,  to 
examine  where  we  want  to  be  in  terms 
of  the  Government  in  the  year  2000. 
when  we  move  into  a  new  millennia, 
what  kind  of  a  new  century  that  we 
want  to  prepare  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing by  then.  If  we  do  not  make 
changes  by  then,  this  Government  will 
be  able  to  afford  only  the  entitlement 
programs  .^nd  intr-re^.t 

We  will  have  this  year,  in  a  couple  of 
months,  a  vote  to  raise  the  debt  limit 
to  $5  trillion.  And  before  the  next  2 
years  is  over,  before  the  first  Clinton 
administration  is  over,  we  will  be  hav- 
ing $6  trillion  in  debt.  Some  say,  "Well, 
that  doesn't  matter,  particularly.  Debt 
does  not  matter." 

Debt  does  matter,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 
Debt  takes  money  out  of  the  economy; 
money  could  be  invested  for  other 
things.  Maybe  more  to  the  point,  the 
cost  of  interest  will  be  soon  the  largest 
single  line  item  in  the  budget.  This 
year  nearly  $260  billion  for  interest 
alone.  So  it  is  significant. 

It  seems  to  me  the  measure  of  good 
Government  is  to  be  able  to  look  at 
programs  and  see  if.  in  fact,  they  are 
doing  the  job.  to  measure  the  output, 
to  measure  the  results. 

Unfortunately.  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  Government  over  the  years  in 
a  nonpartisan  way.  when  problems  are 
not  resolved  by  a  program,  we  say, 
"Well,  this  needs  more  money."  And 
that  may  or  may  not  be  the  case. 

The  fact  is  it  is  more  likely  that 
what    happens    is    that    you    need    to 


change  the  program,  you  need  to 
change  the  application  of  the  funds. 
And  to  suggest  that  results  will  be  dif- 
ferent if  you  continue  to  do  the  same 
thing  is  kind  of  a  fantasy.  It  gives  us 
an  opportunit.y  to  look  at  duplication. 
And  there  is  great  duplication.  There  is 
redundancy. 

There  are  160  programs  that  have  to 
do  with  moving  from  education  to 
work.  Now.  everybody  wants  to  do 
that.  That  is  a  great  idea,  and  we 
should  do  it.  It  is  a  significant  effort. 
But  we  do  not  need  that  many  pro- 
grams. They  continue  to  add  on. 

There  is  a  list  of  them.  It  is  sort  of 
interesting.  I  think  it  was  in  the  news- 
paper 2  days  ago.  Actually  literally 
hundreds  of  basically  advisory  commit- 
tees no  one  has  ever  heard  of  in  the 
world.  Quite  frankly,  if  they  dis- 
appeared, none  of  us  would  know  the 
difference.  So  we  need  to  do  some  of 
those  things. 

Despite  the  first  opportunity  in  40 
years,  what  is  the  strategy?  I  am  afraid 
the  strategy  of  the  opposition  is  to  ob- 
ject, to  resist,  to  criticize,  to  filibuster. 
Let  me  say  that  filibuster  is  not  the 
old  classic  filibuster  where  you  stand 
on  the  floor  for  72  hours  and  fall  over 
from  exhaustion.  What  filibuster  is  is 
hundreds  of  amendments  that  pile  up 
so  that  we  do  not  go  anywhere,  so  that 
nothing  happens,  and  that  is  what  is 
happening  around  here.  And  that  is  too 
bad.  Every  issue  this  entire  year  has 
been  handled  that  way.  We  do  have  to 
do  something  about  that. 

Medicare  is  an  excellent  example.  I 
do  not  think  anyone  can  doubt  that 
you  have  to  do  something  about  Medi- 
care. It  is  not  a  brandnew  idea.  We 
have  known  it  is  coming.  Medicare  was 
started  in  the  sixties.  I  believe  there 
was  one  point  where  19  million  people 
were  !!-vo!ved  in  the  beginning  Now 
that  is  doubled.  The  fii-st  year  in  Medi- 
care, I  think,  was  a  $1.2  billion  expendi- 
ture. This  year  it  is  a  $165  billion  ex- 
penditure and  going  up  at  a  rate  of  10 
percent  a  year,  one  that  we  cannot 
maintain. 

The  trustees,  which  include  three 
members  of  the  Cabinet,  have  just 
given  a  report  saying  that  unless  we  do 
something,  in  2  or  3  years  the  program 
will  be  calling  on  the  reserves  and  in  7 
years  it  will  be  broke.  We  cannot  let 
that  happen.  So  we  have  to  make  some 
changes. 

The  proposal  that  is  being  made  is  to 
reduce  the  percentage  of  growth  from 
10  percent  a  year  to  7  percent  a  year. 
That  is  still  a  pretty  good  growth.  That 
is  the  growth  of  health  care  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  plus  inflation. 

Some  say,  'Well,  there  are  more  peo- 
ple." The  fact  is  it  increases  the  per 
capita  spending  which  takes  into  ac- 
count new  participants.  It  increases 
the  per  capita  spending  from  about 
$4,800  a  year  to  $6,400  a  year,  and  yet 
this  will  be  attacked  as  a  cut. 

What  is  the  alternative?  The  alter- 
native is  Medicare  goes  broke.  We  can 


fix  it.  We  can  fix  it,  but  we  have  to 
change,  and  we  can  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  the  opportunities  are 
great.  We  are  now  dealing  with  a  budg- 
et that  continues  to  grow  and,  under 
the  administration's  plan,  the  deficit 
continues  as  it  is  as  far  as  one  can  see. 
The  package  grows.  The  total  package 
over  $1.5  trillion  a  year  grows  at  5.5 
percent  a  year.  We  are  suggesting  that 
we  reduce  that  growth  to  about  3.5  per- 
cent a  year.  Hardly  a  cut. 

So  we  have  a  great  opportunity,  and 
I  think  the  i)oint  is  that  voters  said  to 
us  in  1994.  and  voters  have  said  to  us 
before,  we  have  too  much  Government, 
that  Government  costs  too  much,  that 
Government  is  not  user  friendly  as  it 
should  be,  we  have  overregulation.  And 
that  is  true. 

I  do  not  say  those  things  particularly 
as  criticisms,  but  just  as  a  recognition 
of  where  we  are,  but  with  the  happy 
thought  that  we  can  change  that,  and 
that,  of  course,  is  what  is  so  remark- 
able about  our  democracy,  what  is  so 
remarkable  about  our  Government. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  even  though  the 
request  for  change  on  the  part  of  vot- 
ers, on  the  part  of  citizens,  on  the  part 
of  you  and  me  is  not  a  new  idea.  It  has 
been  done  for  years.  In  the  1800's  and 
every  generation  there  was  substantial 
change  in  Government.  Now  it  becomes 
more  difficult.  Government  is  larger, 
there  is  more  bureaucracy,  there  is 
more  lobbying,  there  are  more  people 
who  are  constituents  of  programs,  and 
it  becomes  much  more  difficult,  but 
not  impossible  at  all. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  I  can  tell  you 
having  been  home,  and  going  home 
every  other  week.  I  find  my  people,  the 
people  I  represent  in  Wyoming,  want 
some  change.  They  know  there  is  going 
to  be  some  change,  there  is  going  to  be 
some  pain  as  there  always  is  when  you 
make  your  budget  fit  in  your  business 
or  in  your  family.  And  that  is  where  we 
are. 

I  think  it  is  an  exciting  opportunity. 
We  need  to  take  a  look  at  our  objec- 
tives. Our  objectives  are  to  make  Gov- 
ernment more  responsive,  to  take 
those  areas,  such  as  welfare,  where  we 
are  committed  to  helping  people  who 
need  help  and  fix  the  program  so  that 
we  help  them  help  themselves,  and  that 
is  the  way  it  ought  to  be. 

So  we  are  there.  We  need  to  take  the 
bull  by  the  tail  and  look  the  problem  in 
the  eye.  The  objective  is  to  have  a  solu- 
tion. We  can  find  it.  taking  a  look  at 
the  role  of  Government,  better  ways  of 
doing  it,  less  Government  in  our  lives, 
in  responsible  financial  condition.  We 
can  do  it.  and  I  think  it  is  a  great  op- 
portunity. We  will  be  talking  about  it 
this  week.  I  think  it  is  a  watershed  op- 
portunity. We  will  make  some  big  deci- 
sions this  week  over  where  we  will  be 
when  the  century  changes  in  7  years. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri. 
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THK  BUDGET 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Wyoming.  I 
must  say  that  his  remarks  are  both 
compelling  and  accurate  and  reflect 
the  opportunity  which  we  face  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  for  which  the  people 
sent  us  to  the  U.S.  Senate.  A  job  well 
done  and  items  well  stated,  because 
they  understand  what  happened  here 
on  May  11.  just  a  few  days  ago.  when 
Republicans  annunciated  their  view  for 
a  brighter  economic  future,  for  finan- 
cial stability,  for  fiscal  integrity  for 
the  United  States  of  America. 

On  that  day.  Senator  Domenici.  and 
other  members  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, passed  a  resolution  that  would  re- 
duce spending  over  the  course  of  the 
next  few  years  by  a  trillion  dollars.  It 
is  a  budget  resolution  that  brings  our 
budget  into  balance  by  the  year  2002. 
When  this  happens,  it  will  be  eligible 
for  categorization  as  one  of  the  eight 
wonders  of  the  world.  It  is  one  of  those 
things  people  have  said  could  not  be 
done. 

But  free  people  have  the  right  to 
shape  the  tomorrows  in  which  they 
live,  and  if  we  want  to  shape  a  tomor- 
row in  which  our  children  will  live  in  a 
constructiv  way.  we  will  have  that 
kind  of  discipline  which  puts  us  on  a 
balanced  budget  path  and  an  enforce- 
able balanced  budget  path  by  the  year 
2000  which  sets  us  on  a  path  for  fiscal 
sanity  and  economic  responsibility. 

The  plan  that  has  been  annunciated, 
the  plan  brought  forth  by  Senator  Do- 
menici. is  a  plan  for  which  he  and  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  should  be  com- 
mended. I  personally  want  to  make 
that  special  effort  to  thank  them. 

These  plans  just  do  not  happen  in  a 
vacuum.  Someone  has  to  make  the 
tough  judgments,  someone  has  to  be 
willing  to  take  the  tuugh  stand,  some- 
one has  to  be  willing  to  make  the  com- 
mitment, and  Senator  DOMENICI  has 
done  so. 

His  resolve,  his  commitment,  his 
dedication,  his  courage  has  not  been 
matched  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
What  has  been  the  Democratic  re- 
sponse to  the  Republican  plan?  Well, 
we  have  had  ad  hominem  attacks,  mis- 
leading charges,  empty  rhetoric.  At 
this  momentous  time  in  our  history 
that  requires  decision,  that  requires 
courage,  that  requires  commitment, 
the  Democratic  Party  seems  commit- 
ted only  to  partisanship  and  to  poli- 
tics. 

So  I  think  it  is  important  that  we 
ask  again  today  where  is  their  alter- 
native? Where  is  their  plan  for  a  bal- 
anced budget?  You  and  I  and  other 
Members  in  this  Chamber  endured  a 
balanced  budget  debate,  and  we  fell  one 
vote  short — one  vote  short^-because 
many  on  the  Democratic  side  changed 
their  votes  to  vote  against  a  balanced 
budget  this  year.  They  said  over  and 
over  again,  "All  we  need  is  the  will  and 
the  courage,  and  the  determination  to 


balance  the  budget.  We  don't  need  an 
amendment."  Well,  now  we  have  Sen- 
ator Domenici  who  stands  up  and  an- 
nounces with  will,  courage  and  deter- 
mination a  balanced  budget.  And  where 
are  those  who  would  support  the  bal- 
anced budget?  They  are  not  to  be 
found.  They  were  not  to  be  found  in  the 
vote  for  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, and  they  are  not  to  be  found  in 
the  discussion  of  an  actual  balanced 
budget — except  for  criticism,  except  for 
partisanship.  It  is  time  that  we  have  a 
united,  bipartisan  effort  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget. 

I  suggest  that  critics  of  our  balanced 
budget  plan,  brought  forward  by  Sen- 
ator Domenici.  ought  to  heed  the  coun- 
sel of  the  16th  President  of  the  United 
States.  In  Lincoln's  words,  he  put  it 
this  way;  "Those  have  a  right  to  criti- 
cize who  have  a  heart  to  help." 

You  have  a  right  to  criticize  if  you 
have  a  heart  to  help.  Well,  we  confront 
a  fiscal  crisis  as  great  as  any  threat 
that  we  have  confronted  in  this  Nation, 
any  threat  we  have  ever  faced,  and 
calls  for  the  maintenance  of  the  status 
quo  are  insufficient.  They  are,  in  fact, 
irresponsible.  Those  who  would  criti- 
cize the  move  toward  responsibility  by 
instituting  or  institutionalizing  the 
status  quo  are  really  saying  they  want 
to  embrace  irresponsibility.  Inaction 
today  will  ensure  decline  for  America 
tomorrow. 

Now,  the  story  of  our  financial  crisis 
has  been  told  many  times  on  this  floor, 
but  it  bears  repeating.  If  we  do  not  act 
dramatically  and  quickly  to  balance 
the  budget  of  the  United  States,  we 
will  find  ourselves  in  a  position  of 
bankruptcy.  If  unreformed  Medicare 
will  be  bankrupt  in  just  6  years,  is  this 
the  alarmist  position  of  partisan  politi- 
cians? No,  this  is  the  announced  report 
of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  fund 
which  supports  Medicare.  And  three 
members  of  that  board  are  members  of 
the  President's  Cabinet. 

There  is  a  crisis  in  Medicare  funding. 
We  will  not  have  the  resources  in  the 
hospital  trust  fund  in  order  to  make 
the  payments  if  something  is  not  done. 
Yet.  what  has  been  the  response  of 
those  who  have  said  they  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  but  all  we  need  is  the 
will,  the  determination  and  the  com- 
mitment to  do  it,  and  we  do  not  need 
the  balanced  budget  amendment?  Well, 
they  are  just  criticizing  Senator  Do- 
menici and  his  report  that  would  pro- 
vide us  an  opportunity,  a  roadmap, 
which  would  carry  us  to  a  balanced 
budget.  Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  in 
just  6  years.  There  is  a  real  need  for 
commitment  and  action. 

Without  changes,  we  face  a  tremen- 
dous load  of  debt,  and  not  only  debt 
but  the  interest  payments  on  the  debt. 
In  2  more  years,  we  will  be  paying  more 
interest  on  the  national  debt  than  we 
spend  in  the  entire  defense  budget  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  That 
seems  incomprehensible,  that  just  the 


interest  on  the  national  debt  will  be 
more  than  we  spend  in  defending  the 
interests  of  this  country  worldwide.  By 
the  year  2000,  the  national  debt  will 
reach  close  to  S7  trillion.  We  must  act 
now  to  balance  the  budget.  We  cannot 
continue  to  mortgage  the  future  of  the 
children  of  this  country  because  we 
refuse  to  have  the  discipline  to  balance 
our  budget. 

Sadly,  children  who  are  born  this 
year  will  end  up  paying  just  a  little 
short  of  $200,000  in  interest  on  the  debt 
over  their  lifetime — each  child.  The  fig- 
ure, according  to  the  statisticians  is 
$187,150  of  interest  that  each  child  will 
have  to  pay  on  the  national  debt.  It  is 
time  for  their  individual  futures  and 
our  national  future  to  be  saved.  We 
must  act  in  the  coming  weeks  and 
months. 

Now,  through  shared  sacrifice  we  can 
ensure  that  the  coming  generation  of 
Americans  will  share  in  the  abundant 
riches  and  opportunities  of  this  coun- 
try if  we  have  the  discipline  to  restrain 
the  debt.  What  is  the  proposal  of  the 
Republican  Party?  How  would  it  affect 
America,  and  how  would  it  change  Gov- 
ernment therapeutically?  How  would  it 
benefit  us  so  we  can  do  what  we  ought 
to  do  on  behalf  of  the  children  of  this 
country?  What  is  our  plan? 

First,  freeze  congressional  salaries, 
unless  the  budget  is  balanced  by  the 
year  2002. 

Second,  cut  foreign  aid. 

Third,  eliminate  a  number  of  unnec- 
essary and  duplicative  programs.  Just 
yesterday  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  there  was  a  plan  to  con- 
solidate the  voices  of  America,  the  dif- 
ferent representations  of  this  country 
around  the  globe  under  the  Secretary 
of  State,  saving  almost  $5  billion  over 
the  next  5  years. 

Abolishing  nonessential  govern- 
mental agencies.  Democratic  attacks 
aside,  our  plan  provides  sufficient 
funds  to  maintain  the  health  and  integ- 
rity of  a  whole  range  of  important  gov- 
ernmental services. 

These  figures  are  important  because 
those  who  would  be  the  speakers  of  fear 
and  the  sowers  of  discontent,  and 
would  suggest  that  our  plan  will  not 
work,  should  understand  that  under 
the  Republican  proposal.  Medicare  will 
increase  by  59  percent  over  the  7-year 
life  of  the  plan— a  59-percent  increase. 
Medicaid  will  rise  at  over  5  percent  an- 
nually. And  Social  Security  is  totally 
untouched  by  the  program  between  the 
present  and  the  year  2002.  Spending  on 
the  Social  Security  Program  is  ex- 
pected to  increase  by  43  percent,  from 
$354  to  $483.7  billion. 

Indeed.  Mr.  President,  the  plan  we 
will  consider  allows  spending  in  all  of 
Government  to  grow  by  an  average  of  3 
percent  annually,  increasing  by  over 
one-half  trillion  dollars  over  the  next  7 
years  the  overall  spending  of  Govern- 
ment. 


In  this  debate  over  the  future  of  our 
country,  I  am  reminded  of  the  philoso- 
pher's words:  "They  sought  to  heal  by 
incantations  a  cancer  which  requires 
the  surgeon's  knife." 

You  cannot  heal  by  just  speaking 
words  those  things  which  require  the 
surgeon's  knife.  The  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter is  that  we  are  in  a  condition  in  this 
country  where  the  scalpel  of  surgery 
needs  to  be  applied  to  the  cancer  of  na- 
tional irresponsibility.  We  need  to  have 
the  scalpel  of  the  surgeon's  knife  cut 
out  the  unwanted  and  malignant 
growth  which  is  taking  over  and  de- 
priving us  of  the  ability  to  make  good 
decisions  regarding  the  future  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  hearing  all 
around  us  the  familiar  cries  of  the  dis- 
credited and  irresponsible  philosophy. 
But  we  should  not  listen  to  the  cries  of 
those  who  do  not  have  the  will,  do  not 
have  the  dedication,  do  not  have  the 
commitment,  who,  while  they  said  we 
did  not  need  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, they  now  refuse  to  face  up  to  the 
specific  personal  responsibility  to  oper- 
ate with  fiscal  integrity. 

We  were  sent  here  by  the  American 
people  with  a  demand  and  an  expecta- 
tion. They  demand  that  we  make  the 
tough  decisions,  the  same  kind  of  deci- 
sions that  are  made  around  every 
kitchen  table  in  America,  When  you  sit 
down  to  figure  out  what  you  can  and 
cannot  afford,  you  set  priorities  to 
guard  the  vital  interests  of  the  family 
and  you  do  away  with  those  things  that 
you  can  get  by  without.  That  is  what 
the  people  sent  us  here  to  do.  They  de- 
mand that  we  stop  business  as  usual  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  and  that  we  embark 
upon  something  new  and  different  for 
Government,  and  that  is  Government 
living  within  its  means.  Government 
that  understands  that  there  are  limits. 
The  people  want  the  hand  of  Govern- 
ment out  of  their  pockets.  They  do  not 
want  a  Government  handout.  They  ex- 
pect us  to  listen  and  we  ought  to  listen 
and  we  will  listen. 

Well,  our  budget  plan  goes  a  long 
way.  It  goes  all  the  way  to  balancing 
the  budget  on  a  controlled,  understand- 
able, doable,  achievable  plan  by  the 
year  2002.  It  is  a  plan  that  will  not  only 
benefit  the  people  today,  but  it  will 
benefit  the  children.  It  will  provide  for 
them  the  opportunity  to  enjoy  the 
fruits  of  their  labors,  rather  than  just 
to  try  and  retire  a  debt  and  pay  inter- 
est for  items  that  we  have  consumed.  It 
is  an  opportunity  for  Members  of  this 
Congress,  it  is  an  opportunity  for  Mem- 
bers of  the  U.S.  Senate;  but  more  than 
an  opportunity,  it  is  a  charge  from  the 
American  public,  and  it  is  a  respon- 
sibility we  have  to  the  generations  to 
come. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  to  my 
colleague.  Senator  Gr.\ms.  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  make  an  inquiry. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York, 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  The  Senator  yields 
the  floor  to  the  Presiding  Officer,  rath- 
er than  to  another  Senator,  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  But  I  see  that  my 
colleague  has  risen,  and  I  look  forward 
to  his  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  speak  as  in  morning  business 
for  no  more  than  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Inhofe).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

FRKSHM.^N  FOCUS  ON  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senate  prepares  to  begin  debate  on  the 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996.  I 
rise  with  my  fellow  freshmen  to  offer 
our  perspective  on  the  challenge  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  the  individual  Mem- 
bers of  this  class  of  freshmen  Sen- 
ators—11  strong— do  not  have  much  se- 
niority. We  do  not  chair  powerful  com- 
mittees. But  we  do  have  one  thing  it 
seems  many  of  our  colleagues  are  miss- 
ing—something far  more  valuable.  We 
have  the  pulse  of  the  people,  and  we  al- 
ways carry  it. 

We  took  the  pulse  ourselves,  during 
our  Senate  campaigns  last  year.  At  cof- 
fee shops,  truck  stops,  town  meetings, 
we  heard  from  thousands  of  average 
Americans.  They  talked  about  high 
taxes  and  excessive,  wasteful  Govern- 
ment spending.  They  talked  about  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare,  and  won- 
dered if  it  would  still  be  around  for 
them,  their  children,  and  grand- 
children. 

We  listened,  and  we  promised  them 
that  if  they  sent  us  to  the  Senate,  we 
would  fight  to  change  things.  We  are 
deeply  committed  to  change  and  to 
keeping  our  promises. 

If  life  in  the  Senate  sometimes  re- 
minds me  of  the  barnyard  conversation 
between  the  chicken  and  the  pig.  as 
they  argued  over  which  one  was  more 
committed  to  the  breakfast  meal;  "I 
give  eggs  every  morning,"  the  chicken 
said  proudly.  "I'm  committed."  "Giv- 
ing eggs  isn't  a  commitment,  it's  par- 
ticipation," snorted  the  pig.  "Giving 
ham,  now  that's  a  commitment." 

Sadly,  this  body  too  often  seems  con- 
tent to  deliver  eggs  when  the  people 
are  demanding  ham. 

Mr.  President,  this  freshmen  class  is 
committed  to  following  through  on  the 
promises  we  made  last  November.  And 
for  the  next  week,  we'll  be  focusing  our 
attention  on  the  Federal  budget. 

Year  after  year,  when  they  ran  things 
on  Capitol  Hill,  the  Democrats  offered 
up  budgets  which  raised  taxes,  sent 
Government  spending  spiraling  out  of 
control,  and  created  massive  deficits. 

The  voters  soundly  rejected  that 
mentality  in  November.  They  looked  to 


the  Republicans  for  an  alternative,  for 
a  budget  that  could  turn  back  40  years 
of  spending  mentality  and  the  belief 
that  money  will  fix  everything,  espe- 
cially if  it's  your  money  and  Washing- 
ton can  spend  it. 

Debate  on  our  alternative  begins 
today. 

Whatever  form  it  eventually  takes,  a 
budget  resolution  that  is  truly  serious 
about  America's  financial  future  must 
accomplish  three  equally  important 
goals; 

We  promised  middle-class  American 
families  a  budget  that  cuts  taxes,  and 
we  will  deliver. 

We'll  deliver  for  the  Smith  family, 
and  the  Johnsons  and  the  Joneses,  av- 
erage American  families  where  both 
parents  work,  earn  $48,270.  and  take 
home  $31,664.  and  end  up  sending  $16,606 
or  more  than  a  third  of  their  pay- 
checks, directly  to  the  Government. 

Families  with  children  are  now  the 
lowest  after-tax  income  group  in  Amer- 
ica, below  elderly  households,  below 
single  persons,  below  families  without 
children. 

As  one  person  put  it.  those  who  say 
we  do  not  need  a  tax  cut.  probably  do 
not  pay  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  gotten  so  bad  in 
my  home  State  of  Minnesota  that  it 
took  until  last  Sunday.  134  days  into 
1995.  for  my  constituents  to  finally 
reach  Tax  Freedom  Day.  the  day  when 
they're  no  longer  working  just  to  pay 
off  taxes,  and  can  finally  begin  working 
for  themselves.  Nearly  20  weeks,  over 
800  hours  on  the  job  just  to  pay  Uncle 
Sam. 

I  applaud  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  for 
his  courageous  work  on  the  budget  res- 
olution, but  I  part  ways  with  his  blue- 
print when  it  comes  to  tax  cuts.  I  say 
we  had  better  find  a  way  to  help  the 
Smiths,  and  the  Johnsons,  and  the 
Joneses. 

The  chairman  states;  "Balance  must 
first  be  achieved  by  reducing  the  rate 
of  growth  in  Federal  spending  before 
tax  reductions  could  be  considered." 

That  is  like  holding  the  taxpayers' 
money  hostage,  like  calling  tax  cuts  a 
dessert  that  we  will  share  with  the 
American  people  only  after  they  have 
cleaned  their  plates.  Anyone  who 
thinks  tax  relief  should  be  saved  for 
the  dessert  cart  has  not  taken  the 
pulse  of  the  people  lately. 

Middle-class  American  families  are 
paying  the  vast  majority  of  taxes  in 
this  country,  and  they  are  fed  up.  They 
are  working  longer  hours,  sometimes 
even  taking  on  a  second  job.  just  to 
meet  their  annual  tax  obligations 
while  trying  to  maintain  their  style  of 
living.  They  are  still  pursuing  the 
American  dream,  but  the  ever-increas- 
ing tax  burden  keeps  pushing  it  out  of 
reach. 

The  $500  per-child  tax  credit  takes 
money  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Wash- 
ington bureaucrats  and  leaves  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  taxpayers. 
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It  is  truly  a  tax  break  for  the  middle 
class;  nearly  S9  out  of  every  $10  of  tax 
relief  goes  to  families  making  $75,000  or 
less.  They  are  the  ones  who  need  our 
help  the  most,  and  we  cannot  ask  them 
to  wait  another  6  or  7  years. 

Mr.  President.  I  promised  my  con- 
stituents in  Minnesota  that  tax  relief 
will  be  my  top  priority  in  the  Senate, 
and  during  the  next  week,  I  will  do  just 
that. 

The  freshman  class  also  promised 
American  families  that  we  would  bal- 
ance the  budget.  With  or  without  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  we  will  de- 
liver 

Now.  my  good  friend,  the  Budget 
Committee  chairman,  and  his  counter- 
part in  the  other  Chamber,  have  craft- 
ed documents  the  naysayers  said  could 
never  be  achieved. 

The  budget  resolution  we  begin  de- 
bating today,  that  brings  the  budget 
into  balance  by  the  year  2002.  is  proof 
that  we  are  serious  about  living  up  to 
our  pledge.  Having  to  live  within  its 
means  will  be  a  new  experience  for  a 
Congress  that  has  only  balanced  its 
budget  eight  times  in  the  past  64  years, 
and  has  not  spent  less  than  it  has 
taken  in  since  1969. 

Even  the  Clinton  administration,  de- 
spite all  its  rhetoric  about  shrinking 
the  deficit,  has  seemingly  washed  its 
hands  of  the  deficit  problem. 

Under  the  President's  own  budget 
plan,  the  deficit  would  increase  from 
$177  billion  this  year  to  $276  billion  in 
2002.  and  add  another  $1.5  trillion  to 
the  national  debt.  Only  Republicans 
have  offered  an  alternative  to  this  fis- 
cal madness.  And  I  hope  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  will  find 
the  courage  to  vote  for  a  balanced 
budget.  We're  offering  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  and  we  have  done  it 
without  slashing  Federal  spending. 
without  putting  children,  seniors,  and 
the  disadvantaged  at  risk.  Most  of  our 
savings  are  achieved  by  slowing  the 
growth  of  Government.  Will  there  need 
to  be  some  sacrifices?  Yes.  although 
the  Government  will  have  to  sacrifice 
more  than  the  people  will.  Will  belts 
need  to  be  tightened?  Yes.  But  if  we  do 
not  tighten  the  belts  today,  they  are 
destined  to  become  nooses  around  the 
necks  of  the  coming  generations,  who 
will  someday  become  the  innocent  vic- 
tims of  our  negligence.  Mr.  President, 
as  Senate  freshmen,  my  colleagues  and 
I  heard  it  over  and  over  during  our 
campaigns:  the  American  people  are 
willing  to  make  those  sacrifices,  if 
they  believe  their  Government  is  seri- 
ous about  making  change. 

This  Congress  is  serious. 

Finally,  we  promised  that  our  budget 
will  protect  Medicare  and  Social  Secu- 
rity. For  the  sake  of  America's  senior 
citizens,  we  must  protect,  preserve,  and 
improve  Medicare,  to  make  sure  it  is 
there  for  the  next  generation  as  well. 

The  fact  is.  Medicare  is  in  trouble,  in 
large  part  due  to  fraud,  waste,  abuse. 


mismanagement  and  misuse  By  1997. 
Medicare  will  pay  out  $1  billion  more 
in  benefits  than  it  collects  in  revenue. 
and  5  years  later,  it  will  go  bankrupt. 

Again,  in  our  budget  plan,  we  are 
working  to  preserve,  protect,  and  im- 
prove the  Medicare  System.  In  fact. 
Medicare  will  remain  the  fastest  grow- 
ing program  in  the  Federal  budget. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  we  will  spend 
$1.7  trillion  to  keep  Medicare  a  healthy 
and  viable  health  care  provider  for  this 
generation  of  senior  citizens. 

Social  Security  must  receive  the 
same  care,  although  as  a  self-funded 
entity  it  will  be  taken  off  budget  and 
dealt  with  separately  from  other  pro- 
grams. 

Clearly,  the  Government  must  honor 
its  contract  with  our  senior  citizens, 
and  the  budget  that  Congress  produces 
this  year  must  ensure  that  the  Social 
Security  Program  will  survive  and  be 
there  for  older  Americans.  The  best 
way  to  achieve  that  is  to  bring  the 
Federal  budget  into  balance. 

A  budget  that  works  for  America  will 
meet  the  needs  of  all  our  citizens, 
working  men  and  women  and  their 
children,  senior  citizens,  and  the  dis- 
advantaged, while  providing  middle- 
class  tax  relief,  balancing  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  and  protecting  Social 
Security  and  Medicare. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  we  prom- 
ised the  people,  and  our  promises  were 
not  made  lightly.  I  remember  hearing 
about  a  commencement  speech  given 
by  Winston  Churchill  toward  the  end  of 
his  life.  He  sat  patiently  through  the 
introduction,  rose,  and  went  to  the  po- 
dium. All  he  said  was  "Never,  never, 
never  give  up."  Then  he  sat  back  down. 

Mr.  President,  this  committed  class 
of  freshmen  Senators  has  taken  the 
pulse  of  the  people,  and  we  are  not 
planning  to  give  up  on  the  ambitious 
agenda  they  sent  us  here  to  carry  out. 

Like  the  latest  chapter  in  the  "Die 
Hard"  movie  trilogy,  we  will  be  here — 
with  a  vengeance — to  remind  our  col- 
leagues just  what  America's  message 
last  November  was  all  about. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore addressing  the  matter  that  brings 
me  to  the  floor,  may  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  for  the  very 
forceful  and,  I  hope,  prophetic  state- 
ment. The  concerns  that  he  has  raised 
are  real.  They  have  been  addressed 
without  large  consequence  in  this 
Chamber  for  some  15  years  now.  as  I 
can  attest.  And  I  for  one.  and  I  think 
many  others,  welcome  the  energy  and 
conviction,  the  commitment  of  the 
freshman  class,  as  he  chooses  to  de- 
scribe it,  that  came  to  the  Senate  in 
January.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  him  in  the  years  ahead— months 
ahead — weeks  ahead,  to  be  specific. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Moynihan  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  legisla- 


tion are  located  in  today's  Record 
under  "Statements  on  Introduced  Bills 
and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr,  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  a 
previous  order,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  recognized  to  speak  for  up  to 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Thank  you  very  much. 
It  is  my  intention  to  speak  for  a  couple 
of  minutes  at  the  beginning  and  then 
to  yield  the  remainder  of  the  time  to 
Senator  Ak.^vk.^  from  Hawaii. 


THE  BUDGET  DEBATE 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  we  will 
begin  in  a  matter  of  a  couple  of  hours 
the  debate  on  the  budget  resolution. 

I  do  not  want  anyone  to  despair 
about  the  disagreement  that  will  exist 
on  the  floors  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  on  the  budget.  The  disagreement 
that  exists  ought  not  to  be  a  cause  for 
despair,  because  there  is  not  any  dis- 
agreement about  the  destination.  We 
all  believe  that  the  budget  ought  to  be 
balanced.  We  believe  it  ought  to  be  bal- 
anced by  the  year  2002.  and  I  am  pre- 
pared to  support  that  and  vote  for  that. 

There  is  a  vast  disagreement,  how- 
ever, on  priorities:  How  do  you  get 
from  here  to  there?  If  we  agree  on  the 
destination,  there  is  certainly  disagree- 
ment on  the  routes.  How  do  you 
achieve  a  balanced  budget?  This  is  the 
time  and  this  is  the  place  to  have  a  vi- 
brant and  healthy  debate  about  prior- 
ities. 

Now.  I  expect  there  will  be  some 
skepticism  about  statements  from 
those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  so 
I  want  to  today,  as  we  begin  the  discus- 
sion, quote  from  a  Republican  political 
analyst,  author,  and  commentator. 
Kevin  Phillips  This  is  not  from  a  Dem- 
ocrat. Here  is  what  Kevin  Phillips  says 
about  the  budget  that  is  going  to  be 
brought  to  the  floor  by  the  Repub- 
licans. 

"Anybody  who  thought  the  greed 
decade  ended  several  years  ago.  "  Mr. 
Phillips  says,  "hasn't  yet  had  time  to 
study  the  new  balanced  budget  propos- 
als put  forward  by  the  U.S.  Senate  and 
the  U.S.  House."  He  said  it  is  "special 
interest  favoritism  and  income  redis- 
tribution. Spending  on  Government 
programs,  from  Medicare  and  edu- 
cation to  home  heating  oil  assistance, 
is  to  be  reduced  in  ways  that  prin- 
cipally burden  the  poor  and  the  middle 
class  while  simultaneously  taxes  are  to 
be  cut  in  ways  that  predominantly  ben- 
efit the  top  1  or  2  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans." 

Again,  this  is  a  conservative  com- 
mentator writing  that  fiscal  favoritism 
and  finagling  is  what  is  involved  here. 
If  it  was  not  that,  he  said,  "we'd  be 
talking  about  shared  sacrifice,  with 
business.  Wall  Street  and  the  rich,  the 
people  who  have  big  money,  making 
the  biggest  sacrifice."  But  Kevin  Phil- 
lips says; 


Instead,  it's  senior  citizens,  the  poor,  stu- 
dents and  ordinary  Americans  who'll  see  pro- 
tfiams  they  depend  on  gutted,  while  business. 
finance  and  the  richest  1  or  2  percent,  far 
from  making  sacrifices,  actually  get  new 
benefits  and  new  tax  reductions. 

He  sa.vs; 

In  short,  aid  to  dependent  grandmothers, 
children,  college  students  and  city  dwellers 
is  to  be  slashed,  while  aid  to  dependent  cor- 
porations, stockbroker's,  generals  and  as- 
sorted .James  Bond  imitators  survives  and 
even  grows.  And  if  the  deficit  is  substan- 
tially reduced  under  a  program  like  this, 
there'll  be  a  second  stage  of  further  upward 
income  redistribution  from  upper  bracket 
profits  in  the  stock  and  bond  markets. 

Again.  Kevin  Phillips,  a  Republican 
sa.ys: 

If  the  U.S.  budget  deficit  problem  does  rep- 
resent the  fiscal  equivalept  of  war — and 
maybe  it  does — then  what  we  are  really  look- 
ing at  is  one  of  the  most  flagrant  examples 
of  war  profiteering  this  century  has  seen. 

Mr.  President,  the  debate  will  be 
about  priorities.  We  ought  to  balance 
the  budget,  we  ought  to  do  it  by  the 
year  2002,  but  there  are  a  lot  of  ways  to 
get  to  that  destination.  You  do  not 
have  to  run  down  the  road  and  stop  and 
pick  up  a  few  dollars  from  those  who 
cannot  afford  it  and  then  make  another 
stop  and  give  to  those  who  have  a  sub- 
stantial amount  already.  That  is  the 
purpose  of,  I  think,  the  discussion  of 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii. 

We  are  talking  about  the  Republican 
party  that  brings  a  budget  to  the  floor 
and  gives  very  big  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy  and  takes  it  from  things  that 
are  important — kids  who  go  to  school, 
working  families,  and  the  elderly.  We 
think  that  these  priorities  are  not  in 
step  or  keeping  with  the  best  interests 
of  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii, Senator  Akaka. 

Mr.  AKAKA  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii. 


MAJORITY'S  BUDGET  PROPOSALS 
FOR  MEDICARE  AND  VETERAN'S 
ADMINISTRATION  HEALTH  CARE 
PROGRAMS 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
say  good  morning  to  my  friend  who  is 
now  presiding.  Senator  I.nhoke.  from 
Oklahoma,  and  wish  him  a  good  day. 

I  am  here  to  express  some  of  my  con- 
cerns about  some  parts  of  the  budget, 
and  particularly  Medicare  and  Veter- 
ans' Administration  health  care  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  this  week  the 
Republican-controlled  Budget  Commit- 
tees unveiled  their  7-year  budget  reso- 
lutions. The  House  resolution  provides 
a  generous  tax  cut  for  wealthy  Ameri- 
cans. The  Senate  resolution  would 
allow  not  one,  but  two  tax  cut  propos- 
als. The  first  would  be  $170  billion  in 
tax  cuts  once  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  certifies   that  the  savings   from 


cutting  Medicare,  education,  VA  health 
care,  and  the  other  programs  targeted 
for  reductions  are.  in  fact,  achieved. 

Further  tax  cuts  would  be  permitted 
if  the  budget  is  reduced  by  an  amount 
that  is  greater  than  the  reductions  al- 
ready proposed  by  the  Senate  budget 
resolution.  We  can  clearly  see  that  Re- 
publicans in  the  House  and  Senate  have 
laid  the  foundation  for  implementing 
the  tax  proposals  outlined  in  the  Con- 
tract With  America.  To  pay  for  their 
tax  cuts  they  must  reduce  programs 
that  help  working  families  and  the  el- 
derly. 

The  Senate  budget  resolution  pro- 
poses a  $256  billion  cut  in  Medicare 
spending  over  7  years,  but  provides  no 
guidelines  on  how  these  savings  will  be 
achieved.  This  will  be  the  largest  Medi- 
care cut  in  history,  and  the  impact  on 
beneficiaries  and  providers  will  be  very 
painful. 

If  Medicare  cuts  of  this  magnitude 
are  approved,  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  estimates 
that  senior  citizen's  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses will  increase  by  $900  a  year,  or  a 
total  of  $3,500  over  the  7  years.  Eighty- 
three  percent  of  Medicare  benefits  go 
to  beneficiaries  with  incomes  under 
$25,000. 

It  is  obvious  who  will  be  hurt  by 
these  cuts.  Our  Nation's  low-income  el- 
derly, who  can  least  afford  it.  will  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  Medicare  cuts. 

In  addition,  cuts  to  providers  will 
have  serious  ramifications  on  health 
care  costs  since  they  are  passed  along 
to  other  health  care  consumers.  Pro- 
vider cuts  could  have  a  devastating  im- 
pact on  urban  hospitals  which  already 
bear  a  disproportionate  share  of  the 
Nation's  growing  burden  of  uncompen- 
sated care.  Reductions  in  Medicare 
payments  will  also  endanger  access  to 
care  in  rural  areas.  Nearly  10  million 
Medicare  beneficiaries— 25  percent  of 
the  total  Medicare  population — live  in 
rural  areas.  There  is  often  only  a  single 
hospital  in  their  county.  Significant 
cuts  in  Medicare  may  force  rural  hos- 
pitals to  close  or  cause  more  providers 
to  refuse  to  treat  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee  was 
given  the  opportunity  to  restore  the 
cuts  in  Medicare  funding.  Two  amend- 
ments were  offered  to  scrap  the  tax  cut 
for  the  rich  in  order  to  fund  Medicare. 
Unfortunatel.y.  they  were  rejected  on 
party-line  votes.  This  massive  cut  in 
Medicare  funding  would  not  be  nec- 
essary if  the  majority  abandoned  their 
lax  cut  for  the  wealthy. 

Under  the  Republican  plan,  the 
wealthy  will  gain  while  our  elderly 
population  suffers  more  pain.  Instead 
of  cutting  Medicare,  we  must  work  to 
ensure  that  any  effort  to  maintain  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
does  not  put  Medicare  beneficiaries  at 
risk.  And.  we  must  protect  the  pro- 
gram for  future  enrollees.  This  problem 
can  and  should  be  solved  in  the  context 
of  health  care  reform. 


I  recognize  the  critical  need  to  en- 
sure long-term  stability  in  the  Medi- 
care Program  and  I  support  efforts  to 
balance  our  budget.  However.  I  am  op- 
posed to  arbitrarily  cutting  Medicare 
to  finance  a  tax  break  for  wealthy 
Americans.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  my  colleagues  on  addressing  these 
important  issues. 

Just  as  health  care  benefits  are  being 
cut  for  our  senior  citizens  dependent  on 
Medicare,  the  freeze  proposed  on  veter- 
ans health  care  programs  would  be 
equally  devastating  for  our  elderly  vet- 
erans. 

At  first  glance,  the  majority  budget 
seems  to  have  little  impact  on  veterans 
health  care  programs.  The  chairman's 
mark  shields  the  Veterans  Health  Ad- 
ministration from  cuts,  and  freezes 
funding  at  the  1995  level.  However,  if 
you  examine  the  long-term  impact  of 
the  proposal,  you  find  that  the  pro- 
posed freeze  will  have  a  debilitating  ef- 
fect on  health  care  provided  to  our  Na- 
tion's veterans. 

The  budget  resolution  contains  only 
half  of  the  annual  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments [COLA],  so  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration must  absorb  the  remainder  of 
the  increase  from  a  budget  that  is  al- 
ready being  held  flat.  This  will  mean 
that  fewer  resources  will  be  available 
to  veterans  seeking  access  to  veteran 
health  care  programs. 

In  fiscal  year  1996,  the  majority's 
proposal  will  cut  $640  million  from  the 
Veterans  Health  Administration's 
budget  compared  to  the  President's 
budget  request.  The  options  to  cope 
with  this  cut  include  the  elimination  of 
8,200  health  care  providers  and  support 
staff  or  closing  Veterans"  Administra- 
tion medical  centers  [VAMC]  to 
achieve  a  total  reduction  of  1,500  pa- 
tient beds.  In  terms  cf  direct  care  senv- 
ices,  57,000  inpatient  and  1,300,000  out- 
patient visits  for  142.000  patients  would 
be  foregone  in  fiscal  year  1996  under 
the  Republican  proposal. 

Under  their  proposal,  by  the  year 
2002.  53.000  full-time-equivalent  posi- 
tions would  be  eliminated  or  35  Veter- 
ans' Administration  medical  centers 
would  have  to  be  closed.  Over  a  7-year 
period,  one-fourth  of  the  current  medi- 
cal care  positions  would  have  to  be 
eliminated  and  35  of  the  159  Veterans' 
Administration  medical  centers  cur- 
rently serving  veterans  across  the 
country  would  be  closed  if  the  Repub- 
lican proposal  is  implemented. 

Health  care  facilities  and  personnel 
are  not  the  only  areas  which  will  be  af- 
fected by  the  majority's  proposal.  Med- 
ical research  within  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration would  also  be  frozen  at 
the  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  level. 
This  will  significantly  impact  the  spe- 
cialized services  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration provides,  including  spinal 
cord  and  prosthetics  research.  In  fiscal 
year  1996,  over  150  projects  would  have 
to  be  terminated  to  meet  the  budget 
constraints  imposed  by  the  majority. 
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The  cumulative  impact  for  Veterans 
Health  Administration  services  over  7 
years  would  decimate  the  Veterans' 
Administration  health  care  system  as 
we  know  it.  By  the  year  2002.  the  Vet- 
erans Health  Administration  budget 
would  have  lost  $20.6  billion  over  7 
years.  Over  15  million  inpatient  and  34 
million  outpatient  visits  for  3.7  million 
patients  would  have  been  denied  under 
the  majority's  budget  blueprint,  and 
we  will  have  turned  our  backs  on  the 
majority  of  those  who  so  valiantly 
served  this  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  this  has  been  our  find- 
ings in  reading  through  the  budget  pro- 
posal that  will  be  presented  today  to 
the  Senate  The  majority's  budget  pro- 
posals for  cuts  to  Medicare  and  freezing 
Veterans'  Administration  health  care 
programs  are  simply,  in  my  eyes  and  in 
my  heart,  unacceptable.  You  cannot 
single  out  health  care  for  one  segment 
of  the  population  for  cuts  without  seri- 
ous consequences.  The  senior  citizens 
of  today,  the  veterans  of  today,  should 
not  have  the  rugs  pulled  out  from 
under  them.  So.  therefore.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  reject  these  unwise  pro- 
posals. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 


IS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  --YES" 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  im- 
pression simply  will  not  go  away:  The 
$4.8  trillion  Federal  debt  is  a  grotesque 
parallel  to  the  energizer  bunny  we  see. 
and  see.  and  see  on  television.  The  Fed- 
eral debt  keeps  going  and  going  and 
going— up.  of  course — always  to  the 
added  misery  of  the  American  tax- 
payers. 

So  many  politicians  talk  a  good 
game — when,  that  is.  they  go  home  to 
talk— and  "talk"  is  the  operative 
word— about  bringing  Federal  deficits 
and  the  Federal  debt  under  control. 

But.  sad  to  say.  so  many  of  these 
very  same  politicians  have  regularly 
voted  for  one  bloated  spending  bill 
after  another  during  the  103d  Congress 
and  before.  Come  to  think  about  it. 
this  may  have  been  a  primary  factor  in 
the  new  configuration  of  U.S.  Senators 
as  a  result  of  last  November's  elec- 
tions. 

In  any  event.  Mr.  President,  as  of 
yesterday.  Wednesday.  May  17.  at  the 
close  of  business,  the  total  Federal 
debt  stood— down  to  the  penny— at  ex- 
actly $4,884,246,600,937.11  or  $18,540.68 
per  man,  woman,  and  child  on  a  per 
capital  basis.  Res  ipsa  loquitus. 


THE  RETIREMENT  OF  REAR  ADM. 
PATRICK  W.  DRENNON,  CEC.  USN 
Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
come  to  my  attention  that  Rear  Adm. 
Patrick  W.  Drennon  will  be  retiring 
from  the  Navy  after  some  33  years  of 
honorable  and  distinguished  service. 

He  most  recently  served  as  the  Direc- 
tor.   Facilities   and   Engineering   Divi- 


sion (N44)  for  the  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  (Logistics).  Washing- 
ton. DC.  In  this  capacity  he  has  pro- 
vided timely  support  and  accurate  in- 
formation on  Navy  facility  and  engi- 
neering plans  and  programs  to  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  our  profes- 
sional and  personal  staffs. 

Admiral  Drennon  was  previously  the 
Commander  of  Western  Division.  Naval 
Facilities  Engineering  Command 
[NAVFACENGCOM].  headquartered  in 
San  Bruno,  CA.  This  was  following 
duty  as  Deputy  Commander  for  Plan- 
ning and  Assistant  Commander  for  Fa- 
cilities and  Real  Estate  at 
NAVFACENGCOM  Headquarters  in  Al- 
exandria. VA.  and  as  Assistant  for  Civil 
Engineering  (OP-04E)  to  the  Deputy 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (Logistics). 
Washington.  DC. 

His  other  duty  assignments  have  in- 
cluded: Assistant  Resident  Officer  in 
Charge  of  Construction  in  Key  West. 
FL;  Public  Works  Officer  at  the  Naval 
Facility  and  the  Navy  Representative 
for  Construction  while  on  the  staff  of 
the  Commander.  U.S.  Forces  in  the 
Azores;  Operations  Officer  of  Naval  Mo- 
bile Construction  Battalion  One  on  two 
deployments  to  Vietnam:  an  instructor 
at  the  Civil  Engineer  Corps  Officers 
School  at  Port  Hueneme,  CA;  and  an 
Exchange  Officer  with  the  Mediterra- 
nean Division.  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Livomo.  Italy.  While  working  with  the 
Corps'  Mediterranean  Division,  he 
served  as  the  program  manager  for  the 
planning  and  design  of  King  Khalid 
Military  City,  Saudi  Arabia. 

Admiral  Drennon  also  served  in  the 
Seabee  Division.  NAVFACENGCOM 
Headquarters;  on  the  staff  of  the  then- 
Director.  Shore  Activities  Planning 
and  Programming  Division  (0P^4)  for 
the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Wash- 
ington. DC;  and  as  the  Executive  Offi- 
cer of  the  Public  Works  Center  and 
Resident  Officer  in  Charge  of  Construc- 
tion in  San  Diego.  CA. 

His  awards  include  the  Legion  of 
Merit.  Bronze  Star  with  Combat  "V" 
and  a  Gold  Star,  the  Meritorious  Serv- 
ice Medal  with  a  Gold  Star,  and  the 
Navy  Achievement  Medal. 

Rear  Admiral  Drennon  has  become 
widely  acknowledged  as  a  leader  and 
visionary  in  the  Civil  Engineer  Corps. 
As  a  fellow  Georgia  Tech  Yellow  Jack- 
et. I  can  say  that  this  is  no  real  sur- 
prise as  Rear  Admiral  Dennon  began 
his  distinguished  naval  career  upon  his 
commissioning  out  of  the  NROTC  Pro- 
gram at  the  Georgia  Institute  of  Tech- 
nology. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  past  several 
years  many  communities  have  experi- 
enced great  anxiety  and  turmoil  as  a 
result  of  the  Department  of  Defense's 
base  closure  process.  Rear  Admiral 
Drennon  has  played  a  vital  role  in  pro- 
moting effective  communications  and 
harmonious  working  relationships  in 
the  Navy's  base  realignment  and  clo- 
sure  implementation   process.   He   has 


assisted  local  civic  leaders  throughout 
the  country  in  working  through  many 
challenging  situations  associated  with 
base  closure  and  realignment  actions. 
Rear  Admiral  Drennon  has  been  equal- 
ly recognized  and  appreciated  by  all 
who  have  come  to  know  him. 

A  man  of  Rear  Admiral  Drennon's 
talent  and  integrity  is  rare  indeed,  and 
while  his  honorable  service  will  be 
genuinely  missed,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  today  to  recognize  him  before 
my  colleagues  and  to  wish  him.  his 
wife.  Cheryl,  and  his  family  every  suc- 
cess as  he  brings  to  a  close  a  long  and 
distinguished  career  in  the  U.S.  Navy. 


May  18,  1995 


Enclosure. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13569 


TEXAS  ACTS  ON  FLAG 
DESECRATION 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  Texas 
Secretary  of  State,  the  Honorable  An- 
tonio O.  Garza.  Jr..  has  forwarded  to 
me  a  copy  of  a  resolution  passed  by  the 
Texas  Legislature  on  March  9.  1995  and 
signed  by  Governor  George  Bush.  The 
resolution  petitions  the  U.S.  Congress 
to  propose  to  the  States  an  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  which  protects  the  American 
flag  from  willful  desecration.  I  sup- 
ported the  passage  of  such  an  amend- 
ment in  1990  when  the  Senate  debated 
the  issue  and  have  cosponsored  the 
most  recent  proposal  to  ban  the  dese- 
cration of  our  flag.  Secretary  Garza 
has  requested  that  I  place  in  the 
Record  the  text  of  the  resolution 
adopted  by  the  Texas  Legislature.  Be- 
cause of  the  importance  that  I  place  on 
this  issue.  I  am  requesting  unanimous 
consent  that  the  text  of  the  resolution 
and  the  text  of  a  letter  from  Secretary 
of  State  Garza  be  printed  in  the 
Record  in  order  that  my  colleagues 
have  an  opportunity  to  read  for  them- 
selves this  important  expression  uf  tut- 
collective  will  of  the  people  of  my 
State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  St.ate  of  Texas. 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Austin.  TX.  April  13.  1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gramm. 

U.S.   Senator.   Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gram.m;  Please  find  en- 
closed an  official  copy  of  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  24.  as  passed  by  the  74th  Legisla- 
ture. Regular  Session,  1995,  of  the  State  of 
Texas. 

The  74th  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas 
hereby  petitions  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  propose  to  the  states  an 
amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion, protecting  the  American  flag  and  50 
state  flags  from  willful  desecration  and  ex- 
empting such  desecration  from  constitu- 
tional construction  as  a  First  Amendment 
right. 

It  is  also  requested  that  this  resolution  be 
officially     entered     in     the     Congressional 
Record  as  a  memorial  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 
Sincerely, 

ANTONIO  O.  Garza.  Jr.. 

Secretary  of  State. 


Senate  Concurre.vt  Resolution  24 
Whereas,  the  United  States  flag  belongs  to 
all  Americans  and  ought  not  be  desecrated 
by  any  one  individual,  even  under  principles 
of  free  expression,  any  more  than  we  would 
allow  desecration  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence. Statue  of  Liberty.  Lincoln  Memo- 
rial. Yellowstone  National  Park,  or  any 
other  common  inheritance  which  the  people 
of  this  land  hold  dear;  and 

Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  in  contravention  of  this  postulate, 
has  by  a  narrow  decision  held  to  be  a  First 
Amendment  freedom  the  license  to  destroy 
in  protest  this  cherished  symbol  of  our  na- 
tional heritage;  and 

Whereas,  whatever  legal  arguments  may  be 
offered  to  support  this  contention,  the  incin- 
eration or  other  mutilation  of  the  flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America  is  repugnant  to  all 
those  who  have  saluted  it.  paraded  beneath 
it  on  the  Fourth  of  July,  been  saluted  by  its 
half-mast  configuration,  or  raised  it  inspira- 
tionally  in  remote  corners  of  the  globe  where 
they  have  defended  the  ideals  of  which  it  is 
representative;  and 

Whereas,  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  Texas,  while  respectful  of  dis- 
senting political  views,  themselves  dissent 
forcefully  from  the  court  decision,  echoing 
the  beliefs  of  all  patriotic  Americans  that 
this  nag  is  OUR  flag  and  not  a  private  prop- 
erty subject  to  a  private  prerogative  to 
maim  or  despoil  in  the  passion  of  individual 
protest;  and 

Whereas,  as  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Wil- 
liam Rehnquist.  writing  for  three  of  the  four 
justices  who  comprised  the  minority  in  the 
case,  -Surely  one  of  the  high  purposes  of  a 
democratic  society  is  to  legislate  against 
conduct  that  is  regarded  as  evil  and  pro- 
foundly offensive  to  the  majority  of  people— 
whether  it  be  murder,  embezzlement,  pollu- 
tion, or  nag  burning":  and 

Whereas,  this  legislature  concurs  with  the 
court  minority  that  the  Stars  and  Stripes  is 
deserving  of  a  unique  sanctity,  free  to  wave 
in  perpetuity  over  the  spacious  skies  where 
our  bald  eagles  Hy,  the  fruited  plain  above 
which  our  mountain  m.iiesties  soar,  and  the 
venerable  heights  to  which  our  melting  pot 
of  people  and  their  posterity  aspire;  now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  74th  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Texas  hereby  petition  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  of  America  to  propose 
to  the  states  an  amendment  to  the  United 
States  Constitution,  protecting  the  Amer- 
ican nag  and  50  state  nags  from  willful  dese- 
cration and  exempting  such  desecration  from 
constitutional  construction  as  a  First 
Amendment  right:  and.  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  ofHcial  copies  of  this  resolu- 
tion be  prepared  and  forwarded  by  the  Texas 
secretary  of  state  to  the  speaker  of  the  house 
of  representatives  and  president  of  the  sen- 
ate of  the  United  States  Congress  and  to  all 
members  of  the  Texas  delegation  to  that 
congress,  with  the  request  that  it  be  offi- 
cially entered  in  the  Congre,ssional  Record  as 
a  memorial  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States:  and,  be  it  further 

Resoh'ed.  That  a  copy  of  the  resolution  be 
prepared  and  forwarded  also  to  President  Bill 
Clinton,  asking  that  he  lend  his  support  to 
the  proposal  and  adoption  of  a  nag-protec- 
tion constitutional  amendment;  and.  be  it  fi- 
nally 

Resolved.  That  official  copies  likewise  be 
sent  to  the  presiding  officers  of  the  legisla- 
tures of  the  several  states,  inviting  them  to 
join  with  Texas  to  secure  this  amendment 
and  to  restore  this  nation's  banners  to  their 
rightful  status  of  treasured  reverence. 


WELFARE  REFORM 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
broad  consensus  in  this  country  that 
the  current  welfare  system  serves  no 
one  well— not  the  recipients,  not  their 
children,  not  the  American  taxpayer.  I 
agree  with  that  consensus.  The  current 
welfare  system  is  broken  and  needs 
major  repair.  Why?  Because  it  is  failing 
both  the  people  in  need  and  the  work- 
ing people  who  are  paying  for  it. 

The  current  system  has  trapped  all 
too  many  people  into  a  lifetime  of  de- 
pendency rather  than  assisting  them 
on  a  temporary  basis  to  get  back  on 
their  feet  and  back  into  the  labor  force. 
Any  meaningful  welfare  reform  must 
be  grounded  on  the  premise  that  gov- 
ernment assistance  is  a  way  "up  and 
out"  -not  a  "way  of  life." 

The  current  welfare  system  has  failed 
us  all.  It  traps  all  too  many,  especially 
women,  into  a  lifetime  of  dependency 
and  poverty.  Their  children  in  all  too 
many  instances  suffer  irreparable  harm 
and  are  likely  to  remain  poor  and  dis- 
advantaged for  the  remainder  of  their 
lives.  If  the  past  is  a  predictor,  too 
many  children  of  today's  welfare  re- 
cipients will  end  up  on  the  rolls  them- 
selves or  in  trouble  with  the  law. 

We  simply  must  break  this  cycle.  Un- 
less we  move  welfare  recipients  into 
meaningful  educational  and  work  situ- 
ations, we  are  doomed  to  failure.  The 
only  system  that  can  work  to  the  bene- 
fit of  all  is  one  that  encourages  inde- 
pendence, discourages  dependency  and 
demands  personal  responsibility.  All  of 
those  elements,  it  seems  to  me,  are 
missing  in  the  welfare  program  we 
have  today.  Let  us  make  sure  that 
those  key  elements  are  the 
underpinnings  of  the  bill  on  which  we 
'.v:II  cact  cur  votes.  Let  us  make  sure 
we  do  it  right.  And  let  us  make  sure  we 
do  it  with  great  care  and  compassion. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  alike  can 
work  together  to  fashion  a  bipartisan 
welfare  plan  that  will  be  both  effective 
in  moving  recipients  from  welfare  to 
work.  Our  welfare  system  should  pro- 
vide temporary  help— an  opportunity 
for  people  to  help  themselves.  If  we  put 
aside  partisan  rhetoric  and  turn  in- 
stead to  the  mission  of  protecting  poor 
kids  and  helping  adults  who  need  a 
temporary  helping  hand.  I  think  we 
will  have  the  best  opportunity  we  have 
had  in  many  years  to  forge  a  reform 
package  which  is  good  for  kids,  good 
for  their  parents  and  good  for  the 
American  taxpayer. 

Before  we  begin  the  debate.  I  think  it 
is  important  to  dispel  some  of  the 
myths  surrounding  welfare.  My  pur- 
pose in  detailing  the  following  facts  is 
not  to  defend  the  current  system,  but 
to  ground  the  debate  in  truth  rather 
than  fiction. 

First.  AFDC  caseloads  as  a  percent- 
age of  the  general  population  have  re- 
mained fairly  static  over  the  past  20 
years,    fluctuating   between   4   and  S'/i 


percent.  The  number  of  recipients  has 
grown  as  the  population  has  increased 
and,  cyclically,  when  the  economy  has 
declined. 

Second,  benefit  levels  have  substan- 
tially declined  in  inflation  adjusted 
dollars  over  the  past  two  decades.  The 
median  State  benefit  for  a  family  of 
three,  adjusted  for  inflation,  fell  by  47 
percent  between  1970  and  1994. 

Third,  AFDC  does  not  come  close  to 
providing  a  poverty  level  income  to  re- 
cipients. The  median  State  benefit  for 
a  family  of  three  was  only  38  percent  of 
the  poverty  level  in  1994.  If  food  stamps 
are  included,  the  median  State  benefit 
only  reaches  70  percent  of  the  poverty 
level. 

Fourth,  the  average  size  of  the  wel- 
fare family  is  2.9  while  the  average  size 
of  the  typical  American  family  is  3.2. 

As  legislators,  we  must  craft  a  wel- 
fare reform  bill  that  helps  rather  than 
hinders  hope  and  self-sufficiency,  espe- 
cially for  poor  mothers  and  their  chil- 
dren. And  I  know  we  can  achieve  our 
goals  if  we  join  together  in  a  collabo- 
rative effort  to  accomplish  them, 

Mr.  President,  since  there  is  no 
Democratic  or  Republican  welfare  bill 
around  which  the  Senate  membership 
of  either  party  has  currently  coalesced. 
I  thought  this  would  be  an  appropriate 
time  to  offer  some  suggestions. 

IT  MUST  PROTECT  CHILDREN 

Protecting  the  vulnerable  children  of 
poor  welfare  mothers  must  be  our  high- 
est priority,  and  I  do  not  believe  that 
can  be  accomplished  without  maintain- 
ing the  entitlement  status  of  benefits 
for  children.  Let  me  make  it  clear.  I 
am  not  talking  about  entitlement  sta- 
tus for  the  mother,  only  the  child.  De- 
spite the  best  intentions  of  State  gov- 
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despite  their  legislative  skills,  there  is 
no  way  the  Federal  Government  can 
guarantee  that  the  welfare  child  will  be 
protected  by  each  and  every  State 
under  a  no-strings-attached  block 
grant  approach  to  reform.  And  protect- 
ing poor  children  is  something  I  believe 
the  Federal  Government  must  do.  It  is 
and  ought  to  be  a  national  priority.  I 
am  not  simply  not  willing  to  take  the 
gamble  that  each  and  every  State  gov- 
ernment will  successfully  meet  this 
most  fundamental  responsibility. 

I  am  all  for  giving  State  governments 
as  much  flexibility  as  possible  in  de- 
signing effective  State  reform  plans 
that  fit  local  needs.  I  am  all  for  encour- 
aging States  to  tap  every  creative  re- 
source available  in  forging  new  ap- 
proaches to  reform.  But  let  us  be  hon- 
est with  one  another,  welfare  varies 
widely  from  State  to  State.  Benefit 
levels  vary  widely.  Effectiveness  varies 
widely.  Successful  job  training  and 
placement  efforts  vary  widely.  And  I 
am  simply  not  willing  to  sacrifice  any 
child,  in  any  State,  to  a  potentially  un- 
successful outcome.  These  kids  are  our 
future.  We  must  protect  their  inter- 
ests. 
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IT  MLST  BE  WORK-ORIENTED  AND  TRANSITIONAL 

After  the  protection  of  children,  the 
fundamental  focus  of  the  bill  must  be 
to  move  recipients  from  welfare,  to 
work,  to  economic  self-sufficiency  as 
quickly  as  possible.  While  the  original 
goal  of  AFDC  in  1935  was  to  pay  widows 
to  stay  at  home  and  raise  their  chil- 
dren, the  world  and  workforce  have 
changed  a  great  deal  over  the  interven- 
ing decades.  Increasingly,  we  expect 
both  parents  to  work  to  support  their 
children.  We  also  expect  both  parents 
to  share  the  responsibility  of  rearing 
their  children.  No  one  denies  the  dif- 
ficulties involved  in  this  dual  role  for 
parents.  But  it  is  done  every  day  by 
millions  upon  millions  of  struggling 
families.  Is  it  any  wonder,  then,  why 
the  general  public  expects  the  same 
from  welfare  recipients? 

Today  75  percent  of  mothers  with 
children  between  the  ages  of  6  to  16  are 
in  the  labor  force.  The  public  expects 
no  less  from  the  welfare  mother.  And 
they  are  right.  So  it  is  critically  im- 
portant that  welfare  be  re-framed,  in 
the  minds  of  both  the  public  and  recipi- 
ents alike,  as  a  transitional  work  as- 
sistance program.  Our  goal  must  be  to 
replace  a  welfare  check  with  a  pay- 
check. No  more  something  for  nothing. 
No  more  revolving  door.  Strict  work 
requirements,  and  a  time  limit  on  ben- 
efits. You  take  responsibility  for  your- 
self and  the  government  will  provide 
you  with  temporary  help  to  ease  your 
entry  into  the  workforce  and  to  help 
you  stay  there. 

Easier  said  than  done.  No  doubt 
about  it.  But  if  we  can  change  the  per- 
ception of  welfare  and  build  upon  the 
lessons  learned  over  the  years,  at  both 
the  State  and  Federal  levels,  we  should 
be  able  to  move  forward  in  a  construc- 
tive way. 

Most  people  on  the  welfare  rolls  do 
not  want  to  be  there.  They  want  to 
work.  They  want  to  be  role  models  for 
their  children.  They  want  their  chil- 
dren to  have  better  opportunities  in 
life  than  they  have  had.  But.  like  the 
workforce  in  general,  many  welfare  re- 
cipients need  some  help.  They  want  to 
work,  they  want  to  be  successful,  but 
they  need  help  in  getting  from  here  to 
there.  Many  need  help  in  learning  how 
to  look  for  a  job.  Others  need  training. 
Others  need  assistance  to  remain  in  the 
labor  force.  But  let  us  face  up  to  the 
fact  that  there  may  not  be  enough  jobs 
or  the  types  of  jobs  available  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  accommodate  each  and 
every  welfare  parent,  so  community 
service  jobs  may  have  to  act  as  a  last 
resort.  And  let  us  admit  that  reforming 
the  system  may  require  some  invest- 
ment if  we  want  to  get  it  right. 

WF.  MIST  ELIMINATE  WORK  DI.SINCENTIVES 

But  how  do  we  move  from  a  program 
which  encourages  dependency  to  one 
that  encourages  work?  One  obvious 
way  is  to  eliminate  the  disincentives 
which  exist  in  the  current  system.  You 
liberalize  earning  disregards,  you  raise 


asset  limitations,  and  you  make  sup- 
port services,  the  linchpin  upon  which 
success  in  the  workplace  hinges,  more 
readily  available  to  poor  people  who 
want  to  work. 

One  decisive  lesson  we  have  learned 
over  the  past  decade  is  that  former  re- 
cipients return  to  the  welfare  rolls 
after  a  short  time  in  the  labor  force 
due  to  the  inadequacy  of  transitional 
support  services.  We  have  learned  that 
as  soon  as  the  recipient  has  to  begin 
paying  for  child  care  and  medical  care 
out  of  a  meager  salary  which  more 
often  than  not  is  significantly  below 
the  Federal  poverty  level,  the  financial 
burden  becomes  too  great  and— no  sur- 
prise— the  mother  returns  to  the  wel- 
fare rolls.  We  must  address  this  prob- 
lem squarely.  Forcing  poor  parents  to 
choose  between  work  and  their  chil- 
dren's health  care  or  child  care  is  a  los- 
ing proposition  and  it  is  doomed  to 
failure.  Who  loses?  The  parent,  the 
child  and  the  taxpayer.  So  meaningful 
work  is  important,  but  equally  impor 
tant  is  the  continued  provision  of  child 
care  and  health  care  services  as  these 
welfare  recipients  transition  to  the 
workplace.  These  services  are  a  critical 
bridge  to  successful  work  outcomes. 

Is  1  year  of  transitional  assistance 
for  those  who  have  gone  to  work,  as  re- 
quired under  current  law  for  Medicaid 
services,  sufficient?  Probably  not. 
Should  child  care  support  end  as  soon 
as  a  recipient  has  found  work.  Clearly 
not.  Child  care  consumes  at  least  a 
quarter  of  most  low-income  family 
budgets.  How  many  low-skilled  work- 
ers in  low-paying  jobs  are  going  to  re- 
ceive a  raise  in  1  year  sufficient  to  be 
able  to  financially  absorb  the  full  cost 
of  child  care  and  medical  care?  Not 
many,  if  any.  This  is  simply  not  a  real- 
istic goal.  I  therefore  believe  that  the 
plan  we  pass  should  continue  these 
vital  family  support  services  at  a  re- 
duced level  over  a  number  of  years, 
phasing  them  out  as  the  recipient's  in- 
come rises.  This  will  cost  money  in  the 
short  term,  but  it  will  be  invaluable  in 
ensuring  long-term  success.  But  it  is 
my  hope  that  savings  to  offset  this 
spending  can  be  achieved  through  other 
reforms  in  the  system. 

WE  MUST  REMOVE  TWO-PARE.NT  FA.VIILY 
DISINCENTIVES 

One  issue  on  which  I  believe  there  is 
virtual  unanimity  is  that  the  best  envi- 
ronment in  which  to  raise  children  is 
in  loving,  two-parent  families.  Yet  wel- 
fare assistance  is  not  available  for  two- 
parent  families,  regardless  of  their  in- 
come, unless  one  parent  is  unemployed 
or  incapacitated.  A  system  that  dis- 
courages marriage  of  low-income  single 
parents  and  encourages  the  breakup  of 
married  couples  who  find  themselves  in 
economic  need  is  shameful.  It  is  bad  so- 
cial policy,  bad  welfare  policy,  bad 
family  policy,  bad  children's  policy, 
and  it  ought  to  be  changed.  Another 
thing  we  ought  to  change  is  our  policy 
toward    absent    fathers    who    want    to 


share  in  the  support  of  their  children, 
but  do  not  have  the  economic  means  to 
do  so.  Why  not  offer  them  job  training 
and  placement  services  as  well  as  the 
mother? 

IT  MU.ST  DE.MAND  PERSONAL  RESPONSIBILITY 

I  believe  it  is  the  best  interest  of  so- 
ciety to  discourage  out-of-wedlock 
births.  But  if  individuals  continue  to 
choose  to  have  children  outside  of  mar- 
riage, they  must  take  respon-sibility  for 
their  actions.  It  is  their  responsibility 
to  support  their  child.  They  must  learn 
that  actions  have  consequences  and 
parents  have  responsibilities.  If  they 
want  temporary  assistance,  it  is  their 
responsibility  to  identify  the  father 
who  must  be  required  to  share,  at  the 
very  least,  in  the  financial  burden  of 
raising  the  child.  If  they  seek  tem- 
porary government  help,  they  must  be 
willing  to  go  to  work  to  help  pay  for 
that  assistance. 

Most  welfare  proposals  contain  a  re- 
quirement for  the  welfare  parent  to 
sign  a  contract  with  the  State  agency 
agreeing  to  abide  by  the  work  plan 
that  has  been  designed  for  the  recipi- 
ent, with  the  recipient's  input,  after 
careful  assessment  by  a  team  of  case 
managers  of  the  individual's  personal 
history,  work  experience  and  edu- 
cational and  training  needs.  Once  the 
contract  has  been  signed,  the  recipient 
must  honor  its  terms  or  suffer  sanc- 
tions. Actions  have  consequences.  That 
makes  eminent  good  sense  to  me.  It  de- 
mands accountability  and  responsibil- 
ity. 

IT  MUST  ADEQU.\TELY  ADDRESS  THE  TEEN 
PREGNANCY  CRISIS 

Although  last  on  my  list,  curbing 
teen  pregnancy  is  one  of  my  highest 
priorities.  And  it  is  one  of  the  most 
crucial  yet  vexing  components  of  wel- 
fare reform.  Teen  pregnancy  is  a  crisis 
by  any  standard  of  measurement.  Too 
many  teens  are  becoming  parents  and 
too  few  are  able  to  responsibly  care  for 
their  children  either  emotionally  or  fi- 
nancially. The  result:  The  child  is  de- 
prived of  a  fair  start  in  life  and  the 
mother  will  very  likely  be  doomed  to  a 
lifetime  of  poverty. 

The  teen  pregnancy  crisis  is  escalat- 
ing at  an  alarming  rate.  The  data  are 
shattering:  Before  age  20.  43  percent  of 
teenage  girls  become  pregnant;  1  mil- 
lion teens  become  pregnant  each  year; 
70  percent  of  teen  mothers  are  not  mar- 
ried today  in  comparison  to  15  percent 
in  1960;  the  unmarried  teen  mother  rate 
has  doubled  in  a  single  generation  and 
continues  to  climb;  77  percent  of  un- 
married teen  mothers  end  up  on  the 
welfare  rolls  within  5  years  of  the  birth 
of  their  first  child,  and  all  too  many  re- 
main there  for  years  thereafter;  and 
approximately  half  of  AFDC  recipients 
in  1993  had  their  first  child  as  a  teen. 

What  can  we  reasonably  do  about 
this  seriously  escalating  social  crisis? 
There  is  clear  data  linking  teen  births 
with  long-term  welfare  dependency. 
Data  also   tell   us  that  teen   births  go 
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down  as  educational  and  economic  op- 
tions go  up.  So  one  thing  we  must  do  is 
require  AFDC  teen  mothers  to  stay  in 
school  and  finish  their  educations  or 
pursue  a  vocational  alternative  in  re- 
turn for  benefits.  We  can  and  must  in- 
sist that  these  teen  mothers  immunize 
their  children  and  participate  in 
parenting  and  pregnancy  prevention 
classes.  And  we  can  and  should  require 
that  teen  mothers  on  AFDC  live  with 
their  families  or  in  supervised  homes 
where  they  can  get  the  support  and 
guidance  they  need  to  become  success- 
ful parents  and  good  citizens.  Finally, 
we  must  all  become  engaged  in  finding 
solutions  to  this  devastating  societal 
problem. 

Each  of  us  in  one  way  or  another  has 
the  bully  pulpit.  Every  entity  of  gov- 
ernment, every  community,  every 
church,  every  corporation  must  trum- 
pet the  alarm  about  teen  pregnancy, 
and  we  must  speak  with  a  single  voice: 
out  of  wedlock  births,  especially 
among  teens,  are  wrong;  they  are  a  pre- 
scription for  disastrous  outcomes  for 
both  the  mother  and  the  child— both 
will  undoubtedly  be  seriously  disadvan- 
taged for  the  remainder  of  their  lives. 
We  must  preach— and  I  do  mean 
preach— that  marriage  is  the  proper  so- 
cial unit  in  which  to  have  and  raise  a 
child.  We  must,  each  of  us.  discourage 
illegitimacy  as  harmful  to  the  parents, 
the  child  and  society  at  large.  And  we 
must  do  it  now.  This  is  not  an  issue  we 
can  push  to  the  back  burner.  We  are  in 
a  serious  crisis  now.  and  every  single 
indicator  points  to  it  getting  worse 
each  and  every  year  into  the  foresee- 
able future. 

These  are  some  of  the  threshold  is- 
sues that  I  believe  must  be  addressed  in 
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Senate  floor.  When  the  debate  begins.  I 
hope  it  will  not  become  another  missed 
opportunity.  I  hope  we  will  work  on 
the  reform  together.  I  hope  we  will  do 
it  right,  with  firmness  but  fairness. 
And  I  hope  it  will  produce  the  desired 
results.  Our  efforts  will  impact  all  of 
our  lives  in  one  way  or  another.  But  it 
will  affect  more  directly  the  lives  of 
our  children  and  their  children. 
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WELCOMING  HER  MAJESTY  QUEEN 
SIRIKIT  OF  THAILAND 
Mr.  JOHNSTON,  Mr,  President,  this 
month  the  United  States  is  privileged 
to  welcome  Her  Majesty  Queen  Sirikit 
of  Thailand,  She  is  here  as  an  honored 
guest.  On  May  25  Queen  Sirikit  will  be 
awarded  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Hu- 
mane Letters  by  the  Johns  Hopkins 
University,  On  Tuesday.  May  16.  Queen 
Sirikit  became  the  first  woman  ever  to 
receive  the  prestigious  Lindbergh 
Award.  In  the  words  of  the  Charles  A. 
and  Anne  Morrow  Lindbergh  Founda- 
tion. Her  Majesty  was  honored  for  her 
"educational  and  humanitarian  efforts. 
her  conservation  and  wildlife  preserva- 
tion   work,    and    programs    which    are 


maintaining  the  Thai  heritage  and  cul- 
ture." 

The  description  does  not  begin  to  do 
justice  to  Queen  Sirikit's  45-year  effort 
to  care  for  the  people  of  her  country,  to 
improve  their  health  and  living  stand- 
ards, and  to  preserve  their  environ- 
mental and  cultural  heritage.  She  has 
given  generously  of  her  time  and  en- 
ergy to  traditional  humanitarian 
causes.  She  has  served  as  honorary 
president  of  the  Council  of  Social  Wel- 
fare of  Thailand,  an  organization  of  150 
public  and  private  social  work  agen- 
cies. In  her  capacity  as  president  of  the 
Thai  Red  Cross,  a  position  she  has  held 
since  1956.  she  established  shelters  for 
refugees  from  the  war  in  Cambodia. 
But  her  particular  genius,  and  I  do  not 
use  that  word  lightly,  the  accomplish- 
ment for  which  the  queen  has  been 
honored  by  the  United  Nations  and  for 
which  she  was  awarded  the  first  Inter- 
national Humanitarian  Award  by  the 
Friends  of  the  Capital  Children's  Mu- 
seum in  1992.  has  been  in  finding  ways 
to  preserve  traditional  Thai  culture 
and  ecology  while  simultaneously 
making  life  easier  for  impoverished 
farmers  and  hill  tribes. 

Her  deep  concern  for  the  welfare  of 
the  Thai  people  is  matched  by  her 
knowledge  of  their  needs.  Her  husband. 
His  Majesty  King  Shumibol  Adulyadej, 
has  made  it  his  admirable  policy  to 
"visit  the  people",  spending  more  than 
half  of  each  year  traveling  around 
Thailand,  often  to  remote  areas  acces- 
sible only  by  helicopter  or  jeep.  Ac- 
companying him  on  his  trips,  the  queen 
witnessed  at  first  hand  the  hardships  of 
rural  life,  the  damage  to  forests,  wild- 
life and  water  supplies  caused  by  primi- 
tive farming  practices  and  the  threat 
posed  uj  mo»aernization  to  traditional 
Thai  arts  and  crafts.  It  was  her  inspira- 
tion to.  in  effect,  capitalize  culture,  to 
train  farm  families  in  producing  handi- 
crafts which  could  be  sold  to  bring  in 
regular  income.  Since  1978.  Queen 
Sirikit's  SUPPORT  Foundation  has 
trained  30.000  such  families  in  crafts 
ranging  from  ceramics  to  silk-weaving 
to  bamboo  basketry. 

In  1982.  the  Queen  initiated  the  For- 
est-Loves-Water project,  to  dem- 
onstrate that  SUPPORT  handicrafts 
projects  could  encourage  reforestation. 
At  Ban  Mae  Tam  village,  the  rich  teak 
forests  once  threatened  by  illegal  log- 
gmg  are  being  replaced.  'Villagers  able 
to  earn  a  living  from  cottage  industries 
do  not  need  to  rely  on  tree-cutting  or 
slash-and-burn  farming  for  subsistence. 
Under  her  gentle  leadership,  through 
encouragement  and  practical  training, 
solutions  are  being  found  to  pressing 
environmental  problems. 

Queen  Sirikit's  likeness  is  on  the 
Cares  Medal  awarded  by  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Organization  of  the  United 
Nations.  This  is  an  honor  reserved  for 
women  who  by  their  lives  and  their 
work  have  helped  to  lift  the  status  of 
women.  It  is  a  beautiful  medal,  reflect- 


ing the  beauty  of  spirit  of  its  model,  a 
woman  whose  motto  has  always  been 
"To  give  without  discrimination."  It  is 
always  a  pleasure  to  welcome  Her  Maj- 
esty to  the  United  States,  and  to  tell 
her  how  much  we  admire  her  efforts  on 
behalf  of  the  Thai  people. 


GEORGIA  AND  LARRY  TALSMA 
Mr.  PRESSLER,  Mr.  President,  this 
week  I  have  been  fortunate  to  visit 
with  two  citizens  from  Springfield, 
SD — Georgia  and  Larry  Talsma.  Geor- 
gia and  Larry  made  their  first  trip  ever 
to  Washington,  DC,  by  car.  The 
Talsmas  are  the  quintessential  hard- 
working South  Dakota  ranch  family. 
They  and  their  ancestors  have  worked 
the  land  for  five  generations.  They 
know  the  importance  of  proper  stew- 
ardship of  the  land,  because  without 
this  respect  there  would  be  nothing  for 
the  next  generation. 

The  Talsmas  came  to  Washington  to 
tell  their  story  of  how  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  intruding  on  their  land  and 
threatening  to  take  over  their  private 
property.  Amazing  as  this  may  sound. 
Mr,  President,  it  is  true. 

In  1991,  Congress  passed  legislation  to 
designate  the  39-mile  segment  of  the 
Missouri  River  from  the  headwaters  of 
Lewis  and  Clark  Lake  to  the  Ft.  Ran- 
dall Dam  as  a  recreational  river  to  be 
administered  by  the  National  Park 
Service.  Today,  however,  the  process  to 
achieve  this  designation  has  raised 
great  controversy.  In  fact,  the  local 
citizens  along  this  segment  of  the  Mis- 
souri River  now  question  the  need  for 
the  designation,  I  agree  with  those 
South  Dakotans,  including  the 
Talsmas, 

During  the  first  public  meeting  on 
the  designation,  pamphlets  were  hand- 
ed out  describing  how  the  Park  Service 
acquires  private  property,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, most,  if  not  all,  of  the  South  Da- 
kotans in  attendance  were  not  even 
aware  of  the  river  designation,  let 
alone  the  possibility  of  the  Federal 
Government  condemning  their  land 
and  buying  it  out  from  under  them. 

Their  concerns  and  fears  were  fed  by 
representatives  of  the  National  Park 
Service  who  stated  that  if  they,  the 
Park  Service,  cannot  own  this  land, 
then  they  will  control  it. 

This  morning  I  asked  the  Director  of 
the  National  Park  Service  to  come  to 
my  office  and  listen  to  the  Talsmas.  At 
that  meeting  I  told  the  Director  that  I 
intended  to  introduce  legislation  to 
undo  the  designation  in  South  Dakota. 
This  is  an  effort  the  Talsmas  and  other 
South  Dakotans  strongly  support. 

I  also  asked  the  Director  to  listen  to 
the  Talsmas  and  see  what  steps  could 
be  taken  by  the  Park  Service  to  ad- 
dress the  needs  of  South  Dakotans, 
While  Director  Kennedy  informed  the 
Talsmas  that  the  Park  Service  did  not 
want  to  buy  or  control  their  land  or 
claim    eminent   domain,    the   Talsmas 
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correctly  pointed  out  that  the  "Devil  is     previous  order,  are  limited  to  5  min-     by     the     last     Congress— amounts     to 
in  the  details  "  utes  each.  about  1  percent  of  the  current  years 

The  Talsmas  informed  the  Director        Mr.  GORTON.  I  ask  unanimous  con-     budget.   Yet,    to   reduce   spendmg   this 
they  were  being  told  just  the  opposite     sent  to  proceed  in  morning  business  for    year  by  1  percent  seems  much  too  dra^s 
at  the  public  meetings  and  that  is  why     not  to  exceed  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


they  felt  they  had  to  come  to  Washing- 
ton to  get  their  message  across.  Their 
primary  concern  is  not  for  themselves, 
but  for  their  children  and  future  gen- 
erations of  South  Dakotans  who  de- 
pend on  the  land  for  their  survival. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  due  to  the 
efforts  of  the  Talsmas.  something  good 
came  out  of  the  meeting.  First,  the 
Park  Service  agreed  to  push  back  the 
deadline  for  a  preferred  alternative  to 
no  earlier  than  August  1,  1995.  Just  a 


tic  a  step  for  this  administration  to  be 
willing  to  take.  This  bill  started  as  a 
request  by  the  President  to  spend  more 
money,  some  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, essentially  to  cover  the  costs  of 
various,  dubious  peacekeeping  missions 
around  the  world  which  was  passed  as 


A  HISTORIC  DEBATE  ON  THE 
BUDGET  RESOLUTION 
Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  in  less     part  of  a  separate  bill,   and  others  to 


than  an  hour,  the  Senate  will  begin  a 
truly  historic  debate  on  a  budget  reso- 
lution reported  by  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee.  It  is  a  budget  resolution 
which,  for  the  first  time,  perhaps,  since 


spend  money  on  various  natural  disas- 
ters which  the  President  improvidently 
had  refused  to  include  in  the  budget 
passed  less  than  a  year  ago,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  these  disasters  are  always 


few   days  ago   the  Talsmas  were   told     the  Budget  Act  was  passed  a  quarter  of    with  us.  together  with  a  few  modest  re 


they  had  only  5  days  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  preferred  alternatives. 
This  extreme  time  limit  simply  is  not 
fair.  I  told  the  Director  that  South  Da- 
kotans needed  the  time  to  tell  their 
story  and  have  input  into  the  decision- 
making process.  Director  Kennedy 
agreed. 

Director  Kennedy  also  assured  the 
Talsmas  there  would  be  at  least  a  60- 
day  comment  period  on  any  preferred 
alternative.  If  more  time  is  needed.  Di- 
rector Kennedy  said  he  would  be  will- 
ing to  provide  such  time. 

Director  Kennedy  also  told  me  his  of- 
fice would  provide  legislative  language 
to  me  that  would  assure  local  control 
over  the  river.  I  look  forward  to  re- 
viewing the  language  and  if  appro- 
priate will  push  for  its  immediate  ap- 
proval by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  continue  to 
work  with  Georgia  and  Larry  Talsma 
and  other  South  Dakota  landowners  to 


a  century  ago.  seriously  proposes  to 
put  this  Nation  on  the  road  to  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  lip  service  has  been 
promised  to  that  goal  by  many  of  those 
who  voted  against  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  require  a  balanced  budg- 
et, as  well  as  by  those  who  voted  for 
that  budget.  Most  of  the  former  group, 
however,  now  find  something  wrong 
with  this  proposal,  just  as  they  have 
with  any  preceding  attempts  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  In  theory,  they  are  in 
favor  of  reaching  that  goal,  but  in 
practice  they  have  never  actually  seen 
the  way  in  which  it  ought  to  be 
reached. 

Perhaps  the  best  evidence  of  this 
proposition,  Mr,  President,  is  that 
while  the  minority  party  in  this  body 
is  almost— I  say  almost,  not  quite— 
without  exception  opposed  to  the  budg- 
et resolution  that  is  before  us,  that 
same  minority  party  in  the  House  of 


see  that  their  property  and  their  rights  Representatives  is  putting  up  as  an  al 

are  fullv  protected,  and  are  not  over-  temative  essentially  the  Senate  budget 

run  by  the  Federal  Government.  resolution  and  praising  it  as  much  su- 

Federal  policy  is  moving  ever  closer  perior   to   the   one   that   will   actually 


toward  infringement  of  individual  pri- 
vate property  rights.  One  of  America's 
founding  principles  is  the  right  of  citi- 
zens to  own  private  property.  These 
rights  must  be  closely  guarded. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  proud  South  Da- 
kota has  citizens  such  as  Georgia  and 
Larry  Talsma.  Their  determination, 
and  hard  work  actually  moved  Wash- 
ington to  action.  They  had  to  take 
time  off  their  ranching  chores  and 
drive  all  the  way  to  Washington  to 
move  a  bureaucratic  mountain.  I  am 
please  they  achieved  progress. 

I  am  proud  of  the  Talsmas  and  what 
they  have  accomplished.  They  are  to  be 
commended.  Their  battle  is  not  over 
yet.  but  Mr.  President,  their  action  is 


pass  the  House  of  Representatives.  I 
think  they  do  that  with  full  confidence 
that  the  proposal  will  not  pass,  that 
the  alternative  will  not  pass  in  the 
House,  and  it  is  therefore  safe  for  them 
to  praise  it  and.  in  some  cases,  to  vote 
in  favor  of  it. 

This  balanced  budget  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate, together  with  the  one  in  the 
House,  will  have  tremendous  positive 
impacts  on  the  American  people.  It  will 
result  in  a  significantly  greater  in- 
crease in  family  income  all  across  this 
country  because  of  lower  interest  rates 
and  greater  job  opportunities.  And 
those  positive  impacts  will  vastly  over- 
shadow any  temporary  negative  im- 
pacts of  the  loss  of  various  Federal  sub- 


proof  that  this  is  a  Government  of  and     sidies 


for  the  people. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  status  at  the  present  time?  Are  we 
under  a  time  limitation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  re- 
main in  morning  business  until  12 
o'clock.    Statements,    unless    under    a 


Before  we  begin  that  formal  debate.  I 
want  to  make  a  few  remarks  about  the 
downpayment  on  a  balanced  budget. 
the  rescissions  bill,  which  is  about  to 
go  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  which  the  President  an- 
nounced yesterday  that  he  intended  to 
veto. 

This  rescissions  bill— this  cancella- 
tion of  some  of  the  spending  proposed 


ductions  in  a  handful  of  programs. 

The  House  of  Representatives  took 
the  bit  in  its  teeth  and  came  up  with  a 
cancellation  of  something  more  than 
$17  billion  in  current  spending,  about  1 
percent  of  the  total  budget,  as  I  have 
already  said.  The  President  protested 
that  as  being  too  much  and  in  the 
wrong  places.  This  body,  as  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  knows,  passed  a  somewhat 
more  modest  rescissions  bill,  still  close 
to  $15  billion  or  so.  with  a  different  mix 
of  canceled  or  reduced  programs.  And 
about  that  Senate  rescissions  bill  the 
President  said: 

The  bill  passed  99  to  0  in  the  Senate  and  I 
will  sign  the  Senate  bill  if  the  House  and 
Senate  will  send  it  to  me.  That  is  how  we 
should  be  doing  the  business  of  .America. 

In  the  4  weeks  since  then.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  House  and  the  Senate  have 
met  together  in  a  conference  commit- 
tee to  settle  the  differences  between 
these  two  proposals,  in  the  time-hon- 
ored fashion  under  our  rules.  What  was 
unprecedented  during  the  course  of  this 
attempt  to  work  out  differences  was 
the  almost  total  absence  of  people  rep- 
resenting the  White  House  or  the  ad- 
ministration. 

Unlike  the  situation  during  the  Bush 
administration,  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration, and  previous  administrations 
when  I  was  not  here,  there  was  no  guid- 
ance from  the  White  House  at  all.  No 
statement  that,  "Here  is  our  bottom 
line."  No  attempt  to  work  out  dif- 
ferences the  way  previous  administra- 
tions did.  Silence,  except  around  the 
margins,  until  the  day  after  the  con- 
ference committee  finished  its  work 
and  submitted  it  to  the  two  bodies. 

Then  the  President  decided  that  it 
ended  up  reducing  a  handful  of  pro- 
grams and  job  training  and  education 
by  so  great  an  amount  of  money  that 
he  had  to  veto  it. 

I  totaled  up  all  of  the  items  that  I 
think  could  come  under  that  veto 
threat  and  they  amount  to  less  than  $1 
billion  of  the  $17  billion. 

Mr.  President.  I  repeat,  no  state- 
ments of  this  sort,  no  bottom  lines, 
were  sent  to  the  members  of  the  con- 
ference committee  while  it  was  work- 
ing out  this  situation. 

Yesterday,  the  President  threatened 
to  veto  the  bill.  He  also  said  that  he 
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still  wanted  to  save  money  but  too 
much  money  was  being  spent  in  this 
bill  on  courthouses  and  on  highway 
projects.  Curiously  enough,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, all  of  these  projects  which  the 
President  now  describes  as  pork  were 
included  in  last  year's  appropriations 
bill  that  he  signed  and  praised  last 
year. 

Of  course,  if  his  veto  stands  and  no 
other  rescissions  bill  is  passed,  all  will 
be  built.  His  veto  does  not  cancel  a  sin- 
gle one  of  them.  Not  a  single  one  of 
them  was  criticized  at  the  time  which 
they  were  originally  appropriated  for 
and  passed  last  year. 

One  other  curiosity,  Mr.  President, 
included  in  the  Senate  bill  which  the 
White  House  said  would  be  approved, 
was  certain  timber  language  drafted  by 
this  Senator  for  the  relief  of  timber 
communities  not  just  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  but  all  across  the  country. 
That  proposal  simply  authorized  the 
administration  to  do  what  it  said  it 
wanted  to  do.  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  what  is  known  as  option  9.  its 
own  option  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
and  to  salvage  burned  and  dead  and 
dying  timber  in  national  forests  all 
across  the  country,  destroyed  either  by 
insects  or  by  forest  fires  and  rapidly 
becoming  kindling  for  new  forest  fires. 
Nothing  in  the  Senate  provisions  re- 
quired the  administration  to  do  more 
than  it  wished  to  do,  but  it  did  enable 
them  to  do  what  they  claimed  they 
wanted  to  do  without  the  interference 
of  outside  lawsuits. 

Not  only  was  that  apparently  all 
right,  as  a  result  of  the  Presidential 
speech  that  I  just  read,  it  was  expressly 
approved  just  barely  a  week  ago  in  a 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
riilMire.  whom  as  we  know,  is  rhp  su 
pervisor  of  the  Forest  Service,  ex- 
pressly wrote  to  Senator  H.^lTFIkld  and 
said  that  the  Senate  ver-sion  was  much 
preferable  than  the  House  version. 

Yesterday,  the  result  of  the  con- 
ference committee  was  described  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  \r\ 
these  words; 

There  is  another  thing  which  is  in  this  bill 
which  I  really  object  to  which  would  basi- 
cally direct  us  to  make  timber  .sales  to  large 
companies  subsidized  by  the  taxpayers, 
mostly  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  that 
will  es.sentially  throw  out  all  of  our  environ- 
mental laws  and  the  protections  that  we 
have  that  surround  such  timber  sales.  It 
would  also  put  us  back  into  the  courts. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  the  language  to 
which  the  White  House  now  objects. 
says  is  subject  to  a  veto,  was  first,  the 
language  they  approved  when  it  passed 
the  Senate  in  the  first  place,  which  was 
the  subject  of  an  explicit  letter  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture— a  letter 
of  approval,  and  which  was  changed 
only  in  ways  proposed  by  members  of 
the  President's  own  party  as  a  result  of 
suggestions  from  people  in  the  admin- 
istration themselves. 

It  does  not  direct  timber  sales  to 
large  companies  in  any   respect  what- 
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ever.  Most  of  the  large  companies  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  are  ineligible  to 
bid  on  Forest  Service  timber.  It  is  not 
subsidized  by  the  taxpayers.  The  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  told  the  Sen- 
ate it  will  net  the  Treasury  some  S80 
million. 

It  is  not  mostly  in  the  Pacific  North- 
west but  includes  every  national  forest 
around  the  country.  It  does  not  throw 
out  the  environmental  laws  at  all.  It 
allows  the  administration  to  continue 
to  follow  every  one  of  them  as  presum- 
ably it  has.  in  connection  with  its  own 
plans.  And  it  not  only  does  not  put 
them  back  into  the  courts,  it  takes 
them  out. 

So  every  single  description  of  this 
proposal  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  in  error.  Every  single  ele- 
ment. This  proposal  merely  allows  the 
President  to  do  what  he  has  told  the 
people  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the 
country  he  intends  to  do  anyway,  and 
freeze  up  the  lawsuits  over  that  sub- 
ject. 

I  think  the  summary,  Mr,  President, 
is  just  this:  The  administration,  and 
regrettably  many  of  the  Members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  whether  it  is 
in  this  rescissions  bill  or  the  budget 
resolution,  favor  the  status  quo.  And 
$200  to  $300  million  deficits  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  see  are  fine.  They  have  no 
other  proposal,  no  other  alternative. 

Cutting  1  percent  of  this  year's  budg- 
et is  really  too  much,  too  drastic.  Has 
to  be  vetoed.  Allowing  the  President  to 
keep  his  own  promises  to  timber  com- 
munities, too  radical  a  proposal. 

Everything  is  just  fine  with  all  the 
laws  and  all  the  spending  policies  right 
now.  That  is  the  message  we  get.  Just 
fine.  We  should  not  make  any  chains. 
We  will  object  to  everything'  that  is 
proposed  by  the  new  majority  party. 
We  will  prevent  them  from  keeping 
their  commitments,  but  we  will  not 
offer  any  alternatives  at  all. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  a  satisfac- 
tory way  with  which  to  conduct  the 
Nations  business.  It  is  not  what  the 
people  of  this  country  want.  We  have 
promised  them  change  and  a  respect 
for  our  commitments.  And  we  will  con- 
tinue to  struggle,  I  trust,  ultimately 
successfully,  to  just  that  end. 

I  yield  the  floor.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  [Mr.  Reid]  is  recog- 
nized to  speak  for  up  to  10  minutes. 

Mr  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  that  be  extended  to 
15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  the  issue 
before  this  body  that  will  begin  in  ap- 
proximately half  an  hour  is  not  wheth- 
er the  Republicans  are  for  a  balanced 
budget  or  the  Democrats  are  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  question  is  how 
should  we  arrive  at  that  balanced  budg- 
et? All  of  us  want  to  pass  a  resolution 
getting  our  financial  house  in  order. 
The  issue  is  one  of  priority.  How  are  we 
going  to  resolve  difficult  issues  before 
the  American  people  in  an  effort  to  ar- 
rive at  this  balanced  budget? 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk 
these  past  few  months  about  the  need 
for  deficit  reduction.  Many  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  talked 
about  a  balanced  budget,  and  rightfully 
so.  I  say  to  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  and  I  say  to  the  American 
public,  where  were  those  same  people 
in  the  fall  of  1993  when  the  Democrats 
alone  without  a  single  Republican  vote 
in  the  House  or  the  Senate  passed  the 
largest  deficit  reduction  package  in  the 
history  of  this  country?  Where  were 
they?  There  was  not  a  single  Repub- 
lican vote  for  the  largest  deficit  reduc- 
tion package  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  I  say  that  would  have  been 
the  time  to  start  the  debate  regarding 
a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  deficit  reduction 
package  that  was  passed  in  1993  is  pro- 
jected today  by  the  CBO  to  reduce  the 
deficit  by  $600  billion.  The  deficit  will 
be  exactly  $16  billion  less  over  5  years 
because  of  the  deficit  reduction  plan 
that  was  passed  in  1993.  Because  of  the 
Democrat  plan,  the  1994  deficit  as  a 
percentage  of  gross  domestic  product  is 
projected  to  be  the  lowest  among  the 
G  7  countries.  This  yeai  we  aie  going 
to  again  have  a  declining  deficit.  For 
the  first  time  in  50  years  we  will  have 
had  3  years  in  a  row  where  we  have  had 
declining  deficits.  Of  course,  it  should 
be  declining  more,  but  the  first  time  in 
50  years.  That  says  a  lot. 

Because  of  the  deficit  plan,  the  un- 
employment rate  is  at  5.8  percent, 
down  from  7  percent  in  1992.  We  have 
had  the  lowest  unemployment  and  the 
lowest  inflation  combined  in  the  last  2 
years  than  it  has  been  in  the  last  50 
years.  There  are  now  about  1.5  million 
fewer  people  unemployed  than  at  the 
start  of  this  administration,  a  15-per- 
cent drop. 

So  I  think  it  is  important  to  talk 
about  some  of  the  good  things  that  are 
happening  in  our  economy.  Because  of 
that  deficit  reduction  plan,  over  6.3 
million  new  jobs  have  been  created. 
Keep  in  mind  these  are  not  Govern- 
ment jobs  because  we  reduced  the  Fed- 
eral work  force  by  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  people.  We  have  the  lowest 
Federal  employment  since  the  Kennedy 
administration,  right  now;  not  in  the 
future  but  right  now.  Significantly,  the 
jobb  that  have  been  created  as  a  result 
of  the  deficit  reduction  are  in  the  high- 
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wage  industries.  For  example,  manage- 
rial, professional  jobs  make  up  58  per- 
cent of  the  new  jobs  created  since  1994. 
These  jobs  are  good  jobs. 

What  about  taxes?  According  to  CBO 
the  deficit  reduction  package  resulted 
in  98-plus  percent  approaching  99  per- 
cent of  Americans  paying  the  same  or 
less  taxes  as  a  result  of  that  deficit  re- 
duction plan.  CPI  inflation  over  the 
past  2  years  averaged  just  2.8  percent. 
That  is  the  lowest  of  any  administra- 
tion since  President  Kennedy  was 
President. 

The  existing  home  sales  for  1994  total 
almost  4  million.  This  is  the  largest 
total  since  1978  and  the  second-largest 
total  ever. 

Since  our  deficit  reduction  plan  was 
passed,  consumer  confidence  is  up  by 
almost  80  percent.  Business  invest- 
ment, investment  in  producers  of  dura- 
ble equipment,  which  is  shown  to  be 
closely  associated  with  productivity, 
again  has  soared  to  a  18.6  annual 
growth  rate  since  1992.  This  is  a  post- 
war high. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  not  talk  about 
the  doom  and  gloom.  Let  us  take  a  lit- 
tle bit  of  time  to  enjoy  the  goodness 
that  is  in  the  economy.  Since  passage 
of  that  deficit  reduction  plan  the  World 
Economic  Forum  has  declared  that  the 
United  States  has  the  world's  most 
competitive  economy.  Some  may  say, 
•So  what?"  Well,  this  is  the  first  time 
in  9  years  that  we  have  been  selected 
for  that  honor. 

Again.  I  repeat,  let  us  look  at  what  is 
good.  Why  do  we  have  to  dwell  on  the 
doom  and  gloom?  The  economy  is  vi- 
brant. It  is  strong. 

There  may  be  someone  in  this  100- 
Member  body  that  would  argue  against 
a  balanced  budget.  !  do  not  know  who 
it  would  be  But  there  could  be  some- 
one. I  say  that  we  should  have  a  bal- 
anced budget.  And  we  are  going  to  have 
that.  A  debate  ensued  here  a  while 
back  where  some  suggested  that  the 
only  way  we  can  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et is  we  amend  the  Constitution.  It 
does  not  appear  that  is  the  case. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  That  is  what 
was  stated  in  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  was  defeated  here;  we 
can  do  it  without  a  balanced  budget. 
The  reason  that  some  pushed  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution is  they  wanted  to  use  Social 
Security.  It  would  have  been  a  lot  easi- 
er way  to  balance  the  budget  had  we 
used  the  huge  surpluses  that  are  going 
to  be  accumulated;  as.  for  example, 
this  year  S80  billion,  the  year  2002.  $111 
billion.  That  would  have  been  the  easy 
way  to  balance  the  budget.  But  I  and  a 
number  of  others  said.  "Wliy  don't  we 
do  it  the  right  way.  the  honest  but 
hard  way.  and  balance  the  budget  with- 
out depleting  the  surplus  in  Social  Se- 
curity, so  that  by  the  year  2002,  we 
would  not  only  have  had  a  balanced 
budget,    but    we    would    still    have    a 


strong,  vibrant  Social  Security  sys- 
tem?" That  is  the  important  thing.  I 
think  that  is  what  we  are  going  to  wind 
up  doing  here. 

The  proposal  that  we  have  by  the 
Budget  Committee  wil!  certainly  de- 
fine the  difference  between  the  two 
parties.  We  need  to  talk  about  prior- 
ities. 

Very  succinctly  stated,  is  it  right  to 
decimate  Medicare  by  cutting  it  by  $256 
billion,  or  is  it  more  important  to  not 
give  a  tax  cut  as  in  the  budget  that  we 
have  in  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
of  $170  billion,  almost  $400  billion  in 
the  House  proposal?  Let  us  do  away 
with  those  tax  cuts  and  apply  that 
money  to  Medicare,  to  education.  And 
why  do  we  have  in  the  Senate  version 
this  enormous  tax  increase  on  wage- 
earning  families? 

And  I  say  to  my  friends  in  the  Senate 
and  those  within  the  sound  of  my 
voice.  $28,000  a  year,  why  would  we 
want  to  increase  the  taxes  for  people 
who  are  making  about  double  mini- 
mum wage? 

In  the  1993  reduction  package,  the 
reason  we  gave  a  tax  break  to  people 
who  are  earning  less  than  $28,000  a  year 
was  so  that  there  would  be  an  incentive 
to  get  off  welfare  and  and  go  to  work. 
And  now  we  are  being  told  that  is  the 
wrong  way  to  go. 

If  we  want  to  reform  welfare,  the 
only  way  we  can  do  it  is  through  incen- 
tives to  work.  And  what  this  thing  we 
call  the  earned  income  tax  credit  does 
is  reward  work.  That  is  what  welfare 
reform  is.  That  is  why  we  have  it. 

The  priorities  that  we  are  talking 
about.  Mr.  President,  are  significant. 
We  have,  in  the  proposal  we  have  got- 
ten from  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee, cut  college  Federal  aid  to  students 
over  7  years  by  $30  billion.  Half  of  all 
college  students,  Mr.  President,  receive 
some  type  of  financial  aid  from  the 
Federal  Government;  75  percent  of  all 
student  aid  comes  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

Let  me  say  it  again.  Half  of  all  col- 
lege students  receive  financial  aid;  75 
percent  of  all  student  aid  comes  from 
the  Federal  Government. 
Mr.  INHOFE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  RBID.  We  are  talking  about  $30 
billion. 

I  do  not  have  time.  I  will  be  happy, 
when  my  time  is  up.  to  respond  to 
questions  from  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

This  would  affect  about  4  million  stu- 
dents a  year.  It  would  reduce  Pell 
grants,  and  Pell  grants  go  to  the  most 
needy  students,  it  would  reduce  Pell 
grants  for  individual  students  by  40 
percent.  That  is  wrong.  We  would  cut 
back  moneys  for  the  Head  Start  Pro- 
gram, special  education.  That  is  not 
the  right  priority.  The  right  priorities 
are  to  achieve  a  balanced  budget  but 
let  us  eliminate  tax  cuts.  That  is  the 
first  way  to  go.  It  makes  it  very  sim- 
ple. And  I  would  be  very  interested  in 


doing  away  with  some  of  the  tax  loop- 
holes that  are  still  in  the  Federal  Tax 
Code.  We  could  freeze  tax  loopholes  at 
their  current  levels  and  save  $300  bil- 
lion. If  we  want  to  be  more  specific  and 
maintain  some  of  those,  which  this 
Senator  would  be  willing  to  do.  we 
would  maybe  only  save  $250  billion. 
The  point  is  simply  that  we  would  save 
lots  of  money  by  cutting  tax  loopholes. 
That  is  what  we  need  to  do. 

The  Republican  balanced  budget  plan 
is  a  plan  that  is  harmful  to  people  who 
want  to  work.  We  are  talking  about 
equal  sacrifice.  This  is  not  equal  sac- 
rifice, as  was  said  on  National  Public 
Radio  yesterday  by  noted  Republican 
commentator  Kevin  Phillips.  He  said 
that  the  Republican  plan  in  effect  dam- 
ages and  hurts  the  working  people  but 
rewards  significantly  the  rich.  There  is 
no  equal  sacrifice.  The  rich  would  ben- 
efit from  the  plan  while  all  the  sac- 
rifice would  go  to  the  working  middle 
class. 

That  is  not  the  way  we  should  go.  I 
believe.  Mr.  President,  that  we  must  be 
careful  that  we  do  not  ruin  Medicare; 
that  we  not  have  tax  cuts  only  for  the 
most  affluent  of  our  society;  that  we 
have  reasonable,  noninjurious  cuts  in 
Medicare;  that  we  make  sure  we  do  not 
damage  the  education  phase  of  our  sys- 
tem; and  most  of  all  that  we  do  not 
hurt  the  working  people  of  this  coun- 
try. 

I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  a 
question  of  my  friend  from  Oklahoma. 
Mr.  INHOFE.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nevada  and 
would  like  to  ask  this.  One  of  the  Sen- 
ator's statements  was  that  the  defining 
difference,  the  budget  that  is  adopted 
in  the  debate  that  will  take  place  over 
the  proposed  budget  that  we  have  from 
the  Republican  side  will  be  the  defining 
difference  between  the  two  parties.  And 
my  question  is.  Is  the  Senator  taking 
the  budget,  the  President's  budget  as 
your  budget  and  then  the  Domenici  Re- 
publican budget  as  the  other,  as  being 
the  defining  two  budgets? 

Mr.  REID.  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
Oklahoma^and  the  Senator  was  not  in 
the  Chamber  when  I  started  my  state- 
ment— I  said.  No.  1.  where  were  the  Re- 
publicans when  we  passed  the  1993  defi- 
cit reduction  plan,  the  largest  deficit 
reduction  in  the  history  of  the  coun- 
try? And  I  laid  out  in  some  detail  what 
has  happened  since  we  reduced  the  defi- 
cit by  $600  billion  during  this  period  of 
time. 

I  will  also  say  to  my  friend,  during 
all  the  Reagan  years  and  all  the  Bush 
years,  we  started  out  with  a  document 
from  the  President,  a  budget.  But  as 
my  friend  knows,  having  had  experi- 
ence in  the  House,  as  I  have,  the  budget 
we  get  from  the  President  is  always 
changed.  That  is  our  function.  I  heard 
this  statement  numerous  times  when 
we  were  in  the  majority  in  the  House 
and  Senate,  that  Congress  sets  the 
spending.  It  is  not  the  President.  It  is 


the  Congress.  During  the  years  I  have 
been  here,  every  year  President  Reagan 
sent  us  a  budget.  President  Bush  sent 
us  a  budget,  and  President  Clinton  sent 
us  a  budget,  we  came  up  with  our  own 
working  documents.  I  think  that  is 
what  we  should  do  this  time.  What  the 
President  sent  us  will  not  be  what 
comes  out  of  this  Chamber. 

I  think  when  it  is  all  said  and  done, 
people  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  vote  to  deter- 
mine whether  we  .should  have  tax  in- 
creases for  the  poor,  tax  decreases  for 
the  wealthy,  whether  we  should  dra- 
matically cut  Medicare  and  education. 
We  will  have  votes  on  that,  to  deter- 
mine the  differences  between  the  two 
parties. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
further? 
Mr.  REID.  Of  course. 
Mr.  INHOFE.  I  agree  with  the  Sen- 
ator. I  have  read  the  Constitution  and 
seen  what  our  job  is.  And,  of  course,  we 
had    a    Republican    President    with    a 
Democrat    Congress    at    the    time    the 
Senator  is  speaking  of.  Now  it  is  just 
the  reverse;  we  have  a  Democrat  Presi- 
dent   and    Republican    Congress.    Obvi- 
ously, there  will  be  a  difference  from 
the  beginning  budget.  The  observation 
that  I  would  make  and  would  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  about  is  when  we  talk 
about   the   cuts,    talk   about   the   defi- 
cits—and    the     Senator     was     talking 
about  the  1993  bill— in  1994.  there  was  a 
tax  increase  that  was  recommended  by 
the  Democratic  Party  and  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  Slates.  Bill  Clinton, 
that  was  characterized  as  the  largest 
single   tax   increase   in   the  history  of 
public  finance  in  America  or  anywhere 
in  the  world.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Senator    two    questions.    He    has    been 
talking   about   the   reduction    that   we 
are  proposing  in  our  bill  in  taxes,  and 
I  would  suggest  to  the  Senator  that  we 
are  not  proposing  a  reduction  in  taxes 
from  the  Senate  even  though  I  would 
personally  like  to  have  us  do  that.  It  is 
the  House  bill  that  is  offering  the  re- 
ductions in  their  package. 
Mr.  REID.  I  will  be  happy  to  respond 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
Chair  will  advise  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada that  the  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  REID.  I  would  ask  that  in  morn- 
ing business  this  colloquy  between  the 
Senators  from  Oklahoma  and  Nevada 
be  allowed  to  continue. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  would  like  to  not  have  that 
extend  beyond  the  next  2  minutes  be- 
cause I  want  the  use  the  last  8  minutes. 
Mr.  REID.  If  I  could  have  1  minute  to 
respond. 
Mr.  INHOFE.  No  objection. 
The   PRESIDING  OFFICER.   Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  REID.  I  would  say.  first  of  all. 
that  was  wrongly  characterized  as  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  history.  And  I 
would  further  state  that  the  Senate 
budget  we  have  received  also  has  a  tax 
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cut.  It  is  disguised.  But  what  it  does. 
any  savings  that  come  as  a  result  of 
the  balanced  budget  would  be  referred 
to  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  only  use  that  money 
for  tax  decreases. 

So  both  the  Senate  version  of  the 
budget  and  the  House  version  of  the 
budget  have  tax  cuts.  The  House  was 
more  apparent  in  theirs.  They  have 
about  $385  billion  in  tax  cuts.  The  Sen- 
ate proposal  is  a  little  more  camou- 
flaged but  there  is  still  a  call  for  $170 
billion  in  tax  cuts  because  that  is  all 
the  Finance  Committee  could  use  the 
money  for  as  savings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  be  happy  to  yield  the  time  I  have 
to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 


BALANCING  THE  FEDERAL 
BUDGET 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
for  responding  to  questions.  I  would 
like  to  make  an  observation. 

I  had  the  occasion  to  be  sitting  in  the 
chair  for  the  past  hour  before  the  cur- 
rent occupant  of  the  chair,  and  I  lis- 
tened to  the  discussion  that  took  place 
in  the  Chamber.  It  occurred  to  me  that 
maybe  some  people  for  the  first  time 
realize  how  truly  difficult  it  is  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

I  had  an  occasion  last  night  to  see  on 
C-SPAN  the  Democratic  whip  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  standing  up 
and  talking  and  stating  over  and  over 
and  over  again  that  they  are  request- 
ing reductions  in  taxes  for  the  very 
wealthy  people  and  that  those  reduc- 
tions in  taxes  will  be  paid  by  what  has 
always  been  referred  to  as  the  working 
people.  And  I  have  always  found  that 
to  be  a  little  offensive.  It  is  kind  of  im- 
plying that  other  people  are  not  work- 
ing. I  think  it  is  a  very  clever  way  to 
state  it  because  everyone  identifies 
with  that. 

But  we  are  at  a  defining  moment 
right  now.  There  was  truly  a  revolu- 
tion that  took  place  on  November  8, 
1994.  and  everyone  agrees  with  this.  I 
know  there  are  others  who  do  not  like 
the  way  it  turned  out.  but  the  conserv- 
atives did.  in  fact.  win. 

And  while  there  is  a  lot  of  confusion 
over  this  as  to  how  it  must  be  done,  the 
message  that  came  in  November  1994 
was:  'We  demand  change.  We  don't 
want  the  status  quo." 

Now  we  are  seeing  the  defenders  of 
the  status  quo  on  this  floor  talking 
about,  "Well,  we  can't  do  this.  We  can't 
have  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution.  We  can't  adopt  the 
budget  as  proposed  by  the  Republicans 
because  it  might  incur  a  hardship  on 
some  of  the  people  in  this  country." 

I  would  suggest,  first  of  all,  that  we 
make  it  abundantly  clear  that  the 
budget  that  is  going  to  be  proposed  in 


both  the  other  body  and  in  this  body 
does  not  have  a  cut  in  Medicare.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  adds  a  bit  in  growth 
in  Medicare.  That  growth  is  somewhere 
around  7.1  percent. 

The  President  had  a  report  from  his 
trustees  on  Medicare.  There  are  six  of 
them.  He  appointed  them.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  people  like  Donna  Shalala 
and  people  like  the  other  Cabinet  mem- 
bers. They  reported  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States  that  if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  Medicare,  Medicare 
will  start  into  a  deficit  in  the  fiscal 
year  of  1997  and  will  be  broke,  bank- 
rupt, in  the  year  2002. 

Now,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  watch- 
ing right  now  who,  like  me.  will  reach 
the  age  of  65  by  the  year  2002.  and  they 
have  to  understand  that  this  is  not  a 
Republican  suggestion  or  study  that 
has  developed  the  conclusion  that  it 
will  go  broke  by  the  year  2002.  These 
are  the  trustees  of  the  Medicare  system 
that  were  appointed  by  the  President. 

Now  what  has  the  President  done 
since  then?  Where  is  the  President?  He 
has  not  even  responded  to  that.  And 
yet.  he  is  adhering  to  his  budget.  Only 
yesterday,  he  announced  he  was  going 
to  veto  the  rescissions  bill,  which  was 
a  reduction  in  spending  of  $16.4  billion, 
the  largest  single  reduction.  I  believe, 
in  the  history  of  this  country.  He  says 
he  is  going  to  veto  this  reduction,  the 
spending  reductions. 

I  think  it  is  just  inconceivable  that 
someone  who  ran  for  office  on  reducing 
spending,  someone  who  ran  on  a  bal- 
anced budget  for  this  country,  would 
now  come  up  and  say.  in  this  fiscal 
year  of  1995.  the  rescissions  bill  that 
has  been  proposed  and  that  was  passed 
by  a  majority  of  votes  in  the  House  and 
the  Senate  will  be  vetoed  by  the  Presi 
dent  of  the  United  States. 

I  also  think  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
reaffirm  our  commitment  to  children.  I 
hear  over  and  over  again  about  this 
program  is  going  to  be  cut,  or  that  pro- 
gram is  going  to  be  cut. 

Yes,  some  programs  are  going  to  be 
cut  and  there  are  going  to  be  some 
hardships  if  we  do  successfully  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002.  But  we 
cannot  stand  up  here  on  the  floor,  as 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  did  a  few  mo- 
ments ago.  and  talk  about  the  fact  that 
every  Senator,  every  one  of  the  100 
Senators  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate, 
wants  to  have  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002  and  not  do  anything  today  to 
bring  it  about. 

You  know,  this  is  an  exciting  time. 
Right  now.  this  week,  we  are  going  to 
be  debating,  and  next  week  we  prob- 
ably will  have  a  vote  in  both  bodies  on 
a  budget  that  will  eliminate  the  deficit 
by  the  year  2002. 

I  heard  Congressman  DeLay  talk 
about  the  fact  that  he  has  been  waiting 
his  entire  life  for  this  moment  to  come. 
And  all  of  those  who  voted  for  a  major 
change  on  November  8.  1994.  this  is  the 
change.    Of  all    the    things   that   that 
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mandate  said  to  Congress  from  the 
American  people,  it  said  we  want  less 
Government  mtrusion  in  our  lives.  It 
said  that  we  want  to  do  something 
about  keeping  America  strong  in  its 
defense.  But.  first  and  foremost,  it 
said,  we  want  to  balance  the  budget. 

I  had  an  experience  the  other  day 
when  we  had  our  National  Prayer 
Breakfast.  When  I  left  the  House.  I  was 
president  of  the  House  Prayer  Break- 
fast, so  I  was  kind  of  in  charge,  I  say  to 
the  Senator,  of  the  international  visi- 
tors. 

There  was  a  gentleman  who  came 
into  our  National  Prayer  Breakfast 
from  Moldavia.  He  was  beaming  from 
ear  to  ear.  He  came  up  to  me  and  he 
said.  "Senator,  we  are  so  proud.  We 
now  have  a  free  economy.  We  have  been 
under  communism  for  all  these  years, 
now  we  have  democracy.  But  I  have  a 
question  to  ask  you.  In  America,  how 
much  can  you  keep?' 

And  I  said,  "rm  sorry.  I  don't  think 
I  understand  your  question."  He  said. 
"In  America,  how  much  does  the  Gov- 
ernment take  from  you?' 

Then  I  understood  what  he  was  say- 
ing, and  so  I  gave  him  a  figure  that  I 
would  hate  to  have  to  stand  here  and 
try  to  justify. 

But  he  said,  very  proudly.  "In 
Moldavia,  when  we  go  out  and  we  earn 
a  dollar,  we  get  to  keep  20  cents." 

They  have  some  kind  of  a  periodic 
collection.  At  the  end  of  every  month, 
they  have  to  give  80  cents  out  of  every 
dollar  they  earn  to  the  Government.  He 
was  so  proud  they  had  reached  that 
point. 

I  thought  how  fortunate  we  are  in 
this  country,  until  I  realized  and 
looked  at  the  picture  of  my  two  grand- 
children. And  the  CBO.  and  others  in 
every  study,  no  one  has  disagreed,  said 
that  if  we  do  not  do  something  to 
change  the  trend  in  this  country  of  def- 
icit spending,  that  anyone  who  is  born 
today  will  have  to  spend  82  percent  of 
his  or  her  lifetime  income  to  support 
the  Government.  And  that  is  worse  off 
than  they  are  in  Moldavia. 

So  I  would  just  caution  you.  Mr. 
President,  and  others  who  may  hear 
the  stories  of  the  bleeding  hearts  talk- 
ing about  all  these  Government  pro- 
grams that  are  going  to  be  cut.  to  stop 
and  realize,  in  most  cases,  that  is  not 
true  at  all.  It  is  not  the  case  of  Social 
Security,  it  is  not  the  case  of  Medicare, 
it  is  not  the  case  of  Medicaid. 

And  if.  in  fact,  we  could  actually  put 
a  growth  cap  on  Government,  as  I 
think  one  amendment  by  Senator 
Gr.xmm  is  going  to  attempt  to  do.  of  3.2 
percent,  we  end  up  balancing  the  budg- 
et without  cutting  one  Federal  pro- 
gram and  without  reducing  one  Federal 
program  by  merely  putting  caps  on. 

So  I  think  we  have  to  ask  ourselves  a 
question.  Mr.  President,  not  should  we 
do  this  this  week  or  next  week,  but 
what  happens  if  we  do  not.  Are  we 
going  to  have  another  opportunity  in 


the  U.S.  Senate  or  the  other  body  to 
actually  come  up  with  a  balanced  budg- 
et? And  we  have  to  ask  the  question: 
Where  will  our  children  be  if  we  do  not 
vote  properly? 

I  know  there  are  well-meaning  people 
on  the  other  side  of  this.  They  say  we 
want  a  balanced  budget,  they  want  to 
do  something  by  the  year  2002.  I  would 
like  to  do  it  sooner.  Most  of  us  would. 
But  talking  is  one  thing  and  doing  is 
another  thing. 

It  is  not  going  to  be  easy,  but  I  sug- 
gest to  you.  Mr.  President — I  know 
that  my  time  is  up  and  morning  busi- 
ness up— I  suggest  to  you,  if  we  do  not 
do  it  this  time,  we  will  probably  not  be 
able  to  do  it  in  our  lifetimes. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  closed. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001  and  2002. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  been  authorized  by  the  chairman 
to  speak,  and  the  time  to  come  off  the 
resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CAMPBELL).  The  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

I  feel  somewhat  privileged  to  be  the 
first  person  to  speak  on  this  historic 
resolution  that  has  just  been  laid  down 
by  the  U.S.  Senate.  It  is.  in  fact,  a  his- 
toric moment  for  this  Chamber  that  we 
are  going  to  finally  come  to  grips  and 
face  and  look  straight  in  the  eye  the 
future  of  our  country  and  the  children 
of  our  country  and  say  we  are  now  pre- 
pared to  act  on  your  behalf.  We  are 
now  prepared  to  take  the  tough  stands 
and  to  weather  the  beatings  that  we 
will  be  getting  from  the  press  and  from 
the  other  side  to  stand  up  for  the  fu- 
ture generations  of  Americans  so  we 
can.  like  my  grandfather  who  came 
here  as  an  immigrant  and  my  father 
who  came  here  as  a  immigrant,  try  to 
leave  the  country  better  off  and  with 
more  opportunities  than  their  genera- 
tion had. 

We  have  stopped  doing  that  in  Amer- 
ica, and  this  is  a  chance  to  start  over, 
to  start  anew,   to  give  us   the  oppor- 


tunity right  here  on  this  Senate  floor 
to  move  forward,  to  move  this  country 
forward  into  a  new  millennium  with 
sound  fiscal  policy  and  with  oppor- 
tunity available  to  every  American. 
That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 

This  is  not  about  the  minutiae  that 
you  are  going  to  hear  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  about,  Oh.  well,  we're  going 
to  cut  this  program  and  as  a  result  of 
the  program— listen,  a  Government 
program,  a  Government  program  which 
most  people  know,  most  Government 
programs,  big  administrative  costs,  do 
not  necessarily  target  the  way  they  are 
supposed  to.  but  we  are  going  to  cut  a 
Government  program  and  there  will  be 
hundreds  of  them  discussed  in  the  next 
50  hours. 

We  are  going  to  take  a  Government 
program  and  that  program  itself  will 
jeopardize  our  future  so  greatly  that  it 
is  more  important  to  preserve  this  lit- 
tle bit  more  funding  for  this  program 
than  it  is  to  balance  the  Federal  budg- 
et and  to  preserve  the  long-term  future 
of  this  country.  That  argument  in  it- 
self just  fails:  it  is  ridiculous.  There  is 
nothing  we  do  in  Washington.  DC — 
nothing— no  individual  program  that 
stands  above  providing  future  genera- 
tions the  opportunity  to  succeed  in 
America.  Nothing. 

So  when  you  look  and  you  hear  all 
the  debate  about  all  the  minutiae  that 
you  are  going  to  discuss,  all  the  little 
programs  that  somebody  likes  to  scare 
people  with  that  we  are  going  to  abol- 
ish or  cut  or  whatever,  remember  the 
big  picture.  The  big  picture  is:  We  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  7  years,  we  provide 
fiscal  sanity  for  future  generations 
and.  frankly,  for  this  generation  with 
several  programs,  and  that  is  what  we 
have  to  focus  on.  That  is  what  the  issue 
is. 

You  are  going  to  hear  a  lot  about,  as 
I  was  hearing  a  few  minutes  ago.  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich  paid  for  by  cutting 
working  middle-class  programs,  so  we 
are  going  to  take  money  away  from 
working  Americans,  working  American 
families  for  tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  I  do 
not  know  about  you.  but  as  far  as  I  un- 
derstand the  Tax  Code,  you  get  taxed  if 
you  work,  you  get  taxed  if  you  make 
money.  So  if  you  are  cutting  taxes  for 
people  who  work.  I  do  not  know  how 
that  is  hurting  working  American  fam- 
ilies, particularly  since  the  biggest 
item  in  the  tax  cut  proposal  that  is 
being  proposed  is  a  tax  cut  of  S500  for 
families,  a  credit  of  $500  per  family. 

Now.  how  is  that  hurting  families? 
The  only  families  that  could  conceiv- 
ably hurt  are  those  that  do  not  have 
children  and  those  who  do  not  make 
enough  money  to  pay  taxes.  But  to  say 
that  you  are  cutting  programs  for  tax- 
paying  families,  yeah.  OK.  but  then  we 
are  giving  it  back  to  them  where  they 
can  spend  the  money  where  they  want 
to  spend  it.  They  get  all  of  it.  not  si- 
phoned off  from  Washington  with  the 
administrative  costs  and  the  overhead 


and  the  direction  of  what  we  think  is 
best  to  spend  money,  but  they  get  the 
whole  pot. 

I  see  the  majority  leader  is  here,  so  I 
will  cease  my  comments  because  I 
know  he  is  really  the  proper  one  to 
lead  this  off.  But  I  am  telling  you.  this 
is  going  to  be  a  great  day  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  It  is  a  day  that  we  should  be 
very,  very  proud,  as  all  Members  of  the 
Senate,  that  we  are  having  this  discus- 
sion. It  is  unfortunate  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  has  chosen 
not  to  participate  in  this  discussion, 
that  he  has  chosen  to  sit  on  the  side- 
lines and  throw  either  confetti  or  darts 
from  the  stands  and  not  participate 
and  get  involved  in  solving  the  No.  1 
problem  of  this  Nation  by  presenting  a 
budget  that  is  balanced. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader.  Senator  Dole,  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
colleague  from  Pennsylvania.  I  com- 
mend him  for  his  forthright  statement. 
This  is  going  to  be  a  very  important 
debate,  in  effect,  for  everybody  in 
America,  I  believe  for  the  better  if  we 
can  keep  it  on  that  plane.  I  certainly 
look  forward  to  Senator  DOME.S'ici's 
opening  statement,  and  I  will  follow 
with  my  budget  statement  after  Sen- 
ator DOMENin. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  as- 
sume we  will  follow  the  typical  process 
and  procedure  that  we  have  in  the  past. 
As  the  majority  leader  of  the  bill.  I  will 
have  some  opening  remarks  and  I.  obvi- 
ously, will  quickly  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  who  will  have  his  open- 
ing remarks.  I  would  like  the  Senate  to 
know  that  as  we  read  the  budget  law. 
there  is  up  to  4  hours  for  discu.'^sion  of 
economics  and  the  macro  effect  of  the 
budget  and  the  like.  Some  Senators  on 
our  side  would  like  to  speak  during 
that  period  to  what  they  consider  to  be 
a  historic  event,  a  redefining  event  for 
America.  So  we  are  going  to  let  as 
many  of  them  as  possible  do  that  with- 
out in  any  way  violating  our  comity 
with  the  other  side.  As  soon  as  we  can. 
we  will  get  into  a  rotation  on  amend- 
ments. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  will 
try  sometime  this  evening  to  offer  the 
first  amendment.  It  should  come  as  a 
shock  to  no  one.  It  will  be  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  The  President's  press 
secretary  suggested  yesterday  that  it 
would  be  a  much  better  starting  point 
to  start  with  the  President.  So  we  will 
accommodate  and  put  that  budget  be- 
fore the  Senate  and  see  what  they 
think  about  it.  Then  we  will  go  to  the 
Democrat  side  for  their  amendment 
and  we  will  move  back  and  forth. 

I  am  permitted  by  the  majority  lead- 
er pursuant  to  his  instructions  to  talk 
about  the  fact  that  we  are  going  to  be 
in  next  week  late.  If  the  full  50  hours  is 
going    to    be    used,    obviously    we    are 
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going  to  have  to  take  a  couple  days  and 
work  very  long  hours.  The  majority 
leader  has  indicated  we  are  going  to  do 
that.  Wo  would  like  to  finish  Wednes- 
day, as  I  understand  it.  And  I  am  going 
to  do  my  best  to  be  accommodating. 
Everybody  knows  that  there  is  a  limi- 
tation on  how  long  you  can  speak  on 
amendments  and  how  much  you  can 
speak  on  amendments  to  amendments, 
all  of  which  is  by  law.  not  by  recall. 
That  is  the  way  the  budget  law  was 
written.  We  are  going  to  work  closely 
under  that.  With  that,  I  will  have  a 
couple  of  procedural  unanimous-con- 
sent requests.  Mr.  President. 

First,  as  I  understand  it.  you  have  al- 
ready read  the  budget  resolution  by 
title,  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  following  staff  of  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  be  per- 
mitted to  remain  on  the  Senate  floor 
during  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  list  of  staff  is  as  follows: 
M.^joRiTi'  Staff 

BiUon.  Karen. 

Cieplak.  Lisa. 

Hearn.  Jim. 

Hennessey.  Keith. 

Hoagland.  William. 

McQuire.  Carol. 

Miller.  Anne. 

Phillips.  Roy. 

Ramonas.  Denise  G. 

Reidy.  Cheri. 

Rel.  Ricardo. 

Riley,  J.  Brian. 

Ruffner.  Mike. 

Selfridge.  Barbara. 

Smith.  Jennifer 

Smythe.  Austin. 

Stevenson.  Bob. 

Taylor.  Peter. 

Vuksich.  Greg. 

Minority  Staff 
Abraham.  Amy. 
Blocker.  Annanlas. 
Dauster.  Bill. 
Dimock.  Kelly. 
Dresden.  Tony. 
Duncan.  Meg. 
Grant.  Jodi. 
Greenwald.  Matt. 
Huffer.  Joan. 
Klumpner.  Jim. 
Mays.  Daniela. 
Nelson.  Sue. 
Slominski.  Jerry. 
Strumpf.  Barry. 
Williams.  Dave. 

PRIVILEGE  of  the  FLOOR 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Susan  Ross,  a  Pres- 
idential management  intern,  and 
Nancy  Harris,  a  J.J.  Pickle  Fellow,  be 
granted  floor  privileges  and  be  per- 
mitted to  remain  on  the  Senate  floor 
during  consideration  of  the  budget  res- 
olution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


authority  to  use  calculators  on  senate 

FLOOR 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  presence  and  use  of 
small  electronic  calculators  be  per- 
mitted on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  dur- 
ing the  consideration  of  the  1996  fiscal 
budget. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  xMr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  as  much  time  as  I  need  for 
some  opening  observations,  and  then  I 
will  yield  to  Senator  ExoN.  And  then  I 
understand  the  Republican  leader 
wants  to  speak  immediately  following 
that.  I  will  be  yielding  as  quickly  as  I 
can  to  him. 

Mr.  President,  today,  we  begin  a  dis- 
cussion of  great  significance.  As  I  see 
it,  we  are  discussing  today  the  future 
of  the  United  States  of  America.  Over 
the  next  few  days,  we  will  have  the  de- 
bate that  so  many  of  us  have  said  we 
want — a  debate  to  balance  the  budget 
of  the  United  States.  Earlier  this  year. 
we  had  another  debate.  That  debate 
had  to  do  with  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget.  At  that 
time,  many  of  my  colleagues  declared 
that  we  did  not  need  a  constitutional 
amendment.  Mr.  President.  "We  do  not 
need  a  constitutional  amendment." 
many  said,  "to  balance  the  budget." 
All  we  needed  was  the  courage  to  do  it 
ourselves. 

While  I  wanted  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  because  I  wanted  it  there 
for  the  long-term  future,  I  voted  for  it. 

Today.  I  am  responding  to  all  of  the 
Senators  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
which  is  an  overwhelming  number  who 
have  said  the  United  States  of  America 
should  balance  the  budget. 

Many  Senators  on  the  other  side  who 
did  not  vote  for  that  balanced  budget 
amendment — and  I  am  not  here  arguing 
with  them  today— many  of  them  stood 
up  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  said. 
"We  do  not  need  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Just  let  us  exercise  cour- 
age, and  we  will  get  a  balanced  budget. 
We  will  do  it  ourselves." 

This  is  a  do-it-ourselves  balanced 
budget.  We  have  an  opportunity  to  test 
that  proposition  of  courage.  Do  we 
have  the  courage  to  do  what  is  nec- 
essary to  achieve  a  balanced  budget? 

Just  55  session  days  ago.  I  say  to  our 
majority  leader  who  was  present  at 
that  time,  on  February  10,  this  same 
Chamber  overwhelmingly,  87-10,  voted 
in  favor  of  an  amendment  directing  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  to  report 
back  to  the  Senate  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible date,  how  do  we  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget  without  increasing  or  re- 
ducing the  disbursements  under  the  So- 
cial Security  fund. 

In  other  words,  the  instructions 
were — 87-10— bring  the  Senate  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  the  only  thing  that 
shall  not  be  touched  is  Social  Security. 
Today.  Mr.  President,  fellow  Sen- 
ators,   the   Senate   Budget  Committee 
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has  reported  back  to  the  U.S.  Senate. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13  now 
before  the  Senate  achieves  that  man- 
date and  that  directive  from  the  U.S. 
Senate.  87-10.  That  is  the  number  that 
said.  "Do  it." 

We  will  now  have  an  opportunity  to 
openly  and  fairly  debate  our  vision  of  a 
brighter  fiscal  future,  a  better  America 
for  our  children  and  our  grandchildren, 
a  brighter  America  where  we  pay  our 
bills  instead  of  asking  our  children  to 
pay  our  bills. 

Today,  my  colleagues  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  to  all  of  them,  this  will  be 
a  very  important  debate.  It  will  be 
heated  from  time  to  time.  However,  it 
is  an  essential  debate.  America's  fu- 
ture, for  the  young  and  the  old  alike. 
will  be  shaped  right  here  on  the  Senate 
floor  during  the  next  5  to  6  days. 

Let  Senators,  throughout  this  de- 
bate, try  to  remain  focused  on  what 
our  ultimate  goal  is  — a  country  unsad- 
dled with  debt  on  our  children. 

Because  the  numbers  do  not  lie,  our 
deficit  is  out  of  control,  and  our  cur- 
rent state  of  Federal  expenditures  ver- 
sus receipts  is  unacceptable. 

In  the  1960's.  deficits  were  averaging 
$16  billion  a  year;  in  the  1970"s.  they 
averaged  $38  billion  a  year:  in  the  1980's 
they  averaged  $156  billion  a  year;  and 
so  far.  Mr.  President,  in  the  1990's  they 
have  averaged  $259  billion  a  year. 

This  year  we  will  borrow  11  cents  of 
every  Federal  dollar  spent.  Our  budget 
deficit  this  year  stands  at  $175  billion, 
and  is  growing  relentlessly  at  the  rate 
of  $335,000  a  minute.  $20  million  an 
hour.  $482  million  a  day. 

All  of  this  debt  is,  plain  and  simple. 
mortgaging  our  children's  future.  Ex- 
perts estimate  that  a  child  born  today 
will  have  to  pay  an  additional  $100,000 
in  added  taxes  to  pay  just  the  interest 
on  the  debt  which  will  accumulate  dur- 
ing the  next  18  years. 

The  burden  is  not  just  on  future  gen- 
erations Our  gross  Federal  debt  is  so 
large — $4.9  trillion— that  it  is  seriously 
harming  our  standard  of  living.  Every 
American  now  owes  $18,500.  Every  sin- 
gle, living,  breathing  American,  from 
the  smallest  child  to  the  most  senior 
American,  owes  the  staggering  amount 
of  $18,500. 

And  by  1999.  Mr.  President,  the  Presi- 
dent's proposed  budget  will  change 
that  number  dramatically.  I  wish  I 
could  say  it  would  come  down.  Each 
American  will  owe  $23,700  as  their 
share  of  our  profligacy,  of  our  inability 
as  adult  leaders  to  say  we  ought  to  pay 
for  what  we  give  to  people  by  way  of 
government. 

The  New  York  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
estimates  that  the  deficit  spending  be- 
tween the  years  1978  and  1990  reduced 
the  gross  domestic  product  by  5  per- 
cent. That  means  that  the  sum  total  of 
all  our  acts  in  terms  of  growth  and 
wealth  is  5  percent  less  during  that 
decade  because  of  the  deficit  we  have 
accumulated. 


The  bipartisan  Concord  Coalition  re- 
veals that  our  debt  and  the  deficit 
spending  have  lowered  the  income  of 
American  families  by  $15,000  a  year.  As 
we  see.  it  does  matter  how  much  we 
borrow,  how  much  we  owe.  and  how 
much  interest  we  must  pay  to  those 
who  have  lent  and  loaned  and  commit- 
ted money  to  our  Government  to  pay 
our  bills. 

Yet.  if  this  proposed  budget  is  any 
barometer,  the  President  is  doing  little 
to  avert  a  fiscal  train  wreck  for  this 
country.  If  we  pass  his  proposed  budg- 
et, the  problem  will  just  get  worse,  be- 
cause the  President's  proposed  budget 
abandons  deficit  reduction  and  suc- 
cumbs to  the  status  quo.  adding  an- 
other $1.12  trillion  to  our  national  debt 
by  the  year  2000,  bringing  the  growth 
deficit  to  $6.7  trillion. 

President  Clinton's  budget  promises 
$200  to  $300  billion  deficits  as  far  as  the 
eye  can  see,  a  Medicare  system  that 
will  go  broke  in  7  years,  and  a  crushing 
tax  burden  on  America's  young  people 
just  starting  out  in  life.  That  is  the 
promise  of  the  President's  budget. 
Even  the  Washington  Post  editorial  on 
Tuesday  labeled  President  Clinton's 
budget  as  "weak  and  directionless." 

The  budget  reported  by  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee — and  I  am  very 
proud  of  the  12  members  who  voted  to 
report  this  budget  resolution  last 
Thursday  evening — that  budget  may  be 
called  many  things,  but  one  thing  op- 
ponents cannot  accuse  it  of  is  lacking 
direction.  The  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee's resolution  direction  is  straight- 
forward. It  is  toward  a  balance. 

Frankly,  I  must  comment  that  my 
good  friend,  former  chairman  of  the 
House  Budget  Committee  and  cur- 
rently Chief  of  Staff  of  the  President, 
said  we  should  let  policy  direct  our 
budget,  not  our  budget  direct  our  pol- 
icy. 

I  disagree.  I  disagree.  The  policy  that 
should  direct  our  spending  is  a  bal- 
anced budget.  That.  too.  is  a  policy  I 
say  to  the  White  House  and  to  those 
who  advocate  the  President's  budget. 
Indeed,  a  balanced  budget  is  a  policy, 
and  it  is  a  policy  with  a  future.  It  is  a 
policy  for  the  future. 

The  budget  reported  by  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  clearly  has  direc- 
tion, has  a  purpose,  and  has  a  tremen- 
dously effective  and  much  needed  pub- 
lic policy  of  balance  for  the  first  time 
in  almost  three  decades. 

Now.  there  is  a  chart  up  behind  me 
here  that  I  think  ought  to  be  the  focus 
of  the  early,  early  hours  of  our  debate. 
It  is  very,  very  simple. 

It  is  very,  very  simple.  The  President 
would  have  us  believe  that  his  budget 
is  an  attack  on  deficits,  that  he  has 
even  made  enough  of  an  attack  on  defi- 
cits that  he  can  cut  taxes.  The  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  is.  according 
to  our  President,  the  really  official, 
honest  disseminator  of  budget  facts. 
This    yellow    line    is    the    President's 


budget  for  the  next  5  years  according 
to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 
You  see  the  bragging  occurs  here,  at 
somewhere  between  150  and  200- -176. 
that  is  where  it  is.  But  that  is  the  low- 
est it  ever  gets.  And  look  at  the  line 
and  look  at  it  climb. 

Now  in  just  5  years  it  is  perilously 
close  to  $300  billion.  I  am  positive,  al- 
though we  have  not  done  the  numbers. 
that  one  could  now  put  the  line  like 
this,  and  by  2002  it  would  probably  be 
up  here.  But  the  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee changed  the  course  of  economic 
history  for  America  and  their  budget 
line  is  this.  It  is  more  than  symbolic 
that  it  is  in  black,  because  for  the  first 
time,  in  2002  the  Federal  Government 
is  in  the  black. 

Look  at  the  difference.  This  is  the 
difference.  The  President's  budget  goes 
on  up,  getting  close  to  $300  billion 
when  the  Senate  budget  is  less  than 
$100  billion  and  then  to  zero  while  the 
President's  skyrockets  and  goes  on  up 
to  three-and-a-quarter,  $350  billion. 
That  is  not  complicated  by  any  ideas 
about  percentage  of  gross  domestic 
product  and  the  like.  It  is  just  plain 
dollar  numbers. 

So  the  budget  resolution  before  the 
Senate  today  has  a  vision.  It  has  a  vi- 
sion of  solvency  of  this  country,  and  a 
American  dollar  that  gets  out  of  the 
doldrums  and  has  a  real  chance  of  re- 
maining the  currency  for  the  world. 

I  know  people  do  not  quite  under- 
stand, sometimes,  what  this  low,  low. 
low  American  dollar  might  mean.  I  will 
not  even  put  the  numbers  down  be- 
cause the  fact  frightens  me.  But  if  the 
American  dollar  would  become  weak 
enough— what  might  happen  to  Amer- 
ica if  the  Saudi  Arabians  decided  they 
do  not  want  to  be  paid  in  American 
dollars  anymore?  Has  anybody  thought 
of  that?  I  say  to  Senator  Dolk.  if  the 
Saudis  said  we  do  not  want  American 
dollars,  we  want  to  be  paid  in  yen,  you 
would  see  the  most  significant,  gigan- 
tic leap  in  inflation  in  the  United 
States,  exceeding  even  the  18.  19  and  20 
percent  inflation  of  the  Carter  days. 
Because  oil  prices  would  of  necessity 
go  up  two  or  three  times  just  because 
of  the  value  of  the  currency  that  we 
would  have  to  buy  up  and  then  pay  out. 

So  we  have  before  us.  not  a  blueprint 
as  some  have  said,  but  an  enforceable 
blueprint,  for  it  tells  the  Congress  of 
the  future  what  they  can  and  cannot  do 
about  spending  for  the  next  7  years.  It 
does  not  ignore  the  problem  that  ev- 
eryone agrees  exists.  It  recognizes  a 
simple  notion,  that  our  Government 
simply  cannot  go  on  spending  our  chil- 
dren's money  and  that  by  balancing 
the  budget  we  can  ensure  a  brighter  fu- 
ture for  our  country  and  our  children. 

The  budget  resolution  before  the  Sen- 
ate today  wants  to  change  the  way  our 
Government  works,  to  make  it  effi- 
cient, responsive,  and  less  expensive. 
Like  a  family  gathered  around  the 
kitchen  table,  the  committee  members 


who  voted  to  report  this  resolution 
Thursday  past  have  made  difficult 
choices.  But  those  are  choices  we  need- 
ed to  make  to  protect  and  strengthen 
the  future.  We  have  been  thorough  and 
we  have  been  fair.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion is  designed  to  return  our  Nation  to 
reality  in  terms  of  the  spending  of  the 
tax  dollars  of  the  American  people.  It 
is  directed  at  preserving  this  country 
as  a  land  of  opportunity,  for  this  and 
future  generations,  because  oppor- 
tunity comes  when  a  society  gives  a 
citizen  a  real  chance  to  accumulate 
wealth  and  earn  good  pay.  The  more  we 
go  in  debt,  the  less  the  chance  for  op- 
portunity. 

In  short,  it  is  a  reflection  of  our  com- 
mitment to  responsibility,  to  generat- 
ing economic  growth,  creating  family- 
wage  jobs,  and  protecting  the  Amer- 
ican dream  for  our  citizens,  whether 
they  are  young  or  whether  they  are 
old.  This  is  not  just  rhetoric.  It  is 
based  on  many  studies  and  I  will  cite 
just  an  a  couple. 

The  economic  forecasting  firm  of 
DRL McGraw-Hill,  that  firm  estimates 
that  if  we  balance  this  budget  Ameri- 
ca's yearly  output  will  increase  by  an 
extra  2.5  percent  over  the  next  10  years. 
Minimum,  they  say.  2.4  million  new 
jobs.  So.  in  the  debate  that  follows 
when  we  talk  about  less  Government 
and  what  it  might  do.  less  debt  and 
what  it  might  do  for  those  who  would 
like  to  continue  to  borrow  money,  we 
have  to  also  put  into  that  calculation 
that  we  might  get  2.5  million  new  jobs. 
Which  has  to  be  set  up  against  some  of 
the  things  that  people  will  say  have  to 
be  restrained,  reformed  and  cut  in  the 
budget. 

Further,  a  recent  GAO  study  suggests 
that  the  average  family  income  will  in- 
crease ijy  as  much  aa  S11.200  over  the 
next  30  years  as  a  result  of  balancing 
the  P^ederal  budget.  Interest  rates  will 
decline,  say  they,  by  as  much  as  1.7 
percentage  points  by  the  time  we  are  in 
balance.  These  are  not  my  estimates. 
They  are  not  hopes.  They  are  not 
dreams.  They  are  what  the  best  people 
in  America  are  estimating  the  positive 
effect  of  balance  to  be.  There  is  a  re- 
ward for  balancing  the  budget.  The  re- 
ward is  a  better  America,  more  jobs, 
more  opportunity,  lower  interest  rates. 
less  debt  for  our  children.  Add  them  all 
up  and  every  adult  leader  in  America 
should  be  willing  to  stand  up  and  say 
that  is  was  we  really  ought  to  do. 

This  resolution  restores  equilibrium, 
fiscal  equilibrium.  The  blueprint,  the 
enforceable  blueprint  in  this  resolution 
will  for  the  first  time  in  3  decades  re- 
sult in  a  balanced  Federal  budget.  I  be- 
lieve this  because  I  truly  believe  it  will 
be  enforceable  and  it  makes  the  very 
tough  decision  to  address  the  fastest 
growing  areas  of  Federal  spending  and 
the  Federal  Governments  commit- 
ments. It  is  a  budget  which  reflects  the 
unequivocal  goals  expressed  by  the 
American  people  and  a  majority  of  the 


Members  of  Congress.  It  will  balance 
the  budget  by  2002.  It  will  not  touch 
Social  Security.  And  it  will  do  so  by 
ratcheting  down  the  deficit  by  slowing 
the  growth  of  Government. 

Let  me  emphasize.  Government 
spending  will  continue  to  grow  over  the 
next  7  years;  but  rather  than  having 
Government  growing  faster  than  wages 
and  salaries,  as  has  been  the  case  for 
the  last  three  decades,  wages  and  sala- 
ries will  grow  faster  than  Government 
spending-  something  very  important 
for  the  working  people  of  our  country 
and  those  who  will  come  along  in  the 
future  to  join  that  work  force. 

This  resolution  before  us  envisions 
Federal  Government  growth  at  3  per- 
cent a  year  over  the  next  7  years. 
Wages  and  salaries  are  estimated  to 
grow  by  5  percent— marvelous.  If  we 
can  keep  that  going,  keep  that  going 
for  two  or  three  decades  our  standard 
of  living  would  be  back  where  it  ought 
to  be.  It  is  as  budget  which  will  reverse 
the  tide  of  50  years  of  power  flowing 
from  the  rest  of  the  country  to  Wash- 
ington. We  want  to  provide  more  free- 
dom and  opportunity  to  people  at  the 
local  level  so  they  might  have  more 
control  over  their  own  destinies,  and 
their  own  decisions  on  programs  that 
affect  their  lives,  their  communities 
and  their  children.  Key  changes  are 
proposed  to  shrink  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy. We  assume  the  termination 
of  over  100  programs,  commissions, 
boards,  including  the  gradual  and  or- 
derly phaseout  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  And  we  recommend  the 
elimination  of  program  duplications, 
consolidation  of  Federal  programs  to 
improve  efficiency  and  prioritize  the 
limited  resources  we  have. 

This  resolution  begins  deficit  reduc- 
tion light  here  in  our  own  backyard.  It 
establishes  a  freeze  on  congressional 
salaries  and  pay.  as  a  suggestion  to  the 
appropriators.  a  $200  million  cut  in  the 
legislative  branch  this  year  with  more 
to  come.  It  assumes  a  12.5-percent  re- 
duction in  the  Senate  support  staff, 
and  a  15-percent  reduction  in  commit- 
tee staff.  25-percent  reduction  in  the 
Government  operations.  GAO,  and  ter- 
mination of  the  Office  of  Technology 
Assessment.  We  may  do  more.  But 
Americans  should  know  we  want  to 
start  right  here.  Since  we  are  asking 
for  less  government,  we  ought  to  have 
less  money  to  spend  on  these  institu- 
tions also. 

However,  the  budget  recognizes  that 
Government  does  provide  needed  serv- 
ices to  our  citizens,  and  we  have  been 
painstakingly  careful  to  preserve  a 
safety  net  for  those  in  true  need.  More- 
over, we  support  programs  aimed  at 
keeping  the  American  people  safe,  safe 
in  their  homes,  in  their  schools  by 
funding  needed  crime  programs  fully. 

While  this  budget  assumes  a  series  of 
reforms  of  our  welfare  system  that 
saves  nearly  $80  billion  over  the  next  7 
years,  let  no  one  say  that  we  have  ig- 


nored those  basic  human  needs.  It  pro- 
vides $192  billion  for  food  stamp  pro- 
grams; AFDC,  and  child  welfare  pro- 
grams, we  funded  over  $130  billion;  SSI 
will  be  funded  over  $230  billion.  The 
earned-income  tax  credit,  which  we 
will  hear  a  lot  about,  will  continue  to 
grow,  and  will  expend  $155  billion. 

This  resolution  does  not  in  its  cur- 
rent form  recommend  school  lunches 
be  changed.  The  WIC  Program  would 
not  decrease.  It  could  go  up.  Section  8 
housing  would  continue,  and  expiring 
contracts  could  very  well  be  funded. 

So  the  committee  reported  a  resolu- 
tion that  does  not  cut  funding  for 
major  education  programs  targeted  at 
the  disadvantaged,  such  as  Head  Start, 
chapter  1,  special  education.  Pell 
grants,  community  service  block 
grants.  Check  it.  That  is  the  way  we 
put  it  down.  That  is  the  way  we  rec- 
ommend it.  It  will  all  be  up  to  the  com- 
mittees. But  they  will  all  be  bound  by 
a  dollar  number. 

On  Medicare,  first  and  foremost,  we 
have  taken  heat  for  the  April  3  Medi- 
care trustees  report.  Here  it  is.  "Status 
of  Social  Security  and  Medicare  Pro- 
grams, "  April  3.  This  was  issued  by  six 
people,  four  of  whom  are  appointed  by 
the  President,  or  work  for  him,  and 
two  private  citizens.  They  state  that 
this  fund  is  in  near  collapse.  The  hos- 
pital fund  for  seniors  in  terms  of 
money  available  to  pay  the  bills  will  be 
bankrupt  in  7  years.  It  will  be  unable 
to  pay  any  bills.  We  cannot  allow  this 
to  happen.  And  we  have  taken  steps  in 
this  budget  to  ensure  that  it  does  not. 

Our  budget  will  slow  the  growth  of 
Medicare  generating  savings  needed  to 
put  Medicare  on  a  financially  sound 
footing  for  the  next  7  years  while  Con- 
gress and,  hopefully,  the  President 
work  together  to  develop  a  long-term 
solution  to  a  serious  crisis  of  the  sol- 
vency gap  for  Medicare  over  time. 

Saving  Medicare  from  insolvency  is 
an  issue  of  immediate  importance.  It 
will  require  all  of  us.  Republicans  and 
Democrats  alike,  to  work  toward  a  so- 
lution. Therefore,  our  budget  calls 
upon  our  congressional  leadership 
without  delay  to  establish  a  bipartisan 
commission  to  develop  recommenda- 
tions on  how  to  maintain  the  solvency 
of  the  Medicare  system.  This  commis- 
sion will  be  required  to  report  back  to 
Congress  by  July  10  so  that  these 
short-term  recommendations  can  be 
considered  by  our  appropriate  commit- 
tees before  final  passage  of  the  laws 
changing  the  direction  of  our  country. 

So  let  us  also  be  clear  about  taxes  in 
this  budget.  The  budget  resolution  does 
not  raise  taxes.  Later  on.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  we  are  told  we  should  not  bal- 
ance the  budget  this  way.  that  there 
ought  to  be  another  way— although  I  do 
not  think  we  will  see  another  way— but 
we  will  suggest  that  maybe  there  are 
some  who  would  like  to  balance  the 
budget  by  raising  taxes.  So  we  will  give 
everybody  an  estimate  of  how  many 
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billions  of  dollars  in  taxes  would  have 
to  be  imposed  on  the  American  people 
to  balance  the  budget  by  raising  taxes. 
In  fact,  we  will  tell  you  for  your  Colo- 
radans.  Mr  President,  how  many  bil- 
lions they  would  have  to  pay  in  new 
taxes  if  we  do  not  want  to  restrain 
growth  and  cut  programs.  If  we  do  not 
want  to  do  that,  restrain  growth  in 
some  of  entitlements  and  change  the 
way  we  spend  money,  if  we  do  not  want 
to  do  that,  then  we  will  tell  you  how 
much  taxes  the  State  will  have  to  pay 
to  the  Federal  Government  to  come 
into  balance.  Because  I  take  those  at 
their  word  who  said  they  want  a  bal- 
anced budget.  They  may  not  want  it 
our  way.  So  we  are  trying  to  explore 
which  way. 

Let  me  in  closing  say  that  it  is  my 
sincere  hope  that,  as  we  move  through 
this  process,  we  can  start  working  to- 
gether. I  wish  that  Republicans  and 
Democrats  could  respond  to  the  wishes 
of  the  American  people  in  harmony  and 
in  unison  and  end  this  crisis  of  deficit 
spending.  I  understand  full  well,  how- 
ever, that  this  may  not  be  possible.  In 
the  end,  however,  we  must  pass  a  budg- 
et and  direct  our  policies  toward  bal- 
ance. 

Last  week  the  committee  began  its 
deliberation  on  the  budget.  We  ob- 
served a  great  hallmark  in  American 
history,  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E 
Day,  or  Victory  in  Europe  Day.  As  I 
told  the  committee  as  we  began  that 
debate  on  V-E  Day,  it  was  a  day  we  all 
proudly  recall.  We  recall  how  Ameri- 
cans rallied  together,  persevered,  and 
eventually  conquered  an  extraordinary 
threat  to  the  future.  But  50  years  later 
our  Nation  faces  another  threat.  That 
threat  is  severe  enough  that  we  should 
declare  war  on  it  and  defeat  it.  One  cri- 
sis that  is  less  obvious  but  is  just  as 
sini.'^tpr— one  of  the  great  leaders  from 
that  great  struggle  50  years  ago,  Win- 
ston Churchill,  said  and  I  quote: 

The  price  of  greatness  is  responsibility. 

We  in  Government  shoulder  that  re- 
sponsibility. Mr.  President.  We  ac- 
tively seek  it  by  running  for  public  of- 
fice. I  believe  the  time  has  come  to 
stop  shrinking  but  to  shoulder  our  re- 
sponsibility and  enact  an  honest  Fed- 
eral budget  and  stop  squandering  our 
economic  future.  As  we  begin  this  his- 
toric debate.  I  would  ask  that  we  all. 
especially  those  of  us  who  are  elected 
to  lead,  consider  our  service  to  this  Na- 
tion. Let  us  not  lose  sight  of  the  big 
picture,  but  let  us  focus  on  these  poli- 
cies that  will  carry  this  country  into 
the  next  century  strong  and  hopeful 
with  an  economic  future  for  everyone. 

How  will  future  generations  view  our 
efforts  on  behalf  of  America?  Did  we 
work  to  protect  it,  strengthen  it,  im- 
prove it,  or  did  we  consume  its  vitality 
and  leave  our  children  with  fewer  op- 
portunities and  a  lower  standard  of  liv- 
ing than  their  parents?  I  know  what  I 
want  to  do.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  a 
compelling  majority  of  the  Senate 
wants  to  do  the  same  thing. 


So  let  us  begin  the  debate.  It  is  one 
that  should  be  in  full  in  the  open  to  the 
American  people,  and  we  are  very 
grateful  that  we  live  in  a  society  that 
will  permit  both  sides  to  be  heard.  I  un- 
derstand and  respect  those  who  may 
disagree  as  to  particulars  in  this  budg- 
et. But  I  am  sure  that  whatever  the 
outcome  of  this  debate  Members  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  must  conclude 
that  our  country's  future  cannot  be 
strong  if  we  fail  to  control  spiraling 
debt  and  continue  into  the  next  cen- 
tury with  it  unchecked.  It  will  not 
work  unless  we  make  some  fundamen- 
tal changes  today  and  early  next  week. 

So  I  think  the  time  is  now.  The  op- 
portunity is  before  us  today.  Let  us 
show  the  courage  and  do  what  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  our  country. 

I  thank  the  Senate.  I  thank  the  Pre- 
siding Officer. 

I  yield  the  floor  at  this  time. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
ExoN]  is  recognized  for  his  opening 
statement. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  to  begin 
with,  I  first  want  to  salute  once  again, 
as  I  have  in  the  past,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  for 
all  of  the  work  that  went  into  the  pro- 
duction of  this  Republican  budget.  I 
commend  him,  too,  for  making  the 
type  of  hard  choices  that  are  necessary 
if  we  are  to  balance  the  unified  budget 
by  the  year  2002. 

Most  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
share  the  goal  of  a  balanced  budget.  It 
is  an  article  of  faith,  I  suggest,  for  this 
Senator.  I  have  a  long  history  of  fight- 
ing for  responsible  budgets.  Our  dedica- 
tion to  fiscal  responsibility,  therefore, 
cuts  across  party  lines.  We  are  willing 
to  work  with  the  Republican  majority 
to  shape  a  budget  that  will  reach  bal- 
ance on  a  unified  basis  by  2002.  I  hope 
we  can  come  together  to  fashion  out  of 
the  Domenici  initiative  a  true  biparti- 
san compromise.  I  will  outline  today, 
and  during  the  budget  debate  to  follow, 
some  fundamental  concerns  that  I  feel 
must  be  addressed. 

Of  course,  none  of  this  will  be  easy. 
To  a  Senator,  we  know  the  enormous 
challenges  that  lie  ahead.  All  of  us 
must  recognize  that  we  have  to  make 
some  tough  choices,  and  this  Senate 
has  demonstrated  in  the  past  I  am  will- 
ing to  do  that.  But  no  person  or  party 
has  all  of  the  answers.  We  should  seek 
to  build  a  consensus  on  balancing  the 
budget.  Brute  force  is  not  the  answer. 

We  cannot  be  dictated  to  or  ignored. 
Minority  rights  and  views  must  be  rec- 
ognized and  weighed.  House  Budget 
Committee  Chairman  Kasich  recently 
said,  and  I  quote,  "Democrats  have  no 
standing  to  say  anything  about  what 
we  are  doing  in  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate." This  brash  rhetoric  does  not 
serve  the  process  well.  Whatever  they 
do  in  the  House  certainly  has  no  place 
in  the  Senate. 
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Earlier  this  year,  I  held  out  the  hope 
for  a  bipartisan  budget.  However,  we 
parted  ways  on  key  issues,  such  as  tax 
cuts  and  the  distribution  of  spending 
cuts.  Soon  after,  the  trench  warfare 
really  began.  The  Republican  majority 
in  the  Budget  Committee  took  a  com- 
bative crouch  during  our  markup. 
Their  budget  was  carved  in  stone  and 
we  in  the  minority  could  not  remove 
one  period  or  comma.  Not  a  single 
number  could  be  changed,  even  in  the 
smallest  amount.  That  is  not  the  ap- 
proach to  take  if  we  truly  desire  to 
work  together  to  produce  a  unified  bal- 
anced budget. 

On  numerous  occasions,  I  have  of- 
fered a  hand  of  friendship  and  an  invi- 
tation to  reason  on  the  budget.  My  pur- 
pose is  not  to  thwart  the  Republican 
budget,  but  rather  to  recast  some  of  its 
priorities  to  better  reflect  our  Nation's 
needs.  My  purpose  is  to  make  rec- 
ommendations and  offer  amendments 
which  I  believe  will  make  the  cuts  fair- 
er and  evenly  distributed.  My  purpose 
is  to  put  some  balance  in  this  budget. 

During  the  next  50  hours,  we  will 
hear  a  lot  about  this  budget.  This 
budget,  once  shrouded  in  secrecy,  has 
been  in  full  view  for  a  little  more  than 
a  week.  As  it  was  unveiled,  the  budget 
was  attended  by  the  usual  fanfare:  the 
grand  statements  of  vision,  the  quotes 
from  Thomas  Jefferson. 

That  day.  we  heard  a  lot  of  promises, 
too.  As  we  sat  down  to  mark  up  the 
budget,  those  promises  kept  cropping 
up  again  and  again  and  again.  As  we 
started  to  peel  away  layer  after  layer 
of  the  budget,  many  of  the  promises  did 
not  jibe  with  the  numbers  I  saw. 

The  Republicans  promised  to  make 
dogged  choices  over  and  over  again,  but 
tax  cuts  are  the  tail  that  wags  this 
budget  The  Republicans  promised  to 
protect  the  elderly  but  asked  for  a 
king's  ransom  in  Medicare  cuts  to  foot 
the  tax  cuts.  The  Republicans  promised 
a  brighter  future  for  our  Nation  but 
cast  a  bleak  shadow  upon  rural  Amer- 
ica and  our  children. 

Although  there  have  been  protests  to 
the  contrary,  there  is  a  tax  cut  tucked 
away  in  this  Republican  budget.  No  one 
should  be  fooled  by  the  mirrors  that 
are  used  to  hide  this  fact.  It  has  been 
thinly  disguised  as  a  $170  billion  con- 
tingent fund,  but  it  is  a  lax  cut  never- 
theless. In  fact,  this  could  be  the  moth- 
er lode  of  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  And 
what  the  Republicans  do  not  tell  the 
American  people  is  that  the  $170  billion 
tax  cut  could  balloon  to  $356  billion 
over  10  years. 

The  budget  before  us  does  not  dictate 
what  tax  cuts  are  forthcoming,  but  we 
know  what  is  being  discussed  by  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  The  news  is  not 
comforting.  For  example,  more  than 
half  of  the  tax  breaks  in  the  House- 
passed  Contract  With  America  tax  bill 
benefit  those  families  with  incomes  of 
over  $100,000.  That  is  the  top  12  percent 
of  the  income  distribution,  and  even  if 
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we  disregard  Republican  plans  to  in- 
crease taxes  for  those  eligible  to  re- 
ceive the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
families  with  incomes  below  $10,000 
would  get  an  average  tax  cut  of  $20. 
Compare  that,  if  you  will,  with  families 
with  incomes  over  $200,000  stand  to  re- 
ceive a  $11,266  tax  cut  bonanza.  That  is 
wrong. 

True  enough,  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  adopted  a  nonbinding 
sense-of-the  Congress  amendment 
sponsored  by  Senator  Boxer  that 
states  that  90  percent  of  any  tax  cut 
should  go  to  the  middle  class. 

But  no  one  should  be  fooled  into  be- 
lieving that  the  plans  of  the  majority 
have  changed.  Senate  proponents  of  tax 
cuts  have  publicly  stated  their  support 
of  the  House-passed  tax  provisions  in 
the  Contract  With  America.  If  ever 
there  was  a  Contract  on  America,  this 
is  it.  One  Senator  has  vowed  that  he 
will  offer  a  tax  cut  amendment  on  the 
Senate  floor,  and  it  will  not  be  limited 
to  the  middle  class. 

The  tax  cut  centerpiece  of  the  Repub- 
lican budget  is  fueled  by  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. The  Medicare  reductions  in  the 
Republican  mark  total  $256  billion  over 
the  next  7  years.  That  is  the  largest 
Medicare  cut  in  history.  This  is  the 
single  most  important  part  of  the  Re- 
publican plan  This  is  the  key  to  the 
entire  deal.  This  is  the  cornerstone  of 
the  Republican  budget,  and  we  intend 
to  change  it. 

Yet.  it  comes  without  a  single  spe- 
cific proposal  beyond  the  formation  of 
a  commission.  On  this  point,  there  is 
no  plan.  On  the  largest,  most  signifi- 
cant part  of  the  Republican  budget, 
there  is  not  plan— period. 

Although  we  have  no  details,  it  is 
clear  that  at  least  half  the  cuts  will 
fall  nn  henelicianes  The  only  Medicare 
cut  publicly  supported  by  Chairman 
Domenici  would  increase  the  part  B 
premium  to  31.5  percent  of  program 
costs,  adding  nearly  $500  a  year  to  out- 
of-pocket  payments  by  the  year  2002. 

By  the  year  2002.  the  average  bene- 
ficiary will  pay  $900  more  a  year  in  out- 
of-pocket  health  care  expenses.  These 
cuts  will  have  a  devastating  impact  on 
the  most  vulnerable  citizens:  our  frail, 
our  sick,  our  poor,  our  seniors. 

Republicans  promised,  too.  that  their 
budget  would  protect  Social  Security. 
But  the  GOP  Medicare  cuts  will  require 
the  elderly  on  fixed  incomes  to  use 
most,  if  not  all,  of  their  Social  Secu- 
rity COLA  to  pay  for  health  care.  For 
the  one-in-four  who  rely  on  Social  Se- 
curity for  their  entire  income,  this  is 
an  enormous  hardship. 

Cuts  in  providers  are  often  passed 
along  to  other  payers,  as  we  know  from 
the  past  and  as  we  know  from  the  de- 
bate that  we  had  last  year  in  an  at- 
tempt to  revise  the  whole  health  care 
system. 

I  would  point  out  that  if  only  one- 
third  of  these  cuts  were  shifted  to 
other  payers,  businesses,  and  families 


would  be  forced  to  pay  a  hidden  tax  of 
$40  to  $50  billion  between  now  and  2002. 

Provider  cuts  would  have  a  particu- 
larly devastating  impact  on  rural 
areas.  Nearly  one-quarter  of  all  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  live  in  rural  America 
where  there  may  be  a  single  hospital 
serving  an  entire  country  or  more.  Sig- 
nificant cuts  in  Medicare  could  in- 
crease the  number  of  hospitals  in  rural 
areas  that  will  be  forced  to  close.  Since 
rural  hospitals  are  often  the  largest 
employer  in  their  communities,  pulling 
the  plug  on  these  hospitals  will  result 
in  job  loss  and.  most  important  and 
devastating,  physicians  leaving  these 
communities. 

Cuts  in  Medicaid  would  also  cause 
the  elderly  to  suffer  severe  and  need- 
less pain.  Nearly  67  percent  of  Medicaid 
spending  is  for  the  elderly  and  disabled. 
The  Republicans  cut  Medicaid  by  $175 
billion  over  7  years,  or  30  percent  by 
the  seventh  year. 

More  than  800.000  elderly  and  dis- 
abled people  are  likely  to  lose  coverage 
under  this  proposal.  Between  5  and  7 
million  children  could  tumble  through 
the  safety  net.  And  half  of  the  children 
served  by  Medicaid  come  from  working 
families.  Medicaid  is  also  the  only 
major  Federal  source  of  funding  for 
long-term  care,  serving  1.6  million  peo- 
ple in  nursing  homes  in  1993.  while  1.1 
million  people  receive  home  health 
care. 

While  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid are  onerous.  I  am  also  extremely 
troubled  by  the  new  20-percent  cut  in 
mandatory  agriculture  spending  con- 
tained in  the  Republican  budget.  It  is  a 
harvest  of  shame  for  rural  America. 

Agriculture  has  become  a  scapegoat 
for  our  inability  to  balance  the  budget. 
You  have  heard  all  the  fictions.  Agri- 
culture programs  drive  the  deficit.  Ag- 
riculture gets  a  free  ride.  Agriculture 
makes  no  contribution  to  balancing 
the  budget.  The  truth  is  in  shorter  sup- 
ply. 

The  real  deficit  problem  does  not  lie 
in  agriculture.  We  should  give  credit 
where  credit  is  due  A  hard  look  at  the 
projected  growth  of  entitlement  spend- 
ing from  1993  to  1999  demonstrates  that 
agriculture  spending  shrinks  while 
most  of  the  other  programs  show  sub- 
stantial growth. 

In  fact,  after  a  peak  in  1986.  agri- 
culture spending  has  declined  substan- 
tially. The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
projects  that  total  costs  for  farm  price 
support  programs  run  by  the  Commod- 
ity Credit  Corporation  will  decline 
from  the  $26  billion  high-water  mark  in 
1986  to  less  than  $8  billion  by  the  year 
2000.  This  is  due  primarily  to  program 
reforms,  including  those  enacted  as 
part  of  the  1993  deficit  reduction  pack- 
age. 

Over  the  next  5  years,  agriculture 
commodity  program  spending  is  pro- 
jected to  decline  from  $10.3  billion  in 
1996  to  $7.8  billion  in  the  year  2000.  As 
a  percentage  of  total  Federal  outlays. 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation  outlays 
have  declined  from  a  peak  2.4  percent 
in  the  late  1950'5  to  a  projected  four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  by  the  late  1990's. 

In  spite  of  this  downward  trend,  this 
budget  contains  an  additional  20-per- 
cent hit  on  agriculture.  Let  me  repeat 
that.  In  spite  of  this  downward  trend, 
this  budget  contains  an  additional  20 
percent  hit  on  agriculture.  The  effect 
of  that  cut  is  startling  in  its  mag- 
nitude. It  pulls  the  rug  out  from  under 
rural  America.  To  reach  such  a  num- 
ber, the  Agriculture  Committee  will 
need  to  take  draconian  action,  such  as 
increasing  unpaid  base  acreage  from  15 
percent  to  approximately  35  percent. 

If  that  happens.  I  suggest  that  we  are 
going  to  see  a  flight  of  our  farmers  in 
the  United  States  of  America. 

Moreover,  these  cuts  will  strangle 
our  ability  to  craft  a  rational  farm  bill 
this  year.  When  added  to  the  deep  Med- 
icare cuts  that  will  close  rural  hos- 
pitals. I  am  deeply  concerned  that  this 
budget  will  sound  the  death  knell  for 
any  semblance  of  quality  existence  for 
rural  America.  To  partially  address 
this.  I  offered  an  amendment  to  reduce 
by  $8  billion  the  scheduled  $12  billion 
cut  in  government  agriculture  pro- 
grams during  the  budget  markup.  My 
amendment  was  defeated  on  straight- 
line,  never-swerving.  solid-Republican 
volley  of  noes — no  to  agriculture  and 
no  to  rural  America. 

The  cuts  in  the  Republican  budget  go 
deep  and  far  afield  to  finance  the  tax 
cut.  Funding  for  income  security  pro- 
grams is  cut  $118  billion  over  7  years. 
Food  stamps  and  other  nutrition  pro- 
grams are  cut  by  $30  billion  over  7 
years.  Some  17  percent  of  households 
receiving  food  stamps  have  elderly 
members. 

'I'he  KepuDlicans  also  take  a 
chainsaw  to  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  The  earned  income  tax  credit 
helps  keep  working  families  off  of  wel- 
fare and  assists  middle-class  families 
who  have  sudden  losses  of  income.  If 
the  chairman's  mark,  however,  is  en- 
acted into  law,  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  will  be  cut  by  $21  billion  over  7 
years. 

The  Republicans  say  they  will  shield 
the  Veterans  Administration's  medical 
system  from  cuts.  This  is  not  a  shield 
I  would  want  to  stand  behind.  The  Re- 
publican budget  increases  the  veterans' 
contribution  for  GI  bill  education  bene- 
fits. It  increases  the  copayment  for 
prescription  drugs  for  higher  income 
individuals.  Let  us  be  clear.  By  funding 
the  VA's  medical  system  at  the  1995 
level  for  the  next  7  years,  the  Repub- 
licans are  dramatically  cutting  access 
to  health  care  services  for  veterans  all 
over  this  country. 

During  markup.  Democratic  Senators 
on  the  committee  made  numerous  at- 
tempts to  soften  the  blow  upon  Medi- 
care and  other  programs  critical  to 
working  American  families.  We  stated 
that  any  fiscal  bonus  that  may  accrue 
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from  balancing  the  budg-et  should  not 
be  spent  on  tax  cuts.  Rather,  this 
money  could  go  a  long  way  to  alleviate 
some  of  the  hardship  that  would  be  im- 
posed by  the  cuts  in  the  Republican 
budget,  or  to  further  reduce  the  deficit. 
Democratic  Senator  after  Demo- 
cratic Senator  offered  amendments  to 
get  our  priorities  straight  and  put  this 
budget  back  on  track.  Let  me  stress- 
let  me  stress.  Mr.  President — that  not 
a  single  Democratic  amendment  would 
have  resulted  in  an  unbalanced  budget 
in  2002. 

I  will  go  through  the  entire  list  of 
Democratic  amendments.  But  let  me 
give  my  colleagues  a  flavor  of  what  the 
Republicans  found  so  hard  to  swallow. 
We  tried  to  get  an  agreement  to  use 
the  tax  cut  bonus  to  ease  the  cuts  on 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  education,  agri- 
culture, and  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  We  tried  to  eliminate  the  mil- 
lionaire expatriate  tax  loophole.  That 
is  the  one  that  allows  those  who  have 
benefited  most  from  our  country  to 
avoid  millions  in  taxes  by  renouncing 
their  American  citizenship.  We  would 
have  used  those  revenues  to  hire  more 
officers  for  community  policing  and  to 
offset  the  cuts  in  veterans  programs 
and  the  earned  income  tax  credit.  We 
stood  up  for  impact  aid  educational 
programs.  We  tried  to  prevent  children 
eligible  for  Medicaid  from  losing  their 
coverage.  Not  a  one  of  these  amend- 
ments passed. 

It  is  a  sad  commentary  on  our  times 
that  during  the  markup  of  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  we  did  not  have  a  biparti- 
san approach  toward  a  common  goal. 
We  recognize  that  doing  so  will  take 
painful,  but  necessary  cuts  and  we  are 
willing  to  call  for  the  sacrifices  that 
will  be  necessary.  They  will  hurt  and 
thev  will  be  painful. 

It  is  not  the  goal,  but  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  cuts  in  this  resolution  that 
is  so  troubling  to  this  Senator  and 
those  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  At  a 
time  when  so  many  Americans  are 
being  asked  to  sacrifice  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget.  I  cannot  and  will  not 
condone  a  budget  that  contains  a  tax 
cut  that  is  a  sop  to  the  wealthiest 
among  us. 

I  cannot  support  a  budget  that  makes 
mi.sguided  cuts  in  Medicare  and  other 
programs  that  improve  the  lives  of  mil- 
lions of  American  families  merely  to 
underwrite  this  extravagance. 

I  cannot  support  a  budget  that  would 
lay  waste  to  rural  America  and  its 
fragile  economy. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  that  it  is  my 
hope  that  during  the  upcoming  debate 
on  the  Senate  floor,  my  Republican 
colleagues  will  give  serious  and  due 
consideration  to  the  amendments  that 
will  be  offered  to  alleviate  the  unfair 
distribution  of  those  cuts,  and  to  re- 
verse the  course  on  the  tax  cut. 

Then,  and  only  then,  will  we  have  a 
budget  that  can  be  supported,  not  only 
by  Democrats  and  Republicans,  but  all 


of  us  here  working  together  on  the 
common  problem  that  has  been  so  well 
enunciated  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee:  the  ever-increasing 
deficit  and  the  ever-increasing  national 
debt. 

We  want  the  American  people  to 
know  and  understand  that  we  want  to 
cooperate  and  will  cooperate  in  a 
means  to  the  end,  but  it  must  be  done 
in  a  different  fashion  than  has  been  de- 
tailed in  the  Republican  budget. 

If  we  can  do  that,  then  we  will  have 
a  budget  that  is  whole.  We  will  have  a 
budget  that  could  lead  to  an  eventual 
reconciliation  bill  that  I  could  support 
and  authorize  an  appropriations  bill 
that  would  follow,  that  I  could  rec- 
ommend to  the  President  that  he  sign 
and  not  veto. 

Yes.  Mr.  President,  the  Republican 
majority  should  realize  that  they  may 
have  the  51  votes  to  pass  their  bills, 
but  they  do  not  have,  nor  will  they 
ever  muster,  in  my  opinion,  the  67 
votes  to  override  a  veto.  I  respectfully 
suggest  that  this  is  the  time  to  start 
on  the  road  to  compromise  and  the 
road  to  reason  so  that  we  can  come  out 
of  this  debate  on  a  course  of  bipartisan- 
ship on  the  budget  that  we  are  going  to 
pass. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  in  the  past 
few  years,  this  Chamber  has  been  the 
scene  of  historic  debates  on  major  is- 
sues of  our  time.  In  January  1991,  we 
spoke  of  war  and  peace  as  we  gave  our 
approval  to  the  use  of  military  force 
against  Saddam  Hussein. 

Last  summer,  over  the  course  of  sev- 
eral weeks,  we  conducted  a  nationwide 
seminar  on  health  care  as  we  discus.sert 
President  Clinton's  proposal  to  turn 
our  health  care  system  over  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

In  my  view,  both  of  these  debates 
brought  out  the  best  in  the  Senate  and 
both  captured  the  attention  of  the 
country.  It  is  my  hope  today  that 
America  is  watching  and  listening  very 
carefully  because  I  believe  that  no  de- 
bate is  more  important  to  our  Nation's 
future  than  the  one  that  began  today 
in  the  Senate  and  the  one  that  began 
yesterday  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

I  believe  that  no  votes  we  cast  will 
make  more  of  a  difference  to  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren  than  the 
ones  coming  and  the  ones  we  will  make 
in  the  next  few  days. 

The  Senate  and  our  country  is  fortu- 
nate this  debate  will  be  led  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico.  No  Senator  has 
spoken  with  more  courage  and  more 
conviction  on  budgetary  issues  than 
Senator  Do.menici.  All  Senators  can 
probably  find  something  in  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee's  proposal  that  we 
would  change.  For  example,  I  will  say 
right  up  front  I  believe  that  while  we 
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balance  the  budget,  we  can  also  provide 
America's  families  with  tax  relief  and 
our  business  communities  with  incen- 
tives to  invest  and  create  more  jobs. 

But  no  Senator  can  disagree  with  the 
historic  nature  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's proposal  or  with  the  fact  that 
Senator  Do.mknici's  leadership  has 
truly  transformed  this  debate.  To 
some,  it  may  seem  the  debate  is  all 
about  numbers.  And  some  very  big,  al- 
most unimaginable  numbers  will  be 
thrown  around  in  the  week  ahead.  We 
will  hear  talk  of  $200  billion  yearly 
deficits  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see,  which 
is  what  is  contained  in  President  Clin- 
ton's budget  proposal.  And  we  will  hear 
the  number  $4  trillion  again  and  again 
and  again  which  is,  of  course,  our  na- 
tional debt^$4  trillion.  But  I  believe 
the  most  important  number  is  the  one 
everyone  can  understand  and  the  one 
that  Senator  Dome.mci  mentioned. 
That  number  is  $18,500.  The  fact  is  that 
every  American  now  owes  $18,500  as 
their  share  of  the  national  debt. 

How  will  Americans  pay  this  bill?  It 
will  be  paid  through  fewer  jobs  and 
lower  wages.  It  will  be  paid  through 
higher  interest  rates  when  they  take 
out  a  loan  to  buy  a  car  or  buy  a  home. 
and  it  will  be  paid  through  higher 
taxes.  In  fact,  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  estimates  all  children  born 
this  year  will  pay  $187,000  each-every 
child  born  this  year  will  pay  $187,000 
each— in  taxes  over  their  lifetime  just 
to  pay  their  share  of  interest  on  the 
debt — just  to  pay  their  share  of  inter- 
est on  the  debt.  This  is  the  future  that 
faces  our  children  and  grandchildren, 
and  it  is  a  future  that  is  within  our 
power  to  change. 

In  the  final  analysis,  however,  this 
debate  is  much,  much  more  than  a  de- 
bate about  numbers.  It  is  a  debate 
about  people,  people  we  know  in  our 
hometowns  and  our  home  States,  peo- 
ple we  know  all  across  America.  It  is  a 
debate  about  what  kind  of  people  live 
in  America  today,  and  it  is  a  debate 
about  what  kind  of  America  we  will 
pass  on  to  the  people  who  live  here  to- 
morrow—again, our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  and  their  children  and 
their  grandchildren. 

In  the  coming  days,  America  will 
hear  two  very  distinct  and  dramati- 
cally different  viewpoints  on  these 
questions.  One  viewpoint  is  that  of 
President  Clinton  and  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration. Candidate  Clinton 
pledged  to  balance  the  budget  within  5 
years,  and  President  Clinton,  in  his  in- 
augural address,  spoke  of  "cutting  our 
massive  debt."  And  he  also  spoke  about 
"sacrifice."  In  fact,  within  hours  of  the 
President's  inauguration.  I  said,  "I  was 
pleased  to  hear  the  President  use  the 
word  'sacrifice,'  a  word  that  strikes 
fear  in  the  hearts  of  many  in  this 
Chamber.  But  President  Clinton  is  ab- 
solutely right.  If  we  are  to  put  our  eco- 
nomic house  in  order,  if  we  are  going  to 


do  right  by  our  children  and  grand- 
children, then  we  must  deal  with  our 
national  debt." 

That  is  what  I  said  shortly  after  his 
inauguration.  That  was  January  20, 
1993.  But,  unfortunately,  the  Presi- 
dent's actions  have  not  matched  his 
words  of  that  day.  The  President  is 
making  no  attempt  to  balance  the 
budget.  As  we  know,  his  proposed  budg- 
et would  give  us  $200  billion  deficits, 
and  more,  as  I  said  earlier,  for  as  far  as 
the  eye  could  see. 

The  President  is  making  no  effort  to 
cut  our  debt.  As  we  know,  under  his 
own  proposed  budget  another  trillion 
dollars  will  have  been  added  to  our  Na- 
tion's debt  by  1997.  not  a  balanced 
budget  but  another  trillion  dollars  in 
debt.  The  President  is  making  no  effort 
to  preserve  and  protect  Medicare  for 
our  children  and  grandchildren.  He 
washed  his  hands  of  the  report  of  the 
Medicare  board  of  trustees,  which  in- 
cluded three  members  of  his  Cabinet. 
This  was  not  Senator  Dumknici's,  or 
Senator  Kyl's,  or  Senator  Grassley's 
report.  This  was  the  board  of  trustees' 
and  the  President's  own  Cabinet  mem- 
bers' report.  "Medicare  will  be  broke 
within  7  years."  they  said.  If  that  hap- 
pens, you  cannot  pay  anybody's  doctor 
or  hospital  bills.  I  believe  we  ought  to 
fix  it. 

Senator  Domenici  will  recall  that  in 
1983  we  had  the  same  problem  with  So- 
cial Security.  That  was  12  years  ago. 
Then  Ronald  Reagan,  the  Republican 
President,  Speaker  O'Neill,  a  Demo- 
crat, and  Howard  Baker,  the  majority 
leader  in  the  Senate,  put  together  a 
commission.  I  was  honored  to  be  on 
that  commission  along  with  Senator 
MdYNlH.^N.  Senator  Heinz,  and  other 
Members  of  this  body.  Members  of  the 
House,  memoers  in  t'ne  private  sector, 
and  members  of  organized  labor.  After 
weeks  and  weeks,  we  put  together  a 
rescue  package  for  Social  Security. 
That  was  in  1983.  It  was  bipartisan.  It 
passed  by  big  margins.  So  Social  Secu- 
rity, as  far  as  I  know,  according  to  the 
trustees,  will  be  in  good  shape  until 
2017.  That  was  a  34-year  fix.  Not  bad. 
We  want  to  do  the  same  in  Medicare. 
That  is  what  is  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

The  President  called  it  a  gimmick. 
Well,  Speaker  O'Neill  did  not  call  it  a 
gimmick.  Ronald  Reagan  did  not  call  it 
a  gimmick,  and  we  got  the  job  done. 
We  rescued  Social  Security  from  bank- 
ruptcy in  1983  in  a  bipartisan  effort  in 
this  body  and  in  the  other  body  and  in 
the  White  House,  because  the  trustees 
said  at  the  time  that  it  was  going  to  be 
broke  in  a  very  short  time.  They  are 
saying  the  same  thing  today  about 
Medicare.  I  do  not  recall  then  Ronald 
Reagan  or  any  Democrat,  as  far  as  I 
know,  getting  up  and  railing  about, 
"We  are  going  to  destroy  Social  Secu- 
rity," as  the  Democrats  are  doing  now 
about  Medicare,  saying  we  are  going 
after  seniors,  because  everybody  under- 


stood what  the  trustees  had  told  us.  If 
we  did  not  fix  it.  it  was  going  to  go 
broke.  The  same  is  true  here. 

If  we  do  not  fix  Medicare,  it  is  going 
to  go  broke.  That  is  all  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  that  is  all  this 
budget  proposes,  to  fix  it.  We  are  not 
using  any  Medicare  savings  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  rich,  as  I  hear  all  my  Demo- 
cratic friends  state.  Some  of  them  are 
rich,  come  to  think  of  it.  Now,  the 
Presidents  administration  has  appar- 
ently concluded  Americans  are  nothing 
more  than  a  series  of  special  interests 
who  focus  on  only  living  for  today, 
uncaring  of  what  will  happen  tomor- 
row. But  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
resolution  has  a  different  view  of  what 
kind  of  people  Americans  are.  I  have  a 
different  view  of  what  kind  of  people 
Americans  are.  Maybe  it  is  because  of 
what  I  have  seen  in  my  lifetime.  I  have 
seen  Americans  risk  and  lose  their 
lives  to  protect  freedom.  I  have  seen 
them  sacrifice  and  sacrifice  and  sac- 
rifice to  win  the  cold  war.  The  words  of 
Winston  Churchill  to  the  British  people 
during  the  dark  days  of  World  War  II 
can  also  be  used  to  describe  Americans: 

We  have  not  journeyed  all  the  way  across 
the  centuries,  across  the  oceans,  across  the 
mountains,  across  the  prairies  because  we 
are  made  of  sugar  candy. 

I  do  not  believe  the  American  people 
have  come  all  this  way  only  to  allow 
their  country  to  drown  in  a  sea  of  red 
ink.  That  is  what  America  is  all  about. 
That  is  what  the  American  people  are 
all  about.  Nobody  wants  to  give  up 
an.ything.  unless  we  understand  how 
critical  it  is.  So  the  Budget  Committee 
resolution  offers  America  a  liferaft.  We 
offer  the  American  people,  regardless 
of  party,  regardless  of  background, 
wherever  they  are  from,  whatever 
State,  a  iiierait.  It  sets  a  course  fur  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002.  It  re- 
verses the  tide  of  half  a  century  of 
power  flowing  from  our  citizens  and 
States  to  Washington,  DC.  In  effect,  it 
dusts  over  the  10th  amendment,  which 
I  carry  in  my  pocket.  It  is  only  28 
words  in  length.  It  says  that  the  power 
which  is  vested  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment ought  to  go  to  the  States  and  to 
the  people.  That  is  what  this  budget 
does.  That  was  a  radical  theory  200 
years  ago.  That  is  how  eld  the  10th 
amendment  is.  It  is  part  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  and  is  28  words  in  length.  You 
ought  to  read  it. 

For  the  last  50  years,  the  power  has 
been  shifting  to  Washington,  and  we 
think  it  is  time  to  shift  it  back.  We 
trust  our  Governors— Democrats  and 
Republicans— in  any  State  of  America. 
We  trust  our  State  legislatures.  We  be- 
lieve that  many  times  they  can  make 
better  decisions,  because  they  are  clos- 
er to  the  people,  than  we  can  here.  We 
do  not  suggest  by  that  that  the  Gov- 
ernment does  not  do  a  lot  of  good 
things.  The  Federal  Government  does  a 
lot  of  good  things  and  we  understand 
that.  We  are  going  to  preserve  that. 


If  the  past  few  days  are  any  indica- 
tion, the  President  is  going  to  do  his 
level  best  in  the  coming  weeks  to  scare 
the  American  people,  particularly  sen- 
iors who  only  have  Medicare  or  Medic- 
aid and  Social  Security.  That  may  be 
all  the  income  they  have  and  all  of  the 
protection  they  have.  The  President  is 
going  to  try  to  frighten  these  people. 
He  is  going  to  try  to  frighten  people 
with  children.  He  will  accuse  us  of 
being  heartless.  He  will  say  we  are  out 
to  get  Social  Security  and  Medicare. 
But  it  is  off  the  table  here.  He  will  say 
we  are  slashing  programs  that  help 
seniors,  the  children,  and  the  poor.  The 
liberal  media  will,  of  course,  report 
these  accusations,  and  many  Ameri- 
cans will  be  led  to  believe  it.  But  in  the 
end,  I  believe  there  is  a  weapon  strong- 
er than  scare  tactics,  and  that  weapon 
is  the  truth. 

One  thing  about  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico:  You  can  expect  the  truth 
from  Pete  Do.menici.  He  will  tell  it  like 
it  is,  even  when  it  hurts.  The  truth  is 
that  this  budget  does  not  slash  Govern- 
ment spending.  It  simply  slows  its  rate 
of  growth.  It  does  not  slash  Govern- 
ment spending.  It  simply  slows  the  rate 
of  growth. 

As  Senator  Domenici  said,  rather 
than  having  Government  growing  fast- 
er than  wages  and  salaries,  which  has 
been  the  case  for  the  last  three  dec- 
ades, wages  and  salaries  will  now  grow 
faster  than  Government  spending. 

The  truth  is  that  this  budget  does 
not  touch  Social  Security.  It  does  not 
touch  Social  Security.  But  that  does 
not  mean  the  President  will  not  say  it 
does  not  touch  Social  Security.  It  does 
not  mean  it  is  not  going  to  be  reported 
that  it  does,  but  it  does  not  touch  So- 
cial Security.  I  assume  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  would  give  a  reward 
if  one  could  find  anything  that  touches 
Social  Security  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  ought  to  put  a 
new  incentive  in.  That  will  be  some- 
thing we  ought  to  give  to  people. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Right.  If  you  find  some- 
thing about  Social  Security,  there  may 
be  a  reward  for  you. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  With  reference  to 
Medicare,  we  even  suggest  that  in  any 
reform  measure,  people  at  the  low  end 
of  Social  Security  are  held  harmless. 
That  is  figured  into  savings.  They  do 
not  suffer  a  loss  in  their  Social  Secu- 
rity check.  That  is  even  built  in,  in  ad- 
dition to  Social  Security  being  off  the 
table. 

Mr.  DOLE.  It  is  not  a  benefit  or  ad- 
vantage to  seniors. 

The  truth  is— and  this  should  all  be 
about  the  truth,  not  about  what  is  re- 
ported—that this  budget  will  shrink 
the  Federal  bureaucracy,  beginning 
right  here  in  Congress,  with  a  7-year 
freeze  on  congressional  salaries  and  a 
$200  million  cut  in  the  legislative 
branch  budget.  This  reaches  out  to 
Americans  in  need.  For  example,  we 
will  spend  $534  billion  on  Medicaid  over 
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the  next  5  years,  reflecting  a  20-percent 
increase  over  that  period. 

The  truth  is  that  this  budget  begins 
the  process  needed  to  preserve,  im- 
prove, and  protect  Medicare.  This 
budget  acknowledges  that  we  must 
take  action  to  save  Medicare  by  slow- 
ing its  annual  growth  rate. 

But  let  there  be  no  mistaking  about 
what  we  are  proposing.  Let  the  Senate 
be  very  clear  about  it.  Over  the  next  5 
years,  we  will  spend  over  $1  trillion  on 
Medicare.  That  is  an  increase  of  $178 
billion.  Let  me  repeat;  We  will  spend 
over  $1  trillion  on  Medicare,  an  in- 
crease of  $178  billion  over  what  we 
would  have  spent  if  we  froze  Medicare 
expenditures  at  today's  level. 

Despite  the  overheated  rhetoric  com- 
ing out  of  the  White  House,  we  are  not 
talking  about  cutting  Medicare.  Later 
in  the  debate  I  think  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  have  a  very  interest- 
ing chart  that  ought  to  make  Senators' 
eyes  pop  out.  The  statement  made  by 
President  Clinton  not  long  ago. 

We  are  not  even  talking  about  freez- 
ing Medicare.  We  are  simply  suggesting 
we  must  find  ways  to  slow  the  rate  of 
growth.  Slow  the  rate  of  growth.  It  is 
not  about  paying  for  tax  cuts,  it  is 
about  saving  Medicare.  This  Is  a  fact 
and  that  is  the  truth. 

I  do  not  care  how  many  people  stand 
on  the  floor  on  the  other  side,  and 
there  will  be  a  storm  of  rhetoric  on  the 
other  side  about  cutting  Medicare  for 
taxes  for  the  rich.  Not  true.  It  is  not 
true.  We  are  trying  to  save  Medicare, 
just  as  we  saved  Social  Security  in 
1983.  We  will  do  it. 

If  they  want  to  stand  on  the  side- 
lines, and  the  President  wants  to  be 
a.w.o.l..  absent  without  leadership  as 
he  is  almost  every  day,  that  is  all  right 
with  ns  Thp  American  people  will  re- 
member who  was  carrying  the  heavy 
water  up  here.  As  my  friend.  Senator 
Gramm  says.  "Who  was  pulling  the 
wagon^  "  They  are  not  going  to  pull  any 
wagons  on  the  other  side.  We  will  have 
to  pull  the  wagon.  It  will  be  uphill.  It 
will  not  be  easy. 

I  might  add  here  that  the  President's 
rhetoric  about  Medicare  rings  espe- 
cially hollow  given  the  fact  that  his 
own  health  care  plan  included  a  $180 
billion  reduction  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid spending.  We  do  not  hear  much 
about  that  on  the  other  side.  We  do  not 
hear  much  about  that  in  the  White 
House. 

In  last  year's  health  care  bill,  it  was 
there — $180  billion  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  spending  reductions.  Now.  the 
President  said  at  the  time,  that  is  not 
a  reduction.  Again.  I  will  leave  that  up 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  ex- 
plain at  a  later  time. 

The  fact  that  Mrs.  Clinton  said  in 
testimony  before  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee.  "We  feel  confident  *  *  *. 
We  can  reduce  the  rate  of  increase  in 
Medicare  without  undermining  quality 
for  Medicare  recipients.  "  That  was  not 


anybody  speaking  but  Mrs.  Clinton, 
who  was  in  charge  of  the  Government- 
run  health  care  plan  advocated  by 
President  Clinton.  P'ortunately.  it 
failed.  In  her  own  testimony  before  the 
Finance  Committee,  "we  can  reduce 
the  rate  of  increase  in  Medicare  with- 
out undermining  quality  for  Medicare 
recipients." 

Now,  what  has  happened  in  a  year? 
Nothing  has  happened.  So  if  they  were 
right  then,  and  we  are  right  now.  I 
guess  we  are  both  right.  And  the  Presi- 
dent ought  to  go  back  and  read  his  own 
statements  and  read  statements  others 
in  the  administration  have  made 

I  would  take  the  President's  budget 
rhetoric  a  little  more  seriously  if  he 
would  offer  the  American  people  an  al- 
ternative, besides  his  status  quo  pro- 
posal that  Senator  Domenici  said  even 
the  Washington  Post  called  "weak  and 
directionless."  Believe  me,  that  was  in 
the  Washington  Post,  and  they  do  not 
often  criticize  Democrats  for  anything 
in  this  town.  That  was  in  the  Washing- 
ton Post,  believe  it  or  not. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  and  must  do 
much  more  than  simply  maintain  the 
status  quo  as  the  President  has  pro- 
posed. We  can  and  must  set  the  course 
to  a  balanced  budget.  And  we  can  and 
must  reduce  the  tax  burden  on  Ameri- 
ca's families. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  long 
after  we  are  gone,  future  historians 
will  look  back  at  this  moment,  the  rest 
of  this  week  and  part  of  next  week, 
look  back  at  this  debate  and  say. 
"Here's  where  the  course  was  set. 
Here's  where  the  dye  was  cast." 

It  is  up  to  Congress  to  determine 
what  their  conclusion  will  be.  Will  they 
conclude  that  here  were  the  people  who 
blew  the  last  chance  to  change  the  sta- 
tus quo?  Is  that  what  they  will  v.Titc  in 
30,  40,  50  years?  Or  here  were  the  people 
who  ensured  that  the  America  of  the 
21st  century  would  be  one  of  low  wages, 
high  taxes,  and  fewer  opportunities?  Is 
that  what  they  will  write?  Will  they 
look  back  to  1995  and  say,  "Here's 
where  the  American  dream  died,  right 
here,  right  in  this  Chamber.  Right  in 
this  Chamber,  because  we  did  not  have 
the  courage  to  do  what  the  American 
people  want  us  to  do,  or  have  the  cour- 
age to  do  what  we  know  we  should  do." 
Are  they  going  to  say  all  those 
things?  Are  they  going  to  look  back  in 
10,  20.  30.  40  years  and  say.  "Here  were 
the  men  and  women  of  courage.  Here 
were  the  people  who  made  tough  deci- 
sions and  ensured  that  America's  best 
days  are  yet  to  come.  Here  were  the 
people  who  ensured  nothing  less  than 
the  survival  of  the  American  dream.  " 
The  choice  is  ours,  and  the  time  is  now. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  understand  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee, 
Senator  Frist,  would  like  to  speak. 

Senator  Dole,  I  might  say  I  greatly 
appreciate  the  remarks,  and  I  think 
the  American  people  would  know  what 
the  majority  leader  said  here  today  is 


very,  very  important,  and  part  of  our 
efforts  to  get  this  budget  resolution 
passed.  I  am  very  appreciative  of  this 
help. 

The  leader  commented  on  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  and  he  has  been 
very  supportive,  as  clearly  indicated. 
We  have  a  job  to  do  and  we  want  to  get 
it  done.  I  am  most  appreciative. 

Let  me  just  say  a  couple  of  things 
very,  very  quickly.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion before  the  U.S.  Senate  does  not 
have  any  tax  cuts  in  it  until  the  budget 
of  the  United  States  is  balanced,  and 
until  it  is  certified  to  be  balanced  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

So.  whatever  the  talk  about  cutting 
taxes  versus  how  we  balance  the  budg- 
et, the  truth  of  the  matter  is  we  bal- 
ance this  budget  and  we  do  not  cut 
taxes  in  doing  that.  We  change  pro- 
grams. We  alter  and  reform  programs. 
We  get  to  balance.  Then  there  is  a  divi- 
dend, an  economic  dividend,  that  in 
this  budget  resolution  is  directed  to  be 
used  by  the  appropriate  committee  for 
tax  cuts,  and  tax  cuts  only. 

Then  it  is  interesting,  people  are 
talking  about  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 
Frankly,  we  passed  overwhelmingly— 
but  for  one  vote,  everybody  else  voted 
aye — a  Boxer-BROW.sj  resolution  in  that 
committee  that  said  90  percent  of  any 
cuts  that  were  forthcoming  after  we 
are  in  balance  would  go  to  people  with 
$100,000  or  less. 

We  will  hear  a  lot  about  other  things, 
but  the  truth  does  not  lie.  The  budget 
resolution  is  there  to  be  looked  at,  and 
that  is  the  way  it  is. 
I  yield  Senator  Frist  1$  minutes. 
Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  in  this  body  for  a  little  over  5 
months  now.  It  is  very  clear  to  me 
where  the  problem  lies.  As  P.J. 
w  rtourkc  lias  said.  "Cjiving  power  and 
money  to  Congress  is  like  giving  the 
car  keys  and  whiskey  to  teenage  boys." 
The  problem  is  that  this  Federal 
debt,  the  cost  of  increased  Federal 
spending,  year  after  year,  has  grown 
out  of  control.  The  debt  is  approxi- 
mately $4.9  to  $5  trillion  by  the  end  of 
1995.  and  it  will  grow  to  $6.8  trillion  in 
the  year  2000,  If  we  do  nothing,  $8  tril- 
lion in  the  year  2010. 

They  are  big  numbers.  In  individual 
terms,  what  do  they  mean'.'  They  are 
even  more  frightening.  A  family  of  four 
currently  pays  $440  per  month  just  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  national  debt. 
A  child  born  this  year  will  pay  over 
$187,000  in  interest  alone  on  the  na- 
tional debt  over  his  or  her  lifetime.  By 
the  year  2000.  the  debt  will  reach  $6.8 
trillion,  nearly  $100,000  for  a  family  of 
four. 

The  reason  for  the  problem  is  this  ex- 
cessive, wasteful  spending.  In  Washing- 
ton, unlike  the  private  sector  from 
whence  I  came  just  6  months  ago.  peo- 
ple use  this  word  "cut."  and  when  we 
reduce  spending  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment from  5  percent  to  about  3  percent, 
people    say    this    is    a    huge    cut.    The 


American  people  do  not  look  at  that  as 
a  cut.  They  know  that  it  is  slowing  the 
increase  in  spending. 

It  is  almost  as  If  a  person  went  in  and 
asked  the  boss  for  a  raise  of  $500  per 
month,  and  he  said  I  will  only  give 
$450,  and  then  the  employee  would  call 
that  a  cut  in  salary.  The  American  peo- 
ple are  too  smart  for  that. 

Mr.  President,  while  we  must  listen 
to  the  American  people  in  working 
through  the  best  way  to  structure  ar- 
riving at  a  balanced  budget  and  look- 
ing at  this  Nation's  spending  priorities, 
we  must,  over  the  next  5  days,  main- 
tain our  resolve  to  put  the  long-term 
interest  of  this  country  over  the  short- 
term  special  interests  that  will  likely 
become  prominent  in  this  debate. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  this  budget  be- 
cause it  and  it  alone  will  achieve  bal- 
ance by  the  year  2002.  And  what  is  the 
cost  of  doing  nothing?  The  President  of 
the  United  States  has  put  forward  a 
budget  which  we  will  be  discussing 
which  does  nothing,  which  continues 
S200  billion  deficits  next  year,  the  year 
after  that,  the  year  after  that,  the  year 
afler  that,  adding  each  of  these  years 
up  to  a  huge  additional  $1  trillion  to 
this  debt.  These  are  ballooning  deficits. 
We  cannot  continue  these  endless 
mountains  of  debt  again  and  again.  It 
is  not  common  sense.  It  is  not  what 
Tennesseans  told  me  again  and  again 
as  I  traveled  to  the  95  counties  of  Ten- 
nessee this  past  year. 

If  you  need  further  proof,  look  at  the 
outside  independent  analysts.  Look  at 
the  GAO.  the  CBO,  the  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Re- 
form. Again  and  again  they  state  the 
obvious,  that  present  trends  are  clearly 
unsustainable.  The  General  Accounting 
Office  in  "The  Deficit  and  the  Econ- 
omy," in  April  1995  says.  "Continuing 
current  spending  and  taxation  policies 
unimpeded  over  the  long  term  would 
have  major  consequences  for  economic 
growth." 

And  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on 
Entitlement  and  Tax  Reform  says: 

Ab.sent  policy  changes,  pntitlemenl  spend- 
ing and  interest  on  the  national  debt  will 
consume  almost  all  Federal  revenues  in  2010. 
In  2030.  Federal  revenues  will  not  even  cover 
entitlement  spending. 

Yes.  in  just  15  years,  spending  on 
Medicare.  Medicaid  and  Social  Secu- 
rity, on  Federal  pensions  and  on  inter- 
est on  the  Federal  debt,  will  make  no 
money  available  for  Government,  for 
roads,  for  education,  for  defense.  Now 
is  the  time  to  balance  the  budget. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
says: 

Current  fiscal  policies  literally  cannot  re- 
main unchanged  indefinitely:  At  some  time. 
action  will  have  to  be  taken  to  bring  Govern- 
ment borrowing  under  control  or  servicing 
the  Federal  debt  will  require  unsustainable 
tax  rates  in  future  years.  Prompt  action 
would  limit  the  damage  that  occurs  when 
Federal  debt  crowds  out  capital  investment. 
putting  upward  pressures  on  interest  rates. 
It  would  also  limit  the  size  of  the  needed 
changes  in  fiscal  policy. 


Let  us  talk  a  minute  about  what  all 
these  statistics  mean  to  the  average 
American  in  this  country.  Americans 
are  currently  paying  almost  2  percent 
more  in  interest  rates  than  they  would 
if  we  had  a  balanced  budget.  What  does 
that  mean  to  the  typical  American?  It 
is  as  extra  $1,248  per  year  on  a  $75,000 
mortgage  at  an  interest  rate  of  8.75 
percent.  It  means  an  extra  $900  per 
year  on  a  car  loan  of  $15,000  at  an  inter- 
est rate  of  9.75  percent.  Again,  with  my 
background  as  a  physician,  coming  to 
the  U.S.  Senate  from  the  private  sec- 
tor, what  amazes  me  most  is  that  Med- 
icare will  be  bankrupt  in  the  year  2002 
unless  we  act;  bankrupt — part  A.  hos- 
pital expenditures  for  our  senior  citi- 
zens and  individuals  with  disabilities. 
We  will  talk  a  lot  about  Medicare  over 
the  next  several  days  but  the  bottom 
line  is  that  in  just  7  years,  unless  we 
act.  seniors  will  not  have  hospital  in- 
surance in  the  United  States. 

We  are  going  to  continue  to  lose  the 
war  on  poverty  unless  we  act,  and  this 
budget  does  act.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment currently  runs  over  75  inter- 
related and  overlapping  means-tested 
welfare  programs.  Between  1964  and 
1994,  welfare  cost  the  taxpayers  $5  tril- 
lion in  1993  dollars.  Yet  the  official 
poverty  rate  is  15  percent,  nearly  4  per- 
cent higher  than  the  all-time  low  expe- 
rienced in  1973.  a  low  of  11.1  percent. 

If  we  do  nothing,  we  will  continue  to 
have  a  Government  that  is  too  big.  and 
the  American  people  want  a  smaller, 
less  intrusive  Government.  Our  Gov- 
ernment is  too  intrusive  in  our  daily 
lives.  It  is  a  Government  that  strangles 
economic  growth  and  innovation.  If  we 
look  at  spending  on  regulatory  agen- 
cies. Federal  regulatory  agencies,  it  to- 
taled $14.4  billion  in  1993.  Increased 
spending  on  the  Federal  bureaucracy  in 
recent  years  has  allowed  the  Federal 
Government  to  regulate  nearly  every 
aspect  of  our  daily  lives. 

There  are  numerous  other  examples. 
The  Food  and  Drug  Administration  has 
grown  from  4.400  employees  in  1970  to 
over  9.000  employees,  yet  we  still  hear 
again  and  again  that  pharmaceutical 
agents  and  drugs  that  are  finally  ap- 
proved in  this  country  had  been  ap- 
proved on  the  average  about  6  years 
earlier  in  other  countries. 

The  President  himself,  in  speaking  to 
the  AARP  last  week,  said,  "I  cannot 
support  the  status  quo  and  neither  can 
you.  "  And  that  is  what  this  balanced 
budget  is  all  about.  Yet  that  is  what  he 
has  done,  support  the  status  quo.  He 
has  offered  no  budget  to  speak  of.  And 
I  look  forward  on  this  floor  to  hearing 
the  debate  on  the  proposed  budget,  the 
budget  as  proposed  by  the  President. 
He  has  made  no  effort  to  balance  the 
budget,  yet  the  American  people  call 
every  day  for  a  balanced  budget.  The 
American  people  recognize  that  only 
by  a  balanced  budget  can  we  restore 
the  American  dream. 

You  can  see  if  the  Democrats,  the 
other  side,  cannot  see  fit  to  cut  spend- 


ing sufficiently,  the  only  answer  will 
be  a  tax  increase. 

So  what  is  our  solution?  It  is  the 
budget  laid  before  you  today,  the  Re- 
publican budget.  And  Republicans  will 
tell  the  truth.  Yes,  there  will  be  some 
restructuring  and  there  will  be  adjust- 
ments associated  with  this  budget.  But 
they  are  nowhere  near— nowhere  near— 
the  distortions  that  others  are  spewing 
forth.  Let  us  examine  some  of  the 
claims  and  then  tell  what  the  facts  are. 

Bureaucracy.  Some  say  the  Govern- 
ment bureaucrats  will  lose  jobs  and  the 
economy  as  a  whole  will  suffer  because 
of  reduced  Government  spending.  Peo- 
ple say  we  cannot  go  that  fast. 

The  budget  proposal  today  put  for- 
ward shrinks  the  Federal  bureaucracy, 
eliminates  more  than  100  Federal  de- 
partments, agencies  and  programs.  The 
budget  put  forward  today  abolishes  un- 
necessary bureaucracy,  eradicates,  gets 
rid  of.  Government  waste,  terminates 
duplication,  and  consolidates  Federal 
programs  to  improve  efficiency  and 
priorities.  And  that  is  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  want.  They  recognize  we 
need  to  pull  back.  But  they  want  us  to 
prioritize  appropriately. 

Not  only  will  this  be  good  for  the 
Federal  budget  but  it  will  be  good  for 
the  recipients  of  Federal  benefits 
today,  who  are  out  there  trying  to  do 
their  best  to  make  sense  of  the  maze  of 
regulations  before  them.  There  is  no 
doubt  this  budget  will  result  in  greater 
economic  growth. 

On  Medicare,  some  people  say  Medi- 
care cuts  are  going  to  devastate  our 
seniors  and  our  entire  health  care 
spending.  It  is  not  true.  As  pointed  out 
by  the  majority  leader,  we  will  be 
spending  over  $100  billion  more  in  Med- 
icare in  the  year  2002  than  we  do  today. 

net.  Social  Security  is  put  on  the  side. 
It  is  outside  of  this  budget.  We  do  noth- 
ing to  attack  Social  Security.  But  then 
some  people  come  forward  and  say  we 
will  leave  children  homeless  and  starv- 
ing in  the  streets.  In  truth,  our  budget 
provides  a  safety  net  for  those  truly  in 
need.  It  provides  transforming  new  pro- 
grams to  empower  the  underserved,  the 
poor,  the  indigent.  This  budget  moves 
power  and  money  out  of  Washington 
back  to  people,  and  that  is  what  the 
American  people  are  calling  for.  It  does 
it  by  working  toward  block  grants  for 
Medicaid,  block  grants  for  welfare, 
child  care,  and  other  social  services. 
The  bottom  line  is  that  we  empower 
communities,  empower  citizens  to 
make  decisions  over  their  lives.  The 
cruelest  thing  we  can  do  to  the  poor,  to 
the  underserved,  is  to  continue  to  fund 
certain  assistance  programs  today 
without  serious  reform.  Over  half  of 
the  AFDC  families  today  remain  on 
welfare  for  10  years  or  more. 

One  in  three  children  today  in  the 
United  States  is  born  out  of  wedlock. 
In  some  low-income  neighborhoods  it  is 
8  out  of  10  children,  and  those  children 
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are  three  times  more  likely  to  end  up 
on  welfare. 

In  1960.  nearly  two-thirds  of  house- 
holds in  the  lowest  income  group  were 
headed  by  people  who  worked.  By  1991 
that  figure  had  plummeted  from  two- 
thirds  to  only  about  one-third,  and 
only  11  percent  of  welfare  household 
heads  were  working  full  time  year 
round. 

Yes.  The  collapse  of  work  and  family 
has  spawned  crime,  drug  use,  violence 
in  schools,  and  other  social  ills.  The 
people  who  suffer  the  most  today  are 
our  children. 

So  we  all  know  that  the  rhetoric  we 
will  hear  over  the  next  several  days 
will  be  about  hurting  children.  In  truth 
that  is  just  a  smokescreen,  a  smoke- 
screen to  hide  the  fact  that  our  big 
Government  solutions  have  failed.  I  am 
confident  by  turning  over  our  welfare 
assistance  programs  in  large  part  to 
the  States  will  result  in  innovation, 
creation  of  new  ideas  which  can  be 
adopted  similar  to  those  of  Governor 
Thompson  of  Wisconsin,  Governor 
Engler  of  Michigan,  and  Governor 
Weld.  No  longer  will  welfare  be  a  way 
of  life  with  regard  to  dependence  on 
others. 

In  closing,  the  Republican  budget  has 
its  benefits.  We  will  hear  about  those 
again  over  the  next  several  hours. 

Lower  interest  rates:  Lower  interest 
rates  which  will  affect  nearly  every 
American,  allowing  him  or  her  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  purchase  of  a  new  home 
or  a  new  car  for  less  money.  Lower  in- 
terest rates  to  make  it  easier  to  start 
a  business,  to  keep  a  family  farm  in 
business,  or  for  existing  businesses  to 
make  new  investments.  And  new  in- 
vestments result  in  more  workers,  and 
more  workers  mean  more  jobs. 

Yes  Wp  will  .see  greater  economic 
growth,  greater  economic  growth  that 
will  result  from  a  greater  amount  of 
capital  available  for  borrowing.  Right 
now.  the  Government  is  using  our  Na- 
tion's capital,  capital  that  businesses 
and  individuals  could  be  using  to  invest 
in  new  ventures.  New  ventures  mean 
more  jobs  with  higher  incomes. 

And  in  closing,  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002  will  result  in  a  stronger 
America  today,  and  a  stronger  America 
tomorrow  means  that  all  Americans 
will  benefit. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr   GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time'^ 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  before 
I  yield,  let  me  thank  Senator  Frist  for 
his  marvelous  remarks. 

Let  me  suggest  that  the  Senate  is 
very,  very  well  served  in  the  decision 
that  this  eminent  surgeon  made  to  get 
into  politics.  From  my  standpoint,  I 
kind  of  wondered  why  because  he  does 
heart  transplants  for  little  children,  an 


expert  in  the  field.  It  made  him  very 
renowned.  But  I  am  very  pleased  he 
made  the  decision.  He  adds  a  lot  of 
credibility,  sincerity,  and  knowledge  to 
our  debate  on  health  care.  And  we  look 
forward  to  using  him  in  the  debate 
when  Medicare  comes  up  with  some  ad- 
ditional time.  I  am  very  appreciative  of 
his  remarks. 

We  understand  Senator  Gr.\.ssley 
was  going  next  because  there  were  no 
Democrats  here.  If  they  would  let  us  do 
that,  then  we  will  yield  to  two  Sen- 
ators on  that  side  for  two  consecutive 
ones. 

How  much  time  does  Senator  Grass- 
ley  desire? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Twenty-five  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  30  minutes  to 
Senator  Gra.s.sley. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  first  commend  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee for  his  leadership  in  putting 
this  budget  together.  But  in  addition 
to  saying  those  few  words.  I  want  to 
say  to  the  American  people  that  a  lot 
of  times  an  individual  wonders  whether 
one  person  can  make  a  difference.  As 
far  as  this  budget  debate  is  concerned, 
the  person  of  Senator  DOMENICI  and  his 
leadership  as  chairman,  and  the  re- 
sponsibility that  goes  with  that,  dem- 
onstrates clearly  what  we  all  know  in 
America.  If  an  individual  puts  their 
mind  to  it,  that  one  person  can  make  a 
difference. 

So  I  thank  the  distinguished  chair- 
man. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Might  I,  without  in- 
terrupting after  this,  just  say  I  thank 
Senator  Gra.ssi.ey  very  much.  I  very 
much  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man for  his  leadership  again. 

Because  their  budget  represents  a  vi- 
sion, it  also  represents  a  plan  on  how 
to  get  there  to  carry  out  that  vision. 
This  budget  is  conspicuous  in  that  it  is 
the  only  plan  before  this  body  that  will 
have  a  real  vision,  and  will  have  credi- 
bility in  the  process.  The  hallmark  of 
this  budget  is  that  it  balances  present- 
day  needs  with  long-term  needs.  That 
is  quite  a  balancing  act.  But  it  does  it 
well  because  it  does  it  for  children,  it 
does  it  for  senior  citizens,  it  does  it  for 
the  needy,  and  it  does  it  for  the  forgot- 
ten taxpayers  of  America.  This  does 
not  forget  the  taxpayers.  It  is  not  just 
a  bottom  line  in  the  year  2002  that  we 
are  talking  about,  because  that  is  bal- 
anced. But  it  also  is  balanced  between 
our  long-  and  our  short-term  needs  of 
society. 

I  do  not  think  that  any  Republican 
who  voted  for  this  in  committee,  in- 
cluding the  chairman  himself,  however. 
thinks  that  or  makes  a  claim  that  this 
is  a  perfect  document.  There  are  ele- 
ments in  here  that  each  one  of  us  dis- 
like. I  will  mention  a  couple  for  myself 
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because  I  am  not  going  to  speak  on  the 
negative  aspects  of  this.  But  I  do  think 
that  we  ought  to  make  it  clear  that 
there  might  be  some  things  we  would 
rather  have  differently. 

For  me,  representing  an  agriculture 
State.  I  suppose  I  could  say  I  am  not 
satisfied  with  the  agriculture  numbers. 
However,  I  had  a  chance  to  address  this 
in  committee,  and  I  did  it  with  a  sense- 
of-the-Senate  amendment  to  limit  the 
savings  from  commodity  programs.  We 
farmers  know  agriculture  must  con- 
tribute toward  deficit  reduction  be- 
cause we  know  that  people  in  agri- 
culture, including  the  family  farmers, 
will  benefit  greatly  from  the  lower  in- 
terest rates  that  result  when  you  have 
a  balanced  budget. 

I  also  do  not  like  Medicare  numbers. 
But  the  issue  there  is  to  take  impor- 
tant steps  to  keep  this  bankrupt  pro- 
gram solvent,  and  of  course  viable  both 
in  the  short  term  as  well  as  the  long 
term.  The  point,  Mr.  President,  is  bal- 
ance, and  this  budget  has  balance. 

It  also  contains  some  very  important 
national  goals,  and  I  want  to  begin  my 
remarks  by  pointing  out  some  of  them 
It  provides  a  vision.  That  vision  is  to 
preserve  opportunity  and  the  American 
dream  for  future  generations.  We  in- 
tend with  this  budget  to  stop  the  prac- 
tice of  allowing  their  generation  to  live 
high  on  the  hog  and  have  the  next  gen- 
eration pay  for  it.  That,  Mr.  President, 
is  a  moral  issue. 

Next,  this  budget  is  balanced.  This  is 
a  goal  shared,  as  you  may  know,  by 
more  than  80  percent  of  the  American 
people.  Yet,  however,  there  is  only  one 
party  that  has  delivered  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget;  that  is,  this  side,  the 
Republican  side,  of  the  aisle.  It  is  very 
clear  that  the  Democrats  cannot  put 
one  together  because  that  party  it 
seems  happens  to  be  the  party  of  the 
status  quo.  It  is  the  party  of  business 
as  usual.  I  have  no  doubts  in  my  mind 
that  they  do  not  propose  a  balanced 
budget  because  they  are  the  party  that 
was  roundly  rejected  by  the  voters  in 
the  November  election  last.  Those  vot- 
ers, those  very  same  voters  by  an  80 
percent  majority,  want  our  budget  to 
be  balanced  and  the  sooner  the  better. 

Next,  our  budget  confronts  in  a  very 
responsible  way  the  Medicare  crisis. 
The  other  side  of  the  aisle  is  running 
away  from  the  challenge  of  shoring  up 
the  Medicare  Program,  running  away 
from  the  fact  that  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram is  bankrupt.  They  happen  to  be 
doing  it  on  Medicare  just  like  they  are 
running  away  from  the  challenge  of  the 
deficit.  Instead  of  being  responsible, 
and  instead  of  offering  constructive  so- 
lutions to  ensure  the  viability  of  Medi- 
care, not  only  for  this  generation  but 
for  future  generations,  they  are  engag- 
ing in  a  campaign  to  scare  the  senior 
citizens  of  America  and  to  scare  the 
wits  out  of  them. 

It  is  somehow  like  a  campaign  staff 
has  taken  over  the  policy  staff.  This  is 
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a  completely  irresponsible  posture  on 
their  part. 

I  just  stated  the  broad  goals  of  our 
budget,  Mr.  President.  But  there  are 
others  that  are  reflected  in  this  plan.  I 
want  to  state  them  but  more  briefly.  It 
moves  money  and  power  out  of  Wash- 
ington and  back  to  the  States,  the  citi- 
zens, and  our  communities.  It  substan- 
tially reduces  corporate  welfare  spend- 
ing. It  provides  for  maximum  crime 
control  to  keep  Americans  safe  by  pro- 
tecting funding  for  the  Drug  Enforce- 
ment Administration  and  the  FBI.  It 
provides  a  safety  net  for  the  truly 
needy  with  emphasis  upon  children. 

It  protects  Social  Security.  It  pro- 
tects our  national  security.  It  protects 
the  school  lunch  and  school  breakfast 
programs.  And  it  adds  $2  billion  for 
supplemental  food  programs  for  WIC.  It 
eliminates  over  140  agencies,  programs, 
and  commissions  in  the  downsizing  of 
Government,  including  the  Cabinet- 
level  Department  of  Commerce.  It 
eliminates  bureaucracy,  waste,  dupli- 
cation, and  overhead,  and  it  consoli- 
dates many  Government  functions, 
privatizes  many  others,  and  improves 
Government  efficiency. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  it  does  all  this 
while  allowing  spending  to  grow  by  3 
percent  per  year  instead  of  the  pro- 
jected 5  percent.  Government  spending 
will  still  grow  by  3  percent. 

Now,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  listen- 
ing who  are  going  to  be  irritated  be- 
cause Government  spending  is  going  to 
grow  by  3  percent.  I  run  into  this  when 
I  meet  with  lowans  in  town  meetings 
because  I  overhear  concerns  that  3  per- 
cent growth  is  irresponsible  when  you 
have  a  $4.7  trillion  deficit.  These  re- 
sponsible constituents  are  greatly  con- 
cerned about  the  future  of  their  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  because— do 
not  forget— the  most  important  thing 
that  we  can  do  for  today's  children,  the 
most  important  thing  we  can  do  for  to- 
day's children  is  to  not  leave  them  tril- 
lions and  trillions  of  dollars  of  debt  to 
pay  off. 

If  you  are  really  concerned  about 
children,  we  must  denounce  policies 
that  are  based  upon  a  philosophy  of 
materialism  today  and  to  heck  with  to- 
morrow. We  cannot  go  on  borrowing 
money  today  at  the  expense  of  tomor- 
row's needs.  We  must  find  a  balance, 
and  that  is  what  this  budget  does — a 
balance  between  today's  needs  and  our 
responsibilities  for  tomorrow. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  good  news 
about  this  budget.  But  all  of  these  posi- 
tive elements  seem  to  get  lost  in  the 
rhetorical  barbs  launched  by  the  other 
party  and  in  the  news  coverage  of  this 
budget  reported  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  think  I  know  why.  That  is  be- 
cause, as  we  have  been  reading  re- 
cently, the  media  have  a  penchant  for 
delivering  the  most  negative  of  news. 
And  the  other  party,  quite  frankly, 
knows  this  and  plays  to  it.  And  it 
makes  very  great  T'V.  But  how  respon- 
sible is  it? 
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There  is  one  other  important  aspect 
of  this  budget  that  has  not  been  talked 
about  much,  and  it  should  be.  And  that 
is  this.  There  is  no  pay  raise  in  this 
budget  for  Members  of  Congress.  There 
is  no  pay  raise  for  Members  of  Congress 
for  the  next  7  years  until  this  budget  is 
balanced,  until  we  have  earned  a  pay 
raise. 

There  are  also  changes  in  the  Mem- 
bers' retirement  system  to  bring  it 
more  in  line  with  private  sector  retire- 
ment systems.  This  pay  freeze  is  im- 
portant for  two  reasons.  First,  it  ties 
Members'  pay  to  our  performance  in 
attacking  the  deficit.  It  says,  "Don't 
even  think  about  a  pay  raise  until  you 
get  the  budget  balanced." 

The  second  reason  is  even  more  im- 
portant, and  I  wish  to  commend  again 
our  distinguished  chairman  for  the  im- 
plicit leadership  in  what  this  pay  freeze 
states.  It  says,  in  effect,  we  are  leading 
by  example.  We  are  leading  the  way  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget  by  denying 
ourselves  any  more  pay  over  the  next  7 
years.  And  as  a  result  we  are  not  ask- 
ing Americans  then  to  do  what  we  are 
not  willing  to  do  for  ourselves.  When 
people  come  into  my  office  and  ask 
why  we  are  slowing  the  growth  of  their 
benefits,  I  can  look  them  in  the  eye 
and  say  we  are  denying  ourselves  any 
growth  as  well.  As  a  result,  this  Repub- 
lican budget,  in  my  view,  earns  the 
moral  authority  to  ask  everyone,  to 
ask  everyone  to  pitch  in  and  to  help 
balance  the  Federal  budget. 

So.  Mr.  President,  the  Republican 
balanced  budget  contains  a  positive  vi- 
sion for  present-day  America  but  also 
for  future  generations  of  young  Ameri- 
cans. We  balance  present-day  needs 
with  the  need  to  preserve  future  oppor- 
tunity. Meanwhile,  there  is  no  alter- 
native vision  proposed  by  the  other 
side.  All  they  seem  to  offer  is  business 
as  usual. 

By  definition,  the  absence  of  a  bold 
vision  is  the  continuation  of  business 
as  usual.  If  Americans  ever  wondered 
which  party  is  a  party  of  the  status 
quo,  let  there  be  no  doubt  now. 

I  wish  to  describe  this  symptom,  the 
symptoms  of  defenders  of  business  as 
usual.  They  use  half  their  ingenuity  to 
get  us  into  debt  and  the  other  half  they 
use  to  avoid  pain— paying  it  off.  Their 
philosophy  is  live  within  your  income 
even  if  you  have  to  borrow  to  do  it. 
They  simply  refuse  to  reconcile  their 
gross  habits  with  their  net  income. 

What  does  a  budget  look  like  that 
subscribes  to  this  philosophy?  I  think. 
Mr.  President,  that  we  have  a  very 
good  example  of  this  budget.  If  you 
look  at  this  budget,  you  see  the  Presi- 
dent's numbers  here.  You  see  a  budget 
that  is  never  balanced  into  the  future— 
not  only  not  balanced  but  the  deficits 
go  up  and  up  and  up. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  you  look  at  the 
Senate  budget  that  we  are  debating 
right  now  and  you  see  it  gradually 
going  down  and  by  the  year  2002  it  is  in 


balance.  This  zero  here  represents  no 
more  accumulation  of  debt.  But  if  you 
look  at  the  difference  between  this 
budget  and  this  budget,  the  space  in  be- 
tween, you  see  the  accumulation  of  $1.5 
trillion  of  debt.  That  is  on  top  of  the 
$4.9  trillion  debt  we  have  this  very  day. 

This  chart  shows  it  very  simply.  It 
shows  two  directions  into  the  future. 
That  top  line  is  business  as  usual,  and 
it  spells  disaster  for  our  children.  The 
bottom  line,  the  Domenici  budget,  the 
one  that  is  balanced,  that  is  the  only 
alternative.  It  presents  only  vision  for 
the  future.  That  happens  to  be  our 
plan,  the  Republican  plan,  the  plan 
that  was  approved  last  week  by  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee. 

You  see  from  the  chart  the  President 
abdicated  his  leadership  this  year  in 
the  budget  process.  My  Democrat  col- 
leagues in  this  body  now  have  to  decide 
a  simple  question.  Do  they  follow  their 
leader  in  abdication  and  risk  being  the 
party  of  abdication  or  do  they  offer  the 
country  their  vision  in  the  form  of  an 
alternative?  That  is  the  question.  It  is 
easy  to  say  what  you  are  against,  but 
what  are  you  for?  The  American  people 
want  to  know  The  American  people 
have  a  right  to  know. 

During  deliberations  in  the  commit- 
tee, I  read  a  number  of  quotes  from  the 
CoNGRES.sioNAi,  RECORD  that  were  ut- 
tered by  Democrats  on  the  Budget 
Committee.  They  spoke  those  words  on 
the  Senate  floor  during  debate  on  the 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget. 

I  am  not  going  to  read  those  quotes 
today  because  I  do  not  intend  to  em- 
barrass anybody,  but  I  have  those 
quotes  right  here  if  anybody  wants  to 
know  what  they  are.  In  sum,  they  said 
this  during  F'ebruary:  "We  don't  need  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget.  We  should  do  it  in  the 
Budget  Committee." 

So,  they  implied,  let  us  just  roll  up 
our  sleeves  and  get  to  work  on  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002.  But 
when  it  came  to  the  Democrats  voting 
on  a  motion  by  the  chairman  express- 
ing the  desire  for  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002,  all  but  one  brave  soul 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  re- 
treated, sounded  retreat  and  voted 
against  it. 

Again,  Mr.  President,  that  begs  a 
very  important  question:  What  is  their 
plan?  What  is  their  vision? 

This  is  then  an  issue  of  credibility. 
You  cannot  talk  the  talk  until  you 
walk  the  walk.  And  all  we  hear  is  snip- 
ing and  wailing  about  what  they  are 
against.  It  is  real  easy  to  pick  out  a 
program  in  isolation  and  attack  the 
whole  Republican  plan  for  a  balanced 
budget.  But  until  you  put  it  in  the  con- 
text of  your  own  balanced  budget  alter- 
native, your  concerns  ring  hollow  and 
there  is  no  credibility.  If  you  want  to 
snipe  about  the  Republican  budget  and 
if  you  want  to  have  credibility  in  doing 
so,  you  have  to  have  an  alternative  bal- 
anced budget  plan. 
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You  might  ask:  Why  do  they  have  to 
have  a  balanced  budget?  Well,  it  is  sim- 
ple. The  public  is  demanding  one,  and 
because  it  is  our  duty  and  obligation  to 
this  country's  future  and,  of  course,  to 
the  future  generations  of  Americans. 
And  not  the  least  reason  of  which  is 
that  the  other  side  said  during  the  Feb- 
ruary debate  that  they  wanted  a  bal- 
anced budget.  They  said  that  during 
the  debate  on  the  constitutional 
amendment. 

Or.  of  course,  they  can  choose  the 
President's  path,  and  they  can  put 
business  as  usual  on  automatic  pilot. 

So  I  say  to  them:  Show  us  your  vi- 
sion. Show  us  how  you  get  us  there. 
Show  us  how  you  get  there  in  7  years, 
just  like  you  said  on  the  floor  in  Feb- 
ruary. If  you  do  not  do  that,  you  will 
be  all  talk  and  no  action.  You  will  be 
following  your  leader  in  the  ^^^lite 
House  in  abdication  of  responsibility 
and  then  you  risk  becoming  the  party 
of  abdication. 

Now,  I  think  I  can  claim  for  myself, 
this  Senator  from  Iowa,  that  I  have 
worked  closely  with  the  other  side  over 
the  years  for  more  deficit  reduction 
than  the  leadership  of  their  party  or 
even  our  party  maybe  wanted. 

Last  year  was  just  one  of  the  latest 
examples.  I  happened  to  join  my  good 
friend.  Senator  EXON  from  Nebraska, 
the  Democratic  leader  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  in  sponsoring  the  Exon- 
Grassley  amendment.  That  saved  the 
taxpayers  $13  billion.  I  am  the  only  Re- 
publican on  the  Budget  Committee  who 
can  claim  to  have  voted  for  a  Demo- 
cratic budget  resolution  in  getting  a 
budget  to  the  floor. 

I  joined  the  other  side  those  times 
because  they  were  responsible,  fair,  and 
tough  on  the  deficit.  I  did  so  even  when 
it  meant  criticizing  the  President  of 
m.y  own  party. 

My  colleagues  on  this  side  know  full 
well  that  I  have  been  willing  to  criti- 
cize past  Republican  Presidents.  And  I 
now  make  this  same  charge  against 
this  President  for  the  budget  that  he 
submitted  this  year.  It  had  no  credibil- 
ity regarding  deficit  reduction.  He 
punted,  to  the  Congress.  He  took  a  va- 
cation on  reducing  the  deficit. 

What  I  am  saying  now  is — and  I  be- 
lieve I  have  sufficient  credibility  to  say 
it— if  you  do  not  offer  a  credible  bal- 
anced budget  alternative  to  Chairman 
DOMENicis  mark,  you  Democrats  risk 
becoming  the  party  of  abdication  as  far 
as  the  public's  desire  for  a  balanced 
budget  is  concerned. 

You  might  even  come  up  with  a  plan 
that  I  could  support,  as  I  have  done  in 
the  past.  That  is,  if  it  were  balanced.  I 
want  it  balanced  in  the  year  2002  if  you 
want  me  to  vote  with  you  Democrats. 
But  until  you  walk  the  walk,  the  credi- 
bility will  not  be  there. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  new  times. 
These  are  times  that  require  a  vision. 
These  are  times  that  require  a  plan  to 
get  where  you  are  viewing.  You  have  to 


find  a  way  to  balance  your  present  day 
priorities  with  long-term  needs  to  pre- 
serve the  future  for  coming  genera- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  we — not  just  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate — we— not  just  people 
inside  the  beltway— we — you,  all  the 
people  of  America,  this  generation— 
cannot  live  just  for  today.  We  have  to 
live  for  today  and  we  have  to  live  for 
tomorrow. 

We  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  have  pre- 
sented a  vision  and  we  have  presented 
a  plan  to  get  there.  The  question  now, 
Mr.  President,  is:  "Where's  theirs?  "  I 
want  to  repeat:  "Where's  theirs?" 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  and  reserve  it  for  the  Repub- 
licans. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABR.\H.->iM).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  in  answer 
to  my  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
the  State  of  Iowa,  "Where's  theirs? 
Where's  theirs?"— I  assume  we  are 
going  to  be  hearing  that  over  and  over 
again— "Where's  theirs?"  was  enun- 
ciated by  this  Senator  in  the  remarks  I 
made  in  opening  this  debate. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do,  I  advise  my 
friend  and  colleague  and  oftentimes  as- 
sociate, is  to  simply  say  that  we  are  of- 
fering a  series  of  amendments  to  the 
Republican  budget  that  has  been  of- 
fered, frankly,  in  a  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion. 

We  will  be  doing  here  essentially  the 
same  thing  that  we  did  in  the  budget 
markup.  And  that  is  simply  to  reach 
out  the  hand  of  friendship  and  under- 
standing and  hopefully  reach  some 
kind  of  a  bipartisan  compromise  by  not 
rejecting  the  budget  offered  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
But,  as  I  said  in  my  opening  remarks, 
I  salute  the  hard  work  that  had  been 
done. 

"Where's  theirs,"  it  should  be  under- 
stood very  clearly  by  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  and  everyone  else,  that  "Where's 
theirs?"  is  simply  the  situation  that 
we  are  trying  to  recognize  that  in  some 
instances  you  have  done  a  good  job. 
And  "Where's  theirs?"  is  that  in  good 
faith  we  are  trying  to  get  you  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  to  quit  knocking  down 
and  rejecting  every  suggestion  that  we 
have  made. 

And  I  think  that  anyone  who  looked 
at  the  amendments  that  we  offered 
would  have  had  to  say  that  at  least 
they  were  in  good  faith  and  debatable. 
Basically  what  we  did,  time  after  time 
on  a  whole  series  of  amendments,  was 
to  say,  we  believe  that  there  are  some 
good,  overall  parameters  offered  by 
Senator  Domenici,  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  in  his  mark.  But 
we  happen  to  feel  that  some  of  the  cuts 
on  veterans  programs,  on  Medicare,  on 
Medicaid,  and  others  that  we  have  an- 
nounced and  enumerated — and  I  talked 
about  most  of  them  in  my  opening  re- 
marks— simply  take  money  out  of  the 
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money  that  is  reserved  for  the  tax  cut 
that  is  clearly  indicated  in  the  budget 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  $170  billion  that  is  in  the  Domenici 
mark  and  reserved  only  for  tax  cuts. 

What  we  are  saying  is,  why  can  we 
not  reason  together?  Why  can  you  not 
give  up  on  the  tax  cut,  that  you  want 
to  help  out  and  cut  down  to  some  ex- 
tent, a  considerable  extent,  the  hit 
that  we  think  is  being  unfairly  taken 
by  Medicare.  Medicaid,  by  farm  pro- 
grams, by  taking  away  earned-income 
tax  credit,  by  the  cuts  in  education  and 
others'' 

We  just  say.  give  us  a  little  bit. 
Maybe  we  can  go  along. 

I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen 
ator  from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  good  Senator  from  Nebraska  for 
yielding.  I  want  to.  before  I  begin  my 
formal  remarks,  identify  myself  with 
his  statements  to  the  Senator  from 
Iowa.  The  Senator  from  Iowa  made  a 
very  strong  speech.  "Where's  theirs?" 
Well,  that  is  a  lovely  slogan.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is  you  are  going  to  have 
a  chance  to  see  what  we  have  in  mind, 
just  as  you  did  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, where  I  proudly  serve  with  my 
friend  from  Iowa, 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  we  are 
going  to  be  offering  a  series  of  amend- 
ments that  take  that  Republican  budg- 
et that  we  think,  frankly,  is  a  retreat 
from  the  American  dream  and  try  to 
fix  it  and  try  to  fix  it  the  way  we  think 
the  vast  majority  of  Americans  would 
fix  it. 

So  my  friend  from  Iowa  will  have  a 
chance  to  find  out  what  the  Democrats 
think  is  important.  He  is  going  to  find 
out.  and  if  he  acts  true  to  course,  he 
will  vote  against  everyt'ning  'oecause 
those  Republicans  do  not  want  to 
touch  the  $170  billion  they  have  re- 
served to  give  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthi- 
est. Those  over  S350.000  will  get  $20,000 
back  each  and  every  year,  while  the 
drastic  cuts  in  programs  that  my 
friend  from  Iowa  says.  "We're  doing  it 
for  the  children,"  cause  nothing  but 
pain  for  the  children. 

As  we  offer  up  our  amendments,  they 
will  not  change  the  date  in  which  this 
budget  is  in  balance.  It  will  be  kept  at 
2002.  That  will  not  change  by  one  1 
minute  or  1  day.  But  what  will 
change— what  will  change— are  the  pri- 
orities of  this  Nation,  and  that  is  why 
I  so  relish  this  debate  on  the  budget 
and  why  I  was  so  honored  to  go  on  the 
Budget  Committee  of  the  US.  Senate. 
I  served  on  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee as  well,  because  what  could  be  more 
important  than  what  we  spend  tax- 
payers' money  on?  What  could  be  more 
important  than  that?  When  you  read 
the  preamble  of  the  Constitution— and 
I  recommend  that  you  do  it  as  often  as 
possible — you  will  find  out  that  we  do 
have  to  establish  a  system  of  justice. 
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that  we  do  have  to  provide  for  the  com- 
mon defense,  that  we  do  have  to  pro- 
mote the  general  welfare  and  make 
sure  that  the  blessings  of  this  great 
country  are  endowed  on  future  genera- 
tions. That  is  the  function  of  the  U,S, 
Government, 

Now,  we  can  argue  around  the  edges, 
but  it  is  our  responsibility  to  fulfill 
that  very  solemn  pledge  we  take  when 
we  raise  our  right  hand  and  we  swear 
to  God  that  we  will,  in  fact,  uphold  this 
Constitution  from  enemies  both  foreign 
and  domestic.  I  take  that  oath  very  se- 
riously, I  think  that  the  budget  of  the 
United  States  of  America  is  where  we 
lay  out  for  the  American  people  how 
we  hope  to  do  that. 

Mr,  President.  I  believe  this  budget 
resolution,  this  Republican  budget  res- 
olution is  a  cruel  retreat  from  the 
American  dream  because  it,  among 
other  things,  will  take  money  out  of 
the  pockets  of  working  people,  college 
students,  senior  citizens  and  place  it  in 
the  pockets  of  the  wealthy.  It  is  Robin 
Hood  in  reverse.  It  is  just  what  we 
should  not  be  doing. 

When  I  listen  to  some  of  the  debate 
and  I  hear  my  colleague.  Senator 
Gr.^.mm  from  Texas,  and  I  have  heard 
him  say  it  many  times,  he  says,  "What 
I  want  to  do  as  a  Republican  is  take 
the  money  out  of  the  pockets  of  the 
Government  and  put  it  in  the  pockets 
of  the  people,"  Well,  if  he  believes  that, 
he  will  not  support  this  Republican 
budget,  because  this  Republican  budget 
takes  money  out  of  the  pockets  of  the 
seniors,  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  stu- 
dents, out  of  the  pockets  of  those  who 
work  so  hard  and  earn  $28,000  a  year  or 
less,  and  what  does  it  do"  It  puts  it  in 
the  pockets  of  the  wealthy.  That  is 
wrong.  That  is  wrong,  and  that  is  what 
has  been  hidden  in  this  debate  and  that 
is  why  I  relish  this  debate. 

When  I  say  that  this  budget  is  a  cruel 
retreat  from  the  American  dream,  I 
know  what  I  am  talking  about  because 
I  am  a  product  of  the  American  dream. 
I  am  a  first  generation  American,  My 
mother  never  graduated  from  high 
school.  Both  sides  of  the  family  es- 
caped from  oppression,  and  it  was 
America  that  gave  us  the  dream.  If 
there  is  anything  that  I  am  going  to 
do— anything  that  I  am  going  to  do  in 
the  Senate— it  is  to  make  sure  future 
generations  of  Americans  have  the 
same  chance  that  I  had  as  a  little  girl 
growing  up  in  a  tiny  little  apartment. 

In  this  great  Nation,  my  father  could 
get  an  education,  the  first  child  in  a 
family  of  nine  to  go  to  college,  and  he 
went  at  night  and  worked  hard,  and  he 
worked  by  day.  Then  later,  when  he 
had  a  couple  of  children,  he  worked 
hard  and  he  went  to  law  school  at  night 
and  became  a  professional.  He  did  it  be- 
cause of  America.  They  were  able  to 
save  and  send  their  children  to  college. 
One  is  a  professor  and  another  is  a  US, 
Senator,  That  is  the  American  dream, 
and  this  budget  is  a  cruel  retreat  from 
the  American  dream. 


What  really  riles  me  is  that  Repub- 
lican after  Republican  will  get  up  and 
say,  'We're  doing  this  for  our  children. 
This  is  a  gift  to  our  children," 

I  will  tell  you  what  kind  of  gift  it  is. 
Imagine  you  are  a  little  kid  and  you 
get  a  big  box  for  your  birthday  and  it 
is  wrapped  in  a  beautiful  ribbon  and 
you  open  it  up  and  nothing  is  in  it. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  budget  for 
children— nothing. 

Children  are  attacked  in  this  budget. 
Education  is  slashed  in  this  budget, 
and  I  am  looking  forward  to  working 
with  my  colleague  from  Illinois,  who 
you  will  hear  from  soon,  and  with  Sen- 
ator Ken.nedy,  and  with  Senator  H.\R- 
KIN  to  restore  those  cuts  in  education 
and,  yes,  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Iowa, 
we  will  make  that  amendment  revenue 
neutral.  It  will  not  change  your  bal- 
anced budget  one  bit.  But  you  will  have 
to  walk  the  line  and  send  a  message  to 
the  children.  Do  you  really  care  about 
their  education?  Do  you  care  about  the 
fact  that  in  your  budget  there  will  be 
550,000  fewer  children  in  Head  Start; 
that  the  average  college  student  will 
have  to  pay  nearly  $5,000  more  for  a 
loan,  and  if  they  are  a  graduate  stu- 
dent, between  $3,000  and  $6,000  more  for 
a  loan. 

We  are  going  to  fix  that  in  the  con- 
text of  your  budget.  If  you  want  to  vote 
against  it,  that  is  fine,  but  do  not  tell 
us  that  we  are  not  acting  responsibly, 
because  we  are  going  to  give  you 
amendment  after  amendment.  We  are 
going  to  give  you  one  on  Medicare.  We 
are  going  to  soften  the  hit. 

In  California,  we  have  over  3  million 
people  on  Medicare.  Let  me  give  you  a 
portrait.  The  average  woman  of  Medi- 
care age  today  has  an  income  of  $8,500 
a  year.  Think  about  that.  In  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  that  elderly  woman,  that 
grandma  nr  great-grandma  will  have  ro 
pay  $900  more  a  year  out  of  her  pocket 
for  medical  care,  and  the  care  will  be 
worse  and  her  choices  will  be  taken 
away.  So  do  not  tell  her  that  she  is  get- 
ting a  gift  in  this  budget.  She  is  get- 
ting hit. 

When  I  was  growing  up.  my  mother 
and  father  taught  me  to  respect  the  el- 
derly. That  is  not  respecting  the  elder- 
ly, to  take  that  money  out  of  her  pock- 
et and  put  it  in  the  pocket  of  someone 
who  earns  $350,000  a  year.  Forget  it 
from  this  Senator.  I  will  fight  that  as 
long  as  I  have  life  in  me.  That  is  dis- 
respect. And  we  talk  about  V-E  Day.  I 
heard  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee talk  about  V-E  Day.  I  want  to 
talk  about  V-E  Day.  because  I  had  un- 
cles who  went  to  war.  World  War  II, 
And  I  have  friends  who  fought  in  Viet- 
nam and  in  Korea.  What  is  the  gift  to 
them  in  this  budget?  We  cut  out  veter- 
ans benefits,  and  for  those  men  who 
fought,  we  cut  their  Medicare.  Oh,  that 
is  a  great  gift  for  our  elders  to  cele- 
brate V-E  Day.  This  is  a  cruel  budget, 
and  it  does  not  have  to  be.  As  my 
friend   from   Nebraska   said,   you  just 


take  that  money  that  you  squirreled 
away  in  your  little  lock  box  there  very 
cleverly— but  it  is  there — and  you  back 
off  that,  and  let  us  talk  business.  Let 
us  ease  the  burden  on  our  veterans.  Let 
us  ease  the  burden  on  our  children.  Let 
us  ease  the  burden  on  our  seniors,  and 
we  can  do  it  in  a  fiscally  responsible 
way. 

I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  some 
of  the  investments  that  we  are  walking 
away  from  in  this  budget.  And  before  I 
do,  I  want  to  make  one  more  point 
about  how  this  budget  hurts  those 
making  S28,000  a  year  or  less— families 
making  $28,000  a  year  or  less,  working. 

Under  Ronald  Reagan  we  started  the 
earned  income  tax  credit.  He  said  it 
was  the  best  antipoverty  program  he 
had  ever  seen.  What  does  it  do?  It  says 
to  those  hard-working  Americans  who 
earn  under  $28,000  a  year,  we  are  going 
to  ease  the  burden  of  your  payroll 
taxes  and  we  are  going  to  allow  you  to 
pay  fewer  taxes.  What  does  this  Repub- 
lican budget  do?  It  pulls  back  on  that 
program,  and  it  will  mean  $1,600  more 
over  7  years  to  those  hard-working 
families— $1,600  more  in  taxes  for  those 
people.  I  cannot  understand  it.  We  are 
raising  the  taxes  of  people  who  earn 
under  $28,000  a  year,  who  work  might- 
ily hard  for  that  money,  and  we  are 
lowering  the  taxes  of  those  who  make 
over  $350,000  a  year. 

There  must  be  some  symmetry  here. 
I  told  you  before  how  we  are  hurting 
those  students  who  have  student  loans. 
It  is  going  to  cost  them  much  more 
over  their  lifetime.  Do  you  know  what 
it  costs  to  go  to  a  private  college 
today?  It  is  $15,000  to  $20,000  a  year. 
After  the  Republicans  get  through  with 
this  budget,  only  the  wealthy  will  be 
able  to  go.  They  are  getting  $20,000  a 
year  back.  So  if  they  have  a  student  in 
their  family.  Uncle  -Sam  lust  paid  the 
way.  But  if  you  are  middle  class,  look 
out,  it  is  going  to  cost  you  almost 
$5,000  more  a  year,  middle-class  stu- 
dents for  undergraduate,  and  between 
$3,000  and  $6,000  more  for  graduate 
school,  at  a  time  when  we  know  we 
must  be  the  best  educated  in  order  to 
compete  in  the  world.  This  Republican 
budget  is  an  embarrassment  to  the  val- 
ues of  America. 

I  want  to  talk  about  another  short- 
sighted area.  National  Institutes  of 
Health.  These  are  the  scientists  that 
get  grants,  who  do  the  science  to  find 
the  cures  to  diseases.  You  think  about 
the  disease  in  your  family  that  you 
have  seen,  or  among  your  friends,  be  it 
heart  disease,  high  blood  pressure, 
AIDS,  cancer,  or  be  it  Alzheimer's, 
Parkinson's,  cystic  fibrosis,  you  can 
name  them.  Everyone  has  been  touched 
by  something  in  their  lives.  The  NIH, 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  gives  out 
grants  to  scientists,  and  we  have  cre- 
ated Nobel  Prize  winners  and  they  are 
finding  the  cures  for  disease.  I  had  a 
meeting  with  Dr.  Varmus  who  heads 
NIH  in  my  office  yesterday,  and  this 
budget  is  even  worse  than  I  thought. 
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Under  current  funding,  for  every  four 
grants  that  are  approved — in  other 
words,  if  scientists  come  forward  with 
a  good  possibility  of  finding  a  cure  for 
a  disease,  one  in  four  of  those  applica- 
tions is  approved.  I  wish  we  could  ap- 
prove and  fund  all  four.  We  can  fund 
one  in  four.  Under  this  Republican 
budget,  we  will  be  lucky  to  fund  1  in 
100  new  applications — 1  in  100.  Now,  you 
do  not  have  to  be  too  smart  to  know 
that  this  is  shortsighted.  We  are  one 
plane  ride  away  from  disaster.  You 
have  read  about  this  ebola  virus.  We 
are  one  plane  ride  away  from  disaster, 
and  we  are  unilaterally  disarming  our 
scientists  in  this  country. 

Now.  I  have  to  say  this.  I  believe  if  I 
went  up  to  one  of  my  constituents  who 
earned  $350,000  a  year  and  I  said,  "What 
would  you  rather  have,  a  tax  break,  or 
you  could  take  that  money  and  you 
could  bring  home  a  cure  for  cancer?"  I 
honest-to-God  believe  they  would  say, 
"My  goodness.  Senator,  if  you  could 
promise  me  that,  certainly  I  would  give 
that  tax  break  up." 

So  what  are  we  doing  in  this  budget? 
We  are  retreating  from  the  American 
dream,  we  are  walking  away  from 
science,  we  are  giving  up  in  the  face  of 
international  global  competition.  And 
what  for?  My  friends  will  say  that  it  is 
all  worth  it.  It  is  all  worth  it — hurting 
the  seniors — although  they  will  say  to 
you,  "We  are  not  cutting  Medicare,  we 
are  just  lessening  the  increase." 

Let  me  tell  you  about  that  myth. 
When  more  people  turn  65  and  older,  it 
is  going  to  take  more  money  to  cover 
those  people.  And,  guess  what,  we  are 
living  longer  and  do  we  not  like  to 
have  our  grandmas  and  grandpas 
around?  With  better  technology,  it 
costs  more  for  the  Medicare  Program.  I 
do  not  think  we  want  to  deny  our 
grandmas  and  grandpas  the  best  tech- 
nology. I  know  I  do  not. 

So  they  are  going  to  tell  you  that  the 
Democrats  are  exaggerating  the  pain  of 
this  budget.  We  are  not  exaggerating 
the  pain  of  this  budget;  we  are  telling 
you  the  truth,  and  we  are  telling  you 
the  only  reason  you  are  being  asked  to 
take  this  pain— the  children,  seniors, 
veterans,  the  scientists,  education,  and 
the  rest — is  to  give  big  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthiest  among  us.  I  say  this 
budget  should  be  defeated.  We  should 
argue  the  facts.  We  should  bring  the 
facts  to  the  American  people,  and  I 
hope  they  wake  up  and  participate  in 
this  debate  and  engage  in  this  debate 
and  let  their  leaders  know  this  budget 
is  not  a  blueprint  for  the  future,  it  is  a 
blueprint  for  disaster. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
jrlelds  time? 

Mr  EXON.  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  and  I  thank 


him  for  his  leadership.  It  is  not  easy 
leading  a  group  of  Democrats  who  wan- 
der all  over  the  place  on  these  issues. 
Senator  Exon  has  done  an  admirable 
job.  I  also  commend  Senator  Domenici 
for  moving  toward  a  balanced  budget 
here.  I  think  he  has  shown  courage  and 
the  kind  of  leadership  that  is  needed.  I 
heard  Senator  Grassley  say.  "What 
can  one  person  do?"  I  think  Senator 
Domenici  has  contributed. 

I  am  concerned.  I  wish  this  were 
backed  up  with  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  for  two  reasons.  One  is 
that  the  reality  from  all  of  the  econo- 
metric studies  is  that  interest  rates 
would  really  come  down  if  we  had  this 
backed  up  with  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  The  financial  markets  do 
not  know  whether  this  is  going  to  stick 
even  if  it  stopped  it.  And  I  think  there 
is  good  reason  to  believe  it  may  not 
stick. 

Our  history— and  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Washington  on  the  floor,  who  was 
here  when  we  voted  for  Gramm-Rud- 
man— is  that  we  keep  legislative  solu- 
tions for  a  balanced  budget  about  2 
years,  and  then  they  become  too  politi- 
cally awkward  and  we  give  them  up.  If 
we  had  a  constitutional  amendment, 
we  would  have,  at  a  minimum,  another 
$170  billion  that  could  be  available  for 
education  and  Medicare  and  other 
things. 

One  of  the  ironies  is  that  the  AARP. 
which  understandably  is  concerned 
with  what  is  happening  in  Medicare, 
was  opposed  to  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  which  could,  today,  make 
more  money  available  for  Medicare. 

I  am  also  concerned,  and  I  mentioned 
this  in  the  Budget  Committee,  that  our 
atmosphere  has  become  more  partisan 
than  it  should  be.  We  really  ought  to 
be  working  together  on  these  things. 

I  am  not  blaming  either  party.  This 
thing  has  just  kind  of  grown  over  the 
years.  I  do  not  think  it  is  helpful  to  ei- 
ther party  or  to  the  Nation. 

I  voted  for  Senator  Do.mknici's  reso- 
lution to  have  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  I  voted  against  the  final 
package  because  I  believe  the  priorities 
are  wrong.  I  think  they  are  wrong  for 
the  reasons  I  will  spell  out  here. 

First  of  all,  they  assume  that  there 
will  be  a  tax  cut  if  we  have  some  inter- 
est savings.  This  is  not  the  time  we 
should  have  a  tax  cut.  I  face  a  choice  of 
giving  myself  a  little  bit  of  a  bonus— I 
do  not  like  paying  taxes  any  more  than 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  or  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  or  anyplace  else- 
giving  myself  a  little  bit  of  a  bonus,  or 
giving  my  three  grandchildren  a  bonus 
and  making  life  better  for  them. 

I  do  not  think  Americans  have  any 
hesitancy  in  saying,  "Let's  get  that 
deficit  down.  Let's  not  give  ourselves  a 
tax  cut."  The  tax-cut  premise  is  wrong. 
I  know  Senator  Domenici  had  to  fash- 
ion a  compromise  here.  Our  colleague 
from  Texas  is  going  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  specify  more  clearly  a  tax  cut. 


I  hope  his  amendment  is  resoundingly 
defeated. 

Second.  I  am  concerned  what  is  hap- 
pening to  education.  My  friend.  Sen- 
ator GR.A.SSLEY,  mentioned  this  is  a 
choice  between  their  budget  and  the 
status  quo.  Well,  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation, status  quo  would  be  appreciably 
better  than  cuts  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation. 

Every  study — I  do  not  care  whether  it 
is  by  a  conservative  think  tank  or  a 
liberal  think  tank— every  study  that 
questions  how  we  build  a  better  .Amer- 
ica says  we  will  have  to  invest  more  in 
education.  Yet  this  budget  goes  in  the 
opposite  direction. 

Title  I.  which  helps  poor  kids,  and 
has  done  some  real  solid  things,  the  re- 
ality is  that  if  this  is  adopted,  young 
people  in  Chicago,  East  St.  Louis.  De- 
troit, Omaha.  Seattle,  and  other  places 
represented  in  this  body,  will  see  some 
cuts.  Head  Start  is  going  to  be  cut 
back.  The  student  loan— part  of  this 
bill  is  that  there  will  be  rescissions 
that  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee  has  to  make.  The  Presiding 
Officer  sits  on  that  committee.  That 
committee  will  have  to  make  $14.7  bil- 
lion worth  of  savings  on  student  loans. 

Now.  the  document  talks  about  cut- 
ting back  on  graduate  education.  If  we 
totally  eliminate  assistance  for  grad- 
uate education,  we  .save  $2  billion.  That 
in  itself.  I  think,  is  wrong.  But  that 
leaves  $12.7  billion  that  we  still  have  to 
get.  That  means,  clearly,  we  will  have 
to  charge  interest  while  students  are  in 
college.  That  will  make  it  tougher  for 
them  when  they  get  out  of  school,  and 
I  also  think  will  discourage  some  from 
going  to  school. 

I  think  it  moves  the  country  in  the 
wrong  direction.  This  is  the  kind  of 
issue  where,  frankly,  instead  of  devis- 
ing a  partisan  document.  I  have  enough 
confidence  in  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  that  if 
we  could  have  been  able  to  sit  down  in 
a  bull  session  and  say  what  really  are 
the  national  priorities  and  forget 
whether  the  Democratic  or  the  Repub- 
lican Party  can  benefit  from  it.  I  do 
not  think  we  would  have  been  cutting 
back  on  education. 

I  heard  Senator  Boxer  talk  about 
cutting  back  on  NIH.  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health,  in  the  research  area. 
I  remember  Senator  H.^kkin  speaking 
on  this  floor,  mentioning  that  we  have 
spent  as  much  in  the  last  7  years  on 
military  research  as  we  have  spent  on 
health  care  research  since  the  begin- 
ning of  the  century.  I  have  never 
checked  out  that  figure,  but  it  was  a 
startling  figure.  It  is  probably  close  to 
accurate,  if  it  is  not  completely  accu- 
rate. 

I  .saw  my  father  die  of  leukemia.  So  I 
have  been  interested  in  what  has  hap- 
pened in  leukemia  research.  I  have 
seen  great  progress.  My  father  died  in 
1969.    Today    he    would    have    a    real 


enhance  of  living.  I  see  the  progress  that 
is  being  made,  and  I  want  to  continue 
that  progress  so  that  humanity  can 
benefit.  I  think  that  is  what  people 
want. 

Just  today  in  the  town  meeting  every 
Thursday  that  Senator  Carol 
Mo.seley-Braun  and  I  have  for  our  Illi- 
nois constituents,  the  multiple  sclero- 
sis Father  of  the  Year  was  there  with 
three  fine  young  boys  and  his  wife. 
Just  a  marvelous  family.  He  is  a  law- 
yer by  background,  struggling  just  to 
walk.  How  I  would  love  to  see  some 
kind  of  a  breakthrough  that  could  help 
him  and  his  family.  But  it  will  take 
dollars  to  do  it.  When  we  cut  back  on 
dollars  for  research,  we  are  preventing 
breakthroughs  that  we  need. 

Now  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  I  do  not 
suggest  that  they  do  not  have  to  take 
some  hit.  The  growth  is  clearly  exces- 
sive. But  the  kind  of  hit  we  are  talking 
about  is  going  to  hurt  a  lot  of  people. 
While  we  have  talked  primarily  about 
Medicare.  I  am  concerned  on  Medicaid. 
too.  Half  the  people  on  Medicaid  are 
children— poor  children.  I  do  not  think 
the  American  people  want  to  cut  back 
on  health  care  for  poor  children.  Yet 
that  is  what  happens. 

Then  I  heard  Senator  Grassley  say 
in  the  Budget  Committee,  accurately, 
he  said  there  is  only  one  sacred  cow  in 
this— I  am  not  talking  about  agri- 
culture here.  Senator  ExoN— there  is 
only  one  sacred  cow  in  this  budget. 
That  is  defense. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  question 
that  that  is  accurate.  Yes,  we  have  cut 
back  defense  spending  some.  But  rel- 
ative to  what  other  nations  have  done, 
we  have  not  done  it  much.  We  are 
spending  more  than  the  next  eight  na- 
tions combined  are  spending  on  de- 
fense . 

We  are  continuing  to  spend  money  on 
B-2  bombers.  What  is  the  purpose  of  a 
B  2  bomber?  To  penetrate  Soviet  radar. 
There  are  only  two  problems.  There  is 
not  any  Soviet  Union  and  there  is  not 
any  Soviet  radar.  They  are  useless.  We 
could  not  use  them  in  Desert  Storm. 
We  do  not  use  them  in  Haiti.  We  do  not 
use  them  in  the  practical  problems 
that  we  face.  We  are  spending  money 
for  yesterday's  war.  We  can  cut  back 
and  do  better. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  things 
that  I  think  are  wrong  in  this  budget, 
including  one  small  one.  I  was  pleased 
to  have  Senator  Bond  from  your  side  of 
the  Budget  Committee  vote  with  me  to 
restore  this.  This  is  the  antifraud  com- 
pliance group  that  will  save  $5  for 
every  $1  we  put  into  it.  The  estimate  is 
if  we  have  this  antifraud  compliance 
group  in.  the  IRS.  we  will  save  $9.2  bil- 
lion over  a  5-year-period.  I  believe  the 
estimate  was.  .\nd  we  are  talking 
about  a  7-year  budget.  So  it  would  be 
significantly  more  than  that. 

I  understand  when  people  say  we 
should  not  have  any  tax  increases. 
though  frankly  I  think  we  should  be 


more  candid  with  the  American  public 
that,  of  the  224  industrial  nations,  we 
are  224th  in  the  percentage  of  our  in- 
come that  goes  for  taxation.  We  have 
the  lowest  taxes  on  gasoline,  for  exam- 
ple, of  any  country  outside  of  Saudi 
Arabia.  You  go  through  a  whole  series 
of  things  like  that. 

But  for  people  who  say  we  do  not 
want  any  tax  increases.  I  understand.  I 
do  not  understand  why.  when  so  many 
of  us  pay  taxes  and  comply  with  the 
law.  we  do  not  want  to  go  after  those 
who  are  cheating.  That  is  what  that 
amendment  does.  Senator  Glenn  and  I 
will  have  an  amendment  on  the  floor  to 
deal  with  that. 

Finally,  1  would  like  to  deal  with 
Senator  Gra.s.sley's  question.  What  are 
we  for?  First  of  all.  you  will  see  in  a  se- 
ries of  amendments  that  we  will  be  pro- 
posing what  we  are  for  in  terms  of 
shifts.  Senator  Exon  will  have  at  least 
one  amendment.  Senator  Kennedy  will 
have  an  amendment.  Others  will  have 
amendments.  But  there  will  also  be  an 
amendment  that  some  of  us  will  offer, 
a  more  comprehensive  amendment.  I 
do  not  know  how  many  votes  we  are 
going  to  get.  I  hope  there  will  be  people 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  who  will 
look  at  this  carefully.  I  think  the  pri- 
orities are  wrong  here. 

That  we  should  move  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget,  absolutely.  Pete  Do.men- 
ici  is  to  be  commended  for  moving  us  in 
that  direction.  But  that  we  should  have 
priorities  that  hurt  the  most  vulner- 
able in  our  society,  I  do  not  think  that 
makes  sense.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
what  the  American  people  are  for. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  remaindei' 
of  my  time  back  to  Senator  ExoN. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
colleague  from  Illinois  and  my  col- 
league from  California,  who  spoke  be- 
fore him.  for  their  excellent  presen- 
tations and  the  direct  way  that  they 
tell  what  we  are  trying  to  do  to  be  con- 
structive on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  I 
very  much  appreciated  the  dedicated 
work  of  both  of  them  on  the  Budget 
Committee.  They  have  been  extremely 
helpful,  very  helpful  in  the  markup 
process.  I  thank  them  for  their  excel- 
lent remarks  to  set  the  record  straight 
about  the  constructive  posture  we  are 
trying  to  take  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  the  great  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  ranking  member.  As  the 
Senate  begins  its  debate  on  the  concur- 
rent budget  resolution.  I  would  like  to 
offer  a  few  comments  also  on  the  work 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  and  espe- 
cially on  a  subject  about  which  I  have 
had  a  particular  concern,  and  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  tax  cut;  whether  it 
makes  sense  to  have  tax  cuts  at  this 
time  part  of  the  budget  resolution. 

The  first  thing  I  want  to  do  is  praise 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  not  only 
for  his  work  on  the  Budget  Committee 
but  for  the  fact  that  he  was  one  of  the 


very  first  Members  of  this  body  to 
point  out— and  to  join  me  in  my  efforts 
to  say— we  really  cannot  consistently 
say  we  are  trying  to  reduce  the  deficit 
and  have  tax  cuts.  So  I  appreciate  his 
leadership  on  that.  He  has  done  that 
consistently  throughout  the  Budget 
Committee  process. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  whole 
Budget  Committee  and  its  chairman, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  for  the 
work  that  was  done  on  the  concurrent 
budget  resolution.  As  the  debate 
unfolds  on  the  concurrent  resolution, 
there  will  be  a  lot  of  opportunities  to 
criticize  the  particulars  of  the  docu- 
ment and  proposed  changes  to  it.  I  ex- 
pect to  do  both  of  those  things.  That  is 
the  nature  of  the  legislative  body  and 
the  consequence  of  the  diverse  prior- 
ities that  are  represented  here.  Before 
that  debate,  though.  Chairman  Domen- 
ici should  be  lauded  for  his  effort.  I  was 
especially  pleased  with  his  ability  to 
keep  the  budget  deliberations  in  com- 
mittee clearly  focused  on  the  issue  of 
reducing  the  deficit. 

We  have  different  approaches  to  how 
we  gel  there,  but  there  has  to  be  a  uni- 
fied, bipartisan  commitment  that  at 
the  end  of  this  budget  resolution  we 
will  have  a  resolution  that  calls  for  a 
date  certain— and  I  think  it  should  be 
the  year  2002  or  earlier— for  a  balanced 
budget  to  be  achieved. 

Those  who  are  serious  about  deficit 
reduction  have  to  make  tough  choices 
about  where  and  how  much  to  cut.  and 
I  think  we  have  to  make  those  choices 
right  now.  When  I  ran  for  the  Senate,  I 
proposed  a  specific  plan  that  would 
have  provided  for  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  1998.  I  still  think  that  would 
work.  But  at  this  point,  given  the  re- 
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year  2002,  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
significant  achievement. 

But  as  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
faced  not  only  the  same  tough  choices 
the  rest  of  us  had  to  face,  his  choices 
had  to  achieve  a  consensus  out  of  the 
committee  so  he  could  get  a  majority. 
I  will  add  that  the  ability  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee  to  craft  a  document  that 
at  least  the  majority  party  argues 
achieves  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002  does  underscore  my  belief  that  we 
do  not  need,  and  did  not  need,  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget. 

How  can  this  process  even  be  unfold- 
ing if  we  need  a  balanced  budget 
amendment?  The  line  was  they  simply 
will  never  get  down  to  business  if  we  do 
not  change  the  Constitution.  But  the 
product  of  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee proves  that  we  did  not  have  to  mess 
around  with  the  Constitution,  we  just 
had  to  get  together  in  committee  and 
on  the  floor  and  do  the  job  now. 

I  think  that  is  very  important  be- 
cause people  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
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we  devoted  a  month  out  here  to  dis- 
cussing the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. I  think  we  did  the  right  thing 
when  we  defeated  it. 

But  now  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
show  not  only  that  it  was  not  nec- 
essary, but  that  we  did  not  have  to 
wait  for  the  States  to  ratify  it  and  sort 
of  get  started  on  the  project  late  in 
this  decade,  but  that  we  can  do  it  right 
now.  We  can  do  it  this  very  year 
through  the  budget  process.  I  know  it 
is  tough.  I  know  some  Budget  Commit- 
tee members  are  on  record  supporting 
significant  tax  cuts.  Obviously  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  would  love  to  be 
able  to  vote  for  ta,x  cuts. 

But  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee rightly  decided  that  the  first 
priority  of  the  committee  is  not  tax 
cuts  but  deficit  reduction.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  absolutely  right 
and.  given  the  political  pressures  he 
faced  in  this  regard,  I  think  he  deserves 
credit  for  his  efforts.  He  tried.  He  tried 
very  hard.  He  came  up  short,  but  he 
improved  the  House  version,  the  ver- 
sion of  the  other  body,  which  provides 
for  even  more  enormous  tax  cuts. 

So  that  was  progress.  I  wish  I  could 
say.  though,  that  those  efforts  spelled 
the  end  of  the  push  for  tax  cuts.  I  re- 
gret that  even  the  Senate  budget  reso- 
lution itself  leaves  the  door  wide  open 
for  tax  cuts.  Do  not  let  anyone  tell  you 
the  Senate  budget  resolution  does  not 
contemplate  tax  cuts  within  this  7-year 
period  It  does  and  they  would  be  very 
large:  to  the  tune  of.  apparently,  at 
least  $170  billion. 

That  document  creates  a  special 
budget  surplus  allowance  dedicated 
solely  for  tax  cuts.  Although  I  cer- 
tainly think  an  excellent  job  was  done 
in  many  respects,  that  special  fund  is 
an  invitation  for  trouble  if  we  are 
going  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit  and 
eliminate  it.  The  $170  billion  tax  cut 
fund  is  a  cookie  jar.  It  is  a  special  fund 
put  away  that  could  be  used  for  deficit 
reduction,  or  to  restore  the  Medicare 
cuts  and  the  student  loan  cuts  and  the 
agriculture  cuts  that  are  a  part  of  this 
document. 

I  have  to  reiterate,  we  could  get  more 
deficit  reduction  or  we  could  still  have 
a  completely  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002  and  not  do  those  very  harsh 
cuts  to  the  tune  of  $256  billion  to  Medi- 
care. We  need  to  eliminate  this  kitty, 
this  cookie  jar  for  the  tax  cut.  Not 
only  is  it  $170  billion  but  the  special 
fund  will  almost  certainly  lure  propos- 
als to  enact  even  more  significant  tax 
cuts.  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  chair- 
man's intent.  In  fact.  I  think  it  is  just 
the  opposite.  But  I  think  that  is  what 
will  happen.  And  once  the  focus  of  our 
work  is  shifted  from  deficit  reduction 
to  tax  cuts,  I  think  it  will  be  a  very 
short  route  to  another  tax-cut  bidding 
war. 

If  we  have  that  war  it  will  undo  the 
progress  we  made  in  the  103d  Congress 
and   the   further  progress  I  think   the 


Budget  Committee  is  trying  to  make 
with  regard  to  reducing  the  deficit.  In 
fact,  it  was  just  that  kind  of  tax-cut 
bidding  war  in  the  1980's  that  got  us 
into  this  terrible  mess  in  the  first 
place. 

A  major  tax  cut  is  not  only  fiscally 
imprudent;  it  may  undermine  the  pub- 
lic confidence  we  have  to  have  to  pur- 
sue the  painful  cuts  necessary  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget.  The  tax  cut 
may  be  the  crown  jewel  of  the  Repub- 
lican contract,  but  it  is  really  a  lump 
of  coal  for  the  children  and  grand- 
children of  our  future  who  get  stuck 
with  the  debt  and  paying  interest  on 
the  debt  because  we  did  not  have  the 
guts  to  eliminate  the  tax  cut  today. 

If  the  American  people  believe  we  are 
playing  it  straight  with  them,  that  the 
cuts  we  enact  are  fair  and  honest,  then 
they  will  support  the  work  product  and 
make  the  sacrifices  needed  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  willingly.  If.  however, 
they  believe  that  this  process  is  noth- 
ing more  than  politics  as  usual,  that 
we  are  enacting  a  fiscally  irresponsible 
tax  cut  for  the  sake  of  a  political  agen- 
da, then  they  will  rightly  question  the 
sincerity  and  fairness  and  prudence  of 
the  cuts  in  the  budget  package,  and 
any  hope  for  progress  on  this  will  be 
dashed. 

Inclusion  of  any  type  of  a  major  tax- 
cut  measure  in  this  year's  budget  reso- 
lution sends  us  in  the  wrong  direction. 
Deficit  reduction  has  to  be  our  highest 
priority,  not  tax  cuts.  Enacting  tax 
cuts  at  a  time  when  we  are  still  fight- 
ing the  deficit  could  well  hurt  those 
families  whom  the  tax  cut  is  supposed 
to  help. 

It  is  the  middle  class  who  will  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  higher  interest  rates 
that  could  be  triggered  by  a  tax  cut, 
and  their  children  who  will  bear  much 
of  the  burden  of  the  continually  esca- 
lating national  debt. 

Mr.  President,  this  should  not  be,  and 
I  do  not  think  this  really  is  a  partisan 
issue. 

For  my  own  part.  I  have  opposed  the 
tax  cut  proposals  that  Members  of  both 
parties  have  offered. 

Last  November,  I  opposed  the  tax 
cuts  included  in  the  Contract  With 
America.  But  I  also  opposed  my  own 
President's  tax  cut  plan  on  the  day  he 
announced  it. 

Since  then,  some  of  both  parties  have 
advanced  tax  cut  proposals.  But  I  am 
happy  to  say  that  Members  of  both  par- 
ties have  joined  me  in  challenging  the 
wisdom  of  these  proposals.  The  momen- 
tum in  this  body  is  against  a  tax  cut. 
The  momentum  was  begun  by  the  good 
work  of  the  Budget  Committee  which 
at  least  relegated  the  tax  cuts  to  this 
cookie  jar.  That  was  the  first  step.  The 
whole  Senate  should  finish  it  off.  Let 
us  get  it  off  the  table,  and  make  this 
budget  about  one  thing  and  one  thing 
only:  and,  that  is,  getting  rid  of  the 
Federal  deficit  once  and  for  all  so  the 
people  in  this  country  can  get  rid  of 
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that  sick  feeling  in  their  stomachs  that 
the  people  out  here  in  Washington  are 
not  responsible  with  their  tax  dollars. 
so  that  kind  of  bipartisanship  is  en- 
couraging, not  only  the  issue  of  tax 
cuts,  but  also  on  the  issue  of  deficit  re- 
duction in  general. 

The  growing  bipartisan  opposition  to 
the  tax  cut  stems  from  a  belief  that 
deficit  reduction  is  the  higher  priority, 
that  the  savings  generated  by  these 
very,  very  tough  spending  cuts  have  to 
be  used  for  deficit  reduction  and  not 
tax  cuts.  In  that  common  belief  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  find  the  common 
ground  that  can  be  the  basis  of  a  truly 
bipartisan  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said,  before,  I 
stand  ready  to  participate  in  such  an 
effort,  and  I  am  sure  that  many  of  the 
people  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  share 
that  view. 

Because  the  actual  work  of  reducing 
the  deficit  requires  hard  choices,  it  is 
so  very  easy  to  stray  away  from  that 
chore. 

It  becomes  even  more  tempting  to 
avoid  that  responsibility  when  some- 
thing as  highly  charged  and  politically 
appealing  as  cutting  taxes  competes  for 
our  attention. 

For  this  reason,  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  again  should  be 
commended  for  keeping  the  primary 
focus  of  his  work  and  his  committee's 
work  on  deficit  reduction  instead  of 
reckless  tax  cuts. 

So.  though  I  have  a  number  of  sig- 
nificant differences  with  the  chair- 
man's proposal,  and  especially  a  tax- 
cut  cookie  jar.  I  did  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  him  for  his  work. 

At  the  end  of  the  day  let  me  conclude 
by  saying  that  you  cannot  have  it  both 
ways.  You  cannot  say  we  absolutely 
musti  rn3.iCC  ui^  cii^s  in  i.»i.C\aiCtirc  iiri*^ 
farm  programs,  student  loan  programs, 
you  cannot  say  that  you  have  to  get 
this  done  by  the  year  2002.  or  we  will 
have  a  terrible  fiscal  mess,  and  then 
turn  right  around  and  say  we  have 
plenty  of  money  for  $170  or  $300  billion 
of  tax  cuts.  You  cannot  have  it  both 
ways.  As  we  say  back  home,  you  can- 
not have  your  cake  and  eat  it  too.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  suggest  you  cannot 
have  your  deficit  reduction  and  eat  it, 
too. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomp.son).  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  yield  to  Senator  Gorton  as 
much  time  as  he  desires.  I  wonder  be- 
fore he  speaks  if  he  would  yield  me  1 
minute. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  make  it 
clear  once  and  for  all.  The  budget  that 
we  put  before  the  Senate  is  a  deficit  re- 
duction budget.  It  is  a  zero  deficit  in 
the  year  2002,  no  games,  no  smoke,  no 
mirrors.  The  first  actions  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  when  they  implement  this  will 
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be  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget.  For 
anyone  talking  about  tax  cuts  prior  to 
balancing  the  budget,  just  get  hold  of 
the  budget  resolution  and  read  it.  If 
there  is  anywhere  in  there  that  you  can 
find  that,  then  obviously  I  will  not 
only  come  here  and  apologize  but 
clearly,  clearly  it  will  be  a  budget  that 
I  did  not  produce.  So  somebody  put 
words  in  that  I  do  not  understand,  that 
I  did  not  know  were  there.  That  is 
point  No.  1. 

Point  No.  2:  The  way  this  budget  is 
structured,  you  will  get  to  balance. 
You  will  have  all  the  laws  changed  that 
get  you  to  balance.  That  is  frequently 
called  a  reconciliation  bill,  a  big  bill 
that  will  change  the  entitlements  per- 
manently. 

You  will  then  ask  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office.  Is  it  balanced?  When 
they  say  yes,  and  only  then  is  the  170, 
perhaps  170.  It  might  be  a  different 
number,  depending  upon  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  evaluation  of  our 
path.  There  will  be  an  economic  bonus. 

The  American  people  are  entitled  to 
an  economic  bonus,  and  we  say  give  it 
to  them  in  tax  cuts.  But  only  then,  and 
we  also  pass  the  resolution  that  the  tax 
cuts,  90  percent  of  them,  have  to  be  for 
people  earning  $100,000  and  less.  All  of 
the  rest  of  the  talk  about  tax  cuts,  I 
would  hope  everyone  understands  you 
are  talking  about  something  that  is 
not  before  the  Senate.  And  I  am  not 
suggesting  you  cannot  talk  about  it  or 
you  should  not.  But  1  hope  everybody 
knows  that  is  not  the  case  in  this  budg- 
et. Balancing  the  budget  is  the  primary 
responsibility. 

For  anyone  who  wants  to  balance  the 
budget,  and  then  turn  around  and  say 
now  that  you  have  it  balanced,  start 
spending  again,  it  is  balanced,  you 
havp  it  in  balance,  there  is  an  eco- 
nomic dividend,  start  spending  it 
again— have  at  it. 

I  just  do  not  believe  the  American 
people  believe  that,  for  they  will  say 
that  is  just  the  same  old  thing.  That  is 
spending  again.  We  say  when  you  get 
to  balance  give  the  American  people  a 
break. 

I  now  yield  to  Senator  Gorton,  and 
he  will  manage  the  floor  for  a  while. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  one  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  GORTON.  Certainly. 

PRIVILEGK  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  staff  peo- 
ple, two  fellows.  Danielle  Rose  and 
Lauren  Ewers  be  granted  privileges  of 
the  floor  during  the  debate  on  the 
budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Would  the  President 
notify  me  when  I  use  15  minutes? 


Mr.  President.  I  must  start  by  saying 
that  perhaps  some  of  the  criticisms  of 
the  position  of  the  Democratic  Party 
that  have  been  levied  in  the  last  few 
days,  and  even  here  this  afternoon, 
may  be  a  little  bit  overstated.  It  has 
been  our  position  that  the  opposition 
to  this  budget  resolution  are  totally 
defenders  of  the  status  quo.  that  they 
do  not  wish  to  make  any  changes  what- 
soever, that  they  do  not  care  about  a 
balanced  budget.  But  several  of  them 
have  already  told  us  that  is  not  true, 
that  everything  they  propose  will  con- 
tinue the  balance  and  the  resolution 
produced  by  my  distinguished  friend 
and  colleague  from  New  Mexico.  Mr. 
President,  if  that  is  the  case,  the  Do- 
menici  budget  is  already  a  landmark  of 
progress  for  this  country.  And  I  fer- 
vently hope  that  those  statements  do 
turn  out  to  be  true,  though  I  may  be  a 
skeptic  until  I  see  it  proven. 

Under  those  circumstances,  the  accu- 
sation of  the  defenders  of  the  status 
quo  will  be  appropriately  directed  only 
at  the  White  House  and  at  the  adminis- 
tration. 

My  friend  from  Iowa  earlier  this 
afternoon  pointed  out  that  this  yellow 
line  describes  the  budget  deficit  for  the 
next  5  years  under  figures  provided  b.y 
our  Congressional  Budget  Office  if  we 
are  to  pass  the  President's  proposed 
budget.  This  is  what  happens  under  the 
President's  budget,  and  the  proposal 
that  was  presented  by  Members  on  the 
other  side  when  they  offered  us  a  huge 
tax  increase  2  years  ago  to  lower  the 
budget  deficit.  Well,  in  all  5  of  those 
years  we  will  have  that  huge  tax  in- 
crease in  place.  But  the  budget  deficit 
will  go  up  each  and  every  .year. 

That.  Mr.  President,  is  the  status 
quo.  That  was  what  the  administration 
proposed  to  us.  That  is  what  was  de- 
fended for  at  least  a  couple  of  months 
by  Members  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  while  we  strove  mightily  to  come 
up  with  something  that  would  put  this 
country  on  this  line,  a  line  ending  in  a 
balanced  budget  in  7  years,  exactly  as 
promised  in  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment defeated  by  only  a  single  vote. 

So  perhaps  we  have  made  a  huge  de- 
gree of  progress.  We  have  the  other 
party  repudiating  this  line  and  accept- 
ing this  line. 

My  colleague  from  New  Mexico  has 
invited  any  Member  of  the  other  party 
during  the  course  of  the  day  to  propose 
the  President's  budget,  so  that  we  all 
may  vote  on  it  and  determine  whether 
or  not  there  is  anyone  in  this  body  who 
wants  to  do  this.  And  I  hope  and  I  be- 
lieve that  if  no  one  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  makes  such  a  proposition, 
we  will  put  it  out  here  for  debate  and 
for  a  vote  ourselves  because  its  repudi- 
ation will  show  that  great  progress  has 
been  made  in  agreeing  at  least  on  the 
desirability  of  balancing  the  budget. 

But.  Mr.  President,  my  skepticism 
remains  because  at  the  same  time  we 
are  told   that  all   of  the  amendments 


will  do  nothing  but  redistribute  var- 
ious functions  but  will  continue  this 
line,  we  are  told,  no,  no,  we  do  not  have 
an  alternative  budget — not  here.  Now. 
that  political  party  in  the  House  of 
Represenatives  has  an  alternative 
budget  to  what  is  proposed  in  the 
House.  Do  yuu  know  what  it  is,  Mr. 
President?  It  is  essentially  the  Domen- 
ici  budget.  It  looks  good  over  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Capitol  but  not  here. 
No,  they  say,  what  we  will  do  is  pro- 
pose individual  amendments,  each  of 
which  will  maintain  this  balance. 

Now.  what.  Mr.  President,  is  the  dif- 
ference between  going  at  it  that  way 
and  making  an  overall  budget  proposal 
which  continues  us  on  this  line?  Well. 
it  is  very  simple.  You  can  use  the  same 
money  over  and  over  and  over  again. 
Each  time  an  amendment  is  defeated 
that  would  cut  the  defense  budget  in 
order  more  generously  to  fund  one  of 
their  favorite  programs  or  would  go 
into  the  reserve  fund  to  fund  one  of 
their  favorite  programs,  each  time 
such  an  amendment  is  lost,  you  can  do 
it  over  again.  You  can  use  the  same 
money  for  a  different  spending  pro- 
gram. 

Between  the  first  two  Senators  who 
spoke  on  that  side,  there  were  eloquent 
demands  for  more  money  for  education, 
for  veterans,  for  health  care,  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  less  of  a 
slowdown  in  the  outrageous  growth  in 
the  earned  income  tax  credit,  and  more 
money  for  agriculture. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  possi- 
bility that  they  could  produce  a  budget 
that  did  all  of  those  things  in  half  the 
amounts  outlined  by  the  Senator  from 
California  without  a  huge  tax  increase. 
But  if  they  do  it  one  amendment  at  a 
time  and  lose  one  amendment  at  a 
time,  they  can  use  the  same  money 
over  and  over  again.  And  perhaps,  Mr. 
President,  my  skepticism  is  fed  a  little 
bit  by  the  fact  that  that  is  exactly 
what  they  did  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. I  kept  notes  as  a  member  of  that 
committee,  and  14  amendments  from 
that  side  proposed  increased  spending; 
6  of  them  proposed  actual  tax  increases 
over  the  present  level:  5  used  the  re- 
serve fund,  there  for  the  possibility  of 
tax  cuts  if  we  do  our  job  right;  2  others 
reduced  those  proposed  tax  cuts,  and  3 
reduced  expenditures  for  defense  below 
the  President's  proposals  which  them- 
selves already  call  for  reductions,  real 
reductions  in  every  year  covered  by  his 
budget. 

That  is  what  we  will  get  here,  Mr. 
President.  The  one  uniting  factor  over 
there  is  a  total  anathema  with  respect 
to  the  remote  possibility  that  some- 
one's taxes  somewhere  in  the  United 
States  might  be  reduced. 

Now,  as  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico said,  we  do  not  propose  a  tax  cut  di- 
rectly in  this  budget.  We  propose  to  get 
to  this  zero  figure  on  the  deficit,  and 
we  are  told  that  if  we  do  so,  not  just  in 
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a  budget  resolution  but  by  passing  ac- 
tual binding  laws  which  change  spend- 
ing policy  so  that  we  can  get  to  this 
point,  the  economy  will  react.  Interest 
rates  will  be  lower.  We  will  find  170  bil- 
lion more  dollars  because  of  a  better 
economy  over  the  course  of  the  next  5 
years. 

And  incidentally.  Mr.  President, 
those  reductions  in  interest  rates  will 
knock  into  a  cocked  hat  all  the  state- 
ments about  student  loans  made  by  the 
Senator  from  California.  They  are 
based  on  what  interest  rates  are  going 
to  be  if  you  adopt  the  President's  budg- 
et. That  is  the  set  of  circumstances 
under  which  interest  rates  like  that 
will  be  charged  someone,  young  people 
or  others. 

So  we  say  that  if  we  go  through  this 
exercise,  if  we  balance  the  budget,  if  we 
improve  the  economy,  if  we  lower  in- 
terest rates,  perhaps  the  American  peo- 
ple ought  to  get  a  dividend. 

Now,  why  is  it  difficult  to  come  to  a 
compromise  in  cases  like  this?  Because 
of  the  way  that  it  is  characterized.  The 
Senator  from  California  and  others, 
when  they  talk  about  tax  cuts,  say  a 
tax  cut  is  taking  money  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  poor  and  putting  it  in 
the  hands  of  the  rich.  That  stems  from 
an  attitude  that  all  the  money  in  the 
United  States  of  America  belongs  to 
the  Government,  and  if  we  are  good  lit- 
tle children,  maybe  it  will  give  us  back 
something  that  we  earned  ourselves. 

Our  position  is  that  the  American 
people,  when  we  have  done  our  job, 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  keep  and  deter- 
mine the  spending  habits  of  a  little  bit 
more  of  the  money  they  have  earned 
and  have  less  of  it  taken  away  from 
them  and  handed  to  someone  else,  and 
that  is  a  very,  very  profound  dif- 
ference. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  GREGG.  To  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  is  it  not  my  understand- 
ing that  this  budget  resolution  brought 
forward  by  the  Republican  Senate 
Members  on  the  Budget  Committee,  for 
which  no  Democrats  voted,  has  in  it 
language  which  says  that  to  the  extent 
there  is  this  tax  cut  as  a  result  of  the 
bonus  that  would  occur  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  by  getting  to  a  balanced 
budget,  the  dividend  occurs  as  a  result 
of  interest  rates  coming  down,  this  $170 
billion  tax  cut — and  as  the  Senator 
points  out  the  actual  bonus  to  the 
American  people  would  be  lower  inter- 
est rates  on  everything,  and  it  would 
represent  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  oavings  to  the  American  people. 
But  if  that  happens,  does  this  resolu- 
tion state  that  90  percent  of  this  tax 
cut.  to  the  extent  it  is  instituted, 
should  go  to  people  with  incomes  under 
SIOCOOC  And  is  that  the  new  definition 
of  wealthy  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  people  with  incomes  over 
$100,000? 


Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  is  100  percent  correct.  It  is 
interesting  that  in  its  initial  form  that 
proposal  was  made  by  one  of  the  Sen- 
ators on  the  other  side  who  already 
this  afternoon  in  the  Chamber  has 
talked  about  these  huge  tax  cuts  for 
the  wealthy.  Yet.  it  was  that  Senator 
who.  with  our  help,  earmarked  any  re- 
duction that  we  do  get  for  middle-class 
working  Americans.  We  felt  that  was  a 
good  amendment,  and  we  felt  that 
those  middle-class,  hard-working 
Americans  ought  to  be  allowed  to  keep 
a  little  bit  more  of  what  they  earn  and 
determine  how  to  spend  it  themselves. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire's 
comments  lead  me  to  another  point. 
When  we  speak  about  $170  billion  in 
this  period  in  savings  in  interest  on  the 
national  debt,  which  we  then  can  re- 
turn to  the  people  in  the  form  of  lower 
taxes,  but  which  the  other  side  wants 
to  spend  before  we  have  even  earned 
it — they  are  spending  this  dividend, 
and  in  every  one  of  the  amendments  we 
get  they  will  be  spending  this  dividend 
before  it  is  ever  earned. 

But  that  is  only  the  savings  on  the 
interest  on  the  national  debt,  on  the 
Government's  debt.  There  are  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  more  that  will  be 
in  the  pockets  of  individuals  because 
they  will  have  paid  lower  interest  rates 
on  their  mortgages,  on  their  install- 
ment credit,  on  the  money  they  use  to 
begin  new  small  businesses  and  the 
like.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  budget 
which  we  seek. 

And  I  want  to  return  to  my  first  com- 
ments. I  think  we  have  already  had  a 
tremendous  triumph.  I  suspect  we  are 
not  going  to  get  anyone  on  the  other 
side  coming  in  and  giving  us  an  amend- 
ment to  pass  this  budget,  and  I  suspect 
when  they  vote  on  it,  they  are  going  to 
end  up  voting  against  that  budget.  But 
we  have  already  triumphed.  We  have 
already  come  to  an  agreement  that  we 
ought  to  be  on  this  road  here,  the  road 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

The  differences  will  be  that,  with  all 
of  these  huge  amounts  of  spending, 
trillions  of  dollars  in  this  period  of 
time,  we  hope  that  1  or  1.5  percent  of 
it.  if  we  do  do  our  job,  might  be  left  in 
the  pockets  of  middle-class  working 
American  citizens  at  the  end  of  this  en- 
tire debate.  We  think  they  can  do  a 
better  job  of  spending  it  than  can  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  need  to 
make  my  presentation.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  I  be  permitted  to  do 
that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
with  this  resolution,  we  begin  a  new 


phase  in  the  debate  over  the  Federal 
budget. 

I  am  sorry  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee,  is  not 
on  the  floor,  because  I  want  the 
Record  to  reflect  not  only  my  admira- 
tion but  my  respect  for  that  leadership 
that  he  has  provided  in  the  Budget 
Committee  and,  in  fact,  though  we  may 
disagree  with  several  parts  of  the  budg- 
et resolution  that  was  produced,  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Budget  Committee 
chairman  to  do  as  efficient  a  job  as  he 
could,  and  I  commend  him  for  it. 

The  debate  about  whether  we  should 
move  toward  a  balanced  budget  is  over. 
There  is  a  consensus  that  we  should  do 
just  that.  It  crosses  the  aisle  that  di- 
vides us.  We  Democrats  are  committed 
to  a  deficit-reduced  balanced  budget  in 
the  interest  of  the  financial  stability  of 
our  country.  And  we  have  no  less  cre- 
dentials to  do  that  than  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  I  hope  that, 
during  my  comments,  we  will  be  able 
to  make  a  clear  distinction  about  how 
we  get  to  that  point. 

There  are  differences  about  whether 
we  balance  the  operating  budget  or 
whether  we  include  Social  Security  in 
the  budget  calculation,  which,  astound- 
ingly,  on  the  Republican  side  it  has 
been  part  of  a  structure  to  include  the 
balances  from  Social  Security,  the  sur- 
plus— and  I  talk  to  senior  citizens 
across  this  country— to  use  their  trust 
funds,  sacrosanct,  committed,  reserved 
for  the  time  they  need  it.  No,  we  are 
going  to  do  some  funny  accounting  to 
get  to  the  point  that  we  want  to. 

I  come  from  the  corporate  side  of  the 
business  world,  as  do  many  of  my  col- 
leagues. I  know  one  thing:  If  I  were  to 
project  sales  and  earnings  for  my  com- 
pany over  the  next  5  to  7  years  and  I 
said,  "We  are  going  to  make  lots  of 
money  and  here  is  how  much  we  are 
going  to  make,  we  are  doing  this  in 
revenues  and  here  is  how  much  we  are 
going  to  do."  and  I  failed  to  tell  the 
public  that  I  am  going  to  include  the 
employees'  pension  fund  that  my  com- 
pany does  not  own— it  is  the  employ- 
ees'—in the  figures— and  I  said  this  in 
the  Budget  Committee— you  would  be 
led  out  with  a  raincoat  over  your  head 
and  hands  tied  behind  your  back,  es- 
corted by  U.S.  marshals. 

So.  first  of  all.  we  get  to  a  balanced 
budget  using  some  smoke,  some  mir- 
rors, and  some  significant  gimmicks. 
We  try  to  remove  the  Social  Security 
balance  and  say.  let  us  fight  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  without  that.  Oh,  no, 
that  could  not  happen.  So  there  are 
some  differences. 

Americans,  however,  want  to  reduce 
wasteful  spending  in  both  parties. 
Democrat  and  Republican,  have  got  the 
message. 

So.  as  we  work  on  this  resolution,  the 
budget  issue  has  changed.  Now  the 
issue  is  not  whether  we  reduce  spend- 
ing and  move  toward  a  balanced  budg- 
et.   The    issue    is:    How   do    we   do    it? 


Whose  benefits  will  be  cut?  Who  will 
win?  Who  will  lose?  Because  this  is 
somewhat  of  a  seesaw.  As  long  as  we 
stay  within  the  parameters  of  balance, 
when  one  side  goes  down,  the  other  side 
goes  up.  And,  most  fundamentally— and 
I  put  this  board  up — the  question  is: 
Whose  side  are  we  on?  Whose  side  is  the 
Government  on? 

This  is  the  issue  that,  unfortunately, 
continues  to  divide  our  two  parties.  We 
Democrats  believe  that  Government 
must  stand  on  the  side  of  ordinary, 
middle-class  families,  on  the  side  of 
senior  citizens  who  worked  to  build 
this  country,  who  presented  us  with 
perhaps  the  best  half  century  or  four 
decades  that  this  country  has  ever 
seen,  not  by  just  their  participation  in 
World  War  II,  Korea,  the  other  wars 
that  have  come  by,  but  at  the  same 
time  building  this  country's  fundamen- 
tal structure. 

The  other  part  is  children.  Two  sides: 
One  is  to  take  care  of  the  future,  invest 
with  and  in  our  children,  but  at  the 
same  time  not  forgetting  our  obliga- 
tions to  the  senior  citizens;  and  on  the 
side  of  those  who  really  must  struggle 
to  survive. 

But  the  new  majority  has  a  very  dif- 
ferent philosophy,  and  a  different  con- 
stituency. The  Contract  With  America, 
as  it  is  commonly  called,  is  a  contract 
with  the  most  powerful,  wealthy  mem- 
bers of  our  society.  It  would  provide 
huge  benefits  to  millionaires  and  spe- 
cial interests,  and  it  would  force  the 
ordinary  American  to  foot  the  bill. 

Perhaps  nothing  illustrates  the  dif- 
ferences between  our  two  parties  more 
than  the  Republican  proposal  for  mas- 
sive Medicare  reductions  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich.  I  think  it  is  out- 
rageous.   And   I    intend    to    fight   it  as 

Budget  Committee's  deliberations. 

Mr.  President,  the  average  Medicare 
beneficiary  has  a  rather  modest  income 
and,  conversely,  at  that  stage  in  life, 
typically,  they  have  very  high  medical 
expenses.  Seventy-five  percent  of  those 
folks  have  incomes  under  $25,000 — 75 
percent,  incomes  under  $25,000.  Not 
much  to  live  on.  especially  if  you  live 
in  higher  cost  areas.  Thirty-five  per- 
cent have  incomes  under  $10,000. 

These  folks  cannot  afford  massive 
cost  increases.  And  they  should  not  be 
forced  to  give  up  their  own  doctor  or  to 
sacrifice  the  quality  of  their  care. 

Over  the  past  2  weeks.  Republican 
leaders  have  tried  desperately  to  jus- 
tify huge  Medicare  cuts  by  pointing  to 
projected  shortfalls  in  the  HI  trust 
fund.  But  the  argument  is  bogus.  If  we 
need  to  shore  up  the  trust  fund,  that 
does  not  mean  that  we  need  to  take  a 
whack  at  Medicare  recipients. 

There  are  other  places  in  the  budget 
to  find  savings.  It  is  only  a  question  of 
priorities. 

These  are  my  priorities.  Before  we 
burden  more  of  our  struggling  seniors, 
we  ought  to  go  after  special   interest 


tax  breaks,  we  ought  to  eliminate  fund- 
ing for  the  space  station,  we  ought  to 
terminate  unnecessary  weapons  sys- 
tems, we  ought  to  abolish  special  sub- 
sidies for  the  timber  industry,  the  oil 
industry  and  the  gas  industry  and  the 
ranching  interests,  and  we  ought  to 
eliminate  an  array  of  other  wasteful  or 
low-priority  spending. 

Of  course.  Mr.  President,  there  can  be 
debate  about  the  specifics,  but  there 
should  be  no  disagreement  about  this 
priority,  this  principle.  I  enunciate,  we 
should  not  be  cutting  Medicare  just  to 
fund  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 

In  the  Budget  Committee.  I  offered 
an  amendment  to  shift  funds  from  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy  to  restore  funding 
for  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  My  amend- 
ment was  defeated  when  every  Repub- 
lican opposed  it.  without  exception.  We 
just  heard  from  our  distinguished  col- 
league from  Washington  who  said  that 
there  was  not  a  Democrat  that  joined 
the  Republican  majority  when  the 
Budget  Committee  denied  amendments 
and  passed  this  budget  resolution.  But 
I  ask.  if  the  same  speech  that  is  made 
on  the  floor  of  this  Senate  would  be 
made  in  a  town  meeting  back  home  in 
whatever  the  town  and  whatever  the 
State,  and  look  in  the  faces  of  the  sen- 
ior citizens  and  say.  "Listen,  we're 
going  to  make  it  eas.y  for  you  by  add- 
ing more  expense  to  your  already  bur- 
dened budgets  in  hopes  that  if  we  give 
a  tax  cut  to  the  rich,  if  we  give  a  guy 
earning  $350,000  a  year  a  $20,000  tax  re- 
duction that  he  is  going  to  invest  it  in 
some  way  that  will  stimulate  our  econ- 
omy. "  We  just  have  to  hope  he  does  not 
put  it  in  some  dormant  tax-exempt 
bonds,  or  something  like  that,  because 
that  is  not  going  to  help. 

To  justify  their  opposition  to  some  of 
these  things,  the  Republicans,  once 
again,  said,  "Oh,  no,  not  us.  that's  not 
what  we  want  to  do." 

So  I  pointed  out  that  the  Republican 
leadership  in  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  did  support  such  cuts  and  did 
support  the  House  bill  that  essentially 
was  in  the  works.  This  was  no  secret. 
The  House  had  passed  the  bill  giving  a 
$20,000  tax  break  to  those  earning 
$350,000  in  a  year. 

I  went  a  step  further.  I  said,  "OK,  if 
you're  really  not  going  to  cut  Medicare 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  rich,  let's 
put  it  in  writing  and  make  it  enforce- 
able." So  I  offered  an  amendment  that 
would  have  made  it  out  of  order  to  con- 
sider any  bill  that  cut  Medicare  or 
Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich. 

Under  the  amendment,  I  suggested  it 
would  have  taken  a  supermajority,  60 
votes,  to  take  up  that  kind  of  a  pro- 
posal. Simple  enough  to  say  that  if  you 
wanted  to  offer  tax  cuts  and  decided  to 
cut  Medicare  or  Medicaid,  that  it 
would  take  this  supermajority  60  votes 
to  do  so.  What  do  you  think?  Every  Re- 
publican on  the  committee  voted 
against  that.  too.  Why?  I  do  not  know. 


Obviously,  they  think  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich  are  more  important  than  other 
priorities,  the  thing  we  were  discussing 
on  the  floor  here. 

Mr.  President,  it  should  be  obvious  to 
everyone  that  the  Hepublican  Party 
really  does  plan  to  ?ut  Medicare,  to  cut 
Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich.  But  they  go  out  of  their  way  to 
obscure  what  is  really  going  on.  So  we 
have  developed  a  nomenclature  for  the 
reserve  that  CBO  is  likely  to  put  up 
once  this  budget  is  believed  to  be  bal- 
anced. It  is  called  an  economic  divi- 
dend. It  is  called  a  fiscal  dividend. 
They  do  not  say  that  it  is  for  tax  cuts. 
Just  a  wink  of  the  eye.  Everybody 
knows  it. 

We  have  heard  some  of  our  colleagues 
from  the  Republican  side  who  have  de- 
clared their  intention  to  run  for  Presi- 
dent demand  that  tax  cuts  be  included. 
One  suggested  that  a  filibuster  would 
be  in  order  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  make  sure  that  tax  cuts  are  in  place. 
Our  distinguished  majority  leader  did 
say  in  a  speech  that  he  made  that  tax 
cuts  are  in  order  in  terms  of  a  budget 
resolution.  So  we  ought  to  call  it  like 
it  is.  Make  no  mistake,  the  fiscal  divi- 
dend is  really  disguised,  but  down  deep 
it  is  simply  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich. 

There  should  be  little  confusion 
about  this.  We  know  that  CBO  will 
score  the  indirect  benefits  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  reconciliation.  We  know 
that  these  benefits  can  only  be  used 
under  this  resolution  for  a  tax  cut.  and 
we  know  that  the  House  already  has 
passed  a  bill  giving  a  $20,000  tax  break 
for  wealthy  individuals  in  a  year. 

This  is  what  it  looks  like.  The  Re- 
publican budget.  The  winners:  The 
rich — $20,000  tax  break,  corporate  sub- 
sidies protected  and  tax  loopholes 
saved.  The  fix  is  in.  There  is  a  tax  cut 
for  the  rich  in  this  resolution.  It  is  a 
huge  tax  cut  financed  by  drastic  reduc- 
tions in  Medicare,  or  increases  in  Medi- 
care costs  and  Medicaid  subsidies.  Do 
not  let  anybody  fool  us. 

Mr.  President.  I  go  back  now  to  the 
larger  question  posed  by  this  budget 
resolution.  This  debate,  like  few  oth- 
ers, is  about  to  force  each  of  us  to 
make  a  very  fundamental  decision,  a 
decision  about  what  we  stand  for,  a  de- 
cision about  whose  side  we  are  on. 

I  want  to  take  a  look  for  a  minute  at 
who  wins  and  who  loses  under  the  Re- 
publican proposed  budget.  The  winners: 
The  rich— $20,000  tax  break,  corporate 
subsidies  are  protected,  tax  loopholes 
are  saved.  The  winners  are  clear:  Rich, 
corporate  interests  and  their  lobbyists. 

Meanwhile,  let  us  see  who  loses  under 
this  resolution.  First,  there  are  the 
Medicare  cuts.  It  will  cost  an  average 
couple  over  the  7  years  proposed  to  get 
us  to  a  balanced  budget  $6,400,  and  in 
the  last  year  of  the  7-year  cycle,  we  are 
looking  at  an  $1,800  cost  for  that  cou- 
ple. These,  by  the  way,  are  people  who 
already  pay  a  substantial  out-of-pocket 
sum   for  health  care.   It  is  estimated 
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that  it  runs  about  21  percent.  So  if  the 
average  beneficiary  is  getting  $16,000  a 
year,  it  costs  them  $3,000  more  for  med- 
ical care,  for  health  care. 

On  top  of  that,  there  are  education 
cuts  proposed.  On  top  of  that,  there  are 
tax  increases  scheduled  for  hard-work- 
ing American  families.  That  is  a  sub- 
stantial one,  too.  By  eliminating  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  the  Repub- 
licans not  only  will  increase  taxes  on 
working  Americans,  but  they  will  re- 
duce needed  incentives  for  jjeople  to 
move  from  welfare  to  work.  It  does  not 
make  sense.  It  really  makes  one  won- 
der, Mr.  President,  how  can  the  Repub- 
licans cut  taxes  for  the  rich,  on  one 
hand,  and  with  the  other  hand  turn 
around  and  increase  taxes  for  working 
Americans,  people  making  $28,000  or 
less'' 

That  may  be  the  Republicans'  per- 
spective of  fairness,  but  it  is  not  mine. 
It  is  just  plain  wrong. 

But  one  thing  is  becoming  quite 
clear,  and  that  is  the  sharp  difference 
between  the  two  parties'  perspectives. 
The  Republican  Party  is  willing  to  lay 
down  for  high-income  special  interests. 
while  we  stand  up  for  the  working  peo- 
ple in  this  country. 

So.  yes;  Mr.  President,  we  are  going 
to  do  a  lot  of  fighting  about  this  budg- 
et resolution.  In  most  of  these  fights, 
we  Democrats  are  going  to  be  joined 
together  in  the  fight,  because  while  we 
disagree  with  each  other  about  a  lot  of 
things,  there  is  one  thing  that  unites 
us:  that  is,  our  commitment  to  serving 
ordinary  people,  middle-class  families 
who  work  hard,  who  struggle  to  keep 
their  homes  together,  who  struggle  to 
keep  opportunity  available  for  their 
children,  who  struggle  to  take  care  of 
the  elderly  and  the  disabled— the  peo- 
ple without  lobbyists,  the  people  with- 
out the  big  bank  accounts  and  without 
the  connections. 

Most  of  us  came  to  the  Democratic 
Party  because  we  believe  that  Govern- 
ment should  stand  with  these  people.  I 
point  out.  Mr.  President,  immodestly 
perhaps,  that  I  came  out  of  the  busi- 
ness sector  and  helped  create  an  indus- 
try- as  well  as  a  company.  I  am  one  of 
the  people  who  was  fortunate  to  be  per- 
haps in  some  of  the  higher  income 
brackets.  But  I  believe  that  my  secu- 
rity as  a  citizen,  that  my  family's  secu- 
rity, my  daughters',  my  son's,  my 
grandchildren's,  that  my  security  de- 
pends on  the  stability  of  our  country, 
not  on  how  much  more  money  I  give  or 
leave  my  children.  It  depends  on 
whether  or  not  we  have  a  society  that 
believes  we  are  all  together  and  does 
not  feel  like  the  largest  part  is  left  out 
of  the  loop.  So  I  would  rather  invest  in 
our  people,  invest  in  the  children  who 
are  going  to  lead  this  country  tomor- 
row, provide  the  skilled  work  force 
that  we  need  to  have  in  order  to  com- 
plete: that  is  why  I  came  to  the  U.S. 
Senate. 

Perhaps  our  party  has  lost  its  way  in 
recent  years,  and  we  can  admit  that  up 


front.  We  were  reminded  about  that 
very  sharply  last  November.  But  now 
the  chips  are  down.  We  know  where  the 
public  stands.  We  know  what  people 
are  concerned  about.  We  know  they  are 
worried.  The  battle  is  now  beginning  in 
earnest.  And  there  is  no  question— I 
said  it  earlier— about  whose  side  we  are 
on.  That  is  what  this  debate  is  really 
about.  I  wish  it  were  not  so.  But  when 
you  get  right  down  to  it,  this  budget  is 
designed  to  decide  who  is  going  to  be 
on  the  side  of  the  working  people  and 
who  is  going  to  take  care  of  those  who 
already  have  a  lot.  It  is  a  direct  assault 
on  ordinary  Americans  and  a  sop  to  the 
most  wealthy  and  powerful  interests  in 
our  Nation. 

That  is  not  what  I  stand  for.  it  is  not 
what  the  Democratic  Party  stands  for. 
and  it  is  not  what  America  needs  now. 

In  conclusion,  we  Democrats  may  not 
have  the  votes  to  win  in  this  battle  We 
probably  do  not.  But  we  are  going  to 
try  and  we  are  going  to  insist  that  the 
votes  that  take  place  here  will  reflect 
how  each  one  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side,  as  well  as  on  our  side,  feels 
about  whose  side  they  are  on,  and 
whether  it  is  the  veterans,  or  the  dis- 
abled, or  the  women  concerned  about 
breast  cancer,  about  research  for  Alz- 
heimer's, or  AIDS,  we  are  going  to  be 
deciding  now  whether  or  not  those 
funds  that  are  freed  up  as  a  result  of 
the  schedule  to  balance  the  budget  go 
to  tax  cuts  for  the  rich,  or  whether  we 
continue  to  serve  the  interests  of  the 
ordinary  people.  At  least  since  the  de- 
bate will  be  conducted  here,  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  have  a  chance  to  see  us 
discuss  it,  to  look  at  the  Record  after 
the  votes  are  cast,  to  be  able  to  say  to 
their  Senators  and  their  Congress  peo- 
ple when  they  go  back  home,  "What 
did  you  vote  for?"  "Why  did  you  do 
it?"  and  "Whose  side  were  you  on?" 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  think  we 
have  been  moving  along  quite  well  in 
total  cooperation.  I  believe  Senator 
Abraham  would  be  next  under  the 
usual  ruling.  I  have  several  Senators 
on  this  side  who  have  been  waiting  and 
are  not  asking  for  any  other  consider- 
ation other  than  some  time. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we 
would  now  go  to  Senator  Abraham,  and 
following  him,  we  would  go  to  Senator 
Rockefeller,  who  wants  12  minutes, 
followed  by  Senator  Kennedy,  who 
wants  15  minutes.  Is  that  agreeable  so 
that  we  could  have  everybody  know  the 
now? 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  we 
would  agree  to  that  if  we  can  then  have 
Senator  Hatfield,  who  would  like  15 
minutes,  and  Senator  Gramm  who 
would  like  10  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  That  would  be  satisfac- 
tory. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  need. 


May  18,  1995 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Senate  failed 
by  one  vote  to  support  a  constitutional 
amendment  requiring  a  balanced  budg- 
et. At  the  time,  opponents  told  the 
Senate  that  balancing  the  budget  did 
not  require  amending  the  Constitution. 
All  we  needed,  we  were  told,  was  to 
make  the  tough  choices  and  cast  the 
hard  votes. 

Mr.  President,  the  hard  choices  are 
here.  The  budget  resolution  before  us 
makes  those  choices  and  balances  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002 — without  rais- 
ing taxes  and  without  gutting  national 
security.  It  accomplishes  this  task  by 
slowing  the  growth  of  Federal  spending 
from  5  percent  per  year  to  a  more  rea- 
sonable 3  percent  per  year.  In  dollars, 
that  means  Federal  spending,  under 
this  budget,  will  increase  from  $1.6  tril- 
lion next  year  to  $1.9  trillion  in  the 
year  2002. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Federal  spending 
will  increase  from  $1.6  trillion  to  SI. 9 
trillion  over  7  years. 

Only  in  Washington  would  a  $300  bil- 
lion increase  in  spending  be  called  a 
cut.  Clearly,  while  the  budget  presents 
us  with  tough  choices,  allowing  spend- 
ing to  increase  19  percent  is  not  an  im- 
possible or  even  unreasonable  goal. 
Nevertheless,  some  do  not  agree  with 
this  objective.  As  Labor  Secretary  Rob- 
ert Reich  said  on  Meet  the  Press  ear- 
lier this  year,  balancing  the  budget  is 
not  a  priority  of  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. The  subsequent  budget  pro- 
posal only  serves  to  reinforce  that  ad- 
mission. According  to  CBO.  deficits 
will  rise  under  Clinton's  budget  from 
$177  billion  to  $276  billion  in  the  year 
2000.  Under  the  Clinton  budget  the  na- 
tional debt  will  grow  by  $1.2  trillion 
over  the  next  5  years. 

Mr.  President,  what  does  this  neglect 
mean  to  future  generations?  Consider 
the  consequences  of  adopting  President 
Clinton's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
Under  that  budget,  by  the  year  1999, 
the  total  debt  will  hit  $6.4  trillion,  or 
$27,700  of  debt  for  every  man,  woman, 
and  child  in  America. 

In  the  year  2000,  interest  payments 
on  the  debt  will  be  $305  billion— more 
than  we  spend  on  defense,  more  than 
we  spend  on  all  other  discretionary 
programs  combined,  and  more  than  we 
will  spend  on  Medicare. 

In  the  year  2010.  entitlements  plus  in- 
terest will  consume  all  Federal  tax  rev- 
enues, which  means  we  must  either 
slash  spending,  print  more  money,  bor- 
row more  money,  or  enact  draconian 
tax  increases.  In  my  judgment,  they 
are  all  bad  options. 

In  the  year  2030.  spending  for  entitle- 
ments will  consume  the  entire  Federal 
budget.  That  means  nothing  will  be  left 
for  defense  or  any  other  discretionary 
program,  including  those  targeted  at 
children  and  the  poor,  and  it  means  we 
would  not  even  be  able  to  finance  the 
interest  payments  on  the  debt. 

On  the  other  hand,  balancing  the 
budget  is  not  just  an  exercise  in  good 
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government.  Eliminating  the  deficit 
will  pay  big  dividends  to  Americans  in 
the  form  of  lower  taxes,  lower  interest 
rates,  higher  economic  growth,  and  the 
bottom  line,  a  higher  standard  of  liv- 
ing. Here  are  some  of  the  projections: 

Most  economists  agree  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  will  result  in  signifi- 
cantly lower  interest  rates,  thereby 
saving  the  average  homeowner  up  to 
$500  per  month  on  their  mortgage  pay- 
ments. 

According  to  the  CBO.  these  lower  in- 
terest rales  will  result  in  a  so-called 
fiscal  dividend  to  the  Treasury  of 
around  $170  billion  between  now  and 
2002.  I  believe  that  this  dividend  should 
be  returned  to  the  American  people  in 
the  form  of  lax  cuts.  I  will  support  ef- 
forts on  the  floor  to  do  so. 

Finally,  according  to  the  GAO.  if  we 
balance  the  budget  by  2002.  the  average 
American  will  enjoy  a  real  growth  in 
their  incomes  of  36  percent  by  the  year 
2020. 

Given  the  costs  of  doing  nothing  and 
the  benefits  of  taking  action.  I  believe 
it  is  obvious  that  balancing  the  budget 
is  in  everyone's  interest.  That  leaves 
the  question  of  how  we  gel  there.  The 
budget  before  us  shows  the  way. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  budget  proc- 
ess. I  set  out  five  priorities  that  I 
hoped  would  be  embraced  by  the  Sen- 
ate budget  resolution: 

First,  privatize:  second,  eliminate 
waste  and  duplication:  third,  return 
the  operation  of  various  Government 
functions  to  the  States  with  block 
grants:  fourth,  eliminate  outdated  pro- 
grams: finally,  fifth,  reduce  Govern- 
ment bureaucratic  overhead.  I  am 
pleased  to  say  this  resolution  includes 
all  five. 

First,  it  assumes  we  will  privatize 
those  areas  of  Government  that  are 
better  left  to  the  private  sector,  includ- 
ing the  naval  petroleum  reserve,  the 
Uranium  Enrichment  Corporation,  and 
the  Alaska  Power  Marketing  Adminis- 
tration. 

The  naval  petroleum  reserve  is  a 
good  example  of  why  we  need  to  pri- 
vatize. The  reserve  was  created  to  en- 
sure that  we  had  sufficient  supplies  of 
oil  in  the  event  of  a  crisis.  As  President 
Clinton  recently  acknowledged,  how- 
ever, that  is  no  longer  the  case.  As  the 
President  stated,  the  reserve's  function 
of  producing  and  selling  this  oil  is  a 
commercial,  not  a  governmental,  ac- 
tivity. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many  other 
naval  petroleum  reserves  out  there. 
This  budget  identifies  them  and  moves 
them  out  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Second,  the  budget  consolidates  Fed- 
eral departments  and  agencies  that  are 
duplicative  and  wasteful.  The  GAO  re- 
ports that  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce alone  shares  its  mission  with  at 
least  71  other  Federal  departments, 
agencies,  and  offices.  In  other  func- 
tions, the  Federal  Government  oper- 
ates 163  separate  job  training  programs 


and  has  at  least  10  agencies  devoted  to 
promoting  international  trade. 

Obviously,  there  are  savings  to  be 
made  by  ending  this  wasteful  duplica- 
tion and  focusing  these  efforts.  This 
budget  takes  advantage  of  those  sav- 
ings. 

Third,  we  need  to  return  government 
to  the  States.  We  need  to  revive  the 
10th  amendment  which  says  "the  pow- 
ers not  delegated  to  the  United  States 
by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by 
it  to  the  States  are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  or  to  the  people." 

In  my  own  State  of  Michigan,  Gov- 
ernor Engler  is  out  in  front  on  impor- 
tant issues  like  welfare,  Medicaid,  and 
education  reform.  I  know  Governors 
from  other  States  are  equally  as  inno- 
vative. 

This  budget  takes  advantage  of  the 
tremendous  talents  outside  the  belt- 
way  by  utilizing  block  grants,  to  re- 
place the  hundreds  of  Federal  welfare, 
housing,  and  education  programs. 

These  block  grants  will  provide  Gov- 
ernors with  the  resources  and  the  free- 
dom they  need  to  carry  out  these  re- 
forms. Reluming  these  programs  to 
the  States  is  both  an  exercise  in  good 
government  and  a  means  of  reducing 
costs  and  increasing  efficiency. 

Fourth,  this  budget  eliminates  out- 
dated programs.  Programs  like  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the 
honey  program,  even  the  Department 
of  Commerce  are  targeted.  All  told,  59 
programs,  25  statutory  boards  and  com- 
missions, and  63  agencies  are  soon  to  be 
terminated  under  this  budget. 

Let  me  just  cite  some  more  of  the 
program  terminations  assumed  in  this 
budget:  The  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration tree  planting  program;  the 
Swine  Health  Advisory  Committee;  the 
Board  of  Tea  Experts:  the  Technical 
Panel  on  Magnetic  Fusion;  the  Dance 
Advisory  Panel;  the  honey  program; 
the  Fastener  Advisory  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  these  pro- 
grams might  be  useful,  but  we  simply 
cannot  afford  them,  given  our  explod- 
ing national  debt. 

Finally,  we  have  reduced  overhead. 
The  President  stated  that  over  100,000 
P'ederal  jobs  have  been  eliminated  to- 
ward the  goal  of  trimming  the  Federal 
bureaucracy  by  250.000  positions.  A  vast 
majority  of  the  personnel  reductions 
come  out  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. Other  areas  of  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy have  barely  been  touched. 
This  budget  addresses  this  imbalance 
by  reducing  Federal  overhead  accounts 
by  15  percent,  eliminating  hundreds  of 
political  patronage  jobs,  and  expanding 
the  ability  of  Federal  departments  to 
work  with  less  expensive  private  con- 
tractors. 

Having  focused  on  what  this  budget 
does,  it  is  just  as  important  to  focus  on 
what  it  does  not.  First,  this  budget 
does  not  abandon  Medicare.  In  their 
1995  annual  report,  the  Medicare  trust- 
ees announced  that  the  Medicare  trust 


fund  will  be  Insolvent  7  years  from 
now.  The  trustees  conclude  that  the 
"HI  program  is  severely  out  of  finan- 
cial balance  and  that  the  trustees  be- 
lieve that  the  Congress  must  take 
timely  action  to  establish  long-term  fi- 
nancial stability  for  the  program." 

This  budget  embraces  the  call  of  the 
trustees  to  action  by  addressing  both 
the  short-  and  the  long-term  insol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  program.  First, 
it  allows  Medicare  to  continue  to  grow 
at  a  7-percent  rate  per  year.  This  re- 
form enables  Medicare  to  pass  the 
trustees'  short-term  solvency  test 
while  still  growing  at  twice  the  rate  of 
inflation. 

Second,  the  resolution  Includes  a  call 
for  a  special  commission  to  address  the 
long-term  stability  questions  facing 
Medicare  and  to  advise  Congress  on 
how  to  keep  Medicare's  promise  for  fu- 
ture generations. 

Another  group  this  amendment  does 
not  abandon  is  the  American  tax- 
payers. As  I  previously  mentioned,  bal- 
ancing the  budget  by  2002  will,  accord- 
ing to  the  CBO,  provide  $170  billion 
"fiscal  dividend"  from  lower  interest 
costs. 

Senator  Domenici  has  stated  that 
this  dividend  will  be  used  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts.  I  believe  that  we  should  enact  tax 
relief  for  the  middle-class  working 
families  of  this  country  and  tax  incen- 
tives for  savings  and  investment.  We 
can  and  should  balance  the  budget  and 
provide  American  families  with  real 
tax  relief. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  look  at  Federal 
outlays  of  the  span  of  this  budget,  the 
Federal  Government  will  spend  in  ex- 
cess of  $12  billion  between  now  and 
2002.  A  significant  portion  of  that 
amount  constitutes  a  redistribution  of 
dollars  from  those  who  work  and  pay 
the  taxes,  to  those  who  are  elderly. 
sick,  homeless,  and  have  low  incomes. 
Federal  programs  targeted  at  the  poor 
and  the  needy  are  the  result  of  a  truly 
compassionate  society,  and  we  should 
continue  to  support  them. 

I  resent  the  implication  that  is  often 
made  here  on  the  floor,  and  made  occa- 
sionally during  our  committee  hear- 
ings, that  somehow  we  are  not  a  com- 
passionate Nation.  This  budget  will 
spend  $12  trillion  largely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  helping  people  who  are  less  for- 
tunate in  our  society.  That  is  2'/2  times 
the  average  GDP  of  America.  I  think 
that  is  an  important  investment,  and 
hardly  one  to  be  described  as  lacking  in 
compassion. 

Now,  based  on  that,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  if.  after  we  go  through  this  proc- 
ess of  bringing  the  budget  into  balance, 
and  if.  after  we  go  through  the  process 
of  spending  $12  trillion  over  7  years  on 
so  many  important  programs,  that  any 
fiscal  surplus  created  by  this  budget 
should  go  to  those  who  have  made  the 
surplus  and  our  compassionate  pro- 
grams possible — the  hard-working  tax- 
payers. 
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Moreover,  the  surplus  or  dividend 
only  constitutes  1''2  percent  of  the  $12 
trillion  we  will  spend  over  the  next  7 
years.  To  me.  it  only  seems  fair  to 
allow  those  who  pay  the  taxes  to  keep 
this  tiny  surplus  or  dividend  so  that 
they  can  invest  it  in  their  families  and 
in  our  Nation's  economic  future. 

Finally,  this  budget  also  avoids  the 
ever-present  temptation  to  gut  defense. 
Real  defense  spending  has  declined  by 
37  percent  since  1985.  and  while  I  be- 
lieve there  are  many  money-saving  re- 
forms possible  within  the  DOD.  I  be- 
lieve the  savings  should  stay  within  de- 
fense to  provide  for  our  substantial  se- 
curity. No  other  responsibility  of  Gov- 
ernment is  as  important. 

This  budget  recognizes  the  impor- 
tance of  our  national  security  by  main- 
taining the  current  level  of  spending 
and  establishing  protections  against 
using  defense  cuts  for  other  spending 
proposals. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
point  out  that  without  the  assistance 
of  the  minority.  Republicans  have 
stepped  forward  and  proposed  the 
changes  necessary  to  cap  out-of-control 
Federal  spending.  In  successfully  re- 
porting this  budget  resolution,  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  has  taken  a 
historic  step  toward  reducing  the  defi- 
cit and  balancing  the  budget. 

Before  the  Senate  today  is  a  resolu- 
tion that  makes  the  tough  choices, 
slows  Federal  spending  and  brings  the 
Federal  budget  into  balance  by  the 
year  2002. 

Many  people  doubted  it  could  be 
done,  and  it  is  a  credit  to  Senator  Do- 
MENici  that  he  set  this  goal  and  stuck 
with  it.  If  we  are  successful  in  moving 
this  budget  through  the  entire  budget 
process.  I  believe  there  is  no  better 
present  we  can  give  the  future  genera- 
tions than  a  debt-free  Government. 

The  benefits  of  balancing  the  budget 
far  outweigh  temporary  effects  caused 
by  reducing  the  growth  of  Federal 
spending.  This  is  truly  a  long-term  ap- 
proach to  fiscal  sanity,  and  I  thank 
Chairman  Do.MENici  for  giving  me  the 
opportunity  to  make  my  first  budget  a 
balanced  one. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  hear  much 
talk  during  this  debate  and  the  hours 
remaining  over  the  winners  and  the 
losers  and  so  on  when  we  debate  this 
budget  resolution.  But  it  is  my  strong 
belief,  and  as  I  have  traveled  through 
my  State  during  both  the  campaign 
last  year  and  in  the  days  since  the  con- 
tent of  our  revolution  has  become  a 
matter  of  public  debate,  I  find  that 
people  from  one  end  of  my  State  to  the 
other  believe  strongly  that  what  we 
have  to  do  here  in  the  Senate  is  finally 
step  up  to  the  plate  and  accept  respon- 
sibility and  handle  this  budget  deficit 
now. 

They  understand  that  if  we  continue 
to  wait,  if  we  continue  to  say  that 
every  program  must  continue  to  grow 
at    the   speed   and   the   pace    that   has 


America  $4.5  trillion  into  debt,  we  are 
not  just  saddling  our  children  with 
even  more  debt  and  indebtedness,  we 
are  setting  the  country  on  a  course 
that  absolutely  will  lead  to  a  crisis  we 
cannot  reverse  in  just  a  few  years — 15 
years  to  be  specific,  according  to  the 
Entitlements  Commission. 

For  that,  only,  I  look  forward  to 
working,  certainly,  with  Senator  Do- 
MENici  and  with  anyone  else  who  is 
committed  to  the  notion  that  we 
should  bring  the  spending  giant  in 
Washington  under  control.  I  believe  it 
is  the  most  important  thing  I  can  do 
for  my  small  children,  for  the  children 
of  Michigan  and  the  children  of  this 
country. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  GOR- 
TON). Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes.  Is  that  the 
amount  for  which  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  asked? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
under  the  order  I  believe  it  was  12  min- 
utes. I  was  trying  hoping  to  slip  it  up 
to  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized  for  12  minutes,  and  if 
he  is  in  control  of  the  floor  he  can  yield 
himself  additional  time. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
cannot  help  but  note  for  the  Presiding 
Officer  in  the  chair,  in  the  last  week 
even,  the  bipartisanship  which  has 
reigned  on  this  floor.  The  Presiding  Of- 
ficer, the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington,  and  this  Senator  and 
other  Senators  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  worked  together  to  craft  a  prod- 
uct liability  tort  reform  bill  which  was 
slim,  disciplined,  and  effective.  People 
said  it  could  not  be  done.  It  was  done. 

Last  night  the  Senator  from.  Massa- 
chusetts. Senator  Kennedy,  this  Sen- 
ator. Senator  Chafee  from  Rhode  Is- 
land, Senator  Dole,  and  Senator  P.\CK- 
wooD — there  was  quite  a  flap  about  a 
very  important  but  not  necessarily  at- 
tention-grabbing subject  called  Medi- 
care Select:  whether  it  was  to  be  ex- 
panded from  the  present  14  States  to 
50.  for  how  long,  and  who  would  decide 
and  all  of  this.  And  this  Senator  ob- 
jected to  its  being  taken  further,  so 
there  was  a  climate  of  momentary  con- 
troversy. But  then  both  sides  came  to- 
gether and  worked  out  a  bipartisan 
compromise  which  was  passed.  And 
that  was  very  heartening.  It  was  im- 
portant; heartening. 

Now  we  are  at  a  very  different  stage 
and  it  is  saddening  to  me.  but  it  is  ter- 
ribly real  because  I  do  think  it  has 
come  to  where  we  define  what  these 
two  different  parties  that  sit  in  this 
Chamber  stand  for. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  be  offering  to- 
morrow, an  amendment  on  Medicare 
and  long-term  care  to  the  Republican- 
sponsored  Senate  budget  resolution. 
The  amendment  will  take  $100  billion 
in  funds  reserved  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
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wealthy  and  put  that  money  back  into 
vital  health  care  programs. 

The  Senate  Republicans  have  pro- 
posed the  single  largest  Medicare  cut 
in  the  history  of  the  program.  $256  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  The  House  Repub- 
licans have  proposed  an  even  larger 
cut,  $288  billion  over  7  years.  House  Re- 
publicans need  to  cut  Medicare  more 
because  they  have  an  even  larger  tax 
break  for  the  wealthy  that  they  have 
to  pay  for.  The  House  tax  cut  totals 
$345  billion.  Money  reserved  for  the 
Senate  tax  break  totals  $170  billion. 

These  Medicare  cuts  would  not  be 
necessary — would  not  be  necessary — if 
Republicans  did  not  need  to  pay  for 
their  tax  cuts.  The  Contract  With 
America  tax  cut  would  provide  a  $20,000 
tax  break  to  the  wealthiest  1  percent  of 
the  population. 

The  amendment  I  will  offer  tomor- 
row, along  with  my  colleague  from  New 
Jersey,  who  will  join  me  in  that,  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts.  Sen- 
ator Kennedy,  will  take  $100  billion  out 
of  the  $170  billion  the  Republicans  have 
reserved  for  tax  cuts  for  upper-income 
Americans  and  shift  it  to  Medicare  and 
Medicaid— very  simple.  It  is  a  simple 
amendment.  What  is  it  about?  It  is 
about  setting  priorities.  It  says  we  are 
not  going  to  balance  the  budget  by 
whacking  health  benefits  that  seniors 
depend  upon.  It  says  we  are  not  going 
to  increase  what  seniors  have  to  pay 
out  of  their  own  pockets  ad  nauseam 
for  health  care  so  we  can  put  more 
money  into  the  pockets  of  the  rich.  It 
is  simple— clear.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  two  parties. 

The  Republicans  have  argued— will 
argue  that  the  $170  billion  they  have 
reserved  for  tax  cuts  is  their  special 
dividend,  their  own  pot  of  gold.  I  find 
that  a  particularly  offensive  state- 
ment. It  is  not  their  money  to  spend.  It 
is  the  money  of  the  taxpayers.  They 
want  to  spend  taxpayer  money  on  more 
breaks  for  the  rich. 

Democrats,  through  this  amendment 
and  other  Democratic  amendments 
that  will  be  offered  later  on  in  the 
process,  say  let  us  keep  our  priorities 
straight.  We  have  already  committed 
those  dollars  to  the  Medicare  Program. 

Instead  of  worrying  about  the  effects 
of  such  tremendous  Medicare  cuts  on 
seniors,  I  was  significantly  struck  by 
what  Bill  Kristol.  who  speaks  for  the 
Republican  Party,  had  to  say  earlier 
this  week.  And  what  he  basically  said 
was  that  since — not  what  he  'basically 
said,"  what  he  said— that  since  the  el- 
derly tend  to  vote  for  Democrats,  it 
just  was  not  a  constituency  that  the 
Republicans  needed  to  worry  about. 

Again,  straightforward  and  simple. 
And.  again,  the  difference  between  the 
two  parties.  Frankly.  I  find  that  state- 
ment cynical  and  dangerous  but  not 
surprising  from  the  same  person  who 
advised  the  Republicans  last  year  to 
oppose,  sight  unseen,  any  health  care 
proposal  that  came  from  this  side  of 
the  aisle. 
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We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  over  the 
past  few  months  from  the  Republicans 
about  the  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  Republicans  are  des- 
perately, in  this  Senator's  judgment, 
trying  to  disguise  their  huge  Medicare 
cuts  as  a  way  to  save  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram from  bankruptcy.  We  have  heard 
a  lot  about  that.  They  plan  to  cut  $256 
billion,  by  hiking  Medicare  premiums 
and  beneficiary  cost  sharing  and  cut- 
ting reimbursement  rates  to  hospitals 
and  doctors. 

It  is  a  very  interesting  phenomenon. 
I  just  got  off  two  radio  talk  shows  this 
morning  where  people  were  phoning  in 
questions  to  me.  I  had  five  hospital  ad- 
ministrators from  two  States  call  me.  I 
only  represent  one  State.  They  were  all 
scared  to  death  about  what  was  being 
proposed  here  because  they  said  the 
only  way  to  do  that  would  be  to  shut 
down  services.  In  some  cases  they 
talked  about  increasing  prices,  which 
of  course  would  exclude  some,  laying 
off  people  and  the  rest.  All  of  them 
talked  about  closing  the  emergency 
room. 

The  Republicans  say  they  are  going 
to  improve  trust  fund  solvency.  Yet 
there  is  nothing  in  this  Senate  budget 
resolution  that  would  guarantee  even 
one  more  additional  year  of  solvency. 

Over  the  past  2  weeks  we  have  heard 
health  experts,  health  economists,  phy- 
sicians, and  hospital  representatives 
testify  before  the  Finance  Committee 
about  the  consequences  of  putting  the 
Medicare  Program  in  a  budget  strait- 
jacket. 

Dr.  June  O'Neill,  the  new  Repub- 
lican-appointed head  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office— why  do  I  say 
that?  Traditionally  it  has  been  a  bipar- 
tisan appointment.  This  year  it  was 
not  a  bipartisan  appointment,  it  w-as  a 
Republican  appointment.  1  resent  that. 
I  think  it  is  dangerous  for  the  country. 
not  because  she  is  a  Republican  but  be- 
cause it  is  not  bipartisan  Anyway.  Dr. 
June  O'Neill,  the  new  Republican-ap- 
pointed head  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  said  that  quality  will 
suffer.  That  is  what  Bob  Reischauer 
also  said  before  her:  Quality  will  suffer. 

She  said  seniors  will  have  to  pay 
more  to  maintain  the  current  quality 
of  their  health  care. 

Dr.  Reischauer  disputed  Republican 
promises  headlined  in  the  New  York 
Times  a  few  weeks  ago  that,  cuts  in 
Medicare  "will  be  huge  but  painless." 
He  testified  that  cutting  Medicare  in 
the  short  run  is  not  painless  and  im- 
provements in  quality  will  be  slowed 
down. 

The  president  of  the  American  Hos- 
pital Association  testified  that  "Amer- 
icans believe  deeply  that  Medicare  is 
Social  Security.  That  sentiment  cuts 
across  all  age.  income,  geographic  and 
gender  boundaries."  He  is  right.  Medi- 
care is  part  of  the  Social  Security  law. 

Those  propospd  spending  reductions  may  in 
fact  be  reductions  in  the  rate  of  growth  and 


not  cuts  in  the  spending,  but  let  us  be  very 
clear.  To  people  who  rely  on  Medicare  for 
their  care  and  for  people  who  provide  their 
care,  the  spending  proposals  being  considered 
are  very  likely  to  translate  into  cuts,  cuts  in 
services,  cuts  in  personnel,  cuts  in  quality. 
To  the  people  to  whom  we  provide  care, 
these  slowdowns  in  the  rate  of  spending 
translates  into  real  cuts. 

Over  the  past  year,  during  debate  on 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  and 
now  on  the  Senate  budget  resolution.  I 
have  tried  to  get  my  colleagues  to 
focus  on  the  consequences  of  budget 
cuts.  I  really  do  believe  in  that.  I  think 
budget  cuts  simply  are  not  done  for  nu- 
merical reasons.  They  are  done  for  the 
condition  of  the  country  as  a  whole, 
and  within  that  condition  of  the  coun- 
try of  the  whole  are  many  factors  to 
consider,  and  some  of  those  are  the  ef- 
fects on  people.  I  come  from  the  State 
of  West  Virginia,  and  I  cannot  do  any- 
thing—nor will  I  ever  do  anything — 
without  considering  the  effects  on  the 
people  that  I  represent. 

To  think  about  the  people  that  will 
be  directly  and  immediately  affected 
by  these  budget  actions,  we  need  to 
move  beyond  the  strictly  mathemati- 
cal. But  for  those  people  who  like 
math,  I  have  a  simple  addition  problem 
for  them. 

Millie  Wolfe  lives  in  Preston  County, 
WV.  She  is  83  years  old,  and  she  lives 
alone.  She  still  drives  a  car.  She  lives 
on  her  monthly  Social  Security  check 
of  $593  a  month.  She  spends  $175  a 
month  on  rent,  $93  on  her  medigap  pol- 
icy, $8.30  cents  on  her  heart  medicine. 
That  leaves  her  with  a  little  over  $300 
a  month  to  pay  her  phone  bill,  her 
heating  bill,  her  electric  bill,  gas  and 
maintenance  for  her  car,  to  buy  grocer- 
ies, and  any  and  all  other  living  ex- 
penses. 

She  is  worried  she  may  no  longer  be 
able  to  drive  herself  to  the  grocery 
store  and  to  the  doctor's  office  and 
might  soon  need  help  with  transpor- 
tation. And  at  83  she  has  a  right  to 
begin  to  worry  about  that.  But  she  is 
very,  very  worried  and  very  upset 
about  having  to  pay  $700  to  $900  more 
per  year  in  Medicare  costs  as  she  would 
under  the  proposal  that  lies  before  us. 
She  is  already.  Mr.  President,  paying 
$1,200  a  year  out  of  pocket  for  her 
medigap  coverage  and  her  heart  medi- 
cine, not  counting  the  $46  that  is  auto- 
matically deducted  each  month  from 
her  Social  Security  check  for  her  Medi- 
care part  B  premium. 

People  who  live  on  fixed  incomes  like 
Millie  Wolfe  will  have  to  subtract  what 
they  can  spend  on  other  essential  liv- 
ing expenses  in  order  to  pay  for  the  in- 
creased costs  of  health  care  that  will 
be  required  under  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

Millie  Wolfe  lives  alone,  but  she  is 
not  alone  in  West  Virginia.  She  is  not 
alone  in  this  country.  There  are  9  mil- 
lion seniors  who  live  alone  in  this 
country.  A  lot  of  seniors  in  West  Vir- 
ginia   live    on    fixed    incomes.    Rarely 


does  one  run  into  a  senior  in  West  Vir- 
ginia, as  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts would  know,  with  an  income  that 
might  be  more  than  $10,000.  $12,000. 
$13,000  or  $14,000  a  year. 

Asking  those  folks  to  pay  more  than 
they  already  are  paying  for  health  care 
in  order  to  save  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  is.  frankly,  offensive  to  me.  Why? 
Because  it  directly  hurts  them.  When 
you  say  everybody  should  pay  more.  I 
take  you  back  to  Millie. 

Mr.  President,  over  half  of  the  sen- 
iors in  West  Virginia  live  in  rural 
areas.  That  makes  them  even  more  vul- 
nerable to  the  severe  consequences  of 
the  Republican  budget  that  is  before 
us.  Rural  seniors  will  not  only  have  to 
pay  more  under  the  budget  resolution, 
but  they  may  wind  up  losing  their  ac- 
cess to  health  care  altogether.  Medi- 
care cuts  of  this  magnitude  will  se- 
verely threaten  the  solvency  of  many 
rural  hospitals,  as  I  have  indicated, 
forcing  many  of  them  to  close  their 
emergency  rooms,  if  they  have  them, 
cut  back  on  other  services,  and.  yes.  as 
has  happened  before  in  West  Virginia, 
some  will  shut  their  doors. 

We  will  hear  protests  by  the  Repub- 
licans that  if  we  do  not  act  right  away, 
there  will  not  be  a  Medicare  Program. 
Mr.  President,  I  can  guarantee  you 
that  if  they  implement  their  budget 
plan,  there  really  will  not  be  a  Medi- 
care program.  Benefits  will  disappear, 
quality  will  deteriorate,  and  access 
will  be  hard  to  obtain,  or  will  become 
nonexistent  for  people  in  my  State, 
who  I  will  fight  for. 

One  word  about  Medicaid  and  I  am 
finished.  They  are  going  to  cut  $160  bil- 
lion to  $190  billion  out  of  Medicaid.  You 
see.  people  do  not  care  as  much  about 
Medicaid  because  they  say  that  is  for 
the  poor.  and.  therefore,  it  does  not  get 
the  attention.  Well,  it  gets  the  atten- 
tion from  this  Senator.  The  likely  im- 
pact of  the  budget  resolution  cuts  on 
Medicaid,  will  mean  that  5  to  7  million 
kids  will  lose  health  coverage.  800,000 
to  1  million  elderly  and  disabled  bene- 
ficiaries will  lose  coverage,  and  tens  of 
millions  will  lose  benefits.  For  exam- 
ple, all  preventive  and  diagnostic 
screening  services  for  children,  home 
health  care,  and  hospice  services  would 
be  eliminated  as  well  as  dental  care  if 
the  $190  billion  were  cut. 

There  is  a  difference  between  the  two 
parties.  There  was  not  last  night. 
There  was  not  within  the  past  week  as 
we  worked  out  our  differences.  On  this 
one.  our  differences  are  going  to  be 
very  hard  to  work  out  because  there 
are  fundamental  priorities  and  prin- 
ciples at  stake  here. 

I  do  not  intend  to  be  shy  in  defense  of 
the  people  I  represent  from  the  State  of 
West  Virginia.  They  work  hard.  They 
have  had  few  breaks,  and  they  need 
help  where  help  is  justified. 

I,  along,  I  suspect,  with  many  col- 
leagues from  this  side  of  the  aisle,  and 
I  expect  none  from  the  other  side  of  the 
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aisle,  are  going  to  do  everything  we 
can  to  help  them.  I  regard  this  as  a 
moral  issue. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  is  recognized  for  15  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
before  the  Senator  starts  his  comments 
if  I  could  make  one  observation.  It  will 
take  me  1  minute. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  withhold.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  note  that  about  4  years  ago.  for  in- 
surance policies  for  Americans  working 
for  various  companies  the  premiums 
were  going  up  14  percent  a  year.  Then 
they  went  to  11.  And,  lo  and  behold, 
today  they  are  down  to  something  like 
3.5  percent.  I  would  just  ask,  for  all  the 
people  whose  premiums  have  gone 
down  because  there  is  competition  and 
modernized  delivery  system,  I  wonder 
if  they  are  all  out  in  the  streets  with- 
out health  care.  I  wonder  if  the  hos- 
pitals which  treat  them  are  closing  up 
because  there  is  no  money  to  treat 
them.  I  think  quite  to  the  contrary. 
They  are  getting  the  same  kind  of  serv- 
ices they  got  before.  It  is  just  costing 
people  less  for  the  same  kind  of  serv- 
ices. 

I  do  not  know  that  is  impossible  for 
seniors  in  America.  I  hope  it  is  pos- 
sible. For  otherwise  we  cannot  afford 
the  insurance,  and  we  cannot  afford  to 
cover  them  in  the  future.  I  just  lay 
that  on  the  record. 

We  will  have  a  lot  more  to  say  about 
Medicare.  We  choose  now  to  let  every- 
body speak,  and  we  are  delighted  there 
are  so  many  on  our  side.  There  are 
more.  We  have  three  listed.  If  there  are 
more  Senators,  start  giving  us  your 
names. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts for  yielding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  my  re- 
sponse to  my  friend  from  New  Mexico 
is  the  premiums  are  going  down,  but 
what  he  is  not  saying  is  what  is  hap- 
pening in  terms  of  the  copayments  and 
the  deductibles,  because  the  copay- 
ments and  the  deductibles  are  going 
up.  and  the  Senator  has  not  com- 
mented about  the  coverage,  about 
whether  there  has  been  a  reduction  in 
coverage. 

These  are  the  kinds  of  issues  that  we 
ought  to  be  talking  about,  not  just 
these  massive  figures,  about  how  many 
billions  of  dollars  more  we  are  going  to 
spend  on  people.  That  is  the  question, 
that  premiums  can  go  down  if  your  co- 
payments  and  deductibles  go  up.  if  you 
are  reducing  the  kinds  of  coverage  and 
the  range  of  services. 

So  if  we  are  going  into  full  debate 
about  what  is  going  to  happen  in  terms 


of  real  health  care  costs,  we  would  wel- 
come that  debate  and  how  we  are  going 
to  get  a  handle  on  it.  I  would  agree 
with  my  good  friends  from  West  Vir- 
ginia and  Minnesota,  and  others  that 
the  only  way  we  are  ever  going  to  get 
a  handle  on  health  care  costs  is  within 
the  totality  of  the  health  care  system 
rather  than  just  a  quarter  of  the  health 
care  system. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  also  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  on  an  excellent  pres- 
entation on  the  importance  of  trying 
to  preserve  the  Medicare  system  in  our 
country.  It  is  a  part  of  Social  Security, 
make  no  mistake  about  it. 

We  will  have  more  chances  to  talk 
about  it.  The  direct  payments  under 
part  B  of  Medicare  are  right  under  the 
Social  Security  system.  When  you  see 
a  reduction  in  terms  of  the  Consumer 
Price  Index,  reduced  as  in  the  formula 
of  the  budget,  you  are  going  to  see  fur- 
ther reductions  in  terms  of  the  recipi- 
ents of  Social  Security.  We  will  come 
to  that  at  another  time. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  talking  about  Medicaid  af- 
fecting children.  Eighteen  million  chil- 
dren in  this  country  are  covered  under 
Medicaid.  Medicaid  is  primarily  for 
seniors,  long-term  care,  and  people 
with  disabilities,  but  there  are  also  18 
million  children  covered  under  Medic- 
aid. And  as  the  Senator  points  out,  5  to 
7  million  of  those  will  lose  under  the 
proposal  of  the  budget  resolution.  The 
fact  is.  of  the  18  million,  half  are  chil- 
dren of  working  families.  We  have 
heard  all  about  trying  to  have  a  system 
that  is  going  to  be  fair  and  equitable. 
But  here  you  are,  saying  to  the  sons 
and  daughters,  the  children,  we  are 
going  to  be  cutting  back  on  that  pro- 
gram there  is  no  protection  for  them 
in  this  program. 

The  Senator  was  quite  correct  in 
stating  the  terms  of  what  is  happening. 
Never  mind  the  millions  of  other  chil- 
dren, the  14  or  15  million  other  children 
who  do  not  have  health  insurance.  And 
the  increase,  as  a  Carnegie  report  has 
shown,  in  the  last  15  months  of  an  addi- 
tional million  poor  children  not  cov- 
ered by  health  insurance.  Those  num- 
bers are  going  up.  They  are  increasing 
dramatically. 

I  wish  to  ask  my  friend,  just  taking  a 
few  minutes  here  this  afternoon,  be- 
cause there  are  many  others  waiting, 
as  we  are  talking  about  the  whole  issue 
of  Medicare,  to  review  with  me  exactly 
where  we  are  as  an  institution  and 
where  are  our  senior  citizens.  I  have  a 
chart  here.  We  hear  the  question  of 
fairness.  I  am  talking  now  about  the 
health  care  for  Members  of  Congress 
versus  the  health  care  for  senior  citi- 
zens. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
pointed  out  that  over  the  next  7  years. 
Medicare  couples  will  pay  out  $6,400 
more,  and  then  that  will  go  up  at  $900 
a  year. 
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Let  us  look  at  where  we  are  as  a  base 
as  Members  of  Congress,  as  the  Senator 
pointed  out.  The  average  senior  citizen 
is  making  $17,700.  The  average  Member 
of  Congress,  $133,000.  The  monthly  Med- 
icare part  B  premium  per  individual: 
here  it  is  $46.10;  Member  of  Congress: 
$44.05.  So  senior  citizens  are  paying 
more  under  Medicare  on  the  part  B. 
The  deductibles:  Members  of  Congress, 
$350.  That  includes  the  doctors  and  hos- 
pitalization, $350.  Theirs  is  $816— more 
than  double.  These  are  the  people  who 
are  making  $17,000  a  year.  Their  de- 
ductible is  more  than  double  ours.  Hos- 
pital care:  Member  of  Congress,  unlim- 
ited. Theirs,  the  senior  citizens,  is  lim- 
ited. Prescription  drugs:  We  are  cov- 
ered, small  deductible,  about  $50.  They 
are  not  covered.  The  program  does  not 
even  apply  to  prescription  drugs.  Any 
Member  of  Congress  who  goes  into  any 
senior  citizen  home  and  asks:  How 
many  of  you  are  paying  $50  a  month  or 
more  for  prescription  drugs?  Sixty  per- 
cent of  the  hands  will  go  in  the  air. 
You  ask  them  how  many  of  you  are 
paying  $25  a  month  for  prescription 
drugs.  They  all  laugh.  They  are 
amazed.  They  wonder  why  you  do  not 
know  that  85  or  90  percent  of  them  are 
paying  more  than  $25  for  prescription 
drugs. 

We  are  covered.  Members  of  Congress 
are  covered.  But  they  are  not  covered. 

On  the  dental  care,  effectively,  we 
are  covered;  they  are  not  covered. 

On  the  preventive  services, 
screenings  for  cervical  and  prostate 
cancer,  some  benefits  are  covered. 

And  look,  out-of-pocket  limits:  $3,700 
for  Members  of  Congress,  none  for  sen- 
ior citizens. 

Does  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  re- 
member all  those  wonderful  spc^eches 
we  heard  at  the  start  of  this  Congress: 
We  are  going  to  have  equity,  fairness: 
the  laws  that  apply  to  the  country  are 
going  to  apply  to  Members  of  Congress. 
We  all  lined  up  and  we  all  said  yes. 
That  was  something  that  was  initiated 
by  the  Democrats  in  the  previous  Con- 
gress, blocked  by  the  Republicans  in 
the  other  Congress.  We  all  supported  it. 
We  heard  speeches  about  that. 

What  we  did  not  hear  from  our  Re- 
publican colleagues,  all  our  newer 
Members  that  came  to  the  Senate.  "'We 
are  getting  a  good  benefit  package  for 
health  care  and  we  want  to  make  that 
available  to  the  American  people."  We 
have  not  heard  that. 

We  ought  to  be  debating  that  issue, 
but,  no.  we  are  talking  about  making 
what  our  senior  citizens  pay  more  equi- 
table, make  them  more  equitable  with 
the  Members  of  Congress.  We  are  un- 
dermining and  making  their  benefits 
cost  more,  $6,400  for  a  couple— more. 
And  $900  a  year  annually  after  that — 
more. 

What  is  the  answer  that  we  will  hear 
for  that?  Well,  Senators,  we  will  hear  it 
in  the  course  of  debate,  I  expect.  Do 
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you  know  what  we  are  doing?  We  are 
capping  the  Members  of  Congress  now. 
to  go  up  at  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
rate.  I  remember  when  we  were  talking 
about  a  cap  last  year.  That  was  price 
fixing.  That  was  the  heavy  hand  of 
Government  fixing  prices  and  costs. 

The  Senators  from  West  Virginia, 
Minnesota,  and  Washington  remember: 
We  will  never  tolerate  that;  we  will  not 
go  along  with  that. 

Nonetheless,  that  is  going  to  be  the 
answer.  And  they  are  fixing  it  to  bene- 
fit us,  to  protect  us.  We  are  basically 
putting  billions  and  billions  of  dollars, 
in  additional  out-of-pocket  expenses  on 
our  elderly.  P"or  what?  For  the  tax  cut. 
For  the  tax  cut. 

It  was  going  to  be  difficult  enough  to 
try  to  bring  about  some  changes  in  the 
Medicare  system,  to  try  to  encourage 
preventive  health  care,  to  try  to  pro- 
vide prescription  services  for  our  senior 
citizens,  to  try  to  provide  home  care, 
to  try  to  provide  community  care  for 
our  seniors,  and  to  try  to  strengthen 
the  quality  of  health  care.  We  proposed 
some  changes  and  adjustments  in  the 
Medicare  system  last  year.  And  after 
the  seniors  had  a  chance  to  review  it, 
they  basically  supported  it  with  its  ex- 
panded choices. 

Not  under  this  program.  Not  under 
this  program.  And  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress ought  to  be  ashamed  of  them- 
selves, to  come  out  here  and  say  we  are 
saving  the  Medicare  Program  by  all  of 
these  cuts  and  at  the  same  time  provid- 
ing and  utilizing  those  savings,  or  $170 
billion  of  those,  in  order  to  provide  tax 
cuts  for  other  individuals.  At  the  same 
time  they  are  not  even  addressing  the 
kind  of  inequity  and  unfairness  that 
exists.  All  of  these  statements  are 
being  made  here  by  Members  of  Con- 
gress who  have  their  benelit  package 
all  set;  we  have  ours.  And  we  are  back 
in  a  regrettable  situation  where  we  are 
going  to  administer  to  people  who  are 
not  in  this  body,  the  senior  citizens  of 
this  country.  That  is  basically  wrong 
and  unfair  and  unjust. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  be  no- 
tified when  I  have  3  minutes  left  of  my 
15,  if  I  could,  please. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  One  of  the 
things.  I  would  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  we 
heard  this  constantly  during  the  health 
care  debate  was.  "You  can  lose  your 
right  to  pick  out  your  own  doctor." 
But  now  what  is  it  that  the  budget  res- 
olution and  the  whole  course  of  events 
is  doing  for  senior  citizens  in  Medi- 
care? We  are  talking  about  managed 
care,  more  and  more  managed  care  for 
Medicare. 

And  so  all  of  the  sudden  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
are  saying,  this  terrible  fee-for-service 
system  which  we  have  for  Medicare. 
and  it  is  only  for  Medicare,  only  they 
have  a  fee-for-service  system,  so  we 
have  to  move  to  managed  care.  And 
what  happens  then,  of  course,  is  they 


do  not  have  the  chance  to  choose  their 
own  doctor.  But  if  they  want  to  choose 
their  own  doctor,  then  let  them  pay 
more. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  ex- 
actly correct.  They  will  say  we  are  en- 
hancing cl  oices  but  effectively,  given 
the  financial  burden,  there  will  be  none 
and  seniors  will  be  forced  into  managed 
care.  The  cost  for  the  fee  for  service 
will  be  so  expensive  it  will  be  out  of 
reach.  It  will  not  even  be  there  as  a 
possible  choice. 

And  yet,  I  am  sure,  in  the  course  of 
the  debate,  we  are  going  to  hear.  "Oh, 
well,  we  are  providing  these  range  of 
services."  It  is  going  to  be  very  impor- 
tant for  the  American  people  to  listen 
and  listen  carefully  about  this. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  important,  as 
we  are  going  to  hear  all  of  these 
speeches  about  how  we  are  really  doing 
our  senior  citizens  a  favor,  people 
ought  to  be  asking— I  hope  our  senior 
citizens  are  going  to  ask— "Well,  just 
do  for  us  what  you  have  done  for  your- 
self. Don't  do  us  any  other  favors." 
That  is  a  pretty  good  question. 

It  always  troubles  me,  when  we  try 
to  do  that,  that  our  colleagues  vote  it 
down  and  then  take  advantage  of  their 
existing  coverage.  And  this  coverage, 
which  is  for  Members  of  Congress,  and 
available  to  10  million  of  our  Federal 
employees,  but  is  not  available  to  the 
senior  citizens,  our  Medicare  recipi- 
ents. And  they  are  the  ones  that  are 
going  to  get  shortchanged. 

Mr.  President,  just  this  final 
thought.  As  we  are  addressing  this 
budget.  I  think  it  is  appropriate  for 
American  people  to  understand  that 
working  families  are  paying  for  the 
GOP  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  What  we 
are  going  to  see.  as  I  mentioned,  under 
this  budget,  is  some  $6,400  more  that 
they  are  going  to  pay  over  the  period  of 
the  next  7  years.  That  is.  effectively,  as 
has  been  pointed  out.  a  tax.  The  work- 
ing families,  will  pay  some  $1,400.  That 
is  the  increase  with  elimination  of  the 
earned  income  tax  credit.  Out  there, 
for  men  and  women  who  are  playing  by 
the  rules  every  day,  going  to  work,  try- 
ing to  provide  for  their  families,  they 
will  get  an  increase  in  their  tax.  That 
is  included  in  this  budget.  They  get  a 
tax. 

And  then  there  are  the  students  of 
America.  Those  are  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  working  families  that  are 
going  to  our  schools  and  colleges.  They 
are  the  hope  of  our  future.  The  way 
that  program  has  been  reported  out  of 
the  Budget  Committee  will  mean  any- 
wheie  from  a  28-  to  45-percent  increase 
in  the  amount  of  the  interest  that  they 
pay.  That  is  the  equivalent  of  about 
$3,000  for  those  who  are  going  to  col- 
lege. It  will  be  more  if  they  go  to  grad- 
uate school.  They  are  going  be  paying. 

And  that  does  not  even  get  into  the 
costs  of  the  reductions  in  Head  Start, 
the  title  I  programs,  or  the  cutback  in 
the   help  and   the  assistance   to   local 


schools  in  the  area  of  technology,  as  we 
are  going  to  an  information  age.  It 
does  not  even  include  those  kinds  of 
programs  which  are  going  to  be  further 
attacked. 

Mr.  President,  the  first  amendment 
that  will  be  offered  is  an  amendment 
by  Senator  Lautenberg  from  New  Jer- 
sey and  Senator  Rockefeller  dealing 
with  Medicare  that  just  cries  out  for 
support. 

We  hope  that  the  American  people 
will  pay  attention  to  this  debate  and  to 
this  discussion,  and  let  us  know  how 
they  feel.  I  believe  we  are  on  their  side. 
We  need  to  hear  from  them  and  I  hope 
they  will  let  us  know  what  their  good 
judgment  is  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
four  seconds. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  see 
my  friend  from  Minnesota.  I  yield  him 
whatever  time  I  have  left. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
might  I  inquire — I  am  not  trying  to  get 
the  floor — are  we  rotating,  I  ask  my 
friend  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  are  rotating,  but 
not  one  on  one.  Your  side  has  had  a 
number  of  speakers  in  succession  and 
the  unanimous  consent  was — Mr.  Presi- 
dent, maybe  you  can  say  it^I  think  it 
was  Senators  Hatfield  and  Bond  on 
our  side  and  then  back  to  you. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  informal  order,  the  next 
person  who  would  be  recognized  who  is 
now  on  the  floor  is  the  Senator  from 
Missouri. 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Do  we  have  only  two 
Republicans,  or  three  in  a  row? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
was  no  order  for  how  many. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Might  I  inquire, 
do  you  have  any  other  names  listed  on 
that  unanimous  consent? 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    There 
are  no  other  names  listed  at  this  point. 
Does  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Missouri? 

Mr.     DOMENICI.     How    much     time 
would  the  Senator  desire? 
Mr.  BOND.  Twenty  minutes. 
Mr.  President.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
Senator  Hatfield. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  it.  our  informal  agreement 
was  actually  that  Senator  Hatfield 
would  proceed  if  he  were  on  the  floor 
and  then  Senator  Bond  and  then  back 
to  the  Democrats. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  15  minutes  to 
the  Senator  Hatfield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  for  yielding  for  a 
few  moments  of  presentation. 
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I  would  like  to  begin  today  by  reit- 
erating some  of  the  remarks  that  I 
made  during  the  debate  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  I  think  the 
American  people  elected  the  Repub- 
lican Congress  with  the  expectation 
that  we  would  show  leadership  and  a 
willingness  to  make  difficult  decisions. 
In  my  view,  the  public  shares  the  point 
of  view  that  Government  has  grown 
bloated,  ponderous,  and  too  expensive. 
The  programs  of  the  New  Deal  and  the 
Great  Society  put  safety  nets  in  place 
for  those  who  are  in  the  greatest  need, 
but  those  nets  now  strangle  the  Fed- 
eral Government  by  tying  up  precious 
funding  in  a  knot  of  regulations  and 
poor  management. 

I  believe  that  a  balanced  budget  can 
come  only  through  leadership  and  com- 
promise. This  compromise  must  come 
from  each  one  of  us.  More  importantly, 
it  must  come  from  those  we  represent. 
In  the  end.  there  is  no  easy  answer.  If 
there  is  a  political  will  to  create  a  bal- 
anced budget,  we  will  create  one.  and  if 
there  is  will  to  avoid  one.  we  will  avoid 
it. 

Senator  Domenici.  the  chairman,  and 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  mem- 
bers have  proven  that  this  Congress  is 
willing  to  make  difficult  decisions  and 
that  there  is  a  political  will  to  balance 
our  Federal  budget.  It  was  an  enor- 
mous task  to  construct  this  budget  res- 
olution and  I  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  the  committee 
for  its  work,  and  the  work  of  the  ex- 
traordinarily competent  staff  that  they 
have  assisting  them. 

Like  others.  I  think  that  the  budget 
resolution  cuts  in  the  wrong  places. 
targeting  programs  which  are  an  in- 
vestment in  our  future,  such  as  medi- 
cal research  and  educational  assistance 
to  our  college  students.  When  we  look 
at  the  data  related  to  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health,  particularly,  we 
have  convincing  evidence  that  every 
Federal  dollar  invested  in  biomedical 
research  yields  $13  in  cost  savings  and 
productivity  to  society.  Few  other  Fed- 
eral programs  can  claim  a  similar 
track  record. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  same  time  that 
we  see  substantial  cuts  in  investment 
programs,  we  continue  to  see  other 
portions  of  the  budget  continue  to 
grow  at  alarming  rates.  In  comparing 
spending  in  1995  with  the  proposed 
spending  in  2002.  we  see  that  non- 
defense  discretionary  spending  will  de- 
crease almost  11  percent,  defense 
spending  will  remain  flat — and  I  will 
believe  that  when  it  happens — and  enti- 
tlement spending  will  grow  45  percent. 
These  numbers  show  that  Congress 
must  continue  to  review  the  entitle- 
ment programs  of  this  country  to  en- 
sure the  long-term  solvency  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Let  me  spend  just  a  moment  on  the 
issue  of  our  national  investments.  This 
budget  presents  us  with  a  tragedy  in 
the   making   regarding  our  ability    to 


provide  a  high  quality  of  life  to  all 
Americans.  The  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion represents  the  worst  of  three  ter- 
rible options  for  the  future  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health. 

Option  No.  1— the  President's  budget 
request  calls  for  reduction  in  the  NIH 
funding  by  10  percent,  beginning  in  the 
year  2000.  I  call  this  death  by  water 
torture. 

Option  No.  2—  the  House  budget  reso- 
lution calls  for  an  immediate  5  percent 
reduction  from  1995  levels  for  the  NIH 
for  the  next  year  and  then  level  fund- 
ing for  the  next  5  years.  This  is  death 
by  the  hangman's  noose. 

Finally,  option  No.  3— the  Senate 
budget  resolution  calls  for  a  10  percent 
reduction  in  1995  levels  for  NIH  for  the 
next  7  years,  a  total  reduction  of  near- 
ly $8  billion.  $1  billion  in  1996  to  begin 
with. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  resolution 
protects  certain  agencies  from  budget 
cuts.  In  other  words,  they  have  seen  to 
it  to  exempt  within  NIH  certain  pro- 
grams, the  Centers  for  Disease  Control, 
the  Indian  Health  Service,  the  Sub- 
stance Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Serv- 
ice Administration,  and  all  AIDS-relat- 
ed  programs. 

These  exemptions  mean  the  actual 
cuts  to  all  other  NIH  programs  will  be 
around  16  to  20  percent,  not  10  percent. 
This  is  death  by  the  firing  squad,  and  it 
means  the  end  of  our  growing  medical 
research  enterprise  as  we  know  it. 

Let  me  give  you  a  couple  of  exam- 
ples. We  are  now  halfway  through  on 
the  decade  of  the  brain.  Mr.  President. 
we  have  in  the  first  5  years  of  that 
commitment  spent  a  proportion  of  that 
time  necessary  to  bring  together  over 
130  great  and  tested  scientists  in  this 
common,  integrated,  and  united  effort. 
It  did  not  happen  overnight.  And  as  a 
consequence,  if  you  start  taking  a  15- 
to  16-  or  20-percent  reduction  in  that 
kind  of  neurological  and  brain-related 
disease,  you  are  not  only  reducing  the 
funding  levels,  you  are  destroying  the 
infrastructure.  Let  me  analyze  that. 

The  Presiding  Officer  at  this  moment 
is  my  colleague  from  the  State  of 
Washington.  We  both  have  a  very 
major  timber  economy  in  our  States. 
You  take  a  small  sawmill,  or  any  saw- 
mill, and  if  there  is  an  interim  of  no 
supply  of  timber  resource,  that  sawmill 
closes.  You  lose  the  chief  sawer,  you 
lose  the  greenchain  people,  you  lose  all 
these  technological  people  necessary  to 
make  a  sawmill  function,  and  then  you 
get  a  supply  a  month  later.  It  will  take 
an  inordinate  amount  of  time  to  re- 
configure that  team  of  technology  that 
is  required  to  operate  a  sawmill. 

Now  look  at  what  it  means  in  terms 
of  high  technology,  the  high  specializa- 
tion of  a  brain  strategy  to  conquer  the 
diseases  of  the  brain.  You  lose  that 
team,  you  lose  that  kind  of  an  infra- 
structure and  you  do  not  rebuild  it  6 
months  later  or  the  next  budget  period. 
Bear  in  mind,  I  believe  that  every 
dollar  we  have  appropriated  for  AIDS  is 


fundamentally  required,  but  we  cannot 
afford  to  get  into  this  business  of  play- 
ing one  disease  against  another  disease 
and  which  one  has  the  greatest  politi- 
cal clout  gets  the  most  money.  And 
that  is  what  we  arc  embarked  upon. 

Why  exempt  AIDS?  What  about  can- 
cer'' What  about  heart  disease?  What 
about  Alzheimer's?  What  about  all  the 
other  diseases  that  we  are  concerned 
about  in  our  overall  strategy  of  war  on 
disease''  It  is  a  dangerous  precedent  to 
make  that  exemption  and  start  playing 
these  advocate  groups  one  against  the 
other. 

I  think  as  we  move  to  balance  the 
budget,  we  should  not  randomly  cut 
programs  in  our  midst.  We  must  cut  ju- 
diciously, but  at  the  same  time  safe- 
guard our  long-term  investment  pro- 
grams. Through  the  promise  of  medical 
research  we  will  find  the  treatments 
and  cures  we  need  to  eradicate  disease 
and  disability. 

Let  me  take  another  example.  I 
think  it  is  very  interesting  that  Sub- 
stance Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Serv- 
ices Administration  has  been  exempt. 
These  are  the  services  coming  out  of 
the  mental  health  programs  and  com- 
mitments. Mr.  President,  at  the  same 
time  that  we  are  going  to  continue 
these  services  at  presently  $2.1  billion, 
we  are  cutting  $630  million  of  fiscal 
year  1995  out  of  mental  research.  Now 
how  can  you  sustain  a  service  program 
delivering  the  best  quality  of  mental 
health  services  if  you  have  cut  off  the 
research  part  of  it  or  you  have  crippled 
it  or  you  have  brought  it  to  such  a 
place  where  they  lose  their  personnel, 
and  so  forth? 

I  think  we  know  that  only  through 
the  promise  of  medical  research  will  we 
find  the  treatments  and  cures  to  eradi- 
cate disease  and  disability  and  reduce 
our  health  care  costs.  Medical  research 
is  a  central  mechanism  for  controlling 
the  costs  of  health  care  in  this  coun- 
try. That  is.  a  cure  and  better  treat- 
ment. After  all.  a  cure  is  the  ultimate 
in  cost  control. 

We  found  that  fluoridation  saves  the 
country  approximately  $4.5  billion  each 
year  in  preventing  dental  cavities; 
psychoactive  drugs  which  actively  re- 
duce hospitalization  for  mental  illness 
saves  us  $7  billion  a  year  and  allows  pa- 
tients to  return  to  productive  lives;  a 
$20  million  investment  in  influenza  B 
vaccine  resulted  in  a  savings  of  over 
$400  million  a  year  by  preventing  cases 
of  childhood  meningitis. 

In  other  words.  Mr.  President,  all  of 
these  things  concern  me  so  much  that 
I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  during 
the  course  of  debate  on  the  budget  res- 
olution to  restore  the  cuts,  at  least  in 
major  part,  for  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health. 

I  expect  to  be  joined  by  a  bipartisan 
group  of  colleagues,  all  of  whom  be- 
lieve that  severe  cuts  in  this  area  are 
shortsighted  at  best.  We  are  not  alone 
in  this  task.  Public  opinion  polls  have 


shown  massive  public  support  for  mak- 
ing health  reses^rch  the  No.  1  Federal 
science  priority. 

At  the  same  time.  I  think  it  is  inter- 
esting that  we  have  frozen  at  current 
levels  the  research  in  the  energy  budg- 
et, and  that  has  a  major  focus  on  nu- 
clear matters  of  research. 

Mr.  President,  this  gets  us  down  to  a 
priorities  problem  again,  and  a  value 
problem.  I  believe  it  is  more  important 
to  protect  people  from  disease  by  find- 
ing the  solutions  and  the  preventive 
actions  to  take  rather  than  to  protect 
our  bombs.  That  may  not  be  the  value 
system  that  others  hold  but,  in  my 
view.  I  would  hate  to  go  home  and  ex- 
plain to  my  constituents  how  we  are 
going  to  cripple  the  research  for  spinal 
meningitis  or  for  Parkinson's  disease 
or  for  many  of  the  other  diseases  that 
everybody,  agewise,  will  face  one  way 
or  the  other  and  say,  •'Oh,  but  we  have 
sustained  our  commitment  to  the  re- 
search requirements  to  protect  our 
bombs." 

I  want  to  make  sure  that  I  add  this 
point:  That  any  type  of  restoration  of 
$1  to  this  budget  resolution  has  to  be 
offset,  and  we  are  working  on  a  biparti- 
san level  now,  working  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  authorization  committee, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
the  LaborHHS  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  we  are  working  with  our 
Democratic  colleagues  to  try  to  come 
up  with  the  offsets  to  deal  with  the  res- 
toration that  we  seek  for  the  NIH 
budget. 

I  wanted  to  also  say.  I  know  of  no 
person  in  this  body  who  has  a  greater 
commitment  to  medical  and  health 
problems  that  we  face  in  this  country 
than  Senator  D(j.mknici,  the  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee.  I  imagine 
that  he  has  probably  lost  more  sleep 
than  any  of  us  at  this  point  in  crafting 
this  budget  resolution.  So  lest  anybody 
attempt  to  make  a  personal  matter  out 
of  this  disagreement,  I  want  to  cer- 
tainly disabuse  them  of  that.  We  want 
to  work  with  Senator  Do.mknici's  staff, 
we  want  to  work  with  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee in  proposing  this  amendment. 
but  I  have  to  say.  we  are  determined- 
we  are  determined— to  save  the  future 
of  this  Nation's  medical  research  and 
its  infrastructure  that  is  required  to 
find  the  solutions  to  these  diseases. 

As  we  continue  with  this  debate,  it  is 
important  that  we  remember  that 
long- term  fiscal  responsibility  should 
not  only  depend  upon  cuts  in  spending. 
It  demands  a  radical  transformation  in 
the  way  we  do  business  as  a  govern- 
ment. I  know  as  an  appropriator  I  will 
focus  on  how  the  American  people  can 
get  more  out  of  fewer  federal  dollars. 
That  is  the  goal  of  the  private  sector  of 
our  society,  and  it  should  be  the  same 
of  the  Federal  Government  as  well.  I 
hope  that  the  authorizers  will  also  look 
to  the  innovators  at  the  State  and 
local  level  to  see  how  they  are  making 
limited   resources  go    further.    I   think 


each  one  of  us  can  look  to  the  local 
governments  and  advocates  to  glean 
ideas  of  how  to  make  success  govern- 
ment's goal,  as  opposed  to  an  obsession 
with    paperwork   and    feeding    the   bu- 


also  for,  I  think,  a  very  eloquent  state- 
ment. We  want  to  make  sure  one  group 
of  people  struggling  with  a  disease  is 
not  pitted  against  another  group. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 


reaucracy.  I  hope  this  Congress  takes    sent  that  after  my  colleague  from  Mis- 


the  fact  of  fewer  Federal  dollars  and 
turns  it  into  an  impetus  to  allow  the 
innovators  to  rise  to  the  top  as  shining 
examples  of  Government  at  its  finest. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  ask  my  colleagues  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  to  join  in  this  ef- 
fort in  eliminating  the  budget  deficit. 
We  have  all  come  to  the  floor  time 
after  time  to  discuss  the  impact  that 
continuing  budget  deficits  have  on  the 
economy  and  the  allocation  of  Federal 
revenue.  In  1995,  15  percent  of  all  Fed- 
eral revenue  will  go  to  paying  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt,  and  that  amount 
will  continue  to  grow  if  this  problem  is 
not  addressed.  I  think  many  Americans 
will  be  surprised  that  even  if  we  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  the  year  2002,  the 
Federal  Government  will  still  spend 
$279  billion  in  that  year  to  pay  interest 
on  the  debt.  Imagine  what  that  amount 


souri  is  finished  with  his  remarks,  that 
I  then  be  able  to  speak  for  15  minutes, 
followed  by  my  colleague  from  South 
Carolina,  Senator  Holli.ncs.  for  15  min- 
utes as  well,  and  then  I  understand  we 
will  rotate  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  is  the 
Senator  going  to  use? 

Mr.  BOND.  I  will  need  20  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  that  will  be  20 
minutes,  to  be  followed  by  15  and  15 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  is  recog- 
nized for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  my 
colleague  from  New  Mexico  who  has 
presided  over  a  very  difficult,  but  a 
very,  very  important  effort  in  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee.  I  think  the  tre- 
mendous   effort    he    made    deserves    a 


will  be  if  we  do  not  make  those  tough    great   deal   of  praise   and   thanks   not 


decisions  now 

As  a  Member  of  the  Senate  that  be- 
lieves that  the  Federal  Government 
can  still  play  a  vital  role  in  addressing 
societies'  needs,  I  can  think  of  a  num- 
ber of  ways  to  allocate  that  $279  billion 
in  the  year  2002.  rather  than  simply 
paying  interest  on  the  national  debt. 
Our  Federal  budget  deficit  is  a  national 
problem  which  deserves  bipartisan  at- 
tention. Bipartisan  negotiation,  leader- 
ship and  compromise  have  been  the 
cornerstones  upon  which  we  have  built 
all  effective  decisions  on  tough  issues 
since  the  formation  of  our  government. 
I  hope  the  Congress  does  not  miss  this 
opportunity  to  address  the  leal  issue  of 
balancing  the  budget,  and  that  is  the 
issue  which  is  before  us  in  this  Budget 
Resolution. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  asked  if  he  might  propound  a 
unanimous-consent  request.  I  will  be 
pleased  to  listen  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  my  colleague  from  New  Mexico, 
might  I  first  congratulate,  if  you  will, 
sing  praise  of  my  colleague  from  Or- 
egon. First  of  all.  I  very  much  appre- 
ciate his  remarks  and  want  to  be  a  part 
of  this  effort. 

I  know  last  night  my  colleague  from 
Oregon  was  given  recognition  that  he 
richly  deserves  from  the  Parkinson's 
community  for  his  work  in  introducing 
the  Morris  Udall  legislation,  and  as  the 
son  of  two  parents  who  had  Parkinson's 
disease.  I  would  like  to  thank  my  col- 
league from  Oregon  for  his  work  and 


only  by  us.  but  by  future  generations 
and  a  lot  of  people  who  may  not  really 
understand  the  full  impact  of  what 
Senator  Domenici  has  led  us  to  achieve 
for  the  health  of  our  economy  and  for 
future  generations. 

In  the  next  few  days,  we  are  going  to 
have  the  historic  opportunity  to  move 
through  Congress  a  budget  plan  which 
will  actually  get  this  Government's 
books  to  balance.  How  many  times 
have  we  talked  about  it?  Everybody  de- 
cided that  it  was  the  "holy  grail,"  that 
we  could  never  get  there.  Well,  through 
Senator  Domenici's  leadership,  we  have 
come  up  with  a  plan.  Nobody  said  it 
would  be  easy.  With  his  leadership  and 
the  willingness  of  Members  to  stand  up 
and  vote  for  action  instead  of  just  talk- 
ing a  good  game,  this  Senate  can  take 
that  first  step. 

Make  no  mistake,  the  step  is  a  big 
one.  For  the  first  time  in  25  years,  the 
Congress  has  an  opportunity  to  pass  a 
budget  which  will  get  us  into  a  surplus 
rather  than  keep  adding  to  our  debt. 
The  budget  is  tough.  It  sets  priorities 
and  recognizes  that  Government  can- 
not do  it  all.  It  makes  a  statement  that 
the  time  has  come  for  leaders  of  today 
to  start  paying  attention  to  the  eco- 
nomic devastation  that  is  being  cre- 
ated for  tomorrow's  generations  be- 
cause we  cannot  live  within  our  means. 
We  have  heard  many  speeches  about 
the  need  to  cut  spending,  reduce  the 
deficit,  and  get  our  Nation's  books  into 
balance.  Everyone  who  looks  at  our 
nearly  $5  trillion  debt  recognizes  the 
need  to  do  something  so  that  we  do  not 
keep  piling  on  that  debt  for  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren. 

Over  the  next  few  days,  the  American 
people  will  have  a  rare  opportunity  to 
see  exactly  what  the  political  leader- 
ship's visions  for  our  country's  future 
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are.  I  have  a  chart,  and  you  have  seen 
it  before  in  different  colors,  with  the 
same  message.  The  vision  of  this  Do- 
menici  budget  shown  here  in  blue  is 
that  by  taking  us  from  S176  billion  on  a 
glidepath  to  2002.  we  can  reach  a  sur- 
plus by  2002.  It  is  a  bold  plan.  It  scruti- 
nizes every  program  in  the  Federal 
budget  from  agriculture  to  welfare,  and 
already  the  dollar  has  strengthened  be- 
cause we  did  something. 

The  Washington  Times  reported  last 
Friday  that  on  Thursday.  May  11,  the 
dollar  jumped  in  its  biggest  1-day  ad- 
vance in  4  years.  That  was  the  same 
day  that  the  House  and  Senate  Budget 
Committees  approved  our  plans  for  re- 
ducing the  deficit  to  zero  by  2002.  It  is 
no  coincidence  that  the  dollar 
strengthened  the  same  day  we  made  an 
effort  to  restore  fiscal  sanity  to  the 
Federal  books. 

Earlier  this  year,  by  contrast,  when 
the  Senate  failed,  by  one  vote,  to  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  we 
showed  that  some  were  willing  to  sac- 
rifice U.S.  global  competitiveness  for 
short-term  political  gain.  The  message 
was  heard  loud  and  clear  in  the  global 
markets,  and  the  dollar  fell  to  record 
lows  against  the  Japanese  yen  and  the 
German  mark. 

Why  is  that  important?  Well,  Mr. 
President,  it  is  important  because  the 
international  monetary  markets  can 
tell  a  country  when  it  is  sick.  They 
told  .Mexico  it  was  sick  because  the 
peso  started  declining  and  nothing  was 
done.  Mexico  got  in  big  trouble.  The 
international  markets  were  taking  a 
look  at  our  fiscal  policy,  our  inability 
to  control  our  spending  and  saying 
that  the  United  States  is  sick.  And 
when  we  failed  to  pass  the  balanced 
hiiiHgpt  ampnilment.  they  recorded  their 
votes  in  the  way  that  is  most  effective. 
They  placed  their  convictions  with 
money  behind  their  views.  They  said 
we  are  in  danger  of  going  downhill. 

The  dollar  devaluation  does  not  just 
impact  big  banks  and  big  industry.  It 
has  an  affect  on  each  and  every  Amer- 
ican. The  dollar's  low  value  means  that 
U.S.  assets  are  less  valuable,  imports 
are  more  expensive,  and  that  the 
threat  of  foreign  competition  and  lost 
jobs  is  greater  than  ever. 

Passage  of  this  budget  resolution, 
which  would  get  us  to  balance  by  2002, 
is  critical  to  the  health  of  the  dollar 
and  to  the  American  economy.  Bold 
changes  are  in  store.  We  have  proposed 
dramatically  to  restructure  several 
Cabinet  agencies  and  the  programs 
under  their  jurisdiction.  We  propose 
the  elimination  of  programs,  new  and 
old,  which  will  outlive  their  purpose  or 
are  too  expensive  for  the  supposed  good 
they  do. 

We  have  heard  very  passionate 
speeches,  sincere  speeches,  on  this 
floor,  about  how  we  need  to  be  spend- 
ing more  in  all  of  these  areas.  That  is 
precisely  how  we  got  into  this  fix.  We 
did  not  get  into  this  fix  spending  too 


much  money  because  we  were  spending 
it  on  things  that  were  low  priorities. 
We  wanted  to  spend  more  on  every- 
thing. That  is  what  has  led  us  to  the  fix 
that  we  are  in  today. 

What  we  are  seeing,  in  essence,  in 
this  budget  is  that  we  cannot  spend 
more  on  everything.  We  have  to  make 
some  choices  and  we  have  to  slow  the 
growth.  We  have  told  agencies  they 
have  to  buy  smarter,  travel  more 
cheaply,  and  squeeze  out  the  last  nick- 
el in  their  operating  budgets. 

Let  me  deal  with  one  particular 
charge,  or  one  particular  allegation, 
that  I  am  afraid  was  based  on  misin- 
formation. One  of  my  colleagues,  ear- 
lier today,  was  told  by  NIH  that  if 
funding  was  cut  by  16  percent,  the  re- 
searchers would  not  get  any  new 
grants.  There  was  talk  of  the  success 
rate.  Currently,  the  success  rate  for 
health  research  is  one  in  four.  That 
means  one  out  of  four  new  applications 
for  research  gets  granted.  The  NIH  ap- 
parently told  my  colleague  that  under 
this  plan  only  1  out  of  100  new  grant 
applications  would  get  NIH  funds.  Our 
staff  looked  into  it  and  we  found  out 
that  that  was  totally  unsupportable. 

First.  NIH  got  the  numbers  wrong. 
The  budget  resolution  assumes  a  10- 
percent  cut  in  NIH;  NIH  assumed  a  16- 
percent  cut.  They  came  up  with  some 
figures  that  were  not  the  figures  we 
used  and  took  totally  different  assump- 
tions. So.  No.  1,  their  overall  figure 
was  wrong. 

No.  2,  NIH  decided,  in  that  classic  of 
all  Washington  moves,  to  "close  the 
Washington  Monument."  They  were 
going  to  hit  the  thing  with  all  of  the 
cuts  that  are  most  important,  and  that 
is  the  research  dollars.  The  "Washing- 
ton Monument  syndrome"  i.s  whpn  .any 
agency's  budget  is  cut.  they  shut  down 
the  most  visible  thing  that  they  do. 
They  said,  "That  cheap  Congress  would 
not  give  us  the  money  to  keep  it  oper- 
ating." So  NIH  said  that  70  percent  of 
the  cut  would  come  from  research 
grants.  If  I  were  a  researcher  out  look- 
ing for  grants,  I  would  ask  the  folks  at 
NIH:  How  come  you  do  not  want  to  cut 
money  out  of  the  overhead,  the  bu- 
reaucracy, the  buildings,  the  Washing- 
ton, DC,  efforts?  I  think  that  is  a  pret- 
ty good  question.  In  any  event,  they 
gave  us  that  assumption. 

Finally,  NIH  assumed  they  would 
take  all  the  money  from  new  grants. 
NIH  gets  34,000  requests  for  new  grants 
each  year,  and  they  assume  they  would 
cut  all  the  money  designated  for  new 
grants.  In  fact,  this  resolution  would 
cut  NIH  funding  by  $1.1  billion.  The 
Senate  Budget  Committee  staff  asked 
the  NIH  if  they  distributed  that  10  per- 
cent cut  equally  among  the  bureau- 
crats, Washington  researchers,  new 
grants  and  existing  grants,  what  would 
they  get?  First  of  all,  NIH  had  two  re- 
sponses. They  said  they  would  do  it  dif- 
ferently. That  is  cause  for  us  to  worry. 
They  said.   "If  the  cuts  were  distributed 


equally,  one  in  six  researchers  would 
get  new  grant  mone.y"— in  other  words, 
one  out  of  six  instead  of  the  current 
one  out  of  four.  Not  one  out  of  100. 
This.  I  think,  is  important  to  set  the 
record  straight.  This  budget  plan  is  not 
going  to  gut  NIH. 

In  addition,  this  budget  is  going  to 
say  that  we  are  going  to  save  Medicare. 
Medicare  is  broke;  it  must  be  fixed. 
The  public  trustees  are  right.  The  peo- 
ple who  were  appointed  as  public  rep- 
resentatives and  the  President's  Cabi- 
net members  said  that  Medicare,  part 
A.  is  on  the  verge  of  collapse.  It  will  go 
into  the  red  in  1997  and  start  spending 
more  money  than  it  takes  in  and,  by 
2002.  the  trust  fund  will  be  broke. 

If  the  trust  fund  is  broke,  then  under 
the  terms  of  the  law.  no  more  money 
can  be  paid.  In  other  words,  the  system 
shuts  down  I  do  not  think  it  is  respon- 
sible to  walk  away  from  that. 

The  President  has  decided  to  sit  back 
and  make  a  political  game  out  of  Medi- 
care. Worse,  he  is  talking  out  of  both 
sides  of  his  mouth  and  saying.  ■You 
cannot  claim  to  protect  Medicare  when 
it  is  cut."  But  he  has  no  plan  for  saving 
it. 

The  fact  that  Medicare  part  A  is  on 
the  death  spiral  was  revealed  by  the 
President's  own  Cabinet  members.  The 
President  knew  back  in  February  when 
he  said  there  would  not  be  one  penny 
cut  out  of  Medicare,  that  Medicare  was 
on  the  path  to  first  insolvency  and 
then  bankruptcy.  He  set  up  a  status 
quo  budget  with  no  changes,  no  plans 
for  saving  Medicare. 

We  stepped  to  the  plate  to  fix  the  cri- 
sis, and  he  says  that  we  are  trying  to 
kill  Medicare. 

Second,  the  President  conveniently 
forgets  that  he  proposed  similar  cuts  in 
MedicAif-  him.ielf.  When  the  President, 
in  1993.  needed  to  finance  his  Govern- 
ment-controlled, top-down  health  care 
plan,  he  proposed  spending  reductions 
in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  to  pa.v  for 
them. 

He  said  Medicare  and  Medicaid  are 
going  up  three  times  the  rate  of  infla- 
tion, and  all  we  propose  to  do  is  let  it 
go  up  two  times  the  rate  of  inflation, 
and  he  said  that  is  not  a  cut.  When  he 
said  specifically  that  is  not  a  cut,  how 
come  it  gets  to  be  a  cut  now  when  we 
propose  to  save  Medicare  by  doing 
about  what  he  proposed  to  do  in  1993? 

Mrs.  Clinton,  the  First  Lady,  has  said 
that  she  is  confident  we  can  reduce  the 
rate  of  increase  in  Medicare  spending 
without  undermining  the  quality  of 
Medicare  recipients.  We  know  we  can 
get  savings.  That  is  what  she  said.  Per- 
haps the  best  evidence  of  the  political 
game  that  is  being  played  here  comes 
from  the  architect  of  the  Clinton 
health  care  plan.  Mr.  Magaziner.  who 
said.  "Slowing  the  rate  of  growth  actu- 
ally benefits  beneficiaries  considerably 
because  it  slows  the  rate  of  growth  of 
the  premiums  they  have  to  pay." 

It  seems  to  me  that  those  great  argu- 
ments of  a  couple  years  ago  cannot  be 


ignored  when  they  come  out  and  try  to 
attack  our  efforts  to  save  Medicare 
now. 

Under  the  Senate  budget  resolution. 
Medicare  will  still  be  the  fastest  grow- 
ing part  of  the  Federal  budget.  Sol- 
vency would  be  guaranteed  for  10  years. 
Medicare  spending  will  continue  to 
grow  at  more  than  twice  the  rate  of  in- 
flation well  into  the  next  century. 
That  is  just  the  first  step. 

Let  me  move  now.  Mr.  President,  to 
one  other  example  of  the  kinds  of  re- 
forms that  this  budget  tackles.  That  is. 
reforming  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development.  I  happen  to  be 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that 
handles  the  HUD  appropriations.  We 
are  responsible  for  trying  to  stop  the 
train  wreck. 

This  year,  we  began  holding  hearings 
to  get  at  the  funding  crisis  at  HUD. 
This  is  a  crisis  that  not  only  threatens 
the  programs  which  millions  of  people 
depend  on  for  the  very  roof  over  their 
head,  but  threatens  to  squeeze  out 
needed  dollars  for  other  important  pro- 
grams. 

Wc  have  found  in  our  hearings  and  in 
our  investigations  that  HUD  is  a  dys- 
functional agency  that  requires  a  com- 
plete reevaluation  of  its  mission  and  a 
major  reform  of  its  program  and  pro- 
gram operations. 

The  Department  has  grown  from  an 
agency  responsible  for  about  50  pro 
grams  in  1980  to  well  over  200  programs 
now.  It  has  neither  the  capacity  nor 
the  political  will  to  administer  all 
these  programs. 

Frankly,  we  have  got  to  make  some 
serious  changes.  It  is  this  crisis  that 
led  me  to  advocate  and  propose  a  dra- 
matic restructuring  of  HUD.  which  is 
to  be  incorporated  in  this  budget  plan. 
That  IS  why  I  argued  so  strongly  for 
the  passage  of  the  rescission  package 
which  begins  the  major  surgery  HUD  so 
desperately  needs. 

In  particular,  the  budget  anticipates 
the  creation  of  block  grants  for  public 
housing.  It  assumes  that  the  actual 
projected  costs  of  section  8  contract  re- 
newals, that  some  of  this  asssistance 
should  be  given  in  block  grants  to  the 
States.  The  States  would  get  broad 
latitude  to  redesign  their  programs  so 
that  they  could  use  State  housing  fi- 
nance agencies  to  manage  their  pro- 
gram to  contract  out  the  responsibil- 
ities and  to  get  that  program  under 
control. 

Unfortunately,  when  the  President 
indicated  he  would  veto  the  disaster  re- 
lief supplemental  bill  w'th  the  rescis- 
sions in  it.  he  not  only  t  ok  the  money 
away  from  the  California  earthquake 
and  the  victims  of  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  it  also  took  over  $6  billion  in 
cuts  for  future  year  spending  from 
HUD. 

Let  me  make  this  point  again.  The 
bill  that  we  passed  out  of  the  con- 
ference committee  the  President  said 
he  would  veto  provides  vitally  needed 


funding  for  disaster  relief.  The  House 
and  the  Senate  also  passed  and  we 
passed  by  an  overwhelming  majority  in 
this  body,  a  measure  to  cut  spending  in 
HUD  so  that  we  will  face  not  quite  as 
serious  a  problem  next  year. 

We  still  have  a  funding  problem  for 
HUD  that  is  unbelievable.  The  Presi- 
dent's budget  asks  for  $20  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $11  billion  in  out- 
lay increases  for  HUD  over  the  next  5 
years.  Even  those  first  are  suspect.  We 
have  to  have  the  rescission  bill  to  cut 
off  the  authority  now  or  we  will  add 
more  commitments  to  HUD  that  they 
will  have  even  greater  trouble  funding 
in  the  future. 

Now,  to  me,  that  effort  for  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility is  one  of  the  first  and  most 
important  steps  we  can  take.  The 
President  has  come  out  with  some  kind 
of  gobbledygook.  saying  that  this  bill 
that  we  pass  contains  pork. 

Does  he  want  more  cuts  or  does  he 
want  less  cuts?  Items  that  he  objected 
to  in  the  rescissions  bill  were  items 
that  had  been  passed  by  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  in  past  years. 
Now  he  objects  because  we  have  not 
cut  the  right  things?  What  does  he 
want  Congress  to  cut? 

We  stepped  up  to  the  plate  and  gave 
him  some  cuts  that  were  carefully 
worked  out  in  this  body  and  in  con- 
ference with  the  House.  He  wants  to 
veto  that  rescission  bill. 

Two  things  happen  if  that  veto  goes 
through  and  it  is  upheld:  No.  1.  we  do 
not  have  the  money  for  the  emer- 
gencies; No.  2,  the  money  that  is  not 
rescinded,  the  budget  authority  that  is 
not  rescinded,  will  go  into  effect.  We 
will  be  on  an  even  steeper  incline  in 
our  rate  of  spending,  and  it  will  be 
more  difficult. 

The  President  told  us  back  in  1993  he 
wanted  to  see  us  end  the  deficit.  What 
happened?  Did  he  forget  what  he  said 
in  1993?  He  raised  taxes  to  start  what 
he  said  was  the  process.  He  said  the 
second  step  is  cutting  spending.  Where 
has  he  gone? 

Frankly,  after  the  President  raised 
taxes  and  cut  defense,  he  has  decided 
that  that  was  enough.  So  what  if  the 
deficit  goes  up  every  year  on  his  budget 
reaching  $276  billion  by  the  year  2000. 
So  what  if  another  $1.2  trillion  are 
added  to  the  debt? 

Well.  I  think  there  are  some  serious 
consequences.  No.  1.  it  will  hurt  our 
economy  right  now.  It  is  going  to  be  a 
real  problem  for  those  who  are  making 
a  living  in  our  economy  today  We  are 
going  to  see  the  potential  of  inflation 
coming  back  much  more  strongly.  That 
is  what  happens  when  the  value  of  our 
dollar  falls.  We  are  going  to  see  our 
costs  of  goods  go  up.  Most  of  all,  we  are 
going  to  see  debt  added  to  the  credit 
cards  of  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children. 

Can  we  afford  to  say  that  we  are  for 
our  children,  we  are  concerned  about 
children,  when  we  want  to  walk  away 


from  fiscal  responsibility  and  add  an- 
other $1.2  trillion  to  the  $5  trillion  we 
have  already  put  on  their  backs?  Mr. 
President.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
fancy  speeches  and  we  will  hear  a  lot  of 
fancy  speeches,  but  when  it  comes 
right  down  to  it,  this  is  what  we  say 
back  in  Missouri:    'Show  me'  time. 

Are  we  for  cutting  spending?  Do  we 
want  to  balance  the  budgef  Or  do  we 
want  to  leave  that  spending  machine 
going  full  throttle?  I  think  we  will  get 
a  fairly  clear  indication,  because  when 
the  votes  start,  we  will  find  out  who 
really  is  serious  about  the  financial 
stability  of  our  economy  today  and  the 
total  economic  security  of  our  future 
generations. 

Do  we  have  the  political  will?  Are  we 
willing  to  stand  up  to  face  the  music 
and  to  vote  for  a  tough  budget?  I  be- 
lieve we  will.  I  will  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  effort  to  get  the  budget 
deficit  to  zero  and  move  it  into  surplus 
in  the  year  2002,  because  it  is  essential 
for  our  economy  now.  It  is  essential  for 
the  well-being  of  future  generations. 
Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield  for  1  minute  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  would  be  pleased 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President  and 
fellow  Senators.  I  do  not  want  anyone 
to  think  that  we  already  have  ruled 
out  a  vote  for  tonight.  Senators  asked, 
are  we  going  to  vote  tonight? 

Frankly,  we  have  to  use  10  hours  of 
this  budget  resolution  up  tonight.  We 
started  at  12  clock  and  we  are  working 
to  see  if  we  cannot  accomplish  that, 
but  clearly  we  would  like  to  enter  into 
an  arrangement  where  we  would  vote 
tomorrow,  at  least  on  a  Domenici 
amendment  and  on  a  Democrat  amend- 
ment. But  I  have  no  agreement,  nor 
does  the  majority  leader,  that  we  are 
not  to  move  one  of  those  up  to  tonight 
unless  we  can  arrange  somehow  to  get 
10  hours  out  of  today's  work.  Because 
we  still  have  30,  and  that  would  be  30 
for  the  days  of  Monday.  Tuesday,  and 
Wednesday,  and  our  leader  has  said  we 
are  going  to  be  finished  on  Wednesday, 
which  will  mean  very  long  hours  next 
week. 

I  want  to  compliment  Senator  Bond, 
not  only  for  his  remarks  today,  which 
I  think  were  right  on  point,  but  actu- 
ally you  cannot  get  a  budget  resolution 
out  on  the  floor  without  a  lot  of  Sen- 
ators helping  you  and  a  lot  of  Senators 
voting  for  it. 

The  Senator  has  been  a  staunch  sup- 
porter and  formidable  proponent  of  the 
balanced  budget.  I  want  to  thank  him 
here  in  front  of  all  the  Senate. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  thank  the  Sen- 
ator for  yielding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
when  I  come  to  the  noor  sometimes  I 
just  like  to  respond  to  what  my  col- 
leagues have  said.  Sometimes  that  ends 
up  being  debate.  And  then  sometimes 
we  come  back  to  it  later  on. 

My  colleague  from  Missouri  is  a 
friend.  I  think  I  enjoy  working  on  the 
Small  Business  Committee  about  as 
much  as  I  enjoy  working  on  any  com- 
mittee. But  when  my  colleague  said 
the  attitude  in  Missouri  is.  "Show 
me."  and  he  talked  about  children,  I 
would  remind  him  and  I  would  remind 
my  good  friend  from  New  Mexico  that 
we  have  not  had  a  lot  of  discussion 
about  children  yet.  I  am  going  to  have 
several  amendments  on  the  floor  even- 
tually. But  in  talking  about  the  health 
care  cuts,  there  has  been  more  of  a 
focus  on  Medicare  and  less  of  a  focus  on 
Medicaid. 

My  understanding— and  maybe  these 
numbers  are  a  little  bit  off — but  my  un- 
derstanding is  that  with  the  proposed 
Medicaid  cuts,  we  would  be  capping  the 
per  capita  growth  rate  for  expenditures 
under  that  program  at  about  1.4  per- 
cent. That  is  compared  to  a  growth 
rate  of  about  7  percent  projected  for 
private  expenditures?  Am  I  wrong 
about  these  figures? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  1.7  is.  I  do  not  know  what  that  is. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  The  per  capita 
growth  rate  for  Medicaid  expendi- 
tures— after  the  proposed  cuts— would 
be  about  1.4  percent. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  For  Medicaid?  I 
would  not  know  that.  I  have  not  fig- 
ured it  that  way. 

Mr  WELLSTONE.  OK.  I  ask  my  col- 
league, at  some  point  in  time  during 
the  debate  it  would  be  helpful  to  get 
those  numbers. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Fine. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  The  reason  I  iiieri- 
tion  that  is  that  there  are.  I  think, 
today  in  our  country  about  11  million 
children  who  have  no  health  care  cov- 
erage whatsoever.  I  say  to  both  of  my 
colleagues.  And.  every  year  since  1987, 
employment-based  health  insurance 
coverage  has  been  dropping. 

Do  you  know  what  has  filled  the  gap? 
Medicaid.  That  is  what  has  filled  the 
gap.  I  think  in  Minnesota— I  say  to  my 
other  colleague  who  is  presiding— there 
are  about  200.000  children  or  there- 
abouts who  are  covered  by  Medicaid.  I 
have  to  say.  as  long  as  we  are  talking 
about  children,  when  I  see  these  kinds 
of  dramatic.  I  think  draconian,  reduc- 
tions in  reimbursement  I  have  to  won- 
der what  the  effect  will  be  on  those 
children.  That  is  my  first  point. 

My  second  point,  and  we  can  come 
back  to  it  in  debate,  but  I  think  it  is  a 
point  well  worth  making  because  these 
statistics  all  mean  something.  My  col- 
leagues know  this.  I  am  not  intending 
to  be  self-righteous.  I  am  just  saying 
we  need  to  understand  the  faces  behind 
the  statistics. 

The  second  point  about  Medicaid  is 
that    I    have    heard    some    discussion 


about  the  power  of  the  senior  citizen 
lobby.  The  majority  of  Medicaid  ex- 
penditures in  Minnesota,  and  I  am  sure 
other  States  as  well,  go  toward  nursing 
homes,  covering  nursing  home  expenses 
for  elderly  people  who  by  definition  are 
in  nursing  homes  because  they  are 
frail.  Many  of  them  are  struggling  with 
diseases  and  illness.  They  are  hardly 
powerful.  I  would  say  to  my  colleagues, 
I  do  not  quite  know  what  we  intend  to 
do  with  the  dramatic,  draconian  cuts 
in  reimbursement,  Medicaid-wise. 

I  met  with  a  good  number  of  people 
from  southeast  Minnesota  last  Satur- 
day and  there  was  one  man  who  runs  a 
hospital  nursing  home  in  one  of  our 
smaller  towns  in  southeast  Minnesota. 
He  almost  had  tears  in  his  eyes.  Maybe 
this  is  melodramatic.  His  question  was, 
"What  is  going  to  happen  to  these  peo- 
ple? Will  the  State  pick  up  the  costs? 
What  is  going  to  happen  to  them?" 
That  is  just  a  question  that  I  raise. 

As  long  as  my  colleague  from  Mis- 
souri was  talking  about  children,  let 
me  make  another  point,  and  I  would 
like  to  commend  Senator  Movnih.JiN 
from  New  York  for  his  powerful  voice 
dealing  with  the  issues  of  race,  pov- 
erty, gender,  and  children  in  America. 
As  I  understand  it.  in  this  budget  pro- 
posal we  are  talking  about  something 
like  $20  billion  in  reduction  for  food 
stamps.  I  would  not  want  any  of  my 
colleagues  to  believe,  if  they  do  believe 
so.  that  by  going  after  fraud— and  there 
are  some,  I  am  sure,  abuses  that  take 
place— that  is  how  you  get  a  $20  billion 
reduction. 

I  ask  my  colleagues.  Democrats  and 
Republicans  alike,  not  to  be  ahistorical 
and  to  understand  that  we  had  a  lot  of 
exposes,  a  lot  of  studies  on  these  is- 
sues.   There   was   a    Field    Foundation 

documentary.  And  what  did  those  stud- 
ies point  out?  What  did  we  see  on  tele- 
vision? What  we  saw  was  that  in  the 
United  States  of  America  there  were 
children  who  were  suffering  from  scur- 
vy and  rickets,  distended  bellies,  mal- 
nutrition, and  hunger.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  expansion  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program,  which  is  one  of  the  really 
true  safety  net  programs,  led  to  a  dra- 
matic reduction  in  that  malnutrition 
and  hunger  among  children  in  America. 
Are  we  now  going  to  turn  the  clock 
back?  I  would  like  to  know  where  the 
evidence  is  that  says  that  we  can  have 
those  kinds  of  cuts  in  a  major  food  as- 
sistance program  without  having  a  se- 
rious effect  on  children,  the  poorest  of 
the  poor  in  America. 

So  many  of  my  colleagues  keep  talk- 
ing about,  "for  the  sake  of  children  in 
the  future."  How  about  the  children 
now?  Every  30  seconds  a  child  is  born 
into  poverty  in  America.  One  out  of 
every  four  children — poor;  one  out  of 
every  two  children  of  color— poor. 
What  about  those  children  now? 

I  just  mentioned  two  programs  with 
dramatic  reductions,  draconian  reduc- 


tions. I  know  we  will  have  time  for  de- 
bate. I  have  not  seen  anybody  stand  up 
yet.  I  know  that  we  will  have  this  de- 
bate and  it  should  be  substantive  de- 
bate. We  respect  one  another.  Tell  me 
how  we  are  going  to  do  that  without 
harmful  consequences  to  those  citizens; 
in  this  particular  case  I  am  talking 
about  children. 

We  ought  not  to  be  doing  deficit  re- 
duction based  upon  the  path  of  least 
political  resistance,  that  is  to  say 
targeting  those  with  the  least  amount 
of  political  clout. 

Second,  and  maybe  last  point,  be- 
cause I  only  have  15  minutes  today. 
When  I  heard  my  colleague  from  Mis- 
souri— and  I  am  sorry  he  is  not  here 
now  for  purposes  of  debate— talk  about 
some  of  the  comments  that  the  First 
Lady  made  and  Ira  Magaziner  made 
about  how  we  could  reduce  Medicare 
costs,  that  is  true.  But  that  was  in  the 
context  of  overall  health  care  reform 
and  cost  containment  systemwide. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  there  are  not 
only  consequences  to  the  words  that  we 
utter,  the  words  that  we  speak,  there 
are  also  consequences  to  the  proposals 
that  we  lay  out  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

I  can  explain  very  briefly  why  in  fact 
the  Medicare  Program,  which  is  a  bene- 
fits program  passed  in  1965,  which  has 
made  the  United  States  of  America  a 
better  country,  and  not  just  for  the 
senior  citizens  but  for  all  of  their  chil- 
dren and  their  grandchildren,  has  had 
increasing  costs.  I  can  explain  why. 

Wc  have  to  invest  a  significant 
amount  of  resources  into  financing 
Medicare  because  a  larger  and  larger 
percentage  of  our  population  are  over 
65.  and  a  larger  and  larger  percentage 
of  the  over-65  population  are  in  their 
ei""hties.  With  that  comes  more  illness 
and  higher  health  care  costs.  That's 
why  it  is  important  to  look  at  per  cap- 
ita numbers  when  we  are  talking  about 
cuts.  We  finance  it  as  a  nation  because 
it  says  a  lot  about  who  we  are. 

That  is  what  Senator  Humphrey  from 
Minnesota  meant  when  he  said  the  test 
of  our  country  and  our  society  and  our 
Government  is  how  we  treat  people  in 
the  dawn  of  their  lives,  the  children; 
the  twilight  of  their  lives,  the  elderly; 
and  those  in  the  shadow  of  their  lives, 
disabled  people  struggling  with  illness, 
and  of  course  the  poor  people.  I  do  not 
think  this  budget  meets  that  standard 
laid  out  by  the  late,  great  Senator 
from  Minnesota.  Hubert  Humphrey. 

Mr.  President,  I  heard  some  reference 
to  comments  of  the  President  and  oth- 
ers about  health  care  reform.  But  the 
first  thing  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
leagues is  this  will  not  work.  If  you 
single  out  one  sector,  one  group  of  peo- 
ple, you  can  talk  to  any  of  .your  provid- 
ers and  they  will  tell  you  out  front  and 
up  front  that  they  will  shift  the  cost. 
They  have  to.  It  is  a  shell  game. 

We  should  have  learned  this  in  the 
debate  on  health  care  last  time.  And  by 


the  way,  I  say  to  my  colleague  who  is 
now  presiding,  that  in  Kings  County, 
NY,  Medicare  pays  $646  per  month  per 
enrollee  to  an  HMO.  whereas  in  Henne- 
pin County.  MN,  HMO's  get  S362  per 
month  per  enrollee. 

What  will  happen  is.  if  our  reim- 
bursement is  already  rock  bottom  low. 
especially  for  those  States  that  have 
done  a  good  job  of  keeping  the  costs 
down,  then  the  providers  have  no  other 
choice  but  to  shift  the  cost.  They  then 
shift  the  cost  to  the  employers  and  the 
private  insurance  companies  that  then 
raise  the  costs,  and  then  it  gets  shifted 
back  to  the  employees,  and  more  peo- 
ple are  forced  to  drop  their  coverage 
because  it's  unaffordable. 

Mr.  President,  it  will  not  work  if  we 
just  shift  costs.  Talk  to  people  in  rural 
America,  not  just  senior  citizens.  Talk 
to  the  care  providers,  talk  to  the 
nurses,  talk  to  the  doctors,  talk  to  the 
public  health  people.  It  will  not  work. 

Mr.  President,  the  essential  problem 
with  some  of  these  proposals  is.  A,  they 
do  not  meet  the  standard  of  fairness;  B, 
I  do  not  believe  that  they  are  fair  just 
in  terms  of  where  the  most  vulnerable 
citizens  fit  in  or  do  not  fit  in  to  this 
equation,  and  on  the  Medicare  front 
and  the  Medicaid  front,  as  public  pol- 
icy, they  do  not  work.  Welcome  to 
health  care  reform. 

Tomorrow,  when  we  have  our  amend- 
ment out  on  Medicare,  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  really  debate  this  at 
great  length. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  as  a  former 
teacher,  I  really  do  believe  it  is  ex- 
tremely shortsighted  to  make  a  lot  of 
these  cuts.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
what  I  might  do  in  the  course  of  the  de- 
bate is  bring  out  the  Kasich  budget 
which  was  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
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that  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  since  I 
think  it  does  an  even  more  draconian 
job  when  it  comes  to  cutting  higher 
education.  But  I  would  just  argue 
today  that  it  is  myopic,  it  is  short- 
sighted not  to  invest  in  young  people 
and  not  to  invest  in  their  education. 

1  could  boil  it  down  to  the  following 
kind  of  analysis  in  less  than  2  minutes, 
I  hope.  If  you  want  to  have  real  welfare 
reform:  A  good  education,  a  good  job, 
and  decent  health  care.  If  you  want  to 
reduce  poverty:  A  good  education,  a 
good  job.  and  decent  health  care.  If  you 
want  to  reduce  violence:  A  good  edu- 
cation, a  good  job.  and  decent  health 
care.  If  you  want  to  have  a  stable  mid- 
dle class:  A  good  education,  a  good  job. 
and  decent  health  care.  If  you  want  to 
compete  in  the  international  economic 
arena:  A  good  education,  a  good  job. 
and  decent  health  care.  And  if  you 
want  to  have  a  representative  democ- 
racy with  men  and  women  who  can 
think  on  their  own  two  feet  and  under- 
stand the  world,  the  country,  and  the 
community  that  they  live  in,  what 
they  can  do  to  make  it  a  better  world 
and  a  better  country  and  a  better  com- 


munity, keep  your  focus  on  a  good  edu- 
cation, a  good  job.  and  decent  health 
care. 

This  budget  moves  us  precisely  in  the 
opposite  direction.  It  is  profoundly 
mistaken  for  our  Nation. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield  for  30  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very 
much.  Could  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  following  Senator  Hollings,  Sen- 
ator Bennett  be  in  order  for  15  min- 
utes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  certainly  agree  to  that. 
I  ask  after  Senator  Bennett,  could  we 
have  Senator  Murr.ay  recognized  for  15 
minutes? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Could  we  have  Sen- 
ator Santoru.m  immediately  following 
Senator  Murray?  That  would  give  us 
five. 

Mr.  President.  I  so  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
Bennett.  15  minutes;  Senator  Murray 
for  15  minutes;  and  Senator  Santorum 
for  15  minutes,  following  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  brief  moment 
that  I  have.  I  would  like  to  vuice  a  note 
of  sobriety  with  respect  to  this  debate, 
and  to  agree  for  starters  about  the  big- 
ness of  Government. 

I  have  played  this  budget  game  for  35 
years.  As  Governor  35  years  ago.  I  bal- 
anced the  budget  in  the  State  of  South 
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rating.  Some  27  years  ago,  in  1968,  I 
worked  with  George  Mahon,  then 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, and  we  balanced  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  hear  the  hue 
and  cry  to  get  rid  of  big  Government, 
we  ought  to  focus  on  what  it  is  about 
government  that  is  really  big.  In  1968 
when  President  Lyndon  Johnson  bal- 
anced the  budget,  he  faced  gross  inter- 
est costs  on  the  national  debt  of  $14.6 
billion.  That  is  after  almost  200  years 
of  history.  Through  36  Presidents.  Re- 
publican and  Democrat,  the  Revolu- 
tionary War  of  1812.  the  Civil  War.  the 
Spanish-American  War.  Mexican,  all 
the  wars.  World  Wars  I  and  II,  and 
Korea,  a  good  part  of  the  war  in  Viet- 
nam, the  mandatory  spending  of  inter- 
est costs  was  only  $14.6  billion. 

If  my  colleagues  listen  to  nothing 
else,  let  them  listen  to  this  fact.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  in  February  of  this  year,  the 
mandatory  spending  of  gross  interest 
costs  is  estimated  at  $340  billion. 

Oh.  boy,  has  the  size  of  Government 
increased.  How  did  it  grow?  Let  me  go 
right  to  the  heart  of  the  matter  and 


quote  none  other  than  the  chairman  of 
President  Reagan's  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  David  Stockman.  I 
quote: 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1981  frenzy  of  excessive  and  imprudent  tax 
cutting  that  shattered  the  Nations  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  the  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance,  and  their  culpability  in  it 
ever  since.  Instead,  they  have  incessantly 
poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a  mindless 
stream  of  antitax  venom  while  pretending 
that  economic  growth  and  spending  cuts 
alone  could  contain  the  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  watching  his- 
tory repeat  itself  as  Republicans  today 
make  the  same  mistake  of  insisting 
that  the  deficit  can  be  conquered 
through  spending  cuts  alone. 

Lord  knows,  I  have  tried.  I  have 
worked  in  a  bipartisan  way  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  As  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  15  years  ago,  I 
worked  closely  with  Henry  Bellmon. 
then  the  ranking  Republican. 

In  1980.  contrary  to  what  some  of  the 
weekly  magazines  would  have  you  be- 
lieve. Senator  Bellmon  and  I  presented 
a  balanced  budget.  In  1985,  Senator 
Gramm.  Senator  Rudman,  and  Senator 
Hollings  presented  a  balanced  budget, 
planned  over  5  years  rather  than  7 
years.  We  were  supposed  to  have  bal- 
anced the  budget  by  1990,  but  then  Con- 
gress pushed  back  the  goalposts  and 
eventually  repealed  the  fixed  deficit 
targets. 

I  worked  with  Republican  Senators 
Boschwitz  and  Danforth  on  a  value- 
added  tax,  5  years  ago.  In  the  Budget 
Committee,  some  eight  members  voted 
for  a  value-added  tax.  Why?  Because  we 
needed  it.  But  unfortunately  today,  the 
charade  continues. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  cut- 
ting taxes  as  they  say  by  some  $350  bil- 
lion over  10  years,  actually  increases 
the  interest  costs  or  taxes  on  the  gross 
debt.  It  has  been  said  that  there  are 
two  things  in  life  that  you  cannot 
avoid,  death  and  taxes.  Actually,  there 
are  three  things,  death,  taxes,  and  in- 
terest taxes  on  the  national  debt. 

So  when  they  talk  in  a  blasphemous 
fashion  about  cutting  taxes,  it  comes 
time  for  the  sober  truth.  They  can  try 
to  get  away  with  this  charade,  but  the 
fact  is  that  they  are  increasing  taxes. 

Now,  there  are  two-ways.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  approach  this  problem.  One  is 
a  balanced  plan  of  freezing  spending, 
cutting  spending,  closing  tax  loopholes, 
and  increasing  revenues. 

But  the  other  way,  of  course,  is  the 
'Vietnam  approach— destroy  the  Gov- 
ernment in  order  to  save  it.  It  gives 
you  the  image,  it  gives  you  the  head- 
line, it  gives  you  what  they  are  talking 
about,  a  balanced  budget. 

But  I  ask  the  Members  to  turn  to 
page  7  of  the  Senate  budget  resolution. 
There  it  plainly  says  that  in  the  year 
2002  we  will  have  a  deficit  of  $113.5  bil- 
lion. That  is  just  the  real  deficit.  If  we 
turn  to  page  9  where  the  annual  in- 
creases in  the  public  debt  are  listed,  in 


13608 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


fiscal  year  2002  the  debt  increases  $177.7 
billion^  The  distinguished  occupant  of 
the  chair  on  the  other  side  is  a  very 
successful  businessman.  He  knows. 
Look  at  page  9.  Fiscal  year  2002.  the 
debt  increases  S177.7  billion. 

So,  yes.  President  Clinton  hats  a 
budget  where  the  deficits  go  up  as  far 
as  the  eye  can  see.  The  Republican 
budget  now  that  we  have  before  us.  un- 
fortunately, has  deficits  of  $177.7  bil- 
lion as  far  as  the  eye  can  see.  That  is 
the  truth.  Those  are  the  facts. 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  reducing 
the  deficit,  but  if  we  want  to  fathom 
the  true  depths  of  their  sincerity,  we 
ought  to  turn  to  page  74  of  the  resolu- 
tion. 

I  am  reminded  of  the  story  about  the 
days  when  we  had  the  literacy  test. 
Poor  black  men  would  come  to  the 
polls  to  vote  and  would  be  given  the 
Chinese  newspaper.  They  would  be  told. 
"Boy.  read  that."  The  black  man  would 
take  the  paper,  look  at  it  one  way  then 
turn  the  paper  around  and  around. 
When  he  would  finally  be  asked  what  it 
said,  the  man  would  reply,  "It  says 
ain't  no  black  gonna  vote  in  South 
Carolina  today." 

Now.  I  read  this  one  on  page  74.  five 
little  words:  "For  legislation  that  re- 
duces revenues."  Do  you  know  what 
that  means''  It  means  we  are  going  to 
allow  for  a  $350  billion  tax  cut.  just 
like  they  are  doing  over  on  the  House 
side. 

You  have  to  know  the  tricks  of  the 
trade.  The  real  problem  is  that  those 
tax  cuts  are  going  to  be  written  in 
stone.  The  spending  cuts  will  never 
occur.  Part  of  them  will  occur.  But  the 
bottom  line  will  be  we  will  be  up.  up 
and  away  with  deficits  and  increased 
spending  for  interest  costs. 

Wfi  nped  to  cut  out  this  total  fraud 
that  you  can  do  it  with  spending  cuts 
alone.  We  have  to  get  serious.  You 
could  eliminate  all  of  the  nondefense 
discretionary  programs— all  $275  billion 
of  them— and  we  would  still  be  in  the 
red  because  of  the  $340  billion  that  we 
have  to  spend  on  interest  costs.  It  is 
Alice  in  Wonderland:  To  stay  where 
you  are.  you  have  to  run  as  fast  as  you 
can.  To  get  ahead,  you  have  to  run 
even  faster. 

The  ox  is  in  the  ditch.  We  have  to  get 
to  work  seriously  here  and  cut  out  the 
monkeyshines  with  Social  Security,  as 
they  did  during  debate  on  the  constitu- 
tional amendment,  and  as  they  do  now. 
The  provision  that  John  Heinz  and  I 
put  in  the  law,  section  13301  of  the 
Budget  Enforcement  Act.  says:  "  Thou 
shalt  not  use  Social  Security  trust 
funds  for  the  deficit."  We  asked  them 
to  obey  it  in  the  Budget  Committee 
and.  to  my  shock.  12  Republican  Sen- 
ators voted  against  that  law  in  the 
Budget  Committee 

Now,  if  I  had  Hollings  Enterprises  as 
a  business  and  I  went  to  file  my  annual 
statement  to  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change  section,   and   I   was  using  my 


pension  fund  to  mask  the  size  of  my 
deficit.  I  would  be  in  jail.  They  would 
haul  me  off  to  the  hoosegow. 

We  need  to  stop.  look,  and  listen  and 
get  away  from  this  gamesmanship.  Re- 
publicans talk  now  as  if  they  are  the 
only  ones  interested  in  the  deficit.  Per- 
haps they  have  forgotten  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton  came  to  town  and  cut  it 
$500  billion  through  a  balanced  ap- 
proach of  spending  cuts  and  tax  in- 
creases. He  followed  that  up  with  an  ef- 
fort to  reform  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
that  fell  upon  deaf  ears  as  Republicans 
claimed  that  there  was  no  health  care 
crisis.  Now.  all  of  a  sudden  they  are 
sounding  the  alarm  and  citing  the  need 
for  decisive  action  to  save  the  HI  trust 
fund  from  bankruptcy.  How  ironic  that 
the  Contract  With  America  calls  for 
taking  $25  billion  out  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  President,  they  are  playing 
games  with  you.  They  talk  as  if  they 
are  so  interested  in  this  year's  report 
from  the  Medicare  trustees  showing 
that  the  fund  would  be  in  the  red  by 
2002.  but  last  year  the  very  same  report 
showed  that  Medicare  would  be  bank- 
rupt by  2001. 

And  now  they  say.  "We  never  knew 
this.  We  have  to  go  to  work."  Last 
year,  they  said  there  was  not  any  trou- 
ble with  health  care;  Medicare  was 
fine. 

Can  you  imagine.  $256  billion  out  of 
Medicare?  We  cut  $56  billion  the  year 
before  last.  The  President  offered  an- 
other $125  billion  last  year  which  you 
called  fantasy.  And  now  you  come 
along  with  $256  billion  and  say  you 
need  a  commission  to  find  it?  That  is 
what  I  call  passing  the  buck.  That  is 
punting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
Bennett,  under  a  previous  order,  is 
recognized  for  15  minutes. 

The  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
interested  in  the  various  references 
that  are  made  from  time  to  time  on 
this  floor  about  business  practices: 
comments  such  as.  "Why.  if  we  did  this 
in  a  business  the  way  we  are  doing  it  in 
Government,  we  would  go  to  jail.  We 
can't  do  that  on  a  filing  for  the  SEC." 

Mr.  President,  as  you  may  know.  I 
have  run  a  business,  run  several.  I  have 
filled  out  forms  for  the  SEC.  I  have 
signed  10  Q's.  I  have  signed  10  K's.  I  un- 
derstand the  requirements  of  honest 
accounting.  And  I  assure  the  Chair  and 
this  Senate  that  what  I  am  about  to 
say  is  honest  accounting.  I  am  not  try- 
ing to  mislead  anybody  as  to  what  we 
are  facing  as  a  Nation.  I  am  not  trying 
to  make  rhetorical  points  on  fine 
shavings  of  definitions  within  commit- 
tee language.  I  am  trying  to  be  as  di- 
rect and  straightforward  as  I  know 
how. 

I  will  start  out  with  a  chart  that  we 
have  seen  before  and  we  will  no  doubt 


see  again  but  which  we  need  to  keep  in 
front  of  us  throughout  this  whole  de- 
bate. 

The  information.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  chart  comes  from  the  Entitle- 
ments Commission  which  shows  that  if 
we  listen  to  all  of  the  rhetoric  that 
says.  "Why.  you  can't  do  this.  This  will 
hurt  this  group.  You  can't  do  that.  It 
will  hurt  this  group."  which  ends  up 
being  "You  can't  do  anything."  the 
present  trends  are  simply  not  sustain- 
able. 

I  remind  the  Chair  and  the  Chamber, 
once  again,  that  if  we  do  nothing,  we 
let  things  go  as  they  are  going,  within 
10  years,  by  the  year  2006,  we  will  be  in 
a  circumstance  where  the  cash  outlays 
and  the  cash  revenues  of  the  Govern- 
ment comes  to  the  condition  that  ev- 
erything we  spend  as  a  Government 
will  have  to  be  borrowed. 

That  which  we  do  not  have  control 
over  in  the  budget,  which  is  in  the  red 
bar— entitlement  spending  and  inter- 
est— we  have  no  control  over  that.  We 
are  contractually  obligated  to  that. 
The  entitlements,  by  law.  have  to  go 
out.  The  interest,  by  law,  has  to  be 
paid.  That  means  everything  else— 
which  includes  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment, includes  building  highways,  in- 
cludes everything  else  the  Government 
does — will  have  to  be  borrowed.  This  is 
the  reality  with  which  we  live.  It  is 
real. 

I  see  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Entitlements  Commission  on  the 
floor.  I  thank  him  for  his  work  and  his 
courage. 

This  is  the  situation  in  which  we  find 
ourselves.  Let  us  not  kid  ourselves  by 
saying.  "Ch.  this  particular  phrase  of 
the  budget  document  does  not  apply 
here  and  we  will  look  at  this."  This  is 
cash  outlays. 

I  have  managed  a  business.  I  will  tell 
you  the  most  important  way  to  man- 
age a  business  is  on  cash  flow.  You  may 
have  a  balance  sheet  that  says  you 
have  a  whole  lot  of  money,  but  if  that 
money  is  all  tied  in  inventory  and  re- 
ceivables and  you  do  not  have  the  cash 
with  which  to  pay  your  bills,  you  are  in 
trouble.  And  you  can  go  to  the  SEC  all 
you  want  and  say.  "Oh.  this  is  the  way 
I  keep  my  books."  You  pay  taxes,  you 
pay  wages,  in  cash.  And  this  is  the  cash 
picture  of  what  happens  if  we  do  not  do 
anything. 

Now.  we  are  told,  "Oh,  we  can't  hurt 
this  group.  We  can't  hurt  that  group. 
Look  at  these  terrible  cuts." 

I  give  you  the  second  chart  prepared 
by  the  Budget  Committee  on  the  ter- 
rible cuts  that  we  are  talking  about  in 
this  budget. 

What  are  the  terrible  cuts  we  are 
going  to  inflict  on  Medicare?  Well,  ac- 
tually, you  know.  Medicare  is  going  to 
go  up  by  $105  billion. 

I  am  a  businessman.  In  my  vocabu- 
lary a  $105  billion  increase  is  not  a  cut. 
1  had  to  come  to  Washington  to  learn 
the  definition  of    "cut.  "  It  means  you 


spend  more  this  year  than  you  spent 
last  year,  but  you  just  spend  less  than 
somebody  else  promised  you  would  in 
some  previous  year.  That  is  the  Wash- 
ington definition  of  "cut." 

All  this  reference  to  business;  I  am  a 
businessman.  This,  to  me.  is  an  in- 
crease. Put  it  on  a  per  capita  basis 
right  now.  Mr.  President,  and  we  are 
spending  per  Medicare  recipient  per 
year  just  under  $5,000.  That  is  today's 
figure,  4,900  and-some-odd  dollars. 

Under  the  budget  proposed  by  the 
Budget  Committee,  by  the  time  we  get 
to  2002,  that  number  will  be  $6,450.  So 
we  are  going  to  punish  the  Medicare 
population  by  raising  their  per  capita 
expenditures  from  $4,900  to  $6,400.  That 
is  how  we  are  going  to  punish  them.  To 
me,  that  is  not  a  cut. 

Now,  we  talk  about  trends.  "Oh.  but 
the  Medicare  population  is  growing. 
The  Medicare  population  is  so  big  we 
have  to  spend  more  than  that.  That 
will  not  work." 

As  I  say,  that  is  a  per  capita  number. 
Mr.  President,  from  $4,900  to  $6,400  per 
capita. 

But  what  is  the  overall  number? 

Here  is  the  chart  I  used  in  a  previous 
statement  I  made  on  this  subject.  Med- 
ical expenditures,  where  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader  had  said,  "You 
know,  our  problem  is  that  public  funds 
are  growing  at  the  same  rate  as  private 
funds,"  and  I  said,  "No.  that  is  not 
true." 

I  got  the  information  from  the  Con- 
gressional Reference  Service  of  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress.  Here  are  the  trends. 
The  dark  figures  are  the  percentage  of 
increase  in  public  expenditures  for 
medical  activity.  This  is  combined 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  The  light  fig- 
ures are  for  the  private  rate  of  in- 
crease. 

Here  we  are,  the  worst  year.  1990, 
public  expenditures  in  health  care  went 
up  13.2  percent  that  year.  The  private 
rate  of  increase  was  10.6.  Still 
unsustainable.  In  the  private  sector, 
they  went  to  work  on  that,  brought  it 
down,  cut  it  in  half  the  next  year,  in 
1991.  Public  expenditures  came  down 
from  13.2  to  12.6. 

The  following  year,  they  could  not 
hold  it  down  on  the  private  side.  It 
came  up  to  9.9.  then  7.2.  and  then  last 
year,  1994,  brought  it  down  to  5.3.  The 
public  expenditures  came  down  from 
12.6  to  10.8  to  8.5,  and  last  year,  7.8. 

That  is  the  level,  Mr.  President,  at 
which  this  budget  calls  for  it  to  stay— 
a  7-percent  annual  rate  of  increase  in 
Medicare  is  what  this  budget  is  talking 
about.  We  have  done  it  in  1994.  Can  we 
not  do  it  for  the  next  5.  7  years? 

I  will  say,  this  combines  both  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  and.  therefore,  that 
overall  figure  is  misleading  and  it  is 
not  proper  for  me— I  said  I  am  going  to 
be  honest  in  my  accounting— it  is  not 
proper  for  me  to  say  that  applies  di- 
rectly to  Medicare  because  Medicare  at 
the  moment  is  closer  to  10  percent  and 
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Medicaid  is  the  lower  figure, 
is  why  the  average  is  there. 

But  that  is  the  target  we  have  to 
have,  that  is  the  target  we  do  have  in 
this  budget  and  that  is  the  target  I  be- 
lieve we  can  meet. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  says, 
you  cannot  do  it  to  our  older  popu- 
lation, you  cannot  balance  this  by  at- 
tacking one  segment  of  the  population, 
you  cannot  single  out  one  sector.  And 
then  he  talks  about  education,  you 
cannot  single  out  education.  And  pret- 
ty soon,  if  you  follow  that  logic,  you 
end  up  with  no  sector  at  all  that  can  be 
cut. 

I  go  back  to  the  other  chart.  I  ref- 
erenced this  before  strictly  on  the  Med- 
icare side  pointing  out  that  we  are 
talking  about  a  $105  billion  increase  in 
Medicare.  We  are  also  talking  about 
$146  billion  increase  in  Social  Security, 
a  $36  billion  increase  in  Medicaid,  a  $51 
billion  increase  in  other  mandatory 
programs.  The  only  thing  that  gets  cut 
is  domestic  discretionary  spending.  De- 
fense remains  the  same  in  this  budget. 
Interest  has  to  go  up  because  the  debt 
is  coming  up. 

But  what  is  the  total?  Nearly  $1.9 
trillion.  1  am  reminded  of  the  cartoon 
that  appeared  in  the  paper  where  the 
Republican  was  writing  on  the  board 
the  budget  for  2002.  $1.9  trillion,  and 
the  other  person  said:  "Is  that  all?' 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  involved 
personally  in  the  challenge  of 
downsizing  a  company.  I  grant  imme- 
diately this  challenge  is  vastly  greater. 
but  the  principles  are  the  same.  Time 
and  again.  I  would  say,  "We  have  to 
take  something  out  of  the  overhead  of 
this  company." 

People  would  come  in  to  me  and  say. 
"I  agree,  we  have  to  take  something 
out  of  the  overhead,  but  don't  cut  my 
department"  for  this  reason  or  that 
reason  and  how  vital  it  was. 

Finally,  I  had  to  get  their  attention, 
and  I  said:  All  right,  I  won't  cut  your 
department.  I  won't  cut  anybody's  de- 
partment. I'll  let  everybody  walk  out 
of  here  feeling  comfortable,  happy  and 
wonderful  right  up  to  the  point  where 
you  file  for  unemployment,  because  the 
company  is  going  broke. 

Oh.  Well,  now.  you  explained  it  to 
me.  Maybe  I  can  find  something  in  my 
department  to  cut. 

That  was  the  company  equivalent. 
Mr.  President,  of  this  chart.  This  is  the 
chart  I  began  with,  this  is  the  chart  I 
come  back  to.  This  is  the  situation  we 
are  facing.  Do  we  have  the  courage  to 
recognize  this  is  the  situation  we  are 
facing  and  do  what  has  to  be  done? 

Mr.  President,  we  celebrated  this 
year  a  number  of  anniversaries  relating 
to  the  Second  World  War.  I  am  one  who 
is  old  enough  to  remember  the  Second 
World  War.  I  did  not  fight  in  it.  I  was 
just  a  little  kid.  My  brother  went  over 
in  the  Second  World  War.  He  was  in 
Okinawa  when  President  Truman  de- 
cided to  drop  the  bomb. 
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Mr.    President,    may    I    inquire, 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  7  minutes  30  seconds  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Thank  you.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  came  to 
the  American  people  and  said.  "This  is 
the  situation  we  are  facing.  If  we  do 
not  do  something  about  it.  we  are  in 
serious  trouble,"  and  he  demanded  sac- 
rifices from  the  American  people.  He 
was  up  front  with  them.  He  made  no 
bones  about  the  difficulties  that  we 
face. 

How  disrupting  was  that  experience 
in  the  lives  of  Americans?  Hundreds  of 
thousands  of  them  lost  their  lives.  Mil- 
lions had  their  lives  disrupted.  They 
did  it  because  they  recognized  that 
there  was  a  purpose  for  doing  it  and 
that  their  Government  was  being  hon- 
est with  them. 

For  far  too  long  in  this  Chamber,  our 
Government  has  not  been  honest  with 
our  people  and.  therefore,  of  course, 
they  do  not  want  to  sacrifice,  of 
course,  they  do  not  want  to  have  their 
lives  disrupted.  I  do  not  want  to  have 
my  life  disrupted.  I  want  everything  to 
go  on  as  good  as  it  has  been  going,  but 
the  time  has  come  to  recognize  that  we 
are  facing  a  long-term  crisis  as  severe 
as  any  we  have  faced,  and  we  have  to 
be  as  honest  as  we  have  ever  been. 

So  I  say,  all  right,  you  do  not  want  to 
do  this  by  restraining  the  growth  of 
Medicare,  even  though  the  rate  of 
growth  of  Medicare  is  not  sustainable 
either  in  this  circumstance  or.  frankly, 
by  comparison  to  what  is  going  on  in 
health  care  in  the  private  sector  with 
this  circumstance.  All  right,  you  do 
not  want  to  do  it  with  that  one?  What 
do  you  want  to  do  it  with? 

This  budget  says  we  do  it  with  every- 
body. This  budget  says  we  do  not  single 
out  a  single  sector  to  balance  the  budg- 
et on  the  backs  of  any  particular 
group.  We  say  to  everybody,  the  time 
has  come  to  recognize  the  crisis  with 
which  we  are  dealing  and  deal  with  it 
evenhandedly. 

I  would  say  to  those  who  are  com- 
plaining about  this  budget,  then  give 
us  your  alternative  that  is  equally 
evenhanded  that  deals  with  all  politi- 
cal groups  with  the  same  courage  with 
which  this  deals  with  political  groups 
and  let  us  get  forward.  But  do  not  tell 
us  we  cannot  adopt  this  budget  because 
it  disturbs  this  or  that  or  the  other  sec- 
tor in  terms  of  their  sti'tus  quo  because 
that  kind  of  circumstance.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  simply  not  being  honest  with 
the  American  people,  and  the  time  for 
honesty  is  here. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  was  here  and  lis- 
tened to  all  of  the  remarks.  I  want  to 
congratulate  Senator  Bennett.  I  be- 
lieve he  made  an  eloquent  statement.  1 
am  sorry  that  he  did  not  have  more 
time  tonight  to  talk  about  the  realities 
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of  what,  we  can  afford  as  a  people  ver- 
sus the  wishful  thinking  and  exagger- 
ated promises  that  we  have  been  used 
to  making  to  the  public  of  America,  to 
our  people. 

I  compliment  him  for  it  and  thank 
him  for  his  excellence,  both  in  under- 
standing and  hard  work  and  knowledge 
of  matters  such  as  this. 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  a 
previous  unanimous  consent  order. 
Senator  Ml'RR.W  is  recognized  to  speak 
for  15  minutes,  followed  by  Senator 
S.^NTORUM.  of  Pennsylvania,  for  15  min- 
utes. 

The  Senator  from  Waishington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  when  I 
first  came  here,  the  Federal  budget  def- 
icit stood  at  nearly  $300  billion,  and  for 
3  years  in  a  row,  we  worked  with  com- 
mon sense  and  clear  purpose  to  reduce 
that  deficit.  I  was  not  here  when  this 
deficit  was  run  up.  but  I  was  not  elect- 
ed to  bring  home  the  bacon,  and  I  know 
that  politics  as  usual  will  not  sell  any- 
more. We  must  reduce  the  deficit.  But 
I  say  to  my  friends,  there  is  a  right 
way  to  cut  spending,  to  streamline 
Government  and  to  reduce  the  deficit.  I 
think  the  correct  path  was  the  one  we 
started  down  in  1993. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  radical 
approaches  which  might  be  effective  at 
slashing  spending  and  cutting  pro- 
grams, but  we  have  to  ask  the  ques- 
tion, at  what  cost? 

The  American  people  deserve  a  sound 
budget.  They  deserve  proposals  that 
meet  their  urgent  needs  and  reflect 
their  spending  priorities.  They  deserve 
Investments  in  our  future.  They  de- 
serve security  for  themselves  and  for 
their  families,  and  I  firmly  believe  that 
taxpayers  deserve  to  get  something 
back  from  the  system  that  they  are 
paying  into. 

I  look  carefully  and  critically  at  this 
Nation's  budget  to  make  sure  that  it 
adequately  deals  with  investments  in 
our  basic  American  quality  of  life.  Our 
children  must  be  prepared  for  tomor- 
row. The  health  of  our  citizens  must  be 
secure  and  our  neighborhoods  and 
towns  must  be  safe. 

That  is  how  I  begin  this  process 
every  year.  Mr.  President.  I  start  from 
the  premise  that  as  Americans  we  have 
special  rights  and  responsibilities,  and 
this  body  must  acknowledge  them 
both.  I  believe  in  personal  responsibil- 
ity. I  believe  we  must  take  charge  of 
our  own  lives  and  live  up  to  the  obliga- 
tions that  citizenship  in  this  country 
brings  with  it.  But  some  Americans, 
some  members  of  our  society  cannot 
make  it  on  their  own.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  insecurity  and  a  bitter  loss  of 
self-confidence  out  there.  I  saw  it  in 
the  faces  of  my  friends  and  neighbors 
when  I  was  home  in  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington. I  would  hear  it  around  my 
kitchen  table  every  night:  The  middle 
class,  average  Americans  feel  that  they 
are  not  in  control  of  their  own  destiny. 


Machinists  at  the  Boeing  Co.  tell  me 
they  feel  their  jobs  are  not  secure  in 
these  days  of  corporate  downsizing,  and 
they  feel  there  is  nothing  they  can  do 
about  it. 

Parents  tell  me  they  are  worried 
about  their  kids'  safety  and  violence  in 
the  streets,  and  they  feel  powerless.  My 
own  two  teenagers  and  their  friends, 
the  so-called  generation  X,  our  future 
leaders,  talk  with  me  about  poor  job 
prospects,  about  never  receiving  Social 
Security,  not  being  able  to  afford  to  go 
to  college,  and  the  sad  and  unyielding 
spread  of  AIDS.  They  feel  they  cannot 
make  the  future  brighter. 

Today,  information  flows  through 
our  society  at  such  a  rapid  pace,  tech- 
nological innovations  seem  to  be  out- 
pacing daily  life.  Average  Americans 
feel  overtaken  by  it.  Bankers  and 
economists  warn  me  that  in  our  inter- 
dependent world  the  dollar  falls  to 
record  lows  and  derivative  investments 
threaten  our  financial  security  and 
soundness.  They  feel  the  economic  so- 
lution is  beyond  their  control.  Doctors 
and  nurses  and  administrators  in  hos- 
pitals and  community-based  clinics  tell 
me  that  entitlement  programs  do  need 
reform.  But  so  does  the  entire  health 
care  system. 

If  the  severe  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
cuts  are  kept  in  this  budget,  they  will 
not  be  able  to  deal  with  the  growing 
caseload  of  those  who  need  help  and 
have  no  means  to  pay  for  their  own 
medical  care. 

Mr.  President,  imagine  the  hopeless- 
ness of  a  young  family  with  a  newborn 
baby  diagnosed  with  cystic  fibrosis. 
First,  one  parent  has  to  quit  their  job 
to  care  for  that  child  and  their  income 
drops  dramatically;  insurance  runs  out. 
and  the  young  family  is  forced  to  spend 
down  in  order  to  get  health  care — Med- 
icaid—for  their  child.  That  is  the  fam- 
ily I  speak  for  in  this  budget  process. 
That  is  the  family  I  think  of  when  I  re- 
member the  simple  truth  our  parents 
taught  us:  "There,  but  for  the  grace  of 
God,  go  I." 

That  family  could  easily  be  mine  or 
yours,  Mr.  President.  I  am  raising  two 
kids  at  home.  I  have  elderly  parents 
who  are  not  always  in  the  best  of 
health.  Like  so  many  Americans,  I  am 
squeezed  between  my  kids  and  my  own 
parents.  That  is  why  I  share  with  many 
Americans  the  grave  concern  about  the 
Medicare  cuts.  How  will  the  program 
be  reformed?  Many  people  have  come 
to  me  recently  and  have  told  me  they 
are  afraid  that  these  cuts  will  result  in 
higher  out-of-pocket  payments  for  sen- 
iors who  are  already  struggling.  They 
believe  cuts  will  result  in  limiting 
choices  for  seniors. 

My  parents  have  had  the  same  doctor 
for  years  in  Washington  State,  they  do 
not  want  to  lose  their  doctor  because 
of  a  budget  plan  imposed  on  them  from 
Washington,  DC.  From  the  rural  east- 
ern part  of  my  State,  I  hear  the  rum- 
bling of  concern.  Many  Medicare  bene- 


ficiaries live  in  these  communities 
which  often  share  a  single  hospital. 

These  cuts  to  the  Medicare  program 
have  the  potential  to  cause  some  of  the 
hospitals  to  close— or  to  shift — a  great 
amount  of  their  costs  to  local  tax- 
payers. 

Mr.  President,  this  brings  me  to  a 
major  concern.  By  simply  cutting 
funds  to  Medicare,  we  are  passing  on 
the  cost  of  care  for  our  seniors— our 
parents — to  the  hospitals  around  the 
country,  and  those  hospitals  will  pass 
on  the  costs  to  working  families  across 
this  Nation. 

I  refuse  to  stand  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  and  talk  about  the 
budget  as  if  it  is  just  a  bunch  of  num- 
bers. There  is  a  senior  citizen  and  a 
child  and  an  American  family  behind 
every  number  in  this  budget.  I  am 
afraid  that  in  this  time  of  great  uncer- 
tainty, in  this  time  of  anxiety,  we  will 
be  telling  average  American  families. 
"You  are  on  your  own." 

We  in  the  Senate  have  a  choice.  We 
can  build  self-confidence,  we  can  in- 
spire hope,  and  we  can  restore  trust  in 
our  Government  and  its  ability  to  work 
for  average  Americans.  And  we  can  do 
this  at  the  same  time  we  reduce  the 
deficit,  if  we  do  it  with  common  sense. 
That  is  the  right  way. 

(Ms.  SNOWE  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Or.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, we  can  feed  into  the  Social  Dar- 
winist thinking  of  survival  of  the  fit- 
test. Serving  the  special  interests  who 
are  up  here  writing  legislation.  Giving 
Goliath  an  advantage.  And  that  is  the 
wrong  way. 

I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  be  able  to 
work  on  a  budget  over  the  coming 
days,  which  keeps  us  on  the  right  path. 

I  look  across  the  aisle  to  Members  of 
your  party,  and  I  see  true  champions  of 
certain  causes,  and  I  have  been  pleased 
to  support  mariy  Oi  them  in  their  Ci- 
forts. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  has  always  been  a  forceful 
advocate  for  funding  mental  health 
programs,  and  he  has  always  looked 
out  for  Federal  workers. 

Madam  President,  I  am  proud  to 
serve  on  his  committee  with  Senators 
who  have  provided  real  leadership  and 
hope  to  the  American  people  on  many 
issues. 

I  know  that  my  friend  from  Maine, 
who  is  presiding  over  the  Senate  at 
this  moment,  has  been  stalwart  on 
women's  health  issues.  Senator  Gr.\,s.s- 
LEY  from  Iowa  has  spent  years  defend- 
ing the  family  farmer.  My  friend  from 
Missouri.  Senator  Bond,  has  displayed 
real  leadership  by  keeping  programs 
like  HOPWA  from  the  rescissions  axe. 
These  are  my  Republican  colleagues  on 
the  Budget  Committee,  and  I  am  proud 
to  serve  with  them.  I  have  supported 
all  of  these  efforts  in  the  past,  and  I 
will  continue  to  do  so  in  this  Congress. 

So  I  hope  that  some  of  our  colleagues 
on  your  side  of  the  aisle.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, will  look  with  favor  on  programs 


that  are  important  to  me,  especially 
the  education  of  our  children,  both  in 
their  early  years  and  in  gaining  access 
to  college  and  vocational  programs. 

For  my  State,  there  are  other  impor- 
tant budget  issues  before  us:  The  clean- 
up of  Hanford  Nuclear  Reservation  and 
the  funding  of  the  Eximbank;  impact 
aid  for  educating  the  children  of  our 
men  and  women  in  uniform;  help  for 
fishers  and  timber  workers  who  have 
been  dislocated,  and  all  programs  that 
ease  anxiety  and  restore  hope. 

Madam  President.  I  know  firsthand 
how  much  hope  is  needed  out  there.  I 
know  firsthand  how  much  harm  this 
budget  will  do  to  average  Americans. 

I  am  one  of  the  millions  of  ordinary 
Americans  who  is  worried  about  her  el- 
derly parents.  I  am  one  of  the  millions 
of  average  people  who  wants  her  chil- 
dren to  be  able  to  go  to  college.  I  am 
one  of  the  people  out  there  driving  to 
work  every  day  and  just  trying  to  jug- 
gle the  pressures  of  everyday  life  for 
myself  and  my  family. 

But.  Madam  President,  this  budget 
adds  to  the  pressure.  It  does  so  much 
harm  to  working  people — I  find  it  in- 
credible that  it  cuts  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  so  severely.  I  find  it  incred- 
ible that  this  budget  raises  the  taxes 
on  our  working  families.  Let  average 
Americans  make  no  mistake  about  it^ — 
Republicans  are  increasing  taxes  on 
working  families. 

In  Washington  State  alone,  this 
budget  means  an  average  tax  increase 
of  $1,400  over  7  years  on  nearly  180.000 
working  families. 

I  am  a  product  of  the  Western  United 
States.  I  was  born  in  Washington 
State.  I  grew  up  there.  I  am  one  of 
seven  children  who  learned  from  our 
parents  that  we  should  always  pull  our- 
selves up  hy  niir  own  briotsr.ran.'s  But 
this  budget  steals  our  shoelaces. 

So  I  plan  to  offer  amendments  on  the 
floor.  Madam  President,  that  move  this 
budget  in  restoring  some  common 
sense. 

I  will  offer  one  amendment  on  impact 
aid.  and  I  will  offer  another  one  to  pro- 
tect children  from  drastic  cuts  in  Med- 
icaid. 

And.  Madam  President,  let  me  make 
this  clear,  these  are  not  frivolous 
amendments.  They  have  been  drafted 
carefully  and  I  hope  that  they  do  pass. 
It  is  not  my  intention  to  embarrass 
anybody.  My  amendments  are  sincere 
attempts  to  improve  this  budget,  and 
they  reflect  my  highest  priorities,  for  I 
believe  we  have  the  chance  today  to 
outline  clearly  our  priorities  for  this 
Nation. 

Each  of  us  was  sent  to  the  Senate  to 
serve  the  country  and  to  articulate  the 
specific  concerns  of  our  friends  and 
neighbors  at  home. 

So  let  me  conclude  here  with  just  a 
few  words  of  caution.  No  one  doubts 
the  need  to  put  our  fiscal  house  in 
order.  But  what  I  fear  the  most  is  that 
it  will  be  done  with  an  eye  only  toward 


today,  without  considering  the  con- 
sequences for  tomorrow. 

Deficit  reduction  is  not  an  economic 
policy  in  and  of  itself.  And  under  to- 
day's cut.  cut.  cut  mantra.  I  cannot 
allow  us  to  forget  the  word  "compas- 
sion." 

I  worry  that  slaish  and  burn  politics 
will  override  common  sense  and  fair- 
ness, especially  for  our  children. 

We  are  looking  here  today  at  the 
Wizard  of  Oz  budget:  No  heart,  no 
brain,  no  courage,  and  no  home.  And 
there  is  too  much  at  stake. 

At  a  fast  and  furious  pace  these  days, 
polls  tell  us  what  Americans  believe 
about  an  issue  before  they  have  even 
had  time  to  really  make  up  their  minds 
about  it. 

I  caution  my  friends— before  you  im- 
pose draconian  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
cuts  on  the  most  vulnerable  members 
of  our  society  -do  not  be  too  hasty  to 
legislate  based  on  the  shifting  sands  of 
current  political  popularity. 

Let  us  keep  things  in  perspective. 
Madam  President,  and  let  us  remember 
the  little  guy. 

Let  us  talk  about  priorities  and 
plans,  not  just  cuts  and  contracts.  Let 
us  use  this  budget  process  to  restore 
hope,  to  ease  anxiety,  and  to  make  the 
future  brighter  for  average  Americans. 
I  look  forward  to  this  debate. 

Thank  you.  Madam  President. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  on  my  time  to 
congratulate  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Washington.  Here  is 
a  teacher,  a  mother,  someone  that  is 
really  dedicated  to  the  cause  that  we 
are  trying  to  espouse  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  I  thank  her  for  her  excellent  re- 
marks. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


UNANIMOUS  CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  prior  to  the 
close  of  business  today.  Senator  Do- 
MENICI  be  recognized  to  offer  a  sub- 
stitute amendment,  the  text  of  which 
is  President  Clinton's  budget;  that  no 
other  amendments  be  in  order  during 
the  pendency  of  the  Domenici  amend- 
ment; that  a  vote  occur  on  the  amend- 
ment at  10:45  a.m.  on  Friday,  May  19. 
1995.  without  an.v  intervening  action  or 
debate:  and  that  the  time  between  10:15 
a.m.  and  10:30  a.m.  be  under  the  control 
of  Senator  ExoN.  and  10:30  a.m.  and 
10:45  a.m.  under  the  control  of  Senator 
Domenici. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Madam  President,  and  I  will  not 
object.  I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator may  state  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  If  the  substitute  offered 
by  Senator  Domenici  is  agreed  to,  is 
the  resolution  as  amended  by  the  sub- 
stitute further  amendable? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Only 
with  the  amendments  that  are  mathe- 
matically consistent. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  So  that  the  numbers  may 
be  changed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  add  further,  if  the  sub- 
stitute is  adopted.  I  will  be  out  of 
work. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Was  that  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President.  I  fur- 
ther ask  that  following  the  disposition 
of  the  Domenici  amendment.  Senators 
L.\UTENBERG  and  Rockefeller  be  rec- 
ognized to  offer  an  amendment  relative 
to  restoring  the  Medicare  funds;  that 
no  amendments  be  in  order  to  the 
amendment;  that  no  amendments  be  in 
order  to  the  language  proposed  to  be 
stricken;  and  that  a  vote  occur  on  the 
amendment  at  3:15  p.m.  Monday,  May 
22,  without  any  intervening  action  or 
debate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Reserving  the  ri^ht 
to  object,  and  I  will  not,  do  I  under- 
stand that  neither  of  these  consents 
waive  any  Senator's  right  to  make  a 
point  of  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
not  correct.  They  would  indeed  waive 
the  right  to  make  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  On  either? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  ei- 
ther. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  know  wheth- 
er there  would  be  a  point  of  order,  but 
I  usually  make  this  proposal  before 
every  amendment,  and  I  just  forgot 
this  evening.  Nobody  is  waiving  the 
right  to  the  point  of  order.  It  is  not 
that  urgent,  let  it  go. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  for  his  cooperation. 

Let  me  just  explain  to  my  colleagues, 
then,  the  Senator  will  lay  down  the 
amendment  tonight,  and  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding at  the  end  of  the  day  there 
will  be  40  hours  left  in  today's  session. 

Then  hopefully  tomorrow  we  will  be 
in  long  enough  to  take  10  more  hours, 
and  after  tomorrow  there  will  be  30 
hours  left.  So  we  start  Monday  with  30 
hours.  We  would  like  to  complete  ac- 
tion on  this  bill  on  Wednesday  so  we 
can  take  up  the  President's  request  on 
the  antiterrorism  bill  and  pass  that  be- 
fore the  recess. 

So  there  will  be  one  vote  tomorrow. 
And  first  vote  on  Monday  -vill  be  at 
3:15.  There  may  be  votes  after  that  vote 
on  Monday. 

So  I  urge  my  collesigues  to  not  leave 
on  the  assumption  that  there  will  only 
be  one  vote  on  Monday.  There  could  be 
several  votes  on  Monday.  I  assume 
after  the  disposition  of  the  Lautenberg- 
Rockefeller  amendment,  there  will  be 
an  amendment  offered  on  this  side.  I 
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assume  we  are  going  to  rotate  back  and 
forth. 

So  there  could  be  several  amend- 
ments, because  again  we  will  be  in  ses- 
sion at  least  10  hours  on  Monday, 
maybe  longer. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Madam  President.  I 
share  the  understanding  of  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  with  regard  to 
the  schedule  for  the  next  couple  of 
days.  Even  though  there  is  only  one 
rollcall  vote  tomorrow,  we  have  a  very 
important  debate  that  will  begin  im- 
mediately after  that  vote.  It  will  be  on 
the  issue  of  Medicare.  And  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  use  this  time  to  the  full- 
est benefit.  That  time  will  be  lost,  if  we 
do  not  use  it  tomorrow.  It  is  very  im- 
portant that  all  of  our  colleagues  ap- 
preciate the  time  that  we  have  avail- 
able to  us  tomorrow  and  Monday  to  de- 
bate this  important  issue. 

So  I  encourage  our  participation,  and 
certainly  hope  that  you  will  take  full 
advantage  of  the  hours  that  are  avail- 
able to  us  following  the  disposition  of 
the  first  vote  at  10:45  in  the  morning. 

We  will  have  another  vote  on  Mon- 
day. It  will  be  on  the  Medicare  amend- 
ment, and  between  now  and  then  I 
would  hope  that  all  of  our  colleagues 
will  fully  avail  themselves  of  the  op- 
portunity that  we  now  have  to  debate 
this  amendment  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible. 

So  I  think  this  is  a  good  agreement 
that  gets  us  off  to  a  good  start.  I  would 
certainly  hope  that  between  Friday 
morning  and  Monday  afternoon  we 
have  no  quorum  calls,  and  that  we  use 
every  moment  available  to  us  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  debate  on  the  Medicare 
amendment. 

I  yield  the  floor.  I 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska 

Mr  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
conclusion  of  the  remarks  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky.  Senator  FoRD,  be 
recognized  on  this  side  for  20  minutes. 
and  then  we  will  continue  the  usual 
process  of  going  back  and  forth. 

I  do  not  know  who  is  scheduled.  Sen- 
ator LoTT  will  be  scheduled  after  that 
for  15  minutes  Following  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  remarks  by  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky.  Senator  Lott  will  be 
recognized  for  15  minutes.  Following 
that.  Senator  Bumpers  on  this  side  will 
be  recognized  for  20  minutes.  And  then, 
if  there  is  a  speaker  on  that  side,  they 
will  be  next  following  Senator  Bump- 
ers on  this  side,  and  Senator  Kerrey 
will  be  recognized  after  that  for  15  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder  if  the  dis- 
tinguished minority  leader  might  just 


engage  in  a  little  discussion  with  me 
about  amendments. 

We  already  are  asking  Senators  on 
our  side  to  submit  amendments  to  me 
as  floor  manager  to  just  see  where  we 
are.  I  know  for  many  it  seems  early. 
But,  frankly,  time  is  going  to  be  really 
moving.  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to 
all  of  us  the  sooner  we  knew.  I  am  not 
asking  for  details.  But  the  sooner  we 
know,  more  or  less,  where  we  are,  we 
will  finish  at  a  point  certain,  at  a  time 
certain.  Everybody  knows  that.  If 
there  are  amendments  that  we  have  de- 
bated, they  will  get  a  vote,  if  they 
want  one.  But  there  will  be  no  discus- 
sion. The  sooner  we  know  maybe  the 
sooner  we  might  accommodate  in  some 
realistic  way  the  Senators  who  desire 
to  have  a  little  time  to  speak. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  the  Senator  is  correct.  I  think  it 
would  be  very  helpful  for  all  Senators 
to  share  with  us  their  intentions  with 
regard  to  amendments  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. We  already  have  a  list  we  are 
compiling.  We  would  be  happy  to  share 
it  with  you.  I  think  it  is  our  intention 
following  the  amendment  relating  to 
Medicare  to  offer  an  amendment  relat- 
ing to  education,  and  following  that  an 
amendment  relating  to  the  EIPC. 
There  will  be  an  amendment  relating 
to  Medicare,  and  EIPC,  and  education. 

So  the  order  for  our  side  will  be  that, 
and  we  will  be  able  to  give  you  more 
information  as  we  go  through  the  list. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity. Madam  President,  to  be  on  the 
floor  for  just  a  few  minutes  when  the 
resolution  was  laid  down,  and  spoke 
about  what  a  historic  time  this  was  for 
our  country,  and  that  a  majority  of 
Senators  from  the  House  and  from  the 
Senate — the  House  having  passed  their 
budget  resolution  earlier  today— had 
the  courage  to  come  forward  and 
present  a  budget  resolution  that 
brought  our  Federal  budget  into  bal- 
ance. 

That  is  not  an  easy  thing  to  do.  If  it 
was  an  easy  thing  to  do.  it  would  have 
been  done  at  least  25  times  over  the 
last  25  years,  but  it  has  not  been  done 
once. 

I  give  a  lot  of  credit  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  for  his  tremendous 
work  on  crafting  the  legislation;  the 
Congressman  from  Ohio.  JoH>:  K.^siCH, 
for  the  work  he  has  done  on  the  House 
side;  and  to  all  of  the  Republicans  who 
are  standing  shoulder  to  shoulder  to 
push  this  effort  forward  for  the  future 
of  this  country. 

This  is  an  historic  time.  This  is  a 
great  opportunity  for  America  as  a 
country  to  face  the  realities  of  the  fu- 
ture, to  stop  the  endless  political 
games  of  promising  what  we  cannot  de- 
liver on,  and  letting  other  generations 
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of  Americans  pay  for  our  political  ex- 
pediency. 

I  am  excited.  I  am  excited  to  be  here 
during  this  time.  I  think  this  will  be 
one  of  the  great  debates  in  history.  I 
think  this  will  be  one  of  the  great  de- 
fining moments  of  our  time. 

It  is  just  unfortunate,  it  is  truly  un- 
fortunate, that  at  one  of  these  defining 
moments  where  the  country  can  really 
face  the  future,  it  is  going  to  be  done 
without  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of 
this  country.  He  has  decided  that  he  is 
going  to  take  absence  without  leader- 
ship, AWOL  on  this  issue.  He  has  de- 
cided that  he  does  not  want  to  partici- 
pate in  the  process.  He  has  decided  in 
debates  with  himself  that  he  is  not  rel- 
evant to  this  process,  and  that  he  is 
going  to  sit  on  the  sidelines  and  throw 
whatever  he  can  at  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  move  this  country  forward  to 
balance  the  budget. 

It  is  a  great  disappointment  to  me 
and  I  know  to  many  Americans  that 
the  Chief  Executive  Officer,  the  Presi- 
dent, has  decided  to  take  this  course. 

What  1  have  decided  to  do  is  to  re- 
mind everyone  here  of  the  President's 
action  or  inaction  on  this  effort.  Start- 
ing today,  the  first  day  in  which  the 
budget  resolution  was  laid  down  here 
on  the  Senate  floor.  I  am  going  to 
bring  this  chart  to  the  floor  every  day 
between  now  and  October  1  of  this 
year,  when  the  next  fiscal  year  starts, 
and  going  to  tell  the  .American  public 
how  many  days  it  has  been  since  the 
Republicans  laid  down  a  balanced  budg- 
et resolution  to  get  this  country  to  bal- 
ance, and  how  many  days  it  has  been 
since  Bill  Clinton  has  decided  to  leave 
town  when  it  came  to  this  issue. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  in 
the  last  election  for  President  had  the 

the  question  today  is  "Where's  Bill?"  I 
guess  on  day  one,  the  answer  is,  as  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  the  majority 
leader  has  said,  he  is  AWOL.  Absent 
without  leadership. 

Today  is  day  one.  I  suspect,  although 
I  hope  it  is  not  the  case,  that  over  the 
next  135  days  between  now  and  the  end 
of  September,  that  I  will  be  putting  up 
day  after  day.  numbers  on  this  chart  to 
show  that  the  President  truly  is  not  se- 
rious about  leading  this  country,  about 
moving  forward  in  a  direction  that  will 
preserve  this  country's  not  just  finan- 
cial future  but  future  as  a  society. 

I  am  actually  fairly  sad  to  have  to 
come  here  and  do  this.  I  think  it  is  in 
a  time  of  great  courage  that  we  are 
seeing  in  the  Congress,  a  very  sad  state 
of  affairs  that  we  have  a  President  who 
has  decided  not  to  participate. 

By  the  way.  this  is  the  same  Presi- 
dent who  in  1993  he  and  his  budget  di- 
rectors and  many  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  were  clamoring  about  how 
the  Republicans  were  not  putting  up 
their  plan. 

Where  was  their  plan  in  1993  to  re- 
duce  the   deficit?   We  are   not   talking 
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about  just  reducing  the  deficit  here.  We 
are  talking  about  getting  to  a  balanced 
budget.  Something  which  the  Presi- 
dent's plan  does  not  do. 

I  want  to  quote  the  President  in  Feb- 
ruary of  1993.  The  President's  demand 
to  the  Republicans  in  Congress.  "Not 
hot  air.  show  me  where." 

Well,  Mr.  President.  "Not  hot  air, 
show  me  where."  If  the  President 
wants  to  lead,  lead.  That  means  the 
President  has  to  propose,  just  for  some 
instruction.  The  President  has  to  pro- 
pose something  in  order  to  lead  some- 
where. 

The  situation  is  the  President  being 
absent  from  this  debate  is  not  unusual 
when  it  comes  to  the  budget  this  year. 
We  have  a  President  who  has  refused  to 
put  forward  a  balanced  budget  resolu- 
tion, has  refused  to  put  forward  any- 
thing that  is  going  to  reduce  the  rate 
of  growth  in  the  deficit.  In  fact,  accord- 
ing to  the  numbers  of  the  President, 
modest  numbers  he  wants  us  to  use.  his 
deficit  goes  up  over  the  next  7  years  up 
to  $267  billion  by  the  year  2002,  accord- 
ing to  the  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  of  which  the  President 
said  we  should  use  in  determining  his 
numbers. 

And  his  first  chance  this  year,  his 
first  chance  this  year  to  put  a  down- 
payment  on  the  deficit,  is  a  $16  billion 
rescissions  bill,  which  yesterday  in  the 
Washington  Post  he  said  that  he  was 
going  to  veto;  a  $16  billion  rescissions 
bill. 

There  is  a  President  who  simply 
wants  to  preserve  the  status  quo,  and 
all  you  will  hear  over  the  next  5  days 
are  people  who  created  this  Govern- 
ment here  in  the  Congress  and  who 
want  to  defend  every  program,  and  if 
we  touch  a  hair  on  one  of  them,  the  sky 
wili  fall,  the  Earth  will  erupt,  and  life 
will  never  be  the  same  again  here. 

Well,  let  me  just  suggest  that,  if  we 
do  not  touch  some  of  these  programs, 
literally  thousands  and  thousands  of 
programs,  if  we  do  not  start  consolidat- 
ing, eliminating,  reducing  the  rate  of 
growth  of  some  of  these  programs, 
truly  the  sky  will  fall  and  the  Earth 
will  open  up  because  we  simply  will  not 
have  a  future  for  our  children.  We  will 
leave  nothing  for  them. 

So  I  would  suggest  that  when  you 
hear  the  gnashing  of  teeth  that  you 
will  hear,  you  will  hear  about  how 
hopeless  things  are  in  America — the 
previous  speaker  was  talking  about, 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  talking 
about  how  hopeless  people  are  if  not  for 
some  Government  program  that  is 
going  to  help  them  through  their  hope- 
lessness, or  how  fearful  people  are,  if  it 
was  not  for  the  Government  to  take 
care  of  them. 

I  would  just  suggest  that  our  job  here 
in  Washington  is  to  provide  oppor- 
tunity and  hope  for  people,  to  give 
them  the  chance  to  succeed. 

I  will  tell  you  the  best  way  that  I  be- 
lieve you  can  give  people  a  chance  to 
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succeed  is  by  letting  them  keep  the 
fruits  of  their  labors,  but  not  taking  all 
of  it  from  them,  and  when  I  hear  this 
debate,  it  absolutely  blows  my  mind.  I 
do  not  know  what  budget  they  are 
working  on.  I  hear  all  of  this  debate  all 
day  long,  and  from  the  White  House 
how  we  are  cutting  Medicare,  cutting 
all  of  these  programs  to  pay  for  "tax 
breaks  for  the  rich  "  I  know  a  lot  of 
you  heard  this.  A  lot  of  you  have  heard 
this. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  budget  res- 
olution says.  This  budget  resolution— I 
do  not  know  what  budget  resolution 
they  are  talking  about.  It  is  not  this 
budget  resolution.  It  is  not  this  budget 
resolution.  In  this  budget  resolution  is 
a  provision  that  90  percent  of  all  tax 
cuts  must  go  to  people  under  $100,000; 
90  percent. 

I  do  not  know.  We  may  be  redefining 
wealthy  in  America;  and.  that  is,  that 
people  under  $100,000  are  wealthy.  Peo- 
ple who  make  under  $100,000  are 
wealthy.  Those  are  wealthy.  But  when 
you  have  90  percent  of  any  tax  cut  pro- 
vision in  this  budget  as  it  appears  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  today,  going  to 
under  $100,000.  I  do  not  know  how  you 
make  that  statement.  I  do  not  know 
how  you  make  the  statement  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  made  a  few 
minutes  ago  that  they  are  going  to  cut 
taxes  now,  and  the  spending  cuts  will 
not  come  until  later.  I  do  not  know 
what  budget  he  is  looking  at. 

This  budget,  almost  all  of  the  cuts  in 
taxes  that  occur  come  the  last  3  or  4 
years  after  we  have  shown  that  we  can 
get  on  a  glidepath,  after  we  do  cut 
spending  first.  Why  does  that  come 
about"?  WTiy  do  we  get  this  $170  billion? 
It  is  a  very  important  point.  Why  is  it 
that  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
gives  us  a  "oonus  of  $170  'oiilion?  Let  nie 
explain  why.  It  is  very  simple. 

Because  they  believe,  as  I  am  sure 
every  economist  in  this  country  would 
believe,  and  you  can  see  it  by  what  is 
happening  already  to  the  dollar  and 
how  the  dollar  is  rebounding  since  we 
have  introduced  this  resolution,  how 
interest  rates  are  coming  down  since 
we  have  gotten  serious  about  balancing 
the  budget  here  in  this  Chamber— the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  believes 
accurately  that,  if  we  have  in  place  a 
mechanism  to  balance  the  budget  over 
the  next  7  years,  interest  rates  will 
come  down;  therefore,  the  cost  to  refi- 
nance the  debt  will  come  down,  infla- 
tion will  come  down,  and  the  economy 
will  grow  faster. 

Those  are  all  assumptions  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  made  in  cal- 
culating this  bonus  of  $170  billion  of 
which  we  were  going  to  take  that 
bonus  and  return  it  to  the  people  who 
work  very  hard  to  pay  those  taxes. 

Think  about  this.  Getting  to  a  bal- 
anced budget  will  create  more  growth. 
That  means  more  jobs.  That  means  for 
opportunity,  lower  interest  rates, 
which  means  lower  payments  on  mort- 


gages, more  affordable  housing,  and 
other  programs,  lower  debt  costs  which 
means  lower  deficits.  This  is  what  we 
are  focused  on.  growth,  low  inflation, 
low  interest  rates.  But  that  is  a  pretty 
good  plan.  That  is  how  we  get  the  defi- 
cit even  further  reduced. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  once  we 
have  established  the  plan  to  get  us  to 
zero,  if  we  do  get  that  bonus,  if  we  do 
get  that  savings,  then  we  are  going  to 
give  you  the  dividend.  You,  the  tax- 
payer of  America,  boy,  I  will  tell  you. 
By  the  way,  90  percent  of  that  will  go 
to  people  under  $100,000. 

I  do  not  know,  folks.  I  do  not  know 
what  budget  they  are  reading  over 
there.  But  if  that  is  cutting  Medicare 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  rich,  tell 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  be- 
cause that  is  getting  it  right,  balancing 
the  budget,  causing  positive  effects  on 
the  economy  and  letting  people  who 
work  their  tails  off  in  this  country 
keep  some  of  the  money  they  worked 
hard  for. 

You  would  think  that  the  only  people 
who  care  in  this  town  are  people  who 
want  to  take  your  money  and  give  it  to 
somebody  else  to  help  them;  that  those 
of  us  who  believe  caring  sometimes  can 
mean  letting  you  keep  some  of  the 
money  you  worked  hard  for.  No.  That 
is  not  caring.  That  is  tax  breaks  for 
these  bad  people  who  work;  or  these 
people  who  succeed. 

I  happen  to  think  that  rewarding 
people  for  doing  what  we  all,  everyone 
in  this  Chamber,  want  people  to  do  in 
this  country— work  —is  a  good  thing.  It 
is  a  good  thing. 

So  when  you  hear  about  these  nasty 
things  that  we  are  going  to  do  about, 
you  know,  helping  the  wealthy,  sub- 
stitute every  time  you  hear  "wealthy", 
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payer, you  are  the  one  they  are  after. 
They  do  not  want  to  give  you  any  relief 
up  there.  No,  no,  no.  Those  of  you  who 
pay  taxes,  you  are  bad.  We  have  to 
make  sure  that  you  give  us  the  money 
that  you  worked  hard  for  so  we  can 
spend  it.  where  we,  of  course,  know 
best.  That  is  just  absurd.  It  is  even  an 
absurd  statement  here  in  Washington 
DC. 

This  is  a  good  budget  plan.  This  is  a 
fair  budget  plan.  I  will  talk  over  the 
next  few  days  about  how  we  are  doing. 
I  went  to  town  meeting  after  town 
meeting  after  town  meeting  in  the  last 
4  or  5  years.  I  was  in  Congress  before 
being  in  the  Senate  this  year.  And 
every  place  I  went,  the  comment  I  got 
was  whether  you  want  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget  but  do  not  single  out  any- 
body, do  not  single  out  any  group, 
spread  it  around.  You  know.  Make  it 
fair.  We  are  willing  to  take  our  share. 
We  understand  we  have  a  problem.  We 
are  willing  to  pitch  in.  This  is  America. 
When  we  have  a  crisis  in  this  country 
we  are  willing  to  step  up  to  the  plate. 
We  are  not  going  to  run  and  hide.  "Oh, 
no  don't  hurt  us.  Don't  touch  us." 
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That  is  what  the  other  side  would 
have  you  believe.  We  have  a  bunch  of 
people  who  are  not  willing  to  sacrifice 
or  put  forward  their  piece  to  solve  the 
problem.  Of  course,  they  are.  Of  course, 
you  will.  Do  not  let  these  people  appeal 
to  your  weaker  side.  Appeal  to  the  bet- 
ter angels  of  your  nature.  Appeal  to 
the  side  that  says  America  is  a  great 
country,  if  we  all  pull  together  and  we 
stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  to  solve 
problems. 

That  is  what  this  budget  does.  It 
bridges  us  all  in,  everybody.  It  says  let 
us  all  pull  together.  And  we  are  not 
talking  about  radical  stuff  here  folks. 
We  are  not  talking  about  enormous 
pain  here. 

We  are  not  talking  about  enormous 
pain  here.  We  are  talking  about  Gov- 
ernment growth  at  3'^2  percent  a  year, 
increasing  at  3'.2  percent  a  year.  Under 
this  budget  resolution,  spending  goes 
up  3'i  percent  a  year.  Some  pain.  Three 
and  a  half  percent  a  year,  that  is  just 
draconian;  it  is  horrible.  Again,  the 
sky  is  going  to  fall  if  the  Government 
only  goes  up  3'-2  percent  a  year. 

This  is  the  right  medicine.  It  is  abso- 
lutely crucial  medicine.  It  is  abso- 
lutely crucial  that  we  pass  this  resolu- 
tion and  that  we  move  forward  to  put 
this  country  back  to  where  my  grand- 
father, who  came  to  this  country  back 
in  the  1920"3.  before  the  Depression — he 
lived  in  a  company  town,  in  the  hills  of 
Appalachia.  in  Pennsylvania.  He  was  a 
coal  miner.  And  he  came  here  not  be- 
cause he  did  not  have  a  good  job.  He 
had  a  great  job  in  Italy.  That  is  where 
he  came  from.  He  had  a  great  job.  But 
he  left  there  because  he  wanted  free- 
dom. He  wanted  to  be  able  to  collect 
the  fruits  of  his  labor,  and  most  impor- 
tantly he  wanted  to  leave  his  sons  and 
daughter  better  off  than  he  was. 

That  has  been  the  dream  of  every 
American  who  came  on  our  shores. 
They  came  here  because  they  wanted 
to  leave  the  next  generation  better  off 
and  with  more  opportunities  than  they 
had. 

We  are  sitting  here  and  standing  here 
as  Members  of  the  Senate,  and  we  are 
looking  at  a  future  that  will  do  just 
the  opposite  if  we  do  nothing.  If  we 
fail,  the  next  generation  will  not  have 
what  we  have,  will  not  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  succeed.  As  I  look  around  and 
see  people  in  the  gallery  with  their 
children.  I  know  their  one  hope  is  that 
those  children  will  be  better  off  than 
them;  that  they  love  them  so  much. 

Well,  folks,  love  them  enough  to  do 
the  right  thing.  Love  them  enough  to 
set  this  country  straight  and  balance 
this  budget  so  they  can  have  a  better 
future. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator has  15  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  think  we  are  swapping 
back  and  forth.  I  have  20  minutes  and 


then    the    Senator   has    15    minutes.    I 
think  that  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  by  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 
and  then  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
for  15  minutes. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  Madam  President,  while 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  still 
in  the  Chamber.  I  would  like  to  make  a 
couple  remarks. 

I  have  been  in  this  Senate  for  21 
years  now.  In  all  of  the  hot  debates,  in 
all  of  the  effort  that  is  made  here.  I 
have  never  heard  or  seen  the  office  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  de- 
graded like  it  has  been  here  today. 
Never  in  21  years  have  I  heard  Gerald 
Ford  called  Jerry,  Jimmy  Carter  called 
Jimmy,  Ronald  Reagan  called  Ron. 
George  Bush  called  George,  and  I  have 
never  heard  a  First  Lady  called  by  her 
first  name.  I  think  it  is  time  we  have 
some  respect  for  the  office  if  we  do  not 
have  respect  for  the  individual  who 
holds  it. 

Now.  when  the  Senator  says  ••Bill" 
here,  we  have  never  done  that.  The 
Senator  can  smile  if  he  wants  to,  but 
there  is  some  decorum  by  people  who 
have  been  here  for  a  long  time.  This  is 
an  institution  that  has  respect  for  the 
office  if  not  for  the  individual.  I  would 
hope  that  the  Members  on  the  other 
side  would  be  a  little  careful  about  the 
remarks  they  make  and  how  they  put 
forward  their  effort  in  this  debate. 

So  I  just  call  attention  to  the  Senate 
that  I  hope  from  now  on  it  would  be 
"the  President."  I  have  never  heard  the 
majority  leader  in  the  Chamber  refer 
to  his  party's  President  by  his  first 
name.  I  never  heard  him  refer  to  the 
Democratic  Party's  President  by  his 
first  name.  It  has  always  been  "the 
President."  So  I  would  hope  that  we 
would  refrain  from  using  the  First 
Lady's  first  name  in  the  Chamber  and 
that  we  be  very  careful  about  that. 

Madam  President,  I  hope  that  I  say 
this  constructively  because  I  do  respect 
the  office  of  the  President,  even  though 
another  party  from  my  choosing  would 
be  the  occupant.  I  felt  it  important 
that  I  say  that. 

Madam  President,  what  a  difference  6 
months  has  made.  And  I  go  back  to  No- 
vember 6.  1994.  'President  Clinton  and 
Vice  President  Gore  are  resorting  to 
scare  tactics,  falsely  accusing  the  Re- 
publicans of  secret  plans  to  cut  Medi- 
care benefits." 

That  was  from  the  majority  leader  of 
the  U.S.  Senate,  quoted  in  the  Wash- 
ington Post  of  November  6. 

The  outrage,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  is 
the  Democrat's  big  lie  campaign  that  the 
Contract  With  America  would  require  huge 
Medicare  cuts.  It  would  not. 

Haley  Barbour.  Republican  National 
Committee  Chair.  CNN's  Late  Edition. 
November  6,  1994. 

The  GOP  budget  speaks  for  itself. 
The  GOP  Senate  budget  plan  includes 


$256  million  in  Medicare  cuts.  We  go 
back  to  what  the  chairman  of  the  Re- 
publican Party  said,  and  he  has  been  in 
the  meetings  here.  He  has  attended  the 
meetings  when  this  budget  was  devel- 
oped and  the  statements  were  planned. 
He  said  it  is  a  big  lie  campaign.  Six 
months  later,  it  was  the  truth. 

The  GOP  House  budget  plan  includes 
$286  billion  in  Medicare  cuts,  and  the 
House  budget  includes  and  the  Senate 
budget  provides  funds  for  GOP  tax  cuts 
that  would  give  $20,000  a  year  to  the 
wealthiest  Americans. 

I  heard  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  say  that  this  will 
reduce  interest  rates;  that  things  are 
going  to  get  better. 

Well,  in  1993,  we  struggled,  and  if  I 
recall,  after  we  passed  that  budget  bill 
without  a  Republican  vote.  50-50.  in  the 
Senate,  and  the  Vice  President  broke 
the  tie.  the  Fed  had  to  increase  inter- 
est rates  six  or  seven  times  in  order  to 
cool  off  the  economy  because  we  re- 
duced the  deficit  by  $600  billion.  We  re- 
duced or  eliminated  300  programs.  And 
how  many  Republican  votes  did  we  get? 
None.  Zilch.  Zip.  None.  And  we  did 
pretty  well. 

When  you  say  that  we  have  not  done 
the  right  thing.  I  think  you  have  to  go 
back  and  look  at  the  1993  votes.  And  if 
you  also  want  to  say  something  about 
6  months  later,  there  was  a  Congress- 
man in  the  House  that  said  it  very 
well.  'If  we  had  come  out  with  this 
budget  in  our  contract,  they  wouldn't 
have  voted  us  in."  You  would  not  have 
been  elected.  At  least,  he  was  honest. 
He  was  honest  in  making  his  state- 
ment. 

Madam  President,  last  year,  the  Cen- 
sus Bureau  reported  the  widest  rich- 
poor  gap  since  the  Bureau  began  keep- 
ing track  in  1947.  Business  week  maga- 
zine suggested  that  •'If  this  trend  per- 
sists, it  could  tarnish  America's  image 
as  the  land  of  opportunity."  In  fact,  it 
was  a  Republican  strategist  who  said. 
"This  stratifying  starts  to  make  us 
into  a  different  country.  It  goes  to  the 
American  notion  of  fairness." 

And  that  is  exactly  why.  when  Demo- 
crats hammered  out  an  economic  plan 
last  Congress,  we  made  sure  it  not  only 
dramatically  cut  the  deficit,  but  also 
helped  create  an  environment  for 
strong  growth,  proven  by  the  interest 
rates  that  we  were  called  on  to  pay  and 
increased  by  the  Fed.  We  provided  re- 
sources so  all  Americans — and  I  under- 
score "all"— could  obtain  the  skills 
necessary  to  compete  in  a  global  econ- 
omy. We  accomplished  those  goals 
amidst  the  first  investment-led  recov- 
ery with  low  inflation  in  30  years. 

Today.  Senate  Republicans  have  put 
forth  a  budget  that  also  looks  to  elimi- 
nate the  deficit.  But  the  similarities. 
Madam  President,  stop  there.  While 
Democrats  sought  to  put  in  place  an 
economic  plan  to  further  empower  the 
hard-working  families  of  this  country 
and  their  children,  the  Republican  plan 


appears  to  be  driven  almost  entirely  by 
the  desire  to  cut  taxes  for  America's 
most  well  off. 

Middle-class  Americans  understand 
that  balancing  the  budget  requires  the 
Henry  Clay  tactic— compromise,  mu- 
tual sacrifice,  negotiated  hurt,  as 
Henry  Clay  would  have  said.  But  while 
they  are  being  forced  to  accept  the  big- 
gest rate  hike  in  Medicare  history, 
those  Americans  making  $300,000  or 
more  are  walking  off  with  a  $20,000  a 
year  tax  cut,  low-income  Americans 
are  being  forced  to  pay  more  taxes. 

While  low-income  Americans  are 
being  forced  to  pay  more  taxes  when 
the  earned-income  tax  credit  is 
slashed,  those  millionaire  Benedict 
Arnolds  spit  on  the  flag,  renounce  their 
citizenship  in  the  United  States — we 
tried  to  prevent  it  and  we  could  not  be- 
cause the  votes  on  the  other  side  would 
not  let  us~so  they  can  get  out  of  pay- 
ing U.S.  taxes.  As  we  say  down  in  west- 
ern Kentucky.  "Something  about  that 
ain't  right." 

And  while  middle-class  Americans 
are  being  forced  to  pay  thousands  more 
to  send  their  children  to  college,  loop- 
hole after  loophole  remains  intact  for 
America's  richest. 

There  is  not  a  single  Senator  here 
who  supports  the  status  quo— not  a  sin- 
gle Senator.  But  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  we  do  not  want  to  see  America's 
image  as  the  land  of  opportunity  tar- 
nished. We  want  a  budget  that  is  bal- 
anced, not  one  that  sends  middle-class 
Americans  home  emptyhanded  so  that 
the  richest  Americans  can  pocket  a 
$20,000  a  year  goody. 

While  the  1  percent  of  Americans  are 
trying  to  figure  out  how  to  spend  their 
extra  20.000  bucks,  middle-class  Ameri- 
cans are  trying  to  figure  out  how  to 
care  for  tneir  eideriy.  sick  pareiUfe 
when  Medicare  is  slashed  by  over  $250 
billion.  While  the  1  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans are  trying  to  figure  out  how  to 
spend  their  extra  20.000  bucks,  middle- 
class  Americans  will  be  trying  to  figure 
out  if  their  dreams  to  send  their  chil- 
dren to  college  are  impossible  to  ob- 
tain. And  while  the  1  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans are  trying  to  figure  out  how  to 
spend  their  extra  20.000  bucks,  those 
hard-working  families  struggling  to  be- 
come middle  class  will  try  to  figure  out 
how  to  do  so  now  that  the  earned-in- 
come tax  credit  that  they  enjoy  is 
slashed  and  their  taxes  are  raised. 

Medicare:  What  are  the  cuts  really 
for? 

Madam  President,  there  are  585,000 
Medicare  beneficiaries  in  my  State  of 
Kentucky.  I  hope  many  of  them  will 
follow  this  debate,  follow  it  closely,  so 
we  can  consider  the  Republican  pro- 
posal to  cut  Medicare  by  $256  billion 
over  the  next  7  years.  I  hope  many  of 
them  will  try  to  figure  out  what  those 
cuts  are  really  for.  Why  are  they  in 
this  budget?  Why  $256  billion? 

There  are  $170  billion  in  proposed  tax 
cuts    in    this    Republican    budget,    al- 


though they  have  tried  to  hide  them  in 
something  called  a  tax  reduction  re- 
serve fund.  If  these  tax  cuts  are  any- 
thing like  we  have  seen  from  the  House 
of  Representatives,  we  know  that  they 
will  primarily  benefit  well-off  Ameri- 
cans with  high  incomes. 

Our  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  deny  that  Medicare  cuts  are 
being  used  to  offset  these  tax  cuts  for 
upper  income  Americans.  They  have 
suggested  that  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
is  going  broke  and  that  we  have  a  cri- 
sis. They  have  also  suggested  they  do 
not  know  what  specific  steps  should  be 
taken  to  make  the  trust  fund  solvent, 
and  that  we  should  set  up  a  commis- 
sion—a commission— to  recommend 
changes  in  the  Medicare  program  to 
make  it  solvent. 

I  hope  Republicans  are  prepared  to 
answer  the  questions  the  585.000  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  in  my  State  have  for 
them. 

First,  if  we  cut  Medicare  by  $256  bil- 
lion, how  much  longer  will  the  trust 
fund  be  healthy?  Answer  that.  We  have 
yet  to  hear  the  answer  If  we  are  truly 
reacting  to  a  crisis,  then  what  will  $256 
billion  in  cuts  do  to  affect  the  crisis?  If 
the  proponents  of  these  $256  billion  in 
cuts  do  not  know  the  answer,  this 
would  appear  to  be  further  evidence 
Medicare  cuts  are  being  made  to  offset 
tax  cuts  for  upper  income  Americans. 

Second,  and  more  puzzling,  if  Repub- 
licans are  cutting  Medicare  to  avoid  a 
crisis  in  the  trust  fund,  and  if  Repub- 
licans do  not  know  yet  what  specific 
steps  to  take  until  a  commission  tells 
us.  then  how  do  they  already  know  the 
specific  amount  to  cut?  If  we  need  a 
commission  to  tell  us  how  to  make  the 
trust  fund  solvent,  do  we  not  need  to 
add  up  the  changes  they  recommend 
beiure  we  know  liie  total  amount  of 
cuts? 

How  can  we  know  that  $256  billion  in 
cuts  are  needed  to  make  Medicare  pro- 
grams solvent?  It  sounds  suspicious  to 
me  and  a  lot  of  Americans.  Either  Re- 
publicans already  know  what  Medicare 
changes  they  will  make  and  they  will 
not  tell  us.  or  $256  billion  is  simply  the 
number  they  needed  to  offset  the  tax 
cuts. 

1  hope  the  585.000  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries in  my  State  will  hear  answers 
to  some  of  these  questions.  Madam 
President,  we  have  a  Medicare  crisis 
today  and  we  had  an  even  greater  Med- 
icare crisis  in  1993  and  1994.  The  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  in  my  State  want  to 
know  where  the  Republicans  were  then. 

In  1993.  the  Medicare  part  A  trust 
fund  was  projected  to  go  broke  in  1999. 
only  6  years  out.  Let  us  not  forget  how 
tough  some  of  those  decisions  in  the 
1993  deficit  reduction  package  were. 
More  than  $1  out  of  every  $5  in  deficit 
reduction  in  1993  went  to  shore  up  Med- 
icare. We  cut  $56  billion  in  spending  for 
Medicare  over  5  years  in  the  1993  deficit 
reduction  package.  These  cuts  included 
$23.3  billion  in  payments  to  hospitals. 


$15.7  billion  in  payments  to  doctors, 
$9.1  billion  in  payments  involving  both 
hospitals  and  doctors.  These  were 
tough  cuts,  and  we  did  not  get  a  vote 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  to 
make  those  cuts. 

We  also  lifted  the  cap  on  wages  sub- 
ject to  the  payroll  tax  which  funds 
Medicare  part  A.  and  increased  the 
amount  of  Social  Security  benefits 
subject  to  taxes  on  those  making  over 
$44,000  a  year.  A  tough  choice,  but  we 
dedicated  every  penny  of  increase  of 
revenues  to  Medicare.  They  went  to 
Medicare.  These  were  painful  changes, 
hard  votes.  We  made  them;  they  did 
not. 

Consider  together  they  shored  up  the 
Medicare  Program  by  more  than  $100 
billion  over  5  years,  and  how  many  Re- 
publican votes  did  we  get  to  help  shore 
up  Medicare?  Not  one.  Zilch.  Zero. 

In  1993,  when  Medicare  was  projected 
to  run  out  of  money  by  1999.  how  many 
Republicans  said,  "There's  a  Medicare 
crisis?"  Not  one.  Zilch.  Zero. 

In  1994.  when  health  care  reform  was 
being  considered  and  Medicare  was  pro- 
jected to  run  out  of  money  by  2001.  how 
many  Republicans  said  there  was  a  cri- 
sis in  Medicare?  None. 

In  fact,  last  year,  many  went  out  of 
their  way  to  stress  that  there  was  no 
crisis — no  crisis — in  health  care.  More 
than  $1  out  of  every  $6  spent  in  this 
country  in  health  care  comes  from 
Medicare.  In  fact,  over  40  percent  of 
health  care  expenditures  nationwide 
comes  from  the  public  sector,  and  this 
is  primarily  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

When  the  Medicare  trustees'  report 
came  out  earlier  this  year,  it  actually 
extended  by  1  year  the  projections  of 
when  the  Medicare  trust  fund  would 
run  out  of  money. 

Yet.  my  Republican  colleagues,  none 
of  whom  recognized  the  Medicare  crisis 
in  1993  and  many  of  whom  denied  the 
existence  of  any  health  care  crisis  last 
year,  seized  upon  the  trustees'  report 
to  justify  now  a  crisis,  a  crisis  worthy 
of  $256  billion  in  Medicare  cuts. 

I  have  585,000  Medicare  beneficiaries 
in  my  State.  They  should  look  behind 
these  numbers.  There  are  a  lot  of  unan- 
swered questions.  How  do  we  know 
from  reading  the  trustees'  report  that 
$256  billion  in  cuts  are  needed? 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  what  the  report 
says.  Part  A  pays  for  inpatient  hospital 
care,  skilled  nursing  facility  care, 
home  health  care,  and  hospice  care. 
Most  Americans  65  or  older  are  auto- 
matically entitled  to  part  A  protec- 
tion. There  are  over  36  million  bene- 
ficiaries nationwide,  and  Medicare  part 
A  is  financed  by  the  Federal  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund.  According  to  the 
trustees'  report,  at  the  end  of  1995.  the 
part  A  trust  fund  will  have  an  all-time 
record  balance  of  $134  billion,  which 
will  grow  slightly  in  1996.  However,  the 
balance  will  decline,  thereafter,  to  the 
point  where  the  fund  becomes  dan- 
gerously close  to  being  insolvent  by 
the  year  2002. 
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The  trustees  also  reported  on  Medi- 
care part  B.  Part  B  of  Medicare  is  vol- 
untary. It  pays  for  doctors'  services, 
other  medical  and  health  services,  like 
laboratory  and  outpatient  services,  and 
some  home  health  care  services  not 
covered  by  part  A.  Part  B  is  financed 
by  the  supplemental  medical  insurance 
trust  fund. 

According  to  the  trustees'  report. 
this  part  B  trust  fund  will  have  a  bal- 
ance of  $26  billion  in  the  year  2002,  even 
larger  than  the  balance  today  and  an 
all-time  record.  So  if  there  is  a  trust 
fund  crisis,  it  is  in  part  A. 

Yet.  we  do  not  know  where  the  $256 
billion  in  Medicare  cuts  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  will  come  from.  Do  our 
Republican  colleagues  view  a  crisis  in 
part  B.  as  well?  How  will  the  $256  bil- 
lion in  cuts  be  allocated  among  part  A 
and  part  B? 

Madam  President.  I  do  not  know 
what  we  need  a  commission  for.  but  if 
we  are  to  have  one,  this  raises  even 
more  questions: 

What  will  the  instructions  to  the 
commission  be':'  Could  the  Medicare 
crisis  commission  recommend  tax  in- 
creases, raising  the  current  payroll  tax 
used  to  fund  part  A?  If  so.  are  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  saying  they  will 
support  those  tax  increases?  What  if 
the  commission  recommends  less  than 
$256  billion  in  Medicare  cuts?  Will  Con- 
gress be  required  to  cut  $256  billion 
from  Medicare  anyway  to  offset  the  tax 
cuts  for  the  very  rich  and  the  Benedict 
Arnolds  in  the  Republican  plan? 
Madam  President,  how  do  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues  know  that  $256  billion 
in  Medicare  cuts  are  needed'' 

They  are  very  precise  in  this  budget. 
They  are  very  precise.  Our  Republican 
colleagues  tell  us  Medicare  is  in  a  cri- 
sis. They  tell  us  it  needs  to  grow  by  7.1 
percent  per  year— not  7  percent,  not  8 
percent,  but  7.1  percent  per  year. 

They  tell  us  we  need  to  cut  Medicare 
exactly  $12  billion  next  year,  then  $22 
billion,  then  $27  billion,  then  $36  bil- 
lion, then  $44  billion,  then  $53  billion 
and.  finally.  $62  billion  in  the  year  2002. 
These  are  very  precise  levels  of  Medi- 
care cuts  year  by  year,  yet  we  need  a 
commission  to  tell  us  what  to  do  about 
Medicare. 

Let  me  talk  a  minute,  if  I  have  any 
time  left,  about  education. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ators  time  has  just  expired. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  was  pretty  close  to  it 
then,  was  I  not.  Madam  President?  I 
will  have  another  day  and  another 
time,  and  I  want  to  talk  about  edu- 
cation and  the  cuts  in  that.  I  hope  I 
will  be  able  to  have  maybe  10  minutes 
then  just  to  talk  about  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  was  talking 
about,  our  children.  We  want  our  chil- 
dren to  be  educated,  and  if  they  are  not 
educated,  they  will  never  make  the 
middle  class. 

So  I  yield  the  floor,  and  I  thank  the 
Chair  for  her  patience. 


Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi.  Under  the  pre- 
vious order,  the  Senator  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President.  I  am 
very  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of  the 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
1996.  and  I  would  like  to  begin  by  con- 
gratulating the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee.  Sen- 
ator DoMENici,  of  New  Mexico,  for  all 
the  hard  work  he  has  done  and  all  of 
his  staff  work  that  has  been  involved  in 
putting  this  package  together. 

It  is  large,  it  is  complex,  and  it  is  a 
very  complete  document.  Also.  I  want 
to  commend  the  Budget  Committee 
members  because  there  were  a  lot  of 
meetings,  a  lot  of  discussion,  a  lot  of 
give  and  take.  But  in  the  end,  we  came 
together,  worked  together,  and  pro- 
duced a  budget  resolution  that,  in  my 
opinion,  is  a  very  critical  document. 

It  will  take  the  Federal  Government 
to  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 
Frankly,  I  had  my  doubts  that  we 
would  ever  bring  a  budget  resolution  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  would  do 
what  we  said  we  would  do,  and  that 
would  be  to  get  us  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et. But  this  document  does  it. 

Is  it  perfect?  Probably  not.  There 
never  will  be  such  a  thing.  Obviously,  I 
would  like  to  add  some  additional  tax 
relief  for  the  American  people  into  this 
budget  resolution.  But  this  budget  res- 
olution does  take  us  to  a  balanced 
budget  in  the  next  7  years. 

Let  me  respond  just  a  little  bit  to 
some  of  the  comments  we  have  heard 
in  the  last  few  moments. 

First,  I  think  we  should  emphasize 
that  it  does  not  matter  which  party 
presents  a  balanced-budget  plan,  as 
long  as  it  is  done.  The  American  people 
want  us  to  get  on  with  the  job  of  con- 
trolling deficit  spending  and,  some  day, 
some  day  maybe  even  deal  with  the 
debt  of  this  country.  They  want  us  to 
think  about  the  future  of  our  children 
and  the  future  of  our  country.  They  un- 
derstand that  we  cannot  continue  to 
have  this  profligate  spending  forever, 
without  somebody  paying  the  price, 
and  they  know  that  somebody  is  going 
to  be  our  children. 

Now,  we  have  tried  it  other  ways.  I 
have  been  in  Congress  for  22  years.  I 
have  seen  Republican  Presidents.  Dem- 
ocrat Presidents,  Democrat  Congresses, 
lots  of  those,  and  a  Republican  Con- 
gress, finally.  Well,  both  parties  have 
failed  in  allowing  these  deficits  to  go 
up  year  after  year  after  year.  But  it  is 
time  for  us  to  bring  that  to  a  stop. 

(Mr.  FRIST  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  LOTT.  The  American  people  do 
not  want  the  status  quo.  They  want  us 
to  get  the  budget  under  control.  I  will 
say  this:  This  budget  resolution  shows 
the  fundamental  differences  between 
the  two  parties.  Oh,  yes,  we  had  a  budg- 
et resolution  in  1993  that  not  a  single 
Republican  voted  for  that  the  Demo- 


crats passed.  Do  you  know  what  that 
budget  resolution  was?  It  was  little 
more  than  monstrous  tax  increases. 

This  is  a  budget  resolution  that  gets 
us  to  a  balanced  budget  by  cutting 
spending  and  by  controlling  the  growth 
of  programs  throughout  the  Govern- 
ment. Surely,  that  is  the  preferred  way 
to  do  it.  The  American  people  do  not 
want  us  to  raise  taxes  on  them  any- 
more. They  want  us  to  control  the 
growth  of  Government,  control  spend- 
ing—and, by  the  way.  even  let  them 
keep  a  little  bit  of  their  hard  earned 
tax  money— their  money.  In  Washing- 
ton, when  the  people  are  allowed  to 
keep  their  money,  it  is  called  a  tax  ex- 
penditure. The  Government  is  giving  it 
away.  Well,  to  the  people  that  is  their 
money  that  is  being  taken  away  by  the 
Government. 

One  of  the  things  that  happened  in 
that  1993  budget  that  I  still  have  not 
gotten  over— and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky  mentioned  it  a 
while  ago — was  that  it  had  a  provision 
that  raised  taxes  on  Social  Security  re- 
cipients, and  not  just  the  wealthy.  At 
one  point,  I  think  it  was  all  the  way 
down  to  $19,000.  We  forced  it  back  up  to 
a  little  higher  level.  It  raised  the  So- 
cial Security  earnings  threshold  on 
people  who  are  not  wealthy,  middle-in- 
come retirees,  and  moved  the  money 
over  into  other  programs.  The  expla- 
nation was  that  this  would  help  fund 
the  inadequacies  of  Medicare. 

Well,  my  colleagues,  we  all  know 
that  Social  Security  and  Medicare  are 
not  the  same.  They  are  two  different 
programs.  When  you  raise  the  taxes  on 
Social  Security,  it  ought  to  go  for  So- 
cial Security  if  it  is  taxes  are  to  be 
raised— and  they  should  not  be  raised 
at  all.  At  least  the  money  should  not 
be  moved  over  and  put  into  other  pro- 
grams. 

The  point  was  made  in  the  past  few 
minutes  here  about  this  terrible  rich- 
poor  gap.  Well,  why  has  something  not 
been  done  about  it?  The  party  of  the 
Senator  who  was  speaking  has  been  in 
control  of  the  Senate  for  all  but  6  of 
the  last  40  years.  Their  party  has  been 
in  control  of  the  Congress.  Obviously, 
their  programs  have  not  worked.  They 
have  failed.  The  rich-poor  gap  is  there, 
it  is  bad,  and  we  need  to  do  something 
about  it.  But  what  we  have  been  doing 
has  not  worked.  It  has  failed.  It  is  time 
for  change.  That  is  what  this  budget 
resolution  will  help  move  us  toward. 

One  final  thing.  Gripe,  gripe,  gripe. 
Not  this,  not  that,  not  mine,  not  yours, 
nobody's,  do  not  cut  this  or  that.  I 
have  heard  everything  about  this  budg- 
et resolution.  You  cannot  cut  this,  you 
cannot  touch  that.  We  do  not  like  your 
budget.  I  have  been  through  that  Ka- 
buki  dance  before.  We  have  been  guilty 
on  occasion  where  we  have  said,  "We 
are  not  going  to  offer  our  budget  reso- 
lution: we  will  just  attack  yours  and 
offer  amendments."  And  we  were  made 
fun  of  by  the  other  side.   Sometimes. 


though— and  last  year  we  did  it — we 
were  challenged  and  asked.  "Where  is 
yours?"  Even  while  in  the  minority  we 
said,  "Here  is  what  we  will  do."  And  it 
was  a  tough,  good  budget. 

Here  is  what  I  have  to  say  now  to 
those  that  are  whining  about  what  is  or 
is  not  in  this:  Where  is  yours?  Put  it 
up.  Let  us  see  what  your  approach  is. 
Well,  we  know.  It  is  just  to  raise  taxes. 
Well,  we  tried  that  and  it  does  not 
work.  It  just  makes  the  gap  between 
rich  and  poor  worse. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  what  I  really 
wanted  to  address  today— except  I  got 
so  fired  up  from  what  I  heard  from  the 
previous  speakers  that  I  got  a  little  off 
my  plan— was  why  we  need  to  do  this 
resolution,  hopefully  in  a  bipartisan 
way.  Why  are  we  making  these  tough 
choices?  I  think  it  is  because  we  really 
need  to  do  it.  We  need  to  do  it  for  our 
country,  for  our  economy,  and  we  do 
need  to  do  it  for  our  children.  We  have 
serious  problems  hanging  out  there 
that  we  cannot  ignore. 

Now.  we  have  come  up  with  a  plan 
here  to  balance  the  budget,  without 
touching  Social  Security  or  raising 
taxes.  We  limit  growth  in  spending  and 
cut  needless  Government  waste. 

We  limit  growth  in  spending.  I  keep 
emphasizing  that.  We  have  found  a 
tough,  but  fair,  course  that  takes  us  to- 
ward zero  deficit.  When  I  go  home,  peo- 
ple say.  "When  are  you  guys  going  to 
get  that  deficit  under  control,"  or 
"When  are  you  going  to  do  anything 
about  the  debt?"  Well,  this  does  it. 

If  you  look  at  this  chart  that  I  have 
here,  spending  versus  revenues,  1974 
through  the  year  2004,  as  a  percent  of 
gross  domestic  product,  you  can  see 
that  we  have  had  a  chronic  problem  of 
what  we  spend  exceeding  what  we  take 
in.  This  cannot  continue  Yet.  it  will 
unless  we  do  something.  The  gap  be- 
tween what  we  are  taking  in  and  what 
we  are  spending  is  going  to  continue  to 
grow.  Every  businessman,  every  indi- 
vidual, rich.  poor,  middle  class,  you 
cannot  live  like  this— not  even  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  This  is  the  problem 
and  this  is  what  we  are  trying  to  ad- 
dress. 

We  must  balance  our  books.  It  is  that 
simple.  This  should  be  at  the  top  of  our 
agenda,  along  with  returning  resources 
and  power  back  to  the  States,  commu- 
nities and  families,  ending  useless  pro- 
grams, and  fixing  those  important  pro- 
grams that  need  fixing. 

Now,  I  know  you  are  going  to  hear. 
"You  could  have  cut  some  of  these  pro- 
grams out  in  the  past."  Yes,  maybe  we 
could  have  or  should  have,  but  we  did 
not.  Now  we  have  another  chance.  This 
is  a  time  we  should  come  together  and 
make  the  difference.  The  problem  is 
overspending  that  saps  our  country's 
strength  and  harms  our  families.  If  we 
do  not  stop  spending,  the  problem  will 
get  worse.  This  budget  resolution  is  the 
way  to  fix  the  problem.  It  will  stop  the 
Nation's  slide  into  insolvency  and  pre- 


serve the  American  dream  for  us  and 
our  children. 

We  are  in  the  last  generation— and 
maybe  this  is  the  last  Congress  for  a 
while — that  can  really  make  the 
changes  we  need  to  make.  It  has  been  a 
generation  since  this  country  has  had  a 
balanced  budget.  In  the  1960's,  deficits 
averaged  about  $6  billion  a  year.  In 
1969.  I  think  almost  by  accident,  we 
had  a  balanced  budget.  In  the  1970's. 
deficits  averaged  $38  billion  a  year. 
Now,  in  the  1990's,  deficits  are  averag- 
ing $259  billion  a  year.  Again,  we  have 
gone  from  zero  balance  to  hundreds  of 
billions  of  dollars  in  the  red  within  a 
generation. 

Why  do  we  have  this  problem  of  defi- 
cits? What  is  the  Government  spending 
all  this  money  on?  It  is  not  defense.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  tremendous  debate 
on  that.  "Cut  defense  more:  that  is  the 
solution."  No,  defense  has  been  cut. 
Defense  spending  has  been  halved — cut 
in  half— over  the  last  30  years  and  has 
been  going  down  every  year  for  the  last 
10  .years.  Domestic  discretionary  spend- 
ing has  declined,  too.  It  is  not  foreign 
aid.  A  lot  of  people  think  we  can  cut 
some  of  the  foreign  aid  and  solve  the 
problem.  There  is  not  enough  there.  We 
do  need  to  cut  back  on  it  even  more, 
but  it  is  a  minuscule  part  of  the  budg- 
et. 

The  culprit^^the  culprit— is  the  Great 
Society  programs— overblown,  costly 
programs  and  bureaucracies  that  too 
long  have  been  resistant  to  helpful 
change.  These  are  well-meaning  pro- 
grams. They  were  at  the  time,  and 
many  of  them  still  are.  They  are  just 
not  well-run.  Many  have  outlived  their 
usefulness  and  are  bloated,  inefficient, 
and  they  do  not  serve  the  people  as 
well  as  they  could  or  should  and,  with- 
out change,  they  will  destroy  our  fu 
ture.  It  is  uncontrolled  bureaucracy.  I 
am  talking  about  spending  frivolously. 
These  programs,  combined  with  inter- 
est rates  on  the  national  debt,  are  a 
major  part  of  our  budget.  This  part  is 
getting  bigger,  while  everything  else  is 
shrinking. 

In  1963.  entitlements  and  interest 
were  just  24  percent  of  the  budget.  Now 
they  comprise  over  56  percent  of  the 
budget. 

If  we  do  not  slow  the  rate  of  growth 
of  these  programs  and  interest  pay- 
ments. Great  Society  spending  and  in- 
terest on  the  debt  will  take  up  69  per- 
cent of  the  budget  by  the  year  2003. 
.\nd  it  gets  worse. 

Around  the  year  2011.  all  Government 
revenues  will  be  taken  up  by  just  five 
things:  Social  Security.  Medicare.  Med- 
icaid. Federal  retirement  benefits,  and 
interest  on  the  debt.  All  the  revenue 
would  go  for  just  those  programs. 

That  means  no  money  for  anything 
else.  Our  borders  would  be  unprotected, 
our  children  untaught,  our  roads 
unrepaired,  there  would  be  no  school 
lunches,  food  stamps,  or  farm  pro- 
grams. We  have  to  get  this  under  con- 


trol. Even  these  five  programs  I  men- 
tioned will  be  in  trouble  if  we  continue 
to  run  deficits. 

Clearly,  we  are  heading  down  the 
wrong  road.  So  we  face  the  possibility 
if  we  do  not  change  of  only  having 
enough  money  to  pay  interest  on  a 
huge  national  debt.  We  will  not  have 
enough  money  for  much  of  anything 
else. 

This  might  seem  far-fetched.  It 
might  seem  like  we  are  using  scare  tac- 
tics, and  I  know  we  will  hear  a  lot  of 
scare  tactics  in  the  next  few  days.  We 
do  not  need  to  make  up  stories  to 
frighten  parents  and  working  people. 
The  facts  are  scary  enough. 

We  want  to  get  the  facts  out  to  show 
the  American  people  that  we  must 
change.  The  people  said  they  wanted  it 
last  year.  The  President  of  the  United 
States  ran  on  that,  and  was  elected  in 
1992 — change.  Now.  we  have  a  chance  to 
really  get  it. 

This  budget  resolution  begins  the 
change.  If  we  look  at  this  next  chart. 
Federal  budget  deficits.  President  Clin- 
ton's budget  versus  Republican  budget, 
we  see  that  the  budget  resolution  I  am 
discussing  will  get  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et in  7  years,  while  the  President's 
budget  runs  up  deficits  in  the  range  of 
$200  billion  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see. 

Here  is  President  Clinton's  budget 
proposal  for  the  year.  It  goes  out  to  the 
year  2001.  And  here  is  the  budget  we  are 
talking  about  here  on  a  steady  decline 
down  to  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002. 

Now,  the  administration  paints  too 
rosy  a  picture.  As  we  see  in  the  next 
chart.  Federal  budget  deficits,  Clinton 
budget  versus  Republican  budget,  the 
purple  line  shows  the  Clinton  budget 
actual,  and  then  here  is  what  he  is 
claim.ing,  and  here  is  what  the  budget 
we  are  talking  about  here  does. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  re- 
vealed that  the  Clinton  budget  will  ac- 
tually lead  to  annual  deficits  of  almost 
$300  billion.  This,  of  course  will  lead  to 
bankruptcy,  and  I  mean  soon. 

Now,  that  is  gloom  and  doom  talk,  I 
admit.  But  deficits  do  have  an  effect  on 
our  lives  today,  too,  not  just  in  the  fu- 
ture. Some  people  will  say,  what  do 
they  really  mean?  These  billions  and 
billions  of  dollars  seem  unreal.  Deficits 
seem  like  something  in  Washington 
that  those  guys  talk  about  and  worry 
about. 

Here  is  what  it  does:  The  Nation's 
debt  hurts  personal  living  standards 
now.  Each  American's  share  of  our  $4.9 
trillion  debt  is  $18,500.  That  is  what  it 
means  for  each  one  of  the  American 
people.  According  to  the  President's 
budget,  this  debt  will  rise  by  1999  to 
$6.4  trillion  or  $23,700  a  person.  That  is 
what  every  American  will  owe  if  we  go 
with  the  President's  budgets. 

Deficits  have  lowered  family  in- 
comes. A  Concord  Coalition  study  re- 
vealed that  if  the  United  States  did  not 
have  deficits  or  a  large  national  debt. 
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average  family  income  would  be  $50,000 
instead  of  $35,000.  Let  me  say  that 
again.  If  we  did  not  have  these  big 
debts,  the  average  American  family 
would  be  making  $50,000  instead  of 
$35,000. 

That  is  what  it  means  to  individuals. 
I  am  trying  to  bring  this  down  to  num- 
bers that  we  deal  with  on  an  everyday 
basis,  not  the  big  $1  trillion  debts.  Be- 
cause we  have  not  controlled  spending, 
each  family  in  this  country  has  lost 
$15,000  smokes. 

Deficits  raise  interest  rates,  too, 
making  buying  a  home  or  a  car  more 
expensive  for  all  Americans.  If  we  bal- 
ance the  budget,  the  prestigious  Whar- 
ton School  of  Economics  says  interest 
rates  would  drop  4  percent.  The  aver- 
age homeowner  would  save  $500  per 
month  on  their  mortgage  payments.  So 
we  are  talking  about  savings  on  inter- 
est. 

Deficits  cost  Americans  jobs.  Maybe 
this  is  the  cruelest  part  of  all.  We  have 
lost  3  million  jobs  due  to  deficit  spend- 
ing over  the  last  10  years.  Not  putting 
that  on  either  party,  it  is  just  a  fact. 

Most  importantly,  deficits  put  a  pen- 
alty on  our  children.  Our  children  are 
another  reason  and  the  main  reason  for 
reducing  this  deficits.  The  National 
Taxpayers  Union  found  that  a  child 
bom  today  will  have  to  pay  over 
$100,000  in  extra  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  if  my  time  is  expiring 
could  I  ask  for  an  additional  5  minutes 
of  time? 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  Senator  LOTT. 

Mr.  LOTT.  That  is  $100,000  in  extra 
taxes  over  the  course  of  his  or  her  life, 
just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debt. 

Also,  every  new  $200  billion  in  deficit 
spending,  and  President  Clinton  has 
that  or  more  every  year,  in  the  budget 
a  child  has  to  pay  an  additional  $5,000 
in  taxes  to  pay  the  interest  costs.  Chil- 
dren would  have  to  pay  90-  to  100-per- 
cent tax  rates  to  pay  this  kind  of  defi- 
cit spending. 

We  cannot  do  it.  It  is  not  right  for 
our  children  to  face  these  deficits  for 
what  we  have  not  done.  So,  now  it  is 
time  for  us  to  really  do  something. 
What  we  are  talking  about  is  slowing 
the  rate  of  Federal  growth.  This  is  how 
it  really  works.  We  do  this,  by  the  way, 
by  2002,  without  touching  Social  Secu- 
rity We  ratchet  down  the  deficit  by  $30 
billion  a  year  by  slowing  spending  to  3 
percent  overall  from  5  percent. 

Spending  will  actually  grow  3  percent 
a  year.  We  just  slow  it  down  2  percent- 
age points.  Spending  will  actually  in- 
crease $1.9  trillion  in  the  year  2002.  I 
have  had  people  ask  me  why  do  we  not 
do  it  sooner?  Why  are  we  waiting  so 
long?  Why  do  we  allow  all  the  spending 
to  go  up?  The  point  is  spending  will 
continue  to  go  up  even  though  we  are 
controlling  the  rate  of  growth. 

In  this  budget,  we  shrink  bureauc- 
racy, over  100  departments,  programs, 
and  agencies  are  prudently  eliminated. 


We  consolidate,  terminate,  and  im- 
prove efficiency,  and  we  do  protect  our 
senior  citizens  by  preserving  the  Social 
Security  COLA  and  saving  Medicare. 

I  would  like  to  allow  senior  citizens 
between  65  and  75,  who  would  like  to 
continue  to  work  if  they  make  under 
$30,000  a  year,  without  having  the  earn- 
ings test  kick  in  and  take  part  of  the 
money  away  from  them. 

This  budget  returns  America  to  fiscal 
reality  and  will  bring  back  prosperity 
and  embolden,  I  think,  the  American 
people. 

Let  me  digress  by  saying  I  think  that 
the  most  egregious  fear  tactic  I  have 
heard  employed  so  far  on  this  was  the 
suggestion  that  Republicans  want  to  do 
damage  to  Medicare.  Actually,  the  re- 
verse is  true.  We  want  to  preserve  and 
improve  and  protect  it.  I  have  heard 
speeches  on  the  floor  that  sound  like 
sp)eeches  of  a  captain  on  a  sinking  ship, 
begging  the  passengers  stay  on  just  a 
little  while  longer,  saying  nothing  is 
going  wrong,  knowing  all  the  time 
Medicare  has  problems  we  have  to  deal 
with.  There  is  a  lot  of  hot  rhetoric  in 
this  particular  area. 

Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  in  7  years 
if  we  do  not  do  something  about  it.  The 
President's  own  Medicare  board  of 
trustees  have  said  this.  And  on  that 
board  are  Cabinet  Secretaries  Reich, 
Rubin,  and  Shalala.  The  President's 
own  people  say  that  Medicare  cannot 
sustain  its  spending  growth  of  over  10 
percent  a  year.  It  is  growing  at  10  per- 
cent a  year  or  more. 

The  care  that  senior  citizens  count 
on  will  not  be  there  in  7  years  unless 
we  do  something.  Workers  will  have 
higher  taxes,  providers  will  be  reim- 
bursed less,  seniors  have  to  pay  higher 
premiums  and  they  get  fewer  benefits. 

Tula  will  happen  if  we  listen  to  the 
other  side  and  do  nothing.  Do  nothing. 
We  want  to  preserve  Medicare.  What 
we  will  do  is  to  call  for  reforms,  and  we 
would  slow  the  growth  to  7-percent  a 
year.  Still,  more  than  twice  the  rate  of 
inflation. 

So  instead  of  growing  at  10  percent  a 
year,  through  honest  reforms  that 
would  make  the  program  better,  I 
think,  and  give  some  more  options  to 
our  senior  citizens,  they  would  still 
have  a  7-percent  growth.  And  we  can 
save  Medicare  by  doing  that. 

We  have  identified  the  problem.  Defi- 
cit spending  and  debt.  We  know  what 
will  happen  if  we  do  not  change— bigger 
debts,  less  prosperity,  and  national 
bankruptcy.  We  have  identified  a  solu- 
tion. Slowing  the  spending  growth 
starting  with  this  budget  resolution. 

It  does  not  matter  which  party  does 
it  as  long  as  we  do.  We  should  fix  it 
without  so  much  finger  pointing.  We 
should  balance  our  budget.  We  have  a 
chance  to  do  it.  Many  people  then  will 
be  the  beneficiaries  if  we  will  get  away 
from  the  status  quo. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  conclude 
by  saying  that  I  urge  my  colleagues  on 


both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  look  seriously 
at  this  budget  resolution.  Let  us  come 
together  and  support  it.  We  have  a 
unique  opportunity,  one  that  I  have 
not  seen  in  20  years  or  more.  If  we  let 
this  opportunity  go  by,  we  will  not 
have  another  one  probably  for  10  or  20 
years,  and  the  damage  will  be  devastat- 
ing. This  is  about  our  future.  It  is 
about  our  children.  I  worry  about  my 
own  mother,  82  years  old.  She  depends 
on  Social  Security  and  Medicare.  I  care 
about  her.  But  I  worry  more  about  my 
27-year-old  son  and  my  24-year-old 
daughter.  Will  these  programs  be  there 
when  they  need  them?  If  we  do  not  pass 
this  budget  resolution,  if  we  do  not 
know  what  to  do,  what  needs  to  be 
done  today,  then  the  answer  is  no. 
These  programs  will  not  be  there. 

We  have  this  golden  opportunity,  and 
we  should  seize  it. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BUMPERS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
want  to  pay  tribute  to  my  good  friend 
from  New  Mexico,  Senator  DOMENICI, 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee, 
who  has  indeed  made  a  monumental  ef- 
fort to  bring  a  balanced  budget  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  consider  Pete  Do- 
MENICI  a  good  friend.  We  seldom  vote 
together,  but  we  banter  back  and  forth 
in  a  friendly  way.  And  what  he  did  in 
bringing  this  budget  to  the  floor  was 
not  easy. 

If  you  ask  the  American  people,  "Do 
you  understand  this  budgeting  proc- 
ess?"— the  answer  would  be  no.  It  is  a 
very  arcane  procedure.  People  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  do  not  understand  it.  let 
alone  the  260  million  people  in  Amer- 
ica. But  if  you  would  also  ask  the  peo- 
ple of  America,  "What  do  ycu  went 
more  than  anything  else?" — they  would 
say.  "We  would  like  to  hear  a  lot  less 
partisan  bickering  between  Democrats 
and  Republicans.  We  would  like  to  see 
those  two  parties  hold  hands  for  a 
change  and  provide  a  final  budget." 
That  is  a  nonnegotiahle  demand  by  the 
people  of  this  country,  and  it  is  a  le- 
gitimate demand. 

But  we  have  two  parties.  The  reason 
we  have  two  parties  is  because  we  do 
not  agree. 

I  consider  this  budget  to  be  a  virtual 
assault  on  the  most  vulnerable,  ex- 
posed people  in  America.  It  is  an  as- 
sault on  education.  It  is  an  assault  on 
working  people.  And  above  all.  it  is  an 
assault  on  the  elderly  people  who  de- 
pend on  Medicare,  and  who  are  terri- 
fied. When  they  hear  us  continue  to 
talk  about  it,  they  wonder;  Do  they 
have  a  future?  Is  their  health  care 
going  to  be  provided  for.  or  is  it  not? 

Before  I  go  any  further.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  want  to  also  sa.y  something  to 
my  friend,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania.  I  have  never,  in  the  20 
years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate,  heard 
a    Member    of    the    U.S.    Senate    say. 


"Where  is  Bill?"  "Where  is  George?" 
"Where  is  Ron?"  I  consider  that  to  be 
the  exemplification  of  the  growing  in- 
civility of  the  people  in  this  country 
towards  each  other,  the  lack  of  respect 
that  people  have  for  each  other  No- 
body could  have  disagreed  with  Ronald 
Reagan  more  than  I  did.  and  I  stood 
right  here  in  this  spot.  But  you  never 
heard  me  say.  "Where  is  Ron?"  The 
President  of  the  United  States  deserves 
the  respect  of  everybody.  The  office 
and  the  man  who  holds  it  deserve  our 
respect.  And.  above  all,  he  deserves  not 
to  be  called  in  a  denigrating  way  by  his 
first  name  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

He  has  been  a  good  friend  of  mine  for 
20  years,  and  I  might  occasionally  say 
"Bill  Clinton." 

But  it  would  benefit  all  of  us  to  show 
more  respect  for  the  Presidency  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  might  also  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  who  was 
saying.  "Where  is  Bill?"^Where  was 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  when 
he  was  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  1993,  when  President 
Clinton  was  cajoling,  begging,  pleading 
with  both  Houses  of  Congress  to  cut 
the  deficit  by  $500  billion  which,  inci- 
dentally, turned  out  to  be  a  $600  billion 
cut?  Where  was  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania? Where  was  every  single  Re- 
publican in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  every  single  Republican  in 
the  United  States  Senate?  Well,  to  coin 
a  phrase.  .A.WOL.  You  could  not  find 
them  with  a  search  warrant. 

They  said.  "You  are  raising  taxes." 
Everybody  jumped  under  their  desk  on 
that  side.  And  the  Vice  President  had 
to  come  and  cast  the  deciding  vote. 
Every  single  one  of  the  44  Republican 
Senator?  votfrl  no 

Do  you  think  I  enjoyed  voting  for  a 
tax  increase?  I  did  not  even  enjoy  vot- 
ing for  the  budget  cuts.  But  had  it  not 
been  for  the  courage  of  President  Clin- 
ton and  the  Democrats  in  this  body  and 
the  House  of  Representatives,  we  would 
be  here  not  debating  a  $1  trillion  cut 
between  now  and  the  year  2002;  we 
would  be  debating  a  $2  trillion  cut. 

Where  were  they? 

Here  we  have  this  draconian  budget 
which,  as  I  say,  is  an  assault  on  the 
most  vulnerable  people  in  America; 
Our  youngsters  who  want  to  be  edu- 
cated, lower-class  working  people,  and 
the  elderly.  Even  Medicaid.  Of  the 
roughly  25  million  people  in  this  coun- 
try who  are  eligible  for  Medicaid,  10 
million  to  12  million  of  them  are  blind, 
disabled,  and  elderly. 

Oh,  yes.  and  the  Republicans  are  lin- 
ing up  the  votes  to  cut  those  programs. 
Why?  To  preserve  the  Contract  With 
America,  in  the  House,  which  would 
cut  taxes  by  $371  billion  by  the  year 
2002,  and  in  the  Senate  bill,  $170  billion 
very  carefully  set  aside  for  a  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthiest,  not  for  the  people 
we  are  assaulting,  but  for  the  wealthi- 


est in  America,  those  who  do  not  need 
our  help. 

We  are  always  hearing  what  the 
American  people  want.  Here  is  a  poll 
by  USA  Today  taken  December  20.  1994: 
"If  Congress  is  able  to  cut  spending, 
where  should  it  go?"  Seventy  percent 
say  deficit  reduction,  3  times  more  peo- 
ple than  say  they  want  a  tax  cut.  It 
just  shows  you  the  American  people 
are  not  selfish.  They  want  a  balanced 
budget.  They  would  like  a  tax  cut,  of 
course.  But  given  an  option  between 
the  two  they  will  take  a  balanced  budg- 
et every  time. 

I  heard  the  same  arguments  in  1981 
that  I  have  heard  here  all  day  today.  In 
1981,  they  said  we  will  balance  the 
budget  by  cutting  spending,  cutting 
taxes,  and  raising  defense  spending. 
And  I  said  about  an  hour  before  we 
voted  on  that,  "You  pass  this  and  you 
will  create  deficits  big  enough  to  choke 
a  mule."  And  I  was  wrong.  They  were 
big  enough  to  choke  an  elephant. 

Senator  Br.'^dley  of  New  Jersey,  Sen- 
ator HoLLiNGS  of  South  Carolina,  and 
yours  truly  were  3  of  only  11  Senators 
who  voted  for  the  spending  cuts  and 
against  the  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  we  would  be  sitting 
here  tonight  enjoying  not  only  a  sur- 
plus but  drawing  interest  on  it  if  51 
people  in  the  Senate  had  voted  that 
way.  The  herd  instinct  was  flowing 
through  this  body  like  I  have  never 
seen  it  before.  And  so  what  happened? 
We  voted  to  double  defense  spending. 
We  voted  to  cut  all  other  spending.  We 
voted  a  massive  tax  cut,  most  of  which 
again  went  to  the  wealthiest  people  in 
America.  And  here  is  what  happened, 
the  deficit  exploded. 

At  the  time  we  debated  the  1981  reso- 
lution, the  deficit  was  $65  billion.  And 
the  Republicans  said  that  if  we  would 
just  adopt  their  resolution,  in  1983,  no 
later  than  1984  or  1985.  we  will  balance 
the  budget. 

That  was  the  promise.  That  was  $3.5 
trillion  of  indebtedness  ago.  The  deficit 
went  completely  out  of  sight.  And  so 
today  we  have  a  $4.6  trillion  debt  be- 
cause that  siren  song  was  irresistible. 

The  Democrats  have  been  criticized, 
and  with  some  legitimacy,  for  not  of- 
fering an  alternative.  We  could  offer  an 
alternative.  It  would  not  pass.  It  would 
be  defeated.  But  we  have  four  impor- 
tant amendments  I  will  make  an  offer 
to  that  side  of  the  aisle.  You  adopt  our 
four  amendments,  which  will  still  give 
us  a  balanced  budget  by  2002.  and  I  will 
vote  for  your  budget  resolution.  I  will 
vote  for  that  resolution.  Put  that  $170 
billion  that  is  very  carefully  set  aside 
for  a  tax  cut,  and  put  it  back  in  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  student  loans,  and  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  and  I  will 
vote  for  it.  And  I  will  worry  about  re- 
forming everything  else  later  on.  Now, 
if  that  is  not  a  fair  proposition,  I  do 
not  know  what  is. 

I  heard  a  Congressman  the  other  day 
say  we  are  going  to  give  welfare  recipi- 


ents a  chance  to  become  productive 
citizens  by  cutting  them  off.  You  tell 
me  how  you  make  productive  citizens 
out  of  the  20  percent  of  the  people  in 
this  country  who  are  on  welfare  and 
who  are  dysfunctional,  unemployable. 
You  think  you  have  a  lot  of  homeless 
people  in  Washington,  DC,  right  now? 
Wait  until  you  p£iss  this  budget.  Wait 
until  you  pass  welfare  reform  as  it  is 
being  proposed  here.  It  is  a  death  sen- 
tence for  a  lot  of  people. 

These  Medicare  cuts,  what  do  they 
do?  They  fall  on  the  people  who  are  to- 
tally dependent  on  Medicare.  They  fall 
on  the  rural  hospitals  in  my  State, 
which  are  totally  dependent  on  being 
at  least  adequately  reimbursed.  And 
they  fall.  Mr.  President,  on  the  doctors 
who  are  also  going  to  have  to  assume  a 
good  piece  of  the  hit. 

We  all  know  Medicare  reform  is  nec- 
essary. Everybody  knows  Medicare  is 
going  to  have  to  face  up  to  reform.  But 
to  cut  Medicare  to  make  room  for  tax 
cuts  is  absolutely  heartless.  Look  at 
the  capital  gains  tax  cuts  that  have 
been  passed  in  the  House;  76  percent  of 
the  cuts  go  to  people  who  make  over 
$100,000  a  year.  Is  that  what  we  oelieve 
as  a  people  in  this  country,  that  76  per- 
cent of  a  tax  cut  should  go  to  people 
who  make  over  $100,000  a  year? 

Look  at  this  chart.  Here  is  the  aver- 
age tax  cut  per  household  by  income 
category.  If  you  make  between  zero 
and  $30,000  a  year  in  a  family  of  four, 
you  get  a  whopping  $124  a  year.  That  is 
a  pizza  every  third  Friday  night.  If  you 
make  over  $200,000  a  year,  you  get  a 
tidy  little  sum  of  $11,266.  Who  here  be- 
lieves that  is  what  America  is  all 
about? 

Somebody  once  said  that  a  progres- 
sive tax  was  something  Karl  Marx 
dreamed  of.  Unhappily,  they  did  not 
know  about  Teddy  Roosevelt.  He  was 
the  person  who  gave  us  a  progressive 
tax  system.  You  want  me  to  vote  for  a 
bill  that  provides  that  kind  of  relief  to 
people  who  make  over  $100,000  a  year 
and  $124  a  year  to  people  who  make 
$30,000  a  year  and  in  the  process  take 
away  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
from  them? 

I  am  not  going  to  embarrass  anybody 
by  reading  quotes,  but  the  last  two  Re- 
publican Presidents  and  the  majority 
leader  of  the  Senate  today  have  all  said 
the  earned  income  tax  credit  is  the 
best  program  ever  invented  to  keep 
people  off  welfare. 

Do  you  want  to  save  the  Government 
$21  billion?  Raise  the  minimum  wage  to 
$5.15  and  you  can  cut  a  lot  of  that  in- 
vestment tax  credit  out.  But  this  is  a 
tax  increase  on  people  who  are  making 
$28,000  a  year  or  less,  while  we  give  a 
cushy  $11,266  a  year  to  people  who 
make  $100,000  a  year  or  more.  It  is 
heartless. 

Education  will  take  the  biggest  cut 
in  its  history.  I  would  not  be  standing 
here,  Mr.  President,  if  I  had  not  put  in 
3  years  in  World  War  II  and  gone  to 


13620 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13621 


school  on  the  GI  bill.  My  father  could 
not  have  afforded  to  send  my  brother 
to  Harvard  Law  School,  a  classmate  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island,  who  is  standing  in  the  Chamber 
tonight.  He  could  not  have  sent  me  to 
a  prestigious  law  school  where  the  tui- 
tion would  have  been  totally  out  of  the 
question.  So  I  am  a  champion  of  stu- 
dent loans  and  Pell  grants. 

The  managers  of  the  bill  say.  well, 
this  does  not  cut  student  loans:  this 
does  not  cut  Pell  grants.  What  does  it 
say?  You  will  cut  a  certain  amount  of 
money  in  these  functional  areas.  And 
when  you  analyze  that  requirement, 
student  loans  and  Pell  grants  are  the 
only  places  you  can  find  that  amount 
of  money  within  a  particular  func- 
tional area.  CBO  has  said  if  you  borrow 
the  maximum  of  $17,000  for  undergradu- 
ate studies  on  student  loans,  your  fees 
and  interest  rates  will  probably  cost 
you  an  additional  $5,000.  Mr.  President, 
kids  who  have  borrowed  money  to  go  to 
school  are  so  saddled  with  debt  they 
cannot  breathe.  Now  we  are  going  to 
sock  another  $5,000  on  them. 

What  else  does  this  bill  not  do?  This 
bill  says  you  may  not  touch  defense. 
There  is  $255  billion  next  year  that  is 
off  limits.  It  does  not  make  any  dif- 
ference how  much  of  it  is  squandered. 
Every  person  in  the  Senate  read  the 
lengthy  article  last  week  saying  that 
for  the  past  15  years  the  Defense  De- 
partment has  spent  billions  and  bil- 
lions without  knowing  where  it  went 
and  cannot  until  this  day  be  traced — 
overpaid  contractors  without  knowing 
what  they  were  paying  for.  One  of  the 
saddest  things  I  ever  read  in  my  life. 
We  are  not  talking  about  $700  coffee 
pots  and  toilet  seats.  We  are  talking 
about  checks  written  that  should  never 
have  been  written,  ^eople  bein*''  over- 
paid, nobody  knows  what  for. 

So  what  will  this  budget  do?  It  will 
cut  school  lunches.  It  is  going  to  cut 
AFDC  payments  for  the  poorest  of  the 
poor,  eliminate  the  investment  tax 
credit  which  is  an  effective  tax  in- 
crease on  the  lowest  income  people  in 
America,  and  there  is  a  firewall  around 
defense.  You  cannot  take  a  penny.  No 
matter  how  lousy  a  weapons  system 
may  be.  you  cannot  kill  it  and  put  that 
money  into  student  loans.  You  cannot 
put  it  in  school  lunches.  Of  course,  if 
you  want  to  put  it  in  some  other  weap- 
ons system,  that  is  just  Jakey. 

A  House  Member  last  week  was 
quoted  as  saying  he  was  not  going  to 
vote  for  any  more  foreign  aid.  You 
want  to  hear  applause?  Just  say  you 
are  opposed  to  foreign  aid  and  you  will 
have  people  applauding.  Most  people 
just  think  if  we  eliminated  foreign  aid 
and  welfare,  we  could  balance  the  budg- 
et. Foreign  aid  is  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  budget.  But  the  House  Member  said 
we  give  this  money  to  Third  World 
countries  and  they  buy  weapons  and 
starve  their  own  people.  What  are  we 
doing,  focusing  attention  on  foreign  aid 


when  it  is  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
budget? 

What  else  did  we  not  touch  in  this 
budget?  Why,  the  space  station.  The 
biggest  single  boondoggle  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  world.  We  have  spent  over 
$11  billion  on  the  space  station  as  of 
this  moment,  headed  for  $100  billion- 
yes,  $100  billion— while  wo  cut  student 
loans,  student  lunches,  AFDC.  invest- 
ment income,  raise  the  taxes  for  people 
who  make  $30,000  or  less  by  reducing 
the  earned  income  credit,  and  we  leave 
the  space  station  fully  intact.  The  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Texas  was  quoted  in 
the  paper  the  other  day  as  saying, 
"Yes,  I  am  going  to  go  for  a  tax  cut.  I 
am  going  to  offer  an  amendment  to  cut 
taxes  in  the  Chamber." 

We  have  not  even  begun  to  cut  as 
much  as  we  need  to. 

The  other  day  I  said  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Texas  that  I  am  not 
going  to  offer  an  amendment  to  kill 
the  Space  Station  on  this  bill.  But  do 
not  get  too  comfortable,  because  I  am 
going  to  offer  it  later. 

Mr.  President  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent for  an  additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  an 
additional  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  could  keep  it  to  a 
couple  of  minutes. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  say  to  the  Senator, 
he  has  not  waited  nearly  as  long  to 
take  the  floor  ais  I  did. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  You  go  ahead. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  So  the  space  station, 
which  costs  $160,000  per  job,  is  safe  and 
secure.  It  is  only  the  most  vulnerable, 
the  elderly,  the  blind,  the  disabled,  and 
the  children,  they  are  the  only  ones 
who  bear  the  brunt  of  this. 

What  else  was  not  touched?  Why. 
mining  laws.  In  1988,  I  started  trying  to 
revise  the  mining  laws  of  this  country 
to  keep  the  U.S.  Government  from  sell- 
ing billions  of  dollars  worth  of  gold  for 
$2.5C  an  acre  and  here  it  is  1995  and 
they  are  still  selling  America's  land  for 
$2.50  an  acre  that  has  billions  of  dollars 
worth  of  gold  and  platinum  under  it. 
And  what  do  the  taxpayers  of  America 
get  out  it?  Zip.  Not  a  penny. 

Whoever  is  tuned  into  C-SPAN  in 
America  tonight  would  not  believe 
that.  It  is  a  fact. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  re- 
cently as  6  months  ago  was  forced  by 
the  courts  to  deed  $11  billion  worth  of 
gold  to  the  Barrick  Mining  Co.  for  the 
princely  sum  of  $9,000.  It  is  not  men- 
tioned in  this  budget.  You  talk  about 
corporate  welfare. 

I  can  remember  3  years  ago  when  the 
mining  companies  would  say,  "We 
might  be  able  to  afford  a  2  or  3  percent 
net  royalty,"  even  though  to  private 
land  owners  that  they  mine  on  they 
pay  18  percent.  They  might  find  it  in 
their  heart  to  voluntarily  pay  2  to  3 


percent  on  Federal  lands.  That  was 
when  gold  was  $333  an  ounce.  That  was 
when  platinum  was  $354  an  ounce. 

And  in  this  day,  1995,  gold  is  $384,  $51 
an  ounce  more  than  it  was  then.  Plati- 
num is  $427.  almost  $75  an  ounce  more 
than  it  was  when  they  said  they  would 
pay  2  to  3  percent. 

Today,  guess  what  the  argument  is? 
They  will  still  go  broke  if  you  impose 
a  royalty  on  them. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  worst, 
egregious  form  of  corporate  welfare  I 
have  ever  seen  in  my  life.  And  yet  I 
never  get  more  than  six  Republicans  to 
vote  with  me  to  stop  the  most  out- 
rageous practice  going  on  in  America. 

The  people  who  are  assaulted  by  this 
budget  cannot  afford  $1,500  for  a  ticket 
to  Washington.  DC  fundraisers.  Do  you 
know  who  they  depend  on  because  they 
cannot  afford  the  1.500  bucks']'  They  de- 
pend on  me.  They  depend  on  you.  They 
expect  you  to  be  concerned  about 
them.  They  expect  you  to  see  that  they 
are  treated  fairly. 

Why  do  we  not  drop  this  $170  billion 
nonsense  called  the  tax  cut  for  the 
middle  class  which  goes  to  the  wealthi- 
est people  of  America  and  keep  faith 
with  the  people  who  sent  us  here  to  do 
their  business? 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  a 
previous  order,  a  Republican  Senator 
was  to  be  recognized  next. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  1 
minute. 

I  just  wanted  to  take  a  minute's  time 
to  compliment  the  excellent  remarks, 
right  on  the  point,  by  two  of  my  best 
friends  in  the  U.S.  Senate  with  whom  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  serve  with 
as  a  former  Governor  of  Arkansas  and 
a  former  Governor  of  the  Sratn  nf  Ken- 
tucky. Governors,  who  have  been 
through  these  difficult  decisions  of  bal- 
ancing budgets,  should  be  listened  to 
more  than  they  are  sometimes. 

I  just  want  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Arkansas  and  my  friend  from  Ken- 
tucky, well  done,  well  stated,  and  I 
hope  that  the  American  people  are  lis- 
tening. 

I  thank  you.  Senator,  and  I  thank 
you.  Senator  Ford,  who  will  be  back  on 
the  floor  in  a  very  short  period  of  time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
3  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
Senator  CH.^FEE. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming for  yielding  me  3  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  challenge  facing 
the  Senate  over  the  next  few  days  is 
whether  we  will  be  able  to  muster  the 
courage — there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk 


about  courage  out  here  tonight^but 
the  question  is  whether  we  will  have 
the  courage  to  pass  a  budget  resolution 
that,  for  the  first  time  in  three  dec- 
ades. 30  years,  will  bring  the  Federal 
budget  into  balance.  It  is  a  monu- 
mental debate  involving  the  single 
most  important  step  we  can  take  this 
year  to  markedly  improve  this  Na- 
tion's future. 

We  cannot  continue  on  the  path  we 
are  currently  on.  which  is  spending 
more  money  than  we  take  in  and  send- 
ing the  bill  to  our  children. 

Think  of  it.  Of  every  dollar  the  Fed- 
eral Government  spends,  13  cents  is 
borrowed.  That  is  what  is  going  on 
right  now  in  this  Nation  of  ours.  Our 
current  deficit,  what  we  are  budgeted 
for  this  year,  is  $200  billion  more -$200 
billion  more— spending  than  we  are 
going  to  take  in.  And  this  debt,  this 
deficit,  unless  we  take  dramatic  steps, 
will  not  stay  at  $200  billion  a  year.  It 
will  grow  to  $400  billion  a  year  10  years 
from  now. 

Because  of  the  horrendous  $5  trillion 
debt  our  Nation  has,  15  percent  of  our 
budget  is  solely  devoted  to  paying  the 
interest  on  the  debt.  PMfteen  percent  of 
all  the  expenditures,  taxes,  that  are 
raised  in  this  Nation  go  to  pay  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt.  Not  a  penny  of  that 
for  principal,  all  of  this  for  interest. 

Interest  currently  constitutes  the 
third  largest  expenditure  in  our  budg- 
et. First  is  Social  Security,  second  is 
defense,  and  third  is  interest  on  the 
debt.  And  that  last  item,  interest  on 
the  debt,  is  going  up  steeply. 

The  resolution  before  us  represents  a 
fundamental  shift  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  is  going 
to  run  its  finances.  Seven  years  from 
now.  as  a  result  of  this  budget,  if  it  is 
adopted,  we  will  end  the  practice  nf 
pushing  the  cost  of  today's  Federal 
spending  onto  the  backs  of  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  They  are  the 
ones  that  are  going  to  have  to  pick  up 
the  tab. 

I  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee.  Senator  Domenici. 
for  what  he  has  done  and  for  his  excel- 
lent work.  This  budget  does  what  he 
.said  he  was  going  to  do.  It  balances  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  in  7  years. 
There  is  nothing  dramatic  about  steep 
declines.  We  have  7  years  in  order  to 
bring  this  thing  into  balance.  Senator 
DdMENici  has  done  this  without  resort- 
ing to  any  tricks  or  gimmicks.  The 
Senate  and  the  whole  country  owe  Sen- 
ator DciMENici  a  deep  debt  of  gratitude. 

And  I  want  to  congratulate  him  for 
standing  firm  against  any  tax  cuts. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  was  talking  about 
the  cuts,  tax  cuts  that  we  are  provid- 
ing. 

In  this  resolution,  there  are  no  tax 
cuts.  This  budget  provides  a  mecha- 
nism which  allows  us  to  consider  tax 
cuts  only  after  we  have  enacted  a  via- 
ble and  enforceable  balanced  budget. 


1  personally  believe  we  are  in  too 
deep  a  hole  to  even  think  about  em- 
barking on  any  sizable  tax  cuts.  If  we 
do  realize  an  economic  benefit  that 
comes  from  balancing  this  budget— in 
other  words,  there  is  going  to  be  lower 
interest  rates  in  the  future;  if,  and 
most  economists  agree,  this  budget  is 
adopted,  that  will  occur— then  we 
ought  to  use  that  to  pay  back  our  debt. 
Why  use  it  for  a  tax  cut,  in  my  judg- 
ment, of  any  sizable  nature?  Instead, 
use  it  to  reduce  the  debt. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  the  resolu- 
tion that  is  on  the  floor  that  the  Budg- 
et Committee  has  brought  to  us.  Do  I 
agree  with  every  aspect  of  it?  No,  I  do 
not.  No  one  does,  but  it  is  very,  very 
good  in  its  totality.  I  obviously  have 
grave  concerns  about  the  level  of  the 
Medicaid  cuts  that  might  have  to  occur 
if  we  adopt  the  rules,  the  duties  that 
are  imposed  upon  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. I  am  concerned  about  the  cuts  in 
Amtrak.  for  example. 

But  for  those  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  who  criticize  what  we  are  doing, 
come  up  with  a  better  proposal.  Do  not 
just  criticize  what  we  are  suggesting. 
Do  something  better. 

When  we  debated  and  voted  on  the 
constitutional  amendment  on  the  bal- 
anced budget,  they  all  said;  '"We  do  not 
need  it;  the  true  test  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion is  our  resolve.  All  we  need  to  do  is 
balance  the  budget  if  we  have  the  cour- 
age." 

Well,  this  side  is  showing  the  courage 
to  do  it,  Mr.  President.  Here  we  are.  We 
are  taking  these  steps  that  are  long 
overdue,  and  I  am  just  happy  to  be  part 
of  this  effort.  I  hope  when  all  is  said 
and  done  that  this  budget,  or  some- 
thing very  close  to  it.  will  be  adopted 
by  this  Senate. 

I  want  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming  for  letting  me 
proceed. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SMITH).  The  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Rhode  Island. 
At  the  end  of  this  very  first  day  of  de- 
bate on  the  budget  resolution,  I  come 
to  the  floor  to  offer  a  few  observations. 
I  do  not  think  any  one  of  us  on  either 
side  of  the  aisle  exaggerate  when  we 
say  that  we  have  the  deepest  respect 
for  Senator  PETE  Domenici.  I  have 
heard  my  good  friends  on  the  other  side 
say  just  that.  We  have  a  great  mutual 
respect  for  him. 

I  go  on  to  say  that  the  budget  resolu- 
tion crafted  by  my  respected  friend 
could  well  turn  out,  in  my  mind,  to  be 
one  of  the  most  historic  and  important 
and  statesmanlike  measures  voted  on 
during  my  16-year  tenure  here  in  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee is  one  remarkable  legislator.  We 
here  have  long  known  him  for  his  ex- 
pertise, his  integrity,  and  his  dedica- 
tion to  lessening  the  burden  on  poster- 


ity—our children  and  grandchildren.  So 
it  is  a  pleasure  to  see  so  many  here  and 
out  in  the  land  giving  a  long  overdue  to 
this  man  and  his  work,  and  he  is  one  of 
the  most  hard-working  men  I  have  ever 
met  in  my  time  in  this  place. 

So  the  measure  he  presents  to  us 
would  bring  the  annual  deficit  of  the 
United  States  down  to  zero  by  the  year 
2002.  People  say,  why  2002?  I  answer,  be- 
cause we  may  never,  ever  have  another 
chance  to  do  this. 

In  the  future,  we  could  see  a  war,  God 
spare  us,  or  a  recession,  and  then  the 
retirement  of  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion. That  is  where  the  hit  comes,  the 
identifiable  hit.  If  we  cannot  balance 
the  books  during  this  fleeting  window 
of  opportunity,  I  feel  very  deeply  that 
it  will  never  be  done  again.  We  would 
simply  be  consigning  our  children — 
"kids"  is  the  phrase  used  here  all  day, 
those  kids  everybody  is  always  talking 
about  on  the  other  side  and  our  side  all 
day  long,  the  kids— the  kids  will  re- 
ceive nothing.  We  will  not  have  to 
worry  about  cuts.  There  will  not  be 
anything.  We  will  be  consigning  those 
kids  to  mounting  deficits,  crushing  in- 
terest rates,  and  payments  of  fiscatory 
tax  rates,  payroll  taxes.  You  talk 
about  balancing  something  on  the 
backs  of  someone,  their  backs  will 
break  from  the  tax  load  that  comes  if 
we  cannot  get  this  done. 

Earlier  this  year,  we  voted  on  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  a  very  excit- 
ing debate,  vigorous,  spirited.  Over  and 
over  in  this  Chamber,  I  heard  the  oppo- 
nents of  that  amendment  say,  some  in 
high-pitched  endeavor,  that  we  did  not 
need  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States;  all  we  need  is 
some  political  courage,  some  guts  to  do 
the  job.  Oh,  magnificent  speeches,  they 
ring  in  my  head. 

And  guess  what?  Now  it  is  time  to  do 
the  job.  and  now  we  shall  see  who  has 
the  political  courage.  Oh,  indeed,  we 
shall.  I  cannot  wait  for  the  debate. 

I  am  very  proud  that  the  majority 
party  in  this  body  is  coming  forward 
and  proposing  a  solution  to  this  grow- 
ing crisis.  If  you  want  a  good  definition 
of  business  as  usual  in  Washington.  DC, 
I  would  say  it  was  the  practice  of  as- 
suming that  the  public  will  punish  us  if 
we  did  what  was  right  and  then  pulling 
our  punches  accordingly. 

The  strategy  on  the  other  side  seems 
to  be  to  assume  that  business  as  usual 
will  still  prevail,  to  sit  on  the  sidelines, 
chuckle,  do  high-fives,  and  criticize 
and  whoop  it  up  and  hope,  and,  more 
importantly,  pray  that  our  earnest  ef- 
fort to  solve  this  problem  will  be  pun- 
ished by  a  furious  and  angry  elector- 
ate. 

That  is  a  depressing  and  cynical  view 
of  the  American  citizenry,  I  believe, 
and  I,  for  one,  do  not  ascribe  to  it.  We 
Republicans  are,  indeed,  making  a  his- 
toric gamble.  We  are  betting  that  if  we 
do  what  is  right,  unheard  of  in  itself  in 
this  city,  if  we,  indeed,  move  toward  a 


13622 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13623 


balanced  budget,  that  the  shrieking:, 
and  wailing  and  howling  of  the  various 
special  interests  will  be  drowned  out  by 
the  chorus  of  praise — yes.  praise — from 
the  vast  majority  of  at  least  thought- 
ful Americans  who  are  sick  and  tired  of 
seeing  the  burdens  of  debt  pile  higher 
and  higher  and  higher  on  them  and  on 
their  children. 

And  who  did  it?  We  did  it;  we  in  Con- 
gress did  it.  Do  not  blame  it  on  Ronald 
Reagan.  Do  not  blame  it  on  George 
Bush.  Do  not  blame  it  on  Jimmy 
Carter.  Do  not  blame  it  on  Bill  Clinton. 
Blame  it  on  us.  We  have  performed  su- 
perbly for  the  last  50  years.  We  have 
acted  like  pack  horses  in  dragging  the 
money  back  to  our  districts  and  preen- 
ing our  feathers  to  tell  our  constitu- 
ents: "What  did  you  want?  We  heard 
you  and  we  went  and  got  it  for  you. 
even  though  now  it  is  5  trillion  bucks 
worth  of  debt." 

Columnist  George  Will,  a  very  bright 
and  articulate  man.  made  a  rather  tell- 
ing observation.  I  think  it  was  Sunday 
before  last,  on  a  national  television 
performance.  He  noted  there  seems  to 
be  a  key  in  the  word  processors  in  the 
Democratic  offices  on  the  Hill  that 
automatically  types:  "We  will  not  bal- 
ance the  budget  on  the  backs  of,"  and 
then  you  just  leave  the  blank.  "We  will 
not  balance  the  budget  on  the  backs 
of."  and  then  you  fill  in  the  blank;  Sen- 
ior citizens,  the  children,  veterans, 
farmers,  teachers,  welfare  recipients, 
"Masterpiece  Theater."  You  name  it,  if 
it  is  affected  by  serious  deficit  reduc- 
tion, and  every  form  of  spending  must 
be,  then  the  Democratic  Party  will  op- 
pose it.  Guess  what,  folks;  that  is  ex- 
actly why  we  have  S5  trillion  in  debt. 

I  am  one  who  is  going  to  balance  the 
budget  to  get  the  debt  off  the  backs  of 
the  chiidren  and  ^he  grandchildren  Cu- 
rious adventure.  I  think  that  is  what 
we  should  do  when  we  are  talking 
about  what  is  on  or  off  the  backs.  The 
debt  will  crush  them.  Washington  must 
really  be  the  last  place  in  the  world 
where  it  is  realized  if  you  want  to  get 
out  of  debt,  you  simply  can  keep  spend- 
ing more  and  more  and  more.  Washing- 
ton is  also  the  only  town  in  the  world 
where  you  cut  spending  and  it  gets  big- 
ger. 

I  come  from  Wyoming.  We  must  sim- 
ply use  a  different  language  out  there. 
We  call  it  English.  In  that  language,  a 
reduction  means  something  gets  small- 
er, not  bigger.  So  anyone  who  is  watch- 
ing this  debate  needs  to  remember  that 
when  we  are  attacked  for  savage  cuts, 
we  are  indeed  talking  about  increeises 
in  spending  only.  Only  increases,  how- 
ever, that  are  not  as  big  and  as  de- 
manding of  your  hard-earned  money  as 
those  or  some  of  those  in  the  other 
party  would  like. 

Earlier  today.  I  saw  a  chart  brought 
out  by  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts, my  old  friend.  Senator  Ted  Ken- 
nedy. He  and  I  do  a  little  facing  off 
every  day.  We  do  not  get  paid  for  that. 


It  is  purely  a  nonprofit  activity.  We  do 
not  agree  on  all  things,  but  I  enjoy  him 
very  much.  He  brought  out  a  chart — a 
powerful  chartr— that  said  "working 
families  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy"— a  sinister  preparation.  Very 
interesting,  and  especially  so.  since 
there  are  no  tax  cuts  in  this  budget 
resolution  submitted  by  our  colleague. 
There  is  not  a  tax  cut  in  a  car  load,  no- 
where. The  President,  however,  still 
wants  $63  billion  in  tax  cuts,  and  we  do 
not  hear  too  much  about  that. 

So  all  that  we  have  done  is  said  that 
if  we  succeed  in  balancing  the  budget, 
and  if  this  produces  a  dividend  perhaps 
in  the  form  of  declining  interest  rates, 
then  that  money  should  go  to  the  tax- 
payers and  not  for  us  to  spend. 

Now,  I  have  personally  come  out  very 
strongly  to  say  "no  tax  cuts"  until  the 
budget  is  balanced.  But  I  find  it  ex- 
tremely odd  that  Democratic  detrac- 
tors believe  that  tax  cuts  are  irrespon- 
sible even  if  the  budget  remains  bal- 
anced. That  is  the  most  curious  view  of 
budgetary  responsibility  that  I  know. 
But  it  is  historically  so  with  some  of 
them.  But  here  are  the  facts  about  the 
budget  before  us.  With  this  budget,  we 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  In  which  category  in  this  budget 
does  spending  grow  the  fastest?  In  Med- 
icare. In  the  budget  Senator  Domenici 
is  presenting  to  this  Senate,  the  larg- 
est growing  item  of  spending  in  this 
budget  is  Medicare;  7.1  percent  per 
year,  going  from  $178  to  $283  billion.  No 
other  program  in  the  entire  budget  is 
dealt  with  more  generously  than  Medi- 
care. 

It  is  £istonishing  that  even  this  huge 
rate  of  growth  is  greeted  as  "not 
enough"  by  the  detractors.  This  is  a 
measure  of  how  serious  and  debilitat- 
ing Ihp  addiction  to  spending  has  be- 
come. Under  this  budget,  we  are  the 
toughest  on  the  appropriated  spending 
matters.  Shrinking  it  not  just  relative 
to  inflation,  but  shrinking  it  out- 
right—$548  billion  in  1995  and  $518  bil- 
lion by  2002.  This  is  the  kind  of  budget 
discipline  that  America  seems  to  have 
been  crying  for. 

On  the  other  hand,  huge  increases 
could  still  occur  and  will  still  occur  in 
Social  Security— $334  billion  in  Social 
Security  going  to  $480  billion;  and  in 
Medicare.  $178  to  $283  billion.  And  in 
Medicaid,  from  $89  to  $125  billion,  and 
all  other  mandatory  spending  which  in- 
cludes Federal  retirement,  welfare,  ag- 
ricultural subsidies,  and  all  the  rest 
grows,  continually  grows  from  $146  to 
$197  billion.  And  remember,  we  all  took 
Social  Security  off  the  table.  I  did  not. 
The  Senator  who  is  standing  across  in 
the  Chamber  did  not  either.  The  two  of 
us  have  presented  to  the  American  pub- 
lic seven  bills  to  bring  solvency  to  the 
Social  Security  system,  and  we  will 
present  that  and  we  will  have  hearings 
on  that,  and  we  will  proceed  with  that. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  do  what  we  really 
have  to  do,  and  it  would  be  so  much 


simpler.  Yet.  we  did  it  out  of  political 
terrorism,  that  we  not  touch  the  item 
of  the  budget  which  is  $383-billion-a- 
year  revenue.  I  am  going  to  leave  the 
details  of  that.  I  do  not  know  what  my 
colleague  from  Nebraska  is  going  to 
say.  But  I  can  tell  you  this;  Senator 
Bob  Kerrey  is  a  very  courageous  per- 
son, and  he  has  faced  up  to  these  prob- 
lems before  by  being  chairman  of  the 
Entitlements  Commission,  the  biparti- 
san Entitlements  Commission.  That  is 
why  it  is  a  great  privilege  and  an  honor 
for  me  to  join  him  in  a  bipartisan  ap- 
proach to  bring  some  eventual  sanity 
to  a  system  which  goes  into  terminal 
decline  in  the  year  2013  and  then  goes 
bankrupt  in  the  year  2031,  and  that  is 
the  Social  Security  system.  I  do  not 
want  my  remarks  on  that  tied  with 
this  budget  resolution  or  any  part  of  it. 
Sever  that.  But  I,  as  a  Member  of  the 
Senate,  will  be  proceeding  to  do  some- 
thing about  that  system. 

So  we  cannot  do  better  than  to  re- 
peat this  over  and  over  and  over  again. 
The  rapid  detractors  succeed  in  por- 
traying these  as  cuts.  If  the  American 
public  really  swallows  that,  maybe  the 
detractors  are  right.  Maybe  then  the 
public  deserves  exactly  what  it  gets — 
permanent  deficits  and  poverty  for  our 
descendants,  all  out  of  political  terror- 
ism, or,  as  my  old  friend  Gary  Hart 
used  to  say,  "mow-mow  politics." 

I  join  Senator  Domenici  and  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader.  Bob  Dole. 
in  thinking  better  of  the  American 
public.  I  believe  that  though  the  spe- 
cial interests  will  cry  out.  the  keening 
wail  will  sound  like  wolves  in  the  Yel- 
lowstone with  a  full  Moon — the  keen- 
ing wail  of  the  special  interests.  But  I 
think  the  vast  majority  of  Americans 
want  this  job  done  and  now — or  at  least 
for  us  to  start.  They  want  everyone 
who  is  benefiting  from  Federal  largess 
to  take  a  hit.  It  will  not  be  easy,  and 
there  will  undoubtedly  be  sacrifices 
that  will  be  called  for  from  every  sec- 
tor of  societ.v.  I  also  believe  they  have 
grown  tired  of  Washington  telling  them 
that  no  sacrifices  are  necessary.  We  do 
not  have  to  touch  senior  citizens  or  the 
children  or  anyone  else  to  get  this  job 
done.  When  you  take  that  approach, 
spending  never  slows.  Always  up. 

(Mrs.  HUTCHISON  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  It  is  incredible  to  me 
that  our  President  and  some  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  chosen  to 
ignore  all  responsibility  in  this  chal- 
lenge. AWOL — absent  without  leader- 
ship. 

I  certainly  do  not  intend  to  include 
some  others  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  As  I  have  mentioned,  Senator 
Kerrey  has  faced  these  problems  alone 
and  in  an  election  year  before.  That 
takes  real  guts.  But  it  astounds  me, 
and  I  am  sure  my  colleague,  that  given 
everything  we  know  with  absolute  cer- 
tainty through  the  work  of  this  com- 
mission and  from  the  trustees  of  Social 


Security  telling  us  about  these  things 
and  the  future  of  Federal  spending. 
that  the  President  would  submit  a 
budget  that  makes  not  even  the  slight- 
est attempt  to  approach  or  deal  with 
the  problem,  or  to  accept  one  word  of 
the  recommendations  of  the  commis- 
sion that  he  appointed,  and  then  drop 
all  reference  to  generational  struggles 
that  are  coming  in  this  country  in  the 
years  very  soon  ahead. 

Earlier  this  week,  the  President  an- 
nounced plans  to  veto  a  rescissions 
package  of  $16  billion.  That  is  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  budget,  and  it  was  too 
much  for  the  President  to  end.  How  in 
the  world  are  we  going  to  make  the 
tough  decisions  on  entitlements  and 
other  sensitive  spending  if  we  cannot 
even  cut  1  percent  of  the  budget? 

That  rescissions  package  contained 
various  unauthorized  appropriations, 
various  GSA  construction  projects- 
true  pork— and  we  all  played  that  one. 
Certainly,  there  must  have  been  spend- 
ing in  there  the  President  favored,  but 
I  find  it  impossible  to  believe  that  this 
spending  is  so  important  that  he  would 
delete  even  the  headway  we  would 
make  on  1  percent  of  the  budget. 

It  is  a  terribly  strange  way  to  take  a 
stand,  to  defend  every  last  bit.  even 
that  last  1  percent  of  pork-ridden  dis- 
cretionary spending.  And  we  were  all  in 
that  one.  But  that  is  not  my  idea  of 
leadership. 

There  are  many  examples  of  what 
have  been  presented  and  what  will  hap- 
pen. liCt  me  tell  you  one  exaggerated 
one,  and  I  am  going  to  wind  up.  Others 
are  here,  too.  I  was  thinking  how  some- 
one maybe  in  this  administration 
might  have  conducted  themselves  in  a 
cabinet  meeting  or  something  at  var- 
ious previous  periods  in  our  history— 
perhaps  if  in  office  at  the  time  of  Llie 
secession  of  the  Southern  States  in 
1861.  can  almost  hear  advisors  turning 
to  the  President  and  saying.  "Now. 
Americans  might  get  upset  if  we  ask 
for  sacrifices,  so  better  let  the  Con- 
gress institute  a  military  draft  and 
then  we  will  criticize  them  for  it  be- 
cause that  would  be  better  politically." 
That  is  obviously  a  little  exaggerated 
example,  to  bo  sure,  but  I  think  some 
appropriateness  there. 

This  is  a  historic  tune  for  this  Presi- 
dent to  be  the  President  who  led  the 
Nation  out  of  debt  and  on  the  path  of 
responsibility  and  solvency,  again.  He 
has  a  Congress  also,  even  eager  to  do 
the  job.  but  the  best  he  can  do  is  to 
hope  that  there  will  be  a  political  cost. 
a  deep  political  cost  associated  with 
the  effort. 

Let  me  say  to  the  detractors,  there  is 
still  the  opportunity  to  contribute  to 
this  effort  and  to  be  part  of  the  solu- 
tion instead  of  part  of  the  problem.  I 
have  heard  criticism  from  some  Demo- 
crats that  this  budget  does  not  really 
balance  the  budget  by  2002  because  it 
only  balances  the  unified  budget,  the 
one  that  includes  Social  Security. 


Very  well,  then.  Democrats  wish  to 
offer  an  alternative  budget,  balances 
the  budget  without  counting  Social  Se- 
curity. I  would  consider  giving  my  sup- 
port to  that.  WTiile  we  have  yet  to  see 
such  a  budget  presented,  criticism  from 
the  other  side  is  about  several  million 
cubic  feet  of  hot  air. 

We  Republicans  took  a  lot  of  guff  last 
session  because  we  did  not  vote  for  the 
President's  budget.  Of  course,  events 
since  then  have  vindicated  Republicans 
because  the  President's  own  budget 
forecast  $200  billion  deficits  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  see.  Clearly,  that  budget 
did  not  do  the  job,  just  as  we  said  it 
would  not. 

At  least  at  the  time  we  proposed  our 
own  alternative  budget  to  do  the  same 
job,  that  alternative  reflected  our  dif- 
ferences with  the  President.  We  would 
have  done  it  via  spending  cuts  instead 
of  tax  increases  but  we  did  present  an 
alternative. 

Those  of  the  other  faith  appear  to 
have  forgotten  that.  They  have  no  al- 
ternative to  offer  that  does  the  job  as 
thoroughly  as  our  own  budget.  The 
President's  budget  does  not  even  try.  It 
just  allows  deficits  to  climb  and  the 
debt  to  pile  up  ad  infinitum. 

I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  good  pol- 
itics for  the  minorit.v  party.  But  do  not 
take  that  advice  from  me.  Undoubt- 
edly, there  will  be  political  opposition 
to  the  measures  we  have  to  take  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  but  once  we  do,  I 
think  Americans  will  see,  once  we  do  it 
they  will  see  that  the  benefits  will  be 
coming  to  them.  Declining  interest 
rates,  they  will  see  the  benefits  of  re- 
stored confidence  in  the  market,  in  the 
investment  in  our  economy,  in  the  dol- 
lar itself.  They  will  come  to  congratu- 
late Members  for  the  work  we  have 
done. 

Perhaps  even  more  importantly,  we 
will  then  have  a  fighting  chance  to  deal 
with  the  retirement  of  the  baby  boom 
generation  when  it  does  begin.  There  is 
absolutely  no  way  we  will  be  ready  for 
that  if  we  are  still  running  the  deficits 
in  the  hundreds  of  billions  that  those 
on  the  other  side  seem  to  advocate. 

So  we  have  a  moral  obligation  to 
pass  a  form  of  this  balanced  budget 
this  week.  Future  generations  will  not 
look  kindly  on  Members  if  they  fail. 
We  should  reach  together  on  reaching  a 
consensus  on  the  best  form  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  resolution.  I  pledge  to  do 
that. 

I  know  my  colleague  from  Illinois  is 
here  on  the  floor.  I  am  yielding  the 
floor  in  just  a  moment,  but  will  say 
that  I  thoroughly  enjoyed  working 
with  her.  Senator  Carol  Moseley- 
Braun.  on  the  Entitlements  Commis- 
sion. It  was  a  great  eye  opener  for  all 
Members. 

I  wish,  in  many  ways,  I  had  not  been 
on  it  because  it  reminded  me  of  that 
old  movie,  "The  Man  Who  Knew  Too 
Much,"  because  we  learned  too  much. 
We  learned  where  we  are  headed.  Had  a 


lot  of  good  people  from  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  helping.  If  we  can  get  through 
this  necessary  political  posturing, 
which  I  am  doing  a  good  bit  of  myself, 
and  we  all  have  to  do  this.  This  is  very 
therapeutic.  Then  we  will  settle  down 
and  get  something,  because  we  all 
know  what  the  stakes  are,  and  we  all 
know  what  the  numbers  are. 

That  has  never  happened  before.  It 
has  happened  because  the  Entitlements 
Commission  and  the  great  work  of  Sen- 
ator KERREY'  and  Senator  Danforth.  It 
has  happened  because  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trustees  have  said  exactly  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  systems  of  Med- 
icare, which  will  go  broke.  That  is  not 
something  that  floated  in  from  the 
west  coast.  That  is  the  Social  Security 
trustees  saying  it.  The  Social  Security 
trustees  are  Donna  Shalala,  Robert 
Rubin,  Robert  Reich,  the  Commis- 
sioner, and  Democrat  and  Republican 
citizens  of  America  saying  it  will  go 
broke. 

In  the  year  2016,  the  disability  insur- 
ance fund  will  go  broke.  In  2031,  the  So- 
cial Security  system  will  go  broke. 
That  doomsday  date  used  to  be  2063.  It 
is  now  2031.  It  moves  up  3  to  5  years 
every  year. 

There  it  is.  Fun  and  games  all  we 
want.  I  am  ready  to  play  it.  I  love  it. 
So  does  the  senior  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska who  came  here  with  me,  and  in 
who  there  is  no  more  spirited  and  en- 
gaging men  than  Senator  Jim  Exon. 
and  the  Senator  in  the  chair,  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

We  will  do  this,  and  then  we  should 
sit  down  after  the  shot  and  the  shell 
and  the  smoke,  because  there  is  no 
smoke  and  mirrors  in  this  budget.  Ev- 
eryone who  has  been  here  as  long  as  I, 
16  years,  10  years,  15  years,  now  know, 
no  smoke,  no  mirrors.  All  hard  tough 
votes.  I  cannot  wait  for  the  debate.  We 
never  needed  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. Just  need  to  cast  those  tough 
votes. 

Well,  hop  in  and  get  wet  all  over. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Madam  President,  I 
thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Smith  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.J.  Res.  34 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  KERREY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smith).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  to 
speak  for  up  to  15  minutes. 

Mr.  KERREY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  first  of  all,  let  me 
begin  this  by  saying  that  I  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  Senator 
Domenici,  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  has  made  a  good-faith  ef- 
fort to  produce  a  budget  resolution 
that  frankly  few  predicted  was  likely 
to  occur.  It  reduces  the  deficit  over  the 
next  seven  years  by  $961  billion,  re- 
duces spending,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
7-year  period,  if  you  exclude  Social  Se- 
curity, you  have  a  balanced  budget. 
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It  results  in  a  significantly  smaller 
Government.  It  gives  us  the  potential 
of  having  lower  taxes  as  well.  I  must 
say,  Mr.  President,  again,  I  believe  this 
is  a  solid  and  a  good-faith  effort.  I  re- 
gret. Eis  I  have  listened  to  the  debate 
today,  that  it  has  been  considerably 
less  than  the  sort  of  civil  debate  that  I 
would  have  thought  was  possible  given 
some  discussions  that  are  going  on 
right  now  between  a  number  of  us  on 
the  Democratic  side  that  would  like  to 
participate  in  supporting  this  budget 
resolution. 

And  I  say  that  because  what  has  hap- 
pened is  the  dynamic  has  really 
changed  We  are  engaged  in  looking  at 
an  alternative  that  we.  I  hope,  can  get 
consideration  to,  I  suspect  sometime 
next  week  by  the  time  it  is  all  done. 
And  we  begin  with  somewhere  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $700  billion  of  cuts 
over  a  7-year  period.  That  is  a  substan- 
tial shift.  The  President's  budget,  as 
has  been  commented  on  several  times, 
contains  no  significant  deficit  reduc- 
tion. Suddenly,  you  have  under  the 
leadership  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  the  ranking 
Democrat  on  the  Budget  Committee,  a 
big  shift  in  the  Senate  and  I  think 
large  numbers,  well  in  excess  of  60.  who 
would  vote  for  a  budget  resolution  that 
got  us  to  a  point  7  years  from  now 
where  the  deficit  would  be  zero. 

I  have  come  here  this  evening  to 
identify  a  couple  of  problems,  and  I 
hope  I  identify  the  problems  in  a  con- 
stru<;tive  fashion  because,  as  I  said.  I 
would  like  very  much  and  hope  very 
much  that  the  Republican  chairman 
and  Republican  leadership  will  favor- 
ably view,  as  I  said,  a  significant  num- 
ber of  us  who  would  like  to  participate 
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proximately  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  attempt- 
ing to  accomplish. 

Let  me  say  for  those  who  doubt  the 
power  of  deficit  reduction,  the  most 
impressive  number  in  all  of  the  7-year 
forecast  is  that  net  interest  stays  the 
same.  Net  interest  has  been  the  most 
rapidly  growing  line  in  our  entire  budg- 
et, and  under  the  budget  resolution  be- 
fore us  net  interest  would  flatten  out. 
As  an  expenditure.  Mr.  President,  it 
certainly  benefits  bond  holders,  but  it 
does  not  benefit  American  taxpayers  at 
all.  It  is  a  payment  that  goes  out,  that 
buys  us  nothing  other  than  the  capac- 
ity to  service  these  bonds.  It  is  the 
most  impressive  number  and  one  that  I 
think  we  should  pay  attention  to  as  we 
look  to  try  to  develop  some  alter- 
natives. 

I  begin  in  describing  some  concerns 
that  I  have  about  this  sort  of  evaluat- 
ing its  impact  upon  me.  Earlier  today, 
I  heard  the  distinguished  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  talking  about  the  fact 
that  this  budget  resolution  freezes  con- 
gressional salary  over,  I  believe,  a  7- 
year  life  of  the  budget.  I  am  impressed 


that  that  is  In  this  budget  resolution, 
but,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  really  feel 
for  someone  in  the  $136,000  or  whatever 
it  is  plus  salary  that  is  a  comparable 
shared  sacrifice.  I  am  not  one  who 
comes  to  this  floor  and  says  that  the 
problem  in  America  is  that  rich  people 
are  somehow  manipulating  and  abusing 
poor  Americans. 

I  do  not  believe  that  at  all.  But  I  do 
believe  if  we  are  going  to  have  $1  tril- 
lion worth  of  deficit  reduction  over  a  7- 
year  period,  it  should  be  shared  sac- 
rifice, and  it  is  reasonable  to  look  at 
some  alternatives,  whether  it  is  cap- 
ping the  deductions  at  28  percent, 
which  the  Entitlement  Commission 
recommended  would  get  $80  billion  or 
$90  billion  over  a  7-year  period,  or  have 
me  and  others  with  incomes  over 
$100,000  having  to  pay  a  little  bit  as  a 
consequence.  Some  would  come  up  and 
say,  oh,  gee.  that  is  a  big  tax  increase. 
I  do  not  view  it  that  way  at  all.  It  is 
just  an  attempt  to  say  we  ought  to  pay 
a  little  bit  in  order  to  get  this  thing  to 
go  away. 

It  is  not.  Mr.  President,  just  because 
there  is  a  need  for  shared  sacrifice,  at 
least  from  my  standpoint.  It  is  also  a 
consequence  of  coming  and  saying  I  am 
a  little  bit  troubled,  looking  at  some  of 
the  things  that  we  are  asking  Ameri- 
cans to  do  because  it  seems  to  me,  at 
least  from  my  standpoint,  I  as  one  indi- 
vidual American  am  saying,  well.  gosh. 
now  that  I  have  mine.  I  want  every- 
body else  to  do  things  that  I  did  not 
have  to  do  when  I  was  in  trouble  or 
needed  help.  I  have  perhaps  more  than 
most  kind  of  a  schizophrenic  attitude 
toward  government.  I  have  had  it  save 
my  life.  I  have  had  it  save  my  business. 
I  have  had  it  almost  take  my  life  and 
almost  take  my  business.  It  can  do 
both.  Mr.  President,  but  I  have  to  say 
in  the  main,  if  I  look  at  the  51  years  of 
my  lifetime  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  though  it 
can  be  a  menace  from  time  to  time,  has 
enabled  me  to  do  an  enormous  amount. 

Yes.  individual  initiative  is  impor- 
tant and  my  family  has  been  important 
and  my  friends  have  been  important. 
but  there  are  many  key  points  along 
my  lifetime,  Mr.  President,  where  I 
have  been  given  a  great  deal  of  help 
and  I  have  been  given  opportunity  in 
education,  been  given  opportunity  in 
health  care,  been  given  opportunity  in 
my  own  business,  and  I  cannot  in  good 
conscience  come  to  the  floor  and  say 
that  as  a  consequence  of  my  own  expe- 
rience I  feel  that  I  am  participating 
very  much  in  the  shared  sacrifice  need- 
ed, that  we  are  all  conscious  of  what  is 
needed  in  order  to  get  this  deficit 
eliminated. 

So  I  begin  with  that,  Mr.  President.  I 
hope  again  that  the  Republican  leader- 
ship and  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  will  look  to 
those  of  us  who  intend,  if  we  can.  to 
reach  agreement,  which  is  not  easy  to 
do.  If  we  get  an  alternative,  I  hope  it  is 
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given  good,  solid  consideration.  I  hope 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
will  say  that  this  is  a  big  victory:  we 
started  off  the  year,  nobody  believing 
we  could  get  much  in  the  way  of  deficit 
reduction.  Democrats  really  not  very 
enthusiastic  about  it,  according  to  at 
least  what  you  would  read,  and  now  all 
of  a  sudden  we  have  Democrats  moving 
a  long  ways  in  our  direction  willing  to 
accept — I  think  we  will  end  up  with 
close  to  $700  billion  over  7  years  in  real 
cuts,  asking  only  that  we  look  to  ways 
for  all  of  us  to  share  a  little  bit  in  this 
thing  over  the  course  of  the  budget. 

There  is  a  second  problem,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  do  not  know  if  it  can  be  done  in 
this  budget  resolution.  I  recognize  the 
constraints  of  the  Budget  Committee 
and  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  really 
does  not  perhaps  allow  the  Budget 
Committee  to  deal  with  these  issues 
and  maybe  it  has  to  be  dealt  with  later 
on  in  the  year.  Earlier,  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  com- 
mented upon  it.  But  the  Entitlement 
Commission — and  I  have  heard  a  num- 
ber of  people  talk  about  it — has  identi- 
fied what  I  think  is  a  serious  problem. 

I  am  actually  borrowing  a  chart  from 
Senator  Bennett,  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  who  had  this  chart  up.  But  this 
really  does  describe  the  problem  that 
the  Entitlement  Commission  identified 
which  is  that  mandatory  spending  and 
net  interest  are  growing  so  rapidly 
that  sometime  around  the  year  2012. 
something  like  that,  it  is  consuming 
all  revenue  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  is  taking  in.  That  reve- 
nue has  stayed  relatively  flat.  It  is 
about  the  only  thing  that  has  stayed 
constant.  We  have  collected  about  19 
percent  of  the  GDP  except  in  World 
War  II  and  Vietnam:  during  those 
times  It  went  higher.  Most  of  the  time 
it  stayed  about  19  percent.  And  unless 
we  change  that  pattern  of  growth  what 
happens  is  domestic  discretionary  con- 
tinues to  get  squeezed  down. 

I  appreciate  the  fact  that  Social  Se- 
curity was  not  addressed  or  retirement 
not  really  addressed  in  this  budget  res- 
olution. I  think  it  needs  to  be.  not  be- 
cause there  is  a  short-term  budget 
problem.  I  am  not  arguing  that  we 
ought  to  look  at  retirement  because  it 
contributes  to  deficit  reduction  in  the 
short  term.  But  it  unquestionably  con- 
tributes to  deficit  reduction  in  the  long 
term. 

That  is  the  problem  we  have.  Some 
may  say.  gee,  that  will  be  good  news,  if 
we  can  get  rid  of  all  Government  func- 
tions and  turn  the  Federal  Government 
into  an  ATM  machine.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  good  news.  I  believe  not  just  in 
defense  but  as  I  hope  I  indicated  earlier 
all  of  those  things  that  have  helped  me 
have  been  in  the  domestic  discre- 
tionary account.  Everything  I  have  re- 
ceived from  the  Government  has  come 
from  domestic  discretionary,  unless 
you  count  the  U.S.  Navy,  which  was  an 
enormous  benefit  to  me  as  well.  I  leave 
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out  the  world's  largest  and  most  pow- 
erful Navy.  That  was  a  wonderful  expe- 
rience, too. 

All  of  the  rest  I  have  benefited  from 
have  come  from  this  domestic  account. 
I  am  troubled  by  the  budget  resolution 
because  it  allows  that  mandatory  ac- 
count to  continue  to  grow.  It  slows  it 
down  somewhat,  but  the  mandatory  ac- 
counts continue  to  grow  and  continue 
to  take  larger  and  larger  percentages 
of  domestic  discretionary.  It  must  be 
understood  the  budget  resolution  im- 
proves the  current  trend,  makes  it 
somewhat  better,  but  I  do  not  believe — 
and  I  must  say  honestly  I  have  not  ex- 
tended it  out  beyond  the  7  years,  so  I 
do  not  know  exactly  what  it  looks  like 
out  there  10.  15.  20.  30  years  from  now 
but  looking  at  the  1996  and  2002  trend 
line,  that  appears  to  be  the  case.  For 
emphasis,  the  one  big  change  that  has 
occurred  is  that  net  interest  has  flat- 
tened out,  and  that  is  a  huge  benefit  to 
us. 

So  to  solve  this  problem  of  manda- 
tory spending,  we  have  to  look  at  the 
long-term  situation,  not  the  short 
term. 

That  is  why  I  say  it  maybe  that  the 
Budget  Committee,  in  looking  at  a 
budget  resolution  that  deals  with  a  7- 
year  period  of  time,  may  not  have  been 
able  to  address  this  mandatory  prob- 
lem. 

Senator  Simpson  and  I  today  intro- 
duced a  piece  of  legislation  that  would 
complement  the  Budget  Committees 
work.  Maybe  it  cannot  be  considered  as 
a  part  of  this  resolution,  but  it  cer- 
tainly, I  hope,  gets  consideration.  And 
I  suspect,  whether  it  is  54  Republican 
votes  or  whether  the  Republicans  ac- 
cept the  alternative  and  we  end  up 
with  Republican  ard  Democratic  votes. 

are  going  to  get  a  resolution  that  re- 
quires committees  to  do  a  lot  of  rec- 
onciliation. 

There  are  two  things  that  I  hope  get 
considered.  The  first  is  one  that  Sen- 
ator Simpson  and  I  introduced  today. 
What  we  say  with  Social  Security, 
again,  is  that  we  have  a  long-term 
problem.  The  Social  Security  trust 
fund  builds  to  2012,  then  it  goes  down 
to  about  2029  when  it  is  completely  de- 
pleted. 

You  may  say.  what  is  the  big  deal? 
Well,  the  big  deal  is  our  generation,  the 
baby  boomer  generation,  starts  to  re- 
tire around  2008,  the  largest  generation 
in  the  history  of  the  country,  reducing 
the  number  of  workers  per  retiree  from 
about  five  down  to  about  three.  And  we 
have  big  problems  out  there.  The  ad- 
justments we  would  have  to  make  are 
rather  substantial  if  we  postpone  it, 
unlike  what  would  have  happened  in 
1983. 

What  Senator  Si.mpson  and  I  do  is  we 
change,  for  the  most  part,  future  bene- 
fits. We  make  some  adjustments  to  CPI 
minus  5.  I  think  the  budget  resolution 
is  CPI   minus  2.   In   the  House   resolu- 


tion, we  adjust  it  by  .6  on  the  House 
side.  We  make  the  COLA  more  progres- 
sive with  the  cap  reduction.  We  do 
some  other  things  in  our  proposal  that 
are  short  term.  But  most  of  them,  in- 
cluding the  extension  of  the  normal 
eligibility  age  and  the  early  eligibility 
age.  most  of  those  are  pushed  off  into 
approximately  the  year  2030. 

Those  changes  strengthen  Social  Se- 
curity. Mr.  President,  because  what  it 
does,  it  says  to  all  generations,  every 
living  American— every  living  Amer- 
ican is  a  Social  Security  beneficiary  at 
some  time:  they  may  not  be  eligible 
today,  but  they  will  be  at  some  time. 

So  you  have  a  20-year-old  and  they 
look  at  the  current  situation.  They 
scratch  their  head  and  say,  "Gee,  I 
don't  think  there  is  going  to  be  any- 
thing there  for  me."  Under  the  legisla- 
tion Senator  Simpson  and  I  introduced 
today,  they  would  look  at  the  thing 
and  say.  "There  will  be  something 
there  for  me,"  because  we  bring  the  So- 
cial Security  balance  up  to  350  percent 
of  the  annual  payment  and  stabilize  it 
there  for  75  years.  So  every  generation, 
every  American  would  say,  "OK,  we 
now  know  that  Social  Security  is  going 
to  be  there  for  us." 

The  second  thing  that  we  do — and  it 
has  a  big  impact.  I  think,  on  this  whole 
debate.  One  of  the  things  we  very  often 
forget  is  that  the  deficit  reduction  ac- 
tion, one  of  the  most  powerful  things 
about  it  is  that  it  increases  national 
savings.  Deficit  financing  is  an  act  of 
dissavings.  Deficit  reduction  is  an  act 
of  savings. 

It  is  a  fair  argument  to  make  that 
the  distribution  of  it  may  not  be  ter- 
ribly equitable.  That  is  one  of  the  rea- 
sons I  am  concerned  about,  as  I  said, 
what  I  am  having  to  pay  in  this  budget 
resoiution  and  wnat  a  am  required  to 
contribute,  because  there  is  great  in- 
equity when  you  do  deficit  reduction. 
It  does  not  necessarily  benefit  all 
Americans  equally.  You  have  to  under- 
stand that. 

If  I  own  stocks  and  bonds,  the  deficit 
reduction  looks  pretty  good  to  me.  But 
if  you  do  not  own  stocks  and  bonds, 
you  may  say,  "Gosh,  in  the  sort  short 
term,  there  is  not  a  lot  of  good  there 
for  me.  " 

The  second  part  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity proposal  that  we  made  today 
would  also  increase  national  savings, 
as  does  the  Deficit  Reduction  Act,  by 
establishing  a  2-percent  account  for  all 
Americans.  It  reduces  the  employee 
payroll  tax  by  2  percent,  a  $40  billion  a 
year  tax  cut.  Mr.  President.  But  not 
just  a  tax  cut.  a  tax  cut  with  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  for  all  137  million 
American  workers  a  real  personal  in- 
vestment plan,  similar  to  what  we  have 
in  the  thrift  savings  plan  for  Federal 
employees.  It  would  increase  saving 
over  a  9-year  period  in  excess  of  $1  tril- 
lion, matching  this  deficit  reduction. 

This  Deficit  Reduction  Act  increases 
savings   by   almost  $1    trillion   over  7 


years.  Our  proposal  would  add  another 
trillion  to  that,  but  not  just  add  a  tril- 
lion, it  would  add  a  trillion  in  savings 
spread  across  lOO  million  American 
households. 

So  the  next  thing  that  must  be  done, 
in  addition  to  addressing  retirement,  if 
you  want  to  control  the  cost  of  manda- 
tory spending,  if  you  are  not  troubled 
by  the  fact  that  we  are  squeezing  do- 
mestic discretionary— Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  speak  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KERREY.  The  next  thing  you 
have  got  to  do — and  this  gets.  I  know, 
right  back  into  last  year's  argument 
— you  have  to  reform  health  care. 

Now  the  budget  resolution  addresses 
Medicare  and  attempts  to  begin  the 
process  of  health  care  reform  but.  Mr. 
President.  I  do  not  believe  it  does 
enough.  In  particular,  it  does  not  get 
at  that  long-term  structural  problem 
that  will  continue  to  plague  us  even  if 
we  were  to  bite  the — I  would  not  call  it 
a  bullet.  I  would  call  it  more  of  a  how- 
itzer round  of  this  budget  reduction. 
But  even  if  you  bite  this  howitzer 
round,  you  are  still  going  to  be  left 
with  pretty  substantial  increases  in 
health  care  costs  when  the  baby 
boomers  retire.  So  there  is  still  going 
to  be  a  need  for  us.  if  you  want  to  con- 
trol the  cost  of  entitlements  and  stop 
this  rapid  increase,  there  is  still  going 
to  be  a  need  to  get  at  health  care  re- 
form and  do  more  than  this  budget  res- 
olution would  allow. 

Again,  I  hope  very  much  that  it  is 
possible  for  those  of  us  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  that  would  like  to  vote  for 
a  budget  resolution  to  get  full  consid- 
eration by  Republicans  to  have  shifted 
the  argument  of  full  consideration  to 
two  facts.  One,  we  are  not  really  shar- 
ing the  burden.  It  really  is  not  an  equi- 
table sharing  of  the  burden. 

All  you  have  to  do  is  ask  yourself,  as 
a  Member  of  Congress  at  $136,500,  or 
whatever  the  number  is,  "Gee,  what  is 
it  going  to  do  to  me  over  the  next  7 
years?"  The  only  thing  you  can  really 
say  is  it  has  frozen  your  salary  for  7 
years.  And  I  do  not  think  you  would 
really  get  an  audience  out  there  paying 
more  for  Medicare,  getting  less  for 
Medicaid,  having  college  loan  restric- 
tions, and  many  other  things  going  in 
this  budget,  I  do  not  think  you  will  get 
a  lot  of  sympathy  from  Americans  say- 
ing, "That's  right.  You  guys  have  real- 
ly put  your  shoulder  to  the  wheel  here 
and  shared  the  burden  of  sacrifice." 

That  is  No.  1.  I  think  that  there  are 
ways  for  us  to  make  it  much  more  eq- 
uitable, much  more  fair,  if  you  do  not 
mind  using  that  word. 

Ana,  second,  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
whether  we  do  it  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion or  we  do  it  after  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, we  still  have  a  problem  of  man- 
dating spending.  We  still  have  a  prob- 
lem of  mandating  spending,  that  if  you 
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do  not  want  to  convert  the  Federal 
Government  into  an  ATM  machine, 
you  have  to  address  retirement  and 
you  have  to  address  health  care  and 
you  have  to  do  more  than  just  reduce 
the  size  of  the  deficit  and  increase  na- 
tional savings,  as  a  consequence. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  indicated,  I 
watched  the  early  part  of  this  debate 
and  it  seemed  to  me  to  be  going  in  the 
wrong  direction.  It  was  very  uncivil 
and  very  partisan  and  very  unfortu- 
nate. I  do  not  mean  that  about  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  Mexico 
or  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. I  thought  their  opening  com- 
ments were,  you  know,  quite  calm  and 
quite  reasoned.  But  it  deteriorated  in  a 
hurry  into  accusations  from  that  side 
of  the  aisle,  from  some  who  say,  "Gee, 
you  Democrats  don't  want  to  do  any- 
thing." 

Not  true.  There  are  a  lot  of  us  who 
are  willing  to  do  an  awful  lot. 

And  I  heard  on  this  side,  as  well, 
some  accusations  that  Republicans  are 
heartless  and  they  are  trying  to  cut  the 
heart  out  of  the  American  family,  on 
and  on  and  on.  I  think,  in  fact,  our 
rhetoric  was  in  excess  as  well. 

I  do  not  know.  Mr.  President,  if  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  reach  a  point 
where  we  have  a  Republican  and  a 
Democratic  resolution  here.  I  sincerely 
hope  that  we  are  able  to  do  it,  because 
I  will  predict  to  my  Republican  friends 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  once  we 
get  to  the  tough  task  of  reconciling 
these  numbers,  you  are  going  to  say, 
"Oh,  my  gosh,  will  you  guys  help  us? 
Will  you  stand  with  us  and  lead  this 
country  in  the  right  direction?" 

Because  it  will  not  just  be  a  vote,  Mr. 
President.  We  have  got  a  lot  of  leader- 
ship to  exert  if  we  are  going  to  take 
this  rniir.r.ry  \n  a  different  direction 
than  the  one  that  it  is  currently  head- 
ed. 

So.  again.  I  thank  both  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  who  I  think  have  made  a 
good-faith  effort.  Both  of  them  I  know 
are  deeply  troubled  by  the  deficit  fi- 
nancing this  country  is  doing.  I  sin- 
cerely hope  that  between  now  and 
Wednesday  or  whenever  it  is  that  we 
vote  on  final  passage  that  we  are  able 
to  reconcile  the  obvious  differences 
that  we  have  between  our  two  parties 
and  put  together  a  bipartisan  budget 
resolution. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FRIST  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  JEF- 
FORDS). VVTio  yields  time? 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  Senator  Frist. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FRIST  Mr.  President,  my  mes- 
sage is  a  brief  one.  If  we  are  to  restore 
the  American  dream,  we  must  change 
the  way  Washington  does  business,  and 
we  can  change  the  way  Washington 
does  business  by  passing  the  first  bal- 
anced budget  plan  in  almost  30  years. 


The  plan  has  been  laid  out  over  the 
course  of  today,  and  it  is  before  us 
here.  This  chart  shows  Federal  budget 
deficits  by  year— 1995,  1996.  out  to  the 
year  2002.  In  red  is  the  Clinton  budget. 
approximately  $200  billion  in  1995.  in- 
creasing every  year  to  the  year  2000  to 
over  $250  billion.  Yet  we  have  a  choice. 
and  that  choice  is  the  Domenici  bal- 
anced budget  plan  put  before  us  today. 
That  balanced  budget  plan  results  in  a 
decrease  in  the  deficit  every  year.  1995 
to  1996,  1997,  down  to  the  year  2002, 
where  the  budget  will  be  balanced;  we 
will  have  zero  deficit. 

We  heard  a  lot  about  children  today. 
Mr.  President.  I  want  to  talk  just  a 
minute  about  why  the  Republican 
budget,  the  Domenici  balanced  budget, 
is  the  most  compassionate  thing  we 
can  do  for  our  Nation's  children.  It  is 
the  most  morally  responsible  thing 
that  we  can  do  for  our  Nation's  chil- 
dren. 

Today,  we  are  asking  impossible 
things  of  our  children.  I  am  the  father 
of  three  young  boys,  Harrison,  12;  Jona- 
than, 9;  and  Bryan,  8.  Many  people — 
even  today— ask  me  why  would  you  run 
for  the  U.S.  Senate?  And  my  answer  is 
very  clearly,  I  ran  to  now  serve  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  because  I  was  concerned 
about  the  future  of  their  generation,  a 
future  in  jeopardy  because  of  the  pro- 
jected Clinton  budget  deficits  to  in- 
crease year  after  year. 

But  today,  we  have  a  choice.  We  ex- 
pect today's  young  people  to  finance 
Federal  deficits  of  staggering  propor- 
tions. A  young  child  bom  today  is  born 
into  this  world  and  given  a  bill  of 
$19,000,  a  bill  that  he  or  she  did  not  ask 
for.  We  give  that  young  child— and  it 
could  be  your  child  or  my  child  or  a 
grandchild  or  a  neighbor's  child— we 
give  that  child  a  lifetime  tax  rate 
today,  unless  we  act,  of  82  percent.  We 
give  that  child  today  an  obligation  to 
pay  over  $187,000  in  taxes  over  that 
young  child's  lifetime  just  to  pay  inter- 
est on  the  Federal  debt,  and  that  child 
did  not  ask  for  this  Federal  debt.  We 
have  given  it  to  him  or  her. 

At  7  years  of  age,  when  that  child 
would  start  elementary  school.  Medi- 
care is  going  to  be  bankrupt  unless  we 
act,  and  act  today.  When  that  young 
child  is  17  years  of  age,  when  he  or  she 
graduates  from  high  school,  spending 
on  Medicare,  Social  Security.  Medic- 
aid, Federal  and  military  pensions,  and 
interest  on  the  debt  will  consume  the 
entire  budget,  leaving  no  money  for  de- 
fense, education,  roads,  or  any  other 
purpose. 

We  are  asking  that  young  child  today 
to  pay  for  a  health  care  system  in  the 
future  whose  projected  costs  are  run- 
ning out  of  control.  But  the  Domenici 
balanced  budget  plan  will  reverse  that 
trend.  We  are  trying  hard  to  stop  the 
repeating  and  ongoing  flow  of  Govern- 
ment red  ink,  and  like  a  family  gath- 
ered around  the  kitchen  table.  Repub- 
licans have  made  difficult  choices 
needed  to  protect  our  future. 
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Mr.  President,  this  budget  plan  will 
benefit  our  children  by  building  a  more 
prosperous  tomorrow,  a  tomorrow  of 
greater  opportunity.  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  reports  that  each  per- 
centage point  of  growth  will  result  in 
600,000  new  jobs,  and  that  same  budget 
office  has  said  that  balancing  the  budg- 
et will  result  in  additional  growth  of  2 
to  3  percent  a  year.  This  means  greater 
opportunity  for  our  children,  greater 
possibilities.  They  will  be  able  to  find 
better  jobs  and  they  will  be  able  to 
work,  and  someday  they  will  be  able  to 
support  their  own  children. 

Lower  interest  rates  will  help  them 
in  everything  that  they  do.  The  CBO 
has  told  us  that  interest  rates  will 
come  down  by  as  much  as  2  percent, 
and  this  means  that  they  will  have  to 
pay  less  to  buy  their  first  home.  It  will 
cost  them  less  to  finance  their  cars,  to 
finance  their  education,  to  be  able  to 
start — even  start — their  own  small 
businesses  if  they  want  to.  Lower  in- 
terest rates  will  have  a  ripple  effect 
throughout  their  lives. 

Mr.  President,  the  Concord  Coalition 
has  told  us  that  the  average  family  in- 
come would  be  not  $35,000  but  $50,000  if 
that  family  was  not  burdened  by  the 
massive  Federal  debt. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 5  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  FRIST.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  an  additional  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  time 
yielded? 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Yes,  I  yield  an  ad- 
ditional 3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 

Mr.  FRIST.  The  GAO  predicts  that  if 
we  balance  the  budget  by  the  year  2002, 
the  average  American  will  have  a  real 
growth  in  income  of  36  percent  by  the 
year  2020. 

Mr.  President,  the  best  thing  we  can 
do  for  our  children  is  to  increase  pro- 
ductivity. That  will  bring  higher  in- 
comes. The  American  dream  is  fading 
for  the  generation  of  my  young  sons 
unless  we  act.  During  their  lifetime,  in- 
comes for  our  young  people,  those 
under  24,  have  fallen  by  more  than  15 
percent.  A  balanced  budget  will  reverse 
those  trends.  It  will  restore  the  Amer- 
ican dream. 

So  I  close  by  saying  that  we,  indeed, 
have  a  moral  obligation  to  do  this  for 
our  children.  We  must  leave  them  a 
world  of  expanding  opportunities,  a 
world  where  they  can  achieve  their 
American  dreams.  Enacting  the  Repub- 
lican balanced  budget  proposal  is  the 
responsible  thing  to  do.  Now  is  the 
time  to  do  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  whatever  time  is 
needed  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, thank  you  very  much.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  according  to  some  of 
my  colleagues,  this  debate  is  about 
whether  this  Congress  should  set  out  a 
framework  for  balancing  the  budget 
over  the  next  7  years.  They  argue  with 
great  fervor  that  the  choice  before  the 
Senate  is  a  choice  between  a  budget 
submitted  by  the  President  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  that  does  not  balance  the 
budget  anytime  in  the  foreseeable  fu- 
ture, or  the  resolution  now  before  us. 
That,  however,  is  a  false  choice.  The 
real  issue  is  not  whether  to  begin  the 
task  of  restoring  fiscal  discipline.  The 
real  issue  is  how.  The  real  issue  is 
whether  this  budget  resolution,  in  its 
current  form,  is  a  blueprint  that  this 
country  can  and  should  follow. 

The  first  step  toward  answering  that 
question  involves  asking  another;  is  it 
fair?  Unfortunately,  the  answer  to  that 
question  is  no. 

This  resolution  is  not  fair  to  the 
working  poor.  American  families  with 
incomes  of  under  $28,000  would  see  an 
effective  increase  in  their  taxes  of 
SI, -100  over  the  next  7  years  under  the 
changes  in  the  earned  income  tax  cred- 
it [EITC]  this  resolution  proposes. 

It  is  not  fair  to  seniors.  It  will  likely 
cost  retired  Americans  about  $900  per 
year  in  higher  premiums,  copayments, 
and  deductibles- $3,200  over  7  years. 
For  a  senior  couple,  that  totals  an 
extra  $6,400  in  out-of-pocket  costs.  And 
yet.  there  is  nothing  in  the  resolution 
that  will  do  anything  about  the  infla- 
tion in  medical  costs  that  is  one  of  the 
principle  factors  driving  the  increases 
in  Medicare  spending. 

lion  college  students  could  see  their 
costs  go  up  by  as  much  as  $4,920.  Per- 
haps as  many  as  half  a  million  or  more 
children  would  be  denied  access  to  pre- 
school education,  and  two  million  more 
elementary  and  secondary  school  stu- 
dents would  see  their  math  and  reading 
funding  cut. 

It  is  not  fair  to  maintain  sacred  cows 
like  defense,  which  seem  immune  from 
reexamination  even  though  we  have 
won  the  cold  war  and  the  Soviet  Union 
is  no  more. 

And  it  is  not  fair  to  the  American 
people  to  propose  cutting  taxes  by  $170 
billion  in  a  budget  that  shreds  the  so- 
cial safety  net  and  decimates  needed 
investments  in  our  future. 

This  budget  resolution  cannot  be 
fair— and  it  cannot  work— because  it 
does  not  accurately  portray  the  Fed- 
eral budget,  and  because  it  does  not  ac- 
curately reflect  the  interests  of  the 
American  people.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion is  all  about  numbers — $256  billion 
in  Medicare  cuts,  $14  billion  cut  from 
the  EITC,  $190  billion  cut  from  welfare, 
nutrition,  retirement  programs,  and 
other  mandatory  spending— and  on  and 


on  and  on.  But  the  numbers  do  not  add 
up— and  they  are  not  guideposts  to  the 
future  we  can  count  on— because  they 
reflect  an  abstract  accountancy  ap- 
proach to  the  Federal  Government, 
with  little  or  no  understanding  of  what 
the  numbers  really  represent.  One 
number  represents  the  opportunity  for 
young  children  to  participate  in  Head- 
start,  so  that  they  can  enhance  their 
chances  to  succeed  in  school,  and, 
therefore,  to  succeed  in  life.  Another 
number  represents  access  to  health 
care.  Yet  another  represents  retire- 
ment security  for  older  Americans.  Yet 
another  protects  the  ability  of  family 
farmers  to  stay  on  their  farms.  And 
others  are  about  opening  the  doors  of 
economic  opportunity  by  creating  in- 
centives to  work  and  to  save. 

What  is  behind  the  numbers  are  the 
American  people — their  lives,  their  op- 
portunities, and  their  hopes  for  the  fu- 
ture. People  are  not  economic  abstrac- 
tions, and  we  cannot  afford  any  budget 
that  treats  people  as  mere  numbers.  In- 
stead, we  need  to  think  about  budgets 
the  way  American  families  think  about 
them. 

When  a  family  decides  to  cut  its 
budget  because  they  owe  the  bank  or 
the  credit  card  company  or  the  car 
dealership,  they  sit  down  at  the  kitch- 
en table  with  a  calculator  and  talk 
numbers.  They  also  talk  about  what  is 
important  to  them,  what  their  actions 
will  mean  for  their  children,  for  their 
parents,  for  them  when  the  retire.  That 
family  at  the  kitchen  table  decides  to 
spend  money  on  some  things  and  not 
others.  They  decide  to  pay  off  their 
debts  a  little  more  slowly  so  that  they 
can  continue  to  pay  for  what  is  essen- 
tial to  their  well-being. 

They  may  talk  about  why  it  is  im- 
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place,  so  that  everyone  in  the  family 
understands  their  situation,  and  why 
they  have  to  act,  so  they  can  all  agree 
that  it  is  a  priority.  They  try  to  have 
all  the  facts  about  how  their  money  is 
actually  spent,  so  that  each  person  un- 
derstands where  the  money  is  going. 
They  discuss  priorities,  talking  about 
expenses  they  need  to  continue  to 
meet,  and  activities  they  can  afford  to 
cut  back.  They  think  and  talk  about 
how  the  proposed  changes  in  family 
spending  will  affect  each  member  of 
the  family.  And  they  budget  with  the 
future  in  mind,  so  that  they  can  meet 
critically  important  long-range  goals, 
like  ensuring  that  the  children  in  the 
family  are  educated,  that  there  is 
money  for  things  like  braces,  and  that 
they  have  the  cash  they  need  to  make 
a  downpayment  on  a  home.  They  look 
at  how  their  choices  will  affect  them 
and  their  grandchildren  on  down  in  the 
future. 

Establishing  family  budget  priorities 
often  involves  some  very  tough  deci- 
sions. Families  could  decide  to  risk 
their  future  to  support  vacations  or  a 
new  car,  or  a  big-screen  TV.  The  family 


could  stop  paying  medical  insurance 
premiums.  The  family  could  take  their 
kid  out  of  college.  They  could  even  sell 
their  house.  The  family  could  decide  to 
divest  themselves  of  all  of  their  savings 
and  net  worth. 

But  the  American  family  realizes 
that  keeping  their  daughter  in  college 
is  important  to  her  achieving  the 
American  Dream.  And  they  want  to  be 
sure  that  grandmother  has  adequate 
healthcare  and  that  she  can  enjoy  her 
retirement  years.  They  know  that  not 
having  health  care  coverage  means 
risking  a  catastrophe.  Having  a  car  to 
go  to  work  and  a  house  to  live  in  are 
also  critically  important  to  families. 
After  all,  without  a  car,  there  are  no 
jobs  to  support  the  family,  and  without 
a  home,  they  are  out  on  the  street.  The 
American  family,  therefore,  would  not 
make  cuts  that  would  endanger  their 
ability  to  secure  what  is  really  impor- 
tant to  them,  their  own  piece  of  the 
American  Dream:  Health  care,  trans- 
portation, education,  jobs,  housing — 
these  are  the  essentials. 

To  deal  with  the  Federal  budget,  the 
American  family— all  of  us,  together- 
must  sit  down  and  decide  what  is  im- 
portant. What  it  is  we  need  to  save, 
and  what  it  is  that  can  be  cut.  As  a  na- 
tion, we  must  do  what  any  sensible 
family  would  do  to  get  themselves 
back  on  their  feet  financially.  We  must 
come  together;  we  must  look  at  the 
numbers,  and  most  importantly,  we 
must  consider  what  each  of  the  num- 
bers means  for  people,  and  for  our  indi- 
vidual and  collective  futures. 

I.  I.MPACT  OF  BUDGET  DEFlCrr  O.N  ALL 
AMERICANS 

We  all  know  that  the  budget  deficit 
has  an  impact  on  all  Americans.  The 
national  debt  has  quadrupled  since 
1980,  growing  from  $1  trillion  to  over 
$4.7  trillion,  as  it  is  increasing  as  a 
share  of  our  overall  economy  as  well. 
These  debts  are  crippling  our  ability  to 
meet  important  national  priorities, 
like  education.  They  are  jeopardizing 
future  economic  opportunity  for  our 
children,  and  the  generations  that  will 
follow. 

The  budget  deficit  put  pressure  on  in- 
terest rates.  Higher  interest  rates 
make  it  more  costly  for  Americans  to 
buy  homes  and  cars,  and  to  educate 
their  children.  Consider  what  a  change 
in  interest  rates  can  mean  to  the  abil- 
ity of  Americans  to  buy  their  own 
homes.  If  a  family  buys  a  house  for 
$100,000  and  the  interest  rate  is  9  per- 
cent, that  family  is  paying  $9,000  per 
year  in  interest  alone.  If  we  balance 
the  budget  interest  rates  should  fall.  If 
interest  rates  drop  even  1  percent,  that 
would  put  an  extra  $1,000  in  the  pockets 
of  the  family  that  bought  the  house. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  we  do  not  act,  and 
interest  rates  go  up,  that  takes  money 
right  out  of  that  family's  pockets — or 
makes  it  impossible  for  them  to  buy 
the  home  at  all. 

Persistent  deficits  not  only  affect  the 
costs  of  homes,  it  also  creates  inflation 
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pressure.  And  inflation  disproportion- 
ately affects  moderate  and  low-income 
Americans.  Since  1980.  for  example  the 
average  price  of  a  home  has  tripled  in 
the  Midwest.  But  the  incomes  of  Illi- 
noisans  did  not  even  double.  What  that 
means  is  that  more  and  more  Illinois- 
ans — and  their  counterparts  in  every 
other  state  in  the  union— are  being 
priced  out  of  the  American  Dream. 

U.  WE  NEED  TO  K.NOW  WH.^T  WE  .\RE  SPENDING 
MONEY  ON 

Americans  know  that,  for  all  too 
many  of  them,  the  American  Dream 
seems  to  be  slipping  out  of  reach.  And 
years  of  discussions  of  big  government 
have  convinced  many  of  them  that  the 
Federal  Government's  profligacy  is  a 
big  part  of  the  reason  why.  Seemingly 
endless  debates  on  "pork  barrel", 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse,  and  foreign  aid 
have  many  Americans  convinced  that 
is  where  the  Government  spends  its 
money.  The  truth,  however,  is  that  for- 
eign aid  is  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
budget,  and  that  appropriated  spend- 
ing, whether  "pork  barrel"  or  essen- 
tial, is  shrinking  both  as  a  percentage 
of  the  Federal  budget  and  as  a  percent- 
age of  the  economy.  The  truth  is  that 
the  major  increases  in  Federal  spend- 
ing are  not  due  to  "pork  barreling." 
but  to  increases  in  what  is  called  enti- 
tlement or  mandatory  spending. 

By  the  year  2012,  unless  appropriate 
policy  changes  are  made,  spending  for 
the  major  entitlement  programs — Med- 
icare, Medicaid  Social  Security,  and 
Federal  retirement,  together  with  in- 
terest on  the  national  debt — will 
consume  every  single  dollar  of  Federal 
revenue. 

By  the  year  2002.  unless  there  is 
change,  the  Medicare  trust  fund  will  go 
broke,  and  by  the  year  2029.  Social  Se- 
curity will  not  be  able  to  meet  its  obli- 
gations. 

III.  RESOLUTION  .MCST  BE  CAREFULLY  CR.\FTED 

With  problems  like  this  looming  in 
the  not  too  distant  future,  it  is  clear 
that  we  must  balance  the  budget.  The 
thing  is.  we  must  keep  the  interests  of 
all  American  families  in  mind  when  we 
craft  a  deficit  reduction  package.  How 
we  make  the  cuts  is  as  important  as 
the  numbers  that  we  are  cutting. 

IV.  .MEDIC.aiRE 

The  Republican  plan  seeks  a  $256  bil- 
lion cut  in  Medicare  funding.  If  this  cut 
is  implemented,  all  States  will  suffer. 
In  Illinois  for  example,  over  1.6  million 
Illinoisans  who  are  covered  by  Medi- 
care would  have  to  pay  an  additional 
$2,770  over  7  years,  and  an  additional 
$784  in  2002  alone  in  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses. On  an  overall  basis,  Illinois 
would  lose  S9.3  billion  in  Medicare 
funds  over  the  next  7  years.  $2.6  billion 
in  2002  alone  Other  States  face  similar 
cuts. 

Now,  changes  need  to  be  made  so 
that  the  Medicare  trust  fund  will  not 
go  bankrupt  by  2002.  But  the  changes 
should  not  be  made  at  the  expense  of 
healthcare  access.  And  changes  that  do 


not  focus  on  the  real  Medicare  prob- 
lem—health care  inflation^make  no 
sense  at  all.  The  costs  of  obtaining 
quality  health  care  are  on  the  rise. 
Cutting  the  Medicare  budget  by  an  ar- 
bitrarily chosen  $256  billion  is  not  the 
answer  to  this  problem.  It  does  nothing 
to  deal  with  the  overall  inflation  of 
health  prices  or  the  fact  that  many 
more  people  are  becoming  eligible  for 
benefits  each  year. 

The  budget  resolution  does  not  really 
propose  anything  to  reduce  health  care 
inflation.  Rather,  all  it  does  is  raise 
the  cost  of  health  care  to  older  Ameri- 
cans— 83  percent  of  Medicare  users  have 
an  annual  income  of  under  $25.000 — or 
reduce  their  access  to  health  care.  Last 
year's  health  care  debate  was  all  about 
improving  access  to  health  care.  This 
year's  budget  resolution  is  all  about 
decreasing  access  to  health  care.  Sen- 
iors will  have  to  pay  more  or  go  with- 
out healthcare.  This  is  not  right.  We 
cannot  retreat  from  our  commitment 
to  ensuring  that  elderly  Americans 
have  access  to  high-quality,  affordable 
health  care. 

Cutting  Medicare  does  not  only  im- 
pact on  elderly  Americans,  these  cuts 
will  have  direct  impacts  on  all  Amer- 
ican families.  Families  will  have  to 
shoulder  increasing  costs  for  insuring 
that  their  loved  ones  receive  proper 
care  if  Medicare  does  not  cover  the  ex- 
penses. Cutting  Medicare  by  such  a 
record  setting  amount  is  essentially 
equivalent  to  a  tax  increase  since  fami- 
lies will  have  to  pay  more  for  adequate 
health  coverage. 

v.  EDUCATION 

As  we  work  to  ensure  that  all  Ameri- 
cans have  access  to  adequate  health 
care,  we  also  have  to  work  to  ensure 
that  all  Americans  have  opportunities 
Lo  pursue  the  American  Di-jani.  We 
have  an  obligation  to  our  youth  to  pro- 
vide them  with  the  education  to  attain 
the  American  Dream.  The  budget  reso- 
lution, however,  seeks  to  stifle  that 
dream,  with  changes  such  as  more  cost- 
ly student  loans.  In  Illinois,  for  exam- 
ple, almost  200,000  students  would  see 
their  monthly  student  loan  payments 
increase  by  18  percent.  If  the  goal  of 
balancing  the  budget  is  to  reduce  the 
debt  burden  on  future  generations, 
what  sense  does  it  make  to  increase 
the  debt  burden  on  future  college  grad- 
uates? 

In  fact,  in  a  study  cited  in  Sunday's 
New  York  Times,  the  Census  Bureau 
for  the  Federal  Department  of  Edu- 
cation found  that  increases  in  workers' 
education  levels  produce  twice  the  gain 
in  workplace  efficiency  as  comparable 
increases  in  the  value  of  tools  and  ma- 
chinery. The  findings  are  based  on 
interviews  with  about  3,000  businesses 
owners  and  managers.  It  found  that  a 
8.6-percent  increase  in  productivity 
could  be  had  from  a  10-percent  increase 
in  educational  attainment.  These  kinds 
of  statistics  demonstrate  once  again 
how    important    education    is    to    our 


economy's  productivity,  and  overall 
success.  Making  it  more  difficult  for 
our  children  to  obtain  proper  training 
and  education  will  only  hurt  our  Na- 
tion in  the  long-run. 

VI.  EITC 

Not  only  does  this  budget  resolution 
seek  to  increase  the  debt  burden  on  our 
future  college  graduates,  it  also  scales 
back  the  earned  income  tax  credit  for 
working  families.  The  EITC  is  a  refund- 
able tax  credit  for  working  families 
with  low  incomes.  The  goals  of  the 
EITC  are  first,  to  encourage  families  to 
move  from  welfare  to  work  by  making 
work  pay  and  second,  to  reward  work 
for  working  families  so  parents  who 
work  full-time  do  not  have  to  raise 
their  children  in  poverty — and  families 
with  modest  means  do  not  suffer  from 
eroding  incomes.  By  providing  an  offset 
against  other  Federal  taxes,  the  EITC 
increases  disposable  income  for  work- 
ers and  their  families. 

The  EITC  has  long  enjoyed  bipartisan 
support;  it  has  been  viewed  as  a  non- 
bureaucratic  way  to  make  work  pay 
better  than  welfare.  President  Reagan 
called  the  EITC  'The  best  antipoverty. 
the  best  pro-family,  the  best  job  cre- 
ation measure  to  come  out  of  the  Con- 
gress." So  why  is  it  being  cut? 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee  would 
reduce  EITC  by  $13  billion  between  fis- 
cal years  1996  and  2000  and  by  $21  bil- 
lion between  fiscal  years  1996  and  2002. 
About  7.8  million  EITC  recipients— 
nearly  half  of  the  EITC  recipients  with 
children— would  be  affected  by  this  pro- 
posal. On  average  their  EITC  would  be 
cut  by  $270.  Families  with  two  or  more 
children  would  be  hit  hardest  by  this 
proposal.  In  Illinois  500.000  working 
families'  taxes  will  be  essentially  in- 
creased by  $1,520  over  the  next  7  years 
due  to  the  EITC  cuL. 

Our  goal  should  be  to  encourage  fam- 
ilies to  move  from  welfare  to  work,  not 
the  opposite.  As  the  minimum  wage 
has  not  kept  pace  with  inflation,  low- 
income  families  need  all  the  help  they 
can  get  to  make  ends  meet.  From  every 
added  dollar  a  low-income  worker 
earns,  payroll  taxes  take  15.3  cents 
while  food  stamp  benefits  decline  by  24 
cents.  For  a  low-wage  family  with  two 
children,  the  EITC  fully  offsets  these 
effects  by  providing  a  40-cent  credit  for 
every  dollar  earned. 

American  families  are  the  key  to  our 
country's  success.  It  is  our  duty  to  es- 
pecially help  those  families  that  are 
working  hard  yet  have  trouble  making 
ends  meet.  By  helping  them  succeed  we 
make  them  stronger  and  in  turn  our 
country  stronger. 

VII.  T.^X  CUTS 

If  the  budget  resolution's  goal  is  to 
reduce  the  deficit  to  make  our  country 
stronger,  it  does  not  seem  fiscally  re- 
sponsible to  be  discussing  cutting 
taxes.  This  is  the  wrong  time  for  cuts. 
Right  now  our  priority  should  be  defi- 
cit reduction.  Tax  cuts  now  would  only 
hinder  our  ability  to  reach  a  balanced 


budget.  If  a  family  was  facing  financial 
problems,  they  would  not  voluntarily 
give  up  a  part-time  job  or  turn  down 
overtime  just  when  they  desperately 
need  the  extra  income.  Providing  a  tax 
cut  now  just  when  our  country  needs  to 
address  our  financial  problems  is  the 
wrong  thing  to  do. 

VIII,  OBLiG.ATION  TO  OUR  FUTURE 

The  budget  debate  is  really  about  our 
obligation  to  the  future.  We  need  to 
open  the  door  of  economic  opportunity 
for  all  Americans.  We  need  to  invest 
now  in  areas  like  education  on  which 
our  future  success  will  ultimately  de- 
pend, and  we  have  an  obligation  to  be 
honest. 

AFDC  for  example,  cost  $4  billion  in 
1970  and  served  7.4  million  people.  In 
1993,  it  cost  $22  billion  and  served  14.1 
million  people.  That  sounds  like  a  big 
increase,  does  it  not?  When  you  adjust 
for  inflation,  however,  benefits  are  not 
higher  than  they  were  in  1970.  they  are 
actually  47  percent  lower.  So  when  we 
talk  about  reducing  the  rate  of  growth 
of  Medicare  from  10  percent  to  7  per- 
cent, we  must  acknowledge  that  the  re- 
sult of  that  kind  of  change  may  mean 
significant  increases  in  out-of-pocket 
costs  for  Medicare  beneficiaries,  83  per- 
cent of  whom  have  incomes  of  $25,000  or 
less.  We  cannot  pretend  that  is  not  so. 

We  also  have  an  obligation  to  try  to 
open  the  door  to  economic  opportunity 
to  Americans  who  are  now  locked  out. 
It  is  the  right  thing  to  do,  and  it  is  the 
smart  thing  to  do.  If  we  can  use  all  of 
the  talents  of  all  of  our  people,  we  are 
all  better  off.  That  means  we  need  wel- 
fare reform  designed  to  bring  welfare 
recipients  into  the  mainstream  of  our 
economy,  not  just  welfare  reform  de- 
signed to  cut  spending  in  the  short  run. 
That  means  we  need  job  training,  and 
housing,  and  nutrition  reforms  that 
make  sense,  and  that  we  need  incen- 
tives to  boost  jobs  and  investment  in 
communities  that  continue  to  suffer 
unemployment  levels  above  those  last 
seen  nationwide  in  the  Great  Depres- 
sion. 

IX.  TIMEFR.\.ME  TO  .■SCHIEVE  B.\I..\NCED  BUDGET 

As  we  go  forward,  it  is  worth  keeping 
in  mind  that  there  is  no  magic  associ- 
ated with  the  idea  of  balancing  the 
budget  in  7  years.  We  could  balance  it 
in  9  or  10  years  if  we  are  really  commit- 
ted to  change.  If  we  are  honest  and  we 
give  up  gamesmanship  and  tell  the 
truth  to  the  American  people,  adding  a 
couple  of  years  to  the  timeframe  will 
not  undermine  our  ability  to  achieve 
the  objective.  What  is  important  is 
maintaining  our  priorities  and  not  re- 
treating from  our  obligations  to  Amer- 
ican families. 

X.  CONCLUSION 

We  have  to  keep  in  mind  that  what  is 
at  stake  is  our  future.  We  are  all  in 
this  together.  We  need  to  make  our  de- 
cisions together,  like  an  American 
family  would.  We  need  to  base  our  deci- 
sions on  the  truth  and  the  fiscal  reali- 


ties that  we  face.  When  we  sit  down  at 
the  kitchen  table  and  begin  to  look  at 
what  needs  to  be  done,  we  need  to  con- 
sider our  core  priorities  —education, 
housing,  and  quality  health  care  for  all 
and  we  ought  to  make  certain  that  in 
any  event  the  balance  is  achieved  in 
the  burden  sharing,  and  that  the  shared 
sacrifice  is  fair  to  everyone. 

We  can  only  make  those  decisions  if 
we  keep  in  mind  our  core  priorities. 
That  is  what  common  sense  dictates 
and  that  is  what  I  hope  this  budget  de- 
bate will  give  us  an  opportunity  to  do. 
That  is  what  any  sensible  family 
would  do  to  get  themselves  back  on 
their  feet  financially.  And  that  is  what 
we  need  to  do. 

I  hope  that  we  can  come  together  in 
the  spirit  of  bipartisan  cooperation  to 
do  what  Americans  expect  of  us.  Both 
parties  need  to  tell  the  truth  about 
what  is  actually  in  the  budget  and 
what  the  changes  will  mean  for  the 
American  people.  We  need  to  use  hon- 
est numbers  and  economic  assumptions 
and  put  everything  on  the  table.  Unfor- 
tunately this  budget  resolution  looks 
only  at  the  numbers,  and  not  at  the 
people.  For  that  reason  I  can  not  sup- 
port it  in  its  current  form. 

But  we  have  to  always  be  mindful 
that  in  the  final  analysis  these  ab- 
stract numbers  and  the  figures  that  get 
thrown  around  in  the  millions  and  bil- 
lions of  dollars  really  have  very  real  re- 
alities for  very  real  people.  And  we  will 
not  rest  easy  if  the  result  of  the  work 
of  this  body  is  to  encourage  the  pain  or 
to  put  the  burden  on  small  groups  of 
Americans  at  the  expense  of  to  the  ben- 
efit of  everybody  else. 

A  balanced  budget  based  on  an  unbal- 
anced burden  is  a  disservice  to  the 
American  family. 

Mr.    President.    I    thank    you    very 
much. 
I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  might  need. 

I  wish  to  first  thank  my  friend  from 
Nebraska  for  his  comments  on  the 
budget,  and  also  the  excellent  com- 
ments just  made  by  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  the  State  of  Illinois  for 
keeping  these  things  in  proper  perspec- 
tive, which  we  are  trying  to  do.  I  ap- 
preciate very  much  the  constructive. 
thoughtful  remarks  by  my  colleague 
from  Illinois  and  my  colleague  from 
Nebraska.  I  hope  that  we  can  continue 
to  move  forward. 

As  I  said  when  I  started  out  the  de- 
bate this  noon.  I  think  possibly  we 
could  still  work  out  a  bipartisanship 
approach  to  this.  I  certainly  hope  and 
encourage  all  to  keep  an  open  mind  as 
best  we  can. 

I  would  just  like  to  finish  up  the  first 
day  of  debate,  which  I  think  generally 
has  been  an  informative  one,  by  em- 
phasizing once  again  the  very  hard  hit 


that  the  Medicare  cuts  proposed  in  the 
budget  that  I  think  must  be  alleviated 
as  we  have  maintained  all  day  long. 

I  would  like  to  read  a  letter  into  the 
record  from  the  Nebraska  Association 
of  Hospitals  and  Health  Systems.  This 
letter  was  written  to  me  by  a  man  that 
I  have  known  for  a  long  time,  Mr.  Har- 
lan Heald.  Harlan  is  the  President  of 
the  organization  known  as  the  Ne- 
braska Association  of  Hospitals  and 
Health  Systems.  I  think  his  letter, 
which  is  not  a  very  long  one,  really 
sets  up  the  major  concerns  that  all  of 
us  who  have,  and  rural  areas  in  our 
States  should  be  particularly  con- 
cerned about. 

The  letter  is  dated  May  10.  It  is  ad- 
dressed to  me.  He  said: 

On  behalf  of  the  94  acute  care  hospitals  in 
Nebraska,  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  a 
serious  potential  problem. 

Clearly,  the  United  SUtes  must  work  its 
way  out  of  debt.  To  do  that.  Federal  spend- 
inif  must  be  cut.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  Chairman's 
mark  is  set  at  an  overall  reduction  of  $1.5 
trillion  by  the  year  2002.  I  further  understand 
that  in  order  to  achieve  a  savings  of  that 
magnitude.  Medicare  is  targeted  for  $256  bil- 
lion reduction  in  spending  over  the  same 
seven-year  period. 

Here's  the  problem.  For  fiscal  year  1993 
(FY  '93)  (the  most  current  completed  year), 
Nebraska  hospitals  had  a  net  operating  mar- 
gin of  -7.5  percent  for  care  rendered  to  Med- 
icare recipients.  Based  upon  the  Chairman's 
mark  for  Medicare  spending,  in  the  year  2000 
Nebraska  hospitals  would  have  a  net  operat- 
ing margin  of  -23  percent  for  Medicare  pa- 
tients. This  figure  is  expected  to  improve  by 
the  year  2002  to  a  net  operating  margin  loss 
of  only  14.5  percent,  because  the  reductions 
are  "front  loaded.  " 

Putting  this  into  financial  terms,  in  FY  '93 
Nebraska  hospitals  lost  $383  per  case  caring 
for  Medicare  patients.  Based  upon  the  Chair- 
man's mark,  in  the  year  2000  they  would  lose 
on  average  $1,339  per  case  and  in  2002  they 
would  loae  S983  per  case  caring  for  Medicare 
patients.  This  is  all  compounded  by  the  fact 
that  Nebraska  is  a  state  with  a  higher  pro- 
portion of  elderly  citizens  in  its  population. 

How  can  hospitals  respond  to  the  cuts  of 
this  magnitude?  Hospitals  are  caught  in  a 
catch-22.  They  can:  (1)  .shift  more  costs  to 
the  private  sector— this  is  no  longer  a  viable 
option  in  today's  managed  care  environment; 
(2)  slash  wages  and  lay-off  employees:  (3)  cut 
back  on  the  scope  of  services  provided — all  of 
which  threatens  the  quality  of  care,  will 
close  rural  hospitals  and  restrict  access.  It  is 
a  lose-lose  situation  for  community  hos- 
pitals. Reimbursement  reductions  of  this 
magnitude  in  a  state  with  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  elderl.v  population,  a  state  in 
which  Medicare  patients  account  for  60  to  70 
percent  of  hospital  admissions,  clearly 
threatens  the  health  care  system  upon  which 
all  of  us  depend. 

Medicare  needs  to  be  fixed.  There  is  an  op- 
portunity for  Congress  to  change  Medicare. 
but  the  change  must  be  driven  by  sound 
health  care  policy,  not  budgetary  or  political 
imperatives.  The  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee's proposed  Medicare  reductions  would 
crush  Nebraska  hospitals. 

As  always,  Nebraska's  hospitals  look  to 
your  leadership. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  letter  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Nebraska  Association  of 
Hospitals  and  Health  Systems. 

May  10.  1995. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

De.\r  Senator  Exon:  On  behalf  of  the  94 
acute  care  hospitals  in  Nebraska.  I  wish  to 
call  your  attention  to  a  serious  potential 
problem. 

Clearly,  the  United  States  must  work  its 
way  out  of  debt.  To  do  that.  Federal  spend- 
ing must  be  cut.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  Chairman's 
mark  is  set  at  an  overall  reduction  of  $1.5 
trillion  by  the  year  2002.  I  further  understand 
that  in  order  to  achieve  a  savings  of  that 
magnitude.  Medicare  is  targeted  for  $256  bil- 
lion reduction  in  spending  over  the  same 
seven-year  period. 

Here's  the  problem.  For  fiscal  year  1993 
(FY  '93)  (the  most  current  completed  year). 
Nebraska  hospitals  had  a  net  operating  mar- 
gin of  -7.5  percent  for  care  rendered  to  Med- 
icare recipients.  Based  upon  the  Chairman's 
mark  for  Medicare  spending,  in  the  year  2000 
Nebraska  hospitals  would  have  a  net  operat- 
ing margin  of  -23  percent  for  Medicare  pa- 
tients. This  figure  is  expected  to  improve  by 
the  year  2002  to  a  net  operating  margin  loss 
of  only  14.5  percent,  because  the  reductions 
are  "front  loaded." 

Putting  this  into  financial  terms,  in  F'Y  '93 
Nebraska  hospitals  lost  $383  per  case  caring 
for  Medicare  patients.  Based  upon  the  Chair- 
man's mark,  in  the  year  2000  they  would  lose 
on  average  $1,339  per  case  and  in  2002  they 
would  lose  $983  per  case  caring  for  Medicare 
patients  This  is  all  compounded  by  the  fact 
that  Nebraska  is  a  state  with  a  higher  pro- 
portion of  elderly  citizens  in  its  population. 

How  can  hospitals  respond  to  the  cuts  of 
this  magnitude?  Hospitals  are  caught  in  a 
catch-22.  They  can:  (1)  shift  more  costs  to 
the  private  sector— this  is  no  longer  a  viable 
option  in  today's  managed  care  environment. 
(2)  .slash  wages  and  lay-off  employees;  (3)  cut 
back  on  the  scope  of -services  provided— all  of 
which  threatens  the  quality  of  care,  will 
close  rural  hospitals  and  restrict  access.  It  is 
a  lose-lose  situation  for  community  hos- 
pitals. Reimbursement  reductions  of  this 
magnitude  in  a  state  with  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  elderly  population,  a  state  in 
which  Medicare  patients  account  for  60  to  70 
percent  of  hospital  admissions,  clearly 
threatens  the  health  care  system  upon  which 
all  of  us  depend. 

Medicare  needs  to  be  fixed.  There  is  an  op- 
portunity for  Congress  to  change  Medicare, 
but  the  change  must  be  driven  by  sound 
health  care  policy,  not  budgetary  or  political 
imperatives.  The  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee's proposed  Medicare  reductions  would 
crush  Nebraska  hospitals. 

As  always.   Nebraska's  hospitals  look   to 
your  leadership. 
Sincerely, 

Harlan  M.  Heald. 

Prestdent. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
going  to  be  finishing  I  believe  debate 
very  shortly.  The  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  I  know  has  some  re- 
marks. I  know  of  no  other  speakers 
seeking  recognition  on  this  side.  I  have 
been  advised  likewise  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  end  of  a 
long  day.  It  is  the  end  of  a  very  impor- 
tant day  for  this  country.  We  have 
heard  so  many  arguments.  The  num- 
bers are  running  in  people's  heads. 
They  are  conflicting.  One  person  says 
there  are  cuts.  The  next  person  comes 
in,  and  says  they  are  not  cuts,  they  are 
just  fewer  increases.  But  in  fact,  it 
really  comes  down  to  the  basic  com- 
monsense  arguments  that  the  people  of 
America  understand. 

The  debate  today  is  for  the  soul  of 
America.  It  is  for  the  future  of  our 
children.  And  what  we  do  over  the  next 
50  hours  is  going  to  determine  whether 
our  children  and  grandchildren  in  fact 
will  have  the  right  to  inherit  the  same 
kind  of  America  that  we  have  been  able 
to  grow  up  in  and  for  which  we  have 
known  such  great  advantages. 

The  House  of  Representatives  tonight 
has  taken  the  first  bold  step.  They 
have  passed  a  budget  resolution  that 
will  balance  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  The  Senate  is  starting  on  the  road 
that  will  have  the  same  result. 

I  was  talking  to  a  group  of  leaders 
from  all  over  the  world  today.  They 
really  had  one  basic  question.  Does 
America  have  the  guts  to  balance  the 
budget?  Will  they  really  do  it?  Do  they 
really  have  the  guts  to  set  a  course 
over  the  next  7  years  that  will  be  very 
tough  but  will  make  the  difference  in 
the  economy  for  our  country,  and  for 
the  whole  world?  And  I  said  emphati- 
cally the  answer  is  yes.  We  do  have  the 
guts.  We  do  have  the  courage.  We  do 
have  the  will.  And  we  will  set  on  the 
course. 

Will  it  be  easy?  No.  But  we  are  going 
to  do  it  because  the  people  of  this 
country  made  a  statement  in  Novem- 
ber 1994.  They  asked  for  courage,  and 
we  are  going  to  give  them  the  courage 
that  they  had  in  the  vote  they  made 
last  November,  and  that  they  deserve 
from  the  people  they  elected  and  put 
their  faith  in. 

We  have  heard  so  many  statements 
on  this  floor  that  I  think  we  must  try 
to  correct,  as  best  we  can,  some  of  the 
misstatements  that  were  made. 

First  of  all,  it  was  said  that  this 
budget  resolution  has  tax  cuts  for 
those  making  $200,000  a  year.  Well,  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  this  resolution 
does  not  have  tax  cuts  at  all.  This 
budget  resolution  does  not  speak  to  tax 
cuts.  But  it  does  have  a  sense  of  the 
Senate  that,  if  there  are  tax  cuts  that 
result  from  cutting  spending,  they  will 
be  targeted  and  focused  to  people  mak- 
ing under  $100,000.  There  are  no  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich  in  this  resolution. 
That  is  a  smokescreen.  That  is  put  out 
by  people  who  do  not  want  us  to  pass  a 
balanced  budget.  Then  there  was  the 
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talk  about  defense  spending.  There  was 
ranting  about  the  firewall  put  up  for 
defense  spending  so  that  we  would  have 
domestic  spending  and  defense  spend- 
ing. Well,  in  fact,  there  is  a  firewall. 
Mr.  President.  Thank  goodness  there  is 
a  firewall.  People  talk  as  if,  when  the 
cold  war  was  over,  the  world  was  a  safe 
place. 

I  am  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, and  I  am  on  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence.  I  am  scared 
to  death  about  the  proliferation  of  nu- 
clear, chemical,  and  biological  weapons 
all  over  the  world  right  now.  We  have 
as  much  danger  in  the  world  today  as 
we  did  when  Russia  was  at  the  height 
of  its  strength. 

It  is  a  different  kind  of  problem.  It  is 
a  different  kind  of  terror  we  are  seeing 
in  the  world  today,  but  nevertheless 
the  greatest  superpower  in  the  world  is 
not  going  to  let  down. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  understand 
what  happens  when  sarin  gas  is  let  out 
in  a  subway  killing  people  before  our 
very  eyes,  and  when  you  can  make 
bombs  from  fertilizer  and  fuel  oil,  and 
we  see  the  loss  of  over  100  lives  in  our 
own  country,  and  when  we  see  the  ca- 
pability to  produce  missiles  that  could 
take  these  gases,  the  biological  and 
chemical  weapons  and  the  nuclear 
weapons  anywhere  in  the  world.  You 
bet  we  have  a  firewall  in  this  budget 
resolution.  Thank  goodness  we  do  for 
the  defense  spending,  because  I  think 
the  defense  cuts  are  too  much  in  this 
resolution,  and  I  hope  we  can  fix  it  be- 
cause I  wish  to  be  on  the  leading  edge 
of  technology. 

When  our  young  men  and  women  give 
their  lives  to  protect  our  freedom  in 
our  armed  services,  you  bet  I  want 
them  to  have  the  tanks  and  the  fight- 
ers and  the  bombers  they  need  to  make 
sure  that  they  do  it  as  safely  as  pos- 
sible for  themselves  and  with  the 
strength  they  need  to  protect  us. 

So,  yes,  there  is  a  firewall.  Thank 
goodness  there  is.  And  I  hope  that  we 
can  correct  even  right  now  in  this 
budget  resolution  what,  I  think,  is  a 
woefully  inadequate  amount  for  de- 
fense. But  we  are  not  going  to  pass  a 
resolution  saying  we  increase  defense 
spending  without  looking  at  the  prior- 
ities and  saying  where  is  it  going  to 
come  from  and  making  those  priority 
judgments.  That  is  what  we  are  here  to 
do. 

Does  this  resolution  cut  school 
lunch?  No,  it  does  not  cut  school 
lunches  at  all.  That  is  an  absolute 
smokescreen. 

Does  it  cut  the  earned  income  tax 
credit?  No.  In  fact,  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  will  remain.  That  is  a  good 
program.  It  is  a  program  for  the  work- 
ing poor.  For  someone  making  $20,000 
or  $18,000  a  year,  that  has  one  or  two 
children,  they  do  get  a  tax  rebate  in 
this  budget  resolution  just  as  they  do 
today,  and  in  fact  that  amount  in- 
creases by   the  year  2002  because  we 
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want  to  encourage  people  who  are  help- 
ing themselves.  So  there  is  no  cut  in 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  There  are 
only  increases.  It  is  important  that  we 
set  the  record  straight  on  that. 

Now,  it  has  been  said  that  Medicare 
is  going  to  be  cut.  Once  again,  Mr. 
President,  that  is  not  true.  Medicare 
spending  will  increase  7  percent  a  year 
in  this  budget.  Does  that  mean  Medi- 
care is  going  to  be  the  same  as  it  has 
always  been?  I  hope  not.  I  hope  we  can 
get  efficiencies  that  make  Medicare 
more  cost  conscious  because  it  has 
been  increasing  at  a  much  greater  rate 
than  7  percent  per  year. 

We  are  not  cutting  Medicare.  We  are 
going  to  try  to  put  some  innovative  so- 
lutions in  Medicare  so  that  our  seniors 
who  need  Medicare  will  have  it  avail- 
able, and  they  will  have  other  options, 
and  there  will  be  incentives  for  them  to 
save  money,  incentives  that  they  will 
earn  for  themselves  and  for  the  tax- 
payers of  America.  We  are  going  to 
have  some  innovative  solutions,  but  we 
are  not  going  to  cut  Medicare.  We  are 
going  to  try  to  save  Medicare.  That  is 
going  to  be  one  of  the  key  missions  of 
this  budget  resolution,  to  save  Medi- 
care, so  that  when  our  future  genera- 
tions grow  old  it  will  be  there  for  them. 

The  President's  own  cabinet  officers 
who  sit  on  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
board  have  said  it  is  going  bankrupt, 
and  it  will  be  bankrupt  by  the  year  2002 
if  we  do  not  take  steps  right  now  to 
save  it.  And  that  is  one  of  the  key  pur- 
poses of  this  budget  resolution. 

Now,  it  has  been  said  that  the  space 
station  has  not  been  cut.  I  wish  it  had 
not  been  cut,  because  I  do  think  the 
space  station  is  one  of  the  technologies 
that  is  going  to  provide  jobs  for  our  fu- 
ture, but  it  is  cut.  It  takes  its  fair 
share  Tt.  Is  cut  IW  R  hillinri  nvrr  thr 
next  5  years.  It  is  taking  its  fair  share 
of  cuts.  It  is  going  to  be  more  efficient, 
just  like  everything  else  in  Govern- 
ment, and  hopefully  we  will  have  a 
space  station  that  will  provide  the  new 
technologies  and  the  new  industries 
and  the  new  jobs  for  our  future.  But  ev- 
erything is  going  to  have  to  be  more  ef- 
ficient, and  it  is  going  to  have  to  meet 
a  number  of  tests  to  make  sure  that  it 
is  right  for  the  taxpayers  and  for  our 
future  generations. 

There  is  a  test  that  I  have,  and  I  am 
going  to  use  it  on  everything  that  we 
vote  on  when  we  come  to  appropria- 
tions bills  in  the  next  few  months.  It  is 
going  to  be  the  $100  test.  If  you  take 
$100  and  you  put  it  on  the  kitchen  table 
and  you  say.  now.  would  you  like  to 
have  this  wonderful  program  that  is 
going  to  cost  $100  for  your  family? 
Most  people  would  probably  say,  yes,  I 
would  like  to  do  good  things.  Sure,  I 
would  like  to  have  that  program.  But  if 
the  choice  is  for  you  to  keep  the  $100 
on  your  kitchen  table  and  spend  that 
money  for  what  you  want  to  spend  it 
for  for  your  family,  what  is  going  to  be 
your  choice?  Are  you  going  to  send  the 


$100  to  Washington  to  spend  on  a  pro- 
gram that  sounds  very  good  or  are  you 
going  to  want  to  keep  that  $100  to 
make  the  decisions  for  your  family 
yourself.  We  are  going  to  try  to  keep 
that  $100  on  the  table  for  your  family, 
so  that  you  can  decide  what  your  prior- 
ities are  rather  than  letting  someone 
in  Washington,  DC,  you  have  never  met 
make  those  decisions  for  you. 

Two  economists  developed  a  model 
for  the  future  called  generational  ac- 
counting. This  model  calculates  how 
much  short-term  budget  policies  will 
cost  future  generations.  It  looks  be- 
yond 5-year  budget  projections  and  was 
developed  with  the  help  of  the  Presi- 
dent's Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et. 

These  two  prominent  economists 
have  produced  some  shocking  fore- 
casts. On  the  day  a  child  is  bom,  that 
child  owes  $19,000  in  Federal  debt. 
When  that  child's  sibling  is  bom  in  4 
years,  the  baby  brother  or  sister  will  be 
$24,000  in  debt.  There  will  be  fewer  jobs 
available  for  that  child.  And  when  it 
comes  time  to  take  out  a  personal  loan 
to  buy  a  new  car  or  to  own  a  home,  our 
children  that  are  being  born  today  will 
find  that  Federal  deficits  have  driven 
the  interest  rates  up  2  percent.  But 
borrowing  money  for  a  home  will  be 
just  a  dream  for  those  children.  If  we 
continue  at  the  rate  we  are  going  right 
now,  what  we  are  really  going  to  give 
our  children  is  not  the  ability  to  buy  a 
home  at  all.  They  will  not  be  able  to 
buy  a  home  because  their  tax  rate  will 
be  82  percent — 82  percent  is  what  we 
will  be  giving  to  our  children  and 
grandchildren  if  we  do  not  take  steps 
right  now  to  correct  the  runaway 
spending  that  this  Congress  has  had  for 
the  last  40  years. 

And  ■^'et.  this  ?.d!T:inlstr5ition  has  re- 
fused to  abandon  the  practices  of  Con- 
gresses for  the  last  40  years.  In  fact, 
this  administration  has  dealt  itself  out 
of  this  debate.  The  President  submitted 
a  budget  but  it  does  not  balance.  It 
does  not  balance  in  the  year  2000  or  the 
year  2002.  The  President  abdicated  that 
responsibility  and  has  left  it  to  Con- 
gress. 

Now  we  are  going  to  get  a  chance  to 
vote  on  the  President's  budget  that 
does  not  balance.  In  fact,  the  Presi- 
dent's press  secretary  said  on  Tuesday 
that  that  will  be  a  good  place  for  us  to 
begin. 

In  fact.  Senator  DOMENICI  has  decided 
that  that  is  indeed  a  good  place  to 
begin.  So,  when  I  finish  my  remarks, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  DOMENICI,  I  am 
going  to  submit  the  President's  budget. 
That  will  be  the  first  vote  of  this  budg- 
et debate  and  we  will  get  a  chance  to 
see  if  people  want  to  vote  for  a  budget 
that  may  have  fewer  decreases  than  in- 
creases, but  does  not  balance  at  the 
end.  We  will  see  who  is  willing  to  cross 
the  line  that  will  be  drawn  in  the  sand 
to  say,  we  will  take  the  responsible 
course  for  this  country  and  we  will  do 


what  the  people  asked  us  to  do  last  No- 
vember. 

In  fact,  we  are  in  the  toughest  debate 
that  we  may  ever  have.  No  one,  prob- 
ably even  Senator  Domenici.  agrees 
with  everything  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. I  do  not  agree  with  everything  in 
it.  Not  one  person  in  this  country  prob- 
ably agrees  100  percent  with  everything 
in  it.  Because,  you  know.  Senator  DO- 
MENICI compromised.  He  tried  to  work 
with  people  and  their  priorities.  He 
may  not  have  liked  everything  that  is 
in  this  resolution  even  though  he  is  the 
prime  author  of  the  resolution.  But  we 
are  going  to  rise  above  our  small  dif- 
ferences. We  are  going  to  try  to  set  the 
priorities.  We  are  going  to  have  amend- 
ments. 

We  may  vote  for  some  of  those 
amendments,  but  in  the  end.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  people  who  are  doing  what  is 
responsible  for  this  country  are  going 
to  vote  a  balanced  budget  out  of  the 
Senate  just  as  they  have  done  in  the 
House  today.  And  we  are  going  to  make 
history.  We  are  going  to  begin  to  turn 
the  ship  of  state  that  started  going  in 
the  wrong  direction  in  the  1930's  when 
we  started  building  up  spending  and  big 
Government  until  in  1994  the  people 
said,  "I  know  I'm  going  to  have  to  sac- 
rifice. I'm  ready."  The  people  of  this 
country  said  that.  They  understood 
what  they  were  doing. 

And  when  I  go  home,  people  say  to 
me,  "You  hang  tough.  Don't  back  down 
now." 

This  is  our  chance  to  save  our  coun- 
try. And  if  we  miss  it,  the  people  of 
America  know  that  we  will  not  have 
this  chance  again  maybe  ever  but  cer- 
tainly not  in  the  near  future. 

There  is  a  new  spirit  in  this  country. 
The  spirit  of  the  Americans  who  went 
to  the  polls  in  1994  and  caused  a  revolu- 
tion in  the  way  that  our  Founding  Fa- 
thers provided  them  to  have  a  revolu- 
tion. And  that  was  the  ballot  box.  The 
people  had  a  revolution  and  they  took 
their  Government  back.  They  have  ex- 
perienced the  right  of  democracy.  And 
now  the  people  of  America  have  said, 
"We  want  you  to  do  what  is  right.  We 
understand  that  it  will  be  tough.  We 
understand  that  we  will  have  to  sac- 
rifice. But  we  are  ready.  We  are  ready 
to  do  what  is  right  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren." 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  us  to 
look  to  the  future,  not  to  the  next  elec- 
tion. 

If  wc  do  what  is  right,  everything 
else  will  take  care  of  itself  and  we  will 
create  the  jobs  and  the  future  for  our 
children  and  that  is  what  we  are  going 
to  do. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1111 

(Purpose:  To  propose  the  President's  budget) 
Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Domenici,  I  send  to 
the  desk  the  President's  budget  and 
ask  that  the  President's  budget  be  put 
on  the  table  for  consideration  begin- 
ning tomorrow  morning  on  Friday  so 
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that  we  will  be  able  to  have  our  first 
vote  on  the  President's  budget  and  we 
will  see  who  wants  to  balance  the  budg- 
et and  who  is  willing  to  take  the  steps 
that  are  necessary  to  do  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs.  Hutchison]. 
for  Mr.  DoMENici.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1111 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  is  print- 
ed in  today's  Rf.cord  under  "Amend- 
ments Submitted.") 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  resumes  the  concurrent  budget 
resolution  on  Friday  there  be  40  hours 
remaining  for  debate  under  the  statu- 
tory time  limit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  now 
be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morn- 
ing business,  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REPORT  ON  THE  NATIONAL  EMER- 
GENCY WITH  IRAN— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT— PM  49 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  hereby  report  to  the  Congress  on 
developments  since  the  last  Presi- 
dential report  on  November  18.  1994. 
concerning  the  national  emergency 
with  respect  to  Iran  that  was  declared 
in  Executive  Order  No.  12170  of  Novem- 
ber 14.  1979.  and  matters  relating  to  Ex- 
ecutive Order  No.  12613  of  October  29, 
1987.  This  report  is  submitted  pursuant 
to  section  204(c)  of  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act,  50 
use.  I703(ci,  and  section  505(c)  of  the 
International  Security  and  Develop- 
ment Cooperation  Act  of  1985.  22  U.S.C. 
2349aa-9(c).  This  report  covers  events 
through  April  18.  1995.  It  discusses  only 
matters  concerning  the  national  emer- 
gency with  respect  to  Iran  that  was  de- 
clared in  Executive  Order  No.  12170  and 
matters  relating  to  Executive  Order 
No.  12613.  Matters  relating  to  the 
March  15.  1995.  Executive  order  regard- 


ing a  ban  on  investment  in  the  petro- 
leum sector,  and  the  May  6,  1995,  Exec- 
utive Order  regarding  new  trade  sanc- 
tions, will  be  covered  in  separate  re- 
ports. My  last  report,  dated  November 
18,  1994,  covered  events  through  Octo- 
ber 18.  1994. 

1.  There  have  been  no  amendments  to 
the  Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
31  CFR  Part  560,  or  to  the  Iranian  As- 
sets Control  Regulations,  31  CFR  Part 
535,  since  the  last  report. 

2.  The  Office  of  Foreign  Assets  Con- 
trol ("OFAC")  of  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  continues  to  process  ap- 
plications for  import  licenses  under  the 
Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
However,  a  substantial  majority  of 
such  applications  are  determined  to  be 
ineligible  for  licensing  and,  con- 
sequently, are  denied. 

During  the  reporting  period,  the  U.S. 
Customs  Service  has  continued  to  ef- 
fect numerous  seizures  of  Iranian-ori- 
gin merchandise,  primarily  carpets,  for 
violation  of  the  import  prohibitions  of 
the  Iranian  Transactions  Regulations. 
OFAC  and  Customs  Service  investiga- 
tions of  these  violations  have  resulted 
in  forfeiture  actions  and  the  imposition 
of  civil  monetary  penalties.  Additional 
forfeiture  and  civil  penalty  actions  are 
under  review. 

3.  The  Iran-United  States  Claims  Tri- 
bunal (the  "Tribunal"),  established  at 
The  Hague  pursuant  to  the  Algiers  Ac- 
cords, continues  to  make  progress  in 
arbitrating  the  claims  before  it.  How- 
ever, since  my  last  report,  the  Tribunal 
has  not  rendered  any  awards  although 
payments  were  received  by  claimants 
in  late  November  for  awards  rendered 
during  the  prior  reporting  period. 
Thus,  the  total  number  of  awards  re- 
mains at  557.  Of  this  total,  373  have 
been  awards  in  favor  of  American 
claimants.  Two  hundred  twenty-five 
(225)  of  these  were  awards  on  agreed 
terms,  authorizing  and  approving  pay- 
ment of  settlements  negotiated  by  the 
parties,  and  150  were  decisions  adju- 
dicated on  the  merits.  The  Tribunal 
has  issued  38  decisions  dismissing 
claims  on  the  merits  and  85  decisions 
dismissing  claims  for  jurisdictional 
reasons.  Of  the  59  remaining  awards, 
three  approved  the  withdrawal  of  cases 
and  56  were  in  favor  of  Iranian  claim- 
ants. As  of  April  18,  1995,  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  New  York  reported 
that  the  value  of  awards  to  successful 
American  claimants  from  the  Security 
Account  held  by  the  NV  Settlement 
Bank  stood  at  $2,365,160,410.39. 

Iran  has  not  replenished  the  Security 
Account  since  October  8,  1992,  and  the 
Account  has  remained  continuously 
below  the  balance  of  $500  million  re- 
quired by  the  Algiers  Accords  since  No- 
vember 5.  1992.  As  of  April  10,  1995,  the 
total  amount  in  the  Security  Account 
was  $191,219,759.23,  and  the  total 
amount  in  the  Interest  Account  was 
$24,959,218.79. 

The  United  States  continues  to  pur- 
sue Case  A/28,  filed  in  September  1993, 
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to  require  Iran  to  meet  its  obligations 
under  the  Algiers  Accords  to  replenish 
the  Security  Account.  Iran  has  yet  to 
file  its  Statement  of  Defense  in  that 
case. 

4.  The  Department  of  State  continues 
to  present  United  States  Government 
claims  against  Iran,  in  coordination 
with  concerned  Government  agencies, 
and  to  respond  to  claims  brought 
against  the  United  States  by  Iran. 

On  April  18.  1995,  the  United  States 
filed  the  first  of  two  parts  of  its  con- 
solidated submission  on  the  merits  in 
Case  B/61.  Case  B/61  involves  a  claim  by 
Iran  for  compensation  with  respect  to 
primarily  military  equipment  that  Iran 
alleges  it  did  not  receive.  The  equip- 
ment was  purchased  pursuant  to  com- 
mercial contracts  with  more  than  50 
private  American  companies.  Iran  al- 
leges that  it  suffered  direct  losses  and 
consequential  damages  in  excess  of  $2 
billion  in  total  because  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment's refusal  to  allow  the  export 
of  the  equipment  after  January  19,  1981, 
in  alleged  contravention  of  the  Algiers 
Accords.  As  directed  by  the  Tribunal, 
the  United  States'  submission  address- 
es Iran's  claims  regarding  both  liabil- 
ity and  compensation  and  damages. 

5.  The  Foreign  Claims  Settlement 
Commission  ("FSCS")  on  February  24. 
1995,  successfully  completed  its  case- 
by-case  review  of  the  more  than  3,000 
so-called  "small  claims"  against  Iran 
arising  out  of  the  1979  Islamic  revolu- 
tion. These  "small  claims"  (of  $250,000 
or  less  each!  were  originally  filed  be- 
fore the  Iran-United  States  Claims  Tri- 
bunal, but  were  transferred  to  the 
FCSC  pursuant  to  the  May  13,  1990  Set- 
tlement Agreement  between  Iran  and 
the  United  States. 

The  FCSC  issued  decisions  on  3,066 
claims  for  total  awards  of  $86,555,795.  Of 
that  amount,  $41,570,936  represented 
awards  of  principal  and  $44,984,859  rep- 
resented awards  of  interest.  Although 
originally  only  $50  million  were  avail- 
able to  pay  these  awards,  the  funds 
earned  approximately  $9  million  in  in- 
terest over  time,  for  a  total  settlement 
fund  of  more  than  $59  million.  Thus,  all 
awardees  will  receive  full  payment  on 
the  principal  amounts  of  their  awards, 
with  interest  awards  paid  on  a  pro  rata 
basis. 

The  FCSC's  awards  to  individuals 
and  corporations  covered  claims  for 
both  real  and  personal  property  seized 
by  Iran.  In  addition,  many  claims  arose 
out  of  commercial  transactions,  in- 
cluding contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods 
and  contracts  for  the  supply  of  services 
such  as  teaching,  medical  treatment, 
data  processing,  and  shipping.  The 
FCSC  is  now  working  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  to  facilitate  final 
payment  on  all  FCSC  awards. 

6.  The  situation  reviewed  above  con- 
tinues to  implicate  important  diplo- 
matic, financial,  and  legal  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  its  nationals  and 
presents  an  unusual  challenge  to  the 
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national  security  and  foreign  policy  of 
the  United  States.  The  Iranian  Assets 
Control  Regulations  issued  pursuant  to 
Executive  Order  No.  12170  continue  to 
play  an  important  role  in  structuring 
our  relationship  with  Iran  and  in  ena- 
bling the  United  States  to  implement 
properly  the  Algiers  Accords.  Simi- 
larly, the  Iranian  Transactions  Regula- 
tions issued  pursuant  to  Executive 
Order  No.  12613  continue  to  advance 
important  objectives  in  combating 
international  terrorism.  I  shall  con- 
tinue to  exercise  the  powers  at  my  dis- 
posal to  deal  with  these  problems  and 
will  continue  to  report  periodically  to 
the  Congress  on  significant  develop- 
ments. 

WiLLi.\.M  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  May  18.  1995. 
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REPORT  UNDER  THE  INTER- 
NATIONAL EMERGENCY  ECO- 
NOMIC POWERS  ACT-MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT-PM  50 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

On  November  14.  1994.  in  light  of  the 
dangers  of  the  proliferation  of  nuclear, 
biological,  and  chemical  weapons  and 
their  means  of  delivery  ('weapons  of 
mass  destruction").  I  issued  Executive 
Order  No.  12938  and  declared  a  national 
emergency  under  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.). 

As  I  described  in  the  report  transmit- 
ting Executive  Order  No.  12938,  the  new 
Executive  order  consolidated  the  func- 
tions of  and  revoked  Executive  Order 
No.  12735  of  November  16.  1990.  which 
declared  a  national  emergency  with  re- 
spect to  the  proliferation  of  chemical 
and  biological  weapons,  and  Executive 
Order  No.  12930  of  September  29.  1994. 
which  declared  a  national  emergency 
with  respect  to  nuclear,  biological,  and 
chemical  weapons,  and  their  means  of 
delivery.  The  new  Executive  order  also 
expanded  certain  existing  authorities 
in  order  to  strengthen  the  U.S.  ability 
to  respond  to  proliferation  problems. 

The  following  report  is  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  204  of  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  and 
section  401(c)  of  the  National  Emer- 
gencies Act  regarding  activities  taken 
and  money  spent  pursuant  to  the  emer- 
gency declaration.  Additional  informa- 
tion on  nuclear,  missile,  andor  chemi- 
cal and  biological  weapons  (CBW)  non- 
proliferation  efforts  is  contained  in  the 
annual  report  on  the  proliferation  of 
missiles  and  essential  components  of 
nuclear,  biological,  and  chemical  weap- 
ons, provided  to  the  Congress  pursuant 
to  section  1097  of  the  National  Defense 


Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1992 
and  1993  (Public  Law  102-190),  also 
known  as  the  ■Nonproliferation  Re- 
port," and  the  annual  report  provided 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  308 
of  the  Chemical  and  Biological  Weap- 
ons Control  and  Warfare  Elimination 
Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  10^182). 

The  three  export  control  regulations 
issued  under  the  Enhanced  Prolifera- 
tion Control  Initiative  (EPCI)  are  fully 
in  force  and  continue  to  be  used  to  con- 
trol the  export  of  items  with  potential 
use  in  chemical  or  biological  weapons 
or  unmanned  delivery  systems  for 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

In  the  6  months  since  I  issued  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12938,  the  number  of 
countries  that  have  ratified  the  Chemi- 
cal Weapons  Convention  (CWC)  has 
reached  27  (out  of  159  signatory  coun- 
tries). I  am  urging  the  Senate  to  give 
its  advice  and  consent  to  ratification 
as  soon  as  possible.  The  CWC  is  a  criti- 
cal element  of  U.S.  nonproliferation 
policy  that  will  significantly  enhance 
our  security  and  that  of  our  friends  and 
allies.  I  believe  that  U.S.  ratification 
will  help  to  encourage  the  ratification 
process  in  other  countries  and.  ulti- 
mately, the  CWC's  entry  into  force. 

The  United  States  actively  partici- 
pates in  the  CWC  Preparatory  Commis- 
sion in  The  Hague,  the  deliberative 
body  drafting  administrative  and  im- 
plementing procedures  for  the  CWC. 
Last  month,  this  body  accepted  the 
U.S.  offer  of  an  information  manage- 
ment system  for  the  future  Organiza- 
tion for  the  Prohibition  of  Chemical 
Weapons  that  will  implement  the  CWC. 
The  United  States  also  is  playing  a 
leading  role  in  developing  a  training 
program  for  international  inspectors. 

The  United  States  strongly  supports 
international  efforts  to  strengthen  the 
1972  Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons  Con- 
vention (BWC).  In  January  1995.  the  Ad 
Hoc  Group  mandated  by  the  September 
1994  BWC  Special  Conference  to  draft  a 
legally  binding  instrument  to  strength- 
en the  effectiveness  and  improve  the 
implementation  of  the  BWC  held  its 
first  meeting.  The  Group  agreed  on  a 
program  of  work  and  schedule  of  sub- 
stantive meetings,  the  first  of  which 
will  occur  in  July  1995.  The  United 
States  is  pressing  for  completion  of  the 
Ad  Hoc  Group's  work  and  consideration 
of  the  legally  binding  instrument  by 
the  next  BWC  Review  Conference  in 
1996. 

The  United  States  maintained  its  ac- 
tive participation  in  the  29-member 
Australia  Group  (AG),  which  now  in- 
cludes the  Czech  Republic,  Poland.  Slo- 
vakia, and  Romania.  The  AG  re- 
affirmed in  December  the  members' 
collective  belief  that  full  adherence  to 
the  CWC  and  the  BWC  provides  the 
only  means  to  achieve  a  permanent 
global  ban  on  CBW.  and  that  all  states 
adhering  to  these  Conventions  have  an 
obligation  to  ensure  that  their  na- 
tional activities  support  these  goals. 


The  AG  also  reiterated  its  conviction 
that  harmonized  AG  export  licensing 
measures  are  consistent  with,  and  in- 
deed actively  support,  the  requirement 
under  Article  I  of  the  CWC  that  States 
Parties  never  assist,  in  any  way.  the 
manufacture  of  chemical  weapons. 
These  measures  also  are  consistent 
with  the  undertaking  in  Article  XI  of 
the  CWC  to  facilitate  the  fullest  pos- 
sible exchange  of  chemical  materials 
and  related  information  for  purposes 
not  prohibited  by  the  Convention,  as 
they  focus  solely  on  preventing  assist- 
ance to  activities  banned  under  the 
CWC.  Similarly,  such  efforts  also  sup- 
port existing  nonproliferation  obliga- 
tions under  the  BWC. 

The  United  States  Government  deter- 
mined that  three  foreign  nationals 
(Luciano  Moscatelli,  Manfred  Felber, 
and  Gerhard  Merz)  had  engaged  in 
chemical  weapons  proliferation  activi- 
ties that  required  the  imposition  of 
sanctions  against  them,  effective  on 
November  19,  1994.  Similar  determina- 
tions were  made  against  three  foreign 
companies  (Asian  Ways  Limited, 
Mainway  International,  and  Woridco) 
effective  on  February  18,  1995,  and  im- 
posed sanctions  against  them.  Addi- 
tional information  on  these  determina- 
tions is  contained  in  a  classified  report 
to  the  Congress,  provided  pursuant  to 
the  Chemical  and  Biological  Weapons 
Control  and  Warfare  Elimination  Act 
of  1991.  The  United  States  Government 
continues  to  monitor  closely  activities 
that  may  be  subject  to  CBW  sanctions 
provisions. 

The  United  States  continued  to  con- 
trol vigilantly  U.S.  exports  that  could 
make  a  contribution  to  unmanned  de- 
livery systems  for  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, exercising  restraint  in  con- 
sidering ail  such  transfers  consistent 
with  the  Guidelines  of  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime  (MTCR). 
The  MTCR  Partners  shared  informa- 
tion not  only  with  each  other  but  with 
other  possible  supplier,  consumer,  and 
transshipment  states  about  prolifera- 
tion problems  and  also  stressed  the  im- 
portance of  implementing  effective  ex- 
port control  systems. 

The  United  States  initiated  unilat- 
eral efforts  and  coordinated  with 
MTCR  Partners  in  multilateral  efforts, 
aimed  at  combatting  missile  prolifera- 
tion by  nonmembers  and  at  encourag- 
ing nonmembers  to  adopt  responsible 
export  behavior  and  to  adhere  to  the 
MTCR  Guidelines.  On  October  4,  1994. 
the  United  States  and  China  signed  a 
Joint  Statement  on  Missile  Non- 
proliferation  in  which  China  reiterated 
its  1992  commitment  to  the  MTCR 
Guidelines  and  agreed  to  ban  the  ex- 
port of  ground-to-ground  MTCR-class 
missiles.  In  1995,  the  United  States  met 
bilaterally  with  Ukraine  in  January, 
and  with  Russia  in  April,  to  discuss 
missile  nonproliferation  and  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  MTCR  Guidelines.  In 
May  1995,  the  United  States  will  par- 
ticipate with  other  MTCR  Partners  in 
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a  regime  approach  to  Ukraine  to  dis- 
cuss missile  nonproliferation  and  to 
share  information  about  the  MTCR. 

The  United  States  actively  encour- 
aged its  MTCR  Partners  and  fellow  AG 
participants  to  adopt  "catch-all"  pro- 
visions, similar  to  that  of  the  United 
States  and  EPCI,  for  items  not  subject 
to  specific  export  controls.  Austria. 
Germany.  Norway,  and  the  United 
Kingdom  actually  have  such  provisions 
in  place.  The  European  Union  (EU)  is- 
sued a  directive  in  1994  calling  on  mem- 
ber countries  to  adopt  "catch-all"  con- 
trols. These  controls  will  be  imple- 
mented July  1.  1995.  In  line  with  this 
harmonization  move,  several  countries. 
including  European  States  that  are  not 
actually  members  of  the  EU,  have 
adopted  or  are  considering  putting 
similar  provisions  in  place. 

The  United  States  has  continued  to 
pursue  this  Administration's  nuclear 
nonproliferation  goals.  More  than  170 
nations  joined  in  the  indefinite,  uncon- 
ditional extension  of  the  Nuclear  Non- 
proliferation  Treaty  (NPT)  on  May  11. 
1995.  This  historic  decision  strengthens 
the  security  of  all  countries,  nuclear 
weapons  states  and  nonweapons  states 
alike. 

South  Africa  joined  the  Nuclear  Sup- 
pliers Group  (NSG),  increasing  NSG 
membership  to  31  countries.  The  NSG 
held  a  plenary  in  Helsinki,  April  5-7. 
1995.  which  focused  on  membership  is- 
sues and  the  NSG"s  relationship  to  the 
NPT  Conference.  A  separate,  dual-use 
consultation  meeting  agreed  upon  32 
changes  to  the  dual-use  list. 

Pursuant  to  section  401(c)  of  the  Na- 
tional Emergencies  Act.  I  reprart  that 
there  were  no  expenses  directly  attrib- 
utable to  the  exercise  of  authorities 
conferred  by  the  declaration  of  the  na- 
tional emergency  in  Executive  Order 
No.  12938  during  the  period  from  No- 
vember 14.  1994.  through  May  14,  1995. 
William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House.  May  18.  1995. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  1;02  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  with  an  amendment,  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 

S.  219.  An  act  to  ensure  economy  and  effi- 
ciency of  Federal  Government  operations  by 
establishing  a  moratorium  on  regulatory 
rulemaking  actions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  passed  the  following  bill, 
with  amendments,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate; 

S.  4.  .^n  act  to  grant  the  power  to  the 
President  to  reduce  budget  authority 

The  message  further  announced  that 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  22  United 
States  Code  276d.  the  Speaker  appoints 
the  following  Members  as  members  of 
the  United  States  delegation  to  attend 


the  meeting  of  the  Canada-United 
States  Interparliamentary  Group  on 
the  part  of  the  House;  Mr.  M.wzullo, 
Chairman,  Mr.  Lath.^.m,  Mr.  Crapo,  Ms. 
Dunn,  Mr.  Zimmer,  Mrs.  Johnson  of 
Connecticut,  Mr.  Goodling,  Mr.  John- 
ston of  Florida.  Mr.  DE  la  Garza,  Mr. 
Gibbons,  Ms.  Slaughter,  and  Mr. 
McNulty. 

At  6:10  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  961.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

At  8:38  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  on  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ate to  the  bill  (H.R.  1158)  making  emer- 
gency supplemental  appropriations  for 
additional  disaster  assistance  and  mak- 
ing rescissions  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30.  1995.  and  for  other 
purposes. 


EC-918.  .\  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate.  transmittinR.  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  of  the  receipts  and  expend- 
itures of  the  Senate;  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
Uble. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  961.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-914.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-39.  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  4.  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-915.  A  communication  from  the  Admin- 
istrator of  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion, transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legis- 
lation to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949.  as 
amended,  to  authorize  Federal  agencies  to 
use  moneys  received  from  user  charges, 
which  exceed  actual  management  costs,  for 
parking  to  fund  alternatives  to  single-occu- 
pancy motor  vehicle  employee  commuting; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 

EC-916.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Trade  Commis-sion. 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  1994  an- 
nual report  under  the  Government  in  the 
Sunshine  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-917.  A  communication  from  the  Chair 
of  the  Administrative  Conference  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  report  relative  to  internal  controls  for 
1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-117.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Legr- 
islature  of  the   State  of  Minnesota;   to   the 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
■Resolution  No.  3 

"Whereas,  the  national  railroad  passenger 
corporation,  known  as  Amtrak,  provides  vi- 
tally important  service  to  the  people  of  Min- 
nesota; and 

■Whereas,  over  162.000  persons  arrive  and 
depart  from  points  in  Minnesota  using  the 
.■\mtrak  system;  and 

■Whereas,  .\mtrak  provides  necessary  rail 
connections  between  Minnesota  and  the  rest 
of  the  country;  and 

■Whereas.  Amtrak  makes  significant  con- 
tributions to  the  Minnesota  economy 
through  a  payroll  of  over  $3,000,000  in  the 
state  and  purchase  of  nearly  $5,000,000  in  sup- 
plies and  equipment;  and 

■Whereas,  budget  reductions  for  Amtrak 
now  being  discussed  in  the  Congress  threaten 
the  existence  of  Amtrak  as  a  national  rail 
system;  and 

•Whereas,  these  budget  reductions  would 
harm  Minnesota  through  drastic  reductions 
in  service  and  lost  contributions  to  the 
state's  economy;  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  Legi.'ilature  of  the  Stale  ol 
.Minnesota.  That  Congress  should  provide 
funding  for  the  Amtrak  system  that  would 
allow  it  to  continue  as  a  true  national  sys- 
tem and  continue  to  serve  the  people  of  Min- 
nesota; and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of 
Minnesota  transmit  enrolled  copies  of  this 
memorial  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  and  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  and  Cierk 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  to  Minnesota's  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress." 

POM-118.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

•Assembly  Joint  Resolution  No.  9 

■Whereas,  the  United  States  Navy  has  oc- 
cupied the  site  of  the  Naval  Warfare  Assess- 
ment Division  in  Norco.  California  since  1941; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  Naval  Warfare  Assessment 
Division  has.  since  19,51.  served  the  Navy  as 
an  independent  assessment  agent  to  gauge 
the  war-fighting  capacity  of  ships  and  air- 
craft, from  unit  to  battlegroup  level,  by  as- 
sessing the  suitability  of  design,  the  per- 
formance of  equipment  and  weapons,  and  the 
adequacy  of  training;  and 

■■Whereas,  the  Naval  Warfare  Assessment 
Division  had  its  beginning  in  the  Navy  dur- 
ing a  period  when  great  advancements  in 
weapons  technology  were  being  developed 
and  introduced  to  the  fleet;  and 

■Whereas,  these  new  technologies  brought 
with  them  problems  in  development,  acquisi- 
tion, operation,  and  support;  and 

■  Whereas,  the  Navy  needed  an  unbiased  re- 
source with  direct  access  to  fleet  users  in 
order  to  provide  an  objective  assessment  of 
war-fighting  capability,  performance,  and  ef- 
fects of  improvements;  and 


■Whereas,  this  independent,  unbiased  a.s- 
sessment  has  been  honed  over  time  into  a 
consolidated,  centrally  located,  and  fully  in- 
tegrated organization  dedicated  to  provide 
Navy  and  other  Department  of  Defense 
decisionmakers  with  critical,  accurate,  and 
reliable  information  needed  to  improve  the 
war-fighting  capability  and  readiness  of  U.S. 
Armed  Forces;  and 

■Whereas,  the  threats  and  challenges  fac- 
ing the  military  today  cannot  be  met  using 
the  technology  of  yesterday;  and 

■Whereas,  the  Naval  Warfare  Assessment 
Division  services  focus  on  weapon  and  com- 
bat system  performance,  fleet  training  effec- 
tiveness, systems,  and  material  quality  and 
these  services  are  sponsored  by  more  than 
120  Navy.  Marine  Corps.  Army,  and  Air  Force 
programs,  and  by  other  U.S.  and  foreign  gov- 
ernment agencies;  and 

■Whereas,  more  than  3.500  government  and 
industry  customers  rely  on  the  Naval  War- 
fare Assessment  Division  for  its  expertise; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  newly  opened  Warfare  As- 
sessment Laboratory  in  Norco  has  become 
the  focal  point  for  integrated  analysis  that 
electronically  links  analysts  at  the  Norco 
site  with  Navy  firing  ranges,  ships  at  sea. 
and  aircraft  or  missiles  in  actual  flight,  al- 
lowing near  real  time  access  to  data  that 
used  to  take  weeks  to  obtain  and  compile; 
and 

■Whereas,  this  laboratory  is  a  unique  facil- 
ity that  can  support  functions  that  no  other 
single  facility  in  the  United  States  can  sup- 
port such  as  Joint  Service  exercises,  war 
gaming,  and  simulation;  and 

■Whereas,  the  central  location  of  the 
Naval  Warfare  Assessment  Division  in  Norco 
is  ideal.  The  facility  is  in  close  proximity  to 
the  San  Diego  Naval  Complex,  the  Port  Hue- 
neme  Ventura  plain  Naval  Complex.  Camp 
Pendleton,  and  China  Lake.  Furthermore, 
the  Naval  Warfare  Assessment  Division  is 
independent  of  each  of  these  other  facilities; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  Naval  Warfare  Assessment 
Division  contributes  more  than  $149  million 
to  the  region's  economy  by  employing  more 
than  1,000  people  and  by  n'^inj  moro  ih?n  400 
contractors  and  suppliers;  and 

■Whereas,  for  all  of  the  above  reasons,  the 
Naval  Warfare  .Assessment  Division  is  of  the 
utmost  importance  in  maintaining  the  pre- 
paredness of  the  armed  forces  for  the  defense 
of  the  United  States;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of  the 
State  of  California,  jointly.  That  the  Legisla- 
ture hereby  memorializes  the  Base  Realign- 
ment and  Closure  Commission,  the  President 
and  the  Congress  of  the  United  Sutes  to  pro- 
vide for  the  continued  operation  of  the  Norco 
Naval  Warfare  Assessment  Division  as  an  es- 
sential facility  for  the  readiness  and  defense 
of  the  United  States;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  .As- 
sembly transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commis- 
sion, the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  each  Senator  and 
Representatives  from  California  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States." 

POM-I19.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Colorado;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

■House  Joint  Resolution  95-1005 

•Whereas,  the  United  States  Congress,  in  a 
late  amendment  to  the  ■■Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Authorization  Act  of  1994^, 
PL    103-305.  preempted  all  state  regulation 
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of  the  prices,  routes,  and  service  of  motor 
carriers  of  property  operating  in  intrasute 
commerce,  effective  January  I.  1995;  and 

■Whereas,  intrastate  commerce  by  defini- 
tion occurs  wholly  within  the  borders  of  a 
state;  and 

■Whereas,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  declared  as  early  as  1824  that  under 
the  Commerce  Clause,  article  I.  section  8  of 
the  United  States  Constitution,  •the  com- 
pletely internal  commerce  of  a  state 

may  be  considered  as  reserved  for  the  state 
itseir':  and 

■Whereas,  however  broad  Congress's  power 
over  interstate  commerce  may  be.  the  inher- 
ent power  of  the  states  to  govern  their  own 
internal  affairs  remains  unquestioned,  and  is 
in  fact  guaranteed  by  the  Tenth  Amendment 
to  the  United  States  Constitution:  and 

"Whereas,  regulation  of  common  carriers, 
innkeepers,  millers,  ferrymen,  and  others 
whose  activities  are  affected  with  a  public 
interest  is  one  of  the  bedrock  principles  of 
common  law.  predating  the  United  States 
Constitution  itself  by  hundreds  of  years;  and 
•Whereas.  Colorado  has  regulated  common 
carriers  by  motor  vehicle  at  least  since  1927. 
and  has  regulated  railroads  and  other  public 
utilities  since  territorial  days;  and 

"Whereas,  the  prevention  of  discrimina- 
tory pricing,  disparities  in  service,  and  other 
abuses  by  persons  supplying  vital  public 
services  was  instrumental  in  promoting  the 
orderly  development  of  this  state  and  re- 
mains crucial  to  the  state's  economic  health; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  people  of  Colorado  well  un- 
derstand and  appreciate  the  dangers  of  exces- 
sive governmental  regulation;  and 

"WTiereas.  a  total  lack  of  regulation  has 
dangers  of  its  own;  and 

■Whereas,  the  people  of  Colorado  are  in  the 
best  position  to  judge  where  they  choose  to 
be  with  regard  to  commerce  wholly  within 
the  borders  of  the  state;  and 

■Whereas,  the  United  States  Congress  ac- 
knowledged that  one  effect  of  PL.  103-305 
would  be  to  render  worthless  the  intrastate 
operating  authority  held  by  property  car- 
riers on  the  effective  date  of  the  legislation, 
but  suggested  no  method  bv  which  that  loss 
would  be  compensated;  and 

"Whereas,  such  action  constituted  a  dis- 
regard for  the  Due  Process  and  Just  Com- 
pensation Clauses  of  the  Fifth  Amendment 
to  the  United  States  Constitution;  and 

•Whereas,  the  January  1.  1995.  effective 
date  of  P.L.  103-305.  coming  as  it  does  before 
Colorado  and  most  other  states  convened 
their  legislatures  for  the  year— and  particu- 
larly in  a  year  in  which  many  states  have  no 
scheduled  legislative  session  at  all— is  a 
cause  of  chaos  for  state  enforcement  officials 
as  well  as  regulated  ptrsons  and  entities; 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  fiepresentatives  of 
the  Sixtieth  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of 
Colorado,  the  Senate  concurring  herein: 

••(1)  That  the  United  Suies  Congress  is 
urged  immediately  to  repeal  section  601(c)  of 
the  ■Federal  .Aviation  Administration  Au- 
thorization Act  of  1994".  PL.  103-305; 

■■(2)  That,  failing  such  repeal,  the  effective 
date  of  said  section  be  postponed  for  at  least 
two  years  to  allow  Colorado  and  the  other 
states  affected  by  the  Act  to  prepare  an  or- 
derly legislative  and  regtilatory  response; 
and 

"(3)  That,  if  Congre.ss  does  not  provide 
such  relief,  the  Colorado  General  Assembly 
intends  fully  to  explore  its  options  regarding 
relief  through  the  courts  and.  possibly,  to 
join  with  other  states  in  seeking  such  relief. 
"Be  It  further  resolved.  That  copies  of  this 
Resolution  be  sent  to  speaker  of  the  House  of 


Representatives  Newt  Gingrich.  Senate  Ma- 
jority Leader  Robert  Dole.  House  Minority 
Leader  Richard  Gephardt.  Senate  Minority 
Leader  Thomas  Daschle,  each  member  of  the 
Colorado  congressional  delegation.  Secretary 
of  Transportation  Federico  Pena.  Colorado 
Attorney  General  Gale  Norton,  and  the  pre- 
siding officers  of  each  house  of  the  legisla- 
tures of  the  several  states.  " 

POM-120.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State 
of  Indiana;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

•House  Resolution  No.  60 

•'Whereas,  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  cur- 
rent motor  vehicle  registration  and  titling 
practices  affords  consumers  with  little  pro- 
tection from  the  few  unscrupulous  individ- 
uals that  steal,  rebuild,  and  resell  cars; 

■Whereas,  consumers  can  only  make  In- 
formed decisions  about  previously  damaged 
and  rebuilt  vehicles,  if  they  are  aware  of  the 
vehicles'  history; 

•Whereas,  in  the  Anti-Car  Theft  Act  of  1992 
(Public  Law  102-519).  Congress  established  a 
task  force  to  study  problems  relating  to 
motor  vehicle  titling,  registration  and  sal- 
vage controls  that  contribute  to  motor  vehi- 
cle theft  and  fraud; 

•Whereas,  a  majority  of  the  states  have 
little  or  no  formal  or  standardized  proce- 
dures for  checking  the  history  of  a  motor  ve- 
hicle title; 

•Whereas,  title  branding,  a  term  used  to 
describe  the  adding  of  some  mark  or  nota- 
tion on  a  vehicle  title,  is  not  uniform  in 
state  titling  procedures,  with  61  different 
designations  being  used  among  the  states 
that  do  brand  titles  and  with  38  states  not 
recognizing  either  the  identical  brand  or  all 
of  the  brands  of  the  other  states; 

•"Whereas,  although  in  most  states,  a  re- 
built vehicle  must  undergo  a  vehicle  identi- 
fication number  inspection  to  ensure  that 
the  vehicle  is  not  stolen  and  has  its  V.I.N, 
changed  or  repaired  who  do  the  inspection 
vary  considerably  from  sute  to  state; 

•Whereas,  title  washing,  the  act  of  elimi- 
nating certain  information  from  the  title  of 

<}       ,'oViiolo         i^      n.-.T-r-.rf-.r..-.         ....*.      (..-,...,       t.^^      *Ui c. 
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Who  use  the  differences  in  state  branding 
procedures  or  the  lack  thereof  for  their  own 
personal  gain; 

•Whereas,  inconsistencies  in  state  defini- 
tions of  salvage,  a  perceived  weakness  in 
many  states  retitling  procedures,  and  a  blan- 
ket branding  of  stolen  vehicles,  by  requiring 
vehicle  identification  and  safety  inspections, 
restrictions  on  procedures  for  obtaining  du- 
plicate vehicle  titles;  and 

•Whereas,  the  enactment  of  federal  legisla- 
tion would  be  beneficial  to  the  states  and  to 
consumers  by  providing  uniform  definition 
of  salvages  and  rebuilt  vehicles,  by  requiring 
vehicle  identification  and  safety  inspections, 
restrictions  on  procedures  for  obtaining  du- 
plicate vehicle  titles;  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  slate  of  Indiana: 

•Section  1.  That  we  do  hereby  urge  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  enact  such 
legislation  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide 
uniformity  among  the  states  in  the  titling  of 
rebuilt  and  salvaged  motor  vehicles. 

•Section  2.  That  the  Principal  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  transmit  a  copy  of 
this  resolution  to  the  President  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  and  to 
members  of  the  Indiana  Congressional  Dele- 
gation." 

POM-121.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House   of  the   Legislature   of  the   State   of 
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Alaska:  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

■Whereas  the  closure  of  the  Naval  Air  Fa- 
cility in  Adak.  Alaska,  is  anticipated  to 
occur  in  1996:  and 

■Whereas  the  land  and  existing  infrastruc- 
ture of  the  facility  could  be  used  after  the 
closure  to  benefit  people  and  businesses  in 
the  state,  as  well  as  to  serve  the  long-term 
interests  of  the  state  and  the  federal  govern- 
ment; and 

■Whereas  the  closure  of  the  facility  pre- 
sents a  unique  opportunity  to  develop  a  new 
community  for  the  western  Aleutians,  to 
promote  commercial  ventures,  and  to  use  the 
existing  land  and  infrastructure  for  commu- 
nity purposes:  and 

'■Whereas,  unless  appropriate  steps  are 
taken  immediately  to  preserve  the  building 
and  other  infrastructure  from  damage  by 
wind  and  moisture,  the  future  use  of  the  ex- 
isting infrastructure  and  the  development  of 
the  Adak  community  will  be  jeopardized; 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

■Resolved  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives supports  the  conversion  of  the  Naval 
Air  Facility  in  Adak.  Alaska,  into  a  facility 
that  can  be  used  beneficially  by  the  citizens 
of  the  western  Aleutians;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives respectfully  requests  the  United  States 
Department  of  the  Navy.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  Department  of  Defense  to 

■•(1)  take  effective  and  timely  measure  to 
preserve  the  infrastructure  that  constitutes 
the  Naval  Air  Facility  in  Adak.  Alaska: 

■■(2)  work  closely  with  all  federal  and  state 
agencies  and  the  Aleut  Corporation  regard- 
ing the  future  use  of  the  facility  after  its  clo- 
sure: 

••(3>  designate  in  a  timely  manner  an  au- 
thority, preferably  the  Aleut  Corporation, 
for  developing  the  future  use  of  the  property 
constituting  the  facility;  and 

"(4)  arrange  for  the  transfer  of  the  prop- 
erty that  constitutes  the  facility  to  the 
Aleut  Corporation  as  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion's entitlement  under  43  U.S.C.  1601-1641 
(Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act)." 

POM-122.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  the  Legislature  of  'be  .StAto  of  Ha- 
waii; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources. 

•H.R.  No.  294 

"Whereas,  the  self-governing  Common- 
wealth of  Northern  Marianas  C'CNMI").  lo- 
cated between  Guam  and  the  Tropic  of  Can- 
cer, is  comprised  of  an  archipelago  of  sixteen 
islands,  of  which  six  are  inhabited,  the  three 
largest  and  most  populous  being  Saipan. 
Tinian.  and  Rota,  whose  native  islanders, 
predominantly  of  Chamorro  cultural  extrac- 
tion, achieved  United  States  citizenship  on 
November  3,  1986.  when  the  islands,  which 
were  formerly  a  United  Nations  trust  terri- 
tory administered  by  the  United  States  be- 
came a  commonwealth  of  the  United  States; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  commonwealth,  in  particu- 
lar the  island  of  Rota.  has.  allegedly,  over 
the  last  several  years  been  a  scene  of  griev- 
ous abuses  and  violations  of  human  rights 
against  overseas  Filipino  contract  workers 
such  as  domestic  helpers,  waitresses,  farm 
laborers,  construction  workers,  entertainers, 
and  teachers:  it  being  alleged  that  there  are 
at  least  one  hundred  eighty-five  documented 
cases  of  rape,  forced  prostitution,  kidnap- 
ping, torture,  assault  and  battery,  and  viola- 
tions of  labor  rights  committed  by  employ- 
ers and  local  government  officials,  who  are 
largely  of  Chamorro  extraction;  and 

"Whereas,  it  is  alleged  that  waitresses  are 
forced  into  prostitution  (as  "take  out"  girls) 


and  nude  dancing  and  locked  up  during  their 
free  time;  housemaids  are  kidnapped,  beaten 
and  raped;  farm  laborers  are  treated  as  vir- 
tual slaves;  construction  workers  are  aban- 
doned without  pay:  teachers  are  degraded  by 
their  students,  cafeteria  workers,  and  admin- 
istrators: and  employees  of  all  categories  are 
routinely  cheated  of  their  wages  and  their 
passports  are  held  by  their  employers,  who 
typically  impose  large  illegal  penalties  if 
they  quit  their  jobs:  and 

"Whereas,  these  alleged  injustices  are  in- 
flicted by  employers  and  government  offi- 
cials, notably  the  police,  under  a  seemingly 
flawed  regulatory  system  in  which  close 
family  or  political  ties  exist  between  em- 
ployers and  local  authorities,  and  are  evi- 
dently trivialized,  on  the  island  of  Rota,  by 
its  mayor,  who  calls  criticism  "overblown", 
insisting  that  rapes  are  "bound  to  happen  in 
any  society"  and  forced  prostitution  'is  not 
rampant  on  Rota:  it  happens  everywhere"; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  influx  of  Filipino  and  other 
Asian  workers  has  actually  made  the  native 
Chamorros  a  minority  on  their  own  island— 
of  the  commonwealth's  population  of  nearly 
63.(XX).  indigenous  residents  now  compose  less 
than  thirty-seven  percent,  whereas  contract 
workers,  'statesiders",  and  others  make  up 
the  rest.  Filipinos  making  up  the  bulk  of  the 
commonweath's  27.000-strong  alien  labor 
force,  the  others  coming  from  China  and 
elsewhere  in  Asia — has  nonetheless  made  the 
contract  workers  a  vast,  politically  power- 
less underclass,  whose  complaints  of  abuses 
are  countered  with  threats  and  deportations 
and  may  also  be  stifled  altogether  if  the 
commonwealth  enacts  a  proposed  $200  fee  for 
filing  a  complaint  with  its  Division  of  Labor: 
and 

•Whereas,  federal  authorities  responding 
to  abuse  complaints  have  allegedly  encoun- 
tered challenges  to  their  jurisdiction,  hos- 
tility from  tight-knit  local  communities  and 
witnesses  too  intimidated  to  testify,  prompt- 
ing them  to  compare  their  enforcement  ef- 
forts there  to  similar  efforts  in  the  old  Deep 
South  and  to  comment  that  in  the  Northern 
Marianas  the  ■indigenous  rights"  promoted 
by  Washington  have  come  to  mean  the  ex- 
ploitation of  Asian  minorities,  and  that  Its 
American  policy  gone  bad.  Good  intentions 
got  flipped  around";  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior  is  presently  spearheading  an 
aggressive  federal  interagency  effort  to  stop 
labor  and  civil  rights  abuses  of  non-U. S.  citi- 
zen workers  in  CNMI.  coordinating  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  FBI.  the  U.S.  Attorneys'  Of- 
fice, the  Department  of  Justice's  Civil 
Rights  Division,  the  U.S.  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service,  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor,  and  several  other  agencies;  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Eighteenth  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii. Regular  Session  of  1995.  That  the  United 
States  Congress  is  respectfully  requested  to 
expedite  and  fully  investigate  claims  of 
human  rights  abuse  in  the  Commonwealth  of 
Northern  Marianas;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Congress 
is  requested  to  review  and  assess  the  feasibil- 
ity of  taking  control  of  immigration  and 
minimum  wage  functions  and  responsibil- 
ities from  the  Commonwealth  of  Northern 
Marianas;  and  be  it  further. 

"Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Congress 
is  respectfully  requested  to  review  the  terms 
of  the  Compact  Agreement  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  North- 
ern Marianas  to  determine  what  further  ac- 
tion should  be  taken  to  resolve  the  alleged 
abuses  of  human  rights:  and  be  it  further. 


Resolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this  Reso- 
lution be  transmitted  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  the  Secretary 
of  the  U.S  Senate,  the  members  of  Hawaii's 
congressional  delegation,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the 
President  of  the  Philippines  through  its  con- 
sulate."' 

POM-123.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  Alaska;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environmental  and  Public  Works. 
•'LEGisLA-nvE  Resolve  No.  10 

"Whereas,  in  1972.  the  federal  Clean  Water 
Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251-1387)  allowed  a  broad  ex- 
pansion of  federal  jurisdiction  over  wetlands 
by  modifying  the  definition  of  navigable  wa- 
ters to  include  all  waters  of  the  United 
States;  and 

"Whereas,  in  1975.  the  United  States  .\vvny 
Corps  of  Engineers  expanded  wetland  regula- 
tions to  include  restricted  discharge  of 
dredged  and  fill  material  into  wetlands;  and 

"Whereas,  wetlands  regulations  have  been 
expanded  further  to  include  isolated  wet- 
lands and  those  not  adjacent  to  navigable 
waters;  and 

"Whereas,  the  expansion  of  the  regulations 
governing  wetlands  by  federal  agencies  ex- 
ceeds what  the  Congress  intended  when  it  en- 
acted the  federal  Clean  Water  .Act;  and 

"Whereas.  Alaska  contains  more  wetlands 
than  all  other  states  combined;  and 

"Whereas,  according  to  the  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  approximately 
170.200.000  acres  of  wetlands  existed  in  .Alas- 
ka in  the  1780s  and  approximately  170.000.000 
acres  of  wetlands  exist  today,  representing  a 
loss  rate  of  less  than  1  10  of  one  percent  in  a 
decade  through  human  and  natural  proc- 
esses; and 

"Whereas,  approximately  98  percent  of  all 
Alaska  communities,  including  200  of  209  re- 
mote villages  in  Alaska,  are  located  in  or  ad- 
jacent to  wetlands;  and 

•Whereas,  with  negligible  benefit  to  the 
environment  in  .Alaska,  the  expansion  of 
wetlands  regulations  has  placed  an  increas- 
ing and  unneces.sary  burden  on  private  land- 
owners. Native  organizations,  and  local  and 
state  'governments  b^'  inhi^itin*'  re^son^.ble 
community  growth  and  environmentally  be- 
nign, sensitive  resource  development;  and 

•■Whereas.  88  percent  of  Alaska's  wetlands 
are  publicly  owned,  while  only  26  percent  of 
wetlands  in  the  contiguous  48  states  are  in 
public  ownership;  and 

■Whereas,  more  than  60.000.000  acres  of 
Alaska's  wetlands  are  known  to  be  conserved 
in  some  form  of  land  designation,  including 
federally  designated  wilderness  land,  federal 
part  and  refuge  land,  and  state  park  and  ref- 
uge land,  that  restrict  utilization  or  deg- 
radation of  wetlands;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture respectfully  requests  the  United  States 
Congress  to  exclude  Alaska  from  a  'no  net 
loss"  policy  associated  with  the  federal 
Clean  Water  Act.  and  to  amend  the  federal 
Clean  Water  Act  to  modify  the  wetlands  reg- 
ulatory program 

""(1)  CO  provide  flexibility  in  Alaska  wet- 
lands permitting  commensurate  with  the 
large  amount  of  wetlands  set  aside  in  Alaska 
and  the  low  historic  rate  of  wetlands  loss  in 
Alaska;  and 

"(2)  to  relax  the  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
wetlands  in  Alaska;  and  be  it  further 

■Resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture respectfully  requests  the  United  States 
Congress  to  recognize  the  unique  contribu- 
tion the  citizens  of  .Alaska  have  made  to  wet- 
lands conservation  and  Alaska's  outstanding 
record  of  wetlands  conservation. 


POM-124.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  Alaska;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance 

"LEGlSLA-nVE  RKSOLVE  NO.  12 
"Whereas  It  is  estimated  that  37.000.000 
Americans  are  without  health  insurance, 
many  while  between  jobs,  and  that  more 
Americans  are  undennsured  because  of  the 
effects  of  rising  health  care  costs  and  spend- 
ing, which  are  forcing  employers  to  trim  the 
level  and  availability  of  health  care  benefits 
provided  to  their  employees;  and 

"Whereas  overutilization  of  health  care 
services  for  relatively  small  claims  is  one  of 
the  most  significant  causes  of  health  care 
cost  and  spending  increases;  currently  more 
than  two-thirds  of  all  insurance  claims  for 
medical  spending  are  less  than  $3,000  per 
family  per  year  in  this  country;  and 

"Whereas,  in  response  to  runaway  cost  in- 
creases for  health  care  spending,  the  private 
sector  has  developed  the  concept  of  medical 
savings  accounts,  which  is  designed  to  en- 
sure health  insurance  availability  and  is 
based  on  providing  incentives  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  medical  treatment  and  encour- 
age competition  in  seeking  health  care;  and 
"Whereas,  under  a  medical  savings  account 
arrangement,  an  employer  currently  provid- 
ing employee  health  care  benefits  could  pur- 
chase a  lower  cost,  higher  deductible  major 
medical  policy  of  each  employee  to  replace 
the  existing  policy  and  then  set  aside  the 
saved  premium  differential  in  a  medical  sav- 
ings amount  for  the  participating  employee; 
and 

"Whereas,  through  employer-funded  medi- 
cal savings  account  arrangements  and  the 
reduced  cost  of  qualified  insurance  policies 
with  higher  deductibles,  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans could  insure  themselves  for  both  rou- 
tine and  major  medical  .services;  and 

"Whereas,  the  participating  employees 
would  be  able  to  use  the  money  in  their  med- 
ical .savings  accounts  to  pay  medical  care  ex- 
penses up  to  the  amount  of  the  insurance 
policy  deductible  and  any  money  in  the  ac- 
count at  the  end  of  the  plan  year  would  be- 
long to  the  employee  to  use  as  the  employee 
saw  fit;  and 

"Whereas,  the  possibility  of  using  the  bal- 
ance in  the  employee's  medical  savings  ac- 
count for  other  purposes  is  a  strong  incen- 
tive not  to  abuse  health  expenditures  and  to 
institute  "cost  shopping"  for  medical  care 
services;  and 

"Whereas,  by  setting  aside  money  for  em- 
ployees to  spend  on  health  care,  employees 
could  change  jobs  and  use  the  money  they 
had  earned  so  far  to  buy  interim  health  in- 
surance or  cover  health  care  expenses  there- 
by eliminating  the  problem  of  uninsured  be- 
tween jol)S  and  helping  to  reduce  'job-lock'; 
and 

"Whereas,  medical  care  decisions  are  high- 
ly individualized  and  involve  personal  fac- 
tore  that  cannot  be  standardized  without 
interfering  with  personal  choice  and  so 
should  remain  the  employee's  prerogative; 
and 

"Whereas,  under  medical  savings  account 
arrangements,  individual  policyholders  will 
have  a  strong  stake  in  reducing  costs,  and 
this  sample  financial  mechanism  will  expand 
health  insurance  options  to  others  who  pres- 
ently have  no  insurance;  and 

"Whereas,  this  method  of  decreasing  the 
health  care  cost  burdens  in  this  country 
would  require  no  new  federal  bureaucracy 
and  would  be  revenue  neutral  to  employers: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture respectfully  requests  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  to  enact  legislation  swift- 


ly and  in  good  faith  to  enable  Americans  to 
establish  medical  savings  accounts." 

POM-125.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Common  Council  of  the  City  of  Syracuse. 
New  York  relative  to  the  proposed  "Historic 
Homeownership  Assistance  Act";  ;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

POM-126.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Council  of  the  City  of  Alexandria,  Virginia 
relative  to  public  assistance  benefit  levels; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

POM-127.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Nevada:  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

■File  No.  27 

■'Whereas,  the  provisions  set  forth  in  42 
U.S.C. §415  for  determining  the  primary  in- 
surance amount  of  a  person  receiving  social 
security  were  amended  in  1977  by  Public  Law 
95-216;  and 

"Whereas,  that  amendment  resulted  in  dis- 
parate benefits  according  to  when  a  person 
initially  becomes  eligible  for  benefits:  and 

"Whereas,  persons  who  were  born  during 
the  years  1917  to  1926.  inclusive,  and  who  are 
commonly  referred  to  as  "notch  babies."  re- 
ceive lower  benefits  than  persons  who  were 
born  before  that  time:  and 

"Whereas,  the  payment  of  benefits  under 
the  social  security  system  is  not  based  on 
need  or  other  considerations  related  to  wel- 
fare, but  on  a  program  of  insurance  based  on 
contributions  by  a  person  and  his  employer; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  discrimination  between  per- 
sons receiving  benefits  is  totally  inequitable 
and  contrary  to  the  principles  of  justice  and 
fairness;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund 
has  adequate  reserves  to  eliminate  this  gross 
inequity;  now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Assembly  and  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  jointly.  That  Congress  is 
hereby  urged  to  enact  legislation  to  elimi- 
nate inequities  in  the  payment  of  social  se- 
curity benefits  to  persons  based  on  the  year 
in  which  they  initially  become  eligible  for 
such  benefits;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  Congress  is  hereby  urged  to 
eliminate  these  IneQU-ties  without  reducing 
the  benefits  of  persons  who  were  born  before 
1917:  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  by  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Assem- 
bly to  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States  as  presiding  officer  of  the  Senate,  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
each  member  of  the  Nevada  Congressional 
Delegation;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  this  resolution  becomes  ef- 
fective upon  passage  and  approval." 

POM-128.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

""SE.S"ATE  JOLN'T  Memorl\l  8012 
"Whereas,   the   Federal    Internal   Revenue 
Code  currently  requires  individuals  to  pay 
income  taxes  on  unemployment  benefit  pay- 
ments that  they  have  received;  and 

"Whereas,  the  taxation  of  Unemployment 
Insurance  Benefits  impacts  over  eight  mil- 
lion persons  annually  and  reduces  their  in- 
come on  average  by  seventeen  percent  for  a 
total  of  three  billion  dollars;  and 

"Whereas,  this  taxation  of  Unemployment 
Benefits  is  an  onerous  burden  on  individuals 
that  are  generally  experiencing  a  dramatic 
reduction  in  income  due  to  their  loss  of  em- 
ployment; and 

"Whereas,  the  taxation  of  Unemployment 
Benefits  undermines  the  purpose  of  Unem- 


ployment Insurance,  by  dramatically  reduc- 
ing the  amount  of  moneys  available  to  work- 
ers and  their  families  that  are  experiencing 
a  loss  of  wages  due  to  no  fault  of  their  own. 
In  addition,  local  economies  are  adversely 
impacted  due  to  the  loss  of  income  in  the 
community:  and 

•Whereas,  the  Washington  State  Unem- 
ployment Insurance  Task  Force,  comprised 
of  Business.  Labor,  and  Legislative  members, 
in  their  1995  Report,  found  the  Taxation  of 
Unemployment  Insurance  Benefits  to  be  an 
unfair  burden  on  workers; 

"Now.  therefore.  Your  Memorialists  re- 
spectively request  that  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  enact  legislation  removing 
Unemployment  Insurance  Benefits  from  tax- 
ation under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memorial  be 
immediately  transmitted  to  the  Honorable 
Bill  Clinton,  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  each  member  of  Congress  from  the  State 
of  Washington." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.  419.  A  bill  to  grant  the  consent  of  Con- 
gress to  the  Texas  Low-Level  Radioactive 
Waste  Disposal  Compact. 

S.  677.  A  bill  to  repeal  a  redundant  venue 
provision,  and  for  other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted; 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary: 

John  Gar\'an  Murtha.  of  Vermont,  to  be 
U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  District  of  Ver- 
mont. 

George  K.  McKinney.  of  Maryland,  to  be 
U.S.  Marshal  for  the  District  of  Maryland  for 
the  term  of  4  years. 

Rose  Ochi.  of  California,  to  be  an  Associate 
Director  for  National  Drug  Control  Policy. 

Susan  Y.  Illston.  of  California,  to  be  U.S. 
District  Judge  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California. 

George  A.  O'Toole.  Jr..  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts  vice  an  additional  position  in 
accordance  with  28  USC  133(b)(1). 

Mary  Beck  Briscoe,  of  Kansas,  to  be  U.S. 
Circuit  Judge  for  the  Tenth  Circuit. 

Patrick  M.  Ryan,  of  Oklahoma,  to  be  U.S. 
Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Okla- 
homa for  the  term  of  4  years. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated; 

By   Mr.   CAMPBELL  (for  himself.   Mr. 
Cochran.  Mr   Hatch.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr. 
DeWine.  and  Mr.  McCain); 
S.  817.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  commemora- 
tion of  the  Native  American  history  and  cul- 
ture; to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs. 
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By  Mr.  KERREY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
SIMPSON): 

S.  818.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  increase  the  normal  retire- 
ment age  to  age  70  by  the  year  2029  and  the 
early  retirement  age  to  age  65  by  the  year 
2017.  to  provide  for  additional  increases 
thereafter,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  819.  A  bill  to  amend  chapters  83  and  84  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for 
more  uniform  treatment  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress, congressional  employees,  and  Federal 
employees,  to  reform  the  Federal  retirement 
systems,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

S.  820.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  the  increase  in  the 
retired  pay  multiplier  for  service  in  the  uni- 
formed services  in  excess  of  20  years  by  mem- 
bers first  entering  the  uniformed  services 
after  July  31.  1986;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

S.  821.  A  bill  to  require  a  commission  to 
study  ways  to  improve  the  accuracy  of  the 
consumer  price  indexes  and  to  immediately 
modify  the  calculation  of  such  indexes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

S.  822.  A  bill  to  provide  for  limitations  on 
certain  retirement  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

S  823.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require  that  the  report 
accompanying  the  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  include  an  analysis,  prepared 
after  consultation  with  the  Director  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  of  the  concur- 
rent resolution's  impact  on  revenues  and 
outlays  for  entitlements  for  the  period  of  30 
fiscal  years  and  to  require  the  President  to 
include  a  30  year  budget  projection  and 
generational  accounting  information  each 
year  in  the  President's  budget;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  and  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  jointly,  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  with  instructions 
that  if  one  Committee  reports,  the  other 
Committee  has  thirty  days  to  report  or  be 
discharged. 

£.  S21.  A  b:!!  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  and  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  for  personal  investment  plans 
funded  by  employee  social  security  payroll 
deductions;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By    Mr.    KERREY    (for    himself,    Mr. 
Simpson,  and  Mr.  Robb): 

S.  825.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  long-range 
solvency  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  program,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

S.  826.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation with  appropriate  endorsement  for 
employment  in  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  PRIME  TIME,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  ComCTce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 

S.  827.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  limit  an  employer's  de- 
duction for  health  care  costs  of  its  employ- 
ees if  the  employer  falls  to  honor  its  com- 
mitment to  provide  health  care  to  its  retir- 
ees: to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 

S.  828.  A  bill  to  enable  each  State  to  assist 
applicants  and  recipients  of  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  in  providing  for  the 
economic  well-being  of  their  children,  to 
allow  States  to  test  new  ways  to  improve  the 
welfare  system,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 


By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 
S.  829.  A  bill  to  provide  waivers  for  the  es- 
tablishment    of     educational     opportunity 
schools:    to   the   Committee   on    Labor   and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  SPECTER: 
S.  830.   A  bill   to  amend  title   18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  fraud  and  false 
statements:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.  SMITH  (for  himself.  Mr.  Dole. 
Mr.     Helms,    Mr.    Thurmond,    Mr. 
Grassley.    Mr.   Gramm.   Mr.   Camp- 
bell, and  Mr.  Thomas); 
S.J.  Res.  34.  A  joint  resolution  prohibiting 
funds  for  diplomatic  relations  and  most  fa- 
vored nation  trading  status  with  the  Social- 
ist Republic  of  Vietnam  unless  the  President 
certifies  to  Congress  that  Vietnamese  offi- 
cials are  being  fully  cooperative  and  forth- 
coming with  efforts  to  account  for  the  2,205 
Americans  still  missing  and  otherwise  unac- 
counted for  from  the  Vietnam  War,  as  deter- 
mined on  the  basis  of  all  information  avail- 
able to  the  United  States  Government,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  CAMPBELL  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr. 
Mack,    Mr.    DeWine    and    Mr. 
McCain): 
S.  817.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration   of    the    Native    American 
history  and  culture;  to  the  Committee 
on   Banking.   Housing,   and   Urban   Af- 
fairs. 
the  buffalo  nickel  commemorative  coin 

ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  I  take  great  personal  pleasure 
in  introducing  the  Buffalo  Nickel  Com- 
memorative Coin  Act  of  1995. 

Those  of  us  with  more  than  a  little 
gray  hair  will  remember  this  unique 
piece  of  history,  with  the  Indian  head 
design  on  one  side  and  the  buffalo  de- 
sign on  the  reverse  side. 

This  coin  was  in  general  circulation 
from  1913  to  1938,  which  is  a  very  short 
timeframe,  only  25  years,  but  it  is  still 
one  of  the  most  recognizable  coins  in 
American  history. 

Now,  nearly  60  years  after  the  mint 
ceased  production  of  the  Indian  head 
nickel,  I  would  like  this  generation  of 
Americans  to  reacquaint  themselves  to 
this  unique  piece  of  American  heritage. 

It  is  also  an  opportunity  to  raise 
some  extra  needed  revenue  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  System.  For  these  reasons. 
Senator  Cochran,  who  has  cosponsored 
this  legislation  with  me,  and  I  propose 
a  limited  edition  commemorative  In- 
dian head  nickel. 

The  artist  who  designed  the  coin  over 
80  years  ago  is  James  Earle  Fraser.  He 
wanted  to  produce  a  coin  that  was 
truly  American,  according  to  his  origi- 
nal writings,  that  cannot  be  confused 
with  the  currency  of  any  other  coun- 
try. There  is  no  more  significant  motif. 
I  suppose,  than  the  American  bison. 
the  only  animal  in  this  country  not 
found  in  any  other  place  in  the  world. 


Mr.  Fraser  himself  was  a  famous  art- 
ist, having  done  many  works  of  art,  in- 
cluding "End  of  the  Trail."  which  is 
now  in  the  Cowboy  Hall  of  Fame  in 
Oklahoma  City. 

The  Indian  head  motif  has  always 
been  accepted  as  an  impression  of  lib- 
erty in  this  country.  The  American 
bison  was  certainly  an  important  part 
of  our  history. 

Mr.  Fraser  himself  said: 

In  designing  the  buffalo  nickel,  my  first 
object  was  to  produce  a  coin  which  was  truly 
American,  and  that  could  not  be  confused 
with  the  currency  of  any  other  country.  I 
made  sure,  therefore,  to  use  none  of  the  at- 
tributes that  other  nations  had  used  in  the 
past.  And.  in  my  search  for  symbols.  I  found 
no  motif  within  the  boundaries  of  the  United 
States  so  distinctive  as  the  American  buffalo 
or  bison. 

According  to  historical  sources,  the 
Indian  head  on  the  nickel  was  created 
by  Fraser  based  on  three  models;  Iron 
Tail,  an  Olala  Sioux;  Two  Moons,  a 
northern  Cheyenne,  a  greater  leader  of 
the  tribe,  of  which  I  am  an  enrolled 
member;  Big  Tree,  a  Seneca  Iroquois, 
which  is  part  of  the  Iroquois  Confed- 
eration. 

Supposedly  the  three  Indians  were  all 
performers  appearing  in  wild-west 
shows  in  New  York  City  at  the  time 
they  posed  for  Mr.  Fraser. 

Most  historians  generally  accept  that 
the  model  for  the  buffalo  on  the  nickel 
was  a  famous  bull  bison  in  the  Central 
Park  Zoo.  The  name  of  the  bull  was 
Black  Diamond.  Unfortunately,  after 
being  immortalized  on  the  coin,  he  was 
slaughtered  for  meat  and  hide  in  1915, 
which  was  the  same  demise  many  of  his 
wild  brethren  met  on  the  plains. 

These  coins  would  serve  another  pur- 
pose, appropriate  to  their  heritage: 
Profits  from  their  sale  would  be  ear- 
marked for  the  matnt.pnancn  .and  im- 
provement of  our  national  parks,  which 
are  virtually  being  "loved  to  death"  by 
far  too  many  people  coming  to  them 
now. 

This  is  not  meant,  by  the  way,  to  re- 
place any  of  the  appropriated  money 
that  now  goes  to  parks.  It  was  meant 
that  the  profit  would  supplement  the 
amount  of  money  they  now  receive 
from  the  appropriations  process. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  working  close- 
ly with  the  Citizens  Commemorative 
Coin  Advisory  Committee  and  the  U.S. 
Treasury  to  make  this  commemorative 
coin  a  success.  Last  year,  the  commit- 
tee recommended  the  consideration  of 
a  Native  American  theme  for  a  com- 
memorative coin.  I  think  that  the  buf- 
falo nickel  fits  that  theme  perfectly. 

I  wish  I  could  take  credit  for  having 
this  idea,  which  I  think  is  a  good  idea, 
but  I  cannot.  It  was  originally  sug- 
gested to  me  by  a  man  by  the  name  of 
Mitchell  Simon,  who  contacted  my  of- 
fice and  suggested  it.  Former  U.S.  Sen- 
ator Tim  Wirth  from  Colorado  also 
sent  me  a  note  saying  he  thought  it 
was  a  good  idea.  And  since  that  time 
we  received  a  pile  of  postcards  from 


people  all  over  the  country  saying  they 
thought  reissuing  the  buffalo  nickel 
would  be  well  received. 

Mr.  President,  I  welcome  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  reintroducing 
this  coin  act,  a  coin  with  deep  histori- 
cal and  cultural  significance  to  this 
Nation.  I  would  especially  like  to 
thank  my  colleagues.  Senators  COCH- 
[i.\N.  Hatch.  M.^ck,  DkWine.  and 
McC.MN  who  joins  me  as  original  co- 
sponsor. 

By  Mr.  KERREY  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  SiMP.soN): 

S.  818.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  increase  the 
normal  retirement  age  to  age  70  by  the 
year  2017.  to  provide  for  additional  in- 
creases thereafter,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  819.  A  bill  to  amend  chapters  83 
and  84  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  more  uniform  treatment  of 
Members  of  Congress,  congressional 
employees,  and  Federal  employees,  to 
reform  the  Federal  retirement  systems, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

S.  820.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  eliminate  the  in- 
crease in  the  retired  pay  multiplier  for 
service  in  the  uniformed  services  in  ex- 
cess of  20  years  by  members  first  enter- 
ing the  uniformed  services  after  July 
31,  1986:  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

S.  821.  A  bill  to  require  a  commission 
to  study  ways  to  improve  the  accuracy 
of  the  consumer  price  indexes  and  to 
immediately  modify  the  calculation  of 
such  indexes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  .Affairs. 

S.  822.  A  bill  to  provide  for  limita- 
tions on  certain  retirement  cost-of-liv- 
ing adjustments,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  823.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require 
that  the  report  accompanying  the  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  in- 
clude an  analysis,  prepared  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  of  the  concur- 
rent resolution's  impact  on  revenues 
and  outlays  for  entitlements  for  the  pe- 
riod of  30  fiscal  years  and  to  require 
the  President  to  include  a  30-year 
budget  projection  and  generational  ac- 
counting information  each  year  in  the 
President's  budget:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  and  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  jointly,  pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977.  with 
instructions  that  if  one  committee  re- 
ports, the  other  committee  has  30  days 
to  report  or  be  discharged. 

S.  824.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  and  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  for  personal  in- 
vestment plans  funded  by  employee  so- 
cial security  payroll  deductions;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  KERREY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Simpson,  and  Mr.  Robb); 

S.  825,  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  long- 
range   solvency    of  the   old-age,   survi- 


vors, and  disability  insurance  program, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

SOCIAL  security  and  retirement  reform 
legisl.^tion 
•  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
my  able  and  steady  colleague  Senator 
Bob  Kerrey  from  Nebraska  in  intro- 
ducing a  series  of  proposals  we  have 
crafted  in  an  effort  to  address  the  long- 
term  problems  of  Social  Security. 

I  emphasize  that  our  goal  is  to 
"save"  this  program— not,  as  some  of 
the  senior  citizen  and  other  groups  will 
claim,  to  "savage"  it.  We  are  well 
aware  that  it  is  politically  hazardous 
to  even  breathe  a  word  about  reforming 
Social  Security.  But  we  also  believe 
the  people  of  this  country  will  be  re- 
ceptive to  what  we  have  to  say.  They 
know  that  they,  or  their  loved  ones, 
will  most  surely  suffer  over  the  long 
haul  if  we  continue  to  cling  blindly  to 
the  "status  quo.""  I  believe  they  will 
embrace  "change'"  when  they  are  pre- 
sented with  the  honest  facts  and  the 
harsh  reality  of  what  the  future  holds 
for  them  if  we  continue  on  our  present 
course. 

Before  I  outline  the  details  of  our 
bills,  let  me  briefly  review  why  we  feel 
compelled  to  address  this  issue.  Last 
year,  I  served  on  the  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Re- 
form, which  was  guided  through  the 
deep  swamps  of  entitlement  spending 
by  two  remarkable  and  courageous 
men — Senator  Bob  Kerrey,  who  served 
as  our  able  chairman,  and  our  former 
colleague  Senator  Jack  Danforth.  who 
served  as  vice  chairman. 

From  June  through  December,  the 
Commission  held  a  series  of  public 
meetings  in  which  we  looked  for  any 
and  all  ways  to  slow  down  the  incred- 
ible pace  at  which  entitlement  spend- 
ing is  growing.  Along  the  way,  the 
Commission  approved— by  a  vote  of  30 
to  1 — an  interim  report  which  spelled 
out  some  highly  sobering  truths  about 
Federal  spending.  Perhaps  the  single 
most  important  finding  in  the  interim 
report  was  that  entitlement  spending 
and  interest  on  the  debt  together  ac- 
counted for  almost  62  percent  of  all 
Federal  expenditures  in  1993.  Further- 
more, according  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  this  spending  will 
consume  fully  72  percent  of  the  Federal 
budget  by  he  year  2003  if  the  present 
trends  continue.  These  are  expendi- 
tures that  occur  automatically  without 
Members  of  Congress  casting  so  much 
as  a  single  vote.  This  ought  to  serve  as 
a  "wake-up  call  "  to  all  of  us  that  we 
are  headed  on  a  course  to  disaster. 

Unfortunately,  the  Commission  con- 
cluded its  business  in  December  with- 
out reaching  an  agreement  on  specific 
recommendations  for  bringing  entitle- 
ment spending  under  control. 

That  was  most  disappointing  to  me. 
However,  24  of  the  Commission's  32 
members  joined  in  writing  a  letter  to 
President     Clinton,     emphasizing     the 


need  for  "immediate  action"  and  out- 
lining various  policy  options — some  of 
which  Senator  Kerrey  and  I  have  in- 
cluded in  the  bills  we  introduce  today. 

On  April  3  of  this  year,  another 
clanging  "wake-up  call'"  rang  from  the 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  board  of 
trustees.  The  trustees  informed  Con- 
gress and  the  American  people  in  their 
annual  report  that^-according  to  their 
best  projections — the  Social  Security 
retirement  trust  fund  will  be  exhausted 
in  2031.  the  disability  trust  fund  will 
run  out  in  2016.  and  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  will  be  depleted,  that  is.  broke,  in 
2002. 

These  dates  will  be  upon  us  sooner 
than  one  can  imagine.  The  'doomsday" 
date  for  Medicare  is  only  7  short  years 
away.  The  situation  with  Social  Secu- 
rity may  seem  less  urgent,  but  we  must 
not  be  lured  into  complacency.  Al- 
though the  "doomsday'"  dates  are  cur- 
rently set  at  2031  and  2016  for  the  re- 
tirement and  disability  programs,  the 
trustees'  report  also  indicates  that 
combined  expenditures  for  the  two  pro- 
grams will  begin  to  exceed  revenues  in 
the  year  2013.  From  2013  to  2019,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  "dip  into"  the  interest 
income  that  is  earned  on  the  principal 
in  order  to  pay  out  benefits.  And  then, 
beginning  in  the  year  2020,  we  will  have 
to  "dip  into"  the  principal  itself  just  to 
keep  the  benefits  flowing. 

Because  this  is  such  a  crucial  point 
that  every  American  must  realize,  I 
will  repeat  it  again— to  continue  pay- 
ing Social  Security  benefits,  we  will 
have  to  dip  into — that  is,  spend — the 
trust  fund's  principal  and  interest  be- 
ginning in  2013.  We  will  be  running  a 
negative  cash  flow  beginning  in  2013. 
What  this  means  is  that  come  2013.  the 
Government  will  have  several  options: 
borrow  money  from  the  Treasury  and 
drive  up  the  (ieficit;  raise  payroll  taxes 
on  current  workers;  or  reduce  benefits 
to  retirees. 

These  figures  are  not  based  on 
hysteria  or  fiction.  They  are  cold,  hard, 
clear,  painful  facts.  No  one  can  refute 
them — but  we  can  take  action  to 
change  our  course  and  prevent  these 
forecasts  from  coming  true.  That  is 
why  Senator  Kerrey  and  I  are  here 
today.  We  are  introducing  seven  sepa- 
rate bills  that  taken  together  will 
shore  up  Social  Security. 

We  are  also  introducing  a  package  of 
bills,  some  of  which  duplicate  the  sepa- 
rate bills.  This  package  will  also  solve 
Social  Security's  long-term  solvency 
crisis.  We've  shored  up  Social  Security 
in  two  ways  to  show  our  colleagues 
that  there  are  a  variety  of  ways  to  do 
it. 

Our  first  bill  deals  with  the  Social 
Security  retirement  age.  Many  Ameri- 
cans may  not  know  this,  but  current 
law  already  provides  that  the  normal 
retirement  age — the  age  at  which  full 
benefits  can  be  received— will  begin  to 
slowly  increase  in  the  ,vear  2000  for  peo- 
ple who  were  born  after  1937,  and  it  will 
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continue  to  gradually  increase  until  it 
reaches  age  67  for  those  who  were  bom 
after  1959  This  law  is  already  "on  the 
books." 

Senator  Kerrey  and  I  are  proposing 
that  the  increases  which  are  already 
scheduled  be  gradually  accelerated. 
Our  bill  proposes  that  the  normal  re- 
tirement age  begin  to  increase,  begin- 
ning in  the  year  2000.  so  it  reaches  66  in 


rate  of  return  than  the  8  percent  return     did  Bob  Kerrey  who  won  the  Medal  of 


U.S.  Treasury  securities  yielded  last 
year.  This  bill  gives  them  a  chance  to 
do  just  that.  Some  taxpayers  will  prove 
that,  indeed,  they  can  do  better  invest- 
ing these  funds  on  their  own.  Others 
may  learn  the  hard  way  that  private 
sector  investments  always  carry  a  cer- 
tain element  of  risk.  Either  way,  I  be- 
lieve   it   is   important   to   give    people 


Honor  for  his  bravery.  We  would  never 
do  anything  to  diminish  the  impor- 
tance or  value  of  their  service.  But  it  is 
hard  to  justify  an  accrual  rate  of  3.5 
percent  for  military  retirees  when  civil 
service  Federal  employees  have  an  ac- 
crual rate  of  1.0  percent  and  we  are 
talking  about  bringing  that  down  to  0.9 
percent.  I  believe  the  changes  Senator 


the  year  2005.  67  in  the  year  2011,  68  in     more  control  over  decisions  relating  to     Kerrey  and  I  propose  are  appropriate 


the  year  2017.  69  in  the  year  2023.  and  70 
in  the  year  2029. 

We  also  gradually  increase  the  early 
retirement  age  to  65  by  2017  beginning 
in  the  year  2000.  The  early  retirement 
age  would  reach  63  in  the  year  2005.  64 
in  the  year  2011  and  65  in  the  year  2017. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  first 
group  of  people  subject  to  the  retire- 
ment age  of  70  are  those  who  are  pres- 
ently in  their  early  30's.  Current  retir- 
ees are  not  affected  at  all  by  this  pro- 
posal. Thus,  no  one  can  let  out  a  howl 
that  we  are  calling  for  sweeping 
changes  "at  the  last  minute."  without 
giving  people  a  chance  to  adjust  their 
retirement  plans.  That  is  not  what  we 
are  up  to. 

I  also  think  it  is  useful  to  review  the 
extent  to  which  life  expectancies  have 
increased  in  the  last  50  years.  In  1940. 


their  retirement. 

Our  third  bill  is  guaranteed  to  bring 
howls  of  glee  from  the  hinterlands.  It 
calls  for  reductions  in  the  pensions  of 
Members  of  Congress  and  certain  Fed- 


in  the  context  of  what  we  are  doing 
with  congressional  and  civil  service 
pensions. 

Our  fifth  bill  would  change  the  man- 
ner in  which  cost  of  living  adjustments 


eral   employees.   These   reductions  are     [COLA's]  are  awarded.  We  propose  that 


achieved  through  three  separate  provi- 
sions. 

First,  the  accrual  rates  used  to  cal- 
culate pensions  would  be  reduced  by 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  for  future  years 
of  service.  This  means  that  the  pension 
of  a  typical  Federal  employee-  whose 
accrual  rate  would  go  from  1.0  to  0.9— 
would  be  reduced  by  up  to  10  percent. 

Second,  the  accrual  rates  used  to  cal- 
culate congressional  pensions  would  be 
made  equal  to  those  used  to  calculate 
the  pensions  of  typical  Federal  employ- 
ees. Thus,  a  Member  of  Congress  would 
have  his  or  her  pension  calculated  on 


the    average    life    expectancy    in    the     the  basis  of  a  0.9-percent  accrual  rate 


United  States  was  61.4  years  for  a  male 
and  65.7  years  for  a  female,  yet  the  re- 
tirement age  was  65.  Today,  the  aver- 
age life  expectancy  is  about  72  years 
for  men  and  79  years  for  women.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration, more  than  75  percent  of  the 


for  future  years  of  congressional  serv- 
ice instead  of  a  1.7-percent  accrual 
rate,  thereby  reducing  his  or  her  pen- 
sion by  as  much  as  47  percent. 

Third,  our  bill  would  require  that  the 
pensions  of  certain  Federal  employees, 
including    Members    of    Congress,    be 


people  who  were  born  65  years  ago  are     based    on    their    five    highest    salary     curity 


limits  be  placed  on  the  COLA's  of  all 
Social  Security  beneficiaries  and  Fed- 
eral and  military  retirees — except  the 
30  percent  who  receive  the  smallest 
COLA  in  each  program. 

Under  this  approach,  the  "poorest"  30 
percent  of  recipients  would  continue  to 
receive  their  full  COLA's.  The  other  70 
percent  would  also  receive  a  COLA 
each  year,  but  they  would  receive  a 
COLA  that  is  equivalent  only  to  the  ac- 
tual dollar  amount  of  the  COLA  that  is 
received  by  recipients  who  are  down 
there  at  the  30-percent  level. 

One  important  point  I  want  to  em- 
phasize with  respect  to  Social  Security 
is  that— since  COLA's  did  not  begin 
until  the  early  1970's  and  thus  were  not 
even  included  in  the  original  Social  Se- 
curity Act  of  193,5— this  proposal  would 
not  in  any  way  "break"  or  alter  the 
"contract"  that  is  considered  to  exist 
between  senior  citizens  and  Social  Se- 


It  is  also  important  to  note  that  this 
approach  does  not  discourage  people 
from  saving  for  their  retirement.  It 
does  not  in  any  way  penalize  seniors 
who    have    personal    savings    or    other 


still    alive    today.    These    individuals,     years— instead   of   their   three    highest 

once  they  have  reached  the  age  of  65,     salary  years. 

can  expect  to  live  another  15  years  if        These  provisions  demonstrate  in  the 

they  are  men  and  another  19  years  if    most  vivid  manner  possible  that  we.  as 

they  are  women.  elected  officials,  are  willing  to  make 

The  authors  of  the  original  Social  Se-     sacrifices  ourselves.  This  is  something     sources  of  income.  The  amount  of  ones 

curity  Act  of  1935  had  no  way  of  know-     we  must  do  to  show  the  American  peo-     benefit    is    the    sole    determinant    of 

ing  "back  then'  that  today's  retirees     pie  that  we  are  serious  about  getting     whether  or  not  a  retiree  is  subject  to 

would  be  living  for  so  long.  Had  they     our  fiscal  house  in  order.  We  all  under-     the  COLA  cap.  There  are  no  other  fac- 

known  then  what  we  know  now.  I  be-     stand  that  reducing  our  own  pensions 

lieve   they   would  have  agreed   that  a     won't  make  a  dent  in  the  deficit,  but 

higher  retirement  age  would  be  appro-  the  symbolism  of  this  gesture  is  abso- 
lutely crucial  to  our  success  in  other 
areas. 

Our  fourth  bill  deals  with  the  retire- 
ment benefits  that  are  received  by  in- 


tors  involved. 

Our  sixth  bill  focuses  on  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  [CPI],  which  is 
used  to  calculate  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ments [COLA'S]  for  Social  Security 
beneficiaries  and  for  military  and  Fed- 
eral    retirees.     Alan     Greenspan,     the 


priate  in  the  21st  century. 

Our  second  bill  would  allow  tax- 
payers to  reduce  their  Social  Security 
payroll  tax  payments  by  2  percentage 

points  and  direct  this  money  into  a  dividuals  who  joined  the  military  after  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve,  and 
personal  investment  plan  [PIP]  of  their  July  31.  1986  and  therefore  aren't  able  other  very  credible  witnesses  have  tes- 
own  choice.  Workers  who  choose  this  to  retire  until  the  middle  of  2006.  We  tified  before  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
option  would  have  their  future  benefits  propose  that  the  accrual  rates  used  to  mittee  that  the  CPI,  as  currently  cal- 
reduced  by  a  corresponding  amount,  calculate  their  pensions  on  be  limited  culated.  "overstates"  actual  inflation 
but  this  reduction  would  be  offset  with  to  2  percent  per  year,  regardless  of  how  by  as  much  as  one  or  two  percentage 
earnings  from  their  personal  invest-  many  years  of  service  an  individual  points.  This  may  seem  like  an  almost 
ment  plan.  The  question  of  whether  may  have.  Currently,  the  accrual  rate  benign  or  inconsequential  fact,  but 
lost  benefits  would  be  partially,  com-  is  2  percent  for  each  of  the  first  20  when  you  consider  that  hundreds  of  bil- 
pletely  or  more  than  offset  by  these  years  and  3.5  percent  for  the  21st 
earnings  would  depend  upon  the  deci-     through  30th  years  of  military  service. 

This    is    an    extraordinarily    generous 
system  by  any  standard. 

I  am  fully  prepared  for  the  cries  of 
outrage  this  will  bring  from  some  of 
the  many  men  and  women  who  serve 
with  honor  and  distinction  in  the  mili- 
tary. I  served  in  the  military  too,  as 


sions  each  individual  makes  with  re- 
spect to  his  or  her  private  investment 
plan. 

I  often  hear  from  constituents  who 
insist  that  if  they  were  allowed  to  in- 
vest their  Social  Security  taxes  them- 
selves, they  could  earn  a  much  higher 


lions  of  dollars  in  Federal  payments 
are  increased  each  year  on  the  basis  of 
the  CPI  alone— and,  furthermore,  that 
the  Federal  income  tax  brackets  are 
also  adjusted  annuall.y  according  to  the 
CPI— it  becomes  very  clear  that  this  is 
not  a  small  matter. 

Senator  Kerrey  and  I  are  proposing 
today  that  the  annual  CPI  calculation 


be  automatically  reduced  by  one-half 
of  a  percentage  point.  According  to  the 
experts  who  testified  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  this  is  a  conserv- 
ative estimate  of  how  much  the  CPI  is 
overstated.  We  also  call  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  seven-member  commission 
that  would  be  charged  with  studying 
the  accuracy  of  the  CPI  and  reporting 
its  findings  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  Congress  within  1  year.  It  is  our 
sincere  desire  that  this  process  would 
eventually  lead  to  a  more  accurate 
measure  of  inflation,  thus  eliminating 
the  need  for  an  automatic  reduction 
each  year. 

The  seventh  and  final  bill  which  Sen- 
ator Kerrey  and  I  introduce  today  is 
one  that  all  100  senators  should  be  able 
to  agree  on.  We  propose  that  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  and  the  0MB 
be  required  to  use  a  30-year  "budget 
window"  instead  of  a  five-year  "budget 
window"  in  evaluating  any  legislation 
that  affects  entitlement  spending.  This 
is  a  matter  of  common  sense.  By  defini- 
tion, entitlement  programs  go  on  for- 
ever unless  Congress  takes  specific  ac- 
tion to  stop  them.  To  say  that  we  will 
look  only  at  the  first  5  years  of  such 
programs  is  now  unacceptable.  It  is  ab- 
solutely essential  that  we  begin  to 
view  these  programs  from  a  longer- 
term  perspective. 

These  seven  bills  represent  the  best 
efforts  of  my  friend  Senator  Kerrey 
and  myself  to  protect  and  preserve 
these  retirement  programs  for  many 
generations  to  come.  We  invite  our  col- 
leagues to  join  us  in  supporting  and  ad- 
vancing these  measures — or  to  come  up 
with  various  alternatives  of  your  own. 

Each  of  us  has  an  obligation — not 
only  to  our  constituents,  but  to  our- 
selves and  our  children  and  grand- 
children— to  confront  these  issiif><s 
head-on.  Whatever  outrage  and  hos- 
tility we  may  encounter  from  todays 
defenders  of  the  "status  quo" — and 
there  will  be  plenty  of  it — it  will  pale 
in  comparison  to  the  truly  richly  de- 
served scorn  we  will  receive  from  fu- 
ture generations  if  we  fail  to  have  the 
courage  to  act.  I  eagerly  look  forward 
to  a  spirited  debate  on  these  issues  and 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  the  fray.» 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  support 
the  Strengthening  Social  Security  Act 
of  1995.  I  commend  my  distinguished 
colleagues.  Senators  Bob  Kerrey  and 
Al.'VN  Simpson,  for  their  hard  work  on 
this  important  legislation,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  an  original  co-sponsor. 

I  compliment  my  friends  from  Ne- 
braska and  Wyoming,  Mr.  President, 
because  tackling  the  problems  associ- 
ated with  social  security  takes  enor- 
mous personal  and  political  courage.  In 
an  era  when  news  is  conveyed  in 
quippy,  provocative  soundbites, 
"touching"  social  security  is  anath- 
ema—even when  reforming  social  secu- 
rity is  clearly  the  only  way  to  save  it. 

For  the  bottom  line  is  this.  Mr. 
President;  if  we  don't  change  the  way 
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we  do  business  around  here,  spending 
on  entitlements  and  interest  on  the 
debt  will  consume  all  Federal  revenues 
by  the  year  2012.  That  same  year,  so- 
cial security  expenditures  will  begin  to 
exceed  revenues  coming  into  the  trust 
fund,  and  by  the  year  2029.  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  will  be  exhausted. 

Because  of  demographics  and  increas- 
ing life  expectancies,  this  Nation  has 
evolved  from  a  system  where  15  work- 
ers supported  each  Social  Security  ben- 
eficiary when  the  program  was  created, 
to  five  workers  for  each  beneficiary 
today,  to  just  three  workers  for  each 
beneficiary  when  the  Baby  Boom  gen- 
eration retires. 

It's  clear  to  me.  Mr.  President,  that 
we  have  promised  our  people  more  than 
we  can  deliver,  and  that  our  present 
path  is  simply  unsustainable. 

Unless  we  act  today,  we  place  an  un- 
conscionable financial  burden  on  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren— and 
we  fail  to  ensure  the  retirement  secu- 
rity of  future  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

This  legislation  strengthens  the  re- 
tirement security  of  future  genera- 
tions. It  abolishes  the  actuarial  deficit 
in  the  trust  fund  and  allows  the  fund  to 
pay  benefits  on  an  uninterrupted  basis 
for  the  75-year  timeframe  reviewed  by 
the  fund's  actuaries. 

More  young  Americans  believe  in 
UFO's  than  believe  that  Social  Secu- 
rity will  be  there  for  them,  and  we  ur- 
gently need  to  restore  in  young  Ameri- 
cans a  genuine  confidence  in  the  sys- 
tem. One  of  the  most  intriguing  and  at- 
tractive provisions  of  this  bill  to  me. 
Mr.  President,  allows  for  almost  30  per- 
cent of  payroll  taxes  to  be  designated 
for  the  creation  of  a  personal  invest- 
ment plan— a  tangible  account — for  fu- 
ture beneficiaries. 

Mr.  President,  powerful  interests  will 
fight  even  minor  changes  to  the  Social 
Security  system,  and  to  succeed,  we 
will  have  to  engage  in  a  battle  of  our 
own.  This  means  educating  the  Amer- 
ican people  on  what  the  problems  are 
and  how  to  responsibly  solve  them— 
convincing  our  citizens  that  the  time 
to  act  is  today,  when  the  remedies  are 
so  much  easier  to  absorb. 

This  also  means  persuading  our  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  capitol  and 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  touching 
Social  Securit.y  does  not  mean  destroy- 
ing it.  Touching  Social  Security  does 
not  mean  abandoning  our  senior  citi- 
zens, who  have  contributed  so  much  to 
our  country. 

Reforming  Social  Security.  Mr. 
President,  can  mean  strengthening  it. 
Reforming  Social  Security  can  mean 
saving  it  for  future  generations.  And 
reforming  Social  Security  can  mean 
that  we  in  Congress  fulfill  our  respon- 
sibility to  govern,  and  to  govern  well. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  an  hon- 
est look  at  this  legislation. 


By  Mr.  THURMOND: 


S.  826.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  to  issue  a  cer- 
tificate of  documentation  with  appro- 
priate endorsement  for  employment  in 
the  coastwise  trade  for  the  vessel  Prime 
Time,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

JONES  .^CT  WAIVER  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  a  bill  today  to 
direct  that  the  vessel  Prime  Time,  offi- 
cial number  660944.  be  accorded  coast- 
wise trading  privileges  and  be  issued  a 
coastwise  endorsement  under  46  U.S.C. 
sections  12106.  12107  and  12108. 

This  vessel  was  purchased  in  1994  by 
Everett  Ballenger  of  Columbia.  SC.  to 
provide  charters  from  Hilton  Head  Is- 
land, SC.  This  chartering  business  was 
to  be  Mr.  Ballenger's  sole  livelihood. 
Because  the  vessel  was  foreign  built,  it 
did  not  meet  the  requirements  for 
coastwise  trading  privileges  in  the 
United  States.  When  Mr.  Ballenger  sold 
his  home  to  buy  this  vessel  from  a 
broker  in  Baltimore,  he  was  unaware 
that  it  could  not  be  legally  used  for  its 
intended  purpose. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Ballenger  is  thus 
seeking  a  waiver  of  the  existing  law  be- 
cause he  wishes  to  use  the  vessel  for 
charters.  If  he  is  granted  this  waiver, 
he  intends  to  comply  fully  with  U.S. 
documentation  and  safety  require- 
ments. The  purpose  of  the  legislation  I 
am  introducing  is  to  allow  the  Prime 
Time  to  engage  in  the  coastwise  trade 
and  fisheries  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  826 

He  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  o)  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  CERTIFICATE  OF  DOCUMENTA'HON. 

Nothwithstanding  section  27  of  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  Act.  1920  (46  U.S.C.  App.  883). 
section  8  of  the  Act  of  June  19.  1886  (24  Stat 
81.  chapter  421;  46  U.S.C.  App.  289).  and  sec- 
tion 12106  of  title  46.  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  may  issue  a  cer- 
tificate of  docunnentation  with  appropriate 
endorsement  for  employment  in  the  coast- 
wise trade  for  the  vessel  PRIME  TIME.  Unit- 
ed States  official  number  660944. 


By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 
S.  827.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  limit  an  em- 
ployer's deduction  for  health  care  costs 
of  its  employees  if  the  employer  fails 
to  honor  its  commitment  to  provide 
health  care  to  its  retirees;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

RETIREE  HEALTH  BENEFITS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
introducing  legislation  today  to  rectify 
a  great  disservice  done  to  a  number  of 
retired  Americans,  including  many  in 
my  State  of  South  Dakota. 

Specifically,  the  retired  employees  of 
John    Morrell    &    Co.— a    meatpacking 
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plant  located  in  Sioux  Falls — were 
promised  life-time  health  benefits  by 
the  company  when  they  retired.  As 
these  workers  planned  for  their  retire- 
ment, they  relied  upon  the  Morrell 
promise  of  continued  health  care  bene- 
fits. 

However,  in  January  of  this  year, 
Morrell  unilaterally  terminated  all  of 
its  retiree  health  insurance  benefits — 
suddenly  leaving  about  3.300  retirees 
and  their  families  throughout  the 
country  without  health  insurance. 
These  individuals  now  find  themselves 
with  little  or  no  options  for  replacing 
their  health  insurance. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  patently  unfair. 
As  policymakers,  we  must  not  allow 
these  inequitable  actions  to  remain  un- 
challenged. If  we  do,  we  risk  establish- 
ing a  precedent  that  encourages  other 
companies  to  violate  good  faith  agree- 
ments with  their  employees'  health 
care  benefits. 

The  parent  company  of  Morrell  is 
Chiquita  Brands.  Inc..  a  highly  success- 
ful multinational  corporation  known 
to  many  Americans  Chiquita  has  re- 
fused several  good  faith  offers  to  nego- 
tiate with  the  Morrell  retirees  on  this 
issue.  Chiquita  has  moved  to  save 
money  for  the  company  at  the  expense 
of  those  who  have  no  standing  to  de- 
fend themselves 

In  March  of  1991,  Morrell  sent  a  letter 
to  its  retirees  announcing  it  reserved 
the  right,  at  its  sole  discretion,  "to 
alter,  modify,  or  terminate  "  any  bene- 
fit at  any  time.  In  December.  1991, 
Morrell  announced  the  first  unilateral 
reduction  in  retiree  health  benefits. 
Legal  proceedings  challenging  the  ac- 
tion began  immediately. 

So  far.  efforts  to  reverse  the  decision 
in  Federal  court  have  been  unsuccess- 
ful In  October  1992  a  Fed^al  district 
court  trial  was  held  in  South  Dakota. 
The  trial  court  refused  to  overturn 
Morrell's  action.  It  concluded  that  the 
health  benefits  were  not  contractually 
guaranteed  by  the  company.  When  a  di- 
vided panel  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Eighth  Circuit  affirmed 
the  lower  court  decision,  Morrell  im- 
mediately terminated  all  health  bene- 
fits for  all  retirees.  An  appeal  has  been 
made  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court, 
though  review  is  unlikely  given  the  few 
cases  selected  by  the  Court  each  year. 

The  Morrell  retirees  are  at  the  end  of 
their  rope.  They  have  tried  to  retain 
their  health  benefits  through  negotia- 
tions and  through  the  courts.  When  it 
comes  to  matters  such  as  this,  legisla- 
tion must  be  considered  the  last  best 
alternative.  Frankly,  we  have  reached 
that  point.  It  is  time  for  Congress  to 
step  in. 

Therefore,  today  I  am  introducing 
legislation  that  is  intended  to  stop  the 
transaction  in  its  tracks,  and  prevent 
similar  injustices  from  being  done  in 
the  future.  My  bill,  the  Retiree  Health 
Benefit  Protection  Act,  would  end 
these  abuses  by  making  it  costly  for 


those  companies  who  entice  their  em- 
ployees to  rely  upon  the  company's 
good  will  and  then,  subsequently,  re- 
nege on  their  promises  of  continued 
health  benefits. 

The  Retiree  Health  Benefit  Protec- 
tion Act  would  reduce  significantly  the 
amount  of  the  current  tax  deduction 
that  a  company  can  take  for  expenses 
made  to  provide  medical  care  to  its 
employees.  Under  current  law,  compa- 
nies are  allowed  to  take  a  100  percent 
tax  deduction  for  these  expenses.  My 
bill  would  reduce  that  to  25  percent — 
the  same  rate  at  which  a  self-employed 
individual  can  deduct  their  expenses— 
if  a  company  refuses  to  honor  its  prior 
health  benefit  commitment  to  its  retir- 
ees. 

Mr.  President,  some  will  say  this  bill 
is  tough.  It  is.  As  we  all  know,  busi- 
nesses make  their  decisions  largely  by 
looking  at  the  bottom  line.  For 
Chiquita,  its  seems  that  its  bottom  line 
requires  it  to  drop  health  benefits  to 
Morrell  retirees.  My  bill  is  designed  to 
alter  the  bottom  line — to  make  it  clear 
that  companies  cannot  break  a  promise 
to  its  retirees  without  paying  a  great 
price.  The  Morrell  retirees  are  paying 
an  unfair  and  unjustified  price  right 
now  for  Chiquita's  action.  But  what 
price  is  Chiquita  paying?  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  a  company  should  be  allowed 
to  continue  to  take  full  advantage  of 
the  tax  benefits  of  providing  health 
care  if  they  do  not  continue  to  fully 
provide  promised  health  care  benefits. 
Therefore,  my  bill  is  designed  to  im- 
pose a  price — to  alter  the  bottom  line — 
and  in  a  manner  that  I  believe  will 
make  companies  keep  the  promises 
they  make  to  their  employees. 

We  in  Congress  have  an  obligation  to 
be  sure  that  policies  that  impact  our 
retirees  are  fair.  For  many  years,  re- 
tired Americans  work  and  plan  for  a 
day  when  they  can  spend  their  later 
years  reaping  the  benefits  of  hard 
work.  These  plans  depend  largely  on 
promises  made  by  others,  including 
their  employers.  Retirees  make  finan- 
cial decisions  counting  on  these  prom- 
ises being  kept. 

The  Federal  Government — through 
the  tax  code— provides  tax  breaks  to 
those  companies  who  provide  benefits 
to  their  workers,  such  as  health  care. 
In  short,  we  use  the  tax  code  to  reward 
good  faith  behavior.  It  is  now  time  to 
consider  using  the  code  to  prevent  a 
violation  of  good  faith,  or  to  punish 
such  violations.  Chiquita. Morrell  made 
a  promise  to  their  employees.  It  has  an 
obligation  to  live  up  to  its  word  to  the 
many  retired  Americans  who  made 
Morrell  an  integral  part  of  South  Da- 
kota's economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


S.  827 
Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  REDUCTIO.N  IN  HEALTH  CARE  DE- 
DUCTION OK  EMPLOYERS  FAILING 
TO  HONOR  COMMITMENT  TO  PRO- 
VIDING HEALTH  CARE  TO  RETIREES. 

(3l)  In  Gkner.^l.— Section  162  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  deduc- 
tion for  trade  or  bu.siness  expenses)  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (o)  as 
subsection  (p)  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (n)  the  following  new  subsection: 

■•(0)  Reduction  in  Certain  Health  c.\re 
Deductions  of  Employees.— 

••(1)  In  general— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  chapter,  if— 

"(A)  an  ennployer  provided  medical  care  to 
its  retired  employees  and  their  spouses  and 
dependents  during  the  10-year  period  ending 
on  December  31.  1993,  and 

■(B)  the  employer  does  not  provide  that 
medical  care  for  any  period  after  December 
31,  1993. 

the  amount  allowable  as  a  deduction  under 
this  chapter  for  expenses  incurred  in  provid- 
ing medical  care  to  officers  and  employees  of 
the  employer  (and  their  spouses  and  depend- 
ents) during  the  period  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  shall  not  exceed  25  percent  of  the 
amount  of  the  deduction  without  regard  to 
this  subsection. 

■(2)    DEFINITIONS  AND  SPECIAL  RULES.— For 

purposes  of  this  subsection— 

•  (A)  MEDIC.^RE  CARE— The  term  'medical 
care'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  213(d)(1). 

■■(B)  Failure  to  provide  medical  care.— 
For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)(B),  an  em- 
ployer shall  be  treated  as  failing  to  provide 
medical  care  for  any  period  if  there  is  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  the  level  of  medical 
care  provided  during  the  period  from  the 
level  provided  on  December  31.  1993. 

••(C)  Predece-ssors.- For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1)(A).  an  employer  shall  be  treated  as 
having  provided  any  medical  care  which  any 
predecessor  of  the  employer  provided. 

■•(D)  Controlled  groups.— AU  employers 
who  are  treated  as  one  employer  under  sub- 
section (a)  or  (b)  of  section  52  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  one  employer  for  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  periods 
beginning  on  and  after  January  1,  1994,  in 
taxable  years  ending  after  such  date. 
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By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  828.  A  bill  to  enable  each  State  to 
assist  applicants  and  recipients  of  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children  in 
providing  for  the  economic  well-being 
of  their  children,  to  allow  States  to 
test  new  ways  to  improve  the  welfare 
system,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  FAMILY  SUPPORT  ACT  OF  199S 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
for  the  purpose  of  introducing  the 
Family  Support  Act  of  1995.  Senators 
who  have  been  following  the  subject  of 
welfare  policy  will  recognize  this  as  a 
successor  to  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988.  which  was  adopted  in  this  Cham- 
ber just  this  side  of  7  years  ago.  on  Sep- 
tember 29.  1988.  by  a  vote  of  96  to  1.  I 
was  the  manager  on  our  side  and  recall 
very  specifically  the  atmosphere,  the 
emotion;  we  knew  this  bill,  from  a  near 


unanimous  Senate,  was  going  out  the 
door  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
where  it  would  be  received  and  treated 
in  much  the  same  manner;  only  there- 
after to  go  to  the  White  House  where 
President  Reagan,  having  helped  shape 
the  legislation  would  welcome  it,  sign 
it.  He  would  sign  what  he  called  "this 
landmark  legislation  '  in  the  company 
of  such  great  Senators  still  in  this 
body  as  our  hugely  respected  majority 
leader.  Senator  Dole;  my  revered  col- 
league, now  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  Senator  Packwood;  our 
former  colleague,  subsequently  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  Lloyd  Bentsen, 
as  well  as  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

It  was  a  grand  moment  in  the  Rose 
Garden.  President  Reagan  said  that 
Congress  and  those  particularly  active 
on  this  measure  would  be  remembered 
for  accomplishing  what  many  have  at- 
tempted but  no  one  had  achieved  in 
several  decades,  "a  meaningful  redirec- 
tion of  our  welfare  system." 

It  will  seem  unimaginable  to  us 
today,  but  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988  was  not  a  partisan  political  meas- 
ure. There  in  the  Rose  Garden  was  Sen- 
ator Dole,  Senator  Bentsen,  the 
Speaker  was  there,  Mr.  Foley,  Mr. 
Michel,  the  minority  leader  represent- 
ing the  Republicans.  The  chairman  of 
the  Governors  Association  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  William  Jefferson  Clinton, 
was  there,  having  been  a  wondrous,  en- 
ergetic advocate  on  behalf  of  the  Gov- 
ernors. And  with  him  his  then  col- 
league, as  Governor  of  Delaware,  the 
Honorable  Mike  Castle,  now  Rep- 
resentative from  the  State  of  Delaware 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  Demo- 
crat and  Republican  alike,  joining  in  a 
near  unanimou.'^  measure  to  dn  what 
needed  doing,  a  good  50  years,  a  good 
half  century  into  the  experience  with 
what  we  have  called  welfare,  under  the 
Social  Security  Act  of  1935. 

We  redefined  the  statute  to  bring  it 
in  line  with  a  new  reality.  The  original 
Social  Security  Act  of  1935.  adopted  in 
the  midst  of  the  Depression,  provided 
for  aid  to  dependent  children.  Basi- 
cally, it  represented  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment picking  up  the  widows'  pen- 
sions which  had  been  adopted  in  almost 
half  the  States  by  this  point.  But  these 
States  were  under  severe  economic 
stress  in  that  Great  Depression;  the 
Federal  Government  assumed  the  re- 
sponsibility for  the  children.  In  1939 
the  mother  of  the  family  was  included 
as  well  so  it  became  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children.  And  it  was 
expected  to  be  a  bridge,  very  similar  to 
Old  Age  Assistance,  which  would  last 
until  Social  Security  having  matured, 
widows  with  their  children  were  enti- 
tled to  survivors  insurance— Old  Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  [OASI]. 

Indeed,  that  has  happened.  I  think  it 
is  the  case  that  only  71  percent  of  the 
recipients  of  Social  Security  benefits 
are  in  fact  retired  adults.  The  rest  are. 


indeed,  survivors  and  dependent  chil- 
dren. 

But  then  something  new  happened. 
Family  structure  began  to  change  in 
our  country.  It  is  not  the  most  com- 
fortable subject  to  deal  with,  but  it  is 
a  necessary  one,  Mr.  President,  and  we 
have  become  more  open  about  it.  In 
fact,  it  is  President  Clinton  who  now 
speaks  of  this.  He  spoke  to  us  about 
this  in  a  joint  session  of  the  Congress. 
We  now  have  a  rate  of  births  of  chil- 
dren in  single-parent  families  that  has 
reached  33  percent.  At  the  time  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  was  enacted  it  was 
probably  4  percent.  Our  first  hard  num- 
ber is  4  percent,  in  1940. 

We  are  not  alone  in  this.  The  same 
phenomenon  has  taken  place  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  in  France,  in  Canada. 
We  find  it  difficult  to  explain.  Our 
other  neighbors,  as  it  were,  find  it  dif- 
ficult to  explain.  But  we  cannot  doubt 
its  reality. 

In  1992,  for  example,  the  ratio  in  New 
York  City  had  risen  to  46  percent,  ap- 
proaching half.  It  may  be  at  that  point 
now.  Because  we  observe  a  regular  rise, 
year  after  year,  at  a  very  steady  rate  of 
about  0.86  percent  a  year.  There  has 
not  been  one  year  since  1970  in  which 
the  ratio  has  not  risen. 

One  of  the  consequences  has  been  the 
rise  in  the  number  of  cases,  of  families 
receiving  Aid  to  Dependent  Children. 
There  was  a  sharp  rise  in  the  late 
1960's.  It  reached  a  certain  plateau  in 
the  1980's.  which  we  think  to  be — do  not 
know  but  think  to  be— a  matter  of  de- 
mography. The  childbearing  population 
was  flat  or  even  declined  a  little  bit. 
Then,  starting  in  1989  it  begins  a  very 
pronounced  rise.  We  go  from  3.5  million 
to  almost  5  million  in  4  years.  It  is 
dropping  just  a  little  bit  now,  but  we 
anticipate  an  increase  in  the  popu- 
lation of  childbearing  age  such  that  we 
have  every  reason  to  think  there  will 
be  an  increase  in  this  caseload.  And  we 
knew  those  things  in  1988.  And  we  knew 
we  had  to  do  something  quite  different. 
We  had  to  redefine  welfare.  It  was  no 
longer  a  widow's  pension. 

I  have  the  great  honor  to  know 
Frances  Perkins,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  who  had  been  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Economic  Security  that 
presented  the  program  to  President 
Roosevelt,  and  she  would  describe  a 
typical  recipient — this  is  1962,  1963 — as 
a  West  Virginia  miner's  widow. 

Miners'  women  did  not  work  in  coal 
mines,  and  widows  were  not  expected 
to  do  such  things  in  any  event.  It  was 
a  permanent  condition.  Suddenly  we 
found  a  population  of  young  persons 
with  very  young  children  who  were  de- 
pendent but  ought  not  to  remain  so.  It 
is  not  fair  to  them,  it  is  not  fair  to 
their  children,  it  is  not  fair  to  the  soci- 
ety that  is  maintaining  them.  So  the 
Family  Support  Act  of  1988,  the  first 
such  act,  said  we  will  make  a  contract. 
We  will  say  that  society  has  a  respon- 
sibility to  help  dependent  families  be- 


come independent,  and  they  in  turn 
have  a  responsibility  to  help  them- 
selves— a  mutual  responsibility. 

We  started  the  JOBS  Program,  the 
Job  Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills 
Program.  We  said  we  will  expect  people 
to  work.  Well,  of  course.  I  have  here  a 
button  from  one  of  the  JOBS  programs 
in  Riverside.  CA.  We  had  testimony  in 
the  Finance  Committee  just  a  while 
ago.  It  is  a  wonderful  button.  The  di- 
rector is  an  enthusiastic  man.  The  but- 
ton says,  "Life  Works  If  You  Work." 
He  is  right.  And  there  is  nothing  wrong 
with  that.  Twenty  years  ago  such  ideas 
would  possibly  have  been  thought  of  as 
punitive,  possibly  stigmatizing.  We  are 
well  beyond  that  in  large  part  because 
of  the  JOBS  Program. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  we  passed  this 
legislation  because  States  had  begun  to 
innovate.  Those  innovations  seemed 
promising,  and  the  Manpower  Develop- 
ment Research  Corp.  based  in  New 
York  City  could  measure  results.  And 
these  innovations  went  right  across  the 
political  spectrum.  Governor  Dukakis, 
a  liberal  Democratic  Governor  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  Governor  Deukmejian. 
a  conservative  Republican  Governor  of 
California,  adopted  very  similar  ideas — 
get  people  ready  to  work,  get  them 
thinking  they  can  do  it,  and  get  them 
out  of  the  house  and  into  the  main- 
stream. 

We  based  our  program  on  those  ex- 
periments that  had  taken  place.  We 
very  carefully  said  we  are  going  to 
work  on  the  hardest  cases,  not  the 
easiest  ones. 

If  I  can  say,  Mr.  President,  at  the 
risk  of  being  a  little  too  statistical,  the 
population  of  the  AFDC  cases  is  what 
statisticians  call  bimodal.  A  little  less 
than  half,  about  40.  45  oercent  are  ma- 
ture women  whose  marriages  have  bro- 
ken up,  or  they  are  separated,  or  di- 
vorced. They  will  come  into  this  ar- 
rangement for  a  brief  period  and  they 
go  off  on  their  own.  They  organize 
their  lives  as  people  do.  and  the  re- 
search is  very  clear  on  that.  You  can 
do  all  the  effort  you  want  with  such 
people.  They  do  not  need  your  help, 
thanks  very  much.  They  just  need 
some  income  support  for  a  period  until 
they  get  their  other  affairs  in  shape  on 
their  own.  But  slightly  more  than  half 
are  young  people  with  no  marriage,  no 
job  experience  or  little,  often  in  set- 
tings where  they  are  surrounded  by 
such  persons. 

Mr.  President,  may  I  ask  if  I  can  con- 
tinue in  morning  business,  there  being 
no  other  Senator  seeking  recognition? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

So  we  launched  this  program.  Having 
been  involved  with  this  subject  for  30 
years  and  more,  may  I  say  one  recog- 
nizes in  the  State  governments  enor- 
mous creativity.  There  is  scarcely  a 
day  or  week  that  you  do  not  read  of 
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some  new  program  in  one  State  or  an- 
other. 

I  believe  it  was  Monday  evening  on 
one  of  the  evening  news  programs,  it 
was  NBC.  It  was  Lisa  Myers  interview- 
ing persons  in  Connecticut  including 
the  Governor  where  a  very  bold  set  of 
ideas  has  been  developed  around  the 
principles  of  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988.  You  are  in  here,  it  is  a  temporary 
arrangement,  we  are  going  to  help  you 
get  out  of  this.  We  realized  what  obsta- 
cles we  had  inadvertently  put  in  place 
to  becoming  free  of  welfare.  In  1965  we 
enacted  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  So 
then  a  welfare  mother  had  health  care 
for  her  children,  full,  free  health  care. 
The  minute  she  left  welfare  she  lost  it. 
Many  mothers  are  going  to  think  twice 
about  that,  particularly  if  a  child  has  a 
health  condition  that  is  chronic  and  re- 
quires care  It  would  be  unfair  to  the 
child  to  deprive  him  or  her  of  that 
care.  We  said  we  will  give  you  a  year 
on  Medicaid  after  you  leave  the  rolls, 
as  the  term  was.  We  will  give  a  year  of 
child  care.  We  will  help  you  along  in 
this. 

States  are  innovating  all  the  time. 
Up  in  Connecticut  they  are  saying. 
'•Remember.  You  only  have"— as  I  be- 
lieve it  was — '^l  months.  In  the  mean- 
time any  job  you  get  you  keep  it." 

That  is  the  kind  of  waiver  which  we 
anticipated  in  the  legislation,  biparti- 
san and  unanimous  legislation,  and  the 
Clinton  administration  and  Secretary 
Shalala  have  been  very  good  about  get- 
ting these  things  up  and  out,  but  not 
fast  enough,  a  problem  addressed  by 
the  legislation  I  introduce  today.  We 
say  a  waiver  decision  will  be  handed 
down  in  90  days.  The  presumption  is 
the  States  know  what  they  are  doing, 
and  we  want  them  to  try  it. 

This  morning  the  front  page  of  the 
Washmgton  Post  has  a  sLory,  -Virginia 
Suburbs  To  Test  Allen  Welfare  Plan. 
Area  Has  Eleven  Months  to  Adopt 
Changes,  Find  Thousands  Work." 

Work.  "Life  Works  If  You  Work."  We 
are  not  afraid  of  that.  We  wanted  that. 
We  encouraged  that.  That  is  what  the 
legislation  did.  Governor  Allen,  a  Re- 
publican Governor.  The  article  says: 

That  means  one  of  the  country's  boldest 
welfare  plans  will  unfold  in  the  back  yard  of 
its  top  leaders,  virtually  guaranteeing  the 
attention  of  Congress  and  the  White  House 
as  they  shape  national  policy. 

•Virginia  is  again  making  history,"  said 
Allen,  a  Republican.  It  is  the  most  sweeping 
and.  I  think,  the  most  compassionate  welfare 
reform  plan  anywhere  in  the  nation." 

This  is  taking  place  under  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  of  1988.  And  it  is  being 
paid  for  by  the  Federal  matching  funds 
and  the  guaranteed  matching  support 
for  children.  There  is  something  very 
important  there  that  might  easily  have 
been  missed  in  that  statement.  I  will 
say  it  again. 

Governor  Allen  says.  "Virginia  is 
again  making  history.  It  is  the  most 
sweeping  and.  I  think,  the  most  com- 
passionate welfare  reform  plan  any- 
where in  the  nation." 


A  welfare  reform  designed  to  say  to 
people  you  have  got  to  go  to  work,  you 
have  a  set  time  where  you  have  to  get 
yourself  together,  and  we  will  help  you 
to  get  on  your  way. 

Years  ago  no  one  would  have  de- 
scribed such  an  effort  as  compas- 
sionate. Indeed.  I  have  been  through 
these  matters  and  I  can  say  to  you  the 
slightest  suggestion  that  work  might 
be  appropriate  for  welfare  recipients 
was  decried  as  punitive,  and  those  who 
suggested  it  said,  "No,  no.  no.  There  is 
no  such  intention."  Now,  openly,  Gov- 
ernors will  say,  if  you  care  about  your 
fellow  citizens,  you  have  to  help  them 
get  out  of  the  debilitating  and  unfair 
situation. 

And  that  is  what  we  do.  That  is  what 
we  can  do  more  of.  The  bill  I  introduce 
today  will  provide  an  additional  $8  bil- 
lion over  5  years  with  every  penny  paid 
for,  every  penny  provided  through  clos- 
ing tax  loopholes,  refining  the  Supple- 
mentary Security  Income  program.  I 
had  a  hand  in  the  proposals  under 
President  Nixon  that  led  to  SSI  as  we 
called  it.  It  was  intended  to  deal  with 
the  problem  of  adults  who  could  not 
work,  the  permanent,  totally  disabled, 
and  such  like.  We  close  loopholes  such 
as  that  egregious  practice  we  have 
come  upon  of  American  citizens  re- 
nouncing their  citizenship  in  order  to 
avoid  their  taxes.  There  will  be  no 
more  of  that.  The  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  Mr.  P.\ckwood,  and  I 
agreed  as  of  the  day  this  issue  was 
brought  up  you  cannot  do  it  anymore. 
This  bill  will  provide  funds  for  that 
purpose  and  other  such  matters.  We  are 
not  adding  a  penny  to  the  deficit.  I 
would  not  dare,  particularly  with  that 
most  formidable  and  knowledgeable 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  in 
the  Chamber.  We  pay  for  this  provision 
for  women  and  children  to  help  them 
pay  for  themselves. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  was  just  passing 
through.  I  was  not  going  to  even  pass 
on  the  Senator's  eloquence  or  argu- 
ments, but  since  the  Senator  men- 
tioned my  name,  I  ask  that  the  Sen- 
ator particularly  use  his  good  head 
during  the  next  5  or  6  days  and  help  us 
get  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  will  most  as- 
suredly help  the  Senator  do  that,  and 
we  want  to  balance  the  budget  for  the 
children  of  America,  too,  and  we  have 
it  here  and  we  are  going  to  pay  for  it. 

If  the  distinguished  chairman  could 
just  let  me  point  out,  in  the  midst  of 
the  Depression  of  the  1930's,  we  could 
provide  for  dependent  children  as  a 
Federal  responsibility.  In  the  1990s, 
when  we  have  a  $7  trillion  economy,  it 
has  been  proposed  to  take  that  away. 

Look  at  what  we  have  done  to  our 
children.  The  average  benefit,  in  1995 
dollars,  two  decades  ago  was  $650    It  is 


down  to  $350.  That  is  not  the  social  pol- 
icy the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee is  associated  with  and  not  the 
one  with  which  I  think  this  Senate 
should  wish  itself  to  be  associated. 

I  thank  my  friend. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Let  me  just  mention,  however— and  the 
Senator  would  agree— since  the  early 
days  of  that  program  to  help  our  poor 
children,  we  have,  indeed,  passed  more 
than  a  dozen  major  programs  that  also 
help  our  children  that  were  not  in  ex- 
istence then. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Entirely. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  believe,  from  the 
standpoint  of  our  people  who  are  con- 
tributing mightily  in  tax  dollars,  they 
ought  to  have  an  understanding  that 
even  though  that  came  down  in  real 
dollars,  that  is  not  the  whole  story, 
and  yet  I  am  not  here  to  argue  with  the 
good  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  That  is  not  the 
whole  story.  I  was  speaking  earlier  of 
Medicaid. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Right, 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  It  was  made  avail- 
able in  1965,  previously  unknown.  But 
curiously  a  benefit  to  the  children  be- 
came an  obstacle  to  leaving  welfare 
and  that  is  what  we  overcame.  The 
Senator  was  one  of  the  fine  supporters 
of  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  And 
I  will  see  how  we  proceed  at  this  point. 
But  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  would  just  add  one 
other  comment  if  the  Senator  would 
permit. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  would. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Frankly,  the  reason 
I  am  going  to  start  this  afternoon  at 
noon  for  the  balanced  budget  2002  is  for 
the  children  of  this  country.  It  may 
not  be  exactly  for  the  children  the  Sen- 
ator is  referring  to.  I  am  hopeful  that 
will  all  work  out  fine.  But  actually  I 
believe  the  continuation  of  a  deficit  of 
the  size  we  are  incurring  is  actually 
antikids.  antichildren. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  And  antigrand- 
children. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Please. 

MR.  MOYNIHAN.  It  is  certainly  anti- 
grandchildren. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  right,  and  I 
have  a  few  of  those.  The  Senator  has  a 
few. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  could  not  start 
working  into  my  wallet,  but  I  know  the 
Senator  could  work  into  his. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Nobody  bids  against 
me  when  it  comes  to  children  and 
grandchildren.  They  give  up  and  say. 
■•That's  off  the  record  now." 

But  anyway.  I  do  believe  a  continu- 
ation of  the  policies  of  the  past — and  it 
is  not  just  now.  this  year,  last  year— is 
probably  the  meanest  policy  we  could 
have  for  the  children  of  the  future  be- 
cause they  are  going  to  have  to  pay  our 
bills,  and  they  are  going  to  have  to  suf- 
fer a  standard  of  living  decrease  to  pay 
our  bills,  and  we  are  not  adult  enough 
to  stand  up  and  say  we  ought  to  pay  for 
it. 


Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  agree.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  I  would  also  say  that  we  have 
an  immediate  problem  of  the  14.  14.5 
million  persons  in  this  present  program 
who  are  living  today.  And  in  very  short 
periods  of  time  we  raise  children, 
watch  children  being  raised,  we  know 
how  quickly  things  go  badly  or.  alter- 
natively, how  quickly  things  get  on  the 
good  road  and  how  hard  it  is  to  change 
thereafter. 

There  are  those  who  suggest  that 
some  savage  removal  of  this  entire  So- 
cial Security  provision  will  somehow 
change  behavior.  And  I  say.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  is  so  deeply  Irresponsible  as 
to  make  one  wonder  how  it  ever  could 
have  gained  currency. 

Lawrence  Mead,  who  is  a  professor  at 
New  York  University,  now  visiting  pro- 
fessor at  the  Woodrow  Wilson  School  of 
Public  and  International  Affairs  at 
Princeton,  testified  before  the  Finance 
Committee  on  March  9  about  the  pro- 
posals which  have  come  to  us.  in  effect, 
are  here  now  from  the  House,  in  H.R.  4. 
the  Personal  Responsibility  Act  of  1995. 

I  think  Dr.  Mead  would  not  in  the 
least  object  to  being  described  as  a 
conservative.  He  has  been  very  much  at 
odds  with  what  he  thought  of  as  a  lib- 
eral social  policy  in  the  time  when  it 
went  pretty  much  unchallenged  in  New 
York  City  officialdom.  He  said  to  us. 
however,  now,  just  wait  a  minute. 
What  are  you  doing?  What  do  you  know 
now  that  you  did  not  know  previously 
when  we  enacted  the  Family  Support 
Act?  I  do  not  wish  to  have  him  quoted 
as  referring  specifically  to  the  Family 
Support  Act,  but  he  was  saying  what 
do  we  know  now  different  from  what 
we  have  known?  I  quote  him: 

Can  Ltie  fuices  behind  Kiowuig  weii'are  'oe 
stemmed?  Conservative  analysts  say  that 
unwed  pregnancy  is  the  greatest  evil  in  wel- 
fare, the  cause  not  only  of  dependency  but 
other  social  ills.  On  all  sides,  people  call  for 
a  family  policy  that  would  solve  this  prob- 
lem, but  we  have  no  such  policy.  The  great 
fact  is  that  neither  policymakers  nor  re- 
searchers have  found  any  incentive,  benefit 
or  other  intervention  that  can  do  much  to 
cut  the  unwed  pregnancy  rate 

This  bears  repeating,  from  a  social 
scientist  of  impeccable  conservative 
antecedence,  appearing  before  our  com- 
mittee, the  Committee  on  Finance, 
which  will  deal  with  this  legislation, 
this  area  of  legislation.  He  said: 

Can  the  forces  behind  growin>;  welfare  be 
stemmed?  Conservative  analysts  say  that 
unwed  pregnancy  is  the  greatest  evil  in  wel- 
fare, the  cause  not  only  of  dependency  but 
other  social  ills.  On  all  sides,  people  call  for 
a  family  policy  that  would  solve  this  prob- 
lem. 

May  I  interject  that  he  could  be  de- 
scribing this  Senator.  I  have  spoken  of 
family  policy;  I  have  written  on  the 
subject  for  a  generation  now  and 
watched  family  circumstances  only 
worsen  and  have  been  as  baffled  as  any 
other. 


But  then  to  continue  Lawrence  Mead: 

But  we  have  no  such  policy.  The  great  fact 
is  that  neither  policymakers  nor  researchers 
have  found  any  incentive,  benefit  or  other 
intervention  that  can  do  much  to  cut  the 
unwed  preirnancy  rate. 

And  if  we  do  not  know  how  to  do  it, 
how  can  we  possibly  decide  to  do  noth- 
ing, when  we  have  in  place  a  program 
that  is  showing  some  results,  not  in 
changing  family  structure  but  in  the 
response  of  dependent  families  to  their 
situation? 

Dr.  Mead  has  done  some  analysis  of 
the  effects  of  the  JOBS  Program  where 
it  has  been  attempted.  It  had  a  problem 
of  coming  into  place  just  as  we  went 
into  recession.  State  governments  had 
not  the  resources  they  needed  and  the 
Federal  funds  were  not,  in  fact,  fully 
used.  But  where  they  were  used,  there 
were  responses,  not  large  but  real.  And 
every  time  you  succeed,  you  change 
the  lives  of  a  mother  and  her  children, 
and  there  can  be  no  larger  purpose  in 
domestic  social  policy. 

The  same  sentiments  were  echoed  by 
Nathan  Glazer.  perhaps  our  reigning 
sociologist,  professor  emeritus  now  at 
Harvard  University.  He  wrote  a  paper 
for  an  Urban  Institute  conference  here 
in  Washington  just  a  year  ago,  antici- 
pating some  of  the  turmoil  we  have 
seen  in  this  debate. 

The  Urban  Institute,  Mr.  President, 
was,  of  course,  established  in  the  mid- 
1960's  in  the  aftermath  of  the  first  tur- 
moil associated  with  some  of  these 
changes  in  social  structure  that  ap- 
peared in  American  cities.  President 
Johnson  helped  sponsor  it.  It  passed 
the  Congress.  Mr.  William  Gorham  has 
dedicated  a  very  distinguished  career 
to  the  Urban  Institute. 

Here  is  what  Nathan  Glazer  said  on 
April  12,  1994. 

Do  we  know  Liial  much  inure  than  we  knew 
in  1988  to  warrant  new  legislation?  I  dont 
not  think  so.  Do  we  feel  confident  enough 
about  the  programs  we  prescribed  to  States 
to  undertake  in  1988  to  put  substantially 
larger  sums  into  them?  It  seems  doubtful  to 
me.  Can  we  get  a  substantial  part  of  long- 
term  welfare  clients  off  the  welfare  roles  by 
increasing  their  earned  income  through  in- 
vestments and  learning  how  to  work,  basic 
education,  training  programs,  and  the  like? 
We  cannot. 

That  is  the  passage  I  quote  from  Dr. 
Glazer. 

I  think  we  can  do  better  than  that.  I 
think  the  record  is  better  than  that.  I 
think  the  case  is  to  be  made:  Continue 
what  you  are  doing  and  strengthen 
what  you  are  doing. 

The  Family  Support  Act  of  1995 
builds  on  what  we  have  learned,  even 
cLS  the  original  was  based  on  what  we 
had  learned.  Social  learning  is  hard.  It 
takes  generations  sometimes.  No  one 
in  1950  could  have  imagined  that  our 
GDP  would  double  and  redouble  and  we 
would  end  up  with  the  poverty  that  we 
see  in  cities  everywhere  in  our  country, 
that  kind  of  intractable  poverty  that  is 
not  associated  with  employment  or 
economic  growth. 


There  is  a  measure  to  which  the 
AFDC  caseload  responds  to  cyclical 
changes  in  the  economy.  Dr.  David 
Ellwood,  who  is  the  distinguished  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  for  Policy  Planning,  estimates 
that  somewhere  between  10  and  20  per- 
cent of  the  rise  in  caseload  in  recent 
years  might  fairly  be  ascribed  to  the 
rise  in  unemployment  in  the  beginning 
of  the  last  recession.  And  yet,  the  un- 
employment figures  go  down,  the  case- 
load figures  continue  to  go  up.  There  is 
a  lag,  but  even  so  we  are  not  dealing 
basically  with  an  economic  issue  in  the 
sense  that  we  think  of  in  terms  of  em- 
ployment, earnings.  We  are  dealing 
with  social  change  for  which  we  have 
little,  little  explanatory  device. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  Senate  for  the  kind  atten- 
tion in  these  somewhat  extended  re- 
marks to  the  introduction  of  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  of  1995. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
brief  summary  of  the  bill;  the  wonder- 
ful remarks  on  the  signing  of  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  of  1988  by  President 
Reagan;  and  also  an  item  in  this  morn- 
ing's New  York  Times  in  which  rep- 
resentatives of  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors  and  of  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Counties  observed  that  the  leg- 
islation that  has  been  sent  us  could  be 
devastating  to  county  government  and 
to  city  government.  I  think  in  time 
more  Governors  will  recognize  the 
same.  We  are  on  a  good  steady  path. 
Steady  on. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

BRIEF  SU.MMARY  OF  THE  FAMILY  SUPPORT  ACT 
OF  1995 

The  bill  builds  on  the  Family  Support  Act 
of  1988  as  follows: 

JOBS  and  child  care.— Participation  rates 
under  the  JOBS  program  are  increased  from 
20  percent  in  1995  to  50  percent  in  2001.  The 
Federal  matching  rate  for  JOBS  and  child 
care  is  increased  from  a  minimum  of  60  per- 
cent under  current  law  to  a  minimum  of  70 
percent  (or,  if  higher,  the  State's  medicaid 
matching  rate  plus  10  percentage  points). 
The  funding  cap  for  JOBS  is  phased  up  from 
$1.3  billion  in  1995  to  $2.5  billion  in  2001. 

The  bill  also— 

(1)  emphasizes  work  by  requiring  States  to 
encourage  job  placement  by  using  perform- 
ance measures  that  reward  staff  perform- 
ance, or  such  other  management  practice  as 
the  State  may  choose; 

(2)  provides  for  a  job  voucher  program  that 
uses  private  profit  and  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions to  place  recipients  in  private  employ- 
ment; 

(3)  eliminates  certain  Federal  require- 
ments to  give  States  additional  flexibility  in 
operating  their  JOBS  programs;  and 

(4)  allows  States  to  provide  JOBS  services 
to  non-custodial  parents  who  are  unem- 
ployed and  unable  to  meet  their  child  sup- 
port obligations. 

Teen  parents.— For  purposes  of  AFDC,  teen 
parents  (under  age  18)  are  required  to  live  at 
home  or  in  an  alternative  adult-supervised 
setting.  Teen  parents  (under  aige  20)  are  re- 
quired to  attend  school,  or  participate  In 
other  JOBS  activity  approved  by  the  State. 


13646 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13647 


Encourage  States  to  test  alternative  strat- 
ejries— Without  requesting  a  waiver.  States 
may  adopt  their  own  AFDC  rules  for  (1)  earn- 
ings disregards.  (2)  income  and  assets,  and  (3) 
eligibility  for  the  unemployed  parent  pro- 
gram, for  a  period  of  five  years.  The  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  must 
evaluate  a  sufficient  number  of  program 
changes  to  determine  their  impact  on  AFDC 
receipt,  earnings  achieved,  program  costs, 
and  other  factors. 

Interagency  Welfare  Review  Board.— The 
bill  establishes  an  Interagency  Welfare  Re- 
view Board  to  expedite  waiver  requests  that 
involve  more  than  one  Federal  agency.  In 
considering  an  application  for  a  waiver  under 
section  1U5  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  there 
will  be  a  presumption  for  approval  in  the 
case  of  a  request  for  a  waiver  that  is  similar 
in  substance  and  scale  to  one  the  Secretary 
has  already  approved.  Decisions  on  section 
1115  waiver  requests  must  be  made  within  90 
days  after  a  completed  application  is  re- 
ceived. 

Child  support  enforcement.— The  bill  in- 
cludes provisions  to  increase  child  support 
collections  by  establishing  a  directory  of 
new  hires,  requiring  States  to  adopt  uniform 
State  laws  to  expedite  collections  in  inter- 
state cases,  requiring  States  to  improve 
their  paternity  establishment  programs,  and 
making  other  changes. 

In  addition,  the  bill  makes  changes  in  SSI 
program  rules  and  in  rules  relating  to  the 
deeming  of  income  of  sponsors  to  aliens  for 
purposes  of  eligibility  and  benefits  under  the 
AFDC.  SSI.  and  food  stamp  programs,  and 
makes  other  changes,  as  follows: 

SSI —The  bill  includes  provisions  to  mod- 
ify disability  eligibility  criteria  for  children, 
to  provide  for  increased  accountability  for 
use  of  benefits,  and  to  require  that  retro- 
active benefits  be  used  on  behalf  of  the  child. 

Alien  deeming —The  period  during  which  a 
sponsor's  income  is  deemed  to  an  alien  for 
purposes  of  eligibility  for  AFDC.  SSI.  and 
food  stamps  is  extended  from  3  to  5  years. 
Eligibility  rules  for  AFDC.  medicaid.  SSI. 
and  food  stamps  are  made  uniform. 

Tax  responsibilities  incident  to  expatria- 
tion—A taxpayer  deciding  to  expatriate 
would  owe  income  tax  on  asset  gains  that  ac- 
crued during  the  period  of  U.S.  citizenship, 
absent  an  election  to  instead  continue  to 
treat  an  asset  as  subject  to  U.S.  tax.  Similar 
rules  would  apply  to  certain  long-term  U.S. 
residents  relinquishing  that  status. 

Earned  income  tax  credit  changes —Eligi- 
bility for  the  earned  income  tax  credit  would 
be  limited  to  those  authorized  to  work  in  the 
United  States.  In  addition,  the  bill  would 
provide  more  effective  rules  for  verifying 
EITC  claims  where  tax  returns  have  social 
security  number  errors  or  omissions.  Fi- 
nally, an  individual's  net  capital  gains  would 
be  added  to  the  categories  of  unearned  in- 
come that  are  currently  totalled  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  taxpayer  is  eligible  for 
the  EITC 

Treatment  of  corporate  stock  redemp- 
tions—The bill  includes  a  provision  that 
would  assure  the  proper  tax  treatment  of 
corporate  stock  redemptions.  Under  the  bill, 
non  pro  rata  stock  redemptions  received  by  a 
corporate  shareholder  would  generally  be 
treated  as  a  sale  of  the  stock  to  the  redeem- 
ing corporation  rather  than  as  a  dividend 
qualifying  for  the  intercorporate  dividends 
received  deduction. 

Description  of  Provisions 

A.  Job  Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills 

Training  (JOBS)  Program 

1.  INCREASE  IN  JOBS  PARTICIPATION  RATES 

Present  Law —Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Family    Support   Act   of   1988.    7   percent   of 


adults  In  single  parent  families  were  re- 
quired to  participate  in  the  JOBS  program  in 
fiscal  year  1991.  increasing  to  20  percent  in 
1995.  This  requirement  expires  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1995. 

In  the  case  of  a  family  eligible  for  AFDC 
by  reason  of  the  unemployment  of  the  parent 
who  is  the  principal  earner,  the  Family  Sup- 
port Act  mandated  that  the  State  require  at 
least  one  parent  to  participate,  for  a  total  of 
at  least  16  hours  a  week,  in  a  work  experi- 
ence, community  work  experience,  or  other 
work  program.  The  participation  rate  that 
the  State  must  meet  was  set  at  40  percent  in 
1994.  increasing  to  50  percent  in  1995.  60  per- 
cent in  1996.  and  75  percent  in  1997  and  1998. 

Persons  exempt  from  this  requirement  in- 
clude individuals  who  are  ill  or  incapaci- 
tated, are  needed  to  care  for  another  individ- 
ual who  is  ill  or  incapacitated,  needed  to 
care  for  a  child  under  age  3  (or  age  1  at  State 
option),  live  in  a  remote  area,  work  30  hours 
or  more  a  week,  and  children  age  16  and 
under  who  are  full  time  students. 

Proposed  Change.— The  participation  rale 
is  increased  to  30  percent  in  1997.  35  percent 
in  1998.  40  percent  in  1999.  45  percent  in  2000. 
and  50  percent  in  2001  and  years  thereafter. 
Those  who  combine  participation  in  JOBS 
and  employment  for  an  average  of  20  hours  a 
week,  and  those  who  are  employed  for  an  av- 
erage of  20  hours  a  week,  are  counted  as  par- 
ticipants in  JOBS  for  purposes  of  calculating 
the  State's  participation  rate.  The  work  re- 
quirement provisions  for  unemployed  par- 
ents are  retained. 

2.  CHANGE  IN  PURPOSE  OF  THE  PROGRA.M 

Present  Law.— The  stated  purpose  of  the 
JOBS  program  is  to  assure  that  needy  fami- 
lies with  children  obtain  the  education, 
training,  and  employment  that  will  help 
them  avoid  long-term  welfare  dependence. 

Proposed  Change.— The  purpose  of  the  pro- 
gram is  modified  by  adding:  to  enable  indi- 
viduals receiving  assistance  to  enter  employ- 
ment as  quickly  as  possible:  and  to  increase 
job  retention. 

3.  REQUIREMENT  FOR  STAFF  PERFORMANCE 
.MEASURES 

Present  Law.— There  is  no  provision  relat- 
mg  to  stall  performance  measures. 

Proposed  Change.— A  State  will  be  required 
to  have  procedures  to:  encourage  the  place- 
ment of  participants  in  jobs  as  quickly  as 
possible,  including  using  performance  meas- 
ures that  reward  staff  performance,  or  such 
other  management  practice  as  the  State  may 
choose;  and  assist  participants  in  retaining 
employment  after  they  are  hired. 

The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices is  required  to  provide  technical  assist- 
ance and  training  to  States  to  assist  them  in 
implementing  effective  management  prac- 
tices and  strategies. 

4.  JOB  PLACEMENT  VOUCHER  PROGRA.M 

Present  Law— There  is  no  provision  for  a 
job  placement  voucher  program. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  provides  that, 
as  part  of  their  JOBS  programs.  States  may 
operate  a  job  placement  voucher  program  to 
promote  unsubsidized  employment  of  welfare 
applicants  and  recipients. 

The  State  will  be  required  to  make  avail- 
able to  an  eligible  AFDC  applicant  or  recipi- 
ent a  list  of  State-approved  job  placement 
organizations  that  offer  job  placement  and 
support  services.  The  organizations  may  be 
publicly  or  privately  owned  and  operated. 

The  State  agency  will  give  an  individual 
who  participates  in  the  program  a  voucher 
which  the  individual  may  present  to  the  job 
placement  organization  of  his  or  her  choice. 
The  organization  will,  in  turn,  fully  redeem 


the  voucher  after  it  has  successfully  placed 
the  individual  in  employment  for  a  period  of 
six  months,  or  such  longer  period  as  the 
State  determines. 

b.  INCREA.SED  FLE.XIBILITV  IN  ADMINISTERING 
THE  JOBS  PROGRA.M 

Present  Law— The  Family  Support  Act  re- 
quires States  to  include  in  their  JOBS  pro- 
grams certain  specified  services,  including 
education  activities,  skills  training,  job 
readiness,  job  development,  and  at  least  two 
work  programs  (including  job  search,  work 
experience,  on-the-job  training,  and  work 
supplementation!.  There  are  also  rules  relat- 
ing to  when  and  how  long  individuals  may  be 
required  to  search  for  a  job.  as  well  as  other 
program  rules. 

Proposed  Change— The  bill  allows  States 
to  establish  their  own  requirements  for  when 
and  how  long  a  recipient  or  applicant  must 
participate  in  job  search.  It  also  eliminates 
the  present  law  requirement  that  individuals 
who  are  age  20  or  over  and  have  not  grad- 
uated from  high  school  (or  earned  a  GED) 
must  be  provided  with  education  activities, 
and  eliminates  the  requirement  that  States 
offer  specified  education  and  training  serv- 
ices. The  requirement  that  the  State  have  at 
least  two  work  programs  is  retained 

6.  PERMIT  ST.\TES  TO  PROVIDE  E.Ml'LOVMKNT 
SERVICES  FOR  NON-CUSTODIAL  PARENTS 

Present  Law,— The  Family  Support  Act  al- 
lowed up  to  5  States  to  provide  JOBS  serv- 
ices to  non-custodial  parents  who  are  unem- 
ployed and  unable  to  meet  their  child  sup- 
port obligations. 

Proposed  Change— All  States  will  be  given 
the  option  of  providing  JOBS  services  to 
non-custodial  parents  who  are  unemployed 
and  unable  to  meet  their  child  support  obli- 
gations. 

7.  FUNDING  FOR  THE  JOBS  PROGRAM 

Present  Law— States  are  entitled  to  re- 
ceive their  share  of  Federal  matching  pay- 
ments up  to  a  capped  amount  of  J1.3  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1995  to  operate  the  JOBS  pro- 
gram. The  State's  share  of  the  capped 
amount  is  based  on  its  relative  number  of 
adult  AFDC  recipients. 

The  Federal  matching  race  is  the  greater 
of  60  percent  or  the  State's  medicaid  match- 
ing rate,  whichever  is  higher,  for  the  cost  of 
services;  and  50  percent  for  the  cost  of  ad- 
ministration, and  for  transportation  and 
other  work-related  supportive  services. 

Proposed  Change.— The  Federal  matching 
rate  for  JOBS  expenses  by  States  is  in- 
creased and  simplified.  Beginning  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  the  Federal  matching  rate  will  be 
70  percent  or  the  State's  Federal  medicaid 
matching  rate  plus  10  percentage  points, 
whichever  is  higher.  This  rate  will  apply  to 
all  JOBS  costs,  including  administrative 
costs  and  the  costs  of  transportation  and 
other  work-related  supportive  services.  The 
cap  on  Federal  spending  is  $1.3  billion  in  1997. 
increasing  to  J1.6  billion  in  1998.  $1.9  billion 
in  1999.  $2.2  billion  in  2000.  and  $2.5  billion  in 
2001  and  years  thereafter 

8.  FUNDING  FOR  CHILD  CARE 

Present  Law —States  must  guarantee  child 
care  for  individuals  who  are  required  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  JOBS  program.  Child  care 
must  also  be  guaranteed,  to  the  extent  the 
State  agency  determines  it  to  be  necessary 
for  an  individual's  employment,  for  a  period 
of  12  months  to  individuals  who  leave  the 
AFDC  rolls  as  the  result  of  increased  hours 
of.  or  increased  income  from,  employment. 
(Funding  for  this  transitional  child  care  ex- 
pires at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1998.)  States 
are  entitled  to  receive  Federal  matching  for 


the  costs  of  such  care  at  the  State's  medic- 
aid matching  rate.  States  are  also  entitled  to 
receive  Federal  matching  at  the  medicaid 
matching  rate  for  care  provided  to  individ- 
uals whom  the  State  determines  are  at  risk 
of  becoming  eligible  for  AFDC  if  .such  care 
were  not  provided.  There  is  a  cap  on  Federal 
matching  for  'at  risk"  child  care  of  $300  mil- 
lion in  any  fiscal  year.  Funds  are  distributed 
to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  relative 
number  of  children  residing  in  each  State. 

Proposed  Change.  — The  Federal  matching 
rale  for  child  care  is  increased  to  70  percent, 
or  the  State's  medicaid  matching  rate  plus 
ton  percentage  points,  whichever  is  higher. 
The  authority  for  P'ederal  funding  for  transi- 
tional child  care  for  persons  who  leave  the 
AFDC  rolls  is  made  permanent. 

9.  EVALUATION  OF  JOBS  PR(X;RAMS; 
PERFOR.MANCE  STANDARDS 

Present  Law. — The  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988  required  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  to  evaluate  State  JOBS  pro- 
grams in  order  to  determine  the  relative  ef- 
fectiveness of  different  approaches  for  assist- 
ing long-term  and  potentially  long-term 
AFDC  recipients.  The  Secretary  was  required 
to  use  outcome  measures  to  test  effective- 
ness, including  employment,  earnings,  wel- 
fare receipt,  and  poverty  status.  These  eval- 
uations are  being  conducted  in  large  part  by 
the  Manpower  Demonstration  Research  Cor- 
poration, 

The  Family  Support  Act  also  required  the 
Secretary  to  develop  performance  standards 
that  measure  outcomes  that  are  based,  in 
part,  on  the  results  of  the  .JOBS  evaluations. 
On  September  30.  1994.  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  issued  a  report 
on  the  progress  thai  has  been  made  in  devel- 
oping an  outcome-based  performance  system 
for  JOBS  programs.  The  report  stated  that 
recommendations  for  outcome  measures  will 
be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  April  1996. 
Final  recommendations  on  performance 
standards  will  be  ready  before  October  1998. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  authorizes 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1996-2000  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
continue  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of 
State  .lOB.S  nrne-ram«  The  information  de- 
rived from  these  evaluations  is  to  be  used  to 
provide  guidance  to  the  Secretary  in  making 
improvements  in  the  performance  standards 
that  were  required  by  the  P'amily  Support 
Act.  It  is  also  to  be  used  to  enable  the  Sec- 
retary to  provide  technical  assistance  to  the 
Slates  to  assist  them  in  Improving  their 
JOBS  programs,  and  in  meeting  the  required 
performance  standards.  The  evaluations 
shall  include  assessments  of  cost  effective- 
ness, the  level  of  earnings  achieved,  welfare 
receipt,  job  retention,  the  effects  on  chil- 
dren, and  such  other  factors  as  the  State 
may  determine. 

B.  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 

(AFDC) 

1.  TEEN  CASE  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

Present  Law— There  is  no  requirement  in 
present  law  that  States  must  provide  case 
management  services  to  teen  parents  who 
are  receiving  AFDC, 

Proposed  Change— State  welfare  agencies 
will  be  required  to  a.ssign  a  case  manager  to 
each  custodial  parent  who  is  under  age  20, 
The  case  manager  will  be  responsible  for  as- 
sisting teen  parents  in  obtaining  services 
and  monitoring  their  compliance  with  all 
program  requirements, 

2.  REQUIREMENT  FOR  TEEN  PARTICIPATION  IN 
EDUCATION  OR  OTHER  ACTIVITV' 

Present  Law,— The  statute  provides  that 
States  generally  must  require  teen  parents 


under  age  20  (regardless  of  the  age  of  the 
child)  to  attend  school  or  participate  in  an- 
other JOBS  activity,  but  only  if  the  program 
is  available  where  the  teen  is  living,  and 
State  resources  otherwise  permit. 

Proposed  Change, — The  rules  requiring 
teens  to  attend  school  or  participate  in  an- 
other JOBS  activity  are  strengthened.  Teen 
parents  under  age  20  who  have  not  completed 
a  high  school  education  (or  its  equivalent) 
must  be  required  to  attend  school,  partici- 
pate in  a  program  that  combines  classroom 
and  job  training,  or  work  toward  attainment 
of  a  GED,  A  teen  parent  who  has  successfully 
completed  a  high  school  education  (or  its 
equivalent)  must  participate  in  a  JOBS  ac- 
tivity (including  a  work  activity)  approved 
by  the  State.  States  may  provide  for  excep- 
tions to  this  requirement,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services.  However,  excep- 
tions to  the  requirement  may  not  exceed  50 
percent  of  eligible  teens  by  the  year  2000. 

In  addition.  States  may  also  have  pro- 
grams to  provide  incentives  and  penalties  for 
teens  to  encourage  them  to  complete  their 
high  school  (or  equivalent)  education. 

3.  LIVING  ARRANGEMENTS  FOR  TEEN  PARENTS 

Present  Law —States  have  the  option  of 
requiring  a  teen  under  the  age  of  18  and  has 
never  married,  and  who  has  a  dependent 
child  (or  is  pregnant)  to  live  with  a  parent, 
legal  guardian,  or  other  adult  relative,  or  re- 
side in  a  foster  home,  maternity  home,  or 
other  adult-supervised  supportive  living  ar- 
rangement. The  State  is  required,  where  pos- 
sible, to  make  the  AFDC  payment  to  the  par- 
ent or  other  responsible  adult.  Certain  excep- 
tions to  these  requirements  are  provided  in 
statute. 

Proposed  Change. — The  bill  requires  all 
States  to  require  a  teen  under  age  18  who  has 
a  dependent  child  (or  is  pregnant)  to  live 
with  a  parent,  legal  guardian,  or  other  adult 
relative,  or  reside  in  a  foster  home,  mater- 
nity home,  or  other  adult-supervised  sup- 
portive living  arrangement.  Assistance  will 
be  paid  to  the  teen's  parent  or  other  adult  on 
the  teen's  behalf.  Exceptions  to  this  require- 
ment may  be  made  by  in  cases  where  the 
.stnrc  dntprminns  that  the  physical  or  emo- 
tional health  or  safety  of  the  leen  parent  or 
child  would  be  jeopardized  if  they  lived  with 
the  teen's  parent,  or  where  the  State  deter- 
mines (under  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary) that  there  is  good  cause.  The  State 
agency  will  have  responsibility  for  assisting 
teens  in  locating  appropriate  living  arrange- 
ment when  this  is  necessary. 

t.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  INTERAGENCy  WELFARE 
REVIEW  BOARD 

Present  Law —At  the  present  time  there  is 
no  interagency  board  to  review  requests  by 
States  for  waivers  from  Federal  program 
rules  that  involve  more  than  one  agency. 

Proposed  Change— In  order  to  facilitate 
the  consideration  of  welfare  program  re- 
quirement waiver  requests  that  involve  more 
than  one  P'ederal  department  or  agency,  an 
Interagency  Welfare  Review  Board  would  be 
created.  Members  would  include  the  Sec- 
retaries of  Agriculture.  Health  and  Human 
Services.  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
Labor,  and  Education,  or  their  designees. 
The  President  may  make  such  other  appoint- 
ments to  the  Board  as  he  determines  appro- 
priale. 

The  Board  will  act  as  the  central  organiza- 
tion for  coordinating  the  review  of  State  ap- 
plications for  waivers  that  involve  more 
than  one  Federal  department  or  agency,  and 
will  provide  assistance  and  technical  advice 
to  the  States.  The  Board  may  issue  an  advi- 


sory opinion  with  respect  to  a  waiver  re- 
quest, but  final  decisions  will  be  made  by  the 
Secretaries  of  the  departments  or  agencies 
that  have  responsibility  for  the  programs  in- 
volved. The  Board  must  establish  a  schedule 
for  the  consideration  of  a  waiver  application 
to  awssure  that  the  State  will  receive  a  final 
decision  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
the  completed  application  is  received  by  the 
Board. 

5.  CONSIDERATION  OF  SECTION  lllS  WAIVER 
REQUESTS 

Present  Law.-— Section  1115  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  gives  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  authority  to  waive 
State  compliance  with  specified  rules  under 
the  AFDC,  child  support  and  medicaid  pro- 
grams. There  is  no  authority  to  waive  JOBS 
program  rules. 

The  purpose  of  the  waiver  authority  is  to 
enable  States  to  implement  demonstration 
projects  that  the  Secretary  finds  will  assist 
in  promoting  the  objectives  of  the  programs 
States  must  evaluate  their  demonstration 
programs,  and  the  programs  must  not  in- 
crease Federal  spending. 

Proposed  Change —States  will  be  allowed 
to  apply  for  waivers  of  JOBS  program  rules 
in  order  to  conduct  JOBS  (lemonstration 
projects. 

In  addition,  the  Secretary  will  be  required 
to  approve  or  disapprove  a  section  1115  waiv- 
er request  within  90  days  after  the  completed 
application  is  received.  In  considering  an  ap- 
plication for  a  waiver,  there  will  be  a  pre- 
sumption for  approval  in  the  case  of  a  re- 
quest for  a  waiver  that  is  similar  in  sub- 
stance and  scale  to  one  that  has  already  been 
approved. 

6.  STATE  AUTHORITY  TO  ESTABLISH  CERTAIN 
AFDC  RULES 

Present  Law —The  Social  Security  Act 
specifies  the  rules  States  must  follow  with 
respect  to  income  and  resource  require- 
ments, the  disregard  of  income,  and  the  defi- 
nition of  unemployment  and  the  number  of 
quarters  of  work  required  for  eligibility 
under  the  Unemployed  Parent  (UP)  program. 

Proposed  Change.— Any  State  may.  with- 
out receiving  a  waiver,  establish  any  of  the 
following  program  changes'  income  and  re- 
source requirements,  requirements  relating 
to  the  disregard  of  income,  standards  for  de- 
fining unemployment  that  are  different  from 
those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  in  regula- 
tions (which  currently  limit  eligibility  for 
UP  benefits  to  families  in  which  the  prin- 
cipal earner  works  fewer  than  100  hours  a 
month),  and  rules  that  prescribe  the  num- 
bers of  quarters  of  work  that  a  principal 
earner  must  have  to  qualify  for  Unemployed 
Parent  benefits.  This  authority  expires  at 
the  end  of  five  years. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  evaluate  a 
sufficient  number  of  the  program  changes  es- 
tablished by  the  States  pursuant  to  this  au- 
thority to  determine  the  impact  of  the 
changes  on  AFDC  recipiency,  earnings 
achieved,  program  costs,  and  such  other  fac- 
tors as  the  Secretary  may  determine.  A 
State  chosen  by  the  Secretary  for  an  evalua- 
tion must  cooperate  in  carrying  out  the  eval- 
uation. 

C.  Child  Support  Enforcement  Program 

The  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  strength- 
ened the  Child  Support  Enforcement  pro- 
gram, which  was  enacted  in  1975  (Title  W-D 
of  the  Social  Security  Act),  by:  requiring 
States  to  establish  automated  tracking  and 
monitoring  systems  (with  90  percent  of  the 
funding  provided  by  the  Federal  govern- 
ment); requiring  wage  withholding  beginning 
in  1994  for  all  support  orders  (regardless  of 
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whether  a  parent  has  applied  to  the  child 
support  enforcement  affency  for  services): 
and  requiring  judges  and  other  officials  to 
use  State  guidelines  to  establish  most  child 
support  award  levels. 

States  were  required  to  review  and  adjust 
individual  case  awards  every  three  years  for 
AFDC  cases  (and  every  three  years  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  parent  in  other  IV-D  cases):  meet 
Federal  standards  for  the  establishment  of 
paternity:  require  all  parties  in  a  contested 
paternity  case  to  take  a  genetic  test  upon 
the  request  of  any  party  (with  90  percent  of 
the  laboratory  costs  paid  by  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment): and  to  collect  and  report  a  wide 
variety  of  statistics  related  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  system.  The  Act  also  established 
the  U.S.  Commission  on  Interstate  Child 
Support,  which  issued  its  report  with  rec- 
ommendations in  May  1992. 

1.  REQUIRE  THE  .ADOPTION  BY  ALL  STATES  OK 
THE  UNIFOR.M  INTERSTATE  FA.MILY  SUPPORT 
ACT  (LIFSAi 

Present  Law.— The  Uniform  Interstate 
Family  Support  Act  (UIFSA)  was  approved 
by  the  National  Conference  of  Commis- 
sioners on  Uniform  State  laws  in  August 
1992.  It  contains  a  wide  variety  of  provisions 
designed  to  improve  enforcement  of  inter- 
state child  support  cases  by  providing  uni- 
formity in  State  laws  and  procedures,  and 
creating  a  framework  for  determining  juris- 
diction in  interstate  cases.  Not  all  States 
have  adopted  UIFSA. 

Proposed  Change.— All  States  are  required 
to  adopt  UIFSA  not  later  than  January  1. 
1997. 

2  RULES  FOR  PATERNITY  ESTABLISHMENT 
COOPERATION 

Present  Law.— The  statute  requires  AFDC 
applicants  and  recipients,  as  a  condition  of 
aid.  to  cooperate  with  the  State  in  establish- 
ing paternity  and  in  obtaining  support  pay- 
ments unless  there  is  good  cause  for  refusal 
to  cooperate.  It  does  not  define  what  con- 
stitutes cooperation.  The  determination  as 
to  whether  an  individual  is  cooperating  or 
has  good  cause  for  refusing  to  cooperate  is 
made  by  the  welfare  agency. 

Proposed  Change.— Cooperation  is  defined 
in  statute  as  the  provision  by  the  mother  of 
both  a  name  and  any  other  helpful  informa- 
tion to  verify  the  identity  of  the  putative  fa- 
ther (such  as  the  present  or  past  address,  the 
present  or  past  place  of  employment  or 
school,  date  of  birth,  names  and  addresses  of 
parents,  friends,  or  relatives  able  to  provide 
location  information,  or  other  information 
that  could  enable  service  of  process).  The 
good  cause  exemption  in  present  law  is  re- 
tained 

For  purposes  of  AFDC  eligibility,  a  mother 
(or  other  relative)  will  not  be  determined  to 
be  cooperating  with  efforts  to  establish  pa- 
ternity unless  the  individual  provides  the  re- 
quired information.  The  child  support  en- 
forcement agency  is  required  to  make  this 
determination  within  10  days  after  the  indi- 
vidual has  been  referred  for  services  by  the 
welfare  agency.  However,  the  State  cannot 
deny  benefits  on  the  basis  of  lack  of  coopera- 
tion until  such  determination  Is  made. 

3.  STREA.MLINI.NG  PATERNITY  E.'JTABLISHMENT 

Present  Law— States  are  required  to  have 
procedures  for  a  simple  civil  process  for  vol- 
untarily acknowledging  paternity  under 
which  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  ac- 
knowledging paternity  are  explained,  and 
due  process  safeguards  are  afforded.  The 
State's  procedures  must  include  a  hospital- 
based  program  for  the  voluntary  acknowl- 
edgment of  paternity.  States  must  also  have 
procedures   under   which    the   voluntary   ac- 


knowledgment of  paternity  creates  a  rebut- 
table, or  at  the  option  of  the  State,  conclu- 
sive presumption  of  paternity,  and  under 
which  such  voluntary  acknowledgment  is  ad- 
missible as  evidence  of  paternity,  and  proce- 
dures under  which  the  voluntary  acknowl- 
edgment of  paternity  must  be  recognized  as 
a  basis  for  seeking  a  support  order  without 
requiring  any  further  proceedings  to  estab- 
lish paternity. 

Proposed  Change —States  are  required  to 
strengthen  procedures  relating  to  establish- 
ment of  jiatemity.  A  parent  who  has  ac- 
knowledged paternity  has  60  days  to  rescind 
the  affidavit  before  the  acknowledgment  be- 
comes legally  binding  (with  later  challenge 
in  court  possible  only  on  the  basis  of  fraud, 
duress,  or  material  mistake  of  fact).  How- 
ever, minors  who  sign  the  affidavit  outside 
the  presence  of  a  parent  or  court-appointed 
guardian  have  greater  opportunity  to  rescind 
the  acknowledgment  after  60  days.  Due  proc- 
ess protection  is  enhanced  by  requiring  that 
States  more  adequately  inform  parents  of 
the  effects  of  acknowledging  paternity. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  no  judicial  or 
administrative  procedures  may  be  u.sed  to 
ratify  an  unchallenged  acknowledgment,  and 
that  States  may  not  use  jury  trials  for  con- 
tested paternity  cases.  Where  there  is  clear 
and  convincing  evidence  of  paternity  (such 
as  a  genetic  test).  States  must,  at  a  parent's 
request,  issue  a  temporary  order  requiring 
the  provision  of  child  support.  Finally. 
States  must  have  procedures  ensuring  that 
fathers  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  ini- 
tiate a  paternity  action. 

4.  PATERNITY  ESTABLISHMENT  OUTREACH 

Present  Law —There  is  no  requirement 
that  States  have  a  paternity  outreach  pro- 
gram. 

Proposed  Change —States  are  required  to 
publicize  the  availability  and  encourage  the 
use  of  procedures  for  voluntary  paternity  es- 
tablishment and  child  support  through  a  va- 
riety of  means,  including  distribution  of 
written  materials  at  health  care  facilities 
and  other  locations  such  as  schools:  pre- 
natal programs  to  educate  expectant  couples 
on  individual  and  joint  rights  and  respon- 
sibilities with  respect  to  paternity:  and  rea- 
sonable follow-up  efforts  after  a  new-born 
child  has  been  discharged  from  a  hospital  if 
paternity  or  child  support  have  not  been  es- 
tablished. States  may  receive  90  percent  Fed- 
eral matching  for  these  outreach  efforts. 

5.  REVIEW  AND  ADJUSTMENT  OF  ORDERS 

Present  Law.— States  are  required  to  re- 
view and  adjust  child  support  orders  at  least 
every  36  months  (1)  in  the  case  of  an  AFDC 
family,  unless  the  State  determines  that  a 
review  would  not  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  child  and  neither  parent  has  requested 
review:  and  (2)  in  the  case  of  any  other  order 
being  enforced  by  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment agency,  if  either  parent  has  requested 
review. 

Proposed  Change.— States  are  required  to 
review  both  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  child  sup- 
port orders  every  three  years  at  the  request 
of  either  parent,  and  to  adjust  the  order 
(without  a  requirement  for  any  other  change 
in  circumstances)  if  the  amount  of  child  sup- 
port under  the  order  differs  from  the  amount 
that  would  be  awarded  based  on  State  guide- 
lines. 

Upon  request  at  any  time  of  either  parent 
subject  to  a  child  support  order,  the  State 
must  review  the  order  and  adjust  the  order 
in  accordance  with  State  guidelines  based  on 
a  substantial  change  in  the  circumstances  of 
either  such  parent. 

Child  support  orders  issued  or  modified 
after  the  date  of  enactment  must  require  the 


parents  to  provide  each  other  with  an  annual 
statement  of  their  respective  financial  con- 
dition. 

6.  NATIONAL  CHILD  SUPPORT  GUIDELINES 

COMMISSION 

Present  Law.— Among  its  other  rec- 
ommendations, the  U.S.  Commission  on 
Interstate  Child  Support  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  commission  to  study  is- 
sues relating  to  child  support  guidelines. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  establishes  a 
commission  to  determine  whether  it  is  ap- 
propriate to  develop  a  national  child  support 
guideline,  and  if  it  determines  that  such  a 
guideline  is  needed,  to  develop  such  a  guide- 
line. The  commission  is  to  make  its  report 
no  later  than  two  years  after  the  appoint- 
ment of  its  members. 

7.  ESTABLISH  CENTRALIZED  STATE  CASE 
REGISTRIES  AND  ENFORCEMENT  SERVICES 

Present  Law.— Child  support  orders  and 
records  are  often  maintained  by  various 
branches  of  government  at  the  local,  county, 
and  State  level.  Under  the  current  program. 
IV-D  services  are  provided  automatically 
without  charge  to  recipients  of  AFDC  and 
Medicaid.  Other  parents  must  apply  for  serv- 
ices, and  may  at  State  option  be  required  to 
pay  a  fee  for  services. 

Proposed  Change —The  bill  requires  each 
State  to  establish  both  a  Central  Registry 
for  all  child  support  orders  established  or 
registered  in  the  State,  and  a  centralized 
payment  processing  system  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  automation  and  economies  of 
scale,  and  to  simplify  the  process  for  em- 
ployers. For  enforcement  purposes.  States 
must  choose  one  of  two  types  of  systems  for 
payment  processing:  (a)  an  'opt-in"  central- 
ized collections  system  where  one  parent 
would  have  to  apply  to  the  IV-D  agency  to 
receive  services,  or  (b)  an  "opt-out"  central- 
ized system  where  all  cases  would  automati- 
cally have  withholding  and  enforcement 
done  by  IV-D  unless  both  parents  make  a  re- 
quest to  be  exempt  from  the  proce-ss.  Under 
either  option,  the  centralization  process  for 
enforcement  would  be  used  for  collections 
and  disbursement. 

8.  ESTABLISH  FEDERAL  DATA  SY.STEM.S:  A  DIREC- 
TORY OF  NEW  HIRES  WITHIN  AN  EXPANDED 
FEDERAL  PARE.NT  LOCATOR  SERVICE  iFPLSi 

Expanded  Federal  Parent  Locator  Service 
(FPLS): 

Present  Law.— State  child  support  agencies 
now  have  access  to  the  FPLS,  a  computer- 
ized national  location  network  operated  by 
the  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement, 
which  obtains  information  from  six  Federal 
agencies  and  the  State  employment  security 
agencies.  This  information  only  relates  to  a 
parent's  location,  and  does  not  include  in- 
come and  asset  information.  It  is  used  for  en- 
forcement of  existing  child  support  orders. 
not  to  establish  paternity  or  establish  and 
modify  orders. 

Proposed  Change.- -.A  New  Hire  Directory, 
and  a  new  Data  Bank  on  Child  Support  Or- 
ders which  contams  information  of  all  cases 
sent  by  the  State  registries,  are  added  to  the 
current  FPLS.  The  FPLS  database  is  ex- 
panded to  provide  States  with  additional  in- 
formation about  not  only  the  location  of  the 
individual  but  also  income.  a.s.sets,  and  other 
relevant  data.  States  may  access  this  infor- 
mation for  enforcement,  establishing  pater- 
nity, and  establishing  and  modifying  orders. 

a.  Directory  of  New  Hires: 

Present  Law— Employers  are  currently  re- 
quired, generally  on  a  quarterly  basis,  to  re- 
port employee  wages  to  State  employment 
security  offices.  These  reports  are  used  to  de- 
termine unemployment  benefits.  In  order  to 


more  rapidly  and  effectively  implement  wage 
withholding  to  enforce  child  support  orders, 
a  number  of  States  have  adopted  laws  requir- 
ing employers  to  report  information  on  each 
newly  hired  individual  within  a  specified 
number  of  days  after  the  individual  is  hired. 
Proposed  Change —A  national  New  Hire 
Directory  is  created  within  the  FPLS.  Em- 
ployers will  be  required  to  report  the  name, 
date  of  birth,  and  social  security  number  of 
each  newly  hired  employee  to  the  New  Hire 
Directory  within  10  days  of  hiring.  This  in- 
formation will  be  compared  with  informa- 
tion in  the  expanded  FPLS.  and  matches  will 
be  sent  back  to  the  appropriate  States  to  be 
used  for  enforcement. 

9.  REQUIRE  SUSPENSION  OF  LICENSES 

Present  Law —There  is  no  provision  in 
present  law  requiring  States  to  withhold  or 
suspend,  or  restrict  the  use  of.  professional. 
occupational,  recreational  and  drivers'  li- 
censes of  delinquent  parents. 

Proposed  Change— States  are  required  to 
have  such  procedures  and  to  use  them  in  ap- 
propriate cases. 

10.  INCREASED  USE  OF  CONSUMER  REPORTING 
AGENCIES 

Present  Law.— State  child  support  enforce- 
ment agencies  are  required  to  report  periodi- 
cally the  names  of  obligors  who  are  at  least 
2  months  delinquent  in  the  payment  of  sup- 
port and  the  amount  of  the  delinquency  to 
consumer  reporting  agencies.  If  the  amount 
of  the  delinquency  is  less  than  Jl.OOO.  such 
reporting  is  optional  with  the  State.  The 
State's  procedural  due  process  requirements 
must  be  met. 

Proposed  Change.— States  are  required  to 
report  periodically  to  consumer  reporting 
agencies  the  name  of  any  parent  who  is  de- 
linquent in  the  payment  of  support,  but  only 
after  the  parent  has  been  afforded  due  proc- 
ess under  State  law.  including  notice  and  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  contest  the  accu- 
racy of  the  information. 

11.  REQUIRE  INTEREST  ON  ARREARAGES 

Present  Law.— There  is  no  requirement 
that  States  charge  interest  on  child  support 
arrearages. 

Propo.=ed  Change.— States  must  charge  in 
terest  on  arrearages. 

12.  DENY  PASSPORTS  FOR  CERTAIN  ARREARAGES 

Present  Law.— There  is  no  provision  in 
present  law  relating  to  denial  of  passports 
for  failure  to  pay  child  support. 

Proposed  Change.— If  the  Secretary  of  HHS 
receives  a  certification  by  a  State  agency 
that  an  individual  owes  arrearages  of  child 
support  in  an  amount  exceeding  $5,000  or  in 
an  amount  exceeding  24  months'  worth  of 
child  support,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit 
such  certification  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  action.  The  Secretary  of  State  shall 
refuse  to  issue  a  passport  to  such  an  individ- 
ual, and  may  revoke,  restrict,  or  limit  a 
passport  issued  previously  to  such  individ- 
ual. 

13.  EXTEND  STATUTE  OF  LI.MITATIONS 

Present  Law.— There  is  no  provision  for  a 
statute  of  limitations  for  purposes  of  collect- 
ing child  support. 

Proposed  Change —States  must  have  pro- 
cedures under  which  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions on  arrearages  of  child  support  extends 
at  least  until  the  child  owed  such  support  is 
30  years  of  age. 

•14.  REQUIRE.MENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 
AND  MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

Present  Law.— The  armed  forces  have  their 
own  rules  relating  to  child  support  enforce- 
ment. Procedural  rules  for  wage  withholding 
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for  Federal  and  military  employees,  and  for 
other  employees,  are  not  uniform. 

Proposed  Change —Federal  employees  are 
made  subject  to  the  same  withholding  proce- 
dures as  non-Federal  employees.  The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  is  required  to  streamline 
collection  and  location  procedures  of  mili- 
tary personnel.  The  military  would  be  treat- 
ed similarly  to  a  State  for  purposes  of  child 
support  enforcement  interaction  with  other 
States,  and  more  as  any  other  employer  for 
purposes  of  wage  withholding. 

15.  GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  ACCESS  AND 
VISITATION  PROGRAMS 

Present  Law— The  1988  Family  Support 
Act  authorized  $4  million  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1990  and  1991  to  enable  States  to  con- 
duct demonstration  projects  to  develop  and 
improve  activities  designed  to  increase  com- 
pliance with  child  access  provisions  of  court 
orders. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  authorizes  $5 
million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
and  $10  million  for  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year  to  enable  States  to  establish  and  ad- 
minister programs  to  support  and  facilitate 
non-custodial  parents"  access  to  and  visita- 
tion of  their  children,  through  mediation, 
counseling,  education,  development  of 
parenting  plans,  visitation  enforcement,  and 
development  of  guidelines  for  visitation  and 
alternative  custody  arrangements. 

16.  CHANGE  DISTRIBUTION  REQUIREMENTS 

Present  Law— If  a  family  is  receiving 
AFDC.  the  family  receives  the  first  $50  of  the 
monthly  child  support  payment.  Additional 
amounts  that  are  paid  are  used  to  reimburse 
the  State  and  Federal  governments  for  as- 
sistance paid  to  the  family.  When  a  family 
leaves  AFDC.  the  State  must  pass  through 
all  current  monthly  child  support  to  the 
family,  but  has  the  option  whether  to  first 
pay  the  family  any  arrearages  which  are  col- 
lected, or  whether  to  reimburse  the  State 
and  Federal  governments. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  requires  States 
to  pay  all  families  who  have  left  AFDC  any 
arrearages  due  the  family  for  months  during 
which  a  child  did  not  receive  AFDC.  before 
using  those  arrearages  to  reimburse  the 
State  and  Federal  government.  States  are 
given  the  option  of  passing  through  to  fami- 
lies receiving  AFDC  the  difference  between 
the  $50  pass-through  amount  and  the  amount 
of  child  support  due  for  that  month. 

17.  CHANGE  IN  LU.MP-SUM  RULE 

Present  Law.— If  a  family  receiving  AFDC 
receives  a  lump-sum  lax  refund,  the  family 
loses  eligibility  for  the  number  of  months 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  lump  sum  pay- 
ment divided  by  the  State  payment  stand- 
ard. 

Proposed  Change.— Any  lump-sum  child 
support  payment  withheld  from  a  tax  refund 
for  a  family  receiving  AFDC  may  be  placed 
in  a  Qualified  Asset  Account  not  to  exceed 
$10,000.  Funds  in  this  account  may  only  be 
used  for  education  and  training  programs, 
improvements  in  the  employability  of  an  in- 
dividual (such  as  through  the  purchase  of  an 
automobile),  the  purchase  of  a  home,  or  a 
change  of  family  residence.  They  may  not  be 
taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  AFDC 
benefit  eligibility. 

18.  INCREASE  FEDERAL  FUNDING 

Present  Law.— The  Federal  Government 
pays  66  percent  of  most  State  and  local  IV- 
D  costs,  with  a  higher  matching  rate  of  90 
percent  for  genetic  testing  to  establish  pa- 
ternity and,  until  October  1.  1995.  for  state- 
wide automated  data  systems.  The  Federal 
government  also  pays  States  an  annual  in- 


centive payment  equal  to  a  minimum  of  6 
percent  of  collections  made  on  behalf  of 
AFDC  families  plus  6  percent  of  collections 
made  on  behalf  of  non-AFDC  families.  The 
amount  of  each  State's  incentive  payment 
can  reach  a  high  of  10  percent  of  AFDC  col- 
lections plus  10  percent  of  non-AFDC  collec- 
tions depending  on  the  cost-effectiveness  of 
the  State's  program.  The  incentive  payments 
for  non-welfare  collections  may  not  exceed 
115  percent  of  the  incentive  payments  for 
welfare  collections.  These  incentive  pay- 
ments are  financed  from  the  Federal  share  of 
collections. 

Proposed  Change— The  Federal  matching 
rate  will  increase  to  75  percent  in  1999.  and 
there  will  be  a  maintenance  of  effort  re- 
quired by  the  State.  The  Secretary  will  issue 
regulations  creating  a  new  incentive  struc- 
ture for  SUte  IV-D  systems  based  on  pater- 
nity establishment  throughout  the  State 
(not  just  within  the  IV-D  system)  and  a  se- 
ries of  measures  of  overall  performance  in 
collections  and  cost-effectiveness  of  the  IV- 
D  system.  The  incentives  will  range  up  to  5 
percentage  points  of  the  matching  rate  for 
paternity  establishment,  and  up  to  10  per- 
centage points  for  overall  performance  meas- 
ures. States  must  spend  incentive  payments 
on  the  IV-D  system.  If  a  State  fails  to  meet 
certain  performance  standards  such  as  for 
paternity  establishment  or  overall  perform- 
ance, the  IV-D  agency  will  be  assessed  pen- 
alties ranging  from  at  least  3  percent  of 
funding  as  a  first  sanction,  up  to  10  percent 
for  a  third  sanction. 

19.  LIMIT  ON  MATCH  FOR  OLD  SYSTEMS.  AND  CAP 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  NEW  SYSTEMS 

Present  Law —The  1988  Family  Support 
Act  required  States  to  establish  automated 
tracking  and  monitoring  systems  for  child 
support  enforcement  by  October  1.  1995.  with 
90  percent  of  the  funding  for  planning,  devel- 
opment, installation,  or  enhancement  of 
such  systems  provided  by  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment. 

Proposed  Change— The  Federal  matching 
rate  for  the  new  systems  requirements  in 
this  bill  is  80  percent  or.  if  higher,  the  rate 
the  State  is  entitled  to  receive  for  other  pro- 
gram purposes,  as  described  above  (combin- 
ing  the   ne<V    Fcuciil   iiiaiA.:iiiiii;    litle  aiiu   tlie 

State's  incentive  payments).  Federal  spend- 
ing for  this  purpose  may  not  exceed  $260  mil- 
lion annually  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2001. 

20.  AUDIT  AND  REPORTING 

Present  Law.— The  statute  mandates  peri- 
odic comprehensive  Federal  audits  of  State 
programs  to  ensure  compliance  with  t'ederal 
requirements.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  a 
State  has  not  complied  substantially  with 
Federal  requirements,  the  State's  AFDC 
matching  is  reduced  not  less  than  one  nor 
more  than  two  percent  for  the  first  finding  of 
noncompliance,  increasing  to  not  less  than 
three  nor  more  than  five  percent,  if  the  find- 
ing is  the  third  or  a  subsequent  consecutive 
such  finding. 

Proposed  Change.— The  Secretary  will  es- 
tablish standards  to  simplify  and  modify 
Federal  audit  requirements,  focusing  them 
more  on  performance  outcomes. 

C.  Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI) 

Program 

1.  REVISED  SSI  CHILDHOOD  DISABIIJTY 

REGULATIONS 

Present  Law— In  determining  whether  a 
child  under  the  age  of  18  is  disabled  for  the 
purpose  of  qualifying  for  Supplemental  Secu- 
rity Income,  regulations  require  the  Social 
Security  Administration  (SSA)  to  consider 
the  degree  to  which  an  impairment  or  com- 
bination   of   impairments   affects   a   child's 
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ability  lo  develop,  mature  and  to  engage  in 
age-appropriate  activities  of  daily  living. 

In  making  these  evaluations.  SSA  con- 
ducts what  is  called  an  'individualized  func- 
tional assessment  "  (IFA)  in  which  a  child's 
activities  are  broken  into  "domains'  of 
functioning  or  development,  such  as  cog- 
nition, communication,  and  motor  ability. 
Under  current  regulations,  the  limitation  in 
functioning  caused  by  conduct  disorders,  or 
maladaptive  behavior,  may  be  considered 
under  several  domains. 

To  be  found  to  be  disabled  based  on  an  IFA 
under  the  Commissioner's  current  regula- 
tions, a  child's  impairmenUs)  must,  at  a 
minimum,  cause  a  moderate  limitation  in 
functioning  in  at  least  three  domains  of 
functioning. 

Proposed  Change. — The  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security  is  required  to  revise  SSA's 
regulations  for  adjudicating  claims  for  SSI 
benefits  filed  for  children  by  reducing  the 
number  of  domains  considered  in  determin- 
ing whether  a  child  is  disabled  based  on  an 
individualized  functional  assessment,  to  con- 
sider maladaptive  behavior  in  only  one  do- 
main, and  to  require  that,  at  a  minimum,  a 
child's  impairment(s)  cause  a  "marked"  de- 
gree of  limitation  in  at  least  two  domains,  or 
an  extreme  limitation  in  at  least  one  do- 
main. 

The  Commissioner  is  required  to  promul- 
gate the  new  regulations  within  9  months, 
and.  within  two  additional  years,  redeter- 
mine the  eligibility  of  children  on  the  rolls 
whose  disability  was  originally  determined 
under  the  regulations  that  are  revised  as  a 
result  of  this  provision. 

2.  REQUIRED  TRE.^TME.VT  FOR  DISABLED 
CHILDRE.N 

Present  Law.— There  is  no  provision  that 
requires  a  disabled  child  who  qualifies  for 
Supplemental  Security  Income  benefits  to 
receive  medical  treatment  or  have  a  treat- 
ment plan. 

Proposed  Change.— Within  three  months 
after  a  child  has  been  found  to  be  eligible  for 
SSI.  the  parent  or  representative  payee  will 
be  required  to  file  a  treatment  plan  for  the 
child  with  SSA  (through  the  State  Disability 
Determinatinn  .Service  of  the  SiJite  in  which 
the  child  resides*.  The  plan  will  be  developed 
by  the  child's  physician  or  other  medical 
provider.  SSA  will  evaluate  compliance  with 
the  treatment  plan  when  SSA  conducts  a 
continuing  disability  review  for  the  child. 

If  the  parent  or  representative  payee  fails, 
without  good  cause,  to  meet  these  require- 
ments, SSA  will  appoint  another  representa- 
tive payee,  which  can  be  the  State  Medicaid 
agency  of  the  State  in  which  the  child  re- 
sides, or  another  State  agency  or  individual. 

3.  CONTINUING  DISABILITY  REVIEWS 

Present  Law.— Beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security 
will  be  required  to  conduct  periodic  continu- 
ing disability  reviews  (CDRs)  for  disabled 
SSI  recipients  (including  both  disabled  chil- 
dren and  adults).  The  provision  expires  in  fis- 
cal year  1998.  and  the  Commissioner  will  be 
required  to  conduct  CDRs  for  not  more  than 
100, (XX)  SSI  recipients  a  year  for  the  period 
1996-1998. 

Proposed  Change.— The  Commissioner  is 
required  to  conduct  periodic  CDRs  for  dis- 
abled children  who  receive  SSI.  Reviews  for 
all  children  other  than  those  whose  disabil- 
ities are  not  expected  to  improve  must  be 
conducted  at  least  every  three  years,  with 
more  frequent  reviews  for  those  whom  SSA 
determines  may  improve  within  a  shorter  pe- 
riod of  time.  Children  who  are  awarded  SSI 
benefits  because  of  low  birth  weight  must  be 


reviewed    after    receiving    benefits    for    18 
months. 

1.  SPECL^L  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS  FOR  CHILDREN 
UNDER  AGE  18 

Present  Law— Large  retroactive  payments 
are  often  made  when  a  disabled  child  first 
qualifies  for  SSI  benefits.  The  retroactive 
payment  is  excluded  from  the  S2.000  resource 
limit  for  six  months,  but  thereafter,  any  re- 
maining portion  of  the  retroactive  payment 
could,  alone  or  in  combination  with  other  as- 
sets, render  the  child  ineligible  for  SSI  bene- 
fits. 

Proposed  Change.— The  representative 
payee  of  a  disabled  child  will  be  required  to 
deposit  the  initial  retroactive  payment  into 
a  special  account  if  the  amount  of  the  retro- 
active payment  is  equal  to  or  exceeds  six 
times  the  maximum  Federal  benefit  rate. 
Smaller  retroactive  payments  and  underpay- 
ments may  be  deposited  in  the  special  ac- 
count if  the  representative  payee  chooses  to 
do  so.  The  money  in  the  account  will  not  be 
considered  to  be  a  resource  and  may  be  used 
only  to  benefit  the  child  and  only  for  such 
purposes  as  education  or  job  skills  training: 
personal  needs  assistance;  special  equip- 
ment; housing  modification;  medical  treat- 
ment, therapy,  or  rehabilitation;  or  other 
items  or  services  determined  appropriate  by 
the  Commissioner. 

5.  GRADUATED  BENEFITS  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
CHILDREN 

Present  Law.— E^ch  disabled  child  is  eligi- 
ble, under  the  SSI  program,  for  an  amount 
equal  to  the  full  Federal  monthly  benefit 
rate,  which  currently  is  $458.00,  plus  any  sup- 
plementary payment  made  by  the  State.  The 
benefit  may  be  reduced  because  of  other  in- 
come received  by  the  child,  or  because  of  pa- 
rental income  that  is  deemed  to  the  child. 

Proposed  Change— The  amount  payable  to 
a  child  will  be  reduced  if  two  or  more  SSI-el- 
igible children  reside  together  in  a  house- 
hold. The  amount  for  the  first  child  will  be 
100  percent  of  the  full  benefit;  the  amount 
for  the  second  eligible  child  will  be  equal  to 
80  percent  of  the  full  benefit;  the  amount  for 
the  third  eligible  child  will  be  equal  to  60 
percent  of  the  full  benefit;  and  the  amount 
for  the  fourth  and  each  subsequent  child  will 
be  equal  to  40  percent  of  the  full  benefit. 
Children  living  in  group  homes  or  in  foster 
care  will  continue  to  be  eligible  for  100  per- 
cent of  the  full  benefit.  The  aggregate 
amount  payable  to  all  SSI-ellglble  children 
In  a  household  will  be  paid  to  each  child  on 
a  "per  capita"  basis. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  eligibility 
for  Medicaid,  each  SSI-eligible  child  In  a 
household  shall  be  considered  to  be  eligible 
for  an  amount  equal  to  100  percent  of  the  full 
Federal  benefit  rate. 

6.  USE  OF  STANDARDIZED  TESTS 

Present  Law —There  Is  no  provision  relat- 
ing to  use  of  standardized  tests  for  purposes 
of  determining  whether  a  child  Is  disabled. 

Proposed  Change.— The  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security  is  required  to  use  standard- 
ized tests  that  provide  measures  of  childhood 
development  or  functioning,  or  criteria  of 
childhood  development  or  function  that  are 
equivalent  to  the  findings  of  a  standardized 
test,  wherever  such  tests  or  criteria  are 
available  and  the  Commissioner  determines 
their  use  to  be  appropriate. 

7.  DIRECTORY  OF  SERVICES 

Present  Law.— There  Is  no  provision  re- 
quiring a  directory  of  services  that  are  avail- 
able to  assist  children  with  disabilities. 

Proposed  Change. — For  the  purpose  of  ex- 
panding  the  information  base  available  to 


members  of  the  public  who  contact  the  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Social  Security  shall  establish  a  di- 
rectory of  services  for  disabled  children  that 
are  available  within  the  area  serviced  by 
each  Social  Security  office.  Each  .such  direc- 
tory shall  include  the  names  of  service  pro- 
viders, along  with  each  provider's  address 
and  telephone  number,  and  shall  be  acces- 
sible electronically  to  all  Social  Security 
employees  who  provide  direct  service  to  the 
public. 

8.  COORDIN.'VTION  OF  SERVICES 

Present  Law —There  is  no  provision  that 
establishes  a  system  for  assuring  that  SSI 
disabled  children  have  access  to  available 
services. 

Proposed  Change. — In  order  to  assure  that 
a  child  receiving  SSI  benefits  on  the  basis  of 
disability  has  access  to  available  medical 
and  other  support  services,  that  services  are 
provided  in  an  efficient  and  effective  man- 
ner, and  that  gaps  in  the  provision  of  serv- 
ices are  identified,  the  State  agency  that  ad- 
ministers the  Maternal  and  Child  Health 
block  grant  would  be  made  responsible  for 
developing  a  care  coordination  plan  for  each 
child. 

The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, the  Secretary  of  Education,  and  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  are  di- 
rected to  take  such  steps  as  may  he  nec- 
essary, through  issuance  of  regulations, 
guidelines,  or  such  other  means  as  they  may 
determine,  to  assure  that,  where  appro- 
priate, the  State  medicaid  agency,  the  State 
Department  of  Mental  Health,  the  State  Dis- 
ability Determination  Service,  the  State  Vo- 
cational Rehabilitation  Agency,  the  State 
Developmental  Disabilities  Council,  and  the 
State  Department  of  Education:  (1)  assist  in 
the  development  of  the  child's  care  coordina- 
tion plan;  (2)  participate  in  the  planning  and 
delivery  of  the  services  called  for  In  the  care 
coordination  plan;  and  (3)  provide  informa- 
tion to  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  with  respect  to  the  services  that 
they  provi'ie. 

D.  Other  Provisions 

1.  ALIEN  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

Present  Law —The  AFDC.  SSI,  medicaid, 
and  food  stamp  laws  provide  for  limiting  eli- 
gibility of  immigrants  for  assistance  by 
means  of  so-called  "deeming"  rules.  The 
rules  provide  that  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining financial  eligibility  for  benefits  and 
services.  Immigrants  are  deemed  to  have  the 
Income  and  resources  of  their  immigration 
sponsors  available  for  their  support  for  a  pe- 
riod of  3  years.  PL.  103^  152.  the  Unemploy- 
ment Compensation  Amendments  of  1993.  in- 
cluded a  provision  extending  the  sponsor-to- 
alien  deeming  period  for  SSI  from  3  to  5 
years,  effective  from  January  1.  1994  to  Octo- 
ber 1,  1996. 

Proposed  Change.— The  bill  makes  the  SSI 
5-year  deeming  period  permanent,  and  ex- 
tends it  to  the  AP'DC  and  food  stamp  pro- 
grams. It  also  provides  for  uniform  alien  eli- 
gibility criteria  for  the  SSI.  AFDC,  medic- 
aid, and  food  stamp  programs. 

2.  TA.X  RESPONSIBILITIES  INCIDE.VT  TO 
EXPATRIATION 

Present  Law. — Under  current  law.  a  tax- 
payer's accrued  asset  gains  are  not  taxed  at 
the  time  he  or  she  expatriates  or  gives  up 
U.S.  residence.  Further,  the  taxpayer's  ac- 
crued gains  with  respect  to  foreign  a.ssets  are 
never  taxed  by  the  United  States.  In  cases 
when  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  a  taxpayer 
expatriated  for  purposes  of  tax  avoidance, 
accrued  gains  with  respect  to  U.S.  assets  are 


taxed  if  a  taxable  disposition  occurs  within 
the  ten-year  period  following  relinquishment 
of  U.S.  citizenship. 

Proposed  Change— A  U.S.  citizen  relin- 
quishing citizenship  generally  would  be 
taxed  on  any  accrued  asset  gains  as  of  the 
date  of  expatriation.  Certain  long-term  resi- 
dents of  the  United  States  would  similarly 
be  taxed  on  accrued  gains  upon  losing  such 
resident  status.  Exceptions  would  be  pro- 
vided for  the  first  $600,000  of  a  taxpayer's 
gain,  gain  with  respect  to  U.S.  real  estate. 
a,nd  pension  gains.  A  taxpayer  could  elect,  on 
an  a.s.set  by  asset  basis,  to  avoid  immediate 
gain  taxation  and  instead  continue  to  be  sub- 
ject to  U.S.  taxes  with  respect  to  an  asset. 

3.  EARNED  INCOME  TAX  CREDIT  CHANGES 

(i)  Illegal  aliens- 
Present  Law. — Currently,  persons  resident 
in  the  United  States  for  over  six  months  who 
are  not  U.S.  citizens  are  eligible  for  the  EITC 
in  some  circumstances,  even  if  they  are 
working  in  the  country  illegally 

Proposed  Change— Eligibility  for  the  EITC 
would  be  limited  to  those  residents  author- 
ized to  work  in  the  United  States. 

(II)  Social  Security  numbers — 

Present  Law.— Procedurally,  the  IRS  must 
use  its  normal  deficiency  procedures,  which 
involve  a  series  of  written  communications 
with  the  taxpayer,  if  it  decides  to  challenge 
a  taxpayer's  EITC  claim  that  may  be  erro- 
neous. This  is  true  even  in  the  case  of  a  miss- 
ing or  erroneous  social  security  number. 

Proposed  Change.— The  IRS  would  be  pro- 
vided with  the  authority  to  process  EITC 
claims  in  a  more  effective  manner.  Social  se- 
curity numbers  (valid  for  employment  pur- 
poses in  the  case  of  the  earnens))  would  be 
required  for  the  taxpayer,  his  or  her  spouse, 
and  each  qualifying  child.  The  IRS  would  be 
permitted  to  handle  any  errors  in  social  se- 
curity numbers  under  the  simplified  proce- 
dures currently  applicable  to  math  errors  on 
a  taxpayer's  return,  rather  than  under  the 
normal  tax  deficiency  procedures. 

(lii)  Modification  of  unearned  income 
test — 

Present  Law.— Individuals  with  more  than 
$2,350  of  interest  (taxable  and  tax-exempt), 
dividends,  net  rents  and  net  royalties  are  not 
eligible  lor  the  Kl  TC  crnis  provision  was  en- 
acted this  year  In  H.R.  831.) 

Proposed  Change —An  individual's  net  cap- 
ital gains  would  be  added  to  the  other  cat- 
egories of  unearned  income  that  are  totalled 
for  purposes  of  determining  an  individual's 
eligibility  for  the  EITC. 

4.  TREATMENT  OF  CORPORATE  STOCK 
REDE.MITIONS 

Present  Law —Corporate  shareholders  are 
allowed  a  special  deduction  (the  "dividends 
received  deduction")  with  respect  to  qualify- 
ing dividends  received  from  taxable  domestic 
corporations.  The  deduction  equals  70  per- 
cent of  dividends  received  if  the  corporation 
receiving  the  deduction  owns  less  than  20 
percent  of  the  stock  of  the  distributing  cor- 
poration. The  deduction  equals  80  percent  of 
the  dividends  received  if  20  percent  or  more 
of  the  stock  is  owned  by  the  receiving  cor- 
poration. Members  of  a  group  of  affiliated 
corporations  can  elect  to  claim  a  100  percent 
dividends  received  deduction  for  qualifying 
dividends  paid  by  a  member  of  the  affiliated 
group.  No  deduction  is  allowed  for  dividends 
received  from  tax-exempt  corporations. 

An  amount  treated  as  a  dividend  In  the 
case  of  a  non  pro  rata  redemption  of  stock 
(or  a  partial  liquidation)  is  considered  an  ex- 
traordinary dividend  under  Internal  Revenue 
Code  section  10,59(eKl).  Generally,  the  basis 
of  the  remaining  stock  held  by  a  corporation 


receiving  a  dividend  must  be  reduced  by  the 
nontaxed  portion  of  any  extraordinary  divi- 
dend (I.e..  the  amount  of  the  dividends  re- 
ceived deduction)  received  by  the  corpora- 
tion with  respect  to  the  stock. 

Proposed  Change. — The  bill  would  replace 
the  provision  under  current  law  (Code  sec. 
10.59(e)(1))  that  allows  a  corporate  share- 
holder to  reduce  Its  basis  In  the  remaining 
stock  by  the  amount  of  the  nontaxed  portion 
of  an  extraordinary  dividend.  Instead,  the 
bill  would  provide  that,  except  as  specifi- 
cally set  forth  in  regulations,  any  non  pro 
rata  redemption  (or  partial  liquidation) 
would  be  treated  as  a  sale  of  the  redeemed 
stock,  even  if  such  distribution  would  other- 
wise be  treated  as  a  dividend  and  entitled  to 
a  dividends  received  deduction  under  present 
law. 

The  bill  would  be  effective  for  redemptions 
occurring  after  May  3.  1995,  except  for  those 
redemptions  occurring  pursuant  to  the  terms 
of  a  written  binding  contract  in  effect  on 
May  3,  1995  or  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  a  ten- 
der offer  outstanding  on  May  3,  1995 
Remarks  of  President  Reagan  on  Signing 
THE  Family  Support  Act  of  1986 

I  am  pleased  to  sign  into  law  today  a  major 
reform  of  our  nation's  welfare  system,  the 
Family  Support  Act.  This  bill.  H.R.  1720.  rep- 
resents the  culmination  of  more  than  2  years 
of  effort  and  responds  to  the  call  in  my  1986 
State  of  the  Union  Message  for  real  welfare 
reform— reform  that  will  lead  to  lasting 
emancipation  from  welfare  dependency. 

It  is  fitting  that  the  word  "family"  figures 
prominently  in  the  title  of  this  legislation. 
For  too  long  the  Federal  Government,  with 
the  best  of  intentions,  has  usurped  respon- 
sibilities that  appropriately  lie  with  parents. 
In  so  doing— does  anyone  have  a  Stinger? 
[Laughter]  In  so  doing,  it  has  reinforced  de- 
pendency and  separated  welfare  recipients 
from  the  mainstream  of  American  society. 
The  Family  Support  Act  says  to  welfare  par- 
ents, "We  expect  of  you  what  we  expect  of 
ourselves  and  our  own  loved  ones:  that  you 
will  do  your  share  in  taking  responsibility 
for  your  life  and  for  the  lives  of  the  children 
you  bring  Into  this  world." 

Well,  the  Family  Support  Act  focuses  on 
the  two  primary  areas  In  which  individuals 
musi  assume  this  responsibility.  First,  the 
legislation  Improves  our  system  for  securing 
support  from  absent  parents.  Second.  It  cre- 
ates a  new  emphasis  on  the  Importance  of 
work  for  Individuals  in  the  welfare  system. 

Under  this  bill,  one  parent  in  a  two-parent 
welfare  family  will  be  required  to  work  In 
the  public  or  private  sector  for  at  least  16 
hours  a  week  as  a  condition  of  receiving  ben- 
efits. This  important  work  requirement  ap- 
plies to  families  that  come  Into  the  welfare 
rolls  as  a  result  of  the  unemployment  of  the 
principal  wage  earner.  It  recognizes  the  need 
for  a  family's  breadwinner  to  maintain  the 
habits,  skills,  and  pride  achieved  through 
work.  This  work  requirement  also  allows  us 
to  expand  coverage  for  two-parent  families 
to  all  States  without  dangerously  increasing 
welfare  dependency.  A  key  part  of  this  bill  Is 
to  make  at  least  one  of  the  parents  in  a  wel- 
fare family  participate  In  meaningful  work 
while  still  getting  a  needed  cash  support. 

Single  parent  families  also  share  In  the 
message  of  hope  underlying  this  bill.  They, 
too.  will  know  that  there  Is  an  alternative  to 
a  life  on  welfare.  To  ensure  that  they  get  a 
better  start  in  life,  young  parents  who  have 
not  completed  high  school  will  be  required  to 
stay  in  or  return  to  school  to  complete  the 
basic  education  so  necessary  to  a  productive 
life.  Other  parents  will  be  offered  a  broad 
range  of  education,  employment,  and  train- 
ing activities  designed  to  lead  to  work. 


To  provide  new  employment  opportunities 
to  welfare  recipients.  States  will  be  entitled 
to  receive  $6.8  billion  over  the  next  7  years 
They  also  will  receive  the  funding  necessary 
to  provide  child  care  and  Medicaid  benefits. 
This  financial  assistance  represents  a  signifi- 
cant and  generous  national  commitment  to 
enhancing  the  self-sufficiency  of  welfare  re- 
cipients. To  ensure  that  meaningful  numbers 
of  recipients  actually  do  benefit  from  welfare 
reform,  each  State  must  be  required  to  in- 
volve increasing  percentages  of  welfare  fami- 
lies to  participate  in  employment  and  train- 
ing activities  over  time. 

The  Family  Support  Act  also  contains  sig- 
nificant reforms  In  our  nation's  child  sup- 
port enforcement  system.  These  reforms  are 
designed  to  ensure  that  parents  who  do  not 
live  with  their  children  nevertheless  meet 
their  responsibilities  to  them.  To  Improve 
the  adequacy  of  child  support  awards,  judges 
and  other  officials  will  be  required  to  apply 
support  guidelines  developed  by  their  States 
for  setting  award  amounts.  And  to  help  en- 
sure that  the  child  support  awarded  actually 
is  paid,  child  support  payments  will  be  auto- 
matically withheld  from  the  responsible  par- 
ent's paycheck. 

Refiectlng  the  concern  we  all  share  over 
the  Federal  budget  deficit,  the  Family  Sup- 
port Act  contains  funding  provisions  to  off- 
set the  Increased  new  spending  in  the  bill. 
The  single  largest  source  of  the  funding 
comes  from  a  temporary  extension  of  current 
authority  for  the  Treasury  to  collect  overdue 
debts  owed  the  Federal  Government  by  re- 
ducing Federal  tax  refunds  of  Individuals  not 
paying  those  debts  on  time. 

In  1971.  when  I  was  Governor  of  California, 
we  put  into  law  a  work-for-welfare  require- 
ment similar  to  the  one  In  the  bill  before  us 
today.  It  was  called  community  work  experi- 
ence, and  its  purpose  was  to  demonstrate  to 
the  disadvantaged  how  ennobling  a  job  could 
be.  And  that  lesson  Is  as  clear  today  as  It 
was  then,  and  the  successes  of  many  fine 
State  programs  like  that  one  have  made  this 
landmark  legislation  possible. 

As  lead  Governors  on  welfare  reform  for 

the  National  Governors"  Associatiun.  Gov- 
ernors Castle  and  Clinton  consistently  pre- 
sented the  Interests  of  the  States  In  getting 
welfare  reform  enacted.  And  that  interest 
has  been  manifested  by  many  States  carry- 
ing out  their  own  welfare  reform  progi^ms. 
Leaders  in  this  effort  are  Governors  Kean. 
Tommy  Thompson,  Moore,  and  Hunt  who 
have  paved  the  way  for  this  legislation 
through  unique  welfare  reform  Initiatives  in 
their  States.  Legislators  like  Wisconsin's 
Susan  Engelelter  were  Instrumental  In 
achieving  welfare  reform  and  showing  Con- 
gress how  well  It  works. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  share  the  cred- 
it for  the  responsible  welfare-to-work  and 
child  support  enforcement  reforms  in  the 
Family  Support  Act.  In  particular.  Senators 
Moynlhan,  Armstrong.  Dole,  and  Packwood. 
and  Bentsen.  and  Representatives  Rosten- 
kowskl.  Hank  Brown.  Michel.  Frenzel.  and 
Downey  played  key  roles  In  forging  the  con- 
sensus for  this  landmark  legislation.  They 
and  the  members  of  the  administration  who 
worked  so  diligently  on  this  bill  will  be  re- 
membered for  accomplishing  what  many 
have  attempted,  but  no  one  has  achieved  In 
several  decades:  a  meaningful  redirection  of 
our  welfare  system. 

And  I  think  It  is  time  now  for  me  to  sign 
the  bill.  And  I  thank  all  of  you,  and  God 
bless  you  all. 
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[From  the  New  York  Times.  May  18.  1995] 

GOP  Bills  To  Overhaul  Welfare  Worry 

Cm-  AND  CouNTi'  Officials 

(By  Robert  Pear) 

Washington.  May  17.— Mayors  and  other 
local  officials  from  around  the  country  said 
today  that  they  opposed  major  elements  of 
the  Republican  welfare  bills  moving  through 
Congress,  in  part  because  the  bills  would 
eliminate  the  Federal  guarantee  of  a  subsist- 
ence income  for  millions  of  poor  families. 

The  local  officials  said  that  cities  and 
counties  would  ultimately  have  to  deal  with 
the  effects  of  such  legislation,  which  they 
said  could  include  an  increased  demand  for 
food,  shelter  and  social  services. 

Mayor  Kay  Granger  of  Fort  Worth,  an 
independent,  speaking  for  the  United  States 
Conference  of  Mayors,  and  Randall  Frankie 
of  Oregon,  a  Republican  who  is  president  of 
the  National  Association  of  Counties,  said 
their  groups  opposed  the  Republican  plan  to 
give  each  state  a  fixed  sum  of  money  each 
year  to  assist  poor  people  in  any  way  it 
chose.  These  block  grants  would  replace  Fed- 
eral programs  that  provide  benefits  to  any- 
one who  meets  eligibility  criteria  based  on 
Income  and  other  factors. 

■We  oppose  repealing  the  entitlement  sta- 
tus of  benefit  programs  such  as  Aid  to  Fami- 
lies With  Dependent  Children,  food  stamps, 
child  nutrition  programs.  Medicaid  and  fos- 
ter care,"'  Ms.  Granger  said.  "We  believe  that 
the  individual  entitlement  to  a  minimum 
level  of  assistance  must  be  maintained  for 
our  children  and  families." 

The  National  League  of  Cities  and  the  Na- 
tional School  Boards  Association  expressed 
similar  views  at  a  news  conference  with 
mayors  and  county  commissioners.  It  was 
the  first  time  local  officials  had  spoken  out 
in  a  coordinated  effort  to  influence  Congress 
on  this  issue. 

The  local  officials  said  that  Congress  had 
paid  too  much  attention  to  a  small  number 
of  Republican  governors  like  John  Engler  of 
Michigan  and  Tommy  G.  Thompson  of  Wis- 
consin, who  had  lobbied  for  block  grants.  Mr. 
Franke.  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners in  Marion  County.  Ore.,  said:  "A  few 
Republican  governors  have  had  a  great  influ- 
ence on  this.  It  hasn't  had  the  kind  of  broad 
inpiir  from  governors,  or  from  local  govern- 
ment officials,  that  it  really  deserves.  " 

Carolyn  Long  Banks,  a  Democrat  on  the 
Atlanta  City  Council,  said  that  city  and 
county  officials  had  been  'left  out  of  the 
process  of  decision  making,"  but  would  have 
to  deal  with  the  effects  of  any  welfare  legis- 
lation adopted  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Mr.  Franke  said  counties  were  "the  front- 
line deliverers  of  basic  social  services"  in 
many  states. 

The  local  officials  said  it  was  wrong  for  the 
Government  to  push  people  off  welfare  if  it 
did  not  provide  the  education,  training  and 
child  care  they  needed  to  get  jobs.  "If  we 
simply  cut  welfare  and  there's  not  an  orga- 
nized effort  to  move  them  into  work,  then 
they  land  on  our  doorsteps,"  Mayor  Granger 
said. 

.■\  welfare  bill  passed  by  the  House  in 
March  would  establish  block  grants  to  the 
states  in  place  of  the  current  program  of  Aid 
to  Families  With  Dependent  Children.  Sen- 
ate Republicans  have  endorsed  the  approach. 
Republicans  in  the  House  and  the  Senate  are 
working  on  a  separate  bill  to  eliminate  the 
individual  entitlement  to  Medicaid  and  re- 
place it  with  a  block  grant. 

Republican  governors  say  the  block  grants 
would  free  them  from  burdensome  Federal 
regulations  and  give  them  the  authority  to 
design  their  own  welfare  programs,  tailored 
to  local  needs. 


But  Gov.  Lawton  Chiles  of  Florida,  a  Dem- 
ocrat, said  the  block  grants  were  "a  prescrip- 
tion for  disaster"  in  fast-growing  states  like 
Florida,  Texas.  California  and  .\rizona. 

Mr.  Chiles  said  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  had 
found  "a  few  G.O.P.  governors — Judas 
goats— to  go  along  with  the  idea  "  of  block 
grants.  "It's  no  wonder  the  Governors  of  Wis- 
consin. Michigan  and  Massachusetts  are  on 
this  bandwagon.  "  because  they  would  not 
suffer  any  financial  harm  and  could  obtain 
additional  money  at  the  expense  of  the  fast- 
growing  states,  Mr.  Chiles  said. 

A  Judas  goat  is  an  animal  used  to  lead  oth- 
ers to  slaughter.  Charles  S.  Salem,  special 
counsel  in  Governor  Chiles's  Washington  of- 
fice, said.   "That  is  what  he  intended  to  say." 

In  a  speech  here  last  week,  Mr.  Chiles  said 
the  formula  for  distributing  Federal  money 
under  the  Republican  welfare  bills  was  in- 
equitable. "A  poor  child  in  Massachusetts 
would  get  three  times  as  much  as  a  poor 
child  in  Florida,"  he  said.  "A  poor  child  in 
Michigan  would  get  twice  as  much  as  a  child 
in  my  state." 

Governor  Engler  rejected  Mr.  Chiles'  con- 
tentions. "The  only  successes  in  welfare  re- 
form have  been  achieved  at  the  state  level.  " 
he  said,  "Federal  involvement  has  served 
only  to  hogtie  state  reform  efforts." 

Gov.  Mike  Leavitt  of  Utah,  chairman  of 
the  Republican  Governors  Association,  dis- 
puted Mr.  Chiles'  assertion  that  fast-growing 
states  would  suffer  under  the  Republican 
proposal  to  distribute  the  block  grants  in 
proportion  to  current  levels  of  Federal  wel- 
fare spending  in  various  states. 

But  another  Republican  Governor.  Fife  Sy- 
mington of  Arizona,  expressed  concerns  simi- 
lar to  those  of  Mr.  Chiles.  He  said  the  pro- 
posal for  block  grants  would  penalize  states 
like  Arizona  with  high  population  growth 
and  comparatively  low  levels  of  welfare 
spending. 

Governor  Symington  said  the  block  grants 
should  be  based  not  on  past  spending,  but  on 
each  state's  share  of  the  total  number  of 
Americans  living  below  the  official  poverty 
level  ($11,817  for  a  family  of  three). 

The  block  grants  "should  not  reward  states 
that  have  been  granting  excessive  benefits 
and  penalize  states  that  have  maintained 
only  a  modest  safety  net  "  Mr.  Symington 
said  in  a  letter  to  Bob  Dole,  the  Senate  Re- 
publican leader. 

Mr,  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Chair  for  his  kind  attention. 


By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON; 
S.  829.  A  bill  to  provide  waivers  for 
the   establishment   of  educational    op- 
portunity schools:  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EDUCATION  legislation 

•  Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  I  introduce  would  make  it  possible, 
in  a  limited  number  of  school  districts, 
for  students  to  learn  in  a  single-sex 
classroom  setting  if  they  so  wish. 

Let  me  emphasize— "If  they  wish." 
This  bill  does  not  compel  any  school  to 
offer  or  any  student  to  participate  in 
single-sex  classes.  It  merely  allows  stu- 
dents— and  their  parents — in  a  qualify- 
ing school  district,  to  exercise  that 
choice. 

Our  Nation  has  a  compelling  interest 
in  assuring  that  all  children  receive  a 
high-quality  education.  Providing  fam- 
ilies with  another  constructive  edu- 
cational option  will  further  this  inter- 
est. 


This  legislation  has  three  purposes: 
First,  I  want  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation to  give  schools  the  discretion  to 
experiment  with  offering  same-gender 
classes  to  low-income,  educationally 
disadvantaged  students.  Second, I  want 
to  establish  reliable  information  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  single-gender 
classes  make  a  difference  in  the  edu- 
cational opportunities  and  achieve- 
ments of  low-income,  educationally 
disadvantaged  students.  Finally.  I 
want  to  involve  parents  in  the  edu- 
cational choices  their  children  make. 

Let  me  stress  that  this  legislation 
imposes  no  financial  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  Federal  Government.  My 
bill  requires  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation to  grant  up  to  10  waivers  to  title 
IX  of  the  Education  Amendments  of 
1972.  The  bill  would  not  provide  school 
districts  or  schools  any  additional 
funding  if  they  apply  for  and  are  grant- 
ed a  waiver  of  title  IX.  The  waiver  is 
very  narrowly  tailored  to  ensure  the 
unimpeded  development  and  operation 
of  single-gender  classes. 

In  recent  years,  efforts  to  experiment 
with  same-gender  classes  and  schools 
have  been  inhibited  by  lawsuits  and 
threats  of  lawsuits  from  private 
groups,  as  well  as  Government.  My  bill 
would  ensure  that  such  threats  can  no 
longer  interfere  with  educational  inno- 
vation. 

Nothing  in  my  legislation  affects  ef- 
forts at  overcoming  the  effects  of  past 
discrimination  made  on  the  basis  of 
sex.  Research  indicates  that  single-sex 
classes  can  help  minorities — girls  and 
boys — perform  better  in  school.  Afri- 
can-American students  in  single-sex 
classrooms  scored  nearly  a  grade  level 
higher  than  their  coeducational  coun- 
terparts in  academic  achievement 
tests.  Girls  in  single-sex  schools  scored 
a  full  grade  above  their  rnertiicational 
counterparts  on  academic  ability  tests. 
And  girls  in  single-sex  schools  out- 
performed girls  in  coeducational 
schools  almost  a  full  grade  level  on 
science  tests  scores. 

Some  studies  indicate  that  boys  may 
perform  better  in  single-sex  schools  as 
well.  Cornelius  Riordan,  of  Providence 
College,  has  found  that  a  cognitive  de- 
velopment among  boys  enrolled  in  sin- 
gle-sex Catholic  high  schools  is  more 
advanced  than  that  of  boys  enrolled  in 
coeducational  Catholic  high  schools. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  compelling 
Government  interest  in  granting  the 
Secretary  authority  to  insulate  from 
lawsuits,  for  a  limited  time,  a  small 
number  of  local  educational  agencies 
and  schools  which  experiment  with 
same-gender  classes. 

My  bill  addresses  this  Government 
interest,  and  will  allow  data  to  be  com- 
piled to  prove  that  single-sex  classes 
can  work  to  the  advantage  of  children. 

Most  importantly,  by  offering  par- 
ents and  children  a  choice,  this  legisla- 
tion would  re-involve  the  family  in 
educational  decisionmaking  processes. 


It  is  my  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
recognize  the  value  of  such  academic 
innovation  and  support  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECORD,  as 
follows: 

S.  829 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  tn 
Congress  assernhled. 

SECTION    1.   EDUCATIONAL   OPPORTLTNITV    DEM- 
ONSTRA'nON  PROGRA.M. 

(a)  In  General  —Title  I  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (20 
U.S.C.  6301  et  seq. )  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  part  F  as  part  G; 

(2)  by  redesignating  sections  1601  through 
1604  as  sections  1701  through  1704.  respec- 
tively; and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  part  E  the  following 
new  part: 

"PART  F— EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY 
DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 
"SEC.    1701.   SHORT  TITLE;   FINDINGS;  AND  PUR- 
POSES. 

"(a)  Short  Title.— This  part  may  be  cited 
as  the  'Educational  Opportunity  Demonstra- 
tion Act'. 

"(b)  Findings —The  Congress  finds  that- 
'll) while  low-income  students  have  made 
significant  gains  with  respect  to  educational 
achievement  and  attainment,  considerable 
gaps  still  persist  for  these  students  in  com- 
parison to  those  from  more  affiuent  socio- 
economic backgi-Qunds; 

"(2)  our  Nation  has  a  compelling  interest 
in  assuring  that  all  children  receive  a  high 
quality  education; 

"(3)  new  methods  and  experiments  to  revi- 
talize educational  achievement  and  opportu- 
nities of  low-income  individuals  must  be  a 
part  of  any  comprehensive  solution  to  the 
problems  in  our  Nation's  educational  sys- 
tem; 

"(4)  preliminary  research  shows  that  same 
gender  classes  and  schools  may  produce 
promising  academic  and  behavioral  improve- 
ments in  both  sexes  for  low-income,  educa- 
tionally disadvantaged  students: 

•■(5)  extensive  data  on  same  gender  classes 
and  schools  are  needed  to  determine  whether 
same  gender  classes  and  schools  are  closely 
tailored  to  achieving  the  compelling  govern- 
ment interest  in  assuring  that  all  children 
are  educated  to  the  best  of  their  ability; 

"(6)  in  recent  years  efforts  to  experiment 
with  same  gender  classes  and  schools  have 
been  inhibited  by  lawsuits  and  threats  of 
lawsuits  by  private  groups  as  well  as  govern- 
mental entities;  and 

"(7)  there  is  a  compelling  government  in- 
terest in  granting  the  Secretary  authority  to 
insulate  a  limited  number  of  local  edu- 
cational agencies  and  schools  which  are  ex- 
perimenting with  same  gender  classes  for  a 
limited  period  of  time  from  certain  law  suits 
under  title  IX  of  the  Education  Amendments 
of  1972.  section  204  of  the  Education  Amend- 
ments of  1974.  section  1979  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (42  US.C.  1983).  or  any  other  law 
prohibiting  discrimination  on  the  basis  of 
sex.  in  order  to  collect  data  on  the  effective- 
ness of  such  classes  in  educating  children 
from  low-income,  educationally  disadvan- 
taged backgrounds. 

"(c)  Purposes.— It  is  the  purpose  of  this 
part — 

"(1)  to  give  the  Secretary  discretion  to 
allow    experimentation    with    same    gender 


classes    for    low-income,    educationally    dis- 
advantaged students: 

"(2)  to  determine  whether  same  gender 
classes  make  a  difference  in  the  educational 
achievement  and  opportunities  of  low-in- 
come, educationally  disadvantaged  individ- 
uals; and 

■(3)  to  involve  parents  in  the  educational 
options  and  choices  of  their  children. 
'SEC.  1702.  DEFINmONS. 

"As  used  in  this  part — 

"(1)  the  term  "educational  opportunity 
school'  means  a  public  elementary,  middle, 
or  secondary  school  established  by  a  local 
educational  agency  receiving  a  waiver  under 
this  part,  or  a  consortium  of  such  schools, 
that^ 

"(A)  establishes  a  plan  for  voluntary,  same 
gender  classes  at  one  or  more  than  one 
school  in  the  community; 

"(B)  provides  same  gender  classes  for  both 
boys  and  girls,  as  well  as  a  coeducational  op- 
tion for  any  parent  that  chooses  that  option; 

"(C)  gives  parents  the  option  of  choosing 
to  send  their  child  to  a  same  gender  class  or 
to  a  coeducational  class: 

"(D)  admits  students  on  the  basis  of  a  lot- 
tery, if  more  students  apply  for  admission  to 
the  same  gender  classes  than  can  be  accom- 
modated; 

"(E)  has  a  program  in  which  a  member  of 
the  community  is  asked  to  volunteer  such 
member's  time  in  classes  of  children  of  the 
same  gender  as  the  member;  and 

"(F)  operates  in  pursuit  of  improving 
achievement  among  all  children  based  on  a 
specific  set  of  educational  objectives  deter- 
mined by  the  local  educational  agency  ap- 
plying for  a  waiver  under  this  part,  in  con- 
junction with  the  educational  opportunity 
advisory  board  established  under  section 
1703(b)  and  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary:  and 

■'(2)  the  term  "educational  opportunity  ad- 
visory board'  means  an  advisory  board  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  section  1703(b). 

"SEC.  1703.  WAIVER  AUTHORfTY. 

"(a)  .'VUTHORITV.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall 
waive  any  statutory  or  regulatory  require- 
ment of  title  IX  of  the  Education  Amend- 
ments of  1972.  section  204  of  the  Education 
Amendments  of  1974,  section  1979  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  (42  U.S.C.  1983),  and  any  other 
law  prohibiting  discrimination  on  the  basis 
of  sex.  for  each  local  educational  agency  (but 
not  more  than  10)  that  has  an  application  ap- 
proved under  section  1704  and  otherwise 
meets  the  requirements  of  this  part,  and  for 
any  educational  opportunity  school  estab- 
lished by  such  agency,  but  only  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  determines  necessary  to  en- 
sure the  development  and  operation  of  same 
gender  classes  in  accordance  with  this  part. 

"(2)  DURATION.— The  Secretary  shall  issue 
a  waiver  under  subsection  (a)  for  a  period  not 
to  exceed  5  years. 

"(b)  Educational  Opportunity  Advisory 
Board. — Each  local  educational  agency  re- 
ceiving a  waiver  under  this  part  shall  estab- 
lish an  educational  opportunity  advisory 
board.  Such  advisory  board  shall  be  com- 
posed of  school  administrators,  parents, 
teachers,  local  government  officials  and  vol- 
unteers involved  with  an  educational  oppor- 
tunity school.  Such  advisory  board  shall  as- 
sist the  local  educational  agency  in  develop- 
ing the  application  under  section  1704  and 
serve  as  an  advisory  board  in  the  functioning 
of  the  educational  opportunity  school. 

"SEC.  1704.  APPLICATIONS. 

"(a)  Applications  Required —Each  local 
educational  agency  desiring  a  waiver  under 
this  part  shall  submit,  within  180  days  of  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Educational  Oppor- 


tunity Demonstration  Act.  an  application  to 
the  Secretary  at  such  time,  in  such  manner 
and  accompanied  by  such  information  as  the 
Secretary  may  reasonably  require. 

"(b)  Scope  of  Application —Each  applica- 
tion described  in  subsection  (a)  may  request 
a  waiver  for  a  single  educational  opportunity 
school  or  for  a  consortium  of  such  schools. 

"(c)  Application  Contents.— Each  applica- 
tion described  in  subsection  (a)  shall  in- 
clude— 

""<!)  a  description  of  the  educational  pro- 
gram to  be  implemented  by  the  proposed 
educational  opportunity  school,  including— 

••(A)  the  grade  levels  or  ages  of  children  to 
be  served:  and 

"(B)  the  curriculum  and  instructional 
practices  to  be  used; 

"■(2)  a  description  of  the  objectives  of  the 
local  educational  agency  and  a  description  of 
how  such  agency  intends  to  monitor  and 
study  the  progress  of  children  participating 
in  the  educational  opportunity  school; 

•■(3)  a  description  of  how  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  intends  to  include  in  the 
educational  opportunity  school  administra- 
tors, teaching  personnel,  and  role  models 
from  the  private  sector; 

■"(4)  a  description  of  how  school  adminis- 
trators, parents,  teachers,  local  government, 
and  volunteers  will  be  involved  in  the  design 
and  implementation  of  the  educational  op- 
portunity school; 

'■(5)  a  justification  for  the  waiver  or  inap- 
plicability of  any  Federal  statutory  or  regu- 
latory requirements  that  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  believes  are  necessary  for 
the  successful  operation  of  the  educational 
opportunity  school  and  a  description  of  any 
State  or  local  statutory  or  regulatory  re- 
quirements, that  will  be  waived  for,  or  will 
not  apply  to,  the  educational  opportunity 
school,  if  necessary; 

"(6)  a  description  of  how  students  in  at- 
tendance at  the  educational  opportunity 
school,  or  in  the  community,  will  be— 

"(A)  informed  about  such  school;  and 

"(B)  informed  about  the  fact  that  admis- 
sion to  same  gender  classes  is  completely 
voluntary; 

'■(7»  an  assurance  that  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  will  annually  provide  the 
Secretary  such  information  as  the  Secretary 
may  require  to  determine  if  the  educational 
opportunity  school  is  making  satisfactory 
progress  toward  achieving  the  objectives  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2); 

"(8 1  an  assurance  that  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  will  cooperate  with  the  Sec- 
retary in  evaluating  the  waivers  issued 
under  this  part; 

"(9)  assurances  that  resources  shall  be  used 
equally  for  same  gender  classes  for  boys  and 
for  girls; 

"(10)  assurances  that  the  activities  as- 
sisted under  this  part  will  not  have  an  ad- 
verse affect,  on  either  sex,  that  is  caused 
by- 

"(A)  the  distribution  of  teachers  between 
same  gender  classes  for  boys  and  for  girls: 

"(B)  the  quality  of  facilities  for  boys  and 
for  girls: 

"'(C)  the  nature  of  the  curriculum  for  boys 
and  for  girls; 

"(D)  program  activities  for  boys  and  for 
girls:  and 

"(E)  instruction  for  boys  and  for  girls; 

"(11)  an  assurance  that  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  will  comply  with  the  re- 
search and  evaluation  protocols  developed  by 
the  Secretary  under  section  1706(a):  and 

"(12)  such  other  information  and  assur- 
ances as  the  Secretary  may  require. 
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-SEC.  1705.  SELECTION  OF  GRANTEES. 

■The  .Secretary  shall  Issue  waivers  under 
this  pait  on  Che  basis  of  the  quality  of  the 
applications  submitted  under  section  1704, 
taking  into  consideration  such  factors  as — 

■■(1)  the  quality  of  the  proposed  curriculum 
and  instructional  practices; 

•(2)  the  organizational  structure  and  man- 
agement of  the  school; 

■•(3)  the  quality  of  the  plan  for  assessing 
the  progress  made  by  children  in  same  gen- 
der classes  over  the  period  of  the  waiver; 

■■(4)  the  extent  of  community  support  for 
the  application: 

"(5)  the  likelihood  that  the  educational  op- 
portunity school  will  meet  the  objectives  of 
such  school  and  improve  educational  results 
for  students;  and 

■•(6)  the  assurances  submitted  pursuant  to 
section  1704(c  ii  Id, 
-SEC.  1708.  STLUY  AND  REPORT. 

••(a)  Study.— The  Secretary  shall  conduct  a 
study  of  the  waivers  issued  under  this  part, 
including  establishing  appropriate  research 
and  evaluation  protocols,  to  compare  the 
educational  and  behavioral  achievement  of 
those  students  choosing  same  gender  classes 
established  under  this  part  and  those  stu- 
dents choosing  the  coeducational  option. 

■•(b)  Report— The  Secretary  shall  submit. 
within  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Educational  Opportunity  Demonstration 
Act.  a  report  to  the  appropriate  committees 
of  the  Congress  regarding  the  findings  of  the 
study  conducted  under  subsection  (a). 

-SEC.  1707.  CONSTRLCTtON. 

■Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  construed  to 
affect  the  availability  under  title  IX  of  the 
Education  Amendments  of  1972  of  remedies 
to  overcome  the  effects  of  past  discrimina- 
tion on  the  basis  of  sex.", 
(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  COMMITTEE  OF  PRACTITIONERS.— Section 
nil(c)(5)  of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  6311(0(5))  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  1603(b)"  and 
inserting  "section  1703(b)". 

(2)  State  assistance  for  schcxjl  support 
AND  i.mprovement— Section  1117(a)(2)  of  such 
Act  (20  use.  6318(a)(2))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing ■"section  1603(c)"  and  inserting  ''section 
1703<c)". 

(3)  State  applications —55ection  1304(rw2) 
of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  6394(c)(2))  is  amended 
by  striking  "part  F"  and  inserting  "part  G". 

'4)  Use  of  FUNDS— Section  1415(a)(2)(C)  of 
such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  6435(a)(2HC))  is  amended 
by  striking  -part  F"  and  inserting  "part  G  ". 

(5)  State  d.\ta.— The  matter  preceding 
subparagraph  (Ai  of  section  14204(a)(2)  of 
such  Act  (20  use.  8824(a)(2))  is  amended  by 
striking  ■section  1603"  and  inserting  •sec- 
tion 1703' •.• 


By  Mr.  SPECTER: 

S.  830.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  with  respect  to  fraud 
and  false  statements:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

crime  legislation 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  week,  the  Supreme  Court  decided 
Hubbard  versus  United  States.  Over- 
turning a  1955  decision  called 
Bramblett  versus  United  States,  the 
Court  held  that  section  1001  of  title  18 
of  the  United  States  Code,  which  pro- 
hibits making  false  statements  to  the 
Federal  Government  applies  only  to 
false  statements  made  to  executive 
branch  agencies. 

It  is  highly  unusual  that  the  Su- 
preme Court  reverses  a  prior  decision 


on  a  question  of  statutory  interpreta- 
tion. The  reversal  of  the  longstanding 
decision  in  Bramblett  is  particularly 
troubling  because  of  the  nature  of  the 
offense. 

The  language  of  the  statute  itself 
criminalizes  false  statements  made  to 
any  "department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States."  Relying  on  the  purpose 
and  the  legislative  history  of  the  provi- 
sion, the  Supreme  Court  held  in 
Bramblett  that  the  statute  covered 
making  false  statements  to  Congress. 
The  term  "department"  was  read  as 
broad  enough  to  cover  the  executive, 
judicial,  and  legislative  branches  of 
Government.  Since  then,  it  has  always 
been  understood  to  cover  Congress  and 
the  courts. 

As  Chief  Justice  Rehnquist  argued  in 
his  dissent  in  Hubbard,  it  has  been  "the 
very  justifiable  expectation"  that  one 
who  lies  to  Congress,  whether  or  not 
under  oath,  would  be  punished  under 
section  1001. 

While  perjury  laws  and  other  stat- 
utes exist  to  cover  false  statements 
made  under  oath  or  under  specific  cir- 
cumstances, section  1001  was  a  broad 
law  covering  all  false  statements  made 
to  Congress,  as  well  as  the  courts  and 
executive  agencies.  In  order  to  protect 
the  Congress.  I  believe  we  must  restore 
section  1001  to  its  meaning  under 
Bramblett. 

In  order  to  do  so.  I  am  introducing 
legislation  to  overturn  the  Supreme 
Court's  decision  in  Hubbard.  We  are 
able  to  do  so  because  the  Court's  deci- 
sion rests  solely  on  a  question  of  statu- 
tory interpretation.  There  is  no  con- 
stitutional dimension  to  the  Courts 
decision. 

Accordingly.  Congress  is  able  to  de- 
cide the  public  policy  question  for  it- 
self. I  have  no  doubt  of  the  importance 
of  having  in  the  law  a  provision  that 
sets  forth  clearly  and  succinctly  the 
principle  that  it  is  illegal  to  "know- 
ingly and  willfully  falsif[y].  conceal[] 
or  coverf]  up  by  any  trick,  scheme,  or 
device  a  material  fact,  or  make[  ]  any 
false,  fictitious  or  fraudulent  state- 
ments or  representations"  to  Congress 
or  any  committee  or  subcommittee  in 
any  matter  within  our  jurisdiction. 

My  bill  is  quite  simple.  It  will  simply 
add  to  the  text  of  section  1001  language 
that  will  broaden  the  newly  narrowed 
statute  to  cover  false  statements  made 
"in  any  matter  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  department,  agency,  or  court  of 
the  United  States,  or  of  Congress  or 
any  duly  constituted  committee  or 
subcommittee  of  Congress." 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  to  re- 
store the  meaning  of  the  statute  that 
it  was  given  under  Bramblett  and  to 
overturn  Hubbard.  No  other  change  in 
meaning  is  intended. 

I  believe  this  bill  will  not  be  con- 
troversial, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  its  prompt  enactment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  830 
Be  il  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  FRAUD  AND  FALSE  STATEMENTS  IN 
MATTERS  WITHIN  THE  JLTUSDIC- 
TION  OF  THE  COLTITS  OF  CON- 
GRESS. 

Section  1001  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 

is  amended  by  striking  •any  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States"  and  inserting 
■any  department,  agency,  or  court  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  Congress  or  any  duly 
constituted  committee  or  subcommittee  of 
Congress.'^. 
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have  been  closely  involved  with  this 
issue  for  many,  many  years,  and  they 
share  my  concerns. 

Perhaps  most  importantly,  this  reso- 
lution is  supported  by  virtually  all  of 
the  families  of  the  2.205  Americans  still 
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By  Mr.  SMITH  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Dole.  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Thur- 
mond, Mr.  Grassley,  Mr. 
Gramm,  Mr.  Campbell,  and  Mr. 

THOMAS); 

Res.  34.  A  joint  resolution  pro- 
hibiting funds  for  diplomatic  relations 
and  most  favored  nation  trading  status 
with  the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam 
unless  the  President  certifies  to  Con- 
gress that  Vietnamese  officials  are 
being  fully  cooperative  and  forthcom- 
ing with  efforts  to  account  for  the  2,205 
Americans  still  missing  and  otherwise 
unaccounted  for  from  the  Vietnam  war. 
as  determined  on  the  basis  of  all  infor- 
mation available  to  the  United  States 
Government,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

VIKTNA.M  POW  MIA  FUI.I.  DISCI.OSl'RF.  ACT 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Dole,  Senator  Thurmond. 
Senator  Helms.  Senator  Grassley. 
Senator  Gramm  of  Texas.  Senator 
Ca.mpbell,  and  Senator  Thomas,  and 
myself,  I  rise  to  introduce  a  joint  reso- 
lution entitled  "The  Vietnam  POW 
MIA  Full  Disclosure  Act  of  1995."  I  un- 
derstand a  similar  resolution  is  being 
introduced  in  the  House  this  week  by 
Congressman  Ben  Oilman,  the  Chair- 
man of  the  House  International  Rela- 
tions Committee. 

This  resolution  is  aimed  at  getting 
the  maximum  amount  of  information 
possible  from  Vietnam  on  Americans 
still  missing  from  the  Vietnam  war. 
Specifically,  the  resolution  prohibits 
both  the  establishment  of  diplomatic 
relations  with  Vietnam  and  the  exten- 
sion of  most  favored  nation  trading 
status  to  Vietnam  unless  the  President 
informs  Congress  that  we  are  getting 
full  cooperation  and  full  disclosure  by 
Vietnam  on  the  POW  MIA  issue. 

If  the  Communist  Government  in 
Vietnam  is  continuing  to  withhold  in- 
formation that  would  account  for  miss- 
ing Americans,  as  I  believe  they  are. 
then  now  is  not  the  time  to  normalize 
relations. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  this  resolu- 
tion is  supported  by  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  and  the  distinguished 
chairmen  of  both  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  and  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  among  others.  I  know  Sen- 
ators   Dole.    Thurmond,    and    Helms 


unaccounted  for  from  the  Vietnam  war. 
It  is  also  consistent  with  the  resolu- 
tions that  have  been  passed  in  recent 
years  by  our  national  veterans  organi- 
zations. 

Will  every  single  American  support 
the  approach  to  resolving  the  POW/ 
MIA  issue  outlined  in  this  resolution? 
Of  course  not.  Indeed,  there  are  Viet- 
nam veterans  in  this  body  other  than 
myself  who  advocate  a  different  ap- 
proach, or  have  a  different  view  on  the 
cooperation  we  are  getting  from  Viet- 
nam. Some  have  said  that  we  should 
normalize  relations  with  Hanoi  because 
Vietnam  is  being  fully  cooperative  on 
the  POW'MIA  issue.  Others  say  we 
should  normalize  relations  because  it 
would  give  an  incentive  for  Vietnam  to 
increase  its  cooperation.  I  still  have 
not  figured  out  which  reason  the  Presi- 
dent used  when  he  lifted  our  embargo 
on  Vietnam  last  year. 

Nonetheless,  I  reject  both  these  posi- 
tions and  would  simply  point  out  that 
the  position  of  the  majority  of  our  Na- 
tion's veterans  and  the  POW-MIA  fami- 
lies is  very  clear— they  want  the  Com- 
munist Government  in  Hanoi  to  come 
clean  on  the  POW/MIA  issue  before  we 
normalize  relations. 

In  my  judgment,  using  every  reason- 
able standard  I  can  come  up  with— and 
I  have  worked  on  this  issue  for  11  years 
in  the  Congress— Vietnam  has  not 
come  clean  on  the  POW  MIA  issue.  The 
Communist  Government  in  Hanoi  con- 
tinues to  withhold  relevant  politburo 
and  military  records  pertaining  to 
American  POWS  and  MIAS  from  the 
war.  There  is  no  disputing  that  fact. 

Earlier  this  week,  they  dribbled  out 
more  records  for  a  high-level  adminis- 
tration delegation.  They  have  done  this 
for  years.  I  suspect  Vietnamese  offi- 
cials looked  the  administration  delega- 
tion in  the  eye  and  said  "we  just  lo- 
cated this  information."  In  1993.  they 
did  the  same  thing  when  documents 
surfaced  in  Russian  archives  indicating 
that  more  Americans  were  held  than 
those  who  came  home.  They  suddenly 
came  up  with  records  they  had  with- 
held for  20  years.  They  just  pulled  it  off 
the  shelf. 

This  •timed"  release  of  documents. 
only  when  it  is  deemed  important 
enough  for  Vietnam,  proves  to  me  that 
Hanoi's  Communist  Politburo  is  con- 
tinuing to  manipulate  the  POW/MIA 
issue  for  its  own  political  advantage. 
As  a  result.  Vietnam  is  prolonging  the 
anguish  and  uncertainty  of  MIA  family 
members. 

I  wrote  a  letter  today,  signed  it 
today,  and  sent  it  out  from  a  family 
who  still  is  anguishing  over  this  with 
new  information  that  they  received, 
even  as  recently  as  this  month. 


Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
are  not  naive.  They  know  that  many 
records  could  have  been  turned  over 
long  ago.  If  they  held  back  the  most  re- 
cent set  of  records  until  the  right  mo- 
ment surfaced,  what  else  are  they  still 


holding?  And  why.  Mr.  President,  has 
this  administration  failed  to  vigor- 
ously seek  access  to  Vietnam's  war- 
time central  committee  records  on 
POWs?  Every  historian  knows  that 
those  records  might  conclusively  an- 
swer the  most  nagging  and  haunting 
questions  that  keep  this  issue  alive  and 
have  kept  the  family  members  waiting 
for  so  many  years. 

And  why  is  it  that  there  are  family 
members  of  MIAs  who  are  being  denied 
visas  to  go  to  Vietnam  to  look  for  an- 
swers? Is  this  a  country  that  is  cooper- 
ating? I  do  not  think  so.  I  though  when 
the  President  lifted  the  embargo  in 
1994.  we  were  supposed  to  get  unprece- 
dented access  and  cooperation,  and  the 
family  members  who  have  loved  ones 
missing  cannot  get  a  visa  to  get  into 
Vietnam. 

My  colleagues  do  not  have  to  accept 
Bob  Smith's  judgment  on  whether 
there's  been  full  disclosure  by  Vietnam 
on  missing  Americans.  Under  the  reso- 
lution we  have  introduced  today,  the 
President  is  required  to  make  the  final 
judgment,  whoever  the  President  is, 
after  consultation  with  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence.  If  he  feels  we  are 
getting  full  disclosure,  then  he  can 
move  forward,  so  long  as  he  notifies 
Congress.  That  is  all  we  are  asking. 

I  would  remind  the  President.  How- 
ever, that  he  was  the  one  who  stated, 
following  his  election  in  1992.  and  I 
quote.  "I  have  sent  a  clear  message 
that  will  be  no  normalization  of  rela- 
tions with  any  country  that  is  at  all 
suspected  of  withholding  information 
on  missing  Americans.  "  I  submit  to 
you  that  there  is  still  information 
being  withheld. 

The  resolution  we  have  introduced 
today  asks  the  President  to  keep  the 
promise  he  made  to  the  MIA  families 
and  our  Nation's  veterans  during  his 
last  campaign. 

And  that's  really  what  this  is  all 
about,  Mr.  President^keeping  our 
commitment  that  we  will  not  let  Viet- 
nam off  the  hook  until  there  has  been 
full  disclosure  on  the  fate  of  our  POW's 
and  MIA's. 

Revisionists  are  in  full  bloom  these 
days.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  revision- 
ist history  and  frankly  a  lot  of  propa- 
ganda recently  as  we  marked  the  20th 
anniversary  of  the  Communist  victory 
over  South  Vietnam.  But  make  no  mis- 
take about  it — Vietnam  needs  us  more 
then  we  need  Vietnam.  And  if  the  last 
20  years  have  taught  us  anything  about 
Communist  Vietnamese  behavior,  it  is 
this— Vietnam  only  responds  on  the 
POW  MIA  issue  when  it  is  clear  to 
them  that  the  United  States  will  go  no 
further  to  meet  Vietnam's  agenda.  If 
Vietnam  is   that  desperate   for  Amer- 


ican business  investment  and  diplo- 
matic relations,  then  let  them  come 
clean  on  the  POW/MIA  issue. 

Unfortunately,  there  have  been 
mixed  signals,  which  have  been  fueled, 
in  part,  by  certain  lobbyists  in  the 
American  business  community  who 
want  to  put  business  over  principle.  My 
response  to  this  lobbying  effort  is  let 
us  put  principle  over  profit,  not  vice- 
versa.  The  only  business  we  should  be 
doing  with  Vietnam  is  the  business  of 
getting  Hanoi  to  come  clean  on  the 
POW'MIA  issue. 

Then  and  only  then,  should  we  nor- 
malize or  restore  any  type  of  diplo- 
matic relations.  It  is  only  fair.  Think 
of  the  suffering  of  these  families.  How 
could  we  possibly  want  to  do  anything 
else  but  honor  them? 

There  have  also  been  statements 
from  some  administration  officials 
seem  eager  to  move  forward  with  Viet- 
nam by  lowering  the  priority  that  was 
placed  on  the  POW/MIA  issue  by  Presi- 
dents Reagan  and  Bush.  Perhaps  these 
officials  have  become  exhausted.  I  can 
understand  that.  It  has  been  a  long, 
long  time. 

Maybe  they  are  embarrassed  by  their 
inability  to  convince  Hanoi  to  come 
clean  on  the  POW/MIA  issue  before  we 
normalize.  Maybe  they  would  like  this 
issue  to  go  away.  I  know  the  families 
would  like  it  to  go  away.  But  it  ought 
to  go  away  on  honorable  terms,  honor- 
able terms,  a  full  accounting,  a  full  ac- 
counting. That  is  the  only  way  the 
issue  should  go  away.  In  this  environ- 
ment, I  would  not  be  surprised  if  Viet- 
nam might  be  thinking  that  they  can 
hold  out  on  disclosing  their  central 
committee  records  and  meeting  our  in- 
telligence community's  expectations 
on  what  they  can  still  do  to  help  re- 
solve this  issue  They  might  think  that 
they  can  achieve  their  economic  and 
political  goals  just  by  waiting  us  out. 
That  is  the  message  we  are  sending. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  simply  say 
that  I  am  not  going  to  stay  silent  and 
let  that  happen.  I  have  a  responsibility 
here.  This  week,  the  President's  top  de- 
fense official  on  the  POW/MIA  issue. 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Jim  Wold, 
stated  that  the  decision  on  whether  to 
move  forward  with  Vietnam  'will  be 
made  by  the  President  alone.  "  The  res- 
olution we  have  introduced  today 
states  that  Congress  expects  to  be  in- 
formed on  whether  there  has  been  full 
disclosure  by  Vietnam  on  POW's  and 
MIA's  before  the  President  moves  for- 
ward. That  is  a  very  reasonable  re- 
quirement. I  am  confident  that  the 
American  people  want  this  question 
answered  before  normalizing  with  Viet- 
nam. That  is  a  reasonable  requirement, 
and  I  am  confident  the  American  peo- 
ple would  like  an  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion before  we  move  forward  with  Viet- 
nam. 

I  would  remind  my  colleagues  of 
something  the  English  novelist  Aldous 
Huxley  once  said— "Facts  do  not  cease 
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to  exist  just  because  they  are  ignored." 
Our  intelligence  community  has  made 
assessments  of  what  Vietnam  could 
still  do  if  it  truly  wanted  to  come  clean 
on  the  POW  MIA  issue. 

Those  facts  exist.  Those  facts  are  a 
matter  of  public  record  in  some  cases. 
and  in  other  cases  where  they  are  not 
public,  they  are  available  for  my  col- 
leagues to  see. 

This  Chamber  is  also  awaiting  a  final 
response  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
on  the  total  number  of  POW  MIA  cases 
where  the  likelihood  is  greatest  that 
Vietnam  could  produce  additional  in- 
formation or  remains,  or  perhaps  in 
some  cases  possibly  even  a  live  Amer- 
ican. This  was  a  requirement,  which  I 
originally  sponsored  in  last  year's  De- 
fense Authorization  Act.  In  February, 
we  were  told  that  only  50  percent  of 
this  work  had  thus  far  been  done  and 
that  we  will  have  to  wait  several  more 
months  just  to  get  a  complete  list  of 
names.  We  should  have  a  chance  to  re- 
view this  information  required  by  law, 
Mr.  President,  before  we  even  consider 
further  overtures  to  Vietnam. 

Finally.  I  would  point  out  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton  himself  stated  on  January 
26  of  this  year  that  he  is  not  fully  satis- 
fied that  progress  on  the  POW/MIA 
issue  has  been  sufficient  to  justify 
moving  beyond  the  steps  agreed  to  last 
year  when  we  lifted  the  embargo. 

I  would  say  to  the  President.  "Keep 
your  promise.  Mr.  President,  because 
they  have  not  made  the  progress  that 
you  asked  for  since  we  lifted  the  em- 
bargo." 

On  that  point,  I  would  agree  with  the 
President.  For  those  who  take  the  time 
to  really  study  this  issue,  as  I  have,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  how  you  can  come  to 
any  other  conclusion— there  has  not 
been  full  disclosure  by  Vietnam. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  v.'ould  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  with  the  majority 
leader,  and  our  distinguished  commit- 
tee chairmen  and  others  by  cosponsor- 
ing  this  resolution.  Let  us  send  a  clear 
signal  to  Vietnam.  Let  us  tell  them 
that,  while  we  appreciate  some  of  the 
cooperation  we  have  received  to  date. 
we  will  accept  nothing  less  than  full 
disclosure  on  the  POW/MIA  issue  before 
agreeing  to  normalize  relations. 

That  is  the  way  to  honor  the  men  and 
women  who  served,  and  the  men  and 
women  who  are  missing,  and  the  fami- 
lies of  the  missing. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  Senator  Smith's 
Vietnam  POW  MIA  bill.  As  the  mem- 
bers of  this  Chamber  know.  Senator 
Smith  has  worked  long  and  hard  in  the 
effort  to  make  Hanoi  account  for  our 
missing  in  action  and  prisoners  of  war 
from  Vietnam.  This  bill  is  not  only  the 
most  recent  example  of  that  fine  work. 
but  also  a  reminder  to  the  administra- 
tion and  other  supporters  of  rushing  to 
diplomatic  relations  with  Vietnam 
that  Hanoi  has  2,000  unanswered  ques- 
tions to  answer  before  proceeding  with 
recognition. 


My  association  with  Vietnam  POW 
MIA's  goes  way  back  to  1970.  I  helped 
found  the  National  League  of  P'amilies 
of  POW/MIA's.  I  remember  going  to 
President  Nixon  and  saying  we  had  to 
do  something  about  the  POW  and  MIA 
problem— answers  had  to  be  given  be- 
fore the  people  of  America  could  rest 
easy  that  all  had  been  done  to  find 
their  loved  ones  and  account  for  their 
fate. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  an  onerous 
bill.  It  requires  Presidential  certifi- 
cation on  three  key  issues  before  mov- 
ing ahead  on  normalization:  (1)  A  list- 
ing of  cases  for  which  the  likelihood  is 
the  greatest  that  Vietnam  has  informa- 
tion; (2)  that  Vietnam  is  fully  cooper- 
ating in  the  four  key  areas  outlined  by 
President  Clinton;  and  (3)  that  Viet- 
nam is  cooperating  in  providing  access 
to  records  concerning  Americans  cap- 
tured during  the  war. 

Mr.  President.  I  note  that  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  Senator  Helms  and 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee.  Senator 
Thurmond,  as  well  as  Senators  Thom- 
as. Gr.^ssley.  C.'\mpbell.  and  Gr.^.m.m 
of  Texas  are  original  sponsors  of  the 
Vietnam  POW/MIA  Full  Disclosure  Act 
of  1995.  Once  again,  I  commend  Senator 
Smith  for  his  leadership  on  this  issue 
and  yield  the  floor. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.   194 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
MURKOWSKi]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  194,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  Coverage  Data  Bank,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

.S.   ,J,-iH 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Heflin,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Johnston]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  358,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for 
an  excise  tax  exemption  for  certain 
emergency  medical  transportation  by 
air  ambulance. 

S.  653 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braun,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Gregg]  was  added 
as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  553.  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Age  Discrimination  in  Employment 
Act  of  1967  to  reinstate  an  exemption 
for  certain  bona  fide  hiring  and  retire- 
ment plans  applicable  to  State  and 
local  firefighters  and  law  enforcement 
officers,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  582 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  H.atfield.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  582.  a  bill  to  amend  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  certain 
voluntary  disclosures  of  violations  of 
Federal  laws  made  pursuant  to  an  envi- 
ronmental audit  shall  not  be  subject  to 


discovery  or  admitted  into  evidence 
during  a  Federal  judicial  or  adminis- 
trative proceeding,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Do.MENici].  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut, [Mr.  LiEBERMANj.  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Nickles].  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Santoru.m,  and  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Cohen]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  770,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  relocation  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED  ON 
MAY  17,  1995 


THE  MEDICARE  SELECT  ACT  OF 
1995 


PACKWOOD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1108 

Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  Mr.  Packwood,  for 
himself.  Mr,  Chafee,  Mr.  Dole,  Mrs. 
Hutchlson,  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy, and  Mr.  Gorton)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  (H.R.  483)  to 
amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  permit  Medicare  select  poli- 
cies to  be  offered  in  all  States,  and  for 
other  purposes;  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following-: 

SECTION  I,  PERMFTTING  MEDICARE  SELECT 
POLICIES  TO  BE  OFFERED  IN  ALL 
STATES  FOR  AN  EXTENDED  PERIOD. 

Section  4358(c)  of  the  Omnibu.s  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990,  a.s  amended  by  sec- 
tion 172(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1994,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

made  by  this  section  shall  only  apply— 

"(.\)  in  15  States  (as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services) 
and  such  other  States  as  elect  such  amend- 
ments to  apply  to  them,  and 

■■(B)  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  during  the  5 
year  period  beginning  with  1992. 

■■(2)(A)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  shall  conduct  a  study  that 
compares  the  health  care  costs,  quality  of 
care,  and  access  to  services  under  medicare 
select  policies  with  that  under  other  medi- 
care supplemental  policies.  The  study  shall 
be  based  on  surveys  of  appropriate  age-ad- 
justed sample  populations.  The  study  shall 
be  completed  by  .June  30.  1996. 

■■(B)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  during 
1996  whether  the  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  remain  in  effect  beyond  the  5 
year  period  described  in  paragraph  (1)(B). 
Such  amendments  shall  remain  in  effect  be- 
yond such  period  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines (based  on  the  results  of  the  study 
under  subparagraph  {A))  that — 

■■(i)  such  amendments  have  not  resulted  in 
savings  of  premiums  costs  to  those  enrolled 
in  medicare  select  policies  (in  comparison  to 
their  enrollment  in  medicare  supplemental 
policies  that  are  not  medicare  select  policies 
and  that  provide  comparable  coverage), 

■■(li)  there  have  been  significant  additional 
expenditures  under  the  medicare  program  as 
a  result  of  such  amendments,  or 


■■(iii)  access  to  and  quality  of  care  has  been 
significantly  diminished  as  a  result  of  such 
amendments. 

■■(3)  GAO  study:  The  GAO  shall  study  and 
report  to  Congress,  no  later  than  June  10. 
1996,  on  options  for  modifying  the  Medigap 
market  to  make  sure  that  continuously  in- 
sured beneficiaries  are  able  to  switch  plans 
without  medical  underwriting  or  new  pre-ex- 
isting condition  exclusions.  In  preparing 
such  options,  the  GAO  shall  determine  if 
there  are  problems  under  the  current  system 
and  the  impact  of  each  option  on  the  cost 
and  availability  of  insurance,  with  particular 
reference  to  the  special  problems  that  may 
arise  for  enrollees  in  Medicare  Select 
plans.". 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


FEINGOLD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1109 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  FEINGOLD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Bu.mpers.  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Robb.  Mr. 
DoRGAN.  Mr.  Simon.  Mrs.  Murray,  Mr. 
HOLLINGS.  and  Ms.  Moseley-Braun) 
submitted  an  amendment  intended  to 
be  proposed  by  them  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13)  setting 
forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002; 
as  follows: 

.^t  the  appropriate  place,  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

SECTION     ,  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 
DEFICIT  REDUCTION  ANT>  TAX  (  l^TS. 

The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  it  is  important  that  Congress  clt-arly 
and  decisively  signal  its  commitment  to  sig- 
nificant further  deficit  reduction; 

(2)  enactment  of  any  type  of  major  tax  cut 
measure  in  1995  will  hinder  efforts  to  achieve 
significant  further  deficit  reduction; 

(3)  the  savings  gene.'-ated  by  the  spendint; 
cuts  being  proposed  in  the  budget  process 
should  be  dedicated  to  deficit  reduction;  and 

(4)  it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  adop- 
tion of  major  tax  cuts  at  this  point  in  time 
will  set  us  back  in  our  progress  towards  a 
balanced  budget  and  significant  deficit  re- 
duction. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED  ON 
MAY  18.  1995 


THE  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  COM- 
PETITION AND  DEREGU- 
LATION ACT  OF  1995 


WELLSTONE  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1110 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  WELLSTONE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
FEINGOLD,  Mr.  Lautenberg.  and  Mr. 
Baucus)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  (S.  652)  to  provide  for  a  pro-com- 
petitive, de-regulatory  national  policy 
framework  designed  to  accelerate  rap- 
idly private  sector  deployment  of  ad- 
vanced telecommunications  and  infor- 


mation technologies  and  services  to  all 
Americans  by  opening  all  tele- 
communications markets  to  competi- 
tion, and  for  other  purposes;  as  follows: 
.■\t  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
TITLE  —GIFT  REFORM 
SEC.  OL  AMENDMENTS  TO  SE.NATE  RULES. 

Rule  XXXV  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■'1.  (a)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of 
the  Senate  shall  accept  a  gift,  knowing  that 
such  gift  is  provided  by  a  lobbyist  or  by  an 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  registered  under 
the  Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act. 

■■(b)  The  prohibition  in  subparagraph  (a) 
includes  the  following: 

■•(1)  Anything  provided  by  a  lobbyist  or  an 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  which  is  paid  for. 
charged  to.  or  reimbursed  by  a  client  or  firm 
of  such  lobbyist  or  agent  of  a  foreigrn  prin- 
cipal. 

"(2)  Anything  provided  by  a  lobbyist  or  an 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  to  an  entity  that 
is  maintained  or  controlled  by  a  Member,  of- 
ficer, or  employee. 

■■(3)  A  charitable  contribution  (as  defined 
in  section  170(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986)  made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent 
of  a  foreign  principal  on  the  basis  of  a  des- 
ignation, recommendation,  or  other  speci- 
fication of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
(not  including  a  mass  mailing  or  other  solic- 
itation directed  to  a  broad  category  of  per- 
sons or  entities). 

•■(4)  A  contribution  or  other  payment  by  a 
lobbyist  or  an  agent  of  a  foreign  principal  to 
a  legal  expense  fund  established  for  the  bene- 
fit of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee. 

■■(5)  A  charitable  contribution  (as  defined 
in  section  170(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986)  made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent 
of  a  foreign  principal  in  lieu  of  an  hono- 
rarium to  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee. 

■■(6)  A  financial  contribution  or  expendi- 
ture made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent  of  a  for- 
eign principal  relating  to  a  conference,  re- 
treat, or  similar  event,  sponsored  by  or  af- 
filiated with  an  official  congressional  organi- 
zation, for  or  on  behalf  Members,  officers,  or 
employees. 

•■(c)  The  following  are  not  gifts  subject  to 
the  prohibition  in  subparagraph  (a); 

■■(1)  Anything  for  which  the  recipient  pays 
the  market  value,  or  does  not  use  and 
promptly  returns  to  the  donor. 

■■(2)  A  contribution,  as  defined  in  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seq.)  that  is  lawfully  made  under  that 
Act.  or  attendance  at  a  fundraising  event 
sponsored  by  a  political  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  527(e)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986. 

■■(3)  Food  or  refreshments  of  nominal  value 
offered  other  than  as  part  of  a  meal. 

■(4)  Benefits  resulting  from  the  business, 
employment,  or  other  outside  activities  of 
the  spouse  of  a  member,  officer,  or  employee, 
if  such  benefits  are  customarily  provided  to 
others  in  similar  circumstances. 

"(5)  Pension  and  other  benefits  resulting 
from  continued  participation  in  an  employee 
welfare  and  benefits  plan  maintained  by  a 
former  employer. 

■■(6)  Informational  materials  that  are  sent 
to  the  office  of  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee in  the  form  of  books,  articles,  periodi- 
cals, other  written  materials,  audiotapes, 
videotapes,  or  other  forms  of  communica- 
tion. 

■■(d)(1)  A  gift  given  by  an  individual  under 
circumstances  which  make  it  clear  that  the 
gift  is  given  for  a  nonbusiness  purpose  and  is 
motivated  by  a  family  relationship  or  close 


personal  friendship  and  not  by  the  position 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  prohibition  in  subparagraph 
(a). 

'■(2)  A  gift  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
given  for  a  nonbusiness  purpose  if  the  indi- 
vidual giving  the  gift  seeks— 

■■(A)  to  deduct  the  value  of  such  gift  as  a 
business  expense  on  the  individual's  Federal 
income  tax  return,  or 

"(B)  direct  or  indirect  reimbursement  or 
any  other  compensation  for  the  value  of  the 
gift  from  a  client  or  employer  of  such  lobby- 
ist or  agent  of  a  foreign  principal. 

"(3)  In  determining  if  the  giving  of  a  gift  is 
motivated  by  a  family  relationship  or  close 
personal  friendship,  at  least  the  following 
factors  shall  be  considered: 

■■(A)  The  history  of  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  individual  giving  the  gift  and  the 
recipient  of  the  gift,  including  whether  or 
not  gifts  have  previously  been  exchanged  by 
such  individuals. 

■■(B)  Whether  the  gift  was  purchased  by  the 
individual  who  gave  the  item. 

■■(C)  Whether  the  individual  who  gave  the 
gift  also  at  the  same  time  gave  the  same  or 
similar  gifts  to  other  Members,  officers,  or 
employees. 

■'2.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  restriction  on  re- 
ceiving gifts  from  lobbyists,  lobbying  firms, 
and  agents  of  foreign  principals  provided  by 
paragraph  1  and  except  as  provided  in  this 
rule,  no  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the 
Senate  shall  knowingly  accept  a  gift  from 
any  other  person. 

■•(b)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  this  rule,  the 
term  -gift'  means  any  gratuity,  favor,  dis- 
count, entertainment,  hospitality,  loan,  for- 
bearance, or  other  item  having  monetary 
value.  The  term  includes  gifts  of  services, 
training,  transportation,  lodging,  and  meals, 
whether  provided  in  kind,  by  purchase  of  a 
ticket,  payment  in  advance,  or  reimburse- 
ment after  the  expense  has  been  incurred. 

•■(2)  A  gift  to  the  spouse  or  dependent  of  a 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  (or  a  gift  to 
any  other  individual  based  on  that  individ- 
ual's relationship  with  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee)  shall  be  considered  a  gift  to  the 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  if  it  is  given 
with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  the 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  and  the  Mem- 
ber, officer,  or  employee  has  reason  to  be- 
lieve the  gift  was  given  because  of  the  offi- 
cial position  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee. 

••(c)  The  restrictions  in  subparagraph  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  following: 

•■(1)  Anything  for  which  the  Member,  offi- 
cer, or  employee  pays  the  market  value,  or 
does  not  use  and  promptly  returns  to  the 
donor. 

•■(2)  A  contribution,  as  defined  in  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seq.)  that  is  lawfully  made  under  that 
Act.  or  attendance  at  a  fundraising  event 
sponsored  by  a  political  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  527(e)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986. 

'•(3)  Anything  provided  by  an  individual  on 
the  basis  of  a  personal  or  family  relationship 
unless  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  has 
reason  to  believe  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  gift  was  provided  because  of 
the  official  position  of  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee  and  not  because  of  the  personal 
or  family  relationship.  The  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Ethics  shall  provide  guidance  on  the 
applicability  of  this  clause  and  examples  of 
circumstances  under  which  a  gift  may  be  ac- 
cepted under  this  exception. 

'■(4)  A  contribution  or  other  payment  to  a 
legal  expense  fund  established  for  the  benefit 
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of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  that  is 
otherwise  lawfully  made,  if  the  person  mak- 
ing the  contribution  or  payment  is  identified 
for  the  Select  Committee  on  Ethics. 

■■(5)  Any  food  or  refreshments  which  the 
recipient  reasonably  believes  to  have  a  value 
of  less  than  $20. 

■•(6)  Any  gift  from  another  Member,  officer. 
or  employee  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

■■(7)  Food,  refreshments,  lodging,  and  other 
benefits— 

••(A)  resulting-  from  the  outside  business  or 
employment  activities  (or  other  outside  ac- 
tivities that  are  not  connected  to  the  duties 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  of- 
ficeholder) of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee, or  the  spouse  of  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee,  if  such  benefits  have  not  been 
offered  or  enhanced  because  of  the  official 
position  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
and  are  customarily  provided  to  others  in 
similar  circumstances; 

"(B)  customarily  provided  by  a  prospective 
employer  in  connection  with  bona  fide  em- 
ployment discussions;  or 

■(C)  provided  by  a  political  organization 
described  in  section  527(e>  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  in  connection  with  a 
fundraising  or  campaign  event  sponsored  by 
such  an  organization. 

•(8)  Pension  and  other  benefits  resulting 
from  continued  participation  in  an  employee 
welfare  and  benefits  plan  maintained  by  a 
former  employer. 

■(9)  Informational  materials  that  are  sent 
to  the  office  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee in  the  form  of  books,  articles,  periodi- 
cals, other  written  materials,  audiotapes, 
videotapes,  or  other  forms  of  communica- 
tion. 

••(10>  Awards  or  prizes  which  are  given  to 
competitors  in  contests  or  events  open  to  the 
public,  including  random  drawings. 

■•(11)  Honorary  degrees  (and  associated 
travel,  food,  refreshments,  and  entertain- 
ment) and  other  bona  fide,  nonmonetary 
awards  presented  m  recognition  of  public 
service  (and  associated  food,  refreshments, 
and  entertainment  provided  in  the  presen- 
tation of  such  degrees  and  awards). 

■•(12)  Donations  of  products  from  the  State 
tnat  tne  Member  represents  mat  are  in- 
tended primarily  for  promotional  purposes, 
such  as  display  or  free  distribution,  and  are 
of  minimal  value  to  any  individual  recipient. 

•■(13)  Food,  refreshments,  and  entertain- 
ment provided  to  a  Member  or  an  employee 
of  a  Member  in  the  Member's  home  State, 
subject  to  reasonable  limitations,  to  be  es- 
tablished by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration. 

■■(14)  An  item  of  little  intrinsic  value  such 
as  a  greeting  card,  baseball  cap.  or  a  T  shirt. 

■■(15)  Training  (including  food  and  refresh- 
ments furnished  to  all  attendees  as  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  training)  provided  to  a  Mem- 
ber, officer,  or  employee,  if  such  training  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  Senate. 

■■(16)  Bequests,  inheritances,  and  other 
transfers  at  death. 

(17,  Any  item,  the  receipt  of  which  is  au- 
thorized by  the  Foreign  Gifts  and  Decora- 
tions Act.  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cul- 
tural Exchange  Act.  or  any  other  statute. 

■118)  Anything  which  is  paid  for  by  the 
Federal  Government,  by  a  State  or  local  gov- 
ernment, or  secured  by  the  Government 
under  a  Government  contract. 

■■(19)  A  gift  of  personal  hospitality  of  an  in- 
dividual, as  defined  in  section  109(14)  of  the 
Ethics  in  Government  Act. 

■(20)  Free  attendance  at  a  widely  attended 
event  permitted  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(d). 


■■(21)  Opportunities  and  benefits  which 
are — 

"(A)  available  to  the  public  or  to  a  class 
consisting  of  all  Federal  employees,  whether 
or  not  restricted  on  the  basis  of  geographic 
consideration: 

•■(B)  offered  to  members  of  a  group  or  class 
in  which  membership  is  unrelated  to  con- 
gressional employment; 

■■(C)  offered  to  members  of  an  organization, 
such  as  an  employees'  association  or  con- 
gressional credit  union,  in  which  member- 
ship is  related  to  congressional  employment 
and  similar  opportunities  are  available  to 
large  segments  of  the  public  through  organi- 
zations of  similar  size; 

■■(D)  offered  to  any  group  or  class  that  is 
not  defined  in  a  manner  that  specifically  dis- 
criminates among  Government  employees  on 
the  basis  of  branch  of  Government  or  type  of 
responsibility,  or  on  a  basis  that  favors  those 
of  higher  rank  or  rate  of  pay; 

■■(E)  in  the  form  of  loans  from  banks  and 
other  financial  institutions  on  terms  gen- 
erally available  to  the  public:  or 

■■(F)  in  the  form  of  reduced  membership  or 
other  fees  for  participation  in  organization 
activities  offered  to  all  Government  employ- 
ees by  professional  organizations  if  the  only 
restrictions  on  membership  relate  to  profes- 
sional qualifications. 

"(22)  A  plaque,  trophy,  or  other  memento 
of  modest  value. 

■•(23)  Anything  for  which,  in  an  unusual 
case,  a  waiver  is  granted  by  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Ethics. 

••(d)(1)  Except  as  prohibited  by  paragraph 
1.  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee  may  accept 
an  offer  of  free  attendance  at  a  widely  at- 
tended convention,  conference.  s.vmposium. 
forum,  panel  discussion,  dinner,  viewing,  re- 
ception, or  similar  event,  provided  by  the 
sponsor  of  the  event,  if— 

■(A)  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  par- 
ticipates in  the  event  as  a  speaker  or  a  panel 
participant,  by  presenting  information  relat- 
ed to  Congress  or  matters  before  Congress,  or 
by  performing  a  ceremonial  function  appro- 
priate to  the  Member's,  officer's,  or  employ- 
ee's official  position;  or 

■•(B)  attendance  at  the  event  is  appropriate 
to  the  performance  of  the  official  duties  or 
representative  function  of  the  Member,  offi- 
cer, or  employee. 

■■(2)  A  Member,  officer,  or  employee  who 
attends  an  event  described  in  clause  (1)  may 
accept  a  sponsor^s  unsolicited  offer  of  free 
attendance  at  the  event  for  an  accompanying 
individual  if  others  in  attendance  will  gen- 
erally be  similarly  accompanied  or  if  such 
attendance  is  appropriate  to  assist  in  the 
representation  of  the  Senate. 

•■(3)  Except  as  prohibited  by  paragraph  1.  a 
Member,  officer,  or  employee,  or  the  spouse 
or  dependent  thereof,  may  accept  a  sponsor's 
unsolicited  offer  of  free  attendance  at  a 
charity  event,  except  that  reimbursement 
for  transportation  and  lodging  may  not  be 
accepted  in  connection  with  the  event. 

"(4)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  free  attendance'  may  include  waiver  of 
all  or  part  of  a  conference  or  other  fee.  the 
provision  of  local  transportation,  or  the  pro- 
vision of  food,  refreshments,  entertainment, 
and  instructional  materials  furnished  to  all 
attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the  event. 
The  term  does  not  include  entertainment 
collateral  to  the  event,  or  food  or  refresh- 
ments taken  other  than  in  a  group  setting 
with  all  or  substantially  all  other  attendees. 

■•(e)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  may 
accept  a  gift  the  value  of  which  exceeds  J250 
on  the  basis  of  the  personal  relationship  ex- 
ception in  subparagraph  (c)(3)  or  the  close 


personal  friendship  exception  in  section 
106(d)  of  the  Lobbying  Disclosure  Act  of  1994 
unless  the  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  issues 
a  written  determination  that  one  of  such  ex- 
ceptions applies. 

•■(f)(1)  The  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad- 
ministration is  authorized  to  adjust  the  dol- 
lar amount  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (c)(5) 
on  a  periodic  basis,  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  adjust  for  inflation. 

••(2)  The  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  shall 
provide  guidance  setting  forth  reasonable 
steps  that  may  be  taken  by  Members,  offi- 
cers, and  employees,  with  a  minimum  of  pa- 
perwork and  time,  to  prevent  the  acceptance 
of  prohibited  gifts  from  lobbyists. 

•■(3)  When  it  is  not  practicable  to  return  a 
tangible  item  because  it  is  perishable,  the 
item  may.  at  the  discretion  of  the  recipient, 
be  given  to  an  appropriate  charity  or  de- 
stroyed. 

••3.  (a)(1)  Except  as  prohibited  by  para- 
graph 1.  a  reimbursement  (including  pay- 
ment in  kind)  to  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee for  necessary  transportation,  lodging 
and  related  expenses  for  travel  to  a  meeting, 
speaking  engagement,  factfinding  trip  or 
similar  event  in  connection  with  the  duties 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  of- 
ficeholder shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reimburse- 
ment to  the  Senate  and  not  a  gift  prohibited 
by  this  rule,  if  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee— 

•■(A)  in  the  case  of  an  employee,  receives 
advance  authorization,  from  the  Member  or 
officer  under  whose  direct  supervision  the 
employee  works,  to  accept  reimbursement, 
and 

■•(B)  discloses  the  expenses  reimbursed  or 
to  be  reimbursed  and  the  authorization  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  within  30  days 
after  the  travel  is  completed. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  clause  (1),  events,  the 
activities  of  which  are  substantially  rec- 
reational in  nature,  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  in  connection  with  the  duties  of  a 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  office- 
holder. 

"(b)  Each  advance  authorization  to  accept 
reimbursement  .shall  be  signed  by  the  Mem- 
ber or  officer  under  whose  direct  supervision 
the  employee  works  and  shall  include — 

"(1)  the  name  of  the  employee; 

••(2)  the  name  of  the  person  who  will  make 
the  reimbursement; 

••(3)  the  time,  place,  and  purpose  of  the 
travel;  and 

'•(4)  a  determination  that  the  travel  is  in 
connection  with  the  duties  of  the  employee 
as  an  officeholder  and  would  not  create  the 
appearance  that  the  employee  is  using  public 
office  for  private  gain. 

■•(c)  Each  disclosure  made  under  subpara- 
graph (a)(1)  of  expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be 
reimbursed  shall  be  signed  by  the  Member  or 
officer  (in  the  case  of  travel  by  that  Member 
or  officer)  or  by  the  Member  or  officer  under 
whose  direct  supervision  the  employee  works 
(in  the  case  of  travel  by  an  employee)  and 
shall  include — 

■■(1)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  trans- 
portation expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reim- 
bursed; 

■■(2)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  lodging 
expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reimbursed; 

■(3)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  meal  ex- 
penses reimbursed  or  to  be  reimbursed; 

■■(4)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  the  total  of 
other  expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reim- 
bursed; 

••(5l  a  determination  that  all  such  expenses 
are  necessary  transportation,  lodging,  and 
related  expenses  as  defined  in  this  para- 
graph: and 


■■(6)  in  the  case  of  a  reimbursement  to  a 
Member  or  officer,  a  determination  that  the 
travel  was  in  connection  with  the  duties  of 
the  Member  or  officer  as  an  officeholder  and 
would  not  create  the  appearance  that  the 
Member  or  officer  is  using  public  office  for 
private  gain. 

■■(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 
the  term  'necessary  transportation,  lodging. 
and  related  expenses'— 

■■(1)  includes  reasonable  expenses  that  are 
npces.sary  for  travel  for  a  period  not  exceed- 
ing 3  days  exclusive  of  travel  time  within  the 
United  States  or  7  days  exclusive  of  travel 
time  outside  of  the  United  States  unless  ap- 
proved in  advance  by  the  Select  Committee 
on  Ethics; 

■•(2)  is  limited  to  reasonable  expenditures 
for  transportation,  lodging,  conference  fees 
and  materials,  and  food  and  refreshments. 
including  reimbursement  for  necessary 
transportation,  whether  or  not  such  trans- 
portation occurs  within  the  periods  described 
in  clause  (1); 

"(3)  does  not  include  expenditures  for  rec- 
reational activities,  or  entertainment  other 
than  that  provided  to  all  attendees  as  an  in- 
tegral part  of  the  event;  and 

"(4)  may  include  travel  exp)enses  incurred 
on  behalf  of  either  the  spouse  or  a  child  of 
the  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  subject  to 
a  determination  signed  by  the  Member  or  of- 
ficer (or  in  the  case  of  an  employee,  the 
Member  or  officer  under  whose  direct  super- 
vision the  employee  works)  that  the  attend- 
ance of  the  spouse  or  child  is  appropriate  to 
assist  in  the  representation  of  the  Senate. 

■■(e)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
make  available  to  the  public  all  advance  au- 
thorizations and  disclosures  of  reimburse- 
ment filed  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (a)  as 
soon  as  possible  after  they  are  received. 

•4.  In  this  rule: 

'■(a)  The  term  client'  means  any  person  or 
entity  that  employs  or  retains  another  per- 
son for  financial  or  other  compensation  to 
conduct  lobbying  activities  on  behalf  of  that 
person  or  entity.  A  person  or  entity  whose 
employees  act  as  lobbyists  on  its  own  behalf 
is  both  a  client  and  an  employer  of  such  em- 
ployees. In  the  case  of  a  coalition  or  a.ssocia- 
tion  that  employs  or  retains  other  persons  to 
conduct  lobbying  activities,  the  client  is — 

"(1)  the  coalition  or  association  and  not  its 
individual  members  when  the  lobbying  ac- 
tivities are  conducted  on  behalf  of  its  mem- 
bership and  financed  by  the  coalition's  or  as- 
sociation's dues  and  assessments:  or 

"(2)  an  individual  member  or  members, 
when  the  lobbying  activities  are  conducted 
on  behalf  of.  and  financed  separately  by,  1  or 
more  individual  members  and  not  by  the  coa- 
lition's or  association's  dues  and  assess- 
ments. 

"(b)  The  term  'lobbying  firm^— 

"(1)  means  a  person  or  entity  that  has  1  or 
more  employees  who  are  lobbyists  on  behalf 
of  a  client  other  than  that  person  or  entity; 
and 

••(2)  includes  a  self-employed  individual 
who  is  a  lobbyist. 

"(c)  The  term  'lobbyist'  means  a  person 
registered  under  section  308  of  the  Federal 
Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act  (2  U.S.C.  267)  or 
required  to  be  registered  under  any  successor 
statute. 

'■(d)  The  term    State'  means  each  of  the 
several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
any  commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession 
of  the  United  States.". 
SEC.         02.  AMENDMENTS  TO  HOUSE  RULES. 

Clause  4  of  rule  XLIIl  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 


■'4.  (a)(1)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  accept 
a  gift,  knowing  that  such  gift  is  provided  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  by  a  lobbyist  registered 
under  the  Federal  Regulation  of  Lobbying 
Act  or  any  successor  statute,  or  an  agent  of 
a  foreign  principal  registered  under  the  For- 
eign .Agents  Registration  Act. 

"(2)  The  prohibition  in  subparagraph  (1)  in- 
cludes the  following: 

■■(A)  Anything  provided  by  a  lobbyist  or  an 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  which  is  paid  for, 
charged  to,  or  reimbursed  by  a  client  or  firm 
of  such  lobbyist  or  agent  of  a  foreign  prin- 
cipal. 

•■(B)  Anything  provided  by  a  lobbyist  or  an 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  to  an  entity  that 
is  maintained  or  controlled  by  a  Member,  of- 
ficer, or  employee. 

■'(C)  A  charitable  contribution  (as  defined 
in  section  170(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986)  made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent 
of  a  foreign  principal  on  the  basis  of  a  des- 
ignation, recommendation,  or  other  speci- 
fication of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
(not  including  a  mass  mailing  or  other  solic- 
itation directed  to  a  broad  category  of  per- 
sons or  entities). 

"(D)  A  contribution  or  other  payment  by  a 
lobbyist  or  an  agent  of  a  foreign  principal  to 
a  legal  expense  fund  established  for  the  bene- 
fit of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee. 

••(E)  A  charitable  contribution  (as  defined 
in  section  170(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986)  made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent 
of  a  foreign  principal  in  lieu  of  an  hono- 
rarium to  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee. 

••(F)  A  financial  contribution  or  expendi- 
ture made  by  a  lobbyist  or  an  agent  of  a  for- 
eign principal  relating  to  a  conference,  re- 
treat, or  similar  event,  sponsored  by  or  af- 
filiated with  an  official  congressional  organi- 
zation, for  or  on  behalf  of  Members,  officers, 
or  employees. 

••(3)  The  following  are  not  gifts  subject  to 
the  prohibition  in  subparagraph  (1): 

••(A)  Anything  for  which  the  recipient  pays 
the  market  value,  or  does  not  use  and 
promptly  returns  to  the  donor. 

•■(B)  A  contribution,  as  defined  in  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seq.)  that  is  lawfully  made  under  that 
Act.  or  attendance  at  a  fundraising  event 
sponsored  by  a  political  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  527(e)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986. 

■•(C)  Food  or  refreshments  of  nominal 
value  offered  other  than  as  part  of  a  meal. 

••(D)  Benefits  resulting  from  the  business, 
employment,  or  other  outside  activities  of 
the  spouse  of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
if  such  benefits  are  customarily  provided  to 
others  in  similar  circumstances. 

••(E)  Pension  and  other  benefits  resulting 
from  continued  participation  in  an  employee 
welfare  and  benefits  plan  maintained  by  a 
former  employer. 

"(F)  Informational  materials  that  are  sent 
to  the  office  of  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee in  the  form  of  books,  articles,  periodi- 
cals, other  written  materials,  audiotapes, 
videotapes,  or  other  forms  of  communica- 
tion. 

"(4)(A)  A  gift  given  by  an  individual  under 
circumstances  which  make  it  clear  that  the 
gift  is  given  for  a  nonbusiness  purpose  and  is 
motivated  by  a  family  relationship  or  close 
personal  friendship  and  not  by  the  position 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  prohibition  in  subparagraph 
(1). 

•(B)  A  gift  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
given  for  a  nonbusiness  purpose  if  the  indi- 
vidual giving  the  gift  seeks — 


■■(i)  to  deduct  the  value  of  such  gift  as  a 
business  expense  on  the  individuars  Federal 
income  tax  return,  or 

•(ii)  direct  or  indirect  reimbursement  or 
any  other  compensation  for  the  value  of  the 
gift  from  a  client  or  employer  of  such  lobby- 
ist or  agent  of  a  foreign  principal. 

••(C)  In  determining  if  the  giving  of  a  gift 
is  motivated  by  a  family  relationship  or 
close  personal  friendship,  at  least  the  follow- 
ing factors  shall  be  considered: 

■•(i)  The  history  of  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  individual  giving  the  gift  and  the 
recipient  of  the  gift,  including  whether  or 
not  gifts  have  previously  been  exchanged  by 
such  individuals. 

•■(ii)  Whether  the  gift  was  purchased  by  the 
individual  who  gave  the  item. 

"(iii)  Whether  the  individual  who  gave  the 
gift  also  at  the  same  time  gave  the  same  or 
similar  gifts  to  other  Members,  officers,  or 
employees. 

•'(b)  In  addition  to  the  restriction  on  re- 
ceiving gifts  from  registered  lobbyists,  lob- 
bying firms,  and  agents  of  foreign  principals 
provided  by  paragraph  (a)  and  except  as  pro- 
vided in  this  rule,  no  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall 
knowingly  accept  a  gift  from  any  other  per- 
son. 

••(c)(1)  For  the  purpose  of  this  clause,  the 
term  gift'  means  any  gratuity,  favor,  dis- 
count, entertainment,  hospitality,  loan,  for- 
bearance, or  other  item  having  monetary 
value.  The  term  includes  gifts  of  services, 
training,  transportation,  lodging,  and  meals, 
whether  provided  in  kind,  by  purchase  of  a 
ticket,  payment  in  advance,  or  reimburse- 
ment after  the  expense  has  been  incurred. 

••(2)  A  gift  to  the  spouse  or  dependent  of  a 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  (or  a  gift  to 
any  other  individual  based  on  that  individ- 
ual's relationship  with  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee)  shall  be  considered  a  gift  to  the 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  if  it  is  given 
with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  the 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  and  the  Mem- 
ber, officer,  or  employee  has  reason  to  be- 
lieve the  gift  was  given  because  of  the  offi- 
cial position  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee. 

"(d)  The  restrictions  in  paragraph  (b)  shall 
not  apply  to  the  following: 

•■(1)  Anything  for  which  the  Member,  offi- 
cer, or  employee  pays  the  market  value,  or 
does  not  use  and  promptly  returns  to  the 
donor. 

"(2)  A  contribution,  as  defined  in  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seq.)  that  is  lawfully  made  under  that 
Act.  or  attendance  at  a  fundraising  event 
sponsored  by  a  political  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  527(e)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986. 

••(3)  Anything  provided  by  an  individual  on 
the  basis  of  a  personal  or  family  relationship 
unless  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  has 
reason  to  believe  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  gift  was  provided  because  of 
the  official  position  of  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee  and  not  because  of  the  personal 
or  family  relationship.  The  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct  shall  provide 
guidance  on  the  applicability  of  this  clause 
and  examples  of  circumstances  under  which 
a  gift  may  be  accepted  under  this  exception. 

■•(4)  A  contribution  or  other  payment  to  a 
legal  expense  fund  established  for  the  benefit 
of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  that  is 
otherwise  lawfully  made,  if  the  person  mak- 
ing the  contribution  or  payment  is  identified 
for  the  Conrmittee  on  Standards  of  Official 
Conduct. 
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■■(5)  Any  food  or  refreshments  which  the 
recipient  reasonably  believes  to  have  a  value 
of  less  than  S20. 

■(6)  Any  gift  from  another  Member,  officer, 
or  employee  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

■'(7)  Food,  refreshments,  lodging,  and  other 
benefits — 

••(A)  resulting  from  the  outside  business  or 
employment  activities  (or  other  outside  ac- 
tivities that  are  not  connected  to  the  duties 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  of- 
ficeholder* of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee, or  the  spouse  of  the  Member,  officer, 
or  employee,  if  such  benefits  have  not  been 
offered  or  enhanced  because  of  the  official 
position  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee 
and  are  customarily  provided  to  others  in 
similar  circumstances; 

■■(B)  customarily  provided  by  a  prospective 
employer  in  connection  with  bona  fide  em- 
ployment discussions;  or 

•■(C)  provided  by  a  political  organization 
described  in  section  527(e)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  in  connection  with  a 
fundraising  or  campaign  event  sponsored  by 
such  an  organization. 

■•(8)  Pension  and  other  benefits  resulting 
from  continued  participation  in  an  employee 
welfare  and  benefits  plan  maintained  by  a 
former  employer. 

■•(9)  Informational  materials  that  are  sent 
to  the  office  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee in  the  form  of  books,  articles,  periodi- 
cals, other  written  materials,  audiotapes, 
videotapes,  or  other  forms  of  communica- 
tion. 

■■(10)  Awards  or  prizes  which  are  given  to 
competitors  in  contests  or  events  open  to  the 
public,  including  random  drawmgs. 

"(U)  Honorary  degrees  (and  associated 
travel,  food,  refreshments,  and  entertain- 
ment) and  other  bona  fide,  nonmonetary 
awards  presented  in  recognition  of  public 
service  (and  associated  food,  refreshments, 
and  entertainment  provided  in  the  presen- 
tation of  such  degrees  and  awards). 

■•(12)  Donations  of  products  from  the  State 
that  the  Member  represents  that  are  in- 
tended primarily  for  promotional  purposes, 
such  as  display  or  free  distribution,  and  are 
of  minimal  value  to  any  individual  recipient. 

■•(I.Ti  Food,  refreshmenr.';  and  entertain- 
ment provided  to  a  Member  or  an  employee 
of  a  Member  in  the  Member's  home  State, 
subject  to  reasonable  limitations,  to  be  es- 
tablished by  i\e  Committee  on  Standards  of 
Official  Conduct. 

•■(14)  An  item  of  little  intrinsic  value  such 
as  a  greeting  card,  baseball  cap.  or  a  T  shirt. 

■■(15)  Training  (including  food  and  refresh- 
ments furnished  to  all  attendees  as  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  training)  provided  to  a  Mem- 
ber, officer,  or  employee,  if  such  training  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

■•(16)  Bequests,  inheritances,  and  other 
transfers  at  death. 

••(17)  Any  item,  the  receipt  of  which  is  au- 
thorized by  the  Foreign  Gifts  and  Decora- 
tions Act.  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cul- 
tural Exchange  Act.  or  any  other  statute. 

•■(18)  Anything  which  is  paid  for  by  the 
Federal  Government,  by  a  State  or  local  gov- 
ernment, or  secured  by  the  Government 
under  a  Government  contract. 

■'(19)  A  gift  of  personal  hospitality  of  an  in- 
dividual, as  defined  in  section  109(14)  of  the 
Ethics  in  Government  Act. 

"(20)  Free  attendance  at  a  widely  attended 
event  permitted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (e). 

••(21)  Opportunities  and  benefits  which 
are — 

••(A)  available  to  the  public  or  to  a  class 
consisting  of  all  Federal  employees,  whether 


or  not  restricted  on  the  basis  of  geographic 
consideration; 

"(B)  offered  to  members  of  a  group  or  class 
in  which  membership  is  unrelated  to  con- 
gressional employment; 

"(C)  offered  to  members  of  an  organization, 
such  as  an  employees'  association  or  con- 
gressional credit  union,  in  which  member- 
ship is  related  to  congressional  employment 
and  similar  opportunities  are  available  to 
large  segments  of  the  public  through  organi- 
zations of  similar  size; 

"(D)  offered  to  any  group  or  class  that  is 
not  defined  in  a  manner  that  specifically  dis- 
criminates among  Government  employees  on 
the  basis  of  branch  of  Government  or  type  of 
responsibility,  or  on  a  basis  that  favors  those 
of  higher  rank  or  rate  of  pay; 

••(E)  in  the  form  of  loans  from  banks  and 
other  financial  institutions  on  terms  gen- 
erally available  to  the  public;  or 

••(F)  in  the  form  of  reduced  membership  or 
other  fees  for  participation  in  organization 
activities  offered  to  all  Government  employ- 
ees by  professional  organizations  if  the  only 
restrictions  on  membership  relate  to  profes- 
sional qualifications. 

••(22)  A  plaque,  trophy,  or  other  memento 
of  modest  value. 

••(23)  Anything  for  which,  in  exceptional 
circumstances,  a  waiver  is  granted  by  the 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct. 

■■(e)(1)  Except  as  prohibited  by  paragraph 
(a),  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee  may  ac- 
cept an  offer  of  free  attendance  at  a  widely 
attended  convention,  conference,  sympo- 
sium, forum,  panel  discussion,  dinner,  view- 
ing, reception,  or  similar  event,  provided  by 
the  sponsor  of  the  event,  if— 

(A)  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  par- 
ticipates in  the  event  as  a  speaker  or  a  panel 
participant,  by  presenting  information  relat- 
ed to  Congress  or  matters  before  Congress,  or 
by  performing  a  ceremonial  function  appro- 
priate to  the  Member's,  officer's,  or  employ- 
ee's official  position;  or 

■■(B)  attendance  at  the  event  is  appropriate 
to  the  performance  of  the  official  duties  or 
representative  function  of  the  Member,  offi- 
cer, or  employee. 

•■(2)  A  Member,  officer,  or  employee  who 
attends  an  event  described  in  subparagraph 
(1/  may  accept  a  sponsor's  unsolicited  offer 
of  free  attendance  at  the  event  for  an  accom- 
panying individual  if  others  in  attendance 
will  generally  be  similarly  accompanied  or  if 
such  attendance  is  appropriate  to  assist  in 
the  representation  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

•■(3)  Except  as  prohibited  by  paragraph  (a), 
a  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  or  the 
spouse  or  dependent  thereof,  may  accept  a 
sponsor's  unsolicited  offer  of  free  attendance 
at  a  charity  event,  except  that  reimburse- 
ment for  transportation  and  lodging  may  not 
be  accepted  in  connection  with  the  event. 

•■(4)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  free  attendance'  may  include  waiver  of 
all  or  part  of  a  conference  or  other  fee.  the 
provision  of  local  transportation,  or  the  pro- 
vision of  food,  refreshments,  entertainment, 
and  instructional  materials  furnished  to  all 
attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the  event. 
The  term  does  not  include  entertainment 
collateral  to  the  event,  or  food  or  refresh- 
ments taken  other  than  in  a  group  setting 
with  all  or  substantially  all  other  attendees. 

"(f)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  may 
accept  a  gift  the  value  of  which  exceeds  $250 
on  the  basis  of  the  personal  relationship  ex- 
ception in  paragraph  (d)(3)  or  the  close  per- 
sonal friendship  exception  in  section  106(d)  of 
the  Lobbying  Disclosure  Act  of  1994  unless 
the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Con- 


duct issues  a  written  deiermination  that  one 
of  such  exceptions  applies. 

"(g)(1)  The  Committee  on  Standards  of  Of- 
ficial Conduct  is  authorized  to  adjust  the 
dollar  amount  referred  to  in  paragraph  (c)(5) 
on  a  periodic  basis,  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  adjust  for  infiation. 

••(2)  The  Committee  on  Standards  of  Offi- 
cial Conduct  shall  provide  guidance  setting 
forth  reasonable  steps  that  may  be  taken  by 
Members,  officers,  and  employees,  with  a 
minimum  of  paperwork  and  time,  to  prevent 
the  acceptance  of  prohibited  gifts  from  lob- 
byists. 

"(3)  When  it  is  not  practicable  to  return  a 
tangible  item  because  it  is  perishable,  the 
item  may.  at  the  discretion  of  the  recipient, 
be  given  to  an  appropriate  charity  or  de- 
stroyed. 

■•(h)(1)(A)  Except  as  prohibited  by  para- 
graph (a),  a  reimbursement  (including  pay- 
ment in  kind)  to  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee for  necessary  transportation,  lodging 
and  related  expenses  for  travel  to  a  meeting, 
speaking  engagement,  factfinding  trip  or 
similar  event  in  connection  with  the  duties 
of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  of- 
ficeholder shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reimburse- 
ment to  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
not  a  gift  prohibited  by  this  paragraph,  if  the 
Member,  officer,  or  employee— 

■■(i)  in  the  case  of  an  employee,  receives 
advance  authorization,  from  the  Member  or 
officer  under  whose  direct  supervision  the 
employee  works,  to  accept  reimbursement, 
and 

"(ii)  discloses  the  expenses  reimbursed  or 
to  be  reimbursed  and  the  authorization  to 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
within  30  days  after  the  travel  is  completed. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  clause  (A),  events,  the 
activities  of  which  are  substantially  rec- 
reational in  nature,  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  in  connection  with  the  duties  of  a 
Member,  officer,  or  employee  as  an  office- 
holder. 

••(2)  Each  advance  authorization  to  accept 
reimbursement  shall  be  signed  by  the  Mem- 
ber or  officer  under  whose  direct  supervision 
the  employee  works  and  shall  include — 

"(A)  the  name  of  the  employee; 

••(B)  the  name  of  the  person  who  will  make 
the  reimbursement; 

••(C)  the  time,  place,  and  purpose  of  the 
travel;  and 

••(D)  a  determination  that  the  travel  is  in 
connection  with  the  duties  of  the  employee 
as  an  officeholder  and  would  not  create  the 
appearance  that  the  employee  is  using  public 
office  for  private  gain. 

■■(3)  Each  disclosure  made  under  subpara- 
graph (1)(A)  of  expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be 
reimbursed  shall  be  signed  by  the  Member  or 
officer  (in  the  case  of  travel  by  that  Member 
or  officer)  or  by  the  Member  or  officer  under 
whose  direct  supervision  Che  employee  works 
(in  the  ca.se  of  travel  by  an  employee)  and 
shall  include — 

••(A)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  trans- 
portation expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reim- 
bursed; 

••(B)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  lodging 
expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reimbursed; 

•'(C)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  total  meal  ex- 
penses reimbursed  or  to  be  reimbursed; 

••(D)  a  good  faith  estimate  of  the  total  of 
other  expenses  reimbursed  or  to  be  reim- 
bursed; 

••(E)  a  determination  that  all  such  ex- 
penses are  necessary  transportation,  lodging, 
and  related  expenses  as  defined  in  this  para- 
graph; and 

••(F)  in  the  case  of  a  reimbursement  to  a 
Member  or  officer,  a  determination  that  the 
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travel  was  in  connection  with  the  duties  of 
the  Member  or  officer  as  an  officeholder  and 
would  not  create  the  appearance  that  the 
Member  or  officer  is  using  public  office  I'or 
private  gain. 

•■(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  necessary  transportation,  lodging,  and 
related  expenses'— 

"(A)  includes  reasonable  expenses  that  are 
necessary  for  travel— 

"(i)  for  a  period  not  exceeding  4  days  in- 
cluding travel  time  within  the  United  States 
or  7  days  in  addition  to  travel  time  outside 
the  United  States;  and 

"(ii)  within  24  hours  before  or  after  partici- 
pation in  an  event  in  the  United  States  or 
within  48  hours  before  or  after  participation 
in  an  event  outside  the  United  States, 
unless  approved  in  advance  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct; 

"(B)  is  limited  to  reasonable  expenditures 
for  transportation,  lodging,  conference  fees 
and  materials,  and  food  and  refreshments, 
including  reimbursement  for  necessary 
transportation,  whether  or  not  such  trans- 
portation occurs  within  the  periods  described 
in  clause  (A); 

"(C)  does  not  include  expenditures  for  rec- 
reational activities  or  entertainment  other 
than  that  provided  to  all  attendees  as  an  in- 
tegral part  of  the  event;  and 

"(D)  may  include  travel  expenses  incurred 
on  behalf  of  either  the  spouse  or  a  child  of 
the  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  subject  to 
a  determination  signed  by  the  Member  or  of- 
ficer (or  in  the  case  of  an  employee,  the 
Member  or  officer  under  whose  direct  super- 
vision the  officer  or  employee  works)  that 
the  attendance  of  the  spouse  or  child  is  ap- 
propriate to  assist  in  the  representation  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

"(5)  The  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives shall  make  available  to  the  public  all 
advance  authorizations  and  disclosures  of  re- 
imbursement filed  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(1)  as  soon  as  possible  after  they  are  re- 
ceived. 

"(h)  In  this  rule; 

"(1)  The  term  'client'  means  any  person  or 
entity  that  employs  or  retains  another  per- 
son for  financial  or  other  compensation  to 
conduct  lobbying  activities  on  behalf  of  that 
person  or  entity.  A  person  or  entity  'aUosc 
employees  act  as  lobbyists  on  its  own  behalf 
is  both  a  client  and  an  employer  of  such  em- 
ployees. In  the  case  of  a  coalition  or  associa- 
tion that  employs  or  retains  other  persons  to 
conduct  lobbying  activities,  the  client  is— 

••(A)  the  coalition  or  association  and  not 
its  individual  members  when  the  lobbying 
activities  are  conducted  on  behalf  of  its 
membership  and  financed  by  the  coalition's 
or  association's  dues  and  assessments;  or 

■■(B)  an  individual  member  or  members, 
when  the  lobbying  activities  are  conducted 
on  behalf  of.  and  financed  separately  by.  1  or 
more  individual  members  and  not  by  the  coa- 
lition's or  association's  dues  and  assess- 
ments. 

"(2)  The  term  'lobbying  firm'  — 

"(A)  means  a  person  or  entity  that  has  1  or 
more  employees  who  are  lobbyists  on  behalf 
of  a  client  other  than  that  person  or  entity; 
and 

"(B)  includes  a  self-employed  individual 
who  is  a  lobbyist. 

••(3)  The  term  'lobbyist'  means  a  person 
registered  under  section  308  of  the  Federal 
Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act  (2  U.S.C.  267)  or 
required  to  be  registered  under  any  successor 
statute. 

•■(4)  The  term  •State'  means  each  of  the 
several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
any  commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession 
of  the  United  States.". 


SEC. 03.  MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  Amendments  to  the  Ethics  in  Govern- 
ment Act— Section  102(a)(2)(B)  of  the  Ethics 
in  Government  Act  (5  U.S.C.  102.  .^pp.  6)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following;  "Reimbursements  accepted  by  a 
Federal  agency  pursuant  to  section  1353  of 
title  31.  United  Stales  Code,  or  deemed  ac- 
cepted by  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives pursuant  to  rule  XXXV  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate  or  clause  4  of 
rule  XLIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives shall  be  reported  as  required  by 
such  statute  or  rule  and  need  not  be  reported 
under  this  section.". 

(b)  Reee.^l  of  Obsolete  Provision.— Sec- 
tion 901  of  the  Ethics  Reform  Act  of  1989  (2 
U.S.C.  31-2)  is  repealed. 

(c)  Senate  Provisions. — 

(1)  Authority  of  the  committee  on  rules 
.■\ND  administration.— The  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  and  Administration,  on  behalf 
of  the  Senate,  may  accept  gifts  provided 
they  do  not  involve  any  duty,  burden,  or  con- 
dition, or  are  not  made  dependent  upon  some 
future  performance  by  the  United  States. 
The  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration 
is  authorized  to  promulgate  regulations  to 
carry  out  this  section. 

(2)  Food,  refreshments,  and  e.ntertain- 
ment— The  rules  on  acceptance  of  food,  re- 
freshments, and  entertainment  provided  to  a 
Member  of  the  Senate  or  an  employee  of 
such  a  Member  in  the  Member's  home  State 
before  the  adoption  of  reasonable  limitations 
by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion shall  be  the  rules  in  effect  on  the  day 
before  the  effective  date  of  this  title. 

(d)  House  Provision.— The  rules  on  accept- 
ance of  food,  refreshments,  and  entertain- 
ment provided  to  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  an  employee  of  such  a 
Member  in  the  Member's  home  State  before 
the  adoption  of  reasonable  limitations  by  the 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct 
shall  be  the  rules  in  effect  on  the  day  before 
the  effective  date  of  this  title. 

SEC.      04.     EXERCISE     OF     CONGRESSIONAL 

RULEMAKING  POWTRS. 

Sections  01.  02.  and  03  (c)  and 

(d)  are  enacted  by  Congress — 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, respectively,  and  accordingly,  they 
shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of 
each  House,  respectively,  or  of  the  House  to 
which  they  specifically  apply,  and  such  rules 
shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith; 
and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  either  House  to  change  such 
rules  (insofar  as  they  relate  to  that  House) 
at  any  time  and  in  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other 
rule  of  that  House. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
promised  I  would  do  several  weeks  ago, 
today  I  am  submitting,  on  behalf  of 
myself.  Senators  Fei.mgold.  Lauten- 
BERG.  and  B.MTCUS,  the  tough,  com- 
prehensive gift  ban  that  some  of  us 
have  been  pushing  for  over  2  years. 
These  are  exactly  the  same  gift  ban 
provisions  that  were  developed  last 
year  by  House-Senate  conferees,  but 
that  were  blocked  at  the  end  of  last 
Congress,  and  again  at  the  beginning  of 
this  Congress,  by  opponents  of  reform. 
They  are  the  same  gift  ban  provisions 
that  were  contained  in  last  year's  con- 
ference report  on  S.  349,  the  Lobbying 


Disclosure  Act.  So  that  there  is  no  con- 
fusion, let  me  repeat  that:  these  are  ex- 
actly the  same  gift  ban  provisions  that 
were  contained  in  the  conference  re- 
port on  the  Lobbying  Disclosure  Act 
last  year,  and  that  have  been  supported 
by  the  vast  majority  of  Democrats  and 
Republicans  on  this  Senate  floor  last 
year. 

I  do  not  need  to  rehearse  the  long 
history  on  this  legislation,  which  made 
an  arduous  journey,  with  many  twists 
and  turns,  through  both  houses  of  Con- 
gress last  year,  and  through  a  House- 
Senate  conference  committee,  only  to 
be  stopped  by  a  Senate  filibuster  at  the 
end  of  the  103d  Congress.  I  intend  to 
continue  to  press  it  forward,  and  I  also 
intend  to  support  efforts  to  enact 
promptly  the  lobbying  disclosure  bill 
to  which  this  gift  ban  was  attached  in 
the  last  Congress.  I  believe  that  be- 
cause the  registration  bill  contains 
tighter  definitions  of  who  exactly  is  a 
lobbyist  than  current  law.  and  actually 
imposes  sanctions  against  representa- 
tives of  special  interests  who  fall  to 
comply  with  the  new  rules,  they  work 
most  effectively  in  tandem.  But  I  also 
believe  that  because  there  will  likely 
again  be  attempts  to  direct  seemingly 
high-minded,  though  false,  criticisms 
against  the  purported  "chilling  effect" 
on  lobbying  of  the  lobbying  disclosure 
bill — a  charge  that  is  preposterous  on 
its  face,  since  the  bill  simply  requires 
paid,  professional  lobbyists  to  register, 
it  doesn't  limit  their  activity— there 
should  be  another  straight  up  or  down 
debate  and  vote  on  the  gift  ban  itself. 
These  attacks,  as  they  did  last  .year, 
could  come  from  the  lobbying  commu- 
nity, from  right-wing  radio  talk  show 
hosts,  and  others,  even  though  the  lan- 
guage which  they  claimed  to  be  con- 
cerned about  had  been  deleted  alto- 
gether from  the  bill.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  both  without  weak- 
ening changes. 

Today  I  am  filing  the  gift  ban  as  a 
proposed  amendment  to  S.  652,  the  tele- 
communications legislation  that  is 
currently  pending  on  the  Senate  Cal- 
endar. This  has  been  one  of  the  most 
heavily  lobbied  pieces  of  legislation  in 
recent  memory,  from  all  sides,  so  it  is 
appropriate  that  this  be  a  vehicle  for 
the  gift  ban— and  perhaps  also  for  the 
lobbying  disclosure  legislation  to 
which  it  was  attached  last  year. 

I  intend  to  bring  the  gift  ban  amend- 
ment to  a  vote  in  the  Senate  soon  after 
we  turn  to  this  bill.  If  the  Senate  does 
not  soon  turn  to  the  telecommuni- 
cations bill,  then  1  intend  to  continue 
to  survey  other  appropriate  vehicles 
for  such  an  amendment.  I  suspect  that 
the  decision  not  to  turn  the  tele- 
communications bill  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  budget  resolution  might 
have  been  affected  by  our  decision  to 
move  forward  now  on  the  gift  ban  legis- 
lation as  a  proposed  amendment  to  it. 
But  whatever  the  vehicle.  I  intend  at 
the   very   least   to  prompt  a  full   and 
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thorough  debate  on  this  issue,  and  I 
hope  to  get  it  voted  on  soon. 

I  hope  that  this  time,  unlike  in  Janu- 
ary, the  Majority  Leader  and  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
will  support  this  important  legislation, 
as  they  publicly  indicated  they  would 
do  last  year.  In  fact,  last  year  37  Re- 
publicans cosponsored  these  same  gift 
ban  provisions,  but  then  proceeded  to 
vote  against  them  in  January,  after  an 
indication  from  the  Majority  Leader 
that  he  intended  to  deal  with  this  issue 
on  the  Senate  floor  this  month. 

Americans  are  watching  closely  to 
see  if  the  new  majority  in  Congress  de- 
livers on  its  promise  of  reforms.  So  far. 
they  have  not.  This  should  not  come  as 
a  surprise,  since  these  were  the  same 
people  who  blocked  major  reform  last 
year  in  each  of  these  areas,  solely  out 
of  a  political  concern  that  Democrats 
might  get  some  credit  for  cleaning  up 
Washington.  Their  reform  promises 
have  rung  hollow  all  the  way  along, 
and  they  ring  hollow  today. 

In  a  recent  editorial  the  Washington 
Post  again  challenged  the  new  congres- 
sional majority  to  enact  a  number  of 
tough,  sweeping  political  reform  meas- 
ures that  have  been  opposed  by  con- 
gressional incumbents  and  bogged 
down  for  a  number  of  years.  They  ob- 
served that  the  simplest  and  most 
straightforward  of  these  reforms  is  leg- 
islation to  impose  a  tough,  sweeping 
ban  on  the  gifts,  meals,  vacation  travel 
and  other  perks — the  same  provisions 
that  were  killed  at  the  end  of  the  last 
Congress. 

The  President  is  prepared  to  sign  this 
bill  now.  and  I  think  we  could  and 
should  have  it  on  his  desk  within  a  few 
weeks.  The  President  called  for  lobby- 
ing reform  and  a  gift  ban  in  his  State 
of  the  Union  Address,  and  yet  m.y  col- 
leagues in  the  majority  have  blocked 
our  bill  and  put  forward  no  alternative. 
As  I  observed  2  weeks  ago  on  this  floor, 
our  majority  colleagues,  frozen  like 
deer  in  headlights,  refuse  to  move  for- 
ward on  the  gift  ban.  Enthusiastic 
about  slashing  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches  for  children,  opponents  wither 
when  it  comes  to  eliminating  free 
lunches  for  Members  of  Congress.  This 
bitter  irony  has  not  been  lost  on  the 
American  people.  Passing  the  gift  ban, 
and  tough  new  lobby  disclosure  rules 
developed  in  tough  bipartisan  negotia- 
tions last  year  led  by  Senator  Levin,  is 
one  of  the  best  ways  we  have  to  begin 
to  restore  the  confidence  of  Americans 
in  the  integrity  of  the  legislative  proc- 
ess. 

It  is  long  past  time  for  enactment  of 
this  gift  ban.  This  amendment  would 
help  to  significantly  change  the  Wash- 
ington culture  of  special  interest 
perks,  favors,  meals,  travel,  and  gifts 
being  provided  to  Members  of  Congress. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  these  kinds  of 
gifts  and  other  favors  from  lobbyists 
have  contributed  to  Americans  deepen- 
ing distrust  of  government.  They  give 


the  appearance  of  special  access  and  in- 
fluence, eroding  public  confidence  in 
Congress  as  an  institution  and  in  each 
Member  individually  as  a  representa- 
tive of  his  or  her  constituents. 

This  legislation  imposes  a  sweeping 
ban  on  gifts,  meals,  entertainment  and 
lobbyist-sponsored  vacation  travel,  and 
imposes  tough  new  restrictions  on  non- 
lobbyists.  It  should  be  passed  and  en- 
acted this  month,  if  necessary  over  the 
objections  of  those  would-be  reformers 
who  have  talked  so  much  about  reform 
out  of  one  side  of  their  mouths,  while 
opposing  it  out  of  the  other. 

I  point  out  again  that  these  are  the 
same  provisions  that  were  opposed  by 
the  Majority  Leader  when  we  offered 
them  as  an  amendment  to  the  Congres- 
sional Accountability  Act  in  January. 
At  that  time,  the  Majority  Leader  indi- 
cated that  he  intended  to  have  an  al- 
ternative gift  ban  bill  on  the  floor  in 
May.  Now  it  is  well  into  May.  and 
nothing  has  happened. 

No  hearings  have  been  held,  no  bills 
have  been  introduced,  nothing  on  gift 
reform  is  scheduled  for  floor  consider- 
ation anytime  soon.  In  the  other  body, 
it  is  basically  the  same  story.  The 
question  today  is:  Where  is  the  Major- 
ity Leader  and  where  are  the  Repub- 
licans with  their  version  of  gift  reform? 
Since  37  of  them,  including  the  Major- 
ity Leader,  already  cosponsored.  at  the 
end  of  last  year,  the  same  provisions 
that  we  offered  in  January,  and  will 
offer  again  soon  to  an  appropriate  vehi- 
cle here  on  the  floor,  what  changes  do 
they  intend  to  try  to  make  in  the  bill? 

Do  they  again  intend,  as  some  did 
last  year,  to  try  to  gut  the  provisions 
on  charitable  vacation  travel  to  golf 
and  tennis  hotspots  like  Vail.  Aspen, 
Florida,  or  the  Bahamas,  where  Mem- 
bers and  their  families  are  wined  and 
dined  at  the  expense  of  lobbyists  and 
major  corporations?  I  hope  not,  but  I 
expect  that  such  an  attempt  will  be 
made. 

Do  they  again  intend  to  try  to  hollow 
out  gift  ban  reforms  by  just  slightly 
lowering  the  existing  thresholds  for  ex- 
pensive meals,  sports  tickets,  and 
other  gifts  paid  for  by  special  interests 
here  in  Washington,  so  they  can  say 
they  are  for  reform?  Again.  I  hope  not. 
but  is  possible. 

Do  they  really  intend  in  this  climate 
to  try  to  stall  their  way  through  an- 
other Congress,  or  worse  to  sneak 
something  through  Congress  that's  not 
real  reform?  I  hope  not,  and  I  will  do 
everything  I  can  to  make  sure  that 
doesn't  happen. 

It  is  not  by  change  that  the  so-called 
"Contract  with  America"  contains  not 
a  word  about  real  reforms  like  these 
that  would  clean  up  the  way  Washing- 
ton works.  It  is  because  there  is  seem- 
ingly no  commitment  to  the  real  re- 
form agenda  of  campaign  reform,  lobby 
reform,  and  the  gift  ban  on  the  part  of 
the  new  Congressional  majority.  In  the 
other  body,  proponents  of  the  gift  ban 


announced  recently  that  they  have 
again  been  forced  to  resort  to  complex 
procedural  strategies  to  circumvent 
the  normal  committee  process  by  try- 
ing to  discharge  gift  ban  legislation,  in 
order  to  even  get  a  vote  on  it  in  that 
body. 

The  real  standard  for  gift  ban  reform 
is  the  tight,  tough  bill  that  Senator 
Levi.n  and  I  and  others  put  forward  in 
January,  the  same  provisions  as  were 
contained  in  last  year's  House-Senate 
conference  report  which  after  months 
of  struggling  had  been  supported  by 
overwhelming  bipartisan  majorities  in 
both  houses — until  push  came  to  shove 
at  the  end  of  the  Congress  and  the  bill 
was  killed  in  the  face  of  a  massive 
disinformation  campaign  by  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  and  their  friends  in  the 
right-wing  talk  show  circuit. 

In  the  past  there  have  been  those  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  have  op- 
posed a  ban  of  gifts  and  other  perks. 
But  in  the  end,  overwhelming  majori- 
ties of  both  parties  have  voted  for  this 
legislation.  And  overwhelming  majori- 
ties would  support  it  again.  We  have 
waited  over  two  years  for  a  bill  that 
should  have  taken  us  two  weeks  to 
enact  into  law.  I  intend  to  fight  to 
make  sure  this  bill  is  enacted  into  law 
this  year. 

Since  it  was  decided  that  Members 
and  the  Ethics  Committee  would  have 
needed  some  time  to  digest  these  new 
rules,  last  year's  bill  would  not  have 
become  effective  until  the  end  of  this 
month.  There  is  no  good  reason  that  we 
cannot  have  new  rules  in  place  to  meet 
the  deadline.  As  those  of  us  who  have 
pushed  this  issue  forward  for  two  .years 
said  before  the  congressional  recess,  we 
are  tired  of  waiting.  The  .American  peo- 
ple are  tired  of  waiting.  It  is  long  past 
time  to  act  on  tough  new  gift  reforms 

The  Senate  should  act.  now,  on 
tough,  sweeping  gift  ban  reforms.  And 
we  should  follow  it  up  with  comprehen- 
sive lobbying  registration  and  cam- 
paign finance  laws.  That  is  the  real  re- 
form agenda.  That  is  what  Americans 
are  really  looking  for  as  they  press  for 
changes  that  will  clean  up  Washington. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation,  and  I  invite  them  to  co- 
sponsor  our  amendment  which  em- 
bodies a  tough  gift  ban  bill  when  it 
comes  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  for  his  persistence  on 
this  issue  and  join  with  him  in  once 
again  pointing  out  the  need  for  legisla- 
tion that  will  fundamentally  reform 
the  way  Congress  deals  with  the  thou- 
sands and  thousands  of  gifts  and  other 
perks  that  are  offered  to  Members  each 
year  from  individuals,  lobbyists  and  as- 
sociations that  seek  special  access  and 
influence  on  Capitol  Hill. 

It  has  been  roughly  one  year  since 
this  body  approved  a  strong,  bipartisan 
gift  ban  bill  by  a  vote  of  95  to  4.  95  to 
4.  That  bill  would  have  strictly  limited 


the  acceptance  of  gifts  from  lobbyists 
and  provided  only  a  few  limited  excep- 
tions for  non-lobbyists.  One  would 
think,  that  on  a  95  to  4  vote,  that  this 
body,  invigorated  by  the  new  Repub- 
lican leadership  supposedly  determined 
to  change  the  way  Washington  does 
business  and  to  bring  government  back 
to  the  people,  would  have  no  problem 
raising  this  issue  in  the  new  Congress 
and  passing  another  strong  bipartisan 
piece  of  legislation. 

But  here  we  are.  several  months  into 
the  new  Congress,  and  still  no  action 
from  the  Republican  leadership. 

Perhaps  some  of  our  Republican  col- 
leagues feel  that  there  is  not  really  a 
problem  with  gift-giving  to  elected  of- 
ficials and  their  staffs. 

Maybe  they  feel  that  the  American 
people  really  do  have  faith  and  trust  in 
their  government  and  their  elected  of- 
ficials. 

But  the  fact  is,  once  you  leave  the 
greater  Washington  area,  you  cannot 
help  but  immediately  sense  the  anger 
and  the  cynicism  with  which  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  come  to  look  upon 
this  institution.  They  do  not  see  the 
beltway  as  a  simple  road  encircling 
this  city— they  have  come  to  see  it  al- 
most as  a  boundary  separating  the  rest 
of  America  from  a  kingdom  of  special 
interest  influence  known  as  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Mr.  President.  I  firmly  believe  that 
there  should  not  be  an  easier  vote  to 
cast  than  a  vote  to  ban  the  gift-giving 
practice.  I  have  said  before  that  this 
should  be  a  no-brainer.  I  have  held 
nearly  175  listening  sessions  in  my 
home  State  of  Wisconsin  in  the  past  2''L' 
years.  Thousands  of  constituents  have 
raised  their  concerns  and  expressed 
their  views  on  a  wide  spectrum  of  is- 
sues at  these  listening  sessions.  There 
IS  almost  always  disagreement  about 
these  issues,  whether  it  is  government 
spending,  trade  agreements,  gun  con- 
trol or  reforming  our  health  and  wel- 
fare systems. 

But  on  this  issue  of  gift-giving,  the 
audience  sentiment  is  almost  always  in 
perfect  unanimity.  They  are  disgusted 
that  this  practice  is  permitted.  With- 
out exception,  every  time  I  raise  the 
idea  of  a  gift  ban  I  cannot  even  get  a 
full  sentence  out  before  the  audience 
breaks  out  in  spontaneous  applause 
and  approval  of  free  gifts  and  trips. 

I  have  said  it  now  a  number  of  times 
here  on  the  floor  and  I  will  say  it 
again:  the  Wisconsin  State  Legislature 
has  had  a  strict  gift  prohibition  in 
place  for  over  20  years  now  and  it  has 
worked  fine.  In  fact,  the  Wisconsin 
Legislature  is  regarded  as  one  of  the 
most  ethical  legislative  bodies  in  the 
country.  And  as  has  been  pointed  out 
by  my  former  colleague  in  the  Senate, 
Congressman  To.vi  B.arreit,  no  one  in 
the  Wisconsin  State  Legislature  has 
starved  to  death  because  of  the  gift 
ban. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  there  are  several 
of  us  who  are  determined  to  bring  this 


practice  to  an  end.  Acting  on  a  tough 
gift  ban  will  fundamentally  reform  the 
way  Congress  deals  with  the  many  gifts 
and  other  perks  that  are  offered  to 
Members  each  year,  and  would  mark  a 
sea  change  in  the  way  Washington, 
D.C.  does  business. 

But  we  need  to  do  more  than  simply 
pass  through  gift  ban  legislation.  We 
need  to  strengthen  our  current  lobby- 
ing disclosure  laws  that  are  riddled 
with  gaping  loopholes.  We  need  to  shut 
down  the  revolving  door  that  allows 
public  officials  to  trade  on  their  gov- 
ernment experience  and  contracts  for 
lucrative  post-employment  in  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

But  most  importantly,  Mr.  President, 
most  importantly  we  need  to  pass  com- 
prehensive campaign  finance  reform 
that  will  level  the  playing  field  be- 
tween incumbents  and  challengers,  and 
diminish  the  role  of  special  interest 
money  that  has  come  to  dominate  our 
election  system.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  this  body  will  begin  this  process  of 
reform  by  acting  on  this  measure  at 
the  earliest  possibility. 

These  are  all  links  in  a  chain  of  spe- 
cial interest  influence  that  is  wrapped 
around  the  U.S.  Capitol.  Each  link  of 
the  chain  must  be  broken  and  this 
would  mark  a  dramatic  first  step. 


CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 


DOMENICI  AMENDMENT  NO.  1111 
Mrs.  HUTCHISON  (for  Mr.  DOMENICI) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13)  con- 
current resolution  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1996,  1997, 

1998,  1999,   2000,   2001,   and  2002;   as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  all  after  the  resolving  clause  and  in- 
sert the  followinK: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

(a)  Dkci.aration.— The  Congress  deter- 
mines and  declares  that  this  resolution  is 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  including  the  appropriate 
budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1997.   1998. 

1999.  and  2000.  as  required  by  section  301  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

for  fiscal  year  1996. 
Sec.  2.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 
Sec.  3.  Debt  increase. 
Sec    4.  Social  Security. 
Sec.  b.  Major  functional  categories. 

TFTLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENTIED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following'  bud^retary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fi.s,  .il  viars  1997,  1998.  1999.  and 
2000: 

(1)  Federal  revenues.— (A)  For  purposes 
of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolution— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,040,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,072,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,122,400,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,172,900,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,226,000,000,000. 

(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels  of  Federal  revenues  should  be  in- 
creased are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $2,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $11,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $12,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $14,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $20,200,000,000. 

(iii)  The  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance 
Contributions  Act  revenues  for  hospital  in- 
surance within  the  recommended  levels  of 
Federal  revenues  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund>— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $937,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $963,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,007,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,052,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,099,100,000,000. 

(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels  of  Federal  revenues  should  be  reduced 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $2,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $11,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $12,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $14,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $20,200,000,000. 

(2)  New  BUDGET  AUTHORITY.— (A)  For  pur- 
poses of  comparison  with  the  maximum  defi- 
cit amount  under  sections  601(ai(l»  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,337,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,385,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,454,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $i..->ifli.2i)0.uoo.uoo 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,600,600,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial .Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
new  budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,230,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,267,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,325,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,378,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,446,700,000,000 

(3)  Budget  outlays. — (A)  For  purposes  of 
comparison  with  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,325,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,385,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,441,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,520,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,601,300,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,219,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,266,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,310,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,377,700,000,000 
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Fiscal  year  2000:  11.445,300.000,000. 

(4)  Deficits  —(A)  For  purposes  of  compari- 
son with  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
sections  601(aMl)  and  606  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of 
the  deficits  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%;  $284,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $313,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $:319. 400.000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $347. 600, 000. 0<X). 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $375, :»0. 000, GOO, 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $281,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $303,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $303,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $325,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $346,200,000,000. 

(5)  Public  debt,— The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998 
Fiscal  year  1999 
Fiscal  year  2000 
(6)  Direct  lo.\n 


$3,851,500,000,000, 
$4, 109., 500, 000, 000. 
$4,372,300,000,000. 
$4,658,300,000,000. 
$4,964,600,000,000. 
OBLic^Tio.NS,— The  appro- 


priate le%'els  of  total  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998 
Fiscal  year  1999 
Fiscal  year  2000 
(7)     Prim.^RY 


$37,600,000,000, 
$40,200,000,000, 
$42,300,000,000, 
$45,700,000,000. 
$45,800,000,000, 
LO.-\N      GU.-VR.'V.STEE 


COMMIT- 


ME.VTS.— The  appropriate  levels  of  new  pri- 
mary loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as 
follows: 

$193  400.000.000. 

$187,900,000,000. 

$185,300,000,000. 

$183,300,000,000. 
700.000.000. 


Fiscal  year  1996: 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

Fiscal  year  2000   $184. 
SEC.  3.  DEBT  tNCREASE. 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public 
debt  subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 


y  $5,252,300,000,000 
7:  $5,627,200,000,000 
B:  $6, 006, y<JO, 000,000 
9:  $6,404,800,000,000 
0:  $6,823,200,000,000, 
SEC.  4.  SOCIAL  SECL'Rmr. 

(ai  Soci.-\i.  Security  Revenues. — For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974,  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Fed- 
eral 01d-.\ge  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $374,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $392,000,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $411,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999  $430,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $452,000,000,000. 

(b)  Soci.M.  Security  Outl.-\ys.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Fed- 
eral 01d-.-\ge  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $299,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $310,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $324.600. 000.0<X). 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $338.. 500, 000, WW, 

Fiscal  year  2000   $3.53.100  000,000 
SEC.  5.  .MAJOR  FXHSCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, and  new  primary  loan  guarantee  com- 


mitments for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000 
for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $257,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $261,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $253,400,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $257,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $254,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $266,200,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $259,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $276,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,500,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $16,500,000,000, 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,200,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4i  Energy  (270): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $5,300,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays,  $4, 500. 000.000, 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997. 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $4,300,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

i.\)  New  budget  authority.  $5,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $4,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4. .500. 000.000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $3.900.000,00(}. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $4,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000, 

(U)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
(300): 

FLscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100.000.0000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100.000.0000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100.000.0000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,200,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $21,500,000,000 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,0000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 
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(.A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,800,000,000, 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,0000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,100,000,000, 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,800,000,000 
iB)  Outlays.  $12,700,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(.A  I  New  budget  authority.  $13,500,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,600,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $13,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$11,400,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000, 
(7i  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$5,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000 
Fi,scal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$3,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,000,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$4,700,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000, 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  -$2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $5,200,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
P'iscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 


(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,400,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $35,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $35,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $36,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$2,700,000,000, 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $9,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,400,000,000. 

(C)  .New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(10)  Education.  Training.  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (,5(X)i: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $58,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $56,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $57,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $57,300,000,000. 

(Cl  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$16,300,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $56,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $56,900,000,000 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$19,100,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments $15,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $57,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $57,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $14,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $57,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $57,400,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,900,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authoritv.  $127,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $126,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $137,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $138,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $149,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $150,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $163,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $163,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $176,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $176,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000, 

1  j2i  Meuicaie  ^570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $184,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $181,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $201,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $200,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  10. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $219,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $218,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $239,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $237,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund: 
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Fiscal  year  1996: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  J64.800.000.000. 

(B>  Outlays.  164.100,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997- 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $71,600,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $71,100,000,000. 
(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $79,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $78,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  Niw  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $87,800,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $87,000,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(At  New  budget  authority,  $97,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $96,300,000,000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  oblifjations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $228,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $232,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000.0000 

Fiscal  year  1997 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $241,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $249,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100.000.0000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $263,200,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $263,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $271,000,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $280,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

f.\}  New  budget  authority.  $285,400,000,000. 
(B)  Outlays.  $297,300,000,000. 
(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

(15)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

i.\)  New  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000. 
(B)  Outlays.  $9,000,000,000. 
(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,200,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,500,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(16)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $37,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $38,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $21,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $39,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $39,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

(17)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ment.t.  $f) 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $24,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fi-scal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $24,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $24,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(18)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,700,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 


(Bi  Outlays.  $13,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,800,000,000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $300,000,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $300,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $315,900,000,000. 

(Hi  Outlays.  $315,900,000,000. 

(C)  .New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $330,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $330,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $a50. 800.000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $350,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $372,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $372,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

i xj '  .*c'.v  pnrviiirj    .oar*  (^'^'^^•^"^cc  ccmrr.it 
ments.  $0. 

(20)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Net  Interest  (900): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $310,300,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $310,300,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(.\i  New  budget  authority.  $325,700,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $325,700,000,000. 
(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $339,500,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $339,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $358,300,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $358. 300. 000. ()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(.A  I  New  budget  authority.  $378,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $378.200.000.()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


(21)  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  inter- 
est on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $371,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $386,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $402,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $423,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $416,800,000,000. 

(22l  Allowances  (920): 

Fi.scal  year  1996: 

(.■\i  New  budget  authority.  $0. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $0. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $0 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(23)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$31,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.    -$34,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998. 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$35,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$35,700,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.    -$33,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$34,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(24)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Undistributed  Offsetting 
Receipts  (950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.    -$29,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$29,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$32,200,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$32,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$30,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$30,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -531,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  be  holding 
a  hearing  on  Tuesday,  May  23,  1995,  be- 
ginning at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room  485  of  the 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building  on  S. 
479,  a  bill  to  provide  for  administrative 
procedures  to  extend  Federal  recogni- 
tion to  certain  Indian  groups. 

Those  wishing  additional  information 
should  contact  the  Committee  on  In- 
dian Affairs  at  224^-2251. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COM.MITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  be 
granted  permission  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
May  18,  1995,  for  purposes  of  conducting 
a  full  committee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  p.m.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  hearing  is  to  receive  testi- 
mony on  administration  of  timber  con- 
tracts in  the  Tongass  National  Forest, 
and  administration  of  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act  of  1990, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

CO,MMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr,  DOLE,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee be  permitted  to  meet  Thursday, 
May  18,  1995,  beginning  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
room  SD-215,  to  conduct  a  hearing  on 
various  flat  tax  proposals. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COM.MITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  on  behalf  of  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee  to  meet  on 
Thursday.  May  18.  1995.  at  10  am.  for 


a  hearing  on  Executive  Reorganization: 
Various  Proposals. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

COMMITTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Indian  Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  on 
Thursday.  May  18,  1995.  beginning  at 
9:30  a.m.  in  room  485  of  the  Russell 
Senate  Office  Building  on  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Joint  DOI/BIA/ 
Tribal  Task  Force  on  Reorganization  of 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to  hold  a 
business  meeting  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Thursday,  May  IB.  1995. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.,  in 
room  SI>-€28,  to  conduct  a  hearing  fo- 
cusing on  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration's 7(a)  Business  Loan  Program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday.  May  18,  1995,  at 
9:30  a.m.,  to  hold  a  hearing  to  receive 
testimony  on  the  Smithsonian  Institu- 
tion: Management  Guidelines  for  the 
Future. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  PRODUCTION  AND 
REGULATION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  Production  and  Regulation 
of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources  be  granted  permission  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  for  purposes 
of  conducting  a  subcommittee  hearing 
which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at  2  p.m. 
The  purpose  of  the  hearing  is  to  receive 
testimony  on  S.  283,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  extension  of  the  deadline  under 
the  Federal  Power  Act  applicable  to 
two  hydroelectric  projects  in  Penn- 
sylvania, and  for  other  purposes;  S.  468, 
a  bill  to  provide  for  the  extension  of 
the  deadline  under  the  Federal  Power 
Act  applicable  to  the  construction  of  a 
hydroelectric  project  in  Ohio,  and  for 
other  purposes;  S.  543,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  extension  of  the  deadline  under 
the  Federal  Power  Act  applicable  to 
the  construction  of  a  hydroelectric 
project  in  Oregon  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; S.  547,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the 
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extension  of  the  deadlines  applicable  to 

certain  hydroelectric  projects  under 
the  Federal  Power  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  S.  549,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  extension  of  the  deadline  under  the 
Federal  Power  Act  applicable  to  the 
construction  of  three  hydroelectric 
projects  in  the  State  of  Arkansas,  S. 
552,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  refurbish- 
ment and  continued  operation  of  a 
small  hydroelectric  facility  in  central 
Montana  by  adjusting  the  amount  of 
charges  to  be  paid  to  the  United  States 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  for 
other  purposes;  S.  595,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  extension  of  a  hydroelectric 
project  located  in  the  State  of  West 
Virginia:  and  S.  611,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  extension  of  the  time  limita- 
tion for  a  FERC-issued  hydroelectric 
license. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.SIBCO.MMITTEE  ON  SEAPOWER 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Seapower  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  be  authorized  to  meet 
at  1  p.m.  on  Thursday,  May  18,  1995,  in 
open  session,  to  receive  testimony  on 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  program  and 
current  operations  in  review  of  S.  727. 
the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  and  the  future 
years  defense  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SLBCO.MMITTEE  ON  .STR.\TEGIC  FORCES 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Strategic  Forces  of  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 
meet  at  3  p.m.  on  Thursday,  May  18, 

1995.  in  open  and  closed  session,  to  re- 
ceive testimony  nn  hnmhpr  frircp  is.^UPS 
in  review  of  S.  727,  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year 

1996,  and  the  future  years  defense  pro- 
gram. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


FEDERAL  GUN  DEALER  LICENSE 
ABUSES 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  today.  I 
would  like  to  share  an  important  Chi- 
cago Sun-Times  article  with  my  col- 
leagues. It  examines  yet  another  exam- 
ple of  the  sometimes  deadly  link  be- 
tween federally  licensed  firearms  deal- 
er and  the  sale  of  weapons  to  criminals. 
James  L.  Bush,  of  Bolingbrook,  IL,  a 
federally  licensed  gun  dealer,  has 
pleaded  guilty  to  selling  350  guns  to 
criminals.  To  make  extra  money,  he 
and  a  friend  used  a  grinding  stone  at- 
tached to  an  electric  drill  to  erase  the 
guns'  serial  numbers,  and  then  sold 
those  guns  to  gang  members  and  drug 
dealers  in  the  market  for  guns.  Those 
guns  were  then  added  to  the  explosion 


of  weapons  on  the  streets  of  our  com- 
munities. Mr.  Bush's  case  reminds  me 
of  the  1992  arrest  of  James  Board  of 
Highland,  IN,  who  police  say  sold  more 
than  1,000  guns  to  Chicago  street  gangs. 
At  least  50  of  those  guns  have  been  re- 
covered from  crime  scenes,  according 
to  an  ATF  spokesman. 

Certainly,  Mr.  Bush  is  responsible  for 
his  criminal  actions,  but  we  should  not 
disregard  the  fact  that  since  receiving 
his  license  in  January  1990,  he  heard 
from  an  ATF  agent  only  once.  In  Illi- 
nois, 15  ATF  inspectors  must  monitor 
6,529  federally  licensed  firearms  deal- 
ers. These  inspectors  are  overburdened 
and  underfunded.  Given  the  evident 
connection  between  unmonitored  li- 
censees and  the  presence  of  illegal 
weapons  on  our  streets,  we  must  ensure 
that  licensees  undergo  sufficient  scru- 
tiny to  detect  such  criminal  activity. 

That  is  why  I  sponsored  Federal  fire- 
arms dealer  license  reforms  last  year. 
As  a  result  of  my  reforms.  Federal  fire- 
arms licenses  now  require  a  photograph 
and  fingerprints,  dealers  are  required 
to  comply  with  State  and  local  laws. 
and  the  ATF  now  has  60  days,  instead 
of  45,  to  investigate  before  granting  a 
license.  Additional  reforms  raised  the 
licensing  fee  from  a  mere  $30  to  $200. 

As  a  result  of  these  common-sense  re- 
forms, there  is  some  good  news.  Since 
licensing  reform  was  enacted  in  De- 
cember 1993,  the  number  of  dealers  in 
the  United  States  has  dropped  from 
283,000  to  239,000  in  December  1994.  For 
the  first  time  in  years,  according  to 
the  Violence  Policy  Center,  there  are 
now  more  gas  stations  than  gun  dealers 
in  this  country. 

Opponents  of  gun  control  legislation 
say  that  measures  such  as  these  make 
no  difference  in  crime  and  the  flow  of 
illegal  weapons.  Even  supporters  of  gun 
control  legislation  often  dismiss  these 
types  of  reforms  as  too  small,  too  nar- 
row, and  insufficient  to  address  such 
overwhelming  problems. 

Clearly,  these  reforms  do  not  solve 
our  problems  with  violence  and  crime. 
But  there  should  no  longer  be  any 
doubt  that  small  steps  make  a  big  dif- 
ference. The  struggle  to  free  our  com- 
munities from  rampant  gun  violence 
will  only  be  won  with  commitment,  de- 
termination, and  measures  just  like 
these.  I  ask  that  the  article  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

Confessions  of  a  Gun  Runner;  How 

Suburbanite  Supplied  Chicago  Gang 

(By  Alex  Rodriguez) 

Easy  money,  James  L.  Bush  thought  to 
himself.  Buy  a  gun  for  $100.  sell  it  for  $250  on 
the  streets.  And  in  the  bullet-scarred  neigh- 
borhoods of  the  West  Side,  customers 
weren't  hard  to  find. 

So  several  times  last  winter  Bush— sub- 
urbanite, homeowner  and  father  of  two — 
drove  to  the  city  and  sold  boxes  of  guns  to 
the  Vice  Lords  street  gang.  He  drove  away 
with  a  wallet  stuffed  with  cash. 

Getting  the  guns  wasn't  a  problem.  Bush 
owned  a  federal  firearms  dealer  license, 
about  as  easy  to  get  as  a  library  card. 


It  was  very  easy  to  abuse  the  system.  " 
Bush.  39.  said  during  a  recent  interview  it 
his  home  in  Bolingbrook.  A  federal  ju  It.- 
will  sentence  him  this  summer  on  a  convic- 
tion of  illegal  delivery  of  firearms. 

■There  are  probably  people  out  there  doing 
it  right  now,"  he  continued,  "but  they  just 
haven't  gotten  caught." 

Just  how  significant  a  role  crooked  federal 
firearms  dealers  play  in  the  availability  of 
guns  to  criminals  is  hard  to  measure,  federal 
officials  say.  Most  federal  firearms  dealers 
don't  break  the  law.  and  law  enforcement 
agencies  don't  keep  statistics  on  those  who 
do. 

Still,  the  access  to  volume  that  comes  with 
the  license  means  that  just  one  crooked  fire- 
arms dealer  can  become  a  street  gang's  con- 
duit for  hundreds,  even  thousands  of  guns. 
federal  law  enforcement  officials  say.  Bush 
supplied  gang  members  and  drug  dealers 
with  more  than  350  guns  before  federal 
agents  arrested  him  in  February.  In  1992,  fed- 
eral agents  arrested  James  Board  of  High- 
land. Ind..  who  police  say  sold  more  than 
1.000  guns  to  Chicago  street  gangs. 

At  least  50  of  those  guns  have  been  recov- 
ered from  crime  scenes,  said  Jerry  Singer, 
spokesman  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Alcohol. 
Tobacco  and  Firearms.  Board  pleaded  guilty 
to  one  count  of  illegal  firearms  delivery  and 
was  sentenced  to  21  months  in  jaii. 

The  federal  government  has  responded  by 
tightening  regulations  governing  the  issu- 
ance of  federal  firearms  licenses. 

Before  the  changes,  anyone  could  obtain  a 
federal  firearms  license  by  paying  $30  and 
filling  out  a  one-page  application. 

With  that  license,  they  could  buy  and  sell 
large  numbers  of  guns  across  state  lines — 
from  home  if  they  wanted.  They  could  buy  in 
volume  because  they  bought  wholesale. 

License  holders  can  still  do  all  that,  but 
now  applicants  must  pay  $200  for  a  license, 
submit  fingerprints  and  live  in  a  town  with- 
out laws  prohibiting  gun  dealerships. 

Gun  proponents  have  decried  the  new  regu- 
lations as  unnecessary  and  misguided. 

"We  see  (ATF)  as  committed  to  driving 
down  the  number  of  federal  firearms  license 
holders  as  a  ploy  to  drive  down  lawful  gun 
ownership.'  said  Mary  Sue  Faulkner, 
spokeswoman  for  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion. "It's  like  gun  control.  There  are  al- 
ready plenty  of  laws  on  the  books  to  en- 
force." 

ATF  officials,  however,  say  the  new  regula- 
tions are  needed  to  pare  down  the  universe  of 
license  holders.  One  reason  the  agency  strug- 
gles to  ferret  out  crooked  firearms  dealers  is 
that  it  isn't  armed  with  enough  inspectors  to 
monitor  them. 

In  Illinois,  15  inspectors  must  cover  6,529 
federally  licensed  firearms  dealers  along 
with  countless  other  duties,  including  mak- 
ing sure  distilleries,  breweries  and  wineries 
pay  federal  liquor  taxes. 

"It's  a  very  difficult  job.  when  you  have 
that  few  inspectors  for  that  many  federal 
firearms  licenses,"  Singer  said.  "There's 
only  so  much  resources  to  go  around." 

If  the  goal  is  fewer  dealers,  the  new  regula- 
tions are  working.  Before  December,  1993. 
when  the  federal  government  raised  the  ap- 
plication fee  from  $30  to  $200.  .\TF  had  to 
oversee  some  284.000  license  holders  nation- 
wide. Nine  months  later,  the  number  of  li- 
censed dealers  dropped  to  around  255.000. 

Then  in  September.  Congress  enacted  new 
rules  that  required  applicants  to  submit  fin- 
gerprints, notify  their  local  police  chief  of 
their  applicatior  and  certify  that  their  deal- 
ership isn't  prohibited  by  local  law. 

Since  then,  the  number  of  licensed  dealers 
has  dropped  to  223.176.  By  1997.  ATF  officials 


predict  the  number  of  licensed  dealers  will 
dwindle  to  80.000. 

"Maybe  by  1997  we'll  have  a  more  manage- 
able universe."  said  ATF  spokesman  Michael 
Fitzgerald. 

Bush  only  heard  once  from  the  .\TF  after 
getting  his  federal  firearms  license  in  Janu- 
ary. 1990.  An  agent  visited  him  February, 
1993,  to  review  his  records.  Later  that  month, 
the  agency  renewed  his  license. 

At  the  time.  Bush  was  a  Chicago  Transit 
.Authority  purchasing  clerk  living  with  his 
family  in  a  $180,000  house  in  Bolingbrook. 
but  struggling  to  erase  a  $40,000  debt  from  a 
failed  laundromat  business,  according  to 
Bush  and  court  documents. 

In  September,  1994.  an  acquainUnce  of 
Bush— not  named  in  court  documents — of- 
fered to  find  Bush  gang  members  and  drug 
dealers  in  the  market  for  guns,  court  records 
showed.  The  two  agreed  to  split  the  profits. 

According  to  court  records.  Bush  sold  350 
guns  to  criminals,  at  first  with  the  help  of 
his  friend— a  driver  with  United  Parcel  Serv- 
ice—and later  on  his  own.  The  two  used  a 
grinding  stone  attached  to  a  cordless  drill  to 
erase  the  guns'  serial  numbers. 

Bush  was  arrested  Feb.  2  after  selling  47 
guns  to  an  undercover  ATF  agent.  He  plead- 
ed guilty  April  4  and  faces  sentencing  in 
July. 

Bush,  who  is  black,  says  he  wrestles  daily 
with  the  knowledge  that  he  sold  guns  in 
mostly  black  neighborhoods  under  siege 
from  gangs  for  decades. 

1  know  it  wasn't  right.  "  Bush  said.  "They 
were  going  in  the  hands  of  gang-bangers,  and 
It  was  mostly  black-on-black  crime.  Maybe 
by  me  getting  busted,  that  was  God's  way  to 
tell  me  to  stop." 

As  a  federally  licensed  firearms  dealer. 
James  L.  Bush  supplied  West  Side  gang 
members  with  more  than  350  guns  before 
US.  agents  arrested  him  in  February,  seiz- 
ing dozens  of  weapons.  The  Bolingbrook  resi- 
dent was  convicted  in  April  of  illegal  fire- 
arms delivery.* 


CHELSEA  NEIGHBORHOOD  HOUS- 
ING SERVICES,  INC.,  AND  CITI- 
ZENS BANK  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

•  Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
commend  Chelsea  Neighborhood  Hous- 
ing Services,  Inc.  [CNHS],  and  Citizens 
Bank  of  Massachusetts  [Citizens], 
which  were  nationally  recognized  for 
their  exceptional  partnership  achieve- 
ments by  the  Social  Compact  in  its  1995 
Outstanding     Community     Investment 


Awards  Program  Tuesday  night.  To- 
gether, CNHS  and  Citizens  have  devel- 
oped a  unique  pilot  program  that  helps 
former  low-income  renters  become 
homeowners  and  building  managers. 
The  two  organizations  have  designed 
this  successful  program  specifically  to 
meet  the  needs  of  low-income  residents 
in  Chelsea.  MA. 

Chelsea,  historically  a  city  of  immi- 
grants, has  a  population  that  often  is 
the  last  hired  and  the  first  fired.  Con- 
sequently, when  the  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts experienced  a  severe  economic 
downturn  in  the  early  1990's,  Chelsea's 
residents  were  greatly  affected.  This 
population,  with  a  per  capita  income  of 
less  than  $8,600,  is  unable  to  accumu- 
late savings  for  downpayments  or  clos- 
ing costs  for  home  purchases,  even 
when  working  overtime  or  holding  two 
jobs.  Nevertheless,  despite  the  prob- 
lems, many  residents  are  determined  to 
stay  in  Chelsea  and  buy  their  own 
homes. 

Citizens— formerl.y  known  as  Boston 
Five— originally  approached  CNHS  to 
discuss  a  collaboration  because  it 
wanted  to  increase  loans  in  Chelsea 
and  create  a  successful  program  that 
could  be  replicated  in  other  cities. 
When  CNHS  and  Citizens  designed  rent- 
to-own,  they  carefully  considered  the 
needs  of  Chelsea  residents.  They  recog- 
nized that  additional  financial  assist- 
ance would  be  needed  for  first-time 
homebuyers  in  order  for  them  to  have 
downpayments  and  meet  closing  cost 
requirements.  Triple-decker  properties, 
three-story  buildings  with  a  two-bed- 
room apartment  on  the  ground  floor 
and  two  three-bedroom  apartments  up- 
stairs, provided  part  of  the  answer.  The 
income  from  rental  units  helps  de- 
crease the  barrier  to  homeownership. 
To  qualify  for  the  program,  the  poten- 
tial managers  buyers  must  commit  to  a 
3-year  program  that  requires  them  to 
attend  monthly  training  sessions  and 
learn  how  to  be  good  landlords.  In  re- 
turn for  their  work  and  training,  they 
receive  100  points  a  month  and  are 
docked  if  absent  from  training  or  if 
they  do  not  fulfill  management  respon- 
sibilities. At  the  end  of  each  year,  the 


points  earned  are  converted  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  $1,200  and  deposited  to  an  es- 
crow account  at  Citizens  Bank.  After  2 
years,  the  account's  balance— poten- 
tially $2,400— is  considered  the  man- 
ager/buyers  cash  downpayment  toward 
the  average  purchase  price  of  $120,000 
for  his  or  her  home. 

CNHS  piloted  the  program  in  one  of 
the  poorest  neighborhoods  in  the  city. 
With  initial  financial  assistance  from 
Citizens  and  further  assistance  from 
the  Neighborhood  Reinvestment  Cor- 
poration, a  State  grant  from  the  corpus 
of  the  Federal  community  development 
block  grant  to  Massachusetts.  Neigh- 
borhood Housing  Services  of  America, 
and  the  State  Executive  Office  of  Com- 
munities and  Development,  CNHS 
bought  a  vacant  and  vandalized  con- 
dominium and  converted  the  early 
20th-century  building  into  four  triple- 
deckers  now  called  Garden  Apartments 
I. 

The  commitment  of  Citizens  to  the 
rent-to-own  project  is  impressive.  Over 
150  hours  of  staff  time  was  logged  to 
develop  and  shajje  a  program  that 
would  fit  the  needs  of  both  clients  and 
sponsoring  institutions.  Additionally. 
Citizens'  senior  staff  worked  with 
CHHS  to  gain  approval  of  the  program 
for  Fannie  Mae's  secondary  market. 

Since  the  first  days  of  occupancy,  the 
rent-to-own  project  has  been  self-suffi- 
cient. The  residents  keep  the  building 
immaculate,  so  its  presence  visibly  Im- 
proves the  entire  neighborhood.  Both 
partners  are  pleased— Citizens  is 
achieving  its  original  mission,  the  de- 
velopment of  a  model  program  that  can 
be  expanded  and  adapted  in  other 
cities,  and  CNHS  has  a  program  that 
serves  its  special  constituency.  They 
are  now  acquiring  one  building  a 
month,  and  50  percent  of  those  will  be 
rent-to-own  units. 

On  behalf  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts,  I  commend  Chelsea 
Neighborhood  Housing  Services  and 
Citizens  Bank  for  their  distinguished 
cooperation  and  success,  and  suggest 
that  their  model  be  considered  for  rep- 
lication throughout  the  country.* 


FOREIGN  CURRENCY  REPORTS 
In  accordance  with  the  appropriate  provisions  of  law.  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  herewith  submits  the  following  re- 
ports) of  standing  committees  of  the  Senate,  certain  joint  committees  of  the  Congress,  delegations  and  groups,  and  select 
and  special  committees  of  the  Senate,  relating  to  expenses  incurred  in  the  performance  of  authorized  foreign  travel: 

CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY  MEMBERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U  S  SENATE  UNDER 
AUTHORITY  OF  SEC  22,  PL  95-384-22  USC    1754(b),  COMMIHEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  TRAVEL  FROM  JAN   1  TO  MAR  31,  1995 


Per  dtem 


Tran$p«1>tion 


Mrscellaiwouj 


Total 


Name  and  co6nir> 


Name  ol  currency 


US  Hollar 
Forergn  eQuivalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency 


foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

0<US 

currency 


Foreisn 
currency 


US  dollar 

cDuivalem 

orUS 

currency 


US  Miaf 
Foreifn  equnalent 
currency  or  US 

cmency 


Senator  Patrick  Leahy 

Haiti 
William  N  Wittin(. 

Haiti         .,..™. 


Gourde 
Gourde 


1,196  S 
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I.I96S 
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ISO  00 
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Name  and  country 


Per  dtem 


Transportation 


Miscellaneous 


Total 


Name  of  currency 


US  dollar 
foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency 


Foreign 

currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 

currency  or  U  S 

currency 


Total 


300  00 


300  00 


MARK  0  HATFIELD. 
Ctiairman,  Committee  on  Aopropnations  May  1   1995 

CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY  MEMBERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U  S  SENATE,  UNDER 
AUTHORITY  OF  SEC  22,  PL  95-384—22  U.S.C.  1754(b),  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  TRAVEL  FROM  OCT,  1  TO  DEC  31,  1994 
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US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 

currency  or  U  S 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Senator  Barbara  A.  Miiujiski 

Vietnam     

Tliaiiand    ; 

Hong  Kong  

France 

China        

Malaysia    

Ricnard  I  Collins. 

China        ..„ 

PtiilippineJ 

Korea 


United  Slates 
Total 


OoKar 


289  88 
415  42 
69153 
50  00 
444  67 
71148 

747  00 
125.00 
3O300 

-••••-•••■•••- 

103.56 
313.31 
609.42 

6521 
233  33 

■ - 

••■- -    - 

6.386  80 

- 

470.00 

6  386  80 

2.M2  50 
242.400 

li2S.*S    

— 

2.982  50 
242,400 

3.777  98 

1,229  45 

1  794  83 

393  44 
728  73 

1,300  95 
11521 
6^8  00 

I. 181  48 

747  00 

125  00 

303  00 

1,229  45 


6,802  26 


ROBERTO  BYRD, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations,  Apr  7,  1995 
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CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF 
AUTHORITY  OF  SEC  22. 
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Transportation 
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Name  and  country 


Name  of  currency 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U  S, 

currency 


Foreign 
cunency 


US  dollar 
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or  US 

currency. 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 
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or  US 

currency 


Richard  0  DeBooes 

BeigiLim 

England     

John  Douglass 

Belgium 

England    - 

Germany    „ 

Senator  John  S  HcCim. 

Germany     

Senator  William  S.  Colicn. 

rw^rmsny         

Vn;*rnf  S;lm  Num 

Belgium    

England    _ 

Germany    

Senator  John  Glem. 

Germany 

Senator  loseph  1. 

Germany     

JaiMs  M  Mna. 

G«a«v  

SenMr  Sam  Nnm. 

Haiti 
Richard  0  DeBolMS. 

Haiti       


FlMC  . 


Fiwc  . 


Ootlac 


7720 
213  5 

7,600 

168  5 

297  90 

375  44 

427  79 

9,040 
126 
175 

42380 

45144 

426  45 

1,218 

2,436 


266  39 
339  64 

252  08 
283  08 
204  03 

247  00 

282  00 

29982 
21168 
119  87 

279  36 

297  00 

28120 
87  00 
174  00 


25  00 


7,720 
2135 

266  39 
339  64 

7,680 

I68S 

297  90 

252  08 
283  08 

204  03 

375  44 

247  00 

427.79 

252  00 

9,040 
126 
175 

299  82 
21168 
11987 

423  80 

279  36 

45144 

297  00 

42645 

28120 

1.218 

87  00 

2,436 

174  00 

25  OC 

Total 


3.624  15 


25  00 


1643  15 


STROM  THURMOND 
Chairman  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  May  8   1995 

FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY  MEMBERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  US  SENATE,  UNDER 
22,  PL  95-384—22  U  S,C.  1754(b),  COMMinEE  ON  FINANCE  FOR  TRAVEL  FROM  JAN   1  TO  MAR  31,  1995 


CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF 
AUTHORITY  OF  SEC 


Name  and  country  i 


Name  of  currency 


Senator  lodn  0  Rocketellef  IV. 


Taimian 

United  Slain _. _    



lane  Bailey 

Taiwan      _ „_, „., 

United  States  

Total 

■""""""" " 

1m. 


1». 


Per  diem 

Transportation 
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Tola 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

orUS 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

Foreign 
currency 

US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 
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currency 
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equivalent 

or  US 

currency 

1,534  00 
648  00 

1,534  00 

648  00 

1  534  00 

648  00 

5J5995 

:  991  95 

5  359  95 
1  534  00 

618  00 
2  994  95 

1 364  00 


1 351  90 


12,718  90 


BOB  PACKWOOD 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance  Api  28,  1995 
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Per  diem 


Transportation 


Miscellaneous 


Total 


Name  and  country 


Name  of  currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

e<)uivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


US  MUr 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency 


Elizabeth  Oe  Moss 
Costa  Rica 

United  States 
Michael  Hatel. 

France     

United  States 

Total 


Colon 
Dollar 
Dollar 


Dollar 


71.514 


41518 
3036 


1,500.00 


nsM 


64705 


71.514 


415  18 

30  36 

605  00 

1.50000 
647  05 


1,945  54 


1,252  05 


3,197  59 


JESSE  HEUIS 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relatnns  Apr  25,  1995 


CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY  MEMBERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U  S  SENATE  UNDER 
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Per  diem 


Transportation 


Miscellaneous 


Total 


Name  and  country 


Name  of  currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


US  dollar 
Foreign  eouwalenl 
currency  or  US 

currency 


Senator  William  V  Roth.  Jr 
Germany        

Senator  Connie  Mack 

Germany  


Marli 


666  35 
380 


439  25 

25019 


66635 
380 


43925 
25049 


Total 


689  71 


689  74 


ROBERT  J  OOIE. 
Majority  Leader  Apr  26   1995 


ADDENDUM-CONSOLIDATED  REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  AND  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  FOR  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY  MEMBERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U  S 
SENATE.  UNDER  AUTHORITY  OF  SEC   22,  P  L  95-384-22  U  S  C   1754(b),  FOR  TRAVEL  AUTHORIZED  BY  THE  REPUBLICAN  LEADER  FROM  JULY  1  TO  SEPT  30,  1994 


Per  diem 


Transportation 


Miscellaneous 


Total 


Name  and  county 


Name  ot  currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

orUS 

currency 


foreign 
currency 


US  dollar 

equivalent 

orUS 

currency 


US  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U  S 

currency 


Senator  John  Warner, 
United  Kingdom 


1,763  95 


1.763  95 


Total 


Dollar 


1.763,95 


1,763  95 


ROBERT  I  OOli, 
Republican  Leader  A<k  26   1995 


TRIBUTE  TO  MOUNTAIN  CITY 
CARE  CENTER 

•  Mr,  FRIST,  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  this  week  as  Nurs- 
ing Home  Week  in  Tennessee,  and  to 
commend  one  of  the  finest  nursing 
homes  in  east  Tennessee  for  its  excel- 
lent staff  and  the  generous  care  it  pro- 
vides its  residents— the  Mountain  City 
Care  Center  in  Mountain  City,  TN. 

Nursing  homes  in  Tennessee  are  re- 
viewed each  year  in  a  Tennessee  State 
survey,  with  the  results  highlighting 
each  center's  strengths  and  weak- 
nesses. Just  2  years  ago.  Mountain  City 
Care  Center  was  widely  recognized  as 
one  of  the  worst  facilities  in  east  Ten- 
nessee, and  it  was  almost  forced  to 
close.  After  receiving  poor  State  sur- 
vey results,  the  staff  and  new  manage- 
ment of  the  facility  immediately  began 
retraining  and  hiring  new  care  provid- 
ers. Within  90  days,  the  State  found 
that  significant  changes  were  being 
made,  and  Mountain  City  Care  Center's 
surveys,  as  well  as  public  opinion  about 
the  facility,  have  been  improving  ever 
since. 


Just  2  weeks  ago,  the  care  center  re- 
ceived its  best  inspection  yet  in  the  an- 
nual surveys,  and  it  is  widely  recog- 
nized as  one  of  the  most  improved,  pro- 
gressive nursing  homes  in  east  Ten- 
nessee. Mountain  City  Care  Center 
even  sponsors  school  projects.  Johnson 
County  Little  League,  sports  programs. 
Rotary  Club,  American  Red  Cross,  and 
other  community  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  Tennesseans  who  were  involved  in 
turning  around  Mountain  City  Care 
Center  and  turning  it  into  one  of  the 
best  facilities  in  the  State.  Without 
their  hard  work  and  dedication  to  qual- 
ity care,  elderly  residents  in  Mountain 
City  would  not  receive  the  attention 
and  care  that  they  deserve. • 


MUSICALYMPICS 

•  Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  week  an  article  in  the  Science 
Times  section  of  the  New  York  Times 
explored  what  it  called  "the  mystery  of 
music."  Scientists  are  attempting  to 
find  how  and  where  the  sense  and  art  of 
music  arise  in  the  brain.  It  is  a  search 


in  which  much  remains  to  be  discov- 
ered, but  it  has  already  produced  fas- 
cinating results,  including  the  possibil- 
ity that,  even  as  it  provides  the  child 
with  a  constructive  source  of  pleasure 
and  reward,  early  musical  training 
may  also  enhance  the  ability  to  think 
and  reason  in  terms  of  time  and  space. 
That  possibility  suggests,  in  turn,  the 
significant  role  that  music  and  musical 
education  play  in  achieving  the  fun- 
damental goals  of  our  educational  sys- 
tem. 

That  suggestion  lends  a  special  em- 
phasis to  an  innovative  musical  pro- 
gram inaugurated  this  spring  at  three 
Los  Angeles-area  high  schools.  This 
program,  I  believe,  serves  as  an  excel- 
lent model  for  improving  education 
through  the  cooperation  of  the  private 
and  public  sectors. 

"Musicalympics,"  an  artistic  com- 
petition for  high  schools,  was  con- 
ceived by  David  Griffin,  a  Warner 
Brothers  Records  representative.  Grif- 
fin enlisted  the  interest  of  Warner 
Brothers     Records     chairman,     Danny 
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Goldberg,  who  signed  the  record  com- 
pany on  as  the  Musicalympics'  found- 
ing benefactor,  the  first.  Griffin  hopes. 
of  other  corporate  sponsors  to  follow. 
Similarly,  he  hopes  to  see  this  year's 
inaugural  competition  among  the  three 
high  schools  e.xtended  to  other  schools 
in  the  future.  The  thoughtful  design  of 
the  competition  and  the  solid  profes- 
sional backing  it  is  receiving  make  its 
prospects  good.  I  believe,  on  both 
counts. 

Each  school  participating  in 
Musicalympics  has  created  a  team  of 
student  songwriters.  musicians, 

choreographers,  dancers,  costume  de- 
signers, set  designers  and  production 
personnel  such  as  television  camera  op- 
erators, lighting  designers  and  record- 
ing engineers  to  pursue  the  creation  of 
a  musical  performance  from  the  writ- 
ing of  an  origmal  song  to  the  final  tele- 
vision production.  Each  school  has 
been  given  a  small  cash  stipend  to  un- 
derwrite expenses,  and  production  pro- 
fessionals have  guided  the  students  in 
mastering  technical  production  details. 

Professional  Musicalympics  tele- 
vision crews  have  visited  each  school 
periodically  to  videotape  students  pre- 
paring their  productions.  David  Griffin 
is  producing  and  directing  a  television 
documentary  special  which  showcases 
the  competition,  which  will  end  in  a 
complete  television  performance  of 
each  school's  production.  The  competi- 
tion is  being  judged  by  Griffin,  a  War- 
ner Records  artist  and  other  television 
professionals.  The  documentary  will 
premiere  early  next  month  and  the 
winning  school  will  be  announced  be- 
fore each  school's  participating  stu- 
dents and  invited  guests,  sponsors,  con- 
tributors and  other  key  supporters. 
Each  participating  student  will  receive 
a  videotape  of  the  finished  television 
program,  and  all  three  participating 
schools  will  receive  cash  prizes,  or  mu- 
sical instruments  and  recording  equip- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  the  Musicalympics  di- 
rectly addresses  a  number  of  edu- 
cational dimensions  which  concern  the 
Nation  today.  In  the  first  place,  it  of- 
fers an  opportunity  for  interested  stu- 
dents to  participate  directly  in  the  cre- 
ation of  an  original  artistic  perform- 
ance; it  provides  those  students  with 
an  intimate,  personal  perspective  on 
the  origin  and  nature  of  a  production 
in  one  of  the  performing  arts  which  are 
a  chief  feature  of  our  culture.  It  helps 
these  students  develop  the  practical, 
hands-on  skills  that  make  such  per- 
formances possible.  It  combines  the  re- 
sources of  the  private  and  public  sec- 
tors to  achieve  a  worthwhile  goal  few 
schools  could  manage  on  their  own.  It 
provides  for  both  the  participating  stu- 
dents and  their  schools  the  challenge 
and  the  reward  of  disciplined  teamwork 
focused  on  a  constructive  conclusion. 
And.  finally,  it  takes  broad  theoretical 
and  practical  advantage  of  the  fun- 
damental,   universal,    and   characteris- 


tically  human   creation   and  apprecia- 
tion of  music. 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  the  found- 
ers and  supporters  of  Musicalympics. 
This  is  a  program  that  deserves  scru- 
tiny, encouragement  and  support.* 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  NEA 

•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  concerns  about 
proposals  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives that  would  abolish  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts.  Support  for 
the  arts  and  humanities  is  the  hall- 
mark of  a  civilized  society  and  since 
our  Nation's  founding,  the  arts  have 
held  a  respected  place  in  our  country. 

The  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts  and  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Humanities  were  created  30  years 
ago  with  the  passage  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Human- 
ities Act  of  1965.  This  act  was  con- 
ceived fundamentally  to  maintain  in- 
tellectual freedom  and  preserve  Amer- 
ican culture  for  future  generations. 
Since  its  inception,  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Arts  and  Humanities 
have  become  the  principal  funding  or- 
ganizations for  many  of  our  national 
museums,  historical  sights,  and  cul- 
tural institutions. 

While  we  are  currently  facing  a  time 
of  serious  budgetary  constraints,  it  is 
important  for  us  to  remember  how 
small  our  investment  in  the  arts  really 
is.  If  you  look  at  other  civilized  coun- 
tries, they  do  far  more  from  the  public 
treasury  in  helping  support  the  arts 
and  humanities  than  we  do  in  this 
country.  Currently,  the  United  States 
spends  64  cents  per  American  per  year, 
the  equivalent  of  2  postage  stamps.  In 
light  of  the  tremendous  return  on  in- 
vestment in  the  arts  and  humanities. 
proposals  to  terminate  funding  for  the 
endowments  seem  shortsighted. 

Federal  support  for  the  arts  and  hu- 
manities constitutes  only  5  to  10  per- 
cent of  the  total  funding  for  the  arts  in 
this  Nation.  This  small  investment 
functions  as  a  catalyst  to  draw  into  the 
arts  very  significant  amounts  of  money 
from  the  State  and  local  levels  as  well 
as  from  private  sources. 

A  grant  from  the  NEA  or  NEH  gives 
a  tremendous  boost  to  organizations 
such  as  symphonies  and  museums  by 
assisting  them  in  fundraising  efforts  in 
their  own  communities.  Organizations 
all  across  the  State  of  Maryland— from 
Baltimore's  Museum  of  Art  to  Hagers- 
town's  Maryland  Symphony  Orches- 
tra— have  all  been  able  to  use  their 
NEA  grant  awards  to  leverage  much- 
needed  funding  from  their  own  commu- 
nities. In  fact,  $1  endowment  attracts 
$11  for  the  arts  from  States  and  local 
governments,  regional  and  local  art 
agencies,  foundations  and  corporations, 
and  businesses  and  individuals. 

All  of  these  contributions  recognize 
the  tremendous  return  on  an  invest- 
ment    in     the     arts.     The     arts     have 


brought  increased  economic  develop- 
ment to  communities  across  the  Na- 
tion's revitalizing  inner  cities,  stimu- 
lating revenue  and  creating  jobs.  Na- 
tionally, the  nonprofit  arts  industry 
generates  an  estimated  $37  billion  in 
economic  activity  and  employs  1.3  mil- 
lion Americans.  The  arts  attract  tour- 
ist dollars,  encourage  business  develop- 
ment, spur  urban  renewal,  and  improve 
the  overall  quality  of  life  in  our  cities 
and  towns. 

Endowment  grants  also  support  im- 
portant education  and  public  programs. 
In  my  own  State  of  Maryland,  NEH 
grants  are  assisting  Essex  Community 
College  in  developing  its  curriculum 
and  training  faculty  members  to  teach 
it;  aiding  in  the  preservation  of  his- 
toric Maryland  newspapers  such  as  the 
Log  Cabin  Advocate  and  the  Independ- 
ent Farmer:  and  funding  museum  ex- 
hibits such  as  the  one  on  enlisted  air- 
men in  World  War  II  at  the  Airmen  Me- 
morial Museum  in  Suitland.  Maryland. 

Endowment  grants  enrich  the  lives  of 
all  Americans  by  bringing  diverse  as- 
pects of  our  cultural  heritage  right 
into  our  own  communities.  Among  the 
most  important  beneficiaries  of  the 
arts  are  the  children  of  this  Nation. 
Exposure  to  the  arts  motivates  chil- 
dren— stimulating  their  imaginations 
and  increasing  their  confidence.  For 
young  people  especially,  a  whole  new 
world  opens  up  to  them  when  they 
enter  a  museum.  The  House  proposals 
terminating  funding  for  the  arts  would 
effectively  slam  the  door  to  that  new 
world.  In  my  view,  it  is  imperative  that 
we  keep  that  door  open  for  Americans 
of  all  ages.* 


OFFICE  FOR  RARE  DISEASE 
RESEARCH  ACT 
Mrs     HUTCHISON,    Mr,    President,    I 

ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ate proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Calendar  Order  No,  104.  S.  184. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

.A  bill  (S.  18-! I  to  establish  an  Office  for 
Rare  Disease  Research  in  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 

Mrs,  HUTCHISON,  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
deemed  read  a  third  time,  passed,  the 
motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table,  and  that  any  statements  relating 
to  the  bill  be  printed  at  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  bill  (S.  184)  was  passed,  as  fol- 
lows: 

S.  184 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 


SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  .Jict  may  be  cited  as  the  ■Office  for 
Rare  Disease  Research  Act  of  iga^i". 
SEC.  2.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  OFFICE  FOR  HARE 
DISEASE  RESEARCH. 

Part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  281  et  seq.)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

-SEC.    404F.    OFFICE     FOR    RARE    DISEASE    RE 
SEARCH. 

"(a)  E.ST.^HLl.sH.ME.NT.  -There  i.s  established 
within  the  Office  of  the  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  an  office  to  be 
known  as  the  Office  for  Rare  Disease  Re- 
search (in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  -Of- 
fice'), The  Office  shall  be  headed  by  a  direc- 
tor, who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Director 
of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

■■(b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  the  Office  is 
to  promote  and  coordinate  the  conduct  of  re- 
search on  rare  diseases  through  a  strategic 
research  plan  and  to  establish  and  manage  a 
rare  disea.se  research  clinical  database. 

■■(c)  Advisory  Council,— The  Secretary 
shall  establish  an  advisory  council  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  advice  to  the  director  of 
the  Office  concerning  carrying  out  the  stra- 
tegic research  plan  and  other  duties  under 
this  section.  Section  222  shall  apply  to  such 
council  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  such  section  applies  to  commit- 
tees or  councils  established  under  such  sec- 
tion, 

••(d)  Duties.— In  carrying  out  subsection 
(b).  the  director  of  the  Office  shall— 

•■(1)  develop  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
conduct  and  support  of  research  on  rare  dis- 
eases; 

"(2)  coordinate  and  disseminate  informa- 
tion among  the  institutes  and  the  public  on 
rare  diseases; 

•(3)  support  research  training  and  encour- 
age the  participation  of  a  diversity  of  indi- 
viduals in  the  conduct  of  rare  disease  re- 
search; 

••(4)  identify  projects  or  research  on  rare 
diseases  that  should  be  conducted  or  sup- 
ported by  the  National  Institutes  of  Health: 
•■(5)  develop  and  maintain  a  central 
database  on  current  gnvernmpnt  sponsored 
clinical  research  project.s  for  rare  diseases; 

'■(6)  determine  the  need  for  registries  of  re- 
search subjects  and  epidemiological  studies 
of  rare  disease  populations;  and 

•■(7)  prepare  biennial  reports  on  the  activi- 
ties carried  out  or  to  be  carried  out  by  the 
Office  and  submit  such  reports  to  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  Congress.". 
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ORDERS  P^OR  FRIDAY.  MAY  19.  1995 
Mrs,  HUTCHISON,  Mr,  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  8:45 
a.m.  on  Friday,  May  19;  that  following 
the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day.  and  the  Senate 
then  resume  consideration  of  the  con- 
current budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

PROGRAM 
Mrs.  HUTCHISON,  For  the  informa- 
tion of  all  Senators,  tomorrow  morning 
the  Senate  will  debate  the  Domenici 
substitute,  which  is  the  text  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  budget,  with  that  vote 
to  occur  at  10:45  am.  That  will  be  the 
last  vote  for  the  day.  However.  Sen- 
ators Lautenberg  and  Rockefeller 
will  offer  an  amendment  on  which 
there  will  be  debate,  A  vote  will  occur 
on  that  amendment  at  3:15  p.m.,  Mon- 
day, under  a  previous  order.  That  3:15 
vote  on  Monday  is  the  first  vote  of  the 
day.  Additional  rollcall  votes  can  be 
expected  throughout  the  day  and  into 
the  evening  on  Monday, 
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APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice  President, 
pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  6968(a),  appoints 
the  following  Senators  to  the  Board  of 
■Visitors  of  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy: 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hat- 
field], from  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations; the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr,  McC.'^:.\],  irom  tlie  CuinniiLtee  on 
Armed  Services;  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Ms,  MiKULSKi],  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations;  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr,  Sar- 
BANE.s],  at  large. 

The  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice 
President,  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  4355(a). 


appoints  the  following  Senators  to  the 
Board  of  Visitors  of  the  U.S.  Military 
Academy: 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
COCHRAN],  from  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations; the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mrs.  HUTCHISON],  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services;  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Reid],  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations. 

The  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Vice 
President,  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  9355(a). 
appoints  the  following  Senators  to  the 
Board  of  Visitors  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
Academy: 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Burns],  from  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations; the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne],  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services;  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  from 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations;  and 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]. 
at  large. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  for 
a  very  important  negotiating  session,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECESS  UNTIL  8:45  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  report  that  I  lost  the  negotia- 
tion and,  therefore,  if  there  is  no  fur- 
ther business  to  come  before  the  Sen- 
ate. I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  under  the 
previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  10  p.m..  recessed  until  Friday.  May 
19.  1995.  at  8:45  a.m. 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


May  18,  1995 


May  18,  1995 

PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 


H.R.  961.  THE  CLEAN  WATER 
AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  CARDISS  COLUNS 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  SpeaKer,  I  op- 
pose H.R.  961,  the  Clean  Water  Amendments 
Act  of  1995.  It  IS  interesting  that  the  Repub- 
licans have  continually  claimed  to  have  an  in- 
terest in  bringing  common  sense  to  the  legis- 
lative process  and  yet  they  are  now  proposing 
taking  one  of  the  most  successful  environ- 
mental laws  on  the  books  and  recklessly  and 
nonsensically  guttmg  it.  This  Dirty  Water  Act  is 
a  threat  to  our  health  and  should  be  rejected 
soundly. 

Almost  half  of  the  lakes  and  rivers  in  Amer- 
ica are  currently  so  polluted  that  it  is  not  safe 
to  fish  or  swim  in  them.  The  Clean  Water  Act 
was  passed  to  improve  this  horrific  situation 
and  has  been  steadily  improving  the  quality 
and  the  safety  of  the  waters  across  our  coun- 
try Yet,  now,  with  our  environment  still  not 
even  dose  to  the  levei  of  clean  that  it  needs 
to  be,  the  Republicans  are  foolishly  working  to 
overturn  and  undermine  this  most  critically  im- 
portant clean  water  law. 

In  the  State  of  Illinois,  as  m  the  other  49 
States,  substantial  improvements  m  the  quality 
of  water  have  been  made  over  the  past  20 
years  but  there  is  still  a  long  way  to  go.  In 
fact,  91  percent  of  Illinois'  lakes  and  55  per- 
cent of  our  rivers  and  streams  are  not  safe  for 
fishing  or  swimming  or  are  so  dead  from  pollu- 
tion that  they  cannot  support  aquatic  life.  H.R. 
961  would  halt  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  so  far  and  dangerously  jeopardize  the 
future  health  of  Illinois'  waterways  through 
several  damaging  provisions. 

First,  the  bill  would  ynderrnine  the  Grest 
Lakes  initiative  which  seeks  to  control  the 
amount  of  toxic  chemicals  being  dumped  into 
Lake  Michigan  and  the  other  Great  Lakes. 
Since  this  is  the  source  of  drinking  water  for 
my  constituents,  the  quality  of  Lake  Michigan's 
water  is  of  primary  interest  and  concern.  Cur- 
rently, because  of  high  levels  of  mercury  and 
PCB's,  there  is  an  advisory  for  women  of 
child-bearing  age,  pregnant  women,  and  chil- 
dren not  to  eat  more  than  one  fish  meal  per 
month  from  Lake  Michigan.  Lake  Michigan 
trout  now  contain  PCS  levels  that  are  more 
than  180  times  their  target  and  likely  cause 
thousands  of  cancer  deaths  <n  the  area. 

The  Great  Lakes  initiative  seeks  to  improve 
this  Situation  by  organizing  the  Great  Lakes 
border  States  m  a  unified  Federal-State  part- 
nership to  clean  up  the  Great  Lakes.  This 
model  initiative  should  be  promoted  and  en- 
couraged rather  than  weakened  and  under- 
mined as  H  R  961  seeks  to  do. 

In  addition,  H.R.  961  dramatically  alters  the 
definition  of  wetlands  that  are  protected  and 
eliminates  the  current  legal  protection  for  70 


percent  of  Illinois'  wetlands.  We  need  only 
think  back  to  the  Mississippi  floods  of  1993  to 
remember  how  critically  important  wetlands 
are  to  flood  protection.  Illinois  has  already  lost 
90  percent  of  its  acres  of  natural  wetlands  and 
this  loss  of  nature's  flood  absorption  system 
has  caused  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  dam- 
ages. The  Illinois  State  Water  Survey  esti- 
mates that  every  one  percent  increase  m  wet- 
land acreage  would  lead  to  a  four  percent  de- 
crease in  flood  levels.  It  seems  extremely 
short-sighted  and  risky  to  me  to  further  reduce 
our  wetlands  and  cause  even  more  severe 
flooding  in  the  years  ahead 

Further,  the  Dirty  Water  Act  does  not  ad- 
dress the  cntical  issue  of  polluted  run-off.  Pol- 
luted runoff  from  fields,  roads  and  cities  is  Illi- 
nois' number  one  water  quality  problem.  It  was 
also  responsible  for  the  Cryptosporidium  out- 
break in  Milwaukee  that  caused  400,000  peo- 
ple to  become  ill,  and  130  children,  senior  citi- 
zens, and  people  with  AIDS  to  become  sen- 
ously  or  fatally  ill  m  1993.  Seemingly,  after  the 
tragedy  m  Milwaukee,  this  bill  would  be  used 
as  an  opportunity  to  take  specific  steps  to  ad- 
dress polluted  run-ofi  problems. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  recklessness  of  this  bill 
astounds  me.  Our  lakes  and  streams  are  so 
polluted  that  they  are  almost  unusable  and 
they  are  posing  a  direct  threat  to  our  health. 
How  much  further  do  we  want  to  go''  Do  we 
want  to  wait  until  all  the  fish  die  and  every  city 
expenences  a  Milwaukee-like  tragedy''  This  is 
certainly  not  what  my  constituents  want  to  see 
and  I  will  not  stand  by  and  allow  our  lakes  and 
streams  to  be  turned  into  sewers.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  rejecting  this  dan- 
gerous bill. 


and  with  numerous  social,  health,  and  welfare 
organizations.  Last  year,  433  registered  volun- 
teers performed  over  50,000  hours  of  service 
and  assisted  55  nonprofit  agencies.  The  devo- 
tion RSVP  volunteers  have  displayed  to  their 
community  is  an  inspiration.  Their  contribu- 
tions are  many  and  they  deserve  our  gratitude 
for  their  compassion  and  work. 

Taking  an  active  role  in  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  but  few  fulfill.  I 
applaud  all  of  the  RSVP  members  who  rather 
than  retire  to  the  easy  chair,  continue  to  serve 
our  communities. 

I  commend  the  members  of  the  Retired  and 

Senior  Volunteer  Program  for  their  efforts  and 
encourage  them  to  continue  their  good  work. 
Please  |0in  me  m  saluting  the  RSVP  of 
Macomb  on  the  event  of  their  volunteer  rec- 
ognition luncheon. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  RETIRED  AND  SENIOR  VOL- 
UNTEER PROORAM 


HON.  DAVID  L  BOMOR 

OF  MICHIG.AN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
pay  tnbute  to  the  members  of  the  Retired  and 
Senior  Volunteer  Program  [RSVP].  Tomorrow 
afternoon,  Fnday,  May  19.  1995,  the  RSVP  of 
Macomb  County  is  saluting  the  many  seniors 
who  provide  vital  volunteer  services  at  a 
luncheon  in  Clinton  Township,  Ml. 

The  Retired  and  Senior  Volunteer  Program 
IS  a  nationally  recognized  program  lor  persons 
over  55  who  serve  as  volunteers  m  their  com- 
munities. In  the  10th  Congressional  District. 
Catholic  Services  of  Macomb  sponsors  RSVP 
at  the  local  level. 

By  matching  the  talents,  knowledge,  and  in- 
terest of  volunteers  with  community  needs,  the 
RSVP  maximizes  its  services  provided  to  the 
needy  and  ill  among  us.  RSVP  volunteers 
serve  in  schools,  hospitals,  community  centers 


HONORING  JOHN  VINCENT  FIORE 
ON  HIS  RETIREMENT 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  TORRES  Mr  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize,  John  Vincent  Fiore,  vice  president, 
trade  relations  of  Pepsi-Cola  West.  Mr  Fiore 
IS  retiring  from  Pepsi-Cola  after  41  years  of 
service. 

Mr.  Fiore  attended  Northwestern  University 
and  specialized  m  business  management  and 
advertising.  Prior  to  joining  Pepsi-Cola,  he 
served  m  the  U.S.  .Army. 

He  has  been  an  active  member  of  the  Mexi- 
can-American Grocers  Association,  California 
State  Package  Store  and  Tavern  Owners  As- 
sociation, Korean  Grocers  Association,  Chi- 
nese Grocers  Association,  and  the  National 
Conference  of  Christians  and  Jews.  He  is  the 
past  president  of  RecyCal  and  a  member  of 
the  political  affairs  committee  for  the  California 
Nevada  Soft  Drink  Association. 

In  addition,  under  Mr.  Fiore's  direction, 
Pepsi-Cola  has  become  actively  involved  with 
community  youth  programs  in  an  effort  to 
guide  young  people  in  the  right  direction. 
Pepsi-Cola  has  participated  m  public  aware- 
ness programs  such  as  Just  Say  No  To  Drugs 
and  Don't  Drop  Out  Of  School.  In  his  commu- 
nity and  company,  he  has  made  contributions 
to  the  minority  community  so  that  it  may  grow 
and  prosper. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pnde  that  I  rise  to 
recognize  my  friend,  John  V.  Fiore,  and  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting  him  for 
his  outstanding  commitment  to  his  community. 


HON.  MICHAEL  G.  OXLEY 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  .May  18.  1995 
Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  30  years  ago,  the 
creators  of  public  broadcasting  proposed  fund- 
ing It  through  a  trust  fund  capitalized  by  var- 
ious fees  and  taxes  on  commercial  broad- 
casters. The  proposal  went  nowhere. 

Like  other  government-funded  agencies 
today,  public  broadcasting  is  being  asked  to 
reinvent  itself.  The  leaders  of  CPB,  NPR,  and 
PBS  have  been  specifically  challenged  to 
come  up  with  new  sources  of  funding  to  re- 
place tax  dollars.  Given  the  realities  of  the  def- 
icit, public  broadcasters  were  strongly  encour- 
aged to  be  innovative  and  far-reaching  in  their 
thinking,  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  tremen- 
dous changes  now  taking  place  in  the  tele- 
communications marketplace  and  the  resulting 
opportunities  to  get  public  broadcasting  oft  the 
Federal  dole. 

And  what  have  they  come  up  with"?  PBS 
has  proposed  a  trust  fund  capitalized  m  part 
by  fees  from  commercial  broadcasters  and  in 
part  by  allocations  from  the  Government's  sale 
and  auction  of  spectrum,  and  CPB  says  that 
"no  combination  of  cost  savings  and  new 
sources  of  revenue  can  fully  'replace'  the  Fed- 
eral subsidy" 

Anyway  you  look  at  them,  the  plans  rely  on 
Government  funding,  slightly  repackaged  and 
devoid  of  a  marketplace  solution.  Where  is  the 
vision  so  desperately  needed  in  order  to  re- 
invent public  broadcasting  tor  the  2 1st  cen- 
tury'' Where  is  the  innovative  thinking  in  pro- 
posing an  idea  that  died  30  years  ago''  Why 
should  commercial  broadcasters  subsidize 
public  radio  and  television  when  they  them- 
selves are  faced  with  an  increasingly  competi- 
tive marketplace'' 

It  IS  time  for  public  broadcasting  to  reach 
beyond  the   tired   proposals  of   bygone   days 

oMu    iGOK    tOr   truly   boiu   solutions   fOi    lepldciny 

Federal  funding.  It  is  time  to  look  to  the  mar- 
ketplace for  ideas,  alliances,  and  opportuni- 
ties. Public  broadcasting  is  a  valuable  network 
of  local  community  institutions  which  has  an 
intensely  loyal  audience.  Surely  this  presents 
opportunities  for  more  innovative  solutions. 

I  believe  we  can  find  a  way  to  preserve  the 
educational  mission  of  public  broadcasting  in 
the  context  of  today's  telecommunications 
market  without  relying  on  Federal  funding, 
whether  in  direct  appropriations  or  redirecting 
Federal  revenues  into  a  trust  fund.  For  public 
broadcasting  to  remain  viable,  its  leaders  must 
first  recognize  that  the  Congress  will  cut  the 
umbilical  cord  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LEROY  WESLEY 
WATTS.  JR. 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  .Member  ot  the  .Senate  on  the  fl<K)r. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HON.  NANa  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  honor  the  memory  of  LeRoy  Wes- 
ley  Watts,    Jr.,    professor   emeritus   of   social 
work  at  Eastern  Michigan  University. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Some  people  are  able  to  reach  young  peo- 
ple at  definitive  moments  in  their  lives — and 
open  new  vistas  of  insight  and  opportunity  to 
them.  Such  a  man  was  Professor  Watts.  He 
sen/ed  in  key  academic  and  administrative 
roles  within  Eastern  Michigan  University,  was 
instrumental  in  the  development  of  the  univer- 
sity's African-Amencan  Studies  Department, 
and  advocated  for  minority  and  disabled  stu- 
dents. Roy  sat  on  the  boards  of  several  civic 
and  professional  organizations  that  focused  on 
health  and  social  welfare  and  worked  quietly 
but  ceaselessly  to  make  the  world  a  better 
place  for  us  all.  He  was  a  fnend  and  mentor 
to  many  students  and  encouraged  them  to 
continue  educational  programs  that  they  likely 
would  not  have  completed  without  his  inter- 
vention Roy  was  recognized  for  his  humility, 
compassion,  and  abiding  respect  for  the  light 
in  each  of  us. 
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HEAD  START 


REMARKS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  DICK 
ZIMMER  COMMENDING  THE  NEW 
JERSEY  STUDENTS  WHO  PAR- 
TICIPATED IN  THE  BEES  PRO- 
GRAM 


HON.  DICK  ZIMMER 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  more  than  80  high  school  stu- 
dents from  Hunterdon  County,  Princeton  and 
Trenton  who  give  us  hope  for  our  Nation's  en- 
vironmental future.  As  part  of  an  innovative 
pilot  project  called  Build'ng  Environmental 
Education  Solutions  [BEES],  these  students 
have  spent  the  last  2  months  examining  the 
complex  public  policy  choices  that  we  face 
when  addressing  environmental  issues. 

Focusing  on  an  abandoned  industrial  site  in 
Trenton,  this  diverse  group  of  students  ex- 
plored the  many  issues  surrounding  the  rec- 
lamation and  redevelopment  of  the  property. 
The  students  were  required  to  analyze  the  po- 
tential environmental  and  economic  trade-offs, 
pertorm  comparative  risk  assessments  and 
evaluate  the  arguments  of  the  vanous  stake- 
holders. 

On  Monday,  May  22.  the  students  will 
present  their  findings,  which  I  plan  to  distribute 
to  each  of  my  colleagues  m  the  hope  that  we 
can  learn  from  such  an  intense  examination  of 
these  very  difficult  issues. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  and  congratulate 
the  coalition  of  business,  community  groups 
and  government  agencies  that  made  the  pro- 
gram work,  particularly  the  American  Re-Insur- 
ance Corp.  of  Princeton,  which  spearheaded 
the  effort.  This  program  is  an  example  of  the 
type  of  responsible  environmental  activism 
that  benefits  all  segments  of  society,  but  is 
most  effective  when  government  and  business 
work  together. 

Mr.  Speaker,  through  programs  like  this 
one,  we  can  prepare  a  generation  of  decision- 
makers who  appreciate  the  interdependence 
of  the  environment  and  the  econorfy,  I  con- 
gratulate the  students  for  their  accomplish- 
ments and  thank  them  for  assuming  the  re- 
sponsibility for  protecting  our  precious  natural 
resources  in  the  21  st  century  and  beyond. 


HON.  JOHN  W.  OLVtR 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  pay  tnb- 
ute to  Head  Stan. 

Head  Start  is  30  years  old  today. 

Over  those  30  years,  13  million  low-income 
kids  have  gotten  their  head  start  for  success. 

Parents  and  staff  have  worked  together  to 
give  poor  kids  a  better  chance  in  school. 

But  today  is  not  a  happy  day  for  Head  Start. 

On  the  very  day  we  should  be  celebrating 
30  years  of  success— funding  for  Head  Start  is 
about  to  be  slashed. 

The  budget  resolution  we  vote  on  today 
freezes  funds  for  Head  Start  for  the  next  7 
years.  This  translates  into  a  Si  .4  billion  cut 
from  current  funding.  Millions  of  low-income 
children  will  be  cut  off. 

Why  are  we  denying  kids  their  head  start  on 
life?  Because  the  Republicans  want  to  give 
tax  breaks  to  the  wealthiest  Americans,  whose 
kids  will  never  be  at  an  educational  or  eco- 
nomical disadvantage. 

What  an  inappropriate  birthday  present. 
Happy  Birthday.  Head  Start. 


INDIA  SHOULD  RELEASE  SIKH 
LEADER 


HON.  DAN  BLT?TON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana  Mr  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  again  speak  about  the  human  nghts 
situation  in  India,  which  is  deplorable.  I  want 
to  speak  about  two  issues  today.  The  first  is 
the  destruction  of  a  centunes-old  mosque  in 
Kashmir.  The  second  is  the  rnntmiiprt  impris- 
onment of  Sikh  leader  Simranjit  Singh  Mann. 

The  half-a-million  Indian  security  forces  in 
the  valley  of  Kashmir  have  for  years  run  ramp- 
ant over  the  civilian  population  there.  They 
have  gang-raped  women  They  have  tortured 
and  murdered  political  pnsoners.  They  have 
shot  indiscriminately  into  civilian  crowds,  and 
they  have  burned  entire  villages  into  the 
ground. 

Just  last  week,  in  the  town  of  Charar-e- 
Sharies,  the  Indian  military,  with  no  regard  for 
the  safety  of  civilians,  launched  an  attack  that 
resulted  m  the  burning  of  hundreds  of  homes 
and  the  gutting  of  a  centunes-old  walnut-wood 
mosque,  one  of  the  most  famous  religious 
Sites  in  Kashmir  The  Indian  Government,  time 
and  time  again,  has  shown  absolute  disregard 
for  basic  standards  of  human  rights  in  Kash- 
mir, Punjab,  and  other  areas.  India  must  t>e 
held  to  account  for  the  crimes  that  have  been 
committed  against  the  Muslims  of  Kashmir,  in- 
cluding the  destruction  of  the  sacred  shnne  of 
Charar-e-Shanes.  The  Indian  Government's 
utter  disregard  for  Moslem  mosques  and  other 
holy  places  is  shocking  and  must  not  be  swept 
under  the  rug 

The  Indian  Government  must  also  be  held 
to  account  for  the  horrible  human  nghts 
abuses  committed  against  the  Sikhs  in  Punjab 


13676  I 

and  the  Christians  of  Nagaland.  Few  people 
know  about  what  is  happening  m  those  areas 
because  the  government  will  not  allow  the 
media  or  human  rights  groups  into  those 
areas. 

Indian  paramilitary  lorces  m  Punjab  are  re- 
sponsible for  thousands  of  cases  of  well-docu- 
mented disappearances  and  extrajudicial 
killings.  Thousands  of  Sikhs  are  held  in  pris- 
ons throughout  Puniab,  and  human  nghts 
groups  have  reported  that  virtually  all  Sikhs 
held  in  prison  are  routinely  tortured. 

Four  months  ago,  I  came  to  the  House  floor 
to  talk  about  the  detention  of  Sikh  leader 
Simranjit  Smgh  Mann.  Mr.  Mann  is  a  former 
member  of  Parliament  and  probably  the  most 
prominent  of  all  the  Sikh  leaders.  He  has  been 
a  forceful,  but  peaceful,  advocate  of  independ- 
ence for  a  Sikh  homeland  called  Khalistan.  Mr. 
Mann  was  arrested  m  Januar/  after  address- 
ing a  gathering  of  thousands  and  speaking  out 
for  freedom  and  democracy  for  the  Sikh  peo- 
ple. It  was  the  most  recent  of  dozens  of  times 
Mr,  Mann  has  been  arrested  for  peacefully  ex- 
pressing his  political  views.  He  was  arrested 
and  held  without  tnai  for  5  years  in  1984.  He 
was  the  target  of  an  assassination  attempt  in 
1993.  He  has  been  a  victim  of  constant  har- 
assment by  the  Indian  Government,  and  is 
once  again  a  political  prisoner  who  has  been 
in  detention  m  a  windowless  cell  for  the  last  4 
months. 

Mr  Speaker,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Indian 
Government  release  Mr,  Mann  immediately 
and  allow  him  to  return  to  his  family.  The  Gov- 
ernment has  no  nght  to  put  people  in  prison 
because  it  doesn't  like  their  political  views,  I 
am  enclosing  for  the  record  a  chronology  of 
the  instances  in  which  this  distinguished  man 
has  been  imprisoned  and  harassed  by  the  In- 
dian Government.  The  Government  of  India 
must  stop  the  harassment  of  people  with 
whom  it  disagrees.  It  must  stop  the  lawless 
activities  of  its  secunty  forces  m  Punjab  and 
Kashmir,  The  abuses  that  the  Indian  security 
loiues  are  committing  will  not  snuiJ  out  the 
movement  for  an  independent  Khalistan 
among  the  Sikhs,  They  will  only  add  fuel  to 
the  fire.  India  must  improve  its  human  nghts 
record  if  't  truly  wants  to  be  recognized  as  a 
lawful  and  democratic  nation. 

Arrest  Rkcord  of  Simranjit  Sinoh  Mann 

Name:  Simranjit  Singh  Mann. 

Father's  Name:  Sarda  Joginder  Singh 
Mann. 

Status:  Former  President  of  the  Shiromani 
Akali  Dai  (Sikh  Political  Party).  Ex-Member 
of  Parliament.  Present  Member  of  Ad-hoc 
Committee.  Shiromani  Akali  Dal  (Amritsar). 

1.  Nov.  29.  1984.  arrested  at  Jogbani  (Bihar 
State). 

2.  Dec.  4.  1984.  sent  to  Bharatpur  jail 
(Rajasthan)  under  different  charges. 

3.  Dec.  10.  1984.  released  and  rearrested  by 
Maharasthra  police. 

4.  Nov  24.  1989.  arrested  in  Chandigarh. 

5.  Feb.  26.  1990.  arrested  in  Bathinda.  Pun- 
jab, 

6.  Mar,  7.  1990.  arrested  in  Nathu  Ke  Burj 
(District  Amritsar), 

7.  Mar,  11.  1990.  detained  in  Amritsar, 

8.  Jan,  26.  1990.  detained  in  Jammu  and 
Kashmir, 

9.  Mar  6.  1991.  detained  in  Usma  village 
(District  Amritsar). 

10.  Mar.  7.  1991.  detained  in  Amritsar. 
U.  Mar.  11.  1991,  detained  in  Jalandhar 

12.  June  2.  1991  detained  at  Taran  Taran 
(District  Amritsar). 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

13.  June   6.    1991.    detained   at   Gurdwara 
Manji  Sahib  (District  Amritsar). 

14.  June  26.  1991.  detained  at  Sanga  Village 
(District  Amritsar). 

15.  Nov.    1991.   arrested   at   Gaziabad.    de- 
tained in  Fatehgarh  (Uttar  Pradesh). 

16.  Jan.  28.  1992.  detained  near  Moga  (Dis- 
trict Faridkot). 

17.  Jan.  30.  1992  detained  at  Rajpura  (Dis- 
trict Patiala). 

18.  Feb,     1992.     arrested     and     kept     in 
Nidampur  Sub  jail  (District  Sangrur). 

19.  Apr.  22.  1992.  arrested  in  New  Delhi. 

20.  June  25.  1992.  arrested  in  Behla  (District 
Amritsar), 

21.  Aug,   5,   1992.   arrested  in  Tarn  Taran 
(District  Amritsar). 

22.  Aug,  16.  1993.  detained  in  Amloh  (Dis- 
trict Patiala). 

23.  Aug.  27,  1992.  arrested  in  Ludhiana. 

24.  Sep.  11.  1992,  arrested  in  Chhapar  Dis- 
trict Ludhiana 

25  Oct.  18,  1992.  detained  in  Amritsar. 

26.  Dec.    17.    1992.    detained    at    Quilla    S. 
Hamam  Singh  (District  Fatehgarh  Sahib). 

27.  Jan,  6.  1993.  arrested  in  Kaunke  (Dis- 
trict Ludhiana), 

28.  No,  1.  1993.  arrested  in  Amritsar. 

29.  Dec,    15.    1993.    arrested   at   Gurdwara 
Pariwar  Vichhora  Sahib  (District  Ropar). 

30.  Jan,  5.  1995.  arrested  at  village  Bassi 
Pathana  (Dist.  Fatehgarh  Sahib). 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAMARA  KAMBON 


HON.  KWEISl  MfUME 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  Id.  1995 

Mr,  MFUME,  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  I  rise  to 
honor  an  individual  who  has  demonstrated  tal- 
ent and  ambition  at  a  very  early  age.  His 
name  is  Camara  Yero  Kambon,  which  means 
"teacher,  warnor,  of  the  people. "  his  creative 
aptitude  and  musical  gifts  appear  endless. 

Camara  has  a  wide  vanety  of  musical  inter- 
est and  ability.  Whether  he  is  mastering  the 
keyboard  to  pfodoCc  an  urL^an  ccntempcrary 
sound  or  melodically  soothing  you  with  a  clas- 
sical or  lazz  rendition,  Camara  always  plays 
with  poise  and  passion. 

As  a  native  of  Baltimore,  he  began  his  musi- 
cal career  at  the  age  of  3,  when  he  learned  to 
play  the  piano  under  the  instruction  of  Odell 
Wilson  of  Delwar  Studios.  At  10,  he  was 
awarded  a  scholarship  to  attend  the  Peabody 
Preparatory  of  Music. 

His  early  focus  was  exclusively  on  classical 
and  jazz  piano  but  his  instructors  saw  in  him 
an  endless  energy  and  inexhaustible  talent. 
Little  did  they  know  that  he  was  also  to  be- 
come a  perfectionist.  Camara  has  explored 
rhythm  and  blues,  jazz,  fusion,  house  music, 
classical,  and  straight  ahead  jazz,  but  for  the 
past  few  years  he  has  worked  on  developing 
his  own  new  and  novel  sound. 

His  abilities  have  also  been  acclaimed  m  the 
numerous  film  scores  he  has  helped  produce, 
including  several  PBS  documentaries  and 
projects  for  Boston  University,  Cornell  Univer- 
sity, Blackside  Film  &  Video.  Inc,  and  most 
recently  the  film  scores  for,  "Malcolm  X:  Make 
it  Plain"  and  "Frederick  Douglass  When  the 
Lion  Wrote  History," 

His  talents  have  earned  him  several  schol- 
arships over  the  years,  including  the  Eubie 
Blake  Scholarship,  the  Hilton  Head  Jazz  Soci- 
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ety  Scholarship,  the  Boston  Jazz  Society 
Scholarship  for  Jazz  Performance,  the  Berklee 
College  of  Music  Merit  Scholarship,  and  the 
Jesse  Stone  Scholarship, 

In  the  process  of  perfecting  his  sound  he 
has  compiled  numerous  awards  for  his  hard 
work.  He  won  the  Emmanuel  Zembelli  Award 
for  Classical  Performance.  He  was  a  finalist  in 
the  ASCAP  Young  Composers  Competition 
and  the  National  Guild  of  Composers  Com- 
petition. In  1991,  he  came  m  first  place  at  the 
NAACP  Act-So  National  Competition  for  music 
composition  and  won  first  place  for  contem- 
porary music.  He  also  won  second  place  for 
music  composition  at  the  1990  competition. 

In  addition  to  the  impressive  array  of 
awards,  scholarships,  and  competitions, 
Camara  has  performed  with  some  of  music's 
most  distinguished  artists:  Dizzy  Gillespie. 
Gary  Barlz.  Phil  Wilson,  Chuck  Rainey,  Den- 
nis Chambers,  and  Giovanni  Hidalgo  to  name 
a  few. 

Outside  of  his  music.  Camara  finds  it  abso- 
lutely essential  to  develop  himself  as  a  role 
model  for  younger  people.  While  others  have 
continued  to  praise  him  as  a  musical  prodigy. 
Camara  hasn't  forgotten  his  commitment  to 
others, 

Camaras  mother,  Anana.  has  sacrificed 
over  the  years  m  order  to  see  both  her  chil- 
dren's talents  flourish.  She  has  never  failed  to 
encourage,  support,  and  share  m  the  growth 
and  development  of  her  children,  Camara 
probably  wouldn't  have  had  the  same  oppor- 
tunity to  develop  his  gifts  if  it  were  not  for  his 
mother's  selflessness  and  dedication  to  him. 

This  IS  a  young  man  to  watch,  Mr.  Speaker 
I  have  no  doubt  that  Camara's  greatest  artistic 
abilities  have  yet  to  be  discovered.  As  he 
graduates  this  month  from  the  Berklee  College 
of  Music  in  Boston  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  his 
numerous  achievements  and  thank  him  for 
presenting  his  many  talents  with  love  and 
dedication. 

Our  Nation  and  its  people  join  the  citizens  of 
Raltimnre  in  r.nnnratulating  Cnmnra  Kambon 
and  wishing  him  continued  success. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  MICHAEL 
AND  BETSY  GREEN 


HON.  THOMAS  .M.  BARREH 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  18.  1995 

Mr,  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  congratulate  Michael  and  Betsy  Green 
who  have  been  chosen  as  recipients  of  the 
Human  Relations  Award  by  the  Milwaukee 
chapter  of  the  American  Jewish  Committee. 

The  Human  Relations  Award  is  given  annu- 
ally to  leaders  in  the  community  for  exemplary 
dedication  to  the  principles  of  pursuit  of  com- 
munity understanding  and  dedication  to  social 
and  economic  justice  for  all. 

Betsy  and  Michael  Green  have  certainly 
earned  this  award  through  their  volunteer  and 
professional  activities. 

Betsy  Green  is  the  immediate  past  president 
of  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Federation  and  the 
current  chairperson  of  the  Jewish  Community 
Foundation.  Betsy's  achievements  have  been 
recognized  with  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Federa- 
tion Young  Leadership  Award  and  the  Esther 
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Cohen  Women's  Community  Service  Award. 
Betsy  IS  one  of  the  founders  of  the  Wisconsin 
Research  Center,  a  group  devoted  to  plural- 
ism in  our  society, 

Michael  also  has  received  ihe  Milwaukee 
Jewish  Federation  Young  Leadership  Award 
and  has  served  as  a  volunteer  publisher  ol  the 
Wisconsin  Jewish  Chronicle,  Currently,  Mi- 
chael is  the  National  Chairman  of  the  United 
Jewish  Appeal  and  will  assume  the  chairman- 
ship ol  the  midwest  region  next  month,  Mi- 
chael also  has  a  commitment  to  creating  op- 
portunities in  business  lor  mmonties  with  his 
work  with  the  Jewish  Foundation  of  Economic 
Opportunity. 

Michael  and  Betsy  Green  are  dedicated  to 
making  Milwaukee  a  community  which  nur- 
tures and  appreciates  diversity.  I  am  honored 
to  have  the  Greens  as  constituents.  I  con- 
gratulate them  'or  being  selected  as  recipients 
of  the  American  Jewish  Committee's  Human 
Relations  Award. 


DAVID  BARNES.  BAY  CITY  THANKS 
YOU 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BARCIA 

oy  MICHIGA.N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mr,  BARCIA,  Mr,  Speaker,  we  have  spent  a 
great  deal  of  time  in  this  Congress  and  the 
last  talking  about  the  importance  of  placing 
proper  limits  on  the  role  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  giving  greater  due  to  local  offi- 
cials. Those  closest  to  the  problems  and 
needs  of  our  communities  often  have  the  best 
capability  of  dealing  with  them  in  an  e'fective 
and  responsible  fashion. 

Bay  City,  Ml,  has  been  most  fortunate  to  be 
served  by  one  such  official,  our  city  manager, 
David  Barnes,  He  is  retinng  after  18  years  of 
service  to  Bay  City,  as  an  assessor,  finance 
director,  personnel  director,  the  city  manager, 
ana  even  for  3  days  its  tire  chief.  He  is  being 
honored  this  weekend  for  his  years  of  dedica- 
tion to  his  neighbors,  and  I  am  pleased  to  be 
joining  m  this  tribute  to  his  many  accomplish- 
ments for  Bay  City. 

David  Barnes  understands  the  importance 
of  business.  That  is  why  he  has  worked  on 
behalf  of  a  number  of  economic  development 
proposals  dunng  his  career.  He  understands 
the  need  for  infrastructure.  His  work  to  secure 
funding  for  road  and  bridge  improvements 
help  our  community  move  safely  and  elfi- 
ciently.  He  understands  the  value  of  lounsm 
and  recreation.  His  work  to  improve  city  parks 
and  other  recreational  attractions  have  pro- 
vided children  with  enjoyable  places  in  which 
to  play,  and  adults  with  a  sea  ol  calm  in  the 
midst  of  the  overwhelming  demands  of  every- 
day life.  His  work  on  behalf  of  nverfront  devel- 
opment provides  an  appropriate  blend  ol  busi- 
ness opportunity  and  more  recreational  oppor- 
tunities for  those  who  live  and  visit  our  city.  He 
understands  the  value  of  a  dollar,  and  the 
trust  that  taxpayers  place  in  officials  to  be  sure 
that  dollars  are  well-spent.  His  improvements 
in  financial  management  capabilities,  and  the 
improved  use  of  technology  to  trace  the  flow 
of  funds  have  saved  the  community  money, 
and  kept  its  records  in  impeccable  order. 
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Most  importantly,  David  Barnes  understands 
people  and  the  need  to  work  with  people  m  a 
friendly  and  efficient  manner  to  accomplish 
goals  that  have  been  set.  He  has  skillfully 
worked  to  settle  the  joint  needs  of  both  Bay 
County  and  Bay  City,  He  has  worked  well  with 
Federal  and  State  officials,  and  his  colleagues 
with  other  units  of  local  government, 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  invite  you  and  all  of  our  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  wishing  David  Barnes, 
his  wife  JoEllen,  his  children  Bradley,  Bryan, 
and  Valerie,  a  very  happy  retirement,  I  am 
sure  he  will  remain  a  vibrant  part  of  the  Bay 
City  community,  continuing  to  contribute  in  a 
most  productive  way 


TRIBUTE  TO  STEVENS  VAN  LINES, 
INC. 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr,  CAMP  Mr  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  recognize  an  out- 
standing family  business  in  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan, For  the  past  nine  decades,  the  Stevens 
family  of  Sagmaw,  Ml,  has  served  as  an  admi- 
rable example  of  devoted  community  service. 
On  Wednesday,  May  24,  the  Stevens  family 
and  Stevens  Van  Lines,  Inc.  will  celebrate  90 
years  of  successful  service  to  their  community. 

The  Stevens  family  legacy  of  quality  work 
and  dedication  began  in  1905  when  Frederick 
H  Stevens,  Jr,  Began  his  small  shipping  busi- 
ness with  a  little  horsepower  and  a  lot  of 
muddy  roads.  Moving  riis  first  customers 
wasn't  easy.  It  took  a  lot  of  hard  work,  but  Mr, 
Stevens  dedication  eased  the  burden  of  mov- 
ing from  an  area  which  you  have  grown  to 
enjoy. 

As  our  Nation  developed  in  the  I920's  and 
i930's,  Stevens  Van  Lines,  Inc,  expanded  as 
weii,  iurther  demonstrating  the  family's  deter- 
mination and  keen  business  sense.  Today,  the 
Stevens  family  continues  to  make  a  significant 
impact  on  people's  lives  under  the  guidance  of 
Mornson  Stevens,  Morne  has  combined  inno- 
vation with  adherence  to  his  grandfather's 
three  basic  tenets:  Adapt  to  change,  adopt  in- 
novations, and  improve  services. 

This  perseverance  has  led  the  business 
down  a  road  of  prosperity.  By  adapting  to 
changes  and  adopting  new  innovations,  Ste- 
vens Van  Lines,  Inc,  has  been  able  to  in- 
crease Its  efficiency.  As  a  result,  Stevens  Van 
Lines,  Inc,  is  able  to  excel  m  their  customer 
service.  This  dedicated  service  has  made  it 
among  the  top  20  certified  carriers  in  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  led  to  its  recognition  as  "Mover 
of  the  Year," 

In  addition  to  a  customer  service  dedication, 
Stevens  Van  Lines  is  also  committed  to  com- 
munity service.  Today,  Stevens  Van  Lines  is  a 
member  of  the  National  Moving  &  Storage  As- 
sociation and  the  American  Movers  Con- 
ference. Furthermore,  it  continues  to  be  active 
in  the  local.  State,  and  the  national  chapters  of 
the  chamber  of  commerce, 

Mr,  Speaker,  that  Stevens  family  devotion  to 
Fred  Stevens'  pnnciples  demonstrates  its 
commitment  to  make  residential  or  commercial 
moves  smoother,  I  ask  you  to  join  me  in  cele- 
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brating  90  years  of  Stevens  Van  Line's  suc- 
cessful business  growth,  spanning  four  gen- 
erations of  family  ownership.  With  its  commit- 
ment to  customer  and  community  service,  the 
Stevens  family  is  bound  to  enjoy  many  more 
years  of  business  and  personal  success. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  ANNA  MAE  BURDI 

HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Dr.  Anna  Mae  Burdi,  former  as- 
sistant supenntendent  for  community  services 
in  the  L'Anse  Creuse  Public  School  system. 
Dr.  Burdi  retired  last  year  and  m  honor  of  her 
longtime  commitment  to  the  students  and  the 
community,  the  LAnse  Creuse  Board  of  Edu- 
cation is  naming  their  newest  educational  facil- 
ity the  Anna  Mae  Burdi  Center  for  Community 
Development. 

Dr.  Burdi  devoted  nearly  40  years  to  public 
education — the  past  14  at  L'Anse  Creuse.  She 
began  her  career  as  an  elementary  school 
teacher  in  1955.  However,  tor  the  ma)ority  of 
her  career  she  specialized  m  giving  adults  a 
second  chance  by  teaching  adult  basic  edu- 
cation. She  also  taught  at  Wayne  State  Uni- 
versity in  Detroit. 

During  her  tenure  at  L'Anse  Creuse,  Dr 
Burdi  earned  the  respect  ol  her  colleagues 
and  students  alike.  Her  expertise  led  to  many 
invitations  to  direct  education  workshops  in 
several  States.  She  was  also  a  workshop  di- 
rector for  the  Michigan  Department  of  Edu- 
cation and  has  done  many  presentations  at 
National  Adult  Education  conferences.  Her  ef- 
forts to  improve  adult  education  have  unooubt- 
edly  benefited  students  around  the  country. 

Dr.  Burdi  was  largely  responsible  for  creat- 
ing a  community  education  program  that  is  a 
model  within  our  State,  And,  although  she  is 
missed  at  L'Anse  Creuse.  ner  colleagues  and 
students  throughout  Michigan  continue  to 
learn  because  of  her  devotion  to  education.  It 
IS  truly  fitting  for  the  board  of  education  to  be- 
stow Dr,  Burdi  the  honor  of  naming  the  new 
center  after  her. 

On  Sunday,  May  21,  1995,  when  the  L'Anse 
Creuse  Public  School's  newest  building  be- 
comes the  Anna  Mae  Burdi  Center  tor  Com- 
munity Development,  a  permanent  legacy  of  a 
lifetime  commitment  to  public  education  will  be 
established. 

I  have  known  Dr.  Burdi  for  many  years  and 
I  know  she  is  grateful  for  the  distinction.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  applauding  Dr. 
Burdi  and  the  L'Anse  Creuse  board  tor  their 
role  in  hononng  her.  Dr.  Burdi  nchly  deserves 
the  recognition. 


PIO  PICO  ELEMENTARY  LIBRARY 
TO  BE  NAMED  IN  HONOR  OF 
MARIA  TONIA  AGUIRRE 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 
Mr.  TORRES.  Mr,  Speaker,  this  Saturday. 
May  20,  1995,  the  El  Rancho  Unified  School 
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District  will  name  the  library  at  Pio  Pico  Ele- 
mentary after  Maria  Tonia  Aguirre  in  acknowl- 
edgement and  recognition  o(  her  exemplary 
contnbutions  and  tireless  service  to  the  resi- 
dents of  Pico  Rivera. 

Following  her  death  last  October,  board 
president  Raul  Saicido  suggested  the  school 
board  name  the  library  m  honor  of  her  legacy. 
A  bronze  bust  of  Mana  will  be  permanently 
placed  m  front  of  the  school 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  November  13.  1991,  I 
asked  my  colleagues  to  join  me  m  recognition 
of  Manas  contnbutions  to  the  El  Rancho  Uni- 
fied School  District  Board  of  Education  as  she 
retired  after  12  years  of  sen/ice  First  elected 
to  the  board  m  1979,  and  reelected  m  1983 
and  1987,  Maria  served  with  distinction.  Mana 
was  a  near-50-year  resident  of  the  city  of  Pico 
Rivera.  She  served  on  the  district  bilingual  ad- 
visory council,  migrant  education  advisory 
council,  the  hall  of  fame  committee,  and  the 
Whitlier  Area  Trustee  Association  Executive 
Board,  to  name  a  tew. 

In  addition,  she  worked  persistently  to  im- 
plement education  reforms  which  increased 
graduation  requirements  and  established  high 
levels  of  student  academic  performance  stand- 
ards. Throughout  her  years  of  sen/ice,  she 
was  a  vocal  proponent  m  initiating,  promoting, 
and  implementing  bilmgual-bicultural  education 
in  the  El  Rancho  Unified  School  District. 

Mane  Aguirre's  leadership  abilities  and  ef- 
forts to  improve  education  for  the  youth  of 
Pico  Rivera  brought  her  noteworthy  praise 
from  CIVIC  leaders,  education  and  business 
communities,  and  her  colleagues  on  the  board 
of  education, 

Mr  Speaker.  1  ask  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  jom  me  m  salut- 
ing Mana  Aguirre  as  we  honor  and  remember 
her  on  Saturday.  May  20.  1995. 


HOLOCAUST  RESCUERS  IN  ITALY 
DAY 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

president  Sy  Rotter,  shows  how  these  acts  of 
heroism  occurred  when  individuals,  faced  with 
extraordinary  fear  and  adversity,  simply  did 
what  was  right.  This  film  is  a  welcome  re- 
minder of  what  we  are  all  capable  of  as 
human  beings  and  that  heroism  and  moral 
courage  are  not  forgotten  character  traits. 

Sister  Margherita  Marchione,  a  member  of 
the  Religious  Teachers  Filippmi,  one  of  the 
Catholic  orders  involved  m  helping  the  Jews  of 
Rome,  assisted  Rotter  in  collecting  the  memo- 
nes  of  Italy's  Jewish  survivors  such  as  Carlo 
Sestien.  According  to  Sestien,  who  was  hid- 
den in  one  of  the  Vatican  buildings  while  his 
wife  was  provided  sanctuary  in  a  nearby  con- 
vent: 

Thousands  of  Roman  Jews  would  have  been 
captured  by  Nazi  troops  on  October  16.  1943. 
had  it  not  been  for  the  prudent  politics  of 
the  Vatican.  Without  a  doubt,  it  helped 
avoid  worse  disasters. 

Sister  Margherita  has  opened  the  doors  of 
Villa  Walsh  to  numerous  Jewish  and  Italian  or- 
ganizations including  the  United  Jewish  Fed- 
eration of  Metrowest.  the  Italian  Embassy,  the 
Italian  American  Foundation,  the  Anti-Defama- 
tion  League.  Unico  National.  Order  Sons  of 
Italy  in  Amenca.  and  the  Temple  B'nai  Or  of 
Mornstown.  who  along  with  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Humanities  are  sponsoring 
the  event. 

I  am  proud  to  have  "A  Debt  of  Honor." 
filmed  in  Italy  with  the  help  of  the  Italian  State 
Broadcasting  Network,  debt  in  my  congres- 
sional distnct.  Holocaust  Rescuers  In  Italy  Day 
helps  to  remind  each  of  us  that  there  are 
things  in  life  larger  than  ourselves,  things 
worth  sacrificing  for — things  worth  being  a 
hero  for. 
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I  know  that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  con- 
gratulating Executive  Director  Pablo  Perez- 
Cisneros  and  his  staff  for  a  job  well  done. 


HON.  RODNEY  P.  FTIEUNGHLTSLN 

OF  .SEW  .JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  and  commend  all  of  those 
involved  m  the  Holocaust  Rescuers  m  Italy 
Day  to  be  held  at  the  Villa  Walsh  Academy  m 
Morns  Township  on  this  coming  Tuesday.  May 
23.  This  ceremony  marks  the  extraordinary 
courage  exhibited  by  ordinary  people  during 
the  Second  World  War. 

During  the  autumn  of  1943.  Italian  Jews 
were  n  imminent  danger  of  t)eing  captured  by 
Nazi  troops,  in  order  to  try  and  save  them 
from  the  horrible  late  of  the  Nazi  death  camps. 
Pope  Pius  Xll  sent  word  that  the  Roman 
Catholic  religious  orders  should  provide  sanc- 
tuary to  persecuted  Jews  by  welcoming  them 
into  their  monasteries  and  convents.  Eighty 
percent  of  Italy's  Jewish  population  survived 
the  Holocaust  because  of  their  efforts.  This 
took  countless  individual  acts  of  courage  by 
Italian  Catholics  who  risked  a  similar  late  if 
discovered  by  Nazi  storm  troopers. 

"A  Debt  to  Honor,"  a  documentary  film  nar- 
rated by  New  Jersey  resident  Alan  Alda  and 
produced     by     Documentaries     International 


HONORING  MIAMI  CAPITAL  DEVEL- 
OPMENT. INC.,  AUDREY  NELSON 
COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 

ACHIEVEMENT      AWARD      RECIPI- 
ENT FOR  1995 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OK  FLijKilJ.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  .May  18.  1995 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Flonda.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  truly 
outstanding  community-based  organization. 
Miami  Capital  Development  of  Miami.  FL. 

Miami  Capital  Development,  Inc.  was  re- 
cently selected  in  a  national  competition  as 
one  of  only  six  recipients  of  the  National  Com- 
munity Development  Association's  prestigious 
Audrey  Nelson  Community  Development 
Achievement  Award  for  exemplary  uses  of 
community  development  block  grant  funded 
projects. 

Miami  Capital  Development.  Inc..  serves  as 
the  lending  arm  of  the  city  of  Miami.  Created 
in  1980,  it  provides  financial  assistance  at 
below-market  interest  rates  to  new  and  exist- 
ing, small  and  mmority-owned  businesses  lo- 
cated within  underserved  areas  of  the  city  of 
Miami  and  Dade  County.  It  is  a  public-purpose 
lending  agency  that  provides  financial  assist- 
ance that  stimulates  economic  development 
and  helps  create  and  retain  jobs  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  people. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE COSTS  SHOULD  BE  OFF 
BUDGET 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OH    1NDI.«,.NA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  Mr. 
Cardin  and  I  are  introducing  legislation  to  as- 
sure that  Social  Security  administrative  costs 
are  off-budget,  just  as  Social  Security  benefit 
costs  are  segregated  from  the  rest  of  the 
budget. 

In  the  101st  Congress,  we  made  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds  independent.  In  other 
words,  the  financial  accounting  of  the  Social 
Security  Old  Age.  Survivors  and  Disability  In- 
surance [OASDI]  Program  would  not  in  any 
way  be  intermingled  with  the  financial  account- 
ing of  the  rest  of  the  Government. 

The  trouble  is  that,  despite  this  law.  the  ad- 
ministrative costs  of  the  Social  Security  Pro- 
gram remain  subject  to  the  general  caps  on 
Federal  spending  that  we  passed  m  the  Budg- 
et Enforcement  Act  of  1990. 

The  backlog  of  disability  cases  pending  at 
the  Disability  Determination  Services  is  just 
over  700,000  cases.  Thanks  to  the  hard  work 
of  the  stalwart  employees  o(  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration,  that  backlog  has  not  grown 
since  last  year.  However,  the  number  of  cases 
piling  up  at  the  Office  of  Hearings  and  Ap- 
peals for  review  by  administrative  law  judges 
is  increasing. 

1  am  introducing  this  legislation  again  this 
year  to  clarify  that  Social  Security  administra- 
tive funds  are  independent  of  the  general 
funds  of  the  Government.  Under  this  bill,  ad- 
ministrative funds  would  continue  to  be  subject 
to  annual  appropriations.  In  addition,  the  ap- 
propriations would  be  further  limited  by  a 
budgetary  point  of  order  against  any  bill  that 
provides  Social  Security  administrative  funding 
of  more  than  1.5  percent  of  estimated  benefit 
payments  for  that  year. 

The  people  who  pay  the  Social  Security  tax 
are  entitled  to  get  what  they  pay  for — and  that 
includes  adequate  administration  of  the  Social 
Security  Program.  Inadequate  administration 
means  long  delays  m  benefit  checks,  inac- 
curate payments,  high  telephone  busy  rates, 
and  poor  services  to  both  workers  and  bene- 
ficiaries. Furthermore,  in  the  Social  Security 
Disability  Program,  inadequate  administration 
can  mean  that  justice  delayed  is  justice  de- 
nied. 


USA  KARATE  CHAMPIONSHIP  IN 
LONG  BRANCH.  NJ 
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Long  Branch.  NJ,  Middle  School.  It  will  be  an 
honor  and  a  privilege  for  me  to  be  in  attend- 
ance at  what  promises  to  be  a  most  exciting 
and  impressive  display  of  the  martial  arts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  Sunday's  event,  over  300 
competitors  of  all  ages,  all  rankings,  and  all 
styles  will  be  competing  at  their  respective  lev- 
els. The  winners  will  qualify  for  the  national 
championship  which  will  be  held  in  Akron.  OH, 
in  August.  This  year  marks  the  7th  consecu- 
tive year  that  the  New  Jersey  championship 
has  been  held  in  Long  Branch. 

Recently,  I  joined  with  Senator  Bradley  of 
New  Jersey  m  working  to  have  USA  Karate  in- 
cluded in  the  Pan-American  games  held  in  Ar- 
gentina in  March.  These  fine  Amencan  ath- 
letes competed  and  won  seven  medals,  finish- 
ing third  over  all.  It  was  an  honor  to  get  be- 
hind this  initiative,  which  has  brought  honor 
and  distinction  not  only  to  the  competitors,  but 
to  our  country  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  credit  for  these  successes 
IS  due  largely  to  the  work  of  Mr.  Walter  J. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  of  Long  Branch.  NJ.  and  his  wife, 
Patncia  Booth-O'Neill.  In  1979,  Mr.  O'Neill 
started  the  Atlantic  Karate  Academy  in  Long 
Branch.  Walter  and  Patricia  now  serve  as 
chief  instructors.  Mr.  O'Neill,  a  black  belt  m 
several  martial  art  disciplines,  is  a  member  of 
the  World  Karate  Federation  Organizing  Com- 
mittee, one  of  only  three  Americans  on  this 
board.  He  serves  as  a  member  of  committees 
intended  to  get  karate  into  both  the  Pan-Amer- 
ican games  and  the  Olympic  games.  The  At- 
lantic Academy  holds  a  number  of  distinctions, 
having  produced  hundreds  of  State  and  na- 
tional champions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  and  a  privilege 
for  me  to  pay  tribute  to  Walter  and  Patncia 
O'Neill,  the  Atlantic  Karate  Academy,  and  all 
the  fine  athletes  who  will  compete  on  Sunday. 


HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  .JER.SKV 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mr.    PALLONE.    Mr.    Speaker,   on    Sunday, 
May  21,  1995,  the  New  Jersey  State  Cham- 
pionship of  USA  Karate  will  be  held  at  the 


THE  FEDERAL  ACQUISITION 
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HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLV^'\NI.^ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  RF.PRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  in- 
troducing legislation,  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
National  Security  Committee  Chairman  Floyd 
Spence,  and  other  members  of  our  commit- 
tees, to  further  reform  the  inefficient  and  Byz- 
antine Federal  procurement  process.  This  leg- 
islation will  complement  the  work  we  started 
last  year  with  the  enactment  of  the  Federal 
Acquisition  Streamlining  Act  of  1994  [FASA]. 

Each  year,  our  Government  spends  about 
S200  billion  on  goods  and  services,  ranging 
from  weapons  systems  to  computer  systems 
to  everyday  commodities.  The  current  system 
costs  too  much,  involves  too  much  redtape, 
and  ill-serves  both  the  taxpayer  and  industry. 

From  the  time  the  Second  Continental  Con- 
gress established  a  Commissary  General  in 
1775.  the  procurement  system  has  com- 
manded the  attention  of  both  public  officials 
and  the  American  taxpayer.  Unfortunately  and 
all  too  often,  the  attention  has  focused  on  indi- 
vidual abuses  rather  than  the  overall  system. 
Over  the  years,  in  response  to  these  horror 
stones.    Congress   passed    many    laws — long 
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and  short,  significant  and  trivial,  new  and 
old — which  standing  alone  were  not  overiy 
harmful,  but  when  added  together  created  an 
increasingly  overtjurdened  mass  of  statutory 
requirements. 

In  December  1994,  a  report  prepared  for  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  found  that,  on  average. 
the  Government  pays  an  additional  18  percent 
on  what  it  buys  solely  because  of  the  require- 
ments It  imposes  on  its  contractors.  This  con- 
firmed the  average  estimate  by  major  contrac- 
tors surveyed  by  GAO  that  the  additional  costs 
incurred  in  selling  to  the  Government  are 
about  19  percent.  While  some  of  the  Govern- 
ment's unique  requirements  certainly  are 
needed,  we  clearly  are  paying  an  enormous 
premium  for  them — billions  of  dollars  annually. 
And  this  IS  only  part  of  the  Government's  in- 
flated cost  of  doing  business— for  it  includes 
only  what  is  paid  to  contractors,  not  the  cost 
of  the  Government's  own  administrative  sys- 
tem. The  Government's  contracting  officials 
are  confronted  with  numerous  mandates  of 
their  own,  often  amounting  to  step-by-step 
prescriptions  that  increase  staff  and  equipment 
needs,  and  leave  little  room  for  the  exercise  of 
business  judgment,  initiative,  and  creativity. 

FASA  was  a  direct  attack  on  a  procurement 
system  that  had  gone  haywire — it  applied 
some  commonsense  approaches  to  the  bu- 
reaucracy to  reduce  the  inefficiencies  of  the 
system,  get  some  real  cost  savings  for  the 
taxpayer,  and  reduce  the  burdens  on  both 
Government  contracting  officials  and  those 
who  sell  to  them. 

But  FASA  only  went  part  of  the  way.  In 
many  respects,  we  still  are  guided  today  by 
the  same  considerations  the  Commissary 
General  faced  in  1775:  How  to  provide  mean- 
ingful competition,  obtain  quality  goods  at  rea- 
sonable prices,  and  ensure  accountability  of 
public  officials  for  public  transactions.  And  too, 
as  in  1  775.  we  are  under  great  budgetary  con- 
straints that  drive  us  to  look  at  ways  to  meet 
our  goals,  yet  do  so  m  a  way  that  is  affordable 
and  uses  common  sense. 

This  legislation  we  are  introducing  today 
represents  a  significant  shift  in  the  operation 
of  our  Federal  procurement  system  to  meet 
the  needs  of  !he  American  taxpayer.  The  pro- 
posal would 

Establish  commerciai-iike  procedures  by 
freeing  commercial  businesses  from  remaining 
Government  data  and  audit  requirements;  sim- 
plifying the  sale  of  commercial  items  to  the 
Government:  promoting  the  Government's  use 
of  commercial  sources:  and  eliminating  the 
guess-work  from  the  current  bid  protest  and 
dispute  resolution  maze  by  creating  a  single 
administrative  entity  to  handle  such  matters 
with  a  single  set  of  efficient  procedures. 

Promote  better  Government-industry  rela- 
tionships by  repealing  provisions  of  law  that 
currently  impede  communication  between  the 
Government  and  industry, 

Foster  long-term  relationships  with  quality 
suppliers — much  like  commercial  businesses 
do. 

Maximize  competition  by  permitting  the  Gov- 
ernment to  provide  for  meaningful  competi- 
tion— not  competition  for  competition's  sake — 
which  would  allow  firms  to  concentrate  their 
energies  and  resources  on  Government  busi- 
ness that  they  can  realistically  meet. 

Some  may  say  we  should  rest  on  our  lau- 
rels, and  let  the  system  absorb  the  changes 
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made  last  year  by  FASA.  But  we  must  never 
hesitate  to  do  more  or  do  better.  The  fun- 
damental changes  we  are  proposing  today  are 
necessary  to  move  the  Federal  procurement 
system  into  the  21  st  century. 
The  Federal  acquisitio.n  Reform  Act  of 

1995  SECTION-BV-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Title  I— Competition 
Section  101— Improvement  of  competition  re- 
quirements 
Subsection  (ai  would  amend  10  U.S.C. 
2304(A)  governing  armed  services  acquisi- 
tions to  establish  a  new  standard  of  competi- 
tion for  the  acquisition  of  goods  and  serv- 
ices—-maximum  practicable"  competition. 
This  would  replace  the  current  requirement 
that  all  sources  be  given  the  'riKhf  to  be 
considered  for  government  contracts  wheth- 
er or  not  the  source  has  a  realistic  chance  of 
supplying  goods  or  services  of  the  requisite 
quality  at  a  reasonable  price.  The  new  stand- 
ard would  permit  the  government  to  focus  on 
a  meaningful  competition  among  sources 
who  can  meet  or  exceed  the  government's  re- 
quirements. In  order  to  parallel  the  new 
competition  standard  the  subsection  would 
also  amend  10  U.S.C.  2304(g)(3)  which  .sets 
forth  the  standard  for  the  use  of  competition 
in  the  simplified  procedures  for  acquisitions 
under  the  simplified  acquisition  threshold  to 
provide  that  aigencies  obtain  competition  to 
the  "extent  practicable"  consistent  with  the 
particular  requirement  solicited. 

The  subsection  would  eliminate  the  ar- 
chaic "preference  "  accorded  the  use  of  sealed 
bidding  in  10  U.S.C.  2304(a)(2). 

The  subsection  would  further  streamline 
and  modernize  the  current  competition  re- 
quirements by  amending  10  U.S.C.  2304(bKl) 
to  eliminate  from  statute  the  long  list  of  cir- 
cumstances under  which  an  agency  may  ex- 
clude a  particular  firm  in  order  to  maintain 
an  alternate  source  for  goods  or  services  and 
would  place  the  discretion  for  the  use  of  this 
authority  in  the  contracting  agencies. 

Similarly,  the  subsection  would  eliminate 
the  maze  of  rules,  paperwork-generating  ap- 
proval requirements,  and  detailed  instruc- 
tions in  10  U.S.C.  2304  (o.  (d)  and  (e)  that 
currently  govern  the  use  ol  "other  than  com- 
petitive procedures"  and  substitute  a  simple 
provision  stating  that  competitive  proce- 
dures must  be  used  unless  such  procedures 
are  not  feasible  or  appropriate.  The  use  of 
"Other  than  competitive  procedures"  must 
be  justified  and  approved  in  accordance  with 
simplified  standards  to  be  set  forth  in  the 
FAR. 

Subsection  (b)  would  replicate  the  above 
changes  in  title  41  governing  the  acquisitions 
of  civilian  agencies. 

Subsection  (o  would  amend  the  Office  of 
Federal  Procurement  Policy  Act  (OFPP  Act) 
at  section  18  (41  U.S.C.  416)  to  establish  a 
uniform  notice  requirement  for  acquisitions 
between  $10,000  and  $25,000  and  make  other 
conforming  changes.  Subsection  (d)  would 
amend  18  U.S.C.  637  to  remove  duplicative 
provisions  concerning  notice  and  obsolete 
provisions  regarding  the  use  of  other  than 
competitive  procedures. 

Subsection  (e)  would  amend  the  OFPP  Act 
at  41  use  414  to  integrate  the  new  competi- 
tion standard  into  the  enumerated  executive 
agency  procurement  responsibilities  and  at 
41  use  418  to  remove  obsolete  language  re- 
garding competition  advocates. 
Section  102— Definition  relating  to  competition 
requirements 
The  section  would  amend  the  OFPP  Act  at 
41   use  403  to  define  the  new  standard  of 
•maximum    practicable    competition."    Ac- 
cording to  the  definition,   the  standard   is 
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achieved  when  a  maximum  number  of  re- 
sponsible or  verified  sources  (consistent  with 
the  particular  government  requirement)  are 
permitted  to  submit  offers  on  the  procure- 
ment. The  section  would  also  provide  for 
other  amendments  to  the  OFPP  Act.  title  10. 
the  Federal  Property  Act.  and  other  laws  to 
conform  them  to  the  new  competition  stand- 
ard. 
Section  103 — Contract  soUcitation  amendments 

The  section  would  amend  10  USC  2305  I  a) 
and  (b>  governing  armed  services  acquisition 
to  eliminate  a  provision  concerning  solicita- 
tion specifications  that  is  inconsistent  with 
the  new  competition  standard  and  to  further 
conform  the  provision  regarding  the  com- 
petitive range.  The  section  would  provide  for 
amending  the  Federal  Property  Act  at  41 
USC  253a  and  253b  in  the  same  manner. 
Section  KM—Preaward  debnefings 

The  section  would  amend  10  USC  2305(b) 
and  the  Federal  Property  Act  at  41  USC  253b 
to  augment  the  new  debriefing  requirements 
added  by  the  Federal  Acquisition  Streamlin- 
ing Act  of  1994  (FAS.\)  to  permit  a  firm  re- 
moved from  the  competitive  range  to  request 
a  debriefing  after  receiving  notice  of  the  re- 
moval, but  before  award.  The  agency  may 
deny  the  request  if  it  is  not  in  the  govern- 
ment's best  interest  to  hold  a  preaward  de- 
briefing when  requested,  but  the  request 
must  be  made  by  the  firm  or  it  will  lose  the 
right  to  obtain  a  post  award  debriefing. 
Section  105 — Contract  types 

The  section  would  amend  10  USC  2306  and 
41  USC  254  to  provide  that  the  selection  of 
contract  type  is  to  be  governed  by  market 
conditions,  established  commercial  practice 
and  sound  business  judgement.  To  further 
the  commercialization  of  the  governments 
acquisition  process,  existing  fee  limits  on 
specified  contract  types  are  to  be  eliminated. 
The  section  would  also  eliminate  from  title 
10  service-specific  provisions  that  set  forth  a 
6  percent  fee  limit  on  architect-engineering 
services  contracts.  It  would  add  a  new  sec- 
tion 2332  to  title  10  to  provide  the  authority 
to  procure  such  services  for  civil  works. 
Section  106 — Contractor  performance 

The  section  would  add  a  new  provision  to 
the  OFPP  Act  to  establish  in  the  FAR  an  al- 
ternative quality-based  competition  system 
for  meeting  the  government's  repetitive 
needs.  Firms  would  be  included  as  "verified" 
contractors  after  passing  a  competitive  scru- 
tiny based  on  an  assessment  of  the  firm's 
business  practices,  level  of  quality,  and  dem- 
onstrated contract  performance.  Once  in  the 
system,  firms  would  become  eligible  to  com- 
pete with  other  "verified"  firms  in  acquisi- 
tions conducted  within  the  system.  The 
■verification"  could  be  revoked  for  failure  to 
maintain  the  requisite  performance  quality. 
The  existing  qualification  requirements  in  10 
USC  2319  and  41  USC  253c  would  be  repealed. 

Title  II— Commercial  Items 
Section  201 — Commercial  item  exception  to  re- 
quirement for  cost  or  pricing  data  and  infor- 
mation limitations 

The  section  would  amend  10  USC  2306a  and 
41  USC  254b~the  so-called  "Truth  in  Nego- 
tiations Act  "  (TINA)  provisions— to  exempt 
all  acquisitions  for  commercial  items  which 
fit  within  the  definition  of  commercial  item 
in  the  OFPP  Act  at  41  USC  403  from  the  re- 
quirement to  submit  certified  cost  or  pricing 
data. 

The  section  would  also  eliminate  the  data 
and  audit  requirements  applicable  to  some 
commercial  items  under  the  current  TINA 
provisions.  The  section  would  conform  the 
TIN.-\  provisions  regarding  the  submission  of 
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information  to  be  considered  in  determining 
price  reasonableness  when  certified  cost  and 
pricing  data  are  not  required  either  because 
a  TINA  exemption  applies  or  the  acquisition 
is  not  expected  to  exceed  the  $.500,000  TIN.'\ 
threshold.  The  amended  provisions  would 
state  that  the  FAR  shall  provide  appropriate 
limitations  on  information  that  should  be 
considered  in  determining  price  reasonable- 
ness, including  specific  limits  on  informa- 
tion requests  relating  to  commercial  items. 
Finally  the  section  would  strike  subsections 
(h)  in  titles  10  and  41  as  no  longer  needed. 
Section  202 — Application  of  simplified  proce- 
dures to  commercial  Hems 

The  section  would  amend  10  USC  2304(e),  as 
added  by  section  101(a)  and  41  USC  253.  as 
added  by  section  101(b).  to  provide  that  all 
acquisitions  for  a  commercial  item,  no  mat- 
ter what  its  dollar  value,  can  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  special  simplified  commercial- 
type  procedures  that  currently  are  author- 
ized for  acquisitions  below  the  simplified  ac- 
quisition threshold.  The  section  would  also 
amend  the  OFPP  Act  to  conform  the  notice 
provisions  for  commercial  items  to  the  use 
of  simplified  procedures. 
Section  203— Amendment  to  definition  of  com- 
mercial items 

The  section  would  amend  the  OFPP  Act  at 
41  USC  403(12)(F)  to  remove  the  requirement 
in  the  definition  of  commercial  services 
added  by  FASA  that  they  be  sold  based  on 
established  "catalog"  prices.  To  be  consid- 
ered 'commercial"  services  under  this  sec- 
tion they  would  have  to  offered  and  sold  at 
"established  prices"  rather  than  at  estab- 
lished "catalog"  prices.  Since  commercial 
services  are  often  offered  at  prices  that  may 
not  fit  the  strict  definition  of  a  catalog  (e.g.. 
commercial  price  lists,  advertisements,  etc.). 
the  section  is  intended  to  more  accurately 
reflect  the  commercial  market,  yet  ensure 
that  the  services  are  clearly  defined  and  ac- 
tually available  commercially. 
Section  204 — Inapplicability  of  cost  account 
standards  to  contracts  and  subcontracts  for 
commercial  items 

The  section  would  amend  the  OFPP  Act  at 
11  USC  122(0(2!  to  make  it  clear  that  all  con- 
tracts for  commercial  items  are  exempt  from 
the  burdens  of  the  cost  accounting  stand- 
ards. This  provision  would  complement  sec- 
tions 201  which  exempt  all  acquisitions  for 
commercial  items  from  the  requirement  to 
submit  certified  cost  or  pricing  data  as  well 
as  from  the  accompanying  audit  require- 
ments. 

Title  III— Additional  Reform  Provisions 
Section  301 — Government  reliance  on  the  private 
sector 

The  section  would  amend  the  OFPP  Act  by 
adding  a  new  section  17  providing  that  it  is 
the  policy  of  the  government  to  rely  on  com- 
mercial sources  to  supply  its  needs.  The  pol- 
icy that  would  be  set  forth  in  this  section 
has  been  the  policy  underpinning  the  govern- 
ment's acquisition  system  since  1955  and  re- 
flects the  language  currently  in  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-76. 
Section  302— Elimination  of  certain  certification 
requirements 

The  section  would  provide  for  the  elimi- 
nation of  specified  certification  require- 
ments currently  in  statute  and  would  require 
the  removal  of  current  regulatory  certifi- 
cations unless  retention  is  supported  by  a 
written  justification.  The  section  would  also 
amend  the  OFPP  Act  to  prohibit  the  inclu- 
sion in  the  FAR  or  agency  procurement  reg- 
ulations of  new  certification  requirements 
unless  mandated  by  statute  or  justified  in 
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writing.  The  provision  would  retain  the  un- 
derlying prohibitions  but  eliminate  what,  in 
many  cases,  are  non-value  added  certifi- 
cation requirements  which  often  do  more  to 
deter  participation  in  the  government  mar- 
ket rather  than  the  prohibited  conduct. 
Section  303 — Amendment  to  commencement  and 
expiration  of  authority  to  conduct  certain 
tests  of  procurement  procedures 

The  section  would  amend  section  5061  of 
FASA.  41  USC  413  note,  to  permit  the  OFPP 
Administrator  to  exercise  the  authority 
granted  in  FASA  to  test  "innovative  "  pro- 
curement procedures  without  having  to  wait 
for  the  implementation  of  other  F.'^SA  provi- 
sions. 
Section  304—  International  competitiveness 

The  section  would  amend  22  USC  2761(e)  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  for  recoupment  of 
non-recurring  research  and  development 
charges  for  products  sold  through  the  foreign 
military  sales  program.  This  fee  or  tax  to  be 
paid  the  government  for  products  developed 
under  government  contracts  disadvantages 
U.S.  companies  when  selling  American  prod- 
ucts in  international  markets. 
Section  305 — Procurement  integrity 

The  section  would  amend  the  OFPP  .\ct  at 
41  USC  423  to  repeal  the  current  so  called 
"Procurement  Integrity"  provisions  and  its 
complex  system  of  certifications  and  sub- 
stitute a  direct  prohibition  against  the  unau- 
thorized disclosure  and  receipt  of  procure- 
ment-sensitive information.  One  who  would 
violate  the  prohibitions  of  the  section  would 
be  subject  to  criminal  and  civil  penalties  and 
appropriate  administrative  actions.  The  sec- 
tion would  contain  prohibitions  and  rem- 
edies which  would  be  similar  to  those  regard- 
ing the  disclosure  of  procurement-sensitive 
information  contained  in  the  current  "Pro- 
curement Integrit.v"'  provisions.  Finally,  the 
section  would  eliminate  the  remaining  agen- 
cy-specific post-employment  restrictions 
which  became  redundant  with  the  passage  of 
the  Ethics  Reform  Act  of  1989. 
Section  306— Further  acquisition  streamlininQ 
provisious 

The   section   would    amend   several    provi- 
sions of  the  OFPP  Act  to  update  and  clarif.v 
the  statement  in  41  USC  404  of  OFPP's  pur- 
pose and  to  repeal  unneeded  or  obsolete  pro- 
visions at  41  USC  401.  402.  407.  409  and  410. 
Title  IV— Streamlining  of  Dispute 
Resolution 
Subtitle  A— General  Provisions 
Section  401  ^Definitions 

The  section  would  set  forth  the  definitions 
of  the  terms  needed  to  create  and  operate 
the  new  consolidated  United  States  Board  of 
Contract  Appeals  for  the  resolution  of  the 
government's  contract  disputes  and  review 
of  bid  protests.  The  new  Board  would  replace 
the  current  agency  boards  of  contract  ap- 
peals and  the  General  Accounting  Office 
(GAO)  bid  protest  section.  The  definitions  of 
"protest."'  "interested  party."  and  "prevail- 
ing party"  would  parallel  those  set  forth  in 
F.^SA  in  connection  with  the  General  Serv- 
ices Board  of  Contract  .Appeals  (GSBC.^). 
Subtitle  B— Establishment  of  the  United  States 
Board  of  Contract  Appeals 
Section  411 — Establishment 

The  section  would  establish  the  Board  in 
the  executive  branch  as  an  independent  es- 
tablishment. 
Section  412 — Membership 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  Board 
consist  of  judges  appointed  by  the  chairman. 
New  judges  would  be  selected  and  appointed 


in  the  same  manner  as  administrative  law 
judges  pursuant  to  5  USC  3105  with  the  addi- 
tional requirement  that  they  have  at  least  5 
years  public  contract  law  experience.  Cur- 
rent board  judges  and  certain  GAO  employ- 
ees would  be  considered  qualified  to  be  Board 
judges. 
Section  413— Chairman 

The  .section  would  provide  for  the  designa- 
tion of  the  Chairman  by  the  President  and 
for  the  Chairman's  executive  and  adminis- 
trative responsibilities  as  well  as  for  the  des- 
ignation of  Vice  Chairmen  by  the  Chairman. 
Section  414— Rulemaking  authority 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  board 
may  establish  necessary  procedural  rules  and 
regulations  and  would  prohibit  the  review  of 
such  rules  and  regulations  by  any  other 
agency  or  person. 
Section  415 — Litigation  authority 

The  section  would  provide  that  attorneys 
designated  by  the  board  may  represent  the 
board  in  civil  actions. 
Section  416— Seal  of  the  board 

The  section  would  provide  for  a  seal  of  of- 
fice. 
Section  417— Authorisation  of  appropriations 

The  section  would  provide  for  the  author- 
ization of  sums  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1997  and  beyond. 
Subtitle  C— Functions  of  United  States  Board  of 

Contract  Appeals 
Section  421— Alternate  dispute  resolution  service 

The  section  would  provide  offer  alternate 
dispute  resolution  services  for  any  contract- 
related  disagreement. 

Section   422— Alternative  dispute   resolution   of 
disputes  and  protests  submitted  to  board 

The  section  would  provide  that  a  Board 
judge  or  attorney  shall  meet  with  the  parties 
to  the  protest  or  dispute  to  attempt  to  re- 
solve the  matter  through  use  of  an  alternate 
method  of  dispute  resolution. 
Section  423— Contract  disputes 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  Board 
have  jurisdiction  over  contract  disputes  as 
provided  by  section  8(a)  of  the  Contract  Dis- 
putes Act. 
tjLLiiu/i  424 — Piotc^i.\ 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  Board 
shall  review  contracting  officer  decisions  al- 
leged by  an  interested  party  to  violate  stat- 
ute or  regulation  and  that  in  deciding  pro- 
tests the  Board  may  consider  all  relevant 
evidence.  The  section  would  also  provide 
that  facts  found  by  contracting  officers  and 
determinations  made  by  them  be  presumed 
correct  and  that  the  Board  may  find  that  a 
contracting  officer  decision  violates  a  stat- 
ute or  regulation  for  the  reasons  stated  in  5 
USC  706(2). 

Further  the  section  would  provide  proce- 
dures for  the  suspension  by  the  Board  of  the 
agency"s  authority  to  conduct  a  procurement 
in  protests  filed  before  award  and  for  the  sus- 
pension of  performance  in  protests  filed  after 
award.  The  section  woulcl  set  forth  proce- 
dures for  discovery  of  relevant  material  and 
for  Board  proceedings,  including  the  use  sim- 
plified rules  for  protests  of  procurements 
below  $1,000,000  and  the  dismissal  and  pay- 
ment of  costs  for  frivolous  protests.  Finally, 
among  other  things,  the  .section  would  pro- 
vide for  the  corrective  actions  to  be  ordered 
by  the  Board  and  for  the  Board's  authority 
to  declare  the  entitlement  of  a  prevailing 
party  to  its  protest  costs. 
Section  425 — Applicability  to  contracts  for  com- 
mercial items 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  author- 
ity conferred  on  the  Board  by  this  Title  is 
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applicable   to  procurements  for  commercial 
items. 

Subtitle  D— Repeal  of  Other  Statutes 
Authorizing  Administrative  Protests 
Section  431— Repeals 

The  section  would  provide  repeal  the  cur- 
rent statutory  authority  for  the  GSBCA  and 
for  the  GAO  bid  protest  function. 

Subtitle  E— Transfers  and  Transitional. 
Savings,  and  Conforming  Provisions 
Section  441— Transfer  and  allocation  of  appro- 
priations and  personnel 
The  section  would  provide  for  the  transfer 
of  assets,  etc.  and  the  rules  for  the  transfer 
of  agency  boards  of  contract  appeal  and  rel- 
evant GAO  personnel  to  the  Board. 

Section   442— Terminations  and  savings  provi- 
sions 

The  section  would  provide  the  rules  for  af- 
fect on  proceedings  before  the  agency  boards 
and  GAO. 

Section    443— Contract    disputes    authority    of 
board 

The    section    would    provide    conforming 
amendments  needed  by  the  establishment  of 
the  Board  regarding  the  contract  disputes. 
Section    444 — References   to   agency    boards   of 
contract  appeals 

The  section  would  provide  that  any  ref- 
erence to  an  agency  board  of  contract  ap- 
peals shall  be  treated  as  to  the  Board. 
Section  445 — Conforming  amendments 

The   section   would   provide   for   the   nec- 
essary conforming  amendments. 
Subtitle  F— Effective  Date:  Interim  Appointment 

and  Rules 
Section  451— Effective  date 

The  section  would  provide  for  an  effective 
date  of  October  1.  1996  for  this  Title. 
Section  452— Interim  appointment 

The  section  would  provjde  for  the  current 
chairman    of    the    GSBC.^    to    serve    as    the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  for  2  years. 
Section  4.^3 — Interim  rules 

The  section  would  provide  for  the  rules  of 
procedure  of  the  GSBCA  to  apply  to  the 
Board  until  tiie  Boaru  promulgates  its  proce- 
dural rules  and  that  the  rules  of  the  Armed 
Services  Board  of  Contract  Appeals  regard- 
ing Board  judges  apply  until  relevant  Board 
rules  are  promulgated. 

Title  V— Effective  Dates  and 
Implementation 
Section  501— Effective  Date  and  Applicability 

The  section  would  provide  that  the  Act 
would  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  Act  and  that 
the  amendments  made  by  the  Act  would  take 
effect  on  the  date  provided  in  the  final  im- 
plementing regulations  or  October  1.  1996. 
whichever  is  earlier. 

Section  502— Implementing  regulations 

The  section  would  provide  a  schedule  for 
the  promulgation  of  the  implementing  regu- 
lations. 
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the  rank  of  Eagle  Scout  in  the  Boy  Scout 
Cam(jen  County  Council  of  New  Jersey  Mr. 
Lopez  IS  a  shmmg  example  of  the  creativity 
an(d  spirit  that  exists  in  our  future  leaders.  He 
chose  as  his  Eagle  Scout  pro)ect  to  build  a 
patio  around  a  shrine  tor  Our  Lady  of  Mount 
Carmel-Fatima  Church  in  Camden.  What  was 
supposed  to  be  a  brick  patio  has  turned  into 
an  enclosed  garden  and  a  gathenng  place  for 
all  who  live  in  the  area.  It  is  now  used  by  the 
community  for  prayer,  weddings,  school  cere- 
monies, and  sanctuary.  Armando  has  spent 
many  months  on  this  pro)ect.  through  the  win- 
ter and  spring  and  has  truly  displayed  the 
dedication  to  become  a  leader  in  the  commu- 
nity. He  will  not  be  ending  his  scouting  career 
soon,  for  he  has  been  chosen  to  represent  the 
United  States  at  the  I8th  World  Scout  Jam- 
boree in  Holland  this  August.  I  commend 
Armando  Lopez  on  his  commitment  to  the 
community  and  I  am  sure  he  will  succeed  in 
all  of  his  future  endeavors 


PROTECT  AMERICA'S  DEFENSE 
WORKERS 


EAGLE  SCOUT  AWARD 


HON.  ROBERT  E.  ANDREWS 

OV  .NK'A  .JKICSKV 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
express  my  congratulations  to  Armando 
Lopez,  the  first  Hispamc-American  to  achieve 


HON.  BOB  HLNER 

OK  l.\l;i  ..!i.\..-. 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker  and  colleagues.  I 
rise  today  to  urge  this  Congress  to  make  a 
major  reinvestment  in  communities  hit  hardest 
by  the  downsizing  ot  America's  defense  indus- 
try. 

San  Diego  is  home  to  a  highly  skilled  and 
productive  work  force.  A  generation  of  these 
talented  defense  workers  helped  to  establish 
California's  dominance  in  the  defense  and 
aerospace  industry. 

Now  defense  workers  m  communities  like 
San  Diego  are  watching  their  jobs  disappear — 
not  only  because  of  relaxing  world  tensions — 
but  also  because  our  own  Department  of  De- 
tense  IS  helping  to  subsidize  their  transfer  to 
other  cities. 

Last  year,  my  district  saw  the  relocation  of 
Martin  Manetta's  Space  Systems  Division  to 
Denver — with  a  net  loss  of  1,800  jobs  for  my 
community.  But  the  worst  part  about  this  situa- 
tion IS  that  our  own  U.S.  Air  Force  rewrote  a 
contract  and  paid  Martm  Manetta  a  S30  million 
subsidy  to  help  transfer  these  jobs  out  of  San 
Diego  and  out  of  California. 

To  make  matters  worse,  just  last  month  the 
Defense  Department  gave  away  another  S31 
million  of  taxpayer  money  to  the  top  execu- 
tives of  Martin  Marietta  and  Lockheed. 

What  did  our  Defense  Department  give  to 
those  defense  workers  m  San  Diego  that  lost 
their  jobs?  Absolutely  nothing. 

To  correct  this  gross  injustice,  I  recently  in- 
troduced H.R.  702,  the  Displaced  Workers  De- 
fense Act  of  1995. 

My  legislation  is  very  simple:  It  would  re- 
quire that  any  cost  savings  realized  by  the 
Federal  Government  under  a  defense  contract 
that  causes  job  losses  in  communities  be  re- 
turned to  that  community — to  help  create  new 
jobs  and  to  retrain  displaced  defense  workers 
so  they  can  take  advantage  of  these  new  job 
opportunities. 

We  must  stop  this  giveaway  of  taxpayer 
funds  to  wealthy  corp>orations. 
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We  must  use  our  scarce  resources  to  help 
those  defense  workers  that  have  worked  so 
hard  to  make  America  great. 

Please  jom  me  m  this  effort  to  protect  our 
defense  workers  from  being  left  behind  m  our 
changing  economy.  Join  me  m  supporting 
H.R.  702,  the  Displaced  Workers  Defense  Act 
of  1995. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  LABOR  LEADERS 
CARRY  SPIRIT  OF  AMERICAN 
LABOR  MOVEMENT  TO  CHINA 


HON.  TOM  LAMOS 

OF  CALIFOHNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 

call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  an  up- 
coming visit  of  considerable  importance  by 
Ms.  Josie  Mooney.  president  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Labor  Counci'.  She  will  embark  on  a 
good  will  journey  to  meet  with  labor  leaders  in 
China. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Josie  Mooney  and  the  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council  represent  the  best  of 
the  American  labor  movement — free-working 
men  and  women,  who  are  organized  to  seek 
better  wages,  improved  working  conditions, 
and  a  better  standard  of  living  tor  working  men 
and  women  m  our  area  and  around  our  Na- 
tion. 

As  the  official  representative  of  the  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council,  Josie  Mooney  will 
meet  with  leaders  of  the  Shanghai  Municipal 
Trade  Union  Council  and  other  labor  leaders. 
I  wish  her  great  success  m  those  meetings  as 
she  works  to  buiid  bonds  of  brotherhood  be- 
tween the  working  men  and  women  of  the 
United  States  and  China. 

It  IS  my  sincere  desire  that  the  spirit  and  ex- 
ample of  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  and 
of  the  United  States  union  movement  will  in- 
spire labor  leaders  'n  C-hmg  to  emulate  the 
high  standards  set  by  American  unions  and 
their  outstanding  leaders. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  JACKIE  ROBIN- 
SON AMERICAN  LEGION  AUXIL- 
IARY UNIT  NO    252 

HON.  J111A>  C.  DKON 

OF  CALIFORNI.A 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hse  today  to  pay 
special  tribute  to  the  members  of  the  Jackie 
Robinson  American  Legion  Auxiliary  Unit  No. 
252  for  their  hard  work  and  compassion  in 
helping  homeless  and  needy  veterans.  The 
145  auxiliary  members.  Legionnaires,  and 
Sons  of  the  American  Legion  [SAL]  members 
of  the  Jackie  Robinson  American  Legion  fam- 
ily volunteered  over  3,000  hours  organizing 
and  preparing  South  Central  Homeless  Veter- 
ans Care  Day  1995,  On  March  11,  1995.  the 
auxiliary  opened  its  home.  Post  No.  252,  for 
Care  Day  1995  which  successfully  assisted 
over  200  veterans  and  their  families. 

South  Central  Homeless  Veterans  Care  Day 
1995  provided  needy  veterans  and  their  fami- 
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lies  with  clothing,  food,  showers,  and  haircuts. 
The  auxiliary  collected  over  S5,000  worth  of 
donated  clothing  and  distributed  200  care 
bags  with  food,  blankets,  comfort  kits,  and 
extra  clothing  to  veterans.  Veterans  were  pro- 
vided with  transportation  to  the  post  and  other 
off-site  facilities.  Seventeen  service  organiza- 
tions participated  in  Care  Day  1995  providing 
medical,  social,  legal,  and  other  veteran-relat- 
ed services  and  benefits.  As  a  part  of  Care 
Day  1995,  the  auxiliary  volunteered  their  as- 
sistance to  other  communities  and  organiza- 
tions who  provided  homeless  veterans  a 
weekend  retreat  from  the  streets. 

The  success  of  Care  Day  1995  was  further 
enhanced  by  the  fact  that  this  was  the  first 
event  of  its  kind  in  the  South  Central  Los  An- 
geles community.  Usually,  events  of  this  mag- 
nitude require  at  least  1  year  of  preparations. 
Remarkably,  this  event's  success  came  after 
only  3  months  of  preparations.  It  is  a  pleasure 
to  recognize  the  diligence  and  dedication  of 
Auxiliary  Unit  No.  252  in  quickly  organizing 
South  Central  Homeless  Veterans  Care  Day 
1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  extremely  proud  of  the 
members  of  Jackie  Robinson  American  Legion 
Auxiliary  Unit  No.  252,  and  ask  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  to  |Oin  me  in 
commending  their  commitment  to  helping  our 
needy  veterans.  In  a  time  when  many  forget 
about  those  who  have  so  bravely  served  to 
protect  our  country  and  democracy,  the  efforts 
of  the  Jackie  Robinson  American  Legion  Auxil- 
iary Unit  No.  252  stand  as  a  shining  example 
of  how  we  should  assist  those  needy  veterans 
who  fought  for  our  country. 


THE  FOREST  ECOSYSTEM 
STEWARDSHIP  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  P.\T  WILLIAMS 

OK  .Mu.SI  A.NA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
introduce  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Stewardship 
Demonstration  Act  of  1995.  This  legislation 
represents  countless  hours  of  work  by  folks  in 
my  distnct.  It  is  based  on  the  work  done  m  the 
last  Congress  on  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Stew- 
ardship Demonstration  Act  of  1995.  Folks  m 
my  district  took  that  concept  and  incorporated 
the  concerns  of  Forest  Service  officials,  the 
comments  of  the  American  Foresters  organi- 
zation and  the  comments  of  business  and 
conservationist  leaders  in  Montana. 

The  result  of  this  hard  work  has  been  to 
produce  a  blueprint  of  how  we  should  go 
about  assunng  the  health  of  both  our  local  for- 
est and  our  local  communities.  This  legislation 
IS  also  a  blueprint  for  those  who  are  tired  of 
the  constant  polarization  that  has  become  the 
hallmark  of  public  lands  debate  The  entire 
process  is  based  on  the  belief  that  through  co- 
operation we  can  have  wood  for  our  mills  and 
protection  of  our  wild  lands,  but  we  can  have 
neither  unless  we  find  ways  to  come  together 
as  friends  and  neighbors  and  agree  on  how  to 
proceed. 

This  legislation  establishes  a  stewardship 
contracts  process,  under  the  guidance  of  a 
local  stewardship  council,  that  would  identify 
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opportunities  for  logging  in  areas  of  poor  for- 
est health.  The  legislation  sets  up  both  a 
standard  and  a  recognition  system  to  allow  for 
logging  to  go  forward  and  for  the  industry  to 
gain  credit  for  when  it's  done  right.  This  type 
of  local  involvement  helps  assure  that  appeals 
will  not  be  filed  and  that  when  problems  arise 
there  is  a  process  to  get  past  the  rhetoric  that 
has  so  typified  the  discussion  up  till  now. 

This  proposal  is  only  a  demonstration 
project  because  we  all  agree  that  some  con- 
fidence in  our  mutual  goals  must  be  dem- 
onstrated for  this  approach  to  achieve  wide 
acceptance.  This  type  of  proposal  sets  on  its 
head  the  old  charge  forward  mentality  that 
public  planning  has  become  and  was  raised  to 
a  new  level  m  this  sessions  debate  on  salvage 
timber.  Those  approaches  have  produced  no 
stability  and  no  wood  for  the  mills,  this  legisla- 
tion prepared  by  traditional  enemies  will  show 
us  the  way  to  a  future  of  better  harvest  and 
stronger  communities. 

Attached  is  a  list  of  the  advantages  this  type 
of  approach  affords  the  debate  on  the  man- 
agement of  our  national  forest  lands. 

Stf wardship:  Restorintf  the  connections  he- 
twfon  the  community  and  the  land;  recogniz- 
ing that  healthy  forests  are  more  likely  in 
areas  with  healthy  economies  and  healthy 
societies:  focusing  on  what's  left  in  the  for- 
est, not  what's  taken  out;  recognition  of  the 
logger/forest  professional  as  more  than 
someone  just  taking  trees  of  the  forest — en- 
couraging ""ownership" — doing  your  work 
out  there  like  you  would  do  it  on  your  own 
land:  and  Montana  Logging  Association  has 
established  Accredited  Logger  Program 
(ALP)  to  make  available  stewardship  train- 
ing to  loggers  who  wish  to  upgrade  and  ex- 
pand their  skills. 

Collabnration:  People  from  all  points  of 
view  working  together  to  find  solutions.  This 
bill  was  brought  to  Pat  by  Montana  loggers, 
mills  owners  operators,  environmentalists, 
interested  citizens,  etc.  all  coming  together 
to  find  local  solutions  to  forest  management 
issues;  breath  of  fresh  air — takes  us  beyond 
the  age-old  and  very  tiresome  "environment 
vs.  Jobs"  rhetoric.  Focussing  on  our  common 
concerns,  not  our  differences. 

For  whatever  reason,  there  is  a  real  lack  of 
trust  between  large  segments  of  the  public 
and  public  land  managers.  This  trust  has  to 
be  rebuilt  from  the  bottom  up.  There  are  no 
quick  fix  solutions.  This  is  just  a  start. 

Continuing  dialogue  at  the  local  level  is 
necessary  to  rebuild  that  trust.  That  is  one 
of  the  important  reasons  for  the  local  stew- 
ardship councils  proposed. 

Flexibility:  Local  solutions  are  needed  for 
local  problems.  We  have  ample  evidence  that 
"one  size  fits  all"  management  doesn't  work. 
Local  conditions  vary  as  much  as  forests 
vary. 

Stewardship  contracts  done  under  this  leg- 
islation would  still  have  to  comply  with  all 
federal  environmental  and  other  legislation. 

The  key  is  rewarding  excellence.  Incen- 
tives for  loggers  now  are  based  on  doing  a  job 
at  least  cost,  which  encourages  the  cutting 
of  corners.  By  separating  the  stewardship  ac- 
tivity from  the  selling  of  logs,  and  com- 
pensating stewardship  contractors  based  on 
how  well  they  treat  the  resources,  we  are 
building  in  an  incentive  to  do  the  best  work 
possible. 

The  accountability  factor  is  very  high. 
Lots  of  accountability  factors  are  included 
in  the  legislation,  and  public  involvement  in 
stewardship  project  planning  and  monitoring 
is  encouraged  and  facilitated. 
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THE  lOOTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
NEW  YORK  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NKW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  lOOth  birthday  of  the  New 
■/ork  Public  Library, 

The  New  York  Public  Library  was  started 
during  the  latter  part  of  the  19th  century  when 
several  of  the  city's  citizens  had  the  foresight 
to  realize  that  it  was  imperative  that  New  York 
have  a  great  library  if  it  was  to  become  a 
prominent  urban  cultural  center. 

Many  eminent  New  Yorkers  played  an  im- 
portant role  in  getting  the  library  started,  but 
three  in  particular  stand  out:  Governor  Samuel 
J.  Tilden,  John  Jacob  Astor.  and  James 
Lenox.  Samuel  Tilden  bequeathed  the  bulk  of 
his  fortune,  approximately  S2.4  million  to  "es- 
tablish and  maintain  a  free  library  and  reading 
room  in  the  city  of  New  York,"  John  Jacob 
Astor  left  5400,000  in  his  will  to  establish  a 
reference  library  in  New  York,  The  Astor  Li- 
brary opened  its  doors  in  1849.  becoming  a 
major  source  for  reference  and  research. 
James  Lenox  founded  the  Lenox  Library,  con- 
sisting primarily  of  his  personal  collection  of 
rare  books,  which  included  the  first  Gutenberg 
Bible  to  come  to  the  New  World, 

In  1892  the  Astor  and  Lenox  Libraries  were 
both  experiencing  financial  difficulties,  A  trust- 
ee of  the  Tilden  Trust,  John  Bigelow,  devised 
a  plan  whereby  the  resources  of  the  Tilden 
Trust,  the  Astor  Library,  and  the  Lenox  Library 
would  be  combined  to  form  the  Astor,  Lenox, 
and  Tilden  Foundations — what  would  become 
known  as  the  New  York  Public  Library. 

Dr.  John  Shaw  Billings,  considered  one  of 
the  most  brilliant  librarians  of  his  day,  was 
named  director  of  this  new  library,  Billings  goal 
was  to  get  the  library's  resources  into  the 
hands  of  all  those  who  requested  them  as 
quickly  as  possible.  He  designed  what  has 
now  become  a  landmark  building,  with  its 
Beaux-Arts  design  and  the  largest  marble 
structure  ever  attempted  in  the  United  States. 
The  Cornerstone  for  the  library  was  laid  in 
May  1902,  at  the  same  location  where  this 
landmark  library  now  stands. 

In  February  1901,  the  library  consolidated 
with  the  New  York  Free  Circulating  Library 
and  established  its  circulating  department.  In 
March  1902,  Andrew  Carnegie  donated  S5.2 
million  to  construct  a  system  of  branch  librar- 
ies throughout  the  city.  Later  that  year,  the 
New  York  Public  Library  contracted  with  the 
city  of  New  York  to  operate  the  39  Carnegie 
library  branches  in  Manhattan,  the  Bronx,  and 
Staten  Island.  This  was  the  beginning  of  a  tra- 
dition of  partnership  and  cooperation  between 
the  New  York  Public  Library  and  the  city  of 
New  York  which  continues  to  this  day. 

With  more  than  a  million  books  m  place,  the 
library  was  officially  dedicated  on  May  23, 
1911,  by  President  William  Howard  Tatt,  with 
Governor  John  Alden  Dix  and  Mayor  William 
J.  Gaynor  present.  The  response  was  over- 
whelming, with  behween  30,000  and  50,000 
visitors  coming  through  the  library  on  that  first 
day. 

Today,  the  New  York  Public  Library  is  the 
largest  public  library  system   m   the  country. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

serving  more  than  10  million  people  a  year, 
and  over  1.9  million  cardholders.  There  are 
now  four  special  research  libraries:  the  New 
York  Public  Library  for  the  Performing  Arts  at 
Lincoln  Center;  the  Schomburg  Center  for  Re- 
search in  Black  Culture,  the  Center  tor  the  Hu- 
manities; and  the  Science,  Industry  and  Busi- 
ness Library,  which  will  open  in  its  new  home 
at  the  site  of  the  former  B.  Altman  building 
during  this  centennial  year.  The  branch  sys- 
tem of  the  library  has  grown  to  include  82  li- 
braries, with  collections  totaling  over  10.5  mil- 
lion items,  the  collection  expanding  by  ap- 
proximately 10,000  items  a  week  in  dozens  of 
different  languages. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  jom  me  m  saluting 
the  New  Yort<  Public  Library  on  the  occasion 
of  its  100th  birthday,  and  wish  it  great  success 
as  it,  "continues  in  its  mission  to  inform,  in- 
spire, entertain  and  challenge  all  who  enter  its 
doors — be  it  between  the  guardian  lions  on 
Fifth  Avenue,  its  82  branches,  or  via  the  infor- 
mation superhighway." 


RECOGNIZING  AUGUST  23.  1995  AS 
THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
HEALTH  UNIT  COORDINATORS 


HON.  PAT  DANNER 

Ol-    .Ml.SSOfltl 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  13.  1995 

Ms.  DANNER.  Mr  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  a  group  ol  very  important  people,  a 
group  that  quietly  performs  the  services  that 
are  vital  to  the  maintenance  of  our  health  care 
system — Health  Unit  Coordinators. 

Health  Unit  Coordinators  have  been  working 
Oiligently  for  50  years  to  help  keep  our  health 
care  system  running  smoothly.  As  our  system 
has  become  more  complex,  they  have  adapt- 
ed to  the  many  new  challenges  facing  health 
care  in  our  country,  i  commend  them  for  their 
tireless  work  and  congratulate  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Health  Unit  Coordinators  on  Its 
50th  anniversary  on  August  23,  1995, 

Mr,  Speaker,  it  is  my  hope,  that  Americans 
will  reflect  upon  the  importance  of  Health  Unit 
Coordinators  not  only  on  August  23  but 
throughout  the  year. 


IN  OPPOSITION  TO  TRADE 
SANCTIONS  AGAINST  JAPAN 

HON.  JIM  McDERMOn 

OF  WASHI.SGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr,  McDERMOTT  Mr.  Speaker,  the  unsatis- 
factory outcome  of  almost  2  years  of  bilateral 
negotiations  on  access  to  the  Japanese  auto- 
motive market  is  disappointing. 

However,  unilateral  imposition  of  6  billion 
dollars'  worth  of  sanctions  on  Japanese  prod- 
ucts by  the  United  States  is  a  dangerous  and 
unworkable  solution. 

Under  the  rules  and  procedures  of  the 
WTO,  if  any  member  country  feels  that  it  has 
been  wronged,  it  has  an  obligation  to  go  to  the 
WTO  first  before  applying  sanctions  and  cer- 


13683 

tainly  not  in  concert  with  the  application  of 
sanctions. 

If  the  administration  continues  to  insist  that 
imposition  of  punitive  sanctions  against  Japa- 
nese luxury  cars  is  the  best  way  to  force 
Japan  to  open  its  markets,  the  United  States 
should  set  an  example  for  the  rest  of  our  trad- 
ing partners  and  file  a  WTO  complaint  against 
Japan. 

Let's  take  advantage  of  the  WTO's  dispute 
settlement  procedure,  which  we  helped  nego- 
tiate. 

Unilateral  imposition  of  sanctions  by  the 
United  States  against  the  Japanese  sends  the 
message  to  the  rest  of  the  world  that  we  have 
no  confidence  in  the  WTO's  ability  to  decide 
the  case  fairly. 

Let's  not  restrict  tree  trade  m  the  United 
States  in  an  effort  to  open  up  markets  abroad. 
Punitive  sanctions  that  have  the  potential  to 
cost  thousands  of  United  States  joIjs  in  a  very 
short  period  of  time  and  do  nothing  to  achieve 
our  goal  of  opening  up  the  Japanese  auto- 
motive market  are  not  the  answer 


THEODORE  J.  BIAGINI  HONORED 
BY  SISTER-COUNTY  COMMISSION 


HON.  ZOE  LOFGREN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  former 
member  of  the  Santa  Clara  County  Board  ol 
Supervisors,  I  nse,  today,  to  acknowledge  and 
extend  my  heartfelt  congratulations  to  Mr 
Theodore  J  Biagini,  being  honored  by  the 
county  of  Santa  Clara.  CA-Provmce  of  Flor- 
ence, Italy  Sister-County  Commission  as  this 
year's  recipient  of  the  1995  Medici  Medal  Citi- 
zen of  the  Year  Award.  Mr  Biagini  will  be  hon- 
ored at  the  Medici  Masked  Ball  being  held 
Saturaay,  May  20,  lyyb. 

The  Sister-County  Commission  is  committed 
to  fostering  the  exchange  of  art.  culture,  edu- 
cation, and  technology  in  many  diverse  areas 
between  the  people  and  governments  ol  the 
county  of  Santa  Clara  and  Province  of  Flor- 
ence. Presentation  of  the  Medici  Medallion  is 
reserved  for  prominent  citizens  of  Santa  Clara 
County,  who  typify  philanthropic,  intellectual, 
and  cultural  awareness  as  exemplified  by  the 
spirit  of  the  Renaissance. 

Theodore  J.  Biagini  has  a  long  history  of 
public  service  dating  back  to  1963  when  he 
was  president  of  the  Student  Bar  Association 
of  Santa  Clara  University  School  of  Law. 
Since  then,  Mr.  Biagini  has  served  on  numer- 
ous CIVIC  and  charitable  boards  including  the 
Italian  American  Heritage  Association,  the  San 
Jose  Sports  Arena  Task  Force,  Easttield  Chil- 
drens'  Center,  and  the  Santa  Clara  University 
Board  of  Regents. 

Indeed.  Ted  Biagini  is  a  modern  day  exam- 
ple of  a  Renaissance  man,  turning  his  gifts 
and  intellect  to  a  wide  range  of  activities,  all  ol 
which  have  enriched  our  community  and  its 
people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  express  my  own 
congratulations  and  gratitude  to  Mr  Biagini  on 
behalf  of  my  constituents  in  the  16th  Dislnct 
and  the  U.S.  House  ol  Representatives. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  SONNY  BONO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  a  medical 
leave  of  absence.  I  was  unable  to  make  the 
following  votes.  Had  I  been  present.  I  would 
have  been  recorded  as  follows:  Rollcall  Nos. 
315— "no":  316— "no";  317— "no";  318— "no"; 
319— "no":  320— "no";  321— "no";  322— "no"; 
323— "no",  324— "no";  325— "no";  326— 
"yes";  327— "no";  328— "yes";  329— "yes", 
338— "yes";  339— "yes";  340— "yes";  341  — 
"yes";  342— "no";  343— "no." 

I  ask  that  these  votes  be  submitted  into  the 
Record. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  DOUGLAS  "PETE"  PETERSON 

OK  KLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Flonda.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  the  week  of  May  9,  I  was  called  back 
to  my  district  due  to  an  illness  in  my  family.  As 
a  result,  I  missed  a  number  of  rollcall  votes. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted  as  fol- 
lows: rollcall  308 — Traficant  amendment:  "no", 
rollcall  309— Passage:  "yes",  rollcall  315— 
Procedural  motion:  "yes";  rollcall  311— Rule: 
"yes";  rollcall  312— Saxton-Boehlert  substitute: 
"yes";  rollcall  313 — Mineta  amendment:  "no"; 
rollcall  314 — Boehlert  amendment:  "yes";  roll- 
call 315 — Pailone  amendment:  "no";  rollcall 
316 — Mineta  amendment:  "no";  rollcall  317 — 
Pailone  amendment:  "no";  rollcall  318 — Mineta 
amendment:  "no";  rollcall  319 — Collins 
amendment:  "yes";  rollcall  320 — Mineta 
ame'^dment:  Vno";  rollcall  321 — DeFazio 
amenament:  "no",  roiicaii  322 — Nadier  amend- 
ment: "no";  rollcall  323 — Oberstar  amend- 
ment: "no";  rollcall  324— Pailone  amendment: 
"no";  rollcall  325 — Visclosky  amendment: 
"no";  rollcall  326 — Laughlin  amendment  to 
Emerson  amendment:  "yes";  rollcall  327 — 
Batement  amendment  to  Lipinski  amendment: 
"no";  rollcall  328 — Lipinski  amendment:  "yes"; 
rollcall  329 — Largent  amendment:  "no";  rollcall 
330 — Passage:  "no",  rollcall  331 — Armey  mo- 
tion: "no." 


THE  REGULATORY  EFFICIENCY 
ACT 


HON.  RANDY  TATE 

OF  WA.SHISGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  TATE  Mr  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to  intro- 
duce legislation  to  streamline  our  Nation's  reg- 
ulatory process.  The  Regulatory  Efficiency  Act 
of  1995  will  force  Government  agencies  to  fi- 
nalize proposed  regulations  within  18  months 
or  the  proposals  wiii  be  terminated. 

For  too  long.  Government  bureaucrats  have 
terrorized  private  property  owners,  small  busi- 
nesses,   and    individuals    with    unreasonable 
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regulatory  proposals.  Too  many  Americans 
and  their  businesses  have  worried  about  com- 
plying with  costly  and  burdensome  proposed 
regulations  well  before  they  take  effect.  In 
many  cases,  a  proposed  regulation  will  loom 
while  taxpayers  are  waiting  for  the  ax  to  fall. 
Many  time,  businesses  spend  thousands  of 
dollars  to  change  their  facilities  or  operations 
because  they  expect  that  they  will  have  to 
comply  with  the  proposed  regulation  in  the  fu- 
ture. Unfortunately,  our  regulatory  system  is 
far  from  perlect.  Too  often  is  the  case  when 
businesses  comply  with  a  proposed  regulation, 
only  to  have  the  proposed  regulation  change 
significantly,  or  be  withdrawn,  before  it  be- 
comes final.  Many  in  fact,  change  the  way 
they  operate  soon  after  a  regulation  is  pro- 
posed only  to  clear  later  that  the  proposed 
regulation  is  not  the  regulation  that  will  be- 
come eflective.  In  other  cases,  proposed  regu- 
lations do  not  become  final  until  weeks  before 
their  enforceability — leaving  it  impossible  for 
businesses  to  comply  in  a  timely  fashion.  I  do 
not  need  to  tell  my  colleagues  what  happens 
when  a  business  does  not  comply  with  a  Fed- 
eral regulation. 

We  must  put  an  end  to  this  drawn-out  regu- 
latory roller  coaster  ride.  American  taxpayers 
and  businesses  should  know  there  is  a  defi- 
nite date  by  which  a  proposed  regulation  be- 
comes final  or  it  will  terminate.  The  American 
people  want  common  sense  returned  to  Gov- 
ernment. My  bill  bnngs  efficiency  and  certainly 
back  to  the  regulatory  process.  1  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  long-awaited  legisla- 
tion. 


MIDTOWN  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OK  .NKW   JKRSEV 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mi.  Speakei,  i  nSe  ioday 
before  the  House  of  Representatives  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  congratulate  Midtown  Com- 
munity School  of  Bayonne,  NJ.  Midtown  Com- 
munity School  was  recently  selected  by 
Redbook  as  one  of  the  best  schools  in  Amer- 
ica. 

Midtown  Community  School  is  an  example 
of  what  IS  nght  about  public  school  education. 
We  are  constantly  t)ombarded  in  the  media  by 
horror  stories  about  how  public  education  is 
letting  our  children  down.  Nothing  could  be 
further  from  the  truth  at  MCS  At  MCS  they 
take  extra  effort  to  expose  the  students  to  ad- 
vanced technology.  Technology  is  the  corner- 
stone of  the  curnculum  at  MCS  and  it  is  incor- 
porated into  every  aspect  of  the  school  day, 
from  the  science  classes  to  the  music  classes. 
The  students  teachers  and  administrators 
don't  )ust  talk  about  the  electronic  super  high- 
way, they  are  riding  it. 

Nearly  500  schools  were  nominated  for  the 
prestigious  award  by  State  and  national  lead- 
ers, but  only  142  schools  were  recognized  by 
Redbook.  A  panel  of  10  distinguished  edu- 
cational experts  selected  the  winners.  It  took 
dedication  by  the  parents  and  staffs  to  work 
collectively  to  earn  this  recognition. 

Midtown  Community  School  is  one  of  the 
best  elementary  schools  in  the  country.  It  is  an 
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example  of  what  public  education  can  accom- 
plish and  we  take  great  pnde  m  knowing  that 
it  IS  part  of  our  community.  MCS's  commit- 
ment to  education  does  not  end  at  3  p.m.  It  of- 
fers a  wide  range  of  educational  programs  to 
all  segments  of  the  community.  MCS  fosters 
lifelong  learning.  Schools  like  MCS  nurture 
students.  They  create  a  climate  m  which  they 
can  excel.  At  the  same  time  they  insure  that 
our  country  will  be  competitive  in  the  next  cen- 
tury. MCS  IS  a  national  educational  treasure 
and  deserves  emulation.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  at  Midtown  Community  School  the 
future  IS  here,  today. 

Please  jom  me  m  honoring  this  excellent 
educational  institution  for  their  extraordinary 
accomplishment.  Lets  not  forget  that  the  future 
of  our  Nation  depends  on  the  students  of 
today.  I  am  proud  to  have  a  school  in  the  13th 
Congressional  District  which  serves  as  an 
academic  role  model  for  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 
That  school  is  the  Midtown  Community  School 
of  Bayonne. 


STATEMENT  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE 
COALITION  BUDGET 

HON.  WILLIAM  0.  UPINSKI 

OF  ILLI.N'OI.S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  time  of 
tough,  economic  choices.  Congress  is  faced 
with  a  34. 7  trillion  debt  that  is  depriving  our 
Nation  of  the  investments  we  need  to  improve 
our  economic  productivity  and  give  our  chil- 
dren a  stable  future. 

I  have  long  searched  for  a  solution  to  the 
problems  facing  my  constituents  and  the  coun- 
try as  a  whole.  I  have  listened  to  the  concerns 
of  the  hard-working  people  in  my  district.  They 
understand  that  sacrifices  have  to  be  made  in 
order  to  get  our  financial  debt  under  control. 
They  |ust  want  to  make  sure  that  it  is  done  m 
a  fair,  sensible,  common-sense  way. 

This  IS  why  I  voted  for  a  budget  proposal 
that  IS  tough  on  the  deficit,  but  makes  only  the 
cuts  necessary  to  balance  the  budget. 

Unfortunately,  the  Republicans  m  the  House 
have  proposed  a  budget  that  puts  off  consid- 
eration of  cuts  until  after  S350  billion  in  tax 
cuts  are  put  m  place.  I  want  to  see  those  tax 
cuts  become  a  reality — but  we  need  to  reduce 
government  first.  The  Senate  has  put  forth  a 
budget  that  reflects  this  idea.  They  agree  that 
it  IS  not  good  fiscal  policy  to  start  giving  out 
tax  credits  before  the  budget  is  balanced. 

The  budget  resolution  that  I  support  makes 
many  tough  choices.  It  is  a  new,  bold  solution 
to  really  fix  what  needs  fixing — reigning  in  gov- 
ernment spending.  But  it  does  it  much  more 
slowly  and  deliberately  than  what  the  Repub- 
licans have  proposed.  It  will  cut  what  needs  to 
be  cut,  but  It  doesn't  go  too  far,  too  fast.  The 
budget  proposal  I  voted  for  makes  conserv- 
ative, but  not  unreasonable  cuts,  in  funding  for 
programs  such  as  education,  health,  economic 
development,  and  maintains  the  solvency  of 
the  Medicare  Trust  Fund. 

The  Republican  budget  proposal  would 
cause  Cook  County  to  lose  S90  million  m 
mass  transit  funds,  S6.8  billion  m  Medicare 
funding,  and  Si. 5  million  in  community  devel- 
opment grants.  I  am  for  balancing  the  budget. 
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I  just  do  not  want  to  make  drastic  and  unnec- 
essary cuts  that  will  hurt  my  community,  espe- 
cially its  elderly. 

The  Coalition  Budget  Substitute  that  I  sup- 
ported makes  smart  choices  about  down- 
sizing the  government: 

It  slows  the  grovirth  of  Medicare  just  enough 
to  keep  the  Trust  Fund  solvent.  What  we  need 
to  do  in  the  next  several  years  is  lower  the 
projected  cost  of  the  Medicare  Program,  while 
preserving  benefits,  quality,  choice  and  afford- 
ability.  We  can  do  this  by  aggressively  inves- 
tigating fraud  and  abuse,  and  offer  incentives 
to  encourage  the  use  of  fewer  and  less  expen- 
sive services.  Medicare  growth  needs  to  be 
controlled,  but  drastically  increasing  the  pre- 
miums of  Medicare  recipients  is  not  the  an- 
swer. 

It  turns  Medicaid  into  a  block  grant  and 
slows  the  current  growth  rate  of  the  program. 
The  Coalition  Substitute  cuts  less  than  the  Re- 
publican bill — S50  billion  less  m  cuts — but  it 
will  significantly  reorder  Medicaid  funding.  This 
program  is  important  to  Illinois  because  50 
percent  of  the  beneficiaries  are  disabled  indi- 
viduals who  are  unable  to  work,  and  20  per- 
cent are  elderly  who  need  assistance  with 
nursing  home  care  costs.  The  Republican 
budget's  cuts  would  be  so  severe,  that  long- 
term  care  for  the  more  vulnerable  elderly  and 
disabled  would  be  non-existent.  Medicaid 
needs  changing,  and  the  Coalition  Budget 
Substitute  can  accomplish  this  change  without 
devastating  the  elderly  and  disabled  in  Illinois. 

Many  health  care  organizations  have  come 
out  in  support  of  the  Coalition  Budget  Sub- 
stitute because  they  know  that  our  health  care 
system  cannot  continue  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  American  people  if  the  broader  economy 
is  ill.  They  support  this  alternative  to  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal  because  it  makes 
hard  choices  while  still  preserving  essential 
safety  net  programs  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid. 

It  incorporates  savings  from  welfare  reform 
that  will  not  give  benefits  to  non-citizens.  It  is 
time  for  this  country  to  put  the  needs  of  its 
hard-working,  law-abiding  citizens  ahead  of 
those  who  do  not  contribute  to  our  economy. 
This  bill  does  gives  priority  to  legal  U.S.  citi- 
zens. 

It  does  not  cut  guaranteed  student  loans. 
The  Republican  budget  proposal  would  start 
penalizing  children  while  they  were  still  in 
school.  We  need  to  continue  educating  our 
children,  not  take  away  their  ability  to  improve 
themselves  and  our  country. 

It  deletes  the  tax  on  Federal  employees,  so 
people  who  have  contributed  all  their  lives  to 
their  pension  will  not  be  penalized  for  doing 
so.  The  Republicans  included  this  increase  in 
Federal  employees'  contributions  to  pay  for 
tax  cuts,  but  I  don't  agree  with  targeting  one 
group  of  retirees  for  this  purpose.  It  is  not  fair, 
and  the  budget  proposal  I  voted  for  would 
right  this  wrong. 

It  cuts  Si  1  billion  less  than  the  Republicans' 
bill  for  child  health  and  immunization,  medical 
research,  and  other  essential  health  programs. 
It  IS  important  that  we  recognize  that  medical 
research  and  immunization  is  crucial  to  ward 
off  and  cure  devastating  diseases. 

It  makes  some  cuts,  but  S6  billion  less  than 
the  Republicans'  bill,  in  economic  develop- 
ment programs,  such  as  job  training  and  Com- 
munity Development  Block  Grants  (CDBGs]. 
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It  saves  S4.1  billion  from  farm  programs 
over  7  years. 

If  partisan  feelings  were  put  aside.  I  believe 
that  Republicans  and  Democrats  could  have 
come  together  on  this  common-sense  plan  to 
cut  Government  spending  and  reduce  the  defi- 
cit. Unfortunately,  the  cuts  proposed  by  the 
Coalition  budget  resolution  did  not  pass  the 
House. 

I  suspect  that  a  similar  proposal  to  the  one 
that  was  voted  down  today  will  anse  from  the 
conference  between  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  Many  members  of  the  Senate  would 
rather  focus  on  deficit  reduction  than  tax  cuts. 
That  just  makes  sense.  Even  though  this  bill 
was  voted  down  today,  this  is  just  the  begin- 
ning of  the  process.  We  still  have  a  chance  to 
fulfill  our  commitment  to  our  children  by  reduc- 
ing the  deficit,  but  continue  to  keep  our  con- 
tract to  our  parents. 


H.R.  961:  WATER,  WATER  EVERY- 
WHERE, BUT  NOT  A  DROP  TO 
DRINK 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  this 
week,  the  House  of  Representatives  approved 
H.R.  961.  a  revision  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
that  will  for  the  first  time  in  decades  help  make 
the  Nation's  water  dirtier  rather  than  cleaner, 
I  strongly  and  emphatically  opposed  this  legis- 
lation. Sometimes  you  show  what  you  stand 
for  by  what  you  vote  against.  This  is  one  of 
those  times. 

The  provisions  of  H.R.  961  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  new  majority  has  a  case  of  special  in- 
terest amnesia.  Just  because  a  few  corporate 
polluters  claim  they're  overregulaled.  So  the 
majority  willingly  forgets  the  days  when  our 
rivers  burned,  when  fish  and  wildlife  floated 
dead  m  our  lakes  and  streams,  and  when  our 
drinking  water  was  in  imminent  danger  of  con- 
tamination. 

More  than  20  years  ago.  the  Clean  Water 
Act  began  to  remedy  that  situation.  But  this 
week,  the  new  majonty  voted  to  gut  that  land- 
mark law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  implications  of  this  legisla- 
tion are  especially  grim  for  New  York  City. 
Thanks  to  the  original  Clean  Water  Act  and 
the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  New  York  City's 
water  supply  needs  no  additional  purification. 
a  remarkable  accomplishment  for  the  largest 
city  in  the  Nation,  But  the  weakened  standards 
in  H.R.  961  on  pollution  runoff  will  severely 
jeopardize  the  drinking  water  of  the  more  than 
8  million  people  who  live  m  New  York  City. 
The  cost  to  New  Yorkers  to  create  a  water  pu- 
rification system  that  we  have  never  needed  is 
estimated  at  more  than  S10  billion. 

Second,  just  as  New  York  City  is  about  to 
achieve,  at  great  expense,  secondary  treat- 
ment at  all  of  its  sewage  treatment  plants — in- 
cluding the  large  Newtown  Creek  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Plant  located  m  my  district — H.R. 
961  relaxes  the  basic  Clean  Water  Act  permit- 
ting system  to  allow  more  toxic  discharges  of 
industrial  and  sewage  waste  mto  New  York 
Harbor.  This  will  not  only  roll  back  years  of 
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success  in  making  New  York  Hartxjr  cleaner 
and  safer,  but  will  also  negatively  impact  bod- 
ies of  water  near  cities  all  over  the  Nation. 

Third,  dredging  and  disposal  of  toxic  con- 
taminated sediments  will  be  expanded,  with 
far  less  consideration  of  health  and  environ- 
mental impacts.  This  will  make  it  harder  to 
protect  the  thousands  of  people  who  swim  and 
fish  in  New  York  Hartxjr  from  the  negative  im- 
pacts of  ongoing  dredging  projects  m  New 
York  Hartxir. 

When  IS  the  new  majority  going  to  realize 
that  some  Government  regulations  actually  do 
some  good''  Will  we  have  to  wait  until  we  all 
have  to  drink  from  and  bathe  in  bottled  water 
before  that  realization  occurs?  1  hope  not. 

But  this  week,  the  new  majority  isn't  just 
throwing  out  the  baby  with  the  bathwater. 
They're  throwing  out  the  dnnking  water,  too. 

1  hope  that  as  this  bill  goes  to  the  Senate 
and  to  the  conference  committee,  that  my  col- 
leagues will  think  about  what  we  dnnk.  I  hope 
that  we  Will  not  lose  this  chance  to  pass  a  bill 
that  truly  deserves  the  title.  "Clean  Water 
Act." 


RESOLVE  THE  POW/MIA  ISSUE 

HON.  BENJA.MIN  A.  OILMAN 

OK  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  1  am  intro- 
ducing House  Joint  Resolution  89,  a  resolution 
that  conveys  bipartisan  support  for  the  Presi- 
dent's stated  commitment  to  resolve  the  POW/ 
MIA  issue.  It  states  that  we  believe  the  Presi- 
dent should  certify  to  the  Congress  that  the 
critena  he  imposed  in  July  1993  as  pre- 
conditions to  further  movement  have  been  met 
before  the  United  States  takes  further  eco- 
nomic and  political  steps  to  improve  relations 
with  Vietnam.  It  reinforces  the  need  for  Viet- 
nam to  cooperate  fully  to  resolve  this  issue 
which,  to  date.  Vietnam  has  not  done  despite 
repeated  pledges,  even  in  1994. 

The  President  has  already  more  than  amply 
rewarded  the  Vietnamese  for  assisting  with 
joint  field  activities.  In  1993,  he  removed  Unit- 
ed States  opposition  to  Vietnam's  access  to 
international  funds  through  the  IMF  and  World 
Bank  and  waiving  restnctions  to  allow  United 
States  firms  to  bid  for  contracts.  In  1994,  the 
President  lifted  the  trade  embargo,  and  a  US. 
liaison  office  was  established  m  Hanoi  this 
year.  What  has  been  the  resulf  Very  mea- 
ger— only  38  Americans  accounted  for  by  the 
Clinton  administration. 

In  short,  the  administration's  policy  of  paying 
incentives  is  not  working;  pnonty  U.S.  otijec- 
tlves  are  not  being  met.  Other  than  to  expand 
opportunities  for  the  Government  of  Vietnam, 
what  IS  the  basis  for  rushing  to  normalize  rela- 
tions with  Vietnam?  Before  Congress  should 
support  any  further  steps  to  meet  Hanoi's 
agenda.  Vietnam  must  honor  pledges  made  to 
the  National  League  of  Families,  March  1994, 
and  the  Presidential  delegation.  July  1994,  to 
renew  and  increase  their  unilateral  efforts  to 
account  tor  missing  Americans. 

The  resolution  is  fair;  it  is  reasonable,  and 
should  be  the  least  that  the  Congress  expects 
of  the  Commander  in  Chief.  We  are  simply 
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asking  the  President  to  certify  to  Congress 
that  Vietnam  is  working  seriously  to  account 
for  missing  Americans  before  moving  forward 
to  accommodate  Vietnam's  interests. 

We  are  asking  that  the  President  be  certain 
in  his  own  mind  that  the  Vietnamese  leaders 
are  cooperating  fully,  no  longer  manipulating 
answers  for  the  families  and  veterans  who 
have  waited  so  iong.  Despite  serious  concerns 
many  have  had  about  Vietnam's  lack  of  good 
faith  on  the  POW/MIA  issue,  the  President  has 
seen  lit  to  move  fonivard  m  significant  ways 
with  Vietnam,  At  the  same  time,  the  President 
has  staled  that  he  was  taking  such  steps  in 
appreciation  for  Vietnam's  cooperation  and  to 
encourage  them  to  greater  efforts. 

The  problem  is  that  the  approach  is  not 
working;  Vietnam  is  not  providing  information 
and  remains  that  should  be  the  easiest  to  lo- 
cate and  provide.  I'm  referring  to  remains  of 
Americans  depicted  in  photographs,  an- 
nounced as  shot  down  and  killed — these 
should  be  the  most  readily  available.  Yet,  20 
years  since  the  fall  of  Saigon,  and  m  some 
cases  30  years  since  these  Americans  were 
lost.  Hanoi  still  has  not  provided  the  account- 
ing that  U,S,  intelligence  expects  should  be 
made.  Yes.  they  are  supporting  field  activities, 
cooperation  for  which  they  are  well  paid,  but 
they  are  not  accounting  lor  Americans  last 
known  alive,  in  captivity  or  on  the  ground 
alive,  in  close  proximity  to  Vietnamese  forces, 
one  must  ask  "Why"'" 

The  answer  is  that  Vietnam  is  achieving  its 
objectives  without  meeting  the  criteria  outlined 
by  President  Clinton  m  July  1993.  The  resolu- 
tion simply  expresses  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  President  should  adhere  to  his 
own  policy  and  move  no  further  with  Vietnam, 
economically  or  politically,  until  Vietnamese 
leaders  make  the  decision  to  really  cooperate. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
House  Joint  Resolution  89,  and  I  ask  that  the 
full  text  of  the  resolution  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point, 

H  .J    Rk.s   89 

Prohibiting  funds  for  diplomatic  relations 
and  further  advancement  of  economic  rela- 
tions with  the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam 
(SRV)  unless  the  President  certifies  to  Con- 
gress that  Vietnamese  officials  are  being- 
fully  cooperative  and  forthcoming  with  ef- 
forts to  account  for  the  2.205  Americans  still 
missing  and  otherwise  unaccounted  for  from 
the  Vietnam  War,  as  determined  on  the  basis 
of  all  information  available  to  the  United 
States  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Whereas  significant  economic  and  political 
steps  have  already  been  taken  by  the  United 
States,  including  the  lifting  of  the  United 
States  trade  embargo  and  the  establishment 
of  liaison  offices,  to  express  appreciation  to 
the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  for  its 
past  assistance  on  the  POW  MIA  issue  and  to 
urge  increased  cooperation; 

Whereas,  although  the  Socialist  Republic 
of  Vietnam  has  continued  to  provide  support 
for  joint  POW  MIA  related  field  activities 
with  the  United  States  Pacific  Command, 
there  remain  several  last  known  alive  dis- 
crepancy cases,  photo  cases,  and  special  re- 
mains cases  which  are  not  likely  to  be  re- 
solved through  such  field  activities,  and  the 
Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  has  not  ful- 
filled its  July.  1994.  pledge  to  the  Presidents 
delegation  to  Hanoi  to  renew  and  increase 
unilateral  efforts  to  account  for  these  miss- 
ing Americans: 
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Whereas  the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam 
has  not  provided  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment with  access  to  relevant  portions  of 
wartime  Central  Committee-level  records 
and  reports  concerning  the  number  of  Amer- 
ican POWs  captured  during  the  war  and  poli- 
cies toward  them,  and  has  refused  to  disclose 
additional  information  from  Central  Com- 
mittee and  military  archives  concerning  al- 
leged North  Vietnamese  wartime  reports  on 
American  POWs  obtained  by  Soviet  intel- 
ligence agencies  in  1972: 

Whereas  the  President  informed  Congress 
on  January  26.  1995.  that  he  is  not  fully  satis- 
fied that  progress  on  the  POW  MIA  issue  has 
been  sufficient  to  justify  taking  additional 
steps  toward  normalization  of  relations  with 
the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Whereas  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  yet 
to  fully  respond  to  section  1034  of  Public  Law 
103-337.  requiring  that  he  submit  to  Congress 
a  complete  listing  by  name  of  all  Americans 
still  unaccounted  for  from  the  Vietnam  War 
on  whom  it  is  possible  that  Vietnamese  offi- 
cials can  produce  additional  information  or 
remains:  and 

Whereas  until  such  a  complete  listing  is 
provided  to  the  Congress,  an  accurate  asses.s- 
ment  of  the  extent  to  which  the  Socialist  Re- 
public of  Vietnam  has  cooperated  with  the 
United  States  to  account  for  missing  Amer- 
ican personnel  is  not  possible:  Now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  joint  resolution  may  be  cited  as  the 
•Vietnam  POW  MIA  Full  Disclosure  Act  of 
1995' ■. 

SEC.  2.  LIMITA'nON  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS. 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
any  provision  of  law  may  be  used  to  advance 
economic  relations  or  to  establish  or  main- 
tain diplomatic  relations  with  the  Socialist 
Republic  01  Vietnam  unless  the  President — 

(1)  provides  Congress  with  a  complete  list- 
ing by  name  of  all  Americans  unaccounted 
for  from  the  Vietnam  War  on  whom  the  like- 
lihood is  greatest  that  the  Socialist  Republic 
of  Vietnam  may  be  able  to  locate  or  provide 
remains  or  additional  information,  as  deter- 
mined on  the  basis  of  all  information  avail- 
able to  the  United  States  Government: 

(2)  certifies  to  Congress  that  the  Socialist 
Republic  of  Vietnam  is  cooperating  fully  in 
the  4  areas  stipulated  by  the  President, 
namely  concrete  results  from  efforts  by  Viet- 
nam to  recover  and  repatriate  American  re- 
mains; continued  resolution  of  discrepancy 
cases,  live-sightings  and  field  activities:  fur- 
ther assistance  in  implementing  trilateral 
investigations  with  the  Lao:  and  accelerated 
efforts  to  provide  all  documents  that  will 
help  lead  to  the  fullest  possible  account  of 
POW  MIAs;  and 

(3)  certifies  to  Congress,  after  consultation 
with  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence, 
that  the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  is 
being  fully  forthcoming  in  providing  the 
United  States  access  to  those  portions  of 
wartime  Central  Committee-level  records 
and  reports  that  pertain  to  the  subject  of 
Americans  captured  or  held  during  the  war 
by  North  Vietnamese.  Pathet  Lao,  or  Viet- 
cong  forces  in  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Cambodia. 
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REMEMBERING  PRINCE  GEORGE'S 
COUNTY'S  FALLEN  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT OFFICERS 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  M.ARYL.aiND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.'\TIVES 

Thursday,  May  18.  1995 

Mr,  HOYER,  Mr,  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  solemn  tribute  to  the  21  police  officers 
who  have  lost  their  lives  in  the  line  of  duty 
during  the  64-year  history  of  the  Prince 
George's  County  Police  Force  Their  sacrifice 
IS  overshadowed  only  by  the  tremendous  con- 
tributions they  have  made  to  their  communities 
and  the  gratitude  of  their  Nation, 

We  are  painfully  aware.  Mr,  Speaker,  that  it 
was  in  protecting  others  from  harm  that  these 
men  came  to  harm  themselves.  We  know  that 
our  words  will  never  replace  what  has  been 
taken  from  their  loved  ones.  For  the  families, 
the  hurt  will  never  dimmish.  The  pain  will 
never  go  away.  And  the  memory  of  what  was 
and  the  potential  of  what  could  have  been  will 
live  with  them  always. 

I  believe  the  strength  of  America  lies  in  the 
responsibilities  that  ordinary  citizens  quietly 
fulfill  every  day  to  their  families,  their  commu- 
nities, and  their  country.  Law  enforcement  offi- 
cers summon  a  special  courage  from  within  to 
go  beyond  the  call. 

These  officers  do  so  without  fanfare,  without 
public  acclaim  and  without  a  desire  for  per- 
sonal gam.  As  long  as  there  are  courageous 
and  committed  men  and  women  willing  to  walk 
in  harm's  way  to  protect  us,  our  children,  our 
communities  and  our  way  of  life,  then  there 
will  be  an  America. 

One  of  those  officers  who  served  bravely 
and  nobly  without  fanfare  was  Prince  George's 
County  Police  Sergeant  John  J.  Novabilski. 
Sergeant  "Nova"  as  he  was  known  was  only 
31  years  of  age  when  he  was  brutally  struck 
down  by  a  volley  of  bullets  on  April  26.  1995 — 
A  reprehensible  and  senseless  act.  John 
Novabilski  jomcd  the  Prince  George's  County 
Police  Force  m  1988  after  working  as  a  Balti- 
more City  police  officer  for  three  years.  He 
was  promoted  to  the  rank  of  police  officer  first 
class  in  May.  1990  and  to  Corporal  m  Novem- 
ber, 1991,  Officer  Novabilski  was  promoted 
posthumously  to  sergeant  by  acting  Prince 
George's  County  Police  Chief  Alphonso  Haw- 
kins, 

Acting  Police  Chief  Alphonso  Hawkins  said 
at  Sergeant  Novabilski's  memorial  service,  "To 
John's  family  and  friends.  I  know  there  is  noth- 
ing I  can  do  or  say  to  fill  the  void  left  in  your 
lives,  but  you  have  my  word  that  his  sacrifice, 
and  yours,  will  not  be  forgotten  by  our  police 
family,  the  citizens  of  Prince  George's  County, 
or  our  Nation,"  Indeed,  Mr,  Speaker,  the  ulti- 
mate betrayal  would  be  to  forget, 

Mr,  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  insert  here  in 
the  Record,  the  names  of  those  additional  20 
police  officers  who  have  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice  to  all  of  the  citizens  of  Prince 
George's  County,  Maryland,  The  listing  ap- 
peared in  the  May  18.  1995  edition  of  the 
Prince  George's  Journal. 

Okkicers  Slai.n  i,n  Line  ok  Dutv 

Edward  D.  Merson:  Sept.  1.  1937,  Officer 
Merson.  who  died  in  a  single-car  accident  in 
Mulrkirk.  was  the  first  member  of  the  police 
force  to  be  killed  in  the  line  of  duty. 
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Charles  K  Caldwell;  June  12.  1948,  Officer 
Caldwell  was  fatally  shot  with  his  own  pistol 
by  the  enraged  father  of  a  stabbing  suspect. 
He  was  the  first  county  officer  to  be  shot  to 
death  in  the  line  of  duty, 

Alfred  W,  Stelnat:  May  2.  1963.  Officer 
Steinat  was  fatally  shot  in  the  back  by 
Thomas  Hadder.  who  was  wanted  for  stealing 
a  tire,  during  a  struggle  with  the  suspect. 

Joseph  K.  Brown;  Feb,  19.  1966.  Sgt.  Brown 
was  fatally  shot  by  Carl  Knicely.  the  17-year- 
old  son  of  a  man  wanted  for  indecent  expo- 
sure, while  serving  a  warrant  for  the  youth's 
father  at  their  home  in  Adelphi. 

John  W,  Leatherbury  Jr,:  March  21.  1968. 
Officer  Leatherbury  was  killed  in  a  heli- 
copter accident  while  riding  in  the  craft  as 
an  ob.server  during  a  rr  atine  night  patrol. 
The  civilian  pilot  of  the  helicopter.  William 
Hanley.  also  died  in  the  crash. 

Robert  E,  Yeszerski:  Nov.  30.  1968.  Officer 
Ye.szerski  and  a  Seat  Pleasant  town  officer 
were  fatally  shot  by  Willis  Underwood  while 
attempting  to  impound  Underwood's  car 
from  a  Seat  Pleasant  side  street.  Underwood 
was  convicted  of  murdering  Yeszerski  and  of- 
ficer William  R.  Clements  in  the  incident. 

William  W.  Gullett  Jr.:  Feb,  16.  1969,  Offi- 
cer GuUett  was  fatally  shot  by  James  F. 
Jarred  while  attempting  to  disarm  the 
shooter  at  his  Kentland  apartment.  Both 
Gullett  and  another  officer  were  able  to  re- 
turn fire,  killing  Jarred. 

Carroll  D,  Garrison:  Feb,  20,  1973,  Officer 
Garrison  was  fatally  shot  by  James  Law 
while  investigating  a  burglary  call  at  a 
hou.se  in  Chillum,  Law.  the  owner  of  the 
house,  turned  himself  in  to  police  a  short 
time  after  the  shooting,  claiming  he  mistook 
Garrison  for  a  prowler. 

Albert  M,  Claggett  IVJames  B.  Swart; 
June  26.  1978.  Officers  Claggett  and  Swart 
were  fatally  shot  by  Terrenoe  Johnson  with 
Claggett's  service  revolver  inside  the  Hyatts- 
ville  District  station.  Johnson  was  convicted 
of  manslaughter  in  Claggett's  death,  and 
found  not  guilty  by  reason  of  insanity  in  the 
death  of  Swart,  recently  was  paroled  after 
serving  16  years  of  his  25-year  sentence, 

Antonio  M.  Kel.sey;  Feb  2,  1980.  Officer 
Kelsey  was  working  as  a  part-time  security 
guard  for  a  Kentland  liquor  store  when  he 
was  fatally  shot  by  Steven  Baines,  who  had 
approached  the  officer  with  a  bag  of  mari- 
juana and  then  Hed,  Baines  was  convicted  of 
second-degree  murder  in  the  killing,  Kelsey 
was  the  first  black  county  officer  to  be 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty, 

Raymond  Hubbard;  Feb,  8,  1982,  Officer 
Hubbard  was  killed  by  two  men  while  trying 
to  stop  a  jewelry  story  robbery  at  Iverson 
Mall,  The  death  of  Hubbard,  who  was  off- 
duty  at  the  time,  is  considered  an  in-the- 
line-of-duty  casualty. 

Allan  D.  Johnson;  Dec.  6.  1982.  Cpl.  John- 
son, a  motorcycle  patrolman,  was  giving  a 
citation  to  a  driver  on  1-95  when  he  was 
struck  by  a  passing  vehicle,  Johnson  died 
two  days  later.  The  driver  of  the  vehicle  that 
hit  him  was  charged  with  manslaughter  and 
driving  under  the  influence  of  PCP, 

Carlton  X,  Fletcher;  June  U.  1983.  Officer 
Fletcher  was  working  as  a  part-time  security 
guard  in  Greenbelt  when  he  was  shot  by  two 
men  during  an  armed  robbery.  Fletcher's 
killers  were  charged  with  first-degree  mur- 
der and  received  life  sentences  in  the  slay- 
ing, 

Richard  J.  Beavers:  Nov.  29.  1983,  Capt, 
Beavers  was  fatally  shot  during  a  gunfight 
with  two  men  who  were  attempting  to  rob 
him  in  a  Suitland  parking  lot.  Beavers  was 
sitting  in  an  unmarked  car  at  the  time  of  the 
incident.  His  assailants  were  arrested  and 
convicted  of  first-degree  murder. 
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Harry  L,  Kinikin  Jr,;  Jan.  13.  1990,  On  Oct, 
17.  1986.  Cpl  Kinikin  was  stabbed  by  a 
woman  in  the  parking  lot  of  a  Landover  7- 
Eleven.  where  he  had  stopped  to  make  a 
phone  call,  Kinikin  survived  for  three  years 
after  the  attack  before  dying  in  1990  of  com- 
plications from  his  injuries. 

Mark  K,  Murphy;  Sept,  1.  1988.  Officer  Mur- 
phy, a  member  of  the  department's  Emer- 
gency Services  Team,  died  when  shot  acci- 
dentally by  two  fellow  officers  while  serving 
a  search  warrant  at  the  Riverdale  home  of  a 
suspected  drug  offender. 

Ryan  C.  Johnson  Jr.:  April  22.  1992,  Cpl, 
Johnson  was  fatally  shot  in  a  gunfire  with 
two  teens  who  tried  to  rob  him  in  Capitol 
Heights.  Both  youths  were  convicted  of  mur- 
der in  the  killing, 

Roger  P,  Fleming:  Oct.  27.  1992,  Sgt.  Flem- 
ing was  killed  while  attempting  to  appre- 
hend suspected  car  thieves  in  Cheverly 
Fleming  was  pursuing  the  men  at  high  speed 
when  he  lost  control  of  his  cruiser  and 
struck  a  tree. 

John  L.  Bagileo;  Feb.  28.  1994,  Cpl.  Bagileo 
died  when  he  lost  control  of  his  cruiser  dur- 
ing a  high-speed  response  and  crashed  into  a 
utility  pole  in  Seat  Pleasant,  Bagileo's  name 
was  inscribed  this  year  on  a  national  memo- 
rial to  officers  who  died  in  the  line  of  duty. 

To  the  families  and  friends  of  those  fallen 
law  enforcement  officers  in  Prince  Georges 
County  and  throughout  this  great  Nation  of 
ours,  words  cannot  express  the  sorrow  for 
their  loss  nor  the  gratitude  lor  their  sacnflces. 
In  closing.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  the  policeman's  prayer, 

"Oh  Almighty  God,  whose  great  power  and 
eternal  wisdom  embraces  the  universe,  watch 
over  all  policemen  and  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers. Protect  them  from  harm  in  the  perform- 
ance of  their  duty  to  stop  cnme.  robberies, 
nots,  and  violence.  We  pray  help  them  keep 
our  streets  and  homes  safe  day  and  night.  We 
recommend  them  to  your  loving  care  because 
their  duty  is  dangerous.  Grant  them  Your 
unending  strength  and  courage  m  their  dally 
assignments.  Dear  God.  protect  these  brave 
men  and  women,  grant  them  Your  almighty 
protection,  unite  them  safely  with  their  families 
after  duty  has  ended   Amen," 


LOUISIANA  PACIFIC  RECEIVES 
DOE  ANTIPOLLUTION  AWARD 


HON.  FKANK  RIGGS 

OF  C.\L1F0R.NI.\ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr,  RIGGS,  Mr,  Speaker,  one  of  the  great- 
est challenges  we  face  today  is  protecting  our 
environment  while  sustaining  economic 
growth.  We  simply  must  do  both,  and  when 
we  see  a  success  story,  we  have  the  respon- 
sibility to  not  only  tell  others  about  it. 

Such  is  the  case  with  the  Louisiana-Pacific 
Corp.  and  its  pulp  mill  m  Samoa,  CA.  in  the 
First  Congressional  District  which  I  represent. 
As  a  testament  to  the  company's  forward 
thinking  and  innovativeness.  they  have  devel- 
oped the  only  chlorine-free  Kraft  pulp  mill  in 
North  America. 

The  leaders  of  the  company  and  mill  have 
worked  for  years  to  improve  the  effluent  from 
the  plant  and  now  their  diligence  is  being  re- 
warded. The  Department  of  Energy  has  an- 
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nounced  that  Louisiana-Pacific  has  been 
awarded  a  grant  under  its  National  Industrial 
Competitiveness  through  Energy,  Environment 
and  Economics  project,  which  seeks  to  pre- 
vent pollution,  save  energy  and  produce  bene- 
fits to  the  Nation's  economy. 

The  work  undertaken  by  Louisiana-Pacific 
under  the  grant  will  implement  a  closed  cycle 
system  at  the  Samoa  Mill,  which  will  eliminate 
effluent  from  the  mill's  bleach  plant.  It  will  as- 
sure that  no  bleach  plant  wastewater  will  be 
discharged  into  the  Pacific  Ocean, 

The  Samoa  Mill,  constructed  in  1964,  pro- 
duces an  average  of  650  tons  of  bleached 
Kraft  pulp  per  day  from  waste  and  wood  chips 
generated  by  local  sawmills.  In  January  1994, 
the  Samoa  Mill  became  the  only  North  Amer- 
ican Kraft  pulp  mill  to  produce  bleached  pulp 
without  the  use  of  chlorine  or  chlonne-contain- 
ing  compounds  on  a  permanent  basis. 

Because  the  mill  has  converted  to  totally 
chlonne  free,  or  TCP.  it  has  unique  opportuni- 
ties for  taking  the  next  steps  to  achieve  closed 
cycle  operation.  The  successful  commer- 
cialization of  a  full  scale  TCF  closed  cycle 
Kraft  pulp  mill  in  the  United  States,  with  its  re- 
sultant environmental  benefits,  would  have 
worldwide  implications. 

When  the  award  was  made,  Secretary  of 
Energy  Hazel  O'Leary  praised  Louisiana- 
Pacific's  innovative  research.  It  was  her  belief 
that  the  company's  commitment  to  p)ollution 
prevention  and  energy  conservation  will  lead 
the  pulp  and  paper  industry  into  the  next  mil- 
lennia, 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  congratulate  Bob  Simpson. 
Louisiana-Pacific's  general  manager,  Fred 
Martin,  manager  of  the  Samoa  Mill,  and  all  of 
those  who  work  for  this  important  northern 
California  employer,  I  also  urge  my  colleagues 
to  do  their  part  for  the  environment  and  con- 
sider using  totally  chlorine  free  paper,  which  is 
available  from  the  House  Office  Supply  Serv- 
ice, 


HONORING  LORETTA  AVENT 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OK  NKW  .MK\;<. 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 
Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr,  RICHARDSON,  Mr,  Speaker,  there  has 
always  been  a  special  relationship  between 
our  Federal  Government  and  the  more  than 
500  recognized  Indian  tribes  in  our  Nation. 
Each  of  the  tnbes  is  a  sovereign  nation  and 
each  has  the  nght  to  conduct  business  directly 
with  the  Federal  Government  bypassing  State 
and  local  governments.  While  Indian  people 
have  this  right  m  theory  it  is  sometimes  dif- 
ficult for  each  of  the  tnbes  to  have  a  sut>- 
stantive  relationship  with  the  executive  branch 

But  thanks  to  an  extraordinary  public  serv- 
ant in  the  Clinton  White  House,  Indian  people 
for  the  first  time  are  comfortable  with  and  un- 
derstand they  have  a  direct  link  with  the  ad- 
ministration, Loretta  Avent  serves  as  Deputy 
Assistant  to  the  President,  Although  African- 
American,  Mrs,  Avent  has  a  unique  and  close 
relationship  with  Indian  country.  She  has 
opened  the  door  lor  Indians  and  is  rightly 
adored  by  tribes, 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  |Oin  me  in  honoring 
Mrs.  Avent  lor  her  service  to  this  country  and 
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for  her  outstanding  sen/ice  to  our  native  Amer- 
icans. The  following  article  which  appeared  in 
the  February  5.  1995  edition  of  the  Arizona 
Republic  IS  a  great  tribute  to  Mrs.  Avent. 

[From  the  Arizona  Republic.  Feb.  5.  1995) 

Clinton  Liaison  is  Adored  by  Tribes 

(By  Jeff  Barker) 

Washington.— They  give  her  dolls,  ringrs. 
shawls,  baskets  and  necklaces.  They  pray 
she  won't  leave  them. 

To  Native  Americans.  Loretta  Avent  is  a 
godsend.  She  takes  them  places  they  have 
never  been. 

Avent.  52.  is  a  deputy  assistant  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton.  In  her  two  years  at  the  White 
House,  the  Phoenix  native  has  forged  an  ex- 
traordinary relationship  with  Indian  Coun- 
try. 

Tribal  leaders  say  the  effervescent  former 
lobbyist  has  become,  quite  simply,  the  most 
important  federal  contact  they  have  ever 
had. 

They  say  she  is  helping  renew  their  faith 
in  government,  which  has  been  so  long  a 
source  of  frustration  and  broken  promises. 

"I'm  almost  73  years  old.  and  I  will  tell 
you  that  never  in  my  lifetime  have  we  in  In- 
dian Country  experienced  a  person  so  dedi- 
cated to  tribal  rights.  "  said  Sue  Shaffer, 
chairwoman  of  the  Cow  Creek  Bank  of  Ump- 
qua  Indians  in  Roseburg.  Ore. 

■She's  been  a  guide,  mentor,  catalyst, 
grandmother.  "  said  Paul  Ojibway.  an  Ojibwa 
tribal  member  who  is  the  Los  Angeles  arch- 
bishops  Native  .American  liaison.  'Being 
people  who  hold  people  and  symbols  dear,  she 
gives  us  the  feeling  that  we  are  included  and 
don't  have  to  come  hat  in  hand  to  get  no- 
ticed." 

An  African-American  born  in  rural  Vir- 
ginia. Avent  acknowledges  that  her  relation- 
ship with  tribes  "is  beyond  what's  the  norm 
for  me.  " 

"They  feel  that  I'm  chosen.  They  give  me 
heirlooms.  They  give  me  what  I  call  'heart 
gifts.' "  she  said. 

She  tells  visitors  that  her  office  was  occu- 
pied 23  years  ago  by  John  Dean,  former 
President  Nixon's  counsel  during  the  Water- 
gate scandal. 

■He  was  a  man  who  had  a  chance  to  help 
this  nation,  and  he  didn't."  Avent  said. 

OPENED  DOOR  FOR  INDIANS 

She  hopes  her  legacy  will  be  that  she 
opened  the  doors  of  1600  Pennsylvania  Ave. 
to  a  group  that  has  never  quite  felt  welcome, 
even  though  its  members  are  descendants  of 
the  first  Americans. 

.Event's  contributions  are  both  symbolic 
and  substantive.  She  organized  a  historic 
meeting  in  .\pril  with  Clinton  and  several 
hundred  tribal  leaders.  She  also  invited 
urban  Indians  and  tribes  not  federally  recog- 
nized—two groups  that  often  feel  particu- 
larly overlooked  by  the  government— to 
their  own  White  House  events. 

"Never  before  has  there  been  this  type  of 
accessibility."  and  Albert  Hale,  president  of 
the  Navajo  Nation. 

WTien  tribal  leaders  believed  they  were 
being  ignored  by  the  Census  Bureau  in  .Au- 
gust, they  wrote  to  Avent.  They  also  con- 
tacted her  when  .Arizona  was  resisting  Indian 
gaming  and  when  they  wanted  Clinton  to 
grant  executive  clemency  for  Leonard 
Peltier,  the  American  Indian  Movement 
member  convicted  of  killing  two  FBI  agents 
20  years  ago. 

■There's  nothing  that  they  do— nothing— 
that  doesn't  come  to  me."  .\vent  said.  'The 
president  said  he  wanted  an  administration 
that  reflected  the  country.  Until  we  bring 
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them  (Indians)  to  the  table,  then  it's  not  the 
right  reflection  of  America,  because  America 
looked  like  them  first." 

.^vent  emphasizes  that  she  does  not  per- 
form the  Indians'  work  by  herself.  She  mere- 
ly puts  them  in  touch  with  people  who  can 
help. 

■She  doesn't  do  things  for  us."  said  Ivan 
Makil,  president  of  the  Salt  River  Pima-Mar- 
icopa Indian  Community,  "She  sets  up  the 
meeting,  and  after  that,  we're  on  our  own. 
She  makes  sure  we  get  an  opportunity  to  get 
to  the  table." 

In  Peltier's  case.  Avent  referred  inquiries 
about  clemency  to  the  Justice  Department. 

From  prison,  Peltier  heard  about  Avent 
and  wrote  her  a  note  on  the  inside  cover  of 
a  book  about  Native  Americans'  legacy, 

"All  my  sources  indicated  to  me  that  you 
are  the  most  powerful  influence  in  the  White 
House  speaking  for  Native  American  issues." 
Peltier  wrote. 

He  said  he  appreciated  that  someone  of  her 
"Stature  "  would  read  about  his  case. 

Much  of  Avent's  outreach  is  personal.  She 
fields  as  many  as  60  calls  a  day  from  Indians 
and  continues  dispensing  advice  long  after 
the  workday  has  ended. 

"Tribes  have  gotten  so  used  to  being  ig- 
nored for  so  long  that  they  could  not  believe 
someone  is  so  king  to  them:"  said  Bunty 
Anquoe.  a  Washington-based  reporter  for  In- 
dian Country  Today  newspaper. 

.Avent  invites  tribal  leaders  to  White  House 
dinners  and  receptions  and,  when  she  can.  to 
the  president's  box  at  the  Kennedy  Center 
for  the  Performing  Arts. 

"Thank  you  a  million  times  over  for  tak- 
ing me  as  your  guest  to  the  White  House  last 
night."  began  a  recent  letter  to  Avent  from 
Suzan  Shown  Harjo.  president  of  the  Wash- 
ington-based Morning  Star  Institute,  which 
promotes  Indian  cultural  rights. 

"My  parents  will  be  so  thrilled  that  I  was 
able  to  tell  the  president  and  first  lady  how 
very  much  they  are  admired  and  what  they 
hope  to  offer  for  those  of  us  Indian  people 
who  are  the  poor  and  mostly  forgotten  and 
left-out  folks  that  the  Democrats  stand  for." 

CREDITS  DAD  FOR  HER  VALUES 

Avent  credits  her  work  values  to  her  fa- 
ther, who  reared  her  alone  after  a  divorce. 
He  is  a  former  elevator  operator  in  one  of  the 
U.S,  House  office  buildings. 

A  longtime  resident  of  the  nation's  capital, 
Avent  lobbied  for  the  National  Association 
of  Counties,  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  and 
other  groups.  She  also  ran  a  political  con- 
sulting firm  whose  clients  included  the  Clin- 
ton-Gore campaign. 

She  moved  to  Phoenix  in  1988.  mostly  at 
the  insistence  of  her  husband,  who  said  the 
laid-back  lifestyle  and  weather  would  add 
years  to  their  lives, 

Avent's  husband,  Jacques  Avent.  a  Phoenix 
deputy  city  manager,  said  his  wife  has  been 
reaching  out  to  "underdogs  "  most  of  her  life. 

"She  does  the  underdog  causes:  those  are 
the  one  that  turn  her  on."  he  said. 

In  Phoenix,  she  helped  coordinate  the  Har- 
mony Alliance,  which  works  at  bringing  dis- 
parate groups  together. 

Avent  and  her  husband  have  known  the 
Clintons  for  20  years. 

As  a  deputy  assistant  to  the  president  for 
intergovernmental  affairs,  she  is  a  liaison  to 
Indians  and  local  elected  officials  around  the 
nation. 

She  admits  being  torn  between  her  com- 
mitment to  Indians  and  her  sadness  at  being 
away  from  her  husband. 

"I  can't  be  just  a  holiday  spouse,  nor  do  I 
want  to  be.  I  was  only  going  to  do  this  a 
year."  she  said. 
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But  her  job  has  become  part  of  her. 

Returning  recently  to  her  birthplace  in 
South  Hill,  VA..  .\vent  found  herself  think- 
ing of  her  Indian  friends. 

"I  was  looking  at  where  I  grew  up.  "  she 
said.  'I  was  born  in  the  same  house  my  fa- 
ther was.  It  made  me  understand  what  In- 
dian people  mean  when  they  talk  about 
Mother  Earth." 


HONORING  MORTON  BLEETSTEIN 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  CARMEN 
TURNER 

HON.  niANK  R,  WOLF 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRE.SE.NT.\TIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  pleasure  for 
me  to  rise  today  to  recognize  an  outstanding 
individual  and  public  servant,  the  late  Carmen 
Turner. 

Many  of  you  may  remember  Carmen  from 
her  days  as  the  general  manager  of  the 
Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Author- 
ity, more  commonly  known  as  Metro,  and  as 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Smithsonian  Institution. 
However,  you  may  not  know  how  hard  Car- 
men worked  to  turn  her  dream  into  reality. 
Born  in  New  Jersey,  Carmen  and  her  family 
moved  to  Washington,  DC,  dunng  her  child- 
hood. Carmen  went  on  to  graduate  from  Dun- 
bar High  School  and  then  attended  Howard 
University  (or  2  years  before  she  left  school  to 
marry  Frederick  Turner. 

Those  of  use,  though,  who  knew  and  loved 
Carmen  know  she  never  left  any  task  unfin- 
ished. Carmen  went  back  to  Howard  to  com- 
plete her  undergraduate  degree.  Even  more 
impressive  is  that  she  did  this  while  working 
full  time  at  the  Department  of  the  Army  and 
raising  two  children.  Following  a  stmt  at  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Carmen 
loined  Metro  m  1977  and  was  promoted  to 
general  manager  in  1983. 

As  general  manager,  Carmen  played  a  sub- 
stantial role  into  making  Metrorail  into  the 
state-of-the-art  subway  system  it  is  today. 
Under  her  leadership,  Metrorail  opened  new 
Stations  m  suburban  Virginia  and  Maryland,  as 
well  as  finalized  plan  for  the  Green  Line, 
which  will  run  through  the  heart  of  the  District 
of  Columbia.  Her  hard  work  paid  off  m  1990, 
as  Congress  passed  legislation  authorizing 
Si. 3  billion  for  the  completion  of  the  Metrorail 
system.  Her  service  did  not  go  unnoticed.  In 
fact,  in  1988  the  American  Public  Transit  As- 
sociation [APTA]  gave  Carmen  their  Outstand- 
ing Achievement  Award,  and  m  1989  named 
Carmen  the  Transit  Manager  of  the  Year. 

Sadly,  Carmen  was  taken  from  us  far  too 
soon,  in  1992  at  the  age  of  61.  She  is  sorely 
missed  by  so  many  of  us.  However,  the  leg- 
acy will  live  on,  as  it  should.  On  May  12. 
Metro  dedicated  a  memorial  at  the  Smithso- 
nian Metrorail  Station  in  Carmen's  memory.  It 
IS  a  fitting  tribute  that  her  memorial  will  be  at 
a  station  where  so  many  people  enjoy  the 
convenience  of  Metrorail.  While  her  absence 
will  always  be  felt,  like  many  others  I  am 
proud  that  Carmen  has  been  memorialized  in 
this  fashion.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  |Oin 
in  celebrating  Carmen  Turner's  life  and  career 
and  recognizing  her  many  accomplishments. 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OK  NKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRE.SENT.\TIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  with 
great  pleasure  today  to  |0in  with  those  most 
compassionate  and  dedicated  people  of  the 
New  Hope  Community  as  they  honor  one  of 
their  most  esteemed  members,  Morton 
Bleetstein. 

I  first  met  Morty  when  I  started  a  small  busi- 
ness, and  Morty  was  a  third-generation  insur- 
ance broker.  But  I  soon  learned  that  he  has 
other  interests  and  talents  that  would  signifi- 
cantly impact  on  others.  In  the  fields  of  hope, 
compassion  and  concern,  there  are  few  to 
equal  Morty  Bleetstem. 

As  parents  of  two  disabled  children.  Morty 
and  his  wife,  Pat,  took  up  the  life  challenge 
fate  had  thrust  upon  them,  and  embarked 
upon  creating  a  service  record  of  almost  four 
decades  on  behalf  of  all  disabled  youngsters. 
Morty's  early  involvement  led  to  the  passage 
in  New  York  State  of  legislation  known  as  the 
Greenberg  bill,  which  provides  education  for 
all  disabled  children. 

As  his  own  kids  grew,  so  did  his  dedication: 
the  Bleetsteins  became  original  founders  of 
the  New  York  Association  for  Brain  Injured 
Children.  Morty  Bleetstein  also  has  proudly 
served  as  president  of  the  New  Hope  Commu- 
nity Parents  Group,  and  as  a  board  member 
and  fundraising  chairman  for  New  Hope. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Morton  Bleetstein  has  honored 
all  humanity  with  his  selfless  dedication  and 
perseverance  on  behalf  of  those  who  have  no- 
where else  to  turn.  On  May  20.  the  New  Hope 
Community  will  honor  Morty  at  a  gala  benefit 
in  Flushing,  Queens. 

I  ask  all  my  colleagues  m  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  join  with  me  now  m  paying  trib- 
ute to  a  true  humanitarian,  Morton  Bleetstein, 
and  in  extending  to  him  the  great  appreciation 
of  a  most  grateful  nation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CLAIRE  SCHULMAN 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  MANTON 

ot    NKW  YllKK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 
Mr    MANTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 

join  the  Kiwanis  Club  of  LaGuardia  Airport  in 
paying  tribute  to  Queens  Borough  President, 
Claire  Schulman.  Smce  1986,  Claire 
Schulman  has  sensed  the  people  of  Queens 
with  distinction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Claire  has  been  a  tremendous 
instrument  in  ensuring  that  Queeris  continues 
to  be  one  of  the  strongest  communities  in  our 
country;  her  efforts  are  endless.  Some  of  her 
greatest  accomplishments  as  borough  presi- 
dent include:  Being  a  staunch  advocate  for  the 
rights  of  the  elderly  and  the  children  of 
Queens,  ensuring  quality  health  care  for  the 
residents  of  Queens,  helping  to  buy  Queens 
West,  fighting  to  rebuild  the  Queens  library, 
and  ensuring  city  services  are  provided  to  the 
Borough  of  Queens. 

Claire  received  her  bachelor  of  science  from 
Adelphi  University;  she  was  also  awarded  an 
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honorary  doctor  of  laws  degree.  In  1993,  she 
received  an  honorary  doctorate  of  sciences 
degree  from  the  College  of  Aeronautics.  In  ad- 
dition to  these  prestigious  doctorates,  she  has 
also  been  honored  with  the  Queens  College 
Medal  and  the  LaGuardia  Community  College 
Medal. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Claire  Schulman  has  not  only 
sewed  our  community  as  a  political  leader,  but 
as  a  health  care  provider,  mother  and  wife. 
Before  coming  to  politics,  Claire  served  as  a 
registered  nurse  at  the  Queens  Hospital  Cen- 
ter, where  she  also  met  her  future  husband. 
Dr.  Melvin  Schulman.  Claire  Schulman  boasts 
a  tremendous  career  as  well  as  a  spectacular 
family.  She  is  the  proud  mother  of  Lawrence, 
a  physician;  Ellen,  a  physician  and  astronaut; 
and  Kim,  a  television  and  motion  picture  pro- 
duction specialist. 

As  the  Queens  County  Democratic  Leader, 
I  have  worked  with  Claire  over  the  years  as  a 
colleague  and  as  a  friend  on  issues  affecting 
our  community.  When  an  issue  requires  spe- 
cial attention,  I  can  always  count  on  her  for 
sound  advice. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  know  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  commending  the  Kiwanis  Club  of  LaGuardia 
Airport  for  paying  special  recognition  to  my 
friend,  Claire  Schulman,  the  Queen  of 
Queens. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  WORKERS  OF 
FORD  MOTOR  COMPANY 

HON.  MIKE  WARD 

OF  KENTUCKY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  18,  1995 

Mr  WARD  Mr  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
announce  that  last  Tuesday  at  11:30  a.m.,  at 
Ford  Motor  Company  s  Kentucky  truck  piani  in 
Louisville,  the  two  millionth  automobile  rolled 
off  the  assembly  line. 

This  milestone  m  American  automotive  man- 
ufacturing IS  truly  remarkable  and  is  a  strong 
testament  to  the  dedication  of  the  American 
worker.  Since  Ford's  Kentucky  plant  opened  in 
1969,  the  quality  of  the  trucks  manufactured 
by  this  facility  has  been  second  to  none. 
Throughout  the  world,  Ford  Motor  Co.  has  a 
well  deserved  reputation  for  quality  and  this 
reputation  is  due  solely  to  the  hard  work  and 
dedication  of  the  American  auto  worker. 

George  D.  Kormanis,  the  plant  manager  of 
Ford  Motor  Co .s  Kentucky  truck  plant,  can  be 
proud  of  this  accomplishment  and  of  the  good 
work  being  done  by  the  dedicated  workers  of 
Ford  Motor  Co.  in  Louisville. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  two  millionth  vehicle  pro- 
duced by  Ford  Motor  Co.'s  Kentucky  truck 
plant  should  stand  as  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  American  work  ethic  and 
dedication  to  quality  is  alive  and  well  today.  At 
a  lime  when  many  are  questioning  the  com- 
petitiveness of  the  American  automotive  indus- 
try, I  believe  that  it  is  important  to  pay  tribute 
to  the  American  workers  who  daily  are  insur- 
ing that  American  automobiles  are  second  to 
none. 


SPEECH  OF 

HON.  NATHW  D£\L 

OF  GEORGIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  16.  1995 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  961)  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act: 

Mr.  DEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr  Chairman,  I  nse 
today  in  support  of  H.R.  961,  The  Clean  Water 
Amendments  of  1995,  a  commonsense  af>- 
proach  to  improving  our  Nation's  water. 

Since  last  summer,  I  have  been  part  of  the 
bipartisan  effort  to  improve  upon  the  existing 
Clean  Water  Program.  I  felt  back  then,  as  I  do 
today,  that  we  must  give  States  and  localities 
greater  flexibility  and  responsibility  to  deal  with 
water  quality  matters. 

H.R.  961  IS  a  sharp  departure  from  the  cur- 
rent Federal,  top-down  approach  to  one  that 
gives  State  and  local  water  quality  officials 
more  flexibility  and  resources  to  address  local 
problems.  It  recognizes  that  we  have  entered 
a  new  era  of  pollution  control  which  requires 
new  and  innovative  approaches  to  deal  with 
pollution  control,  not  rigid  Federal  standards. 
This  IS  why  the  bill  is  supported  by  representa- 
tives from  State  and  local  government  officials 
including  the  National  Governor's  Association, 
the  Association  of  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad- 
ministrators, the  Association  of  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  Agencies,  the  U.S.  Conference  ot 
Mayors,  National  Association  ot  Counties,  and 
National  League  of  Cities. 

This  bill  provides  tor  much  needed  reforms 
m  the  wetlands  area,  it  addresses  horror  sto- 
ries like  the  one  in  Muncie,  IN,  where  an  80- 
year-old  farmer  who  had  farmed  his  land  all 
his  life,  like  his  grandfather  and  father  before 
him,  accidently  broke  a  water  pipe  and  flooded 
his  field.  The  Government  informed  him  he 
could  no  longer  farm  his  land  because  it  was 
a  wetland.  H.R.  961  sets  forth  a  clear  and 
workable  plan  for  American  agnculture  while 
protecting  our  most  cntical  wetlands. 

It  also  addresses  the  problems  in  our  Na- 
tion's stormwater  program.  The  current  permit 
process  IS  costly  for  local  communities  that  on 
the  average  must  spend  over  5600,000  simply 
to  complete  the  required  application  process. 
H.R.  961  reforms  this  broken  system  by  giving 
States  more  regulatory  flexibility  to  deal  with 
stormwater  problems. 

H.R.  961  provides  for  unprecedented  levels 
of  funding  to  address  water  quality  challenges. 
It  includes  S15  billion  for  State  revolving  loan 
funds,  Si  billion  for  State  nonpoint  programs, 
S750  million  for  State  program  grants,  and 
S250  million  for  unsewered  and  rural  areas. 

In  short,  I  believe  the  bill  prepares  us  for  a 
third  decade  of  clean  water.  It  provides  for 
commonsense  reform  while  ensunng  we  have 
clean  water.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  lor 
H.R.  961. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  BROADCAST  PIONEER. 

RAY  LIVESAY 


HON.  GILNN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18.  1995 

Mr  POSHARD,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  special  tribute  to  Mr  Ray  Livesay  of 
Mattoon,  IL.  Mr.  Livesay  passed  away  in  tiis 
sleep  ttiis  past  Tuesday  and  it  is  with  sorrow 
that  I  speak  here  today  to  honor  this  extraor- 
dinary man 

Ray  Livesay  was  a  modern  pioneer  of  our 
airwaves.  On  the  piams  of  central  Illinois 
stands  WLBH-AM  and  FM  Radio  which  Ray 
built  and  watched  grow  into  a  public  service 
that  thousands  of  people  depend  on  for  their 
news  and  entertainment  every  day 

The  first  time  I  had  the  pleasure  of  meeting 
Ray  was  when  I  ran  for  my  congressional 
seat.  He  asked  if  I  could  stop  by  his  radio  sta- 
tion and  talk  to  him  for  awhile.  I  said  I  would 
be  happy  to.  but  it  would  be  a  few  weeks  be- 
fore I  would  be  in  the  area,  with  the  exception 
of  Christmas  Day  when  '  would  be  visiting  my 
wife's  family  near  Champaign.  To  my  surprise, 
Christmas  Day  was  fine  with  Ray.  I  stopped  at 
the  station  at  9  .30  thinking  perhaps  a  half-hour 
interview  was  awaiting  me.  Two  and  one-half 
hours  later,  we  both  waiked  out  of  the  station 
headed  for  Christmas  dinner  with  our  families. 

I  have  been  through  many  editorial  board 
interviews  in  my  public  career,  but  none  could 
match  that  27?  hours  with  Ray  Every  possible 
issue,  in  every  pan  of  the  world,  was  covered. 
He  was  direct.  He  was  honest.  We  agreed  on 
much.  We  disagreed  on  some,  but  I  never  wit- 
nessed a  greater  thirst  for  exploring  ideas,  for 
grappling  with  tough  problems  than  I  did  that 
Christmas  Day  from  a  man  over  75  years  old. 

He  knew  i  was  a  Democrat,  and  there  was 
never  any  doubt  that  he  was  a  Republican. 
But  on  that  sunny  morning,  we  found  a  lot  of 
common  ground.  I  left  there  with  a  great  re- 
spect for  Ray.  Mamjy  oecause  ne  did  not  pull 
any  punches,  he  was  what  he  was.  And  I  think 
he  knew  that.  I  too.  struggle  to  find  answers, 
albeit  sometimes  falling  far  short,  and  he  re- 
spected the  effort.  There  has  not  been  a 
month  that  nas  gone  by  m  the  last  3  years 
when  he  has  not  called  or  wntten  me  about 
some  issue.  That  Chnstmas  morning  led  to 
lots  of  discussions  between  Ray  and  I,  but 
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even   more  than  that,   to   a   friendship  that   I 
chenshed. 

The  last  time  I  saw  him  was  at  the  ground- 
breaking a  few  weeks  ago  for  the  new  busi- 
ness park  on  Route  16.  We  were  leaving  and 
we  stood  beside  his  car  and  talked  for  nearly 
20  minutes.  The  conversation  never  left  his 
dear  wife,  Leffel.  He  was  concerned  for  her. 
Other  issues  could  wait  this  day  She  was  the 
thing  on  his  mind.  He  openly  expressed  to  me 
the  love  for  his  wife  and  family  and  asked  me 
to  remember  her  in  my  prayers.  I  have 

I  will  miss  him  a  great  deal.  I  will  never  for- 
get that  Christmas  morning  over  3  years  ago 
when  our  friendship  began. 

In  1950.  Ray  began  a  series  of  daily  edi- 
torials that  were  soon  to  become  a  staple  of 
life  in  central  Illinois.  His  editorials  were  aired 
at  7:15  a.m.  5  days  a  week.  52  weeks  a  year. 
That  is  a  total  of  well  over  10.000  issues  that 
Ray  took  the  time  to  research  and  understand, 
before  he  formulated  his  well  developed  opin- 
ion. Early  in  his  career  some  tried  to  influence 
the  way  Ray  would  view  an  issue;  however,  it 
did  not  take  long  for  people  to  realize  that 
Ray's  ideas  were  his  and  could  not  be  easily 
swayed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Ray  Livesay  knew  that  the 
people  who  listen  to  his  radio  station  deserve 
to  know  as  much  as  they  possibly  can  about 
issues  affecting  their  lives  He  believed  m  the 
idea  that  in  order  for  a  democracy  to  thrive  its 
people  must  be  well-informed.  His  ability  to 
elicit  thought  provoking  responses  from  elect- 
ed officials  and  construct  his  insightful  daily 
commentaries  will  be  truly  missed. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Ray's  influence  was  not  limited 
to  central  Illinois.  He  served  as  president  of 
the  Daytime  Broadcasters  Association  for  28 
years,  testified  before  more  than  30  congres- 
sional committees,  advised  the  U.S.  State  De- 
partment on  radio  matters  as  the  broadcast  in- 
dustry developed,  and  in  1989,  he  was  recog- 
nized by  his  peers  when  he  was  awarded  the 
National  Radio  Award  at  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Broadcasters'  Radio  Convention  m  New 
Orleans. 

An  example  of  Ray's  ability  to  shape  the  fu- 
ture of  radio  is  that  he  is  the  originator  of  the 
9  kilohertz  plan  for  AM  broadcasting  m  North 
and  South  Amenca.  This  intricate  plan  will 
allow  for  12  additional  broadcast  channels  so 
that  most  daytime  stations  may  become  full 
time.  Ray's  basic  broadcast  plan  became  the 
U.S.   Government's  official  position  m   1979, 
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and  in  1980,  he  was  asked  to  serve  as  an  ad- 
viser at  an  international  radio  conference  m 
Buenos  Aires,  Argentina. 

Ray  Livesay  will  always  have  a  special 
place  in  the  hearts  of  those  who  knew  him.  I 
will  never  forget  our  long  hours  of  discussions, 
or  his  tireless  efforts  to  help  the  people  of  Illi- 
nois. Mr  Speaker,  Ray  was  a  valued  and 
trusted  friend,  and  it  is  with  great  sadness  that 
I  offer  my  sincere  condolences  to  his  family. 


May  19,  1995 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  BUSHWICK  RE- 
SOURCE COALITION  lOTH  YEAR 
ANNIVERSARY  CELEBRATION 


HON.  NYDIA  M.  VELAZQLiEZ 

OF  .NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  18,  1995 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  the 
community-based  organizations  of  the 
Bushwick  Resource  Coalition.  This  collabo- 
rative network  has  a  long  and  outstanding  his- 
tory of  providing  an  array  of  social,  health, 
educational,  and  economic  development  serv- 
ices to  the  Bushwick  community. 

The  past  tew  days  of  this  week  have  been 
extremely  significant  The  Bushwick  Resource 
Coalition  celebrated  its  lOth  year  anniversary 
on  May  15,  1995.  The  theme  of  the  celebra- 
tion was  "Bushwick  the  Future  is  Ours;  What 
it  Was.  What  It  Is.  What  it  Will  Be. "  Many  of 
the  organizations  within  the  Bushwick  commu- 
nity hosted  open  house  events  to  highlight  the 
vital  services  they  provide.  On  Friday.  May 
1995.  a  luncheon  will  take  place  culminating 
the  week  of  events. 

This  has  truly  been  a  historic  event  for  the 
Bushwick  community.  The  resource  coalition 
has  provided  leadership  and  direction  at  a 
time  of  great  need.  They  offer  a  compas- 
sionate sounding  ooaro  for  the  concerns  of 
neighborhood  residents.  They  have  an  ex- 
traordinary history  of  nurturing  and  cultivating 
successful  development  of  our  communities' 
families  and  youth. 

The  Bushwick  Resource  Coalition  deserves 
to  be  acknowledged  for  their  remarkable  ef- 
forts and  activities.  I  applaud  their  achieve- 
ment and  encourage  them  to  continue. 


The  Senate  met  at  8:45  a.m.,  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 

[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Lord  of  all  life.  Sovereign  of  this  Na- 
tion, we  ask  You  to  bless  the  women 
and  men  of  this  Senate  as  they  press  on 
to  express  their  convictions  on  the 
soul-sized  fiscal  issues  confronting  our 
Nation. 

In  these  days  of  discussion,  when  pri- 
orities must  be  set  and  differences  are 
sharply  focused,  we  need  a  special 
measure  of  Your  grace.  In  the  debate 
over  what  it  will  take  to  balance  the 
budget,  and  when  and  how  this  can  be 
achieved,  there  will  be  strong  disagree- 
ment. We  will  need  Your  wisdom  and 
Your  guidance  to  practice  the  fine  art 
of  creative  compromise,  so  that  the 
budget  will  reflect  what  is  best  for  our 
Nation  both  now  and  for  the  future. 
Liberate  us  from  the  polarities  of  pre- 
suppositions that  keep  us  from  moving 
toward  consensus.  Help  each  Senator 
to  speak  the  truth  as  he  or  she  sees  it, 
listen  carefully  to  differing  points  of 
view,  and  then  be  willing  to  find  work- 
able solutions.  Guide  us  through  these 
days  of  discord  and  division  and  bring 
us  to  a  resolution  in  which  there  is  no 
victor  except  the  people  of  this  Nation. 
In  Your  reconciling  name.  Amen. 


KKCOGNiTION  Or    THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

SCHKDri.E 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President, 
this  morning  the  leader  time  has  been 
reserved  and  the  Senate  will  imme- 
diately resume  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  the  budget 
resolution. 

Under  the  previous  order,  a  rollcall 
vote  will  occur  this  morning  at  10:45  on 
the  Domenici  amendment,  the  text  of 
which  is  President  Clinton's  budget. 
That  will  be  the  only  rollcall  vote 
today.  However,  the  Senate  will  remain 
in  session  in  order  to  debate  the  con- 
current budget  resolution. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  leadership  time 
is  reserved. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15,  1995) 

CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13,  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

.\  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  .States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999,  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution. 

Pending: 

Hutchison  {for  Domenici)  amendment  No. 
1111.  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
watched,  as  I  am  sure  many  people  in 
America  did,  last  night  and  all  day  yes- 
terday, I  guess  starting  at  noon,  the 
two  sides  debating  probably  the  most 
important  vote  we  will  take  maybe  in 
our  lifetime. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment,  I 
felt,  was  the  most  important  vote  be- 
cause that  would  set  a  framework  for 
us.  for  the  future  generations  to  make 
sure  that  in  our  framework  of  Govern- 
ment we  would  not  allow  one  genera- 
tion to  put  in  debt  future  generations. 
So  while  I  reserve  that  vote  as  the 
most  important  vote,  nevertheless, 
what  we  are  doing  today  is  implement- 
ing the  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  did  not  pass. 

We  are  taking  up  for  consideration  a 
budget  resolution  that  will  balance  by 
the  year  2002. 

I  was  watching  C-SPAN  this  morning 
and  I  saw  a  recap.  I  guess,  of  the  debate 
on  the  House  floor  yesterday.  They 
were  talking  about  Democrats  holding 
up  pictures  of  the  elderly  and  Repub- 
licans holding  up  pictures  of  children 
saying,  basically,  that  is  where  the  ar- 
guments are— that  the  Democrats  are 
going  for  the  senior  citizens  and  the 
Republicans  are  talking  about  protect- 
ing children. 

I  think  that  they  are  saying  to  the 
senior  citizens,  "We  do  not  think  you 
will  be  responsible  "  I  think  that  is 
what  the  Democrats  were  saying  on  the 
House  side.  "We  do  not  think  you  will 
be  responsible  with  our  money.  We 
want  you  to  vote  for  making  sure  that 
we  continue  all  of  these  programs, 
business  as  usual,"  and  I  do  not  think 
the  seniors  of  America  are  saying  that 
at  all. 

In  fact,  one  of  the  callers  on  the  show 
called  in  from  Florida,  and  the  woman 
said.  "I  am  a  senior  and  I  want  my 
grandchildren  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et. I  want  them  to  have  the  same  kind 


of  America  that  I  have  had.  I  do  not 
want  to  be  a  senior  that  plunges  our 
country  into  debt  and  will  not  take  the 
responsible  position.  " 

I  think  if  there  is  an  effort  to  pander 
to  seniors,  the  people  of  this  country 
are  smarter  than  that,  and  especially 
the  seniors  are  smarter  than  that. 
They  are  looking  for  the  future  of  this 
country.  They  want  to  cut  this  growth 
in  spending  so  that  we  will  have  a  fu- 
ture for  their  children. 

We  have  been  talking  about  cuts, 
cuts,  cuts.  I  must  remind  everyone  in 
this  debate  we  are  not  talking  about 
cutting.  We  are  talking  about  less  in- 
creases, fewer  increases.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  a  7-percent  increase  in  Medi- 
care, which  we  believe  is  a  responsible 
rate  of  growth  for  Medicare. 

In  fact,  it  will  save  the  system  for  fu- 
ture generations.  That  is  in  question  if 
we  do  not  take  the  steps  now  to  give 
innovative  alternatives  to  the  Medi- 
care system  we  have  now  so  that  we 
will  be  able  to  say  by  the  year  2002  the 
Medicare  trustees  were  wrong.  It  is  not 
going  broke.  They  were  wrong  because 
we  did  what  we  needed  to  do  with  their 
warning  and  we  saved  the  system. 

I  hope  in  the  year  2002  that  I  will  be 
here  along  with  many  Members  who 
will  take  the  responsible  position  for 
our  country  to  celebrate  that  our  Medi- 
care and  Social  Security  systems  are 
intact  for  our  seniors  because  we  have 
done  the  responsible  thing.  More  im- 
portantly even  than  that,  that  we  have 
a  balanced  budget  to  give  to  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren,  which  is  what 
I  think  the  seniors  are  expecting  Mem- 
bers to  do. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  going  to  see  de- 
bate all  day  today  in  the  Senate.  We 
are  going  to  see  it  on  Monday  and 
Tuesday.  We  will  have  this  monu- 
mental vote  probably  sometime 
Wednesday.  I  want  to  commend  the 
House  of  Representatives  for  taking 
this  step  first.  I  want  to  say  that  I  hope 
that  my  colleagues  will  follow  so  we 
can  make  history  for  this  country  and 
move  toward  this  very  important  bal- 
anced budget. 

I  yield  the  floor  at  this  time  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
COATS).  The  distinguished  Senator,  the 
President  pro  tempore,  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  commend  the  able  Senator 
from  Texas  for  the  excellent  remarks 
she  just  made. 

We  have  the  greatest  nation  in  the 
world.    It    provides    Americans    more 
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freedom,  more  justice,  more  oppor- 
tunity, and  more  hope  than  any  nation 
has  provided  any  people  in  the  history 
of  the  world. 

This  great  country  of  ours  can  be  in 
jeopardy  unless  we  do  at  least  two 
things.  We  must  provide  an  adequate 
defense  to  protect  this  country.  That  is 
essential.  We  must  protect  ourselves 
against  the  enemies  who  will  destroy 
democracy  and  freedom  in  this  world. 

The  next  is.  we  must  have  a  sound  fi- 
nancial system.  We  have  not  balanced 
this  budget  but  one  time  in  32  years. 
Eight  times  in  64  years.  That  can  bring 
destruction.  We  are  not  being  fair  to 
our  children,  our  grandchildren,  and  fu- 
ture generations.  We  must  take  steps 
to  balance  this  budget. 

I  hope  that  we  pass  a  budget  this 
year,  pass  it  now.  that  will  take  steps 
to  bring  sanity  to  this  country's  fi- 
nances. 

I  love  this  country.  I  want  to  do  ev- 
erything I  can  to  preserve  it.  We  can 
preserve  it  if  we  stop  this  big  spending. 
We  have  been  spending  more  than  we 
have  been  taking  in  for  all  these  years. 
We  have  to  stop  it  and  stop  it  now. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  say  I  yield  to  no  one  in  my  ad- 
miration for  the  senior  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

I  just  want  to  say  he  is  an  example  of 
just  what  I  was  talking  about.  If  he 
would  not  mind  my  calling  him  a  sen- 
ior Senator  or  senior  citizen,  he  is  the 
kind  of  senior  citizen,  as  a  Senator, 
who  is  leading  the  effort  toward  doing 
the  responsible  thing. 

This  is  a  distinguished  veteran  of 
World  War  II  who  understands  the  im- 
portance of  a  strong  national  defense.  I 
am  going  to  join  with  him  later  today 
or  next  week  to  try  to  strengthen  the 
defen.se  part  of  this  budget  resolution. 

All  Members  are  going  to  make  our 
arguments.  We  are  going  to  say  what 
our  priorities  are.  I  know  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  who  chairs 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  and  I 
believe  we  should  have  a  stronger  na- 
tional defense  element  in  this  budget. 
In  the  end.  we  are  going  to  vote  for  a 
budget  resolution  that  balances  the 
budget  of  this  country. 

After  everyone  has  spoken  and  every- 
one's priorities  have  been  looked  at 
and  considered,  we  are  going  to  go  with 
the  majority  of  this  Senate.  I  appre- 
ciate the  leadership  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina,  and  I  appreciate 
his  words  today,  leading  the  charge  for 
the  responsible  effort  that  so  many  of 
the  senior  citizens  of  this  country  are 
expecting. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
able  Senator  from  Texas  for  her  kind 
remarks. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Now  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate   the   Senator   from   Texas   for 


yielding,  and  appreciate  the  fine  job 
she  is  doing  as  to  present  an  argument 
as  to  why  this  balanced  budget  resolu- 
tion is  so  important  to  the  future  in 
this  country. 

We  will  hear  a  lot  of  demagoguery 
about  how  terrible  everything  is,  and 
what  the  Senator  from  Texas  is  doing 
is  focusing  on  positive  effects  of  get- 
ting to  a  balanced  budget. 

Today  we  have  the  opportunity  to  de- 
bate this.  This  is  the  President's  budg- 
et that  he  sent  up  here  earlier  this 
year.  It  is  for  fiscal  year  1996,  and  it 
calls  for  in  his  budget,  as  we  see  by  this 
chart,  the  red  line  calls  for  budget  defi- 
cits of  around  $200  billion  a  year.  That 
is  what  his  budget  numbers  call  for. 
using  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget. 

As  we  know  from  the  President's 
State  of  the  Union  speech,  it  might 
have  been  even  his  first  State  of  the 
Union  speech,  he  says  we  should  not 
use  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
numbers.  Those  are  not  the  right  num- 
bers to  use.  We  should  use  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  they  are  the  bet- 
ter estimator,  they  have  been  shown  to 
be  more  correct  over  time.  They  would 
be  the  ones  that  we  should  use  in  all 
budget  debates. 

Given  that  fact,  the  purple  line  is  the 
actual  CBO  estimate  of  what  the  Clin- 
ton budget,  this  budget  right  here,  this 
budget  will  project  out.  Budget  deficits 
starting  around  $170  billion  this  year, 
going  up  to  almost  $275  billion  by  the 
year  2000.  And  then  up  even  further,  up 
to  over  about  $300  billion  by  the  year 
2002. 

He  is  going  to  add. 
if  we  approve  this 
will  add  $1.2  trillion  to  the  debt,  to  the 
national  debt.  That  is  the  solution  of- 
fered by  the  White  House.  Further  defi- 
cits, increasing  deficits,  further  mort- 
gaging of  our  country's  future,  further 
mortgaging  of  our  children's  future. 
That  is  the  leadership. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  is 
seen  by  the  world  as  having  the  moral 
authority  to  lead  the  world.  We  are,  in 
fact,  the  greatest  country  in  the  world. 
We  are  a  country  that  is  a  leader 
among  nations,  and  our  President 
stands  as  the  head  of  that  country  as 
the  supreme  leader  in  the  world 
today— leader— leadership.  Is  this  lead- 
ership? I  suggest  it  is  not. 

So,  as  I  said  yesterday  when  I  came 
to  the  floor,  I  am  going  to  come  to  the 
floor  every  day,  and  I  am  going  to  ask 
the  President  why  he  is  refusing  to 
lead,  why  he  is  refusing  to  take  part  in 
possibly  the  most  historic  debate  that 
we  have  seen  in  the  last  couple  of  dec- 
ades here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, why  he  is  abdicating  his  respon- 
sibility as  the  leader  of  the  free  world, 
putting  the  country  that  is  most  im- 
portant to  freedom  for  the  world  at 
risk  by  profligate  spending,  continued 
profligate  spending.  I  think  it  is  an  act 
that  is  beneath  the  office,  to  stand  on 
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the  sideline  and  throw  barbs  at  those  ot 
us  who  are  trying  to  accomplish  the 
goal  that,  if  I  recall,  when  he  ran  for 
President  he  was  going  to  do  his  best 
to  accomplish,  to  balance  this  budget. 

He  said  it  in  1993  when  he  was  putting 
forward  his  plan  to  raise  taxes  to  help 
solve  the  deficit.  "No  hot  air;  show  me 
where,"  is  what  he  said  when  it  came 
to  the  Republicans'  plan  for  balancing 
or  reducing  the  budget.  He  did  not 
want  any  smoke  and  mirrors,  he  want- 
ed a  plan. 

This  is  not  a  plan  that  gets  you  to  a 
balanced  budget.  Mr.  President,  you 
have  an  obligation— you  have  an  obli- 
gation to  lead  this  country  and  to  show 
us  where.  So,  I  will  put  up.  now.  unfor- 
tunately, day  2  of  the  days  with  no  pro- 
posal to  balance  the  budget  from  Presi- 
dent Clinton.  I  will  be  here  every  day 
that  we  are  in  session,  adding  number 
after  number  after  number,  until  we 
reach  135  days,  which  is  October  1  of 
this  year  when  the  new  fiscal  year 
starts  and  it  is  then  basically  too  late 
to  do  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  beseech  you:  Par- 
ticipate. Take  the  job  seriously.  Get  in- 
volved in  the  process.  Try  to  make  a 
difference.  Show  the  American  people 
you  really  do  care  about  what  happens 
to  the  future  of  this  country. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  will 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  1  ask  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania,  how  much  does  the 
President's  budget  show  in  annual  defi- 
cits every  year? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  If  we  go  back  to  the 
previous  chart,  the  purple  line  is  the 
line  that  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice has  estimated  will  be  the  annual 
deficit  under  this  budget,  the  Clinton 
budget.  It  starts  out  at  about — using 
rough  numbers  because  I  do  not  have 
them  exactly— about  $175  billion  for 
this  fiscal  year,  the  one  we  are  in  right 
now.  increasing  to  over  $200  billion  in 
1996,  about  $230  billion  in  1997,  about 
the  same  amount  in  1998.  and  then  up 
around  $290  billion  for  1999  and  2000. 

Mr.  KYL.  So  over  the  5  years  of  the 
President's  budget,  we  are  looking  at 
an  average  of  over  $200  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  And  going  up. 

Mr.  KYL.  And  going  up. 

I  further  ask  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania, according  to  my  calculations, 
for  every  year  that  we  have  a  $200  bil- 
lion deficit,  the  average  young  person 
in  this  country  is  going  to  have  to  pay 
an  additional  $5,000  in  taxes,  with  the 
result  that  after  5  years  of  Bill  Clin- 
ton's budgets  that  is  a  $25,000  tax  bill 
for  the  average  young  person  in  this 
country? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  The  reason  for  that 
is  that  is  more  debt  we  accumulate. 
more  interest  we  have  to  pay  on  the 
debt;  interest  that  will  be  paid  by  chil- 
dren being  born  today  for  the  rest  of 
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their  lives.  So  that  is  where  we  come 
up  with  this  number,  that  is  not  a 
phony  baloney  number.  This  is  actu- 
ally numbers  we  add  to  the  debt  that 
we  will  have  to  borrow  money  for  and 
children  in  the  future  will  have  to  pay 
interest  on  for  the  rest  of  their  lives,  if 
we  continue  this. 

Mr.  KYL.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  a  couple  of  other 
questions  here.  It  is  my  understanding 
we  are  going  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  vote  on  the  President's  budget  later 
on  today.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  and  I  will  not  be  voting 
for  this  budget.  During  the  debate  on 


Mr.  KYL.  May  I  ask  the  Senator  from     have  certainly  not  indicated  that  they 


Pennsylvania  a  couple  more  questions 
here? 

So,  the  bottom  line  here  is  you  have 
not  seen  a  budget  proposed  on  the 
Democratic  side,  and  I  have  not  seen  a 
budget  proposed  on  the  Democratic 
side.  The  only  budget  is  the  one  pro- 
posed by  the  President.  I  guess  we  will 
have  a  chance  to  see  whether  our 
Democratic  friends  will  support  the 
President's  budget,  because  they  have 
no  other  alternative. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  cannot  imagine 
they  would  because  they  said  during 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  debate 


would  support  the  way  that  we  will 
achieve  that  balance  by  the  year  2002.  I 
have  heard  a  lot  of  discussion  about 
how  they  would  like  to  spend  the 
money  that  we  save. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
amazing— if  the  Senator  will  yield— I 
remember  we  were  in  the  House  to- 
gether and  we  had  the  peace  dividend. 
Remember  the  peace  dividend?  That 
was  the  time  the  Soviet  Union  was 
crumbling  and  we  could  cut  our  defense 
budget  a  little  bit,  and  it  turned  out  to 
be  a  lot.  Therefore,  we  would  save 
money.  So  we  had  a  peace  dividend.  So 


the  balanced  budget  amendment  I  seem     that  they  have  the  courage  to  support     what  did  we  do?  We  were  running,  by 


to  recall  a  lot  of  our  colleagues  from 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  our  Demo- 
cratic friends,  asking  us  how  wc  were 
going  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget.  They 
argued  they  did  not  need  to  support  a 
balanced  budget  constitutional  amend- 
ment because  they  could  do  it  on  their 
own.  They  did  not  need  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  So  our  constitu- 
tional amendment  failed  by  one  vote. 

I  do  not  recall— perhaps  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  could  help  me 
here— I  do  not  recall  any  budget  having 
been  submitted  by  a  Senator  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle,  a  budget 
that  will  bring  us  in  balance  by  the 
year  2002  or  any  other  year— am  I  mis- 
taken? Have  I  missed  something  here? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  No.  I  think  the 
Senator  is  right.  I  have  not  seen  any 
budget  being  put  forward  either  by  the 
President,  obviously,  or  by  any  Mem- 
ber of  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  that 
gets  us  anywhere  near  zero  within  the 
7-year  timeframe  or,  frankly,  any  time 
thereafter.  I  am  actually  pretty  excited 
about  this  possibility,  because  having 
sat  through  the  balanced  budget  debate 
and  listened  to  the  numbers  of  Sen- 
ators getting  up  and  saying.  "Look,  we 
do  not  need  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  We  can  do  this  on  our 
own.  We  have  the  courage  within  us  to 
make  these  decisions.  We  will  stand  up 
when  the  time  comes  to  be  counted," 
so  I  am  guessing,  but  I  suspect  we  will 
get  all  54  Republican  votes  on  this  side 
for  this  budget,  I  am  hopeful  that  we 
do  that.  If  you  add  the  30,  what,  about 
35  or  so  Democrats  who  voted  against 
the  balanced  budget,  who.  of  course, 
have  the  courage  now  to  stand  up  and 
say  we  are  going  to  be  for  a  balanced 
budget.  I  think  we  will  get  90  votes  for 
this.  I  think  we  can  get  close  to  about 
90  votes  for  this.  We  should. 

If  everyone  who  is  serious — if  you  are 
serious  over  there,  if  you  really  want  a 
balanced  budget,  if  you  really  think 
you  can  make  those  tough  choices,  if 
you  really  are  willing  to  stand  up  to 
the  American  public  and  say  we  are 
willing,  we  can  do  it  ourselves,  we  do 
not  need  any  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  force  us  to  make  tough  deci- 
sions, we  have  the  power  within  us  to 
do  that—then  here  it  is.  Let  us  do  it. 


a  balanced  budget  and  since  the  folks 
on  the  other  side  are  so  serious  about 
getting  to  a  balanced  budget  and  see 
this  as  such  an  important  thing,  I  can- 
not imagine  then  they  would  support 
this. 

Mr.  KYL.  Has  the  Senator  seen  any 
constructive  suggestions  from  the 
other  side  about  how  we  might  achieve 
a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  imagine  there  will 
be  several  amendments.  Of  course,  all 
of  them  will  be  deficit  neutral.  I  am 
sure  they  will  not  offer  any  amend- 
ments to  raise  the  deficit  or  get  us  off 
the  glidepath  here  to  zero.  I  am  sure 
they  are  not  going  to  be  interested, 
since  they  have  the  courage  over  there 
to  make  sure  we  get  to  this  balanced 
budget,  they  are  not  going  to  offer  any 
amendment  that  is  going  to  increase 
the  deficit  or  throw  us  off  this  path.  So 
I  am  sure  they  will  have  constructive 
suggestions  about  how  we  might  tinker 
with  this,  and  I  look  forward  to  debat- 
ing those.  But  I  do  not  think  they  are 
going  to  have  any  substitute  proposal 
that  is  going  to  get  them  to  a  balanced 
budget  on  a  completely  different  tack. 

Mr.  KYL.  Of  course,  that  is  what  I 
had  reference  to.  If  I  could  just  ask  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  one  final 
question?  I  have  listened  to  the  debate 
over  the  last  10  or  12  hours  here.  Much 
of  the  debate  has  focused 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  You  are  a  brave 
man. 

Mr.  KYL.  Pardon? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  said  you  are  a 
brave  man. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  listened  to  part  of  it.  any- 
way, although  it  gets  a  little  repeti- 
tious. The  argument  I  have  heard  dis- 
cussed most  from  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle  is  about  how  they  would 
like  to  spend  the  dividend  that  is  cre- 
ated by  the  fact  that  we  balance  the 
budget. 

In  other  words,  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  Senator  Domenici, 
has  done  a  very  good  job  of  putting  this 
thing  together  in  such  a  way  that  after 
7  years,  because  interest  costs  will  be 
reduced,  we  will  actually  have  in  effect 
a  dividend  of  about  $170  billion.  While  I 
have  not  heard  any  suggestion  from 
the  Democratic  side  about  how  they 
would   balance    the    budget,   and   they 


the   way,   over  $200  billion   in   annual 
deficits.  But  we  had  a  dividend. 

So  what  were  we  going  to  do?  Spend 
it  somewhere  else.  We  were  not  going 
to  put  this  toward  the  debt;  oh,  no. 
This  was  a  peace  dividend  that  was 
earned  by  the  American  public,  and  so 
we  have  a  right,  here  in  the  Congress, 
to  spend  it. 

Here  we  are  again.  We  get  a  dividend, 
according  to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  by  balancing  the  budget,  and  it 
will  come  down  to  zero  by  the  year 
2002.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
says  they  will  change  their  economic 
assumptions  to  assume  lower  interest 
rates,  lower  inflation,  and  greater 
growth  in  the  economy,  which  will 
mean  less  of  a  debt.  So  there  will  be  a 
dividend. 

So  what  do  we  hear?  Are  we  hearing, 
"Well,  we  should  put  that  toward  the 
deficit,  "  or  "We  should  give  people  who 
worked  hard  for  this  money  some  of 
that  money  back":  in  other  words,  let 
them  keep  the  money  they  worked  for? 
No.  no,  no.  On  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  you  will  hear  suggestion  after 
suggestion  after  suggestion  how  we 
should  spend  this  money  because  it  is 
our  dividend.  It  is  not  yours,  American 
public:  it  is  our  dividend.  We  did  this. 
So  we  should  take  your  money  and 
spend  it  on  things  that  we  think  are 
best. 

This  is  kind  of  ridiculous,  having  this 
kind  of  talk  about  let  us  get  serious. 
Let  us  get  serious.  This  is  not  our 
money:  this  is  your  money.  To  suggest 
that  we  could  finally  do  something 
that  we  were  hired  to  do,  which  is  to 
get  our  house  in  order;  that  if  we  do 
our  job.  somehow  we  should  get  the 
dividend,  to  go  out  and  take  more  of 
your  money  and  spend  it  somewhere 
else?  It  is  absolutely  absurd. 

Mr.  KYL.  If  I  may  conclude  with  this 
comment  to  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania, I  think  he  certainly  helped 
me  to  understand  this  issue  better  than 
I  did. 

I  guess  I  would  summarize  it  this 
way:  During  the  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  we  said  we  think 
we  need  a  constitutional  amendment 
because,  otherwise,  too  many  people  in 
the  Congress  will  not  have  the  dis- 
cipline to  make  the  tough  choices  to 
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bring  the  budget  into  balance.  Most  of 
our  Democratic  friends,  many  of  them, 
said.  ■No;  we  can  do  this  on  our  own." 

Then  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
said  the  only  alternative  to  the  budget 
that  we  have  prepared,  that  brings  us 
Into  balance,  is  a  budget  that  the 
President  proposed,  that  does  not  bring 
us  into  balance.  According  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  averages  deficits  of  over  $200 
billion  a  year  as  far  as  this  President 
has  calculated  it.  and  the  trend  is  up 
over  $200  billion  a  year.  That  is  about  a 
$5,000  tax  every  year  on  each  American. 

I  learned  from  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  that,  in  addition  to  the 
fact  that  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
aisle  here  has  proposed  no  alternative 
that  will  achieve  a  balance  by  the  year 
2002,  the  bulk  of  the  discussion  so  far 
has  been  how  to  spend  the  dividend 
that  is  created  by  our  budget. 

So  not  only  are  they  not  willing  to 
support  our  budget,  but  at  the  same 
time  they  are  criticizing  our  budget, 
they  want  to  take  the  money  that  we 
save  by  our  budget  and  spend  that 
rather  than  returning  it  to  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

Do  I  have  this  straight?  Is  that  about 
the  size  of  it? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  here, 
and  he  is  on  the  Budget  Committee.  My 
understanding  was  during  the  budget 
debates  in  committee  that  the  Demo- 
cratic Members  had.  most  of  the  debate 
on  the  committee  was  how  to  spend 
this  $170  billion,  whether  we  should  do 
tax  cuts  or  whether  we  should  go  out 
and  spend  a  lot  more  money  on  a  lot 
more  programs. 

I  do  not  know  if  the  Senator  wanted 
to  comment  on  that.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  they  were  just  anxious  to 
get  at  this  pot  of  money  so  they  could 
create  some  more  spending  here  at  the 
Federal  level. 

I  will  be  happv  to  yield. 

Mr.  GREGG  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  will  yield, 
he  has  put  it  absolutely  correctly.  Of 
those  worthy  amendments,  the  vast 
majority  of  amendments — I  have  for- 
gotten the  number.  17  amendments — of- 
fered by  the  members  of  the  Demo- 
cratic Party  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
and  everyone  wanted  to  spend  the  divi- 
dend, which  results  from  the  lower  in- 
terest rates  as  a  result  of  getting  to  a 
balanced  budget. 

Mr  SANTORUM.  I  want  to  make  it 
absolutely  clear.  Of  all  of  the  amend- 
ments in  the  Budget  Committee  offered 
by  the  other  side 

Mr  GREGG.  -All"  may  be  too  many, 
but  the  vast  majority. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  The  vast  majority 
of  the  amendments  offered  by  the 
Democrats  in  the  Budget  Committee 
were  not  how  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget — were  not. 

Mr.  GREGG.  There  were  not  any 
amendments  offered  as  to  how  to  get  to 
a  balanced  budget. 


Mr.  SANTORUM.  There  was  no  sub- 
stitute offered  as  to  how  they  would 
get  to  a  balanced  budget.  There  were 
no  amendments  offered  on  how  they 
would  change  spending  priorities.  But 
the  amendments  were  focused  on  what? 
The  $170  billion  dividend  that  the  CBO 
gives  us  by  getting  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et, which  assumes  lower  interest  rates 
and  more  growth,  how  could  they  spend 
that  money? 

How  can  you  take  seriously  people 
coming  to  the  floor  during  the  bal- 
anced budget  debate,  saying  that  they 
have  the  courage  to  balance  the  budg- 
et; they  are  willing  to  make  the  tough 
cuts,  and  when  the  bill  actually  comes 
to  the  floor  to  do  that,  all  they  do  is 
focus  in  on  how  they  are  going  to  spend 
more  money?  It  is  almost  incredulous 
to  me. 

You  are  going  to  hear  speaker  after 
speaker  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
talk  about  how  terrible  this  is,  and  all 
their  amendments  will  be  on  how  to 
spend  more  money  and  how  we  have  to 
get  to  balance.  This  just  is  not  the 
right  way.  They  do  not  have  a  way,  but 
this  is  not  the  right  one. 

All  I  suggest  to  the  Senators  in  this 
Chamber— and  you  want  to  listen— is 
look  at  the  big  picture.  Let  us  look  at 
our  responsibility  to  the  future  of  this 
country,  to  the  children  of  this  coun- 
try, to  leave  this  country  better  off 
than  it  was  left  to  us.  We  have  a  moral 
obligation  to  do  just  that,  to  balance 
this  budget  for  future  generations. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  is  recognized,  if  he 
will  suspend  for  a  question  of  the  Sen- 
ator. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  just  arrived  on  the 
floor.  I  understood  there  was  an  agree- 
ment that  at  9:15,  we  would  go  to  the 
statement    on    your    side    by    Senator 

DODD. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  repeat 
the  question? 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
my  understanding  that  by  9:15,  we 
would  go  to  a  statement  by  Senator 
DoDD  on  your  side. 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  the  manager  of  the  bill 
on  the  Republican  side  trying  to  inter- 
fere with  the  lineup  that  we  agreed  to 
offer  on  this  side? 

Mr.  GREGG.  No. 

Mr.  EXON.  There  was  no  agreement, 
to  my  understanding.  I  ask  the  Chair, 
was  there  an  agreement  as  to  who  was 
to  speak  at  what  time?  Last  night  as 
we  left,  I  understood  that  we  jointly 
yielded  to  allow  your  side  to  have  the 
first  half  hour  of  debate.  Chairman  Do- 
MENici  just  came  2  minutes  ago,  20  sec- 
onds ago,  and  stood  right  here  and  said 


it  is  our  turn  now.  I  would  give  that  ad- 
vice to  the  manager  of  the  bill  on  the 
Republican  side.  Maybe  I  am  wrong. 
But  I  ask  the  Chair  if  I  am  mistaken 
and  misunderstood  the  binding  agree- 
ment that  had  been  previously  entered 
into. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
agreement  previously  entered  into  re- 
served time  for  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska from  10:15  until  10:30.  and  re 
served  time  from  10:30  until  10:45  for 
the  managers  on  the  Republican  side. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  simply  say  we  were 
looking  forward  with  great  enthusiasm 
to  hearing  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
and  also  the  Senator  from  Connecticut, 
and  whatever  order  the  leader  of  the 
Democratic  side,  the  manager  of  the 
bill  on  the  Democrat  Party  side,  wishes 
to  go  forward  with,  that  is  fine  with 
this  side.  We  were  just  trying  to  get 
clarification  of  what  was  happening  as 
to  the  priorities  as  we  understood  the 
gentlemen's  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  yielded  lime  to 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KOHL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  debate  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget,  I  would  like  to  dis- 
cuss some  of  the  principles  I  hope  this 
year's  budget  embodies.  I  believe  these 
are  bipartisan  principles  that  the  ma- 
jority of  Americans  and  majority  of 
Senators  can  support. 

I  would  like  to  talk  today  about  a 
budget  that  is  balanced,  both  finan- 
cially balanced  and  balanced  in  the 
sacrifices  it  asks  Americans  to  make. 
There  is  no  question  about  our  need  to 
get  to  a  balanced  budget— and  to  get  to 
a  balanced  budget  in  7  years-but  we 
must  get  there  in  a  manner  that  does 
not  do  damage  to  our  economy  or  to 
the  basic  principles  of  our  democracy. 

We  must  balance  the  budget,  but  we 
must  do  it  in  a  way  that  is  fair  and  is 
perceived  to  be  fair  by  all  Americans. 
That  is  my  central  criticism  of  the 
plan  before  us.  It  asks  that  the  budget 
be  balanced  entirely  by  sacrifices  from 
elderly  Americans,  middle-class  and 
lower  income  Americans,  and  students, 
and  it  asks  nothing  from  the  wealthi- 
est among  us. 

I  support  a  balanced  budget.  I  voted 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  was  defeated  earlier  this  year. 
And  I  support  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  I  am  pleased  that  we  are 
starting  this  debate  with  the  Budget 
Committee  plan  that  gets  to  balance  in 
2002.  and  I  hope  that  we  end  up  with  a 
budget  that  does,  indeed,  get  to  bal- 
ance by  2002. 

We  all  know  why  it  is  essential  to  get 
to  the  balanced  budget.  Simply  put. 
our  economic  survival  depends  on  it. 
Our  almost  $5  trillion  in  Government 
debt  is  money  taken  directly  away 
from  private  sector  investment.  The  in- 
terest payments  that  are  now  our  third 


largest  spending  program  are  dollars 
which  are  totally  wasted.  They  are  dol- 
lars we  cannot  spend  educating  our 
children,  paving  our  roads,  or  providing 
tax  relief  to  middle-income  American 
families.  And.  just  as  bad,  our  mount- 
ing Federal  debt  pulls  up  interest  rates 
and  threatens  our  standing  as  a  world 
economic  power.  With  each  year  of 
deficits  adding  to  that  debt,  we  are 
rolling  the  dice:  Will  this  be  the  year 
that  the  world  turns  its  back  on  a 
country  that  cannot  stop  spending 
more  than  it  takes  in? 

So  there  is  no  question  that  our  cur- 
rent fiscal  irresponsibility  is  not  sus- 
tainable. There  is  no  question  that  we 
have  to  balance  the  budget  if  we  want 
to  reassert  control  over  our  economy 
and  our  destiny.  The  only  question  is 
how  are  we  going  to  achieve  this  bal- 
ance. 

Balancing  the  budget  is  a  huge  un- 
dertaking. It  requires  immediate  re- 
ductions in  Government  services  and 
real  sacrifices  from  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  believe  the  American  people  will 
respond  to  this  challenge  but  only  if 
the  challenge  is  considered  to  be  fair. 
We  need  to  balance  the  budget  in  a  way 
that  brings  our  Nation  together  in  pur- 
suit of  the  common  good  and  not  in  a 
way  that  would  drive  us  apart  in  pur- 
suit of  partisan  political  gain  or  just 
monetary  gain  for  a  few  interests. 

Achieving  solvency  is  vital  to  our 
Nation's  strength,  but  solvency  alone 
will  not  make  us  strong.  After  all.  a 
family  is  not  strong  only  because  its 
checkbook  balances.  A  family  is  strong 
because  it  has  strong  values.  Our  coun- 
tr.v  is  the  same.  We  need  to  balance  our 
books.  But  if  we  do  so  in  a  way  that 
pushes  us  apart,  then  we  will  find  we 
have  bought  fiscal  balance  at  the  cost 
of  values  that  make  oui'  democracy 
strong,  values  like  equality  of  oppor- 
tunity and  fairness  and  compassion. 

As  most  of  us  know  or  should  know, 
there  exists  a  very  disturbing  trend  to- 
ward increasing  inequality  in  our  coun- 
try today.  The  wealthiest  among  us  are 
getting  wealthier  and  everybody  else  is 
losing  ground.  Between  1973  and  1993, 
the  wealthiest  20  percent  of  American 
families  saw  their  incomes  increased  25 
percent  while  the  poorest  20  percent 
saw  their  incomes  decline  by  15  per- 
cent, all  in  real  terms.  And  families  in 
the  middle  of  the  income  distribution 
in  this  country  saw  very  little,  if  any, 
increase  in  their  average  income  over 
the  same  period.  Today,  1  percent  of 
the  households  in  our  country  control 
about  10  percent  of  the  Nation's 
wealth.  Households  that  have  net 
worth  above  $180,000  the  most  well  off 
20  percent  of  American  families— con- 
trol a  full  80  percent  of  America's 
wealth  .■\nd  this  trend  is  increasing. 
This  concentration  of  wealth  is  more 
by  far  than  is  found  in  any  other  indus- 
trialized country. 

Mr  President,  our  divisions  are  not 
just   among   income   classes.   They   are 


among  generations  as  well.  Our  pov- 
erty rate  is  25  percent  for  children 
under  6  years  old  and  only  half  of  that 
for  our  senior  citizens. 

These  growing  inequalities  have  pro- 
duced a  vicious  and  unproductive  cycle 
because  poor  children  are  poor  students 
and  poor  students  are  poor  workers. 
Poor  workers  are  poor  wage  earners 
and  poor  producers,  and  no  one  wins  in 
this  sort  of  an  economy.  The  inequality 
fuels  the  enemies  of  democracy,  things 
like  resentment  and  fear,  anger,  and 
misunderstanding. 

In  balancing  the  budget,  we  must  not 
exacerbate  these  inequalities.  We  must 
balance  our  books  but  not  by  knocking 
off  balance  the  ladder  of  opportunity 
that  should  allow  every  American 
working  family  to  work  toward  a  bet- 
ter life  and  a  better  standard  of  living. 

In  my  judgment,  unfortunately,  the 
Republican  budget  proposal  moves  us 
in  the  opposite  direction.  Instead  of 
helping  lower  income  children  out  of 
the  cycle  of  poverty  by  investing  in 
education  and  child  nutrition,  this 
budget  slashes  Medicaid  for  children, 
takes  $14  billion  out  of  student  aid,  and 
cuts  $34  billion  out  of  nutrition  pro- 
grams. Instead  of  proposing  ways  to 
help  working  families  stretch  their 
precious  dollars,  the  budget  proposal 
before  us  reduces  the  eamed-income 
tax  credit  by  $21  billion.  That  is,  it 
raises  taxes  on  our  lowest  income  tax- 
payers. And  instead  of  offering  con- 
structive suggestions  on  reducing  the 
huge  medical  costs  that  overwhelm  our 
senior  citizens,  the  budget  before  us  in- 
cludes one-quarter  of  $1  trillion  in  un- 
specified Medicare  costs. 

The  policy  of  the  Republican  budget 
for  upper  income  taxpayers  is  exactly 
the  opposite  of  this.  It  asks  nothing 
from  upper  income  Americans  and 
wealthy  corporations  in  our  effort  to 
balance  the  budget.  It  allows  tax  ex- 
penditures which  are  special  tax  sub- 
sidies that  give  benefit  mostly  to 
wealthy  Americans  and  corporations  to 
grow  by  almost  49  percent  over  the 
next  7  years,  faster  than  any  other  cat- 
egory of  spending. 

In  short,  this  budget  gets  to  balance 
without  any  help  from  the  2  percent  of 
our  wealthiest  Americans  who  control 
the  bulk  of  our  country's  wealth  and 
without  help  from  the  biggest  corpora- 
tions that  stand  to  gain  the  most  from 
a  reinvigorated  economy. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  judgment,  this 
is  not  a  fair  plan.  Working  middle-in- 
come families  will  not  and  should  not 
tolerate  unremitting  reductions  in 
their  standard  of  living  to  finance  spe- 
cial-interest tax  breaks.  If  we  are  to 
come  together  as  a  country  to  solve 
our  deficit  problem  and  if  we  are  to 
come  together  as  a  bipartisan  Congress 
to  balance  the  budget,  we  have  to  sup- 
port a  plan  that  asks  something  from 
everyone. 

I  am  ready  to  support  such  a  plan.  I 
am  read.v  to  work  with  the  Republican 


majority.  Democrats,  and  anyone  else 
who  wants  to  balance  the  budget  in  a 
fair  and  a  balanced  manner.  It  may  not 
happen  this  week,  but  soon  when  we 
are  all  done  scoring  political  points. 
Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  will  sit 
down  together  and  draft  a  budget  that 
contains  the  best  and  the  fairest  pro- 
posals from  both  parties.  That  will  be  a 
budget  that  balances  fiscally.  It  will 
also  be  a  budget  that  is  balanced  in  the 
sacrifices  it  asks  from  all  Americans 
and  in  the  opportunities  that  it  pro- 
vides for  all  Americans. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  have  been 
listening  with  keen  interest  to  my 
good  friend  and  associate  from  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  We  have  worked  to- 
gether on  many  things,  and  I  thank 
him  very  much  for  his  kind  and 
thoughtful  remarks.  Suffice  it  to  say  I 
join  with  him  again  and  appreciate  his 
appeal  for  some  bipartisanship  on  this 
matter.  We  will  continue  to  pursue 
those  goals. 

Has  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  fin- 
ished his  remarks  or  did  he  wish  addi- 
tional time? 

Mr.  KOHL.  I  did  finish. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Doun  is  on  his  way  to  the  Chamber 
floor.  I  am  prepared  to  make  some  re- 
marks. Is  there  someone  on  that  side  of 
the  aisle  who  wishes  to  speak  at  this 
time? 

I  see  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
just  come  in.  We  would  be  very  pleased 
to  yield  on  the  basis  that  we  generally 
have,  going  back  and  forth  on  these 
matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  yield  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Many  Americans,  as  they  listen  to 
this  debate,  will  think  this  is  just  an- 
other discussion  in  Congress  about  a 
budget  with  a  lot  of  details. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  that.  This  is 
a  discussion  of  the  future  of  the  Na- 
tion. This  is  a  discussion  of  whether  we 
follow  the  Clinton  plan.  Mr.  President, 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  which 
the  President  has  said  is  the  right  one 
to  decide  these  things,  has  evaluated 
the  Clinton  plan.  The  Clinton  plan  in- 
creases the  deficit  from  under  $200  bil- 
lion to  in  the  neighborhood  of  $300  bil- 
lion by  the  end  of  the  5-year  plan  and 
above  $300  billion  by  the  end  of  the  7- 
year  plan  if  projections  go  on. 

It  is  a  debate  between  having  a  defi- 
cit at  the  end  of  7  years  of  over  $300  bil- 
lion, according  to  President  Clinton,  or 
a  balanced  budget  according  to  the  Re- 
publican plan.  Mr.  President,  it  is  quite 
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simply  a  question  of  whether  or  not  we 
bankrupt  this  Nation  or  whether  or  not 
we  put  it  back  on  sound  footing. 

Members  have  come  to  the  floor  and 
talked  about  children.  Mr.  President, 
that  is  a  fair  evaluation.  We  ought  to 
ask  about  the  impact  of  these  budgets 
on  children.  I  hope  every  person.  Demo- 
crat, Republican,  or  Independent,  lib- 
eral or  conservative,  will  ask  them- 
selves what  are  the  consequences  of 
bankrupting  our  Nation.  That  is  what 
this  question  is  all  about. 

And  please  do  not  kid  yourself.  There 
is  no  alternative  to  the  Republican  bal- 
anced budget  plan.  There  is  none,  ex- 
cept President  Clinton's  bankruptcy 
plan.  Now  that  is  the  difference  that  is 
being  questioned  here. 

Hopefully,  moderate  Democrats  will 
come  together  with  a  plan  that  also 
balances  the  budget.  I  personally  would 
welcome  it.  I  would  be  happy  to  look  at 
their  alternatives.  But  that  has  not 
been  presented.  Not  once,  not  once  in 
all  the  amendments  that  came  up  in 
the  Budget  Committee  wais  that  of- 
fered. 

Mr.  President,  does  it  make  a  dif- 
ference with  regard  to  whether  or  not 
we  adopt  the  Republican  plan? 

Let  me  point  out  in  a  world  economy 
how  the  world  reacted  when  they  saw 
Republicans  were  willing  to  turn  this 
Nation  around.  As  a  young  man,  when 
I  was  in  the  Navy  and  I  visited  Japan, 
there  were  460  yen  to  the  dollar.  When 
President  Clinton  came  into  office, 
there  were  130  yen  to  the  dollar.  Before 
the  Democrats  defeated  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  in  the  U.S.  Senate, 
you  can  see  the  yen  to  the  dollar  ratio, 
somewhere  a  little  above  97.  When  the 
Democrats  defeated  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment,  the  yen-dollar  ratio 
plummeted.  We  had  one  of  the  biggest 
movements  of  current  situations  of  any 
time  in  our  history. 

Let  me  remind  Americans  that  every 
working  person  in  this  country  who 
buys  a  product  produced  overseas, 
there  is  an  impact  to  that  because  it  is 
instant  inflation,  it  is  an  instant  in- 
crease in  cost,  whether  you  buy  oil 
products  or  you  buy  Japanese  cars  or 
other  products. 

What  we  saw  was  a  world  referendum 
on  American  policy.  And  what  hap- 
pened was  one  of  the  most  dramatic 
drops  in  the  value  of  the  dollar  at  any 
time  in  our  history.  Within  a  few  days. 
we  lost  14  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
U.S.  dollar  against  the  yen  when  the 
Democrats  defeated  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment. 

But  take  a  look  at  what  happened. 
Mr.  President,  when  Republicans 
passed  the  balanced  budget  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  reversed. 
You  had  one  of  the  biggest  increases  in 
the  value  of  the  dollar  in  history. 

Take  a  look  at  the  headline.  This  is 
Friday,  May  12,  from  the  Washington 
Times.  The  headline  is  simple  and 
straightforward:  "Dollar  Jumps  in  Big- 
gest One  Day  Advance  in  Four  Years." 


Mr.  President,  that  is  what  has  hap- 
pened. That  is  what  the  difference  in 
this  is. 

If  you  want  to  destroy  the  value  of 
the  dollar  and  you  want  to  destroy  the 
credibility  of  the  United  States  in  the 
world  economy,  adopt  the  bankruptcy 
budget  from  President  Clinton.  And  I 
say  that  because  it  is  perfectly  accu- 
rate. It  is  exactly  where  that  budget 
heads  us  to. 

If  you  want  to  straighten  it  out  and 
if  you  want  a  future  for  American  citi- 
zens, if  you  want  our  children  to  have 
a  chance  to  compete  in  the  world  mar- 
ket, then  you  will  adopt  the  Repub- 
lican budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  make  one 
other  point,  because  I  know  time  is 
scarce.  Mr.  President.  I  am  not  a  mil- 
lionaire. I  admire  those  people  who 
have  done  well.  But.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  listened  over  the  last  several  days 
to  a  series  of  Democratic  millionaires, 
many  of  whom  inherited  their  money, 
won  and  earned  by  someone  else,  come 
to  this  floor  and  bash  the  Republican 
budget  because  of  how  kind  it  is  to  mil- 
lionaires. Now,  being  lectured  about 
the  evils  of  wealth  from  Democrats 
who  inherited  millions  of  dollars.  I 
think,  challenges  the  credibility.  But 
what  challenges  it  even  more  is  the 
fact  that  they  misrepresent  what  this 
budget  does. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  the  allotted  time. 

Does  the  manager  yield  additional 
time  to  the  Senator? 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  an  addi- 
tional minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  point  needs  to  be  made  that  these 
millionaires,  who  inherited  their 
money  and  have  the  audacity  to  come 
down  and  lecture  Republicans  who  are 
working  people,  have  misrepresented 
the  facts.  To  suggest  that  the  Repub- 
lican budget  provides  tax  cuts  for  the 
millionaires  is  absolutely  false.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  Boxer-Brown 
amendment  that  is  included  in  the 
budget  document  specifically  addresses 
the  question  of  tax  cuts  and  specifi- 
cally allocates  90  percent  of  any  tax 
cuts  that  might  come  down  for  those 
working  people  who  earn  under  $100,000 
a  year.  Mr.  President,  the  allegation 
that  they  make  is  absolutely  false. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  time  situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
maining time  controlled  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  is  8  minutes 
and  45  seconds.  The  time  remaining  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  31  min- 
utes and  27  seconds. 


Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  my  friend 
and  colleague.  Senator  Doni),  will  be 
speaking  in  a  very  few  moments.  Let 
me  take  this  time  to  make  some  re- 
marks on  the  procedures  and  what  the 
hopes  are  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  very  dis- 
appointed by  the  amendment  that  is 
before  us.  because  I  do  not  think  it  i.s 
particularly  helpful  but  it  creates  po- 
litical drama. 

Yesterday  I  made  a  sincere  offer  to 
my  Republican  colleagues  to  work  with 
them  to  craft  a  bipartisan  budget.  I  of- 
fered the  hand  of  friendship  and  the 
hand  of  reason. 

This  amendment,  the  first  amend- 
ment offered  by  those  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  is  a  stinging  rebuke  to 
that  offer  of  bipartisanship.  The  Re- 
publicans have  decided  to  begin  their 
part  of  the  budget  debate  with  a  bit  of 
political  theater;  and  we  have  seen 
that  tactic  vividly  displayed  this  morn- 
ing. Theatrics  and  voice  quivering  dra- 
matics is  not  the  stuff  of  which  reason- 
able debate  and  a  sound  budget  is 
reached.  They  seem  to  want  to  deflect 
attention  from  the  priorities  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  by  setting  up  a  straw 
man  and  then  knocking  that  straw 
man  down. 

Time  and  time  again  in  the  debate 
this  morning,  we  Democrats  have  been 
accused  by  the  majority,  basically 
walking  in  lockstep.  of  wanting  to 
make  changes  in  the  Republican-of- 
fered budget,  that  we  are  trying  to  be 
helpful  and  reasonable  in  offering 
changes  as  an  attempt  by  the  Demo- 
crats to  spend, spend. spend. 

I  think  that  anyone  who  has  followed 
the  debate  ihus  tar  would  nave  to  con- 
cede that  we  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
are  not  spending,  spending,  spending, 
as  has  been  accused  in  the  theatrics 
that  have  taken  place  thus  far  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  What  we  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  be  reasonable,  to  restore 
some  of  the  cuts  on  some  of  the  most 
needy  programs,  to  not  allow  the  budg- 
et offered  by  the  Republicans  to  do  ter- 
rible harm  in  certain  areas  that  I  think 
we  and.  basically,  most  of  the  Repub- 
licans hold  very,  very  dear. 

We  are  trying  to  be  reasonable,  Mr. 
President.  We  are  not  trying  to  spend 
money.  We  are  trying  to  alleviate  some 
of  the  draconian  cuts  in  certain  pro- 
grams that  we  think  are  very  vital  to 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
people  that  dwell  happily  therein. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  simply  say— 
and  I  want  to  emphasize  once  again- 
that  we  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  have 
not  offered  a  single  amendment  on  the 
floor,  nor  did  we  as  Democrats  in  the 
Budget  Committee  offer  a  single 
amendment  that  basically  changed  the 
goal  of  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002  and  making  some  necessary 
and  painful  cuts  that  we  recognize  and 
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realize  are  vital  if  we  are  going  to  get 
to  that  point  of  balancing  the  budget 
in  the  year  2002. 

I  noticed  in  the  debate  this  morning 
that  there  was  much  ado  about  nothing 
with  regard  to  the  continued  reference 
to  the  fact  that  those  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  and  at  least  one  on  their  side 
of  the  aisle,  prevented  the  balanced 
budget  constitutional  amendment  to 
pass.  Well,  this  is  a  Senator  that  re- 
jects that  proposal,  rejects  what  I  con- 
sider lack  of  reasoning,  because  as  the 
Chair  and  everyone  else  in  the  Senate 
knows,  this  Senator  has  long  sought  a 
constitutional  amendment  requiring  a 
balanced  budget.  I,  and  others  on  our 
side  of  the  aisle,  supported  that  when 
it  lost  by  only  one  vote  on  the  floor. 

But  we  come  back  to  the  matter  of 
what  is  reasonable,  what  is  possible, 
what  can  be  done.  This  confrontation 
that  I  see  we  are  running  into  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  is  back  to.  I  think, 
what  can  be  pointed  to  as  the  failure 
link,  if  you  will,  of  the  budget  offered 
by  the  Republicans  which  the  Repub- 
licans seem  to  be  defending  at  every 
turn  in  the  road.  You  cannot  move  a 
comma,  you  cannot  dot  an  "i."  you 
cannot  make  a  change.  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  kind  of  theatrics  that  we 
have  heard  this  morning,  that  kind  of 
rhetoric  or  that  kind  of  what  I  consider 
lack  of  reasoning  is  beneficial  to  get- 
ting us  to  a  place  where  we  can  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002  and  do  it  in 
a  responsible  fashion. 

Congress  received  the  administra- 
tion's budget  on  February  6.  The  Presi- 
dent, frankly,  admitted  that  he  invited 
Congress  to  come  forward  with  its  al- 
ternative, and  the  Congress  has.  so 
that  we  as  a  nation  could  begin  our 
great  discussion  on  the  budget. 

A  lot  of  things  have  happened  since 
February  6.  For  one  thing,  we  had  a 
thorough  debate  on  the  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  that  would  have  re- 
quired a  balanced  budget.  As  I  said,  I 
supported  that  amendment,  and  so  did 
nearly  two-thirds  of  both  Houses  in  re- 
corded votes.  So.  of  course,  the  politi- 
cal landscape  has  changed  dramati- 
cally since  the  President  submitted  his 
budget  on  February  6. 

As  we  stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate yesterday,  there  is  a  broad  consen- 
sus in  favor  of  balancing  the  Federal 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  All  of  the 
amendments  offered  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  in  the  Budget  Committee  and  the 
debate  that  was  held  there,  and  with 
regard  to  what  we  will  be  offering  later 
on  today  and  next  week,  all  are  deficit 
neutral,  as  far  as  throwing  us  further 
into  debt,  expanding  the  debt,  and  all 
are  designed  to  balance  the  budget  by 
the  year  2002,  which  is  the  central 
theme  of  the  majority  budget  that  has 
been  offered.  I  said  some  good  things 
about  that  yesterday. 

I  just  simply  want  to  point  out,  Mr. 
President,  and  have  everyone  under- 
stand   that    every    single    amendment 
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that  we  offered  in  the  committee  and 
which  will  be  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  to  my  knowledge,  would 
have  balanced  the  budget  just  as  quick- 
ly and  at  the  same  time  as  the  Repub- 
lican-offered budget  that  seems  to  be 
sacrosanct  in  which  no  change,  even 
one  cent,  can  be  made.  We  do  not  dis- 
agree about  the  goal  of  balancing  the 
budget.  What  we  disagree  with  is  the 
priorities,  or  lack  thereof,  that  has 
been  set  and  made  part  of  the  budget 
process  that  has  been  offered  by  the  op- 
position. This  is  a  debate  we  should  be 
having,  and  I  look  forward  to  our  pro- 
ceeding to  that  debate. 

Because  so  much  water  has  gone  over 
the  dam  since  then.  I  cannot  support 
the  President's  budget  as  offered,  and 
certainly  it  is  not  a  starting  point,  but 
it  was  something  that  the  President 
started  and  was  required  to  do  some 
months  ago.  I  certainly  was  not  enthu- 
siastic about  the  President's  blueprint 
when  it  was  first  offered. 

As  I  said  in  my  opening  remarks,  we 
on  this  side  will  offer  perfecting 
amendments  to  the  Republican  budget 
to  try  to  enter  into  a  constructive 
process  to  improve  the  Republican 
budget.  In  my  view,  the  President's 
budget  should  be  handled  in  the  same 
manner,  but  we  all  know  the  fate  of 
that  proposal.  So  there  is  no  point 
whatsoever  in  attempting  to  amend  it. 

I  have  never  been  a  Senator  who 
blindly  follows  the  President,  regard- 
less of  party.  In  1993.  I  worked  hard  to 
make  changes  in  the  President's  budg- 
et. As  a  result  of  those  efforts,  the  pro- 
posed cut  in  agriculture  was  signifi- 
cantly reduced.  I  would  not — I  would 
not — have  supported  the  President's 
budget  then  had  it  not  been  changed 
along  the  manner  that  I  suggested. 

I  can  only  liope.  Mr.  President,  that 
as  this  debate  continues,  there  will  be 
some  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  who 
will  choose  not  to  blindly  follow  their 
leadership  and  who  will  vote  against 
the  Republican  budget  unless  the  hits, 
the  unfair  hits  on  some  key  proposals, 
are  reduced.  If  those  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle  want  to  call  that  irresponsible 
spending— it  is  not  true— they  have  to 
live  with  their  words. 

But  the  important  part  is  that  we 
need  to  start  with  the  budget  that  has 
a  chance  of  getting  the  votes  to  pass 
and  then  work  to  improve  that  docu- 
ment. The  sooner  we  begin  that  proc- 
ess, the  sooner  we  will  start  to  get 
something  serious  and  constructive 
done.  The  sooner  we  get  to  that  proc- 
ess, the  sooner  we  will  end  the  political 
theater. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  20  minutes  to 
my  colleague  from  Connecticut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  is  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Let  me  at  the  very  outset  thank 
my  colleague  from  Nebraska,  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Budget  Committee. 


Let  me  also  express  my  gratitude  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. Senator  Domenici.  for  whom  I  have 
a  high  degree  of  respect  and  regard.  I 
just  want  to  say  at  the  outset  that 
while  I  have  disagreements  with  the 
budget  proposal  as  presented  by  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  the  budget 
presented  by  the  majority  party  in  this 
body  is  substantially  better  than  the 
budget  presented  by  the  majority  in 
the  other  body.  A  great  deal  of  atten- 
tion has  been  focused  on  the  so-called 
Republican  budget,  but  I  invite  all  to 
examine  the  significant  differences 
that  exist  between  Republicans  in  the 
other  body  and  this  body.  There  is  a 
substantial  difference. 

While  I  said  at  the  outset  that  I  have 
my  disagreements  with  this  particular 
product.  I  want  to  begin  my  remarks 
by  at  least  suggesting  that  the  product 
that  has  been  produced  by  the  majority 
on  this  side  of  the  Congress  is  a  far 
more  honest  proposal,  with  numbers 
that  I  think  are  real. 

Having  said  that.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  also  say  that  I  am  disapjjointed 
that  the  first  amendment  to  come  up. 
to  be  offered  by  my  friends  on  the 
other  side,  is  to  propose  the  President's 
budget.  This  is  not  a  serious  effort. 

It  is  unfortunate,  with  a  subject  mat- 
ter as  serious  as  this  is.  to  begin  the 
process  by  putting  forward  a  proposal 
that  the  President  made  and  rec- 
ommended—and that  is  what  Presi- 
dents do.  they  recommend.  Presidents 
do  not  sign  these  resolutions.  There  is 
no  Presidential  participation  and  no 
room  for  a  veto  pen  on  a  budget  resolu- 
tion. Unlike  other  matters  that  will 
come  before  us,  this  is  a  matter  for  the 
Congress.  The  law  requires  that  we 
deal  with  a  budget  resolution.  Cer- 
tainly the  President's  voice  and  his  pri- 
orities are  critically  important  in  any 
discussion  involving  the  budget.  But  to 
have  as  the  first  matter  of  business  a 
proposal  more  designed  to  garner  a 
headline  than  to  deal  with  the  underly- 
ing problems  does  not  speak  well  for 
the  direction  in  which  we  begin  this 
discussion. 

What  will  ultimately  be  critically 
important  is  that  there  be  some  con- 
sensus developed,  hopefully,  on  these 
matters.  That  is  the  only  way  in  this 
body  that  you  can  move  the  ball  for- 
ward at  all. 

So  I  am  disappointed  that  we  are 
consuming  our  limited  time  on  an  issue 
that  really  has  very  little  legislative 
relevancy  at  all  and.  therefore,  de- 
tracts from  what  we  all  should  be  en- 
gaging in.  and  that  is  a  way  to  try  to 
come  to  some  consensus  on  these  mat- 
ters. 

Earlier  this  year,  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  roundly  denounced  the 
President's  budget  as  dead  on  arrival. 
Apparently,  it  is  not  quite  dead  be- 
cause we  are  now  considering  it  here. 
So  it  must  be  a  bit  like  Lazarus.  We 
are  going  to  raise  it  from  the  dead  only 
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to  try  to  kill  it  once  more  so  we  can 
achieve  again  the  kind  of  headlines 
that  will  submit  it  to  yet  a  further 
death.  Maybe  we  can  go  through  this 
during  the  next  week  or  so  to  kill  it 
and  raise  it.  kill  it  and  raise  it,  if  that 
is  going  to  advance  the  public  aware- 
ness and  knowledge  of  the  problems  of 
our  budget.  Having  been  denounced 
dead  on  arrival,  it  is  apparently  alive 
and  will  shortly  be  dead  again. 

I  see  my  colleague  from  New  Hamp- 
shire. Does  he  want  to  ask  me  to  yield? 

Mr.  GREGG  I  was  just  wondering,  if 
I  might  ask  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut, if  it  is  the  request  of  the  Senator 
that  we  offer  the  President's  budget 
next  week  as  our  second  amendment? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  say  to  my  good  friend 
that  I  suspect  if  this  keeps  up.  it  may 
be  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  amend- 
ments. Maybe  it  will  be  the  gift  that 
keeps  on  giving,  as  we  once  described 
another  amendment  in  the  Budget 
Committee.  Nonetheless,  it  is  dis- 
appointing to  this  Member  that  that  is 
the  first  matter  of  business  that  we 
have  before  us. 

Let  me  say  for  the  record— and, 
again.  I  say  this  more  in  sorrow  than 
anything  else—the  budget  proposal 
that  is  before  us,  the  product  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  basically  was  craft- 
ed with  one  side  alone  being  involved. 
The  minority,  our  side,  got  our  first 
look  at  this  budget  last  week— 38  days 
late.  I  might  point  out.  by  the  law. 
This  comes  almost  6  months  to  the  day 
after  our  friends  on  the  other  side  have 
either  known  they  were  in  power  or 
have  assumed  power.  They  announced 
they  would  have  a  budget  for  us  in  De- 
cember. January.  February.  March. 
.\pril.  and  finally  in  late  May.  38  days 
after  the  law  requires  it.  the  budget 
was  reported  by  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. The  budget  was  presented  to  the 
minority  just  last  week— a  day  and  a 
half  after  the  Budget  Committee  began 
its  consideration  of  the  proposal.  Now, 
the  first  amendment  offered  by  the  ma- 
jority is  an  amendment  that  brings  up 
the  Presidents  budget.  So  this  looks 
more  like  theater  than  legislating,  and 
I  regret  that  that  is  the  case. 

It  is  clear  that  no  Members  of  the 
majority  here  have  any  intention  of 
supporting  the  very  resolution  they 
have  asked  us  to  vote  on.  So  by  defini- 
tion this  substitute  will  fail.  So  why 
are  we  wasting  our  limited  time  debat- 
ing it.  Mr.  President?  Why  do  we  not 
talk  about  what  really  matters  in  this 
country? 

A  budget  resolution.  I  point  out.  is 
much  more  than  just  a  compilation  of 
figures.  Members  of  Congress  are  much 
more  than  green-visored  number 
crunchers.  A  budget  should  be  a  road 
map  for  the  future  of  this  Nation.  It 
plots  the  course  we  will  follow  as  a 
country,  and  it  should  be  the  embodi- 
ment of  our  values  and  priorities  as  a 
people. 

The  values  in  the  majority  budget, 
the    Republican    budget    plan,    in    my 


view,  are  wrong.  It  treats  our  people 
not  as  assets  to  be  developed,  but  as 
items  in  a  spending  cut  process.  It 
burns,  in  my  view,  the  bridges  that  or- 
dinary Americans  use,  or  hope  to  use. 
to  cross  over  to  a  better  life  for  them- 
selves and  their  families. 

American  politics  is  about  change. 
Mr.  President.  But  it  is  not  about  this 
kind  of  change.  This  debate  should  be 
about  how  we  build  a  stronger  and  a 
richer  America,  not  just  fiscally,  as  im- 
portant as  that  is.  but  economically 
and  socially  and  morally,  as  well. 
Using  this  standard,  I  believe  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal  just  does  not 
measure  up. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  few  moments, 
if  I  could,  and  provide  some  historical 
perspective  on  balanced  and  unbal- 
anced budgets.  Over  the  last  decade,  we 
have  had  a  tendency  to  look  at  our  cur- 
rent deficit  and  debt  problems  in  isola- 
tion. 

Contrary  to  popular  perception,  bal- 
anced budgets  have  not  been  a  natural 
part  of  our  national  experience.  There 
have  been  wide  variations  throughout 
the  200-plus-year  history  of  our  coun- 
try in  spending  patterns.  We  have  had 
surpluses.  Mr.  President,  as  high  as  102 
percent  of  Federal  spending  in  1835.  and 
deficits  as  great  as  89  percent  of  Fed- 
eral spending  in  1862.  during  the  height 
of  the  Civil  War.  We  have  run  deficits 
in  half  of  our  last  200  years  as  a  nation. 

Our  current  difficulties.  I  point  out. 
are  small  relative  to  deficits  that  our 
Nation  has  experienced  in  the  past.  In 
1983.  at  the  height  of  our  current  defi- 
cit problems,  the  Federal  deficit  was  26 
percent  of  overall  spending.  It  is  now 
about  13  percent. 

This  historical  perspective  is  not  de- 
signed. I  point  out.  to  diminish  the  se- 
verity of  our  current  deficit  problems. 
Quite  to  the  contrary.  Everybody 
agrees  that  we  must  reduce  our  deficits 
and  bring  our  budgets  as  close  to  bal- 
ance as  possible. 


budgets  are  desir- 
Member  here  that 
But  they  are  not 
seen   as   our  only 


Clearly,  balanced 
able.  I  know  of  no 
believes  otherwise, 
and  should  not  be 
goal.  Providing  economic  and  military 
stability,  raising  living  standards,  pro- 
moting adequate  savings  and  invest- 
ment, and  reacting  appropriately  to 
unforeseen  events  are  also  critically 
important  objectives.  It  is  unrealistic 
to  expect  any  great  nation  to  achieve 
all  of  these  goals  in  every  given  year. 
Yet.  all  are  critically  important  goals 
for  any  great  nation. 

This  economic  reality  has  not  been 
our  experience  alone.  According  to 
commentator  Kevin  Phillips: 

.\monK  the  si'oup  of  seven  industrialized 
nations,  the  United  States  h;\s  either  the 
lowest  or  second-lowest  annual  budget  defi- 
cit as  a  percentage  of  overall  gross  national 
product. 

Having  provided  a  historical  perspec- 
tive, let  us  remember  for  a  moment,  at 
least,  how  we  got  into  this  present 
mess  that  we  now  find  ourselves  in. 


If  we  go  back  to  1981  when  President 
Reagan  was  the  leader  of  our  country. 
and  there  was  a  Republican  Senate,  the 
majority  then  promised  to — and  listen 
to  these  words— ■cut  taxes,  increase 
defense  spending,  and  balance  the 
budget  by  1984."  I  am  not  making  that 
up.  Mr.  President.  Those  were  the 
words  and  language  used  more  than  a 
decade  ago. 

The  majority  is  now  making  a  very 
similar  argument  for  why  we  ought  to 
accept  the  budget  they  have  presented 
us  with.  It  did  not  work  in  the  1980's. 
Instead,  as  most  Americans  are  aware, 
since  1984.  we  saw  the  national  debt 
quadrupled  in  this  country. 

Our  fiscal  year  1996  budget  would  be 
in  balance.  Mr.  President,  if  we  were 
not  paying  the  interest  on  the  debt  ac- 
cumulated during  the  Reagan-Bush 
eras.  We  would  be  in  surplus  next  year. 

In  January  1993  when  the  Governor  of 
Arkansas,  who  never  served  in  Con- 
gress, never  served  in  the  Senate,  ar- 
rived in  town  as  our  newly  elected 
President,  what  did  he  inherit?  He  in- 
herited a  S327  billion  deficit  for  that 
year  alone.  He  had  to.  and  was  commit- 
ted to.  clean  up  the  fiscal  train  wreck 
of  the  1980's.  Just  27  days— not  38  days 
late  under  the  law.  but  27  days— after 
being  sworn  in  as  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  President  Clinton  sub- 
mitted a  detailed  budget  plan  that  con- 
tained more  than  $500  billion  in  deficit 
reduction:  27  days  after  coming  into  of- 
fice, this  former  Governor  of  Arkansas, 
who  inherited  the  problem,  made  dif- 
ficult and  painful  choices.  The  choices, 
in  fact,  were  so  hard  that  not  a  single 
Republican  Member  of  this  body  sup- 
ported his  deficit  reduction  initiative. 
Instead,  they  attacked  it  and  said. 
"This  is  going  to  create  economic 
havoc  in  the  country  and  it  is  going  to 
destroy  our  ability  to  have  a  growing 
economy." 

Yet.  we  know  the  opposite  has  proved 
to  be  the  case.  The  President  reversed 
the  trend  of  the  Reagan-Bush  era.  Then 
the  national  debt,  as  I  pointed  out  a 
moment  ago.  was  growing  faster  than 
the  econom.v  of  this  country.  Now  our 
economy,  for  the  first  time  in  a  decade 
and  a  half,  is  growing  faster  than  the 
debt  of  this  country.  That  happened 
without  a  single  Member  of  today's 
majority  voting  for  that  deficit  reduc- 
tion plan. 

The  combined  rates  of  unemployment 
and  inflation  have  reached  a  25-year 
low.  Now.  do  not  believe  me.  do  not  be- 
lieve the  talk  you  hear  in  the  body  of 
the  U.S.  Senate:  talk  to  the  people  on 
Main  Street  and  Wall  Street  in  this 
country.  The  best  evidence  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  budget  plan  provided  the 
kind  of  leadership  that  he  said  he 
would  is  evidenced  by  what  happened 
to  the  economy  over  the  last  several 
years.  The  marketplace  is  telling  us 
that  he  did  the  right  thing— not  politi- 
cal rhetoric,  but  the  marketplace. 

The  deficit  is  now  at  its  lowest  level 
as  a   percentage   of  GDP   than   at  any 


time  in  the  last  15  years,  about  2.7  per- 
cent. Again,  that  is  not  rhetoric.  That 
is  not  talk.  That  is  a  fact. 

In  February,  the  President  submitted 
his  1996  budget  and  recommended  an 
additional  $81  billion  in  deficit  reduc- 
tion. The  President  recommended  con- 
solidating Federal  programs,  devolving 
Federal  functions  to  the  States, 
privatizing  some  functions  that  the 
private  sector  can  perform  at  least  as 
well  at  a  lower  cost,  and  terminating 
many  programs  that  have  outlived 
their  usefulness. 

The  President's  budget  resolution 
was  not  designed  as  an  end  point.  The 
President  made  eminently  clear  that 
we  cannot  succeed  in  reducing  our  defi- 
cits without  reining  in  rising  health 
care  costs. 

The  identification  of  a  $200  billion 
deficit  problem  as  long  as  the  eye  can 
see  in  the  future  is  right.  My  colleague 
from  New  Mexico  has  said  that.  He  is 
correct.  That  $200  billion  deficit  item  is 
sticking  out  there.  But  why  is  it  stick- 
ing out  there?  It  is  sticking  out  there, 
we  all  know  the  reason,  because  of  ris- 
ing health  care  costs. 

I  say  to  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
that  the  health  care  problem  is  not 
going  to  go  away  by  just  talking  about 
Medicare.  If  we  read  the  Contract  With 
America—and  again  none  of  my  col- 
leagues here  signed  the  so-called  con- 
tract— we  cannot  find  the  words 
"health  care"  mentioned.  The  word 
Medicare  does  not  show  up  in  the  con- 
tract. Yet  we  all  know  that  health  care 
is  the  1.000'pound  gorilla  sitting  out 
there  that  has  to  be  addressed. 

So  the  President,  in  his  budget,  rec- 
ognized that  fact.  He  said  last  year  we 
did  not  get  it  done,  we  should  try  again 
this  year  and  step  up  to  the  plate  and 

(Jpal  with  thp  issiiP 

With  all  due  respect  to  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side,  the  budget  plan  that 
has  been  presented  ducks  the  genuine 
health  care  reform  issue.  Instead,  it 
takes  a  meat  ax  to  a  Federal  health 
care  program,  cutting  more  than  $430 
billion  from  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

The  resolution  provides  no  details  of 
how  these  cuts  are  to  be  achieved,  but 
says  instead  we  will  appoint  a  commis- 
sion, a  commission.  That,  in  my  view, 
is  nothing  more  than  an  effort  to  dis- 
guise the  problem  rather  than  facing 
up  to  it  ourselves.  Our  colleagues  pin 
all  their  hopes  on  some  outside  group 
which  will  have  the  miraculous  power 
to  turn  water  into  wine  and  to  magi- 
cally extract  $430  billion  from  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  without  causing  any  pain 
to  anyone.  Mr  President,  it  simply 
cannot  be  done. 

Let  us  assume  for  a  moment  that 
this  budget  becomes  law  and  that  its 
assumptions  are  carried  out.  What  will 
the  America  of  2002  look  like?  This 
budget  may  achieve  balance.  But.  it 
would  also,  in  my  view,  inflame  our  so- 
cial and  economic  conditions.  We  may 
find  the  Holy  Grail  of  a  balanced  budg- 


et, but  will  we  have  suffered  enormous 
casualties  in  the  crusade  to  get  our 
hands  on  it? 

Where  will  senior  citizens  be  in  the 
year  2002?  After  decades  of  hard  work, 
many  will  face  retirement  years  full  of 
anxiety  over  medical  bills.  Medicare 
recipients,  who.  I  might  point  out.  Mr. 
President,  have  a  median  income  of 
$17,000  a  year,  will  live  in  constant  fear 
that  the  next  illness  will  bankrupt 
them  or  worse.  Seniors  will  face  higher 
deductibles,  copayments.  and  pre- 
miums on  the  order  of  $900  a  year  as  a 
result. 

We  can  say  this  is  only  a  cut  in 
growth,  but  tell  that  to  a  person  out  in 
the  countrj'  who  is  living  on  $17,000  a 
year  or  less.  Let  me  point  out,  Mr. 
President,  95  percent  of  the  35  million 
people  on  Medicare  have  incomes  of 
$50,000  or  less;  7.7  million  of  the  35  mil- 
lion have  incomes  of  $10,000  or  less. 

Last  year.  Medicare  recipients  paid 
almost  $3,000  in  out-of-pocket  costs  to- 
ward their  medical  expenses.  This 
budget  proposal  will  ask  them  to  pay 
$900  more  on  average:  $900  more  in 
Medicare  costs.  These  people  cannot  af- 
ford that. 

We  have  got  to  come  up  with  better 
answers  to  solve  the  overall  Medicare 
problem.  Do  not  tell  me  it  will  not 
hurt.  Do  not  tell  me  it  will  be  painless. 

Every  Member  of  this  body  has  a 
health  care  plan.  If  we  get  sick,  we  are 
covered.  We  have  incomes  of  $135,000  a 
year.  To  a  person  out  there  living  on 
$10,000.  $15,000.  $14,000.  $16,000  or  $20,000 
a  year,  this  kind  of  increase  in  their 
out-of-pocket  expenses  hurts  deeply. 
We  have  to  do  a  better  job. 

Medicare  is  not  the  cause  of  the  prob- 
lem, it  is  the  symptom.  It  is  one  fea- 
ture. To  put  all  of  our  eggs  m  the  Medi- 
careMedicaid  basket  and  say  we  have 
now  solved  the  health  care  problem  is 
to  be  totally  unmindful  of  the  mag- 
nitude of  this  issue. 

Mr.  President,  when  those  who  say  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  "Sorry,  this 
is  painful"— but  we  have  spread  the 
pain  widely,  they  are  not  being  fair  to 
or  honest  with  the  American  people.  I 
say  to  my  friend  from  New  Mexico — 
and  I  respect  him  because  he  does  not 
have  the  kind  of  tax  cut  in  his  proposal 
that  exists  on  the  other  side — but  how 
do  we  say  to  someone  watching  that 
House  budget  pass  with  massive  tax 
cuts  for  the  affluent  on  one  hand,  and 
massive  cuts  in  Medicare— by  far  the 
largest  in  our  histor.v — that  this  is  the 
least  bit  equitable.  The  surveys  in  this 
country  say  that  Americans  would  like 
to  have  a  tax  cut.  Everybody  would. 
But  we  think  deficit  reduction  is  more 
important.  And  yet  we  will  sacrifice 
the  people  on  Medicare,  people  on  Med- 
icaid, for  a  tax  cut.  What  kind  of  bal- 
ance is  that?  What  kind  of  fairness  is 
that?  That  is  not  what  people  asked  for 
in  this  country  when  they  voted  last 
fall. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  let  me  turn  to 
education,  because  that  is  also  a  criti- 


cal issue.  It  is  the  key  to  our  society's 
and  our  economy's  success.  Ask  any 
person  in  this  country  what  is  the  sin- 
gle most  important  issue  in  many  ways 
and  they  will  say  an  educated  society. 

With  income  increasingly  correlated 
with  educational  achievement,  it  is 
quite  obvious.  According  to  the  New 
York  Times,  the  wage  gap  between  col- 
lege graduates  and  high  school  grad- 
uates doubled  during  the  1980's.  College 
graduates  used  to  earn  about  30  percent 
more  than  high  school  graduates. 
Today  they  earn  60  percent  more  than 
high  school  graduates. 

Labor  Secretary  Bob  Reich  reports 
that,  every  year  of  post-secondary  edu- 
cation or  training  boosts  earning  power 
by  6  to  12  percent.  It  is  not  just  a  ques- 
tion of  learning  something,  it  is  also 
economic  power.  It  is  the  opportunity 
to  climb  out  of  a  difficult  situation 
that  a  family  may  be  in.  Education  is 
the  key  to  success.  At  a  time  when  we 
should  be  devoting  more  resources  to 
the  21st  century  needs  of  this  Nation, 
in  the  year  2002  of  this  budget,  we  will 
be  spending  a  third  less  than  we  are 
today— a  third  less,  Mr.  President — on 
education. 

Ask  the  American  public  whether  or 
not  they  think  it  is  wise  fiscal  policy 
to  slaish  the  education  needs  of  middle- 
income  families.  Half  of  all  college  stu- 
dents count  on  Federal  financial  aid  to 
put  themselves  through  school,  but 
this  budget  puts  them  under  the  gun. 

By  2002,  interest  will  start  accruing 
on  student  loans  while  students  are 
still  in  school.  These  cuts  will  lift  high- 
er education  out  of  the  reach  of  many 
of  American  families.  A  million  stu- 
dents, Mr.  President,  will  lose  their 
Pell  grants.  Other  forms  of  financial 
aid  will  become  scarce. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  is  expired. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
see  my  colleague  to  ask  for  time.  We 
are  out  of  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  is  expired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  on 
that  note,  let  me  just  say  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  there  will  not  be  1  million 
Pell  grants  lost  under  the  Senate  pro- 
posal. We  will  prove  that  in  due  course, 
but  that  is  a  nice  way  to  end  the  Sen- 
ator's remarks,  by  making  this  com- 
mitment and  observation  to  the  people. 

I  yield  to  Senator  Gramm  8  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMA.S).  The  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
our  dear  colleague  from  New  Mexico 
for  yielding. 

I  want  to  make  a  couple  of  points 
about  the  President  and  his  budget  and 
his  lack  of  leadership.  I  will  only  make 
a  few  points,  because  the  President  has 
decided  to  make  himself  irrelevant  to 
the  number  one  issue  in  the  Congress 
by  submitting  a  budget  that  over  the 
next  5  years  has  the  deficit  explode  up 
to  almost  $300  billion  a  year.  Now,  ev- 
erybody has  to  understand  that  rep- 
resents a  total  lack  of  leadership. 
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Now.  let  me  begin  by  talking  about 
the  President's  budget  2  years  ago.  It 
was  a  budget  that  raised  taxes  by  $252 
billion,  taxed  Social  Security  benefits 
on  Social  Security  families  that  were 
earning  over  $30,000  a  year,  taxed  gaso- 
line, imposed  a  massive  tax  on  small 
business.  Yet  what  happened  to  the  def- 
icit? It  went  up.  The  deficit  is  rising. 

If  we  went  back  and  took  away  Bill 
Clintons  tax  increase  and  took  away 
the  spending  increases  that  have  oc- 
curred since  he  has  become  President. 
the  deficit  would  be  lower  today  if 
there  had  been  no  tax  increase  and  no 
spending  increase.  So  it  is  true  that 
Republicans  voted  against  the  Clinton 
budget  because  it  raised  taxes,  and 
raised  spending  more  than  it  raised 
taxes. 

I  think  it  is  also  important,  since 
many  people  are  going  to  talk  about 
defense — we  won  the  cold  war.  We  tore 
down  the  Berlin  Wall.  We  liberated 
Eastern  Europe.  We  changed  the  world 
through  the  leadership  of  Ronald 
Reagan. 

But  if  every  penny  of  defense  savings 
since  1985  had  gone  to  deficit  reduction 
instead  of  being  spent,  we  would  have  a 
balanced  budget  today.  So  not  only 
have  we  spent  every  penny  of  massive 
increases  in  taxes,  but  Congress  and 
the  President  have  spent  every  penny 
of  defense  savings  since  we  won  the 
cold  war. 

Finally,  in  terms  of  Medicare,  I  will 
tell  you  one  thing  about  our  Demo- 
cratic colleagues  and  that  is  they  are 
willing  to  take  an  issue  where  they 
have  no  standing  and  cloak  themselves 
in  righteousness  on  it.  When  the  Presi- 
dent proposed  a  1.300  page  bill  to  have 
the  Government  take  over  and  run  the 
health  care  system,  to  reinvent  the 
greatest  health  care  system  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  world  in  the  image  oi  the 
post  office,  the  one  part  of  the  Amer- 
ican health  care  system  that  he  chose 
to  exclude  from  health  care  reform  was 
Medicare. 

Now  the  Democrats  tell  us,  look,  you 
cannot  possibly  do  what  a  bipartisan 
commission  tells  you  that  you  have  to 
do  to  prevent  Medicare  from  going 
broke  without  having  the  Government 
take  over  and  run  the  whole  health 
care  system.  And  yet.  when  they  pro- 
posed that  the  Government  take  over 
and  run  the  health  care  system,  they 
exempted  Medicare.  So  I  am  afraid 
their  words  simply  do  not  have  the  ring 
of  truth  in  them. 

What  has  happened  to  the  Federal 
budgef:"  If  we  went  back  to  1950  and  we 
looked  at  the  growth  of  Govemmenfs 
budget  relative  to  the  growth  of  the 
budget  of  the  average  family  in  Amer- 
ica we  see  a  very,  very  clear  picture. 


Government's  budget  at  the  Federal 
level  has  grown  2'/^j  times  as  fast  on  av- 
erage as  the  budget  of  the  average  fam- 
ily in  America  since  1950.  Let  me  con- 
vert that  into  something  I  think  people 
will  understand.  If  you  went  back  to 
1950  and  you  had  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's budget  grow  at  the  rate  that 
the  family  budget  has  grown  in  Amer- 
ica, our  Government  today  would  be 
one-third  its  size.  If  the  family  budget, 
beginning  in  1950.  had  grown  as  fast  as 
the  Government  budget  has  grown,  the 
average  working  family  in  America 
would  be  earning  $128,000  a  year  today. 

Now.  I  think  if  you  ask  most  people 
if  they  would  rather  have  that  America 
or  the  one  we  have  now,  I  think  most 
Americans  would  prefer  to  have  that 
America.  But  what  the  President  is 
proposing,  what  our  Democratic  col- 
leagues are  proposing,  is  more  of  the 
same.  The  President  is  so  committed  to 
preserving  the  Government  he  knows 
and  loves,  programs  which  he  has  a  po- 
litical and  emotional  attachment  to, 
that  it  does  not  matter  that  in  the  last 
40  years  those  programs  have  failed.  It 
does  not  matter  that  people  on  welfare 
are  poorer,  more  dependent,  and  less 
happy  today  than  they  were  in  1965. 
The  President's  answer  is  more  spend- 
ing on  welfare. 

It  does  not  matter  that  Medicare  is 
going  broke  and  a  bipartisan  commis- 
sion, appointed  by  President  Clinton, 
says  that  by  the  year  2002,  we  will  not 
be  able  to  pay  the  bills  because  the  av- 
erage retired  couple  is  going  to  end  up 
having  expenses  of  over  $110,000  more 
over  their  lifetime  than  we  have  in  the 
system  to  pay  for  their  benefits.  The 
President  says  not  to  worry  about  it; 
2002?  I  guess  President  Clinton  figures 
he  will  be  out  of  office  and  the  roof  will 
fall  on  somebody  else's  head.  This 
budget  worries  about  it. 

How  do  we  deal  with  deficits?  Basi- 
cally, what  the  budget  that  is  being  of- 
fered on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  does  is 
limit  the  growth  of  Government  spend- 
ing to  3.3  percent  a  year.  In  fact,  if  you 
look  at  this  red  line  I  have  on  my  chart 
here,  that  is  what  Government  spend- 
ing in  total  looks  like  under  the  Do- 
menici  budget,  the  budget  that  the 
Democrats  are  here  attacking,  saying 
the  world  is  coming  to  an  end  if  we 
adopt  this  budget.  Government  spend- 
ing grows  every  single  day  under  the 
Domenici  budget.  It  grows  by  3.3  per- 
cent a  year.  And  I  submit  there  are  a 
lot  of  working  families  in  America  who 
are  not  going  to  see  their  incomes  grow 
by  3.3  percent  a  year.  By  limiting  the 
growth  of  Government  spending  to  3.3 
percent  a  year,  we  can  balance  the 
budget  over  the  next  7  years. 

Now.  we  have  some  people  who  say 
that  is  enough;  that  is  as  hard  a  job  as 


we  can  do.  I  believe  we  can  do  better.  I 
believe  we  should  limit  the  growth  of 
Federal  spending  to  about  3  percent  a 
year  so  we  can  do  what  the  House  has 
done,  balance  the  Federal  budget  and 
cut  spending  further  so  we  can  let 
working  families  keep  more  of  what 
they  earn,  and  so  we  can  provide  incen- 
tives for  job  creation  and  economic 
growth. 

Our  people  need  less  Government  and 
more  freedom.  They  need  the  oppor- 
tunity to  spend  more  of  their  own 
money  on  their  own  children.  We  need 
incentives  for  job  creation.  We  can  do 
that  by  adopting  a  budget  which  bal- 
ances the  budget  but  which  cuts  spend- 
ing further  so  we  can  let  people  make 
investments. 

I  hope  on  Tuesday  to  give  Members 
an  opportunity  to  both  balance  the 
budget  and  to  cut  spending  further  so 
we  can  let  people  keep  more  of  what 
the.y  earn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Under  the  agreement  of  15  minutes 
on  each  side  before  the  vote  at  10:45, 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self, on  behalf  of  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  those  not 
familiar  with  the  workings  of  the  Sen- 
ate might  find  it  strange  that  the  first 
amendment  offered  by  proponents  of 
this  budget  resolution  is  one  they  will 
vote  against. 

Let  me  explain  why.  Last  night.  I 
heard  one  of  the  most  disrespectful 
speeches  I  have  ever  heard  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  I  saw  one  of  the  most  dis- 
respectful charts  I  have  ever  seen. 
What  I  saw  was  disrespectful  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  person- 
ally and  of  the  office  of  the  Presidency. 

The  amendment  before  us  is  a  further 
attempt  to  embarrass  the  President. 

In  January  1993,  President  Bush  pre- 
sented his  last  budget  to  Congress  as 
required  by  law.  That  budget  showed 
deficits  climbing  to  $320  billion  by  fis- 
cal year  1998.  I  do  not  intend  to  offer 
President  Bush's  last  budget  as  an 
amendment,  but  I  do  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  a  summary  of  that 
budget  printed  in  the  Record  so  the 
Record  will  show  the  contrast.  Com- 
pare the  numbers  in  the  last  Bush  ad- 
ministration budget  with  the  underly- 
ing amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


FINAL  BUSH  ADMINISTRATION  BUDGET  SUBMISSION.  JANUARY  1993 


1992 
acluil 


Estimate 


1993 


1994 


1996 


1997 


1998 


Receipts 


1.0916 


1.1476 


12J0  3 


1.305  6 


1,3785 


1.439  7 


1,523  4 
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1992 

atttui 


EstiiKite 


1993 


1994 


1995 


19% 


1997 


1991 


Outlays 

Discretionafy 
Mandatory 

Deoosit  insurance  . 

Medicaid      

Federal  retirement 


534  3 


5481 


537  4 


5391 


5391 


5391 


5391 


Means-tested  entitleflKnb 

Medicare . 

Social  Security  _ _, 

Unemployment  comoensalion  

UndistriDuted  otisetlmg  receioted 
Ottier 


26 

155 

16  2 

-71 

-14  9 

-113 

-69 

67  8 

80  5 

92  9 

107  8 

122  7 

1388 

1564 

74  9 

774 

815 

83  9 

886 

941 

982 

750 

83  4 

89  8 

95  6 

98  5 

106  2 

1124 

1167 

1299 

147  8 

166  3 

1885 

2114 

235  8 

2851 

302  2 

318  7 

3362 

3551 

374  8 

3956 

37  0 

32  7 

24  7 

24  4 

25  5 

26  3 

27  4 

-393 

-372 

-390 

-40  3 

-415 

-43  5 

-460 

28  7 

396 

32  7 

279 

20  7 

22  9 

22  9 

Sut)total,  mandatory 


Total  outlays  . , „„..^...._..,.„........i. 

Deficit  I -)  excluding  MDA  sequester  .,, 

MDA  sequester  savings  (includes  PAVGO  and  deljf  service  ssvinis  ol  $1 7  billion  in  1994  and  US  lirllign  in  199S1 


6480 
1994 

724  1 
202  8 

765  2 
220  1 

794  9 
244  1 

843  2 
262  5 

9196 
286  0 

9957 
30S4 

13818 

14749 

1522  7 

1.5780 

1644  8 

1.744  7 

1843  2 

-290  2 
NA 

-327  3 
NA 

-  292  4 
22  4 

-272  4 
42  8 

-266  4 

NA 

-305  0 

NA 

-3198 

M 

Deficit  ( - 1  including  MDA  sequester 

(eicluding  MDA  sequeslet  sayings): 


-2902 


-327  3 


-269  9 


-2296 


-266  4 


-3O50 


-319  8 


Memoranduni 


Surplus  or  deficit  I 
On-budget 
Off- budget 


40  3 

-379  9 

-354  8 

-3426 

-3485 

-3956 

-4229 

501 

52  6 

62  5 

70  3 

82  1 

907 

1031 

HoM  The  following  estimates  exclude  an  MDA  sequester  t1  existing  MDA's  are  not  adjusted.  tt>e  1994  deficit  would  be  lower  by  between  $23  2  billion  and  $50  0  billion,  and  tne  1995  deticil  would  be  lowef  by  between  $21  8  btltiOA  and 

S7I  4  billion 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One 
minute  has  expired. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  1  ad- 
ditional minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FORD.  What  a  difference  2  years 
has  made. 

What  it  means  to  me  is  also  a  loud 
signal  that  those  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  no  intention  of  develop- 
ing a  bipartisan  approach  to  deficit  re- 
duction. 1  think  that  is  regrettable. 

I  do  not  intend  to  vote  for  either  the 
pending  amendment  or  the  underlying 
budget  resolution.  It  is  still  my  hope 
that  we  can  find  a  bipartisan  solution 
at  the  end  of  the  day.  But  not  by  offer- 
ing amendments  like  this  one.  for  po- 
litical purposes. 

1  think  it  is  unfortunate  and  I  urge 
its  defeat. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have  re- 
luctanll,y  concluded  that  I  cannot  sup- 
port the  President's  budget  as  submit- 
ted. The  major  change  that  should  be 
made  to  his  budget,  in  my  judgment, 
would  be  to  eliminate  his  proposed  tax 
cut  and,  instead,  apply  the  amount 
that  would  be  required  for  this  purpose 
toward  deficit  reduction. 

The  President  deserves  great  credit 
for  his  leadership  in  proposing  a  major 
deficit  reduction  package  shortly  after 
he  assumed  office  in  1993.  That  deficit 
reduction  package  was  subsequently 
enacted  into  law  without  one  Repub- 
lican vote  in  either  the  House  or  the 
Senate.  It  resulted  in  deficit  reduction 
over  a  5-year  period  of  approximately 
$500  billion. 

I  note  that  in  this  year's  budget  sub- 
mission, however,  the  President's  budg- 
et proposals  would  result  in  a  continu- 
ation of  annual  deficit.s  in  the  $200  bil- 
lion range  for  each  of  the  next  5  years. 
I  think  that  we  can,  and  must,  do  bet- 
ter. The  place  to  start  is  to  restrain 
ourselves     from     making     the      easy 


choices  like  tax  cuts  and  instead  make 
the  difficult  choices  that  may  be  nec- 
essary and  apply  any  savings  to  deficit 
reduction. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  two  starkly  different  budgets  be- 
fore us  that  would  move  this  country 
in  opposite  directions.  First,  there  is 
the  Republican  budget  now  before  this 
body.  That  budget  offers  a  vision  for 
the  future.  Under  that  plan  the  deficit 
would  slowly  decline  until  it  would  dis- 
appear in  2002.  It  is  the  only  budget 
with  a  vision  and  a  future.  It  would 
balance  present-day  needs  with  long- 
term  needs  for  seniors,  for  children,  for 
the  needy,  and  for  the  taxpayer. 

There  is  another  budget  before  us, 
Mr.  President.  It  is  the  Presidents 
budget.  And  his  budget  moves  in  the 
opposite  direction.  Under  his  vision  of 
the  future,  deficits  would  lise  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  see.  His  direction  would  be 
devastating  to  our  children  and  grand- 
children, and  to  America's  future.  It 
would  saddle  future  generations  with 
an  additional  $1.7  trillion  in  debt  over 
the  next  5  years. 

I  have  not  seen  a  more  irresponsible 
budget  proposed  by  a  President  since 
the  Rose  Garden  budget  proposed  by 
President  Reagan  in  1984.  That  budget 
did  nothing  to  attack  the  deficit.  This 
one  does  even  less. 

The  President's  budget  submission 
represents  an  abdication  of  leadership 
by  the  President.  At  a  time  when  he 
could  have  carried  fiscal  responsibility 
across  the  goal  line,  he  punted.  He  took 
a  walk.  He  decided  to  play  Pontius  Pi- 
late and  wash  his  hands  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  this  budget  is 
soundly  defeated.  This  body  has  to  send 
the  message  that  the  direction  taken 
by  this  President  in  his  budget  is  unac- 
ceptable. It  represents  abdication,  re- 
treat, and  failed  leadership.  It  rep- 
resents the  triumph  of  business-as- 
usual  over  vision.  I  urge  its  defeat. 


Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President. 
just  this  week  my  Republican  col- 
leagues, belatedly,  unveiled  their  budg- 
et priorities  to  the  American  people 
and  the  U.S.  Senate.  Their  priorities 
are  expressed  in  Senator  Domenici's 
budget  proposal  which  is  now  pending 
on  the  Senate  floor.  The  loss  leaders  in 
this  Republican  budget  are  the  basic 
health  programs  protecting  our  Na- 
tion's senior  citizens,  poor  children, 
the  disabled,  and  pregnant  women,  also 
known  as  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  His- 
toric levels  of  cuts  in  these  programs — 
$256  billion  out  of  Medicare  and  $175 
billion  out  of  Medicaid — make  the 
major  contribution  to  the  deficit  re- 
duction in  their  proposal.  Education 
gets  hit  hard,  as  do  other  investment 
prioritifs  T  care  nhmit.  likp  inh  train- 
ing. Our  Nation's  veterans  lose.  Work- 
ing families  who  depend  on  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  lose.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  people  of  West  Virginia, 
whom  I  represent,  lose  under  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal.  Nevertheless. 
the  Republican  budget  priorities  are 
here.  Their  budget  is  finally  on  the 
table  and  the  subject  of  discussion  and 
debate  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Is  that  what 
Republicans  want  to  debate  and  talk 
about?  No. 

The  Republicans'  first  order  of  busi- 
ness during  the  floor  action  of  their 
budget  has  been  to  exercise  their  par- 
liamentary right  to  offer  the  first 
amendment.  Their  first  amendment, 
offered  by  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Senator  Domenici.  is  to 
substitute  the  President's  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  for  their  long-awaited  pro- 
posal. It  seems  rather  odd  to  propose  a 
complete  substitute  for  their  much  an- 
ticipated proposal  before  there  has 
been  any  real  debate  on  the  Senate 
floor  about  what  is  in  their  proposal— 
who  wins  and  who  loses  under  their 
plan.  And  it  is  even  more  extraordinary 
that  my  Republican  colleagues  would 
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choose  to  move  to  adopt  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  proposal  as  a  substitute, 
after  purporting  to  have  just  outlined 
their  version  of  a  responsible  budget 
before  the  Senate.  Why  have  they 
asked  the  Senate  to  vote  on  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  before  any  meaningful 
discussion  has  ensued  about  the  details 
of  the  Republican  budget  proposal? 
Why  have  they  changed  the  subject? 

This  amendment  is  nothing  more 
than  a  political  ploy.  I  suppose  it  is 
meant  to  make  the  point  that  the 
President's  budget  would  not  gamer  a 
majority  of  votes  in  the  Senate.  But  we 
already  know  that.  They  are  not  going 
to  vote  for  it  and  they  are  the  majority 
of  Members  of  this  body.  Undoubtedly, 
their  proposed  amendment  will  fail,  re- 
gardless of  how  Democratic  Senators 
vote.  So  they  must  be  using  their  par- 
liamentary right  purely  to  make  a  po- 
litical point.  A  point  which  seems  obvi- 
ous to  me. 

I  believe  they  have  chosen  to  pursue 
this  strategy  because  they  want  to  dis- 
tract the  American  people,  the  Senate, 
the  media,  from  what  ought  to  be  the 
focus  of  our  budget  debate — the  affects 
of  the  Republican  budget  proposal  on 
the  budgets  of  America's  working  fami- 
lies, seniors,  small  businesses,  stu- 
dents, and  on  the  investments  I  believe 
are  important  to  the  job  creation  and 
job  growth. 

They  do  not  want  to  talk  about  the 
details  of  their  plan.  They  want  to  talk 
about  somebody  else's  plan.  They  want 
to  score  political  points.  Well,  much  as 
they  seem  to  dislike  the  fact  that  they 
are  now  being  asked  to  produce  the  de- 
tails of  their  budget  and  explain  what 
their  priorities  are,  it  is  their  respon- 
sibility to  do  so.  They  are  the  new  ma- 
jority. We  made  tough  choices  when  we 
were  in  the  majority.  We  produced  con- 
sistent deficit  reduction.  Under  Demo- 
cratic congressional  leadership  we  re- 
duced the  deficit  by  over  a  trillion  dol- 
lars in  the  last  5  years.  We  have  met 
the  challenge.  It  is  their  turn  to  lead. 

Their  first  response  is  to  say  let  us 
talk  about  something  else.  Well  that  is 
just  not  good  enough.  They  have  a  duty 
to  explain  what  is  in  their  proposal  and 
why  They  have  yet  to  do  that  in  any 
meaningful  way,  despite  a  slew  of  open- 
ing statements  given  on  the  floor 
today. 

For  instance,  we  have  heard  people 
suggest  the  Medicare  Program's 
growth  is  out  of  control  and  that  is 
why  it  ought  to  be  restricted.  That  is 
not  the  real  reason  the  Republican 
budget  slashes  in  Medicare.  The  real 
reason.  I  believe,  is  that  they  need 
huge  amounts  of  Medicare  cuts  to  pull 
off  balancing  the  budget  on  their  arbi- 
trary timetable.  The  truth  is  Medi- 
care's growmg  at  the  same  rate  as  the 
health  care  costs  of  other  Americans, 
including  our  health  care  costs  of  those 
of  us  here  in  Congress,  maybe  a  percent 
higher.  That  is  hardly  way  out  of  sync 
with     the     increases     that     individual 


Americans  are  coping  with,  and  it  is  to 
be  expected  when  we  have  yet  to  ad- 
dress the  country's  basic  need  for  fun- 
damental health  care  reform.  So  why 
the  need  to  zero  in  on  Medicare  for 
mammoth  cuts — to  pay  for  an  irrespon- 
sible and  unfair  tax  cut  for  the  rich. 

I  would  be  derelict  not  to  note  that 
our  failure  to  deal  with  the  com- 
plicated issues  of  health  care  reform 
last  year  means  that  our  deficit  prob- 
lem is  even  greater.  Indeed,  the  major 
complaint  about  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1996  budget — that  it  does  not 
produce  sufficient  deficit  reduction- 
would  be  moot  if  we  had  achieved  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform  last 
year.  As  Democrats  have  been  warning 
for  years,  and  as  President  Clinton  in- 
sisted throughout  his  campaign,  if  we 
don't  deal  with  our  Nation's  health 
care  problems  which  affect  our  fami- 
lies, our  businesses,  our  children  and 
our  seniors,  and  each  of  our  Federal 
health  programs,  we  will  never  get  the 
deficit  under  control.  I  would  like  to 
believe  that  the  Congress  is  still  will- 
ing to  step  up  to  the  health  care  chal- 
lenge, although  outside  of  rhetoric  and 
a  forced  march  to  meet  a  predeter- 
mined budget  target,  I  have  not  seen 
any  evidence  that  my  Republican  col- 
leagues are  in  fact  willing  to  step  up  to 
the  plate. 

I  wish  that  was  not  the  case,  but  I 
have  to  tell  you  what  I  believe  to  be 
true. 

Finally,  I  want  to  point  out  that  even 
without  reaching  agreement  on  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform,  if  the 
President's  budget  proposal  had  not  in- 
cluded an  additional  tax  break  for 
working  class  families  it  would 
produce  continued  significant  deficit 
reduction.  The  basic  building  blocks  of 
the  President's  budget  proposal  focus 
on  all  the  right  priorities — it  delivers 
on  two  promises  to  West  Virginia  and 
the  rest  of  America: 

It  comes  through  with  funding  for 
what  matters  most  to  our  State:  jobs, 
health  care,  fighting  crime,  and  chil- 
dren. It  has  more  money  for  highways, 
for  education,  and  for  job  training. 

The  President's  budget  proposal  also 
continues  to  cut  wasteful  spending.  It 
mothballs  130  programs  that  the  Presi- 
dent thinks  should  be  shelved.  It  is  a 
tight-fisted  budget  aimed  at  continu- 
ing the  efforts  of  OBRA93  to  cut  the 
Federal  deficit. 

But  I  recognize  what  is  going  on 
here.  So  do  my  colleagues,  and  so 
should  the  American  people.  I  will  not 
dignify  the  Republicans'  attempt  to 
shift  the  debate  from  their  budget  to 
an  alternative  that  has  no  hope  of  pass- 
ing with  my  vote.  This  important  de- 
bate is  about  priorities.  And  it  is  their 
turn  to  explain  theirs.  I  do  not  share 
them,  but  I  have  yet  to  hear  an  articu- 
late defense  of  the  details  of  their  pro- 
posal. 

To  conclude,  I  will  vote  against  Sen- 
ator   DOMENici's    amendment    to    sub- 
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stitute  the  President's  fiscal  year  1396 
budget  for  the  hard-hearted,  extreme 
proposals  in  the  Republican  budget 
plan— regarding  which  they  seem  un- 
willing to  discuss  in  any  careful  detail. 
I  will  vote  no  despite  the  fact  that  I  be- 
lieve the  President's  budget,  and  there- 
fore the  amendment,  would  be  a  much 
better  basis  for  a  discussion  of  our  na- 
tional goals  and  priorities  than  the  un- 
derlying Republican  budget  we  have  be- 
fore us  today,  if  only  because  it  does 
not  devastate  the  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid programs  on  which  70  million 
Americans  rely  for  their  health  care. 

I  am  interested  in  hearing  the  Repub- 
lican's explanation  of  how  they  believe 
their  budget  puts  the  emphasis  where 
it  belongs:  on  our  Nation's  economic 
development,  jobs,  health  care,  crime, 
and  children--or  why  it  does  not.  That 
is  the  kind  of  Federal  budget  that  deals 
with  the  day  to  day  needs  of  West  Vir- 
ginia and  that  is  the  only  kind  of  Fed- 
eral budget  which  I  can  support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

We  are  about  to  vote  on  the  first 
amendment  in  this  budget  resolution 
debate.  Let  me  say,  as  far  as  most  of  us 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  are  concerned. 
it  is  not  a  serious  vote.  This  is  purely 
political  gamesmanship.  It  is  a  rite  of 
every  budget  year.  Democrats  did  it 
when  Presidents  Reagan  and  Bush  were 
in  office,  and  now  our  Republican  col- 
leagues are  taking  their  turn. 

This  is  not  a  serious  vote.  This  vote 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  budget  reso- 
lution that  is  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate. The  Budget  Committee  has  re- 
ported its  resolution.  That  is  the  oper- 
ative document.  That  is  the  document 
that  will  guide  congressional  action. 

That  is  the  document  Senate  Demo- 
crats find  defective,  and  are  seeking  to 
improve  with  a  series  of  amendments 
that  we  will  be  offering  over  the  course 
of  the  next  3  or  4  days. 

The  budget  resolution  is  a  congres- 
sional document.  It  is  not  presented  to 
the  President,  and  it  does  not  require 
his  signature.  It  is  our  internal  guide- 
line. 

The  next  stage  will  involve  the  Presi- 
dent for  he  must  sign  or  veto  the  rec- 
onciliation bill.  The  President  has  al- 
ready indicated  his  willingness  to  work 
toward  a  common  solution,  a  biparti- 
san solution.  But  he  has  been  very 
clear  about  the  conditions  which  must 
be  met. 

The  Republicans  must  abandon  their 
tax  cut  that  favors  the  very  rich.  If 
there  is  to  be  a  tax  cut.  it  must  be  tar- 
geted to  the  middle  class,  and  it  must 
be  paid  for. 

Second,  the  Republicans  must  re- 
scind their  tax  increase  on  working 
Americans.  We  simply  cannot  accept  a 
tax  increase  of  $1,500  per  year  on  those 
people  who  are  struggling  just  to  stay 
off  welfare. 
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Third,  the  Republicans  must  restore 
their  cuts  to  education.  Asking  college 
students  to  pay  an  additional  $3,000  a 
year  is  simply  wrong. 

Fourth,  any  changes  in  Medicare 
must  take  place  in  the  context  of  over- 
all health  care  reform.  We  have  said 
that  over  and  over  again.  A  S256  billion 
cut  in  Medicare  is  draconian. 

The  stock  market  yesterday  went 
down  82  points,  and  a  lot  of  us  have 
been  convinced  that  is  simply  senior 
citizens  selling  their  stock  to  pay  for 
Medicare  insurance  in  the  next  several 
years. 

Those  conditions  are  the  reality  of 
the  budget.  Those  issues  will  be  the 
ones  that  define  this  budget  year. 
Those  are  the  issues  that  count  with 
all  Americans. 

But  this  current  vote  has  nothing  to 
do  with  reality.  It  is  a  meaningless  po- 
litical gesture. 

In  light  of  this,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  no  on  this  amendment.  I  sug- 
gest we  not  dignify  this  vote  by  taking 
it  seriously. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  do 
thev  have  any  additional  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  10  minutes  remaining  on  that  side, 
and  15  minutes  remaining  on  the  other 
side. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  understand  our  15 
is  our  wrap-up  time. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  ma.v  consume  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Might  I  take  30  sec- 
onds of  m.v  time  and  then  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  just  wanted  to  say 
most  of  us  think  the  reason  the  stock 
market  went  ha^'wire  is  the  President 
threatened  to  veto  a  rescissions  bill 
which  means  that  he  is  not  going  to 
sign  a  reconciliation  bill  which  means 
we  are  going  to  continue  the  deficit 
spending  for  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see. 
I  think  that  is  what  the  stock  market 
saw  yesterday. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  first  of  all, 
let  me  thank  the  distinguished  Demo- 
cratic leader. 

Let  me  sa.y  at  the  very  outset,  that  I 
want  to  commend  the  Democratic  lead- 
er for  his  work  putting  together  pack- 
ages which  we  will  be  able  to  raise  in 
the  next  few  days  highlighting  our  dis- 
agreements with  the  budget  proposal 
as  submitted  by  the  majority  party. 
Let  me  also  underscore  the  points  that 
the  minority  leader  has  made;  and, 
that  is.  that  if  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  will  drop  their  tax  cut  pro- 
posals and  be  willing  to  deal  with  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform,  if  they 
will  not  take  a  meat  ax  to  education 
and  the  working  poor.  I  am  confident 
that  we  can  put  together  a  budget  here 
that  would  get  us  to  a  balance  hope- 
fully by  the  year  2002,  and.  if  not  then. 


shortly  thereafter  and  do  it  in  a  mean- 
ingful way. 

I  have  already  talked  briefly  on  the 
issue  of  Medicare,  and  education.  But 
under  the  proposal  being  submitted  to 
us  by  the  Republican  majority,  12  mil- 
lion working  poor  Americans  will  face 
increased  taxes  in  the  year  2002.  These 
working  families  who  are  trying  to 
play  by  the  rules  and  to  provide  for 
themselves  and  their  children  near  the 
poverty  level  will  face  a  tax  increase  in 
the  form  of  a  reduction  in  the  earned 
income  tax  credit.  They  will  pay  on  av- 
erage S350  a  year  more  in  additional 
taxes  in  the  year  2002. 

This  unfair  and  shortsighted  deficit 
saver  will  make  welfare  look  even 
more  attractive  compared  to  low-wage 
work,  and  people  working  full  time  at 
a  minimum  wage  will  not  be  able  to 
lift  themselves  out  of  poverty. 

I  have  said  for  years  the  best  social 
program  anybody  came  up  with  is  a 
job.  Here  we  have  an  awful  lot  of  people 
who  are  living  on  the  margins  in  this 
country.  The  earned  income  tax  credit 
has  been  one  of  the  most  successful 
programs  in  providing  economic  relief 
to  people  living  on  the  margins.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  called  it  the  best  idea  we 
have  for  assisting  people  at  the  mar- 
gins. 

Our  colleague  and  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  has  heralded  the 
success  of  the  EITC  in  the  past.  There 
are  problems.  I  do  not  disagree.  We 
ought  to  deal  with  those  problems.  But 
to  change  this  program  and  to  take  $21 
billion  out  of  it  at  a  time  when  we  are 
going  to  be  talking  about  welfare  re- 
form, when  we  are  trying  to  lift  people 
out — not  temporarily,  but  permanently 
off  public  dependency— does  not  make 
any  sense.  Those  not  benefiting  from 


a  $21  billion  hit  while  we  are  providing 
relief  for  many  people  making  $100,000 
or  more.  I  do  not  fault  anybody  in  that 
income  category.  Everybody  wants  to 
be  in  that  income  category.  But  to  get 
there  you  have  to  make  the  invest- 
ments. You  have  to  give  them  a  chance 
to  get  going. 

Here  we  have  a  budget  proposal  that 
goes  after  people  right  on  the  fringes, 
and  to  pay  for  that  we  take  people  at 
the  upper-income  levels  and  we  give 
them  a  tax  break.  What  kind  of  logic  is 
that?  What  does  that  say  about  the  di- 
rection we  are  heading  in  as  a  country 
in  the  year  2002? 

Mr.  President,  almost  60  years  ago  we 
heard  another  American  President, 
Franklin  Roosevelt,  say: 

In  every  land  there  are  always  at  work 
forces  that  drive  men  apart  and  forces  that 
draw  men  together.  In  our  personal  ambi- 
tions we  are  individualists.  But  in  our  seek- 
ing for  economic  and  political  progress  as  a 
nation,  we  all  go  up,  or  else  we  all  go  down, 
as  one  people. 

In  my  view  we  should  heed  this  wise 
advice  as  we  prepare  to  close  out  this 
century  and  begin  the  21st  century. 

This  budget  resolution  gives  to  the 
strong  at  the  expense  of  the  weak.  It 
provides  relief  to  those  least  in  need  of 
it  at  the  expense  of  those  with  nothing 
extra  to  spare.  It  is  not  a  road  map  to 
a  place  that  we  as  a  nation  should  go. 
I  certainly  hope  we  come  to  our  senses 
and  choose  a  different  course  than  the 
one  proposed  by  this  budget.  It  is  not 
just  a  question  of  knowing  the  price  of 
everything  but  knowing  the  value  of 
things  as  well. 

A  generation  of  Americans  benefited 
from  the  GI  bill.  Today,  if  we  were  to 
pass  the  GI  bill,  it  would  cost  $9,700  for 
every  recipient.  That  is  what  those  dol- 
lars meant  in  the  latter  part  of  the  for- 


themselves  falling  further  and  further 
behind. 

Since  1979  the  bottom  20  percent  of 
Americans,  by  income,  have  seen  their 
real  wages  plummet  17  percent.  We 
have  expanded  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  to  address  this  dangerous  trend 
on  a  bipartisan  basis.  I  would  point  out 
that  by  gutting  the  credit  the  Repub- 
lican budget  will  only  make  matters 
worse. 

Working  Americans  are  going  to  find 
themselves  increasingly  cut  off  from 
the  American  dream  in  the  year  2002  if 
this  budget  is  approved.  Who  is  going 
to  be  better  off  under  this  proposal? 
The  well  off  or  the  best  off  in  this 
country  are  going  to  do  relatively  well. 

The  budget  leaves  the  door  wide  open 
to  a  tax  cut  along  the  lines  approved 
by  the  House.  More  than  half  the  bene- 
fits in  that  package  flow,  as  we  know, 
to  people  earning  more  than  $100,000  a 
year.  Here  we  are  talking  about  people 
at  the  low-income  level  who  are  work- 
ing today,  not  living  on  welfare,  not 
getting  AFDC.  trying  to  make  ends 
meet,  trying  to  take  care  of  their  fami- 
lies. And  we  are  going  to  hit  them  with 


in  this  country  benefited?  How  many 
families  today  are  better  off  because 
that  investment  was  made?  Those  were 
hard  dollars  to  vote  for.  Yet.  we  grew 
as  a  country.  We  benefited  as  a  coun- 
try. 

VA  mortgages — 2-percent  loans  gave 
people  in  this  country  a  chance  to  buy 
their  first  home.  How  many  people 
today  are  doing  better,  have  good 
homes  because  they  got  a  start?  How 
many  people  got  jobs  in  building  those 
homes?  Those  were  investments  we 
made  in  people. 

Today  we  have  to  think  along  similar 
lines  to  make  those  investments  in 
education,  in  growth,  in  opportunity. 
The  best  deficit  reducer  in  the  long- 
term  is  a  growing  economy. 

So  we  ought  to  keep  that  in  mind  as 
we  go  through  this  process  of  deciding 
the  kind  of  investments  and  cuts  to 
make. 

Again,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  de- 
bate about  deficit  reduction  in  this 
body,  none  that  I  know.  We  ought  to 
get  there  as  soon  as  we  can  but  do  so 
with  moderation,  intelligence,  and  sen- 
sitivity   about    what    makes    a    great 
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country  stronger.  Fiscal  responsibility 
is  a  critical  element.  Investing  in  edu- 
cation, in  health,  in  social  progress 
also  contributes  significantly  to  a 
strong  country. 

My  deep,  deep  fear  is  that  the  budget 
proposal  I  am  fearful  we  are  going  to 
adopt  takes  us  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. I  say  that  in  all  due  respect  to  its 
authors,  but  I  think  this  is  a  time  to  be 
coming  together  in  seeking  some  com- 
mon ground  as  to  how  we  can  put  a 
proposal  together  that  allows  us  a  defi- 
cit-neutral society,  creating  surpluses, 
but  does  so  in  a  way  that  grows  Amer- 
ica and  gives  this  next  generation  an 
opportunity  to  enjoy  the  dreams  and 
visions  that  this  Nation  ought  to  be 
providing. 

So  with  that.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor  and  look  forward  to  the  de- 
bate next  week. 

Mr.  DOMEXICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time  do 
we  have  remaining'!' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  14  minutes  40  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  7  minutes  to 
Senator  Snowe  from  Maine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  Senator  Domenici,  not 
only  for  yielding  me  this  time  but.  as  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee. I  have  certainly  appreciated  the 
leadership  he  has  provided  on  this  most 
serious  and  critical  of  issues. 

I  am  a  little  surprised  by  what  the 
Senate  minority  leader  mentioned  ear- 
lier when  he  said  that  offering  the 
President's  budget  which  he  offered 
this  year  for  fiscal  year  1996  was  really 
empty,  meaningless,  and  not  a  serious 
gesture. 

What  is  that  saying,  that  the  Presi- 
dent was  not  serious  about  offering  his 
proposal  to  the  American  people  to  ad- 
dress deficit  reduction  and.  indeed,  bal- 
ancing the  budget  for  future  genera- 
tions? 

I  think  it  is  a  sad  commentary  to 
suggest  that  the  President  is  not  seri- 
ous in  engaging  in  this  issue.  Is  he  sug- 
gesting that  the  President  does  not 
want  to  be  relevant  in  balancing  the 
budget  and  joining  Congress  in  doing 
what  is  important  for  the  American 
people? 

I  think  it  is  very  much  a  fair  com- 
parison because  we  have  heard  over  and 
over  again  about  the  proposal  that 
came  out  of  the  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee. We  worked  very  hard.  We  want- 
ed a  bipartisan  agreement.  But  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal  is  a  monument 
to  status  quo.  The  irony  is  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  referred  to  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution,  which  achieves 
a  balanced  budget  through  serious  defi- 
cit reduction  by  the  year  2002— that  is 
what,   in   fact,   many  of  the  minority 


Members  of  the  Senate  have  indicated 
during  the  debate  on  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  that 
they  did  want  to  balance  that  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  They  just  did  not 
want  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget.  But  the  adminis- 
tration and  administration  officials 
have  referred  to  our  budget  as  "dumb 
and  dumber"  and  "clear  and  present 
danger." 

Frankly,  if  the  administration  would 
like  to  invoke  a  film  fee,  I  would  be 
happy  to  oblige  them  because,  due  to 
the  years  and  years  of  deficit  and  red 
ink  that  the  President  extends  in  his 
budget  into  the  next  century,  I  cer- 
tainly would  describe  the  President's 
budget  as  the  "crimson  tide  "  because 
that  is  the  legacy  the  President  is  leav- 
ing future  generations.  That  is  in  fact 
his  budget.  It  is  a  sea  of  red  ink. 

Compare  that  to  what  we  have  of- 
fered in  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee— responsible  deficit  reduction  that 
does  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  I  think  it  does  not  take  an 
Einstein  to  figure  out  who  is  doing 
something  for  the  future  of  this  coun- 
try, for  the  future  of  children  and  sen- 
iors and  the  stability  of  this  country. 
Do  we  leave  a  monument  of  red  ink  to 
future  generations  just  beyond  the 
turn  of  the  century  that  will  require 
them  to  pay  an  82-percent  tax  rate  to 
finance  this  red  ink  that  is  in  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  budget?  Or  do  we  do 
something  now  so  that  they  can  have  a 
better  future  and  invest  in  the  prior- 
ities that  everybody  wants  this  Nation 
to  invest  in.  such  as  education  and 
health  care  and  our  infrastructure? 

They  cannot  do  that  with  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  because  it  is  a  sea  of  red 
ink.  So  I  am  dismayed  that  the  Presi- 
dent offered  a  budget  that  was  not  seri- 
ous in  reaching  and  achieving  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002.  The  fact 
is  the  President  is  offering  $2  trillion 
by  the  year  2002  in  additional  debt. 
Even  the  Washington  Post  had  this  edi- 
torial comment  a  day  after  the  Presi- 
dent released  his  budget,  and  I  quote: 

It  is  troublinjf  that  he  has  now  decided  to 
take  a  holiday  from  the  hard  and  painful  re- 
sponsibility to  keep  working  the  deficit 
downward.  The  issue  is  this  country's  future 
standard  of  living. 

Even  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
said  earlier  today  that  he  was  not  en- 
thusiastic about  the  President's  plan. 
In  fact,  he  noted  a  month  or  two  ago 
"In  the  administration's  failure  to 
chart  a  new  fiscal  course  for  our  Na- 
tion." he  said,  "the  President  dropped 
the  ball  by  offering  a  budget  that  falls 
short,  way  short  of  the  deficit  reduc- 
tion we  need." 

This  budget  tells  a  tale  of  two  Presi- 
dents, one  who  promises  a  balanced 
budget  and  another  who  fails  to  de- 
liver; one  President  who  promises  deep 
cuts  in  the  Nation's  deficit  and  another 
who  oversees  a  more  than  doubling  of 
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the  predicted  deficit  in  the  year  2004; 
and  one  President  who  promises  mid- 
dle-class protection  and  another  who 
saddles  the  middle  class  with  increased 
per  capita  debts,  increased  taxes  on  So- 
cial Security  benefits  and  increased 
taxes  on  those  who  own  family  farms 
and  small  businesses. 

Simply  put,  there  is  a  nagging  fun- 
damental disparity  between  what  this 
President  says  and  what  he  does.  It  re- 
minds me  of  the  Shakespeare  quote 
"action  is  eloquence."  If  that  is  the 
case,  we  better  tongue-tie  the  adminis- 
tration when  it  comes  to  budget  policy 
and  economics. 

President  Clinton  made  a  statement 
on  April  15  in  which  he  presented  a 
three-point  legislative  priority  list 
which  included  welfare  reform  and 
crime,  but  he  also  mentioned  tax  and 
spending  cuts  that  both  reduce  the 
budget  deficit  and  the  spending  deficit. 
But  you  would  not  know  that  reducing 
the  deficit  was  even  one  of  the  Presi- 
dent's legislative  priorities  because, 
again  getting  back  to  this  chart,  he  has 
$200  to  $300  billion  in  annual  deficits 
between  now  and  the  end  of  this  decade 
and  beyond  into  the  next  century. 

The  President  had  said  in  February 
that  his  budget  plan  will  by  1997  cut 
$140  billion  in  that  year  alone  from  the 
deficit. 

Well,  that  being  the  case,  it  must 
have  been  another  President  that 
crafted  the  budget  plan  for  the  next  5 
years.  According  to  the  reality-based 
reestimate  by  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office,  the  1996  budget  deficit  will  be 
$211  billion,  not  the  $197  billion  the  ad- 
mmistration  projected.  The  1998  deficit 
will  rise  to  $231  billion,  not  the  $196  bil- 
lion projected  by  the  administration, 
and  the  1999  deficit  will  reach  an  esti- 
mated $256  billion,  a  far  cry  from  what 
the  administration  projected  of  $197 
billion. 

And  if  that  is  not  bad  enough,  we 
have  to  look  at  the  year  2000.  CBO  says 
the  deficit  will  reach  $276  billion  rather 
than  the  $194  billion  projected  by  the 
administration.  That  is  almost  a  $100 
billion  difference  in  the  deficit  between 
what  the  administration  projects  and 
what  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
estimates. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  There  is  no  question  as 
to  where  we  need  to  go  and  who  is 
being  responsible  for  the  future  of  this 
country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President  and 
fellow  Senators,  first  of  all,  I  offered 
this  amendment  after  asking  if  any 
Democrats  would  like  to  offer  it,  so  I 
would  like  to  make  that  very  clear.  I 
do  not  like  to  introduce  the  President's 
budget.  I  am  not  for  it.  but  I  thought  it 
deserved  a  vote.  Normally,  we  vote  on 
Presidents'  budgets  whether  we  agree 
with  them  or  not.  When  they  did  not 
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agree  with  the  Republican  Presidents' 
budgets,  obviously,  they  were  offered 
just  for  the  same  reason— to  see  how 
many  people  really  supported  it. 

But  equally  as  important,  the  press 
secretary  for  the  President  on  May  15 
said,  and  I  quote: 

It  would  he  a  MTOOd  place  to  beg^ln.  Its  bet- 
ter than  what  they're  talking  about. 

So  I  do  this  to  oblige.  Since,  speaking 
for  the  President,  his  is  better  than 
ours,  we  would  like  to  have  a  vote  and 
see. 

Now,  Mr.  President  and  fellow  Sen- 
ators, there  arc  2  approaches  to  the  fu- 
ture of  our  country,  not  15  or  20.  There 
are  two  at  this  point  in  history:  This 
one.  the  President's  budget — the  Presi- 
dent's budget  surrenders  to  the  deficit, 
makes  few  if  any  hard  choices— and  the 
Republican  budget  which  1  was  privi- 
leged to  help  craft  with  many  Members 
and  many  task  forces,  this  budget. 

Now,  this  budget  is  a  budget  for  the 
future. 

This  budget  is  a  budget  of  the  past. 

This  budget  changes  things. 

This  budget  is  the  status  quo. 

This  budget  says  the  future  genera- 
tions should  not  be  taxed  without  rep- 
resentation—little children  born  today 
should  not  be  taxed  without  represen- 
tation. 

This  budget  says  we  will  tax  the  next 
generation.  We  will  tax  every  man. 
woman,  and  child  who  is  working  today 
to  pay  for  programs  that  we  insist  on 
spending  their  money  for  even  though 
they  are  not  even  around  to  be  con- 
sulted, they  are  not  being  asked,  and 
they  may  not  even  know  that  they  are 
being  taxed  without  representation. 
Because,  indeed,  we  just  continue  to 
borrow  money  and  say.  "'Vou  pay  for 
it."  This  budget  says.  'We'll  keep  bor- 
rowing money.  Kids  cannot  complain 
anyway.  Children  cannot  vote  anyway. 
Children  are  not  even  going  to  be  heard 
on  this  budget.  But  we  are  going  to 
keep  on  taxing  them  by  taking  away 
their  standard  of  living,  by  making 
them  have  to  work  ever  harder  and 
ever  longer  to  pay  for  this  budget  and 
the  programs  that  we  refuse  to  re- 
strain, reform,  make  relevant,  or  get 
rid  of  duplication.  " 

This  budget  says  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  can  continue  to 
grow.  Our  responsibility  to  millions  of 
Americans  will  continue.  This  budget 
says,  make  Medicare  solvent  This 
budget  says  we  want  Medicare  not  only 
for  the  current  seniors  but  for  seniors 
yet  to  join  and  need  it  for  their  health 
care.  This  budget  says  we  want  to  help 
the  poor  in  our  States  who  need  health 
care  because  we  are  going  to  have  a 
program  that  can  be  sustained,  that  we 
can  afford. 

This  budget  says  to  keep  on  paying 
for  a  Medicaid  Program  that  we  cannot 
afford.  Sooner  or  later.  2,  3.  or  4  years 
from  now.  we  will  have  to  say  to  the 
poor  people  that  get  Medicaid.  "We 
can't  afford  it  anymore." 
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This  budget  says  start  fixing  it  right 
now. 

So,  fellow  Senators,  let  me  suggest 
that  we  hear  a  lot  about  our  senior 
citizens.  And  we  say  to  them.  "When 
all  of  this  is  over,  you  will  have  a  Medi- 
care Program.  It  will  be  as  good  or  bet- 
ter than  the  one  you  have  now.  ' 

We  say  to  the  poor,  who  are  getting 
health  care  from  Medicaid,  "You  will 
have  a  program  and  it  will  be  better 
than  the  one  now."  And,  yes.  we  will 
say  in  one  loud  voice.  "There  is  a  fu- 
ture with  an  increased  standard  of  liv- 
ing and  opportunity."  if  you  adopt  this 
budget,  the  Republican  budget,  and  fail 
to  adopt  the  President's  budget  which 
is  pending  before  us  today. 

Many  comments  have  been  made 
today  about  various  programs.  We  do 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  answer 
right  in  the  middle  of  these  speeches, 
but  before  you  pass  judgment  on  edu- 
cation and  what  reforms  we  have  rec- 
ommended on  Medicare.  Medicaid,  and 
on  the  carned-income  tax  credit — 
which,  incidentally,  will  grow  at  40  per- 
cent while  some  are  talking  about  it 
being  cut — wait  for  the  details.  We  will 
discuss  them  one  by  one  with  the 
American  people. 

But,  for  now,  we  have  an  opportunity 
to  reject  a  status  quo  budget,  a  budget 
of  the  past,  and  set  in  motion  the  budg- 
et of  the  future. 

I  yield  to  Senator  Stevens,  who 
wants  to  make  a  unanimous-consent 
request. 

I  yield  to  the  majority  leader  what- 
ever time  I  might  have  remaining. 

Mr.  STEVENS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  MEM- 
BERS OF  THE  BRITISH-AMER- 
ICAN PARLIAMENTARY  GROUP 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  our  guests, 
who  are  members  of  the  British-Amer- 
ican Parliamentary  Group,  be  per- 
mitted to  remain  on  the  floor  during 
the  period  of  this  coming  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  want  to  introduce  to 
the  Senate  the  Right  Honorable  John 
MacGregor,  who  is  the  chairman  of  the 
British  group;  Derek  Conway,  a  Mem- 
ber of  Parliament;  the  Right  Honorable 
Sir  John  Cope,  a  Member  of  Par- 
liament; the  Right  Honorable  Lord 
Rees,  who  is  Queen's  Counsel;  Joe  Ben- 
ton, a  Member  of  Parliament;  Judith 
Church,  a  Member  of  Parliament; 
Roger  Godsiff,  a  Member  of  Par- 
liament; and  Roy  Hughes,  a  Member  of 
Parliament. 

All  of  these  people  are  guests  for  this 
weekend  for  conferences  on  matters  of 
mutual  concern  to  the  British  Govern- 
ment and  our  Government. 

Please  welcome  them. 

Thank  you. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  I  may  use  5  min- 
utes of  my  leader's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  first  let  me 
quote  from  what  I  consider  to  be  a  fair- 
ly reliable  source. 

The  budget  which  came  from  the  President 
said.  -I've  given  up;  that  as  long  as  I  am 
President  of  the  United  States  there  will 
never  be  a  balanced  budget."  That  is  an  as- 
tonishing statement. 

That  quote  came  from  former  Sen- 
ator Paul  Tsongas,  Democrat  of  Massa- 
chusetts, cochairman  of  the  bipartisan 
antideficit  Concord  Coalition. 

Another  quote  from  our  former  col- 
league. Senator  Tsongas: 

Let  me  say  as  a  Democrat  it's  very  easy  for 
Democrats  to  poke  fun  at  what  these  two 
people  (Senator  Pete  Domenici  and  Rep- 
resentative John  Kasich]  are  doing  because, 
unlike  our  party,  they've  decided  to  really 
address  this  issue.  And  the  fact  is.  they're 
prepared  to  put  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment on  the  table.  The  balanced  budget 
amendment  died  because  of  the  Democrats — 
not  because  of  the  Republicans,  not  because 
of  the  vole  in  the  Senate,  and  we  Democrats 
are  equally  responsible  to  our  kids. 

That  was  not  a  statement  by  Bob 
Dole  or  anybody  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  That  was  a  statement  by  Senator 
Paul  Tsongas.  who  used  to  grace  the 
Senate  Chamber.  He  was  seated  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  I  think  he 
speaks  volumes  in  just  these  two  state- 
ments. 

Along  with  Senator  Domenici.  I  was 
on  the  House  floor  yesterday  for  that 
historic  vote  when  they  adopted  the 
resolution  that  will  put  u»  on  a  patli 
for  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

It  was  a  very  exciting  moment,  and 
we  hope  to  repeat  that  moment  in  the 
Senate  sometime  in  the  early  after- 
noon next  Wednesday. 

We  will  be  here  late.  late,  late  Mon- 
day night  and  late;  late,  late  Tuesday 
night,  so  we  can  finish  sometime  mid- 
aftemoon  on  Wednesday. 

After  the  vote  in  the  House  yester- 
day, the  President  issued  a  statement, 
saying,  "There  is  a  right  way  and  a 
wrong  way"  to  reduce  the  deficit,  and 
the  House  plan  was  "The  wrong  way." 

Americans  have  a  right  to  ask.  if  the 
House  plan  was  the  "wrong  way"  and  if 
the  Senate  budget  resolution  is  the 
"wrong  way,"  then  just  what  does 
President  Clinton  define  as  the  "right 
way"  to  reduce  the  deficit? 

He  would  not  even  let  us  save  $10  bil- 
lion in  the  rescission  package.  He 
threatened  to  veto  that  because  it  does 
not  meet  his  standards  of  higher  spend- 
ing. 

Well,  the  only  evidence  we  have  of 
what  he  believes  is  the  right  way  is 
what  he  proposed,  and  that  is  the  ques- 
tion now  before  us. 


13706 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  19,  1995 


May  19,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13707 


As  Senator  DoMENici  said,  he  asked  if 
any  Democrats  wished  to  offer  the 
President's  budget  as  an  amendment 
and  they  declined,  so  he  did  it  to  make 
a  point.  The  point  is  the  President  does 
not  have  a  plan,  a  credible  plan.  And 
the  point  is.  the  Democrats  do  not  have 
a  credible  plan. 

Their  plan  is  to  attack  Republicans, 
attack  Republicans,  attack  Repub- 
licans— we  are  out  there  cutting  Medi- 
care; cutting  everything  to  help  the 
rich.  That  effort  has  been  tried  for 
years.  It  is  called  class  warfare.  It  was 
tried  in  1994 — and  we  liked  the  results. 
And  maybe  it  will  be  tried  again  in 
1996. 

I  assume  the  President  was  serious 
about  his  budget  plan  when  he  pro- 
posed it.  We  learned  a  number  of  things 
about  what  the  President  apparently 
believes  is  "right." 

The  President  believes  that,  as  Sen- 
ator Tsongas  said,  the  status  quo  is 
right. 

The  President  believes  it  is  right  to 
take  no  action  and  let  the  deficit  con- 
tinue, $200  billion  a  year  as  far  as  the 
eye  can  see.  well  into  the  next  century. 

The  President  believes  it  is  right  to 
allow  entitlement  spending  to  consume 
57  percent  of  total  spending  by  the  year 
2000. 

The  President  believes  it  is  right  to 
ignore  his  own  trustees'  warning  of  the 
impending  bankruptcy  of  the  Medicare 
Trust  Fund,  and  to  take  absolutely  no 
action  to  preserve,  improve,  and  pro- 
tect Medicare. 

And.  Mr.  President.  I  have  a  sus- 
picion of  something  else  the  President 
has  proven  he  believes  is  right.  He  said 
yesterday  he  is  "Eager  to  work  with 
Congress  "  to  reduce  the  deficit,  and 
since  his  budget  refused  to  do  that  by 
reducing  the  growth  of  Government 
spending,  that  can  leave  only  one  pos- 
sible answer:  Tax  increases:  tax  in- 
creases. 

Are  we  going  to  be  told  by  the  Presi- 
dent. "Well,  we  have  to  balance  the 
budget.  This  is  the  wrong  way.  The 
right  way  is  to  do  what  I  did  in  1993. 
have  a  big.  big  $255  billion  tax  in- 
crease"? I  have  not  heard  any  other  op- 
tions. We  have  to  conclude  something. 

The  only  conclusion  I  can  reach  is 
the  President  does  not  want  to  balance 
the  budget,  does  not  want  to  cut  spend- 
ing, does  not  want  to  preserve,  protect 
and  improve  Medicare.  So  it  seems  to 
me  we  have  been  waiting  now  11  days 
since  we  proposed  our  balanced  budget 
plan.  We  have  not  heard  a  word  from 
anybody  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
We  have  not  heard  a  word  from  the 
President,  and  the  deficit  has  increased 
$4.9  billion  since  we  submitted  our  bal- 
anced budget  plan. 

Is  our  plan  perfect?  No,  but  it  is  an 
honest  effort  to  transform  Government 
to  make  it  smaller,  to  make  it  smarter, 
to  make  it  more  sensitive,  to  make  it 
more  responsive,  to  make  it  less  expen- 
sive and  to  reverse  the  40-year  tide  of 
power  to  the  Federal  Government. 


Let  me  say.  we  look  forward  to  next 
week.  I  guess  you  could  say  we  are  pre- 
pared to  make  the  tough  decisions,  the 
President  will  not  make  any  decision. 
That  is  a  clear  difference  in  party  phi- 
losophy: Do  not  make  any  decisions, 
come  to  the  floor  and  complain  about 
what  happens  to  senior  citizens,  chil- 
dren, veterans,  farmers  and  everybody 
else,  but  do  not  worry  about  the  next 
generation,  do  not  worry  about  your 
grandchildren,  do  not  worry  about  your 
young  children.  It  will  all  be  taken 
care  of  by  red  ink,  as  the  Senator  from 
Maine,  Senator  Snowe,  just  pointed 
out. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  want  status 
quo  policies,  I  guess  we  can  have  those, 
if  the  Democrats  prevail.  But  what  we 
need  to  do  right  now  is  defeat  the 
President's  budget  and  then  have  seri- 
ous debate  on  the  balanced  budget  pro- 
posed by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  Senator  Ddmenici.  It 
is  not  because  it  is  good  political  thea- 
ter, as  some  have  suggested,  but  I 
think  it  is  time  to  do  the  right  thing. 

I  think  the  President,  in  his  inau- 
gural address,  used  the  word  "change" 
11  times.  Apparently  he  is  out  of 
change.  He  does  not  want  any  more 
change.  He  wants  the  status  quo:  "Do 
not  cut  farm  subsidies,  do  not  do  this, 
do  not  do  that,  do  not  cut  anything 
until  after  I  am  reelected  in  1996." 

I  do  not  believe  that  will  sell.  I  be- 
lieve the  American  people  are  ready— 
they  have  been  ready  for  leadership  on 
the  budget.  We  have  had  a  lot  of  leader- 
ship on  the  other  side  over  the  years  on 
the  budget,  and  I  am  still  hopeful  we 
will  still  have  leadership  on  the  other 
side  on  the  deficit. 

We  ought  to  be  in  this  together.  But 
this  is  the  first  step.  This  is  the  first 
vote.  This  is  a  defining  vote,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  the 
President's  budget. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  na.vs  were  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  TO  GREET 
VISITING  PARLIAMENTARIANS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
announcement  of  the  results  of  this 
vote  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  for 
3  minutes  in  order  that  Members  of  the 
Senate  may  greet  the  parliamentarians 
who  are  on  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


now  proceed  to  vote  on  amendment  No. 
1111.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mrs.  BoxER]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SHELBY).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  0. 
nays  99,  as  follows: 

(RoUcall  Vote  No.  172  Leg.) 
NAYS— 99 


.\braham 

Felnstein 

Lugar 

Akaka 

Ford 

Mack 

.\shcroft 

Frist 

McCain 

Baucus 

Glenn 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Btngaman 

Gramm 

Moynihan 

Bond 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Bradley 

Crassley 

Murray 

Breaux 

Gregg 

Nickles 

Brown 

Harkin 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Hat.ch 

Packwood 

Bumpers 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Burns 

Heflm 

PresBler 

Byrd 

Helms 

Pryor 

Campbell 

Hollmgs 

Reid 

C  ha  fee 

Hutchison 

Robb 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Rockefeller 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Roth 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

San  to  rum 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Shelby 

Craig 

Kempthornc 

Simon 
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So  the  amendment  (No. 

1111)  was  n 

jected. 

RECESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate 
in  recess. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  11:13  a 
recessed  until  11:16  a.m. 


Under 
stands 

m. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  10:55 
a.m.   having  arrived,    the   Senate   will 


DEFENSE  AND  BUDGET  ISSUES 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes  off  the  bill  to 
speak  on  the  budget  issue  and  the  de- 
fense issue. 

Mr.  President,  next  week  some  time. 
I  presume  it  would  be  Senators  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  but  I  am  sure  it 
will  be  led  by  some  Senator  from  my 
side  of  the  aisle,  we  will  discuss  the 
issue  of  increasing  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee's  numbers  for  defense. 

I  do  not  want  to  speak  directly  to 
that  point,  but  I  want  to  set  the  stage 
for  my  position  that  I  think  is  very  un- 
wise to  do  that.  I  will  want  to  say  in 
connection  with  some  of  the  remarks  I 
am  going  to  say  that  there  is  an  article 


in  the  Washington  Post  today  on  the 
Federal  page  where  it  refers  to  Senator 
Glenn,  and  I  agree  totally  with  Sen- 
ator GLE.N'N. 

He  was  holding  a  hearing  on  the  bad 
accounting  practices  of  the  Defense  De- 
partment. It  refers  to  Senator  Glenn 
this  way: 

Glenn,  who  held  hearings  this  week  on  the 
subject,  lamented  the  fact  that  while  his  col- 
leagues worry  about  budg-etary  restraints,  so 
few  of  them  have  been  interested  In  the  Pen- 
Lason's  wasteful  financial  practices. 

Senator  GLENN  spoke  about  the 
wasteful  financial  practices.  I  have 
spoken  on  that  subject  many  times.  I 
thank  Senator  Glenn  for  his  leader- 
ship. 

I  want  to  take  a  few  moments  to  ex- 
press concern  abut  a  new  policy  that  is 
being  pushed  by  the  comptroller  at  the 
Department  of  Defense,  Mr.  John 
Hamre.  I  think,  basically,  Mr.  Hamre  is 
trying  to  do  a  lot  of  good  but  he  is  run- 
ning into  a  cement  wall  on  many  of  the 
things  he  is  trying  to  accomplish. 

His  plan  undermines  the  case  for 
pushing  up  the  defense  budget.  Mr. 
Hamre  is  proposing  just  to  write  off— 
just  write  off— billions  of  dollars  of 
unmatchable  disbursements.  Now. 
unmatchable  disbursements  are  ex- 
penditures that  he  says  he  cannot  link 
to  supporting  documentation,  so  he  is 
really  ready  to  throw  in  the  towel  and 
to  write  them  off  the  books. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  held 
hearings,  and  I  refer  to  Senator  Glenn 
on  this  and  related  matters.  The  de- 
fense appropriations  subcommittee  is 
going  to  hold  similar  hearings  next 
Tuesday. 

Not  being  a  member  of  either  com- 
mittee. I  am  unable  to  participate  in 
those  discussions. 

But  because  of  my  intense  interest  in 

f-Vio     ciiKirtr»f        tho     f«Vloirrnq_n      nf     fVio     T^n  . 

fense  Subcommittee,  my  good  friend 
Senator  Ted  Stevens,  invited  me  to 
submit  a  statement  for  the  record. 

So.  I  would  now  like  to  share  my 
thoughts  on  this  issue  with  my  col- 
leagues. 

I  think  the  issue  has  a  direct  bearing 
on  the  proposal  to  pump  up  the  defense 
budget,  which  will  be  an  issue  next 
week.  I  think. 

I  am  deeply  troubled  by  Mr.  Hamre's 
proposal. 

Allowing  him  to  write  off  billions  of 
dollars  of  unmatchable  disbursements 
would  set  a  dangerous  precedent. 

Allowing  him  to  write  off  billions  of 
dollars  of  unmatchable  disbursements 
underscores  the  continuing  lack  of  ef- 
fective internal  financial  controls  at 
the  Defense  Department. 

I  fear  that  there  is  a  near  total 
breakdown  of  internal  controls  at  the 
Pentagon,  and  this  leaves  the  Depart- 
ment's accounts  vulnerable  to  theft 
and  abuse.  That  really  bothers  me. 

One  of  the  most  elementary  ways  to 
maintain  internal  control  over  money 
is  to  match  disbursements  with  obliga- 
tions. 


Unfortunately,  this  very  basic  finan- 
cial control  device  is  largely  ignored 
by  disbursing  officers  at  the  Penta- 
gon—even though  DOD  has  had  a  long- 
standing policy,  specifying  that  poten- 
tial payments  must  be  matched  with 
obligations  before  a  payment  is  made. 

The  extent  to  which  DOD  accounts 
are  vulnerable  to  theft  and  abuse  is 
truly  frightening. 

The  latest  figures  provided  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  [GAO]  indi- 
cate that  DOD  has  $29  billion  in  prob- 
lem disbursements— mostly  unmatched 
disbursements.  That  means  DOD  does 
not  know  how  $29  billion  was  spend. 
DOD  does  not  know  what  was  bought 
with  the  $29  billion.  Even  though  it 
might  be  legal,  they  still  do  not  know 
exactly  where  it  was  spent. 

Until  the  proper  matches  are  made. 
those  responsible  for  controlling  the 
money  at  the  Pentagon  do  not  know 
how  the  $29  billion  was  used. 

The.y  do  not  know  whether  the  $29 
billion  in  payments  were  all  legiti- 
mate. 

They  do  not  know  whether  the  $29 
billion  in  payments  were  in  the  correct 
amounts  or  whether  there  were  under- 
payments, overpayments,  or  even  erro- 
neous payments,  for  instance,  to  the 
wrong  persons  or  businesses.  They  do 
not  know  whether  the  payments  were 
fraudulent.  They  do  not  know  whether 
mone.v  is  being  stolen. 

Despite  all  Mr.  Hamre's  hard  work, 
and  1  compliment  him  for  a  lot  of  the 
work  he  has  done  to  clean  up  the  mess 
and  fix  the  problem,  the  mess  seems  to 
me  to  be  getting  worse  by  the  day. 

New  problems  crop  up  faster  than  old 
ones  can  be  resolved. 

In  frustration.  Mr.  Hamre  is  now 
moving  toward  a  solution  that  I  con- 
sider dangerous  and  unprecedented.  His 
proposed  solution  needs  close  scrutiny. 

Mr.  Hamre  wants  to  write  off  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  problem  disburse- 
ments. 

Mr.  Hamre  is  now  telling  Congress 
that  some  of  the  problem  disburse- 
ments can  never  be  matched.  They  are 
unmatchable  disbursements,  in  a  sense. 

In  some  cases,  disbursements  are 
unmatchable  because  all  the  support- 
ing documentation  has  been  destroyed. 

The  audit  trail  is  cold.  It  leads  no- 
where. In  other  cases,  the  documenta- 
tion is  so  poor  that  it  would  take  an  in- 
ordinate amount  of  time  and  money  to 
make  the  fiscal  hookups.  It  is  just  too 
much  trouble  and  too  costly  to  make 
the  proper  matches.  So  the  answer  is 
just  write  it  off. 

Mr.  Hamre  also  suggests  that  the  in- 
spector general  and  the  general  counsel 
agree  that  the  write-off  procedure  is 
the  only  viable  option. 

Mr.  President,  if  Mr.  Hamre  asked 
Congress  for  authority  to  write  off  1  or 
10  billion  dollars'  worth  of 
unmatchable  disbursements,  it  would 
not  be  so  bad — if  heads  would  roll  of 
those       responsible       for       the       bad 


mangement.  But  that  does  not  seem  to 
be  the  pattern. 

Writing  off  billions  of  dollars  of 
unmatchable  disbursements  would  be 
an  insult  to  the  citizens  of  this  coun- 
try. 

This  money  was  taken  out  of  the 
pockets  of  hard  working  American  tax- 
payers, and  the  Pentagon  bureaucrats 
say  it  is  just  too  much  trouble  to  find 
out  how  their  money  was  spent. 

Mr.  President,  could  you  imagine 
how  the  IRS  would  treat  a  citizen  who 
claimed  to  have  no  documentation  for 
$100,000  of  income?  The  IRS  would  say: 
"We  know  you  got  that  money.  You 
pay  the  tax.  Period.  End  of  discussion." 

But  not  with  the  DOD. 

We  should  hold  the  Pentagon  bureau- 
crats to  the  same  standard  that  the 
IRS  holds  the  taxpayers  to.  The  DOD 
should  have  to  play  by  the  same  rules 
imposed  on  the  taxpayers. 

We  should  tell  the  Pentagon  bureau- 
crats: "We  know  you  received  $10  bil- 
lion in  appropriations.  Now,  how  did 
you  spend  it?  No  more  money  until  we 
get  the  answer." 

The  taxpayers  have  the  right  to 
know  how  their  money  was  spent — 
every  penny  of  it.  They  are  entitled  to 
that  under  the  Constitution. 

Section  9  of  the  Constitution  says 
that  there  will  be  "a  regular  statement 
and  account  of  the  receipts  and  expend- 
itures of  all  public  money  published 
from  time  to  time." 

Pentagon  bureaucrats  cannot  fulfill 
that  responsibility  today. 

They  cannot  give  the  taxpayers  a  full 
and  accurate  account  of  how  their 
money  was  spent.  That  is  unacceptable 
and  must  not  be  tolerated. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no  docu- 
mentation supporting  a  disbursement, 
then  there  is  no  way  to  reconcile  that 
account. 

Under  those  circumstances,  Mr. 
Hamre's  proposed  solution  is  an  unde- 
sirable and  an  unfortunate  necessity. 
However,  we  in  the  Congress  should  not 
approve  this  plan  until  two  stringent 
conditions  are  met:  No.  1:  Those  re- 
sponsible must  be  held  accountable  for 
what  has  happened;  heads  must  roll. 

No.  2:  A  new  DOD  policy  should  be 
put  in  place  that  specifies:  Effective 
January  1,  1996.  all  DOD  disbursements 
must  be  matched  with  obligations  and 
supporting  accounting  records  before  a 
payment  is  made. 

We  also  need  to  have  the  answers  to 
two  questions  before  we  approve  Mr. 
Hamre's  plan  to  write  off  unmatchable 
disbursements. 

First,  how  much  money  is  involved? 
Nobody  knows  for  sure,  but  prelimi- 
nary information  suggest.s  that  the 
total  amount  Mr.  Hamre  would  like  to 
write  off  could  easily  approach  $10  to 
$12  billion. 

Second,  is  it  legal  to  write  off  dis- 
bursements because  supporting  docu- 
mentation is  either  inadequate  or  non- 
existent. 
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Sections  1501  and  3528  of  title  31  of 
the  United  States  Code,  for  example, 
seem  to  imply  that  all  Government  ex- 
penditures must  be  supported  by  docu- 
mentary evidence.  The  legal  issues  in- 
volved need  to  be  examined. 

The  authority  to  write  off 
unmatchable  disbursements  should  be 
a  one-time  event.  It  must  never  happen 
again.  Unfortunately,  I  fear  it  will  hap- 
pen again,  unless  we  come  down  hard 
and  impose  severe  penalties  and  re- 
strictions. Furthermore,  my  approach 
would  help  to  strengthen  and  reinforce 
section  8137  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  De- 
fense .Appropriations  Act — Public  Law 
103-335. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  this 
country  desperately  want  to  trust  their 
Government.  But  a  Government  that 
does  not  hold  dishonest  and  incom- 
petent officials  accountable  for  their 
actions  will  lose  the  public  trust. 

A  failure  to  hold  corrupt  officials  ac- 
countable breeds  mistrust  and  invites 
more  waste  and  mismanagement. 

An  inability  to  provide  a  full  and  ac- 
curate accounting  of  who  $29  billion  of 
the  taxpayer's  money  was  spent  is  mis- 
management at  its  very  worst. 

Pentagon  bureaucrats  have  an  un- 
blemished track  record  of  mismanag- 
ing the  peoples'  money. 

They  have  proven  over  and  over 
again  that  they  cannot  control  the  peo- 
ples' money.  And  they  cannot  account 
for  how  they  are  spending  the  peoples' 
money. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  are  talking 
about  an  amendment  to  increase  de- 
fense spending. 

Now,  is  it  smart  to  give  a  bureau- 
cratic institution  that  cannot  control 
and  account  for  the  use  of  public 
money  more  public  money? 

f)r\oc:  that  ihow  gnod  fnmmon  sense? 

DOD  should  not  get  any  extra  money 
until  DOD  cleans  up  the  books. 

I  will  vigorously  oppose  any  amend- 
ments to  increase  defense  spending. 

More  money  is  not  the  solution.  Bet- 
ter management  is. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and 
reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time  for 
the  Republicans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Rocke- 
feller] is  recognized. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
believe  the  minority  leader  had  agreed 
to  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Maine,  and  also  for  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  to  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  proceed  very  briefly.  I  was  some- 
what taken  by  surprise  by  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  suggesting  we  ought  to  look 
to  the  IRS  as  an  example  of  how  they 
can  audit  their  particular  systems. 
Just  a  few  years  ago  the  IRS  came  be- 
fore the  Government  Affairs  Commit- 
tee and  said  it  needed  more  agents  be- 
cause there  was  $125  billion  unac- 
counted   for    in    uncollected    taxes.    It 


turned  out  that  many  of  those  uncol- 
lected taxes  belonged  to  people  who 
were  dead,  bankrupt,  in  jail  or  other- 
wise unable  to  pay.  The  IRS  came  in  fi- 
nally and  fessed  up  that  maybe  there 
was  only  $60  billion  in  uncollected 
taxes.  But  they  could  not  even  prove 
that  particular  figure.  Do  you  know 
why?  Because  the  IRS  does  not  have 
books  that  can  be  audited. 

This  is  a  great  irony  that  should  not 
be  lost  on  the  American  people.  Imag- 
ine how  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
would  treat  a  small  business  or  an  indi- 
vidual who  made  a  comparative  mis- 
take on  their  tax  return? 

For  the  Senator  from  Iowa  to  point 
to  the  IRS  as  an  example  of  how  we 
should  proceed,  I  think  misses  the 
point  entirely.  There  may  be,  in  fact, 
some  explanation  for  Dr.  Hamre's  sug- 
gestion as  to  why  we  ought  to  forego 
this  particular  matter,  but  I  think  it  is 
premature  to  condemn  his  approach 
without  at  least  having  some  illumina- 
tion on  the  facts. 

I  will  try  to  abide  by  my  1  minute, 
but  I  wanted  to  make  it  clear  for  the 
record  we  should  not  point  to  the  IRS 
as  a  model. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Could  I  ask  the  distin- 
guished Democratic  leader  to  grant  me 
1  minute? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  just 
wanted  to  elaborate  slightly  on  the  im- 
portant statement  Senator  Cohen 
made.  The  Senator  from  Iowa  enjoys 
savaging  the  Defense  Department  in 
their  operations.  Mr.  Hamre  worked  as 
one  of  the  most  respected  members  of 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee 
staff.  I  noted  with  some  interest,  in  his 
savaging  of  the  Defense  Department, 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  had  no  viable 
solution  to  propose  himself.  I  would 
look  forward  to  that.  I  suggest  he  have 
another  solution  before  he  condemns 
that  one.  To  use  that  as  an  excuse  to 
not  support  a  reasonable  level  of  de- 
fense sjjending  to  me  is  sophistry  at 
best. 

I  would  finally  say.  it  is  pretty  easy 
to  savage  the  Defense  Department 
when  you  are  from  a  Midwestern  State 
and  at  the  same  time  come  over  and 
defend  the  13th  swine  research  center 
at  the  cost  of  some  $29  million,  and  $10 
million  a  year  to  maintain  at  tax- 
payers cost,  so  we  can  figure  out  how 
best  hogs  can  have  babies.  In  my  view 
it  borders  on  a  double  standard. 

I  thank  the  Democratic  leader  for  al- 
lowing me  that  time. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR— SENATE 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  13 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  for  the  dura- 
tion of  consideration  of  the  budget  res- 
olution, Kinka  Gerke.  my  congres- 
sional fellow  who  is  handling  the  issue 
for  me.  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  the 
floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1112 

<  Purpose:  To  reduce  the  tax  cut  and  apply 
the  savings  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid) 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Rockefeller],  for  himself.  Mr.  L.\utenberg. 
Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Da.schle.  Mr.  Wellstone. 
Ms.  Mikulski.  and  Mrs.  BoxER.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1112. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  "budget,  the  spending 
aggregates  shall  be  revised  and  other  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  up  to  59  per 
cent  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
in  budget  authority  and  outlays  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  adverse  effects  on  med- 
icare and  medicaid  of— 

■'(1)  increased  premiums: 

■'(2)  increased  deductibles; 

•■(3)  increased  copayments: 

••(4)  limits  on  the  freedom  to  select  the 
doctor  of  one's  choice: 

•■(5)  reduced  quality  of  health  care  services 
caused  by  funding  reductions  for  health  care 
providers; 

•■(6)  reduced  or  eliminated  benefits  caused 
by  restrictions  on  eligibility  or  services;  or 

■■(7)  closure  of  hospitals  or  nursing  homes, 
or  other  harms  to  health  care  providers. 

"(b)    Revised    .\lloc.\tions    and    Aggre- 

G.^TE.S. — Upon  the  repuiLing  ui  leK'sliitiun 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  again  upon  the 
submission  of  a  conference  report  on  such 
legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is  submit- 
ted), the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  of  the  Senate  shall  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  59 
per  cent  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
specified  under  subsection  (d)  ". 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  now 
that  we  have  had  what  we  consider  to 
be  the  first  political  vote.  I  hope  we 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  thor- 
oughly debate  what  we  consider  to  be 
not  only  political  questions  but  the 
very  important  substance. 

Let  me  emphasis  what  this  debate  is 
not  about.  It  is  not  about  the  balanced 
budget  because  I  think  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  feel  strongly  that  in- 
deed we  need  a  balanced  budget. 

It  is  not  about  whether  we  must 
make  tough  choices.  Indeed,  we  must 
make  tough  choices. 

It  is  not  about  agreeing  on  a  time 
certain.  I  believe  the  year  2002  is  a 
valid  date. 


This  debate  is  about  how  we  spend 
the  limited  resources  we  have  between 
now  and  the  year  2002;  about  where  this 
country  ought  to  invest  its  money. 

This  year  the  budget  process  has  pro- 
ceeded with  virtually  no  consultation 
between  Democrats  and  Republicans. 
For  all  the  talk  of  bipartisanship,  there 
was  none  when  this  resolution  was 
drawn. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  committee  has 
produced  a  budget  resolution  that  is 
extreme,  unreasonable,  unfair,  and  un- 
acceptable. 

The  closer  one  looks,  the  worse  it 
gets.  It  is  evident  that  the  priorities 
that  it  reflects  do  not  reflect  the  prior- 
ities of  the  American  people,  or  the 
fairness  the  American  people  expect. 

It  is  wrong  to  begin  with  a  tax  give- 
away to  the  wealthiest  people  in  this 
country.  It  is  doubly  wrong  to  help  fi- 
nance it  with  a  tax  hike  on  the  lowest 
income  working  people  in  the  country. 
To  impose  a  tax  hike  on  those  earn- 
ing the  lowest  incomes  in  order  to  help 
pay  for  a  tax  break  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans  turns  common  sense  and 
fairness  on  its  head.  It  is  not  just 
wrong.  It  is  perverse.  It  directly  con- 
tradicts all  the  pro-work,  anti-welfare 
rhetoric  extolled  by  so  many.  It  sends 
exactly  the  wrong  signal  to  Americans. 
Instead  of  saying  work  pays,  it  un- 
dercuts the  value  of  the  work  ethic  for 
all  working  Americans,  not  just  those 
who  are  eligible  for  the  credit.  The  sig- 
nal here  is  not  to  welfare  families  to 
shape  up  and  get  on  a  payroll.  The  sig- 
nal here  is  to  the  well-off  and  the  well- 
connected.  This  budget  tells  them  they 
will  get  their  tax  cut.  It  tells  working 
people  they  are  out  of  luck. 

We  have  had  too  many  Republican 
so-called  tax  cuts  that  turn  out  to  be  a 
tax  increase  or  a  tax  wash  for  working 
people  and  a  big  tax  break  for  those  at 
the  top. 

Americans  are  waking  up  to  the  hid- 
den promise  in  a  Republican  tax  cut. 
They  are  learning  that  it  is  a  promise 
as  believable  as  the  check  is  in  the 
mail. 

Senate  Democrats  believe  there  are 
important  priorities  that  are  not  re- 
flected in  this  budget  at  all.  Those  pri- 
orities are  education,  health  care,  and 
the  needs  of  working  people. 

This  budget  resolution  cuts  edu- 
cation, slashes  health  care  for  seniors, 
and  discourages  work  for  low-income 
people.  It  is  an  extreme  set  of  prior- 
ities. It  undermines  the  very  things 
that  give  people  hope  and  security  in 
order  to  finance  another  trickle-down 
tax  cut. 

Democrats  say  at  least  these  three 
things  should  be  corrected.  If  they  can 
be  corrected,  we  can  produce  a  sound, 
workable,  bipartisan  budget  that  we 
must  have  ultimately— a  budget  that 
will  be  put  into  effect,  backed  by  legis- 
lation that  will  make  the  necessary 
changes,  and  a  budget  that  will 
produce  the  long-promised  balance  in 
the  years  ahead. 


First,  and  the  direct  attention  of  this 
particular  amendment.  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  savings  must  come  in  the 
context  of  broad  health  care  reform. 
Anything  else  is  just  a  guarantee  that 
costs  will  be  shifted  to  the  private  sec- 
tor. 

Second,  working  people  should  not 
see  a  tax  hike,  by  whatever  name, 
when  their  wages  barely  raise  them 
above  the  poverty  level.  We  should  be 
encouraging  work  over  welfare,  not  pe- 
nalizing it.  Work  should  pay. 

Third,  this  is  precisely  the  wrong 
time  to  make  education  more  expen- 
sive and  further  beyond  reach  for  the 
children  of  middle-class  families. 

All  three  of  these  priorities  can  be 
protected  and  should  be  protected. 

But  first,  there  must  be  bipartisan 
agreement  that  we  do  not  need  to  cre- 
ate new  tax  loopholes.  Our  purpose 
ought  to  be  to  reach  a  balanced  budget, 
not  to  fulfil  the  tax  wish  list  of  our 
richest  corporate  and  private  tax- 
payers. 

About  half  the  budget  savings  in  the 
Republican  budget  come  from  Medicare 
and  Medicaid. 

It  is  good  that  finally,  after  resisting 
health  care  reform  last  year  in  any 
form,  after  resisting  even  incremental 
reform,  after  repeatedly  opposing  any- 
thing remotely  like  a  reduction  in 
costs.  Republicans  have  admitted,  in 
this  resolution,  that  health  care  costs 
are  driving  the  Federal  budget. 

But  it  is  bad  that  they  have  chosen 
to  deal  with  this  reality— a  fact  Demo- 
crats have  been  pointing  out  for  at 
least  3  years— by  simply  capping  spend- 
ing and  shifting  costs  to  beneficiaries. 

I  agree  with  what  Senator  Dole  said 
last  year.  "*  *  *  if  you  only  spend  so 
much  money  on  health  care  and  you 
run  out  of  money,  you  either  have  to 
ration  or  raise  taxes,  or  find  some  way 
to  find  more  money." 

So  what  is  the  Republican  answer  to 
health  care?  Impose  a  cap  on  Medicaid 
and  shift  the  whole  burden  back  on  the 
States.  That  is  the  proposal.  That 
means  that  when  it  is  time  to  ration  or 
raise  taxes  or  find  more  money,  it  will 
be  the  States  that  will  be  forced  to  do 
it. 

The  budget  proposal  to  reduce  Medic- 
aid costs  by  $176  billion  will  not  only 
burden  the  taxpayers  of  our  States,  it 
will  threaten  coverage  for  more  than 
800.000  low-income  elderly  and  disabled 
people.  Medicaid  is  the  only  source  of 
assistance  for  the  frail  elderly  who 
need  long-term  nursing  home  care  and 
who  do  not  have  the  $.38,000  a  year  that 
such  care  typically  costs. 

Medicaid  now  provides  for  1.6  million 
persons  in  nursing  homes,  and  nearly 
1.1  million  receiving  home  health  care. 
Those  funds  are  not  likely  to  be  made 
up  by  the  States,  because  the  States 
are  hard-pressed  to  meet  their  current 
Medicaid  costs. 

Instead  of  seeking  to  control  costs  in 
the    system— the    only    way    to    ulti- 


mately slow  health  care  spending— the 
Republican  budget  would  shift  costs. 

The  Republican  budget  proposes  a 
precise  Medicare  savings  figure — $256 
billion— without  an  iota  of  detail  as  to 
how  it  is  to  be  achieved. 

There  is  no  way  to  save  $256  billion 
and  cover  more  people — as  Medicare 
must,  since  our  population  is  aging  and 
more  people  become  eligible  for  Medi- 
care each  year— without  shifting  costs 
to  others. 

Those  others  will  be  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries themselves.  This  proposal 
would  mean  dramatically  higher  costs, 
fewer  benefits  and  a  worsening  quality 
of  care. 

The  Republican  Medicare  reductions 
are  the  largest  Medicare  cut  in  history. 
At  least  half  the  burden  of  those  cuts 
will  fall  on  recipients. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  that 
approved  this  reduction  has  already  en- 
dorsed the  idea  of  increasing  the  part  B 
Medicare  premium  to  31  percent  of  the 
program's  costs.  That,  alone,  will  mean 
nearly  $500  in  additional  out-of-pocket 
costs  to  Medicare  recipients  by  2002. 

It  has  been  calculated  that  those  on 
Medicare  will  see  a  cut  of  $900  in  bene- 
fits by  the  year  2002.  The  $256  billion  in 
savings  will  be  paid  for  by  them— to 
the  tune  of  $3,500  each  between  now  and 
then. 

The  budget  resolution  does  not  spell 
out  where  the  so-called  savings  will 
come  from.  But,  coincidentally,  the 
savings  raise  the  same  amount  of 
money  as  all  the  CBO  proposals  for  sav- 
ings already  compiled.  So,  taking  those 
as  a  benchmark,  we  can  see  the  out- 
lines of  what  will  be  cut  and  who  will 
pay  for  it. 

Nearly  83  percent  of  Medicare  bene- 
fits go  to  persons  with  incomes  of 
$25,000  or  less.  Only  3  percent  of  Medi- 
care costs  are  paid  in  behalf  of  persons 
with  incomes  over  $50,000.  So  whatever 
additional  costs  there  are,  they  will  be 
borne  disproportionately  by  those  with 
the  least  ability  to  pay. 

The  net  effect  of  this  is  simple:  Extra 
Medicare  costs  will  eat  up  Social  Secu- 
rity cost-of-living  increases.  The  Re- 
publican promise  to  protect  Social  Se- 
curity is  hollow.  One  in  four  Social  Se- 
curity recipients  rely  exclusively  on 
Social  Security  benefits  for  income. 
For  these  people — among  the  lowest-in- 
come of  our  retirees — there  will  be  no 
more  COLAs.  because  they  will  all  be 
swallowed  up  by  rising  out-of-pocket 
Medicare  payments.. 

The  effects  of  cost-shifting  in  health 
care  have  been  long  studied  and  are 
well  known.  When  providers  like  hos- 
pitals and  physicians  see  repayments 
from  one  source  cut.  costs  are  shifted 
to  those  who  will  pay— privately  in- 
sured individuals.  If  even  one-third  of 
the  proposed  Medicare  reductions  are 
passed  along  to  privately  insured  pay- 
ers, it  will  amount  to  a  hidden  tax  of 
$40  to  $50  billion  on  businesses  and  fam- 
ilies in  the  next  7  years. 
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Instead  of  reforming  the  system  to 
control  costs,  it  would  be  the  same  old 
shell  game  of  cost-shuffling,  only  on  a 
much  larger  scale. 

It  is  wrong  to  threaten  the  health 
care  security  of  retired  Americans  to 
finance  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
corporations  and  individuals.  It  is 
wrong  to  slash  at  the  health  care  safe- 
ty net  of  the  low-income  elderly  and 
disabled  to  finance  a  tax  cut  that  will 
restore  some  of  the  most  egregious  cor- 
porate loopholes  of  the  1980's. 

The  Republican  budget  does  more 
than  that.  In  a  stunning  display  of  in- 
difference to  real  hardship  in  American 
families,  the  Republican  budget  would 
cut  $21  billion  out  of  the  earned  income 
tax  credit. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  does 
not  go  to  anyone  who  does  not  work.  It 
goes  only  to  those  who  are  doing  their 
best  to  stay  off  welfare  by  working  at 
whatever  job  they  can  find,  and  by 
earning  whatever  an  employer  is  will- 
ing to  pay  It  is  perverse  to  tell  a 
woman  to  get  off  welfare  and  work  and 
then  to  turn  around  and  reduce  the  one 
work  incentive  program  that  actually 
helps  work  pay. 

It  is  contrary  to  common  sense  to 
dramatically  cut  back  an  incentive  to 
work  so  that  we  can  afford  to  give  a 
tax  cut  to  some  of  the  most  well-off 
households  and  businesses  in  the  coun- 
try. 

The  Republican  budget  also  cuts  edu- 
cational funding  by  $60  billion.  Student 
aid  alone  is  slashed  by  $14  billion. 
Under  the  Republican  budget,  students 
will  have  to  pay  higher  loan  origina- 
tion fees  and  higher  interest  rates  6 
months  after  they  graduate.  They  will 
graduate  with  a  degree  and  a  heavier 
debt  load  because  the  in-school  interest 
subsidy  will  be  cut. 

Who  uses  the  student  loan  program? 
Not  the  children  of  the  wealthy,  whose 
parents  can  afford  to  pay  yearly  tui- 
tion costs.  It  is  the  children  of  middle- 
income  working  families  who  rely  on 
loan  assistance  to  get  the  higher  edu- 
cation in  the  first  place 

Today,  more  than  ever,  how  much 
education  a  person  has  dictates  the 
standard  of  living  he  or  she  will  enjoy 
throughout  life  Every  extra  year  of 
schooling  adds  an  average  of  8  percent 
to  one's  income  throughout  life. 

Equally  important  is  that  economic 
growth  depends  upon  better  education 
in  our  work  force.  A  recent  study  found 
that  increases  in  workers"  education 
produced  .  twice  the  productivity 
growth  as  investment  in  new  equip- 
ment. 

A  survey  of  over  3,000  private  compa- 
nies employing  20  or  more  workers 
found  that  a  10-percent  increase  in 
workers'  education  led  to  an  average 
8.6-percent  rise  in  productivity;  a  10- 
percent  increase  in  capital  stock- 
equipment,  buildings,  and  machinery- 
led  to  a  3.4-percent  rise  in  productivity. 

Anyone  who  cares  about  the  future 
economic  growth  of  our  country  knows 


that  as  American  companies  become 
more  productive,  they  compete  better 
and  find  more  markets.  Anything  that 
helps  our  firms  compete  successfully  in 
a  global  economy  ought  to  be  sup- 
ported and  encouraged,  not  cut  back. 

Yet.  that  is  exactly  what  the  Repub- 
lican budget  does.  It  cuts  education  by 
$60  billion  over  the  next  7  years,  poten- 
tially cutting  out  an  enormous  promise 
of  higher  productivity  and  economic 
growth  for  our  private  sector. 

It  is  wrong  to  reduce  our  Nation's 
commitment  to  education  by  the 
equivalent  of  25  percent  when  edu- 
cation is  more  critical  now  than  it  has 
ever  been  before.  It  is  wrong  to  reduce 
our  commitment  to  a  better  standard 
of  living  for  our  children  in  order  to  fi- 
nance a  tax  cut  for  those  who  already 
enjoy  high  living  standards. 

It  is  wrong  to  cut  back  on  the  door  to 
opportunity  in  our  society.  It  is  the 
wrong  priority. 

Despite  assertions  that  the  Repub- 
lican budget  would  go  after  corporate 
welfare,  there  is  not  a  single  corporate 
welfare  cut  in  this  budget  resolution. 

Instead,  we  are  being  asked  to 
squeeze  Medicare  recipients,  to  burden 
new  graduates  with  an  extra  $3,000  or 
so  in  debt,  and  deny  the  lowest-paid, 
hardest-working  Americans  a  tax  cred- 
it. Republicans  cannot  find  corporate 
welfare  so  these  are  the  priority  cuts 
they  have  aimed  at  instead.  I  do  not 
think  that  reflects  American  values  or 
American  priorities.  Mr.  President. 

Senate  Democrats  will  respond  to 
these  misguided  priorities  in  this  budg- 
et resolution  with  a  series  of  amend- 
ments designed  to  correct  them. 

Our  amendments  will  preserve  the 
goal  of  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002. 

Each  of  our  amendments  will  be  fully 
paid  for.  Saving  Medicare  and  student 
aid  will  not  add  a  penny  to  the  budget 
deficit.  Our  amendments  will  use  the 
different  offsets  to  preserve  the  prior- 
ities that  we  think  are  important  be- 
cause we  agree  that  it  is  necessary  to 
make  the  choices  in  order  to  balance 
the  budget. 

We  just  think  that  a  tax  cut  is  ex- 
actly the  wrong  choice.  We  think  that 
the  budget  ought  to  reflect  the  prior- 
ities of  working  Americans.  We  believe 
our  amendments  reflect  those  prior- 
ities and  deserve  broad  support.  And 
beginning  with  this  amendment,  we 
hope  Republicans  will  join  us  in  com- 
ing to  a  better  set  of  priorities,  a  more 
realistic  set  of  assumptions,  and  a 
clear  message  to  the  American  people 
that  we  are  on  their  side. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GREGG  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  going  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  very  shortly. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Then  I  am  going  to 
put  Senator  P.ackwood  in  charge  of  the 
time  after  Senator  Gregg  speaks.  I 
just  want  to  put  up  one  statement  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  then  I  will 
yield  to  the  Senator  for  the  time  he 
needs  and  then  Senator  P.^CKWOOD  for  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time.  He  will  be 
in  charge;  I  designate  him  to  control 
time  on  our  side. 

I  just  want  to  quote  this  one  state- 
ment for  the  Senate,  for  those  inter- 
ested in  where  we  are,  by  talking  about 
what  the  President  said  on  October  5, 
1993.  And  these  are  quotes.  And  I  will 
just  read  them.  That  is  October  5,  1993. 

Today.  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation. 

And  now  these  are  the  very  interest- 
ing words. 

That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut. 
Only  in  Washington  do  people  believe  that  no 
one  can  get  by  on  twice  the  rate  of  inflation. 

And  I  have  a  little  parenthesis;  there 
was  a  laugh  in  the  crowd. 

So.  when  you  hear  all  this  business  about 
cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  that  is  not 
what  is  going  on.  We  are  going  to  have  in- 
creases in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Now.  essentially,  Mr.  President,  and 
fellow  Senators  and  those  interested, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  and 
some  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are 
today.  Monday.  Tuesday,  and  Wednes- 
day going  to  be  saying  this  budget  cuts 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  Right?  In  yel- 
low on  this  one; 

That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut. 

Medicare  is  going  up  7.1  percent  in 
this  budget. 

That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut, 

Quntp  DnMRNTCi''  No.  Quote  President 
Bill  Clinton. 

Now,  frankly.  I  anticipate  there  will 
be  arguments  about  he  had  a  com- 
prehensive health  care  plan.  The  truth 
of  the  matter  is  the  President  reduced 
Medicare  $180  billion  and  spent  it  some 
place  else  and  yet  proceeded  to  say: 

That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut. 

Now.  frankly,  that  frames  the  debate. 
The  President  said  it  better  than  we 
can.  That  is  a  perfect  statement  of 
what  the  American  people  were  ex- 
pected by  our  President  to  believe  on 
October  5.  1993.  And  I  believe  that  is 
the  same  statement  they  ought  to  be- 
lieve today,  even  if  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  and  the  White  House 
choose  to  say  it  no  longer.  Because  it  is 
ours,  it  is  our  proposal,  it  is  not  to  be 
said  an.v  longer.  I  do  not  believe  that  is 
the  case. 

Now.  with  that,  we  have  a  number  of 
Senators  who  wanted  to  address  this 
issue.  We  are  under  controlled  time,  an 
hour  on  each  side  on  the  amendment. 
Clearly,  we  are  going  to  use  more  time 
than  that.  I  am  going  to  yield  now— 15 
minutes.  20  minutes.  5  minutes? 
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Mr.  GREGG.  A  half-hour. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
if  the  Senator  will  yield,  ordinarily  one 
goes  back  and  forth  between  the  two 
sides,  and  are  we  planning  to  do  some- 
thing different  today'' 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  are  going  to  do 
something  different  if  the  Senator  is 
going  to  assume  that  those  brief  re- 
marks are  the  Republican  response  to 
the  minority  leader.  We  have  not  an- 
swered the  minority  leader.  Senator 
GFiKGO  is  going  to  start  answering  him. 
And  then  we  will  go  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  comments 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  were 
kind  of  incidental? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mine  were  inciden- 
tal, very  irrelevant,  trivial. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time 
would  the  Senator  like? 

Mr.  GREGG.  A  half-hour. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  All  right.  And  then 
Senator  P.ackwood  is  in  charge  of  the 
time  on  our  side.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

I  wish  to  simply  congratulate  him  on 
his  excellent  brief  and  incidental  state- 
ment because  I  think  it  summarizes  a 
lot  of  the  concern  that  many  of  us  have 
as  to  the  duplicity  of  this  administra- 
tion on  the  issue  of  Medicare  and  how 
we  should  address  it.  And  I  wish  to  get 
into  that  in  some  depth. 

Initially,  I  simply  must  respond  to 
much  of  what  the  Democratic  leader 
said,  or  some  of  what  the  Democratic 
leader  said  because  I  found  it  to  be  in- 
consistent in  the  extreme  for  him  to 
come  to  the  floor  and  make  the  Rt,ite- 
iiieiit.  as  a  number  of  his  colleagues 
have  said,  that,  oh.  we  all  now  believe 
in  a  balanced  budget.  We  all  believe  in 
a  balanced  budget.  And.  yes.  we  are 
even  willing  to  accept  the  year  2002. 

We  have  heard  this  from  a  number  of 
Members  on  the  other  side.  But  at  the 
same  time  he  gives  us  a  litany,  a  litany 
of  areas  where  we  can  take  no  action, 
of  areas  where  we  must  spend  more 
money. 

He  gives  us  no  suggestions  as  to  how 
they  would  get  to  this  balanced  budget. 
There  is  no  program  from  that  side. 
There  is  no  budget.  There  is  no  pro- 
posal. All  we  had  was  the  President's 
proposal  and  the  President's  proposal, 
as  we  now  recognize,  has  been  rejected 
by  everyone  in  this  Chamber  who 
voted,  the  99  Senators  who  were 
present. 

The  President's  proposal  was  rejected 
because,  on  its  face,  it  was  outrageous. 
It  presented  a  budget  which  would  have 
given  us  deficits  of  $200  billion  or  more 
for  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see.  It  would 
have  added  $1.8  trillion  of  new  debt  to 
our  children's  backs  over  the  next 
years.  And  it  did  not  in  the  slightest 


way  even  address  the  core  issues  of 
what  are  confronting  this  country  in 
the  area  of  fiscal  policy,  which  are  the 
issues  of  how  we  manage  Federal 
spending  in  the  area  of  the  entitlement 
accounts.  It  did  not  have  one  sugges- 
tion in  the  entire  budget  on  that  issue, 
even  though  some  of  the  leaders  in  his 
administration  have  said  that  that  is 
the  core  concern  and  even  though  he.  2 
years  ago  now  or  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 
said  that  that  was  a  major  concern,  as 
the  statement  from  Senator  Domenici 
so  adequately  reflected. 

So  I  think  it  is  critical  for  those  who 
are  following  this  debate  to  understand 
the  inherent  and  incontrovertible  in- 
consistency of  the  Democratic  leader's 
statement— that  they  are  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,  but  do  not  touch  any- 
thing that  is  important,  do  not  touch 
anything  that  we  deem  to  be  critical, 
do  not  try  to  reform  a  system  which  is 
so  out  of  control  that  it  has  generated 
this  huge  deficit  and  debt  that  is  bank- 
rupting our  country. 

And  if  we  are  talking  about  a  com- 
mitment to  a  better  standard  of  living 
for  our  children,  nothing  could  be  more 
critical  to  a  commitment  to  a  better 
standard  of  living  for  our  children  than 
to  bring  under  the  control  the  debt  of 
this  country  and  the  deficit. 

I  brought  along  a  chart  to  reflect 
that  fact.  This  is  the  critical  issue  of 
this  debate.  This  is  why  we.  as  Repub- 
licans, have  brought  forth  a  budget 
which  is  in  balance.  It  is  because  if  you 
look  at  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the 
F'ederal  Government  in  the  spending 
we  are  undertaking,  we  are  on  a  nose- 
dive to  bankruptcy,  which  we  are  going 
to  end  up  passing  on  to  our  children. 

The  blue  squares  represent  discre- 
tionary spending,  the  yellow  squares 
represent  interest  payments,  and  the 
red  squares  represent  spending  on  enti- 
tlements. The  green  line  is  the  reve- 
nues of  the  Federal  Government,  which 
have  been  fairly  constant  over  the  last 
few  years. 

If  you  notice — and  these  are  numbers 
which  come  from  CBO — if  you  will  no- 
tice, beginning  in  about  the  year  2010. 
our  Federal  Government,  because  of 
the  explosion  in  spending  we  have  un- 
dertaken as  a  Government,  will  only  be 
able  to  pay  for  entitlement  spending 
and  interest  on  the  Federal  debt.  That 
means  all  the  discretionary  spending 
will  not  be  affordable— things  like  na- 
tional defense,  libraries,  roads,  edu- 
cation, things  the  minority  leader  was 
talking  about,  things  which  we  are 
concerned  about. 

Then  around  the  year  2015,  we  will 
not  be  able  to  pay  interest  on  the  Fed- 
eral debt.  What  does  that  mean?  That 
means  we  are  bankrupt;  that  we.  as  a 
nation,  are  insolvent.  That  means  our 
children  will  be  living  in  a  country  like 
our  unfortunate  neighbor  of  Mexico, 
which  does  not  have  the  capacity  to 
pay  for  the  cost  of  the  burden  for  car- 
rying its  own  debt. 


What  happens  at  that  point?  Well. 
our  children's  futures  become  de- 
stroyed because  the  country  will  either 
have  to  go  through  some  huge  eco- 
nomic calamity  or  else  it  will  have  to 
inflate  the  economy  so  much  that  the 
dollar  will  be  virtually  valueless. 

So  we.  as  Republicans,  recognize  this. 
'We  accept  the  fact  that  something  has 
to  be  done  about  this,  and  we  have  put 
forward  a  budget  which  gets  us  to  bal- 
ance over  the  next  7  years. 

This  is  our  budget  line,  the  black 
line.  It  goes  to  balance  over  the  next  7 
years. 

This  is  the  President's  line,  the  pur- 
ple line,  estimated  by  CBO.  This  is 
what  he  told  us  it  was,  but  he  would 
not  use  CBO  figures,  even  though  he 
said  he  was  going  to.  Even  as  he  told 
us,  we  still  have  a  huge  gap,  $1.8  tril- 
lion of  new  debt  added  to  our  children's 
backs  as  a  result  of  the  President's  pro- 
posal. 

But  if  we  get  on  the  course  of  this 
budget,  we  will  get  this  under  control 
and  we  will  have  us  down  to  balance  in 
7  years,  which  is  the  obligation  that  we 
owe  our  children. 

And  there  is  something  else  that 
should  be  noted.  When  we  get  out  to 
this  point  here,  get  out  to  this  point 
here,  there  is,  of  course,  another  way 
that  you  could  address  all  this  Federal 
spending.  You  could  tax  people. 

What  does  the  President's  budget — 
not  of  this  year,  because  he  did  not 
want  to  put  this  number  in— but  of  last 
year  tell  us  the  tax  rate  on  all  Ameri- 
cans would  be  in  order  to  bear  a  Gov- 
ernment of  this  size?  It  would  be  82  per- 
cent; 82  percent  of  everybody's  income 
in  this  country  would  have  to  go  to  the 
Government  in  order  to  bear  the  bur- 
den of  the  Government  if  we  allow  it  to 
continue  to  grow  at  that  rate.  Obvi- 
ously, we  cannot  afford  that. 

Now,  a  large  part  of  this  debate  has 
been  about  the  issue  of  Medicare.  And, 
boy,  there  has  been  some  significant 
misinformation  about  that  issue  float- 
ed around  here.  And  I  am  glad  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  started  out  by 
pointing  out  the  distinct  difference  be- 
tween what  President  Clinton  said  a 
year  and  a  half  ago  and  what  he  is  say- 
ing today  about  the  Republican  efforts 
in  this  area. 

But  I  think  it  is  important  to  start 
on  this  issue  with  what  the  problem  is. 
The  problem  is  pretty  clear.  It  was  not 
defined  by  us.  It  was  not  defined  by 
myself  or  the  Republicans,  or  the 
Democrats,  for  that  matter.  It  was  de- 
fined by  the  trustees  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund,  ironically,  four  of  whom 
were  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  are  members  of  his 
Cabinet,  including  Donna  Shalala.  Sec- 
retary of  HHS.  and  Secretary  Rubin. 

And  the  problem  is  that  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  going  bankrupt  on  a  much 
faster  time  track  than  the  country,  in 
fact,  and  it  will  be  bankrupt,  according 
to  the  trustees  in  the  very  near  future. 
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They  are  telling  us — and  this  is  the 
trustees'  report — that  "the  Medicare 
program  is  clearly  unstable 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form.  " 

Why  are  they  saying  that?  Because  of 
this  chart  here. 

This  is  the  fund  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund.   It  goes  into  bankruptcy  in  the 
year    2002.    Beginning    in    about    next' 
year,  it  starts  to  draw  more  out  of  the 
trust  fund  than  goes  in. 

What  is  the  practical  effect  of  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  Medicare  insurance  trust 
fund?  It  is  that  there  is  no  health  in- 
surance for  our  senior  citizens.  None. 
Because,  under  the  law,  they  cannot 
pay  out  health  insurance  proceeds  if 
they  have  no  sources  to  pay  it  from. 
And  the  trust  becomes  bankrupt  and 
does  not  have  any  sources  in  the  year 
2002. 

Now  I  suppose  the  Democratic  posi- 
tion or  the  President's  position  now  ap- 
pears to  be.  ■Well,  let's  wait  until  the 
year  2002  and  face  the  problem  then." 

That  only  compounds  the  problem  if 
you  do  that,  of  course.  It  is  much  more 
logical,  as  the  President  suggested  a 
year  and  a  half  ago,  to  address  it  and 
address  it  in  a  constructive  and 
thoughtful  way,  which  is  the  proposal 
we  have  put  forward  in  this  budget  spe- 
cifically to  do  that. 

Now  there  has  been  a  lot  of  debate 
about  the  number  necessary  to  get  this 
trust  fund  into  actuarial  solvency,  and 
the  fact  that  this  number  that  we  have 
in  our  budget  is  somehow  outrageous, 
the  number  of  S256  billion  of  adjust- 
ment in  this  fund  over  the  next  7  years, 
which  is  the  number  that  we  feel  will 
put  this  fund  in  some  form  of  solvency 
and  assure  that  seniors  have  health  in- 
surance, which  is  our  goal,  to  give  sen- 
iors health  insurance  and  make  sure 
they  have  a  health  insurance  fund. 

Now  we  heard  the  leader  come  down 
here  and  say  that  this  idea  of  address- 
ing the  insurance  trust  fund  by  adjust- 
ing it  by  $256  billion  over  the  next  10 
years,  or  Medicare  by  that  amount,  is  a 
number  that  is  just  outrageous  and  not 
obtainable  and  is  a  ridiculous  number. 

Well,  let  me  refer  them  to  the  num- 
ber that  came  from  Secretary  Donna 
Shalala  and  Secretary  Rubin  and  the 
other  members  of  the  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund.  Their  number 
was.  in  order  to  get  actuarial  solvency 
in  the  health  trust  fund  over  the  next 
5  years,  we  would  have  to  adjust  it  by 
J262  billion.  That  is  in  2  years.  Remem- 
ber, ours  is  7  years.  And,  over  7  years, 
to  get  actuarial  solvency,  we  would 
have  to  adjust  it  by  $387  billion. 

So  the  number  that  we  are  talking 
about,  which  is  $256  billion,  approxi- 
mately, over  a  7-year  period,  is  clearly 
in  the  ballpark  of  the  numbers  which 
are  being  given  to  us  by  the  people  who 
are  responsible  for  managing  this  fund, 
although  there  is  obviously  a  merger  of 
A  and  B  trust  fund  issues,  which  is  a 
really  complex  issue.  In  any  event,  the 
numbers  are  clearly  in  the  same  ball 
park. 


So  the  idea  that  our  adjustment  is 
unreasonable  or  our  proposal  is  unrea- 
sonable in  this  area  is  just  a  lot  more 
smoke  and  mirrors  that  we  are  hearing 
from  the  other  side  as  they  attempt  to 
dance  around  the  basic  responsibility 
that  we  have,  which  is  to  assure  sol- 
vency in  this  trust  fund. 

So  Members  on  our  side  have  put  for- 
ward a  proposal  which,  remember,  does 
not  cut  Medicare  funding.  In  fact,  it  al- 
lows Medicare  funding,  as  Senator  Do- 
MENici  noted  earlier,  to  grow  at  about  7 
percent.  This  shows  6  percent.  We  actu- 
ally ended  up  with  about  7  percent. 
Today,  the  Medicare  trust  funds  are 
growing— the  rate  of  growth  of  the  cost 
of  health  care  costs  is  around  10.5  per- 
cent. That  is  three  times  the  rate  of 
growth  of  inflation  in  this  country 
today. 

You  might  say.  "It's  health  care; 
therefore,  it  has  to  grow  faster  than  in- 
flation." Let  me  simply  note  that  last 
year  in  the  private  sector,  the  health 
care  inflation  rate  was  actually  a  nega- 
tive number.  It  was  about  negative  1.9 
jjercent  for  the  rate  of  growth  of  pre- 
mium costs  in  health  care  last  year  in 
the  private  sector.  So  not  only  is  it 
three  times  faster  than  the  basic  infla- 
tion rate  in  the  economy,  10.5  percent, 
the  rate  of  growth  of  Medicare  costs, 
but  it  is  actually  10  times  the  rate  of 
growth  of  health  care  inflation  gen- 
erally in  the  private  sector. 

So  it  is  explosive,  and  it  is  clearly 
not  sustainable.  It  is  not  sustainable 
from  the  standpoint  of  financial  viabil- 
ity of  our  country.  More  important,  it 
is  not  sustainable  from  the  viewpoint 
of  having  a  trust  fund  that  is  solvent 
and  having  a  health  care  system  for 
our  seniors  that  is  solvent. 

What  we  are  suggesting  is  not  radical 
or  unreasonable.  We  are  suggesting  a 
response  which  was  in  the  same  frame 
of  reference  as  what  the  trustees  are 
talking  about.  We  are  talking  about 
slowing  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  Medi- 
care trust  funds  from  10.5  percent  down 
to  approximately  7  percent — 7  percent 
rate  of  growth.  Is  that  unreasonable?  I 
do  not  think  so.  It  represents  twice  the 
rate  of  growth  of  inflation  generally 
and  seven  times  the  rate  of  growth  in 
health  care  insurance  premiums  in  the 
private  sector. 

As  was  noted  by  the  chart  put  up  by 
Senator  Domenici.  it  happens  to  be  the 
same  number  that  back  in  1993  Presi- 
dent Clinton  thought  was  pretty  rea- 
sonable. Not  only  did  he  think  it  was 
reasonable,  but  Hillary  Clinton,  his 
wife,  thought  it  was  fairly  reasonable. 
She  said: 

We  feel  confident  we  can  reduce  the  rate  of 
increase  in  Medicare  without  undermining 
the  quality  of  Medicare  recipients. 

And  Ira  Magaziner.  her  guru  of 
health  care,  said: 

Slowinir  the  rate  of  growth  actually  bene- 
fits beneficiaries  considerably  because  it 
slows  the  rate  of  growth  of  premiums  they 
have  to  pay. 
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So  the  administration,  a  year  and  a 
half  ago.  when  they  were  not  thinking 
about  reelection  so  aggressively,  was 
talking  about  slowing  the  rate  of 
growth  of  the  health  care  fund,  just 
about  what  we  were  talking  about 
today.  Maybe  they  were  going  to  slow 
it  a  little  more,  in  fact,  if  you  look  at 
their  numbers. 

So  what  is  the  practical  application 
of  how  do  you  get  to  a  7-percent  rate  of 
growth,  because  that  is  where  the  rub- 
ber hits  the  road.  Who  is  going  to  be 
impacted?  Who  is  going  to  be  affected? 
Who  is  going  to  have  to  take  the  slow- 
ing down? 

Basically,  what  we  have  seen  in  the 
private  sector  is  that  as  the  market- 
place is  changed  and  health  care  deliv- 
ery has  moved  into  the  1990's  and  on, 
that  the  manner  in  which  health  care 
is  delivered  has  changed  and.  as  a  re- 
sult, we  have  seen  more  efficiencies  in 
health  care  delivery,  and  that  is  why 
the  price  of  health  care  has  gone  down, 
that  is  why  we  have  seen  the  inflation 
rate  in  the  private  sector  drop. 

What  we  are  going  to  suggest  as  a 
party,  and  we  think  it  is  fairly  reason- 
able, is  that  we  take  the  public  health 
care  insurance  system  and  apply  to  it 
some  of  the  same  attitudes  and  ap- 
proaches that  are  being  used  today  in 
the  private  sector.  We  are  essentially 
going  to  say  to  senior  citizens.  "We're 
going  to  give  you  more  choices."  be- 
cause that  is  what  has  driven  the  price 
of  health  care  down  in  the  private  sec- 
tor—competition, choices— and  in  giv- 
ing seniors  more  choices,  we  are  going 
to  not  force  them  into  other  programs, 
we  will  make  it  voluntary. 

For  example.  I  have  a  proposal— it 
may  not  be  the  one  finally  adopted,  but 
I  think  it  makes  sense — which  says  to 
senior  citizens:  "You  essentially  will 
have  the  same  choices  that  I.  as  a 
Member  of  Congress  have,  or  other 
Federal  employees  have.  You  don't 
have  that  choice  today." 

Most  seniors  are  in  fee  for  service, 
the  most  expensive  form  of  health  care. 
They  are  in  fee  for  service  because  they 
grew  up  that  way  in  the  fifties,  sixties, 
even  in  the  seventies.  The  only  way  we 
delivered  health  care  in  this  country 
was  fee  for  service.  You  had  your  doc- 
tor, you  dealt  with  your  personal  doc- 
tor, but  it  is  the  most  expensive  form 
of  medicine.  Ninety  percent  of  seniors 
are  in  a  fee-for-service  approach  to 
medicine. 

What  I  suggest  in  the  proposal  I  have 
put  forward,  basically  the  proposal  we 
are  talking  about  generally,  is  that 
seniors  be  given  a  choice,  not  only  to 
use  fee  for  service,  but  to  use  other 
forms  of  health  care,  health  care  which 
is  less  costly  in  its  rate  of  growth  but 
delivers  just  as  good  health  care — man- 
aged care,  fixed-cost  care.  PPO's, 
HMO's,  things  that  most  Americans, 
especially  in  the  private  sector,  are  fa- 
miliar with  today. 

We  are  not  saying  to  seniors.  "You 
have  to  go  into  a  PPO  or  HMO."  We  are 


May  19,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13713 


going  to  say,  "Listen,  if  in  your  area  of 
the  country  it  costs  $5,000  a  year  to 
take  care  of  your  fee-for-service  health 
care,  then,  senior  citizen,  to  the  extent 
that  you  can  go  out  in  the  private  sec- 
tor and  you  can  buy  a  health  care  sys- 
tem which  delivers  you  the  same  basic 
benefits  package,  and  maybe  even  more 
because  there  will  be  competition 
there,  but  for  less,  let's  say  it  is  for 
$4,500,  we  will  let  you  keep  75  percent 
of  the  savings.  Seventy-five  percent  of 
that  $500  savings  will  go  to  you." 

So  there  will  be  a  significant  eco- 
nomic incentive  to  senior  citizens  to 
move  from  fee  for  service  into  managed 
care,  if  they  decide  to  do  so — they  do 
not  have  to  do  it — if  they  decide  to  do 
.so. 

That  type  of  approach  creates  three 
different  positive  events. 

No.  1,  it  gives  senior  citizens  the  op- 
portunity to  look  at  other  health  care 
plans  and  gives  them  a  financial  incen- 
tive to  do  it  and,  obviously,  health  care 
incentives  to  do  it. 

No.  2.  it  creates  in  the  marketplace 
competition.  It  means  a  lot  of  different 
plans  are  going  to  come  forward  that 
we  cannot  even  imagine,  because  the 
marketplace  is  much  more  imaginative 
than  the  Government,  and  we  will  pro- 
pose different  approaches  to  caring  for 
seniors,  things  that  are  attractive  to 
one  senior  group  over  other  seniors- 
one  for  eyeglasses,  for  drugs,  one  might 
take  out  the  part  B  premium.  Who 
knows;  there  will  be  a  lot  of  variables, 
a  lot  of  options. 

And  No.  3,  it  gives  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment a  fixed  cost  over  an  extended 
period  of  time  as  to  how  much  health 
care  is  going  to  inflate. 

It  is  only  reasonable  to  assume,  al- 
though obviously  difficult  to  score. 
that  that  fixed  cost  is  going  to  track 
fairly  closely  to  what  has  happened  in 
the  private  sector.  In  the  private  sec- 
tor, what  we  have  seen  is  there  has 
been  a  50-percent  drop  in  the  inflation 
rate  in  relationship  to  the  amount  of 
people  going  into  HMO's  and  fixed- 
cost-based  health  care  plans,  and  we 
may  not  get  that  precipitous  a  drop. 
but  we  do  not  have  to.  because  all  we 
are  looking  for  is  a  3-percent  drop  in 
the  inflation  rate. 

We  are  not  looking  to  reduce  the  in- 
flation rate  down  to  zero,  as  has  hap- 
pened in  the  private  sector.  We  are 
looking  to  reduce  it  just  twice  the  rate 
of  growth  of  the  inflation  rate,  a  7-per- 
cent rate.  It  is  very  reasonable  that  we 
will  get  that  number.  There  are  ways 
to  assure  we  can  score  that  number, 
and  we  make  those  proposals  in  our 
package. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  not 
limiting  seniors'  opportunities,  we  are 
talking  about  giving  them  more 
choices,  more  chances  to  go  to  the 
marketplace  and  find  better  care,  types 
of  care  that  will  be  more  attractive  to 
them  and  more  appropriate  to  their 
personal    position.    In    the   process,   we 


hope  to  get  these  types  of  reductions  in 
the  inflation  rate  that  the  Federal 
Government  is  paying. 

Is  this  not  reasonable?  I  suggest  to 
you  that  the  President  thought  it  was 
reasonable  a  year  and  a  half  ago;  that 
Ira  Magaziner  thought  it  was  reason- 
able a  year  and  a  half  ago;  that  Hillary 
Clinton  thought  it  was  reasonable  a 
year  and  a  half  ago. 

What  has  happened?  The  ai^ument 
is,  "Well,  this  isn't  part  of  a  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform.  "  I  re- 
member comprehensive  health  care. 
and  I  am  sure  you  do,  too.  That  is  this 
chart  here  where  the  P'ederal  Govern- 
ment comes  in  and  takes  over  the  pri- 
vate sector.  I  do  not  think  we  have  to 
do  this  in  order  to  get  Medicare's  infla- 
tion rate  down  to  twice  the  rate  of  in- 
flation in  the  private  sector. 

I  do  not  think  we  need  to  have  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform,  and  I 
think  that  has  been  shown  by  a  number 
of  factors. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GREGG.  At  the  end  of  my  state- 
ment. I  will  be  happy  to  yield  for  a 
question. 

The  point  is  that  Medicare  is  a  sys- 
tem which  is  out  of  kilter,  and  that  if 
you  want  to  move  it  into  a  system  that 
is  in  the  21st  century  instead  of  in  the 
1960's — which  is  where  it  is  now — you 
do  not  need  to  take  over  the  private 
sector  to  do  that.  It  is  the  public  sector 
that  is  failing  to  keep  the  costs  under 
control,  not  the  private  sector. 

The  idea  that  we  need  to  nationalize 
the  private  health  care  system  in  order 
to  get  to  a  correction  of  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  system  is  ridiculous.  The 
President  has,  in  fact,  acknowledged 
that.  Secretary  Shalala,  before  the 
Budget  Comniittee,  said  they  wtjie  no 
longer  perceiving  that  they  needed 
comprehensive  health  care  reform  in 
order  to  get  Medicare  reform.  They  ex- 
pected to  have  targeted— I  presume 
they  meant  insurance  market  reform, 
which  we  will  probably  have  down  the 
road.  All  of  that  can  be  accomplished, 
of  course,  and  Medicare  reform  can  be 
accomplished  at  the  same  time. 

So  we.  as  Republicans,  are  not  pro- 
posing the  devastation  of  the  Medicare 
system.  In  fact,  we  are  proposing  just 
the  opposite.  This  chart  reflects  what 
the  trustees  have  told  us,  which  is  that 
the  Medicare  system  is  going  to  be 
bankrupt  in  7  years,  that  there  will  be 
no  system.  That  has  to  be  corrected, 
and  the  senior  citizens  of  this  country 
will  be  given  a  system  which  is  solvent. 
We  have  done  it  with  a  budget  that 
happens  to  get  in  balance  at  the  same 
time. 

Is  that  inconsistent  or  ironic?  No. 
Statements  like  the  minority  leader 
made  may  be  inconsistent  or  ironic. 
But  it  is  fairly  logical  that  if  one  of  the 
primary  reasons  you  are  spending  more 
than  you  are  taking  in  is  that  you  have 
a    Medicare    system    on    the    verge    of 


bankruptcy,  when  you  correct  that  sys- 
tem and  get  that  self-righted,  at  the 
same  time  you  are  going  to  assist  in 
getting  your  budget  under  control, 
which  is  exactly  what  we  end  up 
doing— getting  the  budget  under  con- 
trol— and  the  Medicare  effort  is  part  of 
that  exercise.  And  in  the  process,  we 
make  the  Medicare  system  solvent. 

What  is  it  all  about  in  the  end?  Very 
simply,  it  is  about  making  sure  that 
when  our  children  get  to  the  year  2015. 
when  we  pass  on  to  them  this  great  and 
wonderful  Nation,  that  at  that  point, 
they  have  a  Nation  whose  Government 
is  not  in  bankruptcy;  that  they  have  a 
Nation  which  is  able  to  sustain  their 
prosperity  the  way  it  was  able  to  sus- 
tain our  prosperity.  If  we  do  not  do 
that— by  that.  I  mean  the  Bill  Clinton 
postwar  baby  boom  generation,  of 
which  I  happen  to  be  a  member— we 
will  end  up  being  the  first  generation 
in  the  history  of  this  great  country 
that  has  passed  less  on  to  our  children 
than  was  given  to  us  by  our  parents. 
That  is  not  right  and  it  is  not  fair. 

We  were  sent  here  to  do  a  job  and 
that  was  to  straighten  out  the  fiscal 
house  of  this  country.  This  budget  does 
that  job.  And  in  doing  that,  it  also  ad- 
dresses the  fiscal  house  of  the  Medicare 
insurance  system,  which  is  equally  des- 
titute and  insolvent. 

Therefore.  I  strongly  urge  the  Senate 
to  reject  the  amendment  which  has 
been  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

I  will  be  happy  to  yield,  if  I  have  any 
time  left,  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  for  a  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  approximately  8  minutes  left. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  just  proceed  with  my  statement, 
and  I  thank  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  yield  the  rest  of  my 
time  back  to  the  manager  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
parliamentary  inquiry.  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  had  a  certain 
amount  of  time  because  he  was  granted 
that  by  Senator  Domenici.  But  other 
than  that,  there  is  no  control  of  time, 
is  there?  In  other  words,  time  is  con- 
trolled here.  6  hours  on  one  side  and  6 
hours  on  this  side,  but  not  any  auto- 
matic amount  of  time  for  each  speak- 
er? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time  is 
being  yielded  off  the  resolution.  There 
is  no  consent  agreement  that  has  been 
entered  into. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  As  for  individ- 
ual Senators? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct/ 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

The  amendment  that  I  sent  up  on  be- 
half of  Senator  Laute.vberg  and  my- 
self, and  other  Senators,  was  not  ex- 
plained because  the  reading  of  it  was 
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cut  off.  So  I  thought  I  would  just  give 
a  very  quick  explanation  of  what  the 
amendment  does. 

The  Republican  Senate  budget  reso- 
lution sets  up  a  $170  billion  reserve 
fund  for  cuts.  The  Republican  budget 
makes  room  for  even  further  tax  cuts, 
in  fact,  beyond  the  $170  billion  if  they 
are  financed  with  spending  cuts.  That 
is  in  the  resolution.  Under  the  budget 
resolution.  Medicare,  which  is  our  sub- 
ject of  this  day.  would  be  cut  by  $256 
billion.  Medicaid  would  be  cut  by  $175 
billion  over  a  period  of  7  years.  The 
Rockefeller-Lautenberg  amendment 
simply  would  restore,  of  the  $170  billion 
reserved.  $100  billion  now  reserved  for 
tax  cuts,  and  it  would  put  that  money 
back  into  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  That 
is  the  entire  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  want  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  to  know  that. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  today  to  note 
several  points.  Over  the  past  few 
weeks,  many  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  been  trying 
to  portray  their  intention  to  cut  Medi- 
care benefits  as  necessary  to  save  the 
Medicare  Program.  They  point  to  the 
projected  insolvency  of  the  Medicare 
hospital  trust  fund  in  7  years  and  say 
that  immediate  action  is  necessary  to 
maintain  its  solvency.  They  are  work- 
ing to  save  the  Medicare  Program,  not 
to  dismantle  it.  That  is  the  way  the 
logic  is  presented. 

Frankly.  I  question  their  motives.  I 
had  heard  nary  a  word  about  the  Medi- 
care crisis  from  my  colleagues  until 
ver>.  very  recently.  But  short-term 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  hospital  trust 
fund  is  not  a  new  finding  that  was  just 
discovered  this  year.  The  Medicare 
trustees  sounded  the  alarm,  in  fact, 
about  the  short-term  insolvency  of  the 
Medicare  Program  several  .years  ago. 

For  the  past  few  yeai-s.  the  Medicare 
trustees  have  urged  action  on  some- 
thing called  comprehensive  health  care 
reform.  They  have  urged  that  we  do 
comprehensive  health  care  reform  to 
address  our  country's  overall  systemic 
problem  of  rising  health  care  costs  that 
are.  in  turn,  draining  the  hospital  trust 
fund  and  the  pockets  of  American  fami- 
lies and  businesses. 

In  fact,  the  chart  that  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico had  giving  a  quote  of  President 
Clinton  was  said  within  the  context  of 
doing  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form in  which  a  whole  variety  of  cir- 
cumstances would  come  into  play;  and 
it  was  not  just  about  cutting  Medicare 
and  Medicaid,  it  was  about  changing 
the  entire  system.  And  they  have  se- 
lected out  a  sentence  which  fits  their 
current  argument.  But  it  does  not  fit 
the  current  argument,  in  fact,  because 
it  was  about  a  comprehensive  health 
care  reform  approach  that  he  was  tak- 
ing at  that  time— and  he  was  not  suc- 
cessful, as  the  Presiding  Officer  and  the 
American  people  well  know. 

As  my  colleagues  know  full  well, 
President    Clinton    responded    to    the 


warnings  and  to  the  alarms  by  putting 
a  comprehensive  health  care  plan  on 
the  table  for  congressional  consider- 
ation. Now.  one  can  argue  that  it  did 
not  get  very  far.  One  can  argue  that 
nothing  happened  at  all.  I  would  argue 
that  it  was  dead  on  arrival,  because  the 
interest  groups  that  did  not  want  to 
see  it  succeed  had  a  several  month  lead 
on  television  in  terms  of  discrediting 
the  program  and  talking  about  it  as  so- 
cialism and  a  Government  takeover. 
The  Government  takeover  argument  is 
the  one  I  particularly  love.  When  peo- 
ple use  that  argument.  I  take  out  my 
Government  takeover  card. 

I  belong  to  the  largest  Government 
program  in  the  country.  But.  this  is  a 
Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  card.  Senator 
Packwood,  who  is  pacing  the  aisles  on 
the  other  side,  probably  carries  the 
same  piece  of  plastic. 

The  last  I  heard.  Blue  Cross/Blue 
Shield  is  a  private  company. 

In  any  event,  the  health  legislation 
did  not  get  anywhere  because  it  was 
buried  under  a  cloud  of  Harry  and  Lou- 
ise ads  and  a  lot  of  money.  It  was  very 
sad,  in  fact.  I  think,  because  a  lot  of 
the  problems  we  are  now  facing  are  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  this  body  to  ad- 
dress comprehensive  health  care. 

The  President's  plan  not  only  ad- 
dressed rising  health  care  costs  in  the 
Medicare  program,  but  rising  health 
care  costs  for  all  American  households 
and  businesses,  and  especially  small 
businesses. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  agree  with 
my  Senate  colleagues  who  urge  imme- 
diate attention  to  the  very  serious 
problem  of  solving  the  trust  fund.  That 
is  a  very  serious  problem,  and  it  is 
something  to  worry  about. 

So  far  I  have  not  seen  a  single  serious 
proposal  that  ieaily  addresses  tlie  sol- 
vency of  the  trust  fund.  Therein  lies  a 
real  problem  for  me.  In  writing,  not  a 
proposal:  on  paper,  not  a  proposal.  In 
rhetoric,  not  really  a  proposal. 

I  have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  about 
restructuring  and  giving  seniors  more 
choice,  but  all  I  have  seen  and  read 
about,  and  what  is  actually  in  the 
budget  resolution,  are  huge  cuts  in 
Medicare — historic,  unprecedented  cuts 
in  Medicare— to  reduce  the  deficit  by 
the  year  2002.  Huge  cuts  in  Medicaid, 
also. 

The  House-passed  tax  cut  bill  actu- 
ally raids,  as  the  minority  leader  indi- 
cated, raids  the  Medicare  HI  trust  fund 
by  $23  billion.  That  has  not  been  point- 
ed out  very  much  on  this  floor.  Now, 
we  are  the  Senate,  not  the  House,  but 
the  House  has  presented  its  plan  and 
the  Senate  has  not. 

A  raid  of  $23  billion  on  the  Medicare 
HI  trust  fund  actually  moves  forward 
the  date  of  the  insolvency  of  the  trust 
fund  by  8  or  9  months.  So  they,  in  their 
wisdom,  made  the  problem  worse  inso- 
far as  the  trust  fund  was  concerned. 

I  have  yet  to  see  a  serious  role  from 
my  Republican  colleagues  about  ensur- 


ing that  the  Medicare  program  will 
still  be  solvent  when  the  baby  boom 
generation  comes  into  full  play,  about 
the  year  2010.  We  are  in  the  easy  period 
now.  This  is  calm  time.  A  calm  sea.  It 
begins  to  change  shortly  after  the  turn 
of  the  century. 

I  hear  no  acknowledgment  from  my 
colleagues  that  Medicare  is.  in  fact, 
the  most  successful  insurance  program 
this  country  has.  There  may  be  some 
who  wish  to  debate  that.  I  would  wel- 
come that. 

The  Medicare  Program  provides  uni- 
versal coverage  for  all  seniors.  There  is 
not  a  senior  that  does  not  have  health 
insurance,  and  does  not  know  that 
when  he  or  she  wakes  up  in  the  morn- 
ing or  goes  to  bed  at  night.  There  is  no 
need  to  have  an  annual  tabulation  on 
the  number  of  65-year-olds  without  in- 
surance. We  do  not  have  to  do  that  be- 
cause it  does  not  exist. 

We  have  to  do  that,  of  course,  for 
children  in  this  country.  We  have  to  do 
that  for  women  in  this  country.  We 
have  to  do  that  for  men  in  this  country 
who  are  under  the  age  of  65.  but  not 
over  the  age  of  65.  because  they  are 
covered  by  Medicare.  Everybody  is  cov- 
ered. We  are.  in  that  respect,  like  every 
other  modern  industrial  nation  in  the 
world,  for  65  years  and  older. 

Medicare  does  not  deny  medical  cov- 
erage because  of  a  preexisting  medical 
condition  like  most  private  insurance 
plans.  Medicare  does  not  charge  sick 
people  more  for  their  health  care,  like 
most  private  insurance  plans.  Medicare 
allows  seniors  to  continue  seeing  their 
lifelong  doctor  and  go  to  any  hospital 
they  want. 

Now.  one  can  attack  the  fee-for-serv- 
ice  concept,  but  one  cannot  say  that  a 
senior  is  denied  from  seeing  precisely 
the  doctor  thev  want  or  en  to  the  hos- 
pital they  want.  If  an  HMO  is  available 
in  an  area,  seniors  can  sign  up  with  an 
HMO.  They  can  often  times  receive  ad- 
ditional benefits  for  so  doing.  But  they 
have  all  of  those  options  open  to  them 
right  now. 

Up  until  very  recently,  the  Medicare 
Program  outperformed  the  private  sec- 
tor in  holding  down  its  costs.  Over  the 
past  couple  of  years.  Medicare  costs 
have  been  slightly  higher  than  the  pri- 
vate sector  costs,  as  I  will  get  to  in  a 
moment— about  1  percent. 

Realize  that  the  private  sector  is.  in 
fact,  insuring  fewer  and  fewer  people  as 
the  days,  weeks,  and  months  go  by.  In- 
deed, it  is  projected,  as  I  know  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  knows,  that  by  the  year 
2000.  50  percent  of  Americans  who  work 
for  a  company  will  receive  no  health 
insurance  benefits  from  that  company. 

Now.  over  the  past  couple  of  years,  as 
I  indicated.  Medicare  costs  have  been 
slightly  higher.  Then  again.  Medicare's 
enrollment  is  increasing.  People  are 
getting  older  faster.  The  fastest  grow- 
ing age  group  is  the  84-year-old  and 
over  age  group. 

Also.  Medicare  pays  for  home  care 
services  and  skilled  nursing  home  care, 
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types  of  services  that  are  not  normally 
covered  under  private  insurance  plans. 

According  to  the  CBO  projections. 
Medicare  is  actually  projected  to  grow 
by  only  1.1  percent  more  than  private 
health  insurance  over  the  next  7  years, 
our  budget  window.  And  enrollment  in 
that  figure  is  factored  out.  So  it  be- 
comes a  more  honest  figure  because  we 
do  not  have  the  increased  number  of 
people. 

Medicare,  in  fact,  is  projected  to 
grow  by  8.3  percent  a  year  on  a  per  per- 
son basis;  private  health  insurance  is 
projected  to  grow  by  7.2  percent  a  year 
on  a  per  person  basis:  that  is  a  1.1  per- 
cent difference  over  the  next  7  years. 

Medicare  insures  older  people  and  the 
disabled— people  with  health  needs, 
people  with  terrible  health  needs  and 
preexisting  conditions.  Remember,  the 
private  market  casts  them  off  to  the 
side.  It  should  not  be  a  surprise  to  my 
colleagues  on  either  side  of  the  aisle 
that  Medicare's  per-person  health  care 
costs  are  projected  to  grow  slightly 
ahead  of  private  health  insurance 
plans. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
talk  about  needing  to  move  the  Medi- 
care program  into  the  21st  century  by 
restructuring.  I  guess  I  do  not  share  an 
enthusiasm  for  certain  aspects  of  our 
private  health  insurance  system  as 
much  as  some  of  my  colleagues.  The 
Medicare  program,  in  fact,  was  estab- 
lished because  private  health  insurance 
refused,  failed,  to  provide  affordable  in- 
surance to  senior  citizens.  That  is  why 
we  did  Medicare  in  the  first  place,  be- 
cause private  insurance  would  not  in- 
sure seniors. 

Now,  many  of  my  colleagues  like  to 
talk  about  the  wonders  of  the  market- 
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able  things  are  happening  in  the  mar- 
ketplace. But  I  still  see  cherrypicking. 
red  lining,  medical  underwriting,  pol- 
icy cancellations,  job  lock,  families 
paying  more  and  more  money  for  fewer 
and  fewer  benefits. 

As  I  know  the  Presiding  Officer 
knows,  that  is  now  what  is  happening 
in  the  private  sector  in  so  many  com- 
panies. Companies  are  many  times  now 
saying.  "Yes.  we  will  insure  you,  the 
employee,  but  we  will  no  longer  insure 
your  dependents."  But.  then  again,  by 
the  year  2000.  50  percent  of  people  who 
work  for  a  company  will  not  receive 
any  health  insurance  benefits  at  all.  if 
CBO  is  correct. 

There  has  been  an  incredible  amount 
of  rhetoric  about  expanding  choices  for 
seniors.  I  was  very  active  over  the  past 
2  years  in  health  care  reform  and  there 
was  constant  talk  that  health  reform 
would  reduce  choices. 

It  is  funny.  I  guess,  how  last  year  op- 
ponents of  health  reform  tried  to  scare 
people  about  the  Clinton  plan  by  tell- 
ing people  it  would  take  away  their 
freedom  to  choose  their  own  doctor, 
which  in  fact  is  not  true;  it  did  not. 
The  truth  is  the  President's  plan  would 


have  greatly  expanded  the  health  care 
choices  that  Americans  have  today. 
But  that  has  done  nothing  to  stop  peo- 
ple from  misrepresenting  the  Presi- 
dent's plan,  because  a  dead  plan  is  easy 
to  misrepresent.  Just  a  few  months  ago 
I  read  a  document  released  by  the  of- 
fice of  my  colleague  from  New  Hamp- 
shire. Senator  Grkgg.  who  was  speak- 
ing only  a  moment  ago.  that  said: 

The  Clinton  health  care  reform  plan  pro- 
jected $207  billion  in  savings  under  Medicare, 
forcing  all  seniors  into  managed  care  sys- 
tems with  per  capita  spending  limits. 

That  is  not  true,  that  was  never  true, 
about  the  Clinton  plan.  That  is  false. 

Now  these  same  people  are  using  the 
same  powerful  theme  of  choice  as  a 
way  to  disguise  their  own  plan  to  cut 
Federal  spending  on  Medicare.  They 
are  planning  to  force  seniors  to  pay 
more  out  of  pocket  for  their  health 
care,  and  actually  offer  this  as  a  sav- 
ings to  the  Medicare  Program.  Not 
only  does  this  strike  me  as  disingen- 
uous, but  it  ignores  the  real  problems 
that  our  senior  citizens  have. 

I,  frankly,  have  never  had  a  senior 
citizen  complain  to  me  in  the  31  years 
that  I  have  been  in  West  Virginia  about 
Medicare  not  having  enough  choices.  I 
have  heard  complaints  about  Medicare, 
but  not  about  Medicare  not  having 
enough  choices.  They  tell  me  they  can- 
not afford  prescription  drugs  and  Medi- 
care does  not  provide  those,  or  that 
they  have  long-term  care  needs  and 
Medicare  does  not  provide  for  those. 
But  I  have  never  heard  a  single  com- 
plaint from  West  Virginia  senior  citi- 
zens that  they  do  not  think  they  have 
enough  choices. 

Just  yesterday  I  received  a  letter 
from  a  West  Virginia  senior  who  lives 


Social  Security  '^heck.  That  is  it  for 
her.  Right  now  she  cannot  even  afford 
to  buy  her  heart  medicine.  It  costs  $138 
a  month.  Fortunately,  her  doctor  pro- 
vides it  to  her  without  cost.  She  said 
"If  anything  happens  to  him  I  don't 
know  what  I  will  do."  She  also  said, 
"It's  frightening  to  think  that  you 
have  worked  all  your  life  and  to  have  it 
taken  away  is  very  frightening." 

And  then  she  said,  "If  Senator 
Rockefeller  cannot  help  us,  who 
can?"  Well,  I  hope  I  can  help.  I  will  do 
all  I  can  to  help  this  good  lady  from 
Mason  County.  But  to  say  something 
that  I  think  casts  a  pall  over  this  en- 
tire debate,  and  is  deep  within  my  own 
worry  and  concern  about  the  future  of 
America  and  American  health  care  and 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  in  particular,  I 
do  not  think  I  am  going  to  be  able  to 
help  her.  Because  I  do  not  think  there 
are  going  to  be  enough  people  voting  in 
the  way  that  I  do  to  overcome  the 
number  of  votes  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle. 

I  predict  that  a  majority— the  Repub- 
lican Party  will  vote  virtually  en  bloc 
on  this  matter,  and  that  there  will  not 
be  enough  Democrats  to  counter  that 


by  virtue  of  our  numbers,  and  that  we 
will  lose,  and  the  lady,  my  constituent 
from  Mason  County,  will  lose.  And  she 
will  have  to  depend  on  her  doctor  pro- 
viding her  with  her  heart  medicine  at 
$138. 

Mr.  President,  even  a  $256  billion 
Medicare  cut  will  do  very  little  about 
the  long-term  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
hospital  trust  fund.  At  most,  these 
kinds  of  huge  cuts  may  add  a  few  more 
years  of  solvency  to  the  hospital  trust 
fund— a  few  more  years.  I  would  hardly 
consider  this,  however,  saving  Medi- 
care. A  few  more  years;  2  years,  3 
years?  It  is  not  exactly  saving  Medi- 
care. Given  that  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion will  just  begin  relying  on  Medi- 
care in  the  year  2010,  so  anything  only 
a  few  more  years  down  the  line  will  be 
worth  very  little  in  15  years. 

If  my  colleagues  truly  cared  about 
protecting  the  Medicare  program  they 
would  realize  that  taking  the  Medicare 
debate  out  of  the  budget  debate  is  es- 
sential. And  it  may  be  that  my  col- 
league from  the  State  of  Oregon  agrees 
with  me  on  this.  They  say  they  intend 
to  do  that,  but  in  a  different  way,  a 
way  that  I  disagree  with.  I  think  plug- 
ging a  figure  into  their  budget  resolu- 
tion that  adds  up  to  $256  billion  in  Med- 
icare cuts  does  not  fool  anyone.  It  does 
not  fool  any  seniors  in  our  State.  Lis- 
tening to  talk  shows  and  participating 
in  radio  talk  shows  in  the  last  couple 
of  weeks  is  providing  clear  evidence  of 
that  to  me,  about  what  seniors  in  West 
Virginia  believe  is  about  to  hapi}en  to 
them,  and  which  I  am  afraid  is  about  to 
happen  to  them. 

It  is  a  deep  fear.  We  desperately 
need— and  this  is  where  I  hope  my  col- 
league from  Oregon  might  agree  with 
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process  to  put  Medicare  on  sound  fi- 
nancial footing  for  the  long  term.  We 
need  to  move  past  the  current  rhetori- 
cal budget-driven  debate  to  the  most 
important  issues  at  hand,  how  best  to 
keep  Medicare  dependable,  secure,  and 
valuable  to  seniors  for  generations. 

The  short-term  budget  need  of  cut- 
ting Medicare  by  unprecedented 
amounts  of  money  will  have  disastrous 
consequences  on  health  care  providers 
and  beneficiaries.  That  is  the  short 
term.  Rural  hospitals  in,  I  think,  all  of 
our  States  will  close  in  the  aggregate 
by  the  hundreds.  Doctors  will  shun 
some  Medicare  patients  in  some  States 
for  the  first  time.  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries, which  is  seniors  and  the  dis- 
abled, will  learn  firsthand  what  Medic- 
aid beneficiaries  have  had  to  cope  with 
in  trying  to  get  a  doctor  to  treat  them 
when  reimbursement  rates  are  set  so 
very  low. 

I  talked  to  a  doctor  in  one  part  of  our 
State  the  other  day,  2  weeks  ago,  who 
told  me  he  was  seeing  65  patients  a 
day.  He  is  now  in  a  managed  care  pro- 
gram and  therefore  his  reimbursement 
is  much  less  per  patient.  I  know  him. 
He  is  a  very  fine,  good  person.  But,  in 
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order  to  keep  up  a  living  standard  he 
has  to  see  65  patients  a  day.  And  I  hon- 
estly do  not  know  how  you  can  see  65 
patients  a  day  without  quality  suffer- 
ing. 

I  could  not  do  65  appointments  a  day. 
individual  appointments  a  day  in  my 
office.  How  can  a  doctor  do  65  appoint- 
ments a  day''  But  he  is  doing  that  be- 
cause he  is  in  a  managed  care  program 
and  he  has  to  do  that  because  he  is 
being  reimbursed  less  for  each  patient. 
So,  again  the  question  of  quality  and 
how  that  plays. 

There  is.  I  think,  a  right  way  and 
there  is.  I  think,  a  wrong  way  to  go 
about  assuring  the  short-term  and 
long-term  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
program  I  believe  the  Republican  pro- 
posal is  the  wrong  way. 

Under  this  way — the  wrong  way — up 
to  55  percent  of  seniors'  Social  Secu- 
rity COLA  will  be  eaten  up  by  in- 
creased Medicare  costs  to  that  senior. 
For  the  one  in  four  Americans  that 
rely  on  Social  Security  for  their  entire 
income,  this  is  brutal  hardship. 

Under  the  proposal  before  us.  Medi- 
care's growth  rate  per  person  will  be 
cut  below  the  growth  rate  of  private 
health  insurance  per  person.  That  is  an 
important  statement.  The  rate  of 
growth  will  be  less  under  Medicare 
than  under  the  private  system,  seri- 
ously again  threatening  health  qual- 
ity—65  patients  a  day.  70  patients  a 
day? 

The  amendment  that  Senator  Lau- 
TENBERG  and  I  are  offering  on  behalf  of 
a  number  of  our  colleagues  is  not  going 
to  solve  the  Medicare  solvency  prob- 
lem. I  do  not  pretend  that  it  will.  The 
budget  resolution  before  us  will  not 
solve  the  Medicare  solvency  problem. 
Our  amendment  is  about  setting  prior- 
ities. 

Before  we  start  legislating  any  new 
contracts  with  America,  let  us  not  for- 
get about  a  contract  that  we  already 
have  with  America's  seniors,  their  fam- 
ilies, and  future  generations.  For  all 
our  zeal  for  deficit  reduction— and  that 
is  good,  that  is  well-meaning,  well-in- 
tentioned, profoundly  important,  nec- 
essary work— we  have  lost  sight  of 
what  Medicare  is  all  about.  It  is  a 
promise.  It  is  a  pledge  to  the  American 
people  that  they  will  be  able  to  live 
their  lives  in  dignity  and  security  far 
past  their  working  days;  that  the 
sweat,  the  labor,  the  intellect  and  the 
care  that  they  put  into  building  Amer- 
ica and  in  keeping  our  Nation  strong 
and  prosperous  will  be  appreciated  and 
valued  when  their  resources  wear  out. 

We.  the  Federal  Government,  made  a 
promise  and  no  amount  of  bookkeeping 
should  ever  sway  us  from  that  promise. 
So  instead  of  seeing  a  bankbook  in 
Medicare,  we  should  see  an  investment, 
not  made  by  us  but  made  in  us.  And  it 
is  our  responsibility  to  ensure  that  in- 
vestment of  both  funds  and  faith  is  al- 
ways worthwhile. 

So.  Mr.  President,  before  we  go  too 
far  into  looting  Medicare  we  would  do 


well  to  strengthen  it  so  that  a  pledge 
given  to  the  Nation  can  be  fulfilled 
many  generations  over. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Senator  Lau- 
TENBERG  does  not  appear  to  be  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield.  I  talked  to  Senator  Lautenberg. 
and  will  have  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest between  the  two  of  us. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  I  talked  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey.  He  agreed  I 
would  go  next.  I  do  not  know  how  much 
time  I  will  take.  I  am  handling  the 
floor  for  Senator  Domenici  now.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  I  am  fin- 
ished Senator  Lautenberg  be  recog- 
nized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President.  I  al- 
most do  not  know  where  to  start. 
There  are  so  much  misimpressions.  half 
truths,  bad  statistics  that  you  do  not 
know  whether  to  start  at  the  very  be- 
ginning and  shoot  down  two  or  three 
and  then  try  to  do  something  sequen- 
tially. So  I  will  start  as  follows  first. 

Let  us  define  some  things  we  talk 
about.  The  word  'cut.  "  Only  in  Wash- 
ington. DC.  in  my  experience  in  any 
municipal  body  that  I  know  of.  not  in 
the  State  legislature  when  I  served 
there,  the  term  "cut"  meant  spending 
less  than  we  spent  last  year.  If  we 
spend  $1,000  on  the  fire  department  this 
year,  and  we  spent  $900  the  next  year, 
that  was  a  $100  cut.  And  all  of  the 
budgeting  that  we  did.  when  I  served  in 
the  State  legislature,  was  based  upon 
what  we  spent  ia.sr.  year,  what  we  are 
going  to  spend  next  year,  and  in  almost 
all  cases  it  was  up  from  what  we  had 
spent  last  year.  I  think  that  is  prob- 
ably true  of  most  cities  and  counties. 
But  in  Washington,  DC,  we  define 
"cut"  differently. 

We  say  if  we  spent  $1,000  on  the  fire 
department  this  year,  and  we  had 
planned  to  spend  $1,200  on  the  fire  de- 
partment next  year  —"planned"— but 
we  are  in  a  budget,  so  we  are  only 
going  to  spend  $1,100.  in  Washington, 
we  do  not  call  that  a  $100  increase.  We 
call  it  a  $100  cut.  We  never  spent  $1,200 
on  the  fire  department.  We  never  spent 
more  than  $1,000  in  our  lives.  Yet.  my 
good  friends  from  across  the  aisle  in 
the  Democratic  Party  are  talking 
about  Medicare  cuts. 
Mr.  President,  there  are  no  cuts. 
I  want  to  explain  how  we  got  to  the 
situation  we  are  in.  the  financial  bind 
that  we  are  in.  In  1965.  we  enacted  Med- 
icare. We  estimated  that  the  hospital 
part  of  Medicare — now  first  let  me  de- 
fine what  I  mean  by  the  hospital  part. 
We  on  the  inside  refer  to  part  A  of  Med- 
icare as  hospitals,  part  B  as  doctors. 
We  estimated  in  1965  that  in  1990  we 


would  spend  $9  billion  on  hospitals. 
That  was  our  estimates.  25  years  out. 
Actually,  in  1990,  we  spent  $67  billion. 
Were  we  off.  We  were  off  by  a  factor  of 
close  to  700  to  800  percent;  just  missed 
it. 

Or,  take  a  look  at  the  first  full  year 
of  Medicare  spending,  in  1967.  The  first 
year  we  spent  on  everything,  hospitals, 
and  doctors.  $3.2  billion.  This  year  we 
are  going  to  spend  $178  billion.  How  did 
we  miss  so  badly? 

Here  is  what  happened  initially.  We 
started  down  the  road  on  a  cost-plus 
basis,  a  term  from  World  War  II.  We 
were  in  a  bind.  Japan  had  bombed 
Pearl  Harbor.  Germany  was  succeeding 
in  running  rampant  all  over  Europe. 
We  got  into  the  war.  And  the  war  was 
our  priority. 

We  argue  today  about  defense  spend- 
ing. Defense  spending  today  may  be 
around  4  percent  of  our  total  gross  do- 
mestic product,  around  21  or  22  percent 
of  our  budget.  To  put  it  in  perspective, 
at  the  height  of  World  War  II,  1944  and 
1945,  defense  spending  was  40 — 4-0 — per- 
cent of  our  entire  gross  domestic  prod- 
uct and  90  percent  of  the  Federal  budg- 
et. We  were  a  war  machine.  And  we 
were  not  too  worried  about  costs.  When 
all  of  a  sudden  you  are  asking  the  Gen- 
eral Motors  plant  to  shift  in  6  months 
from  making  Chevrolets  to  making 
tanks  and  they  had  been  used  to  work- 
ing a  dayshift  only,  you  say  you  want 
them  to  work  three  shifts  a  day  and 
you  want  them  to  work  Saturdays  and 
Sundays  and  get  this  done— and  hang 
the  costs — we  need  the  tanks. 

We  saw  it  in  Oregon  in  the  shipyards. 
Henry  Kaiser,  great  industrialist,  put 
up  in  a  snort  period  of  time  three  im- 
mense shipyards  in  the  Portland  met- 
ropolitan area  and  at  the  zenith  of  the 
war  was  employing  30  percent  of  the 
adult  labor  force,  and  toward  the  end  of 
the  war  was  turning  out  in  one  of  the 
yards  what  were  known  as  baby  flat 
tops.  It  is  a  small  aircraft  carrier.  They 
were  turning  out  one  aircraft  carrier 
every  7  days.  Today  we  spend  3  or  4 
years  building  aircraft  carriers. 

How  can  you  do  it  in  7  days?  You  can 
do  it  in  7  days— and  hang  the  costs— it 
does  not  matter.  The  priority  is  the 
war. 

This  in  essence  is  what  happened 
with  Medicare.  We  had  no  restraint  on 
cost.  We  reimbursed  doctors,  and  we  re- 
imbursed hospitals  based  upon  their 
costs.  It  would  be  as  if  you  were  to  say 
to  a  trucker,  will  you  truck  my  load  of 
tomatoes  from  California  to  New  York, 
and  I  will  reimburse  you  your  costs. 

The  trucker  loads  up  his  truck  with 
tomatoes  and  he  takes  off.  He  needs 
more  gas.  He  comes  to  the  gas  station. 
No  point  in  stopping  at  the  self-service 
station  and  saving  15  cents  a  gallon.  He 
will  have  somebody  fill  it  up  for  him.  15 
cents  more  a  gallon.  Add  it  on  to  the 
cost.  No  point  in  staying  at  Motel  6  at 
$25  a  night  when  you  can  stay  at  the 
Hilton  and  add  it  on  to  costs. 


Pretty  soon,  hauling  the  load  of  to- 
matoes across  the  country  gets  to  be 
very,  very  costly.  And  finally  the  ship- 
per says.  "Listen,  your  costs  are  too 
high.  What  I  am  going  to  do.  1  will  give 
you  $100  a  day.  $150  a  day.  You  figure 
out  how  to  make  it.  You  don't  want  to 
haul  it  for  that.  I  will  find  somebody 
else." 

We  live  with  all  that  when  we  travel 
in  our  States.  We  are  given  a  limited 
amount  of  money  we  can  spend.  Per 
diem  it  is  called.  We  can  spend  it  on  a 
hotel  or  spend  it  on  meals  or  spend  it 
on  things  that  we  are  allowed  to  spend 
it  on  but  you  cannot  go  over  a  certain 
amount  and  you  cannot  have  three  ex- 
pensive meals  a  day  and  stay  in  a  rea- 
sonable hotel  and  stay  within  a  reason- 
able amount.  You  learn  to  have  a  mod- 
est breakfast  and  a  light  lunch,  or  you 
learn  you  can  do  just  as  well  at  the 
hamburger  stand  as  the  Hilton  Hotel 
and  live  within  it. 

ilospitals  never  had  to  do  that.  For 
the  longest  period  of  time,  we  reim- 
bursed them  on  their  costs.  Now.  what 
goes  into  the  cost  of  a  hospital?  It  is 
not  just  the  doctor.  It  is  not  just  the 
anesthesiologist  that  gives  you  gas. 
whatever  he  gives  you  when  they  are 
operating.  Everything  goes  into  it— all 
of  their  labor  costs,  all  of  their  meal 
costs.  You  have  an  executive  dining 
room  for  doctors  with  gold-plated  han- 
dles on  the  toilets.  It  is  all  part  of  their 
cost. 

The  hospital  would  estimate  what 
their  cost  was  per  day.  per  patient.  By 
the  time  you  add  all  of  their  costs  to- 
gether, whether  that  is  a  parking  lot. 
whether  that  is  janitorial  fees,  you  add 
it  all  together,  and  kind  of  figure  a  per 
day  cost  and  you  say  to  Medicare,  well, 
it  cost  $500  a  day  to  run  our  hospital. 
'I'hat  is  our  costs. 

And  there  was  no  limit,  there  was  no 
limit  on  doctors  early  on.  Doctors 
would  perform  a  service.  My  cost  was 
$100.  Send  it  in.  We  reimbursed  them. 
Finall.y.  it  is  no  wonder  that  Medicare 
costs  exploded  beyond  belief,  when  you 
are  reimbursed  with  no  restraint. 

So  we  started  about  10  years  ago  at- 
tempting to  restrain  payment  for 
costs.  We  set  up  a  variety  of  commis- 
sions. We  would  say  to  a  doctor  we  are 
only  going  to  give  you  so  much  money 
for  an  appendicitis  operation,  so  much 
money  for  a  cataract  operation. 

But  we  discovered  that  the  delivery 
of  medical  service  was  amazing,  and— 
Senator  Mo'i'NiHAN  has  used  a  wonder- 
ful term— that  "demand  would  rise  to 
supply  "  So  long  as  you  had  doctors 
that  would  perform  cataract  oper- 
ations, you  ended  up  doing  more  cata- 
ract operations  than  you  would  other- 
wise do.  So  normally  you  thought  this 
year  there  is  going  to  be  100.000  cata- 
ract operations  and  we  are  only  going 
to  reimburse  the  doctors  $100  an  oper- 
ation, and  you  think  if  we  hold  it  to 
$100  an  operation,  then  we  will  save 
money.  But  the  next  year  you  end  up 


doing  200.000  cataract  operations.  You 
do  not  save  money. 

So  that  did  not  work  very  well.  And 
there  was  no  real  competition. 

So,  let  us  get  to  the  use  of  this  word 
managed  care,  health  maintenance  or- 
ganizations, preferred  providers.  They 
are  all  variations  on  a  theme.  A  health 
maintenance  organization  is  basically 
an  organization  that  says  we  are  going 
to  attempt  to  restrain  your  and  our 
health  costs  by  having  you  receive 
most  of  your  health  services  in  our  or- 
ganization. 

On  the  west  coast,  we  are  very  famil- 
iar with  it.  We  first  saw  it  heavily 
again  in  the  Kaiser  operation.  It  start- 
ed in  California— Henry  Kaiser  was 
from  California— and  in  Oregon  because 
at  the  same  time  that  Mr.  Kaiser  built 
the  three  shipyards  in  Portland  and  at 
the  zenith  of  World  War  II  was  employ- 
ing 30  percent  of  the  adult  labor  force. 
he  also  had  a  health  plan  for  all  of 
those  30.000  workers  plus  their  depend- 
ents. 

By  the  time  you  counted  husband, 
wife,  a  couple  kids  and  you  were  em- 
ploying 30.000.  30  percent  of  the  adult 
labor  force,  you  are  covering  an  im- 
mense portion  of  the  population,  and 
this  was  the  opportunity  for  a  managed 
type  of  care.  This  was  the  Kaiser 
health  plan.  You  used  the  Kaiser  doc- 
tors and  the  Kaiser  clinic.  And  Kaiser 
was  able  to  restrain  costs  by  managing 
care  much  more  than  what  we  called 
fee-for-service  doctors  or  fee-for-serv- 
ice  hospitals. 

Back  in  the  early  days  of  the  Kaiser 
organization  it  was  very  suspect.  Its 
doctors  were  not  allowed  to  join  the 
local  medical  societies.  There  was  ac- 
tually a  lawsuit  brought  against  one  of 
the  Washington  Kaiser  doctors  who  had 
.iusL  put  a  sign  uver  the  eiiliaiice  to  the 
Kaiser  clinic  about  Kaiser  Permanente. 
a  good  health  plan,  or  something  like 
that,  who  was  sued  for  advertising.  I 
mean  it  was  ridiculous. 

The  fee-for-service  doctors  hated  Kai- 
ser. Kaiser  was  an  early  entree  into 
managed  care,  but  they  managed  to 
hold  their  costs  down. 

I  can  recall  in  the  late  1950's  I  was  a 
labor  lawyer  in  a  law  firm,  large  law 
firm  in  Portland.  I  was  the  low  man  on 
the  totem  pole  in  the  labor  law  divi- 
sion. And  even  in  those  days  some  of 
the  employers  in  Oregon,  some  of  the 
big  ones,  some  of  the  small  ones,  con- 
tracted with  Kaiser  for  their  health 
services.  As  I  recall,  the  plans  were 
then  $30.  $40  a  month.  If  you  were  an 
employee  and  you  did  not  want  to  use 
Kaiser,  you  could  opt  out.  I  do  not  even 
think  there  was  an  additional  fee  for 
opting  out. 

The  thing  that  intrigued  me  was 
that,  on  a  voluntary  basis,  most  of  the 
employees  in  these  companies  used 
Kaiser.  Kaiser  was  very  good  about 
coming  over  with  sort  of  a  little  mobile 
van.  medical  truck  for  lack  of  a  better 
term,  and  they  would  try  to  do  some 


primitive  exams,  what  we  call  annual 
physicals  today,  but  they  were  doing 
them  in  a  mobile  van.  And  I  cannot 
even  remember  what  they  looked  for  in 
those  days,  but  they  were  trying  to 
screen,  they  were  trying  to  catch,  they 
were  trying  to  prevent,  because  they 
knew  full  well  prevention  was  cheaper 
than  hospitalization. 

I  well  remember  their  testimony  be- 
fore the  Oregon  Legislature  saying 
that  it  was  not  the  hospital  operations 
per  se  that  were  cheaper.  What  Kaiser 
said  was,  "We  are  better  at  not  hos- 
pitalizing as  many  people,  because  we 
catch  the  diseases  earlier  in  our  pro- 
gram". 

So  we  had  this  history  of  manaiged 
care  in  Oregon.  The  term  is  HMO, 
health  maintenance  organization.  You 
also  have  something  called  a  preferred 
provider  organization.  This  is  a  variant 
on  the  managed  care  theme  in  which, 
an  insurance  company,  like  Blue  Cross/ 
Blue  Shield,  says  we  will  write  an  in- 
surance policy  covering  you  but  you 
must  use  our  list  of  doctors.  And  they 
will  have  a  list  of  100  or  200  or  500  doc- 
tors. And  so  long  as  you  use  those  doc- 
tors— it  is  a  very  wide  choice — they 
have  agreed  with  the  doctors  they  are 
going  to  pay  them  a  certain  price  for 
certain  things  and  no  more,  and  the 
doctors  agree  to  that  and  the  patients 
are  referred  to  those  doctors. 

And  the  preferred  provider  organiza- 
tion type  of  managed  care,  called  PPO, 
worked  out  pretty  well,  too.  Both  of 
them.  HMOs  and  PPO's.  are  managed 
care.  Both  of  them  save  money  over 
what  we  call  a  fee-for-service  style  of 
health  care.  The  problem  is  in  most 
parts  of  the  country  they  are  not  used 
to  managed  care. 

I  will  give  you  some  rough  statistics, 
and  I  have  picked  these  statistics  be- 
cause they  are  the  States  of  the  prin- 
cipal sponsors  of  this  amendment. 

In  Oregon— and  this  is  Medicare  cov- 
erage in  health  maintenance  organiza- 
tions, not  the  entire  population— in  the 
Portland  area,  we  are  now  slightly  in 
excess  of  50  percent  of  the  Medicare  pa- 
tients in  managed  care.  Throughout 
the  State,  it  is  30  percent  managed 
care,  but  increasing  rapidly.  Managed 
care  obviously  starts  in  the  urban 
areas  first  and  then  moves  out  into 
rural  areas  gradually. 

But  I  wish  to  put  it  in  perspective  by 
comparison  to  several  other  States. 
For  Medicare  managed  care  enroll- 
ment, Oregon  is  30  percent.  Massachu- 
setts is  6  percent.  New  Jersey  is  2  per- 
cent. South  Dakota  is  zero,  and  West 
■Virginia  is  2  percent. 

So  in  essence  the  States  represented 
by  the  principal  sponsors  of  this 
amendment  have  no  experience  of  any 
substance,  of  any  overwhelming  con- 
sequence, in  Medicare  managed  care. 

For  managed  care  enrollment  for  the 
whole  Portland  population,  not  just 
Medicare  beneficiaries,  but  everybody. 
Portland  has  64  percent  enrollment. 
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Bear  in  mind,  people  do  not  have  to 
go  into  managed  care.  On  Medicare  es- 
pecially you  do  not  have  to  go  into 
managed  care.  It  is  voluntary.  If  you 
want  to  keep  the  normal  Medicare  sys- 
tem you  have  now  and  be  treated  that 
way,  that  is  fine.  Why  would  people  go 
in  there?  They  go  in  for  a  very  simple 
reason.  The  managed  care  providers 
provide  more  benefits  than  Medicare. 

I  will  read  you  across  the  list.  Here  is 
the  "Shopping  for  Health  Care'"  and  it 
lists  six  major  companies  in  Oregon 
that  sell  Medicare  managed  care  poli- 
cies to  Oregonians.  Let  us  just  take 
prescription  drugs.  Medicare  does  not 
provide  prescription  drugs. 

In  First  Choice — that  is  the  name  of 
one  of  the  HMO  Oregon  plans — dis- 
counts available.  Preferred  Choice. 
part  of  HMO  Oregon,  but  in  a  different 
area,  discounts  available.  Good  Health 
Plan,  discounts  available  with  the 
basic  plan  and  in  the  plan  plus  it  pays 
50  percent  for  prescription  drugs  up  to 
$100  a  month.  For  Kaiser  Permanente, 
it  pays  70  percent  of  prescription  costs 
up  to  $50  maximum  per  prescription. 
On  P.ACC.  it  has  discounts  available. 
Now  you  come  to  SelectCare.  They  do 
not  cover  drugs.  They  are  like  Medi- 
care. And  then  on  Secure  Horizons  it  is 
discounts  available,  mail  order  and 
walk-in. 

You  have  a  variety  of  different 
choices.  And  all  of  these  companies 
compete  with  each  other.  And  you  talk 
about  the  number  of  doctors  that  are 
available?  First  Choice  has  500  primary 
care  and  1.200  doctors  including  spe- 
cialists that  you  can  choose  from.  That 
is  a  reasonably  adequate  supply  of  doc- 
tors to  choose  from. 

Preferred  Choice  has  300  primary  care 
doctors,  1,000  including  specialists.  And 
you  go  on.  and  there  is  none  that  has 
less  than  400  that  you  can  choose  from. 
So  you  are  not  hard  pressed  to  get  the 
care  you  want. 

And  why  do  people  go  there,  in  addi- 
tion to  getting  better  service,  better 
service  than  they  are  getting  in  Medi- 
care? Again,  they  do  not  have  to  go 
there.  They  can  keep  the  usual  fee-for- 
service  Medicare  service. 

Another  reason  is  that  they  are  used 
to  it,  if  you  have  gone  there  all  of  your 
life. 

Here  is  what  happened.  The  Kaiser 
shipyards  closed  at  end  of  World  War 
II.  The  Kaiser  health  plan  was  so  popu- 
lar that  when  they  sold  the  company 
and  the  shipyards  closed.  Kaiser  con- 
tinued on  with  its  health  plan,  in  es- 
sence opened  it  up  to  the  public.  And, 
clearly,  by  the  midfifties  to  the  late 
fifties  it  was  a  very  significant  pro- 
vider of  health  care  in  Oregon,  this 
managed  care  plan. 

Today,  it  is  growing  in  leaps  and 
bounds.  I  am  doing  this  from  memory. 
but  I  do  not  think  I  am  off  5  percent. 
Blue  Cross. Blue  Shield  is  our  biggest 
carrier.  In  1984.  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield 
had  zero  in  managed  care.  Today,  as  I 


recall— that  was  1984 — 10  years  later, 
they  are  at  about  65  percent.  By  the 
end  of  1998,  they  plan  to  be  at  90  per- 
cent in  managed  care. 

Now.  what  is  the  effect  of  all  this? 
Here  is  the  essence  of  the  difference. 
The  difference  is  because  of  this  long, 
long  experience  with  managed  care — 
which  no  other  State  has.  There  are  a 
couple  that  are  close,  but  most  of  them 
have  managed  care  in  the  zero  to  5  per- 
cent, 5  to  10  percent. 

Oregon  continues  to  increase  man- 
aged care.  By  the  end  of  this  century. 
I  would  wager  that  counting  both  Med- 
icare and  the  non-Medicare  population. 
Oregon  will  have  90  percent  managed 
care. 

Because  of  this  long  history  of  man- 
aged care,  Oregon  has  been  able  to  re- 
strain its  costs  and  give  options  in 
terms  of  plans  and  doctors  that  abso- 
lutely beats  the  medical  costs  of  any 
other  State. 

We  are  the  lowest  per  capita  cost 
State  in  the  Union.  And  it  is  not  be- 
cause we  are  a  low-income  State.  We 
are  about  in  the  middle;  sometimes  we 
are  above  the  middle,  sometimes  we 
are  below  in  terms  of  income  of  our 
citizens  and  other  prices.  But  we  are 
not  a  poverty  State  in  the  normal 
sense  of  the  word.  But  our  per  capita 
health  care  costs  are  the  lowest  in  the 
country. 

I  will  give  you  a  comparison.  Now 
this  is  for  Medicare  per  capita  costs.  In 
Oregon,  the  average  Medicare  per  cap- 
ita cost  is  $3,300  a  year.  We  are  at  the 
top.  The  bottom  is  Louisiana,  at  $5,400 
a  year — same  kind  of  operations,  same 
kind  of  doctors,  same  kind  of  anesthe- 
siologists, same  kind  of  hospitals. 
$2,100  a  year  difference  per  Medicare 
enrollee.  Louisiana  has  almost  no  man- 
aged care. 

Let  us  just  split  that  difference.  Let 
us  eissume  you  do  not  get  everybody 
down  to  Oregon's  Medicare  per  capita 
cost  of  $3,300,  where  you  have  a  S2.100 
difference.  Let  us  just  assume  you 
could  save  $1,000  a  year.  The  savings  is 
$40  billion  a  year  in  the  Nation.  That  is 
$280  billion  over  7  years.  That  exceeds 
the  savings  that  we're  trying  to  get  in 
this  bill. 

Can  it  be  done?  You  bet  it  can  be 
done.  It  is  being  done.  Will  it  all  hap- 
pen next  year,  like  that?  No  it  does  not 
happen  next  year,  like  that. 

But  if  we  start  moving  toward  man- 
aged care,  we  will  soon  find  that  in- 
stead of  States  being  at  2  or  3  percent. 
they  will  reach  10  or  20  or  30  percent.  Of 
course,  you  do  not  increase  in  quantum 
leaps  of  10  or  20  or  50  percent  per  year. 
But,  whether  you  start  from  zero  or  5 
percent  managed  care  coverage,  you 
can  get  to  50  percent  pretty  quickly  be- 
cause you  will  find  that  once  people 
have  managed  care,  they  will  choose 
managed  care  voluntarily  because  of 
better  service. 

Let  us  assume  that  we  cannot  save 
$280  billion  a  year  over  7  years.  Let  us 
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say  it  takes  time  to  move  toward  man- 
aged care  all  over  the  country,  so  we 
save  half  as  much.  $140  billion.  Nobody 
is  getting  less  service.  Kverybody  is 
getting  the  choices  they  want,  and 
they  can  stay  in  Medicare  fee-for-serv- 
ice  plans,  if  they  want.  But  let  us  say 
you  save  $140  billion. 

Now  let's  take  a  look  at  Medicare 
Part  A  and  Medicare  Part  B  and  how 
we  pay  for  each. 

Here,  again.  I  want  to  emphasize  the 
difference.  Part  A  is  hospitals;  part  B 
is  doctors.  Part  A  is  paid  for  out  of 
your  payroll  tax.  You  pay  1.45  percent 
and  your  employer  pays  1.45  percent. 
And  then  we  recently  increased  the 
taxes  on  Social  Security  from  50  to  85 
percent  on  the  upper  earning  income 
Social  Security  recipients  and  we  took 
that  35  percent  and  we  put  it  into  this 
part  A  hospital  trust  fund.  And  this 
trust  fund  owns  some  bonds  and  they 
had  a  slight  surplus  for  awhile.  They 
get  interest  on  the  bonds.  So  you  have 
these  different  sources  of  payments 
coming  into  the  part  A  hospital  trust 
fund. 

Part  B  is  doctor  services.  From  the 
very  start,  it  was  funded  different  than 
part  A.  From  the  time  Medicare  was 
adopted  onward,  we  said  the  patient 
will  pay  part.  We  said  that  the  Federal 
Government  will  pay  part  out  of  the 
general  funds,  not  out  of  our  payroll 
tax.  out  of  the  general  funds,  every- 
one's taxes.  We  put  up  about  $45  billion 
a  year  out  of  the  Federal  Government 
General  Treasury  for  that. 

When  we  started  out.  it  was  agreed 
that  the  patient  would  pay  50  percent 
and  the  Federal  Government  would  pay 
50  percent.  Had  we  held  to  that.  Part  B 
would  be  in  good  shape  now.  But  it 
gradually  dwindled  down  45  percent,  40 
percent,  35  percent,  until  it  finally  got 
as  low  as  25  percent  and  was  causing  a 
tremendous  drain  on  the  Treasury.  So 
now  it  is  set  at  31  percent.  However, 
the  31  percent  expires  and  it  is  due  to 
go  down  to  25  percent. 

Bear  in  mind,  originally  it  was  in- 
tended to  be  50  percent.  If  we  did  noth- 
ing but  hold  the  part  B  percentage  that 
the  Medicare  recipient  pays  to  its  cur- 
rent 31  percent,  same  percent  it  is  now, 
instead  of  letting  it  drop  to  25  percent, 
that  picks  up  $61  billion  over  7  years; 
that  is,  if  you  could  keep  it  where  it  is. 

(Mr.  KYL  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Do  you  know  what 
would  happen  if  you  were  to  go  back  to 
the  50  percent  that  was  agreed  upon? 
You  would  pick  up  $173  billion  in  the 
next  7  years. 

Now.  nobody  is  talking  about  that, 
but  if  we  did  that,  all  we  would  be 
doing  is  keeping  Medicare  as  it  was  in- 
tended when  it  was  passed. 

Now  let  us  halve  the  difference.  Let 
us  say  you  were  to  go  up  to  35  or  36  per- 
cent and  you  pick  up  somewhere  be- 
tween the  current  $61  billion  and  the 
$173  billion.  I  will  take  a  guess  at  $80  to 
$90  billion.  You  add  the  $140  billion  you 
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saved  on  managed  care  and  you  are 
now  at  $230  billion. 
We  are  now  at  $256  billion. 
This  is  done  without  any  decline  in 
service.  This  is  done  with  better  serv- 
ice—because people  in  managed  care 
are  getting  better  service  or  they 
would  not  be  joining  it— than  they  get 
from  Medicare.  They  get  prescription 
drugs  in  most  cases,  if  they  want  to 
choose  the  plan  that  has  it.  No  wonder 
they  join. 

It  is  just  that  these  plans  do  not  have 
a  lot  of  enrollees  or  do  not  exist  in 
some  States  and  they  could  in  most 
States  if  we  encouraged  it.  And  every 
one  of  these  plans  has  to  offer  the  basic 
Medicare  services.  You  cannot  go  below 
it.  You  can  offer  more,  like  prescrip- 
tion drugs,  but  you  cannot  offer  less. 

I  can  picture  the  savings  that  we 
would  make  if  we  allowed  these  plans 
to  offer  less  if  they  wanted.  Let  us  say 
you  are  a  wealthy  retiree,  and  for  the 
life  of  me,  I  do  not  understand  why  we 
do  not  income  relate  some  of  these  ben- 
efits—let us  take  this  part  B  that  I  am 
talking  about,  where  you  are  paying  a 
certain  percentage. 

You  are  paying  about  31  percent  and 
the  Federal  Government  is  paying  69 
percent  of  the  premium.  It  is  the  same 
31  percent  regardless  of  your  income.  It 
is  the  same  dollar  amount  whether  the 
only  income  you  have  is  $10,000  a  year 
from  Social  Security  or  whether  you 
are  J.  Paul  Getty's  heirs.  They  pay  the 
same  amount  of  money  you  do. 

There  is  no  reason  why  somebody 
who  has  $50,000,  $100,000,  $150,000  in  re- 
tirement income,  other  than  Social  Se- 
curity—and by  retirement  income  of 
SIOO.OOO.  you  have  to  have  assets  of 
about  $2  million— there  is  no  reason 
why  they  could  not  pay  a  bigger  share 
of  their  premium. 

Because  you  know  what  you  have 
now,  you  have  some  poor  devil  working 
in  a  mill— if  the  poor  devil  has  not  been 
put  out  by  the  Endangered  Species 
Act — that  is  making  $25,000  a  year  and 
paying  his  taxes  into  the  general  fund 
to  support  someone  who  has  $100,000  a 
year  in  income,  and  these  taxes  in  the 
general  fund  have  to  pick  up  69  percent 
of  that  fellow's  premium. 

It  is  not  fair.  We  ought  to  means  test 
it.  We  ought  to  pick  up  more  money 
doing  that.  We  have  to  say  to  the  rich: 
"You  have  to  pay  more  of  your  bene- 
fits. You  can  afford  it." 

Can  we  do  it?  You  bet  we  can  do  it. 
We  are  often  compared  to  Germany  and 
Canada.  People  say,  "Well,  they  have 
single  payer."  Germany  does  not  have 
single  payer.  Single  payer  is  where  the 
Government  collects  all  the  money  and 
pays  all  the  bills.  Anybody  who  thinks 
when  the  Government  collects  all  the 
money  and  pays  all  tne  bills  it  is  get- 
ting efficiency  is  dealing  with  a  dif- 
ferent government  than  I  have  dealt 
with  over  my  life. 

We  will  be  compared  to  Germany  or 
Canada   and    they   say,    "Their  health 
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costs  are  much  lower  than  ours."  It  is 
no  wonder.  For  years  they  have  not  re- 
imbursed on  a  cost  basis  the  way  we 
do. 

With  managed  care,  can  we  get  our 
costs  under  control?  You  bet  we  can. 
Can  we  do  it  without  cutting  services 
and  benefits?  We  have  proven  you  can 
do  it. 

I  am  going  to  emphasize  again,  Mr. 
President,  in  the  Portland  area,  over  50 
percent  of  the  people  on  Medicare  have 
chosen  these  private  insurance  plans 
rather  than  straight  Medicare.  None  of 
them  have  to.  It  is  totally  voluntary. 

The  Medicare  payment  goes  to  the 
insurance  company  and  their  insurance 
company  gives  them  these  benefits  in  a 
Medicare  managed  care  plan.  It  is 
cheaper  and  better  than  the  present 
Medicare  system,  or  otherwise  people 
would  not  leave  the  fee-for-service  sys- 
tem. 

As  I  say,  I  will  predict  by  the  end  of 
this  century,  5  years  from  now.  that  all 
of  Oregon— maybe  the  Portland  metro- 
politan area,  with  the  rural  areas 
slightly  behind— Portland  will  be 
roughly  90  percent  for  all  of  its  health 
care  coverage  in  managed  care  and 
Medicare  will  be  someplace,  in  the 
Portland  area,  70  and  80  percent  man- 
aged care  coverage. 

So  the  answer  is.  yes,  we  can  do  it. 
Therefore,  when  people  say  the  Repub- 
licans want  to  cut  Medicare,  first— here 
it  is.  This  year,  we  are  spending  $178 
billion  on  Medicare.  What  the  Repub- 
licans are  suggesting  in  the  budget  res- 
olution is  that  we  spend  as  follows  on 
Medicare  over  the  years:  1996.  $187  bil- 
lion; 1997.  $197  billion;  1998.  $213  billion; 
1999.  $227  billion;  2000.  $244  billion;  2001, 
$262  billion;  2002,  $283  billion. 

Mr.  President,  by  anybody's  defini- 
tion, that  is  not  a  cut.  that  is  an  in- 
crease every  year.  Is  it  as  much  as  we 
would  otherwise  spend  if  we  did  not 
have  any  restraint?  It  is  less  than  we 
would  spend  if  we  did  not  have  any  re- 
straint. It  is  about  $367  billion  more 
than  we  are  spending  now  if  you  add  up 
the  years. 

So  I  am  going  to  say.  in  conclusion, 
that  this  can  be  done.  But  one  thing  I 
want  to  sa,v— I  do  not  want  to  say  "in 
conclusion.  "  I  have  a  couple  more 
facts. 

One  is  there  has  been  an  argument 
about  the  Medicare  trust  fund— this  is 
part  A— in  bankruptcy.  Is  it  bankrupt? 
It  clearly  is. 

Here  is  what  has  happened.  On  aver- 
age—I am  averaging  these  off.  and  I 
will  average  it  to  the  nearest  thou- 
sand—on average,  a  one-wage-eamer 
family  with  a  spouse  will  pay  in  over 
their  lifetime  of  earnings  into  Medi- 
care, about  $60,000.  That  counts  your 
payroll  tax,  your  employer's  payroll 
tax,  part  B  premiums  and  income  taxes 
of  yours  devoted  to  Medicare  part  B 
and  any  interest  that  is  paid  on  the  ac- 
cumulated money  until  you  retire.  You 
have  husband,  wife,  one  of  them  work- 
ing, the  other  not,  paying  about  $60,000. 


On  average  they  will  collect  in  bene- 
fits about  $185,000,  roughly  $125,000 
more  than  they  pay  in,  on  average. 
Well,  it  is  obvious  you  cannot  run  on 
that  basis  very  long. 

What  happened  in  1992  with  Medi- 
care? The  Medicare  trust  fund  for  hos- 
pitals started  to  pay  out  more  money 
than  it  took  in  in  taxes.  It  did  have 
some  extra  sources  of  revenue.  It  held 
some  bonds.  It  did  have  a  surplus.  It 
held  some  Government  bonds  and  in- 
terest was  paid  on  the  bonds,  so  they 
collected  that  money.  They  did  have  a 
few  people  that  belonged  to  the  Rail- 
way Retirement  System,  and  they  paid 
taxes  into  it  and  got  some  coverage.  It 
was  a  relatively  small  amount. 

Then,  finally,  a  year  or  so  ago,  we 
took  the  cap,  as  we  call  it,  off  of  wages. 
We  used  to  limit  the  amount  of  tax 
that  you  had  to  pay  on  Medicare  to  a 
certain  fixed  amount.  It  was  the  same 
amount  as  Social  Security,  and  you 
paid  it  up  to  a  certain  amount  of 
money. 

Finally,  we  took  the  cap  off  and  said 
you  are  going  to  pay  this  Medicare  tax 
on  everything  you  make,  $200,000, 
$300,000,  $400,000,  pay  it.  So  all  of  this 
went  into  the  fund,  but  by  1992,  we  are 
paying  out  more  than  we  are  taking  in 
in  taxes. 

Next  year,  1996,  we  will  pay  out  more 
in  total  than  we  take  in  from  all 
sources,  and  next  year  onward— inter- 
est on  the  bonds  and  everything  else — 
from  next  year  forward,  the  only  way 
that  Medicare  keeps  its  head  above 
water  is  it  is  going  to  liquidate  the 
bonds,  it  is  going  to  sell  the  bonds. 

I  am  not  talking  about  interest  on 
the  bonds.  Medicare  is  going  to  take  its 
bonds  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  United 
States  and  say.  "Here,  we  have  a  $100 
bond.  We  held  it  in  our  surplus.  Give  us 
$100." 

By  the  year  2002.  the  bonds  will  be 
gone.  There  will  be  nothing  left  in  the 
trust  fund,  and  we  are  already  paying 
out  more  money  than  we  take  in  in 
taxes. 

By  everybody's  estimate— liberal, 
conservative.  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice, Social  Security  trustees'  report — 
everybody  says  that  to  meet  the  short- 
range  test  of  financial  adequacy,  just 
10  years,  we  are  about  $145  billion  to 
$165  billion  short. 

There  are  three  ways  you  can  make 
it  up.  You  can  raise  taxes.  That  is  basi- 
cally the  Democrat's  answer  and  has 
been  their  answer  ever  since  Medicare 
has  been  short  of  funds— raise  taxes. 

You  can  cut  benefits,  and  here  I  use 
the  word  "cut"  in  the  exact  sense,  and 
this  is  what  the  Democrats  accuse  us  of 
doing.  We  are  not  talking  about  cut- 
ting benefits.  We  are  talking  about  a 
combination  of  managed  care  and  pay- 
ment on  part  B  premiums,  and  we  can 
save  the  trust  fund. 

At  the  same  time  that  you  save  it — 
that  is  a  budget  savings,  I  am  not  try- 
ing to  cover  that  up — but  whether  or 
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not  we  have  a  surplus  in  our  budget  or 
a  deficit  in  our  budget,  the  trust  fund 
for  Medicare  is  short  and  will  be  gone 
in  7  years. 

So  that  we  ought  to  save,  in  any 
event  And  if  in  the  savings  it  helps  on 
our  budget  problem  in  addition,  so 
much  the  better.  That  is  nothing  to  be 
ashamed  of. 

What  does  this  amendment  do?  I  love 
this.  This  amendment  takes  what  they 
call  the  reserve— that  is  a  misnomer,  as 
that  assumes  you  have  money. 

If  we  pass  the  balanced  budget,  it  is 
a  three-step  process.  We  will  be  debat- 
ing this  particular  resolution  for  the 
next  4  or  5  days.  If  we  adopt  this  budget 
resolution,  it  is  a  broad  outline  of  the 
money  to  be  saved. 

It  does  not  specifically  say  here  is 
where  you  save  money  in  Medicare,  or 
here  is  where  you  save  money  in  de- 
fense, or  here  is  where  you  save  money 
in  education. 

It  is  a  broad  outline  of  we  would  like 
to  save  I  amount  of  dollars  in  Medicaid 
or  in  defense.  This  resolution  is  then 
parceled  up  and  given  to  the  commit- 
tees of  jurisdiction  in  Congress. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  will 
get  the  defense  portion  and  they  will 
have  to  live  within  the  totals.  My  com- 
mittee, the  Finance  Committee,  which 
I  chair,  will  get  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  welfare  and  eamed-income  tax 
credit,  and  we  will  have  to  live  within 
the  totals. 

We  all  give  our  recommendations 
back  to  the  Budget  Committee  in  a  cer- 
tain time  and  sa.y  here  is  how  we  have 
met  the  totals.  Then  we  put  that  into 
a  big  process  called  reconciliation  and 
that  bill  is  brought  to  the  floor  and 
voted  on. 

The  second  part  is  passing  this  budg- 
et. That  is  the  real  vote.  That  is  where 
the  real  outlines  are  reduced  to  specif- 
ics. That  is  the  second  part. 

The  third  part  is,  will  the  President 
sign  it?  Because  he  can  veto  it.  But  it 
will  be  balanced,  and  that  will  be  the 
third  part. 

If.  at  the  end  of  this  process — I  have 
been  here  25  years,  and  the  last  time  I 
saw  a  balanced  budget  was  in  1969.  and 
that  was  by  accident:  we  did  not  plan  a 
balanced  budget.  But  the  economy  was 
a  bit  better  than  we  thought  it  was 
going  to  be.  and  when  the  economy  is 
better,  revenues  come  in  better  and,  by 
accident,  we  collected  more  money 
than  we  thought,  and  we  did  not  have 
time  to  spend  it.  so  we  had  a  slight  sur- 
plus. That  was  in  1969. 

Well,  if  everything  works  right  in 
this  budget  process,  if  there  is  no 
phony  budgeting— and  so  far,  there  heis 
been  none— and,  interestingly,  the 
press,  who  does  not  like  some  of  our 
priorities,  has  not  criticized  this  budg- 
et as  being  unreal. 

Always,  in  the  past,  the  press  has 
talked  about  blue  smoke  and  mirrors, 
and  moving  the  pea  around  under  the 
shell.    They    have   said    this    is   a   real 


budget  and  they  are  starting  to  say  to 
the  Democrats,  "Where  is  your  real 
budget?" 

Let's  assume  that  all  of  the  commit- 
tees report  back  to  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  it  is  all  put  into  this  rec- 
onciliation package  and  it  passes  and 
the  President  signs  it.  Then,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  which  is  a 
group  of  professionals  that  advise  us, 
they  work  for  us  and  advise  us  as  to 
the  economic  effects  of  what  we  have 
done,  have  said  that  there  will  be  an 
additional,  over  7  years,  beyond  the 
balance,  a  $170  billion  surplus.  They 
have  said  this  will  be  the  case  if  every- 
thing else  is  in  place  at  the  end  of  this 
process,  which  is  going  to  be,  my  guess 
is,  October  or  November. 

What  do  the  Democrats  want  to  do 
now?  That  reminds  me.  It  has  been  25 
years  since  I  have  seen  a  balanced 
budget.  And  I  will  believe  it  when  I  see 
it.  I  will  believe  it  when  this  process  is 
over. 

But  if.  by  chance,  we  make  it  and  if 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  says 
there  is  $170  billion  extra,  what  do  the 
Democrats  want  to  do?  Spend  it.  The 
Democrats  say,  do  not  try  to  reform 
Medicare,  or  do  not  try  to  get  Medicare 
enrollees  into  managed  care,  do  not  try 
to  get  veterans  service  for  less  money. 
Spend  it. 

That  has  been  the  answer  to  our 
problems  for  too  long.  You  may  have 
heard  the  Democratic  leader  say  today 
that  these  tax  cuts  are  going  to  go  to 
the  wealthy  and  the  Republicans  can 
give  their  fat  cat  friends  tax  cuts. 

There  is  no  tax  cut  in  this  budget 
resolution  that  we  are  talking  about. 
There  is  in  the  House's.  That  is  not  the 
budget  resolution  that  we  are  talking 
about.  In  this  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion, there  is  no  tax  cut  for  the  rich, 
the  poor,  not  for  anybody.  We  are  re- 
serving the  decision  as  to  what  to  do 
when  we  get  to  the  end  of  this  process 
if  we  have  a  $170  billion  surplus. 

If  I  had  any  druthers  about  it,  my 
preference  would  be  to  pay  off  part  of 
the  past  debt  with  any  surplus.  Lord 
knows,  that  is  not  going  to  be  a  popu- 
lar idea,  I  am  sure,  if  we  have  this 
money. 

So  we  may  get  into  a  debate  at  that 
time  as  to  whether  or  not,  with  this 
$170  billion  extra  over  7  years,  whether 
we  should  spend  it  or  give  it  back  to 
the  taxpayers.  If  we  give  it  back  to  the 
taxpayers,  we  will  debate  who  should 
get  it,  what  is  the  best  form  of  tax.  and 
should  we  have  a  capital  gains  tax  and 
a  $500  tax  credit,  and  should  you  limit 
it  to  people  who  make  over  $100,000  a 
year  so  the  rich  do  not  get  it?  That  is 
a  debate  for  another  time. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  budget  reso-. 
lution  that  says  there  is  going  to  be 
any  tax  cut.  I  would  be  the  happiest 
guy  around  if  next  November  we  have 
done  everything  we  say  we  are  going  to 
do  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
comes  to  us  and  says  we  have  S170  bil- 


lion extra.  I  have  not  done  tumbling 
since  I  was  10  years  old  at  the  YMCA. 
But  if  we  do  that.  I  will  do  a  back  flip 
on  this  floor. 

So  I  suggest  that  we  simply  get  on 
with  this  debate.  We  are  going  to  have 
ample  time  again.  If  this  resolution  is 
adopted,  we  are  going  to  have  ample 
time  to  debate  the  nature  of  the  Medic- 
aid restraints  in  growth  and  the  nature 
of  the  Medicare  restraints  in  growth. 

Do  not  worry:  there  is  not  going  to  be 
any  debate  about  cuts.  We  will  have  a 
debate  about  whether  we  should  en- 
courage people  to  move  toward  man- 
aged care  in  Medicare.  There  will  an- 
other debate — and  it  is  going  to  be  an 
interesting  debate—about  whether  we 
should  say  that  some  plans  on  Medi- 
care can  be  allowed  to  sell  a  policy  if  it 
provides  less  than  the  current  Medicare 
benefits  if  a  senior  wants  to  buy  it? 

I  will  give  an  example.  You  do  it  with 
normal  insurance  all  the  time  with  a 
homeowner's  policy  or  a  car  policy, 
where  you  have  a  $250,  or  $500,  or  $1,000 
deductible.  It  depends  upon  the  loss 
you  are  willing  to  bear.  The  more  you 
are  willing  to  bear,  the  less  your  policy 
costs.  Should  we  consider  selling  a  pol- 
icy or  allowing  a  policy  to  be  sold  that 
says:  Mr.  or  Ms.  Medicare  recipient,  we 
will  guarantee  to  pay  all  of  your  medi- 
cal expenses  over  $3,000  a  year  if  you 
will  pay  all  of  your  medical  expenses 
up  to  $3,000  a  year?  My  hunch  is  that  a 
fair  number  of  people  will  buy  that 
kind  of  a  policy  voluntarily.  Somebody 
else  might  want  a  policy  that  pays  all 
of  their  expenses  over  $100  a  year.  We 
could  allow  that  to  be  sold,  too. 

There  was  the  wonderful  idea  you 
heard  Senator  Gregg  from  New  Hamp- 
shire talk  about.  If  we  say  the  average 
Medicare  cost  now  throughout  the 
country — and  Oregon  is  way  lower  than 
average— is  $5,000  a  year,  and  we  are 
going  to  give  you  a  voucher  and  the 
voucher  is  worth  $5,000.  You  can  go  out 
and  biiy  health  insurance  with  it.  You 
can  shop  around  in  Oregon  with  dif- 
ferent plans.  I  will  bet  if  every  Medi- 
care recipient  had  a  voucher,  you 
would  have  12  or  15  plans  all  competing 
with  each  other. 

If  you  said:  I  feel  pretty  healthy  and 
I  have  retirement  income  of  $25,000. 
$30,000  a  year,  so  I  will  take  a  chance 
and  buy  that  policy  that  I  pay  the  first 
$3,000.  and  Medicare  and  my  company 
that  I  buy  it  from  pays  everything 
above  $3,000.  Let  us  say  that  policy— I 
am  guessing  that  a  policy  like  that 
would  not  cost  $5,000  a  year:  it  prob- 
ably would  cost  $3,500.  maybe  $3,000  a 
year.  Let  us  say  $3,000.  So  you  have 
saved  $2,000  out  of  what  we  are  other- 
wise paying  for  Medicare. 

If  we  say  if  you  buy  that  kind  of  a 
policy,  you  can  keep  $1,500.  and  give  us 
$500  back,  you  bet  we  would  save  a  lot 
of  money.  There  are  so  many  options, 
so  many  varieties,  so  much  diversity 
and  competition  that  helps  deliver 
good  service  in  this  country  that  we 


have  proven  works.  So  let  us  get  on 
with  the  debate,  and  about  3  or  4 
months  from  now,  we  will  have  the  de- 
bate over  the  specific  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  programs  that  we  will  sug- 
gest to  meet  these  totals. 

Will  they  be  cuts?  Absolutely  not. 
They  will  be  increases  from  what  we 
are  spending  now.  Will  we  give  people 
more  choice  than  they  have  now?  You 
bet.  Will  a  person  be  able  to  shop  for 
delivery  systems  that  give  a  variety  of 
services?  I  hope  so.  That  is  a  debate  for 
another  time.  It  is  not  the  debate  for 
today. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
restraining  myself  from  getting  into 
debate  with  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
over  his  closing  paragraphs.  I  would 
yield  such  time  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  as  he  requires. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  President.  Senator  Rockefeller 
and  I  have  sent  an  amendment  to  the 
desk.  It  is  cosponsorcd  by  Senators  Mi- 
Kui,.sKi,  Kennedy,  D.\schle, 

Wellstone,  and  Boxer. 

This  amendment.  Mr.  President,  is 
based  on  an  amendment  that  I  offered 
last  week  in  the  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee. It  is  pretty  simple.  It  takes  up 
to  $100  billion  from  funds  set  aside  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  and  puts  them 
into  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  I  would 
like  to  repeat  that  this  amendment 
eliminates  any  suggested  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich  and  puts  the  proceeds  into 
Medicare  long-term  care. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  the  budget  reso- 
lution that  we  are  considering  today 
forces  Members  to  make  a  fundamental 
decision.  It  is  a  decision  about  what  we 
stand  for.  Whose  side  are  we  on?  The 
debate  on  this  resolution  is  going  to  re- 
veal a  fundamental  difference  between 
our  friends  on  the  Republican  side  and 
those  on  the  Democratic  side. 

As  Democrats,  we  believe  that  Gov- 
ernment was  meant  to  serve  average 
Americans,  middle-class  families,  who 
struggle  to  keep  things  afloat:  senior 
citizens,  who  struggle  to  make  end's 
meet  on  a  fixed,  often  modest,  income: 
and  children,  the  future  of  our  Nation. 

By  contrast,  the  Republican  Party 
has  a  very  different  philosophy  and  a 
different  constituency.  The  Contract 
With  America  and  the  budget  resolu- 
tion before  the  Senate  today  is  de- 
signed to  serve  the  most  powerful  and 
wealthy  members  of  our  society.  It  has 
a  group  of  winners.  If  a  person  makes 
$350,000.  that  person  will  get  a  $20,000 
tax  break.  There  is  protection  for  cor- 
porate subsidies.  And  a  number  of  tax 
loopholes  have  been  protected — as 
usual. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  impairs  the 
Medicare  program  that  served  our  sen- 
ior citizens  so  well  for  30  years.  It 
leaves  intact  a  variety  of  subsidies  and 
loopholes  for  the  wealthy,  and  it  lav- 
ishes massive  new  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 


The  losers  are  ordinary  Americans. 
Medicare,  for  a  senior  citizen  couple,  is 
going  to  cost  that  couple  $6,400  more 
over  the  next  7  years.  In  the  last  year 
of  that  7-year  cycle  we  are  discussing 
with  the  budget,  it  will  cost  around 
$1,800.  We  chopped  away  at  education. 
And  we  increased  taxes  in  place  after 
place  for  hard-working  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  I  had  a 
radio  call-in  show  to  New  Jersey.  Per- 
son after  person— these  were  working 
people,  some  retired— who  said  for 
goodness  sake,  please  put  aside  that 
tax  cut.  We  do  not  need  it.  We  would 
like  to  have  it,  but  America  needs  our 
help  more  at  this  time.  And  my  kids 
will  need  help  more  one  day  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

I  noted  with  interest  and  pleasant 
surprise  that  seven  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  Republican 
friends,  U.S.  Senators,  said.  "Forget 
tax  cuts.  We  are  not  taking  them.  We 
are  opposed  to  them.  "  However,  the 
budget  resolution  stores  away  $170  bil- 
lion on  the  other  side,  and  over  $350  bil- 
lion on  the  House  side,  specifically  ear- 
marked for  tax  cuts,  principally  for  the 
wealthy. 

If  my  view  and  the  view  of  my  fellow 
Democrats,  these  priorities  are  fun- 
damentally wrong.  In  our  view.  Gov- 
ernment must  stand  on  the  side  of  ordi- 
nary Americans. 

Mr.  President,  nothing  better  illus- 
trates the  fundamental  difference  be- 
tween our  two  parties  than  the  budget 
resolution's  drastic  cuts  in  Medicare— 
again,  socked  away  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich.  It  is  denied,  it  is  not  stated,  but  it 
is  very  clearly  in  the  air. 

To  Democrats,  this  kind  of  proposal 
is  just  abhorrent.  It  runs  completely 
contrary  to  everything  we  stand  for  as 
Democrats.  It  will  hurt  millions  of  or- 
dinary Americans  around  our  country. 

As  we  can  see.  Medicare  recipients 
are  people  of  typically  very  modest 
means.  Seventy-five  percent  of  these 
people  have  incomes  of  less  than  $25,000 
a  year.  I  know  that  in  high-cost  places 
like  my  own  State,  like  New  York 
State,  like  other  industrialized  States. 
$25,000  a  year  does  not  permit  the  basic 
necessities  of  life,  especially  when  con- 
sidering that  over  20  percent  of  their 
income  is  needed  to  supplement  the 
Medicare  health  benefits  that  they  al- 
ready get. 

Thirty-five  percent  of  these  people 
live  on  less  than  $10,000  a  year,  or  make 
less  than  $10,000.  Twenty-five  percent 
of  them  rely  solely  on  their  Social  Se- 
curity checks.  That  is  tough  going,  es- 
pecially when  the  prospects  are  that 
they  will  have  to  pay  a  lot  more  for 
their  health  care  in  the  future. 

On  top  of  this,  we  see  on  the  chart 
and  are  reminded  that  seniors  already 
paid  21  percent  of  their  income  on  out- 
of-pocket  medical  expenses.  If  someone 
is  earning  $25,000.  20  percent,  roughly 
$5,000,  on  top  of  their  Medicare  pro- 
gram. 


Despite.  however,  interestingly 
enough,  the  high  out-of-pocket  costs 
and  the  lack  of  adequate  medical  care 
coverage  for  prescription  drugs  and 
long-term  care.  Medicare  recipients  are 
basically  happy  with  the  program. 

The  polls  that  have  been  done,  the 
analysis  that  has  been  developed,  we 
see  that  89  percent  of  the  senior  citi- 
zens— the  Medicare  beneficiaries — 89 
percent  say  they  are  basically  satisfied 
with  the  quality  of  care  that  they  de- 
rive from  Medicare.  That  will  change  if 
this  resolution  is  approved. 

Mr.  President,  we  simply  cannot  cut 
$256  billion  from  Medicare  without  hav- 
ing a  real  impact  on  senior  citizens. 

Now  I  have  heard  our  colleagues  from 
the  other  side  say,  "No,  no,  it  is  not  a 
cut.  You  do  not  understand  it.  Demo- 
crats do  not  understand  it."  People 
across  the  country  must  not  under- 
stand it,  because  I  get  lots  of  phone 
calls  saying,  "Whatever  you  do,  do  not 
permit  them  to  go  through  with  this." 

It  says  it  is  intended  to  reduce  the 
growth  in  costs  for  Medicare.  Medicare 
is  going  to  get  more  money  than  it 
does  today.  But  that  does  not  account 
for  the  swelling  of  the  population  or 
the  long-term  needs  of  that  population 
or  the  services  that  they  need  as  they 
age  and  as  their  health  deteriorates, 
which  is  natural  in  older  people.  These 
cuts  threaten  to  force  seniors  to  pay 
higher  premiums,  higher  deductibles, 
and  higher  copayments.  And  it  also 
threatens  to  undermine  the  quality  of 
their  health  care,  which  they  are  con- 
tent with,  if  not  to  deny  many  seniors 
the  right  to  choose  their  own  doctor. 
These  cuts  will  fundamentally  change 
Medicare  and  make  it  a  lesser  system, 
much  more  costly  and  less  complete. 

How  do  we  do  this  to  people  with 
whom  we  have  engaged  m  virr.uaiiy  a 
contract?  How  do  we  violate  our  word? 
How  do  we  breach  that  trust? 

The  Republican  cuts  in  Medicare  are 
wrong.  They  break  a  promise  with  our 
Nation's  senior  citizens,  people  who 
have  worked  often  their  entire  lives 
and  have  paid  into  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram. For  this  hard  work  the  Federal 
Government  promised  health  security 
through  Medicare.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion breaks  that  promise.  It  will  force 
senior  citizens  to  pay.  as  we  saw  ear- 
lier, approximately  $3,200  individually 
in  additional  Medicare  costs:  that  is 
$6,400  for  a  retired  couple,  a  $6,400  tax 
increase  over  the  next  7  years,  to  re- 
tired persons. 

Further,  these  are  just  average  fig- 
ures which  grossly  underestimate  the 
real  impact  for  many  seniors,  for  those 
who  are  at  the  bottom  end  of  the  in- 
come scale,  for  those  whose  health  care 
needs  accelerate  substantially,  for 
those,  frankly,  in  the  greatest  need. 
The  added  costs  would  be  a  terrible 
burden. 

This  last  chart  kind  of  sums  it  up. 
The  budget  that  is  proposed,  the  Re- 
publican budget:  $6,400  tax  increase  for 
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every  senior  couple,  and  for  people  on 
the  upper  end  of  the  scale,  earning 
5350,000  a  year,  it  is  a  $20,000  bonus. 

I  have  been  lucky  in  my  lifetime.  I 
developed  a  good  business.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  I  helped  develop  an  industry. 
And  I  am  a  member  of.  though  it  is  not 
an  auspicious  hall  of  fame,  but  there  is 
a  hall  of  fame  called  the  Information 
Processing  Hall  of  Fame,  that  puts 
New  Jersey  as  the  only  State  with  two 
Hall  of  Famers,  BILL  Bradley  in  bas- 
ketball and  me  in  information  process- 
ing. The  kids  just  run  after  me  for  my 
autograph.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  I  have  been  successful  in  business 
and  as  a  result  of  that  I  have  enjoyed 
the  fruits  of  that  success.  And  this  is 
one  U.S.  Senator  who  is  not  ashamed  of 
his  success.  I  understand  one  of  my  col- 
leagues complained  about  being  lec- 
tured about  programs  for  modest-in- 
come people,  poor  people,  by  those  who 
inherited  their  wealth. 

I  know  lots  of  people  with  inherited 
wealth  who  turned  out  to  be  selfless, 
giving  citizens  who  have  turned  back 
their  energies  into  the  community  to 
try  to  make  it  a  better  place.  But 
speaking  for  myself,  I  came  from  a 
family  where  my  mother  was  widowed 
when  she  was  36  years  old.  I  was  18.  I 
had  already  enlisted  in  the  Army.  My 
father  died.  We  were  left  worse  than 
penniless.  There  was  no  health  care 
plan  around  to  take  care  of  us.  The 
family  owed  $2,000  to  doctors  and  hos- 
pitals, which  we  had  to  pay  over  a 
lengthy  period  of  time,  I  think  about  a 
year  and  a  half.  I  sent  home  my  allot- 
ment from  the  military.  And  I  worked 
like  the  devil  to  build  a  business  with 
hard  work  and  with  the  help  of  loyal 
partners.  And  success  came  our  way. 

But  I  remember  a  period  of  time 
when  my  father  had  to  resort  to  the 
WPA,  for  those  old  enough  nr  knowl- 
edgeable enough  about  that  period,  to 
try  to  keep  food  on  the  table,  to  try  to 
have  a  job  that  would  permit  him  to 
lift  his  hea.il  up  and  not  be  disgraced  by 
the  fact  that  he  had  to  resort  to  Gov- 
ernment help  for  his  family. 

So  my  success  did  not  come  from  any 
inheritance.  It  came  because  I  worked 
for  it,  and  I  did  it  the  old  fashioned 
way,  the  American  way.  And  as  a  con- 
sequence, when  I  talk  about  ordinary 
working  people  I  know  very  well  what 
they  are  going  through  and  I  want  to 
try  to  give  them  an  appropriate  help- 
ing hand  where  necessary.  And  this  is 
where  it  is  necessary.  This  is  a  com- 
mitment that  was  made  to  people,  peo- 
ple who  helped  build  this  country  to  its 
greatest  levels  after  World  War  II,  after 
first,  in  many  cases,  serving  in  the 
military  during  that  period  of  time. 

It  is  not  fair  to  our  Nation's  seniors. 
It  is  unfair,  and  for  many  it  is  calami- 
tous. People  can  weave  and  dodge. 
wink  at  the  truth  and  say.  listen,  just 
remember,  we  are  in  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. I  am  one  of  those.  And  we  can- 
not tell  the  Finance  Committee  what 


to  do.  But  individual  Members  of  this 
body  have  said  that  they  stand  on  a 
commitment  to  give  tax  cuts  and  that 
they  would  do  whatever  they  could  to 
block  a  budget  resolution  that  does  not 
include  them.  And  the  Republican 
Party,  in  charge  in  the  House,  made  it 
very  specific.  They  set  aside  the  fund- 
ing, $350  billion  in  the  contract  on 
America.  I  think  it  is  outrageous.  Why 
should  we  make  senior  citizens,  75  per- 
cent of  whom  make  under  $25,000  a 
year,  pay  more  so  we  can  give  a  $20,000 
tax  cut  to  the  richest  1  percent  of  the 
population?  Where  is  our  sense  of  prior- 
ities? Where,  for  that  matter,  is  our 
sense  of  fairness  and  decency? 

We  would  be  a  lot  better  keeping  a 
promise  that  we  had,  taking  care  of  the 
education  of  our  children  so  they  can 
help  lead  this  country  in  the  next  cen- 
tury to  a  more  competitive  position 
and  regain  the  leadership  that  this 
country  so  rightly  deserves  and  has  had 
in  the  past.  This  amendment  is  an  ef- 
fort to  reverse  these  misguided  poli- 
cies. It  will  take  the  money  that  is 
being  set  aside  in  the  slush  fund  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich  and  leave  it  in  the 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  Program.  That 
is  where  it  belongs. 

The  amendment  will  help  ensure  that 
the  Medicare  recipients  will  not  have 
to  pay  higher  deductibles  or  copay- 
ments  when  they  go  to  the  hospital.  It 
will  help  protect  against  the  serious 
decline  in  the  quality  of  their  health 
care.  It  will  help  ensure  that  seniors 
are  not  denied  the  freedom  to  choose 
their  own  doctor.  And  it  will  help  en- 
sure that  the  Federal  Government 
keeps  its  promise  to  senior  citizens 
who  paid  and  labored  in  good  faith. 

We  are  discussing  a  bill  to  achieve  a 
goal,  a  balanced  budget  goal.  And  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  almost 
every  one  of  us,  Dem.ocrat  or  Repub- 
lican, would  like  to  achieve  that  goal. 
The  question  is  how  does  it  get  done? 
Does  it  get  done  by  assigning  taxes  to 
senior  citizens,  higher  taxes?  Does  it 
get  done  by  taxing  students  who  want 
to  further  their  education  but  will  have 
to  pay  substantially  more  in  the  $4,000 
to  $5,000  range,  on  average,  to  get  their 
college  education?  Or  to  deny  modest- 
income  families,  with  incomes  under 
$28,000.  their  earned  income  tax  credit? 

Everyone  knows  how  tough  living  on 
that  kind  of  income  is.  By  saying  to 
them.  no.  no.  you  are  going  to  have  to 
pay  more  taxes,  the  three — the  seniors, 
the  kids  who  want  to  go  to  school,  and 
the  modest-income  people — you  have  to 
pay  more  taxes  so  we  can  balance  the 
budget  and,  by  the  way,  on  the  trail  to 
a  balanced  budget  we  are  going  to  drop 
off  some  tax  cuts— $20,000  if  you  make 
$350,000  in  a  year.  It  sounds  like  a  lot  of 
money  to  me. 


Mr.   President  we 
denials.     We    have 
morning   from    the 
aisle.  They  say,  no. 


will  hear  a  lot  of 
heard  them  this 
other  side  of  the 
there  is  not  a  tax 


cut  for  the  rich  in  this  resolution.  It  is 


not  here.  They  will  say  the  House  has 
a  tax  cut  for  the  rich.  No  one  is  fooled 
by  these  denials.  The  resolution  that 
comes  before  us  contains  the  fund,  the 
slush  fund  to  reach  into  and  pull  out  a 
tax  cut  for  the  rich. 

According  to  some  estimates,  this 
slush  fund  will  contain  about  $350  bil- 
lion for  tax  cuts  over  10  years — not  just 
the  $170  billion  that  people  talk  about 
over  the  next  7  years. 

The  House  hit  the  number  on  the 
head.  $350  billion.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  intention  is  to  deceive  or  to  fool. 
But  the  result  comes  out  that  way.  Are 
the  American  people  supposed  to  be- 
lieve that  the  Republican  budget  will 
not  cut  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich?  The  American  people  know 
better  than  that.  They  are  not  going  to 
be  fooled  by  the  rhetoric. 

If  anyone  has  any  doubts,  consider 
what  happened  during  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee's deliberation  on  this  resolu- 
tion. I  offered  an  amendment  that 
would  have  required  a  60-vote  super- 
majority  to  cut  Medicaid  or  Medicare 
to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich.  I  did 
not  have  much  Republican  support.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  if  memory  serves  me 
right,  it  was  nobody,  no  one.  who  said, 
"Yes,  we  are  willing  to  test  this  Sen- 
ate. We  are  willing  to  put  the  test  to 
our  colleagues  in  the  Senate.  We  will 
require  60  votes  to  cut  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut."  Nobody 
came  through. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  so  extreme 
and  the  attitude  was  so  harsh,  so  rigid, 
that  I  offered  an  amendment  that  said 
let  us  get  after  the  Benedict  Arnolds  in 
our  society,  the  expatriates  who  take 
their  fortunes  that  they  have  made  in 
this  country  and  renounce  their  citi- 
zenship, and  go  to  another  country  so 
they  do  not  have  to  pay  State  or  other 
t?iyes  for  the  '^rivile""*.?  of  livin"^  in 
America.  I  said  let  us  do  that,  let  us 
cut  that  out — it  is  over  $3  billion  for  a 
period  of  7  years — and  give  it  to  veter- 
ans programs.  I  could  not  even  win  this 
commonsense  amendment. 

This  morning  I  had  a  phone  call  to  a 
veterans  hospital  in  New  Jersey.  There 
is  a  new  program  that  I  helped  get  put 
into  place.  It  is  bedside  phones.  It  is  to 
give  someone  who  is  confined  to  bed  or 
a  wheelchair  or  is  immobile  a  phone 
alongside  their  bed  so  they  can  commu- 
nicate with  their  families,  so  they  can 
have  some  contact  with  the  outside 
world,  and  not  have  to  go  down  the  hall 
and  stand  where  everybody  is  smoking 
and  wait  to  put  a  quarter  in  the  tele- 
phone. 

That  program  had  struck  such  a  cord 
with  the  people  in  the  veterans  hos- 
pital, but  when  it  came  to  saying  OK, 
we  want  to  recapture  the  taxes  that 
these  people  are  evading  by  running 
out  of  the  country  after  they  made  it 
here  and  lived  here  and  renounced  their 
citizenship,  and  give  to  the  veterans,  I 
could  not  get  one  Republican  Member 
to  say,  "Frank,  that  is  not  a  bad  idea. 
Let  us  at  least  try  it." 
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So  I  think.  Mr.  President,  it  is  fair 
that  it  reflected  an  attitude.  It  is  evi- 
dence. It  says  that  we  are  going  to  take 
it  from  modest-income  people,  and  we 
are  going  to  give  some  of  it  to  the  rich, 
people  who  do  not  need  it,  and  in  many 
cases  do  not  even  want  it.  People  I 
have  spoken  to  have  said  let  us  invest 
in  our  society.  In  Speaker  Gingrich's 
world,  it  is  the  crown  jewel  of  the  Re- 
publican agenda.  There  is  no  way  to 
get  around  that. 

So  when  we  get  right  down  to  it,  this 
amendment  is  simple.  It  asks  each  Sen- 
ator to  decide  what  we  said  initially: 
Whose  side  are  you  on?  That  is  what  is 
going  to  be  judged  as  we  count  the 
votes.  That  is  what  I  stand  for.  That  is 
what  my  Democratic  colleagues  stand 
for.  and  I  think  it  is  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  believe  in.  It  is  the  right 
thing  also  for  our  Nation. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  prevent 
our  senior  citizens  from  being  socked 
with  a  $6,400  tax  increase.  Let  us  say  no 
to  tax  cuts  for  those  who  have  the 
wealth.  Let  us  say  yes  to  our  senior 
citizens  and  the  middle-class  families 
who  help  support  them. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  this 
amendment. 

With  that,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr  PACKWOOD.  1  am  going  to  yield, 
in  about  30  seconds,  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  15  minutes,  but  I 
want  to  say  one  thing  in  rebuttal. 

You  will  notice  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  kept  talking  about  these 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  There  are  no  tax 
cuts  in  the  resolution  we  are  consider- 
ing—not for  the  rich,  not  for  the  poor, 
not  for  the  middle  income,  not  for  Con- 
gress, not  for  veterans,  not  for  Medi- 
care beneficiaries,  not  for  anybody. 
That  is  a  decision  we  mav  or  mav  not 
consider  when  this  resolution  is  adopt- 
ed. We  may  have  tax  cuts,  and  we  may 
not  have  tax  cuts. 

They  love  arguing  over  the  House 
budget  resolution  which  does  have  tax 
cuts,  and  not  this  resolution  which  has 
no  tax  cuts  in  it  at  all. 

I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  LAUTENHERG.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  will  permit  me  for  a 
moment,  and  our  friend  from  Ten- 
nessee, as  well,  just  to  say,  while  it  is 
not  specifically  earmarked,  there  are 
distinguished  Members  of  this  body 
from  that  side  of  the  aisle  who  say  that 
this  bill  without  a  tax  cut  is  not  going 
anywhere.  The  distinguished  majority 
leader  made  himself  very  clear  on  what 
he  expects.  He  expects  a  tax  cut  to  re- 
sult from  this  bill. 

I  know  it  is  the  province  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee.  But  we  had  a  long 
debate  in  the  Budget  Committee  about 
it  was  not  for  tax  cuts  and  it  was  for 
tax  cuts.  At  one  point,  it  was  kind  of 
squeezed  out  that  it  was  for  tax  cuts. 
At  another  point,  it  was  said,  "Well, 
that  is  not  our  decision  to  make." 


Whether  it  is  done  in  all  fairness 
with  a  wink  of  an  eye  or  the  implicit 
suggestion  that,  OK,  it  is  there.  Listen, 
if  the  F"'inance  Committee  elects  to 
give  it  to  a  tax  cut  program,  why,  that 
is  up  to  them.  But  seven  Members  of 
the  Senate  from  the  Republican  side 
were  so  discomforted  by  the  notion 
that  tax  cuts  are  being  considered  that 
they  renounced  them  immediately. 

1  think  it  tells  you  something. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  he 
and  I  agree.  He  does  seem  to  say  there 
are  no  tax  cuts.  He  says,  "Well,  there  is 
a  reference  to  them.  There  is  a  discus- 
sion about  them.  I  am  discussing  them. 
There  is  a  possibility  at  the  end  of  this 
process,  if  there  is  $170  billion,  that  we 
might  have  tax  cuts.  I  am  not  sure  who 
they  might  be  for,  or  I  am  not  sure 
what  geographic  area  they  will  cover, 
or  income  groups  they  will  cover.  But 
at  least  he  and  I  both  agree  there  is 
nothing  we  are  debating  today  that 
says  there  has  to  be  any  tax  cut. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  after  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  spoken, 
that  the  Senator  from  Maryland,  Sen- 
ator MiKUL.sKi,  may  speak. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
speak  as  a  physician,  someone  who 
speaks  from  personal  experience,  who 
has  spent  the  last  18  years  of  his  life 
taking  care  of  and  working  with  Medi- 
care patients.  I  have  personally  treated 
thousands  of  Medicare  oatients.  and  I 
have  seen  the  beauty  of  that  system, 
that  the  system  works,  and  that  it  is 
an  effective  system. 

But  I  have  also  seen  the  problems 
with  Medicare  that  we  have  today:  the 
fact  that  it  is  a  system  that  works,  yes, 
but  a  system  that  can  be  improved  and, 
in  fact,  must  be  improved  if  it  is  to  be 
saved. 

In  addition.  I  have  two  84-year-old 
parents.  Both  Mother  and  Dad  have 
been  beneficiaries  of  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram for  collectively  almost  40  years: 
to  treat  a  heart  attack,  bypass  sur- 
geries, a  broken  neck,  a  broken  arm, 
phlebitis.  My  remarks  are  made  from 
this  perspective,  with  a  desire  to  pre- 
serve Medicare,  to  improve  it. 

Several  quick  points.  P'irst,  Medicare 
is  not  Social  Security.  If  there  is  one 
thing  I  hope  the  debate  today  and  Mon- 
day will  bring  forth,  it  is  that  Medicare 
and  Social  Security  are  two  entirely 
different  programs. 

Second.  Medicare,  if  we  do  nothing, 
will  be  bankrupt  in  7  years. 

The  Medicare  public  trustees,  David 
Walker  and  Stanford  Ross,  in  their 
summary  of  the  1995  Annual  Medicare 
Trustees'  Report,  said  very  clearly: 


*  *  *  it  is  now  clear  that  Medicare  reform 
needs  to  be  addressed  urgently  as  a  distinct 

legislative  initiative. 

In  that  same  document,  these  public 
Medicare  trustees  say,  and  I  again 
quote: 

We  feel  strongly  that  comprehensive  Medi- 
care reforms  should  be  undertaken  to  make 
this  program  financially  sound  now  and  over 
the  long  term. 

Finally,  they  say,  in  that  same  docu- 
ment: 

We  strongly  recommend  that  the  crisis 
presented  by  the  financial  condition  of  the 
Medicare  Trust  Funds  be  urgently  addressed 
on  a  comprehensive  basis,  including  a  review 
of  the  program's  financing  methods,  benefit 
provisions,  and  delivery  mechanisms. 

Third,  let  me  say  once  again  that  in 
15  years,  unless  we  do  something,  that 
spending  on  Medicare.  Medicaid.  Social 
Security.  Federal  and  military  pen- 
sions, and  interest  on  the  debt  will 
consume  the  entire  Federal  budget, 
leaving  no  money  for  defense,  for  edu- 
cation, for  roads,  or  any  other  pro- 
grams. Yes,  we  must  act  now,  and  un- 
less we  take  some  action,  it  is  very 
clear,  that  if  spending  continues  at  the 
same  rate  Medicare  will  go  bankrupt  in 
just  7  years. 

The  proposed  bill  before  us  is  the 
first  step  because  it  will  save  Medicare 
in  the  short  term.  But  the  second  step, 
and  one  that  we  have  not  talked  very 
much  about  thus  far,  is  the  specific 
policies  needed  to  preserve  Medicare  in 
the  short  and  long  terms.  The  Repub- 
lican balanced  budget  includes  a  provi- 
sion for  the  establishment  of  a  biparti- 
san commission  to  make  very  specific 
recommendations  on  the  solvency  of 
Medicare,  both  in  the  short  term  and  in 
the  long  term.  This  bipartisan  commis- 
sion  will    include   appointments   from 

both    sides    '^f    *"hp    ait^lp    tn    3rtr1rAQ«;    the 

fundamental  challenges  before  us. 

And  third,  as  has  been  pointed  out, 
we  do  need  to  update  the  Medicare 
structure.  We  need  to  bring  it  into  1995, 
1996,  and  1997  terms.  And  herein  lies  the 
reform  effort.  But  as  has  been  pointed 
out,  the  budget  resolution  before  us 
today  only  sets  the  target  numbers. 
The  actual  policy  decisions  on  how  to 
meet  those  targets  will  be  made  by  the 
various  committees  of  jurisdiction,  and 
they  will  be  made  with  the  input,  the 
advice,  the  counsel  of  this  bipartisan 
commission  and  their  recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  bring  a  different 
perspective  to  this  budget  debate  than 
many  of  my  colleagues,  for  several  rea- 
sons. First,  I  am  a  newcomer.  I  have 
been  here  only  5  months.  I  have  been  a 
member  of  the  Budget  Committee.  I 
participated  in  that  debate.  And  I  ap- 
preciate that  opportunity  and  that 
challenge  to  address  this  overall  budg- 
et. 

Second,  I  came  directly  to  this  body 
from  the  Medicare  arena  ais  a  physi- 
cian. Just  18  months  ago,  I  was  treat- 
ing Medicare  patients.  I  was  trans- 
planting hearts  into  Medicare  patients. 
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and  I  was  taking  care  of  their  heart 
and  lung  disease. 

Yes.  I  was  a  health  care  provider, 
and.  yes,  I  was  a  specialist.  I  very  di- 
rectly felt  the  blows  and  saw  the  im- 
pact of  some  very  good  reforms — re- 
forms such  as  the  Resource  Based  Rel- 
ative Value  Scale  [RBRVS]  which  dras- 
tically altered  the  way  Medicare  pays 
physicians.  I  had  the  opportunity  as  a 
hospital-based  physician  to  see  the  ef- 
fects not  so  long  ago  of  the  introduc- 
tion of  diagnosis  related  groups 
[DRG's],  I  have  lived  with  repeated 
changes  in  hospital  physician  pay- 
ments. And  most  importantly,  I  have 
been  a  provider  of  heart-related  proce- 
dures to  Medicare  beneficiaries. 

Heart  disease  requires  long-term 
management.  It  requires  acute  man- 
agement and  chronic  management.  I 
bring  this  personal  experience  to  the 
table. 

My  patients,  thousands  of  Medicare 
patients,  have  told  me  what  they  have 
come  to  expect  with  Medicare,  but  also 
what  they  would  like  to  expect  in  the 
future,  and  bankruptcy  is  not  there. 

Before  I  entered  medical  school,  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  study  health 
care  policy.  It  allows  me  to  take  that 
step  back  and  look  at  the  big  picture  as 
well.  And  quite  frankly,  coming  to  this 
body,  coming  to  this  Congress,  I  find  it 
incredible  that  Congress  has  allowed 
Medicare  to  come  to  this  point  where 
in  7  years,  unless  we  act  through  this 
budget  resolution.  Medicare  will  be 
bankrupt. 

I  am  here  to  talk  to  my  colleagues  as 
well  about  and  participate  in  that  dia- 
log of  fundamental  improvements  to 
the  Medicare  Program. 

Eventually.  I  plan  to  return  to  my 
medical  career.  I  will  return  to  a 
health  care  system  which  will  be  very 
much  determined  in  effect  by  what  de- 
cisions are  made  here  over  the  next  7 
years.  I  can  tell  you.  as  I  look  back  at 
the  altemc,*-ives.  the  past  failures  of 
Congress  have  not  left  seniors  with 
choice  in  Medicare  and  really  have  not 
left  taxpayers  or  providers  with  much 
choice.  Failure  for  as  in  this  body  to 
address  the  problems  driving  Medi- 
care's cost  growth  will  only  cripple  the 
future  of  our  health  care  system. 

My  appeal  is  very  different  from 
what  we  have  heard  over  the  last  hour. 
My  appeal  is  for  bipartisanship,  and  I 
support  the  establishment  of  this  bi- 
partisan commission  put  forth  in  this 
bill.  The  budget  resolution  in  this  bill 
sets  a  reasonable  target.  It  allows  Med- 
icare to  continue  to  grow  at  more  than 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation.  No.  not  10 
percent  as  it  has  historically,  but  over 
7  percent. 

Last  year.  President  Clinton  recog- 
nized that  the  program  was 
unsustainable  at  a  growth  rate  three 
times  the  rate  of  inflation  and  pro- 
posed to  allow  Medicare  spending  at 
twice  the  rate.  President  Clinton, 
speaking  to  the  AARP  in  California  in 
1993.  said: 


Today.  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid 
cut.  Only  in  Washington  do  people  believe 
that  no  one  can  get  by  on  twice  the  rate  of 
inflation.  So.  when  you  hear  all  this  business 
about  cuts.  let  me  caution  you  that  that  is 
not  what  is  going  on.  We  are  going  to  have 
increases  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Mr.  President,  that  was  the  President 
of  the  United  States  speaking  in  1993. 
Those  words  could  have  been  spoken  by 
any  Member  of  this  body  today.  I 
would  encourage  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  recognize  several 
things:  First,  we  have  essentially  all 
agreed  there  is  a  problem.  The  docu- 
mentation is  there.  Second,  we  have  all 
agreed,  including  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  on  what  can  be  an  ac- 
ceptable rate  of  spending  growth  if  we 
are  to  guarantee  the  solvency  or  the 
existence  of  this  program.  And,  third, 
we  all  agree,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
on  the  desire  to  preserve  the  integrity 
of  the  Medicare  program. 

We  are  not  that  far  apart.  From  some 
of  the  remarks  today— and  I  expect 
there  will  be  more  later  this  afternoon 
and  Monday— you  would  not  think 
that,  but  in  truth  we  are  not  that  far 
apart.  And  remember,  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  every  American  that  we 
must  speak  to  and  address  this  issue  of 
Medicare. 

The  board  of  trustees  for  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  recommended  that  we 
reestablish  an  advisory  council.  In  the 
Budget  Committee,  I  offered  the 
amendment  which  is  now  part  of  this 
plan  to  create  a  bipartisan  commission 
on  Medicare  solvency.  We  are  all  try- 
ing to  do  the  same  thing;  namely,  to 
come  up  with  solutions  that  protect 
Medicare's  future.  And  I  commend  my 
rtistingnished  cntlpague  from  Illinois. 
Mr.  Simon,  for  joining  me  in  support  of 
pursuing  bipartisan  solutions  to  these 
tough  challenges  that  we  all  recognize 
are  ahead. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton  believes  Medicare  reform 
must  be  confined  to  wholesale,  com- 
plete, overall  reform  of  our  health  care 
system,  of  all  aspects.  Well,  that  was 
rejected  last  year  by  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  also  understand  that  the  two 
trustees  representing  the  public  re- 
ported to  Congress  that  Medicare  ur- 
gently needs  to  be  addressed  and.  as  I 
said  earlier,  should  be  considered  as  a 
distinct  legislative  initiative. 

I,  for  one,  am  willing  to  consider  all 
solutions  to  Medicare's  insolvency.  I 
would  love  to  review  plans  put  together 
in  a  bipartisan  effort.  The  one  thing  I 
ask.  because  this  is  what  my  patients 
have  told  me.  is  that  we  must  address 
Medicare's  pending  bankruptcy  so  it 
will  be  here  in  the  next  7  years.  The 
President's  budget  clearly  failed  in 
that  department. 

First,  as  a  newcomer,  I  would  appre- 
ciate learning  from  my  colleagues, 
learning    from    Senator    Si.mon,     who 


spoke  out  in  support  of  this  bipartisan 
commission.  I  would  also  like  to  hear 
from  my  colleague  from  New  York,  Mr. 
MOYNIH.^N.  about  his  thoughts  for  how 
together  we  can  guarantee  Medicare's 
future.  As  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  Finance  Committee  and  an 
expert  in  economic  policy,  he  has  much 
to  offer  us  in  this  debate.  And  my  col- 
league from  Nebraska.  Mr.  Kerrfjy. 
who  served  as  chair  of  the  Bipartisan 
Entitlement  Commission,  has  been  a 
strong  voice  in  the  need  to  address  the 
long  term  Medicare  dilemma. 

I  know  I  can  benefit  from  the  exper- 
tise of  my  many  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  Let  us  go  at  it  in  a 
bipartisan  way. 

The  budget  resolution  before  u.s 
should  not  be  an  argument  driven  by 
each  and  every  special  interest.  Rath- 
er. I  urge  each  of  us  to  begin  with  this 
plan,  agreeing  upon  a  target  and  follow- 
that  with  an  honest  policy  debate  on 
how  to  get  us  there. 

Mr.  President,  right  now.  we  are 
talking  about  Medicare.  We  are  talking 
about  health  care.  We  are  looking  for 
solutions.  I  caution  my  colleagues  not 
just  to  look  for  short-term  solutions 
We  need  to  participate  over  the  long 
haul. 

There  is  no  question  that  Congress 
must  absolutely  slow  the  rate  of 
growth  by  finding  Medicare  .savings 
just  to  shore  up  the  trust  fund  in  the 
short  term  and  buy  us  some  time  so  we 
can  address  the  program's  long-term 
future,  but  we  cannot  forget  those  fun- 
damental problems.  The  bottom  line  is 
that  we  cannot  end  up  in  a  situation 
addressing,  as  this  body  has  so  many 
times  in  the  past,  only  those  short- 
term  solutions. 

The  underlying  problems  will  con- 
tinue and  our  job  will  nni-  hf>  linno  until 
Medicare  is  restructured  to  prepare  us 
all.  to  prepare  this  country,  to  prepare 
the  program  for  the  entrance  of  the 
post-World  War  II  baby  boom  popu- 
lation. If  we  only  try  to  slow  the 
growth  in  the  near  future,  our  at- 
tempts will  be  in  vain. 

We  need  structural  Medicare  re- 
form—reform which  expands  choice. 

My  hope  is  that  this  will  be  the  last 
budget  resolution  where  we  have  to 
make  some  arbitrary  provider  payment 
cuts  and  across-the-board  changes  to 
benefits  or  cost-sharing  requirements. 
Part  of  my  hope  in  coming  to  the  Sen- 
ate was  to  share  my  experience  and 
perspective  with  my  colleagues.  I  reach 
out  to  them  in  a  bipartisan  way.  No.  1. 
to  pass  this  budget— it  guarantees  Med- 
icare solvency— No.  2.  to  support  the 
bipartisan  commission  outlined  in  this 
budget:  and.  No.  3.  to  join  us  all  at  the 
table  as  we  develop  a  policy  which  will 
protect  Medicare  in  the  future. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gr.\ms).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  is  recognized. 
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Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  Presid- 
ing Officer. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  Medicare  amendment  now  being 
discussed. 

I  oppose  the  cuts  in  Medicare,  Medic- 
aid, and  also  in  this  budget  resolution, 
I  oppose  the  cuts  in  veterans'  health 
care. 

I  rise  in  defense  of  the  GI  Joe  genera- 
tion. And  who  am  I  talking  about  when 
I  say  the  GI  Joe  generation?  I  am  talk- 
ing about  the  World  War  II  genera- 
tion—the men  who  fought  on  the  bat- 
tlefront  overseas  and  the  women  who 
fought  on  the  homefront  here  in  our 
own  communities:  those  wonderful 
Rosie  the  Riveters  who  kept  the  United 
States  of  America  running  while  the 
men  fought  for  democracy  around  the 
world. 

Now  they  are  our  senior  citizens. 
They  are  the  very  ones  who  are  the 
beneficiaries  of  Medicare  and  particu- 
larly the  long-term  care  component  of 
Medicaid.  And  they  are  the  ones  this 
budget  will  place  an  undue,  devastat- 
ing, and  debilitating  burden  on.  That  is 
why  I  oppose  these  cuts  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid. 

In  this  budget,  we  are  given  cuts,  not 
compassion.  And  here  we  are,  on  the 
eve  of  Memorial  Day.  We  just  com- 
memorated V-E  Day.  In  a  few  months 
we  will  commemorate  V-J  Day  and  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  And  now  we  are 
telling  this  gallant  GI  Joe  generation 
that  promises  made  are  not  promises 
kept. 

I  am  an  appropnator.  I  once  chaired 
the  VA-HUD  Subcommittee.  I  know 
about  budgets.  And  I  know  firsthand 
what  these  cuts  will  mean. 

These  are  not  numbers  or  statistics 
or  line  items.  These  are  issues  related 
to  people's  (-are — primary  care,  acute 
care,  long-term  care,  and  to  making 
sure  that  people  have  the  prosthetic 
devices  they  need. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  my  fellow  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate:  Have  we  no 
character?  Have  we  no  memory  of  who 
these  men  and  women  are? 

They  are  the  men  who  fought  from 
the  shores  of  Normandy  to  Iwo  Jima. 
America's  veterans  fought  to  save 
Americans:  they  fought  to  save  this 
Western  civilization:  and  they  fought 
to  defend  the  very  principles  that  this 
country  was  founded  on. 

These  were  the  women,  as  I  said,  who 
were  called  the  Rosies.  who  made  sure 
that  not  only  the  schools  and  busi- 
nesses operated,  but  they  were  there 
making  sure  that  we  built  airplanes, 
mobilized  our  defense,  kept  the  United 
States  of  America  running.  And  when 
the  war  was  over,  they  went  back  home 
to  raise  their  families,  and  they  con- 
tributed to  the  greatest  prosperity  that 
this  country  has  ever  seen.  We  would 
not  be  here  as  a  nation  today,  we  would 
not  be  a  superpower  today,  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  GI  Joe  generation. 

They  did  not  hesitate  when  they  were 
called  to  service,  whether  it  was  the 


battlefront  or  the  homefront  in  their 
own  neighborhoods  and  communities. 
They  organized  and  mobilized  to  save 
America.  They  organized  and  mobilized 
to  save  Western  civilization.  And  now 
they  must  organize  and  mobilize  to 
save  their  very  own  health  care. 

Well,  they  are  not  alone.  They  should 
know  I  am  on  their  side.  I  value  them 
and  I  appreciate  them.  And  that  is  why 
I  oppose  these  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  and  in  veterans'  health  care. 
This  budget  deals  with  Medicare  and 
Medicaid.  It  proposes  to  cut  $250  billion 
in  Medicare  and  $170  billion  in  Medic- 
aid. 

The  Lautenberg-Rockefeller-Mikul- 
ski  amendment  seeks  to  reduce  some  of 
the  devastating  effects  and  impacts 
that  this  would  have  on  the  very  people 
who  rely  on  these  programs. 

Let  us  be  clear.  This  is  the  single 
largest  cut  in  the  history  of  the  Medi- 
care Program. 

What  will  it  mean  to  the  GI  Joe  gen- 
eration? It  will  mean  that  senior  citi- 
zens in  Maryland  and  throughout  this 
Nation  will  have  less  access  to  health 
care.  It  will  mean  fewer  visits  to  the 
doctor,  reduced  preventive  care,  in- 
cluding screenings  for  breast  cancer 
and  prostate  cancer.  It  means  fewer 
laboratory  tells,  such  as  delayed  diag- 
nosis for  treatable  illnesses  like  pneu- 
monia. And  it  will  also  mean  fewer  doc- 
tors and  hospitals  accepting  Medicare 
patients— those  very  doctors  and  hos- 
pitals that  are  now  willing  to  treat 
senior  citizens. 

There  are  going  to  be  fewer  home 
health  care  services  and  seniors  will 
have  less  access  to  lifesaving  equip- 
ment, like  oxygen  and  kidney  dialysis. 
The  impact  on  long-term  care  is  dev- 
astating. It  will  mean,  in  my  own  home 
State,  that  -l.SOO  Marylanders.  senior 
citizens,  will  see  nursing  home  care 
shrink  in  1996  alone.  They  will  see  cuts 
in  preventive  care.  They  will  lose  pre- 
scription drug  benefits  for  chronic  dis- 
eases like  high  blood  pressure,  angina, 
and  colitis. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  saying  no  to 
these  cuts  in  Medicare.  I  am  saying  no 
to  the  cuts  that  would  hold  up  treat- 
ment of  heart  disease  and  strokes  for 
Maryland's  World  War  II  veterans.  I  am 
saying  no  to  the  cuts  that  would  delay 
the  mother  and  grandmother  in  Mary- 
land from  getting  their  yearly  mam- 
mograms. I  am  saying  no  to  these  cuts. 
Of  course,  we  have  to  worry  about 
sustainability  and  solvency  of  the  Med- 
icare and  Medicaid  programs.  But 
while  we  are  looking  at  the  bottom 
line,  let  us  make  sure  we  do  keep  the 
"care  "  in  Medicare;  let  us  make  sure 
we  keep  the  "security"  in  Social  Secu- 
rity; and  let  us  keep  the  "aid"  in  Med- 
icaid. 

Balancing  the  budget  should  not  be 
about  rhetoric  or  scoring  political 
points.  Balancing  the  budget  should  be 
about  honoring  the  contributions  of 
the  GI  Joe  generation,  the  generation 


who  worked  hard,  played  by  the  rules, 
created  prosperity  for  this  country. 
And  it  should  be  about  fighting  for  the 
future  generations,  as  well. 

This  is  a  crucial  time  in  our  Nation's 
history,  when  we  decide  what  kind  of 
Nation  we  want  to  be.  when  we  decide 
if  promises  made  are  promises  kept, 
when  we  will  decide  if  we  will  honor 
our  mother  and  our  father,  which  is  not 
only  a  good  commandment  to  live  by, 
but  I  believe  it  should  also  be  strong 
public  policy. 

By  supporting  this  amendment,  I  do 
believe  that  we  take  a  stand  as  to 
where  we  will  be  going  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury. 

Fifty-five  years  ago,  a  great  First 
Lady  by  the  name  of  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
stood  before  the  American  people  at  a 
political  convention.  Europe  had  been 
invaded,  Poland  was  occupied,  the  blitz 
had  begun  in  London.  We  were  on  the 
brink  of  war  here.  She  said  to  the 
American  people  that  this  was  no  ordi- 
nary time,  and  it  called  for  no  ordinary 
effort.  And  the  people  that  she  sent  out 
that  call  of  arms  to  were  no  ordinary 
generation.  They  were  the  men  and 
women  who  organized  and  mobilized  an 
incredible  war  effort — and  they  made 
the  difference  and  they  made  no  ordi- 
nary sacrifice. 

So  now,  here  we  are  on  the  brink  of 
Memorial  Day  and  there  will  be  those 
who  will  want  to  honor  the  GI  Joe  gen- 
eration with  platitudes  and  plaques 
and  parades.  I  say  we  honor  them  by 
offering  our  gratefulness,  our  grati- 
tude, our  appreciation,  and  our  com- 
mitment to  them  in  the  U.S.  budget  as 
we  pass  it. 

So  I  hope  when  they  call  the  roll,  we 
will  vote  aye  for  the  Lautenberg- 
Rockefeller  Mikulski  amendment  and 
fight  for  this  GI  generation  that  fought 
so  hard  for  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senate 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
yields  time? 
Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER, 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from 
zona? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  ask  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  may  be  permitted  to 
speak  for  whatever  time  he  wants  to. 
and  I  yield  it  in  behalf  of  the  minority. 
Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  proceed  at  this  time 
as  part  of  the  majority  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  thank  the  Chair  and  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  correct 
one  thing  briefly  before  proceeding  to 
the  comments  I  intended  to  make.  It  is 
my  understanding  from  the  staff  of  the 
Budget  Committee  that  the  veterans 
medical  care  is  not — I  repeat  "not" — 
being  cut  under  the  Senate  budget  res- 
olution. To  the  contrary,  under  the 
President's  plan,   'VA   medical   care   is 
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cut  by  $780  million  by  the  year  2000. 
That  is  a  cut  under  his  1995  budget 
numbers. 

Mr.  President,  as  long  as  we  are  talk- 
ing about  promises  made  and  promises 
kept,  I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to 
reflect  a  little  bit  on  the  promises 
made  in  the  last  campaign  for  Presi- 
dent. President  Clinton,  of  course, 
promised  to  give  us  a  balanced  budget. 
He  said  he  would  submit  a  balanced 
budget.  He  bragged  in  his  first  year 
about  submitting  a  budget  that  would 
get  us  to  balance.  This  last  budget,  the 
one  we  just  rejected  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing 99-0  margin,  of  course,  would  not 
get  us  to  a  balanced  budget.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  it  has  deficits  for  5  years, 
averaging  S200  billion  a  year,  adding  $1 
trillion  to  the  national  debt  of  this 
country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  terms  of  prom- 
ises made  and  promises  kept,  certainly 
the  President  has  not  kept  a  promise 
that  he  has  made  to  help  us  get  to  a 
balanced  budget. 

Insofar  as  the  Democrats  are  con- 
cerned, many  of  them  opposed  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  when  it  was 
debated  on  this  floor,  arguing  that 
they  did  not  need  a  constitutional  con- 
straint, they  could  do  it  without  a  re- 
quirement. Yet,  today,  we  find  that 
there  is  no  Democrat  alternative  pend- 
ing before  us;  none  has  been  offered. 
The  only  one  coming  from  a  Demo- 
crat— the  President — was  opposed  by 
all  Democrat  Senators  in  this  Chamber 
just  a  few  hours  ago. 

So  while  our  Democratic  friends  are 
very  good  about  suggesting  problems 
with  the  approach  we  have  taken,  it  is 
all  negative,  it  is  all  criticism.  There  is 
no  constructive  suggestion  as  to  how 
we  can  achieve  a  balanced  budget.  So  I 
suggest  when  we  are  talking  about 
promises  made  and  promises  kept,  it  is 
the  Republicans — first  in  the  House 
last  night  and  in  the  Senate  this 
week— who  by  Wednesday  of  next  week 
will  have  kept  the  promises  we  made  in 
the  last  election— promises  made  and 
promises  kept. 

That  will  be  a  good  test  for  the  vot- 
ers next  time  we  have  an  election.  Who 
promised  to  balance  the  budget  and 
who  is  keeping  their  promise?  I  submit. 
Mr.  President,  that  the  voters  will  de- 
cide it  has  been  the  Republicans  that 
have  kept  the  promises  that  they 
made. 

A  few  minutes  ago  we  had  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  a  chart,  which  was 
the  basis  for  the  comments  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey,  and  the  chart 
had  the  title.  "Whose  Side  Are  You 
On?"  Much  of  the  debate  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  at  that  time  focused 
on  this  division  of  our  country,  the 
winners  and  the  losers  in  this  entire 
debate. 

It  was  typical  of  the  politics  of  divi- 
sion, which  are.  frankly,  the  politics  of 
losers,  the  politics  of  fear,  the  politics 
of  a  zero-sum  game,  of  pitting  one  side 


against  the  other,  pitting  part  of  our 
society  against  another  part  of  our  so- 
ciety. It  is  the  us-against-them  game, 
the  rich  versus  the  poor,  the  old  versus 
the  young.  It  is  a  zero-sum  game,  as  I 
say. 

They  cannot  conceive  of  any  situa- 
tion in  which  there  are  not  winners  and 
losers.  In  their  view,  if  we  balance  the 
budget,  there  will  be  winners  and  there 
will  be  losers.  I  submit,  Mr.  President, 
that  if  we  balance  the  budget,  as  the 
Republicans  promise  to  do  and  as  our 
budget  says  we  will  do,  we  will  all  be 
winners.  Every  American  will  be  a  win- 
ner under  that  scenario.  And  the  fear 
that  is  being  preached  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  here,  that  somehow  there 
will  be  losers,  will  be  found  to  be  incor- 
rect. That  for  every  winner  there  must 
be  a  loser  is  wrong  historically,  and  it 
will  be  wrong  under  this  budget. 

The  amendment  that  is  on  the  floor 
right  now  attacks  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 
As  the  Senator  from  Oregon  pointed 
out  a  while  ago,  there  are  no  tax  cuts 
for  the  rich  in  the  Senate  proposal. 
There  are  none.  What  the  amendment 
that  is  on  the  floor  proposes  is  to  take 
a  sum  of  money — $100  billion — and 
spend  that  money,  even  though  it  has 
not  been  created  yet.  This  is  what  we 
hope  can  be  achieved  as  a  result  of 
achieving  balance  in  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002,  as  a  result  of  reduced  inter- 
est rates.  And  so  because  there  is  the 
potential  that  we  will  have  saved  that 
much  money.  Democrats  are  already 
suggesting  to  us  in  the  amendment 
pending  on  the  floor  ways  to  spend  that 
money.  They  will  not  agree  with  us  on 
the  budget  to  achieve  that  reserve  or 
that  windfall.  They  will  not  vote  for  it. 
But  they  will  sure  as  heck  find  a  way 

That  is  what  characterizes  this  en- 
tire debate.  First,  they  say.  no.  we  do 
not  need  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment; we  can  do  it  on  our  own.  Then 
they  say,  no,  we  do  not  have  any  idea 
how  we  can  do  it  on  our  own  and  we 
will  not  support  yours,  but  we  would 
like  to  spend  what  you  save.  That  is 
the  amendment  pending  before  us  and 
the  amendment  we  should  defeat. 

The  sponsors  of  this  amendment  at- 
tack our  budget  as  "hurting  ordinary 
Americans."  That  was  an  exact 
quotation  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey. It  is  the  failure  to  act  that  will 
hurt  ordinary  Americans. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
really  phrase  it  in  a  different  way.  Too 
many  Democrats  want  to  protect  ordi- 
nary Americans.  They  would  like  to 
keep  them  dependent  on  the  Govern- 
ment. Most  Republicans  disagree. 
Frankly,  we  do  not  think  there  is  such 
a  thing  as  an  ordinary  American.  We 
think  all  Americans  are  extraordinary. 
and  that  given  the  opportunity,  they 
can  all  improve  their  own  lives  and  the 
lives  of  their  families.  And  that  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  by  balancing  the 
budget.  We  are  trying  to  provide  that 


May  19,  1995 

opportunity  for  them  so  that  all  of  the 
extraordinary  .Americans  in  this  coun- 
try can  provide  for  themselves  without 
having  to  rely  upon  a  Federal  Govern- 
ment that  taxes  them  and  regulates 
them  to  death. 

We  believe  in  opportunity,  not  de- 
pendency. We  believe  that  almost  all 
Americans  can  achieve  more  for  them- 
selves and  their  families  if  they  have 
opportunity.  But  they  will  not  have 
that  opportunity  if  we  bankrupt  this 
country,  and  that  is  what  will  happen 
if  we  do  not  balance  the  budget.  That  is 
what  will  happen  if  we  do  not  adopt  the 
budget  before  us  that  will  achieve  bal- 
ance by  the  year  2002. 

Balancing  the  budget  is  about  our  fu- 
ture, about  our  children's  future.  It  is 
about  reducing  the  tax  burden  on  our 
families,  about  allowing  the  Govern- 
ment to  spend  money  on  something 
other  than  interest  on  the  debt,  about 
reducing  interest  rates.  As  a  matter  of 
fact.  Mr.  President,  let  me  cite  some 
statistics  from  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee.  According  to  the  commit- 
tee, the  deficit  adds  a  2-percent  surtax 
on  all  interest  rates;  2  percent  more  on 
car  loans,  student  loans,  credit  cards, 
and  on  mortgages.  Two  percent  on  a 
$75,000  30-year  mortgage,  for  example, 
adds  up  to  $37,440  over  the  life  of  the 
loan.  That  is  what  not  balancing  the 
budget  is  costing  average  Americans. 

If  current  patterns  continue,  we  will 
be  spending  $5.2  trillion  on  interest 
payments  over  the  next  15  years. 

That  is  money  we  cannot  spend  on 
other  things  like  health  care,  housing, 
nutrition  assistance  for  the  poor,  vet- 
erans care,  or  whatever. 

By  1997.  gross  interest^$300  billion 
annually— will  amount  to  about  as 
much  as  we  will  spend  on  income  secu- 
rity programs,  the  vvciiarc.  housing. 
nutrition.  AFDC.  SSI.  EITC.  food 
stamps,  education  and  training,  em- 
ployment and  social  services,  all  of 
these  things  combined.  But  eliminating 
the  deficit  will  result  in  lower  interest 
rates,  which  will,  in  turn,  lead  to  the 
creation  of  an  estimated  4.25  million 
jobs  over  the  next  10  years,  increased 
per  capita  incomes  by  over  16  percent, 
and  will  generate  more  revenue  for 
Federal  and  State  and  local  treasuries 
as  a  result  of  increased  economic  ac- 
tivities. 

So  by  balancing  the  budget,  we  will 
be  assuring  our  children  a  brighter  fu- 
ture. In  the  last  election,  I  was  very 
troubled  by  the  fact  that  many  people 
believed— and  surveys  confirmed  this 
—that  the  next  generation,  our  chil- 
dren's generation,  will  not  have  as 
much  opportunity  as  we  have  had. 

Part  of  the  election  was  about  turn- 
ing that  around,  about  changing  the  di- 
rection in  our  country  so  that  we  could 
guarantee  that  our  children  and  grand- 
children would  have  the  same  oppor- 
tunity that  we  have  had  to  make  a  bet- 
ter living  for  themselves. 

The  national  debt  now  amounts  to 
about  $4.8  trillion.  That  is  about  $18,500 
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for  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  the 
country,  about  $74,000  of  debt  for  the 
average  family  of  four.  Even  if  we  bal- 
ance the  budget  at  this  very  moment, 
the  average  American  family  would  be 
stuck  with  a  bill  of  $74,000,  an  amount 
that  rivals  the  size  of  the  mortgage  on 
a  home.  In  order  to  pay  just  the  inter- 
est on  that  debt  each  year,  the  average 
family  would  have  to  pay  more  than 
$5,000  annually  in  taxes.  That  is  $430  a 
month  just  in  interest  payments,  and 
that  assumes  that  Congress  does  not 
run  any  more  budget  deficits  starting 
this  very  moment. 

Fortunately,  this  budget  resolution 
will  eliminate  the  deficits  by  the  year 
2002.  That  compares  with  President 
Clinton's  budget  which  would  have 
given  us  $200  billion  deficits  every  year 
for  the  foreseeable  future.  Just  to  put 
this  in  perspective,  for  every  year  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  runs  a 
$200  billion  deficit,  the  average  young 
person  will  pay  an  additional  $5,boO  in 
taxes  over  his  or  her  lifetime.  The  $1 
trillion  in  new  debt  that  President 
Clinton  proposed  in  his  5-year  budget 
plan  represents  an  additional  $25,000  in 
taxes,  an  additional  $25,000  for  every 
young  man  and  woman. 

So  you  see.  Mr.  President,  why  it  is 
so  important  that  we  pass  this  budget 
and  balance  the  budget.  It  is  for  the  fu- 
ture of  our  country.  What  will  happen 
if  we  do  not  do  it?  That  is  the  question. 
Our  colleagues  on  the  other  side,  too 
many  of  them,  ask  what  will  happen  if 
we  do.  Somebody  might  be  a  loser,  but 
everybody  in  this  country  will  be  losers 
if  we  do  not  balance  the  budget. 

The  burden  of  the  national  debt  does 
not  just  show  up  in  peoples  tax  bills.  It 
also  adds  a  surtax  in  interest,  as  I  said. 
The  estimate  is  that  the  debt  surtax 
acik^s  aoout  2  percent  to  tliuae  interest 
rates.  By  balancing  the  budget,  we  can 
help  eliminate  that  surtax  and  make  a 
home  purchase  more  affordable,  make 
it  easier  for  families  to  send  their  chil- 
dren to  college  and  to  do  all  the  other 
things  we  want  our  families  to  do. 

I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee.  Senator  Do- 
MENici.  for  his  work  in  putting  to- 
gether this  budget  resolution,  and  all 
the  members  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
It  was  not  easy.  Special  interests,  their 
allies  at  the  White  House  and  others 
are  already  out  trying  to  destroy  it. 

The  naysayers  have  not  gotten  the 
message  the  American  people  sent 
loudly  and  clearly  in  the  last  election 
that  they  want  less  spending,  less  Gov- 
ernment and  more  freedom. 

The  critics  have  nothing  to  offer  but 
fear.  Their  argument  is  to  scare  every- 
body about  what  will  happen  if  we  re- 
duce spending.  They  do  not  want  us  to 
cut  spending.  They  are  not  even  satis- 
fied with  some  limitation  on  the 
growth  in  spending.  All  they  know  is 
more  spending,  higher  taxes  and  bigger 
Government.  It  is  a  prescription  for 
economic  disaster.  The  red  ink  has  to 
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stop.  Look  where  Medicare  is  headed. 
The  Medicare  board  of  trustees  say  if 
nothing  is  done,  the  trust  funds  will 
begin  losing  money  in  1997  and  go 
bankrupt  by  the  year  2002. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  have  more  to 
say  about  this  Medicare  issue  later. 
The  Senator  from  Tennessee,  who 
spoke  eloquently  on  this  issue  and  who 
is  himself  a  physician,  has  made  it  very 
clear  in  his  remarks  that  we  have  to 
solve  this  problem  of  the  Medicare 
trust,  and  if  we  do  not,  every  American 
will  suffer. 

We  also  have  the  question  of  tax  cuts 
before  us,  but  they  are  not  in  this 
budget  resolution.  I  will  support  the 
Gramm  amendment  which  will  provide 
tax  cuts  because  we  believe  that  not 
only  should  American  families  have 
more  to  spend  of  the  money  they  have 
worked  hard  to  earn,  but  that  tax  cuts 
can  actually  assist  us  in  generating 
more  revenues  to  the  Treasury  and  pro- 
viding more  jobs  and  in  stimulating 
the  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  have 
more  to  say  about  those  things  later.  I 
would  just  like  to  close  with  this  point. 
For  me.  there  are  three  very  personal 
reasons  to  vote  for  this  balanced  budg- 
et resolution.  Their  names  are  Frances. 
Christopher,  and  Jonathan.  Those  are 
my  three  grandchildren.  Bom  just  a 
week  ago  today,  Jonathan  already 
owns  a  share  of  the  debt.  $18,500  and 
growing.  The  last  thing  any  of  us  wants 
is  to  leave  our  grandchildren  a  lower 
standard  of  living,  and  yet  that  is  pre- 
cisely what  will  occur  if  we  do  not  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

The  last  thing  we  want  to  leave  our 
grandchildren  and  children  is  the  obli- 
gation to  pay  the  large  and  growing 
debt  that  we  have  accumulated  to  pay 
for  things  that  we  wanted,  but  that  is 
exactly  what  will  happen  if  we  do  not 
get  the  Federal  budget  under  control. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  not  only  to 
oppose  the  amendment  which  is  before 
us  but  to  support  the  budget  resolution 
from  the  Budget  Committee,  because  it 
offers  us  the  way  to  a  brighter  future 
for  ourselves,  for  our  generation,  for 
our  children  and,  as  I  say,  for  those 
grandchildren  that  we  care  so  very 
much  about. 
I  yield  the  floor 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  might  use. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  listening  to  the  debate  over  the 
course  of  the  afternoon  and  before 
making  some  particular  remarks  on 
the  amendment  that  is  before  us,  it  is 
perhaps  useful  to  try  and  put  this 
whole  debate  into  some  historical  con- 
text. 

I  was  here  in  1981  when  we  had  the 
Reagan  budget.  I  happened  to  be  1  of  11 
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Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate  that  voted 
against  it  because  of  what  it  was  going 
to  do  to  the  size  of  the  Federal  deficit. 
We  heard  at  that  time,  "What  we  are 
embarked  upon  is  a  new  federalism.  All 
we  have  to  do  is  see  these  massive  tax 
cuts,  dramatic  increases  in  defense 
spending,  and  we  are  going  to  stimu- 
late the  economy  and  we  are  going  to 
be  able  to  have  balanced  budgets." 

At  that  time,  we  had  a  $450  billion 
deficit.  At  the  end  of  12  years,  we  had 
a  $4.7  trillion  deficit.  I  yielded  time  to 
someone  on  the  other  side  and  they 
said,  "Well,  the  Democrats  controlled 
the  Congress." 

Let  us  not  forget.  There  was  only  one 
time  during  that  whole  period  of  time 
that  the  Reagan  recommendations  to 
the  Congress  were  less  than  what  was 
actually  appropriated— less. 

So  when  I  listen  to  all  this  talk 
about  how  we  ought  to  examine  where 
the  Democrats  have  been  and  where 
they  are.  I  can  ask  our  good  friends, 
where  are  those  speeches  now  when  we 
followed  their  advice  some  years  ago 
and  put  this  country  into  the  kind  of 
deficit  that  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
has  talked  about  and  complained 
about? 

So  we  ought  to  look  a  little  bit  about 
where  we  are.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is. 
if  we  did  not  have  the  kind  of  deficits 
that  have  been  run  up  over  the  period 
of  the  last  12  years,  effectively  our 
budget  would  be  balanced.  It  was  their 
economic  policy  that  put  us  in  here. 
And  it  was  the  economic  policies  that 
were  accepted  in  this  body  without  one 
single  Republican  vote  that  moved  us 
to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit  by  $800 
billion  and  also  provided  some  incen- 
tives, some  financial  incentives  for 
those  Americans  who  are  at  the  lower 
level  of  the  economic  ladder— the 
working  Americans,  those  who  are 
making  $26,000. 

Effectively,  they  have  about  a  $1,100 
benefit  from  it.  Well,  no  longer,  not 
under  this  budget.  No  longer,  not  under 
this  budget.  They  have  closed  that 
down  as  well.  They  have  taken  the 
EITC  away.  A  program  that  was  even 
supported  by  President  Reagan  years 
ago.  they  closed  that  program  down. 

So  when  they  talk  with  crocodile 
tears  about  equity  and  they  talk  about 
who  has  been  benefiting,  it  was  during 
that  period  of  time,  from  the  1980's  to 
the  1990's,  when  the  wealthy  got 
wealthier  and  the  working  class  got 
poorer.  That  is  what  has  happened  over 
that  period  of  time.  What  is  repugnant 
to  many  Members  of  the  Senate  is  now 
that  we  are  taking  those  Americans 
who  are  the  most  vulnerable — our  el- 
derly and  in  instances  our  young  peo- 
ple, the  millions  of  children  who  are  on 
the  Medicaid  Program— and  putting 
them  at  further  risk  and  saying,  "Well, 
we  have  to  do  that,  we  have  to  do  that, 
what  are  the  alternatives? 

There  is  no  cutting  here  with  regard 
to  corporate  welfare  in  this  program. 
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In  the  House  of  Representatives,  Mr. 
Kasich  had  a  bundle  of  $25  billion,  and 
the  powers  that  be  in  the  Republicans 
said,  "Oh,  no,  put  that  aside." 

Why  is  it  the  Budgret  Committee  had 
time  to  consider  raising  taxes  on  the 
working  poor  and  did  not  have  the  time 
to  put  taxes  on  the  billionaires  that 
are  forfeiting  their  citizenship  in  order 
to  escape  taxes? 

They  did  not  have  the  time  to  do 
that.  They  could  not  give  that  consid- 
eration. They  need  to  study  that  more. 
They  did  not  need  to  study  how  to  put 
more  taxes  on  working  families.  No. 
they  did  not  need  to  study  that.  They 
have  to  study  about  how  to  put  on 
some  taxes  on  the  billionaires  that  are 
renouncing  their  American  citizenship 
after  they  have  made  their  resources 
here,  to  go  to  another  land  and  not  pay 
their  fair  share.  They  could  not  think 
about  that. 

They  could  not  find,  out  of  all  the 
tax  expenditures,  any  funds  for  help 
and  assistance.  They  could  not  look 
into  the  kinds  of  grazing  fees  or  the 
kind  of  mining  agreements  or  other 
kinds  of  subsidies  that  are  taking  place 
out  there.  They  could  not  even  find 
nickels  and  dimes  in  there.  No.  they 
could  not. 

So  we  are  faced  with  this.  We  have  a 
serious  issue  and  problem.  The  last 
time  that  I  read  the  Lautenberg- 
Rockefeller-Murkowski-Kennedy-Mur- 
ray  amendment,  it  said  that  in  the  lit- 
tle honey  pot  that  has  been  designated 
out  there,  the  $170  billion  that  can 
grow  up  to  $350  billion  in  the  outyears, 
all  it  says  now  that  is  that  it  can  be 
used  for  tax  cuts. 

We  know  what  the  purposes  are. 
There  can  be  those  that  want  to  deny 
that  on  the  floor.  Except  the  majority 
leader  has  indiuciLed  Lhal  he  is  for  a  tax 
cut.  Senator  Gr.\.m.vi  of  Texas  says  he  is 
for  a  tax  cut.  Republicans  say  they  are 
for  the  tax  cut. 

All  we  are  saying  is.  put  it  into  Medi- 
care. Put  it  back  into  Medicare.  If  they 
are  going  to  have  it  there,  make  sure  it 
goes  on  back  to  Medicare. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  put 
Congress  into  some  kind  of  understand- 
ing about  where  we  are  at  this  particu- 
lar time.  There  is  nothing  in  terms  of 
the  amendment  that  is  before  Members 
that  will  undermine  the  basic  structure 
of  the  budget  resolution  that  comes 
out.  Many  Members  have  and  will  have 
different  amendments  on  that,  that 
will  deal  with  education  and  also  deal 
with  the  earned-income  tax  credit. 

I  see  my  colleague  and  friend  from 
Washington,  who  addresses  that  issue 
with  such  eloquence  and  knowledge, 
and  I  think,  with  such  fairness,  about 
what  the  implications  are  for  working 
families. 

Then.  Mr.  President,  we  hear  about 
the  questions  of  fear,  those  who  are 
saying  this  should  not  be 
fearmongering.  I  will  say.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  senior  citizens  ought  to  have 


a  concern  when  we  are  talking  about 
the  kinds  of  cuts  in  Medicare — and  I 
will  get  into  that  in  a  few  moments — 
that  we  are  talking  about  and  also  the 
kinds  of  cuts  that  will  be  in  Social  Se- 
curity. I  will  come  back  to  that. 

This  is  the  stealth  cut  on  Social  Se- 
curity. Stealth  cut  on  Social  Security. 
Remember  all  the  speeches — "We  are 
not  going  to  touch  Social  Security." 
This  budget  does.  I  will  come  back  to 
that  in  just  a  few  moments. 

The  fact  is  when  our  seniors  are  liv- 
ing at  the  edge,  they  ought  to  be  con- 
cerned about  this.  We  hear.  well,  look 
what  happened  last  year.  We  had  Presi- 
dent Clinton  talking  about  how  growth 
is  not  really  a  cut  in  terms  of  the  So- 
cial Security  and  the  cuts  in  Medicare. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  under  the 
health  reform  bill  last  year,  more  was 
put  in  than  was  taken  out  under  the 
Medicare.  More  was  put  in  than  was 
taken  out.  That  was  in  the  prescription 
drugs  and  also  in  the  long-term  care 
provisions. 

That  is  not  what  we  are  talking 
about  here.  We  are  talking  about  the 
major  cuts  that  are  going  to  be  used 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

Now,  our  friends  on  the  other  side 
can  talk  about  where  the  President  was 
last  year  and  try  to  confuse  the  debate. 
It  should  not  be  confused  among  the 
American  people.  They  knew  they  were 
going  to  get  help  and  assistance  on  pre- 
scription drugs  and  they  knew  they 
were  going  to  get  help  and  assistance 
on  long-term  care. 

My  friends,  all  that  will  happen 
under  this  Medicare  proposal  if  this 
budget  goes  through  and  it  is  followed 
through  will  be  very,  very  significant 
cuts. 

Now,  another  argument  that  I  have 
heard  this  afternoon,  well,  where  is  the 
President's  program?  Where  is  the 
President's  program?  The  President 
said  where  it  will  be.  He  said,  just  drop 
that  tax  cut,  indicate  how  we  want  to 
change  Medicare  in  terms  of  health 
care  reform.  Health  care  reform  is  im- 
portant because  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
are  a  quarter  of  the  Nation's  health 
care  expenditures.  We  will  not  be  able 
to  get  a  real  handle  on  those  expendi- 
tures unless  we  do  the  total,  all  four 
quarters.  That  is  the  only  way  we  will 
ever  reform  the  system,  the  only  way 
we  will  stop  the  cost  shifts  that  are 
taking  place  in  every  hospital  in  this 
country.  Everyone  in  this  body  under- 
stands it  and  knows  it.  We  have  to  deal 
with  it  in  the  totality.  That  is  what 
the  President  said.  Deal  with  Medicare 
in  terms  of  overall  reform. 

Eliminate  the  cuts  in  education.  I  am 
amazed  at  the  kind  of  cuts  we  are  fac- 
ing in  terms  of  education.  We  passed 
last  year  the  reform  of  our  Head  Start 
program,  on  the  basis  of  a  bipartisan 
review,  and  we  had  overwhelming  sup- 
port— I  do  not  think  there  were  five 
votes  aigainst  the  Head  Start  program. 
At   least  500.000  young  people   will   be 


cut  out  of  the  Head  Start  Program 
under  this  budget.  We  revamped  the 
chapter  I  program,  and  had  an  impor- 
tant debate  about  allocations  of  re- 
sources and  formulas,  about  how  we 
would  try  to  meet  the  greatest  needs  in 
our  shifting  population,  a  result  of  the 
flow  of  migrants,  which  has  a  signifi- 
cant impact  in  this  country.  We  spent 
a  lot  of  time  on  that  matter.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  alike,  bipartisan 
support,  restructured  that  program. 

Even  on  the  Goals  2000  program  we 
had  bipartisan  support.  On  the  school- 
to-work  program.  Gov.  Tommy  Thomp- 
son, a  Republican  from  the  State  of 
Wisconsin,  thinks  it  is  one  of  the  most 
important  and  significant  education 
programs  to  come  down  the  line.  Ask 
the  former  Republican  Governor  from 
the  State  of  Maine,  who  has  written  a 
book  about  it.  I  was  with  him  yester- 
day and  we  celebrated  the  1-year  anni- 
versary. He  talked  about  the  difference 
it  has  made  in  the  lives  of  the  young 
people  in  his  State.  Bipartisan  support. 
We  moved  to  a  direct  loan  program  for 
higher  education.  Bipartisan  support. 

Each  and  every  one  of  those  pro- 
grams—bipartisan support.  And  we  got 
some  funding  for  those  programs.  Ef- 
fectively, this  budget  is  going  to  emas- 
culate those  programs. 

I  will  go  through  this  at  another 
time  when  we  come  to  the  education 
debate.  What  is  it?  Is  this  allegedly 
what  the  vote  for  change  was  about 
last  fall?  I  do  not  believe  so.  I  do  not 
believe  so.  I  do  not  think  that  people  in 
any  part  of  this  country,  if  we  are  ask- 
ing, think  that  those  are  the  areas  that 
we  want  to  cut.  And  these  are  the  cuts 
that  are  being  made  in  this  particular 
budget  area.  And  we  will  come  back  to 
those.  I  do  not  think  that  is  what  the 
people  are  asking 

The  President  has  indicated  his  will- 
ingness to  move  forward  in  a  bipartisan 
manner,  dropping  the  tax  cuts,  put  the 
Medicare  proposals  in  terms  of  a  com- 
prehensive reform  program,  and  to  con- 
tinue commitment  to  education. 

Education,  when  I  came  here,  for  the 
first  20  years  was  a  bipartisan  effort. 
We  never  had  a  single  partisan  debate 
on  education  policy  until  very  recent 
times.  Everything  was  virtually  a  bi- 
partisan effort.  It  was  true  in  this  body 
and  the  other.  And  bipartisan  even  in 
the  last  year  when  we  were  moving 
into  a  difficult  election  cycle  and  pe- 
riod, we  were  still  together  in  terms  of 
the  bipartisan  nature  of  the  education 
programs.  Those  programs  now  have 
been  undermined. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  talking  in  this 
debate  about  fairness.  We  are  talking 
about  equity.  We  are  talking  about  the 
impact  of  these  budget  cuts  on  working 
families.  They  all  hit  working  families. 
Cut  back  on  that  Medicare  program 
and  we  are  hitting  the  parents  of  work- 
ing families.  We  cut  back  on  the  stu- 
dent loan  program  and  we  are  hitting 
the  sons  and  daughters  of  working  fam- 
ilies.  We  cut  back  on  the  Head  Start 


Program,  the  other  kinds  of  support 
programs,  chapter  I— we  are  hitting  the 
sons  and  daughters  of  working  fami- 
lies. 

Basically,  this  amendment  is  saying 
we  have  to  make  some  adjustments  in 
Medicare,  but  do  not  put  your  greedy, 
budget-cutting  hands  on  Medicare  in 
order  to  provide  a  tax  cut  for  wealthy 
individuals. 

Now,  we  ought  to  be  able  to  agree  on 
that.  That  is  what  the  issue  is.  We 
want  to  restate  it.  reconstruct  it.  and 
say  OK.  we  will  do  it.  That  is  the  point. 

.Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  other 
Republican  arguments  in  support  of 
their  cuts.  The  first  argument  is  total 
Medicare  spending  will  continue  to 
grow  under  their  plan,  so  there  has  not 
been  a  real  cut.  The  second  is.  as  I 
mentioned,  that  the  Clinton  plan  cut 
Medicare  just  as  much  as  the  Repub- 
lican plan,  so  the  Republican  cuts  must 
be  OK. 

There  seems  to  be  a  double  standard 
here.  When  you  do  not  keep  up  with  in- 
flation in  the  Defense  Department 
budget,  that  is  a  cut.  That  is  a  cut. 
When  you  do  not  keep  up  with  inflation 
in  Medicare,  that  is  an  increase.  I  hope 
our  friends  are  going  to  explain  that, 
why.  if  we  do  not  keep  up  in  terms  of 
inflation  in  DOD.  we  are  going  to  see 
that  as  real  cut  in  terms  of  our  na- 
tional security.  That  is  what  the  de- 
bate is.  We  have  heard  it.  We  under- 
stand it.  We  know  it  and  it  is  a  policy 
decision  that  has  to  be  addressed. 

But  let  us  address  it  all  fair  and 
square.  Let  us  say  we  understand  that 
and  now  we  are  either  going  to  increase 
it  or  not  increase  it  Senior  citizens  are 
not  stupid.  They  know  what  is  a  cut 
and  what  is  not.  Under  this  proposal 
they  will  pay  $-112  more  a  year  for  their 
part  B  pieiiiiuins  than  they  would 
under  current  law.  That  is  a  cut  and  it 
comes  straight  out  of  their  Social  Se- 
curity check.  It  comes  right  out  of 
their  Social  Security  check. 

So  much  for  the  promise  never  to  cut 
Social  Security.  They  know  that  under 
this  proposal  they  are  likely  to  see  a 
doubling  of  their  part  B  deductible  to 
$200  When  you  have  to  pay  an  addi- 
tional $100  to  go  to  the  doctor,  that  is 
a  cut.  And  under  this  proposal  they  are 
likely  to  see  a  new  20  percent  coinsur- 
ance increase  for  home  health  services. 
This  means  that  of  the  very  sick  lower- 
income  women  over  the  age  of  75  who 
need  home  care,  most  will  pay  an  addi- 
tional $,'3,800  a  year.  When  Medicare 
gives  you  $3,800  less  protection,  that  is 
a  cut. 

Overall,  on  average,  senior  citizens 
are  going  to  pay  an  additional  $900  per 
year  when  the  plan  is  fully  phased  in; 
$3,200  over  7  years.  An  elderly  couple 
will  pay  an  additional  $1,800  a  year  and 
$6,100  over  the  next  7  years.  Our  Repub- 
lican friends  may  not  call  that  a  cut 
but  every  senior  knows  that  when  your 
Medicare  program  will  not  buy  you  the 
health  care  you  need  at  a  price  you  can 


afford,  your  standard  of  living  has  been 
cut.  And  that  is  just  plain  wrong. 

The  Medicare  cuts  in  the  Health  Se- 
curity Act  were  not  comparable  to  the 
ones  proposed  today.  I  would  like  to 
address  that  particular  issue. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  just  take  a 
moment  or  two  of  the  Senate's  time  to 
explain  how  this  particular  proposal 
that  is  before  us  now,  the  budget,  is 
really  a  cut  in  Social  Security;  a  cut  in 
Social  Security.  We  remember  the  de- 
bates we  had.  "We  are  not  going  to  cut 
in  Social  Security." 

In  regards  to  the  part  B  proposal,  in 
the  1993  OBRA  we  established  a  certain 
dollar  figure  that  represented  the  31 
percent  of  the  part  B  premium.  But 
that  was  really  higher  than  was  ex- 
pected under  the  agreements  that  were 
decided  in  the  early  19B0's  under  the 
1990  tax  bill,  and  without  the  changes 
in  this  budget  proposal,  it  was  intended 
that  the  prem.ium  would  go  down  to  26 
percent.  It  would  go  down  to  25  per- 
cent. But  the  Budget  Committee  now  is 
not  letting  it  decline  to  25  percent  but 
setting  it  at  31.5  percent  from  now  and 
continuing.  It  was  going  to  go  down. 

When  I  hear  on  the  floor  we  are  just 
extending  the  current  law.  the  current 
law.  if  you  did  not  touch  it  and  did  not 
extend  it.  the  premium  would  go  down. 
It  would  go  down  to  25  percent.  They 
are  continuing  it  at  31.5  percent.  So 
what  happens?  You  get  an  increase  if 
you  are  in  the  bottom  percentile  for 
Social  Security.  You  would  get  your 
increase  on  the  COLA,  but  with  a  33 
percent  cut  due  to  the  part  B  premium 
increase— that  $161  which  was  to  rep- 
resent the  increase  in  the  COLA  is  now 
$27.  That  is  a  cut  in  terms  of  what  you 
were  going  to  get  in  Social  Security. 
The  part  B  premium  is  part  of  Social 
Security.  It  is  voluntary,  but  basically 
there  is  uniform  acceptance,  and  un- 
derstandably so,  in  light  of  doctors' 
fees.  And  that  cut  is  right  across  the 
board.  The  25th  percentile,  or  the  aver- 
age, is  where  the  cut  would  come.  The 
real  COLA  will  be  down  some  57  per- 
cent; instead  of  getting  $237,  you  get 
$103;  instead  of  getting  $303  for  those 
with  $10,000  or  more  you  end  up  with 
$169.  That  is  a  real  cut  in  the  Social  Se- 
curity. 

The  Republican  budget  will  raise  pre- 
miums and  reduce  Social  Security  by 
more  than  $1,750  per  senior  over  the  life 
of  this  budget.  If  you  did  not  have  that 
provision  written  into  the  budget  by 
the  Budget  Committee,  if  that  provi- 
sion concurred  with  existing  law  where 
it  was  down  to  only  25  percent,  every 
senior  citizen  would  have  $1,750  more 
over  the  life  of  this  budget  plan. 

So.  that  is  a  cut  in  terms  of  real  in- 
come. P^or  whom?  For  Social  Security 
recipients.  And  for  an  elderly  couple 
the  reduction  in  the  Social  Security 
check  will  be  a  whopping  $3,500.  Next 
year  alone,  as  a  result  of  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  the  seniors  will  see  a  pre- 
mium increase  of  $134  compared  to  cur- 


rent law.  That  will  cut  out  more  than 
half  of  the  averaige  COLA  increase  of 
$237.  Lower-income  seniors  will  lose  83 
percent  of  their  COLA.  The  last  time 
the  Republicans  tried  to  cut  the  Social 
Security  COLA  they  were  forced  to 
back  down.  Now  they  are  trying  to  do 
it  by  stealth,  but  it  is  not  going  to 
work. 

It  is  not  only  through  Medicare  that 
the  Republicans  are  attacking  Social 
Security.  Look  what  has  happened  over 
in  the  House  budget.  In  the  House 
budget  the  Republicans  have  arbitrar- 
ily assumed  an  unprecedented  and  uni- 
lateral reduction  of  CPI  (Consumer 
Price  Index)  by  six-tenths  of  1  percent; 
the  goal  or  effect  of  this  change  is  to 
rob  $23  billion  in  Social  Security  bene- 
fits over  the  next  7  years.  There  is  the 
House  Republican  tax  break  for  the  top 
1  percent  of  the  incomes,  those  over 
$200,000.  The  House  Republicans'  six- 
tenths  of  1  percent  on  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  is  $23  billion  of  that. 

There  are  those  who  can  say  look,  we 
have  reviewed  this.  The  Consumer 
Price  Index  was  worked  out  in  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics.  It  has  been 
there  over  a  very  considerable  number 
of  years,  with  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats. Maybe  it  ought  to  be  adjusted. 
Maybe  it  ought  to  be  changed.  Maybe 
it  ought  to  be  altered.  But  is  it  not  in- 
teresting that  the  time  the  Repub- 
licans alter  it  is  the  time  they  wanted 
the  resources  for  the  taxes  for  the 
wealthiest  individuals  in  the  country? 

I  mean,  at  least  make  the  adjust- 
ments and  change  at  a  neutral  time. 
Convince  the  American  people  that 
this  has  nothing  to  do  with  trying  to 
get  additional  resources  to  give  to  the 
benefit  of  the  wealthiest  individuals. 
Do  it  at  a  neutral  time  and  have  those 
hearings  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
Do  it  at  a  neutral  time.  But  that  is  not 
the  way  it  was  done.  It  was  tied  in  to 
this  particular  budget  resolution. 

I  personally  think  that  there  ought 
to  be  an  adjustment.  I  think  there 
ought  to  be  an  adjustment.  And  I  think 
when  you  have  a  real  kind  of  evalua- 
tion of  the  adjustment  you  are  going  to 
find  out  that  seniors  are  the  ones  who 
are  paying  more  for  the  most  impor- 
tant items  that  are  absolutely  essen- 
tial in  their  lives:  More  for  their  rent, 
more  for  their  food,  more  for  their 
health  care.  Look  at  what  has  hap- 
pened to  health  care  since  the  time 
Medicare  has  been  put  in.  Where  $1  out 
of  $12  was  being  used  for  health  care, 
now  it  is  $1  out  of  $5  or  $1  out  of  $4. 
that  is  being  used  to  pay  for  health 
care. 

If  you  say  there  are  certain  items 
that  ought  to  be  weighted  in  order  to 
be  able  to  live  with  some  degree  of  dig- 
nity in  our  society,  some  degree  of 
peace,  some  degree  of  security.  I  think 
a  careful  evaluation  of  this  program 
would  indicate  that  they  probably  are 
being  shortchanged.  Maybe  yes  or 
maybe  no.  Maybe  yes  or  maybe  no.  But 
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one  thing  I  do  understand,  and  that  is 
that  this  change,  this  alteration — 
whether  it  has  the  support  of  Mr. 
Greenspan,  whom  I  respect,  and  other 
economists — we  can  listen  to  the  same 
number  of  economists  who  feel  the 
other  way,  who  do  not  support  these 
kinds  of  reductions.  It  should  not  have 
been  done  as  part  of  a  budget  program 
to  provide  for  those  kinds  of  benefits. 
It  is  basically  and  fundamentally 
wrong. 

So.  how  can  any  budget  plan  that 
purports  to  be  part  of  a  Contract  With 
America  break  America's  contract 
with  the  elderly?  It  is  bad  enough  to 
propose  these  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  at 
all.  It  is  even  worse  to  make  these  cuts 
in  order  to  pay  for  an  undeserved  and 
an  unneeded  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans. 

The  cuts  in  Medicare  are  unpleas- 
ant— $256  billion  over  the  next  7  years 
by  the  time  the  plan  is  fully  phased  in. 
The  average  senior  citizen  will  likely 
have  to  pay  $900  more  a  year  in  Medi- 
care premiums  and  out-of-pocket  costs, 
and  an  elderly  couple  would  have  to 
pay  $1,800  over  the  life  of  the  budget,  in 
additional  costs.  The  typical  senior  cit- 
izen needing  home  health  services 
would  pay  an  additional  $1,200.  If  any- 
one is  sick  enough  to  need  the  full 
home  care,  they  will  have  to  pay  $2,100. 

The  fundamental  unfairness  of  this 
proposal  is  plain.  Because  of  the  gap, 
senior  citizens  already  pay  too  much 
for  the  health  care  they  need.  The  av- 
erage elderly  American  pays  an  out- 
standing one-fifth  of  their  income  to 
cover  health  care  costs,  more  than 
they  paid  before  Medicare  was  even  en- 
acted 30  years  ago. 

The  reason  we  enacted  Medicare  was 
because  the  elderly  faced  a  health  care 
crisis  then.  The  lower  Income  older 
seniors  pay  even  more  than  one-fifth  of 
their  income  for  health  care,  and  Medi- 
care does  not  even  cover  prescription 
drugs.  The  coverage  for  nursing  home 
care  is  limited. 

I  see  other  colleagues  who  I  know 
want  to  address  the  Senate.  But  let  me 
just  conclude  finally  in  this  debate  so 
our  senior  citizens  understand  exactly 
where  we  are  during  the  course  of  this 
debate  and  discussion. 

At  the  start  of  this  session,  we  heard 
a  great  deal  about  how  we  wanted  to 
make  sure  that  all  the  laws  that  we 
passed  m  the  Congress  were  going  to  be 
applicable  to  the  Members  of  Congress. 
The  Democrats  .supported  that.  The  Re- 
publicans supported  it.  It  would  have 
passed  last  Congress.  It  passed  now.  We 
have  supported  it.  and  we  are  glad.  We 
have  heard  a  lot  of  speeches  about  it  at 
the  start  of  the  year,  and  we  will  con- 
tinue to  hear  about  it. 

There  is  an  interesting  other  side  of 
the  story  that  we  do  not  hear  very 
much  about:  that  is.  why  are  we  not 
providing  for  the  American  people 
what  we  are  providing  for  ourselves? 
We  have  said  we  will  provide  for  our- 


selves what  we  have  extended  in  laws 
to  the  American  people. 

The  other  side  of  that  is  that  we  have 
a  very  good  health  care  program;  very 
good,  indeed.  Are  we  debating  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  how  we  are 
going  to  provide  for  the  seniors  the 
kind  of  health  care  bill  that  we  have? 
Oh,  no.  We  are  talking  about  cutting 
theirs.  And  we  heard  last  year,  well,  if 
you  look  at  the  Members  of  Congress 
and  the  senior  citizens,  you  can  say, 
"Well,  you  know,  we  changed  it  now 
with  the  Members  of  Congress.  We  are 
capping  them.  We  are  going  to  cap  the 
amount."  My  Lord.  When  we  talked 
about  that  last  year,  that  was  price  fix- 
ing. We  cannot  do  that.  We  cannot  talk 
about  that.  That  was  price  fixing. 

At  least  we  are  making  some  attempt 
to  try  to  deal  with  it.  But  let  us  take 
a  little  look  where  the  average  senior 
citizen  is,  and  where  we  are  and  where 
we  are  going  under  this  budget  pro- 
posal. The  average  annual  income, 
$133,600  (for  a  Senator);  the  average  an- 
nual income  for  senior  citizens. 
$17.700— $17,700  for  those  senior  citizens. 

The  monthly  premium,  individual, 
part  B,  is  $46.10.  This  is  the  one  that  is 
going  to  rise  on  up  under  the  proposal 
of  the  budget. 

The  deductible  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress, $350— $816  for  our  senior  citizens. 
And  they  are  going  in  one  direction; 
they  are  going  up. 

Hospital  care,  unlimited;  for  the  sen- 
ior citizens,  limited;  prescription 
drugs,  covered;  and  not  covered  for  the 
senior  citizens. 

Go  in  to  any  room  of  senior  citizens 
in  this  country.  Ask  them,  "How  many 
of  you  are  paying  $50  a  month  or  more 
for  prescription  drugs?"  Half  the  hands 
will  go  up.  Ask  them  how  many  are 
paying  $25.  Do  you  know  what  you  get? 
You  get  a  roar  of  amazement,  like  they 
cannot  believe  you  do  not  understand 
that  70.  75,  80  percent  of  them  are  pay- 
ing $25 — closer  to  $50—  but  $25  a  month 
out  of  their  Social  Security  checks  for 
prescription  drugs,  the  prices  of  which 
have  gone  way  up  as  they  have  for  the 
last  2  or  3  years. 

We  have  that  kind  of  coverage.  We 
have  that  kind  of  coverage,  not  senior 
citizens.  There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  to 
try  to  deal  with  that. 

On  dental  care,  we  are  covered  with  a 
good  program.  They  are  not  covered  at 
all.  And  preventive  services,  we  have 
the  cervical,  prostate  cancer,  and  other 
preventive  diseases.  They  have  some 
benefits.  Out  of  pocket  limit,  $3,750. 
They  have  none.  It  is  $3,750,  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  but  they  have  none. 

You  would  think  most  people  around 
here  would  think:  "How  are  we  going 
to  have  this  group  look  more  like  that 
group?"  That  is  what  you  normally 
would  think  that  we  ought  to  be  debat- 
ing around  here. 

How  many  of  you  are  going  to  let  the 
senior  citizens  have  closer  to  what 
Members  of  Congress  have  and  10  mil- 


lion Federal  employees  have?  That  is 
what  we  ought  to  be  debating  around 
here.  Instead,  what  we  arc  talking 
about  here  is  how  we  are  going  to  make 
this  less  valuable,  with  increases  in 
each  and  ever.v  one  of  these  categories. 
Not  so  over  here;  not  so  for  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  But  over  here,  for 
who?  Our  senior  citizens  who  are  aver- 
aging $17,700  in  annual  income;  and 
Members  of  Congress.  $133,600. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  reason  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  was 
saying:  Look,  you  want  to  try  to  figure 
out  how  we  can  try  to  deal  with  health 
care  as  a  way  of  making  it  fair  and  eq- 
uitable, keeping  our  citizens  heallhier. 
enhancing  preventive  programs  so  that 
it  will  be  less  costly,  keeping  elderly 
people  out  of  the  emergency  room,  and 
being  able  to  treat  them  with  in-homo 
care,  in  congregate  sites  in  their  com 
munities.  You  want  to  tr.v  to  deal  with 
those  kinds  of  issues,  home  care  and 
other  issues,  but  do  not  provide  further 
cuts  on  our  senior  citizens  to  have  a 
designated  fund  that  will  be  available 
not  just  for  education,  not  just  for 
health  care  reform,  but  for  tax  reduc- 
tion. 

We  will  hear,  "Well,  this  really  is  not 
a  fund.  We  do  not  know  whether  it  will 
be  there.  And  if  it  is,  we  may  use  it. 
and  we  may  provide  a  lot  of  tax  cuts 
for  all  the  people  that  we  are  concerned 
about." 

It  is  so  interesting  that  we  could 
look  at  the  background  to  know  where 
those  tax  cuts  will  come,  both  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  as  those  that 
have  been  designated  for  the  wealthiest 
individuals. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  debate  is  im- 
portant. It  is  important  because  of  the 
issue  of  Medicare.  It  is  important  not 
because  of  just  the  dollars  and  cents, 
although  we  focus  a  great  deal  on  the 
dollars  and  cents;  it  is  important  be 
cause  of  the  degree  of  anxiety  that  is 
going  to  he  out  there  for  our  seniors. 

We  do  not  give  much  weight  to  the 
problems  of  anxiety  that  affect  our 
people.  We  cannot  put  into  the  budget 
what  a  parent  thinks  when  they  have  a 
sick  child  crying  in  the  night  and  they 
are  wondering  whether  that  child  is 
$150  sick,  because  that  is  what  it  costs 
to  go  to  the  emergency  room.  "Maybe 
I  should  wait  a  day  or  2  da.ys,  and  let 
that  child  get  bettor  or  sicker  because 
I  cannot  afford  that  $150."  We  do  not 
measure  that  in  this  budget  resolution. 

We  treat  it  too  cavalierly,  the  kind  of 
concerns  that  elderly  people  have, 
those  that  have  lost  their  eyeglasses 
and  wait  6  or  8  weeks  without  being 
able  to  read  a  book  because  they  have 
not  gotten  their  next  Social  Security 
check  to  be  able  to  buy  a  set  of  eye- 
glasses, let  alone  the  other  problems 
that  you  have.  Every  Member  in  here 
hears  from  them. 

Medicare  does  not  cover  dental  care. 
How  man.v  Members  in  here  spend  staff 
time  trying  to  get  a  doctor  that  will 


say  an  elderly  person  has  indigestion 
or  major  internal  problems,  and  the 
only  reason  they  have  it  is  because 
they  are  not  chewing  properly  and. 
therefore,  in  order  to  solve  an  internal 
problem,  they  need  to  get  a  set  of  den- 
tures? 

I  mean,  that  is  going  on  every  single 
day.  the  amount  of  staff  time  people 
spend,  the  anxiety  that  people  have. 
The  same  is  true  of  foot  care.  The  same 
is  true  with  the  tragedy  of  prescription 
drugs. 

I  want  to  conclude  with  the  very 
story  of  two  witnesses  that  I  had  last 
year,  one  named  Clifford  Towne,  who 
lived  with  his  wife,  Marie,  in  South 
Dartmouth.  MA. 

Clifford  Towne  is  a  veteran  who 
fought  in  World  War  II.  He  worked  hard 
all  his  life  in  the  textile  business,  and 
when  he  retired  he  had  over  $100,000  in 
the  hank.  He  owned  his  own  home.  He 
had  a  good  pension  from  Social  Secu- 
rity. Both  he  and  his  wife  developed  se- 
rious medical  problems.  High  medical 
costs  that  Medicare  docs  not  cover,  es- 
pecially the  prescription  drugs,  had 
wiped  out  his  savings.  He  had  to  run  up 
large  debts,  and.  as  he  told  our  com- 
mittee, he  tried  to  qualify  for  Medicaid 
but  his  Social  Security  income  was  too 
high. 

He  said: 

I  told  him  the  onl.v  wa.v  I  could  get  help  for 
m.v  wife  w.as  to  leave  her.  but  after  18  yeai-s 
I  just  couldn't  do  that.  I  would  rather  kick 
the  bucket  than  be  forced  to  set  a  divorce. 

So  m.v  wife  and  I  talked  it  over  and  decided 
that  when  we  could  not  pay  for  the  drutrs 
anymore,  we  would  ju.st  have  to  stop  takinK 
the  prescription  drugs.  We  would  rather  pass 
away  together  or  at  le.ast  as  close  together 
;is  we  can.  After  3  or  1  months  ago  I  already 
cut  down  on  <lrugs  for  my  blood  pre,ssure.  I 
don't  want  my  wife  to  have  to  cut  down  on 
her  medications  until  we  have  no  other 
choice. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  happening 
every  single  day  in  every  single  com- 
munity of  this  country.  And  this  de- 
bate ought  to  be  how  we  are  going  to 
try  to  help  and  assist  that  family-  not 
how  we  are  going  to  put  that  family  at 
even  greater  risk  with  the  kind  of  cuts 
that  are  included  in  this  budget  pro- 
posal that  attacks  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram 

Mr.  President.  I  .yield  the  Door. 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BiioWN).  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  my  colleagues,  it  is  my 
intent  to  speak  for  15  minutes.  The 
Chair  will  please  notify  me  at  the  end 
of  15  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  in  listening  to  my 
friend  from  Massachusetts,  it  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  he  did  not  say  "here 
is  a  better  idea."  It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  he  did  not  say  the  President 
had  a  better  idea.  1  believe  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  voted  against  the 
President's  budget.  I  would  say  he  was 


right  because  the  President's  budget 
needed  to  be  voted  down.  The  Presi- 
dent's budget  allows  the  deficit  to  con- 
tinue to  climb.  The  President  in  his 
state  of  the  union  speech  and  in  his 
campaign  speeches  said  he  was  going  to 
bring  the  deficit  down,  but,  unfortu- 
nately, that  is  rhetoric.  That  is  not 
fact. 

The  facts  are  that  under  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  the  deficit  goes  up  every 
single  .year  and  it  is  shocking  to  see 
how  rapidly  it  goes  up.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  under  the  President's  budget  the 
deficit  increases  by  $100  billion  in  the 
first  5  years.  The  deficit  right  now  is 
$177  billion,  in  1995.  Under  the  Presi- 
dents  budget,  in  the  year  2000.  it  goes 
up  to  $276  billion.  That  is  a  $99  billion 
increase. 

By  balancing  the  budget  for  the  first 
time  in  29  years,  we  have  a  chance  to 
make  history.  The  House  of  Represent- 
atives made  history  when  they  passed  a 
budget  last  night  that  says,  as  scored 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  we 
are  going  to  eliminate  the  deficit. 

The  President's  budget  as  scored  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
has  deficits  that  stay  at  $200  billion  for 
the  next  5  years  and  then  go  up  to  $300 
billion.  But  the  President  in  his  State 
of  the  Union  Address  in  1993  said  he 
was  not  going  to  use  fictional  numbers; 
he  was  not  going  to  use  smoke  and  mir- 
rors. He  stated  that  he  would  use  the 
estimates  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
says  that  his  deficit  increases  nearly 
every  single  .year. 

Next  year,  under  the  President's 
budget,  the  deficit  increases  from  $177 
billion  to  $211  billion,  then  to  $232  bil- 
lion in  1997.  By  1998.  it  is  $256  billion;  in 
the  year  2000.  $276  billion.  So  in  a  clear 
trend  the  deficit  is  going  up  $100  billion 
in  5  years  under  the  President's  pro- 
posal and  really  crossing  $300  billion  by 
the  year  2002. 

We  have  a  clear  alternative.  The 
House  voted  for  a  budget  plan  that 
brings  the  deficit  down  to  zero.  In  the 
Senate,  we  now  have  a  plan  that  brings 
the  deficit  down  to  zero.  That  is  a  big 
difference.  That  means  we  will  be  bor- 
rowing significantly  less. 

I  know  I  heard  my  friend  from  Massa- 
chusetts say.  we  are  slashing  spending; 
we  are  cutting;  we  are  eliminating 
spending  in  many  programs.  I  will  put 
a  table  in  the  Rkcoiid  that  shows 
spending  under  the  Republican  budget 
in  Medicare.  In  1996.  we  will  be  spend- 
ing $9  billion  more  than  we  did  in  1995 
in  Medicare.  In  1997.  we  will  be  spend- 
ing $20  billion  more  than  we  did  in  1995. 
In  1998.  we  will  be  spending  $35  billion 
more  than  we  did  in  1995  $50  billion  in 
1999.  $66  billion  in  the  year  2000.  $81  bil- 
lion in  the  year  2001.  over  $100  billion 
more  in  Medicare  spending  in  the  year 
2002  than  we  are  spending  in  1995. 

Medicare  spending  is  going  up.  It 
may  not  be  going  up  as  fast  as  it  would 
be  under  present  law  but  present  law 


says  it  goes  broke.  The  President  is 
AWOL.  or  absent  without  leadership, 
because  he  does  not  do  anything  to 
save  the  Medicare  system.  He  allows  it 
to  go  broke.  The  law  does  not  allow 
Medicare  to  borrow  from  other  trust 
funds  so  unless  we  raise  p»ayroll  taxes 
or  reduce  the  growth  of  spending,  it  is 
going  to  go  broke.  That  is  not  accept- 
able. 

Now  we  have  two  plans,  the  House 
and  Senate.  The  President  does  not 
have  a  plan.  The  President's  plan  was 
renounced  by  the  Senate  today  99  to 
nothing. 

Looking  at  this  chart  of  deficit  esti- 
mates, the  President's  deficit  goes  up 
every  year.  This  line  represents  the 
House  budget  plan.  I  compliment  them. 
They  were  able  to  pass  it  in  1  or  2  days. 
It  is  going  to  take  us  5  days,  but  we 
will  eventually  pass  it  The  Senate 
plan  shows  up  on  this  chart  as  almost 
a  straight-line  decline  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  We  even  do  it  faster  than 
the  House  does.  Of  course,  the  House 
has  some  tax  cuts.  The  House  gets 
there.  We  get  there  quicker.  Frankly.  I 
hope  we  stay  on  a  quick,  straight,  level 
decline  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  be- 
cause that  means  we  are  going  to  bor- 
row less  in  these  intervening  years. 
And  that  is  what  we  should  do.  We 
should  balance  the  budget  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Now,  m.v  colleague  from  Massachu- 
setts said  we  are  not  going  to  be  spend- 
ing enough.  He  said  we  need  to  spend 
more  money,  I  heard  him  say  we  should 
be  spending  more  money  in  education; 
we  should  be  sp>ending  more  mone.y  on 
earned  income  tax  credits;  we  should 
be  spending  more  money  for  Medicare; 
we  should  be  spending  more  money  for 
Medicaid;  I  think  I  heard  him  say  we 
should  be  spending  more  money  for 
every  single  program  with  the  excep- 
tion of  defense. 

Looking  at  this  new  chart,  you  see 
right  now  we  are  spending  $1.5  trillion, 
and  I  would  like  to  put  that  in  perspec- 
tive because  I  know  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  seem  to  think  we  are  not 
spending  enough.  To  put  it  in  perspec- 
tive, in  1960.  we  spent  less  than  $100  bil- 
lion. In  1970,  we  spent  less  than  $200  bil- 
lion. In  1980,  we  spent  less  than  $600  bil- 
lion. In  1990,  we  spent  about  $1.25  tril- 
lion. And  now  we  are  at  $1.5  trillion. 
Amazingly  enough,  even  under  the  so- 
called  slashing,  cutting,  gutting  budget 
of  Senator  DoMKNici  total  spending  will 
still  go  up  to  $1.8  trillion. 

My  math  may  not  be  accurate,  but 
$18  trillion  is  a  lot  more  money  than 
$1.5  trillion.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  is 
about  $350  billion  more  after  7  years 
than  this  year.  Actually,  spending  goes 
up  every  single  year,  in  almost  every 
category  except  defense  which  is  basi- 
cally frozen. 

I  have  a  table  which  shows  that  show 
under  the  present  budget  does  not  even 
stay  frozen  at  $270  billion.  It  actually 
declines  for  a  few  years  and  then  comes 
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back  up  Domestic  discretionary  spend- 
ing- has  a  slight  reduction.  We  reduce  it 
by  S30  billion.  With  regard  to  Social  Se- 
curity—and I  know  I  heard  my  col- 
league from  Massachusetts  say  several 
times  that  we  are  cutting  Social  Secu- 
rity—we are  spending  $334  billion  in 
1995,  and  we  are  going  to  be  spending 
$480  billion  in  Social  Security  in  the 
year  2002.  Medicare  spending  will  grow 
from  S178  billion  in  1995  to  S283  billion 
in  2002.  That  is  over  a  $100  billion  in- 
crease in  Medicare;  Medicaid,  this  year 
we  are  spending  $89  billion.  It  goes  up 
to  $125  billion.  Other  mandatory  pro- 
grams increases  from  $146  billion  to 
$197  billion. 

My  point  is.  spending  is  escalating.  It 
escalates  from  $1.5  trillion  to  almost 
$1.9  trillion.  To  put  that  in  perspective, 
when  we  are  talking  about  spending 
$1.5  trillion— there  are  12  zeros  in  $1 
trillion.  That  is  about  56.000  for  every 
man.  woman,  and  child  in  the  United 
States.  I  have  a  family  of  six.  That  is 
$36,000.  Under  the  Republican  budget, 
spending  increases  to  about  $7,500  for 
every  man.  woman,  and  child  in  the 
United  States. 

Under  President  Clinton's  proposal, 
spending  would  grow  to  about  $8,500  for 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  the 
United  States. 

So  we  allow  spending  to  grow  but  it 
does  not  grow  quite  so  fast. 

A  lot  of  people  are  talking  about 
Medicare  going  broke  by  the  year  2002. 
The  trust  fund  will  be  bankrupt. 

I  hate  to  inform  my  colleagues,  but 
by  the  year  1997.  that  is  next  year,  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  already  has  a  defi- 
cit. In  1997.  there  is  a  $5  billion  deficit 
and  in  1998  there  is  a  $10  billion  deficit. 
That  deficit  continues  to  escalate  to 
the  year  2002  when  it  reaches  $41  bil- 
lion. So  we  are  losing  money  already. 
That  means  more  money  is  guing  out 
than  coming  in. 

Some  people,  say.  "Well,  we  will  just 
draw  down  the  reserves  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund."  How  are  we  drawing  down 
the  trust  fund?  There  is  no  bank  ac- 
count. If  there  is  a  bank  account  any- 
where in  Washington,  DC,  that  we  can 
pull  those  funds  out  of,  I  would  like  to 
know  about  it. 

The  facts  are,  we  are  going  to  borrow 
that  money.  Actually,  the  General 
Treasury  will  borrow  $125  billion  be- 
tween now  and  the  year  2002  to  pay  to 
the  Medicare  trust  fund,  which  will  in 
turn  pay  benefits.  There  is  not  a  bank 
account  which  holds  excess  Medicare 
taxes  from  previous  years.  Not  in  First 
National,  not  in  Chase,  and  not  in  City 
Bank.  We  are  going  to  borrow  the 
money  to  pay  Medicare  benefits.  The 
fund  is  already  broke. 

But  we  have  heard  so  much  rhetoric, 
"Oh,  we  can't  allow  these  Medicare 
spending  cuts  This  is  going  to  cut 
Medicare  recipients." 

The  facts  are,  if  we  do  not  reduce  the 
rate  of  growth  in  Medicare  spending  we 
are    going    to    have    to    raise    payroll 


taxes.  And  I  have  not  heard  one  of  my 
colleagues  yet  who  said,  "Let's  raise 
payroll  taxes  to  save  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem. "  If  they  think  that  is  an  option 
they  should  use,  let  them  offer  that  as 
an  amendment. 

But  if  we  do  not  do  that,  we  must  re- 
duce the  rate  of  growth  of  this  pro- 
gram. Those  are  our  only  options. 

As  I  mentioned  before,  the  law  pre- 
cludes us  from  borrowing  from  other 
trust  funds.  And  we  should  not  do  that 
anyway.  That  is  playing  a  shell  game. 
The  Medicare  tax  right  now  is  2.9  per- 
cent on  all  payroll.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money.  The  program  has  been  growing 
in  cost  at  rates  that  are  not  accept- 
able. These  claims  are  not  just  from 
Don  Nickles.  They  come  from  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  and  Mrs.  Clinton,  and 
Secretary  Shalala,  and  the  other  trust- 
ees of  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  All  have 
said  we  have  to  reform  the  system. 

And  we  can  reform  the  system.  We 
can  do  a  better  job  of  providing  health 
care  for  senior  citizens  at  lower  rates 
of  growth,  at  rates  of  growth  that  are 
right  now  a  couple  of  times  the  rate  of 
inflation.  Right  now,  they  are  three 
times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  are  try- 
ing to  say  it  should  be  no  more  than 
two  times  the  rate  of  inflation. 

Is  that  realistic?  Yes,  it  is.  Can  it  be 
done?  Yes,  it  can.  Actually,  it  has  to  be 
done  or  the  fund  is  going  to  go  broke. 
Then  what  are  we  going  to  do?  In  the 
year  2002,  we  are  not  going  to  pay  the 
bill.  We  will  tell  people.  "I'm  sorry  you 
went  to  the  hospital.  I  know  you  owe 
money.  But  we  can't  pay  you."  That  is 
not  acceptable. 

I  will  just  mention  that  there  is  a  lot 
of  rhetoric  on  Medicare  and  a  lot  of 
demagoguery.  I  know  a  lot  of  people 
are  trying  to  scare  senior  citizens,  but 
I  think  they  are  smarter  than  that. 

This  chart  shows  that  under  current 
policy  the  rate  of  growth  in  Medicare  is 
not  sustainable.  Under  the  plan  that  we 
now  have  in  the  budget  before  us,  the 
growth  rate  of  Medicare  is  a  little  over 
7  percent  per  year.  That  will  keep  the 
fund  solvent  at  least  temporarily  so  we 
will  not  be  bouncing  checks. 

This  line  represents  a  freeze  on  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
my  colleagues  say.  "Let's  freeze  all 
spending."  That  is  what  a  freeze  is.  I 
doubt  that  we  will  long  hear  that  argu- 
ment. 

I  think  it  is  vitally  important.  Mr. 
President,  that  we  be  responsible.  I 
think  it  is  vitally  important  that  we 
say,  no.  we  are  not  going  to  allow  defi- 
cits to  continue  to  increase,  we  are  not 
going  to  take  a  deficit  right  now  that 
is  $177  billion  and  allow  it  to  go  up  to 
$277  or  $300  billion.  That  is  not  respon- 
sible. That  is  not  leadership. 

I  looked  at  the  current  services  budg- 
et and  it  just  happens  to  track  right 
along  with  President  Clinton's  figures. 
There  are  no  changes.  It  is  just  like  the 
President  said,  "Well,  I've  given  up." 

And  I  have  heard  other  claims,  "In 
1993  we  made  a  giant  step  toward  real 
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deficit  reduction  and  we  did  this  with- 
out Republican  help.  So  too  bad  for  you 
guys.  You're  going  to  have  to  do  this 
one  on  your  own." 

There  is  a  good  reason  why  Repub- 
licans voted  against  the  1993  budget 
package.  And  I  want  to  take  issue  with 
some  of  things  that  President  Clinton 
and  Mr.  Panetta  have  said.  They  claim 
to  have  reduced  the  deficit  by  nearly 
$600  billion.  I  have  heard  that  figure 
time  and  time  again. 

I  am  going  to  insert  into  the  Record 
several  tables  which  make  my  points. 

One  of  these  tables  shows  the  source 
of  deficit  decline  since  President  Clin- 
ton took  office. 

Tax  and  fee  increases  account  for  $262 
billion  of  that  decline.  I  will  give  the 
President  credit  for  those.  Yes,  we 
know  he  passed  the  largest  tax  increase 
in  history. 

I  might  mention,  it  was  a  large  tax 
on  middle-income  Social  Security  re- 
cipients and  on  low  and  middle-income 
people  that  buy  gasoline. 

As  for  his  claims  to  cut  spending,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  he  has  not  yet  cut  any  spending. 
In  fact,  he  increased  spending  54  billion 
in  1993.  $9  billion  in  1994.  and  53  billion 
in  1995. 

I  might  mention,  the  House  has 
passed  a  rescissions  bill,  the  Senate 
will  pass  a  rescissions  bill,  in  all  likeli- 
hood, next  week,  and  the  President  al- 
ready said  he  would  veto  it.  So  we  will 
have  had  a  chance  to  cut  10  billion  dol- 
lars' worth  of  spending  and  the  Presi- 
dent said  he  would  veto  that. 

If  you  believe  the  assumptions  for 
1996.  1997.  and  1998  he  will  have  some 
spending  reductions  totaling  $88  bil- 
lion. 

The  remainder  of  the  deficit  reduc- 
tion since  1993  is  attributable  to  tech- 
nical, economic,  and  other  changes.  In 
other  words.  $213  billion  of  the  deficit 
decline  is  in  no  way  attributable  to 
this  administration. 

So  if  you  add  all  those  figures  to- 
gether, yes.  CBO  says  there  is  a  $500 
and-some-billion  deficit  reduction  from 
the  amount  they  have  estimated  in 
January  1993  compared  to  January  1995. 
But  the  truth  is  there  are  no  real 
spending  cuts.  The  truth  is  we  have  not 
had  a  spending  cut  yet  all  the  way 
through  1995.  The  truth  is  we  have 
spending  increases  and  big  tax  in- 
creases. 

This  administration  likes  tax  in- 
creases a  lot  and  they  like  to  spend 
more  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator is  advised  he  has  used  15  minutes. 
Mr.  NICKLES.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent for  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  So  the  facts  are.  taxes 
under  this  President  go  up  dramati- 
cally and  spending  continuing  to  rise 
even  faster  than  it  would  have  under 
normal  pretenses.  And  then  if  you  look 
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at  the  President's  budget  for  the  next 
several  years  we  continue  piling  up 
debt  upon  debt  upon  debt.  That  is  not 
acceptable. 

I  am  excited  about  the  fact  that  now 
we  have  balanced  budget  plans  in  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

The  House  has  their  assumptions, 
and  the  Senate  has  theirs.  There  may 
be  some  changes.  I  know  some  people 
are  thinking  about  making  some 
changes  on  the  tax  side.  Fine,  as  long 
as  we  get  to  zero.  And  I  would  like  to 
get  there  sooner  if  we  can.  I  would  like 
to  get  to  where  we  had  to  borrow  as  lit- 
tle as  possible.  But  let  us  get  there.  Let 
us  do  it. 

In  all  the  other  previous  budget  reso- 
lutions that  I  have  seen  and  I  have 
been  involved  in,  we  have  talked  about 
trading  off  how  much  we  are  going  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  spending  with  how 
much  we  are  going  to  raise  taxes.  We 
are  not  doing  that  in  this  package. 

My  friend  from  Massachusetts  said 
we  need  more  taxes  on  big  corporations 
or  we  need  more  taxes  on  somebody 
else. 

Republicans  are  not  going  to  raise 
taxes.  The  problem  is  not  that  we  are 
undertaxed.  The  problem  is  we  are 
overspent. 

So  we  are  going  to  attack  the  prob- 
lem. We  are  going  to  reduce  the  rate  of 
spending.  Spending  under  this  proposal 
will  grow  at  over  3  percent  per  year. 
Under  business  as  usual,  it  would  have 
grown  at  over  5  percent  per  year. 

A  lot  of  special  interest  groups  are 
going  to  scream  and  .say  it  is  not  fair. 
The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  criti- 
cized the  Senate  and  the  House  for 
making  a  reduction  in  the  CPI. 

I  hope  we  do  follow  the  instructions 
of  this  resolution  and  have  analysts 
g-iv,?  ',;r.  .I  correct  detcrmincition  of  w^*^* 
they  think  an  accurate  reflection  of 
CPI  is.  If  we  are  going  to  have  cost-of- 
living  adjustments,  they  should  be  ac- 
curate, and  if  there  are  savings  to  be 
made  in  that,  fine,  they  should  be  accu- 
rate. When  you  have  people  like  Alan 
Greenspan  say  the  CPI  is  overinflated 
and  has  been  for  some  time,  that  tells 
me  we  should  make  a  change. 

Finally,  I  know  we  are  going  to  have 
a  debate  on  oarned-income  tax  credit 
next  week,  and  I  will  save  most  of  my 
remarks  on  that  subject.  But  I  heard 
my  colleagues  say  that  our  proposal  is 
a  tax  increase  on  the  working  poor. 
That  is  totally  false.  We  ought  to  deal 
with  the  facts. 

The  earned-income  tax  credit  is  inap- 
propriately named.  Over  80  percent  of 
the  spending  on  this  program  is  a  di- 
rect handout  to  people  with  zero  tax  li- 
ability. And  it  is  a  program  that  is 
fraught  with  abuse.  How  in  the  world 
can  our  colleagues  defend  a  program 
when  the  General  Accounting  Office 
says  that  they  found  42  percent  of  the 
people  receiving  benefits  received  too 
much  in  benefits,  and  32  percent  of  the 
people  were  not  even  eligible  to  receive 
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benefits — 32  percent.  We  do  not  have  a 
program  that  I  am  aware  of  that  is  so 
open  for  fraud  and  abuse  and  it  needs 
to  be  reformed. 

Do  we  reduce  the  rate  of  growth  of 
earned  income  tax  credit?  Yes,  we  do. 
and  we  should.  We  can  get  more  than 
the  savings  we  proposed  if  we  just 
eliminate  the  waste  and  the  abuse  in 
the  system.  But  the  system  has  been 
enlarged  and  expanded  to  such  an  ex- 
tent, people  can  receive  such  large  an- 
nual lump  sum  payments  that  there  is 
a  great  incentive  for  fraud.  They  can 
file  fraudulent  tax  returns  and  they 
can  get  cash. 

It  is  false  to  say.  "Hey.  this  is  a  tax 
increase  on  low-income  people."  when 
only  20  percent  of  the  people  who  re- 
ceive this  benefit  have  any  tax  credit 
whatsoever;  80  percent  do  not  have  tax 
liability.  They  get  a  lump  sum  cash 
payment  at  the  end  of  the  year  and 
that  payment  this  year  is  over  $3,000  if 
you  receive  the  maximum  amount.  It 
will  grow  up  to  about  $4,000. 

We  allow  it  to  grow  under  this  budg- 
et; we  just  do  not  allow  it  to  grow  so 
much,  quite  so  fast.  Every  year  under 
our  proposal,  the  EITC  will  grow  in 
total  amount,  but  it  will  not  continue 
to  compound  at  55  percent  per  year  as 
it  has  done  in  the  recent  past.  We  can- 
not allow  a  program  where  we  are  writ- 
ing checks  to  be  growing  at  such  unbe- 
lievable rates.  The  program  cost  a  few 
billion  dollars  a  few  years  ago  and  now 
we  are  looking  at  a  $25  and  $30  billion 
program.  It  still  grows  to  $30  billion 
under  Senator  Domenici's  plan.  We  re- 
duced the  rate  of  growth  in  that  pro- 
gram. We  need  to  reduce  the  rate  of 
growth  in  that  program.  We  need  to 
clean  out  the  waste  and  abuse  in  that 
program.  We  ought  to  be  ashamed  of 
uuiocivea  if  we  du  not,  and  we  are  going 
to  try  to  do  that. 

For  our  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
or  others  to  say  that  is  a  tax  increase 
on  working  poor.  I  beg  to  differ.  I  think 
they  are  entitled  to  their  own  opinion, 
but  they  are  not  entitled  to  their  own 
facts. 

I  thank  the  indulgence  of  the  Chair 
and  my  colleagues.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  be  serious  when  we 
take  up  this  budget.  It  bothers  me  to 
see  that  it  is  so  partisan.  It  bothers  me 
to  see  that  there  are  not  more  biparti- 
san efforts  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget. 
If  there  is  a  better  idea— and  there  is 
bound  to  be  a  better  idea  because  this 
is  not  a  perfect  plan— bring  that  plan 
forward. 

When  we  took  a  vote  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  a  couple  months 
ago,  a  lot  of  people  said  we  should  bal- 
ance the  budget  whether  we  pass  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  or  not.  We  were 
serious,  and  now  we  arc  going  to  try  to 
do  it.  It  is  going  to  take  some  votes 


from  both  sides  to  pass  a  reconciliation 
bill. 

So  I  hope  we  will  not  get  so  polarized 
that  we  are  not  able  to  work  together 
to  make  sure  we  quit  piling  up  endless 
debts  on  our  children  and  on  our  chil- 
dren's children.  To  me  that  is  a  vital 
question:  Are  we  serious?  Are  we  actu- 
ally going  to  finally  start  living  within 
our  means?  I  remember  going  to  a  town 
meeting  and  somebody  raising  their 
hand:  "Senator  Nickle.s.  will  we  ever 
see  a  balanced  budget  in  my  lifetime?" 
The  person  was  in  their  early  twenties. 
I  want  that  answer  to  be  "yes."  I  think 
this  Congress  has  a  chance  to  make  it 
yes.  and  I  hope  that  we  will  during  the 
course  of  next  week.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President.  I  was  listening  to  the  debate 
earlier  this  afternoon  about  the  pend- 
ing amendment  that  restores  some  of 
the  tremendous  cuts  to  Medicare  that 
occurred  in  this  budget.  I  wanted  to 
come  over  to  the  floor  to  just  make  a 
few  points. 

I  heard  many  of  my  colleagues  talk 
about  the  tremendous  impacts  that  are 
going  to  occur  to  senior  citizens  as  we 
cut  Medicare  in  the  budget  that  is 
pending.  I,  like  many  people,  have  two 
elderly  parents,  both  of  whom  have 
chronic  health  care  problems,  and  they 
are  very  concerned  about  the  Medicare 
Program  and  they  let  me  know  about 
it.  But  I  came  over  today  to  remind  all 
of  us  that  the  impacts  on  cutting  Medi- 
care do  not  just  hit  the  elderly,  they 
hit  the  people  I  also  care  a  lot  about  in 
this  Nation— working  families. 

What  we  see  happening  here  is  cuts 
to  Medicare  that  will  no  doubt  cause 
premiums  to  be  raised  or  seniors  to  be 
shut  out  of  care  or  will  gut  quality. 
The  impact  of  that  will  not  only  be  felt 
on  our  seniors,  but  it  will  be  felt  on  ev- 
eryday working  families. 

I  know  those  families  well.  I  am  one 
of  them,  raising  two  kids  and  taking 
care  of  my  parents  at  the  same  time.  I 
can  tell  you  exactly  what  is  happening 
in  many  working  families  across  this 
Nation  today. 

We  get  up,  we  race  our  kids  off  to 
school,  we  worry  about  whether  or  not 
they  are  getting  a  good  education,  we 
get  to  work,  we  try  to  do  a  good  job,  we 
race  home  in  time  to  get  them  to  a 
baseball  game,  get  food  on  the  table 
and.  at  the  same  time,  we  worry  that 
our  parents  are  going  to  call  and  say. 
"I  need  to  go  to  the  doctor."  or.  "I 
need  to  go  to  the  hospital."  or  "I  have 
run  out  of  medication."  It  is  an  added 
pressure  to  many  working  families  in 
this  Nation  today. 

If  we  cut  the  Medicare  Program  as 
drastically  as  is  proposed,  it  will  add  to 
the  pressure  of  those  parents,  those 
working  parents,  those  everyday  aver- 
age working  parents,  because  then  they 
will  worry  that  their  parents  will  not 
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go  to  the  doctor  because  of  the  added 
cost,  they  will  worry  that  they  will  not 
be  taking  their  medication  because 
their  out-of-pocket  expenses  have  in- 
creased, they  will  worry  that  their  par- 
ents are  not  eating  right  because  they 
are  having  to  choose  between  whether 
or  not  to  go  to  the  doctor,  buy  a  pre- 
scription, or  put  food  on  the  table. 

These  cuts  to  Medicare  will  have  a 
tremendous  impact  on  everyday  aver- 
age working  families  who  are  just  try- 
ing to  make  it  every  day  raising  their 
own  kids  and  worrying  about  their  par- 
ents as  well.  But  it  will  also  have  an 
economic  impact  because,  I  assure  you. 
if  we  just  cap  the  costs  of  Medicare 
that  we  pay  out,  we  are  not  going  to 
see  hospitals  reduce  their  costs,  they 
are  going  to  shift  that  to  somebody 
else.  Guess  who  that  is  going  to  be? 
People  who  are  going  to  work  every 
day  and  paying  their  taxes  and  paying 
their  insurance.  Working  middle-in- 
come families  will  see  their  insurance 
rates  rise,  their  out-of-pocket  medical 
care  costs  rise  in  order  to  pay  for  sen- 
iors who  go  to  the  hospitals  and  to  the 
doctors  and  who  no  longer  are  being 
paid  back  by  the  Medicare  Program. 

This  will  create  a  tremendous  pres- 
sure on  families  and  a  tremendous  cost 
shift  to  families.  That  is  why  it  is  abso- 
lutely critical  that  we  do  not  reform 
health  care  within  this  budget  by  just 
cutting  costs  to  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid, but  we  go  back  to  understanding 
that  we  have  to  do  health  care  reform 
in  totality,  look  at  the  entire  picture, 
figure  out  how  much  we  are  going  to 
spend  on  health  care  in  this  Nation  and 
impact  all  ends  of  the  age  spectrum 
and  life  spectrum,  or  we  are  going  to 
put  tremendous  burdens  on  a  few  peo- 
ple. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  remember 
that  Medicare  cuts  will  dramaticall.v 
impact  working  families  across  this 
Nation. 

I  have  heard  over  and  over  that  these 
budget  cuts  to  Medicare  are  being  done 
to  save  it.  I  have  to  tell  you  that 
makes  no  sense  to  me.  If  we  care  about 
our  seniors,  if  we  care  about  our  fami- 
lies who  are  going  to  work  every  day, 
then  we  also  should  care  that  we  have 
a  moral  responsibility  to  ensure  the 
well-being  of  our  citizens,  and  frankly, 
this  budget  says  just  the  opposite  to 
me.  It  says  we  care  about  the  rich,  it 
says  we  care  more  about  the  Pentagon 
than  people,  but  it  says  we  do  not  care 
about  those  working-class  families. 

This  budget  will  have  a  tremendous 
impact  on  working-class  families.  It 
will  say  to  them:  '"We're  going  to  cut 
your  Medicaid.  If  your  child  has  cystic 
fibrosis  or  severe  asthma  and  you  don't 
have  the  medical  insurance  to  take 
care  of  it,  Medicaid  will  be  cut  back 
and  you  may  not  be  able  to  rely  on 
that." 

It  says  to  parents,  "Your  children 
may  not  be  taken  care  of  if  they  are 
sick.  "  a  pressure  to  working-class  fam- 
ilies. 


It  says  to  working-class  families  that 
"Your  child  may  not  be  able  to  get  a 
loan  to  go  to  college." 

It  says  to  middle-class  families  that 
"Your  education  dollars  will  be  cut,  " 
and  it  will  mean  eventually,  as  this 
gets  passed  on  to  the  States  and  our 
local  school  districts,  that  class  sizes 
will  increase  and  our  good  teachers  will 
go  elsewhere  for  jobs  that  pay  enough 
to  keep  them  going. 

And  it  says  to  low-income  families, 
we  are  going  to  take  away  the  earned- 
income  tax  credit.  The  one  thing  that 
they  have,  they  go  to  work  every  day, 
they  earn  less  than  $28,000  a  year  and 
we  are  going  to  take  away  a  small  bit 
of  cash  they  have  just  to  help  them 
make  it  by  gutting  the  earned  income 
tax  credit.  You  bet  this  is  a  tax  in- 
crease on  those  earning  less  than 
$28,000.  It  is  absolutely  a  tax  increase 
on  them.  I  think  it  is  unfair  and  wrong- 
headed. 

Finally,  let  me  just  say,  I  talk  to 
many  teenagers  day  in  and  day  out  as 
a  parent  of  two  teenagers.  And  they 
fear,  more  than  anything,  that  there  is 
no  hope  for  them  in  this  world,  that 
there  is  no  opportunity  out  there.  And 
this  budget,  I  assure  you,  does  not  send 
a  message  of  hope  and  opportunity. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Lautenberg-Rockefeller  amendment,  to 
restore  some  of  those  cuts  to  Medicare, 
to  give  some  hope  back  to  middle-in- 
come, working  families  in  this  Nation 
and  eventually  to  defeat  the  budget 
that  is  before  us. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  concern  that  everyone  is 
showing  here  on  the  floor  for  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  and  the  desire  that  they 
have  to  keep  these  programs  well  and 
healthy  and  viable  for  the  people  who 
depend  upon  them. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  the  de- 
sire to  keep  these  programs  healthy 
and  well  has  been  translated  into  a  de- 
sire to  keep  them  as  they  are.  And  life 
being  what  it  is.  if  they  stay  as  they 
are.  they  will  be  neither  healthy  nor 
stable  for  the  people  who  depend  upon 
them,  indeed,  they  will  ultimately  dis- 
appear. 

Let  us  talk  about  Medicare  for  just  a 
moment  and  go  through  the  history  of 
that  program.  Although  I  am  a  new- 
comer to  the  Senate.  I  am  not  a  new- 
comer, if  you  will,  to  this  issue.  Back 
in  1962.  when  my  father  was  running  for 
reelection  to  the  Senate.  I  was  his  cam- 
paign manager,  and  this  was  an  issue 
in  his  campaign.  Yes.  that  is  right.  Mr. 
President,  in  1962;  it  has  been  around 
that  long.  At  the  time,  there  was  no 
Medicare.  It  was  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress after  the  1962  election.  There 
were  all  kinds  of  projections  about  how 
much  it  would  cost  and  what  it  would 
do. 


As  we  look  back  over  this  last  30- 
year  period,  we  see  that  all  of  those 
projections  were  wrong,  and  they  were 
wrong  on  the  wrong  side:  that  is.  they 
were  all  too  low.  Medicare  has  been 
growing  much  more  rapidly  than  its 
initial  authors  ever  thought  it  would, 
and  it  has  been  costing  the  Federal 
Government  an  ever-increasing  per- 
centage of  gross  domestic  product. 
There  have  been  charts  on  that,  and  I 
will  not  repeat  the  charts  because  peo- 
ple have  seen  all  of  those. 

However,  when  people  talk  to  me 
about  Medicare  and  how  it  must  be  pre- 
served. I  go  back  to  the  1960's  and  my 
memory  of  that  debate,  and  I  make 
this  point.  I  say  Medicare  is  a  wonder- 
ful program  as  it  is  currently  struc- 
tured and  would  work  perfectly,  indeed 
we  could  afford  it.  if  people  would  just 
have  the  courtesy  to  die  at  the  same 
rate  they  did  in  the  1960's  when  Medi- 
care was  established.  And,  indeed,  if  we 
went  back  to  practice  medicine  the 
same  way  we  did  in  the  1960's,  they 
probably  would. 

But  we  practice  medicine  in  a  vastly 
different  way  now  than  we  did  in  the 
1960's.  I  have  been  told  that  90  percent 
of  the  medicine  we  practice  today  did 
not  exist  in  the  1960's.  It  has  all  been 
invented  since  that  time.  The  treat- 
ments have  changed,  the  equipment 
has  changed.  the  facilities  have 
changed.  But  the  program  by  which  it 
is  financed  has  not  changed.  It  is  still 
built  around  the  notions  that  we  had 
when  we  watched  that  1960's  television 
program,  "Marcus  Welby,"  a  single 
practitioner  who  operated  out  of  a  sin- 
gle facility  set  in  an  idyllic  setting,  as- 
sisted by  the  most  caring,  wonderful 
nurse  in  the  world.  Consuela.  He  would 
sit  there  and  somehow  figure  out  all  of 
your  ills,  and  not  only  take  care  of 
your  medical  problems;  he  would  solve 
your  divorce,  take  care  of  the  teenage 
child  that  was  in  trouble,  and  counsel 
you  in  your  employment  problems. 
Well,  Dr.  Welby  does  not  exist  any- 
more. Medicine  has  changed.  Our  way 
of  delivering  it  has  changed.  And  the 
old  notion  of  having  a  "Dr.  Welby  "  who 
will  be  reimbursed  from  the  Federal 
Government  for  all  of  his  skill  and  all 
of  his  counsel  has  to  change,  too. 

I  am  standing  here  in  support  of  the 
underlying  budget  proposal  not  because 
I  hate  Medicare,  not  because  I  am 
heartless  toward  those  in  the  aging 
population.  I  am  not  unfamiliar  with 
those.  I  guess  I  am  aging  a  little  my- 
self. But  within  the  past  year,  year  and 
a  half,  my  wife  and  I  have  buried  three 
of  our  children's  four  grandparents.  We 
have  had  the  Medicare  experience  with 
my  father,  my  father-in-law.  and  my 
mother-in-law.  The  forms  are  incom- 
prehensible. They  create  a  regulatory 
thicket  that  virtually  no  one  can  plow 
through. 

1  have  a  constituent  who  tells  me, 
"Senator,  I  have  to  take  care  of  an 
aging  mother.  The  idea  that  she  would 
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be  able  to  understand  any  of  the  forms 
she  gets  from  Medicare  is  on  its  face  ri- 
diculous. I  am  a  college  graduate,  I  am 
a  successful  business  woman,  and  I 
think  I  know  my  way  around,  but  I 
cannot  figure  out  these  forms,  let  alone 
my  mother."  So  she  said,  "I  wasted  a 
lot  of  time  trying  to  figure  out  what 
they  meant  until  I  finally  adopted  the 
following  strategy.  I  realize  it  is  high 
risk,  but  it  is  low  stress.  Every  form 
from  Medicare  I  throw  away,  and  at 
the  end  of  the  month  I  call  the  Salt 
Lake  Clinic  and  say.  'Do  I  owe  you  any 
money  for  my  mother?"  I  let  them  do 
the  bookkeeping  and  do  not  worry 
about  the  form  that  says  'This  is  not  a 
bill'  and  is  covered  with  numbers  and 
that  says  we  cover  this  percentage  and 
you  that  percentage."  She  says,  "I 
throw  them  all  away,  and  once  a 
month,  I  call  the  Salt  Lake  Clinic  and 
I  say,  'Do  I  owe  you  any  money  for  my 
mother?"  They  say,  'Yes.  according  to 
our  computers,  you  owe  us  X  amount," 
and  I  write  out  a  check  and  do  not  pay 
any  attention  to  the  rest  of  it." 

I  hope  the  Salt  Lake  Clinic,  for  her 
sake,  is  keeping  good  books.  That  is 
the  kind  of  program  we  have  under 
Medicare.  Is  that  what  we  want  to  pre- 
serve exactly  as  it  is?  Or  do  we  want  to 
say:  Wait  a  minute;  the  time  has  come 
to  restructure;  the  time  has  come  to 
reform.  And  we  are  convinced  if  we  do 
restructure  and  reform,  the  time  has 
come  to  have  a  handle  on  the  costs 
that  make  sense. 

To  repeat  that  which  has  been  said 
here  on  the  floor  so  many  times  -and  it 
may  be  wearing  out  now,  but  it  needs 
to  be  repealed  -we  are  not  talking 
about  cutting  Medicare  below  its 
present  rate  of  reimbursement;  we  are 
talking  about  increasing  Medicare 
above  its  present  rate  of  reimburse- 
ment on  the  basis  of  roughly  7  percent 
per  year  compounded.  Anybody  who 
has  been  in  the  business  world  long 
enough  to  know  the  power  of  compound 
interest  rates  knows  how  powerful  a  7- 
percent  per  year  compounded  increase 
can  be  in  raising  the  benefits  for  Medi- 
care. 

Right  now.  the  per  capita  spending  is 
around  $4,300  per  person,  and  at  the  end 
of  the  7-year  period  outlined  in  this 
bill,  it  will  be  $6,300  per  person,  and 
that  rate  of  increase  is  roughly  the 
same  as  the  rate  of  increase  for  health 
costs  in  the  private  sector  today.  So  we 
know  that  health  care  can  survive,  in- 
deed thrive,  with  that  rate  of  increase. 
What  we  need  to  do  is  say  we  are  going 
to  take  the  private  rate  of  increase, 
lock  it  into  the  Federal  circumstance 
so  that  it  cannot  grow  any  more  rap- 
idly and  then,  within  those  parameters, 
make  the  kinds  of  administrative 
changes  necessary  to  make  this  thing 
work. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  What  is 
threatening  about  that?  I  assure  you, 
as  one  who  has  had  to  deal  with  these 
forms  and  had  to  deal  with  aged  par- 


ents and  had  to  struggle  with  the  medi- 
cal challenge,  and  as  an  administrator, 
if  you  will,  for  my  father  and  in-laws, 
I  would  welcome  that  kind  of  cir- 
cumstance. I  am  not  threatened  by  it. 
No  one  in  our  senior  population  should 
be  threatened  by  it. 

There  is  a  saying  that  I  learned  in 
college.  I  wish  I  could  quote  it  all.  I  do 
not  have  the  photographic  memory 
that  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
possesses,  so  I  will  do  my  best.  It  is  out 
of  the  literature  that  talks  about  King 
Arthur  and  Camelot.  That  should 
strike  a  chord  somewhere  around  here. 
There  are  people  that  have  talked 
about  Camelot  with  respect  to  a  past 
administration 

At  the  moment  where  Camelot  is 
over,  in  the  epic  poem  by  Sir  Walter 
Scott,  there  are  those  who  mourn  the 
loss  of  the  Knights  of  the  Round  Table 
and  say  how  terrible  it  is  that  this  is 
gone.  Then  this  phrase: 

The  old  order  changeth.  yielding  place  to 
new.  lest  one  good  custom  should  corrupt  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  at  that  point  in 
Medicare.  The  old  order  has  been  a 
good  order.  It  has  helped  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple. But  if  we  try  to  preserve  it  abso- 
lutely as  it  was  written  and  established 
and  laid  down  over  30  years  ago  as  we 
move  into  the  next  millennium,  that 
one  good  custom  will  corrupt  the 
world.  The  old  order  changeth.  and  we 
must  change  the  law  to  go  with  it. 

I  repeat  and  summarize.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  am  not  here  in  any  sense  to 
challenge  the  need  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens for  the  Federal  Government  to 
stay  fully  involved  and  fully  commit- 
ted to  the  notion  that  they  are  enti- 
tled—entitled, yes,  I  use  the  fatal 
word — they  are  entitled  to  support  in 
their  medical  costs  in  their  declining 
and  retired  years.  I  support  that  abso- 
lutely. 

I  stand  here  fully  committed  to  a 
budget  that  will  cause  that  support  to 
increase  at  a  rate  of  7  percent  per  year 
compounded.  But  I  say  to  those  who 
want  to  keep  the  old  system  exactly  as 
it  is  and  keep  pouring  money  down  the 
black  hole  that  it  has  become,  those 
people  are  wedded  to  a  mechanism  of 
the  1960's  while  we  are  living  in  the 
1990's  and  preparing  for  the  new  cen- 
tury and  the  new  millennium. 

When  we  do  that,  regardless  of  how 
pure  the  intent,  we  are  doing  our  sen- 
ior citizens  no  favor.  We  are  doing 
them  no  benefit. 

We  must  recognize  that  the  old  order 
and  everything  changeth,  yielding 
place  to  new,  lest  one  good  custom 
should  corrupt  the  world.  With  that  at- 
tempt, Mr.  President,  to  sound  at  least 
somewhat  as  classical  as  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  recognizing  that  I 
could  never  truly  approach  him.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  is  recognized. 


Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Rockefeller  amendment 
to  restore  $100  billion  in  funding  for 
Medicare  and  long-term  care,  to  be  off- 
set by  the  funds  which  the  committee 
bill  would  reserve  for  tax  cuts. 

This  amendment  coincides  with  my 
own  philosophy  on  the  matter  of  the 
budget.  We  must  curtail  spending  and 
reduce  the  deficit,  but  we  must  do  so 
by  the  most  humane  means.  And  we 
should  not  even  think  about  tax  cuts 
until  we  have  achieved  some  kind  of 
equilibrium  between  income  and  ex- 
penditures, and  have  done  so  without 
shifting  the  burden  to  those  least  able 
to  bear  it. 

While  there  is  no  question  that  we 
must  take  seriously  the  recent  report 
of  the  Medicare  trustees  which  warns 
that— if  we  don't  do  something— the 
Medicare  trust  fund  will  go  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2002.  our  efforts  to  fix  the 
system  should  not  be  driven  by  our  de- 
sire for  deficit  reduction.  While  reduc- 
ing the  deficit  is  a  goal  that  we  all 
share,  it  is  not  something  that  can  be 
accomplished  without  affecting  real 
people,  who  have  real  needs  and  real 
problems. 

Let's  look  for  a  moment  at  the  House 
Republican  budget  proposal.  House  Re- 
publicans propose  to  cut  $286  billion 
from  Medicare  and  to  use  the  proceeds 
for  deficit  reduction  and  a  $20,000  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthiest  Americans.  In 
my  view,  this  defies  logic. 

By  paying  these  Social  Security 
taxes,  a  portion  of  which  goes  to  fund 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  for  part  A  hos- 
pital benefits,  the  citizens  of  this  coun- 
try have  a  contract  with  the  Govern- 
ment that  this  program,  for  which 
their  hard-earned  money  is  collected, 
will  be  used  to  provide  them  with 
health  care  when  they  are  aged  or  dis- 
abled. Not  to  provide  deficit  reduction. 
And  not  to  provide  tax  relief,  espe- 
cially to  those  who  need  it  least. 

And  the  Senate  Republican  budget 
proposal  isn't  much  better.  It  proposes 
to  cut  $256  billion  from  Medicare  solely 
for  deficit  reduction.  This  level  of  cut 
fails  to  recognize  that — in  future 
years — more  and  more  people  will 
reach  the  Medicare  age  of  65.  will  de- 
pend on  its  benefits,  and  will  have  to 
rely  on  a  much  smaller  pot  of  funds  to 
pay  what  are  likely  to  be  higher  costs 
for  the  same  care  they  are  receiving 
now.  So  there  is  no  comfort  in  the  ex- 
planation that  the  proposed  cuts  are 
simply  reductions  in  the  rate  of  growth 
of  the  program. 

These  proposed  cuts  will  clearly 
mean  higher  deductibles,  higher  out-of- 
pocket  costs,  and  a  greater  burden  on 
the  family  members  of  beneficiaries 
who  cannot  afford  the  increase.  And 
with  the  proposed  cuts  in  Medicaid 
which  are  also  part  of  the  Republican 
plan,  any  safety  net  for  all  but  the  very 
poorest  Americans  will  be  eliminated, 
offering  no  help  at  all  to  hard  working, 
middle-income  families. 
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Mr.  President,  the  medical  inflation 
rate  and  the  changing  demographics  of 
our  population  are  not  the  fault  of  our 
senior  citizens.  As  Government  leaders. 
it  is  our  responsibility  to  anticipate 
our  citizens'  needs  and  to  prepare  for 
them.  It  is  my  strong  view  that  neither 
the  House  nor  the  Senate  Republican 
budget  proposals  do  this.  Rather,  both 
proposals  will  cause  a  bad  situation  to 
become  worse. 

I  have  examined  my  own  views  and 
conscience  on  the  matter  of  Medicare 
very  carefully.  I  know  that  we  must 
make  changes — some  of  which  may  be 
very  painful— in  order  to  ensure  that 
Medicare  is  there  not  only  for  today's 
senior  citizens,  but  also  for  future  gen- 
erations of  senior  citizens.  I  believe 
that  todays  senior  citizens  understand 
that — and  that,  while  they  are  deeply 
concerned  about  the  cost  of  their  own 
medical  care — they  truly  want  this  fine 
system  to  be  around  when  their  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  need  it. 

So  I  am  prepared  to  take  steps  that 
are  needed  to  cut  costs,  even  if  this 
causes  some  pain  to  current  and  future 
recipients.  But  I  do  not  intend  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  on  the  backs  of  senior 
citizens. 

And  I  do  not  intend  to  support  using 
Medicare  trust  funds,  or  making  modi- 
fications in  the  Medicare  Program, 
that  do  not  go  directly  to  the  effort  to 
strengthen  the  Medicare  Program  and 
ensure  its  long-term  viability,  unless  it 
is  part  of  more  comprehensive  health 
care  reform  that  improves  the  overall 
health  care  system  for  all  our  citizens, 
including  our  seniors. 

Mr.  President,  the  problems  plaguing 
Medicare  today  are  the  same  problems 
that  have  plagued  our  health  care  sys- 
tem for  some  time:  the  rate  of  medical 
inflation,  the  increased  use  of  cxpcn 
sive  medical  technology,  and  more  hos- 
pital admissions — due  in  part  to  the 
aging  of  America.  And  while  I  recog- 
nize fully  that  the  Nation  may  not  be 
ready  for  the  kind  of  comprehensive 
health  care  reform  that  was  proposed 
last  year.  I  believe  that  we  cannot  in- 
telligently address  the  rising  health 
care  costs  of  one  segment  of  the  popu- 
lation—the elderly— without  address- 
ing the  system  as  a  whole  and  the  fact 
that  those  who  are  not  elderly  today 
will — if  they  are  lucky— be  elderly  to- 
morrow. So  I  certainly  hope  that  we 
will  revisit  health  care  reform  very 
soon  and  recognize  that  a  crucial  part 
of  reform  is  the  strengthening  of  the 
Medicare  Program. 

I  hope  that  as  the  budget  debate  be- 
gins, we  will  be  able  to  focus  much 
more  on  what  cuts  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem can  withstand  and  much  less  on 
the  amount  that  Members  believe  they 
should  cut  to  provide  deficit  reduction 
or  tax  cuts  to  the  favored  few.  I  believe 
that  if  Members  of  Congress  pursue 
policy  over  politics,  we  will  be  able  to 
pass  legislation  that  will  start  us  on 
the  road  to  protecting  and  preserving 


Medicare's  promise  for  future  genera- 
tions, while  leaving  room  for  future 
programmatic  reform. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  is  recognized. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Chair  inform  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
if  there  are  time  constraints  at  this 
time  in  the  proceedings? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  At  this 
time  both  sides  retain  time  on  the  bill. 
There  are  16  hours  22  minutes  remain- 
ing on  the  Republican  side;  16  hours  51 
minutes  on  the  Democratic  side. 

Mr.  REID.  So  there  is  no  time  agree- 
ment on  this  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  This 
amendment  will  not  be  voted  on  until 
Monday. 

Mr.  REID.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What- 
ever time  the  Senator  may  choose  to 
take  would  come  out  of  the  overall 
time. 

Mr.  REID.  I  understand  that.  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  appro- 
priate to  once  again  mention  that  we 
have  heard  far  too  many  cries  about 
how  bad  things  are.  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant that  we  talk  about  how  good 
things  are  in  this  country. 

We,  in  the  fall  of  1993,  passed  a  deficit 
reduction  plan  that  was  the  largest  def- 
icit reduction  plan  in  the  history  of 
this  country.  It  passed,  however,  sadly. 
Mr.  President,  without  any  help  from 
those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  We 
received  no  help  in  the  House  from  the 
Republican  Party  or  from  the  Repub- 
licans in  the  Senate.  And  that  is  too 
bad.  It  should  have  been  a  bipartisan 
effort  to  do  a  better  job  of  handling  the 
yearly  deficits  that  have  accumulated. 

As  a  result  of  that  bill  that  passed, 
the  deficit  reduction  package  that  I 
talked  about,  we  have  reduced  the  defi- 
cit by  over  $600  billion.  To  be  exact,  the 
deficit  will  be  $616  billion  less,  as  a  re- 
sult of  that  action,  over  the  5  years 
from  the  time  the  bill  passed.  It  will 
drop  in  half  as  a  percentage  of  national 
income,  from  4.9  to  2.4  percent.  Because 
of  the  deficit  reduction  plan,  the  1994 
deficit  as  a  percentage  of  GDP.  as  pro- 
jected, is  tied  among  the  lowest  for  all 
G-7  countries.  As  a  result  of  that  plan, 
the  unemployment  rate  is  5.8  percent. 
down  from  over  7  percent  in  1992.  There 
now  are  1.4  million  fewer  people  unem- 
ployed than  at  the  start  of  this  admin- 
istration, a  15-percent  drop.  There  are. 
as  a  result  of  the  deficit  reduction 
plan.  6.3  million  more  jobs  than  we  had 
previous  to  that  plan  having  passed. 
And  keep  in  mind,  these  jobs  that  have 
been  created  are  good  jobs.  For  exam- 
ple, managerial  and  professional  jobs 
make  up  58  percent  of  the  new  jobs  cre- 
ated since  1994. 

In  addition  to  that.  170.000  fewer  peo- 
ple are  working  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment than  at  the  beginning  of  this 
administration.  That  is  significant  and 
it  is  important.  The  deficits  have  been 


reduced,  and  they  have  not  been  re- 
duced enough,  but  interestingly  this 
will  be  the  third  year  in  a  row  that 
there  has  been  a  declining  deficit:  for 
the  first  time  in  50  years  that  has 
taken  place  in  this  country.  That  is 
significant. 

According  to  the  CBO.  this  deficit  re- 
duction package  resulted  in  little  more 
than  I  percent  of  the  American  people 
paying  more  in  taxes.  A  significant 
number  paid  less  in  taxes.  Inflation? 
We  have  the  lowest  inflation  and  the 
lowest  unemployment  since  the  years 
of  John  Kennedy.  That  is  significant. 

Home  sales  for  1994  amounted  to  al- 
most 4  million.  This  is  the  largest  total 
since  1978  and  the  second  largest  total 
ever.  Consumer  confidence  is  up  by  78 
percent. 

Mr.  President,  the  reason  I  mention 
this  is  I  think  we  tend  to  dwell  on  the 
negative.  We  are  doing  extremely  well 
as  an  economy.  Certainly  we  would  all 
agree  that  what  we  have  to  do  is  a  bet- 
ter job  of  handling  our  deficit,  and  that 
is  what  we  are  here  to  talk  about 
today.  Can  we  do  a  better  job?  I  believe 
the  answer  is  yes.  we  can  do  a  better 
job.  But  I  think  what  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  today  is  a  matter  of  prior- 
ities. 

There  is  no  dispute  that  we  are  going 
to  be  on  a  glidepath  to  the  year  2002  to 
have  a  balanced  budget.  The  question 
is  how  should  we  arrive  at  that  figure? 
There  is  a  significant  difference  be- 
tween how  those  of  us  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  feel  and  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  feel  as  to  how  we 
should  arrive  at  that  balance.  This  will 
make  a  distinction  between  the  philos- 
ophy of  the  two  parties.  It  is  a  matter 
of  priorities. 

We  now  have  the  long-awaited  budget 
proposal  that  we  received  from  the 
Budget  Committee.  What  we  are  here 
to  talk  about  today  is  not  the  fact  that 
not  only  does  the  budget  proposal  we 
have  received  lower  taxes  for  the 
wealthy,  but  it  also  increases  taxes  for 
people  who  work  every  day.  People  who 
make  less  than  $28,000  a  year  will  pay 
an  average  of  $400  a  year  more  in  the 
way  of  taxes.  That  is  their  priority. 

We  do  not  believe,  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  that  we  should  have  a  tax  de- 
crease for  the  wealthy  until  we  get  our 
fiscal  house  in  order.  And  certainly  we 
should  not  increase  taxes  for  working 
people  in  this  country,  the  people  who 
make  under  $28,000  a  year,  so  the 
wealthy  can  get  a  tax  decrease.  That 
does  not  make  a  lot  of  sense  and  it  does 
not  sound  fair. 

I  am  not  going  to  talk  today  about 
the  fact  that  the  proposal  we  have  re- 
ceived from  the  Budget  Committee 
devastates  many  educational  pro- 
grams. The  reason  I  am  here  today  is 
to  talk  about  Medicare.  Why  are  we 
being  asked  to  vote  for  a  budget  resolu- 
tion that  takes  a  bigger  cut  out  of 
Medicare  than  it  does  anything  else? 
Why  are  we  being  asked  to  do  that? 
That  does  not  seem  fair. 


These  cuts  will  shift  $900  a  year  in 
costs  to  the  Medicare  recipient.  Every 
Medicare  recipient  will  receive  in  ef- 
fect a  tax  increase.  Every  senior  citizen 
will  pay  $900  more  in  additional  health 
care  costs.  This  does  not  seem  appro- 
priate. 

What  really  makes  it  significantly 
bad  is  that  many  of  the  costs  are  being 
shifted  back  to  the  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments. They  are  going  to  have  to 
pick  up  these  costs.  Throughout  the  de- 
bate that  has  surrounded  these  cuts, 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  have  consistently  cited  their  con- 
cern about  the  Medicare  trust  fund  and 
their  commitment  to  solve  the  Medi- 
care crisis.  No  one  within  the  sound  of 
my  voice  should  be  fooled  that  sud- 
denly we  have  a  Medicare  crisis.  We 
have  had  a  Medicare  crisis  because 
Medicare  is  only  part  of  the  overall 
health  care  crisis  that  we  spent  days 
and  weeks  on  last  year. 

When  we  started  the  debate  on  this 
floor  saying  there  was  a  health  care 
crisis,  over  80  percent  of  the  American 
public  agreed  there  was  a  health  care 
crisis.  When  we  finished  the  debate,  no 
one  agreed  there  was  a  health  care  cri- 
sis. Why?  Because  the  health  insurance 
industry  set  out  to  try  to  confuse  and 
frighten  the  American  public.  And  they 
did  a  masterful  job.  It  cost  them  about 
$200  million  for  their  Harry  and  Louise 
ad.s  and  the  other  things  they  did  to 
frighten  and  confuse  the  American  pub- 
lic, but  they  were  the  champions.  They 
were  the  only  winner  in  the  health  care 
debate.  There  were  lots  of  losers.  They 
were  the  winner,  and  you  have  to  hand 
it  to  them,  they  did  a  good  job.  Be- 
cause, when  we  finished  the  debate  no- 
body favored  health  care  reform.  Even 
seniors  were  frightened  and  confused, 
even  though  they  would  have  done  ex- 
tremely well  because  they  would  have 
gotten  a  prescription  drug  benefit  and 
a  lot  of  other  health  care  reforms 
which  would  have  benefited  them  sig- 
nificantly. 

The  crisis  has  no  more  urgency  this 
year  than  it  did  last  year.  The  only 
reason  it  has  more  urgency  this  year  is 
because  all  the  cuts  are  taken  from 
Medicare  to  finance  a  tax  cut. 

The  rhetoric  for  Medicare  reform  is 
nothing  but  a  smokescreen  for  the  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthiest  of  Americans. 
In  fact,  despite  earlier  claims  to  the 
contrary,  the  budget  resolution  being 
debated  in  this  body  on  this  day  does 
call  for  tax  cuts.  It  is  disguised.  They 
are  saying  we  are  going  to  have  these 
savings,  and.  therefore,  the  savings  will 
be  given  to  the  Finance  Committee. 
And  what  can  the  Finance  Committee 
do  according  to  the  budget  resolution? 
They  can  do  one  thing,  and  that  is  to 
give  tax  cuts.  So  we  should  not  be 
fooled.  The  Senate  resolution  calls  for 
tax  cuts,  and  the  House  resolution  calls 
for  tax  cuts  of  just  a  little  bit  more 
than  the  Senate  version. 

Let  us  be  clear.  What  has  been  pro- 
posed in  this  budget  resolution  is  tak- 
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ing  more  than  $900  a  year  from  every 
senior  citizen  in  America  on  Medicare 
to  pay  for  the  $20,000  annual  tax  cut  for 
Americans  making  over  $350,000  a  year. 
In  fact,  over  half  the  tax  cuts  proposed 
will  go  to  .Americans  with  incomes  well 
over  $100,000.  When  the  facts  are  fil- 
tered from  this  rhetoric,  it  is  not  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  they  are  concerned 
about  at  all.  If  it  were,  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee would  be  any  savings  we  get  should 
be  to  restore  the  cuts  that  have  been 
made  in  this  resolution  to  Medicare.  It 
would  be  to  divert  the  savings  achieved 
from  a  balanced  budget  back  to  the 
Medicare  program  ensuring  health  cov- 
erage for  our  Nation's  seniors. 

Those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
continue  to  mask  their  tax  cut  as  Med- 
icare reform.  But  there  is  no  reform  in 
this  resolution.  The  Republican  ap- 
proach to  reform  contained  in  this  res- 
olution is  the  appointment  of  yet  an- 
other Government  commission  to 
study  the  issue.  The  American  public, 
and  certainly  we  in  this  body,  should 
understand  when  we  call  for  a  commis- 
sion, when  we  call  for  a  study,  it  is  a 
way  to  camouflage  the  inability  to 
make  a  decision.  What  we  need  now  is 
the  courage  to  implement  change;  that 
is,  to  go  back  and  do  some  good,  rea- 
sonable health  care  reform,  reforms 
that  will  not  decrease  benefits  or  in- 
crease costs.  But  certainly  we  do  not 
need  the  kind  of  slash  and  bum  ap- 
proach taken  in  this  resolution. 

I  received,  as  we  all  do.  letters  re- 
garding the  Medicare  proposal  within 
this  budget  resolution.  A  letter  that  I 
have  is  quite  clear  and  quite  direct.  It 
says: 

Dk."iR  Senator:  *  *  *  We  see  and  hear  all 
around  us  stories  of  the  wasteful  spending  by 
(invernment  in  this  country— the  Commis- 
sions that  are  obsolete,  the  entire  Depart- 
ments that  are  without  a  mandate  (DOE 
comes  to  mind— how  long  has  it  been  since 
there  was  a  need  to  supply  power  to  rural 
areas?)  the  graft  that  must  be  present  if  we 
are  actually  paying  $10.00  for  an  item  that 
can  be  bought  in  any  hardware  store  for  80 
cents,  and  the  $350  vacuum  cleaners  that  we 
pay  $1350  for. 

Much  of  the  above  are  things  that  the  av- 
erage citizen  sees  no  need  for  at  all.  let  alone 
at  such  inflated  prices.  Medicare  is  one  thing 
that  we  get  back  from  our  years  and  years  of 
paying  taxes  that  we  can  see  and  understand. 
Granted  there  may  be  excesses.  But  why  is 
this  program  singled  out  for  dismemberment 
when  programs  that  benefit  other  countries, 
or  sadly,  nobody  but  those  on  the  Govern- 
ment payroll,  are  kept  well  beyond  their  use- 
fulness? 

If  you  want  to  cut  the  cost  of  Medicare, 
you  must  phase  it  out  over  time.  You  must 
not  yank  the  rug  out  from  under  those  of  us 
who  earned  our  money  in  days  when  we 
earned  less  than  half  what  people  in  our 
former  positions  earn  today.  Yet  the  infla- 
tion that  brought  their  salaries  up  and  af- 
fects the  prices  we  all  pay  applies  to  us 
equally  with  them.  It  could  mean  the  dif- 
ference between  living  with  dignity  and  liv- 
ing in  abject  poverty  for  those  with  medical 
problems. 


Mr.  President.  I  have  another  letter 
here  which  is  dated  April  12.  addressed 
to  me. 

DE.^R  Senator  Reid;  I  know  you  fought  to 
save  Social  Security,  but  not  a  word  about 
Medicare. 

This  is  interesting  because  it  is  writ- 
ten from  someone  from  Nevada. 

The  Washington  Post  had  an  article  Feb- 
ruary 28.  1995  citing  that  huge  Medicare  cut- 
back foreseen  by  Packwood. 

I  am  not  a  rich  Senior  Citizen  nor  do  I  get 
enough  for  my  money.  I  am  not  in  the  poor 
variety  but  a  few  dollars  above.  This  is  why 
we  cannot  reduce  the  balanced  budget  on  the 
backs  of  the  poor  and  the  elderly.  I  want  to 
be  able  to  choose  my  own  doctors  for  in  my 
case  I  have  trigeminal  neuralgia  which  is 
uncurable.  I  need  to  find  the  best  specialists 
around  to  help  me.  I  don't  want  to  be  forced 
to  go  into  any  HMO's. 

As  far  as  voting  I  go  for  the  person  and  not 
the  Party. 

I  feel  this  way.  If  an  encumbant  or  any 
candidate  running  for  office  does  not  care 
about  me  than  I  do  not  care  about  their  fu- 
ture. I  will  not  vote  for  him/her. 

Remember  the  debate  we  had  last 
year.  We  have  to  maintain  choice. 
What  we  were  going  to  do  in  health 
care  reform,  as  you  will  recall,  was 
have  health  cooperatives,  which  was 
the  original  idea  where  we  would  have 
a  number  of  people  go  out  and  bid  to 
get  the  best  and  cheapest  coverage.  We 
were  criticized  for  that.  But  now  that 
is  being  recommended. 

Managed  care  is  the  word  of  the  day. 
which  is  certainly  a  lot  worse  than 
anything  we  ever  suggested  because 
what  we  suggested  was  there  was  no 
middleman  that  would  eat  up  all  the 
money.  Who  are  the  highest  paid  ex- 
ecutives in  America  today?  Among  the 
highest  paid  executives  in  America 
today  are  the  people  who  run  these 
health  maintenance  organizations,  who 
run  these  managed  care  operations. 
They  do  not  know  how  to  spend  all  of 
their  money. 

I  go  on  with  the  letter: 

As  far  as  voting.  I  go  for  the  person  and 
not  the  parly.  I  feel  this  way.  If  an  incum- 
bent or  any  candidate  running  for  office  does 
not  care  about  me.  then  I  do  not  care  about 
their  future. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  office,  like  in 
your  office,  I  receive  phone  calls  when 
issues  come  up,  whether  it  is  on  the 
gun  control  issue,  abortion  issue,  or  in 
this  instance,  cutting  Medicare.  We 
have  received  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
telephone  calls  in  my  Reno  office,  my 
Carson  City  office,  the  Las  Vegas  of- 
fice, and  the  Washington  office. 

Here  is  a  call  we  received  from 
Dottie,  living  in  Las  'Vegas,  in  an 
apartment. 

Opposed  to  Medicare  cuts.  If  it  were  not  for 
Medicare,  you  would  not  be  talking  to  me 
today;  three  strokes  and  a  car  accident. 

A  note  from  Harry  Decker: 
Don't  cut  Medicare  irresponsibly.  This  wil! 
hurt  people. 

I  can  tell  Harry  Decker  that,  if  this 
budget  resolution  passes,  he  will  have 
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his  worst  dream  fulfilled  because  that 
is  what  is  done  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. We  are  cutting  Medicare  irrespon- 
sibly. 

A  call  from  Michael: 

Oppose  cuts  to  Medicare.  I  am  going  to 
have  to  go  on  welfare.  Making  it  very  tough 
on  seniors. 

Another  message  from  Robert: 

Don't  cut  Medicare  until  there  is  a  plan  in 
place.  Do  it  correctly  and  less  painfully. 

I  do  not  think  he  is  being  unreason- 
able. We  do  not  have  a  plan  in  place. 

Frank: 

Please  don't  cut  our  Medicare.  The  money 
just  does  not  cover  now  what  is  needed. 

These  are  just  a  few  at  random  tele- 
phone calls  and  letters  that  I  have  re- 
ceived. If  we  all  sorted  through  our 
mail,  we  would  all  find  the  same  type 
of  responses  from  the  public. 

Why,  I  repeat,  is  it  fair  to  give  tax 
cuts  to  the  wealthy,  tax  increases  to 
the  workers  making  S28.000  a  year,  cuts 
in  education,  and  then  make  the  big- 
gest cut  of  all.  Medicare.  This  does  not 
sound  fair. 

Mr.  President,  these  letters  that  I 
shared  with  the  Senate  and  the  tele- 
phone calls  are  not  just  a  few  here  and 
a  few  there.  As  we  are  speaking,  my  of- 
fice is  receiving  lots  of  telephone  calls. 
My  staff  is  going  through  the  mail.  If 
these  cuts  are  implemented,  there  are 
approximately  200.000  Medicare  enroll- 
ees  in  Nevada  who  will  pay  an  average 
of  SI. 080  more  in  the  year  2002  alone 
and  S3. 620  more  over  these  next  7  years. 

It  is  interesting  also  that  the  burden 
will  be  the  greatest  for  the  one  in  four 
seniors;  that  is.  the  25  percent  of  sen- 
iors who  rely  solely  on  Social  Security, 
who  do  not  get  a  penny  from  anyone 
else.  This  will  hurt  them  more  than 
anyone  else.  These  recipients  will  be 
forced  to  use  much  more  of  their  Social 
Security  chetjk  Lo  uover  these  uuL-of- 
pocket  costs  for  health  care. 

This  budget  proposal  is  not  only 
about  seniors.  It  is  also  about  Amer- 
ican families  because,  if  there  is  an  im- 
pact on  a  senior,  most  of  the  time  it  af- 
fects that  person's  family.  These  dras- 
tic cuts  in  Medicare  not  only  threaten 
the  pocketbooks  of  seniors,  but  also 
those  of  their  families. 

Why  do  we  have  Medicare?  Why  do 
we  have  Social  Security  generally?  We 
have  it.  Mr.  President,  to  give  inde- 
pendence lo  the  seniors,  to  make  peo- 
ple feel  like  they  are  somebody. 

I  related  during  the  debate  we  had  on 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  the 
story  of  my  grandmother.  Harriet  Reid, 
born  in  England,  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  I  can  remember  as  a  little  boy 
going  to  the  post  office  and  picking  up 
my  grandmother's  old  age  pension 
check.  I  did  not  know  it  had  a  fancy 
name  at  the  time,  her  Social  Security 
check  That  check  gave  my  old  grand- 
mother independence.  She  had  chil- 
dren, but  she  did  not  have  to  depend  on 
her  children  for  everything  because  she 
had  her  old  age  pension. 


What  we  are  doing  with  these  cuts  in 
Medicare  is  taking  away  the  independ- 
ence of  people,  of  people  like  my  grand- 
mother. My  grandmother,  were  she 
alive  today,  if  this  budget  resolution 
passes,  would  become  more  dependent 
on  her  family,  if  in  fact  she  was  fortu- 
nate enough  to  have  a  family. 

We  can  cart  out  all  the  charts  and 
graphs  showing  how  bad  things  are.  but 
I  ask  everyone  to  go  back  again  and  re- 
alize how  good  things  are  in  this  econ- 
omy today.  For  the  third  year  in  a  row. 
we  have  had  a  deficit  decline — 170.000 
fewer  Federal  employees,  lowest  infla- 
tion, lowest  unemployment  since  the 
days  of  Kennedy,  economic  growth  sig- 
nificantly high.  We  are  doing  very  well. 

And  no  one  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  is 
saying  we  should  not  have  a  balanced 
budget.  We  believe  that  we  should.  And 
we  are  going  to  have  an  opportunity  on 
a  vote  on  a  fair  budget  resolution. 
What  we  are  saying  is  do  not  take  the 
money  out  of  the  pockets  of  senior  citi- 
zens, people  who  are  going  from  hand 
to  mouth  with  their  Social  Security 
checks. 

We  are  saying  it  should  not  be  tax 
cuts  now.  We  want  to  give  tax  cuts  just 
like  everyone  else  would,  but  we  want 
to  do  it  when  we  can  afford  to  give  tax 
cuts.  We  want  to  get  our  budget  deficit 
that  comes  every  year  under  control.  It 
is  not  fair.  I  say  also,  to  raise  taxes  for 
people  who  work  every  day  for  a  living 
making  less  than  S28.000  a  year.  Why 
would  we  want  to  increase  taxes  for 
them  in  the  same  budget  resolution 
and  lower  taxes  for  people  making  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars  a  year? 

The  burden  will  not  only  be  felt  by 
seniors  directly,  but  it  will  be  felt  very 
significantly,  strongly  in  rural  Amer- 
ica. 

Nevada  is  the  most  urban  State  in 
the  Union,  I  have  been  told,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent: 90  percent  of  the  people  approxi- 
mately live  in  the  Reno  and  Las  Vegas 
areas.  In  the  huge  State  of  Nevada, 
with  175  million  acres,  only  about  10 
percent  of  the  people  live  outside  of  the 
metropolitan  areas,  but  they  are  going 
to  be  hurt  real  bad.  That  10  percent  of 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Nevada  also 
need  health  care. 

We  have  a  study  by  Lewin-VHI.  a 
consulting  firm.  It  recently  unveiled  an 
analysis  of  the  impact  these  Medicare 
cuts  that  are  in  this  Senate  Budget 
Committee  resolution  would  have  on 
hospitals  and  beneficiaries.  The  study 
found  that  "by  the  year  2002.  Medicare 
could  pay  hospitals  only  89  cents  on 
the  dollar  for  the  operating  costs  of  de- 
livering inpatient  care  to  a  Medicare 
patient."  Today  hospitals  almost  do 
not  break  even,  but  this  would  be  even 
more  drastic  than  that. 

The  study  also  found  that  every  type 
of  hospital  would  suffer  under  those  re- 
ductions and  that  the  average  hospital 
in  the  year  2002  would  lose  almost  S900 
per  Medicare  patient.  But  I  am  particu- 
larly concerned  about  rural  hospitals. 
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We  are  having  fewer  and  fewer  rural 
hospitals  in  Nevada  all  the  time.  They 
cannot  stay  in  business  because,  inter- 
estingly enough.  Medicare  pays  them 
less  than  it  does  an  urban  hospital  for 
the  same  procedure,  and  we  need  these 
hospitals  in  rural  Nevada.  We  have 
areas  in  Nevada  that  are  separated  by 
hundreds  of  miles,  and  we  need  these 
little  hospitals.  They  are  very  impor- 
tant. 

Nearly  10  million  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries, that  is,  25  percent  of  the 
total,  live  where?  They  live  in  rural 
America.  They  live  in  rural  Nevada 
where  there  is  often  only  a  single  hos- 
pital in  their  county,  if  in  fact  you  are 
lucky.  We  do  not  have  a  hospital  in 
every  one  of  our  counties. 

Significant  cuts  as  in  this  budget  res- 
olution in  Medicare  revenues  will  most 
likely  force  many  of  these  hospitals, 
which  are  already  in  financial  distress. 
to  close  or  turn  where?  Turn  to  local 
taxpayers  for  more  money.  And  where 
will  local  taxpayers  be  asked  to  con- 
tribute? From  property  taxes,  from 
other  types  of  taxes  that  local  govern- 
ments will  have  to  come  up  with  if 
they  want  to  have  rural  hospitals.  This 
is  a  way  to  make  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments pay  more  if  they  want  to 
have  hospitals  because  we  are  bailing: 
out;  the  Federal  Government  is  sayintc 
we  want  no  more.  That  is  what  this 
resolution  says. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  from  Nevada  will 
yield  to  me  for  a  moment  for  a  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  REID.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  for 
a  question. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  will  not  take  much 
time  I  know  others  are  waiting.  I  will 
come  and  speak  on  Monday  morning  on 
this  subject,  but  I  was  interested  to 
hear  the  Senator  from  Nevada  speak  on 
rural  hospitals 

I  listened  to  some  of  the  debate  ear 
lier  today  and  it  is  framed  by  some  in 
this    Chamber    as    a    debate    between 
those  who  want  a  balanced  budget  and 
those  who  do  not. 

That  is  not  the  debate  we  are  having 
at  all.  The  question  is  not  whether. 
The  question  is  how.  We  think  we 
ought  to  balance  the  budget.  We  think 
we  ought  to  balance  the  budget  by  2002 
The  question  is  what  route  do  you  take 
to  get  there. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  is  talking 
about  rural  hospitals.  If  someone  says 
the  route  we  ought  to  take  to  get  there 
is  to  have  a  very  substantial  cut  in 
Medicare  and  give  a  big  tax  cut  to  folks 
that  have  a  lot  of  income,  a  $20,000  tax 
cut  to  those  whose  incomes  are  $300,000 
a  year;  if  someone  says  we  can  afford 
to  do  that  but  we  cannot  afford  to  pro- 
vide Medicare  sufficient  to  keep  rural 
hospitals  open,  we  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  disagree  with  the  how.  We  believe 
in  this  country  that  it  is  important  to 
keep  rural  hospitals  open.  We  believe 
you  can  do  that  and  we  believe  you  can 
still  balance  the  budget. 
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The  point  the  Senator  is  making  I  as- 
sume is  pretty  much  the  same  point 
that  we  have  in  my  State.  In  North  Da- 
kota, many  rural  hospitals  find  that  up 
to  80  percent  of  the  people  who  walk 
through  the  front  door  are  Medicare 
patients. 

Mr.  REID.  Absolutely  right.  Same  in 
Nevada. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  A  very  high  percent- 
age of  the  people  are  on  Medicare.  If 
you  just  precipitously  decide  to  lop  off 
the  money  on  the  health  care  side, 
even  as  you  are  giving  tax  cuts  to  the 
very  affluent  and  doing  a  lot  of  other 
things  we  do  not  need  to  do  and  taking 
it  out  of  the  hide  of  those  to  whom  it 
means  the  most,  what  you  end  up  with 
is  closure  of  rural  hospitals. 

In  North  Dakota.  I  estimate  at  least 
a  dozen  rural  hospitals  will  close  rath- 
er quickly  if  we  see  these  kinds  of  cuts 
in  Medicare  without  some  kind  of  a 
plan  to  reduce  the  price  of  health  care 
in  a  thoughtful  way  that  still  allows  us 
to  keep  a  structure  out  there  so  we  can 
keep  rural  hospitals  up  and  open  and 
operating. 

That  is  the  issue.  The  issue  is  how  do 
we  get  to  a  balanced  budget,  not 
whether.  And  some  in  this  Chamber 
want  to  stop  their  vehicles  at  different 
intersections.  They  want  to  stop  and 
give  a  little  tax  break  to  those  affluent 
people  in  the  house  on  the  hill,  and 
then  they  want  to  stop  at  this  little 
house  down  below  and  take  Medicare 
funds  away  from  the  person  who  does 
not  have  much  income,  and  they  want 
to  stop  at  the  next  house  on  that  street 
and  take  a  few  dollars  away  from  those 
who  want  to  send  their  kids  to  college. 
We  just  have  a  different  system  for 
the  delivery  truck  to  get  to  the  des- 
tination. We  would  like  to  ask  every- 
body to  pay  their  fair  share 

The  point  we  are  making  about  rural 
hospitals  is  a  very  important  point.  It 
applies  not  just  to  Nevada  but  it  ap- 
plies to  every  State  in  this  country 
that  is  a  rural  State. 

I  appreciate  the  Senator  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  REID.  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
North  Dakota,  he  is  absolutely  right. 
He  very,  very  precisely  laid  out  the 
program. 

You  can  present  all  the  charts  on  the 
budget,  saying  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing, we  are  going  to  be  in  big  trouble, 
all  these  charts  showing  what  has  gone 
on  in  the  past. 

I  have  done  a  couple  things,  I  say  to 
my  friend  from  North  Daljota,  here 
today.  I  pointed  out.  No.  1.  the  econ- 
omy is  doing  great.  But  having  said 
that.  I  recognize,  as  we  all  do  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  that  to  continue  the 
economic  growth  and  viability  of  this 
country  we  have  to  have  a  glidepath  to 
a  balanced  budget.  We  all  want  a  bal- 
anced budget,  I  do  not  know  of  anyone 
over  here  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who 
does  not  want  a  balanced  budget.  We 
all  want  one.  I  say  to  my  friend  he  is 
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absolutely  right.  It  is  a  matter  of  pri- 
orities. 

And  I  would  say.  one  of  the  things 
that  I  have  talked  about  here  also,  we 
have  talked  about  the  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy,  the  tax  increases  to  people 
making  less  than  $28,000  a  year,  but 
also  disguised  in  all  of  this  is  a  heavy 
burden  on  State  and  local  governments 
because  we  have  to  keep  those  rural 
hospitals  open.  And  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, because  it  will  not  live  up  to 
its  responsibility  to  the  senior  citizens 
of  this  country,  will  pass  that  burden 
to  State  and  local  governments.  They 
are  going  to  have  to  try  to  keep  those 
hospitals  open  and  they  can  only  do  it 
through  taxation  of  people  that  live  in 
those  States. 

So  it  is  a  disguised  way  of  increasing 
taxes. 

Mr,  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  1  moment? 
Mr.  REID.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 
Mr.   DORGAN.   This   is  about   prior- 
ities. 

We  have  people  who  say,  "Let's  re- 
build star  wars."  And  we  have  people  in 
the  Contract  With  America  saying, 
"Let's  now  start  on  a  brand  new,  gold- 
plated  weapons  system  called  Star 
Wars.  Let's  build  it  now.  Let's  take 
money  out  of  Medicare.  Let's  decide  to 
freeze  Head  Start." 

This  is  about  priorities.  Frankly, 
some  of  us  do  not  agree  with  the  prior- 
ities that  have  been  brought  to  the 
floor. 

It  is  not  a  disagreement  about  wheth- 
er we  have  a  balanced  budget.  It  is  a 
disagreement  about  priorities. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Nevada  is 
laying  that  out  and  I  appreciate  him 
yielding. 

Mr.  REID.  Again,  I  thank  my  friend 
from  North  Dakota,  who  has  done  such 
an  outstanding  job  during  this  entire 
debate  on  the  balanced  budget.  There  is 
never  an  example  in  this  Chamber  that 
I  have  seen  more  effectively  used  than 
the  fact  that  this  Senator  from  North 
Dakota,  who  had  years  of  experience  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee— I  con- 
gratulate and  applaud  him  for  using 
that  experience  to  come  here  and  help 
explain  and  make  more  apparent  some 
of  the  things  we  are  doing  on  budget 
matters  here  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  again  talking  about 
rural  hospitals  and  rural  health  care 
delivery,  closing  hospitals  will  ulti- 
mately result  in  the  loss  of  jobs  and 
loss  of  physicians  and,  of  course,  hos- 
pitals in  these  communities. 

This  is  very  troublesome  for  the 
health  care  of  rural  Nevadans  because, 
even  though  we  do  not  have  a  lot  of 
people  who  live  in  rural  Nevada,  those 
people  who  live  there,  few  in  number, 
are  as  important  to  me  as  the  people 
who  live  in  the  big  cities. 

I  am  from  rural  Nevada,  born  and 
raised  in  rural  Nevada.  Unfortunately. 
it  appears  that  those  who  are  in  the 


majority  here  are  not  as  concerned 
about  rural  Americans  as  the  rest  of 
us. 

In  Nevada,  a  health  profession  short- 
age is  already  there  today.  It  is  a  fact 
of  life.  Thirteen  of  Nevada's  seventeen 
counties  are  identified  as  health  pro- 
fession shortage  areas;  II  counties  are 
classified  as  frontier,  meaning  there 
are  6  persons  or  fewer  per  square  mile 
and  more  than  45  miles  between  medi- 
cal service  sites.  The  distance  between 
major  towns  averages  100  miles,  with 
distances  of  180  to  200  miles  in  more 
isolated  areas. 

So.  Mr.  President,  as  you  can  see, 
drastic  Medicare  cuts  resulting  in  the 
closure  of  rural  hospitals  would  be  dev- 
astating to  the  delivery  of  health  care 
in  rural  Nevada  and  rural  America. 

What  it  all  boils  down  to.  I  repeat,  as 
my  friend  from  North  Dakota  stated,  is 
a  matter  of  priorities.  We  all  believe 
there  should  be  a  balanced  budget  and 
it  should  be  by  the  year  2002.  But  what 
we  are  saying  is  that  we  do  not  believe 
the  budget  should  be  balanced  on  the 
backs  of  those  people  in  their  golden 
years;  that  is,  the  senior  citizens  of 
this  country. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  going  to  be 
cut  from  Medicare  is  almost  the  same 
amount  of  money  that  is  going  to  be 
given  in  tax  cuts.  That  is  unfair. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  repeat 
again,  Mr.  President,  the  fact  that  we 
also  believe  in  a  balanced  budget.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  plan  that  we  will 
offer  that  will  not  devastate  Medicare 
and  will  allow  education  to  receive  its 
fair  share,  and  we  will  not  give  tax  in- 
creases to  people  making  less  than 
$28,000  a  year,  nor  will  we  give  tax  de- 
creases to  the  wealthy. 

This  amendment  which  is  now  before 
this  body  which  calls  for  a  realignment 
is  something  that  should  pass.  We  be- 
lieve that  $100  billion  of  money  that  is 
being  taken  from  Medicare  should  be 
replaced  with  the  money  that  is  going 
to  be  generated  in  this  package  that  is 
marked  by  the  Budget  Committee  to  go 
to  the  Finance  Committee  for  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy.  In  effect,  $100  billion 
in  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  should  be 
returned  to  Medicare. 
Mr.  BROWN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  GOR- 
TON). Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume 
from  the  Republican  side. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  since  we 
have  had  two  Democrat  speeches  in  a 
row.  that  we  might  have  two  Repub- 
lican speeches  in  a  row. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  Is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  know  Americans  listening  in  and 
those  here  must  sometimes  find  Con- 
gress  a    puzzling    place.    There    is   no 
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question  that  at  times  rhetoric  is  in- 
spirational and  at  times  it  is  less  than 
that.  But  let  me  just  say.  anyone  who 
has  listened  to  this  discussion  very 
long  will  find  all  kinds,  and  I  think  at 
times  will  find  it  quite  puzzling. 

Sometimes  they  will  hear  cuts  in 
spending  described  as  increases,  and  in- 
creases in  spending  described  as  cuts. 
What  is  a  person  to  think?  Sometimes 
we  will  find  people  who  avoided  the 
draft  giving  glowing  speeches  about 
what  vehement  hawks  they  are  in  mili- 
tary affairs,  and  I  guess  vice  versa. 
Sometimes  those  who  consistently  vote 
for  higher  deficits  make  the  most  elo- 
quent speeches  about  balancing  the 
budget.  Indeed,  this  is  a  confusing 
place. 

But.  Mr.  President,  few  things  have 
equaled  the  millionaire  lectures  in  this 
debate  on  class  warfare.  Let  me  be  very 
specific.  Throughout  the  last  day.  we 
have  listened  to  those  who  went  to  pri- 
vate schools  when  they  grew  up  lecture 
those  of  us  who  went  to  public  schools 
about  what  it  is  like  to  be  poor.  Mr. 
President,  they  do  not  know  what  they 
are  talking  about. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  listened  to 
people  who.  when  vacation  time  came 
in  school,  took  their  trips  to  the  bay  in 
Massachusetts  or  went  to  Florida  for 
vacations,  lecture  those  of  us  who 
worked  when  vacation  time  came. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  listened  to 
those  who  went  to  Ivy  League  schools, 
of  which  they  are  duly  proud,  lecture 
those  of  us  who  went  to  public  schools. 

We  have  listened  to  those  who  are 
millionaires  and  had  their  daddy  buy 
everything  they  wanted  at  college  lec- 
ture those  of  us  who  worked  30  and  40 
hours  a  week  to  get  through  college. 
And  when  they  lecture  us.  they  tell  us 
what  it  is  like  to  be  poor.  They  do  not 
know  what  they  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  listened  to  peo- 
ple on  this  floor  who.  when  they  got 
out  of  college,  did  not  take  advantage 
of  the  opportunity  to  serve  our  country 
in  the  Armed  Forces,  but  had  daddy 
pay  for  their  trip  around  the  world  or  a 
%'acation  or  maybe  they  got  a  Govern- 
ment job.  or  perhaps  they  even  started 
in  business.  But  the  chances  are  they 
started  at  the  top,  not  the  bottom. 
Those  same  people  have  turned  to  us 
who  have  served  our  country  in  the 
military  when  we  got  out  of  school,  or 
began  work  and  started  at  the  bottom, 
and  they  have  lectured  us  about  what 
it  is  like  to  be  poor  and  what  it  is  like 
to  be  rich.  These  marvelous,  inspiring 
speeches  about  class  warfare  have  seen 
trust-fund  liberal  millionaires  come  to 
this  floor  and  lecture  people  who  are 
from  working-class,  conservative  back- 
grounds about  the  class  warfare  that  is 
in  this  budget. 

Men  and  women.  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans, will  understand  that  people 
of  good  conscience  disagree  over  this 
budget  and  disagree  over  the  implica- 
tions of  it.  But  I  suspect  most  Ameri- 


cans will  find  themselves  choke  over 
the  irony  of  trust-fund  millionaires 
coming  to  this  floor  and  talking  about 
class  welfare  and  lecturing  those  of  us 
who  worked  our  way  through  life. 

Mr.  President,  this  debate  ought  to 
be  about  facts.  It  ought  to  be  about  the 
truth.  And  let  us  cover  it,  because  I 
think  some  frank  words  are  appro- 
priate. 

The  trust-fund  millionaires  have 
come  to  this  floor  and  said  this  budget 
slashes  Medicare.  Mr.  President.  I  do 
not  care  how  rich  your  background  is, 
I  do  not  care  what  your  father  did,  you 
ought  to  at  least  have  the  decency  to 
come  to  this  floor  and  be  honest. 

Now,  what  are  the  facts?  The  Medi- 
care funds  go  up,  not  down.  Let  me  re- 
peat that.  Under  this  budget.  Medicare 
goes  up  $105  billion.  Now,  I  do  not  care 
if  you  are  a  multimillionaire,  $105  bil- 
lion is  an  increase,  not  a  cut.  And  no 
one  in  this  country,  no  matter  how  rich 
they  are  or  how  liberal  they  are  or  how 
much  they  inherited,  is  entitled  to 
come  to  this  floor  and  misrepresent  the 
facts.  Medicare  spending  goes  up  every 
year.  It  goes  up  $105  billion,  and  that  is 
not  a  cut.  That  is  an  increase.  Medi- 
care spending  goes  up  7.1  percent  a 
year  every  year  on  the  average. 

Medicare  spending  per  capita  goes  up 
from  $4,950  to  $6,400.  Regardless  of 
where  you  learned  your  math,  that  is 
an  increase,  not  a  cut. 

To  come  to  this  floor  and  say  we  cut 
Medicare  and  imply  that  is  class  war- 
fare is  simply  inaccurate.  Tragically, 
Mr.  President,  I  fear  some  of  those  who 
have  done  that  know  better. 

One  of  the  great  ironies  is  these  trust 
fund  liberals  have  come  to  the  floor 
with  another  story.  They  have  said  this 
budget  involves  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 
One  said  it  is  fay  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 
One  said  it  is  a  redistribution  to  help 
the  wealthy.  You  are  entitled  to  your 
view  on  whether  you  like  this  budget 
or  not  and  you  are  entitled  to  dislike 
the  idea  you  are  going  to  go  to  a  bal- 
anct^d  budget — it  is  a  change  for  Amer- 
ica—but, Mr.  President,  to  say  this 
budget  involves  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich  is 
simply  not  true,  is  simply  a  reflection 
that  they  have  not  read  it.  You  can  be 
a  Democrat  or  Republican  or  liberal  or 
conservative,  but  you  cannot  come  to 
this  floor  and  say  it  with  a  straight 
face  because  it  is  a  lie,  it  is  not  true. 

Here  are  the  facts:  There  is  no  tax 
cut  in  the  Senate  budget  that  came  out 
of  committee.  There  is  a  provision  that 
says  if  we  balance  the  budget,  if  we 
pass  the  reconciliation,  and  if  there  is 
a  recalculation  by  CBO  of  the  econo- 
mies of  this,  that  there  could  be  a  tax 
cut  only  with  the  money  that  comes 
from  refiguring  the  numbers. 

But,  Mr.  President,  what  it  also  says 
specifically— and  it  is  a  Democratic 
amendment  that  I  cosponsor— it  deals 
with  any  tax  cut  that  could  come 
about  that  way;  that  is,  through  a  re- 
calculation    of     the     numbers.     That 


amendment  specifically  addresses  how 
any  tax  cut  would  be  dealt  with.  That 
amendment  specifically  states  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  Senate  and  eventually  the 
intent  of  Congress  that  90  percent  of 
any  tax  cut  would  go  to  working  people 
who  have  incomes  under  $100,000. 

You  can  say,  "I  don't  agree  with  that 
policy, ■■  or  you  can  say,  "I  agree  with 
it,"  but  to  come  and  say  that  this 
budget  is  all  about  a  tax  cut  for  the 
rich  is  simply  not  accurate,  it  is  not 
true.  All  you  have  to  do  is  bother  to 
read  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  heard  others 
come  here  and  say  it  penalizes  the 
poor.  That  is  interesting.  That  is  inter- 
esting. This  budget  increases  3  percent 
a  year,  and  the  programs  that  go  up 
the  fastest  are  the  ones  that  are  aimed 
at  the  poor.  The  ones  that  are  cut  most 
dramatically  fall  in  the  category,  in 
many  areas,  of  corporate  welfare. 

To  say  this  budget's  net  effect  is  to 
penalize  the  poor  is  simply  not  accu- 
rate. You  can  disagree  with  what  the 
budget  does,  and  it  does  many  things, 
but  to  inaccurately  describe  it  and  mis- 
represent it.  I  think,  detracts  from  the 
quality  of  the  debate  this  Chamber 
ought  to  have. 

I  have  heard  people  come  to  the  floor 
and  say.  "This  budget  takes  away  the 
earned  income  tax  credit."  Others  have 
said  it  savages  it.  Mr.  President,  this 
budget  will  leave  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  higher  when  it  finishes  than 
when  it  starts. 

Does  it  change  current  law?  Of 
course,  it  changes  current  law.  It  does 
not  allow  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
to  increase  as  much.  You  can  disagree 
with  that.  You  can  say  it  ought  to  in- 
crease more.  Honest  men  and  women 
can  disagree  about  that  subject,  but  to 
say  it  wipes  out  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  is  simply  not  accurate. 

This  budget  recognizes  the  fact  that 
the  earned  income  Lax  credit  had  a 
problem.  There  were  indications  of 
fraud  and  abuse  in  excess  of  30  percent 
of  the  claims.  This  budget  suggests 
that  you  ought  to  take  a  look  at  that 
fraud  and  eliminate  it,  that  you  ought 
to  correct  the  fraud. 

I  can  understand  how  someone  could 
say.  even  though  an  objective  congres- 
sional body  said  there  was  fraud  in  it. 
■We  do  not  agree."  They  are  entitled 
to  say  that.  I  do  not  believe  that  is  ac- 
curate, but  I  can  understand  they  dis- 
agree with  it.  But  they  have  not  said 
that.  They  say  this  wipes  out  the 
earned  income  tax  credit. 

I  can  see  how  someone  can  come  to 
the  floor  and  say.  "Look,  even  though 
it  had  fraud  in  it,  I  think  it  is  still 
worthwhile  and  you  ought  to  increase 
it  the  way  it  originally  was  done."  I  do 
not  agree  with  that,  but  I  think  it 
would  be  an  accurate  statement.  But  to 
come  and  say  this  wipes  out  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  is  not  true. 

I  think  what  offends  me  most  is 
those  who  have  had  the  most  in  their 


life,  who  have  been  given  millions  and 
inherited  millions  come  to  the  floor 
and  lecture  us  on  class  warfare. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  a  couple 
things  that  I  think  are  specific  there 
that  the  American  people  ought  to  be 
aware  of.  For  you  as  a  Senator  or  any 
Member  of  this  body  to  vote  for  endless 
and  increasing  deficits  for  our  country, 
1  honestly  do  not  believe  is  a  benefit  to 
the  poor  of  this  Nation.  That  is  what 
the  President's  budget  is.  It  is  an  in- 
crease in  deficits  that  continue  on  and 
increase.  If  there  is  someone  who  hon- 
estly believes  that  is  a  benefit  to  the 
poor,  they  have  a  different  view  of  the 
world  than  I  do.  All  you  have  to  do  is 
look  at  the  burden  of  paying  the  inter- 
est on  what  we  owe. 

Some  people  have  come  to  the  floor, 
some  of  the  millionaires  have  come  to 
the  floor  and  talked  about  how  this  in- 
volves tax  increases  on  working  people. 
Mr.  President,  those  are  exactly  the 
same  ones,  or  at  least  some  of  them  are 
exactly  the  same  ones  that  in  prior 
Congresses  have  voted  a  tax  increase 
on  Social  Security  on  working  people, 
or  people  who  had  worked  for  those 
benefits.  They  are  exactly  the  same 
ones  who  came,  or  at  least  there  are  as 
many  of  them  that  are  the  same,  that 
voted  for  the  tax  increase  on  fuel  who 
now  come  and  decry  tax  increases  on 
working  people. 

Mr.  President,  the  fact  is  this:  This 
country  has  the  lowest  net  savings  rate 
of  any  major  industrialized  country  in 
the  world.  Young  men  and  women  who 
want  an  opportunity  in  this  country 
depend  on  savings  to  give  new  invest- 
ment and  new  jobs.  One  of  the  reasons 
that  we  have  productivity  increasing 
at  a  slower  rate  in  this  country  is  be- 
cause as  Americans  we  have  not  rein- 
vested in  our  future  and  iii  our  Nation. 

I  hope  the  level  ot  debate  will  ueai 
with  the  facts  in  this  case,  and  I  hope 
the  level  of  the  debate  will  be  accurate 
because  there  are  disagreements  here 
and  they  are  honest  ones.  But  for  trust 
fund  liberal  Democrats  and  trust  fund 
liberal  millionaires  to  come  to  this 
floor  and  lecture  those  of  us  who  work 
for  a  living  about  class  warfare  I  do  not 
think  contributes  to  the  quality  of  de- 
bate. 

For  Members  to  come  to  this  floor 
and  misrepresent  the  facts  of  what  this 
budget  does  I  do  not  think  contributes 
to  this  debate.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
what  is  more  important  is  the  working 
men  and  women  of  this  country  have 
an  ability  to  see  through  the  quality  of 
rhetoric  that  has  appeared  on  this  floor 
about  the  budget.  Most  working  men 
and  women  in  this  country  understand 
that  bankrupting  this  Nation  is  not  to 
their  benefit.  Most  men  and  women 
who  work  for  a  living  in  this  country 
want  a  future  for  their  children  and 
they  are  willing  not  only  to  work  for  it 
but  to  sacrifice  for  it  and  to  commit 
for  it. 

And  most  working  men  and  women  in 
this  Nation  understand,  above  all  else. 


that  there  is  not  any  gift  of  free  things 
in  this  world:  that  ultimately  what  we 
have  is  what  we  work  for,  and  that  a 
politician  who  wants  their  vote  by  giv- 
ing them  handouts  is  not  their  friend 
nor  their  savior,  and  that  someone  who 
offers  them  a  hand  up.  not  a  handout, 
perhaps  offers  them  the  greatest  gift  of 
all. 

I  yield  the  floor.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  seek  to  yield 
time? 

Mr,  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Maine  such  time  as 
she  requires. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding  and  concur 
with  the  remarks  that  have  been  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Colorado  in  terms 
of  being  able  to  deal  with  the  facts,  be- 
cause I  think  that  this  issue  is  far  too 
important  to  ignore  the  realities  of  the 
problem  that  are  facing  this  country 
for  now  and  future  generations,  but 
also  the  facts  with  respect  to  the  plan 
that  is  before  this  Senate. 

First  of  all.  as  a  member  of  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee,  I  certainly 
want  to  commend  Senator  Domenici  as 
chair  of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
for  doing  a  magnificent  job  and  provid- 
ing the  leadership  necessary  to  bring 
forth  a  balanced  budget  plan. 

What  has  been  interesting  about  this 
debate  so  far  as  a  member  of  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee  and  formerly  as 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives in  the  last  Congress  -I  also  served 
on  the  House  Budget  Committee — at 
that  time  we  were  in  the  minority  and 
we  were  challenged  by  the  President 
and  administration  officials  as  a  mi- 
norit.y  to  bripg  forward  our  specific 
recommendations  for  budget  cuts.  The 
President  put  forward  a  plan  and  chal- 
lenged Republicans  to  bring  forward  a 
plan.  We  did  and  it  was  rejected  by  the 
Democrats  and  it  was  rejected  by  the 
administration.  But  nevertheless,  we 
put  forward  $433  billion  worth  of  spe- 
cific deficit  reduction  recommenda- 
tions. 

Now,  here  today,  we  are  in  the  major- 
ity and  we  feel  that  we  have  a  respon- 
sibility, as  we  promised  the  American 
people,  to  provide  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002.  Indeed,  the  first  month 
of  this  Congress,  we  debated  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. We  heard,  time  and  time  again, 
from  many  Members  of  the  minority, 
who  said,  "I  support  a  balanced  budget. 
I  think  we  should  balance  the  budget.  I 
think  we  should  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002.  but  I  do  not  think 
a  constitutional  amendment  is  nec- 
essary." In  fact,  we  passed  an  amend- 
ment instructing  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, with  a  vote  of  87  to  10.  to  come  for- 
ward with  a  balanced  budget  plan. 

What  has  happened  in  the  interim  is 
that  we  have  had  no  alternatives  from 


the  minority  as  to  how  to  balance  the 
budget.  What  we  have  heard  today 
here,  and  in  previous  debates,  is  at- 
tacking and  criticizing  the  specifics  of 
our  plan.  I  do  not  doubt  that  we  can 
find  fault  with  a  plan  that  attempts  to 
balance  the  budget  over  the  next  7 
years,  given  the  fact  that  it  has  been  26 
years  since  this  Nation  has  experienced 
a  balanced  budget.  But  the  fact  is  that 
there  has  been  no  constructive  con- 
tribution as  to  how  we  balance  the 
budget. 

I  have  two  charts  here,  because  I 
think  it  is  important  to  illustrate  the 
point.  To  my  right,  we  have  the  bal- 
anced budget  proposal  before  the  Sen- 
ate. You  can  see  over  7  years,  we  find 
that  in  the  year  2002  we  put  the  budget 
back  into  the  black.  It  is  not  perfect. 
There  are  a  lot  of  things  I  do  not  like 
in  it  either.  But  we  have  to  get  to  a 
bottom  line,  which  is  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  It  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  this  country,  in  the  interest 
of  future  generations  to  do  just  that. 

Now  the  other  chart  I  have  is  pretty 
much  of  a  blank.  It  is  the  Democrat 
plan  to  balance  the  budget.  There  is 
nothing.  We  are  not  debating  alter- 
natives or  competitive  plans.  We  had  a 
vote  earlier  today  on  the  President's 
plan.  The  vote  was  99  to  zero  against. 

So  the  point  is  that  the  only  plan  be- 
fore this  Senate  is  a  credible  CBO- 
scored  plan  that  says  we  can  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002.  We  have  no 
other  plans.  We  heard  in  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  well,  it  is  not  real- 
ly a  balanced  budget  because  we  have 
not  addressed  the  surplus  of  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund.  Again,  I  agree, 
that  would  be  another  approximately 
$700  billion  that  we  would  have  to  ad- 
dress beyond  the  $1.2  trillion.  But  I 
also  wculd  su'^'^est  that  ^h**^  p'a^  rrp^c 
us  off  the  trust  fund  eventually  and  is 
the  only  plan  to  do  so. 

Now,  if  other  Members  have  sugges- 
tions as  to  how  we  can  take  the  trust 
fund  off  now  with  finding  an  additional 
$700  billion  in  cuts  over  and  above  the 
$1.2  trillion  we  have  to  find  to  balance 
the  budget  by  2002,  we  would  welcome 
those  recommendations.  But  you  hear 
time  and  time  again  about  attacking 
specifics  of  this  plan  and  what  we  have 
done.  But  they  do  not  talk  about  the 
positive  benefits,  which  I  will  get  into 
in  a  moment.  They  do  not  have  an  al- 
ternative. You  do  not  hear  about  com- 
peting balanced  budget  plans  here.  We 
do  not  hear  about  constructive  rec- 
ommendations as  to  how  we  can  do  it 
differently. 

All  we  are  hearing  is  criticism  and 
bickering  about  what  is  wrong  with  the 
plan.  I  think  that  those  who  support 
the  principle  of  a  balanced  budget,  and 
support  it  in  reality,  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  come  forward  with  a  specific 
plan  and  alternative  if  they  cannot 
support  this  plan.  They  owe  it  to  the 
American  people.  We  can  cite,  as  we 
did  in  committee  time  and  time  again. 
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the  fact  that  many  Members  made 
statements  in  the  last  few  months  say- 
ing how  much  they  supported  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  they  wanted  to  work 
together  But  when  we  faced  that  re- 
ality in  committee,  we  did  not  have 
any  ideas  forthcoming.  They  talked 
about  spending  a  dividend  that  might 
or  might  not  materialize  at  the  end  of 
7  years,  and  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  said  if  in  fact  we  put  in  place 
a  plan  over  7  years  that  balances  the 
budget,  we  can  realize  a  dividend  of 
$170  billion.  But  that  will  happen  over 
7  years,  assuming  that  all  we  put  in 
place  happens.  So  what  we  faced  in  the 
committee  were  numerous  amend- 
ments on  how  to  spend  the  dividend. 
There  were  more  than  $500  billion 
worth  of  recommended  increases  in 
spending.  But  we  did  not  get  the  cor- 
responding reductions.  We  did  not  get 
recommendations  as  to  how  we  could 
cut  this  budget  and  balance  it  by  the 
year  2002. 

So  I  think  that  people  as  they  are 
watching  these  debates  are  going  to 
understand  the  difference  between 
those  who  are  trying  to  do  something 
for  the  future  of  this  country  and  those 
who  are  not  doing  anything. 

The  President's  budget,  as  I  men- 
tioned earlier  today,  did  not  address 
the  issue  of  deficit  reduction.  In  fact, 
the  President's  budget  that  was  en- 
acted in  the  last  Congress,  which  rep- 
resented the  largest  tax  increase  in  the 
history  of  this  country,  only  provided 
$88  billion  worth  of  spending  cuts  over 
5  years  of  a  collective  budget — over  5 
years  of  perhaps  $6  trillion.  The  budget 
that  the  President  put  forward  this 
year  actually  only  reduced  Federal 
spending  by  $32  billion  over  5  years 
which,  again,  represents  over  5  years  of 
collective  Dudget  of  $C  to  $7  trillioii. 
And  he  only  recommended  $32  billion  in 
that  period  of  time. 

One  of  the  previous  speakers  said  we 
have  had  3  consecutive  years  of  declin- 
ing deficits.  Yes.  that  was  the  good 
news.  But  the  bad  news  is  that  the  defi- 
cit is  going  back  up.  That  is  the  whole 
point.  That  is  the  major  problem  facing 
this  country,  because  the  President's 
budget  and  plan  from  the  past,  as  well 
as  the  one  he  recommended  to  Congress 
this  year,  add  another  $2  trillion  worth 
of  debt  by  the  year  2002— another  $2 
trillion. 

In  fact,  the  deficit  will  be  $100  billion 
larger  in  the  year  2000  than  what  the 
President  had  predicted  in  the  budget 
that  he  submitted  to  Congress  this 
year.  It  will  be  $100  billion  larger.  That 
is  not  even  taking  into  account,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  high  inflationary  periods  or  a 
recession.  That  is  assuming  that  every- 
thing goes  well  economically  between 
now  and  the  year  2000.  So.  in  fact,  that 
could  be  even  a  higher  number,  a  high- 
er number  than  the  $100  billion  more 
than  the  President  had  projected  for 
the  year  2000.  So  those  are  some  of  the 


facts  that  we  are  attempting   to  deal 
with. 

I  feel  if  people  have  constructive  crit- 
icism, then  they  have  to  recommend 
ways  in  which  to  balance  this  budget 
differently.  But  that  is  the  bottom 
line.  If  you  believe  the  magnitude  of 
the  debt  is  going  to  seriously  impair 
this  country's  ability  to  prosper  and 
provide  the  kind  of  standard  of  living 
that  the  American  people  deserve,  then 
you  have  to  support  this  plan,  because 
this  is  the  only  plan  that  is  before  the 
Senate. 

I  know  some  of  the  previous  speakers 
also  mentioned  tax  cuts,  which  is 
something  that  was  in  the  House  plan. 
Well,  this  is  the  Senate  plan.  We  do  not 
have  tax  cuts  in  this  plan  We  hear 
about  tax  cuts  and  other  things  that 
have  no  relationship  to  the  plan  that  is 
before  the  Senate.  And  it  is  very,  very 
important.  I  think,  to  make  that  dis- 
tinction. 

This  plan  before  us  today  will  bal- 
ance the  budget  for  the  first  time  in  26 
years  in  American  history.  The  last 
time  we  had  a  balanced  budget  in  this 
country  is  when  America  put  a  man  on 
the  Moon. 

Our  deficit  and  our  debt  have  grown 
1,250  percent  since  we  last  balanced  the 
budget  back  in  1969.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about.  There  is  no  other 
way  in  which  to  face  this  problem 
other  than  to  make  some  of  the  tough 
choices  now.  I  think  everybody  agrees 
we  have  to  make  some  of  these  dif- 
ficult choices,  provided  it  is  fair  and  is 
responsible. 

First  of  all.  I  should  say  that  our 
plan  saves  Medicare.  We  have  heard  an 
awful  lot  about  Medicare  today.  It  is  a 
very,  very  important  program.  So  im- 
portant that  I  would  think  that  every- 
one wnuld  he  rnncorned  about  the 
trustees'  report  which  indicates  with- 
out question  that  the  hospital  insur- 
ance trust  fund  will  be  insolvent  by  the 
year  2002. 

It  is  the  Medicare  trustees — they  are 
not  Republicans — and  it  was  not  the 
Budget  Committee  who  have  predicted 
the  insolvency  or  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  Medicare  Program  in  2002. 

Understand  one  thing:  If  we  do  noth- 
ing, if  we  do  nothing  about  the  Medi- 
care problem,  there  will  be  no  Medicare 
benefits  for  any  of  the  36  million  Amer- 
icans it  serves  after  the  year  2002. 
None.  It  will  not  exist.  By  law,  the 
Government  is  prevented  from  provid- 
ing any  benefits  if  there  are  no  assets 
in  the  insurance  trust  fund. 

I  would  like  to  quote  the  Medicare 
trustees  themselves,  who  stated  the 
following: 

With  the  mafrnitude  of  the  projected  actu- 
arial and  hospital  insurance  program,  the 
trustees  urge  Congress  to  take  additional  ac- 
tion designed  to  control  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  costs.  The  trustees  believe 
that  prompt,  effective  and  decisive  action  is 
necessary. 

That  is  exactly  what  we  do  in  our 
document. 


Amazingly,  the  minority  has  no  pro- 
posals, no  ideas,  to  remedy  the  Medi- 
care crisis.  This,  despite  the  fact  that 
three  of  the  Medicare  trustees  are  ac- 
tual Cabinet  Secretaries,  and  they  still 
refuse  to  admit  there  is  a  crisis.  The.y 
say  it  has  been  mentioned  before. 

Well,  we  have  7  years  in  which  to  ad- 
dress the  problem.  As  several  of  the 
trustees  testified  before  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  recently,  they  said 
we  have  to  take  some  action  because  it 
is  going  to  take  some  time  to  have  an 
impact  on  the  revenues  of  the  trust 
fund. 

We  cannot  wait  until  the  year  2002. 
We  cannot  wait  until  the  year  2000.  We 
cannot  even  wait  until  1997.  It  has  to  be 
done  now.  in  order  to  have  a  positive 
impact. 

I.  personally,  think  that  the  36  mil- 
lion Americans  who  depend  on  this  pro- 
gram—and more  in  the  future  because 
we  will  have  more  people  retiring— is 
that  they  should  have  a  sustainable 
health  care  program. 

Now.  we  have  one  of  two  choices.  We 
either  attempt  to  address  it  this  year 
or  we  ignore  it.  I,  frankly,  think  we 
have  a  responsibility  to  address  this 
problem. 

So  this  is  not  a  manufactured  num- 
ber. It  is  not  a  manufactured  crisis. 
This  is  from  a  report  that  was  done  by 
the  trustees  of  the  Medicare  system. 
This  just  came  out.  Three  of  the  Presi- 
dent's Cabinet  Secretaries  are  on  this 
board.  They  have  said  that  there  is  a 
problem.  I  think  that  we  do  have  an  ob- 
ligation. 

Now.  I  think  the  President  recog- 
nized that  there  has  been  a  problem  be- 
cause in  the  past  he  has  been  quoted  on 
several  occasions,  and  I  have  these 
quotes  on  the  charts  because  I  think  it 
is  important  to  remind  everyone  that 
the  President  spoke  ahnur  these  issues 
as  well  when  it  came  to  Medicare  and 
the  growth  and  the  problems  we  have 
in  the  future. 

He  said  at  one  meeting,  back  in  April 
1994,  "Then  we'll  be  able  to  lower  the 
rate  of  inflation— keep  in  mind,  we  do 
not  propose  to  cut  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid, Ma'am,"  in  answer  to  a  question  at 
a  town  meeting.  "Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid under  our  proposal  would  go  up  at 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation,  instead  of 
three  times  the  rate  of  inflation." 

Then,  back  in  October  1993,  in  speak- 
ing to  the  AARP.  a  very  important  or- 
ganization that  represents  senior  citi- 
zens in  this  country,  he  said.  "Today. 
Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up  at 
three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We 
propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the 
rate  of  inflation."  Now.  that  is  less 
than  what  we  have  in  our  budget.  We 
have  much  more.  "That  is  not  a  Medi- 
care or  Medicaid  cut.  Only  in  Washing- 
ton do  people  believe  that  no  one  can 
get  by  on  twice  the  rate  of  inflation,  so 
when  you  hear  all  this  business  about 
cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  is  not 
what  is  going  on.  We  are  going  to  have 
increases  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid." 
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I  think  we  owe  it  to  the  seniors  of 
this  country  to  begin  to  address  this 
problem.  In  this  proposal,  we  are  rec- 
ommending that  we  establish  a  biparti- 
san commission  to  recommend  ways  in 
which  to  address  the  insolvency  of  the 
program  that  will  occur  in  the  year 
2002,  according  to  the  trustees,  when 
they  issue  their  report. 

Now  we  heard  many  say  it  has  to  be 
done  within  the  context  of  comprehen- 
sive health  care  reform.  I  think  we 
ought  to  have  health  care  reform.  I 
think  it  is  an  imperative.  Hopefully,  we 
will  be  able  to  address  that,  as  well,  in 
this  Congress. 

We  asked  the  trustees  when  they  ap- 
peared before  the  committee  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  should  have  com- 
prehensive health  care  reform  in  order 
to  address  this  problem,  or  should  we 
do  it  on  a  separate,  legislative  ap- 
proach. 

Mr.  Ross  responded, 

I.  personally,  believe  there  may  well  be  a 
two-step  process  that  is  necessary,  doing 
those  things  that  can  be  done  now  to  address 
things  that  can  be  affected  in  the  short  run. 
while  setting  up  a  process  to  deal  in  a  more 
long-range  and  fuller  basis  with  the  problem 
in  the  context  of  broader  health  care  reform. 

The  other  trustee  was  asked.  What 
are  the  alternatives  if  we  do  not  ad- 
dress the  problems?  And  Mr.  Walker 
said,  "Delaying  will  only  serve  to  in- 
crease the  difficulty  and  the  severity  of 
any  related  changes.  In  addition,  fail- 
ure to  address  the  financial  imbalance 
in  the  Medicare  programs  will  likely 
have  long-term  adverse  consensus  on 
Social  Security,  since  the  Congress  has 
had  a  history  of  redirection  of  funds  for 
the  relatively  better  financed."  be- 
cause none  of  these  programs  is  well  fi- 
nanced, "the  relatively  better  financed 
programs  in  the  short  term  in  order  to 
shore  up  the  troubled  programs." 

What  they  were  recommending  is 
that  we  take  action  in  the  short  term 
and.  yes,  then  address  some  of  the 
other  issues  in  the  context  of  health 
care  reform  for  longer-term  rec- 
ommendations for  the  long-term  sta- 
bility of  the  program  far  beyond  the 
year  2002. 

The  trustees  also  estimated  that  it 
would  take  an  immediate  4-percent  in- 
crease in  the  payroll  tax  or  an  imme- 
diate reduction  in  Medicare  spending 
by  30  percent  to  deal  with  the  insol- 
vency issue  if  Congress  does  not  make 
the  changes  in  the  system. 

Obviously,  we  do  not  want  that  to 
happen.  That  is  why,  I  think,  that  a 
commission  on  Medicare  would  be 
very,  very,  helpful.  Our  plan  before  the 
Senate  today  actually  increases  Medi- 
care spending  and  saves  the  Medicare 
Program  from  going  bankrupt  in  7 
years,  as  the  Medicare  trustees  have 
predicted. 

Our  plan  provides  for  overall  cumu- 
lative spending  for  Medicare  over  7 
years  of  $1.6  trillion.  Medicare  spending 
will  climb  from  $178  billion  this  year  to 
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an  estimated  $283  billion  in  the  fiscal 
year  2002  under  this  proposal,  an  in- 
crease of  $105  billion,  or  almost  60  per- 
cent above  this  year's  outlays  alone. 

Moreover,  per  capita  spending  on 
Medicare  under  this  measure  will  rise 
from  $4,950  per  Medicare  beneficiary  in 
1995  to  more  than  $6,400  per  person  in 
the  year  2002,  a  29-percent  increase. 
That  is  an  increase  of  over  $1,500  in  7 
years,  or  an  extra  $200  per  person  each 
year  in  Medicare  spending. 

Our  plan  also  protects  Social  Secu- 
rity. That  is  why  I  am  also  amazed 
that  so  many  here  have  said  in  their 
previous  speeches  that  somehow  this 
plan  affects  Social  Security.  They  said 
that  about  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget,  as  well. 
But  there  is  nothing  more  important  to 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund  than 
making  sure  that  we  get  our  house  in 
order  with  respect  to  our  Federal  budg- 
et deficits.  The  more  we  spend  in  the 
red,  the  more  we  borrow  from  the  trust 
fund. 

It  is  paramount  for  Social  Security 
recipients  that  we  address  the  deficit 
issue  and  make  every  attempt  to  re- 
strain the  growth  of  our  national  debt. 
That  is  the  real  threat  to  the  Social 
Security  program.  The  fact  is  that  no 
less  than  10  percent  of  our  Federal 
debt,  much  of  which  has  been  added 
over  the  last  2  years,  is  already  owed  to 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund.  That  is 
why  it  is  so  critical  for  us  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget.  In  fact,  the  former 
Commissioner,  Robert  M.yers,  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration— he 
was  Deputy  Commissioner  in  1981  and 
1982,  and  he  also,  in  1982  and  1983, 
served  as  the  Executive  Director  on  So- 
cial Security  reform — this  is  what  he 
had  to  say: 

In  my  opinion,  the  most  serious  threat  to 
Social  Security  is  the  federal  government's 
fiscal  irresponsibility.  If  we  continue  to  run 
Federal  deficits  year  after  year,  and  if  inter- 
est payments  continue  to  rise  at  an  alarming 
rate,  we  will  face  two  dangerous  possibili- 
ties. Either  we  will  raid  the  trust  funds  to 
pay  for  our  current  profligacy,  or  we  will 
print  money,  dishonestly  inflating  our  way 
out  of  indebtedness.  Both  cases  would  dev- 
astate the  real  value  of  the  Social  Security 
trust  funds. 

Further  quoting  Mr.  Myers: 

Regaining  control  of  our  fiscal  affairs  is 
the  most  important  step  that  we  can  take  to 
protect  the  soundness  of  the  Social  Security 
trust  funds.  I  urge  Congress  to  make  that 
goal  a  reality. 

So  our  plan  preserves  a  secure  legacy 
for  future  generations.  We  are  not  em- 
bracing the  status  quo.  We  do  not  want 
to  condemn  future  generations  to  im- 
possible choices  on  spending,  which  is 
what  the  administration's  plan  cer- 
tainly offered,  and  certainly  what  the 
minority's  plan  has  offered,  which  is  no 
plan.  So  there  are  no  choices  here.  And 
that  is  why  this  proposal  before  us 
today  is  so  critical.  Because  this  is  the 
only  plan  that  will  address  the  indebt- 
edness of  this  country,  and  to  put  us  on 


a  more  stable  path.  You  might  ask,  if 
we  do  nothing  to  end  the  rising  tide  of 
debts,  what  happens  to  the  young  peo- 
ple of  today  and  to  future  generations? 
It  is  interesting  to  note,  the  National 
Taxpayers  Union  has  estimated  that  a 
child  bom  today  will  have  to  pay  over 
$100,000  in  extra  taxes  over  the  course 
of  his  or  her  lifetime  in  order  to  pay 
just  the  interest  on  the  debt  which  will 
accumulate  in  the  next  18  years.  And 
for  every  $200  billion  in  new  deficit 
spending,  a  child  bom  today  will  need 
to  pay  an  additional  $5,000  in  taxes. 
just  to  cover  the  interest  charges. 

Tax  burdens  are  so  enormous  that 
projections  are  that  a  child  bom  today 
will  now  have  to  pay  between  90  and  100 
percent^90  and  100  percent — of  his  or 
her  income  in  order  to  pay  for  the  ex- 
pected spending.  That  is  simply  not  a 
fair  burden  to  place  on  future  genera- 
tions. It  is  morally  reprehensible  and 
financially  disastrous. 

On  the  contrary,  our  plan  will  relieve 
future  generations  from  having  to 
carry  the  yoke  of  debts  and  deficits  by 
reaching  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  That  is  our  gift  to  the  next  gen- 
eration of  Americans.  And  they  deserve 
no  less. 

While  much  has  been  said  recently 
about  supposed  tax  reductions  in  our 
plan,  I  would  like  to  make  one  thing 
clear  once  and  for  all.  In  our  plan,  defi- 
cit reduction  and  balancing  the  budget 
is  our  only  priority.  Lest  we  forget,  it 
was  this  very  administration  which 
took  great  pride  and  effort  to  preempt 
the  new  majority  in  Congress  last  No- 
vember after  the  election  by  issuing  its 
own  tax  cut  proposal  to  the  American 
people  of  at  least  $69  billion. 

As  the  majority  of  Americans  in 
every  income  bracket  have  expressed 
in  opinion  poll  after  opinion  poll,  we 
understand  that  deficit  reduction  must 
be  our  first  priority,  our  only  priority 
in  this  budget  plan  and  our  first  order 
of  business.  And  that  is  exactly  what 
you  are  going  to  find  in  this  budget 
proposal.  It  is  nothing  more  and  noth- 
ing less. 

Under  our  plan,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment spending  will  be  slowed  by  $961 
billion  over  the  next  7  years,  reducing 
Government  outlays  from  a  total  of 
$12.8  trillion  to  $11.9  trillion.  If  we  are 
going  to  lead  by  example,  we  should  in 
deficit  cutting,  and  we  have  in  our 
budget.  In  fact,  we  place  a  strict  7-year 
freeze  on  all  pay  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress because  we  think  it  is  important 
that  we  do  all  that  we  can  to  make 
sure  that  we  are  contributing  to  deficit 
reduction.  In  fact,  I  think  we  should  do 
more. 

In  addition  to  reducing  Federal 
spending,  our  plan  reduces  the  alba- 
tross of  Federal  bureaucracy.  Our 
budget  proposal  reduces  the  size  and 
scope  of  a  Federal  bureaucracy  that 
has  overtaxed,  overregulated,  and  over- 
extended itself  over  past  years,  hurting 
small  businesses,  middle-class  families, 
and  economic  expansion. 
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Our  plan  eliminates  dozens  and  doz- 
ens of  Federal  departments,  agencies, 
and  programs.  It  abolishes  unnecessary 
bureaucracy,  eradicates  Government 
waste,  terminates  duplication,  and  con- 
solidates and  streamlines  Federal  pro- 
grams to  improve  efficiency  and 
prioritizes  our  very  limited  Federal  re- 
sources. In  short,  our  budget  plan  puts 
the  Federal  Government  on  a  much- 
needed  low  dollar  diet,  and  applies 
some  fiscal  therapy  to  our  governing 
institutions. 

What  did  the  administration  attempt 
to  do?  I  remind  you.  the  President, 
back  in  June  1992.  said  that  he  was 
going  to  have  a  5-year  plan  for  the 
American  people  to  balance  the  budget. 
Of  course,  he  never  presented  that  to 
the  Congress.  He  has  never  developed 
such  a  plan.  But  in  his  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996  he  eliminates  just  one  Fed- 
eral program,  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission.  That  was  the 

administrations's  commitment  to  re- 
ducing the  size  of  Government  in  Wash- 
ington. 

But  I  think  it  is  important  to  look  at 
the  benefits  of  a  plan  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  A  balanced 
budget  plan  prepares  America  for  fu- 
ture economic  growth.  It  is  right  for 
America  because  the  balanced  Federal 
budget  is  good  economics,  good  ac- 
counting, it  is  good  for  job  creation,  it 
is  good  for  productivity,  it  is  good  for 
savings,  it  is  good  for  reducing  taxes, 
and  it  is  very,  very  important  in  re- 
storing the  faith  and  trust  that  is  es- 
sential for  America  to  have  between 
government  and  the  people. 

According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  if  we  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  the  average  American  will 
have  a  real  growth  in  income  of  36  per- 
cent bv  the  vear  2020.  Others  predict 
that  passage  of  a  balanced  budget  will 
result  in  a  2.5-percent  drop  in  interest 
rates,  while  the  Wharton  School  of 
Business  predicts  a  4-percent  drop. 
With  a  2.5-percent  drop  in  interest 
rates,  our  interest  payments  will  be 
lowered  by  more  than  $600  billion  be- 
tween now  and  the  year  2002. 

Finally,  it  has  been  pointed  out  that 
when  we  do  have  a  balanced  budget,  in 
the  year  2002.  interest  rates  will  stay 
around  3.5  percent.  For  average  home- 
owners this  will  mean  a  savings  of  $500 
per  month  on  their  mortgage  pay- 
ments. 

Another  reason  we  must  have  a  bal- 
anced budget  set  forth  in  our  plan  is 
because  our  Nation  cannot  continue  to 
live  in  a  fiscal  condition  where  our 
standard  of  living  is  being  continually 
challenged  and  lowered  by  the  effects 
of  annual  deficits  and  increased  debts. 
Without  a  balanced  budget,  America 
will  become  a  second-rate  economy 
with  a  second-rate  standard  of  living. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  a  gross  inter- 
est payment  on  the  debt  of  $339  billion 
this  year  and  $372  billion  next  year. 
Within    a    few    years— and    this    is    an 


amazing  statistic— the  interest  on  the 
debt  will  consume  50  percent  of  all  dis- 
cretionary spending.  In  fact,  since  1980 
interest  on  the  debt  is  the  only  area  of 
the  budget  that  has  grown  faster  than 
entitlements,  at  a  rate  of  120  percent. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  a  debt  of  $4.9 
trillion,  a  debt  so  large  that  each  per- 
son's share  of  the  debt  would  have 
grown  from  $18,500  today  to  $23,700  per 
person,  under  the  President's  proposal. 
in  1999.  a  proposal,  as  I  mentioned,  we 
soundly  rejected  this  morning  by  a 
vote  of  99  to  zero.  So  who  says  biparti- 
sanship is  nonexistent  when  it  comes 
to  recognizing  a  bad  budget? 

We  can  no  longer  afford  to  continue 
to  allow  the  income  of  American  fami- 
lies to  deteriorate  because  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  fiscal  ineptitude. 
According  to  the  Concord  Coalition, 
without  the  debt  burdens  imposed  by 
recurring  debts,  the  average  family  in- 
come would  be  $50,000  rather  than 
$35,000. 

The  truth  is.  our  plan  for  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002  is  the  right 
plan  for  America  because,  if  it  passes, 
it  will  be  the  very  first  balanced  budget 
in  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  century. 
Today.  26  years  and  a  generation  later, 
we  have  a  chance  to  restore  some  fiscal 
equilibrium  in  our  country.  So  now  is 
clearly  the  time.  Judging  the  trends, 
now  is  the  time  to  act  or  we  will  quick- 
ly reach  a  dangerous  and  irresponsible 
point  of  no  return. 

In  the  1960's,  deficits  in  America 
averaged  $6  billion  per  year.  In  the 
1970's,  deficits  averaged  $38  billion  per 
year.  In  the  1980's,  they  averaged  $156 
billion  per  year. 

So  far  in  the  1990"s  they  have  aver- 
aged almost  $260  billion  per  year. 
Clearly,  signs  are  pointing  to  a  worsen- 
ing of  economic  conditions  before  we 
reach  an  improvement.  That  is  why 
this  is  potentially  our  last  rendezvous 
with  history.  We  have  tried  different 
paths  before.  We  have  tried  numerous 
legislative  fixes,  jump-starts,  we  have 
even  tried  statutory  attempts  like 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  and  the  Rud- 
man  Act  and  the  Byrd  Act,  and  the 
Humphrey-Hawkins  Act.  We  tried  re- 
scissions and  freezes  and  spending  caps, 
and  some,  like  the  administration, 
even  resorted  to  onerous  tax  hikes  to 
get  the  American  people  to  pay  for  the 
Federal  Government's  inaction.  But 
the  fact  is  that  the  problem  remains, 
and  it  has  only  gotten  worse. 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  that  we  can 
do  better,  and  we  must  do  better.  This 
plan  sets  aside  the  gimmicks,  and  bal- 
ances the  budget  and  the  old  fashioned 
way  with  real  budget  priorities,  spend- 
ing reduction,  and  fiscal  responsibility. 
It  will  allow  us  to  start  anew  and  to 
plan  for  a  brighter  future  for  our  chil- 
dren as  they  pursue  their  own  Amer- 
ican dream.  Our  children's  legacy  is 
too  priceless  to  be  squandered. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROBS  addressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

The  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not 
know  who  is  controlling  time  on  this 
side.  But  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  use  at  this  particular  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
use  time. 

.Mr.  ROBB.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  use  such  time  as  may  be  required. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  continue  our  de- 
bate on  the  budget  resolution,  let  us 
remember  that  this  is  the  easy  part.  A 
budget  resolution  is  not  a  budget  any 
more  than  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  a  balanced  budget.  It  is  easy  to 
vote  for  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget,  and  it  is  relatively 
easy  to  vote  for  a  nonspecific  budget 
resolution.  The  hard  part  is  actually 
producing  a  balanced  budget. 

Both  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
and  a  balanced  budget  resolution  are  in 
effect  a  commitment  to  make  the  real- 
ly tough  choices  required  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget.  The  heavy  lifting 
comes  later.  The  pain  will  not  really  be 
felt,  and  the  magnitude  of  the  sheer 
sacrifice  required  will  not  truly  be- 
come a  reality  until  the  authorizing, 
appropriating,  and  finance  committees 
finish  their  work,  and  specific  pro- 
grams are  cut  by  specific  amounts  and 
specific  revenues  are  raised  either  by 
increasing  tax  rates  or  eliminating  tax 
breaks.  That  formidable  task  still 
looms  over  the  horizon  even  after  this 
budget  resolution  is  passed. 

Those  of  us  who  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budj^et  amendment  2nd  those 
who  voted  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  because  they  did  not  be- 
lieve we  needed  to  change  the  Constitu- 
tion to  provide  the  courage  required  to 
make  the  tough  decisions,  have  a  spe- 
cial responsibility  to  work  together  to 
produce  a  balanced  budget.  The  frame- 
work of  this  debate  is  how  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

We  ought  to  acknowledge  up  front, 
however,  that  even  the  current  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  does  not  actu- 
ally get  us  to  a  true  balanced  budget 
by  '2002  because  it  still  uses  the  Social 
Security  surpluses  for  the  next  7  years 
to  mask  the  size  of  the  remaining  defi- 
cit as  we  have  been  doing  for  many 
years  in  the  past.  Therefore,  we  cannot 
deny  that,  even  if  we  fulfill  the  promise 
of  the  current  budget  resolution  in 
2002,  we  will  still  be  spending  $113  bil- 
lion more  than  we  take  in. 

Nonetheless,  this  resolution  clearly 
moves  us  in  the  right  direction,  and 
the  Republicans  are  to  be  commended. 

President  Clinton  started  us  in  the 
right  direction  in  1993  with  a  bold  mix 
of  spending  cuts  and  income  tax  in- 
creases limited  to  the  top  1.2  percent  of 
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the  wage  earners  that  gave  us  the  larg- 
est deficit  reduction  package  in  our 
Nation's  history.  I  had  hoped  for  simi- 
lar boldness  in  the  administration's 
budget  for  this  year.  The  political  con- 
siderations apparently  dictated  other- 
wise, as  they  obviously  did  for  the  two 
previous  administrations.  Therefore, 
the  Republicans  get  and  deserve  credit 
for  keeping  the  momentum  going. 

Now  in  control  of  the  Congress,  the 
Republicans  are  struggling  to  make  the 
tough  choices.  And  it  seems  to  me  that 
it  is  critical  that  we  work  together  to 
reach  the  agreed-upon  goal  by  the  vear 
2002. 

We  should  applaud  Senator  Domenici 
and  Representative  K.-\siCH  for  doing 
what  they  said  they  would  do  by  devel- 
oping budget  resolutions  that  create  an 
outline  for  how  our  budget  can,  if  we 
count  in  the  Social  Security  surplus, 
achieve  balance  by  the  year  2002.  We  do 
not  have  to  agree  on  every  suggested 
cut.  But  I  hope  we  can  be  constructive 
in  our  criticism. 

In  all  fairness,  it  is  difficult  to  at- 
tack Republicans  for  advancing  a 
faulty  plan  when  we  Democrats  have 
not  yet  offered  a  better  one.  We  should 
take  advantage  of  this  historic  oppor- 
tunity to  lay  out  our  different  prior- 
ities for  the  Nation  within  the  context 
of  a  balanced  budget.  And  I  can  assure 
you  that  nothing  that  we  are  planning. 
Mr.  President,  to  propose  in  the  way  of 
a  amendment  lessen  our  chances  of 
meeting  that  goal  in  the  year  2002. 

Our  parties  have  very  different  vi- 
sions of  government.  We  should  debate 
these  differences  honestly  and  con- 
structively. I  applaud  the  strength  of 
the  convictions  that  drives  my  Demo- 
cratic colleagues  to  fight  for  programs 
which   help  children,    the   elderly,   and 

fenseless  and  aiding  the  less  fortunate 
have  always  been  a  hallmark  of  our 
great  party.  In  my  view,  however,  fail- 
ing to  balance  the  budget  as  soon  as 
possible  will  ultimately  harm  precisely 
those  we  seek  to  protect. 

We  are  on  an  unsustainable  path  that 
places  our  Nation's  future  at  risk. 
Every  dollar  we  borrow  to  fund  a  pro- 
gram today  will  have  to  be  repaid  with 
interest  by  our  children  tomorrow.  And 
every  dollar  our  children  have  to  spend 
repaying  interest  on  our  debt  is  one 
less  dollar  for  them  to  use  to  build 
schools.  improve  highways.  pride 
health  care,  or  fund  law  enforcement. 
In  truth,  we  are  paying  today  for  past 
failures  to  address  the  upwardly  spiral- 
ing  national  debt.  This  year,  15  percent 
of  our  annual  budget  is  devoted  to  pay- 
ing interest  on  the  massive  debt  we 
began  accruing  in  earnest  during  the 
1980's.  In  fact,  if  it  were  not  for  the  in- 
terest we  are  paying  on  this  whole 
debt,  our  budget  this  year  would  be 
balanced. 

In  any  event,  we  can  no  longer  afford 
to  use  deficit  reduction  as  a  political 
hot   potato.   Now   is   the   time   for   real 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13745 


leadership.  We  should  begin  providing 
that  leadership  by  educating  the  Amer- 
ican people  on  a  bipartisan  basis  about 
the  .sacrifice  that  reducing  the  deficit 
requires  from  us  all.  We  have  a  higher 
calling  than  current  political  passion. 
The  temptation  to  tear  down  the  other 
side  is  difficult  to  resist. 

For  the  sake  of  the  next  generation, 
however,  we  should  not  allow  ourselves 
to  do  to  Republicans  what  they  did  to 
us  when  we  made  the  tough  decisions 
to  reduce  the  deficit  in  1993.  When  we 
were  in  the  majority,  we  made  the  hard 
choices  without  a  single  Republican 
vote.  Republicans  then  in  the  minority 
decided  to  exploit  those  tough  deci- 
sions, and  succeeded  in  the  last  elec- 
tion largely,  as  a  result.  The  middle 
class  was  led  to  believe  their  income 
taxes  had  been  raised  when,  in  fact,  we 
increased  the  income  tax  rate  only  on 
wealthiest  1.2  percent  of  Americans 
who  could  best  afford  it.  and  actually 
reduced  taxes  for  the  16  percent  least 
affluent  working  families  who  needed  a 
break. 

Likewise,  people  were  led  to  believe 
that  we  did  not  cut  spending.  But  the 
fact  is  that  we  cut  $255  billion  in  Fed- 
eral spending.  The  tactics  deployed  to 
attack  the  1993  plan,  however,  are  what 
make  balancing  the  budget  so  difficult 
and  which  have  kept  us  on  the  path  to 
incomprehensible  indebtedness. 

If  we  seek  revenge  against  the  Repub- 
licans and  resort  to  the  scare  tactics 
and  distortions  that  so  successfully  ru- 
ined our  efforts  to  achieve  even  greater 
deficit  reduction  in  1993,  we  will  have 
abdicated  our  responsibility  to  protect 
future  generations. 

We  need  the  courage  to  ignore  the 
polls  which  suggest  that,  while  a  ma- 
jority of  Americans  believe  we  should 
"r;ala.r.cc  the  budget,  and  even  greater 
majority  oppose  cutting  the  programs 
that  contribute  the  most  to  the  deficit. 
And  of  course,  no  one  wants  a  tax  in- 
crease. 

There  are.  however,  only  two  ways  to 
balance  the  budget.  We  either  cut 
spending  or  raise  revenues.  And.  in 
truth,  we  need  to  do  both.  We  need  to 
focus  our  efforts  on  cutting  all  the  Fed- 
eral spending  that  we  can  eliminate  in 
good  conscience.  And  we  should  not 
shy  away  from  terminating  depart- 
ments, agencies  or  programs  that  do 
not  make  sense,  even  though  they  have 
a  strong  constituency.  But,  after  we 
cancel  all  of  the  useless,  inefficient,  or 
unnecessary  spending  we  can  identify. 
if  we  still  cannot  balance  the  budget, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  have  the  politi- 
cal courage  to  raise  taxes.  Otherwise, 
we  will  be  conceding  that  we  are  un- 
willing to  I've  within  our  means. 

Our  job  as  leaders  is  to  describe  the 
choices,  educate  the  people,  and  ex- 
plain that  we  cannot  get  to  balance 
merely  by  eliminating  waste,  fraud  and 
abuse,  cutting  welfare,  and  stopping 
foreign  aid.  There  is  no  line  item  for 
the   former,   and   the   latter  each  rep- 


resent less  than  one  percent  of  our  cur- 
rent budget.  And  we  cannot  let  the 
polls  dictate  our  response.  Our  best 
judgment  of  what  is  right  for  America 
in  the  long  run  should  be  our  guide.  In 
the  oft-repeated  words  of  Edmund 
Burke,  "[y]our  representative  owes 
you,  not  his  industry  only,  but  his 
judgment:  and  he  betrays  instead  of 
serving  you  if  he  sacrifices  it  to  your 
opinion." 

If,  to  gain  political  advantage,  we 
pummel  those  who  make  the  tough  de- 
cisions to  reduce  the  deficit,  we  will 
poison  the  atmosphere  and  sow  the 
seeds  of  our  own  destruction.  Bal- 
ancing the  budget  will  become  impos- 
sible. As  a  result,  we  will  have  suc- 
ceeded in  being  the  first  generation  to 
leave  the  country  in  worse  condition 
than  we  inherited.  By  arguing  that 
painful  cuts  or  tax  increases  are  not 
necessary,  we  send  a  dangerous  mes- 
sage to  the  people  we  serve.  We  simply 
cannot  continue  to  tell  the  American 
people  that  it  is  possible  to  have  it  all 
without  paying  for  it. 

The  fear  of  partisan  attack,  however, 
has  already  made  this  process  more  dif- 
ficult. Knowing  the  power  of  various 
interest  groups,  both  sides  are  afraid  to 
recommend  cutting  sacred  programs  or 
raising  needed  revenues.  Social  Secu- 
rity accounts  for  22  percent  of  our  an- 
nual current  budget.  Medicare  for  12 
percent.  If  we  do  nothing,  entitlements 
and  interest  on  the  national  debt  will 
consume  every  dollar  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment receives  by  2013.  No  program 
can  be  placed  off-limits  if  we  seek  to 
balance  the  budget  in  the  most  even- 
handed  manner  possible.  If  sacrifice  is 
spread  broadly  and  fairly,  we  can  suc- 
ceed. Otherwise,  we  will  fail. 

Our  guiding  principle  should  be  to 
provide  Federal  benefits  only  to  those 
who  truly  need  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. We  can  no  longer  afford  to  do 
otherwise.  Calls  for  limiting  Federal 
benefits  to  those  in  need,  however, 
should  not  be  misconstrued  as  a  battle 
cry  for  class  warfare. 

Democrats  should  be  willing  to  admit 
that  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
wealth  or  economic  success.  Indeed, 
that  is  the  rung  on  the  economic  ladder 
that  most  Americans  are  trying  to 
reach.  Republicans,  on  the  other  hand, 
should  acknowledge  that  a  progressive 
income  tax,  which  is  based  on  the  fair 
notion  that  people  should  pay  taxes  ac- 
cording to  their  ability,  and  denying 
unneeded  benefits  to  the  well-off,  is  not 
class  warfare.  It  is  merely  a  recogni- 
tion that  we  do  not  have  the  money  to 
pay  $30  billion  in  entitlements  each 
year  to  families  who  make  over  $100,000 
annually.  In  short.  Federal  revenues 
should  go  only  to  those  who  need  and 
deserve  our  help. 

Given  this  fiscal  crisis.  I  believe  it  is 
sheer  folly  to  even  be  considering  a  tax 
cut  at  this  time.  Indeed,  we  play  a  dan- 
gerous game  when  we  pander  to  those 
who  say  "it's  our  money,  and  we  want 
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it  back."  Tax  revenues  pay  for  govern- 
mental functions  that  benefit  all  of  us, 
such  as  national  defense,  highways, 
schools,  and  law  enforcement.  We  are 
bound  together  as  a  community  of  indi- 
viduals who  support  a  social  contract. 
We  can  support  that  social  contract  ei- 
ther out  of  compassion,  believing  that 
we  have  a  moral  obligation  to  each 
other,  or  we  can  support  the  social  con- 
tract out  of  fear,  knowing  that  if  we 
fail  to  help  those  truly  in  need,  a  feel- 
ing of  sheer  hopelessness  will  eventu- 
ally lead  them  to  believe  that  they 
have  no  choice  but  to  take  by  force 
what  they  believe  they  need  to  survive. 

I  support  the  bold  efforts  of  those 
who  seek  to  balance  the  budget  by  2002. 
The  longer  we  wait,  the  more  difficult 
the  task  becomes.  If  the  events  of  the 
last  week  are  an  indication,  however, 
we  are  at  risk  once  again  of  making 
deficit  reduction  a  pitched  political 
battle.  If  we  do  so.  the  primary  casual- 
ties will  be  the  children  of  the  next 
generation,  defenselessly  caught  in  the 
crossfire.  Madam  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WARNER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ms. 
Snowp;).  The  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Madam  President.  I 
join  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Virginia  in  our  endeavor  to  support  a 
balanced  budget. 

I  am  not  sure  I  fully  understood  his 
final  comments  about  the  children  in 
the  crossfire,  but  it  is  clear  to  me  that 
children  will  shoulder  this  debt,  which 
is  growing  constantly,  unless  we  join 
together,  as  my  colleague  said.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats,  in  resolving  this 
budget  problem. 

Madam  President.  I  will  have  further 
detailed  remarks  on  this  issue  early 
next  week:  but  I  wanted  at  this  time  to 
close  out  the  debate  today  with  an  ap- 
peal for  all  Senators  to  examine  the 
impact  of  the  Senate  budget  proposal 
on  our  national  defense. 

Both  my  junior  colleague  and  I  are 
privileged  to  serve  on  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee,  and  he 
knows  full  well  that  defense  has  been 
declining.  Madam  President,  for  every 
fiscal  year  for  a  decade;  for  a  full  dec- 
ade. 

This  morning.  I  say  to  my  colleagues, 
this  article  appeared  in  the  newspapers 
in  Virginia's  Tidewater  area,  where  we 
are  privileged  to  have  the  world's  larg- 
est naval  base,  in  Norfolk.  It  states: 
"Naval  Reserve  Jets  Activated  for 
Duty  in  Bosnia  Combat  "  If  I  may  ask 
my  colleagues  to  oear  with  me  while  I 
read  one  or  two  paragraphs. 

■'Special  reseives'  are  being  used  during 
downsizing.  For  the  first  time— 

I  repeat,  for  the  first  time. 
since  the  Vietnam  War.  a  squadron  of  Naval 
Reserve   warplanes   is   being   activated   and 
sent  to  the  Mediterranean  to  join  military 
operations  over  Bosnia. 

The  deployment  is  part  of  the  Pentagon's 
plan  to  rely  more  on  the  'select  reserves" 


CONGRESSIONAL  R£CORI>— SENATE 

officials 


May  19,  1995 


May  19,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13747 


during   the   military's  downsizing, 
said. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks,  the  entire 
article,  together  with  another  one.  ap- 
pear. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Now.  there  is  clear  documentation  of 
these  10  consecutive  years  of 
downsizing  of  the  U.S.  military— 10 
years.  And  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  indeed  the  Republicans 
under  the  leadership  of  Chairman 
Thurmond,  have  been  addressing  this 
issue.  And  under  the  leadership  of  the 
chairman  and  Senator  McC.\lN,  there 
will  be  forthcoming  proposals  to  ad- 
dress what  I  regard  as  a  very  serious 
problem,  namely  that  the  House  Budg- 
et Committee  proposal  for  defense 
spending,  which  is  $267.3  billion  and 
adopted  by  the  House  just  yesterday, 
falls  in  the  area  which  I  hope,  and  oth- 
ers hope,  to  achieve  for  the  Senate. 

The  Senate  bill  is  the  same  as  the 
President's  submission  and  consider- 
ably less  than  the  House  bill.  And 
therein  lies  the  difference  that  I,  to- 
gether with  others,  will  ask  the  Senate 
to  address  next  week.  It  is  a  very  seri- 
ous problem. 

Also  appearing  in  the  news  today  is  a 
second  article,  from  the  Washington 
Post,  that  concerns  me  greatly.  Madam 
President.  And  that  is  entitled.  "Clin- 
ton AdjTiinistration  Trades  Military 
Modernization  for  Readiness." 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  indulge  me  in 
reading  a  paragraph  or  two: 

"In  avoiding  a  short-term  problem 
with  military  readiness,  the  Clinton 
administration  has  created  a  long-term 
headache  over  modernization  of  weap- 
ons and  equipment. 

"It  has  cut  procurement  of  weapons 
systems  to  the  lowest  level" — I  repeat, 
the  low  lowest  level— "in  nearly  a  half- 
century  in  order  to  sustain  training, 
maintenance  and  other  readiness 
spending  at  robust  levels." 

Madam  President,  I  am  not  faulting 
the  Secretary  of  Defense.  He  is  given 
only  so  much  money  to  deal  with.  He 
does  the  very  best  he  can— indeed.  Sec- 
retary Perry  is  one  of  the  finest  to 
have  ever  held  that  office — the  very 
best  he  can  to  project  the  Depart- 
ment's expenditures  over  each  of  the 
fiscal  years.  He  comes  from  the  re- 
search and  development  area  of  the  pri- 
vate sector.  He  knows  full  well  the  dan- 
ger of  this  course  of  action. 

I  have  discussed  this  very  problem 
with  him,  as  have  other  Members  of 
this  Chamber,  and  we  realize  he  really 
has  no  alternative. 

All  of  this  to  say.  Madam  President, 
that  early  next  week  I  hope  the  man- 
agers of  this  bill  provide  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  an  opportunity  to 
address  this  issue  in  greater  detail  and 
to   focus   the   attention   of  the   entire 


Senate  on  the  very  significant  dif- 
ference between  the  House  approach 
and  the  current  Senate  proposal  now 
before  us.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  Sen- 
ate will  make  some  adjustments.  But  I 
leave  the  details  as  to  how  it  is  to  be 
done  until  the  opening  remarks  by  our 
chairman  of  the  committee,  together 
with  Senator  McC.\lN,  and  I  hope  to 
join  them  in  this  effort. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Exhibit  l 

Nav.al  Reserve  Jets  Activ.\ted  for  Dut\'  in 

Bosnia  Comb.at 

(By  Jack  Dorsey) 

For  the  first  time  since  the  Vietnam  War. 
a  squadron  of  Naval  Reserve  warplanes  is 
being  activated  and  sent  to  the  Mediterra- 
nean to  join  military  operations  over  Bosnia. 

The  deployment  is  part  of  the  Pentagon's 
plan  to  rely  more  on  the  "select  reserves" 
during  the  military's  downsizing,  officials 
.said. 

Two  EA-6B  Prowler  jets  and  about  30  per- 
sonnel from  Tactical  Electronic  Warfare 
Squadron  209.  based  at  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base  near  Washington,  left  Thursday  for  the 
Norfolk-based  carrier  Theodore  Roosevelt. 

The  Roosevelt,  currently  in  the  Red  Sea.  is 
heading  toward  the  Adriatic  Sea  off  the 
coast  of  the  former  Yugoslavia  to  assist 
NATO  and  United  Nations  personnel  taking 
part  in  Operation  Deny  Flight. 

In  this  instance,  the  jets  will  augment  an 
active-duty  squadron  of  four  or  five  Prowlers 
assigned  to  the  carrier.  The  reserves  will  ro- 
tate pilots  and  crews  from  the  U.S.  every  30 
to  60  days  for  six  months. 

The  deployment  of  reserves  also  is  a  result 
of  the  military's  "right-sizing."  said  Capt. 
John  Kistler.  deputy  chief  of  staff  for  the 
Naval  Reserve  Command,  headquartered  in 
New  Orleans. 

While  some  reserve  units  were  called  up 
during  the  Desert  Shield  and  Desert  Storm 
operations,  no  reserve  tactical  jets  were 
needed  aboard  carriers.  Kistler  said.  The 
militAi'y  refei-s  to  its  tacLicai  "  aircraft  as 
those  capable  of  waging  combat,  such  as 
fighters  and  bombers. 

"Until  right-sizing  started,  we  had  an  air 
wing  for  every  carrier.  "  Kistler  said.  ""There 
was  always  plenty  to  go  around. 

"Now.  when  they  need  to  make  up  a  dif- 
ferent configuration  for  a  better  scenario 
like  they  did  for  this  one.  we  believe  they 
will  be  increasing  their  reliance  on  reserves 
to  finish  out  a  carrier  (air  wing)  to  whatever 
size  they  want  it  to  be.'" 

The  next  deployment  may  require  more 
helicopters,  for  example,  he  said.  A  Naval 
Reserve  squadron  of  H-60  helicopters  out  of 
Norfolk  was  ordered  to  Haiti  last  fall  for  six 
weeks. 

All  of  the  reservists  volunteered  for  the 
Haiti  assignment.  Kistler  said. 

"It  is  very  exciting  for  them.  They  have  al- 
ways known  they  could  do  the  job  well  and 
this  is  another  chance  to  prove  it.  We  didn't 
have  to  ask  anyone  to  go.  It  was  all  volun- 
teer." 

The  Navy  Prowlers  are  four-seat,  twin-en- 
gine jets  equipped  with  anti-radar  missiles 
that  home  in  our  enemy  ground  radar  The 
jets  also  carry  pods  that  contain  high-pow- 
ered electronic  jamming  equipment  that  can 
be  u.sed  against  enemy  air  defenses. 

While  the  fighting  forces  in  Bosnia  have 
relatively  few  aircraft:  possibly  two  or  more 
Soviet-built  MiGs— land-based  mobile  mis- 
sile launchers  on  the  backs  of  trucks. 


The  HrowltTs  can  jam  electronic  signals, 
including  communications  and  missile  com- 
mands. 

Each  jot  has  a  pilot,  navigator,  electronic 
warfare  operator  and  mis.sile  operator. 

A  unit  of  .\\r  F'orce  EF-111  Ravens  cur- 
rently performing  similar  duties  out  of 
Aviano  Air  Base  in  Northern  Italy  is  ready 
to  rotate  back  to  the  United  States. 

The  Navy  Prowlers  will  take  their  place, 
operating  primarily  from  the  carrier  but  out 
of  Aviano  during  periods  of  poor  weather. 

Clinton  administration  Trades  Military 

Modernization  for  Readiness 

(By  Bradley  Graham) 

In  avoiding  a  short-term  problem  with 
military  readiness,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion has  created  a  long-term  headache  over 
modernization  of  weapons  and  equipment. 

It  has  cut  procurement  of  weapons  systems 
to  the  lowest  in  nearly  a  half-century  in 
order  to  sustain  training,  maintenance  and 
other  readiness  spending  at  robust  levels. 

So  far.  this  trade-off  has  paid  off  politi- 
cally and  operationally.  Pentagon  officials 
largely  have  silenced  earlier  congressional 
allegations  of  a  readiness  crisis,  citing  the 
able  performance  of  U.S.  forces  in  Haiti  and 
the  Persian  Gulf  region.  The  military  chiefs 
have  supported  assertions  by  the  Defense  De- 
partment's civilian  leaders  that  no  imme- 
diate readiness  problem  exists. 

But  Defense  Secretary  William  J.  Perry  ac- 
knowledges his  spending  plan  is  open  to  at- 
tack for  shortchanging  modernization  in  the 
near  term. 

"If  you"re  looking  at  an  area  where  this 
budget  can  be  criticized.""  Perry  told  mem- 
bers of  the  House  Budget  Committee  re- 
cently, "I  think  that  this  is  the  area  where 
it  is  most  vulnerable   " 

Indeed.  Perry  is  coming  under  fire  from 
some  in  Congress  for  the  gross  imbalance  be- 
tween readiness  and  modernization.  "This 
shortsighted  strategy  puts  at  risk  our  future 
militar.v  capability.""  Rep.  Floyd  Spence  (R- 
S.C).  chairman  of  the  House  National  Secu- 
rity Committee,  told  the  service  secretaries 
at  a  recent  hearing. 

For  all  their  concern,  however,  congres- 
sional Republicans  have  not  put  forward  a 
formula  for  maintaining  both  readiness  and 
modernization  giving  existing  budget  con- 
straints and  troop  levels. 

GOP  leaders  had  hoped  to  bolster  the  pro- 
curement accounts  by  boosting  overall  de- 
fense spending,  but  that  objective  has  be- 
come subordinate  to  the  imperative  of  reduc- 
ing the  deficit.  Rather  than  attempt  any 
major  re-balancing  of  President  Clinton"s 
program.  Congress  appears  inclined  to  add 
little  if  anything  to  the  administration"s 
plan. 

Perry  has  been  committed  since  taking 
charge  of  the  Pentagon  early  last  year  to 
keeping  readiness  high  during  the  draw-down 
of  U.S.  forces.  He  wants  to  avoid  the  deterio- 
ration in  performance  and  morale  that 
marked  defense  cutbacks  under  President 
Jimmy  Carter.  He  also  makes  the  point  that 
the  numerous  demands  being  placed  on  the 
military  to  respond  to  hot  spots  around  the 
world  require  a  high  state  of  preparedness. 

When  anecdotal  reports  of  eroding  readi- 
ness started  emerging  last  autumn,  followed 
by  official  confirmation  in  November  that 
the  readiness  ratings  of  three  Army  divisions 
had  fallen,  congressional  Republicans  ac- 
cused the  administration  of  military  mis- 
management. 

The  administration  blamed  the  problem  in- 
stead on  lack  of  funding  for  unplanned  oper- 
ations  in   Somalia.   Rwanda.   Bosnia.   Haiti 


and  elsewhere:  to  compensate,  the  services 
siphoned  money  from  readiness  accounts. 
With  a  fresh  infusion  of  operational  funds 
from  two  .supplemental  appropriations  in  the 
past  eight  months,  the  Pentagon  was  able  to 
raise  its  flagging  readiness  indicators — and 
political  controversy  shifted  to  the  depressed 
state  of  military  modernization. 

A  panel  of  retired  four-star  officers  con- 
cluded in  a  recent  report  to  Congress  that 
the  administration  was  "failing  utterly"  to 
invest  adequately  in  the  nation's  military 
future.  "Our  legacy  to  the  next  generation  is 
likely  to  be  45-year-old  training  aircraft.  35- 
year-old  bombers  and  airlifters.  25-year-old 
fighters.  35-year-old  trucks  and  40-year-old 
medium  lift  helicopters."  said  the  report  by 
Air  Force  Gen.  Charles  A.  Gabriel.  Marine 
Corps  Gen.  Alfred  M.  Gray.  Adm.  Carlisle 
AH.  Trost  and  Army  Gen.  Robert  W. 
RisCassi. 

The  administration  has  requested  $39. 4  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  for  procurement  in 
fiscal  1996.  which  adjusted  for  inflation 
would  be  a  decline  of  71  percent  from  a  peak 
in  1985  and  the  lowest  level  since  1950. 

For  the  Army,  this  means  no  major  equip- 
ment orders  beyond  several  dozen  Black 
Hawk  helicopters,  only  upgrades  of  Apache 
helicopters.  Bradley  vehicles  and  Abrams 
tanks.  For  the  Air  Force,  which  is  pouring 
billions  of  dollars  into  development  of  the 
new  F-22  fighter  to  supplant  the  F-15.  there 
is  little  money  left  to  replace  aging  squad- 
rons of  F-16s.  And  for  the  Navy,  orders  for 
new  ships  are  to  dwindle  to  three  next  year: 
naval  planners  also  are  concerned  about  pos- 
sibly running  out  of  planes  in  the  next  few 
years  to  put  aboard  aircraft  carriers  as  A-6 
aircraft  are  retired  early. 

The  administration's  five-year  budget  plan 
envisions  a  47  percent  increase  in  moderniza- 
tion spending  between  1996  and  2001.  but 
much  of  that  is  not  projected  to  materialize 
until  the  turn  of  the  century— and  depends 
on  the  uncertain  realization  of  substantial 
savings  from  military  base  closings  and  ac- 
quisition reforms  being  instituted. 

In  the  meantime,  the  administration  is 
gambling  that  high-tech  upgrades  can  extend 
the  useful  lives  of  existing  military  hard- 
ware And  it  is  betting  that  the  nation's 
military-industrial  base  still  will  be  there 
when  needed  again. 

Further,  the  wholesale  deferment  of  many 
modernization  projects  risks  creating  a  ""bow 
wave"'  of  future  procurement  that  some  de- 
fense experts  warn  may  prove  too  large  and 
costly  to  manage.  Rather  than  cancel  acqui- 
sition programs,  the  Pentagon  for  the  most 
part  has  opted  for  stretch-outs  and  deferrals 
of  such  items  as  the  Army's  Comanche  heli- 
copter, the  Air  Force's  F-22  fighter,  the 
Navy's  DD(5-51  destroyer  and  New  Attack 
Submarine  and  the  Marine  Corps'  V-22  air- 
craft and  new  amphibious  vehicle.  Other  pro- 
grams are  slated  for  cuts  in  planned  produc- 
tion rates. 

"Generally,  the  most  efficient  way  to 
achieve  savings  in  the  procurement  budget  is 
to  cancel  outright  a  relatively  small  number 
of  programs,  rather  than  to  stretch  out  or 
defer  production  of  a  large  number  of  pro- 
grams. "  noted  a  report  by  the  Defense  Budg- 
et Project,  an  independent  think  tank.  ""Un- 
fortunately, the  administration  appears  to 
be  taking  the  latter  approach. '" 

Mr.  FRIST  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Madam  President.  I  rise 
to  discuss  the  issue  of  Medicare  and 
Medicare  reform. 


The  two  Medicare  public  trustees,  in 
the  1995  annual  report,  have  stated: 
"We  feel  strongly  that  comprehensive 
Medicare  reforms  should  be  undertaken 
to  make  this  program  financially 
sound  now  and  over  the  long  term." 

As  a  newcomer  to  this  body,  I  see 
these  words  as  a  physician  who  has 
taken  care  of  thousands  of  Medicare 
patients.  I  want  to  speak  for  those  pa- 
tients and  say  that  we  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  respond. 

I  have  seen  the  great  advantages  of 
the  Medicare  system  which  has  served 
millions,  almost  38  million  people  cur- 
rently, who  are  senior  citizens  and  in- 
dividuals with  disabilities.  I  have  seen 
the  very  great  aspects  of  the  program 
and  I  have  seen  the  deficiencies.  1  have 
seen  the  need  for  improving  the  Medi- 
care system.  And  I  can  tell  you  that 
such  improvements  are  required  to 
guarantee  the  future  of  the  program. 

These  very  same  trustees  have  stated 
that  Medicare  part  A,  the  hospital  part 
of  Medicare,  will  be  bankrupt  in  7  years 
unless  we  act. 

Our  elderly  population  will  continue 
to  grow  faster  than  other  segments  of 
the  population  and  they  will  continue 
to  live  longer.  Medical  innovations  will 
continue — innovations  that  literally 
transform  health  care  as  we  know  it 
today.  We  need  to  deliver  high-quality 
health  care  at  a  lower  aggregate  cost. 
But  that  does  not  mean  that  maintain- 
ing the  current  rate  of  spending  growth 
or  even  adding  more  money  to  the  Med- 
icare system  will  get  to  the  driving 
source  of  the  problems,  the  challenges 
we  face  today  in  Medicare. 

My  hope,  in  part,  in  coming  to  the 
Senate  was  to  be  able  to  share  my  ex- 
pertise and  perspective,  my  experience 
as  a  physician,  with  my  colleagues.  As 
the  only  physician  in  the  Senate  today. 
I  want  to  share  some  of  the  realities  of 
the  Medicare  system  that  we  have 
today — realities  that  go  far  beyond  the 
talk  of  billions  of  dollars  or  percentage 
of  rates  of  growth,  realities  that  will 
help  put  it  in  perspective. 

Let  us  think  for  a  moment  of  Medi- 
care as  a  patient.  Let  us  say  Medicare 
is  a  man  in  his  early  sixties.  He  visits 
his  doctor  because  of  chest  pain.  The 
patient  is  40  pounds  overweight, 
smokes  too  much,  drinks  too  much, 
does  not  exercise.  The  doctor  explains 
in  very  clear  terms  that  the  patient  is 
at  high  risk  of  a  heart  attack. 

The  doctor  tells  him  very  clearly 
that  he  must  change  his  diet,  cut  back 
on  alcohol,  cut  back  on  smoking,  exer- 
cise more.  All  of  these  things  will  re- 
duce the  risk  of  a  heart  attack  in  the 
short  run.  Moreover,  he  will  lose 
weight  and  improve  his  long-term 
health  and  life  expectancy.  This  will 
give  his  family  greater  security,  as 
well. 

"But,  Doctor,"  the  patient  asks,  "I 
dont  care  about  my  weight.  Just  tell 
me  what  I  can  do  to  fix  my  chest  pain." 
The  doctor  again  explains  to  him  that 
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when  he  changes  his  behavior  to  save 
his  heart,  he  will  also  lose  weight,  feel 
better,  achieve  a  better  quality  of  life, 
and  live  longer.  Weight  reduction  will 
result  from  the  actions  he  will  take  to 
protect  his  heart.  It  is  not  the  reason 
he  is  engaging  in  this  program  of  exer- 
cise and  diet  to  lose  weight,  but  by  los- 
ing weight  that  is  what  will  happen. 

I  hope  the  analogy  is  clear.  The  pub- 
lic trustees  have  told  us  that  the  pa- 
tient— Medicare--i3  at  high  risk  of  a 
heart  attack.  The  diagnosis  has  been 
made  for  us.  It  is  crystal  clear.  They 
tell  us  if  we  do  nothing.  Medicare  sim- 
ply will  not  be  with  us  in  7  years.  We 
need  to  change  Medicare  to  preserve 
Medicare,  to  prevent  bankruptcy.  In 
the  long  run.  we  will  have  to  look  at 
structural  reforms  to  improve  Medi- 
care well  into  the  21st  century.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  look  at  how  to  im- 
prove Medicare  so  that  it  can  live  a 
long  and  prosperous  life. 

The  program  changes  made  in  the 
short  term  to  slow  the  rate  of  growth 
are  very  similar  to  the  heart  patient's 
exercise  regime.  No  one  wants  to  do  it, 
but  it  has  to  be  done.  Some  short-term 
pain,  yes,  but  for  significant  long-term 
gain.  It  is  hard  enough  to  lose  40 
pounds,  let  alone  to  put  it  off  until  all 
of  a  sudden  you  are  up  to  80  pounds.  At 
80  pounds,  it  becomes  next  to  impos- 
sible. 

As  we  see  in  this  proposed  budget, 
when  we  save  Medicare  from  a  short- 
term  heart  attack,  the  deficit  will 
come  down  as  a  necessary  byproduct. 
We  must  change  Medicare  to  save  it. 
And  when  the  deficit  comes  down,  we 
should  look  on  all  this  as  a  good  thing 
because  it  will  produce  significant  ben- 
efits for  our  entire  economy  in  the 
same  way  that  our  Medicare  patient 
losing  weight  will  benefit  his  health. 
But  the  primary  reason  we  are  chang- 
ing Medicare  is  to  preserve  and  protect 
Medicare,  just  as  the  patient  is  losing 
weight  to  prevent  that  heart  attack. 

Earlier  today  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  West  Virginia  said  he  has 
not  heard  a  single  complaint  or  a  sin- 
gle problem  about  Medicare  lacking 
choices.  I  have  lived  within  Medicare.  I 
have  heard  the  complaints,  as  well  as 
experienced  the  benefits.  There  is 
much  we  can  do — much  we  can  do — to 
improve  Medicare,  to  save  it. 

My  last  heart  transplant  that  I  per- 
formed was  on  December  13,  1993.  a 
wonderful  fellow.  Bob  Meadows.  Bob  is 
doing  well  now.  He  has  a  new  heart.  He 


Medicare  Program.  He  has  no  choice 
today.  Should  Bob  not  have  a  choice? 
He  had  a  choice  when  he  was  64  and  63 
years  of  age.  He  has  no  choice  when  he 
is  65  years  of  age.  Should  he  be  forced 
to  leave  his  current  plan  just  because 
of  a  birthday,  because  he  is  entering 
the  Medicare  Program? 

To  improve  Medicare  we  should  allow 
choice,  we  should  give  him  that  oppor- 
tunity to  stay  with  his  previous  plan. 
We  should  have  him  direct  Medicare,  to 
direct  his  Medicare  dollars  and  to  use 
as  he  best  determines  for  himself, 
given  his  own  medical  needs,  rather 
than  have  Medicare  direct  him. 

When  we  talk  about  reforming  Medi- 
care or  improving  Medicare,  we  must 
stress  the  importance  of  having  choice 
in  our  Medicare  system,  choice  which 
simply  does  not  exist  today,  choice 
similar  to  the  choice  that  I  had  in  com- 
ing to  this  body  5  months  ago.  I  had  a 
choice  of  a  variety  of  health  plans.  Our 
seniors  do  not  have  that  choice.  I  had  a 
choice  in  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefits  Plan.  Seniors  do  not 
have  that  type  of  choice,  but  we  can 
give  them  a  structure  of  similar 
choices  to  improve  the  system. 

Bob  had  a  choice  before  I  did  his 
heart  transplant.  He  will  not  have  a 
choice  next  month.  Some  of  our  col- 
leagues have  told  us  that  people  like 
Bob,  senior  citizens,  individuals  with 
disabilities,  do  not  deserve  a  choice 
once  they  go  into  the  Government-run 
Medicare  system,  or  others  say  they  do 
not  know  if  these  plans  will  be  good  for 
seniors,  and  others  simply  say  that 
seniors  are  not  capable  of  making  the 
choice  of  what  is  best  for  them.  I  dis- 
agree. 

Bob,  because  he  is  a  heart  transplant 
recipient,  is  discovering  very  quickly 
that  Medicare  is  going  to  be  so  inflexi 
ble  that  it  will  not  meet  his  needs.  Bob 
has  enormous  prescription  drug  costs 
because  he  is  required  to  take  medi- 
cines, drugs,  immuno-suppressive 
agents  on  schedule  everyday  for  the 
rest  of  his  life.  If  he  misses  it,  the 
heart  that  I  put  in  will  stop,  and  he 
will  die.  His  heart  will  be  rejected.  It 
will  result  in  longer  hospitalizations, 
increased  costs  to  the  taxpayers. 

His  prescription  costs  are  high,  al- 
most $2,000  per  month  during  this  first 
year.  Luckily  his  insurance  has  been 
covering  these  costs,  but  next  month, 
when  Bob  joins  Medicare,  he  will  not 
have  access  to  a  plan  that  will  give  him 
affordable  coverage  for  these  drugs.  His 


is  feeling  great.    He  is  on   top  of  the     drug  costs  will  continue,  continue  very 
world.  However,  he  wrote  me  a  letter 
recently  talking  about  a  problem  that 
very  specifically  aims  at  Medicare. 

He  and  I  have  been  through  a  lot  to- 
gether His  problem  is  that  he  is  going 
to  be  65  years  old  on  .June  23.  a  month 
from  now.  At  that  point,  he  will  be  eli- 
gible for  Medicare.  So  what  is  the  prob- 
lem? Bob  will  give  up  his  current  insur- 
ance that  he  has.  which  is  pretty  good, 
and    move    into    the    Government-run 


high,  more  than  $10,000  each  year. 

Bob  has  been  doing  all  the  right 
things.  He  has  been  shopping  around 
for  supplemental  coverage.  Almost  90 
percent  of  patients  getting  Medicare 
today  have  some  type  of  supplemental 
coverage.  but  the  supplemental 
medigap  models,  they  are  called,  only 
provide  for  limited  prescription  drug 
coverage.  Bob.  even  with  medigap  cov- 
erage, will  have  to  pay  more  than  $7,000 


a  year  for  his  immuno-suppressive 
medicines.  In  Medicare  today,  unlike 
most  private  plans,  there  is  no  limit  to 
out-of-pocket  expenditures.  Yes.  there 
are  things  we  can  do  to  improve  Medi- 
care today,  to  give  choice  to  our  senior 
citizens. 

Bob  will  be  joining  Medicare.  If  he 
fails  to  do  so  promptly,  he  is  going  to 
be  penalized  if  he  tries  to  join  at  a 
later  date.  Bob  will  have  to  find  supple- 
mental coverage  and  will  ultimately 
look  into  having  to  be  declared  what  is 
called  medically  needy  by  the  State  of 
Tennessee  so  that  he  can  then  access 
Medicaid  funding  to  help  pay  these 
bills,  .^gain,  there  is  room  to  reform 
and  improve  the  Medicare  system. 

Bob  and  his  wife  planned  for  retire- 
ment, but  his  health  status,  which  he 
did  not  ask  for,  straddles  him  with 
enormous  medical  costs.  Now  Medicare 
is  going  to  straddle  him  with  extraor- 
dinary reliance  on  a  program  that  is 
not  flexible.  We,  together,  would  serve 
Bob  better,  far  better,  if  we  improved, 
reformed  Medicare  to  give  him  the  op- 
portunity to  choose  from  among  a  vari- 
ety of  health  plans  that  would  better 
serve  his  individual  needs. 

The  Republican  balanced  budget  plan 
will  allow  Medicare's  rate  of  spending 
to  increase  by  more  than  twice  the  rate 
of  inflation.  At  the  same  time,  we  must 
update  Medicare,  bring  it  into  1995  and 
to  the  21st  century  to  allow  people  like 
Bob  continuity  of  health  care  by  per- 
mitting them  to  keep  the  same  plan 
that  they  had  when  they  were  64  years 
of  age.  Our  senior  citizens  deserve  it. 
Our  senior  citizens  must  be  given  the 
security  that  Medicare  will  be  here  7 
years  from  now.  security  that  they  do 
not  have  unless  we  act. 

Bob's  new  heart  that  I  put  in  last 
year  will  be  going  strong  in  7  years, 
but  will  Medicare?  Not  unless  we  act. 
We  must  pass  the  balanced  budget 
plan.  We  must  establish  the  bipartisan 
commission  which  is  part  of  that  plan 
to  make  recommendations  on  true 
Medicare  improvements.  Medicare  re- 
form, and  we  must  ensure  that  Bob  and 
other  senior  citizens  truly  will  have  a 
Medicare  system  that  will  be  preserved 
and  of  which  they  can  be  proud  over 
the  next  decade. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  as  far  as  this  Sen- 
ator knows,  we  have  no  further  speak- 
ers for  today.  I  have  some  remarks 
that  I  would  like  to  make  on  the  mat- 
ter at  hand  and  then  advise  the  Senate 
briefly  what  amendments  we  intend  to 
take  up  and  what  those  amendments 
are  about  that  we  have  scheduled  on 
our  side,  recognizing  that  we  will  be 
going  back  and  forth  on  the  amend- 
ments. 

But  first.  Madam  President,  we  will 
be  talking  more  about  this  on  Monday. 


What  we  are  going  to  be  talking  more 
about  Monday  is  to  try  and  explain  to 
.•Xmerica  the  deep  cuts  that  are  being 
provided  for  in  the  Republican  budget 
with  regard  to  Medicare. 

I  hear  a  lot  of  comment  about  the 
concern  for  America.  I  have  heard  a  lot 
of  talk  about  the  Democrats  that  want 
to  spend.  I  simply  say  to  the  Senate 
again  that  the  Democrats,  once  again, 
have  not  offered  an  amendment  in 
committee,  we  have  not  offered  an 
amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  that  raises  the  deficit,  the  vio- 
lates the  2002  date  suggested  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  which  this  Senator 
and  several  Democrats  happen  to  agree 
with. 

Once  again,  on  this  amendment,  and 
others  that  we  are  going  to  be  offering, 
we  are  simply  going  to  be  dipping  into 
the  reserve  of  $170  billion  that  is  speci- 
fied eventually  likely  to  be  available 
for  a  tax  cut,  to  alleviate  the  extraor- 
dinary hits — not  eliminate  them— but 
to  relieve  the  extraordinary  hits  on 
some  programs  that  we  just  do  not 
think  are  capable  of  accepting  those 
kinds  of  hits. 

So  let  us  make  it  clear  once  again, 
despite  the  theatrics  that  I  have  heard 
from  those  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  today,  that  this  is  a  terrible 
spending  program  that  the  Democrats 
are  about,  that  the  Republicans  are 
trying  to  save  money,  they  are  trying 
to  balance  the  budget  and  they  are  the 
only  good  guys  because  those  bad 
Democrats  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  you  see.  want  to  take  this  money 
and  throw  it  away.  I  guess. 

In  this  particular  case,  and  on  other 
amendments  we  will  be  offering,  we  are 
not  throwing  money  away.  We  are  not 
going    out    and    saying.    "Here,    wind. 

let  it  blow  into  the  Potomac." 

No.  what  we  are  saying.  Madam 
President,  is  that  we  just  have  dif- 
ferent priorities  than  our  Republican 
brethren.  We  are  simply  saying  that  we 
do  not  agree  with  the  priorities  that 
have  been  set  on  that  side  of  the  aisle. 
We  are  not  trying  to  eliminate  the 
2002  date  for  balancing  the  budget.  We 
are  not  trying  to  raise  the  deficit.  We 
are  certainly  not  trying  to  raise  the 
national  debt.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  whether  or  not  we  can  move 
without  violating  the  basic  principles 
that  have  been  laid  down  to  reach  a 
balanced  budget  that  this  Senator  as- 
cribes to,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
I  voted  in  favor  of  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget.  We 
are  for  these  things. 

I  emphasize  once  again.  Madam 
President,  that  what  we  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  are  attempting  to  do  is  to  say, 
let  us  get  our  heads  screwed  on  right 
with  regard  to  priorities.  And  with  re- 
gard to  the  devastating  Medicare  cuts, 
I  would  simply  say  -  and  I  will  be  ad- 
dressing this  in  a  few  moments — as  to 
how   unfair  these   would  be — not  only 


unfair  but  devastating  to  the  rural 
health  care  delivery  system  in  my 
State  of  Nebraska.  What  I  say  about 
Nebraska  and  the  facts  that  I  will  use 
to  back  that  up  can  be  said  for  many 
other-  States  in  the  Union  that  have  a 
substantial  portion  of  rural  population. 

Madam  President,  the  Medicare  cuts 
in  the  Republican  budget  are  grossly 
unfair  to  the  average  senior  citizen. 
But  rural  America  will,  once  again, 
bear  the  brunt  of  the  storm  of  deficit 
reduction.  What  we  are  saying  is  we 
want  to  alleviate  some  of  that  by  dip- 
ping into  the  money  set  aside  for  a  tax 
cut  in  the  Republican  budget.  And  I  re- 
mind all,  once  again,  that  not  only  is  a 
$170  billion  set  aside,  the  $170  billion  is 
specifically  set  aside  for  one  thing  and 
one  thing  only-  a  tax  cut.  Now,  we  are 
for  cutting  taxes,  too,  if  we  can  provide 
that  tax  cut  in  a  form  that  does  not 
primarily  benefit  the  wealthiest  people 
in  the  United  States  of  America,  as 
clearly  the  plan  offered  and  passed  yes- 
terday in  the  House  of  Representatives 
does.  We  are  against  that.  We  happen 
to  believe  that,  in  the  case  of  the 
amendment  presently  before  the  Sen- 
ate, to  dip  to  the  tune  of  $100  billion 
into  the  $170  billion  kitty  that  is  in  the 
Republican  Senate  budget,  to  alleviate 
by  that  amount  of  money,  $100  billion, 
the  unfair  and  tremendous  hit  in  the 
area  of  $250  billion  that  is  scheduled 
over  the  next  several  years  by  the  Re- 
publican budget. 

It  does  not  mean  that  it  is  not  going 
to  be  cut.  It  simply  says  it  would  be 
fair  and  probably  acceptable  to  most  of 
us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  if  we  just  did 
not  hit  those  senior  citizens  on  Medi- 
care right  between  the  eyes,  as  clearly 
the  Republican  budget  does,  notwith- 
standing the  protests  of  those  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle.  They  arc  wrong.  I 
think  they  are  wrong  on  the  numbers, 
I  think  they  are  very  sincere.  But  I 
hope  that  possibly  we  can  pick  up 
enough  Republican  votes  on  this  very 
reasonable  amendment  to  allow  it  to 
pass. 

Madam  President,  cuts  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  could  lay  siege  to  small 
rural  hospitals,  which  often  serve  a 
much  greater  share  of  the  elderly  and 
low-income  patients.  Nearly  10  million 
Medicare  beneficiaries — 10  million, 
which  is  one-fourth  of  all  bene- 
ficiaries—live in  rural  America,  where 
there  is  often  one  hospital  per  county. 
Many  times,  that  one  hospital  serves 
many  counties,  more  than  just  one.  Ne- 
braska is  a  perfect  example  of  rural 
America's  health  care  crisis  that  is 
going  to  be  driven  into  a  more  serious 
crisis  if  eventually  we  accept  anything 
close  to  the  cuts  suggested  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  for  Medicare. 

Let  me  lay  out  a  few  of  the  statistics. 
Nearly  one-third  of  Nebraska,  or  1.6 
million  citizens,  live  in  rural  areas. 
More  than  38  of  our  ninety-three  coun- 
ties have  elderly  populations  in  excess 
of  20  percent.  Nineteen  of  Nebraska's  93 


counties  have  no  hospitals.  Here  is  the 
kicker:  Medicare  patients  account  for 
68  to  70  percent  of  hospital  administra- 
tion admissions.  Cuts  in  Medicare  will 
cause  many  of  our  remaining  rural  hos- 
pitals simply  to  close.  The  downturn 
spiral  has  already  begun.  Ten  percent 
of  all  rural  hospitals  closed  during  the 
1980's.  Medicare  cuts  will  only  acceler- 
ate that  decline.  Unlike  urban  and  sub- 
urban hospitals,  shifting  costs  to  the 
private  sector  is  not  an  option.  It  is  not 
an  option  when  the  majority  of  rural 
patients  are  on  Medicare  and  many 
others  are  uninsured. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  at  this  time, 
because  it  is  particularly  pertinent  to 
the  remarks  that  I  am  making,  that  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  a  letter 
that  I  introduced  in  the  Record  last 
night  from  the  head  of  the  hospital  as- 
sociation substantiating  my  figures  be 
printed  again  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  EXON.  Big  cuts  in  Medicare  will 
cause  many  of  these  remaining  hos- 
pitals no  other  option  but  to  close.  In 
1993.  Nebraska  hospitals  lost  $383  per 
case  caring  for  Medicare  patients.  Let 
me  repeat  that.  In  1993,  Nebraska  hos- 
pitals lost  $383  per  case  caring  for  Med- 
icare patients.  Based  on  the  Republican 
budget,  they  would  lose  an  average  of 
$1,370  per  case  in  the  year  2000.  That  is 
a  pretty  devastating  figure.  And  that 
would  be  only  if  the  hospitals  are  still 
open.  How  can  our  hospitals  respond  to 
cuts  of  this  magnitude?  Several  hos- 
pitals in  my  State  are  teetering  on  the 
brink  of  insolvency,  and  these  cuts 
may  put  them  over  the  edge.  They  are 
forced  to  slash  wages,  lay  off  employ- 
ees, cut  back  on  services,  or  simply 
close  their  doors.  Once  they  close. 
Madam  President,  physicians  leave  our 
small  rural  communities  and  they 
never,  ever  will  come  back.  The  hos- 
pitals are  gone  forever,  and  so  are  the 
doctors. 

Hospitals  should  not  close  simply  be- 
cause they  serve  a  large  population  of 
Medicare  patients.  And  that  is  what 
the  Republican  budget  does.  The  No.  1 
health  priority  for  rural  areas  is  in- 
creasing the  supply  of  primary  care 
physicians  for  our  22  million  rural 
Americans.  The  Republican  budget 
takes  us  in  the  direct  opposite  direc- 
tion. More  than  75  percent  of  Nebras- 
ka's counties  have  been  designated 
medically  underserved.  Up  to  25  per- 
cent of  the  rural  doctors  will  retire  or 
relocate  within  the  next  5  years.  More 
than  2.000  practitioners  are  needed  to 
even  begin  to  meet  the  rural  needs  of 
America. 

Madam  President,  in  recent  years,  a 
variety  of  Federal  grants  have  been 
awarded  to  States  with  large  rural - 
urban  populations  to  help  them  develop 
new  and  innovative  ways  of  delivering 
health  care  to  our  rural  areas  and  we 
have    appreciated    that.    Rural    States 
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like  Nebraska  have  formed  consor- 
tiums among  their  schools,  churches 
and  clinics,  in  order  to  pool  resources 
and  reach  out  to  vulnerable  residents. 
They  have  formed  regional  emergency 
care  networks  and  organized  training 
programs  for  their  emergency  volun- 
teers. They  have  used  physician  assist- 
ants and  nurse  practitioners,  and  they 
have  been  a  godsend.  Telemedicine 
grants  that  help  connect  rural  and 
urban  hospitals  through  the  informa- 
tion highway  show  real  promise  in  im- 
proving quality  and  access  to  care  for 
our  rural  elderly  who  cannot  travel  the 
long  distance  to  urban  hospitals. 

Rural  America  got  the  short  end  of 
the  stick  in  the  Republican  budget. 
These  and  other  programs  critical  to 
the  health  care  of  our  rural  commu- 
nities were  left  to  wither  on  the  stalks. 

I  have  heard  time  and  time  again 
today  the  phrase  that  has  been  used 
over  and  over  again  that  the  Repub- 
licans have  worked  so  very,  very  hard 
to  fashion  a  budget  that  is  going  to 
save  America,  that  is  going  to  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002.  that  will 
make  these  hard  choices;  that  those  on 
the  Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  want 
to  change  all  that,  not  give  a  tax  cut, 
and  they  want  to  increase  spending. 

Obviously,  from  all  of  the  extensive 
polling  that  they  have  done  with 
GOPAC  and  all  of  those  other  good  or- 
ganizations, they  have  found  good 
buzzwords.  They  know  that  "spending" 
is  a  good  buzzword  that  catches  a  lot  of 
attention.  So  when  we  say  the  Demo- 
crats are  trying  to  spend  more,  it  rings 
a  bell  that  they  hope  will  fool  the  peo- 
ple of  America  into  believing  that  we 
are— we  as  Democrats— offering  this 
amendment  that  I  emphasize,  once 
again,  does  not  change  the  balanced 
budget  by  2002.  and  does  not  increase 
the  deficit.  It  keeps  it  the  same  as  out- 
lined in  the  Republican  budgets.  It  does 
not  raise  the  national  debt. 

The  only  way  that  we  can  interpret 
this  as  spending  would  be  to  say,  since 
we  want  to  keep  hospitals  open  in  rural 
Nebraska  and  elsewhere,  by  not  elimi- 
nating the  cut.  but  softening  the  cut 
that  has  been  suggested  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  somehow  we  are  big 
spenders. 

Well,  if  that  is  the  definition  of  being 
a  big.  wild-eyed  spender,  this  conserv- 
ative deficit  hawk,  as  Governor  of  Ne- 
braska for  8  years  and  having  the  privi- 
lege of  representing  them,  this  is  my 
17th  year,  with  a  record  of  trying  to  re- 
duce spending,  with  that  background,  I 
say  if  I  am  going  to  be  labeled  as  a  big 
spender  because  I  am  trying  to  help  out 
the  most  fragile  parts  and  sections  and 
individuals  in  our  country,  those  senior 
citizens  living  in  rural  America,  alle- 
viating just  a  little  bit  the  tremendous 
hit  that  they  are  going  to  be  taking  as 
a  result  of  the  budget  submitted  by  the 
Republican  majority,  then  I  stand  con- 
victed. I  stand  convicted.  Madam 
President,    of   being    a    big,    wild-eyed 


spender.  I  simply  say  that  the  record 
speaks  for  itself. 

Madam  President.  I  would  like  for 
the  purpose  of  clarification  to  know 
where  we  think  we  should  be  going  on 
this  side.  For  the  information  of  my 
friend  and  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  as  we  bring  this  week's 
debate  on  the  budget  resolution  to  a 
close.  I  just  want  to  lay  out  the  con- 
tent of  the  amendments  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  that  we  will  be  pursuing  after 
we  vote  Monday  afternoon  on  the 
measure  before  the  Senate. 

At  that  time,  I  assume  that  we, 
therefore,  will  go  to  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  for  the  next  amendment.  As  I 
stated  earlier  yesterday  and  then  again 
today,  we  on  this  side  plan  a  series  of 
deficit-neutral  amendments  that  seek 
changes  in  priorities  in  the  Republican 
budget.  Each  and  every  one  of  the 
amendments  that  we  will  be  offering 
fall  exactly  within  the  guidelines  tnat 
I  have  just  enunciated  with  regard  to 
the  amendment  before  the  Senate. 

All  of  these  amendments,  and  any 
that  I  know  of.  maintain  the  Senate 
path  as  outlined  in  a  Republican  budg- 
et to  a  balanced  budget,  that  is  basi- 
cally the  underlying  principle  of  the 
budget  resolution. 

The  first  amendment  that  we  offered 
that  is  pending  now  is  referred  to  as 
the  Rockefeller-Lautenberg  amend- 
ment on  Medicare.  That  amendment 
seeks  to  trim  back— not  eliminate,  but 
trim  back— the  tax  cut  in  the  Repub- 
lican resolution  and  devote  more  of 
those  savings  to  alleviating  the  hits  in 
the  Medicare  Program  that  we  think 
are  unreasonable. 

The  amendment  following  that,  when 
we  on  this  side  have  an  opportunity  to 
offer  our  next  amendment,  will  be  an 
amendment  to  offer  to  trim  back  the 
tax  cuts  just  some,  a  little  bit  further, 
and  debate  those  savings,  to  reduce  the 
cut  and  the  hit  on  education. 

Now.  Madam  President,  we  will  be 
making  the  very  similar  case  and  fol- 
lowing generally  the  same  roads  of  rea- 
soning as  to  why  we  think  the  Repub- 
lican budget  that  came  unanimously 
out  of  the  Republican-controlled  Budg- 
et Committee  does  the  same  thing  to 
education  as  their  figures  on  Medicare 
do  to  Medicare  recipients  and  hospitals 
that  primarily  serve  Medicare  patients. 

There  will  be  a  very  similar  amend- 
ment. I  suspect  that  the  debate  will  be 
very  similar,  perhaps,  to  what  we  are 
having  today.  That  is  the  amendment 
that  will  follow. 

Following  that,  the  next  amendment 
that  we  contemplate  would  trim  back 
those  Republican  tax  cuts  just  a  little 
further,  and  devote  those  savings  once 
again  to  eliminating  the  tax  increase 
in  the  Republican  budget  on  working 
families  making  less  than  $28,000  a 
year.  Generally,  that  is  referred  to  as 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  It  has 
come  up  on  several  occasions  during 
the  debate  in  the  last  several  hours. 


Taken  together,  those  amendments 
that  I  have  just  offered  constitute  a 
different  vision  for  America.  A  dif- 
ferent vision— again,  not  violating  the 
basic  principles  of  the  budget  brought 
by  the  Republican  majority. 

This  Senator  has  commented  pre- 
viously—not only  commented,  but 
complimented  especially  Senator  Do- 
.MENlci.  who  I  know  has  worked  very 
hard  and  very  long  on  this  proposition. 
I  simply  say  to  my  good  friend,  "You 
have  done  an  overall  very  good  job." 
Just  please  reason  with  this  side  and 
allow  changes  within  the  budget  that 
has  been  submitted. 

If  we  can  come  to  that,  we  are  going 
to  have  a  much  stronger  bipartisan 
budget  as  it  leaves  the  U.S.  Senate 
than  we  would  have  had  otherwise. 

Our  vision  puts  a  higher  priority  on 
seniors — not  eliminating  any  cuts  but 
reducing  the  cuts.  It  does  the  same  for 
working  families.  It  does  the  same  for 
education. 

Together,  these  amendments  define 
the  difference.  I  suggest,  the  difference 
in  the  two  parties  with  regard  to  prior- 
ities. As  Harry  Truman  once  said. 
"With  us  as  Democrats,  the  people 
come  first."  I  wish  we  could  do  more, 
but  we  cannot.  I  believe  the  people  of 
America  are  willing  to  join  to  make 
some  very  hard  choices  and  to  take 
some  very  painful  cuts. 

Once  again.  I  emphasize  in  closing. 
Madam  President,  that  all  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  is  to  do  some  surgery  on  the 
Republican  budget.  Not  violating,  obvi- 
ously, the  basic  principle;  not  violating 
balancing  the  budget  by  the  year  2002; 
not  violating  the  overall  goals  with  re- 
gard to  spending,  the  totals;  not  in- 
creasing the  national  debt.  What  we 
are  trying  to  do  in  all  good  faith  is  to 
be  joint  partners,  as  the  minority 
party,  in  making  some  changes  that 
will  allow  many  of  us.  with  a  lot  of 
thought  and  consideration,  to  simply 
say  to  Senator  Do.mknici  and  our 
friends  on  that  side  of  the  aisle:  We 
will  join  with  you  in  making  these  very 
painful  choices,  because  we  realize,  we 
recognize,  and  we  think  it  is  a  must  to 
make  some  dramatic  changes  in  what 
has  taken  place  with  wild-eyed  spend- 
ing and  very  high  deficits  over  the  last 
few  years,  starting  back  basically  with 
the  election  of  President  Ronald 
Reagan  as  President  of  the  United 
States. 

So  I  simply  say  that  we  recognize  the 
fault  for  this  is  not  all  on  the  Repub- 
licans, and  it  is  certainly  not  all  on  the 
Democrats.  We  are  in  this  boat  to- 
gether. I  hope  we  can  work  in  consort, 
in  a  bipartisan  fashion,  to  begin  to 
work  our  way  out  of  it. 

W'e  do  not  believe  any  of  the  amend- 
ments we  have  offered  thus  far.  or  the 
amendments  we  will  be  offering  before 
we  go  to  the  final  debate  and  vote  on 
the  resolution  itself,  are  anything 
other  than  reasonable  priorities  that 
we  would  like  to  reset  and  make  some 
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changes  in.  as  advanced  by  the  Repub- 
licans when  they  brought  this  budget 
to  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Exhibit  1 

Nebraska  Association  of 

Hospitals  and  Health  Systems. 

May  10. 1995. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  On  behalf  of  the  94 
acute  care  hospitals  in  Nebraska.  I  wish  to 
call  your  attention  to  a  serious  potential 
problem. 

Clearly,  the  United  States  must  work  its 
way  out  of  debt.  To  do  that.  Federal  spend- 
ing must  be  cut.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  Chairman's 
mark  is  set  at  an  overall  reduction  of  $1.5 
trillion  by  the  year  2002.  I  further  understand 
that  In  order  to  achieve  a  savings  of  that 
magnitude.  Medicare  is  targeted  for  $256  bil- 
lion reduction  in  spending  over  the  same 
seven-year  period. 

Here's  the  problem.  For  fiscal  year  1993 
(FY  '93)  (the  most  current  completed  year), 
Nebraska  hospitals  had  a  net  operating  mar- 
gin of  -7.5  percent  for  care  rendered  to  Med- 
icare recipients.  Based  upon  the  Chairman's 
mark  for  Medicare  spending,  in  the  year  2000 
Nebraska  hospitals  would  have  a  net  operat- 
ing margin  of  -23  percent  for  Medicare  pa- 
tients. This  figure  is  expected  to  improve  by 
the  year  2002  to  a  net  operating  margin  loss 
of  only  14.5  percent,  because  the  reductions 
are  "front  loaded." 

Putting  this  Into  financial  terms,  in  FY  '93 
Nebraska  hospitals  lost  $383  per  case  caring 
for  Medicare  patients.  Based  upon  the  Chair- 
mans  mark,  in  the  year  2000  they  would  lose 
on  average  $1,339  per  case  and  in  2002  they 
would  lose  $983  per  case  caring  for  Medicare 
patients.  This  is  all  compounded  by  the  fact 
that  Nebraska  Is  a  state  with  a  higher  pro- 
portion of  elderly  citizens  in  its  population. 

How  can  hospitals  respond  to  the  cuts  of 
this  magnitude?  Hospitals  are  caught  in  a 
catch-22.  They  can:  (1)  shift  more  costs  to 
the  private  sector  this  is  no  longer  a  viable 
option  in  today's  managed  care  environment; 
(2)  slash  wages  and  lay-off  employees;  (3)  cut 
back  on  the  scope  of  services  provided— all  of 
which  threatens  the  quallt.v  of  care,  will 
close  rural  hospitals  and  restrict  access.  It  is 
a  lose-lose  situation  for  community  hos- 
pitals. Reimbursement  reductions  of  this 
mag^nltude  in  a  state  with  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  elderly  population,  a  state  In 
which  Medicare  patients  account  for  60  to  70 
percent  of  hospital  admissions,  clearly 
threatens  the  health  care  system  upon  which 
all  of  us  depend. 

Medicare  needs  to  be  fixed.  There  Is  an  op- 
portunity for  Congress  to  change  Medicare. 
but  the  change  must  be  driven  by  sound 
ht'.^Uh  care  policy,  not  budgetary  or  political 
imperatives.  The  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tees proposed  Medicare  reductions  would 
cru.sh  Nebraska  hospitals. 

As  always.   Nebraska's   hospitals  look   to 
your  leadership. 
Sincerely. 

Harlan  M  Heald. 

President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  is 
the  Chair  personally  on  some  serious 
time  impediment  at  this  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No,  the 
Senator  may  proceed. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  not  take  very 
much  time.  I  have  five  or  six  unani- 
mous-consent requests.  I  assume  my 
colleague  has  cleared  those? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  believe  these  requests 
have  all  been  cleared. 

I  would  like  to  ask,  as  long  as  we  are 
in  this,  we  are  scheduled  to  come  in  at 
8:30.  is  it.  Monday? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Right. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  I  understand  it  right, 
when  we  close  the  business  today  there 
has  been  a  joint  agreement  that  we 
would  either  have  used  or  have  agreed 
to  use  10  hours,  is  that  right,  today? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes.  Ten  yesterday 
and  ten  today— twenty. 

Mr.  EXON.  So  when  we  start  debate 
Monday  morning  we  will  have  30  hours 
left  on  the  budget  resolution,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Correct. 

Mr.  EXON,  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President, 
let  me  just  put  in  perspective  where  we 
are.  It  is  amazing.  I  am  not  saying  this 
is  Senator  E.xoN.  but  let  me  just  see  if 
I  can  put  in  perspective  that  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  what  we  have  heard  all  day 
long  and  what  we  are  going  to  hear  for 
the  next  couple  of  days,  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle. 

Frankly,  any  time  you  try  to  reduce 
spending  in  any  major  area  which  is 
bankrupting  the  Government,  you  hear 
that  you  surely  should  not  do  that  one 
because  that  is  terribly  important  to 
everybody. 

I  am  going  to  make  an  assumption 
for  this  Record,  just  to  put  in  perspec- 
tive where  we  are.  First,  we  know  So- 
cial Security  is  off  this  budget.  It  is 
going  to  continue  and  get  its  cost  of 
living. 

Let  me  assume  that  since  Medicare, 
which  is  growing  at  10  percent— there 
are  many  who  say  it  should  keep  on 
growing  at  10  percent,  and  I  am  sure  In 
spite  of  the  amendment  that  says  we 
will  take  a  little  less  than  that,  which 
is  the  Democrat  amendment,  there  is 
an  overwhelming  number  of  Democrats 
who  would  say  leave  it  like  it  is.  It  is 
very  important.  You  cannot  touch  it.  It 
has  to  grow  at  10  percent. 

Let  it  grow  at  10  percent. 

And  then  there  are  those  who  say, 
welfare?  You  can  reform  welfare  but 
you  are  not  going  to  save  any  money. 
OK,  so  we  take  that  off.  If  we  are  not 
going  to  save  any  money,  there  is  no 
use  talking  about  it  in  the  budget, 
right? 

Then  there  is  education.  Even  though 
we  say  wait  until  we  debate  it.  Pell 
grants  have  been  on  this  floor  with 
three  different  speakers  saying  we 
abolish  them.  Madam  President  our  as- 
sumption is  that  Pell  grants  go  up  $6.6 
billion  during  the  7  years.  How  much  is 
enough  when  you  are  bankrupt?  How 
much  is  enough  when  you  are  $300  bil- 
lion in  debt  here,  in  just  a  few  years? 
That  is  the  issue.  WTiat  can  you  afford? 
Not  what  you  like.  Not  what  would  be 


wonderful.  Not  what  would  be  sensa- 
tional for  our  people.  Not  what  you  can 
go  home  and  brag  to  people  we  pro- 
tected you. 

Who  protects  the  millions  and  mil- 
lions of  Americans  and  the  young  peo- 
ple from  this  debt  that  keeps  going  up? 
So  we  take  out  welfare.  We  cannot  save 
any  money.  That  is  kind  of  the  theory 
from  the  other  side. 

Earned  income  tax  credit?  We  are  de- 
stroying, we  are  cutting  —raising  peo- 
ple's taxes.  Earned  income  tax  credit, 
the  fastest-growing  program  in  the  Tax 
Code,  it  is  going  to  go  up  40  percent  in 
this  budget.  How  much  can  we  afford? 
Is  40  not  enough?  How  much  should  it 
go  up.  70?  Why  is  that  the  case,  when 
the  country  is  borrowing  the  money  to 
pay  it  back  to  people?  Where  do  we 
stop?  What  is  affordable? 

And  then,  no  offense  but  there  are 
some  who  say  we  should  not  cut  agri- 
culture. Look,  it  is  not  a  giant  pro- 
gram and  I  am  not  saying  Senator 
Exon  said  no  cuts.  But  I  am  guarantee- 
ing there  is  a  very  large  contingency 
on  that  side  that  would  say  you  cannot 
touch  agriculture. 

I  am  just  going  to  do.  for  the  Senate, 
in  rough  numbers,  and  for  the  people 
listening.  I  am  going  to  take  all  those 
things  off  budget.  OK?  And  I  am  going 
to  try  to  get  a  balanced  budget.  So  I 
am  going  to  take  off  Medicare.  I  am 
going  to  take  off  Medicaid.  We  have 
heard  an  argument  about  Medicaid. 
Medicaid,  4  years  ago.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, because  we  changed  the  law  and 
States  found  out  rather  quickly  how  to 
harvest  the  program— some  say  cheat, 
but  some  say  harvest  the  program —  so 
they  found  out  how  to  harvest  the  pro- 
gram. Guess  how  much  it  went  up? 
Twenty-seven  percent.  The  following 
year  we  were  still  at  it  o"at  there  in  the 
States,  26-percent  increase.  And  then  it 
came  down  to  8,  and  then  it  went  back 
to  10  and  there  it  is. 

Frankly,  we  have  to  leave  that  there 
because  many  on  that  side  see  as  ruin- 
ous for  America  if  you  do  not  leave 
that  program  just  like  it  is.  But  no- 
body says  who  is  paying  for  it,  right? 
We  just  sit  around  here  and  say  we 
really  need  that.  So  that  is  another 
one. 

I  have  added  them  up  as  best  I  can 
and  here  is  where  we  would  be.  You 
have  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debt,  I 
assume.  OK?  So  we  put  that  in. 

I  think  we  have,  then,  what  is  left  on 
the  table.  I  was  almost  going  to  say 
nothing,  but  I  have  to  be  honest.  What 
is  left  on  the  table  is  $390  billion  out  of 
a  $1.6  trillion  deficit.  So  that  is  how 
this  goes.  We  take  one  off  but  we  only 
take  it  off  because  we  argue  it  is  so 
great.  We  do  not  understand  how  do 
you  stop  borrowing  the  money  from 
our  kids,  taxing  them  without  rep- 
resentation. We  do  not  figure  out  how 
we  do  that.  We  just  say  we  must  keep 
this. 

My  staff  has  gone  through  and  said. 
Senator,  if  there  is  $390  billion  left,  to 
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get  to  balance  what  might  we  have  to 
do'^  If  people  are  worried  about  doing 
some  draconian  things,  here  is  our  best 
guess.  Eliminate  the  Department  of 
Defense,  for  starters.  Eliminate  the  De- 
partment of  State.  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, Department  of  Transportation. 
NASA  IS  complaining.  We  did  not  cut 
NASA  as  much  as  the  House  in  our  rec- 
ommendation, but  they  disappear 
under  this  scenario  Oh,  actually,  we  do 
not  think  there  is  even  a  Department 
of  Veterans  left  under  this. 

So  the  point  is,  no  matter  what  you 
try  to  eliminate,  no  matter  what  you 
try  to  change,  no  matter  what  you  try 
to  reform,  there  are  those  who  want  to 
keep  it  all  and  at  the  same  time  say  we 
are  for  a  balanced  budget. 

You  just  cannot  do  it.  And  I  have 
given  an  example  today,  rough  as  it  is. 
do  not  hold  me  to  it  to  the  exact  mil- 
lions, but  just  hold  me  to  it  as  a  pretty 
good  workmanlike  approach  to  where 
we  are.  That  is  where  we  would  be. 

Now.  I  forgot  to  mention  something. 
After  we  did  all  that,  senior  citizens. 
Medicare  is  on  the  road  to  bankruptcy, 
right'  Because  we  just  left  it  like  it  is. 
And  leaving  it  like  it  is  we  are  doing 
all  these  nice  things  that  nobody  wants 
to  change,  but  it  is  going  bankrupt. 

So  that  is  even  an  additional  one  to 
add  to  what  we  have  done.  Shame  on 
us.  Shame  on  us.  As  we  say  we  are 
helping  senior  citizens,  we  want  to 
leave  it  like  it  is.  Many  here  want  to 
leave  it  like  it  is  because  to  try  to  find 
some  way  to  reform  it,  manage  it  bet- 
ter, give  seniors  choice,  somehow  or 
another  we  are  going  to  harm  them,  we 
are  going  to  hurt  them.  To  tell  you  the 
truth,  what  is  really  going  to  harm  and 
hurt  .'Americans  is  if  we  do  not  figure 
out  some  way  to  stop  borrowing 
money  That  is  what  is  going  to  hurt 
America. 

Now,  my  last  observation  about  all  of 
this  is  also  something  that  I  would  like 
to  quickly  make.  How  many  Americans 
are  going  to  be  haiTned  by  our  inces- 
sant borrowing  of  money?  I  believe  the 
number  is  in  the  millions,  for  I  believe 
they  have  already  been  hurt.  I  believe 
the  huge  debt  we  have  today  has  al- 
ready harmed  the  standard  of  living, 
the  real  paycheck  of  millions  and  mil- 
lions and  millions  of  Americans. 

So  one  might  say,  who  is  really  wor- 
ried about  the  people?  Is  it  those  who 
talk  about  Federal  programs  that  are 
worried  about  the  people''  Or  is  it  those 
who  talk  about  Federal  programs  that 
we  could  not  pay  for  so  we  borrowed 
money  so  all  the  people  get  hurt?  Who 
is  for  the  people?  I  believe  I  know 
where  I  am,  and  I  am  very  comfortable 
with  it.  I  believe  this  budget  is  for  the 
people  of  this  country. 

Now,  my  last  observation  about  all 
this  is  just  let  us  take  an  analysis  of 
where  our  Democratic  brothers  are 
going  to  be  Monday  with  their  vote  and 
in  three  successive  votes  after  that. 
Let  us  just  take  a  look  for  a  minute. 


The  Republicans  produce  a  balanced 
budget.  Here  it  is.  Here  it  is.  the  Re- 
publican balanced  budget.  No  help  from 
the  President.  We  produce  it.  No  help 
from  the  Democrats.  We  produce  it.  We 
say  to  the  American  people  we  want  to 
be  leaders  for  making  some  hard 
choice.  They  do  not.  We  do. 

Now,  what  happens  when  we  get  it 
finished?  The  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice says  there  is  a  high  probability 
that  when  you  get  that  done,  you  get 
an  economic  dividend.  Some  people  are 
choosing  to  call  it  on  this  side  the  Do- 
menici  dividend,  double  D.  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is,  whose  it  is,  but  it  is 
reality.  There  is  a  benefit  from  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  It  is  $170  billion 
more  or  less  depending  upon  how  it  all 
turns  out. 

In  a  sense,  it  is  looked  at  this  way. 
After  you  balance  the  budget,  interest 
rates  come  down,  and  they  are  down 
over  the  whole  7  years  and  you  have  a 
little  dividend.  Now,  the  entire  pack- 
age of  Democratic  amendments  which 
you  heard  about  today  and  you  are 
going  to  hear  about  next  week  turns 
right  around  and  says  now  that  you 
have  the  dividend,  spend  it.  That  is  the 
issue.  Now  that  you  have  the  dividend 
that  may  be  there,  turn  right  around. 
after  all  this  effort,  and  take  this  con- 
tingency and  start  spending  it  again. 
And  would  that  not  be  nice  for  the  sen- 
iors if  we  really  made  Medicare  solvent 
in  the  process? 

But  we  have  not.  But  we  have  not. 
But  we  are  going  to  spend  it  again  with 
no  new  plan  for  Medicare.  Just  put  the 
issue  off.  Just  put  off  the  issue  of  rural 
hospitals,  put  off  the  issue  of  older  hos- 
pital beds  all  across  this  Nation  that 
we  are  not  going  to  have  one  way  or 
another  in  a  few  years  because  we  have 
many  hospitals  ?t  50  percent  occu 
pancy,  and  we  are  kidding  ourselves 
that  they  are  going  to  be  here  for  5.  10, 
or  20  years. 

So  essentially,  just  so  we  put  it  all  in 
perspective,  these  are  the  amendments 
of  the  Democratic  Party.  Spend  the 
dividend  that  you  earned  for  Ameri- 
cans, spend  it,  put  it  back  in  this  ever- 
growing Federal  budget  that  got  us  in 
this  jam. 

Republicans  say  something  very  dif- 
ferent. We  say  if  that  occurs,  if  that 
benefit  is  forthcoming,  that  dividend, 
if  it  is  forthcoming,  we  would  like  to 
give  it  back  to  the  American  people  by 
way  of  a  tax  cut.  It  will  be  there  only 
if  we  get  a  balance. 

Frankly,  I  am  convinced  that  at  that 
point  the  American  people  earned  it. 
They  paid  for  all  this  budget.  Middle- 
income  Americans  paid  for  most  of  it. 
And  we  in  our  budget  say  give  back 
middle-income  Americans  a  modest  tax 
cut,  perhaps  the  $500  per  child  tax  cred- 
it. That  may  fit.  Now,  frankly,  I  be- 
lieve that  is  a  good  game  plan. 

I  want  to  just  close.  Again,  there  is 
nothing  mean  about  this  budget.  There 
is  plenty,  plenty  mean  about  saying  we 


do  not  care  about  our  children.  We 
want  to  tax  them  without  representa- 
tion. It  does  not  matter  about  the  defi- 
cit because  it  is  mean  not  to  give  the 
American  people  programs  that  we 
cannot  afford.  That  is  mean.  To  say  to 
Americans  we  cannot  afford  the  pro- 
gram, and  therefore  we  must  ask  you 
to  sacrifice,  that  is  mean?  I  do  not 
think  so. 

I  think  what  is  mean  is  not  to  ask 
that  of  our  seniors,  to  not  to  ask  that 
of  Americans  and  to  then  say  some- 
body else  pays  for  it  all.  We  are  not 
quite  sure  who.  but  somebody  else  pays 
for  it. 

Frankly,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  in  the  House  yesterday  had 
it  right.  His  one  and  only  closing  prop 
was  a  nice  big  picture  with  about  50  lit- 
tle children  on  it.  That  is  what  we 
ought  to  hold  up  here  when  we  start 
voting  on  this  and  say,  who  is  worried 
about  them?  Who  is  worried  about 
them  and  their  standard  of  living?  And 
when  they  start  working,  that  $100,000 
of  their  income  that  has  to  come  back 
to  America  to  pa.y  interest  on  the  debt 
during  their  lifetimes,  who  is  worried 
about  that? 

We  welcome  the  debate.  It  will  be  a 
good  debate  next  week.  We  will  have 
some  good  amendments,  too.  And  we 
will  have  some  disagreements  on  our 
side  of  the  aisle.  Republicans  are  not 
all  out  of  one  mold.  We  will  have  some 
disagreements.  But  in  the  end.  this  is 
the  year  to  make  it  right  and  we  will 
do  that. 

Now,  Madam  President.  I  have  a  few 
unanimous-consent  requests.  First,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  resumes  consideration  of  the 
concurrent  resolution  on  Monday,  May 
22.  there  be  30  hours  of  debate  remain- 
ing under  the  statutory  time  lirriil. 

Mr.  EXON.  No  objection.  We  agree  to 
that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  there  now  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
an  objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  But  I  will  not  object  with 
this  caveat,  that  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, when  we  have  finished  the 
wrap-up  procedures,  would  like  to  re- 
serve 2  or  3  minutes  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
close  the  Senate  down  for  us? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  be  happy  to.  Madam 
President. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  the  fiscal  year  1996  congres- 
sional budget  resolution,  as  reported 
by  the  Senate  Budget  Committee. 

What  does  this  budget  resolution  do? 
More  importantly  than  anything  else, 
it  provides  for  a  balanced  budget  in  7 
years. 

This  is  the  first-ever  7-year  budget 
resolution,  with  the  first-ever  7-year 
reconciliation  instructions.  It  will 
produce,  when  it  occurs  in  fiscal  year 
2002.  the  first  balanced  budget  in  33 
years.  The  last  two  balanced  budgets 
were  in  1969  and  1960. 

In  fiscal  year  2002,  under  this  budget, 
the  accumulated  national  debt  will  be 
almost  $1  trillion  lower  than  under  cur- 
rent law— or,  less  than  $6  trillion,  in- 
stead of  more  than  $7  trillion. 

That  last  fact  is  sobering — it  reminds 
us  that  this  budget  is  a  good  start,  not 
the  final  victory,  against  the  stagger- 
ing debt  load  crippling  our  economy 
and  stealing  our  children's  future. 

What  does  this  budget  resolution  do? 
It  reduces  the  rate  of  growth  in  Federal 
spending.  Under  this  budget,  spending 
still  grows  an  average  of  3-percent  a 
year,  down  from  the  current  5.4  percent 
a  year. 

Only  special  interest  groups  and  lib- 
erals inside  the  Capital  Beltway  can 
say  a  3-percent  raise  is  really  a  draco- 
nian cut. 

Under  this  budget,  total  Federal 
spending  in  fiscal  year  2002  will  be  $382 
billion  more  than  this  year— fiscal  year 
1995. 

Only  in  Washington,  DC,  does  anyone 
claim  Lhut  a.  $382  billion  increase  is 
really  a  $229  billion  cut. 

What  does  this  budget  resolution  do? 
It  delivers  on  the  promise  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  and  those  of 
us  who  supported  it. 

Back  in  January  and  February,  some 
opponents— and  a  few  supporters — of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  said 
they  wanted  to  see  a  plan  for  exactly 
how  to  balance  the  budget. 

Well,  here's  our  plan;  Some  of  my 
colleagues  may  have  a  different  plan, 
and  I  invite  them  to  bring  it  forward. 
This  ma.v  not  be  everyone's  favorite 
plan,  but  it  gets  the  job  done  in  a  fair, 
equitable  way. 

Now  that  those  who  demanded. 
"Where's  your  plan?"  have  been  given 
a  plan,  I  expect  that  67th  Senator 
should  come  forward  and  finally  help 
us  pass  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

What  does  balancing  the  budget 
mean  in  people  terms?  It  means  restor- 
ing the  American  dream  of  economic 
opportunity,  starting  now  and  extend- 
ing to  the  next  generation. 

We're  going  to  hear  moans  and  com- 
plaints about  budget  cuts,  but  the  cru- 


dest cut  of  all  is  the  cut  in  every 
American's  living  standard  that  has  oc- 
curred because  of  Government's  failure 
or  refusal  to  balance  the  budget. 

The  damage  done  by  the  borrow-and- 
spend  status  quo  must  be  undone.  The 
Concord  Coalition  estimated  that, 
without  the  Federal  deficits  and  debt 
run  up  to  date,  the  average  family's  in- 
come would  be  $50,000.  instead  of  the 
current  $35,000. 

A  study  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
of  New  York  showed  that  America  lost 
5-percent  growth  in  GNP  and  3.75  mil- 
lion jobs  from  1978-89  because  of  defi- 
cits and  debt. 

Balancing  the  budget  by  fiscal  year 
2002  means  a  better  future.  The  econo- 
metrics firm  DRL McGraw-Hill  said  it 
means:  4  to  5  percent  more  nonresiden- 
tial investment;  2.5  million  new  jobs;  a 
GDP  that  is  2.5  percent  higher,  and  an- 
other $1,000  in  the  pocket  of  the  aver- 
age household. 

GAO's  1992  report  estimated  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  would  raise  our  chil- 
dren's standard  of  living  between  7  and 
36  percent  by  the  year  2020. 

What  does  this  budget  resolution  do? 
It  fully  protects  Social  Security.  This 
budget  makes  absolutely  no  changes  in 
the  old  age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  [OASDI]  trust  funds,  consist- 
ent with  a  number  of  current  law  pro- 
tections, and  consistent  with  the  Dole 
motion  passed  during  debate  on  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  the 
Kempthorne  amendment  adopted  as 
part  of  S.l-  the  Unfunded  Mandates 
Act. 

This  budget  in  no  way  loots  Social 
Security.  It  protects  it  by  reducing  the 
pressure  of  future  debts,  and  it 
strengthens  our  ability  to  keep  prom- 
ises to  seniors. 

It  takes  us  two-thirds  of  the  way  to 
balancing  the  non-Social  Security 
budget  by  fiscal  year  2002.  The  Com- 
mittee budget  produces  deficit  reduc- 
tion of  $229  billion  below  current  law  in 
fiscal  year  2002;  the  OASDI  trustees 
project  a  $112  billion  Social  Security 
surplus  for  fiscal  year  2002.  Getting 
two-thirds  of  the  way  there  is  a  lot  bet- 
ter than  the  status  quo. 

If  we  just  stay  on  the  glide  path  es- 
tablished by  this  budget,  we  can  go  on 
to  balance  the  non-Social  Security 
budget  by  about  fiscal  year  2005.  That's 
exactly  the  timing  and  the  glide  path 
suggested  by  Senator  Nunn  and  others 
back  during  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

What  does  this  budget  resolution  do? 
It  reforms  and  rescues  Medicare.  Under 
this  budget.  Medicare  increases  an  av- 
erage of  7.1  percent  a  year— more  than 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation.  It  defies 
common  sense  to  call  that  a  draconian 
cut. 

Under  this  budget.  Medicare  spending 
will  be  $105  billion  more  in  fiscal  year 
2002  than  in  1995.  Where  are  the  slash 
and  burn  cuts? 

Nothing  here  cuts  services  or  drives 
up  needy  patients'  costs.   It  calls  for 


Medicare  reform— that  more  choice  and 
market  competition  and  consumer  in- 
formation will  slow  down  the  runaway 
costs  we  see  now.  That's  an  appropriate 
goal  to  put  in  a  budget  resolution. 

A  vote  for  this  budget  is  a  vote  to 
rescue  Medicare.  Under  the  status  quo, 
that  system  goes  broke  in  fiscal  year 
2002.  Who  says  so?  The  Medicare  Board 
of  Trustees  that  includes  three  of 
President  Clintons  Cabinet  Secretar- 
ies, the  Commissioner  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, and  two  public  trustees. 

The  trustees  also  said,  in  their  April 
3,  1995,  report: 

The  trust  fund  does  not  meet  the  trustees' 
short-range  test  of  financial  adequacy  *  *  * 
It  fails  to  meet  the  trustees'  lest  of  long- 
range  close  actuarial  balance  *  *  *  by  an  ex- 
tremely wide  margin  *  *  *  Congress  must 
take  timely  action  to  establish  long-term  fi- 
nancial stability  for  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  Lautenberg-Rocke- 
feller  amendment  that  would  raid  Med- 
icare. The  amendment  would  take  $100 
billion  of  the  $170  billion  economic  div- 
idend created  by  lower  interest  rates 
resulting  from  deficit  reduction  and 
add  that  back  to  Medicare  spending. 

Make  no  mistake,  this  amendment  is 
the  proposal  that  would  raid  Medicare. 
All  it  does  is  spend  down  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  faster  than  the  committee's 
budget. 

This  amendment  is  another  example 
of  status  quo  tunnel  vision.  The  com- 
mittee's budget  assumes  that  we  fix 
Medicare,  reform  it.  That  means  sen- 
iors who  need  Medicare  won't  be  hurt, 
they'll  participate  in  an  improved  sys- 
tem. 

This  amendment  assumes  there  is  no 
alternative  to  the  current  policies  that 
are  rapidly  driving  Medicare  bankrupt. 
The  House's  majority  whip.  Represent- 
ative DeL.w.  said  it  well  the  other  day: 
It's  like  one  side  is  talking  about  a 
cure  for  cancer  and  the  other  side  can't 
think  about  anything  but  chemo- 
therapy. 

We  want  Medicare  to  continue  to  be 
there  and  to  start  working  better  for 
seniors  today  and  tomorrow.  If  we  do 
what's  best  for  Medicare  and  for  our 
seniors,  the  numbers  will  come  out  the 
way  the  committee's  budget  says. 

We  still  need  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  The 
budget  resolution  currently  before  us 
provides  for  a  balanced  budget  in  7 
years.  That  gives  some  Members  of 
Congress  and  the  special  interest 
groups  6  years  and  three  elections  to 
try  and  knock  us  off  track. 

Can  we  balance  the  budget  without 
the  balanced  budget  amendment?  The 
first  Republican  Congress  in  40  years  is 
proving  we  can,  but  "can"  is  no  guar- 
antee. If  future  Congresses  continue  on 
the  path  set  out  in  this  resolution,  the 
result  still  will  be  only  one  balanced 
budget  in  33  years. 
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Hitting  a  target  once  in  33  years  that 
we  ought  to  hit  in  all  but  the  most  ex- 
treme circumstances,  is  not  an  en- 
dorsement of  life  without  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 


I\  MEMORY  AND  IN  HONOR  OF 
FALLEN  ARIZONA  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT OFFICERS 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  this  year's 
National  Law  Enforcement  memorial 
service  had  great  meaning  and  was 
filled  with  sadness  for  the  citizens  of 
Arizona.  Over  the  past  year,  four  Ari- 
zona law  enforcement  officers  were 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty.  The  seventh 
annual  memorial  service  and  candle- 
light vigil  held  here  in  Washington, 
DC.  this  week  provided  an  opportunity 
to  remember  these  dedicated  officers 
and  the  contributions  they  made  to  the 
people  of  Arizona. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  visiting  with 
two  of  Che  families  of  these  men  this 
week.  The  loss  they  have  experienced  is 
still  very  painful  for  them.  But,  they 
know  that  the  death  of  their  loved  ones 
was  not  in  vain.  They  died  to  ensure 
that  others  could  live — safely.  These 
men  provide  an  example  of  the  dedi- 
cated service  that  all  other  law  en- 
forcement officers  in  Arizona  should 
strive  to  achieve. 

Each  of  them  made  a  unique  con- 
tribution to  Arizona.  They  all  played  a 
significant  role  in  working  toward  a 
safer  and  stronger  State  and  Nation. 

Mesa  Police  Officer  Steven  Paul  Pol- 
lard died  on  November  27.  1994,  when  he 
was  struck  by  a  car  and  killed  while 
conducting  a  DUI  traffic  stop  in  the 
emergency  lane  of  U.S.  60  in  Mesa.  As 
Steve  stood  by  the  driver's  door  of  his 
vehicle,  a  motorist  traveling  eastbound 
apparently  fell  asleep  and  drove  his  ve- 
hicle off  the  roadway  striking  Steve 
and  the  police  vehicle.  He  died  in- 
stantly. 

Steve  was  born  July  5,  1968,  in  Phoe- 
nix to  Steven  and  Ida  Garcia.  He  went 
to  Starlight  Elementary,  Estrella  Jun- 
ior High,  and  Trevor  Brown  High 
School.  He  graduated  in  1986.  Steve  had 
worked  for  the  department  of  correc- 
tions before  joining  the  Mesa  Police 
Department.  That  was  the  career  he 
wanted  all  of  his  life,  and  he  died  doing 
the  job  he  always  dreamed  of  doing. 
Steve  is  remembered  as  man  who  would 
go  beyond  the  call  of  duty  to  help  oth- 
ers. No  job  was  ever  too  big  or  too 
small  for  Steve. 

Steve  is  survived  by  his  mother  and 
father.  Richard  and  Ida  Pollard:  his 
brother  and  sister,  Ruben  and  Angle; 
and  his  wife  and  daughter,  Kimber  and 
Celine. 

Wildlife  Manager  Estevan  Escobedo, 
who  had  been  with  the  Arizona  Game 
and  Fish  Department  for  9  years,  was 
killed  in  a  fiery  helicopter  crash  near 
Coolidge  Dam  on  January  4.  1994.  He 
and  three  other  officials,  who  survived 
the  crash,   were  on  a  routine  assign- 


ment to  count  javellna  in  a  rugged  can- 
yon near  Winkelman.  The  area  was 
part  of  Estevan's  district,  based  in 
Globe.  Estevan  was  the  first  law  en- 
forcement officer  killed  in  the  line  of 
duty  in  1994.  It  was  the  first  aircraft 
accident  involving  a  fatality  for  the  de- 
partment since  1980. 

Estevan  graduated  from  Westwood 
High  School  and  Arizona  State  Univer- 
sity. Away  from  his  duties  as  a  wildlife 
manager,  Estevan  participated  in  rodeo 
events  such  as  calf  roping.  He  was  a 
partner,  confidant,  and  adopted  brother 
to  his  rodeo  buddies. 

Estevan  is  survived  by  his  mother 
and  a  twin  brother.  He  is  remembered 
as  a  carefree,  joyous  brother,  son,  and 
friend,  equipped  with  a  playful  sense  of 
humor  and  a  sense  of  duty  that  led  him 
to  give  lovingly  of  his  time  and  energy. 
Those  who  knew  him  say  that  Estevan 
had  a  smile  that  will  last  forever  in  the 
memories  of  those  whose  lives  were 
touched  by  him. 

Sergeant  Patrick  (Pat)  Riley  died  on 
March  11,  1994.  He  was  struck  by  a 
truck  while  directing  traffic  at  a  con- 
struction site.  He  died  approximately  2 
hours  later. 

Pat  joined  the  Maricopa  County 
Sheriffs  Office  as  a  detention  officer  in 
1983.  A  year  later,  he  applied  for  and 
was  accepted  as  a  deputy  sheriff.  He 
spent  4  years  in  various  positions  as  a 
deputy,  ranging  from  a  beat  deputy  to 
detective,  culminating  his  assignment 
to  major  felonies  as  a  homicide  detec- 
tive. During  this  period,  he  was  nomi- 
nated for  the  "Deputy  of  the  Year" 
commendation  in  1990.  He  received  the 
B.P.O.E.  "Americanism  Award"  in  1991, 
which  was  presented  by  Gov.  Rose 
Mofford.  Pat  was  promoted  to  sergeant 
in  September  1992  and  served  in  assign- 
ments at  the  general  investigations  di- 
vision, detectives,  and  in  patrol.  He 
also  received  the  highly  coveted  "Dis- 
tinguished Service  Award"  in  1994. 

Pat  was  one  of  the  lead  investigators 
in  the  Temple  homicide  case,  in  which 
eight  Buddhist  monks  and  two  appren- 
tices were  murdered. 

Pat  married  Laurie  Davis  in  Feb- 
ruary 1987.  After  a  courtship  of  love,  he 
leaves  behind  his  wife  and  no  children. 

Sergeant  Patrick  Devon  Thompson 
died  on  September  2,  1994.  While  on 
duty,  Sergeant  Thompson  lost  control 
of  his  police  vehicle,  collided  with  an 
oncoming  car,  and  died  instantly. 

Sergeant  Thompson  served  with  the 
Santa  Cruz  County  Sheriffs  Office 
since  1978.  He  is  remembered  by  col- 
leagues as  honest,  loyal,  reliable,  car- 
ing, and  trustworthy.  He  was  also  very 
generous  with  his  time,  especially  with 
the  youth  of  Santa  Cruz  County.  They 
respected  and  admired  him.  He  was 
near  death  in  1991,  but  had  a  tremen- 
dous will  to  live,  and  he  survived.  A 
second  chance  can  be  a  wonderful  gift, 
and  Pat  realized  this  and  approached 
his  life  with  a  new  vigor,  a  new  deter- 
mination. His  last  3  years  were  dedi- 
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cated  to  undertaking  new  challenges 
and  to  helping  children,  especially 
through  the  D.AR.E.  Program.  Pat  en- 
couraged the  D.^.R.E.  kids  to  live  a 
clean  and  healthy  life. 

Sergeant  Thompson  is  survived  by 
his  mother,  wife,  sons,  and  daughters. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  an  honor  for  me 
to  remember  Sergeants  Thompson  and 
Riley,  Officer  Pollard,  and  Wildlife 
Manager  Escobedo.  They  served  their 
organizations  with  distinction  and 
with  honor.  We  will  never  forget  their 
sacrifice;  we  will  always  remember 
their  spirit. 


May  19,  1995 
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WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
evening  I  learned  I  had  been  elected  to 
the  Senate  in  1972.  one  of  the  commit- 
ments I  made  to  myself  was  that  I 
would  never  fail  to  see  a  young  person 
or  a  group  of  young  people  who  wanted 
to  see  me.  It  was  certainly  beneficial  to 
me  that  I  did  because  I  have  been  in- 
spired by  the  estimated  60.000  young 
people  with  whom  I  have  visited  during 
the  nearly  23  years  I  have  been  in  the 
Senate. 

Most  of  them  have  been  concerned 
about  the  magnitude  of  the  Federal 
debt  that  Congress  has  run  up  for  the 
coming  generations  to  pay.  The  young 
people  and  I  always  discuss  the  fact 
that  under  the  Constitution,  no  Presi- 
dent can  spend  even  a  dime  of  Federal 
money  that  has  not  first  been  author- 
ized and  appropriated  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

That  is  why  I  have  been  making 
these  daily  reports  to  the  Senate  since 
February  22.  1992.  I  want  to  make  it  a 
m?-ttor  of  record  precisely  the  size  of 
the  Federal  debt  which  as  of  Thursday, 
May  18,  stood  at  $4,885,256,391,108.42  or 
$18,544.52  on  a  per  capita  basis. 

What  Congress  has  already  done  to 
future  generations  is  immoral. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-919.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  transmit- 
tinK.  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996  for 
intelligence  and  intelligence-related  activi- 
ties of  the  United  .Slates  Government  and 
Che  Central  Intellig-ence  Agency  Retirement 
,ind  Disability  System,  and  for  other  pur- 
pcses;  to  the  Committee  on  Intelligence. 

EC-920.  A  communication  from  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  United  States,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  pursuant  to 
the  Intelligence  Surveillance  Act  for  cal- 
endar 1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

EC-921.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
Agency's  report  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation .\ct  for  calendar  year  1994;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-922.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Attorney  General,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  disapprove 
sentencing  guideline  amendments  relating  to 
cocaine  base  and  mone.v  laundering;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  .Judiciary. 

EC-923.  A  communication  from  the  Vice 
President  of  Government  and  Public  Affairs. 
Amtrak.  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
for  calendar  year  1994;  to  tne  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-924.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  Depart- 
ment's annual  report  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-925.  A  communication  from  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Officer.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  Agency's  report  under  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Act  for  calendar  year 
1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-926.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Farm  Credit  System  Insurance 
Corpoi'ation.  ti'ansmitting.  pursuant  to  law. 
the  Corporation's  annual  report  under  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  for  calendar 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The   following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 


pp:titions  and  memorials 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-129.  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
House  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
.\laska:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

•House  Resolve  No.  8 

■"Whereas  the  International  Maritime  Or- 
ganization (IMG),  an  organization  under  the 
auspices  of  the  United  Nations,  is  cun-ently 
drafting  proposals  for  an  international  trea- 
ty adopting  and  expanding  insurance  indem- 
nity provisions  for  seaborne  commodities; 
and 

■Whereas,  in  contrast  to  existing  maritime 
classifications  and  Che  policies  and  regula- 
tions of  Che  United  Stales  Department  of 
Transportation  and  the  United  Stales  Coast 
Guard,  the  IMO  proposes  classifying  coal  as 
a  hazardous  and  noxious  material;  and 

■Whereas  there  is  no  rational  reason  or 
precedent  for  classifying  coal  as  a  hazardous 


or  noxious  material  and  the  current  mari- 
time insurance  has.  without  exception,  ade- 
quately provided  insurance  indemnity  for 
seaborne  coal  shipping:  and 

'Whereas  action  classifying  coal  as  a  haz- 
ardous or  noxious  material  could  signifi- 
cantly increase  insurance  rates  and  the  de- 
livered cost  of  coal  to  the  benefit  of  compet- 
ing fuel  sources;  and 

■Whereas  this  action  would  dramatically 
reduce  the  competitiveness  of  coal  as  an  im- 
port fuel  and  reduce  the  amount  of  exported 
coal  from  countries  such  as  the  United 
States;  and 

■Whereas  this  action  would  reduce  the  po- 
tential for  the  export  of  Alaska  coal;  and 

■Whereas  the  National  Coal  Association, 
the  United  States  Coal  Exporters  Associa- 
tion, and  the  Alaska  Coal  Association,  to- 
gether with  labor  organizations,  adamantly 
oppose  the  IMO  proposal;  and 

■Whereas  it  is  critical  that  United  States 
Government  representatives  to  the  IMO  con- 
vention oppose  Che  classification  of  coal  as  a 
hazardous  or  noxious  macerial;  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives respectfully  urges  the  United  States 
Senate  not  to  ratify  a  Hazardous  and  Nox- 
ious Substance  Convention  proposed  by  the 
International  Maritime  Organization  that 
includes  coal  as  a  designated  hazardous  or 
noxious  material. 

■Copies  of  this  resolution  shall  be  sent  to 
the  Honorable  Al  Gore.  Jr..  Vice-President  of 
the  United  States  and  President  of  the  U.S. 
Senate;  the  Honorable  Bob  Dole.  Majority 
Leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  the  Honorable 
Strom  Thurmond.  President  Pro  Tempore  of 
the  U.S.  Senate:  and  to  the  Honorable  Ted 
Stevens  and  the  Honorable  Frank  Murkow- 
ski.  U.S.  Senators,  and  the  Honorable  Don 
Young.  U.S.  Representative,  members  of  the 
Alaska  delegation  in  Congress." 

POM-130.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
"House  Concurrent  Resolution  2004 

■Whereas,  since  1949.  China  has  been  a  di- 
vided nation,  with  the  government  of  the  Re- 
public of  China  on  Taiwan  and  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  on  the  Chinese  mainland 
exercising  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  sepa- 
rate parts  of  China.  The  government  of  Tai- 
wan further  acknowledges  that  two  equal 
and  distinct  political  entities  exist  within 
the  divided  China.  United  Nations  General 
Assembly  Resolution  2758.  which  in  1971  re- 
stored to  the  People's  Republic  of  China  its 
seat  in  the  United  Nations  while  exjjelling 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan,  does  not 
provide  a  complete  solution  to  the  issue  of 
China's  seat  in  the  United  Nations  that  re- 
sulted from  this  division  of  China;  and 

■Whereas.  Taiwan's  twenty-one  million 
people  enjoy  a  multiparty,  democratic  form 
of  government,  the  policies  of  which  conform 
to  those  of  other  democratic  nations;  and 

■Whereas,  during  the  past  decade.  Taiwan 
has  assumed  regional  and  global  responsibil- 
ities in  international  development  programs 
and  humanitarian  relief  operations.  Taiwan 
often  has  closely  coordinated  its  efforts  in 
responding  to  international  disasters  and 
crises  and  in  undertaking  programs  of  assist- 
ance for  less-developed  nations  with  those  of 
the  United  States.  Taiwan  clearly  has  shown 
its  willingness  to  assume  a  direct  role  in 
contributing  to  the  well-being  of  the  global 
community;  and 

■Whereas.  Taiwan  has  joined  several  im- 
porCanl  multilateral  organizations  in  recent 
years,  including  Asia/Pacific  Economic  Co- 
operation (APEC)  and  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank.  The  United  States  has  supported 


the  admission  of  Taiwan  into  these  organiza- 
Cions;  and 

■Whereas.  Taiwan  is  currently  the  four- 
teenth largest  trading  nation  in  the  world 
and  its  gross  national  product  is  the  world's 
twentieth  largest.  Its  annual  per  capita  in- 
come exceeds  ten  thousand  dollars  in  United 
States  currency,  its  foreign  exchange  re- 
serves exceed  eighty  billion  dollars  in  United 
States  currency  and  it  has  become  the 
world's  seventh  largest  outbound  investor; 
and 

■Whereas,  the  government  of  Taiwan  has 
initiated  a  campaign  to  pursue  a  seat  in  the 
United  Nations  without  threatening  the  cur- 
rent position  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  in  this  organization.  Several  other 
countries  have  expre.ssed  their  support  of 
Taiwan^s  efforts  in  this  capacity  by  urging 
the  United  Nations  to  consider  the  excep- 
tional situation  of  Taiwan  in  the  inter- 
national community.  Taiwan's  membership 
in  the  United  Nations  would  conform  with 
the  established  pattern  of  parallel  represen- 
tation by  divided  countries  as  well  as  with 
the  principle  of  universality,  whereby  all 
people  can  be  represented  in  this  world  orga- 
nization. Furthermore,  the  participation  of 
Taiwan  in  the  United  Nations  would  contrib- 
ute to  the  peace  and  stability  of  the  Pacific 
region  and  therefore  to  the  interests  of  the 
United  States;  and 

■Whereas,  the  fifth-largest  foreign  market 
for  Arizona  products  in  1993.  Taiwan  enjoys  a 
friendly  commercial  relationship  with  the 
state  of  Arizona  and  last  year  received  $477 
million  in  Arizona  exports.  Recognizing  the 
importance  of  trade  with  Asia  and  particu- 
larly with  Taiwan,  the  Arizona  Department 
of  Commerce  established  the  Arizona  Asian- 
Pacific  Trade  Office  in  Taipei.  Taiwan  to 
help  Arizona's  exporting  companies  conduct 
business  in  Asia  and  to  strive  to  increase  for- 
eign investment  in  this  state.  Arizcna  is 
strongly  committed  to  encouraging  aware- 
ness of  both  the  commercial  and  cultural 
benefits  of  Taiwan,  as  demonstrated  by  the 
recent  Multi-State  Trade  Days  mission,  in 
which  the  Arizona  Department  of  Commerce 
recruited  conipanies  to  promote  their  prod- 
ucts in  such  overseas  locations  as 
Kaohsiung.  Taiw.-in,  and  the  activities  of  the 
Phoenix  Sister  Cities  Commission,  estab- 
lished in  1975  to  help  promote  student  ex- 
changes and  cultural  and  business  ties  with 
sister  cities  such  as  Taipei.  Taiwan:  There- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved  hi/  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  State  of  Amona,  the  Senate  concurring: 

•1.  That  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives express  their  support  of  the 
broader  participation  of  Taiwan  in  the  Unit- 
ed Nations  and  in  Che  international  commu- 
nity, and  in  so  doing,  encourage  the  people  of 
this  state  and  country  to  recognize  the  mu- 
tual benefits  of  our  ongoing  commercial  re- 
lationship with  Taiwan. 

■2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  .Arizona  transmit  a  certified  copy  of 
this  Resolution  to  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate,  to  the 
Secretary-General  of  the  United  Nations,  to 
the  United  States  Trade  Representative  and 
each  member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional 
delegation." 

POM-131.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts;  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

■Senate  Resolution 

■Whereas,  the  extermination  of  the  more 
than  one  and  one-half  million  Armenians  by 
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the  Ottoman  Turks  and  the  forced  deporta- 
tion of  countless  others  has  been  remem- 
bered every  year  on  April  twenty-fourth 
since  Nineteen  Hundred  and  Fifteen  as  Ar- 
menian Martyrs  Day;  and 

•Whereas,  eighty  years  ago  Armenians 
were  forced  to  witness  the  slaughter  of  their 
relatives  and  the  loss  of  their  ancestral 
homeland;  and 

••Whereas,  modern  Turkey  continues  to 
deny  and  distort  the  facts  of  the  genocide 
and  honors  the  perpetrators  of  the  crime 
against  humanity  as  national  heroes;  and 

■Whereas,  the  continued  denial  of  the  Ar- 
menian genocide  by  the  present-day  Turkish 
Government  deprives  the  Armenian  people 
full  recognition  of  this  tragic  chapter  in 
their  history;  and 

•Whereas,  the  Armenian  people  have  not 
received  reparations  for  their  losses:  and 

■Whereas,  ancestral  Armenian  lands  have 
not  been  returned  to  the  Armenian  people; 
Now  therefore  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  Massachusetts  Senate 
hereby  joins  in  commemorating  this  eighti- 
eth anniversary  of  the  Armenian  genocide  on 
April  twenty-fourth.  Nineteen  Hundred  and 
Ninety-Five  and  urges  the  citizenry  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  to  do  the 
same;  and  be  it  further 

"Resotved.  That  the  Ma.ssachusetts  Senate 
respectfully  calls  on  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  request  the  Turkish  Gov- 
ernment to  acknowledge  the  genocide  per- 
petrated against  the  Armenians  in  1915-1923; 
and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  a  copy  of  these  resolutions 
be  transmitted  forthwith  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
Senate  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States." 

POM-132.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  In- 
diana; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

••House  CoNCfRRE.vT  Resolution  No.  71 

•Whereas.  China  has  been  a  divided  nation 
since  1949,  and  the  governments  of  the  Re- 
public of  China  on  Taiwan  (hereinafter  cited 
as  •Taiwan")  and  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  on  Mainland  Chma  (hereinafter  cited 
as  ■Mamland  China  i  have  exercised  juris- 
diction over  separate  parts  of  China; 

•Whereas.  Taiwan  has  the  19th  largest 
gross  national  product  in  the  world,  strong 
and  vibrant  economy,  and  one  of  the  largest 
foreign  exchange  reserves  of  any  nation; 

•Whereas.  Taiwan  has  dramatically  im- 
proved its  record  on  human  rights  and  rou- 
tinely holds  free  and  fair  elections  in  a 
multiparty  system,  as  evidenced  most  re- 
cently by  the  December  3.  1994  balloting  for 
local  and  provincial  ofricials; 

■•Whereas.  The  21  million  people  on  Taiwan 
are  not  represented  in  the  United  Nations 
and  their  human  rights  as  citizens  of  the 
world  are  therefore  severely  abridged; 

■Whereas.  Taiwan  has  in  recent  years  re- 
peatedly expressed  its  strong  desire  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  United  Nations; 

■Whereas.  Taiwan  has  much  to  contribute 
to  the  work  and  funding  of  the  United  Na- 
tions; 

■■Whereas.  Taiwan  has  demonstrated  its 
commitment  to  the  world  community  by  re- 
sponding to  international  disasters  and  cri- 
ses such  as  environmental  destruction  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  and  famine  in  Rwanda  by  pro- 
viding financial  donations,  medical  assist- 
ance, and  other  forms  of  aid; 

■'Whereas,  The-  world  community  has  re- 
acted positively  to  Taiwans  desire  for  inter- 
national participation,  as  shown  by  Taiwan's 
continued  membership  in  the  Asian  Develop- 


ment Bank,  the  admission  of  Taiwan  into 
the  Asia-Pacific  Economic  Cooperation 
group  as  a  full  member,  and  the  accession  of 
Taiwan  as  an  observer  at  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade  as  the  first  step 
toward  becoming  a  contracting  party  to  that 
organization; 

•Whereas.  The  United  States  has  sup- 
ported Taiwan's  participation  in  these  bodies 
and  indicated,  in  its  policy  review  of  Sep- 
tember 1994.  a  stronger  and  more  active  pol- 
icy of  support  for  Taiwan's  participation  in 
other  international  organizations; 

■Whereas.  Taiwan  has  repeatedly  stated 
that  its  participation  in  international  orga- 
nizations is  that  of  a  divided  nation,  with  no 
intention  to  challenge  the  current  inter- 
national status  of  Mainland  China; 

■Whereas.  The  United  Nations  and  other 
international  organizations  have  established 
precedents  concerning  the  admission  of  sepa- 
rate parts  of  divided  nations,  such  as  Korea 
and  Germany;  and 

■Whereas,  Taiwan's  participation  in  inter- 
national organizations  would  not  prevent  or 
imperil  a  future  voluntary  union  between 
Taiwan  and  Mainland  China  any  more  than 
the  recognition  of  separate  governments  in 
the  former  West  Germany  and  the  former 
East  Germany  prevented  the  voluntary  re- 
unification of  Germany.  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

•Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Indiana, 
the  Senate  concurring: 

•Section  1.  Taiwan  deserves  full  participa- 
tion, including  a  seat  in  the  United  Nations, 
and  the  government  of  the  United  States 
should  immediately  encourage  the  United 
Nations  to  establish  an  ad  hoc  committee  for 
the  purpose  of  studying  membership  for  Tai- 
wan in  that  organization  and  its  related 
agencies. 

•Section  2.  The  Principal  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  directed  to 
transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  Speaker 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  the  United  States  Senate  Majority 
Leader." 

POM-133.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Washington;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

•House  Joint  Memorial  4029 

•"Whereas.  A  safe  and  efficient  national 
transportation  system  is  essential  to  the  na- 
tion's international  competitiveness;  key  to 
domestic  productivity;  and  vital  to  our  qual- 
ity of  life;  and 

"Whereas,  despite  the  transportation  in- 
vestments promised  in  the  enactment  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  (ISTEA).  Congress  has  yet  to 
fully  fund  the  authorizations  it  contains  for 
highways  and  transit;  and 

■  Whereas.  The  current  levels  of  federal 
funding  for  the  nations  highway  and  public 
transportation  systems  are  inadequate  to 
meet  rehabilitation  needs,  to  ensure  the 
safety  of  the  traveling  public,  to  begin  solv- 
ing congestion  and  rural  access  problems,  to 
conduct  adequate  transportation  research 
programs,  and  to  keep  America  competitive 
in  world  economy;  and 

■Whereas.  The  Federal  motor  fuel  tax  and 
aviation  fuel  tax  have  traditionally  been  re- 
garded as  user  fees  paid  by  transportation 
users,  the  proceeds  of  which  are  and  will  con- 
tinue to  be  required  to  help  meet  America's 
transportation  requirements;  and 

■Whereas.  The  action  to  divert  transpor- 
tation user  fees  from  documented  transpor- 
tation needs  was  taken  by  Congress  despite 
strong  support  for  placing  the  revenue  in  the 
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Highway  Trust  Fund  from  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' .■Association,  the  United  States  Con- 
ference of  Mayors,  and  the  American  Asso- 
ciation of  State  Highway  and  Transportation 
Officials,  in  addition  to  many  industry  and 
transportation  user  organizations;  and 

■Whereas,  U.se  of  the  transportation  fuel 
taxes  for  deficit  reduction  purposes  places 
the  burden  of  reducing  the  deficit  on  indus- 
try and  individuals  based  predominantly  on 
how  many  miles  they  travel,  without  taking 
into  account  their  ability  to  pay;  and  be- 
cause of  the  long  distances  that  must  be 
driven  by  many  people  and  industries  in 
some  states  as  opposed  to  other  states,  great 
inequities  are  inherent  in  any  proposal  to 
utilize  motor  fuel  taxes  for  deficit  reduction 
purposes;  and 

•Whereas.  Including  of  the  transportation 
trust  funds  in  the  Unified  Federal  Budget 
subjects  transportation  programs  to  arbi- 
trary expenditure  ceilings,  despite  the  fact 
that  trust  fund  expenditures  are  fully  fi- 
nanced by  users,  and  do  not  contribute  to  the 
federal  deficit;  and 

•Whereas.  In  recent  years  the  imposition 
of  such  budgetary  limitations  has  resulted  in 
a  substantial  build  up  of  revenue  in  the  trust 
funds,  while  states  and  local  agencies  have 
received  less  federal  funding  than  authorized 
and  available,  and  as  a  consequence,  the  na- 
tions  transportation  needs  are  being  inad- 
equately addressed:  Now.  therefore. 

■■Your  Memorialists  respectfully  urge  Con- 
gress to: 

■■(1)  Invest  the  resources  in  the  nation's 
transportation  system  needed  to  enable  eco- 
nomic competitiveness  and  job  creation,  as  a 
minimum  by  fully  funding  at  the  earliest 
possible  time  the  ISTEA  highway  and  transit 
authorizations; 

■■(2)  Recognize  and  reaffirm  the  traditional 
user-fee  principle  that  has  sustained  the  de- 
velopment of  the  national  transportation 
system  for  more  than  70  years,  by  reserving 
the  transportation  user  fees  now  being  col- 
lected for  deficit  reduction  solely  for  future 
transportation  purposes;  and 

■■(3)  Act  expeditiously  to  remove  the  High- 
way Trust  Fund  and  Airport  and  Airway 
Trust  Fund  from  the  Unified  Federal  Budget, 
be  it 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Memorial  be 
immediately  transmitted  to  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate, to  the  Speaker  and  the  Clerk  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives,  and 
to  each  member  of  this  state's  delegation  to 
Congre.ss." 

POM-134.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of 
Iowa;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

••Sen.\te  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  11 
•Whereas.  Amtrak,  the  national  railroad 
passenger  corporation  providing  national 
railroad  passenger  service,  is  energy  efficient 
and  environmentally  beneficial,  consuming 
about  half  as  much  energy  per  passenger 
mile  as  an  airline  and  causing  less  air  pollu- 
tion; and 

••Whereas.  Amtrak  provides  mobility  to 
citizens  of  many  smaller  communities  poorly 
served  by  air  and  bus  services  and  to  those 
persons  with  medical  conditions  which  pre- 
vent them  from  flying:  and 

••Whereas.  Amtrak  is  nine  times  safer  than 
driving  a  motor  vehicle  on  a  passenger  mile 
basis,  and  operates  even  in  severe  weather 
conditions;  and 

••Whereas.  Amtrak  travel  rose  forty-eight 
percent  from  1982  to  1993  and  ,\mtrak  dra- 
matically improved  coverage  of  its  operating 
costs  from  revenues;  and 


■Whereas,  expansion  of  Amtrak  service  by 
using  existing  rail  rights-of-way  would  cost 
less  and  use  less  land  than  new  highways  and 
airports  and  would  further  increase  Am- 
trak's  energy  efficiency  advantage;  and 

■Whereas,  federal  investment  in  Amtrak 
has  fallen  in  the  last  decade  while  it  has 
risen  for  airports  and  highways;  and 

■Whereas,  Amtrak  pays  a  fuel  tax  that  air- 
lines do  not  pay;  and 

"Whereas,  .■Amtrak  workers  and  vendors 
pay  more  in  taxes  than  the  federal  govern- 
ment invests  in  Amtrak:  Now  therefore,  be  it 

"Re-wlved  hy  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring.  That  the  President  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Congress  are  urged 
to  do  the  following: 

•1.  Maintain  the  current  level  of  Amtrak 
funding. 

■2.  Exempt  Amtrak  from  paying  fuel  taxes 
that  airlines  do  not  pa.v. 

•3.  Include  a  strong  Amtrak  system  in  any 
plans  for  a  national  transportation  system: 
be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  Resolution 
be  sent  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representations,  and  members  of 
Iowa's  congressional  delegation." 

POM-135.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

■Senate  Resolution  No.  21 

■  Whereas.  H.R.  602.  Title  III.  if  enacted, 
would  grant  the  State  of  Hawaii  concurrent 
jurisdiction  over  Baker  Island.  .Jarvis  Island. 
.Johnston  Atoll,  Kingman  Reef.  Howland  Is- 
land, the  Midway  Islands,  and  Palmyra 
.■\toll.  to  the  same  extent  as  and  in  the  same 
manner  that  such  jurisdiction  applies  to  all 
other  areas  within  the  State  of  Hawaii;  and 

■Whereas,  all  of  these  areas  have  historical 
links  to  the  State  of  Hawaii,  the  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  and  the  Kingdom  of  Hawaii,  and  are 
either  part  of  the  Hawaiian  Archipelago  or 
are  within  the  .same  relative  distance  as  the 
distant  islands  of  the  State:  and 

•Whereas,  r.o  rights  or  liabilities  of  title  or 
ownership  are  transferred  to  Hawaii  as  a  re- 
sult of  this  Act;  and 

•Whereas,  the  people  of  Hawaii  have  dem- 
onstrated, by  their  wise  governance  and 
stewardship  of  the  ocean  resources  of  the  Ha- 
waiian Archipelago,  both  living  and  non-liv- 
ing, their  desire  to  insure  wise  management 
and  careful  preservation  of  the  ocean  envi- 
ronment; and 

■Whereas,  Hawaii's  political,  economic, 
and  social  destiny  has  been  linked,  histori- 
cally, to  the  ocean  environment  and  its  re- 
sources, and  Hawaii's  people,  from  the  early 
Polynesian  voyagers  who  discovered  these  is- 
lands nearly  two  thousand  years  ago.  to  Ha- 
waii's present-day  citizens,  represent  one  of 
the  great  oceanic  societies  of  the  globe;  and 

"Whereas.  Hawaii's  future,  now  as  in  the 
past,  is  linked  to  its  surrounding  seas  and  its 
freedom  to  make  wise  use  of  them;  and 

•Whereas,  the  joint  exercise  of  concurrent 
jurisdiction  over  these  islands  and  atolls  will 
undoubtedly  devolve  to  great  benefit  to  the 
strategic  interests  of  both  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii and  the  United  States  of  America;  and 

■  Whereas,  the  Omnibus  Territories  Act. 
H.R  602.  grants  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Hawaii  authority  to  accept  or  refuse  juris- 
diction over  these  areas,  with  no  time  limi- 
tation imposed  on  this  decision:  Now.  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  Eighteenth 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii.   Regular 
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Session  of  1995.  that  the  United  States  Con- 
gress is  respectfully  urged  to  enact  H.R.  602 
as  it  pertains  to  allowing  Hawaii  to  assume 
jurisdiction  over  these  islands  and  atolls; 
and.  be  it  further 

"fiesolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this  Res- 
olution be  transmitted  to  Hawaii's  Congres- 
sional Delegation,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI,  from  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  without 
amendment: 

H.R.  101.  A  bill  to  transfer  a  parcel  of  land 
to  the  Taos  Pueblo  Indians  of  New  Mexico 
(Rept.  No.  104-851. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  LUGAR.  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry: 

Eugene  Branstool.  of  Ohio,  to  be  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Federal  Agri- 
cultural Mortgage  Corporation. 

Karl  N.  Stauber.  of  Minnesota,  to  be  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Research,  Edu- 
cation, and  Economics. 

Karl  N.  Stauber.  of  Minnesota,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed,  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nees" commitment  to  respond  to  re- 
quests to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
duly  constituted  committee  of  the  Sen- 
ate.) 

By  Mr.  THL'RMOND.  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services: 

i*ir.  TIio iLi»T»jND.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services.  I 
report  favorably  the  attached  listing  of 
nominations. 

Those  identified  with  a  single  aster- 
isk (*)  are  to  be  placed  on  the  Execu- 
tive Calendar.  Those  identified  with  a 
double  asterisk  (**)  are  to  lie  on  the 
Secretary's  desk  for  the  information  of 
any  Senator  since  these  names  have  al- 
ready appeared  in  the  Rfxords  of 
March  23,  March  30,  April  3,  April  24, 
and  May  2,  1995,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent,  to  save  the  expense  of  reprint- 
ing on  the  Executive  Calendar,  that 
these  nominations  lie  at  the  Sec- 
retary's desk  for  the  information  of 
Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  Record  o*"  March  23.  and  30.  April  3, 
and  24,  and  May  2,  1995.  at  the  end  of 
the  Senate  proceedings.) 

•Lieutenant  General  Billy  J.  Boles.  USAF 
to  be  general  (Reference  No.  200) 

♦Vice  Admiral  Donald  F.  Hagan.  USN  to  be 
placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  of  vice 
admiral  (Reference  No.  203) 


•Major  General  John  C.  Griffith.  USAF  to 
be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  264) 

•Lieutenant  General  Charles  C.  Krulak. 
USMC  to  be  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps  and  for  appointment  to  the  grade  of 
general  (Reference  No.  266) 

**In  the  Army  there  are  53  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  major  (list  begins  with  John  A. 
Adams)  (Reference  No.  276) 

**In  the  Marine  Corps  there  are  510  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  major  and  below 
(list  begins  with  David  F.  Allen)  (Reference 
No.  277) 

•Major  General  Lloyd  W.  Newton,  USAF  to 
be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  282) 

••In  the  Air  Force  there  are  6  appoint- 
ments to  the  grade  of  second  lieutenant  (list 
begins  with  Robert  D.  Curry)  (Reference  No 
289) 

**In  the  Army  there  are  6  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  and  below 
(list  begins  with  Russell  R.  Moores.  Jr.)  (Ref- 
erence No.  290) 

**In  the  Navy  there  are  41  appointments  to 
the  grade  of  lieutenant  (list  begins  with 
Vanita  Ahvja)  (Reference  No.  291) 

•*In  the  Navy  there  are  767  appointments 
to  the  grade  of  ensign  (list  begins  with 
Charles  S.  Abbot)  (Reference  No.  292) 

••In  the  Navy  there  are  1,271  appointments 
to  the  grade  of  ensign  (list  begins  with  Ryan 
D.  Aaron)  (Reference  No.  293) 

•Major  General  Leonard  D.  Holder.  Jr., 
USA  to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No. 
299) 

**In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  21  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
(list  begins  with  Bradley  C.  Andreesen)  (Ref- 
erence No.  301) 

••In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  22  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
(list  begins  with  Jose  T.  Aguinega)  (Ref- 
erence No.  302) 

•General  Charles  G.  Boyd.  USAF  to  be 
placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  of  gen- 
eral (Reference  No.  311) 

•General  John  M.  Loh.  USAF  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  of  general 
(Reference  No.  312) 

•Lieutenant  General  John  S.  Fairfield. 
USAF  for  reajiiMiliilmHnt  to  the  grade  of  lieu- 
tenant general  (Reference  No.  315) 

•Lieutenant  General  Carl  G.  O'Berry. 
USAF  to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No. 
316) 

•Major  General  Eugene  D.  Santarelli. 
USAF  to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference 
No.  317) 

•General  Dennis  J.  Reimer.  USA  to  be 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  and  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  (Reference  No. 
319) 

•General  Gordon  R.  Sullivan.  USA  to  be 
placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  of  gen- 
eral (Reference  No.  333) 

•Lieutenant  General  Marvin  L.  Covault. 
USA  to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No. 
334) 

•Major  General  Robert  E.  Gray.  USA  to  be 
lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  335) 

•Lieutenant  General  John  E.  Miller.  USA 
for  reappointment  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
general  (Reference  No.  336) 

•Major  General  William  G.  Carter  III.  USA 
to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  337 1 

••In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  is  1  ap- 
pointment to  the  grade  of  colonel  (James  C. 
Ingram,  Jr.)  (Reference  No.  340) 

•*In  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  20  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  colonel  and  below 
(list  begins  with  James  W.  Clevenger.  Jr.) 
(Reference  No.  342) 
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**In  the  Marine  Corps  there  are  125  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  second  lieutenant 
(list  begins  with  Stephen  J.  Acosta)  (Ref- 
erence No.  361  > 

Total:  2.860.  I 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated; 

By  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Simpson): 
S.  831.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the  tax  treatment 
of  certain  contributions  made  pursuant  to 
veterans'  reemployment:  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM: 
S  832.  A  bill  to  require  the  Prospective 
Payment  Assessment  Commission  to  develop 
separate  applicable  percentage  increases  to 
ensure  that  medicare  beneficiaries  who  re- 
ceive services  from  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals receive  the  same  quality  of  care  and 
access  to  services  as  medicare  beneficiaries 
in  other  hospitals,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  HATCH  (for  himself.  Mr,  Bau- 
cus.  Mr.  Dole.  Mr    Campbell.  Mrs. 
Felnsteln,  Mr.  CoHE.N.  Mr.  Cochr.an. 
Mr.   Kyl.   Mr.   Be-vnett.   Mr.   Craig. 
Mr.  D'.\MATO.  Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  Rocke- 
feller, and  Mrs.  Boxer): 
S.  833.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  more  accurately  codify 
the  depreciable  life  of  semiconductor  manu- 
facturing equipment;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Dole.    Mr.    Lott.    Mr.    Brown.    Mr. 
Burns.   Mr.   Craig.   Mr.   H.atch.   Mr. 
Helms.  Mr.  Ke.mpthorne.  Mr.  McCon- 
NELL.  and  Mr.  Thurmond): 
S.  834.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American  fam- 
ily, reduce  Illegitimacy,  and  reduce  welfare 
dependence;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  835.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  operation  of 
laboratories  to  carry  out  certain  public- 
health  functions  for  the  region  along  the 
international  border  with  Mexico,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 
By  Mr   EXON: 

S.  836.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  pipeline  safety  for  fiscal  years  1996.  1997. 
1998.  and  1999.  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  WARNER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
ROBB): 

S.  837.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  commemora- 
tion of  the  250th  anniversary  of  the  birth  of 
James  Madison:  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing. Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  (for  him- 
self and  Mr.  SIMPSON): 
S.  831.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the  tax 
treatment  of  certain  contributions 
made  pursuant  to  veterans"  reemploy- 
ment; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 


THE  VETERANS'  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS  ACT  OF 
1995 

•  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  today  introducing,  with  the  cospon- 
sorship  of  my  good  friend  from  Wyo- 
ming, Al  Si.MP.son,  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans"  Af- 
fairs, legislation  that  involves  a  matter 
related  to  the  Uniformed  Services  Em- 
ployment and  Reemployment  Rights 
Act  of  1994  [USERRA].  Public  Law  103- 
353.  This  landmark  rewrite  of  a  1940"s 
law.  which  provides  employment  pro- 
tections to  returning  servicemembers, 
was  derived  from  legislation  reported 
by  the  House  and  Senate  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs Committees.  There  was  one  issue. 
however,  related  to  USERRA  which 
falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  a  committee  on 
which  Al  Simpson  and  I  also  serve.  It 
was  not  possible  to  get  this  issue  re- 
solved last  year  before  final  passage  of 
the  USERRA  legislation,  and  the  bill 
we  are  introducing  today  would  accom- 
plish that  goal. 

Mr.  President,  the  matter  in  question 
relates  to  provisions  in  USERRA  which 
address  a  returning  servicemember's 
rights  to  participate  in  the  employer's 
pension  plan  and.  more  specifically,  to 
the  relationship  between  USERRA  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  Under 
USERRA,  it  is  possible  that  a  pension 
plan,  by  seeking  to  comply  with 
USERRA,  could  have  to  make  pay- 
ments on  behalf  of  now  returned 
servicemembers  that  could  cause  the 
plan  to  go  out  of  compliance  with  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  [IRC]  because  of 
the  total  amount  of  payments  made  by 
the  plan  in  a  given  year.  Obviously, 
this  is  a  result  that  is  not  intended  and 
which  should  be  avoided.  The  appro- 
priate remedy— an  amendment  to  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code — is  in  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Finance  Committee,  and 
thus  the  matter  must  be  resolved  in 
legislation  developed  by  that  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  President,  so  as  to  allow  time  for 
an  amendment  to  the  IRC  to  be  consid- 
ered. USERRA  provides  a  2-year  period 
before  compliance  with  the  pension 
provisions  in  the  new  law  would  be  re- 
quired. As  I  noted  during  Senate  debate 
last  September  on  the  final  com- 
promise of  the  USERRA  legislation,  it 
was  my  intention,  which  I  commu- 
nicated at  the  time  to  Senator  MOY- 
NIHAN  in  his  then-role  as  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  to  take  the 
lead  in  the  Finance  Committee  in  pro- 
posing the  appropriate  amendment  to 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  as  part  of 
the  first  appropriate  tax  bill.  I  also  in- 
dicated to  Senator  Moynihan  that, 
should  such  an  amendment  not  be  in 
law  as  the  2-year  window  provided  in 
USERRA  nears  its  end,  I  would  work  to 
amend  USERRA  so  as  to  provide  for  a 
further  delay  in  the  effective  date  of 
the  pension  provisions. 

Mr.  President,  our  introduction  of 
this  bill   today   is   the   initial   step  in 


seeking  to  fulfill  the  pledges  made  last 
fall.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
Senator  Simp.son  and  all  the  members 
of  the  Finance  Committee  on  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  we  are  in- 
troducing be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  831 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assemtiled. 

SECTION  1.  TREATMENT  OF  CERTAIN  CONTRIBU 
TIONS  MADE  PURSCA.NT  TO  VETER 
ANS-  REEMPLOYTMENT  RIGHTS. 

(a)  In  Gkneral.— .Section  114  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(u)  Spf.cial  Rules  Relating  to  Veter- 
ans' REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS.— 

■■(1)  TREAT.MENT  of  CERTAIN  REQUIRED  CON- 
TRIBUTIONS —If  any  contribution  is  made  by 
an  employer  under  an  individual  account 
plan  with  respect  to  an  employee  and  such 
contribution  is  required  by  reason  of  such 
employee's  rights  under  chapter  43  of  title 
38.  United  States  Code,  resulting  from  quali- 
fied military  service — 

"(A)  such  contribution  shall  not  be  subject 
to  any  otherwise  applicable  limitation  con- 
tained in  section  402(g).  403(b).  404(a).  408.  415. 
or  457.  and 

"(B)  such  plan  shall  not  be  treated  as  fail- 
ing to  meet  any  requirement  of  this  part  or 
section  457  by  reason  of  the  making  of  such 
contribution  and  such  contribution  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  in  applying  the  limita- 
tions referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  to 
other  contributions. 

For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  any 
additional  elective  deferral  made  under  para- 
graph (2)  shall  be  treated  as  an  employer 
contribution  required  by  reason  of  the  em- 
ployee's rights  under  such  chapter  43. 

"(2)  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS  WITH  RESPECT 
TO  ELECTIVE  DEFERRALS.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — If  an  employee  is  enti- 
tled to  the  benefits  of  chapter  43  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  any  plan 
which  provides  for  elective  deferrals,  such 
employer  shall  be  treated  as  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  such  chapter  43  with  respect 
to  such  elective  deferrals  if  such  employer— 

"(i)  permits  such  employee  to  make  addi- 
tional elective  deferrals  under  such  plan  (in 
the  amount  determined  under  subparagraph 
(B))  during  the  period  which  begins  on  the 
date  of  the  reemployment  and  whose  dura- 
tion is  the  lesser  of— 

"(I)  5  years;  or 

"(II)  3  times  the  period  of  qualified  mili- 
tary service  which  resulted  in  such  rights: 
and 

"(il)  makes  a  matching  contribution  in  re- 
spect of  any  additional  elective  deferral 
made  pursuant  to  clause  (i)  which  would 
have  been  required  had  such  deferral  actu- 
ally been  made  during  the  period  of  such 
qualified  military  service. 

"(B)    AMOUNT    OF    .MAKEUP    REQUIRED.- The 

amount  determined  under  this  subparagraph 
is  the  maximum  amount  of  elective  deferrals 
that  the  individual  would  have  been  per- 
mitted to  make  under  the  plan  during  his  pe- 
riod of  qualified  military  service  if  he  had 
continued  to  be  employed  by  the  employer 
during  such  period  and  received  compen.sa- 
tion  at  the  rate  computed  in  accorda.nce  with 
section  4318(b)<3)  of  title  38.  Proper  adjust- 
ment shall  be  made  to  the  amount  deter- 
mined under  the  preceding  sentence  for  any 
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elective  deferrals  actually  made  during  the 
period  of  such  qualified  military  service. 

■■(C)  Elective  deferral.— For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  the  term  elective  deferral' 
has  the  meaning  given  to  such  term  by  sec- 
tion 402(g)(3):  except  that  such  term  shall  in- 
clude any  deferral  of  compensation  under  an 
eligible  deferred  compensation  plan  (as  de- 
fined in  section  457(b)). 

■•(3)  Loan  repay.ment  suspensions  per- 
MI'ITED— If  any  plan  suspends  the  repayment 
of  any  loan  made  to  an  individual  for  the  pe- 
riod while  such  individual  is  performing 
qualified  military  .service,  such  suspension 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  for  purposes 
of  section  72(p). 

■■(4)  Qi:alified  military  service.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  qualified 
military  service"  means  any  service  in  the 
uniformed  services  (as  defined  in  chapter  43 
of  title  38.  United  States  Code)  by  any  indi- 
vidual if  such  individual  is  entitled  to  reem- 
ployment rights  under  such  chapter  43.  with 
respect  to  such  service. 

■■(5)  Individual  account  plan.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  individual 
account  plan'  means  any  defined  contribu- 
tion plan  and  any  eligible  deferred  com- 
pen.sation  plan  (as  defined  in  section 
4!S7(b)) .". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  as  of 
September  2.  1974.  and  shall  apply  to  plans  as 
if  such  amendment  were  enacted  on  such 
date  as  part  of  section  414  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  • 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM: 

S.  832.  A  bill  to  require  the  Prospec- 
tive Payment  Assessment  Commission 
to  develop  separate  applicable  percent- 
age increases  to  ensure  that  Medicare 
beneficiaries  who  receive  services  from 
Medicare-dependent  hospitals  receive 
the  same  quality  of  care  and  access  to 
services  as  Medicare  beneficiaries  in 
other  hospitals,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  medicare  dependent  HOSl'ITAL  RELIEF 
ACT  OF  19i).S 

•  Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  intro- 
duce timely  legislation  that  addresses 
the  problems  of  a  special  class  of  in- 
stitutions—  Medicare-dependent  hos- 
pitals—that have  Medicare  patient 
loads  of  60  percent  or  more.  These  hos- 
pitals, both  rural  and  urban,  have  sig- 
nificantly higher  Medicare  losses  and 
lower  overall  margins  than  other  hos- 
pitals. This  problem,  particularly  in 
light  of  Medicare  payment  reductions 
in  this  year's  forthcoming  budget  rec- 
onciliation package,  threatens  the  via- 
bility of  these  hospitals  and  the  access 
to  and  quality  of  services  to  Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing  in 
conjunction  with  my  good  friend,  Flor- 
ida Congressman  Clay  Shaw,  is  called 
the  Medicare  Dependent  Hospital  Re- 
lief Act  of  1995.  The  bill  would  simply 
require  that  the  Pr-ospective  Payment 
Advisory  Commission  (ProPAC).  in  ad- 
dition to  its  recommendations  on  pay- 
ment rate  updates  for  all  hospitals, 
makes  a  separate  recommendation  on 
updates  for  Medicare-dependent  hos- 
pitals. This  recommendation  would  be 
required  to  be  budget  neutral. 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  require 
ProPAC's  annual  report  to  Congress  to 


include  recommendations  ensuring 
that  beneficiaries  served  by  Medicare- 
dependent  hospitals  retain  the  same 
access  and  quality  of  care  as  Medicare 
beneficiaries  nationwide. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  is  rather 
simple.  In  1992.  ProPac  estimates  that 
Medicare  payments  were  $11  billion 
below  the  level  needed  to  fully  cover 
the  cost  of  treating  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. For  the  Nation"s  1,400  Medi- 
care-dependent hospitals,  their  high 
Medicare  patient  loads  limits  their 
ability  to  cost  shift  to  other  payors.  In 
those  hospitals  with  80  percent  Medi- 
care patients,  this  is  particularly  dif- 
ficult—if not  impossible. 

As  the  March  1995  ProPAC  report 
notes: 

The  ability  to  use  cost  shifting  to  fill  the 
revenue  gap  where  Medicare  cost  increases 
exceed  payment  increases  varies  across  hos- 
pitals. Facilities  that  treat  larger  shares  of 
Medicare.  Medicaid  and  uninsured  patlerts 
have  a  lesser  ability  to  cost  shift  to  the  pri- 
vate sector.  In  view  of  growing  price  com- 
petition in  the  marketplace,  these  facilities 
will  face  a  greater  risk  of  declining  margins, 
which  eventually  could  threaten  their  finan- 
cial viability  and  their  ability  to  care  for 
Medicare  beneficiaries. 

According  to  1992  cost  reports,  profit 
margins  for  hospitals  ranged  from  posi- 
tive margins  as  great  as  12  percent  to 
losses  of  17  percent.  Medicare-depend- 
ent hospitals,  on  average,  have  margins 
3  percent  below  the  average  Medicare 
margin.  In  effect,  these  hospitals  would 
seem  to  pay  a  penalty  for  their  service 
to  the  elderly. 

In  fact,  due  to  low  margins,  limited 
ability  to  cost  shift  and  payments  from 
all  payors  ratcheting  down.  Medicare- 
dependent  hospitals  will  have  to  either 
close  or  reduce  services.  In  either  case, 
the  ultimate  losers  will  be  the  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  these  hospitals  serve. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  the  bill  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  832 

Be  It  enacted  fty  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Medicare 
Dependent  Hospital  Relief  .•\ct  of  1995"". 
sec.  2.  development  of  separatj;  applica- 
ble percentage  incrfvvses  for 
medlcarh:  dependent  hosppfai-s 
and  other  hospital.s  by  the 
pr()specti\t;  payment  assess- 
ment COMMISSION. 

(a)  Deveiaip.ment  ok  Separate  Applicable 
Percentage  Increases  — 

(1)  In  general.— The  Prospective  Payment 
As.sessment  Commission  established  under 
section  1886(e)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1395ww(e)(2))  (in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  ■Commission")  shall,  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (2).  develop  for  fis- 
cal year  1997  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter 
separate  applicable  percentage  increases  de- 
scribed in  section  1886(b)(3)(B)  of  such  Act  (42 
use.  1395ww(b)(3)(B))  for  medicare  depend- 


ent  hospitals  and  subsection   (d)   hospitals 
which  are  not  medicare  def)endent  hospitals. 

(2)  Equalization  of  medicare  margins.— 
The  Commission  shall  develop  separate  ap- 
plicable percentage  Increases  under  para- 
graph (1)  such  that,  if  such  increases  were  In 
effect,  the  estimated  average  annual  medi- 
care margins  of  all  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals in  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices to  medicare  beneficiaries  in  such  fi-scal 
year  would  be  equal  to  the  average  annual 
medicare  margins  of  all  subsection  (d)  hos- 
pitals which  are  not  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals in  furnishing  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices to  medicare  beneficiaries  in  such  fiscal 
year. 

(3)  Budget  NEUTRALrry.— The  Commission 
shall  provide  that  the  separate  applicable 
percentage  Increases  developed  under  para- 
graph (1)  would,  if  in  effect,  not  result  in  ag- 
gregate payments  under  section  1886  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395ww)  to 
medicare  dependent  hospitals  and  subsection 
(d)  hospitals  which  are  not  medicare  depend- 
ent hospitals  for  the  furnishing  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  in  a  fiscal  year  in  excess  of 
the  aggregate  payments  under  such  section 
to  such  hospitals  in  such  fiscal  year  if  such 
increases  were  not  in  effect. 

(b)  Reports — 

(1)  In  general.— Beginning  In  March  1996. 
the  Commission  shall,  in  each  of  the  Com- 
mission s  March  reports  to  the  Congress  re- 
quired under  section  1886(e)(3)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395ww(e)(3)).  in- 
clude— 

(A)  the  separate  applicable  percentage  In- 
creases developed  by  the  Commission  under 
subsection  (a)(1)  for  the  upcoming  fiscal 
year:  and 

(B)  recommendations  on  methods  to  ensure 
that  medicare  beneficiaries  who  receive  serv- 
ices furnished  by  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals have  the  same  access  and  quality  of 
care  as  medicare  beneficiaries  who  are  fur- 
nished ser\'ices  by  subsection  (d)  hospitals 
which  are  not  medicare  dependent  hospitals. 

(2)  .Annual  review  of  medicare  margins.— 
The  Commission  shall  develop  the  rec- 
ommended methods  under  paragraph  (1)(B) 
after  annually  reviewing  the  average  medi- 
care margins  in  medicare  dependent  hos- 
pitals and  the  impact  of  such  medicare  mar- 
gins on  the  medicare  dependent  hospitals' 
overall  profit  margins. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINITIONS 

In  this  .\ct.  the  following  definitions  apply: 

(1)  Medicare  beneficiary.— The  term 
■medicare  beneficiary"  means  an  individual 
who  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  part  A  of 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395c  elseq.). 

(2)  Medicare  dependent  hospital.— The 
term  "medicare  dependent  hospital""  means 
any  subsection  (d)  hospital— 

(A)  that  is  not  classified  as  a  sole  commu- 
nity hospital  under  section  1886(dM5MD)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395ww(d)(5)(D)):  and 

(B)  for  which  not  less  than  60  percent  of  its 
inpatient  days  were  attributable  to  medicare 
beneficiaries  during  2  of  the  last  3  preceding 
fiscal  years  for  which  data  is  available. 

(3)  Medicare  margin.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  term  'medicare  mar- 
gin" means  for  a  fiscal  year  the  ratio  ex- 
pressed as  a  percentag:e  equal  to — 

(i)  the  difference  between  all  medicare  rev- 
enues paid  to  a  hospital  for  the  operating 
costs  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  a  fiscal 
year  and  all  medicare  program  eligible  ex- 
penses for  such  operating  costs  for  such  fis- 
cal year  (as  shown  by  each  hospital's  HCFA 
2552  report  submitted  annually  to  the  Health 
Care  Financing  Administration);  divided  by 
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(ii)  all  medicare  revenues  paid  to  the  hos- 
pital for  the  operating  costs  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  for  such  fiscal  year. 

(B>  Operating  costs  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital SERVICES.— The  term  •operating  costs 
of  inpatient  hospital  services'"  has  the  mean- 
ing given  such  term  in  section  1886(a)(4)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395ww(a)(4)). 

14)  Subsection  (D)  hospital.— The  term 
■subsection  (d)  hospital"  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  1886(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395ww(d)(l)(B)).» 


By  Mr.  HATCH  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Baucus,   Mr.   Dole,   Mr.   Camp- 
bell.     Mrs.      Feinstein.      Mr. 
Cohen,  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Kyl, 
Mr.    Bennett.   Mr.   Craig,   Mr. 
D'AMATo,      Mr.      Burns.      Mr. 
Rockefeller,  a.nd  Mrs.  Boxer); 
S.  833.  A  bill  to  amen(i  the  Internal 
Revenue   Code   of   1986   to   more   accu- 
rately   codify    the    depreciable    life    of 
semiconductor    manufacturing    equip- 
ment; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  SEMICONDCCrrOR  INVESTMENT  ACT  OF  1993 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Semiconductor 
Investment  Act  of  1995.  I  am  joined  by 
Senators  Baucus.  Dole,  Campbell, 
Felv.stein.  Cohen,  Cochran.  Kyl.  Ben- 
nett. Craig,  D'A.mato,  Burns.  Rocke- 
feller, and  Boxer.  This  bill  is  de- 
signed to  help  the  American  semi- 
conductor industry  compete  globally 
by  shortening  the  depreciable  life  of 
semiconductor  manufacturing  equip- 
ment from  5  years  to  3.  Congresswoman 
N.^NCY  Johnson  of  Connecticut  has  in- 
troduced identical  legislation  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  U.S.  semiconductor  industry  em- 
ploys more  than  200.000  Americans, 
sells  over  $40  billion  of  products  annu- 
ally, and  currently  controls  40  percent 
of  the  world  market.  Its  products  form 
the  foundation  of  practically  every 
electronic  device  used  today.  The 
American  semiconductor  industry  i5  a 
success  story  because  it  has  invested 
heavily  in  the  most  productive,  cut- 
ting-edge technology  available,  and 
currently  spends  a  full  25  percent  of  its 
revenues  on  capital  investment.  Unfor- 
tunately. Mr.  President,  our  semi- 
conductor industry  is  threatened. 

While  the  equipment  used  to  manu- 
facture semiconductors  has  a  useful 
life  of  only  about  3  years,  current  tax 
depreciation  rules  require  that  cost  of 
the  equipment  be  written  off  over  a  full 
5  years.  The  Semiconductor  Invest- 
ment Act  would  correct  this  flaw,  Mr. 
President,  by  allowing  equipment  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  semiconductors 
to  be  depreciated  over  a  more  appro- 
priate 3-year  period.  Given  the  massive 
level  of  investment  in  the  semiconduc- 
tor industry,  accurate  depreciation  is 
critical  to  industry  success. 

The  key  reason  for  this  3-year  depre- 
ciation period  is  that  the  equipment 
used  to  make  semiconductors  grows 
technologically  obsolete  more  quickly 
than  does  other  manufacturing  equip- 
ment. Mr  President,  recent  research 
indicates  that  semiconductor  manufac- 
turing   equipment    almost    completely 


loses  its  ability  to  produce  sellable 
products  after  only  3  years.  Today's  5- 
year  period  simply  doesn't  reflect  re- 
ality. A  quicker  write-off  period  would 
help  semiconductor  manufacturers  fi- 
nance the  large  investment  in  equip- 
ment they  need  for  the  next  generation 
of  products. 

The  National  Advisory  Committee  on 
Semiconductors  reinforced  this  conclu- 
sion. Congress  founded  the  committee 
in  1988.  and  it  consisted  of  Presidential 
appointees  from  both  the  public  and 
private  sectors.  In  1992,  the  committee 
recommended  a  3-year  depreciation  pe- 
riod and  stated  that  the  shift  from  a  5- 
year  to  a  3-year  schedule  would  in- 
crease the  industry's  annual  capital  in- 
vestment rate  by  a  full  11  percent. 

By  comparison,  Japan.  Taiwan,  and 
Korea  employ  much  more  generous  de- 
preciation schedules  for  similar  equip- 
ment, and  all  three  nations  provi(le 
stiff  competition  for  America's  semi- 
conductor manufacturers.  For  example, 
under  Japanese  law.  a  company  can  de- 
preciate up  to  88  percent  of  its  semi- 
conductor equipment  cost  in  the  first 
year,  while  United  States  law  permits 
a  mere  20-percent  depreciation  over  the 
same  period.  When  multinational  semi- 
conductor firms  are  deciding  where  to 
invest,  a  depreciation  gap  this  large 
can  be  decisive. 

This  legislation  will  help  ensure  that 
America's  semiconductor  industry  re- 
tains its  hard-earned  preeminence,  a 
preeminence  that  yields  abundant  op- 
portunities for  high-wage,  high-skill 
employment.  Mr.  President,  my  home 
State  of  Utah,  provides  an  outstanding 
example  of  the  industry's  job-creating 
capacity.  Thousands  of  Utahns  earn 
their  living  in  the  State's  flourishing 
semiconductor  industry.  Firms  such  as 
Micron  Technology,  National  Semi- 
conductor, and  Varian  have  reinforced 
Utah's  strong  position  in  high-tech- 
nology industries.  With  the  fair  tax 
treatment  this  bill  brings,  all  Utahns 
can  look  forward  to  a  more  secure  and 
prosperous  future. 

Mr.  President,  the  Semiconductor  In- 
vestment Act  of  1995  will  help  level  the 
playing  field  between  U.S.  and  foreign 
semiconductor  manufacturers,  and  pro- 
vides fair  tax  treatment  to  an  industry 
that  is  one  of  the  Nation's  greatest 
success  stories  of  recent  years.  I  hope 
that  my  fellow  Senators  will  join  me  in 
supporting  this  legislation.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  833 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
tor  Investment  Act  of  1995". 


SEC. 


2.    3-YEAR   DEPRECLVBLE    LIFE    FOR   SEMI 
CONDUCTOR  MANUFACTL'RING 

EQUIP.MENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (A)  of  sec- 
tion 168(e)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  (relating  to  classification  of  property)  is 
amended  by  striking  ■and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (i).  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (ii)  and  inserting  ',  and",  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  clause: 

••(iii)  any  semiconductor  manufacturing 
equipment." 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  168(e)(3)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended 
by  striking  clause  (ii)  and  by  redesignating 
clauses  (iii).  (iv),  (v),  and  (vi)  as  clauses  (ii). 
(iii).  (iv),  and  (v).  respectively. 

(2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  168(g)(3)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  the  follow- 
ing: 

■■(B)(ii)  5' 

and  inserting  the  following: 
•(AMiii) 3" 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  equip- 
ment placed  in  service  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 


'Semiconduc- 


By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself, 

Mr.     Dole.     Mr.     Lott.     Mr. 

Brown.  Mr.  Burns.  Mr.  Cr.mo. 

Mr.    Hatch.    Mr.    Helms.    Mr. 

Kempthorne.    Mr.    McConnell. 

and  Mr.  Thurmond): 
S.  834.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American 
family,  reduce  illegitimacy,  and  reduce 
welfare  dependence;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

the  real  welfare  reform  .\CT  of  1995 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore coming  to  the  Senate  I  spent  45 
years  in  the  private  sector  meeting  a 
payroll  as  a  businessman  and  a  farmer. 
Every  year  I  watched  as  the  Congress 
went  into  session  and  adjourned,  leav- 
ing it  more  difficult  for  working  tax- 
payers to  make  ends  mf>et  because  of 
the  out-of-control  government  spend- 
ing programs  that  have  put  our  coun- 
try on  the  path  to  a  fiscal  disaster. 

Of  all  the  spending  programs  imple- 
mented by  the  Federal  Government.  I 
do  not  know  of  a  group  that  has  been  a 
bigger  failure  than  those  collectively 
known  as  welfare.  President  Johnson's 
War  on  Poverty,  although  launched 
with  good  intentions,  has  failed.  And  in 
many  ways  it  has  made  the  plight  of 
the  poor  worse  instead  of  better. 

The  problem  is  not  a  lack  of  spend- 
ing. Welfare  spending  has  cost  tax- 
payers $5.3  trillion  in  constant  1993  dol- 
lars since  1965,  when  the  War  on  Pov- 
erty began.  Currently,  the  Federal 
Government  runs  approximately  76 
means-tested  welfare  programs,  at  a 
cost  in  1994  of  $350  billion.  And  this 
amount  is  projected  to  reach  $538  bil- 
lion by  1999  if  current  trends  continue. 

A  simple  commonsense  principle  has 
gotten  our  Nation  and  the  poor  into 
the  present  fix:  You  get  more  of  what 
you  pay  for.  And  for  the  past  30  years 
we  have  subsidized  and  thus  promoted 
self-destructive  behavior  like  illegit- 
imacy and  family  disintegration. 


This  explosion  in  entitlement  spend- 
ing has  fueled  an  entitlement  mental- 
ity. Millions  of  Americans  live  day 
after  day.  month  after  month  and  year 
after  year  on  paychecks  from  the  gov- 
ernment and  give  nothing  in  return— 
except  their  assurance  that  they  will 
stay  poor,  and  continue  to  fuel  the  gov- 
ernment poverty  machine. 

What  is  needed  is  a  dramatic  change. 
a  reversal  of  the  trends  of  the  last  30 
years. 

Today.  I  intend  to  re-introduce  a  wel- 
fare reform  bill  similar  to  one  which  I 
introduced  last  year  with  Senator 
Grassley  and  Senator  Brown.  The  bill 
has  three  central  purposes:  to  reduce 
illegitimacy,  promote  work,  and  con- 
trol the  growth  of  welfare  costs. 

The  bill  will  convert  67  means-tested 
welfare  programs  into  a  single  block 
grant  to  the  States.  Spending  on  this 
block  grant,  and  several  other  Federal 
programs,  will  be  subject  to  an  aggre- 
gate cap  of  3  percent  per  year. 

This  single  block  grant  will  give 
States  the  flexibility  to  design  pro- 
grams which  meet  the  specific  needs  of 
their  poor  citizens.  If  one  State  has  had 
particular  success  with  the  Head  Start 
Program,  for  example,  and  the  State 
wanted  to  double  the  Head  Start  budg- 
et or  triple  it.  they  could  do  so.  as  long 
as  the  aggregate  cap  held  growth  to  3 
percent. 

Welfare  should  no  longer  be  a  one- 
way handout  which  destroys  the  desire 
of  able-bodied  people  to  work.  Real  re- 
form would  tansform  welfare  into  a 
system  of  mutual  responsibility  in 
which  welfare  recipients  who  can  work 
would  be  required  to  contribute  some- 
thing back  to  society  in  return  for  as- 
sistance given. 

My  proposal  will  require  able-bodied 
•A-elfare  recipients  to  work  in  return  fur 
their  benefits.  By  1997.  the  second  year 
after  enactment,  half  of  all  welfare 
beneficiaries  will  be  required  to  do 
community  service  or  to  work  in  public 
or  private  sector  jobs  in  return  for 
their  benefits. 

This  bill  would  target  work  require- 
ments first  on  the  most  employable 
welfare  recipients:  single,  able-bodied 
males,  married  couples  receiving  bene- 
fits, and  single  mothers  of  older  chil- 
dren. The  last  group  effected  would  be 
the  least  employable  recipients:  single 
mothers  of  preschool  children.  This 
avoids  the  extremely  high  cost  of  child 
care  associated  with  putting  these 
young  mothers  to  work. 

One  of  the  most  insidious  aspects  of 
the  welfare  system  is  its  destructive  ef- 
fect on  the  family.  Our  welfare  system 
tells  a  young  unwed  mother,  in  effect, 
that  she  can  collect  up  to  $15,000  per 
year  in  benefits  as  long  as  she  does  not 
work  or  marry  an  employed  male. 
Under  such  conditions,  it  makes  more 
sense  to  remain  unmarried.  Welfare  has 
transformed  the  low-income  working 
husband  from  a  necessary  breadwinner 
into  a  net  financial  handicap. 


When  the  Great  Society  antipoverty 
programs  were  instituted  in  1965,  the 
out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  in  the  United 
States  was  7  percent.  Thirty  years 
later  the  rate  has  jumped  to  30  percent. 
At  this  rate  of  growth  it  is  projected  to 
reach  50  percent  by  the  year  2015.  an 
alarming  prospect  by  anyone's  stand- 
ards. P^ifty  percent.  Mr.  President. 
That  means  that,  within  just  20  years, 
half  of  all  American  children  could  be 
born  to  single  women. 

Real  welfare  reform  must  discourage 
destructive  behavior  and  encourage 
constructive  behavior.  Starting  pro- 
spectively 1  year  after  enactment,  the 
bill  would  eliminate  direct  welfare  sub- 
sidies—except medical  aid— to  unmar- 
ried women  under  age  21  who  have  chil- 
dren out  of  wedlock.  State  govern- 
ments may  use  Federal  block  grant 
funds  to  develop  alternative  strategies 
for  assisting  children  born  out  of  wed- 
lock. The  bill  also  encourages  marriage 
by  providing  a  tax  credit  to  low-income 
married  couples  with  children  where  at 
least  one  parent  is  employed. 

We  all  recognize  the  need,  and  share 
the  desire,  to  reverse  the  corrupting  in- 
centives in  our  current  welfare  system. 
Welfare  recipients  must  work  for  their 
benefits,  and  must  not  have  children 
that  they  cannot  support.  This  is  the 
foundation  on  which  real  welfare  re- 
form rests,  and  welfare  legislation  that 
does  not  address  both  of  these  issues 
does  not  represent  true  reform. 

Finally,  the  Senate  will  soon  take  up 
welfare  reform,  and  we  must  be  willing 
to  make  the  kinds  of  tough  decisions 
necessary  to  reduce  illegitimacy  and 
promote  work,  or  we  will  condemn  yet 
another  generation  to  the  crippling  ef- 
fects of  welfare  dependency.  The  cur- 
rent state  of  our  welfare  system  de- 
mands that  we  take  immediate  action, 
but  we  must  do  so  with  a  clear  purpose, 
in  mind. 


By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 

S.  835.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  oper- 
ation of  laboratories  to  carry  out  cer- 
tain public-health  functions  for  the  re- 
gion along  the  international  border 
with  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources. 

SOL  thwest  public  laboratory  act 
•  Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
introduce  legislation  that  is  critically 
needed  along  our  southern  border.  The 
Southwest  Public  Health  Laboratory 
Act  was  approved  by  the  Senate  last 
year  as  part  of  S.  1569.  the  Disadvan- 
taged Minority  Health  Improvement 
Act.  Unfortunately.  Congress  never 
completed  action  on  S.  1569  and  con- 
sequently the  grave  health  and  envi- 
ronmental risks  along  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  continue  to 
spread. 

This  legislation  will  allow  for  the  es- 
tablishment and  operation  of  State 
health  and  environmental  labs  along 
the  United  States-Mexico  border.  The 


grants  made  available  by  this  act  will 
support  and  leverage  the  important 
laboratory  work  our  border  States  are 
already  providing.  Currently,  all  the 
border  States  suffer  from  a  critical 
shortage  of  environmental  and  occupa- 
tional health  monitoring.  The  labora- 
tory services  provided  by  this  legisla- 
tion will  support  both  local  and  State 
health  and  environmental  agencies.  As 
population  and  commerce  increases 
along  the  border  as  a  result  of  our  com- 
mitment to  hemispheric  free  trade,  the 
need  for  state-of-the-art  laboratory  ca- 
pacity will  only  increase. 

We  have  all  seen  the  media  accounts 
from  California  to  New  Mexico  to 
Texas  spotlighting  the  deplorable  envi- 
ronmental conditions  along  the  border. 
Beyond  those  television  reports  are 
millions  of  border  residents,  primarily 
minority,  who  are  subject  to  health 
risks  incumbent  to  these  conditions. 

We  are  already  aware  of  some  of 
these  risks,  such  as  polluted  water 
sources,  untreated  sewage,  and  pes- 
ticides, but  there  are  others  we  may 
not  be  aware  of  simply  because  there 
are  not  enough  facilities  to  analyze 
them. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  this 
problem  from  my  home  State  of  Texas. 
In  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  of 
Texas,  researchers  obtained  samples  of 
fish  from  nearby  waterways,  a  regular 
staple  of  many  local  diets,  and  it  was 
determined  that  the  edible  tissue  of  the 
fish  contained  an  unacceptable  amount 
of  the  highly  toxic  chemical  PCB.  After 
further  analysis,  the  Texas  Department 
of  Health  promptly  issued  an  advisory 
strongly  recommending  that  fish  taken 
from  the  waterways  and  reservoirs  in 
the  area  may  not  be  eaten. 

Of  course,  this  discovery  and  analysis 
was  given  prompt  attention.  However, 
there  are  many  potential  risks  along 
the  border  that  are  going  unchecked. 
There  simply  is  more  work  of  that  na- 
ture in  the  United  States-Mexico  bor- 
der area  than  there  are  facilities  to  do 
it.  There  is  an  intolerable  potential 
cost— the  health  of  the  citizens  in  the 
border  area.  So  Federal  support  will 
mean  badly  needed  improvement  in  the 
border  States'  abilities  to  respond  to 
the  health  and  environmental  risks 
facing  all  citizens. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  legislation  that  is  critical  to 
the  health  of  citizens  not  only  along 
the  southern  border  but  also  across  the 
United  States.  The  health  and  environ- 
mental problems  along  the  border  do 
not  check  with  customs  or  immigra- 
tion before  crossing  the  border.  The 
Southwest  Border  Health  Laboratory  is 
an  essential  component  in  battling 
these  risks  before  they  have  a  chance 
to  spread  beyond  the  border.* 


By  Mr.  EXON: 
S.  836.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  pipeline  safety  for  fiscal  years 
1996.  1997.  1998.  and  1999,  and  for  other 
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purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

THE  PIPELINE  SAFETY'  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  by  request  the  ad- 
ministration's proposed  pipeline  safety 
bill. 

This  legislation  builds  on  a  continu- 
ing record  of  success  that  administra- 
tions of  both  parties  and  the  Congress 
have  made  in  ensuring  the  safe  oper- 
ation of  America's  vast  network  of  nat- 
ural gas.  petroleum,  water,  and  other 
types  of  pipelines. 

Pipeline  safety  is  one  of  the  lesser 
known,  but  more  important  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Senate  Commerce  Com- 
mittee. As  a  former  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Surface  Transportation  Sub- 
committee I  am  proud  of  the  progress 
we  have  made  in  advancing  safety. 
With  this  legislation,  the  Congress  can 
open  a  new  chapter  of  safety. 

This  legislation  gives  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  authority  to  make 
grants  to  States  to  encourage  the  adop- 
tion of  effective  comprehensive  one- 
call  legislation.  It  also  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  the  private  sector  to 
bring  new  efficiencies  to  pipeline  safe- 
ty research,  risk  assessment,  and  map- 
ping. 

In  a  time  of  tight  budgets,  the  bill 
also  introduces  the  concept  of  risk 
management  to  pipeline  safety  activi- 
ties. With  fewer  dollars  available  the 
Congress  must  be  certain  that  we  get 
the  most  bang  for  the  buck  or  more  ap- 
propriately, in  the  area  of  energy  pipe- 
line safety,  we  need  to  get  no  bang  for 
the  buck. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  with  jurisdiction  over 
this  important  legislation,  I  want  to 
mention  some  areas  of  concern  which  I 
would  like  our  committee  to  address. 
In  the  area  of  mapping  of  pipeline  loca- 
tions, the  Congress  must  assure  that 
public  and  private  funds  are  not  wasted 
on  duplicative  efforts.  The  Govern- 
ment's mapping  needs  must  be  better 
coordinated  with  the  private  sector  and 
existing  mapping  operations  within  the 
U.S.  Government.  There  is  no  need  to 
reinvent  the  wheel  when  it  comes  to 
pipeline  mapping. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  way 
pipeline  safety  user  fees  are  calculated 
for  natural  gas  suppliers  in  rural  areas. 
The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission [FERC]  maintains  a  fee  sched- 
ule for  their  activities  which  more  fair- 
ly takes  into  account  the  risk,  volume, 
and  economics  of  serving  rural  areas.  I 
have  urged  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation to  consider  the  FERC  sched- 
ule and  its  appropriateness  for  their 
operations. 

Finally.  Mr  President.  I  am  commit- 
ted to  enacting  a  meaningful  com- 
prehensive one-call  bill.  Last  year  I 
was  pleased  to  propose  a  compromise 
and  work  with  Senators  Bradley  and 
Lautenberg    to    enact    comprehensive 


one-call  legislation.  Meaningful  call- 
before-you-dig  programs  will  save 
lives,  dollars,  and  productivity.  I  would 
certainly  support  the  addition  of  the 
Bradley-Exon  bill  to  this  legislation. 
That  bill  represents  the  one-call  com- 
promise worked  out  last  year. 

Mr.  President.  I  look  forward  to  the 
swift  enactment  of  pipeline  safety  leg- 
islation this  year  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  and  a 
section-by-section  analysis  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Transportation  be 
included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  836 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Pipeline 
Safety  Act  of  1995." 

SEC.     2.     AMENDMEPJT    OF     TFTLE     49,     UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  or  re- 
peal is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment 
to.  or  a  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other  provi- 
sion, the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be 
made  to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code. 

TITLE  I— PIPELINE  SAFETY 
AMENDMENTS 
SEC.  101.  RISK  MANAGEMENT. 

Chapter  601   is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  followintf  new  .section: 
"$60126.  Risk  Management 

"<a)  The  Secretary  shall,  based  on  informa- 
tion collected  and  maintained  by  the  Sec- 
retary, conduct  an  assessment  of  the  risk  to 
public  safety  and  the  environment  posed  by 
pipeline  transportation.  The  assessment 
shall— 

"(1)  rank  the  risks  identified  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  terms  of  their  probability  of  occur- 
rence and  their  likely  consequences,  and  any 
other  factors  the  Secretary  considers  rel- 
evant; 

"(2)  identify,  in  priority  order,  technically 
feasible  and  economically  justified  actions 
that  should  be  taken  to  lessen  the  risks  iden- 
tified; and 

"(3)  address,  at  a  minimum,  the  following 
subjects: 

"(A)  Inspection  by  internal  instrumented 
devices. 

"(B)  Hydrostatic  testing. 
■(C)    Installation   of  emergency    flow   re- 
stricting devices,   including   leak   detection 
systems,  for  natural  gas  and  hazardous  liq- 
uid pipelines. 

■(D)  Inspection  and  burial  of  underwater 
pipelines. 

•(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  chapter,  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  rulemaking  regarding  a  subject  listed  in 
subsection  (a)(3)  is  not  practicable,  appro- 
priate, or  reasonable,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  to  Congress,  not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  date  of  such  determination,  an  ex- 
planation of  the  reasons  for  that  determina- 
tion. 

•(c)  Not  later  than  18  months  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Pipeline  Safety  Act 
of  1995.  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  including  the  assessment  re- 
quired under  subsection  (a)  and  a  plan  set- 
ting forth  the  actions  proposed  by  the  Sec- 


retary to  address  each  risk  identified  in  the 
assessment.  Within  30  days  after  any  sub- 
stantive change  to  the  action  plan,  including 
the  addition  or  deletion  of  any  subject  or  ac- 
tion in  the  plan,  the  Secretary  shall  inform 
Congress  in  writing  of  the  reasons  for  the 
chan^'e". 
SEC.  102.  ONE  CALL  NOTIFICATION  SYSTEMS. 

Section  60114  (relating  to  one-call  notifica- 
tion systems)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (d).  and  redesignating  sub- 
sections (c)  and  (e)  as  (b)  and  (d).  respec- 
tively. 
SEC.  103.  INTERNATIONAL  UNIFORMITY. 

Section  60117  (relating  to  administration) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

•■(k)  INTERNATIONAL  UNIFORMITY  OF  STAND- 
ARDS.— 

"(1)  PARTICIPATION  IN  INTERNATIONAL  FO- 
RUMS.—Subject  to  guidance  and  direction 
from  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  may  participate  in  inter- 
national forums  that  establish  or  rec- 
ommend pipeline  safety  standards  for  trans- 
porting natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquids. 

••(2)  CONSULTATION —The  Secretary  of 
Transportation  may  consult  with  interested 
authorities  to  ensure  that,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  regulations  the  Secretary  pre- 
scribes under  this  chapter  are  <(':  i-'r;' 
with  standards  related  to  pipeliri'  i;  •. 
transportation  adopted  by  international  au- 
thorities. 

••(3)     Differences     with     international 

STANDARDS  AND  REgUIRE.MENTS.— The  section 

does  not  require  the  Secretary  to  prescribe  a 
standard  identical  to,  less  stringent  than,  or 
more  stringent  than  a  standard  adopted  by 
an  international  authority  or  otherwise 
limit  the  Secretary's  discretion  in  issuinK 
standards.". 

SEC.  104.  GENERAL  AUTHORITY. 

Section  60117  (relating  to  administration), 
as  amended  by  section  103.  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

•■(1)  FUNDINC;  AUTHORITY.— To  carry  out 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into 
grants,  cooperative  agreements,  and  other 
transaction?  wifVi  any  per«;nn  agency  or  in- 
strumentality of  the  United  States,  any  unit 
of  State  or  local  government,  any  edu- 
cational institution,  and  any  other  entity  to 
further  the  objectives  of  this  chapter,  includ- 
ing the  development,  improvement,  and  pro- 
motion of  one-call  damage  prevention  pro- 
grams, research,  risk  assessment,  and  map- 
ping". 

SEC.  105.  ANNUAL  REPORTS. 

Section  60124  (relatint;  to  annual  reports)  is 
repealed. 

SEC.  106.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section  6012.')  i  relating  to  authorization  of 
appropriations)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  •gas:  "  and  all  that  follows 
in  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  '•gas, 
J16,4.')0.000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1996.  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  and  1999". 

(2)  by  striking  ••liquid:"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows in  subsection  (b)  and  inserting  ■'liquid. 
$10,968,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1996.  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  and  1999": 

(3)(.^)  by  striking  the  heading  of  subsection 
(c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■State  Pipe- 
line Safety  Grants.—": 

(B)  by  striking  ■■title:"  and  all  that  follows 
in  subsection  (c)(1)  and  inserting  ■■title. 
$15,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1996.  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999. '•; 
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i4i  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

(d)  Other  Transactions.— Not  more  than 
the  following  amounts  may  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  section  60117(1) 
of  this  title:  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30.  1996,  and  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  and 
1999.":  and 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

'■(g)  Special  Pro.jects.— For  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997,  1998.  and  1999.  not  more  than 
$500,000  or  0,5  percent  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated annually  to  carry  out  chapter  601. 
whichever  is  less,  may  be  appropriated  to  the 
Secretary  to  fund  special  projects  under- 
taken jointly  with  other  offices  within  the 
Department  to  improve  the  administration 
of  transportation  safety  programs. ■'. 
SEC.  107.  TECHNICAL  CORRECTIONS. 

(a)  Section  60105  is  amended  by  inserting 
■Pipeline  Safety  Program"  after  -State" 
in  the  heading. 

(b)  Section  60106  is  amended  by  inserting 
•Pipeline   Safety  "   after    -State"    in   the 

heading. 

(c)  Section  60107  is  amended  by  inserting 
•  Pipeline  Safety"  after  --State"  in  the 
heading. 

(d)  Section  60114(a)(9)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing •-.  60122.  and  60123  "  and  inserting  'and 
60122". 

TITLE  II— AVIATION  TARIFF 
AMENDMENT 
SEC.  201.  AVIATION  TARIFF  AMENDMENT. 

Section  401H(h)  (relating  to  reports  and 
records),  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  -The  Secretary"  in  the  sec- 
ond sentence  and  inserting  'With  the  excep- 
tion of  tariffs,  the  Secretary;  and" 

(2)  by  inserting  -The  Secretary  shall  en- 
sure that  tariff  records  are  available  to  the 
public  on  a  permanent  basis."  after  the  sec- 
ond sentence. 

TITLE  III-H.'\ZARDOUS  MATERIALS 

.•\MEND.MENTS 

SEC.  301.  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  .Seciion  5107i j )(4)(.'\)  (relating  to  em- 
ployee training  requirements)  is  amended  by 
striking  'section  5127(c)(3)"  and  inserting 
•-section  5127(b)(1)'. 

(b)  Section  5116(j)(4)(A)  (relating  to  supple- 
mental training  grants)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing -subsection  (g)"  and  inserting  -section 
5115". 

(c)  Section  5110(e)  (relating  to  retention  of 
shipping  papers)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  heading  and  inserting 
the  following: 

■•(e)  Retention  of  Shipping  Papers.—":  and 

(2)  by  striking  the  first  sentence  and  in- 
serting "A  person  required  to  provide  a  ship- 
ping paper  to  a  carrier  and  a  carrier  to  which 
a  shipping  paper  is  provided  shall  retain,  at 
or  accessible  through  its  principal  place  of 
business,  a  paper  or  electronic  image  copy  of 
each  shipping  paper  for  one  year  from  the 
date  the  shipping  paper  has  been  provided  to 
the  carrier.". 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

TITLF,  1.  pipeline  SAFETi'  AMEND.MENTS 

Sections  101  and  102.  These  sections  con- 
tain the  short  title  for  title  I  of  the  Act.  and 
clarify  that  references  in  title  I  to  amend- 
ments of  sections  or  other  provisions  are 
considered  to  be  amendments  to  title  49. 
United  States  Code. 

Section  103.  This  section  would  incorporate 
in  the  pipeline  safety  statute  a  framework 
for  risk  management  that  would  facilitate 


the  introduction  of  risk-based  decisionmak- 
ing into  the  pipeline  safety  program.  Basing 
pipeline  safety  and  environmental  decision- 
making on  risk  management  principles 
assures  that  the  safety  investments  of  pipe- 
line operators  can  be  directed  to  those  risks 
that  pose  the  greatest  threat  to  the  public 
and  the  environment. 

Both  the  Department  and  pipeline  opera- 
tors have  been  working  diligently  to  develop 
national  standards  for  pipeline  system  risk 
assessment  (the  tool)  and  risk  management 
(the  safety  program)  In  order  to  accommo- 
date this  new  approach  to  safety  and  envi- 
ronmental decisionmaking,  the  traditional 
regulatory  program  framework,  which  fo- 
cuses almost  exclusively  on  regulations  to 
address  every  risk,  would  be  changed.  This 
proposal  has  the  benefit  of  facilitating  a  de- 
termination before  a  rulemaking  or  other  ac- 
tion is  begun  as  to  what  is  the  best  risk-re- 
duction action.  In  addition,  the  proposal  sup- 
plies the  means  for  determining  among  iden- 
tified risks  which  ones  should  be  addressed 
in  what  order  and  with  what  resources. 

Section  104.  This  section  removes  the  pro- 
vision authorizing  grants  to  States  for  devel- 
opment of  one-call  systems.  The  grant  au- 
thority would  be  consolidated  in  49  U.S.C. 
60117(1)  (discussed  in  section  106  of  this  bill). 

Section  105.  This  section  would  allow  the 
Secretary  to  participate  in  international  fo- 
rums that  establish  pipeline  safety  standards 
for  transporting  natural  gas  and  hazardous 
liquids.  The  Secretary  would  be  authorized 
to  consult  with  international  authorities  to 
ensure  that,  to  the  extent  practicable.  Unit- 
ed States  regulations  are  consistent  with 
international  standards.  The  Secretary 
would  not  be  required  to  adopt  identical 
standards  and  would  not  be  prohibited  from 
adopting  more,  or  less,  stringent  standards. 

Section  106.  This  section  provides  the  Sec- 
retary with  general  authority  to  enter  into 
grants,  cooperative  agreements  and  other 
transactions  with  States,  industry,  non-prof- 
it institutions,  and  other  entities  to  support 
activities  that  will  achieve  the  objectives  of 
the  statute.  These  activities  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to.  one-call  notification,  re- 
^acarc**.  riSfv  assessment,  anu  mapping. 

This  section  would  expand  the  Secretary's 
current  authority  to  make  grants  to  state 
pipeline  safety  agencies,  by  allowing  the 
Secretary  to  make  grants  to  other  State 
agencies,  operators  of  one-call  notification 
sy.stems.  and  non-profit  organizations  to  ac- 
tively promote  the  use  of  one-call  notifica- 
tion systems.  Prevention  of  damage  to  un- 
derground facilities  such  as  pipelines,  water 
and  sewer  lines,  fiber  optic  cables,  and  elec- 
tric lines  represents  one  of  the  Nation's  most 
important  and  relevant  safety  initiatives. 
Damage  to  pipelines  from  excavation  and 
other  powered  equipment  is  the  leading 
cause  of  pipeline  failures.  The  best  oppor- 
tunity to  avoid  damage  to  underground  fa- 
cilities is  through  use  of  one-call  systems 
whereby  excavators  can  receive  information, 
before  they  dig.  from  a  single  source  about 
all  underground  facilities  at  risk  from  the 
excavation.  However,  the  effectiveness  of 
state  laws  and  programs  and  one-call  centers 
themselves  varies  widely  throughout  the 
country,  and  the  need  for  uniformity  is  great 
as  many  underground  facilities,  and  the  ex- 
cavators that  threaten  them,  operate  in 
many  states  and  localities. 

Grants  provided  for  in  this  provision  could 
be  used  to  establish,  modify,  improve,  and 
promote  the  use  of  one-call  systems,  includ- 
ing publicizing  the  risks  involved  in  pipeline 
transportation  and  the  benefits  of  one-call 
systems  in  addressing  those  risks. 


This  authority  is  central  to  execution  of 
the  Department's  pipeline  safety  risk  man- 
agement program  for  it  will  enable  the  agen- 
cy to  obtain  the  data  it  will  need  continually 
to  deteiTnine  risks,  quantify  and  rank  those 
risks,  adopt  strategies  and  solutions  to  meet 
those  risks,  and  identify  available  and  new 
technologies  necessary  to  keep  pace  with 
safety  needs.  This  authority  resides  in  other 
Federal  agencies,  and  offers  excellent  oppor- 
tunities to  leverage  Federal  resources  with 
other  entities  who  have  a  role  to  play  in  risk 
management  and  accident  prevention. 

Section  107.  This  section  would  repeal  the 
requirement  that  the  Secretary  report  annu- 
ally on  pipeline  safety  activities  conducted 
under  49  U.S.C.  chapter  601.  The  information 
required  in  this  report,  and  more,  is  provided 
at  least  annually  to  Congress  during  the  ap- 
propriations process,  as  well  as  to  the  au- 
thorizing committees  on  a  periodic  basis.  In 
addition,  widespread  dissemination  of  pipe- 
line safety  data  is  made  to  our  state  part- 
ners, and  is  the  subject  of  an  increasing 
number  of  requests  under  the  Freedom  of  In- 
formation Act.  The  time  spent  to  compile 
the  report  has  resulted  in  the  report  being  at 
least  two  years  out  of  date  by  the  time  it  is 
issued.  The  Department's  new  data  capabili- 
ties enable  it  to  provide  up-to-date  informa- 
tion on  an  "as  requested"  basis  in  response 
to  routine  requests  for  information.  This  ca- 
pability meets  the  needs  of  our  stakeholders, 
while  not  requiring  the  resources  to  assem- 
ble what,  under  the  best  of  circumstances,  is 
outdated  information  for  the  annual  report. 

Section  108.  This  section  would  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation to  carry  out  the  pipeline  safety 
provisions  of  49  U.S.C.  60101  et  seq.  For  fiscal 
year  1996.  this  section  would  authorize 
$16,450,000  for  gas.  $10,968,000  for  hazardous 
liquid,  and  $15,000,000  for  Sute  grants  This 
provision  also  authorizes  $5,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1996  to  fund  activities  conducted  under 
section  60117(1)  (see  discussion  under  Section 
106  of  the  bill),  and  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  and  1999.  Fi- 
nally, for  fiscal  years  1996  through  1999,  this 
section  authorizes  not  more  than  $500,000  or 
0.5%  of  the  amount  appropriated  annually  to 
carry  out  chapter  601.  whichever  is  less,  to 
fund  special  projects.  This  provision  is  in- 
tended to  provide  a  small  amount  of  funding 
for  projects  undertaken  jointly  with  other 
agencies  within  the  Department  to  improve 
the  administration  of  transportation  safety 
programs. 

Section  109.  The  first  three  subsections 
amend  the  titles  of  three  sections  to  clarify 
their  applicability.  Subsection  (d)  corrects 
one  of  the  requirements  for  qualified  state 
one-call  programs  by  deleting  the  reference 
to  state  adoption  of  Federal  criminal  sanc- 
tions. The  reference  was  inadvertently  added 
to  the  list  of  requirements  when  the  pipeline 
safety  laws  were  enacted  into  positive  law  in 
Pub.  L.  No.  103-272. 

TITLE  11.  aviation  TARIFF  AMENDMENT 

Section  201.  This  section  would  amend  sec- 
tion 40114  of  title  49.  United  States  Code, 
which  sets  out  the  requirements  for  main- 
taining as  public  records  those  materials 
filed  with  the  Department  on  aviation  mat- 
ters, including  voluminous  international 
passenger  fare  tariff  filings.  Currently,  sec- 
tion 40114  requires  the  Department  to  main- 
tain physical  custody  of  tariff  filings. 

In  the  spirit  of  reinventing  government, 
the  Department  has  reexamined  the  manner 
in  which  it  performs  its  tariff  custodianship 
function  and  found  that  the  costs  of  the  sys- 
tem greatly  outweigh  the  benefits.  The  De- 
partment has  concluded  that  the  custodian- 
ship requirement,  which  was  first  enacted  in 
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1938.  has  outlived  its  usefulness  to  the  pub- 
lic, the  airline  industry,  and  the  Govern- 
ment. 

In  1989.  the  Department  instituted  a  sys- 
tem by  which  air  carriers  may  file  inter- 
national passenger  tariffs  electronically  as 
an  alternative  to  filing  paper  tariffs.  To  be 
eligible  for  the  benefits  of  automated  filing. 
a  carrier  is  required  to  accept  responsibility 
for  maintaining  a  secure  and  accessible  on- 
line tariff  database.  The  major  air  carriers 
responded  to  this  opportunity  by  contracting 
with  tariff  publishing  agents  to  manage 
these  electronic  filing  functions.  Currently, 
the  agents'  on-line  databases  store  over  95 
percent  of  all  tariffs.  The  Department  strict- 
ly regulates  these  databases.  Filers  are  re- 
quired to  keep  the  databases  available  for 
public  and  departmental  access  at  no  cost, 
secure  against  destruction,  alteration,  or 
tampering,  and  open  to  inspection  by  the  De- 
partment to  ensure  security  and  integrity. 
The  amended  section  would  ensure  continued 
public  access  to  historical  tariff  data  con- 
tained in  the  database  currently  used  by  the 
Department. 

Although  the  Department  has  met  its  cus- 
todianship requirement  by  mandating  a 
daily  tape  from  the  on-line  tariff  databases, 
it  stores  this  data  in  a  fashion  that  allows 
very  limited  flexibility  in  retrieving  it.  In 
contrast,  the  agents'  databases  are  modern, 
flexible,  and  freely  accessible  to  Department 
officials.  As  a  result,  the  departmental  ar- 
chive serves  no  purpose  except  to  comply 
with  the  statutorily-mandated  custodianship 
requirement.  Removing  the  statutory  re- 
quirement that  copies  of  the  tariffs  be  pre- 
served in  the  physical  custody  of  the  Depart- 
ment would  enable  the  Department  to  cease 
its  duplicative  archival  efforts  and  realize  a 
savings. 

TTTLE  III.  HAZ.\RDOUS  MATERIALS  AMEND.MENTS 

Section  301.  This  section  amends  49  U.S.C. 
5107(e)  and  5116<j)  to  correct  cross-references. 
This  section  also  amends  49  U.S.C.  5110(e)  to 
specify  that  the  one-year  retention  period 
for  a  shipping  paper  begins  when  the  ship- 
ping paper  is  provided  to  a  carrier  instead  of 
when  transportation  is  completed,  because  it 
would  be  very  difficult  for  the  originator  of 
a  shipment  to  determine  when  iranspor- 
tation  of  that  shipment  has  been  completed.* 


By  Mr.  WARNER  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  ROBB): 
S.  837.  A  bill  to  retjuire  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  the  250th  anniversary  of 
the  birth  of  James  Madison:  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

THE  J.A.ME.S  M.\DISON  COMMEMOR.ATIVE  COIN  ACT 

Mr.  'WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  with  my  good  friend.  Senator 
RoBB,  to  introduce  legislation  to  estab- 
lish an  endowment  to  be  a  permanent 
source  of  support  for  Montpelier.  the 
life-long  home  of  James  Madison,  the 
fourth  President  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Father  of  the  U.S.  Constitu- 
tion. President  Madison  was  the  third 
generation  of  his  family  to  live  on  this 
extensive  estate  located  in  the  lush 
Piedmont  of  Virginia.  Montpelier  was 
settled  by  James  Madison's  grand- 
parents in  1723  and  prospered  under  the 
ownership  of  his  parents,  James  (Sr.) 
and  Nelly  Conway  Madison  In  1794, 
James  Madison,  a  43-year-old  bachelor, 
met  and  fell  in  love  with  Dolley  Payne 


Todd,  a  26-year-old  widow  and  mother. 
They  were  married  later  the  same  year. 
After  the  completion  of  his  second 
Presidential  term  in  1817,  the  Madisons 
retired  to  Montpelier,  where  their  leg- 
endary hospitality  kept  them  in  touch 
with  world  affairs.  At  his  death  in  1836, 
Madison  was  buried  on  the  estate.  Doll- 
ey Madison  later  returned  to  Washing- 
ton where  she  died  in  1849. 

Following  Madisons  death,  the  con- 
tents of  the  house  were  auctioned  off. 
Montpelier  then  changed  hands  six 
times,  until  it  was  purchased  in  1900  by 
William  and  Anna  Rogers  duPont.  The 
National  Trust  for  Historic  Preserva- 
tion received  the  property  in  1983,  and 
opened  it  for  public  tours  in  1987  as 
part  of  the  celebration  of  the  bicenten- 
nial of  the  U.S.  Constitution.  Today, 
under  the  stewardship  of  the  National 
Trust,  Montpelier  is  beginning  a  long- 
term  research  and  preservation  proc- 
ess. Unfurnished  and  as  yet  unrestored, 
Montpelier  is  the  focus  of  a  major  ar- 
chaeological and  architectural  re- 
search effort. 

The  legislation  which  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  would  authorize  the  U.S. 
Mint  to  produce  a  commemorative  coin 
to  honor  the  250th  birthday  of  James 
Madison.  After  recovery  of  minting  and 
production  costs,  the  proceeds  from  the 
sale  of  the  James  Madison  Commemo- 
rative Coin,  conservatively  estimated 
at  $5  to  SIO  million,  will  be  used  as  the 
core  of  a  capital  campaign  to  establish 
an  endowment  and  preserve  Montpe- 
lier. This  campaign  will  assure  the  full 
preservation  and  restoration  of  Mont- 
pelier and  the  development  of  all  of  the 
related  programmatic  activities. 

Mr.  President,  an  intensive  effort 
must  be  mounted  to  achieve  the  goal  of 
securing  the  future  of  Montpelier.  I  am 
com.mitted  to  making  rny  ii.illHHgiip«  in 
the  House  and  Senate  aware  of  the  ben- 
efits to  be  derived  from  the  minting  of 
a  coin  to  honor  James  Madison,  and  I 
am  confident  that  this  support  can  be 
secured.  Our  national  legislature,  in- 
deed, our  Nation,  owes  a  great  debt  to 
the  vision  of  James  Madison.  Through- 
out his  life.  Montpelier  helped  shape 
Madison's  character  and  values.  This 
legislation  is  an  important  step  toward 
bringing  all  Americans  closer  to  this 
great  man. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  240 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Domenici,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kerry]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  240,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  to  es- 
tablish a  filing  deadline  and  to  provide 
certain  safeguards  to  ensure  that  the 
interests  of  investors  are  well  pro- 
tected under  the  implied  private  action 
provisions  of  the  act. 

S.  245 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cohen,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio   [Mr. 


Glenn]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
245,  a  bill  to  provide  for  enhanced  pen- 
alties for  health  care  fraud,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  338 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  D.\schle,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  BiDEN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  338,  a  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  extend  the  period  of  eli- 
gibility for  inpatient  care  for  veterans 
exposed  to  toxic  substances,  radiation, 
or  environmental  hazards,  to  extend 
the  period  of  eligibility  for  outpatient 
care  for  veterans  exposed  to  such  sub- 
stances or  hazards  during  service  in  the 
Persian  Gulf,  and  to  expand  the  eligi- 
bility of  veterans  exposed  to  toxic  sub- 
stances or  radiation  for  outpatient 
care. 

S.  388 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Thi'RMOND]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  388,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  to  eliminate 
the  penalties  for  noncompliance  by 
States  with  a  program  requiring  the 
use  of  motorcycle  helmets,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  456 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Ms.  Mikul.ski]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  456.  a  bill  to  improve  and 
strengthen  the  child  support  collection 
system,  and  for  other  purposes. 
s.  am 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Daschle,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DoROAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  560,  a  bill  to  amend  sec- 
tion 6901  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  to  entitle  units  of  general  local 
government  to  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxe.s  for  lujiil.axabie  Indian  land. 

S.  628 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl.  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
628,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  Federal  estate 
and  gift  taxes  and  the  tax  on  genera- 
tion-skipping transfers. 

S.  647 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  647,  a  bill  to  amend  section  6  of 
the  Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable 
Resources  Planning  Act  of  1974  to  re- 
quire phasing  in  of  certain  amend- 
ments of  or  revisions 
source  management 
other  purposes. 

S.  6»1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  694,  a  bill  to  prevent  and  punish 
crimes  of  sexual  and  domestic  violence, 
to  strengthen  the  rights  of  crime  vic- 
tims, and  for  other  purposes. 

.S.  738 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thomas,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
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to  land  and  re- 
plans,     and     for 


[Mr.  NiCKLEs]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  738,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Helium 
Act  to  prohibit  the  Bureau  of  Mines 
from  refining  helium  and  selling  re- 
fined helium,  to  dispose  of  the  U.S.  he- 
lium reserve,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  7.-)8 

.\t  the  request  of  Mr,  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire [Mr.  Smith]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  758,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  pro- 
vide for  S  corporation  reform,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  771 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pryor.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Johnston]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  771.  a  bill  to  provide  that  cer- 
tain Federal  property  shall  be  made 
available  to  States  for  State  use  before 
being  made  available  to  other  entities, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

.SENATK   IOINT  KESOIA'TION  31 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWine]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  31.  a  joint  res- 
olution proposing  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to 
grant  Congress  and  the  States  the 
power  to  prohibit  the  physical  desecra- 
tion of  the  flag  of  the  United  States. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


ROCKEFELLER  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1112 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  (for  himself.  Mr. 

T.ArTKN'BFRO.         Mr,         KENNEDY,         Mr. 

Daschle,  Mr.  Wellstone,  Ms.  Mikcl- 
SKL  and  Mrs.  BoxER)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (S.  Con.  Res.  13)  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997. 
1998.  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  -budget,  the  spending 
aggregates  shall  be  revised  and  other  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  up  to  59  per- 
cent of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (C) 
in  budget  authority  and  outlays  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  adverse  effects  on  med- 
icare and  medicaid  of— 

"(1)  increased  premiums; 

"(2)  increased  deductibles: 

"(3)  increased  copayments; 

"(4)  limits  on  the  freedom  to  select  the 
lioctor  of  one's  choice; 

■■(5)  reduced  quality  of  health  care  services 
caused  by  funding  reductions  for  health  care 
providers: 

■■(6)  reduced  or  eliminated  benefits  caused 
by  restrictions  on  eligibility  or  services:  or 

■■(7i  closure  of  hospilal.s  or  nursing  homes, 
or  other  harms  to  health  care  providers. 

"(bi  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon    the    reporting    of   legislation 


pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  shall  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  !)9 
percent  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
specified  under  subsection  (d).". 


NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  .^ND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
the  scheduling  of  3  days  of  field  hear- 
ings in  Alaska  before  the  full  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
regarding  the  implementation  of  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
and  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act. 

The  first  hearing  will  take  place  on 
Wednesday,  May  31,  1995.  beginning  at 
1:30  p.m.  in  the  auditorium  of  the  An- 
chorage Museum  of  History  and  Art, 
121  W.  Seventh  Avenue,  Anchorage,  AK 
99501.  The  committee  will  receive  testi- 
mony on  the  regulation  of  the  use  of 
Federal  lands  by  inholders,  miners, 
guides,  tour  operators,  hunters,  fisher- 
men, and  others  who  had  access  and 
use  rights  protected  by  the  Alaska  Na- 
tional Interest  Lands  Conservation 
Act. 

The  second  hearing  will  be  held  on 
Thursday.  June  1,  1995.  beginning  at 
12:30  p.m.  at  the  Elks  Club,  Wrangell. 
AK.  Testimony  will  be  received  on  the 
impact  of  administration  of  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  on  the  timber 


For  further  information  regarding 
the  hearings,  please  contact  Andrew 
Lundquist  or  Mark  Rey  at  202-224-6170. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  FORESTS  AND  PUBLIC  LAND 
MANAGE.MENT 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  announce  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate  and  the  public  that  an  over- 
sight hearing  has  been  scheduled  before 
the  Subcommittee  on  Forests  and  Pub- 
lic Land  Management  to  review  the 
Forest  Service's  reinvention  proposal 
and  the  proposed  national  forest  plan- 
ning regulations. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day. June  8.  1995.  at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington.  DC. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements,  should 
write  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Forests 
and  Public  Land  Management.  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 
20510.  For  further  information,  please 
contact  Mark  Rey  at  (202)  224-6170. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Friday.  May  19.  1995,  at  11  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION,  ARTS  AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Education.  Arts  and  Hu- 


manities of  the  Committee  on  Labor 
dependent  communities  and  opportuni-     and  Hum.an  Resources  be  authonzed  to 


ties  lor  economic  recovery. 

The  third  hearing  will  be  held  on  Fri- 
day. June  2,  1995,  beginning  at  1:30  p.m. 
in  the  Pioneer  room  of  the  Carlson 
Center,  2010  Second  Avenue,  Fairbanks, 
AK  99701.  Testimony  will  be  received 
on  the  regulation  of  the  use  of  Federal 
lands  by  inholders,  miners,  guides,  tour 
operators,  hunters,  fishermen,  and  oth- 
ers who  had  access  and  use  rights  pro- 
tected by  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act. 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearings,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only.  It  will  be  necessary 
to  place  witnesses  in  panels  and  place 
time  limits  on  oral  testimony.  Wit- 
nesses testifying  at  the  hearings  are  re- 
quested to  bring  three  copies  of  their 
testimony  with  them  on  the  day  of  the 
hearing.  Please  do  not  submit  testi- 
mony in  advance  of  the  hearing. 

The  hearing  record  will  remain  open 
for  2  weeks  following  each  hearing.  If 
you  wish  to  submit  a  written  state- 
ment for  the  hearing  record,  please 
send  one  copy  of  your  statement  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 
20510. 


meet  for  a  hearing  on  the  role  of  busi- 
ness in  vocational  education,  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Friday. 
May  19.  1995.  at  9:30  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  DEPARTURE  OF  THE  HONOR- 
ABLE NORA  SLATKIN,  ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY 
FOR  ACQUISITION 

•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  to  pay  tribute  to  an 
outstanding  public  servant  who  will  be 
leaving  the  Department  of  Defense 
today  to  continue  her  contributions  to 
the  Nation  at  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency.  This  dedicated  and  thoughtful 
servant  needs  no  formal  introduction 
to  those  familiar  with  the  complexities 
of  our  Nation's  defense  budget.  I  am  of 
course  speaking  of  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  for  Acquisition,  Ms.  Nora 
Slatkin. 

In   the  years  preceding  her  appoint- 
ment to  the  Department  of  the  Navy, 
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Ms.  Slatkin  served  as  a  senior  staff 
member  and  adviser  to  Les  Aspin.  then 
chairman  of  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee.  During  her  tenure  with  the 
committee,  Ms.  Slatkin  often  staffed 
the  most  difficult  of  hearings  involving 
not  only  current  program  acquisition, 
but  research  and  development  invest- 
ments for  the  future.  She  is  truly  one 
of  our  Nation's  brightest  stars  in  de- 
fense policy. 

As  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
Ms.  Slatkin  has  presided  over  some  of 
the  most  difficult  procurement  deci- 
sions before  the  Department  in  recent 
decades.  Her  tenure  has  been  marked 
by  sound,  articulate  judgment  and 
careful  analysis.  More  importantly,  she 
has  further  strengthened  her  reputa- 
tion for  honesty,  integrity,  and  fair- 
ness—qualities often  desired  but  not  al- 
ways achieved. 

Ms.  Slatkin  truly  deserves  our 
thanks  for  her  service  to  the  Nation 
and  the  Navy.  I  wish  her  well  and  much 
success  in  her  new  position  at  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency.* 


NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
TRANSPORTATION  DAY 

•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  today, 
as  we  celebrate  National  Defense 
Transportation  Day,  I  rise  to  recognize 
the  important  contributions  that  the 
people  who  serve  in  military  transpor- 
tation specialties,  as  well  as  those  who 
work  in  the  U.S.  civil  transportation 
industry,  have  made  to  the  security  of 
our  Nation. 

As  our  military  increasingly  becomes 
a  U.S. -based,  power  projection  force, 
our  transportation  assets  become  an 
even  more  crucial  element  of  the  na- 
tional defense.  Without  possessing  the 
ability  to  rapidly  and  efficiently  move 
our  service  personnel  and  their  equip- 
ment into  an  overseas  theater  of  oper- 
ations, all  of  the  money  we  have  spent 
and  all  of  the  effort  we  have  put  into 
building  the  strongest  armed  force  in 
the  world  would  be  for  naught. 

I  am  sure  that  we  all  can  vividly  re- 
call the  Herculean  effort  our  military 
and  civilian  transporters  made  during 
Operation  Desert  Shield  in  moving 
large  numbers  of  people  and  massive 
amounts  of  materiel  from  two  con- 
tinents into  the  Persian  Gulf  region,  in 
record  time.  As  our  military  leaders 
can  attest,  that  transportation  capabil- 
ity served  as  a  combat  multiplier,  and 
played  a  significant  role  in  our  decisive 
victory. 

Today,  the  many  people  involved  in 
U.S.  defense  transportation  continue 
the  long  tradition  of  excellence  in  serv- 
ice to  the  Nation.  Whether  military  or 
civilian;  manufacturers  or  operators; 
air  transporters,  sea  transporters,  or 
ground  transporters;  these  Americans 
represent  the  very  best  our  Nation  has 
to  offer.  I  commend  them  for  their  hard 
work  and  their  many  contributions  to 
national  security. 


I  would  also  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  recognize  the  National  De- 
fense Transportation  Association 
[NDTAJ.  headquartered  in  Alexandria. 
VA.  Within  a  membership  of  over  8.000 
people,  configured  into  70  chapters 
within  the  United  States  and  overseas, 
the  NDTA  has  served  as  a  catalyst  in 
building  the  critically  important  mili- 
tary-private sector  partnership  for  de- 
fense transportation.  In  this,  its  51st 
year.  NDTA  continues  to  play  a  vital 
role  in  keeping  the  American  defense 
transportation  capability  the  best  in 
the  world. 

Mr.  President.  I  trust  my  colleagues 
will  join  me  today  in  saluting  the 
NDTA.  and  all  Americans  working  in 
defense  transportation,  on  National 
Defense  Transportation  Day.* 


THREE  CHEERS  FOR  THE  RHODE 
ISLAND  GEOGRAPHY  BEE 

•  Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  commend  all  the  students  who 
participated  in  the  Rhode  Island  finals 
of  the  1995  National  Geography  Bee 
that  took  place  at  Rhode  Island  College 
on  April  7. 

The  competition  included  eight  pre- 
liminary rounds.  The  top  10  winners  of 
the  semifinals  then  competed  in  the 
final  round.  These  students  received  a 
medallion  from  the  Rhode  Island  So- 
cial Studies  Association  for  their  per- 
formance. 

The  third  place  winner  was  Matthew 
Lawrence  from  Hugh  B.  Gain  Junior 
High  School.  He  received  $50,  a  book 
from  National  Geographic,  and  an  in- 
flatable globe.  Matthew  Price  of  River- 
side Junior  High  School  was  the  second 
place  winner.  He  received  $75,  a  book 
from  National  Geographic,  and  an  in- 
flatable globe. 

The  first  place  winner  was  Mitchell 
Malachowski  of  Western  Hills  Junior 
High  School.  As  well  as  receiving  $100. 
an  atlas,  and  an  inflatable  globe,  he 
will  compete  in  the  national  finals  at 
National  Geographic  Headquarters  here 
in  Washington.  DC.  His  teacher.  Mr. 
William  Morris,  will  travel  with  him. 
Western  Hills  Junior  High  School  was 
presented  with  a  plaque. 

Even  more  important  than  the  books 
and  plaques  that  these  students  re- 
ceived, is  the  knowledge  of  geography 
they  obtained  during  preparations  for 
the  competition.  As  our  world  grows 
smaller  through  the  advances  in  tech- 
nology, communications,  and  transpor- 
tation, the  study  of  geography  becomes 
increasingly  significant. 

This  achievement  is  an  exceptional 
feat.  Geography  is  a  very  important 
subject.  All  the  participants  have  dem- 
onstrated exceptional  knowledge  in  the 
field.  My  heartiest  congratulations  to 
them  all. 

I  ask  that  a  list  of  these  students  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  list  follows: 


Contestants  in  the  Rhode  Island  Fin.m.s^ 
1995  National  Geography  Bke 


.Jonathan  Greer.  Winman  Junior  High 
School;  Joseph  McDonou^h.  Portsmouth 
Middle  School;  Sumon  Datla.  James  H. 
Eldredge  School;  Paul  J.  Ring,  Mount  Saint 
Charles  Academy;  Matthew  Lawrence.  Hugh 
B  Bain  Jr.  High  School;  Timothy  Garceau. 
St.  Cecilia  School;  Matthew  Price.  Rivers;!.' 
Junior  High  School;  Bradley  Schoultz. 
Thompson  Middle  School;  Michael  Hirth,  .St. 
Rose  of  Lima  School;  and  .Andrew  Watts. 
George  Hanaford  School. 

Mark  Roll.  Northern  Lincoln  Elementary. 
Melissa  Tamke.  St.  j\nne's  School:  Jessica  A. 
Scholl.  Stony  Lane  School;  Syed  Rizwan 
Latif.  Samuel  Slater  Jr.  High  School;  Nich- 
olas Rubano.  Gallagher  Jr.  High;  Kenneth 
Virgil  Ward  Brown  III.  Alice  M.  Waddington 
School;  Michael  McManus.  N.  Cumberland 
Middle  School;  Johanna  Anderson.  St.  Philip 
School;  Justin  Shilad.  Lincoln  Central  Ele- 
mentary School;  and  Michelle  Beauregard, 
Wickford  Middle  School. 

GROUP  B 

Amy  Tibbetts.   The  Wheeler  School.    Mi 
chael  Broomhead.  Barringrton  Middle  .s  1^-1 
Adina    Shafner.     Providence     H'Viw     !)r, 
School;  Adam  Hommeyer.  Archi-  i:    (     :     li 
High    School;    Lauren    De    Silliei,    Balnuck 
Middle     School;     Jake     Cahalan.     John     F. 
Deering  Middle  School;  Katelain  Kelly.  St. 
Mary  Academy  Bay  View;  Seraph  Townsend. 
Aldrich       Jr.       High;       Brendan       Carroll. 
Burrillville  Middle  School;  and  Michael  Has- 
kell. Fallon  Memorial. 

Kevin  Remillard.  St.  Joseph  Intermediate 
School;  Matthew  P.  Celeste.  George  J.  Peters 
School;  Timothy  Larson.  N.  Smithfield  Ele- 
mentary School;  Carey  J.  Gaughan.  The 
Prout  School;  Jim  King.  W.  Kingston  Ele- 
mentary School;  Stacy  Thompsen.  Myron  J. 
Francis  Elementary;  Michael  Crittenden. 
Tiverton  Middle  School;  David  Tuetkin. 
Raymond  C.  LaPerche  School;  Nelson 
Cordeiro.  St.  Paul  School;  and  Noah 
Leclaire-Conway.  Wakefield  Elementary 
School. 

CROUP  c 

James  Rowe.  N.  Smithfield  Junior-Senior 
High;  Shaun  Russell.  Wickford  Elementary 
School;  Justin  Holmander.  Tiogue  Elemen- 
tary School;  Matthew  S.  Gaudette.  Our  Lady 
of  Consolation  School;  Brandon  Cone.  Oak 
Haven  Elementary  School;  Kelsey  M.  Squire. 
William  J.  Underwood  Elementary  School; 
Michaela  Hamill.  Ponaganset  Middle  School; 
Adam  Pimenta.  Colt-.'\ndrews  Elementary 
School;  Jason  Clavet.  Lincoln  Junior-Senior 
High;  and  Rebekah  Ann  Charron.  Good  Shep- 
herd Middle  School. 

Matthew  Heffernan.  Daniel  D.  Waterman 
School;  Peter  Francis  Jones.  St.  Pius  X 
School.  Jill  Muratori.  Halliwell  School;  Mi- 
chael L.  Corsi.  John  Brown  Francis  School; 
Elizabeth  Moniz.  St.  Luke  School;  Mitchell 
Malachowski.  Western  Hills  School;  Alyssa 
Menissian.  Park  View  Jr.  High  School;  Na- 
than Lapierre.  Moses  Brown  School;  Brian  F. 
Houle.  James  R.  D.  Oldham  School;  and  Paul 
Kuras.  Central  Falls  Junior-Senior  High 
School. 

GROUP  D 

Brian  Marandola.  Conventry  Middle 
School;  Christopher  J.  Fuller.  Cranston 
Johnston  Catholic  School;  Matthew 
McKeever.  Davisville  Middle  School;  Brian 
Killoy.  Narrangansett  Pier  School;  Matthew 
Shahlund.  St.  Matthew  School;  Emily  S. 
Wasser.    Garden    City    Elementary    School; 


Matthew  Blanchette,  Rocky  Hill  School;  Na- 
than Smelser,  Old  Country  Road  Elemen- 
tary; Benjamin  Totushek.  Barrington  Chris- 
tian Academy;  and  Patrick  Hughes.  Kent 
Heights  School. 

David  DuBois.  Nicholas  A.  Ferri  Middle 
School;  Kathleen  O'Connor.  Msgr.  Matthew 
Clark  School;  Gregory  Baker.  Kickemuit 
Middle  School  Guiteras  Cmp.;  Daniel  F. 
Geary.  Cedar  Hill  Elementary  School;  David 
Baich.  Jr..  Western  Conventry  School; 
Brianna  Marshall.  Bernon  Heights  Elemen- 
tary School;  Synthia  Tonn.  Joseph  H. 
Gaudet  Middle  School;  John  Neubauer.  St. 
Pius  V  School;  Michael  LeFort.  Lonsdale  El- 
ementary School;  and  David  Brigada. 
Charlestown  Elementary  School. 
GROUP  E 

Erik  John  Chaput.  St.  Leo  the  Great 
School;  Roger  Diebold.  Hampden  Meadows 
School;  Eric  Rueb.  Martin  Jr.  High;  Thomas 
Ensign  DuBois.  Our  Lady  of  Mount  Carmel 
School;  Christine  Grinavic.  Cumberland  Mid- 
dle School;  Ryan  Mullen.  Gorton  Junior 
High  School;  John  Noyes.  Sisters  of  St.  Jo- 
seph of  Cluny;  Matthew  Twomey.  Matunuck 
Elementary  School;  Heather  Jordan. 
Potowomut  School;  Joseph  Apollonio,  Notre 
Dame  Regional. 

Iran  Anderson.  Hope  Valley  Elementary; 
.■\ndrew  Payne.  Jamestown  School;  Chris- 
inpher  McGuire.  Hope  Highlands  Elemen- 
t.iry;  Ariel  Mae  Lambe.  The  Gordon  School; 
Mark  Scott.  Oak  Lawn  School;  Kelly 
Duchesne.  St.  Matthew  Notre  Dame  School; 
Anthony  Izzo.  Scituate  Middle  School;  Mi- 
chael Gagne.  Woonsocket  Middle  School; 
Gregory  Nannig.  Hamilton  School;  and  Sean 
Brislin.  Calcutt  Middle  School. 
CONTRIBUTORS 

Rhode  Island  College;  Rhode  Island  Social 
Studies  Association;  Rhode  Island  Federa- 
tion of  Teachers;  National  Education  Asso- 
ciation of  Rhode  Island;  and  Rhode  Island 
Geography  Education  Alliance. 

SPONSORED  BY 

National  Geographic  World  and  Chrysler 
Corporation.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  SKROKANT  MA.TOR  OF 
THE  ARMY  RICHARD  A.  KIDD 

•  Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
wish  to  congratulate  Sergeant  Major  of 
the  Army  [SMAl  Richard  A.  Kidd.  who 
will  retire  on  June  30.  1995.  SMA  Kidd's 
service  to  our  Nation  spanned  more 
than  33  years  during  which  he  distin- 
guished himself  as  a  soldier,  leader, 
mentor,  spokesman,  and  adviser  to  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army.  Let  me 
briefly  recount  to  you  the  career  of 
this  dedicated  and  professional  soldier. 
A  native  of  Morehead,  KY.  and  prod- 
uct of  a  military  family.  SMA  Kidd  en- 
listed in  the  U.S.  Army  in  March  1962. 
During  his  more  than  three  decades  of 
loyal  service  to  the  Nation,  he  has  held 
and  served  in  every  infantry  enlisted 
leadership  position  from  squad  leader 
to  command  sergeant  major.  He  is  a 
combat  tested  leader  with  two  tours  in 
Vietnam  where  he  served  with  the  1st 
Cavalry  Division  (1966-67)  and  returned 
as  an  infantry  adviser  with  the  United 
States  Military  Assistance  Command- 
Vietnam  (1970-71).  SMA  Kidd  has  also 
had  multiple  tours  in  Korea  and  Eu- 
rope. Before  becoming  the  ninth  Ser- 


geant Major  of  the  Army,  he  was  com- 
mand sergeant  major  of  I  Corps.  Ameri- 
ca's Corps,  and  Fort  Lewis.  WA.  He  has 
served  as  command  sergeant  major  of 
numerous  organizations  including  the 
9th  Aviation  Battalion.  Fort  Lewis, 
WA:  2d  Battalion.  2d  Infantry,  South 
Korea;  Commandant,  1st  Armored  Divi- 
sion NCO  Academy,  Katterbach,  Ger- 
many. After  his  tour  in  Germany,  he 
returned  to  Fort  Lewis  where  he  served 
consecutively  as  command  sergeant 
major  of  the  4th  Battalion.  23d  Infan- 
try Regiment;  3d  Brigade.  9th  Infantry 
Division  [Motorized]:  and  9th  Infantry 
Division  [Motorized], 

When  SMA  Kidd  was  selected  to  be- 
come the  Army's  senior  enlisted  rep- 
resentative in  July  1991,  the  cheering 
Americans  and  victory  parades  wel- 
coming home  the  victors  of  the  Persian 
Gulf  war  were  but  a  faint  memory.  Two 
short  years  earlier,  the  Berlin  Wall  had 
fallen,  signaling  America's  triumph  in 
the  50-year-old  cold  war  and  the  Army 
was  in  the  midst  of  a  drawdown  efforts 
to  reduce  its  size  by  a  third.  The  big- 
gest challenge  facing  SMA  Kidd  was 
communicating  the  Army's  strategy  to 
make  cuts  while,  at  the  same  time, 
maintaining  a  quality  trained  and 
ready  Army.  He  focused  on  providing 
soldiers  and  their  families  with  accu- 
rate and  timely  information  so  that 
they  could  make  educated  and  in- 
formed decisions  about  their  future  in 
a  shrinking  Army.  That  was  achieved 
through  regular  interviews  with  both 
internal  and  external  communication 
print  and  electronic  mediums.  In  so 
doing,  he  established  a  reputation, 
trust,  and  rapport  with  soldiers  and 
their  families  as  a  caring  leader  who 
listened  and  truly  represented  soldiers. 

SMA  Kidd's  distinguished  33-year  ca- 
reer epitomizes  the  consummate  pro- 
fessional soldier — one  who  loves  being  a 
soldier  and  being  around  other  soldiers, 
is  technically  and  tactically  proficient, 
dedicated,  motivated,  physically  fit. 
mentally  alert,  and  morally  straight. 
But  above  all.  he  is  a  loving  and  caring 
husband  and  father  whose  service  was 
enhanced  by  his  wife.  Sylvia,  and  their 
two  children.  Shelly  and  Ryan.  To 
them,  too,  the  Nation  owes  its  grati- 
tude. 

SMA  Kidd.  a  professional  and  proud 
infantry  soldier— on  behalf  of  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  and  the  peo- 
ple we  represent.  I  offer  our  sincere 
thanks  for  your  service.* 


RIVER  BEND  NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION.  DES  MOINES 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  seemingly  never-ending  stories  of 
urban  decline,  I  thought  it  would  be  a 
welcome  change  to  tell  about  a  com- 
munity that  has  bucked  this  downward 
trend.  River  Bend  Neighborhood  Asso- 
ciation is  a  community  on  the  north 
side  of  Des  Moines,  lA.  River  Bend  is 
unique  in  that  it  has  taken  control  of 


its  own  future.  Of  course,  there  have 
been  helping  hands  along  the  way,  but 
the  true  reason  behind  their  success  is 
the  desire  and  motivation  of  the  com- 
munity members  to  attain  a  better  life. 

The  background  of  River  Bend  will 
sound  familiar  to  many.  The  neighbor- 
hood consists  of  approximately  4.000 
residents  and  the  average  household  in- 
come is  $11,880.  Increasingly,  River 
Bend  was  succumbing  to  the  problems 
of  crime,  drugs,  disinvestment,  and 
abandoned  property.  Businesses  were 
moving  out.  and  corruption  started  to 
take  over. 

The  key  to  halting  this  decline  was 
the  formation  of  the  Designated  Neigh- 
borhood Action  Plan.  The  goal  of  the 
plan,  which  was  started  in  1990,  is  to 
better  meet  the  needs  of  Des  Moires" 
communities,  with  the  emphasis  on 
housing  and  infrastructure.  The  logis- 
tics are  the  tricky  part.  The  plan  in- 
volved the  Des  Moines  government, 
Polk  County  government,  and  the  fi- 
nancial services  industry  to  invest  in 
the  Neighborhood  Finance  Corporation, 
the  NFC  for  short.  Due  to  this  invest- 
ment, the  NFC  is  able  to  provide  mort- 
gage capital  at  low  rates  and  planning 
services  to  keep  private  investment  in 
local  communities.  This  allows  for  low 
income  families,  even  families  earning 
as  low  as  30  percent  of  median  income, 
to  own  their  own  homes,  a  goal  most 
Americans  share. 

To  date,  over  $35  million  in  private 
capital  has  been  raised  by  the  NFC— all 
from  the  local  financial  services  indus- 
try. One  notable  figure  is  The  Principal 
Financial  Group,  which  has  provided 
investments  of  over  $3  million,  con- 
tinuing funding  for  operating  costs, 
and  leadership  to  keep  the  NFC  in  the 
riglil  direi-lio!!.  Financial  institutions 
like  the  Principal  and  others  in  Des 
Moines  make  it  possible  for  commu- 
nities such  as  River  Bend  to  become 
productive  and  attractive. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  example  of 
River  Bend  is  an  important  one.  The 
successes  of  River  Bend  are  tangible: 
the  fact  that  161  homes  have  either 
been  constructed  or  salvaged  and  new 
families  are  moving  into  these  homes, 
the  fact  that  crime  has  decreased,  and 
the  fact  that  over  $4  million  has  been 
invested  in  the  area.  These  successes 
are  proof  that  something  like  the  Des- 
ignated Neighborhood  Action  Plan  can 
work  if  it  is  given  a  chance.  The  key  is 
to  make  more  urban  communities 
aware  of  such  possibilities,  and  show 
that  these  goals  are  indeed  within 
reach.  State  and  local  governments 
need  to  support  partnerships  like  that 
of  River  Bend  and  the  financial  institu- 
tions of  Des  Moines.  Having  cleaner, 
safer,  and  more  productive  neighbor- 
hoods is  beneficial  to  everyone  in  a 
large  urban  area,  and  this  is  the  nec- 
essary common  denominator  that 
makes  these  partnerships  work.* 
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STATUTORY  REFERENCES  TO  AP- 
PLICABLE COMMITTEE  OR  OFPT- 
CER  OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REP-. 

RESENTATIVES 

Mr.  DOMENTCI  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  im- 
mediate consideration  of  H.R.  1421,  just 
arrived  from  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  14211  to  provide  that  references 
in  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  to  any 
committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives the  name  or  jurisdiction  of 
which  was  changed  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  House  of  Represenatives  at  the 
beginnings  of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  the  cur- 
rently applicable  committee  or  officer  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  biH:" 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOMENTCI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  bill  be  considered, 
deemed  read  the  third  time,  passed  and 
the  motion  to  reconsider  laid  on  the 
table;  that  any  statements  relating  to 
the  bill  be  placed  in  the  Record  at  the 
appropriate  place 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  1421)  was  deemed  to 
have  been  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENTCI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY. 
1995 


MAY  22. 


Mr  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  when  the  Senate  com- 
pletes its  business  today,  it  stand  in  re- 
cess until  the  hour  of  8:30  a.m.  on  Mon- 
day. May  22.  1995:  that  following  the 
prayer  the  Journal  of  proceedings  be 
deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time  for 
the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day.  and  the  Senate 
then  resume  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13,  the  concur- 
rent budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


PROGRA.M 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  For  the  information 
of  all  Senators,  the  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  the  budget  resolution 
on  8:30  Monday  morning.  By  a  previous 
order,  there  will  be  a  rollcall  vote  on 
the  Lautenberg-Rockefeller  Medicare 
amendment  at  3:15  p.m.  on  Monday. 
Senators  can  expect  further  rollcall 
votes  during   Mondays  session   of  the 


Senate,  and  the  majority  leader  has  in- 
dicated he  would  anticipate  a  late  ses- 
sion on  Monday  in  order  to  make 
progress  on  the  budget  resolution. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  there  is  no  further 
business  to  come  before  the  Senate.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ate stand  in  recess  following  the  re- 
marks of  Senator  Exo.n. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 


DEBATE  ON  THE  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  I  thank  my  friend  and 
colleague,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee. 

Just  2  or  3  minutes  of  closing  re- 
marks. I  would  agree. 

I  would  agree  with  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  New  Mexico  that  during 
debate  on  the  Senate  floor  there  may 
have  been  some  overstatements  of  the 
facts  by  Senators  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle. 

I  was  here  today,  though,  and  I  heard 
several  statements  on  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle  that  I  interpreted  also 
as  overstatements.  We  do  get  carried 
away  sometimes  in  debate. 

This  Senator,  both  in  the  Budget 
Committee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate, has  tried  to  make  a  case  as  I  saw 
it  in  a  responsible,  honest  manner 

I  just  want  to  say,  once  again,  that  I 
spoke  a  few  moments  ago  about  one  of 
the  greatest  overstatements  that  I 
keep  hearing  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
on  this  matter,  despite  the  fact  that 
the  Dem.OCrat=;  havp  nnt  nffered  ar 
amendment  and  as  far  as  I  know  will 
not  during  this  debate  that  violates  the 
very  principles  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  emphasized  was  part  and 
parcel  of  the  budget,  to  protect  the 
kids  of  the  future,  to  eliminate  the 
ever  skyrocketing  deficit  and  grossly 
increasing  national  debt. 

But,  once  again,  I  feel,  when  some- 
body on  this  side  of  the  aisle  or  some- 
body on  that  side  of  the  aisle  gets  up 
and  says  something  about  overstate- 
ments by  someone  on  the  other  side, 
they  better  be  careful  that  they  are  not 
throwing  rocks  at  their  own  glass 
houses. 

My  friend  from  New  Mexico  went 
right  after  one  of  the  very  basic  tenets 
of  the  remarks  that  I  made,  I  think  in 
a  reasonable  fashion,  just  before  we 
went  into  the  closing  procedures,  and 
that  was  that  I  have  heard  the  state- 
ment, certainly  an  overstatement,  once 
again,  from  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  that  the  Democrats  want  to 
take  this  money  and  spend  it.  Well.  I 
think  that  is  a  good  buzzword  and  I 
think  the  Republicans  have  researched 
that  well  in  their  extensive  polling. 


I  want  it  clearly  understood  that  this 
deficit  hawk,  this  conservative  Demo- 
crat, is  not  for  spending  in  the  context 
that  the  Republicans  continue  to  use 
during  this  debate,  accusing  the  Demo- 
crats of  spending  when  we  are  not 
spending.  We  are  reducing  the  hits.  We 
are  reducing  the  significant  reductions 
in  hits  in  a  whole  series  of  programs 
that  even  the  Republicans  concede  are 
very  heavy  and  very  difficult. 

I  simply  say.  Madam  President,  once 
again,  I  hope  that  we  can  continue  a  le- 
gitimate debate  on  Monday,  to  debate 
the  legitimate  issues  in  proper  form 
and  with  proper  respect  for  all  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  that  I  have  great  re- 
spect for.  but  I  recognize  that  all  of  us. 
from  time  to  time,  make  some  over- 
statements. 

I  just  hope,  because  every  time  I  hear 
the  Republicans  talking  about  spend- 
ing. I  wish  that  they  would  better  de- 
fine that  word.  We  are  not  spending 
money.  We  are  trying  to  alleviate  what 
we  think  are  more  onerous  cuts  in 
budgets  of  the  most  needy  of  our  citi- 
zens, especially  our  senior  citizens,  and 
especially  our  young  people  who  were 
relying  on  Government  loans  to  get 
their  education.  We  will  continue  the 
debate  on  Monday  next. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


RECESS  UNTIL  8:30  A.M..  MONDAY, 
MAY  22,  1995 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
in  recess. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  6:44  p.m.. 
recessed  until  Monday.  May  22.  1995.  at 
8:30  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Exeoutlvp    nominations    received    by 
the  Senate  May  19.  1995: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

.ANDREW  FOIS.  OF  NEW  YORK.  TO  BE  .^N  .•ASSISTANT  AT- 
TORNEY  GE.NER.\L.  VICE  SHEILA  FOSTER  A.VTHONY.  RE- 
SIGNED 

EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

MARIA  LUISA  MABILANGAN  HALEY.  OF  ARKANSAS.  TO 
BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  EX- 
PORT-I.MPORT  BANK  OF  THE  UNITED  .STATES  FOR  A 
TERM  EXCIRI.NG  JANUARY  20.  1999  (REAPPOINTMENT  ) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TREASURY 

JOHN  D  HAWKE.  JR  .  OF  NEW  YORK.  TO  BE  UNDER  SEC- 
RETARY OF  THE  TREASURY.  VICE  FRANK  N   NEWMAN 

CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE 

GEORGE  J,  TE.NET.  OF  MARYLAND.  TO  BE  DEPUTY'  DI- 
RECTOR OF  CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE.  VICE  ADMIRAL 
WILLIAM  O  STUDEMAN 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO 
A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY' 
UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  .ST.ATES  CODE,  SECTION  601 


To  be  general 


GEN   JAMES  L  JAMERSON.  242-.58^3M2 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWINGNAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENA.NT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY' UNDER  TrrUE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601i  A  i: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN   HUBERT  O   SMITH.  110-68-7953 


THE  FOLLOWING  U  S  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OFFI- 
CERS FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY 
TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  3385.  339-2,  AND  \2XfM.\r 

To  be  major  general 

BRIG  GEN  CRAYTON  M    BOWEN.  116^8-9309 

BRIG  GEN  JAMES  D    DAVIS.  255-5m06 

BRIG  GEN  ROBERT  J    MITCHELL.  309-36-6499 

BRIG  GEN  JOHN  E    PRENDERGAST.  516--)4-6S11 

BRIG  GEN  ROBERT  E   SCHULTE.  504-28-3994 

BRIG  GEN  WALTER  L   STEWART.  JR  .  156-32-9581 

BRIG  GEN  CARROLL  THACK.STON,  228-12-0803 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL   LANCE  A   TALMACE.  SR  .  377-34-7074 

COL   ROBERT  A    MORGAN,  410-68-3613 

COL   JOHN  E    BLAIK.  158-31-7500 

COL   PHILLIP  O   PEAY,  528-06-.'M86 

CDL   ROBERT  D   WHITWORTH.  415-62-3820 

COL    RONALD  W    HENRY.  317-38-7681 

COL    VANDrVER  H    CARTER.  121-56-5012 

COL  TROY  B  OLIVER.  122-62-7793 

COL   DON  C   MORROW.  432-76-3878 

COL   SMYTHE  J   WILLIAMS.  104-16-9297 

COL    WILLIA.M  W    AUSTIN,  331-36-0564 

COL   JEAN  A   ROMNEY.  580-03-1872 

COL  JA.MES  T   DUNN.  037  28-8701 

COL.  PAUL  T   OTT,  393-10- ,5043 

COL   REID  K   BEVERIDGE.  179-48  1164 

COL    BERTUS  L    SISCO,  1.54  66-5335 

COL  JI.M  E   MORFoRD,  41H0-6023 

COL   WILLIE  A   ALEXANDER.  238-62-7252 

COL   STEVEN  P   .SOLO.MON.  175-32-3219 

COL  JERRY  V.  GRIZZLE.  447-54-2042 

COL   JA.MES  V,  TORGERSON.  542-50-1653 

THE  FOLLOWING-NA.MED  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF 
THE  UNITED  ST.^TES  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE 
RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  12203  AND  3385. 

ARMY  PROMOTION  LIST 

To  be  colonel 

RICHARD  F   ANDERSON.  046-32-3247 
JOSEPH  J-  CHAVES.  575-58-1075 
PETER  F   COHEN.  084-34-0872 
AGU.STIN  P.  DUENAS.  297-50-7545 
FOREST  B   DUNNING.  517-56-5109 
JOHN  A,  ILLAR.MO.  586-03-6661 
ARTHUR  A,  JACKSON,  565-56-8247 
WILLIAM  J    KELLEY.  JR.  047-36-0650 
JOSEPH  A   LAOROW.  347-48-2-271 
WILLIAM  R,  .MALONEY.  102-36-6169 
JOHN  R    SCALES.  116-64-7861 
THOMAS  J,  SULLIVAN.  136-10-4948 
ROBERT  L  WALKER.  408-72-3841 

ARMY  NUR.se  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

CAROL  A    BROWN.  176-38-4187 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

MARVIN  T.  MILBURY.  005-34-6216 

MKDICAI.  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

JOHN  D   PERRINE.  401-44-3564 

ARMY  PROMOTION  LIST 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

THOMAS  W   ACCKSTA.  JR..  215-70-2972 
THOMAS  G   ALLEN.  2SO-88-9133 
KEITH  J   BUCKLEW.  315-58-8189 
TIMOTHY  R  GOODWIN.  503-72-9199 
CECIL  E  GREEN.  448-46-5978 
MICHAEL  A  GRUET.  397-50-1157 
ROBERT  E   LAND.STROM.  167-80-0443 
DENNIS  J.  MCCOY  471-64- .5213 
RITA  A    PRICE.  511  52-2228 
CHARLES  W   RHOADS.  22240-6116 
ROBERT  H   SI.MP.SON.  555-27-6250 
LAWRENCE  B   SMITH.  129-06-6291 
WARRINGTON  O  TY.SON.  580-05-0459 
JAMES  L,  VANNAMAN.  198-46-7255 
EDWARD  J    VERGA.  1.58-10-9649 
CARL  R  WEBB.  JR  .  523-70-1685 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

GARY  L   MOORE.  356-38-1595 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

IGWEKALA  E   .NJOKU.  013-48-3840 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE 
RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  12203  AND  3385 

ARMY  PROMOTION  LIST 

To  be  colonel 

RONALD  C.  BREDLOW.  429-88-2414 


JOHN  E    EASTER  II,  224-60-0935 
PAUL  P   GLEASON   216-14-1716 
BARRON  L    GOFF,  128-86-5154 
STEVE  A    HATTEN,  ,506-64  9'232 
CARL  R   HENDERSON,  120  64-6933 
CLAY  A    HLNDERLITER,  318-42-0968 
THOMAS  D   JOHNSON.  103-66-4.546 
THOMAS  E    LITTLE.  101-66-6576 
DON  M    PREWITT,  576-56-6694 
JOHN  F    PUGH    JR,  437-64-4301 
DENNIS  M    RYAN,  270-40-1218 
WILBUR  D.  SAULTERS.  JR..  427-90-1885 
JAMES  C  SPROULL  rv.  421-70-6238 
JOHN  M   Ti'SON.  216-54-0443 
FREDERICK  L   WARD.  JR  .  039-30-9993 
TERRY  G   WILKERSON.  520-56-3195 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

PAUL  L  GRANT.  21J-38-9J75 

THE  JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

EVERETT  T.  WOHLERS.  508-54-5950 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

REGINALD  A.  ALEXANDER.  438-64-4697 
BRIAN  T  NOLAN.  340-10-1109 

ARMY  PROMOTION  LIST 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

RICHARD  P   ANDERSON.  367.54-3035 
CARL  R   BABTELL.  222-36-3326 
JIM.MIE  H   CHAPMAN.  448-50-8653 
ARTHUR  R  DIAZ.  585-14-3758 
GERALD  L   ERICSSON.  478-62-2716 
MICHAEL  L   FALCONER.  518-62-8826 
HERBERT  P   FRITTS.  259-98-4475 
GREGORY  B  GRIFFITH.  530^54-1996 
BILLY  J   HUTTON.  JR  .  526-11-8422 
BRADLY  S   MACNEALY.  587-98-1551 
BLANCHE  A   MCCLURE.  551-6-2.7528 
ROBERT  T  MCCORMICK.  520-56-1458 
MICHAEL  P   MURRAY.  399-44-1843 
ROBERT  M    PUCKETT.  572-80-8355 
AGUSTIN  RIVERA.  583-66-8128 
GARY  D  SADLER.  335.-10-1202 
MARK  J   SLAWINSKI.  399-50-8604 
DONALD  K  TAKAMI.  .543-62-3948 
JOHN  N.  TOBIN.  176-36-8363 
MICHAEL  K  WEBB.  587-09-9183 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

JOHN  R  HERRIN.  003-360709 

ARMY  NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

KAY  F  STA.NTON.  401-54-3778 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS.  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST,  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATEn 
IN  THE  US  ARMY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTION  621. 
TrrLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  THE  OFFICERS  INDI- 
CATED BY  ASTERISK  ARE  ALSO  NOMINATED  FOR  AP- 
Pf)lNTMENT  IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  SECTION  531.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE; 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

JA.MES  E   AGNEW.  153-44-7816 
HANSON  R   BONEY.  214-60-8969 
WILFRED  J    BREWSTER.  366-84-8386 
WILLIAM  F  CAREY.  043^32-8696 
•FREDRICK  S  CARR  587-38-1349 
SCOTT  DAVIES.  544-66-0079 
RICHARD  L   EVANS.  131  94-1845 
JOSEPH  A   GIBII.ISCO.  264-88-1215 
LARRY  J   GOODWILL.  526-92-8899 
HENRY  A   HAYNES.  257-88-6391 
JAMES  HIMMELSBACH.  389-16  4877 
JOHN  C  HOLZ.  552  78-5038 
MICHAEL  A   HOYT.  304-60-1271 
DWIGHT  C  JENNINGS.  515-52*078 
IRVEN  W  JOHNSON.  521-52  4398 
MERE  R  KIMMELL.  376  42-7910 
JOHN  E   KULP.  056-36-47.58 
CLARKE  L   MCGRIFF.  242-90-1175 
JOHN  H   MCRAE.  558-60^2672 
•ANTHONY  J    MEDAIROS.  016-36-3633 
DANIEL  K   NAGLE.  132^4-094e 
JAMES  H   NEELY.  237-64-7143 
DAVID  R   PENLAND.  421-74-6011 
JOHN  J   PRENDERGAST.  338-36-3121 
JAMES  E   RAYBURN.  403.66-5505 
WILLARD  RICHARD.SON.  585-07-1221 
FREDERICK  ROBIN.SON.  230-76-5895 
LARRY  D   ROBINSON.  254^  96-3118 
RICHARD  P    ROGGIA.  517*4  0486 
ELENITO  B  SANTOS.  560-59-0602 
REES  R  STEVENS.  348-38-2223 
DONALD  E  TROYER.  305-48-3109 
REINALOO  VELEZ.  584-58-7526 
GORDON  D  WALTERS.  223-68-2841 
JEFFREY  M   YOUNG.  145-44-7250 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

DWIGHT  P  ROBINSON.  OF  MICHIGAN.  TO  BE  DEPUTY 
SECRETARY  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT. 
VICE  TERRENCE  R  DUVERNAY.  SR  .  RESIGNED. 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  TEMPORARY  LIMfTEO  DUTY 
OFFICERS.  TO  BE  APPOLNTED  PERMANENT  LIEUTENANT 
W  THE  LINE  AS  LIMrfED  DUT^'  OFFICERS  OP  THE  US 
NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TrTLE  10.  UNHTED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  531  AND  5589iAi 

LiMrrED  Dim'  officers,  line  (permanent) 
To  be  lieuteruint 

ABALOS.  CAMILO  L  .  572-ag-4«05 
ADAMS.  DUANE  S  .  219.«MI649 
ADAMS.  JOHN,  W  .  127-21-4154 
ALDRIDGE.  JOSEPH  M  .  345-60-9862 
ALLMON.  GEORGE  A    069-54-0528 
ANDERSON.  CLIFFORD  A  .  101-54-9778 
ANDERSON.  LAURENCE  G  .  038-18-7365 
ANDERSON.  RANDALL  E  .  516-90-6925 
ASHBY.  CLINTON  P  .  406-13-7015 
AVENANCIO.  DANIEL.  231  «-1110 
BAHRS.  PAUL  J  .  284-47-6164 
BARKER.  JIMMY  M  .  JR  .  428-02-6827 
BARSALEAU.  JOANNE  M  .  093-52-6033 
BATEMAN.  RONALD  B  .  261-11-3767 
BEAR.  MICHAEL  S  .  021-38-8173 
BEAUDRY.  JAMES  S  .  22MI2-6411 
BELL,  JOHN  T  .  264-4»-1366 
BENNETT.  JA.MES  L  .  321-50-3518 
BENNETT.  RANDAL  D  .  543-74-6567 
BERNLOEHR.  GEORGE  R  .  5t5-aS-0r771 
BILLINGS.  JERRY  W  .  523-88- 1743 
BINDEL.  WILLIAM  E.,  52S-21-34S6 
BO.STRON.  GARY  E..  Sl»-6»-2738 
BRENNAN.  GARY  F  .  213-66-6196 
BRIGH.AM.  SCOTT  H  .  140-60-7377 
BRYAN   LLOYD  D  .  414-11-7019 
BUCKLEY.  JAMES  P  .  489-66-7625 
BUCKMASTER.  MARK  C  .  543-86-9154 
BUNNELL.  JAMES  P  .  II.  301-58-0099 
BURBOWES.  PAUL  S  .  063-62-2538 
CALLE.SBN    RICHARD  O  .  381-78-7177 
CANFIELD.  STEPHEN  T.  40^-84-3799 
CANTERBURY  TEDDY  D  .  272-48-3735 
CARMODY.  KENNETH  J  .  124-38-2996 
CARR.  JOHN  A  .  050^56-9066 
CARRINGTON.  THOMAS  D    ■J67-56-1280 
CARTER.  CHRISTOPHER  J  .  (I30-54-6H0 
CASTLEBERRY.  ARTHUR  D.  262-15-3812 
CHANDLER.  FRANK  L  .  338-64-3316 
CHAUNCEY.  TERYL  E  .  2<r7 -49^8419 
CHIDESTEH   WYATT  N  .  484-13-6501 
CILIA,  BEVERLY  R  .  36»-e6-TI50 
Cl.AIBOURN.  GREGORY.  58»-9e-6804 
CLOSE.  MEGAN  E  .  361  60-3935 
CONRAD.  LORELEI  A  .  328-IO-8088 
COOK.  KAREN  G  .  531-68-5248 
COOPER.  RONALD  W  .  439-13-6919 
COUSINS.  WILLIAM  D  .  2S7-37-817B 
CRAWMER.  JOHN  S  .  215-56-54(19 
CROCKETT.  JESSIE  D  .  27^58^2704 
CURIA    JOHN  G     572  23-6125 
Cl.'KLl^G.  Ll.NUA  S  .  4J6-11-3U10 
DAILEY.  BARNEY  B  .  250^33-0897 
DALTON.  KENNETH  W  .  246-13-4643 
DAVIS  STEPHEN  P..  214-73-1735 
DELHERY.  VINCENT  J..  1S1-I8-5I3I 
DIBLASl.  CARL  N  .  JR  .  136-46-3678 
DIFFELL.  JAMES  C  .  579-84-2255 
DILLOW.  ROBERT  G  .  JR  ,  340-60  9186 
DONALDSON.  ROBIN  E  .  561  93-2331 
DOTY.  WILLARD  E  .  JR  .  218-68-2304 
DOWNING.  SANDRA  D  .  539-78-1744 
DOYLE.  SHANNON  D  .  345-50-7940 
DRAKE.  JOSEPH  A  .  367  82-7152 
DUFFY.  TIMOTHY  W  .  306-68-0149 
EIXIE.  REGINALD  D  .  2J9-11  5018 
EMBERTON.  TERRY  L  .  553  35-3870 
ENOS.  TIMOTHY  D  .  328-60-2049 
EPPARD.  ELWOODG  .  224-82*751 
ERICKSON.  RANDAL  L  .  545-27*745 
ERN.ST.  MICHAEL  L  .  294-60-1733 
E.SSENMACHER.  RICHARD  J  .  385-70-5610 
EVANS.  JOHN  D  .  25M3  2222 
FARMER.  HELEN  E  .  257-76-0652 
FINLEY.  CHRISTOPHER  D  .  403-93-1575 
FISH.  SHAREE  E..  516-66-2171 
FRANKS.  STERLING  L  .  24^84-5917 
FREDETTE  JAMES  A  .  JR  .  076-53-1783 
FRIDLEY.  DALLAS  E  .  JR  .  380-68-7S«» 
GAGE.  MICHAEL  B  .  301-68-3028 
GALLOP.  MICHAEL  L  .  379-64-3075 
OARREN.  WILLIAM  A  .  283-46-9933 
GARTNER.  GEORGE  A  .  474-86-1345 
GILLEY.  JERRY  A  .  312-66-5531 
CILLMAN.  BERT  A  .  554-33-5138 
CITHER.  HUGH  D  .  355-46-7813 
GLOVER.  JANET  F  .  2S7-55-9SS2 
GOLDINGER.  ROBERT  L  .  212-80-M47 
GOMEZ.  DAVID.  553-02-1837 
GREENE.  .STEVEN  E  .  Ul-48-5620 
GRIFFIN.  MARY  L  .  540-83-8197 
GRIFFITH.  ALLEN  M  .  21868-7085 
GRIGGS.  BONNIE  R  .  501-72-5876 
GROSSMAN.  MICHAEL  D  ,  271-64-32r79 
HANSEN.  CHRISTOPHER  L  .  317-62-4B74 
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H.\NSEN,  ERIC  R  ,  554^25-3813 
HARDEN,  PHILLIP  W  .  250-21-3595 
HARRISON,  TIMOTHY  L  .  21S-7S-9672 
HAVVTCINS    ANITA  M  ,  534-«4-3»61 
HAYNIE    MITHAEL  A,,  450-98-9316 
HEAD,  RAYMOND  O  ,  208-46-8283 
HERLUOSON.  GERALD  C     253-13-26S0 
HERNAN   EDWARD  J  .  494-68-1061 
HETH.  RANDY  F  ,  483-80-0669 
HILL.  THEODORE  R  .  144-54-3074 
HILTON.  JEFFREY  R  ,  483-70-5102 
HOGAN.  EDWARD  F  ,  ,155-56-9006 
HORST,  EDWARD.  323-48-8800 
HOWARDELL   STEVEN  R    203-50-1657 
HUDGINS   .STEPHEN  R  ,  044-48-5585 
HUNTER    DF.REK  B  ,  010-^6-9^03 
INGRAHAM    RALPH  .M  .  575-73-1382 
IN.MAN    DANIEL  E.  537-66- .3291 
JACOBS,  BRIAN  K  .  S54-33.:B71 
JACOMO,  RAYMOND  G,  140-46-1033 
JAGLSCH,  ROBERT  C  .  468-68-3502 
JEHLE,  GLENN  E  ,  511-72-8055 
JOHNSON    BRIAN  L  .  452-21-0398  i 

JOLLY,  JAMES  M.  571-04-0368 
JONES,  HAROLD  W  ,  JR..  254-96-6969 
JONES.  RODNEY  A  .  521-68-7093 
KANE.  KEITH  W     385-64-7688 
KEATING.  PATRICK  E     JR  ,  512-70-9210 
KELLY   DAVID  J  ,  025-52-7964 
KESSLER,  MELVIN  P  ,  192-10-2790 
KINNUNEN,  RLSSELL  J  ,  370-70-8144 
KRAIZA    KATHLYNE  D  ,  444-58-8211 
LABARGE,  GLENN  T  .  139-50-1673 
LABEDZ,  DAVID  D  ,  318-62-0254 
LANEY,  MILLARD,  JR,,  229-82-0051 
LATOSKY',  DAVID  A  ,  285-58-7707 
LAW,  CALVIN  C  ,  266-63-6863 
LEMIRE,  KEVIN  M  ,  002-36-9762 
LEPINE.  BRIAN  .M..  108-62-0612 
LOKER.  KENNETH  R  .  550-41  9349 
LOMBARDO.  CARLO  D.  557-31-2817 
MAC  DONALD    MICHAEL  F  .  014-48-6751 
MAGUIRE.  ROBERT  E  .  076-48-7616 
MANNING,  KENNETH  D,,  JR.  058-16- 15«5 
MANTO    LEON  H  ,  JR  ,  570-37-9874 
MARKER    WILLIAM  A  ,  530-66-3070 
MASON    KEVIN  B  ,  295-70-4509 
MATHES.  JEFFREY  G     487  .54-0310 
MATTSON   DEBRA  L  ,  521  88-4368 
MCCAIN,  WILLIAM  S  ,  114-08-1577 
MCCLOSKEY,  MICHAEL  O  ,  548-06-9283 
MCCLURE,  KENNETH  D  ,  415-02-0830 
MCDONALD,  EDWARD  W  ,  034-12-3805 
MCDONALD,  TODD,  286-29-6379  I 

MCDOWELL,  ANTHONY  L.  214-58-1150  I 
MCFARLAND   MICHAIL  R  .  423-74-3557 
MCGRORY,  -MICHAEL  S  .  218-82-6027 
MC  NEARNEY    CHRISTOPHER  L  .  56W>I-176» 
MEADE.  CLYDE  D  .  527-96-7969 
MEDINA.  JUAN  G  ,  562-84-6975 
MINERVINO,  STEPHEN  T..  004-60-0385 
MITCHELL,  DENNIS  W  ,  300-60-1494 
MOORE,  JERRY,  265-92-0009 
MOORE.  JOSEPH  N  .  137-94-2121 
MORDUS.  DONALD  R  .  349-52-1419 
MORRIS.  ERNEST  S  .  299-56-5260 
MOSELEY,  ROBERT  E  ,  022-46-1761 
MOVERS,  BRYAN  M  ,  276-66-8714 
MURPHY    SHAWN  P     :)82-70-7708 
NEIS,  STLKAMJ  tJ  ,  16:>-.i7-yy21) 
NEWSON,  TYRONE  L  .  427-11-9398 
NICKELL,  SCOTT  W  ,  215-56-0002 
NIXON    CHARLES  K,.  311-68-7750 
NOEL,  WILLIAM  E,   342-56-0619 
NORTON   TIMOTHY  W  .  262-17-3649 
NUSBAUM.  .MICHAEL  S  .  175-68-6890 
OLrVAS    ABEL    158-02-H29 
ORTIZ.  ROBERTO  S  .  463-25-3351 
OSWALT    JAMES  S.  550-06-9469 
PAFFORD   ROBERT  E  .  ,IR  ,  314-6O-1065 
P.\TCHES    ERIC  W     174-38-:30C2 
PAULEY   SHIRLEY  A  .  585-54-5358 
PEDRO    PAUL.  JR  .  576-72-1892 
PEPPLER.  STEPHEN  G  .  370-58-2846 
PETERSON.  DAVID  L  .  388-70-5598 
PHELPS    JAMES  R     5-26-17-6944 
PIET   MARCEL  J  ,  006-70-3087 
POLLARD,  DANIEL  T  ,  080-14-2227 
POOLE    RODNEY  C  .  541-74-5109 
POORE   THOMAS  C  .  284-46-0595 
POREDA    MICHAEL  J.  328-54-4500 
PRICE.  BOBBY  R    266-35-8343 
PULLIN    BOBBY  R     153-21   7243 
QUINTANILLA   OMAR.  464-23-1225  ' 

RABCHENIA.  WILLIAM,  381-62-1995 
RAMOS,  JOSE  R     119- .50-7617  i 

REDDAWAY    TERRY  A     266-33-7521 
REEVE,  GEORGEANN    !64-54-1657 
REINMUELLER    MARK  R  .  344-56-1100 
REYNOLDS,  FARLEY  K     246-23-3446 
RICE,  JERRY  L      IR     268-68-9475 
ROBINSON    CHARLES  E  ,  247-21-7360 
RODENHIZEH,  BARRY  G  ,  502-62-8878 
RODRIGUEZ,  JOSEPH  A  ,  082-5*-fl919 
ROSE,  JA.MES  S  ,  257-79-4419 
ROTH,  JULIE  K  ,  ,503-88-5423 
RUTLEDGE    WILLIAM  R  ,  JR  ,  262-11-6480 
SANTIAGO    JORGE  T     051-52-2562 
SCHMITT    MARK  J     183-54-9007 
SEEFRIED    OSCAR  E  ,  105-56-3292 
SEITZ.  GARY  R     180-46-7223 
SHARP   LONNIE  J  .  156-13-1546 


SHELLEY.  DANIEL  .M  .  094-60-3955 
SHOCKLEY.  SAMUEL  R  .  231-76-6761 
SHORTRIDGE.  DONALD  C    561-35-2412 
SKIPWORTH.  DAVID  W  ,  267-77-0893 
SLATON.  JOHN  J  .  100-16-1673 
SLOAN.  CHARLES  L    255-08-3412 
SMITH.  BRENT  W  .  432^21-7439 
SMITH.  DONALD  A  .  228-94-1598 
SMrTH.  ERIC  L  .  005-66-6330 
SMITH.  JOHNNYE  L  .  423-82-3402 
SORUKAS.  ROBERT  V     315-68-7296 
SPANKA.  DAVID  W  .  267-43-0740 
SPOONER.  WILLIAM  P  .  070-50-9998 
STANCLIFF.  KEITH  J  .  278-70-3521 
STAPLETON,  DEAN  A  .  190-46-5064 
STEVENS.  RICHARD  D  .  385-68-4707 
STOKES.  DAVID  L  .  239-29-0506 
STREIBLE.  CLYDE  L  .  228-94-1512 
STUBBLEFIELD.  MICHAEL.  435-06-0574 
SULLIVAN.  ROBERT  S  .  267-49-8093 
THOMAS.  CHARLES  S  .  028-44-4807 
1  THOMPSON.  GEORGE  N  .  187-46-0485 
THOMPSON.  JAMES  H  .  374-66-0260 
THOMPSON.  ROLLINGS  G    JR     161-16-2941 
TIMMONS.  CHARLES  S  .  536-58-2338 
TREM.  DANIEL  T  .  263-19-9190 
TUCKER.  RAE  M   G  .  450-15-2496 
VIGER.  DAVID  M  .  074-50-2504 
VILLA.  FELIPE  J  .  JR  .  585-23-8018 
VINCENT.  BRYAN  K     217-18-2400 
WALAWENDER.  WILLIAM  J  .  069-46-1191 
WALDEN.  WILLIE  A  .  225-74-6450 
WALLACE.  BRUCE  J  .  544-80-6021 
WESTON.  TOM  P  .  121-50-3906 
WHITAKER.  BILLY  H  .  459-04-6368 
WHITE.  RONALD  L..  JR..  414-96-3214 
WILLIAMS.  RICHARD  L  .  438-72-3558 
WOOD.  JOHN  W  .  250-15-3442 
WOODFORD,  JOSEPH  E  ,  157-13-7856 
WORLEY,  GREGORY  K  ,  267  39-9213 
WRIGHT,  WILLIAM  D  ,  308-62-6496 
YOHNKE.  MICHAEL    R  .  275-60-6772 
YOUMANS.  DAVID  D  .  242-94-7823 
YOUNG.  GERALD  N  .  514-62-3736 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  TEMPORRARY  LIMITED  DUTY 
OFFICERS.  TO  BE  APPOINTED  PERMANENT  LIEUTENANT 
IN  THE  SUPPLY  CORPS  AS  LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICERS  OF 
THE  U.S.  NA\'Y.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTIONS  531  AND  5589<Ar 

LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICERS.  SUPPLY  CORPS 
(PERMANENT) 

To  be  lieutenant 

BRESSMAN.  ERIC  K  .  157-60-6123 
CARSTEN.  DIANA  J  .  391*4-0320 
CORNELIUS.  WANDA  A  .  426-02-5994 
DARIENZO.  JUANITA  M  .  346-54-8701 
DOWHY.  MARK  E  .  394-74TO59 
KAUFMAN.  KURTIS  V  .  304-58-7342 
KLODNICKI.  CHESTER  A  .  149-52-5348 
NEGRON    JOSE  A     583-78-5326 
PETERSON.  CRAIG  O  530-50-8894 
PITTMAN.  ANNABELLE  491-62-7911 
SEXTON.  CHARLES  P  .  270-64-2548 
SWAIN.  ALVIN  L,.  JR.  238-11-2721 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  TEMPORARY  LIMITED  DUTY 
OFFICERS.  lO  BE  APPOINTKD  PEH.MANENT  LIEUTEN.\NT 
IN  THE  LAW  PROGRAM  AS  LIMITED  DUT^'  OFFICERS  OF 
THE  U  S  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTIONS  531  AND  5589(  Al 

LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICERS,  LAW  PROGRAM 
(PERMANENT) 

To  be  lieutenant 

MASON.  JOSEPH  K  .  JR  .  556-39-7757 
THOMPSON.  CHARLOTTE  A  .  127-16-9072 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS,  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST,  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED 
IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  ARMY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
SECTION  624.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  •  THE  OF- 
FICERS INDICATED  BY  ASTERISK  ARE  ALSO  NOMINATED 
FOR  APPOINTMENT  IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  IN  ACCORD- 
ANCE WITH  SECTION  531.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  major 

•ROBERT  T   AARHUS.  202-42-6972 
•GLADYS  M   ALEMAN   582-08-5597 
JOHN  G   ALVAREZ.  037-44-0631 
RANDALL  G    ANDERSON.  474-88-7870 
DACOSTA  E   BARROW.  073-58-8675 
JOSE  A   BETANCOURT   121-54-1244 
DAVID  A   BITTERMAN.  565-47-2686 
•STEPHEN  V    BOWLES.  326-52-8030 
•ANDREW  M    BOYD.  414-25-4472 
•MARILYN  D    BREW.  434-17  2954 
MITCHELL  E   BREW.  134-50^5436 
•DENNIS  C,  BROWN,  140-58-5102 
DAVID  P.  BUDINGER,  322-62-0740 
•KYLE  D  CAMPBELL.  097-62-0829 
•THERESA  O   CANTRELL.  063-48-5648 
MARC  L  CAOUETTE.  020-18-6231 
VINCENT  C  CARNAZZA.  262-35-8685 
KENNETH  E  CASHWELL.  237-94-5051 
•ROLANDO  CASTRO.  JR.  112-19-5946 


•WILLIA.M  C    CHAMBERS.  192-1+^350 
•JACQUELINE  B  CHEN,  .577-90-5718 
•TYRONE  P    CHERRY,  228-15-0147 
SCOTT  W   CHILDERS,  499-76-0851 
•LORETTA  J    CLARK,  270-51-5371 
•KELLIEA    COLE.  280-64-6603 
LAWRENCE  B    CONNELL.  035-36-0739 
•LUCIOUS  COOPER.  JR.  423-92-11.50 
WILLIAM  M    CORSER.  213-17-5161 
JEFFREY  S.  COUCH.  274-70-2511 
MARCUS  W    CRONK.  397-64-4944 
RICHAR  CROUTHARMEL,  556-49-9631 
•ALAN  D    CUSHEN.  216-78^«225 
THERESA  L   CUTLER,  076-505709 
MUSTAPHA  DEBBOUN.  059-60-8654 
•MARY  J    D(X)LEY    427-08-4937 
•FREDRICK  G    DUBOIS.  248-98-1898 
•TIMOTHY  .M,  DUFFY,  060-62-2638 
•JASON  D   DUNAVANT.  451-31-6911 
•RAYMOND  F   DUNTON.  244-94-6310 
•RICHARD  C    EDWARDS.  240-02-7844 
GREGORY  D    EVANS.  225-13-2364 
LAWRENCE  E    FINLEY.  435-74-8284 
•TERRENCE  FLANAGAN.  107  60  5886 
RALPH  A.  FRANCO.  147-68-8355 
•WILLIAM  G   FULLER.  438-82-8035 
•JOHN  M   GAAL.  213-50-8237 
•EDNA  GARCIAPENA.  583-92-2904 
•MICHAEL  P   GRIFFIN.  229-94-6115 
•JEFFREY  A   HAFFA.  .526-15-7097 
•JOHN  P    HAGEN.  392-18-1442 
•MARY  E    HALL.MARK.  380-50-5592 
BRUCE  E    HASELDEN.  262-73-1411 
•JOSEPH  L-  HEPNER.  179-50-7473 
•DAVID  J    HILBER.  142-62-9651 
•VINCENT  B    HOLMAN.  538-76-6287 
KENNETH  R   HORNE.  231-13-7831 
■REGINALD  D   HOSKINS.  140-74-3368 
•LAURENCE  T   HUNTER.  553-66-7368 
CHARLES  HUNTSINGER.  249-35-7959 
•DONALD  H    HUTSON.  426-21-1121 
•ANTHONY  INTREPIDO.  163-52-1657 
•CHRIS  D   JENKINS.  568-13-0730 
•KENNETH  D    JOHNSON.  266  43-7701 
•MATTHEW  D    KINSER.  188-82  6123 
BERTHONY  LADOUCEUR.  114-14-9711 
CYNTHIA  M    LA.MB.  27^46-5160 
■NACIAN  A    LA RGOZA.  208-60-9990 
•WILLIAM  S    LEHMAN.  188-56-0492 
•ERICH  K.  LEHNERT.  213  50-6701 
•IRWIN  M    LENEFSKY.  087  50-5897 
•KATHLEEN  S    LE.STER.  452-82-0329 
•SAMUEL  G    MACK.  574-56-5546 
RODGER  K    .MARTIN,  256-27-1039 
VAL  J,  MARTIN,  528-04-0013 
•BENITA  A    MCLARIN.  115-19-1827 
JOSE  MELENDEZ.  JR.  164-37  6715 
•WILLIAM  H   .MILLAR.  464-08-8808 
•DEBRA  L.  -MILLER.  395-68-7113 
•.STEVEN  W.  MORSE.  '257-94-3920 
•VICKI  L  MORSE.  543-52-6262 
ROY  E   MULLIS.  304-66-1540 
ERNEST  L-  NELON,  211  21-9841 
•NEWT  OLIPHANT,  III,  258-17-7455 
CHARLES  P,  OLIVER,  405-94-9787 
MICHAEL  R,  PANKRATZ,  395-<2-1703 
•PHILLIP  PEMBERTON.  271-58  7023 
•LIVIA  1    PEREZ.  534  19  2082 
•KRISTIN  PETTIGREW.  115  08-9358 
•GREGORY  S   PORTER.  527-21-8355 
•GUILLERMO  J   (JUILES.  583-78-0161 
•JUDITH  D   ROBINSON.  482-66-9953 
•RUPERT  J    ROCKHILL,  060-58-0014 
LINDA  C    ROSS.  394-70-3266 
•JESUS  H   RUIZ.  466-M-9992 
•JERALD  W   RUMPH.  320-66-9267 
•JEFFREY  R   RYAN.  067-48-1580 
PATRICK  D   SARGENT.  262-41-0187 
•WILLIAM  1.   SHEPLER.  274-68-5872 
•.JEFFREY  M    SLOAN.  324-54-0769 
•MICKIE  D   SMITH,  446-66-6271 
•ROBERT  L   SMITH,  536-56-0280 
•TODD  N    SMITH,  485-80-7915 
•ANGELO  J    ST,  II,  034-58-2545 
RICHARD  L    STEPANEK.  527-35-2656 
REGINALD  L    STEWART.  259-25-5106 
■ALAN  K    STONE,  587  15-2617 
■ANDREW  A    STOREY,  170-56-1275 
■GUYS   STRAWDER.  215-29-6704 
•JOHN  A    STUART,  155-82-1462 
•EDWIN  C    SUPPLEE,  526-04  1990 
■KIMBRELL  SWINDALL   30062-6699 
TIMOTHY  R   SWINGLE,  516-94-4880 
•LINDA  S   THO.MAS.  293-56-1073 
•PHILLIP  B   THORNTON    260-13-7655 
•NATHANIEL  TODD,  4,iO- 13  ,1668 
•SALLI  O    TOLK,  120-72-80m 
•IGNACIO  R   TORRES,  157  92  2962 
•THO.MAS  C    VANCOTT    167-60-6603 
•HELEN  B    VISCOUNT.  553^908095 
JA.MES  T    WALSH.  194  71-8589 
PETER  A    WEBB,  JR,  005^62-3306 
DEBORAH  B   WESLOH,  170-82  2901 
KEVIN  M    WESLOH,  169-78-2704 
•DONNA  S    WHITTAKER,  226-82-4706 
THOMAS  B    WILLIAMS,  405-96-3736 
ROBERT  C    WREN,  227  78-1705 
•DAVID  A    WRIGHT.  300-68-5005 
•PAUL  D   WUERDEMAN.  514-58-8476 
•WILLIAM  P   WTETH.  457-15-0919 
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MKDICAL  SI'KCLALIST  CORPS 

To  be  major 

■MICHAEL  K    CAVANAGH.  180  70-5051 
ANDREAS    EIGEL,  296-60-1867 
•PETER  A    FORSHERG.  08MO  7660 
•TIMOTHY   I    GANGEL.  523-88-1258 
•CYNTHIA  L    HARTMAN.  56*33-1761 
•KAROLINE  D    HARVEY,  467-15-4419 
■TERESA  .M    KEMMER,  503-92  78;)9 
■EUGENE  P    Kl.STLER,  216  12-9907 
■RODERICK  KUWAMOTO.  264  86  1694 
•lAMES  M    OGI.ETHEK.  252  92  4890 
•CHRISTINE  N    PARKER.  082  504961 
•BEVERLY  D    PATTON.  560  86  6812 
■MICHAEL  ROBERTSON.  266-94-7729 
•l.EANNE  M    SPARROW.  547-43-4911 
•BARBARA  A,  SPRINGER.  007-68-5180 
•THOMAS  G    SUTLIVE.  225-17  3268 
•RAFAK  VARGASMORENO.  087-46-4097 
•RONALD  R   WERNER.  539  .52-0875 
•LYNN  D    WILKINSON.  510-76-2057 

VETERINARY  CORPS 

To  be  major 

•DUANK  A    BELOTK.  512-58  7947 
•TERRELL  BLANCHARD.  447  62-7989 
MARK  E    BOH  A  NNON.  110-70  0448 
•TERRY  K    BUSHE.  029-.54-eiS9 
■TERRl  R    CLARK.  117  92  ;t254 
■PAUL  H   DAKIN.  539-62  0607 
TIMMY  B    DAVIS.  585-90  2331 
■TERRY  L   GOSCH.  51.5-78  4219 
•BRADKOR  HILDABRAND,  448-.5S  8817 
DANIEL  E    HOLLAND- '226  78  1480 
•THOMAS  LARSEN.  105-86-0866 
•ASTHID  J    MIRANDA.  582  31   1810 
JOHN  C    S.MITH.  51448-0662 
•KEITH  E   STEELE.  192  50-5158 
■CYNTHIA  R   THACKER.  112  50  7629 
■KELLY  G    VE.ST.  373-62-4646 
NAN  VINCENT-JOHNSON.  471  72-7403 
ROBERT  L    VOGELSANG.  371-48-16-20 
•NEAL  E    WOOLLEN.  505-72-7385 

ARMY  NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  major 

•CYNTHIA  J   ABBAIIINI.  221  34-2265 
•BARBARA  J    ACSELROD.  563^98-3426 
•BETHANY  ALEXANDER.  i;!0  II   1241 
•ANN  M    ALTM  AN.  485  88-  9808 
•KELLY  M    AMBROSI.  062  56  7403 
•YVONNE  1.    ANTHONY.  261  84-3119 
•RACHEL  A   AHM.STRONG.  299-745281 
•WANDA  E    ARNOLD.  261-2*8759 
•JEFFREY  s   ASHLEY.  .566  55  88'28 
•JAMES  R    AYLOR.  160  35^6507 


•SHERRI  L   BAKER.  562-51-8862 
•BARBARA  L,  BALLARD,  528-78-0913 
•MONA  O    BINGHAM    568-98-5130 
•JOY  D    BLACK,  532-18-0677 
•JULIE  A    BLANKE,  505-90-2634 
•JOHN  C   BLOWER.  047-54-2749 
•ANN  .M    BLUNT.  249-06-8405 
•JUDITH  A,  BOCK.  573-17  3163 
•LINORE  S   BOUSKA.  565-53-8499 
•STEPHEN  P   BOYCHUCK.  062-50-6891 
•DEBRA  D   BOYKINS.  528-94-3713 
•JEANNE  M    BRUMMITT.  394-72-3461 
•ARTHUR  K    BRYSON.  567-02-1581 
•JAMES  F   BYRNE.  121-50-1409 
•IRVIN  H    CARTY.  222-10-5184 
•TODD  A,  CHAMBERS.  548-90-5545 
JAMES  R.  CHARLES.  364-74-0031 
•CAROLYN  R  CHASE.  467-11-3997 
•GERALYN  K   CHERRY.  249-04  1664 
•LAURENS   CIERI.  226-94  9393 
•ROSA  J    CLARK.  231-74-7604 
•MARY  B   COTY'.  029-58-1790 
•NANCY  M   COX.  510-62  6369 
•BEVERLY  A   CROSBY.  260-82-1579 
•LUISA  E,  CRUZ.  462-13-4250 
•KAREN  J   CULBERTSON.  388-62-7386 
•THOMAS  A,  DARISSE,  026-56-6977 
•NANCY  C   DAVENPORT,  464-98-9899 
•SUSAN  E,  DAVIS,  160-60-7765 
•FLAVIA  D    DIAZHAYS,  144-62-4435 
•THOMAS  C   DILLON-  126-50-0287 
•STEVEN  R    DRENNAN,  545-13-8799 
•MADELINE  DUNNIHOO.  511-66  2108 
•RENE  C   DZIENKOWSKI.  397-76-8951 
•RHONDA  L    EARLS.  313-60-1512 
•SUSAN  E    EDGETTK,  107-14-9236 
•JOHN  E,  EILAND,  523-800267 
•PAULA  J    FRATZKE,  504  74-18;iO 
•HEIDI  A   FUERY,  48K8-8803 
•MARILUZ  GONZALEZ,  582- .57-9526 
•TAMMY  S   GONZALEZ.  177-38-6267 
•PETRA  GOODMAN.  573-15-1250 
•WILLIAM  J   GORMAN.  349-52-9378 
•.lUDITH  A    GRAHAM.  536-74-6221 
•BRADLEY  C  GREGORY.  252-94-8737 
•MARY  C  GUNTER.  259-90-1617 
TODD  R  GUSTAFSON.  203-5O«84 
•lOAN  HANDLEY   RILEY.  279-36-6177 
•COLLEEN  M   HART.  561  044180 
•PAMELA  J.  HAVENS.  51662-3011 
•BROOKE  A    HEALY.  516  54-1888 
•DONNA  M   HEIMER.  176^4-3455 
•STEVEN  R    HENDRIX.  265-13  6865 
•WALT  HINTON.  156^80-6431 
•THERESA  A    HORNE,  069-60-2708 
•ANNA    HUSSA.  390  54  9795 
•NORA  D    HUSSEY.  247  86  2371 
•DORIS  L   JOHNSON.  206-42-9941 
•PATRICIA  A   KELLY   516-58^7817 
•DANIEL  O  KENNEDY.  500-60-6848 


•DONNA  J.  KENT.  310-64-1685 
•NORMA  E  KING.  148-54-0728 
•CHRI.STINE  B.  KNOTT.  327-60-6865 
•KAREN  L    KRAKOWIAK    393-68-7858 
•CHRISTINE  KUBIAK.  340-56- 1005 
•LISA  M   LATENDRESSE.  136-68-73«7 
•CHRISTINE  M   LEECH.  032-54-8268 
TAMARA  J   LUTZ.  483-76-0185 
•LAURA  A   MARTIN.  294-14-1130 
•JAMES  MASIONCALE.  I.  409-15-8944 
•ELIZABETH  A    MCGRAW.  304-78-6909 
•DARLENE  M    MCPHEE.  519-66-4324 
•FRANKLIN  J   MCSHANE.  199-46-4749 
•CHRI.ST1NE  M    .MERNA    230-92-2056 
•MICHAEL  J   MEYER.  397-44-7898 
•ELIZABETH  P   MILLS.  312-66-7566 
•.STEVEN  R  MORSE.  568-02-0895 
•PENNY  M   MOUREAU   240-27-8942 
•GERTRUDE  F   NEILL   167  23-5701 
JIMMI  OWEN.SOSBORNE  432-39-1290 
•DIANA  M   PARHAM.  263-3J-7S78 
•JOE  D   PENA.  587-58-4219 
•IRMA  S   PENNINGTON.  462  11-1923 
•ALLYSON  A    PETERSON.  539-72-7234 
•KRI.STIN  B   PHILLIPS.  265-?;  8743 
•NANCY  L   PIERCE.  561-78-4887 
•CY-NTHIA  L   PORTER.  579-92-1081 
•KATHY'  K    PRUEOWENS   503-76-3870 
RITZA  REESE  066-58-4207 
•.SHARON  E   REESE,  517  5&-4521 
•MARTHA  H   RENNAKER.  551-86-9529 
ENRKJUE  RIVERA.  JR.  683-41-0079 
PRI  ROBINSON  SMALLS  22082-5323 
•MARJORIE  E   RODDY.  221-32-8401 
DOUGLAS  RUTKOWSKI,  203-50-5368 
•MAUREEN  L  SCHAFER.  14*60-6151 
■DIANE  D    SCHERR.  041  «8 -6660 
CHRISTINE  SCHILLER,  022  54-6324 
•BRUCE  A   SCHONEBOOM.  489-70  2026 
J   S.MARTHTALIAFERRO.  099-64-4580 
•KIMBERLY  K   S.MITH.  524-26-5782 
•MARC  A   SMITH.  522«-6629 
CYNTHIA  SPEARS.  363  70-3678 
•SHARON  L  STERLI.NG.  047-62-2065 
•MICHELE  R  STONE  487  76-9454 
•JANE  A    SUBLETTE.  299-62-6257 
•MARY  E  ULRICH.  316-56-2702 
•BARRY  A    VANCE.  256  19^2013 
•I>ONALD  L    VANDAM    371-62-6093 
•PAULA  M    VARNEY.  3966*  2408 
•MIMI  E   VELOSO.  348-40  1827 
■MICHAEL  D   WEGNER  53S«4-ail2 
•MELODY  J   WELDON   407-84-5941 
•JEFFREY  H   WHITE.  362^76-8727 
•RUTH  V   WHITE.  141  58-2918 
•DIANE  M   WINFREY.  178. 58-3713 
•THOMAS  G   WINTHROP.  106  40  862 
•ANNETTE  L.  WUEST.  392-66-5032 
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May  22,  1995 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Monday',  May  22,  1995 


The  House  met  at  12  noon  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  KiM]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

May  22.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Jay  Kim 
to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this  day. 
Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  are  thankful,  0  gracious  God, 
that  we  have  been  given  responsibility 
for  our  lives  and  times  and  are  ac- 
countable for  the  way  we  use  our  tal- 
ents and  the  resources  of  the  land.  We 
know  that  people  in  every  place  and  in 
every  age  have  obligations  to  lead  and 
protect  the  gifts  that  have  been  given 
them  as  individuals  and  as  a  nation. 
We  pray  this  day,  O  God.  that  Your 
Spirit  would  focus  our  hearts  and 
minds  on  how  we  can  be  faithful  in  our 
tasks,  trustworthy  in  our  work,  and  en- 
thusiastic about  the  issues  of  justice 
and  mercy.  May  Your  blessing  be  with 
us  and  all  Your  people,  now  and  ever- 
more. Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  come  forward 
and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance. 

Mr.  GOSS  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  Nation  under 
God.  indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for 
all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A   message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan.     one     of    its     clerks,     an- 


nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  1421.  An  act  to  provide  that  references 
in  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  to  any 
committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives the  name  or  jurisdiction  of 
which  was  changed  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  House  of  Representatives  at  the 
beginning  of  the  104th  Congress  shall  be 
treated  as  referring  to  the  currently  applica- 
ble committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  follow- 
ing title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested: 

S.  184.  An  act  to  establish  an  Office  for 
Rare  Disease  in  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  section  9355(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  the  Chair,  on  be- 
half of  the  Vice  President,  appoints  Mr. 
Burns,  Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr.  Hoi.- 
LiNGS.  and  Mr.  ExoN  to  the  Board  of 
Visitors  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Acad- 
emy. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  section  4355(a)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  the  Chair,  on  be- 
half of  the  Vice  President,  appoints  Mr. 
CocHR.\N.  Mrs.  Hutchison,  and  Mr. 
Reid  to  the  Board  of  Visitors  of  the 
U.S.  Military  Academy. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  section  6968(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  the  Chair,  on  be- 
half of  the  Vice  President,  appoints  Mr. 
Hatfield,  Mr.  McC.'MN.  Ms.  Mikulski. 
and  Mr.  Sarbanes  to  the  Board  of  Visi- 
tors of  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LES  ASPIN 

(Mr.  SKELTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  America  lost  a  great  military 
thinker  and  I  lost  a  friend.  The  death 
of  Les  Aspin,  former  Democratic  Con- 
gressman from  Wisconsin  and  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  shocked  our  Nation. 
Les  Aspin  was  my  friend.  I  enjoyed  my 
association  with  him  while  we  worked 
together  in  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  and  later  while  he  was  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

He  was  a  genuine  defense  intellectual 
who  understood  military  and  strategic 
issues.  More  important,  he  recognized 
the  threats  we  face  in  a  dangerous  and 
unstable  world.  As  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  he 
helped  fashion  the  Goldwater-Nichols 
Department  of  Defense  Reorganization 


Act  of  1986.  He  also  supported  the  use 
of  American  arms  to  bring  an  end  to 
the  regime  of  Manuel  Noriega  in  Pan- 
ama in  1988  and  to  eject  Saddam  Hus- 
sein from  Kuwait  in  1991. 

He  shaped  the  Bottom-Up  Review 
which  is  the  framework  of  today's  force 
structure  and  our  national  strategy. 

I  was  active  in  his  campaign,  his 
election,  and  reelection  as  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. While  chairman,  he  was  kind 
enough  to  appoint  me  to  head  the  mili- 
tary education  panel  which  examined 
all  10  of  America's  war  colleges. 

I  shall  miss  him.  We  shall  miss  him. 
America  has  lost  an  outstanding  expert 
in  military  and  national  security.  And 
I  have  lost  a  good  friend. 


LES  ASPIN 

(Mr.  GOSS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  to 
the  well  this  morning  for  the  same  rea- 
son the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
SKELTON]  did.  to  say  that  this  weekend 
our  Nation  has  lost  a  very  stalwart  son 
and  a  good  friend  of  ours.  To  many  of 
us  here,  he  was  an  especially  good 
friend. 

Les  Aspin's  untimely  death  at  the 
age  of  56.  after  suffering  a  massive 
stroke  on  Saturday,  underscores  both 
how  much  he  accomplished  and  yet 
how  much  more  he  could  have  done.  In 
the  days  ahead  we  are  going  to  be  re- 
minded of  those  accomplishments  as 
v.e  seek  to  send  sympathy  and  comfoii 
to  his  family  and  those  close  to  him.  1 
am  sure  that  important  and  caring 
leaders  in  many  places  around  the 
world  will  remember  to  say.  I  knew 
Los.  what  a  great  job  he  did  for  this 
country  for  so  many  years.  Equally, 
many  just  plain  folks  who  knew  Les 
around  town  here  or  back  in  his  long- 
time Wisconsin  congressional  district 
or  wherever  it  was  will  say.  I  knew  Les. 
What  a  great  guy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  classmate  and  a 
friend  for  many  years  at  college  and  as 
a  colleague  here  in  Congress  for  a  while 
and  finally  as  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mission on  Intelligence  Roles  and  Ca- 
pabilities, which  is  better  and  properly 
known  simply  as  the  Aspin  Commis- 
sion, which  he  was  chairing  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  I  had  the  privilege  and  the 
fun  of  knowing  Les  and  working  with 
him.  I  think  the  statement  that  I  read 
this  morning  of  his  cardiologist  and 
the  news  accounts  says  it  best:  It  says 


simply.  Les  was  an  extraordinarily  fine 
man.  For  those  of  us  who  knew  him  in 
this  body,  that  vote  is  unanimous. 


TRIBUTE  TO  A  GOOD  FRIEND  AND 
GREAT  AMERICAN 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute. ) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I, 
too,  rise  to  pay  tribute  to  my  good 
friend  Les  Aspin.  This  is  a  man  who 
was  never  about  power  or  never  about 
pretense.  He  was  about  public  service 
and  the  highest  quality  of  public  serv- 
ice. He  truly  gave  it  his  all.  every  sin- 
gle day  he  got  out  of  bed.  No  taxpayer 
could  ever  complain  that  Les  Aspin  did 
not  put  his  whole  self  into  what  he  was 
doing,  no  matter  what  it  was. 

We  have  really,  indeed,  lost  a  great 
mind,  a  very  energetic  person,  and  a 
person  who  did  not  come  with  a  certain 
ideology  but  came,  instead,  to  listen  to 
the  facts  and  try  and  do  what  was 
right. 

One  of  the  things  that  he  did  as  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  that  probably  will  go 
unnoticed  but  should  not  go  unnoticed 
is  he  was  brave  enough  to  start  putting 
some  of  the  rhetoric  aside  and  open  the 
doors  for  many  of  America's  young 
women  who  had  been  waiting  outside 
that  door  to  serve  more  fully  in  the 
armed  services.  Les  was  the  kind  of 
guy  who  would  look  at  the  studies,  who 
would  look  at  the  performance  ratings, 
who  would  look  at  the  tests,  and  who 
would  say.  of  course,  they  can. 

There  is  absolutely  no  reason  except 
bias  and  prejudice  that  they  cannot 
move  forward.  He  opened  those  doors, 
and  many  of  the  young  women  proudl.y 
serving  today  in  America's  military 
can  be  looking  to  Les  Aspm  and  say- 
ing, thank  you,  because  he  was  the  one 
who  put  aside  many  of  those  super- 
stitions and  moved  that  forward. 

But  that  was  the  kind  of  person  who 
he  was.  We  will  miss  that  kind  of  per- 
son very  desperately  and  I  will  miss 
him  as  a  friend. 
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He  helped  me  strategize,  he  reviewed 
issues,  he  gave  me  credibility,  and  he 
personally  came  to  California  to  cam- 
paign for  me. 

After  I  won,  he  was  there  for  counsel. 
And  I  tried  to  be  there  for  him  too  in 
some  tough  times. 

Through  it  all.  he  was  upbeat. 
Scarcely  a  week  after  his  pacemaker 
was  inserted  in  1993.  Defense  Secretary 
Aspin  testified  for  a  marathon  10  hours 
before  his  beloved  House  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  Near  the  end.  this 
freshman  was  temporarily  in  the  chair. 
When  he  saw  me.  he  laughed.  ■"Oh,"  he 
said,  "when  they  said  there  was  reform 
up  here,  I  had  no  idea  it  would  go  this 
far'." 

Aspin,  I  will  miss  you. 
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IN  MEMORY  OF  LES  ASPIN 

(Ms.  HARMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  "Har- 
M.\N',  how  ya'  doing?" 

That  was  Les  Aspin's  upbeat  greeting 
each  time  we  spoke. 

His  tennis  game  was  not  much,  but 
he  sure  was. 

Loyal  always  to  his  beloved  Wiscon- 
sin. A  man  who  loved  the  House  and  ex- 
celled at  the  legislative  function.  A  big 
thinker  on  defense  issues  who  probably 
contributed  more  to  conceptualizing 
our  modern  defense  policy  than  anyone 
else.  And  a  true  friend. 

He  was  certainly  there  for  me  as  I 
laid  my  plans  to  run  for  public  office 
for  the  first  time  in  my  middle  age. 


MEDICARE  BUDGET  CUTS 

(Mr.  FORD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
because  I  am  receiving  a  number  of  let- 
ters from  my  constituents  back  home 
in  addressing  the  budget  cuts  in  the 
Medicare  budget,  cuts  as  being  pro- 
posed by  the  new  Republican  majority 
in  this  Congress.  As  I  read  through  all 
of  the  letters  that  my  constituents  are 
sending  to  me,  they  do  not  feel  that  it 
is  fair  in  America  for  the  elderly  to  add 
on  an  additional  $1,000  in  costs  and  ad- 
ditional premiums  for  Medicare. 

It  is  true  that  we  must  do  something 
about  the  huge  deficits  that  we  are 
faced  with,  but  we  know  that  we  ought 
to  share  that  responsibility  among  all 
Americans.  For  the  Republicans  to 
think  that  children  and  the  elderly 
population  of  this  Nation  should  bear 
that  brunt,  it  is  wrong. 

Jiist  to  share  a  few  things  with  you 
that  I  am  receiving  in  the  mail,  senior 
citizens  are  saying  the  need  to  fix  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare  can  no 
longer  be  denied.  They  acknowledge 
the  fact  that  we  can  no  longer  deny  it. 
They  say  it  can  be  done.  And  we  as  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  in  this  House 
can  work  together  in  a  bipartisan  spir- 
it to  do  so. 

I  do  not  think  that  we  ought  to  say 
to  the  wealthy  and  the  rich  of  this  Na- 
tion, yes.  just  for  your  $350  billion  tax 
cut.  we  are  going  to  increase  and  cut 
the  Medicare  Program  in  a  fashion  that 
will  cause  burden  and  undue  harm  to 
the  elderly  population  of  this  country. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


TERM  LIMITS  RULING  BY 
SUPREME  COURT 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
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woman  from  Colorado  [Mrs.  ScHROE- 
der]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
many  people  know,  the  Supreme  Court 
just  came  down  with  a  five  to  four  deci- 
sion on  terms  limits,  saying  that  the 
States  could  not  impose  term  limits  on 
Federal  officeholders. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  interesting  day  to 
look  at  that  decision,  which  I  think 
was  the  correct  answer,  on  the  very 
same  day  that  we  are  here  memorializ- 
ing Les  Aspin.  Had  term  limits  been  in 
effect,  be  they  8  or  12  years.  Les  Aspin, 
who  spent  22  years  in  this  House,  would 
not  have  been  able  to  do  the  things 
that  we  were  talking  about  today  in 
which  he  contributed  so  much  to  this 
great  Nation. 

I  think  also  as  we  look  at  term  lim- 
its, we  look  at  something  that  is  going 
to  be  coming  up  this  week  that  con- 
cerns me  a  lot.  about  whether  we  do 
not  jump  into  some  things  too  fast  and 
do  not  have  people  able  to  really  under- 
stand some  of  the  unintended  con- 
sequences of  policies  that  come  in 
front  of  us.  There  may  be  a  reason.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  some  of  us  with  gray 
hair  are  needed  around  here. 

I  guess  that  is  what  I  am  doing 
today,  as  I  salute  the  Supreme  Court's 
decision  and  say.  I  think  that  we  do 
need  some  people  who  have  been 
around  more  than  8  years  or  12  years  to 
kind  of  guide  this  great  ship  of  state 
and  to  have  a  little  corporate  memory. 

One  of  the  things  I  particularly 
would  like  to  address  that  I  will  be 
talking  about  later  this  week  when  we 
get  to  the  foreign  aid  bill  that  will  be 
coming  to  the  floor  is  that  the  provi- 
sion in  that  bill.  I  think,  is  very  dan- 
gerous. I  certainly  hope  it  will  be 
struck. 

There  is  a  provision  in  that  bill  that 
I  think  on  first  blush  sounds  wonderful, 
as  so  many  things  do.  But  then  let  us 
examine  it  more  carefully.  The  provi- 
sion I  am  talking  about  is  the  provi- 
sion that  says,  people  in  the  world  who 
live  in  a  country  that  has  a  population 
policy  that  they  think  is  oppressive 
can  come  to  America.  This  is  the  new 
way  to  get  to  that  Great  Golden  Gate 
in  America  and  come  in  and  become  an 
American. 

Now.  I  certainly  do  not  approve  of 
immigrant  bashing,  and  I  do  not  ap- 
prove of  doing  those  kinds  of  inflam- 
matory things,  but  let  me  say,  are  we 
really  serious  about  this  and  have 
Americans  thought  about  where  this 
policy  would  lead  if  we  put  it  into  ef- 
fect. 

In  essence,  what  we  are  really 
targeting  with  this  provision  is  China. 
People  are  saying  that  China  and  their 
one-child  policy  is  very  oppressive  and 
that  people  who  want  to  have  more 
children  or  people  who  do  not  like  the 
one-child  policy,  under  this  provision, 
if  it  becomes  law,  can  then  make  them- 
selves an  immediate  qualifier  for  immi- 
gration  status   to   the   United   States. 


13774 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Now.  the  real  problem  is.  I  am  sure, 
there  are  people  who  do  sincerely  feel 
very  repressed  and  there  will  be  other 
people  who  will  find  that  these  are 
magic  words  that  you  can  utter  and 
then  you  get  to  come  to  America. 

Let  us  be  perfectly  honest,  thank 
goodness  this  is  still  a  wonderful  coun- 
try where  everybody  wants  to  come.  So 
we  are  talking  about  a  country  that 
has  a  population  of  a  billion  two.  a  bil- 
lion two. 

Over  the  Easter  break.  I  happened  to 
be  in  China.  I  was  there  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary  talking  about 
the  intellectual  property  issues,  be- 
cause, as  you  know.  China  has  been  rip- 
ping off  many  of  our  very  important 
assets,  such  as  movies,  such  as  CD's, 
and  so  forth.  They  signed  an  agreement 
on  Intellectual  property,  and  we  were 
there  to  test  the  enforcement  and  see 
what  was  happening. 

But  in  being  there,  one  of  the  things 
that  transpired  was  I  got  to  talk  to 
many  of  our  folks  over  there  and  many 
people  on  the  ground,  and  they  were 
very  concerned  about  this  policy  that 
we  are  going  to  vote  on  this  week. 
They  were  saying  they  were  seeing  any 
number  of  people  getting  ready  to 
apply  for  this  new  immigration  status 
should  it  appear,  that  large  families 
were  coming  in  and  saying,  because 
they  had  had  a  large  family,  they  felt 
discriminated  against  in  their  village. 
Single  people  were  coming  in  saying 
they  might  want  a  large  family,  just 
the  very  fact  that  that  family,  that 
one-child  policy  was  in  effect  was 
there,  they  might  want  to  come  in.  All 
of  these  people  were  lining  up  and  be- 
ginning to  line  up,  and  the  rumble  was 
going  on  to  come  line  up  soon  if  this 
passed  and  this  is  how  you  get  to  come 
to  America. 

We  remember  just  a  few  years  ago 
when  many  Chinese  came  here  on  boats 
illegally  because  they  wanted  to  come 
so  desperately. 

I  as  an  American,  and  I  am  sure 
every  other  American  is  terribly  flat- 
tered that  people  want  to  come  to  this 
country,  but  I  think  Americans  who 
are  here  wonder  how  manj^an  we  let 
in  reasonably  and  keep  America  at  the 
same  standard. 

I  hope  all  of  us  take  this  very  seri- 
ously when  it  comes  to  the  floor,  think 
about  the  unintended  consequences  and 
salute  the  Supreme  Court  who  today 
said  maybe  some  of  us  here  with  gray 
heads  should  remain  to  keep  talking 
about  these  issues  and  make  sure  we  do 
not  get  off  the  road. 


D  1600 

AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Solomon]  at  4  o'clock 
p.m. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  1561.  AMERICAN  OVERSEAS 
INTERESTS  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  GOSS.  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-129)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  155)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  1561)  to  consolidate  the 
foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the  United 
States;  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  State  and  related 
agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997; 
to  responsibly  reduce  the  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs  for 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordingly  (at  12  o'clock  and  20 
minutes  p.m.).  the  House  stood  in  re- 
cess subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


AMMONIUM  NITRATE  FERTILIZER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  T.^uziN]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  special  order  this  afternoon  to  re- 
port to  you  and  to  the  American  public 
on  a  hearing  that  was  just  completed 
by  the  Commerce  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  a  hearing  de- 
signed to  explore  the  possibility  that 
may  have  existed  as  long  as  25  years  or 
more  ago  to  render  ammonium  nitrate 
fertilizer  insensitive  to  its  use  as  a 
bomb  material  in  America. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  patent  that  was 
issued  by  the  U.S.  Patent  Office  on 
January  20.  1968,  a  patent  developed  by 
Mr.  Sam  Porter  in  Arlington.  VA,  here, 
that  literally  details  how  a  simple  ad- 
dition of  diammonium  phosphate  to 
ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer  in  the 
manufacturing  process  could,  in  fact, 
desensitize  the  product  so  that  it  can- 
not be  turned  into  a  bomb,  much  like 
the  bomb  which  may  have  been  used  to 
detonate  the  Murrah  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City. 

My  interest  in  this  subject  matter 
goes  back  a  long  time.  It  was  in  1970 
that  a  Mr.  Bob  Colbert  of  Kansas  was 
in  Louisiana,  building,  in  fact,  or  help- 
ing in  the  construction  of  an  ANFO 
plant.  An  ANFO  plant  is  a  plant  that 
takes  industrial  grade  ammonium  ni- 
trate and  converts  it  into  blasting  ma- 
terial. 

He  was  in  the  State  on  behalf  of  his 
company,  and  my  father  and  uncle 
were  doing  electrical  work  for  him  in 
the    construction    of    that    facility.    I 
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came  to  know  him.  As  a  young  practic- 
ing attorney  in  the  State  then  many 
years  ago.  he  requested  and  I  per- 
formed for  him  an  incorporation  of  a 
company  known  as  DEFGAN  for  desen- 
sitizing fertilizer  grade  ammonium  ni- 
trate. 

The  company  was  incorporated,  in 
fact,  to  own  and  to  market  the  Sam 
Porter  process  that  was  patented  in  the 
patent  I  just  described  to  you. 

As  a  result  of  that  incorporation,  Mr. 
Colbert  and  Mr.  Porter  and  their  col- 
leagues tried  in  Louisiana  and  Wiscon- 
sin and  other  places  to  interest  the  fer- 
tilizer industry  in  using  that  process. 
They  did  so  because  they  were  con- 
cerned, as  we  should  all  be  concerned, 
with  the  ease  in  which  ammonium  ni- 
trate fertilizer  in  large  quantities 
available  very  cheaply  on  the  market- 
place can  and  has  been  converted  into 
bomb  material  used  in  terrorist  acts 
and  the  ease  in  which  in  fact  under 
some  improper  storage  conditions  am- 
monium nitrate  can  cause  a  great  acci- 
dent and  damage  to  people  and  prop- 
erty. 

In  1947,  for  example,  a  shipload  of 
ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer  being 
loaded  aboard  a  ship  in  Texas  City  ex- 
ploded accidentally,  killing  over  500 
people  and  I  believe  injuring  as  many 
as  3.000  people  as  it  almost  devastated 
the  entire  community. 

Similar  accidents  in  Europe,  leading 
to  the  deaths  of  not  hundreds  but  thou- 
sands of  people,  have  led  many  Euro- 
pean countries  to  require  that  ammo- 
nium nitrate  fertilizer  be  desensitized 
with  certain  additives  before  it  is  put 
on  the  marketplace. 

The  Sam  Porter  process  is  simple, 
the  simple  addition  of  about  5-  to  10- 
percent  diammonium  phosphate,  which 
is  another  icrtiiizcr,  tiic  ^irripic  auui- 
tion  of  that  fertilizer  to  ammonium  ni- 
trate fertilizer  in  the  manufacturing 
process.  When  the  stuff  is  trilled  down 
in  granular  form,  it  creates  a  single 
fertilizer  process  and  product  with  the 
integrated  crystaline  structure  that  is 
not  easily  separated,  we  are  told,  may 
not  be  easily  separated,  we  are  led  to 
believe,  and  may.  in  fact,  produce  a 
process  for  making  sure  that  ammo- 
nium nitrate  fertilizer,  sold  commonly 
in  feed  stores  and  garden  stores  across 
America,  cannot  be  turned  by  a  terror- 
ist into  bomb  or  blasting  material. 

Now,  how  much  of  this  ammonium 
nitrate  fertilizer  is  on  the  marketplace 
today?  We  are  told  that  in  1993.  2.2  mil- 
lion tons,  that  is  4.4  billion  pounds,  of 
ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer  grade 
product  was  sold  commonly  in  .■Amer- 
ica, across  the  counter  in  fertilizer, 
farm,  and  garden  stores.  The  bomb  ma- 
terial used  in  Oklahoma  City  lightly 
comprised  about  5,000  pounds  out  of 
this  4.4  billion  pounds  that  is  sold  and 
marketed  in  our  country. 

That  does  not  include  another  sev- 
eral million  tons  of  industrial  grade 
ammonium    nitrate    that    is    produced 
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and  is  unregulated  by  any  Federal 
agency  until  it  is  converted  into  ANFO 
for  blasting  material  purposes. 

What  a  huge  volume  of  ammonium 
nitrate  is  manufactured  and  sold  in 
America,  unregulated,  not  desensitized 
as  it  is  in  other  foreign  countries  and 
available  for  terrorists  or  anyone  to 
turn  into  a  bomb.  I  do  not  have  to  re- 
mind Americans  that  today  the 
Internet  is  filled  with  kitchen  formulas 
for  turning  that  material  into  bombs, 
that  in  Ohio  today  on  the  AP  wire  two 
children  were,  in  fact,  suspended  for  3 
days  for  carrying  to  school  formulas 
for  changing  this  ammonium  nitrate 
fertilizer  into  a  bomb.  The  material  is 
widely  distributed  today,  widely  under- 
stood and  known  today.  The  material 
is  easily  available  and  easily  converted 
into  a  bomb. 

So  we  had  this  hearing  today.  We  had 
Mr.  Sam  Porter  there.  We  had  Mr. 
Colbert  there.  They  told  the  story  how 
in  the  late  1960's  they  tried  to  encour- 
age one  chemical  company  after  an- 
other to  get  interested  in  this  process 
only  to  be  turned  down  at  every  turn. 
They  told  a  story  how  in  1970,  I  was 
able  to  get  a  bill  introduced  in  the 
State  legislature  by  a  Senator  friend  of 
mine  who  is  now  deceased.  Senator 
Harvey  Belchate,  Jr.  How  that  bill  was 
easil.v  defeated  in  the  State  senate  in 
Louisiana.  How  a  similar  bill  intro- 
duced in  Wisconsin  had  a  hearing  but 
was  also  easily  defeated  by  the  chemi- 
cal lobby  who  had  decided  to  spend 
whatever  it  took  to  make  sure  that 
they  were  never  required  to  use  this 
process. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  we  learned 
today  in  the  hearing.  We  learned,  one, 
Mr.  Porters  patent  has  to  be  studied 
further  and  that  it  deserves  additional 
study.  We  learned  from  the  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment  that  a  study 
lasting  no  more  than  3  to  4  weeks  could 
determine  for  us  whether  or  not  this 
process  was,  in  fact,  as  good  as  it  ap- 
pears to  be  and  whether  or  not.  in  fact, 
the  process  could  be  easily  reversed. 
Mr.  Porter  tells  us  he  thinks  it  cannot 
be  easily  reversed.  We  need  to  study  it 
to  find  out. 

We  do  know  that  Mr.  Porter  con- 
ducted enough  research  to  obtain  a 
patent.  We  do  know  that  Atlas  Chemi- 
cal produced  several  tons  of  his  product 
and  did  some  tests  that  confirmed  Mr. 
Porter's  primary  claims  that  his  proc- 
ess desensitized  ammonium  nitrate  fer- 
tilizer so  that  it  could  not  be  made  into 
a  bomb. 

We  do  know  that  all  of  the  witnesses 
testifying  today,  all  of  them,  including 
Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Colbert,  representa- 
tives of  the  ATF.  and  the  OTA,  as  well 
as  the  fertilizer  institute,  which  com- 
municated with  us  via  letter,  have  all 
indicated  support  for  more  study  on 
the  Porter  process  as  required,  by  the 
way,  in  the  President's  domestic  anti- 
terrorism bill,  H.R.  1635,  which  has 
been  filed  in  this  House. 


Statistics  indicate  to  us.  we  have 
also  found  out.  that  the  number  of  fer- 
tilizer bombs  used  in  the  United  States 
has  been  relatively  small,  but  the  num- 
bers are  increasing,  as  many  as  27  in 
the  last  6  years,  and  that  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing  where  ammonium 
nitrate  fertilizer  was  probably  used  was 
the  most  extensive  use  of  that  material 
in  a  bombing. 

We  were  also  told  that  the  size  of 
that  bomb  could  easily  be  doubled  and 
tripled  and  multiplied  with  exponential 
results  as  easily  as  that  bomb  was  like- 
ly produced. 

We  do  know  that  it  is  easy  to  obtain 
information  on  how  to  make  these 
bombs  and  that  in  other  European 
countries,  particularly  Spain  and 
Northern  Ireland,  homemade  fertilizer 
bombs  are  the  preferred  option  for  ter- 
rorists. According  to  OTA's  testimony, 
studying  Mr.  Porter's  product  is  impor- 
tant for  no  other  reason  than  it  may 
hold  some  promise  for  decreasing  the 
possibility  of  accidental  detonations  of 
large  stores  of  ammonium  nitrate  fer- 
tilizer and  industrial  grade  ammonium 
nitrate. 

Large  amounts,  indeed,  are  being 
sold  in  America  as  we  speak.  Large 
amounts  are  out  there  in  storage  in 
America  as  we  speak.  We  were  told 
that  it  would  take  as  much  as  10  years 
to  get  rid  of  the  shelf  life  of  all  the  am- 
monium nitrate  fertilizer  that  is  cur- 
rently available  in  nondesensitized 
form. 

There  are  economic  and  technical  is- 
sues about  Mr.  Porter's  product  that 
deserve  study  today.  Certainly  the  cost 
of  manufacturing  the  product  is  impor- 
tant. We  were  told  today  that  the  cost 
of  ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer  is 
about  S180  a  ton;  the  cost  of 
diammonium  phosphate  is  in  the  range, 
we  think,  of  about  $250  a  ton.  The  addi- 
tion of  5-  to  10-percent  diammonium 
phosphate  to  the  ammonium  nitrate 
fertilizer  would  not  likely  increase  the 
cost  of  the  product  desensitized  by 
more  than  about  2  or  3  percent. 

Is  that  extra  cost  worth  the  margin 
of  safety?  Is  that  extra  cost  worth  hav- 
ing a  product  that  cannot  easily  be 
turned  into  a  terrorist  bomb?  I  suggest 
to  you  we  ought  to  know  those  an- 
swers. 

We  need  to  know  if  there  are  any  ag- 
ricultural or  agronomic  reasons  why 
Mr.  Porter's  product  would  not  work. 
He  has  told  us  and  others  have  con- 
firmed to  us  that  the  addition  of 
diammonium  phosphate  to  the  ammo- 
nium nitrate  fertilizer  may  product  a 
better  product,  not.  indeed,  a  product 
in  any  way  less  important  as  the  fer- 
tilizer to  America's  farmers. 

Finally,  there  are  other  technical  is- 
sues that  deserve  serious  analysis,  such 
as  whether  the  process  can  be  reversed 
chemically  and  if  so,  how  easily  it 
could  be  reversed  and  whether  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  Porter  process  can  be 
circumvented  by  simply  coming  up 
with  one  of  these  reversal  processes. 
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We  know  there  is  no  silver  bullet  for 
preventing  terrorist  attacks  in  Amer- 
ica, but  we  also  know  that  there  is 
something  fundamentally  wrong  about 
closing  off  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  about 
going  into  a  bunker  mentality  here  in 
America.  How  many  more  streets  will 
we  have  to  close  up?  How  many  more 
public  buildings  will  we  turn  into  vir- 
tual bunkers  because  of  this  product 
out  there  that  is  so  easily  converted 
into  a  major  bomb? 

How  far  do  we  go  out  of  fear  into  this 
bunker  mentality?  How  will  Ameri- 
cans, in  fact,  resist  this  temptation  to 
be  held  hostage  to  that  kind  of  fear? 
We  suggest  that  America  will  not  be 
hostage  to  that  fear,  that  solutions 
such  as  the  Porter  process  may,  in  fact, 
be  available,  may  have  been  available 
for  27  years  and  certainly  cannot  be  ig- 
nored today. 

Even  if  Mr.  Porter's  process  is  com- 
pletely effective,  as  he  intended,  we 
know  that  ammonium  nitrate  can  be 
chemically  produced  relatively  easily 
instead  of  purchased.  There  are  many 
other  ways  to  make  an  explosive,  other 
than  using  fertilizer  in  our  country.  In 
fact,  according  to  ATF  statistics,  most 
criminal  explosives  in  the  United 
States  involve  something  other  than 
fertilizer  and  there  would  need  to  be  ef- 
fective compliance  by  fertilizer  manu- 
facturers worldwide  if  we  are  going  to 
get  control  of  this  problem. 

So  I  do  not  want  to  leave  the  impres- 
sion that  ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer 
is  in  and  of  itself  a  present  and  clear 
danger  to  the  public.  It  can  safely  be 
used  and  stored;  in  fact,  it  is.  The  bot- 
tom line  is  that  experts  have  concluded 
that  it  should  be  relatively  easy  to 
look  at  the  technical  and  economic  is- 
sues regarding  Mr.  Porter's  patent  de- 
veloped and  issued  in  1968  and  that  it  is 
highly  desirable  for  us  to  conduct  those 
studies  not  in  the  near  future  but  in 
the  very  near  future. 

D  1615 

In  light  of  the  commonly  available 
information  on  fertilizer,  its  low  cost, 
the  commonly  available  information 
on  how  this  common  fertilizer  can  be 
converted  into  this  huge  bomb  mate- 
rial, as  well  as  the  tragic  incidents  we 
have  seen,  when,  in  fact,  someone  has 
become  so  insane  as  to  do  what  we  saw 
in  Oklahoma  City,  it  would  be  irre- 
sponsible for  us  to  fail  to  follow  up  on 
the  work  Mr.  Porter  conducted  30  years 
ago. 

Thirty  years  ago,  28  years  ago,  25 
years  ago.  this  Nation  and  the  fer- 
tilizer industry  were  asked  to  take  this 
issue  seriously.  Today,  can  we  fail, 
after  having  seen  what  happened  in 
Oklahoma  City,  after  having  seen  how 
easy  it  is  for  that  to  happen  again  any- 
where in  America,  if  someone  is  insane 
enough  to  conduct  that  kind  of  terror- 
ist attack  upon  public  or  private  build- 
ings, can  we  not  take  it  seriously 
today?    Do    not    Mr.    Porter    and    Mr. 
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Colbert  deserve  our  attention  to  that 
issue  today'' 

Mr.  Porter  appeared  today  after  his 
patent  has  long  expired,  after  he  has  no 
financial  interest  whatsoever  in  this 
process,  he  appeared  today  to  urge  us 
to  take  it  seriously. 

Mr.  Colbert  came  from  Kansas  City 
on  his  own  nickel  to  fly  to  Washington, 
DC.  without  a  financial  interest  left  in 
this  issue,  to  come  and  tell  us  to  take 
it  seriously.  Can  we  not  heed  their  ad- 
vice'^  Can  we  not  heed.  I  am  sure,  the 
message  of  Oklahoma  City  and  take  se- 
riously what  may  be  one  of  the  an- 
swers, not  all  of  the  answers,  to  mak- 
ing this  country  a  little  more  safe,  to 
endmg  some  of  this  fear  which  causes 
us  to  close  down  avenues  like  Penn- 
sylvania, and  to  shut  ourselves  up  into 
some  kind  of  bunker  mentality? 

Mr  Speaker,  I  urge  those  within  near 
reach  of  this  special  order  to  encourage 
this  Congress,  to  encourage  all  who 
have  something  to  say  about  what  may 
be  done  in  the  next  several  weeks  or 
months,  to  study  this  issue  to  make 
sure  that  it  is  not  ignored  in  1995  the 
way  it  was  ignored  in  the  late  1960's, 
the  way  it  was  ignored  in  1970  and  later 
on  in  Wisconsin  when  lawmakers  had  a 
chance  then  to  visit  this  issue  seri- 
ously and  do  something  about  the  prob- 
lem. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and.  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  184.  An  act  to  establish  an  Office  for 
Rare  Disease  Research  in  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 

address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mrs.  SCHROEDER)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Ms.  K.-\PTUR,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mrs.  SCHROEDER)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Serr.wo  in  three  instances. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  St.\rk. 
Mr.  L.\.\T0S. 
Mr.  Owens. 
Ms.  Kaptur. 


(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Goss)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Talent. 

Mr.  Martini. 

Mr.  PORTMAN. 

Mr.  Shays. 

Mr.  Shuster. 

Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 


Mr. 


ADJOURNMENT 
TAUZIN.    Mr.    Speaker, 


I   move 


that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  wais  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  4  o'clock  and  17  minutes 
p.m.),  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tues- 
day, May  23,  1995,  at  10:30  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

889.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs.  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered  into 
by  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  1  U.S.C. 
112b(a);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

890.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  letter  expressing  his  concerns 
with  regard  to  H.R.  1561.  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act:  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

891.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-51.  •Toll  Telecommuni- 
cation Temporary  Amendment  Act  of  1995." 
pursuant  to  D.C.  Code  section  l-233(c)(l);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

892.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11  52,  -Emergency  Assist- 
ance Clarification  Temporary  Amendment 
Act  of  1995."  pursuant  to  DC.  Code,  section 
l-233(c)(l):  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

893.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  DC.  Act  11-53.  "Merit  Personnel 
Early  Out  Retirement  Revisions  Temporary 
Amendment  Act  of  1995."  pursuant  to  D.C. 
Code,  section  1-233(C)(1);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

894.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-54,  "Revolving  Credit  Ac- 
count Late  Fee  Act  of  1995."  pursuant  to  DC. 
Code,  section  l-233(c)(l):  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

895.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-55.  "Budget  Implementa- 
tion Exemption  Temporary  Amendment  Act 
of  1995."  pursuant  to  DC.  Code,  section  1- 
233(c)(1);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

896.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-56.  "Foreign  Trade  Zones 
Act  of  1995."  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code,  section 
l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

897.  A  letter  from  the  Agency  Freedom  of 
Information    Officer    (1105).    Environmental 


Protection  Agency,  transmitting  a  report  of 
activities  under  the  Freedom  of  Information 
Act  for  calendar  year  1994.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  5,52(d);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

898.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  a  report  of 
activities  under  the  Freedom  of  Information 
Act  for  calendar  year  1994.  pursuant  to  5 
use.  552(d);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  GOSS:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  155.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1561)  to  con- 
solidate the  foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the 
United  States:  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  State  and  related 
agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  to  re- 
sponsibly reduce  the  authorizations  of  appro- 
priations for  U.S.  foreign  assistance  pro- 
grams for  fi.scal  years  1996  and  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  104-129).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar 


REPORTED  BILLS  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X,  bills  and  re- 
ports were  delivered  to  the  Clerk  for 
printing,  and  bills  referred  as  follows: 

IPursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  on  Mau  18. 
1995.  the  following  report  was  filed  on  May  19, 
19951 

Mr.  OILMAN:  Committee  on  International 
Relations,  H.R.  1561.  A  bill  to  consolidate  the 
foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the  United  States; 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  and  related  agencies  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997;  to  responsibly  reduce  the 
authorizations  of  appropriations  for  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  an  amendment;  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Judiciary  for  a  period  ending  not  later 
than  May  20.  1995.  for  consideration  of  such 
provisions  of  the  amendment  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
committee  pursuant  to  clause  Kji.  rule  X 
(Rept.  104-128.  Pt.  1).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


SUBSEQUENT  ACTION  ON  A  RE- 
PORTED BILL  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  Rule  X  the  follow- 
ing action  was  taken  by  the  Speaker: 

[The  following  action  occurred  on  May  20.  19951 

H.R.  1561.  The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
discharged. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  70:  Mr.  RiOGS. 

H.R  104:  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.R.  218;  Ms.  K.-^PTUR.  Mr.  Rah.-vll.  and  Mr. 

GlL.MAN. 


H.rt.  3.59:  Mr  Mkkhan  and  Mr.  JOHNSON  of 
South  Dakota. 

H.R.  390:  Mr.  Ehkuch.  Mr.  Wki.don  of  Flor- 
ida. Mr.  Hamilton.  Mr.  Ki.ng.  Mr.  Ca.mp.  and 
Mr.  Llthkr. 

H.R.  497:  Mr.  Hkrgf.r.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr. 
Browder.  Mr.  Stock.man.  Mr.  Collins  of 
Georgia.  Mr.  SOLOIHON.  Mrs.  Sea.strand.  and 
Mr.  Hoekstra. 

H  R  682:  Mr.  Kleczka  and  Mr.  Moran. 

H.R.  782:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Mfume. 
Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  Hoyer.  and  Mr. 
McDermoit. 

H  R  788:  Mr.  Hoke. 

H.R.  972:  Mr.  BlLlRAKls  and  Mr.  EMERSON. 

H.R-  1103:  Mr   Gekas. 

H.R  1118:  Mr.  Binning  of  Kentucky. 

H.R.  1299;  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  1383;  Mr.  EwiNG. 

H.R    1125:  Mrs.  Seastrand. 

H.R.  1448:  Mr.  Peterson  of  Florida. 

H  R    1496:   Mr.   Lewis  of  Georgia  and   Mr 

ACKERMAN. 

H  R.  1533:  Mr.  Bereuter  and  Mr.  Chabot. 
H  R.  1555:  Mr.  Cox. 
H  R.  1611:  Mr.  Stump. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H  R.  1561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Bereuter 

Amend.ment  No.  3:  In  section  2104(a)(l(A) 
(relating  to  authorizations  of  appropriations 
for  miKration  and  refugee  assistance)  strike 
■$.560,000,000"  and  insert  ■  $590,000,000". 

In  .section  2104  strike  subsection  (a)(4).  sub- 
section (b).  and  subsection  (d). 

In  section  2104  redesignate  subsection  (c) 
as  subsection  (b). 

H  R.  1561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Bereuter 

.Amendment  No.  4;  In  section  3241  of  the 
bill  strike  all  and  insert  the  following. 

Section  204(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistant  .\ct  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1724(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (!)(E).  by  striking  "for  fis- 
cal year  1995  and  inserting  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997  is  not  less  than 
2.050.000  metric  tons":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)(E).  by  striking  "for  fis- 
cal year  1995"  and  inserting  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  by;  Mr.  Brownback 

.Amendment  No.  5:  In  section  2101(a)(1)  (re- 
lating to  the  Diplomatic  and  Consular  Pro- 
grams) strike  "$1,676,903,000"  and  insert 
•■$1,666,903,000". 

In  section  2101(a)(2)  (relating  to  the  Sala- 
ries and  Expenses)  strike  ■$355. 287, 000' •  and 
insert  ■$335,287,000". 

In  section  2101(a)(4)  (relating  to  Acquisi- 
tion and  Maintenance  of  Buildings  .\broad) 
strike  ■$391,760,000  for  fiscal  year  1997^'  and 
insert  ■$376,760,000  for  fiscal  year  1997^^, 

In  section  2101(ai(7)  (relating  to  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General)  strike  ■$23,469,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997'^  and  insert  ■$21,469,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997". 

In  section  2101(a)(8)  (relating  to  the  Pay- 
ment to  the  American  Institute  in  Taiwan) 
strike  ■$14.710. 000'^  and  insert  ■•$13.710.OOO'^. 

In  section  2102(ai  (relating  to  the  Assessed 
Contributions  to  International  Organiza- 
tions! strike  ■■$867,0,50,000"  and  insert 
•■$828,388.000' 

In  section  2102(b)(1)  (relating  to  the  Vol- 
untary Contributions  to  International  Orga- 


nizations)   strike    ■  ■$302.902.000' '    and    insert 
■$290,680,000". 

In  section  2102(cl(l)  (relating  to  Assessed 
Contributions  for  International  Peacekeep- 
ing) strike  ■■$345,000.000'^  and  insert 
■■$;3oo.ooo.ooo^-. 

In  section  2102(d)(1)  (relating  to  the  Vol- 
untary Contributions  to  Peacekeeping  Oper- 
ations) strike  •and  $68,260,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  ■  and  insert  ■and  $62,260,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997". 

In  section  2102(e)(1)  (relating  to  Inter- 
national Conferences  and  Contingencies) 
strike   ■$6,000,000'  and  insert  ••$5,000,000". 

In  section  2106(1)  (relating  to  Salaries  and 
Expenses)  strike  •$428,080,000  "  and  insert 
••$407,080,000". 

In  section  2106(3(A)  (relating  to  Fulbrlght 
Academic  Exchange  Programs)  strike 
•■$113,680,800'  and  insert  "$93,680,800". 

In  section  2106(3)(F)  (relating  to  Other  Pro- 
grams) strike  ■$87,341,400"  and  insert 
••$67.341. 400' •. 

In  section  2106(4)(A)  (relating  to  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Activities)  strike 
••$286.191.000'  and  insert   •$266,191,000". 

In  section  2106(5)  (relating  to  Radio  Con- 
struction) strike  •$67,647,000"  and  insert 
•■$67,647,000". 

In  section  2106(9)  (relating  to  the  Center 
for  Cultural  and  Technical  Interchange  be- 
tween East  and  West)  strike  "$10,000,000"  and 
insert  ■  $8.000.000' '. 

In  section  2106(10)  (relating  to  the  National 
Endowment  for  Democracy)  strike 
■■$34,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997^'  and  insert 
•■$32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997'. 

In  -section  2107(1)  (relating  to  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency)  strike 
•■$40,500,000"  and  insert   •$39,500,000". 

In  section  3101  (relating  to  the  Foreign 
Military  Financing  Program)  strike 
••$3.240.b20.000'  and  insert  •■$3.226.020.000'. 

In  section  3201  (relating  to  the  Economic 
Support  Fund)  strike  ••$2.283.478.000^'  and  in- 
sert ••$2,248,478,000". 

In  section  3221(a)(1)  (relating  to  the  Devel- 
opment Assistance  Fund)  strike  ••for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997"  and  insert  •■for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $745,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997". 

In  .se(>tion  3221(a)(2)  (relating  to  the  Devel- 
opment Fund  for  Africa)  strike  "for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997"  and  insert  ••for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $614,214,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  •. 

In  section  3221(a)(3)  (relating  to  the  Assist- 
ance for  Independent  States  of  the  Former 
Soviet  Union)  strike  •$650,000,000"  and  insert 
•■$625.000.000^. 

In  section  3221(a)(5)  (relating  to  the  Inter- 
American  Foundation)  strike  •$10,000,000" 
and  insert  -$7,000,000  • 

In  section  3221(a)(6)  (relating  to  the  Afri- 
can Development  Foundation)  strike 
■•$5,000,000"  and  insert    $1,000,000". 

In  section  3232(3)  (relating  to  the  Operating 
Expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral) strike  ■$31,685,000  '  and  insert 
•$30,685,000". 

In    section    3261    (relating    to    the    Peace 

Corps)  strike    'for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 

1966  and  1977"  and  insert  "for  fiscal  year  1996 

and  $215,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997". 

H  R   1561 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 

Amend.ment   No.   6:    At   the   end   of   title 
XXXIII  (relating  to  regional  provisions),  add 
the  following  new  section; 
SEC.  33U.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  INDIA. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing; 

(1)  In  India,  tens  of  thousands  of  political 
prisoners,  including  prisoners  of  conscience. 
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are  being  held  without  charge  or  trial  under 
special  or  preventive  detention  laws. 

(2)  The  special  and  preventive  detention 
laws  most  frequently  cited  by  human  rights 
organizations  are  the  Terrorist  and  Disrup- 
tive Activities  (Prevention)  Act  (TADA)  of 
1987.  the  National  Security  Act  of  1980.  the 
Armed  Forces  (Punjab  and  Chandigarh)  Spe- 
cial Powers  Act  of  1983.  the  Armed  Forces 
(Jammu  and  Kashmir)  Special  Powers  Act  of 
1990.  and  the  Jammu  and  Kashmir  Public 
Safety  Act  of  1978. 

(3)  These  laws  provide  the  military  and  po- 
lice forces  of  India  sweeping  powers  of  arrest 
and  detention  with  broad  powers  to  shoot  to 
kill  with  virtual  immunity  from  prosecu- 
tion. 

(4)  These  laws  contravene  important  inter- 
national human  rights  standards  established 
under  the  International  Covenant  on  Civil 
and  Political  Rights,  to  which  India  is  a 
party,  such  as  the  right  of  liberty  and  secu- 
rity, the  right  to  a  fair  trial,  the  right  to 
freedom  of  expression,  and  the  right  not  to 
be  subjected  to  torture  or  arbitrary  arrest 
and  detention. 

(5)  Throughout  India,  political  detainees 
are  often  held  for  several  months,  and  in 
some  cases  a  year,  without  access  to  family, 
friends,  or  legal  counsel. 

(6)  Throughout  India,  the  torture  of  detain- 
ees has  been  routine,  and  scores  of  people 
have  died  in  police  and  military  custody  as  a 
result. 

(7)  Throughout  India,  scores  of  political  de- 
tainees have  •"disappeared"  and  hundreds  of 
people  are  reported  to  have  been 
extrajudicially  executed  by  military  and  po- 
lice forces. 

(8)  In  Punjab,  the  Punjab  Government  en- 
couraged extrajudicial  executions  by  offering 
bounties  for  the  killing  of  militants  and  paid 
over  41,000  such  bounties  between  1991  and 
1993. 

(9)  Abuses  by  the  military  and  police  forces 
of  India  are  particularly  widespread  in  the 
states  of  Punjab.  Assam.  Manipur,  Nagaland, 
and  the  portion  of  the  disputed  territory  of 
Jammu  and  Kashmir  under  the  control  of 
the  Government  of  India. 

(10)  Many  victims  come  from  underprivi- 
leged and  vulnerable  sections  of  society  of 
India,  particularly  the  scheduled  castes  and 
tribes. 

(11)  The  establishment  of  the  National 
Human  Rights  Commission  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  India  is  an  important  first  .step  to- 
ward improving  the  human  rights  record  of 
India. 

(12)  However,  many  human  rights  organiza- 
tions are  deeply  concerned  about  the  severe 
limitations  placed  on  the  powers,  mandate, 
and  methodology  of  the  National  Human 
Rights  Commission. 

(13)  In  1994.  the  decision  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  India  to  allow  the  International 
Committee  of  the  Red  Cross  to  provide  lim- 
ited humanitarian  assistance  in  the  i>ortlon 
of  the  disputed  territory  of  Jammu  and 
Kashmir  under  the  control  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  India  was  an  important  first  step  in 
providing  international  humanitarian  orga- 
nizations greater  access  to  troubled  areas  of 
India. 

(14)  However,  in  1994.  the  Government  of 
India  continued  to  prohibit  several  inter- 
national human  rights  organizations  from 
conducting  independent  investigations  in  the 
portion  of  the  disputed  territory  of  Jammua 
and  Kashmir  under  the  control  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  India  and  provided  only  limited 
access  to  such  organizations  to  other  states 
such  as  Punjab.  Assam.  Manipur,  and 
Nagaland  where  significant  human  rights 
problems  exist. 
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(15)  In  India,  armed  opposition  groups  have 
committed  human  rights  abuses. 

(16)  Several  human  rights  organizations 
have  called  on  such  armed  opposition  groups 
to  respect  basic  standards  of  humanitarian 
law  which  require  that  individuals  not  tak- 
ing part  in  hostilities  should  at  all  times  be 
treated  humanely. 

(bl  Ll.MITATION  ON  DEVELOPMENT  ASSIST- 
.\NCE.— 

(1)  Limit .\TiON.— The  President  may  not 
provide  development  assistance  for  India  for 
any  fiscal  year  unless  the  President  trans- 
mits to  the  Congress  a  report  containing  a 
certification  for  such  fiscal  year  that  the 
Government  of  India  meets  the  following  re- 
quirements: 

(Ai  The  Government  of  India  has  released 
all  prisoners  of  conscience  in  India. 

(B)  The  Government  of  India  ensures  that 
all  political  prisoners  in  India  are  brought  to 
trial  promptly  and  fairly,  or  released,  and 
have  prompt  access  to  legal  counsel  and  fam- 
ily members. 

(C)  The  Government  of  India  has  elimi- 
nated the  practice  of  torture  in  India  by  the 
military  and  police  forces. 

iD)  The  Government  of  India  impartially 
investigates  all  allegations  of  torture  and 
deaths  of  individuals  in  custody  in  India. 

(El  The  Government  of  India  has  estab- 
lished the  fate  or  whereabouts  of  all  political 
detainees  m  India  who  have  •disappeared". 

(F)  The  Government  of  Indian  brings  to 
justice  those  members  of  the  military  and 
police  forces  responsible  for  torturing  or  im- 
properly treating  prisoners  in  India. 

(G)  The  Government  of  India  permits  citi- 
zens of  India  who  are  critical  of  such  Govern- 
ment to  travel  abroad  and  return  to  India. 

(H)  The  Government  of  India  ensures  that 
human  rights  monitors  in  India  are  not  tar- 
geted for  arrest  or  harassment  by  the  mili- 
tary and  police  forces  of  India. 

(1)  The  Government  of  India  permits  both 
international  and  domestic  human  rights  or- 
ganizations and  international  and  domestic 
television,  film,  and  print  media  full  access 
to  all  states  in  India  where  significant 
human  rights  problems  exist. 

(2)  Requirement  for  continuing  compli- 
.^NCE. — Any  certification  with  respect  to  the 
Government  of  India  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  cease  to  be  effective  for 
that  fiscal  year  if  the  President  transmits  to 
the  Congress  a  report  containing  a  deter- 
mination that  such  Government  has  not  con- 
tinued to  comply  with  the  requirements  con- 
tained in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (I)  of 
such  paragraph. 

(3)  W.MVER.— The  limitation  on  develop- 
ment assistance  for  India  contained  in  para- 
graph (1)  shall  not  apply  if  the  President 
transmits  to  the  Congress  a  report  contain- 
ing a  determination  that  providing  such  as- 
sistance for  India  is  in  the  national  security 
interest  of  the  United  States. 

(4)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  section: 

(A)  Development  .\ssistaxce.— The  term 
"development  assistance"  means  assistance 
under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq). 

(B)  India.— The  term  "India"  includes  the 
portion  of  the  disputed  territory  of  Jammu 
and  Kashmir  under  the  control  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  India. 

(5)  Effective  d.-\te.— The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  the  provision  of  development  assist- 
ance beginning  9  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendme.nt   No.   7.    At   the   end   of  title 
XXXIII  (relating  to  regional  provisions),  add 
the  following  new  section; 


SEC.  33U.  ASSISTANCE  OF  PAKISTAN. 

Section  620E(e)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2375(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "No  assistance  shall  be  fur- 
nished to  Pakistan  and"  and  inserting  "(1) 
Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)."; 

(2)  by  striking  "assistance  is  to  be  fur- 
nished or";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  The  prohibition  on  the  sale  or  transfer 
of  military   equipment  or   technology   con- 
tained in  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  military  equipment  or  technology 
sold  to  Pakistan  pursuant  to  agreements  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Pakistan  en- 
tered into  before  September  30.  1990". 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
AMEND.ME.NT  No.  8.  In  paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 3221(a)  (relating  to  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations    for     development     assistance 
fund),      strike      "$858,000,000"      and      Insert 
"$650,000,000". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
A.MENDMENT  No.  9.   In  section  3231   of  the 
bill  (in  section  667(a)(1)  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance   Act    of    1961.    as    proposed    to    be 
amended  by  such  section  3231;  relating  to  op- 
erating expenses  of  the  United  States  Agen- 
cy   for    International    Development),    strike 
"$465,774,000"    and    insert    "$396,770,250"    and 
strike  "$419,196,000"  and  insert  $396,770,250". 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendment  No.  10:  In  paragraph  (3)  of  sec- 
tion 3417(d)  (relating  to  prohibition  on  assist- 
ance to  countries  that  consistently  oppose 
the  United  States  position  in  the  United  Na- 
tions  General    Assembly),    insert   after   the 
matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph  (and   redesignate 
subsequent  subparagraphs  accordingly): 

(A)  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (relating  to  development 
assistance), 

H.R. 1561 
Offered  By  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amend.ment  No.  11;  At  the  end  of  chapter  3 
of  title  XXXII  (relating  development  assist- 
ance), add  the  following  new  subchapter: 
Subchapter  C — Personnel  of  A^fency  for 
International  Development 

SEC.  3238.  LLMITATION  ON  NUMBER  OF  PERSON 
NEL. 

On  and  after  February  28.  1997.  the  number 
of  individuals  authorized  to  be  employed  by 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
(excluding  temporary  and  intermittent  em- 
ployees), as  determined  on  a  full  time  equiv- 
alent basis,  and  the  number  of  individuals 
serving  with  such  Agency  under  a  personal 
service  contract,  shall  not  exceed  7,054. 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Lantos 

.Amendment  No.  12:  After  section  3211,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 
SEC.  3212.  CENTRAL  ASL\N  ENTERPRISE  FL^ND. 

Notwithstanding  section  201(d)(3)(A)  of  the 
Support  for  East  European  Democracy 
(SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5421(d)(3)(A)), 
the  Central  Asian-American  Enterprise  Fund 
may.  in  lieu  of  the  appointment  of  citizens  of 
the  host  countries  to  its  Board  of  Directors, 
establish  an  advisory  council  for  the  host  re- 
gion comprised  of  citizens  of  each  of  the  host 
countries  or  establish  separate  advisory 
councils  for  each  of  the  host  countries,  with 
which  such  Fund  shall  periodically  consult 


with  respect  to  the  Fund's  policies  and  pro- 
posed activities.  Such  host  country  citizens 
shall  satisfy  the  experience  and  expertise  re- 
quirements set  forth  in  section  201(d)(3)(A) 
and  (d)(3)(C)  of  that  Act. 

H  R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Livingston 

A.MENDMENT  No.  13.  Strike  section  348(e); 
strike  section  2101(aKl)(B);  strike  section 
2101(a)(2)(B);  strike  section  2102(b)(2)(A>; 
strike  section  2102(b)(2)(B):  strike  section 
2102(b)(2)(C);  strike  section  2102(b)(2)(D); 
strike  section  2102(b)(2)(E);  strike  section 
2102(b)(2)(G);  strike  section  2106(4)(B);  strike 
section  2106(4)(C);  strike  section  3222;  and 
strike  section  3227. 

AMENDMENT  TO  H.R.  1561,  as  Reported 
Offered  By:  Mr.  McInnis  of  Colorado 

.Amende.nt  No.  14.  In  section  2644  (relating 
to  further  steps  to  promote  United  States  se- 
curity and  political  interests  with  respect  to 
North  Korea)  by  striking  paragraph  (1)  and 
inserting  the  following': 

(1)  action  by  the  Government  of  North 
Korea  to  engage  in  a  North-South  dialogue 
with  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of 
Korea  to  facilitate  progress  toward — 

(A)  holding  a  North  Korea-South  Korea 
Summit; 

(B)  resuming  North-South  joint  military 
discussions  regarding  steps  to  reduce  ten- 
sions between  North  and  South  Korea; 

(C)  expanding  trade  relations  between 
North  and  South  Korea; 

(D)  promoting  freedom  of  travel  between 
North  and  South  Korea  by  citizens  of  both 
North  and  South  Korea; 

(E)  cooperating  in  science  and  technology, 
education,  the  arts,  health,  sports,  the  envi- 
ronment, publishing,  journalism,  and  other 
fields  of  mutual  interest; 

(F)  establishing  postal  and  telecommuni- 
cations services  between  North  and  South 
Korea;  and 

(G)  reconnecting  railroads  and  roadways 
between  North  and  South  Korea; 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  McInnis 

.amendment  No.  15  Strike  chapter  2  (relat- 
ing to  the  United  States — North  Korea 
Agreed  Framework)  of  title  XXVI  (relating 
to  foreign  policy  provisions)  and  insert  the 
following: 
CHAPTER     2-NORTH-SOUTH     DIALOGUE 

ON  THE  KORKAN  PENINSULA  AND  THE 

UNITED  -STATES-NORTH  KOREA 

AGREED  FRAMEWORK 
SEC.  2641.  Fl.NDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  The  Agreed  Framework  Between  the 
United  States  and  the  Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea  of  October  21.  1994,  states 
in  Article  III,  paragraph  (2),  that  "(t]he 
DPRK  will  consistently  take  steps  to  imple- 
ment the  North-South  Joint  Declaration  on 
the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean  Penin- 
sula". 

(2)  The  Agreed  Framework  also  states 
"[tlhe  DPRK  will  engage  in  North-South  dia- 
logue, as  this  .Agreed  Framework  will  help 
create  an  atmosphere  that  promotes  such 
dialogue  ". 

(3)  The  two  agreements  entered  into  be- 
tween North  and  South  Korea  in  1992,  name- 
ly the  North-South  Denuclearization  Agree- 
ment and  the  Agreement  on  Reconciliation, 
Nonaggression  and  Exchanges  and  Coopera- 
tion, provide  an  existing  and  detailed  frame- 
work for  dialogue  between  North  and  South 
Korea. 

(4)  The  North  Korean  nuclear  program  is 
just  one  of  the  lingering  threats  to  peace  on 
the  Korean  Peninsula. 


(5)  The  reduction  of  tensions  between 
North  and  South  Korea  directly  serve  United 
States  interests,  given  the  substantial  de- 
fense commitment  of  the  United  States  to 
.South  Korea  and  the  pre.sence  on  the  Korean 
Peninsula  of  United  States  troops. 
SEC.  2642.  STEPS  TOWARD  NORTH-SOUTH  DIA- 
LOtJLT;  ON  THE  KOREAN  PENIN- 
SULA 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  substantive  dialogue  between  North  and 
South  Korea  is  vital  to  the  implementation 
of  the  Agreed  Framework  Between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  North  Korea,  dated  October  21, 
1994;  and 

(2)  together  with  South  Korea  and  other 
concerned  allies,  and  in  keeping  with  the 
spirit  and  letter  of  the  1992  agreements  be- 
tween North  and  .South  Korea,  the  President 
.should  pursue  measures  to  reduce  tensions 
between  North  and  South  Korea  and  should 
facilitate  progress  toward — 

(A)  holding  a  North  Korea-South  Korea 
summit; 

(B)  initiating  mutual  nuclear  facility  in- 
spections by  North  and  South  Korea; 

(C)  establishing  liaison  offices  in  both 
North  and  South  Korea; 

(D)  resuming  a  North-South  joint  military 
discussion  regarding  steps  to  reduce  tensions 
between  North  and  South  Korea; 

(E)  expanding  trade  relations  between 
North  and  South  Korea; 

(F)  promoting  freedom  to  travel  between 
North  and  South  Korea  by  citizens  of  both 
North  and  South  Korea; 

(G)  cooperating  in  science  and  technology, 
education,  the  arts,  health,  sports,  the  envi- 
ronment, publishing,  journalism,  and  other 
fields  of  mutual  interest; 

(H)  establishing  postal  and  telecommuni- 
cations services  between  North  and  South 
Korea;  and 

(I)  reconnecting  railroads  and  roadways  be- 
tween North  and  South  Korea. 
SEC,  2643,  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS. 

Beginning  3  months  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  and  every  6  months 
thereafter,  the  President  shall  transmit  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  a 
report  setting  forth  the  progress  made  in 
carrving  out  section  2642. 
SEC-  2644.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  chapter — 

(1)  the  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees  "  means  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 

(2)  the  term  "North  Korea"  means  the 
Democratic  People's  Republic  of  Korea;  and 

(3)  the  term  "South  Korea"  means  the  Re- 
public of  Korea. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Ms.  McKinney 

Amendment  No.  16.  After  chapter  5  of  title 
XXXI  of  the  bill,  insert  the  following  new 
chapter  (and  redesignate  the  subsequent 
chapter  accordingly  and  make  other  appro- 
priate conforming  amendments i: 
CHAPTER  6— ARMS  TRANSFERS  CODE  OF 

CONDUCT 
SEC.  3174.  short  TITLE. 

This  chapter  may  be  cited  as  the  "Code  of 
Conduct  on  .^rms  Transfer  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  3175.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  the  following; 

(1)  Approximately  40,000,000  people,  over  75 
percent  civilians,  died  as  a  result  of  civil  and 
international  wars  fought  with  conventional 
weapons  during  the  45  years  of  the  cold  war. 
demonstrating  that  conventional  weapons 
can  in  fact  be  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 


(2)  Conflict  has  actually  increased  in  the 
post  cold  war  era.  with  34  major  wars  in 
progress  during  1993. 

(3)  War  is  both  a  human  tragedy  and  an  on- 
going economic  disaster  affecting  the  entire 
world,  including  the  United  States  and  its 
economy,  because  it  decimates  both  local  in- 
vestment and  potential  export  markets. 

(4)  International  trade  in  conventional 
weapons  increases  the  risk  and  impact  of  war 
in  an  already  over-militarized  world,  creat- 
ing far  more  costs  than  benefits  for  the  Unit- 
ed States  economy  through  increased  United 
States  defense  and  foreign  assistance  spend- 
ing and  reduced  demand  for  United  States  ci- 
vilian exports. 

(5)  The  newly  established  United  Nations 
Register  of  Conventional  Arms  can  be  an  ef- 
fective first  step  in  support  of  limitations  on 
the  supply  of  conventional  weapons  to  devel- 
oping countries  and  compliance  with  its  re- 
fjorting  requirements  by  a  foreign  govern- 
ment can  be  an  integral  tool  in  determining 
the  worthiness  of  such  government  for  the 
receipt  of  United  States  military  assistance 
and  arms  transfers. 

(6)  It  is  in  the  national  security  and  eco- 
nomic interests  of  the  United  States  to  re- 
duce dramatically  the  $1,038,000,000,000  that 
all  countries  spend  on  armed  forces  every 
year,  $242,000,000,000  of  which  is  spent  by  de- 
veloping countries,  an  amount  equivalent  to 
4  times  the  total  bilateral  and  multilateral 
foreign  assistance  such  countries  receive 
every  year. 

(7)  According  to  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  the  United  States  supplies 
more  conventional  weapons  to  developing 
countries  than  all  other  countries  combined, 
averaging  $14,956,000,000  a  year  in  agreements 
to  supply  such  weapons  to  developing  coun- 
tries since  the  end  of  the  cold  war,  compared 
to  $7,300,000,000  a  year  in  such  agreements 
prior  to  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

(8)  In  recent  years  the  vast  majority  of 
United  States  arms  transfers  to  developing 
countries  are  to  countries  with  an  undemo- 
cratic form  of  government  whose  citizens, 
according  to  the  Department  of  State  Coun- 
try Reports  on  Human  Rights  Practices  do 
not  have  the  ability  to  peaceably  change 
their  form  of  government. 

(9)  Although  a  goal  of  United  States  for- 
eign policy  should  be  to  work  with  foreign 
governments  and  international  organizations 
to  reduce  militarization  and  dictatorship  and 
therefore  prevent  conflicts  before  they  arise, 
during  4  recent  deployments  of  United  States 
Armed  P'orces— to  the  Republic  of  Panama, 
the  Persian  Gulf,  Somalia,  and  Haiti— such 
Armed  Forces  faced  conventional  weapons 
that  had  been  provided  or  financed  by  the 
United  States  to  undemocratic  governments. 

(10)  The  proliferation  of  conventional  arms 
and  conflicts  around  the  globe  are  multilat- 
eral problems,  and  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  has  emerged  as  the  world's  primary 
seller  of  conventional  weapons,  combined 
with  the  world  leadership  role  of  the  United 
States,  signifies  that  the  United  States  is  in 
a  position  to  seek  multilateral  restraints  on 
the  competition  for  and  transfers  of  conven- 
tional weapons. 

(11)  The  Congress  has  the  constitutional 
responsibility  to  participate  with  the  execu- 
tive branch  in  decisions  to  provide  military 
assistance  and  arms  transfers  to  a  foreign 
government,  and  in  the  formulation  of  a  pol- 
icy designed  to  reduce  dramatically  the  level 
of  international  militarization. 

(12)  A  decision  to  provide  military  assist- 
ance and  arms  transfers  to  a  government 
that  is  undemocratic,  does  not  adequately 
protect  human  rights,  is  currently  engaged 
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in  acts  of  armed  aggression,  or  is  not  fully 
participating  in  the  United  Nations  Register 
of  Conventional  Arms,  should  require  a  high- 
er level  of  scrutiny  than  does  a  decision  to 
provide  such  assistance  and  arms  transfers 
to  a  government  to  which  these  conditions 
do  not  apply 
SEC,  3176,  PURPOSE. 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  provide 
clear  policy  guidelines  and  congressional  re- 
sponsibility for  determining  the  eligibility  of 
foreign  governments  to  be  considered  for 
United  States  military  assistance  and  arms 
transfers. 

SEC.  3177.  PROHIBITION  OF  ITVITED  STATES  MIL! 
TARY  ASSISTANCE  AND  AKMS 
TRA.NSKERS  TO  CERTAIN  FOREIGN 
GOVERNMENTS. 

(a)  Prohibition.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsections  <b)  and  (c).  beginning  on  and 
after  October  1.  1996.  United  States  military 
assistance  and  arms  transfers  may  not  be 
provided  to  a  foreign  government  for  a  fiscal 
year  unless  the  President  certifies  to  the 
Congress  for  that  fiscal  year  that  such  gov- 
ernment meets  the  following  requirements: 

(1)  Promotes  dem(x:racy.— Such  govern- 
ment— 

(A)  was  chosen  by  and  permits  free  and  fair 
elections: 

(B)  promotes  civilian  control  of  the  mili- 
tary and  security  forces  and  has  civilian  in- 
stitutions controlling  the  policy,  operation, 
and  spending  of  all  law  enforcement  and  se- 
curity institutions,  as  well  as  the  armed 
forces; 

(C)  promotes  the  rule  of  law,  equality  be- 
fore the  law,  and  respect  for  individual  and 
minority  rights,  including  freedom  to  speak, 
publish,  associate,  and  organize;  and 

(D)  promotes  the  strengthening  of  politi- 
cal, legislative,  and  civil  institutions  of  de- 
mocracy, as  well  as  autonomous  institutions 
to  monitor  the  conduct  of  public  officials 
and  to  combat  corruption. 

(2)  RESPECTS  HUMAN  RIGHTS.— Such  govern- 
ment— 

(A)  does  not  engage  in  gross  violations  of 
internationally  recognized  human  rights,  in- 
cluding— • 

(i)  extra  judicial  or  arbitrary  executions; 

(ii)  disappearances; 

(111)  lorture  or  severe  misirealmenl; 

(iv)  prolonged  arbitrary  imprisonment; 

(V)  systematic  official  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  race,  ethnicity,  religion,  gender, 
national  origin,  or  political  affiliation;  and 

(vi)  grave  breaches  of  international  laws  of 
war  or  equivalent  violations  of  the  laws  of 
war  in  internal  conflicts; 

(B)  vigorously  investigates,  disciplines, 
and  prosecutes  those  responsible  for  gross 
violations  of  internationally  recognized 
human  rights; 

(C)  permits  access  on  a  regular  basis  to  po- 
litical prisoners  by  international  humani- 
tarian organizations  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross; 

(D)  promotes  the  independence  of  the  judi- 
ciary and  other  official  bodies  that  oversee 
the  protection  of  human  rights; 

(E)  does  not  impede  the  free  functioning  of 
domestic  and  international  human  rights  or- 
ganizations; and 

(F)  provides  access  on  a  regular  basis  to 
humanitarian  organizations  in  situations  of 
conflict  or  famine. 

(3)  Not  ENGAGED  IN  CERTAIN  ACTS  OF  ARMED 

AGGRESSION. — Such  government  is  not  cur- 
rently engaged  in  acts  of  armed  aggression 
in  violation  of  international  law. 

(4)  Full  participation  in  u.n.  register  of 
CONVENTIONAL  ARMS.— Such  government  is 
fully  participating  in  the  United  Nations 
Register  of  Conventional  Arms. 


13780 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  22,  1995 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


(b)  Reqliremknt  for  Continuing  Compli- 
ance.— Any  certification  with  respect  to  a 
foreign  government  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
subsection  (ai  shall  cease  to  be  effective  for 
that  fiscal  year  if  the  President  certifies  to 
the  Congress  that  such  government  has  not 
continued  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
contained  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of 
such  subsection. 

(c)  EXE.MPTIONS.— The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  a  foreign  government  for  a  Tiscal 
year  if— 

(ixA)  the  President  submits  a  request  for 
an  exemption  to  the  Congress  containing  a 
determination  that  it  is  in  the  national  secu- 
rity interest  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
military  assistance  and  arms  transfer  to 
such  government;  and 

(B)  the  Congress  enacts  a  law  approving 
such  exemption  request  (including  a  law  con- 
taining an  approval  of  such  a  request);  or 

(2)  the  President  determines  that  an  emer- 
gency exists  under  which  it  is  vital  to  the  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  to  provide  mili- 
tary assistance  and  arms  transfer  to  such 
government. 

(d)  Notifications  to  Congress.— 

(1)  In  GENER.AL.— The  President  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  initial  certifications 
under  subsection  (a)  and  requests  for  exemp- 
tions under  subsection  (c)(1)  in  conjunction 
with  the  submission  of  the  annual  request 
for  enactment  of  authorizations  and  appro- 
priations for  foreign  assistance  programs  for 
a  fiscal  year  and  shall,  where  appropriate, 
submit  additional  or  amended  certifications 
and  requests  for  exemptions  at  any  time 
thereafter  in  the  fiscal  year. 

(2i  Determination  with  respect  to  emer- 
GE.NCY  situations.— The  President  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  at  the  earliest  possible 
date  reports  containing  determinations  with 
respect  to  emergencies  under  subsection 
(c)(2).  Each  such  report  shall  contain  a  de- 
scription of— 

(A)  the  nature  of  the  emergency; 

(B)  the  type  of  military  assistance  and 
arms  transfers  provided  to  the  foreign  gov- 
ernment; and 

(C)  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  such 
assistance  and  arms  transfers. 

SEC.  3178.  SENSE  OF  THE  CO.NCRESS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  should 
hold  hearings  on — 

(1)  controversial  certificaUons  submitted 
under  section  3177(a)' 

(2)  all  requests  for  exemptions  submitted 
under  section  3177(c)(1);  and 

(3)  all  determinations  with  respect  to 
emergencies  under  section  3177(c)(2). 

SEC.  3179.  L'NTrED  ST.ATES  MILITARY  ASSIST- 
ANCE A.ND  ARMS  TRANSFERS  DE- 
FINED. 

For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  the  terms 
"United  States  military  assistance  and  arms 
transfers'"  and  ■military  assistance  and 
arms  transfers" '  means — 

(1)  assistance  under  chapter  2  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating 
to  military  assistance),  including  the  trans- 
fer of  excess  defense  articles  under  section 
516  of  that  Act: 

(2)  assistance  under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating 
to  international  military  education  and 
training);  or 

(3)  the  transfer  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
under  the  .Arms  Export  Control  .Act  (exclud- 
ing any  transfer  or  other  assistance  under 


section  23  of  such  .^ct),  including  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services  licensed  or  ap- 
proved for  export  under  section  38  of  that 
Act. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Mica 

Amendment  No.  17:  At  the  end  of  division 
A  insert  the  following  new  title: 
TITLE  VI— REORGANIZATION  OF  UNITED 

STATES      EXPORT      PROMOTION      AND 

TRADE  ACTIVITIE.S 

SEC,  801,  PI.AN  FOR  REORCANIZATION  OF  CNTT- 
ED  STATES  EXPORT  PROMOTION 
A.NT)  TRADE  ACTTVTnES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  Supporting  American  businesses  over- 
seas and  assisting  United  States  exporters  to 
identify  market  opportunities  is  of  increas- 
ing importance  to  .America's  economic 
health  and  competitiveness,  and  to  the  well- 
being  of  American  workers. 

(2)  At  least  18  different  government-spon- 
sored organizations  or  agencies  spending 
over  $3,300,000,000  exist  to  provide  support  to 
American  exporters  and  international  busi- 
nesses. In  the  past,  poor  coordination  among 
these  organizations  and  a  lack  of  accessibil- 
ity often  hindered  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Government's  trade  promotion  activities. 

(3)  Recent  efforts  to  improve  coordination 
between  many  of  these  organizations  and  to 
increase  their  availability  to  exporters 
around  the  country  were  begun  through  the 
Trade  Promotion  Coordination  Council. 
These  efforts  appear  to  have  generated  some 
improvement  in  the  Government's  trade  pro- 
motion capabilities. 

(4)  Broader  governmentwide  reform  efforts 
and  future  funding  questions  currently  being 
addressed  in  Congress  may  affect  different 
trade  promotion  organizations  to  varying  de- 
grees. 

(b)  Report  Required.— In  order  to  fully  as- 
sess the  organizational  structure,  capability, 
and  spending  levels  of  United  States  Govern- 
ment trade  promotion  organizations,  the 
President,  not  later  than  March  1.  1996.  shall 
submit  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Commit'ep  nn  Forpipn  Relations  of  the 
Senate,  and  to  other  appropriate  committees 
of  jurisdiction,  a  report  detailing  what  steps 
are  being  taken  to  improve  accessibility  and 
coordination  among  all  trade  promotion  or- 
ganizations and  agencies,  what  additional 
measures  should  be  taken  to  further  improve 
the  efficiency  of  and  reduce  duplication 
among  these  organizations  and  agencies,  and 
any  suggested  legislative  actions  that  would 
further  improve  the  Governments  export 
and  trade  promotion  activities. 

(c)  Content  of  Report— The  report  re- 
quired by  subsection  (b)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  name,  number,  function, 
and  budget  of  all  Government  organizations 
or  agencies  with  some  responsibility  for  sup- 
porting, advancing,  or  promoting  inter- 
national trade  or  United  States  exports; 

(2)  assess  the  amount  of  exports  directly 
generated  by  the  activities  of  each  organiza- 
tion or  agency; 

(3)  describe  the  overall  impact  of  the  Gov- 
ernment's trade  and  export  promotion  pro- 
grams on  increasing  exports  and  overseas 
market  share; 

(4)  identify  areas  where  increased  coopera- 
tion and  interoperability  would  improve 
United  States  export  promotion  efforts; 

(5)  identify  areas  where  greater  efficiencies 
can  be  achieved  through  the  elimination  of 
duplication  among  the  organizations  and 
agencies  included  in  paragraph  (1); 


(6)  identify  ways  to  improve  the  audit  and 
accountability  mechanisms  for  each  organi- 
zation or  agency,  with  particular  emphasis 
on  ensuring  independent  oversight  capabili- 
ties for  each  organization; 

(7)  assess  the  trade  and  export  promotion 
activities  of  the  major  trade  partners  and 
competitors  of  the  United  States,  including 
amounts  of  tied  aid  and  export  subsidization 
provided  by  the  governments  of  those  grade 
partners  and  competitors;  and 

(8)  provide  a  plan  to  reorganize  the  United 
States  trade  and  export  promotion  organiza- 
tions and  agencies,  with  legislative  require- 
ments if  necessary,  in  order  to  more  effi- 
ciently promote  trade,  increase  organiza- 
tional assessability,  organize  bureaucratic 
effort,  and  expend  public  resources  in  sup- 
port of  American  exporters  and  international 
business. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey 

A.MENDMENT  No.  18.  In  Section  2104(a)(1)(A) 
(relating  to  authorizations  of  appropriations 
for  migration  and  refugee  assistance)  strike 
■■$560,000,000  "  and  insert  ■■$590,000,000". 

In  section  2104(a)(4)  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  the  resettlement 
of  Vietnamese,  Laotians,  and  Cambodians) 
strike  ■'There"  and  all  that  follows  through 
■who — "  and  insert  ■Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996 
under  paragraph  (1)  there  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  are  nec- 
essary for  the  admission  and  resettlement. 
within  numerical  limitations  provided  by 
law  for  refugee  admissions,  of  persons 
who — ". 

At  the  end  of  section  2104  add  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(e)  Statutory  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  section  may  be  construed  to  require  or 
permit  an  increase  in  the  number  of  refugee 
admissions  for  fiscal  year  1996  from  the  nu- 
merical limitation  for  refugee  admissions  for 
fiscal  year  1995. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey 
Amendment  No.  19:  In  title  XXI  (relating 
to  authorization  of  appropriations  for  De- 
partment of  State  and  certain  international 
affairs  functions  and  activities)  insert  at  the 
end  the  following  new  chapter. 

CHAPTER  2— GENERAL  LIMITATIONS 

SEC.  2121.  PROHIBITION  ON  FLNTIING  FOR  ABOR 
TION. 

(a)  In  General. — 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  are  authorized  to 
be  available  for  an.v  private,  nongovern- 
mental, or  multilateral  organization  that, 
directly  or  through  a  subcontractor  or  sub- 
grantee,  performs  abortions  in  any  foreign 
country,  except  where  the  life  of  the  mother 
would  be  endangered  if  the  fetus  were  carried 
to  term  or  in  cases  of  forcible  rape  or  incest. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  not  be  construed  to 
apply  to  the  treatment  of  injuries  or  ill- 
nesses caused  by  legal  or  illegal  abortions  or 
to  assistance  provided  directly  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  country. 

(b)  Ll.MITATION  ON  LOBBYING  ACTIVITIES.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  .■^ct  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  are  authorized  to 
be  available  for  any  private,  nongovern- 
mental, or  multilateral  organization  that 
violates  the  laws  of  any  foreign  country  con- 
cerning the  circumstances  under  which  abor- 
tion is  permitted,  regulated,  or  prohibited. 


or  that  engages  in  any  activity  or  effort  to 
alter  the  laws  or  governmental  policies  of 
any  foreign  country  concerning  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  abortion  is  per- 
mitted, regulated,  or  prohibited. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  activi- 
ties in  opposition  to  coercive  abortion  or  in- 
voluntary sterilization. 

SEC,  2122,  PROHIBITION  ON  FUNDING  FOR  COER- 
CIVE POPULATION  CONTROL  METH 
ODS, 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act,  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  are  au- 
thorized to  be  available  for  the  United  Na- 
tions Population  Fund  (UNFPA),  unless  the 
President  certifies  to  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees  that — 

(a)  the  United  Nations  Population  Fund 
has  terminated  all  activities  in  the  People's 
Republic  of  China;  or 


(b)  during  the  12  months  preceding  such 
certification  there  have  been  no  abortions  as 
the  result  of  coercion  associated  with  the 
family  planning  policies  of  the  national  gov- 
ernment or  other  governmental  entities 
within  the  Peoples  Republic  of  China.  As 
used  in  this  section  the  term  ■■coercion"  in- 
cludes physical  duress  or  abuse,  destruction 
or  confiscation  of  property,  loss  of  means  of 
livelihood,  or  severe  psychological  pressure. 

In  section  2102(b)(2)(F),  delete  subsections 
(iii),  (iv),  and  (v). 

H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Solo.mon 

A.MENDMENT  No.  20.  In  section  2201.  add  the 
following  at  the  end: 

Use  of  Earnings  From  Frozen  Assets 
For  Program.— 

(1)  Amounts  to  be  made  available.— Two 
percent  of  the  earnings  accruing,  during  pe- 
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nods  beginning  October  1.  1995,  on  all  assets 
of  foreign  countries  blocked  by  the  President 
pursuant  to  the  International  Emergency 
Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701  and  following) 
shall  be  available,  subject  to  appropriations 
Acts,  to  carry  out  section  36  of  the  State  De- 
partment Basic  Authorities  Act,  as  amended 
by  this  section,  except  that  the  limitation 
contained  in  subsection  (d)(2)  of  such  section 
shall  not  apply  to  amounts  made  available 
under  this  paragraph. 

(2)  Control  of  funds  by  the  pre.sident.— 
The  President  shall  take  possession  and  ex- 
ercise full  control  of  so  much  of  the  earnings 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  as  are  made  avail- 
able under  such  paragraph. 
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The  Senate  met  at  8:29  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PR.^YER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer; 

Let  us  pray: 

Lord  of  history,  we  gain  perspective 
on  the  perplexities  of  the  present  by  re- 
membering how  Your  power  has  been 
released  in  response  to  prayer  in  the 
peist.  We  think  of  Washington  on  his 
knees,  of  Franklin  asking  for  prayer 
when  the  Constitutional  Convention 
was  deadlocked,  of  Lincoln  praying  for 
wisdom  in  the  dark  night  of  our  Na- 
tion's divided  soul.  Gratefully,  also  we 
remember  Your  answers  to  prayers 
seeking  Your  strength  in  struggles  and 
Your  courage  in  crises.  Most  of  all, 
today  we  remember  those  times  when 
Your  guidance  brought  consensus  out 
of  conflict,  and  creative  decisions  out 
of  discord. 

In  the  midst  of  the  continuing  discus- 
sion and  debate  over  the  budget,  once 
again  we  need  Your  divine  intervention 
and  inspiration.  Watch  over  this  Sen- 
ate during  this  strategic  week.  May  the 
Senators  be  united  in  seeking  Your 
best  for  the  future  of  our  Nation.  Give 
them  strength  to  communicate  their 
perception  of  truth  with  mutual  re- 
spect and  without  rancor.  We  are  of 
one  voice  in  asking  for  Your  blessing 
on  this  Senate  as  it  exercises  the  es- 
sence of  democracy  in  this  vital  de- 
bate. You  have  been  our  guide  over  the 
206  years  of  the  history  of  the  Senate  of 
the  Uiiiled  States,  and  we  trust  You  to 
lead  us  forward  today.  In  Your  holy 
name.  Amen. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADERSHIP 
TIME 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  leadership  time 
is  reserved. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13.  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  iS  Con.  Res  13 1 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution. 


Pending: 

Rockefeller  amendment  No.  1112.  to  reduce 
the  tax  cut  and  apply  the  savings  to  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  desire  to 
speak  on  the  pending  amendment  or 
the  resolution? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes,  I  do  wish  to  speak 
on  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time 
would  the  Senator  like? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Ten  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
talk  some  about  the  budget  consider- 
ations that  we  will  have  this  week.  We 
have  had  a  good  deal  of  discussion 
about  it  prior  to  now,  both  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  more  specifically  on  the 
budget  resolution  that  is  before  this 
Congress.  We  have  talked,  of  course,  in 
great  detail  and  should  and  will  con- 
tinue to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  also  use- 
ful perhaps  to  take  a  moment  during 
the  course  of  this  discussion  and  go 
back  to  the  real  basic  issue,  and  that  is 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  it  is 
morally  and  fiscally  responsible  for 
this  Congress  and  this  country  to  oper- 
ate under  a  balanced  budget,  whether 
or  not  we  can  continue  to  go  forward 
with  endless  budgets  that  are  $200.  S250 
billion  in  arrears. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  would  just  like 
to  talk  a  minute  about  the  basic  issue. 
Americans,  it  seems  to  me,  quite  clear- 
ly voted  in  1994  for  change.  They  voted 
for  many  changes.  I  think  they  voted 
with  the  notion  that  this  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  too  large  and  costs  too 
much.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  ques- 
tion about  that.  I  think  they  also  voted 
in  terms  of  change  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et. We  have  not  had  a  balanced  budget 
for  a  whole  generation.  25  years  at 
least. 

So  I  think  people  say.  why  should  the 
Government  not  be  fiscally  responsible 
as  we  are  expected  to  be  in  our  families 
or  in  our  businesses?  Americans  voted 
for  change  in  1994  and  they  want  us  to 
be  fiscally  responsible.  Some  say. 
"Well,  the  deficit  does  not  matter,  it  is 


just  a  small  percentage  of  the  total.  "  It 
does  matter.  It  does  matter  to  each  of 
us.  It  matters  to  us  currently.  It  mat- 
ters to  us  in  terms  of  the  cost  of  inter- 
est which  will  soon  be  the  largest  sin- 
gle line  item  in  the  budget,  interest  on 
a  budget  that  will  soon  be  expanded  to 
$5  trillion,  and  each  of  us  each  day 
must  pay  the  interest  on  that  debt. 

It  matters  because  it  takes  dollars 
out  of  the  economy  to  finance  this 
debt,  dollars  that  could  otherwise  be 
spent  for  investments  in  business  and 
in  jobs  to  strengthen  the  economy.  So 
it  does  matter. 

It  matters  to  us  in  that  what  we  do 
now  has  great  impact  on  our  children 
and  on  our  grandchildren  and  who  is 
going  to  pay  the  bill.  Our  credit  card  is 
maxed  out  and  we  are  passing  it  on  to 
somebody  else  to  pay  for  the  things 
that  we  want  now.  Those  are  the  large 
questions  that  are  there.  We  can  have  a 
smaller,  less  expensive  Government, 
and  to  me  that  is  the  most  exciting 
part. 

Of  course,  the  dollars  are  the  issue, 
the  budget  is  the  issue,  but  the  excit- 
ing part  is  we  have  an  opportunity  for 
the  first  time  in  many  years  to  really 
take  a  look  at  how  Government  func- 
tions, what  functions  the  Government 
is  involved  in.  how  we  might  better 
provide  those  services  in  a  more  eco- 
nomic, more  efficient  way.  and  I  do  not 
think  anyone  would  argue  with  the 
fact  that  most  of  the  services  could  be 
delivered  more  efficiently. 

We  have  an  opportunity  for  the  first 
time  in  a  long  time  to  move  Govern- 
ment closer  to  people,  to  move  it  closer 
to  the  States  where  you  and  I  as  citi- 
zens have  more  input  into  the  decisions 
made,  where  the  programs  that  are  de- 
signed to  be  used  over  the  country  are 
applied  differently  in  Cheyenne.  WY.  or 
in  Greybull.  WY.  than  in  Pittsburgh 
and  they  should  be  and  we  need  to  have 
the  flexibility  to  do  that. 

For  the  first  time,  we  have  a  chance 
to  do  that.  For  the  first  time,  frankly, 
in  my  memory— I  came  from  the  House 
where  one  party  had  been  in  charge  for 
40  years  and  there  were  not  many  op- 
portunities to  evaluate  programs  and 
to  change  programs.  If  a  program  was 
not  working,  the  solution  was  to  put 
more  money  in  there,  put  more  money 
in  the  program,  that  will  fix  it.  Of 
course,  it  does  not  fix  it.  You  have  to 
go  in  and  see  if  there  are  some  other 
kind  of  changes.  For  the  first  time  in  a 
very  long  time  we  have  an  opportunity 
to  do  that.  That  is  all  part  of  this 
budget  issue. 

So  it  is  time  to  keep  our  promises.  I 
am  talking  about  a  basic  concept,  and 
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it  is  tough.  It  is  tough.  No  one  suggests 
balancing  the  budget  is  an  easy  matter, 
no  one  suggests  it  is  not  going  to  cause 
pain.  No  one  suggests  that  all  of  us  are 
going  to  have  to  make  some  sacrifice 
or.  indeed,  some  change,  and  change  is 
not  easy.  But  that  is  what  it  is  all 
about. 

1  hope  we  do  not  forget  the  bottom 
line,  and  that  is  the  real  goal  is  to  be- 
come financially  and  fiscally  respon- 
sible, and  that  is  what  we  are  seeking 
to  do.  The  goal  is  to  change  Govern- 
ment so  that,  indeed,  we  can  continue 
to  carry  out  those  functions  that  are 
proper  for  the  Federal  Government,  but 
carry  them  out  in  a  manner  that  is  ef- 
ficient and  effective  and.  indeed,  goes 
to  providing  services. 

The  problem,  of  course,  is  runaway 
spending.  Spending  is  much  easier  than 
reducing  spending.  It  is  great  fun  to 
spend.  In  our  State  in  the  late  seven- 
ties and  early  eighties,  we  had  a  great 
economic  boon  with  the  oil  industry 
and  the  mineral  industry. 

Being  in  the  Wyoming  Legislature 
was  great  fun.  When  we  had  a  problem, 
we  just  gave  them  more  money,  tons  of 
money.  That  has  changed,  of  course.  I 
went  in  the  legislature  in  the  mid- 
eighties.  It  was  not  nearly  as  much 
fun.  I  was  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee and  instead  of  saying,  "Oh,  yes, 
we  can  fix  your  problem,  here  is  more 
dough,  we  can  do  that."  we  had  to  say, 
"1  am  sorry,  we  have  to  set  some  prior- 
ities and  we  do  not  have  bucks  for  ev- 
erything that  everybody  would  like  to 
have."  But  we  did  well  and  continue  to 
do  well  and  continue  to  have  to  set 
those  priorities  and  decide  what  we 
think  are  the  most  important  things 
that  Government  should  do.  I  think 
that  is  even  more  important  at  the 
Ft'deral  level.  It  is  awfully  easy  to 
move  away  from  those  things  that 
most  people  would  agree  are  fundamen- 
tal to  the  Federal  Government  and 
move  into  things  that  more  properly 
belong  somewhere  else. 

So  the  question  will  be,  as  we  hear  it 
in  just  a  few  years,  where  will  we  be  as 
we  go  into  the  next  century,  the  new 
millennium?  Will  we  have  increasing 
debt  out  as  far  as  we  can  go?  Or  will  we 
be  able  to  say  to  ourselves  in  5  or  7 
years  that,  yes.  it  was  tough,  but  we 
were  able  to  change  the  course  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  spending 
patterns  to  where  we  are  moving  or 
have  attained  a  balanced  budget'.'  Will 
we  be  able  to  say  we  are  doing  what 
most  people  seem  to  think  is  reason- 
able, that  is,  not  to  spend  more  than 
we  take  in.  You  do  that  on  your  allow- 
ance, with  your  earnings,  and  in  your 
family.  Of  course,  there  are  times  you 
borrow  and  you  repay.  Of  course,  there 
are  times  for  special  things.  But,  over- 
all, you  have  to  keep  your  spending 
where  your  income  is. 

If  we  do  not  do  something,  the  pro- 
jected deficits  will  be  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  $275  billion— more   than   they 


are  now— out  as  far  as  we  can  see.  Is 
that  what  we  want  to  happen? 

By  the  year  2000.  if  we  do  not  do 
something,  we  will  have  a  $7  trillion 
debt.  So  we  need  to  do  it.  We  need  to 
stand  up  now  and  we  need  to  say  come 
to  the  snubbing  post  and  make  some 
decisions.  There  are  always  reasons  not 
to  act.  You  have  heard  over  the  last 
few  days,  and  listen  to  the  next  3  days, 
the  litany  will  be  that  we  are  all  for  a 
balanced  budget.  Yes,  I  want  to  balance 
the  budget.  But  we  will  go  through  10 
or  12  reasons  why  you  cannot  do  it  this 
way  or  that  way.  The  political  reason, 
of  course,  is  to  be  able  to  stand  up  and 
say  that  I  am  for  that  thing  everybody 
is  for— in  this  case,  balancing  the  budg- 
et— but  then  have  a  number  of  reasons 
to  justify  voting  no.  And  that  is  what 
you  will  hear  all  week. 

Now  is  the  time  to  stand  up  and  say, 
yes.  the  basic  issue  is  that  we  have  to 
become  fiscally  responsible.  How  do  we 
do  it?  Sure,  there  is  a  legitimate  argu- 
ment as  to  how  you  do  it.  a  legitimate 
set  of  priorities  for  argumentation,  and 
I  understand  that.  But  the  fact  is  that 
you  have  to  do  it.  It  is  one  of  those 
things  that  is  morally  and  fiscally  re- 
sponsible to  do.  We  are  not  asking  for 
draconian  changes.  We  are  asking  that 
instead  of  increasing  spending  at  5.5 
percent  over  time,  to  increase  spending 
at  3.2  percent  over  time.  Only  in  Wash- 
ington would  that  be  considered  a  cut. 

Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration and  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
do  not  address  the  problem.  They  sim- 
ply say,  yes,  we  want  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  do  not  like  what  you  are 
doing,  but  they  do  not  have  a  solution. 
So  we  need  to  move  forward  and  com- 
mit ourselves  to  the  notion  that  we  can 
balance  the  budgets— and  we  can.  We 
can  do  that  over  a  period  of  time,  and 
we  can  do  that  in  7  years,  as  proposed— 
a  7-year  glidepath  to  balancing  the 
budget  and  fixing  things  like  Medicare. 

There  is  not  really  a  question  as  to 
whether  we  have  to  do  something  with 
Medicare.  The  point  is,  you  do  some- 
thing or  it  goes  broke.  In  2  years,  it  be- 
gins to  pull  out  of  reserves,  and  in  7 
years  it  is  broke.  The  basic  question 
there  is.  do  we  want  to  continue  a  pro- 
gram like  Medicare  to  have  health  care 
for  the  elderly?  Of  course,  we  do.  But  in 
order  to  do  that,  you  have  to  make 
some  changes.  Medicare  has  grown  at  a 
rate  of  10  percent  a  year.  We  are  sug- 
gesting that,  as  in  the  case  of  the  other 
medical  programs  of  delivery,  we  can 
make  it  more  efficient.  This  weekend,  I 
met  in  Cheyenne  with  the  TriCare 
group.  It  is  health  care  for  active  duty 
military  or  retired  military  and  their 
dependents.  They  are  changing 
TriCare,  their  program,  which  includes 
managed  care;  they  are  changing  the 
way  they  have  delivered  the  system. 
We  have  done  that  in  the  private  sec- 
tor. For  the  first  time,  health  care 
costs  have  stabilized  and  in  some  cases 
have    gone    down — ever.ywhere    except 


Medicare  and  Medicaid.  We  can  do  that 
not  by  taking  away  benefits  but  by 
changing  the  delivery  system  and  con- 
tinuing to  grow  at  7.1  percent  instead 
of  10  percent.  Some  will  say  there  is 
growth  in  numbers.  Keep  in  mind  that 
this  projected  spending  goes  from  now 
$4,600  per  capita  in  Medicare,  approxi- 
mately, to  $6,400  per  capita.  That  takes 
into  account  the  growth.  So  we  are 
talking  about  fixing  something  that 
each  of  you  wants  to  continue  to  go 
forward  with. 

So,  Mr.  President,  first  of  all,  I  con- 
gratulate the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  for  his  very  tough  work  and 
leadership  in  bringing  forth  a  proposal. 
Is  it  perfect?  Of  course  not.  Does  it  get 
us  there?  Yes.  Does  it  solve  the  basic 
issue  of  balancing  the  budget?  Yes.  We 
have  to  keep  our  eye  on  the  ball  and 
say  what  is  most  important  to  us  over 
time,  to  be  fiscally  responsible  or  to 
argue  about  the  details?  We  can  argue 
about  details  but  we  should  not.  I  hope 
we  are  committed  to  changing  the 
course  of  this  Government,  that  we  are 
going  to  make  the  changes  that  the 
voters  asked  for  and  bring  forward  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  which  will 
put  us  on  a  glidepath  in  7  years  to  fi- 
nancial and  fiscal  responsibility. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum,  the  time  to  be  charged  to 
the  Republican  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  DO- 
MENICI). The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thom.'^s).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  As  manager  of  the 
bill  and  controller  of  the  time,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  who  is 
now  on  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  let  me  speak 
for  a  few  minutes  as  well.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  noted  with  interest  your  com- 
ments of  just  a  little  while  ago  using 
some  Wyoming  phraseology  to  explain 
why  we  need  to  get  on  with  this  job.  I 
think  that  is  the  thinking  of  most  peo- 
ple in  this  country  that  kind  of  wonder 
why  back  here  in  Washington.  DC.  the 
people  who  have  the  responsibility  for 
managing  our  financial  affairs  of  the 
U.S.  Government  cannot  quite  see  it 
the  way  they  do.  the  way  they  have  to 
manage  their  lives  every  day. 

During  the  Easter  recess.  I  traveled 
all  around  my  State  of  Arizona,  and  I 
talked  to  people  just  like  the  folks  you 
were  referring  to.  They  get  up  early  in 
the  morning,  get  their  kids  off  to 
school,  work  hard  all  day  long,  come 
home  tired,  and  they  wonder  why  the 
Federal  Government  is  asking  them  to 
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give  more  and  more  of  what  they  have 
earned  to  the  Federal  Government  so 
that  people  back  here  in  Washington 
can  make  decisions  about  how  that 
money  should  be  spent.  They  wonder 
why  the  Federal  Government  cannot 
balance  its  budget  like  they  have  to 
balance  their  own  families'  budgets 
every  day. 

They  understand  that  the  Govern- 
ment is  different  than  an  individual  or 
a  family.  They  understand  that  there 
are  tough  decisions,  that  from  time  to 
time  we  are  asked  to  spend  money  on 
things  that  have  large  political  con- 
stituencies. They  understand  those 
things. 

However,  they  have  also  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  by  and  large  Govern- 
ment is  not  a  really  great  buy.  That  all 
of  these  years  they  have  been  asking 
Government  to  do  things  for  them  they 
have,  in  effect,  hired  the  Government 
to  solve  problems,  it  has  not  been  a 
very  good  buy. 

We  have  spent  $5  trillion  on  welfare, 
and  we  have  more  people  who  are  below 
the  poverty  line  today  than  we  did 
when  the  Great  Society  began,  and  a 
host  of  problems  that  clearly  the  wel- 
fare system  has  not  solved. 

They  see  a  Federal  debt  that  is  now 
approaching  numbers  that  no  one  can 
even  comprehend — approaching  $5  tril- 
lion, a  number  that  none  of  us  can  real- 
ly comprehend.  They  see  annual  defi- 
cits, and  they  wonder  why  after  the 
politicians  a  couple  of  years  ago  prom- 
ised them  that  we  would  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget,  at  least  the  budgets 
would  be  submitted  that  would  get 
America  on  a  path  to  achieving  a  bal- 
anced budget,  they  see  the  President's 
budget  this  year  that  does  not  even 
try.  It  just  gives  up.  It  says,  I  under- 
st.and  that  the  .American  people  want  a 
balanced  budget,  but  President  Clinton 
says  I  am  going  to  be  spending,  or  rec- 
ommend that  the  Congress  be  spending, 
about  $200  billion  each  year  more  than 
we  take  in.  So  at  the  end  of  his  5-year 
budget  we  have  added  SI  trillion  to  the 
national  debt. 

They  ask  why  this  cannot  stop,  why 
the  Congress  cannot  get  its  act  to- 
gether. In  the  very  last  election  on  No- 
vember 8.  I  think  they  sent  a  very 
strong  message  which  has  been  re- 
sponded to  in  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate,  at  least  by  the  Republicans.  In 
the  House,  just  about  5  days  ago,  a 
budget  was  passed  which  achieves  bal- 
ance in  7  years,  the  same  amount  of 
time  that  was  called  for  under  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  failed  by 
only  one  vote. 

It  says  that  by  the  year  2002  we  will 
have  a  balanced  budget,  and  at  that 
time  we  begin  actually  paying  off  our 
national  debt.  It  is  too  much  of  a  task 
to  be  resolved  in  1  year.  It  would  be 
like  asking  people  to  pay  off  their 
home  mortgage  in  1  or  2  years.  It  is  too 
big  for  that.  But  over  7  years,  we  can 
restrain  the  growth  in  spending  to  such 


a  degree  that  even  though  most  pro- 
grams will  continue  to  grow,  it  will 
grow  at  a  slower  rate,  enabling  the 
Government  to  save  enough  money. 
about  $1  trillion  over  that  7  years,  that 
by  the  end  of  the  7  years  we  will  be  in 
balance. 

What  does  this  mean  to  the  average 
American?  They  know  instinctively  it 
has  to  be  done.  They  know  what  hap- 
pens when  they  do  not  balance  their 
budget.  They  realize  that  their  stand- 
ard of  living,  and  more  importantly, 
their  children's  and  grandchildren's 
standard  of  living  is  being  threatened 
as  a  result  of  this  huge  deficit. 

One  of  the  problems,  of  course, 
caused  by  the  deficit,  is  that  it  raises 
interest  rates.  By  crowding  out  the 
market  for  money,  interest  rates  go  up. 
We  have  estimates  that  if  we  could  get 
the  budget  balanced  it  would  reduce  in- 
terest rates  by  about  2  percent.  Think 
what  a  reduction  of  2-percent  interest 
rates  would  mean  on  the  average  home 
mortgage  or  the  car  purchase,  or  any- 
thing else  that  we  buy  on  time. 

Of  course,  having  a  big  deficit  re- 
quires citizens  to  pay  more  in  taxes. 
For  one  thing,  we  have  to  pay  $200  to 
$300  billion  interest  on  the  Federal  debt 
every  year.  Until  we  begin  to  pay  that 
debt  off,  we  will  continue  to  have  the 
interest  expense  every  year.  Not  only 
is  that  more  taxes  we  have  to  pay,  but 
it  is  money  that  we  cannot  spend  on 
other  things  that  people  would  like 
Government  to  spend  on. 

There  have  been  a  lot  of  speeches 
particularly  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  during  the  last  week  that  say, 
look  what  will  happen  if  we  pass  this 
budget.  Look  what  will  happen  if  we 
balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  look  what  will  happen 
if  we  do  not  balance  the  budget.  That  is 
the  Question.  It  reminds  me  of  the  true 
story  one  of  my  colleagues  was  telling 
me  about.  An  oil  rig  was  burning  in  the 
North  Sea.  It  was  1,200  feet  from  the 
rig  down  to  the  North  Atlantic.  It  was 
pitch  black,  except  for  the  fact  there 
was  oil  burning  on  the  surface  of  the 
water.  One  of  the  people  who  was  work- 
ing on  the  rig  jumped  off  of  that  plat- 
form, over  1,200  feet  into  the  water.  He 
survived. 

A  television  person  interviewing  him 
in  the  hospital  asked  him  the  question. 
Why,  knowing  that  it  was  1.200  feet 
down,  you  could  not  see  anything,  it 
was  pitch  black  except  for  the  oil  that 
was  burning  on  the  water,  why  did  you 
jump  in  the  water?  And  his  answer  was. 
of  course,  because  there  was  so  much 
fire  at  my  back,  I  knew  that  if  I  did 
not,  I  would  be  burned  alive. 

In  other  words,  the  question  was  not 
might  something  bad  happen  to  me  if  I 
jump  off;  the  question  is,  most  cer- 
tainly something  bad  will  happen  to 
me  if  I  do  not. 

The  question  is  not,  will  something 
bad  happen  if  we  pass  the  balanced 
budget:  the  question  is,  what  will  hap- 
pen to  this  country  if  we  do  not? 
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I  think  almost  everyone  recognizes 
that  while  there  may  be  some  concerns 
about  the  restraining  of  the  growth  in 
spending  if  we  do  pass  this  balanced 
budget,  that  the  alternative  is  far 
worse,  an  alternative  that  relegates 
our  future  generation  to  a  lower  stand- 
ard of  living  than  we  have  been  able  to 
enjoy  in  this  country.  That  is  why  we 
have  to  pass  the  balanced  budget. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  one  of  the  con- 
cerns that  I  have  had  is  that  we  have 
not  gotten  a  lot  of  leadership  on  the 
other  side.  There  is  no  alternative 
budget.  We  put  the  President's  budget 
on  the  floor  last  Friday,  and  said  what 
about  this?  Do  any  Members  think  this 
is  a  good  idea?  Nobody  did.  It  failed.  99 
to  0.  One  of  the  reasons,  of  course,  was 
that  it  did  not  even  attempt  to  restrain 
spending  and  achieve  a  balance.  In- 
stead, it  has  deficits  at  the  rate  of 
about  $200  billion  each  year,  for  the 
next  5  years. 

Right  now,  the  national  debt  is  ap- 
proaching $5  trillion.  It  is  $4.8  trillion 
to  be  exact.  That  is  about  $18,500  for 
every  man.  woman,  and  child  in  the 
country.  I  just  had  a  new  grandchildren 
born  about  12  days  ago.  His  share  of  the 
national  debt,  right  now.  is  $18,500. 
That  is  unfair  to  him. 

In  the  last  election,  people  were  say- 
ing it  is  important  we  do  something 
about  the  debt,  because  they  saw  for 
the  first  time  in  history  that  future 
generations  did  not  have  the  same  op- 
portunity that  we  did.  that  the  Amer- 
ican spirit  of  optimism  that  each  suc- 
ceeding generation  would  do  better 
than  the  last  was  not  necessarily  going 
to  come  true. 

When  they  gave  that  message,  they 
also  gave  a  mandate  to  do  something 
about  it,  to  eliminate  that  $18,500  of 
debt  for  every  man,  woman,  and  child 
in  the  country.  That  is  an  average  of 
about  $74,000  of  debt  for  the  average 
family  of  four. 

Even  if  Congress  balanced  the  budget 
this  very  moment,  the  average  Amer- 
ican family  would  still  be  stuck  with 
that  bill  of  $74,000.  Of  course,  that  ri- 
vals the  mortgage  on  most  homes  in 
this  country.  In  order  just  to  pay  the 
interest  on  that,  the  average  family 
will  have  to  pay  about  $5,000  a  year  an- 
nually. 

Mr.  President,  stop  and  think  about 
that  for  a  moment.  What  we  are  saying 
is.  just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debt, 
every  family  has  to  pay  about  $5,000  in 
taxes.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons  we 
have  to  get  the  debt  down,  and  why 
balancing  the  budget  will  help  the  av- 
erage American  people,  because  every 
year  that  that  debt  remains  at  the 
level  it  is  that  $5,000  in  taxes  goes  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  debt.  It  cannot 
be  used  for  other  expenditures  and  we 
cannot  reduce  the  tax  burden.  At  least 
it  said  we  cannot  reduce  the  tax  bur- 
den, because,  obviously,  the  interest  on 
the  debt  has  to  be  paid. 

Now.  this  $5,000  in  taxes  annually  is 
about  $430  a  month,   just   in   interest 
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payments.  That  assumes  no  other  pay- 
ment. So,  that  is  what  the  average 
American  family  is  spending  every  sin- 
gle month  with  the  debt  we  have  today. 

As  I  said,  put  this  into  perspective 
for  every  year  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  runs  these  $200  billion 
deficits.  The  average  young  person  will 
pay  an  additional  $5,000  in  taxes  over 
his  or  her  lifetime.  Right  now.  a  child 
born  this  year  will  pay  about  $187,000  in 
taxes  because  of  this  debt.  That  is  what 
my  brand-new  grandson  is  relegated  to 
if  we  cannot  get  this  debt  under  con- 
trol. 

This  $5,000  in  taxes,  increased  taxes 
for  every  year  that  we  run  these  defi- 
cits, is  not  only  a  fiscal  matter,  Mr. 
President,  but  it  is  a  moral  matter.  I 
think  we  can  get  bound  up  in  all  the 
numbers  but  we  have  to  realize  what 
we  are  doing  to  future  generations.  It 
is  immoral  to  be  spending  money  in 
our  generation  and  not  be  willing  to 
pay  for  it.  It  is  as  if  we  were  running  up 
credit  card  debt,  and  as  we  exit  the 
scene  we  hand  that  debt  to  our  children 
and  say,  "Will  you  please  pay  the  bill 
for  the  excesses  during  our  lifetime." 

The  $1  trillion  in  new  debt  that  is 
proposed  by  President  Clinton's  budget 
over  5  years  represents  an  additional 
$25,000  in  taxes  for  every  family,  or  I 
should  say  for  every  individual.  That  is 
$25,000  for  every  young  man.  woman, 
and  child  in  this  country.  There  is  not 
a  whole  lot,  Mr.  President,  that  we  can 
do  worse  for  the  future  generations 
than  to  continue  to  run  up  this  debt, 
because  it  guarantees  a  lower  standard 
of  living  for  future  generations. 

So.  as  we  discuss  the  plans  for 
achieving  balance  over  the  course  of 
the  next  5.  6.  7  years  we  have  to  exam- 
ine the  arguments  pro  and  con  that  are 
being  made  here.  A  lot  of  arguments 
against  this  balanced  budget  from  the 
other  side  expressed  concerns  about 
what  will  happen  if  we  do  not  do  it. 
They  attack  particular  parts  of  the 
budget.  They  represent  no  alternatives. 

The  amendment  that  is  pending  on 
the  floor  right  now,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
accepts  the  fact  that  we  are  going  to 
achieve  balance,  and  it  says  with  the 
$170  billion  that  we  are  going  to  save  as 
a  result  of  that  because  of  reduced  in- 
terest rates,  the  so-called  dividends 
that  will  result  by  doing  the  job  we  are 
supposed  to  do,  the  amendment  on  the 
other  side  says  we  will  spend  that 
money.  We  have  a  way  of  spending  that 
money.  So  not  only  do  many  of  the 
Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
here  object  to  balancing  the  budget  by 
the  year  2002  and  raise  arguments 
against  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002,  but  they  are  very  willing  to 
take  the  savings  that  result  from  what 
we  are  willing  to  do  by  biting  the  bul- 
let here,  and  spend  that  money  before 
it  has  even  been  saved. 

That  is  not  being  very  constructive 
about  solving  these  problems  when  we 
know  we  have  a  big  deficit,  we  know  we 


have  to  solve  it,  the  President's  budget 
was  defeated  by  99  to  0.  there  is  no  al- 
ternative budget  on  the  other  side,  all 
that  the  Senators  on  the  other  side, 
most  of  them,  have  done  is  to  carp 
about  the  fact  that  some  segment  of 
our  society  is  not  going  to  get  quite  as 
much  money  as  they  have  been  getting 
over  the  years  if  we  balance  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002.  Notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  spending  is  going  to  go  up  in 
most  categories,  it  will  simply  go  up  at 
a  lesser  rate  than  it  would  otherwise, 
the  arguments  are  that  somebody  is 
going  to  suffer  because  they  will  not 
get  quite  as  much  money  as  they  oth- 
erwise would  have  gotten;  just  negative 
criticism  of  what  we  are  trying  to 
achieve. 

And,  at  the  same  time  that  negative 
criticism  is  coming  out  with  no  con- 
structive alternative,  the  amendment 
on  the  floor  now  says,  "By  the  way, 
with  the  money  you  are  going  to  save 
by  what  you  are  willing  to  do,  we 
would  like  to  spend  $100  billion  of 
that." 

That  is  not  very  constructive  to  this 
debate.  So,  as  I  said,  during  the  next  3 
days  as  we  debate  this  and  we  consider 
the  arguments  back  and  forth.  I  think 
the  primary  thing  we  have  to  consider 
is  the  future  of  our  grandchildren  and 
our  children.  That  is  why  it  is  impor- 
tant for  us  to  accomplish  this.  It  is  im- 
portant because  of  the  savings,  it  is  im- 
portant because  of  what  we  can  do  with 
that  money  today,  but  more  impor- 
tant, what  it  means  to  their  future, 
what  it  means  to  the  future  prosperity 
of  this  country  and  the  opportunity  to 
create  a  better  living  in  this  country 
for  those  future  generations. 

If  we  do  not  accomplish  our  goal  of 
achieving  balance  in  our  budget  within 
the  next  7  years,  we  will  not  deserve 
the  title  of  Senator.  We  will  not  de- 
serve to  be  serving  in  this  body  because 
we  will  have  failed  in  our  obligation  to 
those  future  generations.  And  that  ul- 
timately is  why  most  of  us  sought  elec- 
tion in  the  first  place  and  are  so  privi- 
leged to  serve  in  this  body. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
LUG.\R).  The  Chair  recognizes  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  my 
understanding  is  that  by  prior  unani- 
mous agreement,  at  9:15.  Democrats 
were  to  speak;  is  that  correct?  If  not — 
is  there  no  such  understanding? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  states  there  is  no  agreement  to 
that  effect. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  wants  to  speak  now  and  that  is 
absolutely  fine  with  me.  I  just  ask 
unanimous  consent,  after  the  Senator 
from  Florida  speaks,  that  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  have  up  to  half  an 
hour  to  speak. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  at  this  time, 
let  me  yield  to  the  3enator  from  Flor- 
ida. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
next  several  days,  as  during  the  past 
few  days,  we  are  going  to  hear  a  lot  of 
discussion  about  the  numbers  within 
the  budget  and  a  lot  of  statistics  in  the 
debate  about  economics.  But  the  un- 
derlying reality  of  what  we  are  debat- 
ing is  not  really  economics,  and  it  real- 
ly does  not  directly  relate  to  numbers. 
What  we  really  are  talking  about  is  the 
future  of  this  great  Nation.  We  are 
talking  about  the  futures  of  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren.  We  are 
talking  about  the  futures  of  our  moms 
and  dads  and  our  grandparents.  And  we 
are  talking  about  the  futures  of  work- 
ing men  and  women  in  this  country. 

This  comes  to  my  mind,  frankly,  be- 
cause over  this  weekend  I  had  the  op- 
portunity to  speak  both  to  my  mom 
and  dad  and  to  my  grandchildren.  My 
dad  is  82  years  old.  My  mother  is  80. 
And  I  had  the  opportunity,  believe  it  or 
not,  to  speak  to  the  youngest  of  my 
grandchildren,  who  is  2  years  old. 

I  thought  about  this  earlier  this 
morning.  Some  things  never  change. 
Because  my  little  grandson  said  to  me 
as  we  were  chatting  on  the  phone.  "I 
am  going  to  go  watch  baseball."  You 
can  imagine  that  out  of  a  little  2-year- 
old,  he  said— "I  am  going  to  go  watch 
baseball." 

Talking  with  my  mom  and  dad  and  to 
my  daughter  and  my  grandchildren 
over  the  weekend  made  me  realize  that 
what  we  are  focusing  on  is  the  future  of 
our  Nation  and  the  people  of  this  great 
country  of  ours.  My  dad  still  volun- 
teers over  at  one  of  the  hospitals  in  my 
community— if  you  can  imagine  that — 
at  the  age  of  82.  He  helps  lift  people  out 
of  their  hospital  beds,  and  puts  them 
on  a  stretcher  to  take  them,  down  to 
the  X  ray  or  to  the  operating  room. 
People  from  all  over  my  hometown 
come  up  to  me  and  tell  me  that  my  dad 
helped  them  when  they  were  over  at 
the  hospital.  The  interesting  thing  is 
my  dad  just  got  out  of  the  hospital  a 
few  weeks  ago.  My  mother  just  re- 
turned from  some  3.  SV-  weeks  in  a 
nursing  home. 

In  a  sense,  they  represent  the  elderly 
of  our  Nation  and  their  reliance  on 
health  care.  Virtually  every  family  in 
America  experiences  the  same  kind  of 
thing  I  am  talking  about — the  need  of 
our  elderly  to  look  to  health  care.  And 
the  question  we  must  consider  is  what 
their  future  going  to  be  like  if  we  do 
not  address  the  question  of  Medicare. 

The  trustees  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  have  said  now  for  2  years  in  a  row 
that  Medicare  is  going  to  be  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2001  or  the  year  2002,  de- 
pending on  what  set  of  economic  as- 
sumptions one  uses.  How  will  other 
folks'  moms  and  dads  and  grandparents 
be  able  to  rely  on  Medicare  if  we  do  not 
act?  Frankly,  this  is  not  a  Republican 
problem.  This  is  a  problem  for  the  en- 
tire   Nation.    This    is    one    where    the 
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President  of  the  United  States  should 
be  taking  the  lead.  There  should  be  a 
bipartisan  plan. 

Frankly,  when  you  look  at  the  trust- 
ees' report  and  you  see  Che  hesitancy 
on  the  part  of  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  and  the  Presi- 
dent, to  lead,  we  do  not  have  any 
choice  than  to  take  the  lead  ourselves. 
We  must  act  because  6  or  7  years  from 
now  there  will  not  be  a  Medicare  fund 
capable  of  paying  the  beneficiaries.  We 
cannot  allow  that  to  happen.  So  I  am 
proud  to  be  part  of  this  effort  to  solve 
the  overall  budget  crisis  and  to  address 
the  question  of  Medicare,  because  we 
have  to  preserve  Medicare  for  others  in 
the  future. 

As  I  said,  this  is  an  American  prob- 
lem It  is  one  to  which  there  ought  to 
be  a  bipartisan  response.  Let  me  share 
some  of  the  numbers  which  suggest  the 
extent  of  the  problem.  Some  of  the  re- 
ports indicate  that  the  average  retired 
couple  today  will  receive  back  in  bene- 
fits from  the  Medicare  health  system 
$126,700  more  than  they  pay  in.  Com- 
mon sense  suggests  this  cannot  con- 
tinue. Common  sense  suggests  that  as 
long  ais  you  do  have  a  system  like  that, 
it  makes  sense  that  it  could  go  bank- 
rupt. And  that  is  exactly  what  the 
trustees  have  said. 

Our  response  has  been  to  recognize 
that  we  need  to  slow  down  the  rate  of 
growth  in  the  Medicare  system.  It  is 
growing  now  at  over  10  percent  per 
year.  We  are  suggesting  its  growth 
should  be  slowed  to  7.2  percent.  What 
does  this  mean  to  the  average  bene- 
ficiary? Today,  that  average  bene- 
ficiary is  receiving  about  $4,800  per 
year  from  Medicaid.  Under  the  pro- 
posal, it  would  go  up  to  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $6,800  to  $7,000  per 
year.  Certainly,  wc  ought  to  be  able  to 
put  together  a  Medicare  system  that 
can  operate  with  those  kinds  of  num- 
bers. And  that  growth,  by  the  way,  is 
still  I'j  times  faster  than  the  private 
sector.  Certainly  we  can  find  a  way  to 
accomplish  this  task.  And  in  the  end 
what  will  we  have  done?  We  will  have 
improved,  protected,  and  preserved  the 
Medicare  system. 

I  think  frankly  the  people  in  the 
country  want  this  to  happen.  I  would 
much  rather  this  be  a  bipartisan  effort. 
But.  frankly,  we  cannot  wait  for  the 
other  side,  if  they  are  not  going  to  be 
involved  in  solving  the  problem  with 
respect  to  Medicare. 

I  mentioned  earlier  about  trying  to 
put  this  discussion  within  the  frame- 
work of  real  people,  and  I  know  we 
have  heard  a  lot  from  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  about  the 
tragedy  that  will  occur  if  some  pro- 
posal like  this  budget  resolution  is  put 
together.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  heard 
over  the  weekend  that  Laura  Tyson. 
Chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers  to  the  President,  said,  if  this 
balanced  budget  plan  were  to  go  into 
effect,  that  it  would  create  a  larger  di- 


vide between  those  who  have  and  those 
who  do  not  have.  She  states  that  cut- 
ting down  on  education  we  will  deprive 
the  next  generation  of  education  bene- 
fits which  will  widen  the  gap. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  most  people  in 
this  country  clearly  understand  that 
education  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
local  communities.  In  fact,  most  could 
make  the  claim  that  the  larger  the 
Government  role  in  education,  the 
worst  off  the  education  system  in  this 
country  has  gotten.  And,  our  children 
are  not  receiving  the  kind  of  education 
that  is  necessary  to  enhance  their  abil- 
ity to  be  able  to  compete  in  the  21st 
century. 

I  think  that  this  comment  by  the 
Chairman  is  incredibly  misleading,  and 
I  think  it  is  important  that  we  focus  on 
what  the  benefits  really  are. 

Let  me  talk  for  a  moment  about  the 
kinds  of  people  for  whom  this  budget 
was  drafted.  I  am  thinking  about  the 
couple  that  gets  up  at  4:30  in  the  morn- 
ing to  begin  their  commute  to  work, 
whether  that  be  by  train  or  by  car. 
Both  work  all  day  long,  and  by  the 
time  they  get  back  home  at  night  in 
the  dark  they  are  exhausted.  And  they 
do  that  5  days  a  week,  some  6.  What 
about  them?  How  much  more  are  we 
going  to  ask  them  to  provide  to  Wash- 
ington to  fund  a  set  of  programs  that 
frankly  they  feel,  and  I  feel,  have  failed 
us? 

If  one  could  make  the  argument  that 
all  of  these  programs  have  worked  and 
have  improved  the  lives  of  so  many 
people,  that  would  be  a  different  story. 
But  what  do  we  see?  We  see  the  number 
of  people  who  are  relying  on  these  pro- 
grams is  growing  year  after  year, 
which  is  an  indication,  frankly,  that 
we  have  failed  to  provide  them  oppor- 
tunities. What  wc  have  done  is  to  de- 
velop a  trapdoor  of  dependency,  and 
that  needs  to  change.  We  ought  to  start 
thinking  about  those  families  whose 
moms  and  dads  are  working  all  day 
long  struggling  to  take  care  of  them- 
selves and  their  children,  to  provide  for 
their  future.  It  is  these  families,  frank- 
ly, who  are  getting  tired  of  seeing  more 
and  more  of  their  income  taxed  away 
by  a  Federal  Government  that  contin- 
ues programs  that  have  proven  to  be  a 
failure. 

I  also  think  about  the  young  family, 
married  couple  with  a  young  child,  the 
husband  has  two  jobs,  works  all  week 
long  at  those  two  jobs,  comes  home  for 
the  weekend,  and  takes  care  of  the 
child  while  the  wife  and  mother  goes  to 
her  job  over  the  weekend.  What  about 
their  future?  What  about  developing  a 
society  and  economy  that  provides 
them  a  future,  one  filled  with  oppor- 
tunity and  hope?  Nobody  seems  to  talk 
about  those.  All  we  hear  about  is  the 
harm  that  may  be  caused  by  proposals 
that  are  put  forward. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  think  about 
those  hard-working  men  and  women 
who  have  been  taxed  year  after  year 
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after  year.  Those  are  the  kind  of  people 
on  whom  I  think  we  ought  to  keep  fo- 
cused; or  the  family  whose  husband  has 
to  be  away  from  home  3  or  4  or  maybe 
5  days  a  week  traveling  around  his 
sales  territory  while  his  wife  is  at 
home.  Many  such  wives  having  to  man- 
age a  job  and  having  to  raise  the  chil- 
dren as  well. 

So,  again.  Mr.  President.  I  say  there 
is  a  debate  which  is  much  more  about 
people  and  their  futures  as  opposed  to 
just  hard  statistics  and  cold  numbers. 

But  we  do  have  to  talk  about  num- 
bers. I  would  like  to  relate  a  story 
about  the  first  budget  hearing  that  I 
attended  as  a  Member  of  the  Congress 
It  occurred  back  in  February  1982  dur- 
ing the  Reagan  administration.  Stock- 
man. Regan,  and  Feldstein,  Director  of 
0MB.  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 
Chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers  all  came  to  the  Congress  in 
February  1983  and  told  the  Congress 
that  if  we  did  not  change  the  spending 
patterns  of  this  Nation  that  we  would 
see  deficits  out  into  future  as  far  as 
one  can  see — $200  billion  plus. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  this  Con- 
gress, controlled  by  the  other  party, 
that  entire  time  did  nothing  to  address 
their  spending  habits.  Their  response 
to  a  continuing  deficit  over  and  over 
and  over  again  was  to  say  to  those  fam- 
ilies that  I  have  just  spoken  about  that 
you  just  are  going  to  have  to  give  up  a 
little  bit  more  of  those  hard-earned 
dollars  for  which  you  have  been  work- 
ing. Well,  frankly,  in  November  of  this 
past  year  the  people  of  this  country 
said  enough  is  enough.  And  they  sup- 
ported the  ideas  of  less  taxing,  less 
spending,  less  Government,  and  more 
freedom.  That  is  what  this  debate  is 
about  as  well. 
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being  told  we  were  going  to  see  deficits 
of  $200  billion  plus  out  into  the  future. 
nothing  was  done  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States. 

So  what  did  we  get  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  for  his  budg- 
et proposal?  We  got  a  budget  that  was 
referred  to  by  a  member  of  the  admin- 
istration at  the  time  as  a  source  of 
shame.  Frankly,  he  was  right.  It  is  a 
source  of  shame.  And  I  suspect  that  is 
why  our  colleagues  on  other  side  of  the 
aisle — every  single  one  of  them— ran 
from  it.  would  not  vote,  not  one  as  far 
as  I  can  recall,  not  one  voted  for  the 
President's  budget  proposal. 

That  is  an  abdication  of  leadership.  I 
would  say  that  our  colleagues  find 
themselves,  frankly,  in  somewhat  of  an 
embarrassing  position.  I  mean,  after 
all,  they  told  us  during  the  debate  for 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  they 
were  for  a  balanced  budget.  Many  said 
that  they  really  believed  that  we  ought 
to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  just  not 
with  a  constitutional  amendment. 

I  think  that  the  President's  actual 
words  were  something  like  "We  don't 
need  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 


all  we  need  is  will."  We  are  still  wait- 
ing to  see  that  will. 

We  know  that  they  are  opposed  to 
our  plan.  We  now  know  that  they  are 
opposed  to  the  plan  put  forward  by  the 
President.  But  we  see  no  plan  at  all 
from  the  other  side:  no  plan  at  all  when 
we  are  talking  about  the  future  of  this 
Nation  and  the  future  of  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren.  I  can  under- 
stand why  they  did  not  support  the 
President's  plan  because,  frankly,  in 
today's  environment,  today's  debate,  it 
was  not  serious.  It  simply  was  not  seri- 
ous. In  fact,  it  did  not  even  stand  up  to 
the  objectives  that  were  established  by 
the  administration  itself. 

The  one  economic  argument  that 
Laura  Tyson  placed  on  why  that  was  a 
good  proposal  was  that,  over  a  period 
of  5  years,  it  was  showing  a  reduction 
in  the  deficit  as  a  percentage  of  GDP. 
And  after  all,  that  was  a  worthwhile 
economic  goal,  and.  frankly,  a  number 
of  economists  around  the  country  sup- 
port the  concept  that  a  reduction  of 
the  deficit  as  a  percentage  of  GDP  is  a 
good  goal.  But  guess  what  happened? 

As  a  little  interesting  side  comment 
here,  I  remember  in  the  State  of  the 
Union  Message  a  couple  of  years  ago 
the  President  of  the  United  States  say- 
ing to  us  we  are  not  going  to  use  OMB 
to  establish  our  budget  numbers,  the 
economic  data.  We  are  going  to  use  the 
CBO,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 
We  do  not  want  anyone  to  say  we  are 
recalculating  our  way  out  of  this  defi- 
cit. 

So  we  started  out  in  1993  and  1994 
using  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 
But  now  that  we  have  entered  into  this 
debate  about  this  budget,  the  President 
has  moved  back  to  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  to  use  the  num- 
bers from  the  OMB.  And  when  the  CBO 
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guess  what  happens?  It  is  not  a  na- 
tional $200  billion  deficit  for  the  next  5 
years.  It  grows  from  $177.  or  $176  bil- 
lion, to  something  like  $276  billion. 

In  other  words,  it  is  a  growing  defi- 
cit, not  a  deficit  that  is  staying  still  or 
declining.  It  is  a  growing  deficit.  And 
by  their  one  measure,  that  is,  as  a  per- 
centage of  GDP.  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  says  it  goes  from  2.5  per- 
cent of  GDP  up  to  3.1  percent.  So  by 
their  own  measure,  their  own  budget 
does  not  meet  that  target. 

And  so  I  think  it  is  very  unfortunate 
that  we  find  ourselves  in  a  situation 
where  a  budget  has  been  proposed  by 
Republicans  without  the  help  or  sup- 
port of  our  colleagues  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle.  Frankly.  I  think  that 
this  budget  is  based  on  courage,  com- 
mitment, and  conviction  and  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  part  of  that  effort,  to  get 
us  to  a  zero  deficit  in  the  year  2002. 
And  again  I  think  it  is  unfortunate 
that  an  alternative  approach  has  not 
even  been  offered  by  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

We  ought  to  ask  ourselves  the  ques- 
tion, what  happens  if  we  do  not  act?  I 


remember  I  made  some  comments  dur- 
ing the  balanced  budget  amendment 
debate  a  few  months  ago  about  the  po- 
tential consequences  for  not  acting.  I 
have  often  thought  it  was  quite  inter- 
esting, as  I  listened  to  my  constituents 
in  the  State  of  Florida  and  my  col- 
leagues here  in  the  Congress,  that 
there  is  an  attitude  which  honestly  be- 
lieves the  United  States  is  so  powerful 
and  we  are  so  right  we  would  never 
have  to  pay  the  consequences  associ- 
ated with  bad  economic  policy. 

If  you  recall,  the  debate  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  was  taking 
place  about  the  time  that  Mexico  was 
going  through  some  very  difficult 
times.  There  was  this  feeling  that 
somehow  or  another  the  United  States 
would  never  have  to  pay  for  the  con- 
sequences of  bad  economic  policy,  and 
I  think  that  is  fundamentally  wrong.  I 
would  encourage  people  to  take  a  look 
at  what  happened  to  the  value  of  the 
U.S.  dollar  when  this  body  defeated  the 
balanced  budget  amendment. 

I  would  also  say  take  a  look  at  what 
has  happened  to  the  U.S.  dollar  since 
this  administration  has  come  into 
power:  a  whole  series  of  misdirected 
economic  policies— higher  tax  rates, 
more  regulation,  more  Federal  spend- 
ing, no  constraint.  People  around  the 
world  have  lost  faith  in  U.S.  currency. 

Now,  some  people  say,  why  should  I 
worry  about  the  value  of  the  dollar?  If 
I  go  to  a  local  store,  does  that  dollar 
not  buy  me  the  same  thing?  The  drop 
in  the  value  of  the  dollar,  if  it  affects 
me  in  my  purchasing  power,  does  it  not 
affect  the  value  of  the  product  as  well? 
I  do  not  see  anything  that  has  hap- 
pened to  me  as  a  result  of  it. 

Think  of  the  currency  of  our  country 
as  being  the  common  stock  of  our 
country,  and  what  has  happened  in  the 
last  2  .vears  is  we  have  lost  one-third  of 
the  value  of  our  common  stock  of  this 
country  because  of  failed  economic  pol- 
icy. 

There  is  an  opportunity  here  to 
change  that  devaluation  of  our  cur- 
rency. Just  to  give  you  again  an  idea  of 
what  the  consequences  are  for  not  act- 
ing, when  interest  rates,  for  example, 
go  up  by  half  a  percent  with  the  FHA 
fixed-rate  mortgages,  applications  drop 
27  percent.  A  half  a  point  change,  a  27- 
percent  decline  in  the  applications  for 
FHA  mortgages.  In  the  conventional 
mortgage,  we  saw  that  where  interest 
rates  moved  up  1.5  percent,  somewhere 
around  200.000  to  300.000  people  no 
longer  could  afford  to  buy  a  home. 

Job  creation:  The  rate  of  growth  in 
job  creation  in  this  recent  recovery  is 
roughly  half  of  what  it  has  been  in  pre- 
vious recoveries,  and  statistical  data 
indicates  to  us  that  probably  for  the 
fourth  year  in  a  row  we  are  going  to 
see  a  decline  in  real  median  income 
earnings  of  America's  families.  And 
that  will  just  continue  to  get  worse, 
not  better,  if  we  do  nothing.  It  appears 
this  is  what  is  being  proposed  by  our 


colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  or  would  result  if  we  were  to  fol- 
low the  plan  that  has  been  put  forward 
by  the  President. 

Now.  we  have  some  conflicting  feel- 
ings with  respect  to  what  will  happen 
economically.  Again  Laura  Tyson  tells 
us  that  it  would  be  a  tragedy  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  But  Chairman  Green- 
span has  said— and  he  has  said  this 
many  times  in  the  past — he  never  real- 
ly has  to  worry  about  the  Congress 
coming  up  with  too  much  in  the  area  of 
spending  cuts.  Chairman  Greenspan 
has.  in  fact,  embraced  what  we  are 
doing.  If  I  have  to  make  my  choice 
about  which  one  of  those  economists  to 
focus  on  and  pay  attention  to.  I  think 
it  is  pretty  obvious  it  would  be  Chair- 
man Greenspan  over  Laura  Tyson. 

So  again,  the  consequences  are  dra- 
matic. We  have  an  opportunity  here  to 
do  something  to  change  the  direction 
of  this  Nation.  We  have  an  opportunity 
to  provide  for  more  jobs,  more  business 
formation,  and  greater  opportunity  for 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren  if 
we  pass  this  budget  proposal.  I  would 
ask  my  colleagues  to  cast  a  vote  in 
favor  of  this  budget  resolution. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  going  to  ask  my 
colleague  from  Florida  to  yield  while 
he  was  speaking,  but  I  did  not  want  to 
break  into  the  flow  of  what  he  had  to 
say,  so  some  of  what  I  say  in  my  re- 
marks will  be  a  response  to  my  col- 
league from  Florida.  1  do  not  know 
whether  he  will  be  able  to  stay  or  not. 
but  I  wish  to  let  him  know. 

Mr.  President,  sometimes  we  do  not 
know  what  wc  do  not  want  to  know. 
And  as  I  was  listening  to  my  good 
friend  from  Florida  speak,  it  occurred 
to  me  that  that  was  an  example  of  not 
knowing  what  he  did  not  want  to  know. 

There  actually  is  a  proposal  out  on 
the  floor  right  now,  and  I  will  talk 
more  in  this  overall  debate  about  defi- 
cit reduction  as  I  go  forward  with  my 
remarks  today,  and  that  particular 
proposal  is  a  Democratic  amendment 
to  restore  some  of  the  funding  to  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  using  money  that  is 
currently  slated  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for, 
in  the  main,  wealthy  and  high-income 
people.  That  is  the  proposal.  We  are 
not  quite  clear  how  much  on  the  Sen- 
ate side  yet,  but  on  the  House  side  it  is 
about  $350  billion. 

(Mr.  MACK  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  So  there  is  a  pro- 
posal in  the  Chamber  right  now.  And  I 
would  say  to  the  Presiding  Officer,  as  I 
was  saying  earlier  before  he  was  presid- 
ing, I  did  not  want  to  break  up  the  free 
flow  of  his  remarks,  and  I  was  hoping 
he  would  respond  while  he  was  in  the 
Chamber.  But  he  is  in  the  chair,  and  I 
will  be  kinder  because  he  will  not  be  in 
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a  pKDsition  to  debate  me.  I  do  not  want 
to  go  after  my  good  friend  since  he  has 
no  chance  to  respond. 

There  is  a  proposal  and  there  will  be 
a  number  of  alternative  proposals  over 
the  next  few  days  to  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. The  Democratic  amendment  is  to 
restore  funding  to  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs  using  the  money 
currently  slated  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for. 
in  the  main,  wealthy,  high-income  citi- 
zens. It  is  that  simple. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  was  listening  to 
my  colleague,  the  Presiding  Officer.  I 
thought  to  myself  how  ironic  that 
those  who  fiercely  blocked  health  care 
reform  and  took  cost  containment  off 
the  table  in  the  103d  Congress  now  are 
willing  to  slash  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  and 
to  balance  the  budget  on  the  backs  of 
elderly,  low  income,  and.  I  would 
argue,  students.  And  later  on  in  this 
budget  debate  we  will  be  talking  about 
the  very  working  families  about  which 
my  colleague  spoke. 

Mind  you.  in  this  proposal  there  is  no 
focus  on  all  of  the  subsidies,  tax 
breaks,  loopholes,  and  deductions  that 
go  to  some  of  the  largest  corporations 
of  America.  There  is  a  commitment  to 
several  hundred  billions  of  dollars  of 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  Some  of  the 
largest  Pentagon  contractors  are  not 
asked  to  tighten  their  belts.  But  when 
my  colleague  talks  about  the  future  of 
our  children,  let  me  just  tell  you  that 
slashing  some  of  the  nutrition  pro- 
grams or  saying  to  students  you  will 
not  get  an  exemption  on  the  interest 
that  you  pay  on  your  loans  while  you 
are  in  school— though,  by  the  way. 
many  of  us  did— does  not  strike  me  as 
being  a  very  wise  investment  in  the  fu- 
ture of  our  country. 

(Mr.  LUGAR  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  as 
long  as  medical  inflation  increases  at  a 
faster  pace  than  general  inflation, 
health  care  costs  are  going  to  continue 
to  be  the  challenge  for  us,  continue  to 
be  the  Pac  Man  of  both  household 
budgets  and  the  Government's  budgets. 
That  was  precisely  the  problem  we 
were  trying  to  address  last  year. 

And  that  is  the  flaw  in  my  col- 
league's analysis — I  am  sorry  he  is  not 
on  the  floor  now  to  respond  to  this — 
that  the  President  had  no  proposal,  the 
Democrats  had  no  proposal. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  yet  to  hear 
exactly  how  the  Medicare  Program  is 
going  to  be  restructured  to  generate 
more  than  S250  billion  in  savings  over 
the  next  7  years.  Actually,  we  have  not 
heard  anything  in  specifics.  And  the 
reason  we  have  not  heard  anything  in 
specifics  is  that  there  is  no  way  to 
make  these  current  cuts,  massive  cuts, 
easily  and  quickly  without  causing  the 
current  system  to  unravel.  The  public 
knows  it.  businesses  know  it,  and  the 
providers  of  our  care  know  it,  as  do 
many  elderly  and  other  recipients. 

Similarly,  we  have  yet  to  hear 
whether  or  not  the  formula  for  Medic- 


aid funding  will  adjust  for  population 
growth  or  how  it  is  going  to  be  divided 
among  the  States. 

Two-thirds  of  Medicaid  expenditures 
pay  for  long-term  costs  for  the  elderly 
and  the  disabled— two-thirds.  So  what 
we  do  know  is  that  these  cuts  will  be 
most  devastating  for  the  frailest  of  our 
citizens. 

Mr.  President,  again  my  colleague 
says  there  is  no  proposal  on  the  floor. 
Sure,  there  is  a  proposal  on  the  floor. 
We  have  an  amendment  that  says  do 
not  go  forward  with  massive  tax  cuts 
flowing  disproportionately  to  the 
wealthiest,  highest  income  citizens  of 
America.  Instead,  take  that  money  and 
use  that  money  to  make  sure  that  we 
continue  to  provide  adequate  funding 
for  Medicare  and  for  long-term  costs 
through  Medicaid.  That  is  the  tradeoff. 

I  have  been  a  little  bit  dismayed 
about  the  debate,  because  I  do  not 
think  we  need  to  get  into  sound  bites. 
I  think  we  can  get  into  sound  policy 
analysis.  Let  me  talk  a  little  bit  about 
some  of  the  numbers  that  have  been 
put  out  here  on  the  floor,  and  I  will  be 
as  rigorous  as  possible  in  my  analysis. 

When  we  hear  about  "No,  no.  no.  we 
are  not  cutting;  we  are  going  to  limit 
it  to  5  percent  of  overall  growth."  what 
is  misleading  when  we  are  talking 
about  this,  when  we  are  talking  about 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  since  most  of 
those  Medicaid  expenses  go  to  nursing 
home  expenses  for  the  frailest  and 
poorest  of  our  elderly  citizens,  is  that 
these  projections  that  we  are  hearing 
on  the  floor  do  not  take  into  account 
population  growth. 

In  case  anybody  has  not  noticed  the 
demography  of  our  country,  more  and 
more  people,  citizens  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  are  65  years  of  age 
and  over.  And  more  and  more  of  our  el- 
derly are  85  years  of  age.  TuiiL  is  why 
the  costs  continue  to  go  up.  There  are 
more  and  more  people  that  are  elderly. 

My  colleague  said  these  programs 
have  been  a  failure  because  more  and 
more  people  are  dependent  on  them.  Of 
course,  more  and  more  people  are  de- 
pendent on  Medicare  and,  for  that  mat- 
ter, Medicaid  expenses  for  nursing 
home  expenses,  because  the  program 
has  been  a  victim  of  its  own  success. 
More  and  more  are  dependent  because 
more  and  more  people,  thank  God,  live 
to  be  65  years  of  age  and  over  and  our 
policy  goal  is  not  to  make  sure  that 
fewer  people  live  to  be  65  years  of  age 
or  older.  I  mean,  it  is  sort  of  a  prepos- 
terous argument.  By  definition,  more 
people  are  eligible  for  Medicare  be- 
cause we  have  a  larger  percentage  of 
our  population  that  are  elderly,  and 
that  is  what  I  think  we  desire. 

That  has  been  one  of  the  real  pluses 
of  having  the  Medicare  Program,  that 
we  have  been  able  to  provide  health 
care  assistance  to  elderly  people, 
whereas  before  1965 — please  remember, 
Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  price  on 
each  senior's  head.   This  is  not  some 


sort  of  check  we  give  people  and  say, 
"Go  out  wherever  you  want  and  pur- 
chase care." 

We  know  all  the  problems  the  elderly 
people  have  with  preexisting  condi- 
tions We  know  what  happened  prior  to 
1965;  when  people  were  retired,  they  did 
not  have  health  care  coverage. 

This  is  a  benefits  program.  This  is  an 
insurance  program.  Why  not  ask  the 
Medicare  recipients  and  ask  their  chil- 
dren and  ask  their  grandchildren.  It 
has  made  the  United  States  of  America 
a  better  country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  let  us  just  look  at 
the  demography  and  the  figures. 

On  Medicare,  the  current  system — 
and  I  am  talking  about  per  person 
growth  rates,  CBO  figures— the  current 
system,  with  the  private  health  insur- 
ance coverage,  is  going  up  7.2  percent 
per  person  and  Medicare  8.3  percent  per 
person.  These  are  budget  proposals.  Re- 
publican proposals,  between  now  and 
2002.  I  do  no  damage  to  the  truth.  I  am 
willing  to  debate  anybody  on  the  floor 
on  these  figures.  With  the  Republican 
proposal,  the  private  will  go  up  7.2  per- 
cent and  Medicare  will  go  up  5.8  per- 
cent per  person. 

That  is  what  you  have  to  look  at. 
That  is  what  you  have  to  look  at. 

By  the  way,  there  is  an  interesting 
point  to  be  made.  Since  we  are  covered 
under  the  private  health  insurance 
plan,  that  means  that  we  make  allow- 
ances to  make  sure  that  our  per  person 
expenditure  for  each  Senator  goes  up 
7.2  percent  but,  for  those  people  over 
65,  it  is  5.8  percent.  I  may  have  an 
amendment  to  address  that  inequity 
later  on  in  this  debate. 

But  with  Medicaid— I  said  this  to  my 
colleague  from  New  Mexico  last  week, 
and  I  am  still  waiting  for  a  response — 
these  figures  about.  "Oh.  no;  it  is  going 
up  5  perceuL.  ■  I  say  to  my  colleague 
from  North  Dakota,  these  figures  are  a 
bit  misleading  because  these  figures  do 
not  take  into  account  the  number  of 
individuals,  as  you  just  look  at  the  de- 
mography, who  will  be  eligible. 

More  and  more  a  percentage  of  our 
population  are  aged.  I  do  not  know  why 
colleagues  are  surprised  about  this. 

Now  with  Medicaid,  we  are  looking  at 
Medicaid,  and  now  unfortunately  we 
see  not  only  this  related  to  an  explo- 
sion of  people  that  are  over  65  years  of 
age,  but  also  the  poor  and  the  children. 
What  we  have  here,  although,  again, 
two-thirds  of  Medicaid  expenses  are  for 
nursing  homes,  the  current  system, 
private  per-person  coverage  7.2  percent, 
been  going  up;  Medicaid,  7  percent. 

Now.  again,  using  the  CBO  baseline 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
projections  with  the  Republican  pro- 
posals, private  goes  up  7.2  percent.  Mr. 
President,  and  1.4  percent — 1.4  percent 
—per  person  under  Medicaid. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  just  like  to 
ask  this  question;  What  does  that 
translate  into  in  human  terms?  If  you 
are  going   to   limit   between   now   and 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13789 


2002  the  increase  of  Medicaid  reim- 
bursement to  a  1.4-percent  increase  per 
person,  what  is  going  to  be  that  impact 
on  those  elderly  citizens  who  receive 
Medicaid  assistance  for  catastrophic 
care?  And  what  will  be  that  impact  on 
those  people  who  struggle  with  disabil- 
ity? 

Mr.  President,  my  colleague  from 
Florida  spoke  about  some  of  his  meet- 
ings back  home.  On  P'riday  night,  Jill 
and  I  went  to  a  ball  that  was  a  wonder- 
ful celebration  with  the  developmental 
disabilities  community.  I  met  a  man — 
I  can  barely  read  the  type— Robert 
Gregory.  He  cannot  speak  but,  through 
new  technology,  he  was  able  to  type 
this  out  for  me.  And  what  he  wrote  out 
for  me  was  this:  "Please,  will  you  tell 
the  Republicans,  don't  set  the  disabled 
back  18  years.  We  are  happy  at  how  far 
we  have  come." 

Now.  the  Chair  cannot  respond,  and  I 
know  that  he  would  respond  because  I 
know  he  has  a  real  commitment  to  the 
community,  but  I  have  to  say— and  I 
am  waiting  for  someone  to  respond  in 
debate,  and  I  will  be  back  later  on 
today— if  you  are  going  to  limit  per 
person,  that  is  the  only  way  you  can  be 
rigorous  in  these  figures;  do  not  give 
me  all  these  aggregate  figures.  They  do 
not  take  into  account  the  dramatic  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  citizens  that 
will  be  65  years  of  age  and  over. 

If  you  are  going  to  limit  it  on  Medic- 
aid— which  is  frail,  low-income  elderly 
nursing  home  expenses,  in  the  main, 
and  also  key  to  men  and  women  and 
children  with  developmental  disabil- 
ities—to 1.4  percent,  and  you  are  not 
doing  a  darn  thing  to  control  medical 
inflation  systemwide.  what  happens  to 
these  people?  That  is  my  question.  And 
so  far  in  the  debate,  the  silence  has 
been  deafening.  What  happens  to  these 
people? 

Now,  are  fewer  of  them  going  to  be, 
let  us  take,  first  of  all,  the  disabilities 
community.  Are  fewer  people  going  to 
be  eligible?  Less  reimbursement  for 
personal  attendance?  Where  are  you 
going  to  make  the  cuts?  How  are  you 
going  to  do  it? 

I  say  to  my  colleague,  somebody, 
somewhere,  sometime,  someplace,  tell 
me.  Come  out  here  on  the  floor  and  tell 
me  in  debate  how  you  intend  to  make 
these  kind  of  cuts  and  limit  per  person 
expenditure  to  1.4  percent  a  year  with- 
out devastating  consequences  for  some 
of  the  most  vulnerable  citizens  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  I  will 
vote  with  you.  You  just  come  out  here, 
be  rigorous,  and  present  the  evidence. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  no  specifics 
about  S250  billion  in  restructuring  Med- 
icare because  it  cannot  be  done.  Well.  I 
mean  you  could  do  it  in  a  couple  of  dif- 
ferent ways.  You  can,  of  course,  pro- 
vide less  reimbursement  for  the  provid- 
ers, but  right  now  the  reimbursement 
is,  roughly  speaking.  58  percent  of  what 
is  in  the  private  insurance  reimburse- 
ment. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  a  number  of  statements 
from  a  number  of  different  citizens  and 
caregivers  in  rural  Minnesota  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

A  couple  from  Detroit  Lakes,  Minnesota 
write:  Dear  Se.nator  Well-stone:  My  hus- 
band and  I  are  concerned  about  Medicare 
cutsi  When  we  reached  65  we  were  advised  lo 
siKn  up  for  Medicare— so  we  did.  also  taking 
out  Medigap  insurance.  We  pay  over  S3.000 
for  Medigap  insurance  plus  the  Medicare 
that  is  withheld  from  our  social 
security  *  *  *.  Medicare  is  a  great  help  to 
decent  tax-paying  people*  *  *.  The  GOP 
have  a  contract  for  the  American  people— we 
feel  that  social  security  and  Medicare  is  also 
a  contract  with  the  American  people. 

A  woman  from  Coon  Rapids  writes:  We 
paid  into  both  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
all  the  working  years  of  our  life.  Reducing 
the  deficit  must  be  done  in  a  fair  and  bal- 
anced way*  *  *.  They  did  not  ask  our 
wealthiest  citizens  and  corporations  to  share 
the  burden  by  giving  up  their  tax  loopholes. 

And  finally,  a  woman  from  Walertown, 
MN:  I  am  writing  to  you  about  the  proposal 
to  cut  Social  Security  and  Medicare.  I  hope 
you  will  say  "no  "  to  these  unfair  and  irre- 
sponsible cuts.  I  am  86  years  old.  My  husband 
and  I  worked  hard  all  our  lives.  He  died  eight 
years  a^o  after  being  in  a  nursing  home  for 
5  years.  That  took  all  of  our  savings.  I  re- 
ceive $489  a  month  from  Social  Security  and 
think  I  have  saved  enough  for  my  funeral. 
We  never  wanted  to  be  a  burden  to  our  chil- 
dren or  anyone  else.  I  recently  had  to  go  on 
medical  assistance.  I  have  enjoyed  good 
health  and  am  a  foster  grandparent  to  a 
child  care  center  3  mornings  a  week.  We 
never  missed  voting  and  really  worked  hard 
for  conservation  and  the  betterment  of  our 
country.  I  hope  this  has  not  inconvenienced 
your  time.  Perhaps  you  never  did  find  time 
to  read  it.  but  I  surely  hope  you  will  vote 
"no"  on  that  proposal 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  just  tell  you  something  right  now. 
if  you  are  going  to  cut  down  on  reim- 
bursements, which,  of  course,  you  will 
have  to  do  with  Medicare,  let  us  get 
real  and  honest  about  it,  two  things 
will  happen.  Either.  I  say  to  my  col- 
league from  North  Dakota,  the  provid- 
ers will  be  in  a  position  to  just  simply 
transfer  the  cost,  shift  the  cost,  in 
which  case — the  Presiding  Officer 
knows  health  care  policy  well— in 
which  case  then  what  happens  is  pri- 
vate health  insurance  premiums  go  up 
and  then  what  happens  is  businesses  ei- 
ther no  longer  can  afford  to  cover  em- 
ployees or  the  premiums  of  everybody 
go  up,  and  then  what  happens  is  we  get 
into  what  is  called  a  death  spiral, 
which  means  premiums  go  up  and  yet 
fewer  people  are  covered. 

Every  year.  1  million  people  less  in 
the  United  States  of  America  are  cov- 
ered by  employment-based  insurance. 
That  is  what  you  are  going  to  set  off. 
Get  real.  Let  us  debate  health  care  pol- 
icy. Our  legislative  proposals  have  con- 
sequences in  people's  lives.  Do  not  give 
me  these  aggregate  budgets  unless  you 
can  explain  to  me  what  you,  in  fact,  in- 


tend to  do.  For  any  colleague  to  come 
out  on  the  floor  and  say  the  President 
has  no  proposal,  the  President  has  no 
alternatives.  Democrats  do  not  have 
any  alternatives,  welcome  to  health 
care  reform.  The  reality  of  it  is  staring 
you  in  the  face.  We  need  to  do  system- 
wide  cost  containment,  and  let  us  do 
that,  but  for  God's  sake,  let  us  not  tar- 
get the  elderly,  the  poor,  and  the  dis- 
abled. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  if  the  providers 
cannot  shift  the  cost,  which  will  be  the 
case  all  too  often  in  rural  America,  in 
greater  Minnesota  and  in  North  Da- 
kota, then  many  of  them  will  go  out  of 
business.  It  is  that  simple.  Do  not  take 
my  word  for  it.  Just  ask  the 
caregivers— nurses,  doctors,  you  name 
it — all  across  rural  America  what  the 
consequences  of  these  cuts  will  be.  Or 
you  can  just  simply  raise  the  cost  of 
this  for  seniors.  But  please  remember— 
I  do  not  have  the  figures  right  in  front 
of  me — but  please  remember,  I  say  to 
my  colleagues,  that  right  now  elderly 
people  65  years  and  older  are  paying 
four  times  out  of  pocket  already  than 
citizens  under  65  years  of  age.  And 
please  remember,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, that  about  85  percent  of  Medi- 
care expenses  go  to  households  with  in- 
comes of  under  $25,000  a  year. 

So  do  not  have  the  illusion  that  these 
benefits  are  going  to  people  who  have  a 
lot  of  income.  Please  remember.  I  say 
to  my  colleagues,  that  the  median  in- 
come for  a  male  65  years  of  age  and 
over  is  about  $15,000  and  the  median  in- 
come for  a  woman  is  about  $8,500.  So  do 
not  have  any  illusions  that  you  can  put 
this  cost  back  on  many  of  the  senior 
citizens  within  this  country. 

Again,  the  real  question  on  the  Med- 
icaid front  is  here  we  have  a  situation 
in  our  country  where  every  year  1  mil- 
lion less  citizens  have  employment- 
based  coverage,  and  the  only  reason  we 
have  been  able  to  do  better  on  some  of 
the  statistics  on  infant  mortality,  the 
only  reason  we  have  been  able  to  cover 
some  of  our  citizens,  many  of  whom  are 
working  poor  who  do  not  receive  that 
coverage,  is  through  the  expansion  of 
Medicaid,  much  less  the  ways  in  which 
we  cover  the  way  people  who  are  elder- 
ly and  ultimately  wind  up  in  nursing 
homes.  If  you  want  to  get  serious  about 
the  cost,  do  something  about  home- 
based  care.  Let  us  get  back  to  health 
care  policy.  Now  we  are  going  to  cut 
this  1.4-percent  per  person? 

Mr.  President,  Minnesota  is  in  a  par- 
ticularly precarious  position  when  it 
comes  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts 
or,  what  my  colleagues  like  to  call, 
capping  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  pro- 
grams. 

HMO's  that  enroll  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries in  Kings  County,  NY,  get  $646 
per  month  per  enrollee.  whereas  HMO's 
in  Hennepin  County,  MN,  get  $362  per 
month  per  enrollee.  We  have  already- 
kept  our  costs  down.  We  do  not  get  the 
high  payments  that  other  States  get. 
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So  a  slash-and-bum  approach  for 
States  like  Minnesota  that  have  done 
an  admirable  job  of  already  keeping 
costs  down  ends  up  punishing  us.  We  do 
not  have  any  fat  in  our  system.  We  are 
already  penalized  by  the  current  reim- 
bursement system.  And  now  for  recipi- 
ents, they  will  be  facing  about  $3,200 
more  in  copayments  and  deductibles 
and  premiums  over  7  years;  about  $1,028 
more  in  2002. 

By  the  way.  I  am  assuming  that  in 
order  to  make  up  these  cuts,  there  will 
be  a  50-50  split  between  what  older  peo- 
ple will  have  to  pay  out  of  pocket  and 
further  cuts  in  reimbursement  for  the 
caregivers.  Mr.  President,  after  all  we 
have  heard  on  Capitol  Hill  lately  about 
Medicare  costs,  it  would  be  very  easy 
to  forget  what  the  Medicare  Program  is 
all  about.  It  is  a  health  insurance  pro- 
gram established  in  1965  to  provide  ben- 
efits to  those  who  need  them  the  most. 
It  is  not  a  right  to  a  certain  dollar 
amount.  It  is  not  just  a  price  tag  on 
the  head  of  every  senior,  and  it  is  not 
a  check  to  go  shopping. 

This  Medicare  Program  provides  the 
foundation  of  our  health  care  system. 
especially  in  rural  areas,  and  it  pro- 
vides support  and  protects  those  popu- 
lations that  would  have  the  most  trou- 
ble purchasing  coverage  in  the  private 
insurance  market.  Mr.  President,  I 
smile  when  I  hear  some  of  the  propos- 
als about  vouchers  and  then  go  out  and 
purchase  health  insurance.  We  have 
preexisting  conditions.  It  has  gotten  to 
the  point  where  you  have  to  prove  to 
the  private  health  insurance  companies 
in  this  country  you  will  never  use  it  in 
order  to  obtain  it.  And  my  colleagues 
think  that  elderly  people  who  are  sick, 
struggling  with  different  illnesses,  are 
going  to  go  out  with  vouchers  and  pur- 
chase health  insurance  from  these  com- 
panies':' Welcome  to  health  care  policy. 
Let  us  get  substantive. 

When  Medicare  was  enacted  30  years 
ago.  most  elderly  citizens  were  unin- 
sured They  lost  their  health  insurance 
coverage  when  they  retired,  and  cur- 
rently even  with  Medicare  coverage,  as 
I  said  before,  seniors  spend  about  four 
times  as  much  out  of  pocket  as  individ- 
uals under  65.  As  I  said  before.  85  per- 
cent of  Medicare  expenditures  pay  for 
care  for  seniors  with  household  in- 
comes of  less  than  $25,000. 

Mr  President.  I  just  simply  do  not 
understand  how  my  colleagues  intend 
to  restructure  to  the  tune  of  $250  bil- 
lion on  the  Medicare  and  $150  billion, 
or  whatever,  on  Medicaid  without 
doing  serious  harm  to  many  citizens  in 
the  State  of  Minnesota  and  all  across 
this  land. 

So  then  the  question,  and  it  is  a  fair 
question  to  ask.  is  why  is  Medicare  so 
costly?  And  the  simple  answer— as  a 
matter  of  fact,  this  answer  is  so  simple 
that  the  evidence  is  irrefutable  and  ir- 
reducible, and  I  would  be  pleased  to  de- 
bate any  colleague  on  this  propo- 
sition—the simple  answer  is  that  Medi- 
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care  is  costly  because  it  covers  very 
sick  people  and  because  health  care 
costs  for  all  Americans,  whether  pri- 
vately insured  or  covered  by  Medicare 
or  Medicaid,  have  risen  rapidly  over 
the  last  two  decades.  And  increasing 
enrollment — I  cannot  say  this  too 
many  times,  because  sometimes  we  do 
not  know  what  we  do  not  want  to 
know.  My  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  turn  their  gaze  away  from 
this  truth.  Increasing  enrollment,  espe- 
cially for  the  over-age  85  population, 
and  the  renal-diseased  beneficiaries, 
and  increasing  medical  inflation  ac- 
count for  the  bulk  of  the  Medicare's 
Program's  increasing  costs.  It  is  sim- 
ple— kidney  transplants,  dialysis,  peo- 
ple living  to  be  85  years  of  age — people 
need  more  assistance.  What  is  the  pol- 
icy proposal?  To  have  fewer  people  liv- 
ing to  be  85?  Of  course  not.  Nobody  pro- 
poses that. 

So,  Mr.  President,  since  Medicare  is  a 
victim  of  its  own  success  and  we  can- 
not do  anything  about  more  and  more 
people  living  longer  lives,  all  of  which 
I  think  we  are  grateful  for— and  we 
hope  it  for  ourselves  and  for  our  par- 
ents and  grandparents  and  other  citi- 
zens— then  what  we  ought  to  do  is  focus 
on  medical  inflation,  systemwide. 

Medicaid  provides  a  safety  net  for 
pregnant  women,  children,  as  well  as 
critical  long-term  services  for  the  el- 
derly. Already,  as  I  pointed  out,  it  is 
projected  per  person  to  grow  at  a  slow- 
er rate  than  the  private  sector.  What 
are  we  going  to  do  about  these  citizens, 
Mr.  President?  You  know,  they  do  not 
have  as  powerful  a  constituency.  But 
what  do  we  intend  to  do?  Women  who 
are  expecting  children,  and  children, 
and  elderly,  who.  by  definition,  have  to 
go  to  the  poor  house,  figuratively,  to 
become  eligible  for  Medicaid  assist 
ance,  to  receive  nursing  home  cov- 
erage, and  we  are  going  to  make  draco- 
nian  cuts  in  per-person  expenditures — 
draconian. 

I  challenge  any  of  m.v  colleagues  on 
this  proposition.  What  is  going  to  hap- 
pen to  those  citizens?  Is  North  Dakota 
going  to  pick  up  the  cost?  Is  Min- 
nesota? It  is  a  shell  game.  We  are  not 
going  to  walk  away  from  them.  So  no- 
body should  have  any  illusion.  I  hear 
my  colleagues  say  how  we  are  going  to 
reduce  expenditures  and  let  us  get  fis- 
cally responsible.  Yes,  let  us  control 
costs  systemwide.  This  simply  shifts 
the  costs.  In  this  particular  case,  it  is 
back  to  the  States  and  local  commu- 
nities. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  waiting  for  a  dis- 
cussion about  health  care  policy.  I  will 
make  two  proposals.  Colleagues  do  not 
have  to  accept  them,  but  both  are  im- 
portant. One  proposal  in  the  last  Con- 
gress was  that  if  you  put  some  limit  on 
insurance  company  premiums,  as  you 
remember  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  said,  by  the  year  2002,  I  say  to 
my  colleague  from  North  Dakota,  we 
would  have  saved  $100  billion,  in  1  year 


alone.  That  is  systemwide.  Maybe  it  is 
too  controversial  for  colleagues.  Sure, 
insurance  companies  are  very  powerful. 
Maybe  that  is  not  the  proposal.  But 
you  have  to  contain  the  cost  system- 
wide.  You  cannot  just  pick  out  one  seg- 
ment of  the  population.  You  target 
them,  you  hurt  them,  you  shift  costs, 
you  do  irreparable  damage  to  some  of 
the  underserved  communities,  includ- 
ing rural  America;  you  do  not  provide 
the  assistance  that  we  now  provide  for 
teaching  hospitals;  you  do  not  provide 
the  necessary  assistance  for  the  dis- 
proportionate share  of  payments  for 
those  hospitals  who  treat  the  poor  citi- 
zens in  this  country.  It  does  not  work 
at  all.  You  just  shift  costs.  Someone 
pays  for  it.  You  make  it  a  shell  game  if 
you  do  not  do  it  systemwide.  So  let  us 
get  real  and  do  it  systemwide. 

That  is  how  you  really  begin  to  get 
some  handle  on  the  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid costs.  If  you  do  not  do  that,  you 
scapegoat  all  too  many  citizens  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  President,  the  other  thing  that 
you  can  do.  if  you  are  serious  about 
substantive  policy — not  just  slash-and- 
burn.  not  just  cut.  cut,  cut — invest  in 
home-based  care.  For  God's  sake,  why 
should  elderly  people  not — I  had  a 
mother  and  father  with  Parkinson's 
disease.  We  lived  this.  Why  should  el- 
derly people  or  people  with  disabilities 
not  be  able  to  live  at  home  in  as  near 
as  normal  circumstances  as  possible. 
with  dignity?  Last  Congress,  we  were 
debating  health  care  policy.  We  wanted 
to  expand  home-based  care.  We  wanted 
to  control  costs  systemwide.  We  want- 
ed to  have  more  of  a  focus  on  primary 
care,  preventive  care  out  in  the  com- 
munities. But  this  Congress  it  is  slash 
and  burn. 

Where  is  the  voice  of  mv  colleagues 
who.  when  we  talked  about  cost  con- 
tainment systemwide  last  Congress,  we 
talked  about  rationing  and  limiting 
choice,  and  now  they  want  to  ration 
and  limit  choice  among  elderl.y.  low-in- 
come, disabled  people,  and  there  is  not 
a  word?  Their  silence  is  deafening.  Why 
are  you  not  out  on  the  floor  talking 
about  rationing  and  limiting  choice 
now?  We  have  an  alternative.  Our  al- 
ternative is— there  is  no  credibility  to 
broad-based  tax  cuts  going  in  the  main 
to  the  wealthiest  citizens  of  the  United 
States  of  America  while  you  proceed 
with  a  slash  and  burn  approach  toward 
the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  programs. 
Believe  me  you.  we  will  have  alter- 
natives dealing  with  loopholes  and  de- 
ductions in  corporate  welfare.  We  will 
have  a  whole  lot  of  other  alternatives 
on  the  floor. 

Mr.  President— and  1  will  conclude — 
again,  my  colleague  from  Florida  is  not 
on  the  floor  right  now.  but  the  debate 
is  not  about  deficit  reduction — going 
toward  deficit  reduction.  The  debate  is 
about  where  is  the  standard  of  fairness. 
The  debate  is  about  responsible  eco- 
nomic  policy.   Some   colleagues   think 


2002  is  the  date.  I  have  always  felt  that 
was  a  political  date,  not  a  realistic 
date. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President,  I 
heard  so  many  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
course  of  this  debate  over  the  last  sev- 
eral months  say,  "We  will  balance  the 
budget  by  2002.  We  will  have  broad- 
based  tax  cuts,  and  we  will  increase  the 
Pentagon  budget."  Some  of  it  is  on 
record.  I  heard  colleagues  say  that. 
"We  will  not  make  any  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. Do  not  worry,  veterans,  do  not 
worry  students,  we  will  pay  the  inter- 
est on  the  debt  and  we  will  do  all  of 
it."  Well.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think 
it  turned  out  to  be  credible.  So  we  are 
not  arguing  about  deficit  reduction, 
but  what  we  are  arguing  about  is  where 
is  the  standard  of  fairness.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  is  no  standard  of  fairness  to 
the  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  and  these 
kinds  of  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  conclude  by  say- 
ing we  have  2  da.ys  of  debate  on  the 
budget.  I  think  we  finish  up  Wednesday 
night.  But  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 
this  debate  just  begins.  My  good  friend 
from  Florida  said  that  people  in  the 
last  election  voted  for  change.  They 
did.  But  it  begged  the  question,  what 
kind  of  change?  Did  people  vote  for  this 
kind  of  slash-and-burn  approach,  not 
based  on  substantive.  I  think,  policy 
analysis  about  what  we  need  to  do  in 
health  care  reform  in  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  area?  Did  people  vote  for 
these  kinds  of  cuts?  We  will  have  a  de- 
bate about  the  role  of  Government. 
And  I  will  conclude  with  the  remarks 
made  by  a  great  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. Hubert  Humphrey.  I  have  said 
it  before  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I 
think  I  am  going  to  say  it  over  and 
over  and  over  again.  Senator  Hum- 
phrey said;  "The  test  of  a  society  is  the 
way  in  which  we  treat  people,  dawn  of 
life  children"— I  will  have  an  amend- 
ment about  children  "the  wa,y  we 
treat  people  in  the  twilight  of  their 
lives,  the  elderly,  and  the  way  we  treat 
people  in  the  shadow  of  their  lives, 
struggling  with  a  disability,  people 
struggling  with  an  illness  and  people 
who  are  needy  or  people  who  are  low- 
income." 

By  that  standard,  I  think  this  budget 
proposal  falls  way  short  of  the  mark, 
and  we  can  do  better. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  be  going  into  this  kind  of  speaker 
rotation,  their  side  and  ours.  Senator 
Cohen  will  speak  for  15  minutes,  and  I 
understand  Senator  Dohg.^n  seeks  to 
speak  after  that. 

If  we  establish  it  now.  Senator  Cohen 
will  be  followed  by  Senator  DORG.^N. 
who  will  have  30  minutes,  and  of  course 
if  he  needs  more,  his  side  can  .yield  it 
to  him,  and  we  will  find  a  Senator  who 
desires  to  speak  immediately  after 
Senator  Dorgan.  We  will  continue 
down  that  line. 


I  will  leave  Senator  Cohen  in  charge 
of  the  floor  for  the  next  15  or  20  min- 
utes and  follow  along  the  lines  just 
agreed  to  here. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  15  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine, 
Senator  Cohen. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Senator  DoMENici  for  yielding  me  these 
15  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  last  week  I  had  occa- 
sion to  listen  to  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. Senator  Robert  Kerrey.  I 
thought  he  made  a  very  passionate  and 
thought-provoking  presentation. 

He  called  for  the  return  of  some  sense 
of  civility  during  the  course  of  the  de- 
bate on  this  budget  issue.  Frankly.  I 
find  myself  in  great  empathy  with 
what  Senator  KERREY  had  to  rec- 
ommend. I  think  things  have  gotten 
out  of  control.  Certainly  they  have 
around  the  country,  in  terms  of  the 
rhetoric  we  are  hurling  at  one  another, 
back  and  forth,  not  only  across  politi- 
cal aisles,  but  indeed,  between  regions 
and  interest  groups. 

I  took  Senator  Kerrey's  call  for  re- 
turn to  civility  and  responsible  dis- 
course to  heart.  I  think  he  is  quite  on 
the  mark.  I  think  we  would  all  do  well 
to  follow  his  example. 

In  that  light.  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend Senator  Domenici  from  New  Mex- 
ico. Frankly.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  a  more  rificent  human  heing,  cer- 
tainly in  the  Senate  and  maybe  this 
country,  than  Pete  Do.menici. 

I  have  heard  charges  leveled  against 
him  that  as  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  he  wants  to  wreak  havoc 
against  the  elderly,  he  wants  to  plun- 
der their  savings,  he  wants  to  deprive 
them  of  hospital  and  medical  atten- 
tion. 

I  doubt  very  much  whether  many 
people  in  this  Chamber,  or  indeed  the 
other  Chamber  as  well,  could  claim  the 
kind  of  support  that  he  has  enjoyed 
over  the  years  from  our  senior  citizens' 
communities.  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  many  Members  have,  in  fact, 
the  kind  of  compassion  that  he  has 
demonstrated  over  the  years  toward 
those  who  are  less  fortunate  than  our- 
selves. 

He  is  concerned  about  senior  citizens. 
He  is  concerned  about  the  middle  aged, 
certainly.  But  also  he  is  concerned  for 
children.  He  is  concerned  deeply  about 
children.  He  has  eight  of  his  own.  In 
fact,  I  think  one  is  going  to  be  married 
this  coming  Saturday. 

I  think  if  we  look  at  what  PETE  DO- 
MENICI   has    been    focusing    upon — this 


spiraling  debt^— and  it  affects  all  the 
age  groups  from  the  very  young,  to 
those  who  are  aspiring  business  men 
and  women,  to  the  labor  force,  to  those 
in  middle  age,  and  to  our  elderly  com- 
munity. 

I  really  think  that  we  do  a  great  dis- 
service to  him  when  we  see  the  kind  of 
attacks  leveled  against  his  efforts  by 
saying  that  he  is  simply  out  to  finance 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich  by  pulling  money 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  elderly  and 
the  poor.  I  think  it  does  a  tremendous 
disservice  to  him  and  also  to  the  entire 
debate  surrounding  this  issue. 

I  remember  reading  a  column  a  cou- 
ple years  ago  that  David  Broder  wrote 
for  the  Washington  Post.  He  is  a  re- 
spected syndicated  columnist.  He  said 
he  had  just  finished  reading  President 
Clinton's  budget.  There  were  two  fig- 
ures—after going  through  that  1.400- 
page  document — that  Mr.  Broder 
thought  were  missing;  The  number  of 
$1  trillion  and  the  second  number  of  58 
cents.  He  looked  throughout  that  en- 
tire, massive  document  and  could  find 
those  two  numbers  nowhere  in  the  doc- 
ument. 

He  said  the  $1  trillion  figure  came 
from  the  fact  that  if  we  were  to  grant 
President  Clinton's  assumptions  in  the 
budget,  that  is,  that  we  have  sustained 
growth  during  his  4  years  in  office. 
that  we  have  low  inflation,  and  that 
the  recommended  tax  increases  and 
budget  cuts  play  out  as  budget  ana- 
lysts had  projected— assuming  all  that 
were  to  occur- at  the  end  of  that  first 
term,  we  would  have  increased  the  na- 
tional debt  by  $1  trillion. 

That  is  the  rate  at  which  we  are  add- 
ing to  the  debt  in  this  country.  Give 
President  Clinton  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt.  Assume  everything  will  work 
out  as  he  projected,  and  we  were  still 
going  to  add  another  $1  trillion  to  the 
national  debt. 

That  is  a  number  which.  I  think, 
should  prove  frightening  to  most  peo- 
ple. It  means  that  we  are  going  to  be 
sacrificing  the  future  for  the  present, 
that  we  are  going  to  encumber  our 
children  with  debts  for  which  they 
have  not  been  responsible.  We  are 
going  to  tie  a  ball  and  chain  around 
their  necks,  as  such,  and  throw  them 
off  into  this  void  of  trillion  dollar  debt 
increases  every  4  years. 

Then  the  other  number  that  was 
missing  from  the  budget  was  58  cents. 
The  projection  was  that  58  cents  of 
each  $1  that  we  as  individuals  pay — ev- 
erybody in  this  Chamber,  and  the  citi- 
zens who  are  watching  from  the  gallery 
and  from  around  this  country— 58  cents 
out  of  every  $1  paid  in  personal  income 
taxes  would  go  not  for  the  defense  of 
the  country,  not  for  education  in  the 
country,  not  for  Medicare  or  Medicaid, 
not  for  highways  and  bridges,  not  for 
science  and  technology,  not  for 
Superfund,  not  for  any  of  these  pro- 
grams—but rather  exclusively  to  pay 
interest  on  the  debt. 
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Since  interest  on  the  debt  com- 
pounds, that  will  climb  exponentially 
in  the  coming  years  unless  we  do  some- 
thing dramatic  to  reduce  that  escalat- 
ing debt. 

Those  two  figures.  I  think,  should  be 
recalled.  They  are  precisely  what  Sen- 
ator DoMENici.  as  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  has  tried  to  come 
to  grips  with.  It  is  time.  I  think,  for  us 
to  stop  politicizing  the  debate  to  such 
an  extent  that  we  camouflage  the  is- 
sues and  the  importance  of  what  those 
issues  mean  to  the  American  people. 

More  recently,  the  same  columnist, 
David  Broder.  wrote  another  piece  in 
the  Washington  Post,  now,  some  2 
years  later.  He  said  really  this  debate 
is  all  about  what  Government  should 
do  in  today's  society. 

Americans  are  starting  now  to  re- 
evaluate exactly  what  Government 
should  do  on  behalf  of  its  people.  Not 
only  what  should  it  do,  but  at  what 
level  should  Government  act.  Should  it 
be  at  the  local  community  or  munici- 
pal leveP  Should  it  be  at  the  State 
level':'  Or  should  it  be  here  in  Washing- 
ton? 

These  are  legitimate  issues  that  we 
have  to  work  our  way  through.  There  is 
a  reassessment  taking  place  through 
the  country.  People  are  not  too  sure. 
They  have  an  anger,  we  are  told.  Cer- 
tainly, a  high  level  of  anxiety  about 
political  events  and  political  policies. 
There  is,  as  we  have  witnessed,  a  good 
deal  of  anger  that  can  in  fact  prove  to 
be  explosive  in  this  country.  We  saw  it 
in  what  one  writer  called  Beirut,  Okla- 
homa: a  form  of  domestic  terrorism 
taking  over  that  I  think  poses  a  severe 
threat  to  our  security  in  the  coming 
months  and  years. 

So,  this  is  a  legitimate  issue  for  us  to 
debate  and,  in  fact,  come  to  legitimate 
disagreements.  But  let  us  nut  resort  to 
the  kind  of  class  warfare  that  we  see 
taking  place  here  in  this  Chamber. 
Time  and  time  again,  every  time  the 
Republicans  try  to  come  to  grips  with 
the  budget  those  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  accuse  Republicans  of  being 
miserly,  of  being  mean-spirited,  of 
being  cruel,  of  being  heartless  because 
we  are  trying  to  protect  the  future  for 
future  generations. 

I  recall  the  debate  several  years  ago 
when  the  then-majority  offered  an 
amendment  to  tax  and  somehow  punish 
the  rich.  We  passed  a  luxury  tax.  It 
sounded  great.  We  were  really  going  to 
go  after  those  people  who  had  the 
money  to  buy  luxury  cars,  furs,  jewels, 
and  boats.  We  imposed  a  luxury  tax  on 
boats. 

Do  you  know  what  it  did?  Do  you 
think  it  hit  the  rich?  It  was  aimed  at 
the  rich.  It  did  not  hurt  the  rich.  It  hit 
the  pocketbooks  of  the  middle  class. 
People  of  my  State  got  hurt.  The  work- 
ers, the  craftsmen,  the  people  who 
build  these  boats,  these  luxury  boats, 
were  put  out  of  work. 

The  same  thing  will  take  place  as 
long  as  we  try  to  wage  class  warfare. 


The  attack  is:  Republicans  are  only 
concerned  about  the  rich,  the  wealthy. 
They  could  not  care  less  about  the  mid- 
dle class.  They  could  not  care  less 
about  the  poor. 

Those  are  unfounded  charges.  I  think 
they  are  outrageous  charges.  And  I 
think  all  that  these  charges  have  done 
is  to  pollute  the  atmosphere  in  which 
we  have  to  conduct  this  debate  to  such 
a  degree  that  the  American  people  are 
confused  about  the  issues  and  simply 
are  responding  out  of  fear. 

So  let  us  not  engage  in  class  warfare. 
There  are  some  legitimate  differences 
of  opinion  in  terms  of  how  we  go  about 
trying  to  achieve  a  balanced  budget.  It 
may  be  that  those  on  the  minority  side 
do  not  care  about  balancing  the  budg- 
et. It  may  be  that  the  debt  is  an  issue 
too  abstract  for  the  American  people  to 
grasp,  and  therefore  they  see  no  politi- 
cal benefit  in  joining  in  this  effort.  Not 
all,  but  some,  may  try  to  exploit  this 
issue.  Back  in  1981-82— President 
Reagan  had  just  come  into  office  in 
1981— the  trustees  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity System  came  to  Congress  and  said 
the  Social  Security  System  was  in 
trouble.  Payments  out  to  the  bene- 
ficiaries were  exceeding  its  revenues. 
Unless  Congress  took  action,  it  would 
become  bankrupt  relatively  soon. 

I  recall  at  that  time  President 
Reagan  came  into  office  and  he  made 
some  recommendations  for  changing 
the  Social  Security  Program.  I.  frank- 
ly, did  not  think  it  was  a  wise  course  of 
action.  We  supported  the  President  be- 
cause it  was  an  effort  made  to  reform 
the  system,  to  save  it  and  make  it  sol- 
vent. I  also  understood  the  risks  that 
were  involved  politically.  Whenever 
you  talk  about  Social  Security,  that 
has  been  described  as  the  hot  rail  of 
politics.  Touch  it  and  you  invite  your 
own  mortality,  at  least  politically 
speaking. 

Nonetheless,  we  voted  to  reform  that 
system  in  1981.  and  guess  what  hap- 
pened. During  the  1982  elections, 
prominent  members  of  the  Democratic 
Party  went  on  television.  They  held  up 
a  facsimile  of  a  Social  Security  card 
and  they  said.  "Here  is  the  card.  Here 
is  your  Social  Security  card  right  here. 
Do  you  know  what  Republicans  want  to 
do?  They  want  to  just  tear  it  up.  That 
is  what  they  want  for  your  Social  Se- 
curity card." 

It  proved  to  be  dynamite  politically. 
It  was  very  effective.  We  lost  elections 
at  every  level  of  government  all  across 
the  country,  from  State  legislatures  to 
gubernatorial  races,  to  House  and  Sen- 
ate races.  It  was  very,  very  effective. 
So  they  exploited  the  issue  during  the 
1982  campaign.  And  then  what  hap- 
pened? Guess  what  happened.  Imme- 
diately after  the  elections  were  over 
the  same  people  who  were  tearing  up 
the  facsimile  of  a  Social  Security  card 
came  back  and  said.  "Do  you  know 
something,  we  have  a  problem.  Social 
Security  is  in  trouble.  Why  do  we  not 
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form  a  bipartisan  commission  to  see  if 
we  cannot  fix  it?"  And  that  is  precisely 
what  happened.  We  formed  a  bipartisan 
commission  to  fix  it.  after  the  politics 
were  taken  out  of  it  by  the  election. 

It  seems  to  me  the  same  line  of  argu- 
ment is  being  offered  right  here  today 
and  will  be  offered  throughout  the  de- 
bate on  this  budget.  The  Medicare 
trustees  have  advised  us  that  Medicare 
is  going  broke:  that  the  revenues  com- 
ing in  will  be  less  than  the  payments 
going  out:  that  by  the  year  2002.  a 
short  time  away— 6'/2  years — there  will 
be  no  money  at  all  left  in  the  trust 
fund  to  pay  for  anyone's  hospital  or 
doctor  bills.  The  system  will  be  abso- 
lutely broke  at  that  time;  nothing  will 
be  paid. 

In  either  today's  paper  or  yesterday's 
paper,  a  front-page  article  in  the  New 
York  Times  said,  "Those  in  the  heart- 
land are  worried  about  Medicare,  what 
this  budget  might  do  to  Medicare." 

It  is  ironic.  Of  course  people  are  wor- 
ried about  what  is  going  to  happen  to 
Medicare.  But  if  we  do  nothing  it  is 
going  broke.  There  will  be  no  money  in 
6'/;;  years.  No  one  will  receive  pay- 
ments, no  hospital,  no  community 
health  service,  no  doctors—none  of 
them  will  receive  anything.  And  all  the 
people  who  will  need  assistance  at  that 
time  will  be  left  to  look  at  their  Gov- 
ernment and  say,  "Why  did  you  not  do 
something  about  it?  Why  did  you  wait 
these  6' J  years?  Why  did  you  wait  until 
after  the  1996  elections  were  over  be- 
fore you  came  forward  and  said  let  us 
work  together  to  try  to  save  the  Medi- 
care System'' "  But  that  is  what  is 
going  on  right  now. 

We  have  not  heard  one  single  pro- 
posal during  the  deliberations  in  the 
Budget  Committee  on  how  the  minor- 
ity would  like  tu  see  the  trust  fund 
protected  and  preserved  and  saved.  Not 
one.  All  they  can  do  at  this  point  is 
point  to  the  Republicans  and  say, 
"Look,  you  are  trying  to  gut  the  Medi- 
care Program.  "  We  are  trying  to  save 
it.  It  is  growing  at  a  rate  of  10  or  10.5 
percent  a  year.  We  cannot  sustain  10.5 
percent  a  year  growth  in  the  Medicare 
Program.  President  Clinton  recognized 
this.  When  he  submitted  his  health 
care  reform  proposal  he  said  we  cannot 
sustain  this.  Mrs.  Clinton  did,  too. 
They  said  we  cannot  sustain  10.5  per- 
cent growth  each  and  every  year 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  15 
minutes  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  ask  I  be  permitted  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COHEN.  So,  on  the  one  hand  we 
had  the  President  and  the  First  Lady 
talking  about  the  need  to  reduce  the 
growth  rate  in  Medicare.  And  I  have 
taken  pains  over  their  2'/^  years  in  of- 
fice to  praise  them  in  their  effort  to 
focus  attention  on  health  care  reform. 
I  think  we  need  it.  It  is  as  necessary 


today  as  it  was  2  years  ago.  It  will  be 
even  more  important  tomorrow  than  it 
is  today.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  in- 
troduced health  care  reform  legislation 
on  three  occasions  so  far  this  session. 
So  I  think  they  were  right  in  trying  to 
focus  our  attention  on  the  need  to  re- 
form the  health  care  system. 

I  did  not  agree  with  the  solution  they 
proposed  but  they  deserved  credit  for 
putting  it  on  the  front  burner.  Once 
this  budget  resolution  debate  is  over, 
we  will  put  it  back  on  the  front  burner 
where  it  belongs. 

But  you  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 
You  cannot  say  on  the  one  hand  we 
cannot  sustain  10-percent  annual 
growth  and  then,  on  the  other  hand, 
criticize  Republicans  for  saying  you 
are  right,  we  are  going  to  try  to  sus- 
tain a  7-  or  7.5-percent  growth.  To  label 
that  as  a  savage  cut  when,  in  fact,  that 
is  precisely  what  they  themselves  had 
in  mind  for  their  own  reduction  in  the 
growth  of  Medicare,  seems  to  me  to  be 
rather  outlandish. 

I  believe  there  is  a  moral  dimension 
to  the  argument  we  are  having  here 
today,  the  debate.  I  think  there  is  a 
moral  imperative  to  resolving  the  dis- 
pute on  the  national  debt,  on  the  an- 
nual deficits  of  S200  billion.  Right  now 
we  are  spending  roughly  $235  billion  a 
year  just  in  interest  payments  on  the 
debt.  Soon  that  sum  will  exceed  what 
we  spend  for  our  entire  national  secu- 
rity effort.  Interest  payments  are  like- 
ly to  climb  well  above  S300  billion.  $325. 
$3-10  billion  a  year  if  we  do  nothing. 

So  I  think  there  is  a  moral  dimension 
to  this  entire  debate.  There  is  a  moral 
imperative  that  we  take  action  that  is 
responsible,  that  is  not  filled  with 
smoke  and  mirrors,  as  has  been  done  in 
the  past:  that  we  look  to  Senator  Do- 
MKNici.  a  man.  as  I  indicated ,  of  great 
decency  and  courage,  for  putting  forth 
a  budget  blueprint  which  will  put  us  on 
the  road  to  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  Maybe  there  are  some  who  do 
not  want  that.  Maybe  there  are  some 
who  say  just  let  us  continue  doing 
what  we  have  been  doing  because  it 
pays  political  dividends.  That  is  the 
way  you  stay  elected  in  this  country. 
just  keep  saying  yes.  Just  say  to  every 
group  that  comes  in.  you  want  more? 
How  can  we  help  you?  Rather  than 
dealing  with  the  future  of  this  country. 

We  have  had  Jefferson  quoted  many, 
many  times.  One  of  my  favorite  quotes 
of  his  that  I  call  upon  is  this:  he  said. 
"Whenever  one  generation  spends 
money  and  then  taxes  another  to  pay 
for  it,  that  first  generation  is  squan- 
dering futurit.v  on  a  massive  scale." 

What  we  have  been  doing  is  squander- 
ing the  future  of  our  children  on  a  mas- 
sive scale  and  the  time  has  come  for  us 
to  reverse  this.  The  time  has  come  for 
us  to  stop  borrowing  from  our  children, 
to  start  paying  our  own  debts,  to  have 
something  for  them  available  for  a  bet- 
ter way  of  life  than  we  are  leaving 
them  if  we  continue  on  this  course. 


I  also  recall  the  words  of  Walter 
Lippmann,  who  spoke  on  a  different 
subject  some  years  ago.  It  was  in  1940, 
on  the  eve  of  our  involvement  in  World 
War  II.  He  was  giving,  I  believe,  a 
speech  to  his  classmates  on  the  30th 
anniversary  of  their  graduation  from 
Harvard.  What  he  said  at  that  time.  I 
think,  has  relevance  to  what  we  are 
doing  here  today, 

Lippmann  was  concerned  about  how 
the  country  had  allowed  itself  to  de- 
generate into  a  slothful,  wasteful,  cow- 
ardly Nation,  that  we  had  failed  in  our 
responsibilities  to  measure  up  to  the 
great  heritage  we  had  at  that  time, 
that  we  were  squandering  the  present, 
and  certainly  the  future,  because  we 
took  the  easy  way  out  whenever  there 
was  a  hard  choice  to  make. 

Lippmann  said  at  that  time; 

Upon  the  standard  to  which  the  wise  and 
honest  will  now  repair.  It  is  written.  'V'ou 
have  lived  the  easy  way;  henceforth,  you  will 
live  the  hard  way  *  *  *  you  came  into  a 
Rreat  heritage  made  by  the  insight  and  the 
sweat  and  blood  of  inspired  and  devoted  and 
courageous  men;  thoughtlessly  and  in  ut- 
most self-indulgence  you  have  all  hut  squan- 
dered this  inheritance.  Now  only  by  the  he- 
roic ventures  which  made  this  inheritance 
can  you  restore  it  again. 

It  is  written: 

You  took  the  good  things  for  granted.  Now 
you  must  earn  them  again  *  *  *  for  every 
right  you  cherish,  you  have  a  duty  which  you 
must  fulfill.  For  every  hope  you  entertain, 
you  have  a  task  you  must  perform.  For  every 
good  you  wish  to  preserve,  you  will  have  to 
sacrifice  your  comfort  and  your  ease.  There 
is  nothing  for  nothing  any  longer. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  precisely  what 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
has  said  to  all  of  us.  "There  is  nothing 
for  nothing  any  longer."  He  deserves 
our  support  for  the  effort  he  has  under- 
taken. 

I  yield  the  lloor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield 
for  1  moment? 

I  yield  myself  1  minute.  Then  I  un- 
derstand it  is  Senator  Dorgan's  turn. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  thank  Sen- 
ator Cohen  for  his  excellent  remarks.  I 
think  he  is  right  on  with  the  notion  of 
shared  sacrifice  now  that  we  are  in  this 
position.  It  kind  of  weaves  its  way 
through  his  remarks. 

But  I  also  want  to  thank  him  par- 
ticularly for  the  kind  remarks  he  made 
about  the  budget  that  I  have  worked 
for  for  a  long  time  on  numerous  task 
forces:  a  lot  of  them.  A  lot  of  people 
participated,  and  I  think  it  is  a  good 
and  fair,  well-rounded  budget. 

I  thank  him  for  his  compliments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
H.-\TCH).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  des- 
ignate Senator  JUDD  Gregg  to  manage 
the  time  on  our  side  until  I  return  to 
the  floor. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
begin,  as  my  colleague  from  Maine  did, 
by  complimenting  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  Senator  DoMENlci,  and 
complimenting  my  colleague,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska,  Senator  ExoN. 

Senator  Domenici  has  a  long  and  dis- 
tinguished career  in  the  Senate,  as 
does  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Budget  Committee.  I  view  the  work 
of  both  of  them  as  very  good  work  for 
this  country,  and  I  think  that  they  are 
among  the  two  most  trusted  Members 
of  this  body,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  They 
bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  dif- 
ferent views  about  how  you  achieve  the 
same  objective. 

There  is  no  disagreement  I  think  in 
this  Chamber  about  whether  the  objec- 
tive of  a  balanced  budget  is  a  worthy 
objective.  Of  course,  it  is.  And  it  is  not 
only  an  objective.  It  is  in  my  judgment 
a  priority.  The  question  then  is  not 
whether:  the  question  is.  how  do  we 
achieve  a  balanced  budget? 

The  Senator  from  Maine.  Senator 
Cohen,  indicated  that  he  agreed  with 
the  previous  speaker  about  the  need  for 
more  civility  in  our  discourse  here  in 
the  Senate  and  in  the  country.  I  cer- 
tainly agree  with  that.  We  need  to  de- 
bate ideas.  We  need  to  be  respectful  of 
disagreements  and  differing  view- 
points. There  has  been  a  tendency  in 
recent  years  in  this  town  to  try  to  tear 
things  down,  to  tear  people  up. 

I  have  stood  on  the  floor  several 
times  and  read  the  list  of  words  that 
one  Member  of  Congress  suggested  to 
members  of  his  party  that  they  should 
use  against  their  opponents.  He  said. 
"When  you  are  running  against  some- 
body, use  the  word  "traitor"  to  define 
your  opponent.  Call  your  opponent  pa- 
thetic". Use  the  word  'lie.'  Use  the  word 
sick.'"  Again.  "Use  the  word  'trai- 
tor.'"" 

That  kind  of  counsel  is  counsel  that 
demeans  politics  in  our  country.  We 
must  turn  away  from  all  of  that.  Our 
democratic  system  is  better  than  that, 
and  our  politics  should  be  better  than 
that. 

BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

As  we  debate  this  budget  resolution. 
I  am  going  to  be  critical  of  some  part 
of  Senator  Domenici's  budget.  But  I 
will  do  so  with  respect.  I  am  going  to 
talk  about  its  impact.  He  probably  dis- 
agrees with  how  I  assess  the  impact  of 
parts  of  the  budget,  but  I  do  not  do  this 
with  malice.  I  do  this  because  I  think 
this  is  precisely  where  we  ought  to 
have  a  vibrant,  spirited  debate  about 
what  we  believe  the  priorities  of  this 
country  should  be. 

If  100  years  from  now  historians 
could  look  back  at  us  and  try  to  evalu- 
ate what  we  stood  for.  what  we  found 
important,  what  we  held  dear,  they 
would  almost  certainly  be  able  to  look 
at  the  Federal  budget.  And  by  deter- 
mining what  we  invested  in,  or  what 


13794 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  22,  1995 


we  spent  our  money  on,  they  could  de- 
termine what  our  priorities  were.  This 
is  the  time  and  the  place  for  a  spirited 
debate  about  what  we  believe  is  impor- 
tant. 

Some  years  ago  I  was  with  a  couple 
of  my  colleagues  traveling  in  Central 
America.  I  think  I  have  told  my  col- 
leagues this  before.  I  was  on  a  heli- 
copter that  ran  out  of  gas  m  the  moun- 
tains near  the  border  of  Honduras  and 
Nicaragua.  When  you  are  in  a  flying 
machine  that  runs  out  of  gas,  one  of 
the  immutable  laws  of  the  air  is  you 
will  be  landing  soon.  And  we  did. 

We  were  out  of  radio  contact,  sort  of 
in  a  jungle  clearing  area  where  we 
came  down.  And  the  campesinos  from 
around  the  region  came  walking  up  to 
find  out  who  had  landed  there.  We  were 
not  injured  at  all.  Hours  later  we  were 
hauled  out  by  other  helicopters  that 
found  us.  But  as  the  people  walked 
through  the  underbrush.  the 
campesinos,  to  find  out  who  had  landed 
in  this  mountainous  terrain  near  the 
border  of  Nicaragua  and  Honduras.  I 
was  able  to  talk  with  some  of  them 
through  an  interpreter. 

I  found  what  I  have  found  in  every 
other  region  of  the  world.  You  talk  to 
people  about  what  their  life  is  like,  and 
what  their  hopes  and  dreams  are.  Al- 
most universally,  they  say  they  would 
like  to  come  to  the  United  States  of 
America.  Almost  all  over  the  world  you 
will  find  people  that  answer.  "We 
would  like  to  come  to  United  States  of 
America."  When  you  ask  why.  they 
say,  "Because  the  United  States  of 
America  provides  hope  and  oppor- 
tunity." You  will  find  that  all  over  the 
world. 

I  simply  say  that  today  because  I 
think  sometimes  we  lose  sight  of  the 
advantages  and  the  strengths  in  this 
country.  We  spend  so  much  time  debat- 
ing the  problems  that  we  sometimes 
forget  the  strength  of  this  country. 

The  problem  we  are  talking  about 
today  is  a  problem  with  respect  to  the 
Federal  deficit.  Year  after  year  we 
spend  more  than  we  take  in,  and  it 
adds  to  the  Federal  debt,  and  the  Fed- 
eral debt  requires  us  then  to  pay  inter- 
est on  the  debt  each  year.  Those  inter- 
est payments  consume  an  ever-growing 
portion  of  the  Federal  budget. 

I  would  observe  with  some  measure 
of  interest  that  the  Republicans  in  this 
Chamber  always  win  a  debate  they 
have  with  themselves.  Even  then  it 
may  take  a  little  while.  But  they  al- 
ways win  a  debate  that  they  are  having 
with  themselves.  Now  they  say.  "We 
are  for  a  balanced  budget  because  we 
know  it  is  good  for  America,  but  we  are 
not  so  sure  any  Democrats  are  for  a 
balanced  budget.  '  Just  to  put  all  of 
their  minds  at  ease,  I  know  I  am  not 
alone  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  in  saying 
that  many  of  us  believe  it  is  a  priority. 
The  question  is  not  whether.  It  is  how? 

What  priorities  do  we  choose?  Where 
do    we   cut   spending,    and   how   do   we 


raise  revenue?  Who  are  the  winners  and 
who  are  the  losers?  In  other  words,  who 
gains,  and  who  does  not?  When  we  talk 
about  that,  it  is  not  class  warfare.  Do 
not  ever  let  me  hear  people  say  it  is 
class  warfare  when  we  talk  about  who 
are  the  winners  and  who  are  the  losers 
under  these  budget  proposals,  because 
that  is  nonsense. 

The  proposal  that  is  brought  to  the 
Senate  floor  has  provisions  in  it  that  I 
support  in  many,  many  areas.  Senator 
DoMENici,  for  example,  would  choose  to 
cut  spending  in  a  range  of  areas  that  I 
would  absolutely  agree  with.  I  support 
them.  They  make  a  lot  of  sense.  But 
some  of  the  larger  choices  in  this  budg- 
et I  do  not  support,  and  I  think  there 
are  alternative  ways  of  achieving  the 
same  goals  with  different  results. 

I  have  a  couple  of  charts  on  the  floor 
that  describe  this  budget,  not  from  my 
perspective,  and  not  from  the  perspec- 
tive of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 
Senator  ExoN  or  others,  but  from  the 
perspective  of  Kevin  Phillips,  a  Repub- 
lican author  and  columnist,  a  person  of 
some  note. 

He  wrote  a  wonderful  book  inciden- 
tally about  the  1980's.  but  I  wish  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  what  Kevin 
Phillips  has  to  say  about  the  Repub- 
lican budget  proposals.  One  could  hard- 
ly say  that  Kevin  Phillips  is  some  lib- 
eral, pointy-headed  Democrat  who  is 
trying  to  undermine  Congressional  Re- 
publicans. I  do  not  know  Kevin  Phillips 
hardly  at  all,  but  I  am  interested  in  his 
comments  because  as  I  looked  at  this 
budget  in  terms  of  who  wins  and  who 
loses,  I  sensed  the  same  thing  that 
Kevin  Phillips  does. 

Let  me  read  some  excerpts  of  an  ad- 
dress that  Kevin  Phillips  gave  on  the 
radio  last  week.  Again,  a  Republican 
political  analyst  says  the  following 
about  this  budget. 

Spending  on  Government  programs  from 
Medicare  and  education  to  home  heating  oil 
assistance,  is  to  be  reduced  in  ways  that 
principally  burden  the  poor  and  the  middle 
class,  while  simultaneously  taxes  are  to  be 
cut  in  ways  that  predominantly  benefit  the 
top  one  or  two  percent  of  the  Americans 

That  is  not  me.  That  is  a  Republican, 
who  says  the  fact  is  the  losers  are  the 
folks  on  Medicare,  people  who  need 
help  for  education,  home  heating  as- 
sistance, and  so  on.  And  the  winners. 
well,  those  are  the  top  1  or  2  percent  of 
Americans.  But  he  went  on. 

If  the  budget  deficit  was  really  a  national 
crisis  instead  of  a  pretext  for  fiscal  favor- 
itism and  finagling,  we'd  be  talking  about 
shared  sacrifice,  with  business.  Wall  Street 
and  the  rich,  the  people  who  have  the  big 
money,  making  the  biggest  sacrifice.  In- 
stead, it's  senior  citizens,  the  poor,  students 
and  ordinary  Americans  who'll  see  the  pro- 
grams they  will  depend  on  gutted,  while 
business,  finance  and  the  richest  one  or  two 
percent,  far  from  making  the  sacrifice,  actu- 
ally get  new  benefits  and  reductions. 

Again.  Kevin  Phillips,  says: 
In  short,  aid  to  dependent  grandmothers, 
children,  college  students,  and  city  dwellers 


is  to  be  slashed,  while  aid  to  dependent  cor- 
porations, stock  brokers,  generals,  and  as- 
sorted James  Bond  imitators  survives  or 
even  grows. 

If  the  deficit  is  substantially  reduced  under 
a  program  like  this,  there  will  be  a  second 
stage  of  further  upward  income  redistribu- 
tion from  upper  bracket  profits  in  the  stock 
and  bond  markets. 

And  finally  again  from  Mr.  Phillips' 
remarks  last  week: 

If  the  U.S.  budget  deficit  problem  does  rep- 
resent the  fiscal  equivalent  of  war— and 
maybe  it  does — then  what  we  are  really  look- 
ing at  is  one  of  the  most  flagrant  examples 
of  war  profiteering  this  century  has  seen. 

Maybe  Mr.  Phillips  overstates  it.  Let 
me  go  to  a  previous  chart  where  he 
talks  about  winners  and  losers,  because 
that  is  the  purpose  of  my  discussion 
today. 

The  first  chart  I  showed  you  indi- 
cates Mr.  Phillips'  analysis  of  this 
budget  is  that  the  burden  on  the  poor 
and  the  middle  class  will  be  increased 
substantially,  while  taxes  shall  be  cut 
in  ways  that  predominantly  benefit  the 
top  1  or  2  percent  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. That  is  why  I  began  saying  this  is 
really  a  debate  about  priorities.  The 
question  in  this  budget  is  who  wins  and 
who  loses,  who  gains  and  who  does  not. 
And  that  is  why  we  ought  to  have  a  full 
and  thorough  debate  and  then  make 
our  own  individual  choices  about  how 
we  balance  this  budget,  not  whether 
but  how  we  balance  this  budget. 

MEDlC.AillL  ASV  .MEDIC.MD 

There  has  been  a  substantial  amount 
of  discussion  about  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid especially  because  they  represent 
the  recommendations  for  the  largest 
proposed  reductions  in  the  budget  plan. 

Now.  if  you  divide  the  question  some: 
Should  we  be  controlling  the  rate  of  in- 
crease or  the  rate  of  growth  in  spend- 
ing on  Meui'-i'.!'»-  Hiiil  \lpflir.iiii"  The  an- 
swer clearly  is  yes.  Everyone  in  this 
Chamber  has  known  that  is  a  require- 
ment for  some  long  while.  It  was  wide- 
ly discussed  last  year  and  will  be  even 
more  widely  discussed  this  year.  I  am 
guessing.  But  the  budget  proposal 
comes  to  the  floor  with  a  giant  cut  in 
both  Medicare  and  Medicaid  with  no 
plan  for  dealing  with  its  impact  on  the 
most  vulnerable  in  our  society.  And  we 
are  told  by  some— the  Speaker  of  the 
House  among  others— that  the  Medi- 
care cut  will  be  painless. 

That  is  an  interesting  assertion,  but 
it  does  not  contribute  much  to  this  dis- 
cussion because  everyone  knows  the 
Medicare  cut  will  not  be  painless.  The 
proposed  cuts  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
in  this  budget  will  mean  higher  health 
care  costs  and  lower  quality  of  care  for 
the  elderly  and  the  poor. 

In  fact,  recently  we  heard  some  testi- 
mony before  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee from  the  new  head  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  who  was  just 
appointed  by  the  Republican  leader- 
ship. She  was  asked:  As  a  result  of 
these  cuts,  what  will  happen  to  quality 
of  health  care? 
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The  head  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  said: 

What  is  provided  by  the  Government  with- 
in this  amount  is  not  likely  to  be  the  same 

level  of  quality. 

Let  me  read  that  again  because  it 
kind  of  reminds  me  of  the  op-ed  piece 
in  today's  Post  that  says,  "Beltway 
Babble." 

What  is  provided  by  the  Government  with- 
in this  amount  is  not  likely  to  be  the  same 
level  of  quality.  To  maintain  similar  qual- 
ity- 

Dr.  O'Neill  said- 
seniors  will  pay  more  for  it. 

Stripped  away,  the  question  is,  if  we 
have  this  kind  of  a  budget  cut  in  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  will  you  have  the 
same  kind  of  health  care  quality?  The 
answer  is  no.  Will  health  care  cost 
more  for  the  elderly  and  the  poor?  The 
answer  is  yes. 

Now,  what  are  the  other  con- 
sequences? Well.  the  other  con- 
sequences will  be  that  we  will  see  rural 
hospital  closings  across  rural  America. 
In  my  home  State  of  North  Dakota, 
you  will  see  I  think  a  dozen  rural  hos- 
pitals close  You  will  see  the  elderly 
with  chronic  health  problems,  who  are 
struggling  now  with  respect  to  access 
to  health  care,  struggle  even  more. 

All  of  us  have  talked  to  the  80-year- 
olds  at  town  meetings  who  tell  us  they 
have  heart  problems  and  diabetes,  and 
the  prescribed  medicine  for  these  life- 
threatening  problems  they  cannot  af- 
ford, so  they  take  half  the  dosage  so  it 
lasts  twice  as  long.  That  is  the  only 
way. they  can  do  it  because  they  cannot 
eat  and  pay  the  rent  and  buy  the  medi- 
cine. They  do  not  have  the  money.  All 
of  us  understand  that.  That  is  what  is 
happening  today  and  that  problem  will 
be  exacerbated  by  these  cuts. 

Now.  the  budget  also  says  we  ought 
to  make  substantial  cuts  in  education. 
It  says  let  us  raise  some  revenue  by 
asking  college  students  to  pay  interest 
that  begins  accruing  immediately  when 
they  get  a  college  student  loan.  The  ef- 
fect of  this  is  to  significantly  increase 
the  payments  they  will  be  required  to 
make  especially  from  low-  and  mod- 
erate-income households.  So,  through 
this  budget,  we  arc  saying  to  people, 
we  want  to  make  it  harder  for  you  to 
send  your  kids  to  school. 

Well,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  first  in- 
vestment you  make,  if  you  care  about 
the  future,  is  the  investment  in  your 
kids  The  first  investment  is  an  invest- 
ment in  education.  What  investment  in 
this  country  pays  bigger  dividends 
than  the  investment  in  kids?  None. 
There  is  not  one. 

I  told  my  colleagues  before  about 
walking  into  the  office  of  the  oldest 
Member  of  Congress  when  I  came  here. 
Claude  Pepper  from  Florida,  a  wonder- 
ful gentleman.  He  was  then  in  his  late 
eighties.  He  had  come  during  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt's  term  in  office.  He 
was  a  bright,  interesting  guy.  On  the 
wall  behind  his  chair  he  had  two  pic- 


tures. One  was  Orville  and  Wilbur 
Wright  making  the  first  airplane 
flight,  autographed  to  him  by  Orville 
Wright:  "To  Congressman  Claude  Pep- 
per, with  deep  admiration."  and  be- 
neath it  an  autographed  picture  of  Neil 
Armstrong  standing  on  the  Moon. 

What  does  that  mean?  What  is  the 
difference  between  those  two  pictures? 
Massive  investment  in  education  and 
the  enormous  dividends  that  education 
yields  in  technology  and  progress.  It  is 
from  the  ground  to  the  air  to  the 
Moon.  That  is  what  education  is.  It  is 
about  our  future.  It  is  about  dividends. 

And  this  budget  says.  'Well,  let's  de- 
cide that  that  is  not  a  priority.  Let's 
decide  that  we  cannot  afford  the  full, 
good-quality  health  care  for  the  elderly 
and  the  poor,  and  we  cannot  afford  the 
full  measure  of  investment  in  edu- 
cation for  our  young  people." 

Now.  why  can  we  not  afford  to  do 
that?  Because  we  have  designs  on  giv- 
ing tax  relief.  Kevin  Phillips  says  it^ 
the  burden  on  the  poor  and  the  middle 
class  increases,  while  simultaneously 
taxes  are  to  be  cut  in  ways  that  pre- 
dominantly benefit  the  top  1  or  2  per- 
cent of  Americans. 

Why  can  we  not  provide  a  full  meas- 
ure of  help  to  somebody  that  wants  to 
send  their  kids  to  college?  Because 
they  want  to  give  tax  cuts.  Oh.  it  is 
cleverly  placed  in  this  budget.  It  is  sort 
of  off  to  the  side  as  a  footnote.  But 
they  have  reserved  $175  billion  specifi- 
cally for  the  Finance  Committee  spe- 
cifically for  a  tax  cut  so  that  what  is 
done  on  this  side  will  mirror  what  was 
done  in  the  other  body  in  its  Contract 
With  America. 

Now.  the  tax  cut  is  called  a  middle- 
class  tax  cut.  The  tax  cut.  at  least  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  does  the 
following:  It  says,  if  you  are  a  family 
with  under  $30,000  of  family  income, 
you  get  a  whopping  $124-a-year  tax  cut. 
But  if  you  are  a  family  with  over 
$200,000  in  family  income,  God  bless 
you.  we  are  going  to  give  you  a  big  old 
tax  cut  of  $11,200  a  year,  because  you 
are  important  to  us.  they  say. 

They  want  the  delivery  truck  to  stop 
at  the  middle-class  home  where  they 
are  going  to  send  their  kids  to  college 
and  pick  up  some  money  from  them, 
because  they  said  we  need  a  little 
money  from  you.  Then  they  want  the 
delivery  truck  to  stop  at  some  home 
for  the  elderly  and  pick  up  some  of 
their  money  and  some  of  their  Medi- 
care benefits.  Another  few  stops  col- 
lects money  from  low-income  families 
health  assistance  and  education  assist- 
ance, because  we  cannot  afford  that 
any  more. 

Then  what  does  the  Republican  deliv- 
ery truck  do  with  all  that  money?  It 
makes  other  stops  in  Hometown,  USA 
after  picking  up  all  that  money  from 
all  those  folks.  Yes.  it  drops  the  money 
off  at  the  banker's  house  and  the  big 
businessman's  house.  And  the  driver 
says:  You  know  something?  We've  been 


making  the  rounds  here  in  our  home- 
town. We've  gathered  up  some  money 
from  the  folks  here — the  folks  who 
were  going  to  use  it  to  send  their  kids 
to  school,  going  to  use  it  to  heat  their 
house  in  the  winter,  going  to  use  it  be- 
cause they  were  poor  and  needed  health 
care.  And  we  gathered  up  all  that 
money  and  now  we  are  knocking  on 
your  door  because  we  think  you,  the 
richest  man  in  our  town,  really  de- 
serves a  little  more. 

So  we  are  going  to  drop  these  bags  off 
at  the  front  door  and  hope  you  do  a 
good  thing  for  our  community.  We 
hope  you  will  go  out  and  spend  it,  and 
spend  it  here  at  home,  if  you  will,  so 
that  all  that  money  somehow  will 
trickle  down  to  all  these  folks  and  that 
family  that  wanted  to  send  their  kids 
to  school  might  someday  see  some 
small  dividend  from  your  wild  spending 
spree  as  a  result  of  this  tax  cut. 

Well,  that  is  sort  of  putting  it  in  a 
hometown  context.  If  this  were  a 
hometown  decision  instead  of  a  coun- 
try, do  you  really  think  we  would  do 
that?  Do  you  really  think  we  would  say 
to  the  families:  "You're  having  trouble 
sending  your  kid  to  school,  so  let's 
make  it  harder  and  let's  use  the  money 
to  give  a  tax  cut  to  the  richest  person 
in  our  town"?  I  do  not  think  so. 

Class  warfare,  my  colleagues  say.  Is 
it  class  warfare  to  talk  about  the  prior- 
ities, if  you  think  the  priorities  are 
wrong?  I  do  not  believe  that  is  class 
warfare.  I  believe  it  is  appropriate  to 
quote  even  a  Republican  commentator 
who  says  this  is  a  massive  shift  of  in- 
come from  the  poor  and  middle-income 
families  to  the  rich  and  the  big  cor- 
porations. 

Did  you  know,  as  we  are  talking 
about  all  these  choices  and  priorities, 
that  the  other  body,  in  its  Contract 
With  America  tax  bill,  they  decided 
they  wanted  to  eliminate  the  alter- 
native minimum  tax  for  corporations? 
This  is  the  device  by  which  we  pre- 
vented big  corporations  from  making 
billions  of  dollars  in  profits  and  paying 
zero  in  taxes. 

Without  the  AMT,  a  corporation  can 
make  $3  billion  in  net  profit  and  end  up 
paying  zero  in  taxes.  Meanwhile,  some- 
body gets  up  in  the  morning  and  goes 
out  and  works  hard  8  hours  a  day 
digging  ditches  or  hard  manual  labor 
and  pays  a  tax  on  it  because  they  can- 
not get  out  from  under  it.  They  have  to 
pay  a  tax  on  the  work  they  do;  that  is 
what  people  do.  Businesses  in  the  past 
would  make  several  billion  dollars  and 
pay  zero,  so  we  decided  to  stop  that 
We  created  an  alternative  minimum 
tax  so  that  profitable  corporations  still 
have  to  pay  something  in  taxes. 

This  is  what  the  other  body  has  just 
repealed.  It  means  $4  billion  for  2.000 
corporations.  In  other  words.  2.000  cor- 
porations get  S2  million  each  in  tax 
benefits  at  the  same  time  that  we  are 
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saying  as  a  matter  of  priority  that  edu- 
cation somehow  does  not  count,  edu- 
cation does  not  rank  near  the  top  of 
what  this  country  thinks  is  important. 

We  are  also  told  in  recent  debate  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  the 
budget  proposal  to  cut  Medicare  will 
actually  save  Medicare  from  insol- 
vency. 

Now.  I  must  say  this  is  kind  of  a  dis- 
ingenuous argument.  It  is  not  new  to 
understand  the  trustees'  report  that 
says  that  Medicare  will  at  some  point 
face  a  very  serious  problem.  The  year 
now  is  2002.  Twenty-three  times  in  the 
past  25  years  the  Medicare  trustees 
have  issued  their  report  projecting  the 
insolvency  of  the  Medicare  part  A  trust 
fund.  So  this  is  not  new. 

In  1972.  the  trustees  projected  insol- 
vency in  1976.  and  Congress  took  action 
to  solve  it.  In  1982.  they  projected  in- 
solvency by  1987.  and  Congress  took  ac- 
tion to  solve  it.  In  1993.  the  trustees 
projected  insolvency  by  1999.  And,  of 
course,  it  was  the  President's  1993 
budget — which  I  voted  for  and  not  one 
Member  of  the  Republican  Party  voted 
for— that  extended  the  solvency  an- 
other couple  of  years  until  the  year 
2002. 

So  this  insolvency  issue  is  an  inter- 
esting one.  They  apparently  have  just 
discovered  that  somehow  Medicare  is 
going  to  be  insolvent.  We  must  make 
Medicare  changes.  But  it  seems  to  me 
those  who  suggest  let  us  make  Medi- 
care changes  in  order  to  create  large 
savings  from  which  they  can  give  big 
tax  cuts  to  the  rich,  they  run  into  a 
priority  problem  with  some  of  us  who 
did  not  decide  they  wanted  to  serve  in 
the  Senate  in  order  to  accomplish  that. 

I  would  like  to.  while  I  am  on  my  feet 
this  morning,  ask  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. In  making  some  observations.  I 
would  refer  to  page  7  of  this  budget  res- 
olution. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  I  have  heard,  I  guess,  a  dozen  mem- 
bers of  the  majority  party  say  this  is  a 
balanced  budget.  And  I  am  going  to  ask 
a  few  of  them  when  they  talk  about 
that  later  today  about  how  they  reach 
that  point. 

Again.  I  refer  back  to  the  op-ed  piece 
in  the  Washington  Post  this  morning. 
entitled  "Beltway  Babble."  Only  that 
can  explain  the  moniker  of  "balanced 
budget"  attached  to  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13.  Let  me  refer  my  col- 
leagues to  page  7,  which  is  the  page  on 
which  deficits  are  annotated. 

And  the  deficits— I  will  not  read 
them  all— go  from  1996  to  the  year  2002. 
And  in  2002.  the  deficit  is  $113  billion. 
Now  if  it  is  a  balanced  budget  in  the 
year  2002 — and  I  have  seen  charts  in 
fact  brought  to  the  floor  in  which  they 
say  2002  it  is  zero.  In  2002,  it  Is  a  $113- 
blllion  deficit. 

The  only  way  that  one  could  get  to 
zero  with  a  chart  would  be  to  take 
from  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
that  money  which  is  dedicated  for  So- 
cial Security  purposes  only  and  use  it 
to  show  a  zero. 


But,  of  course,  they  do  not  do  that  in 
this  budget  resolution  because  the  law 
prevents  them  from  doing  that.  This  is 
not  a  balanced  budget,  should  not  be 
called  a  balanced  budget,  and  in  calling 
it  a  balanced  budget  it  is  not  accu- 
rately described. 

It  is  a  budget  document  that  in  the 
year  2002  leaves  a  $113  billion  budget 
deficit,  and  I  hope  to  ask  some  of  my 
colleagues  about  that  in  the  coming 
days.  I  will  ask  if  they  will  join  me.  I 
have  some  additional  recommendations 
for  them,  of  some  revenue  increases 
and  some  spending  cuts  that  will  make 
a  truly  balanced  budget,  and  I  intend 
to  offer  them. 

If  you  want  to  bring  to  the  floor  a 
product  you  call  a  balanced  budget, 
why  do  you  bring  to  the  floor  a  budget 
document  that  on  page  7.  when  it  talks 
about  deficits  for  the  year  2002,  has  a 
$113  billion  deficit?  I  am  guessing  we 
will  vote  in  48,  50,  60  hours  from  now  on 
the  budget  amendment.  Between  now 
and  then,  if  the  majority  side  contin- 
ues to  describe  this  as  a  balanced  budg- 
et, perhaps  they  can  find  the  $113  bil- 
lion to  make  it  a  balanced  budget  and, 
if  not,  I  hope  to  offer  them  some  rec- 
ommendations to  try  to  be  of  some 
help. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining on  the  30  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  2  minutes  left. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  my 
party  has  had  both  the  burden  and  the 
joy  over  the  years  of  constructing  and 
building  a  lot  of  things  that  are  impor- 
tant to  this  country.  Medicare  is  a  very 
important  program  for  this  country.  It 
has  contributed  to  the  lives  of  a  lot  of 
Americans  in  a  very  important  way. 

It  is  true  that  it  takes  considerably 
less  skill  to  destroy  than  it  does  to 
build.  Someone  who  was  asked  once  if 
you  had  two  houses  and  one  you  were 
to  build  and  one  you  were  to  tear  down, 
what  kind  of  people  would  you  hire  to 
do  each?  The  answer  is  clear.  To  tear 
down,  you  hire  unskilled  people:  to 
build,  you  hire  people  with  skills. 

We  have  been  builders  over  the  years, 
and  some  of  that  which  we  have  built 
in  this  country,  I  am  enormously  proud 
of.  and  on  some  we  have  probably  gone 
too  far.  But  I  think  what  makes  this 
country  a  good  country,  a  wonderful 
country  and  a  compassionate  country 
is  still  worth  fighting  for. 

I  mentioned  on  the  floor  a  month  or 
so  ago  about  Stanley  Newburg.  who 
died  in  New  York  City  recently.  I  did 
not  know  him.  but  I  read  the  news- 
paper report.  He  died  in  his  eighties. 
They  opened  his  will. 

Stanley  was  a  young  man  when,  with 
his  family,  he  fled  Austria  and  the  per- 
secution of  the  Jews  by  the  Nazis.  He 
came  to  New  York  and  walked  with  his 
daddy  on  the  lower  east  side  peddling 
fish.  They  peddled  fish.  They  did  well. 
Stanley  went  to  school,  college,  found 
a  job  with  an  aluminum  company.  He 


did  so  well,  he  ran  the  aluminum  com- 
pany, and  did  so  well  he  bought  the 
aluminum  company.  He  died  recently 
around  80  years  old.  They  opened  his 
will  and  he  left  S5.7  million  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  America,  with  deep  grati- 
tude for  the  privilege  of  living  in  this 
great  country. 

This  is  a  wonderful  place  for  a  lot  of 
reasons,  and  many  of  them  represent 
the  priorities  that  we  are  going  to  de- 
bate on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  around 
the  circumstances  of  this  budget  reso- 
lution. 

Yes,  let  us  be  critical  from  time  to 
time,  but  let  us  also  understand  what 
makes  this  a  good  country  and  a  great 
country,  the  kind  of  things  that  make 
America  a  great  place  in  which  to  live. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  able 
Senator  for  his  kindness. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  first  time  in 
many  years,  this  Senate  has  before  it  a 
blueprint  for  balancing  the  budget  and 
reducing  the  national  debt.  What  a  re- 
freshing contrast  this  budget  resolu- 
tion is  to  the  budgets  proposed  over  the 
past  2  years  by  the  President.  Those 
budgets  called  for  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  history,  continued  deficits,  a 
significant  increase  in  the  debt,  sub- 
stantial growth  in  nondefense  Govern- 
ment spending,  and  dangerous  reduc- 
tions in  national  defense  spending.  * 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  overall 
direction  of  the  proposed  Senate  budg- 
et resolution.  I  commend  the  chairman 
and  members  of  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  for  their  efforts  in  bringing 
a  resolution  to  the  floor  which  controls 
entitlement  spending,  restrains  the 
growth  of  Government,  and  eliminates 
annual  deficits. 

The  next  step,  while  maintaining 
zero  deficit  budgets,  is  to  reduce  spend- 
ing levels  in  order  to  lessen  the  tax 
burden  on  families  and  businesses  of 
this  Nation.  If  we  are  to  have  sustained 
economic  growth.  Government  spend- 
ing must  be  restrained.  A  balanced 
budget  amendment  and  line-item  veto 
authority  would  do  much  to  bring 
about  fiscal  responsibility.  While  ear- 
lier this  year  the  Senate  failed  to  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  pass  that 
amendment  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  beginning  of 
this  debate.  I  stated  that  we  have  the 
greatest  nation  on  Earth.  It  provides 
.\mericans  more  freedom,  more  justice, 
more  opportunity,  and  more  hope  than 
any  nation  has  provided  any  people  in 
the  history  of  the  world.  I  repeat,  this 
great  country  of  ours  will  be  in  jeop- 
ardy unless  we  do  at  least  two  things. 
First,  we  must  provide  an  adequate  de- 
fense to  protect  ourselves  against  the 
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enemies  who  would  destroy  democracy 
and  freedom.  Second,  we  must  put  our 
fiscal  house  in  order. 

With  regard  to  the  level  of  defense 
spending  in  this  budget  resolution,  I 
want  to  point  out  a  few  basic  facts.  The 
Budget  Committee  recommendation 
endorsed  the  President's  budget  sub- 
mission for  Defense.  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  the  President's  budget 
proposal  was  unanimously  rejected  by 
the  Senate  in  an  earlier  vote.  Discre- 
tionary funding  for  defense  is  reduced 
by  $8  billion  from  1995  to  1996  and  con- 
tinues on  this  downward  slide  through 
fiscal  year  1998.  It  is  only  by  fiscal  year 
2002  that  the  defense  budget  is  brought 
back  to  its  1995  level.  I  am  concerned 
that  this  reduced  level  of  spending  will 
not  support  the  force  structure  or  pre- 
serve our  national  security  interests. 
The  most  recent  request  for  defense 
supplemental  appropriations  should  be 
an  indication  that  the  proposed  budget 
will  not  support  the  required  level  of 
training,  maintenance,  operations  and 
modernization. 

A  part  of  our  national  defense  re- 
quirement is  to  provide  for  those  veter- 
ans who  have  served  their  country. 
Those  who  have  fulfilled  their  obliga- 
tion of  citizenship  must  not  be  de- 
serted. I  am  satisfied  that  this  budget 
protects  veterans"  benefits  and  health 
care. 

I  recognize  that  total  nondefense  dis- 
cretionary spending  is  reduced  in  this 
budget  resolution.  However.  I  would 
submit  to  my  colleagues  that  providing 
for  the  common  defense  of  this  Nation 
must  be  our  highest  priority.  Other 
Senators  may  have  different  views  on 
spending  priorities.  I  can  assure  you 
that  I  will  have  more  to  say  about  de- 
fense spending,  and  I  look  forward  to 
that  debate  in  the  near  future. 

Further,  Mr.  President,  this  budget 
resolution  is  a  good  step  in  the  effort 
to  put  our  fiscal  house  in  order.  It  pro- 
vides for  restrained  growth  in  overall 
Government  spending.  Because  spend- 
ing grows  at  a  lower  rate  than  pro- 
jected revenue  increases,  the  deficit 
will  be  reduced  each  year,  and  will  be 
finally  eliminated  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

This  budget  resolution  provides  for 
real  deficit  reduction  without  raising 
taxes.  American  families  and  busi- 
nesses have  carried  a  heavy  tax  burden 
to  support  the  appetite  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Under  present  tax  poli- 
cies. Mr.  President,  capital  investment 
is  punished,  earnings  of  senior  citizens 
are  penalized,  consumption  is  favored 
over  savings,  and  America's  families 
keep  less  and  less  of  their  earnings. 
This  resolution  says  "no"  to  balancing 
the  budget  by  additional  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  critics  of  this  budget 
continue  to  claim  the  resolution  con- 
tains a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  paid  for 
by  cuts  on  the  aged  and  poor.  I  will  em- 
phasize what  has  been  stated  many 
times  on  this  floor^this  resolution 
does  not  contain  a  tax  cut.   A  reserve 


fund  is  established  to  protect  what  has 
been  called  the  fiscal  dividend.  That 
fund  can  only  be  made  available  for  tax 
reduction  after  passage  of  the  rec- 
onciliation bill.  In  addition,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  must  certify 
the  amount  of  the  dividend  available 
for  tax  reduction. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  hopeful  that 
there  will  be  a  dividend  to  apply  to  tax 
reduction  and  reform.  Our  tax  system 
is  not  only  an  economic  burden,  but 
also  an  administrative  nightmare.  The 
aggravation  level  of  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  continues  to  rise.  After 
bringing  our  budget  into  balance,  we 
must  work  toward  a  fair  and  simplified 
tax  structure. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  com- 
ment on  this  budget's  treatment  of 
various  programs  which  I  would  cat- 
egorize as  economic  security  items. 
This  resolution  provides  for  increased 
spending  for  Medicaid,  Medicare,  other 
health  programs,  various  income  secu- 
rity programs,  and  Social  Security.  It 
does  not  abandon  this  Nation's  long- 
standing tradition  of  helping  those  who 
are  truly  in  need  or  cannot  care  for 
themselves. 

Finally,  funding  for  administration 
of  justice  also  increases  in  this  budget. 
Additional  funds  are  provided  for  the 
violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund  and 
other  Federal  law  enforcement  func- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  the  Framers  of  our 
Constitution  clearly  established  the 
priorities  of  our  National  Government. 
While  we  have  adapted  to  meet  current 
needs  and  circumstances,  the  underly- 
ing principles  remain  constant — to  pro- 
vide for  our  common  defense,  establish 
justice,  and  promote  the  general  wel- 
fare. While  this  budget  resolution  is 
not  perfect,  it  puts  us  on  a  course  to 
reap  the  promises  of  this  Nation:  lib- 
erty for  ourselves  and  our  posterity.  As 
Thomas  Jefferson  once  said,  "And  to 
preserve  their  independence,  we  must 
not  let  our  rulers  load  us  with  perpet- 
ual debt.  We  must  make  our  election 
between  economy  and  liberty,  or  profu- 
sion and  servitude."  Mr.  President,  the 
choice  for  us  is  clear — let  us  choose 
economy  and  liberty.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thom.^.s).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bry.an]. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  I  thank  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

I  rise  to  support  the  Democratic  lead- 
ership's amendment  to  restore  funding 
to  the  Medicare  Program. 

I  believe  it  is  imperative  and  in  the 
national  interest  that  we  balance  the 
budget  I  have  supported  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  our  Constitution 
since  first  embarking  on  elected  public 
service  as  a  member  of  the  Nevada  Leg- 
islature in  the  1960's.  I  continued  that 


support  as  the  attorney  general  of  my 
State  and  later  as  Governor,  and  on  at 
least  two  occasions  as  a  Member  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

In  my  view,  balancing  the  budget  is 
critical  for  our  economy  to  remain  via- 
ble at  home  and  for  us  to  become  inter- 
nationally competitive  abroad.  Mr. 
President,  this  budget  proposal  that  we 
are  dealing  with  fails  the  most  fun- 
damental of  tasks,  and  that  is  a  task  of 
fairness. 

It  is  rather  ironic  that  it  is  this 
month— Older  Americans  Month— and 
the  month  in  which  the  Fourth  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  was  held, 
that  the  Senate  is  considering  cutting 
Medicare  to  the  magnitude  of  $256  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  It  is  the  same  month 
in  which  the  other  body  already  passed 
$280  billion  in  Medicare  cuts.  Ir  r.y 
view,  Mr.  President,  this  is  an  uncou 
scionable  way  to  address  Medicare  re 
form. 

Seniors  have  always  been  willing  to 
help  our  country  out  when  asked  to 
shoulder  the  responsibility.  They  do 
not  want  their  children  and  grand- 
children to  carry  the  burden  of  the  fi- 
nancial deficit.  They  are  willing  to 
share  it.  but  not  unfairly  bear  the  bur- 
den of  needed  revenue  cuts  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget.  Let  us  be  clear,  Mr. 
President,  these  are  Medicare  cuts,  and 
the  impact  will  be  devastating. 

But  under  this  budget  resolution,  the 
burden  is  not  being  fairly  shared.  Sen- 
iors are  taking  a  disproportionate  hit. 
and  for  what?  To  help  pay  for  tax  cuts 
to  benefit  those  in  our  society  who  are 
among  the  most  affluent  in  our  coun- 
try—those citizens  making  up  to 
$200,000  a  year. 

Seniors  throughout  this  country  are 
dependent  upon  Medicare  to  ensure  ac- 
cess to  the  health  nam  .■services  they 
need.  I  can  certainly  understand,  and  I 
think  my  colleagues  will  understand, 
that  their  real  fear  is  that  the  health 
care  system  upon  which  millions  rely 
may  be  gutted  as  a  consequence  of  this 
budget  resolution. 

In  1993,  when  Medicare  faced  a  sig- 
nificant cut,  I  introduced  an  amend- 
ment to  the  budget  reconciliation 
package  of  that  year  to  eliminate  a 
large  part  of  the  additional  proposed 
Medicare  cuts  by  repealing  section  936 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  the  so- 
called  pharmaceutical  tax  benefit, 
which  provides  a  tax  cut  for  companies 
operating  and  hiring  workers  in  U.S. 
possessions.  The  amendment  failed. 
The  story  was  the  same.  Seniors  were 
asked  to  suffer  an  unfair  portion  of  the 
burden. 

Let  us  not  fool  ourselves.  Seniors  un- 
derstand very  well  how  these  massive 
proposed  Medicare  cuts  are  going  to  di- 
rectly affect  them.  They  understand 
health  care  cost  shifting.  They  know 
how  increases  in  copayments, 
deductibles  and  monthly  premiums  hit 
their  pocketbooks.  They  know  how 
Medicare  health  care  access  can  de- 
crease   after    cuts    are    implemented. 
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And.  most  importantly,  they  know 
these  changes  will  mean  that  they  are 
going  to  pay  more  to  get  less  health 
care  coverage. 

Seniors  also  understand.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  Medicare  costs  must  be  re- 
duced and  cuts  can  be  made.  We  all 
know  there  is  still  a  significant 
amount  of  fraud  and  abuse  in  the  Medi- 
care system  that  siphons  off  funds  from 
legitimate  health  care.  Changes  can  be 
made  in  Medicare  to  achieve  informa- 
tion savings.  No  doubt,  there  are  ways 
to  contain  explosive  Medicare's 
growth,  but  in  a  much  less  devastating 
way  than  the  proposal  before  us. 

In  Nevada.  I  hear  poignant  stories 
from  many  seniors,  particularly  those 
living  on  fixed  and  limited  incomes, 
where  only  Medicare  can  ensure  health 
care  access.  For  seniors,  the  fear  is 
very  real  that  Medicare  will  be  im- 
pacted to  such  a  degree  by  these  pro- 
posed cuts  that  they  may  no  longer  be 
able  to  afford  their  Medicare 
deductibles,  copayments  and  pre- 
miums. These  cuts  translate  into  about 
$900  per  year  per  senior  by  the  year  2002 
in  higher  premiums,  copayments  and 
deductibles.  Over  the  7  years  until  2002. 
this  means  an  additional  cost  of  $3,200 
for  a  single  senior,  $6,400  for  a  couple. 
My  State  of  Nevada  is  impacted  most 
severely.  Nevada  is  the  fastest  growing 
State  in  the  Nation.  It  has  also  just 
been  named  the  first  choice  of  seniors 
seeking  a  retirement  location.  Ne- 
vada's nearly  200.000  Medicare  recipi- 
ents will  soon  be  joined  by  thousands 
more  seniors.  Nevada  leads  the  Nation 
with  the  growth  projection  of  122.7  per- 
cent for  the  number  of  seniors  age  65 
and  over  from  1993  to  the  year  2020. 

Many  Nevada  seniors  have  already 
experienced  thp  difficulty  in  finding  a 
physician  willing  to  take  new  Medicare 
patients.  The  growth  in  the  number  of 
seniors  seeking  medical  care  coupled 
with  these  proposed  Medicare  cuts  will 
certainly  impact  their  access  to  Ne- 
vada's health  care  system  even  further. 
This  will  not  be  a  problem  unique  to 
Nevada  but  one  seniors  across  the  Na- 
tion will  face. 

Mr.  President.  Medicare  celebrates 
its  30th  anniversary  this  year.  What  an 
anniversary  present  some  Members  of 
the  Senate  are  providing  for  the  Na- 
tion's seniors.  For  30  years,  seniors 
have  had  health  care  services  and  have 
not  had  to  fear  that  an  illness  will  dev- 
astate their  personal  finances.  But 
now,  30  years  later,  they  have  much 
cause  to  worry  about  whether  Medicare 
is  going  to  continue  to  be  there  for 
them  when  they  need  it,  or  whether 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford  the 
cost. 

We  all  want  to  assure  that  seniors  in 
our  States  will  continue  to  have  health 
care  coverage.  We  can  do  that  if  we 
take  a  more  reasoned  and  rational  ap- 
proach to  reforming  Medicare  to  sus- 
tain its  financial  viability.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment 


and  to  restore  $100  billion  of  the  pro- 
posed Medicare  cuts  as  a  step  for  a  bet- 
ter approach.  Our  seniors  deserve  no 
less  from  us. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
listening  with  great  interest  and  appre- 
ciation to  the  remarks  by  my  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Nevada,  another 
former  Governor,  who  understands 
what  is  going  on  in  the  States,  who  un- 
derstands the  relationship  between  the 
State  and  the  Federal  Government,  and 
above  everything  else,  recognizes  and 
realizes  the  obligation  that  we  have  to 
act  fairly  in  our  deliberations,  discus- 
sions and  bill-passing  here  in  the  U.S. 
Senate. 

Previous  to  the  remarks  of  the 
former  Governor  from  Nevada,  now 
Senator  from  Nevada,  we  heard  an  ex- 
cellent presentation  by  my  colleague 
from  the  State  of  North  Dakota. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is  a 
former  tax  commissioner  of  that  State. 
He  knows  that  State.  He  knows  rural 
America  very,  very  well.  Since  he  has 
come  to  the  U.S.  Senate,  we  have  come 
to  appreciate  and  respect  the  dedicated 
talents  that  he  has  with  regard  to  the 
relationship  between  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  the  State  government. 

Certainly,  I  thought  that  the  excel- 
lent presentation  he  made  with  regard 
to  the  statements  about  the  budget 
submitted  by  the  majority  in  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  deliberations  are 
absolutely  a  travesty.  Kevin  Phillips,  a 
noted  Republican  columnist  and 
spokesman,  hit  it  right  on  the  head. 

I  have  some  remarks  I  would  like  to 
make,  but  I  recognize  that  we  are  try- 
ine-  to  move  evenly  back  and  forth.  I 
certainly  ask  the  managing  Republican 
on  the  Senate  side  now  whether  or  not 
he  is  waiting  to  speak,  or  is  it  his  de- 
sire that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
continue  on  his  remarks  that  I  would 
like  to  make? 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  do  in- 
tend to  speak,  but  I  am  happy  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  proceed, 
and  I  will  speak  after  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  completed  his  statement. 
Mr.  EXON.  I  see  the  Senator  from 
Washington  is  on  the  floor.  He  will 
seek  recognition,  is  that  correct,  at  an 
appropriate  time? 

Mr.  GORTON.  At  an  appropriate 
time. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  simply  say  to  my  col- 
league, it  would  only  be  fair  for  him  to 
proceed  at  this  time,  and  I  will  follow. 
Then  he  has  the  disposition  on  his  side 
for  the  next  speaker,  to  keep  it  in  the 
regular  order. 

Mr.  GREGG.  If  that  is  the  wish  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  that  is  cer- 
tainly acceptable  to  me.  I  appreciate 
his  courtesy. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  address  a 
couple  of  comments  that  have  been 
made  here  relative   to  both   Medicare 


and  also  to  tax  elements  of  this  budget 
because  I  think  there  have  been  at- 
tempts to  address  the  issue,  but  I  do 
not  think  they  have  been  accurate  in 
their  reflection  of  exactly  what  is 
going  to  happen. 

The  Medicare  trust  fund  is  the  issue. 
Its  solvency  is  the  issue.  Now.  the  defi- 
nition of  solvency  within  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  was  not  created  by  myself  or 
members  of  the  Budget  Committee,  but 
created  by  the  trustees  of  the  trust 
fund. 

They  have  testified,  and  there  have 
been  charts  on  this  floor  reflecting  this 
fact,  and  there  has  been  discussion  of 
this,  that  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
could  well  be  insolvent  and  is  going  to 
go  insolvent  as  of  the  year  2002. 

What  have  we  received  as  a  response 
to  this  insolvency  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle?  Essentially,  we  have  seen 
nothing— no  proposals  at  all.  We  have 
seen  them,  however,  attack  with  rather 
significant  enthusiasm  the  proposals 
coming  from  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
They  have  attacked  the  number  which 
we  are  proposing  to  address  in  this 
budget  in  order  to  try  to  correct  the 
trust  fund  problem  as  being  an  out- 
rageously high  number,  a  number  they 
have  never  heard  of,  a  number  they 
cannot  conceive  of,  $256  billion  over  7 
years. 

I  think  we  need  to  put  that  number 
in  some  context.  If  we  look  at  the 
trustees'  report,  the  trustees  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  ironicall.y,  four  of 
whom  happen  to  be  members  of  this  ad- 
ministration, including  the  Secretary 
of  HHS  and  the  Treasury  Secretary, 
that  trustees'  report  says  that  in  order 
to  maintain  the  solvency  of  the  trust 
fund  on  an  actuarial  basis  of  25  years, 
which  is  the  minimum  that  they  sug- 
gest, an  adjustment  in  the  trust  fund 
must  occur  of  approximately  $262  bil- 
lion, not  over  7  years  but  over  5  years. 
We  are  talking  about  $2.56  billion  over 
7  years.  We  are  coming  in  at  a  level 
which  is  significantly  below,  signifi- 
cantly below,  what  the  trustees  are 
saying— the  trustees  being  Donna 
Shalala  and  Secretary  Rubin— is  nec- 
essary to  obtain  actuarial  solvency  of 
the  trust  fund. 

What  does  that  mean,  actuarial  sol- 
vency? It  sounds  like  a  big  name,  a 
technical  phraseology.  What  it  means, 
quite  simply,  is  if  the  senior  citizens  of 
this  country  are  going  to  have  the  abil- 
ity to  have  health  care  insurance,  they 
have  to  have  a  health  care  trust  fund 
which  is  solvent. 

The  trustees  have  said,  as  of  the  year 
2002,  there  will  be  no  more  insurance 
trust  fund  because  there  will  be  no 
money  in  the  trust  fund.  In  order  to 
have  money  in  the  trust  fund  and  to 
have  it  for  a  period  of  25  years,  they 
need  to  have  an  adjustment  of  $262  bil- 
lion over  5  years. 

So  the  number  that  we  have  put  for- 
ward as  our  goal  for  adjusting  the  trust 
fund  is  a  very  reasonable  number  and  is 


one  this  is  absolutely  necessary  at  a 
bare  minimum  to  assure  that  the  sen- 
ior citizens  of  this  country  actually 
have  health  insurance,  something 
which  the  other  side  seems  to  be  just 
ignoring. 

They  come  down  here  and  say  we 
cannot  take  this  money  and  transfer  it 
to  that  account,  and  this  money  from 
that  account.  But  nobody  mentions 
that  the  trust  fund  is  going  broke.  The 
President's  people  have  said  that  in 
their  report. 

What  does  this  number  mean,  again, 
in  terms  of  the  overall  context  of  the 
Medicare  Program?  Does  it  mean  the 
Medicare  Program  is  being  cut?  That 
we  are  talking  about  adjusting  the 
trust  fund,  the  funds  flowing  into  the 
trust  fund,  and  talking  about  adjusting 
Medicare  by  this  amount  of  $256  bil- 
lion, does  it  mean  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram is  being  cut?  That  is  a  big  num- 
ber. It  sounds  like  it  might  be.  No.  it 
does  not  mean  that  at  all.  It  does  not 
mean  that  at  all. 

What  we  are  talking  about  with  that 
number  is  allowing  the  spending  on 
Medicare  payments  in  this  country  to 
increase  by  7  percent  over  the  period  of 
that  7-year  period. 

A  Medicare  beneficiary  who  today  re- 
ceives $4,350  per  beneficiary  will,  in  the 
year  2002.  be  receiving  $6,300  per  bene- 
ficiary. There  is  no  cut  there. 

In  fact,  in  the  year  2002.  the  amount 
of  money  that  we  will  spend  on  the 
Medicare  System  in  this  country  will 
he  $96  billion  more  than  what  we  are 
spending  today.  What  we  are  talking 
about  here  is  the  fact  that  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  and  the  spending  for 
Medicare  is  increasing  so  fast — 10'i>  per- 
cent annually— that  we  simply  cannot 
afford  it.  It  is  bankrupting  itself.  As  a 
result,  there  will  be  no  insurance  for 
senior  citizens. 

So  what  we  are  suggesting  is  we  take 
the  rate  of  growth  of  Medicare  spend- 
ing and  reduce  it  to  something  we  can 
afford.  We  are  not  talking  about  cut- 
ting it.  We  are  not  talking  about  even 
reducing  it  to  the  rate  of  growth  of 
health  care  in  the  private  sector,  which 
last  year  premiums  dropped  by  1.9  per- 
cent in  the  private  sector.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  allowing  an  annual  increase 
of  7  percent  in  the  Medicare  trust  fund, 
which  works  out  to  a  huge  amount  of 
increased  spending  on  Medicare  over 
the  next  7  years. 

It  works  out  to  a  solvent  Medicare 
System,  one  that  is  not  insolvent,  one 
where  seniors  will  actually  be  getting 
Medicare  and  have  dollars  available  for 
Medicare  rather  than  not  be  getting 
dollars  available  for  Medicare,  because 
the  trust  fund  would  be  insolvent  if  it 
continues  to  grow  at  its  present  rate. 

So  this  discussion  of  the  attempts  by 
our  side  to  address  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  by  putting  it  into  balance  and  by 
reducing  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  Med- 
icare spending  in  this  country  and  in 
this  Government  is  purely  political.  In 


fact.  It  is  so  political  that  if  we  look  at 
the  President's  own  statements  from  a 
year  ago,  we  realize  that  he  agreed 
with  Republicans,  and  today  his  party 
and  his  administration  does  not  seem 
to  any  longer  give  credence  to  what 
they  said  just  a  year  ago. 

The  President  said  a  year  ago  today. 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  going  up 
three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We 
propose  to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the 
rate  of  inflation. 

My  goodness  gracious,  that  is  exactly 
the  Republican  proposal.  We  took  the 
President  at  his  word  last  year.  We 
took  his  proposal,  and  we  have  a  rate 
of  growth  of  Medicare  which  is  two 
times  the  rate  of  inflation. 

But  suddenly  it  is  a  horrible  event. 
Not  only  did  the  President  say  that, 
but  even  Mrs.  Clinton  said  that.  She 
said  that  the  rate  of  growth  was  too 
much  and  that  we  had  to  reduce  it. 
More  importantly,  she  said  that  cut- 
ting the  rate  of  growth  was  not  a  cut  in 
Medicare.  She  agrees  with  this  side. 
Even  Ira  Magaziner  agreed  with. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  yield  for  a  question, 
sir. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
my  friend  from  New  Hampshire  that  I 
find  these  arguments  intriguing  and,  of 
course,  persuasive. 

He  and  I  have  talked  in  private  about 
this  for  some  time,  but  I  wonder  if  he 
would,  for  a  moment,  take  the  other 
half  of  the  question.  We  have  a  very 
specific  amendment  in  front  of  the 
Senate,  a  $100  billion  amendment,  com- 
ing out  of  the  dividends  which  we  firm- 
ly believe  and  the  CBO  says  will  arise 
out  of  balancing  the  budget  because  we 
have  a  better  economy  in  the  United 
States. 

Now.  the  proponents  of  the  amend- 
ment do  not  want  a  balanced  budget. 
They  have  not  come  up  with  a  proposal 
for  a  balanced  budget.  But  they  do 
want  to  spend  most  of  that  dividend  in 
the  form  of  this  amendment,  some  $100 
billion,  dividing  it  among  part  A  and 
part  B  of  Medicare— part  A  the  hospital 
insurance  portion  being  that  portion 
which  will  go  bankrupt  in  the  year 
2002. 

Let  us  assume,  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  that  half  of  that 
money,  $50  billion,  just  comes  in  the 
form  of  a  cash  infusion  into  part  A  of 
Medicare  but  without  any  other 
changes  because  we  have  not  heard  of 
any  other  changes  the  other  side  pro- 
poses. What  would  that  do  with  respect 
to  the  projected  bankruptcy  of  Medi- 
care part  A  in  the  year  2002? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Washington  has  raised  a  very 
valid  point.  What  the  Senator  from 
Washington  is  pointing  out  is,  first  off, 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  has  no  budg- 
et, no  proposals  at  all  in  the  area  of  en- 
titlement reform.  Second,  what  they 
are  proposing  is  to  take  what  will  be 


basically  a  dividend  as  a  result  of  in- 
terest rates  dropping  and  just  take 
money  and  throw  it  at  the  system,  a 
system  which  is  fundamentally  flawed, 
a  system  which  is  growing  at  twice  the 
rate  of  inflation,  and  a  system  which 
cannot  maintain  itself. 

So  the  practical  implications  of  what 
they  are  proposing  is  it  will  have  no 
significant  impact  on  the  solvency  of 
the  trust  fund  because  it  will  put  into 
place  no  attitudes  or  reforms  which 
will  reduce  that  rate  of  growth  of  the 
trust  fund.  And  what  the  trustees  told 
us  when  they  testified  before  the  Budg- 
et Committee,  of  which  the  Senator 
from  Washington  is  a  member,  and  I 
know  he  is  an  active  participant  at 
these  hearings,  was  there  had  to  be 
fundamental  reform  of  the  trust  fund, 
in  the  way  we  deliver  health  care,  ir 
order  to  get  it  into  actuarial  balance. 

Mr  GORTON.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire,  is  it  not  true  that  the 
trustees  said.  "You  can  either  make 
changes  in  the  rules  with  respect  to  eli- 
gibility or,  alternatively,  you  can  in- 
crease the  payroll  tax?"  Am  I  correct 
in  feeling  that  they  really  did  not  talk 
about  a  one-time  general  funded  infu- 
sion into  the  system  of  cash  money, 
without  any  reforms  on  the  other  two 
scores  at  all? 

Mr.  GREGG.  The  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington is  absolutely  correct.  They  did 
not  talk  about  a  one-time  cash  infusion 
of.  say,  $50  billion  into  the  fund  be- 
cause they  recognized  that  will  do 
nothing  to  correct  the  problems  which 
they  were  highlighting  to  us.  They 
were  saying  there  was  an  urgent  need 
for  fundamental  reform  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  trust  health  care  is  deliv- 
ered under  the  Medicare  system,  in 
order  to  get  this  into  actuarial  bal- 
ance. And  a  one-time  cash  payment  is 
not  going  to  solve  the  problem.  That  is 
basically.  I  presume,  why  they  never 
conceived  of  the  idea,  because  they  are 
charged  with  correcting  the  problem. 
not  with  just  the  political  response  to 
the  problem. 

Mr.  GORTON.  So  the  proposal  we 
have  before  us  at  the  present  time  will 
not  cure  any  of  the  ills  of  Medicare 
part  A?  And  may  very  well  unbalance 
the  budget,  because  it  is  a  contingent 
amount  of  money,  contingent  on  our 
balancing  the  budget,  and  certainly 
will  help  prevent  any  kind  of  dividend 
in  the  form  of  lower  taxes  to  middle- 
class  working  Americans;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  GREGG.  The  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington is  absolutely  correct  in  all  those 
statements  and  assumptions,  in  my 
opinion. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  yield? 

Mr.  GREGG.  J  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  for  a  question. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  It  will  be  a 
question. 

Taking  off  from  what  the  Senator 
from  Washington  has  indicated,  does  it 
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not  strike  the  Senator,  in  looking  at 
the  amendment  of  Senator  Lauten- 
BERG  and  myself,  that  we  are  not  in 
any  way  pretending  that  this  $100  bil- 
lion is  going  to  cure  the  trust  fund 
problem'^'  What  we  are  trying  to  estab- 
lish is  a  matter  of  priorities.  Obviously 
$100  billion  is  not  going  to  solve  the 
problem,  but  neither  does  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  before  us;  $100 
billion  kept  in  Medicare,  kept  in  health 
care  funds,  is  a  statement  of  what  is 
important  as  opposed  to  putting  it  into 
some  reserve  fund  which  I  believe  most 
people  in  this  Chamber  believe  is  going 
to  be  used  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

So  would  the  Senator  not  agree  that 
by  putting  $100  billion  back  into  health 
care,  we  are  not  so  much  saying  this  is 
going  to  solve  the  problem,  because  ob- 
viously it  is  not — neither  does  the  Re- 
publican budget  resolution— but  is  it 
not  a  matter  of  keeping  the  money  in 
Medicare  and  not  spending  it  on  other 
uses? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  would  have  to  say  to 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  I  would 
have  two  concerns  about  that  represen- 
tation. 

The  first  is  this:  I  do  not  think,  and 
I  believe  the  numbers  prove  this  to  be 
accurate,  that  you  can  get  our  budget 
under  control,  that  you  can  get  the 
budget  of  the  Federal  Government 
under  control,  unless  you  address  and 
fundamentally  reform  the  health  care 
function  of  Federal  spending.  Because 
55  percent  of  entitlement  spending, 
independent  of  Social  Security  which 
we  are  not  going  to  address,  is  health 
care  driven.  And,  thus,  I  do  not  happen 
to  think  that  you  resolve  this  problem 
unless  you  take  a  hard  look  at  it  and 
you  do  the  work  and  you  produce  a  re- 
form that  is  going  to  change  the  rate  of 
growth  of  Medicare  spending  from  10.5 
percent  that  it  presently  has  in  Medic- 
aid, from  the  10.5  percent  which  it  pres- 
ently has,  to  a  rate  of  growth  which  we 
can  tolerate  which  is  about  7  percent  in 
Medicare  and  probably  about  5  percent 
in  Medicaid.  And  those  numbers  are 
the  numbers  that  we  use  in  this  budget 
resolution  and  I  think  they  are  reason- 
able for  that  reason. 

The  second  part  of  the  Senator's  as- 
sumption would  be,  "Well,  even  if  those 
numbers  are  reasonable,  we  should  still 
put  this  money  into  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, if  it  is  available,  if  you  can  ob- 
tain it  without  doing  the  reform"  — 
which  I  do  not  think  you  can.  In  other 
words.  I  do  not  think  you  can  get  the  2 
percent  savings  in  interest  rates  which 
comes  from  getting  a  balanced  budget, 
unless  you  address  the  health  care 
function  which  produces  the  balanced 
budget. 

But  even  if  you  get  that  transfer, 
what  you  are  saying  is  that  extra  $100 
billion  should  go  in  there  and  we 
should  have  it  on  top  of  the  reform,  of 
what  would  occur  from  reform.  So  you 
are  talking  about  actually  encouraging 
a  rate  of  growth  in  the  health  care  ac- 


counts which  would  exceed  what  I 
think  we  have  to  have  as  a  rate  of 
growth  in  order  to  have  balance  in  the 
budget. 

The  second  reservation  I  would  have 
about  the  Senator's  point  is  this.  There 
has  been  all  this  talk.  I  think  every 
person  on  that  side  who  has  gotten  up 
has  said  we  are  going  to  take  this  $170 
billion,  which  we  are  told  we  are  going 
to  get.  We  are  not  sure  we  are  going  to 
get  it.  CBO  says  they  will  score  this  if 
we  get  to  a  balanced  budget  glidepath 
and  it  results  from  the  fact  that  inter- 
est rates  go  down.  It  is  not  a  result  of 
any  cut  in  spending.  It  results  from  in- 
terest rates  dropping.  We  are  going  to 
take  this  $170  billion  and  we  are  going 
to  transfer  it  back  to  the  taxpayers. 
We  are  going  to  say  this  is  your  money 
to  begin  with.  You  ought  to  get  to  keep 
it.  You  ought  to  get  some  benefit  out 
of  us  balancing  the  budget. 

Everybody  has  gotten  up  on  that  side 
and  said  that  is  a  benefit  for  the  rich. 
You  are  taking  from  some  group — 
whether  it  has  been— one  group  has 
been  children,  one  group  has  been 
unwed  mothers  and  pregnant  mothers, 
and  another  group  has  been  the  elder- 
ly— and  you  are  giving  it  to  the  rich. 

This  resolution  says  that  90  percent 
of  any  tax  cut — 90  percent  of  any  tax 
cut — has  to  go  with  people  with  in- 
comes under  $100,000. 

Maybe  there  he  has  a  new  definition 
of  wealthy  in  this  country,  but  people 
with  incomes  under  $100,000  I  do  not 
find,  definitionally,  as  wealthy.  So  I 
believe  first  we  should  make  the  tax 
cut  if  we  get  this  dividend,  because  I 
think  it  will  run  to  the  benefit  of  peo- 
ple who  are  today  paying  the  price  of 
running  this  Government,  which  is  out 
of  control.  And,  second,  since  90  per- 
cent of  it  is  going  to  go  Lo  people  with 
incomes  under  $100,000  I  do  not  happen 
to  believe  that  is  a  transfer  to  the 
wealthy. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  would  say 
again  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire, what  he  is  suggesting  is  that  we 
take  Medicare  money,  $256  billion,  and 
cuts  in  Medicaid,  and  use  those  health 
care  cuts  to  pay  for  tax  cuts. 

Both  the  Republican  CBO  Director 
and  the  past  Democratic  CBO  Director 
had  a  common  view  on  this.  The  only 
way  to  achieve  short  term  savings  of 
this  magnitude  is  to  cut  doctor  and 
hospital  payments  and  make  seniors 
pay  more.  Up  to  half  of  a  senior's  So- 
cial Security  cost-of-living  increase 
would  be  used  to  pay  for  this  increase 
in  the  cost  of  Medicare.  So  you  are  not 
only  getting  them  on  Medicare  but  you 
are  getting  them  on  Social  Security.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GREGG.  No.  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  that  is  not 
correct. 

First,  as  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia knows,  the  manner  in  which 
these  savings  are  going  to  be  accom- 
plished— remember  our  savings  rate  of 


growth  is  not  cut— is  up  to  the  Finance 
Committee.  But  let  me  suggest  some  of 
the  ideas  we  put  forward,  those  of  us 
working  in  this  area,  the  Medicare 
area,  would  have  affected  not  the  poor 
senior  but  would  have  affected  the 
wealthy  senior. 

I,  for  example,  have  a  great  deal  of 
problem  with  the  fact  that  under  the 
part  B  premium  you  have  a  75-percent 
subsidy  of  the  rich  in  this  country  by 
the  poor  and  the  moderate-income  in- 
dividuals in  this  country.  Under  the 
part  B  premium,  as  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  knows,  a  person  who  is 
working  60  hours  a  week,  he  or  his  wife 
or  both  of  them  working  at.  say,  the 
local  restaurant,  they  have  to  pay  into 
the  general  fund  with  their  taxes.  And 
then  a  person,  say  the  top  500  retirees 
from  IBM  last  year,  they  opt  for  the 
part  B  premium. 

They  only  pay  25  or  30  percent,  de- 
pending on  the  year  of  the  cost  of  that 
premium.  And  the  other  75  or  70  per- 
cent is  covered  by  general  funds.  So 
John  and  Mary  Jones,  who  are  working 
60  hours  a  week  down  at  the  local  res- 
taurant, are  paying  into  the  general 
fund,  and  then  their  money  is  being 
taken  to  pay  for  the  top  500  retirees 
last  year  from  IBM  who  opted  for  part 
B  premium. 

I  happen  to  think  that  is  wrong.  I 
think  we  should  affluence  test  the  part 
B  premium.  Yes,  that  means  some  sen- 
ior citizens  are  going  to  pay  more.  But 
I  happen  to  think  there  are  some  folks 
in  the  senior  citizen  community  who 
are  doing  quite  well,  who  are  quite 
wealthy,  and  who  under  the  part  B  pre- 
mium, should  be  paying  a  fair  share. 

So  there  are  a  lot  of  different  ways 
that  the  adjustments  in  rate  of  growth 
can  be  accomplished. 
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which  I  call  choice  care  where  we  en- 
courage seniors  to  move  into  a  man- 
aged care.  PPO-type  of  environment 
where  I  think  we  can  get  a  fixed  rate  of 
cost  on  the  rate  of  inflation  in  the 
health  care  system.  In  that  system.  I 
think  seniors  are  going  to  get  more  in 
the  way  of  health  care  probably  for 
less,  and  in  the  process  I  believe  we  can 
get  some  controls  over  health  care. 

But  I  did  want  to  address  one  other 
point.  I  know  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska wants  to  get  started  on  his 
speech. 

Let  me  mention  quickly  this  tax 
issue  which  I  think  is  very  important 
to  point  out,  which  is  that  under  this 
resolution— you  can  talk  about  the 
House  resolution.  We  are  not  going  to 
vote  on  the  House  resolution  right 
now.  Maybe  we  will  in  the  conference. 
I  do  not  know  what  will  happen  in  the 
conference.  I  am  for  the  Senate  posi- 
tion. I  think  Senator  Domknici  has 
done  an  exceptional  job  with  the  budg- 
et that  leads  us  to  balance  for  the  first 
time  in  25  years. 

But  under  our  resolution  it  says  that 
90  percent  of  any  tax  cut  benefit  will  go 


to  people  with  incomes  under  $100,000. 
So  I  think  we  should  have  an  end  to  all 
of  this  discussion  of,  "Oh,  this  is  just  a 
transfer  to  the  wealthy"  because  that 
is  a  flawed  definition  of  wealthy  if  the 
other  party  is  going  to  suddenly  as- 
sume that  everybody  under  $100,000  is 
wealthy.  Then  we  have  a  new  definition 
of  wealthy  in  this  country. 

But  what  I  wanted  to  end  up  on  is  the 
reasons  we  need  to  have  this  balanced 
budget  amendment.  We  have  heard  a 
lot  about  it.  We  have  heard  it  from  all 
sorts  of  scenarios  around  here. 

But  I  would  like  to  just  refer  people 
to  an  individual  who  I  consider  to  be 
the  leading  historian  of  our  time,  a 
man  named  Paul  Johnson.  I  think  he 
teaches  at  Oxford.  I  know  he  is  an  Eng- 
lish historian.  He  has  written  a  number 
of  reall,y  extraordinary  histories  of  the 
20th  century,  including  "Modern 
Times,  "  "Birth  of  the  Modern,"  and  a 
variety  of  just  extraordinary  pieces 
that  are  incredibly  insightful.  He  wrote 
a  piece  for  the  New  York  Times,  some 
of  which  I  agree  with  and  some  of 
which  I  do  not  agree  with.  But  the 
basic  thrust  of  it  was  incredibly 
thoughtful,  as  he  often  is  on  what  is 
wrong  with  this  country  if  we  continue 
to  run  up  this  debt. 

Let  me  just  quote  a  little  bit  from 
this. 

The  United  States  is  runnin^^  the  most 
costly  welfare  state  in  history,  as  well  as 
acting  reluctantl.v.  not  consistently  but  cer- 
tainly expensively,  as  the  world's  policeman, 
and  even  to  eliminate  the  deficit,  let  alone 
reduce  the  debt,  the  spending  will  have  to 
fundamentally  be  reformed.  This  will  mean, 
among  other  things,  ending  the  welfare  state 
as  it  exists  today.  It  may  not  be  as  hard  as 
some  people  think.  After  all.  It  is  scarcely  a 
generation  old. 

The  theme  of  his  piece  here  is  if  the 
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present  debt,  it  will  collapse  or  it  will 
be  in  a  horrendous  situation. 

He  points  out  that  we  are  now  ready 
to  act  as  a  country.  He  finds  this 
unique,  and  it  is  a  special  time,  and  the 
time  to  do  it  is  right  now. 

He  says  there  are  two  things  that  re- 
flect the  fact  that  he  thinks  we  are 
ready  to  act.  The  first  is  sufficient  con- 
gressional support,  and  that  has  al- 
ready been  achieved,  he  says.  And  the 
second  is  a  prerequisite  of  popular  con- 
sensus. Looking  at  the  United  States 
from  England,  he  is  determined  that  is 
the  case,  and  he  is  a  very  astute  fellow. 
Like  de  Tocqueville,  maybe  he  has  a 
better  sense  of  where  we  are  histori- 
cally than  we  have  ourselves. 

Congress  Is  ready  for  reform,  and  so  are 
the  people.  But  history  shows  that  neither 
means  much  without  a  dedicated  leader. 

I  am  quoting  here: 

Normally,  one  would  expect  such  leader- 
ship to  come  from  the  President.  In  the  past, 
the  White  House  has  shown  a  much  greater 
concern  for  financial  probity  than  Capitol 
Hill.  When  Congress  passed  Mr.  Clinton's  def- 
icit reduction  package  during  his  first  year 
in  office,  it  did  so  with  hardly  a  vote  to  spare 
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m  both  Houses.  But  Mr.  Clinton  is  not  a 
leader,  though  he  can  sometimes  be  per- 
suaded that  it  is  in  his  interest  to  be  an  en- 
ergetic follower.  No  leadership  will  have  to 
come— 

From  the  Congress.  That  is  para- 
phrasing, "the  Congress."  He  uses  an- 
other phrase. 

The  fact  is  that  we  as  a  Congress 
have  the  obligation  to  do  this  now.  We 
have  the  obligation  to  step  up  and  put 
forth  and  present,  as  we  have  in  the 
past,  the  budget  resolution  to  come  to 
a  balance. 

I  want  to  congratulate  again  Senator 
DoMENici  for  having  done  that,  and  I 
believe  fervently  in  doing  this  we  will 
also  reform  fundamentally  the  Medi- 
care system  so  that  it  will  be  solvent, 
and  so  that  our  senior  citizens  will  be 
assured  of  first-class  health  care  insur- 
ance— not  for  the  next  7  years,  but  for 
as  far  as  the  eye  can  see. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  such  time  to  my- 
self as  I  may  need. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  listening 
with  keen  interest,  of  course,  to  this 
entire  debate  which  we  started  last 
week  and  again  this  morning.  The 
same  theme  keeps  coming  through 
time  and  time  again. 

Once  again,  I  would  like  to  correct 
the  impression  that  my  friends  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  seem  to  be  giving,  or 
not  giving,  depending  upon  your  point 
of  view,  to  what  is  the  majority  opin- 
ion of  those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle. 

Listening  to  the  rhetoric  from  the 
Republican  side,  you  would  tend  to  be- 
lieve that  we  were  against  any  bal- 
anced budget;  that  we  do  not  want  to 
be  players  in  the  game;  that  we  simply 
do  not  seem  to  realize  that  the  Repub- 
licans have  stepped  up  to  the  plate,  and 
they  have  by  bringing  forth  a  resolu- 
tion that  I  agree  took  some  courage.  I 
have  said  that  time  and  time  again  in 
the  Budget  Committee  and  on  the  floor 
of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

The  problem  that  I  have  with  the 
spin  that  the  Republicans  are  trying  to 
give  to  this  entire  proposition  is  that 
they  and  they  only  are  the  only  ones 
that  care  about  balancing  the  budget  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  I  think 
the  record  clearly  shows  that  there  are 
many  of  us  on  this  side  who  have  been 
trying  to  do  that  for  a  long,  long  time 
and  we  are  simply  trying  to  make  some 
improvements,  some  improvements, 
some  fine  tuning,  3ome  minor  surgery, 
if  you  will,  with  regard  to  the  docu- 
ment that  has  been  presented  to  us  by 
the  majority  through  the  might  and 
power  of  the  majority  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

I,  therefore,  emphasize  once  again — 
let  me  make  this  statement  that  I  do 
not  think  has  been  made  before,  and  I 
do  not  propose  to  speak  for  all  on  this 


side  of  the  aisle— that  I  believe  that 
the  Republican  steamroller,  the  Repub- 
lican majority  has  rejected  everj'  one 
of  even  the  minor  changes  that  we  of- 
fered in  the  Budget  Committee,  and 
have  every  indication  of  saying  no,  no, 
no  to  anything  that  we  even  suggest 
here.  They  might  be  surprised  if  they 
would  simply  realize  and  recognize 
what  we  are  constructively  trying  to 
do  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  despite  their 
protestations  to  the  contrary. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  we  recog- 
nize some  significant  cuts  have  to  be 
made,  but  we  simply  say  to  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues,  who  are  in  control, 
why  not  reason  together?  Why  not 
come  out  with  a  bipartisan  budget  so 
that  we  all  have  to  share  in  the  pain,  if 
you  will,  of  making  some  cuts  in  many 
programs  that  otherwise  we  would  not 
like  to  cut. 

To  put  it  another  way,  Mr.  President, 
I  believe,  if  the  Republicans  would  ac- 
cept the  amendments,  the  construc- 
tive, well-reasoned,  well-thought-out 
amendments  not  to  eliminate  the  cuts 
but  just  to  redistribute  the  cuts  within 
their  framework,  within  their  totals, 
without  disturbing  the  goal  of  2002  to 
balance  the  unified  budget,  without 
making  any  major  changes  to  get  to 
that  end  result,  we  might  be  willing  to 
support  their  budget.  We  Democrats 
are  simply  saying  why  not  listen  to  us 
and  listen  to  what  we  are  saying,  espe- 
cially about  Medicare. 

Now,  the  hit  that  Medicare  is  taking 
is  unconscionable  when  you  recognize 
and  realize  the  results  of  what  it  will 
do.  I  have  heard  time  and  time  again 
from  that  side  of  the  aisle,  and  I  heard 
it  again  this  morning,  there  has  been 
no  proposal  from  this  side.  That  is  sim- 
ply not  true.  Time  and  time  again  in 
the  Budget  Committee  and  on  this 
floor- and  you  are  going  to  see  more  of 
it  in  the  next  couple  of  days— we  have 
had  a  whole  series  of  amendments. 

What  we  are  basically  saying,  Mr. 
President,  is  that  the  Republicans 
should  recognize  and  realize,  with  all  of 
the  difficulty,  with  all  the  cuts  that  we 
are  going  to  have  to  make  to  reach 
that  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 
there  is  no  way  that  any  reasonable 
person,  whether  they  figure  with  a  red 
pen  or  a  blue  pen  or  a  black  pen  or 
whatever  colored  pen,  can  come  to  any 
logical  way  to  balance  the  budget  by 
the  year  2002  and  have  a  tax  cut.  There 
is  no  way  to  make  all  the  painful  cuts 
we  are  going  to  have  to  make — and  we 
are  ready  to  stand  in  support  of  some 
of  those— if  you  are  going  to  have  a  tax 
cut.  And  the  tax  cut  is  the  tail  that  is 
wagging  the  dog  on  this  Republican 
budget. 

I  do  not  wish  to  call  the  Republican 
budget  a  dog  because  there  are  some 
good  things  in  that  budget.  I  simply 
say  that  we  can  make  it  a  whole  lot 
better  if  you  will  simply  listen  to  the 
reasoned  approach  and  proposals  we 
are  making. 
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Putting  it  another  way,  you  cannot 
have  your  cake  and  eat  it,  too.  You 
cannot  reach  that  deficit  reduction 
proposal  and  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002  if  you  are  going  to  have  the 
massive  tax  cuts  passed  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  It  is  a  sham.  It  will 
not  work.  Anybody  who  knows  any- 
thing about  the  budget  knows  it  will 
not  work.  And  even  if  it  should  work 
by  the  year  2002.  which  it  cannot  in  my 
opinion,  because  of  the  magnitude  of 
the  huge  tax  cut  passed  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  that  benefits  the 
wealthy  we  would  immediately  unbal- 
ance the  budget  in  the  next  2,  3,  4,  or  5 
years  beyond  that. 

My  colleague  from  North  Dakota 
pointed  out  very  well  what  Republican 
commentator  Kevin  Phillips  had  to  say 
about  these  two  Republican  budgets, 
one  in  the  House  and  one  in  the  Senate. 
The  question  that  he  asked  is.  who  are 
the  winners  and  who  are  the  losers? 

Well,  we  are  all  going  to  be  winners  if 
we  get  to  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  but  there  obviously  are  going 
to  be  some  losers,  and  although  some 
of  those  losers  are  the  traditional  part 
of  society  that  the  Democratic  Party 
has  shepherded  and  protected  to  some 
degree,  we  are  willing  to  make  those 
sacrifices. 

I  simply  say  to  my  Republican  col- 
leagues on  that  side  of  the  aisle,  if  you 
would  take  the  S170  billion  you  have  in 
that  kitty  for  a  tax  cut — and  despite 
the  newspaper  stories  and  commenta- 
tors to  the  contrary,  there  is  a  tax  cut 
in  the  Domenici  package.  Senator  Do- 
MEMCi  himself  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee deliberations  in  public  said  the  $170 
billion  that  likely  will  come  along 
sometime  later  as  a  dividend,  if  you 
will,  from  the  cuts  that  are  being  made 


in  be  used  and  used 


a  tax 


It  is  not  in  the  budget  right  now.  but  it 
is  in  the  budget  on  down  the  line  and  it 
is  so  identified.  I  simply  say  to  those 
on  that  side  of  the  aisle,  if  you  would 
come  to  reason,  if  you  would  try  to 
work  with  us.  if  you  would  give  up  the 
$170  billion,  or  most  of  it,  to  not  elimi- 
nate but  alleviate  what  we  think  is  an 
unfair  cut  on  many  programs  that  af- 
fect the  most  fragile  of  our  society, 
then  you  would  be  surprised  how  many 
votes  there  would  likely  be  when  this 
budget  resolution  passes  the  Senate.  I 
would  say  60,  65. 

But  I  simply  say  that  absent  that, 
absent  the  ability  of  the  Republicans 
to  give,  absent  the  ability  of  the  Re- 
publicans to  keep  their  house  in  order 
and  to  keep  their  votes  in  line,  maybe 
they  dare  not  change  the  dotting  of  a 
single  "i"  or  the  crossing  of  a  single 
"t."  I  appeal  once  again  as  I  did  when 
we  started  this  debate.  Let  us  try  hard- 
er on  a  nonpartisan  position. 

And  then  I  have  heard.  Mr.  President, 
this  talk  about,  oh.  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  giving  the  people  a  $170  bil- 
lion tax  cut  as  a  reward,  I  guess,  for 
the  sacrifices  that  they  have  to  make 


to  balance  the  budget.  I  think  that  is  a 
simple  direct  ca^e  of  wanting  your 
cake  and  eating  it,  too.  We  should  not 
have  to  reward  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  do  not  believe  the  people 
of  the  United  States — Democrats,  Re- 
publicans, independents,  call  them 
what  you  will— believe  they  need  to  be 
bought  off  by  a  promised  tax  cut  to 
make  the  hard  choices  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  That  is  a  case 
which  I  think  has  not  been  made  well 
by  those  on  that  side  of  the  aisle,  but 
they  say  it  so  many  times  some  people 
may  begin  to  think  they  really  are  say- 
ing something  important. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about 
Medicare.  Medicare  and  the  hit  Medi- 
care is  taking  is  of  much  concern  to 
those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
There  has  been  lots  of  talk  as  evi- 
denced by  the  recent  exchange  between 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  and 
the  present  manager  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle. 

The  basic  point  seems  to  be  that  you 
have  to  go  along  with  their  rec- 
ommendations, with  their  numbers  in 
their  fashion  because  otherwise  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  is  going  to  go 
broke  by  the  year  2002. 

We  have  to  do  something  about  it. 
We  all  recognize  that  it  is  a  problem. 
But  if  you  will  look  into  the  details,  or 
lack  thereof,  of  what  the  Republican 
majority  is  proposing,  you  will  see  that 
even  if  we  would  accept  their  proposal 
lock,  stock,  and  barrel,  the  solvency  of 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  would  only  be 
extended  to  the  year  2005,  or  3  more 
years. 

And  yet  to  listen  to  their  rhetoric 
you  would  believe,  if  we  accept  their 
budget  proposal  lock,  stock,  and  barrel, 
that  we  would  solve  that  problem  as 
well.  We  do  not  have  enough  figures  to 
know  whether  or  not  if  their  proposal 
was  enacted,  because  it  is  so  lacking  in 
details,  it  would  continue  to  make  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  solvent  to  the  year 
2005,  3  years  beyond  the  date  that  it 
otherwise  is  expected  to  be  insolvent. 

I  simply  say  that  no  specifics  are 
available  to  us.  But  I  wish  to  empha- 
size once  and  for  all,  if  I  can.  the  fact 
that  even  if  we  accept  the  Republican 
budget  we  have  not  solved  the  long- 
term  solvency  of  the  Medicare  system. 

Why  are  we  suggesting.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, without  violating  the  2002  date  to 
balance  the  budget  without  raising 
taxes,  without  doing  anything  else  that 
the  Republicans  would  generally  think 
would  be  harmful,  why  are  we  saying 
that  the  $250  billion  to  $280  billion  cut 
in  the  next  7  years  would  be  so  dev- 
astating? And  why  is  it  that  those  of  us 
on  this  side  are  saying  we  recognize 
some  reductions  are  going  to  have  to 
be  made  in  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Programs  but  we  are  simply  saying  you 
are  going  at  this  without  thoroughly 
thinking  it  through? 

You  are  going  to  cause  devastation 
to    the    system    in    a    whole   series    of 


areas,  primarily  in  the  rural  areas  of 
America  which,  in  this  Senator's  opin- 
ion, have  too  few  representatives  in 
this  body  and  certainly  too  few  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

To  bring  this  point  home.  I  would 
like  now  to  read  an  excellent  article 
that  was  referred  to  originally  this 
morning  earlier  in  debate  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine.  It  was  a  New  York 
Times  article  of  yesterday.  May  21. 
1995.  under  the  byline  of  Robin  Toner. 

I  want  to  read  this  into  the  Record 
because  it  basically  proves,  beyond  any 
question  of  a  doubt,  that  the  point  that 
myself  and  others— Senator  Rocke- 
feller is  included  in  that;  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  has  been  very 
active — are  trying  to  say  as  to  what  is 
wrong  with  the  indiscriminate  slashing 
or  crushing  of  the  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid proposals  without  having  thought 
through  just  exactly  what  we  are 
doing. 

The  referenced  article  that  I  will  now 
read  is  headlined  "Medicare  Talk 
Brings  Anxiety  to  the  Heartland." 

To  Mike  Brown,  who  runs  a  tiny  county 
health  care  center  about  an  hour's  drive 
from  here,  the  J250  billion  or  so  in  Medicare 
savings  that  Congressional  Republicans  want 
to  achieve  over  the  next  seven  years  is  more 
than  an  abstract  figure  in  a  Washington 
budget  battle. 

Like  many  rural  hospitals,  his  center. 
Saunders  County  Health  Services,  ministers 
to  a  population  that  is  largely  elderly  and 
exceedingly  dependent  on  Medicare.  The 
health  insurance  program  for  the  elderly  ac- 
counts for  about  40  percent  of  hospital  reve- 
nue nationally  but  for  more  than  80  percent 
of  the  hospital  revenue  at  the  Saunders 
County  center. 

As  a  result.  Mr.  Brown  said  one  cool  spring 
morning  this  week,  he  fears  that  new  spend- 
ing controls  on  Medicare  would  have  a  sig- 
nificant impact  on  his  30-bed  hospital.  It  lost 
money  last  year,  hopes  to  break  even  this 
year  and  has  bccQ  struggling  since  lUe  ntiu- 
1980s.  he  said. 

In  a  little  burst  of  feeling  amid  the  dry  pol- 
icy talk,  he  argues  that  his  center  has  'real 
value"  for  its  aging  population,  often  cared 
for  by  aging  children,  for  whom  the  drive  to 
Lincoln  or  Omaha  for  regular  treatments 
would  loom  large. 

When  planners  and  politicians  talk  about 
potential  "disruptions  in  the  health  care  de- 
livery system  ■  from  the  new  Republican 
budgets,  they  are  often  talking  about  hos- 
pitals like  this  one.  But  even  in  Omaha,  in 
the  high-rise  temples  of  medicine  that  dwarf 
the  one-story  Saunders  County  hospital,  the 
Medicare  policies  being  created  in  Washing- 
ton instill  anxiety  and  frustration. 

Hospital  administrators  say  that  they  are 
not  trying  to  preserve  or  defend  the  status 
quo  and  that  they  recognize  the  need  for  re- 
structuring of  the  Medicare  program.  But 
they  say  they  have  already  taken  numerous 
steps  to  control  their  costs,  and  they  bristle 
at  the  idea  that  there  is  still  a  great  deal  of 
easily  identifiable  fat  to  be  quickly  wrung 
from  the  system.  Even  here  in  Omaha,  a 
comparative  latecomer  to  the  competitive 
new  world  of  managed  care,  hospitals  say 
they  have  felt  increasing  cost  pressures  from 
private  payers  in  recent  years. 

Given  all  these  forces  in  play,  and  the  ex- 
pectation of  new  constraints  on  Medicaid  at 
least  as  tough  as  those  proposed  for  Medi- 
care,   several    hospital    administrators    here 


.said  they  feared  that  Congress  was  moving 
too  far.  too  fast. 

"I'm  confident  that  we  can  come  up  with  a 
better  system  for  caring  for  Medicare  pa- 
tients and  doing  it  in  a  more  economical 
fashion."  said  Charles  >J.  Marr.  president  and 
chief  executive  officer  of  Immanuel  Medical 
Center,  a  nonprofit  hospital  sponsored  by  the 
Lutheran  Church  of  America.  "But  they 
shouldn't  throw  us  into  a  tailspln  and  force 
that  change  over  a  short  period  of  time." 

John  M.  Fraser.  chief  operating  officer  of 
Methodist  Hospital,  across  town,  noted  more 
than  once  during  an  interview  that  he  is  a 
Republican  and  said  both  deficit  reduction 
and  a  Medicare  overhaul  were  valid  issues. 

"But  you  don't  do  this  in  six  months  on 
Capitol  HiU."  he  added. 

Republicans,  of  course,  maintain  that  ex- 
tracting these  savings  from  Medicare  is  es- 
sential to  insuring  the  continued  solvency  of 
the  30-year-old  program.  Under  their  plans. 
they  note,  spending  on  Medicare  would  con- 
tinue to  grow,  just  at  a  slower  rate  than  the 
current  average  of  about  10  percent  a  year. 

Representative  Jon  Christensen.  a  Repub- 
lican freshman  who  represents  Omaha,  and 
who  voted  for  the  House  Republican  budget 
this  week,  declined  an  interview  request.  But 
he  issued  a  statement  defending  the  plan. 

"The  simple  fact  is  that  Medicare  is  going 
bankrupt."  he  said.  "Would  it  hurt  Nebras- 
ka's hospitals  less  to  let  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram collapse?" 

Many  health  planners  dispute  Mr. 
Christensens  argument  that  this  level  of  re- 
duction projected  spending  is  necessary  for 
the  sake  of  the  Medicare  system.  Democrats, 
for  their  part,  assert  that  Republicans  are 
simply  using  Medicare  as  a  piggy  bank  to 
pay  for  their  political  promises  of  a  balanced 
budget  and  a  tax  cut. 

Nobody  yet  knows  how  these  spending  re- 
ductions will  be  achieved  or  how  much  they 
will  affect  payments  to  hospitals;  that  will 
be  resolved  later  this  summer 

What  is  clear,  away  from  Washington,  is 
not  only  how  enmeshed  Medicare  is  in  the 
health  care  system  but  also  how  vulnerable 
that  system  is  to  large-scale  changes  in  the 
program 

Here  in  Nebraska,  state  officials  say.  it  is 
the  rural  health  care  system  that  is  most 
"fragile."  as  Dr.  Mark  Horton.  the  stale  di- 
rector of  health,  put  it.  Eighteen  percent  of 
Nebraska's  rural  population  is  over  65;  many 
of  the  hospitals  in  rural  areas,  and  many  of 
the  primary  care  physicians  there,  are  ex- 
ceedingly reliant  on  the  Medicare  program. 
Tinkering  with  its  complicated  reimburse- 
ment system,  which  some  hospital  officials 
say  already  makes  it  hard  for  them  to  re- 
cover the  cost  of  rendering  care,  can  thus 
have  a  major  effect  on  the  overall  health  sys- 
tem, officials  say. 

"'you  could  argue  that  maybe  some  of 
these  hospitals  should  close."  said  Dr.  Hor- 
ton. On  the  other  hand,  he  added,  these  small 
community  hospitals  are  often  the  most 
cost-effective  places  to  treat  common  ail- 
ments like  pneumonia. 

Mr.  Brown's  center,  which  also  depends  on 
a  county  levy,  includes  a  small  attached 
nursing  home,  an  outpatient  clinic  and  a 
home  health  care  agency.  Its  hospital  beds 
are  generally  filled  with  patients  suffering 
from  pneumonia  and  other  heart  and  lung 
ailments  that  afflict  the  aged,  he  said.  There 
is  little  flexibility  in  his  budget.  "When  you 
don't  have  any  private  paying  patients  to 
speak  of.  "  he  said,  "there's  no  place  to  shift 
the  cost  to." 

Harlan  M.  Heald.  president  of  the  Nebraska 
Association  of  Health  Systems,  said  of  the 


expected  round  of  spending  reductions.  "The 
more  Medicare  patients  you  have  in  your 
mix.  the  more  it's  like  that  old  Nebraska 
farm  joke:  if  you're  not  making  back  your 
costs,  you're  not  going  to  make  it  up  in  vol- 
ume." 

C.  Edward  Schwartz,  chief  executive  officer 
of  the  University  of  Nebraska  Medical  Cen- 
ter, works  at  the  opposite  end  of  the  spec- 
trum from  Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Schwartz  runs  an 
academic  medical  center  that  prides  itself  on 
its  liver,  bone-marrow  and  pancreas  trans- 
plant programs.  Yet  he  too  describes  Medi- 
care as  "absolutely  crucial"  to  his  institu- 
tion's future,  in  part  because  the  program 
recognizes  and  helps  subsidize  the  cost  of 
medical  education  at  such  centers. 

Mr.  Schwartz  argues  that  the  people  who 
should  be  most  alarmed  about  new  controls 
on  Medicare  are  private  employers,  because 
of  the  prospect  that  hospitals  will  be  driven 
to  renewed  cost  shifting.  "We  have  to  be 
honest  with  ourselves."  he  said,  adding,  "I 
thought  business  was  well  past  the  point  of 
wanting  to  pay  the  taxes  Congress  didn't 
want  to  collect." 

The  great  debate  over  Medicare,  in  short, 
looks  decidedly  less  abstract  at  the  grass 
roots,  a  fact  that  opponents  of  the  Repub- 
lican proposal  are  counting  on  in  the  months 
to  come. 

Diana  Smalley.  chief  executive  officer  of 
Midlands  Community  Hospital,  a  208-bed 
center  south  of  Omaha,  said  she  was  looking 
forward  to  putting  together  a  health  forum 
for  Representative  Christensen,  whom  she 
met  at  a  recent  function  of  the  local  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  As  head  of  the  chamber, 
Mrs.  Smalley  is  more  than  able  to  brief  her 
Congressman  on  the  importance  of  her  hos- 
pital to  the  community's  economy.  It  is  the 
largest  civilian  employer  in  the  county,  she 
noted. 

"I'd  rather  work  with  him  if  I  can,"  she 
said.  "I  admire,  I  guess  you  could  say,  the 
zeal  that  we  see  to  get  things  done.  I  just 
worry  about  the  time  frame." 

That  is  the  end  of  that  excellent  arti- 
cle which  sums  up  the  disastrous  effect 
that  the  size  of  the  Medicare  cuts,  as 
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would  have  not  only  on  Nebraska  but 
every  other  State  in  the  Union  that  has 
a  sizable  rural  population. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  have  other 
things  to  say  with  regard  to  what  I 
think  is  an  ill-advised  policy.  I  offer, 
again,  to  try  and  sit  down  with  the  Re- 
publicans and  work  something  out.  I 
think  it  would  be  far  better  if  we  had  a 
bipartisan  compromise  that  embraced 
many  of  the  hard  choices  that  the  Re- 
publicans are  making. 

I  will  simply  say  that  if  the  Repub- 
licans can  come  and  reason  with  us  to- 
gether, even  though  we  are  in  the  mi- 
nority, if  the  Republicans  will  re- 
nounce lock,  stock,  and  barrel  any 
kind  of  a  tax  cut  until  we  actually  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  the  year  2002  then 
we  would  take  a  giant  step  toward  a 
true  bipartisan  and  a  tough  budget 
that  is  going  to  hurt. 

I  appeal  once  again  for  the  Repub- 
licans simply  to  recognize  and  realize 
that  the  proposals  we  are  making  in 
the  amendment  before  us  do  not  elimi- 
nate the  cuts  to  the  Medicare  system. 
The  amendment  simply  reduces  those 
cuts  and  makes  them  barely  palatable 


by  alleviating  $100  billion  of  those  cuts 
and  taking  that  money  from  the  $170 
billion  tax  cut  kitty  that  is  clearly  rep- 
resented in  the  Republican  budget. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  BEN- 
NETT). The  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
authorized  to  yield  myself  such  time 
from  Senator  DOMENici's  time  as  I  may 
use. 

First,  by  direction  of  the  leadership, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote 
now  scheduled  for  3:15  p.m.  be  advanced 
to  3:10  p.m. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  have  no 
objection  to  that  and  agree  to  that  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  too  far 
too  fast.  That  now  is  what  we  hear.  We 
are  going  too  far  too  fast  in  our  quest 
to  balance  the  budget  and  to  save  the 
Medicare  trust  fund. 

Only  here,  this  budget,  if  passed  and 
enforced,  promises  a  balanced  budget 
in  the  year  2002.  As  I  count,  that  is  7 
years  from  now,  but  too  far  too  fast,  we 
are  being  told.  Better  perhaps  the  pro- 
posal of  the  President  for  budget  defi- 
cits of  $200  billion  to  $300  billion  a  year, 
all  the  way  through  the  year  2002,  with 
no  promise  of  any  reduction?  That,  pre- 
sumably, is  not  too  far  too  fast. 

But,  Mr.  President,  it  is  too  disas- 
trous for  our  country  and  too  immoral 
for  the  children  and  grandchildren  who 
will  have  that  bill  loaded  on  their 
backs. 

Too  far  too  fast  to  save  a  Medicare 
trust  fund  for  hospital  insurance  sched- 
uled to  be  bankrupt  in  the  year  2002? 
Too  far  too  fast  to  do  that  now?  Will  it 
Dc  easier  next  year  or  u  years  from  now 
or  when  the  bankruptcy  actually  ar- 
rives? 

This  amendment  is  consistent  with 
the  view  that  we  are  going  too  far  too 
fast.  This  proposes  to  cut  $100  billion 
out  of  the  reduced  spending  growth  in 
one  particular  program,  and  then  it 
will  be  followed  by  amendments  to  cut 
back  on  spending  reductions  or  a  slow- 
ing in  spending  growth  of  additional 
tens  or  perhapjs  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars,  all  consistent  with  the  view 
that  we  are  going  too  far  too  fast.  That 
while  a  balanced  budget  may  be  desir- 
able someday,  please.  Lord,  do  not  let 
it  take  place  in  our  day,  send  that  re- 
sponsibility on  to  someone  else. 

This  particular  amendment  is  of  a 
rather  interesting  nature,  because  this 
$100  billion  of  spending  over  what 
would  be  authorized  by  this  budget  res- 
olution is  not  balanced  by  increasing 
the  amount  of  money  going  into  the 
hospital  insurance  trust  fund  from  pay- 
roll taxes  at  all.  In  fact,  we  do  not 
know  how  much  of  it  would  be  used  to 
stave  off  this  bankruptcy  of  that  fund. 
If  we  assume,  however,  that  half  of  it 
would   go    for   that   purpose,    it   would 
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postpone  that  bankruptcy  by  about  6 
months.  Mr.  President — 6  months  of 
time  during  which  presumably  there 
would  be  no  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
fundamental  causes  of  that  bank- 
ruptcy, no  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
10  5-percent  increase  in  expenditures 
for  Medicare  each  and  every  year. 

This  money  simply  comes  out  of  a  re- 
serve fund.  What  is  the  reserve  fund. 
Mr.  President?  The  reserve  fund  is  the 
economic  dividend  for  balancing  the 
budget.  We  are  told  by  our  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  that  at  least  this 
year,  we  are  all  using  its  figures  and 
estimates— we  are  told  by  the  CBO  that 
if  we  put  laws  in  effect  which  reform 
the  spending  patterns  of  the  assistance. 
which  preserves  that  Medicare  trust 
fund,  among  other  things,  but  which 
get  us  to  balance  in  the  year  2002.  the 
economy  of  the  United  States  will 
react  so  positively  and  so  affirma- 
tively, interest  rates  will  go  down,  peo- 
ple will  be  better  off.  that  we  will  actu- 
ally be  S170  billion  ahead. 

So  we  have  said  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion that  if  in  fact  we  take  this  hit.  if 
a  number  of  programs  do  spend  less 
money— no  question  about  that — the 
American  people  ought  to  be  entitled 
to  a  dividend,  a  modest  tax  reduction. 
90  percent  of  which  will  go  to  middle- 
class  working  Americans  under  the 
provisions  of  this  budget.  Oh.  no.  the 
other  side  says,  we  could  not  possibly 
do  that.  We  have  to  spend  it.  But.  of 
course,  they  are  spending  it  before  they 
get  it.  If  you  put  another  $100  billion  of 
spending  back  into  this  budget,  you  do 
not  get  to  a  balance.  I  presume  under 
CBOs  figures,  you  do  not  get  the  re- 
serve fund  of  the  dividend  at  all.  So  we 
are  spending  money  not  only  before  we 
get  it,  but  before  there  is  any  assur- 
ance that  we  are  going  to  get  it  at  all. 
That  is  the  nature  of  the  proposal  that 
we  have  before  us  right  now. 

Now.  there  is  no  way  that  I  can  fault 
the  sincerity  or  devotion  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Nebraska  to  a  balanced 
budget.  He  was  one  of  a  relatively 
small  number  of  Members  of  his  party 
who  voted  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  which.  Mr.  President. 
would  have  required  the  budget  to  be 
balanced  by  the  year  2002.  We  could  not 
have  argued  too  far.  too  fast  had  that 
amendment  been  a  part  of  the  Con- 
stitution. But  most  unfortunately,  he 
seems  to  speak  for  very  few  Members 
on  his  side  of  the  aisle.  Even  by  his 
own  estimate,  we  only  get  54  votes  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  and  60  votes  if  we 
do  it  his  way  That  assumes  that  every- 
one on  this  side  agrees  to  forego  even 
the  remote  possibility  of  any  tax  cut 
for  a  7-year  period,  even  for  middle- 
class  working  Americans. 

But  as  we  have  listened  to  debate  on 
this  specific  amendment,  it  has  not 
been  limited  to  a  complaint  that  we 
should  spend  more  than  the  budget  res- 
olution authorizes  on  Medicare.  Oh,  no. 
We   have   heard   it  on   money   for  agri- 


culture, not  just  for  Medicare  but  for 
Medicaid,  for  education,  for  veterans, 
and  for  other  health  programs.  Lord 
knows,  I  have  been  here  all  the  time, 
perhaps  for  all  kinds  of  other  pro- 
grams, as  well.  We  could  spend  that 
dividend  three  or  four  times.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  not  have  satisfied  the  spend- 
ing desires  of  the  great  bulk  of  the  op- 
ponents to  this  budget  resolution. 

So  I  ask  myself,  should  we  pass  this 
amendment?  Will  we  suddenly  have  a 
budget  resolution  supported  by  a  wide 
range  of  Members  on  the  other  side? 
Will  it  suddenly  become  almost  unani- 
mous? Not  from  what  we  have  heard  so 
far,  Mr.  President.  This  will  be  only 
the  beginning.  There  is  no  way  that  we 
will  be  able  to  satisfy  the  desire  for 
spending  and  have  a  balanced  budget 
without  having  a  very  large  increase  in 
taxes,  which  I  may  say  to  this  point 
has  not  been  proF>osed. 

Now,  my  good  friend  from  West  Vir- 
ginia says  that  this  amendment  is  real- 
ly just  a  symbol,  a  symbol  of  our  need 
for  health  care.  I  agree  that  it  is  a 
symbol.  But  I  believe  with  what  is 
going  to  follow  on  with  it  that  it  is  a 
symbol  for  the  need  to  spend  far  more 
money  on  a  wide  range  of  programs 
than  can  possibly  be  accommodated, 
not  only  in  this  budget  resolution  but 
in  any  budget  resolution  which  leads  us 
to  a  balance  by  2002.  So  'too  far,  too 
fast'"  really  is  the  slogan  that  we  are 
hearing  from  the  other  side  during  the 
course  of  this  debate. 

But  this  amendment  goes  at  our  very 
desire  to  put  Medicare  on  a  path  under 
which  spending  will  increase  not  only 
overall  in  Medicare,  but  for  each  indi- 
vidual beneficiary  by  close  to  50  per- 
cent—35  to  50  percent — during  this  5-  to 
7-year  period.  And  also  it  will  result  in 
this  country's  getting  all  of  the  divi 
dends  from  the  point  of  view  of  greater 
opportunities,  more  jobs,  higher  in- 
comes, that  will  come  out  of  the  fact 
that  we  balanced  the  budget. 

The  trustees  of  the  Medicare  health 
insurance  system  have  told  us  that  it 
will  go  bankrupt.  They  have  told  us 
that  we  need  to  do  something  about  it. 
They  have  not  suggested  that  we  just 
take  more  money  out  of  the  general 
fund,  which  does  not  have  any  more 
money,  and  put  it  into  it.  They  have 
told  us  we  need  to  do  something.  We 
propose  in  this  resolution  to  do  exactly 
that. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  even  that  is  not  a 
totally  consistent  view  from  the  other 
side.  We  have  had  one  of  the  Senators 
from  North  Dakota  here  in  the  course 
of  the  last  couple  of  hours  bringing  up 
that  argument  that  was  made,  and  ul- 
timately defeated  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  that  we  are  not  really  bal- 
ancing the  budget  at  all  because  we  are 
counting  Social  Security  trust  funds 
and  expenditures  as  a  part  of  a  unified 
budget,  and  that  we  will  still  be  more 
than  $600  billion  out  of  balance. 

Now.  it  may  be  that  the  Senators 
from  North  Dakota  have  promised  us  a 
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budget  resolution  which  will  save  an- 
other $600  billion  in  some  respect  or  an- 
other, though  we  have  not  seen  it  yet. 
I  can  only  say  at  this  point  that  when 
that  position  was  first  put  forth  by  the 
Senators  from  North  Dakota,  the 
Washington  Post  columnist  Charles 
Krauthammer  said  this: 

In  my  17  years  in  Washington,  this  is  the 
single  most  fraudulent  argument  '  have 
heard.  I  don't  mean  politicall.y  fraudulent, 
which  is  routine  in  Washington  in  a  judg- 
ment call  anyway.  I  mean  logically,  demon- 
strably, mathematically  fraudulent,  a  condi- 
tion rare  in  Washington  and  not  a  judgment 
call  at  all. 

Why  does  he  make  that  point?  He 
makes  it  for  the  simple  reason  that 
from  the  perspective  of  this  country 
and  society  as  a  whole,  a  budget  deficit 
is  a  very  simple  proposition.  It  is  the 
amount  by  which  the  number  of  dollars 
expended  by  the  Federal  Government 
in  any  year  for  any  purpose  exceeds  the 
number  of  dollars  that  are  brought  in 
by  taxes  or  fees  or  anything  else.  That 
difference  is  the  amount  of  money  that 
must  be  borrowed  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment for  one  purpose  or  the  other. 
That  is  the  amount  of  money  that 
drives  up,  or  if  it  goes  down,  will  lower 
interest  rates.  That  is  the  amount  of 
money  that  is  taken  out  of  the  savings 
of  the  country  as  a  whole. 

Under  that  definition,  with  a  perfect 
security  for  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund,  this  budget,  the  budget  which  is 
before  us  now,  will  by  its  best  figures 
lead  to  a  balance  in  the  year  2002.  It 
will  prevent  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
Medicare  health  insurance  trust  fund 
by  the  year  2002.  Appropriate  reforms 
will  see  to  it  that  it  can  go  on  indefi- 
nitely. That,  Mr.  President,  is  why  this 
budget  resolution  has  already  had  posi- 
tive impacts  on  the  value  of  tho  Amer- 
ican dollar  and  on  lowered  interest 
rates,  and  why  it  will  have  far  more  if 
it  is  actually  passed  and  enforced. 

Without  changing,  that  will  turn  it 
from  something  that  is  real  to  some- 
thing which  is  a  mere  fiction. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Would  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  yield? 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  will  be  happy  to  engage  in 
a  conversation  with  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  on  his  time. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
just  a  short  minute. 

I  would  have  to  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  the  State  of  Washington  that  he 
did  mischaracterize  what  I  said.  I  think 
it  is  important  for  the  Record  that  the 
mischaracterization  be  straightened 
out. 

I  did  not  at  all  suggest  $100  billion 
was  symbolic.  What  I  suggested  was 
that  we  were  not  obviously  going  to  be 
able  to  create  a  solution  to  the  long- 
term  trust  fund  problem  by  the  $100 
billion,  but  that  we  sure  as  heck  are 
not,  as  is  the  case  in  the  budget  the 
Senator  proposes,  doing  this  massive 
cut  in  Medicare,  thus  causing  seniors 
to  have  to  pay  out  of  pocket  and  dip 
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into  their  Social  Security  cost-of-liv- 
ing adjustment. 

In  no  sense  did  I  mean  it  was  sym- 
bolic. It  is  anything  but  symbolic.  We 
would  be  bringing  relief  to  senior  citi- 
zens, and  for  that  matter  also  to  Med- 
icaid. 

I  really  must  object  to  the  use  of  the 
word  symbolism  because  I  never  did 
say  that.  I  used  the  word  priorities.  It 
is  a  question  of  priorities.  I  want  the 
Rkcord  to  be  clear  on  that. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President.  I  stand 
corrected  by  my  friend  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. I  understood  him  to  say  that  the 
amount  of  money  was  symbolic  of  the 
problems  that  he  felt  this  budget  reso- 
lution created.  Symbolic  in  the  sense 
that  even  were  it  restored,  it  would  not 
solve  all  of  the  problems  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  saw  in  the  health 
care  portions  of  this  budget. 

I  am  delighted  to  have  him  charac- 
terize his  position  in  his  own  wa.y. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes  from  the  time 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  E.XON]. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  support  the  amendment  that  is 
offered  by  my  colleagues  from  West 
Virginia  and  New  Jersey,  Senators 
Rockefeller  and  Lautenberg,  and  in 
doing  so,  as  the  debate  here  in  this 
Chamber  goes  from  side  to  side,  I  want 
to  point  out  what  may  be  missed  in  all 
of  this,  which  is  that  there  is  remark- 
able— some  might  say  historic;  I  would 
say  necessary  and  appropriate — agree- 
ment between  and  among  the  various 
parties  to  this  debate  about  the  prob- 
lems we  face  and  the  need  to  take  ac- 
tion. 

The  Budget  Committee  proposal 
brought  up  under  the  chairmanship  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico— we  use 
the  word  cut  but  what  we  really  mean 
here  is  slowing  the  growth  in  spending 
for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  by  $431  bil- 
lion. 

This  amendment,  offered  by  Senators 
Rockefeller  and  L.M'tenberg,  will  di- 
minish that  slowing  of  the  rate  of  in- 
crease in  spending  on  these  two  health 
entitlements  by  $100  billion.  The  re- 
sult, if  the  amendment  should  be 
passed,  would  be  that  the  increase  in 
spending  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
would  be  cut  by  $331  billion. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  as  the  debate 
goes  back  and  forth  I  think  it  is  criti- 
cally important  that  all  Members  stop 
and  appreciate  the  consensus  that  is 
found  here. 

I  would  guess  that  very  few  in  this 
Chamber  would  have  predicted  a  year 
ago    that    we    would    be   here   debating 


whether  to  cut  $331  billion  from  the  in- 
crease in  growth  of  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, or  $431  billion.  Those  are  num- 
bers well  beyond  what  was  thought  to 
be  politically  possible.  But  not  well  be- 
yond what  most  experts  and  what  most 
Members  in  this  Chamber  certainly  ac- 
knowledged privately  was  fiscally  and 
governmentally  responsible  if  we  were 
to  save  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  pro- 
grams, certainly  save  Medicare  from 
the  bankruptcy  that  has  been  pre- 
dicted, in  2002,  by  the  fund's  own  trust- 
ees. And  in  that  sense,  to  protect  the 
Medicare  benefits  of  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans, including  about  half  a  million 
that  live  in  the  State  of  Connecticut. 

I  give  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
the  Budget  Committee  chairman,  a  lot 
of  credit  for  shaping  this  debate  both 
on  the  question  of  the  need  to  take 
hold  of  the  Medicare  program,  to  save 
it;  and  second,  on  the  overall  national 
imperative  to  bring  our  books  into  bal- 
ance by  a  date  certain. 

It  is  interesting  that  all  of  the 
amendments  put  in  by  the  Democrats 
here  still  accept  the  goal  of  a  balanced 
budget  by  a  date  certain,  which  in  this 
case  is  2002. 

Mr.  President,  it  Is  not  only  fiscal  ne- 
cessity and  the  desire  to  avoid  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund, 
certainly  part  A,  and  the  deprivation  of 
health  insurance  benefits  for  all  those 
who  benefit  from  that  fund,  but  it  is 
the  acknowledgment — and  I  need  not 
speak  at  length  on  this  but  just  to 
note— the  acknowledgment  that  the 
health  entitlements  are  growing  out  of 
proportion  to  the  rest  of  our  public 
spending,  have  experienced  double- 
digit  increases  in  spending. 

In  a  very  real  way.  they  are  threaten- 
ing to  swallow  up — if  we  let  this 
growth  go  unchecked— so  much  of  what 
we  consider  to  be  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  not  just  to  swallow  it  up  but 
to  make  it  impossible  for  Members  and 
those  who  follow  the  debate  here  in 
Congress  and  the  White  House  to  deal 
effectively  with  the  Nation's  problems, 
and  putting  in  jeopardy— because  we 
simply  will  not  have  the  money— our 
ability  to  provide  for  our  Nation's  se- 
curity, with  an  adequate  defense 
abroad,  and  a  decent,  tough,  and  com- 
prehensive war  against  crime  here  at 
home.  Making  it  impossible  to  invest 
in  our  future  through  programs  of  edu- 
cation, basic  research,  child  develop- 
ment, training,  job  creation.  Making  it 
ultimately  very  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  reform  the  welfare  system,  be- 
cause most  people  who  have  looked  at 
this  acknowledge  we  cannot  do  that 
without  investing  a  little  money  in 
getting  people  off  of  welfare. 

This  growing  bipartisan  consensus, 
which  may  be  lost  as  the  debate  shifts 
back  and  forth  on  these  amendments, 
is  real  and  is  based  on  a  bipartisan  un- 
derstanding that  unless  we  grab  ahold 
of  entitlement  spending  we  are  not 
only   going    to    lose    the    benefits    that 


these  programs  provide,  we  will  lose 
our  ability  to  provide  for  the  future  of 
our  country,  the  future  of  our  children, 
and  the  future  of  our  work  force. 

However.  Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is 
very  important,  acknowledging  the  his- 
toric steps  that  we  have  taken  on  both 
sides  to  try  to  control  the  growth  in 
Medicare  spending,  to  say  that  this 
simply  cannot  become  a  debate  of  num- 
bers, a  debate  of  accountants. 

If  all  we  are  talking  about,  and  all  we 
are  arguing  about,  is  how  much  we  are 
going  to  cut  Medicare,  the  growth  in 
Medicare  spending,  we  will  have  not 
fully  carried  out  our  responsibility.  If 
all  we  do  is  to  cut  the  existing  system, 
we  will  not  have  dealt  fundamentally 
with  our  problem  and  we  will,  in  fact, 
create  severe  difficulty  for  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  these  programs  and  for  the 
providers. 

People  have  talked  about  three  ways 
to  achieve  reductions  in  increases  in 
the  Medicare  program:  increase  pay- 
ments for  the  fund  by,  for  example,  in- 
creasing premium  contribution  for 
wealthier  Americans;  we  can  decrease 
payments  to  providers  for  their  serv- 
ices; or  we  can  reform  the  basic  struc- 
ture of  the  Medicare  system  so  that  it 
delivers  care  more  cost  effectively. 

That,  Mr.  President— reforming  the 
basic  structure — is  what  I  hope  the  ma- 
jority in  this  Chamber  will  be  commit- 
ted to.  That  is  the  road  to  truly  pro- 
tecting and  saving  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem and  saving  the  rest  of  the  Federal 
Government  that  will  be  eaten  up  by 
health  entitlements,  as  will  the  future 
of  our  children  and  our  Nation. 

There  are  interesting  ideas  around 
about  reform.  Some,  for  example,  have 
suggested  that  we  make  preferred  pro- 
vider plans  available  to  Medicare  re- 
cipients and  that  such  plans  can  de- 
liver care  more  efficiently  while  main- 
taining choice. 

Others  are  discussing  more  dramatic 
changes.  I  must  say  these  are  the  ones 
that  appeal  to  me  most,  such  as  mov- 
ing toward  a  voucher  system  in  which 
the  Government  provides  a  fixed 
amount  of  money  by  way  of  a  voucher 
to  those  who  are  eligible  for  Medicare, 
enabling  them  to  go  out  into  the  pri- 
vate markets  and  purchase  their  own 
health  care  coverage.  That  is  the  way 
to  truly  empower  the  recipients,  to 
break  them  free  from  a  lot  of  the  com- 
plexities of  the  current  system  and  to 
bring  competition  into  the  Medicare 
Program,  which  is  so  significant  a  part 
of  our  health  care  apparatus,  just  as 
competition  is  coming  in  so  effectively 
to  the  rest  of  our  health  care  system. 

The  pace  of  change  to  the  Medicare 
Program  should  be  determined  by  our 
ability  to  maintain:  confidence  in  the 
program;  the  credibility  of  the  program 
financially;  and,  the  quality  of  the 
services  delivered  under  the  program  to 
those  who  are  the  beneficiaries. 

Let  me  talk  briefly  about  two  com- 
ments that  have  been  offered,  two  posi- 
tions taken,  as  to  how  to  proceed  down 
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the  road  to  reform.  The  Budget  Com- 
mittee majority  has  proposed  estab- 
lishing a  bipartisan  commission  to  ad- 
vise Congress  on  how  best  to  meet  the 
level  of  cuts  set  forth  in  the  budget. 
Some  of  my  colleagues,  on  the  other 
hand,  have  argued  that  we  simply 
should  not  pursue  Medicare  reform  out- 
side of  the  context  of  broad-based 
health  care  reform. 

I  am  not  truly  comfortable  with  ei- 
ther of  these  positions.  It  may  be  in 
the  end  that  a  commission  is  necessary 
to  deal  with  these  problems.  But  it 
takes  time,  and  I  believe  we  know  what 
our  options  are  now.  I  would  sure  like 
to  see  this  Congress,  led  in  this  Cham- 
ber by  our  Finance  Committee,  take  a 
first  crack  at  seeing  whether  we  can. 
not  just  cut  Medicare  spending  in- 
creases, but  whether  we  can  reform  the 
fundamentals  of  the  program. 

WTien  it  comes  to  the  argument  that 
Medicare  reform  must  be  part  of  over- 
all health  care  reform  I  would  say  this: 
in  the  best  of  all  worlds  that  would  be 
the  way  to  proceed.  But  if  we  learned 
any  lesson  from  the  futile  attempts  to 
adopt  universal  and  comprehensive 
health  care  last  year,  it  is  that  if  we 
wait  to  reform  the  Medicare  system 
until  we  can  have  overall  health  care 
reform  we  will  not  have  Medicare  re- 
form, and  we  will  probably  not  have 
overall  health  care  reform  either.  We 
simply  should  not  postpone  Medicare 
reform  because  the  problems  facing 
Medicare  are  too  critical  for  us  to 
delay. 

The  fact  is.  recent  innovations  in 
health  care  delivery  in  the  private 
market  have  created  a  revolution  with- 
out governmental  direction  and  paved 
the  way  for  new  approaches  to  deliver 
care  to  the  elderly  through  Medicare 
reform.  We  should  take  advantage  of 
those  private  sector  innovations  and 
try  to  apply  them  to  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. The  private  sector  reforms  that 
are  going  on  now  are  driving  change.  It 
would  be  a  strange  result  indeed  if  the 
private  markets  reform  themselves  to 
more  efficiently  and  cost-effectively 
deliver  health  care  and  the  govern- 
mentally  operated  health  care  pro- 
grams are  left  to  run  without  the  bene- 
fit of  competition  and  without  the  ben- 
efit of  reform. 

So  it  is  with  these  thoughts  in  mind 
that  I  will  be  supporting  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  Senators  Rockefeller 
and  L.^UTENBERG.  acknowledging  and 
expressing  some  appreciation  for  the 
consensus  that  is  here  beneath  the  de- 
bate. We  are  on  the  road  to  a  balanced 
budget  by  a  date  certain.  We  all  ac- 
knowledge that  we  have  to  limit  the 
growth  in  health  entitlement  spending 
to  save  those  programs  for  the  bene- 
ficiaries. 

Finally.  I  hope  we  will  come  to  a 
similar  consensus  that  cutting  the 
growth  just  in  dollar  accounting  terms 
is  not  enough.  We  have  to  reform  the 
fundaments  of  the  program  to  save  it, 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13807 


empower  the  beneficiaries  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  take  full  advantage  of  the 
marketplace  competition  that  is  being 
so  productive  and  beneficial  to  people 
in  the  private  sector  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair  for 
the  opportunity  to  address  the  amend- 
ment and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  consent  of  the  majority  leader  and 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  manager  of  the 
bill  on  the  other  side,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  the  period  of  time  in  this  de- 
bate between  2  p.m.  and  the  vote  at  3:10 
p.m.  be  equally  divided  and  be  under 
the  control  of  the  Senators  from  Ne- 
braska and  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  looking 
for  leadership  on  the  budget  from  the 
opposition  these  days  is  a  little  like 
playing  "Where's  Waldo?" 

If  you  look  long  and  hard,  you  may 
eventually  spot  it,  but  there  is  not 
much  there  and  it  is  certainly  not  easy 
to  find. 

This  important  debate  over  this 
year's  budget  resolution  very  clearly 
demonstrates  my  point. 

For  years,  the  Democrats  have 
passed  budgets  which  increased  taxes, 
increased  spending,  and  gave  us  the 
massive  deficits  which  have  dragged 
this  Nation  nearly  $5  trillion  in  debt. 

In  1993,  President  Clinton  continued 
that  trend,  and  even  went  a  step  fur- 
ther. His  budget  contained  the  largest 
tax  Increaise  in  history,  $275  billion, 
and  spending  Increases,  and  more  defi- 
cits. 

But  the  Democrats  praised  it  up  and 
down.  'It  Is  going  to  take  this  country 
In  the  correct  direction,  in  a  good  di- 
rection, in  the  right  direction,"  said 
one  of  my  Democrat  colleagues. 

Over  and  over  again,  the  President 
and  the  Democrats  in  Congress  chal- 
lenged Republicans  to  offer  up  an  alter- 
native. 

Listen  to  the  words  of  my  good  col- 
league. Mrs.  BOXER,  the  junior  Senator 
from  California: 

So  I  say  to  my  fellow  Republicans:  Where 
is  your  budget?  Show  it  to  us.  I  want  to  see 
it.  Don't  give  me  amendments  that  do  some- 
thing here  and  there,  because  that  is  not 
constructive. 

We  delivered  an  alternative  budget — 
one  which  reduced  the  deficit  through 
spending  cuts,  not  tax  increases. 

I.  in  fact,  drafted  an  alternative  of 
my  own— Families  First— which  I  in- 
troduced in  the  House  and  which  was 
carried  here  In  the  Senate  by  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague,  Mr.  Coats  of  In- 
diana. 


Our  budget  not  only  cut  spending,  it 
cut  taxes  for  families  and  moved  the 
Federal  Government  in  an  entirely  new 
direction. 

Away  from  the  Washington  Beltway, 
Families  First  was  praised  by  the  tax- 
payers. 

But  here  on  Capitol  Hill,  with  the 
Democratic  majority  in  charge,  it 
never  had  a  chance. 

In  August  1993,  under  the  leadership 
of  the  President  and  a  Democrat  House 
and  Senate,  the  largest  tax  increase 
was  passed  into  law. 

Now  the  tables  are  turned.  Under  the 
guidance  of  our  distinguished  budget 
chairman.  Republicans  have  offered  up 
an  historic  plan  which  would  balance 
the  budget  within  the  next  7  years. 

I  am  proud  of  the  work  of  the  Budget 
Committee. 

Yet,  those  same  Democrats  of  1993 
who  called  so  loudly  for  a  Republican 
budget  alternative,  have  failed  to  offer 
up  any  alternative  of  their  own  this 
time  around,  just  a  lot  of  little  amend- 
ments that  do  something  here  and 
there. 

In  fact,  the  only  Democrat  to  offer  up 
an  alternative  is  President  Clinton, 
and  he  is  required  to  do  that  by  law. 
But  the  President's  budget  was  so  far 
from  what  the  people  called  for  in  No- 
vember that  not  one  Senator  voted  for 
it — Democrat  or  Republican. 

That  is  some  serious  back-peddling. 
Two  years  after  passing  the  largest  tax 
increase  in  history— and  boasting  they 
reduced  the  deficit  without  a  single  Re- 
publican vote— Senate  Democrats 
joined  Republicans  in  rejecting  the 
President's  fiscal  policies  by  a  vote  of 
99  to  0. 

Unlike  Mr.  Domenici's  balanced  budg- 
et, the  President's  budget  would  never 
balance.  In  fact,  his  budget  plan  calls 
for  another  $1.2  trillion  in  deficit 
spending  over  the  next  5  years. 

Under  the  President's  budget,  the 
deficit  will  continue  to  rise  every  year, 
until  It  reaches  nearly  $300  billion  in 
the  year  2000. 

Kings  can  abdicate  their  thrones, 
generals  can  wave  the  white  flag  of  sur- 
render, a  chess  player  who  gets  backed 
into  a  corner  can  forfeit  the  game,  but 
the  President  of  the  United  States  is 
not  supposed  to  just  throw  in  the  towel 
when  the  going  gets  a  little  rough. 

Times  have  changed.  So  if  President 
Clinton  is  not  serious  about  reducing 
the  deficit  and  balancing  the  budget,  I 
ask  the  Democrats  here  in  the  Senate 
the  very  same  question  they  asked  us  2 
years  ago.  using  their  very  own  words: 
"Where  is  your  budget?  Show  it  to  us. 
I  want  to  see  it." 

In  1993.  Republicans  did  put  up  alter- 
native budgets  that  we  did  support  and 
that  we  did  vote  for.  But  it  is  not  the 
case  this  year. 

The  distinguished  Democrat  leader 
says  he  accepts  the  goal  of  producing  a 
balanced  budget  by  2002.  But  he  is  not 
willing  to  actually  do  anything  about 


it,  because,  and  I  quote,  "We  don't 
have  the  votes,  so  there's  no  point  for 
us  to  lay  out  a  comprehensive  sub- 
stitute." We  did  not  have  the  votes  in 
1993.  But  we  did  lay  out  a  comprehen- 
sive substitute  alternative  budget. 

Well,  I  certainly  hope  we  can  count 
on  his  vote  for  Mr.  Domenici's  balanced 
budget. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle:  how  do  you  plan  to  im- 
prove, preserve,  and  protect  the  Medi- 
care Program  from  going  bankrupt,  as 
it  would  under  the  President's  plan? 

If  you  are  intent  on  spending  as  wild- 
ly as  you  have  in  the  past,  how  do  you 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  within  7 
years''  With  new  taxes?  If  so.  which 
taxes  are  you  going  to  raise?  The  peo- 
ple have  a  right  to  know. 

Mr.  President,  the  Democrats  may 
find  that  it  is  easy  to  complain  about 
the  Republicans  budget,  but  you  can- 
not beat  something  with  nothing.  And 
that  is  what  the  Democrats  have  given 
us:  nothing.  It  is  clear.  Mr.  President, 
that  they  do  not  want  to  tell  us  how 
they  are  going  to  balance  the  budget 
without  tax  increases,  because  they 
have  absolutely  no  intention  of  ever 
doing  it.  So  I  make  one  suggestion  to 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  Being  in  the  minority  does  not 
give  you  license  to  simply  gripe  and 
complain.  It  does  not  free  you  from  the 
responsibility  of  representing  your  con- 
stituents. 

If  you  vote  no  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, then  you  had  better  find  some- 
thing on  which  you  can  vote  yes  for. 
We  did  it  in  1993.  Or  else,  the  voters 
will  have  every  reason  to  vote  no  them- 
selves when  you  turn  to  them  in  No- 
vember. 
Thfink-  yon  Mr.  President, 
I  vield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERRE'i'  addressed  the  Chair. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  does  my  friend  and  colleague  from 
Nebraska  seek? 
Mr.  KERREY.  Fifteen  minutes. 
Mr    EXON.   I  must  tell   the  Senator 
that  I  have  nine  Senators  who  wish  to 
speak  between  now  and  2  o'clock.  I  am 
cramped  for  time.   How  about  8  min- 
utes'' 
Mr.  KERREY.  Eight  minutes  will  be 

fine. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for  8 
minutes. 

Mr.  KERREY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

May  I  ask  the  senior  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  does  he  intend,  on  the  time 
he  controls,  to  respond  to  the  state- 
ment of  the  junior  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota just  made  earlier  that  there  are 
no  Democrats  willing  to  participate  in 
deficit  reduction;  that  this  whole  prob- 
lem was  created  by  wasteful  spending 
on  the  part  of  Democrats? 


I  intended  to  come  to  the  floor  to 
talk  about  something  else,  to  try  to 
say  some  things  that  might  forge  a  bi- 
partisan consensus.  But  I  find  myself 
being  provoked  by  the  comments  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  am 
wondering  if  the  Senator  Intends  to  re- 
spond. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  certainly  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  Nebraska  that  I  as- 
sumed he  was  here  to  talk  about  the 
amendment  at  hand.  Maybe  he  Is  not.  I 
simply  say  I  would  really  appreciate  it 
if  he  could  make  whatever  comments 
he  feels  disposed  to  make  at  this  time. 
I  have  been  answering  the  charges  that 
has  been  made  over  and  over  again  that 
were  just  echoed  like  an  echo  chamber 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Would  it  be  possible  for  the  Senator 
to  make  those  appropriate  remarks 
now,  and  then  after  the  vote  today,  we 
could  use  additional  time  for  going 
into  some  other  things  that  I  suspect 
he  might  have  on  his  mind? 

Mr.  KERREY.  I  will  be  pleased  to.  I 
will  confine  my  remarks  to  the  amend- 
ment at  hand.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  say,  I  have 
some  difficulty  with  the  amendment  at 
hand  because  it  seems  to  me  what  we 
are  basically  saying  is  we  want  to  take 
the  $170  billion  that  probably  will  not 
materialize.  In  order  to  get  $170  billion 
in  savings,  this  Congress  would  have  to 
come  together  in  a  bipartisan  fashion 
for  7  straight  years,  and  each  commit- 
tee reconciling  out  and  voting  the  sav- 
ings. We  would  have  to  follow  the  7- 
year  blueprint  before  the  money  ap- 
pears. I  must  say.  I  feel  somewhat  un- 
comfortable, to  say  the  least,  taking 
savings  created  from  cuts  that  I  do  not 
like  anyway  to  mitigate  the  impact  of 
cuts  that  I  do  not  like. 

So  what  I  choose  to  do  instead  is  talk 
again  about  one  of  the  fundamental 
weaknesses  that  I  see  in  this  budget 
resolution,  because  it  is  nonbinding 
and  because,  as  I  see  it^I  have  added  a 
couple  without  the  use  of  the  calcula- 
tor, so  I  may  have  this  wrong— $519  bil- 
lion of  the  reconciliation  instructions 
go  to  the  Finance  Committee. 

So  I  will  have,  as  well  as  others,  the 
opportunity  to  go  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee and  challenge  some  of  the  un- 
derlying assumptions,  not  the  least  of 
which  is  that  we  are  not  going  to  do 
anything  about  retirement  this  year. 

I  appreciate  the  difficulties  that  the 
Budget  Committee  had  in  putting  to- 
gether this  set  of  nonbinding  Instruc- 
tions. 

So  those  of  us  who,  like  Senator 
Simpson,  believe  that  retirement 
should  be  on  the  table,  that  unless  and 
until  we  have  addressed  that,  it  is 
going  to  be  difficult  for  us  to  actually 
get  our  budget  balanced,  we  will  have 
that  opportunity  to  do  it  at  some  later 
date. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  earlier 
made  the  point,  when  apparently  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da- 


kota was  down  on  the  floor  earlier 
talking  about  this  problem.  I  alert  col- 
leagues again:  I  think  the  effort  on  the 
part  of  both  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  to  produce  this  docu- 
ment is  quite  an  extraordinary  accom- 
plishment. 

I  point  out.  nonetheless,  that  inside 
the  budget  document,  it  calls  for  the 
deficit  to  go  from  $240  billion  down  to 
$114.9  billion,  if  I  can  read  my  own 
writing,  in  the  year  2002. 

What  we  do  is  basically  use  what  the 
law  says.  The  law  says  we  use  the  uni- 
fied budget.  The  Social  Security  reve- 
nues are  separate.  But  in  terms  of  add- 
ing everything  up,  we  bring  Social  Se- 
curity into  the  equation.  It  is  only  be- 
cause Social  Security  generates  some 
$48  billion  in  surplus  this  year  to  a  $114 
billion  surplus  in  the  year  2002. 

Again.  I  have  not  run  the  numbers  on 
this.  But  I  guess  since  we  go  to  2013  and 
start  paying  out  more  than  we  are  tak- 
ing in.  my  guess  is  that  may  be  the 
peak;  that  $114  billion  may  be  the  peak. 
It  may  start  declining  after  that, 
which  is  going  to  put  additional  pres- 
sure on  all  domestic  spending. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  one  of 
the  things  which  has  stayed  constant 
in  this  town  obviously  is  not  political 
rhetoric.  That  blows  hot  and  cold.  But 
the  one  thing  that  stays  constant  in  a 
very  impressive  fashion  throughout  all 
the  imaginations  about  taxing  is  not 
enough,  too  much;  that  except  for 
World  War  II  and  Vietnam,  we  have 
pulled  from  the  United  States  economy 
about  19'-^  percent  of  GDP  in  the  form 
of  taxes.  It  stayed  relatively  constant 
over  that  period  of  time. 

The  underlying  thing  on  our  budget, 
and  driving  larger  and  larger,  are  these 
mandated  items.  They  include  retire- 
ment, they  include  health  care,  they 
include  both  the  means-LesLed  pro- 
grams, such  as  AFDC  and  food  stamps, 
as  well  as  the  non-means-tested  pro- 
grams, such  as  the  agriculture  program 
which.  I  might  point  out.  is  a  rel- 
atively small  amount.  Medicare.  Social 
Security,  and  other  kinds  of  retirement 
programs. 

The  law  says,  as  a  consequence  of  ei- 
ther contribution  or  deciding  that  eli- 
gibility is  deserved,  you  pay  it  out  and 
you  do  not  have  to  come  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  and  vote  on  it. 

What  is  happening  is  that  mandated 
account,  plus  that  interest,  is  driving 
higher  and  higher.  And,  I  regret,  it 
may  be  that  the  Democrats  were  not  as 
aggressive  as  we  should  have  been.  It 
may  have  been  that  it  is  too  controver- 
sial. As  we  obviously  see,  it  was  retire- 
ment. But  I  regret  that  we  do  not  see  a 
change  in  that  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

The  budget  resolution  requires  us  to 
go  to  about  25  percent  discretionary 
spending  in  the  year  2002  down  from  34 
percent  today. 

I  note  with  interest  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  an  amend- 
ment to  come  down  and  restore  some 
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costs  and  protect  NIH.  I  notice  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  has  an  amendment 
to  do  the  same  in  education. 

The  problem  is  that  little  amend- 
ments to  the  budget  resolution  will  not 
fix  this  problem.  When  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  came  to  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 70  percent  of  the  budget  was  con- 
trolled by  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee; 70  percent  was  appropriated.  30 
percent  was  mandatory  spending,  and 
then  interest.  This  year,  as  I  indicated, 
it  will  be  34  percent.  By  the  time  a 
baby  bom  this  year  is  a  senior  in  high 
school,  it  will  be  zero,  even  with  this 
budget  resolution  passed. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues,  regardless  of 
how  this  resolution  shakes  out,  I  hope 
that  the  alternative  that  a  group  of  us 
will  present,  as  I  indicated  in  a  pre- 
vious speech,  will  be  accepted  because  I 
think  we  are  going  to  need  a  lot  of  bi- 
partisan support  not  Just  this  year  but 
the  next  year  and  the  year  after  to  ex- 
plain to  the  American  people  what 
needs  to  be  done  to  bring  the  cost  of 
these  mandated  programs  in  line. 

I  heard  it  said  that  these  cuts  in 
Medicare  are  going  to  have  a  terrible 
impact.  Indeed.  I  suspect  they  could, 
depending  upon  how  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee wrote  the  legislation.  But  I  say 
to  those  who  are  really  alarmed  by  the 
prospects  of  those  cuts,  according 
again  to  the  document — I  unfortu- 
nately have  read  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  which  is  relatively 
small— we  start  with  budget  authority 
this  year  of  $171.9  billion  for  HI.  and 
$61.2  billion  for  supplemental  medical. 

So  I  have  $230  billion  this  year,  grow- 
ing to  $370  billion.  We  will  have  $370 
billion  authorized  in  the  year  2002. 

So.  if  anything,  one  has  to.  even  with 
this  budget  resolution,  take  a  look  at 
nverall  health  care  spending  and  say. 
"My  gosh,  yes."  The  Budget  Commit- 
tee has  been  very  bold  and  very  gutsy 
in  putting  this  number  out.  But.  if  any- 
thing, Mr.  President,  we  may  not  have 
gone  far  enough. 

I  do  not  suggest  that  we  need  to  nec- 
essarily cut  any  more,  but  I  do  think 
we  have  to  ask  ourselves  the  question, 
are  we  subsidizing  people  who  do  not 
need  to  be  subsidized?  We  will  have  $230 
billion  this  year  in  Medicare.  We  will 
have  another  $80  billion  in  Medicaid. 
That  is  $310  billion.  We  have  $90  billion 
going  out  in  the  form  of  tax  deduc- 
tions. 

I  notice  that  when  people  get  really 
excited  about  going  after  tax  entitle- 
ments and  I  come  and  say,  let  us  look 
at  the  deductibility  of  health  insur- 
ance, they  get  sort  of  pale  and  drop 
that  off  their  list.  With  another  $15  bil- 
lion going  out  to  the  VA,  another  $15 
billion  going  out  to  Army,  Air  Force, 
and  Navy  health  care,  a  substantial 
amount  of  expenditures,  well  in  excess 
of  $400  billion,  going  out  for  health 
care.  I  do  not  think  the  problem  here  is 
that  we  are  not  spending  enough.  I 
think  one  of  the  biggest  problems  we 


have  is  whether  or  not  we  have  the 
courage  to  say  to  those  who  do  not 
need  to  be  subsidized,  you  may  need  to 
pay  some  more. 

I  noted  earlier  that  one  of  my  col- 
leagues— I  saw  the  dueling  charts  go  on 
back  here,  and  I  saw  in  the  Democratic 
Cloakroom  the  chart  showing  the  com- 
parative analysis  between  what  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  get  in  the  way  of 
health  care  and  what  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries get  in  the  way  of  health  care, 
the  suggestion  being  that  Medicare 
beneficiaries  already  get  less  than 
what  Members  of  Congress  do. 

If  somebody  wants  to  bring  an 
amendment  striking  Congress  down  to 
the  level  of  Medicare,  I  would  vote  for 
it.  But  the  problem  is  we  have  a  lot  of 
employees  we  have  hired  on  and  we  are 
looking  to  try  to  provide  them  with 
health  care  benefits,  and  it  is  their 
health  care  benefits  we  are  talking 
about  here. 

If  anybody  wants  to  come  and  say 
that  people  ought  to  pay  according  to 
capacity  to  pay,  I  am  ready  to  vote  for 
that.  I  do  think  one  of  the  most  dif- 
ficult things  that  we  have  going  with 
health  care  today  is  that  we  may  have 
20  million  or  so  people  in  the  work 
force  going  to  work,  sometimes  work- 
ing two  or  three  jobs,  doing  all  they 
possibly  can,  but  they  are  not  generat- 
ing enough  output  to  get  paid  enough 
to  be  able  to  afford  high-quality  health 
care.  We  have  subsidies  in  place  for 
people  who  can  afford  it. 

So  when  the  Finance  Committee  gets 
down  to  looking  at  the  reconciliation 
of  numbers.  I  think  there  will  be  plenty 
of  opportunity  even  with  the  money  al- 
located for  us  to  do  the  right  thing. 
The  question  is,  are  we  going  to  have 
the  capacity  either  politically  or  in  our 
own  guts  to  come  to  the  American  pco 
pie  and  say  that  this  is  not  going  to  be 
an  easy  thing;  it  is  not  a  free  lunch  in- 
volved. 

I  say  in  conclusion.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  leadership  particularly  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Nebraska  who  over 
the  years  has  been  voting  with  Repub- 
licans, has  been  doing  the  right  thing 
when  it  comes  to  deficit  reduction. 
This  has  not  been  somebody  who  comes 
down  with  knee-jerk  votes  against 
every  single  spending  cut.  This  is  a 
man  who  has  been  down  here  for  the 
entire  18  years  that  he  has  served  the 
people  of  Nebraska,  as  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
as  well.  I  think  we  are  fortunate  to 
have  them  leading  us  on  this  budget 
debate.  We  have  a  lot  of  very  difficult 
decisions  to  make  if  we  are  going  to  re- 
duce the  size  of  this  deficit  and  get  it 
in  balance  and  get  us  to  a  point  where 
we  not  only  restore  the  confidence  of 
the  American  people  in  us  as  an  insti- 
tution but  do  as  we  all  say  we  want  to 
do,  which  is  to  provide  a  better  eco- 
nomic future  for  our  children  and  for 
our  grandchildren. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
very  much  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Nebraska  for  his  kind  remarks 
with  regard  to  not  only  myself  but  our 
mutual  friend.  Senator  Domknici. 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
This  is  a  very  difficult  task.  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  my  colleague, 
knows  very,  very  well  we  have  been 
reaching  out.  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  dedicated  leadership  he  has  pro- 
vided in  a  whole  series  of  areas  with  re- 
gard to  deficit  reduction. 

Senator  Gr.ah.^.m  is  in  the  Chamber.  I 
will  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
no  one  on  our  side  requesting  time  at 
this  particular  moment  so  I  would  like 
to  yield  the  floor  back  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes,  that  side  would  be 
next.  I  simply  might  say.  if  I  can  at 
this  time,  there  are  several  Senators 
who  had  indicated  they  did  wish  to  ad- 
dress this  matter  on  the  Senate  floor 
before  we  vote.  We  are  quickly  running 
out  of  time,  and  if  there  are  any  Sen- 
ators who  wish  to  make  remarks  up  to 
5  minutes,  their  staffs  should  advise 
them  we  are  quickly  running  out  of 
time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  As  I  said.  Mr.  President. 
I  have  no  one  on  this  side  who  requests 
time  at  this  moment,  so  I  will  yield  the 
floor  back  to  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  P'lorida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
two  points  in  the  time  available  to  me. 
The  first  is  the  context  in  which  this 
debate  over  the  specifics  of  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  should  take  place  and 
then,  second,  some  particular  concerns 
about  the  proposal  that  is  before  us  in 
those  two  areas. 

There  is  no  golden  road  to  budget 
balance.  There  are  many  means  by 
which  to  get  to  that  common  destina- 
tion. We  are  going  to  be  discussing 
today  one  aspect  of  a  proposal  to  get  to 
a  balanced  budget  and  the  con- 
sequences of  selecting  that  particular 
route.  But  I  want  no  one  who  hears  this 
debate  to  be  misdirected  that  we  are 
not  as  committed  to  the  goal  of  getting 
to  a  balanced  budget  by  a  date  certain, 
ideally  with  a  bipartisan  consensus  of 
the  Congress  and  the  American  people. 
There  is  a  word  that  appeared  on  the 
chart  we  have  just  seen  which  I  think 
is  important  to  this  context,  and  that 
is  sustainability. 

Frankly.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  cuts  of  the  level  being  pro- 
posed  in    Medicare   and    Medicaid   are 


sustainable.  They  might  have  enough 
energy  to  get  through  this  round  of  the 
budget  process.  That  is.  they  may  be 
able  to  appear  in  the  final  budget  reso- 
lution. I  think  they  will  encounter  sig- 
nificant difficulty  when  they  reach  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
Finance  Committee,  and  these  large 
amorphous  numbers,  $256  billion  out  of 
the  Medicare  Program  in  the  next  7 
years.  $175  billion  from  Medicaid  in  the 
next  7  years,  when  those  are  converted 
into  the  specific  impacts  on  people, 
they  will  encounter  significantly  great- 
er difficulty. 

I  believe  that  even  if  they  should  get 
past  that  hurdle,  the  chances  of  these 
cuts  lasting  the  full  7  years  as  they  are 
converted  into  services,  cost  shifting, 
impact  on  States,  impact  on  the  pri- 
vate sector,  is  very  unlikely.  So  I  am 
concerned  as  to  whether  the  path  that 
has  been  laid  out  for  us,  which  is  clear- 
ly not  the  only  path,  is  a  path  that  has 
the  staying  power  to  get  to  the  des- 
tination of  a  balanced  Federal  budget. 

Let  me  talk  about  some  of  the  impli- 
cations of  the  proposal  for  a  $256  billion 
cut  in  Medicare,  the  program  that  pro- 
vides health  care  financing  for  older 
Americans,  and  $175  billion  of  cuts  in 
Medicaid,  the  program  that  provides 
funding  for  indigent  Americans,  which 
I  might  say,  Mr.  President,  includes  a 
substantial  number  of  older  Americans, 
older  Americans  who  thought  they  had 
made  adequate  provision  for  their  re- 
tirement years  and  find  that  because  of 
some  unexpected  cataclysmic  health 
collapse,  they  have  used  up  their  re- 
sources and  they  become  medically  in- 
digent Americans. 

Let  me  just  discuss  what  the  implica- 
tions of  this  will  be  first  on  bene- 
ficiaries. The  materials  which  have 
been  'Provided  indiCiite  t.h-r\t  on*^  of  the 
first  means  of  financing  this  $256  bil- 
lion cut  on  Medicare  will  be  cost  shift- 
ing. Hearings  before  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  indicated  that  speak- 
er after  speaker  who  supported  cuts  of 
this  level,  when  asked  where  would  you 
propose  to  go  in  order  to  achieve  this, 
gave  as  their  first  answer  to  increase 
the  share  of  cost  paid  by  beneficiaries. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  increased 
cost  to  a  couple,  man  and  wife,  in  my 
State  between  the  year  1996  and  the 
year  2002  will  exceed  $9,000.  That  rep- 
resents, for  instance,  Mr.  President, 
about  half  of  what  that  couple  would 
anticipate  to  receive  in  cost-of-living 
adjustments  over  the  period  from  1996 
to  the  year  2002.  So  the  real  implica- 
tion of  this  is  that  they  will  not  be  able 
to  maintain  their  standard  of  living 
against  increased  cost  of  living  because 
such  a  high  share  of  their  income  will 
now  be  going  to  meeting  the  additional 
cost  of  paying  for  their  health  care. 

Another  important  area  of  Ameri- 
cans who  will  be  adversely  affected  will 
be  the  providers  of  health  care  services. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 5  minutes  has  expired. 


Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  5  more  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized  for  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
appreciate  the  generosity  of  my  col- 
league from  Nebraska,  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Budget  Committee. 

According  to  the  Prospective  Pay- 
ment Review  Commission,  a  commis- 
sion established  by  Congress  to  consist- 
ently analyze  Medicare  programs,  the 
commission  states  and  I  quote: 

The  ability  to  u.se  cost  shifting  to  fill  the 
revenue  trap  where  Medicare  cost  increases 
exceed  payment  increases  varies  across  hos- 
pitals. Facilities  that  treat  a  large  share  of 
Medicare.  Medicaid  and  the  uninsured  pa- 
tients have  a  lesser  ability  to  cost  shift  to 
the  private  sector.  In  view  of  growinK  price 
competition  in  the  marketplace,  these  facili- 
ties will  face  a  greater  risk  of  declining  mar- 
gins, which  eventually  could  threaten  their 
financial  viability  and  their  ability  to  care 
for  Medicare  beneficiaries. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  surprising  in 
my  State,  which  has  the  largest  pro- 
portion of  persons  over  the  age  of  65  in 
the  country,  that  there  are  some  87 
hospitals  in  our  State  where  the  Medi- 
care patient  days  exceed  60  percent  of 
total  patient  days,  which  is  to  say  that 
in  States  like  mine  and  particularly  in 
rural  areas  such  as  those  represented 
by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  the  risk 
of  a  serious  collapse  of  the  health  care 
system,  not  just  for  Medicaid  and  Med- 
icare recipients  but  for  the  total  popu- 
lation, is  a  very  real  one,  a  collapse  be- 
cause those  facilities  are  so  dependent 
upon  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  pa- 
tient that,  if  the  Federal  Government 
does  not  provide  adequate  resources 
with  which  to  at  least  pay  the  costs  of 
provision  of  direct  services,  those  insti- 
tntinr>«  w'l!  friop  the  nrnsppct  of  either 
a  sharp  decline  in  the  quality  of  service 
for  their  Medicare  beneficiaries  or  clo- 
sure. 

(Mr.  KYL  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  .Another  area  at  risk 
is  State  government.  We  are  proposing 
to  take  the  Medicaid  Program,  the  pro- 
gram that  delivers  services  for  indigent 
Americans,  take  the  current  formula  of 
distribution  of  funds,  convert  that  into 
50  block  grants— 51  block  grants,  actu- 
ally, since  the  District  of  Columbia 
will  also  participate — and  direct  the 
money  to  those  51  political  entities. 
There  is  a  suggestion  of  an  annual 
cost-of-living  increase  but  no  increase 
based  on  demographic  changes.  What 
are  the  consequences  of  that? 

According  to  the  CBO  baseline  study. 
currently  the  Medicaid  Program  is  pro- 
viding a  7  percent  increase  per  capita 
for  Medicaid  beneficiaries.  That,  I 
might  say,  compares  to  a  7.2  percent 
increase  in  spending  per  capita  in  the 
private  health  care  system.  Medicaid 
today  is  slightly  below  on  a  per  capita 
basis,  the  rate  of  increase  of  the  pri- 
vate sector,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
Medicaid  is  treating  some  of  the  most 


vulnerable  of  our  population,  including 
children  at  risk  and  the  elderly  at  risk. 

Under  the  proposal  that  we  are  de- 
bating, the  increase  per  capita  will  not 
be  7  percent,  Mr.  President,  but  it  will 
be  1.4  percent  as  against  a  projected 
continued  7.2  percent  in  the  private 
sector.  That  is  the  consequence  of  a 
system  which  purports  to  create  great- 
er flexibility  to  the  States  by  giving 
them  only  a  constrained  5  percent  in- 
crease with  no  recognition  of  the  tre- 
mendous demographic  shifts  in  States 
such  as  that  represented  by  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  and  in  States  such  as  mine 
which  have  a  fast-growing  population, 
particularly  a  fast-growing  population 
of  older  Americans.  This  is  a  prescrip- 
tion for  disaster  for  the  beneficiaries 
affected  and  for  the  State  governments 
which  will  be  asked  to  pick  up  a  bigger 
and  bigger  share  of  paying  these  costs. 

Another  area  which  will  be  adversely 
affected  will  be  children.  It  is  projected 
that  5  to  7  million  children  currently 
lack  insurance  coverage  and  unless 
States  can  find  a  way  to  make  up  that 
difference,  there  will  be  either  a  denial 
of  health  insurance  coverage  for  those 
young  Americans  or  another  major 
cost  shift,  an  unfunded  mandate  di- 
rected at  the  States  to  pick  up  a  cost 
which  in  the  past  has  been  a  shared  re- 
sponsibility through  Medicaid  of  the 
States  and  the  National  Government. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  advised  that  his  5  minutes  have 
expired. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  our 
manager  is  not  here.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Before  the  Senator 
does  that,  might  I  say  that  imme- 
diately following  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  I  would  like  to  yield  to  Sen- 
ator Bennett  to  speak  for  up  to  15  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  will  have  2 
additional  minutes,  and  when  he  has 
concluded,  the  Senator  from  Utah  will 
be  permitted  to  speak  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  quoted  a  moment  ago  from  the  Pro- 
spective Payment  Review  Commission, 
and  I  do  so  again  from  their  March  1959 
report,  which  states: 

Medicare  and  the  private  sector  account 
for  approximately  equal  shares  of  hospital 
spending.  40  percent  and  39  percent  in  1992. 
Consequently,  every  percentage  point  of 
Medicare  cost  increase  not  reimbursed  by 
the  Medicare  payment  increase  will,  all  else 
equal,  translate  into  a  percentage  point  of 
additional  revenue  needed  from  the  private 
sector. 

So  we  are  facing  the  prospect  by 
carving  out  these  two  programs — Medi- 
care and  Medicaid— and  treating  them 
as  if  they  were  in  isolation  from  the 
rest  of  the  health  care  system.  We  are 
about  to  construct  a  system  in  which 
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there  will  be  significant  cost  shifting 
to  the  private  sector  resulting  in  in- 
creased costs  for  private  employers, 
private  individuals,  for  the  providers  of 
health  care  services  because  they  will 
be  underfunded. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  in  the  impor- 
tance of  reaching  the  goal  of  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget,  and  I  believe 
that  the  date  of  2002.  while  difficult,  is 
not  an  unreasonable  standard.  I  would 
go  further  by  saying  that  we  should 
have  as  our  goal  reaching,  as  soon  after 
the  year  2002  as  possible— and  I  would 
suggest  2005  or  2006  —a  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget  which  does  not  depend 
upon  the  masking  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity surplus  in  order  to  reach  a  bal- 
anced budget.  But  we  must  do  so  in  a 
pattern  which  will  be  politically  and 
publicly  supportable  and  sustainable 
over  the  next  10  years  that  will  be  re- 
quired in  order  to  reach  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  without  relying  on  So- 
cial Security. 

It  is  my  considered  judgment  that 
the  impact  that  this  approach  on  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  as  has  been  sug- 
gested, will  have  on  the  beneficiaries, 
particularly  the  old  and  the  young,  on 
providers,  on  States,  and  on  the  private 
sector,  will  be  so  severe  that  it  will  not 
be  sustainable  and  that  we  will  face  the 
prospect  of  losing  this  opportunity  to 
achieve  that  goal  of  a  balanced  Federal 
budget. 

So  I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment which  is  before  the  Senate  at  the 
present  time,  which  I  think  brings  rea- 
sonableness to  this  process.  And  I  urge 
the  Senate's  serious  consideration  of  a 
comprehensive  amendment  which  will 
be  offered  later  this  week  which  will 
achieve  the  goals  of  a  balanced  Federal 
budget  without  relying  on  these  savage 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Thank  you  Mr.  PicsiucuL. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr  BENNETT.  Mr.  President.  I  had 
the  pleasure  and  opportunity  of  being 
in  the  Chamber  when  the  Senator  from 
Florida  began  his  presentation,  and  I 
would  like  to  rise  and  comment  on  it. 

I  think  the  position  the  Senator  has 
taken  with  respect  to  Medicare  is  en- 
tirely correct  if  you  make  one  assump- 
tion, and  that  is  that  the  delivery  of 
services  under  Medicare  would  not 
change  in  its  estimate  or  in  the  way 
they  are  paid  for.  If  there  is  no  change 
in  the  way  Medicare  is  administered 
and  no  change  in  the  way  these  serv- 
ices are  paid  for.  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  exactly  correct.  Unfortu- 
nately, from  my  pomt  of  view,  how- 
ever. Mr  President,  that  is  the  prob- 
lem; that  is.  the  assumption  that  there 
will  be  no  change  in  the  way  Medicare 
is  administered. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  says  these 
cuts  will  have  to  be  converted  into 
service  cuts,  they  will  have  to  be  con- 
verted   into    cost    shifting,    they    will 


have  to  be  converted  into  increases  in 
premiums  that  are  not  sustainable  over 
the  long  term.  And.  again,  if  there  is 
no  change  in  the  way  Medicare  is  ad- 
ministered and  no  change  in  the  way  it 
is  paid  for.  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
entirely  correct. 

The  thing  I  hope  we  will  address  as  a 
body  is  this  fundamental  question  of 
Medicare  as  it  is  currently  constituted 
and  recognize  that  the  word  which  the 
Senator  from  Florida  picked  out.  "sus- 
tainable." is.  indeed,  the  key  word  be- 
cause what  we  are  learning  as  we  get 
into  this  circumstance  is  that  the 
present  system  of  Medicare  is  not  sus- 
tainable regardless  of  what  we  do. 

We  could  take  all  of  the  money  that 
we  are  talking  about  cutting  out  of  the 
rate  of  increase  and  leave  it  as  it  is. 
and  what  would  happen  to  Medicare?  It 
would  go  broke.  The  trustees  have  told 
us  that.  The  present  system  is  not  sus- 
tainable. We  could  say.  "All  right,  let 
us  add  money."  Where  is  it  going  to 
come  from?  We  will  leave  that  aside  for 
a  minute,  but  let  us  add  money  to  the 
present  system  to  prevent  it  from 
going  broke,  and  all  we  do  is  delay  the 
inevitable  for  a  few  more  years,  and 
then  we  will  be  back  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  or  our  successors  will  be.  de- 
bating the  same  issue. 

I  have  an  analogy,  Mr.  President, 
that  helps  me  understand  this.  I  will  do 
my  best  to  lay  it  out  in  a  fashion  that 
might  be  clear  to  some  others,  because 
some  people,  when  I  start,  say,  "Oh, 
that  doesn't  have  to  do  with  any- 
thing." But  bear  with  me.  This  is  an 
analogy  that  I  think  illustrates  the 
point. 

Back  in  the  1960"s,  when  we  first 
started— we  as  a  nation — discussing 
Medicare,  my  father  was  in  the  Senate 
and  I  was  acting  as  his  campaign  man- 
ager I  have  mentioned  this  here  be- 
fore. At  the  time,  if  I  wanted  to  talk  to 
my  father  from  the  campaign  head- 
quarters in  Utah,  I  would  pick  up  a 
telephone  and  dial  zero.  Yes,  you  had 
to  dial;  there  were  no  touch-tone 
phones.  An  operator  would  come  on  the 
phone  and  say.  'What  number. 
please?" 

I  would  say  to  her.  "I  want  224-5444." 
It  happens  to  be  the  same  number  that 
connects  you  to  my  office  now. 

She  would  say,  "Do  you  want  person- 
to-person  or  station-to-station?" 

If  I  wanted  absolutely  to  talk  to  my 
father.  I  would  say,  "Person-to-per- 
son." If  I  was  willing  to  talk  to  any- 
body on  the  staff.  I  would  say.  "Sta- 
tion-to-station," and  then  I  would  wait 
there  on  the  phone  while  she  placed  the 
call. 

If  I  had  said  person-to-person,  she 
would  say.  "Is  Senator  Bennett  there?" 

And  they  would  say.  "Just  a  mo- 
ment, we'll  find  him."  And  then  when 
they  found  him,  when  he  came  on.  then 
and  only  then  would  she  go  off  the  line 
and  I  could  start  to  talk  to  my  father. 

The  system  worked  great.  It  was  sim- 
ple,  certainly  easy  for  me   to   under- 


stand, certainly  convenient.  All  I  had 
to  do  was  tell  her  what  I  wanted  and 
let  her  handle  all  of  the  details  of  plac- 
ing the  call. 

There  was  one  problem  with  it.  how- 
ever. Mr.  President.  As  the  demand  for 
long  distance  service  grew  in  this  coun- 
try, we  reached  the  point  very  quickly 
where  there  were  not  enough  operators 
in  the  country  to  handle  all  the  calls. 
Indeed,  if  you  projected  it  out  into  the 
future,  we  would  be  looking  at  a  point 
where  there  were  not  enough  people  in 
the  world  to  handle  all  of  the  telephone 
calls  that  people  would  make  requiring 
an  operator  to  come  on.  listen  to  the 
request,  and  handle  it.  We  were  forced, 
whether  we  wanted  to  or  not — we  want- 
ed to — whether  we  wanted  to  or  not.  we 
were  forced  by  the  rising  demands  to 
leave  a  system  that  was  working  well 
and  invent  a  new  one.  Now.  of  course, 
we  have  a  new  one  where  the  number  of 
operators  handling  long  distance  calls 
has  gone  down  and  the  number  of  long 
distance  calls  has         exploded 

exponentially. 

This,  frankly.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
problem  we  are  facing  with  Medicare. 
The  number  of  people  on  Medicare  is 
going  up  and  going  up  continually  and 
inevitably.  I  say  somewhat  facetiously. 
Medicare,  as  presently  constituted,  will 
work  just  fine  if  the  elderly  would  only 
cooperate  by  dying  at  the  same  rate 
they  died  in  1960.  when  this  was  cre- 
ated. But  I  do  not  want  the  elderly 
members  of  my  family  to  cooperate  in 
that  fashion,  and  I  am  sure  that  is  true 
of  everyone  else  here.  So  Medicare  has 
to  be  restructured  around  the  new  re- 
alities, and  the  new  realities  say  it  can 
no  longer  be.  as  it  is  now.  the  last  bas- 
tion of  fee-for-service  indemnity  insur- 
ance for  the  United  States.  There  has 
to  be  some  changes  and  the  changes 
have  to  be  cost  driven. 

As  chairman  of  the  Republican 
health  care  task  force,  I  got  a  lot  of 
people  calling  on  me  and  giving  me  in- 
formation. They  inaccurately  assume  I 
hold  a  legislative  power  in  this  nir- 
oumstancp  and  can  do  something  be- 
yond recommend,  but  it  makes  for  a 
great  education. 

I  had  a  session  with  a  number  of  the 
Nation's  leading  employers,  and  we 
were  talking  about  health  care.  They 
said.  "Fee-for-service  indemnity  insur- 
ance will  be  gone  within  5  years  as  an 
option  for  America's  employees."  I  was 
a  little  startled  at  that  prediction.  I 
had  not  been  prepared  for  that. 

One  of  them  said.  "We  put  in  a  series 
of  options  for  our  employees  about  3 
years  ago.  and  fee-for-service  was  one 
of  the  options.  Roughly  50  percent  of 
our  employees  accepted  that  option. 
The  others  picked  a  form  of  HMO  or 
PPO.  some  kind  of  managed-care  cir- 
cumstance." 

He  said.  "Fifty  percent  fee-for-serv- 
ice indemnity  insurance.  50  percent 
some  sort  of  managed  care.  Without 
any  pressure  from  us."  he  said— this  is 
the  employer  speaking— "we  have 
watched  the  marketplace  take  hold. 
Today,  just  3  years  later.  15  percent  of 
our  employees  choose  the  fee-for-serv- 
ice option.  "  He  said,  "We  have  cut  our 
health  care  costs"— not  Washington- 
style  cuts,  where  you  simply  grow 
more  slowly  than  you  did  before;  real 
cuts,   where  you  spend  less  than  you 


spent  before  by  providing  these  op- 
tions— "and  our  employees,  in  terms  of 
the  questionnaires  they  give  us  back, 
are  happier  with  their  health  care  op- 
tions than  they  were  3  years  before." 

So,  Mr.  President,  what  we  are  really 
talking  about,  if  we  can  take  the  big 
view  here,  is  restructuring  Medicare 
around  the  new  reality  and  saying, 
"What  will  the  numbers  be  to  make 
Medicare  rational  from  the  standpoint 
of  those  who  are  paying  for  it."  those 
who  are  paying  for  it  being  the  tax- 
payers. And  we  are  saying  we  are  going 
to  allow  Medicare  to  continue  to  grow, 
indeed  we  are  going  to  allow  the  indi- 
vidual contribution  per  year  to  go  from 
$4,400  per  year,  roughly,  to  $6,300  per 
year. 

We  are  going  to  allow  this  thing  to 
go  up  almost  50  percent  in  that  period, 
but  that  is  the  number  that  those  of 
you  who  are  involved  in  figuring  out 
how  to  restructure  it  have  to  shoot  at. 

I  am  not  on  the  Finance  Committee. 
As  I  say.  I  have  no  legislative  author- 
ity to  do  this.  But  I  am  on  the  health 
care  task  force,  and  we  are  looking  at 
these  options.  We  are  confident.  Mr. 
President,  that  we  can  come  up  with  a 
restructuring  of  Medicare  around  this 
new  reality  that  will  ultimately  go 
back  to  the  lesson  learned  in  long-dis- 
tance phone  calls — that  is,  that  some- 
thing can  be  created  around  the  infor- 
mation and  the  experience  we  are  get- 
ting out  of  the  private  sector  that  says 
to  us  we  can  provide  better  service  for 
our  elderly  within  the  price  constraints 
that  we  are  looking  at.  But  if  the  op- 
tion is  to  not  try  to  change  the  system, 
just  pay  for  it.  whatever  it  costs,  then 
we  are  in  the  black  hole  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  so  accurately  point- 
ed out  to  us. 

So  I  hope  that  as  we  conduct  this  de- 
bate, we  will  do  so  with  the  under- 
standing that  we.  as  a  Congress,  have  a 
great  deal  of  unfinished  work  to  do 
with  respect  to  Medicare,  and  it  is  in 
the  restructuring  of  the  system  around 
the  new  realities.  And  I  am  one  who  be- 
lieves we  can  meet  that  challenge. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  first  want  to  com- 
pliment the  Senator  on  his  very  en- 
lightening remarks.  I  hope  he  contin- 
ues with  his  level  head  and  good  reason 
as  the  chairman  of  the  task  force. 

Some  are  suggesting  that  we  have  to 
wait  around  for  entire  reform  of  the 
health  care  system,  that  which  the 
President  recommended  last  year, 
which  failed  rather  overwhelmingly  in 
both  Houses  of  the  Congress.  Is  it  the 
Senator's  opinion,  based  on  what  he 
knows,  that  we  have  to  wait  around  for 
that  day— which  I  do  not  know  will 
ever  come — when  the  U.S.  Government 
reforms — so-called  "reforms"— all  of 
the  health  care  system  before  we  can 
do  the  restructuring  to  give  our  seniors 
choice  and  a  delivery  system  that  will 
meet  their  needs  for  less  taxpayer 
money? 


Mr.  BENNETT,  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  question.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
restructuring  the  entire  health  care 
system  in  this  country  with  a  single 
bill  in  a  single  Congress  proved  in  the 
103d  Congress  to  be  an  impossible  task. 
To  attempt  to  do  it  again  and  again 
would  be  to  say  to  the  world  that  we 
had  learned  nothing  from  our  experi- 
ence in  the  103d  Congress,  we  are  just 
going  to  go  back  to  the  same  mistake 
that  Congress  made— in  all  good  faith. 
I  do  not  accuse  anybody  of  approaching 
that  task  in  bad  faith  in  the  previous 
Congress.  But  the  experience  just  told 
us  that  to  try  to  do  everything  simul- 
taneously ultimately  meant  we  did 
nothing.  I  believe  we  should  break  it 
up — the  President  himself  used  the 
phrase  in  his  State  of  the  Union  Mes- 
sage, "a  step-by-step  approach"— break 
it  up  into  acceptable  components,  and 
the  one  that  is  the  most  pressing  and 
the  most  urgent  is  the  restructuring  of 
Medicare  around  the  new  realities. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  happy  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  senior  citizens 
of  the  United  States  have  two  distinct 
benefits  with  reference  to  health  care. 
One  is  the  health  care  trust  fund,  the 
so-called  HI  fund,  the  hospital  fund, 
which  is  the  one  that  is  entrusted,  that 
the  workers  of  America,  the  men  and 
women  pay  into  with  wage  withhold- 
ing, which  is  supposed  to  be  for  hos- 
pitals. That  is  one  of  the  delivery  sys- 
tems. The  other  is  part  B.  where  the 
seniors  of  America  are  the  only  ones 
that  the  Federal  Government  pays  a 
significant  portion  of  an  insurance  pol- 
icy for  their  primary  care;  that  is,  ev- 
erything except  hospital  is  the  way  I 
would  define  that. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  find  people 
in  America  buying  a  hospital  insurance 
policy  and  saying,  well.  I  am  covered 
for  hospitals,  and  then  having  another 
company  insure  them  for  doctor  visits 
and  treatment  that  they  may  need  if 
they  do  not  have  to  go  to  a  hospital  but 
they  break  their  leg  or  get  asthma,  or 
whatever  it  may  be.  So  we  have  these 
two  that  are  kind  of  the  result  of  the 
way  it  started.  We  started  one,  and 
then  under  Eisenhower  we  started  an- 
other. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. This  is  a  relic  of  the  1960's  and  not 
consistent  with  the  way  health  insur- 
ance is  offered  in  the  private  sector 
today. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Now.  when  the  Sen- 
ator spoke  of  restructuring,  inherent  in 
that  and  part  of  that  thinking  would  be 
that  we  would  look  at  both  of  these 
coverage  systems  together  in  an  effort 
to  give  the  seniors  a  better,  more  com- 
patible with  modem  times  system;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Correct.  Restructur- 
ing would  have  to  address  part  A  and 


part  B.  It  is  actually  time  for  a  clean 
sheet  of  paper  and  to  say.  we  have  ap- 
proximately $5.000 -we  will  take  a  me- 
dian figure— per  person  per  year  to 
spend  on  health  care  for  our  elderly. 
Now.  what  is  the  best  way  to  spend 
that  $5,000  to  produce  the  greatest  pos- 
sible benefit  for  the  elderly  and  avoid 
the  evils  of  cost  shifting  and  tax  in- 
creases that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
was  talking  about? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Once  again.  I  compliment  him  for  his 
remarks. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  also  yield  the  floor, 
Mr.  President. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  know  the  Senator 
just  yielded  the  floor.  Would  he  retake 
the  floor  for  the  purpose  of  a  question? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
for  that  question. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  would  like  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  to  take  the  floor  for 
the  purposes  of  a  question. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  will  be  happy  to  re- 
spond in  any  fashion  on  the  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  think  the  Senator's 
analogy  of  the  telephone  system  is  a 
superb  one.  I  would  draw,  in  addition 
to  the  conclusion  he  did.  another  con- 
clusion, and  that  is  the  importance  of 
having  an  integrated,  strategic  ap- 
proach to  the  structure  of  change  for 
our  communication  systems  in  Amer- 
ica. If,  for  instance,  in  Hialeah,  FL, 
they  were  still  using  the  system  you 
described  of  the  dial  phone,  whereas 
other  parts  of  the  country  were  using 
push  button  phones,  and  if  there  had 
not  been  an  organized,  consistent 
movement  in  an  industry  which  has 
many  providers,  we  would  not  have  ar- 
rived so  rapidly  at  the  benefit  the  Sen- 
ator has  jusL  descii'oeii. 

My  concern  is  that  what  we  seem  to 
be  about  here  is  saying  that  each  sec- 
tor of  the  health  care  system  can  be 
looked  at  as  if  it  were  an  airtight  com- 
partment and  changes  made  there  did 
not  have  to  take  into  account  changes 
in  the  rest  of  the  system.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  we  are  about  to  make  a 
judgment  that  over  the  next  7  years, 
we  can  restrain  Medicaid  increases  to 
1.4  percent  per  capita  against  a  history 
in  which  they  have  been  running  in  ex- 
cess of  10  percent  per  year  per  capita 
and  where  the  projection  is  that  the 
private  sector  is  going  to  be  increasing 
at  7.2  percent  per  capita,  in  spite  of  the 
deficiencies  you  have  outlined.  Yet,  we 
do  not  seem  to  have  a  specific  plan  of 
how  we  are  going  to  achieve  changes  of 
that  magnitude,  cuts  of  $175  billion  in 
Medicaid,  the  health  care  program  for 
the  indigent,  and  $256  billion  in  cuts  in 
Medicare,  a  program  for  the  elderly. 
Are  you  not  concerned  that  we  are 
reaching  the  end  result  without,  from 
the  bottom  up,  having  a  clear  plan  of 
how  we  are  going  to  do  it.  particularly 
how  we  are  going  to  do  it  in  a  way  that 
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will  be  compatible  with  the  rest  of  the 
health  care  system,  just  as  there  was 
concern  for  the  rest  of  the  communica- 
tions and  telephone  systems  when  we 
made  those  kinds  of  changes'' 

Mr  BENNETT.  Responding  to  the 
question,  I  point  out  that  the  slowing 
of  the  rate  of  growth  in  the  health  care 
costs  that  we  are  talking  about  for 
Medicaid  and  Medicare  is  already  going 
on  in  the  private  sector,  and  there  is 
much  we  can  learn  from  the  private 
sector.  It  is  the  attempt  to  turn  the 
public  programs  into  an  airtight  com- 
partment where  they  are  immune  from 
the  kinds  of  changes  that  are  occurring 
in  the  private  sector  that  has  produced 
some  of  this. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  Senator 
take  a  long  look  at  what  has  happened 
in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  He  men- 
tioned Medicaid.  In  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, as  I  understand  the  numbers 
from  the  Governor  of  Tennessee  who 
called  on  me.  Medicaid  costs  were  in- 
creasing at  the  rate  of  20-percent  per 
year  for  over  8  years  running.  The  then 
Governor  of  Tennessee,  a  member  of 
the  Senator's  party,  decided  that  that 
would  bankrupt  the  State  and  some- 
thing had  to  be  done  about  it. 

Tennessee,  as  of  January  1.  1994. 
moved  to  a  system  more  compatible 
with  that  which  is  normal  in  the  pri- 
vate sector,  and  in  calendar  1994.  in- 
stead of  increasing  at  20-percent  per 
year.  Tennessee  increased  their  Medic- 
aid costs  at  .12  percent^less  than  1 
percent.  Almost  .1  of  1  percent. 

The  TennCare  solution  in  Tennessee 
has  problems.  I  will  not  stand  here  on 
the  floor  and  say  it  does  not.  But  it  has 
demonstrated  very  clearly  that  moving 
toward  the  solutions  already  tried  in 
the  private  sector  can,  and  in  that 
State's  case,  has  produced  a  significant 
cost  difference. 

When  I  talked  to  the  current  Gov- 
ernor of  Tennessee,  who  happens  to  be 
a  member  of  my  party,  building  on  the 
actions  of  his  predecessor,  he  said,  if 
we  are  allowed  continued  waivers  from 
the  Federal  guidelines,  which  waivers 
were  granted  to  his  Democratic  prede- 
cessor, we  can  prove  that  we  can  keep 
the  growth  of  Medicaid  in  our  State 
within  the  constraints  that  are  out- 
lined in  this  budget  resolution. 

There  are  examples  out  there  of  how 
these  changes  are  occurring  in  the  pri- 
vate sector.  As  the  Senator  says,  not  in 
isolation.  They  can  move  into  what  has 
been  the  watertight  compartment  of 
Medicare  and  produce  the  same  results 
if  we  work  together  for  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  has  consumed  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  responding  to  my  ques- 
tions. I  hope  that  this  will  be  just  one 
phase  of  a  continuing  dialog.  We  all 
share  in  the  awareness  that  this  is  a 
critical  issue  in  achieving  not  only 
health  care  objectives,  but  also  the  fis- 
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cal  objectives  of  a  Federal  Government 
that  we  in  our  future  generations  can 
afford. 

The  question  that  we  are  debating 
here  is  one  of  method  and  the  degree  in 
which  this  can  be  accomplished  within 
individual  programs,  as  opposed  to  re- 
quiring a  more  comprehensive  ap- 
proach in  order  to  achieve  those  results 
without  unintended  adverse  con- 
sequences. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
more  than  happy  to  continue  the  dia- 
log after  I  vote  for  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  we  will  return  now  to  the  Demo- 
cratic side. 

While  Senator  Grah.\m  is  on  the 
floor,  could  I  comment  about  the  Ten- 
nessee plan.  I  am  clearly  not  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee.  Senator  Frist  ob- 
viously knows  a  lot  more  about  it  than 
I  do.  and  we  are  very  proud  of  having 
him  on  our  side  as  one  of  America's 
most  renowned  surgeons. 

Essentially,  I  went  to  a  full  3-hour 
field  hearing.  Senator.  Just  to  mention 
some  of  the  facts  that  this  transition 
in  their  State  yielded,  they  have  12  or 
14  competing  major  HMO's  in  the  State 
of  Tennessee  that  now  cover  all  of  the 
Medicaid  people  in  the  State. 

Some  of  those  HMO's  have  a  small 
part,  some  have  a  big  part.  There  are 
some  where  they  overlap.  There  are 
some  that  do  rural,  and  have  merged 
rural  with  urban  to  get  a  delivery  sys- 
tem. 

As  Senator  Bennett  said,  it  is  not  a 
Utopia  yet  and  it  may  never  be,  but  in- 
terestingly enough,  those  people  that 
run  HMO's  came  to  the  hearing.  At 
least  the  leaders  of  about  five  of  them. 
They  said  it  is  working.  We  are  com- 
peting. The  prices  are  not  goiner  up. 
They  have  leveled.  In  fact,  in  some  in 
stances,  they  are  coming  down. 

They  also  indicated  that  more  people 
are  being  covered  for  the  Medicaid 
funding  than  ever  before.  And  we  stand 
worried  about  telling  the  States  pre- 
cisely who  to  cover.  We  have  heard 
that  debate. 

Should  we  put  all  the  strings  on  be- 
cause we  are  worried  about  Governors? 
When  we  send  them  Medicaid  we  are 
saying,  will  they  take  care  of  children, 
pregnant  women,  those  that  have  men- 
tal illness?  Some  want  to  go  back  with 
the  same  list  of  specificity,  and  Gov- 
ernors are  saying  "We  will  do  that.  We 
will  match  what  we  have  been  paying 
and  we  will  do  that." 

I  think  it  was  a  very  good  dialog. 
Maybe  when  there  is  an  amendment  on 
Medicaid  we  can  have  more  discussion 
about  what  is  in  this  budget  versus 
what  are  savings.  Some  are  saying  we 
should  have  assumed  that  Medicaid 
could  grow  at  10  percent  every  year  ad 
infinitum.  They  say  we  will  have  less 
Medicaid  money,  must  be  assuming  the 
program  would  go  unchanged,  or  per 
haps  a  couple  more  decades. 


I  believe  we  would  never  have  been 
able  to  afford  that.  I  think  we  would 
have  changed  it  one  way  or  another. 
Now  we  are  changing  it  in  sort  of  an  or- 
derly manner  as  part  of  this  process. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  questions. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  have  lis- 
tened with  great  interest  to  the  inter- 
esting dialog  thai  just  took  place.  I 
simply  say  to  all  within  the  sound  of 
my  voice  that  exactly  what  has  been 
said  is  exactly  what  many  people  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  are  trying  to  get 
done. 

That  is.  simply  to  say  that  while  we 
think  the  general  direction  is  accept- 
able, we  happen  to  feel  that  the  cuts 
are  excessive,  especially  when  we  keep 
hearing  about  the  possibility  of  a  tax 
cut. 

With  that,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
that  generally  across  the  country,  par- 
ticularly here  in  Washington,  people  if 
they  are  not  careful  often  tend  to  lose 
the  forest  for  the  trees. 

I  am  afraid  that  might  be  what  we 
are  doing  just  now  on  Medicare.  The 
previous  discussion  was  on  Medicaid, 
low-income  health  program  that  is  a 
joint  program  financed  by  Washington. 
DC.  and  by  the  States.  I  would  like  to 
focus  my  remarks  on  Medicare,  the 
medical  program  for  senior  citizens. 

As  we  look  at  the  budget  proposal. 
Mr.  President,  with  its  unprecedented 
reduction  in  health  services  for  senior 
citizens,  I  think  we  should  start  by  re- 
membering what  life  was  like  for  older 
Americans  before  Medicare. 

The  fact  is  before  we  created  Medi- 
care our  senior  citizens  lived  in  fear. 
Everyone  over  60  knew  that  private  in- 
surance was  .shaky  and  expensive  at 
best,  and  would  cost  them  more  every 
year.  A  serious  illness  or  even  a  com- 
mon ailment  that  required  treatment 
but  did  not  threaten  life  was  not  only 
a  health  problem  but  something  that 
could  reduce  a  whole  family  to  poverty. 
Today.  Medicare  has  removed  that 
fear  from  our  lives.  Those  with  those 
memories  have  forgotten  it  ever  ex- 
isted. This  month  I  visited  the  senior 
citizens  center  in  Great  Falls.  MT.  The 
people  at  that  center  know  exactly 
what  Medicare  and  Social  Security 
mean  to  their  lives.  It  means  a  little  fi- 
nancial security,  some  faith  that  ill- 
nesses will  be  treated,  and  that  fami- 
lies will  not  be  wiped  out  by  costs. 

Mr.  President.  125.000  Montanans  are 
eligible  for  Medicare,  out  of  a  total 
population  of  856.000.  Each  knows  ex- 
actly what  Medicare  means. 

Listen  to  Margaret  and  Frank  Jack- 
son of  Billings,  MT,  who  wrote  me  this 
statement  last  week: 

Soi;iiil  Security  and  Medicare  are  not  only 
necessary,  they  are  absolutely  essential  to 
our  survival  in  Montana.  Higher  costs  such 
as  higher  property  tax.  increases  in  school 
levies,  fuel  in  a  cold  climate,  and  medicine 


lake  a  loll.  There  is  just  loo  much  mouth  at 
the  end  of  our  money.  Needless  to  say.  addi- 
tional cuts  would  put  a  great  burden  on  us. 

The  leadership  now  proposes  some- 
thing like  $250  billion  in  Medicare  cuts. 
It  is  staggering.  This  will  reduce  Medi- 
care services  nearly  a  quarter  by  the 
year  2002 — reduce  services  by  a  quarter 
by  the  year  2002.  To  add  insult  to  in- 
jury, the  House  of  Representatives 
would  do  it,  in  part,  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
for  Americans  who  are  alread.v  very 
wealthy.  Think  of  it.  Mr.  President,  a 
25-percent  cut  in  services  to  the  elderl.v 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  Americans  who 
are  already  very  wealthy.  Some  in  the 
Senate  would  do  the  same  and  go  even 
further. 

What  would  it  mean  if  this  happens? 
Montana  Medicare  beneficiaries  would 
pa.y  up  to  $900  more  a  year  in  pre- 
miums, copayments.  and  deductibles. 
This  will  come  out  of  their  own  savings 
and  from  their  children,  who  are  now 
scraping  for  money  to  send  their  chil- 
dren to  college  and  to  pay  property 
taxes. 

We  would  see  thousands  of  operations 
and  hospital  stays  put  off.  Thousands 
of  people  would  decide  to  go  without 
home  health  care.  All  that  means,  of 
course,  is  that  they  will  suffer  more  se- 
rious, more  painful,  more  expensive  ill- 
ness later  on  that  early  care  could  have 
prevented. 

KFFKCTS  ON  RCRAL  HOSIMT.AI.S 

And.  as  the  Federal  Government  cut 

reimbursement,  more  rural  hospitals 
would  be  pushed  to  the  edge. 

Some  Montana  hospitals  will  be 
forced  to  choose  between  serving  their 
patients  and  remaining  solvent.  Others 
will  simply  close.  Two  Montana  hos- 
pitals get  nearly  80  percent  of  their 
revenue  from  Medicare,  and  many  are 
at  60  percent.  This  plan  would  hit  them 
like  a  wrecking  bail,  costing  jobs  and 
forcing  people  who  need  care  to  make 
long  winter  drives  to  the  cities.  We 
have  vast  distances  out  in  the  country, 
and  this  will  be  a  big  burden  on  them. 

So  overall,  we  can  already  tell  what 
this  plan  would  mean.  It  is  simple;  less 
access  to  health  care  for  senior  citi- 
zens: for  people  with  disabilities;  for 
Montana  and  all  of  rural  .\merica. 

Now.  it  may  well  be  that  we  need  to 
make  changes  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. We  must  be  realistic. 

The  answer  is  not.  however,  to  sim- 
ply approach  Medicare  reform  as  a 
budget-cutting  exercise,  because  we  are 
talking  about  preserving  essential 
health  services  for  125.000  senior  citi- 
zens in  Montana  and  30  million  seniors 
across  America.  We  are  talking  about 
good,  middle-class  Americans  like  the 
Jacksons.  And  above  all.  we  must  not 
use  Medicare  as  a  piggy  bank.  Do  not 
take  money  that  buys  health  care  for 
senior  citizens  and  use  it  for  a  tax 
break  for  rich  individuals  and  big  cor- 
porations. That  is  disgraceful. 

Perhaps  some  changes  lie  ahead.  But 
if  they  do.  they  should  be  made  for  one 


purpose,  preserving  essential  health 
services  for  senior  citizens  and  people 
with  disabilities.  That  is  where  we 
must  draw  the  line. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  to  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana  for  his  remarks  and 
also,  previous  to  him.  the  Senator  from 
the  State  of  Florida,  the  former  Gov- 
ernor of  Florida,  who  basically  as  a 
Governor  understands  the  matter  of 
choosing  fairness,  equal  sacrifice, 
shared  sacrifice — call  it  what  you  will. 

Certainly  the  Senator  from  Montana 
has  simply  emphasized  very  vividly  and 
very  well,  in  my  opinion,  the  remarks 
that  this  Senator  made  earlier  about 
the  tremendous  hit  that  this  extraor- 
dinary cut  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
will  have  on  rural  America.  Rural 
America  needs  to  be  heard,  too. 

I  have  heard  a  great  deal  in  this 
Chamber  during  the  budget  debate 
about  shared  sacrifice.  We  have  to  do 
this,  and  we  have  to  do  it  in  a  fair  man- 
ner of  shared  sacrifice.  So  that  sup- 
posedly that  term  embodies  the 
thought  that  everyone  is  sharing  and 
sharing  equally  in  the  reduction  in 
spending  to  get  us  to  the  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  think  earlier 
today,  in  the  remarks  made  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  with  re- 
gard to  what  Republican  commentator 
Kevin  Phillips  thought  of  fairness — 
who  are  the  winners  and  who  are  the 
losers  in  this  proposition?— Kevin  Phil- 
lips, as  well  as  any  other  national 
spokesman,  highlighted  the  unfairness 
of  the  Republican  budget  that  is  being 
attempted  to  be  sold  here  as  an  instru- 
ment of  shared  sacrifice. 

How  fair  is  it  and  how  fair  are  the 
sacrifices?  I  submit  the  Republican 
buiigel.  get.s  a  l.nl.ai  of  $4.'?1  iiiilion  in 
cuts  from  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  Let 
me  repeat  that.  Under  this  shared  sac- 
rifice budget  we  are  being  asked  to  ap- 
prove and  we  will  be  asked  to  vote  on 
upcoming,  we  will  be  asked  to  vote 
down  the  reasonable  proposal  to  make 
relatively  small  changes  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  not  changing  balancing 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  empha- 
size, and  not  changes  with  regard  to 
raising  any  taxes.  We  are  simply  say- 
ing since  the  Republican  budget  is  not 
an  instrument  of  shared  sacrifice  we 
should  at  least  alleviate  a  portion  of 
the  hit  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid — and 
only  a  portion  of  itr— in  the  interests  of 
shared  sacrifice. 

I  repeat,  the  Republican  budget  gets 
a  total  of  $431  billion  in  cuts  from  Med- 
icare and  Medicaid.  That  is  two-thirds 
of  the  Republican  cuts  in  all  entitle- 
ments. That  is  nearly  40  percent  of  the 
total  spending  cuts  that  the  Repub- 
licans make  in  all  programs. 

Essentially  being  repetitious,  the 
proposals  by  the  Republicans  that  are 
being  described  here  as  necessary 
shared  sacrifices  are  being  shared  pri- 


marily by  our  senior  citizens  and  our 
least  fortunate  on  Medicare,  including 
those  being  adequately  provided  for  in 
our  nursing  homes. 

I  again  repeat,  the  shared  sacrifice 
we  are  being  asked  to  approve  here, 
shutting  out  even  reasonable  proposals 
to  reduce  the  hit  on  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid by  $100  billion  over  7  years,  and 
taking  that  $100  billion  out  of  the  $170 
billion  tax  cut  pot  that  is  part  and  par- 
cel of  the  Republican  budget  that  ev- 
erybody likes  to  continue  to  ignore, 
that  is  not  equally  shared  sacrifice. 
That  might  be  shared  sacrifice,  but  it 
is  not  equally  shared  sacrifice. 

I  appeal  once  again  to  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  recognize  the 
proposal  made  by  the  minority  is  a  rea- 
sonable one.  It  makes  a  major  step  to- 
ward true  shared  sacrifice  rather  than 
meaningless  words  that  have  been  used 
here  to  allude  to  the  Republican  budget 
in  this  regard. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  my  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Alabama. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  the  Re- 
publican budget  now  before  the  Senate 
makes  severe  cuts  in  some  essential 
programs.  I  would  like  to  direct  your 
attention  to.  first,  the  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. 

Medicare,  of  course,  is  the  health  in- 
surance program  that  is  provided  for 
our  senior  citizens.  The  Republican 
plan  cuts  $256  billion  from  this  pro- 
gram. This  cut  is  three  times  larger 
than  any  other  Medicare  cut  in  his- 
tory, without  any  attempt  to  reform 
the  health  care  system  which  drives  up 
the  cost  of  Medicare. 

What  does  this  Republican  cut  mean 
to  the  average  senior  citizen  who  is  on 
Medicare?  It  will  mean  about  $900  per 
year  in  liigiiei  pi  eiiiiuiii.s,  copay  iiieiits 
and  deductibles — $3,200  over  7  years. 
For  a  senior  couple  that  totals  an  extra 
$6,400  in  out-of-pocket  costs.  There  are 
641.000  Medicare  enrollees  in  Alabama. 
Over  the  7-year  GOP  budget.  Alabama 
would  lose  around  $6  billion  in  Medi- 
care funding. 

Medicaid  is  different  from  Medicare. 
Medicaid  is  the  program  that  provides 
health  care  services  to  the  poor  and 
also  provides  nursing  home  care  for 
those  who  are  not  able  to  pay  for  it. 
The  Republican  plan  would  cut  $175  bil- 
lion in  Medicaid  funding.  Without  Med- 
icaid money  families  could  face  nurs- 
ing home  bills  of  between  $20,000  and 
$45,000  a  year.  It  is  estimated  that 
without  Medicaid  funding  nursing 
home  bills  would  average  $38,000  per 
year. 

The  Republican  budget  would  raise 
taxes  on  low-wage,  working  families  by 
increasing  the  average  of  such  families' 
taxes  by  $1,400  a  year.  There  are  12  mil- 
lion working  families  that  would  be  hit 
by  this  Republican  tax  increase.  This 
tax  increase  affected  what  is  known  as 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  Former 
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President  Ronald  Reagan  once  called 
the  working  family  tax  credit  program 
the  "best  pro-family,  the  best  job-cre- 
ation measure  to  come  out  of  the  Con- 
gress." 

This  tax  increase  would  affect  309,328 
working  families  in  Alabama.  Next,  the 
Republican  budget  severely  affects  edu- 
cational programs.  It  would  cut  $1  bil- 
lion in  aid  to  fight  guns,  drugs,  and  vi- 
olence in  schools,  known  as  the  Safe 
and  Drug-Free  School  Program:  39  mil- 
lion students  and  94  percent  of  all 
school  districts  benefit  from  the  Safe 
and  Drug-Free  School  Program.  One 
million  college  students  per  year  would 
lose  their  financial  aid  or  have  their 
aid  cut  dramatically — 40  percent — 
under  the  Republican  plan  to  freeze 
Pell  grants,  the  basic  opportunity  edu- 
cational grants. 

The  Republican  budget  would  in- 
crease college  loan  costs  for  4  million 
students  each  year.  The  average  stu- 
dent could  pay  between  $3,000  and  $4,900 
more  for  his  or  her  education,  depend- 
ing on  how  long  it  takes  to  repay  the 
loan.  Graduate  and  professional  stu- 
dents likely  would  be  paying  as  sub- 
stantial amount,  on  average  for  their 
advanced  education.  In  Alabama  the 
Republican  cuts  in  college  loans  would 
affect  55.778  students. 

I  am  working  with  several  Senators 
on  alternatives  to  the  Republican 
budget  proposal.  We  can  reduce  spend- 
ing and  balance  the  budget  in  the  same 
timeframe  the  Republicans  have  tar- 
geted—the year  2002— by  freezing  most 
programs  at  1996  levels  and  cutting  less 
essential  programs  than  Medicare, 
Medicaid,  education,  and  other  essen- 
tial programs.  A  balanced  budget  can 
be  achieved  without  having  such  a  dra- 
matic tax  increase  on  those  families  in 
America  that  earn  less  than  $28,000  a 
year. 

I  point  out  that  the  budget  on  the 
Republican  side  has  $170  billion  in  the 
fund  which  is  reserved  for  tax  cuts.  I  do 
not  feel  that  we  can  sacrifice  the  senior 
citizens,  those  in  need  of  education, 
and  the  working  poor  at  the  expense  of 
a  proposed  tax  cut  that  is  coming  down 
the  road  at  some  later  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  Alabama  for 
once  again  stating  the  concerns  that 
many  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
have.  Once  again,  his  knowledge  of  the 
system,  his  understanding  of  what  we 
should  and  should  not  do,  and  his  dedi- 
cation to  make  shared  sacrifices  means 
something  fair  was  well  taken. 

Mr  President,  I  am  about  to  yield  to 
my  friend  and  colleague,  the  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment  before  us,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

I  remind  all  that  in  5  minutes,  or 
thereabouts,  we  will  be  going  into  con- 
trolled time  per  the  previous  agree- 
ment. 

So  I  yield  at  this  time  12  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey,  with 
whatever  time  he  uses  after  2  o'clock 


within  those  limits  be  charged  to  the 
time  allotted  to  this  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President.  I  thank  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  on  Friday  I  had  some 
comments  to  make  about  the  amend- 
ment that  is  pending  before  us  and  the 
budget  resolution  generally. 

I  am  privileged  to  sit  on  the  Budget 
Committee,  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  is 
on  the  floor.  As  I  said  before,  while  we 
do  not  always  agree,  I  always  respect 
his  intellect  and  his  commitment  to 
try  to  do  what  he  sees  is  right. 

We  have  now  a  difference  on  ap- 
proach, because  I  understand  also  that 
after  my  comments  it  was  suggested 
that  I  want  to  divide  this  country,  and 
that  perhaps  my  tactic  is  along  those 
lines.  I  would  raise  a  question.  I  mean, 
why  is  someone  who  takes  one  position 
harmonious  and  for  a  unified  approach, 
and  someone  who  takes  another  posi- 
tion out  to  divide?  There  are  sides  in 
this  debate.  The  question  about  wheth- 
er or  not  we  are  going  to  cut  spending 
is  long  past.  It  is  a  question  of  how  we 
are  going  to  cut  spending,  and  who  is 
going  to  win  and  who  is  going  to  lose. 
Whose  side  will  Government  be  on?  It 
is  a  fair  question,  it  is  a  reasonable 
question,  because  there  are  choices 
being  made. 

One  only  need  look  at  what  is  pro- 
posed by  the  House  Republicans,  and 
intimated  by  my  friend  in  the  Senate 
on  the  Republican  side  that  someone  is 
going  to  get  a  tax  benefit,  a  lot  of  tax 
benefit,  especially  if  you  are  in  the  sub- 
stantially higher  income  brackets.  So 
someone  is  going  to  have  to  pay  for  it, 
we  know  that,  whether  it  is  education, 
or  housing,  or  Medicare,  as  the  discus- 
sion currently  develops. 

The  Republican  budget  reflects  a 
party  philosophy,  and  a  constituency. 
The  Republicans  generally  believe  the 
answer  to  society's  problems  is  to 
make  sure  that  the  powerful  have 
enough  power,  and  more  money  goes  to 
millionaires.  That  is  evidenced  by  the 
fact  that,  if  you  make  $350,000  in  a 
year,  you  get  a  $20,000  tax  reduction. 
That  is  pretty  hefty. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  would  like  to 
finish,  and  then  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

It  is  reflected  here  in  this  chart.  It 
says  the  winners.  $20,000  tax  break:  cor- 
porate subsidies  still  protected.  I  come 
out  of  the  corporate  world,  and  I  re- 
spect and  appreciate  what  corporations 
have  done  by  way  of  helping  this  coun- 
try build,  my  corporation  as  well.  But 
if  you  look  at  the  earnings  statements 
around  the  country  these  days,  they 
look  pretty  good.  If  you  look  at  the 
stock  market,  it  is  pretty  good.  It  does 
not    look    as    if   the    corporations    are 
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starved  for  profits.  Look  at  the  auto- 
mobile companies.  But  we  are  protect- 
ing subsidies  for  oil  and  gas  and  others. 
And  tax  loopholes  are  still  protected. 

So  even  as  we  do  this,  we  are  asking 
those  who  are  Medicare  recipients  and 
those  who.  because  of  a  situation  in 
life,  may  be  subjected  to  having  Medic- 
aid, a  program  for  the  poor,  be  the  only 
device  by  which  they  can  get  medical 
attention. 

So  what  we  look  at  is  on  balance,  and 
we  have  heard  the  debate  about  reduc- 
ing the  growth  and  not  cutting  the  pro- 
grams, reducing  the  growth.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that,  if  there  is  to  be 
a  similar  level  of  service  with  the  same 
options  preserved,  it  is  going  to  cost 
$6,400  for  a  senior  couple  over  the  next 
7  years  as  we  pursue  a  balanced  budget; 
$6,400  may  not  be  a  lot  to  the  guy  who 
makes  $350,000.  but  to  the  average  cou- 
ple, 75  percent  of  the  senior  citizens 
who  are  making  $25,000  a  year,  whose 
income  is  $25,000  a  year  or  less.  $6,400  is 
an  awful  lot  of  money,  and  especially 
when  on  top  of  the — may  I  have  the 
Chair's  attention:  thank  you— espe- 
cially on  top  of  the  fact  that  the  aver- 
age senior  citizen  is  also  paying  over  20 
percent  of  their  income  for  health  care 
needs  that  are  not  provided  by  Medi- 
care. 

We  know  that  there  is  a  cut  in  edu- 
cation funding,  that  it  is  going  to  cost 
those  who  have  to  borrow  to  go  to  col- 
lege substantially  more  as  a  result  of 
the  cuts  there  and  the  elimination  of 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  And  it  is 
going  to  be  a  terrible  penalty  for  fami- 
lies making  $28,000  a  year  or  less — 
$28,000.  Why.  that  is  almost  as  much  as. 
slightly  more  than  the  refund  that 
someone  earning  $350,000  is  going  to  get 
by  a  lower  tax  rate. 

So  that  is  the  situation.  That  is  what 
we  are  looking  at  a  tax  increase  for 
working  families,  more  cost  to  go  to 
college,  senior  citizens  being  burdened 
with  extra  costs  on  programs  for  which 
they  have  paid  and  paid  handsomely 
for  a  lot  of  years. 

There  is  no  getting  around  the  con- 
cept that  there  are  winners  and  losers 
in  this  resolution.  And  the  American 
people  have  a  right  to  know  how  they 
will  be  affected.  But  some  Senators  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  obviously  do 
not  like  a  discussion  of  winners  and 
losers.  Some  even  suggested,  as  I  said 
earlier,  that  somehow  the  Democrats 
are  trying  to  divide  the  country.  It  is 
an  outrageous  charge  and  has  to  have  a 
response. 

Mr.  President,  the  way  to  unify  this 
country  is  to  treat  everybody  fairly.  It 
is  not  to  take  away  quality  health  care 
from  our  senior  citizens  and  use  it  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 

The  way  to  unify  the  country  is  to 
relieve  the  financial  burdens  wherever 
possible  on  working  families.  It  is  not 
to  increase  taxes  on  these  families  and 
then  again  to  give  it  to  the  wealthiest. 

The  way  to  unify  the  country  is  to 
give  all  Americans  a  chance  to  get  an 
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education.  It  is  not  to  increase  costs 
for  students  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich. 

If  our  country  is  going  to  pull  to- 
gether. Government  must  stand  with 
ordinary  Americans  even  if  they  are 
not  rich,  even  if  they  do  not  have  lob- 
byists representing  them  and  even  if 
they  do  not  have  the  strong  political 
connections. 

When  our  friends  on  the  Republican 
side  say  we  are  trying  to  divide  the 
country,  I  suggest  they  take  a  look  in 
the  mirror  and  see  whether  or  not  try- 
ing to  take  from  one  group  that  can 
least  afford  it  to  help  relieve  the  tax 
burden  on  the  wealthier  group  is  unify- 
ing. I  do  not  think  so. 

It  is  obvious  that  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans, already  furious  at  the  Govern- 
ment, think  they  are  being  ignored. 
They  think  Government  does  not  care 
about  them.  Some  even  see  the  Govern- 
ment as  an  enemy.  To  reverse  this  dis- 
turbing trend.  Government  has  to  do  a 
better  job  of  standing  up  for  ordinary 
Americans. 

That  is  what  we  Democrats  are  try- 
ing to  do.  We  want  Government  to 
stand  with  middle-class  families,  with 
seniors,  and  with  our  young  people.  If 
we  invest  in  our  young,  we  are  invest- 
ing in  the  next  century,  trying  to  pro- 
vide the  leadership  that  is  going  to 
make  this  the  competitive  Nation  we 
once  were.  It  is  going  to  give  us  a 
health  care  standard  we  once  had  that 
led  the  world.  We  are  not  among  the 
top  few  nations  with  longevity.  We  are 
not  among  the  top  few  nations  with 
health  care  facilities  that  deal  with 
mental  illness.  We  are  not  where  we 
used  to  be.  And  that  is  what  we  are  try- 
ing to  do.  we  the  Democrats.  We  want 
Government  to  stand  with  middle-class 
families,  with  seniors,  and  with  our 
young  people.  These  are  the  fioo^le  who 
are  the  backbone  of  this  great  country 
of  ours.  To  a  great  extent  they  are  the 
country,  and  it  is  time  for  them  to  be 
treated  that  way  by  their  Government 
and  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  Rocke- 
feller-Lautenberg  amendment  reflects 
this  approach.  Its  message  is  simple.  It 
says  let  us  eliminate  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich  and  apply  the  savings  to  Medicare 
and  Medicaid.  And  once  again  I  remind 
my  colleagues  who  benefits  from  Medi- 
care: 75  percent  of  the  beneficiaries 
have  incomes  of  $25,000  or  less:  35  per- 
cent of  them.  $10,000  a  year  or  less;  25 
percent  of  those  people  rely  solely  on 
their  Social  Security  checks.  On  top  of 
this.  Medicare  recipients  pay  21  percent 
of  their  income  in  out-of-pocket  health 
care  costs— 21  percent.  So  if  an  average 
income  is  $25,000.  they  are  paying  over 
$5,000  in  out-of-pocket  health  care 
costs.  They  have  worked  their  entire 
lives,  these  senior  citizens,  and  paid 
into  the  Medicare  Program.  In  turn, 
they  have  been  promised  health  secu- 
rity through  Medicare. 

The  budget  resolution  breaks  that 
promise,  and  it  does  so,  again,  to  make 
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sure   that  it  is  balanced 
cuts  on  the  other  side. 

The  final  chart  rather  sums  it  all  up. 
Senior  couples  on  fixed  incomes  get  a 
$6,400  tax  increase  for  every  senior  cou- 
ple, and  on  the  other  side  it  is  a  $20,000 
tax  break  for  people  earning  $350,000  a 
year. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  fair  to  our 
Nation's  seniors.  It  is  also  unfair  to 
millions  of  middle-class  families,  and 
as  we  all  know,  there  are  millions  of 
working  parents  in  America  who  help 
out  their  own  parents  who  are  retired. 
These  parents  are  struggling  hard 
enough  to  make  ends  meet  for  their 
own  children.  And  this  budget  will 
shift  another  heavy  financial  burden  on 
their  shoulders.  They  will  have  to  pay 
more  of  their  hard-earned  money  for 
health  care  expenses  for  their  parents. 
It  is  not  right. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  denials  from 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  <Mr. 
GRAMS).  Time  yielded  to  the  Senator 
has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  May  I  ask  the 
manager  for  another  minute,  please? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  a 
minute.  I  say  to  all  of  my  colleagues, 
for  every  moment  that  I  yield,  you  are 
taking  time  away  from  the  10  minutes 
for  which  the  minority  leader  has 
asked,  but  I  yield  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  One  minute,  and 
I  will  be  finished. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  pretty  simple. 
The  Republicans  cannot  have  it  both 
ways.  They  cannot  claim  the  budget 
resolution  is  going  to  balance  the  budg- 
et when  it  leaves  out  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund,  but  wc  arc  not  in  that 
debate  right  now. 

Well,  if  so,  then  it  also  will  provide 
for  the  tax  cuts.  If  some  now  claim  the 
resolution  does  not  include  a  tax  cut. 
they  must  be  saying  that  it  will  not 
really  balance  the  budget. 

For  all  practical  purposes,  this  reso- 
lution does  include  a  tax  cut,  a  tax  cut 
that  will  almost  certainly  provide  dis- 
proportionate tax  breaks  for  million- 
aires and  other  wealthy  individuals. 

Nobody  ought  to  be  fooled  by  these 
denials. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  what  my  Demo- 
crat colleagues  stand  for.  It  is  the  right 
thing  to  do  for  our  country,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

With  that,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  My  recollection  is 
that  there  were  two  Democrat  Sen- 
ators who  spoke  in  a  row.  I  wonder  if  I 
might  do  that  now.  I  will  just  speak  for 


4  minutes  and  then  I  will  yield  10  min- 
utes. 15  minutes  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  think  that  is  fair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
said  you  cannot  have  it  both  ways.  I 
think  he  was  referring  to  us.  the  Re- 
publicans. But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
better  referring  to  the  Democrats  and 
in  particular  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Jersey.  He  cannot  have  it 
both  ways,  either.  They  cannot  have  it 
both  ways. 

Now,  the  theme  song  is  we  are  all  for 
balancing  the  budget.  We  are  all  for 
balancing  the  budget.  The  days  are 
long  past  when  we  are  worried  about 
balancing  the  budget.  We  are  all  for  it. 
right.  But  any  time  we  propose  some- 
thing that  will  get  us  there,  it  is  not 
the  right  way. 

Where  is  their  way?  Where  is  the  way 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Jersey?  He  does  not  want  to  touch 
Medicare,  I  assume.  He  does  not  want 
to  touch  Medicaid,  I  assume.  He  does 
not  want  to  touch  anything  we  touch. 
I  assume.  Where  is  their  balanced  budg- 
et? You  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition,  let  me 
suggest  these  are  the  facts  about  Medi- 
care. What  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  is  talking  about  in 
Medicare  is  somebody's  set  of  facts, 
somebody's  assumptions.  Somebody, 
somewhere,  somehow— probably  the 
White  House  or  the  OMB— who  is 
against  this  budget,  they  have  come  up 
with  all  these  scare  numbers  for  the 
senior  citizens. 

But  senior  citizens.  Americans — not 
just  senior  citizens— Americans,  we 
want  to  preserve  the  Medicare  system. 
We  want  to  prcscn.'c  it  for  you  who  arc 
on  it.  for  seniors  yet  to  come,  and  for 
hard-working,  middle-income  people 
who  are  45  years  old.  And,  yes,  if  we 
could,  we  would  like  to  protect  it  for 
our  children. 

And  so  we  recommend  that  we  fix  it 
precisely  the  way  the  trustees— four  of 
whom  work  for  the  President,  two  of 
whom  are  citizens— told  us  we  ought  to 
do  it.  No  more,  no  less.  No  Republican 
inventions,  just  pure,  basic  facts  as 
given  to  us  by  six  trustees  who  say  it 
will  not  be  here  for  long  unless  we  fix 
it. 

Now,  unless  you  want  to  cross  Amer- 
ica and  go  to  every  senior  citizen  cen- 
ter and  say,  our  plan  is  to  preserve  it 
for  the  next  3  or  4  or  5  years  and  we 
just  do  not  know  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen after  that,  but  for  now  we  are 
against  what  Republicans  are  doing  be- 
cause we  want  to  scare  you  to  death, 
well,  if  that  is  the  case,  more  rhetoric 
of  the  type  we  are  hearing  today  may 
do  it,  excepting  seniors  have  caught  on. 

They  have  even  caught  on  to 
mailings  that  this  group,  formerly 
known    as    the    Roosevelt    Group,    the 
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Committee  for  the  Preservation  of  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare — if  you 
have  ever  seen  a  scandal  sheet,  look  at 
that.  Do  you  know  what  they  do,  Mr. 
President?  They  wait  for  us  to  say  we 
need  to  fix  something  for  seniors  and 
they  say.  "We  found  a  big,  big  bank  ac- 
count. We  will  send  these  pretty  papers 
out."  $10  a  head  for  seniors.  "Man,  send 
it  in.  We'll  save  you." 

Do  you  know  how  much  they  are  apt 
to  get  just  from  that  little  thing— 2 
million  Americans  at  $10?  Just  do  the 
arithmetic.  How  much  is  that?  Twenty 
million  dollars— while  they  feed  and 
prey  on  American  seniors. 

Well,  we  are  not  going  to  do  that.  We 
are  just  going  to  tell  you  that  you  can- 
not have  it  both  ways.  You  cannot  have 
it  both  ways,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey;  you  cannot  have  it  both  ways, 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia;  you 
cannot  have  it  both  ways.  Democrat 
Senators.  You  either  tell  us  how  you 
will  fix  this  budget — unless  you  decide 
it  is  not  worth  fixing,  $275  billion  defi- 
cits are  OK,  let  our  kids  pay  for  it.  let 
our  salaries  suffer,  let  our  standard  of 
living  suffer,  but  we  will  not  take  a 
stand  on  anything  that  is  difficult. 

Now.  these  are  the  facts:  Medicare 
per  capita  growth  rates  in  the  Senate 
budget  resolution,  per  capita  Federal 
Medicare  spending,  will  grow  from 
about  $4,350  in  1995  to  about  $6,300  in 
2002.  I  say  to  my  friend  from  New 
Hampshire,  my  arithmetic  says  that  is 
a  .DO-percent  increase.  No.  Well,  no.  let 
us  be  right,  a  49-percent  increase,  an 
average  per  capita  growth  of  5.4  per- 
cent. 

Under  current  law.  Medicare  spend- 
ing will  grow  from  about  $4,350  in  1995 
to  $7,800  in  2002.  This  is  a  7-year  in- 
crease of  80  percent,  while  we  think  we 
can  deliver  health  care  to  seniors  with 
a  50-percent  increase.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  a  cut.  And.  frankly,  all  those 
numbers  cited  both  by  my  distin- 
guished and  dear  friend.  Senator  Hef- 
LIN  from  Alabama,  and  Senator  Rocke- 
feller on  how  much  each  senior  is 
going  to  pay  is  pure,  utter  speculation. 
I  would  call  it  worse  than  that,  but  I 
understand  the  Senate  rules,  so  I  will 
call  it  speculation.  Because  it  is  not 
necessarily  the  case.  We  have  had  Sen- 
ator after  Senator  that  are  informed  on 
this  explain  why  it  is  not  the  case,  why 
it  does  not  have  to  be  the  case. 

Now,  frankly,  let  me  close  by  saying, 
you  cannot  have  it  both  ways.  I  say  to 
the  Senator.  You  said,  how  are  we 
going  to  cut  is  the  real  issue.  And  I 
say.  "How  are  you  going  to  cut?"  That 
is  the  real  issue.  Not  how  we  are  going 
to  cut;  how  you  are  going  to  cut. 

So  to  just  stand  here  and  talk  about 
what  we  are  doing  and  at  the  same 
time  try  to  confuse  the  American  peo- 
ple that  you  are  for  a  balanced  budget 
just  will  not  work.  I  am  sure  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  not  buy  it. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yielded? 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yielded  15  minutes 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  firet.  I 
want  to  compliment  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  on  his  summary  of  the  de- 
bate and  especially  the  arguments 
made  on  the  other  side,  because  it  real- 
ly is  a  they-want-it-both-ways  argu- 
ment that  they  have  been  making  here 
and,  unfortunately,  in  the  process  they 
have  left  the  senior  citizens  holding 
the  bag. 

Because,  as  the  trustees  have  pointed 
out  to  us  and  as  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  pointed  out,  this  is  what  we  are 
worried  about.  This  is  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  It  occurs.  It 
occurs  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  we 
will  be  taking  more  out  of  the  fund 
than  is  being  put  into  the  fund  or  that 
the  benefits  are  increasing,  the  costs  of 
it  are  increasing  so  fast  that  we  cannot 
maintain  the  fund  in  its  present  struc- 
ture. And  we  have  to  address  this  if  we 
are  going  to  address  the  solvency  of  the 
trust  fund  and  if  we  are  going  to  have 
the  senior  citizens  of  this  country  have 
an  insurance  plan. 

Now,  the  proposal  from  the  Demo- 
cratic Members  is  to  take  $100  billion 
of  projected  interest  savings  that  we 
may  get  as  a  result  of  getting  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  which  they  will  not  vote 
for,  and  somehow  just  throw  this  back 
at  the  plan.  Well,  that  has  not  worked 
in  the  past. 

The  trustees  told  us  rather  specifi- 
cally that  if  you  are  going  to  get  the 
trust  fund  into  solvency,  you  have  to 
fundamentally  reform  the  Medicare 
health  care  system.  We  can  look  at  the 
history  of  these  various  let's-tinker-at- 
the-edges  approaches  of  throwing 
money  at  the  present  proposal. 

Under  the  Democratic  proposal  we 
see  that  this  line  here,  which  is  the 
chart  of  spending  under  Medicare  as 
compared  to  the  estimated  savings 
that  we  would  get  from  different  action 
than  has  been  taken  over  the  years.  We 
have  not  in  any  way  limited  the  rate  of 
growth  of  spending  in  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  The  Medicare  trust  fund 
continues  to  expand  after  we  do  this 
"let's-throw-some-more-money-at-it" 
proposal  such  as  the  Democrats  have 
proposed  today. 

The  fact  is,  unless  you  control  the 
rate  of  growth  of  spending  in  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  by  fundamentally  re- 
forming the  way  that  health  care  is  de- 
livered for  seniors  and  giving  seniors 
more  choices  in  the  area  of  health  care, 
you  are  never  going  to  get  to  this 
chart,  which  is  the  chart  that  we  are 
concerned  about,  where  the  line  levels 
out  so  that  it  does  not  go  into  bank- 
ruptcy. 

And  that  has  been  told  to  us  not  by 
Republicans  or  Democratic  Members  of 
the  Senate  but  by  the  trustees  of  the 
trust  fund  speaking  to  us  about  their 
concern  about  where  the  trust  fund  is 
going. 

And  this  leads  to  the  second  point 
that  I  want  to  make,  which  is  that  the 


reason  the  Medicare  trust  fund  is  in 
such  trouble  is  because  of  the  fact  that 
Medicare  is  a  1960's  health  care  system 
going  into  the  year  2000  and  beyond.  It 
is  not  relevant  any  more  to  the  way 
that  health  care  is  efficiently  and  ef- 
fectively delivered,  with  quality,  in 
this  country.  That  is  shown  by  this 
chart  which  reflects  the  fact  that 
amongst  the  private  sector  where 
health  care  costs  have  stabilized  and  in 
fact  the  health  care  premium  costs 
have  come  down.  64  percent  of  the  pri- 
vate sector  individuals  today  are  now 
in  managed  care;  whereas.  94  percent  of 
senior  citizens  remain  in  fee  for  serv- 
ice. 

Well,  that  is  reasonable  from  a  cul- 
tural standpoint,  because  seniors  grew 
up  with  fee  for  service.  They  grew  up 
with  the  concept  of  having  a  specific 
doctor  that  they  could  go  to.  In  the  fif- 
ties and  sixties,  that  was  the  only  type 
of  health  care  delivered  in  this  coun- 
try. 

But  as  we  move  through  the  nineties, 
as  we  move  through  the  years  2000  and 
beyond,  it  is  very  clear  that  health 
care  delivery,  to  be  efficient  and  to  be 
of  high  quality,  is  shifting  gears  in  this 
country,  and  in  the  private  sector  the 
people  are  opting  into  a  fixed-cost  sys- 
tem where  they  go  to  a  provider,  either 
a  group  of  doctors  or  a  consortium,  an 
HMO  or  PFO.  and.  as  a  result,  the  cost 
of  health  care  has  dropped  dramati- 
cally, as  is  shown  by  this  next  chart. 

We  have  seen  that  in  the  private  sec- 
tor, as  HMO's  and  the  managed  care, 
fixed-fee  cost  insurance  approach  have 
been  pursued  by  the  private  sector  and 
increased  in  participation,  as  was 
shown  earlier,  the  cost  of  health  care 
has  dropped  precipitously  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  by  more  than  50  percent. 

We  are  not  talking  about  cuts  here 
again.  We  are  not  talking  about  taking 
the  Medicare  Program  and  cutting  any- 
thing, as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
pointed  out  so  eloquently.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  dramatic  increases  in  the 
Medicare  system,  but  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about  is  less  dramatic  increases 
than  are  projected.  We  are  talking 
about  a  system  that  is  now  growing  at 
10.5  percent  annually  and  trying  to  get 
its  rate  of  growth  down  to  7  percent  an- 
nually. 

What  does  it  mean  in  dollar  terms?  It 
means  this  year  on  a  per  capita  basis. 
a  Medicare  recipient  will  receive  $4,300. 
In  the  year  2002.  it  will  be  $6,300.  Those 
are  significant  increases.  And  $96  bil- 
lion more  will  he  spent  on  Medicare  in 
the  year  2002  than  is  being  spent  in  this 
year.  So  we  are  not  talking  about  cut- 
ting anything.  We  are  talking  about 
slowing  the  rate  of  growth  of  Medicare. 

What  we  have  seen  in  the  private  sec- 
tor is  by  going  into  managed  care  pro- 
posals, they  have  slowed  the  rate  of 
growth.  They  have  gotten  their  infla- 
tion rates  down  dramatically  just  in 
the  last  3  years. 

Will  we  realize  those  types  of  savings 
in  the  Medicare  system?  No,  obviously 
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not.  But  will  we  realize  significant  sav- 
ings, significant  enough  to  get  that  3- 
percent  difference  that  we  are  looking 
for  from  10  percent  rate  of  growth  down 
to  7-percent  rate  of  growth?  Yes.  we 
will,  by  going  through  the  reform  pro- 
grams we  are  talking  about. 

On  our  side,  we  are  not  talking  in 
generalities  and  we  are  not  talking  in 
terms  of  politics,  we  are  talking  in 
terms  of  substance,  substantive  re- 
forms in  the  Medicare  system  to  ensure 
its  solvency,  and  we  are  making  pro- 
posals in  this  area,  something  we  are 
not  hearing  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle. 

As  we  just  saw  on  that  last  chart,  we 
see  that  the  premium  costs  as  a  result 
of  going  into  HMO  have  dropped  dra- 
matically so  we  can  realize  that  7-per- 
cent cut.  They  dropped  from  a  10.5-per- 
cent rate  of  growth  of  premiums  in  the 
private  sector  in  1992  down  to  a  minus 
1.2  percent  last  year  in  the  private  sec- 
tor. What  a  huge  drop.  We  do  not  have 
to  go  that  far  in  the  public  sector,  we 
just  have  to  get  the  10-percent  line 
down  to  7  percent  and  we  have  a  sol- 
vent system  and  a  responsible  system, 
and  we  will  have  made  the  savings  and 
will  have  given  seniors  some  opportuni- 
ties they  do  not  have  today  in  the  area 
of  health  care. 

Some  people  say.  "Well,  if  seniors  go 
into  managed  care,  they  are  going  to 
be  treated  more  poorly."  As  a  practical 
matter,  the  history  is  actually  man- 
aged care  is  doing  a  better  job  of  some 
of  our  chronic  illnesses  than  fee  for 
service  is.  Right  here,  managed  care  is 
doing  a  better  job  in  diabetes,  a  better 
job  in  heart  conditions,  a  better  job  in 
high  blood  pressure,  a  better  job  in 
high  cholesterol,  a  better  job  in  weight 
problems.  Why?  One  of  the  things  is  in 
a  managed  care  atmosphere,  they  look 
very  hard  at  preventive  and  wellness 
programs  and  seniors  can  benefit  sig- 
nificantly from  these  types  of  pro- 
grams. 

What  we  are  going  to  say  to  seniors 
is  you  do  not  have  to  go  into  HMO's. 
PPO's  or  managed  care.  We  are  not 
going  to  say  they  have  to  go  that 
route.  We  are  going  to  create  what  is 
known  as  an  economic  incentive,  mar- 
ket incentive.  For  some  on  the  other 
side,  the  concept  of  marketplace  is  an 
anathema,  and  they  do  not  want  to 
hear  it  in  relation  to  health  care. 

If  we  use  the  marketplace,  we  can  en- 
courage seniors  who  are  traditionally 
in  fee  for  service  to  move  from  fee  for 
service  into  HMO's  and  PPO's  and  get 
better  health  care  in  the  process  and 
get  the  lower  cost  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  the  process,  a  double  win  as 
we  go  down  that  road. 

This.  I  think,  reflects  the  fact  that 
we  have  also  heard  a  lot  about.  "Well, 
if  seniors  go  into  the  managed  care  sys- 
tem, you  are  going  to  find  that  they 
have  more  difficult  problems,  that  they 
have  more  significant  problems  than 
the  population  generally  and  therefore 
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the  system  will  be  skewed  and  you 
can't  do  it." 

Well,  that  is  old  numbers.  No.  1.  That 
is  old,  old  numbers  before  HMO's  that 
they  are  using  to  cite  those,  before 
HMO's  were  effective  and  used  a  lot. 
Today,  if  we  look  at  the  current  num- 
bers we  are  seeing  that  the  HMO  en- 
rollees  are  diagnosed  at  an  earlier 
stage  than  the  people  who  are  in  the 
fee-for-service  system  and  in  addition. 
that  HMO  enrollees  generally  have  the 
same  type  of  breakout  of  health  care 
problems  as  fee-for-service  people. 

So  you  do  not  have  the  creaming  con- 
cept that  you  hear  of  this  argument 
where  HMO's  are  only  going  to  take 
people  who  are  well  and  all  the  sick 
people  will  stay  in  fee  for  service.  Our 
plan  does  not  allow  adverse  selection, 
period,  so  it  is  not  an  issue.  The  fact  is 
the  numbers  are  now  showing  us  HMO 
systems  are  not  adverse  selecting  any- 
way. So  as  a  practical  matter,  that  is 
not  a  problem. 

So  what  we  are  suggesting  is  that. 
No.  1,  look  at  the  trustees'  report. 
Look  at  the  trustees'  report.  It  says 
that  this  system  is  fundamentally 
broke  and  that  it  has  to  be  reformed, 
that  you  can  no  longer  take  the  Band- 
Aid  approach  and  that  you  certainly 
can  no  longer  take  a  whole  bunch  of 
money  and  throw  it  at  the  system,  as  is 
proposed  by  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  by  this  amend- 
ment, that  it  needs  fundamental  re- 
form. 

Second,  what  we  are  saying  is  we  are 
proposing  such  reform.  We  are  not  pro- 
posing such  reform  in  the  context  of 
just  budget  savings,  we  are  proposing 
such  reform  in  the  concept  of  deliver- 
ing better  care  to  our  senior  citizens  by 
giving  them  the  opportunity  to  have 
the  .same  type  of  pl.ans  that  we  as  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have. 

That  is  basically  what  it  comes  down 
to.  By  saying  to  them  we  will  give  you 
the  opportunity  to  go  out  and  purchase 
a  fixed-cost  plan,  an  HMO  or  a  PPO  and 
move  out  of  fee  for  service  and  if  you 
do  that  we  are  actually  going  to  give 
you  a  percentage  of  the  savings  that 
you  obtain  for  yourself,  let  you  keep  it 
and,  as  a  result,  we  are  going  to  reduce 
the  cost,  in  the  long  run,  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  from  10  percent  down 
to  7  percent,  a  very  attainable  goal. 

More  importantly,  we  are  going  to 
make  the  trust  funds  solvent  and  we 
are  going  to  give  our  seniors  choices 
which  they  do  not  have  today  and,  at 
the  same  time,  we  are  going  to  give 
them  the  opportunity  to  go  out  in  the 
marketplace  and  find  health  care  in  a 
variety  of  ways  which  the  private  sec- 
tor is  now  using  which  helps  us  control 
costs. 

So  we  are  talking  substance  here  is 
what  it  comes  down  to  and,  regret- 
tably, on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
they  are  talking  politics.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  reforming  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem so  it  is  solvent,  they  are  talking 


about  politics  of  the  next  election.  It  is 
unfortunate,  but  that  is  the  way  it  is 
broken  out. 

We  are  talking  about  balancing  the 
budget  so  that  our  children  are  not 
stuck  with  a  country  which  is  bank- 
rupt, they  are  talking  about  politics. 
These  are  our  answers  and  our  propos- 
als and  they  are  substantive.  We  await 
and  hear  a  deafening  silence  for  the 
proposals  coming  from  the  other  side, 
either  on  how  you  balance  the  budget 
or  how  you  correct  the  Medicare  insol- 
vency. We  wait. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  back  to  the  Senator  from 
New  M[cxico 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  hold  my  time 
now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President  I  think  we 
heard  just  an  amazing  discussion.  Obvi- 
ously, the  shared  sacrifice  provides  and 
directs  the  senior  citizens  into  HMO's 
whether  they  want  to  be  there  or  not. 
This  side  of  the  aisle  will  not  vote  for 
that  kind  of  a  proposition. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Budget  Committee. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  today  to  con- 
tinue my  comments  on  the  need  to 
make  intelligent  reforms  to  Medicare 
as  part  of  an  overall  strategy  not  only 
to  keep  the  Medicare  hospital  insur- 
ance fund  solvent,  but  also  because  of 
the  impact  Medicare  has  on  our  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit. 

I  very  much  want  to  participate  in  a 
bipartisan  effort  to  balance  our  Federal 
budget  by  2002.  and  as  I  said  a  few  days 
ago,  I  believe  Medicare  must  be  on  the 
table  as  we  seek  ways  to  reach  that 
goal. 

In  my  comments,  I  listed  a  number  of 
Medicare  reforms  that  I  would  be  will- 
ing to  consider  as  part  of  a  balanced 
package,  and  indicated  I  would  cer- 
tainly be  willing  to  look  at  other  re- 
forms as  well. 

Mr.  President,  it  bears  repeating  that 
if  we  are  to  achieve  a  balanced  budget 
by  2002.  or  indeed  by  any  target  year, 
we  need  to  make  changes  to  Medicare. 

Put  even  more  directly,  the  failure  to 
include  Medicare  as  part  of  a  budget 
package  almost  certainly  dooms  such 
an  effort  to  failure,  if  not  in  the  short 
term,  then  certainly  in  the  long  run. 

As  I  also  noted,  I  strongly  prefer  to 
make  significant  changes  to  Medicare 
as  part  of  a  broader  effort  to  reform 
our  health  care  system. 

In  that  larger  context,  not  only  could 
we  mak«^  more  significant  progress  in 
stemming  the  increasing  costs  of  the 
program,  we  would  be  far  better  able  to 
address  the  underlying  forces  that  are 
increasing  the  costs  of  health  care  both 
in  the  public  and  private  sector. 
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But.  Mr.  President,  we  do  not  have 
that  luxury. 

We  apparently  will  not  be  debating 
and  passing  comprehensive  health  care 
reform  in  the  near  future,  and  the  fail- 
ure to  do  so  is  not  only  a  tragedy  in 
human  terms,  it  is  also  a  lost  oppor- 
tunity for  significant  deficit  reduction. 
Nevertheless.  Mr.  President,  we  must 
still  make  changes  to  Medicare,  even 
without  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form. 

Deficit  reduction  and  a  balanced 
budget  require  it. 

However.  Mr.  President,  two  features 
of  the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  put  any 
effort  to  balance  the  budget  at  risk. 

The  first  is  an  issue  on  which  I  com- 
mented a  few  days  ago.  namely  the 
failure  to  deal  honestly  with  the  Amer- 
ican people  on  this  subject. 

This  is  being  done  in  a  number  of 
ways— for  example,  by  minimizing  the 
potential  impact  of  the  cuts  or  by  sug- 
gesting that  the  proposed  savings  can 
largely  be  achieved  simply  by  moving 
to  a  managed  care  approach. 

But  a  deliberate  deception  that  is 
particularly  troubling  to  me  is  the  rep- 
resentation that  the  reason  we  need  to 
make  changes  to  Medicare  is  to  keep 
the  program  solvent. 

The  clear  implication  that  is  in- 
tended by  that  description  is  that  any 
savings  realized  from  cuts  to  Medicare 
will  remain  in  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  deliberate 
misrepresentation. 

Yes,  we  need  to  make  changes  to 
Medicare,  and  yes  part  of  the  reason  is 
that  the  trust  fund  that  pays  for  one 
part  of  Medicare — the  hospital  insur- 
ance program,  known  as  part  A— will 
be  insolvent  in  2002. 

But  that  is  not  the  whole  story. 

Changes  are  also  needed  to  Medicare 
because  of  the  impact  that  program 
has  on  the  entire  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  this  country  is  ready 
to  sacrifice  to  reduce  our  deficit. 

In  fact,  I  am  struck  by  the  willing- 
ness of  so  many  to  forgo  so  much. 

There  is  almost  a  physical  need  to  do 
so. 

I  have  seen  this  in  the  widespread  op- 
position to  the  proposed  tax  cuts  that 
both  parties  have  offered. 

And  with  respect  to  Medicare,  I  have 
seen  it  in  the  recognition  by  seniors 
that  reforms  are  needed. 

But.  Mr.  President,  that  willingness 
to  sacrifice  will  evaporate  if  we  do  not 
deal  honestly  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

We  need  to  be  straight  with  the 
American  people,  and  especially  our 
seniors  as  we  ask  them  to  support 
changes  to  Medicare. 

If  we  do  that,  we  will  have  that  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  President,  the  other  feature  of 
the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  that  trou- 
bles me  is  the  potential  for  harm  to 
one  of  the  most  vulnerable  groups  in 
this  country— the  frail  elderly. 


Mr.  President,  to  the  credit  of  this 
body  and  our  colleagues,  for  the  most 
part  we  have  not  heard  the  greedy  gee- 
zer arguments  made  as  a  rationale  for 
cutting  Medicare. 

But  that  argument  is  certainly  made 
by  some. 

And  it  is  true  that  there  are  retirees 
who  are  well  off. 

After  a  lifetime  of  hard  work,  there 
are  seniors  who  have  acquired  signifi- 
cant savings,  and  have  comfortable 
pensions. 

Some  of  their  assets  come  from  eq- 
uity in  their  homes,  which  they  have 
lived  in  for  decades. 

But  that  is  not  the  whole  story.  Mil- 
lions of  elderly  are  among  the  poorest 
of  our  country. 

The  median  income  of  elderly  house- 
holds is  less  than  half  that  of  non- 
elderly  households. 

According  to  the  Public  Policy  Insti- 
tute, in  general  incomes  rise  from  age 
15  to  age  50,  and  then  decline  steadily. 

And  incomes  for  the  oldest  old  are  by 
far  the  lowest  of  any  age  group. 

Households  headed  b.y  someone  aged 
75  or  older  had  annual  median  incomes 
of  less  than  $13,622  in  1992— $4,000  lower 
than  the  next  lowest  income  group. 
those  of  households  headed  by  people 
between  age  15  and  24. 

And  over  one-fourth  of  the  elderly 
households  have  incomes  of  less  than 
$10,000  per  year. 

Mr.  President,  while  the  elderly  are 
disproportionately  poor,  they  also 
spend  far  more  on  health  care  as  a 
group  than  anyone  else,  and  this 
should  not  surprise  us. 

What  may  be  surprising  to  some, 
however,  is  just  how  much  our  seniors 
do  pay  already  even  with  the  coverage 
provided  by  Medicare. 

In  1995.  the  average  older  beneficiary 
will  spend  about  %2:ii^\  out-of-pocket 
for  premiums,  deductibles,  copay- 
ments,  and  for  services  not  covered  by 
Medicare. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that 
these  costs  do  not  include  the  poten- 
tially crushing  costs  of  long-term  care 
which  can  total  nearly  $40,000  in  some 
areas  for  nursing  home  care. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  even  without  the  Medi- 
care cuts  being  proposed  as  part  of  this 
budget  resolution.  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries can  expect  to  spend  more  than 
$25,000  out  of  pocket  for  health  care 
costs. 

This  budget  proposal  before  us  could 
add  $3,200  more  to  the  total. 

Mr.  President,  Medicare  has  done 
much  to  improve  the  lot  of  seniors. 

According  to  the  Public  Policy  Insti- 
tute, prior  to  Medicare,  only  about  half 
of  older  Americans  had  any  health  in- 
surance compared  to  75  percent  of 
those  under  65. 

Employer-provided  health  coverage 
was  the  exception,  and  most  of  those 
with  that  coverage  lost  it  once  they  re- 
tired. 


If  you  wanted  to  buy  private  insur- 
ance, you  were  often  denied  coverage 
on  the  basis  of  age  or  pre-existing  con- 
ditions. 

And  those  policies  that  were  avail- 
able were  often  unaffordable. 

Without  coverage,  many  simply  did 
not  seek  care  even  when  they  needed 
it. 

With  the  passage  of  Medicare  in  1965, 
that  picture  changed  dramatically. 

The  Public  Policy  Institute  reports 
that  the  share  of  the  elderly  population 
not  seeing  a  physician  in  a  given  year 
dropped  from  32  percent  in  1958  to  21 
percent  in  1976. 

And  there  was  a  significant  increase 
in  access  to  hospital  services. 

Let  me  say  a  few  words  about  this 
issue  of  shared  sacrifice,  which  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  was  just 
addressing. 

Even  with  Medicare,  though,  for  the 
average  senior  citizen,  often  an  older 
woman  living  alone,  health  care  is  still 
very  costly. 

Our  seniors  spend  about  four  times  as 
much  out  of  pocket  on  health  care  as 
their  younger  relatives. 

And  those  out-of-pocket  costs 
consume  an  enormous  portion  of  their 
income. 

For  the  average  older  American,  out- 
of-pocket  costs  still  use  up  $1  in  every 
$6  of  income. 

.^nd  for  those  over  age  85— the  fastest 
growing  segment  of  the  population— $3 
of  every  $10  of  their  income  goes  to- 
ward the  cost  of  their  health  care. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  did  not  have 
Medicare  today,  and  older  Americans 
were  forced  to  buy  health  care  cov- 
erage from  insurance  companies,  they 
would  have  to  pay  much  higher  pre- 
miums. 

The  Public  Policy  Institute  esti- 
m.ates  that  premiums  for  those  aged  65 
to  74  would  range  from  $6,400  to  $8,500, 
or,  on  average,  up  to  half  of  their  an- 
nual income. 

Mr.  President,  the  numbers  that  de- 
scribe this  issue  are  so  impressive  that 
it  is  easy  to  frame  our  arguments 
around  them. 

But  as  many  of  my  colleagues  have 
noted,  there  is  a  human  side  to  those 
numbers,  and  as  important  as  they  are. 
they  do  not  tell  the  whole  story. 

I  have  received  hundreds  of  letters  on 
the  proposed  Medicare  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  they  are  not  from 
well-to-do,  retired  corporate  execu- 
tives. 

Many  are  older  women,  often  living 
alone. 

One  older  woman  wrote  to  me  from 
Merrill,  which  is  in  the  northern  part 
of  Wisconsin. 

Her  letter  is  typical  of  many  I  have 
received. 

She  told  me  that  she  lives  alone,  and 
gets  $573  per  month  from  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

With  that  she  pays  the  taxes  and  in- 
surance on  her  home,  as  well  as  the 


other  costs  of  day-to-day  living.  She 
told  me  that  she  just  does  not  have 
enough  money  left  over  to  pay  for  more 
health  care. 

For  that  woman,  across-the-board  in- 
creases in  premiums  or  copayments. 
Mr.  President,  will  be  brutal.  She  will 
be  forced  to  make  terrible  choices.  She 
may  have  to  ask  herself  if  she  can  af- 
ford to  pay  for  prescription  drugs  or 
food.  What  about  repairs  to  her  home, 
like  fixing  a  leaky  roof?  What  about 
the  heating  bill.  Mr.  President?  Mr. 
President,  you  know  as  well  as  I  do. 
being  from  the  northern  part  of  this 
country,  it  gets  very  cold  in  Merrill. 
WI.  and  that  is  a  brutal  choice  to  have 
to  make. 

Another  older  woman  wrote  to  me. 
She  lives  in  Milwaukee.  She  explained 
that  her  memory  is  impaired  because 
of  various  illnesses.  She  is  sick  and  to- 
tally dependent  on  Medicare  for  health 
care.  She  did  not  say  what  her  income 
is.  but  if  she  is  average,  it  is  about 
$17,000  per  year. 

At  the  level  proposed  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate, the  cuts  to  Medicare  could  mean 
that  she  will  pay  another  $3,200  in  out- 
of-pocket  costs  over  the  next  7  years, 
nearly  $.500  per  year  in  additional 
health  care  costs  on  top  of  the  $2,500 
she  now  pays.  Mr.  President,  this  was 
reflected  as  well  when  I  met  with  a  del- 
egation from  Wisconsin  at  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  We  visited 
about  a  number  of  items,  including  the 
absolutely  critical  importance  of  long- 
term  care  reform.  We  talked  about  the 
prospects  of  cuts  to  Medicare.  Mr. 
President,  those  delegates  to  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  agreed  that 
we  do  need  to  make  some  changes  to 
Medicare.  They  agreed,  though,  that 
we  need  to  '"cut  smart"  but  not  "cut 
mean." 

Mr.  President,  the  risk  with  this 
level  of  Medicare  cuts  is  that  we  will 
"cut  mean."  and  those  who  are  the 
least  able  to  afford  it,  the  most  vulner- 
able of  our  adult  population— the  frail 
elderly,  will  be  asked  to  carry  the  bulk 
of  our  deficit  reduction  load. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  willing,  as  I  have 
said  many  times,  to  participate  in  a  bi- 
partisan process  of  which  the  primary 
goal  will  be  to  actually  produce  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002.  or  ear- 
lier. Some  Medicare  cuts  should  be 
part  of  that  process;  indeed,  they  have 
to  be  part  of  that  process. 

But.  Mr.  President.  I  cannot  support 
a  plan  that  weakens  the  health  safety 
net  for  our  poorest  and  frailest  elder- 
ly—the very  safety  net  Medicare  was 
designed  to  provide. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  14 
minutes  to  the  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment, the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 
and  the  remaining  time  following  that 
to  the  minority  leader  for  closing  our 
section  of  the  debate  when  his  turn 
comes. 


Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  review  the 
record,  the  whole  record. 

When  reckless  Wall  Street 
unrestraint  brought  this  Nation  to  the 
edge  of  financial  ruin.  Republicans  in- 
sisted that  an  "invisible  hand,"  Adam 
.Smith's  invisible  hand,  would  help 
families,  and  restore  their  jobs,  their 
homes,  their  children  and  their  sav- 
ings. But  alas,  the  "invisible  hand" 
was  very  much  invisible.  Unemploy- 
ment lines  snaked  blocks  long,  banks 
went  belly-up.  plants  were  boarded  up. 
homes  and  farms  went  on  the  auction 
block.  Bad  times,  hard  times— nowhere 
harder  than  in  my  State  of  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

After  the  crash.  Democrats  took  ac- 
tion to  repair  the  all  too  visible  dam- 
age done  by  the  Republican's  stubborn 
refusal  to  address  the  needs  of  working 
families.  Democrats  worked  to  undo 
neglected  banking  regulation,  dis- 
investment in  education  and  training, 
lack  of  emphasis  and  lack  of  attention 
to  national  infrastructure  building,  to 
unstick  stagnant  wages,  and  pay  down 
the  staggering  mountain  of  debt. 

I  could  be  talking  about  Franklin 
Roosevelt's  redress  of  Herbert  Hoover's 
wrongheaded  economics.  But,  no,  I  am 
recalling  the  reckless  excesses  of  the 
1980's  and  the  work  we  Democrats 
began  in  the  last  several  years  to  undo 
that  horrible  damage  done  by  the  Re- 
publicans. 

Our  colleagues  across  the  aisle  have 
spent  the  last  few  days  wringing  their 
hands  and  gnashing  their  teeth  over 
the  debt  that  now  hangs  over  our  chil- 
dren. Oh,  no  curse  ever  visited  upon  the 
human  race  is  worse,  to  listen  to  them 
talk  one  after  the  other.  You  cannot 
have  it  both  ways.  They  talk  about  the 

about  the  need  for  pain  and  sacrifice. 

I  wonder  how  they  failed  to  see  the 
danger  during  the  1980's.  when  massive 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest  fraction  of 
the  Nation  tripled  the  national  debt.  I 
will  say  that  again -when  massive  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthiest  fraction  of  the 
Nation,  corporate  and  private,  tripled 
the  national  debt.  "You  cannot  have  it 
both  ways,"  they  said.  They  sure  tried 
in  1980,  when  billions  were  borrowed 
against  the  next  generation  to  finance 
savings  and  loan  bailouts.  Did  they  for- 
get about  that  one?  A  little  oversight 
on  the  part  of  the  Republicans,  And  we 
are  still  paying  for  it.  People  out  there 
do  not  forget  about  that.  It  is  a  Repub- 
lican legacy.  When  tax  loopholes  were 
opened  for  junk  bond  binges,  where  was 
their  concern  about  the  debt  being 
passed  on  to  the  next  generation  all 
during  that  period? 

I  think  the  greatest  scandal  of  my 
time  in  Congress  was  the  S&L  bailout 
period,  courtesy  of  the  other  side.  Talk 
about  passing  on  debt  to  future  genera- 
tions. I  never  heard  a  word  about  that 
in  the  1980's  or  early  1990's,  or  even  up 


until  last  year.  I  wonder  where  the  ur- 
gency and  concern  last  year  and  the 
year  before  was  when  Democrats  were 
cutting  the  first  trillion  off  of  that  def- 
icit. The  first  deficit  reduction  in  dec- 
ades, and  not  one  Republican  in  either 
House  voted  for  it.  You  cannot  have  it 
both  ways,  they  say.  Not  one  Repub- 
lican was  for  lifting  a  trillion  dollars  in 
debt  off  of  the  next  generation. 

I  wonder  where  was  the  passion  and 
the  compassion  for  the  next  generation 
when  we  had  a  chance  last  year  to  pass 
health  care  reform.  We  had  a  chance  to 
stop  cost  shifting  and  all  of  the  things 
that  have  exploded  our  health  care  sys- 
tem out  of  sight.  The  Republicans 
could  not  even  wait  to  savage  that  one, 
because  it  was  put  forward  by  Bill  Clin- 
ton. They  called  it  socialized  medicine 
and  Government  medicine.  We  heard  it 
all  the  time.  I  will  not  pull  out  my 
Blue  Cros&'Blue  Shield  card  like  I  usu- 
ally do.  But  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield 
coverage,  which  is  what  most  Members 
of  Congress  have,  is  not  a  Government- 
run  health  program.  But  we  are  paying 
the  price  now.  They  overwhelmingly 
condemned  health  care  reform.  Where 
were  they  then?  Health  reform  that 
would  have  reined  in  costs  without 
slashing  services  and  quality. 

Instead  we  heard  all  of  those  passion- 
ate speeches  denouncing  price  caps, 
which  they  now  propose.  "'You  cannot 
have  it  both  ways,"  they  said.  De- 
nouncing limits  on  choice  of  a  doctor, 
which  they  now  are  ready  to  force  on 
seniors.  Oh,  yes.  if  seniors  pay  more,  it 
will  be  different.  Those  who  can  afford 
it,  will  have  a  choice.  Those  who  can 
not  afford  the  extra  costs  will  not  be 
able  to  keep  their  lifelong  doctor.  But 
the  fee-for-service  system  which  the 
Republicans  so  glorified  last  year,  they 
could  not  stop  talking  about  the  glory 

not  be  available  to  all  seniors  under 
their  Medicare  budget.  The  glory  of 
choice.  We  do  not  hear  it  this  year. 
You  have  to  pay  more  for  it,  if  you  are 
a  senior. 

They  talk  about  90  percent  of  their 
tax  cuts  going  to  families  earning  less 
than  $100,000,  I  would  like  to  bring  up  a 
point  on  that.  They  talk  about  $100,000 
and  where  their  tax  cut  would  go  once 
they  have  the  $170  billion  left  over, 
after  this  is  all  over,  I  would  like  to 
point  out  two  things:  First,  the  aver- 
age West  Virginia  senior  has  an  income 
of  about  $10,700  per  year.  To  him  or  her. 
$100,000  is  rich.  Real  rich. 

Second,  and  I  hold  up  the  Republican 
bill  here,  there  is  not  anything  written 
into  a  bill.  It  is  a  sense  of  the  Congress. 
A  sense  of  the  Congress  that  90  percent 
of  the  recipients  of  any  tax  cuts— think 
that  means  something— "any  tax 
cuts?"  Think  they  are  thinking  about 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich  which  must  go  to 
the  middle  cleiss? 

A  sense  of  the  Congress.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, you  and  I  both  know  that  any- 
thing that  is  a  sense  of  the  Congress  or 
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a  sense  of  the  Senate  is  not  worth  the 
paper  it  is  written  on. 

But  most  of  all.  I  wonder  how  anyone 
can  look  at  this  budget  proposal  and 
call  its  authors  courageous?  A  budget 
scheme  which  asks  everything  of  sen- 
iors, of  students,  of  children,  and  the 
disabled,  and  gives  more,  and  so  much 
more,  to  the  most  secure,  the  most 
well  off,  the  biggest  companies  and  the 
most  powerful  interests. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Would  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  verv  quick  question? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  Senator 
will  complete  his  remarks. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  have  a  question, 

Mr  ROCKEFELLER.  I  would  say  to 
the  Senator  from  California  that  I  have 
only  14  minutes,  and  I  have  a  lot  to 
say. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  This  is  so  fast.  I  wonder 
if  the  Senator  would  yield,  because  he 
has  just  hit  such  a  strong  point. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Please  proceed. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  went 
home  and  met  with  my  seniors  in  hos- 
pitals. 

And  when  we  say.  whose  side  are  you 
on.  this  is  the  question  of  the  moment. 
They  looked  at  me  and  they  said.  Sen- 
ator, this  is  where  my  question  comes 
in.  did  we  not  have  a  consensus,  an 
agreement,  in  the  national  Govern- 
ment, that  we  wanted  to  make  sure  our 
elderly  were  treated  with  respect  and 
dignity,  and  we  would  not  have  bag  la- 
dies walking  around  the  streets?  And 
we  would  not  have  sick  people,  elderly 
people,  because  we.  in  fact,  respected 
them. 

So  when  the  Senator  asks,  whose  side 
are  you  on,  I  ask  my  friend  this  ques- 
tion: Does  this  Republican  budget  not 
repeal  a  national  consensus  that  we 
should  treat  our  elderly  with  dignity 
and  respect  and  not  force  them  to 
choose  between  buying  food  and  going 
to  the  doctor.' 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  It  not  only  does 
that,  it  not  only  repeals  that  national 
compact,  but  I  have  here  the  Social  Se- 
curity law.  These  are  the  Social  Secu- 
rity laws. 

If  we  turn  to  page  625  of  the  Social 
Security  law.  title  18,  Medicare  is 
called  "Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged 
and  Disabled."  Senior  citizens  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  out  of  their  Social 
Security  COLA  the  increased  costs  of 
Medicare  because  of  what  the  folks  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  propos- 
ing. 

They  say  it  has  nothing  to  do  with 
Social  Security.  This  is  a  Social  Secu- 
rity cut.  because  they  will  not  be  able 
to  spend  it  on  anything  else  but  higher 
Medicare  costs.  This  is  the  Social  Se- 
curity law.  This  is  the  health  insurance 
for  the  aged  and  the  disabled.  That  is 
called  a  cut  in  Social  Security  in  any 
West  Virginians'  home  who  is  elderly, 
that  I  know  of. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Thank  you,  I  say  to  my 
friend. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  California. 


How  can  it  be  courageous  to  ask 
those  with  the  least  to  pay  the  bills 
racked  up  by  those  who  already  have  so 
much? 

Yes.  we  all  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. Yes,  we  all  want  to  balance  the 
budget.  And,  we  have  offered  amend- 
ments that  would  still  balance  the 
budget  by  2002.  This  amendment  does 
not  subtract  one  single  thing— not  one 
dime— from  the  effort  to  balance  the 
budget. 

In  1993  we  went  to  bat  when  we  were 
in  charge.  Now  they  are  in  charge.  Let 
them  go  to  bat,  but  not  take  the  bat 
and  crush  so  many  vulnerable  people  in 
our  country. 

We  have  seen  this  before.  Economic 
voodoo  that  asks  working  families  in 
places  like  West  Virginia  to  shoulder 
the  load  while  providing  a  windfall  for 
the  well-heeled. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  just  insert  and 
would  ask  this  be  included  in  the 
Record  the  piece  of  paper,  which  we 
have  not  talked  much  about,  Medicaid. 
This  has  been  a  Medicare  debate.  But 
Medicaid  is  included  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Who  loses  if  Medicaid  is  dismantled  into  a 
block  grant? 

Low  income  children.  About  18  million  of 
them  will  lose  their  health  insurance  cov- 
erage. 

Low  income  women.  About  8  million  of 
them  will  lose  their  health  insurance  cov- 
erage. 

Low  income  disabled.  About  6  million  of 
them  will  lose  their  health  insurance  cov- 
erage. 

Low  income  elderly.  .■Vbout  4  million  of 
them  will  lose  their  health  insurance  cov- 
erage. 

Community  spouses.  The  wives  or  hus- 
bands of  nursing  home  patients  covered  by 
Medicaid  will  no  longer  he  protected  against 
impoverishment. 

Private  practice  (fee  for  service)  physi- 
cians. States  will  no  longer  have  to  pay  for 
physician  services  at  rates  that  give  Medic- 
aid patients  access  to  private  physicians.  In- 
stead, states  will  channel  all  of  their  pay- 
ments for  physician  services  to  managed 
care  plans,  which  may  or  may  not  contract 
with  physicians  now  servicing  Medicaid  en- 
rollees.  and  which  may  or  may  not  pay  the 
physicians  with  whom  they  contract  ade- 
quately. 

Community  health  centers  and  rural 
health  clinics  and  their  workers.  States  will 
no  longer  be  required  to  reimburse  them  for 
their  costs  of  treating  Medicaid  patients.  In- 
stead, states  will  channel  all  of  their  pay- 
ments for  outpatient  services  to  managed 
care  plans,  which  may  or  may  not  contract 
with  these  clinics,  and  which  may  or  may 
not  choose  to  pay  adequately  those  with 
whom  they  do  contract. 

Teaching  hospitals  and  their  workers. 
States  will  no  longer  be  required  to  pay 
them  at  'reasonable  and  adequate  "  rates  for 
treating  Medicaid  patients.  Instead,  states 
will  channel  all  of  their  payments  for  hos- 
pital care  to  managed  care  plans,  which  may 
or  may  not  choose  to  contract  with  teaching 
institutions,  and  which  may  or  may  not 
choose  to  pay  adequately  those  with  whom 
they  do  contract. 


Children's  hospitals  and  their  worker.s. 
States  will  no  longer  be  required  to  pay 
them  at  "reasonable  and  adequate"  rates  for 
treating  Medicaid  patients.  Instead,  states 
will  shift  all  of  their  payments  to  managed 
care  plans,  which  may  or  may  not  choo.se  to 
contract  with  children's  hospitals,  and  which 
may  or  may  not  choose  to  pay  adequately 
those  with  whom  they  do  contract. 

Public  hospitals  and  their  workers.  States 
will  no  longer  be  required  to  pay  them  at 
"reasonable  and  adequate"  rates  for  treating 
Medicaid  patients.  Instead,  states  will  shift 
all  of  their  payments  to  managed  care  plans, 
which  may  or  may  not  choose  to  contract 
with  these  hospitals,  and  which  may  or  may 
not  choose  to  pay  adequately  those  with 
whom  they  do  contract 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  The  Repub- 
licans are  clearly  headed  toward  a 
Medicaid  block  grant.  On  Wednesday  in 
the  Finance  Committee  we  are  meant 
to  be  marking  up  a  welfare  reform  bill 
that  will  be  all  block  grants.  It  will  all 
be  block  grants.  They  will  say  it  is  not. 
but  it  is.  They  are  all  for  it.  Some  of 
them  who  were  not  last  year  are  this 
year. 

Let  me  list  a  few  of  the  consequences 
of  a  Medicaid  block  grant.  No  longer 
will  18  million  children  have  a  guaran- 
tee of  health  insurance.  No  longer  will 
8  million  low-income  women  have  a 
guarantee  of  health  insurance.  Sure, 
some  States  may  do  it.  other  States 
will  not.  About  6  million  low-income 
disabled  will  lose  their  health  insur- 
ance coverage. 

Moving  back  to  Medicare.  Medicare 
is  a  critical  element  of  a  senior's  So- 
cial Security.  Millions  of  seniors  de- 
pend on  their  monthly  Social  Security 
checks  to  buy  food,  to  pay  the  rent,  to 
buy  prescription  drugs,  and  pay  their 
utilities. 

Those  same  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents depend  on  the  Medicare  Program 
for  health  insurance  coverage.  Medi- 
care coverage  th.^t.  thev  contributed  to 
all  of  their  working  lives. 

Now  we  are  going  to  say  that  seniors 
who  worked  hard  all  their  lives,  and 
planned  their  retirements  taking  into 
account  their  Social  Security  and  Med- 
icare benefit,  that  we  will  pull  the  rue: 
out  from  under  them. 

We  cannot  have  it  both  ways,  they 
say.  Boy,  are  they  making  a  case 
against  themselves. 

Republicans  have  promised  not  to 
touch  Social  Security. 

In  fact,  before  last  year's  election, 
the  Republicans  also  said  they  had  no 
intention  of  cutting  Medicare  benefits. 
I  quote  Majority  Leader  Dole: 

President  Clinton  and  Vice  President  Gore 
are  resorting  to  scare  tactics  *  *  *  falsely 
accusing  Republicans  of  secret  plans  to  cut 
Medicare  benefits.— Washington  Post.  No- 
vember 6.  1994. 

And  from  the  head  of  the  Republican 
National  Committee.  Haley  Barbour: 

The  outrage,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned  is  the 
Democrats'  big  lie  campaign  that  Contract 
with  America  would  require  huge  Medicare 
cuts.  It  wouUl  not. 

Republicans  were  not  going  to  cut 
Medicare.  That  is  what  they  said.  But 
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that  is  certainly  not  what  they  are 
doing.  The  Senate  budget  resolution 
cuts  Medicare  by  $256  billion  and  the 
Contract  With  America  budget  resolu- 
tion cuts  Medicare  by  $270  billion. 

And,  because  of  the  way  they  plan  to 
cut  Medicare  benefits— by  shifting 
health  costs  to  seniors — seniors  are 
going  to  see  their  Social  Security 
COLA'S  reduced  by  half.  My  colleague 
from  Massachusetts,  Senator  Kennedy. 
referred  to  this  last  Friday  as  a  stealth 
Social  Security  cut.  And.  I  could  not 
agree  more. 

We  do  not  yet  know  how  the  Senate 
Republicans  plan  to  cut  Medicare,  but 
we  do  know  what  the  House  Repub- 
licans are  thinking  about.  I  will  out- 
line just  a  few  of  their  ideas  to  cut 
Medicare  by  making  seniors  pay  more. 
These  proposals  are  all  taken  directly 
from  the  House  Republican  Budget 
Committee  document. 

First,  there  is  a  mandatory  managed 
care  proposal.  Under  this  proposal,  sen- 
iors would  have  to  pay  more  if  they 
went  to  a  hospital  or  doctor  that  was 
not  in  the  Medicare  network.  Under 
this  plan,  seniors  would  not  have  a 
choice  of  signing  up  for  managed  care. 
Their  enrollment  in  this  Medicare 
managed  care  program  would  be  auto- 
matic and  mandatory. 

Another  Republican  proposal  would 
increase  premiums  for  new  Medicare 
beneficiaries  who  choose  fee-for-serv- 
ice.  New  Medicare  beneficiaries  would 
pay  a  part  B  premium  that  is  $20  a 
month  higher  if  they  choose  Medicare 
fee-for-service. 

Under  another  Republican  proposal, 
the  Medicare  deductible  for  physician 
services  would  be  doubled,  from  $100  to 
$200  and  then  indexed  for  inflation. 

And.  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk 
about  handing  out  Medicare  vouchers. 
Under  the  Republican  plan.  Medicare 
would  be  capped  and  vouchers  handed 
out.  The  Government  would  make  a 
standard  contribution  and  seniors 
would  have  to  make  up  any  price  dif- 
ferences between  the  Government 
voucher  and  the  price  of  their  health 
insurance.  The  House  Budget  Docu- 
ment says  ""Medicare  could  continue  to 
offer  the  traditional  Medicare  benefit 
plan  *  *  *  [but]  most  likely,  the  bene- 
ficiary would  have  to  pay  an  amount  in 
addition  to  the  voucher." 

Next,  the  Republicans  want  to  re- 
quire new  copayments  for  home  health 
care,  lab  services,  and  skilled  nursing 
home  care. 

Finally,  the  Republicans  favor  an 
across-the-board  hike  in  every  senior's 
part  B  premium  which  is  currently 
$46.10  a  month. 

Day  after  day,  the  Republicans  have 
come  to  the  Senate  floor  and  denied 
that  they  are  cutting  Medicare. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  talk  to  seniors 
in  West  Virginia  about  the  above  pro- 
posals and  the  increased  costs  that 
they  are  going  to  have  to  pay.  they  un- 
derstand  that   their  Medicare  benefits 


are  going  to  be  cut.  They  see  cuts  in 
their  Social  Security  benefits. 

The  Republicans  can  talk  about  the 
billions  of  dollars  that  they  are  going 
to  allow  Medicare  to  increase  by,  but  I 
want  to  talk  about  the  average  West 
Virginia  senior  getting  by  on  a  fixed 
income  of  about  $10,700  a  year. 

Under  the  Republican  budget  resolu- 
tion, seniors  living  on  fixed  incomes 
are  going  to  see  half  of  their  Social  Se- 
curity COLAs  get  eaten  up  by  new 
Medicare  charges— that  is  a  cut. 

When  half  of  the  seniors  in  West  Vir- 
ginia who  live  in  rural  areas  risk  hav- 
ing their  rural  hospital  shut  its  door — 
that  is  major  cut  in  services. 

Mr.  President,  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  tremendous 
discipline  when  it  comes  to  staying  on 
message.  They  can  repeat,  and  repeat, 
and  repeat  that  these  Medicare  cuts 
are  not  really  cuts  at  all.  They  can  say 
over  and  over  and  over  again  that  there 
are  no  tax  cuts  in  their  budget  resolu- 
tion. But  anyone  who  reads  this  budget 
resolution  will  see  the  $170  billion  that 
has  been  set  aside  for  tax  cuts  and  the 
$256  billion  cut  in  Medicare  and  the 
$175  billion  cut  in  Medicaid. 

My  amendment  will  put  money  back 
into  the  pockets  of  senior  citizens.  My 
amendment  says  that  we  are  not  going 
to  balance  the  budget  and  pay  for  tax 
cuts  by  gutting  Medicare  and  making 
seniors  pay  more. 

This  amendment  is  about  setting  pri- 
orities. If  this  amendment  was  adopted, 
the  budget  resolution  would  still 
achieve  balance  by  2002.  This  amend- 
ment says  that  health  care  and  long- 
term  care  for  seniors,  and  health  care 
for  children  and  the  disabled,  should 
not  be  destroyed  so  that  we  can  hand 
out  tax  cuts  to  the  wealthy.  This 
amendment  would  make  sure  that  mil- 
lions of  working  families  and  retirees 
who  depend  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
for  their  health  care  and  long-term 
care  needs  would  not  be  left  out  in  the 
cold  and  swamped  with  huge  health 
bills. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  my  amendment  and  tell  the 
American  people  loud  and  clear  that  we 
in  the  Senate  have  our  priorities  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
expired.  The  8  remaining  minutes  has 
been  given  to  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Indiana,  Senator  Coats.  I 
assume  that  would  be  followed  by  the 
minority  leader  with  his  time,  and  I 
would  wrap  up  with  the  remainder  of 
the  Republican  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  Senate's  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  a  few  moments  ago 
was  a  turning  point  in  this  session  of 


Congress— perhaps  and  hopefully,  a 
turning  point  in  the  economic  affairs  of 
our  country.  It  was  important  not  for 
its  disappointing  final  vote  but  for  the 
issues  that  it  clarified. 

During  that  debate,  opponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  again  and 
again  challenged  those  who  supported 
it:  If  we  really  want  a  balanced  budget, 
they  would  say,  propose  one.  One  Mem- 
ber of  this  body  put  it  like  this:  "Let 
Senators  get  to  work,  to  show  Ameri- 
cans we  have  the  courage  this  amend- 
ment presumes  that  we  lack." 

Opponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  pressed  that  argument  as 
hard  and  as  far  as  they  could.  They 
threw  down  a  gauntlet  before  a  watch- 
ing Nation.  Mr.  President,  this  week. 
Republicans  have  picked  it  up.  And 
those  who  made  that  challenge  have 
fled  from  the  field— proposing  nothing 
of  their  own.  They  revealed  that  their 
point  in  the  balanced  budget  debate 
was  not  a  conviction  but  an  alibi. 

It  is  a  terrible,  disturbing  thing,  to 
have  your  bluff  called  before  an  entire 
country.  That  is  precisely  what  has 
happened  to  the  Democrats.  Their  bluff 
has  been  called.  Their  call  for  "Go 
ahead  and  propose  one,"  was  taken  up 
by  Republicans.  We  have  proposed  one. 
Thanks  to  the  Republican  7-year 
budget,  we  can  now  see  our  way  clear 
to  a  balanced  budget.  After  40  years  of 
wandering  in  the  desert  of  deficit 
spending,  we  are  finally  destined  for 
the  promised  land  of  balanced  budgets. 
There  is  courage  in  this  budget — 
courage  we  have  not  seen  for  decades. 
Courage  that  makes  this  a  historic  mo- 
ment. But.  if  we  are  honest,  it  is  cour- 
age without  alternatives.  The  status 
quo  may  be  comfortable,  but  it  is  not 
sustainable.  Because  the  road  we  are 
on.  while  it  may  seem  wide  and  easy, 
ends  with  a  cliff,  and  the  fall  will  be 
disastrous  for  our  economy,  disastrous 
for  our  people,  including  our  seniors, 
disastrous  for  our  children  and  for  the 
Nation's  future. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  come  to  the 
beginning  of  the  end  of  deficit  spending 
in  America.  We  have  come  to  this  place 
because  there  is  no  alternative.  Two 
decades  of  promises,  two  decades  of 
rhetoric,  budget  proposals,  budget 
deals,  tax  increases,  unfulfilled  prom- 
ises, and  spending  cuts,  all  these  have 
failed.  This  is  the  best  argument  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment,  defeated 
for  the  moment  by  just  one  vote. 

So  we  turn  to  this  effort,  this  coura- 
geous effort,  let  me  say  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  the  only  effort,  the 
only  game  in  town  is  the  Republican 
budget  proposal. 

No  one  has  proposed  anything  dif- 
ferent. If  you  do  not  like  this,  you  are 
walking  away  from  the  debate.  The 
President  has  abdicated  his  leadership 
on  this  most  critical  of  all  issues  facing 
our  Nation.  Likewise,  Democrats  have 
abdicated  leadership  on  this,  the  most 
critical  of  all  issues. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  ex- 
pired 

The  minority  leader  is  recognized  for 
8  minutes,  the  time  remaining. 

Mr  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  lis- 
tened carefully  to  the  words  of  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Indiana.  If 
you  listened,  you  heard  one  thing  that 
is  completely  unrelated  to  what  is  ad- 
dressed in  this  amendment.  To  listen 
to  the  Senator  from  Indiana,  you  would 
think  that  this  amendment  was  going 
to  add  somehow  to  the  deficit;  that  it 
was  going  to  somehow  change  the  pa- 
rameters of  this  budget  resolution; 
that  somehow  it  was  going  to  move 
back  the  date  of  the  balanced  budget 
goal  to  a  time  beyond  2002. 

Mr.  President,  that  has  nothing 
whatsoever  to  do  with  what  we  are  now 
considering  in  this  amendment.  There 
is  no  disagreement  on  a  balanced  budg- 
et. There  is  no  disagreement,  at  least 
for  most  of  us.  on  what  date  we  ought 
to  set  for  a  balanced  budget.  But  there 
are  fundamental  disagreements. 

The  President  has  laid  down  his 
budget.  The  Republicans,  as  is  their 
right  now,  have  laid  down  an  alter- 
native. These  two  budgets  are  60  per- 
cent the  same.  But  there  is  a  fun- 
damental difference  in  priorities  in  the 
remaining  40  percent  of  this  budget. 
This  amendment  and.  indeed,  this  en- 
tire debate,  is  about  modifying  this 
budget  to  reflect  those  priorities.  It  is 
about  a  fundamental  difference  in  how 
and  where  we  ought  to  invest  our  re- 
sources. 

What  the  Republicans  are  suggesting 
is  that,  if  we  do  the  things  the  chair- 
man has  proposed,  somehow  there  will 
be  a  $170  billion  pool  from  which  to 
provide  a  tax  cut  at  a  later  date.  There 
is  no  doubt  about  that.  Everyone  has 
acknowledged  that  is  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  a  tax  cut  that  will  substan- 
tially benefit  those  at  the  upper  end  of 
the  income  scale. 

We  are  saying  that  we  cannot  accept 
that  tradeoff.  We  are  saying  that  it  is 
wrong  for  seniors  to  pay  $6,400  per  cou- 
ple in  additional  out-of-pocket  health 
expenses  to  finance  a  tax  cut  for  upper 
income  Americans.  We  are  saying  that 
it  is  wrong  for  working  families  to  pay 
$1,400  more  for  this  tax  cut.  We  are  say- 
ing that  it  is  wrong  for  students  to  pay 
$3,000  more  over  the  course  of  their  col- 
lege careers  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut.  These 
are  the  issues  our  amendment  address- 
es. 

The  people  who  are  the  hardest  hit 
and  who  are  gomg  to  feel  it  the  most 
are  the  senior  citizens.  A  $256  billion 
cut  in  Medicare  over  the  next  7  years 
will  affect  37  million  people,  resulting 
in  $900  a  year  more  in  additional  health 
care  expenses  per  beneficiary,  $3,200 
over  the  course  of  the  7  years.  For 
whaf  So  that  the  wealthiest  1.1  mil- 
lion people  in  this  country  can  get  a 
$20,000-a-year  tax  cut.  Those  people 
making  more  than  $350,000  a  year  will 
get  $20,000  back  in  taxes. 


This  graph  says  it  clearly.  We  are  not 
talking  about  increases  in  the  debt.  We 
are  not  talking  about  altering  the 
glidepath  or  our  balanced  budget  goal. 
We  are  talking  about  the  fact  that  the 
Republicans  want  to  provide  a  tax  cut 
for  wealthy  citizens,  while  the  Demo- 
crats are  concerned  about  paying  for 
that  tax  cut  with  Medicare  cuts.  This 
is  the  essence  of  the  difference  between 
their  approach  and  our  approach,  espe- 
cially when  you  consider  the  fact  that 
97  percent  of  those  who  are  dependent 
upon  Medicare  make  less  than  $50,000  a 
year. 

We  cannot  accept  that  Medicare  cuts 
will  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  affluent  Amer- 
icans. The  $256  billion  Medicare  cut,  re- 
sulting in  a  $900-a-year  increase  in  out- 
of-pocket  costs  to  beneficiaries,  is  es- 
pecially troubling  when  you  see  how 
limited  most  seniors'  economic  re- 
sources are.  Nonseniors,  people  under 
the  age  of  65.  only  spend  about  8  per- 
cent of  their  income  on  health  care. 
Seniors,  on  the  other  hand,  pay  21  per- 
cent of  their  income  on  health  ex- 
penses. In  other  words,  they  pay  almost 
three  times  more  each  year  on  health 
care  than  nonseniors. 

There  is  a  lot  of  debate  about  how  we 
are  affecting  the  growth  of  Medicare 
spending.  Let's  be  clear  about  this.  The 
Republicans  say  they  are  allowing 
Medicare  costs  to  increase— that  all 
they  are  doing  is  cutting  back  on  the 
program's  growth.  I  hope  everyone  un- 
derstands the  effect  their  proposal  will 
have  on  the  Medicare  program.  It  is 
very  important  that  everyone  appre- 
ciate the  reasons  for  Medicare's  explo- 
sion in  costs.  There  are  two  basic  rea- 
sons. 

First,  the  demographics  of  our  coun- 
try continue  to  change  in  positive 
ways.  We  are  seeing  more  and  more 
people  over  the  age  65,  mure  and  more 
people  who  are  living  long  enough  to 
enjoy  their  retirement.  Therefore. 
more  and  more  people  are  relying  on 
Medicare.  That  is  not  some  manage- 
ment problem.  This  represents  a  tre- 
mendous new  opportunity  for  our  older 
Americans  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of 
their  retirement  years.  And  more  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  are  living  longer  and 
longer.  The  over  age  85  group  is  the 
fastest  growing  population  of  Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

Second,  more  and  better  health  care 
technology  is  allowing  people  to  live 
longer  and  healthier  lives. 

The  Medicare  program  is  expected  to 
grow  about  8.3  percent  per  year,  taking 
into  account  these  demographic  trends, 
new  technology,  and  general  increases 
in  the  cost  of  living.  In  the  private  sec- 
tor, which  has  a  younger,  healthier 
population  that  needs  fewer  health 
care  services,  we  see  slightly  lower 
total  growth  in  health  care  costs.  What 
the  Republicans  would  like  to  do 
through  this  budget  is  dramatically 
cut  back  the  growth  in  Medicare  while 
private  sector  health  care  costs  con- 
tinue to  grow  at  a  rate  of  7.2  percent. 


The  impact  that  will  have  on  seniors 
could  not  be  more  clear.  Millions  of 
seniors  today  depend  upon  Medicare  for 
their  health  care  and  can  now  walk 
into  a  hospital  or  clinic  with  the  con- 
fidence that  they  are  going  to  be  treat- 
ed when  they  are  ill.  Under  this  budget, 
they  will  no  longer  have  the  confidence 
that  Medicare  will  be  there  when  they 
need  it.  A  lot  of  people  are  not  going  to 
have  the  care  they  deserve,  in  large 
measure  because  of  the  dramatic  re- 
duction in  the  availability  of  resources 
for  Medicare.  We  simply  cannot  allow 
that  to  happen. 

The  situation  is  much  the  same  with 
respect  to  Medicaid.  The  demographic 
trends  and  new  technology  affect  Med- 
icaid much  as  they  affect  Medicare.  I 
think  we  all  have  to  realize  that,  un- 
less we  are  really  prepared  to  tackle 
meaningful  health  reform  and  address 
the  proliferation  in  technology,  the 
ramification  of  these  demographic 
trends  in  our  Nation,  and  the  explosion 
in  general  health  care  costs,  it  is  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  do  anything  mean- 
ingful to  produce  the  kinds  of  savings 
that  the  Republicans  are  proposing. 

The  bottom  line  is  this.  Whose  side 
are  we  on?  Are  we  on  the  side  of  senior 
citizens?  Are  we  on  the  side  of  kids? 
Are  we  on  the  side  of  working  families? 
Or  are  we  on  the  side  of  those  who  want 
to  raise  more  money  so  we  can  cut 
taxes  for  the  wealthy  by  $20,000? 

This  could  be  one  of  the  most,  if  not 
the  most,  important  votes  on  health 
care  in  this  session  of  Congress.  The 
decision  we  will  make  in  less  than  10 
minutes  is  about  whose  side  we  are  on. 
about  whether  or  not  senior  citizens 
are  going  to  be  confident  in  their  abil- 
ity to  get  the  kind  of  health  care  they 
need  for  as  long  as  they  live. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
maining time  for  debate  is  now  in  the 
control  of  the  Budget  Committee 
Chairman. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  what 
time  are  we  scheduled  to  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  At  3:10. 
in  12  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  myself  the  remaining  time. 

First  of  all,  I  do  not  expect  an  an- 
swer, but  it  would  be  good  to  know 
whether  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  Senator  Rocke- 
feller, who  spoke  with  such  passion 
on  this  subject  and  talked  about  how 
wonderful  his  amendment  is  for  sen- 
iors. I  wonder  if  we  might  find  out 
someday  whether  he  would  vote  for  a 
budget  resolution  if  this  amendment 
passed?  I  have  serious  doubts  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  would,  for  put- 
ting back  $100  billion  into  Medicare 
seems  to  me  to  be  far  less  than  that 
which  he  and  many  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  really  have  in  mind.  Essen- 
tially, they  have  found  this  contingent 
fund   of  $170   billion   so   they   can   now 


start  spending  it;  so  this  is  another  ef- 
fort to  paint  us  one  way  when  they  do 
not  really  have  a  solution. 

But  let  me  just  talk  about  what  is 
going  on.  in  terms  of  the  Republicans, 
what  we  are  suggesting. 

Whose  side  are  we  on?  Make  no  bones 
about  it.  We  are  on  the  side  of  all 
Americans.  There  are  those  in  politics 
who  would  like  to  make  us  choose 
sides. 

They  would  like  to  split  the  United 
States  of  America  as  if  all  Americans 
are  not  interested  in  America's  future. 

Whose  side  are  we  on?  We  are  on  the 
senior  citizens'  side  because  we  want  to 
make  the  trust  fund  that  pays  for  their 
health  care  solid,  improve  it.  make  it 
better,  and  make  sure  that  it  is  there 
for  them  for  a  long  time. 

We  are  on  the  side  of  the  working 
men  and  women  in  America  who  are 
paying  that  bill  because  they,  too, 
would  like  to  know  that  when  it  comes 
their  turn  to  get  Medicare,  it  will  be 
there.  We  propose  that  it  will  be  there 
for  them. 

We  are  on  the  side  of  the  children  of 
America,  the  young  children  that  we  so 
much  love,  that  we  have  so  much  affec- 
tion for.  We  are  on  their  side,  too. 

Because,  Mr.  President,  and  fellow 
Americans,  if  we  do  not  fix  the  Federal 
budget  where  it  stops  hemorrhaging  at 
$275  billion  a  year,  all  Americans— sen- 
iors, children,  middle-aged  Americans, 
young  couples  who  are  just  entering 
the  work  force,  with  one  child,  or  two 
children,  or  just  married  and  starting 
their  life— we  are  on  all  their  sides,  be- 
cause we  would  like  the  fruits  of  their 
work  to  give  them  a  good  paycheck, 
not  a  deflated  paycheck  that  goes  down 
while  it  sounds  like  it  is  going  up  be- 
cause they  are  paying  incredible 
amounts  of  what  the^  ^'ork  for  to  the 
Federal  Government  to  pay  our  bills. 

I  believe  the  seniors  in  America  want 
a  future  for  their  children,  for  their 
children  who  are  out  there  working, 
and  their  grandchildren  that  the.y  are 
hoping  will  get  an  education  and  bene- 
fit and  prosper  in  .America. 

So  we  answer  that  question.  Whose 
side  are  we  on?  We  are  on  every  single 
American's  side.  We  are  for  helping 
every  American  have  a  better  life  and 
asking  that  some  sacrifice  now  so  that 
there  will  be  a  better  life,  especially 
for  our  children. 

What  are  we  saying  about  Medicare? 
Let  us  talk  about  it  again.  There  is  no 
need — nonetheless,  we  cannot  prevent 
it — to  frighten  Americans.  The  Medi- 
care system  is  bankrupt.  That  is  not 
Republicans  talking.  It  is  six  trustees, 
four  of  whom  work  for  the  President. 
They  said  you  ought  to  reform  it.  And 
they  told  us  how  much  was  needed  to 
reform  it  short  term.  They  said  $163 
billion  over  5  years. 

We  have  asked  the  committees  in  the 
U.S.  Congress  to  make  it  solvent  over  7 
years  by  finding  a  way  to  reform,  to 
add  opportunities  to  senior  citizens,  to 


change  the  system  that  is  essentially 
about  30  years  old.  and.  say.  let  us 
modernize  it  and  make  it  better  for 
seniors,  and  in  the  meantime  let  us 
save  money.  Instead  of  10  percent 
growth,  let  it  grow  at  7. 

Who  is  the  principal  advocate  of  the 
proposition  that  when  you  let  some- 
thing grow  at  7  percent  instead  of  10 
that  you  are  not  cutting  it?  Let  me  ask 
one  more  time  who  the  best  advocate 
of  that  is.  I  will  quote  quickly.  October 
5.  1993.  President  Clinton  speaking  to 
the  AARP: 

Today.  Medicaid  and  Medicare  are  going  up 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  pro- 
pose to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation. 

That  is  the  President  saying  that.  He 
proposes  in  the  yellow  on  this  chart: 

That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid  cut  .  .  . 
only  in  Washington  do  people  believe  that  no 
one  can  get  by  on  twice  the  rate  of  inflation. 

And  then  there  is  some  laughter. 

So.  when  you  hear  all  this  business  about 
cuts — 

Said  the  President, 
let  me  caution  you  that  that  is  not  what  is 
going  on.  We  are  going  to  have  increases  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Exactly  the  same  thing  happening, 
except  it  is  the  Republicans  proposing 
that  we  do  it  and  do  it  now  and  carry 
it  out  over  a  7-year  period. 

Now  the  Republicans,  the  President, 
and  the  Democrats  said  let  us  leave  So- 
cial Security  off  the  table,  with  some 
exceptions.  Some  have  said  you  ought 
to  reform  it,  too.  But  that  has  been  the 
basic  proposal.  We  even  hear  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  today  that  we  are 
not  living  up  to  that  commitment  be- 
cause we  are  trying  to  reform  Medi- 
care. 

Let  me  remind  everyone  that  the 
f'urrent  law  with  reference  to  Social 
Security  checks  and  Medicare  pay- 
ments holds  seniors  harmless  from  any 
cut  in  their  Social  Security.  If  Medi- 
care premiums  were  to  go  up,  you  hold 
them  harmless;  they  cannot  have  a  cut 
in  their  Social  Security.  We  stated  the 
same  thing  in  this  budget  resolution, 
and  those  who  are  familiar  with  the 
hold  harmless  law  know  that.  And  to 
now  say  we  are  cutting  Social  Secu- 
rity, when  everybody  understands  it 
has  been  written  about,  it  has  been 
promulgated  across  this  land  that  we 
took  it  off,  we  let  it  stand  on  its  own  as 
many  said  we  should. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that  the 
minority  leader  was  wrong  on  a  couple 
of  things.  He  said  the  President's  budg- 
et and  the  Republican  budget  are  going 
in  the  same  direction,  they  are  about 
60  percent  alike.  Nothing  could  be  fur- 
ther from  the  truth.  The  President's 
budget  goes  in  one  direction,  perhaps 
south;  the  Republican  goes  north,  or 
vice-versa.  The  President's  budget 
would  let  the  deficit  go  back  up  to  $275 
billion  and  reforms  no  entitlement  pro- 
gram which  is  breaking  the  bank  for 
our  people  for  years  to  come.  We  get  it 


into  balance  in  7  years,  and  we  do  ad- 
dress entitlements  that  we  could  not 
afford  to  pay  for.  and  everybody  knows 
we  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  them.  We 
are  saying  reform  them.  We  are  asking 
for  a  commission  to  help  us  reform 
them.  And  we  will  get  on  with  the  task 
of  answering  the  question.  Who  are  we 
for?  We  are  for  every  single  American. 
We  are  for  the  dream  of  a  senior  citizen 
that  their  children  succeed  in  life.  And 
we  think  we  are  going  to  make  that 
dream  come  true. 

We  are  for  a  senior  who  says,  "I  want 
Medicare  to  be  around  in  10  or  15  years. 
I  do  not  just  want  it  right  now."  We 
are  for  seniors  who  are  saying,  "We 
would  even  like  for  it  to  be  around  for 
our  son  or  daughter,  who  is  45  or  50 
years  of  age.  "  We  are  for  that  senior, 
too.  We  are  for  that  22-year-old  couple. 
26-year-old.  or  as  this  weekend  I  will 
have  a  new  couple  in  my  family,  that 
28-year-old  couple.  We  are  for  them  be- 
cause we  want  their  paychecks  to 
grow.  We  want  their  standard  of  living 
to  go  up. 

What  will  prevent  it?  What  is  the 
most  objective  way  of  preventing  our 
children  from  having  success?  Let  the 
deficit  continue  to  roar,  put  more  and 
more  taxes  on  the  next  generation,  and 
on  the  28-year-olds,  and  the  20-year- 
olds  across  America— taxation  for  the 
children  without  representation,  for 
they  are  not  even  able  to  vote  and  we 
are  putting  huge  taxes  on  them.  Yes. 
Huge  taxes,  as  we  a^k  them  to  pay  our 
bills  out  of  their  work  and  their  effort. 
That  is  what  it  is  all  about. 

And,  Mr.  President,  finally,  every 
time  an  opponent  of  the  Republican 
plan  in  the  U.S.  Senate  puts  up  a  chart, 
they  cannot  resist  talking  about  we  are 
going  to  give  tax  cuts  to  the  rich.  We 
are  going  fn  give  $20  000  to  somebody 
earning  $320,000  or  $350,000. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  particularly— par- 
ticularly—offensive  to  this  Senator 
when  a  member  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee comes  to  the  floor  and  says  that.  It 
is  offensive  because  by  a  vote  of  21  to  1 
the  Budget  Committee  proposed  in  this 
budget  resolution  an  amendment  by 
Senator  Boxer  and  Senator  Brown  of 
Colorado.  What  did  it  say?  It  said,  if  we 
have  a  tax  cut — if  we  have  a  tax  cut  - 
90  percent  of  it  shall  go  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  earning  $90,000  or  less.  Even 
in  that  score  we  are  for  middle-income 
Americans.  We  are  for  the  working 
Americans. 

What  does  this  amendment  try  to  do? 
This  amendment  says  from  that  side  of 
the  aisle — and  let  me  pay  my  friend. 
Senator  Exon,  a  compliment  for  his 
hard  work.  Nonetheless,  when  he  fin- 
ishes saying  that  I  have  been  successful 
with  my  hard  work,  he  then  proceeds 
to  tell  me  what  I  have  done  wrong. 

So.  let  me  just  suggest  for  all  his 
hard  work  here  is  the  essence  of  the 
Democrat  plan.  First  of  all.  there  is  no 
plan.  But  this  particular  amendment 
says  after  you  balance  the  budget  with 
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cuts  that  we  do  not  want — Dennocrats 
speaking— with  cuts  that  we  do  not 
want,  after  you  finish  doing  that,  and 
we  have  not  helped  you  a  bit.  then  we 
suggest  that  whatever  economic  divi- 
dend there  is  for  the  American  people, 
we  are  suggesting  that  we  tell  you  how 
to  spend  it.  For  today,  they  are  saying 
to  us.  take  $100  billion  of  the  hard- 
earned  economic  dividend  that  we  say. 
if  it  occurs,  we  want  to  go  back  to  mid- 
dle-income Americans  as  a  moderate 
tax  cut.  they  would  now  say  we  did  not 
help  you  with  it.  the  cuts  are  not  cuts 
we  want — we  have  heard  that  all  day 
long,  they  are  not  the  cuts  we  want — 
but  now  we  would  like  to  tell  you  how 
to  spend  it.  We  would  like  you  to  spend 
it — this  one  will  be  Medicare,  then 
there  will  be  one  on  education,  and 
then  there  will  be  one  on  something 
else. 

Essentially,  I  hope  the  American  peo- 
ple see  through  all  that,  and  I  hope 
that  overwhelmingly  the  amendment  is 
turned  down. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
more  than  20  hours  into  the  debate  on 
the  budget  resolution.  By  midweek,  the 
Senate  will  likely  approve  a  budget 
which  projects  a  balanced  budget  in  the 
year  2002,  although  the  Republican 
budget  continues  to  rely  on  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds.  However,  the  pro- 
posed budget  resolution  which  Is  before 
the  Senate  and  even  more  so  the  reso- 
lution approved  by  the  House  are  not 
balanced  in  another  even  more  impor- 
tant way.  In  an  effort  to  reach  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  fixed  target  of  the 
year  2002,  while  keeping  the  Pentagon's 
budget  off  the  table,  providing  for  an 
ill-advised,  and  if  the  House's  proposals 
are  any  guide.  Inequitable  tax  cut.  the 
resultant  budget  blueprint  represented 
here  penalizes  the  middle-income 
working  families,  neglects  the  need  to 
invest  in  our  Nation's  future,  and  pe- 
nalizes our  senior  citizens,  all  while 
providing  for  a  tax  reduction  which 
will  benefit  mostly  the  wealthiest  of 
Americans. 

The  Rockefeller  amendment  which 
we  are  now  considering  takes  a  critical 
step  In  the  right  direction  by  providing 
additional  funding  for  Medicare  while 
cutting  back  the  funding  for  an  ill- 
timed,  and  inequitable  tax  cut  for  the 
most  well-off  Americans  for  which  the 
budget  resolution  before  us  reserves 
$170  billion. 

The  tax  cut  laid  out  by  the  House 
provides  more  than  half  of  its  benefits 
to  people  making  more  than  $100,000  a 
year  and  gives  a  $20,000  tax  break  to 
those  who  make  $350,000,  while  the 
budget  takes  the  largest  bite  out  of  the 
Medicare  Program  relied  upon  by  older 
Americans:  78  percent  of  those  who  re- 
ceive Medicare  benefits  are  making 
less  than  $25,000  a  year.  Those  depend- 
ent on  Medicare  will  experience  the 
largest  cut  in  Medicare's  history  cost- 
ing on  average  by  2002,  a  $900  per  year 


increase  in  premiums,  deductibles  and 
copayments,  approximately  $3,200  over 
the  next  7  years — $6,400  for  couples  by 
the  time  2002  rolls  around. 

Several  of  my  colleagues  over  the 
past  several  days  have  quoted  Repub- 
lican commentator  Kevin  Phillips,  but 
his  recent  public  remarks  sum  up  the 
problems  with  the  Republican  budget 
proposal  very  well.  He  said; 

Spending  on  government  progranns— from 
Medicare  and  education  to  home  heating  oil 
assistance — is  to  be  reduced  in  ways  that 
predominantly  benefit  the  top  1  or  2  percent 
of  Americans. 

Mr.  Phillips  goes  on  to  say: 

If  the  budget  deficit  were  really  a  national 
crisis  instead  of  a  pretext  for  fiscal  favor- 
itism and  finagling,  we'd  be  talking  about 
shared  sacrifice,  with  *  *  *  the  people  who 
have  the  big  money  making  the  biggest  sac- 
rifice, instead,  it's  senior  citizens,  the  poor, 
students,  and  ordinary  Americans  who'll  see 
programs  they  depend  on  gutted  while  *  ♦  * 
the  richest  1  or  2  percent — far  from  making 
sacrifices — actually  get  new  benefits  and  tax 
reductions. 

Mr.  Phillips  says  It  all,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. The  debate  is  not  really  about 
whether  we  should  be  moving  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  It  is  about  how  we  at- 
tempt to  get  there  over  the  next  7 
years.  It  Is  basically  about  fairness. 
The  Rockefeller  amendment  Is  a  first 
step  toward  making  this  budget  more 
equitable. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY,  Mr.  President,  we 
have  to  keep  our  eye  on  the  problem. 
The  problem  is  that  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram Is  going  broke.  And  this  means 
that  out-of-control  spending  in  the  pro- 
gram must  be  addressed.  We  cannot  ad- 
dress out-of-control  spending  by  spend- 
ing more. 

Medicare  spending  is  growing  rap- 
idly. The  part  A  Program,  which  pays 
for  the  hospital  care  nf  henefiriaries, 
will  grow  8.3  percent  annually  for  the 
forseeable  future.  Part  B.  which  pays 
doctor  bills,  will  grow  at  14.1  percent 
per  year.  The  overall  program  will 
grow  at  10.5  percent  per  year. 

Evidence  of  the  difference  between 
Income  to  the  program  and  spending  by 
the  program  is  the  pending  bankruptcy 
of  the  part  A  program.  Under  current 
estimates,  this  program  will  not  be 
able  to  pay  its  bills  in  the  year  2002. 
The  trustees  of  the  fund,  the  Secretar- 
ies of  the  Treasury,  Labor,  and  Health 
and  Human  Services  recently  addressed 
the  financing  shortfall  of  the  trust 
fund.  They  said:  "the  projected  year  of 
exhaustion  for  the  HI  Trust  Fund  Is 
2002." 

The  situation  is  really  no  better, 
probably  worse,  for  the  part  B  pro- 
gram. The  part  B  program  doesn't 
present  the  crisis  aspect  that  the  part 
A  program  presents,  but  only  because 
70  percent  of  the  funds  for  the  program 
come  from  general  revenues.  Surely  we 
cannot  tolerate  14  percent  annual 
growth  in  a  program  of  this  size. 

The  public  trustees  of  the  Medicare 
Program  have  tried  to  bring  the  situa- 


tion facing  the  Medicare  Program  to 
the  attention  of  the  Congress  and  the 
general  public.  The  public  trustees 
serve  as  trustees  of  the  program  to- 
gether with  the  Cabinet  Secretaries  I 
mentioned  a  moment  ago.  One  is  a 
Democrat,  one  a  Republican.  Their 
terms  have  just  expired.  They  have  no 
axe  to  grind.  They  both  have  long  expe- 
rience in  government.  They  worked  in 
leadership  positions  In  agencies  with 
responsibility  for  retirement  programs. 
They  are  substantial  people,  whose 
views  must  be  taken  seriously. 

They  said,  in  the  1995  Trustees'  Re- 
port, that  "the  Medicare  program  is 
clearly  unsustainable  in  its  present 
form  *  *  *  it  is  now  clear  that  Medicare 
reform  needs  to  be  addressed  urgently 
as  a  distinct  legislative  initiative". 
The  administration  officials  serving  as 
trustees,  the  Secretaries  of  Treasury, 
Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services,  to- 
gether with  the  Commissioner  of  So- 
cial Security  and  the  Health  Care  Fi- 
nancing Administrator,  said  In  the  1995 
Report  that  "the  trustees  urge  the 
Congress  to  take  additional  actions  de- 
signed to  control  HI  program  costs." 
They  also  said  that  "the  trustees  be- 
lieve that  prompt,  effective,  and  deci- 
sive action  is  necessary." 

The  budget  resolution  we  are  consid- 
ering attempts  to  address  the  serious 
problems  In  the  Medicare  Program 
identified  by  the  trustees.  In  this  budg- 
et, the  Medicare  Program  will  continue 
to  grow  at  7.1  percent  per  year.  Over 
the  7  years  covered  by  the  budget  reso- 
lution, the  program  will  grow  59  per- 
cent from  $161.1  billion  in  1995  to  $256.7 
billion  in  2002.  This  will  be  a  per  capita 
Increase  of  49  percent.  The  average  an- 
nual per  capita  growth  rate  is  5.4  per- 
cent. This  is  a  real  per  capita  increase 
of  2.4  percent  per  year. 

Some  have  argued  that  the  real  per 
capital  change  in  spending  must  be  cal- 
culated using  the  medical  CPI.  And  it 
is  true  that,  were  we  to  use  this  index 
to  measure  the  change  in  per  capita 
Medicare  spending,  there  would  be  a 
real  decrease  In  that  spending.  Yet,  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  stopped 
using  the  medical  CPI  several  years 
ago.  They  concluded  that  that  measure 
was  seriously  flawed.  .Among  other 
things,  it  cannot  adequately  account 
for  the  Increases  In  quality  of  health 
care  services.  In  addition  the  Index 
uses  list  prices  rather  than  actual 
transaction  prices.  And.  these  days, 
list  prices  have  little  to  do  with  the  ac- 
tual cost  of  services. 

I  am  not  trying  to  argue  that  the 
spending  slowdown  will  not  be  difficult 
and  painful.  As  a  Senator  representing 
a  rural.  Medicare-dependent  State, 
with  high-quality  and  relatively  low- 
cost  medical  care.  I  realize  this  all  too 
well. 

But,  there  are  two  additional  steps  In 
the   budget   process   during   which    the 
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impact  of  the  Medicare  spending  slow- 
down on  vulnerable  areas  of  the  coun- 
try can  be  cushioned.  First,  the  resolu- 
tion calls  for  a  Commission  to  suggest 
how  this  spending  slowdown  might  best 
be  achieved.  I  am  confident  that  this 
Commission  will  take  into  consider- 
ation the  special  circumstances  of  vul- 
nerable regions  and  vulnerable  groups 
when  they  develop  their  recommenda- 
tions. 

Second,  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
of  which  I  am  a  member,  will  make  the 
critical  decisions  about  how  to  change 
the  Medicare  Program  so  as  to  realize 
savings.  As  a  member  of  that  commit- 
tee. I  intend  to  work  hard  to  ease  the 
impact  of  the  spending  slowdown  on 
the  most  vulnerable.  Medicare  expendi- 
tures in  rural  areas  are  considerably 
smaJ^ler  than  are  expenditures  in 
nonrural  areas.  For  instance,  the  part 
\  expenditure  in  rural  areas  is  only 
about  13  percent  of  total  part  A  ex- 
penditures. Total  program  payments  In 
nonmotropolltan  statistical  areas  is 
about  23  percent  of  total  program  pay- 
ments. In  the  past,  this  difference  has 
made  it  possible  to  cushion  the  impact 
of  reconciliation  bills  on  rural  areas. 
Thus,  I  think  that  it  should  be  possible 
to  cushion  the  effects  on  rural  areas  of 
the  spending  slowdown  without  adverse 
effects  on  other  areas.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  concerned  about  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram and  all  those  who  depend  on  it.  I 
do  not  believe  that  this  budget  resolu- 
tion, with  all  the  sacrifice  it  calls  for, 
will  jeopardize  the  health  care  services 
on  which  older  people  depend.  I  am 
concerned,  Mr.  President,  that  if  we  do 
not  act  to  put  the  Medicare  Program 
on  a  sound  footing.  Medicare-dependent 
States  like  my  own  will  suffer  the  most 
when  the  day  of  reckoning  ultimately 
comes. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  future 
of  our  country.  If  we  do  not  act.  we  will 
be  faced  with  Federal  deficits  into  the 
indefinite  future.  If  we  do  not  act,  in- 
terest on  the  national  debt  will  reach 
$300  billion  annually  be  the  end  of  the 
decade.  That  is  larger  than  the  Defense 
budget.  That  is  larger  than  the  Medi- 
care Program.  That  is  larger,  in  fact, 
than  any  item  in  the  Federal  budget 
except  the  Social  Security  retirement 
program. 

-Surely,  Mr.  President,  we  cannot  go 
on  like  this. 

THE  FL'Tl'RE  OF  MKDIC.ARE  .^.VD  .MEDICAID 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
.American  public  became  well  versed 
during  last  year's  debate  on  the  health 
care  system  and  the  need  to  stem  ris- 
ing health  care  costs.  In  the  last  year 
or  so  we  have  seen  the  health  care 
ma  ket  begin  to  change  and  costs  be- 
ginning to  go  down.  Unfortunately,  in 
the  two  largest  Federal  health  care 
programs.  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  this 
has  not  been  the  case.  Annual  costs 
continue  to  rise  by  nearly  10  percent. 
As  we  attempt  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  we  simply  cannot  continue  to 


sustain  this  rate  of  growth  in  our  Fed- 
eral health  programs. 

The  pending  amendment  would  take 
the  savings  or  economic  dividend  ex- 
pected from  a  balanced  budget  in  2002 
and  apply  it  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
While  I  am  reluctant  to  even  support  a 
broad-based  tax  cut  using  these  sav- 
ings, at  this  time  I  do  not  believe  these 
anticipated  savings  should  be  used  to 
increase  Medicare  and  Medicaid  fund- 
ing without  addressing  fundamental  re- 
forms in  these  two  programs.  After  all. 
the  savings  are  anticipated  and  may  or 
may  not  be  there  when  the  budget  is 
balanced  in  2002.  By  using  these  antici- 
pated funds  to  get  us  to  a  balanced 
budget  or  to  sustain  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs,  we  are  kidding 
ourselves  and  reverting  to  budget 
tricks  used  during  the  1980's.  There- 
fore. I  will  oppose  the  Rockefeller 
amendment. 

The  recent  report  by  the  Medicare 
trustees  describes  the  crisis  we  will 
face  as  a  nation  if  we  continue  to  allow 
costs  to  grow  at  their  current  rate.  The 
Medicare  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  will  be  bankrupt  in  2002.  Yes,  we 
have  known  about  this  for  a  number  of 
years  but  the  day  of  reckoning  is  upon 
us.  As  soon  as  1997,  Medicare  expendi- 
tures will  exceed  incoming  revenues. 

Before  we  begin  to  pour  money  into 
the  trust  funds,  we  must  look  at  the 
substantive  problems  with  the  program 
which  lead  us  down  the  road  toward  In- 
solvency. Allowing  Medicare  expendi- 
tures to  continue  to  grow  at  their  cur- 
rent rate  by  applying  the  projected  bal- 
anced budget  savings  to  the  trust  funds 
will  merely  extend  the  insolvency  date 
a  few  more  years.  Instead  we  must  rec- 
ognize that  changes  must  be  made  to 
guarantee  the  long-term  solvency  of 
the  program.  That  is  why  1  have  co- 
sponsored  legislation  introduced  re- 
cently by  my  colleague  from  Oregon. 
Senator  P.ackwood,  to  require  the  Med- 
icare trustees  to  provide  Congress  with 
their  recommendations  for  solving  the 
short-term  and  long-term  Medicare  sol- 
vency Issues. 

Some  States,  including  my  own  State 
of  Oregon,  are  far  down  the  road  to- 
ward building  cost  efficiency  into  our 
health  care  system.  A  recent  study  of 
hospitals  nationwide  concluded  that  if 
the  1993  U.S.  average  hospital  expendi- 
tures per  capita  had  been  the  same  as 
Oregon's  age  adjusted  expenditures  per 
capita,  the  United  States  would  have 
saved  over  $66  billion  of  its  $267  billion 
in  hospital  expenditures  that  year.  We 
must  continue  to  look  at  States  like 
Oregon  as  we  grapple  with  reforms  in 
both  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  There  are 
innovative  reforms  underway  in  our 
States  which  can  provide  concrete  ex- 
amples of  how  to  reduce  costs  without 
adversely  impacting  access  to  quality 
health  care  services. 

Balancing  the  budget  will  not  be  easy 
but  it  is  necessary.  It  will  require  a 
shared  sacrifice   by   all   Americans.   In 


order  to  assure  that  this  is  accom- 
plished we  must  be  willing  to  address 
inefficiencies  in  programs  such  as  Med- 
icare which  simply  could  not  be  imag- 
ined in  the  1960's  when  the  program 
was  originally  passed.  I  will  work  with 
my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  assure 
that  this  occurs. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  In  support  of  the  proposed  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  amendment,  and 
would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  ex- 
plain my  reasons  for  taking  this  posi- 
tion. 

We  all  know  that  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid spending  cuts  are  necessary. 

There  is  no  argument  that  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  must  be  reformed,  that 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  must  be  re- 
stored to  balance,  and  that  entitlement 
spending  must  be  slowed.  Let  me  give 
you  just  a  few  examples  of  the  need  for 
reform: 

The  current  cost  of  Medicare  alone  is 
a  staggering  $176  billion,  and  the  pro- 
gram increases  about  10  percent  annu- 
ally. 

At  over  $803  billion.  Medicare.  Medic- 
aid, and  other  entitlement  programs 
already  eat  up  over  50  percent  of  our 
annual  budget. 

The  current  Medicare  Program  pays 
out  much  more  in  benefits  than  it  is 
taking  in  from  premiums  and  payroll 
contributions. 

Without  reform.  Medicare  will  con- 
tinue to  grow  out  of  control.  Costs  for 
new  technologies  and  procedures  con- 
tinue to  Increase  rapidly,  there  are 
about  1  million  additional  Medicare 
participants  each  year,  and  managed 
care  efforts  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
participants  have  not  yet  yielded  sig- 
nificant savings  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

For  those  reasons.  I  have  supported 
deficit  reduction  efforts  and  changes  in 
Medicare  in  the  past,  and  believe  that 
we  must  all  be  willing  to  enact  health 
care  reform  legislation,  including 
measures  such  as  means-testing  the 
Medicare  part  B  premium,  raising  the 
age  of  eligibility  for  new  Medicare  en- 
rollees  over  time,  and  expanding  a 
competition-based  managed  Medicare 
Program. 

However,  $400  billion  in  cuts  from 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  is  a  huge 
amount,  which  goes  too  far,  too  fast, 
without  any  assurances  that  our  health 
care  system  won't  be  significantly  un- 
dercut. 

The  real  questions  are  how  much  to 
cut,  how  to  make  sure  the  cuts  are  dis- 
tributed fairly,  and  how  to  make  sure 
the  cuts  can  work? 

The  proposed  resolution  cuts  over 
$400  billion  out  of  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid over  the  next  7  years— almost  a 
third  of  the  entire  $1.3  trillion  in  cuts. 
These  health  care  cuts  include  $256  bil- 
lion from  Medicare  and  $176  billion 
from  Medicaid,  along  with  cuts  in 
other  public  health  areas. 

What  exactly  do  health  care  cuts  of 
this   size   really   mean?   Well,    no   one 
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really  knows,  but  health  care  experts 
tell  us  that  the  options  for  cuts  of  this 
size  are  few.  and  estimates  by  the 
Health  Care  Finance  Agency,  which 
runs  these  progranis.  have  projected 
these  fiscal  impacts: 

First,  S256  billion  in  Medicare  cuts 
will  almost  certainly  increase  seniors" 
out-of-pocket  health  care  costs  for  pre- 
miums, deductibles,  and  copayments. 

This  will  lower  seniors'  Social  Secu- 
rity checks,  because  that  is  where  the 
Medicare  part  B  premium  is  deducted. 
Medicare  premiums  and  Social  Secu- 
rity checks  are  linked  together  because 
under  the  integrated  Social  Security 
check-issuing  system.  Medicare  pre- 
miums are  automatically  taken  out  of 
Social  Security  checks.  An  increase  in 
the  Medicare  premium  leads  directly  to 
a  decrease  in  the  Social  Security 
check. 

Second,  in  addition,  $176  billion  in 
Medicaid  cuts  will  force  States  to 
spend  more,  undercut  the  efforts  of  our 
safety  net  hospitals,  increase  the  num- 
bers of  uninsured  persons,  and  shift 
even  more  costs  to  the  private  em- 
ployer-based health  care  system. 

Do  we  really  want  to  cut  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  by  $400  billion,  based 
upon  what  we  know  about  the  effects  of 
these  cuts? 

The  impact  of  these  cuts  on  would  af- 
fect California  enormously — more  than 
almost  every  other  State. 

California  will  be  particularly  af- 
fected by  these  cuts  because  it  has  a 
large  and  growing  population  of  31  mil- 
lion residents,  a  high— 20  percent— 
Medicaid  rate,  a  high— 23  percent — 
uninsurance  rate,  an  extremely  large — 
2  million— population  of  illegal  immi- 
grants, and  high  health  care  costs  de- 
spite the  spread  of  managed  care  and 
the  tremendous  success  of  group  pur- 
chasing alliances. 

For  California.  $256  billion  in  Medi- 
care cuts  could  cause  $34  billion  in 
total  cuts  to  California  hospitals  and 
patients  over  the  next  7  years,  accord- 
ing to  the  Health  Care  Finance  Admin- 
istration. Despite  having  only  9.5  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  Medicare  popu- 
lation. California  would  pay  for  over  13 
percent  of  the  Medicare  cuts. 

These  cuts  could  include  a  $4,300  in- 
crease in  out-of-pocket  costs— pre- 
miums, deductibles,  and  copayments — 
to  each  of  the  3.6  million  Medicare  re- 
cipients in  California,  according  to  the 
Health  Care  Finance  Administration. 

Out-of-pocket  costs  are  a  critical 
issue  for  Medicare  recipients,  who  al- 
ready pay  an  extraordinary  23  percent 
of  their  incomes  on  health  care — com- 
pared to  an  average  of  8  percent  for 
those  under  65.  This  increase  would  be 
40  percent  higher  for  Califomians  than 
cost  increases  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

For  California.  $176  billion  in  Medic- 
aid cuts  could  cause  $15  billion  in  lost 
Federal  funding— 12  percent  of  the 
total  cut,  second  only  to  New  York, 
which  can  afford   to  spend   thousands 


more  than  California  on  each  Medicaid 
patient. 

In  reality,  cuts  of  this  size  are  only 
necessary  to  help  pay  for  a  Republican 
tax  cut. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  esti- 
mates that  balancing  the  Federal  budg- 
et will  create  an  economic  dividend  of 
$170  billion. 

If  the  budget  is  balanced  and  the  div- 
idend is  certified  by  the  CBO.  Repub- 
licans plan  to  use  this  dividend  for  tax 
cuts.  Over  $345  billion  in  tax  cuts  have 
already  been  included  in  the  House  ver- 
sion, and  a  similar  proposal  will  soon 
be  debated  here  in  the  Senate. 

But  the  dividend  could  equally  be 
used  to  soften  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  which  is  what  the  Rocke- 
feller amendment  proposes,  and  how  I 
believe  it  should  be  used. 

This  amendment  would  direct  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  to  restore  $100  bil- 
lion, of  the  proposed  $400  billion  cut.  to 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  programs  in 
order  to  ensure  that  36  million  Medi- 
care recipients,  our  system  of  world- 
class  hospitals,  and  those  who  still 
have  their  own  private  insurance  are 
not  adversely  or  disproportionately  af- 
fected. 

Here  is  the  impact  of  the  Rockefeller 
amendment  on  California: 

While  the  budget  resolution  is  pro- 
jected to  cut  $34  billion  in  Medicare 
from  California  seniors  and  hospitals 
over  the  next  seven  years,  the  Rocke- 
feller amendment  would  restore  rough- 
ly $13.4  billion  of  that  $34  billion. 

While  the  budget  resolution  is  pro- 
jected to  increase  each  of  California's 
3.6  million  Medicare  recipients'  out  of 
pocket  costs  as  much  as  $4,300  per  per- 
son over  the  next  seven  years,  the 
Rockefeller  amendment  would  specifi- 
cally direct  the  Finance  Committee  to 
lower  those  increases. 

While  the  budget  resolution  would 
cut  $15  billion  in  Medicaid  payments  to 
California,  the  Rockefeller  amendment 
would  protect  the  most  vulnerable  pop- 
ulations, lessen  the  burden  on  state  re- 
sources, and  support  the  safety  net  of 
California  hospitals. 

Medicaid  funding  is  included  not  only 
because  it  protects  poor  women  and 
children,  but  also  because  so  many  sen- 
iors receive  long-term  health  care  and 
other  supplemental  "safety  net"  serv- 
ices from  Medicaid,  along  with  doctor 
and  hospital  coverage  from  Medicare. 

This  amendment  is  fully  paid  for.  It 
does  not  lessen  the  deficit  reduction  in 
the  budget,  and  still  leaves  significant 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  It  is 
paid  for  out  of  the  same  bonus  that  Re- 
publicans would  use  for  a  tax  cut.  If 
CBO  does  certify  a  $170  billion  bonus 
when  the  budget  reconciliation  bill 
goes  through,  then  those  funds  would 
go  back  into  Medicare,  not  into  tax 
cuts. 

Without  this  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
amendment,  the  budget  resolution 
makes  huge  amounts  of  cuts,  with  no 


real  assurance  that  they  can  be 
achieved  in  7  years  without  destroying 
our  health  care  system  or  imposing  a 
crushing  burden  on  seniors.  Therefore, 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  rise  today  in  support  of  my  col- 
league from  West  'Virginia's  amend- 
ment on  Medicare.  This  amendment 
would  take  $100  billion  from  the  re- 
serve fund  that  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  have  reserved  for  tax 
cuts,  and  put  it  back  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid.  This  is  an  important  amend- 
ment because  millions  of  Americans 
depend  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  to 
help  them  shoulder  the  burden  of  an  in- 
creasingly expensive  health  care  sys- 
tem. 

This  amendment  is  about  fairness 
and  shared  sacrifice.  It  will  still  put  us 
on  a  glide  path  toward  a  balanced 
budget  but  it  will  put  less  of  the  bur- 
den on  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Pro- 
grams. This  amendment  is  needed  be- 
cause the  budget  resolution  is  Draco- 
nian and  unfair.  This  body  should  con- 
sider a  budget  that  restores  fiscal  dis- 
cipline and  balances  not  only  the  num- 
bers on  each  side  of  the  ledger  but  also 
the  priorities  of  this  Nation.  Unfortu- 
nately, this  budget  does  not  accurately 
portray  the  Federal  budget  or  the  in- 
terests of  the  American  people.  This 
budget  resolution  is  about  numbers.  I 
guess  some  believe  the  end  justifies  the 
means.  Unfortunately,  the  human  side 
of  the  equation  has  been  all  but  ig- 
nored. The  last  time  I  looked,  this  Gov- 
ernment still  had  an  obligation  to 
serve  all  of  its  citizens.  That  includes 
the  old,  the  sick,  the  young,  and  the 
poor- not  just  the  prosperous. 

Let  us  take  a  moment  to  discuss 
what  $256  billion  in  cuts  to  Medicare 
and  $175  billion  in  cuts  to  Medicaid 
really  mean. 

It  means  1.6  million  Illinoisans  who 
are  covered  by  Medicare  would  have  to 
pay  an  additional  $2,770  over  7  years  in 
out-of-pocket  costs.  Already  the  elder- 
ly spend  nearly  21  percent  of  their  in- 
come on  health  care,  compared  to  8 
percent  for  nonseniors. 

It  means  Illinois  would  lose  $9.3  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  funds  over  the  next  7 
years  and  over  $6  billion  from  Medic- 
aid—a  30-percent  cut. 

It  means  payments  to  providers  will 
be  cut.  And  as  June  O'Neill.  Director  of 
the  CBO.  said  recently  "no  pain,  no 
gain".  Well  it  is  true  that  we  must 
share  the  sacrifice  as  we  say.  but  let  us 
take  a  look  at  that  pain.  And  then  let's 
consider  whether  or  not  we  need  the 
invasive  and  expensive,  in  terms  of 
human  costs,  prescriptions  ordered  by 
Dr.  Domenici's  committee. 

Cuts  of  this  magnitude  implemented 
this  quickly  will: 

Close  rural  and  inner-city  urban  safe- 
ty net  hospitals.  These  hospitals  bear  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  cost  of 
uncompensated  care.  They  do  not  have 


the  ability  to  cost  shift  and  large  cuts 
hit  their  bottom  line  directly.  In  Illi- 
nois we  know  of  at  least  10  hospitals 
that  would  close,  most  of  them  in  areas 
that  are  already  designated  as  health 
professions  shortage  areas. 

It  means  medical  education  will  suf- 
fer. Academic  health  centers  that  now 
train  this  Nation"s  residents  will  have 
to  reduce  the  number  of  residents 
trained  and  the  quality  of  that  training 
may  suffer.  Remember,  each  and  every 
one  of  us  benefits  from  well-trained 
physicians. 

It  means  hospitals  and  doctors  will 
no  longer  treat  Medicare  patients,  be- 
cause it  will  be  cost  prohibitive  to  do 
so.  And  this  means  seniors  lose  choice 
and  access  to  quality  care. 

Large  cuts  in  Medicaid  funding  are 
no  less  devastating. 

It  means  more  babies  will  be  born 
without  prenatal  care  and  will  not  re- 
ceive well  baby  care.  One-third  of  all 
births  are  funded  by  Medicaid. 

It  means  between  5  and  7  million  kids 
would  lose  coverage  and  the  phase-in  of 
coverage  to  the  children  of  the  working 
poor  would  be  jeopardized. 

It  means  millions  would  lose  bene- 
fits. This  means  the  loss  of  benefits  not 
only  for  poor  children,  but  for  the  el- 
derly and  disabled  too.  What  many  for- 
get is  that  two-thirds  of  Medicaid  costs 
go  to  provide  services  for  the  indigent 
elderly  and  severely  disabled. 

HHS  estimates  that  all  preventive 
and  diagnostic  screening  services  for 
children,  home  health  care,  hospice, 
and  dental  services  would  be  elimi- 
nated. 

It  means  more  middle-class  families 
will  be  responsible  for  paying  for  costly 
nursing  home  care  for  their  elderly 
parents.    Nursing   home   care  averages 
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Clearly,  changes  to  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  are  needed.  These  programs 
are  costly  entitlements  that  gobble  up 
more  and  more  of  our  Federal  budget 
and  contribute  more  and  more  to  our 
Federal  deficit.  We  must  not  be  resist- 
ant to  change.  Change  is  inevitable  if 
we  are  to  ensure  that  Medicare  remains 
a  viable  program  not  only  for  our  gen- 
eration but  for  our  children.  But  as 
Secretary  Shalala  recently  cautioned 
the  finance  committee:  ""Don"!  kill 
Medicare  to  save  it." 

Changes  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
must  be  made  in  the  context  of  health 
care  reform.  The  budget  resolution 
does  not  propose  a  solution  to  reduce 
health  care  inflation.  Not  only  does  it 
raise  the  cost  of  health  care  to  older 
Americans— 83  percent  of  Medicare 
users  have  an  annual  income  of  under 
$25.000 — but  it  will  reduce  access  and 
choice.  On  top  of  that,  it  will  produce 
a  big  cost  shift  onto  the  rest  of  us.  HHS 
estimates  that  if  only  one-third  of 
Medicare  cuts  are  shifted  to  other  pay- 
ers, businesses  and  families  would  be 
forced  to  pay  a  hidden  tax  of  $40-$50 
billion.    We    have    difficult    choices    to 


make,  but  this  budget  fails.  It  is  time 
to  try  again. 

We  can  balance  the  Federal  budget, 
but  we  have  to  set  some  priorities  here. 
We  cannot,  indeed  must  not.  balance 
the  budget  on  the  backs  of  children  and 
the  elderly.  It  is  not  right  and  it  is  not 
the  American  way.  This  amendment 
seeks  to  reduce  the  burden  of  this 
budget  on  those  who  need  it  most.  I 
offer  my  wholehearted  support. 

Thank  you  Mr   President. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  PLANS  AND 
MEDICARE  CUTS 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  current  debate  in  Congress  on  the 
budget  is  the  most  important  action 
Congress  will  take  this  year.  The  Re- 
publican budget  proposals  are  indeed 
monumental.  The  debate  over  how  we 
balance  our  Federal  budget  will  have 
repercussions  to  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments for  years  to  come. 

I  agree  with  several  things  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  plans.  I  agree  we  need 
to  continue  to  reduce  the  deficit  and 
achieve  a  balanced  budget.  The  Federal 
deficit  and  its  resulting  interest  pay- 
ments on  the  growing  national  debt 
put  a  heavy  drag  on  our  economy.  In 
1990  and  1993,  I  cast  politically  unpopu- 
lar votes  that  cut  about  $1  trillion 
from  the  projected  deficit.  Since  1992, 
the  deficit  has  been  reduced  from  $290 
to  $176  billion  this  year— a  drop  of  one- 
third.  And  more  savings  must  be  made. 

But  as  Ross  Perot  would  say:  "The 
devil  is  in  the  details."  How  we  balance 
the  Federal  budget  is  just  as  important 
as  balancing  it. 

I  am  extremely  disappointed  that  the 
Republican  budget  would  reduce  Medi- 
care spending  by  the  largest  amount  in 
iiisLory— S256  hiilion  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion and  $288  billion  in  the  House. 

These  numbers  are  big.  but  what  do 
they  really  mean  to  Vermonters? 
Under  the  Senate  Republican  budget 
proposal,  the  average  Medicare  spend- 
ing per  Vermont  beneficiary  would  be 
reduced  from  today's  level  by  over 
$4,000  over  the  next  7  years. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  "Vermont  will 
lose  $339  million  in  Medicare  funding. 
$79  million  in  the  year  2002  alone.  If 
this  loss  of  funds  is  split  50-50  between 
Medicare  recipients  and  providers,  in 
the  year  2002  Medicare  beneficiaries 
will  be  paying  about  $500  in  increased 
copayments,  premiums,  and 

deductibles.  Hospitals,  doctors,  and 
other  health  care  provides  will  be  re- 
ceiving $500  less  from  each  Medicare  re- 
cipient. 

These  reductions  result  from  slowing 
the  projected  growth  of  Medicare  to  7 
percent  a  year  instead  of  the  projected 
increase  of  10  percent  a  year.  Some 
claim  that  these  reductions  are  not 
really  cuts.  I  fail  to  understand  that 
logic. 

For  the  83,000  Vermonters  on  Medi- 
care and  in  particular  the  12  percent  of 


Vermont  seniors  who  live  below  the 
poverty  level,  does  it  make  any  dif- 
ference what  we  call  these  reductions'' 
Over  the  next  7  years,  Vermont  seniors, 
or  the  hospital,  or  the  doctor  will  have 
to  come  up  with  over  $4,000  to  maintain 
their  current  level  of  benefits. 

Ask  the  elderly  couple  that  is  retired 
and  living  on  a  fixed  income  if  they  can 
afford  this  slowing  of  growth?  Ask  the 
family  down  the  road  that  has  a  grand- 
parent who  was  just  diagnosed  with 
Alzehiemers  whether  they  will  be  able 
to  afford  this  slowing  of  growth?  Ask 
the  rural  doctor  who  is  already  having 
trouble  covering  costs  whether  he  or 
she  can  afford  this  slowing  of  growth? 
Ask  the  typical  rural  hospital  that 
currently  receives  only  91.5  cents  on 
the  dollar  for  the  cost  of  each  Medicare 
participant  whether  it  can  afford  this 
slowing  of  growth.  Ask  the  Vermonter 
with  private  health  insurance  that  is 
currently  paying  that  remaining  8.5 
cents  on  every  dollar  on  hospital  costs 
alone  due  to  cost  shifting  whether  they 
can  afford  this  slowing  of  growth? 

The  scariest  part  about  the  Senate 
Republican  budget  resolution  is  that  it 
ignores  the  fact  that  it  is  not  just  Med- 
icare costs  that  are  rising.  All  health 
care  costs  are  rising.  And  by  just  cut- 
ting Medicare — and  Medicaid  for  that 
matter— a  huge  cost-shift  of  medical 
expenses  will  result  and  make  sure 
that  all  Vermonters  pay  more  for 
health  care. 

Vermonters  need  to  realize  that  the 
magic  number  of  $256  billion  in  the 
Senate  and  $288  billion  in  the  House 
will  do  nothing  for  the  long-term  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  It  ex- 
tends the  trust  fund's  life  another  3 
years  from  the  current  projection  of  it 
going  broke  in  2002.  Since  the  first 
trustees'  report  in  1970,  there  always 
has  been  a  date  certain  for  the  trust 
fund's  insolvency.  It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  last  year  the  insolvency  date 
was  projected  at  2001,  yet  Republicans 
at  that  time  saw  no  such  urgency  in 
shoring  up  the  trust  fund  or  dealing 
with  the  real  problem  of  overall  health 
care  costs. 

The  Republican  Medicare  cuts  are 
short-sighted.  Simply  cutting  Medicare 
does  not  make  its  problems  go  away 
To  reduce  Medicare  costs,  we  must  re- 
duce health  care  costs  throughout  the 
system,  which  can  only  be  achieved  by 
true  health  care  reform.  But  the  Re- 
publicans have  no  plan  to  curb  Medi- 
care costs  except  to  cut  the  program. 

I  hope  in  the  coming  months  that 
Members  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
hammer  out  a  plan  to  deal  with  the 
issue  of  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form. But  in  the  meantime,  simply  cut- 
ting Medicare  is  not  the  answer. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  this  Re- 
publican budget  sets  the  wrong  prior- 
ities. The  goal  is  right — steady  move- 
ment toward  a  balanced  budget— but 
how  the  Republicans  propose  to  get 
there  is  wrong.  More  than  half  of  all 
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the  cuts  in  this  budget  come  from  just 
two  programs — Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
Specifically,  the  Republican  budget 
would  cut  $256  billion  from  Medicare 
over  the  next  7  years  and  another  S175 
billion  from  Medicaid,  about  $58  billion 
of  which  would  come  from  long-term 
care  for  the  elderly.  This  would  be, 
without  a  doubt,  the  largest  Medicare 
cut  in  history — three  times  larger  than 
any  previous  cut. 

This  was  not  part  of  the  Republican 
Contract  With  America.  In  fact,  some 
have  forgotten  about  an  earlier  con- 
tract— the  contract  we  made  with  the 
senior  citizens  of  America— those  who 
worked  hard  and  played  by  the  rules. 
Cutting  health  care  for  those  who  are 
at  an  age  when  they  need  health  care 
the  most  is  simply  wrong  To  cut  Medi- 
care £is  much  as  the  Republicans  are 
proposing  violates  the  long-standing 
contract  with  America's  seniors. 

And.  why?  So  that  the  wealthy  can 
be  guaranteed  a  tax  cut  and  so  that 
rich  billionaires  can  continue  to  re- 
nounce their  U.S.  citizenship  in  order 
to  avoid  paying  taxes. 

I  believe  we  should  have  a  tax  cut — 
one  that  is  targeted  to  middle-class 
families  for  the  cost  of  education.  And. 
I  will  discuss  that  issue  in  more  detail 
later.  But.  the  Republicans  in  the 
House  have  already  passed  their  tax 
cut.  Families  making  less  than  $30,000 
would  get  a  tax  cut  of  $124— less  than  50 
cents  a  day— while  families  making 
over  $200,000  would  get  a  tax  cut  of  over 
$11,000. 

I  am  not  saying  we  should  raise  taxes 
on  the  wealthy.  And  I  am  not  saying 
that  we  should  give  a  tax  cut  to  every- 
one but  the  wealthy.  But.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, do  our  richest  1  percent,  or  5  per- 
cent, need  a  tax  cut  more  than  our  re- 
uir6c3  on  a  iixcu  income  nesu  projec- 
tion against  skyrocketing  health  care 
costs.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  do  not  think 
we  should  provide  a  tax  cut  for  guys 
like  me — and  I  am  the  poorest  one 
around  this  place — while  we  are  in- 
creasing my  mother's  health  care 
costs.  And.  I  certainly  do  not  believe 
that  billionaires  who  renounce  their 
American  citizenship  should  have  pri- 
ority over  the  seniors  who  gave  so 
much  to  this  country. 

I  know  what  the  Republicans  are  say- 
ing. They  are  claiming  that  they  are 
not  cutting  Medicare  and  Medicaid— 
only  reducing  the  rate  of  increase. 
Technically,  true.  But.  for  those  sen- 
iors whose  costs  go  up  because  Medi- 
care pays  for  less,  is  that  not  a  cut? 
For  those  seniors  who  have  less  access 
to  health  care  services  because  Medi- 
care providers  refuse  to  take  new  Medi- 
care patients,  is  that  not  a  cut?  For 
those  seniors  who  may  no  longer  qual- 
ify for  Medicaid  nursing  home  care  be- 
cause Medicaid  payments  to  States  are 
restricted,  is  that  not  a  cut?  Call  it 
what  you  want.  The  fact  is.  seniors  will 
pay  more — much,  much  more. 

Assuming  that  half  of  the  Medicare 
cuts    will    come    from    seniors    them- 


selves, this  Republican  budget  means 
that  the  average  senior  citizen  will  pay 
between  $800  and  $900  more  in  out-of- 
pocket  costs — premiums,  deductibles, 
and  copayments— in  2002  than  they 
would  otherwise  pay.  Over  the  course 
of  the  next  7  years,  the  elderly  would 
have  to  pay  a  total  of  about  $3,200  more 
in  out-of-pocket  costs.  That  is  on  top 
of  the  average  senior  already  expecting 
to  pay  about  $25,000  in  premiums,  co- 
payments,  and  deductibles  for  Medi- 
care between  now  and  2002.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  would  result  in  a  13-per- 
cent increase  in  out-of-pocket  Medi- 
care payments  by  America's  seniors. 
And.  on  average,  seniors  already  pay  21 
percent  of  their  income  on  health 
costs. 

I  know  what  else  the  Republicans  are 
saying.  They  are  claiming  that  we  need 
to  cut  Medicare  in  order  to  save  it. 
They  argue  that  Medicare  will  go  bank- 
rupt in  2002.  and  they  just  want  to  pro- 
tect the  program  for  posterity.  Mr. 
President,  this  budget  does  not  reform 
Medicare;  it  cuts  Medicare.  Not  one 
single  proposal  has  been  offered  to  save 
Medicare.  Instead,  the  budget  estab- 
lishes an  arbitrary  number  of  $256  bil- 
lion and  says  that  is  how  much  is  going 
to  be  cut  regardless  of  the  actual  cost 
of  medical  services  or  the  total  number 
of  people  who  qualify.  Between  now 
and  the  year  2002.  the  number  of  sen- 
iors eligible  for  Medicare  will  increase 
by  4  million— 15.000  in  my  State  of 
Delaware.  The  Medicare  funds  will  not 
keep  pace.  Someone  gets  cut. 

If  the  Republicans  were  interested  in 
saving  Medicare,  they  would  attack  the 
causes  of  why  Medicare  is  going  bank- 
rupt. But,  they  do  not.  If  the  Repub- 
licans were  interested  in  saving  Medi- 
care, they  would  come  to  the  table 
with  the  goal  of  saving  Medicare.  In- 
stead, they  want  Democrats  to  come  to 
the  table  after  they  have  pulled  an  ar- 
bitrary number  out  of  thin  air. 

And.  where  have  the  Republicans 
been?  We  have  known  since  1985  that 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  would  become 
insolvent  near  the  turn  of  the  century. 
And,  yet,  for  7  years.  Republican  Presi- 
dents Reagan  and  Bush  never  proposed 
saving  Medicare  from  bankruptcy.  In 
1993.  not  one  single  Republican  in  ei- 
ther the  House  or  the  Senate  voted  for 
President  Clinton's  proposal  to  shore 
up  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  And.  last 
fall.  Republicans  were  so  concerned 
about  saving  Medicare  that  they  forgot 
to  include  it  as  part  of  the  Contract 
With  America. 

Let  us  stop  the  charade.  Republicans 
are  cutting  Medicare  to  balance  the 
budget  and  to  provide  tax  cuts  to  the 
wealthy.  That  is  their  priority.  They 
are  wrong.  Democrats  have  alter- 
natives that  will  achieve  the  same 
goal— a  balanced  budget  in  2002-with- 
out  taking  this  much  from  Medicare. 
For  example.  Senators  Rockefeller 
and  Lautenberg  have  an  amendment 
to  return  part  of  any  economic  divi- 
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dend  that  results  from  a  balanced 
budget  back  to  the  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid Programs.  We  ought  to  adopt  the 
Democratic  amendments  and  fulfill  the 
original  Contract  With  America— the 
contract  with  America's  seniors. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  West 
Virginia.  Senator  Rockefeller,  to  re- 
store $100  billion  of  the  $426  billion  pro- 
posed cuts  in  the  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid programs  over  the  next  7  years. 

Mr.  President,  virtually  everyone— 
Members  of  Congress,  the  President, 
program  administrators  and  even  cur- 
rent beneficiaries  of  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs— agree  that 

changes,  including  slower  spending, 
need  to  be  made  to  the  current  system. 
The  cost  of  health  care  is  growing  too 
fast  and  too  high.  Medicare,  for  exam- 
ple, currently  is  expanding  by  more 
than  10  percent  per  year,  or  three  times 
CPI.  These  escalating  costs  simply  are 
unsustainable. 

President  Clinton  and  many  of  us 
here  in  Congress  spent  2  years  trying 
to  deal  with  this  problem  in  a  respon- 
sible, comprehensive  way.  Had  we  been 
successful.  the  Medicare  Program 
would  be  more  secure  and  access  to  af- 
fordable health  care  would  have  been  a 
realit.v  for  all  Americans,  young  and 
old  alike.  But  at  the  time,  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
were  not  interested  in  working  with  us 
to  help  make  the  Medicare  Program  se- 
cure. We  heard  repeatedly  that  there 
was  no  crisis,  no  need  for  Congress  to 
act. 

So  here  we  are,  with  the  Medicare 
Program  in  real  trouble  and  the  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 
proposing  to  save  it  by  cuttine  the  pro- 
gram $256  billion  over  7  years.  Along 
with  the  Medicare  cuts  are  $170  billion 
in  cuts  to  the  Medicaid  program,  which 
often  serves  as  a  long-term  care  safet.y 
net  for  seniors  and  the  disabled. 

My  first  question  is  'What  do  cuts  of 
this  magnitude  mean  to  my  homestate 
of  New  Mexico?"  Unfortunately,  Mr. 
President,  States  like  New  Mexico  are 
going  to  be  hit  especially  hard.  This  is 
due  to  a  combination  of  factors: 

First.  New  Mexico  has  a  growing  sen- 
ior population. 

Second,  New  Mexico  has  a  high  pov- 
erty rate;  a  high  rate  of  seniors  living 
in  or  near  poverty;  and  low  per  capita 
income  level. 

Third,  New  Mexico's  hospitals  and 
providers  are  heavily  dependent  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  revenue,  more 
so  than  most  other  States. 

SK.SIOR  F'OF'LL.^TION— DEPENDF.NCY  ON 
MKVICAHK 

In  New  Mexico,  more  than  212.000 
seniors,  disabled  children,  and  disabled 
adults  currently  depend  on  Medicare. 
By  2002,  more  than  257,000  New  Mexi- 
cans are  anticipated  to  be  eligible  for 
the  program.  Looking  at  seniors  alone. 
New  Mexico's  over-65  population  grew 


by  37.8  percent  between  1980  and  1.990. 
The  senior  population  is  expected  to 
grow  by  another  11  percent  by  2000— to 
204.000-  and  by  more  than  21  percent  by 
2010— to  247.000.  Our  over-65  growth 
rate,  which  is  currently  at  11  percent, 
is  one  of  the  highest  in  the  country. 

What  do  the  proposed  cuts  mean  to 
these  seniors?  According  to  an  AARP 
study,  to  the  average  Medicare  bene- 
ficiary in  New  Mexico  it  means  $3,237 
more  in  out-of-pocket  expenses  over 
the  next  7  years,  or  $462  per  person  per 
year.  This  is  $462  per  person  more  in 
higher  premiums,  higher  deductibles, 
higher  copays.  and  more  services  not 
covered. 

.■^F.MORS  IN  POVERTY— TIE  BETWEEN  MEDICARE 
AND  MEDICAID 

A  cost  shift  of  this  type  is  especially 
tough  on  New  Mexico's  seniors  and 
their  families  because  so  many  in  my 
State  are  living  at  or  near  poverty.  In 
fact,  at  22.4  percent.  New  Mexico  has 
one  of  the  highest  poverty  rates  in  the 
country.  One  in  every  five  New  Mexi- 
cans—including about  26,000  seniors- 
lives  in  poverty. 

Mr.  President,  the  majority  of  my 
constituents  are  barely  making  ends 
meet  today.  And  then  along  comes  the 
majority  in  Congress  with  an  signifi- 
cant increase  in  the  obligation  of  bene- 
ficiaries—all beneficiaries,  regardless 
of  income  level— to  pay  more  out-of- 
pocket  for  their  health  care.  How  can 
poor,  elder  New  Mexicans  possibly 
come  up  with  an  additional  $3,200  for 
their  health  care?  The  simple  answer  is 
that  they  will  not  be  able  to. 

Through  the  Medicaid  Program,  the 
State  typically  would  pick  up  the  extra 
cost.  But  to  do  so.  the  State  must  raise 
additional  revenue,  either  by  cutting 
services?  elsewhere  or  by  '•aising  ta.xes. 
Under  the  budget  plan  before  us  today, 
the  situation  is  even  more  grim  for  the 
States;  before  even  beginning  to  ad- 
dress the  new  costs  they  will  face. 
States  must  first  come  up  with  revenue 
to  cover  the  initial  shortfall  they  will 
face  from  the  $170  billion  in  proposed 
cuts  to  the  Medicaid  Program  itself. 

If  New  Mexico  or  any  other  State  will 
not  or  cannot  raise  the  revenue  needed 
to  keep  the  safety  net  in  place  without 
Federal  assistance,  the  results  will  be 
tragically  clear:  hundreds  of  seniors 
will  have  to  go  without  health  care; 
and  hundreds  of  families  will  be  forced 
to  shoulder  even  more  of  the  costs  and 
burdens  of  providing  long-term  care  for 
an  elderly  parent  or  relative.  Those 
least  able  to  afford  it  and  most  vulner- 
able among  us— the  very  poor,  frail  el- 
derly—will be  hurt  most. 

The  very  bad  news  does  not  end 
there,  however.  I  want  to  turn  for  a 
moment  to  the  situation  facing  seniors 
with  income  levels  above  the  poverty 
line.  In  New  Mexico,  our  per  capita  in- 
come is  $14,709.  or  more  than  $5,000 
below  the  national  average.  Per  capita 
income  for  New  Mexico's  seniors  is 
even  lower,  estimated  at  around  $12,000 


per  year  by  .A.ARP,  with  between  20-25 
percent  being  spent  on  health  care. 

If  Senator  Rockefeller's  amend- 
ment does  not  pass,  the  message  to 
New  Mexico's  seniors  will  be  that  they 
will  have  to  spend  even  more  on  their 
health  care.  The  Senate  will  be  telling 
New  Mexico's  seniors  that  they  must 
spend  more  of  their  $12,000  to  $14,000 
annual  income  on  health  care.  To 
man.y.  this  will  simply  be  impossible. 

I  have  just  described  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  on  New 
Mexico's  Medicare  beneficiaries.  The 
adverse  impact  on  our  State  does  not 
stop  there.  Just  as  the  cuts  hurt  New 
Mexico  seniors  more  than  seniors  in 
many  other  States — because  many  of 
our  seniors  are  living  at  or  near  pov- 
erty and  our  per  capita  income  level  is 
low— the  cuts  will  also  hit  New  Mexi- 
co's hospitals  and  health  care  providers 
harder  than  hospitals  and  providers  in 
other  States. 

NEW  MEXICO'S  HOSPITALS  AND  PROVIDERS 

The  proposed  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
cuts  will  be  tough  on  our  hospitals  and 
providers,  particularly  in  rural  areas, 
because  they  are  disproportionately  de- 
pendent on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  for 
their  revenue.  Most  NM  hospitals/pro- 
viders depend  on  the  programs  for  70  to 
80  percent  or  more  of  their  revenue. 
Nationally.  60  percent  or  less  of  all  rev- 
enue comes  from  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid. 

A  hospital  with  a  60  percent  or  lower 
Medicare  revenue  share  can  com- 
pensate for  lost  Medicare-Medicaid  dol- 
lars by  cost-shifting  to  private  insur- 
ers. NM  hospitals  and  providers  cannot. 
They  depend  on  reimbursement  from 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  Even  a  slight 
cut  to  rural  providers  could  represent  a 
serious  financial  threat  to  the  provid- 
ers anu  a  very  reai  tureat  to  neaitu 
care  for  rural  New  Mexicans. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  we  can  find  a 
more  equitable  way  to  achieve  the  kind 
of  savings  and  fiscal  accountability  we 
need.  We  can  agree,  for  example,  that 
we  can  develop  ways  for  fairly  chang- 
ing many  variables  contributing  to 
higher  health  care  costs.  Fraud,  waste, 
and  inefficiency  can  all  be  identified, 
targeted,  and  changed.  We  can  improve 
case  management,  increase  use  of  cost- 
effective,  quality  managed  care  where 
appropriate,  and  focus  more  on  preven- 
tion and  early  detection. 

I  believe  the  amendment  put  forth  by 
Senator  Rockefeller  represents  a 
more  equitable,  more  reasonable  ap- 
proach to  the  challenges  we  face.  I  will 
support  it,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  likewise. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  in 
crafting  this  budget  resolution,  the  Re- 
publican majority  has  made  a  great 
show  of  its  pledge  to  protect  Social  Se- 
curity. But  when  the  American  people 
look  behind  the  rhetoric,  they  will  find 
that  the  Republican  budget  plan  is  a 
sneak  attack  on  Social  Security,  and  a 
violation  of  our  Government's  compact 
with  its  citizens. 


As  every  senior  citizen  knows,  the 
Medicare  part  B  premium  is  deducted 
directly  from  their  Social  Security 
check.  When  that  premium  goes  up.  So- 
cial Security  benefits  go  down.  The  Re- 
publican budget  will  raise  those  pre- 
miums and  reduce  Social  Security 
checks  by  more  than  $1,750  per  senior 
over  the  life  of  this  budget  plan.  For  an 
elderly  couple,  the  reduction  in  the  So- 
cial Security  check  will  be  $3,500.  Next 
year  alone,  as  a  result  of  this  Repub- 
lican budget,  seniors  will  see  a  pre- 
mium increase  of  $134  compared  to  cur- 
rent law.  In  effect,  that  will  eliminate 
more  than  half  the  average  COLA  in- 
crease of  $237.  Lower  income  seniors 
will  lose  83  percent  of  their  COLA. 

Senior  citizens  rely  on  their  annual 
cost  of  living  adjustments  to  pay  for 
the  increased  costs  of  food,  housing 
fuel,  and  clothing  that  they  face  ever\' 
year.  But  under  this  Republican  budg- 
et, the  majority  of  that  COLA  will  be 
stolen  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy.  The  last  time  the  Republicans 
tried  to  cut  the  Social  Security  COLA 
they  were  forced  to  back  down.  Now 
they  are  trying  to  do  it  by  stealth— but 
it  is  not  going  to  work. 

It  is  not  only  through  the  increase  in 
the  Medicare  premium  that  the  Repub- 
licans are  attacking  Social  Security. 
In  the  House  budget,  the  Republicans 
have  arbitrarily  assumed  an  unprece- 
dented, unilateral  reduction  of  the  CPI 
of  .6  percent.  That  change  is  designed 
to  cut  Social  Security  COLA's  by  an- 
other $23  billion  over  the  next  7  years. 
At  the  most  basic  level,  the  harsh 
cuts  in  Medicare  contained  in  this 
budget  resolution  are  a  repudiation  of 
our  historic  commitment  to  Social  Se- 
curity, because  the  distinction  between 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  a  false 
one.  Medicare  is  pa.il  of  Lhn  .sarnH  com- 
pact between  the  Government  and  the 
people  as  Social  Security.  That  com- 
pact says  "Contribute  during  your 
working  years,  and  we  will  guarantee 
basic  income  and  health  security  in 
your  retirement  years.  " 

Any  senior  citizen  who  has  been  hos- 
pitalized or  who  suffers  from  a  serious 
chronic  illness  knows  that  there  is  no 
retirement  security  without  Medicare; 
the  cost  of  illness  is  too  high.  A  weeK 
in  an  intensive  care  unit  can  cost  more 
than  the  total  yearly  income  of  many 
senior  citizens. 

It  is  the  low-  and  moderate-income 
elderly  who  will  suffer  most  from  these 
Medicare  cuts.  Eighty-three  percent  of 
all  Medicare  spending  is  for  older 
Americans  with  annual  incomes  below 
$25,000;  two-thirds  is  for  those  with  in- 
comes below  $15,000. 

How  can  any  budget  plan  that 
purports  to  be  part  of  a  Contract  With 
America  break  America's  contract 
with  the  elderly?  It  is  bad  enough  to 
propose  these  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  at 
all.  It  is  even  worse  to  make  these  cuts 
in  order  to  pay  for  an  undeserved  and 
unneeded  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest 
Americans. 
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The  cuts  in  Medicare  are  unprece- 
dented—$256  billion  over  the  next  7 
years.  By  Che  time  the  plan  is  fully 
phased  in.  the  average  senior  citizen  is 
likely  to  pay  $900  more  a  year  in  Medi- 
care premiums  and  out-of-pocket  costs. 
An  elderly  couple  would  have  to  pay 
$1,800  Over  the  life  of  this  budget,  they 
have  to  pay  $6,400  in  additional  costs. 

The  part  B  deductible  could  double 
under  this  Republican  plan,  raising  the 
amount  a  senior  citizen  would  have  to 
pay  before  they  can  see  a  doctor  by  an 
additional  $100. 

A  typical  senior  citizen  needing  home 
health  services  could  have  to  pay  an 
additional  $1,200  Anyone  who  is  sick 
enough  to  need  the  full  home  care  ben- 
efit could  have  to  pay  $3,200. 

Seniors  could  lose  the  freedom  to  se- 
lect their  own  doctor,  or  face 
unaffordable  costs  if  they  refuse  to  give 
up  their  family  physician. 

The  fundamental  unfairness  of  this 
proposal  is  plain.  Because  of  gaps  in 
Medicare,  senior  citizens  already  pay 
too  much  for  the  health  care  they  need. 
Average  elderly  Americans  pay  an  as- 
tounding one-fifth  of  their  income  to 
purchase  health  care — more  than  they 
paid  before  Medicare  was  even  enacted 
30  years  ago.  And  the  reason  we  en- 
acted Medicare  then  was  because  the 
elderly  faced  a  health  care  crisis  then. 

Lower  income,  older  seniors  pay  even 
more  than  a  fifth  of  their  income  for 
health  care.  Medicare  doesn't  cover 
prescription  drugs.  Its  coverage  of 
home  health  care  and  nursing  home 
care  is  limited. 

Unlike  private  insurance  policies. 
Medicare  doesn't  have  a  cap  on  out-of- 
pocket  costs.  It  doesn't  cover  eye  care 
or  foot  care  or  dental  care.  Yet  this 
budget  plan  piles  additional  medical 
costs  on  every  senior  citizen — while  the 
Republican  tax  bill  that  has  already 
passed  the  House  gives  a  tax  break  of 
$20,000  to  people  making  more  than 
$350,000  a  year. 

It  is  interesting  to  compare  the  gen- 
erous benefits  that  the  authors  of  this 
resolution  enjoy  under  the  FEHBP  plan 
available  to  every  Member  of  Congress 
to  the  much  less  adequate  benefits  pro- 
vided by  Medicare  to  senior  citizens. 
Medicare  has  no  coverage  at  all  for 
outpatient  prescription  drugs,  but  they 
are  fully  covered  under  Blue  Cross-Blue 
Shield  Standard,  the  most  popular 
FEHBP  plan.  The  combined  deductible 
for  doctor  and  hospital  services  under 
Blue  Cros&Blue  Shield  is  $350.  For  Med- 
icare, the  combined  deductible  is  $816. 
Blue  Cross. Blue  Shield  covers  unlim- 
ited hospital  days  with  no  co-pay- 
ments. Under  Medicare,  seniors  face  a 
$179  per  day  copayment  after  60  days 
and  $358  after  90  days.  After  150  days. 
Medicare  pays  nothing  at  all.  Medicare 
covers  a  few  preventive  services,  but  it 
does  not  cover  screening  for  heart  dis- 
ease, colorectal  cancer,  and  prostate 
cancer— all  FEHBP  benefits.  Dental 
services   are   covered   for   Members   of 


Congress — but  not  for  senior  citizens. 
Members  of  Congress  are  protected 
against  skyrocketing  out-of-pocket 
costs  by  a  cap  on  their  total  liability, 
but  there  is  no  cap  on  how  much  a  sen- 
ior citizen  has  to  pay  for  Medicare  co- 
payments  on  deductibles. 

Members  of  Congress  earn  $133,600  a 
year.  The  average  senior's  income  is 
$17,750.  For  the  limited  .Medicare  bene- 
fits they  receive,  seniors  pay  $46.10  a 
month,  but  for  their  comprehensive  in- 
surance coverage  Members  of  Congress 
pay  a  grand  total  of  $44.05  a  month— 
$2.00  less  than  seniors  must  pay  out  of 
incomes  one-eighth  as  large. 

The  Republican  sponsors  of  this  reso- 
lution do  not  seem  to  understand  that 
the  average  senior  citizen  has  an  in- 
come of  only  $17,750  a  year.  Because  of 
this  budget,  millions  of  elderly  Ameri- 
cans will  be  forced  to  go  without  the 
health  care  they  need.  Millions  more 
will  have  to  choose  between  food  on  the 
table,  adequate  heat  in  the  winter,  pay- 
ing the  rent,  and  paying  for  medical 
care.  These  proposals  are  cruel— and 
they  are  unjust.  Senior  citizens  have 
earned  their  Medicare  benefits,  they 
have  paid  for  them,  and  they  deserve 
them.  Yet  our  Republican  friends 
would  deny  them. 

How  do  they  explain  this  to  senior 
citizens?  This  is  a  budget  that  Marie 
Antoinette  would  love — let  them  eat 
cake. 

The  Medicare  cuts  in  this  resolution 
harm  more  than  senior  citizens.  These 
proposals  will  strike  a  severe  blow  to 
the  quality  of  American  medicine,  by 
damaging  hospitals  and  other  health 
care  institutions  that  depend  heavily 
on  Medicare. 

These  institutions  provide  essential 
health  care  for  Americans  of  all  ages, 
not  just  senior  citizens.  Progress  in 
medical  research  and  training  of  health 
professionals  depend  on  the  financial 
stability  of  these  institutions.  Aca- 
demic health  centers,  public  hospitals, 
and  rural  hospitals  will  bear  an  espe- 
cially heavy  burden.  As  representatives 
of  the  academic  health  centers  that 
guarantee  our  world-renowned  excel- 
lence in  health  care  said  of  this  budget, 
"Every  American's  quality  of  life  will 
suffer  as  a  result."  Health  care  provid- 
ers from  the  American  Hospital  Asso- 
ciation, to  the  American  Medical  Asso- 
ciation, to  the  Catholic  Health  Asso- 
ciation have  warned  of  the  devastating 
effects  of  these  cuts  on  the  quality  of 
care. 

In  addition,  these  massive  cuts  will 
inevitably  impose  a  hidden  tax  on 
workers  and  businesses,  as  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers 
has  warned.  The  private  sector  will 
face  increased  costs  and  higher  insur- 
ance premiums,  as  ph.ysicians  and  hos- 
pitals shift  even  more  costs  to  the  non- 
elderly.  According  to  recent  statistics. 
Medicare  now  pays  only  68  percent  of 
what  the  private  sector  pays  for  com- 
parable  physicians'   services:    for  hos- 


pital care,  the  figure  is  69  percent.  The 
proposed  Republican  cuts  will  widen 
this  already  ominous  gap. 

During  the  course  of  this  debate  we 
have  heard  a  number  of  arguments  that 
attempt  to  defend  this  fundamentall.y 
indefensible  proposal.  We  heard  them 
over  and  over  again  during  the  course 
of  this  debate — as  if  repetition  would 
somehow  make  them  right. 

The  first  argument  is  that  deep  cuts 
are  needed  to  save  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy.  The  hypocrisy  of  this 
claim  is  astonishing.  Just  a  few  weeks 
ago — before  they  began  to  feel  the  po- 
litical heat  on  Medicare  cuts — the  Re- 
publicans passed  a  tax  bill  through  the 
House  that  took  almost  $90  billion  in 
revenues  out  of  the  Medicare  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund  over  the  next  10 
years — and  brought  it  that  much  closer 
to  insolvency.  We  did  not  hear  a  word 
then  about  the  impending  bankruptcy 
of  Medicare. 

We  also  did  not  hear  about  it  when 
last  year's  Medicare  trustee's  report 
was  issued.  Republicans  were  too  busy 
last  year  blocking  health  reform  and 
pretending  there  was  no  health  care 
crises  at  all. 

This  year's  trustees  report  actually 
shows  the  Medicare  trust  fund  to  be  in 
a  stronger  financial  position  than  last 
year.  The  newfound  Republican  con- 
cern for  the  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  a  sham— a  convenient  pre- 
text to  rob  Medicare  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  tycoons.  Medicare  is  no- 
where near  as  bankrupt  as  Republican 
priorities. 

It  is  true  that  the  .■\pril  3  report  of 
the  Medicare  Trustees  projects  that 
the  Medicare  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  will  run  out  of  money  by  2002. 
But  few  if  any  Republicans  would  be 
talking  about  Medicare  cuts  of  this 
magnitude,  absent  the  need  to  finance 
their  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  As  the 
Medicare  Trustees  themselves  noted  in 
their  report,  modest  adjustments  can 
keep  Medicare  solvent  for  an  addi- 
tional decade— plenty  of  time  to  find 
fair  solutions  for  the  longer  term. 

Similar  projections  of  Medicare  in- 
solvency have  been  made  numerous 
times  in  the  past,  but  adjustments  en- 
acted by  Congress  were  able  to  deal 
with  the  problem  without  jeopardizing 
beneficiaries.  Now  is  no  different.  For 
example,  an  estimated  20  percent  of  all 
Medicare  hospitalizations  could  be 
avoided  with  better  preventive  services 
and  more  timely  primary  and  out- 
patient care.  As  much  as  10  percent  of 
all  Medicare  expenditures  may  be  due 
to  fraud,  and  could  be  reduced  or  elimi- 
nated by  better  oversight.  A  simple 
technical  change  that  would  shift  pri- 
mary responsibility  for  home  health 
services  from  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  to  the  Supplementary  In- 
surance Fund  would  keep  the  Hospital 
Insurance  Fund  solvent  until  2008. 
without  reducing  benefits  or  increasing 
Government  costs.  This  single  adjust- 
ment would  actually   keep   the   Trust 


Fund  solvent  a  year  longer  than  all  the 
draconian  Republican  cuts  put  to- 
gether. 

Some  Republicans  have  accused 
Democrats  of  attempting  to  scare 
America's  senior  citizens.  Senior  citi- 
zens do  have  reason  to  fear  what  this 
budget  resolution  will  do  to  their  Medi- 
care benefits.  But  the  real  fear-mon- 
gers are  those  who  attempt  to  cloak 
their  unfair,  misguided  budget  in 
phony  dire  warnings  about  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  Medicare. 

We  don't  have  to  destroy  Medicare  in 
order  to  save  it.  Congress  will  never 
allow  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  to  be- 
come bankrupt.  I  know  it.  The  Mem- 
bers on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  know 
it.  And  the  American  people  know  it. 

Another  false  Republican  argument 
in  defense  of  Medicare  cuts  is  that  they 
are  not  really  a  cut.  because  the  total 
amount  of  Medicare  spending  will  con- 
tinue to  grow.  The  fact  is  that  the  Re- 
publican plan  calls  for  spending  $250 
billion  less  on  Medicare  that  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  says  is  nec- 
essary to  maintain  the  current  level  of 
services  to  the  elderly. 

Every  household  in  America  knows 
that  if  the  cost  of  your  rent,  the  cost  of 
your  utilities,  and  the  cost  of  your  food 
go  up — and  your  income  stays  the 
same— you  have  taken  a  real  cut  in 
your  living  standard. 

Only  in  Washington  could  someone 
contend  with  a  straight  face  that  mak- 
ing senior  citizens  pay  S900  a  year  more 
for  their  medical  needs  is  not  a  cut  in 
their  benefits.  Every  senior  citizen  un- 
derstands that. 

Republicans  speak  of  a  cut  in  de- 
fense, even  though  defense  spending 
has  stayed  stable.  Apparently,  the 
same  Republican  logic  doesn't  apply  to 
spnior  citizens  that  applies  to  spending 
on  guns  and  tanks.  Well.  I  say  to 
them— a  cut  is  a  cut  is  a  cut— whether 
it's  in  Medicare  or  Social  Security  or 
national  defense. 

To  try  to  defend  their  no  cut  argu- 
ment the  Republicans  have  even  re- 
sorted to  quoting  President  Clinton 
speaking  in  favor  of  his  health  reform 
plan.  This  plan  included  a  reduction  in 
Medicare  growth  as  part  of  an  overall 
reform  that  slowed  cost  growth 
throughout  the  system.  What  they 
have  conveniently  ignored  is  that  the 
Clinton  plan  put  every  dollar  taken  out 
of  Medicare  back  into  expanded  bene- 
fits to  senior  citizens.  This  Republican 
budget  lakes  money  from  senior  citi- 
zens to  fund  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 
And  under  the  Republican  budget,  the 
already  dangerous  gap  between  what 
Medicare  pays  and  the  private  sector 
pays  for  comparable  services  will  con- 
tinue to  widen,  while  under  the  Clinton 
plan  total  Medicare  spending  would  ac- 
tually have  increased  at  a  faster  rate 
than  private  sector  spending. 

The  third  specious  Republican  argu- 
ment is  that  Medicare  costs  can  be  cut 
by  encouraging  senior  citizens  to  join 


managed  care.  True,  such  care  may 
help  bring  Medicare  costs  under  con- 
trol—in the  long  run.  Enrollment  by 
senior  citizens  in  managed  care  is  al- 
ready increasing  rapidly,  it  is  up  75 
percent  since  1990.  But  no  serious  ana- 
lyst believes  that  increased  enrollment 
in  managed  care  will  substantially  re- 
duce Medicare  expenditures  in  the  time 
frame  of  the  proposed  Republican  cuts. 

In  fact,  according  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office.  Medicare  now  actually 
loses  money  on  managed  care,  because 
the  healthiest  senior  citizens  tend  to 
enroll  in  managed  care  and  the  pay- 
ment formula  is  too  generous.  This 
kind  of  problem  can  easily  be  worked 
out.  and  will  help  to  restore  the  fiscal 
stability  of  the  program.  But  the  only 
way  to  save  serious  money  in  the 
short-term  on  managed  care  is  to  pe- 
nalize those  who  refuse  to  join.  This 
option  has  already  been  suggested  by 
the  Republican  health  task  force  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

But  I  say  right  now  to  my  Republican 
colleagues — it  is  wrong  to  force  senior 
citizens  to  give  up  their  freedom  to 
choose  their  own  doctors  and  hospitals. 
It  is  wrong  to  penalize  them  financially 
if  they  refuse  to  enroll  in  managed 
care. 

The  American  people  will  never  ac- 
cept a  policy  that  tells  senior  citizens 
they  have  no  right  to  go  to  the  hospital 
and  doctor  of  their  choice,  or  that  puts 
unfair  financial  pressure  on  senior  citi- 
zens to  give  up  that  right. 

The  fourth  Republican  argument  is 
that  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  are  nec- 
essary to  balance  the  budget.  That  ar- 
gument refutes  itself.  All  it  proves  is 
that  Republican  priorities  are  wrong. 
Democrats  favor  a  balanced  budget, 
and  under  President  Clinton,  we  had 
been  making  real  progress  toward  that 
goal.  There  is  a  right  way  to  balance 
the  budget,  and  a  far-right  way.  And 
unfortunately,  the  Republicans  have 
picked  the  latter. 

It  is  true  that  we  need  to  bring 
health  care  spending  under  control. 
But  that  applies  to  all  health  spending, 
not  just  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  As 
President  Clinton  told  the  White  House 
Conference  on  Aging  last  week.  40  per- 
cent of  the  projected  increase  in  Fed- 
eral spending  in  coming  years  will  be 
caused  by  escalating  health  costs. 

But  what  this  Republican  budget 
fails  to  recognize  is  that  the  current 
growth  in  Medicare  spending  is  a  symp- 
tom of  the  underlying  problems  in  the 
entire  health  care  system— not  a  defect 
in  Medicare. 

In  fact.  Medicare  has  done  a  better 
job  than  the  private  sector  in  restrain- 
ing costs  in  recent  years.  Since  1984, 
Medicare  costs  have  risen  at  an  annual 
rate  that  is  24  percent  lower  than  com- 
parable private  sector  health  spending. 
As  a  result.  Medicare  now  pays  only  68 
percent  of  what  the  private  sector 
charges  for  comparable  physicians' 
services;  for  hospital  care,  the  figure  is 
69  percent. 


Slashing  Medicare  unilaterally  is  no 
way  to  balance  the  budget.  It  will  sim- 
ply shift  costs  from  the  budget  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  budgets  of 
senior  citizens,  their  children,  and 
their  grandchildren.  That  is  not  a  real 
saving. 

Moreover,  senior  citizens  will  also 
face  greater  discrimination  from  physi- 
cians and  hospitals  less  willing  to  ac- 
cept them  as  patients,  because  Medi- 
care reimbursements  are  already  much 
lower  than  the  reimbursements  avail- 
able under  private  insurance.  Previous 
cuts  in  Medicare  have  already  led  to 
serious  cost  shifting,  as  physicians  and 
hospitals  seek  to  make  up  their  re- 
duced income  from  Medicare  patients 
by  charging  higher  fees  to  other  pa- 
tients. The  result  has  been  higher 
health  costs  and  health  insurance  pre- 
miums for  everyone,  as  cost  shifting 
becomes  a  significant  hidden  tax  on  in- 
dividuals and  businesses. 

The  right  way  to  slow  rising  Medi- 
care costs  in  the  context  of  broader 
health  reforms  that  will  slow  health 
cost  inflation  in  the  economy  as  a 
whole.  That  is  the  way  to  bring  Federal 
health  costs  under  control,  without 
cutting  benefits  of  shifting  costs  to 
working  families.  In  the  context  of 
broader  reform,  the  needs  of  academic 
health  centers,  rural  hospitals,  and 
inner  city  hospitals  can  also  be  met. 
Unilateral  Medicare  cuts  alone,  by  con- 
trast, could  reduce  the  availability  and 
quality  of  care  for  young  and  old  alike. 

The  President  has  said  that  he  is 
willing  to  work  for  bipartisan  reform  of 
the  overall  health  care  system,  but  the 
Republicans  have  said  no.  The  only  bi- 
partisanship they  seem  to  be  interested 
in  is  the  kind  that  says,  "Join  us  in 
slashing  Medicare.  "  That  is  not  the  bi- 
partisanship the  American  people  want 
or  the  elderly  deserve. 

The  cuts  in  Medicaid  proposed  in  this 
budget  are  equally  unfair— a  total  of 
$175  billion  over  7  years— a  devastating 
30- percent  reduction  from  the  current 
spending  levels.  The  double  whammy  of 
huge  Medicare  cuts  and  huge  Medicaid 
cuts  will  hit  hospitals  and  other  health 
care  providers  even  harder  than  Medi- 
care cuts  alone.  Struggling  State  gov- 
ernments and  State  and  local  tax- 
payers will  also  face  heavy  burdens. 
Massachusetts  would  lose  $4.4  billion  in 
Federal  matching  funds  over  the  next  7 
years.  By  the  year  2002,  we  would  need 
to  increase  State  spending  by  26  per- 
cent to  maintain  current  program  lev- 
els. 

Other  States  with  higher  Federal 
matching  rates  would  be  hit  even  hard- 
er. New  Mexico  would  lose  $1.3  billion, 
and  would  have  to  increase  program 
spending  by  a  massive  87  percent.  Na- 
tionally, State  and  local  taxpayers 
would  have  to  incresise  program  spend- 
ing by  35  percent  by  the  year  2002  to 
maintain  program  levels. 

States  cannot  afford  these  huge  in- 
creases. And  the  impact  of  these  arbi- 
trary cuts  on  real  people  is  even  more 
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disturbing.  Medicaid  is  a  key  part  of 
the  safety  net  for  senior  citizens,  the 
disabled,  and  children.  Two-thirds  of 
all  Medicaid  spending  is  for  senior  citi- 
zens and  the  disabled.  If  an  elderly 
American  becomes  sick  enough  to  need 
long-term  nursing  home  care.  Medicaid 
is  the  only  source  of  funding  after  per- 
sonal savings  are  exhausted.  Cuts  in 
Medicaid  will  mean  that  needed  care 
for  senior  citizens  is  denied.  Heavy  ad- 
ditional burdens  will  be  imposed  on 
their  children  and  grandchildren. 

Children  also  depend  on  Medicaid. 
Eighteen  million  children— more  than 
a  quarter  of  all  children  in  our  coun- 
try—receive health  care  under  Medic- 
aid. More  than  half  of  these  children 
are  members  of  working  families.  Their 
parents  work  hard— most  of  them  8 
hours  a  day.  40  hours  a  week.  52  weeks 
a  year.  Without  Medicaid's  help,  all 
their  hard  work  will  not  buy  their  chil- 
dren the  health  care  they  need. 

We  often  hear  that  the  reason  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  is  for  America's  chil- 
dren. A  budget  that  denies  health  care 
to  millions  of  children  is  the  wrong 
way  to  express  concern  for  their  future. 

The  recent  V-E  Day  ceremonies  re- 
minded us  that  today's  senior  citizens 
have  stood  by  America  in  war  and 
peace.  America  must  stand  by  them 
now.  Senior  citizens  have  worked  hard. 
They've  played  by  the  rules.  They  con- 
tributed to  Medicare.  They  have  earned 
their  Medicare  benefits,  and  they  de- 
serve to  have  them.  Yet  this  Repub- 
lican budget  proposes  to  take  those 
benefits  away. 

The  amendment  we  are  offering  will 
restore  a  large  part  of  these  unfair 
cuts.  I  urge  the  Senate  to  adopt  it. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  all 
of  my  colleagues  will  take  a  step  back 
from  this  debate  and  examine  what 
these  cuts  in  Medicare  and  long-term 
care  would  mean  in  real  terms  for  real 
people.  I  believe  that  these  reductions 
are  simply  wrong.  They  violate  our 
American  values  of  fairness. 

These  are  not  just  numbers  on  a 
page.  We  are  talking  about  injecting 
fear  into  the  lives  of  people  who  de- 
serve to  spend  their  retirement  years 
in  peace.  The  cuts  seem  all  the  more 
callous  given  that  they  are  being  made 
to  finance  tax  cuts  for  the  most  afflu- 
ent Americans. 

Let  us  talk  about  people,  not  pro- 
grams, for  a  moment.  The  people  we 
are  discussing  fought  the  wars,  paid 
the  taxes  and  built  the  wealth  that  all 
of  us  here  have  enjoyed.  We  just 
marked  the  50-year  anniversary  of  V-E 
Day.  Many  of  the  people  who  won  that 
war  for  us  are  now  on  Medicare.  The 
least  they  deserve  is  to  live  their  last 
years  in  dignity.  In  their  twilight 
years,  they  deserve  better  than  this 
budget  gives  them. 

There  is  no  way  these  cuts  would  not 
hit  people  of  modest  means.  Medicare 
is  not  a  program  for  the  rich.  Today, 
Medicare  serves  35  million  seniors,  who 


have  a  median  income  of  $17,000.  Sev- 
enty-eight percent  earn  less  than 
$25,000  a  year.  The  typical  senior  al- 
ready spends  21  percent  of  his  or  her  in- 
come on  out-of-pocket  health  costs. 
That  compares  to  8  percent  for  non- 
seniors.  Should  we  really  be  jacking  up 
those  out-of-pocket  costs  to  pay  for  a 
$20,000  tax  cut  for  people  making  over 
$350,000  a  year? 

CUTS  WOULD  BE  PAINFUL 

Despite  all  the  rhetoric  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  these  cuts  would  be 
painful.  This  is  what  Robert 
Reischauer,  the  highly  respected 
former  director  of  the  CBO,  had  to  say 
about  the  reductions: 

There's  no  way  to  do  this  without  imposingr 
real  sacrifice  and  real  pain,  and  both  bene- 
ficiaries and  providers  will  feel  it.  The  no- 
tion that  this  can  be  squeezed  out  of  the  sys- 
tem with  greater  efficiencies  is  wishful 
thinkini?. 

Taking  a  hacksaw  to  medicare,  as 
this  budget  proposes,  would  be  dev- 
astating. Recipients  of  care  would  pay 
$3200  more  over  the  next  seven  years. 
That  is  an  enormous  hardship  for  sen- 
iors living  on  modest,  fixed  incomes. 

Businesses  and  workers  who  have  pri- 
vate insurance  would  be  hurt.  too. 
Without  overall  reform,  cutting  medi- 
care would  not  necessarily  cut  the  ac- 
tual cost  of  visiting  a  doctor  or  hos- 
pital. So  doctors  and  hospitals  would  in 
all  likelihood  try  to  shift  costs  of  $40  to 
$50  billion  from  medicare  patients  to 
privately  insured  businesses  and  work- 
ers. That  is  nothing  but  a  hidden  tax 
that  private  businesses  and  their  em- 
ployees neither  deserve  nor  can  afford. 

LONG-TER.M  C.^RE 

The  cuts  in  this  budget  resolution 
would  also  decimate  the  long-term  care 
protection  that  Medicaid  provides  sen- 
iors. Working  families  with  a  parent 
who  needs  iuug-term  care  would  face 
nursing  home  bills  of  an  average  of 
$38,000  a  year  without  Medicaid's  long- 
term  care  protection.  Where  will  our 
seniors  who  have  spent  down  all  their 
savings  and  now  rely  on  Medicaid  to 
pay  for  their  nursing  home  care  go 
without  such  protection? 

IMP.^CT  ON  HOSPITALS 

These  cuts  would  particularly  hit 
rural  and  innercity  hospitals  with 
large  concentrations  of  elderly  and 
low-income  patients.  In  my  own  State 
of  Connecticut,  home  to  many  urban 
hospitals.  Medicare  makes  up  40  per- 
cent of  all  hospital  revenue.  Half  of  the 
hospitals  in  Connecticut  are  teaching 
hospitals,  which  rely  heavily  on  Medi- 
care to  train  tomorrow's  physicians. 

Many  of  these  hospitals  already  oper- 
ate on  the  edge;  some  may  have  to 
close  their  doors  if  such  an  important 
source  of  financing  is  slashed.  Nearly 
10  million  Medicare  recipients  live  in 
rural  America,  where  there  is  often 
only  one  hospital  serving  a  county. 
Draconian  Medicare  cuts  like  those 
proposed  by  the  Republicans  could 
force  many  of  those  rural  hospitals  out 
of  business. 


.•\  DIFFERENT  COURSE 

We  must  do  something  to  control 
Medicare  spending,  but  we  cannot  do  it 
in  isolation.  The  problems  of  Medicare 
are  the  same  problems  facing  the  en- 
tire health  care  system.  To  focus  only 
on  Medicare  puts  its  recipients  at  risk 
and  would  have  unintended  con- 
sequences for  the  rest  of  the  health 
care  system. 

We  need  honest,  thorough  health  care 
reform,  and  I  invite  our  Republican 
colleagues  to  begin  a  dialogue  with  us 
on  this  important  subject.  But  I  also 
ask  them  to  step  back  from  the  draco- 
nian  cuts  in  Medicare  and  long-term 
care.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support 
the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  come 
to  the  floor  today  to  express  my  very 
serious  concerns  about  the  cuts  to 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  which  are  con- 
tained in  the  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  my  colleagues  across 
the  aisle  have  stated  repeatedly  that 
they  are  not  touching  Social  Security. 
But  at  the  same  time  over  a  third  of 
the  cuts  wnich  they  have  proposed,  in- 
cluding over-  40  percent  of  the  cuts  in 
the  year  2002,  come  from  Medicare  and 
Medicaid.  Mr.  President,  I  would  like 
to  spend  a  few  minutes  discussing  what 
the  proposed  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
cuts  will  mean  to  our  most  vulnerable 
citizens.  As  I  discuss  these  impacts,  I 
would  like  my  colleagues  to  ask  them- 
selves how  they  can  credibly  claim 
that  this  budget  does  not  reduce  these 
people's  security. 

Let  me  start  with  Medicare.  This 
budget  cuts  spending  for  the  Medicare 
program  by  $256  billion  over  7  years.  I 
would  like  to  spend  a  minute  discuss- 
ing what  these  numbers  mean  in 
human  terms.  They  mean  that  seniors 
will  have  to  find  an  average  of  $3,447 
more  to  pay  for  their  health  care  over 
the  next  7  years.  In  my  home  State  of 
New  Jersey,  seniors  will  have  to  come 
up  with  an  additional  $932  in  the  year 
2002  alone  just  to  pay  for  the  additional 
Medicare  costs  which  this  budget  im- 
poses on  them.  For  many  seniors 
across  the  country,  these  new  costs 
will  be  extremely  difficult  to  bear.  In 
1992,  the  median  income  of  seniors  in 
this  country  was  only  about  $17,000  a 
year,  and  about  a  quarter  of  elderly 
households  had  incomes  under  $10,000. 
Of  these  incomes,  seniors  already  spend 
more  than  one  of  every  five  dollars  on 
medical  costs.  For  the  millions  of  sen- 
iors across  the  country  who  live  on 
fixed  incomes,  finding  an  additional 
$3,447  over  7  years  will  mean  having  to 
give  up  something  else  which  is  impor- 
tant to  them.  It  is  estimated  that  there 
are  already  nearly  8  million  seniors  na- 
tionwide who  are  forced  to  choose  each 
month  between  paying  for  their  medi- 
cations and  paying  for  food.  I  can't 
help  wondering  how  many  millions 
more  seniors  will  be  faced  with  this 
horrible  choice  once  the  proposed  cuts 
go  into  place. 


An  increased  financial  burden  on  sen- 
iors is  only  one  of  the  negative  con- 
sequences which  will  result  from  the 
proposed  Medicare  cuts.  Along  with 
having  to  pay  more,  seniors  will  likely 
find  that  their  ability  to  choose  their 
own  doctor  is  restricted— perhaps  not 
explicitly,  but  because  financial  limi- 
tations leave  them  with  no  choice  but 
to  join  a  managed  care  plan.  Also,  doc- 
tors, hospitals,  and  others  providers 
are  all  likely  to  face  reduced  pay- 
ments. They  already  receive  far  lower 
payments  from  Medicare  than  from 
private  insurers,  and  if  Medicare  rates 
are  reduced  much  further  some  may 
find  that  they  can  no  longer  afford  to 
take  Medicare  patients.  Those  who  do 
keep  accepting  Medicare  will  he  forced 
to  shift  even  more  costs  onto  their  pri- 
vately insured  patients,  creating  a  hid- 
den tax  on  employers  and  individuals. 

And  that's  just  Medicare.  In  addition, 
this  budget  cuts  Medicaid  by  $175  bil- 
lion. That's  an  18  percent  cut,  relative 
to  what  spending  would  be  if  there 
were  no  change  in  law.  I  think  it  is 
very  important  that  we  all  understand 
exactly  who  these  cuts  will  affect. 
Medicaid  now  insures  about  one  of 
every  four  American  children.  It  pays 
for  roughly  one  of  every  three  births  in 
this  country.  And  it  pays  for  over 
three-fifths  of  the  people  who  need 
long-term  care  services,  either  in  nurs- 
ing homes  or  at  home.  Over  half  of 
Medicaid  funds  go  for  persons  who  are 
either  elderly,  blind,  or  disabled.  Most 
elderly  recipients  of  Medicaid  are  peo- 
ple who  spent  their  whole  lives  as 
members  of  the  middleclass.  But  when 
faced  with  nursing  home  costs  averag- 
ing almost  $40,000  a  year,  it  doesn't 
take  long  for  their  entire  life  savings 
to  disappear.  Once  they  reach  this 
point  these  people  have  nowhere  el.se 
to  turn.  Thank  goodness  Medicaid  has 
been  there  to  provide  a  safety  net  for 
them. 

This  resolution  caps  Federal  Medic- 
aid spending  at  an  average  annual 
growth  rate  of  5  percent.  We  all  know 
that  Medicaid  spending  is  expected  to 
grow  much  faster  than  that  in  the  fu- 
ture. By  setting  a  5  percent  cap.  the 
Federal  Government  is  essentially  say- 
ing to  the  States:  "It's  all  your  prob- 
lem now.  We  can't  figure  out  how  to 
deal  with  the  growing  number  of  unin- 
sured and  the  rising  costs  of  health 
care,  so  you  do  it.  We  wash  our  hands 
of  any  responsibility  to  help  you  deal 
with  these  critical  needs."  But,  if  we 
are  honest  with  ourselves,  we  must 
admit  that  States  can't  cope  with 
these  problems  alone. 

So,  Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you 
what  is  expected  to  happen  once  these 
proposed  Medicaid  cuts  go  into  effect. 
By  the  year  2002,  the  number  of  unin- 
sured children  in  America  is  predicted 
to  rise  by  more  than  6  million.  By  thPt 
same  year,  there  will  be  an  additional 
3  million  persons  who  need — but  can 
not  get  assistance   with — the  costs  of 
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long-term  care.  These  will  be  people 
who  will  be  required  to  leave  nursing 
homes,  or  will  never  be  able  to  enter 
one,  despite  the  fact  that  they  need 
more  care  than  their  family  and  friends 
are  able  to  provide,  either  financially 
or  physically.  As  I  stated  earlier,  many 
of  these  people  are  now  members  of  the 
middle-class,  but  the  astronomical 
costs  of  long-term  care  will  impoverish 
them  rapidly.  For  those  persons  who 
are  able  to  enter  and  remain  in  nursing 
homes  the  picture  is  not  much  bright- 
er. Medicaid  now  pays  significantly 
less  than  the  private  sector  for  long- 
term  care.  When  Medicaid  cuts  these 
payments  even  further — as  it  will  have 
to  do  in  response  to  the  budget  cuts — 
nursing  homes  will  have  to  do  even 
more  with  less.  This  means  that  staff 
will  be  stretched  even  thinner,  and 
each  resident  will  receive  even  less  per- 
sonal attention.  The  proposed  cuts  will 
mean  that  the  quality  of  life  of  nursing 
home  residents  will  deteriorate  even 
further. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  my  re- 
marks have  helped  put  a  human  face  on 
all  the  numbers  which  have  been  float- 
ing around  the  floor  of  this  chamber 
the  last  few  days.  I  recognize  that  re- 
ducing the  deficit  will  require  painful 
choices.  But  in  making  these  choices, 
we  can  not  ignore  how  these  decisions, 
will  impact  the  persons  whom  we  have 
been  elected  to  represent.  My  col- 
leagues across  the  aisle  claim  that 
they  are  concerned  about  the  impact  of 
deficit  reduction  on  our  oldest  and 
most  vulnerable  citizens.  They  have 
stated  repeatedly  that  Social  Security 
is  "off  the  table"  —  that  it  has  not 
been  cut.  To  them  I  respond:  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  are  vital  parts  of  our  So- 
cial Security  System.  They  provide  se- 
curity at  a  time  when  people  are  mn.st 
vulnerable — when  they  are  sick.  To 
take  over  a  third  of  your  proposed  cuts 
out  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  is  to 
deny  security  when  it  is  most  needed. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  express  my  strong  support  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleagues. 
Senators  Rockefeller  and  L.\ute,n- 
BERG,  to  restore  critical  funding  to  the 
Medicare  Program. 

In  order  to  provide  a  significant  tax 
cut  to  the  very  wealthy,  Senate  Repub- 
licans have  proposed  a  budget  resolu- 
tion which  includes  draconian  cuts  in 
many  important  programs,  including  a 
substantial  cut  in  Medicare.  In  my 
view,  drastic  cuts  on  the  spending  side, 
in  order  to  create  room  for  a  tax  cut, 
are  not  appropriate  and  do  not  reflect 
the  priorities  of  this  Senator.  I  oppmse 
the  Senate  Republican  budget  proposal 
and  feel  very  strongly  that  the  resolu- 
tion before  us  directly  threatens  the 
health  and  well-being  of  our  Nation's 
seniors  citizens. 

Over  half  the  people  who  receive 
Medicare  are  older  Americans  with  in- 
comes below  $15,000  a  year.  The  Repub- 
lican  budget   with    its   deep   Medicare 


cuts  lay  the  basis  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
very  wealthy.  This  is  the  situation  be- 
fore us. 

The  proposed  Senate  Republican 
budget  resolution  would  cut  Medicare 
by  $256  billion  over  the  next  7  years.  I 
know  it  is  asserted  that  the  actual  dol- 
lar amounts  for  Medicare  will  not  drop, 
but  rather  will  increase  gradually  over 
the  next  7  years.  However,  if  the  pro- 
posed dollar  increases  are  not  propor- 
tional to  increases  in  Medicare  enroll- 
ees  and  increases  in  the  costs  of  medi- 
cal care,  the  end  result  is  massive  cost 
shifting  and  cuts  in  services  for  bene- 
ficiaries. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  view,  it  is  es- 
sential that  we  recognize  that  Medi- 
care is  not  a  system  unto  itself.  The 
Medicare  Program  is.  instead,  a  large 
component  of  our  Nation's  health  care 
system  and  it  is  illogical  to  assume 
that  isolated  cuts  in  Medicare  will  not 
adversely  effect  all  Americans. 

First  and  foremost,  these  ill-con- 
ceived cuts  would  harm  our  senior  citi- 
zens. The  Health  Care  Finance  Admin- 
istration [HCFA]  estimates  that  Medi- 
care payments  account  for  45  percent 
of  health  care  spending  by  our  Nation's 
elderly.  Under  the  GOP  budget  plan, 
out-of-pocket  costs  to  seniors  are  ex- 
pected to  increase  by  an  average  of  $900 
per  person  per  year  by  the  year  2002. 
Over  a  7-year  period,  the  typical  bene- 
ficiary would  pay  an  estimated  $3,200  in 
additional  out-of-pocket  costs.  While 
this  might  not  sound  like  much  to 
some,  these  numbers  become  more  sig- 
nificant when  you  factor  in  statistics 
which  indicate  that  60  percent  of  pro- 
gram spending  w£is  incurred  on  behalf 
of  those  with  incomes  less  than  twice 
the  poverty  level,  and  83  percent  of  pro- 
gram spending  was  on  behalf  of  those 
with    annual     incomes    of    less    than 

Clearly,  when  we  talk  about  Medi- 
care recipients,  we  are  not  talking 
about  our  Nation's  wealthiest  citizens. 
Many  seniors  live  on  fixed  incomes.  In 
fact,  a  large  number  of  Medicare  recipi- 
ents depend  on  Social  Security  benefits 
for  much  of  their  income.  According  to 
HCFA,  about  60  percent  of  the  elderly 
rely  on  Social  Security  benefits  for  50 
percent  or  more  of  their  income  and  32 
percent  of  the  elderly  rely  on  Social 
Security  for  80  percent  or  more  of  their 
income.  It  is  also  estimated  that  as 
many  as  2  million  seniors  can  expect  to 
see  the  value  of  their  Social  Security 
COLA'S  decline  as  increased  Medicare 
costs  consume  40  to  50  percent  of  Social 
Security  COLAs  by  2002.  Requiring 
these  individuals  to  pay  more  for  their 
health  care  will  directly  undercut  their 
standard  of  living.  In  my  view,  it  is 
simply  unacceptable  to  create  a  situa- 
tion where  more  and  more  seniors  will 
see  their  resources  stretched  to  the  de- 
gree that  they  will  have  to  choose  be- 
tween food  and  health  care. 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  cuts  in 
the  Republican  budget  resolution,  sen- 
iors may  also  end  up  paying  more  for 
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the  services  they  currently  receive. 
The  number  of  Medicare  recipients  is 
expected  to  increase  over  the  next  sev- 
eral decades  just  as  the  baby  boomer 
generation  reaches  retirement  age.  The 
Republican  budget  proposal  fails  to  ac- 
count for  this  projected  growth.  There- 
fore, in  order  to  make  ends  meet,  hos- 
pitals and  other  health  care  centers 
will  have  to  shift  costs  to  other  payers 
or  cut  valuable  services  which  are  sup- 
ported, in  part,  by  Medicare  reimburse- 
ments. According  to  the  American  Hos- 
pital Association,  costly  but  crucial 
services  like  trauma  care  units,  burn 
units  and  intensive  care  units  would 
have  to  be  closed  in  many  hospitals. 
Teaching  hospitals,  which  receive  a 
higher  rate  of  reimbursement  for  Medi- 
care patients  than  nonteaching  hos- 
pitals, will  suffer  losses  in  revenue  cer- 
tain to  impact  the  fiscal  integrity  of 
these  institutions.  Reductions  in  fund- 
ing to  such  institutions  will  result  in 
less  support  for  services,  research,  and 
education.  Such  consequences  impact 
us  all  and  illustrate  clearly  the  danger 
of  arbitrarily  cutting  this  critical  pro- 
gram. 

In  addition,  businesses  and  working 
Americans  could  see  increased  health 
care  costs  and  higher  premiums  as 
health  care  providers  and  institutions 
shift  a  larger  portion  of  costs  to  the 
nonelderly  in  an  attempt  to  cover  ris- 
ing medical  costs  and  provide  quality 
services  with  limited  resources.  Com- 
munities could  also  see  increases  in 
State  and  local  taxes  in  order  to  assist 
financially  strapped  hospitals  and 
health  care  providers. 

Mr.  President,  the  Medicare  Program 
does  not  operate  in  a  vacuum.  Cuts  of 
the  magnitude  being  proposed  by  the 
Republicans  will  impact  us  all.  I  am 
not  suggesting  that  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem does  not  need  to  be  reformed. 
What  I  am  suggesting  is  that  there  is  a 
right  way  and  a  wrong  way  to  make 
changes  in  the  system  and  how  we  go 
about  doing  so  provides  a  clear  picture 
of  what  kind  of  society  we  are  going  to 
be 

In  his  1941  message  to  Congress. 
Franklin  Roosevelt  articulated  a  sec- 
ond bill  of  rights  which  established  a 
basic  standard  of  security  and  prosper- 
ity for  all  Americans.  Among  these 
rights  is  "the  right  to  adequate  medi- 
cal care  and  the  opportunity  to  achieve 
and  enjoy  good  health."  The  proposed 
Republican  budget  resolution  seriously 
threatens  this  basic  standard  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sup- 
port of  the  Rockefeller-Lautenberg 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Are  the  yeas  and  nays  requested? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1112.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Faircloth]  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Gramm]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Faircloth] 
would  vote  "nay." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  46. 
nays  52,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  173  Leg.] 
YEAS— 46 


Akaka 

Feins tein 

Lieberman 

Baucus 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bmgaman 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Harkln 

Murray 

Bradley 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Hollings 

Pell 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Jeffords 

Reld 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Robb 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dorian 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Leahy 

FeiDKold 

Levin 

NAYS— 52 

.Abraham 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

.Nickles 

Bennett 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Bond 

GreifK 

Pressler 

Brown 

Hatch 

Roth 

Bums 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Campbell 

Helms 

Shelby 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Coau 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Cochran 

Kii^sehaum 

Snowe 

Cohen 

Kempthome 

Specter 

rnvfrrtoM 

Kerrev 

Stevens 

Craig 

Kyi 

Thomas 

DAmato 

Lott 

Thompson 

DeWine 

Lusrar 

Thurmond 

Dole 

.Mack 

Warner 

Domenici 

McCain 

Frist 

McConnell 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

haircloth  Gramm 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1112)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


DESIGNATING  JAMES  R.  KETCHUM 
AS  CURATOR  EMERITUS  OF  THE 
U.S.  SENATE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
resolution  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  122)  designating 
James  R.  Ketchum  as  Curator  Emeritus  of 
the  United  States  Senate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  122 »  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows; 

S.  Res.  122 

Whereas  .James  R.  Ketchum  will  retire 
from  the  United  States  Senate  after  25  years 
as  Senate  Curator,  and  35  .years  of  Govern- 
ment service; 

Whereas  he  has  dedicated  his  Senate  >•  ••. 
ice  to  preserving  the  works  of  art.  hi.st«  i  . 
and  traditions  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas  he  has  contributed  immeasurably 
to  the  restoration  of  the  Old  Senate  Cham 
ber.   the   Old   Supreme  Court   Chamber,   the 
Presidents  Room,  and  other  historic  room.s 
in  the  Capitol; 

Whereas  he  has  developed  exhibitions  and 
educational  programs  detailing  the  rich  her 
itage  of  the  Senate  for  all  to  enjoy: 

Whereas  he  has  upheld  the  high  stan'ii:  !- 
and  traditions  of  the  Senate  with  abiding  de 
votion:  and 

Whereas  he  has  earned  the  respect,  affec 
tion,  and  esteem  of  the  United  States  Sen 
ate:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That,  effective  July  1.  1995.  as  a 
token  of  the  appreciation  of  the  Senate  f'^i 
his    long    and    faithful    service.    Jamts    H 
Ketchum    is    hereby   designated   as   Cui.tli,: 
Emeritus  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  reso 
lutlon  was  agreed  to,  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  wa.s 
agreed  to. 


HACKETT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
resolution  to  the  desk  relating  to  the 
retirement  of  Gerald  Hackett  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Th.- 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  123)  relating  to  thr' 
retirement  of  Gerald  .A   Hackett. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  123)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows; 

S.  Res.  123 

Whereas  Gerald  A.  Hackett  will  retire  from 
the  United  States  Senate  after  33  years  of 
service,  the  last  29  years  as  Executive  Clerk. 

Whereas  his  dedication  to  the  United 
States  resulted  in  the  computerization  of  the 


nomination  and  treaty  processes,  and  the  on- 
line publishing  of  the  Executive  Journal; 

Whereas  he  has  performed  the  duties  of  his 
office  with  remarkable  diligence,  persever- 
ance, efficiency,  and  intelligence; 

Whereas  he  has  faithfully  performed  his 
duties  serving  all  Members  of  the  Senate 
with  great  professional  integrity  and  dedica- 
tion: and 

Whereas  Gerald  A.  Hackett  has  earned  the 
re.spect.  admiration  and  esteem  of  the  United 
.Slates  Senate:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Senate 
commends  Gerald  A.  Hackett  for  his  long, 
faithful,  and  exemplary  service  to  his  coun- 
try and  to  the  Senate. 

SEC  2.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  this  resolution  to  Gerald  A.  Hackett. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  reso- 
lution was  agreed  to,  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


RETIREMENT  OF  FREDERICK  R. 
BROOMFIELD,  SR. 

Mr  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
resolution  to  the  desk  relating  to  the 
retirement  of  Frederick  R.  Broomfleld 
and  ask  for  Its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows; 

A  i-esolulion  (S.  Res.  124)  relating  to  the 
I'etirement  of  Frederick  R.  Bi-oomfield,  Sr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  124)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows; 

S.  Res  124 

Whereas  on  June  30.  1995.  Frederick  R. 
Broomfiled.  Sr.  will  retire  from  service  as  a 
member  of  the  Department  of  Office  Services 
staff  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  after  almost  20  years; 

Whereas  he  has  upheld  the  high  standards 
and  traditions  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  with  abiding  devotion:  and 

Whereas  he  has  gained  the  trust,  con- 
fidence, and  respect  of  his  as.sociates  and  the 
Membei-s  of  the  United  States  Senate:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Senate 
expresses  its  deep  appreciate  and  gratitude 
to  Frederick  R.  Broomfield.  Sr..  for  his  years 
of  faithful  and  exemplary  service  to  his 
country  and  to  the  United  States  Senate. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  this  resolution  to  Frederick  R.  Broom- 
field.  Sr. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  reso- 
lution was  agreed  to.  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  COHEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

AMEND.MENT  .NO.  1116 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  losses  of  trust  funds  due  to  fraud 
and  abuse  in  the  Medicare  program) 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Cohen]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1116. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows; 
On  page  94.  after  line  21.  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REOARDING 
LOSSES  OK  TRIST  FUNDS  DUE  TO 
FRAUD  ANT)  ABUSE  UN  THE  MEDI- 
CARE PROGRAM. 

(a I  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  General  Accounting  Office  esti- 
mates that  as  much  as  $100,000,000,000  are 
wasted  each  year  in  the  health  care  system 
due  to  fraud  and  abuse: 

(2)  outlays  for  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  .Social  Security  Act  during 
fiscal  year  1994  were  $161,100,000,000.  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  estimates  that  up 
to  10  percent  of  those  outlays  were  wasted 
because  of  fraud  and  abuse: 

(3)  medicare  beneficiaries  incur  higher  out- 
of-pocket  costs  and  copayments  due  to  in- 
flated billings  resulting  from  fraudulent  and 
abusive  practices  perpetrated  against  the 
mcdici^ro  "ro'^rp^m;  ar.'l 

(4)  funds  lost  because  of  fraud  and  abuse 
are  contributing  to  financial  crises  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and 
the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  as  identified  by  the  Boards 
of  Trustees  of  such  trust  funds  in  their  1995 
annual  reports. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  as  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and.  if  established,  the 
Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Solvency  of 
Medicare  recommended  under  section  307, 
address  the  long-term  solvency  of  the  medi- 
care program  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq).  high  pri- 
ority should  be  given  to  proposals  which 
identify,  eliminate,  and  recover  funds  ex- 
pended from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  due  to.  fraud 
and  abuse  in  such  program. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
a  question? 

Mr.  COHEN.  Yes.  I  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  has  a  bill  that  he  would  like  to 
proceed  to  Introduce,  as  in  morning 
business,  and  take  10  minutes  to  talk 
about  it.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
measure  at  hand.  After  the  conclusion 


of  the  opening  remarks  on  the  offering 
of  his  amendment.  I  would  appreciate 
that  side  accommodating  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota,  if  that  is  satisfac- 
tory, and  the  time  will  be  charged  to 
us. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  might 
I  Inquire,  the  Senator  said  it  is  unre- 
late(i  to  the  budget? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes,  unrelated  to  the 
budget. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  a  similar  re- 
quest. Mr.  President.  Did  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  wish  some  time?  Did  he 
not  want  to  introduce  a  bill? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Three  minutes,  if  I 
may. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  May  we  have,  imme- 
diately following,  3  minutes  for  the 
junior  Senator  from  Wyoming? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  assume  the  Senator 
from  Maine  would  want  to  go  ahead 
and  offer  his  amendment  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  offered  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Maine  and  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  We  will  pro- 
ceed with  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota, followed  by  the  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming for  3  minutes,  and  then  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Conrad  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  840  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  a  vote  occur  on  or 
in  relation  to  the  Cohen  Medicare  fraud 
amendment,  to  be  followed  imme- 
diatel.y  by  a  vote  on  or  in  relation  to 
the  Democratic  education  amendment, 
at  7:15  p.m.  this  evening,  with  the  first 
vote  limited  to  the  regular  20-minute 
time  limit,  and  the  second  vote  limited 
to  10  minutes  in  length.  I  note  at  this 
point  that  this  has  been  cleared  with 
the  Democratic  side  of  the  aisle.  I  fur- 
ther ask  that  no  points  of  order  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  waived  by  this 
agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  further  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  no  second-degree  amend- 
ments be  in  order  to  either  amend- 
ment, and  that  the  time  between  now 
and  4:30  be  equally  divided  for  consider- 
ation of  the  Cohen  amendment,  and  the 
time  from  4:30  p.m.  to  7:15  p.m.  be 
equally  divided  on  the  Democratic  edu- 
cation amendment,  and  that  following 
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the  two  back-to-back  votes.  Senator 
Abraham  be  recog-nized  to  offer  an 
amendment  relative  to  education. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  is  recognized. 

AMENDME.ST  NO     illS,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  send  a  modification  of 
my  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  that  right. 

The  amendment  is  so  modified. 

The  amendment  (No.  1116).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  word  ■■section"  and  in- 
sert Che  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDLNG 
LOSSES  OF  TRLST  FINDS  OUE  TO 
FRAIT)  A.VD  .ABLSE  IN  THE  MEDI- 
CARE PROGRAM. 

(a)  Findings  —The  Senate  finds  that>- 

(1)  the  General  Accounting  Office  esti- 
mates that  as  much  as  SIOO. 000.000.000  are 
wasted  each  year  in  the  health  care  system 
due  to  fraud  and  abuse; 

(2)  outlays  for  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVni  of  the  Social  Security  Act  during 
fiscal  year  1995  were  $161,100,000,000.  and  the 
General  .\ccounting  Office  estimates  that  up 
to  10  percent  of  those  outlays  were  wasted 
because  of  fraud  and  abuse: 

(3)  medicare  beneficiaries  incur  higher  out- 
of-pocket  costs  and  copayments  due  to  in- 
flated billings  resulting  from  fraudulent  and 
abusive  practices  perpetrated  against  the 
medicare  program;  and 

(4)  funds  lost  because  of  fraud  and  abuse 
are  contributing  to  the  financial  crises  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and 
the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  In.sur- 
ance  Trust  Fund,  as  identified  by  the  Boards 
of  Trustees  of  such  trust  funds  in  their  1995 
annual  reports. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  as  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and  if  established,  the 
Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Solvency  of 
Medicare  recommended  under  section  307. 
address  the  long-term  solvency  of  the  medi- 
care program  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.).  high  pri- 
ority should  be  given  to  proposals  which 
identify,  eliminate,  and  recover  funds  ex- 
pended from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  due  to.  fraud 
and  abuse  in  such  program. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  assumes  that  funds 
recovered  from  enhanced  anti-fraud  and 
abuse  efforts  be  used  to  fund  health  care 
anti-fraud  and  abuse  enforcement  efforts,  re- 
imbursements to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for 
losses  due  to  fraud  and  abuse,  and  deficit  re- 
duction. 

Mr.  COHEN.  The  focus  of  debate 
today  has  been  on  what  to  do  about 
Medicare.  I  think  all  of  us  share  the 
concern  over  the  grim  news  that  the 
Medicare  trustees  announced  a  few 
weeks  ago,  namely,  that  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  going  bankrupt. 

I  support  the  budget  resolution  that 
calls  for  a  bipartisan  commission  to  de- 
vise a  plan  to  basically  pull  Medicare 
out  of  its  financial  crisis.  Just  as  we 
restored  public  confidence  in  the  Social 
Security    system    over    a    decade    ago 


through  a  bipartisan  panel,  the  only 
way  to  fix  Medicare  is  also  through  a 
bipartisan  panel. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  today 
for  myself.  Senators  Dole  and  Brad- 
ley, urges  the  bipartisan  commission 
to  give  high  priority  to  a  problem  that 
is  costing  the  Medicare  Program,  sen- 
ior citizens,  and  taxpayers  across  the 
country  billions  of  dollars  every  year: 
health  care  fraud  in  Medicare. 

For  the  past  3  years,  the  staff  on  the 
Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging 
has  been  investigating  the  explosion  of 
fraud  and  abuse  throughout  the  U.S. 
health  care  system.  Nearly  a  trillion 
dollars  is  spent  on  health  care  each 
year,  and  roughly  10  percent  is  lost 
through  abusive  practices  and  fraudu- 
lent activities. 

Over  the  past  5  years,  the  estimated 
losses  from  health  care  system  fraud 
total  $418  billion.  That  is  four  times 
the  amount  lost  to  the  savings  and 
loan  crisis— all  those  scandals,  four 
times  the  amount  just  in  the  past  5 
years. 

A  major  victim  of  this  health  care 
fraud  is  the  American  taxpayer.  In 
1993.  spending  on  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid totaled  some  $272  billion,  or  over  30 
percent  of  all  the  moneys  we  spend  on 
health  care  in  this  country.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  loses  as  much  as  $30 
billion  a  year  due  to  fraud  in  the  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  systems  and  as 
much  as  $44  billion  from  fraud  when  we 
take  into  account  all  of  the  Federal 
health  care  programs. 

Taxpayers  are  losing  $44  billion  a 
year  today  through  health  care  fraud.  I 
think  this  only  represents  a  tiny  frac- 
tion of  the  problem.  These  are  the  ones 
that  we  know  about,  the  ones  that  are 
being  caught  and  prosecuted.   I  think 

level  of  fraudulent  activity  taking 
place  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  shockingly  simple 
to  defraud  the  current  system.  The 
payors  are  running  as  fast  as  they  can 
to  process  the  over  four  billion  claims 
that  are  filed  every  year,  and  law  en- 
forcement simply  is  lacking  in  the  re- 
sources necessary  to  really  detect  and 
prosecute  this  fraudulent  activity. 

Recently  the  Aging  Committee 
heard,  I  think,  some  compelling  testi- 
mony on  the  extent  of  the  fraud  in  this 
country.  FBI  Director,  Louis  Freeh, 
testified  "We  see  cocaine  dealers  turn- 
ing into  health  care  fraud  entre- 
preneurs" because  that  is  where  the 
money  is  big— but  enforcement  is  lit- 
tle. 

Director  Freeh  also  told  the  commit- 
tee about  how  the  Russian  mafia  and 
other  organized  criminal  groups  from 
every  comer  of  the  globe  are  now  en- 
gaged in  creative  schemes  to  siphon  off 
money  from  the  Government  and  pri- 
vate health  care  funds. 

Mr.  President,  padding  claims  and 
cost  reports,  charging  the  Government 
beneficiaries     outrageous     prices     for 


unbundled  services,  and  billing  Medi- 
care for  program  costs  that  have  noth- 
ing to  do  with  patient  care  are  but  a 
few  of  the  schemes  that  are  currently 
ruining  our  system. 

The  Medicare  system  is  the  one  that 
is  being  targeted  because  of  its  sheer 
size  and  complexity.  At  our  hearing. 
the  Aging  Committee  heard  testimony 
that  we  are  experiencing  ■■a  feeding 
frenzy"  on  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Programs,  equivalent  to  ■unprece- 
dented white  collar  wilding  in  which 
wave  after  wave  of  multimillion  dollar 
frauds  have  swept  through  nursing 
homes  and  hospitals,  clinics  and  phar- 
macies, durable  medical  equipment,  ra- 
diology and  labs,  and  more  recently. 
home  health  care." 

I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues just  a  few  examples  of  how 
Medicare  is  being  exploited  and  how 
fraudulent  providers  are  draining  Medi- 
care, siphoning  off  these  precious  dol- 
lars from  the  Medicare  trust  fund  and 
increasing  the  costs  for  senior  citizens. 

A  chain  of  health  home  care  compa- 
nies were  discovered  by  Medicare  audi- 
tors to  have  been  billing  Medicare  for 
over  $16,000  in  alcoholic  beverages  at 
conferences,  over  $9,800  in  personal 
travel  for  the  owner's  family,  and  over 
$3,200  in  golf  shop  expenses.  The  home 
care  companies  also  allegedly  charged 
the  Medicare  Program  for  over  $100,000 
in  promotional  items  given  to  doctors 
and  others  to  encourage  them  to  use 
the  company's  home  health  care,  in- 
cluding $85,000  in  gourmet  popcorn  pro- 
vided to  doctors.  Let  me  repeat  that: 
$85,000  for  gourmet  popcorn  going  to 
doctors  to  promote  the  use  of  these 
home  care  companies. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  to  call 
on  our  senior  citizens  to  bear  cuts  in 
ivieuicare  when  they  leain  L'naL  their 
Medicare  taxes  and  premiums  are  being 
used  to  pay  for  gourmet  popcorn. 

It  is  not  limited  to  gourmet  popcorn 
and  golf  shop  fees.  Let  me  give  a  couple 
of  other  examples  of  the  costs  that  are 
driving  Medicare  close  to  bankruptcy. 

We  have  the  case  of  a  phantom  lab- 
oratory allegedly  cheating  Medicare 
out  of  $300,000  for  lab  tests  that  were 
never  performed.  The  so-called  lab  sub- 
mitted the  bills  that  were  really  no 
more  than  a  rented  mailbox  and  a  Med- 
icare billing  number. 

We  had  a  medical  equipment  supplier 
billed  Medicare  close  to  $1,300  apiece 
for  wheelchair  pads  that  cost  about  $50 
to  $100  to  manufacture,  representing  a 
markup  of  roughly  2.500  percent. 

We  have  an  equipment  supplier  that 
allegedly  billed  Medicare  for  S4.0O0 
apiece  for  compressors  used  to  treat 
swelling.  The  devices  cost  less  than 
$500  each. 

We  have  a  chiropractor  and  his  wife 
who  defrauded  Medicare  and  private  in- 
surers by  billing  for  services  never  pro- 
vided. One  time  bills  were  submitted 
for  169  patients  supposedly  treated  in  a 
single  day. 


We  had  four  companies  who  peddled 
liquid  nutritional  supplements  by  of- 
fering ••free  medical  milk."  These  com- 
panies then  billed  Medicare  for  over  $14 
million  for  the  supplements  that  were 
not  medicall.y  necessary,  and  that  were 
often  not  even  delivered  to  the  Medi- 
care patients. 

While  I  want  to  emphasize  that  by 
far  most  health  care  providers  are  hon- 
est professionals  with  only  the  best  in- 
terest of  patients  and  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries in  mind,  without  a  doubt  there 
is  fraud  in  each  segment  of  the  health 
care  industry.  The  cases  1  have  men- 
tioned are  just  a  small  example  of  the 
kinds  of  rip-offs  that  are  being  per- 
petrated day  in  and  day  out  in  our 
Medicare  Program.  and  indeed. 
throughout  the  entire  U.S.  health  care 
system. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  wait  any 
longer.  I  have  tried  for  the  past  2  years 
to  introduce  legislation  that  would 
deal  with  Medicare  fraud.  Each  time  it 
has  been  blunted.  On  the  one  hand,  the 
Senate  passed  an  amendment  to  the 
crime  bill  containing  some  of  the  pro- 
visions of  my  legislation,  only  to  have 
the  House  strip  them  out  saying  that 
this  anti-fraud  legislation  does  not  be- 
long on  the  crime  bill.  It  belongs  on 
health  care  reform.  Of  course,  we  did 
not  have  health  care  reform  last  year. 

I  tried  every  single  way  to  attach  the 
health  care  fraud  legislation  to  appro- 
priations bills  last  year,  including  the 
D.C.  appropriations  bill,  but  others 
sought  to  amend  it.  because  they  want- 
ed to  load  down  this  amendment  with 
other  issues. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  result  of  this,  we 
have  had  to  wait  for  health  care  fraud 
reforms.  What  we  are  doing  is  we  are 
losing  roughly  $11.5  million  to  health 
care  fraud  every  hour.  That  is  precisely 
what  is  being  lost  through  fraud.  We 
are  losing  $11.5  million  an  hour,  $275 
million  a  day,  $100  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  that  I 
have  introduced  the  past  2  years  was 
included  in  virtually  every  health  care 
bill  that  was  circulating  last  Congress: 
The  Dole  bill,  the  President  Clinton 
bill,  the  so-called  Mainstream  Coali- 
tion bill.  These  provisions  in  the  legis- 
lation that  I  have  introduced  had  the 
support  of  the  Justice  Department,  the 
Director  of  the  FBI.  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services' 
inspector  general.  1  believe  the  White 
House  is  now  also  advocating  health 
care  fraud  enforcement  measures. 

Now  is  the  time  to  move  forward 
with  the  bill.  It  has  been  introduced 
and  will  be  considered  as  separate, 
free-standing  legislation,  hopefully  in 
the  very  near  future.  In  the  meantime. 
what  we  have  to  do  is  at  least  go  on 
record  as  saying  we  have  to  put  a  stop 
to  the  level  of  fraud  taking  place  in  our 
health  care  system  today,  particularly 
in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

This  resolution  calls  upon  the  bipar- 
tisan panel  to  look  at  ways  in  which  we 


can  reduce  the  perpetration  of  fraud 
against  our  system,  that  those  moneys 
can  be  saved.  Perhaps  we  will  not  be 
able  to  recover  all  the  dollars  lost  to 
health  care  fraud  in  Medicare,  but  we 
will  be  able  to  recover  some  of  these 
billions  that  are  now  being  lost  to 
fraud  and  abuse.  Hopefully,  the 
amounts  recovered  will  be  used  to  in- 
crease our  health  care  fraud  enforce- 
ment efforts,  to  reduce  the  deficit,  and 
to  apply  to  the  Medicare  trust  fund  it- 
self. It  seems  to  me  that  would  be  an 
appropriate  recommendation  for  the 
trustees  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  to 
endorse. 

I  am  hoping  that  we  will  use  the 
same  sort  of  bipartisan  commission  to 
restore  public  confidence  in  the  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  that  was  formed  in 
the  wake  of  the  declaration  over  a  dec- 
ade ago  that  Social  Security  was  going 
broke. 

I  mentioned  this  morning  during  my 
remarks  that  the  issue  was  exploited 
by  the  Democratic  majority  at  that 
time.  They  waited  until  after  the  1982 
elections  were  over  and  exploited  the 
issue  and  then  came  back  in  and  said, 
"Let  us  form  that  bipartisan  panel." 

We  did.  The  Social  Security  trust 
fund  is  solvent  at  least  until  the  year 
2020  or  2030.  We  need  to  do  precisely  the 
same  thing  now.  We  have  to  call  to- 
gether a  bipartisan  panel  to  look  at 
what  is  taking  place  in  our  health  care 
system.  The  FBI  has  identified  areas  of 
fraud.  We  can  look  at  the  New  York 
Times  on  Sunday's  edition  and  find  an- 
other example  of  the  kind  of  scams 
that  are  being  perpetrated  against  our 
elderly— not  confined  just  to  health 
care,  but  scams  that  target  the  elderly 
in  general— and  we  have  to  put  a  stop 
to  it.  We  have  an  opportunity  to  take  a 
big  step  toward  cracking  down  on 
scams  targeting  the  elderly  and  pro- 
grams serving  the  elderly  by  passing 
legislation  that  will  give  the  tools  and 
resources  necessary  to  law  enforcement 
officials  to  accomplish  that  end. 

There  should  be  no  political  disagree- 
ment on  this  issue.  This  cannot  be  de- 
layed another  day.  another  week,  an- 
other year,  or  else  the  very  people  that 
we  are  trying  to  help  who  are  now  fac- 
ing the  prospect  of  having  their  Medi- 
care trust  fund  go  broke  within  a  6'/2 
year  period  of  time  will  be  the  ulti- 
mate losers.  We  will  be  the  ultimate 
losers. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  prevent 
that  from  taking  place  through  re- 
forms contained  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion itself,  which  Senator  DOMENici  as 
chairman  is  calling  for  so  we  do  not  see 
the  growth  of  10.5  percent  but  rather  7 
or  7.1  percent.  In  that  7.1  percent,  we 
can  save  billions  of  dollars  by  adopting 
the  legislation  that  everyone  says  that 
we  need. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  take  a  great 
deal  of  time  today  since  time  has  now 
been  limited.  Let  me  say  that  this  is  an 
important  resolution.  Hopefully,  it  will 


enjoy  bipartisan  and  perhaps  even 
unanimous  support,  so  we  can  all  go  on 
record  as  in  favor  of  giving  this  panel 
an  opportunity  to  consider  ways  to 
shape  legislation  to  prevent  the  kind  of 
fraudulent  activity  that  is  robbing  our 
senior  citizens  of  their  trust  funds  and 
driving  up  the  costs  of  Medicare  and 
the  entire  health  care  system. 

Mr.  President,  1  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Craig).  If  neither  side  yields  time,  the 
time  is  charged  equally. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  go  into  a 
quorum  call  and  that  both  sides  be 
charged  equally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

amendment  no.  IU6.  AS  FURTHER  MODIFIED 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment presented  at  the  desk  by  Senator 
Cohen  be  modified.  I  send  a  copy  of  the 
modification  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  1116),  as  further 
modified,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  94.  after  line  21.  add  the  following 
new  section. 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SEN.\TE  REG-ARDING 
LOSSES  OF  TRUST  FU!>rt)S  DUK  TO 
FRALT)  AND  ABUSE  IN  THE  MEDI- 
CARE PROGRAM. 

(a)  Findings— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1»  the  General  Accounting  Office  esti- 
mates that  as  much  as  $100,000,000,000  are 
wasted  each  year  in  the  health  care  system 
due  to  fraud  and  abuse: 

(2)  outlays  for  the  Medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  during 
fiscal  year  1994  were  $161,100,000,000.  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  estimates  that  up 
to  10  percent  of  those  outlays  were  wasted 
because  of  fraud  and  abuse; 

(3)  medicare  beneficiaries  incur  higher  out- 
of-pocket  costs  and  copayments  due  to  in- 
flated billings  resulting  from  fraudulent  and 
abusive  practices  perpetrated  against  the 
medicare  program:  and 

(4)  funds  lost  because  of  fraud  and  abuse 
are  contributing  to  the  financial  crisis  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and 
the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  as  identified  by  the  Boards 
of  Trustees  of  such  trust  funds  In  their  1995 
annual  reports. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate —It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  as  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and.  if  established,  the 
Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Solvency  of 
Medicare  recommended  under  section  307, 
address  the  long-term  solvency  of  the  medi- 
care program  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
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Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.).  high  pri- 
ority should  be  given  to  proposals  which 
identify,  eliminate,  and  recover  funds  ex- 
pended from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  due  to.  fraud 
and  abuse  in  such  program. 

In  addition  the  Senate  assumes  that  funds 
recovered  from  enhanced  antifraud  and  abuse 
efforts  be  used  to  fund  health  care  anti-fraud 
and  abuse  enforcement  efforts,  reimburse- 
ments to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for  losses  due 
to  fraud  and  abuse,  and  deficit  reduction. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  by  most 
estimates,  the  costs  of  health  care  in 
the  United  States  approach  $1  trillion 
annually.  By  the  turn  of  the  century, 
the  figure  will  exceed  $1.5  trillion,  con- 
suming up  to  16  percent  of  the  Nation's 
gross  domestic  product. 

Since  health  insurance  experts,  the 
FBI.  and  other  agencies  agree  that 
fraud  and  abuse  can  account  for  as 
much  as  5  to  10  percent  of  these  costs, 
any  effort  to  rein  in  health  spending 
needs  to  address  this  problem.  That  is 
why  I  commend  my  colleague  from 
Maine  for  bringing  his  amendment  to 
the  floor. 

Still,  I  must  raise  some  concerns 
about  the  language  my  colleague  pro- 
poses which  would  have  the  Senate  go 
on  record  in  support  of  using  health 
care  fraud  related  fines  and  penalties 
to  finance  our  investigative  efforts  in 
this  area. 

Frankly,  I  feel  it  is  a  dangerous 
precedent.  We  need  to  carefully  con- 
template whether  such  a  financing 
mechanism  will  taint  our  anti-fraud  ef- 
fort. 

Historically,  Congress  has  frowned  on 
financing  law  enforcement  activities 
through  criminal  and  civil  fines  and 
penalties.  Yet,  this  amendment — as  did 
most  of  the  major  health  care  bills  last 
Congress — suggests  that  our  Nation's 
antifraud  efforts  should  be  funded 
through  fines,  penalties,  and  damages 
collected. 

I  believe  this  sort  of  a  system  will 
create  an  incentive  for  Federal  inves- 
tigators to  forgo  prosecution  or  exclu- 
sion where  warranted— or  pursue  civil 
actions  where  unwarranted— in  favor  of 
large  civil  penalties  that  will  provide 
additional  funding  for  investigators. 
Year  after  year.  Federal  agencies  asso- 
ciated with  such  a  program  will  be  mo- 
tivated by  their  immediate  fiscal 
needs.  I  think  this  is  a  serious  issue. 

Americans  have  witnessed  how  civil 
forfeiture  and  the  resultant  dash  for 
cash  by  law  enforcement  has,  in  some 
cases,  inappropriately  driven  law  en- 
forcement investigations.  We  must  be 
sure  that  we  do  not  compromise  the 
priorities  and  integrity  of  our  law  en- 
forcement officials. 

I  also  have  concerns  about  taking 
one  penny  which  could  be  used  to  re- 
plenish the  Medicare  trust  funds  and 
dedicating  it  to  law  enforcement  pur- 
poses. According  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  in  fiscal  year  1994,  Fed- 


eral spending  for  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram totaled  an  estimated  $162  billion. 
or  over  $440  million  a  day.  CBO  esti- 
mates that,  in  less  than  a  decade,  Med- 
icare spending  will  more  than  double 
from  $181  billion  in  1995  to  $463  billion 
in  2005. 

Even  by  the  most  conservative  esti- 
mates, billions  of  dollars  are  being  lost 
to  wEiste,  fraud,  and  abuse  and  that  is  a 
luxury  we  cannot  afford.  However. 
Medicare's  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  is  going  bankrupt;  in  fact,  its  bal- 
ances will  dip  into  the  red  next  year. 
We  should  use  any  recoveries  from 
illspent  Medicare  funds  to  put  back 
into  the  trust  funds,  not  for  new  pur- 
poses. 

As  I  stated  earlier  in  my  remarks,  I 
have  strong  concerns  regarding  the  use 
of  health  care  fraud  related  fines  and 
penalties  to  finance  investigative  ef- 
forts in  this  area.  Moreover,  it  seems 
to  me  that  any  funds  recovered  should 
be  used  for  their  original  purpose 
which  is  to  provide  health  care  to  Med- 
icare beneficiaries. 

I  support  the  spirit  with  which  my 
colleague  offers  this  broadly  crafted 
amendment.  But,  I  have  serious  res- 
ervations about  the  so-called  bounty 
hunter  provisions  contained  in  the  sec- 
ond part  of  this  sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment. 

Nevertheless,  I  will  support  the 
Cohen  amendment,  but  reserve  my 
rights  to  debate  this  matter  further  on 
the  floor  should  legislation  in  this  area 
be  considered. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  sug- 
gesting that,  does  the  Senator  suggest 
that  the  quorum  be  divided  equally? 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  time  he  charged  eq\ia)ly 
with  the  time  running  against  both 
sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  on  the  Harkin-Hollings  amend- 
ment during  the  remainder  of  this  time 
between  now  and  the  beginning  of  the 
debate  on  that  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  W'ithout 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  anybody  disagrees  that  we 
need  to  reduce  dramatically  the  por- 
tion of  our  revrenues  that  we  expend  on 
interest  on  the  national  debt.  There  is 
no  disagreement  that  the  current  level 
of  debt  which  was  built  up  particularly 
in  the  1980's  and  early  parts  of  this  dec- 
ade needs  to  be  brought  under  control. 
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The  interest  on  that  debt  is  robbing  us 
of  the  ability  to  invest  in  our  children 
and  in  our  future.  We  need  to  bring  our 
annual  deficits  down  to  zero.  We  need 
to  start  to  reduce  the  underlying  debt 
in  order  to  ensure  that  our  children  are 
not  saddled  with  the  interest  burden 
that  we  bear  today. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  go  about  this 
task  in  a  shortsighted  way  by  just  cut- 
ting programs,  including  education  and 
training  programs  and  investments  in 
our  future,  and  reducing  taxes  at  the 
same  time — that  is  essentially  what 
the  Budget  Committee  has  proposed.  It 
said  we  shall  cut  programs,  we  shall 
take  the  savings  from  those  cuts  and 
reserve  them  for  a  tax  cut  .  Or  we  can 
take  the  responsible  and  long  term  and 
comprehensive  approach  that  the  Har- 
kin-Hollings amendment  will  propose. 
That  amendment  restores  funding  to 
the  function  of  the  budget  that  pro- 
vides for  education  and  training,  in- 
cluding student  loans. 

If  we  free  our  children  from  the  bur- 
den of  the  Federal  debt  only  by  depriv- 
ing them  of  the  education  and  training 
they  will  need  to  compete  and  succeed 
in  the  global  and  technologically  driv- 
en economy  of  the  next  century,  then 
we  have  not  been  responsible.  All  we 
have  done  is  trade  one  burden,  which  is 
debt  payments,  for  another,  which  is 
inadequate  skills.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion which  has  been  presented  does  just 
that.  It  is  antiworking-families  and 
antiseniors  and  antifuture. 

What  the  Harkin-Hollings  amend- 
ment does  is  to  take  the  S170  billion 
the  committee  has  identified  and  ear- 
marked for  a  tax  cut,  and  applies  $40 
billion  of  that  to  restore  some  of  the 
funding  that  has  been  cut  by  the  Re- 
publican budget  in  the  areas  of  edu- 
cation and  training.  The  S4U  billion  is 
still  far  short  of  what  we  should  be  re- 
storing to  that  vital  function,  but  it 
will  help  significantly. 

When  given  the  choice  of  a  tax  cut, 
which  will  go  largely  to  wealthy  tax- 
payers— at  least  the  blueprint  that  the 
House  has  announced  clearly  intends 
that — or  reinvestment  in  education  and 
training  for  working  citizens  and  for 
our  neediest  children,  I  do  not  think  we 
should  hesitate  for  a  moment  to  forego 
the  cut  in  taxes  and  seek  the  longer 
term  benefit  that  we  will  reap  from 
educating  our  children. 

Let  me  make  one  thing  very  clear. 
The  Budget  Committee  resolution  does 
drastically  cut  education  and  training 
programs.  I  have  heard  various  pro- 
ponents for  the  budget  say  that  all 
they  are  doing  is  restraining  the 
growth  in  spending  and  not  really  cut- 
ting. That  argument  does  not  apply  to 
the  budget  for  education.  The  GOP 
budget  does  provide  for  less  funding  in 
1996  than  we  are  spending  in  1995.  It 
provides  for  a  decreasing  amount 
thereafter.  Over  7  years,  25  percent  is 
taken  out  of  the  level  of  funding  for 
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these  programs,  the  level  that  they  re- 
ceive today,  when  you  measure  that  in 
constant  dollars. 

Furthermore,  the  GOP  figures  make 
no  adjustment  for  the  fact  that  the 
population  is  growing.  There  will  be  9 
percent  more  children  of  school  age  in 
the  next  7  years  in  this  country.  In  my 
home  State  of  New  Mexico,  the  esti- 
mate is  there  will  be  12  percent  more 
children  in  school.  But  the  GOP  budget 
does  not  take  into  account  that  in- 
crease in  the  school  age  population.  So 
the  effect  of  the  budget  is  to  make 
States  stretch  dollars  with  a  shrinking 
value  over  an  increasing  number  of  stu- 
dents. 

Let  me  be  specific.  My  State  of  New 
Mexico  has  the  third  highest  rate  of 
child  poverty  of  any  State  in  the  coun- 
try. More  than  one  in  four  children  in 
my  State  live  in  families  with  incomes 
below  the  poverty  line.  One-third  of  the 
students  in  New  Mexico's  schools  have 
limited  proficiency  in  English.  Our 
school-age  population  has  grown  tre- 
mendously. It  has  grown  much  faster 
than  the  school-age  population  in  most 
parts  of  the  country,  and  that  growth 
is  anticipated  to  continue. 

Against  this  background,  we  are  fac- 
ing actual  decreases  in  funds  for  the 
programs  that  serve  our  students. 

The  title  I  program,  formerly  known 
as  chapter  1,  provides  about  $850  per 
disadvantaged  student  to  help  them 
meet  high  standards  in  math  and  in 
reading.  That  is  the  1995  number,  the 
current  fiscal  year,  before  the  rescis- 
sion that  we  have  voted  on  and  that 
the  President  has  indicated  he  will 
veto. 

The  Budget  Committee  chairman  has 
expressed  an  intent,  expressed  in  this 
budget  resolution,  that  title  I  funds 
not  be  cut  but  instead  be  irozen.  If  that 
intent  is  carried  out  by  the  appropri- 
ators  and  title  I  in  fact  is  not  cut  the 
way  that  other  education  programs 
will  be  cut,  the  result  for  New  Mexico 
is  not  that  we  will  enjoy  "level  fund- 
ing" of  the  program:  no,  it  will  mean 
that  we  receive  the  same  number  of 
dollars  each  year  for  the  program. 
Those  same  number  of  dollars  will  buy 
less  and  less  as  the  7  years  progress  and 
the  costs  of  education— supplies,  teach- 
er salaries,  and  energy  costs— all  in- 
crease. 

So  even  if  our  population  did  not 
grow,  we  would  be  facing  a  decrease  in 
the  real  buying  power  of  the  Federal 
dollars  for  education.  But,  of  course, 
the  population  is  growing.  It  is  ex- 
pected to  grow  over  12  percent  in  the 
next  7  years.  So  instead  of  88.000  chil- 
dren being  eligible  for  title  I  services 
in  my  State,  as  is  the  case  today,  there 
will  be  almost  99,000  eligible  students 
by  the  year  2002.  Today  we  serve  73  per- 
cent of  the  students  eligible  for  title  V 
In  2002,  that  percentage  will  decline 
considerably  to  near  50  percent.  That 
will  mean  almost  50,000  poor  children 
from  New  Mexico  who  will  not  receive 


the  services  they  need  to  meet  high 
standards  that  we  are  setting  for  our 
children. 

It  is  clear  that  if  the  funding  is  fro- 
zen to  1995  levels,  then  almost  4  million 
needy  children  will  be  denied  assist- 
ance nationwide.  If  programs  are  cut  at 
even  25  percent  across  the  board,  then 
title  I  would  leave  another  1  million 
children  unserved. 

What  I  just  described  assumes  that 
title  I  will  not  be  cut  and  that  that 
proposal  to  not  cut  title  I  is  carried 
out.  If  that  assumption  is  correct,  then 
all  of  the  other  programs  will  have  to 
be  cut  drastically  in  order  to  achieve 
the  overall  decrease  in  the  budget  cat- 
egory that  this  budget  requires. 

What  are  some  of  those  other  pro- 
grams? Technology  is  one  of  the  pro- 
grams. The  current  programs  which  are 
attempting  to  bring  technology  to  the 
classroom  will  have  to  be  cut.  Mr. 
President,  these  programs  are  very, 
very  limited  at  the  present  time.  In 
1995,  we  have  committed  $40  million  to 
this  effort,  assuming  the  rescission  bill 
does  not  pass.  But  even  that  would  be 
seriously  jeopardized  if  this  budget  res- 
olution is  adopted. 

The  Star  Schools  Program,  again, 
would  face  a  drastic  cut.  Obviously,  we 
cannot  tell  just  what  the  appropriators 
will  do.  The  Star  Schools  Program 
tries  to  bring  distance  learning,  tech- 
nology-based education  to  our  neediest 
schools,  especially  those  in  isolated 
rural  areas,  and  those  funds  will  likely 
be  cut  as  well. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  Federal  pro- 
grams— which  are  usually  targeted  to 
the  neediest  students— withdrawal  of 
Federal  aid  will  hurt  those  States  that 
are  least  able  to  make  up  the  shortfall 
themselves.  New  Mexico  is  one  of  those 
States. 

Let  me  talk  for  just  a  moment  about 
higher  education  funding,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. The  budget  includes  a  $14  billion 
cut  in  student  loan  aid  and  an  undeter- 
mined cut  in  Pell  grants. 

Mr.  President.  Pell  grants  are  criti- 
cal to  students  in  my  State.  I  noted 
above  that  the  poverty  rate  in  my 
State  is  among  the  highest  in  the  Na- 
tion. The  way  out  of  poverty  is  edu- 
cation. Yet  many  of  our  citizens  are 
not  able  to  afford  that  education.  They 
depend  upon  Pell  grants.  They  depend 
upon  work-study  and  Stafford  loans 
and  State  aid  to  pay  for  the  increased 
cost  of  higher  education. 

The  GOP  budget  says  that  the  Pell 
grants  will  remain  at  current  funding— 
at  least  that  is  the  apparent  intent— 
but  what  does  it  mean?  It  means  that 
the  total  Pell  grant  funding  will  re- 
main at  1995  levels  with  no  cuts  or  in- 
crease through  the  year  2002.  That 
would  mean  that  real  funding,  meas- 
ured in  constant  dollars,  would  decline 
by  reason  of  the  growth  of  student  pop- 
ulation and  by  reason  of  inflation. 

Today,  about  33.000  students  in  New 
Mexico  receive  Pell  grants.  I  think  it  is 


pretty  obvious  that  this  budget  is 
going  to  either  cut  the  amount  these  ■ 
students  receive  in  Pell  grants  or  re- 
sult in  a  much  smaller  percentage  of 
our  young  people  who  are  eligible  to 
apply  and  receive  those  Pell  grants. 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  budget  is 
going  to  have  a  profound  impact  on 
students  in  my  home  State,  even  if  you 
look  just  at  the  students  who  receive 
these  Pell  grants.  When  you  look  at 
other  programs,  you  have  to  come  to 
the  same  conclusion. 

The  Federal  work  study  program  pro- 
vides about  $5.4  million  in  grants  to 
6,300  students  in  our  State. 

The  Federal  supplemental  oppor- 
tunity grant  program  serves  6,500  stu- 
dents in  our  State. 

Perkins  loans  serve  over  5,000  stu- 
dents in  New  Mexico. 

The  numbers  they  have  provided  in 
this  budget  resolution  point  in  one  di- 
rection, Mr.  President.  The  numbers 
indicate  that  the  Stafford  program  will 
not  be  impaired,  but  if,  in  fact,  we  are 
going  to  save  the  $14  billion  that  is 
contemplated  in  the  budget  resolution, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  cut  that  pro- 
gram. We  are  going  to  have  to  charge 
interest  to  those  students  from  the 
time  they  take  those  loans  just  as  the 
House  has  proposed  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposal  before  us 
has  as  its  purpose  to  cut  the  deficit. 
Clearly,  we  need  to  accomplish  that.  I 
am  proud  of  the  deficit  reduction  we 
have  accomplished  in  the  last  2  years. 
I  am  sorry  we  did  not  have  the  same 
zeal  for  deficit  reduction  by  many  of 
my  colleagues  when  those  votes  were 
being  cast  in  the  last  few  years. 

But  cutting  investment  in  education 
and  training  for  our  children  is  not  the 
right  way  to  accomplish  deficit  reduc- 
tion. If  this  Nation  is  to  remain  the 
world  leader  in  the  21st  century,  we 
cannot  cut  investments  in  our  most 
important  resource;  that  is.  in  our  chil- 
dren. 

The  effect  of  this  amendment  that 
Senators  Harkin  and  Hollings  are  of- 
fering would  be  to  reduce  the  size  of 
the  proposed  tax  cut  by  $40  billion  so 
we  can  return  some  reasonable  level  of 
support  for  education  and  training.  It 
is  an  amendment  that  makes  excellent 
sense  for  the  future  of  America. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  a 
previous  order,  amendment  No.  1116  is 
temporarily  set  aside. 

Under  the  previous  order,  it  would 
now  be  in  order  for  a  Democratic 
amendment  regarding  education. 

Mr.  EXON.  That  order  had  been 
agreed  to  previously;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has. 

Mr.  EXON.  Then  the  Chair  will  be 
recognizing  the  Senator  from  Iowa;  is 
that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
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Mr  HARKIN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa,  Senator  Harkin. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1117 

(Purpose:  To  restore  funding  to  education  by 

using  amounts  sec  aside  for  a  tax  cut) 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  Senator  Hoi.i.lngs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin].  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Rollings,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1117. 

Mr.   HARKIN.    Mr.    President.    I   ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  "budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$28,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  discretionary  spending  on  education 
and  $12,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  for  legislation  that  reduces  the  ad- 
verse effects  on  direct  spending  for  edu- 
cation. 

■■(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
G.^TEs.— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  discretionary 
spending  limits  under  section  201(a)  of  this 
resolution,  budgetary  aggregates,  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  specified  under  subsection  (a)   ". 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Will  the  President 
please  advise  the  Senators  as  to  the 
timeframe  now  for  debate  on  the  edu- 
cation amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
until  7:15  this  evening  is  to  be  equally 
divided,  with  Senator  BINGA.Man  having 
asked  unanimous  consent  and  spoke 
using  some  of  the  time  allocated  to  the 
Democratic  side. 

Mr   HARKIN.  So  between  now 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Right 
now  the  Senator  has  72  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
with  Senator  Hollings  in  offering  this 
amendment.  I  believe  this  amendment 
really  does  set  the  stage  for  what  we 
are  talking  about  in  terms  of  priorities 
and  choices.  We  all  agree  we  need  to 
get  the  deficit  down  and  balance  the 
budget,  but  what  we  have  all  talked 
about  is  in  terms  of  reducing  the  defi- 
cit and  what  it  does  to  help  future  gen- 
erations of  Americans.  There  has  been 
a  lot  of  talk  about  our  responsibility  to 
balance  the  budget  for  the  sake  of  our 
children  and  their  future,  and  that  is 
true. 


But  what  this  budget  does  is  it  cuts 
off  the  very  fountain  of  life  and  funding 
that  ensures  that  our  children  and  fu- 
ture generations  will  be  able  to  have  a 
better  life  in  our  country  because  of 
the  devastating  cuts  that  this  budget 
makes  in  education. 

We  have  seen  report  after  report 
after  report,  study  after  study  telling 
us  about  the  importance  of  investing  in 
education.  I  am  reminded  even  of  the 
group  of  CEO's  that  was  brought  to- 
gether by  President  Reagan.  These 
were  not  social  planners  and  thinkers. 
these  were  CEO's  of  our  major  corpora- 
tions, charged  with  the  responsibility 
by  President  Reagan  of  determining 
what  we  needed  to  do  in  our  edu- 
cational system.  They  met.  they  filed 
their  reports,  and  what  they  said  basi- 
cally is  that  we  have  to  fund  education, 
we  have  to  fund  early  intervention  pro- 
grams, and  we  cannot  back  off  on  the 
Federal  commitment  to  education. 

The  President  of  the  United  States, 
President  Bush,  convened  the  Gov- 
ernors, and  in  1989  they  set  up  the  na- 
tional education  goals,  agreed  upon  by 
a  Republican  President,  by  Republican 
and  Democratic  Governors,  by  the  U.S. 
Congress— by  the  Senate  and  by  the 
House — what  our  goals  were  in  edu- 
cation by  the  year  2(X)0. 

Mr.  President,  we  do  not  need  any 
more  reports.  We  know  what  needs  to 
be  done.  We  know  how  critical  edu- 
cation and  training  is  to  competing  in 
the  world  economy.  We  know  that  in- 
vesting in  education  will  save  us 
money  in  the  long  run.  We  know  that 
we  are  falling  behind  our  competitors. 
We  know  that  it  is  more  difficult  for 
middle-class  families  to  pay  for  college 
education  today.  How  many  more  re- 
ports do  we  need  to  tell  us  what  we  al- 
rcai^y  kno'vv.  »»c  ^^o  not  need  any  iTiore 
reports. 

We  know  that  slashing  education  by 
the  largest  level  ever  is  wrong.  Taxing 
millions  of  college  students  with  more 
debt  is  wrong.  Denying  Head  Start  to 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  young  Ameri- 
cans is  wrong.  The  amendment  I  am  of- 
fering with  Senator  Hollings  will  do 
what  is  right:  It  will  keep  us  on  the 
right  path,  the  right  course. 

Our  amendment  restores  $40  billion 
for  education  and  training  programs. 
Our  amendment  restores  $12  billion  for 
student  loans,  $28  billion  for  discre- 
tionary spending.  It  restores  common 
sense  by  investing  in  education. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  anxious 
time  for  our  Nation's  students.  They 
will  soon  be  getting  their  report  cards 
and.  I  must  say,  it  is  an  anxious  time 
for  parents  who  are  funding  our  kids  in 
college.  We  want  to  see  those  report 
cards,  too.  We  want  to  see  how  they 
have  done  in  the  classroom.  I  asked  my 
daughter  today  if  she  got  her  report 
card  from  college.  No,  she  did  not  have 
it  yet. 

I  think  it  is  time  for  us  to  look  at  a 
report   card    to   see    how    this    budget 


would  do  in  our  Nation's  classrooms. 
Let  us  see  if  this  budget  that  we  have 
before  us  passes  or  fails,  what  kind  of  a 
grade  it  gets. 

So  let  us  look  at  the  different  assign- 
ments. Mr.  President,  and  I  have  it 
here  on  the  report  card.  Let  us  look  at 
the  different  assignments  that  the  peo- 
ple of  this  country  have  given  to  us. 
the  national  education  goals,  what 
they  have  set  out.  Let  us  see  how  this 
budget  does  on  a  report  card. 

Our  first  assignment  was  to  make 
college  affordable  for  students  and  for 
working  families.  How  does  this  budget 
do?  It  cuts  student  loans  and  reduces 
Pell  grants  by  40  percent.  It  cuts  $5 
billion  from  other  grant  and  loan  pro- 
grams. It  increases  the  personal  debt  of 
college  students  by  anywhere  from  20 
to  48  percent. 

What  that  means  is  a  lower  income 
college  student  going  to  college  bor- 
rowing money  will  have  his  or  her  debt 
increased  by  anywhere  from  20  percent 
minimum  to  48  percent  maximum.  The 
maximum  increase,  of  course,  falls  on 
the  poorest  students  because  they  bor- 
row the  most  money,  and  so  they  will 
have  the  biggest  debt  to  pay  back.  Just 
the  opposite. 

What  kind  of  a  grade  do  we  give  this 
assignment?  It  cannot  be  anything 
more  than  an  F.  It  flunks  at  making 
college  affordable  for  students  and 
working  families. 

Our  next  assignment:  Make  sure  all 
children  will  start  school  ready  to 
learn.  Mr.  President,  the  No.  1  goal  of 
the  President's  Conference  on  Edu- 
cation set  up  by  President  Bush,  agreed 
upon  by  Republican  and  Democratic 
Governors  in  1989.  the  No.  1  goal:  All 
children  will  start  school  ready  to 
learn. 

•  ftlMU      ^>^\^KJ       UlAAW       i^^\^^t^tj       UV.*  .        iO      llKjt^iitSa 

Head  Start  funding  so  that  by  the  year 
2002.  350.000  to  550.000  fewer  children 
will  be  served.  It  freezes  Head  Start. 
Fewer  children  will  be  served.  Another 
F. 

Another  assignment:  Improve  stu- 
dent achievements  so  that  U.S.  stu- 
dents will  be  best  educated.  Another 
one  of  our  goals,  by  the  way.  What  does 
the  budget  do?  It  freezes  title  I  funding 
so  that  by  2002.  2  million  fewer  children 
will  be  served.  Right  now.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Federal  Government  provides 
about  6.6  percent  of  funding  for  local 
school  districts.  In  1980.  that  was  11 
percent.  It  is  now  down  to  6.6  percent. 
and  that  includes  the  school  lunch  pro- 
gram. So  if  you  take  out  the  school 
lunch  program,  it  is  even  a  lot  less 
than  that.  Education  right  now  is  2.2 
percent  of  the  Federal  budget — 2.2  per- 
cent. In  2002  under  this  budget  pro- 
posal, it  will  fall:  1.4  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  will  go  for  education. 

What  does  that  mean?  That  means 
that  if  our  local  .school  districts  and 
our  States  want  to  continue  a  high 
level  of  education  and  input,  it  can 
only  mean  one   thing:   Hang  on,  your 


property  taxes  are  going  to  go  through 
the  roof.  And  so  this  budget  fails  in  im- 
proving student  achievement  so  that 
they  will  be  the  best  educated. 

The  next  assignment,  making  sure 
that  all  schools  will  be  safe  and  drug 
free,  another  one  of  our  goals,  to  make 
our  schools  safe  and  drug  free. 

This  program  funds  things  like  the 
DARE  Program  that  we  are  all  so  fa- 
miliar with  and  I  am  sure  we  hear 
about  in  our  States  when  we  go  back 
there  and  how  successful  the  DARE 
Program  is.  This  budget  cuts  over  $1 
billion  from  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
Schools  Program.  Ninety-four  percent 
of  school  districts  will  lose  funding 
from  it,  affecting  over  39  million  chil- 
dren. So  on  keeping  our  schools  safe 
and  drug  free,  this  budget,  another  F. 

Another  assignment  we  have  is  to  in- 
crease the  Federal  commitment  for 
funding  of  special  education  and  reduce 
the  costs  to  local  school  districts. 

Mr.  President,  this  Congress  in  1975 
passed  legislation  for  the  education  of 
all  handicapped.  It  is  called  now  IDEA. 
Individuals  with  Disabilities  Education 
Act.  The  commitment  of  Congress  in 
1975.  and  in  every  Congress  since  then, 
has  been  to  pick  up  40  percent  of  the 
costs  of  special  education  for  our 
school  districts — 40  percent.  Do  you 
know  what  it  is  now?  Eight  percent;  8 
percent. 

We  are  not  talking  about  something 
that  local  schools  can  do  or  cannot  do 
at  their  will.  There  is  a  constitutional 
obligation  on  our  local  school  districts 
that  if  they  provide  a  free  and  appro- 
priate public  education  for  nonhandi- 
capped  students,  they  have  to  do  it  for 
handicapped  students.  Constitutional 
requirement.  We  have  said  that  we  will 
come  in  and  help  local  school  districts 
mppf  that  ^'on«ti t n tinri'^i  re'^'uirem^nt 
by  helping  fund  special  education. 
Five-and-a-half  million  students  with 
disabilities.  Over  the  next  7  years, 
under  this  budget,  school  districts  will 
lose  over  $5  billion  in  Federal  funding 
for  special  education.  And  again,  these 
school  districts  cannot  say:  OK.  now  we 
have  lost  the  Federal  funding,  so  all 
you  disabled  kids.  out.  we  are  not 
going  to  give  you  the  kind  of  education 
that  is  comparable  to  other  students. 
They  cannot  do  that.  The  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  commands  that 
they  have  to  do  that. 

So  what  it  means,  again,  is  hang  on 
to  your  hat  in  your  local  school  dis- 
tricts. Mr.  President.  Property  taxes 
will  go  up  through  the  ceiling  to  pay 
for  special  education,  because  we.  in 
this  budget,  are  saying  we  are  not 
going  to  fund  it.  So  another  F  on  that 
assignment. 

Another  assignment  is  to  make  the 
United  States  first  in  the  world  in 
math  and  science— another  goal— by 
2000.  In  an  international  assessment  of 
eighth  graders  on  math  in  1992.  the 
United  States  ranked  13th  out  of  15 
countries.  This  budget  cuts  $700  million 


in  teacher  training  for  math  and 
science  teachers— 400.000  fewer  teachers 
will  receive  training  and  retraining. 

So  in  trying  to  make  our  country 
first  in  math  and  science,  another  F. 

Another  goal  is  to  improve  tech- 
nology to  prepare  students  for  the  21st 
century.  We  are  saying  we  have  to  get 
better  technology  in  the  schools:  Up- 
to-date  computers,  fiber  optics  and 
interaction,  and  get  on  the  super- 
highway, get  all  this  technology.  Star 
schools,  we  are  all  for  it.  We  have  to  do 
it  if  our  kids  are  going  to  be  competi- 
tive in  the  future.  Over  the  next  7 
years  under  this  budget  $175  million 
will  be  cut  from  Star  schools  and  edu- 
cation technology.  Another  F. 

Well,  lastly,  I  think  our  overall  as- 
signment, is  it  not.  is  to  ensure  a  bet- 
ter future  for  our  children.  Is  this  not 
really  why  we  are  here?  Is  this  not  why 
we  take  time  on  the  Senate  floor  to  de- 
bate and  offer  amendments?  Is  this  not 
why  our  constituents  put  us  here,  to 
ensure  a  better  future  for  our  children? 
This  is  the  largest  education  cut  in  the 
history  of  this  Congress,  the  largest 
education  cut  in  history.  How.  I  ask,  is 
that  ensuring  a  better  future  for  our 
kids? 

So.  Mr.  President,  in  test  after  test, 
this  Republican  education  budget  fails 
our  children.  It  fails  them  in  the  earli- 
est times,  getting  them  ready  for 
school,  and  it  fails  them  later  on  when 
they  go  to  college.  It  fails  our  future. 
As  a  parent.  I  would  be  upset  if  my 
daughter  brought  home  a  report  card 
with  nothing  but  F's.  and  if  she  did.  she 
would  have  to  go  back  to  school  and  do 
it  all  over  again.  That  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  with  our  amendment.  We 
are  saying:  Go  back  to  school,  those  of 
you  on  the  other  side  that  want  this 

HOLLINGS  and  I  are  saying,  we  will 
make  it  right  and  we  will  send  you 
back  to  school.  We  will  send  you  back 
with  this  amendment  so  we  do  not  fail 
our  kids.  We  want  them  to  pass  and  we 
want  to  invest  in  education.  The  way 
to  do  it  is  to  restore  these  cuts  and  re- 
store some  common  sense  back  in  the 
budget. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  time  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Yes.  I  yield  whatever 
time  the  Senator  may  wish  to 
consume. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska,  Sen- 
ator ExoN,  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  One 
of  the  most  distinguished  forefathers, 
James  Madison,  said  that  "a  popular 
Government  without  popular  informa- 
tion or  the  means  of  acquiring  it  is  but 
a  prologue  to  a  farce  or  a  tragedy,  or 
perhaps  both."  He  said  that  in  a  letter 


to  John  Adams,  and  Adams  wrote  back 
that  "The  whole  people  must  take 
upon  themselves  the  education  of  the 
whole  people  and  be  willing  to  bear  the 
expense  of  it." 

Coming  up  to  Horace  Mann's  day,  he 
referred  to  the  Northwest  ordinance 
where  we  laid  the  groundwork  to  de- 
velop Iowa— and  it  is  a  distinct  pleas- 
ure to  be  associated  with  Senator  Har- 
kin. Those  States  in  the  Midwest  were 
set  up  in  6  mile  by  6  mile  blocks,  and 
the  middle  block — number  16 — was  re- 
served for  public  education. 

Horace  Mann  said: 

This  law  laid  the  foundation  of  the  present 
system  of  free  schools.  The  idea  of  an  edu- 
cational system  that  was  at  once  both  uni- 
versal, free,  and  available  to  all  the  people, 
rich  and  poor  alike,  was  revolutionary.  This 
is  the  great  thing  about  America.  No  other 
nation  ever  had  such  an  institution.  Three 
centuries  later,  it  is  a  stranger  to  the  bulk  of 
the  people  of  the  world.  The  free  public 
school  system,  which  Puritans  conceived, 
has  been  in  large  measure  the  secret  of 
Americas  success.  In  these  classrooms  chil- 
dren of  all  races,  nationalities  and  tongues 
learn  the  common  language  and  became  im- 
bued with  one  central  idea— the  American 
conception  that  all  men  are  created  equal, 
that  opportunities  are  open  to  all.  that  every 
minority,  whether  respected  or  despised,  has 
the  same  guaranteed  rights  as  the  majority. 
Parents  who  landed  here  often  brought  with 
them  the  antagonisms,  the  rivalries  and  sus- 
picions of  other  continents.  But  their  chil- 
dren became  one  and  united  in  the  pursuit  of 
a  democratic  ideal. 

Mr.  President,  this  idea  was  brought 
up-to-date,  this  observation  of  Horace 
Mann,  just  Sunday  before  last,  on  May 
14.  at  the  graduation  exercises  at  the 
College  of  Charleston  in  my  hometown 
which,  incidentally,  was  founded  in 
1767.  It  is  the  fourth-oldest  liberal  arts 
college  in  the  United  States  and  the 
oldest  municipal  college  in  the  United 
States,  now  having  become  a  State  uni- 
versity. Our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Kansas,  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 
Senator  Nancy  Kassebaum,  was  the 
graduation  speaker.  As  Dr.  Alexander, 
our  greatest  of  great  presidents  there, 
spoke  and  introduced  the  program,  he 
said  this,  and  I  think  it  should  gain  the 
attention  of  everyone: 

a  few  more  than  900  soon-to-be  graduates 
are  seated  behind  me.  If  I  ask  each  of  them 
to  stand  who  had  attended  college  on  a  grant 
from  the  Federal  Government.  405  of  them 
would  stand.  If  I  then  asked  those  to  stand 
who  had  received  a  Government  loan,  an  ad- 
ditional 198  would  stand.  If  I  then  asked  all 
those  to  stand  who  had  received  a  scholar- 
ship which  included  at  least  some  Govern- 
ment involvement,  an  additional  120  would 
stand.  Eighty  percent  of  today's  graduates 
would  then  be  standing.  Of  course,  all  the 
rest,  as  well  as  those  who  are  standing,  had 
a  part  of  the  expenses  at  the  college  paid  for 
by  the  State  of  South  Carolina. 

So  while  our  graduates  are  thanking  their 
families  and  friends,  they  might  do  well  to 
also  thank  the  Government.  At  the  College 
of  Charleston,  we  do  not  think  of  the  Gov- 
ernment as  our  enemy.  It  is  not  possible  to 
love  the  College  of  Charleston  and  hate  the 
Government.  In  the  American  democracy, 
the  Government,  in  the  phrase  of  Lincoln,  is 
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"Of  the  people,  by  the  people  and  for  the  peo- 
ple." Speaking  for  myself.  I  do  not  think  it 
is  possible  to  love  America  and  hate  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

So  my  plea  this  afternoon  is  if  we  can 
set  aside  partisanship  monnentarily  and 
get  some  bipartisanship  back  on  track 
for  the  general  good,  let  us  look  at  this 
amendment  and  realize  that  we  have  to 
move  forward. 

This  particular  amendment  has  what 
aim'!'  Is  it  our  aim  to  streamline  the 
Government  and  cut  out  the  fat?  Or  is 
it  our  aim  to  hack  away  indiscrimi- 
nately, to  tear  down  Government,  to 
cut  out  not  just  the  fat  but  also  the 
muscle?  Quite  frankly,  I  look  at  the 
unprecedented  education  cuts  in  the 
budget  resolution  and  this  is  what  I 
see — not  an  efficiency  inspired  stream- 
lining, but  ideologically-driven  ampu- 
tation. 

I  am  reminded  of  the  Florida  doctors 
down  there  who  recently  went  into  the 
operating  room  to  amputate  a  foot, 
when  the  patient  awoke,  he  discovered 
that  the  doctors  had  amputated  his 
healthy  foot. 

That  is  exactly  what  is  occurring 
here  in  this  particular  budget  resolu- 
tion. We  are  not  talking  here.  Mr. 
President,  about  highway  demonstra- 
tion projects  and  more  subsidies  and 
the  usual  litany  of  Government  waste. 
To  the  contrary.  We  are  talking  about 
Government  at  its  best.  Government  at 
its  most  cost  efficient. 

We  are  talking  about  proven  pro- 
grams— Head  Start.  Title  I,  assistance 
for  educating  disabled  people,  and  col- 
lege loans  for  low-income  people.  These 
are  programs  that  demonstrably  work, 
and  work  for  our  neediest  citizens. 

By  the  most  conservative  estimate, 
Mr.  President,  every  $1  spent  on  Head 
Start  translates  into  S2  in  later  cost 
savings  and  educational  benefits.  One 
investigation,  the  famous  Perry  Pre- 
school Study,  determined  that  there 
are  $3  in  benefits  for  every  SI  spent  on 
Head  Start. 

We  see  an  even  greater  return  from 
Title  I  programs.  For  every  poor  child, 
thanks  to  Title  I  intervention,  who 
does  not  have  to  repeat  a  grade,  Mr. 
President,  we  save  $7,000.  For  every 
child  who,  thanks  to  Title  I,  does  not 
drop  out  of  school,  we  save  potentially 
tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  welfare 
costs. 

Mr.  President,  the  cuts  proposed  in 
the  budget  resolution  give  rise  to  a 
broader  question:  How  in  the  world  did 
we  allow  education  to  become  a  par- 
tisan issue?  How  in  the  world  did  we 
reach  a  point  where  virtually  every  Re- 
publican is  reported  ready  to  vote  for 
radical  cuts  in  the  education  budget, 
and  virtually  every  Democrat  is  ready 
to  vote  against  the  cuts. 

I  will  never  forget  the  bipartisan 
move  over  the  years  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Vermont,  Bob 
Stafford.  We  had  been  Governors  to- 
gether and   worked  on  education  and 


the  education  amendments.  Thanks  to 
the  success  of  Senator  Stafford,  we  had 
equally  wonderful  bipartisan  support 
and  leadership. 

We  used  to  have  two  rules  for  non- 
partisanship  around  this  place:  One 
rule  was  politics  stop  at  the  water's 
edge;  the  other  rule  was  that  politics 
stops  at  the  schoolhouse  door.  I  deeply 
regret  in  the  rush  to  dismantle  Govern- 
ment we  are  willy-nilly  throwing  away 
our  consensus  on  education. 

Mr.  President,  I  come  to  the  floor  to 
plead  for  a  restoration  of  that  consen- 
sus, to  plead  with  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  to  join  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment.  Republicans 
have  spoken  very  passionately  about 
the  need  for  people  to  pull  themselves 
up  by  their  own  bootstraps,  to  stand  on 
their  own  feet,  to  get  out  of  the  wagon, 
and  help  pull  the  wagon. 

The  distinguished  Speaker  of  the 
other  body  has  made  a  compelling  case 
for  what  he  calls  "conservative  oppor- 
tunity society,"  a  society  which,  he 
says,  should  guarantee  equal  oppor- 
tunity but  not  equality  of  results. 
Fine.  How  can  we  credibly  talk  about 
equality  of  opportunity  at  a  time  that 
we  are  making  radical  cuts  in  edu- 
cation? How  can  we  tell  poor  and  dis- 
advantaged persons  that  we  believe  in 
equal  opportunity  at  the  same  time  we 
are  cutting  the  dickens  out  of  Head 
Start,  Title  I.  and  other  programs 
whose  entire  purpose  is  to  make  oppor- 
tunity less  unequal? 

Indeed,  Mr.  President,  if  the  cuts  pro- 
posed in  the  budget  resolution  are  al- 
lowed to  stand  without  modification 
we  will  deal  a  devastating  one-two 
punch  to  poor  Americans. 

Fii^t,  we  will  shred  the  social  safety 
net  by  enacting  cuts  in  child  nutrition, 
health  care,  job  training  and  so  on 
Sixty  percent  of  the  $961  billion  in 
budget  cuts  planned  over  the  next  7 
years  will  come  from  programs  for  poor 
and  elderly.  By  hacking  away  at  edu- 
cation, we  cripple  the  ability  of  poor 
children  to  get  a  decent  start  toward 
literacy  and  other  skills  that  they  will 
need  to  stay  off  welfare  and  survive  in 
the  new  economy. 

I  see  a  common  thread,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, running  through  this  budget  reso- 
lution. The  more  needy  a  person  is  the 
more  deeply  they  get  cut.  This  is  true 
not  just  of  children  but  of  States  as 
well.  Cutbacks  in  the  budget  resolution 
will  hit  hardest  in  the  States  that  are 
most  dependent  on  Federal  aid. 

These  States  tend  to  be  small,  they 
tend  to  be  poor,  and,  yes,  they  tend  to 
be  Southern.  Consider  the  following 
States  and  how  much  they  depend  on 
Federal  assistance  in  their  education 
budgets:  Mississippi,  17  percent;  New 
Mexico,  12.4  percent;  Alaska,  11.5  per- 
cent; Alabama,  11.4  percent;  South  Da- 
kota, 11.1  percent;  North  Dakota  11.1 
percent;  Louisiana,  10.8;  Arkansas,  10.8; 
Kentucky,  10.1  percent;  my  own  State 
of  South  Carolina,  9  percent. 


The  main  program  cut  back  by  the 
resolution  is  Title  I  for  the  disadvan- 
taged. We  now  serve,  Mr.  President, 
about  6  million  children  under  the  pro- 
gram, and  projecting  the  same  across- 
the-board  cut  to  education,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  says  that  we  will  be 
serving  only  4  million  children  when 
that  particular  cut  has  become  law. 

Taken  together,  the  cuts  in  the  budg- 
et resolution  make  a  mockery  of  any 
notion  of  an  opportunity  society.  This 
budget  resolution  tells  poor  people  to 
pull  them  themselves  up  by  the  boot- 
straps, and  then  it  takes  away  the 
boots. 

It  strikes  me  strongly  that  those  who 
would  make  deep  cuts  in  the  social 
safety  net  have  a  special  obligation,  a 
special  moral  obligation,  to  at  a  mini- 
mum maintain  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's current  level  of  investment  in 
education.  The  bottom  line,  of  course, 
is  education  equals  opportunity. 

The  income  and  opportunity  gap  is 
already  striking.  Between  1973  and  1989, 
the  annual  earnings  of  black  male  high 
school  dropouts  in  their  twenties  de- 
clined by  fully  50  percent. 

Consider  this,  Mr.  President:  Kids 
whose  parents  are  on  the  top  quartile 
of  income  have  no  trouble  going  to  col- 
lege. A  whopping  76  percent  of  them 
earn  Bachelor's  degrees.  But  for  kids 
whose  parents  are  on  the  bottom  quar- 
tile, a  shockingly  different  story.  Only 
4  percent  of  these  lower-income  kids 
receive  a  Bachelor's  degree. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  limited  on  time 
here  this  afternoon  and  many  of  our 
distinguished  colleagues  are  interested 
in  addressing  this  particular  problem. 

Let  me  just  say  these  are  exactly  the 
kids  who  are  most  at  risk  in  under- 
achieving, flunking  a  grade  or  dropping 
out.  Take  away  Head  Start  and  Title  I 
and  we  are  yanking  the  rug  out  from 
under  the  kids. 

We  have  to  get  real.  We  cannot  claim 
to  favor  an  "opportunity  society"  at 
the  same  time  we  enact  savage  cuts  in 
education.  The  opportunities  of  society 
should  not  be  for  those  who  are  born  on 
third  base;  rather,  we  also  need  an  op- 
portunity society  for  poor  children  who 
are  born  stuck  in  the  batter's  box  with 
a  two-strike  count. 

Yet  by  cutting  deeply  into  Head 
Start,  Title  I,  and  the  other  education 
programs  for  the  disadvantaged,  we  are 
heading  in  exactly  the  wrong  direction. 
It  is  too  late,  now,  Mr.  President,  to  re- 
consider the  priorities  set  forth  in  the 
budget  resolution.  To  that  end.  there- 
fore, I  urge  a  strong  bipartisan  vote  in 
favor  of  this  amendment.  If  we  are  seri- 
ous about  opportunity  for  everyone, 
then  we  should  be  boosting  our  invest- 
ment in  education,  not  busting  it. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  thank  Senator  HOL- 
LINGS  for  his  support  and  for  his  co- 
sponsorship  of  this  amendment  and  his 
long-time  support  for  education  in  our 
country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  add  the  following  as  cosponsors: 
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Senator  Jeffords,  Senator  Kennedy, 
Senator  Peli,.  Senator  Dmud,  Senator 
Bi.\G.\M.\N,  Senator  Simon,  and  Senator 
MfiiR.AV  as  cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  8 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
FRIST).  The  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  of  all 
the  pain  in  this  budget,  nothing  will 
hurt  our  Nation  more  than  the  draco- 
nian  cuts  to  education. 

Education  allows  Americans  to  pull 
themselves  up  by  their  own  bootstraps. 
And  I  know  this  first  hand.  I  am  one  of 
seven  children  from  a  family  in  a  small 
town  in  Washington  State. 

My  parents  taught  us  the  most  im- 
portant lessons  in  life.  They  taught  us 
that  everyone  can  make  a  difference. 
They  showed  us  the  bright  promise  of 
the  American  dream. 

And.  they  taught  us  that  education 
was  the  key  to  success. 

That's  why  my  parents-like  many- 
are  watching  this  debate  closely.  They 
understand  what's  at  stake — because 
they  know  the  difference  education 
made  in  their  children's  lives. 

Every  one  of  my  brothers  and  sisters, 
every  one  of  us  went  to  college.  Every 
one  of  us  has  been  able  to  follow  our 
dreams — and  one  of  us — my  twin  sis- 
ter—is now  a  teacher  herself. 

When  I  stand  here  in  this  debate,  I 
think  of  my  sister,  Peggy,  in  her  class- 
room in  Bellingham,  WA.  I  know  the 
challenges  she  faces  as  a  sixth  grade 
teacher. 

Peggy  tells  me  how  class  size  will 
grow  if  these  types  of  cuts  are  made.  If 
we  just  shift  costs  from  the  Federal  to 
local  level  in  this  way,  the  quality  of 
education  in  her  classroom  will  de- 
crease. 

I  know  she  is  watching  this  budget 
debate— like  teachers  all  across  this 
Nation  -and  she  is  expecting  us  to  keep 
education  funding  a  top  priority. 

Peggy  instills  the  same  hopes  and 
dreams  in  today's  children  our  parents 
and  teachers  instilled  in  us. 

And.  she  knows  that  the  priorities  in 
this  budget  are  misguided.  Taxes  on 
working  families.  Drastic  cuts  to  Med- 
icaid and  Medicare.  Slash-and-burn 
education  cuts. 

It  frankly  amazes  me  that  we  are  se- 
riously considering  a  budget  which 
cuts  education  so  severely. 

The  fundamental  goal  of  any  eco- 
nomic policy  should  be  to  raise  the 
standard  of  living,  and  increase  oppor- 
tunity for  all  Americans. 

You  achieve  this  by  strengthening 
education  at  all  levels. 

Last  year,  I  worked  with  some  of  my 
colleagues  from  across  the  aisle  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion  to  help  expand  edu- 
cational opportunities  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. Unfortunately,  it  seems— in  this 
budget — that  spirit  has  now  collapsed. 
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This  year,  we  are  taking  giant  steps 
backward.  In  this  budget,  education  is 
targeted  for  some  of  the  largest  cuts. 

I  have  stated  many  times  that  I  am 
all  for  deficit  reduction.  However,  it  is 
irrational  to  cut  investments  in  our 
children  and  in  our  workers— and  then 
turn  around  and  say  these  cuts  are 
good  for  our  future.  How  is  cutting 
education  good  for  our  future? 

The  American  people  have  the  right 
to  know  what's  in  this  budget.  Let's 
look  at  the  specifics: 

Head  Start,  one  of  the  most  effective 
early  nutrition  and  education  pro- 
grams, in  cut  by  $3  billion.  This  draco- 
nian  cut  will  deny  as  many  as  100,000 
low-income  children  the  benefit  of  a 
pre-school  education.  That  makes  no 
sense. 

K  through  12  education  programs 
also  take  a  big  hit.  This  budget  would 
eliminate  Goals  2000.  which  supports 
the  efforts  of  schools  and  communities 
to  raise  academic  standards  in  their 
areas.  That  makes  so  sense. 

Training  programs  are  cut.  The 
School-to-Work  Program  ensures  that 
all  young  people  attain  the  skills  they 
need  to  enter  the  workforce.  Some  of 
our  colleagues  want  to  eliminate  this 
program  That  makes  no  sense. 

Finally,  I  am  truly  concerned  about 
the  absence  of  student  financial  aid 
funds  in  this  budget.  Nationally,  the 
costs  for  higher  education  have  in- 
creased at  twice  the  rate  of  family  in- 
come over  the  past  decade.  Without  fi- 
nancial aid,  college  has  simply  become 
unavailable  to  the  middle  class. 

I  would  have  never  even  thought  of 
college  if  it  were  not  for  financial  aid. 
Neither  would  any  of  my  six  brothers 
and  sisters.  This  budget  says  to  young 
Americans  "you  have  to  be  rich  to  go 
to  college."  Again,  that  makes  no 
sense.  Again,  this  is  the  wrong  message 
to  our  young  people  who  far  too  often 
feel  today  there  is  no  hope  and  no  fu- 
ture for  them. 

We  can  not  expect  to  retain  our  posi- 
tion as  a  leader  in  innovation,  re- 
search, and  production— unless  we  con- 
tinue to  invest  in  education. 

At  a  time  when  Americans  are  fearful 
of  losing  their  jobs;  when  Americans 
need  training;  when  our  high  school 
seniors  lack  the  funds  for  college;  at 
this  time,  it  makes  no  sense  to  turn 
our  backs  on  them. 

Every  day,  I  hear  my  distinguished 
colleagues — who  were  captains  of  in- 
dustry—talk about  what  private  indus- 
try and  big  business  need  in  this  budg- 
et. 

I  do  listen  to  leaders  in  industry. 
They  tell  me  how  important  education 
is  to  American  competitiveness.  High 
tech  companies  and  manufacturing 
firms  need  well-trained,  high  skilled 
work  force.  So,  I  do  listen  to  them. 
And,  I  also  listen  to  Americans  who  do 
not  have  rich,  powerful  lobbyists  be- 
hind them. 

Let  us  listen  to  America's  displaced 
workers  who  need  to  be  retrained.  Let 


us  listen  to  America's  teachers.  Let  us 
listen  to  America's  schoolchildren.  Let 
us  remember  the  common  sense  our 
parents  taught  us.  Let  us  remember 
how  each  and  every  one  of  us  got  to 
this  Senate. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
amendment  and  restore  these  edu- 
cation cuts,  restore  some  hope  to  our 
children's  faces,  and  restore  some  com- 
mon sense  to  this  budget  process. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
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Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  1 
thank  my  colleagues.  Senator  Harkin. 
Senator  Rollings,  Senator  Murray. 
and  others  who  have  made  such  a 
strong  presentation  on  an  issue  which 
is  of  such  fundamental  importance  to 
all  Americans  as  the  priority  of  edu- 
cation for  the  young  people  of  this 
country. 

What  this  amendment  to  the  budget 
proposal  is  doing  is  restoring  in  a  dra- 
matic way  support  for  higher  edu- 
cation. 

If  there  has  been  one  extraordinary 
success  story  in  the  postwar  period  in 
the  United  States,  it  has  been  higher 
education.  Of  the  140  great  world  uni- 
versities, 127  of  them  are  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  That  is  not  an  acci- 
dent. Our  higher  education  is  the  envy 
of  the  world.  We  are  doing  it  right. 

How  has  that  come  about?  One  rea- 
son is  because  you  have  participation 
of  individuals  that  is  not  simply  based 
on  their  ability  to  pay;  another  is  gov- 
ernment support  for  research,  and  fi- 
nally, we  have  a  system  that  attracts 
the  best  academic  minds  in  the  world. 
Overall,  higher  education  has  been  an 
extraordinary  success. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  many  prob- 
len'iS  in  this  country.  We  nive  many 
problems  around  the  world.  One  prob- 
lem that  is  growing  increasingly  seri- 
ous is  that  access  for  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  working  families  to  high- 
er education  is  becoming  more  dif- 
ficult. The  escalation  of  costs  has  be- 
come a  serious  problem. 

The  universities,  the  teaching  hos- 
pitals, the  schools  of  this  country  are 
the  envy  of  the  world,  and  we  have  to 
ask  ourselves  in  this  budget  resolution, 
as  we  are  looking  to  the  future:  Why 
are  we  putting  them  at  risk?  And  we 
are  putting  them  at  risk  by  the  reduc- 
tion of  $30  billion  in  education  funding 
over  the  next  7  years.  That  is  the  very 
basic  and  fundamental  question.  In  a 
minute,  I  will  come  to  the  same  ques- 
tion in  terms  of  what  we  are  doing  in 
primary  and  elementary  education,  as 
well. 

I  would  like  to  review  for  all  of  our 
colleagues  the  figures  about  what  peo- 
ple earn  when  they  achieve  higher  edu- 
cation—this chart  can  be  viewed  by  our 
colleagues.  The  chart  is  self-evident, 
but  fortunately,  or  unfortunately,  we 
have  to  remind  our  colleagues  and  re- 
mind the  American  people. 
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The     chart    shows    average    annual  even  though  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 

earnings  by  level  of  education.   If  you  et  Committee  is  telling  us  he  is  going 

do  not  finish  high  school,  the  average  to  hold  them  harmless.  You  can  hear 

income  is  S12.000.  If  you  complete  high  all  the  statements  that  you  want,  but 


thing  that  is  working,  and  we  are  put- 
ting it  at  serious  risk  at  the  present 
time. 
Mr.      President.      this      amendment 


school,  the  average  over  the  lifetime  is     if  you  want  to  know  what  is  going  to     moves  us  dramatically  back  into  a  sane 


$18,000  If  you  have  some  college  but  do 
not  complete  2  years,  it  goes  up  to 
$19,000.  It  is  $24,000  if  you  get  an  associ- 
ate's degree  from  a  2-year  college,  and 
up  to  $32,000  if  you  graduate  from  a  4- 
year  college.  It  goes  on.  For  a  master's. 
$40,000.  a  doctorate.  $54,000;  for  a  pro- 
fessional degree.  $74,000  individually. 

Our   older   brothers   and   sisters   and 
parents  understand  it  because  they  had 


happen  to  costs  for  students  as  we  fol- 
low through  the  years  of  this  budget, 
look  at  this  chart.  The  bottom  line 
shows  what  the  value  of  the  Pell  grant 
will  be  in  the  year  2002— $1,501.  The 
other  line  shows  the  average  cost  of 
going  to  State  universities  across  the 
country— $8,026.  Right  now.  the  Pell 
grant  is  worth  $2,590  and  the  average 
cost    at    a    State    university    is    $5,314. 


and  rational  position  by  restoring  some 
$10  billion  to  education. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  look  where  we 
are  in  primary,  elementary,  and  sec- 
ondary education,  the  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  all  of  us  who  have  supported  the 
various  programs  understand  that  edu- 
cation is  a  local  responsibility.  I  hear 
so  much  about  what  we  need  to  do  is 
get  parents  back  in  the  school  system 


the  GI  bill.  Generally,  borrowers  under     That  shows  you  pretty  clearly  what  is     ^""^  ^  agree  that  we  do  have  to  do  that 


the  GI  bill  repaid  $8  for  every  $1  that 
was  expended.  Student  loans  work. 
Higher  education  works  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

What  did  we  do  in  the  last  Congress? 
In  the  last  Congress,  because  of  the 
concern  about  increased  cost  of  edu- 
cation and  the  costs  of  loans  to  the 
Government— we  moved  toward  a  di- 
rect loan  program  to  try  to  recapture 
some  of  the  funding  that  was  going  to 
banks  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program. 
We  moved  to  phase  in  a  direct  loan  pro- 
gram. We  moved  in  a  moderate  way. 
There  were  some  who  believed  we 
ought  to  go  to  a  full  direct  loan  pro- 
gram immediately.  There  were  some 
who  said.  "Senator  Kennedy.  Senator 


going  to  happen  to  students. 

It  is  interesting  that  in  1965,  when 
the  Aid  to  Education  Program  was 
passed,  we  had  three-quarter  grants, 
one-quarter  loans.  Why?  Because  we 
set  the  economic  challenge  to  the 
young  person  by  figuring  out  what  that 
young  person  could  bring  to  their  edu- 
cation, what  they  could  earn  over  the 
course  of  the  summer  and  during  the 
year.  But  we  did  not  want  to  encumber 
that  individual  and  that  family  far  into 
the  distant  future.  If  they  were  eligible 
on  the  basis  of  need,  we  intended  that 
they  were  going  to  be  able  to  get  a 
grant  and  only  a  quarter  was  going  to 
be  a  loan.  Twelve  years  later,  three- 
quarters    are    loans    and    one-quarter 


Si.MON.  and  Senator  Durenberger.  since     grants.    What   do    our    friends   on    the 
we   have   the  best  in   terms  of  higher     other  side  say?  They  are  going  to  make 

the  loans  even  more  expensive. 

So  they  are  going  to  indenture  the 
young  people  of  this  Nation.  We  hear 
all  these  speeches  by  our  Republican 
brothers  and  sisters  saying  we  are 
doing  the  young  people  a  favor  because 
we  are  going  to  keep  the  next  genera- 


education,  why  do  you  risk  the  system 
by  going  to  a  direct  loan  program  when 
we  do  not  really  know?" 

We  said.  "Fine."  We  worked  out  a 
compromise.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats alike,  to  move  into  a  direct  loan 
program  in  a  moderate  way.  The  direct 


loan  program  is  now  being  managed  by     tion  out  of  debt.  Instead,  they  are  put 


the  Department  of  Education  effec 
tively.  We  have  a  direct  loan  program 
going  on  with  competition  with  the 
guaranteed  loan  program,  and  we  have 
reduced  the  losses  that  were  coming 
from  failure  to  repay  student  loans 
from  $2.7  billion  down  to  less  than  $1.2 
billion  -  a  dramatic  reduction. 

It  is  so  interesting  to  hear  Mr.  Ben- 
nett talking  about  the  Department  of 
Education  and  we  ought  to  abolish  it.  I 


ting  them  in  debt,  putting  them  in  debt 
by  what  they  will  have  to  pay  for  col- 
lege to  say  nothing  of  what  they  will 
have  to  pay  for  graduate  school. 

I  see  our  distinguished  friend  and  a 
distinguished  doctor  presiding  now.  He 
can  certainly  tell  us  about  what  hap- 
pened with  his  own  classmates  at  medi- 
cal school  and  the  indebtedness  of 
those  individuals. 

Whatever  help  and  assistance  we  are 


wish  he  had  been  as  good  a  manager  as     providing  in  terms  of  the  young  people 


Dick  Riley  in  recapturing  the  billions 
of  dollars  that  were  lost  during  his  ten- 
ure. If  he  knows  so  much  about  the  De- 
partment, where  did  not  he  recapture 
the  funds? 
So  we  have  a  situation  now  where  we 


is  going  to  be  heavily  undermined  with 
this  particular  proposal.  There  is  no 
other  way  about  it.  You  can  say,  "Well, 
we  are  going  to  hold  them  harmless. 
We  are  going  to  provide  the  services." 
If  you  one  program  harmless,  then  you 


are  doing  well  in  implementing  a  direct  are  going  to  find  the  further  emascula- 

loan  program.  We  are  also  lowering  the  tion  of  some  other  program  such  as  the 

basic   fees,   reducing   those   the  initial  chapter  I  program,  the  title  I  program, 

fee  students  have  to  pay.  about  $6.8  billion  that  goes  to  the  need- 

We  have  also  adopted  national  serv-  iest  children,  or  you  are  going  to  emas- 
ice  as  an  additional  way  to  get  young  culate  others  like  the  Head  Start  pro- 
people  to  go  to  college  because  we  grams  that  depend  upon  the  same  pot 
know  that  our  Nation's  future  depends  of  funding.  It  makes  no  sense.  It  makes 
upon  education.  no  sense  for  the  young  people  that  are 

Now  we  have  before  us  the  dramatic  going    to   go    through    this   system.    It 

changes  proposed  the  Republican  budg-  makes   no   sense    for    the    universities 

et  to  the  Pell  grants.  This  chart  shows  and.   most   importantly,    it   makes   no 

what  is  going  to  happen  to  these  grants  sense  for  the  country.  We  have  some- 


I  hear  what  we  have  to  do  is  let  teach- 
ers make  changes  in  the  curriculum 
and  that  is  also  true. 

As  the  Senator  from  Iowa  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  know, 
and  others  know,  only  about  7  cents 
out  of  every  dollar  is  provided  by  the 
Federal  Government.  But  they  are  im- 
portant dollars.  Just  look  at  the  spe- 
cial needs  t;hil(lren  that  were  never 
being  taken  care  of  prior  to  the  pro- 
gram that  was  developed  in  a  biparti- 
san way  under  Senator  Weicker,  Sen- 
ator H.\KKiN,  and  many  of  the  mem- 
bers. Republican  and  Democrat,  on  the 
Human  Resources  Committee  and  on 
the  Appropriations  Committees.  F:du- 
cation  is  not  just  a  Democratic  effoi't. 
I  daresay  that  Senator  Weicker  had  as 
much  to  do  with  increasing  the  com- 
mitment of  this  Nation  to  special  needs 
children  as  any  Member  here.  This  has 
been  a  Republican  as  well  as  a  Demo- 
cratic effort. 

We  have  often  listened  to  our  col- 
leagues talk  about  how  migrant  chil- 
dren and  illegal  children  have  settled 
in  various  States  and  schools,  and  how 
they  need  some  help  and  assistance. 
But  if  you  take  out  the  nutrition  pro- 
grams, and  the  special  needs  programs, 
if  you  take  out  Star  schools,  take  out 
technology,  take  out  the  TRIO  pro- 
gram, what  do  we  have  left?  These  are 
programs  that  have  been  tested,  evalu- 
ated, challenged,  and  worked.  Those 
are  the  programs  they  are  emasculat- 
ing. 

What  happened  last  year?  We  had  .i 
bipartisan  commission  that  was  set  up 
to  review  what  had  happened  in  Head 
Start.  In  the  1980's  and  into  the  early 
1990's.  there  was  some  increase  in  fund- 
ing, to  the  credit  of  President  Bush. 
But  the  problem  was  there  was  not 
quality  control.  You  had  continued 
turnover  in  programs  without  insisting 
on  quality  provisions  for  the  teachers 
that  were  involved. 

So  there  was  a  real  question  about 
the  quality  of  the  Head  Start  Program. 
We  had  a  very  good  bipartisan  panel, 
and  their  recommendations  were  re- 
ported out  with  only  one  dissenting 
vote  on  the  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee, Republicans  and  Democrats  alike. 

I  am  not  going  to  quote  many  of  our 
colleagues  on  that  side  talking  about 
the  changes  in  the  Head  Start  Pro- 
gram, how  we  were  at  last  getting  this 


on  track,  how  important  that  was  be- 
cause 1  do  not  have  the  time,  but  we 
made  important  changes.  Then  we 
went  ahead  and  took  a  look  at  the 
chapter  I  program  because  of  the  var- 
ious challenges  that  were  suggested  by 
many  for  that  program.  We  reviewed 
and  had  hearings  as  did  the  House  as 
well.  Those  changes  vere  supported 
overwhelmingly  by  the  Republicans 
and  Democrats.  We  dealt  with  the 
changes  that  were  taking  place  with 
different  kinds  of  poverty  impacting 
local  communities  and  the  growth  of 
poverty  in  some  of  the  rural  areas.  We 
went  through  that.  Wo  did  not  do  all 
the  things  that  ever.vbody  would  have 
wanted,  but  we  worked  together  and 
made  great  progress.  Republicans  and 
Democrats  alike.  Even  in  the  Goals 
2000  Program.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
ci-at.s  alike  came  together  to  pass  legis- 
lation that  provides  new  help  and  as- 
sistance to  schools.  Of  that  funding,  85 
percent  goes  to  local  schools. 

Goals  2000  was  developed  by  Dick 
Riley  from  South  Carolina,  one  of  the 
most  effective  Governors  in  education, 
and  also  Governor  Bill  Clinton.  Riley 
had  great  credibility  because  he  had 
changed  the  academic  achievement  and 
outcomes  of  the  black  and  brown  and 
white  students  of  his  State  of  South 
Carolina  in  an  extraordinary  way.  in- 
volving parents,  involving  local  com- 
munities, involving  the  businesses.  In 
Goals  2000  he  brought  that  experience 
to  the  legislation. 

We  also  had  bipartisan  support  for 
the  School-to-Work  Program.  I  was 
with  a  former  Governor  of  Maine,  a  Re- 
publican, last  week  at  the  dedication  of 
the  1-year  anniversary  of  the  signing  of 
the  School-to-Work  Program.  This  Re- 
publican Governor  said  that  this  is  one 
of  the  most  important  programs  of  edu- 
cation that,  he  has  seen  in  the  State  of 
Maine. 

At  a  hearing  in  our  Human  Resources 
Committee  Tommy  Thompson.  Repub- 
lican Governor  of  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin, down,  also  said  that  this  is  one  of 
the  most  important  initiatives  in  his 
state.  School  to  Work  would  be  emas- 
culated in  this  budget. 

I  mean,  what  is  the  sense?  We  have 
hearings,  we  develop  the  coalition,  we 
develop  the  bipartisanship,  we  have 
men  and  women  that  arc  out  on  the 
front  line.  Republicans  and  Democrats, 
and  we  have  educators  and  parents  say- 
ing how  the  good  the  programs  are. 
And  we  are  effectively  emasculating 
them,  saying  we  are  going  to  have  to 
cut  someplace,  and  we  are  going  to  go 
ahead  and  cut  it. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  believe 
the  wholesale  cuts  that  have  been  ef- 
fected in  this  budget  are  justified  or 
warranted.  I  find  to  the  contrary. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  that  I  re- 
member so  clearly  is  my  time  running 
out?  Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do 
I  have'' 

Mr.  President,  if  I  can  have  2  more 
minutes. 


Let  me  just  give  you  a  few  instances 
about  the  importance  of  support  for 
students.  This  stack  here  on  my  desk 
represents  the  mail  that  I  have  re- 
ceived on  the  Internet  system  from 
students  all  over  the  country.  I  hope 
that  our  Members  check  their  mail  be- 
cause when  they  do  they  will  finding 
out  what  these  proposed  cuts  mean. 

I  think  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
trivializing  the  importance  of  the  extra 
debt  burden  to  students.  You  know, 
people  are  saying,  "It  is  really  only  the 
cost  of  a  big  gulp  a  day.  Really,  it  is 
only  the  cost  of  a  one-way  plane  ticket 
down  to  Ft.  Lauderdale."  People  are 
trying  to  trivialize  this.  I  can  tell  you 
the  increases  are  not  trivial  to  stu- 
dents and  working  people. 

I  think  this  whole  process  demeans 
the  young  people  of  this  country.  It  de- 
means their  parents  who  have  worked 
hard,  worked  and  scraped  and  saved 
over  the  course  of  a  lifetime  to  help 
send  their  children  to  college. 

A  student  attending  medical  school 
in  Massachusetts  writes: 

I  am  a  21-year-ol(i  Alrican-.^merican 
woman,  born  and  raised  in  St.  Louis,  MO.  I 
come  from  a  poor,  working-  cla.ss.  two-parent 
household,  i  am  proud  to  .say  I  w;is  the  first 
African-American  valedictorian  in  my  hi^h 
school.  I  went  on  to  college  at  a  private  in- 
stitution. I  received  much-needed  financial 
aid  while  there,  including  loans  and  scholar- 
ships. My  parents  helped  as  much  as  they 
could,  but  with  two  other  children,  they 
could  onl.v  help  a  little. 

Without  the  Stafford  and  Perkins  loans 
that  I  received.  I  would  not  have  been  able  to 
continue  my  education.  After  k'raduatmt: 
from  college  I  was  accepted  to  an  Ivy  Leanue 
medical  .school  where  I  am  still  very  much 
dependent  on  Federal  financi.al  aid.  I  hope  to 
practice  primary  care  (pediatrics)  in  an  indi- 
gent community. 

I  am  close  to  finishing  school  and  may  not 
he  nffpoteil  b.v  such  hareh  cutbacks,  but  I  .am 
very  concerned  for  the  future  generation  of 
students. 

Mr.  President,  this  student  and  thou- 
sands of  other  students  just  like  her 
are  exactly  what  we  need,  primary  care 
physicians  in  indigent  communities. 

Under  the  Republican  budget  a  stu- 
dent following  this  course  of  study 
could  well  face  over  $40,000  in  addi- 
tional interest  payments  at  the  end  of 
her  medical  training. 

A  student  from  New  York  writes: 
My  mother  just  tjot  laid  off  today.  I  only 
have  one  year  left  before  I  receive  m.v  bach- 
elor's degree.  I  don't  want  my  opportunity 
and  those  of  others  to  be  cut  short.  Kveryone 
in  the  White  House,  on  Capitol  Hill,  and  In 
the  state  governments  h.ad  their  oppor- 
tunity. Why  are  you  taking  away  ours' 

A  college  graduate  from  Colorado 
writes: 

"I  am  not  a  student,  but  I'm  raisinn  my 
voice  in  support  of  government  backing  for 
student  loans.  If  it  were  not  for  student 
loans.  I  would  not  have  been  able  to  attend 
colleKC.  My  mother  was  supporting  two  kills 
and  we  lived  in  government  subsidized  hous- 
ing— the  projects.  There  was  simply  no  way 
she  could  have  paid  for  a  college  education 
for  us,  so   we  applied   for  loans  and  more 


loans.  I  received  some  grants  and  a  great 
deal  of  loan  assistance,  and  still  I  worked  at 
McDonald's.  I  am  now  a  consulting  writer 
and  I  never  have  to  look  for  work  .  .  it 
looks  for  me.  This  Is  a  most  wonderful  life 
and  I  wouldn't  have  had  any  chance  at  all  of 
attaining  it  without  those  student  loans  and 
grants.  Ple.ase  do  whatever  It  t.akes  to  ensure 
that  othei-s  get  this  chance  ...  it  is  what 
allowed  me  to  become  who  I  am  today,  and 
I  thank  you  all. 

Another  student,  from  Maine,  summed  up 
the  situation:  "If  you  think  education  is  ex- 
pensive—try ignorance" 

I  ask  each  of  you  to  think  seriously  before 
you  consider  voting  for  a  budget  that  con- 
tains $30  billion  in  cuts  to  student  aid.  You 
will  see  very  clearly  that  this  l)udget  is  turn- 
ing Its  back  on  the  nation's  students. 

The  Republican  budget  turns  it-s  l)ack  on 
education,  and  it  does  so  in  order  to  pay  for 
a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthiest  individuals  in 
the  country.  That  makes  no  sense.  It  is  the 
wrong  priority  for  education,  and  the  wrong 
priority  for  the  nation. 

The  pending  Democratic  amendment  re- 
stores $40  billion  to  this  anti-education  budg- 
et $40  billion  that  will  help  to  correct  these 
mispl.aced  priorities.  I  urge  the  Senate  to 
support  the  Democratic  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Iowa  for 
yielding  time. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  for  a. 
very  eloquent  and  learned  statement.  I 
again  wish  to  thank  him  for  his  great 
leadership  over  so  many  years  in  the 
area  of  education.  I  think  what  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  just  said 
really  pulls  it  all  together  in  terms  of 
what  this  budget  is  about  and  what  it 
is  doing  to  kids  in  this  country,  and 
the  history  of  what  we  have  tried  to  do 
over  the  last  couple  of  generations  of 
young  people  to  ensure  that  our  kids 
do  get  that  affordable,  quality  edu- 
cation in  this  country.  Senator  KEN- 
NEDY has  captured  it  in  his  statement. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  21  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  8 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. I  apologize.  If  he  does  need  some 
more.  I  will  try  to  get  some  more  time 
for  the  author  of  the  Pell  Grant  Pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  PELL.  Eight  minutes  is  fine. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Senator  Peli,  has  been 
so  impiortant  in  making  sure  that  the 
poorest  kids  in  this  country  get  a  de- 
cent education.  I  am  proud  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Iowa.  I  second  his  remarks  about  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  He  has 
shown  remarkable  leadership. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us 
would  have  a  very  detrimental  impact 
on  Federal  education  spending.  Instead 
of  adjustments,  fine  tuning  and  reason- 
able savings,  this  resolution  would 
produce  drastic  and  unwarranted  re- 
ductions of  the  small  but  critical  role 
our  Federal  Government  plays  in  edu- 
cation—5  percent  for  general  education 
and  11  percent  for  higher  education  is 
the  share  of  the  Federal  Government, 
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According  to  the  Budget  Committee 
figures,  this  resolution  assumes  a  re- 
duction of  S59.4  billion  in  outlays  for 
function  500  over  the  next  7  years  when 
compared  with  current  law.  When  com- 
pared with  the  President's  budget, 
though,  the  estimate  is  that  the  reduc- 
tion would  total  S65  billion  over  the 
same  7-year  period.  According  to  the 
Labor  Committee's  own  estimates,  edu- 
cation makes  up  about  58  percent  of 
function  500,  and  this  means  therefore 
that  the  reduction  in  education  spend- 
ing could  total  as  much  as  S38  billion 
over  the  next  7  years. 

The  reduction  in  education  would 
come  in  two  areas,  mandatory  spending 
and  discretionary  spending.  The  Hol- 
lings-Harkin  amendment  before  us 
would  add  back  $40  billion  in  both  man- 
datory and  discretionary  spending.  It 
would  have  the  effect,  therefore,  of  en- 
suring that  we  would  not  experience 
drastic  cutbacks  in  Federal  education 
spending. 

Failure  to  approve  this  amendment 
would  surely  put  education  in  harm's 
way.  While  the  budget  resolution  as- 
sumes protection  of  certain  programs, 
those  are  only  assumptions.  They  do 
not  have  the  full  force  of  law.  The  final 
decision  for  discretionary  cuts  will  be 
left  to  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
while  the  final  decision  for  mandatory 
cuts  will  fall  to  we,  the  authorizing 
committee. 

My  fear  is  that  the  size  of  the  cuts  in 
the  budget  resolution  are  so  immense 
that  no  program  will  be  protected  and 
all  will  be  at  risk.  If  the  cuts  are  ap- 
plied across  the  board,  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  estimates  that 
one-third  of  the  Federal  investment  in 
education  will  be  eliminated  by  the 
year  2002. 

In  mandatory  spending,  the  budget 
resolution  before  us  assumes  savings  of 
$13.8  billion  in  outlays  over  the  next  7 
years.  Seven  assumptions  are  made  in 
order  to  achieve  those  savings,  but 
only  five  of  those  are  within  the  juris- 
diction of  our  Labor  Committee.  Ac- 
cording to  OMB,  the  total  of  the  re- 
maining five  options  is  less  than  $5  bil- 
lion. That  includes  about  $3.3  billion  in 
savings  if  we  eliminate  the  in-school 
interest  subsidy  for  graduate  students, 
an  option  which  I  for  one  would  vigor- 
ously oppose. 

The  Labor  Committee  is  also  left 
with  the  responsibility  to  come  up  with 
almost  $9  billion  in  additional  savings. 
This  is  such  a  massive  requirement 
that  the  only  option  available  would  be 
the  elimination  of  the  in-school  inter- 
est subsidy  for  undergraduate  students 
who  come  primacily  from  middle-in- 
come families. 

To  my  mind,  this  is  not  the  road  we 
should  travel.  Elimination  of  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  for  all  students 
would,  according  to  the  Department  of 
Education,  increase  student  indebted- 
ness by  20  to  50  percent.  In  a  period 
when   more   Americans  are   borrowing 


more  money  to  help  finance  a  college 
education,  this  would  be  the  wrong 
step  and  the  wrong  direction  to  take. 
In  a  very  real  sense,  we  would  be  in- 
creasing private  debt  to  decrease  pub- 
lic debt,  an  option  that  is  not  at  all 
satisfactory. 

With  respect  to  discretionary  pro- 
gram spending,  the  effect  would  be 
equally  alarming.  Freezing  the  Pell 
Grant  Program  at  the  current  law  level 
would  diminish  the  value  of  that  pro- 
gram by  as  much  as  40  percent  over  the 
next  7  years.  According  to  OMB,  half  of 
that  is  because  of  the  increase  in  eligi- 
ble students  and  the  other  half  because 
of  the  expected  increase  in  inflation  in 
the  next  7  years. 

Freezing  the  title  I  program  in  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education  for 
the  7  years  comes  when  we  anticipate 
at  least  a  9-percent  increase  in  student 
population.  The  result;  According  to 
OMB,  we  will  serve  2  million  fewer  stu- 
dents by  the  year  2002.  That  is  2  mil- 
lion fewer  students  by  the  year  2002. 

According  to  OMB,  failure  to  protect 
the  Safe  and  Drug  Free  Schools  Pro- 
gram would  save  $1  billion  over  the 
next  7  years.  It  would  also  mean  that  94 
percent,  almost  all  of  our  Nation's 
school  districts  would  lose  funding  that 
now  goes  to  help  39  million  students. 

Failure  to  protect  vocational  edu- 
cation and  training  would  place  the 
very  existence  of  this  program  at  risk. 
OMB  estimates  that  a  possible  cut  of 
$5.3  billion  over  the  next  7  years  means 
that  some  12  million  fewer  students 
would  be  served.  This  would  come  at  a 
time  when  business  and  industry  lead- 
ers are  telling  us  they  need  a  better 
and  more  well-educated  work  force  if 
we  are  to  remain  leaders  in  the  world 
marketplace. 

Passage  of  this  resolution  without 
adoption  of  the  Harkin-Hollings 
amendment  before  us  would  alter  al- 
most 30  years  of  a  strong  bipartisan 
partnership  on  behalf  of  education.  It 
would  seriously  threaten  bipartisan  ac- 
complishments that  have  brought  the 
dream  of  a  college  education  within 
the  reach  of  every  American  who  has 
the  drive  and  the  desire  and  the  yearn- 
ing that  has  begun  to  bring  poor  chil- 
dren into  the  education  mainstream 
and  that  have  brought  real  meaning  to 
the  concept  of  equal  educational  oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  the  time  to 
retreat  in  education;  it  is  the  time  to 
advance.  As  President  Clinton  has 
noted,  as  a  nation  we  face  both  a  budg- 
et deficit  and  an  education  deficit.  To 
my  mind,  we  should  not  increase  the 
latter  to  decrease  the  former.  A  strong 
and  sound  economy  depends  on  a  well- 
educated,  well-prepared  work  force.  To 
pull  back  in  education  is  the  wrong 
step,  in  the  wrong  direction,  at  the 
wrong  time,  and  I  hope  we  would  not 
do  so. 

Accordingly,  with  all  the  strength  we 
have,  let  us  support  the  amendment  be- 
fore us. 


I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  take 
this  opportunity,  in  this  small  amount 
of  time,  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  for  his 
many  years  of  leadership  and  service  to 
the  young  people  in  our  country.  There 
is  a  reason  why  they  are  called  Pell 
grants.  Go  to  any  college,  any  student 
in  this  country— well,  you  go  to  any- 
body who  is  out  in  the  professional 
world,  who  has  graduated  from  college 
in  the  last  20  years.  They  all  know  one 
thing.  They  know  what  a  Pell  grant  is. 
So  many  of  our  young  people  who  came 
from  lower-income  families,  who  other- 
wise would  not  have  had  the  ability  to 
get  through  college,  got  those  Pell 
grants.  They  are  educated;  they  are 
making  money;  they  are  paying  taxes; 
and  we  are  all  better  off  for  it.  We  are 
a  better  country  because  of  that. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  thank  you  so  much  on 
behalf  of  millions  of  students,  present- 
day  students  and  millions  of  Americans 
who  are  out  there  now  earning  a  decent 
living,  raising  their  families,  passing 
on  a  better  life  to  the  next  generation, 
living  the  American  dream  because  of 
the  efforts  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr,  PELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HARKIN'.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 
and  I  will  try  to  yield  more  if  I  can. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

I  rise  in  favor  of  the  amendment 

I  also  want  to  echo  the  accolades  for 
my  patriot  on  the  Education  Commit- 
tee, Senator  Pell,  who  has  done  so 
much  over  the  years.  I  stand  here  as 
the  new  subcommittee  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Education,  because  I 
feel,  as  he  does  and  others  have,  that 
we  must  be  sure  of  what  we  do  now 
This  is  serious  business. 

Everybody  recognizes  that  finally  we 
have  to  balance  the  budget.  But  if  we 
do  not  do  it  carefully,  what  we  do  will 
be  counterproductive  and  will  result  in 
increased  costs  and  decreased  revenues. 

It  is  so  simple  and  easy  for  us  to  all 
hold  hands,  close  our  eyes,  and  cut 
across  the  board.  But  that  will  not  do 
it.  This  will  not  do  it  if  you  get  into 
the  area  of  education. 

Education  has  always  been  bipartisan 
and  it  should  remain  so  today.  So  let 
us  strike  any  partisanship  out  of  here 
and  take  an  examination  of  what  will 
happen  if  we  do  not  do  this  carefully. 
Let  us  talk  about  the  counter- 
productive aspects  of  cutting  edu- 
cation. 

First  of  all,  the  business  community 
came  to  me  a  year  ago  and  cried  to  me, 
■'You  have  to  do  something  about  in- 
creasing our  productivity,  of  helping  us 
improve  the  education  of  this  Nation, 
because  we  are  not  any  longer  as  com- 
petitive as  we  used  to  be."  And  unless 


we  improve  things,  we  will  be  less  com- 
petitive in  the  next  century  and  this 
Nation  will  slip  into  a  Third'  World  ca- 
pacity. Why'' 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  this  chart.  A 
chart  is  worth  a  thousand  words. 

The  first  chart  is  high  school  grad- 
uates unable  to  perform  basic  tasks. 
•  lust  take  our  standards,  forget  about 
the  international  standards.  Over  half 
of  our  kids  graduate  unable  to  do  sim- 
ple functions  that  would  mean  that 
you  are  at  least  basically  literate.  I 
will  show  you  later  what  that  has  an 
impact  on. 

Lei  me  take  the  next  chart.  Let  us 
take  a  narrow  look  at  the  inter- 
national scene,  where  we  stand  in  the 
world  with  respect  to  our  education 
system.  And  I  will  end  up  with  it  in  an- 
other area.  We  are  now  in  the  area  of 
math,  and  the  same  is  true  in  science, 
dead  last  when  we  compete  with  those 
other  countries  that  are  giving  us  com- 
petition in  the  international  fields. 
That  is  shameful. 

Are  we  going  to  do  something  about 
it?  We  cannot,  if  we  cut  education. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  what  this  fail- 
ure of  education  has  to  do  with  our 
budget  situation  right  now.  We  have  a 
loss,  through  education  failure,  of  $'■; 
trillion  in  our  GDP.  That  is  because  we 
are  slipping  behind  with  respect  to  pro- 
ductivity. We  have  problems.  Eighty 
percent  ot  those  incarcerated  in  jails, 
costing  $20,000  to  $60,000  a  year  to  in- 
carcerate, are  school  dropouts;  60  per- 
cent of  the  teenage  pregnancies  are 
school  dropouts. 

In  addition,  the  literacy  level  reduces 
our  productivity  level,  losing  more, 
and  we  have  $208  billion  a  year  through 
lost  productivity  through  welfare.  And 
it  costs  us  another  $200  billion  for  re- 
medial training  to  bring  our  students 
up  to  the  capacity  where  they  can  be 
productive  in  our  industrial  society. 

In  addition  to  that,  because  they 
earn  less  money  being  nonproductive 
citizens,  it  costs  us  $125  billion  in  lost 
revenue. 

So  let  us  take  a  look  at  the  next 
chart  and  see  what  this  has  done  to  the 
median  family  income  in  this  country 
and  why  we  are  losing  that  revenue. 

Two-thirds  of  our  society  over  the 
last  20  years— over  the  last  20  years — 
have  had  a  decrease  in  their  family  in- 
come. And  that  is  true  even  though  we 
now  have  more  two-worker  families 
than  ever  before. 

Education  is  related  to  what  you 
earn.  You  will  see  the  only  ones  now 
that  are  increasing  their  income  in  this 
decade  are  those  that  have  had  post- 
graduate education  in  college. 

Now  let  us  take  a  look  at  what  is 
happening  with  respect  to  another 
area.  One  area  in  here,  which  is  part  of 
this  proposal  as  well,  but  one  that 
seems  to  be  the  easiest  thing  to  do — 
our  graduate  students.  Why  do  we  not 
just  increase  their  debt  load  a  little 
bit?  Why  allow  them  to  get  subsidies 


for  interest  while  they  are  in  graduate 
school?  Seems  like  an  innocuous  thing 
to  do. 

Well,  this  Nation  has  the  best  grad- 
uate schools  in  the  world.  Everybody 
wants  to  come  here.  However,  over  the 
last  several  years,  a  decade,  the  debt 
load  of  our  college  students  has  gotten 
so  high  now,  it  is  estimated  it  will  be 
up  around  $22,000  when  they  get  out. 

Well,  they  cannot  go  on  to  graduate 
school.  We  have  fewer  and  fewer  and 
fewer  people  that  are  going  to  graduate 
school. 

Now  what  has  that  done  to  us?  Let  us 
take  a  look  at  what  it  has  done  to  us  in 
a  competitive  area. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  Senator  for  an 
additional  30  seconds. 

Mr,  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six  min- 
utes 5  seconds. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  hate  to  tell  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont,  I  only  have  6  min- 
utes 5  seconds.  I  have  two  people  that 
I  promised  more  time  to. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  My  punch  line  is  all 
I  wanted  to  get  out. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  The  Senator  gets  at 
least  2  minutes  for  his  punch  line. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Well,  it  will  not 
take  that  long. 

What  this  chart  shows  here  is,  before, 
you  know,  we  used  to  have  all  the  for- 
eign students  come  here.  They  used  to 
get  educated  and  they  stayed.  You  saw 
them  at  IBM  and  all  over  the  country 
allowing  us  to  be  more  productive.  Now 
what  is  happening,  because  of  the  debt 
load,  fewer  and  fewer  of  our  kids  are 
going  to  graduate  school  and  more  for- 
eign students  are  going  to  graduate 
school.  The  blue  indicates  the  ones 
that  are  going  home  and  the  red  indi- 
cates the  ones  that  are  staying  here. 
More  and  more  are  going  home.  So 
what  we  are  doing  now  is  we  are  seeing 
almost  all  of  the  graduate  students  are 
being  foreign  students,  a  majority  are, 
and  they  are  all  going  home.  Ours  are 
staying  here,  but  we  do  not  have 
enough  to  fill  the  slots. 

So  that  one  little  thing  in  this  budg- 
et proposal  would  probably  do  more 
damage  to  our  competitiveness  than 
about  anything  else. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  for  his  contribution  now 
and  in  the  past. 

I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  will  try 
to  make  it  fast. 

Of  course,  we  need  a  balanced  budget. 
But.  of  course,  we  have  to  have  the 
right  priorities. 

Every  study  that  has  been  made  by 
any  group — conservative,  liberal,  you 
name  it^^says  we  have  to  invest  more 
in  education.  I  have  never  seen  a  study 
that  suggests  to  the  contrary.  And  yet 
what  we  are  asked  to  do  is  to  cut 
back— cut    back    on    Head    Start,    cut 


back  on  title  I  that  helps  poor  kids 
that  is  really  showing  results,  cut  back 
in  higher  education. 

Senator  Jeffords  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect. In  the  narrative  on  the  budget, 
you  will  see  we  are  going  to  get  that 
$14.7  billion  in  savings  by  cutting  out 
assistance  to  graduate  students.  That 
is  bad  enough. 

But  you  put  the  numbers  together 
and  you  only  get  $2  billion  of  that. 
Where  do  we  get  the  other  $12.7  billion? 
Well,  we  get  it  out  of  the  hides  of  stu- 
dents. And  it  means  a  lot  of  students 
are  not  going  to  go  on  to  higher  edu- 
cation. That  is  not  the  way  we  ought  to 
go. 

In  fiscal  year  1949,  I  say  to  Senator 
H.^RKIN.  we  devoted  9  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  to  education.  We  are 
now  devoting  less  than  2  percent.  And 
if  this  budget  is  adopted  as  is.  it  will  go 
down  even  further 

Mr.  HARKIN.  To  1.4  percent. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Down  to  1.4  percent. 
Senator  Harkin  says.  It  just  does  not 
make  sense. 

I  visited  a  Head  Start  group  in  Rock 
Island.  IL.  an  impoverished  part  of  that 
city.  Like  every  Head  Start  group, 
they  have  a  waiting  list.  Monday  morn- 
ing, one  set  of  kids  comes  in,  Tuesday 
morning  a  different  one.  Wednesday 
morning  a  different  one.  and  so  forth. 

I  asked  the  woman  in  charge  what 
would  it  mean  in  the  lives  of  these 
young  people  if  they  could  come  here  5 
days  a  week.  She  smiled  and  she  said. 
"You  could  not  believe  the  difference  it 
would  make  in  their  lives." 

We  are  denying  them  that  chance. 
Oh.  we  are  saving  money,  like  you  save 
money  when  you  put  up  a  house  and 
you  do  not  put  a  roof  on  it.  You  do  not 
save  money  in  the  long  run.  We  have  to 
face  up  to  the  reality  that  we  are  going 
to  have  to  change  in  this  field  nf  (Edu- 
cation. We  are  going  to  have  to  fund  it 
more  adequately. 

I  think  of  the  testimony  before  our 
committee  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
talking  about  a  manufacturing  com- 
pany from  Connecticut,  I  believe  it 
was,  making  a  decision,  do  they  build 
in  Mexico,  the  United  States,  or  Ger- 
many? Mexico  offered  cheap  labor,  poor 
education;  the  United  States  better 
education,  higher  wages:  and  they  re- 
luctantly made  the  decision  to  build 
their  plant  in  Germany  where  they 
have  to  pay  $6.50  more  per  hour  but 
where  people  are  well  prepared. 

We  are  cutting  back  on  our  future  if 
we  do  not  adopt  this  amendment.  I 
hope  we  do. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  How  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two 
minutes  20  seconds. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  must 
say  that  I  find  the  fact  that  we  only 
have  3  hours  to  debate  education  un- 
conscionable. We  should  have  more 
time.   I  was  under  the  impression  we 
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were  iroing  to  have  6  hours.  I  found  out 
when  I  walked  on  the  floor  we  have  3. 
by  unanimous  consent.  I  do  not  know 
how  that  happened.  We  need  more 
time.  This  is  the  most  important  part 
of  the  budget  to  future  generations. 

I  yield  whatever  time  I  have  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  Mr.  President.  I 
think  it  is  unconscionable  that  we  not 
have  more  time. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  Mary 
McEvoy.  who  is  a  fellow  with  me  who 
helped  write,  I  think,  an  important 
speech.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
she  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  the  floor 
during  the  rest  of  this  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
what  we  have  before  us  today  is  a  budg- 
et that  says  loud  and  clear  to  the 
American  people  that  education  is  no 
longer  a  priority.  The  proposed  $40  bil- 
lion cut  in  education  spending  rep)- 
resents  the  largest  education  cuts  in 
American  history.  In  fact,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  by  the  year  2002,  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  commitment  to 
young  Americans  will  be  cut  by  over  33 
percent.  .A.nd  these  cuts  span  all  age 
groups.  For  example,  by  the  year  2002: 

Over  400.000  young  children  will  be 
denied  a  Head  Start  through  preschool 
education: 

Education  for  over  5.5  million  chil- 
dren and  youth  with  disabilities  will  be 
eliminated: 

School-to-work  programs,  partner- 
ships between  businesses,  communities. 
and  schools  stand  to  lose  over  $5.3  bil- 
lion. 

And  less  than  one-half  of  the  children 
who  need  it  will  receive  assistance  to 
improve  their  reading  and  math  skills. 
Are  these  America's  new  Goals  2002? 

The  cuts  I  have  listed  above  are  dev- 
astating. But  there  is  also  another  pro- 
gram that  the  proposed  Education 
budget  reductions  will  negatively  im- 
pact. I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  cuts 
in  student  aid. 

Remember,  all  of  those  who  signed 
the  Contract  With  America  have  signed 
a  document  that  says  they  intend  to 
support  cuts  in  student  aid.  The  pro- 
posed Senate  budget  is  serving  as  an- 
other vehicle  to  accomplish  this  dev- 
astating promise. 

Under  the  proposed  budget.  $30  bil- 
lion would  be  cut  in  Federal  aid  to  col- 
lege students  over  the  next  7  years,  af- 
fecting over  4  million  students.  For  ex- 
ample, last  year  in  Minnesota,  over 
14.000  students  received  assistance  from 
the  Federal  Stafford  Loan  Program 
alone.  And  these  students  are  not  from 
wealthy  families  who  could  afford  to 
bear  the  entire  brunt  of  the  cost  of 
their  child's  post-secondary  education. 
In  fact,  the  average  income  for  the 
families  of  these  students  was  less  than 
$37,000  per  year. 

A  college  education  is  an  essential 
part  of  the  American  dream.  It  gives 


people  an  opportunity  to  be  all  that 
they  can  be.  And,  I  know  from  what  my 
father  always  believed  for  me  and  I  be- 
lieve for  my  children — that  their  lives 
will  be  better  than  the  last  generation 
because  they  went  on  to  pursue  a  high- 
er education.  In  fact,  over  92  percent  of 
all  Americans  believe  that  investing  in 
a  Federal  support  of  a  college  edu- 
cation is  an  investment  in  our  coun- 
try's future. 

We  also  must  remember  that  college 
education  also  significantly  benefits  to 
our  Nation  as  a  whole.  Our  commu- 
nities are  stronger,  our  economy  is 
stronger  and  our  democracy  is  strong- 
er. 

But  the  dream  of  an  education  is 
more  and  more  difficult  to  achieve. 
Most  students  now  are  not  going 
straight  to  college  from  high  school.  It 
is  not  affordable.  Some  have  to  save 
some  money  before  they  can  afford  to 
go.  Some  have  small  children  to  take 
care  of.  The  student  body  these  days 
includes  a  lot  more  non-traditional 
students— those  who  are  returning  to 
school,  those  who  only  go  part  time  be- 
cause of  jobs  or  family  or  both,  and 
those  who  take  more  than  4  years  to 
get  their  degree. 

The  costs  of  going  to  school  keep 
going  up.  Students  are  forced  to  put  off 
school  until  they  have  saved  enough 
money,  seek  student  grants  or  go  into 
a  lot  of  debt.  It  used  to  be  that  State 
and  Federal  governments  provided 
more  grants  than  loans.  Students  were 
not  asked  to  mortgage  their  future. 
But  over  the  last  10  years  the  balance 
between  grants  and  loans  have  been  in- 
verted— the  number  of  loans  far  out- 
weighs the  number  of  grants.  Loans  are 
now  the  largest  source  of  Federal  stu- 
dent aid. 

The  Federal  Government  has  had  a 
commitment  to  high  education  for  al- 
most 50  years.  Yet  even  at  its  current 
level  of  resources,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's contribution  is  insufficient.  We 
should  not  be  cutting  financial  aid  pro- 
grams— we  should  be  increasing  and 
improving  those  programs.  Higher  edu- 
cation is  one  of  the  best  investments 
we  can  make  as  a  country  and  it  is  one 
of  the  best  investments  individuals  can 
make  in  their  own  future.  An  edu- 
cation increases  earning  potential,  de- 
creases unemployment,  and  improves 
the  standard  of  living. 

As  a  Nation,  we  cannot  afford  to  cut 
educational  financial  aid  to  America's 
families.  We  should  not  be  taking  away 
one  of  the  few  opportunities  families 
have  for  their  children  and  grand- 
children to  make  a  better  life  for  them- 
selves. 

The  Senate  should  go  on  record  in 
saying  that  in  our  effort  to  balance  the 
budget  we  should  not  be  reducing  op- 
portunities for  students  to  improve 
their  lives. 

IT  is  EXTREMELY  DIFFICULT  TO  CO  TO  COLLEGE 
THESE  D.AYS 

The  total  costs  of  attending  a  4-year 
public    institution   averages    to   about 


$7,600.  The  average  cost  to  go  to  a  4- 
year  private  institution  is  around 
$16,000.  Tuition  alone  has  increased 
more  than  120  percent  over  the  last  10 
years.  At  this  cost  higher  education  is 
out  of  reach  for  many  middle  income 
families.  Without  student  aid  many 
would  be  unable  to  pursue  higher  edu- 
cation. Students  must  seek  out  schol- 
arship and  other  grants  and  awards. 
Many  borrow,  but  even  that  is  not  pos- 
sible without  help  from  the  Federal 
Government.  For  the  1993-94  academic 
year,  students  borrowed  a  record 
amount — $23  billion  from  Federal  guar- 
anteed loan  programs.  The  average 
loan  exceeds  $2,700  annually.  And,  bor- 
rowing of  course  sends  recent  grad- 
uates into  the  working  world  with  a 
pile  of  debt  along  with  their  nice  new 
diploma.  Debt  that  is  sometimes  with 
them  for  half  of  their  lives. 

Krista  Hannem  is  a  sophomore  who 
will  be  graduating  from  community 
college  and  going  on  to  Mankato  State 
University  to  get  a  B.A.  She  is  24  years 
old,  and  married.  She  writes: 

I  do  not  receive  State  or  Federal  grants, 
nor  do  I  have  any  scholarships.  In  order  to 
pay  for  my  2  years  at  [a  community  college], 
I  have  had  to  take  out  over  $5,000  in  student 
loans  *  *  ».  Last  year  I  was  receivinK  help 
through  the  State  work-study  program. 
When  that  was  cut  I  suffered  again.  I  realize 
that  part  of  education  is  receiving  some 
debt,  and  that  it  should  not  be  a  free  ride, 
but  neither  should  it  be  a  weight  tied  around 
my  neck.  So  I  ask  that  whatever  decision 
you  make,  you  consider  the  many  students 
like  myself  who  are  choking  with  this 
weight. 

MOST  STIDENTS  .^RE  NON  TR.\DIT10N.\L 

The  typical  student  these  days  is  not 
the  Brady  Bunch  kid  who  graduates 
high  school  and  goes  straight  on  to  col- 
lege. Forty-five  percent  of  the  student 
body  these  days  is  over  25  year*  rviri  in 
fact,  nearly  20  percent  of  all  students 
are  older  than  35.  Many  are  single  par- 
ents. Forty-three  percent  attend  on  a 
part  time  basis,  thus  probably  not  fin- 
ishing a  B.A.  in  4  years.  Even  tradi- 
tional students,  students  who  enroll 
full  time  at  4-year  institutions  imme- 
diately after  high  school  are  remaining 
for  4  consecutive  years,  obtain  a  bach- 
elor's degree  within  5.5  years.  Sixty- 
two  percent  of  students  of  all  ages 
work,  including  nearly  half  of  tradi- 
tional students.  And.  about  one  student 
in  five  is  a  member  of  a  minority 
group:  African  American.  Asian  Amer- 
ican. Latino,  or  Native  American. 
Denise  Peters  from  Edina  writes: 
I  am  a  29  single  parent  currently  enrolled 
as  a  Jr.  at  the  U.  of  M.  Because  of  the  excel- 
lent support  of  financial  aid  and  other  pro- 
grams I  have  been  successfully  maintaining 
a  3.76  GPA.  Before  returning  to  school— from 
the  time  my  son  was  6  weeks  old  I  worked  as 
a  medical  assistant  making  $9.00  an  hour 
*  *  *.  Without  the  needed  assistance  the  rug 
would  be  pulled  out  from  under  me  *  *  *. 

Sandra  Mitchell  from  St.  Louis  Park 
writes: 

I  am  devastated  at  the  idea  of  any  finan- 
cial aid  cuts.  Not  only  would  I  need  to  drop 


out  of  coUege—I  am  a  sophomore— but  it 
would  leave  me  with  only  two  options.  First. 
I  could  obtain  an  entry  level  position.  Sec- 
ond, I  could  remain  a  public  a.ssistance  recip- 
ient for  a  while.  At  any  rate  the  best  I  could 
do  for  my  self  and  my  son  and  society  is  to 
maintain  at  below  poverty  level.  I  faced 
these  options  after  a  miserable  divorce 
which  left  me  without  a  home,  money,  or 
even  credit  to  plan  for  the  future.  I  have 
goals,  not  only  for  myself,  but  to  be  allowed 
to  contribute  and  replace  what  I  have  used. 
By  the  time  I  graduate  in  1997.  I  will  be  fi- 
nancially independent.  Likewise  I  am  setting 
an  example  for  my  son  to  achieve  independ- 
ence and  pride  which  are  invaluable  to  our 
whi)le  society. 

Troy  Goodwater  is  a  sophomore  at 
Austin  Community  College.  He  is  a  20- 
year  single  male.  He  lives  at  home.  He 
has  a  part-time  job  and  attends  college 
full  time.  He  writes: 

My  father  is  retired  and  rcceivp.s  only  a 
four  hundred  dollar  check  fiuh  month  from 
social  security  and  my  mother  works  two 
jobs  in  an  effort  to  make  ends  meet.  They 
are  unable  to  assist  me  in  any  way  in  helping 
paying  my  tuition.  I  receive  federal  and 
State  grants  to  help  me  pay  my  tuition. 
Without  these  grants  I  would  not  be  able  to 
further  my  education.  These  grants  pay  for 
all  my  schooling,  because  of  my  low  fi- 
nances. The  Federal  and  State  grants  are 
very  helpful  to  myself  and  many  other  col- 
lege students,  and  if  the.se  grants  are  cut.  the 
people  who  want  an  education  and  cannot  af- 
ford one  will  suffer  the  most  in  the  long  run. 

OUR    FEDERAL    COMMITMENT    TO    HIGHER    EDU- 
CATION SHOULD  HE  STRENGTHENED.  NOT  CUT 

For  almost  50  years  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  made  a  commitment  to 
helping  students  go  on  to  higher  learn- 
ing. Just  during  the  academic  year  of 
1993  1994  the  Federal  Government  spent 
$31.4  billion  to  ensure  that  lack  of  re- 
sources does  not  prevent  people  from 
pursuing  their  dreams  of  a  college  edu- 
cation. In  Minnesota  alone,  students 
received  more  than  $420  million  in  Fed- 
eral dollars. 

The  Federal  Government  provides  75 
percent  of  all  student  aid  including  fed- 
eral grant,  loan,  and  work-study  pro- 
grams. 

In  1990.  about  5  million  students  re- 
ceived Federal  student  aid  under  one  or 
more  Federal  programs.  In  the  1993-94 
academic  year  about  3.8  million  stu- 
dents received  Pell  grants;  4.5  million 
received  Stafford  loans:  991.000  received 
supplemental  education  opportunity 
grants:  697.000  received  Perkins  loans; 
713,000  received  Federal  Work  Study 
awards:  and  650.000  received  State  stu- 
dent incentive  grants. 

Most  Federal  student  aid  is  based  on 
need,  with  the  amount  of  assistance  de- 
termined by  formulas  that  factor  in 
family,  individual  earnings,  savings, 
and  the  cost  of  education.  Pell  grants 
are  targeted  to  the  neediest  students. 
The  campus-based  programs— supple- 
mental educational  opportunity 
grants.  Federal  work  study,  and  Per- 
kins loans  -gives  school  financial  aid 
officers  the  flexibility  to  respond  to 
unique  student  needs. 

These  programs  help  both  low-  and 
middle-income    families.    Of    the    Pell 


grants  awarded  to  dependent  stu- 
dents—those who  are  financially  de- 
pendent on  their  parents— 41  percent 
goes  to  students  from  families  with  in- 
comes less  than  $12,000  and  91  percent 
goes  to  students  from  families  with  in- 
comes below  $30,000  Among  Pell  recipi- 
ents who  are  financially  independent, 
73  percent  have  an  Income  below 
$12,000. 

Stafford  and  direct  loans  primarily 
benefit  middle  income  families.  Most 
subsidized  student  loans— 72  percent 
are  awarded  to  students  who  are  still 
financially  dependent  on  their  families. 
The  average  family  income  of  a  de- 
pendent student  who  receives  a  Staf- 
ford loan— a  loan  on  which  interest  is 
not  charged  while  students  are  in 
school— is  approximately  $35,000.  Sev- 
enty-five percent  of  such  students  have 
family  income  between  $12,000  and 
$60,000.  Among  independent  students 
who  receive  loans,  average  family  in- 
come is  $14,400.  More  than  69  percent 
have  incomes  above  $6,000. 

More  than  half  of  the  students  who 
receive  Perkins  loans  have  family  in- 
come below  $30,000.  More  than  half  of 
the  students  who  receive  funds  under 
the  work-study  program  have  family 
income  below  $30,000.  And  more  than  75 
percent  of  students  who  receive  funds 
under  the  F'ederal  supplemental  edu- 
cation opportunity  grant  program  have 
family  income  below  $30,000. 

In  recent  years  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment commitment  has  been  diminish- 
ing. It  used  to  be  that  State  and  Fed- 
eral governments  provided  more  grants 
than  loans.  Students  were  not  asked  to 
mortgage  their  future.  But  over  the 
last  10  years  the  balance  between 
grants  and  loans  has  been  inverted— 
the  number  of  loans  far  outweigh  the 
number  of  grants.  Loans  are  now  the 
largest  source  of  Federal  student  aid. 
And.  even  the  number  of  loans  has  de- 
creased. The  explosion  in  the  numbers 
of  eligible  Pell  grant  recipients  com- 
bined with  inflation  meant  that  in  1992, 
4.2  million  students  were  forced  to 
share  the  same  amount  of  money  that 
served  2.8  million  students  in  1987. 

FIN.ANCIAL  AID  IS  AN  INVEST.MENT  IN  OUR 
FUTURE 

Statistics  show  that  financial  aid  to 
Students  more  than  pays  for  itself  by 
stimulating  economic  growth,  expand- 
ing the  tax  base  and  increasing  produc- 
tivity. A  college  degree  makes  an  ex- 
traordinary difference  in  the  lives  of 
people  holding  them  and  in  the  lives  of 
their  communities.  Our  new  service 
and  information-based  economy  in- 
creasingly requires  the  technical  skills 
and  knowledge  that  can  only  be  ob- 
tained through  higher  education. 

Higher  education  also  makes  a  dif- 
ference to  us  as  a  Nation.  A  more  edu- 
cated citizenry  makes  a  strong  democ- 
racy. 


THERE  ARE  BIG  DIFFERE.NCES  IN  THE  FUTURE  OF 
THOSE  WHO  GO  TO  COLLEGE  AND  THOSE  WHO 
DO  NOT 

Higher  education  is  a  ticket  to  great- 
er opportunity  and  a  better  standard  of 
living  for  millions  of  people.  That  is 
why  over  82  percent  of  Americans  feel 
that  without  a  college-educated  work 
force  we  will  not  be  able  to  compete  in 
a  global  marketplace. 

It  certainly  has  been  instilled  in  me 
Since  I  was  young  that  the  most  impor- 
tant way  to  improve  your  lot  in  life 
was  through  an  education.  An  edu- 
cation meant  that  your  life  would  be 
better  than  your  parents.  That  you 
would  have  more  opportunities  than 
they  did.  I  feel  the  same  about  my  chil- 
dren, and  now  my  grandchildren.  And.  I 
think  an  education  is  even  more  imr>or- 
tant  now  than  it  was  when  I  was  grow- 
ing up.  The  economy  is  so  unsure  these 
days  that  there  is  no  guarantee  that 
our  children  will  be  better  off  than  we 
are.  This  is  one  of  the  biggest  worries 
I  hear  back  home.  And  part  of  that 
concern  is  the  affordability  of  college. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce, the  lifetime  average  earnings  of 
a  man  with  a  college  degree  is  51  per- 
cent higher  than  his  colleague  with  a 
high  school  degree.  The  difference  for 
women  is  even  greater.  The  lifetime 
average  earnings  of  a  woman  with  a 
college  degree  is  57  percent  higher  than 
her  colleague  with  a  high  school  di- 
ploma. 

In  1992.  figures  showed  that  the  me- 
dian income  of  men  who  were  dropouts 
was  $15,928.  for  a  man  with  a  high 
school  diploma  it  was  $22,765,  and  for  a 
man  with  a  college  degree  it  was 
$36,691.  For  women  dropouts  the  me- 
dian income  was  $9,784,  for  a  woman 
with  a  high  school  diploma  it  was 
$13,266.  and  for  a  woman  with  .i  ccl lp.gr 
degree  it  was  $24,126. 

And,  of  course  unemployment  rates 
are  decreasing  according  to  education 
levels.  In  1990  the  unemployment  rate 
for  high  school  dropouts  was  about  12 
percent.  A  high  school  diploma  cuts 
that  rate  in  half.  A  college  degree  cuts 
the  rate  in  half  once  again. 

CONCLUSION 

All  children,  and  all  people,  must 
share  in  America's  future.  We  should 
not  be  balancing  the  budget  on  the 
backs  of  students,  nor  should  we  be 
balancing  the  budget  by  cutting  back 
on  investments  in  our  future.  And  this 
must  include  opportunities  for  a  col- 
lege education. 

The  numbers  in  the  current  budget 
proposal  that  we  now  have  in  front  of 
us  do  not  add  up.  Despite  what  may  be 
said,  we  cannot  cut  $40  billion  without 
substantially  reducing  Federal  aid  to 
undergraduate  and  graduate  students 
thus  denying  opportunities  for  millions 
of  our  young  people.  This  educational 
opportunity  cannot  belong  only  to  the 
well-to-do. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  restore  the 
$40  billion  proposed  cuts  in  Education 
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programs  to  the  budget.  We  must  send 
the  message  loud  and  clear  that  this 
Congress  is  committed  to  assuring  that 
all  children,  youth,  and  young  adults 
have  educational  opportunities  to  be- 
come productive,  tax-paying  citizens  of 
America. 

Finally,  all  I  can  say  as  somebody 
who  has  been  a  teacher  for  20  years — 
and  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  speak 
about  this  issue  in  now  1  minute  or 
less — I  will  just  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  they  are  being  myopic,  very  short- 
sighted, if  they  do  not  understand  that 
the  very  best  we  can  do  is  invest  in  the 
health,  intellect,  and  skill  of  young 
people. 

If  we  want  to  reduce  poverty  in  this 
country,  focus  on  a  good  education.  If 
we  want  to  have  real  welfare  reform, 
focus  on  a  good  education.  If  we  want 
to  have  a  stable  middle  class,  focus  on 
a  good  education.  If  we  want  to  have  a 
country  that  can  compete  in  the  inter- 
national arena,  focus  on  a  good  edu- 
cation. If  we  want  to  have  a  represent- 
ative democracy  where  men  and  women 
can  think  on  their  own  two  feet,  under- 
stand the  world,  the  country,  and  com- 
munity they  live  in.  and  know  what 
they  can  do  to  make  it  a  better  world, 
a  better  country,  and  a  better  commu- 
nity, focus  on  a  good  education. 

This  budget  resolution  takes  us  ex- 
actly in  the  wrong  direction,  and  that 
is  why  I  support  this  amendment  and 
that  is  why,  one  way  or  another,  we 
will  have  a  lot  more  debate  on  this 
issue  over  the  next  4  or  5  months,  sev- 
eral years  to  come. 

This  resolution  is  a  huge  mistake.  We 
will  never  reduce  the  violence.  Mr. 
President,  in  our  communities  unless 
we  understand  an  essential  truth, 
which  is  we  must  invest  in  the  health 
and  the  skills  and  the  intellert,  and  the 
character  of  young  people  in  America, 
and  that  starts  with  investment  in  edu- 
cation. 

That  is  all  I  can  do.  I  say  to  my  col- 
league from  Iowa,  in  I'i:  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time  has 
expired. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Elizabeth 
Street,  a  congressional  science  fellow. 
and  Ruth  Hardy,  a  J.J.  Pickle  fellow, 
be  granted  privilege  of  the  floor  during 
the  remainder  of  the  debate  on  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand we  have  82  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

.Mr  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
have  some  opening  remarks,  but  my 
colleague  from  Indiana  wishes  to  speak 
first,  and  so  we  will  turn  to  him.  But 
before  I  do.  and  while  my  friends  from 


the  other  side  are  still  on  the  floor.  I 
would  like  to  make  one  opening  com- 
ment for  myself  that  I  believe  reso- 
nates with  other  Members  on  this  side. 

Senator  Wellstone  said  if  you  want 
to  solve  poverty,  focus  on  education;  if 
you  want  a  solid  middle  class,  focus  on 
education;  if  you  want  a  sound  working 
force — et  cetera— focus  on  education. 

I  wish  the  record  could  be  very  clear 
that  this  Senator  could  not  agree  more 
with  that  statement.  Indeed,  if  I  may 
be  personal,  Mr.  President,  the  thing 
that  got  me  back  into  public  life  after 
I  had  left  it  and  decided  that  I  would 
spend  the  balance  of  my  career  in  the 
private  sector  as  a  business  executive 
was  when  I  got  a  phone  call  asking  me 
to  serve  as  chairman  of  the  Strategic 
Planning  Commission  for  Education  in 
the  State  of  Utah.  For  the  next  18 
months.  I  immersed  myself  in  edu- 
cational issues.  I  came  out  of  that  with 
the  conviction  that  with  the  collapse  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  education  has  re- 
placed defense  as  the  No.  1  survival 
issue  in  this  country. 

So  I  yield  to  no  one  on  either  side  of 
the  aisle  in  my  conviction  that  we 
must,  as  a  Nation,  solve  our  edu- 
cational problem.  But  I  ask  this  rhe- 
torical question  as  we  begin  this  de- 
bate: As  we  agree  about  the  importance 
of  education,  does  that  mean  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  an  edu- 
cational program  that  is  not  working 
and  may  need  to  be  defunded?  Does 
that  mean,  in  our  conviction  that  edu- 
cation is  essential  to  our  survival,  that 
there  is  not  anything  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  that  could  be  done 
more  efficiently  than  is  being  done 
today  and  might,  indeed,  with  better 
management  yield  up  some  hard- 
earned  dollars  to  go  toward  balancing 
the  budget?  Does  that  mean  we  cannot 
have  a  lucid  discussion  about  education 
in  this  Chamber  that  focuses  on  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  educational  dollars 
that  we  are  spending  because  education 
is  such  a  Holy  Grail  that  nothing  relat- 
ing to  its  effectiveness  or  its  perform- 
ance can  be  discussed? 

If  that  is  what  it  means,  then  I  think 
the  debate  in  this  Chamber  will  not  be 
particularly  enlightening  on  this  sub- 
ject to  either  side. 

Before  I  yield  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana.  I  would  like  to  review 
the  overall  record.  In  unadjusted  dol- 
lars. Federal  spending  for  education 
has  gone  up  900  percent  from  1965  to 
1993.  In  constant  dollars,  it  has  more 
than  doubled  in  that  same  time  period. 
And  what  has  happened  to  our  edu- 
cational achievements  in  the  period 
when  we  have  been  doubling  our  com- 
mitment? The  national  assessment  of 
educational  progress  says  that  over  the 
past  20  years,  there  has  been  little 
overall  change  in  student  proficiency 
in  reading,  writing,  science,  and  math- 
ematics. 

The  senior  Senator  from  New  York, 
prior  to  his  entering  this  Chamber,  was 


a  distinguished  writer,  and  I  remember 
reading  an  article  by  him  where  he  said 
whimsically — and  we  all  know  he  is 
given  to  whimsy  at  times— if  you  were 
to  put  educational  achievement  and 
educational  spending  on  the  same 
chart  and  track  the  trend  lines,  you 
would  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in- 
creased spending  produces  decreased 
performance  in  a  straight  cause-and-ef- 
fect  relationship. 

The  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
obviously  does  not  believe  it.  He  did 
not  believe  it  when  he  said  it,  but  he 
said  it  to  make  the  point  that  the  prob- 
lems in  education  are  not  necessarily 
problems  of  money.  I  came  to  that  con- 
clusion in  the  18  months  that  I  im- 
mersed myself  in  educational  issues  in 
Utah. 

I  am  dedicated  to  doing  what  I  can  to 
resolve  and  repair  educational  prob- 
lems in  this  country.  I  have  established 
a  foundation  to  which  I  have  given  my 
personal  wealth,  whose  primary  focus 
right  now  is  exploring  new  ways  of 
solving  our  educational  problems.  We 
have  some  pilot  projects  which  I  may 
talk  about  where  we  are  achieving  dra- 
matic breakthroughs  in  teaching  and 
learning  progress  among  disadvantaged 
students  without  any  increase  in  costs. 

With  that  opening  statement,  then, 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  Senator  from  Indi- 
ana. 

Mr.  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cov?:rdell).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Utah  for  yielding, 
and  I  certainly  want  to  say  how  much 
I  respect  the  amount  of  effort  and  time 
that  he  has  personally  committed  into 
looking  into  this  issue,  certainly  more 
than  this  particular  Senator.  I  am  anx- 
iously looking  forward  to  his  discus- 
sion with  us  about  what  he  has  found 
and  what  he  learned  in  those  18  months 
that  he  has  committed  to  studying  this 
subject.  And  I  think  he  raises  the  es- 
sential point  that  we  are  attempting  to 
deal  with  here,  and  that  is  not  whether 
or  not  Members  of  either  side  are  more 
or  less  committed  to  education.  I  think 
we  are  all  committed  to  education.  I 
think  our  record  shows  that  we  are 
committed  to  education.  But  what 
many  of  us  are  attempting  to  commu- 
nicate is  that  the  current  system  of 
education— providing  public  education 
for  our  children  in  this  country- does 
not  seem  to  be  working  very  well.  Re- 
port after  report  throughout  the  dec- 
ade of  the  1980's,  and  now  the  1990's.  in- 
dicates that  there  are  significant  prob- 
lems with  the  public  education  system 
in  America.  It  is  not  based  on  anec- 
dote, but  it  is  based  on  facts,  studies, 
and  statistics. 

And  so  the  question  that  Republicans 
are  essentially  raising  is:  Is  there  a 
better  way  to  provide  education  for 
America's  young  people,  so  that  they 


are  better  prepared  to  enter  today's 
work  force,  so  that  we  as  a  Nation  are 
better  prepared  to  compete  inter- 
nationally, so  that  we  as  parents  can 
provide  our  children  with  better  oppor- 
tunities to  learn?  Those  are  the  ques- 
tions that  are  before  us. 

It  is.  in  a  sense,  a  question  of.  do  we 
retain  the  status  quo.  the  structure, 
the  framework  that  has  brought  us  to 
this  point  in  American  education,  or  do 
we  allow  for  change?  Do  we  allow  for 
experimentation?  Do  we  allow  for  a  dif- 
ferent approach?  And  perhaps  if  we  do 
that,  we  can  find  that  there  is  a  more 
effective,  more  cost-effective  and  re- 
sults-oriented way  of  providing  edu- 
cation in  this  country. 

Now.  if  it  were  simply  a  matter  of 
money,  we  would  be  the  best-educated 
Nation  in  the  world.  Our  children 
would  be  head  and  shoulders  above  ev- 
erybody else,  because  we  have  poured 
untold  amounts  of  money  into  edu- 
cation in  an  attempt  to  solve  the  very 
problems  that  I  think  we  all  recognize 
exist  today  in  education.  It  is  the  solu- 
tion where  we  draw  a  line  of  distinc- 
tion in  terms  of  the  difference  between 
us. 

The  fact  is  that  education  spending 
has  increased  dramatically.  In  the  last 
30  years,  we  have  increased  spending 
four  times  what  we  spent  in  the  1950's. 
On  average,  we  pay  as  much  per  stu- 
dent per  year  in  public  schools  as  many 
private  schools  charge.  Per  pupil 
spending  tripled  from  its  1960  level,  re- 
sulting in  an  average  cost  of  $5,971  in 
1993  figures.  In  the  last  10  years  alone, 
per  pupil  spending  nationwide  has  in- 
creased 30  percent  above  the  level  re- 
quired to  keep  up  with  inflation.  That 
is  according  to  the  Education  Commis- 
sion of  the  States'  report. 

The  Department  uf  Education,  in  its; 
first  year,  which  was  fiscal  year  1980. 
housed  150  programs  funded  at  $14  bil- 
lion. Today,  just  15  years  later,  it 
houses  250  separately  authorized  pro- 
grams, employing  nearly  5.000  people. 
Its  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations  total 
is  $33.7  billion.  Their  administrative 
costs  alone  are  $440  million.  The  Edu- 
cation Department  spends  nearly  $500 
for  every  student  in  America. 

So  the  question  is  not,  are  we  pour- 
ing money  into  education,  or  are  we 
making  resources  available  either  at 
the  Federal,  State  or  local  levels  for 
education.  That  is  being  accomplished. 
The  question  is:  What  arc  we  getting 
for  the  money  that  we  are  putting  into 
education?  Are  we  getting  the  kind  of 
results  back  that  all  of  us  here  would 
desire?  Or  should  we  look  to  see  if 
there  is  a  more  effective  way  of  accom- 
plishing this  goal? 

I  suggest  that  we  need  to  look— and 
look  pretty  immediately- -at  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  more  effective  way. 
because  the  results  are  pretty  discour- 
aging. 

We  have  all  heard  about  the  decline 
in  SAT  scores  and  the  National  Assess- 


ment of  Educational  Progress  Reports, 
where  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  real 
public  spending  in  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary education  rose  from  just  over 
$50  billion  in  1960  to  nearly  $190  billion 
in  1990,  and  whereas  real  per  pupil 
spending  more  than  tripled  from  $1,450 
in  1960  to  $4,622  in  1990.  I  do  not  know 
of  anybody  saying  that  the  result  has 
been  a  tripling  of  the  quality  of  edu- 
cation that  is  being  received  by  our 
students. 

Eric  Hanushek.  in  his  book.  "Making 
Schools  Work,  "  which  was  published  by 
the  Brookings  Institution,  concluded 
from  an  exhaustive  study  of  edu- 
cational funding  in  America,  that  fund- 
ing is  not  related  to  school  quality. 

A  study  done  by  American  Demo- 
graphics, a  publication  of  the  U.S.  Cen- 
sus Board  found  that 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield"? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
when  I  have  finished  my  statement.  My 
understanding  is  that  the  Democrats 
have  had  their  full  90  minutes.  We 
would  like  to  use  some  of  our  time.  I 
know  the  clock  is  running. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  did  not  mean  to 
interrupt.  I  understand. 

Mr.  COATS.  The  results  of  the  Amer- 
ican Demographics  study  found  that 
there  was  no  direct  correlation  be- 
tween the  amount  of  money  spent  per 
pupil  and  student  performance.  In  fact, 
there  were  many  examples  where  it 
was  the  reverse — the  more  money  spent 
per  pupil,  the  worse  the  student  per- 
formance in  that  school  actually  was. 
And  oftentimes,  where  the  amounts  per 
pupil  were  relatively  low.  performance 
was  relatively  high.  And  so  experts 
studying  the  situation  had  to  go  in  and 
determine  whether  or  not  there  were 
other  factors  involved  in  providing 
learning  and  education  for  our  stu- 
dents. They  found  that  there  were 
many  other  factors  involved. 

Many  have  pointed  to  those  factors. 
And  those  are  factors  that  I  would  hope 
throughout  the  debate  this  year  on 
education — and  to  my  colleagues  who 
said  it  is  unconscionable  that  we  only 
have  3  hours,  let  me  just  reply  that  I 
was  not  here  when  the  unanimous-con- 
sent agreement  was  offered,  but  unani- 
mous consent  by  its  very  nature  means 
that  any  one  of  us  can  object.  If  any- 
body wanted  to  object.  I  suppose  we 
could  have  objected  to  that. 

We  will  have  probably  hundreds  of 
hours  of  debate  on  education  this  year 
in  this  Congress.  There  are  many  bills 
that  will  be  coming  up.  Senator 
LiEBERMAN  and  I  are  offering  a  bill, 
which  may  be  an  amendment  to  edu- 
cation. Others  will  be  offering  amend- 
ments on  various  bills.  We  will  be  deal- 
ing with  this  subject  at  length.  So  I  do 
not  think  anybody  needs  to  worry  that 
we  are  going  to  be  shorted  in  the 
amount  of  time  we  are  going  to  speak 
on  education  subjects. 

But.  clearly,  for  those  who  think  the 
solution    to    education    is    simply    to 


pump  more  money  into  a  system  that 
has  produced  such  disastrous  results — I 
cannot  understand  that  logic.  It  seems 
to  me  that  now  is  the  time  to  be  asking 
fundamental  questions  about  how  we 
can  reform  the  education  system  in 
this  country.  What  changes  can  we 
make?  What  demonstration  programs 
should  we  enter  into  to  give  us  more 
data  with  which  we  can  make  deci- 
sions? 

I  have  found— and  I  think  this  is  sup- 
ported by  a  number  of  studies  and  re- 
searchers— that  there  are  some  very 
basic  principles  that  are  involved  in 
providing  sound  education.  If  you 
study  schools  that  produce  results,  if 
you  look  at  students  that  can  dem- 
onstrate through  their  educational 
achievement  the  kind  of  success  that 
we  are  looking  for.  you  find  some  very 
common  themes  running  through  the 
whole  program. 

One  theme  is  that  the  education 
process  to  which  those  students  have 
been  subjected  to  dealt  with  basic  core 
subjects — the  reading,  writing,  arith- 
metic and  other  subjects  that  have  tra- 
ditionally formed  the  core  of  our  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education  in 
this  country. 

We  have  seen  a  great  deviation  from 
that  in  the  last  few  decades.  There 
have  been  many  new  experimental  pro- 
grams and  so  forth,  and  unfortunately, 
the  kind  of  electives  that  students 
have  been  allowed  to  sign  up  for.  have 
not  resulted  in  the  kind  of  educational 
achievement  in  the  basic  subjects  nec- 
essary for  adequate  performance  in  the 
workplace. 

Schools  that  have  returned  to  basic 
core  subject  teaching  have  turned  out 
students  that  are  much  better  prepared 
to  compete  in  todays  society. 

Second,  we  found  that  m  those 
schools  that  have  demonstrated  suc- 
cess and  students  have  demonstrated 
success,  we  have  found  that  there  has 
been  a  pretty  steady,  high  level  of  dis- 
cipline, that  the  standards  established 
by  the  schools,  by  the  communities  in 
which  those  schools  resided,  and  ad- 
ministered by  the  administrators  and 
the  standards  to  which  the  students 
were  held  accountable,  were  high 
standards.  Discipline  was  one  of  the 
major  ingredients,  one  of  the  basic 
principles  underlying  the  education 
process. 

Third,  we  found  that  there  was  an 
emphasis  on  teachers,  not  on  adminis- 
trators. We  have  seen  an  explosion  of 
administrative  costs  in  our  schools, 
where  it  seems  that  we  have  more  posi- 
tions filled  by  administrators  than  we 
do  tssLchcrs 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield?  I  wanted  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  give  the 
same  reply  to  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota that  I  gave  before.  I  would  like 
to  be  able  to  complete  my  statement.  I 
am  sure  the  Senator  has  a  number  of 
questions  he  would  like  to  ask.  but  I 
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would  prefer  to  make  my  statement. 
To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  we  al- 
lowed your  side  to  make  your  state- 
ments without  interruption,  and  I 
think  we  would  appreciate  making  our 
statements  without  interruption.  I 
know  the  Senator  would  like  to  engage 
in  debate  on  this  subject.  The  time  is 
divided.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that. 
There  will  be  plenty  of  opportunities 
all  year  long,  in  committee,  on  the 
floor.  We  are  under  a  time  limitation. 
The  limitation  was  agreed  to.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  and  Iowa  agreed 
to  it,  or  did  not  object  to  it. 

So  here  we  are.  I  think  those  of  us 
who  have  a  statement  to  make,  to 
counter  the  statements  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  and  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, would  like  to  make  those 
statements  without  interruption. 

Mr  President,  if  I  could  do  that,  I 
would  appreciate  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  the  right  not  to  yield. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  as  I  was 
saying,  I  think  one  of  the  basic  prin- 
ciples underlying  the  provision  of  a 
sound  education  is  the  emphasis  on 
those  providing  the  education,  not  on 
those  administering  the  building.  One 
of  the  most  discouraging  things  to  this 
Senator  in  viewing  public  education  is 
to  find  the  layer  upon  layer  upon  layer 
upon  layer  of  administrative  bureauc- 
racy designed  to  solve  every  problem  in 
the  school  except  providing  the  teach- 
ing of  the  student. 

Inevitably,  the  more  we  involve  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  educational 
process,  the  more  layers  of  administra- 
tion are  required.  The  more  assistant 
principals  for  this,  that  and  everything 
else,  the  more  forms,  the  more  proce- 
dures, the  more  rules,  the  more  of  ev- 
erything but  what  ought  to  take  place 
in  the  classroom. 

I,  for  one,  have  been  urging  the  Sen- 
ate to  revise  the  way  in  which  we  fund 
our  schools  so  that  we  can  provide 
funds  to  hire  competent  teachers  and 
then  let  them  teach. 

Another  thing  I  have  noticed:  it  does 
not  make  a  difference  how  fancy  the 
school  is,  how  much  equipment  they 
have,  or  what  the  condition  of  the 
building  is.  these  items  pale  in  com- 
parison to  the  requirement  that  the 
teacher  knows  what  they  are  doing  and 
the  teacher  is  able  to  provide  sound 
teaching  to  the  students  under  his  or 
her  tutelage. 

The  fourth  basic  principle  I  found 
that  seems  to  be  a  component  of  suc- 
cessful education  is  that  the  school  in- 
volves the  parents,  that  there  is  paren- 
tal involvement  and  community  in- 
volvement in  the  education  process. 
There  is  a  direct  correlation  between 
parental  involvement  and  educational 
success. 

Those  are  part  of  the  values  that  we 
cannot  necessarily  legislate.  Pumping 
more   money   into   the   Department  of 


Education  is  not  going  to  suddenly 
transform  parents  into  being  more  con- 
cerned about  their  children's  edu- 
cation. It  is  not  going  to  make  them 
show  up  at  school  more  often,  be  more 
involved  in  the  homework,  be  more  in- 
volved in  making  sure  their  student 
gets  to  class  on  time  and  performs  the 
work  that  is  assigned.  Community  in- 
volvement and  parental  involvement  is 
an  essential  key  ingredient  to  edu- 
cational success. 

Finally,  and  I  know  this  is  controver- 
sial, but  those  schools  that  maintain 
some  core  basic  values,  have  some 
value  education  as  part  of  their  cur- 
riculum, are  more  successful  in  turning 
out  students  who  perform  better,  who 
are  better  trained,  who  do  better  on 
the  tests.  It  provides.  I  believe,  a  better 
atmosphere  for  learning  and  has  been 
demonstrated  to  be  effective. 

The  sad  reality  that  has  emerged 
from  about  30  years  of  Federal  involve- 
ment and  ever-increasing  Federal  dol- 
lars and  ever-increasing  Federal  rules 
and  regulations  into  our  education  is  a 
pattern  of  more  spending,  especially  as 
I  said  for  administration,  fewer  stu- 
dents staying  in  school  through  grad- 
uation, lower  SAT  scores,  lower  grad- 
uation rates  and  dismal  rates  of  aca- 
demic proficiency. 

We  only  need  to  look  at  the  District 
of  Columbia  right  outside  our  door  to 
show  that  spending  per  pupil  is  not  the 
solution  to  the  problem.  Most  public 
school  graduates  arriving  at  college, 
graduating  from  District  of  Columbia 
schools,  are  ill-prepared  for  their  fur- 
ther education.  Nearly  90  percent  of 
the  freshmen  at  the  University  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  last  fall  needed 
remedial  work  in  English,  49  percent 
had  trouble  reading,  and  49  percent 
could  not  do  basic  math. 

Now.  is  the  solution  to  pour  more 
money  into  the  system?  Or  is  the  solu- 
tion to  say  maybe  there  is  something 
wrong  with  the  system.  Maybe  we 
ought  to  look  at  ways  in  which  we  can 
change  the  system. 

That  is  one  of  the  things  that  Sen- 
ator LiEBERMAN  and  I  are  attempting 
to  do  with  our  school  choice  dem- 
onstration project,  designed  for  low-in- 
come families  and  low-income  students 
and  parents  who  find  that  their  stu- 
dents are  trapped  in  a  public  education 
system  that  is  not  going  to  provide 
them  with  the  education  they  need  to 
rise  out  of  their  current  level  of  pov- 
erty. Many  parents,  particularly  those 
who  live  in  the  inner  city,  are  begging 
for  the  opportunity  to  send  their  stu- 
dents somewhere  other  than  the  public 
education  facility. 

We  have  a  school  in  Indianapolis.  IN. 
which  is  a  private  parochial  school 
that  spends  one-third  of  the  amount 
per  pupil  as  the  public  school  just  down 
the  block.  We  have  parents  standing  in 
line  trying  to  enroll  their  students  in  a 
parochial  school  that  spends  one-third 
less  on  their  students  than  the  public 


schools,  because  they  know  they  are 
going  to  get  a  better  education.  And 
why  will  they  get  a  better  education? 
Because  the  basic  principles  underlying 
the  education  in  that  parochial  school, 
many  of  which  I  have  outlined  earlier, 
are  not  provided  in  the  local  public 
school.  All  Senator  Lieber.m.^n  and  I 
are  attempting  to  do  is  set  aside  some 
funds  so  that  on  a  voluntary  basis, 
communities  can  enter  into  demonstra- 
tion programs,  demonstration  pro- 
grams which  will  provide  this  Congress 
with  objective  data  about  the  school 
choice  alternative,  which  we  can  use  to 
determine  how  best  to  make  the  nec- 
essary changes  in  the  education  system 
to  enable  the  children  in  this  country 
to  lead  successful,  productive  lives. 

Yet  each  time  we  offer  this  amend- 
ment, we  are  thwarted  by  the  same 
proponents  of  this  amendment.  We  are 
not  allowed  any  experimentation.  "Do 
not  do  anything  different.  Keep  the 
system  just  exactly  as  it  is.  The  only 
thing  it  lacks  is  more  money.'" 

Well.  I  would  argue.  Mr.  President, 
that  it  lacks  much  more  than  greater 
amounts  of  money,  rather  that  it  needs 
fundamental,  basic  reform.  I  do  not 
have  the  answers  as  to  exactly  what 
that  reform  ought  to  be,  but  we  ought 
to  at  least  be  able  to  experiment  and 
give  students  and  parents  a  choice  out- 
side the  system.  If  we  can  give  them  a 
choice  outside  the  system,  maybe  it 
will  make  the  system  better. 

If  we  had  one  car  company  in  Amer- 
ica, I  daresay  that  we.  as  consumers, 
would  not  enjoy  the  variety,  the  qual- 
ity, nor  the  cost  effectiveness  that  we 
get  from  having  competition  through- 
out the  industry. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  system  in 
America,  that  as  a  monopoly,  operates 
efficiently  Competition  .spurs  better 
performance,  it  spurs  more  cost-effec- 
tive performance,  it  spurs  better  re- 
sults. Yet  we  do  not  have  competition 
in  schooling  alternatives  in  America 
for  those  with  low  incomes. 

It  is  easy  for  Senators  to  say.  "Let  us 
keep  all  the  emphasis  on  public 
schools."  We  can  afford  to  send  our 
kids  somewhere  outside  the  public 
schools.  My  children  go  to  public 
schools,  but  it  is  easy  for  me.  If  I  do 
not  like  the  public  school  I  can  afford 
to  send  them  somewhere  else.  But  what 
about  the  low-income  mother,  living  in 
the  inner  city?  What  about  the  parents 
who  do  not  have  the  income  to  have  a 
choice?  They  are  condemned  to  a 
school  which  is  condemning  their  child 
to  an  inferior  education,  trapping  that 
child  in  circumstances  and  in  poverty. 
And  we  cannot  even  provide  a  dem- 
onstration project  to  see  whether  or 
not  it  would  benefit  the  children  to 
have  a  degree  of  choice  as  to  what 
school  they  attend. 

Who  are  we  trying  to  protect?  The 
administrators?  The  system?  Or  do  we 
really  care  about  the  education  of  chil- 
dren? I  submit  our  goal  here  is  not  to 
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protect  the  system.  It  is  not  to  protect 
the  administrators.  It  is  not  to  protect 
the  lobbying  groups.  Our  goal  is  to 
look  out  for  the  children  and  give  them 
opportunities  that  they  have  not  had 
under  our  current  system. 

So.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject 
this  "Let  us  just  put  more  money  into 
the  existing  system"  amendment.  That 
is  what  it  is.  "Let  us  make  sure  we  per- 
petuate the  status  quo.  Let  us  keep  ev- 
erything within  the  box  and  the  frame- 
work will  be  defined  by  the  public  sys- 
tem and  their  lobbyists.  They  will  de- 
fine the  framework.  And  do  not  let 
anybody  dare  compete  with  them  be- 
cause they  might  do  it  better." 

Who  do  we  really  care  about?  Who 
are  we  really  looking  out  for?  I  contend 
it  is  the  students  we  should  care  about. 
It  is  their  future  we  should  care  about. 
And  we  ought  to  give  them  the  oppor- 
tunities to  escape  a  lousy,  rotten, 
failed  school  if  that  is  where  they  find 
themselves. 

There  are  many  public  schools  doing 
a  fine  job  in  America.  But  there  are 
many  lousy  schools  doing  a  lousy  job 
in  America.  And  to  trap  a  certain  seg- 
ment of  our  population,  low-income 
families,  in  that  situation  I  think  is  a 
great  disservice  to  the  future  of  this 
country.  To  argue  that  those  who  ob- 
ject to  putting  more  money  into  the 
failed  system  are  against  education,  or 
do  not  care  about  the  future  of  Amer- 
ica, or  somehow  do  not  care  about  the 
future  of  our  children,  is  the  most  dis- 
ingenuous argument  that  I  have  heard. 
It  just  flies  in  the  face  of  the  facts  that 
we  all  know  are  true. 

As  the  report  in  the  1980's  said,  we 
are  just  treading  along  in  a  sea  of  me- 
diocrity in  public  education  in  this 
country.  It  is  high  time  we  made  some 
changes  in  the  s.vt;tem.  In  1995  let  uis  be 
a  little  bit  innovative,  let  us  be  bold. 
let  us  take  some  chances,  especially 
when  we  are  dealing  with  a  system 
that  has  failed  us  so  badly. 

I  went  on  longer  than  I  intended.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Utah  for  his 
generous  yielding  of  time.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require  and 
will  yield  shortly  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  who  has  a  point  to 
make. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  May  I  have  a 
point  of  inquiry  and  that  is  it? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  my  friend  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Will  there  be  any 
opportunity  for  questions  and  discus- 
sion after  the  Senator  speaks?  Or  does 
he  want  to  just  go  forward  without  any 
questions? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  cannot  speak  for 
other  Senators.  When  I  get  in  my  pres- 
entation, if  the  questions  are  not  so 
much    a    barrier    to    prevent    me    from 


going  on  to  the  point  I  would  make,  I 
will  be  happy  to  yield  for  questions  at 
the  appropriate  lime,  and  tell  my 
friend  he  could  look  forward  to  that,  if 
he  can  stand  the  boredom  of  staying  on 
the  floor  until  I  get  going. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  my  col- 
league for  his  graciousness  and  say  to 
him,  as  a  teacher,  as  long  as  we  are 
talking  about  education,  the  best  edu- 
cation is  when  we  have  a  chance  to 
have  this  exchange  of  views.  I  thank 
my  colleague. 

Mr.    BENNETT.    Mr.    President,    we 
have    had    some    general    statements 
about  education  here.  Undoubtedly  we 
will  have  some  more  before  this  time  is 
up. 
May  I  ask  how  much  time  remains? 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
Chair  would  advise   the  Senator  from 
Utah  that  he  has  49V2  minutes  remain- 
ing. 
Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  chair. 
Let  us   talk   for  just  a   minute,   al- 
though it  may  seem  extraneous  to  the 
discussion  we  have  had.  about  what  the 
amendment  does.  Let  us  talk  about  the 
parliamentary  situation  with  which  we 
are    faced,    rather    than    about   cosmic 
matters  relating  to  education  in  gen- 
eral. 

The  total  amount  of  Federal  spend- 
ing in  America's  educational  system 
comes  to  6.6  percent  of  the  total  figure. 
So  we  are  talking  about  what  happens 
to  that  Federal  6.6  percent.  With  all  of 
this  talk  about  gigantic  slashes,  even  if 
we  were  to  eliminate  all  of  it  that 
would  be  a  6.6-percent  cut.  But  of 
course  we  are  not  talking  about  elimi- 
nating all  of  it.  We  are  talking  about 
funding  here  at  a  level  that  has  been 
established  in  fiscal  1992.  Someone 
says.  "Why  do  you  go  back  to  1992?" 
Simply  because  as  I  understand  the 
budget  process,  there  was  a  strong  blip 
up  in  1993  and  1994,  and  the  Budget 
Committee  has  gone  back  to  the  level 
that  they  would  consider  to  be  more 
tiaditional.  to  hold  that  level  through 
the  year  2002.  So  we  are  talking  about 
level  funding,  not  slashing  all  of  the  6.6 
percent. 

From  some  of  the  rhetoric  I  have 
heard  on  the  floor  this  afternoon  you 
would  think  we  were  cutting  the  entire 
educational  system  of  the  country  by 
huge,  huge  amounts  when  in  fact  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Budget 
Committee  would  establish  a  level  of 
funding  for  that  which  is  6.6  percent  of 
the  total  rather  than  the  other  impli- 
cations we  have  had. 

Do  Washington  education  dollars 
fund  my  daughter's  textbooks?  No. 
That  is  all  done  with  State  and  local 
funds.  So  this  budget  has  nothing  to  do 
with  textbooks. 

Do  Washington  education  dollars  pay 
for  my  son's  teachers?  No.  That  is  all 
done  with  State  and  local  funds.  This 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  paying  of 
teachers'  salaries. 

Then  do  Washington  education  dol- 
lars  build    my    neighborhood   schools? 


No.  We  are  not  talking  about  building 
schools,  paying  teachers,  buying  text- 
books or  supplies. 

The  Federal  dollars  we  are  talking 
about  go  to  very  specific  programs,  pri- 
marily to  assist  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments in  efforts  for  special  popu- 
lations: Disadvantaged,  individuals 
with  disabilities— Federal  dollars  go  to 
assist  State  and  local  people  in  that 
population.  I  stress  assist,  because, 
once  again,  the  bulk  of  the  funds  come 
from  the  States  and  the  localities.  I 
will  address  that  in  just  a  moment.  It 
goes  to  assist  those  with  special  needs: 
Bilingual  education,  drug  use  preven- 
tion, dropout  prevention  and  so  on. 
Some  assists  with  research. 

The  programs  with  the  largest  out- 
lays in  the  Federal  dollars  are  Indian 
education,  impact  aid.  school  improve- 
ment^that  is  drug-free  schools— math 
and  science  improvement  kinds  of 
things,  education  for  the  disadvan- 
taged—we  call  chapter  1  programs — 
and,  as  I  say  bilingual  education,  spe- 
cial education,  rehabilitation  services 
for  those  with  disabilities,  some  voca- 
tional, libraries  and  so  on. 

I  alluded,  in  my  opening  comment,  to 
my  experience  as  chairman  of  the  Stra- 
tegic Planning  Commission  for  Edu- 
cation in  the  State  of  Utah.  We  looked 
over  the  budget.  That  is  where  you 
start.  You  look  at  the  numbers.  And  as 
the  folks  were  outlining  the  budget  to 
me.  I  said,  "Can  we  move  any  money 
from  this  to  this?" 

I  was  told.   'Oh.  no.  You  cannot  move 
any  money  from  this  function  to  that 
function." 
"Why  not?" 

I  am  coming  in  as  a  businessman,  all 
excited  with  this  assignment  from  the 
State  board  of  education.  I  am  going  to 
biiGw  uucm  some  sound  business  prac- 
tices— all  the  naivete  that  comes  with 
that  kind  of  assignment,  with  those 
who  really  do  not  understand  what 
they  are  getting  into. 

I  was  told:  "You  cannot  move  this 
money  from  this  program  to  this  pro- 
gram because  when  it  is  over  here,  it  is 
matching  Federal  funds." 

And  naively  I  said:  "Oh.  matching 
Federal  funds?  OK.  I  understand  that. 
We  are  spending  50-cent  dollars,  are 
we?  The  Fed  put  up  50  cents,  and  we 
put  up  50  cents.  I  can  understand  that. 
Is  it  not  wonderful  to  spend  50  cents 
out  of  every  dollar?  "  "Oh,"  they  said. 
"Bob,  you  really  are  naive.  The  Feds  do 
not  put  up  50  cents.  The  Feds  will  put 
up  15  cents  and  require  you  to  match 
the  85."  "Oh.  Well  then,  "  I  said.  "  "in 
that  case,  if  we  do  not  like  the  pro- 
gram, let  us  just  tell  the  Feds  to  keep 
their  15  cents,  and  we  will  spend  the  85 
cents  someplace  else."  Once  again, 
with  the  shake  of  the  head,  "Bob.  are 
you  naive?  You  have  to  put  up  the  85 
cents  whether  you  want  to  or  not.  The 
Federal  law  requires  it."  1  said.  "Wait 
a  minute.  What  is  it?  Matching  funds? 
Matching  means  50-50."  They  said  "No. 
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Matching  means  whatever  the  Feds  de- 
cide it  means."  "You  mean  we  cannot 
refuse  the  15  cents?  We  have  to  take 
the  85  cents,  whether  we  want  to  or 
not.  and  spend  it  in  this  program?" 
They  said,  "Now  you  are  beginning  to 
understand." 

I  said.  "What  would  happen  if  we  did 
refuse  the  15  cents?"  They  said.  "The 
Federal  Government  would  sue  you. 
And  they  would  win."  I  said.  "Isn't 
there  any  program  of  matching  funds 
where  the  Feds  put  up  at  least  50  cents 
out  of  every  dollar''"  They  said.  "Yes. 
There  is  one  program  where  the  Feds 
put  up  50  cents  out  of  every  dollar.  It  is 
school  lunch.  But  everything  else  the 
Feds  put  up  less  than  50  cents  and  the 
States  have  to  put  up  more." 

So  they  said,  in  effect,  even  though 
the  Federal  Government  only  puts  up  6 
percent  of  the  total  educational  budg- 
et, the  Federal  Government  controls 
the  State  priorities  through  this  proc- 
ess because  they  distort  how  you  are 
spending  your  State  funds.  My  first 
education,  if  you  will,  in  education  and 
the  discovery  of  how  intrusive  the  Fed- 
eral Government  can  be.  Somehow  I 
came  back  here  with  the  desire  that 
that  ought  to  be  changed.  And  this 
budget  resolution  which  begins  to  level 
out  rather  than  continue  to  spiral  up 
Federal  spending.  I  think,  gives  us  an 
opportunity  to  effect  that  kind  of 
change. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  on  this 
floor  about  the  cost  of  college  edu- 
cation, how  we  need  to  bring  down  the 
cost  of  college  education,  to  do  some- 
thing about  student  loans,  as  this 
budget  resolution  does,  and  that  it 
would  be  devastating  to  every  college 
student  who  has  to  borrow  money  to  go 
to  college.  Now,  in  this  debate  they  are 
igiioring  one  very  important  thing 
when  they  say  that. 

I  am  about  to  yield  time  to  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  New  Mexico  because 
he  has  a  chart  on  this  and  is  ready  to 
talk  to  us  about  that. 

The  important  thing  to  remember  is 
that  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  told  us  that,  if  we  adopt  this  budg- 
et resolution,  interest  rates  will  come 
down.  That  means  students  who  borrow 
money  to  go  to  school  will  have  to  pay 
back  less  because  they  have  lower  in- 
terest rates.  Not  only  those  students 
who  are  borrowing  student  loans,  but 
also  those  students  who,  for  one  reason 
or  another,  cannot  get  a  student  loan 
will  also  benefit  as  a  result  of  this 
budget  resolution.  The  benefit  will  be 
across  the  board.  All  students  who 
have  to  go  into  debt  to  pay  their  col- 
lege education,  whether  themselves  or 
their  parents,  will  benefit  as  a  result  of 
this  budget  resolution,  and  you  are  di- 
luting that  if  you  adopt  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Utah  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
for  a  question. 


Mr.  GREGG.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Utah  think  there  is  a  certain  amount 
of  irony  in  this?  You  have  these  Mem- 
bers from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
who  I  know  come  here  in  good  faith. 
spending  money  which  is  basically  the 
result  of  the  efforts  made  by  Members 
on  our  side  of  the  aisle  to  get  the  budg- 
et balanced,  which  dollars  are  gen- 
erated by  a  scoring  of  a  balanced  budg- 
et, as  a  result  of  which  the  CBO  says 
they  can  score  a  2-percent  reduction  in 
interest  rates. 

So  the  money  which  is  being  used  in 
this  amendment  to  fund  this  alleged 
expenditure,  or  this  expenditure  they 
are  proposing,  is  generated  by  a  2-per- 
cent dividend  which  is  the  result  of  the 
drop  in  interest  rates.  Yet,  they  totally 
ignore  at  the  same  time  that  that  2- 
percent  dividend  in  a  drop  in  interest 
rates  will  run  to  the  benefit  of  all  the 
students  who  are  borrowing  money,  all 
the  homeowners  who  are  borrowing 
money,  all  the  people  who  have  credit 
cards,  all  the  folks  in  this  country  who 
are  involved  in  the  use  of  credit, 
whether  it  is  for  a  home  or  for  getting 
through  the  day  with  their  Visa  card  or 
MasterCharge  card,  or  whether  it  is 
their  education. 

So  they  are  perfectly  happy  to  spend 
the  money  that  is  generated  by  this  2 
percent  dividend,  but  they  give  us  no 
credit  for  scoring  the  benefits  to  the 
students  of  this  country  as  a  result  of 
getting  that  2  percent  dividend. 

Is  not  that  ironic? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  agree  that  it  is 
ironic.  But  it  goes  beyond  that,  if  I 
may  respond. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  imperil  the  creation  of  the  so- 
called  special  fund  or  discretionary 
fund  at  the  end  of  the  process  from 
which  they  intend  to  take  the  S40  bil- 
lion. In  other  words,  if  in  fact  more 
money  is  spent  on  education  than  is 
called  for  in  this  resolution,  the  fund 
at  the  back  end  will  not  occur  and, 
therefore,  it  will  not  be  available  to 
them  to  pay  for  the  $40  billion  that 
they  are  spending.  The  only  way  that 
can  be  there  is  if  the  budget  amend- 
ment is  held  intact. 

So  it  is  not  only  ironic:  it  is  fiscally 
impossible  for  you  to  do  both  things  at 
the  same  time. 

Mr.  GREGG.  If  the  Senator  will  yield 
for  an  additional  question. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  will  yield  for  an  ad- 
ditional comment. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  think  this  point  is 
very  important  to  emphasize  because  I 
asked  my  staff.  If  they  are  going  to 
continue  to  spend  this  2  percent  that  is 
generated  as  a  result  of  interest  rates 
coming  down,  should  not  we  at  least 
find  out  what  that  benefit  is  to  the 
American  people  generally,  not  only  in 
the  area  of  deficit  reduction  but  gen- 
erally? So  I  asked  my  staff.  They 
talked  to  the  people  at  the  Federal  Re- 
serve and  found  what  the  gross 
consumer  debt  is  in  this  country  and 


what  the  gross  home  ownership  debt  is 
in  this  country.  One  can  make  a  simple 
calculation.  What  is  2  percent  of  that 
worth  to  the  American  people?  They 
did  that.  I  am  not  sure  how  good  their 
math  is,  but  their  numbers  say  that 
the  2-percent  savings  on  the  gross 
consumer  debt,  which  happens  to  be 
$928  trillion,  2  percent  savings 

Mr.  BENNETT,  Was  that  $928  tril- 
lion'.' 

Mr.  GREGG.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  think  the  Senator 
missed  a  decimal  point. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  the  entire 
consumer  debt. 

Mr.  GREGG.  The  entire  consumer 
debt.  The  Senator  is  right,  "billion  dol- 
lars": $928  billion 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  entire  worth  of 
the  country  is  about  $27  trillion. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Just  a  second.  I  will  get 
to  the  trillion  dollars.  The  2-percent 
savings  on  that  is  $18  billion  annually. 
On  home  ownership  mortgages,  the  en- 
tire debt  is  $4.3  trillion— $4.3  trillion- 
which  means  that  the  annual  savings 
on  that  number  is  approximately  $90 
billion. 

So  you  put  those  two  together,  and 
you  are  up  to  $100  billion  of  savings  in 
interest  costs  that  we  are  going  to  gen- 
erate for  the  American  consumer  over 
the  next  year,  every  year  that  we  have 
in  place  this  balanced  budget. 

I  did  not  happen  to  get  the  number 
for  what  the  gross  amount  is  of  student 
loans,  but  I  think  that  would  be  a  very 
interesting  number.  The  gross  amount 
of  student  loans  which  we  have  in  this 
country,  take  2  percent  off  that,  and  I 
suspect  you  are  going  to  see  that  the 
dividend  to  the  students  in  this  coun- 
try far  exceeds  the  number  which  is 
being  considered  here  over  a  5-year  or 
7-year  plan. 

I  think  this  is  critical  to  understand 
because  there  is  nobody  on  that  side, 
nobody,  who  is  going  to  vote  to  insti- 
tute the  type  of  changes  that  are  nec- 
essary in  order  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget  which  generates  this  dividend, 
this  reduction  in  interest  rates. 

I  think  it  is  critical.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator  from  Utah  correctmg  my 
math.  That  is  deeply  critical.  But  I 
think  it  is  very  important,  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  has  pointed  out;  it  is  a 
very  significant  fact. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  have  two  observations.  One  is  a  per- 
sonal one.  I  remember  when  I  went  to 
the  University  of  Southern  California 
where  my  son  decided  he  wanted  to  go. 
I  went  there  with  some  fear  and  trem- 
bling because  I  did  not  think  I  could  af- 
ford to  have  him  do  that,  my  two  other 
children  having  gone  to  much  cheaper 
institutions  financially. 

I  said.  "Can  I  get  a  loan?"  They  said. 
"Well,  what  is  your  income?"  I  told 
them  my  income.  They  said.  "Well,  we 
are  not  sure.  Do  you  have  any  other 
children  in  college?"  I  said.  "Oh. 
Sure."  I  have  six  children  and  not  all  of 


them  were  in  college  at  the  same  time 
but  enough  were.  They  said  with  other 
children  in  college  I  could  get  a  loan.  I 
said,  ■Good.  At  a  lower  interest  rate?" 
"Oh.  yes.  Subsidized  interest  rate.  " 
Then  they  said,  "By  the  way,  what  is 
your  house  worth?"  I  was  living  in 
southern  California  at  the  time,  and 
real  estate  prices  had  gone  sky  high. 
And  when  I  told  them  what  my  house 
was  worth,  the.v  said.  "There  is  no  way 
in  the  world  you  can  qualify  for  a  loan 
with  that  much  net  worth  "  The  only 
way  I  could  get  that  son  in  school  was 
to  take  out  a  second  mortgage  on  my 
house.  But  I  could  not  get  it  subsidized 
with  a  Government  program  because 
my  house  was  worth  too  much. 

So,  on  a  personal  basis,  bringing 
down  the  interest  rates  2  percent  on 
my  home  loan  would  have  been  tremen- 
dously valuable  to  me  in  terms  of  what 
I  could  afford  for  that  student.  And 
that  goes  to  the  point  I  was  making 
earlier,  which  is  this  budget  resolution, 
if  passed  intact,  will  not  only  benefit 
those  students  that  are  getting  student 
loans  from  the  Government  but  the 
over  50  percent  of  students  whose  loans 
are  not  subsidized  by  the  Government 
but  whose  parents  are  paying  for  it  di- 
rectly. 

I  refer  you  to  the  chart  which  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
placed  on  the  floor,  and  I  ask  the  Sen- 
ator if  he  would  care  to  take  us 
through  that. 

I  yield  such  time  as  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  may  require. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr  President,  I  am  not  sure  that 
Senator  Harkin  would  be  within  ear- 
shot of  these  comments,  but  actually, 
from  my  standpoint.  I  would  just  sug- 
gest he  very  much  wanted  to  speak  and 
apparently  did  not  get  a  chance.  I 
would  have  no  objection  if  he  wanted 
to  use  5  or  6  minutes  of  our  time,  if  he 
appeared  here  shortly  on  the  floor,  I 
say  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  would  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  the  Senator  would 
like  to  come  to  the  floor,  I  will  yield 
him  6  or  7  minutes  if  he  wants  to 
speak.  We  will  try  to  work  it  out  where 
he  does  not  get  the  last  remarks,  just 
as  a  matter  of  principle  but,  otherwise, 
I  would  not  mind  at  all. 

Mr.  President,  maybe  what  I  will  do 
for  a  few  minutes  is  just  go  through 
about  5  charges,  what  we  have  been 
charged  with  doing  in  this  budget,  and 
respond  to  it  in  terms  of  what  we  think 
we  are  doing.  So  maybe  1  could  just 
take  a  few  minutes  and  do  this. 

Yesterday.  I  was  on  the  floor  and 
heard  this.  I  would  be  very  surprised  if 
it  was  not  said  again  today.  Under  the 
Senate  resolution,  thousands  of  stu- 
dents will  not  have  access  to  Pell 
grants.  Remember  that  statement? 

Response:  The  budget  resolution  be- 
fore us  makes  a  number  of  assumptions 


and  comes  out  with  exactly  the 
amount  of  money  saved  and  spent  in 
this  resolution.  The  answer  to  that 
charge  is:  Absolutely  false.  The  Senate 
resolution  assumes  no  changes  in  the 
Pell  grant  program. 

In  fact,  the  report  accompanying  the 
resolution  states  clearly  current  law 
funding  for  Pell  grants  is  assumed.  The 
Pell  grant  program,  while  a  discre- 
tionary program  and  thus  up  to  the  ap- 
propriators,  is  funded  on  the  basis  of 
eligible  population.  The  resolution  as- 
sumes that  this  will  continue  to  be  the 
case.  The  Pell  grants  will  be  $2,340  per 
student.  The  Senate  resolution  has  no 
change  in  current  law. 

Next  one.  Charge;  Under  the  Repub- 
lican plan— and  this  is  the  most  gross 
charge  and  grossly  erroneous  charge — 
it  will  cost  graduate  students  $40,000 
more  to  go  to  school. 

Response;  This  argument  is  based 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  student 
borrows  the  maximum  amount  for  all  4 
years  of  undergraduate  education,  for  2 
years  of  graduate  school,  that  interest 
accrues  during  that  entire  period  while 
the  student  is  in  school,  and  they  repay 
the  loan  over  20  years. 

Now  let  me  suggest,  the  Senate  plan 
does  this;  For  the  above  student  that  I 
just  referred  to,  interest  costs  would 
accrue  during  school  only  for  those 
loans  taken  out  as  a  graduate  student, 
not  undergraduate.  Under  the  Senate 
plan,  under  the  most  extreme  case,  for 
example,  if  a  student  borrowed  the 
maximum  amount.  $65,000  over  6  years, 
and  took  30  years  to  repay — not  20.  but 
30;  so  we  even  make  it  a  longer  period 
of  time— their  cost  would  rise  by  10 
percent  over  what  they  would  pay 
under  current  law. 

Under  current  law.  this  student 
would  repay  a  total  of  $173,605.  Under 
the  Senate  plan,  in  an  extreme  case,  af- 
fecting less  than  1  percent  of  all  stu- 
dents— that  is  why  I  used  it;  it  is  an  ex- 
treme case— we  would  add  $17,000  over 
30  years,  not  $40,000  over  20,  and  only  I 
percent  of  the  students  borrowing 
money  today  would  be  affected  by  that 
most  extreme  scenario.  And  they  are 
all  graduate  students.  Now.  that  is  the 
truth. 

Charge:  Under  the  Senate  resolution, 
it  will  cost  undergraduate  students  an 
additional  $5,000  repayment  of  their 
loans. 

Our  response:  That  assumption  is 
based  upon  the  premise  that  an  under- 
graduate student  borrows  the  maxi- 
mum amount  allowable  each  year  for  4 
years,  and  that  interest  accrues  during 
the  in-school  period. 

Again,  this  is  false.  The  assumption 
about  the  Senate  resolution  is  false 
and  is  being  done  in  a  vacuum.  The 
Senate  resolution  assumes  current  law 
with  respect  to  undergraduate  students 
while  they  are  in  school.  Under  current 
law.  while  they  are  in  school,  their  in- 
terest will  not  accrue  until  graduation. 

Under  the  Senate  balanced  budget 
resolution,    a    student    who    borrows 


$17,125  over  4  years  will  pay  an  addi- 
tional $182  over  the  10-year  repayment, 
for  approximately  $1  per  month. 

Now,  I  could  go  on,  but  I  will  insert 
in  the  Record  the  charge  about  mid- 
dle-class families  not  being  allowed  to 
send  their  children  to  college.  That  is 
an  allegation,  a  charge. 

Response;  For  all  students,  the  plan 
provides  a  current  growth  in  loan  vol- 
ume as  projected  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office. 

According  to  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office,  the  availability  of  loans  for 
students  at  much  lower  cost  than  what 
they  could  receive  in  consumer  mar- 
kets will  not  be  limited  in  any  way 
under  this  budget  plan. 

Under  this  Senate  plan,  students  will 
receive  $26  billion  in  1996.  The  level  of 
available  loans  will  continue  to  rise  to 
$33  billion  by  the  year  2000. 

Over  the  next  5  years,  $151.4  billion  in 
student  loans  will  be  available. 

Now,  Mr.  President.  I  am  quite  sure 
that  for  those  who  listened  to  the  de- 
bate, they  would  never  have  assumed 
that  that  is  the  case,  for  they  would 
have  assumed  the  Republicans  do  not 
understand  the  value  of  education. 
They  would  have  assumed  that  we  just 
set  out  on  a  course  to  say  even  those 
programs  that  are  successful,  we  are 
for  cutting  them,  tightening  them  up, 
getting  rid  of  them,  none  of  which  is 
true. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  very 
much  to  go  through  this  chart  for  a 
minute  and  then  tell  the  American  i)eo- 
ple  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

Here  is  the  way  the  undergraduate 
program  looks. 

Current  law,  original  principal  and 
amount  borrowed,  $10,000.  Senate  budg- 
et resolution,  same.  $10,000.  Difference, 
zero. 

Am.ount  used  to  pay  fees.  $400:  $500: 
$100  in  additional  fees. 

In  other  words,  we  are  having  the 
student  pay  a  little  bit  of  the  fees.  $100. 

Amount  available  to  pay  education 
costs  over  10  years.  $9,600:  $9,500;  minus 
$100. 

Original  principal  amount  of  repay- 
ment. $10,000:  $10,000.  Difference,  none. 

This  next  one.  the  accrued  interest 
during  6-month  grace  period.  This  is 
the  change.  Right  now.  you  have  6 
months  after  graduation  and  obtaining 
the  degree  before  interest  starts  to  ac- 
crue. So  during  that  6  months,  there  is 
zero.  In  the  suggested  program  in  that 
budget  resolution,  you  do  not  get  that 
6-month  grace.  You  start  paying  inter- 
est—$330  total  amount  at  repayment. 
You  would  have  thought  these  under- 
graduate students  were  going  to  end  up 
paying  three  or  four  times  what  they 
are  paying— $10,000:  $10,330;  plus  $330. 

Perhaps  there  are  some  who  would 
like  to  say.  "We  can't  afford  that.  We 
just  cannot  do  that.  Do  it  somewhere 
else  "  Or.  "Do  not  get  a  balanced  budg- 
et. Just  charge  the  future  generations. 
That  is  a  little,  tiny  bit  of  money.  " 
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Repayment  at  a  standard  10-year 
monthly  payment,  $123.  Estimated 
after  the  balanced  budget,  $124.  Why? 
Interest  rates  come  down.  The  amount 
is  SI. 

Somebody  might  say.  -But  what  if 
those  interest  rates  do  not  come 
down?"  Let  me  see  if  I  can  read  what 
happens.  This  one  is  changed  to  $8.  Mr. 
President.  So  instead  of  $1,  which  we 
assume  will  be  the  case,  a  SI  increase, 
it  will  be  $8.  This  is  the  entire  student 
loan  program,  S26.6  billion.  Are  we  cut- 
ting the  $26.6  billion':'  How  much  is  it 
going  up  to:*  One  hundred  fifty-one  bil- 
lion dollars  over  5  years,  that  is  what 
we  are  recommending  this  loan  port- 
folio be  for  undergraduates.  Cumu- 
lative repayment. 

College  students  of  America,  your 
contribution  to  helping  us  balance  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  under  the 
student  loan  program  is  $1  a  month  in- 
crease, an  astronomical  amount  over 
the  10-year  repayment  of  $142.  Frankly, 
I  will  take  my  chance  on  that  on  any 
campus  in  America.  I  will  go  tell  the 
freshmen  and  the  seniors:  For  your  stu- 
dent loan  program,  do  you  want  to 
share  a  little  bit  with  us  the  sacrifice 
so  we  can  get  a  balanced  budget,  or  do 
you  want  to  listen  to  people  who  say  to 
do  that  is  to  destroy  universities,  is  to 
eliminate  opportunities  for  all  our 
children,  all  those  wanting  to  go  to  col- 
lege? 

I  do  not  believe  that  is  the  case,  and 
I  do  not  believe  the  young  people  in 
college  feel  that.  If  we  were  not  going 
to  get  a  balanced  budget,  and  we  were 
just  going  to  run  around  here  like  we 
have  been  doing  for  all  these  years  and 
tinkering  around  the  edges  and  say  we 
will  take  care  of  that  some  day.  some 
day  some  year— in  the  meantime,  get 
your  college  degrees  and  go  to  work 
and  then  we  will  make  you  start  pay- 
ing off  these  bills.  Not  these  bills,  these 
other  giant  bills,  these  billions  that  we 
are  going  to  charge  to  you.  you  college 
students,  we  are  going  to  make  you 
pay  them  off.  I  would  think  they  would 
Jump  for  this  proposition.  Frankly, 
that  is  not  all. 

We  have  been  accused  here  of  cutting 
title  I  for  the  poor  children.  Let  me  tell 
you,  I  do  not  know  whether  the  appro- 
priators  will  cut  it  or  not,  but  we  left 
it  at  current  law.  We  did  not  even 
touch  title  I.  It  needs  a  lot  of  reform, 
everybody  knows  that.  It  has  been  re- 
formed somewhat.  We  did  not  touch  it. 
We  said  it  is  a  good  program. 

You  know.  Mr.  President,  we  do  not 
have  the  time  to  go  through  every 
charge,  but  I  thought  it  might  just  do 
a  little  bit  of  good  to  put  in  perspective 
one  program  that  people  are  talking 
most  about.  That  is  the  undergraduate 
student  loan  guarantee  program.  I 
think  we  have  done  that  fairly  well 
here,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  President,  how  much  time  re- 
mains? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Utah 
that  there  are  20  minutes  remaining.  I 
notice  the  Senator  from  Idaho  on  the 
floor.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Idaho. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  the  Senator  from  Utah  for  yield- 
ing in  what  is  really  one  of  the  most 
important  parts  of  the  debate  as  we 
consider  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  and  that  is  a  portion  of  the  debate 
that  most  of  us  would  consider,  and 
many  would  argue  from  the  other  side, 
is  a  portion  of  the  Federal  budget  that 
is  an  investment  in  the  future,  an  in- 
vestment in  the  education  of  our  young 
people. 

While  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  and  South  Carolina  would 
argue  all  of  these  very  worthy  issues 
and  attempt  to  put  them  in  perspec- 
tive, what  they  are  really  arguing  is 
against  a  balanced  budget.  They  are 
largely  arguing  that  at  least  there 
should  be  somewhere  near  a  $40  billion 
to  $50  billion  deficit  built  into  the 
budget  as  we  are  now  having  it  pro- 
posed to  us,  at  least  to  the  future,  the 
next  5  to  6  years,  and  the  dividend  that 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
and  that  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13  embodies  that  we  believe  would  go 
into  potential  reductions  in  taxes  that 
would  stimulate  the  economy  simply  is 
not  what  ought  to  be  done  or  how  it 
ought  to  be  spent. 

So  it  really  is  important  when  you 
listen  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
argue  about  an  investment  in  our 
young  people's  future.  To  begin  to 
weigh  just  how  important  a  balanced 
budget  is,  last  year  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  I  believe,  pro- 
posed that  young  people  in  the  very 
near  future,  at  least  in  their  earning 
lifetime  if  they  were  born  last  year, 
would  have  to  start  investing  as  much 
as  80  percent  plus  of  their  gross  income 
into  all  forms  of  Government  just  to 
continue  current  services  as  they 
would  be  projected  from  last  year  into 
the  future  30  to  40  years  and  into  the 
peak  of  their  earning  capacity. 

That  is  talking  about  the  future.  If  I 
have  to  turn  to  the  young  people  in  my 
family  and  say  you  are  going  to  have 
to  pay  65  to  75  to  80  percent  of  your 
gross  pay  to  afford  all  levels  of  Govern- 
ment. I  am  awfully  afraid  they  are 
going  to  say:  -'Dad,  I  don't  want  to 
work  that  hard.  What  is  the  advantage 
in  working  hard  to  get  ahead?  I  can't 
own  a  home  or  at  least  the  kind  of 
home  that  you  and  mom  used  to  own.  1 
am  not  sure  I  can  afford  to  provide  for 
my  children  the  kind  of  education  that 
you  helped  me  get.  because  we  cannot 
afford  the  Government  that  you  left 
us." 

So  the  reason  I  am  on  the  floor  to- 
night and  the  reason  a  lot  of  Senators 


have  come  to  the  floor  the  last  few 
days  and  will  through  tomorrow  and 
Wednesday  is  because  for  the  first  time 
in  this  Senator's  legislative  life  in  Con- 
gress. I  have  a  chance  to  vote  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  No  longer  is 
it  just  the  idea  or  the  concept  that 
since  1982  I  have  come  to  the  floor  to 
debate,  and  that  is  a  constitutional 
amendment  requiring  a  balanced  budg- 
et, we  are  doing  what  the  other  side, 
the  Democrats  for  over  5  weeks,  chal- 
lenged us  to  do:  "Don't  put  forth  an 
amendment,  put  forth  a  balanced  budg- 
et. Don't  talk  just  rhetoric,  do  it." 

So  the  Budget  Committee  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  the  Budget  Committee  in 
the  House  are  doing  it.  and  they  are 
doing  it  in  a  way  that  absolutely  be- 
gins to  cause  the  American  people  to 
understand  that  this  is  not  pie  in  the 
sky,  this  is  reality.  It  can  be  done. 

So,  Mr.  President,  for  the  next  few 
minutes,  let  me  give  you  the  top  10  list 
of  why  we  ought  to  have  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  and  why  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13  is  or  should 
be  rated  as  No.  1,  if  you  are  listing  top 
10  lists. 

The  first  reason  we  ought  to  have  it 
is  the  very  reason  I  have  been  talking 
about,  the  very  reason  the  Senator 
from  Utah  and  New  Mexico  have  talked 
about.  It  is  our  children,  it  is  the  fu- 
ture, it  is  providing  them  with  an  un- 
burdened, debt-free  opportunity  to 
achieve.  And  when  you  strive  to  do 
that,  you  create  an  economic  environ- 
ment in  which  our  colleges  and  univer- 
sities can  thrive  in  the  very  economy 
that  supports  them,  and  that  is  usually 
the  State  economy,  and  the  local 
economies  can  also  thrive. 

What  is  the  second  reason  in  the  top 
10  list?  It  is  jobs.  It  is  the  fact  that  DRI 
McGraw-Hill,  one  of  the  leading  eco- 
nomic forecasting  firms,  has  projected 
that  a  balanced  budget  will  create  2.5 
million  new  jobs  by  the  year  2002.  That 
is  exciting  to  think  that  if  we  get  our 
economic  house  in  order  that  the  econ- 
omy of  this  country  will  begin  to  re- 
spond by  the  generation  of  an  addi- 
tional 2.5  million  jobs.  That  makes  a 
world  of  sense. 

What  is  the  third  reason  in  the  list  of 
10?  It  is  the  seniors,  the  seniors  of  our 
Nation,  who  I  think  really  recognize 
what  this  debate  is  all  about  because 
they  were  born  into  a  debt-free  society. 
They  were  taught  by  their  elders  to 
live  within  their  means,  and  it  is  aw- 
fully frustrating  for  them  today  to  un- 
derstand, or  to  try  to  understand,  why 
we  have  a  $4.8  trillion  debt  and  why  we 
are  having  to  look  at  Government  and 
attempt  to  downsize  it  and  change  it 
and  shift  the  priorities  today. 

And  when  we  debate  Social  Security 
on  the  floor,  they  understand  better 
than  anybody  else  that  the  debt  is  the 
threat  to  Social  Security,  not  the  U.S. 
Congress.  The  reason  Medicare  is  in 
trouble  is  the  spending  rate  and  the 
fact    that    it    will    be    bankrupt,    and 
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President  Clinton's  own  advisers  said 
it.  Yet,  the  other  side  ties  their  hands 
and  walks  away  and  uses  the  language 
of  fear.  The  seniors  understand  that  in 
this  country.  They  know  that  the  debt 
is  the  threat  to  Social  Security,  to  the 
future  of  our  young  people,  to  the 
strength  of  our  colleges  and  univer- 
sities, and  to  Medicare. 

What  is  the  fourth  good  reason?  Well. 
it  is  lower  taxes.  It  is  the  stimulation 
of  an  economy.  It  is  what  makes  sense 
in  America,  that  we  do  not  overburden 
our  society  beyond  their  ability,  or 
their  will,  or  their  enthusiasm  to 
produce. 

The  fifth  reason  is  economic  growth. 
It  is  not  trickle  down.  It  is  called  leav- 
ing money  in  society  to  generate  an 
economic  base  that  fuels  an  economy 
that  creates  jobs. 

It  really  means  if  we  do  what  we  say 
we  are  trying  to  do.  that  we  put  $1,000 
in  every  wage  earner's  pocket,  that  the 
Federal  Government  would  have 
reached  out  and  snatched  away  by  2002. 
if  we  pass  this  resolution  and  if  this 
Congress  becomes  committed  to  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

Reason  6  in  that  top  10  list  is  invest- 
ment. Over  $200  billion  a  year  in  annual 
deficits  drag  the  economy  down,  and 
we  know— and  economists  are  telling 
us— that  if  we  balance  the  budget,  we 
are  going  to  see  an  economy  begin  to 
pick  up  at  another  2  or  3  percent  annu- 
ally. That  is  jobs.  That  is  exciting. 

Well,  if  you  really  look  who  is  buying 
the  debt,  who  is  really  taking  advan- 
tage of  a  Government  that  is  in  perpet- 
ual debt  and  has  to  borrow  a  lot  of 
money,  it  is  an  awful  lot  of  overseas  in- 
terest. We  used  to  hear  that  argument 
from  the  other  side.  Somehow  they  are 
quiet  today.  They  are  not  interested  in 
the  fact  LliaL  we  pay  575  billion  or  $K(I 
billion  interest  that  flows  abroad  when 
that  money  can  stay  here  and  be  in- 
vested in  our  society  and  create  jobs 
for  our  people. 

Of  course,  what  we  are  doing  with 
this  resolution  also  empowers  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  begin  to  look  at  the  prior- 
ities of  what  Government  really  ought 
to  be  doing  and.  most  importantly, 
what  Government  should  not  be  doing: 
what  State  government  ought  to  be 
doing  that  the  Federal  Government 
now  may  be  doing  but  that  it  should 
not  be  doing.  That  is  the  kind  of  shift- 
ing in  priorities  that  I  think  is  fun- 
damentally important.  When  we  talk 
about  the  Domenici  dividend  and  the 
$170  billion  that  will  be  saved  and. 
therefore,  create  an  opportunity 
through  taxation  to— reductions  to 
stimulate  our  economy,  that  is  the 
kind  of  empowerment  that  our  Con- 
gress is  talking  about. 

The  ninth  reason  is  a  reasonable  and 
responsible  glidepath.  Anybody  who 
has  served  in  Congress  any  length  of 
time  who  is  committed  to  balancing  a 
Federal  budget  knows,  and  knows  very 
clearly,    that   it  cannot  be   done   over- 
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night.  It  probably  should  not.  under 
any  circumstance,  be  done  overnight. 
But  this  Budget  Committee,  with  the 
direction  of  this  side  of  the  aisle,  has 
built  a  glidepath  to  take  us  to  the  year 
2002  that  makes  a  heck  of  a  lot  of 
sense.  And  that  builds  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic resurgence  we  need  and  says  to 
the  average  worker:  You  are  going  to 
have  less  Government  to  pay  for.  And, 
in  simple  terms,  that  means  you  are 
going  to  have  more  money  to  spend  on 
yourself  and  your  kids.  That  is  what 
this  budget  really  ought  to  be  all 
about. 

In  the  end,  the  10th  and  most  impor- 
tant reason  is  the  people  of  our  coun- 
try. Seventy-five  to  80  percent  of  the 
American  people,  year  after  year,  for 
well  over  a  decade,  have  said:  Congress, 
wake  up.  balance  the  budget,  get  your 
fiscal  house  in  order.  The  debt  is  really 
the  threat  to  our  future  and  the  future 
of  this  country,  and  they,  as  the  aver- 
age citizens,  know  it.  The  common 
sense  of  balancing  your  own  checkbook 
has  already  said  it. 

For  years,  we  have  labored  under  the 
burden  that  if  we  just  spent  a  little 
more  in  every  program,  the  world 
would  be  just  a  little  better.  We  have 
put  a  lot  of  money  into  education,  and 
our  educational  system  today  does  not 
meet  the  test  and  standards  that  we 
want  it  to  meet. 

Mr.  President,  those  are  the  top  10 
reasons  that  the  Harkin  amendment 
ought  to  be  voted  down  and  that  we 
ought  to  stay  with  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  the  reasonable  approach 
toward  balancing  the  Federal  budget 
and  forcing  this  Congress  into  the  kind 
of  spending  priorities  that  it  must 
make  and  it  never  before  has  caused  it- 
self to  do. 
I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 
minutes  three  seconds. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  As  per  the  previous 
agreement,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  Sen- 
ator Harkin  and  reserve  the  remainder 
for  myself. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Thank  you.  I  appre- 
ciate the  yielding  of  the  time  so  that 
we  can  have  a  few  more  minutes  to  re- 
spond and  make  a  couple  of  points  on 
this  side. 

First  of  all.  the  Senator  from  Utah  is 
a  very  thoughtful  individual.  I  wanted 
to  respond  about  some  of  the  com- 
ments he  made  at  the  opening  of  the 
debate  in  regard  to  reviewing  on  a  reg- 
ular basis  and  changing  education  pro- 
grams. I  want  to  assure  the  Senator 
that  on  a  regular  basis,  our  committee. 
the  Education  Committee,  reviews — as 
we  do  in  the  authorizing  process  every 
year— and  has  hearings,  and  we  do 
change  programs.  We  are  doing  that 
right  now  with  IDEA,  Individuals  With 
Disabilities    Education    Act;    we    are 


changing  it.  Last  year,  we  reauthorized 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
cation Act,  and  we  made  several 
changes  to  the  title  I  program.  We  re- 
wrote the  formula.  It  was  quite  a  fight 
around  here,  as  the  Senator  probably 
remembers.  That  went  on  for  several 
months.  In  1992,  we  reauthorized  the 
Higher  Education  Act  and  again  made 
changes,  in  responding  to  the  concerns 
of  our  constituents.  For  example,  one 
of  the  changes  we  made  concerned  a  lot 
of  farm  kids  with  parents  that  were 
land  rich  but  had  no  cash.  They  had  a 
farm  but  did  not  have  any  money.  We 
changed  that  so  these  kids  could  be  eli- 
gible, also,  for  financial  assistance. 

Finally,  every  year  the  appropria- 
tions process  also  does  its  part.  For  the 
6  years  that  I  chaired  the  subcommit- 
tee, we  eliminated  programs  every 
year.  Last  year,  more  than  a  dozen 
education  programs  were  just  elimi- 
nated. I  wanted  to  respond  to  the  Sen- 
ator that  we  do  take  our  responsibility 
seriously,  and  we  do  have  the  authoriz- 
ing process  here  under  which  we  do,  in 
fact,  review  these  programs  and  get  rid 
of  some  in  the  appropriations  process, 
change  them  as  times  and  cir- 
cumstances demand.  I  feel  very  strong- 
ly that  trying  to  use  the  budget  proc- 
ess to  maintain  certain  changes  with- 
out having  gone  through  this  authoriz- 
ing process  and  without  looking  at  the 
history,  I  think,  is  really  the  wrong  ap- 
proach on  this. 

Finally.  I  wanted  to  respond  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
Senator  Domenici,  in  talking  about 
some  of  the  figures  and  how  they  add 
up.  When  you  look  at  the  assignment 
from  the  new  GOP  budget,  the  numbers 
do  not  add  up.  They  require  a  $13.7  bil- 
lion cut.  Rut  when  you  look  at  what 
the  Budget  Committee  proposed  in 
privatizing  SalHe  Mae,  we  get  no 
money.  Maintaining  long-term  interest 
rates  for  student  loans,  we  pick  up 
about  $229  billion.  Extending  the  State 
default  fee  to  direct  loans,  we  get  $702 
billion.  Eliminating  in-school  interest 
subsidy  for  graduate  students,  $3.3  bil- 
lion. There  is  about  $4,257  billion  in  the 
instructions  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
Yet  we  are  supposed  to  cut  $13.7  billion. 
Maybe  this  is  why  I  am  so  interested  in 
putting  more  in  education.  This  math 
does  not  add  up.  I  hope  the  chairman 
will  look  at  his  math.  And  $13.7  billion 
does  not  equal  $4,257  billion.  So  there  is 
a  gap  here  of  money  that  needs  to  be 
raised. 

I  submit.  Mr.  President,  that  really 
the  only  way  we  can  possibly  get  it 
would  be  through  the  undergraduate 
student  loan  program,  which  is  the 
only  program  large  enough  under 
which  we  can  get  the  missing  $9  billion. 
Finally,  the  budget  chairman  claims 
to  hold  the  Pell  at  the  current  level. 
But  if  we  add  inflation  and  the  addi- 
tional growth  of  students,  that  comes 
out  to  be  a  40  percent  reduction  in 
value  of  the  grant  by  the  year  2002. 
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What  is  now  about  a  $2,500  a  year 
grant  will  now  be  down  to  about  $1,600 
by  the  year  2002. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICP^R.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  is  expired. 

UN.\NIMOLS-CONSE.VT  .AGREEMENT 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate considers  the  conference  report  ac- 
companying H.R.  1158,  the  supple- 
mental rescissions  bill,  that  it  be  con- 
sidered under  the  following  time  agree- 
ment: 20  minutes  under  the  control  of 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee: 30  minutes  under  the  control  of 
Senator  McC.\in':  10  minutes  under  the 
control  of  Senator  Feingold;  15  min- 
utes under  the  control  of  Senator 
Wellstone;  and  that  following  the 
conclusion  of  the  debate,  the  Senate 
vote,  without  any  intervening  action 
or  debate,  on  adoption  of  the  con- 
ference report. 

I  understand  this  has  been  cleared 
with  the  minority  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  come  to  the  end  of  this  debate.  We 
have  heard  a  great  deal  about  edu- 
cation, a  great  deal  about  numbers, 
whose  numbers  add  and  whose  numbers 
do  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  try  to  repeat 
or  summarize  all  the  rhetoric  that  has 
gone  down.  There  is  one  point  that  per- 
haps has  not  been  adequately  made 
that  needs  to  be  understood  by  all  Sen- 
ators before  we  vote. 

If  we  pass  this  amendment,  the  entire 
$170  billion  reserve  is  lost.  The  $170  bil- 
lion reserve  exists  only  if  the  Senate 
budget  resolution  passes  as  structured. 
It  comes  from  the  scoring  of  the  CBO 
that  says  if  this  amendment  passes  as 
structured,  the  lowering  of  interest 
rates  and  other  economic  activity  that 
will  occur  as  a  beneficial  result  of  this 
budget  will  produce  an  additional  $170 
billion. 

If  the  budget  does  not  pass  and  is  not 
enforced  as  structured,  the  $170  billion 
will  not  be  there.  So  the  $40  billion 
that  is  taken  in  additional  spending 
breaks  through  the  one  condition  that 
the  CBO  laid  out  when  they  promised 
the  $170  billion— I  am  informed  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  that  if  this 
amendment  passes,  the  $170  billion  that 
we  thought  would  be  available  to  the 
Finance  Committee  for  consideration 
for  other  purposes  will,  in  fact,  not  be 
there.  And  the  whole  S170  billion  will 
disappear. 

If  for  no  other  reason.  Mr.  President, 
that  alone  is  reason  enough  to  vote 
down  the  Harkin  amendment. 

We  must  recognize  the  work  that  the 
Budget  Committee  has  done  and  how 
carefully  they  have  structured  all  of 
their  numbers,  how  carefully  it  has 
been  examined  by  the  CBO.  and  on 
what  thin  ground  the  $170  billion  re- 
serve fund  rests.  It  is  not  thin  ground 


in  the  analysis,  but  it  is  thin  ground  in 
terms  of  the  ease  with  which  the 
ground  could  be  cut  away  by  amend- 
ments that  break  through  the  overall 
limit. 

If  we,  in  our  wisdom,  decide  we  want 
to  increase  the  budget  by  that  $40  bil- 
lion, meaning  there  will  be  no  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002  because  there 
are  no  offsets  in  the  Harkin  amend- 
ment, meaning  that  we  do  not  reach 
our  target,  then  what  the  CBO  says  the 
cost  will  be,  will  be  $170  billion  gone  in 
the  form  of  lower  interest  rates  and 
lower  economic  activity. 

The  Budget  Committee,  as  I  under- 
stand it.  did  not  put  that  in.  It  came 
from  the  CBO  after  the  analysis.  Sen- 
ators must  keep  that  in  mind  as  we 
cast  this  vote.  I  yield  the  floor. 

VOTE  ON  .AMENDMENT  NO.  1116.  .AS  FURTHER 
MODIFIED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment 
numbered  1116.  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Cohen]. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  99, 
nays  0.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  174  Leg.] 
YEAS— 99 


.Abrartam 

FeinKold 

LuKar 

.Akaka 

Feinstein 

Mack 

Ashcrofl 

Ford 

McCain 

Baucus 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Gorton 

.MoseleyBraun 

Btngaman 

Graham 

.Moynihan 

Bond 

Grains 

Murkowski 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Murray 

Bradley 

Greitif 

.Nlckles 

Breaux 

Harkin 

.Nunn 

Brown 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Bryan 

Hacneld 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Henin 

Pressler 

Bums 

Helms 

Pryor 

Byrd 

HollinKS 

Re;d 

Campbell 

Hutchison 

Robb 

Chafee 

Inhofe 

Rockefeller 

Coats 

Inouye 

Roth 

Cochian 

Jeffords 

Santorum 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kassebaum 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kempthome 

Simon 

Craig 

Kennedy 

Simpson 

D  Amato 

Kerrey 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Snowe 

DeWlne 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Dole 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dorian 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lieberman 

Warner 

Fairclocb 

Lotl 

Wellstone 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  order, 
please? 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  Harkin 
amendment  is  not  germane  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  budget  resolution.  Pursu- 
ant to  section  305(b)(2)  of  the  Budget 
Act,  I  raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 
pending  amendment. 

MOTION  TO  W.AIVE  THE  BUDGET  ACT 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  I  move  to  waive 
section  305  of  that  act  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Harkin  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'^ 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
from  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to 
waive  the  Budget  Act  for  the  consider- 
ation of  amendment  No.  1117  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Iowa.  On  this  ques- 
tion, the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  [Mr.  Gr.-\mm]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  47, 
nays  51,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  175  Leg.] 
YEAS— 47 


Akaka 

Feinstein 

Levin 

Baucus 

Ford 

Lieberman 

Bideii 

VJJCIUl 

Mikulski 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Breaux 

Heflin 

Murray 

Bryan 

Hollings 

Nunn 

Bumpers 

Inou.ve 

Pell 

Byrd 

.Jeffonls 

Pryor 

Campbell 

Johnston 

Held 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Dasichle 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Simon 

Exon 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Leahy 

NAYS— 51 

.Abraham 

Frist 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nlckles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Brown 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatch 

Roth 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Coats 

Helms 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kempthorne 

Specter 

DAmato 

Kyi 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Lett 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lugar 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Mack 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Warner 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Gramm 

So    the   amendment   (No.    1116)   was 
agreed  to. 


NOT  VOTING— 2 

Bradley  Gramm 

The   PRESIDING  OFFICER.   On   this 
vote  the  ayes  are  47.  the  nays  are  51. 


Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn,  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

The  amendment  expands  the  subject 
matter  contained  in  the  underlying 
resolution  in  violation  of  section 
305(B)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act.  The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 
The  amendment  falls. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
had  a  lot  of  inquiries  as  to  what  will 
happen  the  remainder  of  this  evening. 
We  are  still  discussing  this  with  the 
Democratic  leader.  Senator  Daschle. 
Let  me  indicate  what  I  hope  will  hap- 
pen for  the  remainder  of  the  week. 

As  I  understand,  when  we  complete 
action  today,  if  we  stay  5  more  hours, 
there  will  be  about  15  hours  left  on  the 
resolution.  And  then  tomorrow,  to  ac- 
commodate the  other  side  for  their 
fundraiser,  we  can  only  go  to  about  6 
o'clock,  but  we  can  still  maybe  get  8 
hours  in  by  working  through  the  lunch 
hour— or  10  hours— and  start  at  8,  8:30. 
So  then  that  would  leave  5  hours  re- 
maining on  Wednesday.  If  we  start 
early  on  Wednesday,  we  hope  to  finish 
this  bill  by  mid-afternoon  on  Wednes- 
day and,  I  assume,  as  in  many  other 
cases,  there  will  be  a  number  of  votes 
before  final  passage. 

Amendments  will  be  called  up  and 
voted  upon.  You  could  have  2  or  3  hours 
of  votes  because  we  want  to  move  to 
the  antiterrorism  bill,  hopefully,  on 
Wednesday,  try  to  complete  action  on 
that  Thursday  or.  if  not,  on  Friday.  We 
indicated  to  the  President  we  would  do 
that. 

It  is  my  hope  we  can  have  a  biparti- 
san effort  so  that  we  can  pass  that  leg- 
islation before  the  Memorial  Day  re- 
cess, as  we  indicated  to  the  President 
we  would. 

We  are  not  in  a  position  to  indicate 
there  will  be  no  more  votes,  but  there 
will  be  no  more  votes  at  least  until 
9:15.  9:30.  if  that  is  of  any  help  to  any- 
one. Otherwise,  we  will  be  here  a  num- 
ber of  hours  and  there  will  be  votes.  If 
we  are  here,  we  could  have  votes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we  on 
our  side  are  entitled  to  an  amendment. 
Senator  Roth  is  going  to  offer  an 
amendment.  I  designate  him  to  be  in 
control  and  manager  of  the  time  on  our 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

.A.MKND.MK.NT  NO.  1121 

(Purpose:  To  e.xpress  the  Sense-of-the-Senate 
that     the     number    of     Federal     full-time 
equivalent  positions  should  be  further  re- 
duced, and  for  other  purposes) 
Mr.  ROTH.   Mr    President.  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 


The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Roth] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1121, 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomp.son).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  resolution 
Insert  the  followin?  new  section: 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RJ;GARDING  FL'R- 
THER     FEDERAL     WORKFORCE     RE- 
DUCTIONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  include  that  the  reductions 
in  Federal  full-time  equivalent  positions  re- 
quired under  section  5(b)  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (5 
U.S.C.  3101  note)  should  be  further  reduced  to 
provide  that— 

(1)  the  total  number  of  full-time  equivalent 
positions  in  all  agencies  shall  not  exceed 
1.682.300  during  fiscal  year  2002:  and 

(2)  of  the  additional  reduction  of  200.000 
full-time  equivalent  positions  provided  for 
under  paragraph  (1).  no  more  than  50.000 
shall  be  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  my  amend- 
ment would  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  to  reduce  the  number  of  Gov- 
ernment-wide full-time  equivalent 
[FTE]  positions  over  the  next  7  years. 
It  is  consistent  with  the  Domenici 
budget  to  streamline  and  eliminate 
several  Government  functions  and  pro- 
grams. 

The  amendment  provides  for  a  reduc- 
tion of  200.000  positions  by  2002  in  addi- 
tion to  the  already  enacted  reduction 
of  272.900  FTE's  by  1999  in  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994. 
That  legislation  included  government- 
wide  annual  FTE  caps  on  civilian  em- 
ployment as  well  as  provided  buyout 
authority  to  help  agencies  downsize  in 
a  more  humane  fashion. 

The  Domenici  budget  calls  for  the 
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce, an  idea  that  I  have  endorsed 
since  the  early  1980's.  It  also  calls  for 
the  elimination  or  phase  out  of  nearly 
1.50  Federal  programs  and  functions. 
My  estimates  show  that  with  these 
programmatic  changes,  over  150,000  po- 
sitions could  be  eliminated  in  non-De- 
fense agencies  by  fiscal  year  2020. 

My  amendment  limits  the  overall  re- 
ductions within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  50.000.  Current  Clinton  admin- 
istration projections  show  that  208.000 
of  the  mandated  272.900  FTE  reductions 
will  be  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. This  amendment  will  help  to 
achieve  the  originally  intended  balance 
to  further  downsize  the  non-Defense  re- 
lated agencies  as  well.  My  amendment 
is  consistent  with  the  Roth-Kasich  De- 
fense Department  acquisition  reform 
bill  to  reduce  the  number  of  acquisi- 
tion personnel.  According  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  this  reform 
bill  would  produce  42.500  in  FTE  sav- 
ings with  the  Defense  Department. 


Current  FTE  reductions  to  comply 
with  the  1994  Federal  Workforce 
Restructing  Act  of  272.900  by  1999  are 
proceeding  as  planned.  Further.  0MB 
has  estimated  that  the  total  civilian 
workforce  will  be  approximately  25,000 
below  the  existing  FTE  cap  levels  for 
1995  and  1996. 

Let  me  take  just  a  few  moments  to 
explain  the  personnel  savings  that 
could  be  achieved  within  the  acquisi- 
tion workforce  at  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment. Despite  recent  efforts  at  im- 
provement, DOD  programs  continue  to 
experience  significant  cost,  schedule 
and  performance  problems.  A  recent 
Defense  Department  study  found  that 
defense  programs  are  over  budget  and 
behind  schedule  by  one-third,  on  aver- 
age. The  Defense  Science  Board  re- 
ported that  "*  *  *  without  fimdamen- 
tal  reform,  DOD  will  be  unable  to  af- 
ford the  weapons,  equipment  and  serv- 
ices it  needs  to  provide  for  our  national 
security."  After  spending  billions  of 
dollars  this  suggests  our  troops  in  the 
future  could  face  an  enemy  who  is  bet- 
ter equipped,  because  of  the  failure  of 
the  current  bureaucracy  to  efficiently 
procure  weapons. 

Last  month,  I  introduced  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Management  Reform  Act 
to  address  this  situation.  It  contains 
two  key  elements.  First,  it  busts  the 
bureaucracy.  It  combines  the  three  sep- 
arate maintenance  and  procurement 
systems— the  Army,  Navy  and  Air 
Force — into  one.  This  is  a  common- 
sense  solution  for  incredible  duplica- 
tion and  inefficient  bureaucracy.  In 
fact,  this  bill  turns  20  levels  of  bu- 
reaucracy into  3,  and  eliminates  hun- 
dreds of  paperwork  requirements. 

We  are  proposing  that  the  Pentagon 
use  the  lean,  results-oriented  approach 
employed  by  globally  competitive 
high-technology  firms.  This  will  not 
only  highlight  results  over  process,  but 
it  will  cut  the  timeline  in  half.  As  the 
result,  the  bill  returns  authority  to 
program  managers  and  those  who  actu- 
ally use  the  weapons. 

Second,  it  changes  the  incentives  and 
rewards  that  drive  the  day-to-day  ac- 
tions of  the  individuals  in  the  buying 
system.  The  Defense  Acquisition  Man- 
agement Reform  Act  of  1995  gives  man- 
agers and  contractors  the  incentives 
they  need  to  deliver  their  programs  on 
time  and  on  budget.  If  they  deliver 
more  than  10  percent  ahead  of  time  and 
under  budget,  they  get  bonuses.  If  they 
deliver  more  than  10  percent  late  or 
over  budget,  they  are  penalized.  If  they 
are  more  than  50  percent  over  budget, 
the  program  is  cancelled.  It  is  that 
simple. 

These  changes  are  only  a  few  of  the 
many  features  contained  in  this  bill 
that  will  save  the  American  taxpayers 
some  $20  billion  each  and  every  year. 
As  a  part  of  these  savings,  we  calculate 
that  this  bill  will  allow  a  reduction  of 
the  defense  acquisition  work  force,  cur- 
rently estimated  at  425,000,  by  at  least 
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10  percent.  This  is  a  bill  with  teeth,  dif- 
ferent from  past  reform  efforts  because 
of  the  incentives  and  penalties  that 
will  affect  the  program  managers.  Pay 
for  performance  and  busting  the  bu- 
reaucracy will  make  all  the  difference. 

The  act  focuses  on  eight,  key  prin- 
ciples: First,  expanding  the  90  percent 
cost,  schedule  and  performance  goals 
established  for  defense  acquisition  by 
the  Federal  Acquisition  Streamlining 
Act  of  1994;  second,  creating  a  single, 
lean  DOD  acquisition  command  which 
is  more  responsive  to  the  war  fighters; 
third,  more  directly  tying  the  pay  of 
the  work  force  to  achievement  of  pro- 
gram goals;  fourth,  establishing  an  ac- 
celerated, results-oriented  acquisition 
cycle  which  is  more  sensitive  to  user 
needs;  fifth,  speeding  up  the  contract- 
ing process;  sixth,  instituting  perform- 
ance-based contract  management 
which  focuses  on  sharing  with  defense 
contractors  the  gain  (or  the  pain)  of 
meeting  (or  missing)  program  perform- 
ance goals;  seventh,  requiring  improve- 
ments in  the  financial  management 
systems  and  procedures  used  to  ensure 
the  most  effective  stewardship  of  tax- 
payer dollars;  and  eighth,  increasing 
the  efficiency  of  acquisition  operations 
through  consolidation  of  military  de- 
pots and  elimination  of  duplicative  de- 
fense industry  capabilities. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said,  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment  is  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  number  of 
Federal  full-time  equivalent  positions 
should  be  further  reduced. 

It  is  a  very  simple  amendment.  It 
provides  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  the  assumptions  underlying 
the  fundamental  totals  in  this  resolu- 
tion include  that  the  reductions  in 
Federal  full-time  equivalent  positions 
required  under  section  5(b)  of  the  Fed 
eral  Work  Force  Restructuring  Act  of 
1995  should  be  further  reduced  to  pro- 
vide that,  first,  the  total  number  of 
full-time  equivalent  positions  in  all 
agencies  shall  not  exceed  1.682.300  dur- 
ing fiscal  year  2002;  second,  of  the  addi- 
tional reductions  of  200.000  full-time 
equivalent  positions  provided  for  under 
paragraph  1.  no  more  than  50.000  shall 
be  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
my  amendment.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GLENN  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
oppose  the  amendment  by  my  col- 
league and  committee  chairman  on 
Governmental  Affairs.  I  do  it,  although 
this  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate  and  is  not 
binding  on  the  Senate.  I  am  afraid  that 
it  sets  out  goals  that  are  not  achiev- 
able. 

Let  me  go  back.  The  new  administra- 
tion came  in.  One  of  the  things  that 
they  set  out  to  do  was  to  downsize  Gov- 
ernment. They  have  been  doing  a  pret- 
ty good  job  of  it.  They  have  been  get- 
ting very  little  credit  for  it.  They  have 
been  doing  a  pretty  good  job.  First  off, 
they  do  not  go  about  their  task  of 
downsizing  Government  just  by  picking 


a  number  off  the  top  of  their  head  to 
set  out  as  a  goal  for  reducing  the  full- 
time  employees  of  Government,  the 
FTE's. 

What  they  did  was  have  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  actually  make 
estimates,  department  by  department, 
agency  by  agency,  all  over  Govern- 
ment, and  come  up  with  a  total  of  what 
they  thought  was  really  doable. 

Mr.  President,  they  set  out  to  have 
the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  do 
actual  estimates,  the  numbers  of  full- 
time  employees  that  the  managers, 
doing  the  work  of  Government, 
thought  they  could  do  without.  They 
came  up  with  a  total.  It  came  out  to 
272.900,  to  be  done  over  a  4-year  period. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  that  was  doable. 
That  had  a  basis  in  fact,  a  basis  in  the 
estimates  that  were  made  by  the  var- 
ious departments  and  agencies. 

Now,  that  was  a  very  studied  ap- 
proach. As  a  result  of  that,  we  had 
fewer  reductions  in  force  where  they 
are  mandatory,  where  they  call  people 
in  and  fire  them.  That  was  not  nec- 
essary. 

What  we  did  was  we  provided  for  buy- 
out legislation,  put  some  money  in  the 
kitty  so  they  could  address  this  prob- 
lem of  getting  people  to  leave  Govern- 
ment, not  just  solely  by  attrition,  be- 
cause attrition,  unfortunately,  occurs 
in  the  lower  GS  ratings  and  fewer  in 
the  higher  GS  ratings.  That  is  under- 
standable, more  turnover  at  the  lower 
level. 

What  they  did  was  they  asked  Mem- 
bers to  go  ahead  and  set  up  buy-out 
legislation.  We  did  that.  I  proposed 
that  in  committee.  We  had  it  patterned 
after  the  civil  service  ratings,  on  the 
same  basis  we  had  provided  for  the 
Pentagon  some  time  before  on  reduc- 
tion in  force  over  there,  and  donig  it  ui 
a  way  where  we  did  not  have  to  really 
just  call  people  in  and  fire  them.  We 
wanted  to  do  as  much  as  we  could  by 
attrition  but  have  buy-out  legislation 
to  encourage  people  to  get  out  if  we 
needed  to  use  it.  That  has  worked  very, 
very  well.  It  was  one  of  our  better  ad- 
ministered plans  in  Government. 

Let  me  say  that  along  the  way  we 
had  an  additional  thing  we  were  trying 
to  achieve  with  this  buy-out  legisla- 
tion. Through  the  years,  great  ineffi- 
ciencies have  developed  in  the  Govern- 
ment in  our  hiring  and  staffing  pat- 
terns in  that  we  had  about  one  boss, 
one  supervisor,  for  every  seven  employ- 
ees in  the  Federal  Government,  just  on 
an  average.  Some  areas  that  required 
higher  level  GS  ratings,  as  NIH  and 
places  like  that,  would  be  different,  but 
overall  across  Government,  there  was 
one  supervisor  for  each  seven  employ- 
ees. 

Now,  how  does  that  compare  to  pri- 
vate industry?  Private  industry  aver- 
ages 1  to  15  on  an  average  across  the 
country  for  the  average  business.  Some 
employee-intensive  industries  will  vary 
from    that    ratio,    obviously.    However, 


there  would  be  many  on  the  other  side 
that  would  balance  it  the  other  way. 
The  overall  ratio  for  the  country  is 
about  1  to  15. 

With  this  buy-out  legislation,  we  pro- 
vided a  way  in  which  different  depart- 
ments and  agencies  could  help  correct 
that  imbalance  while  we  are  getting 
people  out.  We  wanted  the  buy-out  leg- 
islation targeted  at  GS  13's.  14's  and 
15's  so  we  could  correct  this  imbalance. 
It  has  been  working  very,  very  well. 

How  far  have  we  come  with  this  goal 
of  272.900  people?  Right  now  they  esti- 
mate 108.000  people  are  actually  out. 
and  they  are  hoping  by  the  end  of  the 
year  to  have  the  whole  272.900  reduced. 

This  was  done  on  a  very  studied 
basis.  It  was  not  done  just  on  picking  a 
number  off  the  top  of  our  heads  and 
saying,  well,  we  will  shoot  for  there 
and  see  how  many  more  we  can  get  out. 

Nevertheless,  whether  this  is  a  stud- 
ied basis  or  not.  it  is  set  as  a  goal.  How 
on  earth  would  we  meet  it?  We  say  that 
defense  would  be  left  out  of  this  equa- 
tion here  except  not  completely  left 
out.  We  say  no  more  than  50.000  more 
shall  come  out  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  What  is  to  protect  NIH'^  What 
is  to  protect  those  areas — the  Center 
for  Disease  Control  in  Atlanta?  What  is 
to  protect  the  FDA?  What  is  to  protect 
areas  of  health  and  safety  that  we 
should  be  protecting,  also? 

My  colleague  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  says.  well,  commerce  is  going  to 
be  put  out  of  business,  perhaps,  if  the 
plan  goes  through  and  some  150  Federal 
programs  will  be  out.  We  do  not  know 
that  yet  for  sure.  We  do  not  know  what 
ones. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  approach  we 
should  be  using  is  to  set  what  we  want 
to  define  as  the  functions  of  Govern- 
ment, not  just  Ljwinginfe'  a  machete 
wildly  and  say.  pick  a  number,  any 
number,  off  the  top  of  our  heads  and 
say  we  will  set  that  as  a  goal  to  meet 
as  though  we  could  do  just  as  good  a 
job  in  Government  no  matter  how  low 
we  cut  the  FTE's  down. 

I  think  we  should  be  defining  the 
functions  of  Government  first.  I  do  not 
know  that  there  was  any  real  thought 
given  on  how  we  arrived  at  that  200.000. 
I  would  ask  my  colleague.  Senator 
Roth,  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  how 
he  arrived  at  that  200,000. 

Where  did  he  come  up  with  that?  Was 
it  a  studied  approach  such  as  OPM  used 
on  behalf  of  the  administration  to  be 
used  on  behalf  of  the  272,900?  That  was 
not  a  figure  just  picked  wildly  at  ran- 
dom, but  arrived  at  by  totaling  the 
number  of  people  that  agencies  and  de- 
partments said  they  could  probably  do 
without.  And  we  came  up  to  272.900 
that  could  be  cut.  That  was  done  on  a 
very,  very,  studied  basis. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  arrived  at  this 
200.000.  I  do  not  know,  in  addition,  how 
much  it  will  cost  for  a  buy-out  if  we 
are  not  to  just  set  out  wholesale  firing 
people.  I  know  it  was  said  we  would  try 
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to  do  this  as  much  by  attrition  as  pos- 
.sible. 

Let  me  say  this:  Attrition  does  not 
work  if  we  are  going  to  correct  the  im- 
balance between  the  supervisors  or  the 
bosses  in  Government  and  the  employ- 
ees that  arc  the  workers  across  Gov- 
ernment. If  we  were  just  to  take  attri- 
tion, attrition  normally  occurs  in  the 
lower  civil  service  ranks.  It  does  not 
occur  in  the  higher  ranks.  We  specifi- 
cally, in  the  legislation  that  was 
passed  before  that  helped  them  along 
to  gel  the  administration's  reduction 
of  272.900.  we  provided  money  in  there. 
buy-out  money,  to  help  attain  that 
goal. 

That  approach  was  worked  very,  very 
well.  If  we  are  to  do  this  further 
downsizing  as  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  Delaware  indicates,  then  it 
seems  to  me  we  would  want  to  con- 
tinue this  correction  of  the  imbalance 
in  the  GS  ratings  as  much  as  we  pos- 
sibly could.  We  are  not  providing  for 
that  in  this  sense-of-the-Senate  pro- 
posal. 

My  colleague  also  talks  about  the 
procurement  legislation,  putting  de- 
fense procurement  all  into  one  section. 
We  still  have  different  functions  of 
Government  to  be  performed,  whether 
they  are  left  in  the  individual  services 
or  combined  into  one  section.  We  will 
still  have  to  have  people  that  do  the 
design  work,  the  evaluation  work  on 
airplanes,  ships,  tanks,  infantry  and 
tactics,  and  all  of  the  other  things. 

I  do  not  know  whether  that  will  save 
money  or  not.  I  am  certainly  willing  to 
look  at  the  defense  procurement  bill  in 
1995  and  see  how  that  works  out.  What 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Dela- 
ware said  a  little  while  ago  as  far  as 
time  limits  on  this,  if  it  runs  10  percent 
uvei  (juilais  ur  10  peicenl  over  Lime, 
that  the  contract  would  be  canceled,  if 
I  understood  his  proposal  correctly.  I 
would  say  would  almost  certainly  have 
precluded  some  of  the  major  advances 
we  have  had  in  military  equipment  in 
the  past. 

When  we  procure  military  equipment 
we  are  not  just  procuring  Ford  and 
Chevy  trucks  off  the  line  in  Detroit, 
where  you  can  predict  exactly,  with 
great  accuracy,  when  they  come  off  the 
line,  how  much  they  will  cost,  and 
when  they  can  be  delivered. 

We  are  talking  about  tanks  that,  as 
you  go  along,  may  need  some  change  to 
the  original  design.  We  are  talking 
about  the  development  of  lasers,  where 
you  do  not  really  know  the  cost,  ex- 
actly, nor  the  lime,  yet  you  know  it  is 
worthwhile  to  go  ahead  and  develop 
that  particular  capability. 

On  guided  mi.ssiles.  we  rarely  know 
exactly  when,  what  date  they  are  going 
to  come  into  active  service  on  because. 
as  you  go  along,  you  find  problems. 
The  same  thing  with  aircraft.  'Vet  we 
do  not  want  to  say  that  every  aircraft 
that  we  design  for  the  military  would 
have  to  be  such  a  simplistic  design,  not 


getting  into  state-of-the-art  matters, 
that  it  could  possibly  adhere  to  an  ab- 
solute 10-percent  dollar  or  10-percent 
time  limit  or  have  its  contract  can- 
celed. You  are  not  talking  about  things 
that  are  that  neatly  developed  and  that 
much  here  and  now. 

Many  of  these  are  programs  that 
need  to  be  developed  and  I  do  not  know 
how  you  would  take  care  of  something 
like  that. 

I  am  happy  to  look  at  the  defense 
procurement  legislation  but  I  think  we 
have  to  be  very,  very  careful  when  we 
set  hard  and  strict  rules  that  say 
things  will  be  canceled  if  they  are  10 
percent  over  budget  or  10  percent  over 
time.  Perhaps  bonuses  can  be  given  for 
coming  in  on  time  or  coming  in  ahead 
of  time.  Maybe  that  would  be  a  dif- 
ferent approach  and  I  will  be  glad  to 
discuss  that  and  work  with  my  col- 
league from  Delaware  in  looking  into 
that.  But  I  think,  to  get  back  to  the 
original  proposal  here  on  passing  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  that 
just  automatically  says: 

The  total  number  of  full-time  equivalent 
positions  in  all  agencies  shall  not  exceed 
1,682.;300  (luring  fiscal  year  2002;  and.  No.  2.  of 
the  additional  reduction  of  200.000  full-time 
equivalent  positions  provided  for  under  para- 
f,'raph  (li.  no  more  than  50.000  shall  be  within 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

That  leaves  150,000  other  cuts  in  Gov- 
ernment. 

I  just  cannot  in  good  conscience  vote 
for  something  that  maybe  some  people 
would  interpret  to  mean  cuts  in  FDA, 
cuts  in  NIH,  cuts  in  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control;  cuts  in  safety  for  our 
people,  for  health  and  safety  matters 
for  our  people.  We  can  say.  "I  know  it 
is  not  likely  that  would  occur."  But  do 
we  have  any  guarantee  it  will  not 
occur?  And  with  ulliei  Liiingb  being 
proposed,  the  big  cuts  being  proposed 
in  other  areas  within  this  budget  reso- 
lution. I  do  not  have  much  faith  we 
would  not  have  to  take  cuts  in  NIH  and 
CDC  and  everywhere  else.  And  I  do  not 
want  to  see  that  happen.  I  think  that 
would  be  a  major,  major  mistake. 

So  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  legisla- 
tion even  though  it  is  only  a  sense  of 
the  Senate.  I  know  it  is  easy,  some- 
times, to  say  it  is  sense  of  the  Senate 
so  it  's  not  really  binding  so  let  us  not 
worry  about  it,  let  us  pass  it  and  we 
will  work  it  out  later  on.  But  I  do  not 
look  at  this  as  being  quite  so  innoc- 
uous, because  what  we  are  doing  is  we 
are  going  on  record  saying  the  best 
judgment  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  is  that  we  can.  without  defining 
where  they  would  come  from,  cut  an- 
other 200,000  people  beyond  the  272.900 
that  will  already  have  been  cut  by  this 
administration  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

If  we  wanted  to  charge  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  with  going 
through  once  again  at  the  end  of  this 
272.900  cut  and  say  OK.  let  us  look  at 
this  now.  see  what  the  job  is  of  Govern- 
ment, see  how  many  people  we  need  to 


do  it,  and  can  we  really  safely  cut  some 
additional  people  in  Government  with- 
out hurting  the  function  of  Govern- 
ment, whatever  it  is— NIH  or  FDA  or 
whatever— then  that  would  make  some 
sense.  But  to  just  pick  an  arbitrary  fig- 
ure and  say  we  will  cut  200.000— we 
could  just  as  well  have  said  cut  the 
work  force  in  half.  Cut  the  work  force 
by  800.000.  Cut  the  work  force  by  half  a 
million.  It  would  have  made  just  as 
much  sense.  But  the  200.000  to  me  is  a 
figure  I  would  not  want  the  Senate  to 
go  on  record  as  saying  that  would  be 
the  objective,  even  in  a  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution. 

So,  Mr.  President,  for  all  those  rea- 
sons I  oppose  the  amendment  by  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Delaw.T.re 
I  will  be  glad  to  work  with  him  jn 
some  of  the  defense  procurement  legis 
lation  he  is  proposing,  but  just  to  go 
out  and  say  we  will  automatically 
whack  another  200,000  people  out  with- 
out knowing  exactly  where  they  are 
coming  from  or  defining  this,  agency 
by  agency,  or  department  by  depart- 
ment, would  be  a  big  mistake. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  has 
enough  not  happened  over  the  last  few 
weeks  that  this  abysmal  practice  of 
beating  up  on  Federal  employees  ought 
to  come  to  an  end?  "Oh.  it  is  just  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution,"  the 
sponsor  says.  Nevertheless,  it  would 
represent  a  judgment  of  the  Senate 
that  we  are  going  to  cut  the  Federal 
work  force  another  11  percent  over  and 
above.  I  repeat,  over  and  above  the 
272.000  reduction  in  force  that  has  al- 
ready been  programmed;  over  and 
above  that  reduction  in  force. 

At  some  point  I  hope  people  will 
reach  the  conclusion  that  Federal  em- 
ployees have  a  reasonable  role  and 
place  in  the  workings  of  our  system 
and  they  ought  to  be  treated  with  a 
measure  of  dignity.  Why.  once  again, 
are  we  landing  with  both  feet  on  the 
men  and  women  who  render  dedicated 
service  to  the  country?  They  are  al- 
ready taking  a  very  heavy  hit  in  this 
budget  resolution. 

In  fact,  over  the  period  of  this  budget 
resolution  Federal  employees  will,  in 
effect,  give  up  $85  billion  of  pay  adjust- 
ments that  are  provided  for  by  law  in 
terms  of  assuring  them  comparability 
with  the  private  sector.  Yet  here  some 
come,  late  at  night,  with  this  amend- 
ment. There  is  no  study  that  backs 
these  figures.  They  say.  "We  assume 
the  Department  of  Commerce  is  going 
to  be  done  away  with."  Even  the  people 
advocating  the  elimination  of  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  are  not  advo- 
cating the  elimination  of  all  of  the  pro- 
grams carried  out  by  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  When  questioned,  they  in 
effect  say,  "This  program  is  going  to 
go  here,  this  program  is  going  to  go 
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there.  Yes.  this  activity  should  con- 
tinue." So  most  of  those  activities 
have  to  go  on.  They  are  important  to 
the  economy  of  our  country. 

Now  we  are  going  to  say  to  the  Fed- 
eral employees:  Over  11  percent  of  you 
are  going  to  go  by  the  board,  over  and 
above  the  reduction  of  272.000  which 
has  already  been  programmed  and 
which  is  well  underway.  In  fact,  now 
well  over  100.000  of  those  positions  have 
been  phased  out  in  the  course  of  the  re- 
duction that  is  taking  place,  and  the 
rest  are  projected  to  accrue  by  the  end 
of  the  century. 

This  amendment  says  to  people  who 
have  already  been  through  turmoil, 
who  have  already  had  all  of  the  worry 
and  the  anxiety  connected  with  these 
reductions.  •Well,  now  there  are  an  ad- 
ditional 200.000 — well  over  10  percent  of 
those  of  you  that  are  left — who  are  on 
your  way  out." 

What  do  you  think  that  does  for  the 
morale  of  the  work  force?  What  do  you 
think  that  does  for  the  health  of  their 
families?  What  do  you  think  that  does 
to  having  a  first-rate  Federal  service? 
We  have  a  national  interest  in  having  a 
first-rate  Federal  service.  You  do  not 
want  a  second-rate  Federal  service. 
But.  if  you  continue  in  effect  to  assault 
people,  keep  them  in  this  state  of  agi- 
tation and  anxiety  and  fear  and  appre- 
hension, you  are  well  on  your  way  to 
bringing  about  a  second-rate  service. 
People  have  other  opportunities.  Good 
people  have  other  opportunities  and 
will  leave  to  take  them.  Good  people 
will  not  come  in  because  they  do  not 
want  to  live  in  this  environment.  This 
is  not  a  rational,  sensible  proposal.  It 
is  not  a  proposal  that  is  grounded  on 
some  thorough  analysis  working  up 
from  a  real  examination  of  activities. 
It  arbitrarily  imposes  this  upon  the 
work  force."  We  have  had  far  too  much 
of  that. 

For  years  the  Federal  employees 
have  been  a  favorite  target.  Take  it  out 
on  the  Federal  employees.  Call  them 
"bureaucrats"  with  a  sneer.  Deprecate 
the  work  that  they  do.  How  long  is  this 
going  to  go  on? 

Are  my  colleagues  finally  going  to 
begin  to  say  these  are  dedicated  people, 
the  vast  number  of  them.  They  render 
important  service.  Many  are  highly 
trained  and  highly  skilled.  They  are 
proud  of  the  work  they  do.  They  give  a 
good  performance.  They  carry  out  very 
important  and  essential  functions.  Yet, 
many  constantly  berate  them,  deni- 
grate their  work,  treat  them  not  even 
as  second-class  but  third-class  citizens. 
Now  they  come  along  and  make  these 
proposals.  Proposals  that  have  not 
been  worked  out  carefully.  They  pro- 
pose to  go  ahead  and  slap  the  Federal 
employees  once  again,  or  twice  again. 
After  all.  they  are  a  favorite  target, 
even  though  they  are  making,  and  have 
made.  extraordinary  sacrifices 

throughout  this  deficit  reduction  proc- 
ess. 


Literally  tens  and  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars  for  the  deficit  reduction  process 
have  come  out  of  the  Federal  employ- 
ees. Now  the  offeror  of  this  amendment 
comes  along  and  says,  despite  the 
downsizing  of  272,000  which  is  now  on 
track  to  be  carried  through  by  the  end 
of  the  century,  let  us  add  another 
200,000  to  it;  over  an  additional  10  per- 
cent of  the  work  force. 

At  some  point  enough  is  enough,  and 
this  ought  to  be  the  point.  We  ought  to 
stop  this  practice  of  berating  the  Fed- 
eral employees  and  stop  now. 

Some  say,  "Well,  it  is  only  a  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution."  I  simply  say 
to  them,  that  the  message  that  is  sent 
to  the  Federal  employees,  and  the  mes- 
sage sent  to  the  public  at  large  about 
the  Federal  employees,  is  every  bit  as 
strong  in  this  sense-of-the-Senate  reso- 
lution which  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware has  introduced  as  it  would  be  in  a 
piece  of  binding  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, it  is  time  to  stop  this  abysmal 
practice.  These  employees  have  sac- 
rificed a  lot.  They  ought  not  to  be  held 
under  this  sword  of  Damocles  hanging 
over  them,  and  be  kept  in  this  state  of 
turmoil  and  apprehension.  We  ought  to 
have  some  sensitivity  for  the  situation 
in  which  they  find  themselves,  and  re- 
ject the  constant  assault  that  is  made 
upon  hard  working,  dedicated  men  and 
women  in  the  Federal  service.  They  de- 
serve to  be  treated  with  some  measure 
of  dignity.  This  resolution  does  not  do 
that.  I  hope  it  will  be  defeated. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  ask  if  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  yield  time  on  the 
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Mr.  ROTH.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  as 
much  time  as  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  may  desire. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  for  the  time  yielded. 

I  would  like  to  first  just  respond  to 
the  comments  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Maryland.  I  am  the  son  of  two 
Federal  employees.  My  parents  worked 
for  the  Federal  Government  for  their 
entire  careers. 

I  think  the  Senator  is  right.  I  think 
Federal  employees  do  get  beat  up  on  a 
lot.  A  lot  of  them  are  doing  the  best 
they  can  in  a  system  that  is  not  work- 
ing particularly  well  for  them,  a  Gov- 
ernment which  was  designed  under  the 
theory  of  bureaucracy,  a  theory  cre- 
ated prior  to  the  invention  of  the  type- 
writer. That  is  how  we  wrote  our  Fed- 
eral Government. 

So  to  saddle  them  with  a  bureau- 
cratic organizational  structure  in  an 
era  where  we  are  debating  a  tele- 
communications bill  that  is  going  to 
move  us  into  the  next  millennium, 
which  was  unthinkable  as  much  as  10 
years  ago,  to  saddle  them  with  that 
and  to  suggest  that  they  can  perform 


their   functions   is  almost  asking   too 
much  of  them. 

In  addition,  to  suggest  that  the  num-  ^i 
ber  of  Federal  employees  in  this  infor- 
mation age  cannot  and  should  not  be 
reduced,  as  it  is  in  every  private  sector 
employment  of  any  major  corporation, 
is  again  not  to  face  reality,  that  in  fact 
structures  must  change,  delivery  sys- 
tems must  change,  theories  that  ran 
our  Government  from  the  time  of  the 
revolution  to  now  must  change,  and  as 
a  result  the  Federal  complement  of  em- 
ployees must  change,  as  it  is  in  every 
major  corporation  in  the  country  of 
any  size. 

I  would  daresay  that  if  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  suggested  we  had  a  10- 
percent  cut  in  employment,  we  cannot 
afford  another  10  percent.  I  would  look 
to  any  major  company  in  the  country 
that  has  not  cut  their  work  force  by  5, 
10.  or  20  percent  or  more.  We  have  to  do 
the  same  thing  here.  We  have  to  under- 
stand that  we  have  to  deliver  services 
more  efficiently  using  technology  that 
is  available  for  us  to  do  it  better, 
cheaper,  more  efficiently  and  with  less 
people  in  many  cases. 

So  I  do  not  think  the  argument — at 
least  my  argument  is  not  to  look  at 
these  Federal  workers  as  terrible,  these 
do  not  do  a  good  job.  I  disagree  with 
that.  I  think  the  Federal  workers  that 
I  know— and  I  know  lots  of  them  -work 
very  hard,  are  very  concerned  about 
their  job  and  want  to  do  the  best  they 
can.  and  in  the  most  of  the  cases  are 
hamstrung  by  their  own  internal  oper- 
ations from  doing  the  job  that  they 
wanted  to  do.  But  to  suggest  that  now 
as  we  move  into  this  information  age 
that  we  cannot  modernize  like  every- 
body else  and  as  a  result  of  that  mod- 
ernization be  able  to  downsize  the  work 
force  I  think  just  flies  in  the  face  of 
what  is  going  on  in  the  entire  world 
around  us. 

Government  should  reflect  what  the 
country  is  doing,  and  what  the  private 
sector  is  doing  to  be  able  to  streamline 
and  make  more  efficient. 

I  would  suggest  that  there  is  one 
Federal  employee  who  is  not  doing  a 
very  good  job.  who  does  need  to  be 
scrutinized  more  in  this  debate  in  par- 
ticular; that  is,  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

If  there  is  a  Federal  employee  who  is 
not  facing  up  to  the  demands  of  his  job 
and  coming  forward  with  solutions  to 
solve  problems  that  face  this  country. 
it  is,  in  fact,  the  President. 

We  have  the  President  now  standing 
tall  and  firm  against  deficit  reduction 
by  saying  he  is  going  to  veto  the  rescis- 
sions bill  which  is  trumpeted  to  be  $16 
billion  but.  as  most  of  us  in  this  Cham- 
ber know,  as  the  Federal  Government 
continues  to  spend  money  day  after 
day  after  day,  that  rescission  bill  is  not 
worth  $16  billion  any  more.  We  might 
be  able  to  get  $9  billion  in  savings.  But 
the  President  says,  "No,  you  have  got  a 
couple  of  million  dollars  or  so  that  I 


don't  like  and  so  we  are  going  to  throw 
the  whole  thing  out."  Leadership. 
Leadership. 

In  trying  to  solve  the  problem  that  is 
most  pressing  on  the  American  public's 
mind  and  one  that  is  front  and  center 
to  this  U.S.  Senate  these  last  2  weeks 
when  we  are  debating  the  budget  reso- 
lution, where  has  the  President  been  on 
the  budget  resolution?  Well,  he  did 
present  his  budget  earlier  this  year 
that  called  for  $200  billion  and  $300  bil- 
lion deficits  for  as  far  as  the  eye  can 
see.  which  last  week  was  voted  down  99 
to  nothing.  99  to  nothing.  Hardly  lead- 
ership, hardly  visionary  on  the  part  of 
the  President  to  put  forward  a  budget 
that  simply  was  a  nonstarter  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  unanimously. 

So  where  has  he  been?  Where  has  the 
leadership  been  from  the  one  Federal 
employee  that  we  demand  the  most 
from?  Nowhere. 

And  so  I  came  to  the  floor  last  week 
and  I  said  that  I  would  be  here  every 
day  between  now  and  the  1st  of  October 
when  the  new  fiscal  year  starts  and  re- 
mind Members  of  the  Senate  of  the 
kind  of  leader  we  have  in  the  White 
House  when  it  comes  to  balancing  our 
budget. 

On  Saturday,  the  President  did  not 
present  a  budget  that  brought  this 
countr.y  into  balance  over  the  next  7 
years.  That  was  the  third  day  that  be- 
fore the  Senate  was  the  balanced  budg- 
et resolution.  On  Sunday,  day  four,  the 
President  did  not  present  a  balanced 
budget  resolution.  And  today,  day  five, 
the  President  did  not  present  a  bal- 
anced budget  resolution. 

It  is  incredulous  to  me  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  who 
said  during  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  debate,  the  amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  that  we  did  not  neea 
a  balanced  budget  amendment  to  move 
forward  and  solve  the  deficit  crisis  that 
faces  us;  that  all  we  needed  was  our 
own  resolve,  our  own  resolve.  This 
same  President  2  years  ago  during  his 
budget  debate,  his  first  one,  in  1993. 
when  he  passed  a  large  tax  increase  and 
a  few  spending  cuts  along  the  way  chal- 
lenged Republicans  and  said.  "Where  is 
your  plan?  Where  is  your  plan?  Why 
don't  you  come  up  with  something? 
Show  us  your  specifics?"  He  said  "No 
hot  air,  show  me  where."  Show  me 
where. 

The  minority  leader.  Senator 
D.ASCHLE.  on  March  3,  1995.  during  the 
balanced  budget  debate  said,  "And  for 
those  who  say  we  do  not  need  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  do  the  job"— 
that  job  being  balancing  the  budget— "I 
think  it  is  all  the  more  important  that 
we  demonstrate  that  we  can,  that  we 
are  up  to  the  task,  that  we  can  meet 
our  responsibilities  to  make  it  happen 
correctly,  to  make  it  happen  in  a  way 
that  was  foreseen  when  we  passed  the 
law  setting  up  the  budget  process." 

And  what  amendments  have  we  seen? 
Are  they  amendments  that  have  been 


brought  to  the  floor  by  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  the  substitutes  to  show  us 
what  their  plan  is  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget?  No.  Are  they  rearranging 
spending  priorities  to  say  we  should 
cut  from  this  area  of  Government  and 
add  to  another  area  of  Government  in 
setting  priorities?  No. 

What  are  they?  They  are  amend- 
ments to  spend  more  money,  to  take 
the  reserve  account,  which  is  theoreti- 
cal on  the  part  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  that  only  occurs  if  we. 
in  fact,  have  a  budget  that  brings  us  to 
balance  in  7  years.  Then  they  give  us  a 
bonus  of  $170  billion  because  they  fig- 
ure lower  interest  rates,  more  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  lower  inflation. 

So  this  bonus  now,  what  do  they 
want  to  do?  Do  they  want  to  put  it  to- 
ward the  deficit?  Do  they  want  to  give 
it  back  to  you,  the  taxpayers,  who  paid 
it  in  the  first  place?  No.  We  want  to 
spend  it  right  away.  We  do  not  want  to 
wait  until  it  accrues  in  the  future.  We 
want  to  spend  it  now. 

This  is  responsibility?  This  is  dem- 
onstrating that  we  can,  that  we  have 
the  resolve? 

I  suspect  the  American  public  has  a 
hard  time  buying  all  of  this— certainly, 
I  have  a  hard  time  buying  all  of  this— 
that  the  President  and  his  party  are  se- 
rious about  making  tough  decisions; 
about  having  ideas  and  vision  as  to 
where  to  take  this  country  into  a  fu- 
ture that  is  a  fiscally  sound  future; 
about  having  innovative  approaches 
like  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  who 
does  not  just  and  has  not,  as  chairman 
of  this  committee,  just  proposed  cuts 
in  Federal  employment.  He  proposes  a 
performance-based  budget  which  puts 
managerial  goals  for  Federal  employ- 
ees to  achieve,  to  give  flexibility  to 
managers,  to  make  it  more  like  a  pri- 
vate sector  employment  place,  to  give 
the  kind  of  flexibility  that  many  Fed- 
eral employees  ask  me,  plead  for  me,  to 
give. 

So  the  Senator  from  Delaware  is  not 
just  out  here  willy-nilly  throwing  num- 
bers around.  He  is  putting  forward  re- 
sponsible proposals  that  have  a  vision 
as  to  where  to  take  this  country  in  the 
future.  And  you  will  see,  and  have  seen 
from  this  side  of  the  aisle,  such  propos- 
als, and  you  will  see  more. 

So  I  commend  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  for  his  amendment.  I  wish 
him  success  in  that  amendment. 

I  hope  that  I  do  not  have  to  be  here 
tomorrow.  I  hope  that  I  do  not  have  to 
be  here  with  this  chart.  I  hope  the 
President  has  read  the  polls,  seen  the 
position  he  has  taken  is  not  one  that  is 
particularly  popular  with  the  Amer- 
ican public  and.  more  importantly,  is 
not  what  is  right  for  this  country. 

For  this  system  to  work,  we  need  a 
healthy  dialog  and  we  need  leadership 
from  both  sides  for  us  to  come  up  with 
this  compromise  and  the  strategy  to 
move  us  forward 

I  yield  the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania  briefly. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Would  the  Senator 
yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GLENN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  wanted  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  if  he  is 
here  tomorrow  with  his  chart,  will  that 
fellow  who  puts  the  numbers  up  be  here 
with  him  in  order  to  make  this  dem- 
onstration work?  I  am  just  curious  Un- 
fortunately, he  left  the  floor  once  he 
got  the  number  up.  And  I  just  wanted 
to  know,  if  you  are  here  tomorrow  ^nd 
you  have  to  put  a  number  up,  will  that 
fellow  come  back  so  we  can  catch  an- 
other glimpse  of  him,  the  one  who  puts 
the  next  number  up. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  His  wife  and  kids 
like  to  see  him,  too. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
there  is  concern  about  his  wife  and 
kids,  because  I  listened  to  this  diatribe 
about  the  President,  when  we  needed  to 
talk  about  a  very  serious  matter  af- 
fecting the  rank  and  file  of  the  Federal 
employees.  So  I  am  glad  to  see  there  is 
some  sensitivity. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Maryland. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member  for  yielding  such  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
Roth  amendment  to  further  reduce  the 
Federal  work  force  beyond  the  quarter 
of  a  million  that  we  have  already  done 
under  the  Clinton  reinventing  Govern- 
ment framework. 

I  am  concerned  that  we  are  engaging 
in  a  mass  mania  of  who  can  rack  up  the 
biggest  number.  Every  day  there  seems 
to  be  a  bidding  war  on  who  can  escalate 
the  numbers  of  Federal  employees  that 
need  to  be  laid  off  in  this  so-called 
downsizing  of  Government. 

But  make  no  mistake,  every  time  we 
raise  the  number  beyond  a  reasonable 
and  rational  level  that  we  can  achieve 
through  technological  innovation,  we 
are  not  accomplishing  downsizing;  we 
are  accomplishing  downgrading. 

The  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution 
essentially  says  what  it  is  that  the 
Senate  wants  to  do.  Well,  I  believe  that 
we  have  already  been  on  record  to  sup- 
port reinventing  Government  as  laid 
out  by  President  Bill  Clinton  and  Vice 
President  Al  Gore,  looking  at  the  best 
available  management  practices  and 
technological  innovation  to  reduce,  in 
a  rational  way,  the  Federal  work  force. 

What  this  says  to  200.000  more  Fed- 
eral employees  is  we  do  not  want  you 
to  show  up;  we  do  not  value  you;  we  do 
not  think  you  are  needed;  we  think 
your  time  is  up  and  it  is  time  for  you 
to  go. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  who  is  it  that  we 
do  not  want  to  show  up?  I  want  to  talk 


13864 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  22,  1995 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13865 


about  my  own  State  of  Maryland.  I 
have  the  honor  of  representing  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health,  which  are 
located  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  and 
there  are  thousands  of  Federal  employ- 
ees working  there  from  research  sci- 
entists to  lab  technicians  to  back-up 
support  services  to  security  personnel. 

Now  who  are  we  saying  not  to  show 
up  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health?  Are  we  saying  to  that  Nobel 
Prize  candidate  who  could  have  a 
breakthrough  in  AIDS  research.  Don't 
bother  to  show  up,  we're  downsizing, 
we're  going  to  technological  innova- 
tion, we  dont  need  your  intellectual 
competency,  we'lLdo  a  computer  sim- 
ulation? 

What  will  we  say  in  this  Decade  of 
the  Brain  research  to  those  scientists 
working  on  Alzheimer's  research  which 
killed  my  father— Alzheimer's  killed 
my  father— and  if  we  can  find  a  cure  for 
it  it  would  significantly  reduce  the 
health  care  debt  in  this  country.  Are 
we  saying  to  NIH,  Don't  show  up? 

But  let  us  not  just  stay  around  the 
State  of  Maryland.  Let  us  go  to  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control.  We  now 
know  Ebola  virus  threatens  Zaire  and 
could  even  possibly  threaten  the  world. 

We  had  a  near  outbreak  in  something 
called  The  Hot  Zone  in  northern  Vir- 
ginia. If  you  read  the  book,  you  know 
what  the  story  was.  It  was  Federal  em- 
ployees at  Fort  Dietrick  who  were  will- 
ing to  risk  their  lives— willing  to  risk 
their  lives — who  were  willing  to  go  into 
the  hot  zone  to  kill  the  monkeys  that 
carried  this  disease. 

When  you  read  the  newspaper  ac- 
counts—this is  not  MIKUL.SKI  memos, 
this  is  newspaper  accounts— that  talk 
about  how  skimpy  the  resources  are  at 
CDC  and  in  infectious  diseases,  they 
arc  stretched  so  thin  that  they  are  now 
afraid  an  accident  could  happen  at  the 
CDC  exactly  at  the  same  time  when  we 
are  asking  for  their  help.  The  world  is 
asking  for  their  help  to  come  and  take 
care  of  the  Ebola  virus. 

Let  us  talk  about  other  threats  to 
the  safety  and  security  of  the  United 
States.  Let  us  talk  about  our  law  en- 
forcement. Who  else  are  we  telling  not 
to  show  up''  Shall  we  say  no  more  FBI 
agents,  do  not  show  up?  Are  we  saying 
to  the  Secret  Service,  Well,  you  might 
be  in  the  line  of  fire  in  one  way,  but 
we're  going  to  put  you  in  the  line  of 
fire  in  another  way.  We  are  going  to 
tell  them  not  to  show  up? 

We  in  Maryland  were  willing  to  take 
a  Federal  prison.  There  is  a  medium-se- 
curity prison  right  now  in  the  Alle- 
gheny Mountains  in  the  community  of 
Cumberland.  We  have  a  Federal  prison 
for  medium-security  prisoners.  Are  we 
telling  the  prison  guards  that  they  are 
superfluous,  we  are  going  to  have  bet- 
ter locks,  better  keys,  maybe  have 
chain  gangs:  we  do  not  need  you? 

Well.  I  want  those  prison  workers 
there.  I  want  the  bums  and  thugs  off 
the  street.  I  supported  life  without  pa- 


role legislation.  I  have  supported  not 
only  prevention  programs  but  tough 
prison  sentences.  So  are  we  going  to 
tell  the  prison  workers  we  do  not  want 
you:  do  not  show  up? 

And  then  here  we  are  now  on  the  eve 
of  celebrating  victory  in  Europe,  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  and  what  do  we 
say  to  the  GI  Joe  generation?  Oh. 
aren't  taking  your  health  care,  but  we 
are  going  to  say  no  to  the  doctors  at 
VA:  we  are  going  to  say  we  are  going  to 
shrink  the  nurses;  we  are  going  to  say 
we  are  going  to  shrink  the  lab  techni- 
cians; we  are  going  to  say  we  do  not 
need  them.  We  are  going  to  replace 
them  with  something  called  techno- 
logical innovation. 

We  know  we  are  going  to  downsize. 
We  have  already  begun  to  do  it.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  has  not 
been  AWOL  on  this  issue.  He  has  been 
in  the  forefront.  He  has  charged  the 
■Vice  President  to  do  it,  and  we  have 
absolutely  done  it. 

In  Maryland,  this  downsizing  will 
have  devastating  impacts  on  the  econ- 
omy of  Maryland  but  also  on  the  mo- 
rale of  Maryland.  Right  now,  there  is  a 
morale  crisis  among  Federal  employ- 
ees. They  have  essentially  been  told 
they  are  not  needed,  they  are  not  val- 
ued, and  now  the  bums  and  thugs  in  the 
world  are  even  targeting  them  for  vio- 
lent attacks. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  the  United 
States  of  America.  We  are  from  the 
generation  that  when  Jack  Kennedy 
said  "Ask  not  what  your  country  can 
do  for  you,  but  what  you  can  do  for 
your  country,"  we  answered  that  call. 
Many  of  the  people  in  my  generation 
saw  public  service  as  a  noble  calling,  a 
way  to  serve  the  United  States  of 
America  to  do  good  and  earn  a  decent 
living.  Now  they  feel  that  they  are  ab- 
solutely under  attack. 

I  can  tell  you  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen. You  will  not  only  downsize  Fed- 
eral employees,  but,  no  smart,  self-re- 
specting person  will  want  to  come  to 
work  for  the  Federal  Government. 

And  who  do  you  think  is  going  to  be 
in  these  Federal  agencies?  Do  we  not 
want  a  Government  at  all?  If  we  want 
to  do  that,  well  then  let  us  do  that.  Let 
us  not  go  through  this  charade  of 
downsizing,  if  you  are  going  to  have  a 
Government  and  you  believe  that  there 
are  core  functions  that  Government 
must  perform,  not  only  in  national  de- 
fense, but  on  domestic  security  issues 
and  the  risks  that  the  United  States  of 
America  faces — crime  on  the  streets, 
drug  dealing,  punks  that  want  to  sabo- 
tage the  United  States  of  America,  and 
we  need  law  enforcement. 

We  are  also  plagued  by  another 
horseman  of  the  apocalypse  called 
plague  and  pestilence,  and  we  want  to 
make  sure  that  we  have  the  medical  re- 
search and  the  staff  at  FDA  and  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  that  are 
going  to  find  the  cures  for  disease  and 
be  able  to  work  to  contain  pestilence 


around  the  world.  We  think  that  is  im- 
portant. 

What  are  the  other  threats  to  the  se- 
curity of  the  United  States  of  America? 
It  is  a  crisis  of  confidence.  We  should 
make  sure  that  we  have  a  core  set  of 
values  that  encourage  people,  along 
with  the  values  of  duty,  obligation, 
loyalty,  patriotism. 

If  we  treat  our  Federal  employees 
this  way,  how  are  we  going  to  call  it 
forth?  We  are  going  to  ask  them  to  be 
loyal  to  us  when  we  are  not  loyal  to 
them,  to  have  a  sense  of  duty  about  the 
job  they  do  when  we  do  not  have  a 
sense  of  obligation  to  them?  I  think 
this  is  a  terrible  course  of  action. 

There  is  a  logical,  rational  way  to 
downsizing.  I  oversee  as  an  appropri- 
ator  25  different  agencies.  We  are  al- 
ready taking  concrete  steps  to  be  able 
to  do  it.  I  was  the  one  that  commis- 
sioned the  study  on  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Public  Administrators, 
which  is  now  being  used  as  the  frame- 
work to  downsize  HUD.  I  am  not  op- 
posed to  shrinking  the  work  force,  but 
I  am  opposed  to  shirking  our  duties  to 
our  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  President,  our  Federal  employees 
have  served  their  country,  they  have 
devoted  themselves  to  public  service, 
they  deserve  our  gratitude  and  our  sup- 
port. We  are  already  reducing  by  272,000 
positions.  The  Roth  amendment  is  not 
only  going  to  result  in  downsizing  but. 
as  I  said,  in  downgrading.  So  I  stand 
here  to  support  those  Federal  employ- 
ees and  to  defend  them  who  defend  my 
health,  my  safety  and  my  national  se- 
curity. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  we  defeat  the 
Roth  amendment  and.  most  of  all,  I 
hope  we  defeat  the  attitude  that 
underlies  the  Roth  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  flour. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Who 
yields  time? 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  the  distinguished 
Senator  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have,  of  course,  been  watching  the  de- 
bate for  the  last  few  da,ys  and  there  is 
no  question,  this  is  a  tough  debate.  We 
are  getting  down  to  the  decisions  that 
are  very  difficult  to  make.  But  I  have 
been  watching  my  colleagues  with 
charts  really  since  this  debate  started 
last  week.  You  see  everybody's  chart, 
and  there  are  the  budget  lines  that  go 
up  and  budget  lines  that  go  down.  But 
now  we  are  into  making  those  tough 
decisions  and  saying.  You  know,  every- 
body in  America  is  going  to  disagree 
with  something  that  we  do.  In  fact, 
probably  every  Member  of  the  Senate 
is  going  to  disagree  with  something  wc 
do  in  this  budget  resolution.  But.  in 
fact,    we    have    to    make    the    priority 


choices.  We  have  to  go  back  to  the  ba- 
sics and  talk  about  what  is  the  role  of 
Federal  Government,  what  must  we  do 
to  set  those  priorities  and  then  with 
the  money  that  we  have  left,  we  have 
to  determine  where  we  have  to  cut  and 
where  we  need  to  spend. 

I  think  that  Senator  Roth  has  done  a 
very  responsible  thing.  He  has  proposed 
a  sense  of  the  Senate  about  what  we 
would  look  for  in  ways  to  meet  these 
budget  targets  that  we  are  going  to  be 
voting  on  for  the  next  few  days— 200.000 
positions  by  2002.  That  is  over  a  7-year 
period  and  is  about  11  percent  of  the 
work  force.  Now.  if  we  make  the  budget 
cuts  that  we  are  talking  about  making 
over  the  next  7  years  to  get  to  that 
magic  number  in  the  year  2002.  we  are 
going  to  have  to  cut.  Wc  are  going  to 
have  to  cut  the  size  of  Government, 
and  that  means  that  we  will  have  to 
downsize  departments. 

I  remember  when  I  first  got  here 
about  2  years  ago.  I  introduced  an 
amendment  to  cut  the  legislative 
branch  budget  by  7  percent.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, you  should  have  heard  the  de- 
bate. People  came  running  on  the  floor 
and  they  said  we  might  have  to  shut 
the  Library  of  Congress.  We  might 
have  to  shut  the  Washington  Monu- 
ment. You  know,  we  always  have  our 
priorities  and  we  decide  what  is  impor- 
tant in  those  priorities.  Of  course, 
shutting  the  Library  of  Congress  would 
not  have  been  an  option.  But  we  heard 
the  sky-is-falling-theories  all  over  the 
place.  I  lost  on  that  amendment  by 
about  two  votes.  Do  you  know  what 
happened?  After  all  the  sky  is  falling 
and  after  losing  that  amendment  2 
years  ago,  guess  what?  This  year,  we 
come  in  and  we  have  cut  our  legislative 
branch  budget  about  15  percent.  Is  the 
sky  falling?  I  do  not  tliink  su.  Are  we 
making  do  with  less?  Yes.  Are  we  doing 
the  responsible  business  of  our  Govern- 
ment? Yes.  And  I  do  not  think  one  per- 
son in  America  has  written  me  a  letter 
saying  you  cut  your  legislative  branch 
budget  15  percent  and  I  miss  that 
money.  Not  one  person. 

So  I  think  that  Senator  Roth  is  try- 
ing to  do  the  responsible  thing.  He  has 
come  in  and  he  has  said  we  are  going  to 
have  to  have  an  11  percent  cut.  Well,  if 
we  are  going  to  cut  the  budget  for  the 
next  7  years  in  the  places  where  wc 
can.  if  we  are  going  to  stop  the  growth 
in  increases  in  our  budget,  of  course, 
we  are  going  to  have  fewer  employees. 
And  I  think  it  is  very  important  that 
we  establish  a  sense-of-the-Senate  res- 
olution so  that  we  can  have  the  param- 
eters we  need  when  we  start  making 
these  tough  decisions. 

You  know,  the  people  of  America 
have  been  looking  at  the  debate  for  the 
last  few  weeks  in  the  House,  and  the 
last  few  days  on  the  Senate  side,  and  I 
think  the  people  of  America  are  really 
beginning  to  see  the  differences  be- 
tween the  two  parties  and  the  way  wc 
come  at  the  problems  of  Government. 
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And  I  think  the  people  of  America  are 
going  to  be  able  to  make  a  decision 
about  what  is  right.  And  I  think  they 
are  seeing  all  the  smoke  and  that  there 
is  a  group  of  Senators  that  really 
wants  to  do  what  we  said  we  were  going 
to  do.  I  was  elected  in  1994  and  I  did 
promise  that  I  would  do  everything  in 
my  power  to  have  a  balanced  budget 
for  the  future  of  our  country.  I  am 
going  to  do  everything  in  my  power  to 
keep  that  promise.  That  is  something 
the  American  people  have  not  had  for 
so  long— politicians  who  make  a  prom- 
ise and  lo  and  behold,  keep  it.  They  are 
going  to  keep  their  promises  this  time, 
and  that  is  new.  We  have  seen  politi- 
cians from  both  parties — this  is  not  in 
any  way  partisan  —come  in  and  they 
make  promises  and  then  the  election  is 
held  and  they  go  about  the  business  of 
Government,  business  as  usual,  just 
like  it  has  always  been.  Not  this  year. 
This  year  is  going  to  be  different.  We 
are  going  to  pass  a  balanced  budget 
resolution.  We  are  going  to  take  the 
tough  steps.  And  even  if  we  disagree  on 
this  part  of  it  or  that  part  of  it,  I  think 
enough  Senators  are  going  to  take  the 
responsible  step  and  say  my  part  may 
not  be  so  important  that  I  would  hold 
up  the  progress  of  this  Senate  for  the 
future  of  America.  That  is  the  param- 
eter we  are  going  to  have  to  put  around 
that  final  vote. 

Is  it  more  important  that  we  get 
every  single  thing  we  want,  just  the 
way  we  want  it,  or  is  it  more  impor- 
tant for  us  to  say  in  the  long-term,  the 
most  important  vote  we  will  ever  take 
is  to  start  that  long  march  toward  a 
balanced  budget  for  the  future  of  this 
country. 

This  is  a  historic  moment:  it  is  a  his- 
toric debate  and  we  do  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  what  is  right  for  America. 
So  I  appreciate  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator Roth,  and  my  colleague  Senator 
DoMENici  for  working  so  hard,  for  so 
many  years  to  try  to  make  this  hap- 
pen. I  appreciate  the  input  that  we  are 
having  on  this  floor.  But  I  hope  that  in 
the  end.  when  all  of  us.  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  have  had  our  say,  maybe 
we  have  won  a  few.  maybe  we  are  going 
to  lose  a  few;  but  when  it  all  comes 
down  to  that  last  vote,  the  people  of 
America  are  going  to  have  the  ability 
to  judge  which  politicians  are  keeping 
their  word  and  which  of  us  are  ready  to 
take  that  historic  step,  change  the  way 
Washington  does  business  and  start 
balancing  that  budget. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  is 
going  to  be  one  of  those  first  steps.  We 
will  see  a  lot  more  over  the  next  few 
days.  But  on  Wednesday,  I  hope  we  will 
be  ready  to  do  the  right  thing  for 
America. 
Thank  you.  I  yield  the  floor. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr  GLENN.  How  much  time  remains 
on  this  side? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  23  minutes.  Senator  Roth  has 
29  minutes. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  respond  very  briefly  to  some  of 
the  remarks  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  that  did  not  address  di- 
rectly the  proposal  of  this  sense  of  the 
Senate  resolution  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Delaware.  He  talked 
about  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  what  he  has  done.  I  would 
like  to  go  back  a  little  and  take  a  few 
minutes  to  describe  what  actually  has 
happened  over  the  past  15  years  or  so 
We  came  out  of  the  Carter  years,  and 
President  Carter,  during  his  time  in  of- 
fice, I  think,  did  a  lot  of  fine  things, 
foreign  policy  and  so  on.  One  thing 
that  did  not  occur  is  a  real  close  con- 
trol of  the  economy.  We  hit  a  time  pe- 
riod where  there  was  21  percent  inter- 
est rates  and  17  percent  inflation  rates. 
I  think  that  contributed  a  lot  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan  being  elected  when  he 
was.  What  happened?  A  lot  of  people 
were  scared  and  President  Reagan  pro- 
posed the  supply  side  economics  and 
the  budget  cuts,  and  we  reduced  taxes 
here  by  25  percent  over  a  3-year  pe- 
riod—over a  3-year  period,  5  percent 
the  first  year,  10  percent  each  of  the 
next  2  years.  This  was  supposed  to 
stimulate  the  economy  so  much  that  it 
was  going  to  result  in  such  a  new  level 
of  business  activity  and  consumer  con- 
fidence that  we  were  going  to  see  the 
new  business  level  raised  to  such  a 
point  that  there  was  going  to  be  more 
than  enough  revenue  to  make  up  what 
had  been  left  and  we  were  going  to 
move  on  to  a  new  higher  level. 

Now,  what  happened?  That  did  not 
occur.  Most  voted  for  that,  but  some 
with  the  idea  after  trying  to  get  it 
down  to  15  percent  reduction  and  try- 
ing to  make  several  changes,  finally 
voted  for  it  because  we  had  been 
scared,  too,  about  what  had  happened 
before.  We  voted  for  it  with  the  idea 
that  we  would  try  to  come  back  and 
change  it  if  it  did  not  work. 

Now,  what  happened?  Over  the  next 
12  years,  we  saw  an  additional  $3.6  tril- 
lion in  debt  pile  up  as  supply-side  eco- 
nomics did  not  work.  Then  we  came 
into  the  time  period  where  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  was  placed  out  here. 
That  did  not  do  the  job.  Then  we  came 
to  the  election  of  President  Clinton. 
President  Clinton  said  privately  as  well 
as  publicly  that  the  first  thing  we  had 
to  do  was  get  control  of  the  economy. 
What  did  he  do?  He  proposed  a  way  of 
getting  control  of  the  economy  that  he 
sent  the  Congress  and  we  farmed  it  out 
here  on  the  Democratic  side,  farmed  it 
out  to  the  committees,  with  targets  to 
hit,  targets  to  try  to  meet  the  efforts 
to  balance  the  budget  that  President 
Clinton  proposed. 

Now,  we  passed  that  reconciliation 
bill  in  the  summer  of  1993.  I  think  we 
need  to  look  at  what  happened  on  that. 
Now,    President    Clinton    was    honest 
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enough  that  he  said  I  will  not  promise 
people  a  lot  of  tax  cuts  back  then.  No. 
What  he  said  was  we  will  cut  as  many 
programs  as  we  can  and  we  will  in- 
crease taxes.  Much  has  been  made  of 
that  since  then.  We  will  increase 
taxes — what,  on  the  top  1.2  percent  in- 
come people  of  the  country,  not  the 
middle-income  people,  not  the  poor 
folks  of  the  country.  He  is  going  to  in- 
crease taxes  on  the  top  income  people 
of  the  country,  the  top  1.2  percent. 
That  is  where  half  of  that  budget  bal- 
ancing effort  came  from. 

Now,  what  happened?  After  all  the 
dire  predictions  here  on  the  Senate 
floor  about  all  the  unemployment  this 
would  cause  if  we  passed  that  President 
Clinton  proposal— there  would  be  mil- 
lions unemployed  was  one  of  the  state- 
ments here  on  the  floor. 

What  happened?  Well.  I  can  say  at 
that  time  when  we  passed  that  budget 
reconciliation  bill,  we  passed  it  with- 
out one  single  Republican  vote  in  ei- 
ther the  House  or  the  Senate.  Not  one 
single  vote.  Not  a  one.  And  it  was  a 
moment  of  high  drama  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate when  the  vote  was  tied  50-50.  and 
the  Vice  President  broke  the  tie  and 
cast  a  winning  vote. 

What  happened?  At  that  time  the 
budget  deficit  was  running  right  at  $300 
billion  a  year.  As  a  result  of  that  rec- 
onciliation effort  in  the  summer  of 
1993.  last  year  the  budget  deficit  was 
down  do  S246  billion.  This  year,  it  is 
$192  billion.  It  is  the  first  time  since 
Harry  Truman  that  the  budget  deficit 
has  gone  down  3  years  in  a  row — the 
first  time  since  Harry  Truman. 

I  say  one-half  of  it  was  reduction  in 
programs  and  one-half  was  the  tax  on 
the  top  1.2  percent  income  people  of  the 
country. 
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have  all  the  derogatory  signs  put  up  on 
the  Senate  floor  that  deride  the  Presi- 
dent and  make  light  of  the  President  if 
we  want  to.  That  is  what  actually  oc- 
curred for  the  first  time  since  Harry 
Truman.  Three  years  in  a  row,  the 
budget  deficit  has  gone  down  as  a  re- 
sult of  President  Clinton's  policies. 

What  we  should  be  debating  is  how 
we  keep  that  going,  how  we  keep  it 
going  down  incrementally,  rather  than 
some  of  the  schemes  that  are  being 
proposed  Some  of  the  proposals  out  of 
the  House  here  make  assumptions  on 
how  we  can  balance  the  budget  now, 
make  assumptions  that  I  cannot  go 
along  with. 

Medicare.  We  say  we  will  take  $87 
million  out  of  Medicare  over  the  next  7 
years,  meaning  we  assume  that  it  will 
not  grow  at  the  9  percent  it  is  growing 
now.  that  it  goes  down  to  3  percent  to 
4  percent  in  growth. 

We  are  saying  that  we  will  assume 
that  doctors  and  hospitals  will  not  be 
allowed  to  make  as  much  as  they  can. 
They  will  be  kept  below  inflation  rate, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  and  we  will  limit 
the  fees  for  doctors  and  hospitals. 


Those  assumptions  are  made.  We 
make  assumptions  for  HMO  savings. 
That  is  how  we  get  $87  billion  proposed. 
Some  of  the  assumptions.  I  think,  are 
false.  We  have  to  depend  on  a  CPI  ad- 
justment downward  from  where  it  is 
now.  We  have  to  assume  that  the  aver- 
age inflation  will  not  go  above  2.5  per- 
cent. We  have  to  say  there  will  be  no 
inflation  increase  in  administrative 
costs,  and  that  will  save  22  percent  in 
that  area.  These  are  assumptions  that 
really  are  not  very  realistic  when  we 
get  into  it. 

Back  to  the  President's  proposal. 
Now.  what  happened  out  of  that  rec- 
onciliation bill  we  passed  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1993?  Since  then,  we  have  had 
the  lowest  unemployment  in  4  years.  In 
cutting  back  on  the  size  of  the  Govern- 
ment, the  administration  has  cut  over 
300  programs  out  of  Government. 

They  set  a  goal  of  cutting  272.900  peo- 
ple out  of  civil  service  by  the  end  of  the 
administration's  term.  They  are  well 
ahead  of  schedule.  They  have  108.000  ac- 
tually cut  up  to  now  and  think  they 
will  be  able  to  meet  the  whole  272.900 
target  by  the  end  of  this  year.  When 
that  occurs,  there  will  be  the  lowest 
Federal  employment  overall  since  John 
F.  Kennedy  was  President,  the  lowest 
Government  employment  since  John  F. 
Kennedy  was  the  President. 

Now.  along  with  that,  last  year  we 
passed  a  crime  bill,  a  very  major  bill.  I 
know  there  will  be  efforts  to  override 
some  of  it  this  year.  That  was  a  major 
effort.  We  passed  the  GATT  legislation. 
General  Agreement  on  Tariff  and 
Trade.  That  is  a  mighty  big  step  for- 
ward in  recognizing  we  no  longer  could 
be  an  isolationist  nation  if  we  wanted 
to  be  in  this  country,  because  most  of 
our  trade,  in  fact,  about  one  out  of 
every  eight  manufacturing  jobs  in  the 
whole  country,  and  it  is  certainly  true 
in  my  State  of  Ohio,  works  to  make  a 
product  that  gets  exported. 

We  can  no  longer  be  an  isolationist 
America.  We  have  moved  into  the 
world.  And  the  GATT  agreement,  with 
its  readjustments  being  required,  indi- 
cate our  willingness  to  move  into  that 
international  world. 

We  passed  a  family  leave  bill.  We 
passed  a  Head  Start  bill  in  the  first  2 
years  of  this  administration  that  helps 
over  200,000  kids  get  a  fair  start  in 
school.  We  passed  the  national  service 
bill.  We  passed  a  college  loan  bill  that 
over  the  period  of  5  years  will  let  an 
additional  20  million  young  people  go 
to  school. 

Now,  all  of  these  are  things  that  were 
passed  in  the  first  2  years  of  this  ad- 
ministration in  spite  of  all  of  the 
things  that  are  said  about  this  admin- 
istration on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

Do  Members  know  what  Time  maga- 
zine said  last  October?  They  printed  a 
chart  showing  what  agenda— an- 
nounced agenda— had  been  passed  by 
each  of  our  past  Presidents.  They 
pointed  out  that  President  Bill  Clinton 


had  the  best  record  of  getting  his  agen- 
da through  in  the  first  2  years  of  Con- 
gress of  any  President  since  Lyndon 
Baines  Johnson,  and  before  that  going 
clear  back  to  Eisenhower. 

Now.  I  think  that  is  a  remarkable 
record.  It  is  one  I  am  proud  to  support 
the  President  on.  When  I  hear  all  these 
derogatory  remarks  about  the  Presi- 
dent and  what  is  going  on  and  signs  up 
here  on  the  Senate  floor  that  are 
meant  to  be  derogatory,  then  I  just 
have  to  take  exception  to  that. 

Now.  back  to  our  current  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  that  is  up  now. 
This  administration  has  already  cut 
108.000  jobs  out  of  the  Federal  work 
force,  and  done  it  in  a  responsible  man- 
ner, done  it  in  a  way  that  helps  correct 
the  imbalance  between  the  higher  GS 
ratings  and  the  lower  GS  ratings, 
through  the  buyout  legislation  that  we 
passed  out  of  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee. 

I  know  that  a  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  would  just  arbitrarily  add  another 
200,000  to  it  is  not  binding,  but  it  cer- 
tainly sets  the  course.  I  do  not  know 
how  we  would  meet  that.  I  would  rath- 
er ask  OPM  do  another  study,  a  follow 
on  and  see  where  we  can  do  this,  and  do 
it  responsibly  rather  than  just  setting 
what  I  view  as  a  goal  that  might  result 
in  some  real  harm  being  done  to  our 
Government. 

If  we  want  to  do  the  thing  that  we 
should  do.  what  we  do  is  define  the  role 
we  want  Government  to  have  in  all 
these  different  areas  or  different  de- 
partments or  agencies.  If  we  are  elimi- 
nating the  agency,  fine,  eliminate  it. 
But  rather  than  just  pick  an  arbitrary 
figure,  we  will  have  OPM  study  the 
Government  again,  each  agency,  de- 
partment   by    department,    agency    by 


agency,    and    decide    how    many 
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think  can  be  cut.  and  do  this  respon- 
sibly and  target  those  departments 
where  we  have  too  big  an  imbalance 
yet.  That  is  the  way  the  figure  of 
272.900  was  arrived  at.  It  was  not  a  fig- 
ure off  the  top  of  somebody's  head.  It 
was  a  figure  arrived  at  by  study,  by 
canvassing  the  agencies,  by  holding 
their  feet  to  the  fire  on  what  they 
could  do  or  not  do.  I  think  that  is  what 
we  should  be  doing  for  the  future. 

I  hate  to  have  to  oppose  my  colleague 
from  Delaware  but  I  do.  I  think  to  pass 
this  Sense-of-the-Senate  would  indi- 
cate a  wrong  direction  for  us  to  be  tak- 
ing. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining  on  this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWi.vk).  The  Senator  has  10  minutes 
and  50  seconds. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  re- 
serve the  remainder  of  my  time  and 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 
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Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
just  want  to  talk  about  some  of  the 
things  that  were  just  said  by  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Ohio.  I 
would  like  to  talk  about  the  tax  in- 
crease that  he  mentioned  that  was 
passed  without  one  Republican  vote  in 
1993,  because  I  do  think  there  was  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  that  became  very 
clear  when  the  Democrats  passed  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
America  without  one  Republican  vote. 
It  was  described  as  a  tax  on  the  rich, 
but  I  do  not  think  Social  Security  re- 
cipients making  $34,000  a  year  or  cou- 
ples making  $44,000  a  year  are  rich  peo- 
ple. That  is  middle  income.  And  the 
taxes  were  raised  on  those  people. 

I  do  not  think  that  was  the  way  to 
start  the  process  of  getting  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  In  fact,  the  President's 
budget  that  has  been  sent  to  us  does 
not  balance  the  budget.  The  President 
gave  up  on  balancing  the  budget.  He 
left  it  to  us  to  do  it.  He  left  us  the  re- 
sponsibility. 

In  fact  the  deficits  are  lower  in  the 
last  2  years  but  the  reason  the  deficits 
are  lower  is  because  we  have  financed 
our  debt  with  short-term  borrowings. 
We  are  in  fact  in  one  of  the  weakest  re- 
coveries from  a  recession  that  we  have 
ever  had.  We  should  be  in  a  booming 
economy  and  we  are  not  in  a  booming 
economy.  We  are  in  a  relatively  flat 
economy.  It  is  going  up  a  little.  The 
deficit  is  coming  down  a  little.  But  we 
are  going  to  have  to  pay  the  price.  We 
are  going  to  have  to  pay  the  price  for 
short-term  borrowing  to  finance  that 
debt.  That  was  a  bad  decision  and  we 
will  have  to  pay  for  that  later.  If  inter- 
est rates  go  up  there  is  no  question 
that  the  deficit  is  going  to  rise  when 
we  have  to  refinance  that  debt. 

inis  is  ati  going  uo  become  very  clear 
when  we  have  to  raise  the  debt  ceiling 
toward  the  end  of  the  summer,  this 
year.  That  is  going  to  be  the  scary 
thing.  We  have  $5  trillion  in  debt  in 
this  country.  That  is  not  a  small 
amount. 

The  debate  we  are  having  today  is  for 
the  future  of  our  country.  Wo  cannot 
continue  to  raise  that  debt  ceiling 
without  taking  care  of  that  long-term 
debt  situation.  So  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant that  we  keep  our  eye  on  the 
ball  here.  We  cannot  continue  to  raise 
taxes  to  try  to  bring  the  deficit  down. 
We  cannot  do  short-term  financing  on 
that  long-term  debt,  because  the  price 
will  go  up. 

Alan  Greenspan,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  told  us  what 
would  happen  if  we  balanced  the  budget 
and  if  Congress  shows  it  has  the  will  to 
balance  the  budget.  That  is  when  we 
will  see  our  economy  take  off.  That  is 
when  the  investors  in  our  country  will 
know  that  they  are  making  a  good  and 
wise  investment  for  the  long  term. 

We  will  be  able  to  see  our  economy 
take  off.  Wc  will  be  able  to  see  the  defi- 
cit come  down,  if  we  take  the  steps  to 
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balance  the  budget.  I  just  hope  my  col- 
leagues, like  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  will 
help  us  when  that  final  vote  is  taken. 
It  is  going  to  be  tough.  Senator  Roth  is 
giving  us  a  tough  choice.  But  we  are 
going  to  stand  up  and  we  are  going  to 
do  it  and  I  hope  it  will  be  a  bipartisan 
effort  in  the  end.  because  we  are  going 
to  do  it  without  increasing  taxes  and 
that  is  the  distinction  between  the  phi- 
losophy of  the  President,  who  gave  us  a 
budget  that  is  not  balanced,  and  the 
Republican  majority  in  Congress  that 
is  going  to  give  a  balanced  budget  to 
the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  Senator  4  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  yielded  4  minutes. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
do  not  come  on  the  floor  with  any  well- 
rehearsed  speech.  But  it  does  seem  to 
me  that,  once  again,  we  are  not  actu- 
ally debating  whether  or  not  there 
ought  to  be  deficit  reduction.  We  are 
also  not  debating  whether  or  not  any- 
body is  in  favor  of  the  debt  that  we 
built  up  in  this  country. 

As  a  matter  of  fact.  I  could  make  my 
own  analysis  about  what  happened 
starting  with  what  was  euphemistic- 
ally called  the  Economic  Recovery  Act. 
passed  in  1981.  pushed  by  President 
Reagan,  which  eroded  the  revenue  base 
of  this  country  about  $700  billion  over 
5.  6,  7  years;  plus  an  unprecedented 
buildup  in  the  Pentagon  budget. 

I  find  it  interesting  that  by  and  large 
we  still  have  not  heard  very  much  dis- 
cussion about  all  the  subsidies  that  go 
for  oil  companies;  all  the  subsidies  that 
go  for  tobacco  companies;  all  the  sub- 
sidies that  go  for  pharmaceutical  com- 
panies; all  the  subsidies  that  go  to 
some  of  the  largest  corporations  and  fi- 
nancial institutions  in  America.  But 
we  have  been  talking  about  cuts  in  nu- 
trition programs  and  financial  aid  for 
higher  education.  We  did  not  have 
much  time  to  debate  that  on  the  floor 
this  afternoon.  And.  I  think,  draconian 
cuts — draconian  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid.  I  do  not  have  the  time  and  I 
do  not  have  the  data  right  now  to  go 
into  those  arguments  in  great  detail. 

But  I  will  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
when  I  presented  this  this  morning  on 
policy  grounds.  I  did  not  hear  any  re- 
buttal. So  in  terms  of  "we  have  to  do 
all  of  this."  let  us  not  be  so  generous 
with  other  people's  suffering.  Let  us 
make  sure  we  do  it  in  a  responsible 
way. 

The  reason  I  support  my  colleague 
from  Ohio  is  that  I  consider  this  to  be 
bashing.  I  mean,  200,000  additional  posi- 
tions eliminated— by  what  agency? 
What  job?  What  position?  A  description 
of  those  positions?  Who  are  we  going  to 


do  it  to?  What  positions  are  we  elimi- 
nating? 

It  is  very  easy  to  just  say  eliminate 
200,000  positions.  I  would  like  to  know: 
Where?  Where  do  these  men  and  women 
work?  For  what  agencies?  Is  it  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health?  Or  is  it 
going  to  be  some  of  the  other  Federal 
agencies? 

Where  are  you  eliminating  these  po- 
sitions? 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  not  responsible 
unless  the  Congress  approves  in  ad- 
vance exactly  what  agency,  what  posi- 
tions, what  descriptions,  what  men  and 
women,  whose  positions  are  you  elimi- 
nating? 

Colleagues  stand  up  on  the  floor  and 
they  say  "Oh,  these  decisions  are  so 
difficult.  We  have  to  make  difficult  de- 
cisions." Easy  if  it  is  not  our  job.  Very 
easy.  We  have  to  make  these  difficult 
decisions. 

Sometimes  I  think  we  get  a  little  bit 
too  generous  with  the  suffering  of 
other  people.  Before  I  would  vote  for 
such  an  amendment  I  would  want  to 
know  exactly  which  people  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  Let  us  just  get  concrete. 
What  agency?  What  descriptions? 
Which  Federal  employees?  Providing 
what  kind  of  work  in  this  country?  For 
whom?  Let  us  have  a  discussion  of 
that.  I  think  in  the  absence  of  that 
kind  of  specificity  this  is  a  profoundly 
mistaken  amendment. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  has  67  minutes  and  32 
seconds  remaining,  and  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  24  minutes  and  7 
seconds 

Mr.  ci-RNN    I  thank  the  Chair 

Mr.  ROTH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
such  time  as  I  may  take. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  surprised  to 
once  again  hear  the  attack  on  the 
Reagan  years.  I  recall  during  the 
Carter  administration  when  we  had 
double-digit  unemployment,  double- 
digit  inflation,  the  misery  index,  which 
was  based  upon  unemployment  and  in- 
flation, was  never  higher,  and  unem- 
ployment was  as  high  as  it  has  been  in 
recent  years.  But  after  the  tax  cut  in 
the  Reagan  administration,  we  enjoyed 
the  longest  peacetime  growth  period  in 
the  history  of  this  country. 

Mr.  FORD.  And  the  largest  debt. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  hear  someone  talk  about 
the  largest  debt. 

But  let  me  point  out  that  Congress, 
part  of  Congress,  was  Democratic,  the 
House  of  Representatives.  And  I  would 
say  that  the  problem  there  was  that, 
yes,  the  President  was  trying  to  build 
up  defense  but  the  other  party  was  try- 
ing to  build  up  social  spending.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  compromise  was  by  in- 
creasing spending  everywhere.  So  both 
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Democrats  and  Republicans  can  take  a 
partial  credit  for  the  increase  In  the 
debt.  That  was  not  just  the  act  of  the 
administration. 

But  what  we  are  talking  about  today 
is  trying  to  make  Government  smaller. 
Government  less  obtrusive,  and  Gov- 
ernment more  efficient. 

There  is  no  question  that  but  what 
modern  technology  has  made  it  pos- 
sible for  Government,  as  well  as  the 
private  sector,  to  do  more  with  less. 

What  we  are  proposing  today  in  the 
way  of  reductions  in  personnel  are  not 
just  figures  drawn  out  of  the  air.  but 
based  primarily  on  the  proposals  in  the 
Domenici  budget.  What  we  are  propos- 
ing in  the  way  of  reduction  in  employ- 
ment, first  of  all.  is  a  50.000  reduction 
in  FTE  savings  below  the  current  FTE 
caps.  And  the  GAO  figures  show  that  is 
a  reality. 

With  the  elimination  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  we  expect  a  reduc- 
tion of  30.000  in  FTE.  HUD.  20.000.  and 
the  Department  of  Defense.  ,50.000. 

Let  me  point  out  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  made  significant  reductions 
in  the  DOD.  But  basically  most  of  the 
reductions  are  in  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment, and  not  in  the  other  civilian 
agencies.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  defense 
military  functions  will  be  reduced 
something  like  208.000  under  272.000. 

What  we  are  proposing  in  our  reduc- 
tion of  200.000  is  that  most  of  these  re- 
ductions will  come  from  the  civilian 
agencies,  limiting  the  reduction  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  50.000.  Cur- 
rently, in  the  acquisition  of  military 
systems  there  is  something  like  17  to  20 
levels  of  bureaucracy.  This  bureauc- 
racy does  not  add  value  or  expedite  the 
acquisition  of  new  weapons.  Instead,  it 
takes  about  twice  as  long  in  the  mili- 
tary are?.  ':'?  go  from  an  idea  to  fielding 
a  weapon  as  it  does  in  the  private  sec- 
tor to  go  from  an  idea  to  selling  a  prod- 
uct in  the  market. 

What  we  are  seeking  here  is  a  reduc- 
tion of  personnel  that  is  based  on  those 
programs  and  departments  that  would 
be  reduced  or  eliminated  under  the  Do- 
menici budget. 

Just  let  me  point  out  that  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  the  chairman's  mark  lists 
something  like  150  different  programs 
that  are  going  to  be  eliminated.  And 
obviously,  when  you  eliminate  pro- 
grams, you  do  not  need  the  personnel 
that  you  otherwise  have.  So  that  is 
where  we  are  proposing  these  reduc- 
tions. By  doing  this,  we  expect  better 
service  to  be  given  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

Let  me  point  out  that  one  of  our  con- 
cerns is  that  we  want  to  make  the  Fed- 
eral Government  a  desirable  place  in 
which  to  work.  And.  unfortunately, 
anyone  who  has  discussed  the  matter 
with  people  in  the  executive  branch 
will  tell  you  the  frustration,  the  inabil- 
ity to  move  forward  because  of  the 
process  that  has  been  built  up  over  re- 
cent years.   And  that  is  what  we  are 


trying  to  eliminate  today.  Hopefully, 
by  reducing  the  size  of  Government, 
and  by  changing  the  personnel  policies. 
the  Federal  work  force  will  find  this  a 
better  place  in  which  to  work  because 
what  we  are  proposing  as  changes  is 
that  individuals  who  perform  in  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  will  be  rewarded  for 
their  accomplishments.  They  will  also 
be  penalized  if  they  do  not  perform. 

My  distinguished  colleague  and 
friend  from  Ohio  said  that  we  proposed 
to  do  away  with  a  military  system,  if  it 
were  10  percent  off  the  proposed  goal. 
In  other  words,  if  the  cost  of  the  sys- 
tem was  10  percent  higher  than  sched- 
uled, or  if  the  time  was  10  percent 
longer,  the  system  would  be  canceled. 
That  is  not  what  I  have  proposed. 

To  the  contrary,  what  we  are  propos- 
ing is  that,  in  order  to  get  a  bonus,  an 
employee  would  have  to  perform  10  per- 
cent better  than  the  goal  set  as  the  ac- 
quisition of  the  weapons  system,  or.  on 
the  other  hand,  if  it  is  10  percent  more 
expensive,  the  schedule  is  10  percent 
behind,  then  the  employee  can  be  pe- 
nalized. But  we  would  only  revoke  the 
system  if  it  were  50  percent  off  course, 
and  hopefully  those  opportunities 
would  not  present  themselves  too 
often. 

But  again,  let  me  spell  out  what  we 
are  proposing  in  this  amendment.  Our 
amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  to  reduce  the  number  of  Gov- 
ernmentwide,  full-time  equivalent  po- 
sitions over  the  next  7  years.  And  it 
provides  for  a  reduction  of  200.000  posi- 
tions by  2002  in  addition  to  the  already 
enacted  reduction  of  272,900  FTEs  by 
1999  in  the  1994  Federal  Work  Force  Re- 
structuring Act. 

Not  more  than  50,000  of  the  reduc- 
tions may  be  within  the  Department  of 
Defense.  As  I  have  already  indicated,  of 
the  reuucliojis  that  liave  aheady  been 
made  by  this  administration,  the  vast 
majority  have  already  been  in  the  De- 
fense Department.  And  our  program  is 
consistent  with  the  Domenici  budget  to 
streamline  and  eliminate  several  Gov- 
ernment functions  and  programs. 

It  is  also  consistent  with  the  Roth- 
Kasich  Defense  Department  acquisition 
reform  bill  to  reduce  the  number  of  ac- 
quisition personnel.  This  reform  bill 
would  produce  savings  of  42.000  in 
FTE's  with  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Current  FTE  reductions  to  comply 
with  the  1994  Federal  Work  Force  Re- 
duction Act  of  272,900  are  proceeding  as 
planned. 

And  it  has  been  further  estimated  by 
0MB  that  the  total  civilian  work  force 
will  be  approximately  25.000  below  the 
existing  FTE  cap  for  1995  and  1996.  Cur- 
rent projections  show  that  208.000  of 
the  mandated  272.000  FTE  reductions 
will  be  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, and  this  amendment  will  help  to 
achieve  the  originally  intended  balance 
to  further  downsize  the  non-defense-re- 
lated agencies  as  well. 

So  in  conclusion,  just  let  me  point 
out,  Mr.  President,  that  what  we  are 
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proposing  is  based  upon  the  Domenici 
budget.  We  are  eliminating  150  dif- 
ferent programs  and  activities.  We  are 
going  to  be  reducing  the  size  of  depart- 
ments, if  not  the  department  itself,  and 
the  number  of  positions  that  we  are 
eliminating  reflect  those  changes. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GLENN.  How  much  time  is  re- 
maining. Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  has  6  minutes  27  sec- 
onds, the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  12 
minutes  7  seconds. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Domenici  budget.  As 
I  have  said  on  the  Senate  floor  before. 
I  strongly  believe  that  this  represents 
a  solid  blueprint  that  finally  will  lead 
this  Government  to  a  balanced  budget. 

It  has  been  a  very  strange  sequence 
of  events  here  in  the  Senate  when  we 
saw  the  entire  Senate  reject  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  I  would  certainly  wel- 
come a  debate  on  the  President's  budg- 
et, but  the  members  of  his  own  party 
voted  his  budget  down.  Thus,  the  only 
budget  that  is  before  us  is  the  Domenici 
budget. 

Overall,  this  budget  is  a  solid,  re- 
sponsible plan,  and  takes  an  across- 
the-board  approach  to  achieve  balance. 
Without  this  kind  of  bold  plan,  we  will 
be  facing  bankruptc.y.  both  in  terms  of 
the  Federal  deficit  and  in  terms  of 
Medicare.  The  liberals  may  be  criticiz- 
ing this  budget,  but  where  is  their 
budget? 

Insofar  as  agriculture  is  concerned.  I 
think  many  of  us  have  said  that  we 
will  take  an  across-the-board  approach, 
and  I  think  this  budget  does  that. 
There  will  be  efforts,  and  perhaps  I  will 
join  them,  to  make  some  minor 
changes  in  the  Domenici  budget,  but 
overall  it  represents  a  path  or  a  guide- 
post  to  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  recently  our  dollar 
has  been  doing  very  poorly.  We  have  an 
unstable  dollar.  It  is  because  of  our 
huge  Federal  deficit.  We  have  reports 
that  Medicare  will  go  bankrupt  by  the 
year  2002.  I  would  rather  give  senior 
citizens  a  stable,  sound  dollar  and  a  se- 
cure Medicare  than  to  continue  going 
on  year  after  year  without  taking  some 
action.  It  is  time  that  we  take  sound 
action  in  this  Chamber,  and  this  rep- 
resents that  opportunity. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  commend  Sen- 
ator Domenici  and  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee for  their  leadership  and  its  hard 
work.  I  know  there  may  be  some 
changes  in  that  document  this  week. 
But  I  would  say  to  the  liberals  who  are 
criticizing  it  to  bring  forward  a  com- 
plete budget  of  their  own.  Indeed,  the 
Democrats  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  voted  down  the  President's  budget 
entirely.  Where  is  their  plan? 
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The  Senate  Republicans  have  a  plan. 
It  is  a  solid  plan  for  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  believe  that  we  are  on  the  right 
path. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  1  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time?  If  no  one  yields  time,  it 
will  be  deducted  equally  from  each 
side. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
such  time  as  I  have  remaining  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  an  interesting  experience  today  to 
listen  to  the  debate  about  balancing 
the  budget.  It  is  a  little  bit  surprising, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  suppose,  that 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  debate  about 
balancing  the  budget.  It  is  legitimate 
to  have  differences  of  view  as  to  ex- 
actly how  that  is  done,  but  the  fact  is 
that  we  have  to  do  something  to  be  fis- 
cally and  financially  responsible. 

I  am  encouraged,  frankly,  by  the 
chance  to  do  something.  For  the  first 
time  in  three  decades  we  have  a  chance 
to  balance  the  budget.  And  I  suppose, 
when  we  think  about  that,  my  good- 
ness, that  is  irresponsible.  How  can 
that  be?  But  it  is  a  fact.  We  have  gone 
all  this  time  with  no  balanced  budget. 

So  I  am  encouraged  by  the  oppor- 
tunity. I  am  encouraged  by  the  fact 
that  voters  said  to  us  clearly  a  few 
months  ago  that  Government  is  too  big 
and  it  costs  too  much  and  it  is  time 
you  do  something  about  that.  And  I 
think  a  measure  of  good  Government  is 
the  responsiveness  we  have  to  doing 
something  about  it. 

So  I  am  encouraged  by  the  fact  that 
we  have  this  opportunity.  I  know  there 
are  differences.  There  are  some  here 
who  really  believe  that  balancing  the 
budget  is  not  important,  that  it  is  just 
a  matter  of  dollars,  it  does  not  really 
matter. 

Let  me  suggest  to  you  that  I  think  it 
is  terribly  important  for  some  very 
concrete  reasons,  such  as  the  fact  that 
it  takes  money  out  of  the  economy  to 
finance  this  deficit,  maybe  more  to  the 
point  that  the  interest  on  the  debt  will 
soon  be  the  largest  single  line  item  in 
the  budget,  larger  than  the  total  budg- 
et was  just  a  couple  of  decades  ago.  It 
is  important. 

There  are  those  that  believe  that 
more  spending  through  the  Govern- 
ment is  a  better  way  to  do  it;  that,  in 
fact.  Government  spends  money  better 
than  you  and  I  do  in  our  families.  That 
is  a  legitimate  view.  I  suppose. 

There  are  those  who  think  we  are 
better  off  with  more  Government  and 
more  spending.  I  do  not  happen  to 
agree  with  that,  nor  do  most  of  us  on 
this  side  agree  with  that.  We  believe 
that  we  have  to  balance  the  budget, 
that  it  is  the  responsible  thing  to  do, 
and  we  have  an  opportunity  to  do  it. 

I  hear  everybody  who  stands  up 
starts  out  by  saying,  "We  have  to  bal- 


ance the  budget.  I  know  we  are  going 
to  balance  the  budget,  I  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  "  and  then  goes  on  to 
point  out  the  reasons  why  it  cannot  be 
done. 

We  heard  the  same  thing  about  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  "Well,  I 
wanted  to  balance  the  budget  but  we  do 
not  need  to  do  this,  we  can  do  it  by  just 
making  the  hard  decisions."  Well,  now 
Is  the  time  to  make  some  hard  deci- 
sions. What  we  have  is  each  time  we 
come  up  with  another  amendment,  we 
hear  arguments  that  you  cannot  do  it. 
It  is  time  to  make  the  tough  decisions. 

I  suspect  this  is  the  kind  of  conversa- 
tion that  has  gone  on  for  decades  here, 
and  that  is  why  we  have  not  done  it. 
and  that  has  been  the  history  of  what 
we  have  to  do.  We  clearly  have  to  do 
something  about  Medicare.  It  is  not  an 
option  unless  you  simply  do  not  want 
to  have  a  program  to  provide  health 
care  for  the  elderly.  Do  nothing,  as  is 
the  proposal  from  that  side,  and  the 
program  goes  into  reserves  in  2  years, 
goes  broke  in  7  years,  no  question 
about  that. 

Or,  in  fact,  we  can  take  the  approach 
that  has  been  taken  and  say,  "Let's 
raise  taxes."  In  order  to  balance  the 
budget  without  doing  something  about 
spending,  we  would  have  to  raise  taxes 
by  $950  billion  in  7  years.  How  is  that 
as  an  option?  I  do  not  think  many  peo- 
ple would  choose  it.  And  yet  we  cannot 
seem  to  say,  "Yes,  we  can  make  cuts, 
not  draconian  cuts  but  to  reduce  the 
spending  from  5  percent  a  year  to  3." 
That  is  hardly  asking  too  much,  and 
voters  are  asking  that  of  us. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  interesting  as 
we  go  forward  that  we  always  hear. 
■'Well,  we  have  to  balance  the  budget.  I 
want  to  balance  the  budget,  but  we 
cannot  do  that  to  balance  the  budo'et, 
we  can't  do  this  to  balance  the  budg- 
et." What  can  we  do  to  balance  the 
budget?  There  is  no  plan  on  that  side. 
The  President  has  no  plan. 

So  despite  that,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  optimistic  that  we  will  foi  the 
first  time  in  my  legislative  experience, 
for  the  first  time  I  guess  in  my  politi- 
cal experience,  have  a  genuine,  legiti- 
mate, bona  fide  effort  to  balance  the 
budget  to  cause  the  Government  to  be 
a  little  smaller,  a  little  less  expensive. 

Give  us  the  opportunity  to  choose 
some  options,  to  look  at  programs  and 
make  sure  that  they  are  efficient  and 
effective  and.  in  fact,  that  they  are  le- 
gitimate, that  they  need  to  be  done, 
and  we  can  do  that.  We  can  do  that.  No 
one  argues  with  that  concept.  Unfortu- 
nately, it  does  not  happen.  We  find  a 
million  excuses  why  we  cannot  do  that, 
why  we  cannot  cut  it  here,  why  we  can- 
not slow  growth.  Why  we  really  should 
not  take  a  look  at  why  the  program 
cannot  be  changed,  to  be  more  effi- 
cient, the  delivery  of  programs  cannot 
be  done  more  efficiently. 

I  do  go  away  from  the  last  3  or  4  days 
of  this  debate,  again  optimistic  that  we 


will  do  something  that  has  not  been 
done  for  a  very  long  time,  and  that  is 
lay  before  the  American  people  a  plan 
to  balance  the  budget  in  7  years,  and 
we  can  do  it. 

The  committee  has  laid  out  a  plan. 
Of  course,  it  is  not  perfect.  Does  it  take 
some  pain?  Of  course  it  takes  some 
pain.  It  always  takes  some  pain  to  re- 
coup when  you  find  yourself  in  this 
kind  of  a  financial  problem— $5  trillion 
in  debt,  taxes  at  the  rate  of  about 
$21,000  per  household,  to  pay  the  inter- 
est on  the  debt  costs  $5,000  for  each 
household  each  year. 

That  is  where  we  are.  Mr.  President. 
So  we  do  not  really  have  a  choice  as  to 
whether  we  do  something.  The  fact  is 
we  need  to  do  it.  We  have  to  do  it.  We 
can  have  legitimate  debate  about  op- 
tions but  not  a  legitimate  debate  about 
just  saying,  "No.  no,  can't  do  it,"  and 
that  is  what  we  hear. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  you  for  the 
time.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  me  2  minutes? 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Maryland. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause there  have  been  general  state- 
ments about  the  budget  tonight  in  ad- 
dition to  the  statement  about  the 
amendment  that  is  pending  before  us,  I 
just  want  to  underscore  this  point.  The 
budget  resolution  that  is  before  us 
takes  $175  billion,  which  the  CBO  has 
put  out  there  as  a  pot  to  be  available 
at  the  end,  and  commits  it  for  tax  cuts. 

Now  the  amendments  that  have  been 
offered  today  on  Medicare  and  on  edu- 
cation have  said  rather  than  commit- 
ting that  money  to  tax  cuts,  you 
should  make  a  less  draconian  cut  in 
Medicare  and  education.  You  should 
not  come  down  with  such  heavy  force 
on  our  senior  citizens  or  on  our  young 
people  seeking  an  education,  and  that, 
as  a  matter  of  national  priorities,  we 
should  place  ahead  of  a  tax  cut,  which 
in  the  House-passed  legislation  is  over- 
whelmingly committed  to  the  very 
wealthy,  the  people  at  the  very  top  of 
the  income  scale,  overwhelmingly  so 
committed. 

These  amendments,  in  effect,  are  say- 
ing that  instead  of  a  tax  cut  that  has 
that  impact,  we  should  make  less  dra- 
conian cuts  in  Medicare  and  in  edu- 
cation. As  a  matter  of  national  prior- 
ities, educating  the  next  generation 
and  preparing  them  for  the  21st  cen- 
tury and  assuring  that  our  young  peo- 
ple's capacities  are  developed  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible  should  put  that 
ahead  of  taking  this  pot  of  money  and 
committing  it  to  tax  cuts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 2  minutes  has  expired. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  yield  him  another  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  So  there  is  a  very 
important  question  of  priorities  that  is 
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at  issue  here,  and  the  same  is  true  with 
respect  to  each  of  the  measures  being 
taken  in  order  to  bring  about  this  dras- 
tic reduction. 

It  is  one  thing  to  deal  with  a  matter 
in  a  reasonable  way,  it  is  another  thing 
to  deal  with  it  in  an  extreme  way.  I 
submit  that  much  of  what  is  in  the 
budget  resolution  is  extreme,  and  it  is 
particularly  extreme  when  it  is  seen 
that  the  purpose  of  it  is  to  create  this 
pot  of  money  to  be  committed  to  tax 
cuts  which,  as  I  said,  in  the  House- 
passed  bill  overwhelmingly  committed 
to  the  people  at  the  upper  end  of  the 
income  scale.  In  order  to  achieve  this, 
our  senior  citizens  receiving  Medicare 
are  being  subjected  to  incredible  cuts, 
and  our  young  people  seeking  an  edu- 
cation are  going  to  find  that  their  op- 
portunities are  being  frustrated  and 
may  be  perhaps  even  denied  to  them. 

So  that  is  an  issue  that  is  put  and  it 
is  put  very  clearly  by  the  resolution 
that  is  before  us  and  by  the  amend- 
ments which  have  been  proposed  to  the 
resolution.  I  have  supported  those 
amendments  because  I  think  they  rep- 
resent a  better  balance  in  terms  of 
what  our  national  priorities  are. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  has  now  expired. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  has  51  seconds  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  43  seconds. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  time  situ- 
ation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  has  33  seconds.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  has  41  seconds. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  yield  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

Mr  DOLE.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  nur  rime 

Mr  GLENN.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  wait- 
ing for  the  distinguished  Democratic 
leader.  Let  me  indicate  while  he  is  on 
his  way  to  the  floor  that  I  want  very 
much  to  accommodate  the  Democrats 
tomorrow  evening.  But  we  will  com- 
plete at  least  10  hours  on  the  resolu- 
tion tomorrow.  We  are  going  to  have 
two  or  three  votes.  We  tried  to  get 
credit  for  that.  We  cannot  get  that.  So 
I  just  suggest  that  we  will  have  to  stay 
here  beyond  6:30,  probably,  to  get  the  10 
hours — maybe  7  o'clock.  We  will  try  to 
accommodate  our  colleagues  in  every 
way  possible. 

As  I  understand,  we  will  be  working 
through  the  policy  lunch  period  tomor- 
row, and  so  if  there  are  no  amend- 
ments. I  assume  there  will  be  a  quorum 
call  so  the  clock  will  run  against  the 
resolution. 

Mr.  President,  in  an  effort  to  com- 
plete action  on  this  resolution  by  early 


Wednesday  afternoon,  I  yield  back  3 
hours  and  51  minutes  of  the  majority 
side  time  for  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  has  that  right. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  if  I  can  inquire  of  the  chair, 
does  this  not  mean  there  are  14  hours 
for  total  debate  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  pending 
amendment. 

This  amendment  again  poses  the 
central  question  in  this  budget  debate; 
Whose  side  are  you  on? 

In  this  case,  the  issue  is  whether  the 
Senate  will  side  with  ordinary,  middle- 
class  families  who  are  trying  to  ensure 
a  decent  education  for  their  kids.  Or 
whether  we  will  again  side  with  the 
wealthy,  by  preserving  the  slush  fund 
that  will  be  used  to  provide  them  with 
lavish  tax  breaks. 

I  have  heard  Senators  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  say  that  this  budget  is 
for  our  children  and  grandchildren. 
They  say  it  is  for  their  future. 

Yet  if  Republicans  really  are  con- 
cerned about  our  children,  why  are 
they  proposing  the  biggest  cut  in  edu- 
cation in  the  history  of  the  United 
States?  Let  me  repeat:  This  budget 
contains  the  largest  cut  in  education  in 
the  history  of  this  country. 

Is  that  their  idea  of  helping  our  chil- 
dren? 

This  budget  resolution  cuts  edu- 
cation for  young  people  from  pre- 
school to  graduate  school.  These  cuts 
will  affect  all  students.  From  3  year 
olds  who  are  learning  fingerpainting, 
to  graduate  students  studying  business 
administration.  No  young  person  will 
be  spared. 

The  Republican  budget  cuts  the  Fed- 
eral investment  in  education  by  33  per- 
cent by  the  year  2002.  This  figure 
comes  from  CBO.  not  from  the  Demo- 
crats on  the  Budget  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you  the  im- 
pact that  this  will  have  on  our  young 
people.  Let  us  go  chronologically. 

First,  let  us  start  with  the  pre- 
schoolers. The  discretionary  cuts  in 
this  budget  mean  that  350.000  to  550.000 
preschoolers  will  not  be  able  to  get 
into  a  Head  Start  Program. 

Second,  let  us  take  a  look  at  what 
will  happen  to  those  children  from  kin- 
dergarten through  12th  grade.  The  Re- 
publican budget  will:  Cut  funds  for 
math  and  reading  for  2  million  chil- 
dren. It  will  cut  $1  billion  for  the  Safe 
and  Drug  Free  Schools  Programs.  It 
will  cut  $5  billion  for  special  education 
for  almost  6  million  children  with  dis- 
abilities. It  will  cut  assistance  for 
school  to  work  programs  that  help  stu- 
dents who  don't  go  to  college  to  ac- 
quire skills  and  obtain  meaningful  em- 
ployment. 

Regrettably,  the  education  cuts  do 
not  end  at  the  12th  grade.  These  cuts 
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will  also  hurt  those  young  people  who 
want  to  get  a  college  education. 

The  Republican  budget  also  makes 
deep  cuts  in  the  student  loan  programs 
and  Pell  grants.  These  programs  help 
young  people  attend  the  college  of 
their  choice.  They  help  them  obtain 
skills  to  get  a  foothold  in  our  economy. 
They  help  them  live  out  the  American 
dream,  just  like  the  GI  bill  did  for  me 
and  other  Members  of  this  body. 

The  student  loan  program  is  not  a 
welfare  program  for  poor  children.  It  is 
for  all  low  and  middle  income  Ameri- 
cans. In  fact,  50  percent  of  all  college 
students  receive  Federal  financial  as- 
sistance. 

Middle  class  families  need  this  assist- 
ance because  college  tuition  has  gone 
through  the  roof.  Tuition,  room  and 
board  at  a  private  college  now  costs  ap- 
proximately $25,000  per  year.  If  you 
think  I  am  kidding,  let  me  give  you 
some  examples  of  these  costs.  These  in- 
clude tuition,  room  and  board:  Brown 
University— $26,000;  Dartmouth  Col- 
lege $21,000;  Georgetown— $24,500;  Har- 
vard—$25,000;  Yale^$25.000 

Mr.  President,  if  you  think  you  can 
avoid  paying  such  costs  by  sending 
your  child  to  a  quality  State  univer- 
sity—think again.  Tuition,  room  and 
board  for  non-residents  at  many  State 
schools  also  are  staggering.  Consider 
two  examples:  University  of  Michi- 
gan—$16,000;  University  of  California 
Berkeley— $20,000. 

It  is  very  difficult  for  American  fami- 
lies to  afford  this  type  of  tuition  with- 
out borrowing  money.  The  proposed 
Republican  deferral  of  interest  will 
cost  these  students  and  their  families 
another  S3. 000  to  $5,000  on  top  of  the 
thousands  of  dollars  they  now  spend. 

Members  of  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  talked  a  lot  about  balancing  the 
budget  so  that  the  young  people  of  this 
country  will  not  be  burdened  by  the  na- 
tional debt.  Well,  if  we  pass  this  Repub- 
lican budget  they  will  be  saddled  with 
more  debt.  They  will  be  punished  for 
trying  to  get  ahead.  Punished  for  get- 
ting a  college  education.  This  is  simply 
wrong. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  adopt  this 
amendment.  Stop  the  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich  and  restore  these  harmful  cuts  in 
education. 

OPPOSING  EDUCATION  CUTS 

Mr  AK.AKA.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  support  the  Democratic  re- 
sponse for  funding  education  and  to 
speak  in  opposition  to  the  education 
cuts  that  are  assumed  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  plan.  The  resolution  re- 
ported by  the  Budget  Committee  calls 
for  $97  billion  in  education  cutbacks 
over  7  years,  a  33-percent  reduction 
from  current  service  levels. 

This  adverse  disregard  for  our  most 
important  long-term  asset— the  knowl- 
edge and  skills  of  our  emerging  and  fu- 
ture workforce — illustrates  the  failure 
of  the  Republican  agenda. 
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It  reveals  that  Republicans  are  will- 
ing to  destroy  the  single  most  impor- 
tant factor  that  will  determine  the  suc- 
cess of  our  Nation's  future  economic 
viability— educational  opportunity. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  claim  that  their  package  of 
spending  cuts  and  tax  changes  is  proof 
that  they  are  serious  about  eliminating 
the  deficit.  I  welcome  this  expression 
of  fiscal  responsibility,  if  it  is  genuine; 
I  only  wish  we  heard  such  oratory  in 
the  Reagan-Bush  years.  when 
supplyside.  trickle-down  policies  cre- 
ated the  fiscal  debt  we  find  ourselves  in 
today. 

But  the  fact  that  my  colleagues  are 
pondering  a  massive  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy  at  the  same  time  they  are  pro- 
posing massive  reductions  in  social  ex- 
penditures reveals  more  about  the  ma- 
jority's priorities  than  their  newfound 
demands  for  fiscal  responsibility. 

Even  if  we  accept  the  claim  that 
their  priority  is  not  to  benefit  the  rich 
but  to  eliminate  the  deficit,  it  is  obvi- 
ous that  their  strategy  is  fatally 
flawed.  For  the  proposed  education 
cuts  will  profoundly  affect  our  future 
economic  viability  and  our  ability  to 
compete  internationally.  Reducing  in- 
vestment in  education,  which  is  al- 
ready low.  will  inevitably  limit  eco- 
nomic growth  and  undermine  the 
standard  of  living  of  middle-class 
.Americans  in  the  twenty-first  century. 
And  it  will  close  the  window  of  oppor- 
tunity for  the  economically  disadvan- 
taged among  us  who  are  pursuing  the 
.American  dream. 

Mr.  President,  reducing  our  commit- 
ment to  an  educated,  skilled  workforce 
in  the  name  of  deficit  reduction  is 
short-sighted  and  terribly  misguided. 
As  this  country  struggles  to  find  its 
wa.v  ill  a  Kio'uai  iiifti  kclplace  duiiiiuaLeu 
by  cheap  foreign  labor  and  high  tech- 
nology, withdrawing  our  investment  in 
education  is  economic  suicide. 

This  budget  proves  that  Republicans 
are  more  committed  to  protecting  the 
interests  of  the  haves  than  in  accom- 
modating the  aspirations  of  the  vast 
majority  of  Americans  who  want  only 
to  improve  the  quality  of  their  lives 
through  education. 

Mr.  President,  nowhere  does  the  im- 
pact of  the  proposed  cuts  in  education 
fall  more  heavily  than  on  two  areas. 
Head  Start  and  Student  Loans. 

I.MP.'\CT  ON  HEAD  .START 

The  resolution  reported  by  the  Budg- 
et Committee  proposes  cutting  Head 
Start  by  $600  million  in  1996  and  $3  bil- 
lion over  the  next  7  years.  This  means 
that  as  many  as  100.000  children  would 
be  denied  the  opportunity  to  utilize  the 
program  and  to  be  appropriately  pre- 
pared for  school. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  fashion- 
able of  late  to  criticize  many  of  the 
Great  Society  Programs  that  were  es- 
tablished in  the  1960's;  some  of  this 
criticism  is  justified.  But  at  least  one 
program.  Project  Head  Start,  has  con- 


sistently received  praise  for  its  work. 
Since  its  inception  in  1965.  the  program 
has  helped  14  million  underprivileged 
children  prepare  for  school.  And  this 
year.  Head  Start  will  serve  approxi- 
mately 740.000  kids,  roughly  a  third  of 
all  poor  children  aged  3  to  4. 

Why  is  this  program  so  important? 
Well,  statistics  demonstrate  that  chil- 
dren who  enter  the  program  score  high- 
er than  comparable  non-Head  Start 
kids  in  pre-school  achievement  tests 
for  cognitive  abilities;  they  perform 
equal  to  or  better  than  their  peers 
when  they  enter  regular  school,  and, 
they  experience  fewer  grade  retention 
and  special  class  placements. 

Reports  also  indicate  that  Head  Start 
has  had  a  positive  impact  on  children's 
motivation,  self-esteem,  socialization, 
and  social  maturity.  In  addition,  the 
studies  show  that  participation  in  the 
program  resulted  in  lower  absenteeism 
and  better  health.  Head  Start  has  even 
had  a  positive  impact  on  the  attitudes 
of  parents  toward  their  children  and  an 
improvement  in  their  employment  and 
education  status. 

But  statistics  and  reports  aside,  I 
think  that  all  of  us  who  are  parents  un- 
derstand from  personal  experience  why 
the  Head  Start  concept  works.  It  is 
simply  this:  During  the  preschool 
years,  children  undergo  an  accelerated 
phase  of  learning  which  is  never  again 
duplicated. 

The  rapidity  of  a  child's  development 
is  truly  amazing.  Seemingly,  in  the 
blink  of  an  eye.  kids  are  running  when 
they  were  once  crawling,  feeding  them- 
selves when  they  were  once  fed,  argu- 
ing when  they  were  once  crying.  They 
learn  to  drink  milk  from  a  glass  rather 
than  a  bottle:  they  begin  to  use  spoons 
and  forks  instead  of  their  hands  to  eat. 
They  learn  the  alphabet  and  how  to 
brush  their  teeth.  They  learn  what  a 
joke  is  and  how  to  turn  on  the  TV.  If 
they  live  in  a  multilingual  household, 
they  become  fluent  in  several  different 
languages.  They  acquire  the  rudiments 
of  moral  and  social  behavior.  In  short, 
well  before  they  enter  school,  children 
have  acquired  the  basic  motor  skills  as 
well  as  the  mental,  social,  and  emo- 
tional attributes  that  they  will  build 
on  in  later  years. 

However,  it  is  clear  that  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  circumstances  of  a 
child's  family  have  an  impact  on  this 
crucial,  peak  learning  period.  If  a  child 
is  undernourished,  if  he  does  not  re- 
ceive proper  health  care  such  as  immu- 
nization from  childhood  diseases  or 
treatment  for  a  disability,  if  he  is  not 
exposed  to  books  or  proper  educational 
materials,  if  he  lacks  parental  atten- 
tion or  his  mother  or  father  are  abu- 
sive or  otherwise  lack  parenting 
skills — all  of  these  factors  will  prob- 
ably have  an  adverse  effect  on  his  abil- 
ity to  socialize  and  acquire  appropriate 
knowledge  and  skills.  And  once  a  child 
has  been  handicapped  in  this  way,  it 
will  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  for 
him  to  catch  up  with  his  peers. 


Head  Start's  comprehensive  approach 
to  child  development,  which  involves 
education,  physical  and  mental 
healthcare,  nutrition,  parental  involve- 
ment, and  social  services,  has  proven 
to  be  an  effective  method  of  breaking 
the  cycle  of  poverty  that  has  helped 
millions  of  disadvantaged  children  and 
has  given  them  the  opportunity  to 
achieve  their  full  potential,  which  in 
turn  has  had  a  salutary  effect  on  our 
economic  well-being. 

Until  this  year.  Republicans  appeared 
to  embrace  the  goals  and  philosophy  of 
Head  Start,  working  side  by  side  with 
Democrats  to  support  the  program.  In- 
deed, under  President  Bush,  the  pro- 
gram received  its  single  largest  fund- 
ing increase.  And  only  last  year.  Head 
Start  was  reauthorized  on  a  broad  bi- 
partisan basis.  Yet  we  are  now  consid- 
ering a  budget  plan  that  proposes  to 
undermine  much  of  the  work  of  the 
last  30  years,  a  plan  that  balances  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy  against  the  future 
of  disadvantaged  children,  and  finds 
the  children  wanting. 

How  is  it,  Mr.  President,  that  our 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
can  tell  us  with  straight  faces  that  this 
budget  plan  is  good  for  the  country? 
How  can  it  be  good  for  America  to  take 
away  a  resource  that  has  the  potential 
to  help  a  hundred  thousand  poor  chil- 
dren grow  up  to  be  productive,  edu- 
cated citizens?  This  is  a  question  that 
Republicans  have  yet  to  answer. 

REDUCTIONS  IN  STUDENT  AID 

Mr.  President,  on  the  other  end  of 
the  educational  spectrum,  the  budget 
measure  calls  for  reductions  of  as  much 
as  $20  billion  in  higher  education  aid 
over  the  next  7  years.  Of  this  amount, 
$14.5  billion  in  cuts  would  be  in  Stu- 
dent Loan  Program  cutbacks  alone, 
mostly  in  the  form  of  eliminating  the 
in-school  interest  exemption  for  4.5 
million  student  who  receive  Stafford 
loans.  I  have  been  told  that  this  rep- 
resents the  single  largest  reduction  in 
student  financial  aid  in  history. 

Again.  I  believe  this  is  a  penny-wise, 
pound-foolish  approach  that  will  save 
us  money  in  the  short  term  but  will 
cause  us  grief  in  the  long  run.  Unlik'? 
other  education  programs  which  are 
largely  financed  by  the  States,  post- 
secondary  student  aid  programs  ac- 
count for  75  percent  of  all  available 
student  aid.  $31.4  billion  of  a  total  of 
$42  billion  during  fiscal  year  1994.  Thus, 
education  cuts  of  the  magnitude  con- 
templated by  the  pending  measure 
would  have  a  disproportionate  impact 
on  these  programs. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  in-school  inter- 
est exemption  is  eliminated,  the  indi- 
vidual indebtedness  of  Stafford  loan  re- 
cipients could  rise  to  more  than  $3,000 
for   undergraduates   and   thousands   of 
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dollars  more  for  those  who  pursue  ad- 
vanced degrees.  In  fact,  it  could  in- 
crease the  total  cost  of  college  for  stu- 
dents and  their  families  by  20  to  50  per- 
cent, depending  on  the  amount  bor- 
rowed and  the  length  of  time  a  student 
is  in  school. 

According  to  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Independent  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities, this  would  mean  an  addi- 
tional debt  burden  of  $12  million  over  5 
years  for  the  4.900  Stafford  loan  bor- 
rowers in  my  own  State  of  Hawaii. 
Here,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
debt  would  increase  by  $186  million. 
And,    in    California,    the    total    5-year 


the  kids  or  to  buy  a  new  car  or  to  own 
a  home — it  is  also  about  preparing  our- 
selves to  carry  out  the  multiple  respon- 
sibilities of  citizenship  in  the  world's 
oldest  and  greatest  republic. 

Mr.  President,  no  sane  nation  em- 
braces ignorance.  Yet,  this  is  what  the 
proposed  resolution  would  have  us  do.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this  war 
on  knowledge  by  opposing  the  cuts  in 
education  contained  in  this  measure 
that  threaten  our  future. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  amendment  by 
my  colleagues,  Senators  Harkin  and 
HOLLiNGS.  to  restore  funding  for  edu- 


debt  incurred  by  students  would  rise  by    cation  in  this  budget.  This  amendment 


more  than  a  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  outrage. 
Student  aid  now  will  be  less  affordable 
to  lower-  or  middle-income  students, 
especially  when  one  considers  the  pro- 
posed reductions  in  the  constellation  of 
other  student  aid  programs,  including 
campus-based  aid  and  Pell  grants. 

If  this  budget  is  implemented,  stu- 
dents of  modest  means  may  have  to 
forgo  a  college  education:  others  who 
are  fortunate  enough  to  achieve  their 
baccalaureates  may  have  to  forgo  their 
dreams  of  pursuing  graduate  study. 
And  those  students  who  exit  college  in 
the  future  will  be  saddled  with  huge 
debt  burdens  at  the  time  when  they  are 
least  likely  to  be  able  to  afford  pay- 
ments. 

All  of  this  means  that  our  future 
workforce  is  likely  to  be  less  educated, 
less  productive,  and  less  well  off.  This 
in  turn  will  reduce  the  Nation's 
taxbase,  placing  further  upward  pres- 
sure on  the  deficit,  exactly  the  oppo- 
site effect  from  the  stated  purpose  of 
this  budget  plan. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  1  have  touched  on  only 
two  areas— Head  Start  and  student 
loans— that  will  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  budget  plan.  But,  as  I  have  in- 
dicated, the  GOP  budget  calls  for  near- 
ly $100  million  in  total  education  cuts 
by  the  year  2002.  This  includes  cuts  in 
many  other  important  programs,  such 
as  GOALS  2000,  Title  I.  Safe  and  Drug- 


would  restore  $40  billion  to  our  most 
critical  national  investment. 

As  a  percentage  of  overall  spending, 
our  Federal  commitment  to  education 
programs  has  fallen  significantly  over 
the  last  two  decades.  Although  re- 
cently these  numbers  have  climbed 
thanks  to  the  leadership  of  the  Clinton 
administration,  this  budget  resolution 
would  scale  back  those  modest  im 
provements  and  put  overall  spending  in 
this  vital  sector  into  a  tail  spin 

GROWING  CHALLENGES  IN  OUR  SCHOOL.S 

Even  as  our  Federal  commitment  de- 
clines, the  challenges  to  our  schools 
have  grown.  Children  walking  through 
our  school  doors  today  are  quite  dif- 
ferent from  those  of  two  decades  ago — 
fewer  and  fewer  come  from  two-parent 
homes,  a  growing  number  are  poor  and 
many  come  from  communities  plagued 
with  violence  and  crime.  Our  class- 
rooms are  also  seeing  the  first  genera- 
tion of  crack  babies,  and  far  too  many 
of  our  children  continue  to  enter 
school  unprepared  to  learn. 

These  social  changes  come  on  top  of 
wrenching  economic  transformations. 
There  was  a  time  when  blue-collar 
workers  formed  the  bedrock  of  the 
middle  class.  High-wage  jobs  for  people 
without  years  of  advanced  education 
were  plentiful,  and  a  high  school  edu- 
cation was  a  passport  to  a  healthy  fu- 
ture. That  time  is  gone. 

In  less  than  one  generation,  the  pay- 
off for  those  with  education  and  skills 


Free   Schools.   Special   Education,  and     has  risen  substantially,  and   the  pen- 

'  alty  for  those  lacking  a  high  school  or 

college  education  has  become  more  se- 
vere. These  trends  show  no  sign  of 
abating.  The  wage  gap  between  college 
graduates  and  high  school  graduates 
doubled  during  the  1980's.  College  grad- 
uates used  to  earn  about  30  percent 
more  than  high  school  graduates— they 
now  earn  more  than  60  percent  more. 
Every  year  of  postsecondary  education 
or  training  boosts  earning  power  by  6 
to  12  percent. 

But  education  does  much  more  for 
our  economy  than  increase  individual 
earnings.  It  is  also  the  fuel  that  drives 
the  engine  of  productivity.  A  recent 
study  by  the  Census  Bureau  and  the 
University  of  Pennsylvania  commis- 
sioned by  the  Bush  administration 
demonstrated    that   education   demon- 


School-to-Work  initiatives. 

This  wholesale  disinvestment  in  our 
most  important  resource,  our  young 
people,  is  not  merely  shortsighted,  it  is 
blind.  Blind  to  the  imperatives  of  the 
new  global  marketplace,  blind  to  the 
effect  that  cuts  in  education  will  have 
on  our  ability  to  prosper  in  an  increas- 
ingly complex  world,  and  blind  to  the 
effect  it  will  have  on  our  deficit. 

But  competitiveness,  economic  via- 
bility, and  individual  opportunity  will 
not  be  the  only  victims  of  the  proposed 
cutbacks  in  education.  Our  sense  of 
civil  community,  of  history,  of  toler- 
ance, the  ability  to  conduct  informed, 
rational  discourse — these  are  also  the 
potential  victims  of  this  harsh  and  ill- 
conceived  budget  plan.  For  education  is 
not  just  about  making  enough  to  feed 


strably  increases  productivity  in  the 
workplace.  In  fact,  increases  in  edu- 
cational attainment  produce  twice  the 
gain  in  workplace  efficiency  as  similar 
increases  in  plant  and  equipment. 

Education  is  clearly  the  best  invest- 
ment we  can  make  in  our  economy. 
Our  future  strength  will  be  derived 
from  education  for  all,  not  tax  cuts  to 
the  most  affluent.  That  is  the  alter- 
native we  offer  in  this  amendment. 

THE  BUDGET  RE.SOLUTION 

This  budget  resolution  takes  a  dif- 
ferent course:  It  would  abandon  our 
schools  and  our  children.  In  the  name 
of  eliminating  the  deficit,  this  budget 
proposal  would  create  an  education  def- 
icit far  more  costly  in  the  long  run. 

In  real  terms,  the  resolution  cuts 
education  by  an  average  of  25  percent 
over  7  years.  Because  the  cuts  gets  pro- 
gressively larger  in  the  out  years,  in 
2002.  we  will  have  fully  a  third  less 
money  to  spend  on  education  than  we 
will  spend  this  year. 

HIGHER  EDUCATION 

For  millions  of  families,  higher  edu- 
cation has  been  the  road  to  a  better  fu- 
ture for  their  children.  Federal  aid  has 
been  the  bridge  that  extended  this  road 
across  the  high-priced  gulf  between 
families  and  college.  This  budget  reso- 
lution would  wash  out  this  bridge  for 
millions  of  American  families.  It  would 
cut  college  loans,  freeze  Pell  grants, 
cut  college  work  study,  eliminate  other 
campus-based  aid.  and  broadly  increase 
student  debt. 

This  budget  resolution  would  in- 
crease student  loan  costs  by  $11  billion 
over  7  years.  Four  million  needy  stu- 
dents a  year  could  lost  this  in-school 
interest  assistance  they  currently  re- 
ceive on  their  student  loans,  raising 
their  personal  debt  from  20  to  ,50  per- 
cent. This  would  mean  that  a  student 
who  completes  a  master's  degree  and 
borrows  the  maximum  of  $34,125— not 
uncommon  with  annual  college  costs 
rising  above  $25,000  at  many  schools- 
would  end  up  paying  an  extra  $13,320 
over  the  life  of  his  or  her  loan.  This  is 
not  debt  reduction.  It  is  debt  shifting. 

The  budget  resolution  promises  to 
freeze  Pell  spending— as  if  that  is  pro- 
tection. Because  of  the  annual  increase 
in  eligible  programs  and  losses  to  infla- 
tion, however,  even  at  a  freeze  Pell 
grants  would  lose  40  percent  of  their 
purchasing  power  by  2002.  And  there 
are  no  guarantees  that  Pell  would  not 
be  cut  further— as  we  know,  appropri- 
ators  are  in  no  way  bound  by  the  Budg- 
et Committee  chairman's  promises. 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

The  front  lines  of  our  educational 
system— our  public  schools— are  also 
under  attack.  The  severe  reductions 
proposed  in  this  budget  would  have  a 
real  impact  on  whether  or  not  students 
have  such  basic  educational  supports 
as  smaller  class  sizes,  safe  and  drug- 
free  schools,  more  teachers  for  reading 
and    math,    access    to    computers,    and 


other  services  that  make  the  difference 
for  millions  of  young  students. 

The  cuts  may  seem  abstract,  but  the 
impact  will  be  real— 94  percent  of 
school  districts  in  America  would  lose 
over  $1  billion  that  they  use  to  keep 
students  safe  and  drug-free.  With  the 
elimination  of  the  school-to-work  pro- 
gram and  vocational  education.  12  mil- 
lion students  would  see  their  opportu- 
nities to  learn  job  skills  curtailed. 
States  and  localities  could  see  losses  of 
$5  billion  in  Federal  assistance  for  the 
5.5  million  special  education  students 
if  the  chairman's  promised  freeze  does 
not  hold  in  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. Title  I  for  disadvantaged  stu- 
dents also  is  at  risk  of  cuts  that  would 
leave  2  million  needy  children  without 
these  services. 

HEAD  START 

Head  Start  is  on  the  line  as  well.  It 

too  is  promised  a  freeze- although  just 
last  year.  98  colleagues  joined  me  in 
passing  legislation  that  promised  full- 
funding  for  this  model  Federal  pro- 
gram. Does  that  promise  mean  any- 
thing now?  Let's  assume  that  this 
year's  promise  of  a  freeze  in  Head  Start 
will  hold-  even  though  it  isn't  binding 
on  appropriators.  Even  at  a  freeze. 
350,000  fewer  children  would  receive 
Head  Start  by  the  year  2002.  And  if  the 
promised  freeze  doesn't  hold,  over  half 
a  million  children  would  be  out  of  this 
program. 

Our  amendment  today  offers  us  the 
chance  to  make  a  different  choice  in 
addressing  the  education  deficit  as  well 
as  our  Federal  deficit.  Our  amendment 
does  not  increase  the  fiscal  deficit;  it 
does  not  challenge  the  goal  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  2002.  It  simply  puts 
our  investment  in  education  before  tax 
cuts  for  the  well  off. 

It  ensures  that  our  children  enjoy  the 
benefit  of  a  balanced  budget  without 
diminishing  their  educational  opportu- 
nities for  diminishing  the  very  founda- 
tion of  our  economy —education  itself. 

THE  ANXIOUS  MIDDLE  CLASS 

This  is  not  an  academic  debate:  It  is 
central  to  the  future  of  this  country.  In 
the  past  two  decades,  our  economy  and 
our  work  force  have  experienced  tre- 
mendous economic  and  structural 
changes.  Growing  international  eco- 
nomic competition  and  rapid  advances 
in  technology  have  created  a  widening 
gulf  between  those  at  each  end  of  the 
income  scale.  Income  inequality  is  ac- 
celerating, and  it  is  doing  so  faster  in 
the  United  States  than  anywhere  else 
in  the  world. 

In  1976.  1  percent  of  the  population 
owned  19  percent  of  America's  wealth. 
Today,  1  percent  of  the  population 
owns  40  percent  of  our  Nation's  wealth. 
In  Britain,  in  contrast,  the  wealthiest  1 
percent  owns  18  percent  of  its  country's 
wealth.  Between  1979  and  1993.  incomes 
of  the  least  affluent  three-fifths  of  the 
Nation's  families  dropped  by  3  to  17 
percent. 

There  are  no  easy  answers  to  these 
problems,    but    I    know    that    slashing 


funding  for  education  is  not  one  of 
them.  We  must  come  together  as  a  na- 
tion to  invest  in  our  children,  not  turn 
our  backs  on  them.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Harkin-Hollings 
amendment. 

There  are  no  easy  answers  to  these 
problems,  but  I  know  that  slashing 
funding  for  education  is  not  one  of 
them.  We  must  come  together  as  a  na- 
tion in  invest  in  our  children,  not  turn 
our  backs  on  them.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Harkin-Hollings 
amendment. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Harkin-Hol- 
lings Democratic  Leadership's  amend- 
ment to  restore  $40  billion  in  funding 
to  the  Federal  student  financial  assist- 
ance program,  and  education  programs, 
such  as  Head  Start,  to  be  paid  for  out 
of  proposed  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

Cutting  the  student  financial  assist- 
ance program  by  $14  billion  over  the 
next  7  .years,  and  eliminating  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  for  graduate 
and  professional  students  is  truly  be- 
yond my  understanding. 

Over  and  over  again  Senators  come 
to  this  floor  and  talk  about  how  the 
most  important  resource  we  have  in 
our  country  is  our  children.  Over  and 
over  again  Senators  lament  that  our 
country's  children  are  behind  the  rest 
of  the  industrial  world  in  educational 
achievement,  and  that  we  must  focus 
on  educational  opportunities  to  keep 
this  country  competitive. 

And  yet.  we  are  offered  a  budget  reso- 
lution that  would  cut  back  substan- 
tially on  student  financial  assistance.  I 
do  not  understand. 

This  Budget  proposal  would  freeze 
funding  of  Pell  Grants.  These  are 
needs-based  financial  assistance 
grants.  These  are  the  grants  that  help 
ensure  approximately  4  million  low  and 
middle  income  students  have  the  op- 
portunity to  go  to  college  or  receive 
vocational  training.  We  have  not  yet 
been  able  to  provide  funds  for  all  of  the 
students  who  qualify  for  these  grants. 
Still  this  budget  proposal  would  freeze 
such  grant  funding. 

What  should  I  say  to  the  low  or  mid- 
dle income  mother  and  father  with  a 
child  who  wants  to  go  to  college?  No 
Pell  Grant  for  your  child.  We  had  to 
freeze  those  funds  to  pay  for  a  tax  cut 
to  benefit  some  of  the  most  affluent  in 
our  country-  those  making  up  to 
$200,000.  Do  we  really  want  to  say  the 
need  for  the  affluent  to  get  a  tax  cut  is 
greater  than  a  low  or  middle  income 
child's  need  to  go  to  college?  I  can 
hardly  believe  such  a  message. 

I  know  firsthand  how  important  edu- 
cational opportunity  is  for  helping  as- 
sure employment  achievement.  I  have 
three  grown  children,  all  of  whom  re- 
ceived bachelor  degrees.  I  am  particu- 
larly proud  each  has  also  gone  on  to 
earn  graduate  degrees  in  medicine,  law 
and  education.  Thankfully  all  three  of 
my  children  have  also  been  able  to  find 
work  in  their  chosen  fields. 


But  not  all  children  qualified  to  fur- 
ther their  education  get  to  do  so,  sim- 
ply due  to  the  lack  of  money.  And  yet 
this  budget  proposal  would  end  the 
AmeriCorp  program.  The  President's 
program  allows  people  the  option  of 
working  in  their  communities  to  earn 
financial  credits  to  go  to  college  or  to 
pay  off  school  loans  already  incurred. 
And  why  would  we  want  to  eliminate 
that  option  for  hardworking  and  dedi- 
cated students  to  earn  their  way  into 
college  or  out  of  their  school  debts,  so 
those  making  $200,000  can  receive  a  tax 
cut? 

And  not  only  does  the  budget  pro- 
posal cut  and  freeze  student  financial 
assistance,  it  would  force  graduate  and 
professional  students  to  pay  interest 
that  accrues  on  their  student  loans 
while  they  are  still  in  school.  Under 
current  law,  the  Federal  Government 
pays  the  interest  on  student  loans 
while  the  students  are  in  college.  Dur- 
ing a  recent  conversation,  a  Nevada 
lawyer  told  me  the  recent  law  school 
graduates  he  has  hired  quite  commonly 
carry  a  law  school  loan  debt  of  $1,000 
per  month.  This  frequently  is  being 
paid  over  a  10-year  period.  And  yet  this 
Budget  would  require  interest  accrual 
while  the  student  is  still  in  school. 
Students  could  face  increases  in  their 
loan  debt  of  20  percent  to  50  percent, 
depending  on  how  much  was  borrowed. 
Why  would  anyone  want  to  pay  for  a 
tax  cut  for  the  affluent  by  requiring 
young  people  to  go  further  into  debt — 
while  they  are  still  in  school— by  pay- 
ing interest  on  their  school  loans? 

Additionally,  this  budget  proposal 
would  freeze  funding  for  Head  Start 
and  special  education  programs.  Like 
Pell  Grants,  we  have  not  yet  been  able 
to  provide  funds  to  cover  all  of  the 
children  eligible  for  Head  Start — those 
low  income  children  most  at  edu- 
cational risk.  And  once  children  start 
school,  this  budget  would  freeze  the 
funding  for  their  special  education 
needs.  Again — why  would  we  want  to 
pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the  affluent  by 
cutting  off  funds  to  the  most  vulner- 
able young  children  in  our  country  who 
are  just  starting  to  begin  their  edu- 
cation? Who  needs  the  leg  up  here — the 
person  making  $200,000  or  the  low-in- 
come child  needing  a  lunch  and  a 
chance  to  leam  their  colors  and  num- 
bers before  starting  first  grade? 

I  have  a  long  record  reaching  back  to 
the  beginning  of  my  political  career  in 
the  1960s  of  supporting  balancing  the 
Federal  budget.  As  a  U.S.  Senator.  I 
have  voted  twice  for  such  legislation. 
There  are  many  cuts  I  will  support, 
some  will  be  unpopular,  some  will  take 
a  hit  on  Nevada.  But  I  also  have  a  long 
record  of  supporting  investing  in  our 
children  and  their  education  as  a  top 
priority  for  whatever  funds  we  have. 
We  cannot  maintain  a  viable  economy 
at  home,  nor  be  a  viable  competitor 
abroad  if  our  children  are  not  educated. 

I  have,  and  will  continue  to  support 
efforts  to  try  to  balance  the  Federal 
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budget  by  2002— but  through  a  fair 
budget  proposal.  When  efforts  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  rely  on  eliminating 
educational  opportunities  for  our  chil- 
dren, it  is  a  most  foolhardy  way  to  ac- 
complish. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  support  the 
Harkin-Hollings  amendment.  We  must 
continue  to  invest  in  our  children  to 
ensure  they  do  not  have  the  door  to 
educational  opportunity  slammed  in 
their*  fcices 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
education  is  fundamental  to  our  coun- 
try's future.  If  we  are  serious  about 
strengthening  our  country  and  staying 
competitive  in  a  fierce  global  market- 
place, America  must  educate  its  chil- 
dren and  offer  continuous  education  to 
working  adults. 

Previously,  we  might  have  differed 
on  some  details  and  policies,  but  a  tra- 
dition of  bipartisanship  support  for 
basic  education  programs  was  some- 
thing Americans  could  count  on— from 
Head  Start  to  Chapter  1  help  for  ele- 
mentary schools  to  student  loans  for 
college.  Fairly  recently,  under  the 
leadership  of  President  Bush,  along 
with  the  National  Governors  Associa- 
tion that  included  Arkansas  Governor 
Bill  Clinton,  that  bipartisan  commit- 
ment to  basic  education  goals  was  visi- 
ble and  real. 

I  support  those  goals  and  am  horri- 
fied to  see  a  budget  resolution  before 
the  Senate  that  makes  basic  education 
programs  the  victim  of  major  cuts. 

For  example,  how  can  we  meet  our 
goal  of  having  every  child  enter  school 
ready  to  learn  if  Head  Start  is  cut  by  $3 
billion? 

How  can  we  ensure  that  our  schools 
are  safe  and  students  steer  clear  of 
drugs,  if  the  Safe  and  Drug-Free 
Schools  program  is  virtually  elimi- 
iictleJ  by  A  SI  uillion  budget  uuL?  I 
worked  hard  to  establish  this  program 
in  1986  with  Republicans.  Since  then,  I 
have  visited  numerous  West  Virginia 
classrooms  and  watched  police  officers 
in  the  DARE  Program,  to  cite  one  ex- 
ample, make  a  real  difference  with  stu- 
dents. 

How  can  we  expect  students  to  enter 
the  modem  workplace  with  the  skills 
they  need  if  we  cut  Federal  funding  for 
educational  technology?  In  today's 
Washington  Post,  there  is  an  excellent 
story  about  children  signing  up  for 
time  to  work  on  computers  at  the  local 
public  library.  What  will  happen  if  we 
pave  a  new  information  superhighway, 
but  we  dont  provide  an  on  ramp  or  in- 
structions for  our  schools  and  librar- 
ies? 

Again,  I  have  visited  West  Virginia 
classrooms,  libraries  and  community 
centers  and  sat  with  children  as  they 
show  me  what  they  can  learn  on  the 
Internet.  Connecting  students  to  tech- 
nology is  vital. 

This  resolution  undercuts  our  na- 
tional commitment  to  lifelong  learning 
by  cutting  college  assistance  and  in- 
creasing student  loan  interest. 


It  undercuts  the  School-to-Work  pro- 
grams, just  passed  last  year  with  bipar- 
tisan support.  The  School-to-Work  ini- 
tiative was  endorsed  by  both  business 
and  labor  unions.  It  is  a  partnership  be- 
tween the  Departments  of  Education 
and  Labor.  It  is  where  we  should  be  in- 
vesting our  energy  and  efforts.  With 
Secretary  Bob  Reich,  I  visited  a  West 
Virginia  program  and  watched  students 
get  hand-on  experience  to  prepare  them 
for  the  challenges  of  work  in  today's 
world.  But  this  budget  resolution,  in- 
stead, proposes  a  cut  of  S5.3  billion 
from  this  relevant,  needed  program. 

I  am  personally  disappointed  by  the 
suggestion  of  eliminating  the 
AmeriCorps  program.  National  service 
is  something  that  works,  and  has  won 
the  hearts,  the  minds,  the  support  of 
Americans  everywhere.  It  is  today's 
symbol  and  substance  that  stand  for 
responsibility  and  values  like  commu- 
nity. Just  this  past  weekend  in  West 
Virginia,  I  was  with  AmeriCorps  and 
VISTA  workers  and  former  VISTA  vol- 
unteers at  a  special  30th  reunion  event. 
The  people  in  that  room  are  committed 
to  making  a  real  difference  for  West 
Virginia,  working  in  domestic  violence 
shelters  and  providing  primary  health 
care  through  the  Children's  Health 
Van.  This  is  important,  meaningful 
work  that  kindles  the  kind  of  commu- 
nity spirit  we  need.  I  know,  because  it 
was  VISTA  that  brought  me  to 
Emmons,  West  Virginia  years  ago. 
AmeriCorps  has  that  same  spirit,  and 
deserves  the  same  support. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
many  things  I  do  not  like  about  this 
Republican  budget.  But,  one  of  the 
most  outrageous  parts  of  this  proposal 
is  the  increased  burden  it  would  put  on 
college  students. 

Currently,  students  who  take  out 
loans  to  go  to  college  do  not  have  to 
pay  interest  on  those  loans  while  they 
are  in  school.  The  Federal  Government 
pays  it  for  them.  This  is  known  as  the 
in-school  interest  subsidy.  And.  it  has 
been  a  fundamental  part  of  the  student 
loan  program  since  its  inception  30 
years  ago.  Without  this  protection— if 
the  interest  were  to  accumulate  while 
an  individual  is  in  school— the  cost 
would  simply  be  prohibitive  for  many 
families. 

But.  that  is  just  what  is  about  to 
happen.  The  Republican  budget  in  the 
Senate  would  end  the  interest  subsidy 
for  graduate  and  professional  students. 
That  is  bad  enough.  But  the  House- 
passed  budget  is  even  worse,  it  would 
end  the  interest  subsidy  for  all  stu- 
dents. 

This  comes  at  a  time  when  a  higher 
education  is  increasingly  important 
and  at  a  time  when  the  cost  of  that 
education  is  increasingly  expensive. 
Studies  show  that  a  person  with  a  col- 
lege degree  earns  about  $12,000  more 
each  year  than  a  person  with  only  a 
high  school  degree.  The  unemployment 
rate  for  college  graduates  is  3  percent, 


for  those  with  a  high  school  diploma,  it 
is  6  percent:  and  for  those  who  are  high 
school  dropouts,  the  unemployment 
rate  is  12  percent.  And.  yet,  getting  to 
college — opening  up  that  door  to  eco- 
nomic opportunity —has  become  hard- 
er. During  the  1980's,  the  cost  of  at- 
tending college  rose  15  percent,  while 
disposable  income  rose  only  15  percent. 

Mr.  President,  wc  are  not  talking 
about  deadbeats.  We  are  not  talking 
about  those  who  default  on  their  loans. 
We  are  talking  about  middle  class  stu- 
dents from  hard-working  middle  class 
families.  The  average  annual  family  in- 
come for  those  students  who  borrow 
money  to  go  to  college  is  S35.000.  These 
are  middle  class  students  who  have  to 
borrow  money  to  get  to  college,  who 
work  hard  to  get  ahead,  who  are  play- 
ing by  the  rules  and  just  want  a  fair 
shot.  The  Republicans  are  turning 
their  backs  on  these  young  people  by 
raising  the  costs  of  college  loans. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  is  a  tax 
increase  on  college  students.  Already, 
for  too  many  college  students,  when 
they  graduate,  they  are  handed  not 
only  a  diploma  but  also  a  big  lOU.  This 
Republican  budget  makes  the  lOU  even 
bigger.  For  example,  a  medical  student 
could  see  his  monthly  loan  repayment 
increase  by  more  than  $200  per  month. 
A  typical  graduate  student  could  easily 
see  his  or  her  loan  increase  by  $5000. 

Already,  few  young  doctors  who  have 
to  borrow  money  to  attend  medical 
school  can  afford  to  be  primary  care 
doctors  in  underserved  rural  and  urban 
areas.  Already,  few  young  lawyers  who 
have  to  borrow  money  to  attend  law 
school  can  afford  to  be  public  defend- 
ers. Already,  it  is  hard  for  graduate 
students  to  pursue  degrees  in  math  and 
science — something  we  need  des- 
perately in  this  country  for  the  Tvven 
ty-First  Century— because,  unlike  doc- 
tors and  lawyers,  they  do  not  have  ver.v 
many  high-pa.ving  job  alternatives. 
And.  already,  there  are  thousands  upon 
thousands  of  undergraduate  students 
who  want  to  be  policemen  and  teach- 
ers— but  cannot  because  their  loan  re- 
payment is  too  high.  By  removing  the 
in-suhool  interest  subsidy,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  would  only  make  it  worse. 

Frankly,  we  should  be  moving  in  the 
opposite  direction— making  college 
more  affordable.  Higher  education  is 
clearly  an  investment  in  our  country's 
future,  and  it  is  without  a  doubt  in  the 
national  interest.  We  should  encourage 
parents  to  provide  a  college  education 
to  their  children  by  changing  the  tax 
laws  to  make  it  easier  for  them.  I  am 
cosponsor  of  a  bill  to  allow  Americans 
who  send  their  kids  to  college  to  de- 
duct up  to  $10,000  of  the  cost  of  that 
education  from  their  taxes.  That  is  a 
real  investment.  That  is  a  real  tax  cut. 
That  is  a  real  benefit  to  the  Nation  and 
to  middle  class  families. 

I  disagree  with  some  of  my  Demo- 
cratic colleagues  who  argue  that  we 
should  not  cut  taxes.  We  should.  But. 
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we  should  not  cut  taxes  as  proposed  by 
the  House  Republicans— where  the  cuts 
overwhelmingly  benefit  the  wealthy. 
We  need  and  we  can  afford— in  fact,  I 
would  argue  that  we  cannot  afford  not 
to  provide — a  tax  cut  targeted  to  mid- 
dle-class families  for  the  cost  of  an 
education. 

This  budget  does  not  do  that.  It  fails 
to  provide  relief  for  families  who  pay 
for  their  kids  to  go  to  college,  and  it 
punishes  those  who  must  borrow  to  go 
to  college.  The  Republican  budget,  in- 
stead of  making  a  college  education 
more  affordable,  makes  a  college  edu- 
cation less  affordable. 

Mr.  President,  from  the  establish- 
ment of  the  land-grant  university  sys- 
tem in  the  late  1800's  to  the  Gl  bill  at 
the  end  of  World  War  II  to  the  creation 
of  the  Pell  Grant  and  Guaranteed  Stu- 
dent Loan  programs  in  the  1960's.  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  commit- 
ted to  seeing  that  young  people  desir- 
ing to  go  to  college  would  not  be 
turned  away  because  of  the  cost.  It  was 
a  national  goal  to  see  a  college  edu- 
cation within  reach  of  every  American. 

And.  no  matter  who  you  talk  to — 
black  or  white,  rich  or  poor— every 
American  family  has  the  same  goal: 
that  their  children  will  go  to  college.  It 
was  my  dad's  dream  for  his  children, 
and  it  was  my  dream  for  my  children. 
It  is  the  dream  of  the  richest 
businessperson  and  the  poorest  welfare 
mother.  It  is  the  dream  of  every  Amer- 
ican parent.  We  have  not  always 
reached  the  dream.  But.  we  have  al- 
ways tried,  and  we  have  never  turned 
our  backs.  We  should  not  now.  But,  I 
am  afraid  that  the  Republicans  are 
about  to. 

Balancing  the  budget  is  important, 
and  it  is  important  for  our  children. 
But.  balauciiiK  the  budget  for  future 
generations  will  be  counterproductive 
if  in  the  process  we  slash  the  programs 
like  education  that  are  an  investment 
in  our  future. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan 
imous  consent  that  the  vote  occur  on 
or  in  relation  to  the  Roth  amendment 
immediately  following  the  first  rollcall 
vote  occurring  during  Tuesday's  ses- 
sion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

(During  today's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  following  morning  business 
was  transacted.) 


TRIBUTE  TO  COACH  HOWARD 
CHAPPELL 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  this 
year,  one  of  Alabama's  most  outstand- 
ing high  school  football  coaches  was  in- 


ducted into  the  Alabama  High  School 
Sports  Hall  of  Fame.  From  1934  until 
1942  and  again  from  1951  to  1960,  How- 
ard "Chap"  Chappell  served  as  the 
coach  of  the  Deshler  High  School  Ti- 
gers, of  Tuscumbia.  AL,  compiling  an 
overall  record  of  110-52-2.  But,  Chap  did 
more  than  just  coach.  As  State  Rep- 
resentative Marcel  Black  once  said, 
"My  favorite  stories  of  Coach  Chap  are 
the  ones  involving  his  guidance  and 
support  to  his  former  players  after 
their  careers  as  high  school  football 
players  had  ended."  Chap  was  inducted 
into  the  Hall  of  Fame  on  March  20, 
1995. 

After  graduating  from  Sylacauga 
High  School  in  1930.  Chap  accepted  a 
scholarship  to  the  University  of  Ala- 
bama. He  was  a  3-year  letterman  on 
football  teams  that  went  24-^1  and 
won  the  first  Southeastern  Conference 
Championship  in  1933.  He  was  also  a 
star  player  on  the  track  team,  letter- 
ing for  3  years. 

Coach  Chappell's  first  tenure  as 
coach  began  in  1934.  As  a  senior,  he 
made  recruiting  trips  for  the  coach,  en- 
couraging outstanding  high  school  stu- 
dents to  go  to  the  University  of  Ala- 
bama. "Coach  Hank  Crisp  sent  me  to 
Sheffield  to  see  about  a  boy  named 
Jack  Machtoff,"  Chap  recalled  in  an 
interview.  "I  found  out  about  a  job 
opening  in  Tuscumbia.  I  went  to  see  su- 
perintendent R.E.  Thompson.  He  didn't 
give  me  the  job  then  *  *  *  but  he  called 
later  and  said  I  could  have  the  job  if  I 
wanted  it.  "  So.  Jack  went  to  play  at 
Alabama  and  Chap  became  coach  of 
Deshler  High  School. 

During  his  career  as  a  coach,  he  man- 
aged to  lead  3  undefeated  teams.  The 
Tigers  were  the  dominant  team  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley.  In  1938,  they  were 
described  as  "striking  with  the  swift- 
ness of  a  marauding  band  of  Vikings." 
He  left  coaching  in  1960  to  become  prin- 
cipal of  R.E  Thompson  School,  a  posi- 
tion which  he  retained  until  he  retired 
in  1975. 

Howard  Chappell's  many  contribu- 
tions have  extended  beyond  his  out- 
standing coaching.  As  Dr.  James 
Maples  wrote:  "I  was  never  fortunate 
enough  to  have  played  for  Coach  Chap 
*  *  *  but  his  spirit,  his  tradition,  his 
style  and  his  attitude  still  to  this  day 
blanket  the  stadium  that  bears  his 
name  *  *  *  What  makes  Chap  great, 
however,  what  lifts  him  to  heroic  sta- 
tus in  the  minds  of  his  friends  and 
neighbors,  is  his  presence  in  our  every- 
day lives.  That  presence  goes  well  be- 
yond the  confines  of  sports.  There  are 
young  people  who  think  Howard  Chap- 
pell absolutely  hung  the  moon,  who 
have  no  idea  he  ever  coached  football 
at  Deshler." 

During  the  war.  Chap  oversaw  the 
building  of  the  stadium  that  was  later 
named  after  him.  In  1975.  the  city  of 
Tuscumbia  honored  him  with  a  2-day 
celebration  of  his  career  and  contribu- 
tions to  the  community.  He  has  served 


as  president  of  the  Alabama  High 
School  Coaches  Association  and  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Conference.  He  is  ac- 
tive in  the  First  Methodist  Church  of 
Tuscumbia  and  has  been  president  of 
the  Kiwanis  Club  and  member  of  the 
Tuscumbia  City  Commission. 

During  his  84  years.  Howard  Chappell 
has  been  one  of  the  few  who  can  rightly 
be  called  pillars  of  the  community.  I 
congratulate  him  on  all  of  his  achieve- 
ments, and  I  wish  him  luck  in  continu- 
ing to  shoot  his  age  on  the  golf  course. 


THE  PISCATAWAY  CASE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  Presi- 
dent Clinton  continues  his  review  of 
Federal  affirmative  action  policies,  one 
of  his  top  priorities  should  be  to  take  a 
very  close  look  at  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment's brief  in  the  Piscataway  Board 
of  Education  case.  This  case  is  now 
pending  before  the  third  circuit  court 
of  appeals. 

In  Piscataway,  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment has  taken  the  position  that,  when 
an  employer  is  laying  off  employees,  a 
worker  can  be  fired  from  her  job  be- 
cause of  her  race.  That's  right:  Our  Na- 
tion's top  law  enforcement  agency  says 
that  it  is  perfectly  legal,  as  a  way  to 
preserve  workforce  diversity,  to  tell  a 
person  that  she  can  no  longer  keep  her 
job  because  she  happens  to  have  the 
wrong  skin  color. 

This  position  is  even  too  much  for 
the  editorial  writers  at  USA  Today, 
normally  staunch  defenders  of  affirma- 
tive action,  who  argue  in  a  jxiwerful 
editorial  that  the  Justice  Department's 
actions  in  Piscataway  are  "a  tale  of 
values  misplaced.  " 

Unfortunately,  President  Clinton  has 
publicly  embraced  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment's misguided  position.  Hop)efully. 
the  President  will  rethink  this  position 
before  he  completes  his  affirmative  ac- 
tion review. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  USA  Today  editorial  be 
reprinted  in  the  Record. 

■There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  USA  Today] 

Firing  b.\sed  o.v  Race  Not  Real 

affirmative  action 

Can  you  leKally  lose  year  job  because  of 
your  race? 

The  answer  seems  obvious;  No.  That's  why 
we  have  civil  rifrhts  laws.  But  for  hig^h  school 
teacher  Sharon  Taxman,  the  answer  was  a 
cavalier  yes.  And  therein  lies  a  tale  of  values 
misplaced. 

Six  years  ago.  a  financially  squeezed 
school  board  In  Piscataway.  N.J.,  laid  Tax- 
man off.  citing  her  race,  white,  as  the  sole 
reason.  She  sued,  and  the  case  has  been 
marching  toward  the  Supreme  Court  ever 
since.  A  ruling  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals, 
the  last  interim  step,  is  due  any  day. 

By  next  year,  the  case  could  affect  affirma- 
tive action  policies  nationwide  and  even  In- 
fluence the  presidential  election. 

Taxman's  story  offers  a  clear-cut  lesson  In 
the  rights  and  wrongs  of  affirmative  action— 
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a  story  of  two  teachers  linked  by  fate  and 
separated  by  race. 

It  began  on  the  first  day  of  school  in  1980 
when  Taxman  and  Debra  Williams,  who  is 
black,  went  to  work  as  business  teachers  m 
Piscataway.  Both  worked  hard  and  earned 
high  marks  for  performance.  They  even  won 
tenure  the  same  day. 

Then  came  1989.  The  school  board,  under  fi- 
nancial pressure,  needed  to  downsize,  as  so 
many  governments  and  businesses  across  the 
nation  have  in  recent  years.  The  business 
education  department  was  required  to  cut 
one  teacher,  and  the  choice  came  down  to 
Taxman  or  Williams,  whose  qualifications 
amounted  to  a  flat-footed  tie. 

What  to  do?  By  the  board's  own  rules  and 
past  practice,  ties  were  to  be  broken  by  a 
coin  flip.  But  the  board  wanted  to  preserve 
racial  diversity,  and  Williams  was  the  de- 
partment's first  and  only  black  teacher.  So 
Taxman  got  the  pink  slip.  And  she  sued. 

Her  case  was  seen  as  so  important  by  the 
U.S.  Justice  Department  that  it  jumped  in  to 
help,  .suing  the  school  board  for  violating  the 
1964  Civil  Rights  Act.  which  prohibits  racial 
and  other  discrimination. 

The  courts  agreed.  But  last  year  the  Clin- 
ton Justice  Department  did  something  ex- 
traordinary. It  switched  sides,  defending  the 
school  board's  choice  of  Williams  as  a  legiti- 
mate affirmative  action. 

.^s  the  controversy  over  affirmative  action 
has  grown,  the  administration  has  scrambled 
to  downplay  its  role,  fearing  reprisal  at  the 
polls.  And  well  it  should. 

Far  from  helping  affirmative  action,  ap- 
proaches like  Piscataway's  put  sensible  af- 
firmative action  at  risk. 

Unlike  affirmative  action  complaints 
about  hiring  and  promotion— inevitably  com- 
plex and  arbitrary  decisions — this  one  has  a 
clear,  identifiable  victim. 

Furthermore,  all  sides  agree  the  school 
board  was  under  no  pressure  to  remedy  any 
previous  discrimination  or  to  correct  an.v 
imbalance  in  minority  employment— the 
starting  point  for  affirmative  action.  In  fact, 
the  school  exceeded  state  goals  for  minority 
representation  on  its  teaching  staff. 

Most  importantly,  the  board  could  have 
achieved  its  goal  without  violating  anyone's 
rights.  It  could  have  come  up  with  a  more 
creative  redeployment  of  teachers  to  achieve 
the  same  results.  Or  it  simply  could  have  of- 
fered a  financial  inducement  to  Taxman. 
That's  a  common  practice,  and  she  was  will- 
ing to  accept. 

Instead,  as  its  first  resort,  it  chose  to  lay 
Taxman  off  solely  because  of  her  race.  And 
that  is  wrong,  no  matter  what  race  it  is. 

Polls  show  almost  no  public  support  for 
such  action.  .And  the  courts  have  upheld  the 
rights  of  employers  to  make  choices  based  on 
race  alone  only  to  remedy  previous  inequi- 
ties. 

Taxman,  who  spurns  interviews,  never  in- 
tended to  become  a  landmark  test  of  firing 
as  an  affirmative  action  tool.  She  just  want- 
ed to  teach.  When  Piscataway  offered  to  re- 
instate her  in  the  business  education  depart- 
ment in  1993.  she  gladly  returned. 

But  the  ruckus  didn't  need  to  happen.  The 
school  board's  well-intentioned  ends  didn't 
justify  its  means. 

For  too  many  years,  millions  of  women 
and  minorities  were  denied  equal  oppor- 
tunity and  pay  because  of  disttrimination  in 
education  and  in  the  workplace.  Affirmative 
action  has  done  much  to  remedy  that. 

Firing  Sharon  Taxman  righted  no  wrong. 
It  created  one.  That  is  not  justice  by  any 
reasonable  definition. 


AN  INSPIRING  STORY:  A  GLORIOUS 
FAILURE 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  we  often 
celebrate  success  on  the  floor  of  the 
Serate;  the  passage  of  a  particularly 
difficult  bill,  the  ratification  of  a  dif- 
ficult international  agreement,  or  even 
the  retirement  of  a  public  figure  who 
has  built  a  record  of  achievements. 

This  time,  however,  I  would  like  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  the  inspiring 
story  of  a  glorious  failure.  It  truly  is 
an  inspiring  story  for  several  reasons: 
the  age  of  the  individual  involved,  the 
wisdom  of  his  perspective,  and  the 
strength  of  his  spirit. 

I  do  not  know  Mark  Pfetzer  but,  as  a 
Rhode  Islander,  I  have  been  following 
the  news  accounts  of  this  15-year-old 
high  school  freshman's  attempt  to  be- 
come the  youngest  person  to  climb 
Mount  Everest. 

Mark  has  climbed  at  least  26.000  feet 
up  the  29,028-foot  Himalayan  mountain, 
perhaps  even  higher,  when  he  report- 
edly was  forced  to  turn  back  because  of 
rib  injuries. 

According  to  his  mother,  he  was  in- 
jured during  a  coughing  fit  brought  on 
by  the  extremely  dry  and  thin  air  near 
the  summit.  Those  injuries  reportedly 
led  a  doctor  to  rule  Mark  out  of  the 
final  assent  to  the  summit. 

I  found  one  quote  from  Mark's  moth- 
er. Christine  Pfetzer,  to  be  particularly 
telling.  She  said  that  during  his  prep- 
arations for  the  expedition  he  was  fond 
of  a  quote  by  the  Roman  general 
Cassius:  "In  great  attempts  it  is  glori- 
ous to  fail." 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  Mark 
on  his  effort,  his  wisdom,  and  his  spir- 
it. I  am  confident  that  his  glorious  fail- 
ure will  lead  him  to  a  life  of  continued 
success. 

I  trust  that,  with  his  attitude,  he 
eventually  will  climb  the  highest 
mountain— all  the  way  to  the  top.  I  am 
sure  he  will  go  on  to  new  conquests,  if 
he  remains  willing  to  take  the  chance 
of  failure. 

We  wish  him  well  and,  when  he  re- 
turns to  Rhode  Island  in  June.  I  hope 
his  homecoming  is  onl.y  the  beginning 
of  a  life  with  great  promise. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  May 
18  wire  story  by  the  Associated  Press, 
titled  "15-Year-Old  Fails  in  Everest 
Summit  Attempt,"  be  printed  in  the 
Congressional  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  by  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

MiDDLETOWN.  R.I.  (AP)  — A  I5-year-old  high 
school  freshman's  attempt  to  become  the 
youngest  person  to  climb  Mount  Everest  has 
been  halted  by  rib  injuries. 

Mark  Pfetzer  spoke  to  his  mother.  Chris- 
tine Pfetzer.  by  phone  this  morning  from  an 
Everest  base  camp.  She  said  Mark  was  forced 
to  give  up  a  summit  attempt  because  of 
bruised  and  sprained  rib  muscles  and  at  least 
one  cracked  rib. 

Mark  was  injured  during  a  coughing  fit 
brought  on  by  the  extremely  dry  air  on  the 
29.028-foot    Himalayan    mountain,    she    said. 


adding  that  the  doctor  who  examined  her  son 
had  .seen  at  least  five  similar  injuries  on  Ev- 
erest this  year. 

Christine  Pfetzer  said  she  did  not  know 
how  high  her  son  climbed  before  he  turned 
back.  He  had  reached  26.000  feet  earlier  in 
the  expedition. 

Pfetzer  said  recent  severe  weather  on  the 
mountain  has  cleared  and  at  least  two  other 
climbers  from  Mark's  expedition  will  at- 
tempt the  -summit  climb.  Her  son.  however. 
will  not  be  among  them. 

"With  the  ribs,  the  doctor  said  no."  Chris- 
tine Pfetzer  said. 

"(Mark)  did  work  really  hard.  "  she  said.  •! 
think  he  should  have  all  the  commendations 
he  can  get  for  what  he  accomplished  at  his 
age." 

Pfetzer  added  that  during  her  son's  prep- 
arations for  his  Everest  expedition  he  was 
particularly  fond  of  a  quote  by  the  Roman 
general  Cassius:  "In  great  attempts  it  is  glo- 
rious to  fail." 

She  said  her  son's  rib  injuries  would  take 
about  a  month  to  heal,  but  that  he  already  is 
looking  ahead. 

He  said.   'There's  next  time."  she  said. 

Since  taking  up  climbing  three  years  ago 
at  a  summer  camp.  Pfetzer  has  climbed  once 
in  the  Himalayas,  scaled  Argentina's  22.834- 
fool  Mount  Aconcagua.  19.347-foot  Mount 
Cotopaxi  in  Ecuador  and  two  Peruvian 
peaks.  18.870-foot  Mount  Pisco  and  22.200-foot 
Mount  Huascaran. 

Only  about  400  people  have  reached  Ever- 
est's peak  since  Sir  Edmund  Hillary  of  New 
Zealand  and  Tensing  Norkay  of  Nepal  first 
scaled  it  in  1953.  Another  109  have  died  in  the 
attempt. 

A  17-year-old  French  boy  was  the  youngest 
person  ever  to  climb  Everest,  reaching  the 
summit  in  1990. 

Christine  Pfetzer  said  she  expects  Mark 
back  in  Rhode  Island  in  the  first  week  of 
June. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  3  years  ago  I  began  making  daily 
reports  to  the  Senate  making  a  matter 
of  record  the  exact  Federal  debt  as  of 
close  of  business  the  previous  day. 

As  of  the  close  of  business  Friday, 
May  19.  the  exact  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,883,151,973,639.38.  meaning  that  on  a 
per  capita  basis,  every  man,  woman, 
and  child  in  America  owes  $18,536.53  as 
his  or  her  share  of  the  Federal  debt. 

It  is  important  to  note.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  Senate  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  implement  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  The 
Senate  lost  its  first  opportunity  to 
control  this  debt  by  one  vote.  There 
will  be  another  opportunity  in  the 
months  ahead. 


TRIBUTE  TO  COACH  HAYDEN 
RILEY 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  many  in 
the  athletic  circles  of  Alabama  were 
saddened  last  month  by  the  death  of 
Hayden  Riley,  former  University  of 
Alabama  basketball  and  baseball 
coach.  In  1964.  1965,  and  1967.  his  bas- 
ketball teams  achieved  upset  victories 
over  the  University  of  Kentucky,  truly 


remarkable  feats.  From  1971  to  1979.  he 
served  as  the  school's  head  baseball 
coach,  winning  two  SEC  champion- 
ships. 

Originally  from  Guin,  AL.  Hayden 
Riley  attended  Marion  County  High 
School,  playing  four  sports  while  a  stu- 
dent there.  In  1942.  he  was  called  to  ac- 
tive duty  in  the  Navy.  While  stationed 
at  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station,  he 
played  football,  basketball,  and  base- 
ball. 

After  being  discharged,  he  attended 
the  University  of  Alabama,  where  he 
lettered  in  basketball  and  baseball 
from  1947  to  1949.  In  1948.  he  graduated 
with  a  degree  in  physical  education  and 
went  on  to  receive  his  masters  in  1953 
in  physical  education  and  school  ad- 
ministration. 

In  1951.  Hayden  joined  the  University 
of  .■Mabama  staff  as  assistant  basket- 
ball coach.  He  became  head  coach  in 
1961.  staying  for  9  years.  Legendary 
coach  Paul  "Bear"  Bryant  made  him 
assistant  athletic  director  in  1968.  and 
he  worked  as  one  of  Bear's  top  football 
recruiters  until  he  became  head  base- 
ball coach  in  1971. 

Hayden  Riley  made  many  outstand- 
ing contributions  to  the  University  of 
Alabama  as  both  a  player  and  a  coach. 
I  extend  my  sincerest  condolences  to 
his  family  and  friends,  and  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  a  news  column  on 
his  career  be  printed  in  the  Record  fol- 
lowing m.v  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(By  John  Cameron.  Assistant  Managing 

Editor'Sports) 

BK.^R  S.AiD.  Just  Coach,  and  He  Did 

Hayden  Riley  and  Paul  "Bear"  Bryant 
came  to  Alabama  to  coach  just  about  the 
saiiie  time. 

Riley  left  Coffee  High  School  in  Florence 
and  joined  Dr.  Eugene  Lambert's  basketball 
staff  as  an  assistant  coach  in  1957.  Bear  came 
home  in  1958  to  take  over  as  football  coach 
and  athletic  director. 

Today's  generations  know  about  the  legend 
of  the  Bear.  Very  few  of  the  younger  Ala- 
bama supporters  know  about  coach  Hayden 
Riley.  Some  have  never  head  of  him. 

Yet.  Riley,  who  died  Monday  following  a 
lengthy  illne.ss.  was  one  of  the  most  loyal 
and  dedicated  people  to  ever  coach  in  the 
Crimson  Tide  athletic  program. 

In  a  sense,  he  'was  Alabama."  He  lettered 
in  basketball  and  baseball  as  a  post-World 
War  11  student  and.  as  a  coach,  he  contrib- 
uted greatly  to  Bama's  rich  sports  history. 

Somehow.  Coach  Riley  has  been  over- 
looked. His  contributions  are  seldom  recog- 
nized and  he  is  not  in  the  .Alabama  Sports 
Hall  of  Fame.  However,  he  is  not  without 
fame.  Many  former  Alabama  athletes  and 
coaches  have  fond  memories  of  the  Bama 
mentor.  They  know  what  he  did  for  them. 

Coach  Riley  became  .Mabama's  basketball 
coach  in  1961.  the  same  year  that  Bryant  won 
his  first  national  championship. 

In  those  days,  coaching  basketball  was  a 
struggle.  It  was  still  all-white  and  all  the 
headlines,  money  and  fans  went  to  football. 
Only  a  few  leftovers  went  to  basketball. 

These  were  the  days  when  Tide  basketball 
was   played   in   cramped   Foster   Auditorium 


and  games  provided  .students  with  something 
to  do  after  football  season.  Still,  he  was 
happy  just  to  have  the  chance  to  do  the  job. 

He  wound  up  with  a  losing  record  in  bas- 
ketball by  only  two  games  (102-104)  but  he 
had  some  big  years.  Most  of  his  losses  came 
in  his  early  years. 

In  the  SEC  during  the  1960s,  you  measured 
success  by  the  number  of  times  you  defeated 
powerhouse  Kentucky.  Riley  upset  the  Wild- 
cats in  1964.  1965  and  1967.  His  1967  team  went 
17-9. 

In  1968.  Bear  made  him  assistant  athletic 
director  and  put  him  on  the  road  recruiting. 
He  became  one  of  Bama's  top  recruiters  dur- 
ing the  early  1970s,  a  period  that  produced 
some  of  the  Tide's  greatest  teams.  He  spent 
quite  a  bit  of  time  in  Mobile  and  southwest 
Alabama. 

Bear  then  asked  him  to  coach  the  baseball 
team.  From  1971-79.  he  compiled  a  224-163-1 
mark  and  won  two  Western  Division  titles. 
Diabetes  forced  him  to  retire  from  coaching 
in  the  spring  of  1979.  although  he  remained 
with  the  university  in  an  administrative  ca- 
pacity until  1982. 

No.  history  does  not  record  Riley  as  a 
great  coach  in  basketball  or  baseball  at  Ala- 
bama. However,  it  does  reflect  his  strength 
as  a  loyal  member  of  the  staff  and  a  man 
willing  to  give  his  time  to  help  young  people. 
He  seemed  comfortable  remaining  somewhat 
in  the  background. 


PRESIDENT  LEE  TENG-HUI  TO 
VISIT  ALMA  MATER 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  as  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  East  Asian  and  Pa- 
cific Affairs  to  inform  my  colleagues 
that,  as  predicted  in  the  press  over  the 
weekend,  the  administration  will  an- 
nounce this  afternoon  that  it  has 
agreed  to  issue  a  visa  fo  President  Lee 
Teng-hui  of  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan  for  a  private  visit  to  his  alma 
mater. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  finally  decided  to  take  this 
step.  The  feeling  in  Congress  on  this 
issue  has  been  very  strong,  as  evi- 
denced by  the  near  unanimous  votes  in 
the  last  2  weeks  on  the  resolution  call- 
ing on  the  State  Department  to  allow 
the  visit.  I'm  equally  pleased  that  we 
have  avoided  an  escalating  squabble 
with  the  State  Department  over  the 
visit.  If  this  action  had  been  taken  ear- 
lier, when  it  should  have  been,  we 
could  have  avoided  a  great  deal  of  acri- 
mony and  conflicting  signals.  I  believe 
that  the  decision  to  admit  President 
Lee  brings  our  policies  on  admission  of, 
let  us  say.  controversial  public  figures 
more  into  uniformity,  and  it  removes  a 
gross  and  unnecessary  slight  to  one  of 
our  close  friends  in  Asia. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing  I  would  like 
to  make  something  clear  to  our  friends 
in  the  People's  Republic  of  China.  Al- 
though I  understand  the  depth  of  their 
feelings  on  this  issue.  I  do  not  believe 
that  this  simple  move  has  to  adversely 
affect  our  important  relationship.  Ad- 
mitting President  Lee  Teng-hui  for  a 
private.  I  repeat,  private  visit  should 
not  be  seen  for  more  than  it  is— an  in- 
ternal decision  to  admit  a  private  citi- 


zen for  a  limited  private  purpose — and  I 
am  sure  that  President  Lee  will  closely 
adhere  to  the  parameters  of  the  visit  in 
order  to  avoid  any  unnecessary  com- 
plications. There  are  no  hidden  signals 
here,  no  nebulous  meanings,  no  new 
policy  currents.  This  is  not.  nor  should 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  inter- 
pret it  to  be,  our  repudiation  of  their 
one-China  policy. 

SECOND  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
SIGNING  OF  MOTOR- VOTER 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  last 
month,  one  of  my  State  papers,  the 
Lexington  Herald-Leader,  ran  a  story 
about  why  people  don't  vote.  One  of  the 
top  reasons  people  cited  for  not  voting, 
was  because  they  always  forget  to  reg- 
ister. 

Thirty-one-year-old  Tracey  Adkins 
told  the  paper  that  "My  husband's  a 
preacher,  and  we  move  a  lot  from  town 
to  town.  It's  hard  when  you  move  a  lot. 
It's  inconvenient."  She  couldn't  re- 
member the  last  time  she  was  reg- 
istered, but  said  she  would  "definitely 
register  the  next  time  she  renewed  her 
driver's  license  through  the  motor- 
voter  law." 

Tomorrow  marks  the  second  anniver- 
sary of  the  President  signing  this  bill 
into  law,  and  the  culmination  of  years 
of  work.  But  more  importantly,  it's  an- 
other milestone  in  this  country's  long 
history  of  working  to  assure  all  Amer- 
ican citizens  have  the  ability  to  exer- 
cise their  right  to  vote. 

From  women's  suffrage  in  1920  to  the 
Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  to  extending 
the  right  to  vote  to  18  year-olds  in  1971 
to  removing  physical  barriers  for  the 
elderly  and  disabled  in  1984,  Congress 
recognized  that  the  right  to  vote  is  per- 
haps the  clearest  expression  of  democ- 
racy at  work. 

When  Tracey  Adkins  goes  to  renew 
her  driver's  license  she'll  join  tens  of 
thousands  of  other  Kentuckians  who 
took  advantage  of  the  new  system- 
tens  of  thousands  of  other  Kentuckians 
who  now  have  no  obstacles  between 
their  opinion  and  their  Government. 

In  Kentucky,  voter  registration  has 
skyrocketed  to  record  levels,  gaining 
76.550  new  voters  since  January  1.  And 
it's  estimated  that  motor-voter  is  re- 
sponsible for  two-thirds  of  those  new 
potential  voters.  In  the  first  quarter  of 
this  year,  over  2  million  Americans  na- 
tionwide registered  to  vote  under  the 
new  law.  At  this  rate  20  million  will  be 
registered  by  the  next  Presidential 
election. 

Not  only  are  we  experiencing  the 
largest  voter  registration  increase  in 
our  country's  history,  but  as  Becky 
Cain,  president  of  the  League  of 
Women  Voters  said,  "The  1996  elector- 
ate will  be  larger,  more  diverse  and 
more  reflective  of  the  American  peo- 
ple." 

And.  nearly  10  years  of  opposition  to 
this  legislation  has  proven  to  be  com- 
pletely    unfounded,     from     arguments 
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about  the  high  cost  of  implementation 
to  the  fear  that  somehow  Democrats 
would  benefit  more  than  Republicans. 
Statistics  show  that  new  registrations 
in  Kentucky  are  almost  evenly  divided 
between  Republicans.  Democrats,  and 
Independents. 

Barbara  Jorden  once  said  that  the 
"stakes  are  too  high  for  Government  to 
be  a  spectator  sport."  As  more  and 
more  Americans  found  themselves  in 
the  bleachers  simply  watching  the  po- 
litical game,  they  were  encountering  a 
Government  that  knew  little  about 
their  problems,  and  even  less  about  the 
way  the  average  citizen  might  want  to 
see  those  problems  solved. 

But  motor-voter  sent  a  clear  message 
to  these  disenchanted  Americans  that 
Government  belongs  to  them,  its  fu- 
ture guided  by  their  individual  vote. 
Because,  it  is  only  through  their  par- 
ticipation that  the  democratic  process 
can  work  effectively,  efficiently,  and 
equitably. 

So,  as  we  celebrate  this  second  anni- 
versary, we  do  so  knowing  that  with 
each  new  registered  voter,  this  Nation 
becomes  a  little  stronger,  our  course  a 
little  steadier,  our  future  a  little 
brighter. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  4:19  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz.  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  agreed  to 
the  following  concurrent  resolution;  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate; 

H  Con.  Res.  67.  Concurrent  resolution  set- 
ting forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
United  States  Government  for  fiscal  years 
1996.  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  concurrent  resolution 
was  read  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.  Con.  Res  67.  Concurrent  resolution  set- 
ting forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
United  States  Government  for  riscal  years 
1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-927.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  provide  for  the  tenni- 
nation  of  the  status  of  the  College  Construc- 
tion Loan  Insurance  Association  ("the  Cor- 
poration") as  a  Government  Sponsored  En- 
terprise, to  require  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation to  divest  himself  of  the  Corporation's 
stock,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-928.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  a  draft  of 


proposed  legislation  to  provide  assistance  to 
States  and  local  communities  to  improve 
adult  education  and  family  literacy,  to  help 
achieve  the  National  Educational  Goals  for 
all  citizens,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-929.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  fiscal  years 
1991  and  1992  report  relative  to  the  effective- 
ness of  programs  under  the  Lead  Contamina- 
tion Control  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

EC-930.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  fiscal  year  1992  report  relative  to  em- 
ployment and  training  programs;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC- 931.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  annual  report 
of  the  Administration  on  Aging  for  fiscal 
year  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-932.  A  communication  from  the 
Admninistrator  of  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  1994  report  relative  to  minority  small 
business  and  capital  ownership  development; 
to  the  Committee  on  Small  Business. 

EC-933.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  amend  title 
38.  United  States  Code,  to  clarify  the  eligi- 
bility of  certain  minors  for  burial  in  national 
cemeteries;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs. 

EC-934.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  amend  title 
38.  United  States  Code,  to  restrict  payment 
of  a  clothing  allowance  to  incarcerated  vet- 
erans and  to  create  a  presumption  of  perma- 
nent and  total  disability  for  pension  pur- 
poses for  certain  veterans  who  are  patients 
in  a  nursing  home;  to  the  Committee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs. 

EC-935.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  the 
"Veterans'  Tnsnrinfo  Rpform  A"t  of  199!>".  ti.i 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE.  from  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works,  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  440.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  designation  of 
the  National  Highway  System,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-86). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  D'AMATO: 
S.  838.  A  bill  to  provide  for  additional  radio 
broadcasting  to  Iran  by  the  United  .States;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Gr.^- 
HAM.  and  Mr.  Co.nrad): 
S.  839.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XIX  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  permit  greater  flexibil- 
ity   for    States    to    enroll    medicaid    bene- 
ficiaries in  managed  care  arrangements,  to 


remove  barriers  preventing  the  provision  of 
medical  assistance  under  State  medicaid 
plans  through  managed  care,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  CONRAD: 
S  840.  A  bill  to  provide  the  States  greater 
flexibility  in  providing  jobs  for.  and  assist- 
ance to.  needy  families,  to  improve  child 
support  enforcement,  to  reduce  teenage  preg- 
nancy, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (.or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By    Mr.    DOLE   (for    himself  and    Mr. 

DASCHLE): 

S.  Res.  122.  A  resolution  designating  James 
R.  Ketchum  as  Curator  Emeritus  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Senate:  considered  and  agreed  to. 

S.  Res.  123.  A  resolution  relating  to  the  re- 
tirement of  Gerald  A.  Hackett;  considered 
and  agreed  to. 

S.  Res.  124.  A  resolution  relating  to  the  re- 
tirement of  Frederick  R.  Broomfield,  Sr.; 
considered  and  agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  D'AMATO: 
S.  838.  A  bill  to  provide  for  additional 
radio  broadcasting  to  Iran  by  the  Unit- 
ed  States;    to   the   Committee  on   For- 
eign Relations. 

RADIO  KKEK  IRAN  ACT 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Radio  Free  Iran 
Act. 

This  legislation  is  intended  to  create 
a  Farsi-Ianguage  service  to  be  broad- 
cast to  Iran  that  will  supplement,  not 
supplant  the  current  programming  al- 
ready beamed  to  Iran  by  the  Voice  of 
AiMeiica.  This  service  is  iiiLenued  Lo  be 
made  political  in  nature  and  as  such, 
will  bring  to  the  Iranian  people  the 
real  news  that  they  are  denied  access 
to  be  the  dictatorial  regime  in  Tehran. 

It  is  vital  to  the  people  of  Iran  that 
they  be  exposed  to  the  truth  of  what  is 
happening  inside  Iran.  More  must  be 
done  to  detail  what  the  regime  is  doing 
to  this  proud  people.  The  Iranian  peo- 
ple must  understand  how  the  regime 
has  created  impossible  living  condi- 
tions through  massive  inflation  and 
shortages,  persecuted  minorities,  de- 
nied human  rights,  and  forced  inter- 
national isolation  upon  this  proud  na- 
tion because  of  its  abhorrent  practices. 

The  regime  has  robbed  the  Iranian 
people  of  its  glorious  history,  replacing 
it  with  the  status  of  a  pariah  state.  The 
regime  in  Tehran  is  known  as  the  chief 
sponsor  of  international  terrorism,  it  is 
known  as  one  of  the  worst  abusers  of 
human  rights,  and  it  is  known  for  its 
unceasing  determination  to  obtain 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  This  in 
itself  is  lowering  the  Iranian  people's 
living  standards  with  each  passing  day. 

This  legislation  is  intended  to  expose 
the  people  of  Iran  to  a  more  balanced 


approach  to  the  conditions  in  Iran  so 
that  they  can  hopefully  have  a  greater 
impact  on  their  own  future. 

If  anything  is  clear  it  is  that  the  Ira- 
nian people  deserve  better.  They  de- 
serve a  chance  to  live  free  of  the  abu- 
sive and  dictatorial  nature  of  their  cor- 
rupt government.  They  deserve  to  shed 
the  status  that  this  regime  has  cast 
upon  them,  and  they  deserve  the 
chance  to  regain  their  proper  role  in 
the  world. 

Radio  Free  Iran  will  not  be  the  pana- 
cea, but  it  will  be  the  beginning.  I  want 
Radio  Free  Iran  to  be  for  the  Iranian 
people  what  Radio  Free  Europe  did  for 
the  people  of  P^astern  Europe.  The  only 
goal  for  the  Iranian  people  is  freedom 
from  oppression. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
worthwhile  project. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  838 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the   "Radio  Free 
Iran  Act", 
SEC.  2.  FINI>IN<iS. 

Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
support  the  right  of  the  People  of  Iran  to 
seek,  receive,  and  impart  information  and 
ideas  through  any  media,  regardless  of  fron- 
tiers, in  accordance  with  article  19  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 

(2)  Consonant  with  this  policy,  radio  broad- 
casting to  Iran  may  be  effective  in  further- 
ing the  open  communication  of  accurate  in- 
formation and  ideas  about  Iran  to  the  people 
of  li'an. 

(3)  Such  broadcasting  to  Iran,  operated  in 
a  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  broad 
foreign  policy  of  the  United  States  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  high  professional  standards, 
would  hp  in  thf  n;itional  intprcst. 

SEC.  3.  RAUIO  BROADCASTING  TO  IRAN. 

(a)  In  General.— In  order  to  carry  out  the 
objectives  set  forth  in  section  2.  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  provide  for 
the  open  communication  of  information  and 
ideas  on  Iran  through  the  use  of  radio  broad- 
casting to  Iran.  Radio  broadcasting  to  Iran 
under  this  section  shall  serve  as  a  consist- 
ently reliable  and  authoritative  source  of  ac- 
curate, objective,  and  comprehensive  news 
on  Iran. 

(b)  Requirements  Relatino  to  Broadca.st- 
ING.— (1)  Radio  broadcasting  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  provided  in  accordance 
with  standards  that  ensure  the  broadcast  of 
programs  which  are  objective,  accurate,  and 
balanced,  and  which  present  a  variety  of 
views.  Such  standards  shall  be  established  by 
the  board  established  under  section  4. 

(2)  Radio  broadcasting  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  provided  in  the  Farsi  language. 

(c)  Designation  of  Broadcasts.— Any  pro- 
gram of  United  States  Government  radio 
broadcasts  in  the  Farsi  language  under  this 
section  shall  be  designated  "Radio  Free 
Iran". 

(d)  Relationship  with  Other  Radio  Serv- 
ice TO  Iran.— It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that 


radio  broadcasting  under  this  section  supple- 
ment and  not  supplant  other  radio  broad- 
casting and  radio  broadcasting  services  to 
Iran  in  the  Farsi  language  that  are  provided 
by  the  United  States  Government. 

(e)  AUTHORITY  To  Contract —The  Director 
of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
may  carry  out  this  section  by  means  of 
grants,  contracts,  and  leases  and  by  such 
other  means  as  the  Director  determines  ap- 
propriate. Any  grant,  contract,  or  lease 
under  this  subsection  shall  specify  that  pay- 
ment thereunder  by  the  Director  is  subject 
to  the  availability  of  appropriations  thereof. 

(f)  Assistance  from  Other  Government 
AGENCIES.— The  Director  may  secure  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis  from  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  head  of  the  department  or 
agency,  any  technical  or  administrative  sup- 
port or  services  (including  personnel  and 
property)  that  the  Director  may  require  in 
order  to  provide  radio  broadcasting  to  Iran 
under  this  section.  Any  reimbursement 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  credited  to  the 
appropriation  from  which  the  support  or 
services  was  derived 

SEC.  4.  ADVISORY  BOARD. 

(a)  In  General— There  is  hereby  estab- 
lished an  advisory  board  to  be  known  as  the 
Advisory  Board  for  Radio  Free  Iran  (in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  "Board  "). 

(b)  Me.mbership  Matters.— (1)  The  Board 
shall  be  composed  of  eight  members  of 
whom— 

(A>  four  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent; 

(B)  two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  upon  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders  of  the  Senate:  and 

(C)  two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  minority  leader  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

(2)  Members  shall  be  appointed  for  terms  of 
4  years.  Any  vacancy  in  the  Board  shall  not 
affect  its  powers  but  shall  be  filled  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  original  appointment. 

(3)  The  President  shall  designate  one  mem- 
ber of  the  Board  to  be  the  Chairman. 

(C(  Duties. —The  Board  shall  have  the  fol- 
lowing duties: 

(1)  To  establish  standards  for  the  broadcast 
of  programs  under  section  3.  which  standards 
shall  ensure  that  such  programs  are  objec- 
tive, accurate,  and  balanced,  and  present  a 
variety  of  views. 

(2)  To  monitor  the  broadcast  of  programs 
under  that  section  in  order  to  ensure  that 
the  programs  meet  the  standards  so  estab- 
lished. 

(d)  Compensation.— (1)  Each  member  of  the 
Board  who  is  not  an  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Federal  Government  shall  be  com- 
pensated at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  pre- 
scribed for  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Sched- 
ule under  section  5315  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  for  each  day  (including  travel 
time)  during  which  such  member  is  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the 
Board.  All  members  of  the  Board  who  are  of- 
ficers or  employees  of  the  United  States 
shall  serve  without  compensation  in  addition 
to  that  received  for  their  services  as  officers 
or  employees  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Board  shall  be  al- 
lowed travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in 
lieu  of  subsistence,  at  rates  authorized  for 
employees  of  agencies  under  subchapter  I  of 
chapter  ,57  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  of  busine,ss  in  the  performance  of  serv- 
ices for  the  Board. 


(e)  Procurement  of  Supplies  and  Serv- 
ices.—The  Board  may.  to  the  extent  it  con- 
siders necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  under 
this  section,  procure  supplies,  services,  and 
other  personal  property,  including  special- 
ized electronic  equipment. 

SEC.  5.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIA'nONS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  United  States  Information  Agency  for 
fiscal  year  1996  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  purposes  of  carrying  out  this  Act, 
including  the  activities  of  the  board  estab- 
lished under  section  4. 

(b)  AVAiLABiLiTi-  OF  FUNDS.— Amounts  ai>- 
propriated  under  this  section  shall  remain 
available  until  expended. 


By  Mr.  CHAFEE  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Graham,  and  Mr.  Conrad): 
S.  839.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XIX  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit 
greater  flexibility  for  States  to  enroll 
Medicaid  beneficiaries  in  managed  care 
arrangements,  to  remove  barriers  pre- 
venting the  provision  of  medical  assist- 
ance under  State  Medicaid  plans 
through  managed  care,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

medicaid  MANAGED  CARE  ACT 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  we  face 
many  difficult  decisions  in  the  next 
few  months.  Due  to  the  increasing  na- 
tional deficit  and  our  efforts  to  control 
it,  we  must  carefully  review  all  Federal 
programs.  Of  particular  concern  are 
Federal  entitlement  programs  such  as 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  Today  we  are 
debating  a  budget  resolution  that  will 
reduce  the  growth  rate  in  Medicaid 
spending  by  $175  billion  over  the  next  7 
years.  I  am  supportive  of  efforts  to 
bring  Federal  spending  under  control, 
including  Federal  spending  on  the  Med- 
icaid Program.  However.  I  am  deeply 
concerned  about  the  future  of  this  pro- 
gram which  provides  critical  health 
care  services  to  low-income  children, 
pregnant  women,  persons  with  disabil- 
ities and  the  elderly. 

Clearly,  as  we  move  forward  we  can 
expect  to  see  some  dramatic  changes  in 
the  Medicaid  Program.  And  as  a  former 
Governor,  I  understand  the  need  to  pro- 
vide States  with  additional  flexibility 
to  administer  the  program,  and  to  con- 
trol costs.  Many  may  question  whether 
it  is  possible  to  meet  these  objectives 
without  jeopardizing  health  care  serv- 
ices to  millions  of  low-income  Ameri- 
cans. Some  have  suggested  converting 
the  Medicaid  Program  into  a  block 
grant  and  capping  the  general  rate  of 
growth  in  Federal  expenditures.  While 
I  agree  that  we  should  give  States 
more  flexibility,  I  do  not  believe  that 
it  is  reasonable  to  expect  the  Federal 
Government  to  hand  over  more  than 
$100  billion  per  year  without  expecting 
accountability.  Thus,  earlier  this  year 
I  began  to  look  for  alternatives  to  this 
approach. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  am  joining 
with  my  colleagues  Senators  Bob  Gra- 
ham and  Kent  Conrad  in  introducing 
legislation  that  we  believe  will  serve 
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two  very  important  objectives  in  the 
Medicaid  Program.  First,  this  legisla- 
tion will  give  States  the  additional 
flexibility  that  they  need  to  administer 
the  Medicaid  Program  by  allowing 
them  to  enroll  Medicaid  patients  in 
managed  care.  Second,  this  bill  will  set 
Federal  standards  for  managed  care  to 
ensure  that  Medicaid  patients  receive 
the  same  quality  of  care  afforded  pri- 
vate managed  care  patients. 

Specifically,  this  legislation  would 
allow  States  to  require  Medicaid  pa- 
tients to  enroll  in  managed  care  plans. 
States  would  be  required  to  offer  pa- 
tients a  choice  of  a  least  two  plans. 
States  would  no  longer  have  to  go 
through  the  lengthy  and  cumbersome 
process  of  applying  to  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  for  a  waiv- 
er of  Medicaid  regulations. 

This  legislation  sets  Federal  stand- 
ards for  managed  care  plans  that  wish 
to  enroll  Medicaid  patients.  Plans 
would  be  required  to  meet  certain 
standards  for  quality,  access  to  care, 
and  solvency.  These  standards  are  espe- 
cially important  given  recent  problems 
in  States  that  have  set  up  Medicaid 
managed  care  programs  under  the 
waiver  process.  Plans  have  failed  to 
contract  with  enough  providers  to 
serve  the  Medicaid  pooulation;  plans 
have  been  permitted  to  operate  under 
standards  that  are  lower  than  commer- 
cial insurers  are  required  to  meet;  and 
plans  have  used  fraudulent  marketing 
practices  to  entice  Medicaid  patients 
to  sign  up  with  their  plans.  These  ac- 
tions have  resulted  in  patients  being 
denied  medically  necessary  services, 
and  have  resulted  in  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  paying  for  care 
that  was  never  given. 

Considering  these  abuses,  why  should 
we  allow  Medicaid  managed  care  at  all? 
Because  managed  care,  if  done  cor- 
rectly, can  vastly  improve  the  quality 
of  health  care  provided  to  low-income 
families.  In  today's  fee-for-service  pro- 
gram, patients  face  myriad  problems. 
Some  are  forced  to  get  care  in  hospital 
emergency  rooms  because  they  cannot 
find  a  private  physician  willing  or  able 
to  accept  Medicaid's  low  payment 
rates.  Those  who  do  have  access  to  pro- 
viders often  face  waiting  for  hours  in 
clinics  which  are  overcrowded  and 
understaffed.  And,  sadly,  they  often  do 
not  have  access  to  primary  and  preven- 
tive care  services  which  would  have 
prevented  them  from  becoming  ill  to 
begin  with. 

Medicaid  managed  care,  if  done  well, 
provides  regular  prenatal  care  to  as- 
sure that  children  are  born  healthy. 
These  plans  provide  coverage  for 
check-ups  and  immunizations  to  pre- 
vent serious  illnesses.  And  they  give 
patients  a  medical  home — a  provider 
they  know  can  go  to  if  they  are  sick,  or 
a  number  to  call  if  they  have  ques- 
tions. 

Medicaid  managed  care  also  has  the 
potential     of    benefiting    our    overall 


health  care  system  by  providing  access 
to  primary  care  providers  rather  than 
forcing  patients  to  make  costly  and  un- 
necessary visits  to  hospital  emergency 
rooms.  It  gives  providers  the  oppor- 
tunity to  catch  and  treat,  or  prevent, 
costly  health  problems. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  as  we  move  for- 
ward in  this  budget  debate  that  we  will 
be  successful  in  funding  a  means  of  giv- 
ing Governors  the  additional  flexibility 
they  need  to  administer  their  Medicaid 
programs.  I  am  also  hopeful  that  we 
will  be  successful  in  dramatically  de- 
creasing the  rate  of  growth  in  this  pro- 
gram. The  legislation  that  I  introduce 
today  will  give  States  the  flexibility 
they  have  sought  without  going 
through  the  costly  and  complicated 
waiver  process,  and  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  the  Governors  to  identify 
additional  areas  of  flexibility  in  the 
Medicaid  Program. 

We  must  bear  in  mind,  however,  that 
the  Medicaid  Program  is  the  sole 
source  of  health  insurance  for  millions 
of  low-income  Americans.  I  believe 
that  it  would  be  a  mistake  for  Con- 
gress, in  its  efforts  to  control  Federal 
spending,  to  take  any  action  that 
would  result  in  a  dramatic  increase  in 
our  Nation's  uninsured  population.  I 
hope  my  colleagues  will  join  with  me 
in  cosponsoring  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered,  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  839 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Medicaid 

SEC.  2.  PERMirriNC  GREATh;R  H.I-JtIBIl.ITY  FOR 
STATES  TO  ENROLL  BENEFICIARIES 
IN  MANAGED  CARE  /VRRANC.E.ME.VTS. 

(a)  In  Ge.ner.^l.— Title  XIX  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396  at  seq.)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  redesi^ating  section  1931  as  section 
1932;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  1930  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 

•STATE  OPTIOiNS  FOR  F.NROLLMENT  OF  BENE- 
FICIARIES IN  MANAGED  CARE  ARRANGEMENTS 

•Sec.  1931.  (a)  Mandatory  Enrollment.— 
•(1)  In  general.— Subject  to  the  succeed- 
ing provisions  of  this  section,  a  State  may 
require  an  individual  eligible  for  medical  as- 
sistance under  the  State  plan  under  this  title 
to  enroll  with  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider as  a  condition  of  receiving  such  assist- 
ance and.  with  respect  to  assistance  fur- 
nished by  or  under  arrangements  with  such 
provider,  to  receive  such  assistance  through 
the  provider,  if  the  following  provisions  are 
met: 

••(A)  The  provider  meets  the  requirements 
of  section  1932. 

■■(B)  The  provider  enters  into  a  contract 
with  the  State  to  provide  services  for  the 
benefit  of  individuals  eligible  for  benefits 
under  this  title  under  which  prepaid  pay- 
ments to  such  provider  are  made  on  an  actu- 
arially sound  basis. 


"(C)  There  is  sufficient  capacity  among  all 
providers  meeting  such  requirements  to  en- 
roll and  serve  the  individuals  required  to  en- 
roll with  such  providers. 

■•(Di  The  individual  is  not  a  special  needs 
individual  (as  defined  in  subsection  (O). 

••(E)  The  State— 

"(i)  permits  an  individual  to  choose  an  eli- 
gible managed  care  provider — 

■■(I)  from  among  not  less  than  2  medicaid 
managed  care  plans;  or 

•(II)  between  a  medicaid  managed  care 
plan  and  a  primary  care  case  management 
provider; 

■•(ii>  provides  the  individual  with  the  op- 
portunity to  change  enrollment  among  eligi- 
ble managed  care  providers  not  less  than 
once  annually  and  notifies  the  individual  of 
such  opportunity  not  later  than  60  days  prior 
to  the  first  dale  on  which  the  individual  may 
change  enrollment; 

••(iii)  establishes  a  method  for  establishing 
enrollment  priorities  in  the  case  of  an  eligi- 
ble managed  care  provider  that  does  not 
have  sufficient  capacity  to  enroll  all  such  in- 
dividuals seeking  enrollment  under  which  in- 
dividuals already  enrolled  with  the  provider 
are  given  priority  in  continuing  enrollment 
with  the  provider: 

•■(iv)  establishes  a  default  enrollment  proc- 
ess which  meets  the  requirements  described 
in  paragraph  (2)  and  under  which  any  such 
individual  who  does  not  enroll  with  an  eligi- 
ble managed  care  provider  during  the  enroll- 
ment period  specified  by  the  State  shall  be 
enrolled  by  the  State  with  such  a  provider  in 
accordance  with  such  process:  and 

•(v)  establishes  the  sanctions  provided  for 
in  section  1933. 

•■(2)  Default  enrollment  process  re- 
QUIRE.MENTS.— The  default  enrollment  proc- 
ess established  by  a  State  under  paragraph 
(l)(E)(iv)  shall— 

••(A)  provide  that  the  State  may  not  enroll 
individuals  with  an  eligible  managed  care 
provider  which  is  not  in  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  section  1932:  and 

"(B)  provide  for  an  equitable  distribution 
of  individuals  among  all  eligible  managed 
care  providers  available  to  enroll  individuals 
through  such  default  enrollment  proceiss. 
consistent  with  the  enrollment  capacities  of 
such  providers. 

•■(3)  EXCEPTION  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES.— A 
State  may  not  require  an  individual  eligible 
for  medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  this  title  to  enroll  with  an  eligible 
managed  care  provider  as  a  condition  of  re- 
ceiving medical  assistance  consisting  of  pay- 
ment for  medicare  cost-sharing  under  sec- 
tion 1905(p»3). 

••(b)    REENROLLMENT    OF    INDIVIDLAL.S    WHO 

Regain  Eligibility.- 

•■(1)  In  general.- If  an  individual  eligible 
for  medical  assistance  under  a  State  plan 
under  this  title  and  enrolled  with  an  eligible 
managed  care  provider  with  a  contract  under 
subsection  (axlxBi  cea.ses  to  be  eligible  for 
such  ii.ssistanre  for  a  period  of  not  greater 
than  2  months,  the  State  may  provide  for  the 
automatic  reenrollment  of  the  individual 
with  the  provider  as  of  the  first  day  of  the 
month  in  which  the  individual  is  again  eligi- 
ble for  such  assistance. 

•■(2)  Conditions.— Paragraph  (1)  shall  only 
apply  if— 

••(A)  the  month  for  which  the  individual  is 
to  be  reenroUed  occurs  during  the  enroll- 
ment period  covered  by  the  individuals 
original  enrollment  with  the  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider; 

••(B)  the  eligible  managed  care  provider 
continues  to  have  a  contract  with  the  State 
agency  under  subsection  (a)(1)(B)  as  of  the 
first  day  of  such  month;  and 


■■(C)  the  eligible  managed  care  provider 
complies  with  the  requirements  of  .section 
1932. 

•■(3)  Notice  'of  "Reenroll.ment  — The  State 
shall  provide  timely  notice  to  an  eligible 
managed  care  provider  of  any  reenrollment 
of  an  individual  under  this  subsection. 

••(c)  Special  Needs  Individuals  De- 
-SCRIBED— In  this  section,  a  special  needs  in- 
dividuar  means  any  of  the  following; 

■■(1)  Special  needs  child.— An  individual 
who  is  under  19  years  of  age  who — 

■■(A)  is  eligible  for  supplemental  security 
income  under  title  X'VI; 

■■(B)  is  described  under  section  501(a)(1)(D): 

■■(C)  is  a  child  described  in  section 
1902(e)(3);  or 

■•(D)  is  in  foster  care  or  is  otherwise  in  an 
out-of-home  placement. 

••(2)  Homeless  individuals.— An  individual 
who  is  homeless  (without  regard  to  whether 
the  individual  is  a  member  of  a  family),  in- 
cluding— 

••(A)  an  individual  whose  primary  residence 
during  the  night  is  a  supervised  public  or  pri- 
vate facility  that  provides  temporary  living 
accommodations;  or 

•iB)  an  individual  who  is  a  resident  in 
transitional  housing. 

■■(3)  Migrant  agricultural  workers.— a 
migratory  agricultural  worker  or  a  seasonal 
agricultural  worker  (as  such  terms  are  de- 
fined in  section  329  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act),  or  the  spouse  or  dependent  of 
such  a  worker.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— Section 
1902(a)(23)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396a(a)(23)» 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  ■subsection  (g)  and  in  sec- 
tion 1915"  and  inserting  'subsection  (g).  sec- 
tion 1915.  and  section  1931.  ■;  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)— 

(.A)  by  striking  ■a  health  maintenance  or- 
ganization, or  a'  and  inserting  ■or  with  an 
eligible  managed  care  provider,  as  defined  in 
section  1932(g)(1).  or". 
SEC.  3.   RE.MOVAl.  OF  BARRIERS  TO  PROVISION 

OF    MEDRAIU    SERVU  ES    THROUGH 

MANAGED  CARK. 

(a)  Repeal  ok  Cuhhknt  Barriers.— Except 

.T.".  prnvi.ied  in  suhsprtinn  ihi  .sprtinn  l!)03(m) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1396b(m))  is  repealed  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

(b)  Existing  Contracts.— In  the  case  of 
any  contract  under  section  1903(m)  of  such 
.Act  which  is  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  .Act.  the  provi- 
sions of  such  section  shall  apply  to  such  con- 
tract until  the  earlier  of— 

(1)  the  day  after  the  date  of  the  expiration 
of  the  contract;  or 

(2)  the  date  which  is  1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Eligible  Managed  Care  Providers  De- 
scribed—Title  XIX  of  such  .Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1396  et  seq).  as  amended  by  section  2(a).  is 
amended— 

( 1 )  by  redesignating  section  1932  as  section 
1933;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  1931  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 

•eligible  managed  care  providers 
■Sec   1932.   (a)  Definitions.— In  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  definitions  shall  apply: 

•(1)  Eligible  managed  care  provider.— 
The    term     eligible   managed   care   provider' 
means — 
••(A)  a  medicaid  managed  care  plan;  or 
■■(B)  a  primary  care  case  management  pro- 
vider. 

■■(2)  Medicaid  managed  care  plan— The 
term    medicaid  managed  care  plan^  means  a 


health  maintenantf  iirt.Mni7,.it  ion  or  any 
other  plan  which  provid.'.s  ,,r  .iir.inges  for  the 
provision  of  one  or  more  items  and  services 
to  individuals  eligible  for  medical  assistance 
under  the  State  plan  under  this  title  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  contract  with  the  State 
under  section  1931(a)(1)(B). 

•■(3)  Pri.mary  care  case  manage.ment  pro- 
vider.— 

■•(A)  In  general.— The  term  'primary  care 
ca.se  management  provider'  means  a  health 
care  provider  that — 

"(i)  is  a  physician,  group  of  physicians,  a 
Federally-qualified  health  center,  a  rural 
health  clinic,  or  an  entity  employing  or  hav- 
ing other  arrangements  with  physicians  that 
provides  or  arranges  for  the  provision  of  one 
or  more  items  and  services  to  individuals  eli- 
gible for  medical  assistance  under  the  State 
plan  under  this  title  in  accordance  with  a 
contract  with  the  Stale  under  section 
1931(a)(1)(B): 

"(ii)  receives  payment  on  a  fee-for-service 
basis  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  Federally-qualified 
health  center  or  a  rural  health  clinic,  on  a 
reasonable  cost  per  encounter  basis)  for  the 
provision  of  health  care  items  and  services 
specified  in  such  contract  to  enrolled  indi- 
viduals: 

■•(iii)  receives  an  additional  fixed  fee  per 
enrollee  for  a  period  specified  in  such  con- 
tract for  providing  case  management  serv- 
ices (including  approving  and  arranging  for 
the  provision  of  health  care  items  and  serv- 
ices specified  in  such  contract  on  a  referral 
basis)  to  enrolled  individuals;  and 

"(iv)  is  not  an  entity  that  is  at  risk. 

"(B)  AT  risk— In  subparagraph  (A)(iv).  the 
term  at  risk'  means  an  entity  that-— 

■■(i)  has  a  contract  with  the  State  under 
which  such  entity  is  paid  a  fixed  amount  for 
providing  or  arranging  for  the  provision  of 
health  care  items  or  services  specified  in 
such  contract  to  an  individual  eligible  for 
medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan  and 
enrolled  with  such  entity,  regardless  of 
whether  such  items  or  services  are  furnished 
to  such  individual:  and 

"(ii)  is  liable  for  all  or  part  of  the  cost  of 
furnishing  such  items  or  services,  regardless 
of  whether  .such  cost  exceeds  such  fixed  pay- 

'•(bi  Enrollment.— 

"(1)  Nondiscrimin.^TION  — An  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  may  not  discriminate  on 
the  basis  of  health  status  or  anticipated  need 
for  services  in  the  enrollment,  reenrollment. 
or  disenrollment  of  individuals  eligible  to  re- 
ceive medical  assistance  under  a  State  plan 
under  this  title. 

"(2)  Termin.\tion  of  enrollment.— 

■•(A)  In  general.— An  eligible  managed 
care  provider  shall  permit  an  individual  eli- 
gible for  medical  .assistance  under  the  State 
plan  under  this  title  who  is  enrolled  with  the 
provider  to  terminate  such  enrollment  for 
cause  at  any  time,  and  without  cause  during 
the  60-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  the 
individual  receives  notice  of  enrollment,  and 
shall  notify  each  such  individual  of  the  op- 
portunity to  terminate  enrollment  under 
these  conditions. 

••(B)  Fraudulent  inducement  or  coercion 
AS  GROUNDS  for  CAUSE.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
paragraph (A),  an  individual  terminating  en- 
rollment with  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider on  the  grounds  that  the  enrollment 
was  based  on  fraudulent  inducement  or  was 
obtained  through  coercion  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  terminate  such  enrollment  for  cause. 

••(C)  Notice  of  termination.— 

••(i)  Notice  to  .state.— 

•■(I)  By  individuals —Each  individual  ter- 
minating enrollment  with  an  eligible  man- 


aged care  provider  under  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  do  so  by  providing  notice  of  the  termi- 
nation to  an  office  of  the  State  agency  ad- 
ministering the  State  plan  under  this  title, 
the  State  or  local  welfare  agency,  or  an  of- 
fice of  an  eligible  managed  care  provider. 

••(II)  By  plans —Any  eligible  managed  care 
provider  which  receives  notice  of  an  individ- 
ual's termination  of  enrollment  with  such 
provider  through  receipt  of  such  notice  at  an 
office  of  an  eligible  managed  cAre  provider 
shall  provide  timely  notice  of  the  termi- 
nation to  the  State  agency  administering 
the  State  plan  under  this  title. 

■■(iii  Notice  to  plan— The  State  agency 
administering  the  State  plan  under  this  title 
or  the  State  or  local  welfare  agency  which 
receives  notice  of  an  individual's  termi- 
nation of  enrollment  with  an  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  under  clause  (i)  shall  pro- 
vide timely  notice  of  the  termination  to  such 
provider. 

■■(D)  Reenrollment —Each  State  shall  es- 
tablish a  proce.ss  under  which  an  individual 
terminating  enrollment  under  this  para- 
graph shall  be  promptly  enrolled  with  an- 
other eligible  managed  care  provider  and  no- 
tified of  such  enrollment. 

•■(3)  Provision  of  enrollment  .materials 
IN  understandable  form.  Each  eligible 
managed  care  provider  shall  provide  all  en- 
rollment materials  in  a  manner  and  form 
which  may  be  easily  understood  by  a  typical 
adult  enrollee  of  the  provider  who  is  eligible 
for  medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  this  title. 

••(c)  Quality  Assurance — 

■(1)  Access  to  services —Each  eligible 
managed  care  provider  shall  provide  or  ar- 
range for  the  provision  of  all  medically  nec- 
essary medical  assistance  under  this  title 
which  is  specified  in  the  contract  entered 
into  between  such  provider  and  the  State 
under  section  1931(a)(1)(B)  for  enrollees  who 
are  eligible  for  medical  assistance  under  the 
State  plan  under  this  title. 

"(2)  Timely  delivery  of  services.— E^ch 
eligible  managed  care  provider  shall  respond 
to  requests  from  enrollees  for  the  delivery  of 
medical  assistance  in  a  manner  which— 

"(A)  makes  such  assistance— 

••(ii  avaiiabic  and  accessible  to  ca.ch  :;uch 
individual,  within  the  area  served  by  the  pro- 
vider, with  reasonable  promptness  and  in  a 
manner  which  assures  continuity;  and 

•■(ii)  when  medically  nece.ssary.  available 
and  accessible  24  houi-s  a  day  and  7  days  a 
week;  and 

■■(B)  with  respect  to  assistance  provided  to 
such  an  individual  other  than  through  the 
provider,  or  without  prior  authorization,  in 
the  case  of  a  primary  care  case  management 
provider,  provides  for  reimbursement  to  the 
individual  (if  applicable  under  the  contract 
between  the  State  and  the  provider)  if— 

■■(i)  the  services  were  medically  necessary 
and  immediately  required  because  of  an  un- 
foreseen illness,  injury,  or  condition;  and 

"(ii)  it  was  not  reasonable  given  the  cir- 
cumstances to  obtain  the  services  through 
the  provider,  or.  in  the  case  of  a  primary 
care  case  management  provider,  with  prior 
authorization. 

"(3)  External  independent  review  of  eli- 
gible MANAGED  CARE  PROVIDER  ACTIVITIES  — 

"(A)  Review  of  medicaid  .managed  care 

PLAN  CONTRACrr.— 

••(i)  In  GENERAL.— Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B).  each  medicaid  managed 
care  plan  shall  be  subject  to  an  annual  exter- 
nal independent  review  of  the  quality  and 
timeliness  of.  and  access  to.  the  items  and 
services  specified  in  such  plans  contract 
with   the  State  under  section   1931(a)(lKB). 
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Such  review  shall  specifically  evaluate  the 
extent  to  which  the  medicaid  managed  care 
plan  provides  such  services  In  a  timely  man- 
ner. 

••(ii)  AVAILABILITY  OF  RESULTS.— The  re- 
sults of  each  external  independent  review 
conducted  under  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
available  to  participating  health  care  provid- 
ers, enrollees.  and  potential  enroUees  of  the 
medicaid  managed  care  plan,  except  that  the 
results  may  not  be  made  available  in  a  man- 
ner that  discloses  the  identity  of  any  indi- 
vidual patient. 

■■(B)  Deemed  coMPLiANCE.-i- 

■■(i)  Medicare  plans.— The  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  a  medicaid  managed  care  plan  if  the 
plan  is  an  eligible  organization  with  a  con- 
tract in  effect  under  section  1876. 

■(ii)  Private  accreditation.— 

■■(I)  In  GENERAL— The  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
a  medicaid  managed  care  plan  if — 

■■(aa)  the  plan  is  accredited  by  an  organiza- 
tion meeting  the  requirements  described  in 
clause  (iii):  and 

■■(bb)  the  standards  and  process  under 
which  the  plan  is  accredited  meet  such  re- 
quirements as  are  established  under  sub- 
clause (II).  without  regard  to  whether  or  not 
the  time  requirement  of  such  subclause  is 
satisfied. 

■•(II)  Standards  and  process— Not  later 
than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  specify  re- 
quirements for  the  standards  and  process 
under  which  a  medicaid  managed  care  plan  is 
accredited  by  an  organization  meeting  the 
requirements  of  clause  ( iii ). 

••(iii)  AccREDi-nNG  organization.— An  ac- 
crediting organization  meets  the  require- 
ments of  this  clause  if  the  organization— 

'•(I)  is  a  private,  nonprofit  organization: 

••(II)  exists  for  the  primary  purf)ose  of  ac- 
crediting managed  care  plans  or  health  care 
providers;  and 

••(•III)  is  independent  of  health  care  provid- 
ers or  associations  of  health  care  providers. 

■•(C)  Review  of  primary  care  case  man- 
agement PROVIDER  contract.— Each  primary 
care  case  management  provider  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  an  ann^aai  external  independent  re- 
view of  the  quality  and  timeliness  of.  and  ac- 
cess to.  the  items  and  services  specified  in 
the  contract  entered  into  between  the  State 
and  the  primary  care  case  management  pro- 
vider uncler  section  1931(a)(1)(B). 

••(4)  PROVIDING  INFORMATION  ON  SERVICES  — 

••(A)  Requirements  for  medicaid  managed 

care  PLANS  — 

•■(i)  Information  to  the  state.— Each 
medicaid  managed  care  plan  shall  provide  to 
the  State  (at  such  frequency  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  require),  complete  and  timely  in- 
formation concerning  the  following; 

■■(I)  The  services  that  the  plan  provides  to 
(or  arranges  to  be  provided  to)  individuals  el- 
igible for  medical  assistance  under  the  State 
plan  under  this  title. 

••(II)  The  identity,  locations,  qualifica- 
tions, and  availability  of  participating 
health  care  providers. 

■■(Ill)  The  rights  and  responsibilities  of  en- 
rollees. 

■■(IV)  The  services  provided  by  the  plan 
which  are  subject  to  prior  authorization  by 
the  plan  as  a  condition  of  coverage  (in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (6)(A)). 

••(V)  The  procedures  available  to  an  en- 
rollee  and  a  health  care  provider  to  appeal 
the  failure  of  the  plan  to  cover  a  service. 

••(VI)  The  performance  of  the  plan  in  serv- 
ing individuals  eligible  for  medical  assist- 
ance under  the  State  plan  under  this  title. 


••(ii)  Information  to  health  care  provid- 
ers, enrollees.  and  potential  enroi,lee.s  — 
Each  medicaid  managed  care  plan  shall— 

•■(I)  upon  request,  make  the  information 
described  in  clause  (i)  available  to  partici- 
pating health  care  providers,  enrollees.  and 
potential  enrollees  in  the  plan's  service  area; 
and 

■■(II)  provide  to  enrollees  and  potential  en- 
rollees information  regarding  all  items  and 
services  that  are  available  to  enrollees  under 
the  contract  between  the  State  and  the  plan 
that  are  covered  either  directly  or  through  a 
method  of  referral  and  prior  authorization. 

••(B)  Requirements  for  prlmary  care  case 
MANAGEMENT  PROVIDERS.— Each  primary  care 
case  management  provider  shall— 

■■(i)  provide  to  the  State  (at  such  frequency 
as  the  Secretary  may  require),  complete  and 
timely  information  concerning  the  services 
that  the  primary  care  case  management  pro- 
vider provides  to  (or  arranges  to  be  provided 
to)  individuals  eligible  for  medical  assist- 
ance under  the  State  plan  under  this  title; 

■■(ii)  make  available  to  enrollees  and  po- 
tential enrollees  information  concerning 
services  available  to  the  enrollee  for  which 
prior  authorization  by  the  primary  care  case 
management  provider  is  required;  and 

"■(iii)  provide  enrollees  and  potential  en- 
rollees information  regarding  all  items  and 
services  that  are  available  to  enrollees  under 
the  contract  between  the  State  and  the  pri- 
mary care  case  management  provider  that 
are  covered  either  directly  or  through  a 
method  of  referral  and  prior  authorization. 

■■(C)    Requirements    for    both    medicaid 

MANAGED  CARE  PLANS  AND  PRIMARY  CARE  CASE 

MANAGEMENT  PROVIDERS.— Each  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  shall  provide  the  State 
with  aggregate  encounter  data  for  early  and 
periodic  screening,  diagnostic,  and  treat- 
ment services  under  section  1905(r)  furnished 
to  individuals  under  21  years  of  age.  Any 
such  data  provided  may  be  audited  by  the 
State  and  the  Secretary. 

••(5)  Timeliness  of  payment.— An  eligible 
managed  care  provider  shall  make  payment 
to  health  care  providers  for  items  and  serv- 
ices which  are  subject  to  the  contract  under 
section  1931(a)(1)(B)  and  which  are  furnished 
to  individuals  eligible  for  medical  assistance 
under  the  State  plan  under  this  title  who  are 
enrolled  with  the  provider  on  a  timely  basis 
and  under  the  claims  payment  procedures  de- 
scribed in  section  1902(a)(37)(A).  unless  the 
health  care  provider  and  the  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  agree  to  an  alternate  pay- 
ment schedule. 

••(6)  Additional  quality  assurance  re- 
quirements FOR  medicaid  managed  CARE 
plans.— 

••(A)  Conditions  for  prior  authoriza- 
tion.— A  medicaid  managed  care  plan  may 
require  the  approval  of  medical  assistance 
for  nonemergency  services  before  the  assist- 
ance is  furnished  to  an  enrollee  only  if  the 
system  providing  for  such  approval— 

••(i)  provides  that  such  decisions  are  made 
in  a  timely  manner,  depending  upon  the  ur- 
gency of  the  situation;  and 

••(ii)  permits  coverage  of  medically  nec- 
essary medical  a.ssistance  provided  to  an  en- 
rollee without  prior  authorization  in  the 
event  of  an  emergency. 

■•(B)  Internal  grievance  procedure.— 
Each  medicaid  managed  care  plan  shall  es- 
tablish an  internal  grievance  procedure 
under  which  a  plan  enrollee  or  a  provider  on 
behalf  of  such  an  enrollee  who  is  eligible  for 
medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
under  this  title  may  challenge  the  denial  of 
coverage  of  or  payment  for  such  assistance. 

••(C)  Use  of  unique  physician  ide.ntifier 
for  participating  physicians.— Each  medic- 


aid managed  care  plan  shall  require  each 
physician  providing  services  to  enrollees  eli- 
gible for  medical  assistance  under  the  Slate 
plan  under  this  title  to  have  a  unique  identi- 
fier in  accordance  with  the  system  estab- 
lished under  section  1902(xi. 
••(D)  Patient  encounter  data.— 
■•(i)  In  general.— Each  medicaid  managed 
care  plan  shall  maintain  sufficient  patient 
encounter  data  to  identify  the  health  care 
provider  who  delivers  services  to  patients 
and  to  otherwise  enable  the  State  plan  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  section  1902(a)(27). 
The  plan  shall  incorporate  such  information 
in  the  maintenance  of  patient  encounter 
data  with  respect  to  such  health  care  pro- 
vider. 

"(ii)  Compliance— A  medicaid  managed 
care  plan  shall — 

••(I)  submit  the  data  maintained  under 
clause  (i)  to  the  State;  or 

••(II)  demonstrate  to  the  State  that  the 
data  complies  with  managed  care  quality  as- 
surance guidelines  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  accordance  with  clause  (iii). 

•■(iii)    Standards. —In    establishing    man- 
aged care  quality  assurance  guidelines  under 
clause  (ii)(II).  the  Secretary  shall  consider— 
••(I)  managed  care  industry  standards  for— 
•■(aa)  internal  quality  assurance;  and 
•■(bb)  performance  measures;  and 
■■(II)  any  managed  care  quality  standards 
established  by   the   National   Association  of 
Insurance  Commissioners. 

"(d)  Due  Process  Require.ments  for  Eli- 
gible Managed  Care  Providers.— 

••(1)  Denial  of  or  unreasonable  delay  in 
determining  coverage  as  grounds  for 
hearing.— If  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider— 

••(A)  denies  coverage  of  or  payment  for 
medical  assistance  with  respect  to  an  en- 
rollee who  is  eligible  for  such  assistance 
under  the  State  plan  under  this  title;  or 

•■(B)  fails  to  make  any  eligibility  or  cov- 
erage determination  sought  by  an  enrollee 
or.  in  the  case  of  a  medicaid  managed  care 
plan,  by  a  participating  health  care  provider 
or  enrollee.  in  a  timely  manner,  depending 
upon  the  urgency  of  the  situation, 
the  enrollee  or  the  health  care  provider  fur- 
nishing such  assistance  to  the  enrollee  (as 
applicable)  may  obtain  a  hearing  before  the 
State  agency  administering  the  State  plan 
under  this  title  in  accordance  with  section 
1902(a)(3).  but  only,  with  respect  to  a  medic- 
aid managed  care  plan,  after  completion  of 
the  internal  grievance  procedure  established 
by  the  plan  under  subsection  (c)(6)(B). 

■•(2)  Co.mpletion  of  internal  grievance 
procedure.— Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall 
require  completion  of  an  internal  grievance 
procedure  if  such  procedure  does  not  exist  or 
if  the  procedure  does  not  provide  for  timely 
review  of  health  needs  considered  by  the  en- 
rollee's  health  care  provider  to  be  of  an  ur- 
gent nature. 

•■(e)  Miscellaneous.— 

"(1)  Protecting  enrollees  against  the 
insolvency  of  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
viders AND  again.st  the  failure  of  the 
state  to  pay  such  providers —Each  eligible 
managed  care  provider  shall  provide  that  an 
individual  eligible  for  medical  assistance 
under  the  State  plan  under  this  title  who  is 
enrolled  with  the  provider  may  not  be  held 
liable— 

■■(A)  for  the  debts  of  the  eligible  managed 
care  provider,  in  the  event  of  the  provider's 
insolvency; 

••(B)  for  services  provided  to  the  individ- 
ual— 


•■(i)  in  the  event  of  the  provider  failing  to 
receive  payment  from  the  Stale  for  such 
services:  or 

■■(ii)  in  the  event  of  a  health  care  provider 
with  a  contractual  or  other  arrangement 
with  the  eligible  managed  care  provider  fail- 
ing to  receive  payment  from  the  State  or  the 
fllgible  managed  care  provider  for  such  serv- 
ices; or 

■•(C)  for  the  debts  of  any  health  care  pro- 
vider with  a  contractual  or  other  arrange- 
ment with  the  provider  to  provide  services  to 
the  individual,  in  the  event  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  health  care  provider. 

■(2)  Treatment  of  children  with  special 
}iealth  care  needs.— 

■■(A)  In  general— In  the  case  of  an  en- 
rollee of  an  eligible  managed  care  provider 
who  is  a  child  with  special  health  care 
needs — 

••(i)  if  any  medical  assistance  specified  in 
the  contract  with  the  State  is  identified  in  a 
treatment  plan  prepared  for  the  enrollee  by 
a  program  described  in  subparagraph  (C).  the 
eligible  managed  care  provider  shall  provide 
I  or  arrange  to  be  provided)  such  assistance  in 
accordance  with  the  treatment  plan  either — 

••(I)  by  referring  the  enrollee  to  a  pediatric 
health  care  provider  who  is  trained  and  expe- 
rienced in  the  provision  of  such  a.ssistanco 
and  who  has  a  contract  with  the  eligible 
managed  care  provider  to  provide  such  as- 
.sistance:  or 

••(II)  if  appropriate  services  are  not  avail- 
able through  the  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider, permitting  such  enrollee  to  seek  ap- 
propriate specialty  services  from  pediatric 
health  care  providers  outside  of  or  apart 
from  the  eligible  managed  care  provider;  and 

•■Iii)  the  eligible  managed  care  provider 
shall  require  each  health  care  provider  with 
whom  the  eligible  managed  care  provider  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  provide  medi- 
cal assistance  to  enrollees  to  furnish  the 
medical  assistance  specified  in  such  enroll- 
ees  treatment  plan  to  the  extent  the  health 
care  provider  is  able  to  carry  out  such  treat- 
ment plan. 

■■(B)  Prior  authorization.— An  enrollee  re- 
ferred for  treatment  under  subparagraph 
(A)(i)(I).  or  permitted  to  seek  treatment  out- 
side of  or  apart  from  the  eligible  managed 
care  provider  under  subparagraph  (A)(i)(II) 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  obtained  any  prior 
authorization  required  by  the  provider. 

■■(C)  Child  with  special  health  care 
needs.— For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  a 
child  with  special  health  care  needs  is  a  child 
who  is  receiving  services  under — 

■■(i)  a  program  administered  under  part  B 
or  p?.rt  H  of  the  Individuals  with  Disabilities 
Education  Act; 

■■(ii)  a  program  for  children  with  special 
health  care  needs  under  title  V; 

"(iii)  a  program  under  part  B  or  part  D  of 
title  IV;  or 

••(iv)  any  other  program  for  children  with 
special  health  care  needs  identified  by  the 
Secretary. 

•■(3)  Physician  incentive  plans— Each 
medicaid  managed  care  plan  shall  require 
that  any  physician  incentive  plan  covering 
physicians  who  are  participating  in  the  med- 
icaid managed  care  plan  shall  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  section  1876(i)(8). 

■•(4)  Incentives  for  high  quality  eligible 
managed  care  providers —The  Secretary 
and  the  State  may  establish  a  program  to  re- 
ward, through  public  recognition,  incentive 
payments,  or  enrollment  of  additional  indi- 
viduals (or  combinations  of  such  rewards), 
eligible  managed  care  providers  that  provide 
the  highest  quality  care  to  individuals  eligi- 
ble for  medical  assistance  under  the  State 


plan  under  this  title  who  are  enrolled  with 
such  providers.  For  purposes  of  .section 
1903(a)(7).  proper  expenses  incurred  by  a 
State  in  carrying  out  such  a  program  shall 
be  considered  to  be  expenses  necessary  for 
the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of 
the  State  plan  under  this  title.". 

(d)  Clarification  of  Application  of  FFP 
Denial  Rules  to  Payments  Made  Pursuant 
TO  Medicaid  Managed  Care  Plans.— Section 
1903(i)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396b(i))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
sentence:  ■■Paragraphs  (1)(A).  (1)(B),  (2).  (5). 
and  (12)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  items  or 
services  furnished  and  amounts  expended  by 
or  through  an  eligible  managed  care  provider 
(as  defined  in  section  1932(a)(1))  in  the  same 
manner  as  such  paragraphs  apply  to  items  or 
services  furnished  and  amounts  expended  di- 
rectly by  the  State.". 

(e)  Clarification  of  Certification  Re- 
quirements FOR  Physicians  Providing  Serv- 
ices to  Children  and  Pregnant  Women.- 
Section  1903(i)(12)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1396b(i)(12))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A Hi),  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(i)  is  certified  in  family  practice  or  pedi- 
atrics by  the  medical  specialty  board  recog- 
nized by  the  American  Board  of  Medical  Spe- 
cialties for  family  practice  or  pediatrics  or  is 
certified  in  general  practice  or  pediatrics  by 
the  medical  specialty  board  recognized  by 
the  American  Osteopathic  Association,"; 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)(i).  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(i)  is  certified  in  family  practice  or  ob- 
stetrics by  the  medical  specialty  board  rec- 
ognized by  the  American  Board  of  Medical 
Specialties  for  family  practice  or  obstetrics 
or  is  certified  in  family  practice  or  obstet- 
rics by  the  medical  specialty  board  recog- 
nized by  the  American  Osteopathic  Associa- 
tion,": and 

(3)  in  both  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)— 

(A)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(V); 

(B)  by  redesignating  clause  (vi)  as  clause 
(vii);  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  clause  (v)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

■(vi)  delivers  such  seiviccs  in  the  emer- 
gency department  of  a  hospital  participating 
in  the  State  plan  approved  under  this  title, 
or". 

SEC.  4.  ADDITIONAl.  REQl'IRE.MENTS  FOR  MEDIC- 
AID MANACiED  CARK  PLANS. 

Section  1932  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  as 
added  by  section  3(c)(2).  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
as  subsections  (e)  and  (f),  respectively;  and 

(2)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

••(d)  .Additional  Require.ments  for  Medic- 
aid Managed  Care  Plans.— 

■  (1)  Demonstration  of  adequate  capacity 
and  services.— 

•■(A)  In  general.— Subject  to  subparagraph 
(C).  each  medicaid  managed  care  plan  shall 
provide  the  State  and  the  Secretary  with 
adequate  assurances  (as  determined  by  the 
Secretary)  that  the  plan,  with  respect  to  a 
service  area— 

■■(i)  has  the  capacity  to  serve  the  expected 
enrollment  in  such  service  area: 

•■(ii)  offers  an  appropriate  range  of  services 
for  the  population  expected  to  be  enrolled  in 
such  service  area,  including  transportation 
services  and  translation  .services  consisting 
of  the  principal  languages  spoken  in  the 
service  area; 

••(iii)  maintains  sufficient  numbers  of  pro- 
viders of  services  included  in  the  contract 
with  the  State  to  ensure  that  services  are 


available  to  individuals  receiving  medical 
assistance  and  enrolled  in  the  plan  to  the 
same  extent  that  such  ser\'ices  are  available 
to  individuals  enrolled  in  the  plan  who  are 
not  recipients  of  medical  assistance  under 
the  State  plan  under  this  title; 

"(iv)  maintains  extended  hours  of  oper- 
ation with  respect  to  primary  care  services 
that  are  beyond  those  maintained  during  a 
normal  business  day: 

■■(V)  provides  preventive  and  primary  care 
services  in  locations  that  are  readily  acces- 
sible to  members  of  the  community:  and 

"(vi)  provides  information  concerning  edu- 
cational, social,  health,  and  nutritional  serv- 
ices offered  by  other  programs  for  which  en- 
rollees may  be  eligible. 

■■(B)  Proof  of  adequate  primary  care  ca- 
pacity AND  services.- Subject  to  subpara- 
graph (C).  a  medicaid  managed  care  plan 
that  contracts  with  a  reasonable  number  of 
primary  care  providers  (as  determined  by  the 
Secretary)  and  whose  primary  care  member- 
ship includes  a  reasonable  number  (as  so  de- 
termined) of  the  following  providers  will  be 
deemed  to  have  satisfied  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A): 

■•(i)  Rural  health  clinics,  as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 1905(1  )(1). 

••(ii)  Federally-qualified  health  centers,  as 
defined  in  section  1905(1)(2)(B). 

••(iii)  Clinics  which  are  eligible  to  receive 
payment  for  services  provided  under  title  X 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 

•■(C)  Sufficie.nt  providers  of  specialized 
services. — Notwithstanding  subparagraphs 
(A)  and  (B).  a  medicaid  managed  care  plan 
may  not  be  considered  to  have  satisfied  the 
requirements  of  subparagraph  (A)  if  the  plan 
does  not  have  a  sufficient  number  (as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary)  of  providers  of  spe- 
cialized services,  including  perinatal  and  pe- 
diatric specialty  care,  to  ensure  that  such 
services  are  available  and  accessible. 

"(2)  Written  provider  participation 
agreements  for  certain  providers —Each 
medicaid  managed  care  plan  that  enters  into 
a  written  provider  participation  agreement 
with  a  provider  described  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 
shall— 

"(A)  include  terms  and  conditions  that  are 
no  more  ri-bliiclive  tluui  the  leim*  and  con- 
ditions that  the  medicaid  managed  care  plan 
includes  in  its  agreements  with  other  par- 
ticipating providers  with  respect  to— 

••(i)  the  scope  of  covered  services  for  which 
payment  is  made  to  the  provider: 

••(ii)  the  assignment  of  enrollees  by  the 
plan  to  the  provider: 

'■(iii)  the  limitation  on  financial  risk  or 
availability  of  financial  incentives  to  the 
provider; 

•■(iv)  accessibility  of  care: 

"(v)  professional  credentialing  and 
recredentialing: 

"(vi)  licensure; 

"(vii)  quality  and  utilization  management; 

••(viii)  confidentiality  of  patient  records; 

••(ix)  grievance  procedures:  and 

'•(X)  indemnification  arrangements  be- 
tween the  plans  and  providers:  and 

••(B)  provide  for  payment  to  the  provider 
on  a  basis  that  is  comparable  to  the  basis  on 
which  other  providers  are  paid" 
SEC,  5,  PREVENTING  FRAUD  I!M  MEDICAID  MAN 
AGED  CARE. 

(a)  In  General —Section  1932  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  3(c)(2)  and 
amended  by  section  4.  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (f)  as  sub- 
section (g);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

•■(f)  Anti-Fraud  Provisions,— 
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(1)     PROVISIONS     APPLICABLE    TO     ELIGIBLE 
MANAGED  CARE  PROVIDERS.— 

"(A)  PROHIBITING  AFFILIATIONS  WITH  INDI- 
VIDUALS DEBARRED  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  — 

"(i)  Ln  GENERAL  —An  eligible  managed  care 
provider  may  not  knowmgly— 

■■(I)  have  a  person  described  in  clause  (iii) 
as  a  director,  officer,  partner,  or  person  with 
beneficial  ownership  of  more  than  5  percent 
of  the  plan's  equity;  or 

■■(ID  have  an  employment,  consulting,  or 
other  agreement  with  a  person  described  in 
clause  (iii)  for  the  provision  of  items  and 
services  that  are  significant  and  material  to 
the  organization's  obligations  under  its  con- 
tract with  the  State. 

••(ii)  Effect  of  noncompliance— If  a  State 
flnds  that  an  eligible  managed  care  provider 
Is  not  in  compliance  with  subclause  (I)  or  (II) 
of  clause  (i),  the  State — 

"(I)  shall  notify  the  Secretary  of  such  non- 
compliance; 

•(II)  may  continue  an  existing  agreement 
with  the  provider  unless  the  Secretary  (in 
consultation  with  the  Inspector  General  of 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices) directs  otherwise;  and 

"(III)  may  not  renew  or  otherwise  extend 
the  duration  of  an  existing  agreement  with 
the  provider  unless  the  Secretary  (in  con- 
sultation with  the  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services) 
provides  to  the  State  and  to  the  Congress  a 
written  statement  describing  compelling 
reasons  that  exist  for  renewing  or  extending 
the  agreement. 

"(iii)  Persons  described.— A  person  is  de- 
scribed in  this  clause  if  such  person— 

"(I)  is  debarred  or  suspended  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  pursuant  to  the  Federal 
acquisition  regulation,  from  Government 
contracting  and  subcontracting; 

••(II)  is  an  affiliate  (within  the  meaning  of 
the  Federal  acquisition  regulation)  of  a  per- 
son described  in  clause  (i):  or 

••(III)  is  excluded  from  participation  in  any 
program  under  title  XVIII  or  any  State 
health  care  program,  as  defined  in  section 
1128<h). 

••(B)  RESTRicrnoNs  on  marketing.— 

"(i)  DiSTRIBfTlON  OF  MATERIALS — 

"(I)  In  GENERAL —An  eligible  managed  care 
provider  may  not  distribute  marketing  ma- 
terials within  any  State — 

••(aa)  without  the  prior  approval  of  the 
State;  and 

••(bb)  that  contain  false  or  materially  mis- 
leading information. 

•■(II)  PROHIBITION.— The  State  may  not 
enter  into  or  renew  a  contract  with  an  eligi- 
ble managed  care  provider  for  the  provision 
of  services  to  individuals  enrolled  under  the 
State  plan  under  this  title  if  the  State  deter- 
mines that  the  provider  intentionally  dis- 
tributed false  or  materially  misleading  infor- 
mation in  violation  of  subclause  (I)(bb). 

••(ii)  Service  market— An  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  shall  distribute  market- 
ing materials  to  the  entire  service  area  of 
such  provider. 

••(iii)  Prohibition  of  tie-ins.— An  eligible 
managed  care  provider,  or  any  agency  of 
such  provider,  may  not  seek  to  influence  an 
individual's  enrollment  with  the  provider  in 
conjunction  with  the  sale  of  any  other  insur- 
ance. 

••(iv)  Prohibiting  marketlng  fraud.— Each 
eligible  managed  care  provider  shall  comply 
with  such  procedures  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  prescribes  in  order  to  ensure  that, 
before  an  individual  is  enrolled  with  the  pro- 
vider, the  individual  is  provided  accurate 
and  sufficient  information  to  make  an  in- 
formed decision  whether  or  not  to  enroll. 


••(2)  Provisions  applicable  only  to  medic- 
aid managed  care  plans — 

••(A)  State  conflict-of-interest  safe- 
guards in  medicaid  risk  contracting.— a 
medicaid  managed  care  plan  may  not  enter 
into  a  contract  with  any  State  under  section 
1931(a)(1)(B)  unless  the  State  has  in  effect 
conflict-of-interest  safeguards  with  respect 
to  officers  and  employees  of  the  State  with 
responsibilities  relating  to  contracts  with 
such  plans  or  to  the  default  enrollment  proc- 
ess described  in  section  1931(a)(l)(DHiv)  that 
are  at  least  as  effective  as  the  Federal  safe- 
guards provided  under  section  27  of  the  Office 
of  Federal  Procurement  Policy  Act  (41  U.S.C. 
423).  against  conflicts  of  interest  that  apply 
with  respect  to  Federal  procurement  offi- 
cials with  comparable  responsibilities  with 
respect  to  such  contracts. 

••(B)  Requiring  disclosure  of  financial 
infor.mation.— In   addition   to   any   require-. 
ments  applicable  under  section  1902(a)(27)  or 
1902(a)(35),    a   medicaid    managed    care    plan 
shall— 

■•(i)  report  to  the  State  (and  to  the  Sec- 
retary upon  the  Secretary's  request)  such  fi- 
nancial information  as  the  State  or  the  Sec- 
retary may  require  to  demonstrate  that — 

"(I)  the  plan  has  the  ability  to  bear  the 
risk  of  potential  financial  losses  and  other- 
wise has  a  fiscally  sound  operation; 

•'(II)  the  plan  uses  the  funds  paid  to  it  by 
the  State  and  the  Secretary  for  activities 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  this 
title  and  the  contract  between  the  State  and 
plan;  and 

••(III)  the  plan  does  not  place  an  individual 
physician,  physician  group,  or  other  health 
care  provider  at  substantial  risk  (as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary)  for  services  not  pro- 
vided by  such  physician,  group,  or  health 
care  provider,  by  providing  adequate  protec- 
tion (as  determined  by  the  Secretary)  to 
limit  the  liability  of  such  physician,  group, 
or  health  care  provider,  through  measures 
such  as  stop  loss  insurance  or  appropriate 
risk  corridors; 

••(ii)  agree  that  the  Secretary  and  the 
State  (or  any  person  or  organization  des- 
ignated by  either)  shall  have  the  right  to 
audit  and  inspect  any  books  and  record.-,  of 
the  plan  (and  of  any  subcontractor)  relating 
to  the  information  reported  pursuant  to 
clause  (i)  and  any  information  required  to  be 
furnished  under  section  paragraphs  (27)  or 
(35)  of  section  1902(a); 

■•(iii)  make  available  to  the  Secretary  and 
the  State  a  description  of  each  transaction 
described  in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (C)  of 
section  1318(a)(3)  of  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice Act  between  the  plan  and  a  party  in  in- 
terest (as  defined  in  section  1318(b)  of  such 
Act);  and 

••(iv)  agree  to  make  available  to  its  enroll- 
ees  upon  reasonable  request — 

••(I)  the  information  reported  pursuant  to 
clause  (i);  and 

■•(II)  the  information  required  to  be  dis- 
closed under  sections  1124  and  1126. 

■•(C)  Adequate  provision  against  risk  of 
insolvency.— 

■'(i)  Establishment  of  .standards.— The 
Secretary  shall  establish  standards,  includ- 
ing appropriate  equity  standards,  under 
which  each  medicaid  managed  care  plan 
shall  make  adequate  provision  against  the 
risk  of  insolvency. 

•■(ii)  Consideration  of  other  standards.— 
In  establishing  the  standards  described  in 
clause  (i).  the  Secretary  shall  consider — 

■■(I)  such  solvency  standards  as  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Insurance  Commis- 
sioners may  prescribe;  and 


■■(II)  solvency  standards  applicable  to  eligi- 
ble organizations  with  a  risk-sharing  con- 
tract under  section  1876. 

••(Di  Requiring  report  on  net  earning.s 
AND  additional  BENEFITS.— Each  medicaid 
managed  care  plan  shall  submit  a  report  to 
the  State  and  the  Secretary  not  later  than  12 
months  after  the  close  of  a  contract  year 
containing— 

••(i)  the  most  recent  audited  financial 
statement  of  the  plan's  net  earnings,  in  ac- 
cordance with  guidelines  established  by  the 
Secretary  in  consultation  with  the  States, 
and  consistent  with  generally  accepted  ac- 
counting principles;  and 

••(ii)  a  description  of  any  benefits  that  are 
in  addition  to  the  benefits  required  to  be  pro- 
vided under  the  contract  that  were  provided 
during  the  contract  year  to  members  en- 
rolled with  the  plan  and  entitled  to  medical 
assistance  under  the  State  plan  under  this 
title.". 

SEC.  8.  SANCTIONS  FOR  NONCOMPLIANCE  BY  EL- 
IGIBLE MANAGED  CARE  PROVIDERS. 

(a)  Sanctions  Described.- Title  .XIX  of 
such  Act  (42  use.  1396  et  seq).  as  amended 
by  section  3(c).  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  section  1933  as  section 
1934;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  1932  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

■SANcrrioNs  for  noncompliance  by  eligible 
managed  care  providers 

■Sec.  1933.  (a)  Use  of  Intermediate  Sanc- 
tions BY  the  State  to  Enforce  Require- 
ments.—Each  State  shall  establish  inter- 
mediate sanctions,  which  ma.v  include  any  of 
the  types  described  in  subsection  (b)  other 
than  the  termination  of  a  contract  with  an 
eligible  managed  care  provider,  which  the 
State  may  impose  against  an  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  with  a  contract  under  sec- 
tion 1931(a)(1)(B)  if  the  provider— 

■■(1)  fails  substantially  to  provide  medi- 
cally necessar.v  items  and  services  that  are 
required  (under  law  or  under  such  providers 
contract  with  the  State)  to  be  provided  to  an 
enrollee  covered  under  the  contract,  if  the 
failure  has  adversely  affected  (or  has  a  sub- 
stantial likelihood  of  adversely  affecting) 
the  enrollee; 

"(2)  imposes  premiums  on  enrollees  in  ex- 
cess of  the  premiums  permitted  under  this 
title: 

•■(3)  acts  to  discriminate  among  enrollees 
on  the  basis  of  their  health  status  or  require- 
ments for  health  care  services,  including  ex- 
pulsion or  refusal  to  reenroll  an  individual. 
except  as  permitted  by  sections  1931  and  1932. 
or  engaging  in  any  practice  that  would  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  have  the  effect  of  de- 
nying or  discouraging  enrollment  with  the 
provider  by  eligible  individuals  whose  medi- 
cal condition  or  history  indicates  a  need  for 
substantial  future  medical  services; 

■■(4)  misrepresents  or  falsifies  information 
that  is  furnished— 

■■(A)  to  the  Secretary  or  the  State  under 
section  1931  or  1932;  or 

■■(B)  to  an  enrollee,  potential  enrollee,  or  a 
health  care  provider  under  such  sections:  or 

•■(5)  fails  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  section  1876(i)(8). 

■■(b)  Intermediate  Sa.nctions.— The  sanc- 
tions described  in  this  .subsection  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

■■(1)  Civil  money  penalties  as  follows: 

■■(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B),  (C).  or  (D).  not  more  than  $25,000  for  each 
determination  under  subsection  (a). 

■■(B)  With  respect  to  a  determination  under 
paragraph  (3)  or  (4)(A)  of  subsection  (a),  not 
more  than  $100,000  for  each  such  determina- 
tion. 


■■(C)  With  respect  to  a  determination  under 
subsection  (a)(2).  double  the  excess  amount 
charged  in  violation  of  such  subsection  (and 
the  excess  amount  charged  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  penalty  and  returned  to  the  individ- 
ual concerned). 

••(D)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B).  with  re- 
spect to  a  determination  under  subsection 
(a)(3).  $15,000  for  each  individual  not  enrolled 
as  a  result  of  a  practice  described  in  such 
sub,section. 

■■(2)  The  appointment  of  temporary  man- 
agement to  oversee  the  operation  of  the  eli- 
gible managed  care  provider  and  to  assure 
the  health  of  the  provider's  enrollees,  if 
there  is  a  need  for  temporary  management 
while— 

■■(A)  there  is  an  orderly  termination  or  re- 
organization of  the  eligible  managed  care 
provider;  or 

■(B)  improvements  are  made  to  remedy  the 
violations  found  under  subsection  (a), 
except  that  temporary  management  under 
this  paragraph  may  not  he  terminated  until 
the  State  has  determined  that  the  eligible 
managed  care  provider  has  the  capability  to 
ensure  that  the  violations  shall  not  recur. 

■■(3)  Permitting  individuals  enrolled  with 
the  eligible  managed  care  provider  to  termi- 
nate enrollment  without  cause,  and  notify- 
ing such  individuals  of  such  right  to  termi- 
nate enrollment. 

■(c)  Treatment  of  Chronic  Sub.standard 
Providers.  — In  the  ca.se  of  an  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  which  has  repeatedly 
failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  section 
1931  or  1932.  the  State  shall  (regardless  of 
what  other  sanctions  are  provided)  impose 
the  sanctions  described  in  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  of  sub,section  (b). 

■■(d)  Authority  To  Terminate  Contract.— 
In  the  case  of  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider which  ha.s  failed  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  section  1931  or  1932.  the  State  shall 
have  the  aulhorit.v  to  terminate  its  contract 
with  such  provider  under  section  1931(a)(1)(B) 
and  to  enroll  such  providers  enrollees  with 
other  eligible  managed  care  providers  (or  to 
permit  such  enrollees  to  receive  medical  as- 
sistance under  the  State  plan  under  this  title 
other  than  throuph  an  eligible  managpd  rpre 
provider). 

•■(e)  Availability  of  Sanctions  to  the 
Secretary.-- 

■■(1)  Intermediate  sanctions.— In  addition 
to  the  sanctions  described  in  paragraph  (2) 
and  any  other  sanctions  available  under  law. 
the  Secretary  ma.y  provide  for  any  of  the 
.sanctions  described  in  subsection  (b)  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that— 

■■(A)  an  eligible  managed  care  provider 
with  a  contract  under  section  1931(a)(1)(B) 
fails  to  meet  any  of  the  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 1931  or  1932;  and 

■■(B)  the  State  has  failed  to  act  appro- 
priately to  address  such  failure. 

■■(2)  Denial  of  pay.ments  to  the  .state.— 
The  Secretary  may  deny  payments  to  the 
State  for  medical  assistance  furnished  under 
the  contract  under  section  1931(a)(1)(B)  for 
individuals  enrolled  after  the  date  the  Sec- 
retary notifies  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider of  a  determination  under  subsection  (a) 
and  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  the 
basis  for  such  determination  has  been  cor- 
rected and  is  not  likely  to  recur. 

(fi  Due  Process  for  Eligible  Managed 
Care  Providers  — 

■■(1)  availability  of  hearing  prior  to 
termination  OF  CONTRACT —A  Stale  may  not 
terminate  a  contract  with  an  eligible  man- 
aged care  provider  under  section  1931(a)(1)(B) 
unless  the  provider  is  provided  with  a  hear- 
ing prior  to  the  termination. 


(2)  Notice  to  enrollees  of  ter.mination 
hearing —A  State  shall  notify  all  individ- 
uals enrolled  with  an  eligible  managed  care 
provider  which  is  the  subject  of  a  hearing  to 
terminate  the  provider's  contract  with  the 
State  of  the  hearing  and  that  the  enrollees 
may  immediately  disenroll  with  the  provider 
for  cause. 

"(3)  Other  protections  for  eligible  man- 
aged care  providers  against  sANcrrioNs  im- 
posed BY  STATE.— Before  imposing  any  sanc- 
tion against  an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider other  than  termination  of  the  provid- 
er's contract,  the  State  shall  provide  the 
provider  with  notice  and  such  other  due 
process  protections  as  the  State  may  pro- 
vide, except  that  a  State  may  not  provide  an 
eligible  managed  care  provider  with  a 
pretermination  hearing  before  imposing  the 
sanction  described  in  subsection  (b)(2). 

■■(4)  Imposition  of  civil  monetary  pen- 
alties BY  sf:cretary.  -The  provisions  of  sec- 
tion I128A  (other  than  subsections  (a)  and 
(b))  shall  apply  with  respect  to  a  civil  money 
penalty  imposed  by  the  Secretary  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)  in  the  same  manner  as  such 
provisions  apply  to  a  penalty  or  proceeding 
under  .section  1128A.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment  Relating  to 
Termination  of  Enrollme.nt  for  Cause.— 
Section  1932(b)(2)(B)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act.  a,s  added  by  section  3(c)(2).  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  ■coercion"  the  following: 
■■.  or  pursuant  to  the  imposition  against  the 
eligible  managed  care  provider  of  the  sanc- 
tion described  in  section  1933(b)(3).". 
SEC.  7.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Exclusion  of  Certain  Individuals  and 
Entities  from  Participation  in  Prcxiram.— 
Section  1128(b)(6)(C)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  1320a  7(b)(6)(C))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  clause  (i).  by  striking  ■a  health 
maintenance  oi-ganization  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion I903(m))"  and  inserting  •an  eligible 
managed  care  provider.  a.s  defined  in  section 
1932(a)(1).  ";  and 

(2)  in  clau.se  (ii).  by  inserting  'section  1115 
or"  after  •approved  under". 

(b)  State  Plan  Requireme.nts.— Section 
1902  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
139fiai  is  ampnd<>d — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(30)(C).  by  striking 
■'section  1903(m)"  and  in.serting  "section 
1931(a)(1)(B)  ";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(57).-by  striking  'hos- 
pice program,  or  health  maintenance  organi- 
zation (as  defined  in  section  1903(m)(l)( A))  " 
and  in.serting  'or  hospice  program  "; 

(3)  in  subsection  (e)(2)(A).  by  striking  'or 
with  an  entity  described  in  paragraph 
(2)(B)(iii).  (2)(E).  (2)(G).  or  (6)  of  section 
1903(m)  under  a  contract  described  in  section 
1903(m)(2)(A)"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (p)(2»— 

(A)  by  striking  'a  health  maintenance  or- 
ganization (as  defined  in  .section  I903(m))" 
and  inserting  ■an  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider, as  defined  in  .section  1932(a)(1)."; 

(B)  by  striking  "an  organization"  and  in- 
serting "a  provider";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "any  organization"  and  in- 
serting ■any  pi^ovider";  and 

(5)  in  subsection  (wxl),  by  striking  "sec- 
tions 1903(m)(l)(A)  and  "  and  inserting  "•sec- 
tion". 

(c)  Payment  to  States.— Section 
1903(w)(7)(A)(viii)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1396b(wi(7)(A)(viii))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

■■(viii)  Services  of  an  eligible  managed  care 
provider  with  a  contract  under  section 
1931(a)(1)(B).". 

(d)  Use  of  Enroll.ment  Fees  and  Other 
Charges.— Section  1916  of  the  Social  Secu- 


rity Act  (42  use.  13960)  is  amended  in  sub- 
sections (a)(2)(D)  and  (b)(2)(D)  by  striking  ■a 
health  maintenance  organization  (as  defined 
in  section  1903(m))"  and  inserting  ■an  eligi- 
ble managed  care  provider,  as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 1932(a)(1),"  each  place  it  appears. 

(e)  Extension  of  Eligibility  for  Medical 
Asslstance.— Section  1925(b)(4)(D)(iv)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396r- 
6(b)(4)(D)(iv))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(iv)  Enrollment  with  eligible  managed 
CARE  provider —Enrollment  of  the  care- 
taker relative  and  dependent  children  with 
an  eligible  managed  care  provider,  as  defined 
in  .section  1932(a)(1).  less  than  50  percent  of 
the  membership  (enrolled  on  a  prepaid  basis) 
of  which  consists  of  individuals  who  are  eli- 
gible to  receive  benefits  under  this  title 
(other  than  because  of  the  option  offered 
under  this  clause).  The  option  of  enrollment 
under  this  clause  is  in  addition  to.  and  not  in 
lieu  of.  any  enrollment  option  that  the  State 
might  offer  under  subparagraph  (A)(i)  with 
respect  to  receiving  services  through  an  eli- 
gible managed  care  provider  in  accordance 
With  sections  1931.  1932.  and  1933.". 

(f)  Assuring  Adequate  Pay.ment  Levels 
FOR  Ob.stetrical  and  Pediatric  Services — 
Section  1926(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1396r-7(a))  is  amended  in  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  by  striking  "health  maintenance 
organizations  under  section  1903(m)"  and  in- 
serting "eligible  managed  care  providers 
under  contracts  entered  into  under  section 
1931(a)(1)(B)"  each  place  it  appears. 

(g)  Payment  for  covered  Outpatient 
Drugs.— Section  1927(])(1)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (42  use.  1396r  8(])(1))  is  amended 
by  striking  ""***Health  Maintenance  Organi- 
zations, including  those  organizations  that 
contract  under  section  1903(m).  "  and  insert- 
ing "health  maintenance  organizations  and 
medicaid  managed  care  plans,  as  defined  in 
section  1932(a)(2).". 

(h)  Demon.stration  PRO.IECTSTO  Study  Ef- 
fect OF  ALLOWING  STATES  TO  EXTEND  MEDIC- 
AID Coverage  for  Certain  Families.  Sec- 
tion 4745(a)(5)(A)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1990  (42  use.  1396a  note) 
is  amended  by  striking  "(except  .section 
1903(m)'  and  inserting  •"(except  sections  1931. 
1932.  and  1933)" 
SEC.  8.  EFFECTIVE  DATE;  STATUS  OF  WAIVERS. 

(a)  Effective  Date.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  apply  to  medical  a.ssistance  fur- 
nished— 

(1)  during  quarters  beginning  on  or  after 
October  1.  1995;  or 

(2)  in  the  case  of  assistance  furnished 
under  a  contract  described  in  section  3<b). 
during  quarters  beginning  after  the  earlier 
of- 

(Ai  the  date  of  the  expiration  of  the  con- 
tract: or 

(B)  the  expiration  of  the  1-year  period 
which  begins  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(b)  Application  to  Waivers  — 

(1)  Existing  waivers.— If  any  waiver  grant- 
ed to  a  State  under  section  1115  or  1915  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  131.5.  1396n)  or 
otherwise  which  relates  to  the  provision  of 
medical  assistance  under  a  State  plan  under 
title  XIX  of  the  such  Act  (42  US  C.  1396  et 
seq.).  is  in  effect  or  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  (in  this 
subsection  referred  to  as  the  •Secretary")  as 
of  the  applicable  effective  date  described  in 
subsection  (a),  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  State 
before  the  expiration  (determined  without 
regard  to  any  extensions)  of  the  waiver  to 
the  extent  such  amendments  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  terms  of  the  waiver. 
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(2)  SECRtrTARIAL  EVALUATION  AND  REPORT 
FOR  EXISTING  WAIVERS  AND  EXTENSIONS.— 

(A)  Prior  to  approval— On  and  after  the 
applicable  effective  date  described  in  sub- 
section (a),  the  Secretary,  prior  to  extending 
any  waiver  granted  under  section  U15  or  1915 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1315. 
1396n)  or  otherwise  which  relates  to  the  pro- 
vision of  medical  assistance  under  a  State 
plan  under  title  XIX  of  the  such  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1396  et  seq.).  shall— 

(i)  conduct  an  evaluation  of— 

(I)  the  waivers  existing  under  such  sections 
or  other  provision  of  law  as  of  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act;  and 

(II)  any  applications  pencling.  as  of  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  for  exten- 
sions of  waivers  under  such  sections  or  other 
provision  of  law;  and 

(ii)  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  rec- 
ommending whether  the  extension  of  a  waiv- 
er under  such  sections  or  provision  of  law 
should  be  conditioned  on  the  State  submit- 
ting the  request  for  an  extension  complying 
with  the  provisions  of  sections  1931.  1932.  and 
1933  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by 
this  Act). 

(B)  Deemed  approval.— If  the  Congress  has 
not  enacted  legislation  based  on  a  report 
submitted  under  subparagraph  (A)(ii)  within 
120  days  after  the  date  such  report  is  submit- 
ted to  the  Congress,  the  recommendations 
contained  in  such  report  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  approved  by  the  Congress. 

(3)  Future  waivers.— 

(A)  In  geni:ral.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  and  subparagraph  (B). 
the  Secretary  may  not  waive  the  application 
of  section  1931.  1932.  or  1933  of  such  Act  (as 
added  by  this  Act)  with  respect  to  any  State. 

(B)  Special  rule  regarding  a  waiver  of 
the  requirements  applicable  to  eligible 
managed  care  providers  for  children  with 
SPECIAL  health  CARE  NEEDS— Notwithstand- 
ing the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A),  the 
Secretary  may  waive,  pursuant  to  section 
1115  or  1915  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1315.  1396n).  or  otherwise,  the  applica- 
tion of  section  1932(g)(2)  of  such  Act  (as 
added  by  this  Act)  if  the  State  applying  for 
the  waiver  demonslrales  that,  with  respect 
to  each  eligible  managed  care  provider  hav- 
ing an  enrollee  who  is  a  child  with  special 
health  care  needs  (as  defined  in  section 
1932(g)(2)(B)  of  such  Act),  such  provider 
shall— 

(i)  provide  (or  arrange  to  be  provided)  any 
medical  assistance  specified  in  the  provider's 
contract  with  the  State  that  is  identified  in 
a  treatment  plan  for  the  enrollee  prepared  by 
a  program  described  in  section  1932(g)(2)(B) 
of  such  Act  in  accordance  with  such  treat- 
ment plan— 

(I)  without  regard  to  any  prior  authoriza- 
tion requirement  which  would  otherwise 
apply  to  the  provision  of  such  assistance; 
and 

(II)  unless  the  eligible  managed  care  pro- 
vider demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  that  the  provider  is  or  has  an  ar- 
rangement with  a  health  care  provider  with 
the  specialized  pediatric  expertise  required 
to  provide  the  medical  assistance  specified  in 
the  treatment  plan,  without  regard  to 
whether  or  not  the  health  care  provider  spec- 
ified in  the  treatment  plan  has  otherwise  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  the  eligible 
managed  care  provider  to  provide  medical 
assistance  to  plan  enrollees; 

(11)  require  each  health  care  provider  with 
whom  the  eligible  managed  care  provider  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  provide  medi- 
cal assistance  to  enrollees  to  furnish  medical 
assistance  specified  in  such  treatment  plan 


to  the  extent  necessary  to  carry  out  such 
treatment  plan;  and 

(iii)  demonstrate  that  it  has  adequate  writ- 
ten agreements  with  pediatric  specialists  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  ensure  ap- 
propriate specialist  care  and  referrals. 


By  Mr.  CONRAD: 
S.  840.  A  bill  to  provide  the  States 
greater  flexibility  in  providing  jobs  for. 
and  assistance  to.  needy  families,  to 
improve  child  support  enforcement,  tc 
reduce  teenage  pregnancy,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

WORK  AND  GAINFUL  EMPLOYMENT  ACT 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  I  thank  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Nebraska  for  securing 
this  time  and  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Republican  manager  of  the  bill,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  for  his  gra- 
ciousness  in  allowing  me  at  this  time 
to  introduce  a  bill  which  I  will  send  to 
the  desk. 

This  bill  is  a  major  welfare  reform 
piece  of  legislation  and  I  ask  that  it  be 
printed,  but  not  in  the  Record.  I  want 
to  make  that  clear:  I  am  not  asking  it 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  so  we  can 
save  the  taxpayers  some  money.  But  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  to  dramatically 
revamp  the  welfare  system  in  this 
country.  I  call  it  the  Work  and  Gainful 
Employment  Act. 

The  WAGE  Act  significantly  reforms 
our  welfare  system  while  protecting 
the  children  of  America  against  an  ab- 
dication of  Federal  responsibility.  I 
offer  an  innovative  approach  to  reform- 
ing welfare  that  is  based  on  four  prin- 
ciples: work,  protecting  children.  State 
flexibility,  and  family.  The  WAGE  Act 
is  designed  foremost  to  put  welfare  re- 
cipients to  work  and  to  make  welfare 
recipient?  self-sufficient  Under  my 
plan.  States  receive  unprecedented 
flexibility  to  experiment  in  developing 
new  methods  for  moving  welfare  recipi- 
ents into  work.  The  WAGE  Act  retains 
a  safety  net  for  children  and  an  auto- 
matic stabilizer  for  States. 

Mr.  President.  Americans  over- 
whelmingly agree  that  the  current  wel- 
fare system  does  not  work;  it  does  not 
move  recipients  from  dependency  to 
work  and  self-sufficiency.  Welfare  un- 
dermines the  basic  values  of  our  coun- 
try— work,  family,  self-sufficiency,  and 
personal  responsibility— and  sends  a 
detrimental  message  to  children  that 
welfare  can  be  a  permanent  way  of  life. 

The  WAGE  Act  is  a  departure  from 
the  status  quo.  The  current  system  fo- 
cuses on  writing  checks  and  does  little 
to  promote  work  and  self-sufficiency. 
States  are  overburdened  by  extensive 
Federal  regulations  that  impede  their 
ability  to  enact  innovative  and  cre- 
ative approaches  to  moving  individuals 
off  of  welfare.  The  worst  part  of  welfare 
is  the  message  sent  to  children— that  if 
their  parents  do  nothing,  the  govern- 
ment will  send  them  a  check.  We  have 
no  choice  but  to  revamp  and  reengineer 
welfare  from  the  ground  up. 


The  WAGE  Act  ends  welfare  as  we 
know  it.  In  its  place.  States  are  given 
the  flexibility  to  design  work  programs 
that  do  one  thing— move  parents  into 
the  work  force.  But  the  WAGE  Act 
does  not  just  let  States  take  the  money 
and  run. 

It  is  based  on  the  principle  that  those 
who  raise  the  money  should  have  some 
say  in  how  it  is  spent.  But  it  discards 
the  micromanagement  of  the  past. 

The  WAGE  Act  has  four  themes: 

First,  work.  From  the  day  that  a  par- 
ent sets  foot  in  a  welfare  office,  we  will 
expect  that  person  to  work  or  to  dem- 
onstrate progress  toward  self-suffi- 
ciency. 

Second,  State  flexibility.  States  will 
have  a  wide  latitude  to  design  effective 
work  programs  under  a  new  work  and 
gainful  employment  block  grant.  The 
WAGE  block  grant  will  also  provide  in- 
centives for  moving  parents  into  the 
work  force. 

Third,  profamily.  Families  that  stay 
together  and  play  by  the  rules  will  be 
supported  in  their  efforts  to  be  self-suf- 
ficient. For  children  in  divorced  and 
never-married  families,  both  parents 
will  be  expected  to  provide  financial 
support  through  extensive  and  tough 
new  child  support  enforcement  meas- 
ures. 

Fourth,  protects  children.  A  transi- 
tional aid  program  will  replace  AP'DC 
and  provide  cash  assistance  to  families 
with  children.  States  will  have  broad 
flexibility  to  determine  eligibilit.v  and 
to  set  benefit  levels  and  time  limits. 
Teen  parents  will  be  required  to  stay  in 
school  and  to  live  with  their  parents  or 
in  adult-supervised  living  arrange 
ments. 

Under  my  proposal,  the  transitional 
aid  program  will  be  a  cooperative  P^ed- 
eral-State  effort,  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment providing  matching  funds  to 
States.  However,  unlike  AFDC,  it  will 
emphasize  the  need  for  participants  to 
work  or  prepare  themselves  for  work. 
The  WAGE  block  grant  will  provide 
States  with  the  means  to  move  welfare 
recipients  into  work.  The  WAGE  Act 
will  save  money  and  reform  the  welfare 
system  without  resorting  to  the  free- 
for-all  of  AFDC  block  grants  that  does 
little  to  hold  States  accountable  and 
that  puts  America's  children  at  great 
risk. 

While  there  are  savings  to  be  realized 
in  ending  welfare  inefficiencies,  1  hope 
the  Senate's  deliberations  will  empha- 
size first  and  foremost  that  welfare  re- 
form is  not  an  experiment  to  be  tested 
on  America's  poor  children.  The  House 
bill  allows  States  to  count  people  as 
working  who  are  kicked  off  the  rolls. 
Mr.  President,  what  could  be  more  ab- 
surd than  to  say  that  people  are  work- 
ing who  have  just  been  eliminated  from 
the  welfare  rolls?  You  can  be  elimi- 
nated  from   the   welfare   rolls  and  not 


working,  and  we  should  not  count  peo- 
ple as  working  who  are  not.  Real  wel- 
fare reform  is  about  solving  the  prob- 
lem of  transitioning  parents  into  the 
work  force,  not  the  streets. 

The  person  most  affected  by  our  de- 
liberations are  America's  children.  I 
hope  that  our  efforts  will  focus  on  sup- 
porting and  enabling  their  parents  to 
be  self-sufficient.  That  is  the  only  ap- 
proach ihat  will  ensure  that  we  are  re- 
sponsible to  the  next  generation. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  end  as  I  began. 
This  new  welfare  reform  proposal  em- 
phasizes four  principles:  work,  State 
flexibility,  families,  and  protecting 
children. 

I  think  those  ought  to  be  the  prin- 
ciples that  underlie  any  reform  of  our 
welfare  system. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

s.  :iM 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Cami'BKLL]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  364,  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  participate 
in  the  operation  of  certain  visitor  fa- 
cilities associated  with,  but  outside  the 
boundaries  of.  Rocky  Mountain  Na- 
tional Park  in  the  State  of  Colorado. 

S.  112 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  LIKBERM.AN)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  412.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
to  modify  the  bottled  drinking  water 
standards  provisions,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  IftS 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  LoTT]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  495.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  to  sta- 
bilize the  student  loan  programs,  im- 
prove congressional  oversight,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  f)29 

At  the  reciuest  of  Mr.  Gkah.\m.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
McC.MN']  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
529,  a  bill  to  provide,  temporarily,  tar- 
iff and  quota  treatment  equivalent  to 
that  accorded  to  members  of  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA)  to  Caribbean  Basin  bene- 
ficiary countries. 

S.  729 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Baucus.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhokp:]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  729.  a  bill  to  provide 
off-budget  treatment  for  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund,  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Trust  Fund,  the  Inland  Waterwa.ys 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  Harbor  Mainte- 
nance Trust  Fund,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of    the    Senator    from    Minnesota    [Mr. 


Grams]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel 
to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S     ftll 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  his 
name  was  withdrawn  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  834,  a  bill  to  restore  the  American 
family,  reduce  illegitimacy,  and  reduce 
welfare  dependence. 

SENATK  CONCURRENT  RE.SOLUTION  11 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Bradley  I  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  11, 
a  concurrent  resolution  supporting  a 
resolution  to  the  long-standing  dispute 
regarding  Cyprus. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1112 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Amendment  No.  1112  proposed  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  13,  an  original  concurrent 
resolution  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  fiscal  years  1996, 
1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  122  DES- 
IGNATING JAMES  R.  KETCHUM 
AS  CURATOR  EMERITUS  OF  THE 
U.S.  SENATE 

Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
DASCHLE)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  122 

Whereas  James  R.  Ketchum  will  retire 
from  the  United  States  Senate  after  25  years 
as  Senator  Curator,  and  35  years  of  Govern- 
ment service; 

Whereas  he  has  dedicated  his  Senate  serv- 
ice to  preserving  the  works  of  art.  history, 
and  traditions  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas  he  has  contributed  immeasurably 
to  the  restoration  of  the  Old  Senate  Cham- 
ber, the  Old  Supreme  Court  Chamber,  the 
President's  Room,  and  other  histoi'ic  rooms 
in  the  Capitol; 

Whereas  he  has  developed  exhibitions  and 
educational  programs  detailing  the  rich  her- 
itage of  the  Senate  for  all  to  enjoy; 

Whereas  he  has  upheld  the  high  standards 
and  traditions  of  the  Senate  with  abiding  de- 
votion; and 

Whereas  he  has  earned  the  respect,  affec- 
tion, and  esteem  of  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate; Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That,  effective  July  1,  1995.  as  a 
token  of  the  appreciation  of  the  Senate  for 
his  long  and  faithful  service.  James  R. 
Ketchum  is  hereby  designated  as  Curator 
Emeritus  of  the  United  .States  Senate. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  \Zi  RELAT- 
ING TO  THE  RETIREMENT  OF 
GERALD  A.  HACKETT 

Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Daschlk)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  123 

Whereas  Gerald  A.  Hackett  will  retire  from 
the  United  States  Senate  after  33  years  of 
service,  the  last  29  years  as  Executive  Clerk; 


Whereas  his  dedication  to  the  United 
States  resulted  in  the  computerization  of  the 
nomination  and  treaty  processes,  and  the  on- 
line publishing  of  the  Executive  Journal; 

Whereas  he  has  performed  the  duties  of  his 
office  with  remarkable  diligence,  persever- 
ance, efficiency,  and  intelligence; 

Whereas  he  has  faithfully  performed  his 
duties  serving  all  Members  of  the  Senate 
with  great  professional  integrity  and  dedica- 
tion; and 

Whereas  Gerald  A.  Hackett  has  earned  the 
respect,  admiration  and  esteem  of  the  United 
States  Senate:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  States  Senate 
commends  Gerald  A.  Hackett  for  his  long, 
faithful,  and  exemplary  service  to  his  coun- 
try and  to  the  Senate. 

SEC  2.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  this  resolution  to  Gerald  A.  Hackett 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  124— RELAT- 
ING TO  THE  RETIREMENT  OF 
FREDERICK  R.  BROOMFIELD 

Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
DASCHLE)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res  124 

Whereas  on  June  30.  1995.  Frederick  R. 
Broomfield.  Sr.  Will  retire  from  service  as  a 
member  of  the  Department  of  Office  Services 
staff  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  after  almost  20  yeai-s; 

Whereas  he  has  upheld  the  high  standards 
and  traditions  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  with  abiding  devotion;  and 

Whereas  he  has  gained  the  trust,  con- 
fidence, and  respect  of  his  a.ssociates  and  the 
Members  of  the  United  Slates  Senate:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  United  SUtrs  Senate 
expre.sses  ius  deep  appreciation  and  gratitude 
to  Frederick  R.  Broomfield.  Sr..  for  his  years 
of  faithful  and  exemplary  .service  to  his 
country  and  to  the  United  States  Senate. 

SEC  2.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  this  resolution  to  Frederick  R.  Broom- 
field. Sr. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 


ROTH  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1113-1115 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  ROTH  submitted  three  amend- 
ments intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  13)  an  original  concurrent  resolu- 
tion setting  forth  the  congressional 
budget  for  the  U.S.  Government  for  the 
fiscal  years  1996,  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000. 
2001.  and  2002;  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1113 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 
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On  patre  3. 
$500.000. 000. 

On  paee  3, 
$200,000,000. 

On  pag-e  3. 
$200,000,000. 

On  patre  3. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$400,000,000. 

On  pa(fe  3. 
$400,000,000. 

On  paee  4. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$200,iWO.OOO. 

On  page  4. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
S400.000.000. 

On  page  5. 
S400.000.000. 

On  page  5. 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  7. 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  7, 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  8. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  8. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  8. 
$1,100,000,000 

On  page  8. 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  8. 
$400,000,000. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORE)— SENATE 


May  22,  1995 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


line  16.  increase  the  amount  by- 
line 20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  22.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24  increase  the  amount  by 
line  4  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  5  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  6  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  7  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9  Increase  the  amount  by 
line  10  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  19  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22  increase  the  amount  by 
line  5  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8  increase  Lhe  aiiiuunl  by 
line  18  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21  increase  the  amount  by 
line  5  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  16  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  17  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  19  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  20  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  1  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  2  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  3  increase  the  amount  by 
line  4  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  5  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  8. 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  8. 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  20. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  20. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  21. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  21. 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  62. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  62. 
$2,300,000,000. 


line  6  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  15  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 


A.MENDMENT  NO.  1114 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  resolution 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  FUR- 
THER FEDERAl.  WORKFORCE  RE- 
DUCTIONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  include  that  the  reductions 
in  Federal  full-time  equivalent  positions  re- 
quired under  section  5(b)  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (5 
U.S.C.  3101  note)  should  be  further  reduced  to 
provide  that — 

(1)  the  total  number  of  full-time  equivalent 
positions  in  all  agencies  shall  not  exceed 
1.682.300  during  fiscal  year  2002:  and 

(2)  of  the  additional  reduction  of  200.000 
full-time  equivalent  positions  provided  for 
under  paragraph  (1).  no  more  than  50.000 
shall  be  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1115 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.  3    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  OIL 
AND   GAS   LtL\SING    I.N   THE   ARCTIC 
NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  por- 
tion of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
in  .Alaska  comprising  approximately  1,559,538 
acres,  as  generally  depicted  on  a  map  enti- 
tled -Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge— 1002 
Area.     Alternative    E; — Wilderness    Designa- 
tion. October  28.  1991".  and  available  for  in- 
spection in  the  offices  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  should  not  be  made  available  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing. 


COHEN  (AND  GRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1116 

Mr.  COHEN  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Gra- 
H.\M)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
concurrent  resolution,  S.  Con.  Res.  13. 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  94.  after  line  21.  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDINf; 
LOSSES  OF  TRIST  FUNDS  DUE  Ti) 
FRAUD  AND  ,\BU.SE  IN  THE  MEDI 
CARE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  FlNDINCS.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  General  Accounting  Office  esti- 
mates that  as  much  as  $100,000,000,000  are 
wasted  each  year  in  the  health  care  system 
due  to  fraud  and  abuse: 

(2l  outlays  for  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  .'\ct  during 
fiscal  year  1994  were  $161,100,000,000.  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  estimates  that  up 
to  10  percent  of  those  outlays  were  wasted 
because  of  fraud  and  abuse: 

(3)  medicare  beneficiaries  incur  higher  out- 
of-pocket  costs  and  copayments  due  to  in- 
flated billings  resulting  from  fraudulent  and 
abusive  practices  perpetrated  against  the 
medicare  program:  and 


(4)  funds  lost  because  of  fraud  and  abuse 
are  contributing  to  the  financial  crises  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and 
the  Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  as  identified  by  the  Boards 
of  Trustees  of  such  trust  funds  in  their  1995 
annual  reports. 

(b)  Se.v.'^e  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  as  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  .Senate  and.  if  established,  the 
Bipartisan  Commi-ssion  on  the  Solvency  of 
Medicare  recommended  under  section  307. 
address  the  long-term  solvency  of  the  medi- 
care program  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.),  high  pri- 
ority should  be  given  to  proposals  which 
identify,  eliminate,  and  recover  funds  ex- 
pended from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  due  to,  fraud 
and  abuse  in  such  program. 


HARKIN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1117 

Mr.  HARKIN  (for  himself,  Mr.  HOL- 
LINGS,  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Ke.nnedy,  Mr. 
Pell.  Mr.  Exon,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Bing.-k- 
MAN,  Mr.  Slmon.  Mrs.  Murray,  and  Ms. 
Moseley-Brau.n)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution,  S. 
Con.  Res.  13,  supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  -budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$28,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (ci 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  discretionary  spending  on  education 
and  $12,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  for  legislation  that  reduces  the  ad- 
verse effects  on  direct  spending  for  edu- 
cation. 

-(b)  Revised  Allocations  ,^nd  .\ggre- 
G.^TEs— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974,  discretionary 
spending  limits  under  section  201(a)  of  this 
resolution,  budgetary  aggregates,  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revi.sed  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  specified  under  subsection  (a).'". 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  give  my  strong  support  to  the  pend- 
ing amendment  which  would  restore 
$40  billion  to  education. 

According  to  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office,  the  Republican  budget  reso- 
lution which  is  currently  before  the 
Senate  would  eliminate  33  percent  of 
the  Federal  investment  in  education  by 
the  year  2002.  In  my  view,  such  action 
is  penny-wise  and  pound-foolish  and  I 
would  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  opposing  such  proposals 
which  serve  to  reduce  our  Nation's  in- 
vestment in  education  programs. 

Every  nation  puts  a  premium  on  edu- 
cation in  order  to  develop  the  skills 
and  talents  of  their  people  in  order  to 
deal  with  a  modern,  complex  economic 
society.  That  is  true  whether  the  coun- 
try is  governed  as  a  democracy  or  gov- 
erned as  a  dictatorship  or  somewhere 


in  between— they  are  all  concerned 
with  enhancing  or  somewhere  in  be- 
tween—they are  all  concerned  with  en- 
hancing the  skills  of  their  people  in  the 
workplace.  That  obviously  is  one  of  the 
purposes  about  which  we  must  be  con- 
cerned in  terms  of  education,  particu- 
larly as  we  confront  an  increasingly 
competitive  world  economy. 

Those  who  are  now  seeking  to  draw 
back  from  the  American  commitment 
to  education  through  the  cuts  included 
in  this  budget  resolution  at  the  same 
time  that  they  assert  the  necessity  for 
America  to  compete  more  successfully 
in  the  world's  economy  are  asserting  a 
basic  contradiction.  Our  success  as  a 
competitor  in  the  world's  economy 
rests  upon  educating  our  future  genera- 
tions. 

We  cannot  as  a  nation  afford  to 
shortchange  programs  which  have 
proven  effective  in  ensuring  a  brighter 
future  for  our  children.  This  was  recog- 
nized in  the  last  Congress  when  we 
were  able  to  enact  a  series  of  impor- 
tant initiatives  to  expand  the  amount 
and  the  quality  of  education  invest- 
ment in  America.  These  initiatives, 
which  I  strongly  supported,  included 
the  School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act, 
the  Head  Start  Amendments  of  1994. 
the  Goals  2000:  Educate  America  Act. 
the  National  and  Community  Service 
Trust  Act,  and  the  Improving  Ameri- 
ca's Schools  Act. 

Despite  these  efforts  to  expand  edu- 
cational opportunities  during  the  last 
Congress,  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
posal would  dramatically  decrease  edu- 
cational opportunity  in  order  to  fi- 
nance tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  and  to 
meet  arbitrary  deficit  reduction  tar- 
gets. In  my  view,  it  makes  little  sense 

to  cut   investments   in    programs   which 

give  people  the  skills  to  function  in  a 
modern,  complex  society.  It  makes 
even  less  sense  to  do  so  in  a  document 
which  is  supposed  to  be  a  budget  for 
our  Nation's  future. 

Mr.  President,  education  is  fun- 
damental to  what  the  American  dream 
is  all  about— providing  our  children  a 
path  by  which  they  can  improve  them- 
selves and  develop  their  full  potential. 
The  budget  resolution  we  have  before 
us  today  is  a  retreat  from  the  Amer- 
ican dream.  It  would  deny  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  disadvantaged  children 
from  receiving  needed  services  by 
freezing  spending  for  the  Title  I  pro- 
gram and  deny  Head  Start  services  to 
as  many  as  350.000  to  550.000  pre- 
schoolers over  the  next  7  years.  These 
children,  who  come  from  our  poorest 
communities,  need  such  services  in 
order  to  achieve  their  potential  and 
reach  the  same  high  standards  as  their 
peers. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution  we 
have  before  us  today  would  also  renege 
on  our  historical  commitment  to  ac- 
cess to  higher  education  by  cutting 
Federal  aid  to  college  students  by  $30 
billion  over  the  next  7  years.  Personal 


debt  for  students  with  subsidized  loans 
would  be  increased  by  20  to  48  percent 
by  eliminating  the  in-school  interest 
subsidy.  Pell  Grants  for  individual  stu- 
dents would  be  reduced  by  40  percent 
by  the  year  2002  or  terminated  alto- 
gether for  over  one  million  students 
per  year. 

Mr.  President,  education  in  this 
country  has  always  provided  an  essen- 
tial ladder  of  opportunity  for  our  peo- 
ple. In  this  Nation,  which  believes  that 
a  person's  merit  and  talent  should  take 
them  as  far  as  they  can  go.  the  path  to 
achieve  this  is  to  move  up  and  onward 
through  education.  Many  of  us  here 
today  have  experienced  this  and  are 
where  we  are  today  because  of  this  lad- 
der of  opportunity.  It  seems  ironic,  at 
best,  that  many  of  those  who  have  used 
those  ladders  of  opportunity  to  ad- 
vance themselves  are  now  trying  to 
knock  the  ladder  down  through  these 
budget  cuts  so  those  coming  after  them 
do  not  have  the  same  opportunities. 

I  strongly  support  the  pending 
amendment  to  restore  funding  for  criti- 
cal education  programs  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution  and  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  ensur- 
ing that  education  remains  a  top  prior- 
ity for  our  Nation. 


HATFIELD  (AND  JEFFORDS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1118 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Jeffords)  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
concurrent  resolution,  S.  Con.  Res.  13, 
supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  11,  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
to.'jS  000  000. 

On  page  11.  line  14. 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  11. 
$5.52.000,000, 

(Jn  page  II,  line  21, 
$1,000,000,000. 

(^n  page  11. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12, 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  12.  line  4,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$ti00,000.000. 

On  page  12,  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12, 
$(300,000,000. 

On  page  12. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  12, 
$(i(K).(X)0,000. 

On  page  12, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12, 
$(SOO.0O0.0O0. 

On  page  33,  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4:10.000,000. 

On  page  34,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.(X)0.000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  34,  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 


decrease  the  amount  by 
line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 

decrease  the  amount  by 
line  22,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 


line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  18,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  34. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  54. 
$570,000,000. 

On  page  54. 
$172,000,000. 

On  page  55, 
$80,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$368,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  55, 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56. 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$280,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$258,000,000. 

On  page  65, 
$920,000,000 

On  page  65. 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$920,000,000. 

un  page  65. 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000, 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66, 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67, 
$600,000,000. 


13889 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  22,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25,  mcrease  the  amount  by 
line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  1  i.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
tine  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
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On  page  67,  line  6,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  67.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
J600.000.000. 

On  paire  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000 


HATFIELD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1119 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Specter.  Mrs.  K.-\ssebaum.  and  Mr. 
Jeffords^  submitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
concurrent  resolution.  S.  Con.  Res.  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  pase  H.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  paife  33.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  34.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  34.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  :Vj.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  35.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  54.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

Uu  page  j4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4.30.000.000. 

On  page  55.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  .>5.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000 

On  page  35,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  55.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  5.5.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  5,5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  55.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56.  line  5,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 


tended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
concurrent  resolution.  S.  Con.  Res.  13. 
supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  MAN- 
DATORY        MAJOR        ASSUMPTIONS 
LrNDER  FLTSCTION  270:  ENTCRGY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within 
the  mandatory  major  assumptions  under 
budget  function  270.  none  of  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  within  the  48  contig- 
uous States  will  be  sold,  and  any  savings 
that  were  assumed  would  be  realized  from 
the  sale  of  those  power  marketing  adminis- 
trations within  the  Department  of  Energy 


ROTH  AMENDMENT  NO.  1121. 

Mr.  ROTH  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution,  S.  Con.  Res. 
13,  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  resolution 
insert  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  FUR 
THER     FEDERAL     WORKFORCE     RE 
DUCTIONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  include  that  the  reductions 
in  Federal  full-time  equivalent  positions  re- 
quired under  section  5(b)  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (5 
U.S.C.  3101  note)  should  be  further  reduced  to 
provide  that — 

(1)  the  total  number  of  full-time  equivalent 
positions  in  all  agencies  shall  not  exceed 
1.682,300  during  fiscal  year  2002;  and 

(2)  the  additional  reduction  of  200,000  full- 
time  equivalent  positions  provided  under 
paragraph  (I),  no  more  than  50.000  shall  be 
within  the  Department  of  Defense. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTRITION.  AND 
FORf:STRY 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  Lu  iiiuut  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  May 
23,  1995  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  SR  332.  to  dis- 
cuss Federal  Nutrition  Programs. 


BAUCUS  (AND  OTHERS* 
A.MENDMENT  NO     1120 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 

Mr.   BAUCUS  (for  himself.   Mr.   DoR- 

GAN.  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr,  Robb,  and  Mr. 

Warner)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVKRNMKNT.M,  .\FK.\IRS 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  on  behalf  of  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee  to  meet  on 
Monday.  May  22  at  1  p  m  for  a  nomina- 
tions hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HOST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL 
SERVICE 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs,  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Monday,  May  22,  1995,  to 
review  Federal  Pension  Reform. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  WK-STERN  HE.MI.SPHEKE  .\ND 
PEACE  CORPS  .AKKAIR.S 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 


on  Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace 
Corps  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Monday,  May  22,  1995.  at  2  p.m.  to  hear 
testimony  on  the  Cuban  Liberty  and 
Democratic  Solidarity  Act. 

The   PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


WHITE  HOUSE  CONFERENCE  ON 
AGING 

•  Mr.  GR.\MS.  Mr.  President,  I  come 
to  the  floor  today  to  recognize  the  ef- 
forts of  the  many  individuals  who  are 
participating  in  the  fourth  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  In  particu- 
lar, I  would  like  to  give  special  rec- 
ognition to  the  delegates  from  my 
State  of  Minnesota. 

Over  the  last  2  years,  I  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  work  with  and  listen  to 
many  of  Minnesota's  senior  citizens 
about  issues  of  great  concern  to  them 
such  as  ensuring  the  solvency  of  the 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  trust 
funds,  expanding  the  highly  successful 
Medicare  Select  health  care  program 
to  all  senior  citizens  and  repealing  the 
Clinton  administration's  seniors-only 
tax. 

In  addition,  many  seniors  have  ex- 
pressed the  frustration  with  the  sen- 
iors' earnings  limit  which  unfairly  pe- 
nalizes senior  citizens  by  reducing 
their  Social  Security  benefits  if  they 
continue  working  beyond  retirement 
age  and  earn  over  $11,160. 

Last  year,  as  a  member  of  the  103d 
Congress,  I  nominated  John  Pribyl  as 
the  delegate  from  Minnesota's  Sixth 
Congres.^innal  District.  John  has  ?r>ent 
over  20  years  helping  to  develop  service 
opportunities  for  senior  citizens. 

As  director  of  the  Lutheran  Social 
Service  of  Minnesota's  Senior  Compan- 
ion Program  and  P'oster  Grandparent 
Program,  John  Pribyl  has  worked  tire- 
lessly to  promote  seniors  as  a  valuable 
resource  with  talent  and  experiences  to 
share  with  others. 

I  also  nominated  Joanne  Dcmko  of 
Minneapolis,  who  has  worked  in  aging 
services  for  15  years.  She  currently 
serves  as  director  of  the  Volunteers  of 
America  Anoka-Hennepin  Senior  Din- 
ing and  Home  Delivered  Meals  Pro- 
grams. In  addition  to  these  duties, 
Demko  is  an  active  member  of  the  Min- 
nesota Gerontological  Society,  Min- 
nesota Minority  Elders  Coalition,  and 
previously  served  as  president  of  the 
Minnesota  Nutrition  Directors  Associa- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  these  two  individuals 
have  devoted  a  significant  portion  of 
their  lives  improving  the  opportunities 
for  Minnesota  senior  citizens.  Joanne 
Demko  and  John  Pribyl  stand  out  as 
leaders  in  their  communities  who  have 
the  vision,  the  compassion,  and  the  de- 
termination to  protect  the  great  State 


of  Minnesota.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a  dis- 
tinct honor  for  me  to  have  such  quali- 
fied champions  of  seniors'  issues  advo- 
cating the  needs  of  older  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  there  be 
printed  in  the  Record  a  complete  list 
of  Minnesota's  delegates  to  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  and  again, 
congratulate  these  individuals  for  their 
commitment  to  these  important  issues. 
De;i,kg.-\tf.s  to  the  White  House  Confekence 

ON  AGING 

The  list  follows: 
David  E,  Mpillier. 
Elva  D.  Walker. 
Gretchen  Dee. 
Marvel  Pratke. 
Helen  Johnston. 
Madelyn  Relter. 
Roger  Banks. 
Ell  Hunt. 
Caralyn  Radatz 
Garritt  Van  Hunnik. 
Rosalie  Tassoni. 
P'lank  R.  .Johnson. 
Virginia  Smith. 
David  .Janovy. 
Annabel  Greseth. 
Joanna  Demko. 
Wayne  Willman. 
Miriam  B   .Seltzer. 
Edith  Brady. 
Eric  G.  Tangalos. 
Margaret  Christenson. 
Pegeen  Tillman. 
Jim  Varpness. 
Dean  Fenner. 
Wayne  Takeshita. 
Carolyn  Kelly  Tasker. 
Donna  Walberg. 
Marjorie  Jamieson. 
Boh  Meiches.  M.D. 
Merredith  Hart. 
Maureen  .Acosta. 
Al  Sollom. 

Corinne  T.  Ellingham. 
Joci  Maher. 
Theressa  Burns. 
Charlotte  Fitzpatrick.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  BRUCE  FLINT, 
VICE  CHANCELLOR  EMERITUS, 
LOUISIANA  STATE  UNIVERSITY 
AGRICULTURAL  CENTER 

•  Mr  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  on 
Wednesday.  May  31.  1995,  Dr.  Bruce 
Flint,  the  vice  chancellor  emeritus  and 
retired  director  of  the  Louisiana  Coop- 
erative Extension  Service,  will  be  hon- 
ored by  his  peers  and  colleagues  at 
LSU  and  throughout  the  State  of  Lou- 
isiana. 

After  achieving  a  degree  in  agricul- 
tural economics  from  LSU,  Dr.  Flint. 
who  grew  up  on  a  farm  in  northeastern 
Louisiana,  served  4  years  in  the  U.S. 
Army  before  accepting  his  first  exten- 
sion position — as  an  assistant  county 
agent  in  Union  Parish  -  in  1956 
Through  the  years,  he  served  as  an  as- 
sociate county  agent,  district  program 
specialist,  associate  specialist  for 
training  and  staff  development,  exten- 
sion education  specialist,  division  lead- 
er and  State  agent  for  personnel  and 
programs.  Along  the  way.  he  also  ob- 
tained his  masters  degree  in  extension 
education  from   LSU  and  his  doctoral 


degree  in  cooperative  extension  admin- 
istration from  the  University  of  Wis- 
consin. 

In  1980,  Dr.  Flint  was  named  assist- 
ant director  of  the  extension  service 
with  responsibilities  for  personnel. 
business,  and  fiscal  affairs  of  the  orga- 
nization, and  in  1984,  he  was  promoted 
to  associate  director.  In  mid-1988,  he 
assumed  leadership  for  the  agricultural 
center's  administrative  services  as  its 
director,  and  in  mid-1989,  he  was  ap- 
pointed as  vice  chancellor  for  adminis- 
tration and  director  of  administrative 
services.  Finally,  in  1993,  Dr.  Flint  re- 
turned to  extension  as  vice  chancellor 
and  director  of  the  Louisiana  Coopera- 
tive Extension  Service— the  position  he 
held  until  his  retirement  on  April  30, 
1995.  On  April  21,  1995,  the  LSU  Board 
of  Supervisors  named  him  Vice  Chan- 
cellor Emeritus  Bruce  Flint  in  recogni- 
tion of  his  remarkable  career  with  the 
Louisiana  Cooperative  Extension  Serv- 
ice and  the  LSU  Agricultural  Center. 

That  recognition  capped  a  39-year  ca- 
reer during  which  Dr.  Flint  received  a 
variety  of  honors,  served  on  countless 
boards  and  committees,  and  was  a 
member  of  several  honor  societies. 
Among  those,  he  was  a  member  of  Epsi- 
lon  Sigma  Phi,  Gamma  Sigma  Delta, 
the  Adult  Education  Association,  the 
Commission  of  Professors  of  Adult 
Education,  and  the  American  Legion. 

He  also  served  as  chairman  of  the 
LSU  Continuing  Education  Council, 
the  Midsouth  Region  Extension  Work- 
ers Committee  on  Program  Develop- 
ment and  Management  Information 
Services  and  a  Louisiana  Board  of  Re- 
gents task  force  studying  statewide 
programs  in  agricultural  research  and 
public  service— extension— as  well  as 
academic  programs  in  agriculture, 
human  ecology,  forestry,  wildlife,  and 
fisheries. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  easy  to  ascertain 
that  Bruce  Flint  not  only  possesses  a 
remarkable  mind  and  intellect,  but  has 
accomplished  an  unparalleled  career. 
My  hope  is  that  others  in  Louisiana, 
and  throughout  America  will  model 
themselves  after  Dr.  Flint's  approach 
and  commitment  to  both  work  and  in- 
volvement within  the  community.  Dr. 
Bruce  Flint  is  a  true  asset  to  higher 
education,  conservation  programs,  his 
family,  and  the  community.  He  will  be 
missed  by  his  colleagues  and  peers  and 
by  all  of  Louisiana.* 


SENATE  QUARTERLY  MAIL  COSTS 

•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  318  of  Public 
Law  101  520  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
103-283,  I  am  submitting  the  frank  mail 
allocations  made  to  each  Senator  from 
the  appropriation  for  official  mail  ex- 
penses and  a  summary  tabulation  of 
Senate  mass  mail  costs  for  the  second 
quarter  of  fiscal  year  1995  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record.  The  second  quarter  of 
fiscal    year    1995   covers    the   period   of 


January  1,  1995,  through  March  31.  1995. 
The  official  mail  allocations  are  avail- 
able for  frank  mail  costs,  as  stipulated 
in  Public  Law  103-283,  the  Legislative 
Branch  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1995. 
The  material  follows: 

SENATE  QUARTERLY  MASS  MAIL  VOLUMES  AND  COSTS 
FOR  THE  QUARTER  ENDING  03/31/95 
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TRIBUTE  TO  LES  ASPIN 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
saddened  to  learn  of  the  passing  of  Les 
Aspin.  He  was  a  great  public  servant 
who  worked  all  his  life  to  make  our 
country  better  and  stronger. 

Les  Aspin  understood  the  defense 
budget  better  than  just  about  anyone. 
He  chaired  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  during  the  height  of  the 
cold  war  and  during  the  even  more 
challenging  years  of  the  post  cold  war. 
He  led  the  Department  of  Defense  as  it 
began  to  adjust  to  America's  new  role 
in  the  world.  And  he  began  the  difficult 
process  of  expanding  opportunities  for 
women  in  the  military.  Most  recently, 
he  took  on  the  challenge  of  reviewing 
and  reinvigorating  our  Nation's  intel- 
ligence programs. 

He  didn't  come  to  Washington  for 
power  and  prestige—he  came  to  serve. 
He  came  to  represent  the  working  fam- 
ilies of  'Wisconsin's  First  Congressional 
District  He  quickly  became  an  expert 
on  national  defense.  His  goal  was  to 
strengthen  our  military  while  making 
sure  that  the  U.S.  taxpayer  got  the 
most  out  of  every  dollar  spent  on  de- 
fense. He  realized  that  national  secu- 
rity was  too  important  to  become  po- 
liticized. He  believed  that  a  strong  de- 
fense is  not  a  Republican  position  or  a 
Democratic  position— it  is  a  necessity 
for  the  world's  only  superpower. 

Les  Aspin  served  the  people  of  Wis- 
consin and  the  people  of  this  Nation 
with  honor  and  distinction.  He  will  be 
greatly  missed.* 


SUPPORT  OF  S.  747 

•  Mr  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  S.  747.  The  intent  of 
this  bill  is  to  modify  section  36(b)(1)  of 
the  Arms  Export  and  Control  Act  to  re- 
quire congressional  oversight  and  scru- 
tiny of  all  arms  sales  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia 
until  such  time  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
State  certifies  and  reports  to  Congress 
that  the  unpaid  claims  of  American 
companies  described  in  the  June  30, 
1993.  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
pursuant  to  section  9140(c)  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Appropriation 
Act,  1993  (Public  Law  102^396;  106  Stat 
1939).  including  the  additional  claims 
noticed    by    the    Department   of  Com- 


merce on  page  2  of  the  report,  have 
been  resolved  satisfactorily. 

My  interest  in  S.  747  relates  in  part 
to  a  New  York  company,  Gibbs  &  Hill, 
Inc.  Gibbs  &  Hill  was  founded  in  1911, 
and  has  the  privilege  of  being  the  old- 
est power  and  transportation  engineer- 
ing firm  in  the  United  States.  One  of 
its  most  notable  projects  was  the  elec- 
trification of  the  Northeast  corridor 
rail  line  between  New  York  and  Wash- 
ington, DC.  The  first  electric  loco- 
motive to  run  on  these  tracks  was  the 
George  Gibbs  I. 

In  1978,  Gibbs  &  Hill  went  to  Saudi 
Arabia  to  provide  its  engineering  ex- 
pertise to  the  Royal  Commission  for 
Jubail  and  Yanbu  in  connection  with 
the  design  and  construction  of  the 
Yanbu  Industrial  City.  Gibbs  &  Hill 
was  hired  by  the  Royal  Commission  to 
design  the  desalination  and  related  fa- 
cilities, which  are  a  major  component 
of  this  industrial  complex.  The  Royal 
Commission  required  significant  addi- 
tional services  of  Gibbs  &  Hill,  equal- 
ing more  than  200  man-years  of  effort. 
After  requiring  Gibbs  &  Hill  to  perform 
the  work,  committing  to  compensate 
Gibbs  &  Hill  for  the  added  services,  and 
benefiting  from  the  work  performed, 
the  Royal  Commission  refused  to  pay. 
Gibbs  &  Hill's  attempts  to  seek  redress 
through  the  kingdom's  court  system 
was  useless,  as  the  court  merely  upheld 
the  wrongful  acts  of  another  agency  of 
the  kingdom. 

The  default  landed  Gibbs  &  Hill  in 
the  special  claims  process  established 
following  congressional  hearings  in 
May  1992.  and  furthered  by  section 
9140(c)  of  the  fiscal  year  1993  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act. 
The  $43.4  million  claim  of  Gibbs  &  Hill 
is  the  last  remaining  unpaid  claim 
awaiting  resolution  by  the  Saudi  Gov- 
ernment through  the  special  claims 
process.  Despite  repeated  commit- 
ments to  our  Government  by  the  Saudi 
Government  to  resolve  the  claim  favor- 
ably for  the  company,  Gibbs  &  Hill  has 
not  been  paid.  Gibbs  &  Hill  has  waited 
more  than  14  years  to  have  this  debt 
paid,  including  2  years  since  receiving 
explicit  commitments  from  the  Saudi 
Embassy  that  it  would  spare  no  efforts 
in  resolving  the  claim  fairly  and 
promptly. 

Today,  the  Yanbu  Industrial  City  is 
pointed  to  as  an  example  of  the  king- 
dom's technological  advancement.  Yet 
this  advancement  was  obtained  at  the 
expense  of  Gibbs  &  Hill.  The  kingdom 
had  an  obligation  to  honor  its  commit- 
ments to  Gibbs  &  Hill,  as  it  still  does 
today.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  supporting  S.  747.» 


BUDGET  SCOREKEEPING  REPORT 

•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
hereby  submit  to  the  Senate  the  budg- 
et scorekeeping  report  prepared  by  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  under  sec- 
tion 308(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311  of 
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the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
as  amended.  This  report  meets  the  re- 
quirements for  Senate  scorekeeping  of 
section  5  of  Senate  Congressional  Reso- 
lution 32,  the  first  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget  for  1986. 

This  report  shows  the  effects  of  con- 
gressional action  on  the  budget 
through  May  19,  1995.  The  estimates  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  and  reve- 
nues, which  are  consistent  with  the 
technical  and  economic  assumptions  of 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et (H.  Con.  Res.  218),  show  that  current 
level  spending  is  below  the  budget  reso- 
lution by  $5.6  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $1.4  billion  in  outlays.  Current 
level  is  $0.5  billion  over  the  revenue 
floor  in  1995  and  below  by  $9.5  billion 
over  the  5  years  1995-99.  The  cui'rent  es- 
timate of  the  deficit  for  purposes  of 
calculating  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  is  $238.0  billion.  $3.1  billion 
below  the  maximum  deficit  amount  for 
1995  of  $241.0  billion 

Since  my  last  report,  dated  May  8, 
1995,  there  has  been  no  action  that  af- 
fects the  current  level  of  budget  au- 
thority, outlays  or  revenues. 

The  report  follows: 

CdNGHKSSIO.N.AL  BUDGET  OFFICE. 

Wasfiinglon.  DC.  May  22,  1995. 
Hon.  Pete  Domenici, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Budget.  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairm.an:  The  attached  report 
for  fiscal  year  1995  shows  the  effects  of  Con- 
i^ressional  action  on  the  1995  budg^et  and  is 
current  through  May  19.  1995.  The  estimates 
of  budget  authority,  outlays  and  revenues 
are  consistent  with  the  technical  and  eco- 
noiTiic  a.ssumptions  of  the  1995  Concurrent 
Resolution  on  the  Budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  218). 
This  report  is  submitted  under  Section  308(b) 
and  in  aid  of  Section  311  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act.  as  amended,  and  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  Senate  scorekeeping  of  Sec- 
tion 5  of  S.  Con.  Ucs.  32.  the  1386  First  Con- 
current Resolution  on  the  Budget. 

Since  my  last  report,  dated  May  8.  1995. 
there  has  been  no  action  that  affects  the  cur- 
rent level  of  budget  authority,  outlays  or 
revenues. 

Sincerely, 

James  L.  Blu.v 
(For  June  E.  O'Neilm. 

THE  CURRENT  LEVEL  REPORT  FOR  THE  U  S  SENATE,  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1995,  104TH  CONGRESS,  1ST  SESSION,  AS 
OF  CLOSE  Of  BUSINESS  MAY  19,  1995 

[In  btilions  ot  dollars] 


May  22,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13893 


Budget 

resolution 

(H  Con  Res 

218)' 

Cuirent 
level  •' 

Cuiient 
level  ovei/ 
undei  res- 
olution 

On-Budgel 

Budget  AulHoiity        ..„ 

Outlays    _ „ 

Revenues: 

1995  ... 

1.238  ; 
1.217  6 

977  7 
5.415  2 

2410 
4.9651 

287  6 
1.562  6 

360  5 
1998  4 

1,233  1 
1.2162 

9782 
5  405  7 

2380 
4,7954 

287  5 
1,562  6 

360  3 
1,998  2 

-56 
-14 

05 

199^99 

Oedcit 

Debt  SuD|«t  to  Imil , 

OM-SixlEel 

Social  Security  Oullans; 

-95 

-31 

-169  7 

-01 

1995-99 
Social  Secuiity  Revenues 
1995 
1995-99 

•0 

-02 
-02 

'Current  level  represents  the  esttmaled  revenue  and  direct  spending  el 
lects  of  all  legisialion  trial  Congress  has  enacted  or  senl  to  lire  Presideni 
tor  fiis  approval  In  addition  tutl-year  lundmg  estimates  under  current  Ian* 
are  included  (or  enlillement  and  mandatory  programs  requiring  annual  ap- 
propriations even  il  the  appropriations  have  not  t>een  made  The  current 
level  ot  debt  subject  to  limit  reflects  the  latest  U  S  Treasury  information  on 
public  debt  transactions 

■  Less  than  $50  million 

Note  Detail  may  not  add  due  to  rounding  • 

THE  ON-BUDGET  CURRENT  LEVEL  REPORT  FOR  THE  US 
SENATE,    104TH    CONGRESS,    1ST    SESSION,    SENATE 
SUPPORTING   DETAIL   FOR   FISCAL  YEAR   1995  AS  Of 
CLOSE  Of  BUSINESS  MAY  19,  1995 
I  In  millions  ol  dollars! 


Budget  au- 
thority 


Outlays 


Revenues 


ENACTED  IN  PREVIOUS  SESSIONS 


Revenues 

Petmanents  and  othet  spending 

legislation 
Appropriation  legislation 
Qtfsetting  receipts 

750,307 
738.096 
(250  027) 

706  236 
757  783 
(250,027) 

978,466 

Total  previously  enacted 

1238,376 

1,213  992 

978  466 

ENACTED  THIS  SESSION 

1995  Emergency  Suoplementais 
and  Rescissions  Act  (PL   104- 
6) 

Self-Employed  Health  Insurance 
Act  (PI   104-/) 

(3386) 

(1,008) 

(248) 

Total  enacted  this  session 

(3  3861 

(looai 

(248) 

ENTITIEMENIS  AND  MANDATORIES 

Budget  resolution  baseline  esti- 
mates of  appropriated  entitle- 
ments other  mandatory  pro- 
grams not  yet  enacted 

11,8871 

3,189 

Total  current  level ' 
Total  budget  resolution 

1,233,103 
1,233,744 

1,216173 
1217  605 

978  218 
977,700 

Amount  lemainmg 
Under  budget  resolution 
Over  budget  resolution 

5,641 

1432 

518 

'Reflects  revised  allocation  unCef  section  9til  ol  HCon  Res  64  tor  the 
Deficit  Neutral  reserve  lund 


'  In  accordance  wilh  tfie  Budget  Enforcement  Act.  the  total  does  not  in 
elude  J3.90b  million  m  budget  aultionty  and  $7,W2  million  m  outlays  m 
funding  tor  emergencies  that  tiave  twen  designated  as  such  by  tfie  Presi 
dent  and  the  Congress,  and  $841  million  m  budget  autt>otity  and  $917  mil 
Iton  m  outlays  for  emergencies  ttiat  would  be  available  only  upon  an  oHicial 
budget  from  the  President  designating  ttie  entire  amount  requested  as  an 
emergency  lequifemenl 

•Less  than  $500  thousand 

Notes  Numbers  m  parentheses  are  neealivf  Detail  may  not  add  due  to 
rounding  • 


COMMEMORATING  THE  .50TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY OF  LUTHERAN  WORLD 
RELIEF 
•  Mr,  SIMON,  Mr.  President.  50  years 
ago,  when  World  War  II  left  one  in  five 
of  the  world's  Lutherans  homeless, 
U.S.  Lutherans  mobilized  to  help 
through  an  agency  they  called  Lu- 
theran World  Relief. 

After  the  needs  in  Europe  were  met, 
LWR's  horizons  expanded  to  people  in 
need  in  Asia.  Latin  America,  the  Mid- 
dle East,  and  Africa,  helping  people  re- 
gardless of  religion,  race,  or  politics. 
That  ethic  of  aid  for  all  who  are  in 
need  has  shaped  LWR's  work  in  relief 
and  in  long-term  development  over  the 
last  half  century. 

Lutheran  World  Reliefs  vision  re- 
sponded to  changing  circumstances — it 
grew  from  supplying  disaster  to  cul- 
tivating partnership  in  development 
with  communities  all  over  the  world. 

Fifty  years  later,  LWR  is  again  help- 
ing refugees  in  Europe — now  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia— as  it  continues  to 
respond  to  disasters  and  promote  self- 
help  development  in  places  like  Ethio- 
pia, Bangladesh,  Peru,  and  Rwanda. 


Partnership  has  become  LWR's  hall- 
mark-addressing local  needs  with  un- 
derstanding, skills,  and  resources  found 
locally.  LWR  has  focused  on  self-help 
and  built  up  local  capacities  for  emer- 
gency and  long-term  work  as  well. 
Working  with  partners  to  improve 
health,  promote  food  security,  and  in- 
crease employment.  LWR  has  seen  peo- 
ple and  communities  all  around  the 
world  improve  their  well-being. 

LWR's  commitment  to  self-help  and 
capacity  building  offers  numerous  les- 
sons and  examples  that  aid  works  when 
it  is  provided  in  response  to  local  needs 
and  in  partnership  with  local  people. 
Those  lessons  have  not  been  lost  on  the 
larger,  government  and  aid  agencies. 
Increasingly,  the  U.S.  Agency  for 
International  Development  has  recog- 
nized that  working  in  partnership  with 
local  people  and  organizations  is  the 
key  to  improving  aid  effectiveness. 

LWR  has  also  over  the  years  taken 
on  the  task  of  advocacy,  bringing  the 
concerns  of  partners  to  U.S.  public  offi- 
cials and  advocating  on  their  behalf. 

May  the  accomplishments  of  LWR's 
first  half  century  inspire  the  next  50 
years.* 


HONORING  BEA  DISMAN 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  this  era  of  bureaucrat  bash- 
ing, to  tell  my  colleagues  about  one 
particular  civil  servant  who  exempli- 
fies all  of  the  good  qualities  a  Federal 
emplo.yee  should  embody.  I  speak  of 
Ms.  Beatrice  Disman,  the  new  Region 
II  Commissioner  of  the  U.S.  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  in  New  York. 

Bea  Disman  first  came  to  my  atten- 
tion 12  years  ago  when  she  spent  6 
months  on  my  Senate  staff,  detailed  by 
Social  Security  to  learn  how  the  legis- 
lative process  worked.  Bea  was  a  hard 
worker,  willing  to  start  early  and  stay 
late— whatever  it  took  to  get  the  job 
done,  and  done  well.  Bea  always  was 
willing  to  pitch  in  to  help  others.  Cou- 
ple these  qualities  with  a  fine  intellect 
and  a  genuine  concern  for  people,  and 
there  is  no  wonder  why  Bea  Disman  has 
risen  through  the  ranks  to  become  one 
of  the  top  officials  at  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration, 

With  a  Masters  in  Diplomatic  His- 
tory and  a  winning  personality,  Bea 
Disman  joined  Social  Security  as  a  dis- 
trict office  claims  representative  in 
1965,  Assigned  to  the  Midtown  Manhat- 
tan office,  she  worked  her  way  up  the 
hierarchy  until,  in  1973.  she  was  as- 
signed to  the  New  York  Regional  Office 
as  a  Program  Evaluation  Analyst.  In 
1979  Bea  was  selected  as  Executive  As- 
sistant to  the  Regional  Commissioner. 
In  1987  she  became  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Regional  Programs  and  Integ- 
rity Reviews.  Now  she  is  Regional 
Commissioner, 

Region  II  of  Social  Security  is  in  fine 
hands.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President.* 


HAITIAN  CHILDREN  AT 
GUANTANAMO  BAY 


•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
current  issue  of  Time  magazine  in- 
cludes a  beautifully  written  article  by 
Tammerliin  Drummond  describing  the 
plight  of  more  than  200  Haitian  refugee 
children  being  kept  at  a  place  called 
Camp  Nine  at  Guantanamo  Bay  Naval 
Base,  Cuba.  The  children  escaped  Haiti 
on  rafts  nearly  a  year  ago,  and  many  of 
them  are  orphans. 

News  has  reached  Guantanamo  that 
the  Cuban  refugees  living  there  will 
soon  be  admitted  to  the  United  States, 
yet  there  is  no  end  in  sight  for  the  in- 
terned Haitian  children.  A  report  in 
the  Washington  Post  over  the  weekend 
indicates  efforts  are  being  made  to  help 
the  Haitian  children,  but  under  current 
United  States  policy,  they  are  ineli- 
gible for  "humanitarian  parole"  to 
enter  the  United  States  because  demo- 
cratic government  has  been  restored  in 
Haiti.  The  children  will  be  returned  to 
Haiti  if  relatives  can  be  located  there, 
60  children  have  been  repatriated  thus 
far.  Sadly,  however,  some  of  those  chil- 
dren have  ended  up  not  with  relatives, 
but  living  in  the  streets  of  Haiti. 

I  commend  Tammy  Drummond  for 
calling  attention  to  the  awful  condi- 
tions these  children  are  enduring  in 
Cuba.  It  is  not  easy  for  a  reporter  to 
gain  access  to  the  Haitian  children  at 
Camp  Nine,  but  Tammy  Drummond  did 
it  and  we  are  in  her  debt.  I  hope  her 
compelling  account  will  be  read  widely 
in  the  executive  branch,  and  that  the 
children  will  be  released  from  the  camp 
as  soon  as  possible. 

I  ask  that  Tammerliin  Drummond's 
article  from  the  May  22,  1995.  issue  of 
Time  magauzine  be  printed  in  the 
RECORn. 

The  article  follows; 

IFrom  Time  MaRazine.  May  22.  1995] 

SUFFER  THE  CHILDREN -HAITIAN  ORJ'HANS 
ARE  STRANDED  IN  GUANTANAMO 

(By  Tammerliin  Drummond) 
At  Guantanamo  Bay  Naval  Base.  Cuban 
refuKces  cavort  happily  on  the  beach  in  a 
scene  reminiscent  of  a  Club  Med.  They  have 
(food  reason  to  celebrate:  soon  they  will  be 
flying  off  to  freedom  in  the  U.S.  Meanwhile, 
less  than  a  mile  away,  more  than  200  Haitian 
children  lounge  listlessly  under  drab  green 
tents,  seeking  refuge  from  the  harsh  midday 
sun.  Camp  Nine,  their  home  since  last  June. 
is  a  desolate  patch  of  cactus-filled  desert 
where  the  only  sign  of  life  is  an  occasional 
banana  rat  or  iguana  A  fence  encircles  the 
camp,  which  is  guarded  by  American  sol- 
diers. The  children,  many  of  them  orphans, 
have  languished  in  this  dusty  purgatory  for 
nearly  a  year.  Despite  the  efforts  of  immi- 
grants' rights  groups,  only  a  few  of  the  Hai- 
tian minors — who  range  in  age  from  infants 
to  teenagers,  including  some  who  are  preg- 
nant—have been  allowed  to  enter  the  U.S. 

"When  I  heard  that  the  U.S.  was  going  to 
let  15.000  Cubans  into  the  country  and  leave 
4.50  Haitians  in  Guantanamo.  I  felt  like  some- 
one had  stuck  me  wilh  a  knife."  says  a  17- 
year-old  boy.  "This  is  a  very  cruel  situa- 
tion "  (U.S.  military  officials  will  not  allow 
the  children  to  be  quoted  by  name.)  When 
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Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  announced  the 
new  Cuban  policy  on  May  3.  dozens  of  furious 
Haitian  teens  first  tried  to  organize  a  hunger 
strike  with  the  younger  children,  then  went 
on  a  rampage,  pelting  soldiers  with  rocks 
and  setting  tents  on  fire.  No  one  was  seri- 
ously injured  in  the  melee,  but  a  handful  of 
soldiers  and  children  ended  up  with  cuts  and 
bruises. 

Earlier  this  year  some  of  the  children  at- 
tempted suicide  by  drinking  bleach. 
Marleine  Bastien.  a  Miami  social  worker, 
counseled  a  desperate  16-year-old  boy  who 
tried  to  hang  himself  from  a  tree  branch  m 
February.  He  survived  only  because  the 
branch  snapped  under  his  weight.  'Many  of 
these  children  have  expressed  suicidal 
ideas."  says  Bastien.  "Are  we  going  to  have 
to  wait  for  a  fatality  before  something  is 
done?" 

During  the  rafter  crisis  leist  summer,  more 
than  20.000  Haitians  and  30,000  Cubans  were 
intercepted  at  sea  and  delivered  to  hastily 
erected  camps  in  Guarnta.ma.mo.  Among  the 
refugees  were  321  unaccompanied  Cuban  chil- 
dren, all  of  whom  have  since  have  been  pa- 
roled to  the  U.S.  But  of  the  356  unaccom- 
panied Haitian  children  who  ended  up  a 
Gitmo.  only  22  have  been  admitted  to  the 
U.S..  because  they  needed  medical  attention 
or  had  a  parent  already  in  the  States.  Since 
the  island  has  officially  returned  to  demo- 
cratic rule,  immigration  officials  say.  Hai- 
tians don't  qualify  for  humanitarian  parole 
Some  of  these  children  were  orphaned  in 
Haiti,  and  set  to  sea  alone  or  with  friends; 
others  saw  their  parents  drown.  Because  of 
the  violence  the  deprivation  they  have  expe- 
rienced, many  of  the  kids  are  terrified  of 
going  back  to  Haiti. 

Yet  the  official  U.S.  policy  for  these  chil- 
dren IS  to  locate  relatives  in  Haiti  and  send 
the  kids  to  them.  So  far.  60  Haitian  children 
have  been  returned.  But  last  week  Florida 
Rural  Legal  Services  released  a  report  con- 
demning the  repatriations.  "The  claim  that 
what  is  being  done  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  children  is  a  farce."  said  Niels  Frenzen. 
a  public-interest  lawyer  who  helped  track 
down  some  of  the  returnees  and  found  that 
many  were  homeless  or  living  in  .siiualoi 
with  strangers.  "There  is  only  one  humane 
solution  to  this  problem.  Close  down  the 
camp  and  accept  the  generosity  of  the  fami- 
lies and  agencies  willing  to  care  for  these 
young  people,  just  as  we  have  done  for  Cuban 
children." 

According  to  Florida  Legal  Services,  all 
but  40  of  the  Haitian  children  have  U.S. 
sponsors  lined  up.  "We  told  the  State  De- 
partment months  ago  that  we  had  foster  par- 
ents to  sponsor  these  children."  said  Deacon 
Chris  Baumann.  spokesman  of  the  US. 
Catholic  Conference.  Yet  the  children's  advo- 
cates report  that  even  in  cases  where  they 
have  located  U.S.  relatives,  the  State  De- 
partment has  refused  to  grant  them  entry. 
Helene  Charles,  a  36-year-old  Haitian  living 
in  Fort  Lauderdale,  says  she  has  been  trying 
for  months  to  obtain  a  visa  for  her  14-year- 
old  son  Kissene.  She  left  him  behind  in  Haiti 
with  her  mother,  but  she  became  ill  and 
could  no  longer  care  for  him.  Kissene  got  on 
a  raft  with  some  friends,  who  got  word  to  his 
mother  that  he  was  at  Guantanamo. 

U.S.  authorities  will  say  only  that  all 
cases  are  under  review.  "You  can't  just  move 
them  lock,  stock  and  barrel  to  the  United 
States  and  separate  them  from  their  families 
forevermore."  said  a  State  Department  offi- 
cial. "You  have  to  find  out  where  each 
child's  family  is  and  go  and  look  for  the  fam- 
ily." That  can  be  a  long,  difficult  process, 
says    the    State    Department,    which    hopes 


most  of  the  children  will  be  released  from 
the  camp  by  early  July. 

"We  just  want  to  get  out  as  fast  as  possible 
and  go  elsewhere."  says  a  17-year-old  boy 
who  has  a  cousin  in  the  U.S.  "We  are  not 
criminals,  but  we  are  living  in  a  prison."* 


TRIBUTE  TO  CHIEF  ROBERT  A. 
SESSIONS 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  report  that  over  the  weekend 
California  lost  a  great  public  servant. 
On  Saturday,  Barstow  chief  of  police 
Robert  A.  Sessions  died  after  a  brief 
battle  with  cancer.  Chief  Sessions  was 
a  28-year  veteran  of  the  department. 
and  he  will  be  missed  by  the  people  of 
Barstow  and  all  who  knew  him. 

Chief  Sessions  had  a  long  and  distin- 
guished career  serving  his  community. 
He  graduated  from  high  school  in 
Butte.  MT,  in  1958.  and  subsequentl,y 
received  advanced  degrees  in  education 
from  Barstow  Community  College  and 
in  sociology  from  Chapman  College.  He 
also  graduated  from  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation's  National  Acad- 
emy. 125th  session. 

After  holding  the  positions  of  patrol 
officer.  K-9  officer,  detective,  sergeant, 
lieutenant,  and  captain.  Sessions  was 
promoted  to  chief  of  police  in  1985.  Dur- 
ing his  tenure  at  the  helm  of  the  Bar- 
stow Police  Department.  Chief  Sessions 
implemented  numerous  community  po- 
licing programs  and  supervised  special 
projects  ranging  from  drug  abuse  re- 
sistance and  education  to  the  retired 
senior  volunteer  programs. 

Chief  Sessions  was  devoted  to  his 
family  and  his  community.  He  married 
Carol  Dawson  in  1963  and  the  couple 
adopted  two  children,  Jon  and  Jen- 
nifer. He  joined  the  force  as  a  reserve 
officer  in  1967.  and  was  sworn  in  as  a 
full-time  member  of  the  Barstow  Po- 
lice Department  the  following  year. 

Chief  Sessions  was  a  licensed  pilot 
and  led  an  active  life  that  included 
hunting,  fishing,  running,  and  golf.  He 
was  a  positive  role  model  for  the  young 
people  of  the  city  of  Barstow  and  his 
presence  will  be  greatly  missed. 

The  memory  of  Chief  Sessions'  dedi- 
cation to  his  family  and  his  commu- 
nity will  live  in  each  of  us  as  we  re- 
member a  remarkable  public  servant.* 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY.  MAY  23. 
1995 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  discussed  that  with  the 
Democratic  leader.  It  is  our  intent  to- 
morrow, when  we  have  an  opportunity, 
to  have  back-to-back  votes  in  order  to 
save  time  so  that  we  can  reach  the  10- 
hour  period. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  completes  its  business 
today,  it  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour 
of  8;30  a.m.  on  Tuesday,  May  23.  1995; 
that  following  the  prayer,  the  journal 
of  the  proceedings  be  deemed  approved 
to  date;  that  the  time  for  the  two  lead- 


ers be  reserved  for  their  use  later  in 
the  day.  and  the  Senate  resume  consid- 
eration of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  the  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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PROGRAM 

Mr.  DOLE.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  the  Senate  will  not  stand  in 
recess  between  the  hours  of  12:30  and 
2:15  for  the  weekly  policy  luncheons. 
The  Senate  will  be  debating  the  resolu- 
tion. For  the  information  of  all  Sen- 
ators, the  Senate  will  resume  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution  at 
8:30  a.m.  tomorrow  morning. 

RoUcall  votes  can  be  expected 
throughout  Tuesday's  session  of  the 
Senate  in  order  to  make  progress  on 
the  budget  resolution.  It  may  also  be 
the  intention  of  the  majority  leader  to 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  the  rescis- 
sions conference  report  under  the  time 
limitation  previously  ordered.  I  have 
discussed  that  with  the  Democratic 
leader. 

I  think  for  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  the  Senate  will  recess  for  the 
July  4  recess  at  the  close  of  business  on 
Friday,  June  30.  or  Saturday  July  1.  if 
necessary.  The  Senate  will  reconvene 
on  Monday,  July  10.  It  may  become 
necessary  for  the  Senate  to  convene  on 
some  Saturdays  prior  to  the  recess  in 
order  to  consider  and  complete  action 
on  some  legislative  matters.  I  hope 
that  is  not  the  case.  I  do  not  like  Sat- 
urday sessions.  But  I  suggest  that  is  a 
possibility. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  the  Senator  will  yield. 
I  have  asked  this  of  the  majority  lead- 
er, and  I  have  asked  this  of  the  minor- 
ity leader.  Since  you  did  not  mention 
It,  has  there  been  a  decision  made  on 
the  August  recess,  whether  or  not  we 
are  going  to  have  one  this  year  and,  if 
so,  when? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Let  me  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska:  It  is  on  my  short  list, 
you  understand  that.  We  did  discuss  it 
today  and  we  are  going  to  have  staff 
look  at  some  of  the  issues,  and  we  will 
try  to  map  out  where  we  might  end  up. 
Obviously,  we  would  all  prefer  to  have 
an  August  recess.  But  we  hope  to  have 
an  answer  to  that.  We  did  get  the  July 
recess  settled  today.  Hopefully,  we  can 
do  the  August  recess  very  soon  because 
I  know  many  Members  may  want  to 
make  plans,  and  in  some  cases  they 
need  fairly  long  lead  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  leader. 


RECESS  UNTIL  8:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  under  the 
previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate. 
at  10:08  p.m..  recessed  until  Tuesday, 
May  23;  1995.  at  8:30  a.m. 


A  SALUTE  TO  EDWIN  L.  ARTZT: 
INTERNATIONAL  BUSINESS 
LEADER 


HON.  ROB  PORTMAN 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
today  to  recognize  a  prominent  Cincinnalian, 
Edwin  L.  Artzt,  on  the  occasion  of  his  retire- 
ment as  chairman  of  the  board  and  chief  ex- 
ecutive officer  of  the  Procter  &  Gamble  Co. 
Today  we  thank  him  for  the  vision  and  service 
that  he  has  so  generously  given  to  his  com- 
pany and  to  his  community. 

Ed  began  his  career  with  Procter  &  Gamble 
in  1953  in  the  sales-training  department.  He 
worked  nearly  40  years  m  positions  both  at 
home  and  abroad  to  become  chairman  and 
CEO  of  the  company  in  1990.  During  his  ten- 
ure as  chief  executive.  Ed  concentrated  on  in- 
novating new  products,  improving  the  effi- 
ciency of  operations  and  globalizing  the  busi- 
ness and  building  the  organization.  Under  his 
leadership,  Procter  &  Gamble's  earnings  in- 
creased at  an  average  growth  rate  of  14  per- 
cent and  the  real  earnings  growth  rate- — after 
inflation — has  been  10  percent,  more  than 
double  the  company's  historic  average.  Proc- 
ter &  Gamble  began  its  concentration  on  value 
pricing  and  expanded  its  international  oper- 
ations, adding  business  in  10  additional  coun- 
tries. His  vision  has  strengthened  our  econ- 
omy locally  and  nationally. 

Ed  has  brought  his  high  caliber  of  leader- 
ship to  many  areas  outside  of  Procter  &  Gam- 
ble. Sen/ing  our  Nation,  he  has  been  an  influ- 
ential advocate  of  world  trade  as  a  member  of 
President  Clinton's  Advisory  Committee  on 
Trade  Policy  and  Negotiations,  the  Council  on 
Foreign  Relations,  and  the  Business  Round- 
table. 

In  the  Cincinnati  community,  he  has  given 
his  time  and  talent  by  serving  on  the  board  of 
the  Cincinnati  Business  Committee  and  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  Cincinnati  Institute  of 
Fine  Arts.  I  know  firsthand  that  he  has  found 
time  to  give  of  himself.  He  was  my  little  league 
baseball  coach  30  years  ago. 

Long  a  champion  of  business  education  Ed 
has  helped  to  groom  business  leaders  of  the 
future  in  his  work  as  a  member  of  the  board 
of  visitors  to  the  Anderson  Graduate  School  of 
Business  Management  at  UCLA  and  the  board 
of  overseers  of  the  Wharton  School  Withm 
P&G,  his  vision  was  the  inspiration  for  creating 
a  P&G  College,  where  employees  continue 
their  education  with  innovative  courses  on 
business  trends. 

All  of  us  in  Cincinnati  congratulate  Ed  for  his 
numerous  accomplishments  in  both  private 
and  public  enterprise.  We  are  grateful  for  his 
service  to  Cincinnati  and  to  our  Nation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MR.  EDUARDO  J. 
TORRES 


REPUBLICAN  WAR  PROFITEERING: 
COMMENTARY  BY  KEVIN  PHILLIPS 


HON.  JOSE  E.  SERRANO 

OF  .NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr  SERRANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday, 
May  19.  1995.  a  group  of  dedicated  public 
school  educators  gathered  m  my  congres- 
sional district  to  honor  one  of  their  distin- 
guished colleagues,  Eduardo  J.  Torres,  for  his 
years  of  service  to  the  children  of  our  distnct 
and  indeed,  the  Nation,  and  on  the  occasion 
of  his  retirement. 

Eduardo  J.  Torres  began  his  professional 
career  at  the  Puerto  Rico  Planning  Board's  Di- 
vision of  Social  Planning,  a  division  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Governor's  Office.  Beginning 
with  that  appointment,  his  distinguished  career 
has  been  devoted  to  the  education  of  students 
of  limited  English  proficiency,  a  devotion  which 
has  earned  him  the  respect  of  his  peers  and 
the  distinction  of  being  a  leader  in  his  field. 

Mr.  Torres  began  his  career  in  Community 
School  District  Seven  in  my  congressional  dis- 
trict in  1965  as  a  bilingual  teacher  m  school 
and  community  relations.  In  1972  he  became 
teacher-trainer  and  coordinator  of  the  Puerto 
Rican  Studies  Program,  and  later  coordinated 
the  Reading  Advancement  Through  Puerto 
Rican  Literature  Program. 

In  1976.  Mr,  Torres  was  appointed  assistant 
director  of  the  Northeast  Center  for  Curnculum 
Development,  a  national  project  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Education,  housed  in  Intermedi- 
aie  School  154,  wiiich  developed  culturally 
and  linguistically  relevant  curricula  in  Spanish. 
Italian,  Greek,  and  Russian  for  bilingual  stu- 
dents and  their  teachers  throughout  the  United 
States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  In 
1986,  Mr.  Torres  was  named  bilingual  edu- 
cation coordinator  supervising  educators,  test- 
ing, placement,  and  recruitment  of  bilingual 
teachers. 

Mr.  Torres  will  be  missed  by  his  colleagues 
and  the  community  of  students  and  teachers 
with  whom  he  has  worked  over  the  years  and 
to  whom  he  has  dedicated  his  professional 
life.  He  IS  recognized  by  his  colleagues  for  his 
friendly,  efficient  manner  and  his  quiet  style  of 
leadership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
and  the  residents  of  my  district  and  students 
and  professionals  of  Community  School  Dis- 
trict Seven  m  conveying  our  deep  gratitude  to 
Mr.  Eduardo  J.  Torres  and  to  extend  to  him 
our  best  wishes  for  a  happy,  fulfilled  retire- 
ment. 


HON.  FORTNE\'  PETE  ST.\RK 

OF  CALIFOR.MA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  May  17  radio 
commentary  by  Kevin  Phillips  on  the  Reputh 
lican  budget  plan  hit  the  nail  on  the  head: 

In  the  guise  of  crisis  legislation,  deficit  re- 
duction .  .  .  especially  as  put  forward  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  also  has  major 
overtones  of  special  interest  favoritism  and 
income  distribution. 

Spending  on  government  programs.  ...  is 
to  be  reduced  in  ways  that  principally  bur- 
den the  poor  and  middle  class  while  simulta- 
neously taxes  are  to  be  cut  in  a  way  that  pre- 
dominantly benefit  the  top  one  or  two  per- 
cent of  Americans. 

If  the  U.S.  Budget  deficit  problem  does  rep- 
resent the  fiscal  equivalent  of  war— and 
maybe  it  does — then  what  we  are  really  look- 
ing at  is  one  of  the  most  flagrant  examples 
of  war  profiteering  this  century  has  seen, 
.^nd  it  deserves  to  be  rejected  with  outrage. 

Mr.  Phillips  IS  nght:  The  Republicans  are 
practicing  class  wartare.  They  get  upset  when 
you  use  that  term — but  that's  what  they  are 
doing.  They  doth  protest  too  much  about  the 
term,  and  the  proof  is  overwhelming  that  they 
are  taking  from  the  bottom  half  of  our  society 
to  give  to  the  top  1  percent. 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ENFIELD 
ROTARY  CLUB  OF  ENFIELD.  CT 


HON.  NANCY  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  ol  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, It  IS  with  great  pride  and  respect  that  I  nse 
to  commend  the  members  of  the  Enfield  Ro- 
tary Club  for  their  innovative  Learn  to  Earn 
program  Their  program  was  developed  to  re- 
spond to  the  many  solicitations  for  donations 
that  both  CIVIC  organizations  and  industry  re- 
ceive from  local  youth  groups. 

Instead  of  simply  making  a  donation,  busi- 
nesses and  CIVIC  organizations  identity  local 
projects  that  need  to  be  completed  and  then 
give  interested  children  the  opportunity  to  earn 
the  money  they  need  by  doing  the  projects. 
Projects  range  from  things  as  routine  as 
schoolyard  cleanup  to  washing  windows  at  a 
local,  town-owned  retirement  home. 

The  Learn  to  Earn  approach  enjoys  broad 
community  support.  At  a  time  when  so  many 
are  decrying  the  loss  of  government  aid,  a 
program  such  as  this  offers  young  citizens  the 
opportunity  to  tackle  projects  that  meet  the 
needs  of  the  community  and,  as  importantly, 
highlights  for  young  people  the  lesson  that  you 


•  This   "bullet  "  symbol  vdeniifies  siatcments  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken.  Iiy  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  flcKir 
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can  accomplish  most  anything  if  you  are  will- 
ing to  work  to  make  it  happen. 

Congratulations  to  the  members  of  the  En- 
field Rotary  Club  for  their  meaningful  contribu- 
tion to  the  betterment  of  their  town. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  ATLANTIS 
COMMUNITY  AND  NORWEST 
BANK  COLORADO 


HON.  PATOICIA  SCHROEDER 

or  COLOR.^DO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr  Speaker.  I  want  to 
commend  Atlantis  Community  Inc.  and 
Norwest  Bank  Colorado,  both  of  Denver,  tor 
launching  one  of  the  Nation's  first  home  mort- 
gage financing  and  consumer  loan  programs 
for  lower-income  people  with  disabilities. 

On  May  17,  Social  Compact  recognized 
Atlantis  and  Non^/est  in  its  1995  Outstanding 
Community  Investment  Awards  program.  So- 
cial Compact  IS  a  Washington-based  nonprofit 
coalition  of  leaders  m  financial  services  and 
community  development  industries  who  work 
to  strengthen  neighborhoods. 

In  partnership  with  Atlantis,  Norwest  intro- 
duced the  Disability  Community  Homeowner- 
ship  Program  in  June  1993  as  a  1-year  pilot, 
with  a  S2.5  million  set-aside  for  loans.  The 
program  offers  generous  and  flexible  mort- 
gage terms  of  physically  disabled  people,  al- 
lowing them  to  own  their  own  homes  for  the 
first  time.  Norwest  now  has  generated  more 
than  S6  million  m  approved  loans  to  more  than 
100  people  in  the  program 

Atlantis,  the  largest  home  health  care  agen- 
cy in  Colorado,  has  built  awareness  of  the 
program  through  its  close  links  with  the  dis- 
abled community  and  its  financial  counseling 
services.  Atlantis  also  has  implemented  a 
homeownership  workshop  and  money  man- 
agement services,  which  address  the  needs  of 
disabled  people  m  the  home  buying  process. 

Also  in  partnership  with  Noiv/est.  Atlantis 
has  developed  a  consumer  loan  program  for 
vehicle  purchase  and  modification,  home  ac- 
cess improvements  and  independent  living 
aids. 

Atlantis  and  Norwest  are  a  good  example  of 
commitment  and  partnership  in  the  service  of 
others. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MR    JOHN  O'TOOLE 
OF  CONNECTICUT 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  SHAYS 

OF  CO.S.NKl'TU.'l  T 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
.Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  this  month, 
one  ol  the  most  respected  leaders  m  the  ad- 
vertising industry.  John  E.  OToole.  former 
president  and  chief  executive  of  the  Amencan 
Association  of  Advertising  Agencies,  and  a 
resident  of  Connecticut's  Fourth  Congressional 
District  passed  away  m  New  York. 

John  O'Toole's  four  decades  in  advertising 
were  distinguished  by  the  highest  standards 
he  demanded  of  himself  and  demanded  of  his 
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industry.  That  dedication  and  determination  to 
provide  the  Amencan  public  with  quality  and 
seamless  honesty  earned  him  his  induction 
this  year  into  the  Advertising  Hall  of  Fame. 

John  OTooies  leadership,  his  creativity,  his 
wit.  and  his  friendship  will  be  sorely  missed  by 
his  family  and  many,  many  friends.  My  heart- 
felt condolences  go  out  to  his  wife,  Phyllis  and 
his  two  daughters. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  FIRST  OC- 
CUPATIONAL CENTER  OF  NEW 
JERSEY  AND  ITS  HONOREES 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  MARTINI 

OK  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Monday.  May  22,  1995 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
fell  my  colleagues  about  several  very  special 
individuals  whose  excellent  work  m  the  area  ol 
occupational  and  rehabilitational  therapy  for 
the  aged,  the  disabled,  and  the  disadvantaged 
has  earned  them  high  honors  at  the  41st  anni- 
versary celebration  and  annual  awards  pres- 
entation ol  the  First  Occupational  Center  of 
New  Jersey  on  May  24.  1995 

Peter  Cocoziello,  president  ol  Consult  Real- 
ty, Janet  May.  executive  director  of  the  West 
Essex  Chamber  of  Commerce.  John  Smith. 
manager  of  public  affairs  at  PSE&G.  and  Joan 
Verplanck.  president  ol  the  New  Jersey  State 
Chamber  of  Commerce  will  all  be  the 
honorees  on  this  memorable  occasion.  Their 
work  with  the  center  helps  individuals  and 
families  challenged  by  both  physical  and  eco- 
nomic disadvantages  become  contributing 
members  of  the  community.  With  the  support 
ol  individuals,  private  groups,  and  Government 
agencies,  the  center  provides  professional 
counseling  and  real  work  opportunities  to 
those  who  truly  need  such  sen.'ices  For  sen- 
iors over  age  55.  job  readiness  and  placement 
services  are  available,  for  welfare  recipients, 
remedial  instruction  and  work  experience  are 
encouraged. 

The  center,  and  the  outstanding  individuals 
that  are  being  honored,  strive  to  bring  dignity 
and  self-confidence  to  lives  that  may  other- 
wise lose  sight  of  these  essential  human  traits. 
I  congratulate  these  honorees:  Mr.  Cocoziello. 
Ms.  May.  Mr.  Smith,  and  Ms  Verplanck  for 
their  contributions,  and  urge  them  to  keep  up 
their  good  work. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOSE  M.  GRACIANO 


HON.  JOSE  L  SERRANO 

(.)K  NEW  YOHK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday. 
May  19.  1995  a  group  of  dedicated  public 
school  educators  gathered  in  my  congres- 
sional distnct  to  honor  one  of  their  distin- 
guished colleagues.  Jose  M   Graciano. 

Mr.  Graciano  has  been  the  principal  o(  PS. 
5  since  1971  and  has  earned  the  distinction  of 
being  the  longest  serving  public  school  prin- 
cipal in  Community  School  District  Seven.  His 
record  of  accomplishment  at  PS.  5  is  truly  im- 
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pressive;  he  has  brought  more  than  two  dozen 
different  enrichment  programs  into  his  school. 
We  are  particularly  proud  of  Mr.  Graciano  lor 
his  accomplishment  in  creating  the  first  bilin- 
gual pre-kindergarten  program  in  the  Nation,  a 
title  VII  grant  Project  PROBE.  Under  his  lead- 
ership, P.S.  5  was  designated  a  model  bilin- 
gual school,  recognizing  the  successes  of 
such  programs  as  the  Bilingual  Teacher 
Corps.  Project  SABE.  Pro|ect  BETA  and  CSIP. 

Mr.  Graciano  is  an  active  member  of  his 
community  and  his  hard  work  has  earned  him 
numerous  awards  and  recognitions  including 
the  Educator  of  the  Year  award  from  the  His- 
panic Educators  Association,  the  Community 
Service  Award  from  the  Association  Civica 
Arecibeno.  the  PS.  5  Parent  Teacher  Asso- 
ciation Award,  the  Ramon  S.  Velez  Scholar- 
ship Committee  Leadership  Award  and  the 
PS.  5  Parent  Teacher  Association  20th  Anni- 
versary Award. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  residents  ol  my  district, 
Hispanic  Americans  everywhere,  and  indeed 
the  entire  Nation  are  the  beneficiaries  of  such 
lifelong  dedication  to  the  education  of  our 
youth,  and  m  particular  of  those  often-dis- 
advantaged  youngsters  who  grow  up  in  our 
inner  city  communities.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  conveying  best  wishes  and  deep 
gratitude  to  Mr  Jose  M,  Graciano. 
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MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIKOKNIA 
IN  THE  HOU.SE  OF  REPRESP:NTAT1VKS 

Monday,  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  debate  on  re- 
forming our  health  care  system  has  begun  to 
focus  on  the  potential  role  of  medical  savings 
accounts. 

I  would  like  to  enter  into  the  Record  some 
comments  from  business,  consumer,  and 
health  policy  organizations  (eycuUHiy  meun^dl 
savings  accounts  [MSA's].  There  comments 
are  helpful  m  evaluating  the  likely  costs  and 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  MSA's.  In  sum, 
these  organizations  find  that  the  risks  of 
MSA's  are  high  and  the  rewards  are,  at  best, 
overstated 

The  attached  also  sheds  light  on  one  par- 
ticular company  that  is  profiting  handsomely 
from  MSA's,  and  how  this  is  so.  The  level  of 
profits  generated  by  this  company,  and  how 
they  have  chosen  to  spend  them,  give  us  rea- 
son to  take  pause 

These  comments  follow. 

p'kbrl'ary  1.  1995. 
Medical  Savings  Accounts— Not  for 
Medicare! 

Dear  Colleagle:  We  have  heard  much 
about  medical  savings  accounts  iMS.'Xs)  re- 
cently. Companies  that  stand  to  benefit  fi- 
nanciall.v  from  MSAs  anil  those  who  have 
benefited  from  the  profits  of  these  M.SA  pro- 
ponents— have  been  quick  to  push  their  mer 
its  This  week.  Speaker  Gintrrich  proposed  to 
Kive  Medicare  recipients  vouchers  to  enroll 
in  medical  savintjs  accounts. 

More  objective  parties— business, 

consumer  and  health  policy  ortranizations 
across  the  potential  spectrum-have  con- 
cluded that  the  expansion  of  medical  s.ivinns 
.accounts  will  exacerbate  problems  in  the 
health  insurance  market. 


"While  on  the  surf.ace  these  proposals  have 
some  appeal  ,  .  .  they  pose  serious 
problems  .  .  .  There  does  not  appear  to  be  a 
way  to  desiKn  an  MSA  that  is  not  detrimen- 
tal to  the  soal  of  achievinjr  universal  or 
near-universal  coverage  at  a  reasonable 
cost."— Center  on  Budget  and  Policy  Prior- 
ities 

"To  illustrate  the  current  misunderstand- 
ing of  how  MSAs  would  generally  operate, 
the  [Academy]  uses  an  example  that  ap- 
peared in  a  letter  released  by  Senator  Phil 
Gramm  .  .  .  The  example  seems  clear 
enough.  However,  like  many  others,  it  mis- 
represents what  is  generally  financially  pos- 
sible.'"-American  Academy  of  Actuaries 

"Our  judgment  is  that  the  medical  IRA  is 
not  going  to  bring  about  the  kind  of  univer- 
sal coverage  and  the  stopping  of  cost  shifting 
that  we  would  like  to  see  .  .  .  There  are  a 
number  of  other  problems  we  have  with  a 
medical  IRA  that  we  think  it  will  be  found 
lacking  in  terms  of  where  we  would  like  to 
see  health  reform  go."— US  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce 

••[The  MSA)  proposal  does  nothing  for  cost 
containment.  Once  fully  implemented,  [the 
MSA]  proposal  would  have  enormous  nega- 
tive effects  on  Federal  revenue.  It  would  cre- 
ate a  huge  new  tax  advantage 'subsidy,  going 
mostly  to  the  non-poor.  It  could  have  delete- 
rious effects  on  primary  care." — American 
Association  of  Retired  Persons 

•"The  likelihood  that  MSAs  would  be  more 
attractive  to  healthy  families  indicates  a  po- 
tential adverse  .selection  problem.  In  an  un- 
restricted market,  the  difference  in  pre- 
miums [between  traditional  and  MSA  plans] 
would  grow  over  time  as  the  healthiest  peo- 
ple in  high-cost  groups  switch  to  lower-cost 
plans."— Congressional  Research  Service. 
September  1994 

Advancing  MSAs  ma,v  be  in  the  financial 
interests  of  a  few.  but  Medicare  beneficiaries 
are  not  among  them.  Shown  on  the  reverse  is 
the  chief  proponent  of  MS.As  and  some  infor- 
mation on  this  insurer's  operations. 
Sincerely. 

PETE  Stark. 
Member  of  Congress. 

Insurance  company  advocating  tax  sub- 
sidies for  MSA  insurance  plans:  Golden  Rule 
Insurance  Company. 

Percentage  of  Golden  Rule  insurance  pre- 
miums going  to  medical  claims:  65.2%. 

Rating  of  Golden  Rule's  financial  condition 
in  •1994  Best's  Insurance  Reports":  A+. 

Stated  reason  for  Golden  Rule's  A-^  rating: 
•This  profitability  is  attributable  to  the 
company's  careful  underwrHing.  its  sophisti- 
cated claims  system,  and  its  adequate  rate 
increases."  (emphasis  added;  translation: 
"they  don't  insure  sick  people."* 

Cites  from  information  on  Golden  Rule  In- 
surance Company  contributions  to  Newt 
Gingrich  compiled  by  the  Office  of  Congress- 
man Stark. 

(1)  Roll  Call.  August  18.  1994;  Los  Angeles 
Times.  .January  29.  1995;  CNN.  Inside  Poli- 
tics. October  12.  1994.  Amount  of  reported 
contributions  from  Golden  Rule  Insurance 
Company  executive  to  GOPAC.  the  political 
action  committee  of  Speaker  Gingrich: 
$117,000. 

(2)  Roll  Call,  September  15.  1994.  Amount 
contributed  by  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Com- 
pan.v  to  the  Progress  and  Freedom  Founda- 
tion, sponsors  of  Mr.  Gingrich's  "Renewing 
American  Civilization"  course:  Amount  not 
disclosed. 

(3)  Los  Angeles  Times.  January  29.  1995; 
The  Atlanta  Journal  and  Constitution,  Sep- 
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tember  24,  1994;  Roll  Call.  September  15.  1994. 
Amount  contributed  by  Golden  Rule  Insur- 
ance Company  to  "Progress  Report."  a  week- 
ly talk  show  nn  National  Empowerment  Tel- 
evision featuring  Mr.  Gingrich:  Sole  sponsor. 
Amount  not  disclosed. 

(4)  American  Political  Network.  January 
11.  1995;  United  Press  International  1995.  Jan- 
uary 10.  1995;  US  Newshire.  January  10.  1995. 
Amount  of  "soft  money"  contributed  by 
Golden  Rule  Insurance  Company  executives 
to  GOP  National  Party  Committees  (1/1/93-11/ 
28/94 »:  $523,775. 

(5)  Los  Angeles  Times.  January  29.  1995. 
Amount  contributed  by  Golden  Rule  Insur- 
ance Company  to  Mr.  Gingrich's  1992  re-elec- 
tion campaign:  $15,000. 

(6)  CNN.  Inside  Politics.  October  12.  1994. 
Amount  contributed  by  Golden  Rule  execu- 
tives to  Mr.  Gingrich's  1994  re-election  cam- 
paign: S20.000- 


COMMENDING  ALAN  LEVY  FOR  HIS 
OUTSTANDING  WORK  AS  AN  AU- 
THOR AND  JOURNALIST 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

of  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  commending  Alan  Levy, 
founding  editor-in-chief  of  the  Prague  Post  and 
the  1995  recipient  of  the  Amencan  Society  of 
Journalists  and  Authors  award,  "Author  of  the 
Year."  Mr.  Levy's  latest  book,  "The 
Wiesenthal  File,"  is  an  extraordinary  examina- 
tion of  famed  Nazi-hunter  Simon  Wiesenthal's 
life  work  and  its  enormous  continuing  rel- 
evance in  today's  world. 

As  an  award-winning  writer  in  the  1950's 
and  I960's,  Alan  Levy  began  to  chart  a  career 
that  would  carry  him  and  his  family  through 
some  of  this  century's  most  turbulent  and  his- 
torically critical  moments.  Taking  his  wife  and 
two  cniiaren  lo  CzecnosiovaKia  in  i967.  Levy 
found  himself  eyewitness  to  de-Stalimzation 
and  Alexander  Dubcek's  Prague  spring  of 
freedom,  the  Soviet  invasion  of  August  21, 
1968.  and  the  fall  and  winter  of  Russian  occu- 
pation and  repression.  Although  the  Levy  fam- 
ily was  expelled  from  Czechoslovakia  in  1971. 
the  experience  was  fodder  for  Levy's  two 
monumental  and  critically  acclaimed  books  on 
Czechoslovakia.  "Rowboat  to  Prague"  (1972), 
and  "The  Bluebird  of  Happiness"  (1976). 

Levy  spent  the  next  20  years  in  Vienna, 
publishing  award-winning  travel  and  theater 
articles  for  the  New  York  Sunday  Times  and 
many  other  world-renowned  publications.  Vi- 
enna also  witnessed  the  world  premiere  of 
Levy's  first  play.  "The  World  of  Ruth  Draper," 
in  1982.  The  play  ran  in  Vienna,  toured  Eu- 
rope, and  enjoyed  a  successful  5-week  run  in 
New  York's  Times  Square. 

In  1990,  Levy  returned  to  Prague  as  found- 
ing editor-in-chief  of  the  Czech  Republic's 
leading  English-language  newspaper.  From 
this  post,  he  has  provided  the  English-speak- 
ing world  an  unparalleled  reportage  and  analy- 
sis of  the  radical,  post-communist  trans- 
formation of  one  ol  Central  Europe's  most  dy- 
namic and  beautiful  countries. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Alan  Levy's  most  recent,  cnti- 
cally  acclaimed  work,  "The  Wiesenthal  File," 
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assures  his  place  among  the  great  writers  and 
journalists  ol  our  century.  On  this  day  follow- 
ing his  receipt  ol  the  Author  of  the  year 
Award.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  con- 
gratulating Alan  Levy  on  his  accomplishments 
and  celebrating  his  outstanding  career  in  lit- 
erature and  journalism. 


SAM  MEYERS— A  POINT-OF-LIGHT 
FOR  ALL  AMERICANS 


HON.  MAJOR  R.  OWENS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  to  salute, 
local  259  UAW  Union  President  Sam  Meyers 
whose  life  represents  a  Point-of-Light  for  all 
Americans.  Brooklyn  and  the  11th  Congres- 
sional Distnct  are  particularly  grateful  to  Sam 
Meyers  for  his  early  and  visionary  sponsorship 
of  the  Brooklyn  Coalition  for  Community 
Empowerment. 

For  over  50  years,  Sam  Meyers  has  earned 
the  UAW  vision  of  social  justice  and  militant 
trade  unionism  in  his  union  and  political  life. 

He  began  his  journey  in  the  trade  union 
movement  in  1940  as  a  sheet  metal  worker  at 
Brewster  Aircraft  and  as  a  member  ol  UAW, 
local  365.  Soon  after,  he  was  elected  shop 
steward,  a  position  he  held  until  1943  when  he 
joined  the  Army  Air  Corps.  The  Air  Corps  later 
assigned  him  to  an  onentation  team  whose 
purpose  was  to  educate  the  troops  atxjut  the 
U.S.  war  effort  to  destroy  fascism. 

In  1958  Sam  led  the  successful  fight  to  oust 
a  leadership  that  had  become  too  far  removed 
from  the  membership,  and  to  bring  his  brand 
of  militant  and  democratic  trade  unionism  lo 
local  259. 

From  the  time  of  his  election  as  president  of 
local  259  in  1958  to  the  present.  Brother  Mey- 
ers' passionate  vision,  leadership  and  tough 
oargaining  nave  won  strong  memoersnip  sup- 
port and  involvement.  Surrounded  by  a  com- 
mitted staff  that  mirrored  the  Raintww  Coali- 
tion, a  strong,  diverse,  and  well  educated  shop 
steward  system  was  developed.  The  creative 
use  of  strikes,  family  and  community  support 
and  solidanty  picket  lines  helped  win  for  local 
259  members  higher  wages,  generous  welfare 
and  pension  benefits,  secunty  for  their  fami- 
lies, a  nationally  recognized  mental  health  and 
occupational  safety  program,  and  dignity  as  in- 
dustnal  workers. 

Sam  led  aggressive  organizing  campaigns, 
not  only  among  the  auto  dealers,  local  259's 
pnmary  jurisdiction,  but  among  low-wage  fac- 
tory workers  who  were  predominantly  women. 
Long  before  it  became  Government  policy,  the 
union  under  its  president's  leadership  pursued 
affirmative  action  programs  to  bnng  people  of 
color  and  women  into  union  leadership. 

Local  259  has  been  a  recognized  force  in: 
the  civil  rights  movement,  the  fight  tor  affirma- 
tive action,  the  continuing  struggle  against  rac- 
ism; launching  the  careers  and  election  of  pro- 
gressive forces  to  public  office,  including  Con- 
gress members  Major  Owens,  Charles  Ran- 
GEL,  former  Governor  Mano  Cuomo  and 
former  Mayor  David  Dinkins.  and  challenging 
reactionary  leadership  and  regressive  S(Xial 
policies  promoted  in  Congress  and  from  the 
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offices  of  New  York's  Governor  and  the  mayor 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  The  struggle  for  full 
employment,  a  guaranteed  annual  income, 
anti-scab  and  labor  reform  'egisiation.  univer- 
sal smgie  payer  health  care,  decent  and  af- 
fordable housing,  and  rigorously  enforced  oc- 
cupational safety  and  health  standards. 

Sam  sen/ed  on  the  board  of  advocates  for 
Children  of  New  York,  and  helped  to  tram  par- 
ents and  community  activists  ;n  adapting  union 
grievance  procedures  as  a  model  for  school 
based  cmld  advocacy  He  initiated  the  first 
worksite  child  advocacy  training  program  for 
parent  members 

He  brought  the  union  into  a  partnership  with 
the  NYS  Division  for  Youth  and  Advocates  for 
Children  to  create  an  auto  mechanic  training 
program  for  youths  released  from  DFY  facili- 
ties. 

In  the  late  I960's  Sam  was  a  cofounder  of 
the  New  York  Labor  Committee  Against  the 
War  in  Vietnam,  and  challenged  those  in  high 
labor  positions  on  their  support  for  the  war. 

In  the  early  I970's  Brother  Meyers  helped 
bring  national  attention  through  congressional 
hearings  to  the  impact  of  plant  closings  and 
runaway  shops,  as  pan  of  corporate  America's 
wanton  disregard  of  its  workers  at  home  and 
abroad. 

There  followed  over  two  decades  of  the 
union's  commitment  to  international  labor  soli- 
darity Local  259  championed  the  forces  of  Hb- 
eration  and  democracy  m  South  Africa.  Chile, 
El  Salvador.  Nicaragua,  and  Haiti.  Scores  of 
labor  leaders  fighting  against  oppression 
throughout  the  globe  have  found  safe  haven. 
support,  and  solidarity  at  Local  259  UAW. 

Sam  has  treasured  being  an  active  member 
of  the  International  UAW.  Steeped  in  the  UAW 
tradition,  the  union  under  Brother  Meyers' 
leadership  linked  members'  struggles  m  Local 
259  shops  and  factories  to  the  struggle  for  so- 
cial justice  and  human  rights  everywhere. 

In  recognition  of  Sam's  contributions  to  the 
UAW.  he  was  appointed  and  served  on  the 
Commission  tor  ine  f^uture  of  the  UAW,  meet- 
ing with  regional  representatives  throughout 
the  country. 

At  a  recent  UAW  convention,  Sam  was  se- 
lected to  nominate  Owen  Bieber  for  president. 

Sam's  proudest  legacy  is  the  next  genera- 
tion of  social  visionaries  and  militant  trade 
unionists  whom  he  has  trained  and  nurtured  to 
assume  the  leadership  of  this  great  UAW 
local. 

Sam  Meyers  represents  a  magnificent  Point- 
of-Light  and  serves  as  an  mspmng  role  model 
for  all  Americans. 


THE  REPUBLICANS'  BUDGET  HAS 
GOT  IT  WRONG 

HON.  MARCY  KAFKR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  May  22.  1995 

Ms,  KAPTUR  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republican 
budget  proposal  can  be  summarized  as 
gouging  Medicare  recipients,  nursing  home 
patients,  and  college  students  to  fund  over 
S300  billion  in  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged  few 
and  to  increase  defense  spending.  This  is  not 
the  formula  to  achieve  a  balanced  budget. 
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What  It  does  is  squeeze  our  middle  class  to 
reward  those  at  the  high  end. 

In  billions 

Medicare  benefit  cuts  288.1 

Medicaid  benefit  cuts  186.5 

Total  cuts  475.0 

Transferred  to: 

Tax  cuts  353.0 

Defense  increase  76.3 

Unnecessary  new  spending 429.3 

Over  one-third  of  the  cuts  in  the  Republican 
budget  come  from  sacrifices  that  will  be  forced 
on  our  senior  citizens  in  the  form  of  reduced 
Medicare  benefits  and  nursing  home  care.  But 
their  budget  does  nothing  to  actually  reduce 
the  cost  of  health  care  in  our  country.  Why  not 
rem  in  the  insurance  companies,  the  doctors, 
the  pharmaceutical  companies  rather  than 
take  it  from  our  seniors''  Anyone  who  has 
studied  the  Federal  budget  over  the  years 
knows  that  the  most  important  factor  driving 
our  budget  deficit  has  been  increased  health 
cots. 

I  favor  tjalancing  the  budget.  I  have  voted 
for  a  balanced  budget.  I  fight  everyday  to  cut 
wasteful  spending.  The  Republicans  want  to 
balance  the  budget  on  the  backs  of  our  grand- 
mothers to  turn  over  nearly  S350  billion  in  tax 
breaks  to  the  nch  and  powerful.  Instead,  why 
not  get  nd  of  the  "Benedict  Arnold "  tax  break 
that  allows  a  U.S.  citizen  who  has  made  his 
millions  here  to  renounce  his  citizenship  and 
take  his  millions  to  some  Canbbean  island  tax 
free.  To  balance  the  budget,  health  services 
are  being  cut  for  those  who  are  most  m  need 
of  our  attention:  seniors  on  Medicare,  nursing 
home  residents,  disabled  veterans. 

MEDICARE 

The  best  way  to  look  at  the  effects  of  the 
budget  proposal  on  Medicare  recipients  is  to 
look  at  per  capita  benefits  under  the  program. 
Republicans  argue  that  there  are  no  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  that  spending  increases  over 
the  7  years  ot  their  budget.  This  is  a  half-truth. 
Their  budget  falls  far  short  of  keeping  benefit 
levels  where  they  are  today.  Their  future  pro- 
jections do  not  offset  health  insurance  infla- 
tion, rising  costs  of  services,  and  the  3.5  mil- 
lion more  Americans  who  will  reach  65  in  the 
next  7  years.  Under  their  plan  even  the  cur- 
rent level  of  Medicare  benefits  will  not  be 
maintained  into  the  future.  Seniors  will  end  up 
S3, 000  short.  This  translates  into  cuts  m  serv- 
ices, nsing  out-of-pocket  expenses,  and  higher 
deductibles  and  copyaments  for  every  senior 
in  this  Nation — no  matter  how  in  need  they 
are. 

Medicare  population  increases;  37.0  mil- 
lion—1996;  40.5  million— 2002. 

Money  re-       y---,, 

'"""*"°        ^T         U«lK»e         ""'""" 

1995  1790  1790  00  JOOO 

1996  1960  lUO  no  74400 

1997  2170  IMS  365  95500 

1998  23«0  1917  46  3  119600 

1999  2620  2061  559  142600 

2000  2160  215  4  706  1773  00 

2001  3195  218  3  1012  2523  00 

2002  353  8  2290  124  8  308100 

The  Republican  budget  will  ration  health 
care  for  millions  of  seniors  while  other  Amen- 
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cans  who  are  better  off  will  not  face  health 
care  rationing,  but  they  will  continue  to  pay 
ever  higher  prices  for  health  care  services  be- 
cause the  fundamental  challenge  of  health  in- 
flation is  not  solved. 

For  every  senior,  this  S3081 -reduction  over 
current  benefits  means  the  average  American 
senior  has  to  make  it  up.  either  by  increased 
out-of-pocket  payments,  reductions  in  covered 
services,  limitation  of  physician  choice,  or  re- 
ductions in  already  limited  physician  or  hos- 
pital reimbursements. 

In  regard  to  Medicaid,  the  Republican  budg- 
et cuts  Medicaid  by  Sl87  billion  over  the  7 
years  and  shifts  the  burden  of  caring  for  the 
long-term  chronically  ill  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  the  States. 

Ohio's  Medicaid  budget  is  S5.1  billion  m 
1995.  Nursing  home  benefits  account  for  Si. 9 
billion  of  that  budget  or  37  percent.  The  State 
estimates  that  Medicaid  spending  will  increase 
at  8-9  percent  a  year.  II  the  State  has  to  ab- 
sorb that  increase,  it  will  jeopardize  OhioCare, 
OhioCare  is  a  health  care  reform  plan  which 
would  put  all  current  low-income  recipients  on 
Medicaid  into  managed  care  plans  and  use 
the  savings  to  expand  Medicaid  coverage  to 
working  poor  families,  thereby  reducing  overall 
health  care  costs.  In  Ohio  we  are  trying  to  get 
health  care  costs  under  control.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  does  nothing  about  them,  and  it 
may  very  well  sabotage  Ohio's  efforts. 

Who  benefits  from  the  S353  billion  in  tax 
breaks  assumed  m  this  budget  Fifty-one  per- 
cent of  these  breaks  go  to  people  who  earn 
over  3100.000  annually.  The  most  wealthy  1 
percent  of  Americans  will  get  a  tax  cut  of  more 
than  S20.000.  The  poorest  20  percent  of 
Americans  will  get  an  average  tax  cut  of  336. 
Let's  look  at  some  of  these. 

Eliminating  the  alternative  minimum  tax  by 
1999  will  cost  316.9  billion— for  the  first  5 
years.  The  alternative  minimum  tax  requires 
profitable  corporations  including  many  foreign 
corporations  operating  in  the  United  States  to 
pay  aj,minimum  amount  of  corporate  income 
tax  even  if  under  normal  tax  rules  they  can 
write  off  all  their  profits. 

Before  the  1986  tax  reform,  highly  profitable 
corporations  were  able  to  eliminate  their  tax  li- 
ability through  various  tax  loopholes.  A  1986 
survey  found  that  130  of  America's  largest  and 
most  profitable  corporations  managed  to  pay 
absolutely  nothing  in  Federal  income  taxes  at 
least  1  year  between  1981  and  1985.  Forty- 
two  of  these  companies  paid  no  taxes  at  all 
for  all  those  years.  Congress,  m  1986.  decided 
that  made  no  sense  and  established  the  alter- 
native minimum  tax  so  that  profitable  corpora- 
tions doing  business  in  the  United  Stales  had 
to  pay  something,  if  only  a  minimal  amount,  in 
taxes  to  our  country. 

The  Republican  plan  includes  a  3500  tax 
credit  lor  children  for  families  with  incomes  as 
high  as  3250.000,  A  responsible  proposal  to 
limit  this  credit  to  families  making  under 
395,000  was  rejected  earlier  this  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  3300  billion  m  tax  breaks 
in  the  lace  of  huge  budget  deficits  Americans 
must  pay  are  irresponsible.  Tax  breaks  that 
overwhelmingly  favor  the  richest  corporations 
and  individuals  are  wrong.  1  cannot  support 
them. 

We  must  get  on  track  to  a  balanced  budget 
first  before  we  consider  tax  cuts. 
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The  Republican  budget  changes  the  cost  of 
living  calculation  for  Social  Security  benefits, 
in  effect  lowering  the  cost  of  living  by  0.6  per- 
cent. This  will  reduce  the  average  Social  Se- 
curity benefit  by  an  estimated  3240  a  month 
by  2002.  Their  budget  commits  us  to  tax  cuts 
lor  the  wealthy  while  cutting  essential  income 
lor  seniors.  I  can't  countenance  that. 

The  Republican  budget  would  make  student 
loan  recipients  pay  interest  on  their  loan  while 
attending  school.  This  will  increase  the  aver- 
age student's  indebtedness  by  33,400.  Over 
the  life  of  the  loan  the  student  would  pay  an 
extra  341  a  month.  35.000  in  all.  The  cut 
would  amount  to  318.7  billion  over  7  years. 
How  can  anyone  justify  making  it  more  difficult 
to  get  a  higher  education  in  our  country  as  we 
enter  a  new  century  which  will  be  character- 
ized by  increased  international  economic  com- 
petition'' I  ask  you.  are  the  Japanese  or  the 
Germans  making  it  harder  tor  their  children  to 
get  the  education  they  need'' 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  cannot  support  this  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal.  It's  anti-lamily  at  its 
core.  It  IS  ironic  that  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress, who  earn  over  3130,000  a  year,  may 
think  that  a  budget  which  gives  a  320.000  lax 
break  to  the  richest  1  percent  of  Americans 
and  pays  for  it  by  reducing  health  benefits  for 
our  grandmother  is  good  for  the  country.  I 
don't  and  I  won't  vote  for  it. 
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I  am  proud  to  count  Mr.  Crawford  among 
my  friends.  On  behalf  of  the  residents  of  my 
district — in  particular  the  many  students  and 
school  professionals  whose  lives  he  has  so 
significantly  touched — I  thank  Mr.  Craviflord  for 
his  years  of  service. 

Mr  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  conveying  our  best  wishes  and  deep  grati- 
tude to  the  pnncipal  of  IS,  183.  Mr.  John  L. 
Crawford, 


TRIBUTE  TO  MR.  JOHN  L. 
CRAWFORD 

HON.  JOSE  E.  SERR.4N0 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  22.  1995 

Mr.  SERRANO,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Friday, 
May  19.  1995.  a  group  of  dedicated  public 
school  educators  gathered  in  my  congres- 
sional district  to  pay  tribute  to  one  of  their  dis- 
tinguished colleagues.  John  L.  Crawford. 

Mr.  Crawford  nas  been  ine  principal  of  inter- 
mediate School  183  since  it  opened  its  doors 
in  the  South  Bronx  m  1974  and  has  earned 
the  distinction  of  being  the  longest  serving  in- 
termediate school  principal  in  Community 
School  District  Seven.  He  has  been  a  dedi- 
cated and  innovative  school  leader,  bringing 
many  new  programs  to  his  school  and  the  dis- 
trict at  large,  Mr.  Crawford  developed  the  first 
magnet  school  program  in  the  district,  the  Paul 
Robeson  Magnet  School  for  Medical  Careers 
and  Health  Professions,  and  implemented  an 
comprehensive  after-school  program  which 
then  served  as  a  model  for  New  York  City 
youth  board  school  based  programs  through- 
out the  city.  Because  of  his  leadership  and  in 
recognition  of  his  contributions,  Mr,  Crawford 
was  asked  by  the  chancellor  to  serve  on  two 
special  advisory  committees;  the  City-Wide 
Mainstreaming  Committee  on  Special  Edu- 
cation and  the  Committee  on  Articulation. 

Mr.  Crawford's  contributions  to  the  commu- 
nity beyond  his  school  are  equally  impressive. 
He  currently  serves  as  the  Council  of  Super- 
visors and  Administrators  Community  School 
District  Seven  chairman  and  in  1991,  he 
served  as  the  assistant  to  the  superintendent 
supervising  district  activities  and  programs.  He 
IS  the  deserving  recipient  of  numerous  av^ards 
and  recognitions. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4. 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  May 
23,  1995,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily  Di- 
gest of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

MAY  24 

9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hparines  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates  for   fiscal    year    1996    for   the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice, Department  of  the  Interior. 

SD~192 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Aviation  Subcommittee 
To    hold    hearings    to    examine    inter- 
national aviation  policy. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

Finance 

Business  meeting,  to  markup  H.R,  4.  to 

restore   the   American   family,    reduce 

illegitamacy.  control  welfare  spending 

and  reduce  welfare  dependence. 

SI>-2I5 
Governmental  Affairs 

Oversight  of  Government  Management  and 
the  District  of  Columbia  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  aviation 
safety. 

SD-342 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  the  nomi- 
nation of  Henry  W.  Foster  Jr..  of  Ten- 
nessee, to  be  Medical  Director  in  the 
Regular  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service,  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law  and  regula- 
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tlons.  and  to  l)e  Surgeon  General  of  the 
Public  Health  Service.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services;  and  the 
proposed  Child  Care  and  Development 
Block  Grant  Amendments. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to     strengthen     and     improve     United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  research  and  the  future  of  U.S.  agri- 
culture. 

SR-328A 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Impact 
of  the  peso  devaluation  and  the  Admin- 
istration's aid  package  on  the  banking 
system  and  economy  of  Mexico. 

SD-538 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Administration's 
counterterrorism    intelligence    gather- 
ing   proposals,    focusing    on    whether 
there  is  a  need  for  increased  wiretap 
and  infiltration  authority  for  Federal 
law  enforcement. 

SD-226 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 

MAY  25 

9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  638.  to  authorize 
funds  for  United  States  insular  areas. 

SD-366 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Education.     Arts    and     Humanities    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  business 
role  in  vocational  education. 

SD-*30 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission. 

SR-301 
10:00  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Marketing.   Inspection,  and   Product  Pro- 
motion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  Federal  farm  export  programs. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 

Military  Construction  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  19%  for  military 
construction  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  focusing  on  Army  and 
certain  Defense  agencies. 

SD-192 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  proposed 
securities  litigation  reform  legislation, 
and  to  consider  the  nominations  of 
Bruce  A.  Morrison,  of  Connecticut,  and 
J.  Thimothy  O'Neill,  of  Virginia,  each 
to  be  a  Director  of  the  Federal  Housing 
Finance  Board. 

SD-538 
Finance 

Social   Security  and   Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial   and    business    practices    of    the 
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American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons (AARPi. 

SD-215 
Foreign  Relations  I 

To  hold  hearings  on  various  treaties  on 
Conventions  and  Protocols  on  Avoid- 
ance of  Double  Taxation  and  the  Pre- 
vention of  Fiscal  Evasion  with  Respect 
to  Taxes  on  Income  and  Capital. 

SEM19 
Governmental  Affairs 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
nominations. 

SD-342 


1:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 

Terrorism.   Technology,    and   Government 
Information  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  impact 
of  the  militia  movement  in  the  United 
States.  I 

SI>-226 
2:00  p.m.  ' 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  property  line  dis- 
putes within  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Res- 
ervation in  Idaho.  , 

SD-366 
Foreign  Relations  | 

East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  hearings  on  democracy  and  the 
rule  of  law  in  Hong  Kong. 

SEM19 
2:30  p.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Children  and  Families  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  child  pro- 
tection issues. 

I  StMSO 

3:00  p.m.  | 

Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Timothy  Michael  Carney,  of  Washing- 
ton, to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Republic 
of  Sudan.  Donald  K.  Steinberg,  of  Cali- 
fornia, to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Repub- 
lic of  Angola.  Mosina  H.  Jordan,  of  New 
Yurk.  to  be  Arribasoa.Uor  to  the  Ceiilrai 
African  Republic,  and  Lannon  Walker, 
of  Maryland,  to  be  Ambas.sador  to  the 
Republic  of  Cote  DIvoire. 

S-116.  Capitol 
MAY  26       I 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  19%  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

SI>-116 

JUNE  6       I 
9:30  a.m.  | 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  Revital- 
ization  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
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partment  of  Defense,  focusing  on  intel- 
ligence programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production   and   Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion 210  of  the   Public   Utility   Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 
2:00  p.m. 
Joint  Printing 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Government  Printing  Office 
(GPO). 

1310  Longworth  Building 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  381.  to 
strengthen  international  sanctions 
against  the  Castro  government  in 
Cuba,  and  to  develop  a  plan  to  support 
a  transition  government  leading  to  a 
democratically  elected  government  in 
Cuba. 

SD^19 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  welfare 
system's  effect  on  youth  violence. 

SD-226 

JUNE  8 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  436.  to  improve 
the  economic  conditions  and  supply  of 
housing  in   Native  American   commu- 
nities by  creating  the  Native  American 
Financial  Services  Organization. 

SR-485 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Poorest 
Service   reinvention   proposal   and   the 
proposed  National  Forest  planning  reg- 
ulations. 

SD-366 

JUNE  13 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
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.Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SI>-192 

JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 

JUNE  19 
2:00  p.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposals  to  re- 
form the  Federal  pension  system. 

SD-342 

JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
counternarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  22 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Resources  Subcommit- 
tee on  Native  American  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs on   S.   487.   to  amend   the   Indian 
Gaming  Regulatory  Act. 

SR-485 

JUNE  27 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 

JUNE  28 

9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  814,  to  provide  for 
the  reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs. 

SR-485 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Twesday,  May  23,  1995 


POSTPONEMENTS 

MAY  23 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  479.  to  provide  for 
administrative    procedures    to    extend 
Federal   recognition   to  certain   Indian 
groups. 

SR-185 


The  House  met  at  10:30  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Kim]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

W.ASHINGTON.  DC. 

May  23.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Jay  Kim 
to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this  day. 
Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12, 
1995.  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  for  5  min- 
utes. 


THE  TRADE  DEFICIT 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
end  of  last  week,  we  got  the  first  quar- 
ter's trade  numbers  for  the  United 
States,  with  its  trading  partners.  The 
news  was  grim.  We  are  continuing  to 
pile  up  record  deficits  with  virtually 
all  of  our  trading  partners  around  the 
world. 

As  everybody  knows,  a  little  earlier 
this  year,  in  part  those  record  trade 
deficits  led  to  a  plummeting  of  the 
value  of  the  United  States  dollar  ver- 
sus the  yen  and  the  German  mark.  The 
dollar  has  recovered  a  bit  but  still  is  at 
near  post-World  War  II  historic  lows.  A 
lot  of  the  responsibility  for  this  has  to 
be  put  at  the  doorstep  of  those  who 
continue  to  mindlessly  follow  a  trade 
policy  which  came  to  maturity  under 
the  leadership  of  Ronald  Reagan  in  the 
early  1980's,  following  the  dictates  of 
an  economist  who  has  been  dead  for  200 
years.  Adam  Smith,  a  man  who  never 
saw  an  airplane,  never  even  saw  a 
steam  engine.  Yet  this  man  dictates 
the  trade  policy  of  the  United  States  of 
.America. 

Only  two  countries  in  the  world  fol- 
low Adam  Smith's  trade  theories.  We 
are    both    international    basket    cases: 


the  United  States  of  America  and 
Great  Britain.  In  fact  Great  Britain  is 
the  only  country,  major  country  we  are 
running  a  trade  surplus  with.  And  it  is 
time  to  revisit  and  review  these  poli- 
cies. You  cannot  run  a  trade  deficit 
every  year,  year  after  year,  any  more 
than  you  can  run  a  national  deficit 
every  year,  year  after  year  without 
having  someday  to  pay  the  horrible 
price.  We  are  paying  that  price  today. 

There  was  a  $160  billion  trade  deficit 
last  year,  according  to  the  Commerce 
Department.  That  means  we  lost  3.2 
million  American  manufacturing  jobs. 
And  now  the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement,  the  latest  example 
of  the  extension  of  this  disastrous  pol- 
icy, for  the  first  3  months  of  this  year 
the  United  States  ran  a  $3.8  billion 
trade  deficit  with  Mexico,  at  the  same 
time  that  we  had  to  give  them  $20  bil- 
lion of  our  hard-earned  money  to  bail 
out  their  economy.  And  this  is  consid- 
ered a  success.  It  is  such  a  success  that 
Speaker  Gingrich  is  calling  for  an  ex- 
tension of  the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement  to  other  basket  case 
economies  In  South  America  and  Latin 
America. 

I  quote: 

Unequivocally.  I  strongly  favor  adding 
Chile  to  the  North  American  Free-Trade 
Agreement  and  then  continuing  beyond  Chile 
to  step  by  step  expanding  our  regional  com- 
mitment because  it  is  good  for  America  and 
it  is  going  to  create  more  jobs  in  the  United 
States. 

Wrong,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  are  losing 
jobs  today  to  Mexico.  $3.8  billion  in  3 
months  according  to  our  own  Com- 
merce Department.  That  means  we  lost 
76,000  United  States  manufacturing 
jobs  in  3  months  to  Mexico.  We  are 
headed  more  toward  a  loss  of  250.000  or 
300,000  jobs  in  1  year  to  Mexico,  and  we 
are  paying  $20  billion  of  taxpayers 
money  for  that  privilege.  And  now  we 
want  to  extend  that  to  Chile  and  other 
countries  in  South  and  Latin  America 
and  we  want  to  do  it  in  such  a  way  that 
Congress  will  not  be  allowed  to  work 
its  will,  will  not  be  allowed  a  single 
amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Why  would  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  want  to  give  away 
the  authority  to  amend  a  bill  on  the 
floor  that  has  such  a  dramatic  impact 
on  the  economy  of  the  United  States? 
Yet  that  is  what  he  is  advocating.  He 
wants  to  give  Bill  Clinton,  our  Presi- 
dent, a  m.an  who  he  constantly  derides 
authority  to  brmg  forward  a  bill,  nego- 
tiated in  secret,  which  will  extend 
these  disastrous  trade  policies  with  no 
opportunity  for  amendment  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  or  the  Senate. 


Why  is  he  doing  this?  Because  he  is 
serving  the  same  masters,  the  same 
masters  that  have  been  dictating  the 
trade  policy  of  this  country  for  20 
years.  That  is  multinational  corpora- 
tions, foreign  corporations,  and  big 
business.  They  are  doing  well.  They  are 
doing  very  well,  thank  you  very  much. 

It  just  happens  to  be  a  disaster  for 
our  economy  because  of  the  mounting 
trade  deficits.  A  disaster  for  American 
workers  because  we  are  exporting  their 
jobs,  and  now  a  disaster  for  the  United 
States  Treasury  because  we  are  even 
having  to  pay  Mexico  for  the  privilege 
of  exporting  our  jobs  there.  And  the 
Speaker  wants  to  extend  that  policy 
because  it  is  such  a  success. 

He  wants  to  work  hand  in  glove  with 
the  Clinton  administration  in  these  ef- 
forts. I  will  do  all  I  can  as  one  Member 
of  this  House  of  Representatives  to 
stop  this  disastrous  policy  before  it  is 
extended  any  further,  in  fact,  to  repeal 
the  past  mistakes  we  have  made,  in- 
cluding the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement. 


TERM  LIMITS 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Christensen]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
yesterday  the  American  people  wit- 
nessed our  system  of  Government  in 
action  when  our  unelected,  unrepre- 
sentative, life-tenured  Supreme  Court 
by  1  vote  struck  down  term-limit  laws 
in  23  States.  In  an  88-page  dissent.  Jus- 
tice Thomas  said:  "Nothing  in  the  Con- 
stitution deprives  the  people  of  each 
state  of  the  power  to  prescribe  eligi- 
bility requirements  for  the  candidates 
who  seek  to  represent  them  in  Con- 
gress." The  Constitution  is  silent  on 
this  question. 

Today's  liberal  New  York  Times  has 
an  article  in  here.  It  says:  "Congress 
Members  Off  Hook  on  Re-election." 

Wrong.  First  of  all.  the  author  of  this 
article  goes  on  to  state:  "By  nullifying 
term  limits  imposed  by  the  States,  the 
Supreme  Court  in  effect  handed  each 
Member  of  Congress  a  get  out  of  jail 
free'  card." 

I  guess  one  thing  that  we  learned  is 
that  yesterday's  elections  do  matter. 
President  Clinton,  elected  by  a  mere 
plurality  in  1992.  appointed  two  mem- 
bers to  this  high  court  that  decided 
they  knew  best.  Both  Justice  Breyer 
and  Justice  Ginsburg  said  that  States 
do  not  know  right  from  wrong,  that  the 
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Supreme  Court  knows  how  to  set  the 
law  better  when  they  voted  against  23 
States. 

Second,  people  do  matter.  Last  fall 
the  American  people  sent  a  clear  mes- 
sage that  they  were  tired  of  business  as 
usual  in  Washington.  They  gave  the 
Republicans  a  majority  in  this  body  for 
the  first  time  in  40  years.  This  new  ma- 
jority is  solidly  in  favor  of  term  limits. 
While  we  are  still  a  few  votes  shy,  in 
1996  the  American  people  will  give  us 
the  votes  to  enact  term  limits  as  the 
American  people  want,  nearly  78  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  favoring 
term  limits  for  their  Representatives. 

Some  have  said  that  term  limits  are 
now  dead,  and  I  am  here  to  tell  you 
they  are  dead  wrong  Whether  It  is  the 
McCollum  bill  that  we  bring  up  in  1997, 
which  enacts  a  12-year  blanket  term 
limit,  or  whether  it  is  the  Hilleary  12- 
year  bill  that  allows  States  to  have 
lower  term  limits,  if  they  so  wish,  one 
of  them  will  come  to  the  House  under 
House  Resolution  1  as  the  Speaker  has 
promised. 

We  are  going  to  work  tirelessly  until 
we  can  enact  the  will  of  the  people.  We 
are  going  to  pass  a  constitutional 
amendment  that  will  put  an  end  to  ca- 
reer politicians  once  and  for  all. 


MEDICAID 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  DCRBiN]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  share  with  the  people  who  are 
listening  this  morning  an  experience 
which  I  had  in  my  district  yesterday 
which  I  hope  that  all  of  you  will  reflect 
on  because  it  is  the  outgrowth  of  a  vote 
last  week  on  the  floor  of  this  House  of 
Representatives  which  could  have  an 
impact  on  every  family  in  the  United 
States. 

What  happened  last  week  is  that  this 
House  of  Representatives  passed  a 
budget  resolution.  That  is  a  spending 
plan  for  the  next  year.  In  fact,  in  this 
case  it  was  a  spending  plan  for  the  next 
7  years.  Those  who  supported  that 
budget  resolution,  I  was  not  among 
those,  suggested  that  we  could  reach  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002  if  we 
have  certain  cuts  in  spending.  And 
they  proposed  those  cuts  as  part  of  the 
package. 

The  reason  that  I  opposed  that  plan 
as  presented  by  Speaker  Gi.n'GRICH  and 
his  Republican  allies  was  the  fact  that 
it  included  a  substantial  tax  cut,  pri- 
marily to  the  wealthiest  people  in  this 
country.  In  order  to  pay  for  that  tax 
cut,  it  cut  many  of  these  spending  pro- 
grams more  deeply.  In  fact,  the  pro- 
grams that  are  hit  the  hardest  are  the 
health  care  programs.  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

What  the  Republicans  have  done  is  to 
create  a  piggy  bank  with  cuts  in  Medi- 


care and  Medicaid  to  pay  for  their  tax 
cut  package.  And  that  is  the  part  that 
I  find  objectionable.  This  is  not  a  sole- 
ly partisan  view,  although  most  Demo- 
crats share  my  point  of  view.  In  fact,  in 
the  Senate,  the  Republican  leaders 
there  have  many  misgivings  as  well  as 
to  whether  we  should  be  enacting  a  tax 
cut  in  the  wake  of  our  need  to  bring 
our  budget  into  balance. 

But  the  reason  I  come  to  the  floor 
this  morning  is  to  reflect  on  the  im- 
pact of  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
As  I  look  about  the  gallery  here,  I  see 
people  of  varying  ages,  from  young- 
sters on  school  trips  to  those  who  are 
clearly  retired,  perhaps  here  on  a  holi- 
day or  vacation  to  witness  this  House 
of  Representatives  and  its  proceedings. 
The  irony  is  that  each  person  here  has 
an  interest  in  this  issue  because  it  af- 
fects every  single  one  of  us. 

Let  me  explain.  Right  now  the  Medic- 
aid Program  in  America  is  generally 
viewed  as  a  welfare  program.  It  is  not 
a  welfare  program.  It  is  a  health  care 
program.  A  third  of  the  recipients 
under  the  Medicaid  Program  are.  in 
fact,  poor  people  receiving  health  care 
through  it.  but  another  third  are  dis- 
abled people,  folks  who  because  of  men- 
tal or  physical  disability  qualify  for 
this  Medicaid  to  pay  their  medical 
bills.  And  the  final  third  represent  peo- 
ple, our  parents,  grandparents  who  are 
in  nursing  homes  and  other  facilities 
who  do  not  have  the  resources  left  in 
their  savings  accounts  to  take  care  of 
themselves. 

So  when  you  say  we  are  going  to  cut 
Medicaid,  you  are  not  just  hitting  so- 
called  welfare  low-income  families;  you 
are  also  hitting  the  elderly  and  the  dis- 
abled. 

As  I  went  and  visited  nursing  homes 
in  my  district  yesterday,  it  was  an  eye 
opener  to  talk  about  what  it  will  mean 
if  the  Republicans  prevail  and  cut  $188 
billion  out  of  Medicaid.  It  means  less 
money  coming  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment through  these  families  into 
nursing  home  care. 

What  will  be  the  ultimate  result  of 
that?  Well.  I  can  tell  you,  it  is  not  very 
promising;  what  is  involved  here,  un- 
fortunately, is  that  a  lot  of  people  in 
nursing  homes  today  literally,  literally 
survive  because  of  Medicaid  payments. 
If  those  payments  are  cut,  it  raises  a 
serious  question  about  what  happens  to 
these  people. 

I  guess  even  equally  important  for 
the  younger  folks  in  the  audience  here, 
the  responsibility  is  then  their  fami- 
ly's. If  the  Government  does  not  make 
an  adequate  payment  to  the  nursing 
home,  who  then  is  going  to  pay  the  bill 
for  the  parent  or  grandparent  there 
who  needs  a  helping  hand? 

This.  I  think,  is  a  serious  personal 
concern  for  all  of  us.  Right  now  Medic- 
aid pays  one-half  of  all  nursing  home 
care  in  the  United  States.  If  we  take 
that  and  put  it  in  perspective,  when  we 
cut  back  in  Medicaid,  we  are  putting  a 
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real  burden  on  an  industry  that  is  labor 
intensive,  and  frankly  we  want  to  do  a 
very  good  qualify  job.  If  they  cut  back 
in  the  quality  of  service,  every  single 
one  of  us  is  concerned  that  that  elderly 
person  who  needs  help  the  most  will  be 
put  in  a  perilous  situation. 

So  that  is  why  I  opposed  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution.  Let  me  say  in 
a  spirit  at  this  time  of  bipartisanship, 
there  are  some  things  I  think  we  can 
do  that  came  out  of  a  meeting  yester- 
day. For  one  thing,  we  have  to  encour- 
age more  people  to  buy  what  is  known 
as  long-term  care  insurance.  When  you 
are  my  age  or  younger,  you  do  not 
think  about  whether  you  are  ever 
going  to  be  in  a  nursing  home,  but 
frankly  we  have  all  got  to  be  thinking 
about  the  possibility  that  that  could 
happen  some  day  and  we  may  need  in- 
surance coverage  to  protect  us. 

We  have  got  to  encourage  more 
American  families  to  build  this  into 
their  health  insurance  portfolio,  not 
just  the  insurance  for  hospitals  and 
doctors  but  also  for  long-term  care.  I 
will  be  working  on  legislation  to  try  to 
encourage  families  to  do  that,  to  per- 
haps provide  a  tax  deduction  to  provide 
for  long-term  care  insurance  as  a  solu- 
tion to  part  of  this  problem. 
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FEEDING  THE  HUNGRY  THROUGH 
THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Manzullo]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Hunger  Connection  of  Rockford,  IL,  is 
a  privately  financed  organization  that 
resources  food  from  wholesalers,  retail- 
ers, and  food  processors  and  then 
makes  it  available  to  over  90  agencies 
which,  in  turn,  distribute  the  food  to 
the  needy.  Not  1  cent  of  Government 
money  is  used  for  this  purpose. 

In  addition,  the  Hunger  Connection, 
led  by  Mary  Cunningham,  the  execu- 
tive director,  also  helps  the  community 
through  a  service  called  Community 
Share.  In  the  Community  Share  Pro- 
gram, people  do  meaningful  volunteer 
work  in  the  community  in  exchange  for 
2  hours  of  work  plus  S14  in  cash.  $28.  to 
$32  in  groceries. 

The  Hunger  Connection  is  an  exam- 
ple of  the  type  of  organization  that  is 
leading  community  service  efforts.  We 
are  saddled  with  a  massive  debt.  There- 
fore, the  time  has  come  to  recognize 
private  organizations  such  as  the  Hun- 
ger Connection  for  innovative,  cost  ef- 
ficient solutions  to  our  problems. 

Besides  that,  it  has  alwa.ys  been  the 
American  spirit  of  charity  and  good 
works  that  has  spearheaded  the  coun- 
try's efforts  in  alleviating  the  plight  of 
the  needy.  Thus  we  have  an  obligation 
to  carry  on  this  work  and  still  strive  to 
keep  this  Nation  from  taking  on  fur- 
ther financial  burdens. 


We  are  approaching  a  national  debt 
of  55  trillion  with  annual  budget  defi- 
cits routinely  exceeding  S200  billion  a 
year.  That  means  $200  billion  a  year  is 
added  to  the  national  debt.  What  is 
also  alarming  are  the  taxes  that  future 
generations  will  pay  if  Congress  con- 
tinues expensive  spending  habits. 

The  President's  official  budget  con- 
tains an  analysis  called  generational 
forecast.  This  projects  the  future  tax 
burden  on  the  American  people  and 
takes  into  consideration  our  national 
debt  and  current  policies  for  Federal 
spending.  It  predicts  that  children  born 
after  1992,  by  the  time  they  enter  the 
work  force,  will  have  a  combined  local. 
State,  and  Federal  tax  rate  of  between 
84  and  94  percent. 

That  means  your  child  or  grandchild 
will  be  able  to  keep  only  $600  to  $1,200 
for  every  $10,000  he  or  she  earns. 

That  is  not  the  legacy  we  want  to 
leave  our  children. 

The  findings  of  the  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Entitlements  and  Tax  Re- 
form show  that,  absent  policy  changes, 
entitlement  spending  and  interest  on 
the  national  debt  alone  will  consume 
all  F'ederal  revenues  by  the  year  2012. 

Our  Nation  is  not  on  the  verge  of 
bankruptcy.  It  is  in  bankruptcy,  and  it 
is  hemorrhaging  profusely.  If  we  fail  to 
act,  we  have  made  a  choice  that  great- 
ly threatens  the  economic  future  of  our 
children  and  our  Nation. 

Given  this  financial  crisis,  we  must 
re-evaluate  our  budgetary  priorities.  If 
we  are  gong  to  be  serious  about  reduc- 
ing our  debt  and  balancing  the  budget, 
then  every  program  not  absolutely  es- 
sential to  the  function  of  the  Federal 
Government  must  be  on  the  table  for 
consideration.  That  is  why  original  pri- 
vate sector  endeavors  like  the  Hunger 
Connection  are  so  important.  The  Hun- 
ger Connection  and  Community  Share 
lepresent  the  spirit  of  Americans  work- 
ing together  to  solve  problems.  These 
are  people  looking  to  each  other  in- 
stead of  Government  to  solve  the  prob- 
lems of  this  Nation. 


TRADE  WITH  JAPAN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio 
[Ms.  K.-\PTUR]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time 
to  pry  open  Japan's  market,  particu- 
larly in  the  sector  of  automotive  goods. 

Now.  what  is  wrong  with  this  pic- 
ture? Let  me  tell  you  what  is  wrong. 
Over  the  past  10  years,  the  United 
States  has  consistently  run  a  massive 
trade  deficit,  getting  worse  year  after 
year  after  year,  last  year  the  largest  in 
the  history  of  our  country  with  Japan. 
And  we  have  run  that  deficit  largely  in 
the  area  of  automotive  goods,  regard- 
less, regardless  of  what  the  economic 
conditions  have  been  during  those 
years  between  our  two  countries. 


That  means  regardless  of  what  the 
yen-dollar  relationship  is,  as  this  blue 
line  charts  out  over  the  past  10  years, 
even  as  our  dollar  got  cheaper,  which 
means  our  goods  should  be  cheaper  on 
those  shelves,  the  deficit  got  worse  and 
worse  and  worse. 

In  fact,  over  half  of  the  trade  deficit 
the  United  States  has  amassed  with 
Japan,  S66  million  last  year  was  in  one 
sector,  automotive  and  automotive 
goods.  But  that  is  not  news.  That  has 
been  going  on  year  after  year  after 
year. 

Japan  used  to  use  the  excuse.  Well,  in 
America  you  do  not  make  any  vehicles 
that  are  right-hand  drive  vehicles.  Sur- 
prise, over  the  last  15  years  our  auto- 
motive manufacturers  now  have  60  dif- 
ferent models,  so  you  cannot  use  even 
that  excuse  anymore. 

If  you  look  back  to  1985,  when  the  ex- 
change rate  was  239  yen  to  the  dollar, 
the  United  States  in  that  year  amassed 
a  $23.7  billion  trade  deficit  with  Japan 
in  automotive  and  automotive  parts. 
Yet  in  1994.  when  our  dollar  had  lit- 
erally been  devalued  by  300  percent,  de- 
valued by  300  percent,  which  means 
that  our  goods  should  have  been  300 
percent  cheaper  and  had  some  impact 
on  sales  in  that  market,  we  had  an 
even  worse  deficit  with  Japan. 

In  fact,  last  year  we  had  a  record 
trade  deficit  in  the  area  of  automotive 
and  automotive  goods,  rising  to  over 
$37  billion,  with  each  billion  dollar  of 
trade  deficit  equal  to  20,000  jobs  in  this 
country.  We  are  not  talking  about  a 
small  problem.  Today,  as  we  know, 
goods  denominated  in  dollars  are  very, 
very  cheap  on  the  world  market.  It 
should  help  our  exports  except  with 
Japan.  In  the  first  quarter  of  this  year, 
we  have  amassed  even  worse  deficits 
with  them  than  we  did  last  year,  which 
was  our  worst  year  ever. 

What  is  wrong  with  this  picture  is 
Japan's  market  remains  closed  no  mat- 
ter what.  As  the  price  of  our  goods, 
both  for  automobiles  as  well  as  auto- 
motive parts,  in  Japan  have  become  in- 
creasingly cheaper  and  less  expensive 
and  with  the  value  of  our  dollar  having 
been  decreased  by  over  300  percent  over 
the  last  10  years,  we  should  be  running 
a  huge  trade  surplus  with  Japan.  In- 
stead, we  have  recorded  deficits  year 
after  year. 

In  fact,  the  United  States  has  been 
frozen  at  a  1.5-percent  share  of  Japan's 
market  for  over  a  decade,  while  Japa- 
nese goods  in  the  automotive  sector 
now  comprise  25  percent  of  our  market. 
Let  me  repeat  that,  the  United  States 
goods  are  frozen  to  1.5  percent  of  Ja- 
pan's market  through  market  control 
in  that  country,  while  Japan's  goods 
now  consume  a  25-percent  share  of  our 
market. 

For  the  sake  of  our  Nation,  in  which 
one  of  six  jobs  is  directly  connected  to 
the  automotive  industry  and  for  the 
sake  of  nearly  a  million  American 
workers  who  work  in  this  country  in 
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the  auto  "sector.  I  urge  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration to  hang  tough  with 
Japan.  The  United  States  maintains  a 
trade  balance  in  automotive  goods  with 
every  other  industrialized  nation  in  the 
world.  I  repeat,  the  United  States  is  a 
competitive  country  in  the  automotive 
sector.  We  maintain  a  trade  balance 
with  every  other  industrialized  country 
in  the  world  but  for  one.  but  for  Japan. 
So  why  should  Japan  not  behave  like 
the  rest  of  the  industrialized  world?  We 
wish  the  Clinton  administration  great 
success  because  if  we  can  be  successful 
for  America,  we  will  also  be  successful 
for  the  rest  of  the  world  in  Japan,  be- 
cause, in  fact,  less  than  4  percent  of  Ja- 
pan's market  is  comprised  of  auto- 
motive goods  from  any  country  in  the 
world,  Europe,  Asia,  the  United  States. 
All  are  closed  out. 


ELIMINATE  THE  IN-SCHOOL 
INTEREST  SUBSIDY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Weldon]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  like  to  address  the  issue  of 
the  Republican  proposal  to  eliminate 
the  in-school  interest  subsidy.  There  is 
going  to  be  a  lot  of  rhetoric  and  dialog, 
and  I  think  the  air  needs  to  be  cleared 
as  to  exactly  what  is  going  on  with  this 
issue.  I  can  get  up  here  and  say  that  I 
was  a  student  who  took  advantage  of 
the  student  loan  program  and  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy.  Though  I 
worked  my  way  through  college  in 
order  to  help  get  through  medical 
school,  I  took  out  10,00  dollars'  worth 
of  loans  while  I  was  a  medical  student. 

I  was  very  pleasantly  surprised  to 
discover  that  when  I  finished  medical 
school  and  when  I  finished  my  intern- 
ship and  residency,  that  I  still  only 
owed  $10,000.  that  the  interest  of  7  per- 
cent per  year  had  been  picked  up  by 
the  U.S.  taxpayer.  Indeed.  I  was  very 
happy  to  find  that  out  because  once  I 
got  out  of  medical  school  and  my  in- 
ternship and  residency,  I  got  myself  a 
pretty  good  job  and  $10,000  was  fairly 
easy  to  pay  off. 

That,  indeed,  is  the  essence  of  the 
problem  with  the  Democrat  proposal  of 
continuing  the  in-school  interest  sub- 
sidy. 

Let  us  just  say,  if  I  had  daughters, 
they  were  twins.  And  one  wanted  to  go 
to  school  to  become  a  hairdresser  and 
it  took  her  1  year.  And  she  wanted  to 
take  out  a  $5,000  loan  to  do  that.  And 
then  I  had  another  daughter  who  want- 
ed to  go  through  4  years  of  college  and 
3  years  of  law  school  and  wanted  to 
borrow  $5,000  a  year  to  do  that.  Well, 
guess  what?  My  daughter  who  went  to 
school  to  be  a  hairdresser  would  be 
paying  through  her  taxes  the  in-school 
interest  subsidy  on  my  other  daughter 
who  wants  to  accumulate  a  $35,000  loan 
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and  then  get  out  and  become  a  wealthy 

attorney. 

We.  Republicans,  are  making  a  pro- 
posal that  these  students  pay  that  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  in  the  form  of 
added  principal  when  they  graduate. 
This  may  sound  like  an  onerous,  ter- 
rible burden  to  place  on  our  college 
students  and  our  professional  career 
students  when  they  get  out  of  law 
school  or  medical  school,  but  the  truth 
is,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  average  in- 
crease in  the  size  of  that  student  loan 
will  roughly  be  equivalent  to  their 
cable  bill.  It  will  be  about  $27  a  month, 
the  average  student  will  have  to  pay  in 
extra  costs  on  their  student  loan,  not 
exactly  what  I  would  consider  to  be  an 
onerous  burden  to  place  on  a  student 
who  has  a  great  likelihood  of  making  a 
fairly  good  income,  a  substantially  bet- 
ter income  than  the  average  person 
who  goes  out  there  and  works  when 
they  get  out  of  high  school. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  proposal  of  the  Re- 
publicans is  a  fair  proposal,  but  prob- 
ably more  importantly,  one  of  the  best 
reasons  why  this  is  a  good  proposal  is 
we  do  not  have  the  money  to  pay  for 
this.  We  have  to  borrow  the  money  to 
pay  those  interest  payments  for  those 
college  students.  Indeed,  these  college 
students,  when  they  get  out  and  those 
who  have  had  their  student  loan  inter- 
est paid,  it  has  been  paid  in  the  form  of 
added  Federal  debt.  Those  students, 
when  they  get  out  of  college,  will  have 
more  debt  to  pay  off  in  the  form  of  an 
added  debt  burden. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  proposal,  the  Re- 
publican proposal,  is  a  logical  proposal. 
It  is  a  fair  proposal.  And,  indeed,  it  is 
a  proposal  that  asks  the  people  who  are 
most  able  to  pay  to  pick  up  the  tab. 
But  we  are  going  tn  hpar  a  lor.  of  rhet- 
oric about  this  being  something  that  is 
bad  and  evil,  but,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
fair.  It  is  logical.  It  makes  sense.  It  is 
something  that  is  badly  needed.  And  I 
support  the  elimination  of  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy. 

I  ask  that  all  of  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  do  so.  so  that  we 
can  help  balance  the  budget  and  we  can 
help  create  a  better  future  for  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren. 


SHARING  AND  CARING  HANDS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  R.\MST.\D]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day I  attended  a  truly  memorable 
event  in  Minnesota.  It  was  the  dedica- 
tion of  Mary's  Place.  And  at  that  dedi- 
cation, I  saw  love  and  compassion  up 
close.  Mary's  Place  is  a  transitional 
housing  facility  built  through  the  vi- 
sion and  the  persistence  of  Mary  Jo 
Copeland,  Minnesota's  Mother  Teresa. 
Mary's  Place  is  a  shining  example  of 
how  we  can  use  nongovernmental  pri- 


vate solutions  to  solve  the  problems 
facing  our  country. 

This  was  a  $7.2  million  transitional 
shelter,  200  beds  for  homeless  people. 
$7.2  million  all  raised  through  private 
businesses,  individuals,  and  churches, 
not  one  penny  of  government  money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  month  I  saw  first- 
hand why  Mary  Jo  Copeland  is  Min- 
nesota's Mother  Teresa.  I  was  touring 
the  new  facility  before  it  was  open,  and 
I  watched  Mary  Joe  interrupt  that  tour 
to  go  across  the  street  to  greet  a  home- 
less family,  a  young  mother  and  her 
three  little  children.  And  that  family 
was  forced  to  leave  their  home  after 
her  husband  beat  her  and  to  watch 
Mary  Joe  hug  those  bewildered,  broken 
children  brought  tears  to  my  eyes.  Ev- 
eryone who  has  been  to  Sharing  and 
Caring  Hands,  all  of  the  volunteers, 
every  one  who  goes  there  daily  to  as- 
sist other  people  have  seen  that  same 
kind  of  love  and  compassion  firsthand. 

Yesterday  we  celebrated  several 
things,  Mr.  Speaker.  As  I  mentioned, 
we  dedicated  the  $7.2  million  facility. 
We  also  celebrated  10  years  of  love  and 
compassion  and  concern  like  that  I  just 
explained. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  bit  about 
Sharing  and  Caring  Hands,  because  I 
believe  we  need  to  replicate  this  won- 
derful organization  throughout  our 
great  country.  This  organization.  Shar- 
ing and  Caring  Hands,  was  founded  in 
1985  as  a  safety  net  organization  to  as- 
sist those  who  are  not  getting  help 
from  the  welfare  system.  Each  and 
every  month,  Mr.  Speaker,  12.000  peo- 
ple. 12,000  homeless,  hurting  people  are 
assisted  through  a  food  shelf,  meals, 
clothing,  showers,  dental  care,  medical 
help,  eye  glasses,  transportation.  Alco- 
holics Anonvmous  meetings,  and 
school  tutoring  for  children.  These 
services  are  all  provided  b.y  hundreds  of 
volunteers  and  private  contributions, 
again,  not  one  penny  of  taxpayer 
money. 

Over  $150,000,  therefore,  each  month, 
all  of  the  funds  raised  by  Sharing  and 
Caring  Hands,  goes  directly  to  the  re- 
cipients. Nobody  takes  a  salary.  Mary 
Jo  works  14  or  15  hours  each  and  every 
day.  No  salary,  strictly  volunteer 
work.  As  Mary  Jo  puts  it,  a  labor  of 
love. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  to  focus  na- 
tional attention  on  this  model  organi- 
zation. Mary  Jo  Copeland  and  her  vol- 
unteers at  Sharing  and  Caring  Hands 
have  taught  and  are  teaching  America 
a  lot  about  caring  and  about  sharing, 
about  true  compassion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  this  project 
should  serve  as  a  model  and  a  beacon  of 
hope,  a  beacon  for  those  of  us  who  are 
dedicated  to  the  principle  that  each  of 
us  can  make  a  difference  in  the  lives  of 
other  people  through  volunteerism  and 
commitment.  As  we  all  know,  there 
has  been  much  focus  here  in  Congress 
about  ways  to  strengthen  the  family. 
Everyone  agrees  that  the  breakdown  of 


families  has  provided  a  whole  new 
range  of  social  problems. 

What  Mary  Jo  Copeland  and  everyone 
at  Sharing  and  Caring  Hands  have 
done.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  to  create  a  kind 
of  sharing,  caring,  compassionate,  and 
concerned  family.  Sharing  and  Caring 
Hands  is  truly  that  for  so  many  people. 

It  is  a  very  special  family  that  is  tak- 
ing in  new  brothers  and  sisters  each 
and  every  day.  Yesterday  we  dedicated 
a  new  family  home.  Mary's  Place,  a 
place  where  people  know  they  can  find 
comfort,  they  can  find  love.  They  can 
find  a  safe  haven.  They  can  find  sup- 
port that  you  would  find  that  we  are 
able  to  find  in  the  majority  of  Amer- 
ican families.  So  while  the  debate 
rages  here  in  Congress  on  how  best  to 
provide  the  resources  necessary  for 
people  to  become  more  self-sufficient. 
Sharing  and  Caring  Hands  is  already 
here  showing  us  how,  without  bureau- 
cratic strings  and  without  taxpayer 
dollars,  people  can  make  a  real  dif- 
ference in  the  lives  of  those  less  fortu- 
nate, in  the  lives  of  people  who  are 
hurting. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  to  rep- 
licate Sharing  and  Caring  Hands 
throughout  the  United  States.  Mary  Jo 
Copeland's  vision  can  make  a  dif- 
ference in  your  communities  and 
States  just  like  Sharing  and  Caring 
Hands  is  making  a  real  difference  in 
the  lives  of  real  people  in  the  twin 
cities  of  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  take  my  hat  off  to 
Mary  Jo  Copeland  and  all  of  her  volun- 
teers for  what  they  are  doing  in  Min- 
nesota. W'e  are  very,  very  proud  of 
them  and  grateful  for  them. 


MEDICARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fox]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress my  colleagues  on  some  issues 
that  I  think  are  very  important  to  all 
Americans.  First,  I  think  we  need  to 
look  at  what  has  happened  to  try  to 
help  our  senior  citizens  across  the 
United  States. 

First,  this  104th  Congress,  a  very  sen- 
sitive and  caring,  compassionate  Con- 
gress, has  already  rolled  back  the  Clin- 
ton tax  on  Social  Security  which  had 
been  established  2  years  ago.  We  have 
also  raised  the  earnings  limits  for  sen- 
iors who  are  under  70  from  $11,280  to 
$30,000  over  the  next  5  years.  We  have 
also  passed  legislation  calling  for  a  $500 
elder  care  tax  credit,  also  a  tax  credit 
for  the  purchase  of  long-term  care 
health  insurance. 

Now  comes  the  issue  of  Medicare.  We 
want  to  make  sure  in  this  Congress 
that  we  preserve,  protect,  and  improve 
Medicare  in  this  United  States.  We 
have  heard  from  the  trustees,  a  biparti- 
san group  with  three  appointees  from 


the  Clinton  administration,  that  in 
fact  if  we  do  nothing  to  help  Medicare 
and  let  it  stay  the  way  it  is.  it  will  go 
bankrupt  by  the  year  2002.  A  respon- 
sible House  and  Senate  has  to  move 
forward  to  make  sure  we  preserve,  pro- 
tect, and  improve  Medicare.  Many  of  us 
are  starting  what  we  call  Medicare 
preservation  task  forces.  I  just  started 
one  in  my  district  in  Montgomery 
County.  PA.  We  have  senior  citizens 
and  health  care  professionals  and  con- 
sumers of  Medicare  meeting  for  the 
purpose  of  discussing  how  we  can  make 
sure  we  in  fact  have  Medicare  become 
strong  and  remain  vital. 

The  Republican  proposal  calls  for  the 
current  figure  of  $4,700  to  grow  to  $6,300 
by  the  year  2002.  That  is  a  45-percent 
increase.  But  we  also  need  to  make 
some  other  changes  in  the  system  to 
make  sure  it  is  in  fact  remaining 
strong.  There  is  estimated  as  much  as 
$44  billion  in  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in 
the  current  Medicare  and  Medicaid  sys- 
tems. We  need  to  make  sure  that  the 
inspector  general  and  other  appro- 
priate officials  and,  in  Congress,  over- 
sight committees  are  making  the 
changes  so  that  that  amount  of  waste 
is  eliminated  from  Medicare  and  direct 
services  do  go  to  the  people. 

One  of  the  other  options  we  will  be 
discussing  is  managed  care  and  wheth- 
er or  not  there  is  a  more  efficient  and 
appropriate  way  to  deliver  the  health 
care  for  those  who  may  want  that  op- 
tion while  still  retaining  the  fee-for- 
service  option  for  health  care  for  those 
on  Medicare. 

We  need  to  have  House  and  Senate 
Republicans  and  Democrats  working 
together  on  a  solution.  We  have  seen 
that  from  the  Clinton  administration 
they  have  been  AWOL,  absent  without 
leaueroliip.  a  nere  nas  oeen  no  proposal 
on  how  to  save  Medicare,  when  we 
know  from  the  trustees  and  from  the 
bipartisan  task  force  that  in  fact  Medi- 
care needs  to  have  appropriate  changes 
made  in  the  system  to  improve  it.  to 
ensure  that  it  is  vital,  and  to  make 
sure  that  it  is  financially  stable. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  working 
across  the  aisle  with  fellow  Members  of 
the  House  to  find  the  ways  and  means 
to  control  the  costs,  to  eliminate  bu- 
reaucracy, and  to  make  sure  we  have 
more  direct  services  to  our  senior  citi- 
zens who  deserve  the  best  health  care 
possible  under  our  Medicare  system 
and  to  make  sure  that  in  fact  we  work 
together  for  a  solution  before  the  year 
2002  so  that  none  of  those  senior  citi- 
zens who  want  to  have  a  Medicare  Pro- 
gram that  is  there  will  miss  the  oppor- 
tunity. 

We  will  work  together  to  help  senior 
citizens  to  help  improve  Medicare,  and 
to  keep  Social  Security  off  the  table 
because  that  is  a  program  that  has 
been  vested  by  our  seniors.  It  is  a  paid- 
in  pension  program.  It  is  higher  than 
an  entitlement.  It  is  a  paid-in  pension 
program   that  people  deserve   to  have 


there  for  them,  but  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  Medicare  is  strong  and  vital 
for  them. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12,  rule  I, 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  until  12 
noon. 

Accordingly  (at  11  o'clock  and  10 
minutes  a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  re- 
cess until  12  noon. 


D  1200 
AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Gillmor]  at  12  noon. 


PRAYER 


The  Reverend  Randall  C.K.  Day,  ex- 
ecutive director,  the  Canterbury  Cathe- 
dral Trust  in  America,  Washington, 
DC.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God.  You  have  given  us 
this  good  land: 

Make  us  alert  to  Your  generosity  and 
ready  to  do  Your  will. 

Guard  our  unity  as  one  people;  build 
our  acceptance  of  human  diversity. 

Bless  our  common  life  with  unrelent- 
ing compassion,  honorable  work,  sound 
learning,  and  stimulating  arts. 

Defend  our  freedoms.  Save  us  from 
violence,  discord,  and  every  confusion: 
from  egotism,  arrogance,  and  every 
evil  way. 

Give  wisdom.,  fairness,  and  integrity 
to  those  to  whom  we  entrust  the  au- 
thority of  government. 

May  there  be  peace  with  justice  in 
our  world,  and  may  You  be  exalted 
among  all  nations. 

In  our  prosperity,  fill  our  hearts  with 
thankfulness. 

In  the  day  of  trouble  may  we  always 
trust  in  You. 

In  Your  mercy,  O  God,  hear  our  pray- 
er. Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  come  for- 
ward and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  OBEY  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 


I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation,  under 
God.  indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for 
all. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE 
HONORABLE  LES  ASPIN 

(Mr.  OBEY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  dean  of 
the  Wisconsin  delegation,  it  is  my  sad 
duty  to  officially  announce  to  the 
House  something  which  most  Members 
already  know,  that  our  friend  and 
former  colleague,  Les  Aspin,  passed 
away  at  7:55  Sunday  night  at  George- 
town Hospital. 

His  official  biography  will  note  that 
he  was  born  July  21,  1938.  He  received  a 
bachelor's  degree  from  Yale  University, 
his  master's  in  economics  from  Oxford 
University,  and  his  Ph.D.  in  economics 
from  MIT.  He  served  as  a  staff  assist- 
ant to  U.S.  Senator  William  Proxmire, 
and  as  a  staff  assistant  to  Walter  Hell- 
er, the  Chairman  of  the  President's 
Council  on  Economic  Advisers. 

He  served  in  the  U.S.  Army  from  1966 
to  1968.  He  taught  economics  at  Mar- 
quette University  before  being  elected 
to  Congress  in  1970.  He  served  in  Con- 
gress for  22  years,  until  1992.  when 
President  Clinton  appointed  his  as  Sec- 
retary of  Defense.  When  he  resigned  his 
congressional  seat  to  become  Secretary 
of  Defense,  he  was,  as  Members  know, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  and  he  was  a  darned 
good  one.  That  is  his  official  biog- 
raphy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  on  a  more  in- 
formal note,  as  a  friend,  that  Wisconsin 
has  lost  one  of  the  most  significant  and 
effective  human  beings  to  ever  serve 
our  State,  and  the  United  States  has 
lost  one  of  the  most  decent  and  con- 
cerned citizens  and  leaders  it  has  ever 
had. 

In  this  time  of  cynicism  about  gov- 
ernment and  about  politics  and  about 
politicians,  I  think  it  appropriate  to 
note  that  Les  Aspin  literally  worked 
his  heart  out  to  make  this  a  better 
country  and  a  safer  world.  He  was  to- 
tally dedicated,  absolutely  and  totally 
dedicated,  to  the  ideal  of  public  serv- 
ice. Anyone  who  knew  him  knew  that 
he  put  public  service  ahead  of  f)ersonal 
life.  He  gave  it  everything  he  had,  and 
he  is  now  gone. 

Mr.  Neumann  and  I  will  announce  at 
a  later  date  when  special  orders  will  be 
held  for  Les,  but  on  behalf  of  the  Aspin 
family  and  his  friends  and  staff,  I  want 
to  make  certain  that  Members  under- 
stand what  the  information  is  regard- 
ing his  funeral  and  memorial  services. 

■Visitation  hours  will  be  held  on 
Thursday.  May  25,  at  the  Schmidt- 
Bartelt  Funeral  Home  at  10280  North 
Port  Washington  Road  in  Mequon,  WI. 
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Family  and  friends  are  invited  to  at- 
tend from  1  to  4  p  m.  The  public  is  in- 
vited to  attend  from  6  to  9  p.m. 

Funeral  services  will  be  held  on  Fri- 
day, May  26.  at  10  a.m.  at  Gesu  Church. 
Marquette  University,  in  Milwaukee.  I 
have  been  asked  to  say  that  the  family 
would  very  much  welcome  any  Mem- 
bers who  might  like  to  attend  those 
services. 

At  this  point,  as  I  understand  it. 
transportation  arrangements  have  not 
yet  exactly  been  finalized,  but  it  is  ex- 
pected that  a  plane  will  be  provided  by 
the  Pentagon  for  a  significant  number 
of  Members.  If  Members  are  interested 
in  attending,  please  call  my  office  and 
we  will  try  to  help  facilitate  that. 

A  memorial  service  will  be  held  in 
Washington.  DC.  probably  in  the  Cap- 
itol, around  .June  7.  That  is  not  exactly 
tied  down,  but  we  expect  it  to  be  on 
that  date.  Details  will  be  made  avail- 
able as  soon  as  possible.  The  family  ad- 
vises that  in  lieu  of  flowers,  donations 
may  be  made  in  Les  Aspin's  name  to 
one  of  the  following  charities:  Country- 
side Humane  Society,  Racine.  WI.  Wis- 
consin Public  Radio,  or  Georgetown 
Cardiology  Research  Fund,  care  of  Dr. 
David  Pearle,  Georgetown  University 
Medical  Center. 

Written  expressions  of  sympathy  to 
family  and  friends  may  be  sent  in  care 
of  the  President's  Foreign  Intelligence 
Advisory  Board,  room  340.  Old  Execu- 
tive Office  Building,  the  White  House, 
Washington,  DC. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  Speaker's  suf- 
ferance on  time.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neum.^nn] 
who,  as  we  all  know,  is  now  occupying 
the  seat  once  held  by  our  good  friend, 
Les  Aspin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  much  sadness  that  my  wife  and  I 
received  the  news  of  Les  Aspin's  condi- 
tion, and  then  later,  of  his  death.  Ev- 
eryone who  served  in  this  body  while 
Les  was  here  understands  the  legacy  he 
has  left  here  in  Washington.  His  un- 
flinching commitment  to  the  defense  of 
this  Nation  is  legendary,  but  today, 
very  briefly  I  would  like  to  make  a  few 
comments  about  the  legacy  he  has  left 
in  Wisconsin,  where  I  am  fortunate 
enough  to  serve  the  district  Les  Aspin 
represented  for  22  years. 

Les  was  bom  in  1938.  in  the  city  of 
Milv/aukee.  In  1956  he  graduated  from 
Shorewood  High  School.  In  1960,  he 
graduated  summa  cum  laude  from  Yale 
University.  In  1962,  he  received  his 
master's  from  Oxford,  and  in  1965,  his 
PhD   from  MIT. 

He  was  originally  elected  to  Wiscon- 
sin's First  District  in  1970.  He  spent  the 
next  22  years  wbrking  on  behalf  of  his 
constituents,  with  a  tireless  effort  that 
is  still  a  standard  my  office  works  to 
meet.  Les  was  a  professor,  but  he  had 
the  ability  to  relate  to  people.  He  was 
brilliant,  but  he  was  not  arrogant. 

Serving  his  constituents  and  his  Na- 
tion was  his  life's  passion.  Keeping  this 


Nation  safe  and  free  for  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  in  his  legacy.  He 
will  be  remembered  and  honored  by  all 
he  served. 

On  this  very  sad  occasion  of  his  pass- 
ing, let  us  pause  and  reflect  on  Les 
Aspin,  a  man  dedicated  to  public  serv- 
ice and  committed  to  keeping  this  Na- 
tion free.  He  will  be  sorely  missed  by 
all. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman    from     Milwaukee.     WI     [Mr. 

B.\RRETT]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  also  want  to  pay  tribute  to 
Les  Aspin.  Those  of  us  who  have  the 
tremendous  honor  of  serving  in  this 
great  institution  sometimes  fail  to  see 
the  giants  that  serve  among  us.  Cer- 
tainly Les  Aspin  was  a  giant  who 
served  among  us. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  he  was  born  in 
Milwaukee  and  graduated  from 
Shorewood  High  School,  and  he  was  a 
man  who  was  clearly  a  leader,  not  only 
of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin, 
of  the  district  that  he  represented  in 
the  southeastern  part  of  Wisconsin,  but 
of  this  entire  Nation. 

He  was  a  man.  as  Mr.  OBEY  indicated, 
who  gave  his  heart,  literally,  to  this 
country.  He  poured  hours  after  hours 
after  hours  into  trying  to  grapple  with 
the  important  issues  we  face  as  a  Na- 
tion, and  he  did  it  because  he  loved  this 
country.  He  was  truly  a  public  servant 
who  cared  about  the  people  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  and  cared  about 
the  people  in  this  great  country. 

It  is  rare  that  we  see  people  in  this 
institution  who  work  as  hard  as  Les 
Aspin  did.  He  gave  hour  after  hour  for 
the  people  that  he  loved.  However,  in 
doing  so.  he  was  always  able  to  retain 
his  touch  of  the  common  man.  As  much 
as  he  accomplished  academically  and 
through  the  higher  ranks  of  govern- 
ment in  this  country,  he  never  lost  the 
ability  to  relate  to  people  on  a  day-to- 
day level.  To  me  he  will  always  be  Les, 
the  fellow  who  would  put  his  arm 
around  you.  smile  and  joke,  and  ask 
how  things  were  going.  He  was  a  man 
who  cared  about  you  as  an  individual 
and  cared  about  people  as  people. 

In  this  morning's  paper  there  was  a 
short  paragraph  that  described  prob- 
ably the  best  way  we  can  think  of  Les. 
as  we  remember  him. 

He  loved  high-powered  debates  with  intel- 
lectuals, but  he  never  put  on  airs.  He  could 
talk  to  farmers  and  mechanics  as  easily  as 
the  Presidents  and  potentates.  It  is  no  won- 
der the  voters  of  southeastern  Wisconsin 
kept  Aspin  in  Congress  for  22  years.  They 
knew  a  good  man  when  they  say  him.  They, 
and  all  .■Xmericans,  have  lost  someone  spe- 
cial. 


Mrs.  SRASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
folks  back  home  on  my  central  coast  of 
California  understand  the  need  to  bal- 
ance our  budget.  What  they  do  not  un- 
derstand is  how  the  United  States  can 
trim  waste  inside  our  borders,  but  con- 
tinue to  send  money  to  foreign  coun- 
tries that  do  not  support  our  Republic. 

The  American  Overseas  Interests  Act 
begins  as  an  interesting  debate  over 
our  spending  priorities.  It  will  begin  to 
make  foreign  aid  less  costly,  less  intru- 
sive, and  most  importantly,  smaller,  by 
eliminating  three  foreign  aid  bureauc- 
racies, and  saving  taxpayers  $21  billion 
over  the  next  7  years. 

If  there  is  one  thing  I  have  learned. 
we  do  not  reward  those  who  work 
against  us.  Yet.  that  is  exactly  what 
we  are  doing  as  a  country.  No  more.  To 
those  countries  that  vote  against  the 
United  States  in  the  United  Nations. 
support  terrorist  countries,  or  spy  on 
the  United  States,  they  will  not  receive 
money  from  hardworking  American 
taxpayers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  downsize  the  Fed- 
eral bureaucracy  and  strive  toward  a 
balanced  Federal  budget  in  the  year 
2002.  all  areas  of  spending  must  be  ex- 
amined. This  includes  foreign  aid. 


MISPLACED  PRIORITIES 

(Mr.  BALDACCI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  re- 
ceived a  poignant  letter  recently  from 
a  woman  in  Maine.  She  goes  to  college, 
relying  on  financial  assistance  to  do  so. 
She  is  also  raising  a  4-year-old  son. 
whose  father  has  a  restraining  order 
against  him  and  does  not  contribute  fi- 
nancially. She  works  nights  as  a  wait- 
ress to  pay  the  family's  bills. 

She  writes: 

Some  might  say  I  do  not  need  an  edu- 
cation, since  I'm  managing  to  stay  off  public 
assistance,  but  there  are  more  issues  in- 
volved here  than  that.  If  I  have  to  continue 
working  in  the  evening  once  Isaiah  is  in 
school.  I  will  not  be  there  to  help  him  with 
his  homework  or  talk  with  him  about  any 
problems  he  may  be  having. 

She  continues: 

I  truly  believe  that  education  for  more 
than  just  the  wealthy  is  what  will  make  our 
country  the  great  nation  we  all  want  it  to 
be.  To  deny  even  the  hope  of  a  better  life  to 
our  nation's  young  people  can  only  lead  us 
all  into  disaster  and  despair.*  *  *  Through 
accessible  education,  we  can  lift  up  all  of  our 
people,  not  just  the  fortunate  few. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  could  not  have  said  it 
better  myself.  Our  majority  colleagues 
should  reevaluate  their  priorities,  and 
restore  funding  for  student  financial 
aid. 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr,  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  No- 
vember 8,  this  Congress  heard  a  mes- 
sage pretty  loud  and  clear,  that  it  is 
time  to  eliminate  and  streamline  the 
bureaucracy,  to  pass  a  budget  for  the 
first  time  in  28  years  where  we  live 
within  our  means,  and  to  cut  foreign 
aid. 

On  May  15,  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  passed  the  Amer- 
ican Overseas  Interests  Act  legislation 
to  meet  that  commitment.  In  fact,  this 
legislation  represents  six  major 
changes  from  business  as  usual.  It  re- 
duces unnecessary  bureaucracy  by  fold- 
ing three  independent  agencies  into  the 
State  Department.  Their  functions  and 
budgets  will  be  reduced  and  folded  into 
the  State  Department,  which  will  take 
over  their  responsibilities. 

This  legislation  will  eliminate  sev- 
eral low-priority  programs,  and  reduce 
U.S.  funding  for  a  dozen  international 
agencies.  The  bill  also  follows  through 
on  our  commitment  to  cut  foreign  aid. 
In  fact,  over  the  next  7  years  this  legis- 
lation will  cut  foreign  aid  by  $21  billion 
as  part  of  our  commitment  to  live 
within  our  means. 

Legislation  will  also  punish  our  ad- 
versaries and  focus  on  vital  U.S.  inter- 
ests. This  is  good  legislation,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  American  Overseas  Inter- 
ests Act  keeps  our  commitment  to 
eliminate  and  streamline  the  bureauc- 
racy, to  cut  foreign  aid,  and  to  pass  a 
balanced  budget. 


We  cannot  justify  nor  condone  vio- 
lence, do  not  get  me  wrong.  However, 
Congress  has  allowed  these  agencies  to 
go  without  oversight,  and  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  fed  up.  Take  a  look  at 
it  and  read  the  tea  leaves. 


FOREIGN  AID 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 


THE   AMERICAN   OVERSEAS   INTER- 
ESTS ACT  IS  GOOD  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.   WELLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


CONGRESS    MUST    PROVIDE    OVER- 
SIGHT OF  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
Oklahoma  City,  many  politicians  are 
choosing  their  words  very  carefully. 
many  times  afraid  to  say  what  they 
really  feel.  The  truth  is,  Mr.  Speaker, 
many  Americans  are  fed  up  with  the 
Government.  The,y  are  sick  and  tired, 
to  be  exact.  They  are  beginning  to 
question  the  news  stories  and  the  Gov- 
ernment spin. 

Most  Americans  did  not  believe  all 
the  stories  about  the  assassination  of 
JFK.  Many  Americans  do  not  believe 
the  Government's  account  of  Waco. 
Many  Americans  do  not  believe  what 
happened  in  Ruby  Ridge  with  the  Wea- 
ver family.  Many  Americans  still  have 
questions  about  the  Government's  side 
of  PanAmerican  103. 

The  truth  is.  Mr.  Speaker,  Congress 
had  better  take  its  head  out  of  the 
sand,  because  Congress  has  allowed 
agencies  like  ATF  and  the  IRS  to  rip 
off  the  American  people.  They  know  it 
and  they  do  feel  abandoned.  If  the  Con- 
gress does  not  provide  the  oversight 
that  is  necessary,  the  American  people 
will. 


REMOVING  IN-SCHOOL  INTEREST 
SUBSIDY  ON  STUDENT  LOANS 
SEEN  AS  FAIR  AND  NECESSARY 

(Mr.  KNOLLENBERG  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker, 
removing  the  in-school  interest  subsidy 
on  student  loans  is  one  of  the  tough 
choices  that  must  be  made  in  order  to 
balance  the  budget. 

With  a  national  debt  that  exceeds 
$4.7  trillion,  it  is  hard  to  justify  saving 
a  subsidy  for  students  who  can  expect 
to  earn  71  percent  more  over  their  life- 
time than  someone  who  just  goes  to 
high  school. 

It  is  simply  not  fair  to  ask  working 
Americans— who  are  struggling  to 
make  ends  meet  -to  pay  the  interest 
payments  on  the  student  loans  of  fu- 
ture doctors  and  lawyers. 

Removing  the  in-school  interest  sub- 
sidy will  not  limit  access  to  Govern- 
ment-backed student  loans.  Eligible 
students  will  still  be  able  to  borrow 
money  to  help  pay  for  their  education. 
And.  no  student  will  be  asked  to  pay 
for  their  loans  while  they  are  in  school. 
We  are  simply  asking  that  they  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  loan— after  they  grad- 
uate. 

Finally,  we  must  keep  in  mind  that 
college  students  will  substantially  ben- 
efit from  a  balanced  budget.  Balancing 
the  budget  will  lower  interest  rates  on 
student  loans,  result  in  more  high- 
wage  jobs,  and  allow  students  to  keep 
more  of  their  salaries  once  they  begin 
working. 

Mr.  Speaker,  removing  the  in-school 
interest  subsidy  is  both  fair  and  nec- 
essary. And.  it  is  time  to  start  telling 
the  truth  about  this  proposal. 


THE  PUBLIC  AND  THE  HOUSE  DE- 
SERVE AN  OUTSIDE  COUNSEL  TO 
INVESTIGATE  ALLEGATIONS 

AGAINST  SPEAKER  GINGRICH 
(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was   given   permission   to   address   the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Washington  Post  reports 
that  apparently  in  the  consideration  of 
the  ethics  case  against  the  Speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Ging- 
rich], that  the  committee  has  arrived 
at  a  deadlock  on  whether  or  not  to  turn 
the  case  over  to  an  outside  independent 
counsel  to  study  the  facts  and  render  a 
finding  to  the  committee.  Apparently 
the  five  Republican  Members  of  the 
committee,  according  to  the  Washing- 
ton Post,  voted  against  doing  that. 
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When  they  did  that,  they  broke  a  15- 
year  bipartisan  tradition  in  this  House 
of  taking  the  tough  ethics  cases  that 
have  unfortunately,  from  time  to  time, 
been  referred  to  the  committee,  and 
turning  them  over  to  an  outside  coun- 
sel, so  we  can  get  a  full  rendering  of  all 
of  the  facts  and  all  of  the  issues  before 
the  Ethics  Committee  in  an  impartial 
fashion.  That  has  been  done  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis  since  1979. 

Now  we  find,  in  the  case  involving 
the  Speaker,  that  that  apparently  will 
not  be  the  case.  The  chairman  and  oth- 
ers will  not  vote.  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  understand  that  the  Republican 
Members  of  the  Congress  have  an  ongo- 
ing relationship  with  the  Speaker  of 
the  House.  They  have  contributed  to 
his  campaign,  he  has  contributed  to 
theirs.  They  have  campaigned  for  him, 
he  has  campaigned  for  them.  They  have 
been  the  recipients  of  moneys  that 
have  been  commingled  and  inter- 
mingled. 

These  charges  are  serious.  The  public 
deserves  better.  The  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives deserves  better.  We  de- 
serve an  outside  counsel. 


D  1220 
THE  NEW  MAJORITY 

(Mr.  HA"YWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
lay  aside  my  prepared  remarks  this 
morning  to  answer  my  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

It  never  ceases  to  amaze  me  how  the 
guardians  of  the  old  order  who  were 
here  as  part  of  an  incredible  corrupt  re- 
gim.e  during  the  former  majority  are  so 
willing  to  hop  on  the  Speaker  and  his 
positive  agenda  lor  change. 

With  all  due  respect  to  my  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  why  do  you 
not  join  with  us  to  put  your  shoulder 
to  the  wheel  and  govern  this  Nation? 
We  have  the  majority.  Get  over  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 


JUSTICE  DELAYED  IS  JUSTICE 
DENIED 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  Ameri- 
cans across  this  great  land  know  the 
old  concept,  the  concept  of  the  old 
order  that  ought  to  be  the  concept  of 
the  new  order  as  well,  "Justice  delayed 
is  justice  denied." 

We  know  full  well  that  justice  is 
being  denied  and  delayed  again  and 
again.  We  were  told  that  it  was  inap- 
propriate to  consider  the  charges 
against  the  Speaker  until  the  contract 
was  passed.  And  then  when  the  con- 
tract was  passed,  we  were  told  it  was 
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inappropriate  to  do  it  until  after  the 
congressional  recess.  Now  we  are  told, 
well,  maybe  after  Memorial  Day.  Jus- 
tice is  being  delayed  and  justice  is 
being  denied  because  some  people  are 
unwilling  to  make  the  hard  choices, 
the  hard  choices  that  demand  that  an 
independent  counsel  act  without  politi- 
cal bias  to  evaluate  these  charges,  to 
decide  whether  they  have  merit. 

Anyone,  be  they  old  or  new,  ought  to 
support  that  very  old  concept  of  impar- 
tial justice.  Looking  at  these  charges, 
seeing  that  they  are  resolved  only 
through  an  independent  counsel  will 
that  be  done  and  we  need  that  action 
immediately. 


FOREIGN  AID 


(Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute. 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher 
said  in  January  of  this  year,  "The  cur- 
rent structure  of  the  foreign  affairs 
agencies  developed  in  a  world  much  dif- 
ferent from  today's.  It  must  change  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  next  cen- 
tury." He  was  right.  And  that  is  ex- 
actly what  we  are  beginning  today. 

Today  we  begin  the  debate  on  the 
American  Overseas  Interests  Act  which 
will  streamline  the  maze  of  foreign  aid 
bureaucracies,  reduce  foreign  aid 
spending  and  help  set  new  priorities.  It 
is  also  an  important  part  of  the  Repub- 
lican commitment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et in  a  way  that  makes  sense. 

Under  our  plan,  three  foreign  aid  bu- 
reaucracies and  dozens  of  programs  are 
eliminated  and  reformed,  and  we  save 
$21  billion  over  the  next  7  years  while 
continuing^  to  meet  our  commitments 
to  our  friends  and  allies. 

As  every  aspect  of  the  budget  comes 
under  scrutiny,  foreign  aid,  however 
well-intentioned,  cannot  be  excluded. 
We  need  to  reexamine  how  and  why 
every  dollar  is  spent,  setting  new  prior- 
ities for  a  new  world.  I  look  forward  to 
a  debate  that  can  only  improve  our  for- 
eign aid  programs. 


OUTSIDE  COUNSEL  NEEDED  IN 
SPEAKERS  ETHICS  CASE 

(Mr.  STUPAK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  STUPAK  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
deeply  disappointed  that  the  House 
Ethics  Committee  has  refused  to  hire 
an  outside  counsel  to  investigate  the 
five  ethics  charges  against  the  Speak- 
er. Without  an  outside  counsel,  the 
ethics  charges  will  have  to  be  inves- 
tigated by  House  Members.  That  means 
we  will  have  politicians  investigating 
politicians. 

Being  a  former  law  enforcement  offi- 
cer. I  believe,  and  I  have  always  voted, 
that  professional  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials should  do  investigations  of  other 


Members  of  this  House,  not  politicians. 
Five  dark  clouds  of  doubt  hang  over 
this  Chamber.  Let  us  have  a  special 
outside  counsel  to  investigate  the  eth- 
ics charges  hanging  over  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  an  outside 
counsel  to  do  a  professional  investiga- 
tion, not  politicians.  Let  us  remove  the 
five  dark  clouds  of  doubt  and  appoint  a 
special  outside  counsel  now. 


FOREIGN  AID  AUTHORIZATION 
BILL 

(Mr.  CHAMBLISS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  House  will  take  up  consideration  of 
this  country's  foreign  aid  authoriza- 
tion bill  in  which  we  establish  our  for- 
eign policy  priorities. 

Last  year  as  I  campaigned  through- 
out Georgia's  Eighth  District,  I  heard 
from  folks  who  are  very  concerned 
about  the  amount  of  money  we  spend 
overseas  while  we  have  so  many  prob- 
lems here  at  home,  and  I  share  that 
concern. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  those  residents  of 
central  and  south  Georgia  and  for  all 
citizens  of  this  country,  the  new  major- 
ity has  shown  its  commitment  to  tak- 
ing a  fresh  look  at  everything  the  Gov- 
ernment does.  Foreign  aid  is  no  excep- 
tion This  bill  today  moves  us  in  the 
right  direction  and  will  cut  $1  billion 
from  foreign  aid  spending  in  the  up- 
coming budget. 

We  must  not  lose  sight,  however,  of 
the  very  real  and  numerous  threats 
around  the  world  to  the  freedoms  we 
enjoy.  As  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  National  Security,  I  have  seen  those 
threats.  True,  the  cold  war  is  over  but 
the  world  has  not  magically  become  a 
safe  place. 

For  the  first  time  in  many  years,  this 
foreign  aid  bill  today  represents  a 
measured  attempt  to  prioritize  our  in- 
fluence and  interests  abroad.  The  Unit- 
ed States  is  truly  the  leader  of  the 
world  and  our  foreign  aid  policy  must 
reflect  that  role  by  supporting  our 
friends  and  deterring  our  foes.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  measure. 


OUTSIDE  COUNSEL  NEEDED  IN 
SPEAKER'S  ETHICS  CASE 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week 
on  this  floor  I  was  told  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House.  Newt  Gingrich,  that  as  a 
freshman  I  should  learn  the  rules.  This 
weekend  I  have  been  studying  and  what 
I  have  studied  has  discouraged  me  a 
lot. 

What  I  have  found  is  that,  according 
to  the  Washington  Post,  all  five  Repub- 
lican members  of  the  Ethics  Commit- 
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tee  broke  with  15  years  of  bipartisan 
tradition  and  voted  unanimously  to 
block  an  independent  outside  counsel 
to  investigate  the  charges  that  have 
been  leveled  against  Speaker  Gingrich. 
We  need  to  go  back  to  the  way  the 
Democrats  did  it.  Under  Democratic 
leadership,  the  Ethics  Committee  has 
appointed  an  outside  counsel  to  inves- 
tigate every  major  ethics  case  since 
1979.  I  urge  the  Ethics  Committee  to  do 
the  same  in  this  case.  What  is  to  be 
hidden?  What  is  to  be  gained?  If  there 
is  nothing  there,  let  an  outside  counsel 
clear  the  air. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  LES  ASPIN 

(Mr.  ROTH  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker.  America 
lost  a  real  public  servant  this  last 
weekend  in  the  death  of  Les  Aspin. 

Les  Aspin  was  a  young  man.  He  was 
only  56  years  old.  He  served  22  years  of 
those  56  years  here  in  the  Congress.  He 
was  also  our  Secretary  of  Defense. 

He  was  a  summa  cum  laude  at  Yale, 
he  attended  Oxford,  and  MIT,  so  not 
only  did  he  have  a  great  deal  of  politi- 
cal savvy  but  he  was  also  very  much 
academically  gifted.  From  his  first 
close  race  against  a  person  by  the 
name  of  LaFollette.  a  magic  name  in 
Wisconsin,  to  the  time  he  left  to  be- 
come Secretary  of  Defense,  Les  Aspin 
never  lost  a  single  political  race. 

I  remember  the  first  time  I  was  here 
on  the  floor  with  an  amendment,  Les 
Aspin  helped  me  get  the  amendment 
passed.  In  an  age  when  the  Pentagon 
got  everything  it  wanted,  there  was 
one  person  who  started  to  holler.  "No. 
halt."  and  that  was  Les  Aspin.  "Let's 
take  a  closer  look,  "  he  would  say.  "at 
defense  spending." 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  this  House  have 
not  only  lost  a  good  friend  but  we  have 
also  lost  a  true  public  servant.  Not 
only  has  America  lost  a  good  public 
servant  and  we  in  Congress,  but  also 
Marquette  University,  because  Mar- 
quette is  where  he  started  teaching  and 
Marquette  is  where  he  worked  when  he 
passed  away. 

It  is  only  appropriate  that  Marquette 
will  be  the  place  on  Friday  where  we 
will  say  our  last  good-bye  to  Les  Aspin. 
America  truly  has  lost  a  wonderful 
public  servant. 


TIME  FOR  AN  OUTSIDE  COUNSEL 
IN  SPEAKERS  ETHICS  CASE 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  is  the 
Ethics  Committee  making  the  special 
exception  in  the  case  of  Speaker  Newt 
Gingrich? 

In  every  single  high-profile  ethics 
case  since  1979.  both  the  Democrats  and 


the  Republicans  on  the  committee  have 
voted  to  appoint  an  outside  counsel. 
But  last  Sunday,  according  to  the 
Washington  Post,  all  five  Republican 
members  of  the  Ethics  Committee 
broke  with  15  years  of  bipartisan  tradi- 
tion and  voted  to  make  a  special  excep- 
tion for  Newt  Gingrich  and  block  an 
outside  counsel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  all  honorable 
people  caught  in  a  difficult  position  be- 
cause they  all  have  close  personal  ties 
to  the  Speaker.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Eth- 
ics Committee  has  had  this  since  last 
December.  It  will  never  get  resolved 
any  other  way. 

It  is  not  just  D.WE  BONIOR  and  others 
here  who  are  calling  for  it.  Public  Citi- 
zen, the  New  York  Times.  Richard 
Phelan.  Roll  Call.  Robert  Scheer  in  the 
LA.  Times,  .\\  Hunter  in  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  Common  Cause,  the 
Hartford  Courant,  the  San  Francisco 
Chronicle,  the  list  goes  on  and  on.  The 
Atlanta  Constitution,  his  home  news- 
paper. All  have  called  for  an  independ- 
ent outside  counsel.  It  is  time  that  we 
had  one. 


was 


A  STREAMLINED  BUT  UNCOM- 
PROMISED  FOREIGN  AID  BILL 

(Mr.  COBLE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
Start  of  the  104th  Congress.  Repub- 
licans have  made  no  attempt  to  hide 
our  conviction  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  grown  out  of  proportion 
to  its  responsibilities.  The  conviction 
is  not  limited  to  domestic  programs. 

Just  as  spending  at  home  has  come 
under  intense  scrutiny,  our  spending 
habits  abroad  should  not  escape  notice. 

Although  foreign  aid  is  only  a  small 
part  of  the  budget,  it  still  consumes 
billions  of  dollars.  Republicans  will 
streamline  this  part  of  the  budget,  and 
insure  every  penny  going  overseas  is 
wisely  and  responsibly.  We  propose  to 
eliminate  repetitive  bureaucracy  by 
closing  three  agencies  and  ending  doz- 
ens of  useless,  silly  named  programs 
like  the  Permanent  International  Asso- 
ciation of  Road  Congresses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  our  plan  stream- 
lines, it  does  not  compromise  Ameri- 
ca's position  of  world  leadership.  We 
can  only  be  the  world's  leader  if  we  do 
what  is  right  by  our  future  and  by  our 
children,  and  that  is  the  essence  of  our 
plan. 


TERM  LIMITS 

(Mr.  GUTIERREZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
the  Supreme  Court  ruled  yesterday  on 
the  issue  of  term  limits,  you  heard  a 
lot  of  complaining. 


One   who   protested   the   loudest 
the  distinguished  majority  leader. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Armey  promised  that  a 
vote  on  term  limits  would  be  the  first 
vote  in  the  next  Congress. 

In  January  1997— if  he  is  relected— 
Mr.  Ar.mey  will  get  sworn  in  for  his 
seventh  term,  then  turn  around  and 
vote  for  a  bill  that  says  that  serving 
more  than  six  terms  is  hazardous  to 
the  political  health  of  our  Nation. 

If  you  think  term  limits  is  such  a 
good  idea,  here  is  the  solution:  Here  is 
a  map  of  Washington. 

Here  is  the  Capitol.  Here  is  the  air- 
port. 

It  is  a  short  drive,  and  parking  is  a 
breeze  because  Members  of  Congress 
still  have  that  perk. 

From  there,  you  can  go  back  to  the 
Sixth  District  of  Georgia,  the  Eighth 
District  of  Florida,  or  anywhere  else 
where  someone  got  elected  by  talking 
about  term  limits. 

Remember,  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle— the  Supreme  Court 
decision  will  not  bar  you  from  acting 
honorably,  from  following  through  on 
your  campaign  promises  and  Repub- 
lican rhetoric. 

That  decision  is  still  in  your  hands. 


TERM  LIMITS  IS  NOT  DEAD 

(Mr.  GOSS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  morning 
in  the  Washington  Post  we  read  that 
the  former  Speaker  of  this  House,  Tom 
Foley,  believes  that  term  limits  is 
dead  Artually  that  shoMld  be  term- 
limits  are  dead. 

Either  way,  so  speaks  the  man  who 
did  not  understand  the  term  limits 
movement  when  he  was  the  Speaker, 
and  he  still  does  not  get  it.  The  citi- 
zens of  Washington  State  and  21  other 
States  passed  term  limits,  and  they  are 
not  ready  to  concede  defeat  on  the 
issue. 

Yes.  yesterday's  decision  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  shows  an  unfortunate  dis- 
connect between  the  judicial  branch 
and  the  majority  of  Americans  who 
favor  term  limits.  That  type  of  thing 
has  happened  before  and  Congress  has 
fixed  it.  Now  it  is  up  to  Congress  to 
act. 

The  ruling  gives  us  a  clear  course: 
the  term  limits  constitutional  amend- 
ment. We  have  seen  the  arrogance  of 
power  here  resulting  from  a  system 
where  longevity,  not  merit,  determines 
clout.  Let's  return  to  the  idea  of  citi- 
zen legislators  who  go  to  Washington 
to  serve  and  then  go  back  home  to  live 
among  the  people  that  they  have 
worked  for.  That  is  what  the  people 
want,  and  they  are  the  people  we  work 
for. 
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REPUBLICAN  MEDICARE  CUTS 
HURT  RURAL  AMERICA 

(Mr.  HILLIARD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publican Medicare  plan  places  a  major 
burden  on  rural  America  which  will  lit- 
erally squeeze  the  lifeblood  out  of 
America's  rural  hospital  system. 

Almost  10  million  American  citizens 
who  live  in  rural  America  depend  on 
the  Medicare  benefits  they  receive  to 
stay  healthy.  Under  the  Republican 
Medicare  plan,  significant  cuts  in  Med- 
icare revenue  will  cause  a  great  num- 
ber of  rural  hospitals  to  either  close  or 
increase  their  cost. 

It  is  wrong  to  make  rural  America 
pay  such  a  high  price.  My  Republican 
colleagues  say  all  they  are  doing  is 
shifting  the  cost  to  the  private  sector. 
What  they  really  mean  is  that  they  are 
shifting  the  cost  back  to  the  taxpayers 
who  have  already  paid  that  cost 
through  monthly  deductions. 

Rural  America  deserves  good  health 
care  and  good  hospitals.  That  is  why 
the  Republican  plan  must  be  defeated. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  CLOSES 
DOOR  OF  OPPORTUNITY 

(Mr.  DURBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr  Speaker,  most 
American  families  cannot  leave  their 
children  a  fortune.  What  we  try  to 
leave  them  is  a  set  of  values  and  an  op- 
portunity. 

Last  week,  the  Republican  budget 
resolution  closed  the  door  of  oppor- 
tunity for  millions  of  American  kids. 
The  Republican  budget  resolution  cut 
college  student  loans  by  $18  billion. 
That  is  right.  At  a  time  when  America 
needs  a  well-educated  generation  to 
lead  us  into  the  next  century,  at  a  time 
when  our  kids  need  the  opportunity  for 
education  for  a  good-paying  job.  the 
Gingrich  Republicans  make  the  biggest 
cut  in  student  loans  in  our  Nation's 
history. 

And  why  have  the  Republicans  done 
this?  Why  are  the  Republicans  increas- 
ing a  student's  cost  of  financing  a  col- 
lege education  by  an  average  of  $5,000? 
Because  the  Republican  student  loan 
cuts  fill  the  Republican  piggy  bank  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  privileged 
few. 

Cutting  college  student  loans  may  be 
the  Gingrich  view  of  America.  How 
does  your  family  feel? 


THE  FOREIGN  AID  BILL 

(Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  and 
through  tomorrow  and   the  next  day. 
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the  House  takes  up  a  historic  foreign 
affairs  bill  that  for  the  first  time  in 
many,  many  years  actually  authorizes 
the  spending  that  we  take  on  behalf  of 
the  interests  of  the  U.S.  policies  in  re- 
spect to  foreign  lands. 

There  will  be  much  debate  as  to 
whether  we  are  doing  it  the  way  other 
people  wish  us  to  do  it  or  we  are  cut- 
ting too  deeply,  but  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  less  than  1  percent  of 
our  entire  budget  is  invested  in  foreign 
affairs.  That  is  the  issue  we  need  to 
begin  to  take  to  the  American  people. 

It  surprises  me  when  you  ask  Ameri- 
cans what  they  think  is  the  largest 
item  in  the  Federal  budget  and  they 
consistently  say  foreign  affairs,  and  in- 
deed it  is  perhaps  the  smallest.  When 
you  ask  people  if  we  spend  too  much  on 
foreign  affairs,  in  one  recent  poll,  79 
percent  said  yes.  The  second  question 
was,  how  much  do  you  think  we  should 
be  spending,  and  they  consistently  said 
about  5  percent,  and  indeed  we  are 
spending  1  percent. 

There  will  be  honest  debates  as  to 
whether  we  are  giving  too  much  sup- 
port for  one  country  or  another,  but 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  it  is  cheaper 
to  support  nations  in  peace  than  it  is 
to  buy  more  bombers  and  missiles,  and 
I  believe  that  we  are  on  the  right 
track. 


CHANGE  IN  STUDENT  LOAN 
PROGRAM 

'Mr.  POMEROY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr  POMEROY  Mr  Speaker,  I  think 
it  is  dead  wrong  to  turn  our  back  on 
our  Nation's  students  by  eliminating 
the  in-school  interest  deferral  on  stu- 
dent loans.  The  student  loan  program 
is  not  for  children  from  wealthy  fami- 
lies. It  is  for  those  who  qualify,  namely 
those  from  middle-  and  low-income 
backgrounds. 

Watching  Members  of  Congress  my 
age  who  I  know  back  when  they  were 
students  took  advantage  of  these  pro- 
grams now  vote  to  repeal  them  to  give 
tax  breaks  to  their  rich  friends  makes 
me  sick.  I  think  it  is  dead  wrong  for 
those  who  took  advantage  of  programs 
now  to  vote  to  essentially  pull  up  the 
ladder  and  deprive  those  who  follow  of 
the  same  opportunities  that  they  had. 

This  hit  to  student  loans  comes  at  a 
time  when  the  importance  of  education 
has  never  been  greater,  but  the  cost 
unfortunately  has  never  been  higher. 
We  should  not  get  to  a  point  where  our 
college  campuses  bear  a  sign,  "Only 
the  wealthy  need  apply."  But  unfortu- 
nately the  Republican  plan  financing 
tax  breaks  by  eliminating  student  loan 
interest  deferral  brings  us  much  closer 
to  that  sorry  state. 


MORE  ON  THE  STUDENT  LOAN 
PROGRAM 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
spent  some  time  in  the  district  talking 
to  and  working  with  students  who  sim- 
ply wanted  an  opportunity  to  be  edu- 
cated. 

I  rise  this  morning  to  read  a  letter 
just  received  from  Eric  Lee  Nickell,  a 
Houston  constituent  of  mine  and  a  stu- 
dent at  the  University  of  Houston. 

He  writes: 

De.\r  Represent.\tive  Lee:  I  am  a  univer- 
sity student  who  is  obtaining  an  education 
with  the  aid  of  subsidized  student  loans.  I  am 
afraid  that  this  may  not  be  possible  for  much 
longer,  judging  from  what  I  have  heard  of 
the  rescission  bills  currently  working  their 
way  through  both  Houses.  My  hope  and  the 
hope  of  many  thousands  of  students  is  that 
you  will  consider  the  potential  leaders  and 
scientists  and  doctors  this  country  will  lose 
if  they  cannot  obtain  an  education.  Please 
vote  against  any  cut  to  student  aid.  Our  fu- 
ture depends  on  you. 

Mr.  Speaker,  considering  the  fact 
that  Republicans  plan  to  eliminate  18.7 
billion  dollars'  worth  of  student  loan 
interest  deferral  will  end  up  costing 
students  about  $5,000  apiece,  I  want  to 
promise  Eric  that  you  will  have  my 
support.  I  will  fight  against  the  loss  of 
student  loans.  Finally.  I  think  Eric's 
letter  speaks  for  itself. 
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GOP  SACRIFICES  FAMILIES  FOR 
THE  WEALTHY 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  Repub- 
licans are  asking  working  families  to 
sacrifice  in  order  to  pay  for  their  tax 
giveaway  to  the  wealthy.  The  GOP  cut 
in  student  loans  will  result  in  the  larg- 
est increase  in  college  costs  in  history 
for  working  families — families  like  the 
Baxters  of  West  Haven.  CT. 

The  Baxter  children.  Heather,  Joe, 
Heidi,  Scott,  and  Donnie  come  from  a 
single  parent  family.  Their  mother. 
Gail,  has  already  worked  to  put  one 
daughter  through  college,  and.  next 
fall,  her  four  remaining  children  will 
all  be  attending  college.  And.  yes,  Gail 
and  her  children  rely  on  student  loans 
to  help  pay  tuition. 

The  Republican  plan  to  cut  student 
loans  by  $18.6  billion  will  increase  the 
cost  of  a  college  education  by  an  aver- 
age of  $5,000  per  student.  For  the  Bax- 
ters, that  is  an  increase  of  $20,000.  The 
Republican  budget  asks  the  Baxters  to 
pay  $20,000  more,  so  the  richest  1  per- 
cent of  Americans  can  pay  $20,000  less. 
That  is  wrong. 


AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTERESTS 
ACT  IS  MIXED  BAG 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  Overseas  Interests  Act  legis- 
lation that  we  will  be  debating  today  is 
a  mixed  bag  at  best.  In  some  respects 
the  bill  represents  a  retreat  from 
America's  role  of  promoting  democracy 
in  those  lands  that  were  formerly  part 
of  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  bill  authorizes  $145,  million  less 
than  the  administration's  fiscal  year 
1996  request  and  $76  million  less  than 
the  1995  level.  We  need  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinction between  Russia  and  the  other 
Soviet  Republics.  After  spending  bil- 
lions guarding  against  Moscow's  ag- 
gressive expansionism  during  the  cold 
war.  I  believe  it  is  still  an  important 
American  interest  to  continue  promot- 
ing the  transition  to  democracy  in  the 
former  captive  nations  of  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Also  I  do  want  to  express  praise  for 
one  provision  of  the  bill  included  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
S.MITH],  known  as  the  Humanitarian 
Aid  Corridor  Act.  That  act  would  with- 
hold U.S.  aid  to  nations  which  are 
blocking  congressionally  approved  hu- 
manitarian assistance  to  other  coun- 
tries. It  requires  all  of  U.S.  aid  recipi- 
ents to  allow  unencumbered  delivery  of 
humanitarian  assistance. 

The  Republic  of  Turkey  has  imposed 
a  blockade  on  the  neighboring  Republic 
of  Armenia,  preventing  delivery  of 
food,  medicine  and  other  humanitarian 
relief  supplies  from  reaching  Armenia. 
Much  of  this  aid  originates  in  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

This  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act 
would  prevent  countries  like  Turkey 
from  receiving  aid  if  they  prevent  this 
aid  from  getting  through. 


ETHICS  COMMITTEE 
STONEWALLING 

(Mr.  "VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  'VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  wo 
go  again,  I  am  shocked  and  dismayed 
that  by  a  straight  party  line  vote  the 
House  Ethics  Committee  failed  to  ap- 
point an  independent  counsel  in  the 
case  of  our  Speaker,  Newt  Gingrich.  It 
is  obvious  to  me  the  majority  members 
of  our  Ethics  Committee  have  made 
the  decision  to  stonewall  this  case. 
Why?  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  could  it  be  be- 
cause the  chairwoman  of  the  commit- 
tee nominated  Mr.  Gingrich  to  be 
Speaker  and  also  contributed  to  his 
campaign? 

Could  it  be  that  two  majority  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  are  involved  in 
GOPAC  either  as  a  contributor  or  a  re- 
cipient? Could  it  be  that  one  majority 
member  is  a  potential  witness  in  one  of 


the  cases  against  the  Speaker  involv- 
ing influence  peddling? 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  Speaker 
Gingrich  himself  said  an  independent 
counsel  is  required  for  any  investiga- 
tion into  the  position  of  the  Speaker.  I 
quote  "this  investigation  has  to  meet 
an  higher  standard  of  public  account- 
ability". The  clouds  are  darkening 
over  our  Capitol  and  can  only  be  lifted 
with  the  appointment  of  an  independ- 
ent counsel.  The  stonewalling  must 
stop  now,  Mr.  Speaker. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  SUBCOMMITTEES 
TO  SIT  TODAY  DURING  THE  5- 
MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  following  com- 
mittees and  their  subcommittees  be 
permitted  to  sit  today  while  the  House 
is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture;  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services:  the  Committee  on  Commerce; 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities;  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight; 
the  Committee  on  House  Oversight;  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary;  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security;  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources;  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business;  and  the  Permanent  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GiLLMOR).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Florida? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  ma- 
jority for  consulting  with  the  minority 
on  this  request,  and  the  minority 
agrees  with  the  request. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTERESTS 
ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  155  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  £is  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  155 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXIII.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1561)  to  con- 
solidate the  foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the 
United  States:  to  authorize  appropriations 
for   the    Department   of  State   and   related 


agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997:  to  re- 
sponsibly reduce  the  authorizations  of  appro- 
priations for  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
and  for  other  purposes.  The  first  reading  of 
the  bill  shall  be  dispensed  with.  Points  of 
order  against  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
failure  to  comply  with  clause  2(1)(6)  of  rule 
XI  or  section  302(0.  303(a).  308(a).  or  402(a)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  are 
waived.  General  debate  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed  two  hours 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations.  After 
general  debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule 
for  an  initial  period  of  ten  hours.  After  such 
initial  period,  amendments  shall  be  debat- 
able only  as  provided  in  clause  6  of  rule 
XXIII  or  in  section  2  of  this  resolution.  Con- 
sideration for  amendment  may  not  continue 
beyond  2:30  p.m.  on  Thursday,  May  25,  1995. 
It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  as  an  original 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  now 
printed  in  the  bill  modified  by  deleting  sec- 
tion 2210.  The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  as  modified  shall  be 
considered  as  read.  Points  of  order  against 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  as  modified  for  failure  to  comply 
with  clause  5(a)  of  rule  XXI  or  section  302(0. 
303(a).  or  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  are  waived.  Other  than  pro  forma 
amendments  for  the  purpose  of  debate  and 
amendments  en  bloc  described  in  section  2  of 
this  resolution,  no  amendment  to  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute as  modified  shall  be  in  order  unless 
printed  in  the  portion  of  the  Congressional 
Record  designated  for  that  purpose  in  clause 
6  of  rule  XXIII.  At  the  conclusion  of  consid- 
eration of  the  bill  for  amendment  the  Com- 
mittee shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted.  Any  Member  may  demand  a 
separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  amend- 
ment adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
to  the  bill  or  to  the  committee  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  as  modified. 
The  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  with- 
out instructions. 

Sec  2.  It  shall  be  in  order  at  any  time  for 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  or  a  designee  to  offer 
amendments  en  bloc  consisting  of  amend- 
ments printed  in  the  portion  of  the  Congres- 
sional Record  designated  for  that  purpose  in 
clause  6  of  rule  XXIII  or  germane  modifica- 
tions of  any  such  amendment.  Amendments 
en  bloc  offered  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  considered  as  read  (except  that  modifica- 
tions shall  be  reported),  shall  not  be  subject 
to  amendment  or  to  a  division  of  the  ques- 
tion in  the  House  or  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  and  shall  be  debatable  for  ten  minutes 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  or 
their  designees.  For  the  purpose  of  inclusion 
in  such  amendments  en  bloc,  an  amendment 
printed  in  the  form  of  a  motion  to  strike 
may  be  modified  to  the  form  of  a  germane 
perfecting  amendment  to  the  text  originally 
proposed  to  be  stricken.  The  original  pro- 
ponent of  an  amendment  included  in  such 
amendments  en  bloc  may  insert  a  statement 
in  the  Congressional  Record  immediately  be- 
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fore  the  disposition  of  the  amendments  en 

bloc. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Goss]  is  rec- 
ognized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  debate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  pending  which  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume.  During  consideration  of  this 
resolution,  all  time  yielded  is  for  the 
purpose  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased  to  bring  to 
the  House  this  rule  for  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  1561.  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act  of  1995.  Although 
this  rule  is  somewhat  complicated,  it  is 
a  modified  open  rule  that  provides 
Members  the  widest  possible  latitude 
in  directing  the  debate  and  offering 
amendments,  while  bringing  consider- 
ation of  this  bill  to  closure  at  the  end 
of  this  legislative  week. 

First,  the  nuts  and  bolts:  This  rule 
provides  for  2  hours  of  general  debate 
equally  divided  between  the  chairman 
and  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  and  makes 
in  order  the  committee  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  as  an  origi- 
nal bill  for  the  purp)ose  of  amendment. 
The  rule  provides  that  the  committee 
amendment  shall  be  considered  as  read 
and  it  allows  for  an  open  amendment 
process  to  last  10  hours,  including  vot- 
ing time. 

Because  of  the  complexity  of  the  sub- 
ject, the  rule  requires  that  amend- 
ments be  preprinted  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  so  that  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations,  and  all 
Members  of  the  House,  may  have  suffi- 
cient time  to  review  them.  To  facili- 
tate maximum  efficiency  in  the  use  of 
the  amendment  time,  the  rule  allows 
the  chairman  of  the  International  Re- 
lations Committee,  or  his  designee,  to 
offer  amendments  en  bloc  consisting  of 
preprinted  amendments  and  subject  to 
10  minutes  of  debate  equally  divided 
and  controlled.  Once  the  10-hour  period 
has  concluded,  additional  amendments 
that  have  been  preprinted  may  be  con- 
sidered with  10  minutes  of  debate  time, 
equally  divided,  until  2:30  on  Thursday 
afternoon.  At  that  time  certain,  the 
amendment  process  will  be  concluded 
and  the  committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  have  been  adopted. 

The  previous  question  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 
The  rule  does  allow  for  one  motion  to 
recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 
Because  of  the  reach  and  complexity  of 
this  bill,  the  rule  includes  a  series  of 
important  waivers  that  Members 
should  be  aware  of. 

First,  the  rule  waives  the  3-day  avail- 
ability requirement  for  committee  re- 
ports. The  committee  did  file  its  report 
on  Friday  evening,  which  makes  today 
the  second  legislative  day  that  it  was 
available.  Although  we  generally  do 
not  like  to  provide  this  waiver,  the 
Rules  Committee  felt  that,  given  the 
rush   of  legislative   business   expected 
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after  the  Memorial  Day  recess,  it  is 
necessary  to  conclude  consideration  of 
H.R.  1561  this  week  Because  we  wanted 
to  allow  as  much  amendment  time  as 
possible  within  that  constraint,  this 
wavier  is  needed  so  we  can  get  started 
today. 

The  rule  also  waives  clause  5(a)  of 
rule  XXI.  prohibiting  appropriations  on 
a  legislative  bill— a  waiver  that  applies 
to  technical  language  in  15  sections  of 
this  bill.  The  International  Relations 
Committee  has  provided  a  list  of  the 
specific  sections  affected  by  this  waiv- 
er, most  of  which  deal  with  the  trans- 
fer and  reallocation  of  funds. 

Finally,  the  rule  provides  several 
Budget  Act  w^aivers.  all  of  which  have 
been  cleared  by  the  Budget  Committee. 
These  waivers  apply  to  sections  302(0. 
303(a).  308(a).  and  402(a)  of  the  Budget 
Act. 

Respectively,  these  waivers  pertain 
to  consideration  of  legislation  provid- 
ing new  entitlement  authority  in  ex- 
cess of  a  committee's  allocation,  con- 
sideration of  budgetary  legislation 
prior  to  adoption  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, the  requirement  of  a  CBO  cost  es- 
timate in  the  committee  report  on  leg- 
islation containing  new  entitlement 
spending  or  budget  authority,  and  in- 
clusion of  credit  authority  not  subject 
to  appropriations  in  advance. 

I  should  note  for  Members'  comfort 
level  that  the  Budget  Committee  has 
scrutinized  these  waiver  requests  care- 
fully to  ensure  that  we  do  not  end  up 
creating  a  serious  budget  problem — in 
fact,  one  waiver  requested  by  the  Inter- 
nationa! Relations  Committee  dealing 
with  a  lease-purchase  agreement  did 
raise  red  flags  at  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, and  as  a  result  this  rule  removes 


the  offending  section  from  the  commit- 
tee amendment. 

I  wish  to  commend  Chairman  GiLM.\N 
and  his  staff  for  meeting  the  Rules 
Committee's  request  for  detailed  and 
sf)ecific  waiver  descriptions.  The  result 
may  be  a  more  complicated  rule,  but  it 
should  provide  Members  with  a  much 
higher  level  of  comfort  than  the  blan- 
ket waivers  of  years  passed 

All  in  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very 
fair  rule,  in  keeping  with  the  tradition 
of  this  House  when  this  type  of  impor- 
tant foreign  policy  legislation  has  been 
considered.  I  would  like  to  address  the 
concerns  raised  by  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  H.\.milto.n]. 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee,  who 
suggested  that  allowing  an  open 
amendment  process  might  lead  to  a 
free-for-all  and  might  end  up  shutting 
out  important  debate  on  certain  issues 
if  the  time  runs  out.  Instead.  Mr.  H.'KM- 
ILTON  suggested  that  it  would  be  better 
for  the  13  members  of  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee to  pick  the  big  issues  and  struc- 
ture the  debate. 

Having  lived  through  three  previous 
Congresses  as  part  of  the  minority— 
when  the  Rules  Committee  routinely 
made  such  executive  decisions  about 
which  amendments  would  be  consid- 
ered and  which  would  not^-I  have  to 
disagree  with  my  friend.  I  believe  all 
435  Members  of  this  House  were  sent 
here  to  have  a  voice  on  important  leg- 
islation and  it  should  be  up  to  the  will 
of  the  House,  with  strong  guidance  by 
the  floor  managers  and  party  leaders, 
to  determine  the  path  of  the  debate, 
within  a  reasonable  allotment  of  time. 
Mr.  Speaker,  before  I  conclude.  I  must 
commend  Chairman  Gilman  and  Rank- 


ing Member  H.\MILT0.\  for  their  work  in 
bringing  forward  this  bill,  which  seeks 
to  bring  our  Nation's  foreign  policy  es- 
tablishment into  the  21st  century. 

By  streamlining  the  Department  of 
State,  eliminating  three  agencies  and 
re-defining  our  foreign  aid  priorities  to 
meet  the  enormous  budget  constraints 
we  face.  H.R.  1561  shakes  up  the  status 
quo  and  responds  to  the  will  of  the 
American  people. 

I  have  long  been  frustrated  that  this 
Congress  has  failed  to  reauthorize  our 
foreign  aid  policies  since  1985— a  failure 
that  has  meant  piecemeal  tinkering 
with  our  foreign  policy  priorities  with- 
out the  comprehensive  restructuring 
that  the  changing  times  demand. 

The  American  people  must  under- 
stand that  this  bill  reflects  a  signifi- 
cant cut  in  foreign  aid  designed  to  put 
our  foreign  policy  programs  into  full 
compliance  with  the  balanced  budget 
resolution  the  House  passed  just  last 
week.  With  entire  authorization  for 
foreign  aid  totaling  just  over  1  percent 
of  the  total  budget,  the  funding  levels 
in  this  bill  are  nearly  10  percent  below 
the  President's  request,  and  more  than 
5  percent  below  the  current  year's 
bu(iget.  I  know  foreign  aid  is  not  popu- 
lar— and  for  the  past  4  years  I  have 
voted  against  foreign  aid  appropria- 
tions, primarily  because  every  year  we 
kept  spending  money  without  complet- 
ing the  work  of  redirecting  our  prior- 
ities and  fundamentally  restructuring 
our  policies.  That  is  what  H.R.  1561 
does. 

I  look  forward  to  a  vibrant  debate — 
and  some  important  amendments  on 
this  landmark  legislation.  I  urge  sup- 
port for  this  rule. 
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Mr,  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time, 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume, 

Mr,  Speaker.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
House  Resolution  155,  the  rule  limiting 
debate  on  the  American  Overseas  Inter- 
ests Act  of  1995.  As  my  colleague  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  well  knows,  this 
rule  is  a  restrictive  rule  which  governs 
a  complicated  and  controversial  bill. 
The  bill  before  us  today  is  a  mixture  of 
foreign  policy  initiatives  and  reorga- 
nizations that  could  change  and  weak- 
en the  conduct  of  US,  foreign  policy. 
In  addition  to  radically  altering  the 
way  we  conduct  foreign  policy,  the  bill 
is  being  rushed  through  under  a  rule 
which  allows  only  10  hours  for  amend- 
ments and  shuts  off  all  consideration 
after  2:30  on  Thursday. 

Yesterday  in  the  House  Rules  Com- 
mittee, the  ranking  Democrat  on  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations, 
Mr.  H.\MILT0N,  correctly  pointed  out 
that  it  is  not  uncommon  to  see  100 
amendTTipnt?  on  a  fnfeiF'n  aid  hiii 
Under  this  rule,  we  could  be  making 
substantive  foreign  policy  decisions 
based  on  who  is  recognized  before  the 
time  runs  out.  I  was  also  concerned  to 
hear  that  the  minority  only  received 
the  final  committee  report  at  2  yester- 
day. Waivers  for  violations  of  House 
Rules  and  the  Budget  Act  are  needed  in 
21  areas,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  no  way  to 
legislate,  and  I  think  the  American 
people  deserve  more  than  this. 

In  addition  to  the  obvious  procedural 
problems,  this  bill  itself  is  seriously 
flawed.  The  International  Affairs  budg- 
et represents  only  1,3  percent  of  total 
Federal  spending.  It  has  already  been 
cut  by  40  percent  since  1985,  I  am  par- 
ticularly troubled  with  the  34  percent 
cut  in  development  assistance.  While 
the  bill  earmarks  $280  million  for  the 
Child  Survival  Fund,  the  overall  reduc- 
tion squeezes  necessary  prevention  ef- 
forts such  as  basic  education,  micro- 
enterprise  programs  and  self-help  ini- 
tiatives that  have  been  proven  to  work. 
It  makes  no  sense  to  have  the  United 
States  functioning  as  the  world's  am- 
bulance when  famine  and  disaster 
occur  in  developing  countries,  when  we 
could  have  prevented  them. 


In  addition  to  saving  lives,  develop- 
ment assistance  enables  many  coun- 
tries to  become  self-sufficient  enough 
to  buy  U.S.  exports.  Between  1990  and 
1993,  U.S.  exports  to  the  developing 
countries  grew  by  $46  billion,  creating 
920.000  new  jobs  in  this  country.  It  is  in 
our  economic  interests  to  continue 
meeting  our  foreign  assistance  obliga- 
tions. 

As  a  former  Peace  Corps  volunteer  in 
Thailand.  I  saw  development  assistance 
creating  markets  for  American  goods. 
The  United  States  invested  around  a 
billion  dollars'  in  development  assist- 
ance in  Thailand  from  1953  to  1986.  In 
return,  Thailand  bought  nearly  8  bil- 
lion dollars'  worth  of  American  prod- 
ucts in  just  the  past  2  years. 

Another  major  problem  with  this  leg- 
islation is  its  far-reaching  scope  which 
is  not  based  on  sound  research.  For  ex- 
ample, this  bill  includes  the  elimi- 
nation of  three  agencies:  AID,  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agen- 
cy, and  USIA.  Yet  no  sound  evidence 
exists  to  show  this  will  save  the  tax- 
payers any  money.  T'ne  American  peo- 
ple do  not  want  us  to  be  ramming  bills 
through  for  the  sake  of  reorganization 
without  any  kind  of  cost  analysis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  has  many, 
many  other  flaws.  It  essentially  weak- 
ens the  United  States'  leadership  role 
in  the  world.  Secretary  of  Stale  War- 
ren Christopher  has  written  to  the 
Speaker  and  indicated  he  will  rec- 
ommend a  veto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  the  letter  from  Sec- 
retary Christopher: 

The  Secret.^ry  of  State. 
Washington.  DC.  May  22.  1995. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

De.\r  Mr.  Speaker:  This  week,  the  House 
of  Representatives  will  consider  legislation 
that  could  undermine  this  and  every  future 
President's  ability  to  safesruard  America's 
leadership  in  the  world.  The  ■American 
Overseas  Interests  Act."  H.R.  1561.  is  deeply 
flawed.  If  this  bill  were  presented  to  the 
President.  I  would  have  no  choice  but  to  rec- 
ommend that  the  President  veto  it, 

H,R,  1561  wages  an  extraordinary  assault 
on  this  and  every  future  President's  con- 
stitutional authority  to  manage  foreign  pol- 
icy. It  contains  numerous  restraints  and  re- 
strictions that  would  do  immense  harm  to 


our  nation's  foreigm  policy.  It  drastically  re- 
duces our  resources.  And  it  mandates  a  cost- 
ly and  disruptive  reorganization  of  the  Exec- 
utive Branch  that  will  damage  our  ability  to 
promote  American  interests  worldwide. 

On  the  most  fundamental  constitutional 
grounds,  I  am  deeply  opposed  to  the  elabo- 
rate and  unnecessary  restraints  that  HR. 
i.Vil  would  impose.  If  enacted,  they  would 
compromise  our  ability  to  follow  through  on 
the  North  Korea  Framework  Agreement. 
They  would  undermine  our  effective  partici- 
pation and  weaken  our  leverage  in  inter- 
national organizations.  They  would  compel 
changes  in  our  refugee  policy  that  could  pose 
a  serious  threat  to  our  borders,  limiting  the 
President's  ability  to  respond  to  boat  migra- 
tion and  pwssibly  exacerbating  the  illegal 
smuggling  of  aliens  into  the  United  States. 
The  bill  would  seriously  impair  the  Presi- 
dent's responsibility  to  manage  our  delicate 
relations  with  China  at  a  time  of  its  transi- 
tion in  leadership.  Numerous  conditions  on 
our  assistance  to  Russia  and  the  other  New 
Independent  States  could  derail  our  steady 
support  for  democratic  and  market  reform  in 
a  region  that  remains  the  site  of  tens  of 
thousands  of  .nuclear  weapons.  Other  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  would  seriously  disrupt  our 
ability  to  move  decisively  when  warranted 
by  rapidly  «:han£:ine  circumstances  as  well  as 
our  relations  with  a  variety  of  countries. 

These  far-reaching  restrictions,  combined 
with  the  sharp  reductions  in  resources  for 
the  International  Affairs  budget,  would  crip- 
ple our  ability  to  respond  to  the  complex  op- 
portunities and  challenges  of  the  post-Cold 
War  world.  At  a  time  when  American 
strength,  vision,  and  leadership  are  essen- 
tial, this  legislation  would  force  our  unilat- 
eral retreat. 

As  you  know,  the  International  Affairs 
budget  represents  only  1.3%  of  total  federal 
spending.  It  has  absorbed  substantial  real 
cuts  in  recent  years.  The  resources  we  are  re- 
questing, in  my  judgment,  are  the  rock  bot- 
tom minimum  we  need  to  advance  our  na- 
tion's vital  interests. 

The  International  Affairs  budget  has  al- 
ways been  a  prudent  investment  that  pro- 
duces clear  benefits  for  the  American  people. 
It  protects  American  lives  by  combating  the 
spread  of  nuclear  weapons,  the  scourge  of 
drugs,  and  the  threat  of  international  terror- 
ism. It  has  helped  lead  to  the  delargeting 
and  dismantlement  of  missiles  in  the  former 
Soviet  Union  and  facilitated  the  departure  of 
Russian  troops  from  the  Baltics.  It  has  ad- 
vanced peace  in  the  Middle  East,  It  has 
helped  to  end  the  violence  in  Northern  Ire- 
land and  to  assist  the  transition  to  democ- 
racy in  South  Africa,  It  has  promoted  free 
trade  and  US,  exports,  creating  more  than 
one   million   high-paying   American   jobs   in 
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the  last  two  years  alone.  WTiether  in  the  case 
of  South  Korea  or  South  America,  our  for- 
eisrn  assistance  over  the  years  has  ultimately 
put  more  dollars  in  the  pockets  of  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  than  it  has  ever  taken  out. 

Moreover,  the  preventive  diplomacy  that 
the  International  Affairs  budget  funds  is  our 
first  and  least  costly  line  of  defense.  Com- 
pare the  cost  of  diplomatic  action  to  stem 
proliferation  to  the  price  we  would  pay  if 
rogue  states  obtained  nuclear  weapons.  Com- 
pare the  cost  of  promoting  development  to 
the  price  of  coping  with  famine  and  refugees. 
If  we  gut  our  diplomatic  readiness  today,  we 
will  face  much  greater  costs  and  crises  down 
the  line.  H.R.  156rs  cuts  in  Function  150  re- 
source levels  are  flatly  irresponsible. 

H.R.  ISeis  elimination  of  ACDA.  USIA.  and 
AID.  SLS  well  as  cuts  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment's operating  expenses,  threatens  our 
ability  to  achieve  our  foreign  policy  goals 
through  effective  international  affairs  agen- 
cies. The  State  Department.  ACDA.  AID.  and 
USIA  are  all  proceeding  vigorously  with 
their  own  streamlining  efforts.  Each  is  ac- 
tively cutting  costs,  realigning  resources  to 
better  match  policy  priorities,  and  updating 
communications  and  information  tech- 
nologies. Together,  these  mea.sures  are  low- 
ering costs  and  raising  productivity  in  each 
of  the  international  affairs  agencies. 

H.R.  1561  would  disrupt  and  deflect  these 
comprehensive  efforts  by  abolishing  ACDA. 
AID.  and  USIA  m  name  only  and  reassigning 


their  functions  to  the  State  Department. 
The  turmoil  and  inevitable  dislocation  could 
seriously  undermine  the  conduct  of  U.S.  for- 
eign policy  by  hampering  a  flexible  response 
to  continually  evolving  world  crises  and  op- 
portunities. Like  the  Army.  Navy.  Air  Force, 
and  Marines,  which  operate  under  the  overall 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  .\ID. 
ACDA,  and  USIA  each  has  a  distinct  mission 
that  can  be  best  performed  under  the  overall 
foreign  policy  guidance  of  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

As  the  sole  remaining  superpower,  we  have 
an  unprecedented  opportunity  to  shape  the 
world  we  seek— a  world  of  open  societies  and 
open  markets.  Our  nation's  foreign  policy 
cannot  be  supported  on  the  cheap;  we  cannot 
protect  our  interests  as  the  world's  most 
powerful  nation  if  we  undermine  the  role  of 
the  President  or  if  we  do  not  marshal  the  re- 
sources to  stand  by  our  commitments.  We 
cannot  lead  if  we  do  not  have  the  tools  of 
leadership  at  our  disposal.  This  is  equally 
true  whichever  party  is  in  power  at  any 
given  moment. 

Last  November's  elections  may  have 
changed  the  balance  of  power  between  the 
parties.  But  they  did  not  change — indeed, 
they  enhanced — our  responsibility  to  cooper- 
ate on  a  bipartisan  basis  in  foreign  affairs. 
The  election  was  not  a  license  to  lose  sight 
of  our  nation's  global  interests  or  to  launch 
an  assault  on  the  President's  constitutional 
responsibility  to  conduct  foreign  policy.  I  re- 


gret to  conclude  that  this  legislation  would 
have  us  do  both. 
Sincdrel.v. 

Warren  Christopher. 

Mr.  Speaker,  according  to  Secretary 
Christopher,  the  bill  includes  unneces- 
sary restraints  that  would  compromise 
our  ability  to  follow  through  on  the 
North  Korea  Framework  Agreement,  as 
well  as  weaken  our  leverage  in  inter- 
national organizations.  Numerous  con- 
ditions on  assistance  to  Russia  and 
independent  states  could  undermine 
our  support  for  democratic  and  market 
reforms  in  a  region  that  remains  the 
site  of  tens  of  thousands  of  nuclear 
weapons. 

In  essence,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
forces  our  retreat  into  isolationism  at 
a  time  when  the  United  States  should 
be  leading  the  world.  This  bill  ties  the 
hands  of  the  executive  branch  and 
weakens  the  United  States  abilit.y  to 
promote  open  societies  and  open  mar- 
kets. The  bill,  and  the  rule  which  gov- 
erns it.  should  be  voted  down. 

I  ui'ge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  "no"  on  this  restrictive  rule. 
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Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
mv  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  GiLM.A.N].  chairman  of  the 
committee,  who  will.  I  believe,  explain 
this  bill  more  fully. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
support  House  Resolution  155,  the  rule 
under  which  it  is  proposed  that  the 
House  consider  H.R.  1561,  the  American 
Overseas  Interests  Act. 

The  Rules  Committee,  under  the  able 
chairmanship  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Solomon],  has  proposed 
a  rule  that  provides  an  excellent 
framework  for  the  House  to  consider 
and  debate  this  very  important  bill. 

I  would  like  to  thank  my  good  friend, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  for  his  expeditious  action  in 
scheduling  the  Rules  Committee  for  an 
early  hearing  to  consider  our  request 
for  a  rule. 

The  proposed  rule  requires  pre-print- 
ing of  amendments  in  the  Record  and 
provides  adequate  time  for  full  debate, 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  bear  in 
mind- however— that  the  leadership 
has  set  a  requirement  that  all  debate 
on  H.R.  1561  end  by  2:30  p.m.  on  Thurs- 
day, May  25. 

H.R.  1561  is  a  complex  bill,  addressing 
the  very  fabric  cf  our  foreign  affairs 
operations  and  foreign  assistance  pro- 
grams, and  many  Members  have  indi- 
cated a  desire  to  be  hard  on  it. 

This  rule  provides  for  an  orderly 
process  to  enable  those  Members  who 
wish  to  offer  amendments  to  do  so, 
while  also  ensuring  that  the  House  will 
be  able  to  work  its  will  on  this  measure 
in  a  timely  fashion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  1561  is  the  first 
major  challenge  to  the  foreign  policy 
status  quo  since  the  cold  war  began 
nearly  50  years  ago — providing  for  the 
first  major  reorganization  and  consoli- 
dation of  our  foreign  affairs  apparatus 
in  that  period. 

It  also  reauthorizes  the  foreign  as- 
sistance programs  of  the  United  States 
while  reducing  funding  by  nearly  $1  bil- 
lion below  current  levels  in  the  first 
year  so  as  to  bring  them  into  line  with 
our  overall  budgetary  needs,  while  re- 
directing and  targeting  our  resources 
on  high  priority  programs. 


H.R.  1561  embodies  three  priorities  to 
ensure  that  our  Nation  can  meet  the 
challenges  and  take  advantage  of  the 
opportunities  that  await  us  in  the  post- 
cold-war  world. 

It  defends  our  national  security,  sup- 
ports our  trade  and  economic  interests 
and  provides  for  those  who  have  been 
hit  by  disaster  and  cannot  provide  for 
themselves — while  cutting  duplication 
and  waste  in  dozens  of  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  155  is 
a  good  rule  under  which  to  consider  a 
most  important  bill,  and  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  S.\BO],  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
colleague  for  yielding  me  this. time. 

Here  we  go  again.  Once  more  we  have 
a  major  piece  of  legislation  before  us, 
and  the  Republican  majority  has  struc- 
tured a  rule  to  get  around  all  kinds  of 
serious  Budget  Act  violations. 

The  rule  waives  four  separate  sec- 
tions of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act: 
The  section  prohibiting  spending  in  ex- 
cess ol  the  committee  s  allocation,  the 
section  prohibiting  consideration  of  di- 
rect spending  bills  before  the  budget 
resolution  is  in  place,  the  section  re- 
quiring lending  programs  be  made  sub- 
ject to  appropriations,  and  the  section 
requiring  new  spending  authority  to  be 
disclosed  in  the  committee  report. 

These  Budget  Act  violations  are  not 
minor.  According  to  CBO.  the  bill  in- 
creases direct  spending  by  at  least  $200 
million  in  budget  authority  over  5 
years.  Let  me  be  clear,  these  are  new 
spending,  of  direct  spending  authority. 
not  changes  in  authorization. 

The  reason  we  have  a  Budget  Act  is 
to  help  us  think  through  the  budget  ef- 
fects of  legislation  before  we  pass  it. 
We  should  not  be  waiving  the  budget 
rules  so  cavalierly  on  such  an  impor- 
tant bill. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  ROTH],  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

This  is  the  second  step  that  we  Re- 
publicans are  taking  to  bring  American 


foreign  policy  into  line  with  the  wishes 
of  the  American  people.  The  first  step 
was  when  we  passed  the  National  Secu- 
rity Revitalization  Act,  which  was 
passed  by  the  House  in  February,  a 
part  of  the  historic  Contract  With 
America. 

This  bill  will  be  debated  under  an 
open  rule  allowing  for  any  amendment 
to  be  offered.  We  have  set  aside  nearly 
3  days  for  consideration  of  this  bill. 

The  rule  provides  for  a  full  debate. 
This  is  in  keeping  with  the  principle  of 
open  debate  which  we  have  restored  to 
this  House,  overturning  years  of  gag 
rules  imposed  by  the  previous  manage- 
ment. 

We  are  confident  that  this  legislation 
is  what  the  American  people  want. 
Last  November,  our  people  spoke  loud 
and  clear.  They  want  basic  changes  in 
our  Government. 

The  bill  today  makes  some  of  the 
basic  changes.  It  abolishes  three  for- 
eign policy  agencies  which  are  left  over 
from  the  cold  war  and  which  have  out- 
lived their  usefulness.  This  bill  does 
not  go  far  enough  in  cutting  the  State 
Department,  which  is  costing  $2.5  bil- 
lion a  year  to  run,  but  at  least  it  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction. 

In  today's  world,  with  instant  com- 
munications, we  do  not  need  266  foreign 
missions,  266  foreign  missions,  which  is 
what  the  State  Department  is  cur- 
rently running,  and  most  important, 
this  bill  cuts  some  foreign  aid. 

There  is  one  message  that  the  aver- 
age American  wanted  to  send  to  Con- 
gress last  November.  It  was:  It  is  time 
to  take  care  of  our  own  people  and  our 
own  problems  first,  for  a  change. 

Last  week  this  House  adopted  a  bal- 
anced budget  which  will  balance  our 
budget  by  cutting  spending,  and,  for 
the  first  time,  we  are  starting  to  cut.  I 
think,  spending  in  foreign  aid. 

Somehow,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion has  not  gotten  the  word,  however, 
from  the  American  people.  Yesterday 
the  Secretary  of  State  sent  us  this  let- 
ter, a  3-page  letter,  speaking  out 
against  this  bill.  The  Secretary  does 
not  want  any  cuts  in  foreign  aid,  but  he 
wants  increases.  The  Secretary  does 
not  want  any  cuts  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment bureaucracy.  He  wants  more  bu- 
reaucrats spending  more  money  over- 
seas. The  Secretary  does  not  want  the 
Congress  involved  in  foreign  policy. 
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Well,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  an 
honorable  and  decent  man.  but  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  is  totally  out  of  touch 
with  the  reality  and  with  the  American 
people.  His  views  are  out  of  date  with 
the  realities  of  today's  world,  and  his 
policies  are  out  of  sync  with  even  our 
closest  allies  around  the  globe. 

The  bottom  line  is  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration wants  business  as  usual  in 
foreign  aid  and  in  foreign  policy,  and 
we  Republicans  want  change.  This  is 
what  this  legislation  is  all  about,  real- 
ly. We  Americans  have  listened  to  the 
American  people;  we  Republicans  also 
have  listened  to  the  American  people. 

The  Clinton  administration  is  still 
mired  in  the  past,  trying  to  keep  the 
bureaucracy  and  its  foreign  aid  pro- 
grams on  a  lifeline  supprart  system. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
open  rule  so  that  we  can  have  an  open 
and  free  debate  about  the  needs  and 
about  the  changes  in  our  foreign  pol- 
icy. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  VOLKMER]. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

I  would  just  like  to  speak  strongly  in 
opposition  to  this  rule  for  the  simple 
reason  that  it  is  not  an  open  or  modi- 
fied open  rule,  as  described  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida.  It  is  actually  a 
modified  closed  rule.  Let  us  call  it 
what  it  is. 

We  will  find  out,  come  2:30,  Thurs- 
day, how  many  amendments  are  still 
pending  when  the  time  comes.  If  we  are 
all  done.  I  will  take  my  words  back. 
But  if  there  are  amendments  still  pend- 
ing, you  know,  people  were  here  who 
wanted  to  offer  their  amendments, 
then  they  get  5  minutes  on  each  side, 
then  vote  on  it.  That  is  not  the  way  we 
do  busmess  in  America's  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

The  other  thing,  as  alluded  to  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota,  they 
waived  budget  requirements,  one  of 
which  even  put  in  the  rules  themselves. 
So  we  cannot  even  follow  our  own  rules 
on  the  budget. 

And  the  other,  last  thing  I  would  like 
to  say  is  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
just  talked  about  how  great  a  bill  this 
was.  It  cuts  back  on  us  being  able  to 
continue  democratization  throughout 
this  world.  We  have  more  democracies 
now  than  we  ever  had  before.  This  bill 
takes  us  back  to  isolationism,  except 
in  one  area,  one  big  area.  This  bill  will 
fund  more  abortions  in  foreign  lands 
than  we  do  right  here  in  the  United 
States.  That  is  what  this  bill  does.  For 
some  reason  or  other,  this  bill  is  great, 
they  say,  to  provide  the  killing  of  ba- 
bies out  there  in  other  lands.  We  do  not 
even  do  it  here  in  the  United  States. 

I  think  that  this  rule  should  be  de- 
feated and  we  should  go  back  and  have 
an  open  rule  so  we  can  address  all  of 
the  problems  with  this  bill. 
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Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  thank  my  distinguished  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Chairman  Gilm.\n  has  done  an  ex- 
traordinary job,  along  with  the  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations,  and  they  should  all 
be  commended  for  this  fine  piece  of  leg- 
islation, as  should  Chairman  Solomon 
and  my  colleagues  on  the  Committee 
on  Rules  for  bringing  forth  a  fair  rule, 
Mr.  Speaker,  a  fair  rule. 

It  permits  any  amendment  that  any 
Member  may  have  to  be  brought  to  the 
floor.  We  have  2  hours  of  general  de- 
bate after  this  hour  on  the  rule,  and 
then  we  have  got  another  10  hours  for 
debating  this  bill. 

This  is  an  important  bill,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. You  know,  when  you  project  it  over 
the  7-year  balanced  budget  glidepath, 
this  bill  is  expected  to  save  $21  billion 
of  taxpayer  money  at  the  same  time 
that  it  lays  forth  the  framework  for 
continued  American  leadership  in  the 
world. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we 
are  commencing  the  critical  fiscal  bat- 
tle to  save  America's  economic  future 
by  balancing  the  budget,  this  bill  will 
prohibit  foreign  aid  to  countries  that 
engage  in  intelligence  activities  within 
the  United  States,  harmful  to  the  na- 
tional security  of  our  country,  that 
provide  lethal  military  equipment  to  a 
country  that  has  repeatedly  provided 
support  for  acts  of  international  ter- 
rorism or  countries  that  consistently 
oppose  the  United  States  in  the  United 
Nations.  I  think  it  is  about  time  we 
take  these  steps. 

I  want  to  commend  Chairman  Oil- 
man for  including  these  important 
matters  in  this  critical  legislation. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  H.\milton].  former  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  now  ranking 
minority  member. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  rule.  I.  of  course,  will  also  oppose 
the  bill.  I  will  say  more  about  that  in 
the  course  of  the  debate  on  the  bill  it- 
self. 

But  let  me  just  make  a  few  com- 
ments with  respect  to  the  rule.  I  think 
all  of  us  in  this  Chamber  would  agree 
that  good  procedure  can  enhance  the 
legislative  product  that  comes  out  of 
this  Chamber.  I  do  not  think  that  this 
rule  qualifies  as  good  legislative  proce- 
dure. 

Imposing  a  time  cap  on  debate  for  10 
hours,  including  voting  time,  with  all 
of  the  amendments  pending  here,  cer- 
tainly we  will  have  a  number  of  votes, 
is  going  to  restrict  and  constrain  de- 
bate. 

The  first  point,  then,  is  simply  that 
time  is  too  short  under  this  bill.  It  is 
an  arbitrary  time  limit. 
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So  time  is  very  severely  constrained 
here. 

Second,  this  is  really  not  an  open 
rule,  and  it  should  not  be  so  described. 
As  an  institution,  the  Committee  on 
Rules  in  the  House  needs  a  rational 
mechanism  to  ensure  that  major  ques- 
tions are  debated  on  this  bill  or  any 
other  bill.  That  outcome  depends  not 
on  how  we  describe  the  rule.  open,  or 
modified,  or  whatever,  but  on  whether 
the  Committee  on  Rules  makes  sure 
that  there  is  a  process  for  thorough 
consideration  of  all  of  the  major  issues 
in  the  bill,  and  I  think  the  job  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  is  to  identif.y  the 
major  policy  issues  presented  by  this 
or  any  other  bill  and  then  to  permit 
adequate  time  for  debate  on  each  one 
of  those  major  policy  issues.  That  is 
the  job  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and 
I  do  not  think  they  have  fulfilled  that 
function  here  today. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  rule 
creates  a  faulty  process  for  consider- 
ation of  the  bill.  I  say,  you  have  a  10- 
hour  time  cap.  you  throw  the  bill  open 
for  amendment  at  any  point,  and  you 
create  a  kind  of  free-for-all.  making 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States, 
under  this  rule,  dependent  on  who  gets 
recognized  first.  Russia  could  be  de- 
bated for  5  minutes;  family  planning 
for  5  hours.  That's  not  the  message 
that  we  want  to  send  to  the  world 
about  how  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  makes  foreign  policy  and  shapes 
U.S.  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  think  we  can  do  a 
lot  better  than  this  rule  that  we  have 
today.  We  should  reject  it,  and  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  just 
briefly  respond  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  H.\MIL- 
TON).  the  ranking  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations,  and 
say  we  tried  very  hard  to  have  a  bal- 
ance between  a  free-for-all  and  the 
structured  rule  that  gets  the  major  de- 
bate, and  we  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  we  provided  the  parameters,  and 
we  hope  the  floor  managers  will  be  able 
to  lead  the  debate  in  a  way  that  will 
get  the  major  issues  out  there.  Under 
the  recognition  system  that  we  have. 
there  is  priority  given  to  the  members 
of  the  committee,  as  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  and  1  know  that  if  his  side 
of  the  aisle  holds  him  in  as  much  re- 
spect that  people  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  do.  that  truly  that  they  will  lis- 
ten to  his  governance  as  we  go  through 


this,  and  I  know  that  the  people  on  our 
side  of  the  aisle  have  equal  respect  for 
our  chairman.  So  I  think  we  will  have 
a  good  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  San 
Dimas.  CA  [Mr.  Dreier).  an  instrumen- 
tal Member  of  this  House  and  my  lead- 
er in  spirit  on  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Sanibel,  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Legislative  and  Budget 
Process,  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  take  just  a 
few  minutes  to  discuss  the  changes 
that  have  taken  place  in  the  procedure 
of  bringing  rules  to  this  floor  over 
years  in  the  past.  There  is  a  fundamen- 
tal disagreement  that  is  being  ex- 
pressed today  on  the  rule  for  this 
American  Overseas  Interest  Act  re- 
garding the  actual  role  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules.  We  all  recognize,  we  rec- 
ognize that  despite  our  support  for  the 
most  open  and  fair  process  possible. 
scheduling  constraints,  when  we  are 
dealing  with  435  Members,  often  re- 
quire some  kind  of  time  limit,  espe- 
cially when  we  see  the  kinds  of  prob- 
lems that  have  existed  with  the  use  of, 
quite  frankly,  a  filibuster  by  amend- 
ment in  the  past.  The  most  relevant 
standard  that  we  should  use  when  we 
look  at  rules  that  are  considered  is  not 
purely  the  issue  of  openness,  but  in 
fact  the  question  of  fairness.  It  is  dis- 
ingenuous to  claim  that  every  single 
structured  rule  is  equally  onerous  to 
the  minority  or  to  the  process  of  rep- 
resentative democracy,  and  rhetori- 
cally I  would  like  to  pose  the  following 
question  as  we  look  at  the  consider- 
ation of  these  rules: 

First,  in  the  process  of  structuring 
floor  consideration  to  permit  the 
schedule  to  proceed;  is  the  Committee 
on  Rules  structuring  debate  for  mere 
political  advantage?  And  obviously,  in 
the  case  of  this  rule,  the  answer  to  that 
is  no. 

Are  the  rules  being  used  arbitrarily 
to  bring  either  political  benefit  or  re- 
lief? And  obviousl.y  the  answer  to  that 
question  is  a  resounding  no. 

There  is  a  time  limit  on  floor  consid- 
eration of  this  bill  restructuring  the 
foreign  aid  bureaucracy.  That  is  un- 
questionably a  restriction  on  open  de- 
bate, but  at  the  same  time  it  is  also  a 
bill  that  could  take  weeks,  and  weeks, 
and  weeks  to  conclude  if  there  were  no 
structure  whatsoever  to  the  debate. 

My  very  good  friend,  the  former 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  H.A.MILTON],  as  m.y  friend  from 
Florida  has  said,  is  one  of  the  most 
highly  respected  Members  of  the 
House.  He  came  to  the  Committee  on 
Rales  yesterday  and  opposed  a  time 
limit.  He  preferred  a  structured  rule  in 
which  the  Committee  on  Rules  ensured 
adequate  debate  of  the  key  foreign  pol- 
icy issues  of  the  day. 


The  concern  with  time  limits  ex- 
pressed by  Members  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  has  been  that  some  amend- 
ments may  not  be  able  to  be  offered 
within  the  time  cap.  Under  the  regular 
rules  of  the  House.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
especially  possible  that  amendments  of 
Members  not  sitting  on  the  committee 
of  jurisdiction  will  not  be  offered.  This 
is  a  very  legitimate  concern. 

Time  limit  opponents,  if  they  intend 
to  contribute  something  relevant  to 
these  rule  debates,  must  recognize  that 
any  limitation  on  debate  has  the  po- 
tential, the  potential  for  important 
amendments  not  being  offered  on  the 
floor.  The  vehicle  could  be  a  time  cap 
or  the  Committee  on  Rules  listing 
which  amendments  are  in  order  and, 
conversely,  which  are  not. 

The  new  majority,  the  new  majority 
on  the  Committee  on  Rules,  has  re- 
ported a  large  number  of  rules  in  which 
a  time  cap  has  been  used.  The  reason  is 
very  simple,  Mr.  Speaker.  After  years 
in  the  minority,  during  which  time  the 
9-to-4  majority  on  the  Committee  on 
Rules  structured  rules  to  stack  the 
deck  politically  for  the  majority,  we 
learned  how  unfair  highly  structured 
rules  can  be. 

Time  limits.  I  will  acknowledge,  are 
not  perfect.  However,  it  is  possible 
with  time  limits  for  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  a  bill's  committee 
of  jurisdiction  to  minimize  the  draw- 
backs of  those  time  limits.  They  are 
recognized  for  amendments  before 
other  Members.  Through  this  authority 
a  chairman  and  ranking  member  can 
ensure  that  the  most  important 
amendments  are  addressed  first.  In  ad- 
dition, Mr.  Speaker,  the  rules  of  the 
House  permit  consent  agreements  lim- 
iting time  for  debate  on  amendments 
to  avoid  amendments  consuming  all  of 
the  time. 

The  choice  is  very  simple.  Give  the 
authority  to  structure  debate  to  the 
highly  partisan  Committee  on  Rules  or 
permit  the  chairman  and  ranking 
member  of  the  committees  of  jurisdic- 
tion to  largely  set  the  course  of  debate. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  there  is  no 
question  that  the  more  fair  way  to  set 
debate  is  to  give  both  parties  a  chance 
to  bring  amendments  to  the  floor  with- 
out having  the  Committee  on  Rules 
block  certain  amendments  simply  be- 
cause our  leadership  does  not  want  to 
vote  on  a  certain  issue.  That  is  what 
often  happens  when  a  highly  structured 
rule  is  used.  We  are  trying  desperately 
to  minimize  that  procedure.  So,  if  we 
will  use  the  guide  of  fairness,  rather 
than  simply  openness,  I  believe  that  we 
will  be  able  to  have  virtually  every 
public  policy  proposal  considered. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
MOAKLEY].  the  former  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  now  ranking  mi- 
nority member,  and  my  good  friend 
who  is  humorous  and  a  great  leader. 


13917 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall] 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me,  and  I 
thank  him  for  that  outstanding  intro- 
duction, but,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  has 
got  a  lot  of  problems: 

It  limits  the  Presidents  authority,  it 
restricts  U.S.  foreign  policy  options, 
and  it  weakens  U.S.  national  security. 

This  bill  also  reorganizes  the  State 
Department.  Now,  that  sounds  like  it 
could  be  a  good  thing.  But,  in  this  case, 
it  is  reorganizing  for  the  sake  of  reor- 
ganization, it  will  actually  increase  the 
bureaucracy,  double  the  number  of  em- 
ployees, and  triple  the  budget. 

So  why  are  Republicans  doing  this? 

It  cuts  our  foreign  aid  resources 
when  the  requirements  for  U.S.  leader- 
ship are  increasing. 

It  places  constraints  and  earmarks 
on  U.S.  policy  that  will  hinder  this  and 
any  future  President's  ability  to  con- 
duct foreign  policy. 

In  this  post-cold-war  world,  global  re- 
alities are  drastically  shifting  and 
American  foreign  policy  should  respond 
to  those  shifts.  We  should  not  be  limit- 
ing our  ability  to  create  new  markets 
and  protect  U.S.  security  interests. 

Some  of  the  most  dangerous  and 
short-sighted  cuts  are  in  development 
assistance.  These  projects  help  pro- 
mote economic  stability,  create  mar- 
kets for  American  goods,  and  promote 
democracy  and  human  rights  abroad. 

These  programs  enhance  our  secu- 
rity. They  are  the  right  thing  to  do  and 
they  should  not  be  cut.  So.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this 
gag  rule.  It  is  another  in  a  long  string 
of  Republican  broken  promises.  This 
rule  provides  for  a  10-hour  time  cap  and 
sets  a  drop-dead  deadline  for  amend- 
ments of  2:30  on  Thursday. 

One  look  at  this  rule  and  one  would 
think  we  had  a  lot  of  other  business  in 
the  House  this  week.  Or,  at  least  you 
would  think  we  have  a  lot  to  do  after 
the  recess. 

But.  we  do  not.  There  are  no  bills 
scheduled  for  the  week  we  get  back.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this  rule; 
thoughtful  consideration  of  American 
foreign  policy  is  much  more  important 
than  the  Memorial  Day  celebrations 
that  are  coming  up. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  always  appreciate  the 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Moakley]  who  I  re- 
spect immensely,  as  he  well  knows,  but 
10  hours  of  debate  can  hardly  be  a  gag 
rule,  and  I  thought  we  were  doing  a 
favor  to  the  gentleman's  party  by  mak- 
ing sure  that  we  had  a  family  friendly 
evening  one  or  two  nights  this  week,  so 
we  were  trying  to  extend  out  the  de- 
bate as  best  we  could  during  the  day- 
time. We  simply  ran  out  of  week. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 
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Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  knows  when  we  were  in  the 
majority  that  we  gave  20  hours.  It  was 
more  than  ample  time  to  discuss  it, 
and  no  amendments,  and  no  bearers  of 
amendments,  were  lying  dead  at  the 
rostrum  down  there. 

Mr  GOSS.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  observa- 
tion. I  was  only  commenting  on  the 
gag  question.  A  10-hour  gag  is  a  long 
gap,  and  I  think  that  most  people. 
when  this  debate  gets  going,  are  going 
to  agree  that  we  are  going  to  have 
pretty  free  and  open  debate,  and  per- 
haps the  concerns  of  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  H.\MILT0N].  that  we 
were  going  to  have  a  free-for-all,  will 
be  more  on  target  than  "Members 
won't  have  a  chance  to  speak." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton], 

Mr.  BURTON'  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

First  of  all,  I  think  this  is  a  fair  rule. 
Ten  hours  should  be  a  sufficient 
amount  of  time  to  debate  this  issue, 
but  I  want  to  talk  about  something 
else  today  of  very,  very  great  impor- 
tance. 

I  remember  a  few  years  ago  when  the 
Berlin  Wall  was  up,  and  we  saw  an  East 
German  soldier  running  through 
barbed  wire  with  his  weapon  hanging  in 
his  hand  to  freedom,  and  everybody  in 
the  world  applauded.  It  was  on  the 
front  of,  I  think.  Life  magazine  and  a 
bunch  of  other  magazines  showing  this 
man  in  his  great  dash  for  freedom  from 
Communist  oppression,  and  we  all  ap- 
plauded that,  and  just  2  or  3  years  ago 
from  Cuba  we  had  captain  in  the  Cuban 
Air  Force  fly  his  jet  to  freedom  in 
Miami,  and  he  told  about  the  repres- 
sion of  that  government,  and  every- 
body applauded  that,  and  then  just  last 
year  I  believe  a  man.  a  Cuban  Amer- 
ican, took  a  small  aircraft,  and  flew 
under  the  radar  screen  into  Communist 
Cuba,  landed  on  a  small  street,  a  dirt 
road,  and  picked  up  his  family,  and 
flew  them  to  freedom  in  Marathon,  FL, 
and  everybody  in  the  world  applauded. 
Here  was  a  man  fleeing  Communist  op- 
pression. The  State  Department  has  de- 
clared the  dictatorship  of  Fidel  Castro 
a  brutal  dictatorship.  Just  last  July  13. 
the  March  13  tugboat  containing  85 
women,  and  children,  and  men  was  try- 
ing to  get  to  freedom,  fleeing  Com- 
munist oppression  in  Castro's  dictator- 
ship. 

D  1330       I 

The  Cuban  Navy  came  up  alongside 
and  with  power  hoses  were  washing 
people  off  of  the  deck.  Women  were 
holding  their  babies  up,  showing  the 
Cuban  Navy  there  were  children  on 
board,  and  they  kept  the  power  hoses 
on  them.  The  woman  went  down  into 
the  bowels  of  the  tugboat  to  protect 
the   kids.   The   Cuban   Navy   pulled   up 


alongside  and,  using  the  orders  directly 
from  Fidel  Castro,  they  pointed  the 
hoses  into  the  hold  and  sunk  the  ship, 
drowning  those  women  and  children 
like  rats. 

That  is  the  kind  of  dictatorship  we 
have  in  Communist  Cuba  today.  That 
is  the  kind  of  dictatorship  we  had  in 
East  Germany  under  the  Communists. 
and  in  the  old  Soviet  Union.  People  did 
not  want  to  live  in  that  kind  of  hell.  If 
you  read  Armando  Valladares'  book 
"Against  All  Hope."  you  know  of  the 
horrible  oppression  and  torture  that 
goes  on  in  the  Communist  gulags,  the 
prisons,  in  Castro's  Cuba. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great  concern 
and  dismay  that  the  American  people 
see  today  that  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion is  equating  illegal  aliens  coming 
across  the  Mexican  border  by  the  mil- 
lions with  the  few  thousand  people  flee- 
ing Communist  oppression  in  Castro's 
horrible  dictatorship  in  Cuba. 

Janet  Reno  said  these  people  were  il- 
legal immigrants,  and  there  were  only 
about  twelve  or  thirteen  thousand  in 
the  last  year  that  tried  to  flee  Castro's 
dictatorship.  The  reason  this  is  being 
done  is  because  Castro  forced  people 
down  to  the  shores,  telling  them  they 
were  going  to  go  to  prison  if  they  did 
not  leave  that  country,  when  he  sent 
30,000  people  over  here  for  political  pur- 
poses. 

Let  me  just  say  the  policies  of  this 
administration  are  wrong  headed  re- 
garding Cuba.  It  is  still  a  Communist 
dictatorship.  Sending  people  back  to 
Cuba  today  is  like  throwing  people 
seeking  freedom  back  over  the  Berlin 
Wall.  It  is  a  terrible  mistake.  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  a 
very  dangerous  bill.  It  worries  many 
leaders  of  the  world,  of  other  nations. 
It  worries  many  agencies  and  many 
people  in  this  country.  At  a  time  when 
the  U.S.  should  be  leading  in  the  world. 
this  can  force  us,  in  my  opinion  it  will 
force  us,  to  take  a  back  seat  into  isola- 
tionism. 

It  cripples  agencies  without  any  ben- 
efit. Many  agencies  will  be  eliminated. 
The  best  agency  in  my  opinion.  AID, 
and  the  great  humanitarian  work  that 
they  do  will  be  put  into  the  State  De- 
partment. It  will  defeat  the  purpose  it 
was  designed  for.  Many  decisions  based 
on  humanitarian  aid  now  will  be  made 
with  political  purposes  in  mind,  which 
is  wrong. 

It  cuts  development  Eissistance  by  34 
percent  to  the  poorest  of  nations  all 
over  the  world,  including  where  most 
of  the  humanitarian  crisis  is  now, 
which  is  in  the  continent  of  Africa.  Ac- 
tually, the  whole  fund  has  been  cut  al- 
ready by  40  percent. 

It  hurts  investments  in  other  na- 
tions. For  every  dollar  that  we  invest 
overseas,  we  get  it  back  two  and  three 


and  four  times  every  year.  We  get  it 
back  in  jobs,  we  get  it  back  in  money, 
we  get  it  back  in  trade. 

As  a  country,  we  need  to  step  up  to 
the  plate  and  lead  in  the  world.  That  is 
our  role,  that  is  our  responsibility, 
whether  we  like  it  or  not.  This  bill 
erodes  our  strength  and  our  ability  to 
lead. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  a  "no" 
vote  on  the  rule,  and  certainly  a  "no" 
vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Ms.  Ros- 
Lp:htinen"],  also  a  member  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  to  urge  passage  of  this  rule,  which 
I  believe  is  very  fair  to  all  Members  of 
the  House.  It  is  important  to  move 
quickly  on  passage  of  the  American 
Overseas  Interest  Act,  which  sets  forth 
a  bold  and  far-reaching  reorganization 
and  consolidation  of  the  foreign  affairs 
agencies  of  our  country. 

This  bill  begins  a  measured,  delib- 
erate process  of  reducing  expenditures 
in  the  field  of  foreign  affairs,  which  is 
consistent  with  the  overall  plan  to 
bring  our  budget  into  balance  by  the 
year  2002. 

The  consolidation  of  the  agencies  by- 
eliminating  duplication  and  blurred 
lines  of  authority  and  responsibility 
will  contribute  to  the  Secretary  of 
State's  ability  to  adapt  the  foreign  pol- 
icy programs  of  this  Government  to 
the  new  era  of  fiscal  austerity.  I  be- 
lieve this  is  a  very  positive  construc- 
tive approach  to  the  challenges  that  we 
face  in  reducing  our  Federal  deficit. 

Unfortunately,  the  bureaucratic  im- 
pulse to  oppose  change  has  led  some  in 
the  administration  and  elsewhere  Lu 
attempt  to  oppose  the  consolidation  of 
these  agencies  by  labeling  supporters 
of  the  committee  bill  as  isolationists 
or  new  isolationists.  Nothing  could  be 
further  from  the  truth. 

In  fact,  the  consolidation  proposal 
has  a  very  long  history.  One  of  the 
greatest  international  statesmen  that 
this  country  produced  strongly  be- 
lieved that  the  foreign  affairs  programs 
of  this  country  should  be  an  integral 
part  of  the  State  Department's  pro- 
grams. 

In  fact,  in  1945  when  the  then  Assist- 
ant Secretary  was  offered  a  substantial 
promotion  to  become  the  Director  of 
the  Independent  Foreign  Aid  Agency, 
Dean  Acheson  turned  down  the  job  be- 
cause he  insisted  that  neither  the  job 
nor  the  agency  should  exist,  that  for- 
eign aid  should  be  run  as  part  of  the 
State  Department. 

There  is  a  delicious  irony  in  the  fact 
that  we  should  now  call  this  proposal 
the  Republican  plan.  The  Acheson  plan 
is  what  it  really  is.  It  sometimes  has 
been  called  the  Helms  plan.  It  is  to 
consolidate  these  agencies.  This  should 
be  done. 


I  mention  this  because  it  seems  to 
me  these  issues  are  neither  partisan 
nor  ideological.  They  should  be  ad- 
dressed in  an  atmosphere  which  is  the 
focus  of  one  question  and  one  question 
only:  What  is  the  best  thing  for  our 
country  to  do'? 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  Chairman  Oilman,  for 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor  in  such  a 
prompt  manner.  He  has  provided  strong 
leadership  for  those  of  us  in  the  com- 
mittee, helping  us  to  cope  with  the  fun- 
damental changes  in  this  world.  The 
world  has  been  changing  dramatically 
since  the  start  of  this  decade,  and  this 
fresh  approach  embodied  in  our  bill  is 
an  appropriate  response  to  these 
changes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  all  of  our 
colleagues  urge  a  "yes"  vote  in  the 
adoption  of  this  rule. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port ot  this  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  before  us  what  I  firm- 
ly believe  to  be  the  fairest  rule  possible  under 
the  current  circumstances. 

In  putting  this  rule  together,  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee tried,  first,  to  accommodate  the  leader- 
ship of  the  House  and  the  extraordinary  de- 
mands that  are  being  placed  on  the  floor 
schedule. 

Given  the  rather  small  windows  of  oppor- 
tunity that  IS  available  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
1561.  this  rule  represents  our  best  effort  to 
make  optimum  use  of  the  time  the  House  will 
in  session  this  week. 

Our  second  consideration  at  the  Rules 
Committee  was  to  consult  as  best  we  could 
with  the  minority  to  try  to  understand  their  con- 
cerns. 

Having  been  in  the  minority  for  so  long  our- 
selves, we  Republicans  know  how  it  feels. 

We  tried  to  strike  a  proper  balance  between 
the  time  permitted  for  general  debate  and  the 

time    pormittod    'or    consiijorotion     o'    3mpr.(j' 

ments. 

Given  the  schedule  constraints  we  are  work- 
ing under,  we  have  struck  a  good  balance  that 
moves  at  least  some  of  the  way  the  minority 
asked  us  to  go. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Rules  Committee 
examined  some  of  the  past  precedents  for 
dealing  with  foreign  aid  legislation,  particularly 
the  bills  that  were  brought  before  the  House 
during  the  1980's. 

I  myself  served  on  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mittee during  most  of  the  1980's  under  the 
leadership  of  then-Chairman  Dante  Fascell, 
one  of  the  great  statesmen  of  this  House. 

We  found  ample  precedent  for  imposing  an 
overall  time  limit  on  the  amendment  process, 
for  requiring  the  printing  of  amendments  m  the 
Congressional  Record,  and  for  granting  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  of  Original  Juris- 
diction authority  to  present  amendments  en 
bloc. 

And  so  I  strongly  urge  Members  to  support 
this  rule. 

This  IS  a  good  rule,  it  meets  the  needs  we 
face  under  the  present  circumstances. 

And  it  will  permit  the  House  to  work  its  will 
on  H.R.  1561. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous  consent   that  all   Members   may 


have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
House  Resolution  155,  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  1561. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GiLLMOR).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  tried  our  best 
to  come  up  with  a  rule  that  provides 
plenty  of  time  to  talk  about  the  things 
we  need  to  talk  about,  give  every  Mem- 
ber a  chance  to  get  what  is  on  their 
heart  or  mind  on  this  subject  out  on 
the  floor  for  discussion,  and  still  man- 
age the  debate  in  a  way  that  the  vital 
issues  are  provided  for  and  will  get  the 
appropriate  attention. 

I  think  we  must  have  done  a  pretty 
good  job  in  terms  of  the  policy,  because 
we  have  the  ranking  member  on  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  saying  oh. 
my  gosh,  he  was  worried  about  the 
budget  constraints,  yet  we  have  the 
President's  spokesperson  saying  that 
they  are  going  to  recommend  a  veto  be- 
cause there  is  not  enough  money.  So 
we  apparently  have  come  up  with 
something  that  works  pretty  well  here. 

This  bill  will  spend  5.5  percent  less 
than  last  year,  and  does  represent  9.5 
percent  less  than  the  White  House 
asked  for,  but  it  does  provide  for  the 
necessary  and  affordable  business  of 
our  Nation  overseas,  provides  for  ac- 
countability and  our  national  interests 
and  national  securities. 

1  guess  that  no  rule  is  absolutely  per- 
fect, but  I  think  this  is  a  pretty  good 
rule  for  an  issue  of  this  dimension,  and 
I  think  wc  have  done  our  best  to  craft 
it  to  give  every  Member  the  oppor- 
tunity to  have  his  or  her  say.  I  think  it 
is  fair  and  efficient,  and  I  think  it  will 
do  the  job.  I  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there   were — yeas   233.   nays 
176.  not  voting  25,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  347J 
YEAS— 233 


Allard 
Archer 


.\rmey 
Bachus 


Baesler 
Baker  iCAi 


Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Ba£s 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

ChriEtensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Collins  iG.Al 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cunnintcham 

Davis 

Deal  — 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrhch 

Emcriaa 

English 

En&ign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  iCTi 

Franks iNJi 

Frelinghuysen 

Fnsa 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Cekas 


Ackerman 
Baldacci 
Bare  la 
B.irrett  iWl) 
Beilenson 
Bentaen 
Be  man 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brown  iCAi 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Bryant  (TXi 
Cardin 
Chapman 


Gilchrest 

GiUmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goas 

Graham 

Gundenon 

Gutknecht 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

btook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  iCTi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollentwrg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA  i 

Lewis  (KYi 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martini 

.McCollum 

McCrery 

McDadf 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  iFL) 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

.Vethercutt 

.Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

NAYS— 176 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Cl.vbum 

Coleman 

Collins  (ID 

Collins  (MI) 

Gondii 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Danner 

dc  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Del  I  urns 


N'ussle 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

(iuina 

Radanovlch 

Kamstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Roa-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sax ton 

Schaefer 

schirr 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thorn  berry 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torricelli 

Upton 

Viicannvirh 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OKI 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weiler 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 
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Fogliecu 

Maloney 

Rivers 

Ford 

Man  ton 

Roemer 

Prank  (MA) 

Markey 

Rose 

Frost 

Martinez 

Roybal-AUard 

Furse 

Mascara 

Sabo           J 

Gejdenson 

Matsui 

Sanders 

Ceren 

McCarthy 

Sawyer 

Gibbons 

McDcrmott 

Schroeder 

Gonzalez 

McHale 

Scbumer 

Gordon 

McKinney 

Scott 

Green 

McNulty 

Serrano 

Gutierrez 

Meehan 

Stsisky 

Hall  (OH  1 

Meek 

Skaggs 

Hall  iTX) 

Menendez 

Slaughter 

Hamilton 

Mfume 

Spratt 

Hancock 

Miller  (CAl 

Stark 

Harman 

Mineta 

Stenholm 

Hastings  iFLi 

Minge 

Stokes 

Hayes 

Mink 

Studds 

Hefner 

Moakley 

Stupak 

Hilliard 

Mollohan 

Tanner 

Holden 

Montgomery 

Tauzin 

Hoyer 

Moran 

Taylor  (MS) 

Jackson-Lee 

Neal 

Tejeda 

Johnson  iSDi 

Oberstar 

Thompson 

Johnson.  E.B 

Obey 

Thornton 

Johnston 

Olver 

Torres 

Kanjorski 

Orton 

Towns 

Kaptur 

Owens 

Traficant 

Kennedy  (MAi 

Pallone 

Tucker 

Kennedy  (RIi 

Pastor 

Velazquez 

Kennelly 

Payne (NJ) 

Vento 

Kildee 

Payne  (VA> 

Vtsclosky 

Klink 

Pelosi 

Volkmer 

LaFalce 

Pickett 

Ward 

Lantos 

Pomeroy 

Waters 

Levin 

Poshard 

Williams 

Lewis  (GAl 

Rahall 

Wise 

Lipinski 

Rangel 

Woolsey 

Lofgren 

Reed 

Wyden 

Lowey 

Reynolds 

Wynn 

Luther 

Richardson 
NOT  VOTING— 

25 

Abercrombie 

Gephardt 

Peterson  (FL) 

Andrews 

Greenwood 

Rush 

Becerra 

Hinchey 

Scarborough 

Calvert 

Hoke 

Souder 

Cobum 

Hostettler 

Watt  (NO 

Cubin 

Jefferson 

Waxman 

Doc  ley 

Kleczka 

Wilson 

Fazio 

LaHood 

Gallegly 

Molinari 

D  1358 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr   Calvert  for.  with  Mr.  Andrews  against. 

Mr  VISCLOSKY  and  Mr.  PETE 
GEREN  of  Texas  changed  their  vote 
from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

a  1359 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GiLL.MOR).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 155  and  rule  XXIII.  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 
H.R.  1561. 

D  1359 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1561).  to 
consolidate  the  foreign  affairs  agencies 
of  the  United  States;  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of 
State   and   related   agencies    for   fiscal 


years  1996  and  1997;  to  responsibly  re- 
duce the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions for  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997.  and  for  other  purposes  with  Mr. 
GOODLATTE  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Gilman]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  1  hour,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hamilton]  will  be 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Gilman]. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  begin  the  first 
major  debate  on  the  reorganization  and 
design  of  our  foreign  affairs  operations 
and  programs  since  the  cold  war.  I 
would  like  to  thank  my  good  friend  and 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
and  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
committee — Mr.  Hamilton— for  his  co- 
operation in  the  preparation  of  this 
bill. 

H.R.  1561.  the  American  Overseas  In- 
terests Act.  constitutes  the  most  ex- 
tensive reform  and  overhaul  of  our  for- 
eign affairs  architecture  and  our  for- 
eign assistance  programs  in  nearly  50 
years. 

It  merges  three  foreign  affairs  agen- 
cies— the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment [AID],  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency  [USIA].  and  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency  [ACDAJ— 
into  the  State  Department. 

It  also  reauthorizes  our  foreign  as- 
sistance programs,  redirecting  and 
targeting  our  resources  to  where  they 
will  do  the  most  good. 

In  implementing  the  first  major  re- 
forms in  our  international  operations 
in  nearly  50  years.  H.R.  1561  also  estab- 
lishes three  priorities  to  ensure  that 
our  Nation  can  meet  the  challenges 
and  take  advantage  of  the  opportuni- 
ties in  the  post-cold-war  world. 

It  defends  our  national  security,  sup- 
ports our  trade  and  economic  interests, 
and  provides  for  those  who  have  been 
hit  by  disaster  and  cannot  provide  for 
themselves — while  cutting  (luplication 
and  waste  in  dozens  of  programs. 

This  bill  is  about  American  interests. 

The  bill  locks  in  the  gains  of  the  cold 
war  by  reaching  out  to  the  nations  of 
Central  and  Eastern  Europe  that  have 
broken  out  of  the  old  Soviet  orbit. 

It  punishes  our  adversaries  by  cut- 
ting off  funds  to  countries  that  spy  on 
us — that  provide  weapons  to  terrorist 
states — that  give  aid  to  Cuba— or  that 
consistently  vote  against  us  in  the 
United  Nations. 

It  also  maintains  the  U.S.  commit- 
ment to  the  1979  Camp  David  accords. 
Let  us  bear  in  mind  that  under  those 
accords.  Israel,  our  closest  and  most 
important  ally  in  the  Middle  East,  gave 
up  the  Sinai  with  its  oil  fields,  its  stra- 


tegic air  bases,  and  its  natural  geo- 
graphic barriers  in  return  for  peace 
with  Egypt— a  peace  which  has  lasted 
for  16  years. 

Under  the  umbrella  of  our  .American 
commitment,  Israel  has  signed  a  peace 
treaty  with  .Jordan  and  is  engaged  in 
talks  with  Syria  and  the  Palestinians 
that  could  also  lead  to  regional  peace. 

The  Camp  David  accords  is  a  foreign 
assistance  program  that  has  greatly 
benefited  American  interests  by  help- 
ing to  maintain  and  advance  peace  and 
stability  in  the  vital  Middle  East. 

H.R.  1561  also  supports  our  economic 
interests  by  maintaining  funds  for  the 
Trade  and  Development  Program  and  it 
enhances  our  support  for  humanitarian 
activities  with  increased  funding  for 
food  aid  and  disaster  assistance  to  help 
feed  starving  people  and  to  provide  for 
child  survival. 

The  bill  achieves  this  with  an  author- 
ization level  for  fiscal  year  1996  that  is 
nearly  $1  billion  below  current  appro- 
priations and  in  line  with  the  budget 
resolution  adopted  last  week  on  this 
floor.  The  funding  for  this  significant 
and  far-reaching  bill  is  but  1.3  percent 
of  the  Federal  budget. 

The  changes  embodied  in  this  legisla- 
tion are  necessary  to  enable  our  Nation 
to  continue  to  be  the  world's  economic 
leader  and  a  beacon  of  political  free- 
dom. However,  in  order  to  maintain 
that  role,  our  Nation  must  be  strong. 

Continuing  deficits  in  the  range  of 
$200  billion  a  year  will  only  weaken  us 
economically.  An  America  that  is  weak 
is  not  an  .America  that  can  lead. 

H.R.  1561  also  strengthens  the  ability 
of  our  executive  branch  to  formulate 
and  implement  a  strong  and  coherent 
foreign  policy  by  giving  the  Secretary 
of  State  both  the  responsibility  and  au- 
thority over  our  foreign  affairs  activi- 
ties. 

By  folding  three  cold  war-era  agen- 
cies—AID,  USIA,  and  ACDA— into  the 
State  Department,  we  are  simply  tak- 
ing a  leaf  from  the  book  written  by 
previous  Congresses  when  they  man- 
dated the  reorganization  of  our  defense 
establishment  after  World  War  II. 

Even  as  Americans  were  celebrating 
that  hard-won  victory,  the  Congress 
was  preparing  to  implement  some  hard 
lessons  that  had  been  learned  in  that 
war  about  the  organizational  structure 
of  our  military. 

We  learned  that  a  War  Department 
and  a  Navy  Department — often  at  each 
other's  bureaucratic  throats  and  head- 
ed by  a  Cabinet  secretary  each  report- 
ing directly  to  the  President — could  be 
a  recipe  for  disaster  in  the  fast-moving 
complex  world  of  modern  warfare. 

An  organizational  structure  estab- 
lished in  the  1790's— when  sailing  ships 
took  weeks  to  cross  the  ocean  and  ar- 
mies moved  on  foot  at  the  rate  of  3 
miles  an  hour— had  to  be  streamlined 
and  consolidated. 

There  had  to  be  a  single  Cabinet  sec- 
retary responsible  to  the  President  for 
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formulating  and  implementing  our  na- 
tional defense  policy. 

The  Congress  abolished  the  War  De- 
partment and  the  Navy  Department  as 
independent  entities  and  consolidated 
them  into  a  newly  created  Defense  De- 
partment under  the  leadership  of  a 
newly  created  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Similarly,  with  the  cold  war  behind 
us,  it  is  time  now  to  reorganize  and 
consolidate  our  foreign  affairs  agencies 
to  meet  the  new  challenges  and  take 
advantage  of  the  new  opportunities 
that  await  our  Nation  as  we  enter  the 
21st  century. 

Merging  AID,  USIA,  and  ACDA  into 
the  State  Department  eliminates  hun- 
dreds of  costly,  high-ranking,  Washing- 
ton-based bureaucrats. 

But,  we  also  ensure  that  all  of  our 
Nation's  foreign  policy  apparatus  will 
be  under  the  direction  of  and  respon- 
sible to  a  single  individual— the  Sec- 
retary of  State. 

My  colleagues  are  undoubtedly  aware 
of  the  letter  the  Secretary  of  State  has 
written  to  the  Speaker  in  which  he 
strongly  criticizes  this  bill  and  states 
that  his  intention  to  recommend  that 
the  President  veto  it.  Let  me  briefly 
respond  to  some  of  the  principal  criti- 
cisms expressed  in  the  letter. 

The  Secretary  states  that  the  bill 
and  I  quote  "contains  numerous  con- 
straints that  would  do  immense  harm 
to  our  nation's  foreign  policy." 

In  fact,  the  bill  contains  Presidential 
waivers  for  nearly  every  policy-based 
restriction  and  gives  the  President  in- 
creased flexibility  to  manage  foreign 
policy  resources— including  repeal  of  34 
obsolete  laws  that  restrain  the  Presi- 
dent's flexibility. 

The  Secretary  also  states  that  the  re- 
organization mandated  in  our  bill 
would,  and  I  quote  "damage  our  ability 
to  promote  American  interests  world- 
wide." 

The  reorganization  in  the  bill  is  near- 
ly identical  to  a  plan  the  Secretary 
proposed  in  January  to  consolidate 
AID,  USIA.  and  ACDA  into  the  State 
Department. 

Finally,  the  Secretary  stated  that 
this  measure  would  drastically  reduce 
our  resources  for  foreign  affairs  activi- 
ties. H.R.  1561  is  in  line  with  the  House- 
passed  budget  resolution  and  does  not 
go  below  that  amount. 

H.R.  1561  takes  a  big  bite  out  of  Fed- 
eral fat,  while  keeping  the  muscle  that 
we  need  to  maintain  our  strength  as  a 
world  leader.  I  invite  my  colleagues  to 
join  in  supporting  this  important  re- 
form measure. 

Hopefully,  my  colleagues  will  also 
utilize  this  debate  to  help  increase  pub- 
lic awareness  of  the  need  to  defend  and 
advance  American  interests  overseas. 
Development  assistance  and  security 
assistance  make  important  contribu- 
tions in  support  of  our  international 
interests. 

As  our  Nation  enters  new  times  and 
faces    new    challenges— including    the 
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challenge  to  reduce  our  budget  defi- 
cit^-the  burden  falls  upon  us  in  the 
Congress  to  educate  the  public  to  the 
need  to  maintain  a  strong  program 
that  supports,  as  the  title  of  H.R.  1561 
says,  American  overseas  interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Engel],  who  has  contributed 
importantly  to  the  work  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana, 
for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a  lot  of  good 
things  in  this  bill,  but  there  are  also  a 
lot  of  very  troubling  things  in  this  bill. 
I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  for  inserting  a  number 
of  good  things.  We  have  principles  in- 
volving the  MacBride  principles  with 
regard  to  Ireland.  There  is  good  lan- 
guage in  there  involving  Kosovo,  the 
people  of  Kosovo.  Of  course,  aid  to  Is- 
rael and  to  Egypt  is  maintained. 

However,  there  is  a  very,  very  trou- 
bling aspect  of  this  bill.  That  is  the  un- 
derlying thought  that  somehow  or 
other  foreign  aid  needs  to  be  dras- 
tically reduced.  In  fact,  in  this  bill,  for- 
eign aid  is  cut  to  an  unprecedented  low 
level.  A  very  interesting  poll  appeared 
a  couple  of  weeks  ago  in  the  New  York 
Times,  when  the  American  public  was 
asked  "Do  you  think  that  the  United 
States  gives  too  much  in  foreign  aid. 
too  little,  or  just  about  right?'"  Over- 
whelmingly, people  said  "Too  much." 

Then  the  question  was  asked  "How 
much  of  the  U.S.  budget  is  foreign 
aid?"  The  consensus  was  generally  15 
percent.  People  thought  15  percent  of 
our  budget  was  foreign  aid.  Then  the 
question  was  asked  "What  do  you 
think  is  a  good  percentage  of  the 
American  budget  that  should  be  used 
for  foreign  aid?"  The  consensus  was  5 
percent.  Then  the  respondents  were 
told  the  truth,  that  foreign  aid  is  bare- 
ly 1  percent  of  the  American  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
collapsed  and  the  United  States  is  the 
leader  of  the  world,  unquestionably.  Is 
this  now  the  time  to  recoil,  to  hide  our 
heads  in  the  sand,  and  to  move  toward 
what  I  regard  to  be  a  dangerous  isola- 
tionism? No  matter  how  we  cut  it.  we 
are  retreating  in  this  bill.  We  are  cut- 
ting back  on  foreign  aid.  we  are  cutting 
back  on  helping  other  nations. 

Many  of  us  speak  with  leaders  of 
other  countries,  fragile  democracies 
where  democracy  is  just  taking  root, 
countries  that  were  Communist  gov- 
ernments just  a  few  years  ago.  They 
plead  with  us.  a  little  bit  of  American 
aid  would  go  such  a  long  way  toward 
ensuring  that  democracy  would  take 
root  and  stabilize  in  these  small  coun- 
tries. 

Have  we  won  the  cold  war,  only  to 
throw  it  all  away?  That  is  what  I  think 


this  bill  does  in  terms  of  foreign  aid. 
While  the  bill  protects  foreign  aid  for 
Israel  and  Egypt,  it  shrinks  foreign  aid 
for  just  about  everyone  else,  so  Israel 
and  Egypt  are  a  larger  portion  of  the 
foreign  aid  pot.  It  is  only  a  matter  of 
time,  given  the  thought  of  this  bill, 
that  Israel  and  Egypt  will  be  cut,  be- 
cause that  is  the  trend  that  the  Repub- 
lican majority  is  moving  toward.  I 
think  it  is  a  dangerous  trend. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  talked  about  con- 
solidating AID.  USIA.  and  ACTA,  into 
the  State  Department.  That  will  not 
save  us  any  money. 

a  1415 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  not  going  to 
save  any  money.  In  my  opinion,  it  is 
going  to  be  less  efficient  and  very 
much  troublesome.  The  President  has 
said  that  if  this  bill  passes,  he  is  going 
to  veto  it. 

I  think  we  all  ought  to  put  our  heads 
together,  do  something  that  makes 
sense,  reassert  Americas  leadership  in 
the  world,  and  put  something  together 
that  says  America  is  not  recoiling  from 
the  world  but  indeed  America  is  acting 
like  the  world  power  that  it  is. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton]. 

Mr  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  things  that 
concerns  the  American  people  more 
than  anything  else  is  waste  in  govern- 
ment. They  believe  that  government  is 
inefficient,  and  in  many,  many  cases  it 
is.  In  fact  in  some  cases  it  is  downright 
horribly  wasteful. 

The  AID  agency  that  deals  with  de- 
velopmental assistance  and  other  for- 
eign aid  around  the  world  is  respon- 
sible for  spending  an  awful  lot  of  our 
foreign  aid  money. 

I  want  to  read  to  my  colleagues  a 
memo  that  came  out  of  a  meeting  that 
was  held  by  the  director  of  AID  and  his 
assistant  director  and  several  people  in 
leadership.  This  memo  was  sent  around 
the  world  to  AID  agency  heads  in 
many,  many  countries.  When  you  read 
this,  it  makes  you  downright  angry  if 
you  are  a  taxpayer. 

Here  is  the  part  that  I  think  is  the 
most  interesting.  Larry  B..  the  assist- 
ant director  of  AID  said.  "We  are  62 
percent  through  this  fiscal  year  and  we 
have  only  spent  38  percent  of  the  dollar 
volume  of  procurement  actions  com- 
pleted." 

"We  need  to  do"— that  means  spend — 
"$1.9  billion  in  the  next  5  months." 

He  goes  on  to  say.  "LAC,  AF,  BHR 
are  doing  okay.  There  are  large  pock- 
ets of  money  in  the  field  and  about  $570 
million  in  Global  and  ENI  each.  So 
let's  get  moving." 

In  other  words,  they  are  two-thirds 
through  the  year  and  they  have  only 
spent  about  one-third  of  their  budget 
so  they  want  to  get  spending  so  they 
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can  ask  for  more  money  in  the  next  bi- 

ennium  or  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Mr  Chairman.  I  think  this  is  the 
kind  of  thing  that  the  American  people 
hear  and  when  they  hear  it.  they  just 
get  downright  angry.  That  is  why  I 
think  the  bill  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Gilnun],  the  chairman, 
is  headed  in  the  right  direction  when 
they  are  talking  about  merging  these 
agencies. 

In  another  part  of  this,  when  they  are 
talking  about  the  merger,  which  is 
going  to  save  the  taxpayers  a  lot  of 
money,  let  me  read  to  you  what  they 
say  in  that  part.  They  say.  "Jill  Buck- 
ley reports  that  the  Senate  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  staff  was  relatively 
uncooperative  in  discussions  yesterday 
and  somewhat  surprisingly  the  House 
International  Relations  Committee 
staff  was  cooperative.  The  strategy"— 
and  this  is  their  strategy — "is  delay, 
postpone,  obfuscate  and  derail.  If  we 
derail,  we  can  kill  the  merger." 

"If  we  derail,  we  can  kill  the  merger" 
between  these  agencies  that  are  going 
to  be  put  under  the  State  Department 
to  save  taxpayers'  money.  I  think  this 
is  reprehensible  that  the  leadership  of 
AID  met,  tried  to  derail  the  will  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  in 
the  same  memo  said.  "We've  got  to 
spend  a  heck  of  a  lot  of  money  by  the 
end  of  this  year.  We're  two-thirds  of 
the  way  through,  we've  only  spent 
about  one-third  of  our  budget.  If  we 
don't  get  on  the  ball  and  spend  this 
money,  we  can't  come  back  and  ask  for 
more  money." 

That  is  something  that  cannot  be  tol- 
erated. For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  will  be  proposing  my  amendment 
today  to  cut  the  staff  of  AID  by  25  per- 
cent. The  chairman's  mark  cuts  it  by 
10  percent.  I  believe  we  can  go  further. 
If  we  can  cut  the  congressional  staff 
here  in  Washington,  our  committee 
staff,  by  33  percent,  we  can  sure  cut 
AID  by  25  percent.  They  have  got  al- 
most 10,000  employees.  They  want  to 
spend  taxpayers'  money  wastefuUy.  We 
need  to  send  them  a  message. 

Mr  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3' j  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  MoR.^.^']. 
an  invaluable  member  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
oppose  the  Republican  isolationist  for- 
eign aid  bill,  called  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act  of  1995,  because  this 
bill  proposes  deep  cuts  in  our  foreign 
assistance  budget  and  takes  away  the 
independent  responsibilities  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development, 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  and  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  is  not  the  time 
for  the  most  powerful  and  influential 
country  in  the  world  to  go  back  to  the 
isolationist  days  of  the  1930's.  Before 
World  War  II  there  were  18  nations 
with  more  military  and  geopolitical  in- 


fluence around  the  world  than  the 
United  States.  Today  there  are  none. 

In  fact,  it  is  strong  American  leader- 
ship during  and  after  World  War  II  that 
has  resulted  in  the  world  becoming 
safer  for  democracies  and  the  fact  that 
we  have  far  fewer  dictatorships,  that 
we  have  more  freedom  of  the  press: 
that,  in  fact,  the  economies  around  the 
world  are  trading  with  us,  providing 
markets  for  us. 

That  is  why  the  United  States  should 
not  shrug  its  shoulders  of  world  leader- 
ship. In  fact,  we  should  seize  this  op- 
portunity and  not  turn  our  back  on  a 
half  century  of  the  kind  of  leadership 
that  our  predecessors  have  shown  in 
this  body  and  throughout  the  world, 
the  kind  of  principles  that  opposed  peo- 
ple, economically  and  politically  op- 
pressed people,  have  yearned  for.  The.y 
would  not  have  achieved  that  economic 
and  social  and  political  independence 
were  it  not  for  American  leadership. 

The  end  of  the  Soviet  Union,  a  world 
map  dominated  by  democracies  and 
American  allies,  expanding  trade  mar- 
kets, free  elections  in  South  Africa;  we 
could  go  down  a  list  that  would  last  all 
day,  of  the  things  that  have  been 
achieved  because  of  American  leader- 
ship throughout  the  world. 

This  bill  undermines  America's  lead- 
ership in  the  world.  It  cuts  develop- 
ment aid  that  in  fact  is  creating  mar- 
kets for  us  today.  It  will  reduce  our 
ability  to  deal  with  the  deteriorating 
environmental  conditions,  the  rising 
migration  pressures,  all  the  kinds  of 
crises  of  inadequate  food  and  medical 
care  that  we  read  about.  With  very  lit- 
tle investment,  we  have  made  an  enor- 
mous difference  in  oeople's  lives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  is  not  the  time  to 
cut  the  budget  for  the  U.S.  Inform.ation 
Agency,  because  we  play  into  the  hands 
of  dictators  and  people  who  would  like 
to  control  the  press  of  their  own  coun- 
tries. 

It  is  not  the  time  to  cut  the  Agency 
for  International  Development,  when 
we  have  a  95  percent  repayment  rate 
for  small  loans  that  are  provided  to  the 
poor.  It  is  certainly  not  the  time  to  cut 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  when  we  see  the  kinds  of  disas- 
ters that  are  occurring,  whether  it  be 
chemical,  biological,  or  nuclear  weap- 
ons, that  present  a  threat  to  all  of  us. 

We  ought  to  move  forward,  not  back- 
ward. This  bill  brings  us  backward.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against  this 
bill. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ch.\bot],  who  has  been  a  valued 
member  of  our  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  1561,  the  American 
Overseas  Interests  Act.  1  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  GiLMA.v],  our  chairman,  for  his 
outstanding  leadership  in  steering  this 
historic  legislation  through  the  Com- 


mittee on  International  Relations  and 
to  the  floor  today. 

H.R.  1561  is  truly  historic  legislation. 
It  goes  where  no  foreign  aid  bill  has 
gone  before.  It  completely  overhauls 
the  foreign  aid  bureaucracy,  eliminat- 
ing three  major  agencies:  The  Agency 
for  International  Development,  the 
U.S.  Information  Agency,  and  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agen- 
cy. Their  functions  and  budgets  will  be 
cut  and  folded  into  the  State  Depart- 
ment at  a  great  savings  to  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

H.R.  1561  eliminates  dozens  of  lower- 
priority  programs.  It  cuts  spending  by 
more  than  SI  billion  next  year,  a  SI. 8 
billion  reduction  from  President  Clin- 
ton's budget  request.  And  it  calls  for 
further  cuts  of  S21  billion  over  the 
course  of  our  7-year  glidepath  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  intend  to  vote  "yes" 
for  this  bill.  Despite  all  the  rhetoric 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  that  we 
are  going  to  hear,  let  me  stress  what  a 
"no"  vote  on  this  bill  really  means.  A 
"no"  vote  means  a  vote  for  the  status 
quo.  A  "no"  vote  means  that  our  ef- 
forts to  cut  out  wasteful  bureaucracy 
will  be  stonewalled.  A  "no"  vote  means 
a  needless  delay  in  our  efforts  to  bring 
much-needed  relief  to  the  American 
taxpayer. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  one  of  those 
Members  who  would  like  to  cut  even 
more,  and  I  will  vote  for  amendments 
to  do  just  that. 

However,  on  the  whole,  this  is  a  good 
bill.  It  begins  the  process.  It  mandates 
the  reorganization  of  our  foreign  policy 
apparatus  so  that  next  year  we  can 
make  even  more  of  the  budget  reduc- 
tions needed  to  balance  the  budget  and 
provide  a  secure  future  for  our  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman],  the  chairman,  and  mem- 
bers of  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  for  crafting  this  bill.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Ms. 
McKiNNKY],  also  an  invaluable  member 
of  the  committee. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
1995,  there  are  over  34  wars  or  acts  of 
aggression  raging  throughout  the 
world.  These  wars  are  all  being  fought 
with  arms  imported  from  the  United 
States  of  America,  arms  used  to  kill 
millions  of  people,  arms  used  to  scar 
the  Earth,  arms  used  to  inflict  irre- 
versible harm  to  the  children  around 
the  world. 

Today,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  offer  the 
code  of  conduct  amendment  to  the 
American  Overseas  Interest  Act,  H.R. 
1561.  The  code  of  conduct  is  the  first 
major  reform  of  America's  arms  export 
process  in  almost  two  decades.  Al- 
though the  1976  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  provided  some  restrictions  on  the 


executive  branch's  ability  to  export 
arms,  historically  Congress  has  had  lit- 
tle-to-no  oversight  responsibility  on 
arms  sale.  As  we  celebrate  the  50th  an- 
niversary of  the  end  of  World  War  II. 
there  is  a  new  world  order  and  America 
is  its  leader. 

Some  American  citizens  are  testing 
the  legal  waters  of  holding  gun  dealers 
responsible  for  the  death  and  destruc- 
tion that  their  merchandise  contrib- 
utes to.  Just  imagine  what  could  hap- 
pen if  the  poor  innocents  of  Third 
World  countries  around  the  world  held 
each  one  of  us  liable  for  the  death  and 
destruction  that  U.S.  weaponry,  when 
sold  to  dictators,  contributes  to. 

In  1993  alone,  the  United  States  sold 
more  than  S23  billion,  73  percent,  in 
arms  sales  to  developing  countries. 
H.R.  1561  prohibits  certain  assistance 
to  countries  promoting  regional  insta- 
bility. However,  there  are  no  criteria 
regarding  arms  sales.  The  code  of  con- 
duct amendment  provides  those  cri- 
teria. 

A  recent  Gallup  Poll  showed  that 
more  than  three-quarters  of  the  Amer- 
ican public  oppose  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment selling  arms.  Ninety-six  percent 
of  Americans  believe  that  the  United 
States  should  not  sell  conventional 
weapons  to  undemocratic  governments. 
Our  bad  decisions  have  boomeranged 
already  in  Panama.  Iraq,  Somalia,  and 
Haiti. 

Our  men  and  women  in  the  Armed 
Forces  in  each  of  those  instances  have 
faced  our  own  weapons  and  technology 
as  a  result  of  our  own  bad  policy  deci- 
sions. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  focus  on 
what  the  American  century  could  real- 
ly mean  as  we  ponder  America's  place 
in  the  new  world  order.  Join  your  102 
colleagues  and  vote  for  the  code  of  con- 
duct amendment  to  H.R.  1561. 

D  1430 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  4'i>  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  SMITH], 
the  subcommittee  chairman  of  our 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  my  good  friend  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time.  I  want  to  say  at  the 
outset  how  very  happy  many  of  us  are 
for  the  tremendous  job  the  gentleman 
from  New  York.  Mr.  Gil.man,  has  done 
on  this  piece  of  legislation.  It  has  been 
very,  very  difficult.  There  has  been  a 
give  and  take  by  many  Members,  and 
he  has  done  a  fine  job  in  crafting  this. 
I  also  want  to  thank  the  members  of 
my  subcommittee.  We  had  a  portion  of 
this  bill  which  is  now  section  B  or  divi- 
sion B  that  worked  through  our  sub- 
committee and  we  went  through  a 
markup.  We  had  legislation  dealing  or 
provisions  dealing  with  peacekeeping. 
arms  control,  and  other  vital  areas. 
and  I  am  very  pleased  that  that  legisla- 
tion is  now  incorporated  in  the  Oilman 
bill. 


H.R.  1561,  the  American  Overseas  In- 
terests Act,  has  attracted  widespread 
publicity  for  its  consolidation  of  gov- 
ernment agencies  and  its  sharp  spend- 
ing cuts  in  foreign  aid  and  other  pro- 
grams. Amid  the  discussion  of  these  is- 
sues, however,  some  of  the  most  impor- 
tant aspects  of  H.R.  1561  have  gone  al- 
most unnoticed. 

Specifically,  despite  the  need  to  cut 
spending  and  consolidate  programs,  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  House  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  man- 
ages to  hold  harmless — or  even  en- 
hance—important programs  that  sup- 
port freedom,  build  democracy,  and 
save  lives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  considering  H.R. 
1561  I  hope  we  will  carefully  consider 
the  following  provisions: 

Those  provisions  dealing  with  child 
survival  and  related  programs  have 
been  included  in  the  bill.  Although  the 
overall  development  assistance  author- 
ization was  cut  by  about  a  third,  the 
committee  accepted  an  amendment  to 
set  aside  S280  million  for  child  survival 
programs,  $25  million  for  micronu- 
trient  and  Vitamin  A  programs,  and  $15 
million  for  the  UNDP/WHO  Tropical 
Disease  Program.  This  is  a  modest  in- 
crease over  estimated  fiscal  year  1995 
expenditures.  The  increase  is  justified: 
these  programs  have  saved  literally 
millions  of  lives,  most  of  them  children 
in  the  developing  nations  of  the  world. 
Now  they  will  save  millions  more. 
When  cuts  must  be  made,  they  must  be 
made  in  ways  that  will  not  cause  chil- 
dren to  die  or  to  suffer. 

The  refugee  provisions  of  H.R.  1561. 
Mr.  Chairman,  likewise  will  prevent 
United  States  tax  dollars  from  being 
used  to  forcibly  return  Vietnamese  and 
Laotians  back  to  those  countries,  and 
we  ai  e  talking  about  people  who 
worked  and  fought  side  by  side  with 
American  forces. 

These  provisions  will  also  protect 
people  who  can  show  that  they  are  flee- 
ing forced  abortions  or  forced  steriliza- 
tions or  they  have  actually  been  sub- 
jected to  such  pressures,  such  as  the  13 
women  who  are  now  being  held  in  Ba- 
kersfield.  CA,  most  of  them  victims  of 
forced  abortion  or  forced  sterilizations, 
all  of  them  about  to  be  forced  back  to 
the  People's  Republic  of  China. 

H.R.  1561  would  also  require  periodic 
reports  to  Congress  on  what  Fidel  Cas- 
tro is  doing  to  enforce  his  end  of  the 
Clinton-Castro  immigration  deal  of 
1994,  and  on  how  people  are  treated  who 
are  returned  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 
second  Clinton-Castro  immigration 
deal  of  May  1995. 

Finally,  the  bill  provides  an  impor- 
tant structural  reform — the  consolida- 
tion of  human  rights  advocacy  and  ref- 
ugee protection  under  a  single  State 
Department  official  reporting  directly 
to  the  Secretary — that  will  guarantee 
these  decisions  a  place  at  the  table 
when  important  decisions  are  made. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  the  need  for 
cuts  in  international  broadcasting  and 


other  public  diplomacy  programs,  H.R. 
1561  holds  harmless  from  such  cuts  our 
freedom  broadcasting  programs — such 
as  Radio  Free  Asia.  Radio/TV  Marti, 
and  the  Voice  of  America  Farsi  Serv- 
ice— at  prior  levels. 

Similarly,  funds  for  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy  are  authorized 
at  current  levels. 

The  bill  also  creates  a  pilot  project 
for  freedom  broadcasting  to  Asia,  to 
provide  pro-democracy  and  pro-free- 
dom broadcasts  to  Asian  countries 
whose  people  do  not  enjoy  freedom  of 
expression  during  the  months  or  years 
it  will  take  to  establish  Radio  Free 
Asia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  bill,  and 
I  do  hope  Members  will  support  it. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5'/^  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Berman],  a  very 
important  member  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  never 
thought  I  would  see  the  day  when  I 
would  be  rising  to  oppose  a  foreign  as- 
sistance bill,  and  it  pains  me  deeply  to 
have  to  be  in  that  particular  situation. 

But  this  bill,  it  is  called  the  Amer- 
ican Overseas  Interests  Act,  I  think  if 
Members  look  carefully  at  its  provi- 
sions, they  should  call  it  the  American 
Leadership  Reduction  Act.  It  slashes 
resources  for  diplomatic  efforts  and  in 
foreign  assistance  around  the  world.  It 
dismantles  without  any  consultations 
with  the  executive  branch,  without  any 
consultation  with  the  Democrats,  it 
dismantles  American's  foreign  policy 
structure.  It  hobbles  the  American 
Presidency.  That  may  be  politically  at- 
tractive for  some  at  this  particular 
time,  but  Presidents  come  and  go.  and 
I  remind  my  colleaeues.  while  we  have 
had  very  few  years  where  a  foreign  as- 
sistance bill  has  become  law,  almost 
every  Congress  since  I  have  come  here 
we  have  passed  a  foreign  assistance  act 
in  the  House  with  bipartisan  support 
from  both  parties.  Many  provisions 
that  I  disagreed  with  would  be  in  the 
bill,  many  provisions  that  the  Repub- 
licans disagreed  with,  but  there  was  a 
committed,  bipartisan  support  for  an 
internationalist  approach  to  the  world 
with  a  recognition  of  the  critical  role 
that  diplomacy  and  assistance  and  en- 
gagement plays  in  protecting  and  pro- 
moting American  interests. 

I  came  on  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  more  than  any 
other  reason  because  of  my  deep,  abid- 
ing, personal,  from  my  youth,  commit- 
ment to  the  importance  of  the  Amer- 
ican-Israeli relationship  in  my  scheme 
of  things  and  in  the  belief  that  not 
only  in  Israel's  interest  but  in  Ameri- 
ca's interests  that  relationship  was  im- 
portant. There  is  nothing  more  impor- 
tant to  me  in  the  Congress  than  con- 
tinuing that  relationship. 

This  bill,  in  the  short  term,  on  the 
superficial  glance,  does  that.  It  contin- 
ues  the  assistance,   it  has  important 
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language  in  the  bill.  The  chairman  of 
the  committee  should  be  commended 
for  that.  But.  in  the  long  term,  for 
those  of  us  who  care  about  that  rela- 
tionship, who  care  about  this  support,  I 
tell  them,  putting  that  money  into  a 
bill  that  constitutes  a  frontal  assault 
on  the  executive  branch's  ability  to 
conduct  foreign  policy,  that  slashes 
other  foreign  assistance  programs  and 
signifies  a  retrenchment  and  move  to- 
wards a  neoisolationist  position  in  the 
post-cold-war  world,  this  is  not  an  Is- 
rael-friendly bill.  This  is  not  a  bill  that 
over  the  long  term  solidifies  that  rela- 
tionship, because  you  cannot  sustain 
and  justify  foreign  assistance  for  Israel 
in  the  context  where  you  are  slashing 
and  ultimately  terminating  foreign  as- 
sistance for  every  other  country  in  the 
world. 

So  it  is  because  of  my  interest  in 
that  relationship  and  notwithstanding 
the  specific  provisions  of  this  bill,  but 
in  the  recognition  of  what  this  bill  does 
to  our  whole  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram, to  our  ability  to  conduct  diplo- 
macy that  I  oppose  this  bill.  I  remind 
my  colleagues  again  and  again  if  I  can 
and  will  throughout  the  total  debate, 
every  year  that  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Affairs  came  to  the  House  floor 
with  a  bill,  it  was  a  bill  which  in  the 
committee,  maybe  we  would  start  out 
with  the  Democratic  version  during 
those  years,  but  every  year,  first  Chair- 
man Fascell,  and  then  Chairman  Ham- 
ilton, looked  at  the  strongest  concerns 
that  the  Republicans  had.  We  met 
those  concerns.  We  came  to  the  floor. 
We  had  the  substantial  majority  of 
both  Democrats  and  Republicans  sup- 
porting the  bill. 

There  was  no  effort  to  do  that  here.  I 
do  not  know  if  it  was  a  calculated  ef- 
fort to  try  and  pass  a  partisan  bill,  or 
a  lack  of  time  caused  by  the  schedule, 
but  the  shocking  lack  of  ability  to  en- 
gage our  committee  leadership  or  our 
House  leadership  in  finding  out  some  of 
the  concerns  that  could  be  addressed  in 
the  context  of  deficit  reduction,  in  the 
context  of  reform,  in  the  context  of  ad- 
dressing important  foreign  policy  needs 
that  this  Congress  considers,  that 
agreement  could  have  been  worked  out. 
It  is  a  shame  we  are  at  this  point  where 
this  bill  is  coming  up  as  a  partisan 
Clinton-bashing,  anti-executive-branch 
feast  instead  of  a  sensible  continuation 
of  a  bipartisan  internationalist  tradi- 
tion. 

I  just  want  to  read  from  one  para- 
graph of  Secretary  Christopher's  letter. 

This  is  Secretary  Christopher  saying 
why  he  will  recommend  a  veto  if  this 
bill  passes.  If  enacted,  they  would  com- 
promise our  ability  to  follow  through 
on  the  North  Korea  Framework  Agree- 
ment. They  would  undermine  or  effec- 
tive participation  and  weaken  our  le- 
verage in  international  organization.  It 
would  compel  changes  on  refugees  pol- 
icy that  compose  a  serious  threat  to 
their  borders,  limiting  the  President's 


ability  to  respond  to  boat  migration 
and  possibly  exacerbating  the  illegal 
smuggling  of  aliens  into  the  United 
States.  The  bill  would  seriously  impair 
the  President's  responsibility  to  man- 
age our  delicate  relations  with  China 
at  this  time  of  transition  in  its  leader- 
ship. Its  provisions  on  the  New  Inde- 
pendent States. 

Perhaps  there  will  be  further  time  to 
get  into  this  later  on,  but  I  frankly 
would  hope  this  bill  could  be  with- 
drawn from  the  floor  and  I  urge  a  no 
vote  at  this  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  6  minutes  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Roth],  chairman  of  our  Sub- 
committee on  Economic  Policy  and 
Trade. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  we  begin  this 
debate,  let  us  remember  that  we  have  3 
days  of  debate  on  this  particular  bill. 
Many  arguments  will  be  made,  dozens 
of  amendments  will  be  offered,  but 
there  is  really  only  one  basic  issue,  the 
need  for  change  in  our  foreign  policy. 

When  the  American  people  voted  last 
November  for  change,  they  voted  for 
change  in  foreign  policy  as  much  or 
more  than  in  any  other  areas.  The 
Clinton  administration,  yes  as  a  pre- 
vious speaker  said,  opposes  this  bill. 

We  have  a  3-page  letter  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  which  is  like  a  mani- 
festo for  business  as  usual  in  foreign 
policy.  Boiled  down,  the  Secretary  says 
that  the  foreign  policy  elite  should 
stay  in  charge  and  that  the  Congress 
and  the  American  people  should  butt 
out  in  foreign  affairs. 

The  Secretary  says  that  foreign 
spending  should  go  up  even  though 
spending  for  our  own  people  is  going 
down. 

And  the  Secretary  says  that  even 
though  the  cold  war  is  over,  America 
must  still  bear  most  of  the  load  for  all 
of  the  world's  problems,  while  other 
governments  save  their  resources  and 
focus  on  taking  our  markets  and 
wringing  our  jobs  from  the  American 
workers. 

The  American  people  know  that  the 
cold  war  is  over.  They  want  other 
countries  to  take  at  least  a  little  por- 
tion of  the  load.  The  American  people 
want  their  government  to  put  our  own 
people  and  our  own  problems  first,  for 
a  change.  For  almost  50  years  now  we 
have  gone  all  over  the  world  putting 
their  problems  and  their  needs  first.  It 
is  about  time  we  take  care  of  our  own 
people  and  our  own  problems  for  a 
change. 

But  that  is  not  what  the  Secretary  of 
State  and  the  foreign  policy  elite  here 
in  Washington  want.  So  this  debate 
really  comes  down  to  a  test  of 
strength.  Do  the  American  people  get 
the  changes  they  voted  for.  or  does  the 
foreign    policy   establishment   stay    in 


the  driver's  seat.  Who  rules  in  this 
country?  The  elite  here  in  Washington 
or  the  American  people  who  are  paying 
the  bills. 

This  bill  makes  three  fundamental 
changes.  First,  it  abolishes  three  cold 
war  agencies:  AID.  USIA.  and  the  Arms 
Control  Agency,  all  three  which  have 
outlived  their  usefulness. 

Second,  the  bill  cuts  $1  billion  from 
the  $17  billion  in  overseas  spending 
over  which  our  committee  has  jurisdic- 
tion, only  $1  billion,  so  it  is  not  a  big 
cut,  but  $17  billion  is  less  than  half  of 
what  we  are  spending  overseas  at  this 
time.  The  real  total  is  $38  billion  when 
you  add  up  some  of  our  military  sta- 
tions overseas  also  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks,  food  aid  and  other 
categories.  That  is  $37  billion  this  year. 
We  are  making  much  less  in  cuts  than 
we  do  in  domestic  agencies.  There  is  no 
need  for  crocodile  tears.  We  are  elimi- 
nating entire  departments  in  our  Oov- 
ernment. 
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Mr.  BF2RMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
American  Samoa  [Mr.  F.^leom.w.'KEG.-v]. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  have  the  greatest  respect  for  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  the  chair- 
man of  the  House  International  Affairs 
Committee,  Mr.  Oilm.\n,  but  I  must  re- 
luctantly oppose  H.R.  1561,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  its  pas- 
sage. 

Although  there  are  a  few  worthy  ini- 
tiatives in  the  legislation,  on  the 
whole,  H.R.  1561  drastically  undermines 
the  ability  of  our  President  to  engage 
effectively  on  issues  and  activities  that 
impact  on  the  world  community  as 
well  as  the  security  and  economic  in- 
terests of  our  Nation. 

I  submit.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  United 
States  cannot  and  should  not  Isolate 
herself  from  the  rest  of  the  world. 
Whether  we  like  it  or  not.  our  Nation 
is  an  integral  member  of  the  world 
community,  and  we  must  face  up  to 
our  responsibilities  as  a  leader  in  inter- 
national affairs. 

I  find  it  ironic  that  in  the  era  of  EEC. 
ASEAN.  GATT,  NAFTA,  and  APEC— 
when  it  is  becoming  increasingly  clear 
that  the  economic  future  and  prosper- 
ity of  our  Nation  is  vitally  dependent 
on  America's  ability  to  engage  over- 
seas and  to  promote  peace — this  bill 
would  cripple  our  President's  ability  to 
conduct  foreign  diplomacy  by  cutting 
off  the  arms  and  legs  of  America's  for- 
eign policy  apparatus  while  deeply  re- 
ducing already  meager  resources. 

H.R.  1561  recklessly  mandates  abol- 
ishment of  the  USIA.  ACDA.  and  AID. 
merging  them  into  the  State  Depart- 
ment and  creating  a  super  bureauc- 
racy. No  detailed  bottom  up  study  of 
this  planned  reorganization  has  oc- 
curred, however,  and  reflects  that  little 
though  has  been  given  to  the  actual 
costs  or  benefits  of  such  a  move.  I  have 


been  shown  nothing  that  ensures  that 
this  reorganization  proposal  will  result 
in  an  improvement  in  the  conduct  of 
America's  foreign  policy  throughout 
the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  convinced  that 
the  reorganization  plan  presents  the 
danger  that  the  unique  missions  and 
valued  expertise  of  the  USIA.  ACDA. 
and  AID  will  be  subordinated  and  lost 
in  a  massive  State  Department  bu- 
reaucracy. Reorganizing  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  for  the  sake  of  reorganiz- 
ing is  a  waste  of  time  and  taxpayers 
dollars,  and  diverts  attention  and  re- 
sources from  the  real  foreign  policy  is- 
sues facing  our  Nation  today. 

I  am  also  opposed  to  the  foreign  as- 
sistance cuts  in  excess  of  a  billion  dol- 
lars called  for  in  H.R.  1561.  Over  the 
last  decade,  foreign  aid  funds  have 
taken  disproportionate  cuts,  being  al- 
most halved  in  inflation-adjusted  dol- 
lars. As  we  all  know,  polls  have  docu- 
mented that  most  Americans  feel  we 
should  be  allocating  at  least  5  percent 
of  the  Federal  budget  to  foreign  aid. 
Yet  our  present  funding  of  foreign  as- 
sistance barely  exceeds  1  percent  of  our 
national  budget. 

The  further  cuts  called  for  in  H.R. 
1561  will  reduce  already  strained  re- 
sources and  handicap  our  ability  to 
protect  and  promote  U.S.  economic  and 
security  interests  overseas.  Our  small 
investment  in  foreign  assistance  is  the 
first  line  of  defense  for  America.  By  ad- 
dressing problems  overseas — through 
development  or  humanitarian  assist- 
ance—we circumvent  major  crises  and 
security  threats  from  arising  while 
nurturing  the  growth  of  democracies 
and  new  markets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  time  when 
the  United  States,  in  her  own  interests, 
must  continue  to  engage  and  I'each  out 
to  the  international  community.  H.R. 
1561  represents,  however,  a  withdrawal 
from  world  leadership  and  a  dangerous 
return  to  isolationism.  I  would  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  the  bill. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  BUNN]. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  con- 
gratulate the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  GlL.M.^.v),  and  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  for  a  job  well  done. 
It  is  a  difficult  task,  as  we  move  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget,  to  identify 
those  things  that  work  and  those  that 
do  not  work. 

Yet.  this  bill  has  oone  that.  It  elimi- 
nates three  outdated  Federal  agencies, 
the  U.S.  Information  Agency,  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  and 
the  Agency  for  International  Aid. 

The  first  two  are  relics  of  the  cold 
war,  the  third,  AID.  while  begun  with 
the  best  of  intentions,  has  become  a 
bloated  bureaucracy  that  we  simply 
cannot  maintain. 

I  support  foreign  aid. 


Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  I  am  interested  in  why 
the  gentleman  thinks  the  USIA  is  an 
outdated  agency,  the  programs  for 
radio  and  exchange  programs  around 
the  world,  are  outdated. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Because  those 
are  cold  war  relics,  and  we  do  have  an 
open  information  age  where  informa- 
tion is  getting  out  without  our  Govern- 
ment providing  the  dollars  to  provide 
that  message.  I  think  we  do  have  ade- 
quate access  to  information  around  the 
world.  We  do  not  have  to  maintain  the 
cold  war  relics. 

I  will  just  wrap  up  in  the  last  30  sec- 
onds, if  I  could,  and  that  is  to  say  very 
clearly  I  think  we  have  to  concentrate 
on  those  things  that  work,  that  are 
providing  needs  to  people  on  the 
ground,  not  serving  bureaucracies  that 
have  developed  over  the  decades. 

This  bill  does  this.  It  allows  us  to 
reach  real  people  with  real  help.  I 
think  it  is  the  kind  of  thing  we  must 
do.  We  must  be  committed  to  foreign 
aid,  but  foreign  aid  that  makes  a  dif- 
ference for  people. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Gek.\s1. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the 
House,  the  Congress  in  recent  years  has 
done  a  miserable  job,  in  m.y  esti- 
mation, of  explaining  and  making  it 
clear  to  the  American  people  why  we 
are  indulging  or  why  we  have  ever  in- 
dulged in  foreign  aid,  so-called. 

Many  people  in  the  public  feel  this  is 
throwing  money  away.  throwing 
money  abroad  when  that  money  could 
be  used  more  successfully,  more  use- 
fully at  home,  and  there  is  a  good  feel- 
ing of  impropriety  there  among  the 
American  people  as  to  why  that  is  hap- 
pening. 

But  I  believe  that  this  gives  us  a 
ample  opportunity  to  explain  to  the 
American  people  that  when  we  invest 
in  foreign  aid.  so-called,  to  the  people 
of  the  Middle  East,  to  the  nations  on 
either  side  of  the  Suez  Canal,  in  that 
whole  region,  that  we  are  creating  or 
helping  to  create  a  stable  part  of  the 
world.  If  it  remains  stable,  then  our  na- 
tional security  interests  and  our  eco- 
nomic interests  are  safer. 

Why  do  I  say  that?  Everyone  in 
America  knows  that  we  depend  on  Mid- 
dle East  oil  for  45  percent  of  our  fuel. 
In  doing  so.  we  have  to  make  sure  that 
the  flow  of  oil  remains  stead.y  and  un- 
hampered, into  the  United  States. 
Therefore,  when  we  invest  in  foreign 
aid  in  that  region,  creating  that  safe 
harbor  for  our  oil  interests,  our  stand- 
ard of  living  is  protected.  That  is  a 
good  reason  to  indulge  in  foreign  aid. 
And  that  happens  throughout  the  re- 
gion. 


There  is  a  second  reason  for  it.  To 
the  extent  that  our  foreign  aid  moneys 
create  and  keep  a  democratic  govern- 
ment in  place  in  the  Third  World,  to 
that  extent  we  have  less  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  we  have  to  dispatch  Amer- 
ican troops  or  do  other  kinds  of  things 
to  aid  an  emerging  nation.  If  we  can 
keep  a  stable  democratic  government 
in  place,  our  standard  of  living,  our  na- 
tional security  interests  are  safer. 
That  is  why  foreign  aid  becomes  an 
overwhelming  presense  in  the  Halls  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  in 
the  interests  of  the  American  people. 

But  what  this  piece  of  legislation 
does  is  it  keeps  all  of  those  theories 
and  reasons  in  mind  while  at  the  jtme 
time  exercising  that  fiscal  constraint, 
which  is  absolutely  necessary  in  ■  T^ 
days  of  deficit  and  the  race  towaiu 
balanced  budget  that  we  are  about  hero 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

I  support  the  legislation  and  will  do 
my  singular  best  to  repeat  the  message 
to  the  American  people  that  it  is  in  our 
national  security  and  our  national  eco- 
nomic interests  that  we  maintain  lev- 
els of  foreign  aid  across  the  world. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

I  would  just  like  to  follow  up.  The 
comments  of  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon state  the  issue  very  well. 

If  you  think  in  the  post-cold-war 
world  that  Government-financed  broad- 
casting is  a  waste  of  money,  then  this 
is  a  good  bill  for  you  because  this 
starts  us  down  the  road  toward  ending 
that  program. 

I  think  that  repeating  the  mistakes 
of  the  end  of  World  War  I.  that  we  won 
a  particular  battle,  and  now  everything 
will  be  OK.  there  are  still  countries 
closed  to  all  the  media  and  the  infor- 
mation that  the  gentleman  from.  Or- 
egon spoke  about.  I  want  a  Farsi  lan- 
guage Voice  of  America  broadcast  into 
Iran  talking  about  pluralism  and  de- 
mocracy and  what  is  going  on  in  that 
country  because  the  people  there  can- 
not get  it.  I  want  to  listen  to  the  coun- 
tries of  Eastern  Europe  who  have  come 
through  the  most  horrible  period  imag- 
inable and  who  say  the  need  to  con- 
tinue these  exchange  programs  and 
these  radio  things  are  very  important 
to  plant  the  roots  of  democracy  strong. 

I  do  not  think  these  are  irrelevant 
agencies  anymore,  and  that  is  the  de- 
bate. That  is  the  discussion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2''^  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Payne]. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  a  time  when  domestic 
spending  is  being  cut,  no  group  under- 
stands the  sacrifice  to  continue  foreign 
aid  more  than  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus.  We  know  the  plight  of  the  poor 
on  the  streets  of  America. 

Yet.  we  are  motivated  to  fight  back 
at  the  inhumane  cuts  to  the  world's 
needy  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  cuts 
do  not  represent  good  business  judg- 
ment. Our  investment  in  education  and 
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development  assistance  in  Asia  after 
World  War  II  paid  off. 

Today,  these  Asian  countries  are 
among  our  strongest  economic  pow- 
ers—look at  South  Korea  and  Taiwan. 

Africa  with  its  rich  mineral  resources 
now  represents  the  new  potential  for 
America's  growing  markets. 

Also  investments  in  education  and 
development  can  save  the  continent 
from  the  human  disasters  like  we  have 
witnessed  in  Rwanda.  The  conflict  in 
Rwanda  was  more  about  who  could  own 
the  limited,  overpopulated  land,  than 
it  was  about  Hutu  against  Tutu. 

Poverty  breeds  conflicts  and  terror- 
ism. A  small  dollar  investment  now 
will  save  much  larger  sums  later. 

Our  second  reason  is  that  America 
has  not  been  as  generous  to  countries 
in  need  as  our  Republican  leaders 
would  have  us  believe. 

In  the  last  10  years,  our  international 
costs  have  been  reduced  47  percent 
while  our  total  national  budget  has  in- 
creased 5.5  percent.  Less  than  1  percent 
of  our  national  budget  goes  to  foreign 
aid  while  the  polls  tell  us  the  American 
public  feels  it  should  be  at  least  5  per- 
cent. 

Japan  has  now  replaced  us  as  the 
largest  donor,  and  we  rank  21st  or  dead 
last  in  per  capita  giving  among  devel- 
oped nations  like  Western  Europe. 

Republicans  argue  that  the  voluntary 
giving  in  America  makes  up  for  our 
poor  performance. 

But  I  can  tell  you  from  personal  ex- 
perience that  other  donor  countries 
also  have  their  Save  the  Children's, 
Oxfam's,  YMCA's,  and  churches  giving. 

They  also  give  generously  and  in 
many  cases  more  generously  than  their 
U.S.  counterparts. 

Help  us  continue  Martin  Luther 
Kings  plea  that  injustice  anywhere  is 
a  threat  to  justice  everywhere. 

Save  the  children  of  Africa  and 
Bosnia  by  supporting  us  in  restoring 
the  cuts  to  Africa  and  peacekeeping. 

Vote  against  H.R.  1561. 

D  1500 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Ms.  Ros- 
Lehtinen],  chairman  of  our  Sub- 
committee on  Africa. 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman]  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  brought  to  the 
floor  by  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  contains  dramatic 
changes  in  the  organization  and  struc- 
ture of  our  foreign  affairs  programs. 

These  changes  are  long  overdue,  and 
reflect  the  major  changes  that  have 
taken  place  in  the  world  since  the 
United  States  assumed  the  responsibil- 
ities of  world  leadership  in  the  post- 
World  War  II  era. 

Under  Chairman  GiLM.\N's  very  able 
leadership,  the  committee  has  drafted 


and  reported  a  bill  that  well  deserves 
the  support  of  everyone  in  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives. 

In  view  of  the  enormous  changes  in 
the  realities  with  which  we  conduct 
our  foreign  affairs,  we  in  the  commit- 
tee have  studied  the  organizations  of 
these  institutions,  and  we  have  con- 
cluded that  they  must  change  as  dra- 
matically as  the  world  in  which  they 
must  cope.  The  administration  is  in- 
correctly stonewalling  our  efforts  to 
promote  change  in  the  foreign  affairs 
agencies. 

When  we  held  hearings  on  these 
structural  changes,  the  most  recent 
Secretaries  of  State — Secretaries 
Eagleburger,  Baker,  and  Shultz — en- 
dorsed these  organizational  changes. 

They  are  needed  to  respond  to  the 
much  changed  circumstances  in  the 
world. 

The  second  major  challenge  in 
crafting  this  bill  was  to  cope  with  the 
clear  message  of  the  American  people 
that  financial  undiscipline  and  massive 
budget  deficits  were  no  longer  accept- 
able. 

The  bill  makes  major  cuts  in  the  cost 
of  foreign  affairs  activities  of  our  Gov- 
ernment— cuts  that  are  in  line  with  the 
sacrifices  that  other  Government  pro- 
grams are  being  asked  to  make. 

The  program  funding  cuts  in  this  bill 
as  responsible  cuts — they  are  signifi- 
cant without  being  draconian. 

If  the  program  managers  responsible 
for  executing  our  Nation's  foreign  af- 
fairs programs  set  their  minds  to  it,  I 
am  convinced  that  our  Nation's  foreign 
affairs  interests  can  be  fully  protected, 
as  these  funding  cuts  are  made. 

The  administration  has  launched  its 
own  strategic  management  initiative, 
which  it  claims  will  reinvent  Govern- 
ment. 

Unfortunately,  the  results  of  that  re- 
inventing Government  effort,  have 
been  very  disappointing. 

Too  many  good  ideas  have  been  re- 
jected or  compromised  away. 

There  are  many  people  in  the  foreign 
affairs  agencies  who  have  tried  to  get 
agency  management  to  stop  the  waste 
of  public  funds  and  to  make  cuts  in  the 
agencies'  operations. 

There  are  people  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment, for  instance,  who  questioned  the 
need  for  us  to  have  more  State  Depart- 
ment political  officers  in  Belize  than 
the  Government  of  Belize  has  in  its 
own  foreign  ministry. 

Proposals  have  been  made  to  cut 
back  on  these  overly  expensive  pro- 
grams, but  the  proposals  have  been  re- 
jected. 

There  just  has  not  been  the  will  at 
the  senior  level  to  make  the  hard  deci- 
sions that  are  inherently  necessary  if 
we  are  ever  to  balance  the  budget. 

Now  with  the  cuts  in  funding  in  this 
bill,  and  the  cuts  that  I  am  sure  will  be 
contained  in  the  appropriations  bills, 
these  changes  are  coming. 

I  think  that  in  the  end,  with  the 
leaner  and  more  efficient  foreign  policy 
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program    that    will    emerge    from    this 
bill,  our  country  will  be  better  off. 

I.  therefore,  urge  all  Members  to  sup- 
port this  bill. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  from  Florida  [Ms. 
Ros-Lehtinen]  for  her  remarks  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Kim],  a  senior  member  of  our  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  1561.  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act. 

This  bill  represents  a  much  needed 
reduction  in  foreign  aid  spending  and 
an  overhaul  in  the  bureaucracy. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  the  plan  out- 
lined in  this  bill  will  save  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  $24  billion. 

And.  it  will  do  so  without  jeopardiz- 
ing key  American  foreign  policy  and 
our  national  security  interests. 

H.R.  1561  is  designed  to  replace  our 
current  1950's-vintage  cold  war  foreign 
policy  system  with  a  modern  model 
that  looks  ahead  and  meets  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  1990's  and  beyond. 

The  bill  accomplishes  this  goal 
through  two  responsible  reform  pack- 
ages: The  first.  America's  foreign  af- 
fairs bureaucracy:  will  be  streamlined 
today,  there  is  just  too  much  duplica- 
tion, overlap  and  waste  among  the  four 
major  foreign  policy  agencies.  Look 
how  confusing  this  is.  H.R.  1561  elimi- 
nates three  of  these  players— the  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development,  th" 
U.S.  Information  Agency,  and  tiu' 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agen- 
cy, and  consolidates  all  of  their  respon- 
sibilities in  the  State  Department. 

This  makes  sense  as  the  Secretary  of 
State  is  the  President's  No.  1  foreign 
policy  adviser.  The  result  is  more  effec- 
tive management,  elimination  of 
waste,  and  the  ability  to  cut  spending 
by  $1.1  billion  next  year  alone.  Over  7 
years  it  will  save  taxpayers  $3  billion. 

The  second  part  of  the  bills  reform 
package  is  an  overhaul  of  foreign  aid 
spending: 

Over  the  next  7  years,  foreign  aid 
spending  will  be  cut  by  $21  billion. 

These  cuts  are  being  made  in  a  re- 
sponsible way.  They  target  waste  and 
low-priority  programs.  Here  is  a  sam- 
pling of  the  kind  of  wasteful  spending 
we're  eliminating:  International  Cop- 
per Study  Group.  International  Cotton 
Advisory  Group.  International  Seed 
Testing  Association,  International 
Rubber  Study  Group,  and  International 
Wheat  Council. 

Important  programs  that  directly 
support  American  national  security  in- 
terests will  continue  to  receive  strong 
support.  They  include:  narcotics  con- 
trol, anti-terrorism,  nuclear  disar- 
mament, and  Middle  East  Peace. 

Through  this  bill,  Americans  will 
continue  to  be  caring  and  compas- 
sionate to  the  truly  needy.  For  exam- 
ple, the  bill  sets  aside:  $280  million  for 
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Child  Survival  programs.  $25  million 
for  Vitamin  A  and  other  nutritional 
programs,  and  $15  million  for  the  tropi- 
cal disease  prevention  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  carefully  craft- 
ed legislation  that  will  provide  the 
most  cost-effective  foreign  policy  bene- 
fit to  the  United  States.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Kim]  for  his  supporting  remarks  in 
favor  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Wynn]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  ranking  member  for 
yielding  me  an  opportunity  to  speak. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  this 
bill.  1  think  it  is  a  major  retreat  from 
our  responsibilities  as  a  world  leader. 
As  a  sole  remaining  superpower  in  the 
world,  the  United  States  has  the  re- 
sponsibility and  an  important  oppor- 
tunity to  exert  leadership  on  the  world 
stage.  The  opportunity  is  in  shaping 
the  world  to  reflect  our  democratic 
ideals  and  principles  so  that  we  have  a 
world  of  open  societies  and  open  mar- 
kets. The  responsibility  is  in  providing 
leadership,  strength,  interest  and  hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  already  seen 
what  can  happen  when  the  United 
States  withdraws  from  the  global 
stage.  If  we  choose  to  run  away  from 
our  responsibilities  and  commitments, 
the  rest  of  the  world  may  come  calling. 
They  may  visit  us,  in  fact,  in  some  vio- 
lent and  terroristic  ways. 

Now  there  are  those  in  Congress  who 
believe  we  are  spending  too  much  and 
that  the  price  of  being  a  superpower  is 
too  high.  They  prefer  the  rhetoric  to 
the  price  tag.  I  disagree. 

We  have  heard  how  they  arc  going  to 
save  money  through  this  bill.  Let  me 
emphasize  in  the  first  instance  the  re- 
organization saves  no  money.  They 
move  around  little  boxes  on  a  chart, 
but  in  the  final  analysis  those  respon- 
sibilities are  onl.y  moved  to  another 
agency  where  they  will  be  performed 
there.  It  is  only  an  expansion  of  bu- 
reaucracy. 

They  suggest  that  somehow  they 
have  a  mandate  to  shrink  our  foreign 
commitments  based  on  the  November 
elections.  The  University  of  Maryland 
recently  conducted  a  study  of  Ameri- 
cans on  foreign  aid,  and  what  they 
found  is  that  Americans  actually  do 
support  foreign  aid.  It  is  just  that  they 
believe  we  are  spending  a  lot  more  than 
we  really  are. 

When  Americans  were  asked  how 
much  the  United  States  spends  on  for- 
eign aid.  the  average  answer  was  we 
are  spending  about  15  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  on  foreign  aid.  When 
asked  how  much  they  felt  would  be  an 
appropriate  figure,  they  said  about  5 
percent. 

Let  mc  set  the  record  straight.  Right 
now  we  are  only  spending  1  percent,  so 


in  actuality,  when  we  educate  the 
American  public,  we  find  that  their  ex- 
pectations of  our  role  in  world  leader- 
ship and  our  actual  expenditures  are  in 
fact  in  line. 

There  is  simply  a  lot  of  reasons  why 
we  should  support  foreign  aid.  I  would 
like  to  talk  about  two  reasons  in  par- 
ticular. 

The  cuts  in  this  bill  for  Africa  would 
force  us  to  shut  down  many  of  the  pro- 
grams which  help  make  countries — 
which  help  countries  making  a  difficult 
transition  from  totalitarianism  to  de- 
mocracy and  to  open  economies  from 
communism.  It  will  hurt  our  efforts  to 
open  markets  in  countries  such  as 
Ghana,  where  United  States  exports 
have  doubled  in  recent  years.  It  will 
harm  efforts  to  slow  population  growth 
where  we  have  succeeded  in  Kenya  and 
Zimbabwe,  and  it  will  undermine  fu- 
ture efforts  to  prevent  humanitarian 
disasters  such  at  those  of  Somalia, 
Rwanda,  and  Angola. 

In  addition  to  harming  our  efforts  in 
Africa,  the  bill  would  also  harm  our 
ability  to  support  our  Latin  American 
and  Caribbean  neighbors.  This  bill  cuts 
aid  to  that  region  by  25  percent,  keep- 
ing in  mind  we  are  only  spending  1  per- 
cent of  the  national  budget  on  foreign 
aid.  Political  reforms  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere  and  resulting  economic 
stability  have  encouraged  the  strength- 
ening of  economic  ties  between  this  re- 
gion and  the  United  States.  Trade  is  a 
winning  proposition  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  It  is  the  fastest  growing  ex- 
port market  in  the  world  for  our  goods. 
It  is  the  only  region  where  the  United 
States  enjoys  a  trade  surplus. 

Open  markets  will  also  promote  eco- 
nomic development  in  poor  Latin 
American  and  Caribbean  countries. 
This  will  help  stem  the  flow  of  illegal 
immigration  to  the  United  States. 

Finally,  foreign  aid  in  the  form  of 
preventive  diplomacy  and  inter- 
national affairs  will  be  our  least  costly 
and  most  effective  line  of  defense. 
Many  Americans  have  sacrificed,  some 
have  even  died,  for  our  role  as  a  world 
leader.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  abdicate 
that  role.  Leadership  does  have  a  price 
tag.  But  I  think,  once  the  American 
people  understand  that  that  price  tag 
is  really  a  small  proportion  of  our 
budget,  they  will  support  our  current 
aid  priorities  and  will  leave  us  to  con- 
tinue our  role  as  a  true  world  leader. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  RoEMER]. 

(Mr.  ROEMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  H.\MIL- 
TON],  who  we  in  Indiana  are  very  proud 
of,  and  I  congratulate  the  new  chair- 
man of  the  committee  for  his  hard 
work  on  this  bill.  I  would  like  to  focus 


in  my  2  minutes  attention  a  little  bit 
more  on  the  problem  in  Chechnya.  I 
know  that  this  is  a  very  foolhardy  and 
brutal  war  that  the  Russians  are  con- 
ducting in  Chechnya.  It  threatens  the 
internal  efforts  the  Russians  are  mak- 
ing toward  democracy  in  a  free  market 
system. 
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It  almost  threatened  the  Russians' 
ability  to  gain  access  to  the  $6.2  billion 
loan  that  they  acquired  through  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  which 
the  United  States  is  the  largest  guar- 
antor of.  We  cannot  allow  the  Russians 
to  continue  to  spend  in  some  estimates 
up  to  $2  billion  to  fight  a  war  that  is 
foolish,  that  is  brutal,  and  that  lon- 
tains  a  host,  a  myriad,  of  human  rights 
violations. 

Mr.  Yeltsin  in  a  recent  meeting  with 
President  Clinton  in  Russia  back- 
tracked on  his  commitment  to  end  this 
war.  He  said,  first,  this  is  an  internal 
matter,  and.  second,  there  is  no  war 
there.  We  are  merely  confiscating  some 
weapons.  Nothing  is  going  on.  Nobody 
is  being  hurt,  nobody  is  being  killed. 

It  is  in  the  direct  United  States  for- 
eign policy  interests  to  end  this  war 
and  have  a  proactive  and  constructive 
relationship  with  Russia.  I  will  hope  to 
offer  two  amendments,  first,  a  sense  of 
the  Congress  condemning  this  ongoing 
Russian  war  in  Chechnya;  second,  an 
amendment  that  will  cut  10  percent  of 
aid  to  Russia,  to  send  them  a  very 
strong  signal  that  we  think  Mr.  Yeltsin 
should  not  say  this  is  an  internal  mat- 
ter, he  should  not  say  this  is 
confiscating  weapons.  This  is  a  fool- 
hardy and  brutal  war  that  must  end 
now. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  an  ordinary 
authorization  bill.  I  think  all  of  us 
would  agree  that  these  are  not  ordi- 
nary times  and  that  the  President  and 
the  Congress  face  extraordinary  new 
challenges  in  this  post-cold-war  period, 
threats  posed  by  Iran  and  Iraq,  Bosnia. 
Russia,  NATO  expansion.  Middle  East 
peace,  non-proliferation,  and  popu- 
lation growth.  These  are  some  of  the 
problems  that  confront  the  President 
and  the  Congress.  They  are  very  for- 
midable challenges. 

I  think  the  key  question  we  ought  to 
ask  ourselves  as  we  engage  in  this  de- 
bate is  does  the  bill  give  the  President 
the  means  to  confront  the  challenges 
to  American  foreign  policy  that  now 
exist?  Does  it  enable  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  do  what  all  of  us 
want  him  to  do,  and  that  is  to  lead  in 
the  world? 

I  will  oppose  this  bill  for  three  rea- 
sons: First,  I  oppose  it  because  it  man- 
dates reorganization  of  the  foreign  pol- 
icy bureaucracy.  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  proponents  of  the  bill  have  pro- 
vided us  any  rationalization  for  this  re- 
organization. We  have  had  very  little 
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time  to  consider  the  implications  of 
the  reorganization  proposal,  and,  so  far 
as  I  am  able  to  see.  as  indeed  one  of  the 
members  of  the  majority  on  the  com- 
mittee acknowledged  in  debate,  is  that 
the  bill  merely  shuffles  boxes  on  a 
chart.  It  represents  micro-management 
by  the  legislative  branch  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  without  any  evidence  of 
cost  saving  or  benefit  to  U.S.  foreign 
policy. 

So  far  as  I  can  see,  there  is  no  rela- 
tionship between  the  reorganization 
plan  presented  in  this  bill  and  the  prob- 
lems with  the  making  and  implementa- 
tion of  American  foreign  policy,  which 
surely  exists.  But  there  is  no  tie  be- 
tween those  problems  and  the  re- 
organizational  changes  that  are  made 
here.  It  is  reorganization  for  reorga- 
nization's sake. 

USIA,  ACTA,  and  AID  have  missions 
and  expertise  that  are  really  quite  dis- 
tinct from  the  Department  of  State. 
These  missions  serve  U.S.  interests  and 
would  likely  be  lost,  or  at  least  dimin- 
ished, in  a  massive  new  State  Depart- 
ment bureaucracy. 

Let  me  simply  call  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  that  what  this  bill 
does  is  create  a  massive  State  Depart- 
ment. It  doubles  the  number  of  employ- 
ees in  the  State  Department.  It  triples 
the  budget  of  the  State  Department. 
And  that  is  a  Department,  to  put  it 
kindly,  that  has  not  been  known  for  its 
management  efficiencies.  But  we  are 
doubling  it  and  tripling  it  in  size. 
Rather  than  make  foreign  policy  more 
coherent,  I  think  you  really  just  create 
a  massive  Department  and  you  dimin- 
ish important  voices  like  USIA,  ACTA, 
and  AID. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  Clinton 
administration  has  already  made  some 
significant  changes.  streamlining, 
achieving  reductions,  and  cost  savings. 
I  think  I  would  be  among  the  first  to 
acknowledge  that  they  have  not  done 
enough  and  we  should  press  them  to  do 
more.  But  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  should  not  be  telling  the  execu- 
tive branch  how  to  organize  its  busi- 
ness. Basically  what  we  should  tell 
them  is  we  will  support  them  so  long  as 
they  do  things  right,  we  will  criticize 
them  when  they  are  wrong,  and  we  will 
look  to  results.  But  we  should  not  tell 
a  President  how  he  is  organizing  his 
own  executive  branch,  at  least  under 
ordinary  circumstances. 

If  you  compare  this  reorganization 
that  is  taking  place  In  the  foreign  pol- 
icy establishment  with  the  kind  of  re- 
organizations that  have  taken  place  in 
the  Defense  Department,  and  are  now 
taking  place  in  the  intelligence  com- 
munity, you  can  see  that  there  simply 
is  no  comparison,  there  is  no  rationale 
here,  there  is  no  Bottom-Up  Review. 
There  is  no  time  for  consideration  of 
the  proposals,  and  I  simply  do  not  have 
a  good  idea  of  what  this  reorganization 
will  do  to  the  operation  of  American 
foreign  policy. 


Now,  the  second  reason  that  I  oppose 
this  bill  is  because  it  cuts  drastically 
the  resources  this  President,  or  any 
President,  has  to  conduct  American 
foreign  policy.  I  do  not  think  it  is  an 
exaggeration  to  say  that  the  bill  will 
force  the  United  States  out  of  the  game 
as  a  player  in  major  parts  of  the  world. 
If  we  are  not  permitted  to  put  up  the 
resources,  then  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  lead. 

Several  speakers  have  pointed  out 
the  advantages  that  come  from  foreign 
assistance.  Foreign  assistance  is  one  of 
the  tools  that  a  President  of  the  United 
States  has  in  the  conduct  of  American 
foreign  policy.  Those  tools,  of  course, 
include  military  power,  diplomacy, 
economic  power,  trade,  and  foreign  aid. 
And  not  for  a  minute  would  I  put  for- 
eign aid  as  among  the  most  important 
tools  of  a  President,  but  in  certain  cir- 
cumstances it  can  be  a  very  important 
tool.  It  can  promote  U.S.  security  and 
reduce  U.S.  defense  spending,  because 
it  costs  less  to  address  problems  before 
they  become  threats  to  U.S.  security. 

Foreign  assistance,  for  example,  en- 
abled us  to  persuade  Ukraine,  Belarus, 
and  Kazakhstan  to  become  nonnuclear 
weapons  States.  Foreign  assistance  di- 
rectly benefits  the  United  States. 
Eighty  percent  of  the  aid  procurement 
goes  directly  to  American  firms  and 
nongovernmental  organizations,  creat- 
ing, I  might  say,  jobs  in  America. 

Foreign  assistance  has  certainly  de- 
veloped markets  and  increased  U.S.  ex- 
ports. Most  of  the  growth  in  United 
States  exports  today  come  from  the  de- 
veloping world,  in  countries  such  as 
those  in  the  former  Soviet  bloc,  which 
are  now  in  a  transition  to  a  free  mar- 
ket. 

We  agree  with  nnr  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  that  the  time 
calls  for  reduced  government.  We  agree 
that  savings  can  be  made  in  this  budg- 
et. But  we  think  that  it  has  been  cut 
far  too  much  with  the  proposals  in  this 
bill. 

Foreign  assistance  has  been  cut  40 
percent  in  the  last  decade.  There  are 
very  few  accounts  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's budget  that  have  been  cut 
more  than  the  foreign  assistance  budg- 
et in  the  last  10  years. 

In  1985,  foreign  assistance  was  2.5  per- 
cent of  the  budget.  Today  it  is  approxi- 
mately 1  percent.  We  all  know  that  the 
Federal  budget  cannot  be  balanced  by 
deep  cuts  in  foreign  aid  which,  as  other 
speakers  have  said,  represents  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  Federal  spending. 
But  let  me  just  put  on  the  record  the 
degree  of  cuts  that  this  bill  provides. 

In  developmental  assistance,  $442 
million.  That  is  34  percent  below  what 
the  President  says  he  needs.  The  Devel- 
opment Fund  for  Africa  has  been  cut 
$173  million.  That  is  21  percent  below 
the  President's  request.  Assistance  for 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  has 
been  cut  by  approximately  $213  million. 
That    is   25   percent   below    the    Presi- 
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dent's  request.  Assistance  for  Eastern 
Europe  and  the  Baltics  has  been  cut  by 
$155  million.  That  is  about  32  percent 
below  the  President's  request.  Cuts  for 
the  New  Independent  States  in  the  So- 
viet Union  have  been  cut  SMS  million. 
That  is  18  percent  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request.  Cuts  for  contributions 
to  international  organizations  have 
been  cut  $209  million.  That  is  14  per- 
cent below  the  President's  request. 

Now,  I  am  prepared  to  stipulate  that 
we  do  not  need  to  give  everything  to 
the  President  that  he  has  requested 
here.  I  myself  favor  some  reductions. 
But  these  cuts  in  this  bill  I  think  you 
would  acknowledge  are  very  dramatic, 
draconian  cuts.  Keep  in  mind,  these 
cuts  are  only  the  first  installment,  be- 
cause as  you  go  down  the  line  under 
the  House  budget  resolution,  the  cuts 
become  much  deeper  and  much  more 
extreme.  The  result,  I  think,  is  that 
you  seriously  undermine  the  Presi- 
dent's ability  to  use  one  of  the  impor- 
tant tools  that  he  has  available  in  the 
conduct  of  American  foreign  policy. 

Now.  the  third  reason  I  oppose  this 
bill  is  that  it  includes  many  provisions, 
policy  provisions,  that  restrict  a  Presi- 
dent's ability  to  conduct  foreign  pol- 
icy. It  reduces  our  ability  to  follow 
through  on  the  North  Korean  frame- 
work agreement.  It  derails  our  steady 
support  for  democratic  and  market  re- 
form in  the  New  Independent  States.  It 
weakens  our  leverage  in  the  inter- 
national institutions.  It  changes  our 
refugee  policies  in  ways  that  threaten 
to  open  up  our  borders  to  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  new  immigrants. 

Many  of  these  provisions  in  the  bill 
are  complicated,  vague,  and  ambigu- 
ous. On  several  occasions  the  sponsors 
of  the  amendments  could  not  tell  us 
what  countries  would  be  affected  other 
than  perhaps  a  specific  country  that 
was  specifically  targeted. 

We  simply  do  not  know  the  impact  of 
many  of  these  amendments.  And  while 
it  can  be  said  that  any  one  of  these 
amendments  may  very  well  have  merit, 
the  fact  is  that  when  you  put  all  of 
these  amendments  together  in  this  bill, 
dozens  of  them,  dozens  of  amendments, 
the  cumulative  effect  of  those  amend- 
ments is  you  tie  a  President's  hands  in 
knots  when  he  tries  to  conduct  Amer- 
ican foreign  policy. 

This  bill  ties  the  hands  of  the  Presi- 
dent in  China.  It  undermines  the  1982 
United  States-China  agreement  on 
arms  sales  to  Taiwan.  It  eliminates  the 
President's  discretion  to  decide  what 
leaders  from  Taiwan  may  visit  the 
United  States.  It  mandates  a  special 
envoy  to  Tibet. 

The  bill  ties  the  President's  hands  on 
Russia.  It  requires  a  cutoff  of  assist- 
ance if  the  President  cannot  certify 
improved  Russian  behavior  in 
Chechnya,  if  a  country  sells  nuclear 
equipment,  dual  use  items  or  military 
equipment  to  Iran  or  other  states  on 
the  terrorism  list.  Not  only  will   this 
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sweeping  provision  cut  off  all  assist- 
ance to  Russia,  which  has  been  a  criti- 
cal component  of  American  policy,  it 
almost  certainly  would  cut  off  assist- 
ance to  Poland,  Hungary,  and  several 
other  Eastern  European  states. 

This  bill  requires  the  cutoff  of  assist- 
ance to  any  country  that  blocks  the  de- 
livery of  humanitarian  assistance. 
That  probably  cuts  off  aid  to  Turkey. 
It  could  very  well  cut  off  aid  to  Israel. 
If  Israel  decides  for  security  reasons, 
for  example,  to  stop  a  single  shipment 
to  Gaza  or  Jericho,  its  aid  would  have 
to  be  cut  off.  Because  of  the  Greek  em- 
bargo on  the  former  Yugoslav  Republic 
of  Macedonia,  this  provision  could  po- 
tentially lead  to  a  cutoff  of  assistance 
to  Greece. 
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The  bill  opens  wide  the  door  for  a 
vast  expansion  of  illegal  immigrants, 
especially  from  the  People's  Republic 
of  China.  By  offering  asylum  to  victims 
of  coercive  populations  programs,  the 
bill  offers  political  asylum  to  millions 
of  Chinese.  This  provision  will  facili- 
tate Chinese  alien  smuggling  into  the 
United  States.  The  bill  requires  the 
United  States  to  admit  and  help  reset- 
tle elsewhere  all  Vietnamese,  all  Lao- 
tians, all  Cambodian  refugees  who  have 
failed  to  qualify  for  resettlement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  prohibits  as- 
sistance to  countries  that  consistently 
oppose  the  United  States  in  the  U.N. 
General  Assembly.  That  could  be  a  slap 
at  a  number  of  countries,  for  example. 
India,  and  also  hurts  countries  too  poor 
to  have  an  ambassador  resident  in  New 
York  to  vote. 

This  bill  prohibits  United  States  as- 
sistance to  countries  that  engage  in 
nonmarket  trade  with  Cuba.  That 
uuuld  Oe  appiicu  to  xvussia.  it  mignt  06 
applied  to  Mexico.  I  am  told  it  might 
even  apply  to  Ireland. 

This  bill  not  only  makes  deep  cuts  in 
development  assistance  and  the  devel- 
opment for  Africa,  but  it  earmarks 
two-thirds  of  what  is  left  for  a  very 
worthy  purpose:  child  survival  re- 
sources, which  all  of  us  support.  But  as 
you  diminish  the  total  number  of  re- 
sources in  the  bill  and  then  earmark 
two-thirds  of  what  is  left,  it  means  you 
reduce  money  for  microenterprise  lend- 
ing, agriculture,  family  planning  and 
health. 

Well,  the  President  then  is  going  to 
be  severely  restricted  by  the  passage  of 
this  bill,  and  this  bill  is  going  to  be 
seen  across  the  world  as  a  retreat  from 
our  ability  to  lead.  It  signals  a  retreat 
from  world  leadership  and  a  stepping 
back  from  world  responsibilities. 

I  really  do  not  think  that  this  House 
wants  to  send  that  message  to  the 
world  today.  This  debate  is  not  really 
about  shuffling  boxes  in  a  reorganiza- 
tion scheme  or  cutting  bureaucracies. 
It  is  about  the  President's  ability  to 
carry  out  his  constitutional  role  to 
conduct  American  foreign  policy.  I  be- 
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lieve  this  bill  undermines  our  ability 
to  support  America's  security,  to  ad- 
vance America's  interests,  and  to  lead 
in  the  world. 

We  are  the  world's  only  superpower. 
We  have  today  an  extraordinary  oppor- 
tunity, an  unprecedented  opportunity 
to  shape  the  world,  to  open  up  soci- 
eties, and  to  develop  free  markets.  But 
we  cannot  do  it.  we  cannot  do  it  if  we 
impose  draconian  cuts  on  resources  and 
we  engage  in  an  assault  on  the  Presi- 
dent's power  to  conduct  American  for- 
eign policy. 

For  these  reasons,  my  colleagues,  I 
urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  bill. 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

This  IS  not  just  an  ordinary  authorization  bill, 
and  these  are  not  ordinary  times.  The  cold 
war  is  over,  but  we  face  new  challenges; 
Bosnia,  Russia.  NATO  expansion.  Middle  East 
peace,  threats  posed  by  Iran  and  Iraq,  non- 
proliferation,  and  population  growth.  These  are 
problems  that  this  President  is  confronting, 
and  that  the  next  President — Republican  or 
Democrat — will  also  confront. 

As  we  engage  m  debate  and  deliberation  on 
H.R.  1561,  I  think  we  should  be  asking  this 
basic  question:  Does  this  bill  give  the  Presi- 
dent the  means  to  confront  the  challenges  we 
face  in  ihe  world  today? 

II.  WHATS  IN  THIS  BILL 

Bill  summary — This  bill  has  three  compo- 
nents: First,  it  abolishes  three  agencies — AID. 
USIA,  and  ACDA— and  rolls  them  into  the 
State  Department.  This  bill  creates  a  massive 
State  Department  super-bureaucracy,  doubling 
the  number  of  employees  and  tripling  the 
budget  managed  by  the  Department,  without 
providing  either  cost-savings  or  improvement 
in  foreign  policy  performance. 

Second,  this  bill  cuts  international  programs 
by  S2  billion  below  the  President's  request, 
and  SI  billion  from  fiscal  year  1995  appropna- 

Third,  this  bill  is  replele  with  policy  restnc- 
tions  and  earmarks  that  hamstring  the  Presi- 
dent. In  country  after  country,  this  bill  subjects 
important  bilateral  relationships  to  a  single- 
issue  litmus  test.  It  sets  a  new  standard  for 
micromanagement  and  poorly-drafted  provi- 
sions. 

III.  PROBLEMS  WITH  THE  BILL 

A.  Reorganization — I  will  oppose  this  bill  be- 
cause it  mandates  reorganization  of  the  for- 
eign policy  bureaucracy. 

Proponents  have  provided  no  rationale  for 
the  reorganization.  The  committee  had  little 
time  to  study  the  proposal  and  little  consider- 
ation was  given  to  its  implications. 

This  bill  merely  shuffles  boxes  on  a  chart.  It 
represents  micromanagement  without  any  evi- 
dence of  cost-saving  or  benefit  to  U.S.  foreign 
policy. 

There  is  no  relationship  between  the  reorga- 
nization plan  in  this  bill  and  the  problems  we 
confront  in  the  world.  There  is  no  effort  to  tie 
these  reorganization  proposals  to  any  im- 
provement in  American  foreign  policy. 

USIA,  ACDA,  and  AID  have  missions— and 
expertise — quite  distinct  from  the  State  De- 
partment. These  serve  U.S.  interests  and 
would  likely  be  lost  in  a  massive  new  State 
Department. 
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Rather  than  make  foreign  policy  more  co- 
herent, reorganization  will  simply  create  a 
massive  State  Department  bureaucracy,  dou- 
bling the  number  of  employees  and  tripling  the 
current  budget.  All  this  in  an  agency  notori- 
ously weak  on  management. 

Under  the  Clinton  administration,  the  foreign 
policy  agencies  are  already  streamlining  and 
achieving  significant  reductions  and  cost-sav- 
ings. Under  the  Clinton  administration,  staff  al- 
ready has  been  reduced  by  2,300  m  these  for- 
eign policy  agencies,  contnbuting  to  S500  mil- 
lion in  cost  savings  so  far.  The  administration 
has  pledged  to  cut  another  S5  billion  from  the 
international  affairs  budget  from  1997  through 
the  year  2000. 

ye\  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
not  done  any  study  on  the  potential  cost  sav- 
ings that  would  result  from  the  consolidation 
mandated  by  this  bill. 

Compare  this  consolidation  to  the  com- 
prehensive review  of  the  Pentagon  under  one 
of  our  former  colleagues,  Les  Aspin,  whose 
passing  we  mourn  this  week.  Compare  this  bill 
to  the  comprehensive  review  of  intelligence 
community  now  underway  in  the  administra- 
tion. 

There  is  no  comparison.  There  is  no  ration- 
ale, no  Bottom-Up  Review  Ijehind  this  reorga- 
nization proposal.  I  have  looked  at  this  bill, 
and  I  simply  do  not  have  a  good  idea  what  it 
will  do  to  the  operation  of  Amencan  foreign 
policy. 

Reorganization  is  a  needless  distraction 
from  the  real  issues  facing  Amencan  foreign 
policy.  It  IS  a  dram  on  the  resources  of  senior 
officials  who  should  be  devoting  their  time  and 
talent  to  the  genuine  problems  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy. 

B.  Cutting  resources — the  second  reason  I 
will  oppose  this  bill  is  that  it  cuts  drastically  Ihe 
resources  this  President — or  any  President — 
needs  to  conduct  U.S.  foreign  policy. 

This  bill  will  force  the  United  States  out  of 
the  game  as  a  player  in  major  parts  of  the 

resources. 

Foreign  assistance  promotes  U.S.  security 
and  reduces  defense  spending  because  it 
costs  less  to  address  problems  before  they 
become  threats  to  U.S.  security.  Foreign  as- 
sistance, for  example,  enabled  us  to  persuade 
Ukraine,  Belarus,  and  Kazakhstan  to  become 
non-nuclear  weapons  states. 

Foreign  assistance  benefits  the  United 
States  directly.  Nearly  80  percent  of  aid  pro- 
curement goes  directly  to  Amencan  firms  and 
non-governmental  organizations. 

Foreign  assistance  develops  markets  and 
increase  U.S.  exports.  Most  growth  in  U.S.  ex- 
ports comes  from  the  developing  world,  and 
countries — such  as  those  in  the  former  Soviet 
bloc — that  are  now  in  transition  to  a  free  mar- 
ket 

We  agree  with  our  colleagues  in  the  major- 
ity that  the  times  call  lor  reduced  government. 
We  agree  that  savings  can  be  found  in  the 
international  affairs  budget. 

But  foreign  assistance  has  already  been  cut 
by  40  perc3nt  in  the  last  decade.  In  1985,  for- 
eign assistance  was  2  5  percent  of  the  budget. 
Today  It  IS  1  percent.  The  Federal  budget  can- 
not be  balanced  by  deep  cuts  m  foreign  aid. 
which  represents  less  than  1  percent  of  Fed- 
eral spending. 
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This  bill:  Cuts  development  assistance  by 
S442  million,  or  34  percent  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request:  cuts  the  Development  Fund  for 
Africa  by  S173  million,  or  21  percent  below  the 
Presidents  request:  cuts  assistance  for  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  according  to  the 
administration's  best  estimates,  by  S213  mil- 
lion, or  25  percent  below  the  President's  re- 
quest: cuts  assistance  for  Eastern  Europe  and 
the  Baltics  by  Si  55  million,  or  32  percent 
below  the  President's  request;  cuts  assistance 
for  the  New  Independent  States  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union  by  Si 45  million,  or  18  percent 
below  Ihe  President's  request:  and  cuts  our 
contributions  to  international  organizations  by 
S209  million,  or  14  percent  below  Ihe  Presi- 
dent's request. 

Further  cuts  m  foreign  assistance  are  nec- 
essary, and  appropriate.  But  the  cuts  m  this 
bill  are  wrong,  they  are  extreme,  and  they  are 
draconian 

C.  Policy  provisions — The  third  reason  I  will 
oppose  this  bill  is  that  it  includes  many  policy 
provisions  that  restrict  the  President's  ability  to 
conduct  foreign  policy. 

It  reduces  our  ability  to  follow  through  on 
the  North  Korean  framework  agreement. 

It  derails  our  steady  support  for  democratic 
and  market  reform  m  the  New  Independent 
States. 

It  weakens  our  leverage  at  the  United  Na- 
tions and  in  other  international  institutions. 

it  changes  our  refugee  policies  m  ways  that 
threaten  to  open  up  our  borders  to  tens  of 
thousands  of  new  (mmigrants. 

f^any  of  these  provisions  are  complex, 
vague,  and  ambiguous  Many  of  Ihe  sponsors 
could  not  say  what  countries  their  amend- 
ments would  affect,  other  than  the  country 
specifically  targeted.  We  do  not  know  a  lot 
about  the  impact  of  these  amendments.  Any 
single  amendment  may  have  merit,  but  the  cu- 
mulative effect  IS  to  tie  the  President  m  knots. 

This  bill  ties  the  President's  hands  on 
China.  It  undermines  the  1982  U.S.  agreement 
with  China  on  arms  sales  to  Taiwan:  elimi- 
nates the  President's  discretion  to  decide 
which  leaders  from  Taiwan  may  visit  the  Unit- 
ed States:  and  mandates  a  United  States  Spe- 
cial Envoy  on  Tibet. 

This  bill  ties  the  President's  hands  on  Rus- 
sia. It  requires  a  cutoff  of  assistance  if  the 
President  cannot  certify  improved  Russian  be- 
havior in  Chechnya:  and,  if  a  country  sells  nu- 
clear equipment,  dual-use  items  or  military 
equipment  to  Iran  or  other  states  on  the  terror- 
ism list. 

Not  only  would  this  sweeping  provision  cut 
off  assistance  to  Russia,  it  would  almost  cer- 
tainly cut  off  assistance  to  Poland,  Hungary. 
and  several  other  friendly  countnes  m  Eastern 
Europe 

This  bill  requires  the  cutoff  of  assistance  to 
any  country  that  blocks  the  delivery  of  U.S. 
humanitarian  assistance.  This  will  cut  off  as- 
sistance to  Turkey.  It  could  cut  off  assistance 
to  Israel  if  Israel  decides  for  security  reasons 
to  stop  a  single  United  States  shipment  to 
Gaza  or  Jencho.  Because  of  the  Greek  em- 
bargo of  the  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  this  provision  could  potentially 
lead  to  a  cutoff  of  United  States  assistance  to 
Greece. 

This  bill  will  open  the  door  wide  for  a  vast 
expansion    of    illegal    immigrants,    especially 


from  the  People's  Republic  of  China.  By  offer- 
ing asylum  to  "victims  of  coercive  population 
programs,"  the  bill  offers  political  asylum  to  a 
billion  Chinese.  This  provision  will  facilitate 
Chinese  alien  smuggling  to  the  United  States. 

This  bill  requires  the  United  States  to  admit 
or  help  resettle  elsewhere  all  Vietnamese. 
Laotians,  and  Cambodian  refugees  who  have 
failed  to  qualify  for  resettlement. 

This  bill  prohibits  assistance  to  countnes 
that  consistently  oppose  the  U.S.  position  in 
the  U.N.  General  Assembly.  This  is  a  slap  to 
India,  and  also  hurts  countnes  too  poor  to 
have  an  ambassador  resident  m  New  York  to 
vote. 

This  bill  prohibits  U.S.  assistance  to  coun- 
tnes that  engage  in  nonmarket  trade  with 
Cuba.  This  could  be  applied  to  Russia,  Mex- 
ico, and  even  Ireland. 

This  bill  not  only  makes  deep  cuts  in  devel- 
opment assistance  and  the  Development  of 
Africa.  It  earmarks  two-thirds  of  what's  left.  It 
increases  child  survival  resources,  which  we 
all  support,  but  takes  away  resources  for  other 
important  programs — microenterpnse  lending, 
agriculture,  basic  education,  and  family  plan- 
ning and  health. 

IV.  conclusion:  fundamental  questions 

The  President  has  a  handful  of  tools  with 
which  to  conduct  foreign  policy  and  protect  na- 
tional security:  he  can  use  military  force,  he 
can  use  diplomacy,  he  can  use  economic  le- 
verage, and  he  can  use  foreign  assistance.  If 
we  pass  this  bill,  we  will  be  limiting  his  ability 
to  use  three  of  those  tools. 

The  bottom  line  is  simple:  This  bill  signals  a 
retreat  from  world  leadership,  a  stepping  back 
from  world  responsibilities. 

I  don't  think  that  is  the  message  this  House 
wants  to  send  to  the  world.  This  debate  is  not 
really  about  shuffling  boxes,  or  cutting  bureau- 
crats. It  IS  about  the  President's  ability  to  carry 
out  his  constitutional  role  to  conduct  American 
foreign  policy. 

I  believe  this  bill  undermines  our  ability  to 
support  America's  security,  to  advance  Ameri- 
ca's interests,  and  to  lead  in  the  world.  We  are 
the  world's  only  superpower  We  have  an  ex- 
traordinary opportunity  to  shape  the  world — 
open  societies  and  free  markets.  But  we  can- 
not do  it  if  we  impose  dracoman  cuts  on  re- 
sources and  engage  in  an  assault  on  the 
President's  authority  to  manage  and  to  con- 
duct American  foreign  policy. 

I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  GELMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  t;o  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton],  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  our  Subcommittee  on  the  West- 
ern Hemisphere. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing time  to  me.  I  hate  to  rise  and  op- 
pose my  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
Indiana,  but  I  think  there  are  some 
things  that  should  be  pointed  out. 

He  said  in  his  very  eloquent  speech 
just  a  moment  ago  that  this  bill  is 
going  to  hurt  our  security  and  hurt  the 
President's  ability  to  conduct  foreign 
policy.  The  President  just  got  back 
from  Moscow.  When  he  went  to  Moscow 
he  was  going  to  say  something  to  the 
Russian  President,  Mr.  Yeltsin,  about 
selling  nuclear  technology  to  Iran.  And 
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he  was  also  going  to  talk  about  the 
atrocities  that  are  taking  place  in 
Chechnya  at  the  hands  of  Russian 
troops  and  try  to  get  that  stopped.  Nei- 
ther of  those  policies  were  reversed  by 
the  Russian  Government. 

The  Russian  leaders  said  in  a  joint 
press  conference,  in  effect,  keep  your 
nose  out  of  our  business,  just  keep  the 
foreign  aid  coming.  And  they  are  going 
to  go  ahead  and  sell  nuclear  technology 
to  the  Iranians  who  want  to  build  an 
international  ballistic  missile  system 
or  at  least  short-range  missile  systems 
to  enhance  their  power  in  that  part  of 
the  world.  The,y  want  to  have  the  nu- 
clear technology  so  they  can  build  nu- 
clear warheads,  and  we  are  allowing 
them  to  be  sold.  Our  President  was  not 
able  to  stop  that. 

Now.  how  are  we  hurting  national  se- 
curity when  our  leader  goes  over  there 
and  cannot  get  the  job  done?  The  way 
we  deal  with  it  is  for  Congress  to  send 
a  message.  The  Congress  is  sending  a 
message  in  this  bill.  We  are  saying  to 
the  Soviets,  you  sell  that  technology 
to  the  Iranians  and  there  is  a  penalty 
that  is  going  to  be  incurred.  The  secu- 
rity of  the  world  is  at  risk  because  we 
have  a  bunch  of  nuts  over  there  in  Iran 
running  that  country.  We  know  about 
their  terrorist  activities. 

Now  regarding  the  requirement  in 
the  bill  that  says  that,  if  you  do  not 
vote  with  the  United  States  at  least  25 
percent  of  the  time,  get  that.  25  per- 
cent of  the  time  in  the  United  Nations, 
we  are  not  going  to  give  you  foreign  as- 
sistance. Does  that  sound  unreason- 
able? 

Is  it  unreasonable  for  the  American 
taxpayers'  dollars  not  going  to  a  coun- 
try that  only  votes  with  us  25  percent 
of  the  time?  I  mean,  if  you  ask  any- 
body in  this  country,  do  you  think 
your  tax  dollars  should  go  to  a  country 
that  votes  against  us  over  75  percent  of 
the  time  in  the  United  Nations  ever.y 
time  we  have  a  major  issue,  they  would 
say,  heck  no.  They  ought  to  vote  with 
us  at  least  50  percent  of  the  time.  This 
bill  only  says  25  percent  of  the  time. 

There  are  countries  that  will  be  pe- 
nalized because  they  vote  against  us  all 
the  time,  and  they  are  getting  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  of  tax- 
payers' money.  That  is  wrong. 

This  bill  is  a  good  bill,  it  is  well  bal- 
anced. It  sends  a  very  strong  signal 
around  the  world  and  to  the  adminis- 
tration as  well:  Be  strong  in  foreign 
policy  and  we  are  going  to  be  strong. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Menendez]. 

Mr  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  H.R.  1561.  I  am  afraid  that  the 
title  of  the  bill  should  not  be  the  Amer- 
ican Overseas  Interests  Act.  It  should 
be  really  called  the  American  Overseas 
Isolationist  Act  of  1995. 
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Just  yesterday  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  said  in  a  speech  before  the  Coun- 
cil of  the  Americas  that  Republicans 
are  not  neoisolationists.  He  said  that 
America  must  listen,  learn,  help,  and 
lead.  But  this  bill  belies  that  state- 
ment. Were  it  to  pass,  it  would  dem- 
onstrate that  a  majority  of  Repub- 
licans in  this  House  are  indeed  isola- 
tionists. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  bill  we  are  not 
listening,  as  the  Speaker  suggested. 
The  other  nations  of  the  world  are  lis- 
tening, and  the  message  they  hear  is 
"stay  engaged."  But  that  message  has 
fallen  on  deaf  ears  to  many  in  this 
Chamber.  It  is  hard  to  understand  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
They  are  big  promoters  of  inter- 
national trade,  but  they  do  not  want  to 
stay  engaged  in  a  manner  that  provides 
the  stability  for  that  trade  to  take 
place. 

They  do  not  want  the  United  Nations 
to  lead,  but  they  do  not  want  America 
to  lead  either.  So  who  leads? 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  bill  we  are  not 
learning  either.  During  the  post-World- 
War-II  era,  America  was  at  her  best 
when  she  did  learn  the  lessons  of  war. 
America  helped  to  rebuild  the  free 
world  and  organize  the  most  awesome 
alliance  for  peace  and  freedom  the 
world  has  ever  known.  It  led  that  alli- 
ance to  victory  over  communism  dur- 
ing the  cold  war.  But  now  that  the  cold 
war  is  over,  we  want  to  stick  our  heads 
in  the  sand  and  wish  all  of  the  world's 
problems  away.  Instead  of  sewing  the 
seeds  for  economic  prosperity,  we  are 
seeking  massive  cuts  in  programs  that 
promote  development,  U.S.  economic 
interests,  and  the  sales  of  American 
products  abroad. 

Take  a  look  at  the  Japanese  ap- 
proach in  their  own  backyard,  the 
Asia-Pacific  region.  Right  now  the  Jap- 
anese Government  is  busy  priming  the 
pumps  of  the  emerging  Asian  develop- 
ing countries  with  huge  amounts  of  de- 
velopment assistance.  They  do  not  con- 
sider them  handouts.  These  are  invest- 
ments that  are  going  to  lock  in,  for  the 
Japanese,  tremendous  economic  bene- 
fits in  terms  of  exports  of  goods  and 
services  for  the  Japanese  well  into  the 
21st  century. 

They  gave  $5  billion  alone  to  that  re- 
gion, but  it  paid  off  handsomely  for 
them.  They  grew  their  exports  by  57 
percent  to  $145  billion.  We  are  not 
doing  the  same.  We  are  falling  behind, 
and  I  am  concerned  that  that  gap  will 
create  a  tremendous  problem  for  us  in 
our  exports,  which  means  jobs  here  at 
home. 

Export  growth  is  not  a  luxury  we  can 
do  without.  It  is  a  requirement  for  the 
basic  health  of  our  domestic  economy. 
It  is  a  requirement  for  the  basic  health 
of  our  domestic  economy.  It  is  a  re- 
quirement if  we  are  to  provide  Amer- 
ican workers  with  high-paying,  high- 
skilled  jobs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  bill  we  are  not 
helping  either.  Quite  the  contrary,  we 


are  sending  a  clear  message  to  the 
world  and  to  our  allies  that  we  do  not 
want  to  help  and  that  we  prefer  to  look 
inward. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  bill  we 
have  no  intention  of  leading.  After 
spending  trillions  of  dollars  in  conflicts 
throughout  the  world,  we  are  about  to 
withdraw.  When  has  America  ever  been 
afraid  to  lead? 

America  has  been  the  greatest  and  is 
the  greatest,  most  powerful  country  in 
the  world.  Not  only  can  it  lead,  it  must 
lead.  My  colleagues,  let  us  really  do 
what  Speaker  Gingrich  suggested,  lis- 
ten, learn,  help,  and  lead. 

Vote  this  bill  down.  I  urge  a  "no" 
vote  on  the  America  Overseas  Isola- 
tionist Act  of  1995. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  John- 
ston], an  important  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  very  vigorous  and 
strong  opposition  to  House  Resolution 
1561.  The  foreign  assistance  bill  rep- 
resents, as  my  previous  speaker  said,  a 
return  to  isolationism.  This  is  at  its 
height.  I  really  feel  that  I  am  in  a  time 
warp  going  back  to  the  early  1920's 
when  Henry  Cabot  Lodge,  Sr.  got  us 
out  of  the  League  of  Nations.  We  are 
now  becoming  the  isolationist  country 
of  the  world. 

We  live  in  a  unipolar  world.  The 
United  States  is  the  lone  remaining  su- 
perpower on  Earth.  Our  actions  will 
profoundly  affect  the  nature  of  the 
world  in  which  we  live. 

U.S.  foreign  assistance  supports  his- 
toric traditions  to  free  market  democ- 
racies, which  are  occurring  across  the 
globe.  As  the  previous  speaker  said, 
look  what  happened  when  we  poured 
into  South  Korea  during  all  these  years 
in  foreign  assistance,  and  it  is  return- 
ing to  us  doubly  now  in  the  trade  that 
we  have  there. 

The  records  show  that  democracies 
do  not  go  to  war  with  democracies.  And 
the  spread  of  democracy  is  directly  in 
the  United  States  national  security  in- 
terests. The  growth  of  market  econo- 
mies around  the  world,  providing  new 
markets  for  United  States  exports,  is 
in  the  economic  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

Americans  are,  thankfully,  a  moral 
people.  We  are  our  brother's  keeper, 
and  provision  of  humanitarian  aid  to 
the  world's  poorest  people  is  in  our 
moral  interest. 

The  severe  cuts  in  the  bill  ignore 
United  States  interests,  moreover.  I 
am  sure  it  has  already  been  quoted  but 
let  us  go  back  and  look  at  the  New 
York  Times  poll  that  was  published  2 
weeks  ago.  I  am  convinced  that  the 
Contract  for  America  was  written  by  a 
pollster,  but  he  really  missed  the  boat 
on  this  one. 

It  found  that  Americans  thought  that 
15  percent  of  foreign  aid  is  too  high  and 
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too  much,  but  5  percent  is  about  right 
and  3  percent  would  be  too  little.  We 
are  now  giving  less  than  1  percent  of 
our  budget  to  foreign  aid. 

I  oppose  many  of  the  sp)eciflc  provi- 
sions in  the  bill.  Consolidation  will  cre- 
ate one  huge  unwieldy 
megabureaucracy.  It  will  reduce  ac- 
countability, shift  the  Secretary  of 
State's  attention  from  policy  to  pro- 
gram management  and  will  wash  down 
and  water  down  the  specialized  func- 
tions of  each  agency. 

In  particular,  it  will,  by  merging  all 
into  the  State  Department,  subsume 
development  priorities  to  the  day-to- 
day management  of  diplomacy. 

I  vigorously  oppose  many  of  the  pro- 
visions in  the  other  sections  of  the  bill. 
Cut  the  population  programs;  you  talk 
about  degradation  of  the  environment; 
wait  until  this  comes  along;  Develop- 
ment assistance  cuts  and  peacemaking 
cuts  will  cripple  our  efforts  in  vital 
areas. 

But  perhaps  above  all  else,  I  oppose 
the  22  percent  slash  in  our  assistance 
to  Africa.  We  now  give  $600  million  to 
600  million  people.  I  believe  that  this 
cut  is  immoral,  will  necessitate  huge 
future  expenditures  on  preventive  hu- 
manitarian prices.  We  could  have 
stopped  the  crisis  in  Somalia  in  which 
we  dropped  $1.5  billion  or  the  crisis  in 
Rwanda,  where  we  dropped  $600  mil- 
lion, if  we  had  gotten  in  their  earlier 
with  humanitarian  assistance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  a  no 
vote  on  this  bill. 

D  1545 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Acker- 
man], 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  reluctant  opposition  to  this  bill. 
The  legislation  before  us  today  rep- 
resents a  retrenchment  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy  in  the  post-cold-war  era.  For  the 
past  40  years  we  fought  the  cold  war 
and  we  prevailed.  Now  a  wave  of  neo- 
isolationism  has  taken  over  and  this 
Congress  is  preparing  to  walk  away 
from  our  responsibilities  as  a  world 
leader.  This  bill  is  destructive  not  only 
to  the  foreign  policy  apparatus  of  this 
government,  but  the  massive  budget 
cuts  that  will  result  from  it  are  unwise 
and  shortsighted. 

Furthermore,  this  bill  proposes  the 
elimination  of  three  agencies,  without 
even  a  hint  of  what  the  cost  will  be. 
During  the  committee  markup,  an 
amendment  was  offered  that  is  totally 
consistent,  even  with  the  Contract 
With  America,  requiring  a  cost-benefit 
analysis  of  the  proposal  so  Congress 
may  understand  the  costs  that  we  are 
about  to  incur  as  a  result  of  adopting 
this  consolidation  legislation.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  majority  oppose  the  cost- 
cutting  benefit  proposal  in  a  year  when 
they  are  otherwise  zealously  commit- 
ted to  its  rigorous  application  in  the 
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conduct  of  Government's  affairs.  This 
inconsistency  is  striking,  to  say  the 
least 

On  the  foreigTi  aid  side  of  the  ledger, 
the  bill  offered  today  cuts  development 
assistance  massively,  with  a  20-percent 
cut  alone  for  the  development  fund  for 
Africa.  I  vigorously  oppose  these  cuts 
at  a  time  when,  magically,  there  are 
sufficient  funds  available  to  increase 
foreign  military  sales  within  the  bill.  I 
must  wonder  how  we  can  have  more  for 
military  sales  when  the  basic  develop- 
ment accounts  are  being  stripped  bare. 

Mr,  Chairman.  I  am  also  deeply  con- 
cerned about  the  future  of  aid  to  Israel. 
Israel  has  taken  great  risks  by  under- 
taking the  peace  process  with  Jordan, 
the  Palestinians,  and  the  Arab  coun- 
tries in  the  region.  Yet.  we  are  rapidly 
moving  towards  isolating  Israel,  Egypt, 
and  the  Middle  East  peace  allocations 
within  a  rapidly  shrinking  foreign  aid 
budget.  This  is  a  dangerous  precedent 
which  will  leave  the  Middle  East  peace 
process  hanging  out.  almost  alone,  vul- 
nerable to  future  cuts  when  the  peace 
process  may  require  larger,  rather  than 
smaller,  allocations  in  order  to  be  im- 
plemented. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  glad  that  this 
bill  takes  care  of  Israel  this  year.  If  it 
is  the  intent  to  take  care  of  the  few  to 
the  detriment  of  all  others,  I  will  not 
but  it.  I  will  not  be  put  in  a  position  of 
being  for  myself  alone. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  past  decade 
we  worked  m  a  bipartisan  fashion  to 
craft  a  foreign  aid  bill  that  could  re- 
ceive the  support  of  both  sides.  Today 
we  have  a  bill  that  is  designed  to  un- 
dermine our  President  and  Secretary  of 
State  by  devastating  cuts  to  our  for- 
eign policy  agencies  and  to  the  world- 
wide assistance  which  serves  to  but- 
tress U.S.  foreign  policy  objectives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  destruction  in  this 
bill  may  be  popular  with  the  majority 
today,  but  the  implications  for  tomor- 
row should  give  us  pause  before  this 
Congress  enacts  such  shortsighted  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  RiCH- 

ARDSOS]. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr  Chairman, 
first  let  me  say  that  my  opposition  to 
this  bill,  very  categorically,  does  not 
diminish  the  great  respect  I  have  for 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  Ben 
Oilman,  and  his  leadership  on  foreign 
policy  issues  for  many,  many  years.  I 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  H.wiiLTON]  once  again  for 
being  steadfast  to  the  bipartisanship 
that  has  always  existed  in  our  foreign 
policy,  and  which,  regrettably,  seems 
to  be  ending  this  year  with  political 
documents.  H.R.  7,  and  now  this  piece 
of  legislation. 

Suffice  it  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United 


States  says  that  this  bill  "wages  an  ex- 
traordinary assault  on  this  and  every 
future  President's  constitutional  au- 
thority to  manage  foreign  policy.  " 
That  is  pretty  strong  language.  I  be- 
lieve we  should  pay  heed  to  that  lan- 
guage. We  are  strangling  the  Executive 
Branch's  ability  to  conduct  foreign  pol- 
icy. 

What  this  bill  does  is  virtually  elimi- 
nate our  opportunity  to  negotiate  with 
the  North  Koreans,  which  is  happening 
at  this  very  moment  on  the  nuclear 
framework  agreement.  It  eliminates 
any  kind  of  leverage  that  we  would 
have  with  the  North  Koreans,  the 
South  Koreans,  and  all  those  partici- 
pating in  this  very  key  initiative. 

It  limits  the  President's  ability  to 
deal  with  migration  and  refugee  affairs 
which  is  becoming  increasingly  impor- 
tant in  this  interdepartmental  world. 
On  the  shores  of  our  own  country,  our 
borders,  this  bill  drastically  restricts 
our  ability  to  deal  with  their  issue.  Our 
relationship  with  China  is  jeopardized 
by  this  bill,  and  our  relationship  with 
the  new  independent  states  is  jeopard- 
ized. This  bill  reduces  the  assistance 
that  we  need  to  give  them  to  keep 
them  not  just  market-oriented  and 
democratic,  but  moving  in  the  direc- 
tion that  we  want  in  terms  of  NATO 
and  the  power  relationship  in  Europe. 

This  bill  also  severely  restricts  the 
President's  ability  to  reorganize  the 
foreign  policy  machine.  This  bill  abol- 
ishes important  agencies,  including 
AID.  USDA,  and  USIA,  that  right  now 
conduct  our  foreign  policy,  and  with- 
out any  administration  consultant.  It 
basically  says  we  know  best.  We  are 
going  to  abolish  them,  and  we  are 
going  to  decide  what  is  best  for  the  ad- 
ministration's conduct  of  foreign  pol- 
icy. 

Most  importantly,  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  bill  kills  any  kind  of  effort  by  the 
United  States  to  be  involved  in  devel- 
opment assistance.  The  bill  would  re- 
duce development  assistance  by  34  per- 
cent, cut  Africa's  development  assist- 
ance by  21  percent,  a  devastating  cut, 
at  the  same  time  that  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica we  have  halved  our  development  as- 
sistance. We  are  no  longer  players  in 
that  arena. 

What  would  we  have  to  do  if  this  bill 
is  passed?  The  administration  would  be 
forced  to  abruptly  withdraw  support 
for  programs  in  up  to  20  lower-income 
countries,  beyond  the  27  the  adminis- 
tration is  committed  to  terminating: 
but  by  not  engaging  in  the  developing 
world,  we  are  simply  arming  Europe 
and  Japan  to  beat  us  in  the  world  of 
trade.  This  is  not  a  good  bill,  and  it 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
understand  it.  I  have  1  minute  remain- 
ing, and  I  yield  that  1  minute  to  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Ms.  Velazquez]. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this  bill. 
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This  week  the  Republicans  do  for  over- 
seas interests  what  the  new  majority 
has  done  for  the  domestic  agenda.  They 
target  assistance  for  the  most  needy, 
while  preserving  billions  of  dollars  for 
military  and  security  spending. 

The  promotion  of  peace  and  inter- 
national development  were  once  seen 
as  vital  to  global  peace  and  prosperity. 
They  were  also  considered  as  impor- 
tant domestic  priorities. 

This  bill  reverses  those  policies.  It 
cuts  humanitarian  assistance  for  edu- 
cation, AIDS  prevention,  and  agricul- 
tural research;  abolishes  AID;  and  crip- 
ples international  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations. It  means  death  for  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  innocent  children  in  Afri- 
ca, and  many  more  civilian  casualties 
in  the  Balkans. 

This  so-called  Overseas  Interests  Act 
instead  invests  in  arms.  Billions  more 
are  wasted  on  military  hardware  in  the 
Middle  Eastr-one  of  the  most  heavily 
armed  regions  in  the  world. 

The  foreign  assistance  cuts  will  not 
even  make  a  dent  in  the  deficit.  Only  1 
percent  of  the  Federal  budget  is  spent 
on  foreign  aid.  Even  less  goes  towards 
development  assistance. 

While  the  world  calls  out  for  oppor- 
tunity and  brotherhood,  this  bill  offers 
isolation  and  indifference.  For  inter- 
national peace  and  prosperity,  and  do- 
mestic sanity,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  "no." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hamil- 
ton] has  expired. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  fully  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hamil- 
ton] that  this  bill  makes  significant 
changes.  My  colleagues,  if  you  want  to 
reduce  the  foreign  aid  budget.  I  urge 
you  to  vote  for  this  bill.  If  you  want  to 
bring  about  savings  in  our  State  De- 
partment budget  by  consolidating  the 
three  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, then  vote  for  this  bill.  If  you 
support  aid  for  antiterrorism  assist- 
ance, counter-narcotics  programs, and 
assistance  for  stabilizing  the  Middle 
East,  you  should  vote  for  this  bill.  If 
you  prefer  the  status  quo,  more  bu- 
reaucracy and  increased  foreign  aid 
spending,  then  your  vote  is  "no."  With 
the  adoption  of  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment, this  bill  will  be  under  budget. 
Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher 
earlier  this  year  proposed  consolida- 
tion. This  bill  will  make  it  happen.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this  bill, 
the  American  Overseas  Interests  Act. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, as  modified,  printed  in  the  bill 
is  considered  as  an  original  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment,  and  is  consid- 
ered as  having  been  read. 
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The   text  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  as 
modified,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  1561 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
representatives    of    the     United    .States    of 
.\mprica  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "American 
Overseas  Intpfpsts  .■^ct  of  1995", 
SEC.  2.  ORliANIZATION  OF  ACT  INTO  DIVISIONS: 
TABLE  OF  CO.NTENTS. 

(a)  Divisions— This  Act  is  organized  into 
three  divisions  as  follows: 

(1)  Division   A— Consolidation   of  Foreign 
Affairs  Agencies. 

(2)  Division  B— Foreign  Relations  Author- 
izations. 

(3)  Division  C— Foreign  Assistance  Author- 
izations. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2.   Organization  of  Act   into  divisions; 
table  of  contents. 
DIVISION  A-CONSOLIDATION  OF 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 
TITLE  I -GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  101.  Short  title. 
Sec.  102.  Congressional  findings. 
Sec.  103.  Purposes. 
Sec.  104.  Definitions. 

TITLE  II-UNITED  STATES  ARMS 
CONTROL  AND  DKSARMAMENT  AGENCY 
Chaitkk  1-  Gk.neral  Pkovisions 
Sec.  201.  Effective  date. 
Sec.  202.  References  in  title. 
Ch.^pter    2-Abolition    ok    United    States 
Arms  Control  and  Disar.mament  Agency 
AND  Transfer  of  Functions  to  Secretary 
OF  State 
Sec.  211.  Abolition   of  United   States   Arms 
Control        and        Di-sarmament 
Agency. 
Sec.  212.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 

of  .State. 
CHAITKK  3    Reorganization  of  Department 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Undkr  This  Title 
Sec.  221.  Reor^fanization  plan. 
Sec.  222.  Coordinator   for  arms  control   and 
disarmament. 
Chapter  4— Conkorming  Amendments 
Sec.  241.  References. 

Sec.  242.  Repeal  of  establishment  of  agency. 
Sec.  243.  Repeal  of  positions  and  offices. 
Sec.  244.  Transfer   of  authorities   and    func- 
tions under  the  Arms  Control 
and    Disarmament   Act   to    the 
Secretary  of  State. 
Sec.  245    Conforming  amendments. 

TITLE  III     UNITED  STATES 
INFORMATION  AGENCY 
Chapter  l— General  Provisions 
Sec.  301    Effective  date 
Chapter  2— Abolition  of  United  .States  In- 
formation agency  and  Transfer  of  Func- 
tions TO  Secret.-nry  of  State 
Sec.  311.  Abolition  of  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency. 
Sec.  312.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 

of  State. 
Chapter  3— Reorganization  of  Department 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Under  This  Title 
Sec.  321.  Reorganization  plan. 
Sec.  322.  Principal  officers. 

Chapter  4— Conforming  Amendments 
Sec.  341.  References. 


.Sec.  342.  Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspector 
General  of  the  United  .States 
Information  Agency  and  trans- 
fer of  functions  to  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State. 

Sec.  343.  Amendments  to  title  5. 

Sec.  344.  Amendments  to  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Ex- 
change Act  of  1948. 

.Sec.  345.  Amendments  to  the  Mutual  Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchange 
Act  of  1961  (Fulbright-Hays 
Act). 

Sec.  346.  International  broadcasting  activi- 
ties. 

Sec.  347.  Television  broadcasting  to  Cuba. 

Sec.  348.  Radio  broadcasting  to  Cuba. 

Sec.  349.  National  Endowment  for  Democ- 
racy. 

Sec.  350.  United  States  scholarship  program 
for  developing  countries. 

Sec.  351.  Fascell  Fellowship  Board. 

Sec.  352.  National  Security  Education 
Board. 

Sec.  353.  Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical 
Interchange  between  North  and 
South. 

Sec.  354.  East-West  Center. 

Sec.  355.  Mission  of  the  Department  of 
State. 

Sec.  356.  Con-solidation  of  administrative 
services. 

Sec.  3.57.  Grants. 

Sec.  358.  Ban  on  domestic  activities. 

Sec.  359.  Conforming  repeal  to  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Act. 

Sec.  360.  Repeal  relating  to  procurement  of 
legal  services. 

Sec.  361.  Repeal  relating  to  payment  of  sub- 
sistence expenses. 

Sec.  362.  Conforming  amendment  to  the 
Seed  Act. 

Sec.  363.  International  Cultural  and  Trade 
Center  Commission. 

Sec.  364.  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980. 

Sec.  365.  Au  pair  programs. 

Sec.  366.  Exchange  program  with  countries 
in  transition  from  totalitarian- 
ism to  democracy. 

Sec.  367.  Edmund  S.  Muskie  Fellowship  pro- 
gram. 

Sec.  368.  Implementation  of  convention  on 
cultural  property. 

Sec.  369.  Mil<e  Mansfield  F'ellowships. 

TITLE  IV    AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
Chapter  1— General  Provisions 
Sec.  401.  Effective  date. 
Sec.  402.  References  in  title. 
Chapter  2— Abolition  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  and  Trans- 
fer OF  Functions  to  Secretary  of  State 
Sec.  411.  Abolition    of    Agency    for    Inter- 
national  Development  and   the 
International  Development  Co- 
operation Agency. 
Sec.  412.  Transfer  of  functions  to  Secretary 

of  SUte. 
Chaiter  3~Reorcanization  of  Depart.ment 
OF  State  Relating  to  Functions  Trans- 
ferred Under  This  Title 
Sec.  421.  Reorganization  plan 
Sec.  422.  Principal  officers. 

Chapter  4— Conforming  amendments 
Sec.  441.  References. 

Sec.  442.  Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspector 
General  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  and 
transfer  of  functions  to  Office 
of  Inspector  General  of  the  De- 
partment of  State. 


13933 

Sec.  443.  Abolition  of  Chief  Financial  Officer 
of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  and  transfer  of 
functions  to  Chief  Financial  Of- 
ficer Department  of  State. 

Sec.  444.  Amendments  to  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

Sec.  445.  Public  Law  480  program. 

TITLE  V-TRANSITION 

Sec.  501.  Reorganization  authority. 

Sec.  502.  Transfer  and  allocation  of  appro- 
priations and  personnel. 

Sec.  503.  Incidental  transfers. 

Sec.  504.  Effect  on  personnel. 

Sec.  505.  Voluntary  separation  incentives. 

Sec.  506.  Savings  provisions. 

Sec.  507.  Property  and  facilities. 

Sec.  508.  Authority  of  Secretary  to  facilitate 
transition. 

Sec.  509.  Recommendations  for  additional 
conforming  amendments. 

Sec.  510.  Final  report. 

Sec.  511.  Severability. 

DIVISION  B— FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE  XX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  2001.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2002.  Definitions. 

TITLE  XXI— AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS     FOR      DEPARTMENT      OF 
STATE  AND  CERTAIN  INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS  FUNCTIONS  AND  ACTIVITIES 
Chapter  l— authorizations  of 
Appropriations 

Sec.  2101.  Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs. 

Sec.  2102.  International  organizations,  pro- 
grams, and  conferences. 

Sec.  2103.  International  commissions. 

Sec.  2104.  Migration  and  refugee  assistance. 

Sec.  2105.  Certain  other  international  affairs 
programs. 

Sec.  2106.  United  States  informational,  edu- 
cational, and  cultural  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  2107.  United   States  arms  control   and 
disarmament. 
TITLE  XXII— DEPARTMENT  OF  .STATE 

AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVITIES 
Chapter  1— Authorities  And  Activities 

Sec.  2201.  Revision  oi  Department  ol  State 
rewards  program. 

Sec.  2202.  Authorities  of  Secretary  of  State. 

Sec.  2203.  Buying  power  maintenance  ac- 
count. 

Sec.  2204.  Expenses  relating  to  certain  inter- 
national claims  and  proceed- 
ings. 

Sec.  2205.  Consolidation  of  United  States 
diplomatic  missions  and  con- 
sular posts. 

Sec.  2206.  Denial  of  passports  to  noncusto- 
dial parents  subject  to  state  ar- 
rest warrants  in  cases  of  non- 
payment of  child  support. 

Sec.  2207.  Capital  investment  fund. 

Sec.  2208.  Efficiency  in  procurement. 

Sec.  2209.  Training. 
Chapter  2— Consular  authorities  of  the 
Department  of  State 

Sec.  2231.  Surcharge  for  processing  certain 
machine  readable  visas. 

Sec.  2232.  Fingerprint  check  requirement. 

Sec.  2233.  Use  of  certain  passport  processing 
fees  for  enhanced  passport  serv- 
ices. 

Sec.  2234.  Consular  officers. 

Chapter  3— Refugees  and  Migration 

Sec.  2251.  United  States  emergency  refugee 
and  migration  assistance  fund. 

Sec.  2252.  Persecution  for  resistance  to  coer- 
cive population  control  meth- 
ods. 
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Sec.  2301. 
Sec.  2302. 
Sec.  2303. 


Sec.  2304. 


Sec.  2305. 


Sec. 


Sec.  2253.  Report     to     congress     concerning 

Cuban  emigration  policies. 
Sec.  2254.  United  States  policy  regarding  the 

involuntary  return  of  refugees. 
Sec.  2255.  Extension  of  certain  adjudication 

provisions. 
TITLE  XXIII— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT   OF    STATE;    DEPARTMENT 
OF  STATE   PERSONNEL;  THE   FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

Chapter  1— Orc.\nization  Of  the 
Department  of  State 
Coordinator  for  counterterrorism. 
Special  envoy  for  Tibet. 
Establishment  of  Coordinator  for 
Human    Rights    and    Refugees. 
Bureau   of  Refugee  and   Migra- 
tion Assistance,  and  Bureau  of 
Democracy.  Human  Rights,  and 
Labor. 
Elimination    of   statutory    estab- 
lishment of  certain  positions  of 
the  Department  of  Slate. 
Establishment    of   Assistant    Sec- 
retary of  State  for  Human  Re- 
sources. 
2306.  Authority  of  United  States  perma- 
nent representative  to  the  Unit- 
ed Nations. 
Chapter  2— Personnei,  Of  the  Department 

OF  St.\te:  the  Foreign  Service 
Sec.  2351.  Authorized   strength   of  the    For- 
eign Service. 
Sec.  2352.  Repeal    of    authority    for    Senior 
Foreign     Service     performance 
pay. 
Sec.  2363.  Recovery   of  costs  of  health  care 

services. 
TITLE  XXIV-UNITED  STATES  PUBLIC  DI- 
PLOMACY: AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES FOR  UNITED  STATES  INFORMA- 
TIONAL. EDUCATIONAL.  AND  CUL- 
TURAL PROGRAMS 

Chapter  l— General  Provisions 
Sec.  2401.  Elimination  of  permanent  author- 
ization. 
Extension  of  au  pair  programs. 
Educational      and      cultural      ex- 
changes with  Hong  Kong. 
Sec.  2404.  Conduct    of    certain     educational 
and     cultural     exchange     pro- 
grams in  Asia. 
Sec.  2405.  Educational      and      cultural      ex- 
changes   and    scholarships    for 
Tibetans  and  Burmese. 
Sec.  2406.  Availability  of  Voice  of  America 
and    Radio    Marti    multilingual 
computer    readable     text    and 
voice  recordings. 
Retention  of  interest. 
USIA  office  in  Pristina.  Kosova. 
Chapter  2— International  Broadcasting 
Sec.  2431.  Expansion  of  Broadcasting  Board 
of  Governors. 
Plan  for  Radio  Free  Asia. 
Pilot  project   for  freedom   broad- 
casting to  Asia. 
TITLE  X.XV-INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  COMMISSIONS 
Chapter  i— General  Provisions 
Sec.  2501.  International  Boundary  and  Water 

Commission. 
Chapter  2— United  Nations  and  affiliated 

Age.ncies  and  Organizations 
Sec.  2521.  Reform  in  budget  decisionmaking 
procedures  of  the  United  Na- 
tions and  its  specialized  agen- 
cies. 
Sec.  2522.  Limitation  on  contributions  to 
the  United  Nations  or  United 
Nations  affiliated  organiza- 
tions. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


2402. 
2403. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


2407. 
2408 


2432. 
2433. 


Sec.  2523    Report  on  UNICEK. 

Sec.  2524.  United     Nations     budgetary     and 

management  reform. 

TITLE  XXVI— FOREIGN  POLICY 

PROVISIONS 

Chapter  l— miscellaneous  Foreign  Policy 

Provisions 
Sec.  2601.  Taiwan  Relations  Act. 
Sec.  2602.  Bosnia  Genocide  Justice  Act. 
Sec.  2603.  Expansion  of  Commission  on  Secu- 
rity and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 
Chafter  2— Relating  to  the  United  States- 
North  Korea  Agreed  Fra.mework  and  the 
Obligations  of  North  Korea  Under  That 
and  Previous  Agreements  With  Rf.spf:ct 
TO  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean 
Peninsula  and  Dialogue  With  the  Repub- 
lic OF  Korea 
Sec.  2641.  Findings. 

Sec.  2642.  Clarification      of      nuclear      non- 
proliferation      obligations      of 
North  Korea  under  the  agreed 
framework. 
Sec.  2643.  Role    of    the    Republic    of   Korea 

under  the  agreed  framework. 
Sec.  2644.  Further  steps  to  promote  United 
States  security  and  political  in- 
terests with   respect   to   North 
Korea. 
Sec.  2645.  Restrictions     on     assistance      to 
North  Korea  and  the  Korean  pe- 
ninsula energy  development  or- 
ganization. 
Chapter  3— Burma 
Sec.  2651.  United   States   policy   concerning 
the  dictatorship  in  Burma. 
Chapter  4— Torture 
Sec.  2661.  Definitions. 

Sec.  2662.  United  States  policy  with  respect 
to    the    involuntary    return    of 
persons  subjected  to  torture. 
TITLE  XXVII-CONGRESSIONAL 
STATEMENTS 
Sec.  2701.  Inter-American  organizations. 
Sec.  2702.  Territorial  integrity  of  Bosnia  and 

Herzegovina. 
Sec.  2703.  The    Laogai    system    of    political 

prisons. 
Sec   2704   Concerning  the  use  of  funds  to  fur- 
ther  normalize    relations   with 
Vietnam. 
Sec.  2705.  Declaration  of  Congress  regarding 
United       States      Government 
human     rights     policy     toward 
China. 
Sec.  2706.  Concerning     the     United    Nations 
Voluntary  Fund  for  Victims  of 
Torture. 

2707.  Recommendations  of  the  Presi- 
dent for  reform  of  war  powei-s 
resolution. 

2708.  Conflict  in  Kashmir. 

2709.  United  States  relations  with  the 

Former    Yugoslav    Republic    of 
Macedonia  (FYROM). 
Sec.  2710.  Sense  of  the  Congress  relating  to 

Indonesia. 
Sec.  2711.  Displaced  persons. 

DIVISION  C— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  3001.  Short  title. 

Sec.  3002.  Declaration  of  policy. 

TITLE  XXXI— DEFENSE  AND  SECURITY 

ASSISTANCE 

Chapter  l— Military  And  Related 

Assistance 

subchapter  a— foreign  military  financing 

program 
Sec.  3101.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3102.  Administrative  expenses. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec. 
Sec. 


3103 
3104 
3105 
3106. 
3107 
3108 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


3162. 
3163. 
3164 


Assistance  for  Israel. 

Assistance  for  Egypt, 

Loans  for  Greece  and  Turkey. 

Terms  of  loans. 

Nonrepayment  of  grant  assistance 

Additional  requirements. 

SUBCHAin-ER  B— other  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  3121.  Defense  drawdown  special  authori- 
ties. 
Sec.  3122.  Stockpiles  of  defense  articles. 
Sec.  3123.  Transfer  of  excess  defense  articles 
Sec.  3124.  Nonlethal   excess  defense   articles 
for  Albania. 
Chapter  2— International  Military 
Education  and  Training 

Sec.  3141.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3142.  Assistance  for  Indonesia. 
Sec.  3143.  Additional  reciuirements. 

Chapter  3— Antiterrorism  Assistance 
Sec.  3151.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  3152.  Antiterrorism  training  assistance 
Sec.  3153.  Research     and     development    ex- 
penses. 
Chapter  4~Narcotics  Control  Assistance 

Sec.  3161.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Additional  requirements. 
Notification  requirement. 
Waiver  of  restrictions  for  nar     ■ 
ics-related      economic      as.s:>t 
ance. 
Chaiter  .5— Nonproliferation  And 
disar.mament  fund 
Sec.  3171.  Ncnproliferation         and         Disar- 
mament Fund. 
Chapter  6— Other  Provisions 
Sec.  3181.  Standardization    of    congressional 
review     procedures     for     arms 
transfers. 
Standardization   of  third   country 

transfers  of  defense  articles. 
Increased  standardization,  ration- 
alization,   and    Interoperability 
of    assistance    and    sales    pro- 
grams. 
Repeal  of  price  and  availability  re- 
porting requirement  relating  to 
proposed  sale  of  defense  articles 
and  services. 
Definition  of  significant  military 

equipment. 
Requirements  relating  to  the  Spe- 
cial Dufen.se  Acquisition  Fund. 
Sec.  3187    Cost  of  leased  defen.se  articles  that 
have  been  lost  or  destroyed. 
Designation    of   major    non-NATO 

allies. 
Certification  thresholds. 
Competitive    pricing    for   sales   of 

defense  articles  and  services. 
Depleted  uranium  ammunition. 
End-use  monitoring  of  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services. 
Brokering    activities    relating    to 
commercial  sales  of  defense  ar- 
ticles and  services. 
TITLE  XXXII— ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
Chaiter  1— Economic  Support  Assistance 
Sec.  3201.  Economic  support  fund. 
Sec.  3202.  Assistance  for  Israel. 
Sec.  3203    Assistance  for  Egypt. 

International  Fund  for  Ireland. 
Law  enforcement  a.ssistance. 

Assi.stance  For  Private  Sector 
Programs  and  Activities 

Sec.  3211.  Private  sector  enterprise  funds. 

Micro-  and  .small  enterprise  devel- 
opment credits. 
Microenterprise  development 

grant  a.ssistance. 
Chai-teh  3—  Development  A.ssistance 
subchaiter  a  — development  assi.stance 
authorities 
Sec.  3221.  Authorizations  of  appropriations. 
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Sec.  3182. 
Sec.  3183. 

Sec.  3184. 

Sec.  318.''). 
Sec.  3186 


Sec.  3188. 


Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 


3189. 
3190. 

3191. 
3192. 


Sec.  3193 


Sec.  3204 
Sec.  3205. 
Chapter  2- 


Sec.  3212 
Sec.  3213 


Sec.  3227. 


Sec. 


Assistance  for  child  survival  ac- 
tivities. Vitamin  A  Deficiency 
Program,  and  related  activities. 

Sec.  3223.  Assistance  for  family  planning. 

Sec.  3224.  Assistance  for  the  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union. 

Sec.  3225.  Development  Fund  for  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean. 

Sec.  3226.  Effectiveness  of  United  States  de- 
velopment assistance. 
Funding  for  private  and  voluntary 
organizations  and  cooperatives. 
3228.  Sense  of  the  Congress  relating  to 
United  States  cooperatives  and 
credit  unions. 

subchapter  B  — OPERATING  EXPENSES 

Sec.  3231.  Operating  expenses  generally. 
Sec.  3232.  Operating  expenses  of  the  office  of 
the  inspector  general. 

Chaiter  4— Public  Law  480 
Sec.  3241.  Levels  of  assistance  for  title  II. 
Sec.  3242.  Authorization     of    appropriations 
for  title  III 
Chaiter  5— Housing  Guarantee  Program 

Sec.  3251.  Authorization    of    appropriations 

for  administrative  expenses. 
Sec.  3252.  Additional  requirements. 
Chaiter  6— Peace  Corps 

Sec.  3261.  Peace  Corps. 

Sec.  3262.  Activities  of  the   Pea<?e   Corps   in 

the  former  Soviet  Union. 
Sec.  3263.  Prohibition    on    use    of   funds    for 

abortions. 

Chaiter  7— Intern.^tional  Disaster 
Assistance 
Sec.  3271.  Authority   to   provide   reconstruc- 
tion assistance. 
Sec    3272.  Authorizations  of  appropriations. 

Chaiter  8--  Other  Provisions 
Sec.  3281,  Exemption    from    restrictions    on 
assistance    through    nongovern- 
mental organizations. 
Fun<iing  requirements  relating  to 
United  States  private  and  vol- 
untary organizations. 
Documentation    requested    of   pri- 
vate   and    voluntary    organiza- 
tions. 
Sec.  3284    Foreign  government  parking  fines. 
Sec.  3285-  Human  rights  reports. 
Sec.  3286.  Deobligation      of     certain     unex- 
pended     economic      assistance 
funds. 
TITLE  XXXIII-REGIONAL  PROVISIONS 

See  3301.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  providing  as- 
sistance to  Cuba. 

Sec,  3302,  .■\ssistance  for  Nicaragua. 

Sec  3303  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
relations  with  Burma. 

Sec.  3304,  Debt  restructuring  for  Egypt, 

Sec.  3305.  Prohibition  on  a.ssistance  to  for- 
eign governments  providing  as- 
sistance to  Iran, 

Sec,  3306,  A.ssistance  for  Pakistan, 

Sec  3307,  Return  of  military  equipment  of 
Pakistan, 

Sec,  3308,  Eligibility  of  Panama  under  Arms 
Export  Control  Act. 

Sec  3309  Future  of  the  United  States  mili- 
lar.v  presence  in  Panama, 

Sec  3310,  Peace  and  stability  in  the  South 
China  Sea. 

Sec  3311.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
narcotics  control  efforts  of  Co- 
lombia, 

Sec.  3312  Notification  of  arms  sales  to  Saudi 
Arabia, 

Sec,  3313,  Assistance  for  Zaire. 


Sec.  3282 


Sec,  3283, 


TITLE  XXXIV— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES 

AND  OTHER  PROVISIONS 

Chaiter  1-~Si'ecial  Authorities 

Sec.  3401    Enhanced  transfer  authority. 

Sec,  3402  Authority  to  meet  unanticipated 
contingencies. 

Sec.  3403.  Special  waiver  authority. 

Sec.  3404.  Termination  of  assistance. 
Chafter  2— Other  Provisions 

Sec.  3411.  Congressional  presentation  doc- 
uments. 

Sec.  3412.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  engaged  in  espionage 
against  the  United  States. 

Sec.  3413.  Debt  restructuring  for  foreign 
assistance. 

Sec.  3414.  Debt  buybacks  or  sales  for  debt 
swaps. 

Sec.  3415.  Impact  on  jobs  in  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  3416.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments  that  export  lethal 
military  equipment  to  countries  sup- 
porting international  terrorism. 

Sec.  3417.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to 
countries  that  consistently  oppo.se  the 
United  States  position  in  the  United 
Nations  General  Assembly. 

Sec.  3418.  Limitation  on  assistance  to 
countries  that  restrict  the  transport  or 
delivery  of  United  States  humanitarian 
assistance. 

Sec.  3419.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  for- 
eign governments,  private  and  vol- 
untary organizations,  and  other  enti- 
ties that  inhibit  United  States-sup- 
ported demining  operations  and  activi- 
ties. 

Chaiter  3— Repeals 

Sec.  3421    Repeal  of  obsolete  provisions. 
TITLE  XXXV     EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  3501.  Effective  date. 

DIVISION  A— CONSOLIDATION  OF 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 
TITLE  I— GENERAI.  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  101.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
-Affairs  .A.i^en^'ies  Consnlid.it.inn  .Act.  of  1995", 
SEC.  102.  CONGRI':SSIONAL  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  With  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  inter- 
national challenges  facing  the  United  Slates 
have  changed,  but  the  fundamental  national 
interests  of  the  United  States  have  not.  The 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  require  continued 
American  engagement  in  international  af- 
faire The  leading  role  of  the  United  States 
in  world  affairs  will  be  as  important  in  the 
twenty-first  century  as  it  has  been  in  the 
twentieth, 

(2)  The  United  States  budget  deficit  re- 
quires that  the  foreign  as  well  as  the  domes- 
tic programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  l)e  carefully  reviewed  for  potential 
savings.  Wherever  possible,  foreign  programs 
and  activities  must  be  streamlined,  managed 
more  efficiently,  and  adapted  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  post-Cold  War  era. 

(3)  In  order  to  downsize  the  foreign  pro- 
grams and  activities  of  the  United  States 
without  jeopardizing  United  States  interests, 
strong  and  effective  leadership  will  be  re- 
quired. As  the  official  principally  responsible 
for  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  must  have  the  authority  to 
allocate  efficiently  the  resources  within  the 
international  affairs  budget.  As  a  first  step 
in  the  downsizing  process,  the  proliferation 
of  foreign  affairs  agencies  that  occurred  dur- 
ing the  Cold  War  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
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functions  of  these  agencies  must  be  restored 
to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

(4)  A  streamlined  and  reorganized  foreign 
affairs  structure  under  the  strengthened 
leadership  of  the  Secretary  of  State  can 
more  effectively  promote  the  internalional 
interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  next 
century  than  the  existing  structure. 
SEC.  103.  PURPOSES. 

The  purposes  of  this  division  are-- 

(1)  to  consolidate  and  reinvent  foreign  af- 
fairs agencies  of  the  United  States  within 
the  Department  of  State; 

(2)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  the 
Department  of  Stale  to  maximize  the  effi- 
cient use  of  resources,  eliminate  redundancy 
in  functions,  effect  budget  savings,  and  im- 
prove the  management  of  the  Stale  Depart- 
ment; 

(3)  to  strengthen— 

(A)  the  coordination  of  United  States  for- 
eign policy:  and 

(B)  the  leading  role  of  the  Secretary  of 
Stale  in  the  formulation  and  articulation  of 
United  States  foreign  policy;  and 

(4)  to  abolish,  not  later  than  March  1.  1997. 
the  United  Stales  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency,  the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency,  the  International  Development 
Cooperation  Agency,  and  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

SEC.  104.  DEFINITIONS. 

The  following  terms  have  the  following 
meaning  for  the  purpo.ses  of  this  division: 

(1)  The  term  'AID"  means  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

(2)  The  term  ■ACDA"  means  the  United 
Stales  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency. 

(3)  The  term  •■appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  of  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate. 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  Slate. 

(5)  The  term  "Federal  agency"  has  the 
meaning  given  to  the  term  "agency"  by  sec- 
tion 551(1)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(6)  The  torm  "function"  means  any  duly. 
obiigaLion.  power,  authority,  responsibility, 
right,  privilege,  activity,  or  program. 

(7)  The  term  "office"  includes  any  office, 
administration,  agency,  institute,  unit,  orga- 
nizational entity,  or  component  thereof. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Slate. 

(9)  The  term  "USIA"  means  the  United 
Stales  Information  .Agency 

TITLE  II— UNITED  STATES  ARMS 
CONTROL  AND  DISARMAMENT  AGENCY 
CHAPTER  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  201.  EFFEC"nVE  OATE. 

(a>  In  General,  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  shall  take  effect— 

(1)  March  1.  1997;  or 

(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  dale  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  day  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cau.se  of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pureuant  to  section  221. 

(b)    Reorganization     Plan— Section    221 
shall  take  effect  on  the  dale  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
SEC.  202.  REFERENCES  IN  TITLE. 

Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
title,  whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment 
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or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amend- 
ment to.  or  repeal  of.  a  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
provision  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament .A'"' 

CHAPTER  2— ABOLITION  OF  L^NITED 
STATES  ARMS  CONTROL  A.VD  DISAR 
MAMENT  AGENCY  AND  TRANSFER  OF 
FUNCTIONS  TO  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

SEC.  211.  ABOLITION  OF  LTsITKD  ST.ATES  AR.MS 
CONTROL  AND  DISAJt.MA.MKNT 
.^GE.NCY. 

The  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  is  abolished. 

SEC.  212.  TRANSFER  OF  FX7>fCT10NS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 

There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  all  functions  of  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  and  all  functions  of  the 
United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  and  any  officer  or  compo- 
nent of  such  agency  under  any  statute,  reor- 
ganization plan.  Executive  order,  or  other 
provision  of  law  before  the  effective  date  of 
this  title,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  tit> 

CHAPTER  .3— REORGANIZATION  OF  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE  RELATING  TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  UNT)ER  THIS 
TITLE 

SEC.  221    REORGANIZATION  PLAN. 

la)  SuBMis.sioN  OF  Plan— Not  later  than 
March  1.  1996,  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency, 
shall  transmit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  reorganiiation  plan  pro- 
viding for— 

(1)  the  abolition  of  the  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  in  accordance  with 
this  title; 

(2)  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  title:  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carry  out  such  functions. 

(b)  Plan  Eleme.nts.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
plan: 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positibns  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, .separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  elimmated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations; 

(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers, 
separations,  and  terminations; 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  required  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan: 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  that  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Department  as  a  result 
of  the  transfer  of  functions  of  the  Agency  to 
the  Department: 


(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan:  and 

(7)  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 

(C)   ASSISTA.VT   SECRETARY    POSITIONS.— The 

plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 

SEC.    222.    COORDINATOR    FOR    ARMS   CONTROL 
AND  DISAR.MAMENT. 

(a)  ESTABLKSHMENT    of     C(X)RDINAT0R     FDR 

AR.MS  CONTROL  AND  DISAR.MAMENT.- Section 
1(e)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Authori- 
ties Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

••(5)  C(X)RDINATOR  FOR  ARMS  CONTROL  AND 
DISARMAMENT.— 

■•(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  (hereafter  in  this 
paragraph  referred  to  as  the  •Coordinator" 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate. The  Coordinator  shall  report  directly  to 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

■■(BMi)  The  Coordinator  shall  perform  such 
duties  and  exercise  such  power  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  prescribe. 

••(ii)  The  Coordinator  shall  be  responsible 
for  arms  control  and  disarmament  matters. 
The  Coordinator  shall  head  the  Bureau  of 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament. 

•(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at-Large.  The  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  or, 
if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  great- 
er.". 

(b)  PARTICIPATION  IN  MEETINO.S  OF  NA- 
TIONAL Security  Council.— Section  101  of  the 
National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C  402) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

■■(i)  The  Coordinator  for  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  may.  in  the  role  of  advisor  to 
the  National  Security  Council  on  arms  con- 
trol and  disarmament  matters,  and  subject 
to  the  direction  of  the  President,  attend  and 
participate  in  meetings  of  the  National  Se- 
curity Council.". 

(c)  TRANSITION  provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Direc- 
tor of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  title,  or  such  other  officials  appointed 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  and  serving  within  the  Department  of 
State  or  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  title  as  the  President  considers  appro- 
priate, to  serve  as  the  acting  Coordinator  for 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  until  an  in- 
dividual is  appointed  to  that  office  in  accord- 
ance with  section  1(e)(5)  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956.  as 
amended  by  this  Act. 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
SEC.  241.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 


(1)  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  or  any 
other  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  State:  and 

(2)  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Department  of  State 

SEC.  242.  REPEAL  OF  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  AGEN 
CY. 

Section  21  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Act  (22  use.  2561:  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  the  agency)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  243.  REPEAL  OF  POSITIONS  A]VD  OFFICES. 

The  following  sections  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Act  are  repealed: 

(1)  Section  22  (22  U.S.C.  2562;  relating  to 
the  Director). 

(2)  Section  23  (22  U.S.C.  2563:  relating  to 
the  Deputy  Director). 

(3)  Section  24  (22  U.S.C.  2564:  relating  to 
Assistant  Directors). 

(4)  Section  25  (22  U.S.C.  2565:  relating  to 
bureaus,  offices,  and  divisions). 

(5)  Section  50  (22  U.S.C  2593:  relating  to  the 
ACD.A  Inspector  Genera!  1 

SEC.  244.  TRANSFER  OF  ALTHORITIES  AND  FLEC- 
TIONS CNDER  THE  ARMS  CONTROL 
ANT)  DISARMAMENT  ACT  TO  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  STATE. 

(a)  In  General— The  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Act  (22  U.S.C  2551  et  seq.)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  -Agency"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  •Department";  and 

(2)  by  striking  •Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  •'Secretary"". 

(b)  Purpose.— Section  2  (22  U.S.C.  2551)  is 
repealed. 

(c)  Definitions.— Section  3  <22  U.S.C.  2552) 
is  amended  by  striking  paragraph  (c)  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

•■(c)  The  term  'Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  State. 

■•(d)  The  term  Secretary'  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  State."'. 

(d)  Scien-hfic  and  Policy  Advi.sory  Com- 
mittee.—Section  26(b)  (22  U.S.C.  2566(b))  is 
amended  by  striking  ■.  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  the  Director"  and  inserting  'and 
the  Secretary  of  State". 

(e)  Presidential  Special  Representa- 
•nvES.— Section  27  (22  U.S.C.  2567)  is  amended 
by  striking  ".  acting  through  the  Director". 

(f)  Program  for  Visiting  Scholars.— Sec- 
tion 28  (22  use.  2568)  is  amended— 

(1)  in    the    second    sentence,    by    striking 
■Agencys  activities"  and  inserting   "Depart- 
ment's arms  control,   nonproliferation,   and 
disarmament  activities":  and 

(2)  in  the  fourth  sentence,  by  striking  ■, 
and  all  former  Directors  of  the  Agency". 

(g)  Policy  For.mulation.— Section  33(a)  (22 
U.S.C.  2573(a))  is  amended  by  striking  'shall 
prepare  for  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
State,'  and  inserting  "shall  prepare  for  the 
President". 

(h)  Negotiation  Manage.ment.— Section  34 
(22  U.S.C.  2574)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State"'  and 
inserting  "the  President":  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (b). 

(i)  Verification  of  Compliance.- Section 
37(d)  (22  U.S.C.  2577(d))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing ■Directors  designee"  and  inserting 
"Secretary's  designee  ". 

(J)  General  Authority —Section  41  (22 
US  C.  2581)  is  repealed. 

(k)  Security  Require.ments.— Section  45 
(22  U.S.C.  2585)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
sections (a),  (b).  and  (d). 

(1)  Use  of  Funds.— Section  48  (22  U.S.C. 
2588)  is  repealed. 


(m)  Annual  Report.— Section  51(a)  (22 
U.S.C.  2593a(a))  is  amended  by  striking  "the 
Secretary  of  State.". 

(n)  Requirement  for  authorization  of 
Appropriations —Section  53  (22  U.S.C.  2593c) 
is  repealed. 

(0)  On-Site  Inspection  Agency.— Section 
61  (22  use.  2595)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  "United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency""  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (7),  by  striking  "the  Unit- 
ed States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  and'^. 

SEC.  '245.  CONFORMING  AMENDME.NTS. 

(a)  .AR.MS  Export  Control  Act.— The  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  in  section  36(b)(1)(D)  (22  U.S.C. 
2776(b)(1)(D)),  by  striking  ■Director  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  "  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State  in 
consultation  with"; 

(2)  in  section  38(a)(2)  (22  U.S.C.  2778(a)(2))— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  'Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  .Agency,  taking  into  ac- 
count the  Director's"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State,  taking  into  account  the  Sec- 
retary's"; and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
■The  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency  is  authorized,  whenever 
the  Director  "  and  inserting  The  Secretary 
of  State  is  authorized,  whenever  the  Sec- 
retary ": 

(3)  in  section  42(a)  (22  U.S.C.  2791(a))— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)(C).  by  striking  ■Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State":  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2) — 

(i)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency""  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State";  and 

(ii)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  is  authorized,  whenever  the  Direc- 
loi  ■  and  inserting  'Secretary  of  State, 
whenever  the  Secretary": 

(4)  in  section  71(a)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(a)),  by 
striking  '.  the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency,"  and  inserting  ", 
Secretary  of  State,""; 

(5)  in  section  71(b)(1)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(b)(1)), 
by  striking  "Director  of  the  United  States 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency" 
and  inserting  'Secretary  of  State""; 

(6)  in  section  71(b)(2)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(b)(2))— 

(A)  by  striking  'Director  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  "  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  ".  or  the  Director"": 

(7)  in  section  71(c)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(c)).  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency."  and  in- 
serting  "Secretary  of  State":  and 

(8)  in  .section  73(d)  (22  U.S.C.  2797(d)),  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency"  and  in- 
serting ""Secretary  of  State". 

(b)  United  .States  Institute  of  Peace 
ACT— Section  1706(b)  of  the  United  States  In- 
stitute of  Peace  Act  (22  U.S.C.  4605(b))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3): 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5) 
as  paragraphs  i3i  and  (4).  respectively;  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (4)  (as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2)i.  by  striking  "Eleven"  and  in- 
serting 'Twelve'. 


(c)  The  .Atomic  Energy  .Act  of  1954.— The 
Atomic  Energy  .Act  of  1954  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  57  b.  (42  U.S.C.  2077(b))— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,", 
and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
"the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency,  ":  and 

(2)  in  section  123  (42  U,S,C.  2153>— 

(A)  in  subsection  a.  (in  the  text  after  para- 
graph (9>— 

(i)  by  striking  "and  in  consultation  with 
the  Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  (the  Director')",  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "and  the  Director"  and  in- 
serting "and  the  Secretary  of  Defense", 

(B)  in  subsection  d..  in  the  first  proviso,  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  Defense",  and 

(C)  in  the  first  undesignated  paragraph  fol- 
lowing subsection  d..  by  striking  "the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,". 

(d)  The  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Act 
OF  1978.— The  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Act 
of  1978  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  4.  by  striking  paragraph  (2); 

(2)  in  section  102.  by  striking  "the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  and  the  Director  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency"  and  in- 
serting "and  the  Secretary  of  State":  and 

(3)  in  section  602(c).  by  striking  "the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.". 

(e)  Title  5.  United  States  Code.— Title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  5313,  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament .Agency"; 

(2)  in  section  5314,  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency.";  and 

(3)  in  section  5315,  by  striking  "Assistant 
Directors.  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  (4)."'. 

TITLE  III— UNITED  STATES  INFORMATION 
AGENCY 
CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  301.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(ai  In  General.-  Kxcept  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  .shall  take  effect^- 

(1)  March  1,  1997;  or 

(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  date  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  da,v  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cause of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pursuant  to  section  321. 

(b)  Reorganization  Plan.— Section  321 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

CHAPTER  2— ABOLITION  OF  UNITED 
STATES  INFORMATION  AGENCY  AND 
TRANSFER  OF  FLTNCTIONS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE 

SEC.  311.  ABOLITION  OF  CrNITED  STATES  INFOR- 
MATION AGENCY. 

The  United  States  Information  Agency  is 
abolished. 

SEC.    312.    TRANSFER    OF    FUNCTIONS    TO    SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 

There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  all  functions  of  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  and  all 
functions  of  the  United  States  Information 
.Agency  and  any  officer  or  component  of  such 
agency  under  any  statute,  reorganization 
plan.  Executive  order,  or  other  provision  of 
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law  before  the  effective  date  of  this  title,  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title 
CHAPTER     3— RE0RGA.NIZAT10N     OF     DE- 
PARTMENT    OF     STATE     RELATING    TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  LrNDER  THIS 
TTTLE 
SEC.  32L  REORGANlZA'nON  PLAN. 

(a)  Submission  of  Plan —Not  later  than 
March  I.  1996,  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency,  shall 
transmit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  reorganization  plan  providing 
for— 

(1)  the  abolition  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  in  accordance  with  this  title: 

(2)  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title:  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carry  out  such  functions. 

(b)  Plan  Elements.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall — 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
plan; 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  eliminated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations; 

(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers, 
separations,  and  terminations; 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  required  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan; 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  as  a  result  of 
the  transfer  of  functions  of  the  Agency  to 
the  Department: 

(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan;  and 

(7)  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 

(c)  Assistant  Secretary  Positions —The 
plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 

SEC.  322.  PRINCIPAL  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Public 
Diplomacy  — 

(1)  Establishment —Section  Kb)  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  use.  2651a(b)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "There"  and  inserting  the 
following; 

"(1)  In  general —There'":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
••(2)   Under   secretary    for    public   diplo- 
macy.— There  shall  be  in  the  Department  of 
state  an  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Diplo- 
macy who  shall  have  responsibility  to  assist 
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the  Secretary  and  the  Deputy  Secretary  in 
the  formation  and  implementation  of  United 
States  public  diplomacy  policies  and  activi- 
ties, including'  international  educational  and 
cultural  exchange  programs,  information. 
and  international  broadcasting". 

(2)  Tr.^nsition  provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this 
title,  or  such  other  official  appointed  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  serving  within  the  Department  of  State 
or  the  United  States  Information  Agency  as 
the  President  considers  appropriate,  to  serve 
as  the  acting  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Di- 
plomacy until  an  individual  is  appointed  to 
that  office  in  accordance  with  section 
(l)(b)(l)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956.  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

(b)  Assistant  Secret .•\ries.— 

(1)  Establishment.— Section  Ko  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2661a(c))  is  amended  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (2)  the  following: 

•■(3>  Assistant  secretary   for  academic 

PROGRAMS  AND  CULTURAL  EXCHANGES.— There 

shall  be  in  the  Department  of  State  an  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Academic  Programs 
and  Cultural  Exchanges  who  shall  report  to 
the  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Diplomacy. 

■■(4)  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  INFORMA- 
TION. POLICY.  AND  PROGRAMS— There  shall  be 
in  the  Department  of  State  an  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Information.  Policy,  and  Pro- 
grams who  shall  report  to  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Public  Diplomacy.". 

(2)  Transition  provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  such  officials  appointed  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  serving  within  the  Department  of  State 
or  the  United  States  Information  Agency  as 
the  President  considers  appropriate  to  serve 
as  the  acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Aca- 
demic Programs  and  Cultural  Exchanges  and 
to  serve  as  the  acting  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Information.  Policy,  and  Programs  until 
individuals  are  appointed  to  those  offices  in 
accordance  with  section  KcKD  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956.  as 
amended  by  this  .\  .  t 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENuMENTS 
SEC.  341.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 

(1)  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency,  the  Director  of  the  Inter- 
national Communication  .\gency,  or  any 
other  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  be  deemed 
to  refer  to  the  Secretary  of  State:  and 

(2)  the  United  States  Information  Agency. 
USIA.  or  the  International  Communication 
Agency  shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  De- 
partment of  .Stat*' 

SEC.  342.  ABOLITION  OF  OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR 
GENERAI,  OF  THE  UNITED  ST.4TES 
LNFORMATION  AGENCY  A.\t)  TRANS- 
FER OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  OFFICE  OF 
INSPECT<JR  GENERAL  OF  TOE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE. 

(a)  Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral of  THE  USIA  — 

(1)  The  Office  of  Inspector  General  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  is  abol- 
ished. 

(2)  Section  11  of  the  Inspector  General  Act 
of  1978  (5  use  .^pp.)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ■■.  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  or  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"or  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management": 
and 


(B)  in  paragraph  (2)  by  striking  the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency.". 

(3)  Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the  following: 

"Inspector  General.  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency.". 

(b)  Functions  of  Office  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  Transferred  to  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Department  of 
State.— There  are  transferred  to  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department 
of  State  the  functions  that  the  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  exercised  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title  (including  all  related  func- 
tions of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency). 

(c)  Transfer  and  allocations  of  appro- 
PRI.ations  and  PER.SONNEL.— The  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held.  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to.  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

SEC.  343.  AMENDMENTS  TO  TTTLE  5. 

Title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  section  5313.  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency": 

(2)  in  section  5315.  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency.":  and 

(3)  in  section  5316.  by  striking  "Deputy  Di- 
rector. Policy  and  Plans,  United  States  In- 
formation Agency."  and  striking  "Associate 
Director  (Policy  and  Plans).  United  States 
Information  .Agency". 

SEC.  344.  AMENDMENTS  TO  UNTTED  STATES  IN- 
FORMATION AND  EDUCATIONAL  EX- 
CHANGE ACT  OF  1948. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  the  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948  (22  U.S.C.  1431  et  seq.)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State"; 

(2)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State": 

(3)  by  striking  "Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State": 

(4)  by  striking  "USIA"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State": 
and 

(5)  by  striking  "Agency"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State". 

lb)  S.atellite  and  Television  Broad- 
casts.—Section  505  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948  (22  use.  1464a)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  of  the  four 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "To  be  ef- 
fective, the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  "To  be  effective  in  carry- 
ing out  this  subsection,  the  Department  of 
State": 

(3)  by  striking  "USIA-TV"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "DEP.^RTMENT  OF 
STATE-TV":  and 

(4)  by  striking  subsection  (e). 

(c)  United  States  Advisory  Commission 
on  Public  Diplomacy— Section  604  of  the 
United  States  Information  and  Educational 
Exchange  Act  of  1948  (22  U.S.C.  1469)  is 
amended— 
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(1)  in  subsection  (c)(1) — 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency.":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Director  or  the  Agency, 
and  shall  appraise  the  effectiveness  of  poli- 
cies and  programs  of  the  .■\gency"  and  insert- 
ing "Secretary  of  State  or  the  Department  of 
State,  and  shall  appraise  the  effectiveness  of 
the  information,  educational,  and  cultural 
policies  and  programs  of  the  Department": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(2)— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  "the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  .•\gency"  and  in- 
serting "and  the  Secretary  of  State"; 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking  "by 
the  Agency"  and  inserting  "by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State":  and 

(C)  by  striking  'Director  for  effectuating 
the  purposes  of  the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Secretary  for  effectuating  the  information, 
educational,  and  cultural  functions  of  the 
Department"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)(3).  by  striking  "pro- 
grams conducted  by  the  Agency"  and  insert- 
ing "information,  educational,  and  cultural 
programs  conducted  by  the  Department  of 
State";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (c)(4i,  by  stri^Hig  "Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Informatihkn  .Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State 
SEC.  345.   AMENDMENTS  TO  THE   MLTIAL   EDU 

CATIONAL  ANT)  CLXTC'RAL  EX- 
CHANGE ACT  OF  1961  (FTLBRIGHT 
HAYS  ACT) 

(a)  In  General.— The  Mutual  Educational 
and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2451  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking  "Direc- 
tor of  the  International  Communication 
Agency"  and  "Director"  each  place  either 
term  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State". 

(b)  REPEAL  OF  Defunct  Advisory  Commis- 
sions.—Section  106  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2456)  is  amended  by  striking  subsection  (c). 

(c)  Bureau  of  Educational  and  Cultural 
Affairs.— Section  112  of  the  Mutual  Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2460)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  first  sentence  of  sub- 
section (a); 

(2!  by  striking  Bureau"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State"; 
and 

(3)  by  stnkiny;  subsection  (e) 
SEC.    346.    INTERNATIONAL    BROADt:ASTING    AC- 
TmTIES. 

(a)  In  Gf.nkral— Title  III  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years 
1994  and  1995  (Public  Law  103-236)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  section  305(b)(1).  by  striking  "Agen- 
cy's" and  inserting   ■Department's": 

(2)  in  section  306.  by  striking  ".  acting 
through  the  Director  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation .Agency."  and  inserting  ",  acting 
through  the  Under  Secretary  of  State  for 
Public  Diplomacy,"; 

(3)  by  striking  -Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State": 

(4)  by  striking  all  references  to  "United 
States  Information  Agency"  that  were  not 
stricken  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  "De- 
partment of  State": 

(5)  by  striking  'Bureau"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Office":  and 

(6)  in  section  305(a)(1).  by  striking  "title." 
and  inserting  "title  (including  activities  of 
the  Voice  of  America  previously  carried  out 
by  the  United  States  Information  .•\gency).". 

(b)  Conkokmino  .Amendment  to  Title  5. - 
Section  5315  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "Director  of  the  Inter- 
national   Broadcasting   Bureau,    the    United 


States   Information    Agency"    and    inserting 
"Director  of  the  International  Broadcasting 
Office,  the  Department  of  State". 
SEC.  347.  TELEVISION  BROADCASTING  TO  CUBA 

(a»  AUTHORITY-— Section  2!3<a)  of  the  Tele- 
vision Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act  (as  con- 
tained in  part  D  of  title  II  of  Public  Law  101- 
2461  (22  U.S.C.  1465bb(a))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "United  States  Information  Agency 
(hereafter  in  this  part  referred  to  as  the 
Agency')"  and  in.serting  "Department  of 
State  (hereafter  in  this  part  referred  to  as 
the   Department')". 

(b)  Television  Marti  Service.— Section 
244  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  1465cc)  is  amend- 
ed- 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  to  read 
as  follows:  "The  Secretary  of  State  shall  ad- 
minister within  the  Voice  of  America  the 
Television  Marti  Service.":  and 

(B)  in  the  third  sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  "  and  inserting   "Secretary  of  State": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  in  the  subsection  heading,  by  striking 
"USL^  "    and    inserting    "Departme.nt    of 

State". 

(B)  by  striking  "Agency  facilities"  and  in- 
serting ""Department  facilities";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency  Television  Service  "  and  inserting 
"Department  of  State  Television  Service"; 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  by  striking  USIA  AUTHORITY.— The 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  St.\te 
Authority.- The  Secretary  of  State";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Agency  "  the  second  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State". 

(c)  Assistance  From  Other  Govern.ment 
.Agencies— Section  246  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
1465ddi  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
.Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  ":  and 

(2i  by  striking  "the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Department  ". 

(d)  .authoriz.ation  of  Appropriations.— 
.Section  247iai  of  suuu  Act  i22  U.S.C. 
M().'>ee(aii  is  repealed. 

SEC.  348.  RADIO  BROADCASTING  TO  CUBA 

(a)  Functions  of  the  Department  of 
.State.— Section  3  of  the  Radio  Broadcasting 
to  Cuba  Act  (22  U.S.C.  1465a)  is  amended— 

(1)  in    the    section    heading,    by    striking 

""UNITED    states    INFORMATION    AGENCY"    and 

inserting  "department  of  state": 

(2)  in  sub.section  (a),  by  striking  ""United 
States  Information  .Agency  (hereafter  in  this 
.Act  referred  to  as  the  .Agency')"  and  insert- 
ing "Department  of  State  (hereafter  in  this 
Act  referred  to  as  the  "Department')":  and 

(3l  in  subsection  (f).  by  striking  "Director 
of  the  United  States  Information  Agency" 
and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State". 

(b)  Cuba  Service.— Section  4  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C  1465b)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  the  first  sentence  to  read 
as  follows:  "The  Secretary  of  State  shall  ad- 
minister within  the  Voice  of  America  the 
Cuba  Service  (hereafter  in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Service').":  and 

(2)  in  the  third  .sentence,  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
-Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  State", 

(ci  Assistance  Fro.m  Other  Government 
Agencies.— Section  6  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
1465d)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(.A)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  'Department  of 
State";  and 


(B)  by  striking  "the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Department":  and 
(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  by  striking  "The  Agency"  and  insert- 
ing "The  Department":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "the  Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Secretary  of  State". 

(d)  Facility  Compensation— Section  7  of 
such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  1465e)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "the 
Agency"  and  inserting  "the  Department"; 
and 

(2)  in  subsection  (d).  by  striking  "Agency" 
and  inserting  "Department". 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
Section  8  of  such  .Act  (22  U.S.C.  14650  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"(a)  The  amount  obligated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  each  fiscal  year  to  carry  out 
this  Act  shall  be  sufficient  to  maintain 
broadcasts  to  Cuba  under  this  Act  at  rates 
no  less  than  the  fiscal  year  1985  level  of  obli- 
gations by  the  former  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  for  such  broadcasts.";  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  .•M9.   NATIONAL   E.NDOWMENT  FOR  DEMOC- 
RACY. 

(a)  Grants —Section  503  of  Public  Law  98- 
164.  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  4412)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Secretary  of  State": 

(Bi  by  striking  "the  .Agency"  and  inserting 
"the  Department  of  State":  and 

(C)  by  striking  "the  Director"  and  insert- 
ing "the  Secretary  of  State":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
"Department  of  Stale  ". 

(b)  .Audits.— Section  504(g)  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  4413(g))  is  amended  by  striking  "Unit- 
ed States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 

"Department  of  State". 

(c)  Freedom  of  Information —Section  506 
of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  4415)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b>— 

(A)  oy  striking  '■  Director"  each  of  the 
three  places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary": and 

(B)  by  striking  "of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency"  and  inserting  "of  State  "; 
and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  in  the  subsection  heading  by  striking 
"USIA"  and  inserting  "'Department  of 
State": 

(B)  by  striking  ""Director"  each  of  the 
three  places  it  appears  and  inserting  ""Sec- 
retary"; 

(C)  by  striking  "of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency"  and  inserting  "of  State"; 
and 

(D)  by  striking  'United  States  Infomiation 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  ". 

SEC.  S-W.  UNITED  STATES  SCHOI.AR.SHIP  PRO 
GRAM  FOR  DEXXLOPLNG  COUN- 
TRIES. 

(a)  Program  .Aithority.— Section  603  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987  (22  U.S.C.  4703)  is 
amended  by  striking  "United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency"  and  inserting  "Department 
of  State". 

(b)  Guidelines.— Section  604(11)  of  such 
Act  (22  use.  4704(11))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "United  States  Information  Agency"  and 
inserting  "Department  of  State". 

(c)  Policy  Regarding  Other  Inter- 
national Educational  Programs.— Section 


606<b)    of   such    Act    (22    U.S.C.    4706(b))    is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  subsection  heading,  by  striking 
"USIA"  and  inserting  "State  Department"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  "Director  of  United  States 
Information  Agency  "  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary of  State". 

(d)  General  Authorities— Section  609(e) 
of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  4709(e))  is  amended  by 
striking  "United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy" and  inserting  'Department  of  State". 

SEC.  351.  FASCELL  FELLOWSHIP  BOARO. 

Section  1003(b)  of  the  Fascell  Fellowship 
Act  (22  use.  4902(bi)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  paragraph  (1).  by 
striking  "9  members"  and  inserting  "8  mem- 
bers": 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  para- 
graph (3). 

SEC.  352.  NA^nONAL  SECURITY  EDUCA^nON 
BOARO. 

Section  803  of  the  Intelligence  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  "Year  1992  (50  U.S.C.  1903(b)) 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  paragraph  (6):  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (7)  and  (8) 
as  paragraphs  (6)  and  (7);  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (o.  by  striking  "sub- 
section (bK7)"  and  inserting  "subsection 
(b)(6)". 

SEC.  353.  CENTER  FOR  CULTIHAL  AND  TECH- 
NICAL I.NTERCHANGE  BETWEEN 
NORTH  AND  SOUTH. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act,  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  2075)  is  amended  by  striking  "Di- 
rector of  the  United  Slates  Information 
Agency"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"Secretary  of  Slate  " 

SEC.  354.  EAST-WEST  CENTER. 

(a)  Duties —Section  703  of  the  Mutual  Se- 
curity Act  of  1960  (22  use.  2055)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  paragraph  (1).  by 
striking  "Director  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation Agency  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Director')"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Sec- 
retary')": and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "establish- 
ment and". 

(b)  Administration.— Section  704  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2056)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  "  and  inserting 
"Secretary  of  State":  and 

(2)  by  striking  "Director"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Secretary" 

SEC.  355.  MISSION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE. 

Section  202  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act,  Fiscal  Year  1979  (22  U.S.C. 
1461-1)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "mis- 
sion of  the  International  Communication 
Agency"  and  inserting  "mission  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  in  carrying  out  its  infor- 
mation, educational,  and  cultural  func- 
tions"; 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence,  in  the  text 
above  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "Inter- 
national Communication  Agency"  and  in- 
serting "Department  of  State"; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (1)(B).  by  striking  "Agen- 
cy "  and  inserting  "Department":  and 

(4»  in  paragraph  (5).  by  striking  "mission  of 
the  Agency"  and  inserting  "mission  de- 
scribed in  this  section". 
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SEC    356.   CONSOLIDATION  OF  ADMINISTRATTVE 
SERVICES. 

Section  23(a)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C. 
2695(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(including'"  and  all  that 
follows  through  'Agency)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "other  such  agencies"  and 
inserting^  'other  Federal  agencies". 

SEC.  357.  GRANTS. 

Section  212  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  1475h)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "United 
States  Information  Agency"  and  inserting 
■"Department  of  State,  in  carrying  out  its 
international  information,  educational,  and 
cultural  functions.": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "United 
States   Information   Agency"   and   inserting 

"Department  of  State"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c) — 

{A)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  ""United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  substan- 
tially comply  with  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State,  in  carrying  out  its  international  in- 
formation, educational,  and  cultural  func- 
tions, shall  substantially  comply  with  De- 
partment of  Slate";  and 

(B)  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)— 

(i)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "'Department  of 
State";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "Agency"  each  of  the 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  "Depart- 
ment"; and 

(4)  by  striking  subsection  (d). 

SEC.  358.  BAN  ON  DOMESTIC  ACTIVIflES. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987 
(22  U.S.C.  1461-la)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency"  each  of  the  two  places  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "Department  of  State"'; 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  ""in  carrying  out  its  inter- 
national information,  educational,  and  cul- 
tural activities'  before  "shall  be  distrib- 
uted". 

SEC.  35B.  CONFORMI.NCi   RI':PEA1.  TO  THE  ARMS 
CONTROL  A.ND  DISAR.MAMENT  ACT. 

Section  34(bi  of  the  .Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Act  (22  U.S.C.  2574(b))  is  repealed. 
SEC.  380.  REPEAL  RELATING  TO  PROCUREMENT 
OF  LEGAL  SERVICES. 

Section  26ib)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  .Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C. 
2698(bi)  is  repealed 

SEC.   361.    REPEAL    RELATIN(;    TO    PAYMENT   OF 
SL'BSISTE.NCE  EXPENSES. 

Section  32  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2704)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  second  sentence. 

SEC.    362.    CONFORMING    AMENDMENT    TO    THE 
SEED  ACT. 

Section  2(C)  of  the  Support  for  East  Euro- 
pean Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22 
use.  5401(c))  is  amended  in  paragraph  (17) 
by  striking  "United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State". 

SEC.      363.      INTERNATIONAL      CUL"rURAL     AND 
TRADE  CE.NTER  COMMISSION. 

Section  7(C)  of  the  Federal  Triangle  Devel- 
opment Act  (40  use.  1106(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  text  above  subparagraph  (A),  by 
strikmg  "15  members"'  and  inserting  ""14 
members"; 

(2)  by  striking  subparagraph  (F);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (G) 
through  (J)  as  subparagraphs  (F)  through  (I), 
respectively. 


SEC.  364.  FOREIGN  SERVICE  ACT  OF  1980. 

(ai  Other  .Agencies  Utilizi.ng  Service.— 
Section  202(a)  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980  (22  U.S.C.  3922(a))  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (1). 

(b)  Board  of  the  Foreign  Service.— Sec- 
tion 210  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3930)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency,  the  United  States  International 
Development  Cooperation  Agency.". 

SEC.  365.  AV  PAIR  PROGRAMS. 

Section  8  of  the  Eisenhower  Exchange  Fel- 
lowship Act  of  1990  (Public   Law  101^54)  is 
amended  by  striking  "Director  of  the  United 
States   Information   Agency"   and   inserting 
"Secretary  of  State". 

SEC.  366.  EXCHANGE  PROGRAM  WITH  COl'NTRIES 
IN  TRANSITION  FRO.M  TOTALI- 
TARIANISM TO  DE.MOCRACY. 

Section  602  of  the  National  and  Commu- 
nity Service  Act  of  1990  (22  U.S.C.  2452a)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a). 
by  striking  ""United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  Inserting  "Department  of 
State";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b>— 

(A)  by  striking  "appropriations  account  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency"  and 
inserting  "appropriate  appropriations  ac- 
count of  the  Department  of  State":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "and  the  United  States  In- 
formation Agency". 

SEC.  367.  EDMUND  S.  .MUSKIE  FELLOWSHIP  PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section  227  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(22  U.S.C.  2452  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "United  States  Information 
.Agency"  and  inserting  "Department  of 
State  ";  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (d). 

SEC.  368.  MPLEMENTA'nON  OF  CONVENTION  ON 
CULTURAL  PROPERTY. 

Title  III  of  the  Convention  on  Cultural 
Property  Implementation  Act  (19  U.S.C.  2601 
et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking  "Director  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  "Secretary  of 
State". 

SEC.  369.  MIKE  MA-NSFIELD  FELLOWSHIPS. 

Section  252(a)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.   Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(22   use.   6101(a))   is  amended   by   striking 
"Director  of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency"  and  inserting  "Secretary  of  .State"'. 
TITLE  rv— AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPME^^■ 
CHAPTER  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  401.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  Is  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  this  title,  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  title,  shall  take  effect— 

(1)  on  March  1.  1997;  or 

(2)  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  President 
shall  determine  to  be  appropriate  and  an- 
nounce by  notice  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  which  date  may  be  not  earlier  than 
60  calendar  days  (excluding  any  day  on  which 
either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  session  be- 
cause of  an  adjournment  sine  die)  after  the 
President  has  submitted  a  reorganization 
plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees pursuant  to  section  421. 

(b)  REORGANIZATION  PLAN.— Section  421 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act 

SEC.  402.  REFERENCES  IN  TITLE. 

Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this 
title,  whenever  in  this  title  an  amendment 
or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amend- 
ment to,  or  repeal  of.  a  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considere(l  to  be  made  to  a 


provision  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 

1961. 

CHAPTER  2— ABOLITION  OF  THE  AGENCY 
FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
AND  TRANSFER  OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE 

SEC.  411.  ABOLI'nON  OF  AGENCY  FOR  INTER- 
NA'nON.AL  DEVELOPMENT  AND  THE 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  CO- 
OPERATION AGE.NCY. 

The  Agency  for  International  Development 
and  the  International  Development  Coopera- 
tion Agency  are  abolished. 

SEC.  412.  TRANSFER  OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE. 
There  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  all  functions  of  the  .Administrator  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
and  the  Director  of  the  International  Devel- 
opment Cooperation  Agency  and  all  func- 
tions of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment and  the  International  Development 
Cooperation  Agency  and  any  officer  or  com- 
ponent of  such  agencies  under  any  statute, 
reorganization  plan.  Executive  order,  or 
other  provision  of  law  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title,  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  title. 

CHAPTER     3— REORGANIZATION     OF     DE- 
PARTMENT    OF     STATE     RELA-nNG     TO 
FUNCTIONS  TRANSFERRED  UNDER  THIS 
TITLE 
SEC.  421.  REORGANIZATION  PLAN. 

(ai  Submission  of  Plan.— Not  later  than 
March  1,  1996.  the  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  and  the  .Administrator  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development, 
shall  transmit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  reorganization  plan  pro- 
viding for— 

(1)  the  abolition  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  in  accordance  with 
this  title; 

(2)  the  transfer  to  the  Department  of  State 
of  the  functions  and  personnel  of  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  title;  and 

(3)  the  consolidation,  reorganization,  and 
streamlining  of  the  Department  upon  the 
transfer  of  functions  under  this  title  in  order 
to  carry  out  suc'n  functions. 

(b)  PLAN  ELE.MENTS.— The  plan  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall— 

(1)  identify  the  functions  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  that  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  the 
plan; 

(2)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Agency  (including  civil  service  person- 
nel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment, separated  from  service  with  the 
Agency,  or  be  eliminated  under  the  plan,  and 
set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers,  sepa- 
rations, and  terminations; 

(3)  identify  the  personnel  and  positions  of 
the  Department  (including  civil  service  per- 
sonnel. Foreign  Service  personnel,  and 
detailees)  that  will  be  transferred  within  the 
Department,  separated  from  service  with  the 
Department,  or  eliminated  under  the  plan, 
and  set  forth  a  schedule  for  such  transfers, 
separations,  and  terminations; 

(4)  specify  the  consolidations  and  reorga- 
nization of  functions  of  the  Department  that 
will  be  required  under  the  plan  in  order  to 
permit  the  Department  to  carry  out  the 
functions  transferred  to  the  Department 
under  the  plan: 

(5)  specify  the  funds  available  to  the  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development  that  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Department  under  this 
title  as  a  result  of  the  transfer  of  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department; 


(6)  specify  the  proposed  allocations  within 
the  Department  of  unexpended  funds  trans- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  transfer  of 
functions  under  the  plan;  and 

(7)  specify  the  proposed  disposition  of  the 
property,  facilities,  contracts,  records,  and 
other  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Agency  in 
connection  with  the  transfer  of  the  functions 
of  the  Agency  to  the  Department. 

(c)  Assistant  Secretary  Positions.— The 
plan  under  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for  an 
appropriate  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  State  to  carry  out  the  functions  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  under  this  title. 
SEC.  422.  PRINCIPAL  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Devel- 
opment AND  Economic  .Affairs.— 

(1)  Establishment.— Section  Kb)  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  .Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(b))  is  amended  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (2)  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

•"(3)  Under  secretary  for  development 
AND  ECONOMIC  AFFAIRS.— There  shall  be  in  the 
Department  of  State  an  Under  Secretary  for 
Development  and  Economic  Affairs  who 
shall  assist  the  Secretary  and  the  Deputy 
Secretary  in  the  formation  and  implementa- 
tion of  United  States  policies  and  activities 
concerning  international  development  and 
economic  affairs.". 

(b)  Transition  Provision.— The  President 
may  appoint  the  individual  serving  as  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  on  the  day  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title,  or  such  other  official  ap- 
pointed by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate  and  serving  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  or  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  as  the  President  con- 
siders appropriate,  to  serve  as  the  acting 
Under  Secretary  for  Development  and  Eco- 
nomic Affairs  until  an  individual  is  ap- 
pointed to  that  office  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 1(b)(1)  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by  this 
.Act. 

CHAPTER  4— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
SEC.  441.  REFERENCES. 

.Any  reference  in  any  statute,  reorganiza- 
tion plan.  Executive  order,  regulation,  agree- 
ment, determination,  or  other  official  docu- 
ment or  proceeding  to — 

(1)  the  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development,  or  any  other  of- 
ficer or  employee  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Secretary  of  State; 

(2)  the  Director  or  any  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  International  Development  Co- 
operation Agency  (IDCA)  shall  be  deemed  to 
refer  to  the  Secretary  of  Slate;  or 

(3i  the  Agency  for  Internationa]  Develop- 
ment. .AID.  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
for  administering  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance .Act  of  1961.  or  the  International  De- 
velopment Cooperation  Agency  (IDCA)  shall 
be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  Department  of 
State. 

SEC.  442.  ABOLI'nON  OF  OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR 
GENERAL  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

ASD  TRANSFER  OF  FLNCnONS  TO 
OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GEN-ERAL  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE. 

(a)  .Abolition  of  Office  of  Inspector  Gen- 
eral OF  THE  .Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment—The  Office  of  Inspector  General 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
is  abolished. 

(bi  .Amendments  to  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral Act  of  1978.— The  Inspector  General 
Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  is  amended  as  fol- 
lows: 


(1)  Section  8A  is  repealed. 

(2)  Section  IKli  is  amended  by  striking 
"the  .Administrator  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development."'. 

(3)  Section  11(2)  is  amended  by  striking 
""the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment,". 

(c)  Amendments  to  Title  5.  United  States 
Code— Section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the  following: 
""Inspector  General.  Agency  for  International 
Development.". 

(d)  Functions  of  Office  of  Inspecttor  Gen- 
eral of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment Transferred  to  Office  of  In- 
spector General  of  the  Department  of 
State —There  are  transferred  to  the  Office 
of  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
State  the  functions  that  the  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  exercised  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  title  (including  all  related  func- 
tions of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Agency 
for  International  Development). 

(e)  Transfer  and  Allocations  of  Appro- 
priations and  Personnel.— The  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  State,  is  au- 
thorized to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held,  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to,  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  .section. 

SEC.  443.  ABOLITION  OF  CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFI- 
CER OF  "niE  AGENCY  FOR  INTER 
NATIONAL  DFrV"ELOPMENT  \SV 
TRANSFER  OF  FLECTIONS  TO  CHIEF 
FINANCLAl.  OFFICER  DEPARTMENT 
OF  STATE. 

(a)  Abolition  of  Office  of  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Develop.me.nt— The  Office  of  Chief 
Financial  Officer  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  is  abolished. 

(b)  A.mendment  to  Title  31,  United  States 
Code.— Section  901(b)(2)  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  subpara- 
graph (A). 

(c)  Functions  of  Office  of  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  Transferred  to  Of- 
fice of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  De- 
partment of  State.— There  are  transferred 
to  the  Office  of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the 
Department  of  State  the  functions  that  the 
Office  of  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development  exercised 
before  the  effective  date  of  this  title  (includ- 
ing all  related  functions  of  the  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officer  of  the  Agency  for  International 
Development). 

(d)  Transfer  and  Allocations  of  Appro- 
pri.\T!ons  and  Personnel.— The  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  incidental  disposi- 
tions of  personnel,  assets,  liabilities,  grants, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  authorizations, 
allocations,  and  other  funds  held,  used,  aris- 
ing from,  available  to,  or  to  be  made  avail- 
able in  connection  with  such  functions,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

SEC.  444.  AMENT)MEN"TS  TO  TrFLE  5,  UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  5313,  by  striking  "Adminis- 
trator, Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment,"; 

(2)  in  section  5314.  by  striking  ""Deputy  Ad- 
ministrator, Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment. ": 
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(3)  in  section  5315— 

(A)  by  striking  ""Assistant  Administrators. 
Agency  for  International  Development  (6)."; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  "Regional  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrators. Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment (4).":  and 

(4)  in  section  5316  by  striking  "General 
Counsel  of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment  ". 

SEC.  445.  PUBLIC  LAW  480  PROGRAM. 

The  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  83^80;  7 
U.S.C.  1691  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking 
""Administrator"'  each  place  it  appears  and 
inserting  "Under  Secretary  of  State  for  De- 
velopment and  Economic  Affairs". 
TITLE  V— TRANSITION 
SEC.  501.  REORGANIZATION  AUTHORITY. 

(a)  In  General— The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized, subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  divi- 
sion, to  allocate  or  reallocate  any  function 
transferred  to  the  Department  under  any 
title  of  this  division  among  the  officers  of 
the  Department,  and  to  establish,  consoli- 
date, alter,  or  discontinue  such  organiza- 
tional entities  within  the  Department  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out 
any  reorganization  under  this  division,  but 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  this 
section  does  not  extend  to — 

(1)  the  abolition  of  organizational  entities 
or  officers  established  by  this  Act  or  any 
other  Act:  or 

(2)  the  alteration  of  the  delegation  of  func- 
tions to  any  specific  organizational  entity  or 
officer  required  by  this  Act  or  any  other  Act. 

(b)  Requirements  and  Limitations  on  Re- 
organization Plans.— A  reorganization  plan 
pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  division  may 
not  have  the  effect  of— 

(1)  creating  a  new  executive  dejiartment; 

(2)  continuing  a  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise  or  beyond 
the  time  when  it  would  have  terminated  if 
the  reorganization  had  not  been  made: 

(3)  authorizing  an  agency  to  exercise  a 
function  which  is  not  authorized  by  law  at 
the  time  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  Congress: 

(4)  creating  a  new  agency  which  is  not  a 
component  or  part  of  an  existing  executive 
department  or  independent  agency:  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  an  office  beyond 
that  provided  by  law  for  the  office. 

SEC.  502.  transff:r  and  aux)cation  of  ap- 
propriations ,V.ND  PERSONNEL 

(a)  In  General.- Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  Act,  the  personnel  employed  in 
connection  with,  and  the  assets,  liabilities, 
contracts,  property,  records,  and  unexpended 
balance  of  appropriations,  authorizations,  al- 
locations, and  other  funds  employed,  held, 
used,  arising  from,  available  to.  or  to  be 
made  available  in  connection  with  the  func- 
tions and  offices,  or  portions  thereof  trans- 
ferred by  any  title  of  this  division,  subject  to 
section  1531  of  title  31.  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  for  ap- 
propriate allocation. 

(b)  LiMiTA^noN  ON  Use  of  Transferred 
Funds.— Unexpended  and  unobligated  funds 
transferred  pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  funds  were  originally  authorized 
and  appropriated. 

(c)  Authorized  strength  of  the  Foreign 
SERvncE.- When  an  agency  is  abolished  under 
this  division,  the  limitations  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  under  section  2351  of  this  Act  on 
the  members  of  the  Foreign  Service  author- 
ized to  be  employed  by  such  agency  shall  be 
added  to  the  limitations  under  such  section 
which  apply  to  the  Department  of  State. 
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SEC.  503.  rNCIDE.VrAL  TRANSFERS. 

The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  is  authorized  to  make  such 
incidental  dispositions  of  personnel,  assets, 
liabilities,  grants,  contracts,  property, 
records,  and  unexpended  balances  of  appro- 
priations, authorizations,  allocations,  and 
other  funds  held,  used,  arising  from,  avail- 
able to.  or  to  be  made  available  in  connec- 
tion with  such  functions,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  any 
title  of  this  division.  The  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  State,  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  termination  of  the  affairs  of  all 
entities  terminated  by  this  division  and  for 
such  further  measures  and  dispositions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
of  any  title  of  this  division. 

SEC.  504.  EFFECT  ON  PERSO^f^'EL. 

(a)  Executive  Schedule  Positions.— Ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  in  this  division, 
any  person  who.  on  the  day  preceding  the 
date  of  the  abolition  of  an  agency  the  func- 
tions of  which  are  transferred  under  any 
title  of  this  division,  held  a  position  com- 
pensated in  accordance  with  the  Executive 
Schedule  prescribed  in  chapter  53  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  and  who.  without  a 
break  in  service,  is  appointed  in  the  Depart- 
ment to  a  position  having  duties  comparable 
to  the  duties  performed  immediately  preced- 
ing such  appointment  shall  continue  to  be 
compensated  in  such  new  position  at  not  less 
than  the  rate  provided  for  such  previous  po- 
sition, for  the  duration  of  the  service  of  such 
person  in  such  new  position. 

(b)  Termin.\tion  of  Certain  Positions.— 
Positions  whose  incumbents  are  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  the  functions  of  which 
are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  division, 
shall  terminate  on  the  effective  date  of  that 
title. 

(c)  E.XCEPTED  SERVICE. — (1)  Subject  to  para- 
graph (2),  in  the  case  of  employees  occupying 
positions  in  the  excepted  service  or  the  Sen- 
ior Executive  Service,  any  appointment  au- 
thority established  pursuant  to  law  or  regu- 
lations of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment for  filling  such  positions  shall  be  trans- 
ferred. 

(2i  The  Department  of  State  may  decline  a 
transfer  of  authority  under  paragraph  <1( 
(and  the  employees  appointed  pursuant 
thereto)  to  the  extent  that  such  authority 
relates  to  positions  excepted  from  the  com- 
petitive service  because  of  their  confidential, 
policy-making,  policy-determining,  or  pol- 
icy-advocating character,  and  noncareer  po- 
sitions in  the  Senior  Executive  Service 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  3132(a)(7i  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code). 

(d>  Employee  Benefit  Proora.ms.— di  Any 
employee  accepting  employment  with  the 
Department  of  State  as  a  result  of  a  transfer 
pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  division  may  re- 
tain for  1  year  after  the  date  such  transfer 
occurs  membership  in  any  employee  benefit 
program  of  the  former  agency,  including  in- 
surance, to  which  such  employee  belongs  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  if— 

(A)  the  employee  does  not  elect  to  give  up 
the  benefit  or  membership  in  the  program; 
and 

(B)  the  benefit  or  program  is  continued  by 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

(2)  The  difference  in  the  costs  between  the 
benefits  which  would  have  been  provided  by 
such  agency  or  entity  and  those  provided  by 
this  section  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  of 
State.  If  any  employee  elects  to  give  up 
membership  in  a  health  insurance  program 


or  the  health  insurance  program  is  not  con- 
tinued by  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  em- 
ployee shall  be  permitted  to  select  an  alter- 
nate Federal  health  insurance  program  with- 
in 30  days  of  such  election  or  notice,  without 
regard  to  any  other  regularly  scheduled  open 
season. 

(e)  Senior  executive  Service.— Any  em- 
ployee in  the  career  Senior  Executive  Serv- 
ice who  is  transferred  pursuant  to  any  title 
of  this  division  shall  be  placed  in  a  position 
at  the  Department  of  State  which  is  com- 
parable to  the  position  the  employee  held  in 
the  agency. 

(f)  Assignments.— (1)  Transferring  employ- 
ees shall  be  provided  reasonable  notice  of 
new  positions  and  aissignments  prior  to  their 
transfer  pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion. 

(2)  Foreign  Service  personnel  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  State  pursuant  to  any 
title  of  this  division  shall  be  eligible  for  any 
assignment  open  to  Foreign  Service  person- 
nel within  the  Department  for  which  such 
transferred  personnel  are  qualified. 

(g)  Treatment  of  Personnel  Employed  in 
Terminated  FuNcrrioNS.— The  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
officers  and  employees  of  the  agencies  iden- 
tified in  section  505(b)  whose  employment  is 
terminated  as  a  result  of  the  abolition  of  the 
agency  or  the  reorganization  and  consolida- 
tion of  functions  of  the  Department  of  State 
under  any  title  of  this  division: 

(1)  Under  such  regulations  as  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  may  prescribe,  the 
head  of  any  agency  in  the  executive  branch 
may  appoint  in  the  competitive  service  any 
person  who  is  certified  by  the  head  of  the 
former  agency  as  having  served  satisfac- 
torily in  the  former  agency  and  who  passes 
such  examination  as  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  may  prescribe.  Any  person  so 
appointed  shall,  upon  completion  of  the  pre- 
scribed probationary  period,  acquire  a  com- 
petitive status. 

(2)  The  head  of  any  agency  in  the  executive 
branch  having  an  established  merit  system 
in  the  excepted  service  may  appoint  in  such 
service  any  person  who  is  certified  by  the 
head  Of  the  former  agency  as  having  served 
satisfactorily  in  the  former  agency  and  who 
passes  such  examination  as  the  head  of  such 
agency  in  the  executive  branch  may  pre- 
scribe. 

(3)  Any  appointment  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  made  within  a  period  of  one  year 
after  completion  of  the  appointee's  service  in 
the  former  agency. 

(4)  Any  law.  Executive  order,  or  regulation 
which  would  disqualify  an  applicant  for  ap- 
pointment in  the  competitive  service  or  in 
the  excepted  service  concerned  shall  also  dis- 
qualify an  applicant  for  appointment  under 
this  subsection. 

SEC.  505.  VOLUNTARY  SEPARATION  LNCENTIVES. 

(a)  Authority  To  Pay  Incentives— The 
head  of  an  agency  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  may  pay  voluntary  incentive  payments  to 
employees  of  the  agency  in  order  to  avoid  or 
minimize  the  need  for  involuntary  separa- 
tions from  the  agency  as  a  result  of  the  abo- 
lition of  the  agency  and  the  reorganization 
and  consolidation  of  functions  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  under  any  title  of  this  divi- 
sion. 

(b)  Covered  Agencies— Subsection  (a)  ap- 
plies to  the  following  agencies: 

(1)  The  Department  of  State. 

(2»  The  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency. 

(3)  The  United  States  Information  Agency. 

<4)  The  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment. 


(c»  Payment  Requirements.— The  head  of 
an  agency  shall  pay  voluntary  separation  in- 
centive payments  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (Public 
Law  103-226:  108  Stat.  Ill),  except  that  an 
employee  of  the  agency  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  eligible  for  payment  of  a  voluntary  sepa- 
ration incentive  payment  under  that  section 
if  the  employee  separates  from  service  with 
the  agency  during  the  period  beginning  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  end- 
ing— 

(1>  in  the  case  of  an  agency  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2).  (3).  or  (4)  of  subsection  (b),  on 
the  date  of  the  abolition  of  that  agency 
under  this  division;  and 

(2)  in  the  case  of  the  Department  of  State, 
on  September  30.  1997. 

(di  Termination  of  Authority.— The  au- 
thority of  the  head  of  an  agency  to  authorize 
payment  of  voluntary  separation  incentive 
payments  under  this  section  shall  expire 
on— 

(1)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2).  (3).  or  (4)  of  subsection  (b).  on 
the  date  of  the  abolition  of  that  agency 
under  this  division;  and 

(3)  in  the  case  of  the  Department  of  State. 
September  30.  1997. 

(e)  Budget  Acrr  Compliance— Any  new 
spending  authority  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  401  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974)  which  is  provided  under  this  section 
shall  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to 
the  extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  are  pro- 
vided in  advance  in  appropriations  Acts. 

(D  Effect  of  Subsequent  Employ.ment 
WITH  the  Government —An  employee  who 
has  received  a  voluntary  separation  incen- 
tive payment  under  this  section  and  accepts 
employment  with  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  within  5  years  after  the  date 
of  the  separation  on  which  the  payment  is 
based  shall  be  required  to  repay  the  entire 
amount  of  the  incentive  payment  to  the 
agency  that  paid  the  incentive  payment. 

(g)  Additional  Agency  Contributions  to 
THE  Retirement  Fund — 

(1)  In  GENERAL— In  addition  to  anv  other 
payments  which  it  is  required  to  make  under 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  or  chapter  84  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  in  fiscal  years 
1996.  1997.  and  1998  each  agency  under  sub- 
section (b)  of  this  section  shall,  before  the 
end  of  each  such  fiscal  year,  remit  to  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  for  deposit  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  for  credit 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disabil- 
ity Fund  an  amount  equal  to  the  product 
of— 

(A)  the  number  of  employees  of  such  agen- 
cy who.  as  of  March  31st  of  such  fiscal  year, 
are  subject  to  subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  or 
chapter  84  of  such  title;  multiplied  by 

(B)$80. 

(2)  Regulations.— The  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management  may  prescribe 
any  regulations  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
subsection. 

SEC.  506.  SAVINGS  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  Continuing  Legal  Force  and  Effect.— 
All  orders,  determinations,  rules,  regula- 
tions, permits,  agreements,  grants,  con- 
tracts, certificates,  licenses,  registrations, 
privileges,  and  other  administrative  ac- 
tions— 

(1)  that  have  been  issued,  made,  granted,  or 
allowed  to  become  effective  by  the  Presi- 
dent, any  Federal  agency  or  official  thereof, 
or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
the  performance  of  functions  that  are  trans- 
ferred under  any  title  of  this  division;  and 


(2)  that  are  in  effect  at  the  time  such  title 
takes  effect,  or  were  final  before  the  effec- 
tive date  of  such  title  and  are  to  become  ef- 
fective on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
title, 

shall  continue  in  effect  according  to  their 
terms  until  modified,  terminated,  super- 
seded, set  aside,  or  revoked  in  accordance 
with  law  by  the  President,  the  Secretary,  or 
other  authorized  official,  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law. 

(b)  Pending  Proceedings.— d)  The  provi- 
sions of  any  title  of  this  division  shall  not  af- 
fect any  proceedings,  including  notices  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  or  any  application  for 
any  license,  permit,  certificate,  or  financial 
assistance  pending  on  the  effective  date  of 
any  title  of  this  division  before  any  depart- 
ment, agency,  commission,  or  component 
thereof,  functions  of  which  are  transferred 
by  any  title  of  this  division.  Such  proceed- 
ings and  applications,  to  the  extent  that 
they  relate  to  functions  so  transferred,  shall 
be  continued. 

(2)  Orders  shall  be  issued  in  such  proceed- 
ings, appeals  shall  be  taken  therefrom,  and 
payments  shall  be  made  pursuant  to  such  or- 
ders, as  if  this  Act  had  not  been  enacted.  Or- 
ders issued  in  any  such  proceedings  shall 
continue  in  effect  until  modified,  termi- 
nated, superseded,  or  revoked  by  the  Sec- 
retary, by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
or  by  operation  of  law. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  .shall  be  deemed  to 
prohibit  the  discontinuance  or  modification 
of  any  such  proceeding  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  and  to  the  same  extent  that 
such  proceeding  could  have  been  discon- 
tinued or  modified  if  this  Act  had  not  been 
enacted. 

(4)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  promul- 
gate regulations  providing  for  the  orderly 
transfer  of  proceedings  continued  under  this 
subsection  to  the  Department. 

(c)  No  Effect  on  Judicial  Proceedings.— 
Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (e) — 

(1)  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  not  af- 
fect suits  commenced  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act.  and 

(2)  in  all  such  suits,  proceedings  shall  be 
had,  appeals  taken,  and  judgments  rendered 
in  the  same  manner  and  effect  as  if  this  Act 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(d)  Non-Abatement  of  Proceedings.— No 
suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  commenced 
by  or  against  any  officer  in  the  official  ca- 
pacity of  such  individual  as  an  officer  of  any 
department  or  agency,  functions  of  which 
are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  division, 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  No  cause  of  action  by  or  against 
any  department  or  agency,  functions  of 
which  are  transferred  by  any  title  of  this  di- 
vision, or  by  or  against  any  officer  thereof  in 
the  official  capacity  of  such  officer  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  .■\ct. 

(e)  Continu.^tion  of  Proceeding  With  sub- 
.STiTUTioN  of  Parties.— If,  before  the  date  on 
which  any  title  of  this  division  takes  effect, 
any  department  or  agency,  or  officer  thereof 
in  the  official  capacity  of  such  officer,  is  a 
party  to  a  suit,  and  under  this  Act  any  func- 
tion of  such  department,  agency,  or  officer  is 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  or  any  other  of- 
ficial of  the  Department,  then  such  suit  shall 
be  continued  with  the  Secretary  or  other  ap- 
propriate official  of  the  Department  sub- 
stituted or  added  as  a  party. 

(f)  Reviewability  of  Orders  and  Actions 
Under  Transferred  Functions.— Orders  and 
actions  of  the  Secretary  in  the  exercise  of 
functions  transferred  under  any  title  of  this 
division  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  to 
the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as 


if  such  orders  and  actions  had  been  by  the 
agency  or  office,  or  part  thereof,  exercising 
such  functions  immediately  preceding  their 
transfer.  Any  statutory  requirements  relat- 
ing to  notice,  hearings,  action  upon  the 
record,  or  administrative  review  that  apply 
to  any  function  transferred  by  any  title  of 
this  division  shall  apply  to  the  exercise  of 
such  function  by  the  Secretary. 
SEC,  507,  PROPERTY  AND  FACILmES. 

The  Secretary  of  State  shall  review  the 
property  and  facilities  transferred  to  the  De- 
partment under  this  division  to  determine 
whether  such  property  and  facilities  are  re- 
quired by  the  Department. 

SEC,  508,  AUTHORITY  OF  SECRETARY  TO  FACILI- 
TATE TRANSITION. 

Prior  to.  or  after,  any  transfer  of  a  func- 
tion under  any  title  of  this  division,  the  Sec- 
retary is  authorized  to  utilize — 

(1)  the  services  of  such  officers,  employees, 
and  other  personnel  of  an  agency  with  re- 
spect to  functions  that  will  be  or  have  been 
transferred  to  the  Department  by  any  title 
of  this  division;  and 

(2)  funds  appropriated  to  such  functions  for 
such  period  of  time  as  may  reasonably  be 
needed  to  facilitate  the  orderly  implementa- 
tion of  any  title  of  this  division. 

SEC  !>09.  RECOMJVIENDATIONS  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

The  Congress  urges  the  President,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  heads  of  other  appropriate  agencies,  to 
develop  and  submit  to  the  Congress  rec- 
ommendations for  such  additional  technical 
and  conforming  amendments  to  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  as  may  be  appropriate  to 
reflect  the  changes  made  by  this  division. 
SEC,  510,  final  REPORT, 

Not  later  than  October  1,  1998,  the  Presi- 
dent, in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  shall  submit  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  a 
report  which  provides  a  final  accounting  of 
the  finances  and  operations  of  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency,  the  United  States  Information 
Agency,  and  the  Agency  for  International 
Development. 

SEC.  511.  SEVERABILITY. 

If  a  provision  of  this  division  or  its  applica- 
tion to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  neither  the  remainder  of  this  divi- 
sion nor  the  application  of  the  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  be  af- 
fected. 

DIVISION  B— FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE  XX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC,  2001,  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
Relations  Authorization   Act.    Fiscal   Years 
1996  and  1997'-. 
SEC.  2002.  DEFCSmONS. 

The  following  terms  have  the  following 
meaning  for  the  purposes  of  this  division: 

(1)  The  term  "AID"  means  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

(2)  The  term  "ACDA"  means  the  United 
States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency. 

(3)  The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  of  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate. 

(4)  The  term  "Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  State. 

(5)  The  term  "Federal  agency"  has  the 
meaning  given  to  the  term  "agency"  by  sec- 
tion 551(1)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 
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(6)  The  term  "function"  means  any  duty, 
obligation,  power,  authority,  responsibility, 
right,  privilege,  activity,  or  program. 

(7)  The  term  "office"  includes  any  office. 
administration,  agency,  institute,  unit,  orgra- 
nizational  entity,  or  component  thereof. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  State. 

(9)  The  term  "USIA"  means  the  United 
States  Information  Agency. 

TITIJ:  X3a— ALITHORIZATION  OF  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE  AND  CERTAIN  INTERNATIONAL 
A>TAIRS  FUNCTIONS  AND  ACTIVITIES 

CIL\PER  1— AUTHORIZATIONS  OF 
APPROPRL\TIONS 

SEC.    2101.    ADMINISTRATION    OF    FOREIGN    AF- 
FAIRS. 

(a)    AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  Department  of  State 
under  "Administration  of  Foreign  Affairs" 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  and 
for  other  purposes  authorized  by  law,  includ- 
ing the  diplomatic  security  program: 

(1)  Diplomatic  and  consular  programs.— 

(A)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
For  "Diplomatic  and  Consular  Programs",  of 
the  Department  of  State  $1,728,797,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  Jl  .676.903,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(B)  Li.mitation  — Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  subparagraph  (A). 
$5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $5,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated only  for  the  purpose  of  processing 
immigrant  visas  for  persons  who  are  outside 
their  countries  of  nationalityrhave  asserted 
a  fear  of  returning  to  their  countries  of  na- 
tionality and  a  credible  basis  for  such  fear, 
and  for  whom  immigrant  visas  are  currently 
available. 

(2)  Salaries  and  expenses.— 

(A)  Authorization  of  appropriations  — 
For  "Salaries  and  Expenses",  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  $366,276,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $355,287,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(Bi  Li.mitation.— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  subparagraph  (A), 
$11,900,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $11,900,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  of  Refugee  and  Migration  Assist- 
ance. 

(3)  Capital  investment  fund— For  "Cap- 
ital Investment  Fund",  of  the  Department  of 
State  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  19%  and 
$20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(4)  Acquisition  and  mai.ntenance  of  build- 
ings abroad. — For  "Acquisition  and  Mainte- 
nance of  Buildings  Abroad".  $391,760,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $391,760,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(5)  Representation  allowances— For 
"Representation  Allowances".  $4,780,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $4,780,000  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1997. 

(6)  Emergencies  in  the  diplomatic  and 
consular  service.— For  "Emergencies  in  the 
Diplomatic  and  Consular  Service",  $6,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  1996  and  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(7i  Office  of  the  inspector  general— For 
"Office  of  the  Inspector  General",  $23,469,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $23,469,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(8)  Payment  to  the  American  institutte  in 
TAIWAN —For  "Payment  to  the  American  In- 
stitute in  Taiwan".  $15,165,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $14,710,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 
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(9)  Protection  of  foreign  missions  and 
OFFICIALS— For  "Protection  of  ForeigTi  Mis- 
sions and  Officials' ■.  $9,579,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  J9.579.000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997 

(10)  Repatriation  loans.— For  -Repatri- 
ation Loans".  $776,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $776,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997.  for  ad- 
ministrative expenses. 

SEC.     2102.      INTERNATIONAL     ORGANIZATIONS. 
PROGRAMS,  AND  CONTERENCES. 

(a)  Assessed  Co.stribi.tions  to  Inter- 
national Organizations.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  "Contributions  to 
International  Organizations ",  $873,505,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $867,050,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  international  organizations  and  to 
carry  out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent 
with  such  purposes. 

(b)  Voluntary  Contribltions  to  I.nter- 
national  Organizations — 

(1)  authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
"Voluntary  Contributions  to  International 
Organizations".  $309,375,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $302,902,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(2)  LlMIT.ATIONS.- 

(A)  UNICEF.— 

(i)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $103,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $103,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only  for 
the  United  Nations  Children's  Fund 
(UNICEFi. 

<ii)  For  fiscal  year  1996.  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  amount  under  clause  (i)  may 
be  made  available  to  the  United  Nations 
Children's  Fund  (UNICEF)  until  30  days  after 
the  submission  to  Congress  of  the  report  re- 
quired by  section  2523. 

(B)  International  ato.mic  energy  agen- 
cy.— 

(i)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $43,000,000  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  is  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  only  for  the  Inter- 
national Atuinii;  Energy  Agency  (IAEA). 

(ii)  Amounts  under  clause  (i)  are  author- 
ized to  be  made  available  to  the  Inter- 
national .■\tomic  Energy  Agency  only  if  the 
Secretary  determines  and  reports  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  that  Is- 
rael is  not  being  denied  its  right  to  partici- 
pate in  the  activities  of  the  International 
.•\tomic  Energy  .A.gency. 

(C)  War  cri.mes  tribunal  for  the  for.mer 
YUGOSLAVIA.— Of  the  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1). 
$15,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $15,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  or  25  percent  of  the  budg- 
et for  the  tribunal  for  each  such  fiscal  year, 
whichever  amount  is  less,  are  authorized  to 
be  made  available  for  the  United  Nations 
Voluntary  Fund  for  the  United  Nations 
International  Criminal  Tribunal  for  the 
Former  Yugoslavia,  located  at  The  Hague. 
Netherlands. 

(D)  World  Food  Program.— Of  the 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
paragraph  (1).  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  only  for  the  World 
Food  Program. 

(E)  United  nations  voluntary  fund  for 
VICTIMS  of  torture.— Of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1)  $1,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  for  the  United  Nations  Vol- 
untary Fund  for  Victims  of  Torture. 


(F)  United  nations  population  fund.— 

(i)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1)  not  more  than 
$25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  shall  be  available  for  the  United  Na- 
tions Population  Fund  (UNFPA). 

(ii)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for  the 
United  Nations  Population  Fund  under 
clause  (i) — 

(I)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  such  amount  may  be  disbursed  to 
the  Fund  before  March  1,  1996;  and 

(II)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  such  amount  may  be  disbursed  to 
the  Fund  before  March  1.  1997. 

(iii)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  none  of  the  funds  made  available  for 
the  United  Nations  Population  Fund  shall  be 
available  for  the  United  States  proportionate 
share  for  activities  in  the  People's  Republic 
of  China. 

(IvKI)  Not  later  than  February  15.  1996.  and 
February  15.  1997.  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  submit  a  report  indicating  the  amount 
that  the  United  Nations  Population  Fund  is 
budgeting  for  activities  in  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  for  1996  or  1997.  as  appro- 
priate, to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate. 

(II)  Before  March  1.  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  if  the  United  Nations 
Population  Fund  is  budgeting  an  amount  in 
excess  of  $7,000,000  for  activities  in  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  a  sum  equal  to  the 
amount  in  excess  of  $7,000,000  shall  be  de- 
ducted from  amounts  otherwise  available  for 
payment  to  the  United  Nations  Population 
Fund. 

(v)  Amounts  made  available  for  the  United 
Nations  Population  Fund  under  clause  (i) 
may  only  be  paid  to  the  Fund  if— 

(I)  the  Fund  maintains  such  amounts  in  a 
separate  account  from  other  funds:  and 

(II)  the  Fund  does  not  commingle  amounts 
provided  under  clause  (i)  with  other  funds. 

(G)  Organization  for  a.merican  .states.— 
Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  (1).  $15,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $15,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
for  the  Organization  for  American  States. 

(H)  Li.mitation  concerning  use  of  funds 

under  section  307  OF  THE  FOREIGN  ASSIST- 
ANCE Act  of  1961.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  paragraph  (1)  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  United  States  propor- 
tionate share,  in  accordance  with  section 
307(c)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
for  any  programs  identified  in  section  307,  or 
for  Libya.  Iran,  or  any  Communist  country 
listed  in  section  620(0  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961. 

(I)  United  Nations  Development  Pro- 
gra.m — 

(i)  Total  limitation.— Of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1),  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  United  Nations  Development  Program. 

(ii)  Burma.— 

(I)  Subject  to  subclauses  (II)  and  (III),  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  none  of 
the  funds  made  available  for  United  Nations 
Development  Program  (or  United  Nations 
Development  Program— Administered 
Funds)  shall  be  available  for  programs  and 
activities  in  or  for  Burma. 

(II)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for  Unit- 
ed Nations  Development  Program  (and  Unit- 


ed Nations  Development  Program  — .Adminis- 
tered Funds)  for  fiscal  year  1996,  $18,200,000  of 
such  amount  shall  be  disbursed  only  if  the 
President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the 
United  Nations  Development  Program  has 
terminated  its  activities  in  and  for  Burma. 

(Ill)  Of  the  amount  made  available  for 
United  Nations  Development  Program  (and 
United  Nations  Development  Program — Ad- 
ministered Funds)  for  fi.scal  year  1997, 
$25,480,000  shall  be  disbursed  only  if  the 
President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the 
United  Nations  Development  Program  has 
terminated  its  activities  in  and  for  Burma. 

(3)  Availability  of  funds.— .^mounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph 
(1>  are  authorized  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

(c)  Assessed  Contributions  for  Inter- 
national Peacekeeping  Activities.— 

(1)  authorization  of  appropriations  — 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
"Contributions  for  International  Peacekeep- 
ing Activities",  $445,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $345,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  Department  of  State  to  carry  out 
the  authorities,  functions,  duties,  and  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  conduct  of  the  foreign 
affairs  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to 
international  peacekeeping  activities  and  to 
carry  out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent 
with  such  purposes. 

(2)  Li.mitation.— None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph  ( 1 ) 
may  be  made  available  for  contributions  to 
the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  unless 
the  President  determines  and  reports  to  the 
Congress  during  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  funds  are  to  be  provided  that — 

(A)  the  Government  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  supports  the  continued  presence 
of  the  Unitea  Nations  Protection  Force  with- 
in its  territory: 

(B)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  is 
effectively  carrying  out  its  mandate  under 
Unitea  Nations  Security  Council  resolutions 
761,  776.  781.  786.  and  836.  and  is  effectively 
encouraging  compliance  with  United  Nations 
Security  Council  resolutions  752.  757,  770,  771. 
787.  820.  and  824. 

(C)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  is 
providing  lull  cooperation  and  support  con- 
sistent with  its  mandate  to  the  efforts  of  the 
United  Nations  War  Crimes  Tribunal  for  the 
former  Yugoslavia  to  investigate  war  crimes 
and  to  apprehend  and  prosecute  suspected 
war  criminals: 

(D)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force  is 
providing  full  cooperation  and  support  con- 
sistent with  its  mandate  to  United  States 
diplomatic,  military,  and  relief  personnel  in 
Bosnia:  and 

(E)  the  United  Nations  Protection  Force 
has  investigated  and  taken  appropriate  ac- 
tion against  any  United  Nations  Protection 
Force  personnel  or  units  suspected  of  partici- 
pating in  illegal  or  improper  activities,  such 
as  black  marketeering.  embezzlement,  expro- 
priation of  property,  and  assaults  on  civil- 
ians. 

(d)  Peacekeeping  Operations— There  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Peace- 
keeping Operations",  $68,2(50,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $68,260,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  Department  of  State  to  carry  out 
section  551  of  Public  Law  87-195. 

(e)  International  Conferences  and  Con- 
tingencies.— 

(1)  General  Provision.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  "International 
Conferences  and  Contingencies",  $5,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $6,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 


the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  international  conferences  and  con- 
tingencies and  to  carry  out  other  authorities 
in  law  consistent  with  such  purposes. 
(2)  Conditional  .Authority.— 

(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B),  in  addi- 
tion to  such  amounts  as  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  paragraph  (1).  there  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Inter- 
national Conferences  and  Contingencies". 
$1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  State  to  carry  out  the  authori- 
ties, functions,  duties,  and  responsibilities  in 
the  conduct  of  the  foreign  affairs  of  the  Unit- 
fil  States  with  respect  to  international  con- 
ferences and  contingencies  and  to  carry  out 
other  authorities  in  law  consistent  with  such 
purposes. 

(B)  The  authorization  of  appropriations 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take  effect 
only  after  the  Secretary  of  State  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
with  respect  to  any  United  Nations  Fourth 
Conference  on  Women  that  is  held  in  Beijing 
that— 

(i)  no  funds  of  the  Department  of  State 
were  expended  for  travel  by  any  United 
States  official  or  delegate  to  the  Fourth 
World  Conference  on  Women,  to  be  held  in 
Beijing.  August  and  September  1995,  or 

(iixl)  that  the  United  States  vigorously 
urged  the  United  Nations  to  grant  accredita- 
tion to  a  wide  range  of  nongovernmental  or- 
ganizations, including  United  States-based 
groups  representing  Taiwanese  and  Tibetan 
women,  in  accordance  with  relevant  inter- 
national standards  and  precedents: 

(II)  that  the  United  States  pressed  the 
Government  of  China  to  issue  visas  equitably 
to  representatives  of  accredited  nongovern- 
mental organizations: 

(III)  that  the  United  States  encouraged  the 
Government  of  China  and  the  United  Nations 
to  provide  the  accredited  nongovernmental 
organizations  with  access  to  the  main  con- 
ference site  that  is  substantially  equivalent 
in  manner  and  degree  to  access  afforded  at 
previous  major  United  Nations  conferences: 

(IV)  that  the  United  States  delegation  to 
the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Women  vig- 
orously and  publicly  supported  access  by  rep- 
resentatives of  accredited  nongovernmental 
organizations  to  the  conference,  especially 
with  respect  to  United  States  nongovern- 
mental organizations: 

(V)  that  the  United  States  delegation  to 
the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Women  vig- 
orously promoted  universal  respect  for  inter- 
nationally recognized  human  rights,  includ- 
ing the  rights  of  women:  and 

(VI)  that,  if  the  goals  of  subparagraphs  (I). 
(II).  or  (III)  were  not  fully  accomplished,  the 
United  States  issued  a  formal,  public,  pro- 
test to  the  United  Nations  for  such  a  depar- 
ture from  accepted  international  standards. 

(f)  Foreign  Currency  Exchange  Rates.— 
In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  this  section,  there  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to 
offset  adverse  fluctuations  in  foreign  cur- 
rency exchange  rates.  .Amounts  appropriated 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  available  for 
obligation  and  expenditure  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  determines  and  certifies 
to  Congress  that  such  amounts  are  necessary 
due  to  such  fluctuations, 
SEC.  2103.  INTERNATIONAL  COMMISSIONS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  "International  Com- 
missions "  for  the  Department  of  State  to 
carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  duties, 


and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of  the  for- 
eign affairs  of  the  United  States  and  for 
other  purposes  authorized  by  law: 

(1)  International   boundary   and   water 

commission,  united  states  and  MEXICO —For 
"International  Boundary  and  Water  Commis- 
sion. United  .States  and  Mexico" — 

(A)  for  "Salaries  and  Expenses"  $13,858,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $12,472,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997:  and 

(B)  for  "Construction"  $10,393,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $9,353,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(2)  INTERNATIONAL  BOUNDARY  COMMISSION. 
UNITED  STATES  AND  CANADA.— For  "Inter- 
national Boundary  Commission.  United 
States  and  Canada  ".  $740,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $666,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  lNTERN.\TIONAL  JOINT  COMMISSION.— For 
"International  Joint  Commission".  $3,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,195,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997, 

(4)  INTERNATIONAL  FISHERIES  COMMIS- 
SIONS.—For  "International  Fisheries  Com- 
missions". $14,669,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $13,202,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.    2104.    MIGRATION    AND    REFUGEE    ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS — 

(1)  MIGRATION  AND  REFUGEE  ASSISTANCE,— 

(A)  AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
"Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance"  for  au- 
thorized activities.  $560,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $590,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(B)  Limitation.— None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  section  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  salaries 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of 
Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance. 

(2)  REFUGEES  RESETTLING  IN  ISR.\EL— There 

are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $80,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $80,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  for  assistance  for  refugees  re- 
settling in  Israel  from  other  countries. 

(3)  Humanitarian  assistance  for  dis- 
placed Burmese— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $1,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $1,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  for 
humanitarian  assistance,  including  but  not 
limited  to  food,  medicine,  clothing,  and  med- 
ical and  vocational  training  to  persons  dis- 
placed as  a  result  of  civil  conflict  in  Burma, 
including  persons  still  within  Burma. 

(4)  Resettlement  of  Vietnamese.  Lao- 
tians, and  Cambodians.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  $30,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  for  the  admission  and  resettlement 
of  persons  who— 

(A)  are  or  were  nationals  and  residents  of 
Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cambodia; 

(B)  are  within  a  category  of  aliens  referred 
to  in  section  599D(b)(2)(C)  of  the  Foreign  Op- 
erations. Export  Financing,  and  Related  Pro- 
grams Appropriations  Act.  1990  (Public  Law 
101-167):  and 

(C)  are  or  were  at  any  time  after  January 
1.  1989.  residents  of  refugee  camps  in  Hong 
Kong.  Thailand.  Indonesia.  Malaysia,  or  the 
Philippines. 

(b)  General  Limitations.— None  of  the 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  be  available  for 
any  program  or  activity  that  provides  for. 
promotes,  or  a.ssists  in  the  repatriation  of 
any  person  to  Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cambodia. 
unless  the  President  has  certified  that — 

(1)  all  persons  described  in  subsection  (a)(4) 
who  were  residents  of  refugee  camps  as  of 
July  1.  1995.  have  been  offered  resettlement 
outside  their  countries  of  nationality: 

(2)  all  nationals  of  Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cam- 
bodia who  were  residents  of  refugee  camps  as 
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of  July  1.  1995.  who  are  not  persons  described 
in  subsection  (a)(4)  have,  at  any  time  after 
such  date,  either  had  access  to  a  process  for 
the  determination  of  whether  they  are  refu- 
gees, or  been  offered  resettlement  outside 
their  countries  of  nationality:  and 

(3)  the  process  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2) 
is  genuinely  calculated  to  determine  wheth- 
er each  applicant  is  a  refugee,  and  that  the 
procedures.  stj.ndards.  and  personnel  em- 
ployed in  such  process  ensure  that  the  risk 
of  return  to  persecution  is  no  greater  than  in 
the  process  available  under  United  States 
law  to  persons  physically  present  in  the 
United  States. 

(c)  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS.— Funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  are  au- 
thorized to  be  available  until  expended. 

(d)  Refugee  Camp  Defined -For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "refugee 
camp"  means  any  place  in  which  people  who 
left  Vietnam.  Cambodia,  or  Laos  are  housed 
or  held  by  a  government  or  international  or- 
ganization, regardless  of  the  designation  of 
such  place  by  such  government  or  organiza- 
tion. 

SEC.  2105.  CERTADS  OTHER  INTERNATIONAL  AF- 
FAIRS PROGRAMS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  Department  of  State 
to  carry  out  the  authorities,  functions,  du- 
ties, and  responsibilities  in  the  conduct  of 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  and 
for  other  purposes  authorized  by  law: 

(1)  Asia  foundation.— For  ""Asia  Founda- 
tion". $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 
SEC.     2106.     UNITED     STATES     tNTORMA-nONAL, 
EDLCA-nONAL,  AND  CLXTLTIAL  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

The  following  amounts  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  international 
information  activities  and  educational  and 
cultural  exchange  programs  under  the  Unit- 
ed States  Information  and  Educational  Ex- 
change Act  of  1948.  the  Mutual  Educational 
and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961.  Reorga- 
nization Plan  Number  2  of  1977.  the  United 
States  International  Broadcasting  Act  of 
1994.  the  Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act, 
the  Television  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the 
Board  for  Intem^'tioTii*)  Bro^d'"^^*^*''"?  ^rt 
the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978,  the  North/ 
South  Center  Act  of  1991.  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy  Act.  and  to  carry 
out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent  with 
such  purposes: 

(1)  Salaries  and  expenses.— For  "Salaries 
and  Expenses".  $450,645,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $428,080,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(2)  Technology  fund— For  "Technology 
Fund"  for  the  United  States  Information 
Agency.  $5,050,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$5,050,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  Educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs  — 

(a)  fulbright  academic  exchange  pro- 
GRAMS—For  the  "Fulbright  Academic  Ex- 
change Programs  ".  $117,484,200  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $113,680,800  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(B)  South  pacific  exchanges.— For  the 
"South  Pacific  Exchanges  ".  $900,000  for  the 

fiscal  year  1996  and  $900,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(C)  East  Timorese  scholarships -For  the 
"East  Timorese  Scholarships".  $800,000  for 

the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $800,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(D)  Ca.mbodian  scholarships.— For  the 
"Cambodian  Scholarships".  $141,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $141,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(E)  Tibetan  exchanges.— For  the  "Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchanges  with  Tibet" 
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under  section  236  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103-236),  $500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(F)  Other  progr.-\.ms.— For  'Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  Fellowship  Program".  "Edmund 
S.  Muskie  Fellowship  Program".  'Inter- 
national Visitors  Program".  "Mike  Mans- 
field Fellowship  Program".  "Claude  and  Mil- 
dred Pepper  Scholarship  Program  of  the 
Washington  Workshops  Foundation".  "Citi- 
zen E.xchange  Programs  ".  "Congress- Bundes- 
tag Exchange  Program".  "Newly  Independ- 
ent States  and  Eastern  Europe  Training". 
'"Institute  for  Representative  Government"', 
and  "Arts  America".  $87,265,800  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $87,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(4»  INTERNATION.^L  BROADCASTING  ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

(A)  AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

For  "International  Broadcasting  Activities  ". 
$321,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996.  and 
$286,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(B)  Li.MiTATiON— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  subparagraph 
(A)  $3,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated only  to  carry  out  the  Pilot 
Project  for  Freedom  Broadcasting  to  Asia 
authorized  by  section  2443. 

<C)  Voice  of  America  Faeisi  Service.— Of 
the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  subparagraph  (A)  $1,873,521  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $1,873,521  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
to  carry  out  the  Voice  of  America  Farsi 
Service. 

(5i  Radio  construction —For  ""Radio  Con- 
struction ".  $75,164,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
and  $67,647,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(6)  Radio  Free  Asia— For  "Radio  Free 
Asia".  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(7)  Broadcasting  to  Cuba.— For  "Broad- 
casting to  Cuba  ".  $24,809,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $24,809,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997 

(8)  Office  of  the  inspector  general.— For 
"Office  of  the  Inspector  General".  $4,300,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,870,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(9)  Center  for  cultural  and  technical 
interchange  between  east  and  west.— For 
"Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical  Inter- 
change between  East  and  West",  $15,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(10)  National  E.ndowment  for  Democ- 
racy—For  "National  Endowment  for  Democ- 
racy". $34,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$34,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

(11)  Center  for  cultl'r.\l  and  technical 
intercha.nge  between  north  and  south.— 
For  "Center  for  Cultural  and  Technical 
Interchange  between  North  and  South"' 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $3,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

SEC.  2107.  LAITED  .STATE.S  .\RMS  CONTROL  AND 
DISARMAMENT. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Act — 

(1)  $44,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$40,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997:  and 

(2)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  increases 
In  salary,  pay.  retirement,  other  employee 
benefits  authorized  by  law.  and  to  offset  ad- 
verse Huctuations  in  foreign  currency  ex- 
change rates. 


TITLE  XXII— DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVITIES 

CHAPTER  1— AUTHORITIES  AND 

ACTIYITIES 

SEC.  2201.  RK\"lSION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
REWARDS  PROGRA.M. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  36  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 
U.S.C.  2708)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
-SEC.  38.  DEPARTMENT  OK  STATE  REWARDS  PRO- 
GRAM. 

"(a)  ESTABLISHMENT— (1)  There  is  estab- 
lished a  program  for  the  payment  of  rewards 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section, 

"(2)  The  rewards  program  established  by 
this  section  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  in  consultation,  where 
appropriate,  with  the  Attorney  General. 

"(b)  Purpose. — (D  The  rewards  program  es- 
tablished by  this  section  shall  be  designed  to 
assist  in  the  prevention  of  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism,  international  narcotics 
trafficking,  and  other  related  criminal  acts. 

""(2)  The  Secretary  of  State  may  pay  a  re- 
ward to  any  individual  who  furnishes  infor- 
mation leading  to — 

"(A)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  for  the  commission  of 
an  act  of  international  terrorism  against  a 
United  States  person  or  United  States  prop- 
erty: 

"'(B)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  conspiring  or  attempt- 
ing to  commit  an  act  of  international  terror- 
ism against  a  United  States  person  or  United 
States  property: 

"(C)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  for  committing,  pri- 
marily outside  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  any  narcotics-related  of- 
fense if  that  offense  involves  or  is  a  signifi- 
cant part  of  conduct  that  involves— 

■•(i)  a  violation  of  United  States  narcotics 
laws  and  which  is  such  that  the  individual 
would  be  a  major  violator  of  such  laws:  or 
"(ii)  the  killing  or  kidnapping  of — 

"■(I)  any  officer,  employee,  or  contract  em- 
ployee of  the  United  States  Government 
while  such  individual  is  engaged  in  official 
duties,  or  on  account  of  that  individual's  of- 
ficial duties,  in  connection  with  the  enforce- 
ment of  United  States  narcotics  laws  or  the 
implementing  of  United  States  narcotics 
control  objectives:  or 

"■(II)  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of 
any  such  individual  on  account  of  that  indi- 
vidual's official  duties,  in  connection  with 
the  enforcement  of  United  States  narcotics 
laws  or  the  implementing  of  United  States 
narcotics  control  objectives;  or 

"•(iii)  an  attempt  or  conspiracy  to  commit 
any  of  the  acts  described  in  clause  (i)  or  (ii): 
or 

•"(D)  the  arrest  or  conviction  in  any  coun- 
try of  any  individual  aiding  or  abetting  in 
the  commission  of  an  act  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  through  (C):  or 

""(E)  the  prevention,  frustration,  or  favor- 
able resolution  of  an  act  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  through  (C). 

"(c)  Coordination.— (1)  To  ensure  that  the 
payment  of  rewards  pursuant  to  this  section 
does  not  duplicate  or  interfere  with  the  pay- 
ment of  informants  or  the  obtaining  of  evi- 
dence or  information,  as  authorized  to  the 
Department  of  Justice,  the  offering,  admin- 
istration, and  payment  of  rewards  under  this 
section,  including  procedures  for — 

"(A)  identifying  individuals,  organizations, 
and  offenses  with  respect  to  which  rewards 
will  be  offered: 

"(B)  the  publication  of  rewards; 

"•(C)  offering  of  joint  rewards  with  foreign 
governments; 


■(D)  the  receipt  and  analysis  of  data:  and 

"(E)  the  payment  and  approval  of  pay- 
ment. 

shall  be  governed  by  prcjcedures  developed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  in  consultation  with 
the  Attorney  General. 

■"(2i  Before  making  a  reward  under  this 
section  in  a  matter  over  which  there  is  Fed- 
eral criminal  jurisdiction,  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  advise  and  consult  with  the  At- 
torney General. 

••(d)  Funding.— (1)  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State 
from  time  to  time  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  notwithstanding  section  102  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  .Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1986  and  1987  (Public  Law  99-93), 

••(2)  No  amount  of  funds  may  be  appro- 
priated which,  when  added  to  the  amounts 
previously  appropriated  but  not  yet  obli- 
gated, would  cause  such  amounts  to  exceed 
$15,000,000, 

"(3)  To  the  maximum  extent  practical  !■ 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  sn 
tion   should   be   distributed   equally   for   the 
purpose  of  preventing  acts  of  international 
terrorism  and  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
international  narcotics  trafficking, 

•■(4)  Amounts  appropriated  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

"(e)  Additional  Funding.- (1)  In  extraor- 
dinary circumstances  and  when  it  is  impor- 
tant to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  use  ff.s 
collected  for  processing  machine  reada!  i  • 
nonimmigrant  visas  and  machine  readahi.- 
combined  border  crossing  identificatmri 
cards  and  nonimmigrant  visas  pursuant  to 
section  140  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Author- 
ization Act,  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Pub- 
lic Law  103-236:  8  US.C.  1351  note)  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section,  subject  to 
the  limitation  contained  in  subsection  (d)(2), 
"(2)  The  authority  contained  in  paragraph 
(1)  may  be  used  only  if  the  Secretary  notifies 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees  15 
days  in  advance  in  accordance  with  regular 
reprogramming  procedures.  Such  notifica- 
tion shall  contain  a  detailed  justification  nf 
the  circumstances  necessitating  the  use  of 
such  fees  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 

"■(f)—  Limitation  and  Certification.— (D  a 
reward  under  this  section  may  not  exceed 
$2,000,000, 

""(2i  A  reward  under  this  section  of  more 
than  $100,000  may  not  be  made  without  the 
approval  of  the  President  or  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

"(3)  Any  reward  granted  under  this  section 
shall  be  approved  and  certified  for  payment 
by  the  Secretary  of  State, 

"(4)  The  authority  of  paragraph  (2)  may 
not  be  delegated  to  any  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  United  States  Government. 

"(5)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
identity  of  the  recipient  of  a  reward  or  of  the 
members  of  the  recipient's  immediate  family 
must  be  protected,  the  Secretary  may  take 
such  measures  in  connection  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  reward  as  he  considers  necessary 
to  effect  such  protection, 

"(g)  iNF-LiGiBiLiTif.— An  Officer  or  employee 
of  any  governmental  entity  who.  while  in  the 
performance  of  his  or  her  official  duties,  fur- 
nishes information  described  in  subsection 
(b)  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  reward  under 
this  section, 

"(h)  Reports,— (1)  Not  later  than  30  days 
after  paying  any  reward  under  this  section. 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  submit  a  report 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
with   respect   to   such   reward.   The   report. 
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which  may  be  submitted  on  a  classified  basis 
if  necessary,  shall  specify  the  amount  of  the 
reward  paid,  to  whom  the  reward  was  paid, 
and  the  acts  with  respect  to  which  the  re- 
ward was  paid.  The  report  shall  also  discuss 
the  significance  of  the  information  for  which 
the  reward  was  paid  in  dealing  with  those 
acts, 

"(2)  Not  later  than  50  days  after  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
submit  an  annual  report  to  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  the  rewards  program  au- 
thorized by  this  section.  Such  report  shall 
provide  information  on  the  total  amounts 
expended  during  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  including 
amounts  spent  to  publicize  the  availability 
of  rewards.  Such  report  shall  also  include  in- 
formation on  all  requests  for  the  payment  of 
rewards  under  this  section,  including  the 
reasons  for  the  denial  of  any  such  requests, 

"(i)  Definitions,— As  used  in  this  section— 

"(1)  the  term  appropriate  congressional 
committees'  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate: 

"(2)  the  term  act  of  international  terror- 
ism' includes,  but  is  not  limited  to— 

"(A)  any  act  substantially  contributing  to 
the  acquisition  of  un.safeguarded  special  nu- 
clear material  (as  defined  in  section  830(8)  of 
the  Nuclear  Proliferation  Prevention  Act  of 
1994)  or  any  nuclear  explosive  device  (as  de- 
fined in  section  830(4)  of  that  Acti  by  an  indi- 
vidual, group,  or  non-nuclear  weapon  state 
(as  defined  in  section  830(5i  of  that  Act):  and 

"(B)  any  act.  a.s  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  which  materially  supports 
the  conduct  of  international  terrorism,  in- 
cluding the  counterfeiting  of  United  States 
currency  or  the  illegal  use  of  other  monetary 
instruments  by  an  individual,  group,  or 
country  supporting  international  terrorism 
as  determined  for  purposes  of  section  6(j)  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act  of  1979: 

"(3)  the  term  United  States  narcotics 
laws'  means  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for 
the  prevention  and  control  of  illicit  traffic  in 
coiili'oiied  suij^Lances  (as  such  term  is  de- 
fined for  purposes  of  the  Controlled  Sub- 
.stances  Act):  and 

"(4)  the  term  'member  of  the  immediate 
family"  includes — 

"(A)  a  spouse,  parent,  brother,  sister,  or 
child  of  the  individual; 

"(B)  a  person  to  whom  the  individual 
stands  in  loco  parentis;  and 

"(C)  any  other  person  living  in  the  individ- 
ual's household  and  related  to  the  individual 
by  blood  or  marriage,", 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
should  pursue  additional  means  of  funding 
the  program  established  by  section  36  of  the 
.State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U  S,C,  2708).  including  the  authority 
to  seize  and  dispose  of  assets  used  in  the 
commission  of  any  offense  under  sections 
1028,  1541  through  15-14,  and  1546  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  and  to  retain  the  pro- 
ceeds derived  from  the  disposition  of  such  as- 
sets, or  to  participate  in  asset  sharing  pro- 
grams conducted  by  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  36 
of  that  Act. 

SEC.     2-202.     authorities    OF    SECRETARY    OF 
STATE. 

Section  203',4)  of  the  State  Department 
Ba.sic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S,C. 
■1303(41)  is  amended  in  the  third  sentence  by 
striking  ""should"  both  places  it  appears  and 
inserting   'shall". 


SEC.    2203.    BUYING    POWER    MAINTENANCE    AC 
COL'NT. 

Section  24(bi(7)  of  the   State   Department 
Basic    Authorities    Act    of    1956    (22    USC, 
2696(b)(7))  is  amended   by  striking  subpara- 
graph (D), 
SEC.    2204.    EXPENSES    RELATI.NCJ    K)    CERTAIN 

INTERNATIONAL  CLALMS  AND    PRO 

CEEDINGS, 

(a)  Recovery  of  Certain  Expenses.— The 
Department  of  State  Appropriation  Act,  1937 
(49  Stat,  1321,  22  U.SC,  2661,  as  amended  by 
section  142(b)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1988  and  1989 
(Public  Law  10O-204))  is  amended  in  the  fifth 
undesignated  paragraph  under  the  heading 
entitled  "international  fisheries  commis- 
sion" by  striking  "extraordinary". 

(b)  Procurement  of  Services.— Section 
38(c)  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Authori- 
ties Act  of  1956  (22  US.C,  2710(c))  is  amended 
in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  •personal 
and"  before  "other  support  services". 

SEC.  2205.  CONSOLIDATION  OF  UNITED  STATES 
DIPLOMATIC  MISSIONS  AND  CON- 
SULAR POSTS. 

(a)  Consolidation  Plan.— The  Secretary  of 
State  shall  develop  a  worldwide  plan  for  the 
consolidation,  wherever  practicable,  on  a  re- 
gional or  areawide  basis,  of  United  States 
missions  and  consular  posts  abroad. 

(b)  Contents  of  Plan.— The  plan  shall— 

(1)  identify  specific  United  States  diplo- 
matic missions  and  consular  posts  for  con- 
solidation: 

(2)  identify  those  missions  and  posts  at 
which  the  resident  ambassador  would  also  be 
accredited  to  other  specified  states  in  which 
the  United  States  either  maintained  no  resi- 
dent official  presence  or  maintained  such  a 
presence  only  at  staff  level:  and 

(3)  provide  an  estimate  of— 

(A)  the  amount  by  which  expenditures 
would  be  reduced  through  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  United  States  Government 
personnel  assigned  abroad; 

(B)  the  reduction  in  the  costs  of  maintain- 
ing United  States  properties  abroad;  and 

(C)  the  amount  of  revenues  generated  to 
the  United  States  through  the  sale  or  other 
disposition  of  United  States  properties  asso- 
ciated with  the  posts  to  be  consolidated 
abroad. 

(c)  Transmittal.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  the  plan  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees, 

sec.  2206.  demai.  of  passports  to  noncusto- 
dial parents  subject  to  state 
arrf:st  warrants  ln  cases  of 
nonpayment  of  child  support. 
The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to 
refuse  to  issue  a  passport  or  to  revoke,  re- 
strict, or  limit  a  passport  in  any  case  in 
which  the  Secretary  of  State  determines  or 
is  informed  by  competent  authority  that  the 
applicant  or  passport  holder  is  a  noncusto- 
dial  parent  who   is  the  subject  of  an  out- 
standing State  warrant  of  arrest  for  nonpay- 
ment of  child  support,  where  the  amount  in 
controversy  is  not  less  than  SIO.CKK), 
SEC.  2207.  CAPITAL  DWESTMENT  FUND. 

Section  135  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(22  U.S.C.  2684a)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  inserting  "and  en- 
hancement" after  "procurement": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)  by  striking  "are  au- 
thorized to^'  and  inserting  ■'shall"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  "for  ex- 
penditure to  procure  capital  equipment  and 
information  technology"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "for  purposes  of  subsection  (a)"; 
and 


(4)  by  amending  subsection  (e)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(e)  Reprogramming  Procedures —Funds 
credited  to  the  Capital  Investment  Fund 
shall  not  be  available  for  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure except  in  compliance  with  the  pro- 
cedures applicable  to  re  program  mings  under 
section  34  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956  (22  U,S,C,  2710)  " 
SEC.  2208.  EFFICIENCY  IN  PROCUREMENT. 

(a)  In  General. — To  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  United  States  Government  agen- 
cies performing  functions  at  diplomatic  and 
consular  posts  abroad  shall  avoid  duplicative 
acquisition  actions. 

(b)  Authority.- Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  a  contract  awarded  in 
accordance  with  the  Competition  in  Con- 
tracting Act  by  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  performing  functions  at 
diplomatic  and  consular  posts  abroad  may  be 
amended  without  competition  to  permit 
other  such  United  States  Government  agen- 
cies to  obtain  goods  or  services  under  such 
contract,  if  unit  prices  are  not  increased  as 
a  result  of  any  such  amendment. 

SEC.  2209.  TRAINING. 

Section  701  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980  (22  U.S.C.  4021 )  is  amended- 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)(4)  as 
subsection  (g);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

•■(e)(1)  The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  appropriate  training  through  the 
institution  to  employees  of  any  United 
States  company  engaged  in  business  abroad, 
and  to  the  families  of  such  employees,  when 
such  training  is  in  the  national  interest  of 
the  United  States. 

••(2)  In  the  case  of  any  company  under  con- 
tract to  provide  .services  to  the  Department 
of  State,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  job-related  training  to  any  com- 
pany employee  who  is  performing  such  serv- 
ices. 

•■(3)  Training  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
on  a  reimbursable  or  advance-of-funds  basis. 
Such  reimbursements  or  advances  shall  be 
credited  to  the  currently  applicable  appro- 
priation,account, 

"(4)  Training  under  this  subsection  is  au- 
thorized only  to  the  extent  that  it  will  not 
interfere  with  the  institution's  primary  mis- 
sion of  training  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  of  other  agencies  in  the  field  of  for- 
eign relations. 

"(f)(1)  The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
to  provide  on  a  reimbursable  basis  foreign 
language  training  programs  to  Members  of 
Congress  and  officers  and  employees  of  Con- 
gress. 

"(2)  Reimbursements  under  this  sub- 
section, to  the  extent  practicable,  should  be 
equivalent  to  the  rate  of  reimbursement 
charged  other  agencies  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  comparable  training. 

"(3)  Reimbursements  collected  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  credited  to  the  currently 
available  applicable  appropriation  account. 

""(4)  Training  under  this  subsection  is  au- 
thorized only  to  the  extent  that  it  will  not 
interfere  with  the  institution's  primary  mis- 
sion of  training  employees  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  of  other  agencies  in  the  field  of  for- 
eign relations   " 

CHAPTER  2— CONStnUAR  ALTHORITIES  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

SEC.  2231.  SURCHARGE   FOR   PROCESSING   CER- 
TAIN MACHINE  READABLE  VISAS. 

Section  140(a)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103—236)  is  amended— 
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(1)  by  striking  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

■•(2)  For  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  not  more 
than  $250,000,000  in  fees  collected  under  the 
authority  of  paragraph  (I)  shall  be  deposited 
as  an  offsetting  collection  to  any  Depart- 
ment of  State  appropriation  to  recover  the 
costs  of  the  Department  of  State's  border  se- 
curity program,  including  the  costs  of — 

"(1)  installation  and  operation  of  the  ma- 
chine readable  visa  and  automated  name- 
check  process; 

■•(2)  improving  the  quality  and  security  of 
the  United  States  passport; 

"(3)  passport  and  visa  fraud  investigations; 
and 

•■(4)    the    technological    infi-astructure    to 
support  and  operate  the  programs  referred  to 
in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3i. 
Such  fees  shall  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  expended. 

■•(3)  For  any  fiscal  year,  fees  collected 
under  the  authority  of  [)aragraph  (1)  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal 
year  under  paragraph  (2)  shall  be  deposited 
in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  as  mis- 
cellaneous receipts.  ";  and 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  loi. 

SEC.  2232.  FINGERPRINT  CHECK  REQUIREMENT. 

Section  HO  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103-236;  8  U.S.C.  1182  note)  as 
amended  by  section  505  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation 
Act.  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law  103-317)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

••(h)  Fingerprint  Check  Reqlirement.— If 
a  visa  applicant  is  determined  to  have  a 
criminal  history  record  under  subsection 
(dxl).  has  been  physically  present  in  the 
United  States,  and  is  more  than  16  years  of 
age.  the  applicant  shall  provide  a  fingerprint 
record  for  submission  with  the  application, 
at  no  cost  to  tne  Department  of  State.  The 
Department  of  State  shall  submit  such  fin- 
gerprint record  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation for  analysis  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  applicant  has  been  convicted  of  a  fel- 
ony under  State  or  Federal  law  in  the  United 
States   ■ 

SEC.  2233.  USE  OF  CERTAIN  PASSPORT  PROCESS- 
ING FEES  FOR  ENHANCED  PASS- 
PORT SERVICES. 

For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  of 
the  fees  collected  for  expedited  passport 
processing  ana  leposited  to  an  offsetting  col- 
lection pursuant  to  the  Department  of  State 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law  103—317;  22 
U.S.C.  214).  10  percent  shall  be  available  only 
for  enhancing  passport  services  for  United 
States  citizens,  improving  the  integrity  and 
efficiency  of  the  passport  issuance  process, 
improving  the  secure  nature  of  the  United 
States  passport,  investigating  passport 
fraud,  and  deterring  entry  into  the  United 
States  by  terrorists,  drug  traffickers,  or 
other  criminals. 

SEC.  2234.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS. 

(a)  Persons  Authorized  To  I.ssue  Reports 
OF  Birth  Abroad.— Section  33  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 
U.S.C.  2705)  is  amended  in  paragraph  (2)  by 
inserting  -(or  any  United  States  citizen  em- 
ployee of  the  Department  of  State  des- 
ignated by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  adju- 
dicate nationality  abroad  pursuant  to  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe)  ' 
after  'consular  officer". 

(b)  Provisions  Applicable  to  Consular 
Officers  —Section  31  of  the  Act  of  August 
18.  1856  (Rev.  Stat.  1689.  22  U.S.C.  4191).  is 
amended  by  inserting  "and  to  such  other 
United  States  citizen  employees  of  the  De- 


partment of  State  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  pursuant  to  such  reg- 
ulations as   the   Secretary   may   prescribe" 
after  'such  officers". 
CHAPTER  3— REFUGEES  AND  MIGRATION 

SEC.   2251.    UNITED    STATES    EMERGENCY   REFU 
GEE    AND    .MIGRATION    ASSISTANCE 
FUND. 

(a)  Limitation  on  Transfers  From  E.mer- 
GENCY  Fund —Section  2(c)  of  the  Migration 
and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (22  U.S.C. 
2601(c))  is  amended  by  adding  after  paragraph 
(3)  the  following: 

■■(4)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act.  the  President  shall  notify  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  not  less 
than  15  days  before  transferring  or  otherwise 
making  available  amounts  from  the  United 
States  Emergency  Refugee  and  Migration 
Assistance  Fund  under  paragraph  (1).". 

(b)  Notification  of  Expenditures  from 
Fund.— Section  2(d)  of  the  Migration  and 
Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962  (22  U.S.C. 
2601(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
and  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  the  President  shall  notify  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  at  least 
15  days  in  advance  of  the  obligation  or  ex- 
penditure of  sums  from  the  United  States 
Emergency  Refugee  and  Migration  Assist- 
ance Fund  under  subsection  (c). 

■■(2)  Notwithstanding  the  notification  re- 
quirement of  paragraph  (1),  the  President 
may  obligate  and  expend  sums  from  the 
United  States  Emergency  Refugee  and  Mi- 
gration Assistance  Fund  if  the  President  de- 
termines, and  promptly  certifies  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees,  that 
unforseen  emergency  circumstances  require 
the  immediate  obligation  of  sums  from  such 
fund.  Any  such  certification  shall  fully  in- 
form such  committees  of  the  amount  and  use 
of  such  sums  from  the  Fund. 

■•(3)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
■appropriate  congressional  committees' 
means  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate.'. 

SEC.  2252.  PERSECUTION  FOR  RESISTANCE  TO 
COERCIVE  POPULATION  CONTROL 
METHODS. 

Section  101(a)(42)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(42))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
•For  purposes  of  determinations  under  this 
Act,  a  person  who  has  been  forced  to  abort  a 
pregnancy  or  to  undergo  involuntary  steri- 
lization, or  who  has  been  persecuted  for  fail- 
ure or  refusal  to  undergo  such  a  procedure  or 
for  other  resistance  to  a  coercive  population 
control  program,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  persecuted  on  account  of  political  opin- 
ion, and  a  person  who  has  a  well  founded  fear 
that  he  or  she  will  be  forced  to  undergo  such 
a  procedure  or  subjected  to  persecution  for 
such  failure,  refusal,  or  resistance  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  a  well  founded  fear  of  perse- 
cution on  account  of  political  opinion   " 

SEC.  2253.  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS  CONCERNING 
CL'BAN  EMIGRATION  POLICIES. 

Beginning  3  months  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  and  every  subsequent 
6  months,  the  President  shall  transmit  a  re- 
port to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees concerning  the  methods  employed 
by  the  Government  of  Cuba  to  enforce  the 
United  States — Cuba  agreement  of  Septem- 
ber 1994  to  restrict  the  emigration  of  the 
Cuban  people  from  Cuba  to  the  United 
States,  and  the  treatment  by  the  Govern- 


ment of  Cuba  of  persons  who  have  been  re- 
turned to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the  United 
States — Cuba  agreement  of  May  1995.  Each 
report  transmitted  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  United 
States  efforts  to  monitor  such  enforcement 
and  treatment. 

SEC.  2254.  UNITED  STATES  POLICY  REGARDING 
THE  INVOLUNTARY  RETURN  OF  REF 
UGEES. 

(a)  In  General.— No  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
involuntarily  return  any  person  to  a  country 
in  which  the  person  has  a  well  founded  fear 
of  persecution  on  account  of  race,  religion, 
nationality,  membership  in  a  particular  so- 
cial group,  or  political  opinion,  or  promote 
or  assist  such  involuntary  return. 

(b)  Involuntarily  Return  Defined— As 
used  in  this  section,  the  term  ■involuntarily 
return"  means  to  take  action  by  which  it  is 
reasonably  foreseeable  that  a  person  will  be 
required  to  return  to  a  country  against  the 
person's  will,  regardless  of  whether  such  re- 
turn is  induced  by  physical  force  and  regard- 
less of  whether  the  person  is  physically 
present  in  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2255.  EXTE.NSION  OF  CERTAIN  ADJUDICA- 
TION PROVISIONS. 

The  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Financing, 
and  Related  Programs  Appropriations  Act, 
1990  (Public  Law  101—167)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  599D  (8  U.S.C.  1157  note>— 

(A)  in  subsection  (b)(3).  by  striking  'and 
1996"  and  inserting  •'1996.  and  1997";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (e),  by  striking  out  "Oc- 
tober 1,  1996"  each  place  it  appears  and  in- 
serting "October  1,  1997";  and 

(2)  in  section  599E  (8  U.S.C.  1255  note)  in 
subsection  (b)(2).  by  striking  out  'September 
30.  1996"  and  inserting  'September  30.  1997". 
TITLE  XXIII— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE;  DEPARTMENT  OF 
STATE       PERSONNEL;      THE       FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

CHAPTER  1— ORGANIZATION  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

SEC,  2.'«)1.  COORDINATOR  FOR  COUNTtrR 
TERRORISM. 

(a)  E.stablishment— Section  Kei  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "In"  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(1)  In";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)    Coordinator    for    Counterterror- 

ISM.— 

"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for 
Counterterrorism  (hereafter  in  this  para- 
graph referred  to  as  the  Coordinator')  who 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

••(B)(i)  The  Coordinator  shall  perform  such 
duties  and  exercise  such  power  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  prescribe. 

"(ii)  The  principal  duty  of  the  Coordinator 
shall  be  the  overall  supervision  (including 
policy  oversight  of  resources)  of  inter- 
national counterterrorism  activities.  The 
Coordinator  shall  be  the  principal  advisor  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  on  international 
counterterrorism  matters.  The  Coordinator 
shall  be  the  principal  counterterrorism  offi- 
cial within  the  senior  management  of  the 
Department  of  State  and  shall  report  di- 
rectly to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

"(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at-Large.  The  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code.  or. 


if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  greater. 
"(D)  For  purposes  of  diplomatic  protocol 
among  officers  of  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Coordinator  shall  take  precedence  after 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  State,  and  the  Under  Secretaries  of  State 
and  shall  take  precedence  among  the  Assist- 
ant Secretaries  of  State  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  State.". 

(b)  Technical  and  Conforming  A.mend- 
ments.— Section  161  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(P.L.  103-236)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (e). 

(c)  Transition  Provision.— The  individual 
serving  as  Coordinator  for  Counterterrorism 
of  the  Department  of  State  on  the  day  before 
the  effective  date  of  this  division  may  con- 
tinue to  serve  in  that  position. 

SEC.  2302.  SPECIAL  ENVOY  FOR  TIBET. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  withholds  meaningful  participa- 
tion in  the  governance  of  Tibet  from  Tibet- 
ans and  has  failed  to  abide  by  its  own  con- 
stitutional guarantee  of  autonomy  for  Tibet- 
ans. 

(2)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  is  responsible  for  the  destruction 
of  much  of  Tibet's  cultural  and  religious  her- 
itage since  1959  and  continues  to  threaten 
the  survival  of  Tibetan  culture  and  religion, 

(3)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China,  through  direct  and  indirect  in- 
centives, has  established  discriminatory  de- 
velopment programs  which  have  resulted  in 
an  overwhelming  flow  of  Chinese  immigrants 
into  Tibet,  including  those  areas  incor- 
porated into  the  Chinese  provinces  of 
Sichuan,  Yunnan.  Gansu,  and  Quinghai  in  re- 
cent years,  and  have  excluded  Tibetans  from 
participation  in  important  policy  decisions, 
further  threatening  traditional  Tibetan  life. 

(4)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  denies  Tibetans  their  fundamen- 
tal human  rights,  as  reported  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State's  Country  Reports  on  Human 
Rights  Practices  for  1995. 

(5)  The  President  and  the  Congress  have 
determined  that  the  promotion  of  human 
rights  in  Tibet  and  the  protection  of  Tibet's 
religion  and  culture  are  important  elements 
in  United  States-China  relations  and  have 
urged  senior  members  of  the  Government  of 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  to  enter  into 
substantive  negotiations  on  these  matters 
with  the  Dalai  Lama  or  his  representative. 

(6)  The  Dalai  Lama  has  repeatedly  stated 
his  willingness  to  begin  substantive  negotia- 
tions without  preconditions. 

(7)  The  Government  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  has  failed  to  respond  in  a  good 
faith  manner  by  reciprocating  a  willingness 
to  begin  negotiations  without  preconditions, 
and  no  substantive  negotiations  have  begun. 

(b)  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  —Section  1(e)  of  the  State  Department 
Basic  .Authorities  Act  (U.S.C.  2651a(e))  is 
amended  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

••(3)  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  — 

"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  Department 
of  State  a  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.  The  United  States  Special  Envoy 
for  Tibet  shall  hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  President. 


■■(B)  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  shall  have  the  personal  rank  of  ambas- 
sador. 

"(C)  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  is  authorized  and  encouraged — 

■'(i)  to  promote  substantive  negotiations 
between  the  Dalai  Lama  or  his  representa- 
tives and  senior  members  of  the  Government 
of  the  People's  Republic  of  China; 

"(ii)  to  promote  good  relations  between  the 
Dalai  Lama  and  his  representatives  and  the 
United  States  Government,  including  meet- 
ing with  members  or  representatives  of  the 
Tibetan  government-in-exile;  and 

■■(iii)  to  travel  regularly  throughout  Tibet 
and  Tibetan  refugee  settlements. 

■■(D)  The  United  States  Special  Envoy  for 
Tibet  shall— 

■■(i)  consult  with  the  Congress  on  policies 
relevant  to  Tibet  and  the  future  and  welfare 
of  all  Tibetan  people; 

"(ii)  coordinate  United  States  Government 
policies,  programs,  and  projects  concerning 
Tibet;  and 

"(iii)  report  to  the  Secretary  of  State  re- 
garding the  matters  described  in  section 
536(a)(2)  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Public 
Law  103-236)" 

SEC.  2303.  ESTABLISH.MENT  OF  C(X>RDINATOR 
FOR  HLTV1A.N  RIGHTS  AND  REFU- 
GEES. BLTIEAU  OF  REFUGEE  A-VD  Ml- 
GRA'nON  ASSISTANCE,  ANTJ  BUREAU 
OF  DEMCK'RACY.  HLT«AN  RIGHTS, 
AND  LABOR. 

(a)  Establishment  of  Coordinator  for 
Human  Rights  and  Refugees.— 

Section  1(e)  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2661a(e))  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  after  paragraph  (3)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Coordinator  for  Human  Rights  and 
Refugees.— 

"(A)  There  shall  be  within  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  Coordinator  for  Human 
Rights  and  Refugees  (hereafter  in  this  para- 
graph referred  to  as  the  'Coordinator')  who 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
The  Coordinator  shall  report  directly  to  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

"(B)  The  Coordinator  shall  be  responsible 
for  matters  pertaining  to  human  rights,  refu- 
gees, and  humanitarian  affairs  (including 
matters  relating  to  prisoners  of  war  and 
members  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces 
missing  in  action)  in  the  conduct  of  foreign 
policy.  The  Coordinator  shall  head  the  Bu- 
reau of  Refugee  and  Migration  Assistance 
and  the  Bureau  of  Democracy,  Human 
Rights,  and  Labor. 

"(C)  The  Coordinator  shall  have  the  rank 
and  status  of  Ambassador-at-Large.  The  Co- 
ordinator shall  be  compensated  at  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  a  position 
at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  under 
section  5314  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  or, 
if  the  Coordinator  is  appointed  from  the  For- 
eign Service,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
the  individual  last  received  under  the  For- 
eign Service  Schedule,  whichever  is  greater. 

"(D)  For  purposes  of  diplomatic  protocol 
among  officers  of  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Coordinator  shall  take  precedence  after 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  State,  and  the  Under  Secretaries  of  State 
and  shall  take  precedence  among  the  Assist- 
ant Secretaries  of  State  in  the  order  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  State.". 

(b)  Termination  of  Assistant  Secretary 
OF  State  for  Democracy.  Human  Rights. 
AND  Labor.— 

(1)  In  General.— Section  1(c)  of  the  State 
Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22 


use.  2651a(c))  is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (2). 

(2)  Conforming  amendments.— The  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  is  amended— 

(A)  in  section  116(c)  (22  U.S.C.  2151n),  by 
striking  "Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Democracy,  Human  Rights,  and  Labor"  and 
inserting  "Secretary"; 

(B)  in  sections  502B.  502B,  and  505(g)(4KA) 
by  striking  ',  prepared  with  the  assistance 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  De- 
mocracy, Human  Rights,  and  Labor,";  and 

(C)  in  section  573(c)  by  striking  'Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Democracy,  Human 
Rights,  and  Labor"  and  inserting  "Secretary 
of  State". 

(c)  Establishment  of  Bureau  of  Refugee 
AND  Migration  assistance  and  Bureau  of 
Democracy.  Human  Rights.  .\nd  Labor.— 
Section  I  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a)  is 
amended  by  adding  after  subsection  (e)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  Establishment  of  Certain  Bureaus. 
Offices,  and  Other  Organiza'honal  Enti- 
ties Within  the  Department  of  State  — 

"(1)  Bureau  of  refugee  and  migration  as- 
sistance—There  is  established  within  the 
Department  of  State  the  Bureau  of  Refugee 
and  Migration  Assistance  which  shall  assist 
the  Secretary  of  State  in  carrying  out  the 
Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of 
1962.  The  Bureau  shall  be  headed  by  the  Co- 
ordinator for  Human  Rights  and  Refugees. 

"(2)  Bureau  of  democracy,  human  rights. 
AND  LABOR —There  is  established  within  the 
Department  of  State  the  Bureau  of  Democ- 
racy, Human  Rights,  and  Labor.  The  Bureau 
shall  be  headed  by  the  Coordinator  for 
Human  Rights  and  Refugees.  The  Bureau 
shall  continuously  observe  and  review  all 
matters  pertaining  to  human  rights  and  hu- 
manitarian affairs  (including  matters  relat- 
ing to  prisoners  of  war  and  members  of  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  missing  in  ac- 
tion) in  the  conduct  of  foreign  policy  includ- 
ing the  following; 

"(A)  Gathering  detailed  information  re- 
garding humanitarian  affairs  and  the  observ- 
ance of  and  respect  for  internationally  recog- 
nized human  rights  in  each  country  to  which 
the  requirementii  of  section  116  and  502B  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  are  rel- 
evant. 

"(B)  Preparing  the  statements  and  reports 
to  Congress  required  under  section  502B  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1%1. 

"(C)  Making  recommendations  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  regarding  compliance  with 
sections  116  and  502B  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  and  as  part  of  the  Bureau's 
overall  policy  responsibility  for  the  creation 
of  United  States  Government  human  rights 
policy,  advising  the  Secretary  on  the  policy 
framework  under  which  section  116(e) 
projects  are  developed  and  consulting  with 
the  Secretary  on  the  selection  and  Imple- 
mentation of  such  projects. 

"(D)  Performing  other  responsibilities 
which  serve  to  promote  increased  observance 
of  internationally  recognized  human  rights 
by  all  countries.". 

SEC.  2304.  ELIMINA-nON  OF  STATirTORY  ESTAB- 
LISHMENT OF  CERTAIN  POSITIONS 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE. 

(a)  ASSISTANT  Secretary  of  State  for 
South  Asian  affairs.— Section  122  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1992  and  1993  (22  U.S.C.  2652b)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Burdensharing— Section  161  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1994  and  1995  (22  U.S.C.  2651a  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  subsection  (f). 
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(c)  ASSISTANT  Secretary  for  Oceans  and 
International  Environmental  and  Sci- 
entific Affairs.— Section  9  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  Appropriations  Authorization 
Act  of  1973  (22  use.  2655a)  is  repealed. 
SEC.  2305.  ESTABLISHME.Vr  OF  ASSISTANT  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE  FOR  HL>1A.N  RE- 
SOtTlCES. 

Section  1(c)  of  the  State  Department  Basic 
Authorities  Act  of  1956  (22  U.S.C.  2651a(c))  is 
amended  by  adding-  after  paragraph  (1)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

•■(2)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Human  Re- 
sources.—There  shall  be  in  the  Department 
of  State  an  .Assistant  Secretary  for  Human 
Resources  who  shall  be  responsible  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  matters  relating  to 
human  resources  including  the  implementa- 
tion of  personnel  policies  and  programs  with- 
in the  Department  of  State  and  inter- 
national affairs  functions  and  activities  car- 
ried out  through  the  Department  of  State. 
The  .Assistant  Secretary  shall  have  substan- 
tial professional  qualifications  in  the  field  of 
human  resource  policy  and  management  ', 
SEC.  2306.  AtTHORITY  OF  LnvrrED  STATES  PER 
MANENT  REPRESE>rTATIVE  TO  THE 
L'NrrED  NATIONS. 

Section  2(a)  of  the  United  Nations  Partici- 
pation Act  of  1945  (22  U  S.C.  287(a))  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  'hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  President"  and  inserting  "serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President  and  subject  to  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  State'". 
CHAPTER  2— PERSOPWEL  OF  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  STATE;  THE  FOREIGN 
SERVICE 

SEC.  2351.  AUTHORIZED  STRENGTH  OF  THE  FOR- 
EIGN SERVICE. 

(a)  End  Fi.scal  Year  1996  Levels.— The 
number  of  members  of  the  Foreign  Service 
authorized  to  be  employed  as  of  September 
30.  1996— 

(1)  for  the  Department  of  State,  shall  not 
exceed  9.(XX).  of  whom  not  more  than  720  shall 
be  members  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service: 

(2)  for  the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy, shall  not  exceed  1.150.  of  whom  not  more 
than  165  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior  For- 
eign Service;  and 

(3)  for  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment, not  to  exceed  1.800.  of  whom  not 
more  than  240  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior 
Foreign  Service. 

(b)  End  Fiscal  Year  1997  Levels.— The 
number  of  members  of  the  Foreign  Service 
authorized  to  be  employed  as  of  September 
30.  1997— 

(1)  for  the  Department  of  State,  shall  not 
exceed  8,800.  of  whom  not  more  than  680  shall 
be  members  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service; 

(2)  for  the  United  States  Information  Agen- 
cy, not  to  exceed  1,100  of  whom  not  more 
than  160  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior  For- 
eign Service:  and 

(3>  for  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment, not  to  exceed  1,775  of  whom  not 
more  than  230  shall  be  members  of  the  Senior 
Foreign  Service. 

(c)  Definition.— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  "members  of  the  Foreign 
Service"  is  used  within  the  meaning  of  such 
term  under  section  103  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  of  1980  (22  use  3903),  except  that  such 
term  does  not  include — 

(1)  members  of  the  Service  under  para- 
graphs (6)  and  (7)  of  such  section: 

(2)  members  of  the  Service  serving  under 
temporary  resident  appointments  abroad; 

(3)  members  of  the  Service  employed  on 
less  than  a  full-time  basis: 

(4)  members  of  the  Service  subject  to  in- 
voluntary separation  in  cases  in  which  such 
separation  has  been  suspended  pursuant  to 


section  1106(8)  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1980:  and 

(5)  members  of  the  Service  serving  under 
non-career  limited  appointments. 

(d)  Waiver  Authority.— (D  Subject  to 
paragraph  (2),  the  President  may  waive  any 
limitation  under  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  to  the 
extent  that  such  waiver  is  necessary  to  carry 
on  the  foreign  affairs  functions  of  the  United 
States. 

(2)  Not  less  than  15  days  before  the  Presi- 
dent exercises  a  waiver  under  paragraph  (1), 
such  agency  head  shall  notify  the  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Such  notice  shall  include 
an  explanation  of  the  circumstances  and  ne- 
cessity for  such  waiver. 

SEC.  2352.  REPEAL  OF  AUTHORITY  FOR  SENIOR 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  PERFORMANCE 
PAY. 

(a)  Repeal.— Section  405  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1980  (22  U.S.C.  3965)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Conforming  amendment— Section  2  of 
the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980  is  amended  in 
the  table  of  contents  by  striking  the  item  re- 
lated to  section  405. 

SEC,  2353,  RECOVERY  OF  COSTS  OF  HEALTH 
CARE  SERVICES. 

(a)  AUTHORITIES.— Section  904  of  the  For- 
eign Service  Act  of  1980  (22  U.S.C.  4084)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by — 

(A)  striking  "and"  before  "members  of  the 
families  of  such  members  and  employees"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  pe- 
riod ".  and  for  care  provided  abroad)  such 
other  persons  as  are  designated  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  except  that  such  persons 
shall  be  considered  persons  other  than  cov- 
ered beneficiaries  for  purposes  of  subsections 
(g)and(h)""; 

(2)  in  subsection  (d)  by  inserting  ",  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (g)  and  (h)"" 
after  "treatment":  and 

(3)  by  adding  the  following  new  sub- 
sections: 

"•(g)(1)  In  the  case  of  a  person  who  is  a  cov- 
ered beneficiary,  the  Secretary  of  State  is 
authorized  to  collect  from  a  third-party 
payer  the  reasonable  costs  incurred  by  the 
Department  of  State  on  behalf  of  such  person 
for  health  care  services  to  the  same  extent 
that  the  covered  beneficiary  would  be  eligi- 
ble t* receive  reimbursement  or  indemnifica- 
tion from  the  third-party  payer  for  such 
costs. 

"(2)  If  the  insurance  policy,  plan,  contract, 
or  similar  agreement  of  that  third-party 
payer  includes  a  requirement  for  a  deduct- 
ible or  copayment  by  the  beneficiary  of  the 
plan,  then  the  Secretary  of  State  may  col- 
lect from  the  third-party  payer  only  the  rea- 
sonable costs  of  the  care  provided  less  the 
deductible  or  copayment  amount. 

"(3)  A  covered  beneficiary  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  pay  any  deductible  or  copayment 
for  health  care  services  under  this  sub- 
section. 

"(4)  No  provision  of  any  insurance,  medical 
service,  or  health  plan  contract  or  agree- 
ment having  the  effect  of  excluding  from 
coverage  or  limiting  payment  of  charges  for 
care  in  the  following  circumstances  shall  op- 
erate to  prevent  collection  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  under  paragraph  (1) — 

"(A)  care  provided  directly  or  indirectly  by 
a  governmental  entity; 

"(B)  care  provided  to  an  individual  who  has 
not  paid  a  required  deductible  or  copayment: 
or 


"(C)  care  provided  by  a  provider  with 
which  the  third-party  payer  has  no  partici- 
pation agreement. 

•"(5)  No  law  of  any  State,  or  of  any  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  and  no  provision  of 
any  contract  or  agreement  shall  operate  to 
prevent  or  hinder  recovery  or  collection  by 
the  United  States  under  this  section. 

"(6)  As  to  the  authority  provided  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  the  United  States  shall  be  subrogated 
to  any  right  or  claim  that  the  covered  bene- 
ficiary may  have  against  a  third-party 
payer; 

"(B)  the  United  States  may  institute  and 
prosecute  legal  proceedings  against  a  third- 
party  payer  to  enforce  a  right  of  the  United 
States  under  this  subsection:  and 

"(C)  the  Secretary  may  compromise,  set- 
tle, or  waive  a  claim  of  the  United  States 
under  this  subsection. 

"(7)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  the  administration  of  this  sub- 
section and  subsection  (h).  Such  regulations 
shall  provide  for  computation  of  the  reason- 
able cost  of  health  care  services. 

■(8)  Regulations  prescribed  under  this  sub- 
section shall  provide  that  medical  records  of 
a  covered  beneficiary  receiving  health  care 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  avail- 
able for  inspection  and  review  by  representa- 
tives of  the  payer  from  which  collection  by 
the  United  States  is  sought  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  permitting  the  third  party  to  verify — 

"(A)  that  the  care  or  services  for  which  re- 
covery or  collection  is  sought  were  furnished 
to  the  covered  beneficiary:  and 

"(B)  that  the  provisions  of  such  care  or 
services  to  the  covered  beneficiary  meets  cri- 
teria generally  applicable  under  the  health 
plan  contract  involved,  except  that  this 
paragraph  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

■■(9)  .Amounts  collected  under  this  sub- 
section or  under  subsection  (h)  from  a  third- 
party  payer  or  from  any  other  payer  siiaii  be 
deposited  as  an  offsetting  collection  to  any 
Department  of  State  appropriation  and  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

"(10)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

"(A)  the  term  covered  beneficiary"  means 
an  individual  eligible  to  receive  health  care 
under  this  section  whose  health  care  costs 
are  to  be  paid  by  a  third-party  payer  under  a 
contractual  agreement  with  such  payer: 

"(B)  the  term  services",  as  used  in  health 
care  services"  includes  products:  and 

"(C)  the  term  third-party  payer"  means  an 
entity  that  provides  a  fee-for-service  insur- 
ance policy,  contract,  or  similar  agreement 
through  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Bene- 
fit program,  under  which  the  expenses  of 
health  care  services  for  individuals  are  paid. 

•■(h)  In  the  case  of  a  person,  other  than  a 
covered  beneficiary,  who  receives  health  care 
services  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  is  authorized  to  collect  from 
such  person  the  reasonable  costs  of  health 
care  services  incurred  by  the  Department  of 
State  on  behalf  of  such  person.  The  United 
States  shall  have  the  same  rights  against 
persons  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section as  against  third-party  payers  covered 
by  subsection  (g)."'. 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
take  effect  October  1.  1996 


TITLE  XXTV- UNITED  STATES  PUBLIC  DI- 
PLOMACY: AUTHORITIES  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES FOR  UNITED  STATES  INFORMA- 
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL.  AND  CULTURAL 
PROGRAMS 
CHAPTER  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  2401.  ELIMINATION  OF  PERMANENT  AU- 
THORIZATION. 

Section  208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act,  ^'i-scal  Years  1992  and  1993  is 
amendPil  liy  .stnkint,'  sub.section  lei, 
SEC,  2402.  EXTENSION  OF  AU  PAIR  PROGRAMS. 

Section  8  of  the  Ei.senhower  Exchange  Fel- 
lowship Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-454)  is 
amended  in  the  last  sentence  by  striking 
•fiscal  year  1995"  and  inserting  "fiscal  year 
1997" ". 

SEC.    2403.    EDUCA'nONAL    AND    CULTURAL    EX- 
CHANGES WITH  HONG  KONG. 
The  Director  of  the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency  shall  conduct  programs  of  edu- 
cational and  cultural  exchange  lietween  the 
United  .states  and  the  people  of  Hont'  Kong. 
SEC.  2404.  CONDUCT  OF  CERTAI.N  EDUCATIONAl. 
AND     CULTLR.M.     iJiCHANGE     PRO- 
GRAMS IN  ASIA 
In   carrying   out   programs   of  educational 
and  cultural  exchange  in  Hong  Kong.  China. 
Vietnam,  Cambodia.  Tiljet,  Burma,  and  East 
Timor,  the  Director  of  the  United  States  In- 
formation   Agency    shall    take    appropriate 
steps  to  provide  opportunities  for  participa- 
tion in  such  programs  to  human  rights  and 
democracy  leaders  of  such  countries  and  per- 
sons who  are  nationals  but  not  residents  of 
such  countries. 

SEC.  2405.  EDUCA'nONAL  AND  CULTURAL  EX- 
CHANGES AND  SCHOLARSHIPS  FOR 
TIBETANS  AND  BURMESE. 

(a)  Establkshment  of  Educational  and 
Cultural  Exchange  for  Tibetans— The  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  shall  establish  programs  of  edu- 
cational and  cultural  exchange  between  the 
United  States  and  the  people  of  Tibet.  Such 
pi  ojjrams  shall  include  opportunities  for 
'r  lining  and.  as  the  Director  considers  ap- 
;  ;  priate.  may  include  the  assignment  of 
p'Tsonne!  and  resources  abroad. 

(bt  Scholarships  for  Tibetans  and  Bur- 
mese. - 

(1)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997.  at  least  30  scholarships  shall  be  made 
available  to  Tibetan  students  and  profes- 
sionals who  are  outside  Tibet,  and  at  least  15 
scholarships  shall  be  made  available  to  Bur- 
mese students  and  professionals  who  are  out- 
side Burma. 

(2)  Waivek— Paragraph  (I)  shall  not  apply 
to  the  extent  that  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  determines  that 
there  are  not  enough  qualified  students  to 
fulfill  such  allocation  requirement. 

(3)  Scholarship  defined.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  "scholarship" 
means  an  amount  to  be  used  for  full  or  par- 
tial support  of  tuition  and  fees  to  attend  an 
educational  institution,  and  may  include 
fees,  books,  and  supplies,  equipment  required 
for  courses  at  an  educational  institution,  liv- 
ing expenses  at  a  United  States  educational 
institution,  and  travel  expenses  to  and  from, 
.ml  within,  the  United  States. 

SE(  .  2406.  AVAIIABILITY  OF  VOICE  OF  AMERICA 
AND  RADIO  MARTI  MULTaiNGUAL 
COMPUTER  READABLE  TEXT  AND 
VOICE  RECORDINGS. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  section 
208  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1986  and  1987  (22  U.S.C. 
1461-la)  and  the  second  sentence  of  section 
501  of  the  United  States  Information  and 
Educational  Exchange  Act  of  1948  (22  U.S.C. 
1461),  the  Director  of  the  United  States  Infor- 


mation Agency  is  authorized  to  make  avail- 
able, upon  request,  to  the  Linguistic  Data 
Consortium  of  the  University  of  Pennsylva- 
nia computer  readable  multilingual  text  and 
recorded  speech  in  various  languages.  The 
Consortium  shall,  directly  or  indirectly  as 
appropriate,  reimburse  the  Director  for  any 
expenses  involved  in  making  such  materials 
available. 

(b)  TERMINATION.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
cease  to  have  effect  5  years  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  2407.  RETENTION  OF  INTEREST. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  with  the  approval  of  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy,  grant  funds  made 
available  by  the  National  Endowment  for  De- 
mocracy may  be  deposited  in  interest-bear- 
ing accounts  pending  disbursement  and  any 
interest  which  accrues  may  be  retained  by 
the  grantee  and  used  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  grant  was  made. 

SEC,  2408.  USIA  OFFICE  IN  PRISTINA  KOSOVA 

(a)  ESTABLISH.MENT  OF  OFFICE— The  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
shall  seek  to  establish  an  office  in  Pristina, 
Kosova,  for  the  following  purposes: 

(1)  Disseminating  information  about  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Promoting  discussions  on  human  rights, 
democracy,  rule  of  law.  and  conflict  resolu- 
tion. 

(3)  Facilitating  United  States  private  sec- 
tor involvement  in  educational  and  cultural 
activities  in  Kosova. 

(4)  Advising  the  United  States  Government 
with  respect  to  public  opinion  in  Kosova. 

(b)  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS.— Not  later  than 
April  1  of  each  year  until  subsection  (a)  has 
been  fully  implemented,  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  shall  sub- 
mit a  detailed  report  on  developments  relat- 
ing to  the  implementation  of  subsection  (a) 
to  the  appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees. 

CHAPTER  2— INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

SEC.  2431.  E)CPANSION  OF  BROADC  ASTING  BOARD 
OF  GOVERNORS. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Brnartrasring  Act,  of  1994  (22  U.S.C. 
6203)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  by  striking  ""9"'  and  in- 
serting ■•11""; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  by  striking  "•8"  and 
inserting  ••10"":  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  striking  ■"4""  and  in- 
serting "5"'. 

SEC.  2432.  PLAN  FOR  RADIO  FREE  ASIA 

Section  309(c)  of  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Act  (22  U.S.C.  6208(C)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  SUBMISSION  OF  Plan.— Not  later  than 
90  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Years  1996  and  1997,  the  Director  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency  shall 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  detailed  plan  for 
the  establishment  and  operation  of  Radio 
Free  Asia  in  accordance  with  this  section. 
Such  plan  shall  include  the  following: 

"(1)  A  description  of  the  manner  in  which 
Radio  Free  Asia  would  meet  the  funding  lim- 
itations provided  in  subsection  (d)(4). 

"(2)  A  description  of  the  numbers  and 
qualifications  of  employees  it  proposes  to 
hire. 

••(3)  How  it  proposes  to  meet  the  technical 
requirements  for  carrying  out  its  respon- 
sibilities under  this  section/" 

SEC,     2433,     PILOT     PRO.rECT     FOR     FREEDOM 
BROADCASTING  TO  ASIA. 

(a)  .Authority —The  Director  of  the  United 
States     Information     Agency     shall     make 
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grants  for  broadcasting  to  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China,  Burma,  Cambodia,  Laos, 
North  Korea,  Tibet,  and  Vietnam.  Such 
broadcasting  shall  provide  accurate  and 
timely  information,  news,  and  commentary 
about  events  in  the  respective  countries  of 
Asia  and  elsewhere,  and  shall  be  a  forum  for 
a  variety  of  opinions  and  voices  from  within 
Asian  nations  whose  people  do  not  fully 
enjoy  freedom  of  expression. 

(b)  PURPOSE.— The  purpose  of  such  grants 
shall  be  to  provide  such  broadcasting  on  an 
interim  basis  during  the  period  before  Radio 
Free  Asia  becomes  fully  operational. 

(c)  Applications.— In  considering  applica- 
tions for  grants,  the  Director  of  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  shall  give  strong 
preference  to  entities  which  (1)  take  advan- 
tage of  the  expertise  of  political  and  reli- 
gious dissidents  and  pro-democracy  and 
human  rights  activists  from  within  the  coun- 
tries to  whom  broadcasting  is  directed,  in- 
cluding exiles  from  these  countries;  and  (2) 
take  advantage  of  contracts  or  similar  ar- 
rangements with  existing  broadcast  facili- 
ties so  as  to  provide  immediate  broadcast 
coverage  with  low  overhead. 

(d)  Plan.— Not  later  than  30  days  aaer  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  a  plan  for  implementing 
this  section  which  shall  include  details  con- 
cerning timetable  for  implementation,  grant 
criteria,  and  grant  application  procedures. 
The  procedures  and  timetable  should  be  de- 
signed to  ensure  that  grantees  will  begin 
broadcasting  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TTTIJ:  XXV— INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS  AVD  COMMLSSIONS 
CHAPTER  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.     2501.     LNTEJCNATIONAL     BOLTVDARY     AND 
WATER  COMMISSION. 
The  Act  of  May   13.   1924  (49  Stat.  660.  22 
U.S.C.  277-2770.  is  amended  in  section  3  (22 
U.S.C.  277b)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

•'(d)    Pursuant    to    the   authority   of  sub- 
section (a)  and  in  order  to  facilitate  further 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  Convention 
for  Equitable  Distribution  of  the  Waters  of 
the  Rio  Grande,  May  21.  1906,  United  States- 
Mexico,    the    Secretary    of    State,    acting 
through  the  United  States  Commissioner  of 
the  International  Boundary  and  Water  Com- 
mission, may  make  improvements  to  the  Rio 
Grande  Canalization  Project,  originally  au- 
thorized by   the  Act  of  August  29,   1935  (49 
Stat.  961).  Such  improvements  may  include 
all  such  works  as  may  be  needed  to  stabilize 
the  Rio  Grande  in   the  reach  between   the 
Percha  Diversion  Dam  in  New  Mexico  and 
the  .American  Diversion  Dam  in  El  Paso". 
CHAPTER    2— UNITED   NATIONS   AND   AF- 
FILIATED   AGENCIES    AND    ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 
SEC.  2521.  REFORM    IN    BLTXJET    DECISION'MAK- 
LNG    PR<K  EDURES   of  THE   LTVITED 
NATIONS     AND      ITS      SPECIALIZED 
AGENCIES. 

(a)  ASSESSED  CONTRIBUTIONS.— Of  amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  •"Assessed 
Contributions  to  International  Organiza- 
tions'" by  this  Act.  the  President  may  with- 
hold 20  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
the  United  States  assessed  contribution  to 
the  United  Nations  or  to  any  of  its  special- 
ized agencies  for  any  calendar  year  if  the 
United  Nations  or  any  such  agency  has  failed 
to  implement  or  to  continue  to  implement 
consensus-based  decisionmaking  procedures 
on  budgetary  matters  which  assure  that  suf- 
ficient attention  is  paid  to  the  views  of  the 
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United  States  and  otber  member  states  that 
are  the  major  financial  contributors  to  such 
assessed  budgets. 

(b)  Notice  to  Congress.— The  President 
shall  notify  the  Congrress  when  a  decision  is 
made  to  withhold  any  share  of  the  United 
States  assessed  contribution  to  the  United 
Nations  or  its  specialized  agencies  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  and  shall  notify  the  Con- 
gress when  the  decision  is  made  to  pay  any 
previously  withheld  assessed  contribution.  A 
notification  under  this  subsection  shall  in- 
clude appropriate  consultation  between  the 
President  (or  the  President's  representative) 
and  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate. 

(c)  Contributions  for  Prior  Years.— Sub- 
ject to  the  availability  of  appropriations, 
payment  of  assessed  contributions  for  prior 
years  may  be  made  to  the  United  Nations  or 
any  of  its  specialized  agencies  notwithstand- 
ing subsection  (a)  if  such  payment  would  fur- 
ther United  States  Interests  in  that  organi- 
zation. 

(d)  Report  to  Congress.— Not  later  than 
February  I  of  each  year,  the  President  shall 
submit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  report  concerning  the  amount 
of  United  States  assessed  contributions  paid 
to  the  United  Nations  and  each  of  its  special- 
ized agencies  during  the  preceding  calendar 
year. 

SEC.  2522.  LIMITATION  ON  CONTRIBmONS  TO 
THE  fMTED  NATIONS  OR  UNITED 
NATIONS  AFFIUATED  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS. 

The  United  States  shall  not  make  any  vol- 
untary or  assessed  contribution— 

(1)  to  any  affiliated  organization  of  the 
United  Nations  which  grants  full  member- 
ship as  a  state  to  any  organization  or  group 
that  does  not  have  the  internationally  recog- 
nized attributes  of  statehood,  or 

(2)  to  the  United  Nations,  if  the  United  Na- 
tions grants  full  membership  as  a  state  in 
the  United  Nations  to  any  organization  or 
group  that  does  not  have  the  internationally 
recognized  attributes  of  statehood. 

duiin«  a,ny  period  in  which  such  membership 

is  effective, 

SEC.  2523.  REPORT  ON  UNICEF. 

Not  later  Chan  December  31.  1995.  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  transmit  to  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  a  report  on 
(li  the  progress  of  UNICEF  toward  effective 
financial,  program,  and  personnel  manage- 
ment: (2)  the  progress  of  UNICEF  in  shifting 
Its  health,  child  survival,  and  maternal  sur- 
vival programs  toward  efficient  and  low- 
overhead  contractors,  with  particular  em- 
phasis on  nongovernmental  organizations; 
and  (3i  the  extent  to  which  L'NICEF  has  dem- 
onstrated its  commitment  to  its  traditional 
mission  of  child  health  and  welfare  and  re- 
sisted pressure  to  become  involved  In  func- 
tions performed  by  other  United  Nations 
agencies. 

SEC.  2524.  LOTTED  NATIONS  BIT»GETARY  AND 
.MANAGEMENT  REFORM. 

(a)  In  GeneR-AL.— The  United  Nations  Par- 
ticipation Act  of  1945  (22  U.S.C.  287  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

■Sec.  10.  (a)  Withholding  of  Contribu- 
tions Related  to  the  Role  of  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  United  Nations.— 

■(1)  Assessed  contributions  for  regular 
UNITED  nations  BUDGET— For  flscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year.  20  per- 
cent of  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
for  that  fiscal  year  for  United  States  as- 
sessed contributions  for  the  regular  United 


Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld  from  obli- 
gation and  expenditure  unless  a  certification 
for  that  fiscal  year  has  been  made  under  sub- 
section (b). 

••(2)    ASSESSED    contributions    FOR    UNITED 

nations  peacekeeping.— For  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  50  per- 
cent of  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
for  that  fiscal  year  for  United  States  as- 
sessed contributions  for  United  Nations 
peacekeeping  activities  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  subsection  (b). 

••(3)  Voluntary  contributions  for  united 
nations  peacekeeping.— For  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  the 
United  States  may  not  pay  any  voluntary 
contribution  to  the  United  Nations  for  inter- 
national peacekeeping  activities  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  subsection  (b). 

••(b)  Certification.— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  of  each  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

••(1)  The  United  Nations  has  an  independ- 
ent office  of  Inspector  General  to  conduct 
and  supervise  objective  audits,  inspections, 
and  investigations  relating  to  programs  and 
operations  of  the  United  Nations. 

"•(2)  The  United  Nations  has  an  Inspector 
General  who  was  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
General  with  the  approval  of  the  General  As- 
sembly and  whose  appointment  was  made 
principally  on  the  basis  of  the  appointee's  in- 
tegrity and  demonstrated  ability  in  account- 
ing, auditing,  financial  analysis,  law,  man- 
agement analysis,  public  administration,  or 
Investigation. 

■'(3)  The  Inspector  General  is  authorized 
to— 

"(A)  make  investigations  and  reports  re- 
lating to  the  administration  of  the  programs 
and  operations  of  the  United  Nations: 

■•(B)  have  access  to  all  records,  documents, 
and  other  available  materials  relating  to 
those  programs  and  operations: 

•■(C)  have  direct  and  prompt  access  to  any 
official  of  the  United  Nations:  and 

■■(D)  have  access  to  all  records  and  officials 
of  the  specialized  agencies  of  the  United  Na- 
tions. 

•■(4)  The  United  Nations  has  fully  imple- 
mented, and  made  available  to  all  member 
states,  procedures  that  effectively  protect 
the  identity  of.  and  prevent  reprisals 
against,  any  staff  member  of  the  United  Na- 
tions making  a  complaint  or  disclosing  in- 
formation to.  or  cooperating  in  any  inves- 
tigation or  inspection  by,  the  United  Nations 
Inspector  General. 

"(5)  The  United  Nations  has  fully  imple- 
mented procedures  that  ensure  compliance 
with  recommendations  of  the  United  Nations 
Inspector  General. 

•'(6)  The  United  Nations  has  required  the 
United  Nations  Inspector  General  to  issue  an 
annual  report  and  has  ensured  that  the  an- 
nual report  and  all  other  reports  of  the  In- 
spector General  are  made  available  to  the 
General  Assembly  without  modification. 

••(7)  The  United  Nations  has  provided,  and 
is  committed  to  providing,  sufficient  budg- 
etary resources  to  ensure  the  effective  oper- 
ation of  the  United  Nations  Inspector  Gen- 
eral.". 

(b)  Withholding  of  Contributions  Relat- 
ed to  Contracting  of  the  United  Na- 
■noNS.— The  United  Nations  Participation 
Act  of  1945  (22  U.S.C.  287  et  seq.)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 


'•Sec.  U.  (a)  Withholding  of  Contribu- 
tions Related  to  Timely  Notice  of  Con- 
tract     Opportunities       and      Co.ntract 

AWARDS.— 

•■(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contribu- 
tions FOR  regular  united  NATIONS  BUDGET.— 
For  fiscal  year  1997  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year.  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  for  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

••(2)  Certification.— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  United  Na- 
tions has  implemented  a  system  requiring 
(A)  prior  notification  for  the  submission  of 
all  qualified  bid  proposals  on  all  United  Na- 
tions procurement  opportunities  over 
$100,000  and  (B)  a  public  announcement  of  the 
award  of  any  contract  over  $100,000.  To  the 
extent  practicable,  notifications  shall  be 
made  in  the  Commerce  Business  Daily 

••(b)  Withholding  of  Contributions  Re- 
lated to  Discrlmination  Again.st  Companies 
Which  Challenge  Contract  Awards.— 

"(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contribu- 
•noNs  FOR  regular  united  nations  budget — 
For  fiscal  year  1997  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year,  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  for  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

■•(2)  Certification.— The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  for  any  fiscal  year 
Is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  procure- 
ment regulations  of  the  United  Nations  pro- 
hibit punitive  actions  such  as  the  suspension 
of  contract  eligibility  for  contractors  who 
challenge  contract  awards  or  complain  about 
delayed  payments. 

••(c)  Withholding  of  CoNTRiBU-noNS  Re- 
lated TO  Establishment  of  a  United  Na- 
tions Co.NTRAcrr  Review  Process.— 

••(1)  Withholding  of  assessed  contribu- 
tions FOR  regular  united  NATIONS  BUDGET.— 
For  fiscal  year  1998  and  for  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year.  10  percent  of  the  amount  of  funds 
made  available  for  that  fiscal  year  for  Unit- 
ed States  assessed  contributions  lor  the  reg- 
ular United  Nations  budget  shall  be  withheld 
from  obligation  and  expenditure  unless  a 
certification  for  that  fiscal  year  has  been 
made  under  paragraph  (2). 

••(2 1  CERTIFICATION —The  certification  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)  for  any  fiscal  year 
is  a  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
Congress,  submitted  on  or  after  the  begin- 
ning of  that  fiscal  year,  that  the  United  Na- 
tions has  established  a  contract  review  proc- 
ess for  contracts  over  $100,000  and  a  process 
to  assure  unsuccessful  bidders  a  timely  op- 
portunity to  challenge  awards  for  contracts 
over  $100,000  such  bidders  consider  to  have 
been  made  improperly.". 

(c)  Procurement  inform  a-hon.— Section 
4(d)  of  the  United  Nations  Participation  Act 
of  1945  (22  US.C.  287b(di).  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 407  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tion Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Public 
Law  103-236)  is  amended  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 
by  inserting  before  the  period  '•.  including 
local  procurement  contracts". 


TITLE  XXVI— FOREIGN  POLICY 

PROVISIONS 

CHAPTER  1— MISCELLANEOUS  FOREIGN 

POLICY  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  2601.  TAIWAN  RELATIONS  ACT. 

(ai  -Applicability.— Section  3  of  the  Tai- 
wan Relations  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3302)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

•(d)  The  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  supersede  any  provision  of  the  Joint  Com- 
munique of  the  United  States  and  China  of 
August  17.  1982.". 

(b)  Visits  to  the  United  States  by  Offi- 
cials OF  THE  Government  of  the  Republic 
of  China  on  Taiwan.— Section  4  of  the  Tai- 
wan Relations  Act  (22  U.S.C.  3303)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection; 

"(e)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that 
there  are  no  legitimate  foreign  policy 
grounds  for  preventing  members  of  the  gov- 
ernment chosen  by  the  people  of  Taiwan 
from  making  private  visits  to  the  United 
States.  Accordingly,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  no  official  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan 
may  be  excluded  from  the  United  States  on 
the  basis  of  a  determination  by  the  Sec- 
ret.xry  of  State  that  the  entry  or  proposed 
activities  in  the  United  States  of  such  indi- 
vidual would  have  potentially  serious  ad- 
verse foreign  policy  consequences  for  the 
United  States.". 

SEC.  2602.  BOSNIA  GENOCIDE  JUSTICE  ACT. 

(ai  Short  Title.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the    •Bosnia  Genocide  Justice  Act". 

(b)  Policy — 

(li  In  general.— Consistent  with  inter- 
national law,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  bring  to  justice  persons  responsible 
for  genocide,  war  crimes,  crimes  against  hu- 
manity and  other  serious  violations  of  inter- 
national humanitarian  law  committed  in  the 
territory  of  the  former  Yugoslavia  since  1991. 

(2)  Sense  of  congress.— The  Congress 
urges  the  President— 

(A)  to  collect  or  assist  appropriate  organi- 
zations and  individuals  to  collect  relevant 
data  on  these  crimes  committed  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia; 

(B)  to  share  such  data  with  the  War  Crimes 
Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugoslavia  estab- 
lished by  the  Security  Council  of  the  United 
Nations; 

(C)  to  assist  United  Nations  efforts  to  in- 
vestigate, prosecute,  and  try  those  respon- 
sible for  genocide,  war  crimes,  crimes 
against  humanity  and  other  serious  viola- 
tions of  international  humanitarian  law 
committed  in  the  territory  of  the  former 
Yugoslavia  since  1991: 

(D)  to  submit  to  the  Congress  implement- 
ing legislation  to  enable  compliance  with  re- 
quests and  orders  of  the  tribunal:  and 

(E)  to  support  the  ongoing  work  of  the  Tri- 
bunal through  adequate  financial  contribu- 
tions to  the  United  Nations  Voluntary  Fund 
for  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal  for  the  former 
Yugoslavia  for  1996  and  1997. 

(CI  Reporting  Requirement.- Beginning  6 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  and  every  6  months  thereafter  during 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  the  President  shall 
submit  a  report  describing  the  steps  taken  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  section  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees. 
SEC.  2603.  EXPANSION  OF  COMMISSION  ON  SECU- 
RITY ANT)  COOPERATION  IN  EU 
ROPE. 

Section  3(al  of  the  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to 
establish  a  Commission  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe  ".  approved  June  3.  1976 
(22  U,S,C,  30031  IS  amended— 


(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  striking  ••twenty- 
one"  and  inserting  •twenty-nine";  and 

(2)  by  striking  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

■•(1)  Thirteen  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Seven  Members 
shall  be  selected  from  the  majority  party 
and  six  Members  shall  be  selected,  after 
consulation  with  the  minority  leader  of  the 
House,  from  the  minority  party. 

•■(2)  Thirteen  Members  of  the  Senate  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  of  the  Senate. 
Seven  Members  shall  be  selected  from  the 
majority  party  of  the  Senate,  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  majority  leader,  and  six  Mem- 
bers shall  be  selected,  after  consultation 
with  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate,  from 
the  minority  party.". 

CHAPTER  2— RELATING  TO  THE  LtNTTED 
STATES-NORTH  KOREA  AGREED  FRAME- 
WORK AND  THE  OBLIGATIONS  OF 
NORTH  KOREA  UNDER  THAT  AND  PRE- 
VIOUS AGREEMENTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
THE  DENUCLEARIZATION  OF  THE  KO- 
REAN PENINSULA  AND  DIALOGUE  WITH 
THE  REPUBLIC  OF  KOREA 

SEC.  2641.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  The  United  States-Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea  Agreed  Framework  (here- 
after in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the 
"Agreed  Framework"),  entered  into  on  Octo- 
ber 21.  1994.  between  the  United  States  and 
North  Korea,  requires  North  Korea  to  stop 
and  eventually  dismantle  its  graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear  reactor  program  and  related 
facilities,  and  comply  fully  with  its  obliga- 
tions under  the  Treaty  on  the  Non-Prolifera- 
tion  of  Nuclear  Weapons,  in  exchange  for  al- 
ternative energy  sources,  including  Interim 
supplies  of  heavy  fuel  oil  for  electric  genera- 
tors and  more  proliferation-resistant  light 
water  reactor  technology. 

(2)  The  Agreed  Framework  also  commits 
North  Korea  to  •consistently  take  steps  to 
implement  the  North-South  Joint  Declara- 
tion on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean 
Peninsula"  and  •engage  in  North-South" 
dialogue  with  the  Republic  of  Korea. 

(3)  The  Agreed  Framework  does  not  indi- 
cate specific  criteria  for  full  normalization 
of  relations  between  the  United  States  and 
North  Korea,  and  does  not  link  the  sequenc- 
ing of  actions  in  the  Agreed  Framework  with 
any  time-frame  for  carrying  out  the  provi- 
sions of  the  North-South  Joint  Declaration 
on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean  Pe- 
ninsula and  carrying  out  the  dialogue  be- 
tween North  Korea  and  the  Republic  of 
Korea. 

(4)  The  commitment  by  North  Korea  to 
carry  out  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Agreed 
Framework  has  been  put  into  doubt  by  ac- 
tions of  North  Korea  since  October  21.  1994, 
including  the  suspected  diversion  of  United 
States  heavy  fuel  oil  in  apparent  contraven- 
tion of  the  agreed  purpose  of  the  interim  fuel 
deliveries,  the  refusal  to  accept  light  water 
reactors  from  the  Republic  of  Korea,  the 
harsh  denunciations  of  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Korea,  and  other  actions  con- 
trary to  the  commitment  by  North  Korea  to 
engage  in  a  dialogue  with  such  Government, 
and  the  continued  conduct  of  provocative,  of- 
fensive oriented  military  exercises. 

(5)  The  nuclear  threat  posed  by  North 
Korea  is  just  one  of  a  number  of  security 
concerns  of  the  United  States  arising  out  of 
the  policies  of  North  Korea. 


SEC.  2842.  CLARIFICATION  OF  Nil  LEAR  NON 
PROLIFERATION  OBLIGATIONS  OF 
NORTH  KOREA  LTMDER  THE  AGREED 
FRAMEWORK. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  dis- 
cussions or  negotiations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  North  Korea  pursuant  to  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  United  States-Democratic 
People's  Republic  of  Korea  Agreed  Frame- 
work entered  into  on  October  21.  1994.  the 
President  should  uphold  the  following  mini- 
mum conditions  relating  to  nuclear  non- 
proliferation: 

(1)  All  spent  fuel  from  the  graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear  reactors  and  related  facilities 
of  North  Korea  should  be  removed  from  the 
territory  of  North  Korea  as  is  consistent 
with  the  Agreed  Framework. 

(2)  The  International  Atomic  Energy  Agen- 
cy should  have  the  freedom  to  conduct  any 
and  all  inspections  that  it  deems  necessary 
to  fully  account  for  the  stocks  of  plutonium 
and  other  nuclear  materials  in  North  Korea, 
including  special  inspections  of  suspected 
nuclear  waste  sites,  before  any  nuclear  com- 
ponents controlled  by  the  Nuclear  Supplier 
Group  Guidelines  are  delivered  for  a  light 
water  reactor  for  North  Korea. 

(3)  The  dismantlement  of  all  declared 
graphite-based  nuclear  reactors  and  related 
facilities  in  North  Korea,  including  reproc- 
essing units,  should  be  completed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Agreed  Framework  and  in  a 
manner  that  effectively  bars  in  perpetuity 
any  reactivation  of  such  reactors  and  facili- 
ties. 

(4)  The  United  States  should  suspend  ac- 
tions described  in  the  Agreed  Framework  if 
North  Korea  reloads  its  existing  5  megawatt 
nuclear  reactor  or  resumes  construction  of 
nuclear  facilities  other  than  those  permitted 
to  be  built  under  the  Agreed  Framework. 

SEC.  2843.  ROLE  OF  THE  REPL-RIIC  OF  KOREA 
UNDER  THE  AGREED  FRAMEWORK 

It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Republic  of  Korea  should  play  the 
central  role  in  the  project  to  provide  light 
water  reactors  to  North  Korea  under  the 
Agreed  Framework. 

SEC.  4644.  FURTHER  STEPS  TO  I'KU.MUl  t  LM  IKU 
STATES  SECURITY  AND  POLITICAL 
INTERESTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
NORTH  KOREA. 

It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that, 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  President  should  not  take  further  stei>s 
toward  upgrading  diplomatic  relations  with 
North  Korea  beyond  opening  liaison  offices 
or  relaxing  trade  and  investment  barriers 
imposed  against  North  Korea  without — 

(1)  action  by  the  Government  of  North 
Korea  to  engage  in  a  North-South  dialogue 
with  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of 
Korea: 

(2)  significant  progress  toward  implemen- 
tation of  the  North-South  Joint  Declaration 
on  the  Denuclearization  of  the  Korean  Pe- 
ninsula; and 

(3)  progress  toward  the  achievement  of  sev- 
eral long-standing  United  States  policy  ob- 
jectives regarding  North  Korea  and  the  Ko- 
rean Peninsula,  including— 

(A)  reducing  the  number  of  military  forces 
of  North  Korea  along  the  Demilitarized  Zone 
and  relocating  such  military  forces  away 
from  the  Demilitarized  Zone: 

(B)  prohibiting  any  movement  by  North 
Korea  toward  the  deployment  of  an  inter- 
mediate range  ballistic  missile  system;  and 

(C)  prohibiting  the  export  by  North  Korea 
of  missiles  and  other  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, including  related  technology  and 
components. 
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SEC.  2845.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO 
NORTH  KOREA  AND  THE  KOREAN 
PENINSLXA  ENERGY  DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATION. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

-SEC.  620G.  ASSIST.ANCE  TO  NORTH  KOREA  AND 
THE  KOREAN  PE.NTNSLLA  ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATION. 

■"No  assistance  may  be  provided  under  this 
Act  or  any  other  provision  of  law  to  North 
Korea  or  the  Korean  Peninsula  Energy  De- 
velopment Organization  unless— 

■•(1)  such  assistance  is  provided  in  accord- 
ance with  all  requirements,  limitations,  and 
procedures  otherwise  applicable  to  the  provi- 
sion of  such  assistance  for  such  purposes;  and 

•(2)  the  Presidents 

"(A)  notifies  the  congressional  committees 
specified  in  section  634A(ai  of  this  Act  prior 
to  the  obligation  of  such  assistance  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  applicable  to 
reprogramming  notifications  under  that  sec- 
tion, irrespective  of  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
posed obligation  of  such  assistance;  and 

■•(B)  determines  and  reports  to  such  com- 
mittees that  the  provision  of  such  assistance 
is  vital  to  the  national  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Section  620G  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  applies  with  respect  to  assist- 
ance provided  to  North  Korea  or  the  Korean 
Peninsula  Energy  Development  Organization 
on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

CHAPTER  »— BURMA 

SEC.  2«51.  fNTTED  STATES  POLICY  CONCERNING 
THE  DICTATORSHIP  IN  BURMA. 

(a)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  should 
take  steps  to  encourage  the  United  Nations 
Security  Council  to — 

(1)  impose  an  international  arms  embargo 
on  Burma; 

(2)  affirm  support  for  human  rights  and  the 
protection  of  all  Karen.  Karenni,  and  other 
minorities  m  Burma; 

(ai  condemn  Burmese  officials  responsible 
for  crimes  against  humanity; 

(4)  take  steps  to  encourage  multilateral  as- 
sistance programs  for  refugees  from  Burma 
in  Thailand  and  India;  and 

(5)  reduce  United  Nations  activities  in 
Burma,  including  UNDP  (United  Nations  De- 
velopment Program).  UNICEF  (United  Na- 
tions Children's  Fund).  UNFPA  (United  Na- 
tions Family  Planning  Agency).  World 
Health  Organization  (WHO).  Food  and  Agri- 
culture Organization  (FAO).  and  UNIDCP 
(United  Nations  International  Drug  Control 
Program)  activities. 

(b)  Reduction  in  Diplomatic  Presence.— It 
is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  reduce  the  diplomatic  presence 
of  the  United  States  in  Burma  by  reducing 
the  total  number  of  the  members  of  the  For- 
eign Service  stationed  in  Burma  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

CHAPTER  4— TORTURE 
SEC.  2861.  DEFLNmONS. 

(a)  Torture —As  used  in  this  chapter,  the 
term  "torture  "  means  any  act  by  which  se- 
vere pain  or  suffering,  whether  physical  or 
mental,  is  intentionally  inflicted  on  a  person 
for  such  purposes  as  obtaining  from  the  per- 
son or  a  third  person  information  or  a  con- 
fession, punishing  the  person  for  an  act  the 
person  or  a  third  person  has  committed  or  is 
suspected  of  having  committed,  or  intimi- 
dating or  coercing  the  person  or  a  third  per- 
son, or  for  any  reason  based  on  discrimina- 


tion of  any  kind,  when  such  pain  or  suffering 
is  inflicted  by.  at  the  instigation  of.  or  with 
the  consent  or  acquiescence  of  a  public  offi- 
cial or  other  person  acting  in  an  official  ca- 
pacity. It  does  not  include  pain  or  suffering 
arising  only  from,  inherent  in,  or  incidental 
to  lawful  sanctions. 

(b)  Substantial  Grounds  for  Believing  — 
As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  'substan- 
tial grounds  for  believing"'  means  substan- 
tial evidence. 

(c)  In  Danger  of  Being  Subjected  to  Tor- 
ture.—As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  "in 
danger  of  being  subjected  to  torture"  means 
circumstances  in  which  a  reasonable  person 
would  fear  subjection  to  torture. 

(d)  Involuntarily  Return.— As  used  in 
this  chapter,  the  term  "involuntarily  re- 
turn" means  to  take  action  by  which  it  is 
reasonably  foreseeable  that  a  person  will  be 
required  to  return  to  a  country  against  the 
person's  will,  regardless  of  whether  such  re- 
turn is  induced  by  physical  force  and  regard- 
less of  whether  the  person  is  physically 
present  in  the  United  States 

sec.  2682.  untted  states  policy  wtth  re 
spect  to  the  iwoll^tary  re 
turn  of  persons  subjected  to 
torture. 
No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act  are  authorized  to  be  available  to 
expel,  extradite,  or  otherwise  involuntarily 
return  a  person  to  a  country  in  which  there 
are  substantial  grounds  for  believing  the  per- 
son would  be  in  danger  of  being  subjected  to 
torture,   or  to  support,   promote,   or  assist 
such  involuntary  return 

TITLE  XXVII— CONGRESSIONAL 
STATEMENTS 
SEC.  270L  INTER  AMERICAN  ORGANIZATIONS. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  long-term 
commitment  by  the  United  States  to  the  af- 
fairs of  this  Hemisphere  and  the  need  to 
build  further  upon  the  linkages  between  the 
United  States  and  its  neighbors,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  in  allocating  the  level  of  re- 
sources for  international  organizations, 
should  pay  particular  attention  to  funding 
levels  of  the  Inter-American  organizations. 
SEC.  2702.  TERRITORIAL  INTEGRITY  OF  BOSNIA 
AND  HERZEGOVINA 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  formally  recognized 
by  the  United  States  of  America  on  April  7. 
1992. 

(2)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  admitted  as  a  full 
participating  State  of  the  Conference  on  Se- 
curity and  Cooperation  in  Europe  on  April 
30,  1992. 

(3)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  admitted  as  a  Mem- 
ber state  of  the  United  Nations  on  May  22. 
1992. 

(4)  The  United  States  has  declared  its  de- 
termination to  respect  and  put  into  practice 
the  Declaration  on  Principles  Guiding  Rela- 
tions between  Participating  States  con- 
tained in  the  Final  Act  of  the  Conference  on 
Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe. 

(5)  Eiach  of  the  principles  has  been  violated 
during  the  course  of  war  in  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina:  sovereign  equality  and  respect 
for  the  rights  inherent  in  sovereignty,  re- 
fraining from  the  threat  or  use  of  force;  in- 
violability of  frontiers;  territorial  integrity 
of  States;  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes; 
nonintervention  in  internal  affairs;  respect 
for  human  rights  and  fundamental  freedoms, 
including  the  freedom  of  thought,  con- 
science, religion  or  belief;  equal  rights  and 
self-determination    of   peoples;    cooperation 


among  States;  and  fulfillment  in  good  faith 
of  obligations  under  international  law. 

(6)  Principle  II  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "refrain  from  any 
manifestation  of  force  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
ducing another  participating  State  to  re- 
nounce the  full  exercise  of  its  sovereign 
rights'". 

(7)  Principle  III  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "refrain  from  any 
demand  for.  or  act  of.  seizure  and  usurpation 
of  part  or  all  of  the  territory  of  any  partici- 
pating State". 

(8)  Principle  IV  of  the  Final  Act  commits 
the  participating  States  to  "respect  the  ter- 
ritorial integrity  of  each  of  the  participating 
States'"  and  "refrain  from  any  action  incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes  and  principles  of 
the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations  against 
the  territorial  integrity,  political  independ- 
ence or  the  unity  of  any  participating 
State  ". 

(9)  The  Charter  of  Paris  for  a  New  Europe 
commits  the  participating  States  "to  co- 
operate in  defending  democratic  institutions 
against  activities  which  violate  the  inif 
pendence.  sovereign  equality,  or  territorial 
integrity  of  the  participating  States". 

(10)  The  Helsinki  Document  1992  reaffirms 
"the  validity  of  the  guiding  principles  and 
common  values  of  the  Helsinki  Final  .^ct  and 
the  Charter  of  Paris,  embodying  responsibil- 
ities of  States  towards  each  other  and  of  gov- 
ernments towards  their  own  people"  which 
serve  as  the  "collective  conscience  of  our 
community". 

(11)  The  Charter  of  the  United  Nation.s 
calls  upon  Member  states  to  respect  the  ter- 
ritorial integrity  and  political  independence 
of  any  state  in  keeping  with  the  Purposes  of 
the  United  Nations. 

(12)  The  sovereign  and  independent  state  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  has  been  and  continues 
to  be  subjected  to  armed  aggression  Bosnian 
Serb  forces,  Croatian  Serb  forces,  and  others 
in  violation  of  Final  Act  and  the  Charter. 

(13)  Unchecked  armed  aggression  and  geno- 
cide threatens  the  lives  of  innocent  civilians 
as  well  as  the  very  existence  of  the  sovereign 
and  independent  state  of  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  United  States  should 
refuse  to  recognize  the  incorporation  of  any 
of  the  territory  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  into 
the  territory  of  any  neighboring  state  or  the 
creation  of  any  new  state  or  states  within 
the  borders  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  resulting 
from  the  threat  or  use  of  force,  coercion,  or 
any  other  means  inconsistent  with  inter- 
national law. 

SEC.   2703.  THE   LAOGAI   SYSTEM   OF   POLITICAL 
PRISONS. 

(a)  Findings— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Chinese  gulag,  known  as  the 
Laogai.  was  created  as  a  primary  means  of 
political  repression  and  control  when  the 
Communists  assumed  power  in  China  in  1949 

(2)  The  Laogai  has  caused  millions  of  peo- 
ple to  suffer  grave  human  rights  abuses  over 
the  past  46  years,  including  countless  deaths. 

|3)  The  Laogai  continues  to  be  used  to  in- 
carcerate unknown  numbers  of  ordinary  citi- 
zens for  political  reasons,  including  workers, 
students,  intellectuals,  religious  believers, 
and  Tibetans. 

(4)  So-called  "thought  reform""  is  a  stand- 
ard practice  of  Laogai  officials,  and  reports 
of  torture  are  routinely  received  by  human 
rights  organizations  from  Laogai  prisoners 
and  survivors. 


(.5)  Negotiations  about  unfettered  access  to 
Laogai  prisoners  between  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment and  the  International  Red  Cross 
have  ceased. 

(6)  The  Laogai  is  in  reality  a  huge  system 
of  forced  labor  camps  in  which  political  and 
penal  criminals  are  slave  laborers  producing 
an  array  of  products  for  export  throughout 
the  world,  including  the  United  States. 

(7)  The  Chinese  Government  continues  to 
maintain,  as  part  of  its  official  propaganda 
and  in  defiance  of  significant  evidence  to  the 
contrary  gathered  by  many  human  rights  or- 
ganizations, that  the  Laogai  is  a  prison  sys- 
tem like  any  other  in  the  world. 

(8)  Testimony  delivered  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Operations  and 
Human  Rights  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  documented  human  rights 
abuses  in  the  Laogai  which  continue  to  this 
day, 

i9)  The  American  people  have  repeatedly 
expressed  their  abhorrence  of  forced  labor 
camps  systems,  whether  they  be  operated  by 
the  Nazis,  Soviet  Communists,  or  any  other 
political  ideology. 

ibi  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  President  should— 

(1)  publicly  condemn  the  continued  exist- 
ence of  the  Laogai.  and  call  upon  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  People"s  Republic  of  China  to 
dismantle  it.  and  release  all  of  its  political 
prisoners;  and 

(2)  instruct  the  appropriate  diplomatic  rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  to  cause  a 
resolution  condemning  the  Laogai  to  be  put 
before  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights 
Commission  and  work  for  its  passage. 

SEC.  2704.  CONCERNTNG  THE  USE  OF  FUNDS  TO 

FLfRTHER     NOR.MALIZE     RELATIONS 

WITH  VIETNAM. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  none  of 

the  funds  authorized   to  be  appropriated  or 

otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 

obligated  or  expended  to  further  normalize 

diplomatic    relations    between    the    United 

States  and  Vietnam,  until  Vietnam— 

(1)  releases  all  of  its  political  and  religious 
prisoners; 

(2)  accounts  for  American  POWs  and  MIAs 
from  the  Vietnam  W,ar; 

(3)  holds  democratic  elections;  and 

(4)  institutes  policies  which  protect  human 
rights, 

SEC.  2705.  DECLARATION  OF  CONGRESS  REtiARD- 
ING  irNITED  STATES  GOVT.RNMENT 
HLTVIAN  RIGHTS  POLICY  TOWARD 
CHINA 

(a)  Findings —The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  .According  to  the  1994  State  Department 
Country  Reports  on  Human  Rights  Practices 
there  continue  to  be  "widespread  and  well- 
documented  human  rights  abuses  in  China, 
in  violation  of  internationally  accepted 
norms  .  .  .  (including)  arbitrary  and  lengthy 
mcommunicado  detention,  torture,  and  mis- 
treatment of  prisoners.  The  regime  contin- 
ued severe  restrictions  on  freedoms  of 
speech,  press  assembly  and  association,  and 
tightened  controls  on  the  exercise  of  these 
rights  during  1994.  Serious  human  rights 
abuses  persisted  in  Tibet  and  other  areas 
populated  by  ethnic  minorities'". 

(2)  The  President,  in  announcing  his  deci- 
sion on  Most  Favored  Nation  trading  status 
for  China  in  May  1994  stated  that,  "China 
continues  to  commit  very  serious  human 
rights  abuses.  Even  as  we  engage  the  Chinese 
on  military,  political,  and  economic  issues, 
we  intend  to  stay  engaged  with  those  in 
China  who  suffer  from  human  rights  abuses. 
The  United  States  must  remain  a  champion 
of  their  liberties". 


(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  President  should  take 
the  following  actions: 

(1)  Decline  the  invitation  to  visit  China 
until  and  unless  there  is  dramatic  overall 
progress  on  human  rights  in  China  and  Tibet 
and  communicate  to  the  Government  of 
China  that  such  a  visit  cannot  take  place 
without  such  progress.  Indications  of  overall 
progress  would  include  the  release  of  hun- 
dreds of  political,  religious,  and  labor  activ- 
ists; an  agreement  to  allow  unhindered  con- 
fidential access  to  prisoners  by  international 
humanitarian  agencies;  enactment  of  major 
legal  reforms  such  as  an  end  to  all  restric- 
tions on  the  exercise  of  freedom  of  religion, 
revocation  of  the  1993  state  security  law.  and 
the  abolition  of  all  so-called  "counter-revo- 
lutionary"" crimes;  an  end  to  forced  abortion, 
forced  sterilization,  and  the  provision  by 
government  facilities  of  human  fetal  re- 
mains for  consumption  as  food;  and  a  deci- 
sion to  allow  unrestricted  access  to  Tibet  by 
foreign  media  and  international  human 
rights  monitors. 

(2)  Seek  to  develop  an  agreement  on  a  mul- 
tilateral strategy  to  promote  human  rights 
in  China  with  other  members  of  the  G-7.  be- 
ginning with  the  meeting  of  the  G-7  indus- 
trial partners  scheduled  for  June  1995  in 
Halifax.  Nova  Scotia.  Such  an  agreement 
should  include  efforts  to  encourage  greater 
cooperation  by  the  Government  of  China 
with  the  human  rights  rapporteurs  and 
working  groups  of  the  United  Nations 
Human  Rights  Commission,  as  well  as  bilat- 
eral and  multilateral  initiatives  to  secure 
the  unconditional  release  of  imprisoned 
peaceful  pro-democracy  advocates  such  as 
Wei  Jingsheng. 

(3)  Instruct  the  United  States  delegates  to 
the  United  Nations  Fourth  World  Conference 
on  Women  in  September  1995  to  vigorously 
and  publicly  support  nongovernmental  orga- 
nizations that  may  be  subjected  to  harass- 
ment or  to  restrictions  or  limitations  on 
their  activities,  access  to  the  media,  or  to 
channels  of  communication  during  the  con- 
ference by  the  Government  of  China  and  to 
protest  publicly  and  privately  any  actions  by 
the  Government  of  China  aimed  at  punishing 
or  repressing  Chinese  citizens  who  seek  to 
peacefully  express  their  views  or  commu- 
nicate with  foreign  citizens  or  media  during 
or  following  the  United  Nations  Conference. 

(4)  Extend  an  invitation  to  the  Dalai  Lama 
to  visit  Washington.  District  of  Columbia,  in 
1995. 

(c)  United  States  Govern.ment  Human 
RIGHTS  Policy  Toward  China.— It  shall  be 
the  policy  of  the  United  States  Government 
to  continue  to  promote  internationally  rec- 
ognized human  rights  and  worker  rights  in 
China  and  Tibet,  The  President  shall  submit 
the  following  report*  on  the  formulation  and 
implementation  of  United  States  human 
rights  policy  toward  China  and  the  results  of 
that  policy  to  the  International  Relations 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  : 

(1)  Not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  President  shall 
report  on  the  status  of  the  "new  United 
States  Human  Rights  Policy  for  China""  an- 
nounced by  the  President  on  May  26.  1994.  in- 
cluding an  assessment  of  the  implementa- 
tion and  effectiveness  of  the  policy  in  bring- 
ing about  human  rights  improvements  in 
China  and  Tibet,  with  reference  to  the  fol- 
lowing specific  initiatives  announced  on  that 
date: 

(A)  High-level  dialogue  on  human  rights. 

(B)  Voluntary  principles  in  the  area  of 
human  rights  for  United  States  businesses 
operating  in  China. 


(C)  Increased  contact  with  and  support  for 
groups  and  individuals  in  China  promoting 
law  reform  and  human  rights. 

(D)  Increased  exchanges  to  support  human 
rights  law  reform  in  China. 

(E)  The  practice  of  all  United  Stetes  offi- 
cials who  visit  China  to  meet  with  the  broad- 
est possible  spectrum  of  Chinese  citizens, 

(F)  Increased  efforts  to  press  United  States 
views  on  human  rights  in  China  at  the  Unit- 
ed Nations,  the  United  Nations  Human 
Rights  Commission,  and  other  international 
organizations. 

(G)  A  plan  of  international  actions  to  ad- 
dress Tibefs  human  rights  problems  and  to 
promote  substantive  discussions  between  the 
Dalai  Lama  and  the  Chinese  Government. 

(H)  Efforts  to  use  the  1995  United  Nations 
Women's  Conference  in  Beijing  to  expand 
freedoms  of  speech,  association,  and  assem- 
bly, as  well  as  the  rights  of  women,  in  China. 

(1)  An  information  strategy  for  promoting 
human  rights  by  expanding  Chinese  and  Ti- 
betan language  broadcasts  on  the  Voice  of 
America  and  establishing  Radio  Free  Asia. 

(J)  Encouraging  the  Chinese  Government 
to  permit  international  human  rights  groups 
to  operate  in  and  visit  China. 

The  report  required  by  this  paragraph  shall 
also  assess  the  progress,  if  any.  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  toward  ending  forced 
abortion,  forced  sterilization,  and  other  coer- 
cive population  control  practices. 

(2)  Not  later  than  120  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  President  shall 
report  on  the  status  of  Chinese  Government 
compliance  with  United  States  laws  prohib- 
iting the  importation  into  the  United  States 
of  forced  labor  products,  including  (but  not 
limited  to)  a  complete  assessment  and  report 
on  the  implementation  of  the  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  signed  by  the  United 
States  and  China  in  1992,  The  report  shall  in- 
clude (but  not  be  limited  to)  the  following: 

(A)  All  efforts  made  by  the  United  States 
Customs  Service  from  1992  until  the  date  of 
the  report  to  investigate  forced  labor  exports 
and  to  conduct  unannounced  unrestricted  in- 
spections of  suspected  forced  labor  sites  in 
China,  and  the  extent  to  which  Chinese  au- 
thorities cooperated  with  such  investiga- 
tions. 

(B)  Recommendations  of  what  further 
steps  might  be  taken  to  enhance  United 
States  effectiveness  in  prohibiting  forced 
labor  exports  to  the  United  States  from 
China. 

SEC.  2706.   CONCERNING   THE   UNITED  NATIONS 

voi.iNTARY  n.Tvn  FOR  \ncTiMS  or 
tortirf: 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
President,  acting  through  the  United  States 
Permanent  Representative  to  the  United  Na- 
tions, should — 

(1)  request  the  United  Nations  Voluntary 
Fund  for  Victims  of  Torture — 

(A)  to  find  new  ways  to  support  and  protect 
treatment  centers  that  are  carrying  out  re- 
habilitative services  for  victims  of  torture: 
and 

(B)  to  encourage  the  development  of  new 
such  centers; 

(2)  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the  United 
States  to  support  the  work  of  the  Special 
Rapporteur  on  Torture  and  the  Committee 
Against  Torture  established  under  the  Con- 
vention Against  Torture  and  Other  Cruel,  In- 
human or  Degrading  Treatment  or  Punish- 
ment; and 

(3)  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the  United 
States  to  establish  a  country  rapporteur  or 
similar  procedural  mechanism  to  investigate 
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human  rights  violations  in  a  country  If  ei- 
ther the  Special  Rapporteur  or  the  Commit- 
tee Ag-ainst  Torture  indicates  that  a  system- 
atic practice  of  torture  is  prevalent  in  that 
country- 

SEC.  2707.  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  PRESl 
DENT  FOR  REFORM  OF  WAR  POW- 
ERS RESOLLTION. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
President  should  transmit  to  the  Congress 
recommendations  for  reform  of  the  War  Pow- 
ers Resolution  (50  U.S.C  1541  et  seq.)  in  order 
to  permit  the  Congress  and  the  President  to 
more  effectively  fulfill  their  constitutional 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  the  deploy- 
ment of  United  States  Armed  Forces  abroad. 

SEC.  2708.  CONFUCT  IN  KASHMIR. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
United  States  reiterates  the  need  for  all  par- 
ties to  the  conflict  in  Kashmir  to  enter  into 
negotiations  and  resolve  the  conflict  peace- 
fully. The  Congress  urges  the  executive 
branch  to  work  with  all  parties  to  facilitate 
a  peaceful  negotiated  settlement  of  the 
Kashmir  conflict. 

SEC.  2709.  L'NTTED  STATES  RELATIONS  WITH  THE 
FORMER  YUGOSLAV  REPUBUC  OF 
MACEDONIA  (FYROMl. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia 
(FYROM)  should  be  eligible  for  all  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs,  includ- 
ing programs  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  and 
the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion, if  the  government  continues  to  respect 
the  rierhts  of  all  ethnic  minorities. 

SEC.  2710.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  RELATING 
TO  INDONESIA. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  United  States  should  continue  to 
urge  progress  in  promotion  and  protection  of 
internationally  recognized  human  rights  by 
the  Government  of  Indonesia; 

(2)  in  its  bilateral  relations  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia,  the  United  States 
should  place  a  high  priority  on  public  and 
private  efforts  to  urge  the  Government  of  In- 
donesia to  take  specific  steps  to  remove  re- 
strictions of  freedom  of  expression  and  asso- 
ciation, to  allow  freedom  of  the  press,  to 
allow  freedom  of  religion,  to  end  arbitrary 
arrests  and  torture  and  Ul-treatment,  to 
cease  official  attacks  on  nongovernmental 
organizations,  to  end  the  widespread  denial 
of  worker  rights,  and  to  hold  members  of  the 
military  accountable  for  human  rights 
abuses: 

(3)  with  respect  to  the  situation  in  East 
Timor,  the  United  States  should  call  on  the 
Government  of  Indonesia  to  make  public  the 
complete  findings  of  the  investigations  into 
the  killings  of  unarmed  civilians  in  Liquica 
on  January  12.  1995.  including  the  repwrts  of 
the  Army  Council  of  Military  Honor  and  the 
findings  of  the  National  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission, and  that  those  responsible  for  the 
killings  be  identified  and  brought  to  justice; 

(4)  the  United  States  should  continue  to 
press  the  Government  of  Indonesia  to  fully 
comply  with  the  1994  and  1995  recommenda- 
tions of  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights 
Commission  regarding  the  need  for  a  full  ac- 
counting of  the  Dili  incident  of  November 
1991; 

(5)  the  United  States  should  urge  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia  to  allow  independent 
human  rights  monitoring  organizations  and 
foreign  journalists  unhindered  access  to  East 
Timor; 

(6)  the  United  States  should  urge  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia  to  respect  free  practice 
of  religion,  including  Christianity,  in  Indo- 
nesia, including  East  Timor;  and 

(7)  the  President  should  instruct  the  Unit- 
ed States  delegates  to  the  annual  Indonesia 


aid  consortium  donor  meeting  in  .July  1995  to 
again  raise  concerns  about  human  rights  vio- 
lations in  Indonesia.  Including  restrictions  of 
freedom  of  the  press,  attacks  on  nongovern- 
mental organizations,  and  widespread  viola- 
tions of  human  rights  in  East  Timor. 
SEC.  2711.  DISPLACED  PERSONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  of  the 
amounts  made  available  to  the  United  Na- 
tions Development  Program  (and  United  Na- 
tions Development  Program-Administered 
Funds),  at  least  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  should  be 
available  for  programs  and  services  con- 
ducted in  cooperation  with  the  International 
Organization  for  Migration,  the  Inter- 
national Committee  for  the  Red  Cross,  and 
nongovernmental  organizations,  for  persons 
who  are  displaced  within  their  countries  of 
nationality. 

DIVISION  C— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC.  3001.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
Aid  Reduction  Act  of  1995" 
SEC.  3002.  DECLARATION  OF  POUCY. 

The  Congress  declares  the  following: 

(1)  United  States  leadership  overseas  must 
be  maintained  to  support  our  vital  national 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests. 

(2)  As  part  of  this  leadership.  United  States 
foreign  assistance  programs  are  essential  to 
support  these  national  interests. 

(3)  However,  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  can  be  responsibly  reduced 
while  maintaining  United  States  leadership 
overseas. 

TITLE  XXXI— DEFENSE  AND  SECURITY 

ASSISTANCE 
CHAPTER  1— MILITARY  AND  RELATED 

ASSISTANCE 

Subchapter  A — Forei^  Military  Financing 

Program 

SEC.  3101.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 

grant    assistance    under   section    23    of   the 

Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)  and 

for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  defined  in  section 

602(5)  of  liie   Feueiai   CiediL   Refoiivi  Act  of 

1990.  of  direct  loans  under  such  section— 

(1)  $3,284,440,000  for  fiscal  year  1996;  and 

(2)  $3,240,020,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
SEC.  3102.  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES. 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  Tiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  assistance  under  the 
"Foreign  Military  Financing  Program"  ac- 
count under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763).  not  more  than 
$24,020,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year  may  be 
made  available  for  necessary  expenses  for 
the  general  costs  of  administration  of  mili- 
tary assistance  and  sales,  including  expenses 
incurred  in  purchasing  passenger  motor  vehi- 
cles for  replacement  for  use  outside  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

SEC.  3103.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ISRAEL. 

(a)  Mi.NiMLM  .^LLCX'.'KTION.— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  the  "Foreign  Military 
Financing  Program"  account  under  section 
23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U  S.C. 
2763).  not  less  than  $1,800,000,000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Israel. 

(b)  Terms  of  assistance.— 

(1)  Grant  basis.— The  assistance  provided 
for  Israel  for  each  fiscal  year  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  provided  on  a  grant  basis. 

(2)  E.XPEDITED  DISBURSEMENT— Such  assist- 
ance shall  be  disbursed— 

(A)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 


ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1996.  or  by  October  31,  1995,  which- 
ever is  later:  and 

(B)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act,  1997.  or  by  October  31.  1996.  which- 
ever is  later. 

(3)    ADV.\NCED    WEAPONS    SYSTEMS— TO    the 

extent  that  the  Government  of  Israel  re- 
quests that  funds  be  used  for  such  purposes, 
funds  described  in  subsection  (a)  shall,  as 
agreed  by  the  Government  of  Israel  and  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  be  avail- 
able for  advanced  weapons  systems,  of  which 
not  less  than  $475,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  only  for  procurement  in  Is- 
rael of  defense  articles  and  defense  services, 
including  research  and  development. 

(c)  Foreign  Milit.^ry  S.ales.— Section 
21(h)  of  the  .\rms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2761(h)>  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(A),  by  inserting  "or  the 
Government  of  Israel"  after  "North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "or  to  any 
member  government  of  that  Organization  if 
that  Organization  or  member  government" 
and  inserting  ",  any  member  government  of 
that  Organization,  or  the  Government  of  Is- 
rael, if  the  Organization,  member  govern- 
ment, or  Government  of  Israel,  as  the  case 
may  be." 

SEC.  3104.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  EGYPT. 

(ai  MiNiMU.M  Allocation.- Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  the  "Foreign  Military 
Financing  Program"  account  under  section 
23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C 
2763).  not  less  than  $1,300,000,000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Egypt. 

(b)  TERMS  OF  AssKSTANCE.— The  assistance 
provided  for  Egypt  for  each  fiscal  year  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  provided  on  a  grant 
basis. 
SEC.  3105.  LOANS  FOR  GREECE  A,\T)  TLRKEY. 

Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  fiscal 
year  1996  under  section  23  of  the  .\rms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)— 

(1)  not  more  than  $26,620,000  shall  be  made 
available  for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  defined  in 
section  502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform 
Act  of  1990.  of  direct  loans  for  Greece:  and 

(2)  not  more  than  $37,800,000  shall  be  made 
available  for  such  subsidy  cost  of  direct 
loans  for  Turkey. 

SEC.  3106.  TERMS  OF  LOANS. 

Section  31(c)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2T71(c))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(c)  Loans  available  under  section  23  shall 
be  provided  at  rates  of  interest  that  are  not 
less  than  the  current  average  market  yield 
on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of 
the  United  States  of  comparable  matu- 
rities.". 

SEC.   3107.   NONREPAYMENT  OF  GRANT  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

Section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2763)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(O  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  section,  the  President  shall  not  re- 
quire repayment  of  any  assistance  provided 
on  a  grant  basis  under  this  section  to  a  for- 
eign country  or  international  organization.". 

SEC.  3108.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)    .AV.AILABILITV    OF    FUNDS    FOR    PROCURE- 

me.nt  of  defense  .articles.  services,  and 
Design    and    Construction    Services    Not 


Sold  bv  US,  Government,— Section  23  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  .^ct  (22  U,S,C,  2763). 
as  amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(g)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  section  for  a  fiscal  year  may  be  made 
available  to  a  foreign  country  or  inter- 
national organization  for  the  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  and  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  this  Act  only— 

"(1)  with  respect  to  a  country  that  is  a 
member  country  of  the  North  .'Vtlantic  Orga- 
nization, a  major  non-NATO  ally,  or  Jordan 
for  which  assistance  was  justified  under  this 
section  in  the  annual  congressional  presen- 
tation documents  under  section  634  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  for  that  fiscal 
year;  and 

"(2)  if  such  country  or  international  orga- 
nization enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  Government  that  specifies  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  such  pro- 
curements shall  be  financed  with  such 
funds.", 

(bi  AUDIT  OF  Certain  Private  Firms —Sec- 
tion 23  of  such  Act  (22  USC,  2763).  as  amend- 
ed by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(h)  For  each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  as  requested  by  the  Director  of  the 
Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency,  shall 
conduct  audits  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis  of 
private  firms  that  have  entered  into  con- 
tracts with  foreign  governments  under  which 
defense  articles,  defense  services,  or  design 
and  construction  services  are  to  be  procured 
by  such  firms  for  such  governments  from  fi- 
nancing under  this  section  for  such  fiscal 
year.". 

(c)  Prohibition  on  Use  of  Funds  for  the 
Tr.ansport  of  Aircraft  to  Commercial 
Arms  Sales  Shows —Section  23  of  such  Act 
(22  use,  2763).  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

III  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this 
section  may  not  be  used  to  facilitate  the 
transport  of  aircraft  to  commercial  arms 
sales  shows", 

(d)  NoTiFiciTioN  Requirement  With  Re- 
spect TO  Cash  Flow  Financing.— Section  23 
of  such  .Act  (22  use,  2763).  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  .subsection: 

"(j)(l)  For  each  country  and  international 
organization  that  has  been  approved  for  cash 
flow  financing  under  this  section,  any  letter 
of  offer  and  acceptance  or  other  purchase 
agreement,  or  any  amendment  thereto,  for  a 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
in  excess  of  $100,000,000  that  is  to  be  financed 
in  whole  or  in  part  with  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance .\ct  of  1961  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
congressional  committees  specified  in  sec- 
tion 634A(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section, 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  cash  flow  financing'  ha.s  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  the  second  subsection  (d) 
of  section  25,", 

(ei  Limitations  on  Use  of  Funds  for  Di- 
rect Commercial  Contracts,— Section  23  of 
such  Act  122  U,S,C,  2763).  as  amended  by  this 
Act,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

•(k)  Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  a 
fiscal  .year  to   carry  out   this  section,   not 


more  than  $100,000,000  for  such  fiscal  year 
may  be  made  available  for  countries  other 
than  Israel  and  Egypt  for  the  purpose  of  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  and  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  this  Act.". 

(f)  Use  of  Funds  for  Demining  Activi- 
ties.—Section  23  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 
as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  section  may  be  used  for  demining  activi- 
ties, and  may  include  activities  implemented 
through  nongovernmental  and  international 
organizations.". 

Subchapter  B — Other  Assistance 
SEC.    3121.    DEFENSE    DRAWDOW?s    SPECIAL   AU- 
THORITIES. 

(a)  Unforeseen  Emergency  Drawdown.— 
Section  506(a)(1)  of  the  Foreign  AssisUnce 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2318(a)(1))  is  amended 
by  striking  "$75,000,000"  and  inserting 
"$100,000,000" 

(b)  Additional  Drawdown.— Section  506  of 
such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2318)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(2)(A),  by  striking  "de- 
fense articles  from  the  stocks"  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  the  following:  "articles 
and  services  from  the  inventory  and  re- 
sources of  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  and  military  education  and 
training  from  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  President  may  direct  the  drawdown  of 
such  articles,  services,  and  military  edu- 
cation and  training— 

"(i)  for  the  purposes  and  under  the  authori- 
ties of— 

"(I)  chapter  8  of  part  I  (relating  to  inter- 
national narcotics  control  assistance); 

"(II)  chapter  9  of  part  I  (relating  to  inter- 
national disaster  assistance);  or 

"(III)  the  Migration  and  Refugee  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1962;  or 

"(ii)  for  the  purpose  of  providing  such  arti- 
cles, services,  and  military  education  and 
training  to  Vietnam.  Cambodia,  and  Laos  as 
the  President  determines  are  necessary — 

"(I)  to  support  efforts  to  locate  and  repa- 
triate members  of  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  and  civilians  employed  directly  or  in- 
directly by  the  United  States  Government 
who  remain  unaccounted  for  from  the  Viet- 
nam War;  and 

"(11)  to  ensure  the  safety  of  United  States 
Government  personnel  engaged  in  such  coop- 
erative efforts  and  to  support  Department  of 
Defense-sponsored  humanitarian  projects  as- 
sociated with  such  efforts.": 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(2MB),  by  striking 
"$75,000,000  ■  and  all  that  follows  and  insert- 
ing "$150,000,000  in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  ar- 
ticles, services,  and  military  education  and 
training  may  be  provided  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (.\)  of  this  paragraph— 

"(i)  not  more  than  $75,000,000  of  which  may 
be  provided  from  the  drawdown  from  the  in- 
ventory and  resources  of  the  Department  of 
Defense; 

"(ii)  not  more  than  $75,000,000  of  which 
may  be  provided  pursuant  to  clause  (i)(I)  of 
such  subparagraph;  and 

"(iii)  not  more  than  $15,000,000  of  which 
may  be  provided  to  Vietnam.  Cambodia,  and 
Laos  pursuant  to  clause  (ii)  of  such  subpara- 
graph.": and 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(1).  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following:  "In  the  case  of  drawdowns 
authorized  by  subclauses  (I)  and  (III)  of  sub- 
section (a)(2)(A)(i),  notifications  shall  be  pro- 
vided to  those  committees  at  least  15  days  in 
advance  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 


applicable   to   reprogramming   notifications 
under  section  634A.". 

(c)  Notice  to  Congress  of  Exercise  of 
Special  Authorities.— Section  652  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2411)  is  amended  by  striking 
"prior  to  the  date"  and  inserting  "before". 

SEC.  3122.  STOCKPILES  OF  DEFENSE  ARTICLES. 

(a)  Limitation  on  Value  of  additions.— 
Section  514(b)(1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C,  2321h(b)(l))  is  amended 
by  inserting  "or  in  the  implementation  of 
agreements  with  Israel"  after  "North  Atlan- 
tic Treaty  Organization". 

(b)  Additions  in  Fiscal  Years  1996  a.nd 
1997— Section  514(b)(2)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C, 
2321h(b)(2))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)(A)  The  value  of  such  additions  to 
stockpiles  of  defense  articles  in  foreign  coun- 
tries shall  not  exceed  $50,000,000  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 

"(B)  Of  the  amount  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997,  not  more  than  $40,000,000  may  be  made 
available  for  stockpiles  in  the  Republic  of 
Korea  and  not  more  than  $10,000,000  may  be 
made  available  for  stockpiles  in  Thailand.". 

(c)  Location  of  Stockpiles  of  Defense 
Articles— Section  514(c)  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2321h(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(c)  Location  of  Stockpiles  of  Defense 

ARTICLES.— 

"(1)  LIMITATION.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  no  stockpile  of  defense  arti- 
cles may  be  located  outside  the  boundaries  of 
a  United  States  military  base  or  a  military 
base  used  primarily  by  the  United  States. 

"(2)  Exceptions— Paragraph  (D  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  stockpiles  of  defense 
articles  located  in  the  Republic  of  Korea, 
Thailand,  any  country  that  is  a  member  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  any 
country  that  is  a  major  non-NATO  ally,  or 
any  other  country  the  President  may  des- 
ignate. At  least  15  days  before  designating  a 
country  pursuant  to  the  last  clause  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  President  shall  no- 
tify the  congressional  committees  specified 
in  section  634A(a)  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  applicable  to  reprogramming  no- 
tifications under  that  section  " 
SEC.  3123.  TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  DEFENSE  ARTI- 
CLES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  516  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321j)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

-SEC.  516.  AUTHOfUTY  TO  TRANSFER  EXCESS  DE- 
FENSE ARTICLES. 

"(a)  AUTHORIZATION —The  President  is  au- 
thorized to  transfer  excess  defense  articles 
under  this  section  to  countries  for  which  re- 
ceipt of  such  articles  was  justified  pursuant 
to  the  annual  congressional  presentation 
documents  for  military  assistance  programs, 
or  for  programs  under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of 
this  Act.  submitted  under  section  634  of  this 
Act,  or  for  which  receipt  of  such  articles  was 
separately  justified,  for  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  transfer  is  authorized, 

"(b)  Limitations  on  Transfers.— The 
President  may  transfer  excess  defense  arti- 
cles under  this  section  only  if— 

"(1)  such  articles  are  drawn  from  existing 
stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense; 

"(2)  funds  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  procurement  of  defense 
equipment  are  not  expended  in  connection 
with  the  transfer; 

"(3)  the  transfer  of  such  articles  will  not 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  military  read- 
iness of  the  United  States; 

"(4)  with  respect  to  a  proposed  transfer  of 
such  articles  on  a  grant  basis,  such  a  trans- 
fer is  preferable   to  a  transfer  on  a  sales 
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basis,  after  taking  into  account  the  potential 
proceeds  from,  and  likelihood  of.  such  sales, 
and  the  comparative  foreign  policy  benefits 
that  may  accrue  to  the  United  States  as  the 
result  of  a  transfer  on  either  a  grant  or  sales 
basis: 

•■(5)  the  President  determines  that  the 
transfer  of  such  articles  will  not  have  an  ad- 
verse impact  on  the  national  technology  and 
industrial  base,  and  particularly,  will  not  re- 
duce the  opportunities  of  entities  in  the  na- 
tional technology  and  industrial  base  to  sell 
new  or  used  equipment  to  the  countries  to 
which  such  articles  are  transferred;  and 

■•(6)  the  transfer  of  such  articles  is  consist- 
ent with  the  policy  framework  for  the  East- 
em  Mediterranean  established  under  section 
620C  of  this  Act. 

•(c)  Terms  of  Transfers.— 

••(1)  No  COST  TO  RECIPIENT  COUNTRY.— Ex- 
cess defense  articles  may  be  transferred 
under  this  section  without  cost  to  the  recipi- 
ent country. 

■•(2)  PRIORITY —Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  delivery  of  excess  de- 
fense articles  under  this  section  to  member 
countries  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization (NATO)  on  the  southern  and  south- 
eastern flank  of  NATO  and  to  major  non- 
NATO  allies  on  such  southern  and  southeast- 
ern flank  shall  be  given  priority  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  feasible  over  the  delivery  of 
such  excess  defense  articles  to  other  coun- 
tries. 

■•(d)  Waiver  of  Requirement  for  Reim- 

BURSE.MENT  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  EX- 
PENSES—Section  632(d)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  transfers  of  excess  defense  articles 
(including  transportation  and  related  costs) 
under  this  section. 

••(e)        TRANSPORT.A-nON         AND         RELATED 

Costs — 

••(1)  In  general —Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  may  not  be  expended  for 
crating,  packing,  handling,  and  transpor- 
tation of  excess  defense  articles  transferred 
under  the  authority  of  this  section. 

•■(2)  Exception.— The  President  may  pro- 
vide for  the  transportation  of  excess  defense 
articles  without  charge  to  a  country  for  the 
costs  of  such  Liauopoi  tation  if — 

■•(A)  it  is  determined  that  it  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States  to  do  so; 

"(B)  the  recipient  is  a  developing  country 
receiving  less  than  $10.(XX).(XX)  of  assistance 
under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training)  or  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763;  relating  to  the 
Foreign  Military  Financing  program)  in  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  transportation  is 
provided; 

••(C)  the  total  weight  of  the  transfer  does 
not  exceed  25.000  pounds;  and 

••(D)  such  transportation  is  accomplished 
on  a  space  available  basis. 

■■(fi  ADVANCE  Notification  to  Congress 
for  transfer  of  Certain  Excess  Defense 
articles  — 

•'(1)  In  general.— The  lYesident  may  not 
transfer  excess  defense  articles  that  are  sig- 
nificant military  equipment  (as  defined  in 
section  47(9)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act) 
or  excess  defense  articles  valued  (in  terms  of 
original  acquisition  cost)  at  $7,000,000  or 
more,  under  this  section  or  under  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.i 
until  15  days  after  the  date  on  which  the 
President  has  provided  notice  of  the  pro- 
posed transfer  to  the  congressional  commit- 
tees specified  in  section  634A(a)  in  accord- 
ance with  pix)cedures  applicable  to  re- 
programming  notifications  under  that  sec- 
tion. 


•■(2)  Contents.— Such  notification  shall  in- 
clude— 

"(A)  a  statement  outlining  the  purposes 
for  which  the  article  is  being  provided  to  the 
country,  including  whether  such  article  has 
been  previously  provided  to  such  country: 

••(B)  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
transfer  on  the  military  readiness  of  the 
United  States: 

•■(C)  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
transfer  on  the  national  technology  and  in- 
dustrial base,  and  particularly,  the  impact 
on  opportunities  of  entities  in  the  national 
technology  and  industrial  base  to  sell  new  or 
used  equipment  to  the  countries  to  which 
such  articles  are  to  be  transferred;  and 

••(D)  a  statement  describing  the  current 
value  of  such  article  and  the  value  of  such 
article  at  acquisition. 

••(g)  Aggregate  Annual  Li.mitation.— The 
aggregate  value  of  excess  defense  articles 
transferred  to  countries  under  thus  .section  in 
any  fiscal  year  may  not  exceed  $350,000,000. 

•■(h)  Congressional  Presentation  Docu- 
ments.—Documents  described  in  subsection 
(a)  justifying  the  transfer  of  excess  defense 
articles  shall  include  an  explanation  of  the 
general  purposes  of  providing  excess  defense 
articles  as  well  as  a  table  which  provides  an 
aggregate  annual  total  of  transfers  of  excess 
defense  articles  in  the  preceding  year  by 
country  in  terms  of  offers  and  actual  deliv- 
eries and  in  terms  of  acquisition  cost  and 
current  value.  Such  table  shall  indicate 
whether  such  excess  defense  articles  were 
provided  on  a  grant  or  sale  basis. 

■■(i)  Excess  Coast  Guard  Property-. —For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'excess  de- 
fense articles'  shall  be  deemed  to  include  ex- 
cess property  of  the  Coast  Guard,  and  the 
term  Department  of  Defense'  shall  be 
deemed,  with  respect  to  such  excess  prop- 
erty, to  include  the  Coast  Guard.". 

(b)  Conforming  A.mendments.— 

(1)  ARMS  export  control  ACT.— Section 
21(k)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2761(k))  is  amended  by  striking  'the 
President  shall  "  and  all  that  follows  and  in- 
serting the  following:  ■'the  President  .shall 
determine  that  the  sale  of  such  articles  will 
not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  national 
technology  and  industrial  base,  and  particu- 
larly, will  not  reduce  the  opportunities  of  en- 
tities in  the  national  technology  and  indus- 
trial base  to  sell  new  or  used  equipment  to 
the  countries  to  which  such  articles  are 
transferred.". 

(2)  REPEALS.— The  following  provisions  of 
law  are  hereby  repealed: 

(A)  Section  502A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2303). 

(B)  Sections  517  through  520  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321k 
through  2321n). 

(C)  Section  31(d)  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act  (22  use.  2771(d)). 

SEC.  3124.  NONIJETTHAL  EXCESS  DEFENSE  ARTI- 
CLES FOR  ALBANIA. 

Notwithstanding  section  516(e)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  during  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  funds  available 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  ex- 
pended for  crating,  packing,  handling,  and 
transportation   of  nonlethal   excess  defense 
articles  transferred  under  the  authority  of 
section  516  of  such  Act  to  Albania. 
CHAPTER  2— INTERNATIONAL  MILITARY 
EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 
SEC.  3141.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPR0PRL\T10NS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$39,781,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.). 


SEC.  3142.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  INDONESIA. 

Funds  made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.)  may  be  obligated  for  Indonesia 
only  for  expanded  military  and  education 
training  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
clauses  (i)  through  (iv)  of  the  second  sen- 
tence of  section  541  of  such  .■Kct  (22  U.S.C, 
2347). 
SEC.  3143.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  General  Authority.— Section  541  of 
the  ForeiK-n  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
23471  is  amended  in  the  second  sentence  in 
the  matter  preceding  clause  (i)  by  inserting 
■•and  individuals  who  are  not  members  of  the 
government"  after  'legislators". 

(b)  Test  Pilot  Exchange  Training.— Sec- 
tion 544  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2347c)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  ••In  carrying  out  this  chap- 
ter "  and  inserting  "(a)  In  carrying  out  this 
chapter  ":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  The  President  may  provide  for  the  at- 
tendance of  foreign  militar.y  and  civilian  de- 
fense personnel  at  test  pilot  flight  schools  in 
the  United  States  without  charge,  and  with- 
out charge  to  funds  available  to  carry  out 
this  chapter  (notwithstanding  section  632(d) 
of  this  Act),  if  such  attendance  is  pursuant 
to  an  agreement  providing  for  the  exchange 
of  students  on  a  one-for-one  basis  each  fiscal 
year  between  those  United  States  test  pilot 
flight  schools  and  comparable  flight  lest 
pilot  schools  of  foreign  countries.". 

(c)  Assistancf,  for  Certain  Foreign  Coun- 
tries.—Chapter  5  of  part  II  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2347  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

■SEC.  546.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  CERTAIN  FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES. 
"Of  the  amounts  made  available  for  a  fis- 
cal year  for  assistance  under  this  chapter, 
not  more  than  $300,000  for  such  fiscal  year 
may  be  made  available  for  assistance  on  a 
grant  basis  for  any  high-income  foreign 
country  for  military  education  and  training 
of  military  and  related  civilian  personnel  of 
such  country  if  such  country  agrees  to  pro- 
vide for  the  transportation  and  living  allow- 
ances of  such  military  and  related  civilian 
personnel   " 

CHAPTER  3— ANTITERRORISM 

ASSISTANCE 

SEC.  3151.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Thei'e  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $'20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry 
out  chapter  8  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2349aa  et  seq.). 

(b)  AVAILABILITY  OF  AMOUNTS.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

SEC.    3152.    ANTTTERRORIS.M    TRAINING    ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  571  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2349aa)  is 
amended  by  striking  "Subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  chapter"  and  inserting  "Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law  that 
restricts  assistance  to  foreign  countries 
(other  than  sections  502B  and  620A  of  this 
Act)". 

(b)  Li.MiTA'noNS. —Section  573  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2349aa-2)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  heading,  by  striking  "specific  au- 
thorities and": 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (a): 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b) 
through  (f)  as  subsections  (a)  through  (e).  re- 
spectively; and 
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(4)  in  subsection  (o  (as  redesignated) — 

(A)  by  striking  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2); 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3) 
through  (5)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3),  re- 
spectively: and 

(C)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  (as  redesig- 
nated) to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
iB).  funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this 
chapter  shall  not  be  made  available  for  the 
procurement  of  weapons  and  ammunition 

"(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to 
-small  arms  and  ammunition  in  categories  I 
and  III  of  the  United  States  Munitions  List 
that  are  integrally  and  directly  related  to 
antiterrorism  training  provided  under  this 
chapter  if.  at  least  15  days  before  obligating 
those  funds,  the  President  notifies  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  specified  in 
section  634A  of  this  .'\ct  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  applicable  to  reprogramming 
notifications  under  such  section. 

"(C)  The  value  (in  terms  of  original  acqui- 
sition cost)  of  all  equipment  and  commod- 
ities provided  under  this  chapter  in  any  fis- 
cal year  may  not  exceed  25  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  chap- 
ter for  that  fiscal  year.". 

(c)  .Annual  Report —Section  574  of  such 
Act  (22  use  2349aa-3)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(d)  Technical  Corrections.— Section  575 
(22  U.S.C.  2349aa-4)  and  section  576  (22  U.S.C. 
2349aa-5)  of  such  Act  are  redesignated  as  sec- 
tions 574  and  575.  respectivel.v. 

SEC.  3153.  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  EX- 
PENSES. 
Funds  made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  8  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2349aa  et  seq.:  relating  to  antiterrorism  as- 
sistance) may  be  made  available  to  the  Tech- 
nical Support  Working  Group  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  for  research  and  development 
expenses  related  to  contraband  detection 
technologies  or  for  field  demonstrations  of 
such  technologies  (whether  such  field  dem- 
onstrations take  place  in  the  United  States 
or  outside  the  United  States). 

CHAPTER  4— NARCOTICS  CONTROL 

ASSISTANCE 

SEt:.  3161.  AUTHOKIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.- There  are  authorized  to 
bo  appropriated  $213,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter 
8  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2291  et  seq.). 

(b)  AVAILABILITY  OF  A.MOUNTS.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  e.xpended, 

SEC.  3162.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREME.NTS. 

(a)  POLICY     AND     GKNERAI.     AUTHORITIES.- 

Section  481(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2291(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1) — 

{A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D) 
through  (F)  as  subparagraphs  (E)  through 
(G).  respectively:  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  International  criminal  activities,  par- 
ticularly international  narcotics  trafficking, 
money  laundering,  and  corruption,  endanger 
political  and  economic  stability  and  demo- 
cratic development,  and  assistance  for  the 
prevention  and  suppression  of  international 
criminal  activities  should  be  a  priority  for 
the  United  States.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  adding  before  the 
period  at  the  end  the  following:  ".  or  for 
other  related  anticrime  purposes". 

(b)  CONTRIBUTIONS    AND    REIMBURSEMENT.— 

Section  482(c)  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291a(c)) 
is  amended — 


(1)  by  striking  "Contribution  by  Recipient 
Country.— To"  and  inserting  ••Contribu- 
tions AND  Reimbursement.— (1)  To";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(2)(A)  The  President  is  authorized  to  ac- 
cept contributions  from  other  foreign  gov- 
ernments to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter.  Such  contributions  shall  be  depos- 
ited as  an  offsetting  collection  to  the  appli- 
cable appropriation  account  and  may  be  used 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  chapter. 

'•(B)  At  the  time  of  submission  of  the  an- 
nual congressional  presentation  documents 
required  by  section  634(a).  the  President 
shall  provide  a  detailed  report  on  any  con- 
tributions received  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  the  amount  of  such  contributions,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  such  contributions 
were  used. 

••(3)  The  President  is  authorized  to  provide 
assistance  under  this  chapter  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis.  Such  reimbursements  shall  be  de- 
posited as  an  offsetting  collection  to  the  ap- 
plicable appropriation  and  may  be  used 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  chap- 
ter.". 

(c)  Implementation  of  Law  Enforcement 
Assistance.— Section  482  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2291a)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsections: 

••(f)  Treatment  of  Funds.— Funds  trans- 
ferred to  and  consolidated  with  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  this  chapter  may  be 
made  available  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  are  applicable  to  funds  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  this  chapter.  Funds  so  transferred 
or  consolidated  shall  be  apportioned  directly 
to  the  bureau  within  the  Department  of 
State  responsible  for  administering  this 
chapter. 

••(g)  Excess  Property.— For  purposes  of 
this  chapter,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  use 
the  authority  of  section  608.  without  regard 
to  the  restrictions  of  such  section,  to  receive 
nonlethal  excess  property  from  any  agency 
of  the  United  States  Government  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  such  property  to  a  foreign 
government  under  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.". 

(d)  Reporting  Require.ments.— (1)  Section 
489  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291h)  is  amended— 

(A)  in  the  section  heading,  by  striking  '•for 
fiscal  year  1995": 

(B)  by  striking  •(a)  I.NTERNA'noNAL  Nar- 
cotics Control  Strategy  Report.—";  and 

(C)  by  striking  subsections  (b)  and  (c). 

(2)  Section  489A  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
22911)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(e)  Certification  Requirements.— (D  Sec- 
tion 490  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C  2291J)  is 
amended— 

(A)  in  the  section  heading  by  striking  "for 
fiscal  year  1995":  and 

(B)  by  striking  subsection  (i). 

(2)    Section    490A    of  such    Act   (22   U.S.C. 
2291k)  is  hereby  repealed. 
SEC.  3163.  NO-nFICATlON  REQUIREMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— The  authority  of  section 
1003(d)  of  the  National  Narcotics  Control 
Leadership  Act  of  1988  (21  U.S.C.  1502(d))  may 
be  exercised  with  respect  to  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  Foreign 
As.sist,ance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.) 
and  with  respect  to  the  personnel  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
have  been  notified  15  days  in  advance  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  reprogramming  proce- 
dures applicable  under  section  634A  of  that 
Act  (22  use.  2394). 


(b)  DEFiNmoN.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate. 

SEC.  3164.  WAIVER  OF  RESTRICTIONS  FOR  NAR- 
COTICS-RELATED ECONOMIC  AS- 
SISTANCE. 

For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997, 
narcotics-related  assistance  under  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151  et  seq.)  may  be  provided  notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law  that  restricts 
assistance  to  foreign  countries  (other  than 
section  490(e)  or  section  502B  of  that  Act  (22 
use.  229I](e)  and  2304))  if.  at  least  15  days 
before  obligating  funds  for  such  assistance, 
the  President  notifies  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees  (as  defined  in  section 
481(e)  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2291(e)))  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  applicable  to 
reprogramming  notifications  under  section 
634A  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C  2394). 

CHAPTER  ,5— NONPROLIFERATION  AND 
DISARMAMENT  FUND 

SEC.  3171.  .NONPROLIFFIRA'nON  AND  DISAR- 
MAMENT FUND. 

(a)  In  General— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fis- 
cal years  1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  bilateral 
and  multilateral  nonproliferation  and  disar- 
mament activities  for  the  independent  states 
of  the  former  Soviet  Union,  countries  other 
than  the  independent  states  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union,  and  international  organiza- 
tions under  section  504  of  the  Freedom  for 
Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian  Democracies 
and  Open  Markets  Support  Act  of  1992  (22 
U.S.C.  5854). 

(b)  Supersedes  Other  Laws.— Funds  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  under 
the  authority  of  section  504  of  the  Freedom 
for  Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian  Democ- 
racies and  Open  Markets  Support  Act  of  1992 
(22  U.S.C.  5854)  may  be  used  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law 

(c)  Availability  of  Amounts.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended 

CHAPTER  6— OTHER  PROVISIONS 
SEC.     3181.     STAN'DARDIZA'nON     OF     CONGRES- 
SIONAl.   RFrVTKW    PROCEDLTtES   FOR 
ARMS  TRANSFERS. 

(a)  Third  Country  Transfers  Under  FMS 
Sales —Section  3(d)(2)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2753(d)(2))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  ".  as 
provided  for  in  sections  36(b)(2)  and  36(b)(3)  of 
this  Act"; 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  striking  "law" 
and  inserting  ••joint  resolution  ";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(C)  If  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation under  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  that  an 
emergency  exists  which  requires  that  con- 
sent to  the  proposed  transfer  become  effec- 
tive immediately  in  the  national  security  in- 
terests of  the  United  States,  thus  waiving 
the  requirements  of  that  subparagraph,  the 
President  shall  set  forth  in  the  certification 
a  detailed  justification  for  his  determina- 
tion, including  a  description  of  the  emer- 
gency circumstances  which  necessitate  im- 
mediate consent  to  the  transfer  and  a  discus- 
sion of  the  national  security  Interests  in- 
volved. 

••(D)(i)  Any  joint  resolution  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
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601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

•■(ii)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  this  paragraph,  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.'". 

(bi  Third  Country  Transfers  Under  Com- 
mercial Sales.— Section  3(d)(3)  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2753(d)(3))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(3)"; 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence — 

(A)  by  striking  "at  least  30  calendar  days"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  ■■report"  and  inserting 
"certification";  and 

(3)  by  striking  the  last  sentence  and  insert- 
ing the  following:  ■Such  certification  shall 
be  submitted— 

•■(i)  at  least  15  calendar  days  before  such 
consent  is  given  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  to 
a  country  which  is  a  member  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  or  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand;  and 

••(ii)  at  least  30  calendar  days  before  such 
consent  is  given  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  to 
any  other  country. 

unless  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires that  consent  to  the  proposed  transfer 
become  effective  immediately  in  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States.  If  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  such  an  emergency  exists  (thus 
waiving  the  requirements  of  clause  (i)  or  (ii). 
as  the  case  may  be.  and  of  subparagraph  (B)) 
the  President  shall  set  forth  in  the  certifi- 
cation a  detailed  justification  for  his  deter- 
mination, including  a  description  of  the 
emergency  circumstances  which  necessitate 
that  consent  to  the  proposed  transfer  become 
effective  immediately  and  a  discussion  of  the 
national  security  interests  involved. 

•■(B)  Consent  to  a  transfer  subject  to  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  become  effective  after 
the  end  of  the  15-day  or  30-day  period  speci- 
fied in  subparagraph  (A)(i)  or  (ii).  as  the  case 
may  be,  only  if  the  Congress  does  not  enact, 
within  that  period,  a  joint  resolution  prohib- 
iting the  proposed  transfer. 

■•(C)(i)  Any  joint  resolution  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

■■(ii)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  this  paragraph,  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.'■. 

(c)  Commercial  Sales.— Section  36(c)(2)  of 
such  Act  (22  use.  2753(c)(2))  is  amended  by 
amending  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

■■(A)  in  the  case  of  a  license  for  an  export 
to  the  North  .Atlantic  Treaty  Organization, 
any  member  country  of  that  Organization  or 
Australia.  Japan,  or  New  Zealand,  shall  not 
be  issued  until  at  least  15  calendar  days  after 
the  Congress  receives  such  oertification.  and 
shall  not  be  issued  then  if  the  Congress, 
within  that  15-day  period,  enacts  a  joint  res- 
olution prohibiting  the  proposed  export;  and 

■■(B)  in  the  case  of  any  other  license,  shall 
not  be  issued  until  at  least  30  calendar  days 
after  the  Congress  receives  such  certifi- 
cation, and  shall  not  be  issued  then  if  the 
Congress,  within  that  30-day  period,  enacts  a 


joint  resolution  prohibiting  the  proposed  ex- 
port.". 

(d)  Commercial  Manufacturing  Agree- 
ments—Section  36(d)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2753(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "'(d)"; 

(2)  by  striking  ■for  or  in  a  country  not  a 
member  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization"; and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'■(2)  A  certification  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  submitted — 

■'(A)  at  least  15  days  before  approval  is 
given  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  or  in  a 
country  which  is  a  member  of  the  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization  or  Australia, 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand:  and 

■■(B)  at  least  30  days  before  approval  is 
given  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  or  in 
any  other  country: 

unless  the  President  states  in  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment in  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

■'(3)  If  the  President  states  In  his  certifi- 
cation that  an  emergency  exists  which  re- 
quires the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment in  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States,  thus  waiving  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (4),  he  shall  set  forth  in 
the  certification  a  detailed  justification  for 
his  determination,  including  a  description  of 
the  emergency  circumstances  which  neces- 
sitate the  immediate  approval  of  the  agree- 
ment and  a  discussion  of  the  national  secu- 
rity interests  involved. 

■■(4)  Approval  for  an  agreement  subject  to 
paragraph  ( 1 )  may  not  be  given  under  section 
38  if  the  Congress,  within  the  15-day  or  30- 
day  period  specified  in  paragraph  (2)(A)  or 
(B).  as  the  case  may  be.  enacts  a  joint  resolu- 
tion prohibiting  such  approval. 

■■(5)(A)  Any  joint  resolution  under  para- 
graph (4)  shall  be  considered  in  the  Senate  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
601(b)  of  the  International  Security  Assist- 
ance and  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

■■(B)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  con- 
sideration and  enactment  of  joint  resolu- 
tions under  paragraph  (4).  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  consideration  of  any  such  joint 
resolution  after  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
appropriate  committee  shall  be  treated  as 
highly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives.". 

(e)  Government-to-Government  Leases.— 
(1)   Congressional   review    period.— Sec- 
tion 62  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796a)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "Not  less 
than  30  days  before"  and  inserting  '■Before"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(i)  by  striking  ■determines,  and  imme- 
diately reports  to  the  Congress"  and  insert- 
ing "States  in  his  certification  ";  and 

(ii)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  subsection 
the  following:  'If  the  President  states  in  his 
certification  that  such  an  emergency  exists, 
he  shall  set  forth  in  the  certification  a  de- 
tailed justification  for  his  determination,  in- 
cluding a  description  of  the  emergency  cir- 
cumstances which  necessitate  that  the  lease 
be  entered  into  immediately  and  a  discussion 
of  the  national  security  interests  involved."; 
and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  section  the 
following: 

"(c)  The  certification  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  transmitted— 

•■(1)  not  less  than  15  calendar  days  before 
the  agreement  is  entered  into  or  renewed  in 
the  case  of  an  agreement  with  the  North  At- 
lantic   Treaty    Organization,    any    member 


country  of  that  Organization  or  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand;  and 

"(2)  not  less  than  30  calendar  days  before 
the  agreement  is  entered  into  or  renewed  in 
the  case  of  an  agreement  with  any  other  or- 
ganization or  country". 

(2)  Congressional  disapproval.— Section 
63(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796b(a))  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  ■■(a)(1)"  and  inserting  ■'(a)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  "SO  calendar  days 
after  receiving  the  certification  with  respect 
to  that  proposed  agreement  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 62(a)."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ■■the 
15-day  or  30-day  period  specified  in  section 
62(c)  (1)  or  (2).  as  the  case  may  be.";  and 

(C)  by  striking  paragraph  (2). 

(f)  Effective  DATF..~The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  apply  with  respect  to 
certifications  required  to  be  submitted  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  .Act, 
SEC.  3182.  STANDARDIZATION  OF  THIRD  COUN- 
TRY TRANSFERS  OF  DEFENSE  ARTI- 
CLES. 

Section  3  of  the  .Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2753)  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (a)  the  following  new  subsection: 

■■(b)  The  consent  of  the  President  under 
paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  or  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  section  505(a)  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (as  it  relates  to  subpara- 
graph (Bi  of  such  paragraph)  shall  not  be  re- 
quired for  the  transfer  by  a  foreign  country 
or  international  organization  of  defense  arti- 
cles sold  by  the  United  States  under  this  Act 
if— 

•■(1)  such  articles  constitute  components 
incorporated  into  foreign  defense  articles; 

"(2)  the  recipient  is  the  government  of  a 
member  country  of  the  North  Atlantic  Trea- 
ty Organization,  the  Government  of  Aus- 
tralia, the  Government  of  Japan,  or  the  Gov- 
ernment of  New  Zealand; 

■(3)  the  United  States-origin  components 
are  not — 

■■(A)  significant  military  equipment  (as  de- 
fined in  section  47(9)); 

■■(B)  defense  articles  for  which  notification 
to  Congress  is  required  under  section  36(b); 
and 

■■(C)  identified  by  regulation  as  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime  items;  and 

■■(4)  the  foreign  country  or  international 
organization  provides  notification  of  the 
transfer  of  the  defense  articles  to  the  United 
States  Government  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  date  of  such  transfer". 

SEC.  3183.  INCREASED  STANDARDIZATION.  RA- 
TIONALIZATION. AND  INTEROPER 
ABUJTY  OF  ASSISTANCE  AND  SALES 
PROGRAMS. 

Paragraph  (6)  of  section  515(a)  of  the  For- 
eign    AssisUnce     Act     of     1961     (22     U.S.C. 
2321i(a)(6))  is  amended  by  striking  ■'among 
members  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization   and    with    the    Armed    Forces    of 
Japan.  .Australia,  and  New  Zealand". 
SEC.  3184.  REPEAL  OF  PRICE  AND  AVAILABELITY 
REPORTING    REQUIREMENT    RELAT- 
ING   TO    PROPOSED    SALE    OF    DE 
FENSE  ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  In  GENKliAL— Section  28  of  the  .Arm.s 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2768)  is  hereby 
repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment— Section  36(b) 
of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C  2776(b))  is  amended  by 
striking  paragraph  i4>  of  such  section. 

SEC.  3185.  DEFINI-nON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  MILI- 
TARY EQUIPMENT. 

Section  47  of  the  .\rms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  use.  2794)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (7).  by  striking  ■■and"  at 
the  end; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (8).  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  ■;  and";  and 


(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(9)  significant  military  equipment' 
means  articles — 

■■(A)  for  which  special  export  controls  are 
warranted  because  of  the  capacity  of  such  ar- 
ticles for  substantial  military  utility  or  ca- 
pability; and 

"(B)  identified  on  the  United  States  Muni- 
tions List.". 

SEC.  3188.  REQUIREMENTS  RELATING  TO  THE 
SPIECIAL  DEFENSE  ACQUISITION 
FUND. 

(a)  Elimination  of  Annual  Report.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  53  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2795b)  is  hereby 
repealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
51(a)(4)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2795(a)(4))  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "(a)";  and 

(B)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B). 

(b)  Return  of  Certain  amounts  in  Fund 
to  the  Treasury —During  fiscal  year  1996 
the  President  shall  return  $6,281,000  to  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  account  of  the  Treas- 
ury from  collections  into  the  Special  Defense 
Acquisition  F'und  pursuant  to  section  51(b)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  in  addition  to 
the  amount  of  such  collections  to  be  re- 
turned for  such  fiscal  year  as  indicated  in 
the  President's  budget  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

SEC.  3187.  COST  OF  LEASED  DEFENSE  ARTICLES 
THAT  HAVE  BEEN  LOST  OR  DE- 
STROYED. 

Section  61(a)(4)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796(a)(4))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing ■■and  the  replacement  cost"  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  the  following:  "and.  if 
the  articles  are  lost  or  destroyed  while 
leased — 

"(A)  in  the  event  the  United  States  intends 
to  replace  the  articles  lost  or  destroyed,  the 
replacement  cost  (less  any  depreciation  in 
the  value)  of  the  articles;  or 

"(B)  in  the  event  the  United  States  does 
not  intend  to  replace  the  articles  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, an  amount  not  less  than  the  actual 
value  (less  any  depreciation  in  the  value) 
specified  in  the  lease  agreement .". 

SEC.  3188,  DESIGNA'nON  OF  MAJOR  NON-NATO 
ALLIES. 

(a)  Designation.— 

( 1 )  Notice  to  congress.- Chapter  2  of  part 
II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
use.  2311  et  seq),  as  amended  by  this  Act, 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section; 

-SEC.  517.  DESIGNA'nON  OF  MAJOR  NON-NATO 
ALLIES. 

"(a)  Notice  to  Congress.— The  President 
shall  notify  the  Congress  in  writing  at  least 
30  days  before — 

■'(1)  designating  a  country  as  a  major  non- 
NATO  ally  for  purposes  of  this  Act  and  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et 
seq.);  or 

'■(2)  terminating  such  a  designation. 

■•(b)  Initial  Designations.— Australia. 
Egypt.  Israel.  Japan,  the  Republic  of  Korea, 
and  New  Zealand  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  so  designated  by  the  President  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  and  the  Presi- 
dent is  not  required  to  notify  the  Congress  of 
such  designation  of  those  countries". 

(2)  Definition.— Section  644  of  such  Act  (22 
use.  2403)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

•■(q)  'Major  non-NATO  ally'  means  a  coun- 
try which  is  designated  in  accordance  with 
section  517  as  a  major  non-NATO  ally  for 
purposes  of  this  Act  and  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C,  2751  et  seq.).". 
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(3)  E5CISTING  DEFINITIONS.— (A)  The  last  sen- 
tence of  section  21(g)  of  the   Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761(g))  is  repealed. 
(B)  Section  65(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 
(i)  by  striking  "or  major  non-NATO";  and 
(ii)  by  striking  out  "or  a"  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  'Code". 

(b)   COOPERA-nVE   TRAINING    AGREEMENTS.- 

Section  21(g)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2761(g))  is  amended  in  the  first  sen- 
tence by  striking  "similar  agreements"  and 
all  that  follows  through  "other  countries' 
and  inserting  "similar  agreements  with 
countries". 

SEC.  3188.  CERTIFICATION  THRESHOLDS. 

(a)  INCREASE  LN  DOLLAR  THRESHOLDS.— The 

Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et 
seq.)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  section  3(d)  (22  U.S.C.  2753(d))— 

(A)  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3).  by  striking 
■$14.000. 0(W  each  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing ■■$25,000,000  ";  and 

(B)  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3).  by  striking 
■■$50,000,000"  each  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing ■'$75,000,000"; 

(2)  in  section  36  (22  U.S.C.  2776)— 

(A)  in  subsections  (b)(1).  (b)(5)(C).  and 
(c)(1).  by  striking  ■•$14.000.000'^  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  "$25,000,000  "; 

(B)  in  subsections  (b)(1),  (b)(5)(C).  and 
(c)(1).  by  striking  ■■$50,000,000'  each  place  it 
appears  and  inserting  ■■$75,000,000  ":  and 

(C)  in  subsections  (b)(1)  and  (b)(5)(e),  by 
striking  '$200,000,000  "  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting   "$300,000,000";  and 

(3)  in  section  63(a)  (22  U.S.C.  2796b(a)>— 

(A)  by  striking  '$14,000,000"  and  inserting 
"$25,000,000";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "$50,000,000"  and  inserting 
••$75,000,000". 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  DATE.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a)  apply  with  respect  to 
certifications  submitted  on  or  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3190.  COMPETmVE  PRICING  FOR  SALES  OF 
DEFENSE  ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  COSTING  BASIS.— Section  22  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2762)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  COMPETITIVE  Pricing— Procurement 
contracts  made  in  implementation  of  sales 
under  this  section  for  defense  articles  and 
defense  services  wholly  paid  from  funds 
made  available  on  a  nonrepayable  basis  shall 
be  priced  on  the  same  costing  basis  with  re- 
gard to  profit,  overhead,  independent  re- 
search and  development,  bid  and  proposal, 
and  other  costing  elements,  as  is  applicable 
to  procurements  of  like  items  purchased  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  its  own  use" 

(b)  Effective  Date  and  Implementing 
Regulations.— Section  22(d)  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act.  as  added  by  subsection 
(a>— 

(1)  shall  take  effect  on  the  60th  day  follow- 
ing the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act; 

(2)  shall  be  applicable  only  to  contracts 
made  in  implementation  of  sales  made  after 
such  effective  date;  and 

(3)  shall  be  Implemented  by  revised  pro- 
curement regulations,  which  shall  be  issued 
prior  to  such  effective  date. 

SEC.  31H1.  DEPLETED  URANIUM  AMMUNITION. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.  eZOH.  DEPLETED  URANIUM  AMMUNITION. 

•"(a)  Prohibition.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  none  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  this  Act  or  any  other  Act 
may  be  made  available  to  facilitate  in  any 
way  the  sale  of  M-833  antitank  shells  or  any 
comparable  antitank  shells  containing  a  de- 


pleted uranium  penetrating  component  to 
any  country  other  than— 

"(1)  a  country  that  is  a  member  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization; 

•■(2)  a  country  that  has  been  designated  as 
a  major  non-NATO  ally  (as  defined  in  section 
644(q));  or 

■■(3)  Taiwan. 

■•(b)  Exception— The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  the  use  of  funds  to  facilitate  the 
sale  of  antitank  shells  to  a  country  if  the 
President  determines  that  to  do  so  is  in  the 
national  security  interest  of  the  United 
States." 

SEC.   3192.   END-USE   MONITORING   OF   DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  AND  DEFENSE  SERVICES. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C. 2751  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  chapter  3  the   following  new 
chapter; 
"CHAPTER  3A— END-USE  MONnXJRING  OF 

DEFENSE      ARTICLES     AND      DEFENSE 

SERVICES 

-SEC.   40A.   ENT)-USE   MONITORING   OF   DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  ANT>  DEFENSE  SERVICES. 

"(a)  Establishment  of  MoNrroRiNG  Pro- 
gram— 

"(l)  In  general —In  order  to  improve  ac- 
countability with  respect  to  defense  articles 
and  defense  services  sold,  leased,  or  exported 
under  this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq),  the  Secretary 
of  State  shall  establish  a  program  which  pro- 
vides for  the  end-use  monitoring  of  such  arti- 
cles and  services. 

"(2)  Requirements  of  program.— To  the 
extent  practicable,  such  program — 

"(A)  shall  provide  for  the  end-use  monitor- 
ing of  defense  articles  and  defense  services  in 
accordance  with  the  standards  that  apply  for 
identifying  high-risk  exports  for  regular  end- 
use  verification  developed  under  section 
38(g)(7)  of  this  .Act  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the   Blue  Lantern'  program);  and 

"(B)  shall  be  designed  to  provide  reason- 
able assurance  that. — 

"(i)  the  recipient  is  complying  with  the  re- 
quirements imposed  by  the  United  States 
Government  with  respect  to  use.  transfers, 
and  security  of  defense  arMcle<<  and  defense 
services;  and 

"(ii)  such  articles  and  services  are  being 
used  for  the  pui-poses  for  which  they  are  pro- 
vided. 

""(b)  Conduct  of  Program— In  carrying 
out  the  program  established  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  Secretary  shall  ensure  that 
the  program- 
ed) provides  for  the  end-use  verification  of 
defense  articles  and  defense  services  that  in- 
corporate sensitive  technology,  defense  arti- 
cles and  defense  services  that  are  particu- 
larly vulnerable  to  diversion  or  other  mis- 
use, or  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
whose  diversion  or  other  misuse  could  have 
significant  consequences;  and 

"(2)  prevents  the  diversion  (through  re- 
verse engineering  or  other  means)  of  tech- 
nology incorporated  in  defense  articles. 

"(c)  Monitoring  Responsibili'HES.— 

"'(1)  In  general  —Pursuant  to  subsection 
(a),  sections  3  and  38  of  this  Act.  and  sections 
505,  622.  and  623  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961.  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
officials  of  appropriate  other  Federal  agen- 
cies, shall  provide  for  the  monitoring  of  de- 
fense articles  and  defense  services  described 
in  subsection  (a). 

"(2)  ADDITIONAL  PERSONNEL— Upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  Secretary  of  Slate,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  as  the  case  may  be.  shall  provide 
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to  the  a«rency  primarily  responsible  for  the 
licenslngr  of  exports  under  this  section,  on  a 
nonreimbursable  baais.  personnel  with  appro- 
priate expertise  to  assist  in  the  end-use  mon- 
itoring and  enforcement  functions  under  this 
section  and  section  38  of  this  Act. 

■'(d)  Report  to  Congress— Not  later  than 
6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Reduction  Act  of  1995,  and 
annually  thereafter  as  a  part  of  the  annual 
congressional  presentation  documents  sub- 
mitted under  section  634  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961,  the  President  shall 
transmit  to  the  Congress  a  report  describing 
the  aw;tions  taken  to  implement  this  section, 
■(e)  Third  Country  Tr.\N3FERs.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  defense  articles  and  de- 
fense services  sold,  leased,  or  exported  under 
this  Act  or  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  use.  2151  at  seq.)  includes  defense 
articles  and  defense  services  that  are  trans- 
ferred to  a  third  country  or  other  third 
party.". 

(b)  Effecttve  Dates.— Section  40A  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act,  as  added  by  sub- 
section (a),  applies  with  respect  to  defense 
articles  and  defense  services  provided  before 
or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

SEC.  3193.  BROKERING  ACTTVTnES  RELATING  TO 
COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  DEFENSE 
ARTICLES  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  I.N  Gener.\l.— Section  38(b)(1)(A)  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2T78( b )(1 )( A ) )  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "As 
prescribed  in  regulations"  and  inserting  "(i) 
As  prescribed  in  regulations";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(ii)(I)  As  prescribed  in  regulations  issued 
under  this  section,  every  person  (other  than 
an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
Government  acting  in  official  capacity)  who 
engages  in  the  business  of  brokering  activi- 
ties with  respect  to  the  manufacture,  export, 
import,  or  transfer  of  any  defense  article  or 
defense  service  designated  by  the  President 
under  subsection  (a)(1),  or  in  the  business  of 
brokering  activities  with  respect  to  the  man- 
ufacture, export,  import,  or  transfer  of  any 
foreign  defense  article  or  defense  service  (as 
defined  in  subclause  (IV)),  shall  register  with 
the  United  States  Government  agency 
charged  with  the  administration  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  shall  pay  a  registration  fee  which 
shall  be  prescribed  by  such  regulations. 

"(Ill  Such  brokering  activities  shall  in- 
clude the  financing,  transportation,  freight 
forwarding,  or  the  taking  of  any  other  action 
that  facilitates  the  manufacture,  export,  or 
import  of  a  defense  article  or  defense  service. 

"(Ill)  No  person  may  engage  in  the  busi- 
ness of  brokering  activities  without  a  li- 
cense, issued  In  accordance  with  this  Act.  ex- 
cept that  no  license  shall  be  required  for 
such  activities  undertaken  by  or  for  an  agen- 
cy of  the  United  States  Governments 

"(aa)  for  official  use  by  an  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government;  or 

"(bb)  for  carrying  out  any  foreign  assist- 
ance or  sales  program  authorized  by  law  and 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  President  by 
other  means. 

"(IV)  For  purposes  of  this  clause,  the  term 
■foreign  defense  article  or  defense  service'  In- 
cludes any  non-United  States  defense  article 
or  defense  service  of  a  nature  described  on 
the  United  States  Munitions  List  regardless 
of  whether  such  article  or  service  is  of  Unit- 
ed States  origin  or  whether  such  article  or 
service  contains  United  States  origin  compo- 
nents.". 

(b)  Effective  Date —Section  38(bKlXAKil) 
of  the  .^rms  Export  Control  Act,  as  added  by 


subsection  (a),  shall  apply  with  respect  to 

brokering  activities  engaged  In  on  or  after 

the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TTTLE  XXXn— ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

CHAPTER  1— ECONOMIC  SUPPORT 

ASSISTANCE 

SEC.  3201.  ECONOMIC  SUPPORT  FUND. 

Section  532(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346a(a))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  President  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  chapter  J2. 356.378.000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  and  J2.283.478.0O0  for  fiscal  year 
1997". 
SEC.  3202.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ISRAEI. 

(a)  Minimum  Allocation  —Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  chapter  4  of  part  U  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support 
fund),  not  less  than  11,200.000.000  for  each 
such  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for 
Israel. 

(b)  Terms  of  Assistance.— 

(1)  Cash  transfer.— The  total  amount  of 
funds  allocated  for  Israel  for  each  fiscal  year 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  made  available 
on  a  grant  basis  as  a  cash  transfer. 

(2)  Expedited  disbursement.— Such  funds 
shall  be  disbursed — 

(A)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1996.  or  by  October  31.  1995,  which- 
ever is  later;  and 

(B)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997.  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  .Appropria- 
tions Act.  1997,  or  by  October  31.  1996,  which- 
ever is  later. 

(3)  Additional  requirement.— In  exercis- 
ing the  authority  of  this  subsection,  the 
President  shall  ensure  that  the  amount  of 
funds  provided  as  a  cash  transfer  to  Israel 
does  not  cause  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
total  level  of  nonmllitary  exports  from  the 
United  States  to  Israel. 

SEC.  3203.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  EGYPT. 

(a)  MiNiMU.M  allocation— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997 
for  assistance  under  chapter  4  of  part  n  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support 
fund),  not  less  than  $815,000,000  for  each  such 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  only  for  Egypt. 

(b)  Additional  Requirement —In  exercis- 
ing the  authority  of  this  section,  the  Presi- 
dent shall  ensure  that  the  amount  of  funds 
provided  as  a  cash  transfer  to  Egypt  does  not 
cause  an  adverse  impact  on  the  total  level  of 
nonmllitary  exports  from  the  United  States 
to  Egypt 

SEC.  3204.  INTERNATIONAI,  FUND  FOR  IRELAND. 

(a)  Funding.— 

(1)  In  general.— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  as- 
sistance under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
not  more  than  $29,600,000  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  not  more  than  $19,600,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997  shall  be  available  for  the  United  States 
contribution  to  the  International  Fund  for 
Ireland  in  accordance  with  the  Anglo-Irish 
Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  (Public  Law 
99-415). 

(2)  AVAIIABILITY.— Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  paragraph  (1)  are  authorized  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

(b)  Additional  Requirements.— 


(1)  PxmPOSES— Section  2(b)  of  the  Anglo- 
Irish  Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  (Public 
Law  99-415;  100  Stat.  947)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  sentences: 
"United  States  contributions  shall  be  used  in 
a  manner  that  effectively  Increases  employ- 
ment opportunities  in  communities  with 
rates  of  unemployment  significantly  higher 
than  the  local  or  urban  average  of  unemploy- 
ment in  Northern  Ireland.  In  addition,  such 
contributions  shall  be  used  to  benefit  indi- 
viduals residing  in  such  communities.  ". 

(2)  CoNDmoNS  AND  UNDERSTANDINGS.— Sec- 
tion 5<a)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence — 

(i)  by  striking  "The  United  States"  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(1)  In  oe.neral.— The  United  States"; 

(ii)  by  striking  "in  this  Act  may  be  used" 
and  inserting  the  following:  "in  this  Act — 

"(A)  may  be  used"; 

(111)  by  striking  the  period  and  inserting  "; 
and";  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(B)  may  be  provided  to  an  individual  or 
entity  In  Northern  Ireland  only  if  such  indi- 
vidual or  entity  is  In  compliance  with  the 
principles  of  economic  justice";  and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking 
"The  restrictions"  and  inserting  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(2)  Additional  requirements.— The  re- 
strictions". 

(3)  Prior  certifications.— Section  5(c)(2) 
of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "prin- 
ciple of  equality"  and  all  that  follows  and  in- 
serting "principles  of  economic  justice; 
and";  and 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  "and  will 
create  employment  opportunities  in  regions 
and  communities  of  Northern  Ireland  suffer- 
ing the  highest  rates  of  unemployment". 

(4)  Annual  reports— Section  6  of  such  Act 
is  amended — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3).  by  striking  the  period 
and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(4)  each  Individual  or  entity  receiving  as- 
sistance from  United  States  contributions  to 
the  International  Fund  has  agreed  in  writing 
to  comply  with  the  principles  of  economic 
justice.". 

(5)  Definitions.— Section  8  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

(A)  In  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(3)  the  term  'Northern  Ireland'  includes 
the  counties  of  Antrim,  Armagh,  Derry. 
Down,  Tyrone,  and  Fermanagh;  and 

"(4)  the  term  principles  of  economic  jus- 
tice" means  the  following  principles: 

"(A)  Increasing  the  representation  of  indi- 
viduals from  underrepresented  religious 
groups  In  the  workforce,  including  manage- 
rial, supervisory,  administrative,  clerical, 
and  technical  jobs. 

"(B)  Providing  adequate  security  for  the 
protection  of  minority  employees  at  the 
workplace. 

"(C)  Banning  provocative  sectarian  or  po- 
litical emblems  from  the  workplace. 

"(D)  Providing  that  all  job  openings  be  ad- 
vertised publicly  and  providing  that  special 
recruitment  efforts  be  made  to  attract  appli- 
cants from  underrepresented  religious 
groups. 


"(E)  Providing  that  layoff,  recall,  and  ter- 
mination procedures  do  not  favor  a  particu- 
lar religious  group. 

"(F)  Abolishing  job  reservations,  appren- 
ticeship restrictions,  and  differential  em- 
ployment criteria  which  discriminate  on  the 
basis  of  religion. 

"(G)  Providing  for  the  development  of 
training  programs  that  will  prepare  substan- 
tial numbers  of  minority  employees  for 
skilled  jobs,  including  the  expansion  of  exist- 
ing programs  and  the  creation  of  new  pro- 
grams to  train,  upgrade,  and  improve  the 
skills  of  minority  employees. 

"(H)  Establishing  procedures  to  assess, 
identify,  and  actively  recruit  minority  em- 
ployees with  the  potential  for  further  ad- 
vancement. 

"(I)  Providing  for  the  appointment  of  a 
senior  management  staff  member  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  employment  efforts  of  the 
entity  and.  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time,  the  implementation  of  the  principles 
described  in  subparagraphs  (A)  through 
(H)."". 

(6)     Effective     date.— The     amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  take  effect  180 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 
SEC.  3206.  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

(a)  In  General— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  as- 
sistance under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
not  more  than  $12,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  law  enforcement 
assistance  under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of  such 
Act  (22  use.  2291  et  seq.). 

(b)  Av.viLABlLlTi'. —Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  subsection  (a)  are  authorized  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  2— ASSISTANCE  FOR  PRIVATE 

SECTOR  PROGRAMS  AND  ACI'IVITIES 

SEC.  3211.  PRIVATE  SECTOR  ENTERPRISE  FUNDS. 

The    Foreign    Assistance    Act   of   1961    (22 
U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  601  the  following  new  section: 
•^EC.     801A      PRIVATE      SECTOR      ENTERPRISE 
FUNDS. 

"(a)  Authority— (1)  The  President  may 
provide  funds  and  support  to  Enterprise 
Funds  designated  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (b)  that  are  or  have  been  established 
for  the  purposes  of  promoting — 

"(A I  development  of  the  private  sectors  of 
eligible  countries,  including  small  busi- 
nesses, the  agricultural  sector,  and  joint 
ventures  with  United  States  and  host  coun- 
try participants;  and 

"(B)  policies  and  practices  conducive  to 
private  sector  development  in  eligible  coun- 
tries; 

on  the  same  basis  as  funds  and  support  may 
be  provided  with  respect  to  Enterprise  Funds 
for  Poland  and  Hungary  under  the  Support 
for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of 
1989  (22  use.  5401  et  seq.) 

"(2)  Funds  may  be  made  available  under 
this  section  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law. 

"(b)  Countries  Eligible  for  Enterprise 
Funds.— (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2).  the  President  is  authorized  to  designate 
a  private,  nonprofit  organization  as  eligible 
to  receive  funds  and  support  pursuant  to  this 
section  with  respect  to  any  country  eligible 
to  receive  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  limi- 
tations as  set  forth  in  section  201(d)  of  the 
Support  for  East  European  Democracy 
(SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5421(d)). 

•'(2)  The  authority  of  paragraph  (1)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  country  with  respect  to 


which  the  President  is  authorized  to  des- 
ignate an  enterprise  fund  under  section 
498B(c)  or  section  498C  of  this  Act  or  section 
201  of  the  Support  for  East  European  Democ- 
racy (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5421). 

"(c)  Treatment  Equivalent  to  Enter- 
prise Funds  for  Poland  and  Hungary.— Ex- 
cept as  otherwise  specifically  provided  in 
this  section,  the  provisions  contained  in  sec- 
tion 201  of  the  Support  for  East  European  De- 
mocracy (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U  S.C.  5421) 
(excluding  the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  that  sec- 
tion) shall  apply  to  any  Enterprise  Fund 
that  receives  funds  and  support  under  this 
section.  The  officers,  members,  or  employees 
of  an  Enterprise  Fund  that  receive  funds  and 
support  under  this  section  shall  enjoy  the 
same  status  under  law  that  is  applicable  to 
officers,  members,  or  employees  of  the  En- 
terprise Funds  for  Poland  and  Hungary  under 
section  201  of  the  Support  for  East  European 
Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C. 
5421). 

"(d)  Reporting  Requirement.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  section, 
the  requirement  of  section  201(p)  of  the  Sup- 
port for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED) 
Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5421(p)).  that  an  Enter- 
prise Fund  shall  be  required  to  publish  an 
annual  report  not  later  than  January  31  each 
year,  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  En- 
terpri.se  Fund  that  receives  funds  and  sup- 
port under  this  section  for  the  first  twelve 
months  after  it  is  designated  as  eligible  to 
receive  such  funds  and  support. 

"(e)  Funding.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Amounts  made  available 
for  a  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  chapter  1  of 
part  I  of  this  Act  (relating  to  development 
assistance)  and  to  carry  out  chapter  4  of  part 
II  of  this  Act  (relating  to  the  economic  sup- 
port fund)  shall  be  available  for  such  fiscal 
year  to  carry  out  this  section,  in  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  available  for  such  pur- 
poses. 

"(2)  African  development— In  addition  to 
amounts  available  under  paragraph  (1)  for  a 
fiscal  year,  amounts  made  available  for  such 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I 
of  this  Act  (relating  to  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa)  shall  be  available  for  such 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  this  section  with  re- 
spect to  countries  in  Africa.". 
SEC.  3212.  MICRO-  AND  SMALL  ENTERPRISE  DE- 
VELOPMENT CREDITS. 

(a)  In  General— Section  108  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  n  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"SEC.  108.  MICRO-  AND  SMALL  ENTERPRISE  DE- 
VELOPMENT CREDITS. 

"(a)  Findings  and  Policy— The  Congress 
finds  and  declares  that — 

"(1)  the  development  of  micro-  and  small 
enterprise,  including  cooperatives,  is  a  vital 
factor  in  the  stable  growth  of  developing 
countries  and  in  the  development  and  stabil- 
ity of  a  free.  open,  and  equitable  inter- 
national economic  system; 

"(2)  it  is.  therefore,  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  United  States  to  assist  the  development 
of  the  private  sector  in  developing  countries 
and  to  engage  the  United  States  private  sec- 
tor in  that  process; 

"(3)  the  support  of  private  enterprise  can 
be  served  by  programs  providing  credit, 
training,  and  technical  assistance  for  the 
benefit  of  micro-  and  small  enterprises;  and 

"(4)  programs  that  provide  credit,  training, 
and  technical  assistance  to  private  institu- 
tions can  serve  as  a  valuable  complement  to 
grant  assistance  provided  for  the  punxjse  of 
benefiting  micro-  and  small  private  enter- 
prise. 


"(b)  Program —To  carry  out  the  policy  set 
forth  in  subsection  (a),  the  President  is  au- 
thorized to  provide  assistance  to  increase  the 
availability  of  credit  to  micro-  and  small  en- 
terprises lacking  full  access  to  credit,  in- 
cluding through— 

"(1)  loans  and  guarantees  to  credit  institu- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  expanding  the  avail- 
ability of  credit  to  micro-  and  small  enter- 
prises; 

"(2)  training  programs  for  lenders  In  order 
to  enable  them  to  better  meet  the  credit 
needs  of  micro-  and  small  entrepreneurs;  and 

"(3)  training  programs  for  micro-  and 
small  entrepreneurs  in  order  to  enable  them 
to  make  better  use  of  credit  and  to  better 
manage  their  enterprises. '". 

(b)  Authorization  of  appropria'hons.— 

(1)  In  general. — (A)  There  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  section  108  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  in  addi- 
tion to  funds  otherwise  available  for  such 
pui-poses.  $2,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  Funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
made  available  for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  de- 
fined in  section  502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990,  for  activities  under  sec- 
tion 108  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961. 

(B)  In  addition,  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $500,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  the  cost  of  training 
programs  and  administrative  expenses  to 
carrj''  out  such  section. 

(2)  Av.mlability  of  amounts.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  para- 
graph (1)  are  authorized  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

SEC.  3213.  MICROENTERPRISE  DEVELOPMENT 
GRANT  ASSISTANCE. 
Chapter  1  of  pa.rt  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"SEC.     12».     MICROENTERPRISE    DEVELOPMENT 
GRANT  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  AUTHORiZA'noN  — (1)  In  carrying  out 
this  part,  the  administrator  of  the  agency 
primarily  responsible  for  administering  this 
part  is  authorized  to  provide  grant  assist- 
ance fur  pi'ugiaiiia  of  credit  and  other  assist- 
ance for  microenterprises  in  developing 
countries. 

"(2)  Assistance  authorized  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  provided  through  the  following 
organizations  that  have  a  capaicity  to  de- 
velop and  implement  microenterprise  pro- 
grams: 

"(A)  United  States  and  indigenous  private 
and  voluntary  organizations. 

"(B)  United  States  and  indigenous  credit 
unions  and  cooperative  organizations. 

"(C)  Other  indigenous  governmental  and 
nongovernmental  organizations. 

"(3)  Approximately  50  percent  of  assistance 
authorized  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  used 
for  poverty  lending  programs  which— 

"(A)  meet  the  needs  of  the  very  poor  mem- 
bers of  society,  particularly  poor  women;  and 
"(B)  provide  loans  of  $300  or  less  in  1995 
United  States  dollars  to  such  poor  members 
of  society. 

"■(4)  The  administrator  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  this 
part  shall  strengthen  appropriate  mecha- 
nisms, including  mechanisms  for  central 
microenterprise  programs,  for  the  purpose 
of— 

"(A)  providing  technical  support  for  field 
missions; 

"(B)  strengthening  the  institutional  devel- 
opment of  the  intermediary  organizations 
described  in  paragraph  (2);  and 
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'•(C)  sharing  information  relating  to  the 
provision  of  assistance  authorized  under 
paragraph  (1)  between  such  field  missions 
and  Intermediary  organizations. 

••(b)  Monitoring  System.— In  order  to 
maximize  the  sustainable  development  im- 
pact of  the  assistance  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a)(1).  the  administrator  of  the  agen- 
cy primarily  responsible  for  administering 
this  part  shall  establish  a  monitoring  system 
that— 

••(1)  establishes  performance  goals  for  such 
assistance  and  expresses  such  goals  in  an  ob- 
jective and  quantifiable  form,  to  the  extent 
feasible; 

■(2)  establishes  performance  indicators  to 
be  used  in  measuring  or  assessing  the 
achievement  of  the  goals  and  objectives  of 
such  assistance:  and 

'•(3)  provides  a  basis  for  recommendations 
for  adjustments  to  such  assistance  to  en- 
hance the  sustainable  development  impact  of 
such  assistance,  particularly  the  impact  of 
such  assistance  on  the  very  poor,  particu- 
larly poor  women.". 
CHAPTER  3— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

Sabchapter  A — Development  Aaaiatuice 
Aathoritiea 

SEC.  3221.  AUTHORIZATIONS  OF  APPROPRIA- 
TIONa 

(a)  I.N  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  the  following  amounts  for 
the  following  purposes  (in  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  available  for  such  pur- 
poses); 

(1)  Development  assistance  fund  — 
$858,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  sections  103  through  106 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2151a  through  2151d). 

(2)  Development  fund  for  africa  — 
J629.214.000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2293  et  seq). 

(3)  .Assistance    for    the    independent 

STATES  OF  the  FOR-MER  SOVIET  UNION  — 
J643.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  J650,000.000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  programs 
under  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  L'.S.C.  2295  et  seq.) 
and  other  related  programs. 

(4)  ASSIST .A.\CE  FOR  EAST  EUROPEAN  COUN- 
TRIES.—J325.000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$275,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  economic 
assistance  for  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Baltic 
states  under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  use  2151  et  seq  )  and  the  Support 
for  East  European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of 
1989  (22  use.  5401  et  seq.). 

(5)  INTER-A.MERICAN  FOUNDATION.— 
$20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $10,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  section  401  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1969  (22  U.S.C. 
290n. 

(6)  African  development  foundation — 
$10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $5,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  the  African 
Development  Foundation  Act  (22  U.S.C.  290h 
et  seq.). 

(b)  AVAiLABiLrrY  OF  AMOUNTS.— Amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended 

SEC.  S222.  CfOLD  SIHIVIVAL  ACIl VITUS.  VITAMIN 
A  DEFICIENCY  PHOGRAM.  AND  RE- 
LATED AcnvmES. 

(a)  Child  Sur\,iv.\l  activthes  — 
(1)  In  GENERAL.— < A)  Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  law 
described  in  paragraph  (2i  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997.  not  less  than  $280,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
only  for  activities  which  have  a  direct  meas- 


urable impact  on  rates  of  child  morbidity 
and  mortality,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on 
delivery  of  community-based  primary  health 
care  and  health  education  services  which 
benefit  the  poorest  of  the  poor 

(B)  Of  the  amounts  made  available  under 
subparagraph  (A)  for  a  fiscal  year,  not  less 
than  130.000.000  for  such  fiscal  year  shall  be 
provided  to  private  and  voluntary  organiza- 
tions under  the  PVO  Child  Survival  grants 
program  carried  out  by  the  agency  primarily 
responsible  for  administering  part  I  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

(2)  Provisions  of  law  —The  provisions  of 
law  described  in  this  paragraph  are  the  fol- 
lowing; 

(A)  Sections  103  through  106  of  the  Foreigrn 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151a 
through  2151d;  relating  to  the  development 
assistance  fund). 

(B)  Chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2293  et  seq.;  re- 
lating to  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa). 

(C)  Chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.;  re- 
lating to  the  economic  support  fund). 

(D)  The  'Multilateral  Assistance  Initiative 
for  the  Philippines"  program. 

(3)  Speclal  rule —Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  sections  103  through  106  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  for  the  Vita- 
min A  Deficiency  Program,  part  I  of  such 
Act  for  iodine  and  iron  fortification  pro- 
grams and  for  iron  supplementation  pro- 
grams for  pregnant  women,  chapter  9  of  part 
I  of  such  Act  for  international  disaster  as- 
sistance, section  104(c)  of  such  Act  for  inter- 
national AIDS  prevention  and  control,  and 
any  other  provision  of  law  for  migration  and 
refugee  assistance,  shall  not  be  included  in 
the  aggregate  amounts  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  for  purposes  of  the  requirements 
contained  in  such  paragraph. 

(b)  Vitamin  a  Deficiency  Progr.im  and 
Related  AcTrvmEs— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  sections  103  through 
106  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
use.  2151a  through  2151d)  for  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997.  not  less  than  $25,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
for  the  Vitamin  A  Deficiency  Program  and 
for  activities  relating  to  iodine  deficiency 
and  other  micronutrients. 

(c)  u^fDPAVHO  Tropical  Disease  Pro- 
gram.— Of  the  amounts  made  available  to 
carry  out  section  103  through  106  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151a 
through  2151d)  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997, 
not  less  than  $15,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal 
year  shall  be  made  available  for  the  United 
Nations  Development  Progranv'World  Health 
Organization  Special  Program  for  Research 
and  Training  in  Tropical  Diseases. 

SEC.  3223.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  FAMILY  PLANNING. 

(a)  RESTRicmoN  ON  Use  of  Funds  for  Vol- 
untary Population  Planning.— Section 
104(b)  of  the  Foreign  AssisUnce  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2151b(b))  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  first  sentence  the  following  new 
sentence;  "Such  assistance  shall  be  available 
only  for  voluntary  family  planning  projects 
which  offer,  either  directly  or  through  refer- 
ral to.  or  information  about  access  to.  a 
broad  range  of  family  planning  methods  and 
services." 

(b)  Prohibition  on  Use  of  Funds  for  Vol- 
untary Population  Planning  to  Organiza- 
■noNs  OR  Programs  Supporting  or  Partici- 
pating IN  the  Manage.ment  of  abortion  or 
Involuntary  Sterilization  Prcxsrams  — 
Section  104(b)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2151b(b)). 
as  amended  by  subsection  (a),  is  further 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "In 
order  to"  and  inserting  "(1)  In  order  to":  and 


(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph; 

"(2)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  may  be  made  avail- 
able to  any  organization  or  program  which, 
as  determined  by  the  President,  supports  or 
participates  in  the  management  of  a  pro- 
gram of  coercive  abortion  or  involuntary 
sterilization.". 

(c)  PROHiBmoN  on  Discrimination  With 
Respect  to  Grants  for  Natural  Family 
Planning.— Section  104(b)  of  such  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2151b(b)),  as  amended  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b).  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  In  providing  grants  for  natural  family 
planning  under  this  subsection,  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
for  administering  this  part  shall  not  dis- 
criminate against  applicants  because  of  any 
religious  or  conscientious  commitment  by 
such  applicants  to  offer  only  natural  family 
planning  services.". 

(d)  Clarification  With  Respect  to  Prohi- 
bition ON  Use  of  Funds  for  abortions.— 
Section  104(f)(1)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2151b(f)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "None  of  the  funds"  and  in- 
serting "(A)  None  of  the  funds";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  'motivate'  shall  not  be  construed  to 
prohibit  the  provision,  consistent  with  local 
law.  of  information  and  counseling  concern- 
ing all  pregnancy  options,  including  abor- 
tion.". 

SEC.  3224.  assistance  FOR  THE  INDEPENDENT 
STATES  OF  THE  FORMER  SOVIET 
UNION. 

(a)  Conditions  on  Assistance —Section 
498A(b)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2295a(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (4),  by  striking  "or"  at  the 
end; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  para- 
graph (10);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(5)  for  the  Government  of  Russia,  unless 
the  President  certifies  to  the  Congress  that 
such  Govcmment^- 

"(A)  is  pursuing,  without  preconditions,  an 
immediate  and  permanent  ceasefire,  and  is 
pursuing  a  negotiated  settlement  to  the  con- 
flict in  the  Russian  Federation  Republic  of 
Chechnya; 

"(B)  is  taking  steps  to  provide  unhindered 
access  to  the  region  of  Chechnya  and  sur- 
rounding areas  of  the  Russian  Federation  by 
elected  officials  of  the  Russian  Federation 
and  by  independent  Russian  media: 

"(C)  is  cooperating  with  the  Organization 
for  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe  and 
other  appropriate  international  organiza- 
tions in  undertaking  steps  to  investigate  and 
prosecute  any  and  all  individuals,  including 
members  of  the  Russian  armed  forces  and  in- 
ternal security  agencies,  who  may  be  respon- 
sible for  atrocities,  war  crimes,  or  crimes 
against  humanity  in  the  region  of  Chechnya; 

"(D)  is  cooperating  with  the  Assistance 
Group  of  the  Organization  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  established  in 
Chechnya  in  fulfilling  that  mission's  man- 
date: 

"(E)  is  cooperating  In  assuring  the 
unhindered  delivery  of  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  the  civilian  population  in  Chechnya; 

"(F)  has  made  the  fullest  possible  account- 
ing of  all  persons  currently  detained  by  Rus- 
sian military  or  security  forces  as  a  result  of 
the  conflict  in  Chechnya  and  has  allowed  ac- 
cess to  those  individuals  by  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross; 


"(G)  is  taking  steps  to  repatriate  refugees 
and  displaced  persons  wishing  to  return  to 
Chechnya;  and 

"(H)  is  taking  steps  to  hold  free  and  fair 
elections  in  Chechnya,  based  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  Organization  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  and  conducted  in  the 
presence  of  foreign  and  domestic  observers; 
except  that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
the  provision  of  such  assistance  for  purposes 
of  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee  relief 
or  assisting  democratic  political  reform  and 
rule  of  law  activities,  provision  of  technical 
assistance  for  safety  upgrade  of  civilian  nu- 
clear power  plants,  and  assisting  in  the  cre- 
ation of  private  sector  and  nongovernmental 
organizations  that  are  independent  of  gov- 
ernment ownership  and  control; 

"(6)  for  the  government  of  any  independent 
state  that  has  agreed  to  provide  nuclear  re- 
actor components  to  Iran,  unless  the  Presi- 
dent determines  that  the  sale  of  such  compo- 
nents to  Iran  includes  safeguards  that  are 
consistent  with  the  national  security  objec- 
tives of  the  United  States  and  the  concerns 
of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  non- 
proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons  technology, 
except  that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
the  provision  of  such  of  assistance  for  pur- 
poses of— 

"(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee 
relief:  or 

"(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform, 
rule  of  law  activities,  and  the  creation  of  pri- 
vate sector  and  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions that  are  independent  of  government 
ownership  and  control; 

"(7)  for  the  government  of  any  independent 
state  that  the  President  determines  directs 
any  action  in  violation  of  the  territorial  in- 
tegrity or  national  sovereignty  of  any  other 
new  independent  state,  except  that  this  para- 
graph shall  not  apply  to  the  provision  of 
such  assistance  for  purposes  of— 

'•(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  and  refugee 
relief;  or 

"(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform, 
rule  of  law  activities,  and  the  creation  of  pri- 
vate sector  and  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions that  are  independent  of  government 
ownership  and  control: 

"(8)  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  mili- 
tary capability  of  any  independent  state,  ex- 
cept that  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to 
demilitarization,  defense  conversion  or  non- 
proliferation  programs,  or  programs  to  sup- 
port troop  withdrawal  including  through  the 
support  of  an  officer  resettlement  program, 
and  technical  assistance  for  the  housing  sec- 
tor: 

"(9)  for  the  Government  of  Russia  if  the 
F*resident  determines  that  Government — 

"(A)  is  not  making  progress  in  implement- 
ing comprehensive  economic  reforms  based 
on  market  principles,  including  fostering 
private  ownership,  the  repayment  of  com- 
mercial debt,  the  respect  of  commercial  con- 
tracts, the  equitable  treatment  of  foreign 
private  investment;  or 

"(B)  applies  or  transfers  assistance  pro- 
vided under  this  chapter  to  any  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  expropriating  or  seizing  own- 
ership or  control  of  assets,  investments,  or 
ventures;  or". 

(b)  Assistance  Through  the  Private  Sec- 
tor.—Section  498B(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2295b(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"(a)  Assistance  Through  the  Private 
Sector.— Assistance  under  this  chapter  shall 
be  provided,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible, 
through  the  private  sector,  including  private 
and  voluntary  organizations  and  other  non- 
governmental organizations  functioning  in 
the  independent  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union,". 


(c)  Waiver  of  Certain  Promsions.— Sec- 
tion 498B(j)(l)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2295b(j)(l))  is  amended  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing subparagraph  (A)— 

(1)  by  striking  "for  fiscal  year  1993  by  this 
chapter"  and  inserting  "to  carry  out  this 
chapter":  and 

(2)  by  striking  "appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1993". 

SEC.     3225.     DEVELOPMENT    FU7VD     FOR    LATIN 
AMERICA  AND  THE  CARIBBEAN. 

Part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  chapter; 
"CHAPTER  12— DEVELOPMENT  FU7«JD  FOR 

LATIN  AMERICA  AND  THE  CARIBBEAN 
•^EC.  4W.  STATEMENT  OF  POUCY. 

'The  Congress  declares  the  following: 

"(1)  The  historic,  economic,  political,  and 
geographic  relationships  among  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Western  Hemisphere  are  unique 
and  of  continuing  special  significance. 

"•(2)  Following  the  historic  Summit  of  the 
Americas  and  the  passage  of  the  North 
.American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Western  Hemisphere  have  moved 
steadfastly  toward  economic  and  political 
integration. 

""(3)  The  interests  of  the  countries  of  the 
Western  Hemisphere  are  more  interrelated 
than  ever,  and  sound  economic,  social,  and 
democratic  progress  in  each  of  the  countries 
continues  to  be  of  importance  to  all  coun- 
tries, and  lack  of  it  in  any  country  may  have 
serious  repercussions  in  others. 

'"(4)  For  the  peoples  of  Latin  America  and 
the  Caribbean  to  progress  within  the  frame- 
work of  social  justice,  respect  for  human 
rights,  political  democracy,  and  market-ori- 
ented economies,  there  is  a  compelling  need 
for  the  achievement  of  social  and  economic 
advancement  and  the  consolidation  of  politi- 
cal democracy  and  the  rule  of  law  adequate 
to  meet  the  legitimate  aspirations  of  the  in- 
dividual citizens  of  the  countries  of  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  for  a  better  way 
of  life. 

"(5)  The  prosperity,  security,  and  well- 
being  of  the  United  States  is  linked  directly 
to  peace,  prosperity,  and  democracy  In  Latin 
A.merfca  and  the  Caribbean. 

"•(6)  Democratic  values  are  dominant 
throughout  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean region  and  nearly  all  governments  in 
such  region  have  come  to  power  through 
democratic  elections. 

•"(7)  Nonetheless,  existing  democratic  gov- 
ernments and  their  supporting  institutions 
remain  fragile  and  face  critical  challenges, 
including,  in  particular,  the  consolidation  of 
civilian  control  of  such  governments  and  in- 
stitutions, including  control  of  the  military, 
the  consolidation  or  establishment  of  inde- 
pendent judicial  institutions  and  of  the  rule 
of  law,  and  where  appropriate,  the  decen- 
tralization of  government. 

"(8)  In  adherence  to  free  market  principles, 
it  is  essential  to  promote  economic  growth 
with  equity — enlarging  employment  and  de- 
cisionmaking opportunities  and  the  provi- 
sion of  basic  social  services  for  traditionally 
marginalized  groups,  such  as  indigenous  mi- 
norities, women,  and  the  poor — and  to  pro- 
tect and  promote  workers  rights. 

"(9)  By  supporting  the  purposes  and  objec- 
tives of  sustainable  development  and  apply- 
ing such  purposes  and  objectives  to  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  the  Develop- 
ment Fund  for  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean can  advance  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  can  directly  improve 
the  lives  of  the  poor,  encourage  broad-based 
economic  growth  while  protecting  the  envi- 
ronment, build  human  capital  and  knowl- 


edge,   support   participation    in   democracy, 
and    promote    peace    and    justice    in    Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean. 
-SEC.  4WA  AUTHORIZATION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  In  General.— The  President  is  author- 
ized to  provide  assistance  for  Latin  America 
and  tne  Caribbean  to  promote  democracy, 
sustainable  development,  and  economic 
growth  in  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 

"(b)  Terms  and  Conditions.— Assistance 
under  this  chapter  shall  be  provided  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  President  may 
determine. 

-SEC.  499a  AVAILABILmr  OF  AMOUNTS. 

"(a)  In  General— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  law 
described  in  subsection  (b)  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year,  not  less 
than  an  amount  requested  by  the  President 
and  approved  by  the  Congress  in  appropria- 
tions Acts  shall  be  made  available  to  csarry 
out  this  chapter. 

"(b)  Provisions  of  Law —The  provisions  of 
law  described  in  this  subsection  are  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(1)  Sections  103  through  106  of  this  Act 
(relating  to  the  development  assistance 
fund). 

"(2)  Chapter  8  of  this  part  (relating  to 
international  narcotics  control). 

"(3)  Chapter  4  of  part  n  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  the  economic  support  fund). 

"(4)  Chapter  5  of  part  11  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training). 

"(5)  Titles  n  and  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954. 

"(6)  The  "Foreign  Military  Financing  Pro- 
gram' under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 

"(c)  Availability —Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  this  section  are  authorized  to  re- 
main available  until  expended.  ' 

SEC.  3228.   EFFECTIVENESS  OF   UNITED  STATES 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

Chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2251  et  seq  ).  as 
amended  by  this  Act.  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"SEC.    130.   EFFECnVENESS  OF  UNITED  STATES 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  Reports  —Not  later  than  December 
31.  1996.  and  December  31  of  each  third  year 
thereafter,  the  President  shall  transmit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  which  analyzes,  on  a 
country-by-country  basis,  the  impact  and  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  United  States  development 
assistance  provided  during  the  preceding 
three  fiscal  years.  Each  report  shall  include 
the  following  for  each  recipient  country: 

"(1)  An  analysis  of  the  impact  of  United 
States  development  assistance  during  the 
preceding  three  fiscal  years  on  development 
in  that  country,  with  a  discussion  of  the 
United  States  interests  that  were  served  by 
the  assistance.  Such  analysis  shall  be  done 
on  a  sector-by -sector  basis  to  the  extent  pos- 
sible and  shall  identify  any  economic  policy 
reforms  which  were  promoted  by  the  assist- 
ance. Such  analysis  shall— 

"(A)  include  a  description,  quantified  to 
the  extent  practicable,  of  the  specific  objec- 
tives the  United  States  sought  to  achieve  in 
providing  development  assistance  for  that 
country:  and 

"(B)  specify  the  extent  to  which  those  ob- 
jectives were  not  achieved,  with  an  expla- 
nation of  why  they  were  not  achieved. 

""(2)  A  description  of  the  amount  and  na- 
ture of  development  assistance  provided  by 
other  donors  during  the  preceding  three  fis- 
cal years,  set  forth  by  development  sector  to 
the  extent  possible. 
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■■(3)  A  discussion  of  the  commitment  of  the 
host  g-ovemment  to  addressing  the  country's 
needs  in  each  development  sector,  including 
a  description  of  the  resources  devoted  by 
that  government  to  each  development  sector 
during  the  preceding  three  fiscal  years. 

■(4)  A  description  of  the  trends,  both  favor- 
able and  unfavorable.  In  each  development 
sector. 

"(5)  Statistical  and  other  information  nec- 
essary to  evaluate  the  impact  and  effective- 
ness of  United  States  development  assistance 
on  development  in  the  country. 

"(bi  Listing  of  Most  ,^nd  Least  Success- 
ful AssiST.A.N'CE  Progra.ms.— Each  report  re- 
quired by  this  section  shall  identify — 

•■(1»  those  five  countries  in  which  United 
States  development  assistance  has  been  most 
successful:  and 

"(2)  those  five  countries  in  which  United 
States  development  assistance  has  been  least 
successful. 

For  each  country  listed  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (2),  the  report  shall  explain  why  the 
assistance  was  not  more  successful  and  shall 
specify  what  the  United  States  has  done  as  a 
result. 

••(c)  Report  To  Be  a  Separate  Docu- 
ment.— Each  report  required  by  this  section 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  as  a  sepa- 
rate document. 

•■(d)  DEFiNmoN.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  terms  United  States  development  assist- 
ance' and  development  assistance'  means  as- 
sistance under  this  chapter  " 

SEC.  3227.  FUNDING  FOR  PRIVATE  AND  VOL- 
UNTARY ORGANIZA'nONS  AND  CO- 
OPERATIVES. 

(a)  In  GENE31AL.— For  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997,  the  President  shall  allo- 
cate an  aggregate  amount  to  private  and  vol- 
untary organizations  and  cooperatives  under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151  et  seq.)  and  the  Support  for  East  Euro- 
pejin  Democracy  (SEED)  .Act  of  1989  which. 
at  a  minimum,  is  equal  to  the  aggregate 
amount  allocated  to  such  organizations  and 
cooperatives  under  such  Acts  for  fiscal  year 
1994. 

(b)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  'private  and  voluntary  orga- 
nization" means  a  private  nongovernmental 
organization  which— 

(1)  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  coun- 
try; 

(2)  receives  funds  from  private  sources; 

(3)  operates  on  a  not-for-profit  basis  with 
appropriate  tax-exempt  status  if  the  laws  of 
the  country  grant  such  status  to  not-for- 
profit  organizations; 

(4)  is  voluntary  in  that  it  receives  vol- 
untary contributions  of  money,  time,  or  in- 
kind  support  from  the  public;  and 

(5)  is  engaged  or  intends  to  be  engaged  in 
voluntary,  charitable,  development,  or  hu- 
manitarian assistance  activities. 

SEC.  S22S.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  RELATING 
TO  UNITED  STATES  COOPERATTVES 
AND  CREDIT  UNIONS. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  United  States  cooperatives  and  credit 
unions  can  provide  am  opportunity  for  people 
in  developing  countries  to  participate  di- 
rectly in  democratic  decisionmaking  for 
their  economic  and  social  benefit  through 
ownership  and  control  of  business  enter- 
prises and  through  the  mobilization  of  local 
capital  and  savings;  and 

(2)  such  organizations  should  be  utilized  in 
fostering  democracy,  free  markets,  commu- 
nity-based development,  and  self-help 
projects. 


Subchapter  B — Operating  Expenaea 
SEC,  3231.  OPERATING  EXPENSES  GENERALLY. 

Section  667(a)(1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2427(a)(1))  is  amended  to 
resul  as  follows: 

••(1)  $465,774,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$419,196,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  necessary 
operating  expenses  of  the  agency  primarily 
responsible  for  administering  part  I  of  this 
Act  (other  than  the  office  of  the  inspector 
general  of  such  agency),  and" 
SEC.  3232.  OPERATING  EXPENSES  OF  THE  OFFICE 
or  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL. 

Section  667(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2427(a)).  as  amended  by 
this  Act.  is  further  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3); 

(2)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

••(2)  $35,206,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$31,685,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  necessary 
operating  expenses  of  the  office  of  the  in- 
spector general  of  such  agency:  and". 

CHAPTER  4— PUBLIC  LAW  4a0 
SEC.  3241,  LEVELS  OF  ASSISTANCE  FOR  TITLE  IL 

Section  204(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  .Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1724(ai)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(E),  by  striking  "for  fis- 
cal year  1995"  and  inserting  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997'  ,  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)(E).  by  striking  '•for  fis- 
cal year  1995"  and  inserting  "for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1997" 

SEC.  3242.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FORTFTLE  HL 

No  funds  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  either  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for 
the  provision  of  agricultural  commodities 
under  title  III  of  the  .Agricultural  Trade  De- 
velopment and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1727  et  seq.). 

CHAPTER  5— HOUSING  GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM 

SEC.  S2S1.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES. 

(a)  In  Gknekal— (1)  auojecc  to  paragraph 
(2).  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$7,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  $6,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997  for  administrative  expenses 
to  carry  out  guaranteed  loan  programs  under 
sections  221  and  222  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2181  and  2182). 

(2)  Amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  paragraph  (1)  may  be  made  available 
only  for— 

(A)  administrative  expenses  incurred  with 
respect  to  guaranties  Issued  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 

(B)  expenses  incurred  with  respect  to  ac- 
tivities related  to  the  collection  of  amounts 
paid  by  the  United  States  in  the  discharge  of 
liabilities  under  guaranties  issued  under  sec- 
tion 222  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  use.  2182). 

(b)  AVAILABILITY— Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  subsection  (a)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SEC,  3252.  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  ExpiRA-noN  OF  .AuTHORrrY. —Section 
222(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  use.  2182(a))  is  amended  by  striking  the 
third  sentence  and  inserting  the  following: 
"No  guaranties  may  be  issued  under  this  sec- 
tion on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Reduction  Act  of  1995."'. 

(b)  Cancellation  of  Certain  EIxisting 
Guaranties— Section  222  of  such  Act  (22 
use.  2182)  is  amended— 


(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (k)  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

••(e)  The  President  shall  cancel  all  guaran- 
ties issued  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
which  eligible  investors  have  not  (before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Re- 
duction Act  of  1995)  applied  such  guaranties 
to  loans  for  projects  under  this  title.  ". 

(c)  Prohibition  on  assistance  for  Enti- 
"hes  in  Default  and  Certain  Other  Enti- 
•nES.— Section  620  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2370) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (u) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

'•(v)(l)  Subject  to  paragraph  (2),  no  assist- 
ance shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  any 
entity  that — 

•(A)  fails  to  make  timely  payments  on 
loans  with  respect  to  which  guaranties  have 
been  issued  under  title  III  of  chapter  2  of 
part  I  of  this  Act  (relating  to  housing  and 
other  credit  guaranty  programs);  or 

•■(B)  causes  amounts  (including  amounts 
for  administrative  expenses)  to  be  paid  by 
the  United  States  in  the  discharge  of  liabil- 
ities under  guaranties  issued  under  such 
title,  unless  such  entity  has  reimbursed  the 
United  States  for  such  amounts. 

•'(2)  The  President  may  waive  the  prohibi- 
tion in  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  an  en- 
tity if  the  President  determines  that  it  is  in 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
furnish  assistance  under  this  Act  to  such  en- 
tity". 

CHAPTER  6— PEACE  COPJ»S 

SEC.  3261.  PEACE  CORPS. 

Section  3(b)  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act  (22 
use.  2502(b))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
$219,745,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997. 

••(2)  Amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  paragraph  ( 1 ) — 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1997;  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  ?.vail3)>ip  until  Se'^tember 
30,  1998.'^. 

SEC,  3262.  ACnVmES  OF  THE  PEACE  CORPS  IN 
THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION, 

(a)  In  General— Of  the  amounts  made 
available  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  to 
carry  out  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2295  et  seq.; 
relating  to  assistance  for  the  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union),  not  more 
than  $11,600,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year  shall 
be  available  for  activities  of  the  Peace  Corps 
in  the  independent  states  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  (as  defined  in  section  3  of  the 
Freedom  for  Russia  and  Emerging  Eurasian 
Democracies  and  Open  Markets  Support  Act 
of  1992), 

(b)  Availability.— Amounts  made  avail- 
able under  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1997;  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1998. 

SEC,  3263.  PROHIBrnON  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR 
ABORTIONS. 

Section  15  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2514)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

••(e)  Funds  made  available  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  may  not  be  used  to  pay  for  abor- 
tions.". 
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CHAPTER  7— INTERNATIONAL  DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE 

SEC,    3271.    AUTHORITY    TO     PROVIDE     RECON- 
STRUCTION ASSISTANCE. 

Section  491  of  the  Foreign  A.ssistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2292)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b),  by  striking  •'and  reha- 
bilitation "  and  inserting  '•,  rehabilitation, 
and  reconstruction  ";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c),  by  striking  '•and  reha- 
bilitation" and  inserting  •,  rehabilitation, 
and  reconstruction". 

SEC,    3272.    AUTHORIZATIONS    OF    APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

Section  492(a)  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2292a{a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

""lai  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  President  to  carry  out  section 
491,  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available 
for  such  purposes,  $200,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fi.scal  years  1996  and  1997." 

CHAPTER  8— OTHER  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  3281.  EXEMPTION  FROM  RESTRICTIONS  ON 
ASSISTANCE  THROUGH  NON- 

GOVER.NMENTAL  ORG.ANIZA'HONS, 

Section  123(e)  of  the  Foreign  .Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C,  2151u(e))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(e)(1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3),  restric- 
tions contained  in  this  Act  or  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law  with  respect  to  assistance  for  a 
country  shall  not  he  construed  to  restrict  as- 
sistance under  this  chapter,  chapter  10,  or 
chapter  11  of  this  part  in  support  of  pro- 
grams of  nongovernmental  organizations, 

"(2)  The  President  shall  take  into  consider- 
ation, in  any  case  in  which  a  restriction  on 
assistance  for  a  country  would  be  applicable 
but  for  this  subsection,  whether  assistance 
for  programs  of  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

"(3)  Whenever  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section is  used  to  furnish  assistance  for  a 
program  of  a  nongovernmental  organization, 
the  President  shall  notify  the  congressional 
committees  specified  in  section  634A(a)  of 
this  Act  in  accordance  with  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section.  Such  notification  shall  describe 
the  program  assisted,  the  assistance  pro- 
vided, and  the  reasons  for  furnishing  such  as- 
sistance.". 

SEC.  3282.  FUNDING  REQUIREMENTS  REI.ATING 
TO  UNITED  STATES  PRIVATE  AND 
VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZA'nONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  123(g)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151u(g))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(g)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  chapter  or  chapter  10  of  this  part  may 
not  be  made  available  to  any  United  States 
private  and  voluntary  organization,  except 
any  cooperative  development  organization, 
that  obtains  less  than  20  percent  of  its  total 
annual  financial  support  for  its  international 
activities  from  sources  other  than  the  Unit- 
ed States  Government". 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  applies  with  respect 
to  funds  made  available  for  programs  of  any 
United  States  private  and  voluntary  organi- 
zation on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  .Act. 

SEC.  3283,  DOCUMENTA-nON  REQUESTED  OF  PRI 
VATE  AND  VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS, 

Section  620  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  use.  2370),  as  amended  by  this 
.Act,  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (v)  (as  added  by  this  Act)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

•"(w)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  to 
carry  out  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  any 
private  and  voluntary  organization  which— 


••(1)  fails  to  provide  upon  timely  request 
any  document,  file,  or  record  necessary  to 
the  auditing  requirements  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act:  or 

■•(2)  is  not  registered  with  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act." 

SEC,     3884,     FOREIGN     GOVERNMENT     PARKING 
FINES. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  1  of  part  in  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2351  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

•SEC.    6201.     FOREIGN    GOVERNMENT    PARKING 
FINES. 

"(a)  In  General.— An  amount  equivalent 
to  110  percent  of  the  total  unpaid  fully  adju- 
dicated parking  fines  and  penalties  owed  to 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Virginia.  Mary- 
land, and  New  York  by  the  government  of  a 
foreign  country  as  of  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year, 
as  certified  to  the  President  by  the  chief  ex- 
ecutive officer  of  each  State  or  District, 
shall  be  withheld  from  obligation  for  such 
country  out  of  funds  available  in  the  next 
fiscal  year  to  carry  out  part  I  of  this  Act. 
until  the  requirement  of  subsection  (b)  is 
satisfied. 

••(b)  Requirement.— The  requirement  of 
this  subsection  is  .satisfied  when  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  determines  and  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that  such  fines  and  penalties  are  fully  paid 
to  the  governments  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, Virginia,  Maryland,  and  New  York. 

••(c)  APPROPRIATE  Congressional  Commit- 
tees Defined.— For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees' means  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate.". 

(b)     Effective     Date.— The     amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  fines  certified  as  of  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1995  or  any  fiscal  year  thereafter. 
SEC,  3285.  HUMAN  RIGHTS  REPORTS, 

(a)  SiiciioN  lio  Report. — Section  116(d)  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151n)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  ••and"  at 
the  end: 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (5);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(3)  the  votes  of  each  member  of  the  Unit- 
ed Nations  Commission  on  Human  Rights  on 
all  country-specific  and  thematic  resolutions 
voted  on  at  the  Commission's  annual  session 
during  the  period  covered  during  the  preced- 
ing year: 

"(4)  the  extent  to  which  each  country  has 
extended  protection  to  refugees,  including 
the  provision  of  first  asyium  and  resettle- 
ment; and  ". 

(b)  SE(moN  502B  Report— Section  502B(b) 
of  such  .Act  (22  use.  2304(b))  is  amended  by 
adding  after  the  second  sentence  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence:  "Each  report  under  this 
section  shall  list  the  votes  of  each  member  of 
the  United  Nations  Commission  on  Human 
Rights  on  all  country-specific  and  thematic 
resolutions  voted  on  at  the  Commission's  an- 
nual session  during  the  period  covered  dur- 
ing the  preceding  year." 

SEC.    3286.    DEOBLIGATION    OF    CERTAIN    UNTCX- 
PENDED      ECONOMIC      ASSISTANCE 
f-UNDS. 
Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2401   et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
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"SEC.  668.  DEOBLIGATION  OF  CERTAIN  UNEX- 
PENDED ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS. 

••(a)  Requirement  to  Deoblicate.— 
••(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and  m  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (3)  of  section  617(a)  of  this  Act. 
at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year  the 
President  shall  deobligate  and  return  to  the 
Treasury,  any  funds  described  in  paragraph 
(2)  that,  as  of  the  end  of  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  have  been  obligated  for  a  project  or  ac- 
tivity for  a  period  of  more  than  3  years  but 
have  not  been  expended. 

••(2)  Funds.— Paragraph  (1)  applies  to  funds 
made  available  for— 

•'(A)  assistance  under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of 
this  Act  (relating  to  development  assist- 
ance), chapter  10  of  part  I  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa),  or 
chapter  4  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relating  to 
the  economic  support  fund); 

••(B)  assistance  under  the  •Multilateral  As- 
sistance Initiative  for  the  Philippines": 

••(C)  assistance  under  the  Support  for  East 
European  Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989;  and 
•■(D)  economic  assistance  for  the  independ- 
ent states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  under 
this  Act  or  under  any  other  Act  authorizing 
economic  assistance  for  such  independent 
states. 

••(b)  Exceptions.— The  President,  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  may  waive  the  require- 
ment of  subsection  (a)(1)  if  the  President  de- 
termines, and  reports  to  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees,  that — 

••(1)  the  funds  are  being  used  for  a  con- 
struction project  that  requires  more  than  3 
years  to  complete;  or 

••(2)  the  funds  have  not  been  expended  be- 
cause of  unforeseen  circumstances,  and  those 
circumstances  could  not  have  been  reason- 
ably foreseen. 

••(c)  Comments  by  Inspector  General— As 
soon  as  possible  after  the  submission  of  a  re- 
port pursuant  to  subsection  (b).  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  agency  primarily  respon- 
sible for  administering  part  I  of  this  Act 
shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  such  comments  as  the  In- 
spector General  considers  appropriate  with 
regard  to  the  determination  described  in 
that  report. 

••(d)  Appropriate  Congressional  Commit- 
tees.— As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees"  means 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations 
and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate.". 

TITLE  XXXIII— REGIONAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  3301,  PROHIBITION  ON  A.SS1STANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVER.NMENTS  PROSTDLNG  AS- 
SISTA.NCE  TO  CUBA. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  620  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370),  as 
amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(y)(l)  No  assistance  may  be  provided 
under  this  Act  (other  than  humanitarian  as- 
sistance and  assistance  for  refugees)  for  a  fis- 
cal year  to  any  foreign  government  that  the 
President  determines  has  provided  economic 
assistance  to  or  engaged  in  nonmarket-based 
trade  with  the  Government  of  Cuba  or  any 
entity  controlled  by  such  Government  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year. 

"•(2)  The  President  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1) if— 

•■(A)  the  President  certifies  to  the  congres- 
sional committees  specified  in  section  634A 
of  this  Act  (in  accordance  with  pr(x;edures 
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applicable  to  reprogrramming  of  funds  under 
that  section)  that  the  provision  of  such  as- 
sistance is  vital  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States;  or 

"(B)  the  President  determines  and  reports 
to  the  Congress  that  the  Government  of 
Cuba  has  met  the  requirements  contained  in 
section  1708  of  the  Cuban  Democracy  Act  of 
1992  (22  U.S.C.  6001  et  seq.). 

■■(3)  Not  later  than  February  1st  each  year. 
the  President  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  appropriate  congrressional  committees  a 
report  containing  a  list  of  all  foreign  govern- 
ments that  the  President  has  determined 
have  provided  economic  assistance  to  or  en- 
gaged in  nonmarket-based  trade  with  the 
Government  of  Cuba  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year. 

"(4)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  the  term  appropriate  congressional 
committees'  means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate: 

"(B)  the  term  'humanitarian  assistance' 
means  food  lincluding  the  monetization  of 
food),  clothing,  medicine,  and  medical  sup- 
plies; and 

■•(C)  the  term  nonmarket-based  trade'  in- 
cludes exports,  imports,  exchanges,  or  other 
trade  arrangements  under  which  goods  or 
services  are  provided  on  terms  more  favor- 
able than  those  generally  available  m  appli- 
cable markets  or  for  comparable  commod- 
ities, including— 

"(i)  exports  to  the  Government  of  Cuba  on 
terms  that  involve  a  grant,  concessional 
price,  guaranty,  insurance,  or  subsidy; 

"(ii)  imports  from  the  Government  of  Cuba 
at  preferential  tariff  rates:  and 

"(iii)  exchange  arrangements  that  include 
advance  delivery  of  commodities,  arrange- 
ments in  which  the  Government  of  Cuba  is 
not  held  accountable  for  unfulfilled  exchange 
contracts,  and  arrangements  under  which 
such  Government  does  not  pay  appropriate 
transportation,  insurance,  or  finance  costs.  ". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  GENER.\L— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  prohibition  on  assistance 
to  a  foreign  government  contained  in  section 
620(y)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
as  added  by  subsection  (a),  shall  apply  only 
with  respect  to  assistance  provided  in  fiscal 
years  beginning  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Exception.— In  the  case  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  such  pro- 
hibition shall  apply  with  respect  to  the  obli- 
gation or  expenditure  of  assistance  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3302.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  NICARAGUA. 

(a)  Restrictions —Amounts  made  avail- 
able for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  for  assist- 
ance under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.; 
relating  to  development  assistance)  or  chap- 
ter 4  of  part  II  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.:  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
including  any  unobligated  balances  of  prior 
appropriations,  may  only  be  made  available 
to  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  if  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  determines  and  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that^ 

(1)  a  full  and  independent  investigation  has 
been  completed  of  the  weapons  caches  dis- 
covered after  the  May  23.  1993.  Santa  Rosa 
arms  cache  explosion,  including  an  inves- 
tigation of  passports,  identity  papers,  and 
other  documents  found  at  weapons  sites  indi- 
cating the  existence  of  a  terrorist  or  kidnap- 


ping ring  and  whether  the  terrorist  network 
was  involved  in  the  February  1993  World 
Trade  Center  bombing; 

(2)  prosecutions  have  been  initiated 
against  all  individuals,  including  govern- 
ment officials  and  members  of  the  armed 
forces  or  security  forces  of  Nicaragua,  identi- 
fied in  the  investigation  described  in  para- 
graph (1): 

(3)  Nicaragua  has  made  substantial 
progress  in  meeting  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  section  527  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  'Vears  1994  and  1995 
(relating  to  expropriation  of  United  States 
property); 

(4)  substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
the  timely  implementation  of  all  rec- 
ommendations made  by  the  Tripartite  Com- 
mission with  respect  to  individuals  respon- 
sible for  assassinations,  including  the  imme- 
diate suspension  of  all  individuals  from  the 
Sandinista  Army  and  security  forces  who 
were  named  in  such  recommendations,  and 
the  expeditious  prosecution  of  such  individ- 
uals: 

(5)  all  individuals  responsible  for  the  mur- 
ders of  Jean  Paul  Genie.  Arges  Sequelra,  and 
Enrique  Bermudez  have  been  removed  from 
the  military  and  security  forces  of  Nica- 
ragua, and  judicial  proceedings  against  these 
individuals  have  been  initiated; 

(6)  specific  changes  have  been  implemented 
which  have  resulted  in  verifiable  civilian 
control  over  the  Sandinista  military,  secu- 
rity forces,  and  police;  and 

(7)  genuine,  effective,  and  concrete  reforms 
in  the  Nicaraguan  judicial  system  have  been 
initiated. 

(b)  Contents  of  CERTiFicA'noN.- 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— a  certification  made  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a)  shall  include  a  de- 
tailed accounting  of  all  evidence  in  support 
of  the  determinations  listed  in  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (7)  of  such  subsection. 

(2)  Form.— A  certification  made  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  shall  be  submitted  in  un- 
classified form,  and,  to  the  extent  necessary, 
classified  form. 

(c)  Exception  to  Restrictions.— The  re- 
strictions on  the  availability  of  funds  in  sub- 
section (a)  shall  not  apply  to  support  for — 

(1)  programs  facilitating  the  resolution  of 
United  States  citizen  property  claims: 

(2)  the  International  Commission  for  Sup- 
port and  Verification  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States  for  human  rights  monitor- 
ing, related  assistance  programs  or  election 
observation: 

(3)  independent  human  rights  groups  in 
Nicaragua: 

(4)  programs  intended  to  ensure  free  and 
fair  elections  in  Nicaragua; 

(5)  democracy-building  programs  adminis- 
tered through  the  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy  and  related  nongovernmental 
groups;  or 

(6)  programs  to  promote  civilian  control  of 
the  military. 

(d)  Appropri.ate  Congressional  Commit- 
tees Defined— For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  'appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees" means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate. 

SEC.  3303.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
RELATIONS  WITH  BURMA. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  thatr— 

(1)  official  United  States  trade  delegations 
to  Burma  should  be  indefinitely  suspended: 

(2)  visits  to  Burma  by  senior  officials  of 
the   United    States   Government   should   be 


minimized    until   Aung   San   Suu   Kyi   is  re- 
leased from  house  arrest: 

(3)  the  Secretary  of  Labor  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  on  labor  practices  in 
Burma  so  that  Members  of  Congress  can  bet- 
ter inform  constituents,  including  stock- 
holders and  business  leaders  of  the  United 
States  companies  which  transact  commerce 
with  Burma,  on  labor  conditions  in  that 
country: 

(4)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  on  resource  exploi- 
tation and  environmental  degradation  in 
Burma; 

(5)  no  assistance  should  be  used  for  cooper- 
ative counternarcotics  efforts  between  the 
United  States  and  members  of  the  State  Law 
and  Order  Restoration  Committee  (SLORC) 
regime: 

(6)  the  United  States  should  discourage  the 
Association  of  Southeast  .Asian  Nations 
(ASEAN)  from  including  the  SLORC  regime 
in  ASEAN  activities: 

(7)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  submit  to 
the  Congress  a  report  which  outlines  a  strat- 
egy for  encouraging  democratic  transition  in 
Burma:  and 

(8i  the  United  States  should  encourage  its 
allies  to  restrict  the  relations  of  such  allies 
with  Burma  in  accordance  with  this  section. 
SEC.  3304.  DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  FOR  EGYPT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congre.ss  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Government  of  Egypt  owes  the 
United  States  Government  over  $6,000,000,000 
from  prior  economic  assistance  credit  pro- 
grams. 

(2)  Current  annual  debt  service  payments 
by  Egypt  to  the  United  States  are  approxi- 
mately $270,000,000.  will  climb  in  the  near  fu- 
ture to  $350,000,000.  and  will  continue  until 
the  year  2021. 

(3)  Egypt's  debt  service  to  the  United 
States  results  in  reduced  investment  capital 
and  slower  economic  growth  in  Egypt. 

(4)  Restructuring  Egypt's  debt  burden,  and 
buying  down  Egypt's  debt,  could  substan- 
tially reduce  over  time  Egypt's  requirement 
for  economic  assistance. 

(5)  Addressing  Egypt's  debt  burden  is  in 
the  mutual  mterest  of  Egypt  and  the  United 
States. 

(b)  Report.— (I)  Not  later  than  January  31. 
1996.  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  develop  and  sub- 
mit to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittee options  to  restructure  Egypt's  debt, 
and  buy  down,  over  a  period  of  time  through 
the  use  of  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  .Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et 
seq.;  relating  to  the  economic  support  fund), 
all  outstanding  debt  owed  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Egypt  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment, including  debt  owed  under  develop- 
ment assistance,  agriculture.  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
credit  programs. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  develop  the  op- 
tions required  by  paragraph  (1)  in  such  a  way 
as  to  enable  the  United  States  to  reduce  as- 
sistance to  Egypt  in  the  future  under  chap- 
ter 4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.;  relating  to  the 
economic  support  fund).  In  the  development 
of  such  options,  the  Secretaries  shall  consult 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  impact  of  the  op- 
tions required  under  paragraph  (1)  on  the 
level  of  United  States  exports  to  Egypt. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  "appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees" means  the  Committee  on  International 


Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate. 
SEC.  3305.  PROHXHITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVERNMENTS  PROVIDING  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  IRAN. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  Iran  is  engaged  in  an  intensive  effort  to 
develop  nuclear  weapons  and  some  nations 
have  indicated  that  they  are  prepared  to  co- 
operate with  Iran  in  the  nuclear  field. 

(2)  The  possession  of  nuclear  weapons  by 
Iran  would  represent  a  serious  threat  to  the 
peace  and  security  of  the  entire  Middle  East 
region  and  an  extremely  serious  challenge  to 
United  States  interests  in  that  region. 

(3)  The  United  States  places  the  highest 
priority  on  denying  to  Iran  the  capability  to 
produce  nuclear  weapons  and  systems  for  the 
delivery  of  nuclear  weapons  and  other  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction. 

(4)  The  sale  or  transfer  to  Iran  by  any 
other  government  or  with  the  permission  of 
any  other  government  of  technology  that 
may  be  critical  for  Iran  to  develop  or  deploy 
nuclear  weapons  is  a  serious  threat  to  United 
States  interests. 

(b)  ADMISSION  TO  NATO.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  United  States  should 
vigorously  oppose  the  accession  to  the  North 
.Atlantic  Treaty  and  the  admission  to  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  of  any 
country  which  sells  or  licenses  for  sale  any 
nuclear  or  dual-use  technology  or  any  mili- 
tary weapons,  equipment,  ammunition  or 
munitions  of  any  kind,  including  any  item 
included  on  any  lists  covered  by  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime,  to  Iran  or  to 
any  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  determined  repeatedly  provides  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism  pursuant 
to  section  6(j)  of  the  Export  Administration 
Act  of  1979. 

(c)  Prohibition  on  United  States  Assist- 
ance.— No  assistance  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  .Act  or  any  other  Act  may  be 
provided  by  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  the  government  of  any  coun- 
try which  sells  or  licenses  for  sale  any  nu- 
clear or  dual-use  technology  or  any  military 
weapons,  equipment,  ammunition  or  muni- 
tions of  any  kind,  including  any  item  in- 
cluded on  any  lists  covered  by  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime,  to  Iran  or  to 
any  other  country  which  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  determined  repeatedly  provides 
support  for  acts  of  international  terrorism 
pursuant  to  section  6(j)  of  the  Export  Admin- 
istration Act  of  1979. 

(d)  Exceptions— The  prohibition  in  sub- 
section (c)  shall  not  apply  to — 

(1)  assistance  provided  to  Russia.  Belarus, 
Ukraine,  or  Kazakhstan  under  the  authori- 
ties of  the  Soviet  Nuclear  Threat  Reduction 
Act  of  1991  (title  II  of  Public  Law  102-228:  105 
Stat.  1691):  and 

(2i  assistance  provided  under  chapter  11  of 
part  1  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  use.  2295  et  seq.;  relating  to  assistance 
for  the  independent  states  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union)  for  the  purposes  of— 

(A)  humanitarian,  disaster,  or  refugee  re- 
lief; or 

(B)  assisting  democratic  political  reform 
and  rule  of  law  activities,  and  assisting  in 
the  creation  of  private  sector  and  nongovern- 
mental organizations  that  are  independent  of 
government  ownership  and  control. 

SEC.  .1306.  ASSIST A.NCE  FOR  PAKISTAN. 

Section  620E(e)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
.Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2375(e))  is  amended— 


(1)  by  striking  "No  assistance  shall"  and 
inserting  "(1)  Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  no  assistance  shall":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

'(2i(.A)  Assistance  in  support  of  nongovern- 
mental organizations  or  microenterprises 
under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  this  Act  (relating 
to  development  assistance)  and  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  law  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  may  be  made  available  for 
Pakistan. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  law  described  in  this 
subparagraph  are  the  following: 

■•(i)  Title  IV  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  this 
Act  (relating  to  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation). 

"(ii)  Chapter  8  of  part  I  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  narcotics  control). 

"(iii)  Chapter  5  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training). 

"(iv)  Chapter  8  of  part  II  of  this  Act  (relat- 
ing to  antiterrorism  assistance). 

"(V)  Any  provision  of  law  under  which  as- 
sistance is  available  to  carry  out  the  follow- 
ing activities; 

"(I)  Aviation  safety. 

"(II)  Immigration  and  customs  procedures. 

"(Ill)  Peacekeeping. 

"(IV)  Promotion  of  trade  and  investment 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

"(C)  Assistance  described  in  subparagraph 
(B)(iii)  may  be  made  available  for  Pakistan 
under  this  paragraph  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  subsequent  fiscal  year  only  if  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  .to  the  Congress  for  such  fiscal 
year  that  the  Government  of  Pakistan  is 
fully  cooperating  with  United  States 
counter-narcotics  assistance  programs  and 
policies.", 

SEC.  3307.  RETURN  OF  MILITARY  EQUIPMENT  OF 
PAKISTAN. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that^- 

(1)  the  inability  of  the  President  since  Oc- 
tober 1.  1990.  to  make  the  necessary  certifi- 
cation under  section  620E(e)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  .Act  of  1961  (relating  to  the  nu- 
clear activities  of  Pakistan)  has  prevented 
the  delivery  of  military  aircraft  for  which 
Pakistan  made  nonrefundable  cA^h  payments 
to  contractors  and  unnecessarily  com- 
plicated the  achievement  of  United  States 
foreign  policy  and  nonproliferation  objec- 
tives in  South  Asia: 

(2)  in  the  absence  of  a  Presidential  certifi- 
cation for  Pakistan  under  section  620E(e)  of 
such  Act.  the  United  States  should  make  a 
determined  effort  to  find  a  third  party  buyer 
for  the  such  military  aircraft  and  should  re- 
imburse Pakistan  with  any  proceeds  derived 
from  a  sale  to  such  third  party,  up  to  the 
amount  paid  by  Pakistan  for  such  military 
aircraft:  and 

(3)  with  respect  to  other  military  equip- 
ment imported  into  the  United  States  from 
Pakistan  prior  to  May  1.  1991.  for  repair  or 
modification  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  return  of  such  military  equipment,  in- 
cluding spare  parts  thereof,  or  equivalent 
equipment  or  spare  parts  originally  owned 
by  another  country,  does  not  constitute  a 
transfer  of  military  equipment  under  the 
terms  of  section  620E(e)  of  such  Act.  provided 
such  military  equipment  or  spare  parts  are 
returned  in  an  unrepaired  state  or  without 
modifications  for  which  they  were  originally 
imported  into  the  United  States. 

SEC.  3308.  ELIGIBILITY  OF  PA.NAMA  LENDER  ARMS 
EXPORT  CONTROL  ACT. 
The  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Pan- 
ama shall  be  eligible  to  purchase  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services  under  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.). 


except  as  otherwise  specifically  provided  by 

law. 

SEC.  3309.  FUTURE  OF  THE  UNfTED  STATES  MILI- 
TARY PRESENCE  IN  PANAMA. 

(a)  Findlngs.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Panama  Canal  is  a  vital  strategic 
asset  to  the  United  States,  its  allies,  and  the 
world. 

(2)  The  Treaty  on  the  Permanent  Neutral- 
ity and  Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal 
signed  on  September  7.  1977,  provides  that 
Panama  and  the  United  States  have  the  re- 
sponsibility to  assure  that  the  Panama 
Canal  will  remain  open  and  secure. 

(3)  Such  Treaty  also  provides  that  each  of 
the  two  countries  shall,  in  accordance  with 
their  respective  constitutional  processes,  de- 
fend the  Canal  against  any  threat  to  the  re- 
gime of  neutrality,  and  consequently  shall 
have  the  right  to  act  against  any  aggression 
or  threat  directed  against  the  Canal  or 
against  the  peaceful  transit  of  vessels 
through  the  Canal. 

(4)  The  United  States  instrument  of  ratifi- 
cation of  such  Treaty  includes  specific  lan- 
guage that  the  two  countries  should  consider 
negotiating  future  arrangements  or  agree- 
ments to  maintain  military  forces  necessary 
to  fulfill  the  res[>onsibility  of  the  two  coun- 
tries of  maintaining  the  neutrality  of  the 
Canal  after  1999. 

(5)  The  Government  of  Panama,  in  the  bi- 
lateral Protocol  of  Exchange  of  instruments 
of  ratification,  expressly  "agreed  upon"  such 
arrangements  or  agreements. 

(6)  The  United  States  Navy  depends  upon 
the  Panama  Canal  for  rapid  transit  in  times 
of  emergency,  as  demonstrated  during  World 
War  II.  the  Korean  War.  the  Vietnam  con- 
fiict.  the  Cuban  Missile  Crisis,  and  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  conOict. 

(7)  Drug  trafficking  and  money  laundering 
have  proliferated  in  the  Western  Hemisphere 
since  the  Treaty  on  the  Permanent  Neutral- 
ity and  Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal  was 
signed  on  September  7.  1977.  and  such  traf- 
ficking and  laundering  poses  a  grave  threat 
to  peace  and  security  in  the  region. 

(8)  Certain  facilities  now  utilized  by  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama  are 
critical  tu  combat  the  trade  in  illegal  drugs. 

(9)  The  United  States  and  Panama  share 
common  policy  goals  such  as  strengthening 
democracy,  expanding  economic  trade,  and 
combating  illegal  narcotics  throughout 
Latin  America. 

(10)  The  Government  of  Panama  has  dis- 
solved its  military  forces  and  has  maintained 
only  a  civilian  police  organization  to  defend 
the  Panama  Canal  against  aggression. 

(11)  Certain  public  opinion  polls  in  Panama 
suggest  that  many  Panamanians  desire  a 
continued  United  States  military  presence  in 
Panama. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  President  should  negotiate  a  new 
base  rights  agreement  with  the  Government 
of  Panama— 

(A)  to  allow  the  stationing  of  United 
States  Armed  Forces  in  Panama  beyond  De- 
cember 31.  1999:  and 

(B)  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  act  appropriately,  consistent  with 
the  Panama  Canal  Treaty,  the  Treaty  Con- 
cerning the  Permanent  Neutrality  and  Oper- 
ation of  the  Panama  Canal,  and  the  resolu- 
tions of  ratification  thereto,  for  the  purpose 
of  assuring  that  the  Panama  Canal  shall  re- 
main open,  neutral,  secure,  and  accessible; 
and 

(2)  the  President  should  consult  with  the 
Congress  throughout  the  negotiations  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1). 
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SEC.  3310.  PEACE  ASD  STABILITY  LN  THE  SOUTH 
CHINA  SEA. 

(a)  Fi.NDi.MGS— The  Congress  finds  Che  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  South  China  Sea  is  a  critically  im- 
portant waterway  through  which  25  percent 
of  the  world's  ocean  freight  and  70  percent  of 
Japan's  energy  supplies  transit. 

(2)  The  South  China  Sea  serves  as  a  crucial 
sea  lane  for  United  States  Navy  ships  mov- 
ing between  the  Pacific  and  Indian  Oceans, 
particularly  in  time  of  emergency. 

(3)  There  are  a  number  of  competing 
claims  to  territory  in  the  South  China  Sea. 

(4)  The  1992  Manila  Declaration  adhered  to 
by  the  Association  of  South  EUst  Asian  Na- 
tions, the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam,  and 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  calls  for  all 
claimants  to  territory  in  the  South  China 
Sea  to  resolve  questions  of  boundaries 
through  peaceful  negotiations. 

(5)  The  legislature  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  has  declared  the  entire  South  China 
Sea  to  be  Chinese  territorial  waters. 

(6)  The  armed  forces  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  have  asserted  China's  claim  to 
the  South  China  Sea  through  the  kidnapping 
of  citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
and  the  construction  of  military  bases  on 
territory  claimed  by  the  Philippines. 

(7)  These  acts  of  aggression  committed  by 
the  armed  forces  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  against  cit^ens  of  the  Philippines  are 
contrary  to  both  international  law  and  to 
peace  and  stability  in  East  Asia. 

(b)  Policy  Decl.'\r.\tio.ns.— The  Congress— 

(1)  declares  the  right  of  free  passage 
through  the  South  China  Sea  to  be  vital  to 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States,  its  friends,  and  allies; 

(2)  declares  that  any  attempt  by  a  non- 
democratic  power  to  assert,  through  the  use 
of  force  or  intimidation,  its  claims  to  terri- 
tory in  the  South  China  Sea  to  be  a  matter 
of  grave  concern  to  the  United  States: 

(3)  calls  upon  the  Government  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  to  adhere  faithfully 
to  its  commitment  under  the  Manila  Dec- 
laration of  1992:  and 

(4)  calls  upon  the  President  to  review  the 
defense  needs  of  democratic  countries  with 
claims  to  territory  in  the  South  China  Sea. 

SEC.  3311.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
NARCOTICS  CONTROL  EFFORTS  OF 
COLO.MBL^. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 
(1»  relations  between  the  United  States  and 
Colombia  are  at  a  critical  stage,  particularly 
following  the  President's  March  1.  1995.  deci- 
sion to  grant  the  Government  of  Colombia  a 
national  interest  waiver  in  the  1994  narcotics 
certification  determination: 

(2)  the  Government  of  Colombia  has  under- 
taken efforts  toward  the  elimination  of  drug 
trafficking  organizations,  especially  the 
powerful   "kingpins"  based  in  Call; 

(3)  important  advances  need  to  be  taken  to 
dismantle  the  operations  of  criminal  enter- 
prises in  Colombia  which  seek  to  corrupt 
government  institutions; 

(4)  the  Government  of  Colombia  should  be 
encouraged  to  complete  specific,  attainable 
objectives  in  its  overall  narcotics  control 
strategy,  including— 

(A)  the  arrest  and  prosecution  of  the  ac- 
knowledged leaders  of  the  Call  drug  organi- 
zation; 

(B)  the  imposition  of  tougher  sentencing  of 
drug  traffickers  to  ensure  that  such  traffick- 
ers serve  sentences  commensurate  with  their 
crimes; 

(C)  the  expeditious  passage  of  legislation 
to  criminalize  money  laundering; 

(D)  the  aggressive  eradication  of  illicit 
crops,  including  coca  opium,  and  marijuana; 


(El  the  elimination  of  the  industrial  infra- 
structure of  the  narcotics  trade,  including 
laboratories,  precursor  chemicals,  and  air- 
craft; 

(F)  the  destruction  of  the  internal  narcot- 
ics distribution  export  system,  including  the 
use  of  airports,  rivers,  and  ports  for  such  sys- 
tem; 

(G)  the  elimination  of  the  island  of  San 
Andres  as  a  illegal  narcotics  transshipment 
point;  and 

(H)  the  end  of  the  current  policy  of  the 
Government  of  Colombia  under  which  key 
drug  traffickers  are  given  lenient  sentences 
in  return  for  their  surrender: 

(5)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  make  the 
issue  of  illicit  narcotics  the  highest  foreign 
policy  priority  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  relations  with  key  illicit  drug  tran- 
sit and  producing  nations,  such  as  Colombia: 
and 

(6)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  request 
our  European  allies  to  join  the  United  States 
in  sending  a  clear  message  to  Colombia  on 
the  importance  of  attaining  these  counter- 
narcotics  goals  and  objectives  in  the  shortest 
possible  time  so  that  reductions  in  United 
States  foreign  assistance  will  not  be  nec- 
essary in  the  future. 

SEC.   3312.    NOTIFICATION    OF    AR.VIS    SALES   TO 
SALDI  ARABL\. 

(a)  NOTIFICATION.- Until  the  certification 
under  subsection  (b)  is  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress, section  36(b)(1)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  shall  be  applied  to  sales  of  Saudi 
Arabia  by  substituting  in  the  first  sentence 
■'0  "  for  $50,000,000.  "O  "  for  $200,000,000.  and 
•0"  for  $14,000,000. 

(b»  Certification.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
cease  to  apply  if  and  when  the  Secretary  of 
State  certifies  and  reports  in  writing  to  the 
Congress  that  the  unpaid  claims  of  American 
firms  against  the  Government  of  Saudi  Ara- 
bia that  are  described  in  the  June  30.  1993.  re- 
port by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  pursuant  to 
section  9140(c)  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriations  Act.  1993  (Public  Law  102-396; 
106  Stat.  1939).  including  the  additional 
claims  noticed  by  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce on  page  2  of  that  report,  have  been  re- 
solved satisfactorily. 

5EC.  3313.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  ZAIRE. 

(a)  SECURITY  Assistance.— Assistance  may 
not  be  transferred  to  the  Government  of 
Zaire  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997— 

(1)  under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.; 
relating  to  the  economic  support  fund); 

(2)  under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  that  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2347  et  seq.;  relating  to  international 
military  education  and  training);  or 

(3)  from  the  'Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program  "  account  under  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763). 

(b)  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE. — Assistance 
under  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.;  re- 
lating to  development  assistance)  or  chapter 
10  of  such  part  (22  U.S.C.  2293  et  seq.;  relating 
to  the  Development  Fund  for  .\frica)  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997  shall  not  be 
transferred  to  the  Government  of  Z.T.ire 
TITLE  XXXIV— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES  AND 

OTHER  PROVISIONS 
CHAPTER  1— SPECIAL  AUTHORITIES 
SEC.  3401.  ENHANCED  TRANSFER  ALTHORITY. 

Section  610  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2360)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
"SEC.  610.  TRANSFER  BETWEEN  ACCOUNTS. 

"(a)  General  authority —Whenever  the 
President  determines  it  to  be  necessary  for 


the  purposes  of  this  .\ct;  or  the  .^rms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.).  not  to  ex- 
ceed 20  percent  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  carry  out  any  provision  of  this  Act  (ex- 
cept funds  made  available  pursuant  to  title 
rV'  of  chapter  2  of  part  I)  or  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)— 

■■(1)  may  be  transferred  to.  and  consoli- 
dated with,  the  funds  in  any  other  account  or 
fund  available  to  carry  out  any  provision  of 
this  Act;  and 

"(2)  may  be  used  for  any  purpose  for  which 
funds  in  that  account  or  fund  may  be  used. 

••(b)  Limitation  on  .A.mount  of  Increase.— 
The  total  amount  in  the  account  or  fund  for 
the  benefit  of  which  transfer  is  made  under 
subsection  (a)  during  any  fiscal  year  may  not 
be  increased  by  more  than  20  percent  of  the 
amount  of  funds  otherwise  made  available. 

"(c)  Notification —The  President  shall  no- 
tify in  writing  the  congressional  committees 
specified  in  section  634A  at  least  fifteen  days 
in  advance  of  each  such  transfer  between  ac- 
counts in  accordance  with  procedures  appli- 
cable to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
such  section   " 

SEC.  3402.  ALTHORI"n'  TO  .MEET  UNA-NTICIPATEI) 
CONTINGENCIES. 

(a)  In  General —Chapter  1  of  part  III  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  section  610  (22  U.S.C. 
2360)  the  followint^  new  .section: 

-SEC.    610A.    ALTTIORITY    TO    MEET    UNANTICI- 
PATED CONTINGENCIES. 

"(a)  AUTHORITY.— 

"(1)  In  general.— In  order  to  provide  for 
any  unanticipated  contingency  in  the  pro- 
grams, projects,  or  activities  for  which  as- 
sistance is  provided  under  this  Act,  the 
President  is  authorized  to  use  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  any  provision  of  this 
Act  (other  than  chapter  1  or  chapter  10  of 
part  I  of  this  Act)  for  the  purpose  of  provid- 
ing assistance  authorized  by  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions applicable  to  the  furnishing  of  such  as- 
sistance. 

"(2)  Limitation.— The  authority  of  para- 
graph (1)  may  not  be  used  to  authorize  the 
use  of  more  than  $40,000,000  in  any  fiscal 
year. 

"(b)  Supersedes  Other  Laws  —Funds 
made  available  under  the  authority  of  this 
section  may  be  used  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law. 

■•(C)  NOTIFICA'nON  OF  CONGRESS.— 

"(1)  NOTIFICATION.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  President  shall  notify  the 
congressional  committees  specified  in  sec- 
tion 634A(a)  at  least  15  days  before  obligating 
any  funds  under  this  section  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  applicable  to  reprogram- 
ming notifications  under  section  634A(a). 

"(2)  EXCEPTION— The  President  may  waive 
the  requirement  contained  in  paragraph  (1)  if 
the  President  determines  that  complying 
with  such  requirement  would  pose  a  substan- 
tial risk  to  human  health  or  welfare.  If  the 
President  exercises  the  waiver  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence,  the  President  shall  notify 
the  congressional  committees  specified  In 
section  634A(a)  as  early  as  practicable,  but  in 
no  event  later  than  3  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  President  took  the  action  to 
which  such  notification  requirement  was  ap- 
plicable". 

(b)  REPEAL.— Chapter  5  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2261;  re- 
lating to  contingencies)  is  hereby  repealed. 
SEC.  3403.  SPECIAL  WAIVER  AUTHORITY. 

Section  614  of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2364)  i.s  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
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"SEC.  614.  SPECLW.  WAIVER  ALTHORITY. 

■■(a)  AUTHORITY. -The  President  may  pro- 
vide assistance  and  make  loans  under  the 
provisions  of  law  described  in  subsection  (b), 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
if  the  President  determines  that  to  do  so  is 
vital  to  the  national  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

"(b)  Laws  Which  May  Be  Waived.— The 
provisions  of  law  described  in  this  subsection 
are— 

"(1)  this  Act; 

"(2)  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  27,51  et  seq.); 

••(3)  any  provision  of  law  authorizing  the 
provision  of  assistance  to  foreign  countries 
or  making  appropriations  for  such  assist- 
ance; and 

••(4)  any  other  provision  of  law  that  re- 
stricts the  authority  to  provide  assistance  or 
make  loans  under  a  provision  of  law  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1).  (2).  or  (3). 

•■(c)  CONSULTATION  WITH  CONGRESS.— Be- 
fore exercising  the  authority  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  President  shall  consult  with, 
and  shall  provide  a  written  policy  justifica- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations and  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate. 

"(d)  NOTIFICATION  TO  CONGRESS.— A  deter- 
mination under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effec- 
tive only  if  the  President  notifies  the  con- 
gressional committees  specified  in  sub- 
section (c)  in  writing  of  that  determination. 

■•(e)  Annual  Ceilings.— 

"(1)  In  general— The  authority  of  this 
section  may  not  be  u.sed  in  any  fiscal  year  to 
authorize— 

■■(A)  more  than  $750,000,000  in  sales  or 
leases  to  be  made  under  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq); 

•IB)  the  use  of  more  than  $250,000,000  of 
funds  made  available  under  this  .Act  or  the 
.\rms  Export  Control  Act;  or 

■iCi  the  use  of  more  than  $100,000,000  of  for- 
oit;n  currencies  accruing  under  this  Act  or 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

■■fZjSALES  UNDER  THE  AR.MS  EXPORT  CON- 
TROL Afrrr—4f  the  authority  of  this  section  is 
used  both  to  authorize  a  sale  or  lease  under 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  and  to  author- 
ize funds  to  be  used  under  this  Act  with  re- 
spect to  the  financing  of  that  sale  or  lease. 
then  the  use  of  the  funds  shall  be  counted 
against  the  limitation  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 
and  the  portion,  if  any.  of  the  sale  or  lease 
which  is  not  so  financed  shall  be  counted 
against  the  limitation  in  paragraph  (1)(A). 

■■(3)  Leases.— For  purposes  of  paragraph 
<1)(A)  the  replacement  cost,  less  any  depre- 
ciation in  the  value,  of  the  defense  articles 
authorized  to  be  leased  shall  be  counted 
.if,'ainst  the  limitation  in  that  paragraph. 

•■(4)  COUNTRY  LI.MITS.— (A)  Not  more  than 
$75,000,000  of  the  $250,000,000  limitation  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  dxH)  may  be  allocated  to 
any  one  country  in  any  fiscal  year  unless 
that  country  is  a  victim  of  active  aggression. 

■■(B)  Not  more  than  $500,000,000  of  the  ag- 
gregate limitation  of  $1,000,000,000  provided 
in  paragraph  (1)(A)  and  (IhB)  may  be  allo- 
cated to  any  one  country  in  any  fiscal 
year.". 
SEC,  3404,  TERMINA'nON  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  617  of  the  Foreign  As.sistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  23671  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
-SEC.  617.  TERMINATION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

"(a)  In  General.— (1 1  In  order  to  ensure 
the  effectiveness  of  assistance  provided 
under  this  .Act,  funds  made  available  under 
this  Act  to  carry  out  any  program,  project. 


or  activity  of  assistance  shall  remain  avail- 
able for  obligation  for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
8  months  after  the  date  of  termination  of 
such  assistance  for  the  necessary  expenses  of 
winding  up  such  programs,  projects,  or  ac- 
tivities and,  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  funds  so  obligated  may  remain 
available  until  expended. 

"(2)  Funds  obligated  to  carry  out  any  pro- 
gram, project,  or  activity  of  assistance  be- 
fore the  effective  date  of  the  termination  of 
such  assistance  are  authorized  to  be  avail- 
able for  expenditure  for  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  winding  up  such  programs, 
projects,  and  activities,  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  law  restricting  the  expenditure 
of  funds,  and  may  be  reobligated  to  meet  any 
other  necessary  expenses  arising  from  the 
termination  of  such  assistance. 

"(3)  The  necessary  expenses  of  winding  up 
programs,  projects,  and  activities  of  assist- 
ance include  the  obligation  and  expenditure 
of  funds  to  complete  the  training  or  studies 
outside  their  countries  of  origin  of  students 
whose  course  of  study  or  training  program 
began  before  assistance  was  terminated. 

"(b)  Liability  to  Co.ntractors.— For  the 
purpose  of  making  an  equitable  settlement 
of  termination  claims  under  extraordinary 
contractual  relief  standards,  the  President  is 
authorized  to  adopt  as  a  contract  or  other 
obligation  of  the  United  States  Government, 
and  assume  (in  whole  or  in  part)  any  liabil- 
ities arising  thereunder,  any  contract  with  a 
United  States  or  third-country  contractor  to 
carry  out  any  program,  project,  or  activity 
of  assistance  under  this  Act  that  was  subse- 
quently terminated  pursuant  to  law. 

•■(c)  Guarantee  Programs —Provisions  of 
this  or  any  other  Act  requiring  the  termi- 
nation of  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  not 
be  construed  to  require  the  termination  of 
guarantee  commitments  that  were  entered 
into  before  the  effective  date  of  the  termi- 
nation of  assistance,". 

CHAPTER  a— OTHER  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  3411.  CONGRESSIONAL  PRESENTATION  DOC- 
UMENTS. 

Section  634  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2394)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

-SEC.  634.  CON(.kES*ilONAL  PKESENTA-nON  DOC- 
UMENTS. 

■■(a)  Requihe.ment  for  Submission.— As 
part  of  the  annual  requests  for  enactment  of 
authorizations  and  appropriations  for  foreign 
assistance  programs  for  each  fi.scal  year,  the 
President  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  the 
Congress  annual  congressional  presentation 
documents  for  the  programs  authorized 
under  this  Act  and  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.). 

"(b)  Materials  To  Be  Included.— The  doc- 
uments submitted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
shall  include— 

"(1)  the  rationale  for  the  allocation  of  as- 
sistance or  contributions  to  each  country, 
regional,  or  centrally  funded  program,  or  or- 
ganization, as  the  case  may  be; 

"(2)  a  description  of  how  each  such  pro- 
gram or  contribution  supports  the  objectives 
of  this  Act  or  the  .Arms  Export  Control  Act. 
as  the  case  may  be; 

'■(3)  a  description  of  planned  country,  re- 
gional, or  centrally  funded  programs  or  con- 
tributions to  international  organizations  and 
programs  for  the  coming  fiscal  year;  and 

"(4)  for  each  country  for  which  assistance 
is  requested  under  this  Act  or  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act^- 

"(A)  the  total  number  of  years  since  1946 
that  the  United  States  has  provided  assist- 
ance; 

"(B>  the  total  amount  of  bilateral  assist- 
ance  provided  by   the  United   States  since 


1946.  including  the  principal  amount  of  all 
loans,  credits,  and  guarantees;  and 

"(C)  the  total  amount  of  assistance  pro- 
vided to  such  country  from  all  multilateral 
organizations  to  which  the  United  States  is 
a  member,  including  all  international  finan- 
cial institutions,  the  United  Nations,  and 
other  international  organizations. 

"(c)  Graduation  Fro.m  Development  as- 
sista.nce.— 

"(1)  Determination.— As  part  of  the  con- 
gressional presentation  documents  transmit- 
ted to  the  Congress  under  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  make  a  separate  de- 
termination for  each  country  identified  in 
such  documents  for  which  bilateral  develop- 
ment assistance  is  requested,  estimating  the 
year  in  which  each  such  country  will  no 
longer  be  receiving  bilateral  development  as- 
sistance. 

"(2)  Development  assistance  defined  — 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'devel- 
opment assistance"  means  assistance  under— 

""(.A)  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  this  Act; 

"(B)  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  this  Act; 

"(C)  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  this  Act;  and 

"(D)  the  Support  for  East  European  De- 
mocracy (SEED)  Act  of  1989  (22  U.S.C.  5401  et 
seq.)." 

SEC.  3412.  prohibition  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR. 
EIGN  GOVERN'MENTS  ENGAGED  IN 
ESPIONAGE  AGAINST  THE  UNITED 
STATES. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq).  as 
amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  followinif  new  section: 
"SEC.    620J.    PROHIBITION    ON    ASSISTANCE    TO 
FOREIGN   C^VEILNTVIENTS   ENGAGED 
IN   ESPIONAGE  AGAINST  THE   UNIT- 
ED STATES. 

"(a)  Prohibition.— None  of  the  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  this  Act  or  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2751  et  seq.) 
(other  than  humanitarian  assistance  or  as- 
sistance for  refugees)  may  be  provided  to  any 
foreign  government  which  the  President  de- 
termines is  engaged  in  intelligence  activities 
within  the  United  Sutes  harmful  to  the  na- 
tional security  of  the  United  States. 

"(b)  Periodic  Reports— Beginning  one 
year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  annually  thereafter,  the  President 
shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  and 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  House  of  Representatives  a  re- 
port, in  classified  and  unclassified  forms, 
listing  all  foreign  governments  which  the 
President  determines  are  conducting  intel- 
ligence activities  within  the  United  States 
harmful  to  the  national  security  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

"(c)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  "humanitarian  assistance'  means 
food  (including  the  monetization  of  food), 
clothing,  medicine,  and  medical  supplies."". 

SEC.  3413.  DEBT  RESTRUCTURING  FOR  FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE. 

Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370  et  seq.).  as 
amended  by  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"SEC.   620K.    SPEC  LAI,    DEBT   RELIEF   FOR    POOR 
COUNTRIES. 

"(a)  AUTHORrrY  To  Reduce  Debt.— The 
President  may  reduce  amounts  owed  to  the 
United  States  Government  by  a  country  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  as  a  result  of— 

"(1)  loans  or  guarantees  issued  under  this 
Act:  or 

■■(2)  credits  extended  or  gruarantees  issued 
under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
use.  2751  etseq.). 
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■(b)  Country  Described— A  country  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  is  a  country — 

"(1)  with  a  heavy  debt  burden  that  is  eligi- 
ble to  borrow  from  the  International  Devel- 
opment Association  but  not  from  the  Inter- 
national Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Devel- 
opment (commonly  referred  to  as  an  IDA- 
only"  country):  and 

"(2)  the  government  of  which — 

"(A)  does  not  have  an  excessive  level  of 
military  expenditures; 

■•(B)  has  not  repeatedly  provided  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism:  and 

■■(C)  is  cooperating  with  the  United  States 
on  international  narcotics  control  matters: 

■•(3)  (including  the  military  or  other  secu- 
rity forces  of  such  government)  does  not  en- 
gage in  a  consistent  pattern  of  gross  viola- 
tions of  internationally  recognized  human 
rights;  and 

•■(4)  is  not  prohibited  from  receiving  assist- 
ance described  in  section  527(a)  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
■years  1994  and  1995  by  reason  of  such  section. 

■■(c)  Limit A'noNS— The  authority  under 
subsection  (a)  may  be  exercised — 

■■(1)  only  to  implement  multilateral  offi- 
cial debt  relief  ad  referendum  agreements 
(commonly  referred  to  as  'Paris  Club  Agreed 
Minutes');  and 

"(2)  only  to  the  extent  that  appropriations 
for  the  cost  of  the  modification,  as  defined  in 
section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  are  made  in  advance. 

■•(d)  Cert.mn  Prohibitions  Inapplicable.— 
A  reduction  of  debt  pursuant  to  the  exercise 
of  authority  under  subsection  (a) — 

■■(1)  shall  not  be  considered  assistance  for 
purposes  of  any  provision  of  law  limiting  as- 
sistance to  a  country;  and 

•'(2)  may  be  exercised  notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 620(r)  of  this  Act  or  any  comparable  pro- 
vision of  law. 

•■(e)  Authorization  ok  Appropriations.— 

"(1)  In  general —There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  this  section  $7.(X)0.(XX)  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 

•■(2)  AVAILABILITY —Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  availaoic  until  ex- 
pended. 

SEC.  3414.  DEBT  BfYBACKS  OR  SAl-ES  FOR  DEBT 
SWAPS. 

Part  rv  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  use.  2430  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

-SEC.    711.    AUTHORITY    TO    ENGAGE    IN    DEBT 
BLTBACKS  OR  SALES. 

■■(a)  Loans  Eligible  for  Sale.  Reduction. 
OR  Cancellation  — 

■'(1)  AL'THORITY'  TO  SELL.  REDUCE.  OR  CANCEL 

CERT.AIN  LOANS —Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  the  President  may.  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  section,  sell  to  any  eligi- 
ble purchaser  any  concessional  loan  or  por- 
tion thereof  made  before  January  1,  1995.  to 
the  government  of  any  eligible  country  pur- 
suant to  this  Act.  or  on  receipt  of  payment 
from  an  eligible  purchaser,  reduce  or  cancel 
such  loan  or  portion  thereof,  only  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating— 

■■(A)  debt-for-equity  swaps,  debt-for-devel- 
opment  swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps:  or 

■■(B)  a  debt  buyback  by  an  eligible  country 
of  its  own  qualified  debt,  only  if  the  eligible 
country  uses  an  additional  amount  of  the 
local  currency  of  the  eligible  country,  equal 
to  not  less  than  40  percent  of  the  price  paid 
for  such  debt  by  such  eligible  country,  or  the 
difference  between  the  price  paid  for  such 
debt  and  the  face  value  of  such  debt,  to  sup- 
port activities  that  link  conservation  and 
sustainable   use   of  natural   resources   with 


local  community  development,  and  child  sur- 
vival and  other  child  development,  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  sections  707  through  710. 
if  the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  would 
not  contravene  any  term  or  condition  of  any 
prior  agreement  relating  to  such  loan 

••(2)  Ter.ms  AND  CONDITIONS— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
President  shall,  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion, establish  the  terms  and  conditions 
under  which  loans  may  be  sold,  reduced,  or 
canceled  pursuant  to  this  section. 

••(3)  ADMINISTRATION.— The  facility  shall 
notify  the  administrator  of  the  agency  pri- 
marily responsible  for  administering  part  I 
of  this  Act  of  purchasers  that  the  President 
has  determine<l  to  be  eligible,  and  shall  di- 
rect such  agency  to  carry  out  the  sale,  re- 
duction, or  cancellation  of  a  loan  pursuant 
to  this  section.  Such  agency  shall  make  an 
adjustment  in  its  accounts  to  reflect  the 
sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation. 

•■(4)  LIMITATION.— The  authorities  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  available  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  appropriations  for  the  cost  of  the 
modification,  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  are  made 
in  advance. 

■■(b)  Deposit  of  Proceeds.- The  proceeds 
from  the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  of 
any  loan  sold,  reduced,  or  canceled  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  an  ac- 
count or  accounts  established  in  the  Treas- 
ury for  the  repayment  of  such  loan. 

•■(c)  ELIGIBLE  Purchasers.— A  loan  may  be 
sold  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  only  to 
a  purchaser  who  presents  plans  satisfactory 
to  the  President  for  using  the  loan  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  debt-for-equity  swaps, 
debt-for-development  swaps,  or  debt-for-na- 
ture swaps. 

■•(d)  Debtor  Consultations.— Before  the 
sale  to  any  eligible  purchaser,  or  any  reduc- 
tion or  cancellation  pursuant  to  this  section, 
of  any  loan  made  to  an  eligible  country,  the 
President  shall  consult  with  the  country 
concerning  the  amount  of  loans  to  be  sold, 
reduced,  or  canceled  and  their  uses  for  debt- 
for-equity  swaps.  debt-for-development 
swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps. 

■■(B)  authorization  ok  Approprlations.— 

••(1)  In  general.— For  the  sale,  reduction, 
and  cancellation  of  loans  or  portions  thereof 
pursuant  to  this  section,  there  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
$3,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997. 

'■(2)  Availability.— Amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1)  are  au- 
thorized to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended.". 

SEC.    3415.    IMPACT    ON    JOBS    IN    THE    UNITED 

STATES. 

Section  636  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2396)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

■•(j)(l)  Funds  made  available  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  may  not  be  made 
available  to  provide— 

■■(A)  any  financial  incentive  to  a  business 
enterprise  located  in  the  United  States  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  that  enterprise  to  re- 
locate outside  the  United  States  if  such  in- 
centive or  inducement  is  likely  to  reduce  the 
number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  by  that  enterprise  because  that  en- 
terprise would  replace  production  in  the 
United  States  with  production  outside  the 
United  States: 

•■(B)  assistance  for  the  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing or  developing  in  a  foreign  country 
any  export  processing  zone  or  designated 
area  in  which  the  tax.  tariff,  labor,  environ- 
ment, and  safety  laws  of  that  country  do  not 


apply,  in  part  or  in  whole,  to  activities  car- 
ried out  within  that  zone  or  area,  unless  the 
President  determines  and  certifies  that  such 
assistance  is  not  likely  to  cause  a  loss  of  jobs 
within  the  United  States:  or 

'■(C)  subject  to  paragraph  (2).  assistance  for 
any  project  or  activity  that  contributes  to 
the  violation  of  internationally  recognized 
workers  rights  (as  defined  in  section  502(a)(4) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974)  of  workers  in  the 
foreign  country,  including  in  any  designated 
zone  or  area  in  that  country. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)(C)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  the  provision  of  assistance  for  the 
informal  sector,  microenterprises  and  small- 
scale    enterprises,     and     small-holder    agri- 
culture of  the  foreign  country". 
SEC.  Ml%.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  FOR- 
EIGN GOVERNMENTS  THAT  EXPORT 
LETHAL    MILITARY    EQLIPMENT    TO 
COUNTRIES      SUPPORTING      INTER- 
NATIONAL TERRORISM. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  620  of  the  Foreign 
A.ssistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2370).  as 
amended  b.v  this  Act,  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(z)(I)  No  assistance  may  be  provided 
under  this  Act  or  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  to  any  foreign  government  that  provides 
lethal  military  equipment  to  a  country,  the 
government  of  which  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  determined  pursuant  to  section  40(d)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  is  a  govern- 
ment that  has  repeatedly  provided  support 
for  acts  of  international  terrorism. 

"(2)  The  prohibition  under  paragraph  (1) 
with  respect  to  a  foreign  government  shall 
terminate  12  months  after  the  date  on  which 
that  government  ceases  to  provide  such  le- 
thal military  equipment. 

"(3)  The  President  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  if  the  President  deter- 
mines that  the  provision  of  such  assistance 
is  important  to  the  national  security  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States. 

"(4)  Whenever  the  waiver  of  paragraph  (3) 
is  exercised,  the  President  shall  prepare  and 
transmit  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  a  report  with  respect  to  the  fur- 
ni.shing  of  such  a.ssistance.  Such  report  shall 
include  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  assist- 
ance to  be  provided,  including  the  estimated 
dollar  amount  of  such  assistance,  and  an  ex- 
planation of  how  the  assistance  furthers  the 
national  interests  of  the  United  States. 

"(5i  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  appropriate  congressional  committees' 
means  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate.'. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Section  620(z)  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  added  by 
subsection  (a),  applies  with  respect  to  lethal 
military  equipment  provided  pursuant  to  a 
contract  entered  into  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  .\ct. 

SEC.  3417.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTA.NCE  TO 
COUNTRIES  THAT  CONSISTENTLY 
OPPOSE  THE  UNITED  STATES  POSI- 
TION IN  THE  LfNITED  NA'HONS  GEN- 
ERAL ASSEMBLY. 

(a)  Prohibition.— United  States  assistance 
may  not  be  provided  to  a  country  that  con- 
sistently opposed  the  United  States  position 
in  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  dur- 
ing the  most  recent  session  of  the  General 
Assembly. 

(b)  Change  in  Government —If— 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  State  determines  that. 
since  the  beginning  of  the  most  recent  ses- 
sion of  the  General  Assembly,  there  has  been 


a  fundamental  change  in  the  leadership  and 
policies  of  the  government  of  a  country  to 
which  the  prohibition  in  subsection  (a)  ap- 
plies, and 

(2)  the  Secretary  believes  that  because  of 
that  change  the  government  of  that  country 
will  no  longer  consistently  oppose  the  United 
States  position  in  the  General  .■Assembly, 
the  Secretary  may  exempt  that  country 
from  that  prohibition.  Any  such  exemption 
shall  be  effective  only  until  submission  of 
the  next  report  under  section  406  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1990  and  1991.  The  Secretary  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  a  certification  of  each 
exemption  made  under  this  subsection.  Such 
certification  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  basis  for  the  Secretary's  deter- 
mination and  belief  with  respect  to  such  ex- 
emption. 

(c)  Waiver  Authority— The  Secretary  of 
State  may  waive  the  requirement  of  sub- 
section (a)  if  the  Secretary  determines  and 
reports  to  the  Congress  that  despite  the 
United  Nations  voting  pattern  of  a  particu- 
lar country,  the  provision  of  United  States 
assistance  to  that  country  is  necessary  to 
promote  United  States  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives. 

(d)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  section— 

(1)  the  term  "consistently  opposed  the 
United  States  position"  means  that  the 
country's  votes  in  the  United  Nations  Gen- 
eral A.ssembly  coincided  with  the  United 
States  position  less  than  25  percent  of  the 
time,  using  for  this  purpose  the  overall  per- 
centage-of-votlng  coincidences  set  forth  in 
the  annual  report  submitted  to  the  Congress 
pursuant  to  section  406  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1990 
and  1991; 

(2)  the  term  "most  recent  session  of  the 
General  Assembly"  means  the  most  recently 
completed  plenary  session  of  the  General  As- 
sembly for  which  overall  percentage-of-vot- 
ing  coincidences  is  set  forth  in  the  most  re- 
cent report  submitted  to  the  Congress  pursu- 
ant to  section  406  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1990  and 
1991;  and 

(3)  the  term  "United  States  assi.stanr!«" 
means  assistance  under — 

(A)  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (relating  to  the  economic 
support  fund). 

(B)  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  that  Act  (relat- 
ing to  international  military  education  and 
training),  or 

(C)  the  "Foreign  Military  Financing  Pro- 
gram "  account  under  section  23  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act, 

except  that  such  term  does  not  include  as- 
sistance under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign A.ssistance  Act  of  1961  (relating  to  inter- 
national narcotics  control)  or  assistance 
under  chapter  8  of  part  II  of  such  .^ct  (relat- 
ing to  antiterrorism  assistance). 

(e)  Effective  Date.— This  section  takes  ef- 
fect upon  the  date  of  the  submission  to  the 
Congre.ss  of  the  report  pursuant  to  section 
406  of  the  Foreign  Relations  .Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991.  that  is  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  by  March  31,  1996. 
SEC.  3418.  LIMITATION  ON  ASSISTA.\CE  TO  COU^N- 

TRIES  THAT  RESTRICT  THE  TRANS- 
PORT OR  DELIVERY  OF  UNITED 
STATES  HUTVIANITARLVN  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  Findings —The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  United  States  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit and  spending  constraints  require  the 
maximum  efficiency  in  the  usage  of  United 
States  foreign  assistance. 


(2)  The  delivery  of  humanitarian  assistance 
to  people  in  need  is  consistent  with  the  fun- 
damental values  of  our  Nation  and  is  an  Im- 
portant component  of  United  States  foreign 
policy. 

(3)  As  a  matter  of  principle  and  in  further- 
ance of  fiscal  prudence,  the  United  States 
should  seek  to  promote  the  delivery  of  hu- 
manitarian assistance  to  people  in  need  in  a 
manner  that  is  both  timely  and  cost  effec- 
tive. 

(4)  Recipients  of  United  States  assistance 
should  not  hinder  or  delay  the  transport  or 
delivery  of  United  SUtes  humanitarian  as- 
sistance to  other  countries. 

(b)  PROHiBi-noN  ON  Assistance.— Section 
620  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
U.S.C.  2370),  as  amended  by  this  Act.  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection; 

■■(aa)(l)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  United  States  assistance  may 
not  be  made  available  for  any  country  whose 
government  prohibits  or  otherwise  restricts, 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  transport  or  deliv- 
ery of  United  States  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. 

"(2)  The  prohibition  on  United  States  as- 
sistance contained  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  not 
apply  if  the  President  determines  and  noti- 
fies the  Congress  in  writing  that  providing 
such  assistance  to  a  country  is  in  the  na- 
tional security  interest  of  the  United  States. 

"(3)  A  suspension  or  termination  of  United 
States  assistance  for  any  country  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  cease  to  be  effective  when 
the  President  certifies  in  writing  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  that  such  country  is  no  longer  pro- 
hibiting or  otherwise  restricting,  either  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  the  transport  or  deliv- 
ery of  United  States  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. 

"(4)(A)  At  the  time  of  the  annual  budget 
submission  to  Congress,  the  President  shall 
submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  describing 
any  information  available  to  the  President 
concerning  prohibitions  or  restrictions,  di- 
rect or  indirect,  on  the  transport  or  delivery 
of  United  States  humanitarian  assistance  by 
the  government  of  any  country  receiving  or 
eligible  to  receive  United  States  foreign  as- 
sistance during  the  current  or  preceding  fis- 
cal year. 

"(B)  The  President  shall  include  in  the  re- 
port required  by  subparagraph  (A)  a  state- 
ment £is  to  whether  the  prohibition  in  para- 
graph (1)  is  being  applied  to  each  country  for 
which  the  President  has  information  avail- 
able to  him  concerning  prohibitions  or  re- 
strictions, direct  or  indirect,  on  the  trans- 
port or  delivery  of  United  States  humani- 
tarian assistance. 

"(5)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term 
"United  States  assistance'  has  the  same 
meaning  given  that  term  in  section  481(e)(4) 
of  this  Act.". 

SEC.  3419.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  VOV.- 
F.IGN  GOVERNME.NTS,  PRIVATE  A.VD 
VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZATIONS.  A.VD 
OTHER  ENTITIES  THAT  INHIBIT 
UNITED  STATES-SUPPORTED  DE- 
MINING  OPERATIONS  ASD  ACTIVI- 
TIES. 

(a)  Prohibition.— None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may  be 
made  available  to  any  foreign  government. 
private  and  voluntary  organization,  or  any 
other  entity  which  the  Secretary  of  State  de- 
termines inhibits  United  States-supported 
demining  operations  and  activities  through 
the  imposition  of  discriminatory  customs 
duties,  tariffs,  or  any  other  barrier  to  the 
entry  of  equipment  or  personnel  designated 


for  use  or  participation  in  such  operations 
and  activities. 

(b)  Exception.— (1)  The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  a  foreign  government,  private  and 
voluntary  organization,  or  any  other  entity 
if  the  President  determines  and  reports  to 
the  congressional  committees  specified  In 
section  634A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (in  accordance  with  procedures  applica- 
ble to  reprogramming  notifications  under 
that  section)  that  the  provision  of  assistance 
to  such  government,  organization,  or  other 
entity,  as  the  case  may  be.  is  important  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Any  determination  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  include  a  detailed  justification  of  how 
the  provision  of  assistance  furthers  United 
States  national  interests 

CHAPTER  3— REPEALS 
SEC.  3421.  REPEAL  OF  OBSOLETE  PROVISIONa 

(a)  1988  Foreign  Operations  Appropria- 
tions Act.— Section  537(h)(2)  of  the  Foreign 
Operations,  Export  Financing,  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Act.  1988.  as  in- 
cluded in  Public  Law  100-202.  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  1987  Foreign  Assistance  Appropria- 
tions Act— Section  539(g)(2)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1987.  as  included  in  Public  Law  99- 
591.  is  hereby  repealed. 

(c)  1986  Assistance  Act —The  Special  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1986  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  section  1  and  section  204. 

(d)  1985  Assistance  Act— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1985  is  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1.  section  131.  section  132.  section  504, 
section  505,  part  B  of  title  V  (other  than  sec- 
tion 558  and  section  559),  section  1302.  section 
1303.  and  section  1304. 

(e)  1985  Jordan  Supplemental  Acrr.— The 
Jordan  Supplemental  Economic  Assistance 
Authorization  Act  of  1985  is  hereby  repealed. 

(f)  1985  African  Famine  Act.— The  African 
Famine  Relief  and  Recovery  Act  of  1985  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(g)  1983  Assistance  Act— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Assist- 
ance Authorization  Act  ol  1983  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(h)  1983  Lebanon  Assistance  Act.— The 
Lebanon  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1983  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(i)  1981  Assistance  Act.— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1981  is  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1.  section  709.  and  section  714. 

(j)  1980  Assistance  Act— The  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1980  is  hereby  repealed  except  for 
section  1,  section  110.  section  316.  and  title  V. 

(k)  1979  Developmen-t  Assistance  Act.— 
The  International  Development  Cooperation 
Act  of  1979  is  hereby  repealed. 

(1)  1979  Security  Assistance  Act.— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1979 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(m)  1979  Special  Security  Assistance 
Act.— The  Special  International  Security 
Assistance  Act  of  1979  is  hereby  repealed. 

(n)  1978  Development  Assistance  Act  — 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1978  is  hereby  repealed,  ex- 
cept for  section  1.  title  IV.  and  section 
603(a)(2). 

(0)  1978  Security  Assistance  Act.— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1978 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(p)  1977  Development  Assistance  .'^crr.- 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1977  is  hereby  repealed  except 
for  section  1.  section  132(b),  and  section  133. 
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(q)  19T7  Security  Assistance  Act— The 
International  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1977 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(r)  1976  Security  Assistance  Act— The 
International  Security  Assistance  and  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  of  1976  is  hereby  repealed 
except  for  section  1.  section  201(b).  section 
212(b).  section  601.  and  section  608. 

(s)  1975  Development  Assistance  Act.— 
The  International  Development  and  Food  As- 
sistance Act  of  1975  is  hereby  repealed. 

(t)  1975  BIB  Act.— Public  Law  94-104  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(u)  1974  ASSISTANCE  ACT.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1974  is  hereby  repealed. 

(V)  1973  Emergency  Assistance  Act.— The 
Einergency  Security  Assistance  Act  of  1973  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(w)  1973  Assistance  Act —The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1973  is  hereby  repealed. 

(X)  1971  ASSISTANCE  ACT— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1971  is  hereby  repealed. 

(y)  1971  SPECIAL  AssiST.\NCE  ACT— The 
Special  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1971  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(z)  1969  ASSISTANCE  Act.— The  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1969  is  hereby  repealed  except 
for  the  first  section  and  part  rv. 

(aa)  1968  Assistance  Act.— The  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1968  is  hereby  repealed. 

(bb)  1964  ASSISTANCE  ACT.— The  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1964  is  hereby  repealed. 

(CO  Latin  American  Developme.nt  act.— 
The  Latin  American  Development  Act  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(dd)  1959  Mutual  Security  Act.— The  Mu- 
tual Security  Act  of  1959  is  hereby  repealed. 

(ee)  1954  Mutual  Security  act— Sections 
402  and  417  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954 
are  hereby  repealed. 

(ff)  Department  of  State  Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1982  and  1983.— Section 
109  of  the  Department  of  State  Authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1982  and  1983.  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(gg)  Department  of  State  authorization 
Act.  Fiscal  Years  1984  and  1985 —Sections 
1004  and  1005(a)  of  the  Department  of  State 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1984  and 
1985.  are  hereby  repealed. 

(hh)  Savings  Provision.— Except  as  other- 
wise provided  in  this  Act.  the  repeal  by  this 
Act  of  any  provision  of  law  that  amended  or 
repealed  another  provision  of  law  does  not 
affect  in  any  way  that,  amendment  or  repeal. 

TITLE  XXXV— EFFECTIVE  DATE 
SEC.  3501.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act. 
this  division,  and  the  amendments  made  by 
this  division,  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  October  1.  1995. 
whichever  occurs  later. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  bill  will  be  con- 
sidered for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule  for  an  initial  period  of  10 
hours. 

After  that  initial  period,  amend- 
ments shall  be  debatable  only  as  pro- 
vided in  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII.  or  sec- 
tion 2  of  House  Resolution  155.  Consid- 
eration of  the  bill  for  amendment  will 
not  continue  beyond  2:30  p.m.  on 
Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Other  than  pro  forma  amendments 
for  the  purpose  of  debate  and  amend- 
ments en  bloc  described  in  section  2  of 
the  resolution,  no  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute,  as  modified,  is  in  order 
unless  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 


It  shall  be  in  order  for  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations or  a  designee  to  offer  amend- 
ments en  bloc  consisting  of  printed 
amendments  or  germane  modifications 
thereto.  Those  amendments  en  bloc 
shall  be  considered  as  read,  except  that 
the  modifications  shall  be  reported, 
shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment  or 
to  a  demand  for  a  division  of  the  ques- 
tion, and  shall  be  debatable  for  10  min- 
utes, equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

The  original  proponents  of  the 
amendment  offered  en  bloc  shall  have 
permission  to  insert  statements  in  the 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  immediately 
before  the  disposition  of  the  amend- 
ments en  bloc. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  the 
bill? 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  BROWNB.^CK 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brownback:  In 
section  2101(a)(1)  (relating  to  the  Diplomatic 
and  Consular  Programs)  strike 

•$1,676,903,000"  and  insert  •■$1.656.903.000'. 

In  section  2101(a)(2)  (relating  to  the  Sala- 
ries and  Expenses)  strike  •$355,287,000"  and 
insert  •$335,287,000". 

In  section  2101(a)(4)  (relating  to  Acquisi- 
tion and  Maintenance  of  Buildings  Aboard) 
strike  ■$391,760,000  for  fiscal  year  1997"  and 
insert  '$376,760,000  for  fiscal  year  1997'. 

In  section  2101(a)(7)  (relating  to  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General)  strike  •$23,469,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert  •$21,469,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997". 

In  section  2101(a)(8)  (relating  to  the  Pay- 
ment to  the  American  Institute  in  Taiwan) 
strike  "$14,710,000"  and  insert   •$13,710,000". 

In  section  2102(a)  (relating  to  the  Assessed 
Contributions  to  International  Organiza- 
tions) strike  "$867,050,000"  and  insert 
•■$828,388,000". 

In  section  2102(b)(1)  (relating  to  the  Vol- 
untary Contributions  to  International  Orga- 
nizations) strike  •$302,920,000"  and  insert 
■•$290,680,000  •. 

In  section  2102(c)(1)  (relating  to  Assessed 
Contributions  for  International  Peacekeep- 
ing)     strike       •■$345,000,000"      and      insert 

$300,000,000". 

In  section  2102(d>(l)  (relating  to  the  Vol- 
untary Contributions  to  Peacekeeping  Oper- 
ations) strike  "and  $68,260,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997"  and  insert  •and  $62,260,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997". 

In  section  2102(e)(1)  (relating  to  the  Inter- 
national Conferences  and  Contingencies) 
strike  ••$6.000.000"  and  insert  •$5,000,000  ". 

In  section  2106(1)  (relating  to  Salaries  and 
Expenses)  strike  •$428,080.000 '  and  insert 
•  •$407,080,000'. 

In  section  2106(3)(A)  (relating  to  Fulbright 
Academic  Exchange  Programs)  strike 
•$113,680,000"  and  insert  "$93,680,000". 

In  section  2106(3)(F)  (relating  to  Other  Pro- 
grams) strike  "$87,341,400"  and  insert 
•$67,341,400". 

In  section  2106(4)(A)  (relating  to  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Activities)  strike 
••$286,191,000"  and  insert  •$256,191,000". 

In  section  2106(5)  (relating  to  Radio  Con- 
struction) strike  ••$67,647.0OO'  and  insert 
••$57,647,000". 

In  section  2106(9)  (relating  to  the  Center 
for  Cultural  and  Technical  Interchange  be- 


tween East  and  West)  strike  •$10,000,000"  and 
insert   '$8,000,000" 

In  section  2106(10i  (relating  to  the  National 
Endowment  for  Democracy)  strike 
$34,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert 
■■$32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997" 

In  section  2107(1)  (relating  to  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency)  strike 
'■$40,500,000"  and  in.sert   '$39,500,000". 

In  section  3101  (relating  to  the  Foreign 
Military  Financing  Program)  strike 
■■$3,240,020,000  ■  and  insert  ■  $3.226,020.000' '. 

In  section  3201  (relating  to  the  Economic 
Support  Fundi  strike  ■■$2,283,478,000"  and  in- 
sert ■■$2,248,478,000". 

In  section  3221(a)(1)  (relating  to  the  Devel- 
opment Assistance  Fund)  strike  ■■for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997"  and  insert  ■'for  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $745,000,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997- '. 

In  section  3221(a)(2)  (relating  to  the  Devel- 
opment Fund  for  Africa)  strike  ■for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997"  and  insert  ■■for  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $614,214,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997". 

In  section  3221(a)(3)  (relating  to  the  Assist- 
ance for  Independent  States  for  the  Former 
Soviet  Union)  strike  ■$650,000,000"  and  insert 
■  ■$625.000.000- '. 

In  section  3221(a)(5)  (relating  to  the  Inter- 
.\merican  Foundation)  strike  ■$10,000,000" 
and  insert   ■$7,000,000". 

In  section  3221(a)(6i  (relating  to  the  Afri- 
can Development  Foundation)  strike 
■■$5,000,000"  and  insert  ■$4,000,000". 

In  section  3222(3)  (relating  to  the  Operating 
Expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral) strike  "$31,685,000"  and  insert 
"$30,685,000". 

In  section  3261  (relating  to  the  Peace 
Corps)  strike  "for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1977""  and  insert  "fiscal  year  1996  and 
$215,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997"". 

Mr.  BROWNBACK  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
cooperation  with  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Oilman],  the  chairman, 
we  are  offering  this  amendment  to 
bring  H.R.  1561  in  line  with  the  budget 
resolution  adopted  last  week.  This 
amendment  seeks  further  reductions 
and  efficiencies  without  cutting  essen- 
tial functions  that  would  support  our 
national  security,  trade,  or  humani- 
tarian interests. 

Members  will  recall  we  voted  to  sup- 
port $18.2  billion  for  function  150  spend- 
ing in  fiscal  year  1996.  Working  with 
the  chairman  and  the  other  members  of 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions, we  have  crafted  a  bill  to  cut  ap- 
proximately $1  billion  from  programs 
under  our  jurisdiction,  which,  along 
with  cuts  from  programs  outside  our 
jurisdiction,  reaches  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget's  targets. 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  cut  $1.5  bil- 
lion from  the  foreign  affairs  budget, 
but  since  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  was  preparing  this 
bill  at  the  same  time  as  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  was  crafting  the  budget 
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resolution,   we  were  not  able  to  con-     house  in  order  for  this  country  to  be        Also  I  would  like  to  mention  that  the 
lorm  our  numbers  to  the  budget  resolu-     strong  and  grow  into  the  future  so  our     Peace  Corps  has  been,  throughout  its 

history,  strongly  supported  in  a  bipar- 
tisan fashion.  I  think  to  take  this  par- 
tisan amendment  and  to  reduce  the 
Peace  Corps  is  essentially  a  blow  to  the 
strongest  program  that  we  have  had 
throughout  this  world.  There  is  not  a 
country  where  the  Peace  Corps  has 
served  or  is  being  asked  to  serve  that 


tion.  Therfore,  my  amendment  is  nee 
essary  to  cut  an  additional  $477.9  mil- 
lion from  the  bill  so  we  can  reach  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget's  mandate 
and  what  this  House  voted  on  of  $16.8 
billion  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

There  are  some  very  clear  and  spe- 
cific reasons  why  we  need  to  do  this. 
This  amendment  is  crucial,  first  of  all, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  we  are  broke.  I 
want  to  turn  Members'  attention  to 
the  chart  I  have  here  which  shows  just 
where  we  are  going  with  the  Federal 
debt.  We  are  at  nearly  $5  trillion  today. 

Under  President  Clinton's  proposed 
budget,  we  would  get  to  nearly  $7  tril- 
lion by  the  year  2000.  and  the  red  ink 
continues  to  pile  on.  We  cannot  afford 
to  continue  to  spend  as  much  as  we 
have  on  any  program.  That  is  why  we 
passed  a  budget  resolution  last  week 
that  balances  the  budget  by  2002  so  our 
kids  do  not  have  to  pay  off  our  red  ink. 
That  is  why  we  have  to  bring  H.R.  1561 
into  compliance  with  that  resolution. 

n  1600 

People  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 

will  say  that  we  are  isolationists.  I 
would  refute  that  because  of  the  num- 
ber of  things  the  Republican  Party  has 
done  over  the  years  to  disprove  that, 
and  I  would  further  say  we  may  become 
a  nation  of  isolationists  if  we  do  not 
get  our  fiscal  house  in  order,  because 
we  are  not  going  to  have  any  more 
credit  to  be  able  to  extend  across  the 
rest  of  the  globe  because  of  being 
broke. 

There  will  be  those  that  will  say,  as 
well,  that  this  amendment  is  an  out- 
rage, that  we  cannot  make  these  types 
of  cuts,  that  it  will  kill  U.S.  foreign 
policy.  To  them  I  respond  that  what  is 
outragpoiis  to  thp  Arnerican  people  is 
that  Cuiigress  has  mindlessly  spent 
them  into  debt  to  the  tune  of  nearly  S5 
trillion.  It  is  an  outrage  that  we  have 
left  this  mortgage  on  America  to  our 
kids. 

I  would  ask,  will  it  kill  foreign  policy 
if  we  cut  funding  to  the  U.N.  Industrial 
Development  Organization,  when  we  al- 
ready have  provided  multilateral  devel- 
opment assistance  through  the  World 
Bank?  Will  it  kill  foreign  policy  if  we 
force  the  State  Department  to  close  ex- 
traneous consulates  and  reduce  the  size 
of  bloated  embassy  staffs?  Will  it  kill 
foreign  policy  if  we  reduce  educational 
and  cultural  exchange  programs? 

We  are  all  going  to  have  to  sacrifice 
to  balance  this  budget,  to  be  able  to 
get  it  in  line  so  we  do  not  sacrifice  our 
kids  because  we  were  not  willing  to 
make  the  tough  choices  and  the  tough 
cuts.  The  sacrifices  that  we  are  asking 
to  recipients  of  foreign  aid  are  not  in- 
ordinate, not  whatsoever,  given  our 
precarious  financial  situation  and  the 
mountains  and  mountains  of  debt  that 
we  are  piling  on  future  generations. 

We  must  sacrifice  to  achieve  fiscal 
stability.  We  must  get  our  own  fiscal 


children  can  have  a  foreign  policy,  so 
they  can  push  the  initiatives  that  we 
desire  rather  than  paying  off  our  debt. 
For  that,  I  think  we  should  ask  this  of 
the  recipients  of  our  foreign  aid,  to 
make  these  responsible  and  reasonable 
cuts. 
I  submit  this  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 


man. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support     does  not  realize  the  benefit  that  they 


and  vote  for  the  Brownback  amend 
ment.  It  gets  us  in  line  with  the  budget 
resolution  passed  by  this  body  last 
week.  It  staunches  the  flow  of  red  ink. 

Mr.  FARR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Brownback 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  even  a  pen- 
nywise  issue.  It  is  an  issue  that  goes  to 
the  very  heart  of  cutting  what  I  think 
is  one  of  the  most  important  programs 
that  this  country  has  to  offer,  the  U.S. 
Peace  Corps. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Oilman],  the  chairman,  has  already  re- 
duced the  President's  request  for  the 
Peace  Corps  by  S3  million.  In  tight 
times,  although  I  do  not  like  the  reduc- 
tion, I  think  we  can  live  with  that,  but 
this  amendment  goes  far  beyond  that. 
Now  is  the  time  in  American  history 
when  we  need  to  strengthen  American 
awareness  and  American  involvement 
in  cost-effective  ways  abroad,  and  I 
think  the  Peace  Corps  does  that. 

Now  is  the  time  we  need  Americans 
working  in  Eastern  Europe  and  South 
America,  in  Eastern  Asia.  I  know,  and 
nine  other  colleagues  of  mine  in  this 
body  know  what  it  is  like  to  have  been 
working  in  the  Peace  Corps  because  we 
were  all  former  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teers. 

The  2  years  that  we  spent  overseas 
really  taught  us,  and  I  think  each  of  us 
an-J  a,ll  of  Lht,'  ulbcr  thousands  of  re 
turned  Peace  Corps  volunteers  have 
been  able  to  come  home  with  a  lan- 
guage, with  an  understanding  of  a  cul- 
ture, with  an  understanding  of  foreign 
governments,  with  an  understanding  of 
how  to  build  infrastructure  in  a  cost- 
effective  way.  Let  me  give  one  exam- 
ple. 

We  talk  a  lot  about  foreign  aid  and 
how  we  are  going  to  try  to  get  the 
world  community  into  education.  Most 


provide  in  having  a  two-way  system 
where  volunteers  from  the  United 
States  of  all  ages  can  go  and  spend  2 
years  of  their  life  working  in  a  coun- 
try, and  at  the  same  time  come  back 
with  the  strength  of  knowing  the  rest 
of  the  world. 

I  am  in  strong  support  of  reauthoriz- 
ing the  program.  I  regret  that  it  is 
going  to  be  even  reduced  by  the  S3  mil- 
lion from  what  the  President  has  re- 
quested, but  this  amendment  goes 
much  further  than  that.  It  is  very  de- 
structive, and  I  urge  its  defeat. 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback], 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Salmon]  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  respond  quickly  to 
the  comment  on  the  cuts  in  the  Peace 
Corps,  which  I  think  is  an  excellent 
program,  a  very  worthwhile  program,  I 
would  note  in  our  cuts  that  we  are  pro- 
posing it  is  a  2-percent  cut  in  the  Peace 
Corps.  At  a  time  when  we  have  just  got 
to  balance  the  budget  and  we  cannot 
afford  to  stack  more  debt  on  future 
generations.  I  think  that  is  a  respon- 
sible cut  so  that  our  future  kids  and 
our  children  can  be  in  the  Peace  Corps 
as  well. 

Mr  SALMON  Mr  Chairman,  I  urge 
support  for  the  well-crafted  Brownback 
amendment.  It  is  never  easy  to  reduce 
Government  spending  but  this  amend- 
ment protects  our  top  priorities  while 
meeting  our  obligations  to  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  This  amend- 
ment protects  critical  aid  to  our  allies, 
Israel  and  Egypt,  and  ensures  substan- 
tial levels  of  aid  to  the  hungry  and  the 
needy  across  the  world,  while  acknowl- 


people  do  not  realize  that  in  developing     edging  that  given  $200  billion  annusd 


countries,  the  youth  of  those  countries 
in  the  rural  areas  have  to  deal  with  the 
basic  necessities  of  life.  Most  of  their 
time  is  spent  gathering  water.  Indeed, 
if  you  want  to  have  children  go  to 
school,  you  have  to  build  a  water  sys- 
tem, because  they  are  needed  for  the 
labor  to  support  the  families. 

That  is  not  going  to  be  done  by  so- 
phisticated foreign  aid  projects  or 
international  diplomacy.  That  is  going 
to  be  done  by  people  in  the  very  areas, 
in  the  rural  areas  of  this  world  being 
able  to  work  with  the  people  to  develop 
the  self-help  programs  that  they  need, 
to  develop  the  infrastructure  so  that 
indeed  we  can  have  a  stabilized  world. 


the 


deficits,  some  programs  like  cultural 
exchange  programs  will  have  to  \ofi 
more  to  the  private  sector  that  to /ax- 
payers  and  to  deficit  spending. 

I    urge    bipartisan    support 
Brownback  amendment. 

Mr.    Chairman,   I   yield   to   tl 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ch.abot]| 

Mr,  CHABOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  commend  the Ven- 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
for  this  important  amendment.  The 
people  of  this  country  spoke  loudly  and 
clearly  last  November.  They  clearly 
said.  "Balance  the  budget,"  and  not  by 
raising  taxes  but  by  cutting  spending. 


thank 
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One  area  that  the  American  people 
said  to  cut  is  foreign  aid.  While  I 
strongly  agree  with  the  sentiment  of 
the  American  people  that  foreign  aid 
must  be  cut,  what  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  does  in  this  amendment  is  to 
make  additional  cuts  of  approximately 
$477  million.  If  we  are  going  to  ask 
some  Americans,  for  example,  those 
who  are  dependent  upon  welfare,  to  be 
less  dependent  on  the  Government, 
then  surely  we  must  insist  that  other 
countries  be  less  dependent  on  our  Gov- 
ernment as  well. 

I  strongly  support  the  Brownback 
amendment  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SALMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  end  up  by  say- 
ing when  the  budget  resolution  was 
passed,  it  was  passed  about  the  same 
time  we  were  working  on  this  bill.  We 
are  $477  million  short  of  what  the  budg- 
et resolution  requires,  so  it  is  really 
important  that  we  pass  this  amend- 
ment. 

It  is  going  to  take  the  overall  foreign 
aid  cuts  down  by  about  $2  billion,  but 
at  a  time  when  the  American  people 
are  being  asked  to  bite  the  bullet  as  far 
as  spending  is  concerned,  it  is  only  rea- 
sonable to  say  that  we  ought  to  cut  for- 
eign spending  as  well,  so  the  cut  of  $2 
billion  and  this  additional  cut  of  $477 
million  is  in  order.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  afternoon  the 
President  said  in  his  news  conference 
that  we  should  not  handcuff  the  Presi- 
dent. "If  this  bill  passes,"  he  is  refer- 
ring to  the  bill  we  are  debating  now  on 
the  floor,  "if  this  bill  passes  in  its 
present  form.  I  will  veto  it  " 

I  think  all  of  us  understand  that  it 
takes  the  Congress  and  the  President 
working  together  to  make  American 
foreign  policy.  What  we  have  now  is 
kind  of  two  ships  passing  in  the  night 
without  dialog,  without  discussion  and 
without  debate,  and  we  simply  are  fool- 
ing ourselves  on  this  floor  if  we  think 
we  are  making  foreign  policy.  At  the 
present  time  we  are  really  engaged  in 
kind  of  a  political  exercise,  so  far  as  I 
can  see. 

If  this  amendment  passes,  it  will  only 
make  more  difficult  the  accommoda- 
tion that  simply  has  to  come  about 
eventually  between  the  President  and 
the  U.S.  Congress  in  making  foreign 
policy. 

I  am  fully  aware,  of  course,  of  the 
great  popularity  of  cutting  the  budget 
and  of  cutting  foreign  aid.  There  are 
very  few  among  us  who  do  not  recog- 
nize that  that  is  a  popular  exercise.  I 


want  to  lay  out  on  the  record,  although 
I  think  I  know  how  the  votes  fall  here, 
the  impact  of  this  amendment. 

Foreign  aid  has  already  been  cut 
since  1985  by  40  percent.  All  of  the  for- 
eign affairs  agencies  have  undergone 
downsizing,  and  more  downsizing  is 
scheduled  to  come  this  year. 

The  committee  bill  that  has  been  re- 
ported out  unanimously  on  the  major- 
ity side  already  cuts  current  levels  of 
foreign  assistance  by  9  percent.  The 
Brownback  amendment  increases  that 
cut  to  12  percent.  One  really  wonders 
how  far  you  go  in  this  cutting  game 
and  still  be  able  to  maintain  a  sem- 
blance of  leadership  in  the  world.  If 
cutting  12  is  good,  then  why  not  cut  20. 
30,  40.  or  50  percent?  Why  stop  now? 

This  amendment  cuts  another  S58 
million  from  the  State  Department. 
That  is  on  top  of  $90  million  in  cuts  in 
the  bill  already  from  1995  levels.  This 
amendment  cuts  13  percent  from  an  al- 
ready low  authorization  for  U.N.  peace- 
keeping. We  are  adding  almost  weekly 
additional  burdens  on  the  United  Na- 
tions for  peacekeeping,  and  we  are  de- 
manding more  and  more  of  the  United 
Nations  while  we  cut  their  budget  more 
and  more. 

This  amendment  cuts  another  4>/i 
percent  from  our  assessed  inter- 
national organization  contributions.  It 
cuts  almost  9  percent  from  the  con- 
tributions we  make  voluntarily  for 
international  peacekeeping,  and  it 
makes  further  additional  cuts  in  eco- 
nomic assistance,  especially  develop- 
ment assistance.  It  would  cut  develop- 
ment assistance  another  13  percent, 
and  that  results  in  a  total  cut  of  nearly 
45  percent  between  fiscal  year  1995  and 
fiscal  year  1997. 

I  understand  that  I  have  thrown  a  lot 
of  statistics  out.  but  I  hope,  in  sum, 
they  convey  to  Members  how  deeply 
these  cuts  are  impacting,  or  will  im- 
pact. American  foreign  policy  and  one 
of  its  important  tools,  the  foreign  aid 
bill. 

The  New  Independent  States  will 
take  additional  reductions  here  on  top 
of  the  20  percent  from  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1996  request.  As  my  col- 
league from  California  has  argued,  we 
will  also  be  cutting  the  Peace  Corps, 
one  of  the  most  successful  programs 
that  we  have  had  and  one  that  enjoys 
overwhelming  bipartisan  support. 

That,  then,  is  the  impact.  But  let  me 
return  to  the  principal  point.  The 
President  has  made  his  position  clear. 
Are  we  in  this  House  going  to  be  a  part 
of  the  process  and  work  with  him  for 
an  accommodation,  or  are  we  simply 
going  to  play  a  political  game  here 
with  no  real  relevance  to  the  foreign 
policymaking  process? 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  amendment. 

D  1615 
Miss    COLLINS    of    Michigan.     Mr. 
Chairman,   I  move   to  strike   the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Representa- 
tive Brownb.^ck.  Foreign  aid  must  not 
be  sacrificed  in  order  to  fund  the  Re- 
publican effort  to  balance  the  budget 
by  any  means  necessary.  Just  as  no 
man  is  an  island,  no  country  is  iso- 
lated. America  has  always  been  a  lead- 
er in  foreign  relations.  We  must  con- 
tinue to  encourage  diplomacy  with  our 
international  neighbors. 

This  amendment  will  diminish  our 
leadership  in  world  affairs.  U.S.  inter- 
ests and  security  dictate  that  we  play 
a  vital  role  in  world  affairs.  This 
amendment  will  ensure  that  this  legis- 
lation serves  as  a  wall  between  our- 
selves and  other  countries. 

Foreign  aid  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States.  Maintaining  effec- 
tive aid  programs  will  help  developing 
countries  make  gains  in  health  care, 
educational  opportunities  and  small 
business  development.  We  must  be 
committed  to  creating  an  environment 
that  promotes  fair  trade  and  invest- 
ment opportunities.  This  will  lead  to 
sustained  economic  progress  for  both 
sides. 

If  we  leave  our  world  neighbors  in  the 
lurch  it  will  certainly  come  back  to 
haunt  us.  In  a  dangerous  world,  we  are 
foregoing  the  protection  that  foreign 
assistance  can  often  provide.  This 
amendment  undercuts  our  ability  to 
conduct  diplomacy,  create  new  mar- 
kets, and  protect  U.S.  interests. 

Foreign  aid  programs  should  not  be 
singled  out  to  fund  the  Republican  goal 
of  reducing  the  Federal  budget  by  any 
means  necessary.  This  amendment  will 
undermine  U.S.  leadership  in  the 
world.  This  bill  is  a  step  in  the  wrong 
direction. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  oppose  this  measure. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  make  a 
couple  of  real  brief  points.  We  are 
going  to  be  spending  $17'/j  billion,  that 
is  $17.5  billion,  in  foreign  assistance. 
Sure,  we  are  cutting  $2  billion,  but  we 
are  still  sending  $17'/^>  billion  of  tax- 
payers' money  overseas.  That  is  a  lot 
of  money. 

For  my  colleagues  who  know  we  are 
under  severe  budgetary  constraints,  to 
say  we  are  not  doing  enough  for  the 
rest  of  the  world,  they  need  to  start 
telling  us  where  they  think  we  ought 
to  cut.  We  have  not  had  many  sugges- 
tions from  the  other  side  on  where  to 
cut  spending.  Every  time  we  bring  a 
bill  to  the  floor  that  cuts  spending  to 
get  us  on  a  trend  line  to  a  balanced 
budget,  everybody  starts  complaining 
and  says,  oh  my  gosh,  you  are  going  to 
hurt  these  people,  and  this  group  and 
this  group.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
the  people  who  are  getting  hurt  the 
most  in  the  country  are  the  American 
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taxpayers,  because  the  deficit  contin- 
ues to  go  up  and  up  and  up  and  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt  goes  up  and  we  have 
to  do  something  about  it. 

So.  the  $2  billion  out  of  the  S19.5  bil- 
lion we  are  sending  overseas,  a  $2  bil- 
lion cut  is  justifiable.  We  are  not  relin- 
quishing our  position  in  the  world  as 
the  world  leader,  we  are  still  helping 
wherever  we  can.  We  are  going  to  be 
helping  starving  children,  we  are  going 
to  be  helping  countries  rebuild,  we  are 
going  to  be  helping  countries  do  a  lot 
of  things,  but  at  the  same  time  we  are 
doing  it  in  a  much  more  responsible 
way.  we  are  watching  taxpayers' 
money  and  spending  taxpayers'  dollar 
wisely,  and  that  is  the  thing  we  should 
be  doing. 

So  when  my  good  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  start  complain- 
ing about  where  we  are  making  these 
cuts,  I  hope  everybody  will  remember 
the  cuts  have  to  be  made.  Otherwise  we 
are  going  to  have  a  fiscal  disaster  in 
the  country  in  about  the  next  6  or  7 
years.  We  have  to  have  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  We  in  the  Re- 
publican leadership  are  heading  in  that 
direction,  and  this  is  one  step  that 
must  be  taken. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  understand  this 
amendment  would  reduce  from  the 
committee-passed  bill  an  additional 
$478  million  in  fiscal  year  1997  author- 
izations. So  on  top  of  the  $2  billion  re- 
duction in  the  150  account  that  the 
budget  resolution  and  this  bill  impose 
on  our  diplomatic  and  foreign  relations 
account,  the  amendment  further 
squeezes  the  whole  series  of  accounts 
in  the  foreign  affairs  budget. 


Mr. 


Mr. 


man.  will  the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Sure:  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  I  understand  it.  the  cut  origi- 
nally proposed  is  $1.5  billion,  and  this 
takes  us  close  to  $2  billion,  so  it  was 
not  $2  billion  initially,  and  this  takes 
us  to  $477  million  more. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  The  150  account  covers 
the  items  in  this  bill  and  the  multilat- 
eral banks  which  are  all  tools  of  our 
foreign  policy  interests  and  the  PLM80 
program,  which  is  not  authorized  in 
this  bill.  The  150  function,  the  most  re- 
duced function  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment over  the  last  10  years,  which  ac- 
counts for  about  1.3  percent  of  our  Fed- 
eral spending,  is  being  reduced  as  I  un- 
derstand it  by  close  to  $2  billion  below 
last  year's  spending,  $3  billion  below 
the  administration's  request,  and  now 
in  fiscal  year  1997  we  have  a  further 
cut. 

I  do  not  understand,  and  I  would  like 
to  hear  laid  out  at  some  point  in  this 
thing  just  how  you  think  the  foreign 
relations  functions  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  going   to   work   to  serve 


American  interests.  I  listened  during 
the  general  debate  on  this  bill  to  your 
colleague  from  Oregon  who  said  func- 
tions run  by  the  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency,  functions  run  by 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment, functions  run  by  the  USIA  are 
irrelevant  in  the  post-cold  war  era.  He 
does  not  think  that  verification  and 
monitoring  of  arms  control  agreements 
has  relevance  simply  because  the  cold 
war  has  ended?  The  fact  that  the  re- 
publics, that  Russia  in  particular  has  a 
substantial  number  of  nuclear  weapons 
left,  that  we  are  going  to  try  and  ratify 
and  enforce  a  chemical  weapons  treaty 
to  get  rid  of  these  functions,  he  does 
not  think  that  radio  broadcasts  into 
totalitarian  countries  which  do  not 
allow  free  press  still  have  some  rel- 
evance, and  world  is  all  safe,  the  cold 
war  is  over? 

We  know  that  many  of  you  do  not  be- 
lieve that  because  you  are  concerned, 
understandably  and  correctly,  about 
the  level  of  defense  spending.  We  know 
what  history  has  brought  us.  We  know 
the  end  of  World  War  I  led  to  just  this 
kind  of  dynamic  pullout  from  the 
world,  go  back.  Fortress  America.  We 
heard  one  member  of  our  committee 
talk  about  America  First  and  for  once, 
as  if  being  involved  with  an  active  dip- 
lomatic agenda  was  not  putting  Amer- 
ica first,  that  this  was  not  all  about 
serving  America's  interests. 

We  know  the  history  of  what  hap- 
pened between  the  wars.  We  know  what 
happened  after  World  War  II.  We  know 
that  the  bipartisan  leadership  after 
World  War  II  decided  to  do  it  a  dif- 
ferent way.  and  the  result  was  that  we 
had  a  long  and  difficult  and  expensive 
cold  war.  but  ultimately  we  won  it. 

But  we  also  know  that  there  are 
threats  of  terrorism  and  proliferation 
and  famine  and  poverty,  all  of  which, 
apart  from  the  humanitarian  interests, 
undermine  our  own  interests  in  the 
strength  of  future  global  markets,  of 
regional  stability,  of  controlling  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  I 
am  telling  you,  I  understand  your  focus 
on  the  deficit.  I  do  not  share  where  you 
want  to  go  in  the  end,  but  I  really 
think  taking  the  function  of  govern- 
ment which  has  been  the  most  cut  for 
the  past  10  years  and  thinking  you  can 
through  drastic  cuts  and  micromanage- 
ment  run  foreign  policy  in  a  way  that 
maintains  America's  international 
leadership  is  terribly  mistaken. 

I  urge  this  amendment  be  defeated.  I 
think  this  is  no  longer  a  bill  that  just 
constrains  the  cuts  to  what  were  origi- 
nally proposed.  You  are  now  going  fur- 
ther, slashing  even  more  than  the  bill 
that  the  committee  brought  to  the 
floor,  and  I  urge  that  the  Brownback 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman. 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 


13977 

Mr  ROHRABACHER.  1  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  K.insas. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleT.an  for  yielding.  I 
just  point  out  in  response  to  the  last 
speaker  briefly  that  was  saying  that  we 
are  pulling  out  completely  away  from 
the  world,  going  isolationist  on  our 
policies,  that  what  my  amendment  pro- 
poses is  a  3-percent  cut  overall  in  the 
150  account.  A  3-percent  cut  it  seems  to 
me  hardly  qualifies  for  us  completely 
disengaging  in  the  world,  particularly 
how  engaged  the  United  States  is  mili- 
tarily, trade  security.  And  also  I  would 
point  out  specifically  on  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency  area 
cut,  it  is  an  additional  $1  million,  $1 
million  cut,  which  again  I  do  not  be- 
lieve really  qualifies  for  the  overstate- 
ment the  gentleman  has  given  of  we 
are  pulling  out  of  the  world. 

What  these  are  are  targeted,  specific 
cuts  that,  what  we  are  trying  to  get  at 
is  balancing  the  budget,  and  if  not  this 
area,  then  somewhere  else. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Brownback  amendment.  First  of  all.  we 
are  cutting  the  budget  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  the  long  run.  And  in 
doing  so.  we  are  cutting  domestic  pro- 
grams, not  drastically,  but  we  are 
making  prudent  cuts  throughout  our 
domestic  programs. 

What  we  are  suggesting  here  is  that 
American  foreign  aid  and  what  we  give 
to  others  through,  for  our  benevolence 
and  other  reasons,  should  also  be  re- 
duced to  be  fair  to  our  own  people  dur- 
ing this  time  of  domestic  budget  cuts. 

Overall,  as  we  put  the  budget  to- 
gether, we  plan  to  cut  9  percent,  that  is 
$1.5  billion,  from  the  spending  level 
from  last  year,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Of'egron  [Mr  Rrownbatk]  is  simply  add- 
ing another  3  percent  to  that  level  of 
cuts,  which  leaves  us  $16.7  billion  in  aid 
left. 

In  the  post-cold-war  world  that 
should  make  sense  to  the  American 
people.  If  the  American  people  want  us 
to  spend  more  and  more  money,  more 
than  $16.7  billion  on  direct  foreign  aid, 
let  me  note  in  terms  of  our  foreign  pol- 
icy and  in  terms  of  foreign  aid,  in 
terms  of  what  we  are  doing  overseas, 
$16.7  billion  outside  of  the  military  and 
what  we  are  doing  in  the  military 
seems  like  a  prudent  number. 

In  the  post-cold-war  world  we  do  not 
have  to  spend  as  much  as  we  did  in  the 
cold-war  era.  That  makes  sense,  and  it 
is  not  fair  to  our  own  people  if  we  do 
not  make  prudent  cuts.  And  we  are  not 
withdrawing  from  the  world.  We  are 
just  saying  from  now  on,  because  we 
bore  the  whole  burden  of  the  cold  war, 
because  we,  the  American  people,  de- 
cided that  we  had  to  protect  the  world 
against  communism  and  yes.  before 
that,  against  fascism  and  Japanese 
militarism,  and  yes,  before  that, 
against  the  Germans  invading  Western 
Europe,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
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the  American  people  do  not  have  to 
bear  all  of  the  burdens  of  the  world  any 
longer.  What  we  are  saying  is  not  isola- 
tionism, but  that  when  we  are  spending 
our  hard-earned  tax  dollars  we  must. 
No.  1,  make  sure  that  all  of  those  dol- 
lars are  being  spent  in  the  interests  of 
the  United  States,  and  yes.  there  is  a 
benevolent  interest  to  the  United 
States,  but  in  essence  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  we  are  spending  money  that 
is  in  our  interest,  and  also  that  the  dol- 
lars are  being  spent  effectively. 

We  are  spending  things  in  this,  even 
left  in  the  budget,  we  are  spending 
things  like  for  example  paying  for 
birth  control  for  India,  at  a  time  when 
India  ends  up  spending  their  money  on 
developing  nuclear  weapons.  That  is 
not  even  cut  out  of  this  budget.  I  will 
tell  Members  if  it  was  up  to  this  Con- 
gressman we  would  cut  a  lot  more  out 
of  the  budget.  And  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Brown'b.^ck]  has  been  ab- 
solutely responsible.  I  salute  him,  and 
I  salute  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  GiLM.'\N].  They  have  done  a  tre- 
mendous job.  and  I  think  they  are  try- 
ing to  make  our  foreign  aid  more  effec- 
tive and  they  are  trying  to  do  what  is 
in  the  interests  of  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RoHR.\BACHER]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Berm.\n,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Rohrab.\cher 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HERMAN  Mr  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  We  can  go 
through  foreign  aid  budgets  and  we  can 
talk  about  any  specific  program,  but  I 
have  worked  with  the  gentleman  on  a 
number  of  issues,  and.  for  instance,  I 
know  of  his  support  and  the  impor- 
tance he  gives,  unlike  some  of  his  col- 
leagues, to  for  instance,  the  surrogate 
broadcasting,  the  getting  information 
into  countries  where  there  is  not  either 
a  well-developed  institutional  free 
press  and  broadcasting,  or  totalitarian 
states  where  they  block  it. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  I  look  at  the 
Brownback  amendment  and  I  say  we 
started  out  with  a  bill  that  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  S121  million  in  reductions  for 
USIA.  USlA's  presence  abroad  cut  by  10 
percent,  a  thousand  positions  in  USIA 
eliminated.  Broadcasting  cut  by  over  10 
percent,  impairing  the  agency's  ability 
to  broadcast  to  the  Middle  East,  East- 
ern Europe,  the  former  Soviet  Union, 
other  important  areas. 

a  1630 

Let  me  just  make  the  last  one.  Then 
under  the  Brownback  amendment,  we 
cut  an  additional  $10  million  for  radio 
construction. 

You  and  I,  I  thought,  were  hoping  to 
create  a  support   for  Radio   Free   Asia 


transmitters,  Free  Asia  transmitters 
construction  expenses,  get  radio,  get 
information  into  China,  $30  million 
more  in  additional  cuts,  millions  for 
broadcasting.  I  feel  like  I  hear  a 
mechanistic  debate.  We  talk  numbers, 
only  3  percent.  5  percent. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  will  give  you  a  better  example. 
As  you  know,  both  of  us  have  worked 
together  for  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy.  No  one  has  been  a  stronger 
supporter  for  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy  than  I  have  been.  Yet,  in 
the  Brownback  amendment,  I  under- 
stand they  take  another  $2  million  out 
of  the  NED  budget.  Yet  we  are  in  a  sit- 
uation where  we  owe  it  to  our  own  peo- 
ple, even  though  we  have  priorities  we 
would  like  to  spend  money  on,  to  cut 
moneys  out  to  make  them  more  effec- 
tive. Cutting  the  budget  does  not  mean 
it  is  less  effectively  spent. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

You  know,  this  debate  that  we  are 
having  here  today  is  more  than  just 
about  dollars.  This  debate  basically  is 
about  political  power.  What  we  are 
hearing  today  is  the  President  down  at 
the  Rose  Garden  saying  that  Congress 
is  going  to  clip  his  wings.  That  is  not 
true  at  all. 

When  our  forefathers  met  in  Phila- 
delphia, they  set  up  a  Government  with 
a  separation  of  powers,  some  powers 
delegated  to  the  executive,  some  to  the 
judicial,  some  to  the  executive,  legisla- 
tive. 

Since  up  to  the  Second  World  War. 
Congress  was  always  involved  in  for- 
eign affairs,  but  during  the  Second 
World  War  and  after,  because  of  the 
cold  war  and  the  President  had  to  re- 
spond quickly.  Congress  abdicated 
these  powers  to  the  executive. 

What  we  are  saying  now  basically  is 
that  we  are  going  to  take  some  of  these 
powers  back.  So  it  is  not  that  we  are 
cutting  a  billion  dollars  out  of  the  $17 
billion  we  are  shipping  overseas,  which 
is  really  a  pittance,  the  real  issue  here 
is  what  is  Congress'  role  in  foreign  af- 
fairs? What  is  Congress'  role  in  foreign 
policy? 

And  we,  the  more  conservative  ele- 
ment, are  saying  Congress  should  be  in- 
volved because  Congress  speaks  for  the 
people,  and  when  our  forefathers  set  up 
the  Constitution,  they  said,  for  exam- 
ple, the  President  our  Executive,  can 
ask  for  a  declaration  of  war,  but  only 
Congress  can  declare  war. 

All  the  way  down  the  line  we  have 
certain  responsibilities  given  to  the 
Congress,  certain  to  the  Presidency, 
certain  to  the  judiciary,  but  in  the  last 
50  years  Congress  has  abdicated  all  of 
its  powers  and  given  them  to  the  Presi- 
dency. 

Now.  in  this  particular  bill  we  have 
some  $17  billion  in  cuts.  The  argument 
here  has  been  made  with  the  $250  bil- 
lion deficit,  is  that  too  much  to  ask?  I 
do  not  think  so.  One  of  reasons  the  So- 
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Viet  Union  fell,  we  no  longer  have  the 
Soviet  Union,  it  is  ancient  history,  is 
because  they  went  bankrupt.  Why?  Be- 
cause they  spent  themselves  into  bank- 
ruptcy. 

While  we  are  richer  than  old  Soviet 
Union  was.  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
we  are  facing  a  $4.9  trillion  national 
debt.  We  cannot  keep  going  in  this  di- 
rection. 

I  know  it  is  hard  to  change.  Machia- 
velli  told  us  that  in  his  famous  book 
"The  Prince."  that  one  of  most  dif- 
ficult things  to  do  is  change,  and  we 
are  changing.  But  there  is  still  old 
thinking,  the  old  mentality  of  the  lib- 
eral welfare  state;  yes.  we  have  welfare 
at  home  and  we  are  going  to  have  wel- 
fare overseas. 

While  we  are  changing  the  welfare  at 
home,  why  not  change  the  welfare 
overseas,  too?  You  know,  the  only  time 
a  family  can  help  itself  and  help  its 
neighbors  is  when  the  family  is  able  to 
take  care  of  itself.  When  a  family 
spends  itself  into  bankruptcy,  they 
cannot  take  care  of  their  brothers  or 
sisters  or  anyone  else  down  the  street. 
That  is  basically  what  we  are  saying 
here  today.  We  have  got  to  start  taking 
care  of  our  own  problems  here  at  home 
or  else  we  will  not  be  able  to  take  care 
of  anyone's  problems. 

We  are  now  to  the  point,  with  a  $4.9 
trillion  national  debt,  that  we  have  got 
to  stop  and  say,  hey.  wait  a  minute,  we 
have  got  to  stop  and  say,  hey,  wait  a 
minute,  we  have  got  to  stop  and  ana- 
lyze where  we  are  going. 

There  is  a  beautiful  book,  not  a  beau- 
tiful book  but  an  interesting  book, 
called  "Wild  Ride."  You  see  it  on  the 
newsstand  today.  It  is  about  that  fa- 
mous Kentucky  horse  farm.  Calumet. 
They  had  so  much  money  they  thought 
they  would  never  come  to  the  end  of 
dollai's.  What  happened  one  day.  they 
woke  up  and  they  were  broke.  You 
know  something,  when  you  see  what 
happened  to  that  farm,  it  is  the  same 
thing,  a  metaphor  of  what  is  happening 
here  in  the  Congress  and  our  own  Gov- 
ernment. 

Let  us  start  taking  care  of  the  prob- 
lems we  have  got  at  home.  Let  us 
watch  the  dollars  we  have  in  our  pock- 
et because  these  pockets  are  empty  and 
we  have  got  to  start  analyzing  where 
our  money  is  going  to  come  from  and 
how  we  are  going  to  set  our  priorities. 

There  are  many  areas  in  this  budget, 
when  we  passed  the  balanced  budget  on 
Thursday,  that  cut  much,  much  deeper 
than  we  are  cutting  in  foreign  aid.  We 
do  not  need  the  crocodile  tears  on  for- 
eign aid.  We  are  still  sending  billions 
overseas,  and  we  are  not  nearly  cutting 
as  much  in  foreign  aid  as  we  are  some 
of  our  domestic  programs. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  just  want  to  take  a 
minute  here  and  compliment  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  for  trying  to  get 
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this  overall  spending  level  in  1997  to 
concur  with  the  spending  level  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  resolution, 
and  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  from  various  speakers  who 
have  risen  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  BROWNBACK]. 

We  will  still  have  a  very  robust  pro- 
gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth] 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  KASICH  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Roth  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  KASICH.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  we  will  still  have  a  ro- 
bust program  that  will  promote  U.S. 
interests  around  the  world,  but.  frank- 
ly. I  think  that  the  foreign  aid  budget 
for  too  long  has  represented  an  awful 
lot  of  interests  that  are  not  necessarily 
in  line  with  promoting  direct  U.S.  na- 
tional interests. 

Frankly.  I  think  that  the  foreign  aid 
bill  to  a  large  degree  has  become  a  bill 
that  represents  corporate  welfare,  and 
we  have  a  number  of  changes  in  this 
bill. 

This  is  only  part  of  our  attempt  to 
get  in  the  middle  of  reform.  Frankly, 
the  multilateral  banks  are  another 
area  where  we  will  be  directing  some 
change. 

But  I  think  that  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  is  proposing  makes  good  sense, 
and.  frankly.  I  would  be  pretty  well 
surprised  if  we  did  not  get  strong  bipar- 
tisan support  for  this  proposal. 

I  mean,  if  you  are  interested  in  re- 
sponding to  what  your  constituents 
want,  which  is  a  light-fisted,  respon- 
sible foreign  aid  budget,  you  want  to 
come  to  the  floor  and  support 
Brownback.  and  this  will  be  able  to  ac- 
complish our  goals  around  the  world, 
but  do  it  in  a  way  that  is  responsive  to 
hardworking  Americans. 

So  I  want  to  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding  this  time  to  me  and 
would  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  come  to  the 
floor,  conform  this  to  the  budget  reso- 
lution, support  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  contribution. 

I  think  it  is  true  when  you  take  a 
look  at.  for  example,  AID,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  was  talking  about 
corporate  welfare,  well,  we  have  a  lot 
of  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  these  pro- 
grams, and  if  the  American  people  were 
voting  here  today,  believe  me,  they 
would  have  much  deeper  cuts  than  we 
are  asking  for. 

The  President  just  had  a  news  con- 
ference at  the  Rose  Garden.  Again.  I 
want  to  point  this  out.  he  said  that  the 
Congress  basically  is  going  to  be  clip- 
ping his  wings.  He  needs  more  power  in 
foreign  affairs.  The  truth  of  the  matter 
is  that  he  has  had  all  the  power  in  for- 
eign affairs. 


The  CHAIRMAN,  The  Committee  will 
rise  informally  in  order  that  the  House 
may  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana)  assumed  the  chair. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Committee  will  resume  its  sitting. 


D  1637 

AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTERESTS 
ACT  OF  1995 

The  committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback]. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  I  thank  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations. 

1  just  wanted  to  clarify  one  other 
point,  if  I  could,  of  what  is  taking  place 
here. 

There  has  been  some  discussion 
about  Radio  Free  Asia,  and  I  do  not 
touch  any  of  the  funding  for  Radio 
Free  Asia  in  the  amendment  that  I  am 
putting  in  front  of  this  body. 

Furthermore.  I  just  would  point  out 
that  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Kasich]  makes  some  good  points 
about  what  has  the  foreign  aid  been 
used  for.  at  different  points  in  time.  Is 
it  really  being  used  for  foreign  aid,  or 
is  it  being  used  for  some  forms  of  cor- 
porate welfare,  like  Robert  Riech.  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  has  talked  about?  I 
think  there  is  a  fair  amount,  and  with 
the  streamlining  with  this  reasonable 
3-percent  cut,  we  can  hope  to  get  back 
some  of  that. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  remarks,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  in  order  to  bring  this  bill  with- 
in the  budgetary  resolution  so  that  we 
can  move  forward. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  begin  my 
remarks  by  complimenting  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  for  bringing  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  the  first  attempt 
to  change  the  basic  course  of  American 
foreign  policy  in  several  decades. 

H.R.  1561  does  send  a  message  that 
America  will  no  longer  tolerate  nations 
who  receive  the  helping  hand  of  the 
United  States  at  the  same   time  they 
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thumb  their  noses  at  our  generosity  by 
voting  against  us  at  the  United  Na- 
tions. 

That  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations 
needs  to  do  more.  America's  foreign 
policy  structure  needs  to  be  overhauled 
immediately.  The  current  system  is  a 
relic  of  the  1950's  and  1960's. 

The  State  Department  is  a  labyrinth 
of  competing  and  overlapping  agencies, 
offices  and  bureaus  whose  redundancy 
and  waste  has  hampered  our  national 
interest  over  the  last  30  years.  It  is  up 
to  this  Congress  to  abolish  the  residue 
of  the  cold  war  and  bring  the  State  De- 
partment in  line  with  the  diplomatic 
and  security  needs  of  the  American 
people  as  we  head  into  a  new  century. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  new  Republican 
Congress  was  sent  to  Washington  to 
get  America's  priorities  straight.  Last 
week  we  began  the  glide  path  toward  a 
balanced  budget.  It  is  not  an  easy  proc- 
ess. 

We  will  eliminate  entire  Cabinet  de- 
partments, cut  out  the  welfare  pro- 
grams of  the  1960's,  and  end  most  Fed- 
eral subsidies  across  the  board. 

Each  of  us  has  heard  from  students, 
seniors,  veterans,  and  farmers  in  our 
districts.  Many  of  them  are  upset,  and 
they  are  looking  at  this  bill.  They  have 
every  right  to  be.  How  can  we  go  home 
and  say  we  are  cutting  out  Commerce, 
Energy,  and  Education  and  perhaps 
HUD.  and  reducing  the  size  of  every 
Federal  department  at  the  same  time 
we  leave  the  State  Department  vir- 
tually untouched?  Despite  what  some 
in  Foggy  Bottom  and  the  bureaucracy 
there  will  tell  you,  will,  cuts  that  are 
proposed  by  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment are  not  Draconian  cuts,  and  the 
cuts  which  I  would  suggest  that  we  also 
put  into  the  process  are  not  Draconian 
cuts. 

According  to  the  report  the  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Ka.sich],  delivered  to  the  House  last 
week,  the  State  Department  budget 
has  grown  from  $1.7  billion  in  the  mid- 
1980's  to  $2.6  billion  this  fiscal  year 
1995.  The  Budget  Committee's  review 
notes  that  the  continued  increase  in 
State  Department  funding  has  come 
from  the  growth  in  salaries  and  ex- 
penses, areas  that  should  be  addressed. 

We  need  to  wake  up  the  State  De- 
partment. We  need  to  send  the  word 
that  business  as  usual  has  ended. 

I  am  sure  that  some  will  say  that  any 
cuts  in  the  State  Department  will  hurt 
our  fight  against  terrorism  and  out-of- 
control  immigration.  Such  cuts  will  do 
no  such  thing.  The  way  to  combat  ter- 
rorism and  immigration  abuses  is  not 
to  spend  more  on  bureaucrats  and  dip- 
lomatic staff,  but  it  is  to  boost  the  mo- 
rale of  our  foreign  and  domestic  intel- 
ligence agencies,  to  increase  the  rapid 
response  capability  of  our  Armed 
Forces,  and  to  lower  the  numbers  of 
people  who  can  come  to  this  country  at 
any  one  time. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  State  Department 
employees  over  33.000  people.  We  have 
over  300  embassies,  consulates,  con- 
sular agencies,  and  missions  overseas. 

The  committee  bill  folds  the  USIA, 
the  ACDA,  and  AID  into  the  State  De- 
partment, and  in  that  sense  the  bu- 
reaucracy will  continue  to  grow.  The 
cuts  proposed  by  both  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  and  the 
Clinton  administration  merely  accept 
the  status  quo.  albeit  on  a  slightly 
smaller  scale. 

As  the  American  people  said  last 
year,  the  status  quo  is  not  good 
enough.  America's  foreign  policy  prior- 
ities need  radical  surgery.  We  can  start 
the  process  by  cutting  the  fat  at  Foggy 
Bottom. 

We  need  to  tell  the  American  people 
we  are  serious  about  cutting  the  budg- 
et and  we  are  serious  about  streamlin- 
ing and  downsizing  the  bloated  bu- 
reaucracy at  the  State  Department. 

D  1645 

A.MEND.ME.NT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FUNDERBURK  TO 
THE  .A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROWNBACK 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr  Funderburk  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brownback: 
In  the  matter  amending  section  2101(a)(2)  of 
the  bill  (relating  to  authorizations  of  appro- 
priations for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  De- 
partment of  State)  strike  ■$355,287,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996'  and  insert  •$337,522,265 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support 
of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  reduces  the  bill's  au- 
thorization level  for  State  Department 
salaries  and  expenses  for  5  percent  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  since  we 
are  asking  the  American  people  to  cut 
the  rate  of  growth  and  to  cut  in  actual 
expenditures  across  the  board,  that  the 
Oilman  ani  the  Brownback  bills  and 
amendments  have  cut  USIA,  ACDA, 
and  AID  drastically  but  have  only 
asked  for  a  very  minimal  cut  of  1  or  2 
percent  in  the  State  Department.  The 
State  Department  should  not  be  sac- 
rosanct, and  I  feel,  having  worked  in 
the  State  Department  as  a  U.S.  Ambas- 
sador overseas  for  4  years,  that  there  is 
a  lot  of  waste  and  that  we  have  too 
much  money  being  spent  in  that  area, 
in  the  modern  age  of  high  technology 
and  instant  communications,  and  what 
we  have  had  and  what  we  have  seen 
there  in  the  last  few  years  is  that, 
while  other  Government  agencies  and 
programs  are  being  cut  back  or  using  a 
reasonable  measure  of  trying  to  cut 
wasteful  expenditures,  we  have  actu- 
ally had  an  increase  in  the  building  of 
consulates  in  countries  where  we  really 
have  no  major  problems  and  an  in- 
crease in  the  building  of  embassies,  and 
the  salaries  have  been  increasing  at  too 
high  a  level. 


Now  most  of  the  people  in  this  coun- 
try are  being  asked  to  tighten  their 
belts,  those  of  us  in  Congress  are  going 
to  either  freeze  or  reduce  our  own  sala- 
ries, and  I  think  the  very  least  we  can 
do  is  ask  for  an  additional  5-percent 
cut  in  State  Department  salaries  and 
operating  expenses,  and  that  is  why  I 
propose  this  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kans£is  [Mr.  Brownback]. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  on 
my  time  a  question,  if  I  might,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina.  Might  I 
ask? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Yes.  please. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Go  through  this  one 
more  time  with  me: 

The  Brownback  amendment,  which 
cuts — the  bill,  as  we  know,  cuts  essen- 
tially the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
or  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations' share  of  $2  billion  from  exist- 
ing levels.  The  Brownback  amendment 
cuts  an  additional  $450  to  $480  million 
from  1997  levels.  The  gentleman's 
amendment  would  cut  first  how  much 
more  in  each  fiscal  year,  1996  and  1997? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Well,  only  in  the 
year  1996  we  are  asking  for  a  5-percent 
cut  which  would  be  17.7  additional- 
Si?. 7  million.  Now  the  Brownback 
amendment  cuts  across  the  board.  This 
one  is  only  in  State  Department  sala- 
ries and  operating  expenses. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  So.  on  top  of — on  top 
of  what  the  committee  cut  the  gen- 
tleman is  cutting  an  additional  5  per- 
cent in  operating  expenses  for  State 
Department  operations. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  And  salaries: 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  One  other  question. 

I  am  confused  by  the  gentleman's 
comment  that  AID  and  ACDA  and 
USIA  have  taken  their  share  of  cuts. 
but  the  State  Department  has  not.  I 
thought  this  bill  said  there  is  no  more 
ACDA,  USIA,  and  AID.  They  are  all 
going  to  be  lumped  into  the  State  De- 
partment. The  authorization  is  going 
to  be  for  a  new  expanded,  consolidated 
State  Department,  and  these  cuts  are 
all  going  to  impact  on  what  will  be- 
come the  new  State  Department.  So  I 
am  not  clear  what  the  gentleman 
means  by  disproportionate  cuts  in 
agencies  that  will  no  longer  exist  if 
this  bill  passes. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  They  are  not  im- 
mediately done  away  with,  and  obvi- 
ously we  have,  for  example,  a  26-per- 
cent cut  in  the  actual  funding,  the  ac- 
tual expenditure,  for  USIA.  That  is  my 
understanding. 

To  give  the  gentleman  an  exam- 
ple  

Mr.  BERMAN.  Reclaiming  my  time.  I 
just  say  very  quickly  it  is  probably  not 


going  to  have  much  meaning  in  all  this 
thing.  I  had  the  privilege  of  chairing 
the  subcommittee  that  authorized 
State  Department  functions  for  4 
years,  the  last  2  years  of  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration and  the  first  2  years  of 
Clinton.  We  made  cuts  in  operating  ex- 
penses in  the  State  over  and  over 
again.  As  I  indicated  earlier,  the  150 
functions  had  the  most  dramatic  cuts 
of  any 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  The  gentleman 
is  talking  about  cuts  in  the  rate  of  pro- 
jected growth  spending  probably  as  op- 
posed to  real  cuts 

Mr.  BERMAN.  That  is  true,  and  we 
gave  salary  across-the-board  pay  in- 
creases. We  did  not  select  out  State  De- 
partment and  say,  "You  won't  get  the 
salaries." 

So  the  cuts  were  felt  in  those  depart- 
ments, and  this  just  adds  to  what  I 
think  is  the  dramatic  slashes  of  the  bill 
as  compounded  by  the  even  more  dra- 
matic slashes  of  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment. 

Now  on  top  of  that  we  have 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  I  think  most 
Americans  would  find  this  a  very  mini- 
mal cut  and  very  reasonable  cut. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Funderburk  second  amendment  basi- 
cally and  point  out  that  what  this  does 
is  the  proposal  that  I  am  putting  for- 
ward in  fiscal  year  1997,  it  would  do  it 
in  fiscal  year  1996  and  making  those  re- 
ductions in  fiscal  year  1996. 

The  other  things  that  I  would  like  to 
point  out  were  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk] 
can  also  properl,y  be  responded  to  and 
called  Ambassador  Funderburk.  He  was 
Ambassador  to  Romania.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  other  people  we  have  in  this 
body  that  have  been  Ambassador,  and 
have  worked  inside  the  State  Depart- 
ment and  been  able  to  see  the  sorts  of 
things  that  he  has  and  the  operations 
within  the  State  Department.  He 
comes  with  great  credentials  in  that 
particular  area  and  one  that  can  say: 
"Look,  folks,  this  is  something  that  we 
can  get  done.  This  is  something  we  are 
pushing  to  do  in  FY  97.  I  think  it's  rea- 
sonable to  be  able  to  do  it  in  FY  96." 

Now.  as  far  as  these  are  totally  irre- 
sponsible, it  is  the  sort  of  things  we 
cannot  do,  we  cannot  make  these  sorts 
of  things  happen.  I  would  point  out 
again  that  this  is  we  are  talking  about 
a  5-percent  cut  at  a  time  when  we  are 
nearly  $5  trillion  in  the  hole.  We  have 
got  to  make  these  sorts  of  decisions, 
these  sorts  of  reductions,  if  we  are  ever 
going  to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  by 
2002.  and.  if  this  is  not  reasonable,  I  am 
not  sure  what  is,  nor  in  what  other 
functions  we  might  look,  that  we 
would  ask  our  own  people  at  home  to 
be  making  these  sorts  of  reductions  in 
the  foreign  affairs  area. 
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So,  with  those  points,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  rise  in  support  of  this  second- 
ary amendment. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  all  familiar 
with  the  human  emotion  that  some 
people  have  that  when  someone  is 
down,  they  come  and  kick  them  again, 
kick  them  again.  It  is  called  bullying 
in  most  circles,  and  it  has  been  going 
on  toward  Federal  employees  for  the 
last  several  months.  Here  we  have  an 
example  at  the  State  Department,  peo- 
ple who  work  very  hard,  people  who 
have  to  have  specialized  training,  go  to 
the  Foreign  Service  school,  have  de- 
voted their  careers  to  peace  and  diplo- 
macy, and  now  we  have  a  bill  that  sub- 
stantially cuts  personnel,  and  their 
compensation,  and  their  ability  to  op- 
erate. We  have  another  amendment  on 
the  floor  just  to  show  the  American 
people  we  are  going  to  kick  them  again 
for  good  measure,  and  now  we  have  a 
secondary  amendment  that  says, 
"Let's  kick  them  a  third  time." 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  based  upon 
any  kind  of  analysis  of  how  the  State 
Department  might  better  operate,  how 
we  might  better  ensure  the  spread  of 
democratic  values,  the  preservation  of 
human  rights,  the  development  of  free- 
enterprise  markets  for  our  businesses 
in  the  United  States.  Those  are  all  the 
objectives  of  State  Department  person- 
nel. They  are  really  the  principles  upon 
which  this  country  was  founded.  The 
people  in  the  State  Department  believe 
very  strongly  in  those  principles. 

Why  are  we  doing  this?  It  is  not 
based  upon  any  kind  of  organization 
analysis.  We  are  doing  it  to  punish  peo- 
ple in  the  State  Department  because 
they  fit  into  the  larger  context.  They 
are  part  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy. 

We  did  a  little  analysis  and  found 
that  the  Federal  bureaucracy  has  been 
used  in  derogatory  terms  388  times 
since  January.  That  cannot  be  any  ac- 
cident, and  it  is  no  accident  that  at 
every  opportunity  some  people  are 
going  to  try  to  gain  political  benefit 
among  their  constituencies  by  kicking 
Federal  employees  when  they  are  al- 
ready down,  and  that  is  what  this 
amendment  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  disappointing.  I 
know  that  it  is  what  a  lot  of  people  out 
there  would  like.  But  it  is  going  to 
hurt  us. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  there  is  a 
book  that  has  been  written  by  Sec- 
retary McNamara,  and  there  have  been 
any  number  of  books  written  about  the 
tragedy  of  Vietnam.  As  my  colleagues 
know,  when  the  decisions  were  being 
made  to  get  into  Vietnam,  the  person 
who  had  been  the  desk  officer  who 
knew  the  most  about  Vietnam  was  sell- 
ing refrigerators  and  air  conditioners 
in  New  York  City  because  he  had  been 
a  victim  of  the  McCarthy  purge.  The 
State  Department  has  been  kicked  as  a 


scapegoat  in  previous  years,  particu- 
larly during  the  1950's,  and  it  cost  us. 
To  some  extent  it  cost  us  58.000  lives  in 
Vietnam.  It  is  going  to  cost  us  in  terms 
of  democratic  values. 

We  are  trying  to  spread  throughout 
the  world  in  terms  of  development  of 
free-enterprise  markets.  We  are  trying 
to  create  in  terms  of  protecting  the 
human  rights  of  people  who  live  in  op- 
pressed societies  throughout  the  world. 
Those  are  the  people  who  will  pay  for 
this  kind  of  piling-on.  bullying  tactic 
against  Federal  employees  who  work 
within  the  State  Department. 

There  is  no  loss;  in  fact,  there  is  a  lot 
of  political  gain,  for  people  who  offer 
these  kinds  of  amendments,  but  they 
are  not  constructive  amendments. 
They  are  destructive  amendments,  and 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  this  particularly  destructive 
amendment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  speak  out 
very  vociferously  against  these  amend- 
ments, which  I  think  are  ill-timed  and. 
frankly,  poorly  thought  out.  The  bill  in 
my  opinion  devastates  American  pro- 
grams abroad.  The  United  States  is  not 
only  the  leader  of  the  free  world,  but 
the  leader  of  the  world,  and  what  are 
we  doing  in  this  bill?  We  are  stepping 
back  and  taking  back  our  leadership, 
and  we  are  saying  to  other  countries, 
"We  really  don't  care  what  goes  on." 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  amendments 
would  make  the  bill  even  worse  by  fur- 
ther cutting  back.  I  know  it  may  be 
good  politics  to  say  to  the  folks  back 
home.  "Gee,  I'm  cutting  back  on  this 
unpopular  foreign  aid  program."  But  in 
reality  I  think  it  does  our  Government 
a  great  disservice  and  it  does  our  coun- 
try a  great  disservice. 

Foreign  policy  for  years  has  always 
been  bipartisan.  That  has  been  the 
strength,  in  my  opinion,  of  American 
foreign  policy.  During  the  Persian  Gulf 
war  I  was  one  of  a  handful  of  Demo- 
crats to  break  with  my  party  and  sup- 
ported President  Bush  in  sending 
troops  to  the  Persian  Gulf.  I  did  so  not 
because  the  President  was  a  Repub- 
lican and  I  was  a  Democrat.  I  did  so  be- 
cause he  was  the  President  and  I  felt 
that  what  he  was  saying  was  right.  It 
was  being  conducted  in  the  best  way  in 
terms  of  bipartisan  foreign  policy.  In 
my  opinion  this  bill  is  not  and  these 
amendments  are  not  even  more  so. 

We  traveled,  some  of  us.  to  foreign 
countries,  or  we  met  some  people,  for- 
eign dignitaries,  here  in  Washington. 
Last  November  a  group  of  us  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Africa  visited  West 
Africa,  met  with  officials,  leaders,  of 
five  countries.  They  pleaded  with  us  for 
American  assistance  and  helping  de- 
mocracy take  root,  and  we  are  not 
talking  about  large  sums  of  money 
here.  A  little  bit  of  money  goes  such  a 
long  way. 
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We  defeated  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 
cold  war,  and  now  are  we  going  to 
throw  it  all  away?  Are  we  going  to  say 
that  we  do  not  care  if  these  countries 
all  across  the  Earth  have  democratic 
values  or  democracy  in  governments  or 
parliamentary  governments?  Are  we 
now  going  to  say  we  do  not  care?  That 
is  the  effect  of  the  cuts  in  this  bill. 

I  just  think  it  is  a  terrible,  terrible 
thing  to  want  to  get  up  and  say  well, 
let  us  cut  it  all  back,  let  us  not  even 
have  any  more.  It  may  play  great  sigain 
to  the  folks  back  home,  but  in  reality 
I  believe  it  is  one  of  the  most  destruc- 
tive things  that  we  in  Congress  could 
do. 

Let  us  look  at  the  effect  of  this.  The 
effect  of  this  proposal,  cutting  $227  in 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $625  million  in  fis- 
cal year  1997  from  the  President's  re- 
quest, on  top  of  the  committee  cut  of 
$38  million,  will  absolutely  devastate 
the  Department's  ability  to  carry  out 
U.S.  foreign  policy.  Four  years  of  steep 
cost  cutting  has  left  the  State  Depart- 
ment where  nearly  all  the  funding  is 
spent  just  to  support  basic  operations. 
An  additional  reduction  in  1996  alone 
would  shut  down  160  overseas  posts  and 
radically  reduce  presence  at  those  re- 
maining U.S.  missions.  It  would  close 
half  of  the  domestic  passport  agencies. 
It  would  eliminate  5,700  positions,  in- 
cluding 3.500  Americans.  It  would  stop 
plant  infrastructure  investments  that 
are  essential  to  restructuring  and 
streamlining  both  overseas  and  head- 
quarters operations. 

Are  we  to  strip  ourselves  so  bare  that 
we  can  no  longer  effectively  carry  on 
foreign  policy?  Are  we  going  to  strip 
ourselves  so  bare  we  are  now  going  to 
say  America  does  not  care  what  goes 
on  in  the  rest  of  the  world?  Surely 
what  happens  in  this  ever-shrinking 
globe  will  affect  us  here  back  home. 

So  I  would  urge  defeat  of  these 
amendments.  I  think  they  are  very, 
very  shortsighted,  and  very,  very  de- 
structive. 

I  also  do  not  think  it  is  right  to  keep 
beating  up  on  Federal  workers,  frank- 
ly, as  the  majority  here,  the  Repub- 
licans, have  been  doing  all  session  long. 
People  are  working  hard  at  their  jobs. 
They  earn  their  money.  They  work 
hard.  They  took  employment  with  the 
Federal  Government  knowing  what  the 
benefits  were.  For  us  now  to  simply  cut 
them  I  think  is  absolutely  ridiculous, 
unfair,  demoralizing,  and  not  some- 
thing that  ought  to  be  done. 

Again,  foreign  policy  ought  to  be  bi- 
partisan. People  who  say  that  America 
is  the  strength  of  the  world  ought  to 
put  their  money  where  their  mouth  is 
or  else  there  is  no  way  we  can  conduct 
foreign  policy. 

Foreign  aid  is  1  percent  of  the  budget 
of  the  United  States;  1  percent.  It  is 
the  lowest  in  terms  of  gross  domestic 
product  of  any  democracy  in  the  West. 
We  are  something  like  25th.  We  are  be- 
hind a  country  like  Ireland  and  all  the 
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Western  democracies  in  terms  of  what 
we  contribute  in  gross  domestic  prod- 
uct for  foreign  aid.  This  is  shameful  for 
us  to  think  that  we  can  cut  it  even  fur- 
ther. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat 
these  amendments.  They  are  terrible 
for  America  and  ill-thought. 

MODIFICATION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PUNDERBURK  TO 
THE  .AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
FUNDERBURK  TO  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED 
BY  MR    BROWNBACK 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  a  modification  to  my  amendment 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback], 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
modification  be  accepted. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Modification  offered  by  Mr.  Funderburk  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Funderburk 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Brownback:  Strike  -for  the  fiscal  year  1996' 
both  places  it  appears. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina'^ 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object.  I  would  do 
so  pending  an  explanation  by  the  gen- 
tleman    from     North     Carolina     [Mr. 

FUNDERBURK]. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman. 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
was  shown  to  me  there  was  a  typo- 
graphical mistake,  and  the  wrong  year 
was  entered  into  the  amendment  sent 
to  the  desk. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
make  a  change  in  a  year  is  not  nec- 
essarily correcting  a  typographical 
mistake 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  That  had  to  fit 
the  figures  that  we  had.  I  just  did  not 
change  the  year. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina'' 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Once  again,  we  hear  these  prophets  of 
doom  because  we  are  making  a  draco- 
nian  cut  in  a  department,  the  State  De- 
partment. This  is  a  5-percent  cut,  one 
twentieth  of  their  budget.  We  cut  the 
congressional  staffs  here  by  a  third.  33 
percent. 

For  people  to  tell  the  American  tax- 
payers that  we  cannot  cut  this  agency 
by  5  percent  I  think  is  giving  them  the 
wrong  information.  There  is  not  any 
Government  agency  in  the  United 
States  that  cannot  be  cut  at  least  5 
percent,  including  the  State  Depart- 
ment. When  you  are  talking  about 
making  hard  choices  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
State  Department  can  take  their  share 
of  the  burden  as  well  as  any  agency  in 


the  Government.  A  5-percent  cut  is  cer- 
tainly not  draconian. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr  Chairman.  I 
wanted  to  introduce  this  amendment 
to  get  the  attention  of  the  State  De- 
partment, for  one  thing  There  are  a 
lot  of  very  good  people  who  work  at  the 
State  Department.  But  at  the  same 
time,  I  think  we  need  an  America  desk 
at  the  State  Department.  Maybe  we 
can  talk  about  that  at  some  later 
point. 

But  we  have  asked  a  lot  of  people  in 
this  country  to  make  some  sacrifices. 
and  the  State  Department  was  really 
making  very  few  compared  to  other 
agencies  under  the  foreign  aid  bill  and 
the  Overseas  Interests  Act.  So  I  think 
this  is  a  very  minimal  cut,  and  this  is 
not  a  severe  or  draconian  cut.  I  think 
the  American  people  have  sent  us  here 
after  November  8th  to  actually  do  this. 

So  we  are  trying  to  put  some  reason 
into  bloated  government,  waste  in  gov- 
ernment, and  the  just  never  ending 
process  of  growth.  We  are  living  in  a 
high  tech  age.  and  communications  can 
zip  around  the  world  instantly.  Of 
course  we  all  know  that  we  need  a  For- 
eign Service  and  we  need  a  State  De- 
partment. You  need  the  personal  con- 
tact. But  I  think  in  terms  of  the 
growth  of  consulates  and  embassies 
and  salaries  and  operating  expenses,  it 
has  gotten  out  of  hand  and  we  need  to 
Fsin  it  bd.ck  in 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  let  me  just 
end  by  saying  we  are  concerned  about 
Federal  employees.  We  have  some 
great  people  working  for  the  Federal 
Government.  But  we  have  great  people 
working  in  the  private  sector,  too 
When  General  Motors  and  Chrysler  and 
other  major  companies  across  this 
country  start  feeling  the  financial 
pinch,  they  have  to  downsize  and  econ- 
omize in  order  to  keep  their  companies 
afloat. 

The  difference  is  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment does  not  have  to  answer  to  any- 
body because  we  can  deficit  spend.  As 
we  deficit  spend,  we  create  a  terrible 
problem  for  the  future  generations  of 
this  country.  So  just  like  the  private 
sector.  Government  has  to  downsize. 
For  the  State  Department  to  cut  5  per- 
cent is  not  too  much  to  ask. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  make  this  very 
brief.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Funderburk  amendment.  Let  me  just 
note  that  this  is  not,  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  my  colleague  from  Virginia. 
Mr.  MORAN,  who  characterized  this  as 
kicking  Federal  employees  while  they 
are  down,  this  is  not  kicking  Federal 
employees  while  they  are  down. 

The  people  that  work  at  the  State 
Department  have  our  deepest  respect 
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and  they  have  a  very  difficult  job.  To 
characterize  it  as  kicking  Federal  em- 
ployees while  they  are  down  is  wrong, 
just  as  if  I  would  say  well,  the  Demo- 
crats have  been  kicking  the  American 
taxpayers  around  all  of  these  years  and 
the  taxpayers  are  down,  yet  you  are 
kicking  them  while  we  are  trying  to 
help  them  up.  That  is  not  really  an  ap- 
propriate analysis,  just  as  I  do  not 
think  the  proper  analysis  is  kicking 
Federal  employees  while  they  are 
down. 

We  are  trying,  as  we  have  said  over 
and  over  again,  to  make  do  with  a  bad 
situation.  We  are  headed  toward  eco- 
nomic oblivion  with  this  budget  that  is 
totally  not  only  out  of  balance,  but  is 
leading  us  to  an  economic  catastrophe 
unless  we  do  something.  So  we  are  try- 
ing to  be  effective,  make  things  more 
effective,  to  downsize  the  government 
that  exists. 

The  Funderburk  amendment  is  a  fine 
amendment.  All  it  does  is  say  we  are 
going  to  kick  in  this  5-percent  reduc- 
tion in  the  State  Department  a  year 
earlier  than  what  we  had  in  and  what 
was  presented  to  us  in  the  budget  be- 
fore. 

Now,  we  are  in  the  post-cold-war 
world.  Can  we  absorb  a  5-percent  de- 
crease in  the  State  Department  budget 
a  year  earlier?  But  of  course  we  can. 
The  fact  is  that  since  the  cold  war  is 
over,  perhaps  we  do  not  need  the  same 
presence  that  we  had  and  that  we  need- 
ed 10  years  ago  and  20  years  ago. 

Furthermore,  technology,  the  com- 
munications technology  that  has  just 
exploded  in  the  last  10  years,  perhaps 
makes  it  less  important  that  we  have 
the  same  number  of  people  stationed 
overseas  and  working  for  the  State  De- 
partment that  we  had  10  years  ago. 

In  fact,  the  author  of  this  amend- 
ment, Mr.  Funderburk,  was  an  Amer- 
ican ambassador  for  4  years.  He  under- 
stands the  necessities  of  what  is  needed 
overseas.  Now  with  increased  techno- 
logical capabilities,  the  end  of  the  cold 
war,  Mr.  Funderburk  was  in  Romania, 
I  believe,  perhaps  we  do  not  need  that 
same  type  of  staff  in  Romania  that  we 
needed  before.  He  understands  that. 

Furthermore,  the  most  important 
thing  we  are  talking  about,  instead  of 
saying  we  are  attacking  Federal  em- 
ployees, what  we  are  really  trying  to 
do  here  is  say  that  we  need  productiv- 
ity increases  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, just  like  we  have  had  in  the  pri- 
vate sector.  During  the  1980's  what  hap- 
pened was  the  private  sector  learned, 
our  private  businesses  learned,  if  they 
were  going  to  compete  and  could  do  a 
good  job,  they  were  going  to  have  to 
become  more  productive.  They  actu- 
ally downsized  their  work  force  and,  lo 
and  behold,  some  of  our  companies 
found  that  by  downsizing  and  not 
spending  so  much  on  upper  echelon 
management  and  employees  at  higher 
levels,  what  happened  was  they  actu- 
ally increased  productivity  and   their 
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companies    are    operating    more    effi- 
ciently. 

Well,  Government  can  do  that.  We 
should  expect  the  same  thing  from 
Government  that  we  had  in  the  private 
sector.  Furthermore,  we  have  also 
asked  other  areas  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  we  are  asking  that  in  our 
budget,  to  decrease  in  the  amount  of 
money  they  spend.  It  is  not,  it  is  not 
then  some  sort  of  an  assault  on  people 
working  for  the  State  Department  to 
suggest  that  they  have  to  be  part  of 
this  downsizing  of  Government,  in- 
crease in  productivity  as  well.  That  is 
what  this  is  all  about. 

I  applaud  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk]  and  I  know 
that  every  time  that  we  try  to  have  a 
responsible  and  minor  reduction,  that 
we  are  going  to  be  attacked  as  if  it  is 
some  sort  of  a  malicious  intent  in- 
volved. But  I  applaud  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk] 
and  1  applaud  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Oilman]  for  the  great  leader- 
ship that  they  have  really  shown  at  a 
time  when  we  have  to  decrease  the  size 
of  the  budget.  It  is  a  very  difficult 
thing  to  do  and  maintain  the  civility 
and  mutual  respect  we  should  have 
here. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
gentleman  aware,  with  all  this  talk  of 
downsizing,  that  we  hear  about  the 
downsizing  efforts  that  worked,  but  the 
majority  of  corporations  who  have 
downsized  in  fact  have  failed?  Their 
product,  the  quality  of  their  product, 
has  been  reduced  as  well  as  their  prof- 
its? I  just  mention  that.  The 
downsizing  by  itself  is  not  necessarily 
the  ultimate  objective. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman. 
reclaiming  my  time.  I  am  not  sure 
about  the  gentleman's  figures.  It  could 
be  true.  All  I  know  is  spending  money 
for  management  is  not  the  best  thing 
at  certain  times.  We  here  have  cut  our 
budgets  for  our  committee  staffs  by 
one-third,  and  I  would  be  willing  to  bet 
that  in  the  end  our  Congress  is  going  to 
be  more  effective  because  of  that,  and 
we  have  the  same  right  to  expect  that 
same  type  of  increase  in  productivity 
from  the  other  Federal  Government 
agencies  and  departments. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  speak  very 
briefly  to  my  colleague  from  California 
on  the  remarks  that  he  made.  There 
are  human  faces  on  these  people  that 
are  working  for  the  State  Department, 
and  there  is  a  critical  need  in  order 
that  we  maintain  a  continuum 
throughout  the  world  in  the  various 
diplomatic  and  consulate  missions  that 
are  ongoing.  Therefore,  the  downsizing 
in  my  opinion  should  not  be  analogized 
to  private  downsizing. 


I  am  not  so  certain,  based  on  the  lack 
of  service  that  I  receive  in  the  various 
institutions  that  I  do  business  with. 
that  downsizing  is  good.  In  that  sense, 
and  to  answer  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  BURTON], 
who  spoke  earlier  about  us  cutting  one- 
third  of  the  staff  here.  I  think  that 
that  was  a  mistake,  too,  because  it  has 
not  produced  any  greater  efficiency.  It 
has  produced  greater  stresses  and 
greater  problems  overall  in  terms  of 
the  overall  product. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
my  very  good  friend  from  Florida. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  was 
proposed  without  having  done  the  anal- 
ysis necessary  to  determine  the  rami- 
fications of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  shut  down  160  overseas  posts  and 
radically  reduce  the  presence  at  the  re- 
maining missions  overseas.  It  would 
close  half  of  the  14  domestic  passport 
agencies.  It  would  eliminate  5.700  posi- 
tions, including  3.500  Americans  and 
2.200  Foreign  Service  nationals,  and  it 
would  stop  the  investments  that  have 
been  made  to  restructure  and  stream- 
line both  the  overseas  and  the  head- 
quarters operations. 

D  1715 

The  State  Department  tells  us  that 
this  funding  level,  which  is  S227  million 
below  the  President's  request,  which 
was  already  a  cut.  and  it  is  $625  million 
below  the  President's  request  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  would  completely  undermine 
the  Department  of  State's  ability  to 
field  a  comprehensive  overseas  diplo- 
matic platform  for  other  Government 
agencies. 

And  anyone  that  has  been  overseas 
knows  how  many  other  Government 
agencies  are  dependent  upon  State  De- 
partment funding  and  could  only  be 
viewed  by  our  allies  as  well  as  our  ad- 
versaries as  signaling  a  dramatic  re- 
treat by  the  world's  last  remaining  su- 
perpower. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  the  direction 
that  we  have  been  going  for  the  last 
few  months,  and  I  know  that  many 
times  we  do  not  let  the  facts  stand  in 
our  way.  But  these  are  facts  that  we 
need  to  be  aware  of  before  we  take  such 
destructive  action  as  is  envisioned  by 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  ask  the  maker  of 
the  amendment,  as  he  has  proposed  it. 
has  any  analysis  been  done  with  ref- 
erence to  cutting  the  Fulbright  schol- 
arships and  cutting  funds  for  arms  con- 
trol verification?  I  just  would  be  inter- 
ested to  know  if  the  offeror  of  this 
amendment  has  any  analysis  on  the 
Fulbright  scholarships? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
does  the  gentleman  mean  how  this 
amendment  would  affect  the  Fulbright 
scholarships? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  know  that  it  would  cut  $20  mil- 
lion. But  what  about  the  good  that  the 
Fulbright  scholarships  have  done? 
What  about  the  good  that  arms  ver- 
ification has  done?  Is  the  gentleman 
saying  that  there  is  no  good  that  has 
been  done  in  these  matters? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield. 
my  amendment  does  not  address  that 
question. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  The  gen- 
tleman cuts  the  money? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
no.  We  are  cutting  salaries  and  operat- 
ing expenses  for  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  But  the 
underlying  amendment  addresses  the 
subject. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  The  gentleman 
is  referring  to  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment, yes,  sir. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  address  the 
gentleman,  the  sponsor  of  this  most  re- 
cent amendment  and  assure  him  that  I 
share  his  intent  to  downsize  the  overall 
scale  of  the  foreign  aid  effort.  But  I 
would  also  like  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  when  we  consider  the 
Brownback  amendment,  which  already 
brings  us  down  to  the  budget  levels,  if 
we  act  in  haste,  we  may  be  stepping  be- 
yond our  ability  to  downsize  our  efforts 
in  an  organized  fashion. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  look  at  what 
the  gentleman  has  proposed.  I  would 
like  to  examine  it  within  the  1996  ap- 
propriations process  as  well  as  the  1997 
appropriations  process.  I  would  like  to 
work  with  the  gentleman,  if  I  could,  to- 
ward effecting  the  changes  that  he 
might  like  to  see  accomplished.  If  we 
could  do  that,  I  would  ask  that  the 
gentleman  consider  withdrawing  his 
amendment  at  this  time  and  work  with 
me  on  the  appropriations  process  and 
that  ultimately  we  may  be  able  to  ef- 
fect the  changes  that  he  seeks  here 
today. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
after  consultation  with  the  appropria- 
tions chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Livingston],  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  to  the 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Flonda.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

I  now  address  myself  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman   from  Kansas 
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[Mr.  Brownback],  and  I  will  be  very 
brief. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  some  rhet- 
oric that  preceded  the  voice  of  sanity 
of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Livingston]  that  came  forth  just  then. 
The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
ROHR.\B.\CHER].  and  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 

FUNDERBURK],  were  both  in  the  Reagan 
administration.  During  those  8  years,  I 
do  not  recall  at  any  time  that  the  re- 
quest made  by  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion for  the  State  Department  was  re- 
duced below  what  their  requests  were. 

As  the  saying  goes,  foreign  policy 
stops  at  the  shores  of  the  United 
States.  I  think  that  is  being  violated  in 
its  worst  here. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Burton]  gets  up  and  says,  "Can  the 
State  Department  take  a  5-percent 
cut."'  And  the  rhetoric  says,  of  course, 
it  can.  Why  cannot  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment take  a  5-percent  cuf  Why  cannot 
all  the  road  projects  that  still  remain 
in  the  budget  take  a  5-percent  cut? 

Do  a  little  mathematics.  Five  per- 
cent of  $250  billion  is  $12. 5  billion.  A  5- 
percent  cut  of  the  Defense  Department 
would  just  about  underwrite  all  the 
State  Department's  requirements.  So  I 
just  say  that  there  is  a  time  in  which 
we  cannot  continue  to  cut  foreign  pol- 
icy here  and  remind  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
there  are  four  Senators  down  the  hall 
that  are  running  for  President  of  the 
United  States,  all  of  whom  think  that 
they  are  going  to  be  the  next  Presi- 
dent. ^ATiat  you  are  doing  to  them,  if 
for  some  strange  reason,  an  aberration 
of  the  American  public,  they  should 
win.  any  one  of  them  would  have  to 
rnme  bark  to  this  body  and  ask  for 
supplemental  appropriations  in  order 
to  conduct  foreign  policy.  You  do  not 
mind  inflicting  that  upon  a  Democratic 
administration,  but  I  ask  you,  in  all 
good  conscience,  if  you  had,  if  Presi- 
dent Bush  had  won  re-election,  whether 
you  would  be  doing  this  to  his  adminis- 
tration? I  seriously  doubt  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownb.\CK]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  276,  noes  134, 
not  voting  24.  as  follows; 
[Roll  No   348] 
AYES— 276 


I 


.\Uanl 

Barcia 

BateUUI 

.\reher 

Ban- 

Bentaen 

.\niiev 

Barrett  INE) 

Bereuter 

Bachus 

Barrett  (WIi 

BevUl 

Baker  iC.\i 

Bartlett 

Bilbray 

Baker  (LAi 

Barton 

BUirakis 

Ball  eager 

Bass 

BlUey 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Camp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapnian 

Chenoweth 

Chris  tensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Collins  (OA) 

Com  best 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dofcgett 

Doolittle 

Dornan 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Eklwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (LAi 

Fields  (TXi 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CTi 

Franks  INJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Bellenson 

Berm&n 

Bishop 

Bonlor 


Graham 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WAl 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

HiUiard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RIi 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenb«rg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laugblin 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ligbtfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FD 

Minge 

Molinarl 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

NOES— 134 

Borski 
Brown  (CA) 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Cardin 
Clayton 
Clybum 
Coleman 


Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Rams  tad 

Reed 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC> 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Traficant 

L'pton 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

WaldholU 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon(FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Young  lAKl 

Zeliff 

Zlmmer 


Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Davis 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 


Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Ehlers 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Filner 

Flake 

FogUetta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Purse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hinchey 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B 

Johnston 

Kennedy  (M.\) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

LaFalce 


Andrews 

Becerra 

Calvert 

Clay 

Coburn 

Cubin 

de  la  Garza 

Dooley 


Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA» 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moran 

Murtha 

.Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Porter 

Rangel 

Richardson 

Rivers 
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Rose 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torres 

Tomcelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  <NC> 

Waxman 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING— 24 

Fazio 

Hansen 

Hoke 

Horn 

Jefferson 

Kleczka 

LaHood 

Lantos 


Meyers 
Owens 

Peterson  (FL) 
Reynolds 
Rogers 
Saxton 
Torkildsen 
Young  (FL) 
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Messrs.  KLINK,  POMEROY,  RA- 
HALL, SPRATT,  and  GORDON 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

.AMENDMENT  OEEERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  Or 
INDI.^N.^ 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  amendment  No.  10. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

.■\mendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana: In  paragraph  (3)  of  section  3417(d)  (relat- 
ing to  prohibition  on  assistance  to  countries 
that  consistently  oppose  the  United  States 
position  in  the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly), insert  after  the  matter  preceding 
subparagraph  (A)  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph (and  redesignate  subsequent  subpara- 
graphs accordingly): 

(A)  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (relating  to  development 
assistance). 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MODIFICATION  TO  .AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
BfRTON  OF  INDI.ANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  mod- 
ify the  amendment. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  amendment,  as  modified. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro- 
posed in  the  amendment,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: In  paragraph  (3)  of  section  3417(d)  (relat- 
ing to  prohibition  on  assistance  to  countries 
that  consistently  opposed  the  United  States 
position  in  the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly), insert  after  the  matter  after  sub- 
paragraph (C)  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

(D)  chapter  1  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (relating  to  development 
assistance),  except  that  such  term  shall  not 
include  assistance  under  chapter  1  of  part  I 
of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  in  the 
case  of  countries  that  voted  in  the  United 
Nations  General  .Assembly  on  less  than  M 
percent  of  the  recorded  plenary  votes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  we  have 
had  a  chance  to  look  at  the  perfecting 
language,  and  we  have  no  objection,  so 
I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objec- 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  will  be  considered 
modified. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  amendment  just  brings  into 
accord  with  the  rest  of  the  bill  the  re- 
quirement that  countries  getting  de- 
velopmental assistance  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  should  vote  with  the  United 
States  in  the  United  Nations  at  least  25 
percent  of  the  time.  We  think  it  is  a 
good  amendment,  it  is  consistent  with 
the  bill,  and  we  urge  everyone  to  vote 
for  it. 

Mr.   ACKERMAN.   Mr.   Chairman,  we 

bavp  bad  q  ('y\ar\.rp  tn  taVa  a   In^k  ?.t  tV>o 

bill,  and  have  had  discussions  with  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana.  We  think  he 
is  on  the  right  track,  and  we  have  no 
objections  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton]. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

n  1745 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hercer)  having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr. 
GoouLATTE,  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit- 
tee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill,  (H.R.  1561)  to  consolidate  the 
foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the  United 
States;  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  State  and  related 
agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997; 
to  responsibly  reduce  the  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs  for 
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fiscal  years  1996  and  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolution 
thereon. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  an 
illness,  I  was  forced  to  miss  a  vote  on 
Tuesday,  May  23.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
would  have  voted  "aye"  on  the 
Brownback  amendment,  rollcall  vote 
No.  348. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  unavoidably 
missed  several  votes  on  Tuesday.  May  23, 
due  to  family  reasons — my  daughter's  high 
school  graduation.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
would  have  voted  "aye"  on  passage  of  H. 
Res.  155  (Roll  Call  Vole  347)  and  the 
Brownback  Amendment  to  H.R.  1561  (Roll 
Call  Vote  348). 


REPORT  CONCERNING  EMIGRATION 
LAWS  AND  POLICIES  OF  THE  RE- 
PUBLIC OF  ROMANLA— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  104- 
78) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read  and.  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  hereby  transmit  a  report  concern- 
ing emigration  laws  and  policies  of  the 
Republic  of  Romania  as  required  by 
subsections  402(b)  and  409(b)  of  Title  IV 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  as  amended 
{"the  Act").  I  have  determined  that 
Romania  is  in  full  compliance  with  the 
criteria  in  subsections  402(a)  and  409(a) 
of  the  Act.  As  required  by  Title  IV.  I 
will  provide  the  Congress  with  periodic 
reports  regarding  Romania's  compli- 
ance with  these  emigration  standards. 
William  j.  Clinton. 
The  White  House.  May  19,  1995. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  and  under  a  precious  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


STREAMLINING  THE  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fox]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  speak  today  about  a  very 
momentous  occasion. 


The  freshman  class  of  the  Republican 
Conference  along  with  representatives 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  leadership 
that  were  involved  in  an  overview  and 
a  study  of  the  Federal  agencies  of  the 
United  States  have  come  out  with  their 
results  under  the  leadership  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Chrysler]  in  evaluating  for  the  first 
time  just  what  the  costs  are  of  our 
Federal  bureaucracies  and  how  we  can 
reduce  those  costs. 

In  a  detailed  summary  today  by  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Chrys- 
ler], we  learned  just  how  effective  it 
can  be  to  privatize,  consolidate,  and 
eliminate  key  functions  that  the  Com- 
merce Department  has  been  undertak- 
ing up  to  this  point;  that  a  great  deal 
of  savings,  57  billion,  in  fact,  over  the 
next  few  years  could  be  made  by 
privatizing  many  of  the  functions,  con- 
solidating others  and  eliminating  oth- 
ers that  actually  duplicate  what  other 
Federal  agencies  are  doing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  part  of  an  overall 
review  by  Members  of  this  House  con- 
cerned with  the  fiscal  responsibility 
that  we  have  to  make  sure  that  we 
hold  the  line  on  costs.  Before  us  today 
and  in  the  coming  weeks  and  months, 
we  will  be  looking  not  only  at  the  Com- 
merce Department  but  the  functions  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  the  Energy  Department 
as  well  as  the  Education  Department. 

We  can  no  longer  be  spending  funds 
as  if  it  is  someone  else's  money.  It  is 
our  constituents'  money.  They  must 
get  their  money's  worth. 

The  question  we  are  asking  for  every 
Federal  agency,  for  every  department, 
for  every  bureau;  Is  this  function  best 
accomplished  by  the  Government,  or  is 
it  best  accomplished  by  the  private 
sector?  If  it  is  best  accomplished  by  the 
private  sector,  it  is  our  job.  whether  it 
be  in  the  House  or  the  Senate  or  the 
executive  branch,  the  President,  to  in 
fact  make  sure  that  the  private  sector 
is  where  the  function  will  rest.  While 
the  question  remains,  if  it  is  going  to 
be  a  governmental  function,  is  it  best 
handled  by  the  Federal  Government  or 
the  State  government,  county  govern- 
ment, or  local  government? 

We  should  not  be  duplicating  services 
and  programs  best  administered  by 
governments  closest  to  the  people.  We 
have  seen  this  time  and  time  again 
that  the  governments  closest  to  the 
people  oftentimes  can  get  the  effi- 
ciencies and  the  personal  contact  that 
the  Federal  agencies  have  not  been 
able  to  effectuate  on  behalf  of  the  peo- 
ple. 

In  addition  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Chrysler] 
discussing  the  future  of  the  Commerce 
Department  today,  we  had  former  Sec- 
retary Mosbacher  who  himself  was  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
who  in  very  strong  terms  has  rec- 
ommended that  in  fact  the  department 
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which  has  grown,  from  his  point  of 
view  the  department  be  privatized,  be 
consolidated  and  certain  functions  be 
eliminated. 

Secretary  Mosbacher  was  someone 
who  was  well-respected  as  a  secretary 
and  who  hais  been  a  leader  in  the  public 
and  private  sector. 

He  was  joined  there  today  in  our  con- 
ference by  none  other  than  Senator 
Bob  Dole.  Senator  F.\ircloth.  and 
Senator  Abr.'VH.^m.  Senators  Abrah.\.m 
and  F.\iRCLOTH  are  part  of  the  Senate 
committee  which  has  been  reviewing 
the  Commerce  Department  and  how  it 
can  be  downsized  and.  for  that  matter, 
privatized  and  certain  functions  elimi- 
nated. We  believe  that  this  is  a 
thoughtful  and  very  contemplative  re- 
port that  has  been  issued. 

If  members  of  the  public  are  inter- 
ested in  getting  copies,  if  they  would 
just  contact  Mr.  Chrysler's  office  at 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  here 
in  Washington.  DC.  His  report  has  been 
exhaustive,  it  is  over  3  months,  it  is 
part  of  the  freshmen  class  and  Repub- 
lican leadership  effort  to  in  fact  reex- 
amine government  to  find  out  where 
we  can  make  the  savings,  where  we  can 
take  lessons  from  the  private  sector  to 
in  fact  make  sure  that  the  services  we 
are  delivering  are  the  ones  the  people 
want,  that  do  not  duplicate  what  State 
governments  do  but  in  fact  provide  the 
kinds  of  services  that  make  a  dif- 
ference in  people's  lives. 

We  will  be  hearing  forthcoming  in 
the  next  few  weeks  the  surveys  and  the 
reports  and  the  analysis  by  those  who 
have  been  involved  with  the  other 
three  departments  I  spoke  of,  HUD  and 
its  services,  as  well  the  Energy  Depart- 
ment, and.  in  fact,  the  Education  De- 
partment. 

We  heard  today  in  the  subcommittee 
headed  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Horn]  about  how  the  Energy 
Department  can  be  downsized  as  well. 
Many  of  the  reasons  for  the  creation  of 
the  Energy  Department  surrounded  the 
shortage  of  energy  two  decades  ago.  We 
now  have  a  better  opportunity  to  pro- 
vide the  fuels  we  need,  we  can  downsize 
according  to  two  former  secretaries  of 
the  Department  of  Energy  who  testi- 
fied before  our  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight  headed  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Horn]  today.  The  testimony  was  quite 
poignant  about  the  savings  that  can  be 
realized,  about  again  the  privatization 
that  the  Federal  Government  can  have 
with  the  functions  now  being  under- 
taken by  the  Department  of  Energy, 
and  while  there  are  many  good  public 
relations  aspects  of  the  Department  of 
Energy,  many  of  the  functions  have  al- 
ready been  assumed  by  other  agencies 
and  in  some  ways  duplicate  some  func- 
tions that  the  Department  of  Defense 
is  now  conducting. 

We  hope  that  these  surveys  on  En- 
ergy, Education,  HUD.  and  Commerce 
will    give    many    of   our   citizens   and 


hopefully  many  of  our  executives  that 
work  within  the  Federal  agencies  the 
enthusiasm  to  join  us  in  this  revolu- 
tion to  make  our  Federal  agencies  be 
more  responsive,  to  reduce  the  waste, 
the  abuse  and  the  fraud  that  can  exist 
in  government,  but  to  provide  the 
funds  for  the  services  we  really  need. 
That  way  we  will  make  the  Govern- 
ment more  responsive. 

I  know  that  the  House,  the  Senate, 
and  in  fact  the  President  for  that  mat- 
ter will  be  very  pleased  to  hear  from 
constituents  about  services  that  the 
Federal  Government  is  now  trying  to 
perform  which  may  in  fact  duplicate 
services  that  are  being  performed  by 
your  State,  your  county,  or  local  gov- 
ernments. It  is  not  our  intention  to  in 
fact  duplicate  those  services  but  to 
make  them  outstanding. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  call  on 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
TiAHRT]  who  is  heading  up  the  Energy 
Department  task  force.  It  has  been  his 
mission  along  with  other  Congressmen 
who  whom  he  is  working  to  analyze  the 
Energy  Department  and  where  we  can 
effectuate  savings. 

Like  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  CHRYSLER]  who  has  chaired  our 
task  force  on  Commerce,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Tl^HRT]  has 
been  hard  at  work  over  time  to  try  to 
make  sure  that  we  make  good  use  of 
the  Federal  executives  and  the  services 
from  the  hardworking  employees  from 
the  Department  of  Energy,  but  he  is 
looking  to  the  future  where  we  can  go. 
At  this  time  I  would  call  on  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  to  join  us  in  this 
discussion  on  how  we  can  make  sure 
that  Government  is  more  effective,  it 
costs  less  and  it  is  more  answerable  to 
the  people  than  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment we  have  today. 

Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  started  out  in 
January,  a  group  of  us  freshmen  came 
together,  we  were  subsequently  called 
the  New  Federalists,  with  the  idea  of 
trying  to  make  our  Federal  Govern- 
ment more  user  friendly,  smaller,  and 
make  it  comply  with  the  requirements 
that  we  need  to  balance  the  budget. 

We  have  not  really  talked  about  the 
significance  of  balancing  the  budget 
enough  in  my  estimation.  We  have  for 
the  last  25  years  existed  without  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget.  I  have  three 
children  and  I  am  concerned  about  the 
future  that  they  have.  My  daughter 
Jessica  is  14.  I  have  two  sons,  John, 
who  is  10  and  Luke  who  is  7.  If  you  take 
the  25  years  that  we  have  failed  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  and  you  add  it 
to  the  7  years  which  was  in  the  budget 
resolution  that  we  passed  last  week,  we 
have  a  total  of  32  years.  If  it  takes  as 
long  to  get  out  of  this  mess  as  it  did  to 
get  into  the  mess,  my  14-year-old 
daughter  is  going  to  be  53  years  old.  We 
have  literally  taken  the  problems  of 
this  generation  and  passed  them  on  to 
the  next  generation. 


In  order  to  balance  the  budget,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  look  at  different 
methods  of  downsizing,  of  streamlining 
the  functions  that  we  now  have.  When 
we  looked  at  our  government,  we 
picked  out  four  departments:  HUD, 
Housing  and  Urban  Development:  was 
one:  Department  of  Education  was  an- 
other: Department  of  Commerce,  which 
is  the  topic  today  at  a  news  conference 
and  here  on  the  floor  tonight;  and  the 
Department  of  Energy. 

D  1800 

I  selected  the  Department  of  Energy 
because  after  looking  at  it  I  deter- 
mined that  it  was  a  1970's  tax  guzzler, 
that  it  had  really  outlived  its  useful- 
ness and  it  was  time  for  a  trade-in.  We 
found  out  that  many  parts  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  had  duplicate  mis- 
sions, missions  that  existed  elsewhere 
inside  the  Federal  Government,  and 
what  we  were  trying  to  do  was  match 
up  those  missions. 

We  also  found  out.  thanks  to  'Vice 
President  Gore  and  his  national  per- 
formance review,  that  parts  of  the  en- 
vironmental management  within  the 
Department  of  Energy  were  operating 
by  missing  20  percent  of  their  mile- 
stones: in  other  words,  they  were  be- 
hind schedule.  Every  time  they  had  a 
milestone,  one  in  five  of  them  were 
missed.  If  they  scheduled  five  events 
one  day.  one  of  them  would  not  occur. 

He  also  found  out  according  to  the 
national  performance  review  that  they 
were  40  percent  inefficient  in  environ- 
mental cleanup.  40  percent  inefficient. 
That  meant,  according  to  Vice  Presi- 
dent Gore's  report,  that  over  the  next 
30  years  it  could  cost  taxpayers  $70  bil- 
lion. $70  billion,  money  that  we  could 
put  to  a  lot  better  use  in  a  lot  of  dif- 
ferent ways,  ways  that  we  really  have 
of  meeting  the  needs  in  the  Federal 
Government,  but  it  is  just  going  to  be 
wasted  unless  we  do  something  about 
it. 

So  we  undertook  the  task  of  looking 
at  the  different  parts  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  finding  out  what 
we  would  do  in  each  one  of  them.  One 
of  them  that  came  up  was  the  power 
marketing  administrations.  The  power 
marketing  administrations,  there  are 
five  of  them  in  the  U.S.  They  broker 
electric  power  that  is  generated  like  a 
hydroelectric  plant,  then  broker  it  to 
the  rural  electric  cooperatives,  and 
then  on  to  the  consumers.  It  is  a  func- 
tion that  often  occurs  privately,  it  is 
done  by  the  private  sector,  but  now  we 
have  it  under  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy, and  it  could  best  be  fulfilled  by 
the  private  sector.  So  we  are  going 
through  this  process  of  looking  at  con- 
solidation, at  privatizing  and  eliminat- 
ing those  parts  we  do  not  need. 

We  also  have  28  laboratories  that  are 
funded  by  the  Federal  Government,  and 
again  we  have  duplication  of  missions, 
overlap.  We  are  going  to  propose  set- 
ting up  a  commission  to  go  out  and 


look  at  each  one  of  these  labs,  develop 
a  consolidation  process,  come  back 
with  a  report  that  says  which  labs  can 
combine  their  missions,  which  labs  can 
privatize  their  missions  to  eliminate 
the  corporate  welfare  that  now  exists 
in  the  structure,  and  just  a  consolida- 
tion process  that  is  going  to  save  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  for  the  tax- 
payers. 

So  we  have  the  environmental  clean- 
up, inefficient  labs,  consolidating 
power  marketing  administrations  that 
we  are  going  to  privatize.  Then  we  have 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve,  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  at  Elk  Hills. 
which  is  an  oil  field,  and  the  Govern- 
ment is  in  the  process  of  pumping  oil. 
We  do  not  happen  to  do  it  as  efficiently 
as  the  private  sector  would,  so  we  are 
proposing  to  privatize  the  Elk  Hills 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve. 

We  also  have  the  Strategic  Petro- 
leum Reserve,  which  we  think  we 
should  sell  off  over  a  period  of  time.  We 
have  put  oil  into  the  ground  at  the  cost 
of  about  $44  per  barrel.  Back  in  Kansas 
they  cannot  make  a  living  on  the  cur- 
rent price  of  oil.  It  Is  about  $18  per  bar- 
rel. So  if  you  could  get  the  price  up  to 
$44  per  barrel  we  would  see  renewed 
drilling  in  Kansas,  stripper  wells  would 
become  active,  and  then  production 
would  increase.  So  what  we  have  is  a 
very  expensive  oil  supply.  If  the  price 
ever  got  that  high  to  justify  It  we 
would  see  a  renewal  of  resources,  we 
would  see  a  pumping  through  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  meet  the  need. 

The  last  point  I  think  I  want  to  make 
on  the  Department  of  Energy  is  that 
we  saw  that  the  portion  that  was  origi- 
nally designed  for  waste  gas  lines,  the 
perceived  energy  crisis  in  the  1970's, 
well  that  was  in  part  brought  on  by 
cost  and  allocation  controls  imposed 
by  the  Government.  During  the  Reagan 
administration  we  eliminated  those 
cost  and  allocation  controls,  and  by 
eliminating  those  cost  and  allocation 
controls  we  eliminated  the  problem. 

We  recently  went  through  Desert 
Storm  a  few  years  ago  and  we  had  a 
large  interruption  in  the  supply  of  for- 
eign oil  coming  into  the  United  States, 
and  yet  we  had  no  gas  lines.  So  we  had 
an  original  crisis  and  then  we  had  the 
bureaucracy  that  developed  to  try  to 
meet  that  need,  then  we  had  the  need 
go  away  and  we  are  left  with  the  bu- 
reaucracy. 

So  if  we  are  going  to  go  about  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  if  we  are  going  to  go 
about  preserving  a  future  for  our  chil- 
dren, if  we  are  going  to  go  about  giving 
opportunity  to  those  who  are  now  just 
growing  up.  we  are  going  to  have  to 
find  ways  of  balancing  the  budget. 
Eliminating  the  Department  of  Energy 
is  one;  eliminating  the  Department  of 
Commerce  is  another. 

I  stand  in  support  of  Congressman 
Chrylser  and  those  on  his  committee, 
that  he  is  heading  up,  to  eliminate  the 
Department  of  Energy,  and  Mark  San- 


ford  is  one.  Congressman  Mark  San- 
ford  from  South  Carolina,  Congress- 
woman  Helen  Chenoweth  from  Idaho, 
Congressman  Mark  Neumann  of  Wis- 
consin, Congressman  Wes  Cooley  of 
Oregon,  Congresswoman  Sue  Kelly  of 
New  York.  Congressman  Jack  Metcalf 
from  Washington.  Congressman  Ed 
Bry.a.n't  of  Tennessee,  and  Congressman 
Jim  Talent  of  Missouri,  all  courageous 
young  individuals  who  want  to  put  this 
country  back  on  the  right  track,  who 
want  to  get  a  future  preserved  for  their 
kids  and  all  of  the  children  in  the  coun- 
try, and  we  are  excited  about  the  op- 
portunity that  is  fresh  and  that  we 
have  to  have  the  opportunity  to  pro- 
vide a  method  to  balance  the  budget. 

I  want  to  add  that  this  Is  a  historical 
event.  When  we  started  to  draw  up  leg- 
islation we  found  out  the  legislative 
counsel  had  no  reference  point.  We 
have  never  before  eliminated  Cabinet- 
level  agencies  in  the  U.S.  Government. 
It  is  kind  of  like  a  hall  tree.  We  had  an 
umbrella,  we  did  not  know  where  to 
hang  it,  so  we  got  a  hall  tree  to  hang  it 
on.  Then  we  started  piling  all  kinds  of 
stuff  on  top,  and  when  we  went  back  to 
the  hall  tree  to  find  our  umbrella,  we 
found  out  it  was  gone.  And  the  original 
purpose  for  these  agencies  is  now  gone, 
and  it  is  time  to  pull  out  all  of  the  du- 
plication and  consolidate  and  pull  off 
all  the  stuff  that  can  be  privatized  and 
put  it  in  the  private  sector  and  elimi- 
nate the  portions  we  do  not  need. 

So  I  am  proud  to  be  a  part  of  the  new 
Federalists,  part  of  consolidating  this 
Government  down  to  a  more  friendly, 
user-oriented  government  and  saving 
the  future  for  the  children,  not  only  in 
my  family  but  across  his  Nation. 

So  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania for  yielding. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  We  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  leadership  on 
this  task  force  to  take  the  Department 
of  Energy  and  make  the  consolidation. 
the  privatization,  and  the  elimination 
of  functions  that  are  best  done  in  the 
private  sector. 

At  this  time.  I  would  like  to  call  on 
my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania,  Con- 
gressman Curt  Weldon,  who  chairs  the 
GLOBE  International,  which  is  an  en- 
vironmental cooperative  of  many  na- 
tions working  together  for  environ- 
mental support.  And  I  would  like  to 
call  on  the  Congressman  for  that  pur- 
pose now. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  tonight  to  focus  on  an 
event  that  is  about  to  take  place  here 
in  Washington  that  I  think  is  signifi- 
cant to  the  world  community.  Back 
when  the  late  Senator  John  Heinz  was 
a  Member  of  the  Senate,  he  came  to- 
gether with  legislators  from  the  coun- 
tries of  Japan,  Russia,  and  the  Euro- 
pean Parliament  to  form  what  has  be- 
come known  as  GLOBE  International. 
The  acronym  stands  for  Global  Legisla- 
tors Organized  for  a  Balanced  Environ- 
ment.   This    bipartisan    group   both    In 


this  Congress  and  from  the  Japanese 
Diet,  the  Russian  Duma,  and  the  Euro- 
pean Parliament  meet  on  a  periodic 
basis  throughout  the  year  to  focus  on 
ways  that  we  can  deal  with  and  solve 
the  problems  of  the  Earth's  environ- 
ment. 

I  have  been  a  member  of  GLOBE  for 
the  past  several  years  and  in  my  capac- 
ity as  a  Republican  Member  of  this 
body  had  the  pleasure  of  working  with 
our  two  cochairmen.  It  Is  chaired  at 
this  point  in  time  by  Senator  John 
Kerry  from  Massachusetts  and  Con- 
gressman John  Porter  from  Illinois. 
There  are  approximately  30  of  us  in  the 
Congress.  Republicans  and  Democrats, 
who  lend  our  names  to  the  support  for 
Global  cooperation  on  environmental 
issues,  getting  together  on  a  periodic 
basis  in  different  countries  involved 
with  GLOBE  and  finding  ways  that  we 
can  cooperate  together. 

Approximately  a  year  and  one-half 
ago  I  began  my  focus  on  what  I  think 
is  potentially  one  of  the  most  devastat- 
ing problems  for  the  ocean  ecosystem, 
and  that  is  illegal  dumping  of  waste, 
especially  nuclear  waste,  which  has 
been  a  real  problem  now  documented 
and  now  admitted  by  the  Russian  lead- 
ership of  the  former  Soviet  State. 

In  fact,  it  was  a  leading  Russian  envi- 
ronmentalist by  the  name  of  Yablakov 
who  a  year  ago  in  January  published  a 
report  which  for  the  first  time  docu- 
mented in  great  detail  the  extensive 
amount  of  Illegal  dumping  that  took 
place  by  the  former  Soviet  leadership 
in  the  Barents  Sea,  the  Sea  of  Japan, 
illegal  amounts  at  Murmansk  and  in 
the  area  of  Novaya  Zemlya  and  the 
area  around  there,  dumping  entire  nu- 
clear reactors  and  power  plants,  in 
other  cases  dumping  nuclear  waste 
from  submarines  in  an  uncontrolled 
manner. 

The  issue  of  Russians  dumping  the 
waste  however  is  not  alone.  We.  for  the 
first  time,  as  matter  of  fact,  only  after 
prodding  through  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  that 
I  served  on  in  last  session  were  finally 
able  to  get  our  own  Navy  to  admit  we 
have  had  two  nuclear-powered  sub- 
marines that  have  gone  down.  In  fact. 
Thresher  and  Scorpion  up  until  that  ad- 
mission last  fall  had  not  been  acknowl- 
edged by  our  Government.  Part  of  our 
effort  is  to  get  our  governments  to  be 
more  open  and  discuss  not  only  the 
problems  that  exist  but  ways  we  can 
better  improve  the  environment  by 
working  together. 

To  that  end,  last  summer  I  suggested 
to  the  members  of  GLOBE  Inter- 
national that  we  form  a  working  task 
force  on  the  oceans,  and  that  we  con- 
vene a  forum  in  America,  in  Washing- 
ton, sometime  in  1995.  They  accepted 
my  recommendation,  and,  in  fact, 
asked  me  to  chair  that  task  force 
which  I  have  done.  And  as  chairman  of 
that  task  force,  along  with  Senator 
John  Kerry,   we  will   be  hosting   the 
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GLOBE  Forum,  which  will  take  place 
on  Thursday  of  this  week  in  Washing- 
ton. 

Tomorrow  evening  we  will  be  hosting 
a  special  reception  at  the  Smithsonian. 
The  reception  will  focus  on  tech- 
nologies and  new,  emerging  research 
that  is  being  done  in  terms  of  our 
ocean  ecosystem.  I  am  here  to  encour- 
age our  Members  to  stop  by  that  recep- 
tion, to  see  first  hand  the  kinds  of 
technologies  that  we  are  working  on. 

In  attendance.  besides  Senator 
Kerry,  will  be  from  the  Smithsonian 
approximately  300  leading  scientists 
from  throughout  the  world.  Admiral 
Watkins.  and  other  major  nonprofit 
groups  that  are  focusing  on  cleaning  up 
our  oceans.  That  reception  will  be  held, 
by  the  way.  from  7  until  9. 

On  Thursday,  in  the  Cannon  Caucus 
Room,  we  will  have  the  International 
Forum  on  the  Oceans,  starting  at  9 
o'clock  in  the  morning  when  Senator 
Kerry  and  I  will  open  the  session, 
moving  to  a  presentation  on  the  state 
of  the  world's  oceans  at  9:15  by  Dr. 
Kathy  Sullivan  from  NOAA  and  10 
o'clock  a  presentation  by  Adm.  Jim 
Watkins  on  the  importance  of  under- 
standing the  ocean,  a  question-and-an- 
swer  session  for  those  in  attendance, 
and  then  a  break,  followed  by  two  pres- 
entations, one  by  the  Honorable  Tim 
Wirth.  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
State,  on  land-based  sources  of  marine 
pollution,  and  a  presentation  by  Sen- 
ator Ted  Stevens  from  Alaska  on  the 
development  of  sustainable  inter- 
national fisheries. 

The  morning  session  will  then  ad- 
journ. We  will  have  a  luncheon  where  a 
presentation  will  be  made  by  a  Dr.  Syl- 
via Earle.  Dr.  Earle  is  from  the  Deep 
Ocean  Engineering  Center,  and  she  will 
discuss  the  work  they  are  doing  in 
terms  of  deep>-ocean  technology. 

In  the  afternoon  we  will  have  three 
panel  sessions  running  at  1;30.  2:45,  and 
3:45.  The  1:30  session  will  deal  with  the 
importance  of  understanding  the 
ocean.  We  will  have  a  combined  session 
with  Members  of  Congress  and  some  of 
our  leading  academics  and  engineering 
and  marine  biologists  from  throughout 
this  country  and  the  world  to  discuss 
the  importance  of  understanding  the 
ocean.  At  2:45  we  will  discuss  land- 
based  sources  of  marine  pollution,  spe- 
cifically the  illegal  dumping  of  nuclear 
waste  and  radioactive  waste,  and  at 
3:45  we  will  focus  on  the  issue  of  declin- 
ing fish  stocks.  That  session  will  be 
chaired  by  Senator  Kerry. 

The  purpose  of  this  forum  is  for 
Members  of  Congress  to  come  together 
with  Members  of  the  Russian  Duma, 
with  Members  of  the  Japanese  Diet, 
and  with  Members  of  the  European 
Parliament  to  see  first  of  all  what  the 
problems  are  with  our  oceans,  focusing 
on  those  three  areas,  declining  fish 
stocks,  the  illegal  dumping,  especially 
radioactive  dumping,  in  the  oceans, 
and  finally  the  sharing  of  technology. 


From  that,  we  will  hope  to  put  to- 
gether a  proactive  agenda  that  each  of 
us  can  work  on  in  our  respective  legis- 
lative bodies  and  an  agenda  that  will 
allow  us  to  cooperate  as  we  did  in  the 
London  Convention,  which  now  has 
every  nation  except  Russia  as  a  signa- 
tory, saying  it  will  not  dump  nuclear 
waste  in  the  oceans  of  the  world. 

In  this  way,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  co- 
operate on  marine  problems,  on  envi- 
ronmental problems,  not  necessarily 
just  imposing  new  legislation  on  the 
American  people,  but  rather  finding 
ways  that  we  can  cooperate  as  a  world 
community,  so  that  when  we  take 
steps  to  improve  the  quality  of  our  ma- 
rine ecosystem  that  we  know  full  well 
that  our  other  major  industrial  allies 
will  be  sharing  in  that  effort. 

So  I  would  encourage  our  colleagues 
to  attend  the  sessions,  both  the  recep- 
tion tomorrow  evening  in  the  Museum 
of  Natural  History  and  the  conference 
all  day  on  Thursday  as  we  discuss  the 
problems  of  the  oceans  of  the  world. 

I  want  to  thank  my  good  friend  and 
colleague  for  yielding  to  me,  and  want 
to  applaud  him  for  the  outstanding 
work  he  is  doing  in  this  Congress.  He 
has  become  a  shining  star  in  this  insti- 
tution in  a  very  quick  period  of  time. 
and  I  want  him  to  know  we  appreciate 
his  leadership,  not  just  in  Washington 
but  all  across  the  country. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  a  moment.  I  want  to 
ask  a  couple  of  followup  questions,  if  I 
may,  in  relation  to  the  conference  you 
are  having  on  the  environment.  We  ap- 
preciate your  leadership  in  moving 
ahead  on  positive  ways  in  the  environ- 
ment and  appreciate  your  kind  com- 
ments about  how  the  freshman  class  is 
trying  to  work  v,'ith  you  as  a  senior 
Member. 

With  regard  to  the  results  of  your 
conference,  will  they  be  shared  with 
Senate  and  House  Members  even  if  we 
cannot  be  in  attendance? 
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Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Abso- 
lutely. In  fact,  one  of  the  purposes  of 
Globe  is  to  try  to  expand  the  work  of 
Globe  to  other  legislators.  We  are 
growing.  We  have  30  members  now  in 
Globe  USA.  We  hope  to  expand  it  and 
to  find  a  basis  for  discussion  and  the 
ways  that  we  can  work  together  as  na- 
tions, specifically,  in  my  case,  on  areas 
concerning  the  ocean  environment. 

Other  Members  of  the  Congress  are 
focusing  on  other  areas.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  has  done  a 
tremendous  amount  of  work  on  popu- 
lation issues,  as  has  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]  and 
Akika  Damota  from  Japan. 

So,  yes,  we  will  share  these  findings. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  know  our 
fellow  Members  and  colleagues  will  be 
interested  especially  in  illegal  dump- 
ing. Would  your  Globe  environmental 
group  be  looking  to  the  United  Nations 


for  purposes  of  finding  a  joint  agree- 
ment? Or  are  you  going  to  be  talking 
about  treaties  as  between  countries? 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Basi- 
cally, in  the  case  of  the  oceans,  we  will 
be  looking  to  the  London  Convention, 
which  is  that  body  which  focuses  on 
the  control  of  the  oceans  relative  to 
dumping  issues  and  trying  to  get  Rus- 
sia to  join  the  nations  of  the  world  in 
agreeing  to,  on  the  record,  legally 
enact  legislation  prohibiting  it  from 
dumping  nuclear  waste  in  the  future. 

Now.  they  have  made  some  major 
changes. 

In  fact.  I  might  add,  if  the  U.S.  pol- 
icy, had  it  been  changed,  and  it  was  not 
supported  by  the  London  Convention 
until  last  year  at  our  request  and  our 
urging;  I  applaud  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration for  taking  that  step.  We  now 
have  made  that  statement.  In  fact,  I 
hope  to  codify  that  in  this  session  of 
Congress. 

But  we  will  deal  through  the  London 
Convention  and  nation  to  nation,  not 
necessarily  through  the  United  Na- 
tions, but  rather  among  the  nations 
that  are  members  of  the  Globe  Inter- 
national. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  think  the 
key  feature  of  why  your  program  is 
going  to  be  successful  and  has  been 
successful,  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Weldon],  happens 
to  be  the  bipartisan  nature,  the  fact 
you  are  looking  to  other  countries  to 
be  involved  and  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
Republicans  and  Democrats  alike,  in 
the  House  and  Senate.  Your  cochair- 
man  is  Senator  Kerry.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Yes. 
Senator  Kerry  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  are  cochairs 
of  Globe  International 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  taking  the  time  to 
share  with  my  fellow  Members  here  in 
the  House  about  what  your  environ- 
mental efforts  are  underway  with 
Globe.  We  look  forward  to  your  find- 
ings and  summary  so  we  can  make  sure 
we  take  legislative  action  under  your 
leadership. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, at  this  time  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
WELDON]  for  his  efforts  on  the  environ- 
ment and  reform  in  that  arena  and 
turn,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  again  back 
to  the  press  conference  today  that  in- 
volved the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Chabot],  who  is  part  of  a  freshman 
task  force  and  Republican  leadership 
team  looking  to  downsize  Government, 
reform  Government,  and  make  it  more 
responsive.  He  was  part  of  that  press 
conference  today. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Chabot]  for  the  purpose  of  sharing 
with  our  colleagues  what  was  accom- 
plished today  and  what  the  hope  for 
the  future  is. 


Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia for  organizing  this  important  spe- 
cial order  tonight. 

It  should  be  absolutely  clear  by  now. 
We  are  dead  serious  about  limiting  the 
size  and  scope  of  our  overblown  Federal 
bureaucracy.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
much  doubt  about  that  anymore— in 
anyone's  mind.  We  mean  to  get  this 
budget  deficit  under  control;  we  mean 
to  get  the  Federal  Government  out  of 
areas  it  doesn't  have  any  business 
being  in;  and  we  mean  to  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  those  areas  where  it  does  serve  a 
useful  role. 

Today,  I  was  proud  to  stand  among  a 
group  of  committed  reformers  pledging 
to  reduce  shameful  corporate  welfare 
by  eliminating  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  Tomorrow,  I  and  other  col- 
leagues of  ours  will  announce  plans  to 
return  control  over  our  childrens'  edu- 
cations to  parents,  to  teachers,  and  to 
local  communities:  Our  Back  To  Basics 
Education  Reform  Act  will  bring  an 
end  to  the  meddlesome  and  wasteful 
Federal  Department  of  Education, 
while  enhancing  local  control  over 
schools.  And  shortly,  plans  will  be  an- 
nounced to  dismantle  the  Federal  De- 
partment of  Energy,  an  agency  that 
stands  as  a  monument  to  bureaucratic 
solutions  for  problems  of  another  era. 

Let  us  be  clear:  The  Department  of 
Commerce  is  not  being  eliminated  sim- 
ply because  the  man  currently  in 
charge  there  labors  under  an  ethics 
cloud  so  ominous  that  the  Department 
of  Justice  has  been  forced  to  call  for 
the  appointment  of  a  special  prosecu- 
tor. No,  the  Department  of  Commerce 
is  being  eliminated  because  it  is  waste- 
ful, because  it  duplicates  the  work  of 
other  agencies,  and,  yes.  because  it 
acts  in  part  to  funnel  aid  to  corpora- 
tions of  vast  wealth  that  frankly  do 
not  need  to  beg  handouts  from  the  tax- 
payers. 

Our  colleague  from  Michigan,  Dick 
Chry.sler.  and  the  other  members  of 
the  Commerce  Task  Force  have  done  a 
superb  job  in  crafting  legislation  to  un- 
tangle the  mess  at  the  Commerce  De- 
partment and  save  the  taxpayers  some 
$7'-j  billion— that's  "billion,"  with  a 
"B" — over  5  years. 

I  venture  to  predict.  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  our  country  can  survive  without 
the  Federal  Travel  and  Tourism  Ad- 
ministration that  is  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce.  Most  of  my  con- 
stituents have  never  used  the  USTTA: 
We  do  not  need  it,  and  States,  local- 
ities, and  the  private  sector  can  do  the 
job  better. 

Same  for  the  Department's  so-called 
Office  of  Technology  Commercializa- 
tion. Why  should  the  Government  pick 
winners  and  losers  in  the  marketplace? 
The  Government's  not  good  at  that, 
and  it  is  just  not  fair  for  the  Feds  to 
come  in  on  the  side  of  one  firm  while 
completely  ignoring  other  competitors. 


It  is  an  insult  to  the  productive,  inno- 
vative private  businesses  in  my  district 
in  Cincinnati  and  across  this  country 
to  suggest  that  they  need  the  Federal 
Department  of  Commerce  in  order  to 
do  their  work.  The  business  people  I 
know  do  not  need  corporate  welfare; 
what  they  need  is  a  more  rational,  less 
oppressive  Federal  Government. 


here  in  Washington  telling  parents  and 
teachers  and  local  school  boards  how 
they  should  educate  their  children,  and 
we  should  not  be  telling  them  how  to 
spend  their  dollars. 

So.  what  we  are  doing  is  shifting  the 
emphasis  out  of  Washington,  getting 
the  Federal  bureaucrats  out  of  it,  and 
save  those  dollars  and  shift  programs 


I  could  go  on  and  on,  but  the  bottom     back  to  local  communities,  where  they 


line  is  that  the  good  things  that  the 
Commerce  Department  does  could  be 
done  better  and  more  efficiently  in 
other  existing  agencies,  while  the 
wasteful  programs  that  the  Depart- 
ment pursues  should  not  exist  at  all. 
The  General  Accounting  Office  has  told 
us  that  the  Department  overlaps  "with 
at  least  71  [other]  Federal  departments, 
agencies,  and  offices.  "  We  will  save 
those  programs  that  are  productive  and 
shift  them  to  more  appropriate  agen- 
cies. Those  that  serve  no  valid  purpose 
will  be  eliminated  altogether.  That  is 
only  common  sense. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  taxpayers  are 
watching.  They  have  been  in  a  cynical 
mood  for  quite  some  time  now.  And 
they  want  to  be  certain  that  they  are 
not  going  to  get  the  same  old  song  and 
dance  from  Washington.  We  have  made 
a  lot  of  progress  in  the  last  few  months 
and  we  can  take  further  steps  to  re- 
store their  confidence  by  acting  on  this 
important  and  very  necessary  legisla- 
tion. 

Again.  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  for  organiz- 
ing this  special  order. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

I  just  wanted  to  ask  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions in  follow  up  to  your  far-minded 
work  you  have  done  on  the  special 
fre^liii^:!!!  cliiss  tii-ok  f^^i*'^"  '"^''  *-\^n  pf> 
publican  leadership  task  force  in  re- 
forming the  Federal  Government. 

I  believe  you  have  experience  as  a 
school  teacher  yourself.  Therefore,  the 
Education  Department  review  is  some- 
thing that  is  certainly  going  to  come 
under  your  purview.  Could  you  share 
with  our  colleagues  here  tonight  what 
your  thoughts  are  on  how  we  can  re- 
form the  Education  Department  as  one 
of  the  four  departments  we  are  looking 
to  donwsize  and  privatize  and  elimi- 
nate? 

Mr.  CHABOT  Yes.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman for  that  opportunity. 

We  are  going  to  be  holding  a  con- 
ference tomorrow  and  announcing  the 
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, and  when  you  first  say  that,  I 
think  some  people  might  listen  very 
closely  and  say,  well,  eliminate  the  De- 
partment of  Education,  and  I  want  to 
make  very  clear  that  we  are  very 
proeducation. 

As  ,vou  mentioned,  I  am  a  former 
schoolteacher.  I  taught  in  an  inner-city 
school  in  Cincinnati. 

What  we  want  to  do  is  improve  edu- 
cation, make  it  better  than  it  is  now. 
But  we  do   not  need   the   bureaucrats 


can  be  monitored,  where  they  can  be 
watched  much  more  closely  and  for 
parents  and  teachers  to  make  the  deci- 
sions rather  than  the  bureaucrats  here 
in  Washington. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  That 
makes  a  lot  of  sense.  Obviously,  we 
want  to  make  sure  that  while  we  want 
to  make  sure  the  student  loans  and 
grants  programs  are  maintained,  they 
will  be. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  We  want 
to  make  sure  we  have  funds  for  local 
education  with  milk  and  textbooks  and 
transportation.  The  fact  is  many  of  the 
policy-level  items  are  best  left  to  the 
local  school  districts  closest  to  the 
people.  I  think  that  is  what  you  are 
getting  to  as  far  as  the  reforms  you 
discussed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Brownback],  who  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Federalists,  a  group  of  freshman 
Congressmen  dedicated  to  reform,  dedi- 
cated to  downsizing  Government,  keep- 
ing that  which  is  important  and  vital, 
but  to  eliminate  the  fraud,  abuse,  and 
waste  that  we  have  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
if  he  could  share  with  the  colleagues 
tonight,  if  he  would,  exactly  what  the 
purpose  of  the  elimination  of  the  Com 
merce  Department  is,  the  downsizing, 
the  privatizing,  and  the  consolidation, 
how  that  can  be  achieved  and  just 
where  you  are  going  with  the  elimi- 
nation or  downsizing,  privatization,  of 
four  departments.  If  you  could  give  us 
the  genesis  of  that,  I  think  it  would  be 
instructive  to  the  Members  who  are 
here  tonight  to  listen  to  you. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  I  thank  the  Gen- 
tleman very  much  I  appreciate  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Pennsylva- 
nia yielding  to  me  to  explain  a  key 
project  we  are  working  on  at  this  time 
in  the  Congress. 

I  would  like  to  give  a  quick  bit  of 
background  of  where  we  have  come 
with  this. 

Starting  in  January,  actually  even  a 
little  bit  earlier  than  that,  in  Decem- 
ber, before  the  freshman  class  had  even 
become  a  part  of  the  this  Congress,  a 
number  of  us  gathered  to  start  discuss- 
ing how  is  it  that  we  could  reform  the 
Federal  Government.  If  there  was  one 
very  clear  message  of  the  this  last  elec- 
tion, it  was  that  people  believe  and 
know  that  the  Federal  Government  is 
too  big.  takes  too  much,  is  on  their 
back  and  in  their  pocket  too  much,  and 
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they  want  it  less,  they  want  it  less  in 
their  lives,  they  want  it  to  tax  them 
less,  they  want  it  to  be  demanding  less 
out  of  them. 

A  number  of  us  were  talking  about 
how  is  it  then  we  could  go  ahead  and 
deliver  to  the  American  people  a  small- 
er, more  focused,  more  efficient  Fed- 
eral Government,  one  that  does  its  core 
missions  very,  very  well  but  does  not 
do  the  thousands  of  activities  it  has 
done  over  the  past  number  of  years  and 
the  many  activities  it  got  into  it  does 
not  do  well  or  really  should  not  be  in 
the  Federal  Government  at  all. 

So,  we  began  discussing  that.  Then, 
in  February,  a  number  of  us.  actually 
it  was  on  February  14  of  this  year,  we 
were  joined  by  the  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  K.\siCH],  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston], and  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solomon],  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Boehner], 
chairman  of  the  Republican  Con- 
ference, in  announcing  the  creation  of 
four  task  forces  to  develop  legislation 
to  eliminate  four  Federal  Cabinet  bu- 
reaucracies. Departments  of  Com- 
merce. Education.  Energy,  and  HUD. 

At  that  time,  our  critics  thought  it 
could  not  be  done. 

Well,  today  we  announced  the  first  of 
those  proposals  on  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  to  eliminate  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  and  we  are  proving 
our  critics  wrong. 

Three  of  these  four  Cabinet-level 
agencies  have  been  targeted  for  elimi- 
nation by  the  House  budget  that  was 
passed  last  week  by  this  body,  as  we 
move  to  balance  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002. 

And  I  would  point  out  for  people  who 
are  watching  and  our  colleagues  that 
are  iooking  at  this,  a  clear  reason  why 
we  need  to  do  this,  and  there  are  a 
number  of  them,  one  I  want  to  draw 
their  attention  to  is  the  thing  that  is 
right  to  my  left,  and  that  is  the  Fed- 
eral debt.  This  is  the  mortgage  on 
America,  and  it  is  now  at  nearly  $5  tril- 
lion. If  we  do  not  balance  the  budget, 
this  mortgage  on  America  goes  to  near- 
ly $7  trillion  by  the  year  2000.  If  we  do 
nothing  on  this,  if  we  keep  adding 
nearly  $200  billion  annually,  and  we 
just  keep  mortgaging  and  mortgaging 
the  future  of  our  children,  and  some- 
body some  day  has  to  pay. 

Well.  I  think  it  is  time  for  this  Con- 
gress to  step  up  to  the  plate  and  to 
make  the  tough  choices  and  to  do  that 
in  a  responsible  fashion.  I  think  we  can 
actually  do  this  and  improve  the  Gov- 
ernment, making  it  smaller,  more  effi- 
cient, and  more  focused. 

We  announced  today  the  plans  of 
eliminating  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. We  were  joined  today  in  our  ef- 
forts by  the  Senate  task  force  to  re- 
lease the  first  of  these  four  proposals 
which  represents  a  thoughtful  ap- 
proach to  dismantling  the  Commerce 
bureaucracy. 


The  question  we  applied  to  each  of 
these  programs  and  these  bureauc- 
racies is  this:  Is  this  program  an  essen- 
tial and  necessary  function  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  of  a  limited  Federal 
Government  that  was  never  intended 
to  be  all  things  to  all  people?  Let  me 
repeat  that  question:  Is  this  program 
an  essential  and  necessary  function  of 
a  limited  Federal  Government? 

James  Madison,  one  of  the  chief  ar- 
chitects of  the  Constitution,  said  this 
about  the  Federal  Government  and  its 
limitations,  he  said,  "The  powers  dele- 
gated by  the  proposed  Constitution  to 
the  Federal  Government  are  few  and 
defined." 

Yet  lately  over  the  course  of  this 
century  we  have  lost  sight  of  this  vi- 
sion. The  Federal  Government  has 
tried  to  become  all  things  to  all  people 
and  done  a  poor  job  in  the  process. 
Every  time  our  Nation  has  faced  an  in- 
ternal challenge,  we  respond  with  cen- 
tralized solutions.  We  look  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  solve  our  problems; 
yet,  by  nearly  every  measure,  these 
centralized  bureaucratic  command- 
and-control  solutions  have  failed,  and 
you  can  just  go  off  and  tick  off  some  of 
the  things  we  have  done  recently. 

In  1965  we  decided  we  had  an  urban 
problem  in  this  country.  And  what  did 
we  do?  Let  us  create  a  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  in 
1965.  Where  are  we?  In  1995.  We  have 
worse  urban  problems  than  we  had  at 
that  time.  We  created  a  centralized 
focus. 

We  are  going  to  solve  the  problems 
out  of  Washington,  where  the  truth  of 
the  matter  is  these  problems  are  solved 
at  the  local  community  by  individuals 
and  States  and  by  people  committed 
there,  rather  those  focus  our  attention 
and  our  focus  here  in  a  centralized,  bu- 
reaucratic approach. 

D  1830 

We  said  we  had  an  energy  problem  in 
1979,  and  what  did  we  do?  "Let's  create 
a  Department  of  Energy,"  that  that  is 
going  to  solve  the  problem,  and  yet  I 
think,  as  we  found,  our  real  problem  is 
we  had  too  much  regulation  in  a  mar- 
ket sector  in  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy, and  we  decided  in  1979.  or  there- 
abouts, we  had  a  problem  in  education. 
What  do  we  do?  "Let's  create  a  central- 
ized, command-and-control  answer  that 
we  are  going  to  answer  it  all  out  of 
Washington  and  create  a  Department 
of  Education,"  and  yet  our  test  scores 
have  gotten  worse  since  1979. 

The  truth  is  that  the  genius  of  Amer- 
ica is  not  centralized  planning,  is  not 
centralized  control.  The  genius  of 
America  is  the  individual,  that  individ- 
ual working  out  there,  struggling, 
pushing  to  solve  their  own  problems, 
and  the  more  we  focused  on  centralized 
answers,  the  more  we  will  fail.  We  need 
to  give  it  back  to  the  people. 

So  we  announced  the  program  on  the 
Department   of  Commerce   today.   To- 
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morrow  we  will  announce  the  program 
on  the  Department  of  Education  for  a 
sensible,  thoughtful  elimination  of  the 
Department  of  Education  that  is 
proeducation.  and  elimination  of  the 
Department         of         Commerce  is 

probusiness.  and  elimination  of  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment is  prohousing  and  urban  issues, 
and  elimination  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  is  proenergy.  We  just  think  the 
solutions  are  not  here  and  we  would  be 
better  off  if  we  did  not  focus  here.  We 
would  be  better  off  if  we  got  it  out  to 
the  marketplace,  to  the  community,  to 
the  mdividual.  to  States  and  local 
units  of  government,  and  certainly,  if 
the  debt  is  not  enough  of  a  reason,  then 
we  can  just  go  back  to  our  basic  fed- 
eralist principles  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment being  a  limited,  focused  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Those  are  the  things  that  we  are 
doing,  and  I  think  those  are  respon- 
sible, I  think  it  is  what  the  American 
people  voted  on  this  past  November  as 
things  we  are  going  to  get  done  with 
this  Congress,  and  I  would  yield  back 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  back. 

Congressman  Brownb.\ck.  I  think  it 
is  very  clear  today  from  the  testimony 
that  was  given  at  the  press  conference 
that  even  former  Secretary  Mosbacher, 
who  was  in  charge  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  made  eloquent  testi- 
mony about  the  fact  that  many  of 
these  functions  can  be  privatized, 
downsized,  and  eliminated,  and  I  think 
that  having  a  former  Secretary  of  his 
renown  coming  forward  certainly  tells 
us  a  lot  about  what  can  be  done. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  It  is  interesting 
to  note  in  all  four  of  our  task  forces  to 
eliminate  these  departments,  we  have  a 
former  Secretary  of  that  department 
working  with  us  on  each  of  these  that 
believes  clearly  we  can  get  this  elimi- 
nated, and  do  a  better  job  in  the  proc- 
ess and  get  us  back  to  that  limited  gov- 
ernment. 

One  final  point  I  would  make  is  the 
Supreme  Court  is  starting  to  look  at 
this  this  way  as  well.  The  Lopez  case 
that  just  came  out  said  the  Federal 
Government  is  a  limited  government, 
first  time  in  60  years  that  the  Supreme 
Court  has  spoken  about  the  Federal 
Government  being  a  limited  govern- 
ment. It  is  time  we  limited  back  in. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  I  hope  you 
will  remain  with  us  as  we  call  on  a  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Gi'TKNECHT].  to  tell  us  his  impres- 
sions of  where  he  thinks  the  reforms 
should  be  made  and  where  the  agencies 
should  be  downsized. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Thank  you.  Rep- 
resentative Fox,  and  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate Representative  Brownback. 
He  has  been  really  the  spirit  behind  a 
group  that  meets  every  Thursday 
morning  at  7:30  in  the  morning,  and  I 
have  been  privileged  to  join  him  vir- 
tually every  Thursday  at  that  time.  We 
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do  not  seem  to  always  get  things  done, 
so  I  suggested  this  morning  we  start 
meetings  at  6:30  in  the  morning.  It  may 
be  only  Sam  and  I  that  will  be  at  those 
meetings,  but  I  want  to  thank  you  and 
congratulate  you  for  sort  of  rekindling 
this  whole  notion  of  new  federalism. 

You  know,  if  you  look  at  what  has 
happened  in  the  private  sector  over  the 
last  number  of  years,  the  major  cor- 
porations have  understood  that  large, 
centralized  bureaucracies  cannot  com- 
pete in  the  world  marketplace,  and. 
you  know,  earlier  this  year  Speaker 
Gingrich  said  to  us~really  he  posed 
the  question— can  America  compete  in 
an  increasingly  competitive  world  mar- 
ketplace going  into  the  21st  century 
with  a  19th  century  bureaucracy,  and  I 
think  we  all  know  the  answer  to  that 
question,  and  the  answer  is  "no."  and 
so  I  think  it  has  been  cast  upon  us  to 
try  and  come  up  with  some  solutions. 
and  look  at  things  differently,  and  find 
out  if  we  cannot  maybe  reshape  gov- 
ernment, reform  government,  reorga- 
nize government,  downsize  govern- 
ment, reduce  the  dependency  on  cen- 
tralized bureaucracy,  ship  more  of  the 
decisionmaking  back  to  the  States, 
back  to  the  local  units  and  ultimately 
back  to  individuals,  because  I  think 
the  American  people  understand  that 
they  can  spend  money  more  efficiently 
than  the  Federal  Government.  The  de- 
cisions made  at  the  local  level  are 
much  better  decisions  and  are  much 
more  responsive  to  what  people  really 
need  and  want  in  those  local  commu- 
nities. 

I  would  like  to  talk  for  a  few  mo- 
ments this  evening  just  about  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  like  all  of  the  other 
deijtti  Liiieiito.  I  am  certain,  has  a  cer- 
tain constituency  out  there,  and  people 
can  say  it  does  a  number  of  good 
things,  and  it  does  some  things  well, 
and  I  am  certain  that  there  are  people 
who  believe  it  ought  to  be  retained,  but 
let  me  just  talk  a  little  bit  tonight,  if 
I  could,  about  the— an  act  that  the 
Congress  passed  in  1982.  It  was  entitled 
the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act  and  es- 
sentially made  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Energy  responsible  for  developing  per- 
manent waste  disposal  facilities  for  nu- 
clear waste  sites. 

So,  in  1982,  the  Congress  went  on 
record  that  we  wanted  to  do  something 
at  the  Federal  level.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  take  responsibility  for 
nuclear  waste,  and  they  would  develop 
a  permanent  storage  site  for  this  nu- 
clear waste. 

Well.  I  think  it  is  time  we  get  a  little 
report  card  and  find  out  exactly  how 
well  the  Department  of  Energy  h£is 
been  doing.  To  date,  the  American  nu- 
clear utilities'  customers  have  paid 
well  over  $10  billion  into  a  Govern- 
ment-operated nuclear  waste  fund.  Let 
me  say  that  again:  America's  electric 
consumers  have  paid  over  $10  billion  in 
fees  to  the  nuclear  waste  fund.  We  have 


spent  from  that  fund  in  excess  of  $4  bil- 
lion. The  Department  of  Energy  is  still 
in  a  state — still  on  the  site  of  deter- 
mining where  exactly  that  should  be. 
They  have  spent  most  of  the  money  on 
a  facility  or  potential  facility  in  Yucca 
Mountain,  NV,  but  we  have  spent  over 
$4  billion  studying  that  facility,  and 
here  is  the  incredible  fact: 

We  are  nearly  15  years  away  from 
coming  up  with  a  permanent  site.  In 
other  words,  we  have  spent  13  years  and 
$4  billion,  and  according  to  the  latest 
study  that  I  have  seen,  we  are  probably 
at  least  15  years  away  from  having  an 
operational  permanent  waste  reposi- 
tory, and  I  should  remind  the  people 
who  are  gathered  here  on  the  House 
floor  and  people  who  may  be  watching 
in  other  places  that  we  won  World  War 
II  in  less  than  4  years,  we  were  able  to 
put  a  man  on  the  moon  in  less  than  8 
years,  and  yet  we  have  already  in- 
vested over  $4  billion  and  spent  13 
years,  and  we  are  still  15  years  away 
from  a  permanent  waste  repository 
site,  which  makes  it  even  more  inter- 
esting to  me  that  I  was  told  by  some- 
one from  the  nuclear  industry  that 
they  believe  they  can  build  a  facility 
complete  for  less  than  $150  million,  and 
I  am  not  talking  about  billion  dollars. 
I  mean  that  is  just  one  example,  and 
probably  there  are  other  examples  that 
we  can  repeat  again  and  again  here  on 
the  House  floor. 

But  the  point  really  is  this:  All  of 
these  departments,  I  think,  were  start- 
ed for  the  best  of  intentions.  I  think 
that  many  of  them  employ  people  who 
were  very  sincere  and  believed  that 
what  they  are  doing  is  important,  but 
the  bottom  line  is  that  the  bureauc- 
ratization of  many  of  these  Federal  bu- 
reaucracies here  in  Washington  really 
has  not  done  a  very  good  job  of  solving 
some  of  the  fundamental  problems  that 
they  were  supposed  to  solve,  and  so.  as 
happened  in  corporate  America.  I  think 
the  time  has  come  to  downsize  the  Fed- 
eral bureaucracy  to  eliminate  some  of 
the  bureaucracies  that  are  here  in 
Washington. 

I  congratulate  Representative  Chrys- 
ler on  what  he  brought  up  today  in 
leading  the  charge  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce.  We  hope  they  will 
be  coming  out  soon  with  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  Department  of  Energy, 
the  Department  of  Education,  and  ulti- 
mately I  am  actively  involved  in  work- 
ing with  a  task  force  that  is  looking  at 
how  we  can  ultimately  eliminate  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment, and  again  I  want  to  repeat 
something  that  Representative 

Brownback  said. 

This  is  not  some  mean-spirited  ac- 
counting exercise.  We  are  not  trying  to 
do  this  because  we  want  to  hurt  school 
children  or  hurt  electric  utility  cus- 
tomers or  destroy  our  ability  to  com- 
pete internationally  in  energy  or  edu- 
cation or  any  other  field.  We  are  doing 
it  because  we  honestly  believe  that  the 


only  way  to  really  change  the  way  we 
do  business  is  to  take  a  serious  look 
and  find  out  if  there  are  not  better 
ways  that  these  programs  and  these  is- 
sues can  be  tackled  without  these  huge 
bureaucracies  here  in  Weishington.  I 
think  that  is  what  the  American  people 
want,  and  I  think  they  have  seen  it 
happen  in  the  private  sector.  We  have 
seen  a  downsizing  in  the  private  sector, 
and  I  think  it  is  long  overdue  here  in 
the  Federal  Government  as  well. 

So  I  congratulate  you.  Representa- 
tive Fox,  and,  as  I  indicated.  Rep- 
resentative BROWNBACK  has  been  doing 
an  excellent  job  in  articulating  the 
basic  message  that  I  think  our  found- 
ing fathers  had,  and  that  is  that  the 
best  government  is  the  least  govern- 
ment. There  are  obviously  legitimate 
functions  for  the  Federal  Government, 
but  I  think  it  is  our  task  as  Members  of 
this  Congress  to  turn  over  every  rock, 
to  ask  the  tough  questions  and  to  try 
and  find  more  efficient  ways  to  solving 
problems.  I  think  that  is  what  the 
American  people  want,  that  is  what 
they  expect,  and  frankly  I  hop)e  that  is 
what  we  are  going  to  deliver  before  this 
104th  Congress  is  gaveled  into  history. 
So  I  appreciate  a  few  moments  to 
share  tonight  some  of  the  issues  that  I 
am  concerned  about,  particularly  back 
in  Minnesota  as  it  relates  to  nuclear 
waste  policy,  how  much  money  has 
been  wasted,  in  my  opinion,  over  the 
last  13  years,  and  we  have  got  to  some- 
how bring  closure  to  this  basic  issue 
because  I  think  American  electric  con- 
sumers have  been  paying  for  it  long 
enough.  I  think  they  expect  some  real 
solutions. 

Again  I  thank  Representative  Fox  for 
asking  for  this  special  order  tonight 
and  thank  him  for  allowing  me  to  par- 
ticipate a  few  moments. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Thank 
you.  Congressman  Gutknecht.  I  want 
to  thank  you  for  your  leadership  in  the 
freshman  class  and  this  new  104th  Con- 
gress in  looking  for  ways  to  downsize 
wasted  Federal  dollars,  but  to  put 
them  where  they  are  most  needed,  and 
I  think  that  your  private  sector  experi- 
ence and  experience  in  the  legislature 
in  your  own  home  State  in  Minnesota 
has  brought  you  the  kind  of  leadership 
that  is  going  to  help  us  save  funds  and 
help  our  seniors,  and  our  families,  our 
small  businesses  and  our  children. 

At  this  time  I  call  on  one  of  the  lead- 
ers of  the  freshman  class  who  is  on  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  he  is 
working  to  move  us  forward  into  the 
21st  century  in  a  fiscally  responsible 
way.  I  would  like  to  call  on  Congress- 
man Shadegg  from  Arizona  for  that 
purpose. 

Congressman  Shadegg,  I  appreciate 
your  joining  us  here  on  the  House  floor 
tonight  to  give  us  your  view  on  where 
the  reforms  need  to  go  for  this  House, 
and  this  Congress,  and.  for  that  matter, 
this  country,  that  it  can  move  forward. 
Mr.  SHADEGG.  Thank  you.  Congress- 
man Fox.  I  certainly  appreciate  your 
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allowing  me  to  participate  in  this  ef- 
fort tonight  and  the  leadership  you 
have  demonstrated  on  it  in  seeking 
this  time  and  giving  us  an  opportunity 
to  raise  the  issues  for  the  American 
people  to  consider. 

I  would  like  to  start,  and  I  know  this 
sounds  a  little  silly,  but  it  is  important 
to  thank  r>eople  and  to  recognize  their 
efforts.  Representative  Brownback. 
who  was  just  here,  and  Representative 
GuTKNECHT.  who  just  spoke.  have  been 
two  consistent  leaders  in  this  area. 

I  recall,  as  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Fox.  you  do 
from  the  early  freshmen  meetings 
when  we  first  met  as  a  group  of  revolu- 
tionaries, when  we  drafted  the  idea  of 
calling  ourselves  the  New  Federalists, 
when  we  got  bold  and  talked  about, 
well,  should  we  propose  eliminating  an 
agency  or  maybe  two  agencies,  and 
then  we  got  even  bolder  and  said. 
■■•Well,  why  not  four  agencies''"  And  I 
noticed  that  the  Senate  is  now  match- 
ing our  trend  and  saying  that  if  we  can 
eliminate  four  in  the  House,  we  can 
eliminate  four  in  the  Senate,  and  some 
of  the  conservative  think  tanks  around 
town.  Heritage.  I  think,  with  a  tremen- 
dous national  reputation,  is  proposing 
eliminating.  I  believe,  nine  agencies.  I 
have  to  say  that  Representative 
GuTKN'ECHT  and  Representative 

Brownb.^ck  have  been  in  the  lead  in 
that  effort  and  have  demonstrated 
great  courage  and  great  determination 
in  going  forward.  It  is  also  interesting 
to  me  tonight  to  note  that  most  of  the 
people  involved  in  this  effort  right 
now.  at  least  here  on  the  floor  tonight, 
are  freshmen  who  came  here  with  a 
new  sense  of  the  direction  the  Amer- 
ican people  want  this  Government  to 
go.  Having  said  that  about  the  other 
leaders  of  this.  I  could  not- — T  would  he 
remiss  if  I  did  not  mention  Representa- 
tive Chrysler  from  Michigan.  He  has 
done  yeoman's  work. 

The  announcement  they  made  today 
to  eliminate  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment is  indeed  a  bold  step  forward  and 
a  very  important  step  forward  for  the 
American  people.  It  is  this  kind  of 
change  that  the  American  people  want 
from  us.  demand  from  us.  and  they  do 
it.  and  it  is  important  to  understand 
they  are  doing  it  out  of  a  sense  of  frus- 
tration. We  have  spent  40  years  build- 
ing up  the  Federal  Government  larger 
and  larger,  ever  increasing  its  size, 
ever  increasing  its  scope,  ever  increas- 
ing its  power,  saying  to  the  American 
people  time  and  time  and  time  again 
that,  if  they  will  just  give  us  a  little 
more  power  and  a  few  more  tax  dollars. 
we  will  solve  their  problems,  and  at  the 
end  of  this  40  years'  experience,  one 
message  is  clear: 

It  is  failed.  Central  planning  does  not 
work.  We  cannot  solve  the  problems  of 
commerce  in  this  country  by  creating  a 
Department  of  Commerce.  What  we  can 
do  is  suck  a  ton  of  money  out  of  an 
otherwise  vibrant  economy,  put  thou- 
sands of  bureaucrats  into  high  marble 


buildings,  and  burden  the  economy 
even  further,  and  that  is  what  we  have 
proven,  and  the  bold  steps  taken  today 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Chrysler]  and  the  others  on  his  task 
force  are  testament  to  the  fact  we  fi- 
nally sat  back  and  listened  carefully 
and  recognized  that  our  efforts  to  cen- 
trally plan  commerce  in  America  ha^ 
failed  the  way  efforts  to  centrally  plan 
commerce  in  the  Soviet  Union  failed, 
and  to  centrally  planned  commerce  in 
all  the  Eastern-bloc  countries  fails  and 
to  centrally  planned  commerce  every- 
where throughout  the  world  has  failed. 
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Since  the  rest  of  the  world  got  the 
message  that  planned  economies  do  not 
work,  it  is  about  time  the  American 
Government  got  that  message  and 
began  moving  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  for  a  moment.  I  think 
the  gentleman  has  been  at  the  fore- 
front of  working  with  Congressman  Ka- 
siCH,  who  is  the  budget  chairman.  His 
committee  and  your  committee  have 
done  what  has  not  happened  since  1969, 
the  last  time  we  had  a  balanced  budget 
in  this  Federal  Government.  So  your 
fellow  colleagues  who  are  not  on  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  but  respect 
what  you  have  done,  have  to  appreciate 
that  we  are  part  of  a  very  important 
first,  since  1969.  that  we  have  balanced 
the  budget:  that  we  are  going  to  give 
our  children  and  grandchildren,  and  in 
fact  senior  citizens,  everybody,  a 
chance  to  know  that  we  can  get  out 
from  under  this  debt. 

I  have  to  tell  the  gentleman  that 
what  you  have  done  is  handled  in  hand 
with  what  Congressman  Chry.sler  has 
done  and  Congressman  Brownback  in 
making  sure  we  get  the  reform  and  the 
elimination  of  the  duplication  that  we 
have  seen  here  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  I  appreciate  that.  It 
is  actually  a  great  segue  into  where  I 
was  going,  and  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  that  issue  a  little  bit.  I  want  to 
bring  you  some  facts  and  statistics. 
Congressman  Gutneght  pointed  out 
the  elimination  of  these  agencies  is  not 
just  about  numbers.  It  is  not  just  about 
eliminating  bureaucracy,  but  it  is  in 
part  about  that  issue. 

I  want  to  bring  you  some  facts  and 
statistics,  and  I  will  try  to  go  slow  and 
want  you  to  think  about  them.  I  am 
reading  from  statistics  produced  by  the 
Browning  Newsletter,  and  they  tell  an 
amazing,  a  shocking  story. 

Between  1963  and  1993,  the  average 
weekly  wages  of  a  blue  collar  worker  in 
America  went  up  398  percent.  Let's  call 
it  400  percent.  So  average  wages,  blue 
collar  worker,  up  400  percent.  The 
consumer  price  index  is  up  458  percent. 
Call  it  460.  Wages  are  up  400  percent, 
CPI  is  up  460  percent,  consumer  price 
index.  That  is  the  private  sector,  you 
and  me  at  home  trying  to  get  by  every- 
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day.  Let  me  talk  to  you  about  what  has 
happened  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Receipts  at  the  Federal  Government 
in  that  same  time  period,  between  1963 
and  1993.  receipts  are  up  1.024  percent. 
Expenditures,  we  all  know  we  have  cre- 
ated a  deficit.  It  is  no  accident  I  put 
the  debt  up  here.  Here  it  is,  the  red 
ink,  and  it  scares  us.  Expenditures  at 
the  Federal  level,  they  are  not  up  400 
percent  or  460  percent  like  wages  and 
the  Consumer  Price  Index.  Expendi- 
tures at  the  Federal  level  are  up  1,241 
percent,  a  staggering  increase,  three 
times  the  amount  of  increase  in  Gov- 
ernment spending  as  the  amount  of 
earnings  for  the  average  blue  collar 
worker  in  America. 

The  figure  I  like  to  cite  the  most  is 
the  deficit.  Between  1963  and  1993, 
while  your  wages  and  my  wages  and 
the  average  American's  wages  were 
going  up  400  to  460  percent,  the  deficit 
that  you  and  I  ran  up  by  spending  too 
much  on  the  floor  of  this  Congress  is 
up  a  staggering  6.102  percent.  6.000  per- 
cent increase  in  the  deficit  that  we  are 
racking  up." 

That  burden  is  immoral.  I  look  here 
in  the  audience  and  there  are  some  peo- 
ple. I  would  say  some  young  people, 
watching  us  here  tonight,  late  in  the 
evening,  kind  of  watching  the  floor  of 
the  House  when  most  of  the  Members 
are  gone.  And  those  people  in  that  au- 
dience tonight  and  the  people  back 
home  need  to  understand  that  it  is  sim- 
ply morally  wrong  to  impose  that  defi- 
cit, an  increase  of  6.100  percent,  and 
this  red  ink  and  debt,  on  them?  To 
carry  their  lifetimes?  On  our  children? 
On  my  children?  I  have  a  13-year-old 
and  a  9-year-old.  I  am  going  to  ask 
them  to  pay  that  back  because  I  didn't 
have  the  discipline?  And  on  our  grand- 
children? I  am  telling  you,  we  cannot 
do  it. 

So  that  brings  us  to  why  we  are 
about  this  task.  We  are  abut  this  task 
because  in  part  it  has  failed.  Central 
planning  has  failed.  But  it  has  not 
failed  to  burden  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

By  dismantling  the  four  agencies  we 
are  working  on.  Education,  Commerce, 
Energy  and  HUD,  we  are  simply  rec- 
ognizing it  is  time  to  think  outside  the 
box,  that  we  can  do  better.  That  edu- 
cation, I  will  tell  you,  in  education  in 
my  district  in  Arizona,  the  constitu- 
ents are  clear.  They  sent  me  with  one 
message:  Education  is  not  the  business 
of  the  Federal  Government.  They  be- 
lieve that  their  local  school  board 
ought  to  be  responsible  for  setting  the 
policy  and  the  parents  and  the  teachers 
can  do  the  job. 

Energy,  I  am  on  the  task  force  to 
eliminate  the  Energy  Department.  In 
1970  there  was  an  energy  crunch.  There 
was  a  security  concern.  Today,  with  a 
$7.8  trillion  debt  being  the  greatest 
threat  to  our  children  and  grand- 
children, the  Energy  Department  is  a 
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demonstrated  failure.  If  we  cannot  rec- 
ognize that  and  go  into  it  conscien- 
tiously, seriously,  thoughtfully,  as  we 
have  done  today  in  Commerce  and  as 
we  are  doing  in  Energy  and  see  what 
are  these  functions,  which  should  be 
performed  at  the  Federal  level  and 
which  of  these  should  not.  and  which 
should  be  performed  by  some  other 
agency  and  which  should  be  handed 
back  to  the  States  and  which  do  not 
need  to  be  done  by  Government  at  all. 
That  is  what  this  problem  is  about. 
And  it  will,  if  we  dismantle  these  inef- 
ficient agencies,  if  we  have  the  courage 
to  be  bold,  it  will  save  billions  of  dol- 
lars on  our  national  debt  and  begin  to 
eliminate  that  line. 

Let  me  conclude  with  just  one  last 
point.  Each  time  I  go  home  to  my  dis- 
trict. I  do  not  run  into  people  who  say 
to  me  'I  need  more  government.""  I  do 
not  run  into  people  who  ask  me  for 
more  programs.  We  did  a  town  hall  in 
my  district  a  few  weeks  ago.  A  gen- 
tleman came  up  to  me  and  said  he  was 
an  executive,  mid-level  executive  in  a 
company  in  Phoenix,  and  that  in  the 
last  8  years  his  company  had  downsized 
50  percent.  It  was  half  the  size  that  it 
was  simply  8  years  ago.  And  he  said. 

John,  we  are  producing  twice  the  product 
that  we  produced  that  8  short  years  apo. 
Why?  Because  we  have  forced  efficiencies. 
Each  year  I  take  my  budget  in  from  my  de- 
partment to  this  corporation.  Each  year  I 
tell  them  what  I  think  I  need  to  get  the  job 
done.  Each  year  they  come  back  to  me  and 
give  me  a  number  that  is  too  small.  I  tell 
them  I  can't  do  it.  You  know  what?  Each 
year  I  have  done  it.  Each  year  we  have  be- 
come more  efficient. 

That  kind  of  efficiency  is  what  we 
need  to  bring  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  the  elimination  of  these 
wasteful  agencies,  like  Commerce,  like 
Energy,  like  HUD.  and  like  Ednratinn 
which  have  .small  functions  that  per- 
haps should  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government,  but  which  ought  to  be 
passed  on  to  other  agencies,  and  then 
get  rid  of  the  Washington  bureaucracy, 
the  Washington  bureaucrats,  we  do  not 
need  them.  That  is  the  way  the  Amer- 
ican people  expected  us  to  lead  their 
Government. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Thank  you 
for  your  contribution  and  leadership 
not  only  on  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  but  as  a  federalist  working  to 
make  sure  the  freshman  class  works 
with  leadership  to  reduce  the  size  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  make  it 
more  responsive. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate  the  efforts 
to  let  us  illuminate  our  colleagues  on 
this  issues. 


REVITALIZING  THE  AMERICAN 
ECONOMY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Smith  J  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  majority 
leader. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, to  continue  this  discussion  of  why 
it  is  important  to  downsize  Govern- 
ment and  how  we  reach  our  goal  of 
having  fewer  taxes  and  greater  respon- 
sibility in  Government  and  greater  in- 
dividual responsibility  for  our  citizens, 
I  would  call  on  the  esteemed  chairman 
of  the  task  force  that  led  the  effort  to 
structure  the  dismantling  of  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  Mr.  Dick 
CHRY.SLER  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Thank  you  very 
much.  Nick.  It  is  good  to  be  here.  You 
know,  this  task  force  that  we  put  to- 
gether to  dismantle  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  we  had  some  very  coura- 
geous and  energetic  and  innovative 
freshmen  work  on  that  committee  as 
well  as  some  sophomores.  Between  the 
freshmen  and  the  sophomores,  we  are 
54  percent  of  the  majority,  so  we  are 
the  majority  of  the  majority.  But 
Helen  Chenoweth,  Mark  Sanford, 
SUE  Kelly,  Wes  Cooley.  Jim  Talent, 
Joe  Scarborough.  Mark  Neumann, 
Jack  Metcalf,  Sa.m  Brownback,  Todd 
Tiahrt,  and  even  Nick  Smith  from 
Michigan,  helped  us  put  this  task  force 
together  and  brought  this  proposal  for- 
ward today. 

It  was  only  3  months  ago  that  we  an- 
nounced a  goal  that  had  been  unthink- 
able in  previous  Congresses,  and  that 
was  the  elimination  of  the  Depart- 
ments of  Commerce.  Education.  En- 
ergy, and  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment. The  House  budget  resolution 
that  passed  last  week  calls  for  the 
elimination  of  three  of  those  four  De- 
partments, and  the  Senate  budget  reso- 
lution calls  for  the  elimination  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 

We  said  it  back  in  f^ebruary  that  it 
was  time  to  put  the  Department  of 
commerce  out  of  busmess,  and  we 
promised  to  have  specific  legislation  to 
do  just  that  by  the  spring.  Today  we 
unveiled  the  vehicle  to  achieve  this 
goal,  the  Department  of  Commerce 
Dismantling  Act.  It  is  promises  made 
and  promises  kept. 

Our  Commerce  task  force  spent  the 
last  3  months  studying  every  program 
in  the  Department,  putting  each  one 
under  the  microscope.  We  asked  three 
questions  of  every  program;  First,  is 
this  program  necessary  and  is  it  worth 
borrowing  the  money  to  pay  for  it  only 
to  have  our  children  pay  it  back?  Sec- 
ond, if  it  is  necessary,  does  the  Federal 
Government  need  to  be  involved  or  is  it 
something  better  left  to  the  States, 
communities,  and/or  individuals? 
Third,  if  the  Federal  Government  does 
need  to  be  involved,  are  we  currently 
doing  the  job  in  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  manner? 

The  result  of  this  analysis  is  what  I 
hold  in  my  hand  today,  a  specific  step- 
by-step  plan  that  will  eliminate,  pri- 
vatize, or  consolidate  every  aspect  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  Dis- 
mantling   Act    creates    a     temporary 


Commerce  Program  Resolution  Agency 
that  will  oversee  a  3-year  windup  pe- 
riod of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
By  cutting  the  unnecessary  and  waste- 
ful programs  immediately,  we  will  save 
our  constituents  $7,765  billion  over  the 
next  5  years.  By  consolidating  the  ben- 
eficial programs  to  be  more  stream- 
lined and  efficient,  we  are  creating  a 
government  that  is  more  accountable 
and  responsible. 

This  is  not  just  a  reckless  effort  to 
slash  programs  for  the  sake  of  cutting 
Government.  Our  plan  is  well  thought 
out  and  clear  in  its  intentions.  If  we 
found  that  a  program  was  duplicative, 
we  consolidated  it.  If  a  program  was 
better  performed  by  the  private  sector, 
we  privatized  it.  If  it  was  beneficial,  we 
streamlined  it.  And  if  we  found  a  pro- 
gram that  was  unnecessary,  we  elimi- 
nated it. 

As  we  said  in  February,  the  Novem- 
ber election  was  a  clear  call  for  a 
smaller,  more  efficient,  and  more  fo- 
cused Federal  Government.  The  De- 
partment of  Commerce  Dismantling 
Act  delivers  on  this  mandate  by  begin- 
ning to  downsize  a  government  that  is 
too  big  and  spends  too  much  money. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  on  that  point,  I 
think,  Dick,  it  is  so  important  that  we 
remind  the  American  people  the  catas- 
trophe that  can  happen  if  we  do  not  do 
some  of  the  things  that  you  are  talking 
about  here  today,  that  we  are  talking 
about  in  our  efforts  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Let  us  just  remind  ourselves  that  we 
have  got  a  huge  deficit,  and  we  use  the 
words  making  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  pay  for  our  overindul- 
gence. 

But  what  does  that  mean?  That 
means  that  today,  with  our  overspend- 
ing, we  are  taking  money  out  of  cir- 
culation by  borrowing.  We  are  borrow- 
ing this  year  42  percent  of  all  of  the 
money  that  is  borrowed  in  the  United 
States. 

Now,  what  happens  when  we  demand 
that  we  have  that  money,  not  caring 
what  the  interest  rate  is?  We  drive  up 
interest  rates.  By  demanding  that  we 
have  42  percent  of  the  money  that  is 
out  there  to  loan,  that  pressure  on  in- 
terest rates  alone  is  going  to  be  a  de- 
pressant. It  is  going  to  be  a  downward 
pressure  on  economic  expansion  and 
jobs. 

It  is  estimated  that  we  can  save  1.5 
percent  reduction  in  interest  rates  if 
we  end  up  balancing  the  budget.  What 
else  do  we  do?  We  take  the  money  out 
of  circulation.  This  year  the  money 
that  we  are  overspending  could  be  used 
for  people  to  go  to  college,  to  build 
homes,  maybe,  more  importantly,  to 
expand  their  business  and  their  jobs,  to 
have  better  jobs  in  this  country. 

If  we  are  going  to  encourage  those 
businesses  to  buy  the  better  tools  to 
put  in  the  hands  of  great  American 
workers    to    make    us    more    efficient. 
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then  the  downward  pressure  on  interest 

rates  by  balancing  the  budget  is  going 
to  do  just  that  by  tremendously  lower- 
ing costs.  If  we  allow  businesses  to  ex- 
pense the  items  that  they  buy,  we 
could  reduce  the  cost  of  those  items  by 
an  estimated  16  percent. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  just  note 
that  we  are  not  just  doing  this  for  the 
sake  of  cutting  down  government.  We 
are  going  it  because  this  pressure  on 
the  economy  of  America  is  going  to  do 
what  all  of  the  economists  suggest,  and 
that  is  we  are  gomg  to  lose  jobs  for  our 
kids  and  our  grandkids.  in  addition  to 
making  them  pay  back  the  tremendous 
debt  that  we  have  accumulated. 

D  1900 

Five  trillion  dollars  we  have  now  ac- 
cumulated in  debt,  having  no  idea  how 
we  are  going  to  pay  back.  This  effort  to 
look  at  the  different  departments  and 
agencies  of  government  is  so  impor- 
tant, and  I  compliment  you  so  very 
much  for  the  tremendous  80-  and  90- 
hour  weeks  that  you  have  put  in. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Certainly,  we  do 
need  lower  taxes  and  less  government, 
and  we  need  to  let  people  keep  more  of 
what  they  earn  and  save.  We  need  to 
let  people  make  their  own  decisions 
about  how  they  spend  their  money,  not 
government,  because  people  will  al- 
ways make  a  better  decision.  And  we 
cannot  continue  business  as  usual  in 
our  Federal  Government.  We  must 
make  the  tough  choices,  as  the  gen- 
tleman said,  in  our  budget  priorities. 

Our  plan  to  dismantle  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  provides  positive 
and  constructive  chang3  in  bringing 
government  back  to  the  role  it  should 
and  must  play.  I  know  in  the  words  of 
Robert  Frost,  one  of  my  favorite 
poems,  the  last  verse  says,  and  I  think 
this  speaks  volumes  for  both  the  fresh- 
man and  the  sophomore  class,  we  do 
have  promises  yet  to  keep  and  miles  to 
go  before  we  sleep,  and  miles  to  go  be- 
fore we  sleep. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fox]. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  take  a  moment  just 
to  thank  Congressman  CHRYSLER  and 
you  for  your  leadership  on  this  issue. 
Congressman  Chrysler  has  for  the  last 
3  months  worked  exhaustively  to  make 
sure  that  m  a  businesslike  way  because 
he  is  someone  who  came  to  the  Con- 
gress, who  has  been  involved  himself  in 
starting  businesses  and  employing  indi- 
viduals, fighting  the  Federal  regula- 
tions, trying  to  make  a  change. 

Now  he  has  brought  that  horse  sense, 
that  common  sense,  business  sense  to 
make  us  save  dollars  and  cents  here  in 
the  Federal  Government.  I  think  we  as 
Members  of  Congress  are  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  Dick  Chrysler's  wisdom 
and   his  energy   and   the   principles  he 


has  brought  here  to  help  us  reshape  our 
thinking. 

We  can  talk  about  different  agencies, 
as  Congressman  Smith  has  talked 
about,  in  elimination  and  the  duplica- 
tion or  consolidate  or  privatize.  That 
all  sounds  good,  but  every  American 
can  make  a  difference  in  giving  us  rec- 
ommendations on  the  kinds  of  activi- 
ties that  we  are  now  involved  with.  Mr. 
Speaker,  whatever  they  are.  Whatever 
agencies  that  are  now  doing  good  ac- 
tivities for  the  country,  if  there  are 
ways  we  can  do  them  better,  let  your 
Congressman  know,  let  Congressman 
Chrysler  know,  let  Congressman 
Smith  know,  let  me  know.  Any  agency 
that  can  do  a  better  job  because  of  an 
idea  you  have,  they  want  to  do  their 
job  better.  If  it  is  better  done  in  the 
private  sector,  as  Congressman  Chrys- 
ler said,  because  it  is  really  better  left 
to  the  private  sector  because  it  is  not 
a  government  function,  we  also  need  to 
know  that. 

We  started  with  four  agencies.  We 
started  historically  for  the  first  time 
since  1969  having  a  balanced  budget.  We 
think  it  is  going  to  lead  to  a  more  re- 
sponsible position,  one  that  is  more  ac- 
countable to  the  American  people. 

I  appreciate  the  time  the  gentleman 
has  given  me  to  reflect  on  where  we  are 
trying  to  go  as  a  Congress  in  a  biparti- 
san manner.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats alike.  Senators  and  Congressmen, 
alike  to  work  with  the  President  to 
move  forward  to  make  the  Government 
better,  to  make  it  more  responsive  and 
more  accountable.  I  think  this  is  the 
beginning.  We  have  finished  the  con- 
tract and  we  are  now  into  looking 
closely  at  those  Federal  agencies.  I 
think  we  can  make  a  difference,  not 
only  in  this  Congress  but  in  Congresses 
to  come.  I  appreciate  the  tim.e  you 
have  yielded  to  me. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  bipar- 
tisan efforts.  I  was  delighted  when  the 
President  said  that  he  was  going  to 
offer  a  balanced  budget  that  might 
take  10  years  to  balance  but  such  a  dif- 
ference between  that  and  the  budget 
that  the  President  gave  Congress  here 
just  6,  7  weeks  ago. 

That  budget  actually  increased  defi- 
cit spending  over  the  years  so  that  by 
the  year  2002,  we  would  have  been  bor- 
rowing or  overspending  $314  billion  in 
that  year  2002.  That  is  the  year  that  we 
call  it  zero  with  the  budget  proposal 
that  came  out  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  It  is  amazing  to  me 
that  in  just  18  months,  we  will  be 
spending  more  money  on  just  the  inter- 
est on  the  debt  than  we  spend  right 
now  on  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Air 
Force,  the  Marines,  the  CIA.  the  FBI. 
and  the  Pentagon  combined.  And  that 
is  money  that  is  not  going  for  any  good 
programs  or  any  good  purposes,  not  for 
Medicare,  not  for  Social  Security,  not 
to  help  people  that  need  the  help,  not 
for  Pell  grants,  not  for  education, 
nothing  except  interest  on  a  debt. 
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I  tell  you,  we  have  got  to  get  this  def- 
icit under  control.  Then  we  have  got  to 
start  working  on  eliminating  this  debt. 
I  think  by  holding  spending  to  1  per- 
cent less  than  our  revenues,  we  can 
have  the  debt  paid  off  in  this  country 
by  the  year  2025.  I  think  that  is  every 
bit  as  important  as  eliminating  the 
deficit. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  again.  It  is 
so  important  to  our  future  economy. 
Greenspan,  who  is  the  head  banker  for 
this  country,  chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve,  said  that  if  we  do  not  balance 
the  budget,  because  of  the  increased  in- 
terest rates,  because  of  the  money  that 
we  take  out  of  circulation,  because  of 
the  overspending,  because  of  the  tre- 
mendous amount  of  this  budget  that  it 
takes  to  service  the  debt,  pay  interest 
on  the  public  debt,  let  me  just  mention 
as  a  footnote,  the  interest  this  year  on 
the  public  debt  is  $339  billion.  That  rep- 
resents 25  percent  of  all  revenues  com- 
ing in  from  all  sources  to  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment. We  just  cannot  continue  to 
dig  ourselves  deeper  in  this  hole  of  pub- 
lic debt. 

Then  if  we  look  at  Social  Security, 
the  unfunded  liability  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, the  actuary  deficit  now  amounts 
to  an  estimated  $5  trillion.  Medicare. 
the  unfunded  liability  or  the  actuary 
deficit  amounts  to  close  to  $8  trillion. 
Depending  on  future  workers  to  pay 
the  bills  for  current  expenses,  whether 
we  are  talking  about  pension  benefits 
or  whether  we  are  talking  about  Social 
Security  or  whether  we  are  talking 
about  Medicare  or  whether  we  are  talk- 
ing about  borrowing  from  future  gen- 
erations to  pay  for  the  overzealous 
spending  of  this  Congress  must  stop. 

I  complement  Wally  Hf.rgkr  for  his 
extraordinary  efforts  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  and  as  a  member,  es- 
teemed Member  of  this  Congress  that  is 
looking  for  ways  to  bring  about  more 
responsible  Government. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Culvert  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  official  busi- 
ness relating  to  the  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  Commission. 

Mr.  L.^Hood  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today,  on  account  of  at- 
tending his  daughter's  graduation  from 
high  school. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  J.'KCKson-Lee)  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  material:) 
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Ms.  K.APTUR.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Underwood,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Goss.  for  5  minutes  each  day,  for 
today  and  May  24. 

Mr.  MclNNis.  for  5  minutes  each  day, 
for  today  and  May  24. 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  POSHARD. 

Mr.  FORD. 

Mr.  Kleczka. 

Mr.  MORAN. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

Mr.  Acker.man. 

Mr.  Torricelli. 

Mr.  Ober.star. 

Mr.  Vento. 

Mr.  Coi'NE. 

Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Underwood  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  Waxman. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Talent. 

Mr.  GiL.MAN. 

Mr.  Forbes. 

Mr.  Baker  of  California. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia  in  three  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Solomon. 

Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Houghton  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  JOHN-SON  of  Connecticut  in  two 
instances. 

Mrs.  Roukema. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Emer.son. 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Shu.ster. 

Mr.  Largent. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Rogers. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan)  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter;) 

Mr.  Clay. 

Mr.  BONILLA. 

Mr.  Bentsen. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  move  that  the  House  do  now  ad- 
journ. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  7  o'clock  and  7  minutes  p.m.), 
the  House  adjourned  until  Wednesday, 
May  24.  1995.  at  10  a.m. 


the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows; 

899.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
transmitting  a  report  entitled.  •'Not-To-Ex- 
ceed  Cost  Estimates  for  C-17  Aircraft";  to 
the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

900.  .\  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
transmitting  a  report  on  assistance  to  Red 
Cross  for  emergency  communications  serv- 
ices for  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and 
their  families,  pursuant  to  section  383  of  the 
fiscal  year  1995  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act:  to  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity. 

901.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  a  copy  of  a  certifi- 
cation by  the  President;  regarding  use  of  the 
Exchange  Stabilization  Fund  and  Federal 
Reserve  in  relation  to  the  economic  crisis  in 
Mexico,  pursuant  to  section  406  of  the  Mexi- 
can Debt  Disclosure  Act  of  1995;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

902.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  transmitting  the  interim 
report  on  the  performance  standards  and 
measurement  systems  developed  by  States 
for  their  vocational  education  programs, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-392.  section  404 
(104  Stat.  809);  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

903.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  services,  trans- 
mitting a  report  on  the  efforts  of  the  Na- 
tional Center  on  Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  to 
assist  States  in  implementing  a  voluntary 
reporting  system  on  child  abuse  and  neglect, 
pursuant  to  42  U.S.C.  5106f-l;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties. 

904.  A  letter  from  the  Postmaster  General. 
U.S.  Postal  Service,  transmitting  a  report  of 
activities  under  the  Freedom  of  Information 
Act  for  calendar  year  1994.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  552(e);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight'. 

905.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  24th 
annual  report  of  the  actual  operation  during 
water  year  1994  for  the  reservoirs  along  the 
Colorado  River;  projected  plan  of  operation 
for  water  year  1995.  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C. 
1552(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

906.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States.  Department  of  Justice, 
transmitting  the  1994  annual  report  of  the 
Federal  Prison  Industries.  Inc.  [FPIJ.  pursu- 
ant to  18  U.S.C.  4127;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

907.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General. 
General  Accounting  Office,  transmitting  a 
report  entitled.  ■Military  Bases:  Analysis  of 
DOD's  1995  Process  and  Recommendations 
for  Closure  and  Realignment"  (GAO/NSIAD- 
95-133.  Apr.  14.  1995).  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C. 
9106(a);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Na- 
tional Security  and  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

908.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
transmitting  the  annual  report  for  the  Na- 
tional Security  Education  Program,  pursu- 
ant to  50  use.  1906;  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Intelligence  (Permanent  Select)  and 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 

ETC. 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.   public   bills  and   resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr  ANDREWS; 
HR.    1683.    A   bill    to  establish   a   Federal 
cause  of  action  for  failure  of  State  and  local 


public  employee  pension  plans  to  meet  the 
terms  of  such  plans,  subject  to  differing  bur- 
dens of  proof  depending  on  whether  changes 
in  the  plan  relating  to  employer  contribu- 
tions are  subject,  under  the  law  of  the  prin- 
cipal State  involved,  to  qualified  review 
boards;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By     Mr.     BLILEY    (for    himself.     Mr. 
ScoTT.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Pickett.  Mr. 
Boucher.  Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Moran.  Mr. 
Goodlatte.   Mr.   Payne  of  Virginia, 
Mr.  SisiSKY.  and  Mr.  Bateman): 
HR.  1684.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  commemora- 
tion of  the  250th  anniversary  of  the  birth  of 
James  Madison;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services. 

By  Mr.  HOUGHTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Rangel.  and  Mrs.  Maloney): 
HR.  1685.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  treat  academic  health 
centers  like  other  educational  institutions 
for  purposes  of  the  exclusion  for  employer- 
provided  housing;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HOUGHTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Kleczka.    Mr.    Jacobs.    Mr.    Crane. 
Mrs.     Kennellv.     Mr.     Shaw.     Mr. 
Herger.   Mr.  BusNiNG  of  Kentucky. 
Mr.  McCrery.  and  Mr.  Neal  of  Mas- 
sachusetts): 
H.R.  1686.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1987  to  provide  a  permanent  extension  of 
the  transition  rule  for  certain  publicly  trad- 
ed partnerships;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida  (for  himself. 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Armey.  Mr.  Ber- 
man.  Mr.  Borski.  Mr.  E-nglish  of 
Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr. 
Forbes.  Mr.  Gibbons.  Mr.  Hancock, 
Mr.  Hansen.  Ms.  Harman.  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Kolbe.  Mr. 
Markey.  Mr.  Meehan.  Mr.  Owens. 
Mr  Portkr  Mr  Rnvrr,  Mr  RrsH. 
Mr.  Serrano.  Mr.  Shays.  Mr. 
Studds.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr.  Zimmer. 
Mr.  Shaw.  Mr,  Rohrabacher.  Mr. 
Fr.^nk  of  Massachusetts.  Ms.  EsHoo. 
Mr.  Kasich.  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr.  Walk- 
er. Mr.  Solomon.  Mr.  Visclosky.  Mr. 
Jacobs.  Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Petri.  Mr. 
Fawell.    Mr.    Sensenbrenner.    Ms. 

LOWEY.         Mrs.         SCHROEDER.         Mr. 

Barrett  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Lipinski. 
Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Torkildsen.  Mr. 
Klug.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Zeliff.  Mr. 
Hyde.  Mrs.  Roukema.  Mr.  Cox.  Mr. 
Bllte.  Mr.  Chabot.  Mr.  Young  of 
Florida.  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Talent.  Mr.  Wamp.  Mr.  Packard.  Mr. 
Bass.  Mr  Gejdenson.  Mr.  Yates.  Mr. 
Franks  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Hoke.  Mr. 
Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Boucher.  Mr. 
Wynn.  Mr.  McIntosh.  Mr.  SMrrn  of 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  Portman.  Mr.  Ney. 
Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mrs.  Seastrand. 
Mr.  Gekas.  Mr.  Largent.  Mr.  Hutch- 
inson. Mr.  Goodling.  Mr.  Franks  of 
Connecticut.  Mr.  Ensign.  Mr. 
Manzullo.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts. Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Ma. 
Velazquez.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mrs. 
Myrick.  Mr.  Goss,  and  Mr.  Souder): 
H  R.  1687  A  bill  to  terminate  the  agricul- 
tural price  support  and  production  adjust- 
ment programs  for  sugar;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 
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By  Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (for  hereelf.  Mr. 
Lews  of  Georiria.   Ms.   Norton.   Mr. 
FoGLIETT.^.  Mr.  RicH.i^RDSON.  Mr.  Ja- 
cobs, Mr.  Milliard.  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr. 
Serrano,  and  Mrs.  Lowey): 
H.R.    1688.    A    bill    to   amend    the    Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  establish  a  program  of 
providing  information  and  education  to  the 
public  on  the  prevention  and  treatment  of 
eating  disorders;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

By  Mr.  UNDERWOOD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Gallegly.   Mr.   Faleomavaega.   and 
Mr.  Frazerc 
H.R.  1689.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  appointments  to 
the  military  service  academies  by  the  Resi- 
dent Representative  to  the  United  States  for 
the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mariana 
Islands:  to  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity. 1 
By  Mr.  DORNAN:               j 
H.J.  Res.  90.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  protect  the  right  to  life;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  SANFORD; 
H.J.  Res.  91.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  allow  the  States  to  limit  the  pe- 
riod of  time  U.S.  Senators  and  Representa- 
tives may  serve;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  PICKETT: 
H.  Con.  Res.  71.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding a  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1996  should  reach  a  balanced  Federal 
budget  by  fiscal  year  2001  through  expendi- 
ture reductions  and  not  tax  increases:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Bu'lept  , 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

88.  By  the  SPEAKER:  A  memorial  of  the 
Senate  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, relative  to  Fort  Indiantown  Gap,  PA;  to 
the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

89.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii,  relative  to  requesting  Ha- 
waii's congressional  delegation  to  support 
the  continuation  of  community  action  in  the 
St^tc  of  Hawaii,  to  tu6  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

90.  Also,  memorial  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly of  the  State  of  Indiana,  relative  to  the 
Republic  of  China  (Taiwan's)  participation  in 
the  United  Nations:  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

91.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  relative  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

92.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  relative  to  urging  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  maintain  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey:  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

93.  Also  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  relative  to  the  10th  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

94.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  relative  to  urging  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  pass  legislation  prohibiting  each 
State  from  imposing  a  tax  on  the  income 
from  a  pension  of  a  person  who  is  not  a  resi- 
dent of  that  State;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

95.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  relative  to  proposing  to 
amend  the  ordinance  of  the  Nevada  constitu- 
tion CO  repeal  the  disclaimer  of  interest  of 
the  State  in  unappropriated  public  lands:  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

96.  Also  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Iowa,  relative  to  border  city  truck- 
ing agreements;  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure. 

97.  Also  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Texas,  relative 


to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

98.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Texas,  relative 
to  NASA's  proposed  reorganization  plan;  to 
the  Committee  on  Science. 

99.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii,  relative  to  requesting  a 
study  of  the  welfare  system  of  the  State  of 
Hawaii;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

100.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  Ha- 
waii, relative  to  urging  the  U.S.  Congress  to 
support  legislation  to  safeguard  veterans" 
disability  compensation  and  Social  Security 
disability  compensation  from  elimination, 
reduction,  or  taxation;  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Veterans'  Affairs  and  Ways  and 
Means. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R,  28:  Mr.  Baker  of  California.  Mr. 
Herger.  and  Mr.  Quillen. 

H.R.  38:  Mr.  Funderburk.  Mr.  SALMON.  Mr. 
Wise.  Mrs.  Cubin.  Mrs.  Seastrand.  and  Mrs. 
Maloney. 

H.R.  57:  Mr.  PiCKETT  and  Mr.  Nethercutt. 

H.R.  193:  Ms.  LoFOREN. 

H.R.  195:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  250:  Mr.  Vento.  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr. 
■^Tates.  and  Mr.  Thompson. 

H.R.  311:  Ms.  Roybal-Allard,  Mr. 
Underwood.  Mr.  Diaz-Balart.  and  Mr.  Mil- 
ler of  Florida. 

H.R.  353:  Mr.  F.ARR. 

H.R.  359:  Mr.  Montgomery  and  Mr.  Klug. 

H.R.  491:  Mr.  Gallegly. 

H.R.  .553:  Mr.  TUCKER  and  Mr.  Wil.son. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  McKeon,  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  Gon- 
zalez, Mr.  HoEKSTRA.  and  Mr.  Wamp. 

H.R.  592:  Mr.  GALLEGLY. 

H.R.  656:  Mr.  Shays  and  Mr,  Bartlett  of 
Maryland. 

H.R.  674:  Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  700:  Mr.  LCTHER. 

H.R.  709:  Ms.  Velazquez. 

H.R.  713:  Mr.  KLLC. 

H.R.  783:  Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  788:  Mr.  Gos.s. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  PICKETT,  Mr. 
VoLK.MER.  and  Mrs.  Smith  of  Washington. 

H.R.  820:  Mr.  QuiLLEN,  Mr.  Kanjorski.  Mr. 
Hutchinson,  Mr.  Cardin.  and  Mr. 
Funderburk. 

H.R.  860:  Mr.  Kim. 

H.R.  888:  Mr.  GUTIERREZ. 

H.R.  891:  Mr.  Dellums  and  Mr.  F.\itah. 

H.R.  912:  Mr.  Rohrabacher  and  Mr.  White. 

H.R.  940:  Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Costello.  Mr. 
HiLLiARD.  Mr  MoAKLEY.  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Vis- 
closky,  and  Mr.  'V.^tes. 

H.R.  945:  Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Ney.  Mr.  Moran. 
Mr.  Walsh,  Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Bishop.  Mr. 
Doolittle.  and  Mr.  Jones. 

H.R.  951:  Mr.  Hayes. 

H.R.  1000:  Mr.  TORRICELLI  and  Mr.  DIXON. 

H.R.  1018:  Mr.  SOLOMON. 

H.R.  1021:  Mr.  OLVER. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  ROEMER. 

H.R.  1024:  Mr  Chabot  and  Mr.  English  of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  1091:  Mr.  Boucher  and  Mr.  Scott. 

H.R.  1118:  Mr.  HOSTETTI.ER. 

H.R.  1120:  Mr.  Hefley. 

H.R.  1124:  Mr.  Frazer  and  Mr.  Nadler. 

H.R.  1152:  Mr.  EVANS. 

H.R.  1201:  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island. 

H.R.  1204:  Ms.  Furse.  Mr.  Moran,  Mr. 
Davis,  Mr.  Chapo,  Mr.  Canady,  Ms.  Lowey. 
and  Mr.  LaFalce. 

H.R.  1210:  Mr.  Wise. 

H.R.  1229:  Mr.  Thompson  and  Mr.  Bonior. 

H.R.  1274:  Mr.  DOOLITTLE. 

H.R.  1281:  Mr.  Sanders  and  Mr.  Nadler. 


H.R.  1317:  Mr.  Barcia  of  Michigan,  Mr. 
Brewster,  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana. Mr.  Thornberry.  and  Mr.  Canadv. 

H.R.  1404:  Mr.  Engel,  Mr.  Fawell.  Mr. 
Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mrs.  Roukema.  Mr. 
Franks  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Borski.  and  Mr. 
Towns. 

H.R.  1434:  Mr.  Regula  and  Mr.  RUNNING  of 
Kentucky. 

H.R.  1460:  Mr.  Hinchey. 

H.R.  1462:  Ms.  PELOSI.  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr. 
ACKER.MAN.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Flor- 
ida, Ms.  Kaptur.  Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Mr.  Ran- 
GEL,  Mr.  Wise,  and  Mr.  Moakley. 

H.R.  1484:  Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  McHale,  Mr. 
Barcia  of  Michigan,  and  Mr.  Ney. 

H.R  1504:  Mr.  Zi.mmer,  Ms.  Lofgren,  and 
Mr.  Gibbon.s. 

H.R.  1516:  Mr.  LUTHER. 

H.R.  1521:  Mr.  LUTHER,  Ms.  LOFGREN,  Mr. 
Frost,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  Markey.  Mr. 
Deutsch,  and  Ms.  Jackson-Lee. 

H.R.  1542:  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois. 

H.R.  1568:  Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr.  LaFalce, 
Mr.  Beilenson.  Mr.  Luther.  Mr.  Jacobs,  and 
Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  1617:  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut  and 
Mr.  Rogers. 

H.R.  1642:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.R.  1645:  Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Laughlin.  Mr. 
Traficant,  Mr.  Roberts,  and  Mr.  Pomeroy. 

H.J.  Res.  79:  Mr.  COLEMAN  and  Mr. 
Hilliard. 

H.  Con.  Res.  10:  Mr.  Manzullo.  Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly.  Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Ge.jdenson.  Mr.  Cole- 
man, Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Bishop.  Ms. 
DeLauro.  Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr. 
Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Hefner.  Mr.  Franks 
of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Young  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Petri,  Mr.  Nethercutt.  Ms.  Furse.  Mr. 
Rohrabacher,  Mr.  Heine.man.  and  Mr.  Abeh- 
cro.mbie. 

H.  Con.  Res.  23:  Mr.  Bevill.  Ms.  Woolsey. 
Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Stupak.  and  Mrs.  Collins  of 
Illinois. 

H.  Res.  40:  Mr.  Hamilton. 

H.  Res.  118:  Mr.  Coleman.  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Florida,  Mr.  Fazio  of  California,  Mr.  Lewis 
of  Georgia,  Ms.  DeLauro,  Mr.  Levin,  Mr. 
Boucher,  Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Gene  Green  of 
Texas.  Ms  Norton  Mr  Leach.  Mr  Clay, 
Ms.  Roybal-Allard.  and  Mr.  Berman, 

H.  Res.  127:  Mr.  Hamilton. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  .\bercrombie 
Amendment  No.  21:  Page  108,  lines  8  and  9, 
strike    ■$15,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
JIO.000.000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert 
••$24,500,000    for    the    fiscal    year    1996    ami 
$24,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997". 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Acker.man 
Amendment  No.  22:  On  page  11,  strike  line 
1  and  all  that  follows  through  page  82,  line  9 
and  insert  in  lieu  therec^f  the  following: 
••DIVISION  A— STREAMLINING  OF 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 
TITLE  I     GF:NERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  101.  SHORT  TITU:. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  ••Foreign 
Affairs  Agencies  Streamlining  .Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  102.  CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS. 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 
(1)  With  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  inter- 
national challenges  facing  the  United  States 
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h.ive  changed,  but  the  fundamental  national 
interests  of  the  United  States  have  not.  The 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  require  continued 
American  engagement  in  international  af- 
fairs. The  leading  role  of  the  United  States 
in  world  affairs  will  be  as  important  in  the 
twenty  first  century  as  it  has  been  in  the 
twentieth. 

(2(  The  United  States  budget  deficit  re- 
quires that  the  foreign  as  well  as  the  domes- 
tic programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  be  carefully  reviewed  for  potential 
savings.  Wherever  possible,  foreign  programs 
and  activities  must  be  streamlined,  managed 
more  efficiently,  and  adapted  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  post-Cold  War  era. 

(3)  .As  part  of  an  overall  review  to  foster  ef- 
ficiencies in  the  executive  branch,  the  Presi- 
dent has  had  under  review  the  organization 
and  functions  of  those  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  the 
international  affairs  (150)  budget  function. 

(4)  The  President  deserves  commendation 
for  the  results  of  such  review  to  date,  includ- 
ing significant  numbers  of  foreign  posts 
closed  and  personnel  reductions  made  by 
some  foreign  affairs  agencies. 

(5)  In  order  to  achieve  further  budgetary 
savings  and  eliminate  overlapping  respon- 
sibilities and  duplication  of  efforts  in  the 
foreign  programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  without  jeopardizing  United  States 
interests,  continued  careful  review  and 
strong  effective  leadership  will  be  required. 

(6)  A  streamlined  foreign  affairs  structure 
under  the  leadership  of  the  President  can 
more  effectively  promote  the  international 
interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  next 
century. 

TITLE    II— ONGOING    REVIEW   OF    INTER- 
NATIONAL AFFAIRS  MANAGEMENT 

SEC,  201.  REVTEW  OF  INTER-NATIONAL  AFFAIRS 
AGENCIES. 

(a)  Review.— The  President  shall  review,  as 
part  of  an  overall  effort  to  foster  efficiencies 
in  the  executive  branch,  the  programs  de- 
scribed in  the  P'oreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961 
and  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act.  as  well  as 
other  initiatives  within  the  administration 
of  international  affairs  programs,  to  deter- 
mine how  he.sr  to  achieve  the  cost  savings 
and  streamlining. 

(b)  Considerations.— The  review  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall  in- 
clude a  review  of — 

(1)  any  additional  costs  or  cost  .savings 
that  would  result  from  reorganizing  the 
agencies  administering  programs  under  the 
international  affairs  (150)  budget  function; 

(2)  the  management  implications  of  any 
agenc.v  reorganization; 

(3)  the  optimal  organizational  structure  for 
the  foreign  affairs  agencies; 

(4)  the  implications  for  United  States  for- 
eign policy  and  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  of  any  agency  reorganization: 

(5)  the  justification  for  staffing  levels  of 
non-foreign  affairs  agencies  overseas,  includ- 
ing the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Defense, 
Justice.  Treasury,  and  any  intelligence  agen- 
cies; 

(6)  the  extent  to  which  the  activities  of 
such  non-foreign  affairs  agencies  contribute 
to  United  States  foreign  policy  and  national 
security  interests; 

(7)  the  implications  for  the  United  States 
foreign  operations  of  recent  developments  in 
communications  technology: 

(8)  the  feasibility  of  centralizing  worldwide 
financial  services  of  all  foreign  affairs  agen- 
cies in  the  United  States,  including  the  fea- 
sibility of  moving  all  such  services  to  a  loca- 
tion outside  of  the  Washington.  D,C.  metro- 
politan area; 
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(9)  the  feasibility  and  cost-effectiveness  of 
contracting  with  private  companies  or  other 
United  States  Government  agencies  for  cer- 
tain services,  including  payroll,  vendor  pay- 
ments, and  Foreign  Service  pension  pay- 
ments systems,  medical  examination  pro- 
grams, and  certain  training  programs:  and 

(10)  efforts  to  consolidate  management  of 
all  U.S.  international  exchange  programs  to 
eliminate  duplication  and  overlap. 

(C)  Report.— Not  later  than  six  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
President  shall  submit  to  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  a  report  on  the  re- 
sults of  the  comprehensive  review  required 
by  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  202.  REORGANlZA'nON  AUTHOIUTY 

(a)  authority —The  President  is  author- 
ized to  .submit  to  the  Congress  a  reorganiza- 
tion plan,  if  he  determines  such  reorganiza- 
tion is  necessary,  to  enhance  the  coordina- 
tion, effectiveness,  and  efficiency  of  pro- 
grams within  the  international  affairs  (150) 
budget  function. 

(b)  Exception.— Any  plan  submitted  pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  of  subsection  (a)  may  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  chapter  9  of  title  5 
(relating  to  executive  reorganization)  of  the 
United  States  Code,  notwithstanding  section 
905(b)  of  that  chapter. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  .Ackerman 
Amendment  No.  23:  On  page  67,  after  line  9, 
insert  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.  501.  CONSOLIDATION  REPORT. 

(a)  Report— No  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  may  be  abolished  or  its 
functions  transferred  or  consolidated  with 
another  such  agency  pursuant  to  this  divi- 
sion or  any  other  provision  of  this  Act  relat- 
ing to  reoi-ganization  unless  the  Director  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  independently  calculate  and  submit 
to  the  Congress  a  joint  report  analyzing  the 
costs  and  benefits  of  any  such  action. 

(b)  Contents  of  Report.— The  costbenefit 
analysis  required  by  subsection  (a)  shall  in- 
clude, but  not  be  limited  to — 

(1)  An  assessment  of  direct  and  indirect 
costs  for  the  first  five  years  associated  with 
the  in'ipleiiiciitiiLioii  of  liie  provisions  of  t'nis 
division  or  any  other  provision  of  this  Act 
relating  to  reorganization;  and 

(2)  The  effects  of  consolidation  on  person- 
nel, management  systems,  real  property,  de- 
cisionmaking processes.  administrative 
costs,  and  costs  associated  with  terminating, 
amending,  renegotiating,  or  negotiating  ex- 
isting and  new  contracts. 

(c(  Further  Congressional  Action  Re- 
quired.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  act.  if  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  and  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  either 
jointly  or  independently  determine  and  re- 
port that  the  costs  associated  with  the  con- 
solidation required  by  this  division  or  any 
other  provision  of  this  act  relating  to  reorga- 
nization exceed  the  fiscal  year  1995  operating 
costs  of  the  affected  agencies,  such  provi- 
sions shall  not  become  effective  unless — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  such  con- 
solidation is  in  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States;  or 

(2)  a  joint  resolution  is  enacted  specifying 
that  such  provisions  shall  become  effective 
upon  enactment  of  such  resolution. 

Redesignate  sections  501  through  511  as 
sections  502  through  512. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Andrews 
Amendment  No.   24,   At   the   end   of  title 
XXXIII  (relating  to  regional  provisions),  add 
the  following  new  section: 
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SEC.  3314.    RESTRICnONS  ON  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
TLUKEY. 

(a)  Restrictions— Of  the  funds  made 
available  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  assistance  to 
the  Government  of  Turkey  under  the  For- 
eign AssisUnce  Act  of  1961  and  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act,  the  President  shall  with- 
hold, first  from  grant  assistance,  if  any.  and 
then  from  loan  assistance,  $500,000  for  each 
day  that  Turkey  does  not  meet  the  condi- 
tions of  subsection  (c), 

(b)  Waiver,— The  President  may  waive  the 
application  of  subsection  <ai  if  the  President 
determines  that  it  is  in  the  national  security 
interest  of  the  United  Sutes  to  do  so. 

(c)  Conditions.— The  conditions  of  this 
subsection  are  met  when  the  President  cer- 
tifies to  Congress  that  the  Government  of 
Turkey— 

(1)  allows  free  and  unfettered  monitoring 
of  the  human  rights  situation  within  its  ter- 
ritory by  domestic  and  international  human 
rights  monitoring  organizations,  including 
but  not  limited  to.  the  Turkish  Human 
Rights  Association,  the  Conference  on  Secu- 
rity and  Cooperation  in  Europe.  Amnesty 
International,  and  Human  Rights  Watch; 

(2)  recognizes  the  civil,  cultural,  and 
human  rights  of  its  Kurdish  citizens,  ceases 
its  military  operations  against  Kurdish  civil- 
ians, and  takes  demonstrable  steps  toward  a 
peaceful  resolution  of  the  Kurdish  issue: 

(3)  takes  demonstrable  steps  toward  the 
total  withdrawal  of  its  military  forces  from 
Cyprus  and  demonstrates  its  support  for  a 
settlement  recognizing  the  sovereignty, 
independence,  and  territorial  integrity  of 
Cyprus,  with  a  constitutional  democracy 
based  on  majority  rule,  the  rule  of  law.  and 
the  protection  of  minority  rights; 

(4)  completely  removes  its  blockade  of 
United  States  and  international  assistance 
to  Armenia:  and 

(5)  removes  official  restrictions  on  Chris- 
tian churches  and  schools  and  offers  suffi- 
cient protection  against  acts  of  violence  and 
harassment  directed  at  members  of  the  cler- 
gy, and  offers  sufficient  protection  against 
acts  of  vandalism  directed  at  church  and 
school  property. 

H  K    LShl 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Bereuter 

Amendment  No.  25,  In  section  3242  (relating 
to  authorization  of  appropriations  for  title 
III  for  Public  Law  480),  strike  "No  funds  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  either"  and 
insert  the  following:  "(a)  In  General.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$25,000,000  for  each  ". 

At  the  end  of  section  3242.  add  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

(b)  Authority  To  Transfer  Amounts.— 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
subsection  (a)  may  be  used  to  carry  out  title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1721  et 
seq.). 

In  section  2106  (relating  to  authorizations 
of  appropriations  for  United  States  informa- 
tional, educational,  and  cultural  programs)— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  (relating  to  salaries 
and  expenses)  strike  •$450,645,000  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $428,080,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997"  and  insert  •$445,645,000  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $423,080,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997  ". 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3)(F)  (relating  to  edu- 
cational and  cultural  exchange  programs) 
strike  •$87,265,800  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$87,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert 
"$67,265,800  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$67,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year  1997". 
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H.R.  1561 

Offered  By:  Mr.  bereuter 

Amendment  No.  26:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 

add  the  following: 

DIVISION  D— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 

TITLE  XLI— PUBLIC  LAW  -180 

SEC.  4001.  ALTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  TITLE  nL 

(a)  In  Gener.\l— Notwithstanding  section 
3242  of  this  Act.  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  the  provision  of  agri- 
cultural commodities  under  title  III  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1727  et  seq.). 

(b)  AUTHORITY    To    TRANSFER    AMOUNTS.— 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
subsection  (a)  may  be  used  to  carry  out  title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1721  et 
seq  I 

SEC.  4002.  REDUCTION  IN  ALTHORIZATIONS  FOR 
CERTAIN  L^VITED  STATES  INFOR.MA- 
TIONAL,  EDCCATIONAU  A-VD  t  LX- 
TCRAL  PROGRAMS. 
Notwithstanding  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3)(F) 
of  section  2106  of  this  Act.  the  following 
amounts  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  international  information  ac- 
tivities and  educational  and  cultural  ex- 
change programs  under  the  United  States  In- 
formation and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948.  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural 
Exchange  Act  of  1961.  Reorganization  Plan 
Number  2  of  1977.  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Act  of  1994.  the  Radio 
Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the  Television 
Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the  Board  for 
International  Broadcasting  Act.  the  Inspec- 
tor General  Act  of  1978.  the  North-South  Cen- 
ter Act  of  1991.  the  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy  .\ct.  and  to  carry  out  other  coun- 
tries in  law  consistent  with  such  purposes: 

(1)  Salaries  and  expenses.— For  -Salaries 
and  Expenses'.  J445.645.000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $423,080,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  Educational  and  cultural  exchange 
PROGRAMS.— For     Hubert  H.  Humphrey  Fel- 
lowship Program  ".     Edmund  S.  Muskie  Fel- 
lowship  Program  ".   "Intemational    Visitors 
Program",  and    'Mike  Mansfield  Fellowship 
Program".     "Claude     and     Mildred     Pepper 
Scholarship    Program    of    the    Washington 
Workshops  Foundation".  "Citizen  Exchange 
Programs".     Congress- Bundestag   Exchange 
Program".     Newly   Independent  States  and 
Eastern    Europe    Training".    "Institute    for 
Representative     Government",     and     "Arts 
America".  $67,265,800  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $67,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Berman 
AMENDME.NT  No.  27:  On  page  II.  strike  line 
1  and  all  that  follows  through  page  82.  line  9 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
■DIVISION  A-STREAMLINING  OF 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  AGENCIES 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  101.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
.Affairs  .-^erencies  Streamlining  .Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  102.  CONGRESSIONAL  FLNDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings; 

(li  With  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  inter- 
national challenges  facing  the  United  States 
have  changed,  but  the  fundamental  national 
interests  of  the  United  States  have  not.  The 
security,  economic,  and  humanitarian  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  require  continued 
American  engagement   in   international  af- 


fairs. The  leading  role  of  the  United  States 
in  world  affairs  will  be  as  important  in  the 
twenty  first  century  as  it  has  been  in  the 
twentieth. 

(2)  The  United  States  budget  deficit  re- 
quires that  the  foreign  as  well  as  the  domes- 
tic programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  be  carefully  reviewed  for  potential 
savings.  Wherever  possible,  foreign  programs 
and  activities  must  be  streamlined,  managed 
more  efficiently,  and  adapted  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  post-Cold  War  era. 

(3)  As  part  of  an  overall  review  to  foster  ef- 
ficiencies in  the  executive  branch,  the  Presi- 
dent has  had  under  review  the  organization 
and  functions  of  those  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  the 
intemational  affairs  (150)  budget  function. 

(4)  The  President  deserves  commendation 
for  the  results  of  such  review  to  date,  includ- 
ing significant  numbers  of  foreign  posts 
closed  and  personnel  reductions  made  by 
some  foreign  affairs  agencies. 

(5)  In  order  to  achieve  further  budgetary 
savings  and  eliminate  overlapping  respon- 
sibilities and  duplication  of  efforts  in  the 
foreign  programs  and  activities  of  the  United 
States  without  jeopardizing  United  States 
interests,  continued  careful  review  and 
strong  effective  leadership  will  be  required. 

(6)  A  streamlined  foreign  affairs  structure 
under  the  leadership  of  the  President  can 
more  effectively  promote  the  intemational 
interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  next 
century. 

TITLE   II-ONGOING   REVIEW   OF   INTER- 
NATIONAL AFFAIRS  MANAGEMENT 

SEC.  201.   RFTVTEW  OF  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS 
AGENCIES. 

(a)  Review— The  President  shall  review,  as 
part  of  an  overall  effort  to  foster  efficiencies 
in  the  executive  branch,  the  programs  de- 
scribed in  the  Foreign  assistance  Act  of  1961 
and  the  .Arms  Export  Control  Act.  as  well  as 
other  initiatives  within  the  administration 
of  international  affairs  programs,  to  deter- 
mine how  best  to  achieve  the  cost  savings 
and  streamlining. 

(b)  Considerations.— The  review  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall  in- 
clude a  review  of— 

(1)  any  additional  costs  or  cost  savings 
that  would  result  from  reorganizing  the 
agencies  administering  programs  under  the 
international  affairs  (1,50)  budget  function; 

(2)  the  management  implications  of  any 
agency  reorganization; 

(3)  the  optimal  organizational  structure  for 
the  foreign  affairs  agencies; 

(4)  the  implications  for  United  States  for- 
eign policy  and  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  of  any  agency  reorganization; 

(5)  the  justification  for  staffing  levels  of 
non-foreign  affairs  agencies  overseas,  includ- 
ing the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Defense. 
Justice.  Treasury,  and  any  intelligence  agen- 
cies; 

(6)  the  extent  to  which  the  activities  of 
such  non-foreign  affairs  agencies  contribute 
to  the  United  States  foreign  policy  and  na- 
tional security  interests; 

(7)  the  implications  for  the  United  SUtes 
foreign  operations  of  recent  developments  in 
communications  technology; 

(8)  the  feasibility  of  centralizing  worldwide 
financial  services  of  all  foreign  affairs  agen- 
cies in  the  United  States,  including  the  fea- 
sibility of  moving  all  such  services  to  a  loca- 
tion outside  of  the  Washington.  DC.  metro- 
politan area; 

(9 1  the  feasibility  and  cost-effectiveness  of 
contracting  with  private  companies  or  other 
United  States  Government  agencies  for  cer- 
tain services,  including  payroll,  vendor  pay- 


ments, and  Foreign  Service  pension  pay- 
ments systems,  medical  examination  pro- 
grams, and  certain  training  programs;  and 

(10)  efforts  to  consolidate  management  of 
all  U.S.  international  exchange  programs  to 
eliminate  duplication  and  overlap. 

(c)  Report.— Not  later  than  six  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  th.' 
President  shall  submit  to  the  appropriai.- 
congressional  committees  a  report  on  the  re- 
sults of  the  comprehensive  review  required 
by  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  202.  REORGANIZATION  AUTHORITY. 

(a)  Authority —The  President  is  author- 
ized to  submit  to  the  Congress  a  reorganiza- 
tion plan,  if  he  determines  such  reorganiza- 
tion is  necessary,  to  enhance  the  coordina- 
tion, effectiveness,  and  efficiency  of  pro- 
grams within  the  international  affairs  (150) 
budget  function. 

(b)  Exception.— Any  plan  submitted  pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  of  subsection  (a)  may  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  chapter  9  of  title  5 
(relating  to  executive  reorganization)  of  the 
United  States  Code,  notwithstanding  section 
905(b)  of  that  chapter. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Berman 

Amendment  No  28:  In  section  2104(a)(1)(A) 
strike  $560,000,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of "$590,000,000". 

Strike  Section  2104(a)(4)  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

■•(4)  Resettlement  of  Vietnamese.  Lao- 
tians and  CAMBODIANS.— Of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  in  (a)(1)(A)  up  to 
$30,000,000  may  be  made  available  for  fiscal 
year  1996  for  assistance  and  admission  of  per- 
sons who — 

(A)  are  or  were  nationals  and  residents  of 
Vietnam.  Laos,  or  Cambodia; 

(B)  are  within  a  category  of  aliens  referred 
to  in  section  599D(b)(2)(C)  of  the  Foreign  Op- 
erations. Export  Financing,  and  Related  Pro- 
grams Appropriations  Act.  1990  (Public  Law 
101-167);  and 

(C)  are  or  were  at  any  time  after  January 
1.  1989.  residents  of  refugee  camps  in  Hong 
Kong.  Thailand.  Indonesia.  Malaysia,  or  the 
Philippines." 

Strike  Section  2104(b)  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(b)  General  Limitations.— None  of  the 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sub- 
section (a)  are  authorized  to  be  available  for 
any  program  or  activity  that  provides  for.  or 
promotes  or  funds  the  involuntary  repatri- 
ation of  any  person  to  Vietnam.  Laos  or 
Cambodia,  unless  the  President  has  certified 
that  all  persons  described  in  subsection  (a)(4) 
who  were  residents  of  refugee  camps  as  of 
July  1.  1995.  have  been  considered  for  reset- 
tlement to  third  countries,  including  to  the 
United  States." 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Berman 
.Amendment  No.  29:  At  the  end  of  chapter  6 
of  title  XXXI  (relating  to  other  provisions  of 
defense  and  security  assistance),  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.  3194.  REQUIREMENTS  RELATING  TO 
RECOUPMENT  OF  NONRECURRING 
COSTS  FOR  CERTAIN  SALES  OF 
MAJOR  DEFENSE  EQUIPMENT. 

(a)  Recoupme.nt  of  Costs  in  Commkrciai. 
Export  Sales — 

(1)  In  general.— Section  38  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2778)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(i)(l)  .Any  sale  involving  the  export  of 
major  defense  equipment  pursuant  to  a  li- 
cense or  other  approval  granted  under  this 
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section  shall  include  an  appropriate  charge 
for  a  proportionate  amount  of  the  non- 
recurring costs  incurred  by  the  United 
States  in  the  research,  development,  and 
production  of  such  equipment.  Such  charge 
shall  be  comparable  to  the  charge  imposed 
pursuant  to  section  21(e)(1)(B)  of  this  Act  re- 
lating to  government-to-government  sales  of 
major  defense  equipment. 

"(2i  The  charge  provided  for  in  paragraph 
(1)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  major  de- 
fense equipment  that  is  at  least  90  percent 
paid  for  from  funds  transferred  under  section 
503(a)(3)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2311(a)(3l)  or  from  funds  made 
available  on  a  grant  or  other  nonrepayable 
basis  under  section  23  of  this  Act.". 

(2)  Effective  date— Section  38(i)  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act.  as  added  by  para- 
graph (1).  applies  with  respect  to  major  de- 
fense equipment  sold  pursuant  to  a  contract 
entered  into  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

(b)  Elimination  of  Authority  To  Reduce 
OR  Waive  Charges  for  Costs  in  Foreign 
Military  Sales  for  NATO  Member  Coun- 
tries and  Certain  Other  Countries.— Sec- 
tion 21(e)  of  .such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761(e))  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraph  (2)  of  such 
section. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Condit 
Amendment  No.  30:  After  chapter  2  of  title 
XXXIV  (relating  to  special  authorities  and 
other  provisions),  insert  the  following  new 
chapter  (and  redesignate  the  subsequent 
chapter  accordingly): 

CHAPTER  3— FOREIGN  AID  REPORTING 
REFORM  ACT  OF  1995 
SEC.  3421.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  chapter  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign 
Aid  Reporting  Reform  .Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  3422.  ANNUAL    FOREIGN   ASSISTANCE  JUS- 
TIFICATION REPORT. 

(a)  In  General.— In  conjunction  with  the 
submission  of  the  annual  requests  for  enact- 
ment of  authorizations  and  appropriations 
for  foreign  a.ssistance  programs  for  each  fis- 
cal year,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  single  report  containing— 

(1)  an  integrated  justification  for  all  for- 
eign assistance  programs  proposed  by  the 
President  for  the  corning  fiscal  year;  and 

(2)  an  assessment  of  when  the  objectives  of 
those  programs  will  be  achieved  so  that  the 
assistance  can  be  terminated. 

(b)  Specific  Infor.mation  To  Be  Pro- 
vided.—Each  such  report  shall  include  the 
following: 

(1)  Infor.mation  regarding  a  foreign  as- 
sistance program  generally.— For  each 
foreign  assistance  program  taken  as  a 
whole — 

(A)  the  total  amount  of  assistance  pro- 
posed to  be  provided  under  that  program; 

(B)  the  justification  for  that  amount; 

(C)  the  objectives  that  a.ssistance  under 
that  program  is  intended  to  achieve; 

(D)  an  explanation  of  the  relationship  of 
assistance  under  that  program  to  a.ssistance 
under  other  foreign  assistance  programs:  and 

(E)  the  President's  estimation  of  the  date 
by  which  the  objectives  of  that  program  will 
be  achieved  and  the  program  terminated. 

(2)  Information  regarding  specific  as- 
sistance recipients.— For  each  country  or 
organization  which  is  a  proposed  recipient  of 
a.ssistance  under  any  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram— 

(Ai  the  amount  of  each  type  of  assistance 
proposed; 

(B)  the  justification  for  providing  each 
such  type  of  assistance; 


(C)  the  objectives  that  each  such  type  of 
assistance  is  intended  to  achieve; 

(D)  an  explanation  of  the  relationship  of 
each  type  of  assistance  proposed  to  other 
types  of  assistance  proposed  for  that  recipi- 
ent; and 

(E)  the  President's  estimation  of  the  date 
by  which  the  objectives  of  assistance  for 
such  recipient  under  each  foreign  assistance 
program  will  be  achieved  and  assistance 
under  that  program  to  that  recipient  termi- 
nated. 

The  information  required  by  subparagraphs 
(A)  through  (E)  shall  be  provided  on  a  recipi- 
ent-by-recipient basis. 

(3)  Information  regarding  centrally- 
funded  programs.— For  each  centrally-fund- 
ed program  under  a  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram— 

(A)  the  amount  proposed  for  such  program; 

(B)  the  justification  for  such  program; 

(C)  the  objectives  each  such  program  is  in- 
tended to  achieve; 

(D)  an  explanation  of  the  relationship  of 
such  program  to  other  types  of  assistance 
proposed  under  that  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram and  under  other  foreign  assistance  pro- 
grams; and 

(E)  the  President's  estimation  of  the  date 
by  which  the  objectives  of  such  program  will 
be  achieved  and  such  program  terminated. 
SEC.  3423.  REQUIREME.NT  FOR  CONGRESSIONAL 

EXPLANATION  OF  PROPOSED 

CHANGES  TO  THE  PRESIDENTS  FOR- 
EIGN ASSISTANCE  BUTXiET. 

Any  committee  of  the  Congress  reporting 
legislation  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new 
budget  authority  for.  or  providing  new  budg- 
et authority  for.  foreign  assistance  programs 
shall  include  in  the  report  accompanying 
that  legislation  an  explanation  for  any 
change  proposed  by  that  committee — 

(1)  in  the  total  amount  of  new  budget  au- 
thority authorized  or  provided  (as  the  case 
may  be)  for  any  foreign  assistance  program 
as  compared  to  the  amount  proposed  by  the 
President;  or 

(2)  in  the  amount  of  assistance  for  any  spe- 
cific recipient  of  assistance,  or  for  any  cen- 
trally-funded program,  under  any  foreign  as- 
sistance program  as  compared  to  tne  amount 
proposed  by  the  President. 

SEC.  3424.  DEFINITION  OF  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS. 

As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  "foreign 
assistance  program  "  includes — 

(1)  any  program  of  assistance  authorized 
by  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (such 
as  the  development  assistance  program,  the 
economic  support  fund  program,  and  the 
international  military  education  and  train- 
ing program)  or  authorized  by  the  African 
Development  Foundation  Act.  section  401  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1969  (relating 
to  the  Inter-American  Development  Founda- 
tion), or  any  other  foreign  assistance  legisla- 
tion; 

(2)  any  program  of  grant,  credit,  or  guar- 
anty assistance  under  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act; 

(3)  assistance  under  the  Migration  and  Ref- 
ugee Assistance  Act  of  1962; 

(4)  assistance  under  any  title  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954; 

(5)  contributions  to  the  Intemational  Mon- 
etary Fund; 

(6)  contributions  to  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  the 
International  Development  Association,  or 
any  other  institution  within  the  World  Bank 
group;  and 

(7)  contributions  to  any  regional  multilat- 
eral development  bank. 


H.R.  1561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Filner 
Amendment  No.  31:  Page  100.  line  10,  strike 
"$12,472,000"  and  insert   ■$21,825,000". 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gejdenson 
Amendment  No.  32:  Page  196.  after  line  13, 
insert  the  following  section: 

SEC.  2712.  POLICY  TOWARD  IRAN. 

(a)  Iran's  acts  of  International  Terror- 
ism.—The  Congress  makes  the  following 
fundings  with  respect  to  Iran's  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism: 

(1)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  was  the  greatest 
supporter  of  state  terrorism  in  1992.  support- 
ing over  20  terrorist  acts,  including  the 
bombing  of  the  Israeli  Embassy  in  Buenos 
Aires  that  killed  29  people. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  is  a  sponsor  of  radi- 
cal religious  groups  that  have  used  terrorism 
as  a  tool.  These  include  such  groups  as 
Hezballah.  HAMAS,  the  Turkish  Islamic 
Jihad,  and  the  Popular  Front  for  the  Libera- 
tion of  Palestine-General  Command  (PFLP- 
GC), 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  has  resorted  to 
international  terrorism  as  a  means  of  ob- 
taining political  gain.  These  actions  have  in- 
cluded not  only  the  assassination  of  former 
Prime  Minister  Bakhitiar.  but  the  death  sen- 
tence imposed  on  Salman  Rushdie,  and  the 
assassination  of  the  leader  of  the  Kurdish 
Democratic  Party  of  Iran. 

(4)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State 
and  the  Vice  President's  Task  Force  on  Com- 
bating Terrorism,  the  Government  of  Iran 
has  long  been  a  proponent  of  terrorist  ac- 
tions against  the  United  States,  beginning 
with  the  takeover  of  the  United  States  Em- 
bassy in  Tehran  in  1979.  Iranian  support  of 
extremist  groups  has  led  to  the  following  at- 
tacks upon  the  United  States  as  well: 

(A)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Embassy  in  Beirut  killing  49  in  1983 
by  the  Hezballah. 

(B)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Marine  Barracks  in  Beirut  killing  241 
in  1983  by  the  Hezballah. 

(C>  The  assassination  of  American  Univer- 
sity President  in  1984  by  the  Hezballah. 

(D)  The  kidnapping  of  all  American  hos- 
tages in  Lebanon  from  1984-86  by  the 
Hezballah. 

(5)  The  Government  of  Iran  provides  sev- 
eral hundred  million  dollars  annually  in  fi- 
nancial and  logistical  support  to  organiza- 
tions that  use  terrorism  and  violence  as  a 
tool  to  undermine  the  Middle  East  peace 
process. 

(6)  The  Government  of  Iran  provides  finan- 
cial, political,  and  logistical  support  and  safe 
haven  to  groups  that  seek  the  "iolent  over- 
throw of  secular  governments  in  the  Middle 
East  and  North  Africa. 

(b)  Iran's  Program  To  Acquire  Weapons 
of  Ma.ss  Destruction  and  the  Means  by 
Which  To  Deliver  Them— The  Congress 
makes  the  following  findings  with  respect  to 
Iran's  program  to  acquire  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  and  the  means  by  which  to  de- 
liver them— 

(1)  the  Government  of  Iran  has  intensified 
its  efforts  to  develop  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction and  the  means  by  which  to  deliver 
them; 

(2)  given  Iran's  petroleum  reserves,  the  de- 
sire of  the  Government  of  Iran  to  obtain  gas 
centrifuge  equipment  and  light  water  nu- 
clear power  reactors  clearly  demonstrates 
what  had  already  been  apparent,  that  Iran 
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seeks  to  develop  its  nuclear  weapons  capabil- 
ity: and 

(31  Iran  has  been  relentless  in  its  attempt 
to  acquire  the  missiles  needed  to  deliver  nu- 
clear and  chemical  weapons. 

(c)  Iran's  Violations  of  Human  Rights  — 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings 
with  respect  to  Iran's  violations  of  human 
rights: 

(1)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights.  Am- 
nesty International,  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  State,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  assassinations  outside  of 
Iran,  such  as  that  of  former  Prime  Minister 
Shahpour  Bakhitiar  for  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  France  issued  arrest  warrants  for 
several  Iranian  governmental  officials. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and  by 
Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  revolutionary  trials 
which  do  not  meet  internationally  recog- 
nized standards  of  fairness  or  justice.  These 
trials  have  included  such  violations  as  a  lack 
of  procedural  safeguards,  trial  times  of  5 
minutes  or  less,  limited  access  to  defense 
counsel,  forced  confessions,  and  summary 
executions. 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Iran  systematically  represses 
its  Baha'i  population.  Persecutions  of  this 
small  religious  community  include  assas- 
sinations, arbitrary  arrests,  electoral  prohi- 
bitions, and  denial  of  applications  for  docu- 
ments such  as  passports. 

(4)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Iran  suppresses  opposition  to 
its  government.  Political  organizations  such 
as  the  Freedom  Movement  are  banned  from 
parliamentary  elections,  have  their  tele- 
phones tapped  and  their  mail  opened,  and  are 
systematically  harassed  and  intimidated. 

(5i  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and 
Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  failed  to  recognize  the  importance 
of  international  human  rights.  This  includes 
suppression  nf  Iranian  human  rights  move- 
ments such  as  the  Freedom  Movement,  lack 
of  cooperation  with  international  human 
rights  organizations  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Red  Cross,  and  an  overall  apathy 
toward  human  rights  in  general.  This  lack  of 
concern  prompted  the  Special  Representa- 
tive to  state  in  his  report  that  Iran  had  made 
■no  appreciable  progress  towards  improved 
compliance  with  human  rights  in  accordance 
with  the  current  international  instruments". 

(6)  As  cited  by  Amnesty  International,  the 
Government  of  Iran  continues  to  torture  its 
political  prisoners.  Torture  methods  include 
burns,  arbitrary  blows,  severe  beatings,  and 
positions  inducing  pain. 

(d)  United  States  Policy  and  Response.— 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings 
with  respect  to  United  States  policy  and  re- 
sponse to  Iran: 

(1)  The  actions  by  the  Government  of  Iran 
identified  in  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c» 
threaten  the  national  security  and  offend  the 
democratic  values  of  the  United  States  and 
many  other  nations  in  the  Middle  East  and 
elsewhere. 

(2)  In  response  to  this  record  of  violent,  de- 
stabilizing, and  antidemocratic  conduct,  it 
has  been  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
seek  to  isolate  the  Government  of  Iran  dip- 
lomatically and  economically,  thereby  mak- 
ing the  continuation  of  such  conduct  in- 
creasingly costly. 

(3)  The  policies  the  United  States  has  pur- 
sued in  an  effort  to  pressure  the  Government 


of  Iran  diplomatically  and  economically 
have  included  refusing  to  conduct  normal 
diplomatic  relations  with  Iran;  barring  the 
importation  of  Iranian  oil  and  other  prod- 
ucts into  the  United  States;  prohibiting  the 
export  or  reexport  to  Iran  of  weapons  or  of 
goods  or  technology  with  potential  military 
uses;  voting  against  all  loans  to  Iran  by 
international  financial  institutions:  and. 
most  recently,  imposing  a  total  economic 
embargo  on  Iran. 

(4)  To  further  increase  the  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Iran  of  its  objectionable  conduct 
the  United  States  has  urged  other  countries 
with  economic  ties  to  Iran  to  take  equiva- 
lent steps  to  isolate  Iran  economically  and 
diplomatically. 

(e)  Congressional  Declarations.— The 
Congress  makes  the  following  declarations: 

(1)  The  imposition  of  an  economic  embargo 
on  Iran  by  President  Clinton  was  an  impor- 
tant and  necessary  measure  to  increase  eco- 
nomic and  political  pressure  on  Iran. 

(2)  The  President  should,  as  a  matter  of  the 
highest  priority,  intensify  efforts  to  per- 
suade Iran's  leading  trade  partners  and 
creditors  to  join  with  the  United  States  in 
ceasing  all  trade  with  Iran  and  ending  any 
rescheduling  or  other  relaxation  of  debts 
owed  to  them. 

(3)  The  President  should  take  whatever 
steps  are  appropriate  to  dissuade  those  who 
are  aiding  Iran's  efforts  to  develop  nuclear 
weapons  and  the  means  by  which  to  deliver 
them  from  continuing  such  assistance. 

(4)  The  United  States  should  convene  a  spe- 
cial summit  of  the  world's  leading  heads  of 
state  to  address  the  issue  of  international 
terrorism  and  the  means  for  improving  the 
efforts  to  combat  international  terrorism 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  State  should  promptly 
take  steps  to  strengthen  each  of  the  existing 
multilateral  nonproliferation  regimes  to 
make  them  more  effective  in  counteracting 
rogue  regimes  such  as  Iran. 

(6)  The  President  should  make  the  develop- 
ment of  a  multilateral  economic  embargo  on 
Iran  a  top  priority  on  the  agenda  at  the 
meeting  of  the  G-7  industrial  partners  sched- 
uled for  June  1995  in  Halifax.  Nova  Scotia. 

K.K.  lOGl 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Oilman 
AMENDMENT  No.  33:  In  Title  XXXI.  Chapter 
6.  add  the  following  new  section: 
-SEC.     RETLTIN   AND    EXCHANGES   OF    DEFENSE 
ARTICLES        PIUrVIOLSI.Y        THANS- 
FERRED    PLRiiLANT    TO    THE   AKMS 
EXPORT  CONTROL  ACT.— 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  improving  proce- 
dures among  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  for  the  repair  of  defense  articles 
under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  program, 
section  21  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(j)(l)  AUTHORITY— The  President  may  ac- 
quire a  repairable  defen.se  article  from  a  for- 
eign country  or  international  organization, 
if  such  defense  article: 

(A)  previously  was  transferred  to  such 
country  or  organization  under  this  Act; 

(B)  is  not  an  end  item;  and 

(C)  will  be  exchanged  for  a  defense  article 
of  the  same  type  that  is  in  the  stocks  of  the 
Department  of  Defense 

(2)  LIMITATION— The  President  may  exer- 
cise the  authority  provided  in  subsection  (a) 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  Department  of 
Defense: 

(A)(i)  has  a  requirement  for  the  defense  ar- 
ticle being  returned,  and  (ii)  hsis  available 
sufficient  funds  authorized  and  appropriated 
for  such  purpose,  or 

(B)(i)  is  accepting  the  return  of  the  defense 
article   for  subsequent   transfer  to  another 


foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation pursuant  to  a  Letter  of  Offer  and  Ac- 
ceptance implemented  in  accordance  with 
this  Act.  and  (ii)  has  available  sufficient 
funds  provided  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  other 
foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation pursuant  to  a  Letter  of  Offer  and  Ac- 
ceptance implemented  in  accordance  with 
this  Act. 

(3)  REQUIREMENT— <A)  The  foreign  govern- 
ment or  international  organization  receiving 
a  new  or  repaired  defense  article  in  exchange 
for  a  repairable  defense  article  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  shall,  open  the  acceptance  by 
the  United  States  Government  of  the  repair- 
able defense  article  being  returned,  be 
charged  the  total  cost  associated  with  the 
repair  and  replacement  transaction. 

(B>  The  total  cost  charged  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  the 
same  as  that  charged  the  United  States 
Armed  Forces  for  a  similar  repair  and  re- 
placement transaction,  plus  an  administra- 
tive surcharge  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(e)(lWA)  of  this  section. 

(4)  Relationship  to  certain  other  provi- 
sions OF  LAW— The  authority  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  accept  the  return  of  a  repairable  de- 
fense article  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  is 
not  subject  to  chapter  137  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  or  any  other  provision  relating 
to  the  conclusion  of  contracts. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  more 
efficient  process  for  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  to  acquire  defense  articles  previously 
sold  by  the  United  States  Government  to  a 
foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act. 
section  21  of  that  Act  is  amended  as  follows: 

(kid)  Authority— The  President  may  ac- 
cept the  return  of  a  defense  article  from  a 
foreign  country  or  international  organiza- 
tion, if  such  defense  article: 

(A)  previously  was  transferred  to  such 
country  or  organization  under  this  Act;  and 

(B)  is  not  significant  military  equipment 
(as  defined  in  section  47(9)  of  this  Act;  and 

(C)  is  in  fully  functioning  condition  with- 
out need  of  repair  or  rehabilitation. 

(2)  Limit.\tion— The  President  may  exer- 
cise the  authority  provided  in  subsection  (a> 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  Department  of 
Defense: 

(A)(i)  has  a  requirement  for  the  defense  ar- 
ticle being  returned,  and  (ii)  has  available 
sufficient  funds  authorized  and  appropriated 
for  .such  purpose,  or 

(B)(i)  is  accepting  the  return  of  the  defense 
article  for  subsequent  transfer  to  another 
foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation pursuant  to  a  Letter  of  Offer  and  Ac- 
ceptance implemented  in  accordance  with 
this  Act:  and  (ii)  has  available  sufficient 
funds  provided  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  other 
foreign  government  or  international  organi- 
zation pursuant  to  a  Letter  of  Offer  and  Ac- 
ceptance implemented  in  accordance  with 
this  Act. 

(3)  Condition— Upon  acquisition  and  ac- 
ceptance by  the  United  States  Government 
of  a  defense  article  under  subsection  (a),  the 
appropriate  Foreign  Military  Sales  account 
of  the  provider  will  be  credited  to  reflect  the 
transaction. 

(4)  Relationship  to  certain  other  provi- 
sions of  law— The  authority  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  accept  the  return  of  a  defense  article 
as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  is  not  subject  to 
chapter  137  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  or 
any  other  provision  relating  to  the  conclu- 
sion of  contracts. 

(c)  Regulations— Under  the  direction  of 
the  President,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promulgate  regulations  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  " 


H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gilman 
.\mkndment    No.    34.    At    the    appropriate 
place   in   the  bill,   insert  the   following  new 
section: 

"SEC.  .  REPEAL  OF  TERMINATION  OF  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  THE  NUCLEAR  PRO- 
LIFERATION PREV'ENTION  ACT  OF 
1994. 

Part  D  of  the  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Act 
of  1994  (title  VIII  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Administration  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and 
1995;  Public  Law  103-236:  108  Stat.  507)  is  re- 
pealed. 

H.R.  1.561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Oilman 
A.mendment  No,  35.  On  page  203.  line  2,  sec- 
tion 3108(b)  (relating  to  audit  of  certain  pri- 
vate firms)  is  amended  by  striking  the  words 
■for  such  fiscal  year  ". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gilman 
A.MENDMENT  No.  36.  At  the  end  of  chapter  1 
of  title  XXI  (relating  to  Department  of  State 
authorities  and  activities)  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  2211.  REDESICNATION  OF  NATIONAL  FOR- 
EIGN AFFAIRS  TRAINING  CENTER. 

The  National  Foreign  .-M'fairs  Training 
Center  is  hereby  redesignated  as  the  'Na- 
tional Center  for  Graduate  Instruction  in 
Language.  Management,  and  Advanced  Nego- 
tiation. 

H.R,  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr,  Oilman 
AMENDMENT  No.  37.  In  title  XXV  (relating 
to  international  organizations  and  commis- 
sions) insert  the  following  new  section  at  the 
end  of  chapter  I 

SEC,  2502,  REPEAL  OF  AITHORITY  FOR  PAJfnCI- 
PATION  by  THE  UNITED  STATES  IN 
THE  INTF;RP.VRI.1A.MENTARY  INION. 

The  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to  authorize  par- 
ticipation by  the  United  States  in  the  Inter- 
parliamentary   Union  ",    approved    June    28. 
1935  (22  use.  276-276a-4)  is  repealed. 
H.R.  1561 
Offprfd  Bv-  M»   Oilman 
A.MENDMENT  No.  38.  Strike  .section  3412  of 
the  bill  (relating  to  prohibition  on  assistance 
to  foreign  governments  engaged  in  espionage 
against  the  United  States). 
H.R.  1.561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Oilman 
Amend.ment  No.  39.  At  the  end  of  chapter  2 
of  title  XXV  (relating  to  the  United  Nations 
and  affiliated  agencies  and  organizations), 
add  the  following  new  ,s(>ction: 
SEC.  2525.  LIMITATION  ON  PLACEME.NT  OF  UNIT- 
EI)  STATES  ARMED  FORCES  UNDER 
FOREIGN   CONTROL    FOR    A    UNITF:» 

nations  peacekf:eping  AC  TIVIT^. 

(a)  In  General,— Section  6  of  the  United 
Nations  Participation  .^ct  of  1945  (22  U.S.C. 
287d)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  6,  (a)  Agreeme.nts  with  Security 
Council.— (1)  Any  special  agreement  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)  that  is  concluded  by 
the  President  with  the  Security  Council 
shall  not  be  effective  unless  approved  by  the 
Congress  by  law. 

"(2)  An  agreement  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1)  is  an  agreement  providing  for  the  num- 
bers and  types  of  United  States  Armed 
Forces,  their  degree  of  readiness  and  general 
locations,  or  the  nature  of  facilities  and  as- 
sistance, including  rights  of  passage,  to  be 
made  available  to  the  Security  Council  for 
the  purpose  of  maintaining  international 
peace  and  securit.v  in  accordance  with  Arti- 
cle 43  of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations. 


■•(b)  Limitation.- Except  as  provided  in 
subsections  (c)  and  (d).  the  President  may 
not  place  any  element  of  the  Armed  Forces 
under  United  Nations  command  or  control, 
as  defined  in  subsection  (g). 

■■(c)  Exception  for  preside.vtial  Certifi- 
cation.—(1)  Subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  in 
the  case  of  a  proposed  placement  of  an  ele- 
ment of  the  Armed  Forces  under  United  Na- 
tions command  or  control  if  the  President, 
not  less  than  15  days  before  the  date  on 
which  such  United  Nations  command  or  con- 
trol is  to  become  effective  (or  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2)).  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (e). 

"(2)  If  the  President  certifies  to  Congress 
that  an  emergency  exists  that  precludes  the 
President  from  meeting  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (e)  15  days  before  placing  an  ele- 
ment of  the  .\rmed  Forces  under  United  Na- 
tions command  or  control,  the  President 
may  place  such  forces  under  such  command 
or  control  and  meet  the  requirements  of  sub- 
section (e)  in  a  timely  manner,  but  in  no 
event  later  than  48  hours  after  such  com- 
mand or  control  becomes  effective. 

•■(d)  Additional  Exceptions.— 

••(1)  Exceition  for  authorization  by 
LAW.— Subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  a  propo.sed  placement  of  any  element 
of  the  Armed  Forces  under  United  Nations 
command  or  control  if  the  Congress  specifi- 
cally authorizes  by  law  that  particular 
placement  of  United  States  forces  under 
United  Nations  command  or  control. 

"(2)  Exception  for  nato  operations.— 
Subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
a  proposed  placement  of  any  element  of  the 
Armed  Forces  in  an  operation  conducted  by 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. 

•(e)  Presidential  Certifications.— The 
requirements  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)(li 
are  that  the  President  submit  to  Congress 
the  following: 

■•(1)  Certification  by  the  President  that^ 
•(.A)  such  a  United  Nations  command  or 
control  arrangement  is  necessary  to  protect 
national    security    interests    of    the    United 
States; 

■•(B)  the  commander  of  any  unit  of  the 
Armed  Forres  proposed  for  placement  under 
United  Nations  command  or  control  will  at 
all  times  retain  the  right— 

••(i)  to  report  independently  to  superior 
United  States  military  authorities;  and 

••(ii)  to  decline  to  comply  with  orders 
judged  b.v  the  commander  to  be  illegal,  mili- 
tarily imprudent,  or  beyond  the  mandate  of 
the  mission  to  which  the  United  States 
agreed  with  the  United  Nations,  until  such 
time  as  that  commander  receives  direction 
from  superior  United  States  military  au- 
thorities with  respect  to  the  orders  that  the 
commander  has  declined  to  comply  with: 

•(C)  any  element  of  the  Armed  Forces  pro- 
posed for  placement  under  United  Nations 
command  or  control  will  at  all  times  remain 
under  United  Stales  administrative  com- 
mand for  such  purposes  as  discipline  and 
evaluation;  and 

••(D)  the  United  States  will  retain  the  au- 
thority to  withdraw  any  element  of  the 
Armed  Forces  from  the  proposed  operation 
at  any  time  and  to  take  any  action  it  consid- 
ers necessary  to  protect  those  forces  if  they 
are  engaged. 

••(2)  A  report  setting  forth  the  following: 

••(A)  A  description  of  the  national  security 
interests  that  require  the  placement  of  Unit- 
ed States  forces  under  United  Nations  com- 
mand or  control, 

••(B)  The  mission  of  the  United  States 
forces  involved, 

•■(C)  The  expected  size  and  composition  of 
the  United  States  forces  involved. 
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••(D)  The  incremental  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  participation  in  the  United  Nations 
operation  by  the  United  States  forces  which 
are  proposed  to  be  placed  under  United  Na- 
tions command  or  control. 

••(E)  The  premise  command  and  control  re- 
lationship between  the  United  States  forces 
involved  and  the  United  Nations  command 
structure. 

••(F)  The  precise  command  and  control  re- 
lationship between  the  United  States  forces 
involved  and  the  commander  of  the  United 
States  unified  command  for  the  region  in 
which  those  United  States  forces  are  to  oper- 
ate. 

■•(G)  The  extent  to  which  the  United  States 
forces  involved  will  rely  on  non-United 
States  forces  for  security  and  self-defense 
and  an  assessment  on  the  ability  of  those 
non-United  States  forces  to  provide  adequate 
security  to  the  United  States  forces  in- 
volved. 

•■(H)  The  timetable  for  complete  with- 
drawal of  the  United  States  forces  involved. 

••(0  Classification  of  Report— A  report 
under  subsection  (e)  shall  be  submitted  in 
unclassified  form  and.  if  necessary,  in  classi- 
fied form. 

••(g)  United  Na-hons  Command  or  Con- 
trol.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  an  ele- 
ment of  the  KrmeiX  Forces  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  placed  under  United  Nations  com- 
mand or  control  if— 

••(1)  that  element  is  under  the  command  or 
operational  control  of  an  individual  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  United  Nations  for  the  pur- 
pose of  international  peacekeeping,  peace- 
making, peace-enforcing,  or  similar  activity 
that  is  authorized  by  the  Security  Council 
under  chapter  VI  or  VII  of  the  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations:  and 

••(2)  the  senior  military  commander  of  the 
United  Nations  force  or  operation— 

••(A)  is  a  foreign  national  or  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  who  is  not  a  United  States 
military  officer  serving  on  active  duty;  or 

••(B)  is  a  United  States  military  officer 
serving  on  active  duty  but— 

•■(i)  that  element  of  the  Armed  Forces  is 
under  the  command  or  operational  control  of 
a  subordinate  commander  who  is  a  foreign 
national  or  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
who  is  not  a  United  States  military  officer 
serving  on  active  duty;  and 

••(ii)  that  senior  military  commander  does 
not  have  the  authority— 

■•(I)  to  dismiss  any  subordinate  officer  in 
the  chain  of  command  who  is  exercising 
command  or  operational  control  over  United 
States  forces  and  who  is  a  foreign  national 
or  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  is  not 
a  United  States  military  officer  serving  on 
active  dut.v; 

••(II)  to  establish  rules  of  engagement  for 
United  States  forces  involved;  and 

••(III)  to  establish  criteria  governing  the 
operational  employment  of  United  States 
forces  involved. 

••(h)  Interpretation.— Except  as  author- 
ized in  section  7  of  this  act.  nothing  con- 
tained in  this  .Act  shall  be  construed  as  an 
authorization  to  the  President  by  the  Con- 
gress to  make  available  to  the  Secretary 
Council  United  States  Armed  Forces,  facili- 
ties, or  assistance.". 

•■(b)  Report  Rei-.^-hng  to  con.stitutional- 
ity.— No  certification  may  be  submitted  by 
the  President  under  section  6(e)(1)  of  the 
United  Nations  Participation  Act  of  1945.  as 
amended  by  subsection  (a),  until  the  Presi- 
dent has  submitted  to  the  Congress  (after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  a 
memorandum  of  legal  points  and  authorities 
explaining  why  the  placement  of  elements  of 


14002 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  23,  1995 


United  States  Armed  Forces  under  the  com- 
mand or  operational  control  of  a  foreign  na- 
tional actins  on  behalf  of  the  United  Nations 
does  not  violate  the  Constitution. 

"(ei  Exception  for  Ongoing  Operation  in 
Macedonia  and  Croatia— Section  6  of  the 
United  Nations  Participation  Act  of  1945.  as 
amended  by  subsection  (a),  does  not  apply  in 
the  case  of  activities  of  the  Armed  Forces  as 
part  of  the  United  Nations  force  designated 
as  Che  United  Nations  Protection  Force 
(UNPROFOR)  that  are  carried  out^ 

■•(1)  in  Macedonia  pursuant  to  United  Na- 
tions Security  Council  Resolution  795.  adopt- 
ed December  11.  1992.  and  subsequent  reau- 
thorization Resolutions;  or 

••(2)    in    Croatia   pursuant    to    United    Na- 
tional    Security     Council     Resolution    743. 
adopted  February  21.  1992.  and  subsequent  re- 
authorization Resolutions. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Oilman 

Amendment  No.  40:  In  section  3286  of  the 
bill  (in  section  668  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961.  as  proposed  to  be  added  by  such 
section  3286)— 

(1)  in  subsection  (aKl)  of  such  section  668. 
strike  •3  years"  and  insert  ■2  years";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1)  of  such  section  668. 
strike  "3  years  '  and  insert  ■2  years". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 
amendment  No.   41;   On   page  264.   line   14. 
strike    $629,214,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of   J802.(XX).000  ". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 
Amendment  No.  42;  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
add  the  following  new  title: 
TITLE  XXXVI^ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC  3801.  ADDITIONAL  ALTHORIZATION  FOR 
THE  DE\'ELOP.MENT  FL^JD  FOR  AF- 
RICA. 

Notwithstanding  section  3221(aK2)  of  this 
Act.  $802,000,000  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the 
Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2293 
et  seq.). 

H.R. 1561         ] 

Offered  By;  Mr.  Hoke 
Amend.ment  No.  43;  At  the  end  of  chapter  2 
of  title  XXXIV  of  division  C  (relating  to  spe- 
cial  authorities  and   other  provisions),   add 
the  followinir  new  section: 
SEC.    3420.    PROHramON    ON    FOREKiN    ASSLST- 

A.NCE    TO    FOREIGN    GOVT R.N'ME NTS 

NOT    IMPLEME.NTING    EXTRADITION 

TREATIES. 

(a)  Prohibition  —Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  the  President  may  not  pro- 
vide foreign  assistance  to  the  government  of 
a  country  that  is  not  effectively  implement- 
ing a  treaty  entered  into  by  such  country 
with  the  United  States  relating  to  the  extra- 
dition of  individuals  who  have  been  charged 
with  or  who  have  committed  felony  offenses. 

(b)  Exception.— The  President  may  provide 
foreign  assistance  to  the  government  of  a 
country  Chat  would  otherwise  be  prohibited 
from  receiving  such  assistance  under  sub- 
section (a)  if  the  President — 

(1)  determines  that  the  provision  of  such 
assistance  is  in  the  national  security  inter- 
est of  the  United  States;  and 

(2)  notifies  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate  of  such  determina- 
tion. 

(c)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  section; 


(1)  Felony  offense.— The  term  -felony  of- 
fense" means  an  offense  punishable  by  death 
or  imprisonment  for  a  term  exceeding  one 
year. 

(2)  Foreign  assistance.— The  term  "for- 
eign assistance"  means  any  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  any  program,  project. 
or  activity  funded  under  major  functional 
budget  category  150  (relating  to  inter- 
national affairs),  except  such  term  does  not 
include  funds  used  to  provide  humanitarian 
assistance. 

(d)  Effective  Date— The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  applies  with  respect 
to  the  provision  of  foreign  assistance  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hoke 
A.mendment  No.  44;  Page  289.  add  the  fol- 
lowing after  line  26  and  redesignate  the  suc- 
ceeding chapter  accordingly; 

CHAPTER  8— OVERSEAS  PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

SEC.  3275.  REDUCTION  IN  SUBSIDY  COST  OF  OPIC 
PROGRAMS. 

Section  235(a)(2)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2195(a)(2))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

••(C)  The  subsidy  cost  of  the  investment 
guaranties  and  direct  loan  programs  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  234  may  not 
exceed  $45,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996.  and  no 
subsidy  cost  of  such  programs  may  be  in- 
curred after  September  30.  1996.". 

SEC.    3278.    FEASmnJTY    STUDY    ON    PRIVATIZA- 

■noN. 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion shall  conduct  and.  not  later  than  180 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  feasibility 
of  privatizing  the  noncredit  activities  of  the 
Corporation 

SEC.    3277.    PRIVATlZA-nON   OF   NONCREDIT   AC 
TTVmES. 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion shall  take  the  necessary  steps  so  that, 
by  not  later  than  1  year  after  the  report  on 
the  feasibility  study  is  made  under  section 
3276.  all  the  evidences  of  ownership  of  the 
Corporation  with  respect  to  the  noncredit 
activities  of  the  Corporation,  have  been  sold 
in  the  private  market,  whether  through  the 
sale  of  the  Corporation's  stock,  contracts, 
leases,  or  other  agreements  or  rights,  or  oth- 
erwise. 

SEC.  3278.  REPEAL. 

Effective  on  the  date  that  is  1  year  after 
the  report  on  the  fea-sibility  study  is  made 
under  section  3276.  title  IV  of  chapter  2  of 
part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
is  repealed,  and  any  reference  in  any  other 
law  to  the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Cor- 
poration shall  cease  to  be  effective. 

SEC.  3279.  ADMINISTRATION  OF  EXISTING  CON- 
TRACTS. 

The  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United 
States  shall,  beginning  October  1.  1996.  exer- 
cise the  functions  of  the  Overseas  Private  In- 
vestment Corporation  immediately  before 
that  date,  only  for  purposes  of  administering 
guaranties  and  loans  issued  by  the  Overseas 
Private  Investment  Corporation  before  that 
date  which  are  effective  on  such  date,  and  for 
purposes  of  determining  any  claim  pending 
on  such  date  or  brought  after  such  date  with 
respect  to  any  guaranty  or  loan  issued  by  the 
Corporation. 

SEC.  3280.  DEFINITION. 

As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term  "non- 
credit  activities"  has  the  meaning  given  that 
term  in  section  238(e)  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2198(e)). 


H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoyer 
Amendment  No.  45;  In  title  XXVI  (relating 
to  foreign  policy  provisions)  insert  the  fol- 
lowing at  the  end  of  chapter  1; 

SEC.  2604.  BOSNIA  AND  HERZEGOVINA  SELF-DE- 
FENSE ACT. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  •Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  Self- 
Defense  Act". 

(b)  Findings— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(li  The  Serbian  aggression  against  Bosnia 
and  Herzegovina  continues  into  its  third 
year,  the  violence  has  escalated  and  become 
widespread,  and  ethnic  cleansing  by  Serbs 
has  been  renewed. 

(2)  It  has  been  almost  one  year  since  the 
Bosnian  Government  unconditionally,  and 
on  time,  accepted  the  -Contact  Group"  plan, 
which  the  Serb  forces  have  rejected. 

(3i  The  United  Nations  has  failed  to  pro- 
tect its  declared  safe  havens  from  continuing 
and  relentless  Serbian  aggression,  and  has 
failed  to  order  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga- 
nization (NATO)  air  strikes  against  Serb 
forces  in  retaliation  for  their  attacks  on  Sa- 
rajevo, despite  calls  from  its  own  field  com- 
mander to  do  so. 

(4)  The  United  Nations  Security  Council 
has  not  considered  a  resolution  providing  for 
the  multilateral  termination  of  the  arms 
embargo  against  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina, 
which  would  be  the  preferred  course  of  ac- 
tion to  allow  that  country  to  defend  itself. 

(5)  The  United  Nations  Security  Council 
has  not  taken  measures  necessary  to  main- 
tain international  peace  and  security  in 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  since  the  aggression 
against  that  country  began  in  April  1992. 

(6)  For  the  reasons  stated  in  section  520  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  .■\uthorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995  (Public  Law  103- 
236).  the  Congress  has  found  that  continued 
application  of  an  international  arms  embar- 
go to  the  Government  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  contravenes  that  Government's 
inherent  right  of  individual  or  collective 
self-defense  under  Article  51  of  the  United 
Nations  Charter,  and  therefore  Is  inconsist- 
ent with  international  law. 

(c)  STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE.— The  Congress 
supports  the  efforts  of  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina— 

(1)  to  defend  its  people  and  the  territory  of 
the  Republic: 

(2)  to  preserve  the  sovereignty,  independ- 
ence, and  territorial  integrity  of  the  Repub- 
lic; and 

(3)  to  bring  about  a  peaceful,  just.  fair,  via- 
ble, and  sustainable  settlement  of  the  con- 
flict in  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina. 

(d)  TERMINATION  OF  .\RMS  EMBARGO.— 

(1)  TERMINATION.— The  President  shall  ter- 
minate the  United  States  arms  embargo  of 
the  Government  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina 
upon  receipt  from  that  Government  of  a  re- 
quest for  assistance  in  exercising  its  right  of 
self-defense  under  .'\rticle  51  of  the  United 
States  Charter. 

(2)  DEFINITION —As  used  in  this  section,  the 
term  -United  States  arms  embargo  of  the 
Government  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina " 
means  the  application  to  the  Government  of 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  of— 

i.\)  the  policy  adopted  July  10.  1991.  and 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of  July  19, 
1991  (58  F.R.  33322)  under  the  heading  '-Sus- 
pension of  Munitions  Export  Licensees  to 
Yugoslavia";  and 

(B)  any  similar  policy  applied  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  Government  as  of  the  date  of  re- 
ceipt of  the  request  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  pursuant  to  which  approval  is  denied  for 
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transfers  of  defense  articles  and  defense  serv- 
ices to  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

(3)  Rule  of  con.struction.— Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  be  interpreted  as  authorization 
for  deployment  of  United  States  forces  in  the 
territory  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  for  any 
purpose,  including  training,  support,  or  de- 
liver,v  of  military  equipment. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hyde 

AMENDMENT  No.  46:  Strike  section  2707  (re- 
lating to  recommendations  of  the  President 
for  reform  of  war  powers  resolution)  and  in- 
sert the  following  new  section; 
SEC.  2707.  REPEAL  OF  WAR  POWERS  RESOLU- 
TION. 

(a)  REPEAL.— 

(1)  In  general —The  War  Powers  Resolu- 
tion (Public  Law  93-148;  50  U.S.C.  1541  et  seq.) 
is  repealed. 

(2)  CONFORMING  REPEAL.— Section  1013  of 
the  Department  of  State  Authorization  Act. 
Fiscal  Years  1984  and  1985  (50  U.S.C.  1546a)  is 
repealed. 

(b)  Consultation  with  Congress.— 

(1)  Prior  consultation.— The  President 
shall  in  every  possible  instance  consult  with 
Congress  before  introducing  United  States 
.Armed  Forces  into  hostilities  or  into  situa- 
tions where  imminent  involvement  in  hos- 
tilities is  clearly  indicated  by  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

(2)  Consultation  after  introduction  of 
ARMED  FORCES.— The  President  shall,  after 
every  such  introduction,  consult  regularly 
with  Congress  until  United  States  Armed 
Forces  are  no  longer  engaged  in  hostilities  or 
have  been  removed  from  such  situations. 

(c)  Reporting  to  Congress,— 

(1)  Initial  report —The  President  shall,  in 
the  absence  of  a  declaration  of  war.  submit  a 
report  to  Congress  in  any  case  in  which  Unit- 
ed States  Armed  Forces  are  introduced — 

(A)  into  hostilities  or  into  a  situation 
where  imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  is 
clearly  indicated  by  the  circumstances; 

(B)  into  the  territory,  airspace,  or  waters 
of  a  foreign  nation,  while  equipped  for  com- 
bat, except  for  a  deployment  which  relates 
solely  to  supply,  replacement,  repair,  or 
training  of  such  forces;  or 

(C)  in  numbers  which  substantially  enlarge 
United  States  Armed  Forces  equipped  for 
combat  already  located  in  a  foreign  nation. 

(2)  Time  and  co.ntent  of  report —A  report 
under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  submitted  with- 
in 48  hours  of  the  introduction  of  United 
States  .Armed  Forces  described  in  that  para- 
graph. Each  such  report  shall  be  in  writing 
and  shall  set  forth— 

(A)  the  circumstances  necessitating  the  in- 
troduction of  United  States  Armed  Forces: 

(B)  the  constitutional  and  legislative  au- 
thority under  which  such  introduction  took 
place;  and 

(C)  the  estimated  scope  and  duration  of  the 
hostilities  or  involvement. 

(3)  Additional  information —The  Presi- 
dent shall  provide  such  other  information  as 
Congress  may  request  in  the  fulfillment  of 
its  constitutional  responsibilities  with  re- 
spect to  committing  the  Nation  to  war  and 
to  the  use  of  United  States  Armed  Forces 
abroad. 

(4)  Periodic  reports.— Whenever  United 
States  Armed  Forces  are  introduced  into 
hostilities  or  into  any  situation  described  in 
paragraph  (1),  the  President  shall,  so  long  as 
such  Armed  Forces  continue  to  be  engaged  in 
such  hostilities  or  situation,  report  to  Con- 
gress periodically  (and  not  less  often  than 
once  every  six  months)  on  the  status  of  such 
hostilities   or   situation   as   well    as   on    the 


scope  and  duration  of  such  hostilities  or  sit- 
uation. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  by;  Mr,  Hyde 
Amendment  No.  47:  Strike  section  2707  (re- 
lating to  recommendations  of  the  President 
for  reform  of  war  powers  resolution)  and  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

SEC,    2707.    REPEAL   OF    WAR    POWERS    RESOLU- 

•noN, 

(a)  Repeal.— 

( 1 )  In  general.— The  War  Powers  Resolu- 
tion (Public  Law  93-148:  .w  U.S.C.  iMi  et  seq.) 
IS  repealed. 

(2)  Confor.ming  repeal —Section  1013  of 
the  Department  of  State  Authorization  Act. 
Fiscal  Years  1984  and  1985  (50  U.S.C.  1546a)  is 
repealed. 

(b)  Consultation  With  Congress.— 

(1)  Prior  consultation— The  President 
shall  in  every  possible  instance  consult  with 
Congress  before  introducing  United  States 
Armed  Forces  into  hostilities  or  into  situa- 
tions where  imminent  involvement  in  hos- 
tilities is  clearly  indicated  by  the  cir- 
cumstances, 

(2)  Consultation  after  iNTRODucmoN  of 
ARMED  forces— The  President  shall,  after 
every  such  introduction,  consult  regularly 
with  Congress  until  United  States  Armed 
Forces  are  no  longer  engaged  in  hostilities  or 
have  been  removed  from  such  situations. 

(c)  Reporting  to  Congress.— 

(1)  Initial  report — 

(.A)  In  general.— Subject  to  subparagraph 
(B),  the  President  .shall,  in  the  absence  of  a 
declaration  of  war.  submit  a  report  to  Con- 
gress in  any  case  in  which  United  States 
Armed  Forces  are  introduced — 

(i)  into  hostilities  or  into  a  situation  where 
imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  is  clear- 
ly indicated  by  the  circumstances; 

(ii)  into  the  territory,  airspace,  or  waters 
of  a  foreign  nation,  while  equipped  for  com- 
bat, except  for  a  deployment  which  relates 
solely  to  supply,  replacement,  repair,  or 
training  of  such  forces:  or 

(iii)  in  numbers  which  substantially  en- 
large United  States  Armed  Forces  equipped 
for  combat  already  located  in  a  foreign  na- 
tion. 

(B)  Exception.— The  requirement  that  the 
President  submit  a  report  to  Congress  in  ac- 
cordance with  subparagraph  (A)  shall  not 
apply  if  the  President  determines  that  to 
submit  such  a  report  would  jeopardize  the 
operational  success  of  United  States  Armed 
Forces  in  a  situation  described  in  clause  (i). 
(ii),  or  (ill)  of  such  subparagraph. 

(2)  Time  and  content  of  report.— A  report 
under  paragraph  d)  shall  be  submitted  with- 
in 48  hours  of  the  introduction  of  United 
States  Armed  Forces  described  in  that  para- 
graph. Each  such  report  shall  be  in  writing 
and  shall  set  forth— 

(A)  the  circumstances  necessitating  the  in- 
troduction of  United  States  .Armed  Forces; 

(B)  the  constitutional  and  legislative  au- 
thority under  which  such  introduction  took 
place;  and 

(C)  the  estimated  scope  and  duration  of  the 
hostilities  or  involvement. 

(3)  Additional  information.— The  Presi- 
dent shall  provide  such  other  information  as 
Congress  may  request  in  the  fulfillment  of 
its  constitutional  responsibilities  with  re- 
spect to  committing  the  Nation  to  war  and 
to  the  use  of  United  States  Armed  Forces 
abroad. 

(4)  Periodic  reports.— Whenever  United 
States  Armed  Forces  are  introduced  into 
hostilities  or  into  any  situation  described  in 
paragraph  (1).  the  President  shall,  consistent 
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with   the   constitutional    responsibilities   of 
the  President  and  so  long  as  such  Armed 
Forces  continue  to  be  engaged  in  such  hos- 
tilities or  situation,  report  to  Congress  peri- 
odically on  the  status  of  such  hostilities  or 
situation  as  well  as  on  the  scope  and  dura- 
tion of  such  hostilities  or  situation. 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Kanjorski 
Amendment  No.  48;  In  section  2106(10)  of 
Title  XXI  (relating  to  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations to  the  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy),  strike  lines  10-13. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  by;  Mr.  King 
Amendment  No.  49;  Page  196,  after  line  13. 
insert  the  following  section: 

SEC.  2712.  POUCY  TOWARD  IRAN. 

(a)  Iran's  Acts  of  International  Terror- 
ism.—The  Congress  makes  the  following  find- 
ings with  respect  to  Iran's  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism: 

(1)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  was  the  greatest 
supporter  of  state  terrorism  in  1992.  support- 
ing over  20  terrorist  acts,  including  the 
bombing  of  the  Israeli  Embassy  in  Buenos 
Aires  that  killed  29  people. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  is  a  sponsor  of  radi- 
cal religious  groups  that  have  used  terrorism 
as  a  tool.  These  include  such  groups  as 
Hezballah.  HAMAS,  the  Turkish  Islamic 
Jihad,  and  the  Popular  Front  for  the  Libera- 
tion of  Palestine-General  Command  (PFLP- 
GC). 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State, 
the  Government  of  Iran  has  resorted  to 
international  terrorism  as  a  means  of  ob- 
taining political  gain.  These  actions  have  in- 
cluded not  only  the  assassination  of  former 
Prime  Minister  Bakhitiar.  but  the  death  sen- 
tence imposed  on  Salman  Rushdie,  and  the 
assassination  of  the  leader  of  the  Kurdish 
Democratic  Party  of  Iran. 

(4)  As  cited  by  the  Department  of  State 
and  the  Vice  President's  Task  Force  on  Com- 
bating Terrorism,  the  Government  of  Iran 
has  long  been  a  proponent  of  terrorist  ac- 
tions against  the  United  States,  beginning 
with  the  takeover  of  the  United  States  Em- 
bassy in  Tehran  in  1979.  Iranian  support  of 
extremist  groups  has  led  to  the  following  at- 
tacks upon  the  United  States  as  well; 

(A)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Embassy  in  Beirut  killing  49  in  1983 
by  the  Hezballah. 

(B)  The  car  bomb  attack  on  the  United 
States  Marine  Barracks  in  Beirut  killing  241 
in  1983  by  the  Hezballah. 

(C)  The  assassination  of  American  Univer- 
sity President  in  1984  by  the  Hezballah. 

(D)  The  kidnapping  of  all  American  ho.s- 
tages  in  Lebanon  from  1984-«6  by  the 
Hezballah. 

(5)  The  Government  of  Iran  provides  sev- 
eral hundred  million  dollars  annually  in  fi- 
nancial and  logistical  support  to  organiza- 
tions that  use  terrorism  and  violence  as  a 
tool  to  undermine  the  Middle  East  peace 
process. 

(6)  The  Government  of  Iran  provides  finan- 
cial, political,  and  logistical  support  and  safe 
haven  to  groups  that  seek  the  violent  over- 
throw of  secular  governments  in  the  Middle 
East  and  North  Africa. 

(b)  Iran's  Program  To  Acquire  Weapons 
of  Mass  Destruction  and  the  Means  by 
Which  To  Deliver  Them— The  Congress 
makes  the  following  findings  with  respect  to 
Iran's  program  to  acquire  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  and  the  means  by  which  to  de- 
liver them— 
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(1)  the  Government  of  Iran  has  intensified 
its  efforts  to  develop  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction and  the  means  by  which  to  deliver 
them; 

(2)  given  Iran's  petroleum  reserves,  the  de- 
sire of  the  Government  of  Iran  to  obtain  gas 
centrifuge  equipment  and  light  water  nu- 
clear power  reactors  clearly  demonstrates 
what  had  already  been  apparent,  that  Iran 
seeks  to  develop  its  nuclear  weapons  capabil- 
ity; and 

(3)  Iran  has  been  relentless  in  its  attempt 
to  acquire  the  missiles  needed  to  deliver  nu- 
clear and  chemical  weapons. 

(c)  Iran's  Violations  of  Hvman  Rights.— 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings 
with  respect  to  Iran's  violations  of  human 
rights: 

(1)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights.  Am- 
nesty International,  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  State,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  assassinations  outside  of 
Iran,  such  as  that  of  former  Prime  Minister 
Shahpour  Bakhitiar  for  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  France  issued  arrest  warrants  for 
several  Iranian  governmental  officials. 

(2)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and  by 
Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  conducted  revolutionary  trials 
which  do  not  meet  internationally  recog- 
nized standards  of  fairness  or  justice.  These 
trials  have  included  such  violations  as  a  lack 
of  procedural  safeguards,  trial  times  of  5 
minutes  or  less,  limited  access  to  defense 
counsel,  forced  confessions,  and  summary 
executions. 

(3)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Iran  systematically  represses 
its  Baha'i  population.  Persecutions  of  this 
small  religious  community  include  assas- 
sinations, arbitrary  arrests,  electoral  prohi- 
bitions, and  denial  of  applications  for  docu- 
ments such  as  passports. 

(4t  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights,  the 
Government  of  Iran  suppresses  opposition  to 
its  government.  Political  organizations  such 
as  the  Freedom  Movement  are  banned  from 
parliamentary  elections,  have  their  tele 
phones  tapped  and  their  mail  opened,  and  are 
systematically  harassed  and  intimidated. 

(5)  As  cited  by  the  1991  United  Nations  Spe- 
cial Representative  on  Human  Rights  and 
Amnesty  International,  the  Government  of 
Iran  has  failed  to  recognize  the  importance 
of  international  human  rights.  This  includes 
suppression  of  Iranian  human  rights  move- 
ments such  as  the  Freedom  Movement,  lack 
of  cooperation  with  international  human 
rights  organizations  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Red  Cross,  and  an  overall  apathy 
toward  human  rights  in  general.  This  lack  of 
concern  prompted  the  Special  Representa- 
tive to  state  in  his  report  that  Iran  had  made 
"no  appreciable  progress  towards  improved 
compliance  with  human  rights  in  accordance 
with  the  current  international  instruments  ". 

(6i  As  cited  by  Amnesty  International,  the 
Government  of  Iran  continues  to  torture  its 
political  prisoners.  Torture  methods  include 
bums,  arbitrary  blows,  severe  beatings,  and 
positions  inducing  pain. 

(d)  United  States  Policy  and  Response.— 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings 
with  respect  to  United  States  policy  and  re- 
sponse to  Iran: 

(1)  The  actions  by  the  Government  of  Iran 
identified  in  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (o 
threaten  the  national  security  and  offend  the 
democratic  values  of  the  United  States  and 
many  other  nations  in  the  Middle  East  and 
elsewhere. 


(2)  In  response  to  this  record  of  violent,  de- 
stabilizing, and  antidemocratic  conduct,  it 
has  been  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
seek  to  isolate  the  Government  of  Iran  dip- 
lomatically and  economically,  thereby  mak- 
ing the  continuation  of  such  conduct  in- 
creasingly costly. 

(3)  The  policies  the  United  States  has  pur- 
sued in  an  effort  to  pressure  the  Government 
of  Iran  diplomatically  and  economically 
have  included  refusing  to  conduct  normal 
diplomatic  relations  with  Iran:  barring  the 
importation  of  Iranian  oil  and  other  prod- 
ucts into  the  United  States:  prohibiting  the 
export  or  reexport  to  Iran  of  weapons  or  of 
goods  or  technology  with  potential  military 
uses:  voting  against  all  loans  to  Iran  by 
international  financial  institutions:  and, 
most  recently,  imposing  a  total  economic 
embargo  on  Iran. 

(4)  To  further  increase  the  cost  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Iran  of  its  objectionable  conduct 
the  United  States  has  urged  other  countries 
with  economic  ties  to  Iran  to  take  equiva- 
lent steps  to  isolate  Iran  economically  and 
diplomatically. 

(e)  Congressional  Declarations.— The 
Congress  makes  the  following  declarations: 

(1)  The  imposition  of  an  economic  embargo 
on  Iran  by  President  Clinton  was  an  impor- 
tant and  necessary  measure  to  increase  eco- 
nomic and  political  pressure  on  Iran. 

(2)  The  President  should,  as  a  matter  of  the 
highest  priority,  intensify  efforts  to  per- 
suade Iran's  leading  trade  partners  and 
creditors  to  join  with  the  United  States  in 
ceasing  all  trade  with  Iran  and  ending  any 
rescheduling  or  other  relaxation  of  debts 
owed  to  them. 

(3)  The  President  should  take  whatever 
steps  are  appropriate  to  dissuade  those  who 
are  aiding  Iran's  efforts  to  develop  nuclear 
weapons  and  the  means  by  which  to  deliver 
them  from  continuing  such  assistance. 

(4)  The  United  States  should  convene  a  spe- 
cial summit  of  the  world's  leading  heads  of 
state  to  address  the  i.ssue  of  international 
terrorism  and  the  means  for  improving  the 
efforts  to  combat  international  terrorism. 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  State  should  promptly 
take  steps  to  strengthen  each  of  thp  pxisring 
multilateral  nonproliferation  regimes  to 
make  them  more  effective  in  counteracting 
rogue  regimes  such  as  Iran. 

(6)  The  President  should  make  the  develop- 
ment of  a  multilateral  economic  embargo  on 
Iran  a  top  priority  on  the  agenda  at  the 
meeting  of  the  G-7  industrial  partners  sched- 
uled for  June  1995  in  Halifax.  Nova  Scotia. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  King 
A.mendment  No.  50:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
add  the  following: 
DIVISION  D— AI)OITION,\L  PROVISIONS 
TITLE  XLl— IRAN  KDRl'MtiN  SANCTIONS 
ACT  OF  1995 
SEC.  4001.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  'Iran  For- 
eign Sanctions  .^ct  of  1995  ". 
SEC.  4002.  IMPOSITION  OF  SANCTIONS  ON   HKK 

SONS    ENGAGING    IN    TRADE    WITH 

IHAN. 

(a)  Deter.mination  by  the  President  — 

(1)  In  general.— The  President  shall  im- 
pose the  sanctions  described  in  subsection  (b) 
if  the  President  determines  in  writing  that, 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
a  foreign  person  has.  with  requisite  knowl- 
edge, engaged  in  trade  with  Iran  in  any 
goods  or  technology  (as  defined  in  section  16 
of  the  Export  Administration  Act  of  1979). 

(2)  Persons  again.st  which  the  .sanctions 
are  to  be  imposed.— The  sanctions  shall  be 
imposed  pursuant  to  paragraph  ( 1 )  on— 


(A)  the  foreign  person  with  respect  to 
which  the  President  makes  the  determina- 
tion described  in  that  paragraph; 

(B)  any  successor  entity  to  that  foreign 
person: 

(C)  any  foreign  person  that  is  a  parent  or 
subsidiary  of  that  person  if  that  parent  or 
subsidiary  with  requisite  knowledge  engaged 
in  the  activities  which  were  the  basis  of  that 
determination:  and 

(D)  any  foreign  person  that  is  an  affiliate 
of  that  person  if  that  affiliate  with  requisite 
knowledge  engaged  in  the  activities  which 
were  the  basis  of  that  determination  and  if 
that  affiliate  is  controlled  in  fact  by  that 
person. 

(b)  Sanctions.— 

(1)  Description  of  sanctions. —The  sanc- 
tions to  be  imposed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(aui)  are.  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  as  follows: 

(A)  Procureme.nt  sanction— The  United 
States  Government  shall  not  procure,  or 
enter  into  any  contract  for  the  procurement 
of.  any  goods  or  services  from  any  person  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)(2). 

(B)  Export  sanction —The  United  States 
Government  .shall  not  issue  any  license  for 
any  export  by  or  to  any  person  described  in 
subsection  (aH2). 

(C)  Import  sanction.— The  importation 
into  the  United  States  of  any  good  or  .service 
from,  or  produced  (in  whole  or  in  part)  by. 
any  person  described  in  sub.section  (a)(2)  is 
prohibited. 

(2)  Exceptions— The  President  shall  not 
be  required  to  apply  or  maintain  the  sanc- 
tions under  this  section — 

(A)  in  the  case  of  procurement  of  defen.se 
articles  or  defense  services- 

(i)  under  existing  contracts  or  sub- 
contracts, including  the  exercise  of  options 
for  production  quantities  to  satisfy  require- 
ments essential  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States: 

(ii)  if  the  President  determines  in  writing 
that  the  person  or  other  entity  to  which  the 
sanction  would  otherwise  be  applied  is  a  sole 
source  supplier  of  the  defense  articles  or 
services,  that  the  defen.se  articles  or  services 
are  essential,  and  that  alternative  sources 
are  not  readily  or  reasonably  available;  or 

(iii)  if  the  President  determines  in  writing 
that  such  articles  or  services  are  essential  to 
the  national  security  under  defense  co- 
production  agreements; 

(B)  to  products  or  services  provided  under 
contracts  entered  into  before  the  date  on 
which  the  President  publishes  his  intention 
to  impose  the  sanction; 

(C) to— 

(i)  spare  parts  which  are  e.ssential  to  Unit- 
ed States  products  or  production: 

(ii)  component  parts,  but  not  finished  prod- 
ucts, essential  to  United  States  products  or 
production;  or 

(iii)  routine  servicing  and  maintenance  of 
products,  to  the  extent  that  alternative 
sources  are  not  readily  or  reasonably  avail- 
able; 

(D)  to  information  and  technology  essen- 
tial to  United  States  products  or  production; 
or 

(E)  to  medical  or  other  humanitarian 
items. 

(c)  Supersedes  Existing  Law.— The  provi- 
sions of  this  section  supersede  the  provisions 
of  section  1604  of  the  Iran-Iraq  Arms  Non- 
Proliferation  Act  of  1992  (as  contained  in 
Public  Law  102-484)  as  such  section  applies  to 
Iran. 


SEC.  4003.  WAIVER  AUTHORITY. 

The  provisions  of  section  4002  shall  not 
apply  if  the  President  determines  and  cer- 
tifies to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees that  Iran— 

(1)  has  substantially  improved  its  adher- 
ence to  internationally  recognized  standards 
of  human  rights; 

(2)  has  ceased  its  efforts  to  acquire  a  nu- 
clear explosive  device;  and 

(3)  has  ceased  support  for  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism. 

SEC.  4004.  REPORT  REQUIKED. 

Beginning  60  day.s  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  and  every  90  days  there- 
after, the  President  shall  transmit  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  a  report 
describing — 

(1)  the  nuclear  and  other  military  capabili- 
ties of  Iran:  and 

(2)  the  support,  if  any.  provided  by  Iran  for 
acts  of  international  terrorism. 

SEC.  4005.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  u.sed  in  this  title: 

(1)  Acrr  of  international  terrorism.— The 
term  "act  of  international  terrorism"  means 
an  act^ — 

(A)  which  is  violent  or  dangerous  to  human 
life  and  that  is  a  violation  of  the  criminal 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or 
that  would  be  a  criminal  violation  if  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  or  any  Slate:  and 

(B)  which  appears  to  be  intended— 

(i)  to  intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian  popu- 
lation: 

(ii)  to  influence  the  policy  of  a  government 
by  intimidation  or  coercion:  or 

(iii)  to  affect  the  conduct  of  a  government 
by  a.s.sassi nation  or  kidnapping. 

(2)  Apphopri.\tf  congressional  commit- 
tees—The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committees  on 
Banking.  Housing  and  Urban  .Affairs  and 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committees  on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices and  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  Foreign  person. -The  term  "foreign 
person"  means — 

(A)  an  individual  who  is  not  a  United 
States  national  or  an  alien  admitted  for  per- 
manent residence  to  the  United  States;  or 

(B)  a  corporation,  partnership,  or  other 
nongovernment  entity  which  is  not  a  United 
States  national. 

(4)  Iran.— The  term  "Iran"  includes  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  Iran. 

(5)  Nuclear  explosive  device.— The  term 
"nuclear  explosive  device"  means  any  de- 
vice, whether  a.ssembled  or  disassembled, 
that  is  designed  to  produce  an  instantaneous 
release  of  an  amount  of  nuclear  energy  from 
special  nuclear  material  that  is  greater  than 
the  amount  of  energy  that  would  be  released 
from  the  detonation  of  one  pound  of  trinitro- 
toluene (TNT). 

(6)  Requisite  knowledge.— The  term  "req- 
uisite knowledge"  means  situations  in  which 
a  person  "knows",  as  "knowing"  is  defined 
in  section  104  of  the  P'oreign  Corrupt  Prac- 
tices Act  of  1977  (15  U.S.C.  78dd-2). 

(7)  State.— The  term  "State"  means  each 
of  the  several  States,  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands. American  Samoa.  Guam,  the  United 
States  Virgin  Islands,  and  any  other  terri- 
tory or  possession  of  the  United  States. 

(8)  United  states— The  term  "United 
States"  means  the  several  States,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands,  .•\merican  Samoa. 


Guam,  the  United  States  Virgin  Islands,  and 
any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

(9)  United  states  national.— The  term 
"United  States  national"  means — 

(A)  a  natural  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  who  owes  permanent  alle- 
giance to  the  United  States; 

(B)  a  corporation  or  other  legal  entity 
which  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  any  State  or  territory  there- 
of, or  the  District  of  Columbia,  if  natural 
persons  who  are  nationals  of  the  United 
States  own.  directly  or  indirectly,  more  than 
50  percent  of  the  outstanding  capital  stock 
or  other  beneficial  interest  in  such  legal  en- 
tity; and 

(C)  any  foreign  subsidiary  of  a  corporation 
or  other  legal  entity  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B). 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Klug 
amendment  No.  51:  In  section  2106  strike 
paragraph  (5)  (relating  to  authorizations  of 
appropriations  for  radio  construction). 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kli;o 
Amendment  No.   52:   In  section  2106(4)(A) 
(relating  to  authorizations  of  appropriations 
for    international    broadcasting    activities) 
strike    •$321,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
and  $286,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997"'  and 
insert  "$159,095,500  for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  ". 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Lipinski 
Amendment  No.   53:   At   the  end  of  title 
XXVII  (relating  to  congressional  statements) 
insert  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.    2712.    FOURTH    WORI.D    CONFERENCE    ON 
WO.ME.N  l.N  BEIJING. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that--- 
Cl)  the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Women 
in  Beijing.  China,  should  promote  an  authen- 
tic women's  perspective  on  issues  of  equal- 
ity, peace,  and  development:  and 

(2)  if  the  United  States  sends  a  delegation 
to  the  Conference,  the  delegation  should— 

(A)  in  accordance  with  the  United  Nations 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights,  en- 
sure that  "motherhood  [is]  entitled  to  spe- 
cial care  and  assistance."': 

(B)  in  accordance  with  the  Universal  Dec- 
laration of  Human  Rights,  uphold  the  family 
as  "the  natural  and  fundamental  group  unit 
of  society"  and  therefore  "entitled  to  protec- 
tion by  society  and  the  state"; 

(C)  oppo.se  female  feticide; 

(D)  define  gender  as  the  existence  of 
woman  and  man  as  the  two  sexes  and  ac- 
knowledge that  the  roles  of  women  and  men 
in  society  are  not  necessarily  linked  with 
their  sex:  and 

(E)  in  accordance  with  the  United  Nations 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights  uphold  "the 
right  to  freedom  of  conscience",  particularly 
with  regard  to  the  provision  of  health  serv- 
ices, 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Living.ston 
A.mendment  No.  54:  On  page  265.  line  22. 
strike  "shall"  and  insert  "should"; 

On  page  266.  line  6.  strike  ""shall"  and  in- 
sert ""should"; 

On  page  267.  line  19,  strike  ""shall"  and  in- 
sert "Should":  and 

On  page  268,  line  2.  strike  ""shall"  and  in- 
sert ""Should". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Manzullo 
-Amendment  No.  55:  Strike  section  2106(3) 
(relating  to  authorizations  of  appropriations 


for  United  States  educational  and  cultural 
exchange  programs)  and  insert  the  following: 
(3)  Educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs.— 

(A)  Fulbright  academic  exchange  pro- 
grams.—For  the  "Fulbright  Academic  Ex- 
change Programs  ".  $117,484,200  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  i  113.680.800  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(B)  South    pacific    exchanges —For    the 
"South  Pacific  Exchanges  ".  $450,000  for  the 

fiscal   year  1996  and  $450,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(C)  East  ti.morese  scholarships.— For  the 
"East  Timorese  Scholarships  ".  $400,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $400,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(D)  Ca.mbodian  scholarships.— For  the 
"Cambodian  Scholarships  ".  $70,500  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  and  $70,500  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997, 

(E)  Tibetan  exchanges —For  the  "Edu- 
cational and  Cultural  Exchanges  with  Tibet'" 
under  section  236  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Authorization  Act.  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995 
(Public  Law  103-236).  $250,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $250,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(F)  Other  PRooRAMs.-For  "Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  Fellowship  Program".  "Edmund 
S.  Muskie  Fellowship  Program".  "Inter- 
national Visitors  Program".  "Mike  Mans- 
field Fellowship  Program  ".  "Claude  and  Mil- 
dred Pepper  Scholarship  Program  of  the 
Washington  Workshops  Foundation".  "Citi- 
zen Exchange  Programs  ".  "Congress-Bundes- 
tag Exchange  Program  ".  "Newly  Independ- 
ent States  and  Eastern  Europe  Training". 
"Institute  for  Representative  Government", 
and  "Arts  America"'.  $43,670,700  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $43,670,700  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mica 
A.MEND.MENT  No.  56:  At  the  end  of  chapter  3 
of  title  XXXII  (relating  development  assist- 
ance), add  the  following  new  subchapter 

Subchapter  C — Personnel  of  Agency  for 
International  Development 

SEC.  3236.  IXMITATION  ON  NUMBER  OF  PERSON- 
NEL. 

On  and  after  September  30.  1996.  the  num- 
ber of  individuals  authorized  to  be  employed 
by  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (excluding  temporary  and  intermittent 
employees),  as  determined  on  a  full  time 
equivalent  basis,  and  the  number  of  individ- 
uals serving  with  such  Agency  under  a  per- 
sonal service  contract,  shall  not  exceed  6.302. 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  obey 

Amendment  No.  57:  In  section  2104(a)(1)(A) 
(relating  to  authorizations  of  appropriations 
for  migration  and  refugee  assistance)  strike 
•■$560,000,000"  and  insert  "$590,000,000". 

In  section  2104  strike  subsection  (a)(4).  sub- 
section (b).  and  subsection  (d). 

In  section  2104  redesignate  subsection  <c) 
as  subsection  (b). 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Reed 
AMEND.MENT  No.  58:  Strike  section  3142  (re- 
lating to   international   military   education 
and  training  assistance  for  Indonesia),  and 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  3M2,  TERMINATION  OF  ASSISTANCE  FOR  IN- 
DONESIA. 

Funds  made  available  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.)  maj  not  be  obligated  for  Indo- 
nesia. 
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H  R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Roemer 
Amendment  No.   59:   At   the  end  of  title 
XXVII   of  division   B   (relating   to  congres- 
sional  statements),  add   the   following  new 
section: 
SEC.  S712.  CONFLICT  IN  CHECHNYA. 

(a I  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  Qnds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  Russian  troops  advanced  into  Chechnya 
on  December  10.  1994,  and  were  met  with 
strong  resistance  from  Chechen  rebels  who 
have  now  moved  to  the  Caucasus  mountains 
where  they  are  engaging  in  what  even  the 
most  optimistic  Russian  military  officers 
predict  will  be  a  drawn-out  guerrilla  war. 

(2»  The  cost  of  the  Chechen  battle  is  esti- 
mated to  cost  the  Government  of  Russia  at 
least  $2,000,000,000  and  will  further  exacer- 
bate the  budget  deficit  of  the  Government  of 
Russia. 

(3)  The  budget  implications  of  the  Chechen 
battle  may  compel  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund,  in  which  the  United  States  is  the 
largest  shareholder,  to  abandon  its  efforts  to 
assist  Russia  in  transforming  itself  into  a 
free  market  economy. 

i4i  The  United  States  has  approved  over 
J2. 400.000. 000  in  loan  guarantees  through  the 
Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Overseas  Private  Investment  Cor- 
poration 

(5)  The  United  States  has  provided  Russia 
with  significant  direct  assistance  to  promote 
a  free  marltet  economy,  support  democracy, 
meet  humanitarian  needs,  and  dismantle  nu- 
clear weapons. 

(b)  DECL.^R.^TION  of  Policy.— The  Congress 
declares  the  following: 

(1)  United  States  investment  in  Russia  has 
been  significant  in  promoting  democracy  and 
stabilizing  the  economy  of  Russia  and  this 
progress  is  imperiled  and  undermined  by 
Russia's  continued  war  with  Chechnya. 

(2)  President  Yeltsin  has  refused  to  nego- 
tiate an  end  to  this  crisis  and  this  action  il- 
lustrates an  indifference  to  the  economic  im- 
plications the  Chechen  war  would  bring  to 
bear  on  the  ability  of  Russia  to  fulfill  its 
commitments  to  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Overseas  Private  Investment 
Corporation. 

(3)  The  involvement  of  Russia  in  Chechnya 
shows  an  alarming  disregard  for  abiding  by 
the  principles  of  economic  cooperation  con- 
tained m  the  Partnership  for  Economic 
Progress  that  were  agreed  upon  in  Septem- 
ber 1994  during  the  United  States-Russia 
Washmgton  Summit. 

(4i  In  further  contacts  with  President 
Yeltsin,  it  is  imperative  that  President  Clin- 
ton request  an  immediate  end  to  the  war  in 
Chechnya. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Roemer 

.Amendment  No.  60:  In  paragraph  (3)  of  sec- 
tion 32211  a)  (relating  to  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations for  development  assistance  for 
the  independent  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union),  strike  ■$643. 000. 000' '  and  insert 
■  $578.000.000- ■  and  strike  ■■$650.000.000"  and 
insert     $585.000.000' '- 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Rohr.ab.\cher 

Amendment   No.   61:    At   the   end   of  title 
XXXIII  (relating  to  regional  provisions),  add 
the  following  new  sections: 
SEC.  3314.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  LAOS. 

(a)  It  IS  the  sense  of  Congress  that — 

(1)  a  permanent  waiver  on  the  prohibition 
of    foreign    assistance    for    Laos    should    be 


granted  following  the  fullest  po.ssible  ac- 
counting of  all  outstanding  POW  MIA  cases 
involving  Laos: 

(2)  the  United  States  should  continue  to 
improve  its  relationship  with  Laos  as  the 
mutual  cooperation  between  the  two  coun- 
tries on  POW'MIA  issues  improves: 

(3)  no  Lao  citizen  or  government  official 
should  be  held  accountable  by  the  United 
States  for  activities  involved  in  holding 
America  POW  MI  As  if  those  citizens  or  offi- 
cials cooperate  with  efforts  to  return  such 
POW/MIAs  alive  or  to  otherwise  account  for 
such  POW/MIAs: 

(4)  the  future  relationship  of  the  United 
States  with  Laos  should  be  characterized  by 
economic  cooperation  and  friendly  diplo- 
matic ties; 

(5)  such  bilateral  relationship  will  improve 
as  respect  for  human  rights  in  Laos  im- 
proves, including  human  rights  for  Hmong 
people;  and 

(6)  in  the  event  an  American  POW/MIA  is 
returned  alive  from  Laos,  the  United  States 
should  view  this  action  as  a  positive  develop- 
ment and  as  strong  incentive  for  the  United 
States  to  rapidly  improve  our  economic  and 
diplomatic  relationship  with  Laos. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  620  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  any  other 
provision  of  law,  foreign  assistance  may  be 
provided  for  Laos  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997  only  if  the  President  determines  and 
certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  Laos  is  fully  cooperating  with  the 
United  States  on  all  outstanding  POW/MIA 
cases  involving  Laos. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Roth 
Amendment  No.  62:  At  the  end  of  section 
501  (relating  to  reorganization  authority)  in- 
sert the  following  new  subsection: 

(c)  REDL'crrioN  IN  Expenditures.— A  reorga- 
nization plan  pursuant  to  any  title  of  this  di- 
vision shall  provide  for  a  one-third  reduction 
for  the  first  full  fiscal  year  after  implemen- 
tation of  such  plan  in  the  total  level  of  ex- 
penditures for  the  functions  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  State  from  amounts  ap- 
propriated for  such  transferred  functions  for 
fiscal  year  1995 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Roth 
Amendment  No.  63:  Add  a  new  Section  2604 
as  follows: 

•The  Secretary  shall  assess  the  impact  of 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States  on 
the  ability  of  United  States  entities  engaged 
in  the  manufacture,  sale,  distribution,  or 
provision  of  goods  or  services  to  compete  in 
foreign  markets.  The  Secretary  shall  provide 
such  assessments  annually  to  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  and  shall  pub- 
lish such  jissessments  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister." 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 
Amendment  No.  64-  Add  the  following  at 
the  end  of  Division  A 

TITLE  VI— OVERSEAS  PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

SEC.  801.  ABOLITION  OF  OVERSFj\S  PRIVATE  IN- 
\T:STMENT  CORPORATION. 

(a)  Abolition. — The  Overseas  Private  In- 
vestment Corporation  is  abolished,  effective 
October  1.  1995. 

(b)  Administration  of  Existing  Obliga- 
tions.—The  Secretary  of  State  shall  carry 
out  the  functions  performed  on  September 
30.  1995.  by  the  Overseas  Private  Investment 


Corporation  only  for  purposes  of  administer- 
ing insurance,  reinsurance,  financing,  and 
other  contracts  or  agreements  issued  or  en- 
tered into  by  the  Corporation  that  are  effec- 
tive on  October  1.  1995.  Such  functions  shall 
terminate  when  all  such  insurance,  reinsur- 
ance, financing,  and  other  contracts  or 
agreements  expire. 

(c)  Terminati(5n  of  Provisions.— Title  IV 
of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2191  and  following) 
shall  cease  to  be  effective  on  October  1.  1995. 
except  that  such  title  shall  continue  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  functions  performed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  under  subsection  (b), 

(d)  Termination  of  Affairs —The  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
shall  take  the  necessary  steps  to  terminate 
the  affairs  of  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation. 

H  R   1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sawter 
Amendment  No.   65:   At   the   end  of  title 
XXVII  (relating  to  congressional  statements) 
insert  the  followintr  new  sectinn: 
SEC.  2712.  UNITED  STATES  DELEGA'nON  TO  THE 
FOURTH    WOiU.D    CONFERENCE    ON 
WOMEN  IN  BEIJING. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
United    States    delegation    to    the    Fourth 
World  Conference  on  Women  should  include 
at    least    one    representative    of   a    United 
States-based  nongovernmental  organization 
representing  Tibetan  women. 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sawyer 
Amendment  No.  66;  At  the  end  of  chapter  6 
of  title  XXXI  (relating  to  other  provisions  of 
defense  and  security  assistance),  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.   3194.    A.NNUAL    MU-ITARY   ASSISTANCE    RE 
PORT. 

The    Foreign    Assistance    Act    of    1961    is 
amended   by   inserting  after  section   654  (22 
use.  2414)  the  following  new  spction: 
"SEC.  657.  AN>XIAL  REPORT  ON  MILITARY  ASSIST 
ANCE  A.ND  MILITARY  EXPORTS. 

"Not  later  than  February  1  of  each  year, 
the  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress 
an  annual  report  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
the  previous  September  30,  showing  the  ag- 
gregate dollar  value  and  quantity  of  defense 
articles  (including  excess  defense  articles) 
and  defense  services,  and  of  military  edu- 
cation and  training,  furnished  by  the  United 
States  to  each  foreign  country  and  inter- 
national organization,  by  category,  specify- 
ing whether  they  were  furnished  by  grant 
under  chapter  2  or  chapter  5  of  part  11  of  this 
Act,  by  sale  under  chapter  2  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act,  by  commercial  sale  li- 
censed under  section  38  of  that  Act,  or  by 
any  other  authority.  ". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mrs.  Schroeder 

Amendment  No.  67:  Strike  section  2252  (re- 
lating to  persecution  for  resistance  to  coer- 
cive population  control  methods). 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mrs.  Schroeder 

Amendment  No.  68:  In  subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 3104  (relating  to  assistance  for  Egypt 
under  the  Foreign  Military  Financing  pro- 
gram), strike  "The  assistance"  and  insert 
"ID  The  assistance"  and  add  at  the  end  of 
such  subsection  (b)  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

(2)(.^)  Such  assistance  may  be  provided  for 
Egypt  only  if  the  President  determines  that 
the  Government  of  Egypt  does  not  officially 
sanction  the  practice  of  female  genital  muti- 
lation. 


(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  "female  genital  mutilation"  means — 

(i)  the  partial  or  total  removal  of  the  clito- 
ris; 

(ii)  the  removal  of  the  entire  clitoris  and 
the  cutting  of  the  labia  minora;  or 

(iii)  the  removal  of  all  external  genitalia 
and  the  stitching  together  of  the  two  sides  of 
the  vulva. 

In  subsection  (b)  of  section  3203  (relating  to 
assistance  for  Egypt  under  the  economic  sup- 
port fund),  strike  "Requirement.—"  and  in- 
sert "Recjuirements  — ".  strike  "In  exercis- 
ing" and  insert  "(1)  In  exercising",  and  add 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

(2)(A)  The  assistance  provided  for  Egypt 
for  each  fiscal  year  under  subsection  (a)  may 
be  provided  only  if  the  President  determines 
that  the  Government  of  Egypt  does  not  offi- 
cially sanction  the  practice  of  female  genital 
mutilation. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  "female  genital  mutilation"  means — 

(i)  the  partial  or  total  removal  of  the  clito 
ris; 

(ii)  the  removal  of  the  entire  clitoris  and 
the  cutting  of  the  labia  minora;  or 

(iii)  the  removal  of  all  external  genitalia 
and  the  stitching  together  of  the  two  sides  of 
the  vulva. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey 

Amendment  No.  69:  In  section  2102(b)(2)(C) 
(relating  to  voluntary  contributions  for  the 
war  crimes  tribunal  for  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia)— 

(1)  in  the  heading  strike  "FOR  THE  former 

YUGOSLAVIA"; 

(2)  strike  "budget  for  the  tribunal"  and  in- 
sert "combined  budgets  for  the  tribunals"; 
and 

(3)  after  "Yugoslavia"  insert  ""and  the 
United  Nations  International  Criminal  Tri- 
bunal for  Rwanda". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Solomon 

.Amend.ment  No.  70:  In  section  2201.  add  the 
following  at  the  end; 

(c)  Use  of  Earnings  From  Frozen  Assets 
For  Program. — 

(1)  Amounts  to  be  .made  available.— Up  to 
2  percent  of  the  earnings  accruing,  during  pe- 
riods beginning  October  1.  1995,  on  all  assets 
of  foreign  countries  blocked  by  the  President 
pursuant  to  the  International  Emergency 
Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701  and  following) 
shall  be  available,  subject  to  appropriations 
.^cts,  to  carry  out  section  36  of  the  State  De- 
partment Basic  Authorities  Act,  as  amended 
by  this  section,  except  that  the  limitation 
contained  in  subsection  (d)(2)  of  such  section 
shall  not  apply  to  amounts  made  available 
under  this  paragraph. 

(2)  Control  of  funds  by  the  president.— 
The  President  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
take  possession  and  exercise  full  control  of 
so  much  of  the  earnings  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  as  are  made  available  under  such 
paragraph. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Torricelli 
.amendment  No.  71:  On  page  326  of  the  com- 
mittee substitute,  after  line  13  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.   33U.   RESTRICTIONS   ON  A.SSISTANCE   FOR 
GUATEMALA. 

(a)  Restriction— None  of  the  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  grant  assist- 
ance under  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763;  relating  to  for- 
eign military  financing)  or  for  assistance 
under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  As- 


sistance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2347  et  seq.;  re- 
lating to  international  military  education 
and  training)  may  be  made  available  to  the 
Government  of  Guatemala  unless  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  determines  and  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that— 

(1)  substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
the  prosecution  of  all  those  responsible  for 
the  human  rights  abuses  against  Michael 
DeVine.  Nicholas  Blake,  Griffin  Davis, 
Dianna  Ortiz,  Myrna  Mack,  and  Efrain 
Bamaca  Velasquez: 

(2)  former  Guatemalan  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Carlos  Rene  Ochoa  Ruiz,  who  is  under  indict- 
ment in  the  State  of  Florida  for  narcotics 
trafficking,  has  been  extradited  to  the  Unit- 
ed States;  and 

(3)  substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
the  dismantling  of  the  Voluntary  Civil  Self- 
Defense  Committees,  curbing  their  patrols, 
and  returning  their  weapons  to  the  Guate- 
malan military. 

(d)  APPROPRIATE  Congressional  Commit- 
tees Defined.— For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  "appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees" means  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  the  Senate. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 

Amendment  No.  72:  After  title  XXXIV  of 
division  C  (relating  to  special  authorities 
and  other  provisions  of  foreign  assistance  au- 
thorizations), insert  the  following  new  title 
(and  redesignate  the  subsequent  title  accord- 
ingly): 

TITLE  XXXV— REDUCnON  IN 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC.  3501.  REDUCTION  LN  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

Notwithstanding  the  specific  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  in  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  division,  each  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  under  this  division  or  any 
amendment  made  by  this  division  (except  for 
chapters  3  and  4  of  title  XXXI  and  for  chap- 
ters 6  and  7  of  title  XXXII)  is  hereby  reduced 
by  5  percent. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 

Amendment  No.  73:  After  title  XXXIV  of 
division  C  (relating  to  special  authorities 
and  other  provisions  of  foreign  assistance  au- 
thorizations), insert  the  following  new  title 
(and  redesignate  the  subsequent  title  accord- 
ingly); 

TITLE  XXXV-REDUCTION  IN 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC.  3501.  REDUCTION  IN  AUTHORIZA'nONS. 

Notwithstanding  the  specific  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  in  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  division,  each  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  under  this  division  or  any 
amendment  made  by  this  division  (except  for 
chapters  3  and  4  of  title  XXXI  and  for  chap- 
ters 6  and  7  of  title  XXXII)  is  hereby  reduced 
by  10  percent. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr  traficant 

Amendment  No.  74.  At  the  end  of  chapter  2 
of  title  XXXIV  of  division  C  (relating  to  spe- 
cial authorities  and  other  provisions  of  for- 
eign assistance  authorizations),  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 

SEC.  3420.  LLMITA'nON  ON  PR0CURF:MENT  OUT 
SIDE  THE  L-NITED  STATES. 

Funds  made  available  for  assistance  for  fis- 
cal years  1996  and  1997  under  the  Foreign  As- 
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sistance  Act  of  1961.  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act,  or  any  other  provision  of  law  de- 
scribed in  this  division  for  which  amounts 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such 
fiscal  years,  may  be  used  for  procurement 
outside  the  United  States  or  less  developed 
countries  only  if— 

(1)  such  funds  are  used  for  the  procurement 
of  commodities  or  services,  or  defense  arti- 
cles or  defense  services,  produced  in  the 
country  in  which  the  assistance  is  to  be  pro- 
vided, except  that  this  paragraph  only  ap- 
plies if  procurement  in  that  country  would 
cost  less  than  procurement  in  the  United 
States  or  less  developed  countries; 

(2)  the  provision  of  such  assistance  re- 
quires commodities  or  services,  or  defense 
articles  or  defense  services,  of  a  type  that 
are  not  produced  in,  and  available  for  pur- 
chase from,  the  United  States,  less  developed 
countries,  or  the  country  in  which  the  assist- 
ance is  to  be  provided;  or 

(3)  the  President  determines  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  that  procurement  outside  the 
United  States  or  less  developed  countries 
would  result  in  the  more  efficient  use  of 
United  States  foreign  assistance  resources. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Upton 
.AMENDMENT  No.  75.  At  the  end  of  chapter  3 
of  title  XXII  (relating  to  refugees  and  migra- 
tion) insert  the  following  new  sections: 
SEC.  2256.  VIETNAM  POW/MU  ASYLUM  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Asylum  for  Eligible  Aliens.— The  At- 
torney General  shall  grant  asylum  in  the 
United  States  to  any  alien  described  in  sub- 
section (b).  upon  the  application  of  that 
alien. 

(b)  ELiGiBiLm'— Asylum  shall  be  granted 
under  subsection  (a)  to  any  alien  (1)  who  is  a 
national  of  Laos.  Vietnam.  Cambodia,  or 
Burma,  and  (2)  who.  while  acting  other  than 
in  an  official  or  unofficial  capacity  on  behalf 
of  any  government  or  agency,  personally  de- 
livers into  the  custody  of  the  United  States 
Government  a  living  Vietnam  POW/MIA  (or 
participates  in  such  a  delivery), 

(c)  Vietnam  POW/MIA  Defined.— 

(1)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"Vietnam  POW  MIA"  means  an  individual — 

(A)  who  is  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  101(3)  of  title 
37,  United  States  Code)  in  a  missing  status 
(as  defined  in  section  551(2)  of  such  title)  as 
a  result  of  the  Vietnam  conflict,  unless  it  is 
official  determined  under  section  552(c)  of 
such  title  that  such  individual  is  officially 
absent  from  such  individual's  post  of  duty 
without  authority;  or 

(B)  who  is  an  employee  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 5561(2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code)  in 
a  missing  status  (as  defined  in  section  5561(5) 
of  such  title)  as  a  result  of  the  Vietnam  con- 
flict. 

Such  term  does  not  include  an  individual 
who  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  deter- 
mines remained  in  Vietnam,  Laos,  or  Cam- 
bodia voluntarily. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)— 

(A)  the  Vietnam  conflict  began  on  Feb- 
ruary 28.  1961,  and  ended  on  May  7.  1975;  and 

(B)  an  individual  in  a  missing  status  shall 
be  considered  to  be  in  a  missing  status  as  a 
result  of  the  Vietnam  conflict  if  imme- 
diately before  that  status  began  the  individ- 
ual— 

(i)  was  performing  service  in  Vietnam;  or 
(ii)  was  performing  service   in  Southeast 

Asia  in  direct  support  of  military  operations 

in  Vietnam. 

SEC  2257.  KOREA  POW/MIA  ASYLUM  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Asylum  for  Eligible  Aliens— The  At- 
torney General  shall  grant  asylum   in   the 
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United  States  to  any  alien  described  in  sub- 
section (b).  upon  the  application  of  that 
alien. 

(b)  Eligibility.— Asylum  shall  be  granted 
under  subsection  (a)  to  any  alien  (1)  who  is  a 
national  of  North  Korea.  South  Korea,  or 
China  and  (2i  who.  while  acting  other  than  in 
an  official  or  unofficial  capacity  on  behalf  of 
any  government  or  agency,  personally  deliv- 
ers into  the  custody  of  the  United  States 
Government  a  living  Korea  POW/MIA  (or 
participates  in  such  a  delivery). 

(c)  KORE.\  POW  MIA  Defined.— 

(1»  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"Korea  POW  MIA"  means  an  individual — 

(A)  who  is  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  101(3)  of  title 
37.  United  States  Code)  in  a  missing  status 
(as  defined  in  section  551(2)  of  such  title)  as 
a  result  of  the  Korean  conflict,  unless  it  is 
officially  determined  under  section  552(c)  of 
such  title  that  such  individual  is  officially 
absent  from  such  individual's  post  of  duty 
without  authority;  or 

(B)  who  is  an  employee  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 5561(2)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code)  in 
a  missing  status  (as  defined  in  section  5561(5) 
of  such  title)  as  a  result  of  the  Korean  con- 
flict. 

Such  term  does  not  include  an  individual 
who  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  deter- 
mines   remained    in    North    Korea.    South 
Korea,  or  China  voluntarily. 
(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1) — 

(A)  the  Korean  conflict  began  on  June  27. 
1950.  and  ended  on  January  31.  1955;  and 

(B)  an  individual  in  a  missing  status  shall 
be  considered  to  be  in  a  missing  status  as  a 
result  of  the  Korean  conflict  if  immediately 
before  that  status  began  the  individual — 

(i)  was  performing  service  in  the  Korean 
peninsula  ;  or 

(ii)  was  performing  service  In  Asia  in  di- 
rect support  of  military  openations  in  the 
Korean  peninsula. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Wynn 
A.MENDMENT  No.  76:  In  section  2102(a)  (re- 
lating  to   assessed   contributions   to   inter- 


national organizations)  strike  ■■$873.505.(X)0 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $867,050,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997"  and  insert  "$861,505,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1996  and  $852,050,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997". 

In  section  3414  of  the  bill  (in  subsection  (e) 
of  section  711  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961)— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  of  such  subsection  (e). 
strike  "$3,000,000"  and  insert  "$15,000,000"; 

(2)  redesignate  paragraph  (2)  of  such  sub- 
section as  paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  insert  after  paragraph  (1)  of  such  sub- 
section the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Use  of  amou.nts  for  L.\ti.v  America 
AND  the  Caribbean.— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1) 
for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  $12,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
for  the  sale,  reduction,  and  cancellation  of 
loans,  or  portions  thereof,  for  countries  in 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 

H.R.  1561 

Offered  By;  Mr.  Wynn 

A.MENDMENT  No.  77:  In  section  3414  of  the 
bill  (in  subsection  (e)  of  section  711  of  the 
Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961) — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)  of  such  subsection  (e). 
strike  "$3,000,000"  and  insert  "$15,000,000"; 

(2)  redesignate  paragraph  (2)  of  such  sub- 
section as  paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  insert  after  paragraph  (1)  of  such  sub- 
section the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Use  of  Amounts  for  L.atin  A.merica 
AND  THE  Caribbean.— Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1) 
for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  $12,000,000  for 
each  such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
for  the  sale,  reduction,  and  cancellation  of 
loans,  or  portions  thereof,  for  countries  in 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 

H.R.  1561 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Zimmer 

Amendment  No.  78:  At  the  end  of  title 
XXXIII  (relating  to  regional  provisions),  add 
the  following  new  section; 


SEC.  .^^l4.  prohibition  on  kconomic  as.sist- 

A.NCE.  military  .ASSLSTANCE  OR 
AJtMS  transfers  TO  THE  GOVERN- 
ment f)f  malrita.nia  l'nless  ap- 
propriatf:  action  is  taken  to 

ELIMINATE  CHATTEL  SI.AVF:RY. 

(a)  Prohibition.— The  Pre.sidenc  may  not 
provide  economic  assistance,  military  assist- 
ance or  arms  transfers  to  the  Government  of 
Mauritania  unless  the  President  certifies  to 
the  Congress  that  such  Government  has 
taken  appropriate  action  to  eliminate  chat- 
tel slavery  in  Mauritania,  including — 

(1)  the  enactment  of  anti-slavery  laws  that 
provide  appropriate  punishment  for  violators 
of  such  laws;  and 

(2)  the  rigorous  enforcement  of  such  laws. 

(b)  Definitions —For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  definitions  apply: 

(1)  EcoNO.Mic  assistance.— The  term  "eco- 
nomic assistance"  means  any  assistance 
under  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2151  et  seq.)  and  any  assist- 
ance under  chapter  4  of  part  II  of  such  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2346  et  seq.)  (relating  to  the  eco- 
nomic support  fund),  except  that  such  term 
does  not  include  humanitarian  assistance. 

(2)  Military  assistance  or  arms  trans- 
fers—The  term  "military  a.ssistance  or 
arms  transfers"  means — 

(A)  assistance  under  chapter  2  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2311  et  seq.)  (relating  to  military  assistance), 
including  the  transfer  of  excess  defense  arti- 
cles under  sections  516  through  519  of  that 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2321  j  through  2321m); 

(B)  assistance  under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2347  et  seq.)  (relating  to  international  mili- 
tary education  and  training); 

(C)  assistance  under  the  "Foreign  Military 
Financing  Program"  under  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763);  or 

(D)  the  transfer  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
use.  2751  et  seq.).  including  defense  articles 
and  defense  services  licensed  or  approved  for 
export  under  section  38  of  that  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
2778). 
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The  Senate  met  at  8:30  a.m..  on  the 
expiration  of  the  recess,  and  was  called 
to  order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

The  earth  is  the  Lord's  and  all  its  full- 
ness, the  world  and  those  who  dwell 
therein.— Psa.\m  24:1. 

Creator  and  Sustainer  of  all,  Lord  of 
all  life.  Sovereign  of  this  Nation,  and 
owner  of  all  that  we  are  and  have,  we 
humbly  accept  Your  calling  to  be  stew- 
ards of  the  resources  and  riches  You 
have  so  bountifully  given  our  Nation. 
You  have  written  Your  signature  in  the 
beauty  of  our  land,  blessed  us  with  op- 
portunities, and  entrusted  us  with  ma- 
terial prosperity.  We  ask  for  only  one 
thing  more.  Lord;  Give  us  a  grateful 
heart. 

In  gratitude,  we  press  on  in  the  cru- 
cial discussion  of  the  budget  today.  We 
will  talk  in  terms  of  billions  and  tril- 
lions. At  times  we  may  be  tempted  to 
think  that  we  control  the  money  to  be 
budgeted.  Instead,  we  turn  to  You  for 
guidance  in  these  fiscal  matters  so  that 
what  is  decided  will  be  creative  for  the 
people  of  this  Nation,  now  and  for  fu- 
ture generations.  Lord,  help  us  to  lis- 
ten for  truth  as  intently  as  we  seek  to 
speak  our  understanding  of  it.  We 
praise  You  that  we  live  in  a  dynamic 
democracy  in  which  great  leaders  like 
these  Senators  can  give  this  quality 
and  quantity  of  time  to  the  crucial  is- 
sues of  this  budget.  God  bless  them, 
and  through  their  deliberations  and  de- 
cisions, bless  America.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

scHKDni.i; 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  time  for  the  two  leaders 
has  been  reserved  and  the  Senate  will 
immediately  resume  consideration  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13.  the 
concurrent  budget  resolution. 

Rollcall  votes  are  expected  through- 
out the  day  on  or  in  relation  to  amend- 
ments to  the  budget.  The  Senate  will 
not  recess  during  the  afternoon  today 
for  policy  luncheons,  but  will  continue 
in  session  debating  the  budget. 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15,  1995) 

CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Ca.mpbell).  The  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13. 

The  clerk  will  report  the  pending 
business. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  U..S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution. 

Pending: 

Roth  Amendment  No.  1121,  to  express  the 
.sen.se  of  the  Senate  that  the  number  of  Fed- 
eral full-time  equivalent  positions  should  be 
further  reduced. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  thank  you. 
I  simply  say  that  as  we  open  this  very 
important  day,  it  will  be  a  very  long 
day  on  the  budget  resolution.  I  would 
simpl.v  say  that  as  usual  at  this  par- 
ticular time  we  have  an  inordinate 
number  of  amendments  that  have  been 
suggested  from  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle. 

I  simply  say  that  we  very  likely— if 
we  are  going  to  finish  this  up  tomorrow 
some  time,  which  we  must,  given  the 
time  constraints  that  we  are  under— 
are  going  to  have  to  have  some  give 
and  take  today.  We  will  have  to  begin 
the  process  very  early  today  of  trying 
to  come  to  some  specific  time  agree- 
ments. With  the  large  number  of 
amendments  that  we  have  to  offer,  we 
obviously  are  heading  for  one  of  those 
traditional  situations  that  we  do  on 
the  budget  resolution  where  a  great 
number  of  amendments  to  the  bill  are 
going  to  be  offered  and  we  are  not 
going  to  have  time  to  debate  those. 

Under  the  rules,  all  amendments  that 
are  offered  can  be  voted  on  if  a  rollcall 
vote  is  ordered,  which  indicates  to  me 
very  clearly  that  tomorrow  afternoon 
sometime  we  are  going  to  have  a  great 
number— and  I  mean  a  great  number, 
ma.vbe  2  to  3  hours — of  successive  votes 
on  many  amendments  that  will  not 
have  been  thoroughly  discussed  or  de- 
bated at  all  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

Therefore.  I  would  hope  that  we 
could  all  conserve  time  as  best  we  can. 
Last  night,  the  Senate  completed  de- 
bate on  an  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  on  that  side  of 
the  aisle.  Under  the  usual  procedures, 
the  next  amendment  would  be  offered 
from  someone  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 


I  see  Senator  Bradley  is  here  to 
offer  an  appropriate  amendment  that 
had  been  scheduled  for  some  time.  De- 
pending on  what  the  acting  majority 
leader  would  like  to  do,  we  are  pre- 
pared to  offer  the  amendment  that  had 
been  scheduled  to  be  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey,  unless  there 
is  intervening  business. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve the  plan  is  to  move  forward  with 
the  amendment  by  Senator  Bradley. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am. 
therefore,  pleased  to  recognize  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Would  he  please  indicate  to  me  about 
how  much  time  he  thinks  would  be  nec- 
essary? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  say  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nebraska  I  ex- 
pect that  we  would  need  several  hours 
on  this  amendment.  I  know  there  are 
many  people  who  want  to  speak,  and  I 
will  just  have  to  see  how  many  people 
come  to  the  floor. 

Under  the  rules,  we  are  allowed  2 
hours  equally  divided,  an  hour  on  each 
side.  We  could  start  with  that  and  see 
if  there  are  others  who  want  more 
time. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
New  Jersey,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  is 
recognized. 

amendment  no.  1122 

(Purpose:  To  lessen  tax  increases  on  working 

families  by  using  amounts  set  aside  for  a 

tax  cut) 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  laying  aside  the  pending 
amendment? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Brad- 
ley], for  himself.  Mr.  Breaux.  and  Mrs.  Mur- 
ray, proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1122. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  "budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$16,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (o 
for  legislation  that  restores  the  full  current 
law  earned  income  tax  credit  under  section 
32  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 


This  "bullet"  s>nib<il  idt-ntififs  st;itfments  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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■■(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates—Upon  the  reporting^  of  leg^islation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
subsection  (d).". 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  chat  I  have  sent  to  the 
desk  makes  one  simple  point:  Although 
we  need  to  balance  the  Federal  budget, 
we  should  not  do  it  on  the  backs  of 
America's  working  and  middle-class 
families. 

The  budget  resolution  before  the  Sen- 
ate attempts  to  claim  that  it  will  bal- 
ance the  budget  without  raising  taxes. 
However,  buried  deep  in  this  budget 
proposal  is  a  $20  billion  tax  increase — 
a  $20  billion  tax  increase — on  America's 
working  families. 

The  amendment  that  I  have  intro- 
duced on  behalf  of  myself.  Senator 
Breaux,  Senator  Murray,  and  others, 
would  correct  the  numerous  problems 
posed  by  the  current  earned  income  tax 
proposal  in  the  budget  resolution. 

The  amendment  would  repeal  the 
worst  aspect  of  the  $20  billion  tax  in- 
crease on  working  families.  Specifi- 
cally, the  amendment  would  repeal  the 
$12.8  billion  tax  increase  on  working 
families  with  children  and  the  $4.1  bil- 
lion tax  increase  on  working  Ameri- 
cans without  children. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the 
amendment  would  ensure  that  we  con- 
tinue to  Improve  the  program's  admin- 
istration to  fight  against  any  potential 
fraud  or  abuse  and  to  ensure  that  the 
benefits  of  this  program  go  to  those  for 
whom  it  was  intended. 

Mr.  President,  since  its  creation  in 
1975,  the  earned  income  tax  credit  has 
been  one  of  the  most  important  sources 
of  support  for  working  and  lower-mid- 
dle-class families.  In  1996,  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  will  provide  a  tax  cut 
for  over  21  million  workers  and  their 
families. 

In  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey,  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  provided 
372,000  taxpayers  with  families  with  an 
average  of  over  $1,000  in  tax  relief  in 
1993.  a  $1,000  tax  cut  for  over  300.000 
-New  Jersey  families. 

The  EITC  helps  families  move  off  the 
welfare  roles  and  into  the  work  force. 
The  incentive  only  goes  to  working 
families.  No  one  on  welfare  gets  this. 
These  are  working  families.  If  you  do 
not  work,  you  do  not  qualify  for  the 
tax  cut.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Social  Security  taxes  and  various 
means-tested  programs  create  dis- 
incentives for  welfare  recipients  to 
work.  Without  the  EITC's  offsetting 
tax  reduction,  the  working  poor  lose 
benefits  and  pay  higher  taxes  for  each 
extra  dollar  that  they  earn. 


The  historic  1993  deficit  reduction 
package  expanded  the  earned  income 
tax  credit.  Just  as  a  point  of  reference. 
in  my  State  about  40,000  people  ended 
up  paying  higher  income  taxes  because 
of  that  deficit  reduction  package  and 
nearly  400,000  ended  up  paying  less 
taxes  because  of  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  So,  as  a  result  of  that  deficit  re- 
duction package,  nearly  10  times  more 
people  in  my  State  got  a  tax  cut  than 
got  an  income  tax  increase. 

When  fully  phased  in,  the  credit  will 
be  available  for  families  with  two  or 
more  children,  earning  up  to  approxi- 
mately $28,500.  Two  children  and  fam- 
ily, up  to  $28,500.  that  is  roughly  half 
the  median  income  for  a  family  of  four. 
So  what  we  are  saying  here  is  roughly 
a  fourth  of  all  families  with  two  kids 
will  qualify  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  These  are  working  families. 

Because  the  minimum  wage  has  not 
kept  pace  with  inflation,  without  these 
changes  in  the  EITC  many  working 
families  have  fallen  deeper  into  pov- 
erty as  a  result  of  higher  taxes  and  lost 
benefits.  The  EITC  works  in  a  very  im- 
portant way  for  working  families.  For 
every  added  dollar  a  lower  income 
working  family  earns,  payroll  taxes 
take  15.3  cents  and  certain  other  bene- 
fits drop.  For  example,  food  stamps 
drop  24  cents  for  every  additional  dol- 
lar. The  EITC  was  intended  to  offset 
some  of  these  disincentives  by  provid- 
ing a  tax  reduction  of  40  cents  for  every 
dollar  earned  by  a  working  family  with 
two  children.  In  other  words,  that 
means  the  EITC  can  make  a  big  dif- 
ference in  people's  lives. 

Most  eligible  families  earning  be- 
tween $5,500  and  $15,500  will  qualify  for 
at  least  $1,000  in  credits.  That  is  an- 
other $1,000  in  someone's  pocket  that 
can  go  to  pay  for  food,  for  utility  bills, 
for  tuition  to  parochial  school,  for 
health  insurance,  or  for  mortgage  pay- 
ments. 

Not  only  does  the  EITC  help  families 
work  their  way  out  of  poverty,  the 
EITC  is  good  for  business.  It  puts  more 
purchasing  power  in  low-income  con- 
sumers' pockets  and  lets  them  keep 
more  of  what  they  earn.  It  also  in- 
creases the  effective  wage  rate  paid  by 
employers,  providing  the  neediest 
Americans  with  an  even  greater  incen- 
tive to  go  to  work.  By  helping  these 
families  we  also  ease  the  burden  on 
public  services  provided  by  State  and 
local  government. 

Even  President  Ronald  Reagan  recog- 
nized the  value  of  the  earned  income 
tax  credit.  At  the  signing  of  the  1986 
Tax  Reform  Act  he  stated  that  the 
bill's  expanded  EITC  provisions  were  a 
very  important  thing.  Ronald  Reagan 
called  the  EITC  provisions  "the  best 
anti-poverty,  the  best  pro-family,  the 
best  job  creation  measure  to  come  out 
of  Congress.  ' 

In  addition  to  President  Reagan,  the 
EITC  has  received  widespread  biparti- 
san support,   including   that  of  Presi- 
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dents  Ford,  Carter.  Bush,  and  Clinton. 
However,  the  current  budget  proposals 
would  repeal  many  of  the  gains  realized 
under  this  bipartisan  group  of  leaders 
during  almost  two  decades. 

So,  what  is  the  impact  of  this  tax  in- 
crease on  working  families?  In  the  face 
of  declining  real  wages  and  Republican 
proposals  to  cut  important  aid  pro- 
grams, more  and  more  American  fami- 
lies are  going  to  face  increasingly 
tough  times.  These  are  working  fami- 
lies who  need  every  penny  of  the  wages 
they  earn  just  to  make  ends  meet.  We 
simply  should  not  tax  these  families 
into  poverty  by  cutting  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit. 

The  goal  of  the  1993  expansion  of  the 
EITC  was  to  ensure  that  individuals 
who  work  full  time  do  not  have  to  raise 
their  children  in  poverty.  Achieving 
this  goal  is  just  as  important  today  as 
it  was  2  years  ago.  By  the  year  2000, 
roughly  17.8  million  taxpayers.  80  per- 
cent of  the  total  recipients,  would  feel 
a  tax  increase  as  a  result  of  the  propos- 
als that  are  embodied  in  this  budget. 
On  average,  taxes  would  be  raised  for 
affected  working  families  by  over  $600 
each. 

In  New  Jersey,  working  families  will 
face  a  $452  million  tax  increase.  Over 
the  next  7  years  that  amounts  to  about 
$1,500  for  the  297.000  recipients  of  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  who  are 
working  families. 

The  tax  increase  on  working  families 
with  children  amounts  to  $329  million. 
On  an  average,  that  would  raise  taxes 
by  $1,733  over  7  years  on  190.000  New 
Jersey  families  with  children.  So  this 
is  a  significant  tax  increase  in  the  mid- 
dle of  a  budget  proposal  that  purports 
to  have  no  tax  increase. 

Who  are  the  people  who  receive  the 
earned  income  tax  credit?  Let  me  just 
give  you  a  snapshot  of  a  couple  of  peo- 
ple. 

Michael  Thompson  from  Newark.  NJ, 
is  32  years  old.  married,  with  two 
daughters.  He  earns  $7.75  per  hour 
working  in  a  warehouse  for  the  Com- 
munity Food  Bank  in  New  Jersey.  His 
wife  worked  over  5  years  for  a  large 
health  insurance  company  but  was  laid 
off  in  1994  and  has  been  unable  to  find 
new  work.  Last  year  the  Thompsons  re- 
ceived an  earned  income  credit  that 
they  used  to  pay  the  rent  and  to  make 
up  back  payments  on  their  utility  bills. 

How  about  Deborah  Hammerstrung 
from  Barnegat,  NJ,  a  clerical  super- 
visor for  the  Visiting  Home  Care  Serv- 
ice in  Ocean  County.  When  Mrs. 
Hammerstrung  and  her  ex-husband  sep- 
arated 2  years  ago,  she  could  not  afford 
to  move  into  an  apartment  on  her  own. 
Instead,  she  was  forced  to  move  back 
with  her  mother.  By  providing  her  with 
a  small  credit  against  the  taxes  she  has 
paid.  the  EITC  is  helping  Ms. 
Hammerstrung  pay  the  utility  hookups 
for  her  own  apartment. 

And  last  year.  Ms.  Linda  Bailey,  of 
Elizabeth,  NJ,  received  a  small  earned 
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income  tax  credit.  Ms.  Bailey  worked 
as  a  registration  clerk  at  St.  Eliza- 
beth's Hospital  and  is  the  mother  of 
two  children  aged  6  and  14.  She  used 
the  $1,000  credit  she  received  to  help 
pay  her  gas  and  electric  bills. 

These  are  only  a  few  examples.  I 
could  give  you  countless  other  exam- 
ples in  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey 
where  the  earned  income  tax  credit  has 
allowed  struggling  families  to  send  a 
child  to  parochial  school,  to  begin  to 
make  a  payment  on  college  tuition,  to 
fully  pay  the  utility  bills,  and  on  and 
on.  These  are  struggling  working 
Americans.  The  earned  income  tax 
credit  has  put  a  little  money  in  their 
pockets  so  they  can  get  by.  This  is  not 
the  time  to  increase  taxes  on  these 
working  Americans. 

Like  most  other  working  Americans, 
the  recipients  I  have  described  live 
from  paycheck  to  paycheck.  As  a  credit 
against  taxes  they  paid,  the  EITC  pro- 
vides these  families  with  a  little 
breathing  room. 

They  are  not  using  the  EITC  to  pay 
for  fancy  meals  out  or  hire  high-paid 
lobbyists.  No.  the,y  are  not  using  it  for 
that.  Instead  they  use  the  EITC  to  help 
buy  clothes  for  their  kids,  to  pay  util- 
ity bills,  and  to  put  meals  on  the  table. 

The  higher  taxes  this  budget  will  im- 
pose on  them  will  make  it  increasingly 
more  difficult  for  New  Jersey  families 
to  meet  these  basic  needs  and  work 
their  way  out  of  poverty.  Of  course, 
working  families  in  New  Jersey  are  not 
the  only  ones  who  will  suffer  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Republicans'  proposed  tax 
hike. 

Almost  30  percent  of  all  taxpayers  in 
Mississippi  will  lose  under  this  budget. 
There  taxes  will  go  up.  Twenty  percent 
of  the  families  in  Texas  will  face  a 
larger  tax  burden  as  a  result  of  these 
proposals.  And  in  Oklahoma,  almost 
215.000  working  families  will  find  it 
harder  to  make  ends  meet  after  the 
proposed  tax  increase  by  the  changes  in 
the  earned  income  tax  credit. 

Recently,  I  have  heard  statements 
that  these  cuts  in  the  EITC  are  not 
really  a  tax  increase  because  recipients 
do  not  have  an  income  tax  liability. 
Critics  of  the  EITC  would  have  us  be- 
lieve that  just  because  someone  re- 
ceives a  tax  refund  that  person  could 
not  be  paying  more  tax. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment owes  you  a  $1,000  tax  refund  and 
we  change  the  Tax  Code  so  you  end  up 
getting  only  a  $500  refund,  then  we 
have  raised  your  taxes,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  you  still  get  some- 
thing back. 

In  addition,  there  are  claims  that 
this  budget  is  not  increasing  taxes  be- 
cause some  of  the  EITC  recipients  do 
not  owe  any  income  tax.  That  claim  ig- 
nores all  the  other  taxes  that  working 
families  have  to  pay.  When  working 
families  receive  their  paychecks,  the 
stub  does  not  just  show  how  much  they 
pay  in  income  tax  withholding.  It  also 
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shows  what  was  subtracted  for  Social 
Security  taxes,  for  Medicare  taxes,  for 
State  taxes,  and  others.  The  EITC  is 
intended  to  help  offset  these  taxes,  as 
well  as  Federal  income  tax. 

Let  me  demonstrate  this  point  by  an 
example.  Imagine  a  young  married  cou- 
ple with  two  children.  If  this  family 
earned  $16,500  per  year,  they  will  be 
just  above  the  poverty  level.  Although 
they  would  not  owe  any  individual  in- 
come tax.  they  would  incur  $2,525  in 
Social  Security  taxes.  That  is  what 
they  would  have  to  pay.  Under  current 
law,  they  would  qualify  for  an  EITC 
that  offsets  practically  all  of  that  So- 
cial Security  tax,  $2,532,  just  enough  to 
offset  the  Social  Security  tax  liability. 
But  under  the  proposal  that  is  in  this 
budget  the  EITC  would  fall,  and  their 
taxes  would  go  up  by  over  $300.  a  tax 
increase. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  to  rec- 
ognize that  the  proposal  in  this  budget 
is  a  straight  tax  increase  on  working 
families.  None  of  the  proposals  do  any- 
thing, beyond  what  the  administration 
has  already  suggested,  to  reduce  errors 
in  the  program. 

The  amendment  that  I  offer  would 
implement  the  compliance  provisions, 
such  things  as  matching  Social  Secu- 
rity numbers,  et  cetera— there  are 
many  different  elements  of  the  compli- 
ance provision — and  thereby  build  on 
our  past  efforts  to  eliminate  tax  fraud 
and  ensure  that  the  EITC  goes  on  only 
to  those  most  in  need. 

Further,  the  Republican  attack  on 
the  EITC  stems  from  reports  of  fraud 
in  the  program.  In  a  small  January  1994 
study  the  IRS  found  13  percent  of  all 
EITC  refunds  could  be  in  error.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  many  of  these 
errors  result  in  ordinary  mistakes  that 
taxpayers  make  on  all  kinds  of  tax  re- 
turns. We  have  already  taken  a  number 
of  significant  steps  to  eliminate  fraud 
and  to  focus  the  benefits  of  the  1993  tax 
cut  on  those  most  in  need.  We  have 
also  made  some  additional  changes  in 
the  last  year  or  so  to  narrow  eligibility 
for  the  EITC. 

In  the  Uruguay  round  legislation,  for 
example,  we  prohibited  the  EITC  from 
going  to  undocumented  aliens.  We  deny 
the  tax  break.  Also,  we  allow  the  IRS 
to  use  simpler  procedures  with  certain 
types  of  questionable  returns.  We  deny 
it  to  individuals  who  have  $2,350  in  in- 
vestment income.  So  the  eligibility  has 
been  narrowed. 

Then  there  are  people  who  argue 
about  the  planned  growth  of  the  EITC. 
They  are  claiming  that  the  E;1TC  is  ex- 
panding. To  bolster  these  claims,  some 
critics  have  carted  out  graphs  and 
charts— and  we  will  probably  see  some 
here  today— that  show  the  growth  of 
the  EITC  since  the  early  1990's.  Of 
course,  these  graphs  present  only  a 
snapshot  of  the  EITC  and  ignore  the 
fact  that  the  increases  in  the  EITC  are 
a  result  of  a  conscious  effort  by  Con- 
gress and  Presidents  Reagan.  Bush,  and 


Clinton  to  expand  the  program  and  to 
provide  a  modicum  of  tax  relief  to 
America's  working  families. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  could,  as  this 
chart  demonstrates.  once  these 
changes  are  fully  phased  in,  once  you 
make  eligibility,  up  to  $28,500  for  a 
family  of  four,  the  EITC  will  grow  only 
at  the  pace  of  inflation  and  population 
growth,  a  straight  line. 

So  people  on  the  other  side  who  say 
this  program  is  out  of  control  because 
we  tried  to  help  lower  middle-class 
families — and  when  you  help  lower 
middle-class  families,  you  provide  a 
bigger  tax  cut  to  more  people;  it  is 
going  to  increase — they  want  to  raise 
taxes  on  these  very  same  people.  But 
once  the  eligibility  is  fully  phased  in. 
it  is  a  national  revenue  loss.  In  fact, 
beginning  in  1996,  if  you  simply  took 
the  EITC  relative  to  the  rest  of  the 
economy,  it  is  on  the  way  down. 

So,  Mr.  President,  at  the  same  time 
that  we  have  listened  to  the  other 
side's  attempts  to  explain  why  we  need 
to  raise  taxes  on  working  families  in 
order  to  balance  the  Federal  budget,  we 
have  not  heard  a  single  word  about  the 
truly  uncontrolled  growth  in  so  many 
other  areas  of  the  budget. 

Take,  for  example,  one  of  the  provi- 
sions in  the  Tax  Code  called  section  29. 
Section  29  refers  to  a  little  known  pro- 
vision in  the  code  that  gives  a  handful 
of  oil  and  gas  producers  billions  of  dol- 
lars' worth  of  subsidies  at  the  cost  of 
other  taxpayers.  Between  1989  and  1994. 
section  29  tax  subsidies  grew  by  over 
1.000  percent.  This  uncontrolled 
growth— uncontrolled  1,000-percent 

growth  in  6  years — dwarfs  the  planned, 
controlled,  and  short-term  growth  of 
the  EITC. 

So  why  does  the  Republican  budget 
raise  taxes  on  millions  of  American 
families  without  touching  a  single 
penny  in  special  interest  loopholes  like 
section  29,  that  went  up  1.000  percent  in 
6  years?  The  answer  I  think  is  fairly 
simple.  The  supporters  of  section  29 
and  a  lot  of  the  other  special  interest 
corporate  loopholes — loopholes  that  are 
used  by  the  wealthy— like  these  sub- 
sidies and  they  spend  millions  of  dol- 
lars each  year  to  hire  lobbyists  to  in- 
sert their  special  provisions  in  the  Tax 
Code. 

Mr.  President,  working  families  are 
too  busy  with  their  kids,  trying  to 
make  ends  meet,  holding  down  two  or 
three  jobs,  to  have  either  the  money  or 
the  time  to  come  down  to  Washington 
and  lobby  for  their  provision  in  the  Tax 
Code.  As  a  result,  taxes  are  raised  on 
working  families  while  special-interest 
loopholes  proliferate. 

In  1996,  spending  through  the  Tax 
Code  will  total  $380  billion.  It  is  the 
second  fastest  increase  of  the  deficit, 
beyond  entitlements.  $480  billion,  more 
than  double  the  size  of  the  projected 
deficit.  Between  now  and  2002,  tax  ex- 
penditures will  total  more  than  $4  tril- 
lion. 


14012 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  23,  1995 


I  support,  like  many  Members  of  the 
Senate,  some  of  these  provisions:  Home 
mortgage  interest  deductions,  property 
tax  deductions,  charitable  deductions. 
These  are  valuable  tools.  However,  for 
every  one  of  these  provisions,  there  are 
numerous  other  loopholes,  such  as  sec- 
tion 29,  that  simply  benefit  one  indus- 
try or  a  few  taxpayers  over  the  large 
mass  of  taxpayers. 

Mr.  President,  reducing  the  budget 
deficit  will  require  shared  sacrifice. 
However,  raising  taxes  on  millions  of 
working  Americans  while  consciously 
ignoring  the  billions  of  dollars  that  we 
give  away  each  year  through  special  in- 
terest tax  loopholes  is  not  my  defini- 
tion of  shared  sacrifice. 

So  this  amendment  is  really  just 
about  setting  priorities,  determining 
how  we  should  share  the  burden  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  There  is  no  serious 
disagreement  between  Democrats  and 
Republicans  on  the  need  to  balance  the 
budget.  In  fact,  this  amendment  would 
reduce  the  deficit  by  the  exact  same 
amount  as  the  original  budget  pro- 
posal. The  real  question  that  this 
amendment  raises  is  how  we  should 
balance  the  budget.  3  Either  we  can 
balance  the  budget  by  raising  taxes  on 
working  families,  as  contemplated  in 
the  Republican  budget  proposal,  or  we 
can  forgo  a  small  proportion  of  pro- 
posed tax  cuts  for  corporations  and  the 
wealthy,  as  this  proposal  would  do.  I 
believe  the  choice  is  clear:  Tax  cuts  for 
lower-middle-class  working  Americans 
and  no  tax  giveaways  to  corporate  and 
wealthy  Americans.  That  is  what  this 
amendment  is  all  about. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time?  Does  the  Senator  yield 
back  the  floor? 

Mr.  THOMAS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  go  forward  with 
this  debate,  each  day  starts  in  about 
the  same  way:  We  should  balance  the 
budget  but  we  should  not  do  it  on  the 
backs  of— fill  in  the  blank.  Every  day  it 
is  a  different  one.  Do  not  balance  it  on 
the  backs — fill  in  the  blank. 

For  example,  let  me  talk  just  a 
minute  about  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  Under  the  Republican  proposal, 
the  budget  proposal  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  the  EITC  is  not  cut.  It  is  a 
slowing  in  the  rate  of  growth.  The 
EITC  proposal  contained  in  the  budget 
plan  simply  reins  in  the  explosion  in 
Federal  Government  spending  in  this 
proijram.  Under  the  Senate  budget 
plan,  the  cost  of  EITC  will  increase 
from  $28  billion  in  1996  to  $32  billion  in 
the  year  2002.  Under  the  current  law, 
EITC  costs  would  go  to  $36  billion  in 
2002.  not  exactly  the  flat  leveling  off 
the  Senator  had  mentioned  a  moment 
ago. 

In  general,  the  EITC  is  one  of  the 
fastest  growing  programs  in  the  Fed- 


eral Government.  The  1994  cost  was 
$21.8  billion,  eclipsing  the  Federal  cost 
of  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent 
Children.  AFDC,  and  the  program  is 
fully  indexed  to  inflation. 

Unfortunately,  errors  and  fraud  are 
rampant.  In  1988,  the  ERS  found  that  42 
percent  of  the  EITC  recipients  received 
too  large  a  credit  and  32  percent  were 
not  able  to  show  they  were  entitled  to 
any  credit  at  all.  Something  does  need 
to  be  done  about  it.  Given  the  generos- 
ity of  the  program,  it  is  not  surprising 
the  number  of  recipients  has  grown 
from  6  million  in  1975  to  18  million 
today,  and  that  growth  continues. 

Another  way  to  increase  the  number 
of  people  eligible  for  the  EITC  is  to 
raise  the  qualifying  amount.  For  fami- 
lies with  one  child,  the  qualifying 
amount  will  rise  from  in  1995  $24,396  to 
$30,000:  families  with  two  children  will 
rise  from  $26,000  to  $33,000  to  qualify  in 
this  particular  program. 

So,  Mr.  President,  certainly  it  is  hard 
to  call  this  a  cut  when  it  goes  up  at 
this  rate. 

The  baseline,  if  we  leave  it,  will  in- 
crease 48  percent  between  now  and  the 
year  2000,  from  $20  billion  to  $30.8  bil- 
lion. Instead,  under  the  chairman's 
mark,  it  grows  at  31  percent  from  $20.8 
billion  to  $27.2  billion. 

Also,  it  is  interesting  to  point  out 
that  the  chairman's  mark  accepts  the 
proposal  of  President  Clinton's  to  deny 
EITC  to  undocumented  workers  and 
targets  EITC  to  working  poor  with 
children. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  go  forward 
again  today  with  our  budget  proposal, 
and  we  will  cite,  as  we  have  in  the  past, 
the  difference  of  philosophy  in  terms  of 
approaching  this  business  of  cutting 
spending.  And  that  is  legitimate,  to 
have  a  different  view.  It  is  appropriate 
to  have  a  different  view.  The  Repub- 
licans want  to  transform  Government 
to  make  it  more  efficient,  more  respon- 
sible, less  expensive.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  sup- 
ports the  status  quo:  No  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  no  options  to  save 
Medicare,  no  welfare  reform  proposal. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  will  see  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion,  and  that  is  good. 
That  gives  us  a  choice,  whether  we 
want  more  Government  and  more 
spending  or  whether  we  want  less  Gov- 
ernment and  less  spending. 

We  should  take  a  look,  I  suppose,  at 
the  track  record  as  to  how  we  got  here, 
raising  taxes  and  expanding  Federal 
Government.  In  1993,  of  course,  we  had 
the  largest  tax  increase  in  history,  $259 
billion.  President  Clinton  talks  about 
only  raising  taxes  on  the  rich. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  gas  taxes  in- 
creased in  my  State  of  Wyoming,  where 
we  have  more  miles  to  drive  than  any 
other  State  other  than  Alaska,  it  was 
not  a  tax  increase  on  the  rich,  it  was  a 
tax  increase  on  those  least  able  to  pay 
for  it.  The  increase  in  Social  Security 
taxes  was  another  change  that  hurt 
more  than  just  the  rich. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 5  minutes  he  yielded  himself 
have  expired. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
time  has  expired,  I  will  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BRADLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  yield  7  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  is  yielded  7  min- 
utes. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
And  I  thank  my  colleagues,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Br.m)ley], 
and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Bre.'MJX],  and  many  other  Senators  who 
are  submitting  this  amendment  to  help 
correct  one  of  the  troubling  aspects  of 
the  budget  resolution  before  us,  the  tax 
increases  on  working  American  fami- 
lies. 

By  cutting  the  earned  income  tax 
credit,  by  taking  away  a  tax  break  for 
working  families,  this  resolution  will 
raise  taxes  an  average  of  $270  for  low- 
income  families  next  year.  That  is 
wrong. 

Mr.  President,  frankly,  I  am  amazed 
by  this  Republican  proposal.  The  EITC 
has  always  received  bipartisan  support 
because  it  is  a  commonsense  tax  credit. 
It  rewards  work.  It  provides  a  real  in- 
centive, and  it  gives  people  the  means 
to  move  from  the  welfare  rolls  to  the 
work  force. 

In  1986,  Ronald  Reagan  praised  the 
earned  income  tax  credit.  As  you  know, 
I  was  not  here  in  1986.  I  was  at  home 
serving  on  my  local  school  board  in  the 
State  of  Washington,  but  I  remember 
watching  the  debate  surrouiiding  the 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986.  We  might  for- 
get sometimes  under  all  these  tele- 
vision lights  that  the  actions  we  take 
and  the  words  we  say  matter  a  great 
deal  to  average  Americans  across  this 
country.  I  cannot  forget  that  because  I 
remember  when  Congress  approved  the 
tax  reform  package  that  included  an 
expansion  of  the  EITC.  and  I  remember 
President  Reagan  signing  that  bill  into 
law.  saying  the  EITC  is  the  best  anti- 
poverty,  the  best  pro-family,  the  best 
job-creation  measure  to  come  out  of 
Congress.  These  were  important  words 
then,  and  they  are  important  words 
today . 

Mr.  President,  many  hard-working 
American  families  are  just  trying  to 
make  ends  meet,  send  their  kids  to 
school  and  provide  some  hope  for  the 
future. 

Average  Americans  are  worried  about 
their  jobs.  They  are  anxious  about  the 
cost  of  education.  And.  there  is  genuine 
concern  out  there  about  the  costs  of 
health  care.  So.  how  does  this  budget 
respond  to  these  legitimate  and  real 
concerns?  It  creates  more  fear  and 
more  insecurity.   It  takes  away  hope. 
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And  taking  away  this  tax  credit  adds 
insult  to  injury. 

Mr.  President,  the  EITC  keeps  people 
off  welfare.  It  offsets  other  forms  of 
Federal  assistance.  It  gives  American 
parents  the  security  they  need  to  enter 
the  work  force.  It  is  astounding  that 
the  other  side  has  chosen  this  time  to 
cut  the  EITC.  Cuts  to  Medicaid;  cuts  to 
education:  taxes  on  working  Americans 
who  can  least  afford  them. 

In  my  home  State  of  Washington, 
more  than  224.000  families  earned  the 
tax  credit  in  1993.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion will  raise  taxes  on  those  families 
in  my  State  by  $1,468  over  the  next  7 
years. 

Maybe  this  increase  is  not  a  big  deal 
to  some  of  our  colleagues  here  in  the 
Senate,  Mr.  President.  But,  believe  me, 
these  are  real  increases  to  average 
Americans.  I  know  what  it  is  like  to 
drive  to  work  every  day,  worrying 
about  doctors'  bills  and  school  clothes. 
I  know  how  it  feels  to  be  squeezed  be- 
tween caring  for  elderly  parents  and 
young  kids.  Maybe  that  is  why  I  under- 
stand how  nasty  this  cut  is. 

Mr.  President,  recently,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  talk  about  tax  cuts  on 
Capitol  Hill.  The  House  of  Representa- 
tives has  already  passed  a  tax  plan  that 
cuts  taxes  on  capital  gains  and  expands 
IRA  deductions,  and  I  expect  we  will 
hear  a  debate  on  a  tax  cut  this  week  in 
the  Senate. 

A  tax  cut  is  a  great  idea  as  long  as  we 
pay  for  it  in  a  sensible  way,  but  a  tax 
cut  is  a  terrible  idea  if  we  pay  for  it  by 
raising  taxes  on  low-income  Ameri- 
cans, or  by  raising  the  Medicare  pay- 
ments of  our  Nation's  elderly. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  balance  the 
budget  on  our  working  poor,  our  elder- 
ly or  our  children.  And.  we  cannot  jus- 
tify cutting  taxes  for  the  wealthy  while 
increasing  taxes  on  our  poor. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  said  it  many 
times  in  the  past  2  weeks  and  I  will  say 
it  again  now,  this  budget  has  no  con- 
science. This  budget  hurts  the  little 
guy— those  who  need  help,  those  who 
are  struggling  to  make  a  living  and 
provide  for  their  children,  and,  it  re- 
wards the  rich.  This  budget  gives  Goli- 
ath an  advantage. 

Let  us  put  things  back  in  perspec- 
tive. Let  us  help  those  who  really  need 
our  help.  Let  us  not  go  back  to  the 
days  of  the  Industrial  Revolution;  Back 
to  survival  of  the  fittest.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment.  It  tells  working  fami- 
lies that  we  are  fighting  in  their  cor- 
ner. It  says  we  are  against  increasing 
their  taxes  and  we  for  ensuring  their  fi- 
nancial security.  I  urge  all  our  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  other  side  wish  to  make  their  case? 
We  are  anxious  to  hear  their  defense  of 
this  tax  increase.  Would  the  other  side 


at  any  point  like  to  argue  the  tax  in- 
crease? 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  time? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes,  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Just  in  response  to 
the  Senator,  I  will  make  a  few  com- 
ments in  just  a  couple  of  moments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
8  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  [Mr.  Glenn]  is  recog- 
nized for  8  minutes. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  by  my  col 
league  from  New  Jersey.  I  think  it  is 
an  extremely  important  amendment. 

You  know,  if  wc  were  to  assign  music 
to  some  of  our  proposals  here  on  the 
Senate  floor,  I  think  a  good  theme  song 
for  this  particular  amendment  would 
be  "Bridge  Over  Troubled  Waters,"  be- 
cause what  this  amendment  does  is  to 
say  that  those  who  are  in  trouble  eco- 
nomically, those  lowest  on  our  eco- 
nomic scale  get  a  helping  hand.  It  is  a 
bridge  over  troubled  waters  for  those 
people  on  welfare  into  productive  jobs 
in  a  productive  society. 

And  for  people  who  are  paying  taxes, 
too.  That  is  who  it  is  for.  It  is  not  just 
for  people  who  are  on  welfare.  They  do 
not  get  this.  It  is  for  the  people  who 
are  trying  to  get  up  the  ladder.  They 
are  the  poorest  of  the  poor  who  may 
once  in  awhile  even  get  more  than  they 
are  paying  in  taxes  because  it  encour- 
ages them  to  work,  to  job  train,  to  try 
to  get  up  that  economic  ladder  instead 
of  just  sitting  on  welfare  with  little  in- 
centive to  get  off. 

In  early  April,  the  Governmental  Af- 
fairs Committee  held  2  days  of  hearings 
on  EITC.  During  those  hearings,  I 
heard  all  of  the  arguments  for  and 
against  the  EITC.  I  left  those  hearings 
more  convinced  than  ever  that  this  tax 
credit  is  one  of  the  most  important 
parts  of  our  Tax  Code. 

It  has  suffered  from  abuse  and  mis- 
takes and  we  have  to  crack  down  on 
fraud  and  be  tough  on  the  error  rates. 
I  am  happy  to  report  that  IRS  has 
taken  on  this  issue,  and  they  are  mak- 
ing progress  with  this.  They  have  made 
improvements,  and  are  continuing  to 
crack  down  on  those  who  abuse  the 
system.  Unfortunately,  the  cuts  we  are 
talking  about  in  the  budget  resolution 
have  nothing  to  do  with  improving  this 
important  tax  credit. 

Instead,  the  cuts  seem  to  be  all  about 
trashing  the  credit.  Instead  of  address- 
ing fraud,  we  are  going  to  decimate  the 
EITC  and  effectively  raise  taxes  on  the 
working  poor. 

I  cannot  imagine  that  any  Govern- 
ment that  says,  yes,  we  are  family  ori- 
ented; yes,  we  want  to  help  the  least 
advantaged  in  our  society,  is  about  to 
raise  taxes  on  the  working  poor. 


Let  us  not  throw  out  the  baby  with 
the  bath  water.  It  is  like  cutting  your 
arm  to  get  rid  of  a  wart  on  your  finger. 
The  earned  income  tax  credit  is  too  im- 
portant for  that. 

The  EITC  has  enjoyed  bipartisan  sup- 
port since  Russell  Long  helped  create 
it  in  1975.  Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike  have  viewed  the  EITC  as  a  non- 
bureaucratic  way  to  make  work/pay 
better  than  welfare. 

President  Reagan  called  the  EITC 
"The  best  anti-poverty,  the  best  pro- 
family,  the  best  job  creation  measure 
to  come  out  of  the  Congress." 

That  is  not  someone  on  this  Demo- 
cratic side  of  the  aisle  or  this  adminis- 
tration, that  is  President  Ronald 
Reagan. 

Senator  P.^ckwood  said  in  1991  that 
the  EITC  is  "a  key  means  of  helping 
low-income  workers  with  dependent 
children  get  off  and  stay  off  welfare." 

Senator  Domenici  said  in  1990,  "The 
EITC  is  a  great  way  to  help  low-income 
families  with  the  cost  of  raising  their 
children.  It  sends  assistance  to  those  in 
need,  to  those  who  work  hard  and  yet 
struggle  to  make  a  living  and  provide 
for  their  children." 

And  I  agree  with  Senator  Domenici  in 
that  statement. 

Others  who  have  expressed  especially 
strong  support  have  included  Senators 
Dole.  H.\tch,  and  Gr.\sslev;  Rep- 
resentatives Armey  and  Petri;  and 
former  Representative  Kemp. 

The  less  fortunate  of  our  society  too 
often  find  themselves  fighting  just  to 
feed  their  families,  pay  their  bills,  and 
stay  off  public  assistance.  They  are  not 
crooks.  They  are  not  tax  cheats.  They 
are  working  hard  to  earn  their  tax 
credit.  It  is  not  some  sort  of  a  handout. 
They  do  not  get  it  if  there  is  no  earned 
income.  And  it  is  one  of  the  best  tools 
we  have  to  bridge  the  gap— bridge  the 
gap,  a  bridge  over  troubled  waters — be- 
tween welfare  and  work.  We  all  talk 
about  making  work.  We  all  talk  about 
making  work  affordable.  Well,  the 
EITC  is  doing  just  that.  In  my  home 
State  of  Ohio,  more  than  half  a  million 
working  families  are  getting  a  little 
extra  back  from  their  paycheck  to  help 
make  ends  meet.  I  would  like  to  share 
some  of  their  stories.  I  think  they  will 
shed  some  light  on  just  what  the  EITC 
is  all  about. 

Brenda  Manders  is  a  divorced  mother 
of  a  3  year  old  who  lives  in  Columbus, 
OH.  She  has  earned  the  credit  for  3 
years.  Brenda,  who  works  for  Legal 
Services  and  has  been  training  to  be- 
come a  legal  secretary,  this  year  re- 
ceived a  total  refund  of  $2,740.  This  was 
very  fortunate,  because  after  a  separa- 
tion from  her  husband,  Brenda  and  her 
child  were  left  with  no  place  to  live. 
Faced  with  homelessness,  she  was  able 
to  use  her  tax  credit  to  pay  for  a  secu- 
rity deposit  and  rent  on  an  apartment 
for  her  and  her  child.  Without  it,  Bren- 
da and  her  child  may  well  have  wound 
up  on  the  street. 
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And  Zorida  Hart  of  Cleveland,  OH.  is 
a  single  parent  who  works  as  a  switch- 
board operator  at  the  Council  for  Eco- 
nomic Opportunities.  She  received  a 
credit  of  $1,978  which  she  is  using  to 
pay  for  day  care.  And  she's  put  $900  of 
that  credit  in  the  bank  to  save  it  for  a 
rainy  day.  I  wish  the  U.S.  Congress 
were  as  pennywise  as  Zorida.  Over  the 
past  few  days,  I  have  heard  from  a  lot 
of  Ohio  parents  who  rely  on  the  EITC 
to  help  them  with  child  care  so  that 
they  can  have  a  job.  This  is  a  tax  credit 
that  is  working  for  Americans.  More 
importantly,  it  is  keeping  Americans 
working. 

We  have  heard  several  complaints 
about  the  EITC.  I  would  like  to  address 
these  one  at  a  time,  because  I  suspect 
we  might  hear  them  again  and  again.  I 
hope  we  can  put  them  to  rest.  First, 
the  problems  of  fraud  and  error.  This  is 
a  critical  issue. 

I  think  if  we  learned  any  lesson  from 
the  hearings  that  the  Governmental 
Affairs  Committee  held  in  April,  it  is 
that  we  had  better  keep  pushing  to  pre- 
pare the  IRS  for  the  21st  century 
through  projects  like  compliance  ini- 
tiative. 

Senator  SiMON  and  I  will  be  offering 
an  amendment  on  this  shortly  to  en- 
sure that  this  important  antifraud  pro- 
gram continues.  As  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses at  the  April  hearings  said,  the 
IRS  is  seeking  to  crack  down  on  fraud 
but  is  hampered  by  antiquated  sys- 
tems. We  need  to  change  that  to  uphold 
public  confidence  not  only  in  the  EITC, 
but  in  our  Tax  Code  generally. 

We  have  heard  dramatic  statistics 
about  the  EITC  error  rates.  We  are  told 
that  according  to  a  1994  IRS  study  they 
are  as  high  as  35  to  45  percent.  Well, 
those  figures  are  very  ueceivmg.  They 
deal  with  those  filers  whose  tax  returns 
were  off  by  just  a  few  dollars  and  filers 
who  incorrectly  claimed  too  small  an 
amount.  Mr.  President.  I  think  that 
bears  repeating.  These  large  percent- 
ages include  those  who  actually 
claimed  too  little. 

The  more  important  statistic  in- 
volves not  such  small  discrepancies, 
but  rather  whether  the  EITC  was 
claimed  in  error.  The  IRS  study  found 
that  about  25  percent  of  the  EITC  bene- 
fits claimed  were  claimed  in  error. 
While  there  was  fraud,  most  erroneous 
claims  were  found  to  be  unintentional. 
But  this  25-percent  figure  still  over- 
states the  problem.  It  deals  with  what 
was  claimed,  not  what  was  actually 
paid  out,  and  that  is  the  bottom-line 
question.  The  IRS  detected  many  of 
those  erroneous  claims,  corrected 
them,  and  avoided  making  any  over- 
payments. Unfortunately,  the  1994  IRS 
study  did  not  determine  the  actual 
EITC  overpayment  rate. 

The  error  rate  figure  is  deceivingly 
high  for  another  reason.  The  1.000  re- 
turns examined  in  the  study  were  not 
representative  of  the  EITC  returns 
filed  in   1994.   They  were  only   the  re- 


turns filed  electronically  during  the 
first  2  weeks  of  the  filing  season.  Error 
rate  is  likely  to  be  higher  among  early 
electronic  returns  than  among  EITC 
returns  overall. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
most  important  is  that  the  IRS,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  1994  study,  has  initiated 
tough  measures  to  scrutinize  EITC  re- 
turns. Before  sending  a  payment,  the 
IRS  now  verifies  not  only  the  Social 
Security  numbers  of  all  adult  claim- 
ants, but  also  the  numbers  of  all  chil- 
dren in  the  EITC  families  to  make  sure 
that  the  claims  are  valid  and  that  no 
child  is  claimed  twice.  Also,  the  GATT 
legislation  enacted  last  fall  included  a 
provision  requiring  for  the  first  time 
that  Social  security  numbers  be  pro- 
vided for  all  infants.  Several  million 
returns  have  been  delayed  this  year  be- 
cause of  discrepancies  with  Social  Se- 
curity numbers. 

In  addition,  the  IRS  now  pulls  all 
EITC  returns  falling  into  error-prone 
categories,  sends  the  families  a  ques- 
tionnaire and  requires  the  families  to 
provide  additional  documentation. 

So  Mr.  President,  all  the  figures  that 
we  have  heard,  and  are  about  to  hear, 
are  outdated.  And  given  the  new  IRS 
compliance  measures,  they  are  not  en- 
tirely relevant  to  the  current  debate. 
The  IRS  has  recognized  the  problem, 
and  its  seeking  to  correct  it. 

Do  not  get  me  wrong.  I  am  not  saying 
that  fraud  and  error  rates  are  OK.  I  am 
the  last  one  who  would  imply  such  a 
thing.  But  I  believe  that,  instead  of 
seeking  to  reduce  working  people's  tax 
credit,  we  should  mstead  work  with  the 
IRS  to  reduce  error  rates.  The  IRS  is 
making  a  lot  of  headway  here.  And  we 
should  all  work  to  make  sure  it  contin- 
ues. That  is  progress.  Increasing  the 
tax  burden  on  our  lowest  income  work- 
ing families  is  not  something  that  we 
want  to  sponsor. 

Next,  we  have  heard  that  the  EITC  is 
simply  out  of  control.  Well,  I  am  here 
to  tell  you — it  is  not.  The  increases 
that  we  have  seen  in  this  tax  credit 
have  been  mandated  very  specifically 
by  Congress.  We  have  scheduled  in- 
creases by  law  and  phased  them  in  sev- 
eral years  at  a  time. 

The  first  major  increase  in  this  tax 
credit  took  place  under  President 
Reagan  in  1986.  The  second  was  initi- 
ated under  President  Bush  in  1990. 

And  in  1993  under  President  Clinton, 
the  Congress  approved  this  budget  rec- 
onciliation act  which  very  specifically 
sets  forth  the  years  that  program  in- 
creases will  take  place.  These  expan- 
sions took  place  to  make  work  pay. 
They  were  done  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  other  policies  to  assist  the 
working  poor — like  the  minimum 
wage — have  become  much  weaker.  And 
they  were  done  so  that  a  parent  who 


works  full  time  throughout  the  year 
would  not  have  to  raise  his  or  her  fam- 
ily in  poverty.  In  fact,  the  1993  increase 
was  designed  to  do  just  that — it  was  de- 
signed so  that  a  family  of  four  in  which 
the  parent  works  at  the  minimum  wage 
would  be  lifted  to  the  poverty  line. 

But  even  with  these  planned  expan- 
sions, the  disposable  income  of  a  work- 
ing mother  with  two  children  will  be 
up  to  $3,000  lower,  after  adjusting  for 
innation.  than  in  1972  before  the  EITC 
was  even  created. 

Mr.  President,  after  the  three  expan- 
sions specifically  enacted  under  Presi- 
dents Reagan.  Bush,  and  Clinton,  the 
tax  credit  will  return  to  its  normally 
low  rate  of  growth.  In  fact,  after  1997  it 
will  grow  at  a  rate  less  than  the  GDP. 
I  am  sure  there  are  not  many  provi- 
sions you  could  say  that  about  in  the 
tax  package  that  the  House  put  to- 
gether. 

We  have  also  heard  allegations  that 
80  percent  of  the  EITC  goes  to  those 
with  no  income  tax  liability  at  all. 
Well,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
the  EITC  was  intended  to  offset  not 
only  income  taxes,  but  also  payroll 
taxes  and  excise  taxes.  More  than  80 
percent  of  the  EITC  goes  directly  to 
offset  all  of  these  taxes  which  are  being 
paid  by  workers  who  are  fighting  to  get 
out,  and  stay  out.  of  poverty. 

Some  also  say  this  program  discour- 
ages work.  The  argument  is  that — be- 
cause the  credit  phases  out  as  family 
income  increases  spouses  will  be  dis- 
couraged from  getting  jobs.  It's  an  in- 
teresting theoretical  argument.  But 
what  I  find  more  persuasive  is  the  way 
the  tax  credit  has  enabled  people  to 
work  by  helping  them  pay  for  things 
like  child  care,  transportation  or  work 
ciothco.  I  have  heard  from  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple who  have  used  the  credit  for  these 
things.  But  I  have  not  heard  from  any- 
one who  turned  down  job  opportunities 
because  it  would  affect  their  tax  credit. 
Let  me  give  another  example  from 
Ohio.  Carol  and  Roy  Wilmonts  of  Co- 
lumbus. OH  received  the  EITC  for  the 
past  2  years.  They  used  it  to  help  pay 
bills.  And  Carol  has  had  the  flexibility 
to  care  for  their  kids — Amber,  Ashley, 
Autumn,  and  Nicholas.  You  see,  that's 
part  of  the  equation  people  ignore. 
Some  use  the  EITC  to  pay  for  child 
care.  Others  use  it  to  provide  the  finan- 
cial flexibility  for  one  spouse  to  stay  at 
home  and  care  for  the  kids.  It  is  not  a 
work  disincentive  for  Carol.  Roy  re- 
ceived a  promotion  and  is  now  manager 
at  a  Muffler  King.  He  and  Carol  no 
longer  receive  a  tax  credit.  But  they 
are  glad  that  they  got  one  when  they 
really  needed  it  most. 

We  have  also  heard  that  you  get  the 
credit  even  if  you  work  just  a  tiny  lit- 
tle bit.  Well — what  do  you  know — then 
you  get  just  a  tiny  little  credit. 

And  we  heard  that  those  with  little 
earned  income  but  a  lot  of  interest  in- 
come can  take  advantage  of  the  sys- 
tem. Well,  at  the  request  of  the  Clinton 
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administration  we  are  putting  an  end 
to  that  through  language  in  the  self 
employed  health  care  deduction  bill 
that  has  now  become  law. 

Then  we  heard  about  the  so-called 
marriage  penalty.  But  no  one  bothered 
to  mention  that  the  EITC  can  also  en- 
courage marriages.  Without  the  EITC, 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  financial  risk 
for  a  mother  on  AFDC  who  does  not 
work  and  is  considering  marrying 
someone  with  low  earnings.  If  she  mar- 
ries, she  and  her  children  will  become 
ineligible  for  AFDC  and  also  lose  some 
of  their  food  stamps,  not  to  mention 
the  loss  of  Medicaid. 

The  EITC  helps  to  offset  those  losses. 
By  tying  the  knot,  the  couple  will  gain 
an  EITC  benefit  of  up  to  $2,157  if  they 
have  one  child  and  up  to  $3,564  if  they 
have  two  or  more  children.  This  will 
partially,  and  in  some  States  fully, 
make  up  for  the  loss  of  AFDC  benefits. 
Encouraging  single  mothers  who  are  on 
welfare  to  marry  into  working  families 
is  certainly  worthwhile  in  my  book. 

Some  people  may  view  the  amount  of 
credit  that  we  are  talking  about  as  of 
little  consequence.  But  let  me  offer  an 
illustration  provided  by  Dan  Grunberg 
in  testimony  before  the  Governmental 
Affairs  Committee.  For  someone  who 
has  a  weekly  take  home  pay  of  less 
than  $200.  the  average  EITC  payment  of 
$1,500  is  almost  8  weeks  pay.  That 
makes  a  big  difference. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  hard  to  escape 
the  harsh  irony  that  we  are  discussing 
tax  increases  on  those  fighting  to  es- 
cape poverty,  while  at  the  same  time 
the  House  is  proposing  a  massive  pack- 
age of  tax  cuts  that  will  benefit  the 
wealthiest  Americans  and  largest  cor- 
porations. Since  I  came  to  the  Senate. 
I  have  worked  for  fairness  and  progres- 
.sivity  in  the  Tax  Codi;.  The  majoritj^'s 
EITC  proposal,  especially  in  the  face  of 
the  House  tax  cut  package,  is  neither 
fair  nor  progressive.  It  is  Robin  Hood 
in  reverse. 

So.  Mr.  President,  count  me  as  a  sup- 
porter of  the  EITC.  We  can  sit  around 
here  all  day  with  fancy  charts,  graph- 
ics, and  statistics.  But  nothing  will 
substitute  for  the  personal  experiences 
of  real  people  like  Roy  and  Carol 
Wilmonts.  They  are  working  hard  to 
get  by.  They  needed  that  little  extra 
help  that  EITC  offers.  And  they  worked 
hard  for  it. 

Mr.  President.  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Bradley  amend- 
ment and  oppose  tax  increases  on  the 
working  poor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's additional  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  appreciate  the  time. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  withhold  further  comment  on  this 
side  until  the  other  side  has  a  chance 
to  state  their  case  as  to  why  they  want 
a  tax  increase  on  working  Americans. 
That  is  the  basic  question. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Who  controls  the 
time  on  the  other  side?  Does  Senator 
Br.^DLEY?  How  much  time  have  they 
used  so  far? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  has  used  40  min- 
utes, and  has  20  minutes  left.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  55  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania.  Senator  S.-\ntorum,  de- 
sires to  speak  for  how  much  time? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Five  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President.  I  designate  Senator 
NiCKLE.s  to  be  the  manager  of  the  time 
remaining  on  this  amendment  in  my 
behalf. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  the  Pennsylvania,  Senator 
S.^.N'TORUM,  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment.  I 
was  struck  by  the  arguments  presented 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  in 
favor  of  this  amendment  about  this  Re- 
publican budget  being  a  tax  increase. 

Let  me  just  first  state,  again,  this 
goes  without  saying,  all  of  the  amend- 
ments that  are  being  offered  by  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  are,  in  a  sense, 
bogus  because  they  take  us  off  the  path 
to  a  balanced  budget.  As  a  result,  this 
money  that  they  draw  from,  this  $170 
billion  that  is  being  used  to  pay  for 
this  amendment,  does  not  exist  because 
once  you  put  the  tax  credit  back  in. 
you  then  throw  us  off  the  line  to  get  us 
to  a  balanced  budget  which  then,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  gets  us  the  $170  billion. 

So  by  putting  this  amendment  on, 
the  budget  is  no  longer  balanced,  there 
is  no  $170  billion  and.  guess  what?  We 
do  not  have  a  balanced  budget,  we  have 
no  $170  billion,  and  we  are  back  to  the 
same  place  as  before,  which  is  adding 
to  the  deficit,  not  getting  to  a  balanced 
budget. 

Anyone  who  believes  that  there  is 
money  here  for  this  program— there 
just  is  not  money  here  for  this  pro- 
gram. This  blows  the  whole  deal.  This 
is  another  attempt  by  the  other  side  to 
say  we  do  not  want  a  balanced  budget 
because  if  we  pass  this  we  do  not  have 
a  balanced  budget.  So  let  us  put  all 
this  tax  cut  or  no  tax  cut — that  is  a  red 
herring.  This  proposal  destroys  the  bal- 
anced budget,  period.  It  destroys  it,  No. 
1. 

No.  2.  I  found  it  absolutely  amazing 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
would  talk  about  all  these  tax  cuts  or 
tax  benefits  or  tax  expenditures.  $480 
billion  in  tax  expenditures  and  then, 
admission  against  interest,  he  admit- 
ted most  of  those  tax  expenditures  he 
supports.  Of  course,  the  lion's  share  of 
them,  the  biggest  is  health  insurance; 
second  is  home  mortgage  deduction; 
and  third  is  property  taxes  and  income 
tax  deduction. 


I  am  sure  he  does  not  oppose  any  of 
those.  That  is,  by  far,  the  lion's  share. 
What  does  he  point  out  as  the  big  one? 
Section  29.  Section  29.  This  little  provi- 
sion in  the  Tax  Code  for  tight  sands 
drilling  of  oil  and  natural  gas. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  section  29,  this 
big  glaring  one  that  makes  everything 
else  illegitimate.  Section  29  applies 
only  to  wells  drilled  prior  to  1993.  This 
thing  has  been  phased  out.  It  is  not 
even  around  anymore.  It  is  only  for  old 
wells.  This  was  taken  care  of  a  few 
years  ago.  So  he  is  arguing  we  should 
get  rid  of  a  provision  we  have  already 
gotten  rid  of. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Does  the  Senator 
deny  that  the  provision  in  the  Repub- 
lican proposal  will  increase  the  tax  on 
working  families? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  The  Senator  will 
admit  that  by  reducing  the  rate  of 
growth  in  this  program,  people  will  not 
get  the  tax  breaks  that  were  intended 
under  the  Clinton  1993  budget,  yes. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Yes.  So  it  is  a  tax  in- 
crease on  working  families. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  It  is  not  a  tax  in- 
crease. What  it  says  is  that  people  who 
are — I  find  it  absolutely  amazing  to 
suggest  that  people  who  get  a  refund, 
and  90  percent  of  the  people  in  this  pro- 
gram do  not  pay  any  income  tax.  Let 
me  repeat  that,  almost  90  percent  of 
the  people  who  get  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  pay  no  Federal  income  taxes. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  have  not  yielded. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Let  me  finish  my 
point.  I  do  not  know  how  you  can  say 
that  it  is  a  tax  increase  if  90  percent  of 
the  people  receiving  this  money  do  not 
pay  taxes.  To  me.  when  you  are  giving 
money  back,  in  fact  you  are  giving  a 
negative  income  tax  to  a  group  of  peo- 
ple and  you  are  saying  you  are  not 
going  to  let  that  increase  so  they  can 
get  more  negative  income  tax.  I  do  not 
know  how  you  consider  that  a  tax  in- 
crease, an  increase  in  taxes.  What  we 
are  saying  is  we  are  not  going  to  give 
you  more  money  that  you  have  not 
paid  already. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Does  the  Senator 
agree  that  these  working  families  pay 
Social  Security  taxes? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  This  is  a  tax  credit 
for  Federal  taxes.  That  is  what  this 
program  is. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  am  sorry.  We  will 
hear  later  from  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, who  can  address  the  purpose  of 
the  originator.  Senator  Long  of  Louisi- 
ana. The  point  the  Senator  misses,  and 
I  think  the  other  side  admits  this  con- 
sistently  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 
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Mr.  SANTORUM.  Can  I  have  an  addi- 
tional 2  minutes? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  yield  the  Senator  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  will  just  suggest 
90  percent  of  the  people  in  this  program 
do  not  pay  any  Federal  income  taxes, 
and  that  when  you  have  a  program,  as 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  I  know  is 
going  to  point  out,  that  is  fraudulent 
to  the  point  of— the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  said  13  percent.  There  are  re- 
ports it  is  as  high  as  45  percent. 

I  know  myself.  I  am  waiting  for  my 
tax  return  to  come  back,  and  the  rea- 
son the  Internal  Revenue  gave  me,  in 
writing,  why  I  am  2  months  delayed  in 
getting  my  tax  return  back  is  because 
they  are  having  so  many  problems  in 
trying  to  track  down  the  fraud  in  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  provision  of 
the  Tax  Code.  This  program  has  a  lot  of 
problems. 

I  want  to  get  back  to  the  original 
point  the  Senator  made,  how  we  have 
all  these  terrible  provisions  in  the  Tax 
Code  that  benefit  corporate  America. 
He  points  out,  one,  section  29,  which 
has  been  eliminated,  he  supports  pro- 
grams like  section  936. 

It  is  funny,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  did  not  comment  on  the  pref- 
erential tax  provision  for  drug  compa- 
nies in  New  Jersey,  and  in  fact  sup- 
ported that  provision  as  recently  as  the 
last  budget  go-around  when  the  Clinton 
administration  cut  that  program  back 
and  there  was  an  amendment  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  to  eliminate  that 
program,  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  refused  to  eliminate  it. 

Now,  we  can  play  this  double  stand- 
ard. Because  they  do  not  have  oil  in 
New  Jersey,  they  are  against  section 
29:  but  if  there  arc  drue  companies  in 
New  Jersey,  they  arc  not  against  sec- 
tion 936. 

That  is  the  demagoguery  that  goes 
on  around  here.  We  will  point  to  cor- 
porate tax  cuts,  unless  of  course,  the 
corporation  is  in  your  State. 

Mr,  BRADLEY.  Would  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  have  been  very 
generous  in  yielding. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  Senator  is 
wrong.  In  1993  we  cut  that  provision  by 
40  percent.  If  the  Senator  is  arguing 
that  we  should  cut  every  other  cor- 
porate provision  by  40  percent,  his  ar- 
gument would  be  consistent.  I  do  not 
think  he  is  arguing  that. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  addi- 
tional 2  minutes  has  expired. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President.  30 
seconds,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  If  we  look  at  the 
amendment  on  the  floor  to  eliminate 
section  936.  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey voted  against  it.  He  voted  to  keep 
section  936  for  drug  companies,  many 
of  whom  are  based  in  New  Jersey. 


So  we  can  look  through  the  entire 
Tax  Code.  There  are  lots  of  provisions 
in  there  that  benefit  specific  indus- 
tries, some  of  them  for  very  good  rea- 
sons, others  not  so  good.  To  suggest 
that  the  entire  Tax  Code  is  one  big 
loophole  for  corporate  America  belies 
the  numbers.  No.  1.  where  most  of  the 
tax  expenditures  are.  in  fact,  for  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  health  insur- 
ance, property  taxes,  local  income 
taxes,  and  the  home  interest  deduction. 

I  would  just  suggest,  as  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  will  talk  about,  this 
program  has  problems  with  fraud,  is  a 
very  harsh  program  as  far  as  work  dis- 
incentive, and  there  is  a  lot  of  informa- 
tion out  there  how  the  folks  in  this 
program  are,  in  fact,  not  full-time 
workers  who  are  just  above  the  poverty 
level,  but  in  fact  only  part-time  work- 
ers who  get  a  subsidy. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  find 
it  ironic  that  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania is  aggressively  defending  all 
the  special  interest  provisions  in  the 
Tax  Code,  while  at  the  same  time  he  is 
for  a  flat  tax. 

How  can  the  Senator  be  for  a  flat  tax 
and  want  to  eliminate  all  the  special 
interest  tax  provisions. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  for  yielding. 

There  is  a  great  country  and  western 
song.  I  think  country  and  western  writ- 
ers are  some  of  the  best  philosophers 
that  we  will  ever  see  in  society.  In  one 
of  the  songs  this  guy  is  singing,  he 
says,  "'After  the  breakup,  she  got  the 
gold  mine  and  I  got  the  shaft." 

If  you  are  a  working  family  in  Amer- 
ica that  makes  .528. .jOO  a  year — which  t 
would  point  out  is  most  of  the  people 
in  my  State  of  Louisiana  by  a  huge 
amount — you  are  getting  ready  to  get 
the  shaft;  somebody  else  is  going  to  get 
the  gold  mine. 

Budgets  are  about  priorities.  There  is 
no  clearer  priority  than  what  we  are 
talking  about  right  now.  What  the 
budget  that  is  pending  says,  '"If  you  are 
a  working  family  that  works  every 
day.  works  hard,  pays  your  taxes,  fol- 
lows the  law,  and  does  what  society 
tells  you  to  do.  you  are  getting  ready 
to  get  the  shaft." 

We  can  argue  about  whether  this  is  a 
tax  cut  or  a  tax  increase,  but  the  facts 
are  very  clear:  What  the  budget  pro- 
posal says,  for  a  family  that  makes 
$28,500  or  less  with  two  children  in  this 
country,  that  family  is  getting  ready 
to  have  to  pay  a  lot  more  to  Uncle 
Sam.  That  family  is  getting  ready  to 
have  to  dig  into  their  wallet  at  the  end 
of  the  year  and  send  money  to  Wash- 
ington that  they  did  not  have  to  do  last 
year  because  of  this  budget. 

Now,  somebody  can  say  that  is  not  a 
tax  increase.  But  I  must  say,  if  a  per- 
son has  to  pay  more  than  they  paid  last 
year,  that  "ain't"  fun.  If  a  person  has 


to  pay  more  than  they  paid  last  year, 
call  it  anything,  but  that  person  is 
going  to  be  hurt. 

Now.  we  have  heard  people  talk 
about  what  people  said,  and  Senator 
DoMENici  is  on  the  floor,  who  talked 
about  this  program  in  the  past.  My 
predecessor  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  Senator 
Russell  Long,  a  person  I  have  tremen- 
dous amount  of  respect  for.  says  we 
have  to  start  making  work  more  at- 
tractive than  welfare. 

How  many  times  have  we  heard 
speeches  on  the  floor.  'The  problem  is 
people  don't  work  enough.  We  have  too 
many  people  on  welfare." 

Ronald  Reagan  said  this  program, 
when  it  was  passed,  was  "The  best  anti- 
poverty,  the  best  profamily,  the  best 
job-creation  measure  to  ever  come  out 
of  the  Congress." 

Today,  this  budget  says  we  are  going 
to  slash  it,  and  we  are  going  to  give  the 
shaft  to  the  people  of  this  country  who 
are  hard-working  Americans  who  are 
trying  to  make  ends  meet,  trying  to 
send  their  kids  to  school,  trying  to 
make  sure  they  do  not  go  on  welfare. 
We  will  make  it  a  lot  harder.  That  is 
one  thing. 

Again,  budgets  being  about  prior- 
ities, what  are  they  doing  with  the 
money?  It  is  one  thing  to  cut  people 
who  work  every  day  really  hard  and 
are  barely  making  it,  can  barely  afford 
to  pay  the  rent,  and  say  "We  will  take 
this  money  away  from  you,  that  we  are 
trying  to  help  you  with,"  and  we  are 
going  to  try  and  give  a  tax  cut  to  fami- 
lies that  make  up  to  $200,000  a  year— a 
tax  cut  of  about  $5,000  over  the  next  5 
years — and  wealthy  taxpayers  earning 
up  to  $350,000  get  a  tax  cut  of  $20,000 
when  all  of  their  tax  cuts  are  fully 
phased  in. 

Now.  people  say  wc  do  not  want  to 
get  into  class  warfare.  I  am  not  talking 
about  class  warfare.  I  am  talking  about 
something  called  fairness.  Is  it  fair  to 
say  to  someone  making  $28,000,  "We 
will  make  you  pay  more."  in  order  to 
say  to  people  who  make  $200,000,  "You 
will  pay  less." 

What  are  our  priorities?  Budgets  are 
about  priorities.  It  is  one  thing  to  say 
this  program  is  not  working  exactly 
like  it  was  supposed  to.  I  would  suggest 
it  is.  I  would  suggest  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  who  says  that  it  only  ap- 
plies to  offset  income  tax  knows  not  of 
what  he  is  speaking,  because  it  is  clear- 
ly not  correct  to  say  that.  It  is  clearly 
not  correct. 

This  program  was  expanded  by  a  bi- 
partisan effort.  I  would  point  out.  to 
include  not  only  income  taxes.  We 
know  people  making  that  amount  of 
money  do  not  pay  a  lot  of  income 
taxes.  But  we  have  increased  a  payroll 
tax  five  times.  These  people  get  hit 
with  a  payroll  tax,  get  hit  with  a  gaso- 
line tax  Congress  passed,  get  hit  with 
excise  tax.  and  alcohol  and  tobacco  and 
other  products.  All  of  these  taxes  can 
be  used  to  offset  the  earned  income  tax 
credit,  not  just  the  income  tax. 


We  know  the  figures,  that  a  lot  of  the 
people  do  not  pay  income  taxes,  but  ev- 
eryone pays  payroll  taxes,  excise  taxes, 
gasoline  taxes,  and  all  the  other  things 
that  get  hit  and  keep  them  in  the  bow- 
els of  poverty. 

Again,  who  is  getting  the  shaft  and 
who  is  getting  the  gold  mine?  I  think  it 
is  pretty  clear  that  this  suggestion 
says  we  will  repeal  any  of  the  in- 
creases. 

What  else  do  they  do  with  regard  to 
this  proposition?  I  think  it  is  very  im.- 
portant  to  know. 

Here  is  what  the  proposal  does:  No.  1. 
It  repeals  the  1996  increase  in  deduc- 
tions that  people  who  are  working  and 
making  28,000  a  year  get.  It  repeals  it 
outright.  It  also  repeals  the  workers 
who  do  not  have  children,  the  credit 
that  they  would  get. 

Is  it  not  fair  to  have  people  who  do 
not  have  children  to  not  be  able  to  ben- 
efit in  the  program?  In  1993  Congress 
added  this  section.  In  a  bipartisan  ef- 
fort, under  that  credit,  taxpayers  with- 
out children  would  be  eligible  for  some 
credit.  This  budget  says  they  are  out  of 
here,  forget  them,  we  are  not  going  to 
help  them.  I  do  not  understand  that. 
Well,  you  can  say  that  is  not  a  tax  in- 
crease but,  by  golly,  they  are  going  to 
pay  more  money  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. And  I  do  not  think  it  helps 
them  or  makes  them  feel  better  to  say 
those  people  in  Washington  told  me 
this  was  not  a  tax  increase,  but  I  am 
paying  more  money  than  the  last  time. 
How  can  that  not  be  a  tax  increase?  It 
definitely  comes  out  of  their  back 
pocket  at  a  time  when  Congress  is  say- 
ing: Get  off  the  dole,  go  to  work,  sup- 
port your  family,  follow  the  law  and. 
by  the  way.  we  are  going  to  make  you 
pay  more  so  we  can  give  a  tax  cut  to 
people  making  $200,000  a  year.  Prior- 
ities. It  is  a  question  of  priorities. 

Now,  I  know  some  people  are  going  to 
say,  well,  this  program  has  increased 
so  much  and  we  have  this  huge  in- 
crease, and  it  is  just  going  out  of  con- 
trol. Let  me  suggest  that  the  growth 
rate  is  not  explosive  and  it  is  not  out  of 
control.  It  is  doing  exactly  what  Con- 
gress intended  it  to  do.  It  is  growing 
because  it  was  designed  to  grow  be- 
cause of  expansions  in  the  bill  that 
were  signed  into  law.  The  charts  are 
going  to  show  something  that  goes  up 
like  that.  That  is  because  Congress 
said,  in  a  bipartisan  manner,  that  in 
addition  to  income  tax.  we  are  going  to 
cover  things  like  payroll  tax,  which  is 
the  most  regressive  tax  of  all;  we  are 
going  to  cover  the  gas  tax,  which  we 
have  increased;  the  payroll  tax,  which 
is  increased;  the  excise  tax  on  prod- 
ucts, which  has  increased  several 
times.  Of  course,  it  has  increased  and  it 
is  starting  to  level  off. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  timC 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 


aisle  because  we  need  to  restrain  the 
growth  of  the  earned-income  tax  cred- 
it. I  want  to  make  several  comments, 
and  I  am  going  to  insert  several  charts 
and  figures  into  the  Record. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  statement,  these 
charts  be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  my  col- 
leagues are  certainly  entitled  to  their 
own  opinions,  but  they  are  not  entitled 
to  their  own  facts.  The  fact  is  that  this 
program  is  growing  rampantly  out  of 
control.  It  has  been,  without  a  doubt, 
the  fastest  growing  entitlement  pro- 
gram in  Government.  It  is  also  prob- 
ably the  most  fraudulent  program  we 
have  in  Government.  I  want  to  refute 
the  statement  I  have  heard  almost  all 
of  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
say— that  this  is  a  tax  increase  on  the 
working  poor.  They  are  totally  wrong. 

The  changes  we  are  talking  about 
making  in  the  EITC  program  are  not  a 
tax  increase  on  anyone.  What  we  are 
doing  is  reducing  the  rate  of  growth  of 
a  program  that  is  growing  in  cost  by 
leaps  and  bounds.  We  are  not  talking 
about  tax  credits.  We  are  talking  about 
reducing  the  amount  of  checks  that  we 
are  writing— outlays.  This  is  a  cash 
benefit  program.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
money  in  this  program  is  written  in  a 
check  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

It  is  not  a  reduction  in  somebody's 
taxes.  It  is  a  payment;  it  is  a  negative 
income  tax.  In  almost  99-plus  percent 
of  the  cases,  it  is  a  check  paid  as  a  re- 
fund to  people  in  a  lump  sum  payment. 
These  lump  sum  payments  have  been 
rising  dramatically.  My  colleagues 
need  to  be  aware  of  the  exploding  costs 
m  this  program.  The  numbers  on  this 
chart  are  what  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  actually  spending.  I  will  have 
this  inserted  into  the  Record  so  my 
colleagues  can  see  it.  The  growth  in 
this  program  is  astronomical.  I  heard  a 
couple  colleagues  saying  Ronald 
Reagan  and  others  were  supporters  of 
this  program.  Let  us  put  their  support 
in  context. 

In  1980,  this  program's  outlays  were 
$1.4  billion.  In  1986,  they  were  $1.5  bil- 
lion. So  in  5  or  6  years,  the  outlays  al- 
most had  no  increase.  So  it  was  very, 
very  small,  program.  In  1986.  we  had 
some  increases,  and  by  1990.  this  pro- 
gram's outlays  were  $5.3  billion. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  want  to  make  a  sig- 
nificant statement,  and  I  will  yield  at 
a  later  time. 

That  is  a  pretty  significant  growth, 
from  $1  billion  to  $5  billion.  Look  at 
this  chart  to  see  what  happened  since 
1990,  because  now  we  are  talking  about 
a  program  that  is  going  to  be  30  billion 
dollars  plus.  Again,  I  am  just  talking 
about  outlays,  what  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  writing  a  check  for.  I  am 


not  talking  about  a  tax  credit  that 
somebody  has  to  reduce  their  taxes.  I 
am  talking  about  what  the  Govern- 
ment is  writing  the  check  for — outlays 
where  the  Government  is  writing  a 
check. 

These  figures  are  exploding.  In  1990, 
outlays  were  $5  billion.  In  1992.  they 
doubled  and  went  to  $10  billion.  By 
1995,  the  outlays  went  to  $20  billion, 
and  they  continue  to  escalate.  In  1997, 
outlays  for  the  EITC  will  be  $23.8  bil- 
lion. Again,  I  will  have  these  inserted 
into  the  Record.  The  growth  rate  for 
the  last  several  years  in  EITC  outlays, 
beginning  in  1990,  was  14  percent,  55 
percent,  22  percent.  21  percent.  42  per- 
cent in  1994,  and  18  percent  in  1995. 

Those  are  increases  in  outlays  where 
we  are  writing  checks,  not  reducing 
someone's  tax  liability.  Uncle  Sam  is 
writing  a  cash  payment  benefit. 
Again— this  is  10  times  the  rate  of 
growth  of  inflation  over  most  of  these 
years. 

The  cost  of  this  program  now  exceeds 
the  cost  for  Aid  for  Families  with  De- 
pendent Children.  We  are  going  to  talk 
about  welfare  reform  very  soon.  Sen- 
ator Bradle'\'.  myself,  and  others  are 
going  to  be  working  on  a  welfare  mark- 
up tomorrow.  We  will  focus  on  AFDC 
because  it  has  been  the  largest  cash  as- 
sistance program  for  welfare  depend- 
ents. The  EITC  exceeds  AFDC.  It  did 
not  a  couple  years  ago. 

This  chart  maybe  is  a  little  more 
confusing,  and  thus  needs  explanation. 
You  see  the  red.  which  is  the  outlays. 
The  green  here  is  the  credit  portion.  So 
the  total  cost  of  this  program,  esti- 
mated by  the  year  2002.  is  going  to  be 
$36.2  billion.  That  is  an  unbelievable 
explosion  of  a  program  that  only  cost  a 
couple  of  billion  dollars  back  in  the 
late  1970's  and  even  in  the  early  1980's. 
The  total  cost  of  the  program  in  1986 
was  $2  billion.  The  total  cost  of  the 
program  in  1990  was  $6.9  billion.  The 
total  cost  of  the  program  in  1994  was 
$21.8  billion.  It  tripled  between  1990  and 
1994 — tripled;  it  went  from  less  than  $7 
billion  to  $21.8  billion.  By  1996,  it  goes 
up  to  $28.4  billion.  Again,  the  growth 
rate  in  the  total  cost  of  this  program, 
outlays  and  credits,  is  astounding.  In 
1991.  it  went  up  60  percent;  in  1992,  17 
percent;  in  1993,  20  percent;  in  1994.  40 
percent;  in  1995.  16  percent;  and  in  1996. 
12  percent. 

Now,  the  cost  of  the  EITC  is  growing 
for  a  lot  of  different  reasons.  One,  Con- 
gress has  increased  the  amount  of 
money  people  are  eligible  for.  But  I 
will  give  you  some  figures.  The  maxi- 
mum credit  in  1990  for  two  or  more 
children  was  $953.  From  1976  through 
1978,  the  maximum  credit  anybody 
could  receive  out  of  this  program  was 
$400.  In  1979,  all  the  way  through  1984. 
it  was  $500.  Then,  in  1985  and  1986.  it 
was  $550.  Then  it  has  increased  sub- 
stantially every  year.  In  1990.  a  person 
could  receive  $953.  So  it  basically  dou- 
bled from  1979  to  1990— the  maximum 


14018 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


amount  of  credit  that  anybody  could 
receive  for  two  or  more  children. 

Again,  keep  in  mind  that  99  percent 
of  the  people  who  file  returns  for  this 
receive  a  lump  sum  payment.  So  $1,000 
is  not  a  bad  deal.  More  and  more  people 
found  out  about  it  and  thought,  hey, 
this  is  a  pretty  good  deal.  They  can  file 
an  income  tax  return  even  though  most 
of  these  people  have  income  such  that 
they  are  not  going  to  pay  any  Federal 
income  tax.  Maybe  they  will  pay  some 
Social  Security  tax,  but  they  will  file  a 
return  and  get  S953.  Then  more  and 
more  people  became  eligible.  Congress 
increased  eligibility  and  people  became 
aware  that  it  could  be  very  easily 
cheated. 

The  maximum  amount  went  up  dra- 
matically. In  1995.  it  was  51.511.  It  went 
up  another  50  percent  over  that  period 
of  time.  From  S953  in  1990:  and  in  1993, 
$1,511.  In  1994.  Congress  made  some 
changes  in  a  tax  bill  that  not  any  Re- 
publican voted  for.  I  do  not  remember 
anybody  saying  we  are  going  to  in- 
crease the  maximum  amount  on  the  in- 
come tax  credit  from  $1,511  to  $2,528  in 
1  year.  The  maximum  tax  credit  went 
from  $1,511  to  $2,528.  In  1995.  the  maxi- 
mum tax  credit  is  $3,110.  In  a  few  years. 
we  went  from  less  than  $1,000  to  $3,110. 
It  has  tripled.  No  wonder  the  cost  of 
this  program  is  climbing  up  out  of  con- 
trol. We  went  from  a  maximum  credit 
for  a  family  with  two  or  more  children 
of  less  than  $1,000  to  $3,000  in  5  years. 
You  can  see  why  there  was  an  explo- 
sion in  cost. 

Unfortunately,  there  was  also  an  ex- 
plosion in  fraud.  For  my  colleagues  to 
defend  a  program  that  has  had  this 
kind  of  fraud  and  error  rate  I  think  is 
unbelievable.  I  am  just  looking  at  a 
GAO  study  that  was  given  to  the  Sen- 
ate in  March  1995  It  says.  -The  most 
recent  taxpayer  compliance  measure- 
ment program  shows  that  about  42  per- 
cent of  EIC  recipients  receive  too  large 
a  credit  and  32  percent  were  not  able  to 
show  they  were  entitled  to  any  credit." 

Think  of  that.  32  percent  of  those 
surveyed  could  not  show  that  they  are 
entitled  to  receive  any  credit.  One- 
third  of  the  beneficiaries  were  not  able 
to  show  that  they  were  entitled  to  any 
credit?  And  we  are  expanding  it  on  this 
kind  of  scale''  People  can  receive  $3,100 
and  one-third  could  not  even  defend 
that  they  were  entitled  to  receive  it 
and  42  percent  showed  an  error?  Maybe 
some  of  those  errors  were  small,  maybe 
some  of  them  were  large,  maybe  some 
of  them  were  intentional,  maybe  some 
of  them  were  not.  but  about  34  percent 
of  EIC  paid  out  was  awarded  erro- 
neously 

Mr.  President.  34  percent  was  award- 
ed erroneousb""  Wow.  think  of  that.  We 
are  talking  about  a  program  that  is 
bigger  than  AFDC.  a  program  that  is 
growing  at  this  kind  of  rate,  and  it  has 
that  kind  of  fraud  and  error  rate. 

What  are  these  radical  Republican 
proposals    that    I    keep    hearing    about 


that  we  are  taxing  working  poor?  That 
is  false.  I  just  totally  deny  that  accusa- 
tion. That  irritates  me.  What  we  are 
trying  to  do  is  stem  the  tide  of  a  pro- 
gram that  is  totally  out  of  control.  Re- 
publicans think  we  should  control  it. 
As  my  colleagues  know,  we  are  not 
passing  tax  law  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate. We  are  not  rewriting  the  program. 
We  are  saying  we  have  a  program  that 
is  out  of  control  and  we  ought  to  con- 
tain its  growth. 

Under  the  Republican  package,  let 
me  mention,  the  total  cost  of  this  pro- 
gram grows  from  $25  billion  in  1995  to 
$28  billion  in  1996.  It  continues  to  grow 
about  $1  billion  a  year  to  $32  billion  by 
the  year  2002.  In  other  words,  under  the 
proposal  we  are  suggesting  to  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  EITC  would  con- 
tinue to  grow,  but  it  would  grow  about 
$1  billion  per  year,  a  little  over  3  or  4 
percent  per  year,  whereas  under  cur- 
rent law  it  continues  to  grow  much 
faster  than  that. 

Let  me  give  a  couple  of  specific  ex- 
amples. As  I  mentioned,  right  now 
under  the  earned-income  tax  credit,  a 
person  with  two  or  more  children  is 
able  to  receive  $3,110.  Under  the  plan 
that  some  of  us  are  proposing,  next 
year  that  person  could  receive  $3,119 
and  that  figure  would  continue  to  in- 
crease every  year  so  by  the  year  2000  a 
person  with  two  or  more  children  could 
receive  $3,560.  So,  again  the  maximum 
credit  allowed  would  increase  every 
single  year.  Granted,  it  will  not  in- 
crease as  fast  as  provided  under  cur- 
rent law.  A  person  could  receive,  again, 
lump  sum  payments  under  current  law 
from  $3,110  in  1995  to  over  $4,000  by  the 
year  2000.  We  allow  the  increase  to  go 
from  about  $3,110  in  1995  to  $3,560  by 
the  year  2000.  So  we  have  smaller  in- 
creases. 

The  current  law  says  let  us  take  it  up 
to  $4,000.  Again,  keep  in  mind  most 
people  are  receiving  this  as  a  lump  sum 
payment.  I  think  that  is  a  great  incen- 
tive for  fraud.  If  you  cheat  on  your  tax 
return,  not  only  do  you  reduce  your 
taxes,  which  is  what  happens  in  most 
cases,  but  Uncle  Sam  is  going  to  write 
you  a  check.  Right  now  the  check  is 
$3,110.  We  found  a  lot  of  fraud  when 
people  were  getting  just  $953.  WTiat  are 
they  going  to  do  when  they  can  get 
$4,000?  So  we  think  we  need  to  curb  this 
abuse.  We  need  to  eliminate  the  fraud. 
We  need  to  slow,  not  expand,  this  pro- 
gram. We  did  not  even  freeze  the  pro- 
gram. Maybe  we  should  have. 

A  program  this  fraudulent  probably 
should  have  been  frozen.  We  did  not  do 
that.  Actually,  if  you  had  frozen  the 
program  for  7  years  I  think  you  save 
$50  billion.  We  did  not  do  that.  We  just 
slowed  the  rate  of  growth  For  my  col- 
leagues to  insinuate  that  is  a  tax  in- 
crease on  the  working  poor.  I  beg  to 
differ.  I  think  that  is  totally  false. 

If  we  are  ever,  ever  going  to  balance 
the  budget,  we  have  to  curtail  the 
growth  of  programs  that  are  growing  a 
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lot  more  rapidly  than  inflation.  I  have 
already  given  the  figures  of  the  rapid 
cost  of  this  program.  We  are  trying  to 
constrain  it  in  our  proposal.  If  we  allow 
Uncle  Sam  to  continue  writing  checks 
that  grow  from  $953  in  1990  to  $3,110  in 
1995  to  $4,000  in  2000.  this  program  will 
not  be  contained.  These  numbers  will 
continue  to  climb  off  the  charts  and  we 
will  have  deficit  spending.  Not  only 
will  we  continue  to  have  deficit  spend- 
ing but  we  are  going  to  find  that  too 
many  people  are  eligible  for  this  pro- 
gram—I have  read  in  one  case  where  30 
to  40-some-odd  percent  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  is  now  eligible  for  this 
program 

You  are  going  to  continue  to  have 
rampant,  rampant  abuse,  I  am  afraid, 
because  the  dollars  are  so  large.  And 
that  would  be  a  serious  mistake.  So  I 
will  send  a  second  degree  amendment 
to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

I  will  postpone  that.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Exhibit  l 
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1996  40  00         3,564  8,910  11630  28  553 

1997  40  00         3,680  9,200  12,010  29  484 

1998  ,___ 40  00         3,804  9,510  12,420  30  483 

1999 40  00         3,936  9  840  12,840  31529 

2000 40  00         4  068  10  170  13  280  32  5% 

Senate  GOP  Prooosals 

19%  3500         3,119  8910  11,630  27  720 

1997  . 35  00         3,220  9,200  12,010  28  634 

1998 .,„         35  00         3,329  9,510  12,420  29  504 

1999  35  00         3,444  9  840  12840  30  620 

20OO „ 3500         3560  10,170  13,280  31656 

Provided  tit  Senator  Don  Nickles,  05/18/95, 
Source  Joint  Committee  on  Taxation 

EARNED  INCOME  TAX  CREDIT— ONE  CHILD 
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1976  10  00          $400  $4  000  $4  000  $8  000 

1977    10  00           400  4  000  4  000  8  000 
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1983  ,.._ 1000           500  5,000  6  000  10  000 
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Year 
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percent 
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Mm 
income 
tor  max 
credit 


Max 

income 
tor  max 
credit 


Ptiase- 

out 
income 


1984    10  00  500  5.000  6,000  lOOOO 

1985 1100  550  5,000  6,500  11,000 

1986 1100  550  5,000  6,500  11,000 

1987 14  00  851  6.080  6,920  15,432 

1988 1400  874  6,240  9,840  18,576 

1989.... 14  00  910  6,500  10  240  19,340 

1990 14  00  953  6,810  10,730  20  264 

1991  ._. 16  70  1,192  7,140  11,250  21,250 

1992 17  60  1,324  7,520  11840  22,370 

1993 — , 18  50  1.434  7  750  12,200  23,054 

1994 2630  2,038  7,750  11,000  23,755 

1995 3400  2,094  6160  11,290  24,3% 

Current  La* 

1996  34  00  2,156  6  340  11,630  25,119 


1997  . 
1998. 
1999 

20O0 


34  00 
34  00 
34  00 

34  00 


2,227 
2305 
2  383 

2  462 


6.550 
6.780 
7.010 

7240 


12.010 
12.420 
12.840 
13280 


25,946 
26,846 
27,755 
28  584 


19% 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

To(al 

tllC  baseline  (CBO) 

28 

30 

31 

32 

34 

35 

36 

2« 

EITC  reforms 

(0) 

(31 

(3) 

(31 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

(71) 

Erie  Oaseline  alter 

reforms 

28 

26 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

204 

Provided  tiy  Senator  Don  Nciiles,  05/l&'9S 

Source  CBO  and  Senate  Budtel  Cooiminee  majority  stall  (bilhons  ot  dot- 
iars) 


Senate  GOP  Proposals 


1996. 
1997. 
1998. 
1999, 
2000. 


3015 

2156 

7,150 

11,630 

25,120 

3015 

2.225 

7,380 

12,010 

25934 

3015 

2300 

7,630 

12,420 

26816 

3015 

2379 

7,890 

12,840 

27,726 

3015 

2460 

8,160 

13  280 

28676 

Provided  by  Senator  Don  Nicliles.  05/18/95 

Source  Joint  Commirtee  on  Taiation 
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(billions) 


Percent 
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(billions) 


Percent 
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(billions! 
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Averafe 
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Percent 


1975, 
1976. 

1977 

1978 

1979  ..... 
1980 „. 


1982. 
1983. 
1984  , 
1985. 

1986  , 

1987  , 
1988. 
1989. 
1990. 

1991  . 

1992  . 
1993. 
1994  . 
1995. 
19%. 
1997  . 
1998. 
1999. 
2000. 
2001  . 
2002 


u   _. 

0.9    ™ 

04 

6.215.000 

13 

4 

0.9 

—  I 

04 

16 

6,473,000 

11 

-13 

09 

-1 

02 

-39 

5627,000 

10 

-7 

0.8 

—  9 

02 

0 

5,192,000 

M 

96 

1.4 

74 

07 

166 

7135000 

20 

-3 

1.4 

—  2 

-6 

6954,000 

1.9 

-4 

U 

-7 

3 

6,717,000 

1.1 

-7 

U 

-4 

-13 

6.395,000 

18 

1 

13 

-8 

7,368,000 

1.6 

-9 

12 

-10 

-6 

6.376.000 

21 

27 

1.5 

29 

24 

7432.000 

2.0 

-4 

1.5 

—  1 

-10 

7  156.000 

3.9 

96 

25 

98 

89 

8,738,000 

5.9 

SO 

43 

45 

64 

11,148,000 

e.e 

12 

4.6 

20 

11,696,000 

6.9 

5 

53 

14 

-17 

12,612,000 

111 

60 

82 

55 

78 

13,700.000 

13.0 

17 

100 

22 

3 

14,100.000 

156 

20 

12.1 

21 

17 

15,200,000 

214 

40 

177 

42 

31 

19,500,000 

2S.3 

16 

20.3 

18 

9 

19,800  000 

2&4 

12 

22S 

13 

10 

20,200,000 

29.S 

4 

23.8 

5 

20,400,000 

30.9 

4 

24.9 

3 

20,600,000 

32i 

4 

26.0 

3 

20800,000 

33.5 

4 

270 

S 

21,000,000 

348 

4 

280 

5 

21200.000 

36  2 

4 

291 

4 

21.400.000 

$201 

200 

200 

202 

288 

43 

286 

_  1 

285 

278 

-2 

224 

-19 

257 

IS 

281 

281 

450 

60 

529 

564 

549 

_  3 

813 

48 

924 

14 

1.027 

11 

1.118 

1.283 

15 

1.407 

10 

1.452 

1.501 

1.548 

1.593 

1.539 

1.687 

Provided  by  Senator  Don  Nickles,  05/18^5. 
Source  CBO 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  for  the  amicndmcnt  of 
fered  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Jersey.  This  amendment 
makes  sense.  It  restores  $21  billion  in 
cuts  over  the  next  7  years  in  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  in  the  Senate  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution.  Like  their  cuts 
in  Medicare  and  education,  the  Repub- 
lican's cuts  in  this  tax  credit  are  short- 
sighted and  wrong. 

At  a  time  when  many  working  Amer- 
icans are  struggling  to  make  ends 
meet,  the  Senate  Republican  budget 
plan  would  hike  taxes  on  lew-income 
workers  by  as  much  as  $350  a  year.  It 
would  repeal  the  final  phase  of  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  expansion  en- 
acted as  part  of  the  1993  budget  act. 
and  it  would  repeal  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  for  workers  without  a  child 

I  do  not  understand  the  desire  to  cut 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  Ronald 
Reagan,  a  President  that  I  did  not  al- 
ways agree  with,  had  it  right  when  it 
came  to  the  earned  income  tax  credit. 
President  Reagan  called  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit:  "the  best  antipoverty, 
the  best  pro-family,  the  best  job-cre- 
ation measure  to  come  out  of  Con- 
gress." 


President  Reagan  was  right.  This  tax 
credit  docs  reward  lev,-  income  Ameri- 
cans for  working.  It  makes  a  huge  dif- 
ference for  families  struggling  to  pay 
the  rent  and  buy  food  for  their  kids. 

The  tax  credit  is  available  to  low-in- 
come workers  only.  If  you  do  not  work, 
.you  do  not  get  the  credit.  The  credit 
starts  phasing  out  at  $11,000  for  fami- 
lies with  children  and  at  $5,000  for 
workers  without  children.  It  ends  for 
families  with  two  children  at  $25,296, 
families  with  one  child  at  $23,755.  and 
workers  with  no  children  at  $9,000. 

In  my  home  State  of  Vermont,  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  has  been  a  big 
success  making  work  pay  for  low-in- 
come workers. 

In  1993.  25,279  working  Vermonters 
benefited  from  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  Under  the  Senate  Republican 
budget  resolution,  however,  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  in  Vermont  would  be 
cut  by  $29  million  over  the  next  7 
years.  The  Treasury  Department  esti- 
mates this  cut  would  increase  taxes  on 
20,156  working  Vermonters  by  an  aver- 
age of  $1,433  per  taxpayer  over  the  next 
7  years. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  claim  that  these  cuts 


are  necessary  because  of  some  fraudu- 
lent claims  involving  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit.  But  that  argument  is 
more  than  a  little  disingenuous. 

An  IRS  study  has  found  some  error 
rates  in  the  credit,  but  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration has  responded  aggres- 
sively to  address  this  problem.  Specifi- 
cally, the  administration  has  developed 
12  measures  to  ensure  simplicity  and 
verifiability  of  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  And  the  IRS  is  now  matching 
social  security  numbers  with  tax  re- 
turns to  further  verify  credit  takers. 

The  Senate  Republican  budget  reso- 
lution, however,  contains  only  one  of 
the  administration's  antifraud  propos- 
als. Instead  of  adopting  the  administra- 
tion's antifraud  proposals  or  other 
antifraud  measures,  this  budget  resolu- 
tion simply  cuts  the  tax  credit.  In  fact, 
this  budget  resolution  cuts  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  by  $21  billion  over 
the  next  7  years  because  it's  a  quick 
way  to  collect  budget-cutting  dollars 
at  the  expense  of  a  constituency  that 
rarely  votes — the  working  poor. 

Cutting  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
and  raising  taxes  on  the  working  poor 
is  exactly  the  wrong  thing  to  do  now. 
Unfortunately,       we       are       suffering 
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through  an  era  of  stagnant  wage 
growth.  Just  last  month,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  reported  that  median 
weekly  earnings  of  nonsupervisory 
workers  rose  just  1.9  percent  over  the 
past  year.  While  at  the  same  time, 
consumer  prices  rose  2.8  percent. 

And  last  year  just  continued  the  los- 
ing trend  of  the  1980's.  During  the 
1980's.  the  gap  between  the  rich  and 
poor  grew  faster  in  the  United  States 
than  anywhere  else  in  the  Western 
world.  According  to  an  April  1995  study 
by  Prof.  Edward  Wolff  of  New  York 
University,  three-quarters  of  the  in- 
come gains  during  the  1980's  and  100 
percent  of  the  increased  wealth  went  to 
the  top  20  percent  of  families.  The  re- 
maining 80  percent  of  U.S.  families  lost 
in  real  wage  power. 

Workers  are  treading  water  or  worse 
against  the  rising  tide  of  inflation. 
Now  is  not  the  time  to  cut  a  tax  credit 
that  rewards  the  poor  for  working,  In- 
stead, I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment  to  restore  the  earned 
income  ta.\  credit. 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  Che  amendment  offered  by 
Senator  Br.^dley  to  restore  funding  for 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  The 
Bradley  amendment  would  restore  the 
EITC  by  redirecting  $16.9  billion  of  the 
proposed  S170  billion  budget  surplus  to 
working  lower  income  Americans.  Sim- 
ply stated,  the  Bradley  amendment  of- 
fers a  clear  choice  to  the  Members  of 
this  body:  We  can  impose  a  $16.9  billion 
tax  increase  on  working  Americans  or 
we  can  ask  well-to-do  people  to  bear 
some  portion  of  the  economic  sacrifice 
necessary  to  restore  our  Nation's  eco- 
nomic vitality. 

Mr.  President,  tax  expenditures  are 
one  of  the  fastest  growing  items  in  the 
Federal  budget.  Over  the  next  7  years, 
the  U.S.  Government  will  spend  in  ex- 
cess of  $4  trillion— that's  right,  tril- 
lion—on tax  writeoffs,  loopholes,  and 
hidden  breaks.  And  while  there  are 
some  tax  expenditures  that  help 
middle-  and  lower-income  Americans, 
most  of  our  tax  expenditures  end  up 
benefiting  the  upper  end  of  the  eco- 
nomic ladder. 

The  budget  before  us  today  does  not 
touch  tax  benefits  for  the  wealthy  and 
powerful.  We  all  know  that  situation 
exists  because  the  special  interests 
that  benefit  from  our  current  tax 
scheme  have  both  the  resources  and 
ability  to  protect  their  advantages.  On 
the  other  hand.  Americans  who  rely  on 
the  EITC  are  too  busy  working— or 
worrying  about  their  childrens'  health 
or  education— or  struggling  to  make 
ends  meet  in  these  challenging  and  dif- 
ficult times— to  know  that  the  Con- 
gress is  about  to  hit  them  with  a  hid- 
den tax  increase.  Because  Chat  is  just 
what  a  reduction  in  the  ETIC  is— a  tax 
increase. 

Mr.  President,  the  EITC  provides  a 
tangible  economic  incentive  to  lower 
income  .\mericans  to  work  for  a  living. 


In  my  own  State  of  Wisconsin.  2,294.126 
returns  were  filed  for  the  1993  tax  year. 
Of  this  total.  189.831  returns  contained 
earned  income  tax  credit  refunds,  and  a 
total  of  $182,548,000  in  EITC  refunds 
were  paid  to  Wisconsin  citizens.  The 
average  refund  in  Wisconsin  was 
$961.63.  Now  that  might  not  sound  like 
a  lot  of  money  to  some  people  from 
other  parts  of  the  country— or  even  to 
some  in  this  Chamber.  But  make  no 
mistake  about  it,  to  the  Wisconsin  tax- 
payers who  qualified  for  those  refunds, 
they  made  the  difference  between  work 
and  welfare;  between  hard  work  and  a 
hand-out;  and  between  self-worth  and 
self-doubt. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  recognize  that 
few  things  in  this  world  are  perfect, 
and  that  includes  the  earned  income 
tax  credit.  As  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues have  correctly  observed,  there 
are  deficiencies  in  the  current  adminis- 
tration of  this  credit.  In  particular. 
Senators  have  identified  problems  as- 
sociated with  electronically  filed  tax 
returns  that  contain  EITC  claims.  And 
while  there  is  some  disagreement  over 
the  severity  of  the  problems,  it  is  clear 
to  all  concerned  that  remedial  action 
is  required.  The  choice  that  we  face 
today  is  whether  we  will  retain  the 
EITC  and  effect  bipartisan  reforms  or 
whether  we  will  drastically  reduce  one 
of  the  few  tax  expenditures  that  helps 
working  class  Americans. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  con- 
tinue the  bipartisan  approach  that  has 
been  the  hallmark  of  the  EITC.  My  col- 
leagues may  recall  that  Presidents 
Reagan  and  Bush  worked  with  Demo- 
cratic Congresses  to  develop  and  ex- 
pand the  EITC.  I  hope  that  this  Con- 
gress will  continue  that  bipartisan 
spirit. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  at  an  impor- 
tant crossroad  in  our  history.  We  in 
Government  have  finally  heard  the 
message  of  the  American  people:  That 
it  is  time  to  put  our  fiscal  house  in 
order.  We  must  now  decide  whether  we 
share  the  burdens  that  confront  us 
equally  or  whether  we  exacerbate  the 
growing  disparities  that  exist  within 
our  society.  I  believe  that  the  Bradley 
amendment  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. Senator  Br.\dley's  amendment  is 
a  fair  and  reasonable  proposal  that 
helps  working  Americans.  I  therefore 
urge  my  colleagues — on  both  sides  of 
the  asile — to  support  his  amendment.  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  [EITC],  and  Senator 
Bradley's  amendment  to  rescue  one  of 
this  country's  clearest  incentives  and 
rewards  for  hard-working  families. 

We  are  forced  to  offer  this  amend- 
ment to  fix  one  of  the  worst  parts  of 
the  budget  offered  by  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle.  Believe  it  or  not,  the  archi- 
tects of  this  budget  are  trying  to  can- 
cel tax  relief  for  the  families  in  this 
country  struggling  every  day  to  make 
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ends  meet  so  the  funds— $21  billion  in 
all— can  be  redirected  to  households 
and  corporations  in  the  upper  tiers. 

They  justify  their  attack  on  tax  re- 
lief for  working  families  by  claiming 
that  the  credit— the  EITC— is  growing 
out  of  control.  That  is  totally  mislead- 
ing, and  deliberately  so.  Yes.  the  EITC 
is  growing.  That's  because  an  economic 
and  deficit  reduction  plan  enacted  in 
1993  included  an  initiative  to  increase 
this  tax  credit  for  very  logical  reasons. 
There  is  nothing  to  hide  or  apologize 
for.  Those  of  us  who  voted  for  that 
budget,  with  $600  billion  in  deficit  re- 
duction and  many  cuts  in  spending,  put 
our  priority  on  hard  working  Ameri- 
cans who  are  working  to  make  ends 
meet  and  raise  their  children.  We  want- 
ed the  EITC  to  grow  because  of  its  fun- 
damental role  in  helping  parents  who 
are  teetering  on  the  economic  edge  to 
be  able  to  choose  work  over  welfare, 
independence  over  dependence,  dignity 
over  the  indignities  of  the  welfare  sys- 
tem. 

I  am  proud  of  my  vote  to  expand  the 
EITC  because  it  is  needed  tax  relief  for 
more  than  100.000  West  Virginia  fami- 
lies. That  may  be  another  statistic,  but 
it  stands  for  real  people  and  families 
across  my  State  working  as  hard  as 
they  can  to  make  it  each  day. 

The  McCumbers  of  Frametown.  WV. 
count  on  the  EITC  to  make  ends  meet. 
She  works  full-time  as  a  receptionist 
at  the  Mountaineer  P^ood  Bank,  and  her 
husband  works  full-time  as  a  mainte- 
nance worker.  They  have  two  children, 
ages  8  and  10.  For  the  past  4  years,  the 
McCumbers  have  gotten  tax  relief 
thanks  to  the  EITC.  And  let  me  tell 
you  how  they  used  that  money.  Three 
years  ago.  their  EITC  helped  them 
make  a  down  payment  on  a  home.  They 
also  have  used  it  to  pav  property  taxes 
and  homeowners  insurance.  Another 
year,  it  covered  glasses  for  their  daugh- 
ter, and  a  new  bed  for  their  son.  The 
McCumbers  family  is  like  many  of  our 
neighbors  next  door.  Parents  who  work 
hard,  but  struggle  to  pay  the  bills  each 
month. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  another  West 
Virginia  family  that  relies  on  the 
EITC— the  Helmicks  of  New  Milton.  He 
works  full-time  driving  a  truck  for 
Mountain  View  Construction.  She  is  a 
full-time  homemaker  caring  for  six 
children,  ranging  in  age  from  their  15- 
year-old  twins  to  a  4-year  old.  The  first 
time  this  family  used  the  EITC  was 
when  the  twins  were  born  and  they 
needed  extra  baby  furniture  and  twice 
as  many  supplies.  Over  the  years,  the 
EITC  has  helped  the  family  buy  a  used 
truck  to  ensure  .Mr.  Helmick  had  reli- 
able transportation  for  work.  It  has 
helped  them  paint  their  home,  put  a 
concrete  floor  in  their  basement,  and 
even  put  up  a  home  basketball  court  so 
they  could  keep  their  teenagers  close 
to  home. 

Hard  working  families  like  the 
McCumbers  and  the  Helmicks  deserve 
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our  admiration  and  support.  We  should 
not  pull  the  rug  out  from  under  them 
and  their  children  by  eliminating  the 
tax  relief  promised  to  them.  And  we 
certainly  should  not  take  tax  relief 
away  from  hard  working  people  who 
are  struggling  in  order  to  give  a  bonus 
to  wealthy  Americans.  That's  what 
this  budget  resolution  proposes  to  do. 
believe  it  or  not.  That's  why  we  should 
pass  the  Bradley  amendment,  and  re- 
ject an  idea  as  dumb  and  unfair  as  rob- 
bing struggling  families  to  give  some- 
thing more  to  the  well  off. 

If  the  proponents  of  the  Republican 
budget  get  their  way  on  the  EITC.  it 
will  mean  that  more  than  80.000  West 
V'irginia  families  will  lose  about  $1,494 
over  the  next  7  years  that  they  would 
have  gotten  for  playing  by  the  rules 
and  doing  something  called  work.  That 
would  renege  on  a  promise  to  12  million 
families  in  West  Virginia  and  across 
our  country. 

I  urge  my  colleague  to  support  the 
Bradley  amendment  and  the  men  and 
women  who  work  hard  every  day, 
struggling  to  provide  for  themselves 
and  their  children. 

The  other  side  wants  to  focus  on  all 
the  excuses  for  backing  away  from  a 
polic.v  of  rewarding  work  and  discour- 
aging welfare.  They  talk  about  error 
rates,  fraud,  other  problems.  Where 
these  problems  need  to  be  fixed,  let's 
fix  them.  Let's  not  hide  behind  excuses 
to  walk  away  from  families  who  de- 
serve every  reward  possible  in  a  coun- 
try that  says  it  values  work  and  chil- 
dren above  all.  The  McCumbers  and  the 
Helmicks  are  my  guidepost  in  this  de- 
bate. They  should  serve  as  a  reminder 
to  every  one  of  my  colleagues  that  a 
growing  EITC  is  exactly  where  our  pri- 
orities should  be. 

OPHOSl.NG  CUTS  It)  THK  K.AK.NKU  I.NLO.MK  1A.\. 
CREDIT  AND  THE  REPEAL  OF  THE  DAVI.S-BACON 
ACT 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
continue  to  debate  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. I  am  concerned  about  Republican 
spending  proposals  that  will  balance 
the  budget  on  the  backs  of  children, 
middle-class  families,  the  working 
poor,  and  the  Nation's  veterans.  The 
more  I  study  it,  the  more  I  realize  that 
the  majority's  budget  resolution  will 
be  a  very  bitter  pill  for  hard-working 
American  families  to  swallow.  The 
budget  resolution  preserves  special  in- 
terest tax  loopholes  and  other  forms  of 
corporate  welfare.  The  wealthy  will 
continue  to  receive  billions  of  dollars 
in  tax  breaks  and  the  proposed  budget 
promises  an  additional  $175  billion  in 
future  tax  relief. 

The  most  troubling  feature  of  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal  is  the  $21  bil- 
lion cut  in  the  earned  income  tax  cred- 
it. During  the  past  decade,  working 
families  suffered  a  slow,  steady  erosion 
in  their  standard  of  living.  Families 
simply  had  to  work  harder  and  longer 
to  make  ends  meet.  Despite  their  hard 
work   and   long   hours,    the   number  of 


working  poor  families  and  individuals 
living  at  or  below  the  poverty  line  con- 
tinues to  grow. 

The  most  effective  way  to  improve 
the  economic  well-being  of  the  middle 
class  and  working  poor  is  to  promote 
policies  that  reward  work  and  lessen 
dependency.  That  is  why  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  was  established.  The 
earned  income  tax  credit  helps  parents 
in  low-income  families  remain  in  the 
work  force.  It  also  acts  as  a  safety  net 
for  middle-class  families  confronted 
with  a  sudden  loss  of  income. 

Despite  long-standing  bipartisan  sup- 
port for  policies  that  make  work  pay. 
the  majority  budget  resolution  would 
cut  the  earned  income  tax  credit  by  $21 
billion  over  7  years.  Congress  recently 
expanded  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
to  lift  a  family  of  four  with  a  full-time 
working  parent  to  a  level  at  least  equal 
to  the  poverty  line.  The  Republican 
budget  proposal  abandons  this  policy. 
Their  proposed  cut  in  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  would  increase  Federal 
income  taxes  on  millions  of  low-income 
working  families  with  children.  Under 
the  majority  proposal,  the  Treasury 
Department  estimates  that  7.8  million 
working  families  with  more  than  one 
child  will  see  their  earned  income  tax 
credit  reduced  by  $270.  A  working  fam- 
ily with  two  children  earning  $20,000 
would  see  a  $290  reduction  in  their 
credit. 

Mr.  President,  only  $1  billion  of  this 
$21  billion  cut  would  result  from  the 
adoption  of  the  Clinton  administration 
proposal  to  deny  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  to  undocumented  workers  and 
implement  procedures  to  reduce  errors 
and  fraud  in  the  program.  The  remain- 
ing $20  billion  cut  represents  a  tax  in- 
crease for  millions  of  working  families, 
many  of  which  live  just  above  the  pov- 
erty level.  Why  raise  taxes  on  individ- 
uals who  are  struggling  to  work,  make 
ends  meet,  and  avoid  welfare?  What 
message  are  we  sending  to  America's 
working  men  and  women?  The  last 
thing  we  need  is  a  budget  that  raises 
the  income  taxes  on  Americans  who 
are  committed  to  work,  rather  than 
collecting  welfare. 

To  add  insult  to  injury,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal  cuts  job  training 
assistance  by  25  percent.  This  cut  will 
make  it  more  difficult  for  our  youth 
and  adults  to  receive  the  technical 
training  and  job  assistance  necessary 
to  gain  employment  in  a  technology- 
driven,  global  marketplace.  Without 
job  training  and  education  programs, 
displaced,  first-time,  and  entry-level 
workers  will  be  relegated  to  low-wage, 
low-skill  service  sector  jobs  with  no 
chance  for  economic  or  educational  ad- 
vancement. Has  any  consideration  been 
given  to  the  impact  of  a  25-percent  cut 
in  job  education  and  training  on  long- 
term  productivit.v  and  prosperity  or  on 
blue-collar  families  and  their  commu- 
nities? I  don't  think  so.  These  cuts  will 
deprive  workers  of  educational  oppor- 


tunities which  could  increase  their 
earning  power  and  productivity,  along 
with  the  productivity  and  prosp>erity  of 
businesses  and  the  country.  A  rising 
tide  lifts  all  boats,  but  only  if  the  boats 
are  seaworthy. 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  plan  also 
calls  for  the  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  Repeal  of  Davis-Bacon  would  jeop- 
ardize the  provision  of  fair,  prevailing 
wages  and  labor  standards  on  construc- 
tion projects.  For  over  six  decades,  the 
Davis- Bacon  Act  has  assured  local  con- 
struction workers  and  contractors  a 
fair  opportunity  to  bid  competitively 
on  Federal  construction  projects.  I  be- 
lieve dismantling  the  act  would  ad- 
versely impact  local  workers  and  con- 
tractors, and  as  a  consequence,  reduce 
the  quality  of  construction  on  Federal 
projects. 

In  addition,  Davis-Bacon  ensures 
that  workers  on  low-skill,  low- wage 
jobs  can  participate  in  training  pro- 
grams to  improve  their  skills  and 
qualifications  for  better  paying  posi- 
tions. Repeal  of  the  law  would  remove 
most  incentives  for  contractors  to  pro- 
vide these  workers  such  training  oppor- 
tunities. 

Programs  and  agencies  that  promote 
safe  and  healthy  working  conditions 
and  procedures  also  face  drastic  cuts. 
The  Occupational  Health  and  Safety 
Administration  and  other  workplace 
safety  agencies  face  a  50-percent  reduc- 
tion in  funds  which  are  necessary  to 
ensure  a  safe  working  environment  for 
working  men  and  women. 

Mr.  President,  the  Republican  budget 
dismantles  the  safety  net  for  millions 
of  working  Americans  and  eliminates 
or  cuts  programs  that  are  investments 
for  a  brighter,  more  competitive,  and 
prosperous  future  for  American  fami- 
lies and  our  country.  Ii  is  nothing 
more  than  a  promise  of  a  golden  para- 
chute for  our  wealthy. 

TARGETING  THE  ("OOR  UNDER  THE  COP  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ate, in  debate  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1996 
Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget, 
is  in  the  process  of  considering  many 
necessary  spending  reductions  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  There  is  a  consensus  in  the  Sen- 
ate— on  both  sides  of  the  aisle — on  the 
need  to  balance  the  budget,  and  this 
Senator  is  committed  to  eliminating 
the  Federal  deficit.  However,  as  ex- 
pected, there  exists  much  less  unanim- 
ity on  the  appropriate  spending  cuts 
for  reaching  the  goal  of  a  balanced 
budget. 

As  approved  by  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, the  Budget  Resolution  would  re- 
duce funding  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  (EITC)  by  $21  billion  over  the 
next  7  years.  Senator  BRADLEY  has  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  Budget 
Resolution  that  would  restore  $16.9  bil- 
lion in  funding  for  the  EITC.  Senator 
Bradley  would  fund  this  restoration  of 
the   EITC   with   money   earmarked  by 
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the  Budget  Committee  for  a  future  tax 
cut.  In  essence.  Senator  Bradley's 
amendment  seeks  to  repeal  a  tax  in- 
crease on  America's  working,  low-in- 
come families  by  reducing  a  future  tax 
cut  that— if  similar  to  the  House- 
passed  tax-cut  measure — would  pri- 
marily benefit  upper-income  families. 
A  future  tax  cut  is  promised  in  the 
Budget  Resolution  if  the  •fiscal  divi- 
dend" from  deficit  reduction  is  scored 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  that 
the  Senate  consider  the  primary  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  EITC.  which  is  a  refund- 
able Federal  income  tax  credit  created 
in  1975  to  supplement  the  earnings  of 
low-income  workers.  The  EITC  pri- 
marily benefits  low-income,  working 
families — those  with  Incomes  below 
$28.000— with  one  or  more  children.  In 
light  of  the  upcoming  debate  on  wel- 
fare reform,  can  we  in  the  United 
States  Senate  expect  to  provide  viable 
alternatives  for  families  receiving  wel- 
fare benefits  if  we  do  not  reward  work 
for  low-income  families?  The  EITC 
does  exactly  that.  It  rewards  work. 

Critics  of  the  EITC  have  pointed  out 
that  the  program  is  subject  to  fraud 
and  that  it  is  too  expensive.  In  re- 
sponse to  these  and  other  concerns. 
President  Clinton  included  two  legisla- 
tive proposals  in  his  Fiscal  Year  1996 
Budget  that  seek  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
the  EITC.  First,  the  President  proposed 
denying  the  tax  credit  to  otherwise  eli- 
gible recipients  if  they  have  substan- 
tial investment  income.  Earlier  this 
year,  the  Senate  approved  and  the 
President  signed  legislation  (Public 
Law  104-7)  that  addressed  this  problem. 
Secondly,  the  President  proposed  re- 
quiring a  valid  Social  Security  number 
for  all  EITC  recipients.  The  Budget 
Resolution  includes  the  President's 
proposal  and  I  support  it.  I  do  not  sup- 
port, however,  the  tradeoff  proposed  in 
the  Budget  Resolution  that  cuts  the 
EITC  over  the  next  7  years  to  pay  for  a 
future  tax  reduction  for  the  wealthiest 
in  our  society.  It  is  interesting,  even 
tendentious,  that  the  only  tax  expendi- 
ture targeted  by  the  Republican  Budg- 
et Resolution  is  a  program  that  bene- 
fits our  Nation's  low-income,  working 
families.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Tax- 
ation estimates  the  total  cost  of  the 
more  than  120  tax  expenditures  to  be 
$453.0  billion  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  The 
EITC.  by  comparison,  will  cost  approxi- 
mately S18  6  billion  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  the  Administration 
has  estimated  that  a  total  of  12.200.000 
working  taxpayers  in  the  United  States 
receive  benefits  from  the  EITC.  In  West 
Virginia  alone,  an  estimated  101.229 
families  received  approximately 
$99,323,000  in  EITC  benefits  in  1994. 
That  represents  14.6  percent  of  all  West 
■Virginia  tax  filers.  As  an  elected  rep- 
resentative of  the  people  of  West  Vir- 
ginia. I  support  the  Bradley  amend- 
ment because  it  seeks  to  repeal  the  ef- 
fective   tax    increase    on    low-income 


working  families  by  reducing  the  Re- 
publican-promised tax  cut  for  the 
wealthiest  in  our  society. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  the  floor? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  remaining  on  my  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  12  minutes. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
7  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nevada. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  Is  recognized  for  7 
minutes. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  the  Budget 
Committee's  mark  would  in  effect  raise 
taxes  by  some  $21  billion  for  people 
who  make  less  than  $28,000  a  year.  That 
is  a  fact.  About  7.8  million  people  who 
would  benefit  from  this  program,  and 
their  children,  would  be  affected.  Fam- 
ilies with  two  or  more  children  would 
be  the  hardest  hit  by  the  proposal  that 
is  coming  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  Under  the  Budget  Committee 
mark  that  we  received,  this  would  re- 
sult in  a  tax  increase  for  over  12  mil- 
lion Americans. 

As  the  senior  Senator  of  Nevada,  I 
am  concerned  what  effect  this  tax  in- 
crease would  have  on  the  State  of  Ne- 
vada. The  increase  in  taxes  would  af- 
fect almost  100,000  people  who  live  in 
the  State  of  Nevada.  Nevada  is  a  State 
whose  large  numbers  of  people  are  em- 
ployed in  the  service  industry.  It  would 
have  a  tremendous  impact  on  them. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  these  families 
in  Nevada  can  expect  to  pay  over  $100 
billion  more  in  taxes  because  of  this 
policy.  This  results  in  a  tax  of  about 
$1,500  more  per  family.  It  would  in- 
crease the  taxes  of  families  with  chil- 
dren, it  would  result  in  a  dramatic  in- 
crease in  annual  taxes  of  $250. 

This  tax  increase  is  being  carried  out 
for  one  purpose.  That  is  to  produce  the 
crown  jewel  in  the  so  called  Contract 
With  America.  An  enormous  tax  break 
for  the  wealthiest  of  this  country  cour- 
tesy of  an  enormous  tax  increase  on 
working  Americans. 

In  the  budget  proposal  we  are  now  de- 
bating, the  tax  cut  is  camouflaged.  In 
fact,  it  took  the  press  a  few  days  to 
pick  up  the  fact  that  there  was  a  $170 
billion  earmark  in  this  budget  proposal 
that  could  only  go  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee and  could  only  be  used  for  tax 
cuts.  This  is  not  a  fiscally  sensible  pol- 
icy and  it  is  not  morally  right  either. 

There  has  been  some  talk  about 
fraud.  It  is  really  too  bad  we  are  talk- 
ing about  fraud  as  it  relates  to  the 
poorest  people  who  benefit  from  our 
tax  policies.  Why  are  we  picking  on 
people  who  are  working,  making  under 
$28,000  a  year? 

I  think  we  should  make  sure  there  is 
no  fraud  or  abuse  in  this  program. 
There  is  no  question  about  it.  But  why 
do  we  not  look  at  some  of  the  other 
problems  we  have.  They  are  too  numer- 
ous to  mention,  but  let  me  talk  about 
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73  percent  of  foreign  corporations  who 
do  business  in  America  that  pay  no 
taxes— none.  We  are  losing  tens  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  a  year  because  they  are 
not  paying  their  fair  share.  Why  do  we 
not  talk  about  doing  something  about 
that? 

I  think  it  is  important  we  talk  about 
policies  and  how  they  affect  individual 
human  beings.  We  talk  about  numbers 
but  they  become  just  statistics.  What 
would  this  do  to  people  in  the  State  of 
Nevada?  Let  us  take,  for  example,  a 
woman  by  the  name  of  Denise 
Mayfield.  She  is  a  single  mother  with 
four  children.  She  lives  in  Las  Vegas. 
She  began  working  at  a  program  called 
Head  Start  in  Las  Vegas  in  1985  as  a 
teacher's  aid  at  the  lowest  possible  sal- 
ary, minimum  wage. 

She  is  now  director  of  that  program. 
Before  she  worked  at  Head  Start  she 
worked  at  the  YWCA.  and  received  wel- 
fare— Aid  to  Families  With  Dependent 
Children.  This  year.  1994.  she  received 
an  earned-income  tax  credit  of  $1,530. 

She  used  this  money  to  buy  a  wash- 
ing machine  for  her  family  and  clothes 
for  her  four  children.  That  does  not 
sound  too  unreasonable  to  me. 

Kanna  White  is  a  single  mother,  has 
one  daughter,  and  also  lives  in  Las 
Vegas,  is  going  to  school,  has  a  full- 
time  job.  and  she  is  working  toward  a 
degree  in  child  development.  She  re- 
ceived $1,000  this  year  in  earned  in- 
come. She  is  using  some  of  this  money 
to  pa.v  for  summer  day  care  services. 
This  earned  income  allows  her  to  pay 
her  bills  on  time  and  to  do  things  that 
her  daughter  can  now  do  that  other 
families  take  for  granted. 

Kyle  Estrada  lives  in  Henderson,  NV, 
and  has  three  young  children.  She 
teaches  parenting  skills  and  job  prepa- 
ration skills  at  the  Head  Start  Pro- 
gram. She  has  health  coverage  for  her- 
self, but  like  many  Americans,  is 
underinsured.  She  has  no  insurance  for 
her  children.  She  has  three.  She  re- 
ceived a  $1,300  earned  income  tax  credit 
in  1994.  She  has  used  this  money  to 
cover  her  rent.  This  program,  she  said, 
has  kept  her  off  welfare.  How  much 
money  did  she  get  from  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit?  She  got  $1300.  She 
would  get  this  much  perhaps  in  2 
months  if  she  went  on  AFDC.  But  she 
chose  to  continue  working,  like  mil- 
lions of  Americans  have  done  and  thou- 
sands of  Nevadans  have  done — to  con- 
tinue working  rather  than  going  on 
welfare.  That  was  the  purpose  of  this 
program.  It  is  working  well. 

I  conclude  by  saying  that  these  three 
people  are  just  a  few  of  the  thousands 
in  Nevada  of  hard-working  people  who 
would  rather  work  and  support  their 
families  than  go  on  welfare. 

This  is  an  example  of  three  people  in 
Nevada  who  are  representative  of  tens 
of  millions  of  people  in  America  who 
are  now  working  instead  of  being  on 
welfare.  We  need  to  continue  this  pro- 
gram. 
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For  me,  this  illustration  represents 
the  difference  of  philosophy  between 
this  side  of  the  aisle  and  those  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  We  do  not  live 
in  a  Darwinian  society.  We  cannot  ex- 
pect all  Americans  to  succeed  and 
make  millions,  like  Bill  Gates  in  the 
computer  business  or  Forrest  Mars  in 
the  candy  business.  They  are  good, 
there  is  no  question  about  it.  I  applaud 
them  for  being  entrepreneurial  billion- 
aires. But  they  were  also  a  little  lucky. 
Not  everyone  can  be  like  them.  We  can- 
not expect  everyone  to  be  like  Bill 
Gates  or  Forrest  Mars.  But  we  can  ex- 
pect everybody  to  continue  to  try. 

That  is  what  earned  income  is  all 
about.  On  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
they  lecture  about  the  need  to  elimi- 
nate handouts.  What  we  do  is  do  some- 
thing to  eliminate  handouts. 

Mr.  President,  earned  income  reflects 
the  Democratic  philosophy  because  it 
involves  giving  a  hand-up,  not  a  hand 
out. 

It  is  unfair  to  raise  taxes  on  12  mil- 
lion hard-working  Americans,  and  that 
is  what  this  budget  proposal  would  do. 

I  think  this  amendment  should  be 
adopted  in  a  bipartisan  fashion. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  has  4V2  minutes 
left. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  ask  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Oklahoma,  is  it 
his  intention  to  offer  the  amendment 
at  the  conclusion  of  all  time  on  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  At  which  point  there 
would  be.  under  the  rules,  an  hour  of 
debate  on  the  second-degree  amend- 
ment; is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  It  does  pertain  to  the 
earned  income  tax  credit? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  other 
speakers  will  be  able  to  speak  in  that 
half  hour.  I  would  simply  like  to  make 
a  few  points  in  the  remaining  minutes 
we  have  before  this  amendment  will 
come  to  the  point  of  second  degree. 

First,  the  argument  that  we  are  hav- 
ing is  that  there  is  an  explosion  in  this 
program,  that  this  program  has  ex- 
ploded, says  the  opponent  of  this 
amendment.  Do  you  know  why  it  has 
exploded?  It  has  exploded  because  in 
1975.  if  you  earned  over  $8,000,  you 
could  not  get  this  benefit.  You  could 
not  get  any  tax  relief  from  this.  Now 
you  can  earn  up  to  $28,000.  There  are 
millions  more  Americans  that  are  now 
eligible  for  this  tax  cut.  There  are  mil- 
lions of  Americans  eligible  for  the  tax 
cut.  And.  indeed,  we  have  broadened  it. 
as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  pointed  out,  from  a  few 
hundred  dollars  in  the  mid-1980's  to 
$2,500  today,  heading  up  to  $3,000. 


So  it  is  a  bigger  tax  cut.  So  lo  and  be- 
hold, a  ray  of  insight,  a  stroke  of  wis- 
dom: if  you  give  a  bigger  tax  cut  to 
more  people,  it  will  cost  more  money. 
That  is  the  explosion  that  the  Senator 
is  talking  about.  I  thought  giving  tax 
cuts  was  a  good  idea.  That  is  all  we 
have  heard  from  the  other  side.  We 
want  a  tax  cut.  a  tax  cut.  a  tax  cut. 
Here  is  a  tax  cut.  But  no.  For  families 
earning  under  $28,000  a  year,  we  want  a 
tax  increase.  Oh  no.  no.  no.  they  say. 
They  do  not  pay  any  income  tax. 

Just  for  the  record.  48  percent  of  the 
people  who  receive  the  earned  income 
credit  with  children  pay  income  tax; 
just  for  the  record,  the  facts.  But  that 
is  not  the  point.  The  point  is  the 
earned  income  credit  is  meant  to  offset 
not  only  income  tax  but  other  taxes, 
such  as  Social  Security  tax,  and  also 
the  loss  of  certain  benefits  as  you  earn 
more  money  so  that  you  are  not  pushed 
farther  down  the  ladder. 

So  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  this 
is  a  significant  tax  cut.  It  offsets  not 
only  income  tax,  if  you  pay  income 
tax,  and  48  percent  of  the  families  with 
children  who  are  eligible  for  this  do, 
but  it  offsets  the  Social  Security  tax. 
That  is  the  crudest  tax  on  families, 
and  it  offsets  the  loss  of  certain  bene- 
fits as  you  earn  more  income  going  up 
the  scale. 

So  there  is  no  dispute  that  under  the 
proposal  before  us  on  the  other  side. 
that  families  earning  under  $28,000  a 
year  will  pay  more  in  taxes.  They  will 
pay  more  on  the  Social  Security  taxes 
that  they  do  not  have  offset  with  this, 
or  they  will  pay  more  in  income  taxes. 

Let  us  make  a  point  about  the  Sen- 
ator's data.  "Oh,  what  a  terrible  error 
rate;  oh.  what  a  terrible  fraud,  a 
waste."  Of  course,  all  of  his  numbers 
are  from  1988.  Well,  a  few  things  have 
happened  since  1988  that  tightened  this 
program  up.  In  fact,  many  things  have 
happened  since  1988. 

For  example,  we  repealed  the  supple- 
mental credit  for  health  insurance.  We 
repealed  the  supplemental  credit  for 
children  under  the  age  of  1.  We  denied 
it  to  nonresident  aliens.  We  denied  it 
to  anybody  who  is  a  prisoner.  We  re- 
quired a  taxpayer  identification  num- 
ber. The  Department  of  Defense  is  re- 
quired to  report  both  the  IRS  and  the 
military  personnel  nontaxable  earned 
income  credit  paid. 

We  also  said  if  you  have  investment 
income  over  $2,500  you  do  not  get  it. 
We  said  that  now  you  have  to  have  a 
Social  Security  number  provided  for 
children,  as  well  as  adults,  and  on  and 
on. 

We  have  made  major  steps  to  correct 
this.  This  is  not  the  time  to  increase 
taxes  on  working  families. 

I  am  really  surprised  that  that  is  the 
position,  inconsistent  as  it  is  with  the 
espousal  of  the  other  insight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  of 
the  time  of  the  proponents  has  expired. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  31  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  It  will  be  my  inten- 
tion to  yield  the  balance  of  my  time  as 
soon  as  we  have  our  amendment  ready. 

I  continue  to  hear  the  proponents  of 
this  amendment  say  that  our  efforts  to 
reduce  the  growth  rate  of  EITC  is  a  tax 
increase  on  working  poor.  I  want  to  say 
that  is  flatly  wrong.  Eighty  percent  of 
the  money  in  this  program  is  going  to 
people  in  lump  sum.  cash  payments. 

My  friend  from  Nevada  gave  some  ex- 
cellent examples  of  people  who  quali- 
fied for  the  credit.  I  heard  him  say  that 
one  person  received  $1,000.  and  another 
received  $1,200.  Under  the  assumptions 
in  this  budget  resolution,  they  could 
receive  more  than  they  received  last 
year. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Under  our  pro- 
posal, they  could  receive  more  than 
they  received  last  year.  No  one's  pay- 
ment, if  they  received  an  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  and  their  income  was 
the  same,  would  be  less.  We  did  not  roll 
back  the  program.  We  did  not  lower  the 
credit  or  income  eligibility  amounts. 

Again,  here  are  the  growth  rates  of 
this  program,  and  it  has  exploded.  For 
its  first  10  years,  the  EITC  cost  less 
than  $2  or  $3  billion.  Now  the  program 
has  outlays  of  over  $20  billion  in  the 
last  few  years.  Even  under  our  pro- 
posal, it  continues  to  increase  about  $1 
billion  per  year. 

Granted,  that  is  about  a  3-percent 
growth  instead  of  a  growth  rate  that 
was  at  20  and  40  and  55  and  60  percent. 
So  it  grows  a  lot  more  slowly. 

I  am  putting  all  these  tables  into  the 
Record.  People  right  now.  in  1995,  can 
receive  a  $3,110  lump  sum;  99  percent  of 
the  people  who  qualify  for  this  receive 
the  benefit  in  a  lump  sum. 

Now,  my  colleagues  call  this  a  tax  in- 
crease, even  though  next  year  we  would 
give  them  slightly  more  $3,110.  We  say 
next  year  the  maximum  amount  under 
our  proposal  would  be  more  than  that 
but  it  would  be  only  slightly  more  than 
that.  My  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
say,  well,  wait  a  minute,  next  year  we 
want  to  increase  that  to  $3,500,  and  in 
a  few  years  we  want  to  take  it  to  $4,000, 
We  are  saying  that,  no,  we  are  going  to 
be  more  conservative;  we  are  going  to 
increase  it  to  $3,560.  So  instead  of  giv- 
ing somebody  $4,000,  we  are  going  to 
say  we  will  give  you  $3,560.  Every  year 
we  are  going  to  give  you  more  than 
last  year  under  our  proposal,  but  our 
colleagues  are  calling  this  a  tax  in- 
crease. 

I  disagree.  The  handouts  will  be  a  lit- 
tle less.  The  cash  payments  will  be  a 
little  less  under  our  proposal.  They  will 
be  more  than  laist  year,  but  they  will 
not  continue  to  grow  at  this 
unaffordable  rate.  We  cannot  afford 
this.  Our  Government  cannot  afford  it. 

And  again  I  was  surprised  to  find 
that  the  cost  of  this  program  now  ex- 
ceeds the  Aid  to  Families  with  Depend- 
ent Children,  the  largest  cash  welfare 
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benefit   program   in   our  Nation's  his- 
tory. 

The  earned-income  tax  credit  is  a 
great  name,  but  it  does  not  fit  this  pro- 
gram. This  is  a  negative  income  tax 
program.  I  have  heard  my  colleagues 
say  this  affects  anybody  who  makes 
under  $26,000—1  will  put  tables  in  the 
Record  on  this  subject.  In  1995,  the  fig- 
ure is  $26,673.  That  is  the  maximum 
amount  of  income  you  can  make  and 
still  receive  some  EITC.  But  that  fig- 
ure increases.  Under  current  law,  by 
the  year  2000,  you  can  receive  EITC  if 
you  make  up  to  $32,596.  Under  the  so- 
called  radical  assumptions  in  this 
budget,  you  can  receive  EITC  if  you 
make  up  to  $31,656. 

So  the  EITC  still  goes  to  the  same 
people,  but  we  just  have  just  slowed 
the  growth  of  the  maximum  credit 
amount. 

What  we  have  done,  in  my  opinion,  is 
respond  to  the  studies  of  GAO.  I  heard 
my  colleague  say  it  was  an  old  study. 
The  IRS  in  1994,  in  a  2-week  study  on 
electronic  returns,  said  that  29  percent 
of  those  audited  received  too  much 
earned  income  credit.  That  is  a  total  of 
$358  million.  They  said  13  percent  were 
judged  to  have  intentional  errors,  out- 
right fraud.  That  was  $183  million. 

That  was  just  a  short,  little  2-week 
study.  In  1988,  another  tax  compliance 
measure  showed  that  42  percent  of 
EITC  recipients  received  too  large  a 
credit  and  32  percent  were  not  able  to 
show  they  were  entitled  to  any  credit. 
That  was  when  the  program  was  much 
smaller,  and  that  was  when  the  incen- 
tives to  cheat  were  much  less.  Now  we 
have  tripled  the  amount  of  money  that 
individuals  can  receive.  Now  people 
have  found  out  that  you  can  get  a  big 
check  if  you  make  $12.000— and  it  does 
not  make  any  difference  if  you  made 
$12,000  working  40  hours  a  week  or  if 
you  made  $12,000  working  100  hours  a 
year.  Maybe  for  some  reason  you  are 
working  part  time,  whatever.  You  can 
qualify  for  this  benefit  and  be  able  to 
receive  $3,110  dollars.  And  when  people 
find  that  out.  there  is  a  lot  of  incentive 
to  cheat  a  little  bit.  In  the  past  people 
cheated  to  reduce  their  tax  liability, 
and  now  we  find  that  people  have  other 
incentives;  if  you  cheat  a  little  bit 
now,  we  are  going  to  give  you  a  check, 
and  the  check  is  not  just  a  few  hundred 
dollars  as  this  program  used  to  be.  It  is 
not  just  $953  as  it  was  in  1990.  Now  it  is 
$3,110  and  growing  to  $4,068. 

We  think  that  is  too  rapid  a  growth. 
We  think  this  program  is  too  fraudu- 
lent. We  think  we  should  curtail  the 
growth  of  that  program.  I  tell  my  col- 
league from  New  Jersey.  I  will  share 
with  him  a  copy  of  the  second-degree 
amendment  I  have.  We  are  trying  to 
make  sure  it  conforms  with  his  amend- 
ment, and  I  will  give  that  to  him  in 
just  a  moment. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
withhold  the  request? 

How  much  time  remains? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  withhold. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  reclaim  the  time  on 
our  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  24  minutes  10  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  recap  and  then  I  would  like  a 
quorum  call  charged  to  our  side  where 
I  can  talk  with  Senator  NiCKLES  for  a 
minute. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  just  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Sure. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  If  the  Senator  still 
has  time  that  will  be  unused,  I  have 
people  on  my  side  who  do  want  to  use 
time,  and  while  Senators  are  in  con- 
ference, does  the  Senator  mind  if  they 
speak? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  say 
to  the  Senator,  I  do  not  think  I  can  do 
that  because  we  are  running  up  against 
a  real  shortage  of  overall  time  to  get  a 
lot  of  amendments  in.  We  both  get 
charged  50-50,  or  we  benefit  50-50  on. 
that  time.  I  do  not  get  the  benefit  of 
the  whole  20  minutes.  That  side  gets  10 
of  it  in  the  overall,  but  I  do  not  think 
I  would  do  that  yet. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Following  up  on  this,  it  is 
pretty  obvious  we  are  coming  down  to 
crunch  time.  I  am  just  going  to  make 
the  suggestion  now  without  asking  for 
any  commitment  now  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee.  It  seems  to 
me  that  after  the  Gramm  amendment 
is  offered,  which  I  understand  will  be 
the  next  one  up— and  I  am  not  trying 
to  limit  debate  on  that^— I  would  sug- 
gest that  we  at  least  consider  getting  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  on  both 
sides  that  after  the  Gramm  amendment 
all  amendments  to  follow  would  be  lim- 
ited to  some  timeframe,  I  do  not  know, 
half  an  hour.  15  minutes,  equally  di- 
vided, or  something  of  that  nature,  and 
possibly  eliminate  second-degree 
amendments.  Otherwise,  we  are  going 
to  run  into  a  real  train  wreck  tomor- 
row about  noon. 

I  just  make  the  suggestion  if  we 
could  consider  contemplating  after  the 
Gramm  amendment  to  enter  into  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  on  all 
amendments  that  would  follow. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
Senator's  usual  way  of  helping  things 
along,  the  Senator  has  made  a  good 
suggestion.  Clearly,  I  cannot  agree  to 
that  at  this  point, 

Mr.  EIXON.  I  cannot  either.  I  have  not 
cleared  it  on  this  side.  But  we  have  to 
provide  some  leadership  if  we  are  going 
to  allow  any  time  at  all  to  the  whole 
stack  of  amendments  that  the  Senator 
and  I  know  are  waiting  on  each  side. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  asked 
that  we  contemplate  it  and  we  will 
contemplate  it. 


Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  are  spending  a 
little  time.  Mr.  President,  incidentally, 
trying  to  find  out  what  the  President's 
plan  is.  I  saw  in  the  paper  today  he 
may  have  a  plan.  I  have  never  heard  of 
it  until  I  read  it  in  the  Post  today.  I  do 
not  expect  any  Democrat  on  the  Sen- 
ator's side  has  seen  it  yet.  But  in  any 
event,  we  are  working  a  little  bit  here 
to  see  if  we  can  find  out  what  that 
might  be. 

I  just  would  like  to  recap  this  argu- 
ment and  then  I  will  yield  the  time 
back  to  Senator  NiCKLES  after  a  brief 
discussion  with  him. 

Let  me  talk  about  this  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  this  way.  We  would 
seek  to  return  the  earned  income  tax 
credit — that  is  the  name  it  is  given  so 
that  is  the  name  I  will  use — to  its 
original  intention.  Its  original  inten- 
tion was  that  it  should  go  to  families 
with  children,  so  it  was  not  just  an 
earned  income  tax  credit.  It  was  a  fam- 
ily earned  income  tax  credit.  We  return 
it  to  that:  working  families  are  enti- 
tled to  this  tax  rebate  in  some  cases  or 
this  check  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  most  cases. 

The  concept  was  a  good  one.  It  still  is 
a  good  one.  We  have  expanded  it.  We 
think  it  should  be  returned  to  the  con- 
cept that  came  about  when  President 
Reagan  was  in  office,  about  which  I 
have  been  quoted  in  the  Chamber  as 
being  a  strong  proponent.  That  is  for 
working  families  to  get  an  incentive  to 
work  instead  of  quitting  work. 

Now,  what  will  happen  if  the  assump- 
tions in  the  budget  resolution  are  ulti- 
mately adopted— families  with  one 
qualifying  child  in  1995,  the  maximum 
credit  amount^ — that  is,  the  check  they 
get  back— $2,094.  That  is  the  maximum. 
In  2002,  it  will  be  $2,630.  That  is  a  plus 
change,  a  positive  change  of  $536.  The 
maximum  income  eligibility  for  that 
family  with  one  qualifying  child  is 
$24,396  now. 

It  will  increase  to  $30,659.  That  is  an 
increase  in  maximum  income  eligi- 
bility of  $6,263. 

Now  let  me  just  move  to  families 
with  two  or  more  qualifying  children, 
remembering  we  are  returning  it  to 
families,  as  was  originally  intended.  So 
that  single  wage  earners  who  are  not 
earning  sufficient  money  do  not  get  a 
tax  check  back  from  the  Government. 
This  is  intended  for  working  families. 

For  working  families  with  two  or 
more  children,  the  maximum  credit 
today  is  $3,110.  In  the  year  2002.  the  tax 
credit  will  be  $3,806.  an  increase  of  $696, 
almost  $700.  The  maximum  eligibility. 
Mr.  President,  how  much  money  you 
can  earn — and  this  all  has  to  be  earned 
income-  $26,673  in  1995;  $33,815.  for  an 
increase  of  $7,172.  in  the  year  2002. 

Frankly,  there  are  some  who  might 
say  that  is  not  enough.  There  are  some 
who  would  say  it  should  be  more  be- 
cause current  law  says  it  should  be 
more.  Well,  we  passed  a  law  and  now 


we  find  ourselves  with  a  new  respon- 
sibility and  it  is  a  very  simple  respon- 
sibility. And  it  is  to  balance  the  budget 
of  the  United  States.  That  is  the  re- 
sponsibility. 

If  we  were  saying  this  good  program 
should  stop,  we  should  take  it  out  of 
the  budget,  cause  it  to  cease  and  desist, 
then  obviously  we  would  be  saying  to 
working  families.  "We  no  longer  want 
to  give  you  an  incentive  to  stay  at 
work."  We  are  not  saying  that.  We  are 
saying  this  is  more  like  what  we  can 
afford.  We  think  it  is  a  pretty  fair  in- 
crease, not  a  cut,  an  increase. 

Now,  just  to  put  it  in  perspective 
that  this  is  not  just  a  little  program 
that  indeed  we  came  upon  and  Repub- 
licans helped  put  it  in  place,  a  Presi- 
dent who  supported  it  named  Ronald 
Reagan,  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  signifi- 
cant program  even  after  we  asked  for  a 
little  restraint  in  getting  at  a  little  bit 
or  a  lot  of  fraud — which  I  did  not  even 
mention,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
did— this  earned  income  tax  credit  will 
be  a  $193  billion  program  for  the  years 
1996  through  2002. 

We  will  spend,  in  taxpayers'  dollars— 
that  is.  we  will  collect  money  from  tax- 
payers—we will  give  checks  back  to  the 
working  poor  families  in  the  amount  of 
$193  billion  between  1996  and  2002;  hard- 
ly abolishing  a  program;  hardly  taking 
away  the  basic  concept  of  a  program: 
hardly  increasing  anybody's  income 
taxes. 

It  is  taking  income  taxes  and  saying 
we  want  to  help  people  to  the  tune  of 
$193  billion  in  checks  we  will  give  back. 
Those  are  the  numbers  when  we  are 
finished,  I  say  to  my  friend. 

The  Senator  would  like  it  to  be  $230 
billion. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  do  not  dispute  the 
numbers,  but  to  argue  that  this  is  not 
a  tax  increase  is  a  little  bit  like  argu- 
ing that  when  Ronald  Reagan  wanted 
to  phase  in  tax  cuts  over  3  years,  if  we 
did  not  phase  in  the  third  10  percent  of 
the  tax  cut,  that  would  not  have  re- 
sulted in  higher  taxes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Does  the  Senator 
have  a  question? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  question  is,  does 
the  Senator  dispute  that  under  the  pro- 
posal offered  in  the  budget  resolution 
working  families  will  pay  more  in 
taxes?  Does  he  deny  that  working 
Americans  would  end  up  paying  more 
income  tax  or  have  less  relief  for  So- 
cial Security  taxes  than  under  the 
amendment  that  is  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  say  to  the  Senator, 
if  I  might  respond,  I  do  not  agree  at  all. 
We  have  decided  in  our  wisdom  to  say 
we  are  going  to  give  money  back  to 
certain  American  taxpayers.  We  are 
going  to  give  them  a  check.  We  did  not 
equate  that  with  income  taxes.  We  just 
had  a  whole  litany  of  things  saying  we 
just  would  like  to  relieve  your  burden. 
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You  choose  to  call  that  raising  the 
income  tax.  I  choose  to  say  that  we  are 
not  going  to  give  a  single  individual  a 
paycheck  from  other  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  because  he  does  not  have 
a  family.  We  are  not  going  to  give  him 
a  $500  check. 

We  are  just  saying  this  is  for  working 
families.  It  is  an  idea  that  we  put  some 
flesh  into  the  law.  Now  today  you  are 
saying  if  we  are  not  going  to  give  it  to 
that  single  person,  we  are  taking  a 
paycheck  away  from  him.  But  it  really 
is  not  income  taxes  rebated  to  him 
that  he  already  paid.  It  is  other  peo- 
ples  income  taxes  that  we  collected 
and  give  to  him  in  a  paycheck.  You  can 
call  it  what  you  like.  That  is  my  de- 
scription of  it  as  best  I  understand  the 
program. 

So  we  choose  to  do  that.  For  those 
who  want  to  spend  more  and  give  that 
person  I  just  described  either  $300  or 
$400  or  $500.  fine.  We  choose  to  say  the 
working  family  continues  to  get  the 
money.  And  we  just  gave  the  numbers. 

And  for  those  who  say  it  goes  down, 
the  number  that  we  intend,  if  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  passes  it. — and  that  is 
the  irony;  they  may  not  even  pass  it. 
The  Senator  is  on  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. You  may  choose  to  do  something 
else. 

But  we  were  compelled  in  the  Budget 
Committee  to  tell  you  how  we  might 
get  there,  and  this  is  one  way  we  might 
get  there. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  You  do  something 
else.  You  mean  to  equal  the  amount  of 
revenues  that  the  Finance  Committee 
will  be  asked  to  raise  under  this  pro- 
posal. You  mean  to  raise  other  kinds  of 
taxes  as  opposed  to  rair.e  taxes  on  these 
working  people.  That  is  what  you 
mean. 

So,  by  the  Senator's  own  admission, 
this  is  a  tax  increase.  It  is  a  require- 
ment of  the  Finance  Committee  to 
raise  taxes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  not  what  I  said.  I  say  the  Finance 
Committee  has  a  lot  of  options,  and 
they  can  choose  to  do  this  the  way  it  is 
scheduled  here  or  they  can  choose  to  do 
it  a  different  way.  That  is  in  their 
hands. 

We  show  one  way  to  get  to  a  balance. 
And  this  is  part  of  the  one  way  to  get 
to  a  balance. 

Now,  frankly,  I  do  not  believe  the 
American  people  would  believe  that 
what  we  have  talked  about  today 
means  we  are  raising  taxes.  We  have 
the  prerogative  and  responsibility  to 
change  a  program  that  is  rampant  with 
fraud  that  we  find  we  cannot  now  af- 
ford, but  we  want  to  keep  its  basic  con- 
cept. 

And  for  those  who  run  to  the  floor  on 
the  other  side,  who  say,  "Well,  you  are 
cutting  the  millionaire's  tax,"  that  is 
not  true,  either. 


The  budget  resolution  before  us  says 
it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate— it  passed 
by  every  single  vote  of  the  Budget 
Committee  except  one — that  any  tax 
cuts,  if  they  occur,  will  go  90  percent  to 
people  with  $100,000  worth  of  income  or 
less.  So  speaking  of  red  herrings,  that 
is  one.  That  is  all  we  hear. 

Frankly,  we  just,  every  now  and 
then,  have  to  remind  people  they  can 
take  the  budget  resolution  and  read  it 
and  they  will  find  it  right  in  there. 
Senators  Boxer  and  Brown  were  the 
proponents  of  it  and  it  passed  over- 
whelmingly. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  have  some 
time  left. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  on  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the   remaining  time  to  Senator 

NiCKLES. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  couple  comments  I  want  to  clarify  for 
my  friend  from  New  Jersey.  I  was  hop- 
ing we  could  get  some  time  reduction. 
I  understand  that  he  was  not  able  to 
get  that.  My  guess  is  that  a  point  of 
order  will  be  made  when  time  expires 
on  this  side. 

A  couple  points  on  this  amendment. 
Right  now  we  are  spending  a  total,  for 
the  so-called  earned  income  tax  credit 
of  $25.3  billion  per  year.  Under  the 
budget  proposal  we  have  before  us,  if 
you  add  up  the  next  7  years,  that  total 
will  be  $204  billion.  A  freeze  would  be 
$176  billion  So  we  .■ire  spending  .about 
$30  billion  more  than  a  freeze.  So  the 
total  amount  of  money  that  we  spend 
on  this  cash  payment  program  still 
goes  up.  Most  of  the  beneficiaries  re- 
ceive a  lump  sum.  I  am  tired  of  hearing 
people  talk  about  tax  cuts  and  tax  in- 
creases. The  EITC  is  primarily  a  cash 
payment,  a  lump-sum  cash  payment  to 
a  lot  of  individuals,  and  the  cost  of  the 
program  is  going  up  every  year.  It  goes 
up  even  under  our  proposal.  I  wanted  to 
make  that  perfectly  clear. 

I  also  want  to  inform  people  that  if 
they  received  an  earned  income  tax 
credit  last  year  of  $3,110,  next  year 
they  will  receive,  even  if  the  Finance 
Committee  passed  this  as  we  proposed, 
a  little  more.  It  will  not  continue  to  es- 
calate as  rapidly  as  it  has.  It  cannot 
continue  to  escalate  as  rapidly  as  it 
has. 

I  might  mention,  if  we  do  nothing,  if 
we  follow  the  guidelines  of  some  peo- 
ple, the  status-quo  type  budgets  as 
they  propose,  this  entitlement  program 
will  continue  to  explode,  and  it  cer- 
tainly has  exploded.  We  will  be  spend- 
ing $226  billion  over  the  next  several 
years. 
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How  can  people  call  a  program  where 
80  percent  of  the  money  is  handed  out 
in  cash  payments,  where  99  percent  of 
the  benefits  are  received  in  an  annual 
lump-sum  payment,  a  tax  cut. 

I  might  mention,  I  am  going  to  put  in 
the  Record  a  chart  for  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  for  two  or  more  chil- 
dren. I  also  have  one  for  persons  with 
one  child.  The  figures  I  was  using  be- 
fore were  two  or  more  children.  When  a 
lot  of  people  find  out  they  are  eligible 
for  this,  they  are  going  to  start  filing. 
A  lot  of  people  are  going  to  start  work- 
ing to  have  their  income  come  in  right 
on  that  level. 

You  say,  how  can  you  do  that?  I  tell 
you,  in  the  private  sector,  I  used  to 
hire  some  people  who  were  retired  from 
other  companies,  and  they  wanted  to 
work  just  enough  so  they  could  make  a 
little  money  before  they  started  losing 
Social  Security.  So  people  can  adjust 
their  incomes:  they  can  be  paid  just 
about  that  much.  That  happens. 

Or  they  can  work  part  time  until 
they  make  this  amount  of  money,  and 
you  do  not  have  to  work  2,000  hours  to 
receive  the  maximum  credit.  There  is 
no  hour  limitation.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  average  number  of  hours  people 
worked  in  this  program  is  1,300.  That  is 
about  24  hours  a  week.  That  is  not  40 
hours  a  week.  You  could  actually  be  a 
lobbyist  or  something  and  work  100 
hours  in  a  year,  and  if  you  happen  to 
make  about  the  right  amount  of  in- 
come, you  could  receive  a  $3,100  check 
from  Uncle  Sam. 

We  are  talking  about  reducing  the 
growth  of  these  checks.  We  are  not 
even  reducing  the  amount,  but  we  are 
saying  they  will  not  be  growing  as  fast. 
I  think  that  is  important.  Some  people 
call  that  a  tax  increase.  It  means  we 
are  going  to  write  smaller  checks, 
these  checks  will  not  be  growing  as 
fast.  It  is  not  affecting  anyone's  tax 
cuts,  tax  rebates,  or  anything  like 
that.  Most  of  these  people  are  receiving 
cash  payments,  so  we  are  trying  to  cur- 
tail a  program  that  has  been  growing 
seriously  out  of  control. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Not  quite  yet.  The 
growth  in  this  program  has  been 
unsustainable.  The  people  advocating 
this  amendment  want  that  growth  to 
continue.  We  cannot  afford  it.  If  you 
are  going  to  balance  the  budget,  you 
are  going  to  curtail  the  growth  of  enti- 
tlement programs.  This  is  an  entitle- 
ment program.  This  is  one  of  the  fast- 
est growing  entitlement  programs. 

I  mentioned  before  the  cost  of  the 
program  totally  exceeds  the  cost  to  Aid 
to  Families  with  Dependent  Children. 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Chil- 
dren in  1995  cost  $18  billion.  This  pro- 
gram in  1995  cost  us  $25.3  billion.  It  is 
past  AFDC  big  time.  AFDC  provides 
cash  payments,  this  program  provides 
cash  payments.  This  program  provides 
cash  payments  for  a  family  with  two 


children  of  $3,110.  With  one  child,  it 
provides  for  a  maximum  credit  of 
$2,094.  So  you  get  an  extra  $1,000  if  you 
have  two  or  more  children. 

Some  people  who  are  talking  about 
changing  the  welfare  program  say  they 
want  to  take  some  of  the  incentives 
away  from  having  more  children.  This 
program  is  a  big  incentive  for  people  to 
say,  "We  want  our  income  to  be  at  this 
particular  level  so  we  can  get  a  nice  big 
check  from  Uncle  Sam." 

I  have  also  found  that  in  some  cases, 
20,  30,  maybe  even  40  percent  of  the 
people  living  in  a  particular  area  could 
be  eligible  for  this  cash  payment  pro- 
gram. Then  you  start  finding  con  art- 
ists who  will  sign  people  up  who  do  not 
pay  taxes  and  have  not  filed  returns  in 
the  past.  They  will  go  on  a  recruiting 
trip  and  encourage  people  to  have  their 
income  fall  into  this  category,  file  an 
electronic  return  and  maybe  split  it 
with  them  because  they  weren't  going 
to  do  a  return  in  the  first  place. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  fraud  in  this 
program.  I  am  quoting  these  figures 
from  a  recent  GAO  report.  The  most  re- 
cent study  shows  42  percent  of  EITC  re- 
cipients receive  too  large  a  credit,  and 
32  percent  were  not  able  to  show  they 
were  entitled  to  any  credit — wow.  32 
percent,  the  study  showed,  were  not  en- 
titled to  any  credit.  And  then  in  1994, 
the  IRS  did  a  2-week  study  on  elec- 
tronic returns  and  showed  29  percent 
received  too  much  EITC  and  13  per- 
cent  

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  And  13  percent  were 
judged  to  have  intentional  errors.  That 
is  a  fraudulent  program. 

I  will  tell  my  colleagues.  Senator  Do- 
MENici  wants  to  save  an  hour  of  time  so 
that  we  can  consider  more  amend- 
ments. I  do  not  blame  him.  He  has  a  lot 
of  amendments  pending. 

I  will  tell  my  colleagues,  I  had  hoped 
to  offer  a  Sense-of-the-Senate  amend- 
ment in  the  second-degree  to  tell  the 
Finance  Committee,  "Reform  this  pro- 
gram and  in  the  process  we  think  you 
can  save  some  money." 

This  happens  to  be  a  program  that 
needs  to  have  some  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  taken  out  of  it.  That  was  the  es- 
sence of  the  Sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment  I  had  intended  to  offer, 
saying  to  the  Finance  Committee, 
"Preserve  this  program  in  a  way  that 
you  eliminate  the  waste  and  the  abuse 
and  the  fraud  that  we  see  now  and  as 
reported  by  the  GAO.  " 

That  is  what  we  should  be  doing.  I 
think  the  Finance  Committee  can  do 
it.  GAO  says  one-third  of  this  program 
is  fraudulent.  We  did  not  even  cut  it 
that  much.  We  maybe  should  have  fro- 
zen the  program  until  we  eliminated 
the  fraud.  We  did  not  do  that.  We  al- 
lowed the  program  to  grow. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  for 
a  question. 


.Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  Senator  said 
one-third  fraudulent.  Could  the  Sen- 
ator justify  that?  Could  he  give  us 
some  documentation  that  says  one- 
third  fraud? 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Will  the  Senator  hold 
a  second? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  could 
I  make  a  request  before  he  answers  the 
question?  How  much  time  do  we  have 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One 
minute  fifty-two  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
to  Senator  E.XON,  I  have  discussed  with 
Senator  NiCKLES,  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  discussed  with  Senator 
Br.\DLEY  an  arrangement  that  we 
might  make.  I  am  shortly  going  to 
make  a  point  of  order,  and  I  under- 
stand either  Senator  ExoN  or  Senator 
Bradley  will  move  to  waive  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  I 
make  the  point  of  order  and  Senator 
ExoN  or  Senator  Bradley  seeks  to 
waive  it,  that  the  time  be  limited  on 
the  motion  to  waive  to  10  minutes  a 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  There  is  no  objection  on 
this  side,  and  just  so  I  understand  what 
the  Senator  is  suggesting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  move  to  waive, 
we  will  object  to  that  and  then  we  will 
limit  debate  to  10  minutes  on  this  side 
and  10  minutes  on  that  side  on  that 
motion  to  waive:  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  or  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey will  be  making  the  motion  to 
waive.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  our  time, 
which  is  a  minute  and  something. 

Pursuant  to  the  pending  amendment, 
the  pending  amendment  is  not  germane 
to  the  provisions  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. And  pursuant  to  section  305(b)(2) 
of  the  Budget  Act,  I  raise  a  point  of 
order  against  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  I  move  to  waive 
section  305  of  that  act  for  the  purposes 
of  the  pending  Bradley  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  debate  is  20 
minutes  evenly  divided. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  ask  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  motion 
to  waive  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion to  waive  is  pending. 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  motion  to  waive  with 
respect  to  the  Bradley  amendment  be 
set  aside  after  the  debate  and  that  the 
vote  occur  at  a  time  to  be  determined 
by  the  two  leaders,  which  is  the  way  we 
have  done  the  other  ones. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  yield  our  10 
minutes  to  Senator  Nickle.s. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  the  10  minutes  on 
our  side  to  be  controlled  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  says  this  is 
not  a  tax  cut  that  I  am  trying  to  save, 
but.  instead,  that  this  is  a  spending 
program.  And  he  continually  refers  to 
AFDC.  Then  why  are  you  telling  the 
Finance  Committee  to  raise  an  addi- 
tional $20  billion''  In  effect,  the  budget 
resolution  tells  the  Finance  Committee 
to  increase  revenues  by  $20  billion— 
that  is  what  this  does,  by  S20  billion. 
Now,  the  Senator  thinks  he  will  do  it 
by  increasing  taxes  on  families  with 
under  $28,000  in  income.  The  Finance 
Committee  might  choose  to  do  some- 
thing else.  But  make  no  mistake,  this 
results  in  increased  taxes. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Certainly,  on  your 
time. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  will  be  brief.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  my  colleague  that 
I  think  he  is  totally  incorrect.  The  rev- 
enue numbers  in  our  budget  are  the 
CBO  baseline  revenues.  We  did  not 
change  revenues.  We  did  not  direct  the 
Finance  Committee  to  change  reve- 
nues. They  have  to  reduce  outlays.  We 
do  not  raise  revenues,  we  reduce  out- 
lays. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  The  effect  of  this  will 
be  to  increase  either  the  offset  for  So- 
cial Security  taxes  or,  for  48  percent  of 
the  people  receiving  the  earned  income 
tax  credit,  income  tax  increases.  That 
increases  net  revenues. 

I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  strongly  support  the  Bradley  amend- 
ment. It  is  amazing  to  me  that  the 
Budget  Committee  could  review  the  to- 
tality of  tax  expenditures,  $480  billion, 
and  yet  has  selected  the  one  area  that 
is  for  working  people,  working  men  and 
women.  Who  are  the  people  that  are 
going  to  benefit  from  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit?  They  are  the  con- 
struction workers,  the  secretaries,  the 
janitors,  the  hard-working  backbone  of 
this  country  and  its  economy.  They 
have  been  singled  out. 

The  Budget  Committee  could  have 
said  we  are  going  to  take  care  of  the 
billionaires'  tax  loophole,  that  benefits 
people  who  reject  their  citizenship  in 


order  to  take  their  bounty  and  go  to 
another  country.  But  oh,  no;  they 
didn't  go  after  the  billionaires. 

You  do  not  get  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  unless  you  work.  We  are  trying 
to  reward  work  and  particularly,  the 
work  of  men  and  women  that  have  chil- 
dren. They  are  the  group  of  Americans 
that  are   falling   furthest  behind  over 


gaged  in  a  noble  and  honest  effort  in 
presenting  the  budget  we  have  before 
us  today.  While  I  do  not  agree  with  all 
of  the  priorities  represented  by  the 
budget  before  us,  I  very  much  appre- 
ciate the  effort  and  admire  the  bottom 
line.  Which  is  why  I  am  so  puzzled  by 
the  EITC  cuts.  In  the  quest  for  a  lean- 
er,  more  efficient  Government.   I   be- 


the  period  of  the  last  15  years.  This  is  lieve  that  cutting  the  EITC  is  an  odd 
the  one  program  that  helps  and  -assists    choice.  The  budget  before  us  proposes 

to  reduce  the  EITC  by  $13  billion  by  the 
year  2000  and  by  an  additional  $2  bil- 
lion by  the  year  2002.  These  rollbacks 
in  the  program  will  come  from  repeal- 
ing the  final  phase  of  the  1993  expan- 
sion of  the  EITC  and  the  repeal  of  the 
EITC  for  workers  without  children. 

In  practical  terms,  this  rollback  of 
the  EITC  will  mean  an  increased  tax 
burden  of  $21  billion  over  the  next  7 
years  on  more  than  12  million  Amer- 
ican households.  In  my  home  State  of 
Connecticut  alone,  this  would  mean  an 
average  tax  increase  of  $1,408  over  7 
years  on  67,660  working  families.  This 
increased  tax  burden  on  the  very  sector 
of  the  population  that  can  least  afford 
to  sustain  it,  the  working  family,  just 
does  not  make  sense.  It  is  a  policy  that 
takes  us  further  from,  not  closer  to, 
our  goal  of  encouraging  work  and  self- 
sufficiency. 

The  EITC  encourages  people  to  work 
toward  a  higher  standard  of  living. 
Specifically,  it  supplements  the  earn- 
ings of  eligible  lower-  and  moderate-in- 
come workers  and  families  with  a  Fed- 
eral income  tax  credit  that  increases 
their  disposable  income.  Families  move 
off  welfare  dependence  to  full-time 
work  because  EITC  makes  work  pay. 
Thus,  parents  who  work  full  time  are 
not  forced  to  raise  children  in  poverty. 

And  I  know  that  one  of  the  stated 
purposes  of  these  cuts  is  to  eliminate 
fraud  in  the  EITC  program.  That  is  a 
noble  goal  but  I  am  afraid,  that  like 
the  news  of  Mark  Twain's  death,  fraud 
in  this  program  may  be  greatly  exag- 
gerated. The  President  has  proposed 
denying  the  EITC  credit  to  illegal 
aliens  and  I  am  pleased  that  the  pro- 
posal before  us  incorporates  that  idea. 
It  also  makes  sense  to  require  a  Social 
Security  number  in  order  to  qualify  for 
the  credit.  The  IRS  is  making  a  good 
faith  effort  to  ensure  that  this  credit  is 
going  to  the  people  who  need  it  the 
most. 

I  also  think  it  is  wise  to  adopt  the 
President's  pioposal  to  deny  the  EITC 
to  otherwise  eligible  tax  filers  with  in- 
terest and  dividend  income  exceeding 
$2,500.  If  your  investments  are  generat- 
ing that  much  income,  it  is  hard  to 
argue  that  you  really  need  the  EITC. 
For  that  reason,  I  am  pleased  that  we 
moved  forward  with  this  proposal  as  a 
way  to  offset  part  of  the  cost  of  rein- 
stating the  self-employed  health  insur- 
ance deduction. 

Historically,  the  EITC  has  enjoyed 
bipartisan  support.  My  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  had 


them 

I  do  not  know  what  it  is  about  the 
Budget  Committee  that  wants  to  single 
out  working  men  and  women  who  are 
making  less  than  $28,000  a  year  to  raise 
their  taxes.  They  are  the  ones  who  are 
going  to  be  targeted  by  this  budget  res- 
olution-having their  sons  and  daugh- 
ters that  go  to  college  paying  more  in 
terms  of  the  guaranteed  loan  programs. 
They  are  the  ones  whose  kids  are  not 
going  to  have  the  summer  jobs.  They 
are  the  ones  who  are  going  to  find  out 
that  the  support  and  assistance  for 
school-aged  children  that  go  to  the 
public  schools  have  been  cut,  that  they 
are  not  going  to  get  the  Government's 
help. 

What  in  the  world  is  it  about  the  Re- 
publicans to  want  to  put  that  kind  of 
burden  on  the  working  families  of  this 
country?  That  is  wrong. 

The  Bradley  amendment  addresses 
that,  and  it  deserves  our  support.  The 
Budget  Committee  should  have  found, 
out  of  $480  billion,  some  other  way  to 
make  up  that  difference  without 
targeting  the  working  families  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  6V-;  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  amendment  to 
restore  a  portion  of  the  cuts  to  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  envisioned  by 
this  budget. 

This  program  is  such  a  great  example 
of  the  kinds  of  public  policies  we 
should  be  pursuing.  We  have  spent 
countless  hours  in  this  Chamber  trying 
to  figure  out  ways  to  get  people  to 
work  and  get  them  off  the  welfare 
rolls.  That  debate  is  sure  to  continue. 
But  in  the  meantime,  our  Tax  Code  al- 
ways contains  the  incentive  for  the 
working  poor  in  this  country  to  keep 
on  working.  It  helps  these  people  stay 
above  the  poverty  line  and  off  the  wel- 
fare rolls  which  is  just  where  each  and 
every  one  of  us  in  this  Chamber  would 
like  them  to  be.  And  as  if  all  of  that 
were  not  enough,  in  a  time  when  Amer- 
icans demand  less  Government,  the 
EITC  accomplishes  all  of  this  without  a 
new  Government  agency,  without  an 
elaborate  bureaucracy,  without  creat- 
ing a  new  payroll  for  a  new  program. 

I  have  made  it  clear  that  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  en- 
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many  positive  things  to  say  about  the 
EITC.  They  have  described  the  program 
as  a  key  means  of  helping  low-income 
workers  with  dependent  children  get 
off  and  stay  off  welfare  and  a  great  way 
to  help  low-income  families  with  the 
cost  of  raising  their  children.  It  sends 
assistance  to  those  in  need;  to  those 
who  work  hard  and  yet  struggle  to 
make  a  living  and  provide  for  their 
children. 

Jack  Kemp.  George  Bush,  and  Ronald 
Reagan  have  all  been  strong  advocates 
of  the  EITC.  President  Reagan  de- 
scribed the  EITC  as  'The  best  anti-pov- 
erty, the  best  pro-family,  the  best  job 
creation  measure  to  come  out  of  the 
Congress." 

The  Republicans  other  budget  pro- 
posals regarding  the  EITC  are  identical 
to  those  in  the  President's  fiscal  year 
1996  budget.  They  include  a  proposal  to 
roll  back  the  EITC  by  denying  the 
credit  to  illegal  aliens,  and  the  denial 
of  the  EITC  to  otherwise  eligible  tax 
filers  whose  interest  and  dividend  in- 
come exceeds  $2,500.  I  strongly  support 
these  two  proposals. 

First,  I  agree  that  with  the  President 
that  compliance  measures  must  be 
strengthened.  A  prerequisite  to  EITC 
eligibility  should  be  the  possession  of  a 
valid  Social  Security  number.  This 
would  create  a  simple  and  efficient 
screening  process  which  would  allow 
the  IRS  to  deny  the  credit  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  valid  Social  Security  num- 
ber. 

The  Republicans  second  proposal  to 
deny  the  EITC  to  eligible  tax  filers  is 
another  Clinton  administration  pro- 
posal. I  agree  with  the  President's  posi- 
tion that  taxpayers  with  $2,500  of  tax- 
able interest  and  dividends  do  not  need 
the  EITC.  Indeed,  this  proposal  has  al- 
ready been  included  in  II. R.  831  to  off- 
set a  portion  of  the  cost  of  reinstating 
the  income  tax  deduction  for  health  in- 
surance premiums  paid  by  the  self-em- 
ployed. 

In  closing  I'd  like  to  take  a  few  mo- 
ments to  stress  the  emphasis  that  the 
EITC  places  on  work.  The  EITC  is  a 
work  incentive  and  by  law  it  is  only 
available  to  working  families.  If  you 
are  not  working,  you  are  not  eligible 
for  the  EITC.  It  is  just  that  simple.  Ad- 
ditionally, for  those  in  the  lowest  in- 
come levels,  the  EITC  increases  with 
each  dollar  of  earnings.  Therefore,  if  an 
individual  in  the  eligible  income  brack- 
et works  longer  hours,  he  will  receive  a 
larger  EITC.  This  is  tax  fairness. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
any  rollbacks  in  the  EITC  by  support- 
ing this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  debate  on  this 
amendment  is  about  priorities  since 
this  amendment  does  not  affect  the 
bottom  line  of  this  budget  resolution. 
The  amendment  leaves  intact  the  sub- 
stantial. I  would  say.  historic,  feat  of 
balancing  the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

This  amendment  says  we  do  not  want 
the  earned  income  tax  credit  funds  cut. 


The  reason  is  that  this  is  a  program 
that  rewards  work.  It  is  a  low-bureauc- 
racy, low-overhead  program.  It  has 
worked  by  rewarding  work  and  it  is  a 
program  that  has  traditionally  enjoyed 
bipartisan  support.  The  Democratic 
Leadership  Council,  which  I  am  pleased 
to  chair,  has  long  supported  this  pro- 
gram as  has  former  Presidents  Reagan 
and  Bush  as  well  as  Jack  Kemp. 

The  budget  before  us  has  an  impact 
on  the  program.  It  would  reduce  tax  re- 
lief for  12  million  American  families  by 
$21  billion.  In  my  home  State  of  Con- 
necticut, this  would  mean  a  reduction 
in  tax  relief  over  the  next  7  years  of 
$1,400  for  more  than  67,000  working 
families.  As  a  matter  of  priority.  I  do 
not  want  the  bulk  of  these  reductions. 

Mr.  President,  the  cost  of  this  pro- 
gram has  grown.  But  that  is  not  be- 
cause it  is  out  of  control.  The  cost  of 
this  program  has  grown  because  we  in 
Congress  have  directed  that  it  grow  be- 
cause we  believe  in  this  program. 

My  friend  from  Oklahoma  says  that 
the  EITC  is  costing  more  annually 
than  the  AFDC.  I  say  that  is  good 
news.  That  means  we  are  finally  spend- 
ing more  to  reward  work  than  to  re- 
ward those  who  do  not  work.  I  hope  the 
gap  between  these  two  programs  con- 
tinues to  grow  as  time  goes  by. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  to  note 
here,  finally,  that  the  increase  in  the 
program  in  recent  years  is  not  by  fraud 
and  deviousness  in  the  program,  it  is 
by  congressional  design  and  congres- 
sional intent.  When  the  changes  we 
made  to  the  program  in  1993  are  fully 
phased  in  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996, 
this  program,  the  EITC,  will  actually 
grow  by  a  very  modest  rate  of  4.5  per- 
cent a  year. 

So  as  a  matter  of  priority,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  sustaining  a  bipartisan  conscn 
sus  on  supporting  those  who  are  poor 
and  work  and  need  our  help  and  en- 
couragement so  they  not  go  onto  wel- 
fare, I  support  this  amendment. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  quote  former 
President  Reagan  who  described  the 
EITC  as  "the  best  antipoverty,  the  best 
profamily,  the  best  job  creation  meas- 
ure to  come  out  of  the  Congress."  That 
is  absolutely  right.  That  is  why  I  sup- 
port the  amendment. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Three 
minutes  remain. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  yield  myself  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  the  earned  income 
credit  is  called  the  earned  income  cred- 
it for  a  very  specific  reason.  You  do  not 
get  it  unless  you  earn  money.  You  do 
not  get  it  as  a  gift.  You  get  it  because 
you  work.  You  get  it  because  you  work 
and  have  earned  money.  You  do  not 
earn  much  money,  but  you  do  earn 
some  money.  And  you  also  frequently 
are  eligible  for  various  benefits.  As  you 
earn  more  money,  you  lose  those  bene- 


fits. As  you  earn  more  money,  you  pay 
more  Social  Security. 

What  the  earned  income  tax  credit  is 
supposed  to  do  is  to  give  that  working 
family  that  earns  money  some  break 
for  the  Social  Security  and  other  taxes 
they  pay  and  for  the  benefits  that  they 
lose  as  they  earn  more  money.  It  is  a 
very  simple  concept  in  terms  of  the  So- 
cial Security  tax.  It  could  have  the 
same  impact  as  a  tax  credit  against  So- 
cial Security.  But  we  do  not  have  a 
credit  against  Social  Security  taxes. 
The  earned  income  credit  is  essentially 
giving  people  who  pay  significant  So- 
cial Security  taxes  some  of  that  back. 
So  it  is  clearly  a  reduction  of  an  over- 
all Federal  tax  burden,  both  income 
tax  and  Social  Security  tax.  While  peo- 
ple who  are  at  $16,000  or  $17,000  a  year 
do  not  pay  in  a  lot  of  income  tax,  they 
pay  in  over  $2,000  in  Social  Security 
taxes.  With  the  earned-income  tax 
credit,  because  they  work,  they  get  a 
break  for  those  Social  Security  taxes. 

They  get  a  refund  from  the  Govern- 
ment so  they  pay  less  Social  Security 
tax.  in  reality. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  try  and  clarify  some  of  the  state- 
ments that  have  been  made. 

In  the  first  place,  I  will  repeat  what 
I  told  Senator  Bradley.  This  budget 
resolution  does  not  direct  the  Finance 
Committee  not  to  raise  taxes.  We  do 
not  have  a  tax  increase  in  this  budget, 

I  know  many  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  want  to  have  a  tax  increase. 
We  do  not  have  a  tax  increase.  This 
says  reduce  the  outlays. 

My  colleague  from  Connecticut  said 
we  are  saving  $21  billion.  We  reduced 
the  rate  of  growth  in  this  program. 
That  is  our  direction  or  suggestion  to 
the  Finance  Committee  to  reduce  the 
growth  by  $21  billion  over  7  years.  If  wc 
froze  the  program,  we  would  have  $50 
billion  in  savings. 

Frankly,  I  think  we  probably  should 
freeze  it  because  it  is  so  rampant  with 
abuse.  It  is  so  fraudulent.  There  are  so 
many  people  taking  advantage  of  this 
program.  The  more  people  find  out 
about  it  the  more  they  like  it,  espe- 
cially if  they  find  out  that  their  neigh- 
bor or  somebody  else  is  taking  advan- 
tage of  it.  and  received  a  nice  cash 
lump  sum  of  $2,000  or  $3,000. 

Unfortunately,  the  amount  of  dollars 
are  so  significant  more  people  will  be 
filing  fraudulent  returns.  That  is  what 
the  IRS  has  told  Congress.  The  IRS  has 
made  some  interesting  statements. 
They  said  13  percent  of  returns  they 
judge  to  have  intentional  errors.  In 
other  words,  fraud.  They  said  29  per- 
cent, in  a  1994  study,  29  percent  re- 
ceived too  much  earned-income  credit. 
Regarding  illegal  aliens,  the  IRS  sus- 
pects that  more  than  160.000  receive 
earned-income  credits  in  1994. 

I  am  afraid  we  spent  a  lot  of  money 
for  GAO  to  do  some  homework  for  Con- 
gress, and  then  we  do  not  pay  any  at- 
tention to  their  work.  Maybe  we  should 


not  in  some  cases.  In  this  case,  they 
have  clearly  shown  this  is  a  fraudulent 
program  that  needs  to  be  reformed. 

Some  of  our  colleagues  are  saying, 
no,  no.  keep  the  status  quo.  keep  going 
as  usual.  So  what  if  30-some  percent 
have  abused  the  program.  So  what  if  it 
went  from  a  few  billion  dollars  a  year 
to  a  $30  billion  program.  Allow  it  to 
continue. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think  we  can 
afford  to.  We  can  achieve  every  bit  of 
the  savings,  and  allow  the  program  to 
go  by  eliminating  the  fraud  in  this  pro- 
gram. If  we  do  not.  we  ought  to  be 
ashamed  of  ourselves. 

GAO  says  look  at  a  wealth  test.  We 
enacted  an  EITC  wealth  test  earlier 
this  year,  but  its  thresholds  are  too 
high.  A  person  can  have  a  lot  of  assets 
and  receive  a  lot  of  income  from  those 
assets  and  they  can  still  qualify  for  the 
earned-income  credit.  For  hours  of 
work,  there  is  no  minimum.  People  can 
work  100  hours  and  qualify  for  $3,000 
benefit  in  this  program.  People  do  not 
have  to  work  2.000  hours.  The  average 
recipient  last  year  worked,  I  think. 
1.300  hours.  Some  people  could  work  100 
hours  and  still  receive  it. 

This  program  is  set  up  for  abuse.  The 
GAO  has  done  a  pretty  significant 
study.  This  is  recent  study,  in  March 
1995.  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  look 
at  it.  It  is  available.  We  paid  for  it.  We 
should  look  at  that  information. 

I  know  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  supported  this  massive  increase  in 
1993,  and  they  are  very  proud  of  it. 
They  have  gone  back  and  quoted  Ron- 
ald Reagan  who  stated  it  was  a  good 
thing.  However,  the  total  cost  of  this 
program  in  1980  was  $2  billion;  in  1986  it 
was  still  $2  billion. 

This  program  did  not  grow  very  fast, 
initially.  By  1988  it  grew  to  $5.9  billion. 
Then  its  cost  really  exploded.  I  heard  a 
couple  of  my  colleagues  say  it  is  pri- 
marily for  families,  but  in  1993  their 
tax  bill  opened  the  program  up  to  peo- 
ple who  do  not  have  children. 

Originally,  as  conceived  by  Senator 
Russell  Long  and  others,  the  EITC  was 
for  families.  Senator  Long  has  written 
an  op-ed  piece  saying  he  supported  the 
earned-income  program,  but  he  said 
Congress  went  too  far  in  1993  when  they 
expanded  this  program  to  apply  to  peo- 
ple without  children.  Originally,  people 
had  to  have  one  or  two  kids  to  qualify 
for  the  program.  Now  you  do  not. 
Again,  we  make  a  lot  more  people  eli- 
gible and  we  increase  the  amount  of 
money  they  are  eligible  for. 

In  1990.  the  maximum  amount  any- 
body could  receive  out  of  this  program 
was  $953.  In  1995,  the  maximum  that 
someone  can  receive  with  two  kids  is 
$3,110.  In  the  year  2000,  that  maximum 
amount  under  current  law  will  be 
$4,068.  We  have  millions  of  people  that 
are  eligible.  So  we  are  saying,  no,  wc 
do  not  think  we  can  afford  that.  So  we 
allow  the  maximum  to  increase  every 
year  but  at  much  smaller  levels.  So  we 


say  by  the  year  2000  the  maximum 
amount  that  someone  could  receive 
with  two  or  more  children  would  be 
$3,560,  over  $450  more  than  what  they 
are  receiving  today,  but  not  going  all 
the  way  to  $4,068. 

Granted,  the  EITC  is  not  growing  as 
fast  under  our  proposal.  It  should  not 
because  the  program  is  so  rampant 
with  fraud  and  abuse.  It  is  growing  too 
fast.  We  need  to  curtail  it.  We  need  to 
have  some  containment  on  entitlement 
programs  or  we  will  never,  ever,  get  to 
a  balanced  budget. 

Then.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to  men- 
tion one  other  thing.  That  is  the  way 
our  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  want  to  pay  for  this.  They  will 
take  it  from  the  so-called  reserve  fund 
that  we  are  setting  aside,  if  we  balance 
the  budget,  to  give  back  to  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

This  is  about  the  third  or  the  fourth 
amendment,  and  I  am  sure  we  will  re- 
ceive more,  where  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  saying 
how  they  want  to  spend  the  so-called 
economic  dividend.  They  want  to  spend 
it  before  we  get  there.  That  is,  in  a 
nutshell,  the  reason  why  the  Demo- 
crats have  never  had  balanced  budgets. 
They  want  to  spend  it  before  we  get  it. 
They  want  to  spend  more  than  we  take 
in.  They  are  more  popular  spending 
money  than  taking  it  away. 

When  we  call  this  program  an  earned- 
income  tax  credit,  it  makes  people 
think  we  are  reducing  taxes.  We  are 
not.  This  program  is  a  negative  income 
tax.  We  ought  it  call  it  what  it  is.  It  is 
a  negative  income  tax. 

George  McGovem  campaigned  on  a 
negative  income  tax  in  1972,  and  now 
we  have  it  in  law.  Perhaps  it  has 
maybe  a  better  title,  but  for  80  percent 
of  the  people,  it  is  a  lump  sum  negative 
income  tax.  It  is  a  cash  payment.  It  is 
a  cash  payment  that  is  growing  a  lot 
faster  than  AFDC. 

We  should  be  discussing  this  when  we 
get  into  welfare  reform.  I  am  all  for 
trying  to  create  incentives  to  get  peo- 
ple to  work,  but  this  is  a  lump  sum 
payment  that  discourages  work.  There 
are  a  lot  of  people  that  might  work 
just  enough  to  maximize  this  payment, 
by  either  reporting  income,  or  not  re- 
porting income. 

We  had  some  people  on  this  case  that 
might  report  income  they  did  not  re- 
ceive so  they  could  get  into  this  level, 
and  others  might  not  report  income 
that  they  received,  cash  or  otherwise, 
so  they  could  stay  at  this  level. 

I  do  not  even  want  to  get  into  the 
confusing  stuff  about  the  marginal  tax 
rates  this  program  creates,  but  we  find 
people  in  the  phase-out  side  of  this  pro- 
gram that  will  end  up  paying  80  per- 
cent or  90  percent  of  their  additional, 
marginal  income  in  taxes.  Think  about 
that.  I  do  not  want  to  get  too  confusing 
with  facts,  but  they  can  have  the  high- 
est marginal  tax  rate  of  anybody  in 
America.  And  that  is  not  fair,  either. 


That  is  a  real  disincentive  to  earn 
more  income.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
have  that. 

The  direction  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee and  the  direction  of  this  budget 
is  to  limit  the  growth  of  this  program. 
It  is  growing  too  fast.  It  is  out  of  con- 
trol. 

GAO  says— not  just  Don  Nickles  and 
Bill  Roth  who  had  a  hearing  on  this  in 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee — 
that  the  cost  of  this  program  is  explod- 
ing. I  compliment  Senator  Roth  for  his 
efforts.  We  need  to  respond.  The  Fi- 
nance Committee  and  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  needs  to  respond.  We  need 
to  get  this  program  under  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  has  1  minute  re- 
maining, and  1  minute  is  remaining  on 
the  other  side. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  the  1  remaining  minute. 

Mr.  President,  let  the  Senate  think 
about  who  we  are  talking  about  here. 
We  are  talking  about  Americans  who 
are  working.  If  they  are  making  the 
minimum  wage  and  if  they  are  getting 
food  stamps,  and  they  are  getting 
EITC,  they  are  still  below  the  poverty 
line.  Still  below  the  poverty  line. 

Now,  that  is  what  the  issue  is.  Four 
trillion  dollars  in  tax  benefits  or  tax 
expenditures  over  the  length  of  this 
measure,  $4  trillion,  will  be  accumu- 
lated. But  the  only  place  that  the  Re- 
publicans could  find  a  place  to  collect 
money  was  $20  billion  from  these  work- 
ing families.  If  they  are  working  full 
time  for  minimum  wage,  are  getting 
food  stamps,  getting  the  EITC.  these 
people  still  do  not  have  enough,  to 
bring  up  a  family.  And  still  they  are 
trying  to  take  that  benefit  awaj'.  It  is 
wrong. 

I  hope  the  BR.\DLE'ir  amendment  will 
be  successful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  is  expired. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  has  all 
tirriG  cxDinGcl'' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  has  1  minute. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  I  understand  it  cor- 
rectly, we  have  finished  debate  and 
under  the  previous  agreement  we  will 
have  the  vote  on  this  at  some  succeed- 
ing time,  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  has  1  remaining 
minute. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thought  the  Senator  has 
yielded  back.  He  has  not  yielded  back? 
I  am  sorry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
be  brief.  We  have  one  minute  remain- 
ing and  we  will  be  voting  at  a  time  des- 
ignated by  the  two  leaders. 

It  is  vitally  important  we  pass  the 
budget.  We  have  a  chance  for  the  first 
time  in  history  to  pass  a  budget  that  is 


14030 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  23,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


going  to  call  for  a  balanced  budget. 
Many  of  us  thought  we  should  do  that 
whether  we  passed  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  or 
not  It  is  not  possible  to  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  unless  we  curtail  the 
growth  of  expensive  programs.  This 
program  has  been  growing  out  of  con- 
trol. This  program  cost  a  few  billion 
dollars  a  few  years  ago.  It  cost  $25  bil- 
lion this  year.  It  will  be  costing  $36  bil- 
lion by  the  year  2002.  We  cannot  con- 
tinue that  rate  of  growth.  We  have  to 
slow  it  down. 

Under  this  proposal  it  continues  to 
grow  about  $1  billion  a  year,  not  as 
rapidly  as  proposed  under  current  law. 
We  cannot  sustain  current  law  growth. 
We  cannot  sustain  55  percent  growth 
per  year,  so  this  is  an  effort  to  curtail 
it. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
the  amendment  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  has  all 
time  has  expired? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired  on  both  sides. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  a  maximum  of  45  min- 
utes to  my  great  friend  and  colleague, 
the  senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
off  the  minority  side's  time  allotted. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr,  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, the  ranking  manager  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress waited  for  weeks  beyond  the  time 
when  budget  resolutions  are  normally 
brought  before  the  House  and  Senate. 
In  fact,  as  Senators  are  aware,  section 
301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
requires  that  on  or  before  April  15  of 
each  year  the  Congress  shall  complete 
action  on  a  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
on  October  1  of  such  year.  Neverthe- 
less, Congress  has  often  missed  this 
deadline,  so  the  lateness  of  this  par- 
ticular budget  resolution  is  not  ex- 
traordinary. 

It  is  particularly  understandable  that 
this  year's  budget  resolution  would  be 
late,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  it  con- 
tains more  deficit  reduction  than  has 
ever  been  proposed  in  any  budget  reso- 
lution. I  believe  the  figure  is  nearly  $1 
trillion  in  deficit  reduction  that  would 
purportedly  be  achieved  over  the  next  7 
years  if  this  budget  resolution  is 
agreed  to,  and  if  all  of  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  were  enacted  into 
law.  That  is  what  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office's  current  projections 
show. 

At  the  end  of  that  7  years,  according 
to  table  1  on  page  6  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee's report,  under  this  budget  reso- 
lution we  will  have  achieved  a  budget 
surplus  of  $1.3  billion.  Apparently  that 
surplus  occurs  only  under  a  unified 
budget.  For  those  who  are  not  inti- 
mately familiar  with  budget  terminol- 


ogy, a  unified  budget  is  one  that  allows 
the  use  of  trust  fund  surpluses  to  mask 
the  true  size  of  the  deficit. 

For  this  particular  budget  resolution, 
the  use  of  such  trust  fund  surpluses, 
and  particularly  the  Social  Security 
surplus,  is  necessary  to  achieve  the  $1.3 
billion  surplus  in  the  year  2002.  If  one 
turns  back  one  page  in  the  Budget 
Committee's  report  to  page  5,  one  will 
find  another  table.  This  table,  table  1. 
sets  forth  the  projected  deficits  rec- 
ommended by  the  Budget  Committee 
through  the  year  2002  without  using 
the  trust  fund  surpluses.  This  table 
shows  that  even  if  we  adopt  this  budget 
resolution  lock,  stock,  and  barrel,  we 
will  still  have  a  deficit^according  to 
the  Budget  Committee— of  $113.5  billion 
in  2002.  In  other  words,  if  we  do  not 
apply  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
surplus  against  the  deficit,  the  budget 
will  not  balance  in  the  year  2002  under 
this  budget  resolution.  Instead,  there 
will  be  a  deficit  of  $113.5  billion. 

Having  said  that,  I  am  quick  to  ac- 
knowledge the  tremendously  difficult 
work  that  has  been  done  by  the  able 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee, 
Mr.  DoMENici.  He  has  spent  months  on 
this  budget  resolution  and.  having 
worked  closely  with  him  on  appropria- 
tion and  budget  matters  for  many 
years,  I  know  that  he  is  thoroughly  fa- 
miliar with  virtually  every  item  in  this 
budget  resolution.  I  would  expect  no 
less  from  this  very  able  and  distin- 
guished Senator.  It  cannot  have  been 
easy  to  recommend  the  difficult 
choices  that  were  necessary  to  achieve 
$1  trillion  in  deficit  reduction  without 
including  any  additional  revenues  and 
without  cutting  military  spending.  I 
would  note,  however,  that  the  task 
would  have  been  even  more  difficult 
had  not  the  1993  Reconciliation  Act 
been  enacted.  So  let  us  not  lose  sight  of 
that  fact.  That  measure,  at  the  time  of 
its  passage,  was  estimated  to  cut  the 
deficit  by  $433  billion  below  the  CBO 
baseline  over  5  years. 

President  Clinton  deserves  a  great 
deal  of  credit  for  having  proposed  a 
major  deficit  reduction  package  short- 
ly after  he  assumed  office  in  1993.  Sub- 
sequently, Congress  enacted  the  Omni- 
bus Reconciliation  Act  of  1993,  which 
resulted  in  reducing  5-year  deficit  pro- 
jections by  $433  billion.  Not  one  Repub- 
lican, not  one  in  either  House,  voted 
for  the  package,  but,  as  I  said,  the 
Budget  Committee  has  benefited  from 
that  1993  deficit  reduction  package. 
Without  that  package  that  we  enacted 
in  1993,  the  committee  would  have  had 
to  come  up  with  another  $433  billion  in 
deficit  reduction  in  this  resolution  in 
order  to  reach  their  target  in  2002. 

Mr.  President,  despite  the  rhetoric  to 
the  contrary— let  me  say  this.  I  hope 
all  Senators  will  hear  it.  Despite  the 
rhetoric  to  the  contrary,  this  is  not  the 
first  budget  resolution  that  has  pro- 
jected a  balanced  budget.  I  hear  many 
Senators  say,  "For  the  first  time  we 
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have    a    budget    resolution    here    that 
projects  a  balanced  budget." 

That  ain't  so.  This  is  not  the  first 
budget  resolution  that  has  projected  a 
balanced  budget.  In  fact,  it  is  not  even 
the  second,  or  third  budget  resolution 
that  has  done  so.  That  this  is  so  is  sup- 
ported by  the  Budget  Committee's  re- 
port accompanying  this  year's  resolu- 
tion. In  Mr.  ExDN's  minority  views,  on 
page  314,  the  following  statement  is 
made: 

Contrary  to  Republican  statements,  this  is 
not  the  first  budget  resolution  to  achieve 
balance.  It  Is  the  fifth  in  line.  The  1980.  1981. 
1982.  and  1991  budget  resolutions  were  in  bal- 
ance. In  the  1991  budget.  Democrats  did  not 
use  the  Social  Security  trust  fund  surplus  to 
reach  balance.  This  all  goes  to  demonstrate 
that  the  universe  covered  by  a  budget  resolu- 
tion can  change  in  the  course  of  the  years. 

That  is  the  language,  that  is  the 
committee  report,  and  I  quoted  from 
Mr.  E.XON's  statement  there. 

So.  there  have  been  four  other  occa- 
sions when  budget  resolutions  have 
projected  a  balanced  budget.  We  have 
done  this  before.  This  is  not  the  first 
time.  In  fact,  I  recall  that  President 
Carter's  fiscal  year  1981  budget  con- 
tained a  deficit  of  something  like  $15.9 
billion.  We  in  the  Senate  found  that  to 
be  intolerable,  and  as  majority  leader 
at  that  time.  I  convened  a  session  at 
which  the  chairman  and  ranking  mem- 
bers of  the  Budget.  Appropriations,  and 
other  relevant  committees  sat  down  for 
several  days  including  an  entire  week- 
end to  come  up  with  the  necessary 
changes  to  balance  President  Carter's 
1981  budget.  We  accomplished  our  pur- 
pose and  the  fiscal  year  1981  budget  res- 
olution, therefore,  showed  a  balanced 
budget,  but,  as  with  all  other  budget 
resolutions,  including  this  one.  as  we 
shall  see.  changes  in  economic  and 
technical  forecasts  caused  the  actual 
1981  budget  to  be  out  of  balance.  The 
latest  such  budget  resolution  prior  to 
the  pending  one  was  that  for  fiscal  year 
1991.  Some  Senators  will  recall  that  the 
1991  budget  resolution  was  adopted  sub- 
sequent to  the  1990  Budget  Summit. 
That  Budget  Summit  was  requested  by 
President  Bush  in  May  of  1990.  I  par- 
ticipated in  it,  as  did  a  number  of  other 
Senators,  including  Mr.  Dole,  Mr.  Do- 
MENici,  and  Mr.  Gr.\mm,  to  name  a 
few— Mr.  H.\TFIE1.D  and  Mr.  Bentsen, 
who  was  a  Senator  at  that  time.  From 
the  House  side,  the  summit  partici- 
pants included  Mr.  Geph.'\rdt  and  Mr. 
Gingrich,  among  a  number  of  others. 

We  spent  literally  weeks  and  weeks 
and  weeks,  and  even  months  negotiat- 
ing a  bipartisan  deficit  reduction  pack- 
age which,  it  was  agreed  by  all.  should 
be  no  greater  than  $500  billion  over  five 
years.  The  fear  was  that  anything  over 
$500  billion  would  throw  the  economy 
into  recession.  We  had  the  best  Demo- 
cratic and  Republican  brains  in  the  Na- 
tion sitting  around  that  summit  table 
at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  In  addition 
to  Members  of  Congress  and  their 
staffs,  we  had  the  benefit  of  the  wisdom 
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of  Mr.  Richard  Darman,  President 
Bush's  0MB  Director;  Mr.  John 
Sununu,  the  President's  Chief  of  Staff; 
and  even  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, Mr.  Nicholas  Brady.  Also  present 
was  the  CBO  Director.  Dr.  Robert 
Reischauer,  and  several  of  his  key 
staff.  I  should  mention  that  Leon  Pa- 
netta  was  there.  As  anyone  can  see,  we 
did  not  suffer  from  a  lack  of  expertise 
at  the  1990  bipartisan  Budget  Summit. 
Well,  after  all  those  months  of  intense 
negotiations,  which  often  ran  into  the 
night  and  included  Saturdays  and  Sun- 
days, we  finally  reached  an  agreement. 

That  agreement  cut  the  projected  5- 
year  deficits  for  fiscal  years  1991-95  by 
$500  billion.  When  first  presented  to  the 
House,  in  the  form  of  a  budget  resolu- 
tion, the  summit  agreement  was  voted 
down.  After  some  modifications  were 
made,  however,  a  budget  resolution 
was  agreed  to  by  the  House  on  October 
8.  1990.  and  by  the  Senate  the  next  day. 

I  have  here  the  fiscal  year  1991  budg- 
et resolution  conference  report.  It  is 
numbered  report  101-820.  and  was  sub- 
mitted by  Mr.  Panetta.  who  was  che 
House  Budget  Committee  chairman  at 
the  time.  On  page  2  of  this  1991  budget 
resolution  conference  report,  we  see  a 
heading  entitled  "Recommended  Lev- 
els and  Amounts."  Under  that  heading 
in  section  3(a)(4),  one  will  find  the  on- 
budget  deficits  for  fiscal  years  1991-94 
and  an  on-budget  surplus  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Specifically,  the  conference  report  it- 
self reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  3.  (a>(4)(A)  The  amounts  of  the  deficits 
are       as       follows:       Fiscal       year       1991 
$143.7(X).0(X).0OO.  Fiscal  year  1992 

$100,900,000,000.  Fiscal  year  1993 

$62,000,000,000.  Fiscal  year  1994:  $14,700,000,000 

iBi  The  amount  of  the  surplus  is  as  follows 
Fiscal  year  1995:  $20,500,000,000. 

So  there  you  have  it.  The  budget  res- 
olution for  fiscal  year  1991.  which  in- 
corporated the  budget  cuts  agreed  to  at 
the  1990  Budget  Summit,  showed  an  on- 
budgoi  surplus  of  $20.5  billion  in  the 
fifth  year:  namely,  fiscal  year  1995. 
That  surplus  was  to  be  achieved  under 
that  budget  resolution  without  using 
the  Social  Security  surplus.  In  fact,  if 
one  turns  to  page  21  of  the  1991  budget 
resolution  conference  report,  there  one 
will  find  a  table  which,  among  other 
things,  shows  that  if  the  Social  Secu- 
rity and  other  trust  fund  surpluses  are 
used  to  reduce  the  deficits,  then  there 
were  supposed  to  be  surpluses,  not  defi- 
cits, for  fiscal  years  1993,  1994.  and  1995, 
In  fact,  the  surpluses  were  to  be:  for 
fiscal  year  1993,  $44.8  billion;  for  fiscal 
year  1994.  $108.5  billion;  and  for  fiscal 
year  1995,  $156.2  billion. 

My  purpose.  Madam  President,  in 
raising  these  matters  is  to  put  to  rest 
the  misconception  that  somehow  the 
Republican  leadership  in  the  Congress 
has  come  up  with  the  first  budget  reso- 
lution ever  that  projects  balance;  and 
the  further  misconception  that  past 
Congresses  failed  to  bite  the  bullet  and 


make  the  tough  choices  to  balance  the 
budget.  The  fact  is  that  we  thought  we 
had  enacted  the  necessary  spending  re- 
straints in  1990.  on  a  bipartisan  basis, 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  1995. 
The  experts  told  us  we  had  done  so. 
But.  as  is  the  case  now.  and.  as  I  have 
said  many  times,  there  is  no  earthly 
way  that  any  human  being  can  accu- 
rately predict  what  the  deficit  will  be  5 
years  from  now. 

We  all  know  what  happened  to  those 
1991  budget  resolution  projections. 
They  went  south.  No  sooner  was  the 
ink  dry  on  the  Summit  Agreement,  and 
its  accompanying  reconciliation  act, 
than  CBO  changed  its  projections. 

I  have  here  a  CBO  document  entitled 
"CBO  Papers— The  1990  Agreement:  An 
Interim  Assessment"  dated  December 
1990.  On  page  8,  this  paper  lays  out 
major  changes  in  the  1991-95  deficit  cal- 
culations upon  which  the  Congress  and 
President  Bush  had  just  depended  when 
they  enacted  the  provisions  of  the 
Summit  Agreement,  which  was  sup- 
posed to  achieve  a  budget  surplus  by 
fiscal  year  1995.  Here  is  what  CBO  had 
to  say  about  their  changed  projections, 
only  1  month  after  enactment  of  the 
Summit  Agreement: 

The  October  interim  economic  assump- 
tions increase  the  projected  deficit  by  $41 
billion  in  1991  and  by  about  $60  billion  per 
year  thereafter,  compared  with  CBO's  sum- 
mer baseline.  The  October  forecast  reflects 
significant  signs  of  weakness  that  appeared 
in  the  economy  after  CBO  completed  its 
summer  forecast  in  .June.  The  Iraqi  invasion 
of  Kuwait  in  early  August  has  caused  a  sharp 
increase  in  oil  prices,  which  has  boosted  in- 
flation. In  addition,  the  revision  of  the  na- 
tional income  and  product  accounts  for  the 
past  three  years  suggests  that  the  economy's 
potential  rate  of  growth  is  lower  than  pre- 
viously thought. 

Taken  together,  these  economic  develop- 
ments reduce  projected  revenues  by  about 
$30  billion  per  year.  Higher  inflation  in- 
creases cost-of-living  adjustments  for  Social 
Security  and  other  benefit  programs,  as  well 
as  discretionary  inflation  adjustments  for 
defense  and  non-defense  appropriations. 
Higher  unemployment  raises  spending  for 
unemployment  compensation  and  for  in- 
come-assistance programs.  Finally,  lower 
revenues  and  higher  spending  increase  fed- 
eral borrowing  requirements  and  debt  service 
costs,  by  amounts  growing  from  $2  billion  in 
1991  to  $17  billion  in  1995. 

During  the  final  months  of  fiscal  year  1990. 
the  Resolution  Trust  Corporation  (RTC)— the 
agency  charged  with  resolving  insolvent  sav- 
ings and  loan  associations — spent  $10  billion 
more  than  CBO  projected  in  July.  This  surge 
in  spending  suggests  that  the  RTC  is  resolv- 
ing cases  more  quickly  and  needs  more  work- 
ing capital  than  previously  thought.  As  a  re- 
sult. CBO  has  increased  its  estimates  of  de- 
posit insurance  spending  in  1991  and  1992.  To- 
gether with  the  resulting  increase  in  debt 
service  costs,  deposit  insurance  reestimates 
increase  the  projected  deficit  by  $16  billion 
in  1991  and  $42  billion  in  1992.  have  little  ef- 
fect in  1993.  and  reduce  the  deficit  somewhat 
thereafter. 

So.  Madam  President,  it  became  ob- 
vious, rather  quickly  then,  that  budget 
balance  would  not  be  achieved  without 
further  major  deficit  reduction  pack- 


ages. President  Bush  chose  not  to  un- 
dertake further  budget  summits,  nor  to 
propose  further  deficit  reduction  for 
fiscal  years  1992  or  1993. 

It  was  left  up  to  President  Clinton  to 
propose  further  deficit  reduction.  He 
rose  to  the  challenge  in  his  "Vision  For 
America.  "  which  was  submitted  to 
Congress  on  February  17,  1993.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  laid  out  a  blueprint  for 
improving  the  lives  of  Americans  and 
for  reducing  the  Federal  deficit,  while 
at  the  same  time,  addressing  the  Na- 
tion's investment  deficit  in  both 
human  and  physical  infrastructure. 
The  1993  Omnibus  Reconciliation  Act 
was  subsequently  enacted  and  resulted 
in  $433  billion  in  deficit  reduction — and 
it  had  to  be  done  without  a  single  Re- 
publican vote. 

That  brings  me  to  the  pending  budget 
resolution,  which,  as  I  stated  at  the  be- 
ginning of  my  remarks,  calls  for  some 
very  difficult  budget  cuts  which,  ac- 
cording to  OMB,  will  total  $961  billion 
below  a  baseline  which  already  as- 
sumes a  non-defense  discretionary 
freeze  for  the  next  7  years.  From  this 
baseline,  this  budget  resolution  would 
cut:  $256  billion  from  Medicare;  $175  bil- 
lion from  Medicaid:  $209  billion  from 
other  entitlements;  $190  billion  from 
nondefense  discretionary  spending  (as 
measured  from  a  1995  freeze  extended 
through  2002;  defense  is  increased  by 
$25  billion);  and  $155  billion  from  re- 
duced debt  service. 

For  nondefense  discretionary  spend- 
ing, this  budget  resolution  would  cut 
$190  billion  below  a  1995  freeze;  the 
equivalent  of  a  $300  billion  cut  below 
the  levels  in  the  President's  budget.  By 
the  year  2002,  nondefense  discretionary 
spending  will  be  cut  by  nearly  one- 
third,  declining  to  2.5  percent  of  the 
gross  domestic  product,  and  that  would 
be  a  record  low. 

For  military  spending,  on  the  other 
hand,  this  budget  resolution  proposes 
no  cuts  to  the  President's  budget,  as 
opposed  to  its  proposed  $300  billion  in 
cuts  below  the  President's  nondefense 
budgets,  over  the  next  7  years.  That  is 
preposterous.  If  we  accept  this  budget 
resolution,  we  will  cut  by  one-third— 
provided  the  instructions  are  carried 
through— we  will  cut  by  one-third  that 
portion  of  the  budget  which  funds  edu- 
cation, the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  environmental  cleanup,  health 
and  safety  programs  to  ensure  the  safe- 
ty of  food  and  water  for  our  citizens, 
research  and  development.  School-To- 
Work  and  other  job  training  programs. 
NASA,  aviation  safety  (including  air 
traffic  control),  civilian  and  military 
retirement,  agriculture,  highway  and 
bridge  construction  and  maintenance, 
transit  assistance,  the  Small  Business 
Administration,  the  judiciary  and  the 
courts,  nuclear  waste  cleanup,  our  na- 
tional parks,  law  enforcement,  and  the 
operating  costs  of  every  department 
and  agency  of  the  Federal  Government, 
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These  and  all  other  nondefense  pro- 
grams— all  other  nonmilitary  pro- 
grams—will suffer  devastating  cuts 
over  the  next  7  years. 

But  not  the  military:  not  the  mili- 
tary. No  cuts  are  proposed  for  the  mili- 
tary over  the  next  7  years. 

Does  anyone  believe  that  the  mili- 
tary budget  cannot  be  cut?  Does  any- 
one believe  that  the  military  budget 
ought  not  be  cut?  Does  anyone  believe 
that  there  are  not  items  in  that  mili- 
tary budget  that  can  be  cut.  ought  to 
be  cut,  and  still  maintain  the  kind  of 
security  for  our  country  that  we  ex- 
pect? 

Weir,  apparently  some  of  our  friends 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  do  believe 
that.  Not  only  that,  this  budget  resolu- 
tion will  reestablish  a  wall  so  that 
military  spending  will  have  its  own 
separate  caps  for  the  next  7  years.  This 
will  prohibit  Congress  from  cutting 
military  spending  and  using  those  cuts 
to  ease  the  pain  on  nonmilitary  spend- 
ing. This  means  that  we  will  limit  our 
ability  to  set  priorities  by  removing 
from  the  budget-cutting  pot  the  entire 
military  budget.  It  is  off  limits. 

Furthermore,  this  budget  resolution 
will  eliminate  the  hold-harmless  provi- 
sions of  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act 
for  discretionary  spending.  This  means 
that  discretionary  caps  will  no  longer 
be  adjusted  for  economic  and  technical 
miscalculations  which  are  beyond  the 
control  of  Congress. 

I  fought  for  that  in  connection  with 
the  1990  summit  and  the  budget  resolu- 
tion that  flowed  therefrom.  I  fought  for 
that.  I  sat  right  down  in  my  office  and 
discussed  that  with  Mr.  Darman.  I  said, 
"There's  no  give  on  that.  Nondefense 
discretionary  has  got  to  be  held  harm- 
less." And  we  were,  and  we  have  been 
held  harmless  since.  But  that  is  out 
now  with  this  budget  resolution. 

Finally,  this  budget  resolution  will 
create  a  new  requirement  that,  in  order 
to  not  be  charged  against  discretionary 
spending,  emergencies  will  have  to 
achieve  a  60-vote  supermajority  in  the 
Senate. 

So  if  we  have  a  disaster  in  Texas,  get 
ready  to  produce  60  votes,  or  else  it 
will  be  charged  against  discretionary 
spending.  And  where  do  we  have  the 
money?  Discretionary  spending  is  on 
the  block.  The  ax  is  going  to  fall,  as  it 
has  fallen  time  and  time  again  in  re- 
cent years. 

It  is  clear  that  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending  will  suffer  the  great- 
est harm  of  any  area  of  the  Federal 
budget  under  this  budget  resolution. 
And  the  American  people  will  not  have 
to  wait  for  reconciliation  to  feel  the  ef- 
fects of  the  nondefense,  nonmilitary, 
discretionary  cuts.  Those  cuts  will  be 
coming  to  the  House  and  Senate  floors 
very  soon  after  the  adoption  of  the 
budget  resolution  conference  agree- 
ment. Each  of  the  11  nondefense  discre- 
tionary appropriation  bills  will  contain 
a  large  dose  of  reality  as  to  what  is 
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being  asked  of  the  American  people  in 
the  way  of  cutbacks  in  government 
services.  And  these  cuts  will  keep  com- 
ing each  and  every  year  for  the  next  7 
years.  There  will  be  no  relief.  If  the 
caps  are  exceeded,  then  automatic 
cuts,  or  sequesters,  will  occur  to  bring 
nonmilitary  spending  back  within  each 
year's  cap  on  both  budget  authority 
and  outlays.  Rest  assured,  if  this  budg- 
et resolution  is  agreed  to.  and  I  have 
no  doubts  that  it  will  be  agreed  to. 
these  cuts  will  occur.  We  will  no  longer 
have  to  speculate  about  the  pain  that 
will  occur.  It  will  have  arrived. 

For  the  entitlement  portion  of  the 
budget,  this  budget  resolution  also 
calls  for  tough  medicine.  As  the  debate 
has  already  brought  out,  cuts  of  $256 
billion  for  Medicare:  $175  billion  for 
Medicaid;  and  $209  billion  from  other 
entitlements  will  be  very  harsh  upon 
those  in  our  society  who,  in  many 
cases,  are  the  least  able  to  afford  to 
pay  more  for  their  benefits.  The 
changes  called  for  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  entitlements  will  be  taken  up 
later  this  year  in  a  massive  reconcili- 
ation bill.  Only  if  enacted  by  Congress 
and  signed  into  law  by  the  President, 
will  these  entitlement  cuts  take  place. 

So  there  will  be  another  day  to  make 
that  decision. 

Page  5  of  the  committee  report. 
Madam  President,  contains  this  state- 
ment: 

The  committee's  recommendations  are 
real,  enforceable,  and  achieve  the  fiscal  pol- 
icy froal  of  a  comprehensive,  unified  balanced 
budget  in  2002. 

I  ask  Senators  where  is  the  enforce- 
ment on  entitlement  spending  in  this 
resolution?  Let  me  read  again  page  5  of 
the  committee  report.  I  quote: 

The  committee's  recommendations  are 
real,  enforceable,  and  achieve  the  fiscal  pol- 
icy goal  of  a  comprehensive,  unified  balanced 
budget  in  2002. 

I  ask  the  committee,  where  is  the  en- 
forcement on  entitlements?  The  com- 
mittee report  says  these  are  enforce- 
able. Where?  Where  is  the  enforcement 
on  entitlement  spending  in  this  resolu- 
tion? I  have  asked  my  staff  to  find 
that.  My  staff  has  searched  in  vain  to 
find  caps  on  entitlements  and  seques- 
ters to  enforce  the  caps.  There  are  no 
such  provisions.  Despite  the  commit- 
tee's claim,  there  is  no  enforcement  on 
entitlement  spending  for  the  next  7 
years.  Yet,  as  any  knowledgeable  ob- 
server knows,  entitlements  are  where 
the  growth  in  Federal  spending  is  oc- 
curring. The  cuts  in  discretionary 
spending  will  occur— you  can  bet— they 
will  occur  because  there  are  caps  every 
year  and  automatic,  across-the-board 
cuts  discretionary  spending  within 
those  caps. 

Yes.  they  are  enforceable,  those  cuts 
in  nonmilitary  discretionary  spending. 
Cuts  in  nonmilitary  discretionary 
spending  will  occur  because  there  are 
caps  every  year  and  automatic,  across- 
the-board  cuts  to  keep  the  nonmilitary 


discretionary  spending  within  those 
caps.  Yet.  for  entitlements,  this  resolu- 
tion contains  no  caps  and  no  other  en- 
forcement mechanisms. 

Similarly,  for  revenues,  there  is 
nothing  in  this  resolution  to  ensure 
that  each  year's  revenue  projection 
will  be  achieved.  What  if  we  have  a  re- 
cession? What  if  we  have  a  recession,  as 
we  probably  will?  How  will  the  short- 
fall be  accounted  for? 

The  only  way  in  this  resolution  is  by 
increasing  the  deficit. 

For  entitlement  spending  and  reve- 
nues, this  budget  resolution  is  no  dif- 
ferent^no  different — from  any  of  the 
other  budget  resolutions  in  the  past.  In 
fact,  the  proposed  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  suffers 
from  the  same  flaw.  We  pointed  that 
out  time  and  time  again  in  the  debate. 
That  amendment  suffered  from  that 
flaw.  Human  beings  simply  cannot  ac- 
curately forecast  budgets  7  years,  or  5 
years  or  4  years  or  3  years  or  2  years, 
or  even  1  year  in  advance.  This  budget 
resolution  is  no  different  from  the 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1991 
which,  as  I  have  already  pointed  out, 
was  not  worth  the  paper  it  was  written 
on.  When  all  is  said  and  done,  it  was 
not  worth  the  paper  it  was  written  on. 
It  took  CBO  just  1  month -1  month— to 
change  the  revenues  downward  and  the 
entitlements  upward  The  pending  res- 
olution will  not  improve  the  negative 
effects  of  those  misestimates  for  reve- 
nues and  entitlements  at  all. 

This  brings  me  to  a  final  area  of  the 
pending  resolution,  which  is  disturbing 
to  me.  perhaps  as  much  as  any  of  the 
other  matters  I  have  raised,  if  not 
more.  That  is  the  portion  of  this  budg- 
et resolution  which  states  that  after 
enactment  of  reconciliation,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  will  provide 
the  Senate  with  a  revised  estimate  of 
the  deficit  for  the  years  1996  through 
2005.  and  if  there  is  any  additional  defi- 
cit reduction,  the  "surplus"  can  be 
used  for  a  cut  in  revenues.  The  resolu- 
tion would  not  allow  the  surplus  to  be 
explicitly  used  for  additional  deficit  re- 
duction or  to  lessen  the  impact  of  pro- 
posed Medicare  or  Medicaid  cuts. 

CBO  has  already  indicated  that  if  the 
deficit  is  eliminated  by  the  year  2002. 
there  will  be  a  "bonus  surplus"  gained 
from  a  reduction  in  interest  rates  and 
an  improvement  of  one-tenth  of  a  per- 
centage point  in  the  growth  rate.  The 
mark  requires  the  fiscal  dividend  to  be 
limited  to  the  amount  CBO  certifies  is 
the  additional  deficit  reduction  that 
results  from  the  enactment  of  rec- 
onciliation legislation  based  upon  the 
Republican  mark. 

Madam  President,  first  of  all.  I  do 
not  believe  there  will  be  any  windfall  if 
this  budget  resolution  is  agreed  to  and 
if  its  accompanying  reconciliation 
measure  is  signed  into  law.  This  budget 
resolution  assumes  there  will  be  no  re- 
cessions over  the  next  7  years.  Further- 
more, any  objective  review  of  the  past 
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history  of  CBO's  5-year  deficit  projec- 
tions would  lead  one  to  find  highly  sus- 
pect the  7-year  projections  contained 
in  the  pending  resolution.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve the  chances  are  any  better  than  1 
in  1.000  that,  if  we  accept  this  budget 
resolution  to  carry  out  its  entire  con- 
tents without  change,  we  will  achieve  a 
balanced  budget  in  2002. 

Regarding  the  tax  cut  provided  in 
this  resolution,  I  am  frankly  amazed. 
For  all  the  talk— all  the  talk— about 
balancing  the  budget  and  all  the 
mighty  effort  expended,  we  turn  right 
around  again  in  the  same  budget  bal- 
ancing document  and  spend  $170  billion 
that  we  do  not  have  and  will,  in  all 
likelihood,  never  have  on  a  tax  cut.  It 
is  folly.  Here  we  go  again.  Like  the  old 
song  says:  "Livin"  on  money  that  we 
ain't  made  yet." 

"Livin'  on  money  that  we  ain't  made 
yet."  That  money  is  not  going  to  be 
there  when  the  day  rolls  around. 

In  case  I  am  wrong,  I  do  not  support 
the  use  of  any  resulting  windfall  for 
tax  cuts.  And  I  do  not  care  who  rec- 
ommends the  tax  cuts.  It  can  be  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  if  he  wants  to.  I  am  not 
going  down  that  road  with  him.  I  do 
not  think  he  should  have  gone  down 
that  road.  I  do  not  think  anybody 
ought  to  be  recommending  tax  cuts  at 
this  time.  I  am  not  supporting  Mr. 
Clinton  and  I  am  not  supporting  the 
Republicans  on  any  tax  cuts. 

If  there  are  any  windfalls,  we  should 
apply  them  toward  the  deficit  rather 
than  give  them  away  in  tax  cuts.  That 
is  what  we  wanted  to  do.  We  want  to 
balance  the  budget.  It  is  the  height  of 
ridiculosity  to  propose  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy  which  total  over  $350  billion 
over  the  next  7  years,  while  at  the 
same  tim.e  we  are  devastating  domestic 
discretionary  programs  that  are  invest- 
ments in  the  Nation's  future  and  in  the 
people's  future. 

I  believe  that  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  would  do  well  to  tone  down  the 
partisan  rhetoric  and  the  blame  game. 
Democrats  did  not  put  us  in  this  down- 
ward spiral.  We  all  had  a  hand  in  it.  We 
had  a  Democratic  House,  but  we  had  a 
Republican  President  and  we  had  a  Re- 
publican Senate.  Democrats  have  done 
their  best  to  lead  the  efforts  to  elimi- 
nate the  Federal  deficit  in  the  past.  We 
recognize  it  has  to  be  done.  We  did  not 
ignore  the  problem  in  the  past.  We  did 
not  ignore  it  in  1993,  and  we  stand 
ready  to  do  our  part  again  to  do  what 
is  necessary  to  achieve  budget  balance. 
But  it  is  obvious  that  we  cannot  do  this 
if  all  we  are  interested  in  is  partisan- 
ship. Virtually  every  substantive 
amendment  that  was  offered  by  Demo- 
crats in  the  Budget  Committee  markup 
was  rejected  on  a  party  line  vote.  Here 
on  the  Senate  floor,  the  same  partisan 
approach  has  been  used  by  the  Repub- 
lican majority. 

I.  therefore,  do  not  kid  myself  by 
holding  out  any  hope  that  there  will  be 
any  attention  paid  by  the  Republican 


side  to  the  suggestions  or  proposals 
made  by  this  side  of  the  aisle.  That  is 
unfortunate.  We  are  all  here  to  do  our 
solemn  duty  in,  once  again,  making 
tough  choices  which  affect  the  lives  of 
virtually  every  American  in  order  to 
balance  the  budget.  None  of  us  shy 
away  from  that  duty.  But,  I  submit 
that  the  Senate  and  the  American  peo- 
ple would  be  far  better  served  if,  at 
some  point  during  this  year's  budget 
and  reconciliation  battles,  we  put  aside 
partisan  and  Presidential  politics,  and 
vote  for  the  best  possible  legislation  in 
all  instances — no  matter  whose  idea  it 
may  be. 

I  close  by  congratulating  again,  Mr. 
DoMENici,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  He  is  an  extremely  capable 
and  bright  and  dedicated  Senator,  and 
he  has  demonstrated  a  great  deal  of 
courage  in  bringing  this  resolution  for- 
ward. 

But  I  like  to  look  at  history  in  a  sit- 
uation like  this,  just  as  in  many  other 
situations.  I  have  related  some  recent 
history  to  show  that  budget  resolutions 
have  a  way  of  being  overly  optimistic 
and  that  there  are  conditions  that 
occur  in  the  economy  which,  in  the 
final  analysis,  result  in  changing  the 
expected  and  hoped-for  outcomes  of  the 
budget  resolutions. 

I  also  compliment  Senator  ExoN.  who 
has  done  a  fine  job.  a  dedicated  job  on 
the  Budget  Committee.  It  is  not  easy. 
And  all  of  the  members  on  that  com- 
mittee are  to  be  complimented.  I  am 
not  on  the  committee,  and  I  do  not 
envy  those  who  have  worked  so  hard. 
They  have  spent  hours  and  days  and 
weeks,  and  they  have  done  their  best.  I 
know  they  have  done  their  best. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  done  his  best.  He  believes  in  this 
product.  But  he  has  no  control  over  the 
future.  Nobody  has  any  control  over  to- 
morrow. "Boast  not  thyself  of  tomor- 
row, for  thou  knowest  not  what  a  day 
may  bring  forth."  Recessions  can 
occur,  military  conflicts  may  arise. 
There  are  things  we  cannot  foresee.  We 
cannot  foresee  what  inflation  will  be. 
what  the  unemployment  rate  will  be, 
what  the  gross  domestic  product  will 
be.  what  interest  rates  will  be. 

In  closing,  I  compliment  the  man- 
agers and  I  hope  that  what  I  had  to  say 
today  will  be  of  some  benefit  and  that 
it  will  at  least  cause  us  to  look  back 
over  the  road  we  have  traveled  in  the 
past  and  possibly  to  temper  what  we 
may  have  to  say  with  regard  to  the  fu- 
ture's optimist  projections. 

Madam  President,  how  much  time  do 
I  have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  2  minutes  10  seconds  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  back  my  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  off  my  side.  Be- 
fore he  leaves  the  floor,  I  thank  Sen- 
ator Byrd  very  much  for  his  remarks. 


I  know  we  do  not  agree  on  the  details, 
but  I  thank  him  very  much  for  the  way 
in  which  he  described  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, as  hard-working  people.  It  is 
very  hard  to  get  people  together  on 
such  diverse  issues.  I  compliment  Sen- 
ator ExoN  for  his  hard  work.  Again.  I 
thank  Senator  B'TRD  for  his  remarks. 

There  is  no  question  that  if  we  could 
predict  with  specificity  exactly  what 
will  happen  3  years.  7  years.  20  years 
from  now,  we  would  be  greater  than 
the  Roman  Senate.  But  in  any  event, 
we  cannot  do  that.  I  understand  we  are 
doing  our  very  best.  But  I  think  the  as- 
sumptions and  expectations  of  this 
budget  are  realistically  conservative  in 
terms  of  economics  and  the  like,  even 
more  so  than  the  President's  budget, 
which  did  not  do  much  to  the  deficit 
but  had  less  conservative  estimates  in 
the  next  4  years.  I  thank  him  for  his  re- 
marks. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  let  me 
take  a  moment  and  thank  my  friend 
and  colleague,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  Senator  Domenici,  with 
whom  I  have  worked  for  a  long,  long 
time.  I  have  saluted  him  during  this 
debate  before  and  I  do  so  again  now. 

I  also  want  to  take  a  moment  to 
compliment  my  very  dear  friend,  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  "Virginia,  for 
his  outstandingly  considerate  and 
thoughtful  remarks.  I  just  hope  that 
the  Senate  will  be  wise  enough  to  rec- 
ognize and  realize  that  someone  with 
the  wisdom,  dedication  and  the 
evenhandedness  that  has  been  part  and 
parcel  of  Senator  Byrd's  lengthy  and 
very  distinguished  career  would  give  us 
pause  for  consideration.  I  think  some- 
times we  get  carried  away,  and  I  can 
think  hack  and  make  talks  nn  several 
measures  that  have  been  introduced  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  to  solve  the  deficit 
problem.  I  voted  against  most  of  them 
because  I  did  not  think  they  held 
water. 

I  simply  say  that  there  are  many 
concerns  that  we  have  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  Some  of  the  sharp  debate  we 
have  had  on  this  measure  is  a  very  le- 
gitimate process  of  the  consideration— 
the  debate  and  deliberations  that  the 
U.S.  Senate  has  been  known  for  a  long 
time. 

As  a  personal  aside,  let  me  say  that  I 
have  often  said  with  my  experience  in 
politics,  the  great  reward  has  been  the 
people  that  I  have  met  and  have  been 
associated  with  that  would  have  never 
come  my  way  had  I  not  been  chosen  by 
the  great  people  of  the  State  of  Ne- 
braska to  represent  them  as  Governor 
and  then  as  a  U.S.  Senator.  One  of  the 
finest  things  that  has  happened  to  this 
Senator,  with  all  of  the  outstanding 
people  that  I  have  met  and  been  associ- 
ated with  and  worked  with.  Senator 
B^TiD  has  always  been  a  pillar  of  what 
I  think  a  U.S.  Senator  should  be  all 
about.  And  I  think  the  remarks  that  he 
just   gave   demonstrate    better    than    I 
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could  have  said  it  how  important  he 
has  been  and  remains  as  a  Member  of 
this  body.  I  thank  my  friend  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President.  I 
thank  both  managers  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  Gramm  of 
Texas  is  going  to  offer  an  amendment. 
Technically,  under  the  rules,  I  am  sup- 
posed to  manage  the  opposition.  But  I 
choose  today  to  designate,  if  he  will  as- 
sume the  responsibility.  Senator  ExON 
as  the  manager  in  opposition  to  the  Re- 
publican amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  appreciate  those  re- 
marks by  Senator  Domenici.  We  are 
prepared  to  cooperate  as  he  has  out- 
lined. If  I  understand  it  correctly,  we 
are  now  moving  back  and  forth,  and  we 
are  now  prepared  to  listen  to  the  begin- 
ning of  the  debate  on  what  I  under- 
stand is  called  the  Gramm  amendment. 
We  are  prepared  for  that  if  the  Chair  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  senior  Senator 
from  Texas. 

.■\.MEND.MENT  NO.  1123 

(Purpose:    Setting    forth    the    congressional 
budget  for  the  United  States  Government 
for  the   fiscal   years   1996.    1997.    1998.    1999. 
2000.  2001.  and  2002) 
Mr.    GRAMM.    Madam    President.    I 

send  an  amendment   to   the  desk  and 

ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm].  for 
himself.  Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Coverdell.  Mr. 
Craig.  Mr.  Faircloth.  Mr.  Grams.  Mr. 
Helms.  Mr.  Ke.mpthorne.  Mr.  Kyl.  Mr.  Lott, 
Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  McCain  and  Mr.  Smith,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1123. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  further  reading  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr  GRAMM.  Madam  President,  I 
have  offered  an  amendment  which  will 
reduce  Government  spending  from  the 
level  recommended  in  the  Senate  budg- 
et, that  will  include  the  heart  of  the 
tax  cuts  contained  in  the  Contract 
With  America,  and  that  will,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  bring  the  budget 
which  is  now  under  consideration  in 
the  Senate  into  line  with  the  budget 
that  has  already  been  adopted  in  the 
House. 

In  short,  if  the  amendment  that  I 
have  offered  is  adopted,  we  can  vir- 
tually guarantee  that  the  tax  cuts 
which  Republicans  across  the  land 
committed  to  in  the  1994  elections  will 
become  the  law  of  the  land. 

I  would  like  to  outline  what  this  de- 
bate is  about.  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  the  amendment.  I  would  like  to 


outline  what  the  amendment  does,  and 
then  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the 
issue  that  we  are  going  to  decide  when 
we  cast  a  vote  on  this  amendment. 

In  September  of  last  year  on  the 
north  plaza  of  the  Capitol  Building,  Re- 
publican candidates  for  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, in  fact,  every  Republican  chal- 
lenger in  the  country  that  was  running 
in  an  open  seat  or  against  a  Demo- 
cratic incumbent  except  one  who  could 
not  be  there  on  that  occasion,  gathered 
to  issue  to  America,  a  statement  that 
we  called  "7  more  in  '94." 

I  want  to  read  the  opening  part  of 
that  statement,  and  then  I  want  to 
refer  to  a  couple  of  things  in  it.  We 
said,  "We  pledge  to  the  American  peo- 
ple that  if  they  empower  us  as  a  major- 
ity in  the  U.S.  Senate  on  November  8. 
1994,  we  will  dedicate  ourselves  to  the 
adoption  of  these  legislative  prior- 
ities." Among  those  priorities,  we  had 
a  tax  exemption  for  children,  we  had 
the  reestablishment  of  individual  re- 
tirement accounts  for  families,  we  had 
the  reduction  of  the  capital  gains  tax 
rate,  and  the  indexing  of  capital  gains, 
and  we  pledged  to  repeal  the  earnings 
test  under  Social  Security. 

One  week  later,  as  everyone  in  Amer- 
ica now  knows.  Republican  candidates 
for  the  House  of  Representatives  gath- 
ered on  the  west  front  of  the  Capitol 
and  presented  their  Contract  With 
America  which  outlined  two  goals  as  it 
related  to  the  budget. 

One  goal  was  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  a  commitment  we  also  had 
made  1  week  earlier  on  the  northern 
approach  to  the  Capitol;  and  also  they 
outlined  a  comprehensive  program  to 
cut  taxes,  to  let  families  keep  more  of 
what  they  earn,  to  provide  incentives 
for  people  to  work  and  to  save  and  to 
invest. 

That  was  in  September  1994.  We  all 
know  that  the  American  people  on  No- 
vember 8  changed  American  Govern- 
ment in  the  most  sweeping  congres- 
sional election  since  1932.  We  won  a 
majority  in  both  Houses  of  Congress. 
The  House  of  Representatives,  good  to 
its  word,  not  only  made  promises  in 
the  campaign  but  they  fulfilled  each 
and  every  one  of  those  promises.  They 
adopted  a  budget  last  week  that  bal- 
anced the  Federal  budget  over  a  7-year 
period  and  that  mandated  tax  cuts  as 
they  had  outlined  in  the  Contract  With 
America. 

Now,  that  brings  the  Senate  to  this 
point  in  the  debate.  Where  we  are 
today  is  that  we  have  a  budget  before 
the  Senate  that  fulfills  half  the  fiscal 
commitments  we  made  that  September 
day.  We  have  before  the  Senate  a  budg- 
et that  over  a  7-year-period  limits  the 
growth  of  Government  spending  to  3.3 
percent  a  year,  down  from  an  average 
of  about  5.5  percent  a  year  growth  over 
the  previous  5  years,  down  from  about 
7.5  percent  growth  in  Government 
spending  since  1950. 

As  a  result  of  constraining  the 
growth   in  Government  spending,    the 
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budget  that  is  before  the  Senate  is  a 
budget  that  will  achieve  balance  over  a 
7-year-period. 

I  want  to  congratulate  Senator  Do- 
menici. I  want  to  congratulate  my  col- 
leagues for  having  achieved  half  of  the 
commitment  that  we  made  prior  to  the 
elections  in  1994. 

My  amendment  today  seeks  to 
achieve  the  other  half  of  those  commit- 
ments. Now.  what  is  the  difference  at 
this  moment  between  the  House  budget 
and  the  Senate  budget?  Stated  in  its 
most  simple  terms,  the  budget  that  we 
are  considering  in  the  Senate  spends 
$175  billion  more  on  nondefense  spend- 
ing programs  over  the  next  7  years 
than  the  budget  which  was  adopted  in 
the  House.  That  is  the  first  difference. 
Our  budget  spends  a  lot  more  money 
than  the  House  budget  spends,  on  non- 
defense  expenditures. 

The  second  difference  is  that  the 
budget  in  the  Senate  does  not  mandate 
a  tax  cut.  whereas  the  budget  in  the 
House  does. 

My  amendment  is  a  very  simple 
amendment.  What  my  amendment  does 
is  make  two  changes  in  spending.  No.  1, 
it  phases  in  the  reductions  in  the 
growth  of  spending  under  Medicaid  so 
that  while  Medicaid  expenditures  grow 
every  year  over  the  next  7  years,  and 
while  Medicaid  grows  faster  than  Gov- 
ernment spending  is  growing,  we  slow 
down  the  rate  of  growth  in  Medicaid 
more  quickly  under  the  substitute 
which  I  have  offered  than  under  the 
budget  that  is  currently  pending  before 
the  Senate. 

Many  people  believe  that  those  sav- 
ings are  not  only  achievable  but  desir- 
able. 

The  most  significant  change  in 
spending  that  I  have  proposed  in  this 
amendment  reduces  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending  below  the  level  con- 
tained in  the  budget  that  is  before  the 
Senate,  so  that  overall  we  are  spending 
$142  billion  less  under  my  amendment 
than  we  are  spending  in  the  budget 
that  is  currently  before  the  Senate. 

If  we  look  at  this  chart,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  shows  basically  what  the 
amendment  does  to  spending.  The  red 
line  is  a  line  that  shows  the  growth  of 
Government  spending  under  the  Do- 
menici budget;  that  growth  averages 
3.3  percent  a  year. 

What  my  amendment  does,  by  reduc- 
ing the  growth  of  discretionary  spend- 
ing, and  by  phasing  in  savings  in  Med- 
icaid more  quickly,  rather  than  grow- 
ing at  3.3  percent  a  year.  Government 
spending  would  grow  at  approximately 
3  percent  a  year.  Government  is  still 
spending  more  each  year  than  it  spent 
the  year  before,  but  not  spending  as 
much  as  it  would  have  spent  had  this 
amendment  not  been  adopted. 

This  amendment  then  provides  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  American  people. 
These  tax  cuts  basically  contain  the 
following  items:  A  $500  tax  credit  per 
child;  cutting  the  capital  gains  tax  rate 
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by  50  percent  and  indexing  it  for  infla- 
tion; estate  tax  relief  for  small  busi- 
ness and  small  farms;  faster  deprecia- 
tion through  expensing  for  small  busi- 
ness to  encourage  investment  in  small 
business  in  America;  beginning  the 
process  of  phasing  out  the  so-called 
marriage  penalty,  this  perverse  provi- 
sion in  the  Tax  Code  where  if  two  peo- 
ple with  incomes  meet,  fall  in  love,  and 
decide  to  get  married,  they  pay  the 
Government  as  much  as  $4,500  a  year— 
for  the  right  to  be  married— in  addi- 
tional taxes;  this  amendment  reestab- 
lishes individual  retirement  accounts 
for  all  Americans;  it  allows  spouses 
working  in  the  home  to  have  an  indi- 
vidual retirement  account  on  exactly 
the  same  basis  as  if  they  worked  out- 
side the  home;  it  allows  the  deduction 
with  a  credit  for  expenses  in  adopting  a 
child;  it  raises  the  threshold  for  the 
earnings  test  under  Social  Security  so 
that  if  senior  citizens  need  to  work  to 
supplement  their  income,  if  they  have 
the  ability  to  work,  they  can  do  it 
without  losing  Social  Security  in  the 
process;  and  finally,  if  someone  takes 
care  of  an  elderly  person  in  their  home, 
they  are  allowed  a  credit  for  part  of 
those  expenses. 

This,  in  essence,  is  the  tax  cut  that  is 
contained  in  the  House  budget  and  is 
the  heart  of  the  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica. 

Now,  let  me  take  on  the  issues  that 
are  going  to  be  raised.  There  are  going 
to  be  some  people  who  will  say,  "Look, 
let  us  balance  the  budget  before  we 
talk  about  tax  cuts." 

That  is  very  easy  to  respond  to.  We 
are  both  balancing  the  budget.  The  Do- 
menici budget  balances  the  budget, 
certifies  the  savings,  locks  them  in 
with  enforcement  mechanisms,  and  so 
does  the  amendment  I  have  offered  In 
terms  of  balancing  the  budget,  both 
amendments  will  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

What  my  amendment  does  is  spend 
less  money,  and  by  reducing  spending 
by  $142  billion  over  the  next  7  years, 
my  amendment  makes  it  possible  for 
us  to  adopt  as  part  of  the  reconcili- 
ation process  a  tax  cut.  fulfill  the  com- 
mitment we  made  in  the  campaign,  and 
to  do  something  more:  To  begin  the 
process  of  not  only  balancing  the  budg- 
et but  changing  who  is  doing  the  spend- 
ing in  America. 

The  debate  here  is  really  between 
those  who  say  we  want  the  Government 
to  spend  $142  billion  more,  in  the  Sen- 
ate, than  Government  spends  in  the 
House  budget,  and  those  who  support 
my  amendment  and  say  let  us  have  the 
Federal  Government  spend  $142  billion 
less  so  families  can  spend  more  of  their 
own  money  on  their  own  children,  so 
that  businesses  can  invest  more  of 
their  own  money  in  their  own  busi- 
nesses. 

I  know  there  are  those  who  will  say 
this  is  a  debate  about  how  much  money 
we  spend  on  children,  this  is  a  debate 
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about  how  much  money  we  spend  on 
education,  housing,  and  nutrition.  But 
this  is  not  a  debate  about  how  much 
money  we  spend  on  children.  It  is  not  a 
debate  about  how  much  money  is  spent 
on  nutrition  or  housing  or  education. 
It  is  a  debate  about  who  is  going  to  do 
the  spending. 

In  the  budget  that  is  before  us,  the 
Government  is  going  to  continue  to  do 
the  spending.  In  the  amendment  that  I 
have  offered,  the  family  will  do  the 
spending.  I  know  Government  and  I 
know  the  family  and  I  know  the  dif- 
ference. I  believe  if  the  American  fam- 
ily is  allowed  to  have  a  $500  tax  credit 
per  child  so  parents  can  spend  more  of 
their  own  money  on  their  own  children, 
on  their  own  future,  that  they  will  do 
a  better  job  in  spending  that  money 
than  the  Federal  Government  is  doing. 
In  the  House  they  propose  eliminat- 
ing public  funding  for  public  television. 
In  the  House,  they  propose  eliminating 
the  Federal  Department  of  Education. 
And  they  give  part  of  that  money  back 
to  parents,  to  let  parents  decide  how  it 
is  spent.  I  believe  that  is  a  clear  choice 
and  I  want  to  be  absolutely  certain 
that  people  know  that  we  can  make 
that  choice  in  this  amendment.  If  you 
want  families  to  spend  more  of  their 
own  money  rather  than  having  the 
Government  spend  it.  you  want  to  be 
for  this  amendment. 

Second,  this  amendment  cuts  the 
capital  gains  tax  rate,  provides  incen- 
tives for  investment,  and  I  know  there 
will  be  those  in  this  debate  who  will 
say  this  helps  rich  people.  "If  you  cut 
the  capital  gains  tax  rate,  rich  people 
are  going  to  exploit  the  situation  be- 
cause what  they  are  going  to  do  is  mo- 
bilize their  money;  they  are  going  to 
invest  it;  they  will  create  jobs.  But  if 
they  are  successful,  they  will  earn  prof- 
its. 

Welcome  to  America.  That  is  how  our 
system  works.  If  we  want  people  to  cre- 
ate jobs  there  has  to  be  an  incentive  to 
do  it.  I  do  not  understand  people  who 
love  jobs  but  hate  the  people  who  cre- 
ate them.  I  do  not  understand  how  we 
can  expect  people  to  make  investments 
and  take  risks,  and  yet  somehow  resent 
allowing  them  to  benefit  when  they  are 
successful  from  the  investments  they 
make  and  the  risks  they  take. 

As  I  listen  to  all  this  talk  about  rich 
people  versus  poor  people,  it  has  start- 
ed me  thinking  about  my  own  life's  ex- 
perience. I  have  been  blessed  in  having 
a  lot  of  jobs  in  my  life,  especially  when 
I  was  growing  up.  I  worked  as  a  peanut 
processor.  I  worked  in  a  cabinet  shop,  I 
worked  in  a  boat  factory,  in  addition  to 
all  the  jobs  we  all  had  working  in  a 
grocery  store,  throwing  a  newspaper. 
No  poor  person  ever  hired  me  in  my 
life.  Every  job  I  ever  got  in  my  life.  I 
got  because  somebody  beat  me  to  the 
bottom  rung  of  the  economic  ladder, 
climbed  up,  saved  his  money,  invested 
it  wisely,  and  made  it  possible  for 
someone  like  me  to  get  my  foot  on  the 
bottom  rung  of  the  economic  ladder. 


ViThat  my  amendment  seeks  to  do,  by 
cutting  the  capital  gains  tax  rate  and 
by  providing  incentives  for  people  to 
work  and  to  save  and  to  invest,  is  to 
guarantee  that  tens  of  millions  of  addi- 
tional young  Americans  will  get  an  op- 
portunity to  put  their  foot  on  the  bot- 
tom rung  of  the  economic  ladder  and 
start  climbing  up  themselves.  By  cut- 
ting discretionary  spending  we  have 
the  opportunity  to  cut  programs  where 
Government  is  subsidizing  business 
and,  instead,  cut  the  capital  gains  tax 
rate  and  provide  investment  incentives 
so  that  investment  decisions  are  not 
made  by  the  Government  but  where  in- 
vestment decisions  are  made  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  of  the  economy. 

Some  people  are  going  to  say,  "Look, 
we  ought  to  forget  this  $500  tax  credit 
per  child  because  it  is  not  enough 
money  to  make  any  difference."  For  a 
two-child  family,  this  $500  tax  credit  is 
going  to  mean  that  family  is  going  to 
get  to  keep  $1,000  more  every  year  of 
what  they  earn  to  invest  in  their  own 
children.  That  may  not  be  much  money 
in  Washington.  DC,  but  in  Texas,  where 
I  am  from,  the  ability  of  a  family  to 
spend  $1,000  more  of  its  own  money  on 
its  own  children  is  real  money.  The 
fact  that  that  is  not  real  money  in 
Washington.  DC,  tells  you  something 
about  the  problems  that  we  have  in 
Washington,  DC.  I  think  these  are 
changes  we  need  to  make. 

So  here  is  the  choice  we  are  about. 
The  choice  is  this.  The  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  controlled  Govern- 
ment spending,  and  using  the  words  we 
use  in  Washington,  cut  Government 
spending.  Even  though  spending  grows 
every  year  in  their  budget,  it  just  does 
not  grow  as  fast  as  it  would  have  grown 
had  they  not  changed  policies.  But  in 
the  House,  they  spent  roughly  $175  bil- 
lion less  on  nondefense  spending  than 
the  budget  that  we  are  now  considering 
in  the  Senate.  My  amendment  simply 
cuts  spending  by  roughly  that  amount 
and  gives  that  money  back  to  parents 
to  invest  in  their  own  children,  cuts 
the  capital  gains  tax  rate,  encourages 
savings  and  investment  by  changing 
the  tax  code  so  that  rather  than  the 
Government  spending  this  $175  billion, 
it  can  be  spent  in  the  private  sector, 
where  families  and  businesses  are  mak- 
ing the  decisions  instead  of  the  Govern- 
ment. 

This  is  not  a  debate  about  balancing 
the  budget.  Both  budgets  balance  the 
budget.  This  is  not  a  debate  about 
spending  money  on  children  or  invest- 
ing in  businesses.  Both  budgets  do 
that.  But  it  is  a  debate  about  who  is 
going  to  do  the  spending.  Under  my 
amendment,  families  will  do  more 
spending  and  the  Government  will  do 
less  spending.  Under  my  amendment. 
Government  will  make  fewer  invest- 
ment decisions  and  private  business 
will  make  more  investment  decisions. 
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Not  only  do  I  believe  this  is  good  pol- 
icy, I  think  it  is  important  for  two  rea- 
sons. One  is  economic  and  one  is  politi- 
cal. 

Economically,  I  think  the  economy  is 
beginning  to  soften.  Economically.  I 
think  we  are  beginning  to  feel,  now. 
the  impact  of  the  tax  increase  that  was 
adopted  2  years  ago. 

I  think  the  impact  is  being  felt  on 
the  American  economy,  and  I  think  we 
are  beginning  to  see  troublesome  signs 
in  the  economy.  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant, as  part  of  this  budget,  because 
we  want  it  to  work  and  we  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  that  we  as  part  of  this 
budget  provide  incentives  for  private 
investment.  As  Government  does  less. 
it  is  important  that  we  give  parents 
the  ability  to  do  more  by  letting  them 
keep  more  of  their  own  money.  It  is 
important,  as  Government  does  less, 
that  we  provide  incentives  for  business 
to  do  more  in  creating  jobs  and  growth 
and  opportunity. 

I  think  that  is  especially  true  given 
that  we  are  going  to  reform  the  welfare 
system  and  we  are  going  to  ask  mil- 
lions of  people  to  get  out  of  the  welfare 
wagon  and  help  the  rest  of  us  pull.  Cut- 
ting the  capital  gains  tax  rate,  provid- 
ing incentives  for  investment  and 
growth  I  think  is  a  vital  part  of  this. 

Finally,  we  had  an  election.  We  all 
see  the  results  of  that  election.  We 
have  a  Republican  majority.  We  have 
54  Republicans  in  the  Senate.  We  have 
a  Republican  majority  in  the  House  for 
the  first  time  in  40  years.  We  won  that 
election  based  on  commitments  that 
we  made  to  the  American  people,  and 
in  terms  of  the  budget  we  committed 
to  do  two  things.  No.  1  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget.  That  is  a  commitment 
on  which  we  are  clearly  going  to  de- 
liver But  we  also  committed  to  reduce 
spending  further  so  that  families  can 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn  and  so 
that  businesses  can  make  more  invest- 
ment decisions  to  create  more  jobs, 
more  growth,  more  opportunity  for  our 
people.  That  is  a  commitment  that  we 
are  not  going  to  fulfill  unless  we  adopt 
this  amendment. 

Finally,  before  I  yield  the  floor  and 
allow  the  opposition  to  speak  and  begin 
to  recognize  our  colleagues  who  are  co- 
sponsors  to  the  amendment,  let  me  say 
this.  I  know  there  are  others  who  are 
talking  about  cutting  a  deal — com- 
promising, coming  up  with  a  tem- 
porary tax  cut.  I  think  if  we  are  going 
to  change  America,  if  we  are  going  to 
change  Government  policy,  we  have  to 
stop  cutting  deals  in  Washington,  DC. 
We  promised  that  we  would  do  this  in 
the  election.  As  chairman  of  the  Re- 
publican senatorial  committee,  I  went 
all  over  the  country  and  with  Repub- 
lican candidates  everywhere  commit- 
ted to  this  program,  and  so  did  others 
of  our  colleagues  on  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle. 

Now  we  come  down  to  the  moment  of 
truth.  There  are  many  who  say,  look,  it 


was  hard  enough  balancing  the  budget. 
This  was  excruciatingly  painful.  This 
was  difficult.  We  do  not  want  to  go  the 
final  step  to  live  up  to  what  we  com- 
mitted in  the  election. 

I  think  that  is  a  mistake.  I  think 
America  will  be  richer  and  freer  and 
happier  if  we  do  it.  It  is  not  only  the 
right  thing  to  do  economically,  it  is 
the  right  thing  to  do  because  we  com- 
mitted to  do  it. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  our  time. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
spent  a  lot  of  time  discussing  the  basic 
unfairness  of  the  tax  cut  proposed  by 
some  Members  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  The  American  people  are  wise  to 
Republican  tax  shenanigans  that  bene- 
fit the  wealthiest  in  this  Nation.  The 
amendment  that  has  just  been  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Texas  embraces 
the  unworkable  and  unrealistic  tax  cut 
described  by  Speaker  Gingrich  as, 
"The  heart  and  soul,  the  crown  jewel  of 
the  Contract  With  America." 

It  is  a  phony  jewel  at  best  and  a  very 
deceptive  one.  I  hasten  to  suggest.  The 
plain  fact  is  that  we  cannot  afford  a 
tax  cut,  and  there  should  not  be  one  in 
this  budget  if  we  are  going  to  balance 
the  budget.  Our  primary  goal,  the  goal 
that  the  American  people  overwhelm- 
ingly endorse,  should  be  to  reduce  the 
deficit.  A  tax  cut  like  the  one  in  the 
House  Contract  With  America  would 
only  add  to  the  problem  by  forcing  us 
to  make  even  deeper  and  more  painful 
spending  cuts. 

Poll  after  poll  has  shown  that  voters 
want  Congress  to  get  the  Nation's  fis- 
cal house  in  order  by  balancing  the 
budget,  not  by  cutting  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  just  spent  the 
majority  of  Friday  and  Monday  talking 
about  the  draconian  impact  of  the  Re- 
publican budget  cuts.  Those  cuts  are  in 
Medicare,  and  lower  income  bene- 
ficiaries are  all  going  to  suffer.  We  also 
talked  about  Medicare  cuts  and  the 
cuts  to  education,  the  cuts  to  the  EITC 
program,  the  cuts  to  veterans  pro- 
grams, and  the  cuts  to  agriculture.  But 
no  matter  how  the  deficit  is  elimi- 
nated, the  fact  is  that  achieving  bal- 
ance is  an  extraordinarily  difficult  and 
painful  task.  It  requires  more  than  $1 
trillion  in  spending  cuts — cuts  that 
have  a  real  impact  on  real  people.  Add- 
ing tax  cuts  to  the  mix  would  only  en- 
sure that  the  pain  goes  even  deeper. 
And  in  this  budget  that  translates  to 
even  harsher  treatment  for  our  seniors, 
our  schools  and  education,  our  chil- 
dren, and  the  least  well  off  in  our  soci- 
ety. 

There  has  also  been  a  great  deal  of 
talk  in  this  Chamber  especially  about 
the  so-called  economic  bonus  that  will 
magically  occur  if  this  budget  is  en- 


acted. According  to  CBO,  it  would  be 
possible  for  a  total  of  some  S170  billion 
over  the  next  7  years  and  balloon  to 
$356  billion  over  10  years  if  those  fig- 
ures work  out — if  those  figures  work 
out.  The  bonus  has  become  the  financ- 
ing source  for  the  tax  cuts  being  advo- 
cated by  our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle.  If  this  bonus  does  occur — 
and  I  think  that  point  is  very  debat- 
able— I  submit  there  are  many  better 
purposes  to  which  it  could  and  should 
be  put.  In  fact,  the  driving  force  behind 
the  Democratic  amendments  center  on 
this  very  issue. 

The  question  is  very  simple:  Should 
any  economic  bonus  be  reserved  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  best  off  in  our  society  or 
should  it  be  used  to  soften  the  blows  of 
some  of  the  extraordinarily  harsh  cuts 
that  will  be  meted  out  under  the  plan? 
Our  position  is  very  simple;  we  cannot 
afford  a  tax  cut.  It  makes  the  job  of 
balancing  the  budget  just  that  much 
more  difficult  and  disproportionately 
unfair. 

Furthermore,  in  the  event  that  an 
economic  bonus  or  surplus  should  ac- 
crue as  a  result  of  the  painful  choices 
that  are  being  made,  this  bonus  should 
be  used  to  lessen  the  pain  of  those  cuts 
rather  than  a  tax  cut  and  thus  better 
assuring  a  realistic  balanced  budget  by 
a  day  certain. 

That  is  where  we  stand,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  that  is  where  the  American 
people  stand,  too.  That  is  where  realis- 
tic and  reasonable  people  stand.  I  cer- 
tainly strongly  recommend  that  we 
disapprove  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
S.MITH).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  if  we  go 
back  and  forth 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Let  me  respond  very 
briefly  and  then  I  would  yield  to  Sen- 
ator Gr.ams. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  first  say  that 
the  amendment  I  have  offered  cuts 
spending  by  another  $142  billion  to 
make  it  possible  for  us  to  let  families 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn  and  to 
provide  incentives  for  businesses  to  in- 
vest their  own  money  in  their  own  fu- 
ture and  generate  jobs. 

I  hear  our  colleagues  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  of  the  aisle  talking  about 
difficult  choices.  I  am  not  aware  that  a 
single  one  of  them  plans  to  make  a  sin- 
gle difficult  choice,  and  these  are  dif- 
ficult choices  being  made  by  Repub- 
licans. Their  proposal  is  that  if  we 
make  the  difficult  choices  so  that  we 
balance  the  budget,  if  any  benefit 
should  accrue  from  that  we  allow  Gov- 
ernment to  spend  the  benefits.  Our  pro- 
posal is  that  if  we  make  the  tough 
choices  and  benefits  accrue  as  a  result 
of  those  tough  choices  in  lower  interest 
rates  and  higher  growth  because  we 
have  balanced  the  budget,  because  the 


Government  is  not  borrowing  half  of 
all  the  money  that  is  loaned  in  Amer- 
ica, we  give  that  money  back  to  the 
people  who  earned  the  money  to  begin 
with,  the  people  who  do  the  work,  pay 
the  taxes,  and  pull  the  wagon. 

So  I  do  not  think  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  two  visions  for  the  future 
that  we  are  debating  here  could  be  any 
clearer. 

I  do  not  think  the  American  people 
believe  that  the  tax  cuts  adopted  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  unreason- 
able or  unworkable.  I  do  not  think  the 
American  people  think  that  the  idea  of 
letting  families  spend  more  of  their 
own  money  by  having  Government 
spend  less  of  it  is  an  unrealistic  or  un- 
workable idea.  In  fact,  it  has  worked  in 
reverse  for  40  years.  The  average  fam- 
ily in  1950.  with  two  children,  sent  $1 
out  of  every  $50  it  earned  to  Washing- 
ton. Today,  it  is  sending  $1  out  of  every 
$4. 

I  am  just  proposing  to  take  a  very 
small  step  back  in  the  right  direction 
for  a  change. 

I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Minnesota,  Sen- 
ator Gr.wls. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  And  I  want  to  thank  him 
very  much  for  giving  me  the  time  on 
this  amendment,  and  also  give  a  lot  of 
credit  to  the  Senator  from  Texas  for 
bringing  this  amendment  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  strong 
and  passionate  statements  from  my 
colleagues  on  the  subject  of  the  $500 
per-child  tax  credit  and  other  tax  re- 
ductions. 

But  there  is  one  thing  we  have  not 
heard. 

We  have  not  heard  from  the  people 
themselves,  those  who  would  benefit 
most  from  tax  relief,  those  who  pay  the 
bills— that  is,  the  middle-class  Ameri- 
cans who  work  every  day — and  a  lot  of 
nights  and  weekends,  too — just  trying 
to  make  a  better  life  for  themselves, 
their  children,  their  families. 

And  the.y  do  it  at  the  same  time  they 
are  paying  more  and  more  taxes  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

Who  is  speaking  up  for  them?  Who  is 
speaking  up  for  the  taxpayers? 

As  their  elected  representatives,  it  is 
supposed  to  be  us.  But  sometimes  I  am 
not  so  sure  we  are. 

November  was  only  6  months  ago,  but 
in  a  city  where  the  headline-making 
political  promises  of  yesterday  too 
often  end  up  lining  the  bottom  of  the 
bird  cage,  the  message  of  November  al- 
ready seems  to  have  been  forgotten  by 
many  of  us  in  the  Senate. 

And  so,  if  not  us,  who  is  speaking  up 
for  the  taxpayers? 

Believe  me,  Mr.  President,  they  may 
not  be  here  to  speak  for  themselves, 
but  they  have  a  voice  in  this  debate, 
and  they  have  a  right  to  be  heard 
today. 

Fortunately,  the  taxpayers  in  my 
State  of  Minnesota  are  prolific  letter- 


writers.  And,  thanks  to  their  letters, 
some  of  which  I  have  brought  with  me 
to  the  floor,  they  will  be  heard  today. 

And  this  is  just  a  very  small  sample 
but  a  representation  of  what  I  have  re- 
ceived in  the  mail. 

Listen  carefully— their  thoughtful 
words  reflect  a  deep  dissatisfaction 
with  the  status  quo  in  Washington. 

Listen  to  Ralph  Krasky  of  Minneapo- 
lis: 

We  are  just  being  killed  in  taxes.  We  both 
work  and  all  we  do  is  save  for  April  15.  Let 
us  keep  what  we  make.  After  all.  it  is  not 
the  government's  money.  It  is  our  money. 

Or  listen  to  Elaine  Haataja,  53  years 
old  and  living  in  Menagha. 

She  lost  her  husband  to  cancer  a  year 
ago: 

I  am  very  angry  at  our  Federal  and  State 
tax  system.  I  had  no  choice  but  to  go  to  work 
for  $5  an  hour  to  support  myself  and  keep  up 
the  taxes  and  insurance  on  my  house  and 
car. 

■'I  receive  $700  a  month  from  my  husband's 
pension,  which  Isn't  enough  a  month  to  pay 
utilities  and  insurance  plus  the  upkeep  on 
the  house  and  my  old  car.  And  now  I  have  to 
pay  $1,100  for  Federal  and  State  taxes 

The  frustration  is  real,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, in  Minneapolis,  in  Menagha.  and 
every  town  in  between.  People  feel  as  if 
their  own  Government  has  let  them 
down;  that  somehow  Government  has 
gotten  off  the  right  track. 

"I  urge  you  to  continue  to  cut  taxes 
and  cut  spending  and  cut  the  Federal 
bureaucracy,"  writes  Ralph  Grant  of 
Rockford,  MN. 

"There  is  more  than  enough  waste 
and  fraud  and  pork  and  duplication  in 
the  Federal  budget  to  sustain  a  severe 
reduction  without  affecting  any  nec- 
essary and  required  services." 

Minnetrista  residents  Kathy  and 
Gary  Hejna  agree: 

We  believe  this  country  was  built  with 
hard  work  and  sacrifice,  not  sympathy  and 
handouts. 

We  also  believe  that  we  can  spend  this 
money  more  effectively  than  the  Govern- 
ment, who  has  only  succeeded  in  creating  a 
permanent,  dependent  welfare  class  with  our 
money  over  the  last  40  years. 

Any  bill  that  takes  money  away  from  the 
Government  and  gives  it  to  the  families,  the 
basic  unit  of  society,  can  only  benefit  every- 
one in  this  country. 

With  seven  children,  Kathy  and  Gary 
would  receive  a  tax  credit  of  $3,500 
every  year  under  the  Gramm  amend- 
ment. 

Think  what  a  difference  an  extra 
$3,500  could  mean  for  a  family. 

It  could  mean  health  insurance,  a 
special  education  for  a  gifted  child,  or 
simple  necessities  like  groceries  and 
clothing. 

Think  how  the  $500  par-child  tax 
credit  could  strengthen  the  American 
family. 

Kathleen  and  William  Bart  of  Rose- 
ville  have  given  it  a  lot  of  thought.  "A 
$500  Federal  tax  credit  for  each  depend- 
ent is  not  a  Federal  hand-out,"  they 
write,  "but  would  allow  parents  to 
keep    more    of   the    money    that    they 


make  and  to  use  it  to  care  for  their 
own  children. 

"A  $500  Federal  tax  credit  for  each 
dependent  would  unquestionably 
strengthen  many  families — especially 
middle-class  and  economically-dis- 
advantaged  families." 

Lori  Brandt,  who  lives  in  Plymouth, 
MN,  has  thought  about  it,  too.  "Fami- 
lies desperately  need  a  break  today," 
she  says,  "and  tax  relief  is  long  over- 
due." 

From  Duluth  came  this  letter  by  Jus- 
tin Black.  'So  many  families  starting 
out  these  days  are  as  poor  as  dirt  be- 
cause they  have  to  pay  so  much  taxes 
when  they  haven't  had  the  time  to 
barely  start  their  lives. 

"They  need  a  break  like  this  tax  bill 
so  they  can  afford  to  raise  a  healthy 
family.  Remember:  they're  the  hope  for 
the  next  generation  and  they  need  to 
have  a  strong  family  life  to  take  over 
where  the  last  generation  left  off." 

"My  husband.  Jay.  is  an  executive 
with  a  small  manufacturing  business 
and  I  am  a  mother  and  homemaker,  as 
well  as  teacher  to  our  two  small  chil- 
dren," says  Patty  Meacham  of  Audu- 
bon, MN,  in  her  letter  to  my  office. 

"We  are  helping  to  support  Jay's  69- 
year-old-mother,  because  we  don't  feel 
the  government  should  be  responsible 
for  every  person  within  our  borders. 

"Tax  cuts  would  enable  us  to  do 
much  more  Grandma,  and  perhaps  she 
could  get  off  the  rolls  of  iieople  accept- 
ing rent  assistance. 

"It  is  no  source  of  pride  for  us  that 
she  has  to  go  to  a  government  agency 
for  help,  but  how  can  we  do  what  is 
right  for  her,  when  we  are  so  greatly 
strapi)ed  by  the  tax  burden  placed  upon 
us?" 

A  young  couple  from  Coon  Rapids 
tried  to  buy  a  new  home  to  fulfill  the 
American  dream,  only  to  learn  after 
meeting  with  their  realtor  that  they 
simply  could  not  afford  to  do  it  on 
their  own. 

"I  have  finally  reached  the  point  of 
complete  frustration  and  anger  over 
the  amount  of  taxes  being  deducted 
from  my  check  each  month."  said  their 
letter. 

"When  we  got  home  that  evening  my 
husband  and  I  sat  down  with  our  check- 
book and  our  bills  and  tried  to  deter- 
mine what  we  were  doing  wrong.  After 
taking  everything  into  consideration 
we  determined  that  we  weren't  spend- 
ing our  money  foolishly. 

"The  only  real  problem  we  found  was 
when  we  looked  at  our  paycheck  stubs 
and  actually  realized  how  much  of  our 
income  was  going  to  pay  for  taxes. 

"It  saddens  me  to  think  of  how  hard 
my  husband  and  I  work  and  how  much 
time  we  have  to  spend  away  from  our 
daughter  to  be  at  work  *  *  *  and  we 
still  cannot  'reach  the  American 
dream.' " 

The  $500  per-child  tax  credit  would 
help  families  like  Natalie's  realize 
their  dreams.  And  Minnesotans  know  it 
will  help  the  economy,  too. 
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David  Clark,  a  taxpayer  from  Eden 
Praine  writes:  --Taxation  is  an  awe- 
some burden  in  the  U.S.  today,  and  it 
is  sucking  away  resources  from  the 
economy  that  could  be  used  to  create 
jobs  and  opportunities  for  everyone,  in- 
cluding the  poor. 

•-I  urge  you  to  use  the  new  Repub- 
lican majority  to  enact  the  legislation 
needed  to  get  the  Government  off  our 
backs." 

Walter  Wilder,  a  doctor  from  Edina. 
writes:  -Tax  cuts  will  help  to  balance 
the  budget  by  stimulating  growth. 
bringing  in  more  income,  including 
from  the  high-income  people." 

And  J.  Randy  Brown  of  Oakdale  says: 
"I  agree  with  your  position  that  tax 
cuts  are  also  a  necessary  part  of  the 
overall  budget  solution.  Reduced  taxes 
will  result  in  renewed  growth,  job-cre- 
atmg.  and  the  result  of  that  would  be 
increased  revenues." 

Mr.  President,  if  it  were  up  to  the 
American  people,  we  would  have  tax  re- 
lief, and  the  vote  would  not  even  be 
close. 

The  House  heard  the  people  and 
passed  its  budget  last  week,  with  the 
$500  per-child  tax  credit  as  its  center- 
piece. 

But  now  it  is  our  turn.  The  American 
people  are  not  sure  we  are  up  to  the 
task.  And  I  am  afraid  they  may  be 
right. 

"I  just  finished  my  '94  taxes.  What  a 
disappointment.  ■  writes  Tim  Hulst  of 
New  Hope. 

•The  government  can't  seem  to  get 
enough  of  my  money.  Last  year.  I 
worked  two  jobs — seven  days  per 
week— and  my  wife  worked  full  time  to 
try  and  support  ourselves  and  three 
children. 

-After  all  we've  paid  in,  we  still  owe 
Sl.OOO  more.  Please  convince  your  fel- 
low Senators  how  important  it  is  to 
cut  taxes.  I  wonder  sometimes  if  the 
Republicans  in  the  Senate  really  get 
it." 

Dean  Fairbrother  of  Minneapolis  has 
the  same  concerns.  -'The  status-quo, 
too-cautious  approach  exemplified  by 
many  of  the  senior  members  of  the  Re- 
publican Senate  caucus  is  unaccept- 
able. Keep  pushing  for  family  tax  re- 
lief. "  he  urged. 

•-Ignore  the  tired  lamentations  com- 
ing from  the  Old  Bulls.  They  are 
wrong— you.  me.  and  the  majority  of 
Americans  pleading  for  such  relief  are 
dead  right." 

The  letter-writer  who  leveled  the 
harshest  criticism  at  this  Chamber  is 
Folkert  Breitsma  of  Maple  Grove,  who 
writes: 

"It  is  a  disgrace  to  see  billions  of  our 
money  squandered  by  politicians  who 
are  out  of  touch  with  real  life  and  have 
the  audacity  to  say  that  the  national 
government  can  be  entrusted  with  the 
money — that  they  know  what  is  good 
for  us. 

■"I  have  watched  the  Senate  stone- 
wall  most   of  the   initiatives  brought 


forth  by  the  House.  It  is  defended  by 
the  Senators  as  being  'more  deliberate' 
and  'take  time  to  study  the  initia- 
tives.' 

"However  it  is  promoted.  I  see  it  as 
stonewalling  by  a  group  of  people  that 
do  not  have  a  clear  vision  of  what  they 
want  to  achieve  and  have  the  arro- 
gance to  claim  they  know  what  is  best 
for  the  country." 

Those  are  strong  words — not  my 
words,  but  words  in  which  I  find  a  good 
deal  of  truth. 

But  there  is  hope.  Mr.  President — the 
hope  offered  by  the  $500  per-child  tax 
credit  we  debate  today. 

Mr.  President,  look  what  the  $500 
per-child  tax  credit  could  do  for  the 
Minnesotans  who  wrote  asking  for  our 
help: 

We  would  return  $1.4  million  to  the 
people  of  Wadena  County,  home  of 
Elaine  Haataja;  we  would  return  $48.7 
million  to  the  people  of  Ramsey  Coun- 
ty, home  of  the  Bart  Family:  $3  million 
to  Becker  County,  home  of  the 
Meacham  Family;  $20.8  million  to 
Washington  County,  home  of  the 
Browns;  and  $101.5  million  would  be  re- 
turned to  Hennepin  County,  which  the 
Brandts,  the  Breitsmas,  the  Kraskys, 
the  Hulsts,  and  the  Fairbrothers  call 
home. 

By  passing  the  $500  per-child  tax 
credit,  we  would  return  $500  million  to 
Minnesota  families — $25  billion  annu- 
ally to  families  across  America. 

We  have  heard  what  the  people  have 
to  say.  I  think  the  question,  again,  is 
who  is  speaking  up  for  the  taxpayers? 

As  I  close,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
remark  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Nebraska  said  a  few  moments  ago  the 
tax  cut  would  more  deeply  increase  the 
pain  to  balance  the  budget.  The  pain  of 
the  tax  burden  on  this  country  s  fami- 
lies is  growing  more  and  more,  and 
they  are  demanding  and  asking  for  tax 
relief. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port and  adopt  the  Gramm  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  what  I  am 
hearing  in  the  Senate  today  is  almost 
word  for  word  what  I  heard  in  the  early 
1980's:  Give  the  people  a  tax  cut  and  do 
not  worry  about  the  deficit.  We  are  for 
tax  cuts,  too,  but  only  after  we  get  our 
deficit  under  control. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  my  colleague 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  cer- 
tainly thank  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, and  I  want  to  say  I  admire  how 
straightforward  the  Senator  from 
Texas  is  with  his  amendment  and  his 
approach.  He  lays  it  right  on  the  line. 
He  believes  we  can  afford  at  this  point 
a  $350  billion  tax  cut  and  still  balance 
the  budget. 


In  fact.  I  appreciate  the  candor  of  the 
whole  Republican  contract  in  admit- 
ting that  this  really  is  the  centerpiece, 
this  is  the  crown  jewel  of  the  Repub- 
lican contract,  as  stated  by  the  Speak- 
er and  as  stated  by  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

I  was  amazed  when  they  first  came 
up  with  that  formulation.  Of  all  the 
different  things  you  could  pick  from 
the  Republican  contract:  regulatory  re- 
form, trying  to  get  the  Government  off 
our  back;  line-item  veto;  the  balanced 
budget  amendment— for  a  moment  I 
thought  that  was  the  crown  jewel  of 
the  Republican  contract — the  issue  of 
unfunded  mandates  we  already  dealt 
with;  issues  having  to  do  with  Con- 
gress, living  by  the  rules  that  it  cre- 
ates for  others.  All  of  these  things  are 
apparently  swept  aside  when  it  comes 
to  the  importance  of  delivering  a  tax 
cut  at  this  time  even  though  this  coun- 
try has  reached  a  $5  trillion  debt  and  a 
deficit  that  has  only  recently  been 
brought  down  through  the  efforts  of 
the  Clinton  administration. 

So  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  This  is  the  key  amendment  on 
this  whole  issue.  The  Senator  says  that 
the  tax  cut  is  the  heart  of  the  Contract 
With  America.  Well,  this  is  the  test:  Is 
your  heart  with  the  tax  cuts  or  is  your 
heart  with  deficit  reduction?  You  can- 
not have  it  both  ways,  and  this  is  the 
test  and  this  is  what  the  American  peo- 
ple are  looking  for. 

What  is  very  unfortunate  is  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  fails  to  tell  what 
this  amendment  really  does.  It  takes 
$170  billion  that  is  already  in  the  budg- 
et resolution,  adds  that  much  again, 
makes  the  cuts  deeper  for  the  various 
programs  that  are  going  to  be  cut,  and 
you  know  what,  Mr.  President,  it  still 
does  not  balance  the  budget  in  the  vear 
2002.  unless  you  take  the  money  of  So- 
cial Security. 

This  is  not  a  balanced  budget  in  the 
first  place.  Mr.  President,  and  this 
amendment  will  only  make  it  worse. 
Do  not  let  anyone  on  the  Republican 
side  kid  you.  this  budget  resolution 
does  not  balance  the  budget  in  the  year 
2002.  unless  you  take  the  money  from 
Social  Security.  So  this  amendment 
cannot  possibly  solve  that  problem. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  talks  about 
two  visions.  He  sees  this  as  all  about 
whether  we  are  going  to  return  the 
money  to  the  people.  But  that  is  not 
what  the  November  8  election  was  all 
about.  I  think  both  in  1992  and  1994.  the 
American  people  spoke  with  a  very 
clear  voice.  They  did  not  call  for  tax 
cuts.  They  said  get  rid  of  the  Federal 
deficit,  get  rid  of  the  huge  interest  pay- 
ments we  have  to  pay  on  the  debt,  do 
not  saddle  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children with  this  deficit.  That  was  the 
message  in  1992  and  it  was  the  message 
in  1994.  It  is  not  a  partisan  message. 
People  are  just  saying,  clean  up  the 
mess  that  was  made  in  the  1980's  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  just  re- 
ferred to. 
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The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  make  the  mess  much 
worse.  It  would  say  that  even  though 
all  these  deep  cuts  are  being  made  in  so 
many  important  human  programs,  we 
still  have  $350  billion  in  spare  change 
around  for  tax  cuts.  I  do  not  think  any- 
one out  there  really  believes  that. 

Let  me  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Texas  that  this  should  not  be  about 
class  warfare.  I  support  neither  the 
Senator's  proposal  nor  the  proposal  for 
a  tax  cut  in  the  budget  resolution,  nor 
do  I  support  the  President's  proposal 
for  a  much  tinier  tax  cut.  I  say  we  can- 
not do  any  of  it.  and  there  is  a  mod- 
erate bipartisan  coalition  in  this  body 
of  Republicans  and  Democrats  alike 
who  say  just  get  rid  of  all  the  tax  cuts; 
whatever  we  have  to  reduce  spending 
with,  let  us  use  that  money  to  reduce 
the  deficit. 

You  know,  Mr.  President,  my  biggest 
concern  is  not  this  amendment.  This 
amendment  is  going  down  to  defeat,  I 
am  happy  to  say.  The  crown  jewel  of 
the  Republican  contract  will  be  sound- 
ly defeated  on  the  floor  of  this  Senate 
in  a  very  short  while.  The  Speaker's 
crown  jewel  will  be  gone.  The  $350  bil- 
lion is  not  going  to  be  voted  by  this 
body.  We  will  defeat  the  crown  jewel  of 
the  Republican  contract.  But  I  will 
say,  Mr.  President,  that  this  is  a  stalk- 
ing horse  to  make  the  $170  billion  that 
is  already  in  the  budget  resolution  look 
moderate.  We  also  cannot  afford  that, 
and  we  will  have  amendments  later  to 
deal  with  this.  If  I  may  have  1  addi- 
tional minute? 

Mr.  EXON.  Thirty  seconds.  If  I  give 
you  another  minute,  there  will  not  be 
enough.  Thirty  seconds. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member  very  much. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment,  more 
than  anything  else,  offends  the  com- 
mon sense  of  the  American  people — 
they  know  better  than  we  do — if  we 
vote  for  this.  It  offends  them  because 
they  know  darn  well  you  cannot  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  spend  $350  billion 
on  tax  cuts  and  tell  them  it  is  going  to 
work.  It  does  not  work.  It  is  phony  and 
it  should  be  defeated. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has  ex- 
pired. The  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  know 
it  breaks  the  hearts  of  our  colleagues, 
but  in  this  amendment,  I  am  proposing 
cutting  Government  spending,  their 
precious  programs,  so  that  families  can 
spend  their  own  money  on  their  own 
children  on  their  own  future,  and  in- 
vest in  their  own  businesses.  If  that 
violates  common  sense.  I  think  it  says 
there  is  a  difference  between  common 
sense  in  Washington.  DC.  and  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  as  compared  to 
common  sense  around  every  kitchen 
table  in  the  kitchen  of  every  working 
family  in  America. 


I  yield  8  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana.  Senator  Coats. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  fellow  Senator  from  Texas.  Senator 
Gramm,  for  yielding,  and  I  rise  today  in 
very  strong  support  of  his  amendment, 
which  has  the  courage  to  confront  an 
issue  that  I  believe  is  essential  to  our 
future:  The  preservation  of  the  Amer- 
ican family. 

The  amendment  before  us  strength- 
ens— not  weakens — strengthens  the 
budget  resolution  by  recognizing  that 
cutting  budgets  and  cutting  taxes  are 
part  of  the  same  movement  in  Amer- 
ica, a  movement  to  limit  our  Govern- 
ment and  empower  our  people. 

These  twin  goals.  I  contend,  are  not 
inconsistent.  They  are  inseparable,  and 
we  can  prove  our  commitment  to  both 
if  we  are  willing  to  cut  Federal  spend- 
ing just  an  additional  three-tenths  of  1 
percent.  Let  us  understand  that.  These 
two  goals  are  not  incompatible  if  Mem- 
bers are  willing  to  take  three-tenths  of 
1  percent  more  in  Federal  programs 
and  apply  it  as  a  return  to  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

While  I  support  the  progrowth  and 
savings  provisions  provided  in  this 
amendment,  in  the  limited  time  I  have, 
I  would  like  to  focus  my  remarks  on 
the  profamily  elements  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Opponents  have  argued  that  the  only 
way  to  help  children  is  to  maintain 
record  high  levels  of  Federal  spending 
on  every  Government  program.  But 
there  is  a  better  wa.y.  What  we  are  ask- 
ing today  is  simply,  who  is  better  in- 
formed and  who  is  more  compassionate 
to  make  choices  in  the  interest  of  our 
children,  the  Federal  Government  or 
Americas  families?  Can  there  be  any 
serious  debate  on  how  that  question  is 
answered? 

The  lessons  that  we  have  learned 
from  decades  of  social  spending  are 
clear:  Government  programs  have  prov- 
en incapable  of  fighting  social  despair 
and  disorder.  But  strong  families  can, 
and  it  is  time  to  admit  that  when  fami- 
lies fail,  so  does  our  society.  It  is  also 
time  to  understand  that  when  our  fam- 
ilies are  involved  and  favored  and  sup- 
ported, they  construct  a  hopeful  future 
for  America. 

This  Congress  today  is  presented 
with  a  choice  between  the  failed,  dis- 
credited compassion  of  Government 
and  the  proven  power  of  strong  families 
to  build  hope  in  their  children  and 
order  in  our  society. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  it  is  a  trans- 
parent ploy  to  say  this  is  simply  a  mat- 
ter of  rich  versus  poor.  Rather,  it  is  a 
matter  of  where  resources  and  author- 
ity should  rest:  in  Government  or  in 
our  families  and  our  communities? 

Much  of  the  opposition  to  tax  relief 
seems  to  be  based  on  a  myth,  a  myth 
that  tax  cuts  somehow  waste  the  Gov- 
ernment's money. 

The  Government  produces  nothing.  It 
has  no  resources  of  its  own  to  spend. 


Tax  cuts  are  not  a  waste  of  Govern- 
ment funds;  they  are  simply  a  method 
to  allow  Americans  to  keep  their  own 
money.  They  are  a  method  to  build 
working  independence  as  an  alter- 
native to  Government  paternalism 
which  has  proven  so  destructive,  de- 
spite the  honorable  intentions  of  its 
proponents. 

It  is  tax  cuts  that  are  the  best  form 
of  social  investment,  an  investment  in 
the  ability  of  people  to  care  for  them- 
selves. In  1993.  the  Bipartisan  Commis- 
sion on  America's  Urban  Families 
found  that.  "The  trend  of  family  frag- 
mentation drives  the  Nation's  most 
pressing  social  problems — crime,  edu- 
cational failure,  declining  mental 
health,  drug  abuse,  and  poverty.  These, 
in  turn,  further  fragment  families." 

One  of  the  key  policy  recommenda- 
tions of  the  commission  was  to  "in- 
crease the  self-sufficiency  and  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  families  by  either 
significantly  increasing  the  personal 
exemption  or  a  child  tax  credit  for  all 
children  through  age  18." 

Those  were  the  conclusions  of  the  Bi- 
partisan Commission  on  American 
Urban  Families,  and  I  think  we  should 
listen  to  their  words.  The  findings  on 
the  National  Commission  of  Urban 
Families  were  remarkably  similar  to 
the  findings  advocated  3  years  ago  by 
the  Democratic  Progressive  Policy  In- 
stitute; in  an  impressive  report  enti- 
tled "Putting  Children  First."  a  pro- 
gressive family  policy  for  the  nineties, 
this  group  found,  "There  are  some 
things  that  only  families  can  do,  and  if 
families  are  placed  under  so  much 
stress  that  they  cannot  raise  children 
effectively,  the  rest  of  the  society  can- 
not make  up  the  difference  in  later 
years." 

Mr.  President,  the  time  of  political 
change  is  the  time  to  reassess  our  na- 
tional priorities.  We  need  to  redirect 
our  focus  and  our  funds  to  strengthen 
the  family.  While  Government's  role  in 
preserving  the  family  is  limited,  it  is 
not  insignificant.  Perhaps  the  single 
most  important  thing  Government  can 
accomplish  for  families  is  to  lift  the 
economic  burdens  that  can  cripple  the 
family. 

Over  the  last  50  years,  we  have  had  a 
lousy  track  record  in  doing  that.  The 
personal  exemption  is  now  just  12  per- 
cent of  income,  where  it  used  to  be  at 
42  percent  in  1948  when  it  was  first  in- 
troduced. Since  the  end  of  World  War 
II,  it  is  families  that  have  borne  the 
burden  of  increased  taxes.  That  burden 
increased  more  than  200  percent  for 
families  with  two  children. 

Their  average  after-tax  income  is 
below  that,  even  of  elderly  households, 
single  persons,  and  couples  without 
children.  In  my  home  State  of  Indiana, 
the  median  family  income  for  a  family 
of  four  is  $30,000  and,  of  that,  nearly 
$11,000  is  devoted  to  Federal,  State,  and 
local  taxes.  The  average  family  in  Indi- 
ana pays  more  in  taxes  than  it  does  in 
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housing,  food,  and  clothing  expenses 
combined. 

The  Gramm  amendment  completes 
the  budget  resolution  by  addressing 
not  only  the  Government's  budget  defi- 
cit, but  also  the  deficit  and  the  re- 
sources of  families  to  care  for  their 
own.  It  is  a  deficit  created  by  increased 
taxation  of  the  family  through  the  ero- 
sion of  the  personal  exemption.  For  too 
long  we  have  ignored  this  growing  bur- 
den and  its  growing  social  costs. 

Mr.  President,  the  promise  of  tax  re- 
lief for  the  American  family  is  now  be- 
fore us  to  be  fulfilled  or  to  be  ignored. 
At  the  end  of  this  process,  I  want  to 
vote  on  a  budget  that  tackles  both 
threats  to  the  American  family — the 
threat  of  the  budget  deficit  and  an 
ever-growing  threat  of  a  tax  burden.  I 
want  to  support  a  budget  that  contrib- 
utes to  a  growing  economy  and  builds 
new  momentum  for  job  creation.  For 
too  long  we  have  dismissed  the  needs  of 
families  to  answer  the  call  of  other  in- 
terests. With  this  vote,  that  trend  can 
end. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  pas- 
sage of  this  critical  amendment.  Again, 
the  fundamental  choice  before  us  is.  do 
we  want  to  leave  more  money  in  the 
hands  of  Federal  bureaucrats  to  spend 
in  their  so-called  wisdom  on  behalf  of 
our  families  and  the  needs  that  are 
pressing  on  our  society,  or  do  we  want 
to  rest  that  decision  with  parents  and 
with  families? 

By  cutting  spending  just  an  addi- 
tional three-tenths  of  1  percent,  we  can 
give  that  decision  to  families  rather 
than  rest  it  in  the  hands  of  Govern- 
ment bureaucrats.  That  is  the  decision 
before  us.  We  can  have  both.  It  is  a  fun- 
damental choice  that  we  must  make.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  and  I  am  pleased  that  he  offered 
this  amendment  because  that  presents 
us  and  grants  us  that  choice. 

If  I  have  any  additional  time,  I  know 
the  Senator  is  pressed  for  time.  I  am 
happy  to  yield  any  additional  time 
back. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  more  time  left 
than  that  side,  would  the  Senator  from 
Texas  object  to  two  rather  short  state- 
ments in  a  row? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  would  not  object. 

Mr.  EXON.  Then  I  would  yield  at  this 
time  4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  followed  by  2  minutes  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  .Michigan  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  my  friend  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Tomorrow,  or  the  next  day,  the  Sen- 
ate is  likely  to  approve  a  budget  which 
would  be  described  as  being  balanced 
by  the  year  2002,  although  it  will  not 
be.  It  will  not  be  balanced  because  it 
relies  heavily  on  surpluses  in  the  So- 
cial Security  Trust  Fund  to  achieve 
that  so-called  balance. 


But  the  proposed  budget  resolution 
before  us  is  unbalanced  in  another  im- 
portant way.  The  budget  blueprint  rep- 
resented here  penalizes  middle-income 
working  families,  reduces  our  invest- 
ment in  education,  and  penalizes  our 
senior  citizens,  in  order  to  provide  a 
tax  reduction  which  will  benefit  main- 
ly the  wealthiest  of  Americans. 

One  of  the  most  inequitable  aspects 
of  the  budget  before  us  is  that  it  raises 
taxes  on  working  families.  The  pro- 
posal to  cut  back  the  eamed-income 
tax  credit  for  working  families — in 
other  words,  to  raise  taxes  on  working 
families  who  make  less  than  $28,000  per 
year  will,  according  to  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  raise  their  taxes,  and 
in  the  case  of  a  single  parent  with  two 
children,  for  instance,  who  makes 
$8,800  a  year,  raise  his  or  her  taxes  by 
$354.  That  is  a  minimum-wage  parent 
making  $8,800.  That  is  a  tax  increase  of 
$354,  according  to  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury,  and  that  is  what  is  in  the 
budget  resolution  before  us. 

Now,  Kevin  Phillips,  a  conservative 
commentator,  says  this  about  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal  and  this  par- 
ticular tax  increase  on  people  making 
$28,000  or  less.  He  said. 

It  is  the  senior  citizens,  the  poor,  students, 
and  ordinary  Americans  who  will  see  pro- 
grams that  they  depend  on  gutted  by  this 
proposal,  while  the  richest  1  or  2  percent,  far 
from  making  sacrifices,  actually  get  new 
benefits  and  tax  reductions. 

President  Reagan  described  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  which  is 
being  cut  back  in  the  proposal  before 
us.  as  "the  best  antipoverty.  best  pro- 
family,  best  job  creation  measure  to 
come  out  of  the  Congress."  That  is 
what  President  Reagan  told  us  about 
the  earned  income  tax  credit.  That  is 
what  the  proposal  before  us  will  cut 
back.  That  is  the  law  which  benefits 
families  that  earn  under  $28,000,  and 
that  is  the  proposal  before  us  which 
will  cut  back  that  earned  income  tax 
credit  so  that  families  earning  under 
$28,000  will  pay  more  in  taxes. 

Why  are  we  doing  this?  Mainly  to  cut 
some  taxes.  And.  according  to  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Senator  from  Texas,  most 
of  the  tax  cut  will  go  to  the  wealthiest 
of  Americans.  Over  50  percent  of  the 
benefits  in  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  goes  to  Americans 
earning  over  $100,000.  Now,  what  a  con- 
trast that  is. 

In  the  budget  proposal  before  us.  if 
you  earn  less  than  $28,000.  you  are  slat- 
ed for  a  tax  increase.  If  we  adopt  the 
Bradley  amendment,  we  will  cure  that 
unfairness.  But  then  comes  along  an- 
other amendment  which  compounds 
the  unfairness,  and  that  is  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Texas,  which 
then  says  we  ought  to  take  that  pot  of 
money  created  by  the  cuts  on  seniors 
and  on  students  and  on  working  people 
and  give  those  dollars  mainly,  over  50 
percent,  to  people  earning  over  $100,000. 

Now.  the  contrast  could  not  be  sharp- 
er. It  could  not  be  clearer.  The  unfair- 


ness is  clear.  We  can  correct  that  un- 
fairness in  two  ways,  by  adopting  the 
Bradley  amendment  and  defeating  the 
Gramm  amendment. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
Gramm  amendment  which  would  pro- 
vide for  a  $345  billion  tax  cut  over  the 
next  7  years. 

This  tax  cut  provides  more  than  half 
of  its  benefits  to  people  making  more 
than  $100,000  a  year.  It  gives  a  $20,000 
tax  break  to  those  who  make  $350,000. 

On  Wednesday  or  Thursday,  the  Sen- 
ate will  likely  approve  a  budget  which 
will  be  described  as  balanced  in  the 
year  2002  although  it  will  not  be.  It  re- 
lies heavily  on  surpluses  in  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds  to  achieve  bal- 
ance. The  proposed  budget  resolution 
before  us  is  already  unbalanced  in  an- 
other important  way.  The  budget  blue 
print  represented  here  penalizes  mid- 
dle-income working  families,  reduces 
our  investment  in  education,  and  pe- 
nalizes our  senior  citizens,  in  order  to 
provide  for  a  tax  reduction  which  will 
benefit  mostly  the  wealthiest  of  Amer- 
icans. 

The  Gramm  amendment  would  make 
the  inequities  of  this  budget  worse  and 
would  remove  from  conference  with  the 
House  the  possibility  that  the  unfair- 
ness might  be  somewhat  reduced.  One 
of  the  most  inequitable  aspects  of  the 
proposal  before  us  is  that  to  pay  for 
these  tax  cuts  for  the  most  well-off 
Americans,  it  raises  taxes  on  working 
families.  The  proposal  to  cut  back  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  for  working 
families  making  less  than  $28,000  per 
year  would,  according  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury,  raise  taxes  by 
$354  on  a  single  parent  with  two  chil- 
dren making  only  $8,840  a  year.  That's 
minimum  wage 

Yesterday,  I  quoted  noted  conserv- 
ative commentator  Kevin  Phillips,  as 
have  a  number  of  my  colleagues  this 
week,  but  his  recent  public  remarks 
sum  up  the  problems  with  the  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal  and  this  particu- 
lar tax  increase  on  people  making 
$28,000  a  year  very  well.  He  said: 

If  the  budget  deficit  were  really  a  national 
crisis  instead  of  a  pretext  for  fiscal  favor- 
itism and  finagling,  we'd  be  talking  about 
shared  sacrifice,  with  *  *  *  the  people  who 
have  the  big  money  making  the  biggest  sac- 
rifice. Instead,  it's  senior  citizens,  the  poor, 
students,  and  ordinary  Americans  who'll  see 
programs  they  depend  on  gutted  while  *  *  * 
the  richest  1-  or  2-percent,  far  from  making 
sacrifices,  actually  get  new  benefits  and  tax 
reductions. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  has  a 
long  history  of  bipartisan  support. 
President  Reagan  called  the  EITC. 
"The  best  anti-poverty,  the  best  pro- 
family,  the  best  job  creation  measure 
to  come  out  of  the  Congress."  The 
EITC  has  played  an  important  role  in 
providing  incentives  to  keep  people 
working  who  are  struggling  to  get  on 
the  lowest  rungs  of  America's  eco- 
nomic ladder  and  to  stay  off  the  wel- 
fare roles. 


And  our  Republican  colleagues  do 
not,  look  to  the  $2'/L>  trillion  over  the 
next  5  years  in  all  tax  expenditures. 
There  is  no  effort  in  this  budget  to  con- 
trol the  growth  of  corporate  tax  deduc- 
tions, no  effort  to  restrain  the  growing 
tax  breaks  for  the  largest  and  richest 
among  us.  In  fact,  the  Gramm  amend- 
ment would  eliminate  the  corporate  al- 
ternative minimum  tax,  a  tax  designed 
to  assure  that  profitable  companies 
have  to  pay  some  reasonable  amount  in 
Federal  income  taxes.  This  is  a  more 
than  $25  billion  tax  reduction  for  such 
companies. 

Instead,  the  Republican  budget  aims 
a  $21  billion  tax  increase  at  the  work- 
ing families  with  children.  In  Michi- 
gan, this  means  a  $457  million  tax  hike 
over  7  years  on  nearly  316,000  hard- 
working taxpayers  making  less  than 
$28,000  a  year.  Over  the  next  7  years, 
they'll  pay  an  average  of  nearly  $1,500 
more. 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  before  us 
has  its  priorities  wrong.  The  Bradley 
amendment  on  which  we  will  vote 
shortly  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
The  Gramm  amendment  is  just  wrong. 
It  would  provide  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  while  leaving  intact  this  tax 
increase  on  working  families.  It's  sim- 
ply a  question  of  fairness. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  the 
Gramm  amendment  and  support  the 
Bradley  amendment. 

1  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  apologize  as  a  teacher  for  not 
doing  justice  to  the  issues  before  the 
Senate.  It  is  just  impossible  in  2  min- 
utes. 

Let  me  start  out  by  saying  that  there 
is  an  old  Yiddish  proverb  that  I  think 
applies  to  this  amendment  on  the  floor. 
That  Yiddish  proverb  says  you  cannot 
dance  at  two  weddings  at  the  same 
time.  Quite  frankly,  this  is  a  perfect 
example  of  that. 

On  the  one  hand,  we  tell  people  we 
are  serious  about  deficit  reduction.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  are  talking  about 
$300  or  $350  billion  of  tax  cuts  going 
disproportionately  to  the  wealthiest 
and  highest-income  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  I  just  have  to  say  that 
that  does  not  pass  the  test  of  intellec- 
tual rigor  in  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
People  want  the  Senate  to  get  real 
with  them.  They  want  the  Senate  to  be 
straightforward  with  them.  They  do 
not  believe  for  a  moment  that  we  can 
have  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  of 
tax  cuts  while,  at  the  same  time,  we 
are  pretending  to  be  serious  about  defi- 
cit reduction. 

Second  of  all.  Mr.  President,  and  it  is 
very  difficult  to  talk  about  what  the 
statistics  mean  in  personal  terms,  but 
honest  to  God,  when  we  are  talking 
about  severe  cuts  in  Medicare  for  elder- 
ly people,  and  Medicaid  for  elderly  peo- 


ple, and  nutrition  programs  for  chil- 
dren, and  support  for  students  to  be 
able  to  go  on  to  higher  education,  a 
higher  education  that  they  can  afford, 
and  when  we  give  away  an  investment 
in  education  and  health  care  and  jobs 
for  people,  and  we  want  to  do  all  of  this 
deficit  reduction  on  the  backs  of  these 
citizens,  middle-income  citizens,  fami- 
lies, working  people,  all  on  behalf  of 
hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  of  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthiest  people  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  it  not  only 
does  not  meet  the  Minnesota  standard 
of  rigor,  it  does  not  meet  the  Min- 
nesota standard  of  fairness. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  junior  Senator  from  Arizona  6  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Texas  for  yielding.  Mr.  President,  I  ex- 
press my  strong  support  for  the  Gramm 
amendment. 

This  amendment  is  about  keeping 
our  promises  to  the  American  people  to 
provide  tax  relief  to  the  American  fam- 
ilies. We  have  heard  a  lot  of  criticism 
about  this  amendment.  It  provides  a 
$500  per  child  tax  credit  for  the  Amer- 
ican family.  It  provides  for  marriage 
penalty  relief,  spousal  IRA,  a  new 
American  dream  savings  account  to 
allow  people  to  buy  a  home,  provides  a 
credit  to  families  caring  for  elderly 
family  members. 

It  keeps  faith  with  our  seniors.  It 
does  not  take  a  nickel  from  Social  Se- 
curity. In  fact,  it  raises  the  Social  Se- 
curity earnings  limitation,  something 
that  the  senior  citizens  from  Arizona 
have  been  fighting  for  since  I  have  been 
here.  It  enables  seniors  to  be  able  to 
work  without  having  a  penalt.y. 

It  provides  estate  and  gift  tax  relief, 
provides  incentive  for  the  purchase  of 
long-term  care  insurance,  something 
all  of  our  seniors  are  interested  in. 
This  amendment  also  provides  incen- 
tives for  businesses  to  grow  and  create 
new  jobs. 

Capital  gains  tax  reform— there  is 
over  $5  trillion  in  backed-up  capital,  in 
pent-up  capital,  in  our  society  that 
could  be  freed  with  this  kind  of  capital 
gains  tax  relief.  That  means  jobs  for 
Americans. 

This  amendment  provides  for  a  home 
office  deduction.  For  small  business 
expensing.  It  repeals  the  corporate  al- 
ternative minimum  tax  and  provides 
for  neutral  cost  recovery.  Balancing 
the  budget.  Mr.  President,  is  impor- 
tant, but  balancing  the  budget  is  not 
the  only  goal.  At  best  we  will  produce 
a  Government  that  still  taxes  too 
much,  spends  too  much,  and  regulates 
too  much. 

With  the  Gramm  amendment  we  are 
saying  to  the  American  people  that  we 
trust  them  to  spend  their  own  hard- 
earned  tax  dollars  more  wisely  than 
the  bureaucrats  in  Washington.  They 
know  how  to  take  care  of  their  family 
and  how  to  invest  and  create  new  jobs. 

While  some  here  talk  of  ordinary 
Americans,  we  believe  that  Americans 


are  extraordinary.  Given  the  oppor- 
tunity, they  can  improve  their  own 
lives  and  the  lives  of  their  families. 
They  just  need  the  resources  to  do  so. 
Who  cares,  Mr.  President,  more  about 
a  child's  education  than  a  parent?  Give 
them  the  $500  child  tax  credit.  Who 
spends  the  money  more  wisely  and  effi- 
ciently? The  St.  Marys  Food  Bank  in 
Arizona  or  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, that  administers  nutrition 
programs?  If  I  had  $500  to  contribute  to 
an  entity  to  provide  for  the  poor.  I  am 
going  to  contribute  it  to  a  local  char- 
ity sooner  than  to  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. 

Who  is  a  better  job  creator,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  or  private  business? 
The  Gramm  amendment  means  Con- 
gress has  to  prioritize  the  remaining 
spending,  like  American  families  have 
to  do.  By  reducing  taxes,  it  provides  a 
chance  to  stimulate  economic  activity 
and  produce  more  revenue  for  the 
Treasury. 

Mr.  President,  when  a  retailer  has  a 
sale  on  a  Saturday,  does  he  expect  to 
receive  less  income  as  a  result  of  that 
sale?  No.  By  reducing  the  rates,  he  in- 
tends to  bring  more  people  in  and  more 
than  make  up  by  increased  volume 
what  he  has  lost  in  the  price  that  he 
charges. 

The  same  thing  occurs  when  we  re- 
duce taxes  rates.  We  are  not  producing 
less  revenue  to  the  Treasury.  We  actu- 
ally—and experience  proves  this— 
produce  more  revenue  to  the  Treasury 
by  virtue  of  that  reduction. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  heard  some 
conversation  a  while  ago  that  basically 
suggests  the  liberals  in  this  body  be- 
lieve that  this  amendment  will  make  it 
more  difficult  to  balance  the  budget 
and  deliver.  They  oppose  it.  Here  is  my 
challenge  to  all  of  the  liberals  who 
have  spoken  here.  Will  they  support 
the  budget  resolution  without  this  tax 
increase  in  it?  Do  any  of  our  liberal 
colleagues  want  to  stand  up  and  say 
yes,  they  will  vote  for  this  amendment, 
for  the  budget  resolution  before  the 
Senate,  so  long  as  we  do  not  have  the 
tax  increases  in  it? 

The  answer.  Mr.  President,  is  no.  And 
the  reason  they  will  not  support  the 
budget  resolution  even  without  the  tax 
increases  is  because  fundamentally 
they  do  not  support  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Tax  cuts,  not  increases. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  am  sorry  if 
I  misspoke  with  regard  to  the  tax  cuts 
being  proposed  by  the  Gramm  amend- 
ment. 

The  bottom  line,  the  liberals  who  op- 
pose the  Gramm  tax  cuts  do  so  because 
they  like  taxes,  because  they  want  the 
money  to  spend,  not  because  they  are 
going  to  support  a  budget  resolution 
that  does  not  have  these  tax  cuts  in  it. 

If  any  of  our  liberal  colleagues  are 
willing  to  stand  up  and  prove  me  wrong 
by  saying  no.  they  will  vote  for  this 
budget  resolution  so  long  as  it  does  not 
have  the  Gramm  tax  cuts  in  it,  then  I 
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will  eat  these  words  and  say.  fine,  I  ac- 
cept their  vote. 

I  suggest.  Mr.  President,  that  the 
talk  about  opposing  this  amendment, 
because  they  are  interested  in  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  is  just  so  much  talk 
because  in  the  end  they  will  vote 
against  the  budget  resolution  that  bal- 
ances the  budget.  They  would  rather 
have  the  tax  money  to  spend.  That  is 
why  they  oppose  the  Gramm  tax  cuts. 

I  hope  that  our  colleagues  will  sup- 
port the  Gramm  tax  cuts.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  believe  if  they  do  so  they  will  be 
striking  a  blow  for  the  American  econ- 
omy and  for  the  American  family. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  leader  on  our 
side. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas  is  premised  on  the 
idea  that  both  House  and  Senate  budg- 
et resolutions  balance  the  budget:  Ab- 
solutely false.  Let  me  refer  specifically 


to  the  House  budget,  page  4:  The  deficit 
for  the  year  2002  is  estimated  at  $120.7 
billion.  They  make  no  pretense,  they 
print  it  in  black  and  white. 

Moreover,  if  we  look  at  the  figures  on 
page  4.  lines  20  and  21.  we  will  find  that 
the  debt  increases  from  2001  to  2002  by 
$192  billion:  that  is  the  real  deficit 
under  the  House  resolution. 

The  real  deficit  under  the  Senate 
budget  for  the  year  2002  is  listed  on 
page  7,  line  21  as  $113.5  billion.  If  we 
turn  to  page  9.  we  can  see  that  the  debt 
increases  $177  billion— the  real  deficit. 

So  the  very  notion  that  we  have  done 
a  good  job.  that  we  have  balanced  the 
budget,  or  that  we  deserve  a  reward,  is 
all  based  on  a  false  premise.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  biggest  falsit.v,  one  per- 
petrated on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  is 
the  belief  that  we  can  balance  the 
budget  through  spending  cuts  alone 
and  without  increasing  revenues. 

I  laid  out  the  harsh  budget  realities 
in  January  of  this  year.  I  continue  to 
report  it.  but  in  the  limited  time  I 
have,  I  cannot  go  through  the  entire 


document.    Thus,    I    would   ask    unani 
mous  consent  to  have  it  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

HOIA.INGS  Releases  Realities  on  Truth  in 

BUDCETI.NG 

Reality  No.  1:  $1.2  trillion  in  spending  cuts 
is  necessary. 

Reality  No.  2:  There  aren't  enough  savings 
in  entitlements.  Have  welfare  reform,  but  a 
jobs  program  will  cost;  savings  are  question- 
able. Health  reform  can  and  should  save 
some,  but  slowing  growth  from  10  to  5  per- 
cent doesn't  offer  enough  savings.  Social  Se- 
curity won't  be  cut  and  will  be  off-budget 
again. 

Reality  No.  3:  We  should  hold  the  line  on 
the  budget  on  Defense:  that  would  be  no  .sav- 
ings. 

Reality  No.  i:  Savings  must  come  from 
freezes  and  cuts  in  domestic  discretionary 
spending  but  that's  not  enough  to  stop  hem- 
orrhaging interest  costs. 

Reality  No.  5;  Taxes  are  necessary  to  stop 
hemorrhage  in  interest  costs. 
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Here  is  a  list  of  the  kinds  of  non- 
defense  discretionary  spending  cuts 
that  would  be  necessary  now  as  a  first 
step  to  get  $37  billion  of  savings  and 
put  the  country  on  the  road  to  a  bal- 
anced budget: 


ftondelense  discretionary  sowdmg  cuts 


1996        1997 


Cut  soace  station 
Eliminate  COBG 

Eliminate  low-income  norae  tnttg  assotMce 

Eliminate  arts  funding       „ 

Elim.nate  funding  to»  campus  Based  aid     . . .  .    . 

Eliminate  funding  for  impKt  aid  

Reduce  law  enforcement  funding  to  control  dnifs  . 

Eliminate  Federal  wastewater  grants 

Eliminate  S8A  loans  

Reduce  Federal  aid  for  mass  traiait  

Eliminate  EDA  

Reduce  Federal  rent  sut)sidies 


Reduce  overnead  for  university  researdt    . 

Repeal  Davis-Oacon 

Redxe  Slate  Dept  funding  and  end  misc. 

End  P  L  480  title  I  and  III  sales I. 

Eliminate  overseas  broadcasting L 

Eliminate  ttie  Bureau  of  Mines  _...!X 

Eliminate  eipansnn  of  rural  Wusiiii  assistmct 

Eliminate  JSHA  _____       ., 

Eliminate  ATP 

Eliminate  airport  grant  m  aids       

Eliminate  Federal  highway  demonstration  protects _ 

Eliminate  Amtrak  subsidies  ^, 

Eliminate  ROA  loan  guarantees  . ,  j 

Eliminate  Appalachian  Regional  (^missiii*  ._    _[ 

Eliminate  untargeted  funds  for  math  and  sciemt       . 
Cut  Federal  salaries  by  4  percent 
Charge  Federal  emplofees  commercial  rates  tor  parlini 
Reduce  agricultural  research  extension  activitin 

Cancel  advanced  solid  rocket  motor         

Eliminate  legal  services 

Reduce  Federal  travel  by  30  percent  . .,. 

Reduce  energy  funding  for  Energy  Technology  Devdop. 

Reduce  Superfund  cleanup  costs     

Reduce  REA  subsidies  
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Eliminate  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Program  0  3 

Reduce  lustice  State-local  assistance  grants 0.1 
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Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  gov- 
ernment is  big.  But  what  is  big  is  the 
interest  costs  on  the  national  debt. 

I  was  here  when  we  balanced  the 
budget  under  President  Lyndon  John- 
son. The  gross  interest  cost  at  that 
time  was  $4  billion. 


Think  of  it,  36  Presidents,  Republican 
and  Democrats,  all  the  wars  from  the 
Revolution,  World  War  I.  II,  Korea,  and 
a  good  part  of  'Vietnam— the  interest 
costs  on  the  debt  were  only  $4  billion. 
The  interest  costs  on  this  year's  deficit 
and  debt  are  estimated  at  $340  billion. 
The  cost  of  Government  as  you  and  I 
know  it,  domestic  discretionary,  is  $275 
billion.  That  is  the  courts,  the  Con- 
gress, the  President,  the  departments. 
FBI,  DEA  and  all  other  non-defense  ap- 
propriated accounts.  Thus,  even  if  you 
eliminate  all  of  those  departments,  you 
still  have  a  deficit. 

What  you  are  doing  in  the  Gramm 
amendment  is  a  charade,  requiring  peo- 
ple to  pay  higher  interest  costs  and 
saying  you  are  giving  it  to  them  in  a 
tax  cut.  We  are  misleading  the  people 
on  the  idea  that  the  work  is  done. 

I  agree  that  the  people  are  better 
able  to  spend  their  money  than  we  are. 
But  they  expect  us  to  come  to  Wash- 
ington and  to  be  honest  about  budget 
matters.  It  is  time  to  get  out  of  the 
wagon  and  help  us  pull— the  trouble  is 
that  we  here  are  in  the  wagon.  It  is  the 
children  who  are  doing  the  pulling 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield,  on  your  time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  just  want  to  make 
three  unanimous-consent  requests  on 
my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  am  through  with 
my  time.  But  I  would  be  delighted  to 
get  into  a  debate  with  my  distin- 
guished chairman. 

In  closing,  let  me  just  reiterate  that 
I  really  am  tired  of  this  fraud.  The 
greatest  fraud  I  know  exacted  on  the 
American  people  is  the  idea  we  have 
choices.  We  are  broke.  And  the  single 

have  is  the  interest  costs  on  the  debt 
that  we  have  to  spend  year  after  year. 
To  honestly  stop  this  hemorrhaging  we 
have  to  freeze,  we  have  to  cut,  we  have 
to  close  loopholes  and  increase  taxes. 
When  we  finally  admit  that,  we  will  get 
on  top  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Thank  vou.  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Gra.m.m  be  allocated  20  minutes  on  the 
Thurmond-McCain  amendment,  the  up- 
coming amendment,  to  be  subtracted 
from  the  Thurmond-McCain  time  on 
their  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
has  been  cleared  by  the  Democratic 
leader  and  by  Senator  ExoN. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  just 
prior  to  the  final  vote  on  the  budget 
resolution  there  be  30  minutes  for  de- 
bate to  be  controlled  by  the  Demo- 
cratic leader,  to  be  followed  by  30  min- 
utes for  debate  to  be  controlled  by  the 
Republican    leader,    or    the    manager, 
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Senator  Dome.nici,  this  in  addition  to 
the  time  allotted  under  the  Budget 
Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Ar- 
izona. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Gramm  amendment.  I 
would  direct  my  remarks  to  my  col- 
leagues on  this  side  of  the  aisle  rather 
than  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  be- 
cause, in  1993,  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  the  majority  of  those  on  that  side 
of  the  aisle  who  were  in  the  majority 
at  that  time  voted  in  favor  of  the  larg- 
est tax  increase  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  That  was  their  decision.  And, 
because  they  were  in  the  majority  at 
the  time,  that  was  the  will  of  Congress. 

In  1994,  however,  the  American  peo- 
ple repudiated  that  massive  tax  in- 
crease. The  American  people  said  they 
want  their  taxes  cut  and  they  said  they 
want  to  keep  some  of  the  money  for 
themselves. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
does  not  think  a  $500  per  child  tax  ex- 
emption would  be  appreciated  by  aver- 
age Americans  in  this  country,  he  is 
free  to  have  his  own  views.  The  fact  is, 
the  people  in  Arizona,  the  families  in 
Arizona,  would  be  more  than  pleased  to 
have  a  $500  a  child  tax  cut  and  would 
have  money  to  spend  on  their  own  chil- 
dren rather  than  to  send  to  Washing- 
ton. 

What  this  amendment  is  all  about  is 
whether  we  are  going  to  have  the  sta- 
tus quo  'A-here  we  have  accepted  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
this  country,  enacted  in  1993.  or  wheth- 
er we  are  going  to  carry  out  the  mes- 
sage of  the  American  people  who  said 
we  want  less  Government,  we  want  less 
regulation,  we  want  less  taxes. 

I  see  the  Gramm  amendment,  frank- 
ly, as  a  real  stark  choice  and  perhaps 
the  most  important  vote  we  will  take 
in  this  budget  debate,  because  it  will 
determine  basically  the  future — not  of 
the  party  on  that  side  of  the  aisle,  but 
of  the  party  on  this  side  of  the  aisle — 
as  to  whether  we  intend  to  keep  the 
commitment  and  promise  we  made  to 
the  people  of  this  country. 
I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska, 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
old  western  movies  we  used  to  see 
these  folks  traveling  around  selling 
these  bottles  of  tonic  they  claimed 
would  cure  everything  from  the  hic- 
cups to  the  gout.  Of  course,  the  bottle 
of  tonic  did  nothing  of  the  sort. 


This  proposal— to  cut  taxes— reminds 
me  of  that.  It  is  really  dealing  with 
myths.  Let  me  deal  with  a  couple  of 
facts.  People  say,  "The  budget  is  going 
to  be  balanced.  Now  let  us  talk  about  a 
tax  cut  "  In  the  budget  resolution  in 
this  Chamber  today  on  page  7— this  is  a 
reproduction  of  page  7— it  says  "Defi- 
cits." In  the  year  2002  the  deficit  is 
$113.5  billion.  Balanced?  Where? 

I  want  one  person  today  on  the  ma- 
jority side  to  come  to  the  floor  and  tell 
us  what  this  says,  on  page  7.  It  says  a 
$113  billion  deficit  after  7  years. 

Second,  tax  cut.  Do  not  take  it  from 
me,  take  it  from  a  Republican,  Kevin 
Phillips,  who  says. 

Spending  on  government  programs  [speak- 
ing of  this  budget]  from  Medicare  and  edu- 
cation to  home  heating  oil  assistance,  is  to 
be  reduced  in  ways  that  principally  burden 
the  poor  and  the  middle  class  while  simulta- 
neously taxes  are  to  be  cut  in  ways  that  pre- 
dominantly benefit  the  top  1  or  2  percent  of 
Americans. 

Do  not  take  it  from  me.  Take  it  from 
a  Republican  who  tells  it  like  it  is. 

Here  is  the  paragraph  of  what  he  is 
talking  about  on  the  tax  cuts.  They 
call  it  middle-class  tax  cuts.  Families 
under  $30,000  a  year  get  $120.  Families 
over  $200,000  a  year  are  given  $11,200  tax 
cut.  That  is  a  middle-class  tax  cut?  Not 
where  I  come  from. 

No,  this  budget  is  clear.  With  this 
amendment  calling  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy,  this  budget  says  to  working 
families:  We  are  going  to  make  it  hard- 
er for  you  to  send  your  kids  to  college 
because  we  do  not  have  enough  mone.v 
but  we  are  going  to  give  a  big  tax  cuts 
to  the  wealthy.  It  says  to  the  elderly 
and  poor:  We  are  going  to  make  it 
harder  for  you  to  get  health  care  be- 
cause we  cannot  afford  it  but  we  are 
going  to  give  a  big  tax  cut  to  the 
wealthy.  It  says  to  2.000  corporations 
that  we  will  give  a  $2  million  check  to 
each  one  of  them,  because  we  are  going 
to  eliminate  the  alternative  minimum 
tax. 

I  do  not  understand  those  priorities. 
Those  priorities  make  no  sense  at  all. 
The  first  job  in  this  Chamber  is  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget.  For  those  on 
the  other  side  to  stand  up  and  say  we 
do  not  care  about  balancing  the  budg- 
et, and  then  to  offer  an  amendment 
that  says,  "By  the  way,  the  budget  is 
not  in  balance  now  that  we  have 
brought  to  the  floor,  but  we  also  want 
to  give  very  big  tax  cuts  to  those  who 
need  them  least  in  this  country  and 
take  it  out  of  the  hides  of  other  folks 
who  want  to  send  their  kids  to  school 
or  to  get  health  care  or  to  buy  home 
heating  fuel  in  the  cold  winter,"  some- 
how I  think  those  priorities  do  not  sell 
very  well  back  home,  because  the  peo- 
ple see  through  them. 

This  is  a  curious  and  tortured  claim 
that  is  brought  to  the  floor,  that  some- 
how if  we  do  not  support  tax  cuts  for 
the  rich  we  do  not  care  about  the  Fed- 
eral deficits.  We  are  the  ones  who  care 
about  the  Federal  deficit.  We  want  to 
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balance  this  budget,  but  you  do  not 
balance  the  budget  by  trotting  out 
something  that  is  popular,  a  big  tax 
cut.  call  it  a  nniddle-class  tax  cut.  and 
butter  the  bread  of  the  wealthy  in  this 
country,  and  then  tell  other  folks  we 
are  sorry,  we  cannot  afford  things  that 
are  essential  for  you. 

No.  this  does  not  fly.  This  does  not 
make  sense.  I  think  the  American  peo- 
ple will  see  it  for  that.  This  is  pure  pol- 
itics, pare  politics. 

This  budget  resolution  on  the  floor 
today  does  not  balance  the  budget.  It 
does  not  claim  it  does.  On  line  21  of 
page  7  it  says  the  Federal  deficit  in  the 
year  2002  is  going  to  be  $113  billion. 

Would  that  those  who  called  them- 
selves warriors  in  the  past  debate  on 
the  deficit  not  turn  out  to  be  wall- 
flowers on  this  issue  and  better  serve 
this  country  and  their  constituents  by 
deciding  if  there  is  money  to  be 
achieved  anywhere,  any  place,  on  reve- 
nue or  the  spending  side,  to  use  it  to 
bring  this  down  to  zero  and  put  this 
country  back  on  track.  Really  balance 
the  budget,  really  give  us  some  truth 
in  labeling.  Yes.  that  would  better 
serve  this  country's  interests. 

I  know  it  may  not  be  the  most  popu- 
lar thing,  but  I  happen  to  think  it  is 
the  right  thing. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gr.am.s).  The  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  have  to 
give  our  dear  colleagues  on  the  left 
credit  for  one  thing.  They  do  not  pro- 
pose budgets.  They  do  not  vote  for  bal- 
anced budget  amendments  to  the  Con- 
stitution. They  never  propose  cutting 
anything.  But  they  can  stand  up  in 
front  of  God  and  everybody  else  and 
say  they  are  for  balancing  the  budget. 
It  is  like  Bill  Clinton,  who  feels  our 
pain  and  does  not  share  with  us  that  he 
causes  it  all  the  time. 

I  believe  that  we  have  a  clear  and 
stark  choice  here.  You  can  support  or 
not  support  Senator  DOMENlci's  budget. 
but  he  makes  the  hard  choices  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  over  the  next  7  years. 
What  my  amendment  does  is  make 
more  hard  choices,  cut  spending  more 
so  that  in  addition  to  balancing  the 
budget,  we  can  let  the  working  men 
and  women  of  America  keep  more  of 
what  they  earn. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  will  not  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas 

Mr  President,  in  one  of  his  debates, 
Ronald  Reagan  said  "There  you  go 
again."  And  here  we  go  again.  This  is  a 
historic  debate  in  this  Chamber.  At  no 


point  in  recent  times  have  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  two  political  par- 
ties been  more  evident  than  right  now. 
On  the  Republican  side,  you  have  some- 
body offering  tax  cuts,  spending  cuts, 
slowing  the  rate  of  growth,  balancing 
the  budget,  and  on  the  other  side  it  is 
business  as  usual:  More  spending,  more 
taxes,  no  alternatives. 

I  was  in  this  Chamber  for  many  hours 
during  the  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  and  I  heard  it  over 
and  over  and  over  again,  speaker  after 
speaker  after  speaker:  We  do  not  need 
the  amendment.  All  we  have  to  do  is  do 
it.  What  is  the  Republican  plan?  How 
come  you  do  not  tell  us  how  you  are 
going  to  do  it? 

Well,  here  we  are.  We  are  saying  how 
to  do  it.  We  are  saying  balance  the 
budget.  You  would  not  give  us  the 
amendment  because  you  would  not  give 
us  enough  votes.  We  are  now  offering 
the  amendment.  We  are  offering  the 
opportunity  to  balance  the  budget 
without  the  amendment.  What  are  you 
doing?  Talking  and  walking.  That  is 
what  they  are  doing,  talking  and  walk- 
ing over  there. 

The  Gramm  amendment  adds  one 
more  important  component  to  the  un- 
derlying Domenici  proposal  that  has 
been  missing,  and  that  is  very  simply 
this.  Either  you  want  to  let  working 
Americans  keep  more  of  what  they 
earn  or  you  do  not.  You  want  to  cut 
taxes  for  families  and  businesses  so 
they  can  have  more  money  to  invest  on 
their  kids  or  in  their  businesses  or  you 
do  not.  That  is  what  the  Gramm 
amendment  is  all  about.  And  I  wish  to 
commend  the  Senator  from  Texas  for 
having  the  courage  to  come  up  with 
this  bold  proposal  because  the  Senator 
from  Texas  knows  that  this  is  the  es- 
sence of  the  Republican  contract,  the 
Contract  With  America,  that  was  made 
with  the  American  people,  that  put  the 
Republican  Senators  in  the  majority  in 
this  Senate  and  put  the  Republicans  in 
the  majority  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. Republicans  ought  to  be 
on  this  floor  unanimously  supporting 
the  Gramm  amendment  today  because 
without  that  contract  and  without  that 
promise  to  the  American  people,  you 
would  not  be  in  the  majority.  So  if  you 
want  to  break  that  contract,  then  vote 
against  the  Gramm  amendment. 

I  am  talking  to  my  colleagues  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  because  I  know  where 
my  colleagues  are  coming  from  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  This  amend- 
ment, the  Gramm  amendment,  allows 
for  a  3-percent  growth  in  the  overall 
budget — not  a  cut.  The  Domenici  plan 
is  3.3.  So  for  0.3  percent,  Senator 
Gr.\mm  is  offering  businesses  and  fami- 
lies more  money  to  invest  and  to  pro- 
vide for  growth. 

The  Gramm  amendment  makes  a 
statement.  It  says  we  need  to  enact  in- 
centives for  Americans  to  save  and  in- 
vest, penalty  free  withdrawals  for 
homes,     for     education,     medical     ex- 


penses, marriage  penalty  tax  credit, 
cut  the  capital  gains  rate,  and  index  it 
for  inflation,  and  a  $500-a-child  tax 
credit. 

This  is  the  essence  of  the  difference 
between  the  two  parties.  Mr.  President. 
as  I  said.  The  tax  cuts  in  the  Gramm 
proposal  are  paid  for  with  spending 
cuts.  It  does  not  undercut  the  Domen- 
ici proposal.  It  simply  provides  deeper 
cuts  to  provide  the  tax  benefits  to  the 
American  people. 

We  have  seen  a  lot  of  polls  lately 
that  suggest  the  American  people  real- 
ly do  not  want  tax  cuts.  They  are  asked 
whether  we  would  rather  have  tax  cuts 
or  deficit  reduction.  Well,  of  course, 
people  will  say  we  would  like  to  have 
both,  and  you  can  get  both  right  here 
in  this  proposal.  When  it  is  offered  ei- 
ther/or. they  will  say.  fine,  balance  the 
budget.  We  do  not  need  the  tax  cuts. 
We  will  sacrifice.  Balance  the  budget. 

This  is  both.  This  is  both.  Ask  the 
American  people  if  they  would  support 
a  budget  that  reaches  balance  and 
gives  them  a  capital  gains  tax.  Ask  the 
American  people  if  they  would  support 
a  budget  that  reaches  balance  and  al- 
lows penalty-free  withdrawals  for  edu- 
cation or  a  downpayment  on  a  loan. 
Ask  the  American  people  if  they  would 
support  a  budget  that  reaches  balance 
and  provides  a  S500  tax  credit  for  each 
child.  Ask  them  that  and  see  what  the 
answer  is — not  either'or.  both.  And 
that  is  what  the  Gramm  amendment  is 
all  about.  The  choice  is  not  between 
tax  cuts  and  a  balanced  budget.  The 
question  is  are  you  willing  to  cut 
spending  enough  to  do  both. 

And  again,  the  word  "cut"  is  used 
very  loosely  because  we  are  asking  our 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
and  some  of  the  colleagues  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  to  support  a  proposal  that 
limits  the  growth  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment over  the  next  7  years  to  3  per- 
cent. That  is  what  we  are  asking  you  to 
do. 

You  were  out  in  the  Chamber  time 
after  time  after  time  during  that  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  debate  say- 
ing give  us  your  plan;  give  us  your 
plan;  we  do  not  need  an  amendment. 
All  right,  we  did  not  get  the  amend- 
ment. Where  is  your  plan?  You  de- 
feated your  President's  plan  99  to  noth- 
ing joining  with  us  on  the  Senate  floor. 
I  have  not  seen  yours.  I  am  hearing  all 
this  talk,  but  I  do  not  see  any  plan. 

Frankly.  I  think  the  American  people 
are  sick  of  it.  They  were  sick  of  it  in 
the  elections  in  1994,  and  they  are 
going  to  be  even  sicker  of  it  after  this 
debate.  We  have  an  opportunity  here. 
History  shows  us  that  tax  cuts  create 
jobs.  It  is  not  the  Government's 
money.  It  is  your  money.  You  provide 
it  to  the  Government.  Give  the  Govern- 
ment less.  Leave  it  in  your  pocket,  and 
you  will  create  jobs,  and  you  will  em- 
ploy more  people,  and  we  will  have 
more  tax  revenues,  and  we  will  balance 
the  budget  even  more  quickly. 


In  closing,  Mr.  President,  let  me  just 
say  every  Republican  Senator  and 
House  Member,  as  I  said,  voted  against 
that  budget,  the  President's  budget. 
The  tax  cuts  included  in  the  Gramm 
package  total  $173  billion.  We  are  get- 
ting $173  billion  back  out  of  the  $250 
billion  tax  increase  the  President  pro- 
vided us  last  year.  We  do  not  even  get 
as  far  at  cutting  taxes  as  Clinton  went 
in  raising  taxes.  Now,  that  is  not  really 
too  much  to  ask. 

So.  Mr.  President,  let  me  conclude  by 
complimenting  Senator  Domenici  for 
his  courageous  decision  to  meet  this 
head  on.  and  again  to  compliment  Sen- 
ator Gr.wi.m  for  adding  what  I  believe 
is  a  stronger  amendment  to  this  pack- 
age to  balance  the  Federal  budget  and 
to  cut  taxes,  to  do  what  the  American 
people  asked  us  to  do  when  they  elect- 
ed us  into  the  majority  in  November. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  any 
time  I  may  have. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
him  for  his  patience,  and  I  am  pleased 
to  yield  4  minutes  to  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  senior  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague. 

I  am  pleased  to  stand  up  and  say  I 
think  this  is  a  bad  amendment.  Would 
I  like  a  tax  cut?  Of  course.  We  would 
all  like  a  tax  cut. 

I  have  three  grandchildren.  I  face  the 
choice  of  sacrificing  a  little  bit  or 
building  a  better  future  for  my  three 
grandchildren.  That  is  the  fundamental 
choice.  I  do  not  have  a  hard  time  mak- 
ing that  choice,  and  I  do  not  think  the 
American  people  have  a  hard  time 
making  that  choice. 

Let  us  move  to  a  balanced  budget.  I 
commend  Pete  Domenici  for  moving 
toward  a  balanced  budget.  I  do  not  hap- 
pen to  agree  with  the  priorities,  but  he 
is  moving  in  that  direction.  But  the 
Gramm  amendment  would  take,  over  a 
10-year  period.  $594  billion  in  tax  cuts. 

Our  history  on  these  things,  on  legis- 
lative answers — and  this  is  why  we 
need  the  constitutional  amendment — is 
they  last  for  about  2  years,  as  our 
friend  from  Texas  knows  better  than 
anyone  else,  and  then  they  blow  up  in 
our  face. 

The  danger  is  the  Domenici  plan  will 
last  2  years  and  then  we  will  discard  it 
because  it  becomes  too  politically  po- 
tent and  we  will  keep  the  tax  cut. 

When  the  Senator  from  Arizona.  Sen- 
ator K'i'L.  says  you  cut  taxes  and  vou 
get  more  revenue  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, in  1981  wo  had  both  a  Repub- 
lican—the Ronald  Reagan  plan— and  a 
Democratic  plan  to  do  precisely  that.  I 
voted  against  both  the  Republican  plan 
and  the  Democratic  plan.  But  I  can  re- 
member Ronald  Reagan  saying.  "If  you 
pass  this,  by  1984  we  are  going  to  have 
a  balanced  budget  in  our  country."  It 
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did  not  make  sense.  This 
does  not  make  sense  now. 

And  to  cut  back  from  the  Domenici 
numbers,  $40  billion  in  Medicaid— who 
are  Medicaid  recipients?  Half  of  them 
are  poor  children.  Forty  billion  dollars 
we  are  going  to  get  here.  If  anyone 
thinks  that  $40  billion  is  not  a  tax  cut, 
talk  to  any  hospital  administrator. 
That  means  we  are  going  to  cut  back 
on  what  hospitals  get  for  Medicaid. 
And  what  will  hospital  administrators 
do?  They  will  shift  it  to  the  non-Medic- 
aid,  non-Medicare  payment  to  the  in- 
surance companies,  and  our  insurance 
rates  go  up  all  over  the  country. 

If  anyone  thinks  that  is  not  a  tax  in- 
crease, they  are  just  fooling  them- 
selves. 

Oh.  this  is  great  politics.  And  my 
friend  from  Texas  is  good  at  politics.  I 
commend  him  for  standing  up  fre- 
quently on  the  courageous  side  of 
things.  But  this  one  is  wrong.  He  is 
wrong.  It  is  not  in  the  national  interest 
and  his  amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  from  Il- 
linois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Thank  you 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  outset  of  my  re- 
marks, I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the 
sponsor  of  this  amendment  that,  with- 
out this  broad-brushing,  these  issues 
that  a  number  of  us  on— the  Senator 
said  'on  the  left"— on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  voted  for  and  supported  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  In  fact.  Sen- 
ator Si.viu.N,  my  senior  Senator,  who  is 
leaving  the  floor  now,  was  an  original 
sponsor  of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  continued  to  press  for  that 
matter  over  the  years.  And  so,  this  is 
not  a  partisan  issue. 

Mr.  President,  we  ordinarily  consider 
tax  cuts  when  our  economy  needs  eco- 
nomic stimulus,  but  economic  growth 
is  strong,  so  strong,  in  fact,  that  the 
Federal  Reserve  raised  interest  rates 
seven  separate  times  to  ensure  that  the 
economy  would  not  overheat.  And  un- 
employment is  low;  our  economy  has 
created  6  million  new  jobs.  Jump-start- 
ing the  economy,  therefore,  is  unneces- 
sary at  this  time,  and  cannot  be  the 
motive  for  this  amendment. 

What  is  behind  this  amendment — as 
the  chart  over  there  indicates — is  the 
notion  that  the  Federal  Government  is 
too  big.  Now.  that  is  something  of  an 
arguable  point.  It  is  true,  for  example 
that  national  defense  consumed  S81  bil- 
lion in  fiscal  1970,  and  increased  to  over 
$281  billion  by  fiscal  1994.  However,  in 
1970.  the  $81  billion  financed  over  3  mil- 
lion soldiers,  sailors.  Air  Force  person- 
nel, and  marines,  whereas  the  5281  bil- 
lion we  spent  last  .year  financed  Armed 


Forces  only  about  half  that  amount. 
The  large  dollar  increases,  therefore, 
do  not  really  represent  growth  at  all. 

It  is  true,  of  course,  that  as  a  per- 
centage of  the  economy.  Government 
has  grown.  The  Federal  Government 
accounted  for  about  19.2  percent  of  the 
economy  in  1959,  and  22  percent  last 
year.  That  is  an  increase  of  about  14 
percent  over  the  past  35  years.  Where 
did  that  money  go.  Well,  most  of  it 
went  to  Medicare  and  Social  Security. 
These  two  programs  alone  increased 
from  2  percent  of  the  economy  in  1959 
to  over  7.2  percent  in  1994— that  is,  they 
more  than  accounted  for  all  of  the 
growth  in  Government  over  the  last  35 
years.  Everything  else — discretionary 
spending,  cash,  nutrition,  and  housing 
assistance  for  the  poor,  agriculture — 
almost  everything  else  went  down.  The 
only  other  Federal  activities  to  in- 
crease in  size  as  a  percentage  of  the 
economy  since  1959  are  interest  expense 
and  Medicaid. 

What  these  numbers  all  mean  is  that, 
to  the  extent  the  Federal  Government 
h£is  grown  over  the  past  35  years,  it  has 
grown  because  Social  Security  and 
Medicare  have  become  mature  pro- 
grams over  that  period.  If  you  ask 
Americans  whether  they  would  prefer  a 
tax  cut,  or  whether  they  would  prefer 
to  reduce  their  retirement  or  health 
care  security,  the  answer  is.  I  think 
quite  obvious. 

Now.  this  amendment  does  not  quite 
ask  that  question,  but  it  does  raise  an- 
other one:  would  Americans  rather 
have  a  tax  cut,  and  sacrifice  long-term 
medical  care  for  the  elderly,  and  medi- 
cal care  for  the  poor,  and  investment  in 
our  children's  education,  or  would  they 
rather  give  up  the  tax  cuts,  balance  the 
budget,  but  continue  to  make  essential 
public  investments  in  education,  and  in 
health.  I  think  the  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion is  equally  obvious.  While  Ameri- 
cans would  very  much  like  to  balance 
the  budget,  they  want  to  do  so  in  a  way 
that  preserves  essential  investments  in 
our  future. 

They  know  that  the  reason  balancing 
the  budget  is  so  important  is  because 
we  do  not  want  to  deprive  future  gen- 
erations of  their  opportunity  to  live 
the  American  dream.  And  they  know 
that  trying  to  balance  the  budget  in  a 
way  that  reduces  educational  oppor- 
tunity and  cuts  access  to  health  care 
does  not  meet  our  obligation  to  our 
children— and  their  children.  They 
know  that  simply  is  not  fair.  They 
know  that  it  hurts  both  individuals  and 
our  country,  because  our  future  is  di- 
minished if  every  American  does  not 
have  the  opportunity  to  strive  for  the 
American  dream. 

And  it  is  not  just  individual  Ameri- 
cans who  know  that  America's  future 
depends  on  making  the  right  choice. 
Financial  markets  know  it  also.  If  the 
Senate  adopts  this  amendment  and  the 
tax  cuts  become  law,  we  will  have  un- 
dermined our  commitment  to  real  defi- 
cit reduction,  and  we  will  have  ignored 
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our  responsibility  to  the  future  of 
Americans  and  to  America.  The  results 
of  that  will  be  continued  declines  in 
our  national  wealth,  a  renewed  fall  of 
the  dollar,  a  widening  of  the  gap  be- 
tween rich  and  poor,  and  diminished 
opportunities  for  many  Americans  and 
for  our  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  simple  truth  is  that  we  are  all  in 
this  together— we  are  all  Americans — 
and  the  way  we  balance  the  budget 
should  reflect  that  fact.  A  tax  cut  that 
is  unneeded  to  stimulate  our  economy 
makes  no  sense.  A  tax  cut  that  creates 
confusion  in  the  minds  of  financial 
markets  as  to  whether  the  United 
States  is  committed  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion makes  no  sense.  And  a  tax  cut 
that  undermines  the  essential  purpose 
of  balancing  the  budget  in  the  first 
place — protecting  future  opportunities 
for  our  children  and  our  country — is 
not  what  Americans  want  and  must  be 
defeated. 

I  would  point  out.  my  previous  col- 
league made  the  point  that  fiscal  year 
2002  still  has  a  deficit  here  of  $113  bil- 
lion. It  seems  to  me  that  a  $113  billion 
deficit  is  like  being  just  a  little  bit 
pregnant  I  believe  we  should  focus  our 
attention  on  deficit  reduction  instead 
of  irresponsible  promises  of  a  chicken 
in  every  pot  to  make  political  points. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  therefore,  to 
defeat  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Who  yields  time*!" 

Mr  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr  LOTT.  Mr  President.  I  want  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
1  exas  lOr  yielding  rne  this  time. 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  Gramm 
amendment  to  the  1996  concurrent 
budget  resolution.  I  have  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  before  that,  along 
with  balancing  the  budget,  which  is 
very  important,  we  need  to  provide 
some  tax  relief  for  all  Americans,  espe- 
cially families. 

Slowing  the  rate  of  growth  in  Federal 
spending  is  not  just  a  political  exercise 
or  an  accounting  endeavor  The  Fed- 
eral Government  is  financed  by  the 
hard  work  of  the  people.  If  Government 
is  to  be  made  smaller  and,  thus,  costs 
less,  then  Americans  should  be  able  to 
keep  more  of  their  hard-earned  cash. 

As  I  listened  to  the  debate  here  in 
the  Senate,  it  seemed  to  me  that  there 
are  Senators  or  a  Senator  that  will 
speak  for  almost  every  group  in  the 
country,  many  times  for  good  reasons; 
whether  it  is  education  or  Medicare  or 
the  elderly  or  the  defense  program.  But 
rarely  do  we  have  people  that  stand  up 
here  in  the  Senate  and  speak  up  for  the 
working  taxpaying  Americans. 

Who  among  us  is  willing  to  do  that? 
Senator  Gr.wim  of  Texzis  is  willing  to 
do  that. 


It  seems  to  me  if  we  are  going  to  con- 
trol the  rate  of  growth  in  the  Federal 
Government  spending  by  over  $1  tril- 
lion over  the  next  7  years,  should  not 
the  people  that  are  paying  the  bills. 
carrying  the  load,  doing  the  work,  get 
just  a  little  bit  of  the  relief? 

And  I  want  to  ask  my  colleagues: 
What  is  it  you  object  to  in  this  list  of 
tax  cuts?  I  felt  very  strongly  that  we 
should  have  had  these  tax  cuts  in  the 
body  of  this  resolution.  I  am  pleased 
that  we  have  the  dividend  that  is  des- 
ignated for  tax  cuts.  But  I  really  think 
we  should  make  it  clear  that  we  want 
some  of  these  changes.  And  what  we 
are  talking  about  is  some  tax  cuts  that 
will  encourage  growth. 

Whatever  happened  to  the  idea  that 
one  of  best  ways  to  reduce  the  deficit  is 
to  have  growth  in  the  economy?  We 
have  heard  that  for  years.  President 
Clinton  has  even  talked  about  that. 

And  the  economists  all  indicate  they 
are  worried  about  savings.  How  about 
the  idea  of  letting  the  people  get  a  lit- 
tle consideration  to  encourage  them  to 
save  more? 

So  let  us  encourage  investment  and 
growth  and  savings.  That  is  what  these 
tax  cuts  do. 

And,  also,  how  about  a  little  more 
fairness  in  the  Tax  Code?  There  are  so 
many  problems  with  the  Tax  Code  you 
cannot  begin  to  enumerate  them  all. 
But  when  you  start  talking  about 
things  like  allowing  wives  working  in 
the  home  to  be  able  to  have  an  individ- 
ual retirement  account,  who  is  against 
that?  That  is  fundamental  fairness.  Ev- 
erybody can  have  an  individual  retire- 
ment account  at  certain  levels  of  in- 
come, but  not  the  spouse  working  in 
the  home.  To  me,  correction  of  this  is 
just  basic  fairness. 

How  about  the  marriage  penalty 
credit?  For  years.  Congress  has  talked 
about  how  we  need  to  get  rid  of  this 
marriage  penalty,  and  yet  it  just  lives 
on.  This  tax  cut  would  deal  with  that 
problem. 

What  about  the  idea  of  our  elderly? 
We  have  a  lot  of  our  elderly  who  would 
like  to  keep  working.  But  now  if  they 
keep  working,  many  times  when  they 
need  it  and  when  we  need  them,  they 
get  penalized. 

These  tax  cuts  would  include,  among 
other  good  things,  raising  the  Social 
Security  earnings  test  threshold.  We 
should  do  that.  I  would  like  to  elimi- 
nate it,  but  this  proposal  would  take 
the  threshold  up  to  $30,000. 

So  you  see,  we  are  talking  about 
some  things  that  will  help  families  and 
wives,  married  couples,  small  busi- 
nesses and  our  elderly  in  a  real  way. 

We  have  a  provision  in  here  that 
would  provide  small  businesses  estate 
and  gift  tax  relief.  The  people  who  own 
small  businesses  run  the  risk  of  losing 
everything  they  have  or  affecting  what 
they  do  because  of  these  tax  penalties. 

And  we  should  have  the  capital  gains 
tax  rate  cut.  When  I  go  home  and  I  ask 


the  people  of  all  backgrounds  and  eco- 
nomic stations  in  life,  should  we  have  a 
capital  gains  rate  cut,  "Absolutely," 
they  say.  we  should  do  that.  It  never 
ceases  to  amaze  me  that  in  Washing- 
ton. DC.  a  capital  gains  tax  rate  cut  is 
fought.  But  out  where  people  are  creat- 
ing the  jobs  and  when  they  want  to  be 
able  to  sell  timber  or  timberland.  they 
understand  that  a  capital  gains  tax 
rate  cut  would  help  them  and  would 
help  the  economy  and  would  create 
jobs.  But  not  in  Washington,  no. 

What  about  the  $500  tax  credit  per 
child?  Why  do  we  not  want  to  let  the 
families  with  children  keep  a  little  bit 
more  of  their  own  money,  let  them  de- 
cide how  they  want  to  spend  money  for 
clothing  and  schools  and  food  for  their 
children?  Oh.  no,  it  is  much  better  to 
have  a  program  from  Washington  that 
does  it  for  you  or  tells  you  how  you 
must  do  it.  This  would  allow  the  deci- 
sions to  go  back  to  the  families  with 
children.  Let  them  decide  how  to  spend 
their  money. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  this  is  not 
an  insignificant  consideration  either. 
It  really  would  make  a  difference  in 
the  family  income.  I  would  like  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record.  Mr.  President — 
it  may  have  already  been  done,  but  I 
want  to  make  sure  it  is  in  here — an  ar- 
ticle in  the  Washington  Post  on  May  16 
by  James  K.  Glassman  entitled  "Yes, 
Cut  Taxes."  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  that  be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Yes,  CiT Taxes 
(By  James  K.  Glassman) 

Critics  of  the  Republican  budget  in  the 
press.  Congress  and  the  White  House  may  be 
drastically  underestimating  the  power— both 
political  and  economic— of  those  tax  cuts  the 
House  pu.:>iifd  in  April.  I  U.'iovv  I  did. 

First,  a  little  history.  The  Republicans 
won  the  November  congressional  elections, 
using  a  contract  that  pledged  a  balanced 
budget  and  a  tax  cut. 

President  Clinton  figured  they  couldn't  do 
it.  so  his  strategy  was  to  sit  back  and  let 
them  take  the  heat  for  overreaching.  His 
February  budget  opted  for  the  status  quo. 
which  means  annual  deficits  of  $200  billion- 
plus  forever. 

Now.  the  Republicans  are  offering  their  of- 
ficial budget  plans,  and— whaddaya  know?— 
they  show  they  can  indeed  balance  the  budg- 
et by  their  target  year,  the  palindromic  2002. 
And  they  can  do  it  by  increasing  spending  in 
each  year  by  an  average  of  $45  billion. 

But  skeptics  see  two  problems.  The  first  is 
Medicare.  Republicans  want  to  increase 
spending  on  the  program  by  about  6  percent 
annually  instead  of  10  percent.  In  Washing- 
ton parlance,  this  is  a  -cut"  of  $280  billion, 
so  it's  not  expected  to  be  easy  to  sell. 

The  second  problem  is  tax  cuts.  Sen.  Pete 
Domenici  (R-N  M.),  who  heads  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  said  Sunday.  "We  don't 
have  a  tax  cut  until  we  balance  the  budget." 
But  his  House  counterpart.  Rep.  John  Kasich 
(R-Ohio).  things,  the  country  can  have  both 
at  the  same  time. 

The  trouble  with  tax  cuts  is  that  they're 
hard  to  justify  at  the  same  time  you're  or- 
dering painful  limits— and  some  outright  re- 
ductions—in spending.  Also,  it's  likely  that  a 
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total  restructuring  of  the  tax  system  (a  flat 
tax  or  a  national  sales  tax)  will  be  a  big  issue 
in  next  year's  presidential  election.  So  why 
piecemeal  changes  now? 

In  the  past.  I  made  these  same  arguments 
in  urging  Congress  to  shelve  the  tax  cuts. 
But  that  was  before  I  did  something  that 
most  journalists  (and  even  politicians)  still 
haven't  done;  I  took  a  close  look  at  the  tax 
bill. 

Now  I'm  changing  my  mind.  The  tax 
changes  are  a  political  plus— and  likely  an 
economic  plus  as  well.  Once  Americans  un- 
derstand them  (and  few  do  now)  they're  apt 
to  become  very,  very  enthusiastic.  Reluctant 
politicians  risk  being  trampled. 

The  two  main  provisions  of  the  tax  bill. 
H.R.  1215.  are  these: 

(1)  Nearly  every  family  with  children  can 
reduce  its  final  tax  bill  by  $500  per  kid. 

For  example,  the  average  household  headed 
by  a  married  couple  has  an  income  of  about 
$50,000  a  year.  If  that  family  has  three  chil- 
dren, its  current  federal  income  tax  bill,  ac- 
cording to  a  study  by  Price  Waterhouse.  is 
$4,643. 

But  if  H.R.  1215  becomes  law.  the  family's 
tax  bill  well  be  reduced  by  $1.500— to  $3,143.  a 
cut  of  a  whopping  32  percent.  Such  a  family 
with  two  children  would  save  20  percent, 
with  four  children.  47  percent. 

These  are  huge  cuts,  perhaps  unprece- 
dented in  U.S.  fiscal  history.  'V'et  I  doubt 
that  most  Americans  know  much  about 
them.  The  press  coverage  of  H.R.  1215  earlier 
this  year  was  dominated  by  a  specious  con- 
troversy over  whether  tax  relief  benefited 
the  wealthy.  Of  course,  it  does— but  only  if 
the  rich  are  willing  to  invest  their  money, 
not  spent  it.  Which  brings  us  to  the  second 
element .  .  . 

(2)  Taxes  on  capital  gains  will  be  cut  dra- 
matically. 

This  is  the  part  that's  meant  to  encourage 
investing,  and  it's  a  fact  that  most  investing 
is  done  by  families  with  higher  incomes.  But 
the  capital  gains  cuts  in  H.R.  1215  aren't  a 
replay  of  the  Reagan  tax  cuts,  which  didn't 
work  as  advertised. 

X  iiOoC  1906  cuto  lowered  the  tax  rates  on  in- 
come (salaries,  bonuses,  interest  on  bonds) 
but  actually  raised  the  rates  on  capital  gains 
(profits  from  the  sales  of  assets  like  stocks 
and  real  estate).  As  a  result,  the  changes  en- 
couraged consumption,  but  not  investment. 
In  fact,  the  paltry  U.S.  savings  rate  actually 
fell. 

The  changes  in  the  tax  bill  the  House 
passed  in  April  are  directly  targeted  at  in- 
vestment—and they're  extremely  powerful. 

The  bill  does  two  things:  First,  it  reduces 
a  family's  capital  gains  rate  to  one-half  of 
its  income-tax  rate.  So.  if  you're  in  a  28  per- 
cent bracket  (taxable  income  of  $38,000  to 
$92,000  for  a  couple  filing  jointly),  you'll  pay 
just  14  percent  on  your  stock  profits. 

Second,  the  bill  indexes  capital  gains, 
which  means  that  you  only  pay  taxes  on  real 
profits,  not  on  infiation.  Indexing  can 
produce  huge  tax  savings— but  only  for  long- 
term  investors.  And  long-term  investors  are 
what  the  U.S.  economy  desperately  needs: 
they  provide  the  capital  that  creates  good 
jobs. 

Consider  a  family  with  uxable  income  of 
$80,000  a  year  that  buys  200  shares  of  Wal- 
Mart  at  $25  a  share,  holds  the  stock  for  six 
years,  then  sells  it  for  $50  a  share— a  profit  of 
$5,000. 

Right  now.  taxes  would  be  $1,400  (28  per- 
cent of  $5,000).  But  under  H-R-  1215,  if  infia- 
tion over  those  six  .years  averaged  about  3 
percent,  the  family  would  pay  tax  only  on  Its 
"real"     (non-infiationary)     gain— on     $4,000 


rather  than  on  $5,000.  And  the  rate  would  be 
just  14  percent.  So  the  tax  bill  would  be  $560 
instead  of  $1,400,  a  reduction  of  60  percent. 

Would  capital  gains  cuts  of  that  magnitude 
entice  Americans  to  save  and  invest  rather 
than  to  consume?  It's  a  good  bet. 

The  tax  changes  in  H.R.  1215  would  mean 
that  the  Treasury  would  receive  about  $80 
billion  less  revenue  in  2002  than  it  now  ex- 
pects. That's  a  shortfall  of  about  4  percent 
that  would  have  to  be  met  with  extra  spend- 
ing restraint.  Is  the  trade-off  worth  it?  Its 
more  and  more  clear  the  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  quote 
from  that  article  I  think  the  most  per- 
tinent part: 

(1)  Nearly  every  family  with  children  can 
reduce  its  final  tax  bill  by  $500  per  kid. 

For  example,  the  average  household  headed 
by  a  married  couple  has  an  income  of  about 
$50,000  a  year. 

Not  rich  folks;  these  are  middle-in- 
come, working  people. 

If  that  family  has  three  children,  its  cur- 
rent Federal  income  tax  bill,  according  to  a 
study  by  Price  Waterhouse.  is  $4,643. 

But  if^this  amendment  is  added  to 
the  budget  resolution — 

The  family's  tax  bill  will  be  reduced  by 
$1.500— to  $3,143.  a  cut  of  a  whopping  32  per- 
cent. Such  a  family  with  two  children  would 
save  20  percent,  with  four  children.  47  per- 
cent. 

This  is  a  significant  move  to  help 
families  with  children. 

So,  Mr.  President,  when  I  look  down 
the  list  of  provisions  in  this  tax  cut,  I 
ask— in  fact,  I  challenge — Senators  to 
come  out  here  and  tell  me  which  one  of 
these  they  are  against. 

Are  you  against  providing  tax  incen- 
tives for  the  purchase  of  long-term  care 
insurance?  How  about  a  home  office  de- 
duction for  small  business  men  and 
women,  individual  entrepreneurs  that 
work  out  of  their  homes.'  hjverybody 
else  gets  a  deduction  for  office  ex- 
penses but  not  if  you  work  in  your 
home.  More  and  more  Americans  are 
doing  that,  are  able  to  do  that,  or  are 
going  to  have  to  do  it  in  the  future. 

So  I  think  there  are  many  good  pro- 
visions in  this  legislation.  I  urge  the 
Senate  to  support  it.  It  does  have  the 
support  of  a  number  of  groups  that  are 
interested  in  encouraging  growth  and 
savings  in  the  business  community. 
The  Heritage  Foundation  indicated 
that  490.563  children  in  my  State  of 
Mississippi  would  be  eligible  for  the  per 
child  credit  that  I  spoke  of  a  moment 
ago.  That  means  almost  $245.3  million 
of  this  hard-earned  cash  would  be  re- 
turned to  the  families  in  my  State. 

In  President  Clinton's  home  State  of 
Arkansas,  there  are  458,547  children 
who  would  benefit  from  the  per  child 
tax  credit.  That  is  about  $229  million 
more  than  Arkansas  families  will  get 
back  without  this  tax  credit. 

So  I  think.  Mr.  President,  we  have  an 
opportunity  to  really  help  the  economy 
and  to  help  the  families  in  this  coun- 
try. We  should  add  this  amendment  to 
the  resolution.  Then,  when  we  go  to 
conference,  while  there  still  would  be 


some  differences,  we  could  work  out 
those  differences  and  have  tax  relief  in 
this  very  important  legislation. 

So  I  urge  the  support  of  the  Gramm 
amendment. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  print  a  series  of 
letters  in  the  Record  in  support  of  the 
amendment  by  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union,  by  Citizens  for  a  Sound  Econ- 
omy, by  the  Christian  Coalition,  by 
Traditional  Values  Coalition,  by  the 
Family  Research  Council,  by  Con- 
cerned Women  of  America,  by  the  Busi- 
ness and  Industrial  Council,  and  by  the 
National  Federation  of  Independent 
Business. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Taxpayers  Union, 
Washington.  DC.  May  22.  1995. 

Dear  Senator;  The  300.000-member  Na- 
tional Taxpayers  Union  (NTU)  strongly  sup- 
ports the  FY  1996  Budget  Resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  13)  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee.  A  vote  FOR  the  Committee's 
Budget  Resolution  will  be  scored  as  one  of 
the  most  heavily-weighted  pro-taxpayer 
votes  in  our  1995  Rating  of  Congress.  NTU  op- 
poses any  attempts  to  increase  the  spending 
projected  in  the  Budget  Resolution.  "No" 
votes  on  such  amendments  will  likewise  be 
included  as  pro-taxpayer  votes  in  our  Rating. 

We  are  pleased  that  for  the  first  time  in  fif- 
teen years  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  has 
reported  a  Budget  Resolution  to  balance  the 
budget  without  raising  taxes.  While  the 
Budget  Committee  has  outlined  significant 
spending  cuts,  the  final  proposals  will  be 
drafted  by  the  authorizing  and  appropria- 
tions committees.  The  Committee  has  made 
suggestions  that  NTU  has  supported  for 
many  yeais.  muiuding  Liie  LeiininaLion  or 
privatization  of  many  government  programs. 
It  also  begins  the  long-overdue  process  of  re- 
forming Medicare,  which  is  headed  for  bank- 
ruptcy in  a  few  years. 

Unless  current  trends  change  soon,  funding 
increases  in  major  entitlement  programs 
will  slash  the  after-tax  income  of  the  aver- 
age American  worker  by  almost  60%  over  the 
next  45  years.  After-tax  income  would  plunge 
from  $19,000  in  1995  to  $7,821  in  2040.  As  bleak 
as  this  projection  may  seem,  it  is  based  on 
an  optimistic  assumption  that  pre-tax  in- 
comes will  rise  faster  over  the  next  45  years 
than  they  have  over  the  past  20.  This  spend- 
ing growth  is  not  sustainable,  and  if  allowed 
to  grow  unchecked  will  permanently  damage 
our  children's  hope  for  a  better  future. 

In  the  world  economy,  the  advent  of  the 
Information  Revolution  will  give  a  huge  ad- 
vantage to  efficient  governments.  Because 
computers  allow  most  economic  transactions 
to  occur  literally  anywhere,  competition  be- 
tween jurisdictions  expands  by  the  day.  That 
necessitates  a  revolution  in  the  way  govern- 
ment is  financed  and  a  radical  downsizing  of 
its  activities.  The  budget  restraint  in  this 
resolution  will  force  necessary  reexamina- 
tion and  reform  of  many  government  pro- 
grams. 

While  we  fully  support  the  Budget  Resolu- 
tion, we  are  disappointed  that  it  does  not 
project  passage  of  the  important  tax  reduc- 
tion proposals  that  the  House  passed  last 
month.  Therefore,  we  support  an  amendment 
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by  Senator  Phil  Gramm  and  others  that 
would  further  restrain  spending  growth,  ac- 
commodate most  of  the  House-passed  tax 
cuts,  and  still  balance  the  budget  by  2002.  It 
is  vitally  important  that  Congress  also  re- 
duce the  tax  burden  on  middle-class  tax- 
payers and  the  present  tax  disincentives  for 
savings,  investment,  and  economic  growth. 
The  typical  .American  taxpayer  has  to  work 
until  May  6  this  year  just  to  pay  his  federal, 
state,  and  local  taxes.  Overburdened  tax- 
payers expect  and  deserve  substantial  relief 
from  this  crushing  tax  load.  A  vote  for  the 
Gramm  amendnnent  will  be  included  as  pro- 
taxpayer  vote  in  our  Rating. 

Through  almost  200  years  of  American  his- 
tory, our  leaders  strove  to  follow  Thomas 
Jefferson's  wise  advice:  "We  shall  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay 
tliem  ourselves."  Passage  of  the  Budget  Res- 
olution is  essential  If  Congress  hopes  to  re- 
store a  fiscally  sound  future  for  the  next 
generation. 

Sincerely. 

David  Keating, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

Citizens  for  a 
Sound  Economy. 
Washington.  DC.  May  17.  1995. 
Hon  Phil  Gramm. 
U.S.  Senate.  Wasfitngton.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gra.mm:  I  am  writing  on  be- 
half of  the  250.000  members  of  Citizens  for  a 
Sound  Economy  (CSE)  to  register  our  sup- 
port for  your  proposal  to  balance  the  budget 
by  2002  by  cutting  taxes  and  slowing  federal 
spending  growth. 

In  order  to  encourage  a  growing  economy 
that  creates  new.  high-paying  jobs  and  rising 
living  standards  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children, we  mu.st  bring  federal  spending 
under  control.  Your  proposal  does  this  by 
limiting  federal  spending  increases  to  3.3 
percent  per  year.  Cutting  taxes  and  capping 
the  dollars  available  for  the  federal  govern- 
ment to  spend  would  mean  more  dollars  for 
American  families  to  spend.  Letting  Ameri- 
cans spend  and  invest  their  money  as  they 
like,  instead  of  allowing  the  government  to 
spend  their  money  for  them,  is  one  of  the 
best  things  Congress  could  do  to  strengthen 
our  economy. 

Americans  are  faced  with  chronic  federal 
budget  deficits  because  of  ever-increasing 
government  spending.  CSE  strongly  supports 
your  plan  because  it  would  cut  taxes  and 
help  bring  federal  spending  under  control, 
thereby  resulting  in  the  first  balanced  budg- 
et in  a  generation. 
Sincerely, 

Paul  Beckner. 

President. 

Christian  Coalition. 

Capitol  Hill  Office. 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 

Dear  Senator:  On  behalf  of  the  1.5  million 
members  and  supporters  of  the  Christian  Co- 
alition. I  am  writing  to  urge  your  support  for 
Senator  Phil  Gramm's  proposed  substitute 
amendment  to  the  Concurrent  Budget  Reso- 
lution for  FY  '96  when  it  comes  to  the  floor 
next  week.  This  amendment  will  provide  for 
tax  relief  and  growth  incentives  as  promised 
in  the  Contract  With  America. 

The  .■\merican  family  has  repeatedly  been 
promised  tax  relief,  only  to  see  those  prom- 
ises broken.  That  is  why  the  recent  passage 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  fam- 
ily tax  relief  promised  in  the  Contract  With 
America  was  particularly  gratifying.  But  the 
American   people  do  not  make  differentia- 


tions between  the  House  and  the  Senate— 
they  only  know  that  Republicans  cam- 
paigned on  the  Contract  With  America  and 
that  the  1994  elections  were  a  mandate  to  the 
Republican  party  to  pass  the  Contract.  That 
is  why  we  are  writing  today  to  urge  the  Sen- 
ate to  stick  with  the  tax  relief  promised  in 
the  Contract  With  America. 

Although  all  Americans  have  been  im- 
pacted by  today's  high  taxation  level,  fami- 
lies with  children  have  particularly  felt  the 
impact  due  to  the  diminished  value  of  the 
personal  exemption.  The  personal  exemption 
protected  68  percent  of  the  average  family  of 
four's  earnings  from  taxation  In  1948.  but  it 
has  not  kept  up  with  inflation  and  higher  in- 
come. If  it  had  done  so.  it  would  today  be  be- 
tween $7,000  and  $8,000.  The  American  family 
pays  more  in  federal,  state,  and  local  taxes, 
than  it  does  for  food,  clothing,  and  housing 
combined. 

It  is  important  to  remember  that  In  asking 
for  the  $500  per  child  tax  credit,  families  are 
not  asking  for  a  new  subsidy,  a  new  entitle- 
ment, or  a  new  spending  program  from  the 
government.  They  are  asking  to  keep  more 
of  their  own  hard-earned  income  in  order  to 
raise  their  families. 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  put  families  first 
and  support  the  Gramm  substitute  amend- 
ment when  it  comes  to  the  floor  next  week. 
This  is  the  family  dividend  of  budget  reduc- 
tion. Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  our 
concerns. 

Sincerely. 

Ralph  E.  Repid.  Jr., 

Executive  Director. 

Traditional  Values  Coalition, 

May  12. 1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gramm. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gramm.  Next  week  the  Sen- 
ate will  begin  consideration  of  the  budget 
resolution.  On  behalf  of  Traditional  Values 
Coalition's  31.000  member  churches  I  am 
writing  to  urge  you  to  support  Senator  Phil 
Gramm's  amendment. 

For  too  long  special  interests  have  had 
more  clout  and  control  over  the  budget  proc- 
ess than  worklnp:  families.  In  addition,  over 
the  last  few  decades  Washington  has  shown  a 
lack  of  financial  discipline,  forcing  working 
families  to  shoulder  the  burden  of  increased 
government  spending  and  higher  taxes.  Tra- 
ditional Values  Coalition  believes  that  it  is 
now  time  for  Congress  to  change  its  prior- 
ities and  focus  by  providing  tax  relief  to  the 
parents  of  52  million  children.  With  the  pas- 
sage of  the  Contract  with  America,  the 
House  has  acknowledged  this  injustice  to- 
ward working  families.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  as  well. 

Senator  Gramm's  amendment  will  restrain 
the  growth  in  federal  spending  by  $94  billion 
over  five  years  and  provide  desperately  need- 
ed tax  relief  for  29  million  hardworking  fami- 
lies. TVC  believes  cuts  in  wasteful  govern- 
ment spending  will  pay  for  the  family  tax  re- 
lief. These  spending  cuts  should  come  from 
eliminating  hundreds  of  programs  ranging 
from  the  Uranium  Enrichment  program  ($1.6 
billion)  to  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts  and  Humanities  ($1.4  billion)  and  by 
privatizing  the  Corporation  for  Public  Broad- 
casting ($1  billion). 

In  the  1950's.  the  average  American  family 
paid  3%  of  their  income  in  federal  taxes. 
Today,  the  average  family  sends  25%  of  its 
income  to  Washington.  It  is  outrageous  that 
the  average  working  family  pays  more  to  the 
tax  man  than  it  spends  on  shelter,  food  and 
clothing. 

Traditional  Values  Coalition  believes  that 
working    families    are    better    equipped    to 


make  decisions  on  how  to  spend  their  own 
money  than  bureaucrats  in  Washington. 
Working  families  are  not  asking  for  any- 
thing special  or  an  entitlement.  They  are 
simply  asking  for  the  government  to  retuin 
what  rightfully  belongs  to  them— their  hard 
earned  money. 

Traditional     Values     Coalition     considers 
Senator    Gramm's    amendment    pro-family 
and    pro-growth.    Last    year    Congress    put 
spending  first,  this  year  put  families  first. 
Sincerely. 

Rev.  Louis  P.  Sheldon. 

Chairman. 

Family  Research  Council, 
Washington.  DC.  .May  10.  1995 

De.aR  Sen.\tor:  I  am  writing  to  express  my 
support  for  an  amendment  Senator  Gramm 
plans  to  offer  to  the  budget  resolution  when 
it  reaches  the  Senate  floor  later  this  month. 
The  amendment  would  significantly  reduce 
the  tax  burden  on  America's  families  by 
adopting  a  $500  per-child  tax  credit  and  a  va- 
riety of  other  tax  measures  (including  a  de- 
duction for  adoption  expenses,  spousal  IRA 
benefits,  etc.)  which  are  very  much  needed. 

The  Gramm  proposal  allows  the  Senate  to 
adopt  the  'crown  jewel"  of  the  House  GOP's 
Contract  With  America.  It  recognizes  that 
the  electoral  revolution  that  occurred  last 
November  8  was  driven  in  no  small  part  by  a 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  American  people  to 
see  the  size  of  government  reduced  and  the 
amount  of  disposal  income  available  for 
their  use  increased. 

As  you  know,  the  1986  White  House  Work- 
ing Group  on  the  Family  that  I  chaired  for 
President  Reagan  had  as  its  central  rec- 
ommendation a  dramatic  increase  in  per- 
child  tax  benefits.  The  Senate  has  an  his- 
toric opportunity  to  address  this  long  over- 
looked area  of  tax  law  and  to  demonstrate  to 
the  .American  people  that  it  is  working  to 
make  the  kinds  of  changes  Americans  voted 
for  last  November. 

While  I  recognize  that  some  legislators 
perceive  tax  relief  to  be  at  odds  with  the  im- 
portant goal  of  deficit  reduction,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  point  out  that  the  Gramm  proposal- 
like  the  House  GOP  Contract — provides  bolh 
significant  tax  relief  and  significant  deficit 
reduction.  As  such,  it  recognizes  that  these 
two  important  goals  are  not  mutually  exclu- 
sive. 

I  urge  you.  therefore,  to  enthusiastically 
support  Senator  Gramm's  efforts.  Please  let 
me  know  if  you  would  like  additional  infor- 
mation about  this  subject  from  me  or  any 
member  of  my  staff. 
Sincerely, 

Gary  L.  Bauer. 

President. 

Concerned  Women 

FOR  America. 
Washington.  DC.  May  12.  1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gra.mm. 

Russell    Senate   Office    Building.    Washington, 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gramm:  Concerned  Women 
for  America  is  the  nation's  largest  pro-fam- 
ily women's  organization  with  over  600.000 
members.  For  many  years  CWA  has  worked 
on  legislative  efforts  to  allow  American  fam- 
ilies to  keep  more  of  their  hard-earned 
money.  Thus,  we  have  worked  diligently  in 
favor  of  the  $500-per-child  tax  credit,  home- 
maker  IRA  equity,  and  tax  credits  for  adop- 
tion expenses. 

We  are  very  disturbed  by  the  increased  tax 
burden  on  families  which  often  compels  both 
parents  to  enter  the  work  force  in  order  to 
make  financial  ends  meet.  In  1948  the  median 


family  of  four  paid  only  two  percent  of  its  in- 
come to  the  federal  government  in  taxes. 
However,  in  1989  the  same  family  paid  nearly 
24  percent  in  federal  taxes.  Adding  on  stale 
and  local  taxes,  over  one-third  of  that  fami- 
ly's income  will  be  spent  on  taxes. 

Families  in  your  state  need  you  to  stand 
firm  on  their  behalf.  The  House  GOP  "Con- 
tract With  America  "  was  passed  because  the 
voters  made  their  voices  heard  last  Novem- 
ber. Tax  relief  for  families  was  a  vital  com- 
ponent that  helped  to  spark  that  revolution. 
Now  it  is  time  for  the  Senate  to  do  its  part 
to  fight  for  families.  Otherwise,  the  Senate 
will  shoulder  the  voters'  outrage  and  become 
the  weak  link  in  the  fight  for  smaller  gov- 
ernment and  less  taxes. 

CWA  cannot  compromise  on  this  principle. 
This  issue  is  not  about  class  warfare.  It  is  ar- 
rogant and  baseless  to  assert  that  govern- 
ment cannot  afford  to  allow  families  to  keep 
more  of  their  own  money.  Families  should 
not  have  to  suffer  for  the  appalling  lack  of 
discipline  and  will  in  Congress  to  cut  federal 
spending: 

Please  join  Concerned  Women  for  America 
in  supporting  the  Gramm  amendment  to  the 
Senate  Budget.  CWA  members  in  your  state, 
and  all  America's  families,  will  remember 
your  vote. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly  LaHaye, 

President. 

United  States 
Business  and  Industrial  Council, 

Washington.  DC.  May  16.  1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gram.m. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gramm:  In  recent  testi- 
mony to  the  Congressional  Joint  Economic 
Committee.  Milton  Friedman  has  calculated 
the  aggregate  cost  of  direct  and  indirect  gov- 
ernment expenditures  at  a  staggering  50  per- 
cent of  national  output.  About  half  of  the 
U.S.  Gross  Domestic  Product  is  taken  in 
taxes  by  the  government  at  the  federal. 
state,  and  local  levels,  including  the  costs  of 
complying  with  excessive  government  regu- 
lations. Moreover,  the  Institute  for  Policy 
Innovation  states  that  50  percent  of  the  aver 
age  family's  budget  goes  to  pay  taxes  to  all 
levels  of  government.  Clearly,  the  federal 
government  is  far  too  big  and  is  taking  too 
much  from  our  economy.  The  Congress  needs 
to  drastically  cut  spending  and  also  cut 
taxes. 

USBIC  strongly  supports  your  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution 
which  would  cut  spending  further  in  order  to 
achieve  the  crucially  important  tax  cuts  al- 
ready passed  by  the  House  as  part  of  the  Con- 
tract with  America.  Your  amendment  would 
combine  the  savings  from  lowering  non-de- 
fense discretionary  spending  ($117  billion 
over  seven  years)  beyond  the  reductions  al- 
ready in  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  Reso- 
lution, with  Medicaid  savings  derived  from 
accelerating  the  decrease  in  the  rate  of 
growth  in  Medicaid.  In  addition,  your 
amendment  would  use  the  "dividend"  pro- 
jected by  the  Congre-ssional  Budget  Office  re- 
sulting from  balancing  the  budget  by  2002. 
All  of  these  additional  spending  cuts  and 
savings  would  be  combined  to  pay  for  $173 
billion  in  tax  reductions  over  five  years.  We 
are  delighted  that  your  amendment  would 
preserve  the  following  crucial  tax  cuts  al- 
ready in  the  Contract— capital  gains  tax  re- 
duction and  indexing,  small  business  estate 
and  gift  tax  relief,  small  business  expensing, 
and  repeal  of  the  corporate  alternate  mini- 
mum tax.  USBIC  believes  that  the  capital 
gains  tax  cut  alone,  if  scored  dynamically 
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rather  than  statically,  will  increase  revenues 
by  $150  billion  over  five  years,  thereby  in- 
and-of  itself  almost  paying  for  all  the  other 
tax  cuts  yet  a  second  time. 

We  represent  1.000  small  and  medium-sized, 
mostly  family-owned  businesses  nationwide. 
As  you  know,  such  businesses  employ  half  of 
our  nation's  workforce  and  create  two  thirds 
of  all  new  jobs.  Such  businesses  are  the  bed- 
rock of  the  nation's  economy,  yet  they  are 
being  severely  squeezed  by  high  taxes  and  ex- 
cessive regulations.  Your  amendment  pre- 
serving the  vitally  needed  House  tax  cuts 
will  strongly  improve  the  nation's  economy 
by  stimulating  investment,  growth,  and  new 
jobs. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin  L.  Kearns, 

President. 

National  Federation  of 
Independent  Business, 
Washington.  DC.  May  16.  1995. 
Hon.  Phil  Gramm. 
U.S.  Senate.  Wa.shington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Gramm:  On  behalf  of  the 
more  than  600.000  members  of  the  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Business  (NFIB),  I 
am  writing  to  support  your  amendment,  the 
Contract  with  America  Tax  Fairness  and 
Deficit  Reduction  Act,  to  the  FY'  1996  Budget 
Resolution. 

For  the  first  time  in  decades,  the  Congress 
is  debating  a  resolution  that  puts  the  federal 
budget  on  a  permanent  path  to  a  balanced 
federal  budget.  Your  amendment  would 
make  possible  significant  tax  relief  for 
American  families  and  .small  businesses 
while  balancing  the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 
It  returns  hard-earned  money  to  families  and 
small  businesses  who  know  best  how  to 
spend  it. 

NFIB  members  strongly  support  a  balanced 
federal  budget  and  believe  their  taxes  should 
be  reduced.  High  taxes  consistently  rank  at 
the  top  of  the  list  of  concerns  for  small  busi- 
ness owners  in  surveys  conducted  by  the 
NFIB  Education  Foundation. 

Important  tax  relief  for  small  business  in- 
cludes: small  business  and  family  farm  es- 
tate tax  relief.  Incentives  for  retirement  sav- 
ings, and  capital  gains  tax  reduction  and  in- 
dexing. Your  plan  includes  all  of  these  pro- 
posals and  more. 

We  applaud  your  efforts  and  look  forward 
to  working  with  you. 
Sincerely, 

John  J.  Motley  III, 

Vice  President. 
Federal  Governmental  Relations. 
Mr.  EXON  atidressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  my 
colleague  from  Nebraska. 

Let  me  just  begin  by  stating  some- 
thing that  may  put  me  within  the  mi- 
nority here.  I  am  opposed  to  all  tax 
cuts  in  this  bill,  not  because  I  am  op- 
posed to  tax  cuts.  I  think  they  ought  to 
all  be  postponed— that  is  my  own 
view— whether  they  come  from  one 
source  or  another.  If  we  are  honestly 
dealing  with  deficit  reduction,  tax  cuts 
ought  not  be  on  the  table. 

But  I  do  want  to  rise  and  express  my 
opposition   to   the  particular  proposal 


being  offered  today  because  I  think  it 
is  particularly  egregious  and  creates 
serious  problems  for  our  country. 

My  colleague  from  Texas,  with  whom 
I  serve  on  the  Banking  Committee,  has 
often  and  very  colorfully  talked  about 
who  is  in  the  wagon  and  outside  the 
wagon.  I  raise  here  a  picture  of  the 
good  old  chuck  wagon.  I  call  it  the  Re- 
publican tax  cut  wagon. 

I  am  going  to  use  the  wagon  meta- 
phor to  explain  to  people,  if  I  can.  what 
we  are  talking  about  with  this  pro- 
posal. The  wagon  metaphor  is  a  potent 
one. 

If  we  apply  it  to  the  Contract  With 
America's  tax  cut.  I  think  people  will 
get  a  clear  picture  of  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  If  you  take  off  the  wagons 
cover  and  show  what  is  inside  this  tax- 
cut  wagon,  you  get  a  clear  picture  of 
what  is  occurring. 

More  than  51  percent  of  those  riding 
in  this  tax-cut  wagon  are  the  wealthi- 
est 12  percent  of  our  population  in  this 
country  earning  more  than  $100,000  a 
year.  In  fact,  the  richest  1  percent,  the 
best  off  of  the  population,  of  those 
earning  over  $350,000  will  reap,  under 
this  proposal,  an  average  windfall  of 
$20,000  in  tax  breaks.  People  earning 
over  $200,000  will  receive  a  tax  break  in 
excess  of  $11,000.  Is  it  any  wonder  that 
a  recent  Wall  Street  Journal  article  de- 
scribed the  House  GOP  tax-cut  pack- 
age, much  of  what  we  are  voting  on 
today,  in  these  words,  and  I  quote  the 
Wall  Street  Journal: 

Don't  do  anything  yet,  but  start  salivat- 
ing. The  tax  bill  passed  Wednesday  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  could  turn  out  to 
be  the  biggest  tax-saving  bonanza  in  years 
for  upper-income  Americans. 

While  the  tax-cut  package  represents 
a  bonanza  to  the  very  well  off.  families 
earning  $20,000  to  $30,000— this  area 
down  here,  Mr.  President — will  have 
their  tax  cut  by  only  $247  per  year. 
Those  earning  $30,000  to  $50,000  will  get 
a  tax  cut  of  $569  a  year.  That  is  about 
$1.50  a  day. 

Collectively,  these  families,  shown  in 
orange  on  the  chart,  represent  35  per- 
cent of  all  American  families,  but  they 
will  receive  less  than  15  percent  of  the 
benefits  under  this  tax  cut. 

The  least  affluent,  25  percent  of 
American  families,  earning  less  than 
$20,000  a  year,  shown  in  red,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  thin  column  here,  will  re- 
ceive a  tax  cut  of  $20  to  $90  a  year. 

Now  that  we  have  a  better  under- 
standing of  who  is  riding  in  the  wagon, 
let  us  take  a  look  at  who  is  truly  pull- 
ing the  weight.  The  contract's  tax  cut 
package  will  cost  $345  billion  over  7 
years  and  $639  billion  over  10  years. 
How  is  this  going  to  be  paid  for?  By 
some  of  the  most  draconian,  in  my 
view,  cuts  presented  on  the  floor  of  this 
body.  Medicare  recipients  who  have  a 
median  income  of  $17,000  will  pay  an 
additional  $3,200  in  the  next  7  years. 

I  do  not  argue  the  fact  that  Medicare 
needs  to  be  addressed,  but  we  might  be 
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more  creative  in  solving  that  problem 
than  using  those  dollars  to  pay  for  a 
tax  cut.  as  I  pointed  out  earlier,  that 
goes  to  upper-income  people.  After  dec- 
ades of  hard  work,  the  seniors  face  re- 
tirement years  full  of  anxiety  —all  of  us 
know  it — and  squeezed  by  medical  bills. 
Medicare  problems  are  a  symptom  of  a 
larger  problem.  It  did  not  create  the 
problem.  More  than  12  million  working 
families  will  have  to  pay  higher  taxes 
because  of  the  Republican  proposal  to 
cut  some  S21  billion  from  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit,  a  program  that  Presi- 
dent Ronald  Reagan  called  "one  of  the 
best  programs  we  can  possibly  have  to 
offer  to  the  working  poor  in  this  coun- 
try.'" 

In  Connecticut,  these  cuts  will  in- 
crease taxes  on  87.000  working  families 
by  an  average  of  $1,400  over  7  years. 
College  students.  Mr.  President,  will 
see  the  cost  of  a  diploma  rise  by  any- 
where from  $2,000  to  $5,000  as  a  result  of 
cuts  in  the  student  loan  interest  sub- 
sidy and  other  programs. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  opinion,  it  is 
the  height  of  hypocrisy  to  bemoan  the 
fact  that  some  Americans  are  riding  in 
the  wagon  while  others  are  pulling  and 
then  turn  around  and  offer  a  massive 
tax  cut  and  ask  working  families,  stu- 
dents, and  seniors  to  foot  the  bill  for  a 
tax  break  for  the  more  affluent  in  our 
society. 

Mr.  President.  I  just  feel,  here 
again — and  I  say  this  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  my  colleagues  that  are  propos- 
ing this — this  is  not  a  time  for  this 
kind  of  a  tax  cut  here  at  all.  We  cannot 
afford  it.  Deficit  reduction  ought  to  be 
the  name  of  the  game.  If  we  are  going 
to  have  deficit  reduction,  if  we  are 
going  to  ask  people  to  pay.  then  to 
offer  12  percent  of  the  American  popu- 
lation to  become  a  beneficiary  of  51 
percent  ot  this  break,  it  seems  to  me 
ill-advised  and  wrongheaded. 

My  hope  is  that  this  amendment  will 
be  rejected  and  we  will  come  together 
around  a  sound  budget  alternative.  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addres.sed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas, 

Mr  GRAMM.  Mr  President,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  my  dear  colleague  from 
Connecticut  that  that  is  a  fine  looking 
wagon. 

Mr  DODD.  Not  if  you  look  on  the  in- 
side of  it. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  It  is  beautiful  both  in- 
side and  out. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  sim- 
ple points.  No.  1,  our  colleagues  always 
get  confused  when  we  are  talking  about 
tax  cuts.  They  are  always  thinking 
about  welfare.  So  they  cannot  under- 
stand when  we  cut  taxes  that  people 
who  do  not  pay  any  taxes  do  not  get  a 
tax  cut.  Those  people  are  already 
riding  in  the  wagon.  I  did  not  see  40 
million  people  on  welfare  riding  in  that 
wagon.  I  did  not  see  $350  billion  taken 
away  last  year  from  working  people  to 
give  to  the  people  riding  in  the  wagon. 


When  our  colleague  says  that  some- 
one with  a  certain  income  level  only 
got  a  $120  tax  reduction,  since  the  cred- 
it is  $1,000  for  a  two-child  family,  that 
means  they  were  only  paying  $120  in 
taxes.  Tax  cuts  are  for  people  who  are 
paying  taxes.  In  terms  of  all  this  busi- 
ness about  rich  people,  I  go  back  to  my 
point:  How  can  we  be  a  country  that 
loves  jobs  and  hates  the  people  that 
create  them?  The  only  way  rich  people 
will  benefit  from  the  capital  gains  tax 
rate  is  to  invest  money  and  be  success- 
ful. If  they  invest  money  and  they  are 
successful  and  they  do  create  jobs  and 
the  Federal  Government  takes  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  what  they  earn,  why 
should  they  not  benefit?  What  is  wrong 
with  profits?  Is  America  the  only  coun- 
try in  the  world  as  we  are  going  into 
the  21st  century  where  capitalism  is  a 
dirty  word? 

This  is  something  I  do  not  under- 
stand. This  is  a  different  perspective  on 
America  than  I  have  ever  seen.  Again, 
I  think  it  does  clearly  define  the  vision 
that  I  am  talking  about  versus  the  old 
and  tired  vision  which  has  dominated 
American  Government  for  40  years.  It 
is  almost  as  if  it  is  better  to  have  peo- 
ple in  misery  as  long  as  we  can  rub 
everybody's  nose  in  it,  rather  than  try- 
ing to  create  incentives  for  economic 
growth.  Redistributing  wealth  does  not 
solve  poverty.  Creating  wealth  does 
solve  it,  and  that  is  what  the  debate  is 
about. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  my  colleague  from  Arkan- 
sas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  floor  manager. 
Let  me  say.  first  of  all,  capitalism  is 
not  a  dirty  word.  Crazy  budgeting  is 
what  is  crazy  Tt  is  not  dirty,  but  it  is 
crazy.  Everybody  in  this  body  is  always 
saying,  "This  is  what  the  people  want. 
They  want  term  limits,  and  they  want 
a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget." 

Let  me  show  you  what  70  percent  of 
the  people  in  this  country  want.  This 
chart  shows  a  USA  Today  poll  which 
asks,  "Do  you  prefer  deficit  reduction 
or  tax  cuts?"  Seventy  percent  say  that 
if  we  are  going  to  cut  spending,  we 
should  apply  it  toward  deficit  reduc- 
tion. That's  almost  three  times  the 
number  of  people  who  prefer  tax  cuts. 

So  what  are  we  doing  here?  We  are 
thwarting  the  obvious  will  of  the  peo- 
ple. The  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas  reminds  me  of  turning  a 
child  loose  in  a  candy  store.  I  cannot 
think  of  anything  in  this  amendment 
that  I  would  not  love  to  vote  for.  ex- 
cept the  very  regressive  part  of  the  tax 
which  rewards  the  rich  and  takes  from 
the  poor.  The  Senator's  amendment 
has  a  new  IRA.  it  has  a  deduction  for 
caring  for  the  elderly.  It  has  all  kinds 
of  tax  breaks  that  I  would  love  to  vote 
for.  But  Mr.  President,  we  cannot  af- 
ford this,  and  the  people  of  this  coun- 


try do  not  believe  it  is  possible  to  have 
these  tax  cuts  and  balance  the  budget, 
too. 

When  I  ride  home  on  an  airplane.  I 
talk  to  the  people  around  me,  and  they 
say,  "Senator,  the  thing  that  troubles 
me  about  you  Democrats  is  you  engage 
in  class  warfare.  "  I  hear  that  very 
often.  I  suppose  Rush  Limbaugh  has 
talked  about  it,  otherwise,  so  many 
people  would  not  be  talking  about  it. 

But  who  is  really  engaging  in  class 
warfare  here?  Look  at  what  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Texas  does. 
It  gives  a  whopping  $124  a  year  to  peo- 
ple who  make  zero  to  $30,000  a  year. 
That  is  a  pizza  every  third  Friday 
night.  And  when  you  take  away  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  they  pay  a 
lot  more.  They  not  only  do  not  get  the 
$124.  they  wind  up  losing  a  substantial 
amount  every  year.  But  what  about 
people  who  make  over  S200.000  a  year? 
What  kind  of  tax  cut  would  they  get 
out  of  this  amendment?  They  would 
get  a  cut  of  $11,266.  Why.  Robin  Hood 
would  be  whirling  in  his  grave — taking 
from  the  poor  to  give  to  the  rich. 

They  say.  "You  Democrats  talk  too 
much  about  class  warfare."  If  that  is 
not  class  warfare,  I  do  not  know  what 
is. 

Mr.  President,  the  last  time  we  had  a 
balanced  budget  was  when  Lyndon 
Johnson  dumped  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  into  the  budget.  And  since 
that  time,  we  have  had  integrated 
budgets.  Social  Security  has  been 
counted.  Otherwise,  the  deficit  would 
have  been  much,  much  bigger.  So  what 
do  we  do  under  this  budget?  We  are 
going  to  take  $600  billion  of  Social  Se- 
curity funds  over  the  next  7  years  to 
pretend  to  the  American  people  that 
we  have  achieved  a  balanced  budget. 
And  the  Senator  from  Texas  comes 
with  an  amendment  that  will  only  cost 
$350  billion— talk  about  deja  vu.  I  heard 
all  of  this  in  1981,  $3.5  trillion  ago,  how 
we  can  cut  taxes  and  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  President.  I  divinely  hope  our 
colleagues  will  not  accept  this  amend- 
ment. I  yield  the  noor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr  President,  I  have  one 
or  two  speakers  scheduled  to  come.  I 
will  make  a  few  comments  before  rec- 
ognizing those  who  indicated  they 
would  like  to  speak  on  this  subject. 

Let  me  say  that  the  debate  has  been 
very  interesting  and  very  challenging, 
I  will  simply  say  that  I  hope  all  Sen- 
ators will  realize  and  recognize  that 
this  is  a  very  key  amendment  that  we 
must  defeat  if  we  are  going  to  truly 
balance  the  budget  and  not  try  to  fool 
the  American  people. 

Time  and  time  again,  it  has  been  said 
that  we  cannot  have  a  tax  cut  and  bal- 
ance the  budget,  too.  I  reference  once 
again  the  fact  that  I  was  hearing  the 
same  story  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
in  the  early  19B0s  when  a  massive  tax 
cut  was  proposed  at  t'ae  same  time  the 
President  of  the  United  States  was 
going  to  balance  the  budget  in  4  years. 
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Now,  I  think  the  President  of  the 
United  States  at  that  time  was  just  not 
well  informed.  I  happen  to  think  that 
the  numbers  simply  will  not  add  up.  I 
think  most  realistic  people  will  say, 
while  it  would  be  nice— this  Senator 
and  everyone  on  this  side  and  certainly 
everyone  on  that  side  would  like  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  provide  a  tax 
cut— the  overriding  problem  in  Amer- 
ica today  is  the  deficit. 

Certainly,  this  Senator  would  be  the 
first  one  to  join  the  bandwagon  for  a 
tax  cut  that  was  targeted  at  middle-in- 
come America.  Certainly,  the  $500  cred- 
it for  school-age  children  would  be  one 
that  I  would  be  attracted  to. 

I  have  to  say,  as  a  fiscal  conserv- 
ative, and  I  think  no  one  can  question 
that,  as  one  who  voted  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  the  last  big  vote 
we  had  in  the  Senate  with  regard  to 
who  wants  to  get  things  done.  I  simply 
say  that  I  believe  the  measure  being  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  Texas,  which 
is  an  incorporation  of  Speaker  Ging- 
rich's crown  jewel  of  America,  as  far  as 
the  Contract  With  America  is  con- 
cerned, is  simply  unrealistic.  I  hope 
very  much  it  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  will  yield  to  me  for 
a  question. 
Mr.  EXON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  used 
this  chart  a  while  ago  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  did  not  yield  for  a  question. 
This  chart  is  page  7  of  the  budget  reso- 
lution that  is  before  the  Senate. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  if 
this  is  not  accurate.  I  notice  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  says,  "With  this 
plan  of  ours,  the  budget  is  balanced.  So 
now,  we  will  go  give  tax  cuts."  Of 
course,  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  bat, 
nonetheless,  tax  cuts. 

Page  7  of  the  budget  resolution  says 
•Deficits."  On  line  21,  the  year  2002,  a 
$113   billion   deficit   remaining   in    the 
year  2002. 

Is  it  not  true  that  this  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  come  to  the  floor  saying 
we  balanced  the  budget;  it  comes  to  the 
floor  saying  we  have  a  $113  billion  defi- 
cit in  the  year  2002? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  answer 
my  colleague  from  North  Dakota  by 
saying  he  is  absolutely  correct.  The 
figures  that  he  cites  are  in  the  budget 
resolution. 

What  I  think  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  fails  to  recognize  is  that  the 
tooth  fairy  is  going  to  take  care  of  that 
deficit.  With  that  explanation,  I  am 
sure  that  the  Senator  will  be  fully  sat- 
isfied. 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  GRAMM.  I  guess  one  of  the 
things  that  is  always  frustrating  about 
political  debate  is  that  it  is  so  seldom 
that  we  will  really  talk  about  the  is- 
sues that  are  involved.  So  we  have 
drifted  far  afield  from  those  issues. 

I  would  like  to  go  back  and  try  to  set 
them  all  in  perspective.  1  am  going  to 


reserve  my  final  moments  to  conclude 
the  debate,  and  I  will  allow  the  Demo- 
crats to  speak  until  their  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

First  of  all,  this  is  not  a  debate  about 
balancing  the  budget  versus  cutting 
taxes.  I  am  not  proposing  to  cut  taxes, 
except  to  the  degree  that  spending  is 
being  cut  beyond  the  level  contained  in 
the  budget  resolution. 

I  am  proposing,  if  we  look  at  this 
chart,  very  simply  to  do  this:  The  red 
line  here  starts  off  with  the  Federal 
Government  spending  roughly  $1.5  tril- 
lion this  year.  It  shows  how  much  the 
Government  can  spend  over  the  next  7 
years  and  still  balance  the  unified 
budget  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

What  I  am  proposing  is  to  cut  spend- 
ing below  that  level  so  that  rather 
than  the  Federal  Government  investing 
in  the  education  of  our  children,  fami- 
lies can  invest  in  the  education  of  our 
children;  only  the  families  will  know 
the  names  of  the  children  they  are  in- 
vesting in.  Only  the  families  will  have 
a  stake  directly  in  those  children. 

My  proposal  is  to  cut  Government 
spending  on  things  like  Government 
subsidies  to  business,  so  we  can  cut  the 
capital  gains  tax  rate,  so  that  we  can 
provide  incentives  for  investment  deci- 
sions to  be  made  by  people  who  are 
going  to  benefit  or  lose  in  those  invest- 
ment decisions,  so  that  the  market- 
place, based  on  competition  and  effi- 
ciency, can  make  investment  decisions. 
With  regard  to  the  debate  about  the 
income  level  of  the  people  paying  the 
taxes,  the  point  is  if  we  give  a  $500  tax 
credit  per  child  in  America,  if  someone 
is  not  paying  $500  worth  of  taxes,  they 
do  not  get  the  tax  credit. 

But  then  what  we  are  tr^'ing  to  do  is 
to  deal  with  a  problem  that  in  1950,  the 
average  family  with  two  children  was 
sending  $1  out  of  every  $50  it  earned  to 
Washington  for  the  Congress  to  spend; 
today  the  average  family  in  America 
with  two  children  is  sending  $1  out  of 
every  $4  to  Washington  for  the  Con- 
gress to  spend.  I  want  to  let  families 
spend  more  of  their  own  money  on 
their  own  children  for  their  own  future. 
That  is  what  this  debate  is  about. 

If  we  ask  people  if  they  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  or  cut  taxes,  they  say 
balance  the  budget.  I  agree.  If  we  ask 
do  I  want  my  children  to  be  healthy  or 
do  I  want  them  to  go  to  college.  I  want 
them  to  be  healthy.  When  their  health 
is  secured,  I  then  want  them  to  go  to 
college.  I  do  not  have  only  one  objec- 
tive for  my  children. 

We  have  set  out  a  budget  that  bal- 
ances the  budget.  What  I  am  proposing 
to  do  is  to  cut  Government  spending 
further,  eliminate  the  Federal  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  reduce  subsidies  to 
business  and  cut  taxes  by  that  amount 
so  that  families  can  invest  more  of 
their  own  money  rather  than  having 
Government  spend  their  money  for 
them,   and   cut   the   capital   gains   tax 


rate  and  let  businesses  invest  their 
money  as  they  see  fit,  rather  than  us 
subsidizing  businesses  to  invest  money 
where  we  would  like  it  to  be  invested. 
That  is  what  this  debate  is  about.  I 
reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  is  recognized  for 
6  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  friend  and  colleague,  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. 

I  think  we  are  getting  down  to  where 
this  debate  is  all  going  to  be  in  the 
Record  and  the  decisions  will  have 
been  made.  It  focuses  or  centers  around 
a  couple  of  fairly  narrow  issues,  as  I 
see  them. 

We  can  discuss  forever  whether  there 
were  tax  cuts  intended  when  the  Budg- 
et Committee  passed  the  resolution  on 
the  floor,  or  whether  there  were  not; 
and  at  times,  it  was  said  in  the  slip  of 
a  tongue  that,  yes,  they  were  for  tax 
cuts;  no,  they  were  not  for  tax  cuts  be- 
cause the  Finance  Committee  was 
going  to  be  making  its  decision.  It  was 
just  going  to  be  kind  of  set  aside,  $170 
billion  set  aside  that  would  be  there  to 
provide  savings,  but  everybody  knew  it 
was  there,  but  for  the  wink  of  an  eye 
was  reserved  for  tax  cuts. 

Today  we  have  heard  a  debate  about 
the  real  thing.  We  have  come  face  to 
face,  finally,  with  what  the  issue  is. 
The  issue,  very  simply,  is  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  deprive  people  of 
programs  that  are  essential;  that  is.  to 
take  care  of  those  seniors  who  are 
beneficiaries  of  Medicare,  to  make  sure 
that  Medicaid  has  the  funding  so  that 
in  places  like  Newark,  N.T.  and 
throughout  this  country,  hospitals  that 
derive  60  percent,  70  percent,  80  percent 
of  their  income  from  Medicaid  because 
they  serve  a  poverty-stricken  popu- 
lation will  not  have  to  close. 

We  want  to  do  that,  as  I  hear  the  ar- 
gument today,  so  that  we  can  take  care 
of  the  tax  cuts  that  benefit  primarily 
those  in  the  upper  income  levels. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  roughly,  for 
every  person  earning  $350,000  it  is  esti- 
mated by  Treasury  that  there  will  be  a 
$20,000  reduction  in  taxes.  That  is  a 
pretty  hefty  present  at  the  end  of  the 
year.  $20,000,  while  they  are  asking  sen- 
ior citizens  who,  on  average,  75  percent 
of  them,  make  $25,000  a  year  or  less, 
who  are  totally  dependent  on  $25,000  a 
year  or  less  for  their  income  and,  on 
top  of  that,  are  having  to  supplement 
their  Medicare  Program  with  about  20 
percent  of  their  income,  or  roughly 
$5,000,  for  that  group  that  is  at  the 
$25,000  level.  It  does  not  leave  much  for 
ordinary  living.  And  heaven  forbid  that 
a  nursing  home  long-term  care  pro- 
gram is  involved.  That  is  the  end  of  it. 
But  we  want  to  do  that  so  we  can 
take  care  of  the  tax  cut,  a  tax  cut  pri- 
marily for  those  who  are  at  the  top  of 
the  income  ladder. 
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The  question  resolves  itself  very 
much,  whose  side  are  you  on?  On  this 
side  of  the  aisle  we  are  on  the  side  of 
the  working  Americans,  the  people  who 
are  doing  their  darnedest  to  try  to 
keep  home  and  family  together,  to  try 
to  provide  for  the  education  of  their 
children,  to  give  them  a  hand  up  so 
when  it  is  their  turn  to  takeover  fam- 
ily responsibilities  and  leadership  in 
the  country  they  are  prepared  to  do  it. 

An  America  falling  behind  competi- 
tively is  not  a  sight  that  is  pleasant  to 
see.  An  America  whose  health,  whose 
longevity  is  declining  compared  to 
other  nations  in  the  world  is  not  a 
pleasant  sight  to  see.  An  America  who 
is  25th  among  nations  in  foreign  aid 
—25th  among  the  25  most  advanced  na- 
tions in  this  world.  They  leave  us  be- 
hind. When  there  are  not  only  impor- 
tant diplomatic  objectives  to  be  gained 
but  important  commercial  objectives 
to  be  gained  as  well. 

We  see  what  happens.  We  need  border 
guards.  We  know  the  State  of  Texas 
likes  to  see  more  border  guards  to  help 
curb  illegal  immigration.  We  need 
more  FBI  agents,  as  we  have  seen  very 
recently. 

We  have  to  change  the  way  we  deal 
with  security  issues.  But.  no,  all  of 
those  things  are  put  on  hold  so  we  can 
take  care  of  a  tax  reduction  for  those 
who  in  many  cases  do  not  need  it. 

Yes,  when  you  get  to  the  middle  class 
Americans,  when  those  who  are  in  the 
level  of  income  where  they  need  all  the 
help  they  can  get,  that  is  a  worthwhile 
consideration.  But  for  someone  who  is 
making  S150.000  a  year,  $350,000  a  year, 
or  more?  That  is  not  necessary,  in  my 
view,  when  it  comes  to  considering  the 
price  that  is  paid  for  it. 

The  statement  was  made  iust  ?i  few 
minutes  ago  about  whether  we  would 
like  to  see  our  children  healthy  or  edu- 
cated? I  could  not  agree  more  with 
what  the  Senator  from  Texas  said.  I 
woulc^  like  to  see  the  kids  healthy  first. 
But  I  also  want  my  kids  to  be  secure.  I 
want  them  to  know  in  the  next  century 
that  instability  within  our  society  was 
not  created  by  the  elimination  of  some 
programs  to  give  people  job  training,  a 
decent  education,  an  opportunity  for 
full  participation  in  our  society.  In- 
stead of  pretending  we  are  going  to  be 
able  to  shield  off  some  of  the  problems 
that  we  have. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  6  minutes  of  the  Senator  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  close  with  the 
question  very  simply  put  on  this  chart, 
and  that  is;  Whose  side  are  we  on?  We 
here  are  on  the  side  of  the  average 
American  and  our  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  want  to  take  care  of 
those  who  have  enough,  who  have 
enough  power,  to  give  them  an  extra 
edge  they  do  not  need.  i 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 


Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  what  is  the 
remaining  time  on  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  2  minutes  and 
22  seconds.  The  Senator  from  Texas,  4 
minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  the  Senator  from  Texas 
ready  to  yield  back  his  time? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  No.  I  am  going  to  be 
the  final  speaker.  I  intend  to  use  my 
last  4  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  winding  up 
the  debate.  I  just  want  to  reiterate,  if 
I  might,  some  very  fundamental  points 
that  have  been  made  over  and  over 
again. 

First,  we  have  high  hopes  that  this 
particular  amendment  that  is  univer- 
sally opposed  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  is 
also  substantially  opposed  on  that  side 
of  the  aisle  and.  therefore,  this  might 
well  be  the  first  victory  that  we  have 
had  in  the  whole  series  of  debates  on 
the  budget,  inside  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  hope  my  optimism  about  this  vote 
is  not  ill  founded,  because  if  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas  comes  to  pass  and  is  agreed 
to  by  this  body.  I  think  it  is  going  to 
cause  such  havoc  that  the  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives 
would  be  essentially  meaningless.  If  we 
pass  this  what  I  think  is  an  ill-advised 
amendment,  regardless  of  the  fact  that 
it  passed  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, regardless  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
the  so-called  crown  jewel  of  the  Con- 
tract With  America,  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  I  see  no  reasonable  person 
could  sit  down  and  pencil  out  the  fig- 
ures and  come  up  with  any  conclusion 
that  we  could  possibly  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002  then  if  we  pro- 
ceed not  r.n  vote  down  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Texas,  the 
House  and  the  Senate  in  conference 
would  be  placed  in  a  position  to  where 
I  think  it  would  be  nearly  impossible 
to  work  out  anything  that  would  be 
halfway  reasonable. 

I  think  under  those  circumstances  it 
would  be  a  foregone  conclusion  that 
whatever  system  eventually  passes 
through  the  authorization  and  through 
the  appropriations  process  would  be  ve- 
toed by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

This  is  the  time  for  reason.  This  is 
the  time  for  reality.  Let  us  vote  down 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 
The  Senator  from  Texas. 
Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  will  have  adopted  the 
tax  cut  in  the  Contract  With  America. 
We  will  have  cut  the  growth  in  spend- 
ing sufficiently  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  and  to  let  working  men  and 
women  keep  more  of  what  they  earn  to 
invest  in  their  future,  to  invest  in  their 
children,  to  invest  in  their  businesses. 


If  we  reject  this  amendment  we  will 
have  a  budget  in  the  Senate  that 
spends  $175  billion  more  on  nondefense 
spending  over  the  next  7  years  than  the 
House  budget  does,  and  by  not  reducing 
spending  as  much,  we  will  not  give  a 
tax  cut  to  working  families,  we  will 
not  cut  the  capital  gains  tax  rate,  we 
will  not  transfer  spending  authority 
back  to  parents.  We  will  continue  to 
take  the  position,  as  this  budget  does, 
that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
knows  better  how  to  spend  $175  billion 
than  parents  would  know  how  to  spend 
it.  if  they  got  to  keep  it  to  invest  in 
their  own  children;  that  we.  by  spend- 
ing $175  billion  more  than  the  House  in 
this  budget,  believe  we  can  do  more  to 
help  the  economy  through  Government 
subsidies  than  the  private  sector  can 
do  by  cutting  the  capital  gains  tax  rate 
and  by  having  real  investment  in  the 
private  sector  of  the  economy. 

A  new  day  is  dawning  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  They  did  something 
virtually  unheard  of  in  the  modern  era 
of  American  politics.  They  set  out  in 
black  and  white  what  they  would  do  if 
we  gave  them  a  majority  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  we  did  in  the 
Senate,  and  then  they  did  it.  What  we 
are  doing  here  is  fulfilling  only  half  of 
our  contract. 

Now.  I  know  from  having  talked  to 
enough  of  my  colleagues  that  the  fix  is 
in.  that  there  is  talk  about  coming  up 
with  a  compromise.  There  is  discussion 
of  cutting  a  deal  so  that  we  can  go  on 
in  the  Senate  spending  substantially 
more  than  the  House  is  spending  and 
yet  we  are  going  to  act  as  if  we  are  giv- 
ing a  tax  cut.  possibly  in  some  kind  of 
temporary  tax-cut  proposal. 

I  do  not  believe  that  is  what  Ameri- 
cans had  in  mind  when   for  the  first 
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ity  in  both  Houses  of  Congress. 

I  think  they  believe  that  we  were 
going  to  change  the  way  our  Govern- 
ment does  our  business.  This  amend- 
ment gives  us  a  very,  very  clear  choice. 
If  you  support  the  Contract  With 
America,  if  you  want  to  control  spend- 
ing so  we  can  balance  the  budget  and 
so  that  we  can  let  working  men  and 
women  keep  more  of  what  they  earn  to 
invest  in  their  own  children,  in  their 
own  businesses,  in  their  own  future, 
then  vote  for  this  amendment  and 
guarantee  that  the  Contract  With 
America  will  be  embodied  in  the  final 
budget  we  adopt. 

But  if  you  want  the  Senate  to  be  able 
to  spend  $175  billion  more  than  the 
House  budget,  if  you  think  we  can 
spend  money  better  than  the  people 
who  earn  it,  then  you  want  to  vote  no. 
I  think  that  coming  back  later  with 
some  temporary  tax  cut,  with  some 
cut-a-deal  proposal,  undermines  what 
we  committed  to  the  American  people 
we  would  do,  and  I  am  opposed  to  it.  I 
support  this  amendment,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 


All  time  on  this  amendment  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand under  the  sequencing  that  the 
next  amendment  is  Senator  Exon's 
amendment,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  time  on  the  Exon  amendment 
be  limited  to  the  following:  15  minutes 
under  the  control  of  Senator  Exon,  5 
minutes  under  the  control  of  Senator 
DOMEMCI,  and  there  be  no  second-de- 
gree amendments  in  order  to  the  Exon 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  At  this  time  I  would  like 
to  yield  for  purposes  of  a  statement  on 
the  budget  to  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana for  10  minutes.  And  then  we  will 
proceed,  if  it  is  all  right  with  the  man- 
ager of  the  bill,  with  the  Exon  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  ask,  if  I 
could,  we  have  made  some  commit- 
ments that  after  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska we  have  a  defense  amendment. 
Then  after  that  the  Senator  has  told  us 

Senator  Feingold The  Senator  has 

no  plan  beyond  that? 

Mr.  EXON.  No  plan. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  would  like  very 
much  to  try  to  reduce  the  time.  We  are 
going  to  have  Senator  Thurmond  re- 
duce the  time  to  one-half  hour  and 
maybe  we  can  start  doing  half  hours  or 
less  regularly.  But  that  will  be  the 
next  one  after  this. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  with  re- 
gard to  the  vote  on  the  Gramm  amend- 
ment, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  vote  in  relation  to  the  Gramm 
amendment  occur  in  the  stacked  se- 
quence at  a  time  to  be  announced  by 
the  two  leaders  and  that  no  second-de- 
gree amendment  be  in  order  thereto. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  should  have  made 
that  request.  I  failed  to,  and  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  making  it  for  me  in  my 
behalf. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
discuss  the  Budget  Resolution. 

F'ROTErTI.NO  THE  .\MKRIC.\N  DRE.^M 

The  Budget  Committee  has  given  us 
a  sound  accountant's  budget.  It  calls 
for  the  downsizing  or  elimination  of 
many  programs  that  have  outlived 
their  usefulness.  It  uses  much  more  re- 
alistic assumptions  than  the  House 
budget. 


It  would  put  us  on  the  path  toward  a 
balanced  budget.  That  is  a  goal  I 
strongly  support.  And  I  hope  we  will 
write  it  into  the  Constitution  by  pass- 
ing the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

But.  as  we  work  to  live  more  within 
our  means,  it  is  more  important  than 
ever  that  we  set  the  right  priorities. 

A  budget  is.  after  all,  more  than 
numbers  and  programs.  It  is  people.  It 
is  middle  class  Americans  working 
harder  than  ever  just  to  make  ends 
meet.  It  is  middle  class  parents  who 
scrimp  and  save  in  order  to  realize  the 
dream  of  sending  their  kids  to  college. 

It  is  our  seniors— that  generation  of 
Americans  who  worked  so  hard  to  build 
our  economy  while,  at  the  same  time, 
winning  World  War  II  and  the  cold  war. 
They  have  earned  a  right  to  live  with 
the  independence  and  dignity  that 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  help  pro- 
vide. 

And  it  is  our  farmers — the  families 
who  have  worked  so  hard  and  so  suc- 
cessfully to  feed  America  and  the  en- 
tire world. 

For  me.  the  ultimate  test  of  any 
budget  is  how  it  affects  these  ordinary 
middle  class  Americans.  Are  they  being 
treated  fairly?  And,  if  they  work  hard 
and  play  by  the  rules,  will  they  share 
in  the  American  dream  of  building  a 
better  life  for  themselves  and  for  their 
children? 

At  the  outset,  let  me  provide  one  ex- 
ample where  I  firmly  believe  this  budg- 
et sets  the  wrong  priorities.  It  proposes 
to  cut  just  over  $10  billion  from  the 
farm  program.  This  will  make  Amer- 
ican agriculture  less  competitive  in 
foreign  markets  and  cause  serious  fi- 
nancial hardship  for  our  farmers. 

At  the  same  time,  it  recommends 
funding  an  even  greater  amount  for  the 
NASA  space  station — a  scientific  boon- 
doggle that  has  a  long  history  of  cost 
overruns.  It  is  time  to  get  our  prior- 
ities back  down  to  Earth  by  eliminat- 
ing the  space  station  and  restoring 
funding  for  the  farm  program. 

While  I  believe  there  is  room  to  make 
such  commonsense  changes  to  this 
budget,  it  contains  a  more  fundamental 
flaw.  While  the  very  wealthy  get  a  free 
ride— and  maybe  a  big  tax  break- 
working  families  and  the  elderly  are 
called  upon  to  sacrifice. 

The  commentator  Kevin  Phillips— a 
Republican— recently  pointed  this  out. 
Here  is  what  Mr.  Phillips  had  to  say 
about  this  budget  process; 

[This]  legislation  .  .  .  especially  as  put  for- 
ward by  the  House  of  Representatives— has 
major  overtones  of  special-interest  favor- 
itism and  income  redistribution.  Spending 
on  government  programs— from  Medicare  to 
home-heating  oil  assistance— is  to  be  re- 
duced in  ways  that  principally  burden  .  .  . 
the  middle-class  while,  simultaneously, 
taxes  are  to  be  cut  in  ways  that  predomi- 
nantly benefit  the  top  one  or  two  percent  of 
Americans.  .  .  .  We  should  be  talking  about 
shared  sacrifice.  Instead,  it's  senior  citizens 
.  .  .  and  ordinary  Americans  who  will  see 
programs  they  depend  on  gutted  while  busi- 


ness, finance  and  the  richest  one  or  two  per- 
cent— far  from  making  sacrifices — actually 
get  new  benefits  and  tax  reductions. 

Over  the  past  25  years,  the  rich  in 
this  country  have  gotten  a  lot  richer. 
Back  in  1969.  the  wealthiest  1  percent 
of  Americans  controlled  about  20  per- 
cent of  our  national  wealth.  Yet  today, 
this  figure  has  skyrocketed  to  nearly 
40  percent.  And  that  leaves  a  smaller 
piece  of  the  pie— a  smaller  piece  of  the 
American  dream— for  the  middle  class. 

Wealth  is  no  crime.  We  should  en- 
courage risk  taking  and  investment  by 
business.  But  it  is  time  for  the  most 
wealthy  Americans  to  get  out  of  the 
wagon  and  help  the  rest  of  us— seniors, 
working  families,  farmers,  and  -tu- 
dents — pull  it  across  the  line  to  a  sjal- 
anced  budget. 

MONTANANS  ARE  ALREADY  PULLING  THE  V,  Ai,,  ■• 

And  most  Montanans  are  already 
doing  all  they  can  to  pull  this  wagon. 

Montana  is  a  great  place  to  live.  But 
it  can  be  a  tough  place  to  make  a  liv- 
ing. The  average  Montana  family 
works  hard,  but  takes  in  less  than 
$25,000  each  year. 

That  is  not  a  lot  of  money  to  put  food 
on  the  table,  to  pay  the  mortgage,  to 
make  the  car  payment,  and  to  save  for 
the  kids'  education. 

And,  with  each  passing  year,  things 
get  even  tougher.  Prices  rise;  but 
wages  stay  flat.  Last  year,  for  in- 
stance, working  Montanans  just  barely 
kept  pace  with  inflation.  And,  if  you 
lived  in  a  fast-growing  community 
with  skyrocketing  housing  prices — 
places  like  Missoula.  Bozeman.  Hamil- 
ton, or  Kalispell— you  almost  certainly 
lost  ground. 

It  is  every  bit  as  difficult  for  most  of 
our  senior  citizens.  All  too  often.  Mon- 
tana seniors  living  on  fixed  incomes 
just  cannot  make  it.  When  you  go  mto 
a  fast-food  restaurant  or  convenience 
store  in  Montana,  you  are  just  about  as 
likely  to  be  waited  on  by  a  senior  citi- 
zen as  you  are  by  a  teena,ger. 

It  is  not  that  Montanans  are  afraid  of 
hard  work.  In  good  times  and  bad,  we 
have  always  done  what  it  takes  to 
make  ends  meet  and  build  a  better  life 
for  our  children. 

But  we  cannot  do  that  when  the  Gov- 
ernment keeps  reaching  into  our  wal- 
lets and  gives  nothing  back  in  return. 
And,  when  you  get  to  the  bottom  line, 
that  is  what  this  budget  means  to  most 
Montanans.  It  is  a  tax;  a  tax  on  our 
seniors;  a  tax  on  our  property  owners; 
a  tax  on  our  parents;  a  tax  on  our  stu- 
dents; a  tax  on  our  consumers;  and  a 
tax  on  our  working  families; 

The  cuts  in  Medicare  are  a  back  door 
tax  on  Montana  seniors  who  will  end 
up  paying  an  additional  $900  each  year 
for  health  care.  And.  sadly,  some  sen- 
iors living  on  fixed  incomes  will  be 
forced  to  rely  on  their  children  and 
grandchildren  to  'make  up  the  dif- 
ference. 

The  cuts  in  education  are  a  back  door 
tax  on  Montana  students,  parents  and 
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property  owners.  This  budget  would 
eliminate  33  percent  of  the  Federal  in- 
vestment in  educating  our  children. 
Consequently,  States  and  local  school 
districts  are  bound  to  face  the  prospect 
of  raising  local  property  taxes  in  order 
to  make  up  the  difference. 

Beyond  this,  the  proposed  increased 
costs  for  the  student  loan  program 
amount  to  nothing  more  than  an  in- 
creased tax  on  our  students  and  par- 
ents working  to  send  their  kids  to  col- 
lege. For  example,  the  costs  of  a  $17,000 
undergraduate  student  loan  are  esti- 
mated to  increase  by  almost  $5,000  over 
the  life  of  the  loan.  And  it  you  are  a 
teacher  in  a  rural  Montana  school  dis- 
trict making— let  us  say— just  $17,000  a 
year,  that  translates  into  a  large 
chunk  of  your  monthly  paycheck  just 
to  pay  off  your  student  loan. 

And,  finally,  this  budget  includes  an 
expensive  surprise  for  electric  rate- 
payers in  eastern  and  central  Montana. 
The  proposed  sale  of  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration  [WAPA]  will  in- 
crease their  electric  bills,  probably  by 
about  a  third.  And,  ironically,  WAPA  is 
not  subsidized.  It  is  a  program  that 
protects  ratepayers  while  also  making 
money  for  the  Government. 

FORGET  politics:  USE  .\  LITTLE  COMMON  SENSE 

Despite  these  flaws.  I  believe  this 
budget  could  be  salvaged.  Many  of  the 
cuts  it  proposes  make  sense.  All  it 
would  take  is  agreement — bipartisan 
agreement — to  rethink  our  priorities 
and  find  a  way  to  protect  rural  Amer- 
ica and  restore  funding  to  education 
and  Medicare. 

If  we  put  partisanship  aside,  we  could 
get  the  job  done.  All  it  would  take  is  a 
little  common  sense. 

First,  let  us  bring  our  priorities  down 
to  Earth.  Let  us  kill  the  space  station 
and  protect  the  family  farmer.  The 
costs  are  about  the  same.  But  the  bene- 
fits of  providing  a  stable  supply  of  food 
and  fiber  for  America  and  the  world  are 
far  greater. 

This  budget  also  sets  aside  $170  bil- 
lion to  eventually  provide  tax  relief- 
most  of  it  probably  going  to  the  very 
wealthy.  It  is  just  common  sense  that 
we  should  use  these  funds  to  protect 
Medicare  and  education.  If  we  did  that, 
this  budget  would  be  a  good  start; 
something  I  could  work  with. 

Unlike  some  in  my  political  party.  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  spare  just 
about  every  domestic  program  and 
take  a  meat  ax  to  the  defense  budget. 
There  must  be  real  cuts  in  a  broad 
range  of  Federal  programs. 

Here  are  seven  areas  where  we  can 
make  a  good  start: 

First  on  my  list  is  foreign  aid.  I  am 
sick  and  tired  of  seeing  the  United 
States  pay  more  than  its  fair  share  to 
support  wasteful  organizations  like  the 
United  Nations  and  the  World  Bank.  It 
is  high  time  we  demand  that  other 
countries  pay  their  fair  share  of  the 
U.N.  budget.  Moreover,  I  was  pleased  to 
see  that  this  budget  calls  for  a  signifi- 


cant cut  in  funding  for  the  U.S.  Agency 
for  International  Development. 

Second.  I  am  tired  of  seeing  the  Unit- 
ed States  spend  billions  of  dollars  for 
the  defense  of  countries  like  Korea  and 
Japan.  While  those  countries  do  all 
they  can  to  keep  our  products  out  of 
their  market.  It  is  time  that  they 
share  more  in  the  burden  of  their  own 
national  defense. 

Third,  I  also  agree  with  the  Budget 
Committee's  call  to  abolish  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.  We 
do  not  need  to  spend  an  additional  $60 
million  on  this  agency  when  we  already 
have  the  Defense,  State,  and  Energy 
Departments  to  do  the  same  thing.  It  is 
time  to  get  rid  of  it. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  a  boondoggle 
called  TV  Marti,  a  wasteful  Federal 
program  that  attempts  to  broadcast 
sitcom  reruns  to  Cuba. 

Fifth.  I  was  encouraged  to  see  that 
the  Budget  Committee  recommends 
the  abolition  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  This  bureaucratic  behe- 
moth— a  mish-mash  of  agencies  rang- 
ing from  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  to  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service — has 
long  lacked  a  clear  mission. 

Let  us  move  those  Commerce  pro- 
grams that  are  worth  saving— like  the 
Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion that  just  helped  create  over  700 
high-wage  jobs  in  Butte — to  other  de- 
partments. And  let  us  scrap  the  bu- 
reaucratic over  head  and  the  Com- 
merce programs  that  have  outlived 
their  usefulness. 

Sixth.  I  also  believe  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee missed  another  opportunity  to 
clean  house  by  abolishing  a  second 
Cabinet  Department.  There  is  no  better 
example  of  a  failed  Great  Society  pro- 
gram than  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development. 

HUD'S  history  is  one  of  scandal, 
waste,  and  failed  housing  projects; 
places  where  drug  dealers  and  other 
criminals  intimidate  and  prey  upon 
women  and  children.  I  believe  we  can 
find  ways,  through  block  grants  and 
tax  incentives,  to  promote  good,  afford- 
able housing  without  HUD's  expensive 
and  too  often  failed  bureaucracy. 

And  seventh — last  but  certainly  not 
least — welfare  is  another  place  we  must 
make  savings.  I  intend  to  work  on  the 
Finance  Committee  to  bring  the  costs 
of  this  program  down.  And,  just  as  im- 
portantly, we  must  restore  the  value  of 
the  American  work  ethic  to  our  welfare 
program.  I  hope  Democrats  and  Repub- 
lican can  work  together  to  make  this 
happen. 

CONCLUSION 

In  closing,  we  all  need  to  make  sac- 
rifices. We  need  to  bring  the  budget 
into  balance  and  give  our  children 
some  relief  from  debt. 

I  go  home  just  about  every  weekend. 
And  I  hear  it  time  and  time  again, 
Montanans  are  willing  to  do  their  part 
to  bring  down  the  deficit.  In  order  to 
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get  this  done,  they  are  willing  to  make 
great  sacrifices. 

They  ask  only  one  thing  in  return: 
fairness.  They  want  to  know  that  no 
one  region  or  class  of  people  is  getting 
a  free  ride;  that  we  are  all  pulling  the 
wagon  together  toward  a  balanced 
budget. 

I  wish  that  were  the  case  with  this 
budget  resolution.  But  it  is  not.  We  can 
do  better.  We  can  be  fair.  We  can  set 
the  right  priorities.  And  we  owe  the 
people  we  represent  nothing  less. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  thank  the  Chair  and 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1124 

(Purpose:  To  restore  funding:  for  seniors,  edu- 
cation, agriculture,  working  families,  vet- 
erans, and  other  Americans,  using  amounts 
set  aside  for  a  tax  cut) 
Mr.   EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment   to    the   desk   on   behalf  of 
myself  and  Senators  Lautenberg.  H.'\r- 
KiN,      Kennedy.      Murray,      Breaux, 
Daschle,  and  Dodd.  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,    the   Gramm   amendment   is 
temporarily  set  aside. 
The  clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  EXON], 
for  himself.   Mr.   L.^utenberg.  Mr.   Harkin, 
Mr.  Kennedy,  Mrs.  Murray,  Mr.  Breaux.  Mr. 
Daschle,  and  Mr.  Dodd,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  1124. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  li.  strike  beginning  with  line  12 
through  line  12  on  page  77  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 'budget,  the  appropriate  budgetary 
allocations,  aggregates,  and  levels  shall  be 
revised  to  reflect — 

•■(1)  $100,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  medicare  and  medicaid  of— 

'•(A)  increased  premiums; 

"(B)  increased  deductibles; 

■■(C)  increased  copayments; 
■(D)  limits  on  the  freedom  to  select  the 
doctor  of  one's  choice: 

■■(E)  reduced  quality  of  health  care  serv- 
ices caused  by  funding  reductions  for  health 
care  providers; 

■(F)  reduced  or  eliminated  benefits  caused 
by  restrictions  on  eligibility  or  services; 

•■(G)  closure  of  hospitals  or  nursing  homes, 
or  other  harms  to  health  care  providers:  or 

■•(H)  other  costs  to  beneficiaries; 

•■(2)  $18,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  discretionary  spending  on  education 
and  $12,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  for  legislation  that  reduces  the  ad- 
verse efforts  on  direct  spending  for  edu- 
cation: 

••(3)  $10,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
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achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (o 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  direct  spending  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture; 

••(4)  $17,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  restores  the  full  current 
law  earned  income  tax  credit  under  section 
32  of  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986; 

••(5)  $3,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  programs  for  veterans;  and 

••(6)  $10,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
which  shall  be  subject  to  allocation  by  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  by  majority  vote. 
The  amounts  provided  by  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (6)  shall  be  proportionally  adjusted 
based  on  any  increase  or  decrease  in  the  pro- 
jected allowance  of  $170,000,000,000. 

■■(b)  Revised  allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  discretionary 
spending  limits  under  section  201(a)  of  this 
resolution,  budgetary  aggregates,  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  specified  under  subsection  (d). 

■•(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Estimate.— 
After  the  enactment  of  legislation  that  com- 
plies with  the  reconciliation  directives  of 
section  6.  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
shall  provide  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  a  revised  es- 
timate of  the  deficit  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2005. 

••(d)  Additional  Deficit  Reduction.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "addi- 
tional deficit  reduction"  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in 
this  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the 
revised  deficit  estimate  provided  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  for  such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2005. 

■■(e)  CBO  CERTIFICA'HON  AND  CONTIN- 
GENCIES.—This  section  shall  not  apply  un- 
less— 

••(1)  legislation  has  been  enacted  comply- 
mg  with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  sec- 
tion 6; 

■•(2)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  provided  the  estimate  re- 
quired by  subsection  (o;  and 

■•(3)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for 
fiscal  year  2002,  2003.  2004.  or  2005. 
"SEC.    205.    SCORING    OF    EMERGENCY    LEGISLA- 
TION. 

■Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  begin- 
ning with  fiscal  year  1996,  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302,  303.  and  311  of  such 
.-^ct  shall  take  into  account  any  new  budget 
authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  provisions  of  section 
251(b)(2)(D»  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  .\ct  of  1985.  ". 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  very  concise;  it  is  very 
clear.  We  have  cut  down  the  time  to  15 
minutes  on  our  side  and  5  minutes  for 
the  opposition. 


Essentially,  this  amendment  would 
take  $160  billion  from  the  S170  billion 
reserved  in  the  Republican  budget  for 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich  and  redistribute 
$100  billion  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid; 
$30  billion  to  education;  $17  billion  to 
the  earned  income  tax  credit;  $3  billion 
to  Veterans  Affairs;  and  $10  billion  to 
agriculture. 

The  largest  part  of  this  amendment 
has  been  offered  in  part  or  in  total  in 
previous  amendments  to  alleviate  the 
hit  that  we  think  is  unfair  on  many  of 
the  programs  as  they  were  produced 
out  of  the  Budget  Committee. 

We  have  discussed  at  length  the  dis- 
tribution of  taxes  contained  in  the 
House  Republican  passed  tax  bill.  It 
provides  a  $20,000  tax  cut  for  taxpayers 
earning  over  $350,000.  Fully  51  percent 
of  the  Republican  tax  cuts  go  to  Ameri- 
cans with  incomes  over  $100,000. 

We  have  to  get  our  priorities  back  on 
track  and  that  is  what  my  amendment 
does. 

Let  me  walk  my  colleagues  through 
the  reasons  for  the  redistribution  of 
the  $170  billion  contingent  fund. 

First  is  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  My 
amendment  restores  $100  billion  of  the 
overall  cut  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid  is 
intended  to  reduce  the  adverse  effects 
of  increased  premiums,  deductibles  and 
co-payments  on  beneficiaries. 

Most,  if  not  all,  of  these  add-backs 
would  affect  part  B  of  the  program  and 
would  not — I  repeatr— would  not  worsen 
the  solvency  of  the  HI  trust  fund. 

My  amendment  states  that  any  add- 
backs  will  be  structured  in  such  a  way 
to  ensure  that  the  fund  remains  sol- 
vent for  the  same  time  period  attained 
through  cuts  made  in  this  year's  rec- 
onciliation bill. 

I  am  restoring  these  reductions  in 
order  to  protect  the  1  in  4  Medicare 
beneficiaries  who  rely  on  Social  Secu- 
rity for  their  only  source  of  income. 

Second  is  Medicaid.  Two-thirds  of  all 
Medicaid  dollars  are  spent  on  seniors 
and  disabled  people.  This  is  the  only 
program  which  pays  for  long-term  care. 

Many  middle-income  people  who  de- 
velop disabling  conditions — like  Alz- 
heimer's or  Parkinson's — end  up  spend- 
ing all  of  their  incomes  for  care.  They 
often  have  nowhere  else  to  turn  but 
Medicaid. 

Under  the  Republican  budget,  nearly 
1  million  seniors  and  disabled  people 
could  lose  their  coverage.  This  amend- 
ment would  add  back  funding  to  reduce 
the  hit  on  that  population. 

The  funding  in  my  amendment  could 
also  be  used  to  reduce  the  cuts  to  chil- 
dren. 

Third,  is  education  which  would  re- 
ceive $30  billion  through  this  amend- 
ment. Over  500.000  graduate  and  profes- 
sional students  currently  receive  sub- 
sidized loans.  Nearly  50  percent  of  full- 
time,  full-year  students  rely  on  the 
subsidized  loans  to  pay  for  their  edu- 
cation. 

Eliminating  the  in-school  interest 
subsidy    means    graduate    and    profes- 


sional students  could  have  their  total 
debt  increase  by  $3,000  to  $6,600  depend- 
ing on  how  long  they  are  in  school.  The 
subsidy  is  critical  for  these  students, 
most  of  whom  are  independent  and 
going  back  to  school  to  pursue  higher 
learning  that  is  critical  to  the  future  of 
our  Nation. 

My  amendment  also  helps  restore 
some  of  the  Republican  budget  cuts  to 
the  impact  aid  program. 

Impact  aid  is  a  critical  program  that 
provides  funds  to  school  districts  that 
educate  children  of  military  personnel, 
children  who  live  on  Indian  lands,  and 
children  who  live  in  federally  sub- 
sidized housing. 

For  school  districts  with  large  areas 
of  Federal  property  within  their  bound 
aries,  raising  sufficient  revenue  to  pro- 
vide for  the  education  of  these  chiMren 
is  a  daunting  challenge.  Federal  land  is 
exempt  from  local  property  taxes — the 
mainstay  of  local  education  finance — 
causing  a  greater  tax  burden  on  the 
residents  and  owners  of  non-Federal 
land. 

In  my  own  State  of  Nebraska,  Belle- 
vue  School  District  relies  upon  impact 
aid  funding  for  almost  25  percent  of  its 
annual  operating  budget.  Cuts  in  im- 
pact aid  would  be  devastating  to  the 
quality  of  education  for  children  of 
military  personnel  in  Bellevue,  My 
amendment  softens  the  blow. 

Fourth  is  the  EITC  which  would  re- 
ceive $17  billion.  The  EITC  helps  keep 
working  families  off  of  welfare.  It  also 
assists  middle-class  families  who  have 
sudden  losses  of  income. 

The  Republican  budget  cut  for  the 
EITC  is  particularly  cruel  since  real 
wage  growth  has  been  slow,  and  many 
people  are  having  to  take  lower-wage 
jobs  as  a  result  of  downsizing  and  re- 
structuring. 

Fifth,  is  veterans.  My  amendment 
adds  $3  billion  back  to  veterans  pro- 
grams. 

This  Republican  budget  is  a  sad  trib- 
ute to  America's  men  and  women  who 
have  worn  their  country's  uniform. 

Let  us  be  clear,  by  funding  the  VA's 
medical  system  at  the  1995  level  for  the 
next  7  years,  the  Republicans  are  dra- 
matically cutting  access  to  health  care 
services  for  veterans'  across  the  coun- 
try. 

The  Republican  budget  also  increases 
veterans'  contributions  for  GI  bill  edu- 
cation benefits.  It  increases  the  co-pay- 
ment for  prescription  drugs  for  higher- 
income  vets. 

Finally  is  agriculture.  Mandatory  ag- 
riculture spending  is  already  projected 
to  decline  by  17  percent  over  the  budg- 
et resolution  timeframe.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  would  cut  an  additional  20 
percent  from  these  programs  primarily 
CCC  commodity  programs. 

This  amendment  would  ensure  that 
farm  programs  make  a  fair  contribu- 
tion to  deficit  reduction  without  dev- 
astating the  entire  farm  economy  and 
severely  hampering  the  ability  of  the 
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Agriculture  Committee  to  draft  a 
workable  farm  program  and  a  workable 
farm  bill  in  the  future. 

Finally,  it  would  reduce  the  rec- 
onciled cut  to  the  committee  by  $10 
billion  and  thus  lessen  the  overall  pro- 
jected cuts  from  farm  commodity  pro- 
grams from  $12  billion  to  $2  billion. 

Finally,  I  would  note  that  if  the  CBO 
scores  this  surplus  differently,  the 
numbers  provided  would  be  adjusted 
accordingly. 

The  amendment  does  not  allocate  $10 
billion  of  the  projected  $170  billion  tax 
cut  now  in  the  Republican  budget. 

I  intend  to  leave  that  amount  open  to 
be  used  to  restore  cuts  in  other  pro- 
grams that  may  have  been  unfairly  hit. 
Or,  it  could  be  used  as  a  cushion  to  fur- 
ther reduce  the  deficit  and  help  us 
reach  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr  President.  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Is  the  Senator  fin- 
ished with  his  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  No,  I  have  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  5V-.>  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Actually,  I  only 
want  to  use  2  minutes.  If  the  Senator 
will  let  me  do  that  in  wrap-up.  I  will 
let  him  finish  and  I  will  use  only  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  arguments  can  be  made  pro  and  con 
and  have  been  made  pro  and  con  on 
this  amendment.  Very  simply  in  the 
time  remaining— I  will  consider  yield- 
ing back  after  making  these  closing 
statements. 

Once  again,  we  are  not  attempting  to 
change  the  date  that  we  would  balance 
the  budget  as  prescribed  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  we  are  not  adding  to  the 
deficit,  we  are  not  adding  to  the  na- 
tional debt.  We  have  been  staying,  as 
we  have  through  all  of  these  amend- 
ments—all of  these  amendments — with- 
in the  parameters  laid  down,  the  over- 
all figures  of  the  Budget  Committee. 

What  we  are  simply  saying  is  that 
rather  than  provide  a  kitty,  if  you  will, 
in  the  Senate  budget,  which  is  clearly 
earmarked  for  tax  cuts  and  is  so  estab- 
lished by  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee in  this  resolution,  an  earmark  of 
$170  billion  dollars  which  could  come, 
according  to  CBO.  if  we  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002,  to  simply  take 
a  portion  of  that  $170  billion  and,  in- 
stead of  cutting  taxes,  cut  the  hit  on 
these  programs  that  I  have  outlined. 
This  amendment  merely  alleviates  the 
substantial  and  unfair  cuts  in  each  and 
every  one  of  them. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time 
and  may  be  in  a  position  to  yield  back 
after  the  Senator  has  made  his  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mexico  has  4VL>  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  me  speak  very 
briefly,  after  which  when  time  has  been 
used  up  on  the  amendment.  Senators 
should  know  that  I  plan  to  raise  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  have  now  is. 
as  I  view  this,  we  have  the  budget  reso- 
lution produced  by  the  gallant  12  budg- 
eteers  from  the  Republican  side.  We 
have  a  budget  resolution  that  gets  to 
balance.  In  that,  we  decide  that  many 
programs  have  to  be  reformed, 
changed,  some  eliminated,  but  we  say 
we  are  going  to  stop  spending  in  the 
red.  We  are  not  going  to  charge  our 
children  with  our  bills  any  longer.  In 
2002,  we  stop  that. 

Now  it  just  so  happens,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  say  to  fellow  Senators,  that  in 
2002,  according  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  according  to  their 
economists  and  other  economists,  that 
essentially  when  you  put  down  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  you  make  it  enforce- 
able and  you  pass  a  whole  batch  of  laws 
that  change  current  entitlements  so 
less  is  spent  and  they  certify  that  for 
you  and  say  you  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et, there  is  a  dividend — the  dividend 
could  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $170 
billion— an  economic  dividend  for  doing 
what  is  right. 

What  is  right?  What  is  right  is  to  get 
in  balance  by  the  year  2002.  So  by  doing 
what  is  right,  the  Republicans  on  the 
Budget  Committee,  and  Republicans 
and  hopefully  some  Democrats,  when 
they  vote  for  this  budget  resolution, 
have  earned  something  for  the  Amer- 
ican people.  What  have  they  earned? 
They  have  earned  reduced  long-term 
interest  rates  for  starters — very  signifi- 
cant for  homeowners,  auto  buyers,  for 
everyone,  including  business  people 
and  mothers  and  fathers  sitting  around 
talking  about  student  loans.  If  they  are 
affluent  enough  to  pay  their  own  stu- 
dent loans,  there  is  less  interest  on 
those  loans.  That  is  what  we  get  from 
that  side. 

Indeed,  there  is  a  bonus  of  $170  billion 
that  is  kind  of  a  surplus  sitting  there. 
We  are  now  in  the  black  and  we  have 
this  surplus.  What  the  Republicans  say 
at  this  point  in  time  is  that  we  should 
transfer  that  $170  billion  from  a  reserve 
fund  to  the  tax  writing  committee  and 
say  to  them,  give  the  American  people 
a  modest  dividend  by  cutting  some 
taxes.  Now.  not  rich  people,  not  $300,000 
earners.  We  have  said  in  this  budget 
resolution  that  it  will  go — 90  percent— 
to  middle-income  Americans.  That  is 
the  Senate's  position  if  they  adopt 
ours. 

Let  me  say  that,  in  a  nutshell.  Sen- 
ator ExoN  would  then  say  instead  of 
doing  that  with  that  $170  billion,  let  us 
spend  it.  So  we  have  a  balanced  budget 
and  my  good  friend  from  Nebraska 
says,  now,  spend  $100  billion  of  it  on 
Medicare,  spend  $30  billion  on  edu- 
cation, spend  $10  billion  on  agriculture. 
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spend  it  on  et  cetera,  et  cetera.  We 
hardly  get  to  balance  and  we  hardly 
get  the  dividend  for  Americans  that 
they  are  entitled  to,  because  most  of 
them  say,  'Give  us  a  balanced  budget." 
They  are  entitled  to  a  bonus  when  we 
do  what  they  have  been  telling  us  to 
do.  So  we  say  leave  it  there  for  a  pos- 
sible tax  cut  for  Americans. 

Senator  Exon  would  say  for  all  of 
these  good  things,  let  us  spend  it,  and 
all  of  a  sudden  we  start  spending  again 
after  we  got  in  balance,  and  we  add  $170 
billion  in  spending. 

The  purposes  are  good.  Senators  pick 
some  very,  very  interesting  programs 
that  Americans  are  interested  in  but 
everybody  is  worried  about.  He  says, 
use  the  dividend  for  them.  We  have  ex- 
plained them  in  detail.  We  believe  we 
are  going  to  make  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  solvent.  We  believe  education  is 
not  going  to  get  harmed  under  our  as- 
sumptions. We  believe  we  have  been 
fair  to  agriculture,  and  on  down  the 
line. 

So  I  do  not  believe  we  ought  to  adopt 
the  amendment.  It  is  out  of  order 
under  the  Budget  Act.  When  my  time 
comes,  I  will  so  move. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr   EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much  time  do  I  have 
remaining'.' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  3V2  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  be  very  brief.  I  sim- 
ply want  to  say  that  I  have  listened 
once  again  to  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  the  State  of  New  Mexico, 
my  chairman.  We  do  not  happen  to 
agree  on  this  matter,  but  we  happen  to 
agree  on  many,  many  things.  Time  and 
time  again,  I  h.avc  heard  that  those  of 
us  who  realize  that  these  programs  are 
taking  a  considerable  hit  are  being  ac- 
cused of  being  spenders  if  we  do  not  try 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  unfairness  that 
I  see  in  the  Republican  budget. 

When  this  debate  first  started,  I  com- 
plimented my  talented  friend  from  New 
Mexico  for  the  courageous  job  he  has 
done.  Time  and  time  again,  I  have  said 
that  we  in  the  amendments  that  we  of- 
fered in  the  committee,  and  the  amend- 
ments we  have  offered  on  the  floor, 
have  not  done  anything  to  reach  the 
goal  that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
is  espousing.  We  are  simply  asking,  do 
we  honestly  feel  that  we  should  make 
some  changes  in  the  approaches  on  cer- 
tain programs?  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
fair  to  say.  nor  do  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  particularly  concerned 
because  their  main  worry  is  balancing 
the  budget  and  keeping  it  balanced  and 
to  quit  borrowing  more  money,  which 
is  crippling  America  with  the  interest 
we  are  paying  on  that  borrowing.  Suf- 
fice to  say  that  we  really  believe  that 
we  can  work  with  the  Republicans, 
with  Senator  DOMENICI,  if  they  would 
just  listen  to  some  of  our  pleas. 
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I  really  think  that  the  people  of 
America  would  be  most  satisfied  if  we 
realistically  face  the  challenge  that  we 
have  to  balance  the  budget  and  reduce 
the  deficit.  That  is  primarily  the  only 
thing  that  most  of  them  are  looking 
for.  With  that,  I  yield  the  remainder  of 
my  time  and  urge  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  30  seconds  off  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  it 
would  be  interesting  to  search  the 
souls  and  hearts  and  minds  of  those  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle  to  see,  if  this 
amendment  were  adopted,  if  they 
would  vote  for  this  budget  resolution. 
It  is  most  interesting.  Take  the  divi- 
dend created  through  all  of  this  hard 
work,  tell  us  now  here  is  how  we  would 
like  it  spent,  then  prevail  on  that  and 
watch  the  budget  go  down  in  flames, 
because  clearly  we  would  not  get  very 
much  support  from  that  side  of  the 
aisle.  We  might  get  Senator  Exon,  but 
I  will  not  even  ask  him. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  yielded  himself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  Off  of  my  time.  The  Sen- 
ator has  made  an  interesting  propo- 
sition. I  would  say  to  him  that  with  all 
of  the  reservations  that  I  have,  if  he 
will  accept  this  amendment,  he  will  at 
least  get  one  vote  on  this  side  and.  I 
think,  considerably  more.  That  may  be 
a  partial  answer  to  his  question,  and  I 
am  acting  in  very  good  faith. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  agree.  We  may  get 
one. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Exon-Daschle  amendment  would  reor- 
der and  re-balance  the  spending  prior- 
ities in  this  proposed  budget. 

Specifically,  the  amendment  would 
shift  funding  from  a  proposed  tax  cut 
for  the  wealthiest  Americans  to  several 
key  programs  upon  which  our  national 
interests  depend.  The  Exon  amendment 
would  restore  $100  billion  to  Medicare, 
$30  billion  to  education,  $17  billion  to 
the  earned  income  tax  credit,  $3  billion 
to  veterans'  programs,  and  $10  billion 
to  agricultural  programs.  The  amend- 
ment would  also  exclude  the  proposed 
sale  of  the  country's  power  marketing 
administrations,  including  the  Western 
Area  Power  Administration,  from  the 
budget.  All  of  these  are  important  pri- 
orities for  our  Nation  and,  especially, 
for  rural  .\merica. 

This  amendment,  like  the  amend- 
ments we  offered  yesterday,  are  com- 
pletely paid  for.  It  does  not  add  one 
penny  to  the  deficit. 

Yesterday  I  spoke  of  the  importance 
of  the  restoration  of  Medicare  funding, 
and,  earlier  today,  I  referred  to  the  im- 
portance of  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  So.  today,  I  will  focus  on  the 
other  elements  of  this  amendment. 

First,  the  amendment  would  restore 
$30  billion  in  education  funds.  The  un- 
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derlying  budget  resolution  proposes  to 
balance  the  budget  at  the  expense  of 
educating  our  youth.  That  is  unaccept- 
able. It  is  myopic,  and  it  is  a  false 
economy.  The  next  generation  cannot 
afford  to  be  shortchanged  in  this  man- 
ner. Educational  investments  are  one 
of  the  best  investments  this  country 
can  make,  especially  as  our  youth  pre- 
pare for  the  21st  century. 

This  amendment,  which  provides  $30 
billion  to  restore  funding  for  critical 
education  programs,  will  help  young 
Americans  and  their  families  by  restor- 
ing funding  in  student  loans  and  edu- 
cation programs. 

The  $30  billion  restores  funding  for 
the  student  loan  in-school  interest  sub- 
sidy and  other  critical  programs  such 
as  title  1,  Pell  grants,  impact  aid,  spe- 
cial education,  and  safe  and  drug-free 
schools. 

Impact  Aid  is  especially  important  to 
South  Dakota.  Last  year  the  program 
received  a  $70  million  reduction  in  fis- 
cal year  1995  funding.  Further  reduc- 
tions are  intolerable.  These  funds— 
which  represent  the  money  the  Federal 
Government  is  obligated  to  pay  to  re- 
imburse local  school  districts  for  Fed- 
eral displacement  of  the  local  tax 
base — are  absolutely  critical  to  over  50 
schools  in  my  State,  and  hundreds  of 
schools  throughout  the  country,  that 
depend  on  Impact  Aid  to  meet  our  chil- 
dren's basic  educational  needs. 

The  Impact  Aid  program  provides 
critical  dollars  to  over  50  schools  in 
South  Dakota.  These  payments  are  not 
a  Government  subsidy.  Quite  simply, 
their  purpose  is  to  compensate  school 
districts  for  the  loss  of  taxable  revenue 
from  what  once  was  local  taxable  land. 
The  message  in  the  continued  trend  of 
decreased  funding  is  that  Congress  has 
decided  we  do  not  need  to  uphold  our 
obligation  to  the  school  districts  that 
rely  so  greatly  on  these  funds. 

In  the  McLaughlin  school  district  in 
South  Dakota  the  Impact  Aid  funds 
represent  approximately  37  percent  of 
the  school's  budget;  in  the  Lake  Andes 
school  district,  20  to  25  percent  of  their 
budget  comes  from  Impact  Aid  monies; 
30  percent  of  the  Dupree  school's  gen- 
eral fund  revenue  budget  is  generated 
by  Impact  Aid  funds:  in  Smee,  South 
Dakota,  if  Impact  Aids  funds  continue 
to  dwindle,  they  will  be  unable  to  oper- 
ate; in  Pollock.  South  Dakota,  they 
would  have  to  close  their  doors  if  this 
funding  is  eliminated. 

The  list  goes  on  and  on,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. This  means  that  teacher  pay, 
books,  facilities,  desks,  buses — every- 
thing it  takes  to  run  a  school— is  de- 
pendent on  whether  this  Congress  lives 
up  to  the  commitment  that  was  made 
to  these  schools  when  the  lands  in 
their  districts  were  taken. 

I  simply  ask  this  question  of  my  col- 
leagues. Is  it  fair  to  eliminate  a  pro- 
gram that  was  designed  to  help  allevi- 
ate a  very  clear  Federal  burden  that 
was  imposed  on  certain  local  commu- 


nities and  school  districts  because  the 
Federal  Government  decided  to  acquire 
land  in  their  particular  district?  The 
answer  is  no.  This  is  a  Federal  respon- 
sibility, not  a  Federal  subsidy. 

The  Exon-Daschle  amendment  would 
also  restore  $3  billion  in  funding  for 
veterans'  programs,  including  veterans' 
health  care.  In  light  of  the  budget's 
proposed  Medicare  cuts,  the  cuts  in  'VA 
funding  are  especially  egregious,  for  re- 
duced Medicare  funding  will  undoubt- 
edly lead  to  increased  pressure  on.  and 
a  shift  in  costs  to.  the  'VA  health  care 
system.  As  my  colleagues  know,  the 
VA  health  care  system  is  an  already 
overburdened  and  underfunded  one.  so  I 
fail  to  understand  how  the  majority 
justifies  this  proposal. 

The  $3  billion  in  this  amendment 
would  ease  some  of  that  pressure  and 
help  us  ensure  that  our  fundamental 
commitment  to  the  men  and  women 
who  have  served  this  Nation  is  ful- 
filled. To  do  otherwise  sends  exactly 
the  wrong  message  to  veterans  and  the 
men  and  women  who  currently  serve  in 
the  Armed  Forces. 

While  Senator  Exon  and  I  will  talk 
more  about  the  budget  resolution's 
treatment  of  agriculture  tomorrow, 
when  we  will  offer  an  amendment  to  re- 
store some  of  the  agricultural  funding 
cut  in  the  Republican  budget,  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  to  speak  on  that  issue 
today.  This  amendment  would  restore 
$10  billion  of  the  agricultural  funding 
cut  in  the  budget  proposal. 

The  amendment  directs  the  funding 
where  it  is  most  needed— to  farmers 
who  struggle  each  year  to  stay  on  the 
farm,  to  keep  producing  America's  food 
and  fiber  supply,  and  to  families  who 
strike  a  rough  patch  when  there  is  job 
loss  or  other  bad  luck,  people  trying  to 
put  food  on  the  table  and  keep  their 
families  together. 

The  Republican  budget,  on  the  other 
hand,  raids  rural  America  to  aid  the 
comfortable.  The  Republican  budget 
pro-insal  would  cut  $45.9  billion  out  of 
the  Agriculture  Department  over  the 
next  7  years.  That  is  likely  to  translate 
to  around  $12  billion  in  direct  cuts  to 
farm  programs.  It  is  a  20-percent  cut  in 
farm  spending.  It  will  contribute  to  the 
further  deterioration  of  the  economic 
and  social  fabric  of  rural  America.  No 
other  sector  of  American  life  is  being 
asked  to  absorb  such  a  hit.  We  can  not 
have  a  prosperous  urban  America 
riding  on  the  back  of  an  impoverished 
farm  America.  Yet  that  is  what  Repub- 
lican budget  cuts  will  provide. 

Farmers  in  South  Dakota  would  see  a 
devastating  decline  in  their  income  of 
over  $57  million.  Other  rural  States 
will  suffer  similar  pain.  This  budget  is 
short-sighted  for  rural  America  and 
self-interested  for  the  best-off.  It  is  not 
a  balanced,  fair  proposal.  It  is  not  a 
budget  that  sustains  the  American  tra- 
dition of  building  a  strong  farm  sector, 
a  tradition  that  has  enjoyed  bipartisan 
support  until  this  Republican  majority. 
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Finally,  this  amendment  would  pre- 
vent the  budget  resolution  from  count- 
ing the  sale  of  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations and  other  assets  toward 
deficit  reduction.  This  would  remove 
the  incentive  to  sell  the  Power  Market- 
ing Administrations  [PMAs]  in  order  to 
balance  the  budget,  and  would  help  en- 
sure that  decision  is  made  on  the  basis 
of  what  would  be  the  best  policy  for  the 
United  States.  Since  the  sale  of  PMA's 
makes  no  economic  sense,  this  amend- 
ment would  substantially  hinder  their 
sale. 

I  have  been  concerned  because  the 
Clinton  administration  has  announced 
plans  to  sell  three  of  the  five  PMA's, 
including  the  Western  Area  Power  Ad- 
ministration [WAPA],  which  markets 
power  from  the  main  stem  dams  on  the 
Missouri  River  to  South  Dakota  utili- 
ties and  cooperatives.  The  administra- 
tion has  stated  it  intends  to  sell  WAPA 
in  1998. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  administra- 
tion stated  in  the  budget  that  '"the  pro- 
posal will  provide  customer  protection 
from  significant  rate  increases,  "  I  am 
deeply  concerned  that  if  this  plan  is  ap- 
proved by  Congress  and  goes  forward, 
then  significant  rate  increases  will  be 
inevitable,  affecting  consumers  and  the 
overall  economies  of  rural  states  such 
as  South  Dakota. 

The  PMA's  are  an  example  of  a  Gov- 
ernment program  that  works  well. 
South  Dakota,  the  Western  Area  Power 
Administration,  which  markets  power 
from  the  main  stem  dams  along  the 
Missouri  River,  has  ensured  a  consist- 
ent and  affordable  supply  of  elec- 
tricity. The  program  is  being  run  on  a 
sound  financial  basis,  as  it  recovers  all 
expenses  relating  to  its  annual  oper- 
ation and  the  initial  construction  ex- 
penses, with  inlei-esL.  By  providing 
low-cost  power,  the  PMA's  have  sub- 
stantially assisted  in  the  economic  de- 
velopment of  many  States. 

Any  one-time  savings  from  the  sale 
of  WAPA  would  be  offset  by  long  term 
revenue  losses.  The  administration  and 
the  Republicans  expect  a  one-time 
budget  savings  from  the  sale,  that  over 
the  long-run.  will  not  save  the  Federal 
Government  any  money  at  all.  Since 
the  operational  and  capital  costs  of  the 
program  are  more  than  paid  back  cur- 
rently, the  sale  simply  allows  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  collect  the  debt 
faster.  But  since  the  debt  is  being  paid 
back  with  interest  now,  there  is  no 
long-term  financial  benefit  to  the  Gov- 
ernment. Long-term  revenue  losses 
from  the  sale  offset  the  near-term  reve- 
nue gains. 

Some  claim  that  the  power  market- 
ing administrations  can  be  sold  with- 
out causing  substantial  rate  increases. 
In  reality,  today's  rates  are  set  at  the 
lowest  possible  level,  while  still  ensur- 
ing that  the  debt  is  paid  off.  If  the 
power  marketing  administrations  are 
sold,  then  it  is  likely  that  rates  will  in- 
crease   substantially.    Those    who    buy 


the  PMA's  will  attempt  to  maximize 
the  return  on  their  investment.  And 
electric  rates  for  existing  Federal 
power  customers  will  rise  as  a  result. 
Some  predict  rate  increases  as  much  as 
300  percent  for  some  communities. 

This  sale  will  not  only  affect  the 
economy  of  South  Dakota  or  a  few 
western  States.  Power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations sell  power  in  34  States 
across  the  country.  I  would  ask  all  of 
my  colleagues  from  these  States  to 
consider  the  impact  of  the  sale  of 
PMA's  before  they  cast  their  vote. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  we  need 
to  reduce  the  deficit.  No  one  argues 
that  point.  This  amendment  restores 
essential  funding— upholding  our  obli- 
gation to  rural  America,  children,  and 
the  elderly— and  is  completely  offset 
with  the  reserve  fund  set  aside  by  the 
GOP  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  Again,  the  amendment  does 
not  contribute  one  penny  to  the  deficit. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  pending  amend- 
ment is  not  germane  to  the  provisions 
of  the  budget  resolution  pursuant  to 
section  305(b)(2)  of  the  Budget  Act.  I 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  I  move  to  waive 
section  305  of  the  act  for  the  purpose  of 
the  pending  Exon  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  this  amendment  also  be 
sfarked  pursuant  t.n  t.Yip  provinu.';  order, 
subject  to  leadership  control  on  when 
we  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Can  I  inquire  of  my  friend 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes, 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  stacked  a  series 
of  votes  now.  I  do  not  believe  we  have 
indicated  when  we  might  start  our  vot- 
ing so  that  everybody  would  be  prop- 
erly advised.  Are  we  going  to  start  vot- 
ing in  an  hour,  2  hours,  3  hours?  Could 
the  Senator  give  us  some  information 
on  that? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  a  very  good 
question.  I  thank  the  Senator.  We  are, 
hopefully,  going  to  get  through  with 
the  Thurmond-McCain  amendment, 
which  is  next,  and  then  we  will  start 
voting  about  4  p.m.  That  is  the  best  I 
car  give  you  at  this  point. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  understand  Senator 
Thurmond  is  next.  I  yield  to  him  to 
offer  his  amendment. 
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AMENDMENT  NO.  1125 

(Purpose:  To  restore  adequate  defense  budget 
levels  and  to  provide  for  offsetting  reduc- 
tions from  nondefense  discretionary  spend- 
ing and  nondefense  spending  in  the  defense 
budget) 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Thurmond),  for  himself.  Mr.  McCain,  Mrs 
Hutchison,  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Coats,  Mr 
INHOFE.  Mr.  Kemfthorne.  Mr.  Lott,  Mr. 
Smith.  Mr.  Cohen  and  Mr.  Santorum.  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1125. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  11.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  11,  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,5.900.000.000. 

On  page  11.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  11,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  4,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  p.age  12.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$u  fionoooooo 

On  page  12.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  b\.  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On  page  54.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On  page  55,  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000.  t^ 

On  page  55.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  5.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  12.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  13,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000. 


On  page  65.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  4,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  6,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  7,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11. .500,000. 000. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 

$ii.;wo.ooo.ooo. 

On  page  66.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11. .500.000. 000. 

On  page  66.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  ,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  ,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  p.-vgp  67.  line  9,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,600,000,000. 

On  page  68,  after  line  12,  add  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

(3)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
Senate  should  waive  all  points  of  order  that 
would  preclude  increasing  non-defense  spend- 
ing in  any  one  fiscal  year  by  up  to  $2  billion 
and.  at  the  same  time,  decreasing  defense 
spending  in  any  one  fiscal  year  by  up  to  $2 
billion,  from  the  levels  of  discretionary 
spending  in  this  section.  It  is  further  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  defense  spending 
may  not  be  reduced  by  more  than  a  total  of 
$10  billion  and  non-defense  spending  may  not 
be  increased  by  more  than  a  total  of  $10  bil- 
lion over  the  seven  years  of  the  resolution, 
from  the  levels  of  discretionary  spending  in 
this  section. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  asked  "What  do  Americans 
expect  of  their  Armed  Force?"  I  believe 
Americans  expect  a  capable  and  ready 
force,  ready  to  meet  our  Nation's  secu- 
rity needs,  able  to  safeguard  our  na- 
tional interest  and  maintain  our  posi- 
tion as  a  world  leader.  The  budget  reso- 
lution from  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico was  a  good  effort.  It  required  many 
hard  decisions.  The  problem  remains 
that  the  planned  defense  budget,  as  of- 


fered in  the  budget  resolution,  does  not 
meet  the  needs  of  our  Armed  Forces  or 
give  us  the  ability  to  meet  our  global 
commitments. 

We  live  in  a  dangerous  world.  It  is 
our  responsibility  not  to  repeat  history 
and  drastically  reduce  defense.  This 
path  will  leave  our  forces  in  a  dan- 
gerously unprepared  state,  and  we  will 
pay  the  price  in  the  future.  The  inter- 
national environment  requires  the 
United  States  to  maintain  a  strong  de- 
fense to  deter  aggression  and  maintain 
our  vital  interests.  The  Armed  Services 
Committee  has  already  received  indica- 
tions that  the  Defense  Department  is 
planning  further  end  strength  reduc- 
tions to  pay  for  needed  modernization. 
The  Bottom-Up  Review  described  a 
minimum  force,  said  to  be  necessary  to 
support  our  military  strategy.  This  re- 
view was  not  based  on  strategy.  Force 
structure  levels  were  too  low,  and  the 
required  modernization  was  mortgaged. 

Over  the  last  year,  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  has  continued  to  hear 
testimony  concerning  present  and  fu- 
ture readiness  problems.  Lack  of  funds 
is  placing  combat  readiness  in  danger. 
The  ability  of  our  commanders  in  the 
field  to  maintain  their  forces  is  being 
jeopardized  by  an  underfunded  pro- 
gram. GAO  and  other  sources  have  esti- 
mated shortfalls  in  defense  to  range 
from  $20  billion  to  $150  billion  over  the 
next  6  years  Defense  spending  has  been 
reduced  every  year  since  1985.  and  as  a 
percentage  of  gross  domestic  product  is 
at  pre-World  War  II  levels.  Moderniza- 
tion and  procurement  accounts  remain 
at  50-year  lows  as  modernization 
projects  are  continually  pushed  farther 
into  the  future  or  canceled  all  to- 
gether. This  is  a  trend  that  cannot  con- 
tinue. The  defense  budget,  in  the  budg- 
et resolution,  simply  does  not  provide 
the  minimum  resources  necessary  to 
sustain  our  force  or  meet  the  Depart- 
ment's pressing  needs. 

At  the  same  time,  requirements  for 
our  service  men  and  women  have  not 
decreased.  Instead,  contingency  oper- 
ations and  other  deoloyments  have  in- 
creased requirements  for  American 
forces,  placing  greater  stress  on  our 
service  members,  family  members,  and 
their  equipment.  These  deployments 
have  a  price  and  are  taking  a  toll  on 
our  force  readiness.  We  must  support 
our  forces  and  not  cripple  our  Nation's 
defense. 

Our  responsibility  is  to  ensure  that 
the  bill  for  these  funding  shortfalls  is 
not  paid  for  by  the  sacrifice  of  men  and 
women  in  our  Armed  Forces.  These 
young  Americans  have  been  asked  to 
live  without  proper  housing  and  bar- 
racks, to  make  do  with  constrained 
training,  and  do  without  new  systems 
and  technology,  because  we  cannot  af- 
ford it.  Quality-of-life  programs  have 
been  ignored  to  support  increasing  op- 
erating tempos.  Benefits  are  contin- 
ually under  review  for  further  reduc- 
tions. We  should  expect  increasing  re- 


cruiting and  retention  problems,  If  we 
do  not  support  these  young  Americans 
who  are  serving  our  Nation. 

I  am  strongly  in  favor  of  cutting  Fed- 
eral spending  and  reducing  the  deficit, 
but  we  must  meet  our  national  secu- 
rity needs.  The  first  responsibility  of 
government  is  to  provide  for  its  de- 
fense. This  amendment  reverses  a  dan- 
gerous trend  and  provides  for  that  com- 
mitment. It  does  not  increase  the  defi- 
cit in  Senator  Domenici's  budget  reso- 
lution. The  amendment  improves  the 
balance  between  current  and  future 
readiness.  We  provide  for  an  adequate 
quality  of  life  for  service  members  and 
their  families.  We  can  take  care  of 
shortfalls  in  important  new  systems 
such  as  national  and  theater  missile 
defense  systems.  We  must  not  allow 
our  Nation's  defense  needs  to  be  de- 
cided by  purely  fiscal  considerations.  If 
we  do,  then  sooner  than  we  may  real- 
ize, a  bill  is  going  to  come  due.  Hope- 
fully, that  bill  will  not  be  paid  with  the 
lives  of  our  service  men  and  women, 
and  great  harm  to  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has 
consumed  5  of  the  7  minutes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
serve the  remaining  2  minutes. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
Mr.  McCain. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished leader  and  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  Senator 
Thurmond,  and  I  also  want  to  thank 
my  colleague  from  Texas.  Senator 
Hutchison,  for  their  leadership,  espe- 
cially Senator  Thurmond's  leadership, 
on  this  very  important  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry  we  are 
short  of  time.  This  amendment  de- 
serves a  great  deal  more  consideration 
if  Members  believe,  as  I  do,  that  the 
first  priority  of  any  government  is  to 
preserve  the  security  of  its  citizens. 

Senator  THURMOND  has  described  the 
amendment.  I  would  just  like  to  re- 
mind my  colleagues  for  2  years.  Repub- 
licans have  charged  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  failed  to  maintain  a  defense 
adequate  to  confront  the  myriad  chal- 
lenges we  face  in  this  period  of  insta- 
bility. Now  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
correct  that  failing. 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  budget 
resolution  submitted  to  this  body  by 
Republicans  is  the  Clinton  numbers, 
the  same  numbers  that  we  attacked  so 
vociferously  for  2  years. 

Mr.  President,  no  decade  in  this  cen- 
tury began  more  auspiciously  than  the 
1990's.  That  gross  impediment  to 
human  liberty,  the  Berlin  Wall,  was 
breached  by  the  stronger  forces  of 
human  yearning.  The  central  security 
problem  of  our  time,  the  possible  clash 
of  East  and  West  on  the  plains  of  Ger- 
many, was  resolved  by  the  dissolution 
of  the  Warsaw  Pact,  the  reunification 
of  Germany,  and  the  collapse  of  the  So- 
viet Union. 
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The  euphoria  that  accompanied  these 
events  anticipated  the  imminent  arriv- 
al of  a  new  world  order  of  independent 
democracies  engaged  only  in  peaceful 
commercial  competition  with  one  an- 
other. 

The  resurrection  of  ancient  conflicts 
and  hideous  barbarism  in  the  Balkans; 
the  reappearance  of  other  incidents  of 
irrational  nationalism  that  had  been 
sublimated  by  the  cold  war:  the  haunt- 
ing familiarity  of  Zhirinovsky's  odious 
appeal  to  perverse  patriotism:  the  ac- 
celerating proliferation  of  weapons  of 
mass  destruction:  and  the  waging  of 
over  50  conflicts  around  the  world  have 
dimmed  our  hopes  for  a  more  just  and 
tranquil  world,  and  reminded  Members 
that  we  have  interests  and  values  that 
are  still  at  risk  in  this  promising  but 
uncertain  world. 

The  world  is  still  a  very  dangerous 
place  American  vigilance  and  struggle 
are  required  now  more  than  ever.  There 
are  numerous  potential  threats  to  our 
national  security  in  the  world  today: 

In  North  Korea,  one  of  the  world's  re- 
maining Communist  dictatorships 
seeks  to  acquire  nuclear  weapons,  and 
this  administration  has  failed  to  exer- 
cise the  decisive  leadership  necessary 
to  halt,  once  and  for  all,  the  threat  of 
nuclear  warfare  on  the  Korean  Penin- 
sula. 

In  Asia.  China  has  laid  claim  to  the 
entire  South  China  Sea  and  enhanced 
its  claim  with  a  massive  buildup  of  its 
armed  forces,  including  the  acquisition 
of  new  submarines,  marine  forces,  and 
aircraft  carriers. 

In  the  Middle  East.  Iran  poses  a  seri- 
ous threat  to  the  security  of  the  region 
with  their  own  efforts  to  acquire  nu- 
clear weapons,  their  longstanding  sup- 
port of  terrorist  movements,  and  their 
aggressive  military  buildup  in  the 
Straits  of  Hormuz. 

Iraq  remains  a  potential  trouble  spot 
as  Saddam  Hussein  maintains  a  stran- 
glehold on  political  and  economic 
power  in  that  state. 

Russia's  involvement  in  its  near 
abroad,  the  ongoing  horrible  conflict  in 
Chechnya,  and  its  advocacy  of  changes 
in  stable  arms  control  agreements 
causes  serious  concerns. 

Ethnic  conflicts  continue  to  rage 
from  Sri  Lanka  to  Rwanda. 

And  in  Bosnia,  United  States  mili- 
tary personnel  may  soon  be  sent  in 
harm.'s  way  to  assist  in  extracting 
international  forces  from  the  failed 
U.N.  peacekeeping  effort  in  that  state. 

These  and  many  other  examples  of 
instability  in  the  world  today  make  it 
imperative  that  we  support  an  ade- 
quate national  defense  posture  in  this 
Nation. 

Mr.  President,  the  defense  budget  has 
declined  35  percent  in  real  terms  be- 
tween 1985  and  1994.  President  Clinton 
promised  in  his  State  of  the  Union  Ad- 
dress in  January  of  1994.  "*  *  *  we 
must  not  cut  defense  further."  Yet,  his 
fiscal  year  1996  defense  budget  submis- 


sion cuts  defense  for  4  more  years,  to- 
taling another  10  percent  decline  by 
1999. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  are  faced 
with  is  a  Hobson's  choice.  We  are 
spending  money  to  maintain  a  ready 
force.  That  money  is  well  spent,  and  we 
still  have  the  finest  and  highest  qual- 
ity men  and  women  this  Nation  can  re- 
cruit and  maintain  in  our  Armed 
Forces.  However,  in  exchange  for  that, 
we  are  sacrificing  totally,  the  mod- 
ernization of  our  force. 

In  1985,  we  procured  325  tactical  air- 
craft: in  1996,  we  will  procure  289.  In 
1985,  we  procured  80.000  missiles:  in  1995 
we  procured  3.000.  In  tanks,  in  1985.  we 
procured  2,680  tanks  and  other  vehicles: 
in  1995.  34  tanks  and  vehicles.  Ships,  in 
1985.  we  procured  34:  in  1996.  we  will 
procure  3. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot — we  can- 
not— maintain  the  capability  that  won 
the  Persian  Gulf  with  the  kind  of  lack 
of  modernization  that  is  part  and  par- 
cel of  this  proposal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  had  5  minutes,  and 
has  4  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I.  not 
unlike  other  Members  of  this  body,  am 
a  student  of  history.  I  am  certainly  a 
confirmed  believer  in  the  old  adage 
that  those  who  ignore  the  lessons  of 
history  are  doomed  to  repeat  them. 

In  1917  the  United  States  of  America 
was  not  prepared  to  go  to  war.  In  1941. 
on  December  7.  America  was  not  pre- 
pared to  go  to  war.  In  June  of  1950. 
when  North  Korea  attacked  across  the 
38th  parallel,  the  United  States  was 
not  prepared  to  go  to  war.  In  the  1970's. 
when  we  had  a  hollow  Army,  the  Unit- 
ed States  was  not  prepared. 

We  must  understand  that  what  we 
are  doing  here  is  mortgaging  the  blood 
and  treasure  of  America  by  adopting  a 
proposal  which  cannot  meet  our  na- 
tional security  requirements  and 
needs.  It  is  an  enormous  responsibility 
of  this  body,  to  assume  a  responsibility 
in  contravention  to  the  knowledge, 
wisdom  and  advice  of  our  military 
leaders  and  all  objective  observers,  and 
that  is  that  we  cannot  modernize  our 
forces  so  victory,  if  conflict  comes,  can 
only  be  purchased  through  enormous 
expenditure  of  treasure,  and  far  more 
important  than  that.  American  blood. 

Mr.  President.  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time.  I  will  use  it  at  the  end 
of  the  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time  does 
Senator  Thurmond  or  McCain  have  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  27  minutes  and  45  seconds  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  in  control, 
technically,  of  the  time  in  opposition. 
But.  frankly,  I  want  to  give  that  oppo- 
sition time  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  for  his  side.  They 


are  going  to  have  the  time  in  opposi- 
tion, not  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. 

But  I  will  reserve,  now.  before  I  give 
that  over— I  will  keep  10  minutes  for 
myself  and  Senator  Lott.  He.  I  under- 
stand, will  not  be  able  to  fit  in,  in  the 
time  allotted.  I  will  arrange  to  give 
him  that  time,  not  in  opposition  but  in 
favor.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LOTT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
Senator  W.-\r\er. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  past  several  days.  I  have  listened 
closely  to  the  debate  over  this  budget 
resolution  which.  I  believe,  has  the  po- 
tential to  set  our  Nation  on  the  road  to 
fiscal  responsibility.  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
Senator  Domenici.  for  his  courageous 
proposal  which  will  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  support 
what  he  and  the  other  Republicans  on 
the  Budget  Committee  intend  to  do 
with  this  budget  resolution— eliminate 
the  Federal  deficit  and  relieve  the 
enormous  burden  of  debt  that  we  are 
currently  loading  on  the  backs  of  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  However.  I 
take  exception  with  the  spending  levels 
for  defense  included  within  the  budget 
resolution  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  security  of  our  Nation  and  the 
risks  we  face  in  a  world  that— despite 
the  demise  of  the  cold  war— remains  a 
very  dangerous  and  unpredictable 
place.  As  we  speak,  our  Armed  Forces 
are  preparing  for  the  possibility  of  a 
mission  to  assist  in  the  withdrawal  of 
U.N.  forces  from  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia. Whether  or  not  you  believe  that 
we  should  put  U.S.  forces  at  risk  to 
carry  out  this  mission.  I  am  certain 
that  every  Senator  in  this  Chamber 
would  support  funding  to  ensure  that 
our  forces  are  trained  and  equipped  to 
facilitate  the  rapid  accomplishment  of 
this  mission  with  minimal  risk  to  the 
lives  of  U.S.  military  personnel.  We 
learned  in  Operation  Desert  Storm  that 
well-trained  troops  equipped  with  mod- 
ern weapons  and  equipment  suffer 
fewer  casualities. 

Today  we  are  facing  a  world  pro- 
liferating with  new  threats  based  on 
centuries-old  ethnic,  racial  and  reli- 
gious hatreds. 

The  problem  with  preparing  our 
forces  to  defend  against  threats  in  this 
new  world  of  disorder  is  that  we  may 
not  be  able  to  anticipate  where  and 
whom  we  will  have  to  fight.  We  will 
have  to  be  prepared  for  the  unexpected, 
for  major  regional  crises  that  arise 
suddenly— in  other  words,  for  contin- 
gencies. The  case  in  point  is  the  gulf 
war.  Prior  to  August  1990.  no  one  ever 
expected  we  would  end  up  in  a  major 
land  war  against  Iraq. 

Fortunately,  we  had  a  superior  mili- 
tary capability  that  was  more  than  a 
match  for  Iraq.  But.  in  the  past,  this 
has  not  always  been  the  case.  The  out- 
break of  World  Wars  I  and  II  and  Korea 
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found  us  woefully  unprepared,  and  the 
result  was  many  thousands  of  Ameri- 
cans lost  in  the  opening  days  of  those 
conflicts.  Consequently,  in  an  era  of 
uncertainty,  combined  with  multiple 
potential  dangers,  the  No.  1  threat 
could  be  our  own  unpreparedness. 

Mr.  President,  the  administration's 
ways  of  dealing  with  these  uncertain- 
ties was  to  conduct  a  Bottom-Up  Re- 
view which  resulted  in  a  force  struc- 
ture that  is  supposed  to  be  able  to  fight 
and  win  two  nearly-simultaneous 
major  regional  contingencies.  It  is 
highly  questionable,  however,  whether 
or  not  this  planned  force  will  be  capa- 
ble of  meeting  this  requirement.  There 
is  also  general  agreement  that  the  ad- 
ministration's future  years  defense 
plan  [FYDP]  is  inadequate.  The  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  estimated  that 
the  FYDP  may  be  underfunded  by  as 
much  as  $150  billion. 

The  administration  has  made  readi- 
ness a  high  priority  at  the  expense  of 
modernization  of  our  military.  They 
have  kept  personnel  and  readiness  ac- 
counts funded  at  high  levels,  but  be- 
cause the  overall  budget  is  under- 
funded, modernization — the  R&D  and 
procurement  accounts — have  paid  the 
bills.  Procurement  is  at  intolerably  low 
levels.  A  Marine  Corps  general  officer 
testifying  at  an  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee hearing  recently  stated  that  the 
Marine  Corps  procurement  budget  was 
only  about  one-third  of  what  it  should 
be  for  the  third  straight  year.  "You 
cant  modernize  on  pocket  change."  he 
told  the  committee. 

I  should  also  point  out  that  even  with 
all  of  the  administration's  emphasis  on 
readiness,  significant  readiness  prob- 
lems have  occurred  within  our  military 
over  the  past  year. 

Last  September,  three  Army  divi- 
sions reported  readiness  levels  of  C-3. 
Not  since  the  days  of  the  Carter  admin- 
istration, have  that  many  divisions  re- 
ported such  poor  readiness  levels 

Overall  readiness  for  active  Navy 
aviation  squadrons  declined  from  about 
75  percent  in  fiscal  year  1990  to  61  per- 
cent last  year. 

Funding  shortfalls  in  the  2d  Marine 
Air  Wing's  flying  hour  program  re- 
sulted in  11  of  30  squadrons  reporting  in 
the  two  lowest  readiness  categories  (C- 
3  or  C-4)  for  the  4th  quarter  of  fiscal 
year  1994. 

Admiral  Boorda.  the  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations  stated  recently.  "We  have 
gone  to  the  well  and  it  is  dry.  We  must 
fund  training  if  we  are  to  prevent  a 
'hollow  force." " 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  it  is  clear 
that  our  military  services  are  under- 
funded in  the  administration's  pro- 
posed budget  and  future  years  defense 
plan.  For  the  past  2'j  years,  members 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  have 
been  expressing  that  view.  Every  Re- 
publican on  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee signed  a  letter  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee  recommend- 
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ing  that  fiscal  year  1996  funding  for  de- 
fense be  frozen  at  last  years  level,  ad- 
justed for  inflation.  This  would  result 
in  a  $12. 5  billion  increase  over  the 
President's  request  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Unfortunately,  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's proposal  accepts  the  administra- 
tion's recommended  budgets  now  and 
in  the  outyears  for  defense.  If  we  ac- 
cept the  administration's  budgets,  then 
the  responsibility  for  shortfalls  in  de- 
fense funding  and  the  resulting  defi- 
ciencies in  our  Armed  Forces  will  lie 
with  those  of  us  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  in  his  State  of  the 
Union  Address  in  1994.  the  President 
implored  the  Congress  not  to  cut  de- 
fense further— that  defense  had  been 
cut  enough.  Then,  this  year,  in  his 
budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996.  the 
President  recommended  $5.7  billion  less 
than  he  recommended  last  year— in 
real  terms,  this  is  over  $13  billion  less 
than  last  year.  Mr.  President,  that 
sounds  like  a  cut  to  me. 

There  are  those  who  state  that  de- 
fense should  pay  its  fair  share.  Mr. 
President.  I  maintain  that  defense  has 
already  paid  more  than  its  fair  share — 
that  defense  has  already  been  cut  too 
deeply.  Fiscal  year  1996  represents  the 
11th  consecutive  year  of  declining  de- 
fense budgets — the  longest  continuous 
decline  in  post  WW  II  history.  DOD 
spending  as  a  share  of  the  Federal 
budget  has  declined  from  42  percent  in 
1968  to  18  percent  in  1994  and  continues 
to  decline. 

As  I  indicated  earlier.  Defense  pro- 
curement spending  has  suffered  greatly 
under  the  Clinton  administration.  Dur- 
ing the  hollow  force  days  of  the  mid- 
1970's.  procurement  spending  was  only 
about  $46.7  billion:  in  1985.  at  the 
height  of  the  Reagan  buildup,  procure- 
ment spending  reached  $120  billion:  in 
1995.  procurement  spending  is  down  to 
$39.4  billion— representing  a  67-percent 
decrease  from  fiscal  year  1985  and  16- 
percent  less  than  the  mid-1970's  low 
point. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  fail  to  mod- 
ernize our  forces  with  new  weapons  and 
equipment,  we  not  only  cause  mainte- 
nance and  operating  costs  to  rise,  but 
more  importantly,  we  condemn  our  fu- 
ture soldiers,  sailors,  airmen,  and  ma- 
rines to  fight  their  battles  with  obso- 
lete weapons  and  equipment. 

Mr.  President,  when  1  asked  an  old 
Marine  sergeant,  who  was  a  combat 
veteran  of  several  wars,  why  he  was  so 
sure  there  would  be  another  war,  he  re- 
plied. "There  always  has  been."  It  is 
certain  that  our  forces  will  be  called 
upon  again  to  go  into  battle.  The  time 
may  be  sooner  than  we  think.  I  hope 
the  Congress  will  not  put  our  service- 
men and  women  at  greater  risk  because 
we  cannot  find  additional  funds  from  a 
budget  of  almost  $1.3  trillion. 

I  support  the  Thurmond-McCain 
amendment  and  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  it  also. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Thurmond-Ste- 


vens-McCain  amendment.  I  commend 
my  colleagues  for  their  efforts  to  en- 
sure an  adequate  defense  budget.  Under 
this  amendment,  defense  spending 
would  be  increased  to  meet  the  levels 
approved  by  the  House  last  week.  How- 
ever, the  measure  is  deficit  neutral  in 
each  year  of  the  resolution,  and  keeps 
us  on  path  to  achieve  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002. 

We  are  committed  to  cutting  Federal 
spending.  But  we  must  ensure  that  our 
military  is  prepared  to  meet  future 
challenges.  Over  the  past  few  years,  the 
Clinton  administration  has  sacrificed 
the  readiness  and  modernization  of  our 
forces.  However,  around  the  world,  po- 
tential enemies  are  increasing  and 
modernizing  their  military  capabili- 
ties. 

For  the  past  2  years,  the  administra- 
tion has  justified  its  reduction-in-force 
structure  by  promising  to  provide  our 
troops  with  the  most  modern  tech- 
nology available.  During  last  year's 
hearings  on  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget. 
General  Shalikashvili  stated,  and  I 
quote: 

The  structure  is  adequate  only  if  we  stick 
with  two  linchpins:  We  must  Improve  our  ca- 
pabilities, and  we  must  improve  and  main- 
tain our  readiness. 

Unfortunately,  this  has  turned  out  to 
be  empty  rhetoric.  Procurement  spend- 
ing and  procurement  rates  are  at  their 
lowest  levels  in  45  years.  Despite  prom- 
ises to  enhance  force  capabilities,  mod- 
ernization has  come  to  a  virtual  stand- 
still. The  result  is  that  our  Armed 
Forces  are  smaller,  but  not  more  capa- 
ble. 

Where  President  Clinton  has  failed  to 
recognize  the  long-term  needs  of  the 
military,  we  in  Congress  must  take  the 
lead.  Our  defense  budget  must  balance 
our  need  to  maintain  near-term  readi- 
ness and  our  need  to  provide  enhanced 
capabilities  for  the  future.  It  must  pre- 
pare us  for  tomorrow's  challenges. 
Failure  to  do  so  will  jeopardize  the  se- 
curity of  this  Nation.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  much  of 
the  debate  over  the  defense  budget  in 
recent  weeks  and  months  has  been 
based  on  misperceptions  and  half- 
truths. 

A  good  example  can  be  found  in  one 
editorial  entitled  "Grasping  the  Obvi- 
ous," which  lashed  out  at  defense 
spending,  claiming  that  President  Clin- 
ton wanted  to  increase  the  defense 
budget  and  that: 

The  Defense  Department  ha.s  somehow  be- 
come untouchable,  taking  a  place  alongside 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  in  the  pan- 
theon of  sacrosanct  Federal  enterprises. 

The  editorial  went  on  to  argue  that 
defense  budgets  should  be  reduced  just 
as  much  if  not  more  than  other  areas 
of  Federal  spending,  and  that  the  Pen- 
tagon and  the  White  House  would  have 
to  realize  that  in  a  time  of  "diminish- 
ing military  threats."  deep  cuts  would 
have  to  be  made. 
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The  writer  is  not  alone  in  failing  to 
grasp  the  obvious.  The  post-cold-war 
period  has  seen  a  proliferation  of  ef- 
forts to  cut  American  defense  budgets 
dangerously  deeply.  These  efforts  have 
been  accompanied  by  accusations  that. 
in  an  era  of  budget  balancing  and  defi- 
cit reduction,  the  military  is  not  ab- 
sorbing its  fair  share  of  cuts. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth. 

Far  from  being  placed  on  a  pedestal, 
protected  from  America's  budget  cut- 
ting zeal,  defense  spending  has  already 
been  subjected  to  a  frenzy  of  profound 
and  often  damaging  reductions.  The  de- 
fense budget  has  been  cut  every  year 
for  the  past  decade,  for  an  overall  real 
decline  of  some  35  percent.  In  contrast, 
real  spending  on  Medicare  and  Social 
Security  over  the  same  period  has  in- 
creased 63  and  23  percent,  respectively. 

The  portion  of  the  defense  budget 
used  to  buy  weapons  and  other  equir>- 
ment  has  already  suffered  a  reduction 
of  more  than  two-thirds  over  the  past 
decade: 

A  decade  ago  we  purchased  720  tanks 
a  year.  Today,  we  buy  none. 

Annual  purchases  of  ships  and  air- 
craft have  declined  80  and  87  percent 
respectively. 

Dozens  of  major  weapons  programs 
and  more  than  a  hundred  smaller  ones 
have  been  terminated. 

As  the  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  put  it,  the  Pentagon 
has  entered  a  "procurement  holiday." 

For  the  past  decade,  it  has  been  de- 
fense that  has  borne  the  blows  of  the 
budget  cutting  axe  as  domestic  spend- 
ing has  steadily  grown. 

The  very  real  reductions  in  defense 
budgets  over  the  past  decade  may  not 
seem  important  from  the  vantage  point 
of  defense  spending  critics,  but  for 
those  whose  job  it  is  to  ensure  military 
readiness  and  to  guarantee  American 
security,  the  cuts  have  already  made 
their  tasks  difficult  to  the  point  of 
being  almost  impossible.  The  question 
for  these  professionals  is  whether  mini- 
mum levels  of  reliability  and  readiness 
can  be  ensured,  given  current  spending 
cuts. 

Earlier  this  year.  Gen.  Carl  Mundy. 
Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
warned: 

We  are  stretched  thin.  Actual  operational 
commitments  over  the  past  3  years  have  ac- 
tually grown  steadily  and  have  preatly  ex- 
ceeded those  predicted  by  either  the  Marine 
Corps  assessment  or  the  Bottom-Up  Review 
*  *  *.  We  have  not  to  date  received  sufficient 
resources  to  fund  »  *  •  minimum  essential 
requirements  *  *  *  to  provide  a  reasonable 
assurance  that  we  can  meet  our  commit- 
ments with  operationally  ready  and  effective 
forces,  not  only  today,  but  throughout  the 
program  years  *  *  *. 

This  assessment  has  been  echoed  by 
senior  officers  in  all  of  the  Nation's 
armed  services.  It  illustrates  the  well- 
founded  concerns  of  those  who  under- 
stand the  importance  of  readiness  and 
modernization  in  military  planning,  es- 
pecially in  today's  uncertain  world. 


The  past  few  years  have  shown  that 
the  end  of  the  cold-war  standoff  with 
Soviet  Russia  has  not  simplified  and 
brought  harmony  to  the  world,  rather 
it  has  increased  uncertainty  and  made 
the  world  more  susceptible  to  a  host  of 
festering  regional  conflicts.  Many  of 
these  conflicts  have  the  potential  for 
escalation,  spillover,  and  major  desta- 
bilization  in  areas  critical  to  the  secu- 
rity and  interests  of  the  United  States 
and  our  closest  allies. 

While  the  United  States  is  not  the 
world's  policeman,  we  are  the  only 
global  power,  and  we  have  global  inter- 
ests that  can  be  threatened  by  regional 
powers,  great  and  small.  Defending  our 
interests  requires  us  to  station  forces 
abroad  and  to  be  able  to  project  power 
around  the  globe. 

A  brief  glance  around  the  world 
shows  the  variety  of  dangers  the  Unit- 
ed States  must  be  prepared  to  meet: 

Russian  troops  are  turning  Chechnya 
into  a  wasteland  and  Russian  neighbors 
into  colonies,  while  Russian  engineers 
prepare  to  build  nuclear  reactors  in  the 
terrorist  theocracy  of  Iran  and  Russian 
officials  threaten  the  independence  of 
the  Baltics; 

China  also  plans  to  sell  Iran  nuclear 
reactors  and  seems  intent  on  becoming 
a  regional  hegemon,  claiming  sov- 
ereignty over  the  strategic  South 
China  Sea,  extending  its  coastal  de- 
fense perimeter  10-fold  out  to  2.000 
miles,  and  backing  these  claims  up 
with  military  deployments; 

Iran  is  aggressively  pursuing  nuclear 
weapons  while  also  deploying  Russian- 
built  submarines  and  Chinese-  and 
North  Korean-built  missiles  in  order  to 
gain  control  of  the  Persian  Gulf  and 
dominate  its  neighbors; 

North  Korea  has  violated  last  Octo- 
ber's nuclear  agreement  and  continues 
to  mass  troops  and  artillery  on  the 
DMZ.  making  an  Asian  nuclear  arms 
race  and  another  Korean  war  real  pos- 
sibilities. 

NATO  is  edging  closer  to  intervening 
in  Bosnia  in  order  to  rescue  the  U.N. 
troops  deployed  there,  which  would  put 
some  25,000  United  States  troops  in  the 
midst  of  a  seemingly  intractable  war. 

Those  who  view  this  as  merely  a  list 
of  hypothetical  risks  unlikely  to  re- 
quire American  military  deployments 
would  do  well  to  recall  that  since  the 
end  of  the  cold  war,  U.S.  Armed  Forces 
have  been  sent  into  action  repeatedly 
on  some  2V^  dozen  operations. 

While  members  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  are  on  record  as  favor- 
ing increases  in  the  defense  budget, 
this  amendment  would  merely  slow  the 
decline  in  defense  spending  over  the 
next  7  years.  Even  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  defense  spending  will  continue 
to  decline  in  real  terms  for  another  7 
years,  resulting  in  17  straight  years  of 
cuts  in  the  defense  budget. 

Given  the  tremendous  cuts  imposed 
on  the  defense  budget  in  recent  years 
and    the    great    uncertainty    we    face 


around  the  world,  we  cannot  continue 
to  gut  America's  Armed  Forces.  The 
military  is  already  strained  by  the  un- 
precedented number  of  peacetime  oper- 
ations it  is  being  ordered  to  undertake. 

Mr.  President,  listening  to  the  lead- 
ers of  our  Armed  Forces  and  looking 
around  the  world,  we  are  compelled  to 
conclude  that  putting  the  brakes  on 
military  spending  cuts  is  not  merely  a 
wise  position,  it  is  a  national  security 
imperative. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Thurmond  amendment. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Thurmond- 
McCain  amendment,  which  seeks  to  in- 
crease defense  spending  by  $68  billion 
over  the  next  7  years,  and  pay  for  that 
increase  by  making  further  cuts  in  do- 
mestic programs. 

In  this  era  of  shared  sacrifice  where 
no  one  is  spared  the  budget  ax — not 
children,  seniors,  nor  veterans — I  fear 
that  those  who  would  now  ask  the  Sen- 
ate to  increase  the  level  of  defense 
spending  simply  do  not  understand  the 
true  war  this  country  is  fighting. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  America's  fami- 
lies who  are  on  the  front  lines  today, 
fighting  to  find  a  safe  place  to  live,  a 
sound  education  for  their  children,  af- 
fordable health  care,  and  job  security. 

It  is  the  war  against  crime,  poverty, 
ignorance,  and  AIDS  that  needs  to  be 
this  country's  priorities  as  we  ap- 
proach the  next  century. 

During  the  cold  war.  Americans  made 
sacrifices  here  at  home  so  that  our  na- 
tional resources  could  be  used  to  defeat 
communism  around  the  globe.  The  Ber- 
lin Wall  fell  in  1989.  and  with  it.  the 
Warsaw  Pact.  The  Soviet  Union  offi- 
cially dissolved  in  1991.  We  fought  the 
war,  and  we  won 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  cold  war.  I 
believe  American  families  desen/'e  to 
live  in  a  safer  and  more  stable  world. 
They  deserve  to  know  that  more  of 
their  tax  dollars  are  going  to  educate 
their  children  and  police  their  streets. 

The  Republican  budget  before  us 
today,  which  outlines  their  spending 
priorities  for  the  next  7  years,  makes 
deep  cuts  in  programs  for  children,  the 
poor,  veterans,  and  the  elderly,  while 
insulating  defense  spending  from  cuts. 

And  now  we  are  asked  to  support  an 
amendment  which  would  add  S68  billion 
more  in  defense  spending,  and  to  pay 
for  that  increase,  American  families 
would  have  to  accept  yet  deeper  cuts  in 
domestic  programs. 

Even  without  this  amendment,  let  us 
remember  what  the  Republican  budget 
is  asking  of  American  families. 

Teachers  and  students  are  asked  to 
accept  dramatic  cuts  in  education 
spending,  worker  training  programs, 
and  student  loan  assistance. 

Preschoolers  and  their  parents  must 
accept  a  30-percent  cut  in  Head  Start 
funding,  which  will  deny  as  many  as 
100,000  low-income  children  the  benefit 
of  a  preschool  education. 


Rural  Americans  will  be  asked  to  ac- 
cept 20-percent  cuts  in  mandatory  agri- 
culture spending. 

Children  and  the  elderly  will  be 
asked  to  shoulder  $400  billion  in  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  cuts.  In  America 
today,  one  in  four  children,  and  one  in 
three  infants,  are  covered  by  Medicaid. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit,  a  pro- 
gram to  help  keep  working  families  off 
welfare,  will  be  cut  by  11  percent. 

Our  Nation's  scientific  community 
must  accept  $25  billion  in  cuts  for  basic 
research. 

The  budget  blueprint  before  us  in- 
creases the  veterans'  contribution  for 
GI  bill  education  benefits,  and  freezes 
funding  for  the  VA's  medical  system  at 
the  1995  level  for  the  next  7  years,  cut- 
ting access  to  health  care  for  veterans 
around  the  Nation.  Under  the  Repub- 
lican proposal,  the  VA  will  be  forced  to 
close  the  equivalent  of  35  of  its  170  hos- 
pitals and  deny  care  to  over  1  million 
of  our  Nation's  vets. 

And  if  we  accept  the  amendment  now 
pending  before  the  Senate.  American 
families  would  be  asked  to  accept  even 
deeper  cuts  in  education  funding,  crime 
control,  and  other  important  domestic 
programs. 

Proponents  of  this  amendment  point 
to  recent  declines  in  defense  spending 
with  alarm.  While  spending  for  our 
military  is  down  from  the  mid-1980's 
level,  we  must  keep  this  trend  in  per- 
spective. The  United  States  today  has 
the  largest  military  budget  and  the 
most  powerful  military  force  in  the 
world. 

The  combined  military  budgets  of 
Russia,  Iraq,  China.  North  Korea. 
Libya.  Iran,  Syria,  and  Cuba  total  $95 
billion  annually.  That  is  one-third  the 
level  of  U.S.  defense  spending.  Each 
year,  the  United  States  spends  more 
than  the  next  nine  of  the  world's  big- 
gest military  spenders  combined. 

In  fact,  this  country  spends  so  much 
for  defense,  even  the  Pentagon  can't 
keep  track  of  it  all.  According  to  the 
GAO  and  the  Pentagon's  inspector  gen- 
eral, as  well  as  the  Pentagon's  Control- 
ler John  Hamre.  billions  of  defense  dol- 
lars are  lost  year  after  year  due  to  poor 
recordkeeping  and  lax  accounting  prac- 
tices at  the  Department  of  Defense. 

According  to  GAO.  each  year  the  pen- 
tagon pays  private  contractors  up  to 
$750  million  it  does  not  owe  them— with 
businesses  often  paid  twice  for  the 
work  they  have  done.  And  at  this 
point,  according  to  the  Pentagon,  there 
is  really  no  way  to  retrieve  these  lost 
funds,  or  to  stop  the  massive  overpay- 
ments. 

Billions  of  dollars  simply  lost  in  the 
system.  Mr.  President,  in  an  era  when 
we  are  saying  no  to  university  sci- 
entists looking  for  cures  to  devastating 
diseases. 

Billions  of  dollars  lost  in  the  system 
when  we  are  saying  no  to  preschoolers 
who  need  HeadStart  programs. 

Billions  of  dollars  lost  in  the  system, 
when  we  are  saying  no  to  our  Nation's 


elderly,  who  thought  they  could  rely 
on  Medicare  in  their  final  years. 

Billions  of  lost  dollars  when  we  are 
saying  no  to  basic  scientific  research. 
which  has  fueled  our  economy  for  dec- 
ades. 

At  the  very  least,  Congress  should 
hold  defense  spending  to  the  Presi- 
dent's level  until  the  Pentagon  can  fix 
their  payment  procedures  and  bring 
some  accountability  to  the  system.  We 
owe  that  much  to  the  Nation's  tax- 
payers. 

Our  debate  today  is  about  deficit  re- 
duction— which  requires  hard  choices. 
Under  the  Senate  budget  plan,  the 
United  States  will  continue  to  main- 
tain the  strongest  military  in  the 
world.  Today  the  military's  share  of 
the  gross  domestic  product  is  4.6  per- 
cent, which  is  higher  than  the  entire 
Federal  domestic  discretionary  budget 
combined  3.7  percent. 

And  in  the  current  international  cli- 
mate, where  the  United  States  remains 
the  only  military  superpower,  we  are 
also  the  dominant  economic  and  politi- 
cal actor  on  the  stage.  In  this  role,  we 
must  increasingly  emphasize  non- 
military  solutions  to  global  conflicts — 
diplomatic  negotiations,  multilateral 
efforts,  and  regional  responses. 

But  most  of  all.  in  order  to  project 
strength  abroad,  we  must  gain  strength 
here  at  home.  Our  national  security,  in 
my  view,  will  not  be  strengthened  by 
yet  more  guns  and  missiles.  We  need  to 
restore  global  economic  leadership.  We 
must  invest  in  our  children  and  their 
future— in  their  education  and  their 
health.  We  must  rebuild  our  cities  and 
our  infrastructure,  and  invest  in  tech- 
nology and  scientific  research. 

We  must  ensure  that  the  economy 
our  children  inherit  in  the  next  cen- 
tury is  sound  and  growing. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  end  with  a  quote 
from  Dwight  Eisenhower,  who  observed 
in  1953, 

Every  g^un  that  is  fired,  every  warship 
launched,  every  rocket  fired  signifies,  in  the 
final  sense,  a  theft  from  those  who  hunger 
and  are  not  fed.  those  who  are  cold  and  are 
not  clothed.  The  world  in  arms  is  not  spend- 
ing money  alone.  It  is  spending  the  sweat  of 
its  laborers,  the  genius  of  its  scientists,  the 
hopes  of  its  children. 

General  Eisenhower  had  it  right.  Mr. 
President.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  de- 
feat the  Thurmond-McCain  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  am  a 
supporter  of  this  historic  budget.  But  I 
want  briefly  to  comment  on  the  level 
of  defense  spending  it  recommends — a 
level  I  believe  is  clearly  inadequate  to 
retain  our  long-term  readiness  and  the 
quality  of  life  of  our  men  and  women  in 
uniform. 

Balancing  the  books  is  one  of  the 
most  important  duties  of  Government. 
But  it  is  not  the  first  duty  of  Govern- 
ment. That  duty  is  the  defense  of  our 
country,  this  means  more  than  defend- 
ing our  borders.  It  means  shaping  a  se- 
curity environment  that  will  be  favor- 


able to  America  in  the  future.  It  means 
providing  our  troops  with  the  training 
they  need  and  the  equipment  they  re- 
quire. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  has 
spent  a  good  deal  of  time  and  effort 
this  spring,  through  hearings  and  brief- 
ings, exploring  the  current  and  future 
needs  of  our  military. 

Although  the  cold  war  is  over — we 
have  found  that  the  demands  we  place 
on  our  military  have  not  diminished.  If 
anything,  they  have  expanded — into 
quick  deployments,  in  high-risk  situa- 
tions, under  tremendous  danger  and 
strain.  For  example: 

Our  shrinking  forces  in  Europe— from 
314.000  prior  to  the  fall  of  the  Berlin 
wall  and  now  rapidly  approaching 
100.000 — have  been  deployed  in  more 
missions  in  the  last  5  years  than  in  the 
previous  45  years. 

The  average  soldier  now  spends  ap- 
proximately 138  days  each  year  away 
from  home  on  extended,  short  notice 
deployments.  This  must  be  combined 
with  extensive  training  to  maintain 
key  skills. 

Our  Navy  surface  ships,  and  the  men 
and  women  who  man  them,  are  deploy- 
ing and  training  at  tempos  that  keep 
them  away  from  home  in  excess  of  130 
days  per  year,  on  average. 

The  Marines  currently  have  24.000 
people  deployed  overseas  carrying  out 
911  fast  reaction  assignments.  Just  to 
give  you  some  concept  of  the  pace  of 
change  in  the  Marines,  the  total  man- 
ning level  for  the  Marines  has  been  sta- 
bilized at  178.000.  During  the  last  5 
years,  the  Marine  Corps  downsized 
24.000  personnel— the  same  figure  which 
is  currently  deployed. 

The  Air  Force  has  gone  from  18  ac- 
tive fighter  wings  to  13  wings  resulting 
in  a  four-fold  increase  in  deployment 
obligations  over  the  last  7  years— while 
drawing  down  the  overall  end  strength 
by  one  third.  These  commitments  have 
required  a  quadrupling  of  the  total 
number  of  people  deployed  over  the 
last  5  years. 

My  point  is  this:  A  serious  gap  is 
opening  between  the  military  mission 
we  define  and  the  level  of  funding  we 
provide.  Unfortunately,  the  budget  res- 
olution before  us  continues  this  dan- 
gerous trend,  which  may  leave  our 
forces  without  the  tools,  training  or 
equipment  to  fulfill  future  tasks  we 
will  ask  of  them. 

The  Gulf  war  is  our  benchmark  of 
American  military  success.  It  is  an  ef- 
fort we  must  be  able  to  duplicate,  well 
into  the  future.  But  even  that  war  was 
conducted  under  the  most  favorable 
circumstances. 

We  had  6  months  to  move  equipment 
and  troops  into  the  region.  It  is  very 
unlikely  we  will  enjoy  that  sort  of  ad- 
vantage in  other  situations. 

Our  training  and  logistics  were  given 
extensive  time  to  put  into  place. 

Our  opponent  had  inferior  tech- 
nology, and  no  known  weapons  of  mass 
destruction. 
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All  the  surrounding  countries  in  the 
region  were  friendly. 

The  international  community  was 
solidly  behind  us. 

As  we  plan  for  the  next  war — a  war 
we  hope  will  never  come — it  would  be 
foolish  to  base  our  strategy  on  advan- 
tages we  enjoyed  in  the  last  one.  And  I 
am  deeply  concerned  we  have  squan- 
dered some  of  the  advantages  we  can 
control. 

If  we  attempted  today  to  engage  in  a 
major  regional  conflict,  I  believe  we 
have  placed  artificial  handicaps  on  our 
ability  to  project  American  power.  Fu- 
ture enemies  have  gained  from  the  les- 
sons learned  by  Iraq,  and  will  not  allow 
a  protracted  buildup  to  take  place.  We 
would  not  be  able  to  conduct  such  a 
war  because  the  shortfalls  in  air  and 
sea  lift  capabilities  would  prevent  it. 

The  drawdown  in  personnel  over  the 
last  4  years  is  another  critical  element 
in  this  debate.  The  proposed  budget 
levels  will  not  allow  us  to  adequately 
address  these  shortfalls.  We  need  addi- 
tional funding  in  defense  to  develop  ca- 
pable and  modem  equipment,  and  allow 
our  men  and  women  to  do  the  job  as- 
signed to  them. 

In  addition,  with  this  continued  de- 
cline of  our  defense,  we  are  sending  the 
wrong  message  to  the  world,  especially 
to  our  allies — a  message  of  retreat  and 
withdrawal.  America  has  world-wide 
commitments  and  national  interests 
which  must  be  maintained.  Our  ability 
to  back-up  those  obligations,  with  a 
strong  and  viable  military,  should  be 
one  of  our  highest  priorities. 

If  we  build  our  economic  security  but 
cripple  our  military  capability  in  the 
process,  then  we  will  have  failed  both 
our  children  and  our  Nation.  Maintain- 
ing America's  national  strength  is  our 
best  assurance  of  peace — and  that 
peace  is  worth  the  price. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  the  Thur- 
mond amendment.  It  is  an  effort  to  re- 
verse a  dangerous  trend,  and  restore  a 
national  resource — the  strength  of  our 
Nation.  I  urge  the  Senate  adopt  the 
amendment  from  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore the  Senate  votes  on  this  amend- 
ment. I  want  to  be  sure  that  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  un- 
derstand the  importance  of  this  vote. 

If  the  Senate  elects  not  to  support  an 
increase  in  defense  spending,  then  the 
responsibility  for  underfunding  defense 
for  the  last  2'/2  years  will  no  longer  rest 
with  the  administration.  By  accepting 
the  Budget  Committee  recommenda- 
tion to  accept  the  administration's 
proposed  defense  budgets  we.  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate,  must  bear  full  re- 
sponsibility for  decreasing  readiness 
and  the  lack  of  modernization  in  our 
Armed  Forces. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  has 
received  a  large  number  of  letters  re- 
questing assistance  and  support  for 
items  in  the  defense  budget  or  funds  to 


be  added  in  the  authorization  process.  I 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  it  will  be 
very  difficult  to  include  any  new  pro- 
grams or  proposals  that  add  money  to 
existing  defense  programs  without  the 
increase  in  funds  this  amendment  pro- 
vides. Furthermore,  resources  to  pro- 
vide additional  equipment  for  the  Na- 
tional Guard  and  Reserves  will  not  be 
available.  Programs  within  the  budget 
that  are  already  at  jeopardy  such  as 
the  third  Seawolf  submarine  are  at 
greater  risk  without  the  increase  this 
amendment  provides. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  threat 
but  reality.  I  hope  all  my  colleagues 
will  consider  this  amendment  carefully 
and  vote  to  provide  the  funds  needed 
for  an  adequate  defense  for  our  Nation. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Thurmond-McCain 
amendment  to  increase  the  level  of  de- 
fense spending  to  a  reasonable  level. 
Throughout  my  campaign.  I  promised 
the  voters  to  oppose  additional  cuts  in 
defense,  and  sufficiently  fund  impor- 
tant weapons  systems  modernization 
programs  needed  to  ensure  our  forces' 
technological  supremacy.  Although 
there  may  no  longer  be  a  monolithic 
threat  to  our  existence,  there  are  a 
myriad  of  threats  and  strategic  inter- 
ests which  warrant  a  United  States 
military  force  level  capable  of  protect- 
ing them. 

In  defining  and  protecting  the  U.S. 
strategic  interests,  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration has  been  negligent.  It  has 
consistently  failed  to  request  the  funds 
necessary  to  field,  maintain,  and  train 
the  forces  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
own  National  Security  Strategy.  Esti- 
mates of  this  budget  shortfall  range 
from  almost  $50  billion  to  over  $480  bil- 
lion during  the  next  5  years.  In  fact, 
the  President's  budget  will  allow  mili- 
tary spending  to  fall  below  the  anemic 
levels  provided  to  the  hollow  forces  of 
the  Carter  administration.  From  1985 
to  the  end  of  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's budget  in  2001,  critical  procure- 
ment modernization  programs  will  fall 
over  57  percent,  while  research  and  de- 
velopment spending  is  cut  by  almost  40 
percent. 

Therefore  I  believe  our  military  ca- 
pability is  seriously  compromised.  Sen- 
ator McCain's  February  1995  Report  on 
Military  Capabilities  and  Readiness 
stated  that  although  smaller  forces  can 
still  be  militarily  effective,  they  must 
also  be  "continually  enhanced  through 
modernization."  The  former  service 
Chiefs  of  Staff  who  conducted  this 
study  found  military  modernization  at 
a  standstill,  while  procurement  and  re- 
search and  development  budgets  were 
insufficient  to  maintain  our  force's 
technological  superiority. 

Mr.  President,  in  light  of  these  condi- 
tions. I  find  it  imperative  to  support 
the  amendment  proposed  by  Senator 
Thurmond.  This  amendment  would  in- 
crease defense  spending  by  $67.9  billion 
over  7  years  and  finance  it  by  an  equiv- 


alent reduction  in  non-defense  discre- 
tionary spending.  As  I  mentioned  dur- 
ing the  debate  on  the  Gramm  tax  cut 
amendment.  I  agree  that  it  is  possible 
to  reduce  discretionary  spending  fur- 
ther than  what  is  proposed  in  the  budg- 
et resolution.  However,  I  do  not  think 
it  is  prudent  to  do  so  on  a  propor- 
tionate across-the-board  basis.  In  my 
judgement,  additional  program  elimi- 
nations and  consolidations  in  targeted 
areas  of  the  budget  is  the  proper  course 
to  follow. 

In  closing,  providing  for  the  Nation's 
defense  is  the  Federal  Government's 
first  and  primary  responsibility.  To 
allow  the  President  to  deplete  our  mili- 
tary below  that  level  necessary  to  pro- 
tect our  strategic  interests  is  irrespon- 
sible and  ill-advised.  We  must  increase 
the  funding  to  the  National  Defense  ac- 
count and  we  must  do  it  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abrah.\m).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
think  the  time  is  getting  out  of  bal- 
ance in  terms  of  those  in  favor  and 
those  opposed.  Do  we  have  any  people 
who  might  speak  in  opposition? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  will  have  somebody  in 
just  a  moment. 

There  has  been  some  misunderstand- 
ing on  time.  At  the  present  time,  will 
the  Chair  advise  the  Senate  how  much 
time  is  allocated  and  remaining  to  the 
proponents  of  the  amendment,  and 
what  is  the  split  on  the  time  with  re- 
gard to  the  other  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  pro- 
ponents have  25  minutes  remaining. 
The  opponents,  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, would  have  50  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
hear  the  time  in  answer  to  my  ques- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  am 
sorry.  The  proponents  would  have  25 
minutes  remaining.  Senator  Domenici 
would  have  10  minutes.  And  you  would 
have  50  minutes  remaining. 
Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Did  Senator  Thur- 
mond want  to  yield  some  time  or  did  he 
want  to  wait? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  will  wait  and  let 
them  speak. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  that  would 
be  fair. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  inquire  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa.  [Mr.  Gras.sley],  who  asked 
for  some  time,  is  he  prepared  to  offer 
his  remarks  at  this  time? 
Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Yes.  I  am. 
Mr.  EXON.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  wish? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Could  I  have  5  min- 
utes for  the  moment.  I  may  want  some 
time  later  on. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  5  minutes,  and  if 
the  Senator  needs  more  time  I  will  be 
glad  to  yield  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  battle  that  is  mainly  being  fought 


on  the  Republican  side.  There  are  Re- 
publicans who  are  bent  on  pumping  up 
the  defense  budget  once  again.  There 
are  a  lot  of  Republicans  on  this  side 
who  are  of  the  opinion  that  that  should 
not  be  done.  They  may  not  speak  as 
well  about  that  issue,  so  I  am  going  to 
do  what  I  do  quite  often,  oppose  the  ef- 
forts by  my  distinguished  colleagues  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  to 
make  sure  that  we  do  not  spend  any 
more  money  on  defense  than  what  is  in 
the  very  well-crafted  compromise  put 
together  by  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee.  Senator  Do- 
menici. 

The  proposal  to  pump  up  the  defense 
numbers  makes  no  sense  at  all.  I  think 
it  defies  all  reason  and  all  understand- 
ing. I  am  baffled  by  their  proposal: 
more  important,  baffled  by  the  number 
of  $92  billion,  higher  than  anything  I 
had  heard  spoken  of  behind  the  scenes 
over  the  last  month  that  might  come 
up  at  this  particular  time. 

Wiiat  they  are  doing  is  starting  back 
on  the  slippery  slope  towards  higher 
defense  budgets  that  is  a  license  for 
further  waste  and  mismanagement. 
Not  only  that,  but  the  world  situation 
does  not  call  for  spending  more  money 
at  this  particular  time.  The  Soviet 
threat  is  gone.  The  cold  war  is  over. 
But  the  debate  in  Congress  for  spend- 
ing more  for  defense  is  reminiscent  of 
that  era. 

There  has  been  a  dramatic  decrease 
in  the  primary  threat  to  our  national 
security  as  we  knew  it.  We  have  rewrit- 
ten our  national  security  goals,  but  the 
budget  that  my  colleagues  want  the  in- 
crease for  is  defined  in  those  cold  war 
terms. 

The  defense  budget  is  coming  down, 
and  it  should  be  coming  down.  So  why 
do  they  say  that  it  needs  to  go  up?  Why 
and  for  what?  There  is  no  good  reason. 
The  bureaucrats  at  the  Pentagon  say 
that  they  need  more  money,  and  they 
say  they  need  it  right  now.  That  is  the 
reason.  That  happens  to  be  the  only 
reason. 

Once  again  I  wish  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues what  happened  on  May  2.  1985. 
The  Reagan  administration  was  trying 
to  continue  the  pumped  up  defense 
numbers  that  had  been  in  existence  for 
3  years  at  that  particular  time.  They 
were  trying  to  push  defense  spending 
from  around  $255  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1985  to  around  $300  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1986.  and  then  to  $400  billion,  and  then 
to  $500  billion  in  the  years  beyond. 

Now,  that  was  at  the  height  of  the 
cold  war  and  the  height  of  Soviet  mili- 
tary power.  The  rise  in  the  Soviet  mili- 
tary power  was  the  principal  driver  be- 
hind the  plan  to  push  the  Pentagon 
budget  to  $500  billion  by  the  year  1990. 
But  on  May  2,  1985.  the  Senate  rejected 
this  Reagan  defense  budget  buildup 
even  in  the  face  of  massive  Soviet  mili- 
tary power. 

This  measure,  the  fiscal  year  1986 
budget  resolution,  put  a  brake  on  that. 


effectively  ending  the  planned  growth 
of  the  Pentagon  budget.  If  we  rejected 
a  defense  budget  buildup  to  those  num- 
bers in  1985  when  we  were  confronted 
with  a  serious  military  threat,  why 
would  we  now  move  to  pump  up  the 
budget  when  that  threat  has  literally 
evaporated?  Why  would  we  do  that? 

As  we  learned  back  in  the  1980's. 
higher  defense  budgets  only  bring  high- 
er costs,  more  overhead,  and  more 
waste,  as  long  as  the  Department  of 
Defense  management  leadership  re- 
mains AWOL.  More  money  for  defense 
when  the  threat  to  our  national  secu- 
rity has  decreased  dramatically  cannot 
be  justified.  The  numbers  before  us  in 
this  amendment  then  cannot  be  justi- 
fied. 

May  I  have  2  more  minutes? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  2  additional  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  The  international 
situation  today  as  we  know  it  points  to 
decreasing  threats  and  a  call  for  de- 
fense numbers  to  stay  flat.  If  we  pump 
up  the  budget  now,  we  will  be  buying 
weapons  that  we  do  not  need,  weapons 
like  the  Sea  Wolf  submarine,  the  F-22 
fighter,  more  B-2  bombers,  Comanche 
helicopters,  all  designed  to  defeat  a 
threat  that  no  longer  exists.  The  Sea 
Wolf,  the  F-22.  the  B-2  and  the  Coman- 
che are  all  cold  war  relics.  The  cold  war 
warriors  are  trying  to  buy  cold  war 
weapons  on  a  post-cold  war  budget. 
That  is  the  only  reason  we  are  having 
the  debate  on  this  amendment  today. 

This  kind  of  defense  policy  will  give 
us  another  hollow  force  like  we  had  in 
the  1970's.  We  will  end  up  with  another 
hollow  force  because  the  cold  war  war- 
riors have  to  rob  the  readiness  ac- 
counts to  pay  for  the  cold  war  relics. 
They  have  to  rob  the  readiness  ac- 
counts because  all  the  cold  war  weap- 
ons are  underfunded.  They  are  under- 
funded because  this  outrageous  price 
tag  cannot  be  justified  in  the  absence 
of  a  Soviet  military  threat. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  12  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. I  congratulate  him  on  his  ex- 
cellent work  on  this  measure. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  recent 
newspaper  articles,  in  the  Washington 
Post  and  the  Baltimore  Sun.  have  re- 
ported on  the  extent  of  financial  mis- 
management in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. These  reports  indicate  that  this 
mismanagement  has  resulted  in  at 
least  $28.8  billion  lost  in  overpayments 
to  defense  contractors  or  simply  unac- 
counted for  over  the  past  decade.  Unbe- 
lievably,   this   amount    is   down    from 


$48.7  billion  in  1993.  The  current  De- 
partment of  Defense  comptroller.  Mr. 
John  Hamre.  has  had  the  unenviable 
task  of  trying  to  sort  out  the  extent  of 
the  problem  and  the  multiple  causes 
for  it.  He  is  to  be  commended  for  his 
diligence  and  honesty  in  dealing 
squarely  with  this  issue,  and  he  de- 
serves our  support  as  he  attempts  to 
correct  the  underlying  morass  of  mul- 
tiple and  confusing  payment  and  ac- 
counting systems  that  created  the  cur- 
rent crisis.  But  the  fact  is.  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  cannot  adequately 
safeguard  the  roughly  $260  billion  that 
it  is  entrusted  with  each  year.  Yet  the 
amendment  before  us  would  increase 
the  money  entrusted  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  by  $92  billion  over  7 
years.  This  amendment  would  cut  deep- 
er into  the  shrinking  accounts  for  en- 
ergy, agriculture,  education,  and  law 
enforcement  programs — programs  that 
directly  benefit  every  American  citi- 
zen— in  order  to  pour  more  money  into 
a  defense  money  bucket  that  has  so 
many  holes  in  it  that  it  might  better 
be  described  as  a  money  sieve. 

According  to  the  press  reports,  which 
also  cite  Department  of  Defense  In- 
spector General  and  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  reports,  basic  account- 
ing and  record-keepmg  procedures,  re- 
quired of  even  the  smallest  private  of- 
fice, are  not  widely  followed  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  and  the  military 
services.  Invoices  and  payment  records 
are  not  reconciled,  yearly  tracking  of 
funds  spent  on  equipment  or  programs 
is  not  done,  and  program  managers  are 
authorized  to  write  checks  on  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  account  without 
checking  the  balance  in  the  central 
registry.  And  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  covers  the  Department  of  De- 
fense's bad  checks,  so  no  one  is  ever 
held  accountable  for  their  profligate 
spending.  Charles  A.  Bowsher.  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  for  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice, has  stated  in  written  testimony 
before  the  Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee on  Defense  that  "none  of  the  mili- 
tary services  or  major  DOD  compo- 
nents have  produced  reliable  financial 
statements  since  the  passage  of  the 
CFO  [Chief  Financial  Officers]  Act  of 
1990." 

According  to  the  DOD  Inspector  Gen- 
eral. $14.7  billion  cannot  be  accounted 
for  with  invoices,  so  the  Department  of 
Defense  cannot  say  that  it  is  not  buy- 
ing unneeded  or  unnecessary  items. 
Over  $7  billion  worth  of  goods  and  serv- 
ices were  purchased  by  military  offices 
in  excess  of  the  amounts  authorized  by 
Congress.  Every  year,  the  Department 
of  Defense  overpays  defense  contrac- 
tors by  $500-750  million.  According  to 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  while 
contractors  generally  notify  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  when  they  are 
overpaid,  they  may  not  return  the  pay- 
ments unless  instructed  to  do  so.  As  of 
July  1994,  a  sample  of  large  and  small 
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defense  contractors  were  holding  ap- 
proximately S231.5  million  in  contract 
overpayments,  including  one  that  had 
been  outstanding  for  about  7  years, 
costing  the  Government  about  $5  mil- 
lion in  interest.  This  is  not  a  system 
that  needs  more  money  added  to  it. 

While  many  of  these  appalling  exam- 
ples of  waste  are  due  to  the  problems 
inherent  in  antiquated  and  confusing 
accounting  systems.  19  different  pay- 
roll systems,  and  over  200  different  con- 
tracting systems,  there  are  also  trou- 
bling examples  of  potential  fraud  that 
are  being  investigated.  One  involves  an 
investigation  into  whether  Air  Force 
officials  used  money  from  various 
weapons  programs  to  construct  a  golf 
course.  In  today's  difficult  fiscal  envi- 
ronment, it  is  essential  that  every  de- 
fense dollar  goes  toward  maintaining 
the  readiness  of  our  fighting  forces  and 
is  not  diverted  to  golf  courses  or  to 
purchasing  items  in  excess  of  defense 
needs  because  we  cannot  keep  track  of 
our  money. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Perry  and  Mr. 
Ham  re  have  made  great  progress  in 
correcting  this  mess,  which  stretches 
back  over  decades  but  was  exacerbated 
during  the  defense  buildup  in  the  1980's. 
The  number  of  accounting  programs 
are  being  reduced,  the  financial  staff  is 
being  halved  and  consolidated  from  300 
offices  nationwide  to  25.  and  a  system 
is  being  implemented  to  check  all  pay- 
ments against  invoices.  The  number  of 
different  military  and  civilian  pay  sys- 
tems have  also  been  reduced. 

These  are  important  steps,  and  they 
are  necessary  steps.  In  his  written  tes- 
timony before  the  Senate  Appropria- 
tions Defense  Subcommittee  this 
morning,  Mr.  Hamre  estimated  that 
through  the  consolidation  and  stand- 
ardization of  its  financial  •^^gt'oprvc  or>f^ 
operations,  the  Defense  Finance  and 
Accounting  Service  will  achieve  sub- 
stantial savings  in  its  own  operating 
costs,  on  the  order  of  $57  million  in  fis- 
cal year  1997.  I  would  hope  that  these 
savings  would  be  put  to  use  further  up- 
grading and  consolidating  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  accounting  systems 
into  a  smoothly  functioning  system. 
Improvements  in  financial  manage- 
ment at  the  Department  of  Defense 
should  whittle  down  the  current  $28.8 
billion  in  so-called  'problem  disburse- 
ments." These  savings  should  fund  in- 
creases in  defense  programs,  not  false 
savings  brutally  carved  with  a  meat  ajc 
from  already  lean  energy,  agriculture, 
education,  and  law  enforcement  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  against  this  amendment,  and  I 
say  that  with  all  due  respect  to  the  co- 
sponsors  thereof. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  articles  to  which  I  re- 
ferred in  my  statement  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows; 


[From  the  Baltimore  Sun.  May  17.  1995] 
Pent.^gon  Unable  to  Account  for  J28.8  Bil- 
lion; Error-Prone  Payment  System  CrrED 
(By  Gilbert  A.  Lewthwaite) 

Washington.— The  Pentag-on  is  facing  an 
accounting  gap,  with  discrepancies  on  its 
books  totaling  S28.8  billion,  its  top  financial 
officer  told  Congress  yesterday. 

The  problem  includes  a  $13  billion  imbal- 
ance between  checks  the  Pentagon  has  writ- 
ten over  the  past  10  years  and  the  vouchers 
it  can  produce  to  account  for  those  pay- 
ments. The  other  J15  billion  is  from  a  variety 
of  bookkeeping  shortcomings. 

Pentagon  comptroller  John  Hamre  said  SI 
billion  worth  of  "problem"  disbursements 
were  being  made  monthly  without  being 
properly  matched  to  invoices. 

"We  got  into  this  sad  state  of  affairs  be- 
cause we  designed  a  system  where  you  pay 
now  and  account  later,"  he  told  the  Senate 
.■Krmed  Services  subcommittee  on  readiness. 
"It  isn't  that  we  have  wicked  people  trying 
to  screw  up.  it's  that  we  have  a  system  that's 
so  error-prone  that  good  people  working  hard 
are  going  to  make  mistakes." 

The  Pentagon's  finances  are  in  such  bad 
shape  that  Sen.  Carl  Levin,  a  Michigan  Dem- 
ocrat, said  the  Defense  Department  may 
need  the  sort  of  financial  control  board  im- 
posed on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"This  is  totally  unacceptable.  There  is  a 
lot  of  money  here  which  is  going  through  the 
sieve."  said  Mr.  Levin,  adding  that  voters  ex- 
perienced "frustration,  disappointment,  in- 
deed, anger"  over  reports  of  continuing  Pen- 
tagon waste,  fraud  and  abuse,  particularly  at 
a  time  when  Congress  was  ordering  major 
spending  cuts  in  other  programs. 

Mr.  Hamre.  in  an  effort  to  explain  the  ac- 
counting difficulties,  said  the  Pentagon  each 
month  processes  2.5  million  invoices,  spends 
$9.2  billion  and  issues  10  million  paychecks. 

"So  that's  10  million  times  to  get  things 
screwed  up."  he  said. 

His  own  pay.  he  said,  had  been  miscalcu- 
lated six  times  in  the  18  months  he  has  spent 
in  the  department,  adding:  "And  its  really 
bad  when  you  screw  up  your  boss'  pay.  And 
I've  done  that  a  couple  of  times." 

Mr.  Haiiire'&  'ooss,  DeieiisM  SecitUiry  Wil- 
liam J.  Perry,  has  made  financial  reform  a 
priority  in  an  effort  to  save  money,  which 
can  be  spent  on  improving  the  combat  readi- 
ness of  the  armed  forces. 

The  Perry  plan  calls  for  reducing  the  250 
accounting  systems  the  Pentagon  operates, 
halving  of  the  financial  staff  of  46.000  to 
23.000  in  five  years,  and  consolidating  300  ac- 
counting offices  nationwide  into  25  financial 
centers. 

To  phase  out  the  practice  of  paying  first 
and  accounting  for  the  payment  later,  begin- 
ning July  1  any  Pentagon  payment  of  more 
than  $5  million  will  have  to  be  checked 
against  an  invoice,  said  Mr.  Hamre.  After  Oc- 
tober 1.  the  new  rule  will  apply  to  payments 
of  more  than  $1  million.  Eventually  it  will 
apply  to  all  payments 

The  military  pay  systems  for  uniformed 
personnel  has  been  reduced  from  18  in  1991  to 
six  today,  and  will  be  down  to  two  in  1997.  Ci- 
vilian pay  systems  have  been  reduced  from  18 
to  10.  By  1998  there  will  be  a  single  civilian 
pay  system. 

Mr.  Hamre  said  the  Defense  Department 
was  also  screening  its  retirement  rolls  after 
1.000  military  pension  recipients  in  the  Phil- 
ippines failed  to  turn  up  at  the  U.S.  Embassy 
to  confirm  their  status.  They  were  then 
struck  from  the  rolls. 

The  Senate  panel  heard  that  in  fiscal  1994 
the  Pentagon  was  accountable  for  more  than 
$1  trillion  in  assets.  3  million  military  and 


civilian  personnel,  and  $272  billion  in  expend- 
itures— approximately  equivalent  to  50  per- 
cent of  the  federal  government's  discre- 
tionary spending. 

"It's  big  bucks,"  said  Sen.  John  Glenn,  a 
leader  in  the  decade-old  campaign  to  reform 
the  Defense  Department's  accounting  sys- 
tems. "If  any  of  the  civilian  agencies  on  the 
chopping  block  had  [the  Pentagon's]  record 
on  financial  management,  they  would  prob- 
ably be  at  the  top  of  the  hit  list," 

Charles  A.  Bowsher,  U.S.  comptroller  gen- 
eral and  the  top  federal  financial  watchdog, 
said  the  Perry  blueprint  for  financial  reform 
was  "a  good  overall  plan,"  but  he  added  that 
only  "modest  progress"  had  been  made  in 
implementing  it. 

Asked  about  overpayments  of  an  average 
$750  million  yearly  to  defense  contractors, 
Mr.  Bowsher  said  that  frequently  it  was  the 
contractors  themselves  who  revealed  the 
overpayments  to  the  Pentagon. 

An  accounting  firm,  hired  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  to  check  on  5,000  defense 
contracts  since  1990.  found  $285  million  in 
overpayments.  To  date  the  Pentagon  has  de- 
manded repayment  of  $133  million,  but  has 
actually  collected  only  $85  million,  a  GAO 
official  said. 

Mr.  Bowsher  also  pointed  to  the  "Byzan- 
tine" process  of  obtaining  a  military  travel 
voucher,  which  involved  40  transactions  cost- 
ing the  defense  department  30  cents  for  every 
travel  dollar.  Administrative  charges  in  the 
private  sector  were  down  to  1  cent  for  every 
dollar,  he  said. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  14.  1995) 

Billions  Go  Astray.  Often  Without  a 

Trace 

(By  Dana  Priest) 

Ea,ch  year,  the  Defense  Department  inad- 
vertently pays  contractors  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  that  it  does  not  owe  them, 
and  much  of  the  money  is  never  returned. 

In  addition,  the  department  has  spent  $15 
billion  it  cannot  account  for  over  the  past 
decade. 

And  Pentagon  purchasing  agents  appear  to 
have  overdrawn  government  checking  ac- 
cuunLs  'uy  al  ieai>L  37  biihuii  in  payiiieiii.  tui 
goods  and  services  since  the  mid-1980s,  with 
little  or  no  accountability. 

Unlike  the  infamous  $7,600  coffee  pot  and 
$600  toilet  seat  pricing  scandals  of  years 
past,  these  problems,  and  many  more,  are 
the  result  of  poor  recordkeeping  and  lax  ac- 
counting practices  that  for  years  have  char- 
acterized the  way  the  Defense  Department 
keeps  track  of  the  money— $260  billion  this 
year— that  it  receives  from  Congress. 

According  to  a  series  of  investigations  by 
the  department's  inspector  general  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  and  ongoing 
work  by  Pentagon  Comptroller  John  J. 
Hamre.  the  Departments  systems  of  paying 
contractors  and  employees  are  so  antiquated 
and  error-prone  that  it  sometimes  is  difficult 
to  tell  whether  a  payment  has  been  made, 
whether  it  is  correct,  or  even  what  it  paid 
for. 

Just  how  much  money  does  the  poor  ac- 
counting waste? 

Former  deputy  defense  secretary  and  new 
CIA  Director  John  M.  Deutch  wouldn't  haz- 
ard a  guess.  "Lots,"  he  scribbled  recently  on 
a  reporter's  notebook  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion. 

For  months  after  he  took  the  job  as  chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  late  1993. 
Gen.  John  Shalikashvili  received  paychecks 
for  the  wrong  amount.  In  the  last  year  and  a 
half.  Comptroller  Hamre  counted  six  prob- 
lems with  his  own  pay. 


A  paper-based  system  in  which  items  fre- 
quently are  misplaced  or  lost  and  computers 
that  often  cannot  talk  to  each  other  are  part 
of  the  problem.  But  there  are  other  major 
systemic  weaknesses.  A  lack  of  basic  ac- 
counting- procedures — such  as  matching  in- 
voices and  payment  records,  or  keeping 
track  of  money  spent  on  a  given  piece  of 
equipment  from  one  year  to  the  next — has 
made  it  impossible  to  determine  how  billions 
of  dollars  have  been  spent  by  each  of  the 
service  branches. 

In  addition.  Hamre  explained,  tracking  the 
money  has  been  nearl.v  impossible  because 
300  different  program  directors— the  Air 
Force  F-16  fighter  program  director,  the 
commanding  officer  of  an  aircraft  carrier. 
the  head  of  a  maintenance  depot,  for  exam- 
ple—have had  separate  checkbooks,  each  one 
free  to  write  checks  without  regard  to  the 
balance  in  the  Pentagon's  central  registry. 

The  U.S.  Treasury  has  always  paid  the 
bills,  even  when  there  was  no  money  in  a 
given  project's  account,  because  it  assumes 
any  error  was  unintentional  and  someday 
would  be  corrected,  said  Pentagon  officials 
and  inspector  general  investigators. 

'There's  this  huge  pot  of  money  over  there 
in  the  Treasury  that  you  can  keep  drawing 
down."  said  the  Deputy  Inspector  General 
Derek  J.  Vander  Schaaf.  'As  long  as  your 
[overall]  checkbook's  good."  he  said,  mean- 
ing the  Treasury,    "nobody  screams." 

The  problems  were  created  over  several 
decades  and  made  worse  during  the  1980s 
Reagan  administration  defense  buildup  dur- 
ing the  latter  days  of  the  Cold  War,  when 
there  was  little  political  will  to  scrutinize 
the  record  sums  being  spent. 

Today,  however,  even  ardent  defense 
hawks  have  become  disturbed  over  the  mis- 
managed flow  of  funds.  Some  Republicans 
who  looked  deeply  into  the  matter  are  sug- 
gesting a  freeze  on  military  spending  until 
the  Pentagons  corroded  payment  system 
can  be  permanently  fixed. 

"The  defense  budget  is  in  financial  chaos." 
said  Sen.  Charles  E.  Grassley  (R-Iowa).  who 
is  advocating  a  freeze.  "The  foundation  of 
the  defense  budget  is  built  on  sand." 

A  Senate  Armed  Services  subcommittee  is 
scheduled  to  hold  a  hearin*'  on  the  problems 
Tuesday.  It  will  be  chaired  Sen.  John  Glenn 
(Ohio),  a  Democrat,  who  was  authorized  by 
Republicans  to  conduct  it  because  of  his 
long-standing  interest  in  the  subject. 

Among  the  problems  detailed  by  the  De- 
fense Department,  the  Pentagon  inspector 
general  and  the  GAO: 

Of  the  36  Pentagon  departments  audited  by 
the  inspector  general  (IG)  in  the  last  year.  28 
used  "records  in  such  terrible  condition"  as 
to  make  their  annual  financial  statements — 
an  accounting  of  money  collected  and  money 
spent— utterly  worthless.  said  Vander 
Schaaf. 

Financial  officials  cannot  account  for  $14.7 
billion  in  "unmatched  disbursements.  " 
checks  written  for  equipment  and  services 
purchased  by  all  military  units  within  the 
last  decade.  This  means  that  accountants 
know  only  that  a  certain  amount  of  money 
was  spent  on  the  overall  F~16  jet  account,  for 
example,  but  not  how  much  was  spent  on  F- 
16  landing  gear  or  pilot  manuals  because 
they  cannot  find  a  purchase  order  from  the 
government  to  match  the  check. 

•"You  don't  know  what  you're  really  paying 
for.  "  Vander  Schaaf  said. 

The  $11.7  billion  represents  "hard-core 
problems"  where  department  accountants 
have  tried  but  failed  to  find  the  records.  "We 
could  be  paying  for  something  we  don't  need 
or  want."  .said  Russell  Rau.  the  IG's  director 
of  financial  management. 


In  the  last  eight  years,  various  military  of- 
fices appear  to  have  ordered  $7  billion  worth 
of  goods  and  services  in  excess  of  the  amount 
Congress  has  given  to  them  to  spend.  These 
"negative  unliquidated  obligations"  may  in- 
dicate that  a  bill  has  been  paid  twice  or  mis- 
takenly charged  to  the  wrong  account  be- 
cause bookkeepers  at  hundreds  of  mainte- 
nance depots,  weapons  program  offices  and 
military  bases  did  not  keep  track  of  pay- 
ments they  made,  said  Vander  Schaaf. 

Of  the  $7  billion  "the  government  has  no 
idea  how  much  of  this  balance  is  still  owed." 
Rau  said 

Hamre  has  threatened  to  take  part  of  the 
$7  billion  out  of  the  military  services'  cur- 
rent operating  budget  if  they  cannot  find 
documentation  for  the  expenditures  by  June 
1. 

Every  year  the  Defense  Department  pa,ys 
private  contractors  at  least  $500  million  it 
does  not  owe  them,  according  to  Vander 
Schaaf.  The  GAO  believes  the  figure  is  closer 
to  $750  million. 

The  payment  system  is  in  such  bad  shape 
that  the  Pentagon  relies  on  contractors  to 
catch  erroneously  calculated  checks  and  re- 
turn them.  Many  of  the  overpayments  are 
due  to  errors  made  on  a  paper-based  system 
in  which  harried  clerks  are  judged  by  how 
quickly  they  make  payments.  And  because 
there  is  no  adequate  way  to  track  the 
amount  of  periodic  payments  made  on  a  con- 
tract, businesses  often  are  paid  twice  for  the 
work  they  have  done. 

Defense  Department  finance  officials  be- 
lieve they  are  recouping  about  75  percent  of 
the  overpayments,  although  they  admit  they 
have  no  way  of  knowing  exactly  how  much  is 
being  overpaid. 

Today,  after  an  18-month  struggle  by 
Hamre  to  turn  the  situation  around,  the  de- 
partment still  has  10  payroll  systems  and  200 
different  contracting  systems. 

Hamre.  who  wins  praise  from  Republicans 
and  Democrats  for  his  efforts,  has  under- 
taken a  major  consolidation  of  payroll  and 
contracting  offices.  He  has  opened  more  than 
100  investigations  into  whether  individual 
program  managers  or  service  agencies  vio- 
lated the  law  by  using  money  appropriated 
for  one  program  for  something  else  or  for 
paying  contracts  that  exceeded  their  budget. 

He  has  frozen  23  major  accounts  and  has 
stopped  payment  to  1.200  contractors  whose 
records  are  particularly  troublesome.  In 
July,  clerks  will  be  prohibited  from  making 
payments  over  $5  million  to  any  contractor 
"unless  a  valid  accounting  record"  of  the 
contract  can  be  found.  By  October,  the 
amount  drops  to  $1  million,  which  means  it 
will  affect  thousands  more  contracts. 

According  to  Hamre  and  Rau.  a  number  of 
cases  are  under  investigation  for  possible 
violations  of  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act.  the 
law  that  governs  how  congressionally  appro- 
priated money  must  be  spent.  Penalties 
range  from  disciplinary  job  action  to  crimi- 
nal prosecution.  Investigators  are  trying  to 
determine: 

Why  there  is  an  unauthorized  expenditure 
of  around  $1  billion  on  the  Mark  50  torpedo. 
and  the  Standard  and  Phoenix  missiles. 
Hamre  and  Rau  suspect  that  Navy  officials 
used  money  appropriated  for  other  items  or 
wrote  checks  on  empty  accounts  to  pay  con- 
tracts from  1988  and  1992. 

Whether  .Air  Force  officials  used  money 
from  various  weapons  programs  to  build  a 
golf  course  at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force 
Base  in  Ohio  beginning  in  1987. 

What  happened  when  some  programs  ran 
out  of  money.  "There  are  some  [cases]  in  the 
Air    Force   now    that   really   stink,"    Hamre 


said.  When  money  for  the  Advanced  Cruise 
Missile  ran  out.  Air  Force  officials  simply 
terminated  the  existing  contract  and  re- 
wrote another,  more  expensive  one  the  fol- 
lowing day.  Pentagon  investigators  recently 
concluded.  In  order  to  pay  for  cost  overruns 
associated  with  the  new  C-17  cargo  plane, 
contract  officials  simply  reclassified  $101 
million  in  development  costs  as  production 
costs. 

Hamre  said  the  services  allowed  such 
money  mingling  to  go  on  partly  because  of 
the  complexity  of  the  yearly  congressional 
appropriations  process.  "People  want  to  find 
an  easier  way  to  get  the  job  done."  he  said. 
"They  are  trying  to  get  some  fiexibility  in  a 
very  cumbersome  system." 

But.  he  added,  some  services  also  have  re- 
sisted correcting  problems  and  punishing 
wrongdoers.  Tm  very  frustrated  by  it."  he 
said.  "In  the  past,  they  just  waited  until  peo- 
ple retired.  It  was  the  old  boy  network  cover- 
ing for  people." 

The  Defense  Department  is  unlike  any  gov- 
ernment agency  in  scope  and  size.  It  sends 
out  $35  million  an  hour  in  checks  for  mili- 
tary and  civilian  employees  from  its  main  fi- 
nancing office  in  Columbus.  Ohio.  And  it 
buys  everything  from  toothbrushes  to  nu- 
clear submarines;  about  $380  billion  Hows 
within  the  various  military  purchasing  bu- 
reaucracies and  out  to  the  private  sector 
each  year. 

It  takes  at  least  100  paper  transactions 
among  dozens  of  organizations  to  buy  a  com- 
plex weapons  system.  Some  supply  contracts 
have  2.000  line  items  and.  because  of  the  con- 
gressional appropriations  process,  must  be 
paid  for  by  money  from  several  different 
pots. 

Fixing  the  problems  without  throwing  the 
entire  system  into  chaos.  Hamre  said,  "is 
like  changing  the  tire  on  a  car  while  you're 
driving  60  miles  per  hour." 

But  some  argue  it  has  never  been  more  im- 
portant to  make  the  fixes  quickly. 

"Here  we  are  in  a  period  of  reduced  spend- 
ing, it's  critically  important  today  that  we 
get  a  bigger  bang  for  the  buck,"  said  Sen. 
William  V.  Roth  Jr.  (R.-Del.),  chairman  of 
the  Government  Affairs  Committee,  where 
many  of  the  current  problems  were  first  re- 
vealed. "We've  got  to  put  pressure  on  to  ex- 
pedite it.  At  best,  it  will  take  too  long." 

But  in  the  world  of  Defense  Department  fi- 
nancing, time  is  not  always  a  solution,  as 
one  small  example  illustrates. 

In  1991.  because  of  a  computer  program- 
ming error,  the  department's  finance  and  ac- 
counting service  centers  erroneously  paid 
thousands  of  Desert  Storm  reservists  $80  mil- 
lion they  were  not  owed.  When  officials  real- 
ized the  mistake,  they  began  to  send  letters 
to  service  members  to  recoup  the  overpay- 
ments. Many  veterans  complained  to  Con- 
gress, which  then  prohibited  the  Pentagon 
from  collecting  any  overpayment  of  less 
than  $2,500  and  made  it  give  back  money  col- 
lected from  people  who  received  less  than 
that  amount. 

To  comply,  the  Defense  Finance  and  Ac- 
counting Service  (DFAS)  payment  centers  in 
Cleveland.  Denver.  Indianapolis  and  Kansas 
City  created  new  computer  programs  to  can- 
cel the  debts  and  issue  refunds.  But  they  did 
not  adequately  test  the  new  programs.  IG 
and  GAO  investigators  found. 

As  a  result,  the  appropriate  debts  were  not 
canceled,  and  improper  amounts  of  refunds 
were  issued,  often  to  the  wrong  service  mem- 
ber. The  DFAS  center  in  Denver,  for  exam- 
ple, canceled  $295,000  that  service  members 
owned  it  for  travel  advances.  In  all.  the 
botched  effort  to  follow  Congress's  direction 
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cost  taxpayers  an  additional  J15  million, 
Pentagon  officials  said. 

•'It  isn't  possible  now"  to  recoup  the 
money.  Hamre  said.  'We  can't  reconstruct 
the  records.  We  admit  were  really,  really 
bad.  We  don't  do  it  again."  The  IG's  office 
has  agreed  that  it  would  be  too  costly  to  re- 
construct the  records  and  recoup  the  loss. 

As  he  often  does  when  he  testifies  about 
these  matters  on  Capitol  Hill.  Hamre  con- 
fessed to  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee recently:  "We've  made  a  lot  of 
progress.  But  we've  got  a  long  way  to  go." 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Who 

yields  time'' 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  Senator  Ni'nn  5  minutea. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr  President.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Thurmond-McCain  amendment  to  in- 
crease the  defense  spending  levels  in 
this  budget  resolution. 

For  over  2  years.  I  have  been  express- 
ing my  concern  that  projected  defense 
budgets  are  not  sufficient  from  four 
standpoints:  First,  to  maintain  the 
current  readiness  of  our  forces;  second, 
to  provide  the  standard  of  living  that 
military  personnel  and  their  families 
expect  and  deserve:  third,  supporting 
the  force  structure  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  full  range  of  missions  that  we 
expect  our  military  forces  to  be  able  to 
perform;  and  fourth,  to  provide  for  the 
modernization  that  is  the  key  to  the 
future  capability  of  those  forces.  The 
modernization  of  our  forces,  which  is 
essential  to  future  readiness,  is  an  area 
of  increasing  concern.  Mr.  President, 
and  this  is  an  area  where  we  are  most 
deficient  today. 

The  men  and  women  in  the  military 
continue  to  perform  superbly  every 
time  they  are  called  on.  and  •>ve  are 
calling  on  them  all  the  time.  We  owe  it 
to  them  to  give  them  the  support  they 
need  to  do  their  job.  We  also  have  to 
ensure  that  the  men  and  women  who 
will  be  called  on  5.  10.  or  20  years  from 
now  will  have  the  same  advantages  vis- 
a-vis their  opponents  that  our  forces 
have  today,  including  the  techno- 
logical superiority  that  played  such  a 
key  role  in  Operation  Desert  Storm 
and  plays  such  a  key  role  everywhere 
our  forces  are  deployed  today. 

While  I  am  encouraged  by  the  fund- 
ing for  readiness,  military  pay  raises, 
and  quality  of  life  initiatives  Secretary 
Perry  has  recommended  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  I  think  there  are  clearly 
insufficient  funds  going  into  moderniz- 
ing the  force.  Modernization,  for  the 
most  part,  is  delayed  into  the  outyears 
under  the  current  future  years  defense 
program.  We  all  know  how  illusory 
these  budget  projections  become  4  or  5 
years  down  the  road. 

Under  the  current  budget.  19%  and 
1997  will  be  the  second  and  third 
straight  years  during  which  the  Air 
Force  will  not  purchase  a  single  new 
fighter  aircraft.  The  Air  Force  has  no 


bomber  program.  Our  leading  standoff 
weapon  program  has  been  canceled,  yet 
the  budget,  at  this  stage,  contains  no 
funds  to  replace  that  capability.  The 
number  of  Navy  ships  is  not  nearly 
enough  to  replace  even  a  300-ship  Navy, 
and  the  Marine  Corps  is  years  away 
from  having  a  replacement  for  its 
aging  amphibious  assault  vehicles.  It 
would  not  take  long  to  list  the  Army's 
modernization  programs,  but  it  would 
take  a  long  time  to  list  the  deficiencies 
in  that  program. 

The  fiscal  squeeze  on  the  defense 
budget  is  already  intense.  As  we  seek 
to  balance  the  budget,  and  properly 
so — especially  if  we  try  to  enact  tax 
cuts,  which  I  think  are  ill-advised,  and 
which  I  hope  this  body  will  vote 
against  this  afternoon — if  we  do  that, 
however,  the  pressure  is  going  to  get 
more  and  more  intense  on  the  defense 
budget.  This  gives  me  even  less  con- 
fidence in  the  outyear  funding  pre- 
dictions that  show  funds  for  defense 
modernization  increasing. 

In  my  view,  we  need  to  increase  the 
defense  topline  now  particularly  in  the 
outyears,  to  restore  the  balance  to  our 
defense  program.  We  also  need  to  rein- 
state the  firewalls. 

And  I  congratulate  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  the  members  of  the 
Budget  Committee  for  doing  this  in  the 
resolution.  That  is  enormously  impor- 
tant to  protect  any  defense  increases 
we  are  able  to  achieve  and  to  provide 
some  stability  in  the  defense  budget. 
Firewalls  have  not  and  will  not  mean 
that  defense  cannot  be  cut.  What  it 
does  mean  is  that  these  cuts  will  not  oe 
shifted  to  other  programs,  and  that 
means  that  if  there  are  defense  cuts 
and  the  firewalls  are  in,  then  the  cuts 
will  go  to  deficit  leuucliori.  I  believe 
that  is  appropriate,  and  I  think  that  is 
the  way  that  defense  is  best  protected. 

We  have  been  reducing  the  defense 
budget  for  a  long  time.  The  current 
builddown  started  during  President 
Reagan's  second  term,  even  before  the 
fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall,  and  continued, 
accelerated,  throughout  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration and  the  current  adminis- 
tration. I  believe  the  time  has  come  to 
stabilize  the  defense  budget  as  much  as 
possible,  since  the  defense  budget  has 
already  made  a  greater  contribution  to 
deficit  reduction  than  any  other  part  of 
the  budget;  I  might  add,  than  all  of  the 
budget  combined. 

In  my  judgment,  the  administration 
needs  to  restore  some  balance  to  the 
defense  program  but  Congress'  recent 
action  are  a  good  news/bad  news  story. 

The  good  news  is  that  the  House 
budget  resolution  provided  an  increase 
for  the  defense  budget.  This  amend- 
ment would  do  the  same  in  the  Senate 
budget  resolution.  And  the  Senate 
budget  resolution,  unlike  the  House 
version,  contains  firewalls.  But  there 
has  been  bad  news  for  defense  as  well. 


THE  SE.N.^TE  RESOLUTION  DOES  NOT  INCRE.JiSE 
DEFENSE 

First,  although  there  have  been  a  lot 
of  statements  that  the  President's  de- 
fense budget  and  Bottom-Up  Review 
force  structure  are  inadequate,  this 
resolution  as  reported  out  by  the  Budg- 
et Committee  contains  no  increase  for 
defense  above  the  levels  proposed  by 
the  administration— in  fact  in  the  final 
2  years  it  is  lower  than  the  administra- 
tion's plan. 

And  while  the  House  version  of  this 
resolution  does  increase  defense,  the 
House  voted  earlier  this  year  in  their 
tax  cut  bill  to  pay  for  the  tax  cut 
largely  by  cutting  discretionary  spend- 
ing, which  includes  defense,  and  the 
House  did  not  include  firewalls  in  ei- 
ther the  tax  cut  bill  which  reduced  the 
discretionary  caps  or  in  their  budget 
resolution.  So  the  House  has  put  dis- 
cretionary spending  on  the  table  to  pay 
for  cutting  taxes,  which  certainly 
makes  it  more  difficult  to  find  the 
money  to  increase  the  defense  budget. 

REQUIREMENT  TH.AT  DOD  ABSORB  THE  COST  OF 
CONTINGENCIES 

Second,  despite  the  frequent  com- 
plaints about  the  cost  of  contingency 
operations  and  their  effect  on  readi- 
ness, the  defense  supplemental  enacted 
earlier  this  year  required  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  absorb  almost  the 
entire  cost  of  these  contingency  oper- 
ations— the  very  practice  that  had  been 
criticized  in  the  past.  In  fact,  the 
House  leadership  wrote  to  the  Presi- 
dent earlier  this  year  stating  their  in- 
tention that  as  a  matter  of  policy  all 
future  supplementals  would  have  to  be 
offset. 

This  resolution  would  essentially 
adopt  that  same  approach  by  requiring 
60  votes  for  any  future  emergency 
supplementals.  instead  of  a  majority 
vote  as  has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 
Of  course  this  only  applies  to  discre- 
tionary funding,  since  entitlement  pro- 
grams could  continue  to  increase  with- 
out even  requiring  votes,  let  alone 
supermajority  votes. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  several  con- 
cerns with  the  approach  the  Congress 
has  taken  on  supplementals  so  far  this 
year.  The  defense  supplemental  did  not 
provide  the  net  increase  in  defense 
spending  for  readiness  that  was  re- 
quested by  the  Clinton  Administration, 
despite  the  concerns  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  expressed  about  readiness. 
The  cost  of  these  contingencies  were 
made  up  almost  entirely  by  cutting 
elsewhere  in  the  defense  budget,  and 
those  cuts  came  in  modernization. 

So  the  scorecard  so  far  in  this  new 
Congress  is  that  the  defense  budget,  as 
it  now  stands,  counting  the  supple- 
mental, is  below  what  President  Clin- 
ton had  asked  for.  So  to  those  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  who  are 
saying  the  Clinton  defense  budget  is 
too  low,  and  people  on  both  side  of  the 
aisle  are  saying  that.  I  say  to  them  we 
are  cutting  below  the  President's  budg- 
et, not  in  this  resolution,  but  in  the 
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and     that    ap- 


overall 
proach 

I  am  also  troubled  by  the  impact  that 
a  policy  of  making  DOD  absorb  the  full 
cost  of  these  contingencies  could  have 
on  the  defense  budget  and  on  defense 
management.    It    largely    defeats    the 


is  exactly  what  happened  last  year- 
money  had  to  be  diverted  from  train- 
ing. 

In  addition  to  my  concerns  about  the 
financial  impact  on  the  Defense  De- 
partment if  this  bill  is  viewed  as  a 
precedent,  I  also  share  the  concerns  ex- 


This  is  why  I  am  supporting  this 
amendment  to  increase  the  defense 
topline  number.  We  have  cut  the  de- 
fense budget  so  much  already  that 
there  is  very  little  flexibility  left  to 
deal  with  the  unexpected,  even  though 


purpose  of  having  supplementals,  and  I     pressed  by  my  friend  Senator  Lnouye     !!,Lf  L!",!!"*  ^u^^  the  Defense  Depart 


can  already  predict  some  of  the  prob-     about    the    long-term    policy    implica- 


ment  always  has  to  be  ready  for  the 


lems  we  are  going  to  have  with  this     tions  of  telling  the  military  any  future     ^^^a      T     Ti         expect    them     to    be 

policy.  contingency    they   are    involved    in    is    ''^^^^   ^°''   ^he^nexpected.   And  I  am 

I  am  not  sure  we  have  really  thought    going  to  come  out  of  their  budget  dol-     ^^^^  concerned  that  as  we  struggle  to 


through  the  impact  of  what  we  may  be     lar  for  dollar.  This  is  going  to  have  an 


doing  to  the  military  with  this  100  per 
cent  offset  approach.  Earlier  this  year. 
Gen.  Gordon  Sullivan,  the  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Army,  told  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  that  if  the  Con- 
gress  adopts   a   policy   of  forcing   the 


impact  on  their  ability  and  their  will- 
ingness to  respond  to  situations  like 
Haiti  or  Cuba,  or  especially  a  much 
more  expensive  operation  like  peace 
enforcement  in  Bosnia,  in  the  future. 
In  effect,   we  could  have  our  funding 


live  within  these  drastically  reduced 
budgets  without  further  reducing  our 
military  capability,  the  Congress  will, 
acting  in  good  faith  to  preserve  readi- 
ness, make  cuts  that  will  cause  great 
harm  over  the  long  term. 

You  need  look  no  further  than  the 


military  to  completely  offset  the  costs    and  budgeting  procedures  dictating  our    supplemental      enacted     earlier     this 


of  any  contingency  operation: 

*  *  *  it  is  just  going  to  destroy  our  train- 
ing programs,  our  quality  of  life  programs, 
and  it  is  going  to  be  difficult  to  manage  the 
readiness  of  the  force  *  *  *.  It  is  going  to 
come  out  of  reducing  real  property  mainte- 


foreign  policy  and  our  decisions  on  the 
use  of  force. 

I  hope  we  do  not  set  in  concrete  a 
policy  of  making  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment absorb  the  costs  of  contingency 
operations,    because   if  we  are   telling 


nance.  We  may  have  to  furlough  civilians,     the   Department   of  Defense    that   any 
._-...  ..  time  there  is  an  emergency  that  comes 

up  and  they  come  over  and  request  sup- 
plemental funds  that  they  are  going  to 
have  to  provide  a  100-percent  offset, 
then  we  are  going  to  change  the  nature 
of  the  responsiveness  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  itself  to  the  missions 
that  may,  indeed,  be  crucial  to  our  Na- 
tion's security. 
If  the  Department  of  Defense  is  told 


termmate  temporary  employees,  curtail  sup- 
ply requests,  park  vehicles,  reduce  environ- 
mental compliance.  It  is  going  to  have  a 
major  impact. 

General  Sullivan  said  that  in  the 
event  the  military  is  told  to  assist  a 
large-scale  evacuation  of  U.N.  person- 
nel from  Croatia: 

I  just  have  to  stop  training,  and  I  will  have 
to  move  money  around  from  elsewhere  to 
keep  that  operation  going  since  obviously 
what  you  expect  me  to  do  is  to  fight  and  win 
you  wars.  So.  I  will  have  to  get  the  money 
from  people  who  are  not  doing  that  to  sup- 
port it. 

Now  that  may  sound  like  an  exag- 
geration to  some,  but  if  you  under- 
stand the  laws  that  govern  the  defense 
budget,  you  will  see  why  General  Sulli- 
van's comments  are  right  on  tareet. 
The  cost  of  an  operation,  such  as  pay- 
ing for  the  airlift  to  get  there,  the  fuel, 
spare  parts,  and  so  on.  must  come  out 
of  the  operating  budget.  The  military 
does  not  have  the  authority  to  fund 
contingency  costs  by  diverting  funds 
from  the  procurement  of  weapons,  or 
from  research  or  military  construction 
or  military  personnel  accounts,  even  if 
they  wanted  to. 

And  even  within  the  operating  budg- 
et, there  are  further  constraints.  A 
large  portion  of  the  operating  account 
is  civilian  pay.  so  you  cannot  save 
money  there  without  firing  civilians. 
And  you  cannot  cut  really  cut  the 
money  to  operate  the  bases — you  have 
to  pay  the  light  bill.  So  the  areas  Gen- 
eral Sullivan  is  talking  about — train- 
ing, maintenance  and  repair  of  the 
buildings  on  our  military  bases — are 
the  only  areas  where  the  military  has 
the  flexibility  to  change  its  plans  half- 
way through  the  year.  And  in  fact  that 


spring  to  see  the  warning  signs.  What 
was  cut  to  offset  the  cost  of  contin- 
gency operations?  Basic  science  and 
technology  research.  Dual-use  tech- 
nology programs  that  are  designed  to 
better  integrate  our  defense  and  civil- 
ian technology  bases  in  order  to  get 
the  Defense  Department  better  tech- 
nology at  lower  cost.  In  other  words, 
programs  that  will  pay  off  in  the  long 
term  but  seem  easy  to  cut  in  the  short 
term. 

Another  example  is  environmental 
cleanup  at  military  installations, 
which  was  cut  by  $300  million  in  the 
supplemental.  Is  this  program  as  im- 


that  any  unanticipated  operation  they    portant   to   our  combat  capability   as 


undertake,  either  unilaterally  or  with 
NATO  or  the  United  Nations,  is  going 
to  have  to  be  completely  offset  within 
the  defense  budget,  which  means  they 
are  going  to  have  to  basically  kill  or 
substantially  alter  crucial  defense  pro- 
grams in  order  to  absorb  those  costs, 
then  the  result  is  going  to  be  a  very 

not  going  to  be  as  involved  as  we  have 
been  in  world  affairs,  including  com- 
mitments to  our  allies  and  commit- 
ments that  we  have  voted  for  at  the 
U.N.  Security  Council. 

.MODERNIZATION  FUNDS  ARE  THE  FIRST  TO  BE 
CUT 

The  future  readiness  and  future  capa- 
bility of  the  Defense  Department  re- 
quires modernization  and  it  requires 
research  and  development,  and  those 
are  the  programs  that  were  cut  to  fund 
the  defense  supplemental  earlier  this 
year,  and  those  are  the  programs  that 
will  continue  to  be  hurt  by  this  policy 
of  requiring  complete  offsets  for  con- 
tingency operations.  Five  or  ten  years 
from  now,  people  will  have  a  very  seri- 
ous problem  with  readiness  if  we  con- 
tinue to  declare  there  is  no  emergency 
even  when  our  forces  are  responding  to 
the  unanticipated  events  that  we  all 
know  will  take  place  somewhere  in  the 
world  from  time  to  time. 
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funding  training  and  modernization?  Of 
course  not.  But  the  reason  that  envi- 
ronmental cleanup  costs  are  so  high 
now  is  that  for  years  these  problems 
were  ignored.  And  if  we  push  them 
under  the  rug  again,  we  are  only  going 
to  wind  up  with  an  even  bigger  bill 
down  the  road. 

CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  so  far 
we  have  seen  a  lot  more  talk  than  ac- 
tion about  enhancing  our  national  se- 
curity and  increasing  the  defense  budg- 
et. Many  of  my  colleagues  share  my 
concern  that  we  have  cut  the  defense 
budget  too  far.  too  fast  and  that  we  are 
mortgaging  our  future  by  sacrificing 
the  capability  of  our  forces  10  years 
down  the  road  in  order  to  fully  fund 
current  readiness.  The  Thurmond- 
McCain  amendment  represents  real  ac- 
tion to  enhance  our  national  defense 
while  at  the  same  time  putting  us  on  a 
path  to  a  balanced  budget,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
showing  real  reductions  in  the  defense 
budget  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  In  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


I98S 


1990 


1995 


1996 


1997 


1998 


1999 


?000 


?00l 


2007 


Nat  Del  BA  IcurrenI  dollaisl 

DOD  liscal  reat  1996  detlaloni 


tl43  9 
0  5383 


$2947 
07130 


$303  3 
08378 


$263  5 
0.9727 


$257  7 
1.0000 


$253  4 
10294 


$2596 
10595 


$266  2 
10900 


$276  0 
1.1195 


$275  9 
I  1494 


$275.9 
11101 
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to 


1980 


1985 


1990 


1995 


19% 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


wr  Det  BA  Const  (1996  dollars) 

$267  2 

J3.746 

$4133 

W.207 

70 

1362  0 

(4,853 

62 

S270  9 

J7.036 

37 

$257  7 

J7.370 

35 

$246  2 

$7747 

33 

$245  0 

$8  152 

32 

$244  2 

$8,572 
31 

$246  5 

$9013 
31 

$240  0 

$9  843 

28 

$233  8 

$9  978 

Defense  BA  as  jefcem  jt  ttOP    .  __ 

„ .- 38 

28 

'C80  assumes  "'gher  inf1al«n. 

Real  Changes 

(In  percent) 

1980-«5  54.6 

1985-90  -12.4 

1990-95  -25.2 

1995-2000  -9.0 

1980-1990  35.4 

1985-1995  -34.5 

1990-2000  -31.9 

1980-1995  1.4 

1985-2000  -40.3 

1980-2000  -7.7 

1980-2002  -12.5 

1985-2002  -43.4 

1990-2002  -35.4 

1995-2002  -13.7 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  South  Carolina  and 
my  colleague  from  Arizona  for  sponsor- 
ing this  amendment.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina,  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  for  of- 
fering this  amendment,  along  with 
Senator  McC.\i\ 

I  commend  both  of  my  colleagues  for 
this  amendment  to  restore  much  need- 
ed funds  to  our  defense  program  and  to 
do  it  without  adding  to  the  deficit  but 
by  setting  priorities  throughout  the 
budget,  including  the  defense  budget.  I 
might  add  that  that  also  has  priorities 
shuffled  around  in  order  to  help  with 
this  amendment. 

I  want  to  emphasize  from  the  outset, 
again,  it  does  not  undermine  the  objec- 
tive of  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  This  amendment  will  not  change 
that  objective  in  any  way.  We  still  get 
to  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

But  what  this  amendment  does  do  is 
to  help  stave  off  terrible  shortfalls  in 
military  readiness  training  and  mod- 
ernization. We  owe  it  to  our  troops  in 
the  field  to  have  the  training  and  mod- 
ernization that  they  deserve  if  we  are 
going  to  ask  them  to  go  into  harm's 
way 

The  defense  reductions  under  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  budget,  frankly,  are 
wreaking  havoc  on  our  military  capa- 
bility. Most  of  us  in  this  Chamber 
know  that,  especially  those  of  us  who 
are  on  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
who  see  it  every  day. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  would  lis- 
ten carefully  to  those  of  us  on  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  in  both 
parties  who  have  spoken  so  eloquently 


on  this  matter.  This  body  simply  can- 
not and  must  not  legitimize  a  blueprint 
for  disaster  by  approving  these  kinds  of 
defense  numbers. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  troubled  that  the 
Budget  Committee  has  endorsed  the 
Clinton  defense  numbers.  These  spend- 
ing totals  are  simply  inadequate  to 
safeguard  our  national  security.  And 
they  are  already  having  a  very  serious 
effect  on  readiness. 

I  am  also  troubled  that  the  President 
has  chosen  to  blame  Congress  for  cur- 
rent deficiencies  in  military  readiness. 
I  would  emphasize  that  this  is  the  same 
administration  that  entered  office  and 
immediately  cut  defense  by  $178  bil- 
lion, the  same  administration  that  has 
dramatically  underfunded  operations, 
maintenance,  and  readiness  moderniza- 
tion and  quality  of  life  programs  for 
our  military  families. 

This  is  the  same  administration  that 
has  turned  our  Armed  Forces  into  a  911 
force  all  over  the  world  on  behalf  of  the 
United  Nations,  and  yet  we  ask  more 
and  more  and  more  and  give  them  less 
and  less  and  less. 

This  is  the  same  administration  that 
committed  our  military  forces  to  oc- 
cupy Haiti  without  the  consent  of  Con- 
gress, costing  taxpayers  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars. 

This  is  the  same  administration  that 
turned  our  naval  base  at  Guantanamo 
into  a  refugee  camp  leaving  the  De- 
fense Department  stuck  footing  the  bill 
to  feed,  clothe,  and  bathe  thousands  of 
refugees  indefinitely  while  subjected  to 
the  insults  of  many  of  them. 

This  is  the  same  administration  that 
has  pledged  $4  billion  in  nuclear  reac- 
tors for  North  Korea  at  the  time  we  are 
spending  tens  of  billions  of  dollars  to 
defend  against  a  North  Korean  military 
threat. 

I  find  these  types  of  inconsistency 
preposterous.  The  truth  is  that  the 
Clinton  defense  program  is  decimating 
our  Armed  Forces.  Personnel  tempo  is 
going  through  the  roof,  our  troops  are 
being  constantly  deployed  all  over  the 
world  from  Haiti  to  Somalia  to  South- 
west Asia  and  back  home,  with  little  or 
no  time  to  spend  with  their  families. 
and  they  are  out  again  going  someplace 
else. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  talk  to  them. 
talk  to  the  military  personnel,  talk  to 
their  families  and  find  out  how  tough 
this  is. 

Depot  maintenance  backlogs  are  in- 
creasing; critical  modernization  pro- 
grams are  being  terminated:  morale  is 
down;  retention  is  down;  25  percent  of 
our  Army  divisions  were  recently  clas- 
sified as  unprepared  to  meet  their  mis- 
sion requirements. 


Mr.  President,  if  Senators  support 
this  blueprint,  which  is  so  devastating 
our  military  capabilities,  then  they 
ought  to  oppose  the  Thurmond-McCain 
amendment.  It  is  as  simple  as  that.  If 
you  do  not  want  to  give  our  Armed 
Forces  what  they  deserve,  then  go 
ahead  and  oppose  the  amendment.  But 
if  you  share  the  view  of  the  majority  of 
Americans  that  this  President  has  gone 
too  far  with  these  military  reductions 
and  our  international  security  is  in 
jeopardy,  you  should  support  the  Thur- 
mond-McCain  amendment. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  emphasize 
this  amendment  does  not  add  to  the 
deficit,  it  will  not  undermine  the  bal- 
anced budget,  and  it  will  restore  much 
needed  funds  back  to  our  defense  pro- 
gram to  stave  off  an  imminent  disaster 
in  military  readiness. 

I  yield  back  any  time  I  may  have. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Does  the  opposi- 
tion have  any  speakers.  Mr.  President? 
Mr.  President,  we  will  have  to  charge 
time  over  there. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time'' 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  again,  does  the  opposition  have 
any  speakers? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  the  time 
be  equally  charged. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  Senator  LOTT. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  an  addi- 
tional 10  minutes  we  can  yield,  too. 
Why  do  I  not  yield  5  of  the  10  I  have  to 
Senator  Lnrr. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
make  a  parliamentary  inquiry,  but  not 
counted  against  my  time,  what  is  the 
status?  Are  we  going  to  try  to  get  some 
debate  back  and  forth,  or  should  I  pro- 
ceed at  this  point? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can  make  them  do  that  if  they  do  not — 
the  best  we  can  do  is  put  a  quorum  call 
in.  When  you  put  a  quorum  call  in. 
under  the  statute,  it  is  charged  equally 
to  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
charged  to  the  side  who  suggests  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  two  alter- 
natives. We  can  wait  around  and  see  if 
they  suggest  it  or.  if  they  do  not,  then 
we  can  just  let  the  time  run  and  it  is 
equally  charged.  The  Senator  asked 
that  it  be  equally  charged  under  a  UC? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes.  'What  we  are  at- 
tempting to  do  is  unsnarl  a  potential 


pro- 


problem.  If  we  can  have  a  moment 
talk  we  might  be  able  to  unsnarl  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  have  5  min- 
utes charged  to  no  one, 

Mr.  EXON.  There  is  a  suspicion  some- 
body is  trying  to  fool  somebody  else. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Five  minutes 
charged  to  neither  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  that 
the  time  be  charged  to  neither  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The   assistant   legislative   clerk 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  to  advise  Senators  that  the  time 
has  come  to  start  a  vote  shortly.  So  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  3:45 
p.m.,  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote  on  the 
stacked  votes  that  had  been  postponed 
earlier  today,  in  the  following  se- 
quence: The  Bradley  motion  to  waive; 
on  or  in  relation  to  the  Roth  amend- 
ment; on  or  in  relation  to  the  Gramm 
amendment;  on  or  in  relation  to  the 
Exon  amendment. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  first  vote  in  the  voting  sequence  be 
20  minutes  and  that  thereafter  they  be 
limited  to  10  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing Lhe  conclusion  of  the  stacked 
votes,  the  Senate  resume  the  pending 
amendment,  which  would  be  placed  in 
status  quo. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  until  3:45  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With  the 
time  to  be  equally  divided? 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  fine. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  vote 
on  the  Exon  motion  to  waive  the  Budg- 
et Act  is  in  order. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  47. 
nays  53.  as  follows: 


pro- 


[Rollcall  Vote  No.  176  Leg.] 
yEAS-47 


Akaka 

Baucus 

Biden 

Bincaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaujt 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feingold 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Bennelt 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'AmaU) 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Feins tein 

Ford 

Olenn 

Graham 

Harkin 

Heflln 

HoUings 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

NAYS-53 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatneld 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 


Levin 

Lleberman 

Mlkulski 

Moseley-Brauo 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wells  tone 


McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

San  to  rum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Tbotnas 

Thompson 

TharmoDd 

Warner 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  GOR- 
TON). On  this  question,  the  yeas  are  47, 
the  nays  are  53.  Three-fifths  of  the  Sen- 
ators duly  chosen  and  sworn  not  having 
voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  motion  is 
rejected. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 

The  amendment  falls. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  CHAIR— SENATE  CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  13 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Don  Wiberg 
from  the  American  Association  for  the 
Advancement  of  Science,  a  science  fel- 
low in  my  office,  be  granted  the  privi- 
lege of  the  floor  for  the  duration  of  de- 
bate on  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1121 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  Roth 
amendment.  No.  1121.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  Senators  in  the  Chamber  who  de- 
sire to  change  their  votes? 

The  result  was  announced,  yeas  50. 
nays  50.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  177  Leg.] 
YEAS— 50 


Abraham 
Ashcroft 


Baucus 
Bennett 


Biden 
Bond 


Brown 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DAmato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Faircloth 

Fetngold 

Frist 

Gramm 

Grams 


Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

NAYS-SO 

Ford 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Harkin 

HatCeld 

Benin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Laulenberg 

Leahy 


Nickles 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santonun 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Tbompaon 

lliunnoDd 


Levin 

Lieberman 

MikulskI 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wamer 

Wellstone 


Akaka 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Bums 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Domenici 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feinstein 

So,  the  amendment  (No.  1121)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO    1123 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
Gramm  amendment.  No.  1123. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  31. 
nays  69.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  178  Leg.] 
YEAS— 31 


Abraham 

Gramm 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Hatch 

Nickles 

Brown 

Helms 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Craig 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Lugar 

Frist 

Mack 

NAYS— 69 

Akaka 

Cochran 

Glenn 

Baucus 

Cohen 

Gorton 

Biden 

Conrad 

Graham 

Bingaman 

DAmato 

Grassley 

Bond 

Daschle 

Gregg 

Boxer 

DeWine 

Harkin 

Bradley 

Dodd 

Hatfield 

Breaux 

Domenici 

Heflin 

Bryan 

Dorgan 

Hollings 

Bumpers 

Exon 

Inouye 

Bums 

Feingold 

Jeffords 

Byrd 

Feins tern 

Johnston 

Chafee 

Ford 

Kassebaum 
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Kennedy 

Moynihan 

Rookefeller 

Kerrey 

Murkowslti 

Sarbanes 

Kerry 

Murray 

Simon 

Kohl 

Nunn 

Simpson 

Lautenberg 

Packwood 

Snowe 

Leahy 

Pell 

Specter 

Levin 

Pressler 

Stevens 

Lieberman 

Pryor 

Thomas 

Mikulski 

Reid 

Warner 

Moseiey-Braun 

Robb 

WeUstone 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1123)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to, 

Mr   DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

UNA.M.Mors-CO.VSENT  .AGREE.MENTS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  put  several  unanimous-consent 
requests  which  will  finish  out  the  day 
and  set  the  amendments  in  order  for 
today  and  early  morning. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  the 
time  be  yielded  back  on  the  Thurmond 
amendment  and  that  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  a  vote  on  that  amendment 
without  any  intervening  action  or  de- 
bate after  the  disposition  of  the  Exon 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  Mr.  President,  fur- 
ther. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  im- 
mediately following  the  disposition  of 
the  Thurmond  amendment,  Senator 
Harkin  be  recognized  to  offer  an 
amendment  on  which  there  be  15  min- 
utes under  the  control  of  Senator  U.\R- 
KIN  and  5  minutes  under  the  control  of 
Senator  DoMENici;  that  no  amendments 
be  in  order  to  that  amendment;  and 
that  following  the  conclusion  of  the 
time  on  that  amendment,  it  be  laid 
aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  debate  on  the  Harkin 
amendment.  Senator  Feingold  be  rec- 
ognized to  offer  an  amendment  on 
which  there  be  20  minutes  under  the 
control  of  Senator  Feingold,  20  min- 
utes under  Senator  Domenici's  control, 
10  of  which  will  belong  to  the  Senator 
from  Alaska,  Senator  Murkowski;  that 
no  amendments  be  in  order  to  the 
Feingold  amendment;  and  that  follow- 
ing the  conclusion  of  time  it  be  laid 
aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  first  vote 
on  the  Harkin  amendment  be  limited 
to  20  minutes,  followed  by  a  10-minute 
vote  on  the  Feingold  amendment,  to 
occur  Wednesday  at  a  time  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  two  leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
conclusion  of  the  debate  on  the 
Feingold  amendment  this  evening. 
Senator  Snowe  be  recognized  to  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  what  is  the 
pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion to  waive  the  Budget  Act  for  the 
consideration  of  the  amendment  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Following  that,  there  will 
be  a  vote  on  the  amendment  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Thurmond]  and  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  McCain)? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  next 
vote  would  be  a  vote  on  the  Thurmond 
amendment,  debate  on  which  is  not  yet 
concluded. 

Mr.  DOLE.  As  I  understand,  time  has 
been  yielded  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time  has 
been  yielded  back  by  consent. 
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ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  advise 
my  colleagues,  that  will  be  the  last 
vote  today.  We  will  continue  to  work 
on  the  measure  until  we  are  down  to  4 
hours  remaining,  but  there  will  be  no 
more  votes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  is  it 
still  in  order  to  reserve  the  right  to  ob- 
ject? We  could  not  hear  the  unanimous- 
consent  requests. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  says  "on  the 
amendment."  It  means  up  or  down.  We 
had  agreed  to  tnat  and  that  was  in  the 
unanimous-consent  request. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  WAIVE  THE  BUDGET  ACT 
FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  AMENDMENT  NO.  1124 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  waive  the  Budget  Act  for  the 
consideration  of  amendment  No.  1124. 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Exon].  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  47, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  179  Leg.] 
YEAS— 47 


Akaka 

Feins tein 

Levin 

Baucu.^ 

Ford 

Lieberman 

Biden 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Henin 

Murray 

Breaux 

Hollings 

Nunn 

Br>-an 

Inouye 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Jeffords 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Reid 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Simon 

EJcon 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Leahy 

NAYS— 53 

Abraham 

Frist 

McConnell 

Ashcrott 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grams 

Packwood 

Brown 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Barns 

Gregg 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Santonim 

Chafee 

Hatneld 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Craig 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kyi 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Lott 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Domentci 

Mack 

Warner 

Faircloth 

McCain 

minutes  for  the  Senator  from  Iowa  and 
5  minutes  for  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained  and  the 
amendment  falls  because  it  is  not  ger- 
mane to  the  underlying  resolution. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO    112.S 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  Thur- 
mond amendment,  numbered  1125. 

Mr.  THURMOND  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Brown).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas 
nays  60,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  180  Leg.] 
YEAS— 10 


40, 


Abraham 

Gramm 

.Murkowski 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bennett 

Hatch 

Nunn 

Bums 

HeHin 

Santorum 

Campbell 

Helms 

Shelby 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Cochran 

Kemothome 

Stevens 

Cohen 

Kyi 

Thomiis 

Coverdell 

Lieberman 

Thompson 

Craig 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Mack 

Warner 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Frist 

McConnell 
NAYS— 60 

Akaka 

Feingold 

Leahy 

Baucus 

Feins tein 

Levin 

Biden 

Ford 

Lugar 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bond 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Grassley 

Murray 

Breaux 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Brown 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bryan 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Reid 

Conrad 

Jeffords 

Robb 

D'Amato 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Kassebaum 

Roth 

DeWine 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Domenici 

Kerry 

Simpson 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Specter 

Exon 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1125)  was  re- 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order  of  the  Senate,  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized  to 
offer  an  amendment.  The  time  is  di- 
vided, according  to  that  agreement,  15 


Mr. 


CHANGE  OF  VOTE 
MURKOWSKI.    Mr.    President,   I 


wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Iowa  would 
yield  for  a  unanimous-consent  request 
in  regard  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  on  rollcall  vote  No. 
178,  I  am  embarrassed  to  say  that  I 
voted  yes.  It  was  my  intention  to  vote 
no.  I  have  been  a  proponent  of  the  posi- 
tion of  no.  Therefore,  I  would  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permitted 
to  change  my  vote.  This  will  in  no  way 
change  the  outcome  of  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  apologize  to  my  colleagues. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  un- 
derstand I  have  15  minutes,  is  that 
right? 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1126 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  unnecessary  military 
spending,  holding  military  spending  to  a 
freeze  in  overall  spending  over  7  years  pro- 
tecting readiness  and  modernization  ac- 
tivities and  shifting  the  savings  to  edu- 
cation and  job  training,  restoring  a  portion 
of  the  reductions  proposed  for  those  pro- 
grams in  the  resolution) 
Mr.   HARKIN.   Mr.   President.   I  have 

an  amendment  at  the  desk.  I  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin),  for 

himself    and    Mr.     Bumpers,     proposes    an 

amendment  numbered  1126. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pape  12,  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On  patje  12, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  pase  12. 
$10,000,000,000 

On  page  12.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000, 

On  page  12.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  pape  12.  line  18,  ilecrease  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000 

On  page  12,  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  pape  32,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$4,800,000,000 


line  4,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


decrease  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  pajfe  32,  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  pape  32.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  .33,  line  3. 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  10, 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  11, 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On  paffe  66,  line  11. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13, 
$4,800,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  18,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  6,  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  7, 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  9 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
before  us  a  proposed  budget  that  cuts 
over  $1  trillion  in  Federal  spending.  It 
cuts  health,  education,  training,  veter- 
ans, and  virtually  everytbinp:  else  but 
for  one  item.  The  Pentagon  is  in- 
creased by  $34,5  billion  over  what  a 
hard  freeze  would  be  over  the  7  years. 
Simply  put.  this  budget  jeopardizes  our 
long-term  national  security  by  failing 
to  invest  in  education,  training,  and  in- 
frastructure in  order  to  preserve  a 
bloated  Pentagon  budget  and  its  cold 
war  relics. 

Mr.  President,  the  cold  war  is  over.  I 
would  like  to  inform  everyone.  And 
guess  what?  We  won. 

First  let  me  explain  exactly  what  my 
amendment  does.  My  amendment  will 
provide  over  the  next  7  years  for  a  hard 
freeze  for  Pentagon  spending. 

Now,  for  the  next  3  years,  my  amend- 
ment would  track  exactly  what  the 
Budget  Committee  does — exactly.  For 
1996,  1997.  and  1998,  my  amendment 
would  provide  the  same  funding  for  the 
Pentagon  as  does  the  Republicans" 
budget  proposal. 

Beginning  then  in  1999,  2000,  2001.  and 
2002,  I  increase  spending  for  defense  but 
not  as  much  as  the  Budget  Committee. 

For  example,  in  1999,  the  Budget 
Committee  provides  $266.2  billion  for 
defense.  My  amendment  would  provide 


decrease  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


$261.4.  less  than  $5  billion  less.  So  I 
track  it.  but  what  happens  is  over  the 
7  years  my  amendment  freezes  it — over 
the  7  years — and  thus  saves  $34.8  bil- 
lion. 

My  amendment  would  take  that  $34.8 
billion  and  put  it  into  function  500, 
which  is  education  and  job  training. 
Education  and  job  training  is  way 
below  a  hard  freeze  in  the  committee 
bill.  The  Defense  Department,  the  Pen- 
tagon is  above  a  hard  freeze.  I  am 
bringing  the  Pentagon  down  to  a  hard 
freeze,  taking  that  money,  putting  it 
into  education  and  job  training  to 
bring  it  up  to  just  under  a  hard  freeze. 
It  still  would  be  below  a  hard  freeze 
level  of  funding  for  education  and  job 
training,  but  at  least  it  brings  it  up 
close  to  a  hard  freeze. 

But  I  wanted  to  make  the  point  very 
clear,  that  for  the  first  3  years  my 
amendment  spends  the  same  thing  on 
defense  as  does  the  Budget  Committee. 
And  so  those  who  would  like  to  just 
kind  of  freeze  everything,  well,  this  is 
a  freeze  amendment.  It  freezes  Penta- 
gon spending  for  the  next  7  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  keep  picking  up 
these  articles.  I  know  Senator  Byrd 
earlier  talked  about  the  articles  that 
were  in  the  Washington  Post:  Billions 
go  astray  often  without  a  trace  in  the 
Defense  Department  is  the  headline  in 
this  recent  story  on  Pentagon  waste.  It 
says  the  Department  h£is  spent  $15  bil- 
lion it  cannot  account  for  over  the  past 
decade.  And  Pentagon  purchasing 
agents  appear  to  have  overdrawn  Gov- 
ernment checking  accounts  by  at  least 
$7  billion  in  payment  for  goods  and 
services  with  little  or  no  accountabil- 
ity. 

You  want  to  talk  about  waste  and  in- 
efficiency, start  reading  some  of  these 
articles  about  waste  and  inefficiency  in 
the  Defense  Department.  It  boggles  the 
mind  and  it  picks  taxpayers'  pockets. 

I  also  want  to  point  to  a  scandal  that 
happened  last  December  in  the  Air 
Force,  and  to  my  knowledge  it  still  has 
not  been  resolved— a  scandal.  Gen.  Jo- 
seph W.  Ashy  was  in  Italy.  He  wanted 
to  get  to  the  U.S.  Space  Command  in 
Denver,  CO.  He  could  have  flown  com- 
mercially, could  have  gotten  on  a  Unit- 
ed Airlines  flight.  No,  he  got  an  Air 
Force  C-141  transport  jet  that  flew 
empty  from  here  to  Italy,  picked  him 
up  and  flew  him  to  Colorado  at  an  esti- 
mated cost  of  $120,000. 

Did  he  fly  alone?  No.  he  took  his  cat 
with  him.  I  guess  he  paid  $85  for  his 
cat.  But  he  listed  on  the  manifest  that 
his  wife  was  going  to  be  with  him,  that 
she  was  traveling  with  him.  His  wife 
was  already  in  Colorado,  and  it  turned 
out  that  there  was  a  young  Air  Force 
aide,  a  21-year-old  senior  airman 
Christa  Hart,  a  young  woman  traveling 
with  him,  and  she  was  not  even  listed 
on  the  manifest  but  his  wife  was. 

You  wonder  why  she  was  on  that 
flight  with  him,  at  a  cost  of  $120,000  to 
fly    this   general.    And    the    Air    Force 
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tried  covering  it  up.  and  £is  far  as  I 
know  they  still  have  not  explained  it 
except  to  say  that  no  regulations  were 
broken. 

Well,  I  might  just  say  that  one-way, 
first-class  fare  from  Rome  to  Colorado 
Springs  is  $1,617.  But,  no.  General  Ashy 
had  to  fly  himself  and  his  young  female 
aide  and  his  cat  in  a  C-141  for  $120,000. 
and  they  still  have  not  fessed  up  to  it. 
And  I  will  bet  you  General  Ashy  will 
not  even  get  his  wrist  slapped  for  wast- 
ing taxpayers'  dollars  like  that. 

So  there  is  a  lot  of  waste  in  that  Pen- 
tagon that  we  can  clamp  down  on.  and 
I  think  if  they  have  a  hard  freeze  over 
7  years,  then  maybe  they  will  start 
doing  a  little  bit  better  accounting  and 
they  will  start  knocking  out  these  lux- 
ury flights  for  generals  and  their  cats 
and  their  21-year-old  female  aides. 

The  real  story  is  here  in  the  chart  I 
have  here  as  to  why  we  do  not  need  to 
continue  to  increase  Pentagon  spend- 
ing. This  chart  illustrates  how  much 
the  United  States  is  spending  this  year 
on  the  military.  It  says  $260  billion.  Ac- 
tually, it  is  $261  billion.  Our  NATO  and 
other  allies  will  spend  $250.9  billion.  So 
total  U.S..  NATO,  and  our  allies  spend- 
ing. $510  billion  this  year,  fiscal  year 
1995  on  defense. 

Well,  what  is  the  rest  of  the  world 
doing?  How  about  our  potential  adver- 
saries? Here  is  Russia.  $12  billion  this 
year. 

In  fact,  last  year  the  sum  in  Russia 
was  $79  billion.  This  year,  Russia  cut 
military  spending  from  $79  billion  to 
$12  billion  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  ask  consent  to 
have  an  article  printed  in  the  Record 
about  the  Russian  budget.  The  military 
defense  officials  in  Russia  have  called 
it  a  disaster,  but  the  Parliament  did 
not  listen  to  them.  They  went  ahead 
and  cut  it  to  $12  billion. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
that  printed  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

RussL\N  Mod  Labels  Budget  a 

Catastrophe 

(By  Anton  Zhigulsky) 

Moscow.— Members  of  Russia's  parliament, 
failing  to  heed  the  military's  call  for  in- 
creased funding,  set  defense  spending  for  1995 
at  46.5  trillion  rubles  ($12  billion). 

Defense  Ministry  officials  have  lobbied  the 
government  during  the  past  several  months 
for  a  budget  more  than  twice  ais  large — up  to 
110  trillion  rubles  ($29  billion). 

Defense  Minister  Pavel  Grachev  called  the 
budget  "a  total  catastrophe  for  the  Army." 
The  spending  plan  as  passed  put  the  future  of 
the  armed  forces  "under  threat."  he  said 
after  the  March  15  vote.  "It  is  a  sin  to  keep 
an  army  in  poverty  and  half-starved." 

On  March  15  parliament's  lower  house,  the 
Duma,  passed  the  fourth  and  final  draft  of 
the  government  budget,  which  will  take  ef- 
fect April  1.  That  budget  saddles  Russia  with 
a  deficit  of  about  73  trillion  rubles  ($18  bil- 
lion), or  8  percent  of  gross  national  product. 

The  argument  over  the  Russian  defense 
budget  has  been  particularly  contentious,  es- 
pecially since  the  costly  invasion  of  the  sep- 
aratist region  of  Chechnya  in  December. 

Grachev  has  argued  that  a  defense  spend- 
ing level  of  46  trillion  rubles  will  affect  read- 
iness, equipment  maintenance  and  troop  mo- 
rale, all  of  which  have  been  in  a  downward 
spiral  since  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  a  front-page  appeal  to  parliament  in  the 
Defense  Ministry  daily  Krasnaya  Zvezda  on 
March  10.  the  ministry  warned  that  "par- 
liament has  one  last  chance  to  prove  that 
the  armed  forces  is  not  a  stepchHd." 

In  the  past  several  weeks  Krasnaya  Zvezda 
has  warned  that  a  demoralized  armed  forces, 
without  the  resources  to  train  or  even  house 
troops,  may  not  be  politically  reliable  if  the 
government  is  forced  to  quash  a  coup  as  it 
did  in  October  1993. 

On  March  15.  Russian  soldiers  suffered  an 
additional  setback  when  the  Duma  voted  to 
spend  1  trillion  rubles  ($250  million)  to  pur- 
chase weapons  from  the  ailing  defense  indus- 
try. 

The  money  had  been  earmarked  earlier  for 
the  Army's  day-to-day  needs,  such  as  hous- 
mg  and  provisions,  but  deputies  decided  to 
aid  the  cash-strapped  defense  factories  in- 
stead. 


Finance  Minister  Vladimir  Panskov  ac- 
knowledged that  the  1995  military  budget  is 
"tough  and  even  cruel."  but  said  the  state 
could  provide  no  more. 

"There  are  matters  of  principle  on  which 
there  can  be  no  concessions."  he  told  the 
deputies. 

Krasnaya  Zvezda  blasted  the  vote,  stating 
the  following  day  that  it  would  be  easier  to 
disband  the  Army  completely  than  to  subject 
it  to  the  budget. 

"This  Duma  has  never  understood  the 
problems  of  the  Army.  It  is  absolutely  indif- 
ferent to  the  defense  capacity  of  Russia,"  the 
newspaper  said. 

The  Russian  Defense  Ministry  also  is  under 
fire  for  its  handling  of  the  crisis  in 
Chechnya,  and  President  Boris  Yeltsin  has 
promised  to  pursue  long-overdue  changes  in 
the  Army,  which  suffered  humiliating  losses 
to  partisan  fighters  in  Chechnya. 

"Chechnya  has  convinced  us  once  again 
that  we  are  too  late  in  conducting  military 
reform.  We  must  not  delay  any  more.  The 
Army  is  starting  to  disintegrate,"  Yeltsin 
said  Feb.  23. 

But  military  officials,  complaining  of  a 
lack  of  money,  said  reform  can  be  carried 
out  only  if  it  is  properly  funded.  "Without 
funding,  there  will  be  no  reform."  Grachev 
said  in  the  parliament  March  16. 

According  to  Pavel  Felgenhauer.  a  mili- 
tary analyst  with  the  daily  newspaper 
Sevodnya.  Russia's  armed  forces  must  be  re- 
organized quickly  to  avoid  more  combat 
deaths  in  the  war- torn  northern  Caucasus  re- 
gion and  in  Tadzhikistan.  where  Russian  sol- 
diers are  bolstering  the  government  in  a  civil 
war. 

"The  situation  in  the  Army  is  beginning  to 
get  out  of  control.  The  new  budget  doesn't 
allow  Russia  to  keep  the  Army  as  it  is.  A 
combat-ready  professional  army  will  have  to 
be  started  urgently,  within  12  to  18  months." 
Felgenhauer  said. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
a  table  that  indicates  what  my  amend- 
ment would  do  in  terms  of  budget  au- 
thority and  budget  outlays. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  what 
this  chart  says  is  that  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  are  spending  al- 
most 10  times  more  than  all  of  our  po- 
tential adversaries  put  together.  Here 
is  Russia  at  $12  billion;  China.  27.4  bil- 
lion; North  Korea.  So. 3  billion;  Iraq,  $2.6 
billion;  Iran.  $2.3  billion.  Libya,  Syria, 
and  Cuba  spend  even  less. 

You  total  up  all  of  our  potential  ad- 
versaries— and  I  put  Russia  in  there 
even  though  Russia  is  not  a  potential 


adversary  at  this  time;  and  we  have 
diplomatic  relations  with  China— you 
add  them  all  up  and  it  comes  to  $54.37 
billion.  That  is  in  the  whole  world 
what  our  adversaries  are  spending.  We 
are  spending  $510  billion  total;  for  the 
United  States.  $260  billion. 

If  you  just  look  at  the  United  States, 
we  are  spending  almost  five  times  more 
than  all  of  our  adversaries  put  to- 
gether. And  yet  the  budget  before  us 
says  it  is  not  enough.  We  are  going  to 


increase  it  in  the  next  7  years,  while  we 
cut  education,  cut  job  training,  cut 
Head  Start,  cut  Pell  grants.  That  sim- 
ply defies  common  sense. 

We  had  this  other  chart  yesterday 
when  we  talked  about  education.  Look 
at  what  is  happening.  Here  is  the  line 
that  shows  the  cost  of  going  to  State 
universities  per  year,  rising  by  the 
year  2002  to  about  $8,000  a  year.  Here  is 
line  for  Pell  grants  that  student  rely 
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on,  going  from  $2,590  down  to  $1,500,  al- 
most a  40  percent  cut  in  Pell  grants 
over  the  same  year — a  40  percent  cut  in 
Pell  grants.  That  is  what  we  are  being 
asked  to  do.  But,  at  the  same  time,  we 
are  being  asked  to  increase  military 
spending. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  5  minutes  remaining  of  his 
time. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  to 
be  notified  when  I  have  3  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  you  are 
going  to  hear  from  the  opponents  of 
this  modest  amendment  Senator  Bump- 
ers and  I  are  offering  the  argument, 
"Well,  if  we  freeze  it.  it  is  going  to  cut 
into  readiness,  our  ability  to  respond." 

That  is  simply  not  true.  This  amend- 
ment would  fully  protect  readiness  and 
modernization.  Believe  me.  there  are 
places  we  can  cut  that  have  nothing  to 
do  with  readiness  or  modernization.  We 
can  cut  out  some  of  this  high-flying 
stuff  that  General  Ashy  was  doing. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
article  regarding  General  Ashy  and  his 
$120,000  flight  last  December. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  Dec.  9.  1994] 
."^iR  Fake.  Rome  to  Colorado:  $120,000;  Gen- 
eral's Costly  Flight  Runs  Into  Flak  on 

Hill  (But  the  Cat  Paid) 

(By  .John  F.  Harris) 

A  commercial  flight  was  leaving  the  next 
day.  but  that  was  not  soon  enough  for  Air 
Force  Gen.  .Joseph  W.  Ashy. 

Instead,  the  new  leader  of  the  U.S.  Space 
Command  traveled  on  an  Air  Force  Olll 
transport  jet.  which  flew  him.  one  aide  and 
liie  Ashy  family  cat  from  Italy  to  Colorado 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  at  least  $120,000. 

.Ashy's  Sept.  9  flight  on  a  200-pa.ssenger 
plane  specially  equipped  with  a  luxury  cabin 
and  carrying  a  steward  on  its  crew  of  13  was 
more  convenient  at  the  time,  but  it  is  caus- 
ing big  trouble  now. 

After  a  complaint  from  Capitol  Hill.  De- 
fense Department  Acting  Inspector  General 
Derek  .J.  Vander  Schaaf  agreed  this  week  to 
investigate  the  propriety  of  the  flight  and 
whether  Air  Force  public  affairs  personnel 
were  truthful  in  answering  reporters'  inquir- 
ies. 

Ashy,  who  followed  Pentagon  regulations 
by  paying  $85  fare  for  the  cat.  declined  to 
comment. 

A  spokesman  at  the  Space  Command  in 
Colorado  Springs.  Lt.  Col.  Dennis  Gauci.  said 
Ashy  and  his  aide  considered  flying  a  com- 
mercial flight  out  of  Rome  on  Sept.  10.  but 
worried  the  schedule  would  not  give  him 
enough  time  in  Colorado  the  next  day  to 
take  an  eight-hour  training  course  on  proce- 
dures for  alerting  the  president  in  event  of 
an  air  attack. 

He  was  sworn  in  as  head  of  the  Space  Com- 
mand Sept.  13. 

Ashy.  54.  a  32-year  Air  Force  veteran  and 
fighter  pilot,  could  not  leave  earlier,  the  Air 
Force  said,  because  he  was  .still  commander 
of  the  16th  Air  Force  in  Italy,  a  job  that  in- 
cluded directing  air  missions  over  Bosnia. 
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Air  Force  officials  in  Washington  acknowl- 
edge Ashy's  flight  looks  bad.  but  said  no  reg- 
ulations were  broken.  Ashy,  they  said,  was 
on  an  especially  tight  schedule  to  get  to  his 
new  posting,  and  asked  an  aide  to  see  if  any 
government  planes  were  heading  his  way. 

Subordinates  went  overboard  in  accommo- 
dating his  request,  according  to  an  Air  Force 
official  at  the  Pentagon  familiar  with  the 
case,  and  an  empty  0141  was  ordered  across 
the  Atlantic  and  back  again  to  ferry  Ashy  to 
his  new  home. 

United  Airlines  is  quoting  a  one-way.  first- 
class  fare  from  Rome  to  Colorado  Springs  of 
$1,617. 

The  0141.  which  costs  about  $3,400  an  hour 
to  operate,  was  dispatched  from  McGuire  Air 
Force  Base  in  New  Jersey  to  Italy  and  on  to 
Colorado. 

Total  flight  time  was  31  hours.  Air  Force 
officials  said,  and  two  mid-air  refuelings 
were  required  that  added  to  the  cost. 

The  price  tag  gave  Sen.  Charles  E.  Grass- 
ley  (R-Iowa)  a  case  of  sticker  shock,  and  he 
asked  Vander  Schaaf  to  investigate. 

In  a  letter  to  the  inspector  general.  Grass- 
ley  said  he  learned  about  the  incident  from 
Newsweek  military  affairs  columnist  David 
Hackworth.  a  highly  decorated  retired  Army 
colonel  who  is  planning  a  story  about  the 
flight  in  next  week's  issue  of  the  magazine. 

Hackworth  is  "disturbed  by  the  arrogance 
that  General  Ashy's  behavior  appears  to  rep- 
resent." and  believes  "Air  Force  officials 
have  repeatedly  lied'  to  him  "  and  an  ABC 
News  producer  who  collaborated  with  him  in 
investigating  the  episode.  Grassley  wrote. 

The  inspector  general's  office  will  "deter- 
mine whether  the  travel  was  proper  and  rea- 
■sonable.  and  address  a  number  of  related 
matters,  the  most  important  of  which  ap- 
pears to  be  whether  Air  Force  personnel  were 
truthful  in  answering  press  inquiries  about 
the  flight.  "  Vander  Schaaf  said  in  a  memo- 
randum Tuesday  to  Defense  Secretary  Wil- 
liam J.  Perry. 

Ashy  had  no  idea  until  he  got  on  the  flight, 
accoriling  to  Gauci.  that  a  C-141  had  been 
dispatched  especially  for  him. 

When  an  aide  contacted  the  Air  Mobility 
Command  to  ask  about  transport.  Gauci 
said.  Ashy  assumed  he  would  be  on  a  flight 
that  was  already  traveling  from  Europe  to 
the  United  States. 

■General  Ashy  didn't  specifically  request 
that  plane."  Gauci  said,  "and  he  had  no  idea 
where  that  plane  originated." 

The  spokesman  said  Ashy  also  did  not 
know  the  0141.  ordinarily  used  for  carrying 
troops  and  equipment,  would  be  equipped 
with  a  special  "comfort  pallet."  which  in- 
cludes such  amenities  as  first-class  seating, 
a  kitchen  and  a  sleeping  area. 

The  plane  had  recently  been  carrying  U.S. 
Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations  Madeleine 
K.  Albright  on  a  flight  to  Russia,  the  Air 
Force  reported. 

Ashy's  flight  might  not  have  been  pub- 
licized, except  for  a  coincidence  before  tak- 
ing off  in  Naples.  Two  retired  military  offi- 
cers and  their  wives,  who  are  allowed  to 
travel  on  military  planes  on  a  space-avail- 
able basis,  asked  the  crew  if  they  could  tag 
along. 

Even  though  the  flight  was  flying  nearly 
empty.  Air  Force  officials  said  the  crew  told 
them  no.  because  they  believed  Peterson  Air 
Force  Base  in  Colorado  was  not  an  allowed 
port  of  entry  into  the  United  States  for  trav- 
elers not  on  Air  Force  business.  .\n  Air  Force 
official  in  Washington  said  the  crew  was  mis- 
taken, and  that  accommodations  for  the 
foursome  could  have  been  ma'tle. 

Vowing  revenge,  the  spurned  retirees  took 
their  grievances  to  Hackworth.  who  began 


investigating.  ABC's  "20-20"  is  also  planning 
a  piece  on  the  incident  for  tonight's  broad- 
cast. 

Air  Force  officials  said  the  crew  made 
other  mistakes.  The  manifest  on  the  plane 
said  Ashy's  wife  was  with  him  on  the  flight. 
In  fact,  the  Air  Force  said.  Ashy's  wife  was 
already  in  Colorado,  and  the  woman  travel- 
ing with  him  was  his  21-year-old  aide.  Senior 
Airman  Christa  Hart. 

"Why  did  a  young  female  enlisted  aide  .  .  . 
accompany  General  Ashy  on  this  flight?" 
Grassley  asked  in  his  letter.  "Why  is  Hart's 
name  not  listed  on  the  flight  manifest?  Was 
Hart  performing  normal  official  duties,  or 
was  there  some  other  reason  for  her  pres- 
ence?" 

Hart  was  on  the  night  because  she  is  join- 
ing Ashy  in  his  new  assignment,  an  Air 
Force  official  said.  She  serves  as  a  valet  to 
Ashy  and  performs  some  protocol  functions. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  We  can  cut  that  out. 
We  can  start  having  better  accounting 
procedures.  We  can  reduce  the  Milstar, 
for  example,  this  relic  that  is  no  longer 
needed.  If  we  cancel  that,  we  save  $3 
billion  over  7  years. 

Stopping  production  of  the  Trident 
I>-5  missiles  after  1996.  After  1996,  we 
will  have  enough  to  equip  all  of  our  nu- 
clear subs  at  START  II  levels.  So  why 
buy  more  D-5's?  This  would  save  $3.7 
billion  over  7  years.  And  we  could,  for 
example,  reinstate  the  fees  on  commer- 
cial arms  sales  to  pay  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment for  R&D  costs,  that  again  gives 
us  about  $500  million  over  this  period 
of  time. 

So,  Mr.  President,  there  are  a  lot  of 
things  we  can  do.  We  do  not  have  to 
cut  into  readiness  or  modernization.  I 
would  not  want  to  cut  into  readiness  or 
modernization.  But  there  is  a  lot  of 
waste  and  a  lot  of  inefficiency  in  the 
Pentagon  that  can  and  should  be  elimi- 
nated. 

Quite  frankly,  when  you  look  at  the 
defense  budget,  what  it  is  now  is  a  jobs 
program.  That  is  what  we  are  spending 
money  in  the  Pentagon  for.  It  is  a  jobs 
program.  But  I  submit  to  you,  Mr. 
President,  there  are  more  effective  and 
efficient  ways  to  invest  in  jobs  pro- 
grams than  throwing  it  at  the  Penta- 
gon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  advised  that  he  has  3  minutes 
remaining  on  his  time. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  reserve  . 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator reserves  the  remainder  of  his 
time. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes  of  my  time. 

First  of  all.  let  me  say  to  every  Sen- 
ator around,  the  argument  that  the 
U.S.  Defense  Department  does  not 
manage  its  business  with  perfection 
should  come  as  no  surprise.  But  should 
it  surprise  anyone  that  the  Department 
of  Education  does  not  manage  its  busi- 
ness very  well?  Might  that  be  a  shock? 
I  would  assume  there  is  as  much  waste 
and  inefficiency  in  the  Department  of 
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Education    of    the    United    States    as 
there  is  in  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  say  that  HUD 
has  more  waste  than  the  Defense  De- 
partment. 

To  talk  about  the  fact  that  the  De- 
fense Department  has  made  some  mis- 
takes is  no  argument  at  all  to  take  $40 
billion  out  of  defense  now  on  this  budg- 
et resolution. 

Actually,  this  amendment  should  be 
turned  down.  I  am  hoping  it  will  be 
turned  down  by  a  large  number,  by  a 
large  vote.  But  I  think  there  are  some 
who  will  say  "Well,  let's  just  take  it 
out  of  defense  and  put  it  on  edu- 
cation. " 

Well,  Mr.  President,  fellow  Ameri- 
cans, the  argument  can  be  made  on 
every  single  domestic  need.  Think  of 
one:  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 
We  are  not  able  to  fund  them  fully.  A 
tremendous  program.  Take  it  out  of  de- 
fense. Defense  is  getting  too  much. 

We  could  have  an  array  of  amend- 
ments here  and.  by  the  time  we  were 
through,  saying,  pay  for  all  these 
things  we  need,  guess  what  would  hap- 
pen. Mr.  President?  The  United  States 
of  America  would  have  no  military 
left. 

Now  it  seems  to  me  that  everybody 
knows  we  have  put  defense  on  a  down- 
ward path  over  the  last  8  years.  This 
budget  resolution  still  has  to  go  to  con- 
ference with  the  House.  In  this  resolu- 
tion, we  have  assumed  the  President's 
numbers.  I  am  the  first  one  to  suggest 
I  have  not  been  very  happy  with  the 
President's  numbers.  I  did  not  vote  on 
the  last  amendment  to  add  some  $80  or 
$90  billion  in  budget  authority  to  de- 
fense. 

But  I  am  here  to  say  we  ought  to 
leave  it  alone.  It  is  probably  about  as 
low  as  it  ouo'ht  to  '^et. 

That  does  not  mean  that  every  Amer- 
ican program  on  the  other  domestic 
side,  from  health  to  education,  is  fully 
funded  either.  There  are  many  who 
would  say  defense  is  not  fully  funded 
either.  The  Chiefs  of  Staff  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  military  could  tell  us  some 
things  we  ought  to  be  doing  that  we  are 
not  doing. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  need  the  de- 
fense of  the  United  States,  when  we 
need  those  men  and  women,  we  are  not 
going  to  be  arguing  about  some  general 
using  an  airplane  that  he  ought  not 
use.  We  are  going  to  say.  "We  hope 
they  take  care  of  that." 

But  let  us  take  care  of  the  men  and 
women  and  our  needs.  And  we  know 
what  they  are. 

I  only  reserved  5  minutes  on  this 
amendment.  I  hope  nobody  assumes 
that  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  serious 
amendment.  I  do.  And  I  hope  no  one 
gets  Che  idea  that  all  we  have  to  do  the 
rest  of  this  debate  is  to  bring  amend- 
ments down  here  and  offer  to  take 
money  out  of  defense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  hcis  expired. 
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Mr.    DOMENICI. 
additional  minute. 

After  all.  the  point  of  it  is  that  it  is 
a  big  department  of  Government.  It  is 
the  evidence  of  America's  strength  in 
the  world.  It  ought  to  be  big.  It  ought 
to  be  powerful.  It  ought  to  be  strong. 

We  have  an  all-volunteer  Army.  No- 
body compares  with  that.  When  people 
say  we  spend  more  than  everyone,  of 
course  we  do.  We  pay  our  men  and 
women  in  the  military.  They  are  not 
drafted.  They  are  paid  good  salaries 
and  have  a  good  retirement  because  we 
decided  that  is  how  we  wanted  keep  a 
strong  military.  This  will  begin  the  de- 
mise of  the  military  and  everybody 
will  think  it  is  for  a  good  purpose.  It 
will  actually  have  a  very  serious,  bad 
effect  on  America's  future. 

I  reserve  whatever  time  I  have. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator reserves  1  minute  and  17  seconds. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  to  hear 
the  comments  by  my  friend  from  New 
Mexico,  you  would  think  the  amend- 
ment I  am  offering  would  totally  gut 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

As  I  pointed  out,  my  amendment 
keeps  the  same  spending  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  as  the  Budget 
Committee  does  over  the  next  3  years. 
That  is  my  amendment.  It  continues 
the  same  spending.  And  then,  for  the 
next  4  years,  it  provides  for  just  slight- 
ly less  growth  than  what  the  Budget 
Committee  has,  slightly  less  growth. 

I  am  not  cutting  defense  spending.  I 
am  just  growing  it  a  little  bit  less  than 
what  the  Budget  Committee  does  in 
the  out  years. 

Well,  for  example,  as  I  said,  for  the 
next  3  years,  spending  under  my 
amendment  is  the  same  as  the  Budget 
Comm't'^'"'  Ir  iQoo  •■b°  RuHorof  pot»>- 
mittee  would  spend  $266.2  billion.  1 
spend  $261.4  billion.  Over  the  total  of 
the  7  years  we  would  spend  $34.8  billion 
less,  bringing  the  Pentagon  to  a  freeze 
level. 

Do  you  know  what  the  difference  is, 
Mr.  President?  Do  you  know  what  the 
difference  between  my  amendment  and 
the  Budget  Committee  is?  Two  percent. 

You  mean  to  tell  me  that  someone 
can  stand  here  with  a  straight  face  and 
say,  "Over  the  next  7  years,  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  cannot  contribute 
2  percent?"  What  a  joke. 

Then  we  hear  people  in  the  military, 
military  officers,  saying,  "Oh,  we  have 
to  have  more  money." 

Here  is  what  Defense  Minister  Pavel 
Grachev  called  the  Russian  budget.  He 
said  it  is  "a  catastrophe  for  the 
Army." 

Of  course,  military  people  are  going 
to  say  that. 

But  back  to  my  chart,  back  to  my 
chart,  Mr.  President.  The  United 
States  is  spending  $260  billion  this 
year. 

All  of  our  adversaries  combined  only 
spend  $54  billion— one-tenth  of  what  we 


alone  spend.  Yes,  we  have  to  remain 
strong  in  the  world.  Yes.  we  have  to 
pay  our  military  people.  Yes.  we  have 
to  keep  a  strong  presence  around  the 
globe.  But  at  what  expense']'  By  waste- 
fully  throwing  this  kind  of  money  at 
it? 

I  am  sorry,  it  is  simply  ridiculous  to 
think  that  our  modest  amendment 
would  even  cause  a  disturbance  for  the 
Pentagon.  It  will  not  hurt  readiness  or 
modernization  one  iota.  It  will  not  cut 
one  paycheck  from  the  military.  Two 
percent?  We  are  cutting  education.  We 
are  cutting  everything  a  lot  more  than 
2  percent.  My  amendment  is  just  2  per- 
cent less  than  the  committee's  level 
for  defense,  a  freeze,  and  we  are  told 
the  Pentagon  cannot  even  do  that  to 
help  balance  the  budget. 

We  are  asking  for  sacrifice  from  our 
senior  citizens,  sacrifice  from  our  stu- 
dents to  make  them  pay  more  for  their 
college  loans,  sacrifice  from  our  poor 
to  give  up  the  eamed-income  tax  cred- 
it, but  we  cannot  ask  the  Pentagon  to 
live  with  a  freeze  at  a  time  when  our 
enemies  are  spending  only  one-fifth  as 
much  as  us  combined?  Two  percent  less 
than  the  recommended  increase.  It  is 
not  even  a  cut.  And  yet  some  argue  we 
cannot  even  ask  them  to  do  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  will  close  by  saying  2 
percent  is  not  too  much  to  ask  to  help 
balance  the  budget  of  the  future. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  world 
is  not  a  Utopia.  There  are  dangers  all 
over  the  world  and  there  are  growing 
questions  as  to  whether  we  will  be  able 
to  meet  these  challenges  in  the  future. 

Must  we  repeat  history  and  not  be 
ready  when  the  next  major  threat  oc- 
curs? The  readiness  of  our  military  is 
slipping.  We  are  not  procuring  the 
equipint:;ui,  we  need  to  meet  a,  sruwiiiK 
and  unpredictable  threat.  The  morale 
of  the  men  and  women  who  serve  in 
uniform  is  declining. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  not  even  pro- 
viding sufficient  ammunition  for  prop- 
er training.  We  have  already  cut  de- 
fense spending  by  over  35  percent.  Must 
we  be  doomed  to  repeat  history— again? 

We  need  to  take  a  look  at  where  we 
are.  and  what  we  have  done  to  our  de- 
fense spending  levels  over  the  last  11 
years.  Since  1985: 

Ship  purchases  are  down  80  percent; 
aircraft  purchases  are  down  86  percent: 
tank  purchases  have  dropped  to  zero — 
a  100  percent  reduction;  and  strategic 
missile  purchases  have  dropped  95  per- 
cent. 

In  1993,  the  President  proposed  a  .5- 
year  defense  spending  plan  which  added 
$126.9  billion  in  cuts  to  defense  spend- 
ing—over and  above  the  reductions  pre- 
viously made  by  President  Bush.  Now 
we  need  to  understand,  the  cold  war 
ended  during  the  Bush  administra- 
tion—and significant  realignment  of 
defense  priorities  occurred  imme- 
diately following  the  fall  of  the  Berlin 
Wall. 


Prior  to  1993.  defense  spending  was 
already  cut — and  cut  deeply.  Before  the 
Members  vote  on  the  amendment  by 
the  Senator  from  Iowa,  it  is  important 
to  know  what  was  cut  prior  to  1993. 

Military  personnel  were  reduced  by 
more  than  350.000;  overall  defense 
spending  declined  by  about  20  percent; 
our  Navy  dropped  from  536  ships  to  448 
ships  in  the  fleet;  three  aircraft  car- 
riers were  eliminated  from  the  fleet; 
eight  Fighter  Wings  were  cut  from  the 
Air  P'orce;  we  slashed  our  strategic 
bomber  fleet  to  181  planes;  and  we  ter- 
minated dozens  of  weapon  systems. 

All  of  this  was  cut  from  our  defense 
forces  prior  to  1993. 

The  budget  request  this  year,  cuts 
defense  spending  even  further.  The  pro- 
curement budget  this  year  is  at  its  low- 
est level  in  50  years — and  is  $6  billion 
less  this  year,  than  last.  Procurement 
spending  under  this  budget  is  only  39 
percent  of  the  total  defense  budget. 

Now,  I  completely  agree  that  we 
should  only  spend  what  is  necessary  for 
our  national  security  needs.  The  ques- 
tion raised  by  this  amendment  is;  Do 
we  need  to  spend  more  for  defense — or 
less?  In  order  to  answer  this  important 
question,  you  need  to  review  the  facts. 

Fact  No.  1;  The  Defense  Planning 
Guidance  calls  for  a  Navy  fleet  of  346 
ships  in  order  to  meet  our  national  se- 
curity requirements. 

But  this  budget  does  not  provide 
funding  sufficient  to  achieve  and  main- 
tain a  fleet  level  of  346  ships.  Only  by 
not  retiring  older,  less  capable  ships 
are  we  able  to  even  come  close  to  the 
ship  numbers  we  require. 

Fact  No.  2:  The  Defense  Planning 
Guidance  calls  for  184  heavy  bombers  in 
order  to  meet  our  security  require- 
ments. 

Dut  this  budget  barely  provides  more 
than  55  percent  of  the  required  heavy 
bombers  to  meet  our  security  require- 
ments. The  bomber  plan  is  so  bad,  in 
fact,  we  will  be  forced — under  this 
budget — to  keep  the  B-52  in  service 
until  the  year  2030.  In  2030.  the  B-52 
will  be  over  60  years  of  age. 

Fact  No.  3:  Before  the  budget  was 
submitted  to  the  Congress,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  on  November  15.  1994 
reported  that  fully  one-forth  of  our 
Army  Divisions  were  far  below  peak 
preparedness. 

But  this  budget  does  not  aggressively 
increase  funding  to  solve  this  problem 
until  the  year  2000  and  after. 

This  century.  America  has  failed  to 
be  prepared  to  protect  her  interests  on 
three  occasions.  We  failed  to  be  ready 
in  1942  at  Pearl  Harbor.  We  failed  to  be 
prepared  in  Korea  in  the  1950's.  Just 
over  two  decades  later,  we  failed  to  be 
prepared  to  deal  with  the  military 
challenges  facing  us  in  the  deserts  of 
Iran. 

Failure  to  prepare  leads  to  a  certain 
outcome— preparation  for  failure.  Loss 
of  military  capability  does  not  an- 
nounce itself— except  by  failure. 


No  Member  of  this  body  can  predict 
when  or  where  America  will  next  be 
challenged.  But  just  as  the  mighty  Mis- 
sissippi flows  southward  with  lumber- 
ing power,  on  this  you  can  be  certain: 

American  will  again  be  challenged. 

America  will  again  be  forced  to  de- 
fend her  interests. 

The  only  question  yet  to  be  answered 
is — will  we  be  ready  to  meet  these  fu- 
ture challenges?  If  you  believe  America 
will  not  be  challenged  again,  you 
should  vote  for  Senator  Harkin's 
amendment. 

If  you  believe  however,  that  prepara- 
tion is  essential  for  victory  and  vigi- 
lance is  our  strength — then  you  should 
oppose  this  amendment.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  in 
1996  dollars,  the  Department  of  Defense 
has  been  reduced  from  $402  to  $246  bil- 
lion. Now.  is  there  anyone  that  would 
like  the  American  military  and  Amer- 
ican defense  to  be  like  the  Soviet 
Union?  Of  course  they  do  not  pay  any- 
thing. They  hardly  pay  their  military. 
Would  we  like  to  do  that?  Would  we 
like  to  say  we  do  not  need  any  new 
technology  or  innovation,  or  do  we 
want  to  remain  the  strongest  Nation 
on  Earth?  We  have  cut  defense  enough. 
If  there  is  more  money  needed  for  edu- 
cation, we  ought  to  take  it  out  of  some 
other  program,  not  out  of  the  Defense 
Department  and  the  men  and  women 
who  serve  us  there. 

I  believe  my  time  has  expired.  If  not. 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  yields  back  the 
balance  of  his  time.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired on  this  amendment. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  amend- 
ment will  be  laid  aside  at  this  moment. 

Under  the  previous  order,  we  will  go 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin.  On  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin.  Senator 
Feingold  has  20  minutes  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  20  minutes: 
10  minutes  of  the  time  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  granted  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  recog- 
nized. 

A.MEND.MENT  NO.  1127 

(Purpose;  To  strike  provisions  providing  for 
a  tax  cut) 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  Senator  Hollings.  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
FEINGOLD],  for  himself.  Mr.  Holi.ings.  Mr. 
Byhd.  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  Bl'mper.s.  Mr,  Kerrey. 
Mr  ROBB.  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Sl.MO.s.  Mrs.  MUR- 
RAY, and  Ms.  Moseley-Braun.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1127. 


Mr.  FEINGOLD  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  beginning  with  line  8 
through  page  75.  line  22. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment,  in  addition  to  being  joint- 
ly offered  by  Senator  Hollings  and 
myself,  is  also  cosponsored  by  Senator 
B'iTiD,  Senator  Nunn.  Senator  Bump- 
ers, Senator  Kerrey,  of  Nebraska, 
Senator  Robb,  Senator  Dorgan,  Sen- 
ator Simon,  Senator  Murray,  and  Sen- 
ator Moseley-Braun. 

Senator  Hollings  will  speak  in  a  mo- 
ment or  two  about  this,  but  let  me  just 
say.  first  of  all,  this  is  really  the  mo- 
ment when  the  Members  of  this  body 
can  convey  to  the  American  people 
whether  they  believe  tax  cuts  are  a  pri- 
ority or  not.  It  is  a  clean  vote. 

We  can  ensure  the  focus  of  this  budg- 
et resolution  stays  on  deficit  reduction 
and  deficit  reduction  alone  by  adopting 
this  amendment.  Other  amendments 
before  us  that  have  been  rejected  have 
suggested  we  use  the  $170  billion  tax 
cut  fund  for  restoring  Medicare  cuts  or 
education,  eamed-income  tax  credit.  I 
think  those  were  all  worthy  priority 
choices.  They  are  all  more  important 
than  a  tax  cut  at  this  point.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, none  of  those  amendments  were 
adopted,  and  we  stand  here  with  there 
still  being  the  $170  billion  kitty,  or 
cookie  jar,  existing  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution that  came  out  of  the  Budget 
Committee. 

My  amendment  simply  strikes  the 
section  of  the  resolution  which  eslab- 
lishes  a  special  budget  surplus  account. 
The  result  will  be  that  any  additional 
savings  that  would  have  accrued  to 
this  account  will  instead  simply  go  to- 
ward the  purpose  of  deficit  reduction. 
By  striking  the  budget  surplus  allow- 
ance, any  fiscal  dividend  that  flowed  to 
the  Federal  Treasury  as  a  result  of  the 
deficit  reduction  contemplated  in  the 
resolution  would  reduce  the  amount 
the  Government  would  otherwise  have 
to  borrow. 

It  would  eliminate  the  indebtedness 
of  this  country  to  the  tune  of  $170  bil- 
lion. Eliminating  this  cookie  jar  also 
brings  us  that  much  closer  to  really 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  without 
using  Social  Security,  and  this  point 
has  to  be  stressed  and  stressed  again.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  even  under 
this  budget  resolution,  we  will  still  be 
using  $113  billion  of  Social  Security 
funds  to  balance  our  books  in  fiscal 
year  2002.  Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002  unless 
you  raid  the  Social  Security  funds. 

CBO  estimates  that  in  2002,  the  so- 
called  fiscal  dividend  might  be  $60  bil- 
lion   for    that   year    by    adopting    this 
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amendment.  So  instead  of  the  $113  bil- 
lion bite  out  of  Social  Security,  we  will 
reduce  it  by  $50  billion. 

This  tax  cut  that  is  hidden  in  the 
budget  resolution  is  the  loose  thread 
that  threatens  to  unravel  the  budget, 
the  potential  tax  cut  funded  from  the 
so-called  budget  surplus  allowance. 
This  is  the  symbol  of  irresponsibility 
that  remains  in  the  budget  resolution, 
and  it  is  not  just  a  little  bit  of  money. 
It  is  three  times  the  total  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton  proposed  in  terms  of  tax 
cuts  earlier  this  year  He  proposed 
about  $60  billion.  This  is  almost  three 
times  greater  than  that.  Mr.  President, 
and  people  did  not  think  that  was  an 
insignificant  amount  either.  It  is  a 
giant  tax  cut. 

At  best,  the  budget  that  passes  this 
body  and  finally  the  one  that  is  agreed 
upon  by  both  Houses  will  be  unpopular. 
It  cannot  help  but  be  unpopular.  Some 
feel  that  adding  a  tax  cut  will  sugar 
coat  the  medicine  and  make  it  politi- 
cally a  little  bit  less  risky  to  balance 
the  budget.  But  it  will  not.  In  fact,  it 
will  do  just  the  opposite.  A  tax  cut  will 
only  undercut  any  work  that  will  be 
accomplished  by  Congress. 

First,  it  will  make  those  tough  cuts 
we  do  make  suspect.  Those  whom  we 
ask  to  sacrifice  for  the  cause  of  deficit 
reduction  will  not  be  persuaded  that 
their  own  sacrifice  will  not  instead  go 
to  provide  tax  cuts  to  someone  else, 
someone  who  may  well  be  a  lot 
wealthier  than  they  are.  The  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  and  I  think  that 
is  a  formula  for  trouble.  We  simply 
cannot  pass  what  may  be  a  $1  trillion 
package  of  spending  cuts,  including 
massive  cuts  in  Medicare.  Medicaid  and 
education  and  other  programs,  and 
then  ask  the  Nation  to  support  that 
package  while  promising  tax  cuts  to 
everyone.  It  will  not  wash.  Beyond 
that,  the  potential  in  this  budget  reso- 
lution for  a  tax  cut  is  just  too  great  of 
a  temptation. 

What  this  $170  billion  fund  does,  Mr. 
President,  is  essentially  lay  out  a  se- 
ries of  low-calorie  menus  for  a  dieter, 
asking  them  to  eat  only  celery,  car- 
rots, some  cottage  cheese,  maybe  a  lit- 
tle water,  but  at  the  same  time  we  put 
right  next  to  them  a  big  piece  of  ba- 
nana cream  pie.  That  is  what  this  tax 
cut  is.  We  are  not  going  to  put  the  Fed- 

I 


eral  budget  deficit  on  a  diet  by  provid- 
ing for  a  tax  cut.  Nor  will  we  assure 
the  Federal  Reserve  and  the  financial 
markets  by  claiming  we  can  do  both. 

It  is  possible  the  prospects  of  lower 
interest  rates  that  might  flow  from 
really  lowering  the  deficit  will  be  lost. 
and  if  we  do  not  act  responsibly  in  this 
matter  some  will  reject  the  claims  we 
can  have  it  all.  By  every  measure  I 
know,  the  Nation  has  expressed  an 
overwhelming  preference  for  deficit  re- 
duction over  a  tax  cut.  The  mail  and 
phone  calls  I  have  received  from  Wis- 
consin since  November  on  this  have 
been  absolutely  clear,  because  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States  know  what  is 
at  stake.  They  know  there  is  no  free 
lunch  here.  We  can  reduce  the  deficit 
and  help  ensure  their  children  and 
grandchildren  will  have  a  Government 
that  is  financially  sound  or  we  can  give 
a  nice  big  tax  break  now  and  stick  fu- 
ture generations  with  the  tab.  By  sig- 
nificant majorities,  people  want  the 
former.  They  want  us  to  start  paying 
off  the  bills  that  have  been  run  up,  and 
they  want  us  to  do  it  now.  This  is  not 
a  partisan  issue.  For  my  own  part,  I 
have  opposed  the  tax  cut  plans  of  both 
parties  because  I  believe  it  is  the  fis- 
cally responsible  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  both  sides 
come  together  in  a  bipartisan  fashion. 
I  have  heard  Members  of  both  parties 
make  absolutely  unequivocal  state- 
ments on  the  floor  that  they  do  not  be- 
lieve tax  cuts  can  be  a  priority  at  this 
time.  This  is  an  opportunity  to  come 
together  and  say  we  can  have  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002  but  only 
if  we  resist  the  temptation  to  go  for- 
ward with  a  tax  cut  we  all  would  like 
to  vote  for  but  cannot  afford. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  same 
amendment  that  I  presented  in  the 
Budget  Committee  which  was  defeated 
by  a  12  to  10  vote.  At  the  markup  in  the 
Budget  Committee  markup.  Democrats 
were  characterized  as  wanting  to  take 
the  surplus,  and  spend  it,  whether  for 
Medicare,  education  or  whatever;  Re- 
publicans were  criticized  for  taking  the 
surplus  to  give  tax  cuts. 

CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  TOTAL  BUDGET 
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The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  there 
will  be  no  $170  billion  surplus.  But  if 
part  of  it  does  materialize,  it  ought  to 
go  to  reducing  the  deficit.  That  was  the 
amendment  I  offered  in  committee,  and 
that  is  the  amendment  that  should 
today  be  adopted  by  the  Senate  if  we 
are  really  sincere.  But  rather  than 
have  any  light  shed  on  the  subject,  we 
have  been  bombarded  by  irresponsible 
reporting  on  the  budget  in  the  last  sev- 
eral weeks.  Specifically,  I  refer  to 
Time  magazine's  cover  which  said, 
"This  time  it's  serious.  Budget  resolu- 
tion ...  for  the  first  time  in  decades. 
Congress  is  committed  to  balancing  the 
budget."  Absolutely  false.  Turn  to  page 
7  in  the  budget  resolution  itself.  What 
word  appears?  "Deficit"  by  the  year 
2002.  It  does  not  appear  "balanced." 

On  page  7,  line  21.  for  fiscal  year  2002 
a  deficit  of  $113,500  billion,  or.  more  ac- 
curately, on  page  9.  you  can  see  how 
much  the  debt  actually  increases  by 
the  year  2002  over  just  1  year— 2001.  It 
is  $177.7  billion.  That  is  the  real  deficit. 
We  are  all  rhetoric  and  no  reality.  Re- 
publicans are  already  giving  them- 
selves credit  and  claiming  to  have  done 
a  wonderful  thing  which  to  some  on  the 
other  side  justifies  a  tax  cut.  But  Mr. 
President,  the  American  people  know 
what  is  going  to  happen.  Under  this 
proposal,  the  tax  cuts  in  stone  and  the 
spending  cuts  are  going  to  slip  by  the 
board. 

Specifically,  on  this  idea  of  commit- 
ting to  balancing  the  budget  for  the 
first  time  in  decades.  I  submitted  when 
I  was  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee— and  again  in  1985.  Everyone  re- 
members Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 
That  was  a  balanced  budget— not  in  7 
but  in  5  years.  In  1991,  we  were  treated 
to  the  budget  summit.  I  remember  at 
that  time  that  members  were  slapping 
each  other  on  the  back  and  congratu- 
lating themselves  on  really  getting  the 
budget  under  control. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
1991  budget  resolution  deficit  surplus 
figures  appearing  on  page  21  of  the 
budget  report  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  particular  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  figures 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


1991 


1992 


1993 


199< 


1995 
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1.562  6 

1.582  4 

1.593  4 

1668  4 
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1.305  0 

1.3248 

1.355  5 

1.1729 

1.260  8 

1.3498 

1,433  3 

1.5117 

-64  0 

-85 

44  8 

108  5 

158  2 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  So,  Mr.  President, 
yes,  they  had  a  deficit  for  1991  and  1992. 
But  at  that  time,  their  estimates  pro- 
jected a  surplus  in  1995  of  $156.2  billion. 
The  reality  was  much  different.  Instead 
of  $156.2  billion  surplus,  we  have  a  $317 


billion   deficit — a   swing   of  some   $474 
billion  off  in  the  3  or  4  years. 

There  is  no  education  in  the  second 
kick  of  a  mule.  We  have  been  through 
this  gamesmanship.  Let  us  cut  out  the 
nonsense  and  get  serious  here  and  re- 
port accurately  that  we  are  not  bal- 


ancing the  budget.  You  cannot  do  it 
without  a  balanced  approach  of  spend- 
ing cuts  and  tax  increases. 

If  there  is  any  surplus,  heavens 
above,  let  us  allocate  it  to  the  deficit, 
because  by  2002.  we  will  have  a  $6.6  tril- 
lion debt  with  interest  costs  growing  at 


the  rate  of  almost  $500  billion  a  year. 
That  is.  one-third  of  the  budget  is 
automatically  going  to  interest  costs, 
just  the  carrying  charges,  not  to  re- 
duce the  debt  but  just  to  open  up  the 
doors  early  every  morning  up  here  in 
Washington  in  the  Government. 

So  we  cannot  engage  in  this  nonsense 
and  gamesmanship.  We  have  to  get 
real. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
allocated  to  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Eight  minutes  remain  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin's  time. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  if  a 
Senator  on  the  other  side  wishes  to 
speak,  we  can  go  forward. 

Mr  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  commend  my  good  friend  from  Wis- 
consin. Senator  FEINGOLD.  for  offering 
this  amendment.  I  certainly  support 
the  idea  that  we  can  do  more  in  deficit 
reduction  and  that  a  tax  cut  is  ill-ad- 
vised. However.  I  must  reluctantly  op- 
pose the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee.  I  think  we  agree,  has  per- 
formed a  very  remarkable  job  in  put- 
ting this  budget  resolution  together. 
Senator  Domenici  and  the  staff  of  the 
majority  and  the  staff  of  the  minority 
have  worked  in  good  faith,  and  I  think 
they  have  fulfilled  the  commitment 
that  everyone  of  us  in  this  body  has 
made  when  he  or  she  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  earlier  this 
year. 

We  have  demonstrated  that  we  can 
balance  the  budget  and  put  our  Na- 
tion's fiscal  house  on  the  road  to  sol- 
vency. 

Now,  in  midiLiuii  Lu  uiie  saviiigs  LliaL 
will  occur  under  this  budget  resolution, 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
projected  that  a  credible  reduction  in 
the  deficit  by  the  year  2002  would 
produce  a  fiscal  dividend  for  the  Fed- 
eral treasury.  We  are  all  in  agreement 
on  that.  CBO  estimates  that  interest 
rates  would  be  1  to  2  percent  lower,  and 
real  GNP  would  be  nearly  1  percent 
higher  by  the  year  2002  if  we  achieve  a 
balanced  budget. 

Now.  because  of  these  two  factors. 
CBO  estimates  that  we  would  reap  a 
fiscal  dividend  of  some  $170  billion  over 
a  7-year  period,  and  as  much  as  a  $356 
billion  dividend  over  10  years. 

The  issue  that  has  divided  many 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and 
is  the  subject  of  this  debate,  is  what 
should  we  do  with  this  financial  wind- 
fall if  indeed  there  is  one?  During  the 
debate  we  have  been  confronted  with 
two  specific  choices.  One,  using  the 
dividend  to  increase  Federal  spending, 
or,  two,  using  the  dividend  to  provide 
tax  cuts.  So  far,  we  have  not  been  able 
to  reach  an  accord  on  either  proposal. 

The  amendment  being  offered  by  my 
friend  from  Wisconsin  would  use  the 


fiscal  dividend  to  further  reduce  the 
deficit  and,  as  a  consequence  of  that — 
and  this  is  the  discomfort  I  have — it 
would  absolutely  preclude  any  possibil- 
ity of  a  tax  cut  for  this  year 

I  really  believe  that  this  is  the  wrong 
time  for  the  Senate  to  completely  close 
off  the  tax  reduction  option— I  empha- 
size option — at  this  time.  Despite  what 
many  Members  on  the  other  side  have 
said,  this  budget  resolution — and  I  em- 
phasize this — does  not  mandate  a  tax 
cut.  In  fact,  there  is  no  specific  tax  cut 
in  this  plan.  What  this  budget  resolu- 
tion says  is  that  if  all  of  the  commit- 
tees in  Congress  adopt  reconciliation 
legislation  that  produces  a  balanced 
budget  in  the  year  2002  and  if— I  em- 
phasize "if— that  reconciliation  legis- 
lation makes  it  through  a  conference 
committee — and  that  is  a  big  "if— and 
then  is  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi- 
dent, then  and  only  then  may  Congress 
consider  reducing  taxes. 

The  CBO  will  have  to  certify  that  the 
reconciliation  legislation  does,  in  fact, 
produce  a  balanced  budget.  That  is, 
CBO  must  certify  that  the  budget  is 
balanced  in  the  year  2002.  CBO  will 
have  to  provide  an  estimate  of  how 
much  additional  savings  will  be 
achieved  through  lower  interest  rates 
and  increased  economic  growth.  CBO 
may  determine  that  the  savings  are  as 
projected,  $170  billion;  on  the  other 
hand,  they  may  be  lower  or  higher. 

Once  CBO  has  provided  that  savings 
estimate,  only  then  can  Congress  con- 
sider cutting  taxes.  Obviously,  we  do 
not  necessarily  know  what  interest 
rates  might  be. 

In  any  event,  in  the  Senate,  the  deci- 
sion whether  to  cut  taxes  is  going  to  be 
first  made  by  one  committee.  That  is 
the  Finance  Committee,  and  that  is  a 
committee  that  I  serve  on.  As  a  con- 
sequence, in  the  Finance  Committee,  I 
intend  to  make  every  effort  to  con- 
vince my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
that  the  CBO  economic  dividend  should 
be  used  for  further  deficit  reduction 
rather  than  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  amendment  by 
my  good  friend  from  Wisconsin  is 
adopted,  and  if  we  completely  foreclose 
the  future  option  of  reducing  taxes, 
this  Senator,  the  Senator  from  Alaska, 
is  concerned  that  this  balanced  budget 
resolution  may  not  receive  a  sufficient 
number  of  votes  to  pass  this  body. 

I  believe  it  would  be  far  worse  for  our 
Nation's  economic  health  if  we  fail  at 
this  effort  to  bring  the  deficit  to  zero 
than  it  would  be  if  we  merely  retained 
the  longer-term  option  of  reducing 
taxes.  It  is  for  that  reason.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  I  must  reluctantly  oppose 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining on  this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator retains  3  minutes  35  seconds  of  his 
time:  Senator  Domenici  of  New  Mexico 
has  10  minutes  of  his  time. 


Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  yield  the  balance 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time  does 
the  other  side  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  has  8  minutes  1 
second. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  about  3  or  4  minutes  and 
then  will  have  to  absent  myself  from 
the  floor,  and  I  will  be  back.  Perhaps 
the  other  side  can  use  part  of  their 
time. 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  that  we 
crafted  that  is  currently  before  the 
U.S.  Senate.  I  believe,  is  a  fair  way  to 
handle  the  American  people  and  to  say 
to  them,  "Once  you  get  a  balanced 
budget,  for  all  the  sacrifice  that  goes 
into  that,  there  is  some  positive  to 
come  out  of  it." 

We  all  understand  that  when  we  get  a 
balanced  budget  and  we  no  longer  are 
borrowing  money,  when  those  out 
there  that  set  interest  rates  based  upon 
money  supply  see  that  America  is  for 
real,  interest  rates  come  down.  There 
is  no  question. 

Americans  should  not  think  we  are 
going  through  this  event  in  our  his- 
tory, one  of  the  most  significant  in 
modem  times,  of  putting  our  fiscal 
house  in  order,  deciding  that  we  finally 
want  to  pay  our  bills  ourselves  as 
adults  instead  of  having  our  children 
and  grandchildren  pay  them— there 
ought  to  be  a  bonus  for  that.  We  ought 
to  get  something  out  of  that. 

Incidentally,  in  this  case,  the  major 
economists  that  look  at  fiscal  policy  of 
this  Nation — perhaps  they  are  just 
startled  by  the  fact  that  we  are  finally 
going  to  live  within  our  means  and  be 
rational  and  talk  about  what  we  can 
afford  and  what  we  cannot  afford— they 
say  there  will  be  an  economic  bonus, 
an  economic  dividend.  There  will  be  a 
change  sufficiently  large  in  interest 
rates  that  when  we  get  to  balance,  we 
get  an  economic  dividend  of  somewhere 
between  $150  to  $200  billion  if  it  is  done 
in  the  manner  prescribed  in  this  budget 
resolution. 

So  what  did  we  say?  We  said  simply, 
we  are  not  going  to  have  tax  cuts  until 
the  event  is  completed— the  balancing 
of  the  budget.  So  we  say,  when  all  of 
these  laws  are  changed  by  the  Con- 
gress, that  is  finished,  then  we  can  ask 
the  CBO,  the  real  number  estimators 
for  our  land,  are  we  there?  Have  we 
reached  that  point,  that  event?  Is  it 
real?  When  they  say,  "Yes,"  they  will 
then  say  there  is  an  economic  dividend. 
We  will  say  then  and  only  then  is  that 
released  to  the  Finance  Committee  of 
our  U.S.  Senate  to  be  used  for  tax  cuts. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  there  are  many 
people  in  this  body  and  many  American 
people  who  think  we  ought  to  have  a 
tax  cut  for  the  American  people.  Espe- 
cially one  that  focuses  in  on  the  Amer- 
ican family. 

Frankly.  I  agree  with  that.  I  said  my 
first  priority  as  the  chairman  of  the 
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Budget  Committee  would  be  to  get  a 
balanced  budget.  I  believe  we  got  one.  I 
believe  that  this  is  historic,  and  if  car- 
ried out.  the  economy  will  get  better. 
interest  rates  will  come  down,  and  I  be- 
lieve we  have  a  brighter  future  if  we 
stay  there  for  about  10  years,  in  bal- 
ance, paying  bills,  reducing  the  debt. 
instead  of  borrowing  more  and  more 
every  year. 

Now,  I  think  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  thinks  at  that  point  in  time 
when  we  finish  that  work,  we  ought  to 
give  the  American  people  at  least  an 
opportunity  to  get  a  tax  cut.  to  get 
some  relief,  especially  for  families. 
That  is  what  this  budget  resolution 
does. 

Now,  frankly,  there  are  some  who 
would  like  to  spend  that  dividend.  We 
have  heard  from  them.  I  do  not  know 
that  there  will  be  any  more  opportuni- 
ties on  the  Senate  floor  to  spend  that 
dividend  again  or  to  use  it  differently. 
We  have  been  through  that. 

Now  we  have  reached  the  point  In 
time  where  those  who  are  not  for  this 
budget  resolution — and  I  assume  the 
Senator  who  offers  this  amendment  is 
not  for  this  budget  resolution.  Perhaps 
that  is  a  false  assumption.  If  it  is,  he 
might  tell  the  American  people  he  will 
vote  for  this  budget  resolution.  That 
would  be  interesting.  I  surmise  he  will 
not  say  that.  If  he  does,  I  would  say. 
•'Wonderful." 

From  that  side  of  the  aisle  there  will 
be  a  huge  number  of  votes  saying  after 
we  get  there,  we  want  to  say  what  to 
do  with  it,  and  we  do  not  want  to  give 
the  American  people  a  tax  cut  even 
after  the  balanced  budget  when  the 
economic  dividend  is  available  and  we 
are  still  in  balance. 

I  do  not  believe  that  amendment 
ought  to  pass.  I  do  not  believe  the  mo- 
tion to  strike  that  part  of  the  budget 
should  pass.  That  is  why  I  am  speaking 
tonight.  I  have  spoken  enough,  per- 
haps, today  and  I  am  not  sure  I  will 
speak  much  more.  Maybe  another  3  or 
4  minutes  before  this  amendment  is 
finished. 

Essentially,  while  I  compliment  the 
Senator  who  offered  the  amendment, 
he  obviously  is  really  interested  in  fis- 
cal prudence,  in  making  sure  that  we 
use  common  sense,  as  he  says.  I  believe 
the  common  sense  was  all  exercised  be- 
fore he  ever  got  to  the  floor,  before  this 
amendment  ever  arrived,  when  Repub- 
lican Senators  decided  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  hope  when  we  are  finished 
that  some  Democrat  Senators  will  join 
Republicans. 

That  event  was  completed.  Now  we 
come  to  the  floor  and  say,  "No  divi- 
dends to  America.  Just  strike  it  out  of 
this  budget  resolution." 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMP.SON).  The  Senator  has  a  little 
over  7  minutes  remaining  on  his  time. 
The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  recog- 
nized. 


Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

While  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  still  on  the  floor,  let  me 
tell  him  I  fall  into  the  latter  category 
of  one  who  is  thinking  if  we  do  not  do 
any  more  damage,  that  I  may  be  one, 
and  there  are  several  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  I  might  inform  the  Senator,  who 
are  thinking  about  voting  for  the  budg- 
et that  emerges  — not  because  we  think 
it  is  the  perfect  vehicle. 

Indeed,  tomorrow,  some  Members 
will  have  an  alternative,  hopefully,  to 
that  particular  vehicle. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  I  have  known  him 
for  about  15  years.  I  have  respected  his 
willingness  to  make  tough,  principled 
decisions  in  attempting  to  bring  some 
sense  of  fiscal  responsibility  to  an  oth- 
erwise undisciplined  Federal  Govern- 
ment over  a  long  period  of  time.  I  said 
on  this  floor  the  other  day.  that  I 
thought  he  deserved  enormous  credit 
for  giving  us  a  target,  something  that 
was  truly  important. 

I  support  the  amendment  of  my 
friend,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wisconsin,  because  I  believe  we  ought 
to  make  it  clear  that  deficit  reduction 
is  the  most  important  objective  we  are 
attempting  to  achieve  at  this  particu- 
lar time.  We  are  not  truly  balancing 
the  budget  even  if  we  stick  to  the  num- 
bers we  are  dealing  with,  because  we 
continue  to  mask  the  total  budget  in 
the  Social  Security  surplus.  It  will  be 
about  $113  billion  out  of  true  balance, 
but  it  is  exactly  the  same  kind  of  ob- 
fuscation  we  have  been  using  for  years 
and  I  am  certainly  willing  to  give  all 
the  credit  that  is  due  for  moving  in 
that  direcliuii.  But  iii  this  particular 
case,  if  we  are  serious  about  deficit  re- 
duction, I  think  the  only  message  we 
can  leave  at  this  point  is  we  are  pre- 
pared to  make  some  tough  choices. 

Several  on  this  side  are  willing  to 
make  those  tough  choices  with  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
One  of  the  most  difficult  votes  for  me 
was  one  just  two  votes  ago  when  I  had 
to  vote  ultimately  against  a  very  sub- 
stantial increase  in  defense  spending. 
Not  because  I  do  not  think  we  need  it, 
because  if  we  are  serious  about  fighting 
two  major  regional  conflicts  and  win- 
ning in  the  years  ahead  we  are  going  to 
have  to  put  more  money  into  the  de- 
fense budget,  even  more  than  the  Presi- 
dent has  added  back  right  now.  I  accept 
that  responsibility  and  will  continue  to 
work  on  it.  But  I  thought  it  was  a  dis- 
cordant message  with  respect  to  deficit 
reduction. 

That  is  why  I  am  prepared,  with  sev- 
eral colleagues,  I  believe,  to  support 
the  ultimate  product  of  this  debate.  I 
hope  we  will  find  ways  to  amend  that 
particular  end  product  so  we  can  have 
something  that  has  the  kind  of  balance 
that  many  of  us  want  to  achieve.  But  I 
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think  the  most  important  thing  we  can 
do  is  keep  our  eye  ultimately  fixed  on 
the  target,  which  is  to  bring  it  into 
what  is  balance  using  the  S113  billion 
that  will  be  available  from  the  Social 
Security  surplus. 

With  that  I  yield  whatever  time  I 
have  remaining  and  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  for  offering  this 
particular  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time?  The  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  First  of  all  let  me 
thank  the  Senator  from  Virginia  for 
his  tremendous  support  on  this  issue 
all  along. 

Now  I  would  like  to  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois,  who  has  also  been  as 
solid  as  can  be  in  trying  to  impose 
these  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
commend  Senator  FEINGOLD  who,  from 
day  one,  when  both  parties  were  talk- 
ing about  tax  cuts,  said.  "This  does  not 
make  sense.  Our  priority  has  to  be  to 
get  this  budget  balanced." 

As  I  have  said  half  a  dozen  times  on 
the  floor,  and  I  said  it  in  the  Budget 
Committee.  I  commend  Senator  Do- 
MENici  for  moving  toward  a  balanced 
budget.  I  disagree  with  how  we  get 
there.  But  the  question  is  right  now  on 
a  tax  cut.  The  next  best  thing  to  pass- 
ing this  amendment  is  to  do  what  Sen- 
ator MURKOW.SKl  said  on  the  floor  just  a 
few  minutes  ago.  He  said,  as  a  member 
of  the  Finance  Committee  he  is  not 
going  to  vote  for  a  tax  cut.  And  I  com- 
mend him  for  that  statement. 

When  my  friend  from  New  Mexico 
says  there  ought  to  be  a  bonus,  we 
ought  to  get  something  out  of  it,  I 
think  the  bonus  is  to  have  this  budget 
in  balance  to  get  our  fiscal  house  in 
order.  When  he  says  we  ought  to  get 
something  out  of  it — I  know  he  has 
more  children,  and  more  grandchildren 
I  believe,  than  I  do.  If  my  three  grand- 
children can  have  a  better  future,  that 
is  what  we  ought  to  be  interested  in.  I 
think,  frankly,  passage  of  the  Feingold 
amendment  moves  us  in  that  direction. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
well  enough  to  know  he  will  not  be 
heartbroken  if  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  agreed  to.  I 
hope  it  will  be  agreed  to.  I  am  cer- 
tainly going  to  vote  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time?  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  might 
I  just  take  30  seconds  and  say  to  my 
good  friend.  Senator  Simon,  I  think  you 
know  a  lot.  But  you  do  not  know 
whether  I  will  be  heartbroken  or  not. 
That  is  pure  speculation.  I  spoke  rath- 
er vigorously  against  it.  All  my  in- 
stincts and  all  my  abilities  are  to 
speak  against  it.  I  have  done  the  very 
best  I  can. 

You  draw  your  conclusion.  I  draw  my 
own. 

Mr.  SIMON.  All  right. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, who  has  also  been  extremely 
helpful  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
friend  for  yielding  for  1  minute.  I  find 
myself  very  much  in  the  position  just 
articulated  by  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Virginia.  We  have  to 
make  hard  choices  here.  I  felt  about 
that  amendment  that  he  referenced 
about  like  he  did.  But  if  we  are  going 
to  make  the  hard  choices  then  I  think 
we  should  make  them.  Therefore  I  en- 
dorse thoroughly  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  friend  from  Wisconsin  and 
my  friend  from  South  Carolina. 

Certainly,  in  times  like  these,  when 
we  are  talking  about  the  concern  for 
the  defense  needs  and  all  the  other 
needs  we  have  been  talking  about  all 
during  this  debate,  it  seems  to  me  we 
have  no  way  or  reason  to  be  talking 
about  a  tax  cut.  If  there  is  any  money 
left  over  after  doing  what  we  think  is 
obviously  necessary  for  national  de- 
fense and  these  other  programs  we 
would  be  talking  about,  then  that  is 
where  the  money  should  be  spent.  If 
not  there,  to  reduce  the  deficit. 

I  hope  the  Senator  accepts  the 
amendment  that  is  being  offered  and 
debated  at  this  moment. 

I  yield  any  remaining  time  I  might 
have. 

The  PRESIDING  0FFICE;R.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member  and  ask  how  much  time  we 
have  left  on  our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  1  minute  and  10  seconds. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  use  the  last  brief  period  of  time  to 
say  in  response  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  that  one  thing  has  been 
accomplished  even  if  we  do  not  win  on 
this  vote.  That  is,  the  early  effort  to 
pretend  there  was  not  a  tax  cut  in  the 
Senate  budget  resolution  is  over.  They 
are  admitting  it  now,  that  there  is  this 
fund  and  they  are  not  willing  to  elimi- 
nate it.  That  is  progress.  Because  that 
was  the  first  attempt. 

Why  are  we  not  able  to  support  the 
resolution  in  this  form?  It  is  because 
the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  out  of  balance  in  the  year 
2002  because  of  this  very  problem  of 
this  $170  billion.  In  fact,  what  it  is,  is 
what  is  left  of  the  crown  jewel  of  the 
Republican  contract.  It  is  basically 
lying  on  the  floor  now  after  the  vote 
earlier  today:  69  to  31  the  U.S.  Senate 
rejected  the  Gramm  amendment  which 
was  the  crown  jewel  of  the  Republican 
contract.  This  is  all  that  is  left  of  it. 

This  amendment  is  an  opportunity  to 
say  what  all  the  American  people  real- 
ly know,  which  is  we  cannot  afford 
this.  As  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
said,  we  are  either  going  to  do  deficit 
reduction  or  we  are  not.  This  amend- 
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ment  is  the  one  that  allows  both  par- 
ties to  come  together  and  strike  the 
iron  while  it  is  hot. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Alaska  is 
right  and  we  get  it  done  in  the  Finance 
Committee  but  we  should  do  it  now  on 
the  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  controls  6  minutes 
and  36  seconds. 
The  Senator  from  Colorado. 
Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  an 
admirer  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 
He  has,  I  think,  forthrightly  brought 
forth  before  the  Senate  a  number  of 
proposals  that  are  meant  to  save 
money.  So  I  rise  out  of  concern  over 
his  amendment,  not  over  concern  over 
the  Senator  himself  but  concern  over 
the  implication.  Let  me  simply  go  di- 
rectly to  the  point. 

He  made  what  I  thought  was  a  very 
interesting  analogy.  He  talked  about 
this  amendment  as  a  proposal  to  go  on 
a  diet,  to  eat  carrots  and  celery  and 
other  such  things.  But  then  to  put  at 
the  end  of  the  diet  a  large  piece  of  pie. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  an  appropriate 
analogy.  Let  me  tell  you  why.  What 
this  budget  resolution  is  is  a  diet.  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is 
right  about  that.  There  is  no  question 
the  Federal  budget  is  overweight  and 
this  is  a  diet.  This  is  carrots  and  cel- 
ery. As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  it  is  so 
good  there  might  be  some  lean  beef  in 
here,  too,  all  of  which  is  very  helpful  to 
lose  weight.  But  the  potential  at  the 
end  of  the  rainbow  here  is  not  a  piece 
of  pie.  What  it  is,  is  the  question  of 
whether  or  not,  when  you  have  gone  on 
the  diet,  you  can  have  your  suit  al- 
tered. What  it  is  is  a  question  of  wheth- 
er or  not  you  can  put  a  swimming  suit 
on. 

If  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  wins, 
what  he  is  going  to  say  is  you  can  go 
on  your  diet,  which  is  the  first  time 
you  have  done  it  in  many,  many  years. 
You  can  lose  the  weight,  you  can  eat 
that  celery,  you  can  eat  those  carrots. 
But  at  the  end  of  the  period  we  are  not 
going  to  let  you  take  your  suit  off.  You 
are  going  to  have  to  walk  around  in  the 
same  baggy  suit.  There  is  no  reward. 

You  can  do  your  job.  You  can  make 
the  tough  decisions.  But,  by  golly,  you 
cannot  put  on  a  swimming  suit  and  let 
other  people  see  how  trim  and  attrac- 
tive you  are.  Believe  me,  America  is 
trim  and  attractive,  if  ever  it  gets  its 
budget  in  balance. 

Now.  that  is  what  the  issue  is.  It  is 
not  a  piece  of  pie.  It  is  whether  or  not 
you  can  enjoy  the  fruits  of  your  efforts. 
Mr.  President,  we  have  had  lots  of  in- 
flated rhetoric  about  budgets.  Every- 
one knows  it.  Everyone  knows  every 
time  we  promise  to  get  the  budget  in 
line,  it  has  not  worked.  And  the  reason 
it  has  not  worked  is  because  this  Con- 
gress continuously  overspends  its  own 
budget.  So  we  need  some  help.  There  is 
no  question  about  it.  And  is  the  prom- 
ise that  if  we  mind  our  P's  and  Q's.  if 


we  eat  our  carrots  and  celery,  that  we 
will  get  some  reward  at  the  end.  some 
help?  I  think  so.  We  need  some  help.  I 
do  not  think  anybody  can  seriously 
suggest  that  this  Congress  does  not 
need  help  in  sticking  with  its  budget 
resolution. 

Now,  there  is  a  unique  aspect  of  this. 
This  budget  resolution  does  not  com- 
mit to  a  tax  cut.  What  it  says  is  if  you 
pass  the  budget  resolution,  if  it  all 
scores  out  and  if  you  come  bAck  and 
fully  reconcile  it  and  fully  pass  that 
reconciliation— and  I  think  everybody 
knows  that  is  going  to  be  tough  and  is 
perhaps  unlikely— and  if  you  reconcile 
in  a  way  that  the  President  signs— and 
that  is  an  even  more  difficult  question 
because  the  President  has  not  been  en- 
thusiastic about  signing  things  that 
cut  spending— if  you  get  all  that,  then 
you  may  be  able  to  talk  about  this. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  a  lit- 
tle incentive  for  a  Congress  that  I  be- 
lieve is  desperately  in  need  of  some  in- 
centive, is  desperately  in  need.  What 
happens  here  is  if  you  eliminate  any  in- 
centive and  you  have  a  Congress  that 
goes  back  to  its  old  ways  of  overspend- 
ing its  own  budget,  you  make  it  much 
less  likely  that  we  will  ever  get  to  the 
promised  land,  that  we  will  ever  keep 
on  our  diet. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  impact  of 
going  to  someone  who  is  on  a  diet  and 
saying  if  you  make  the  diet,  there  is 
going  to  be  no  reward  at  the  end?  Well, 
it  is  pretty  clear.  You  diminish  the  in- 
centive to  get  it  done. 

It  is  my  judgment,  Mr.  President, 
and  I  think  one  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, that  we  ought  to  be  talking  about 
more  incentives  to  get  this  Congress  to 
stay  on  its  diet,  not  less.  I  hope  the 
Members  will  reject  this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  retain  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Maine  wishes  to  speak  on  this 
subject.  How  much  time  do  I  have  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two 
minutes. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  yield  5  minutes  off  the  resolu- 
tion to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  on 
the  subject  at  hand. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Feingold  amendment  of  which  I  am  a 
coauthor,  to  apply  the  $170  billion  fis- 
cal dividend  to  deficit  reduction.  The 
$170  billion  set  aside  in  this  resolution 
for  a  later  possible  tax  cut  is  certainly 
more  responsible  than  the  House  ap- 
proach beginning  with  a  $1.2  trillion 
deficit  exercise  by  cutting  taxes.  The 
House  approach  to  me  is  like  going  on 
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the  wagon  and  beginning  with 
chugaluggmg  a  bottle  of  whiskey.  To 
me  that  is  the  analogy. 

The  Senate  approach  is  to  set  the 
money  aside  until  after  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  is  enacted  and  then  making 
it  available  for  a  tax  cut  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Budget  and  Finance  Com- 
mittees and,  of  course.  Congress'  later 
approval. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  fiscal 
dividend  brought  about  by  lower  inter- 
est rates  and  higher  economic  growth 
will  exist  if  we  balance  the  budget  by 
2002.  I  do  not  think  it  is  funny  money, 
but  I  think  it  is  very  fragile.  If  we 
touch  it  by  using  it  either  for  increased 
spending  or  tax  cuts,  I  am  afraid  it 
may  break.  There  is  a  strong  prob- 
ability that  the  spending  slowdown  in 
Medicaid.  Medicare,  education,  agri- 
culture, and  other  areas  will  generate 
more  and  more  opposition  from  sub- 
stantial segments  of  America  before 
the  cuts  are  passed  by  the  Congress  and 
certainly  before  they  are  fully  imple- 
mented over  a  period  of  years. 

There  is  also  a  probability  that  in 
cutting  projected  spending  by  over  $1 
trillion  in  a  7-year  period  Congress  will 
inadvertently  make  some  serious  er- 
rors which  cause  extreme  hardship  and 
which  will  have  to  be  corrected. 

Mr.  President,  if  my  choice  is  to  use 
the  dividend,  the  $170  billion,  for  tax 
cuts  or  for  easing  the  most  severe  im- 
pacts on  Medicare,  education  and  low- 
income  working  Americans,  I  believe 
the  priority  should  be  on  easing  the 
impact,  and  my  votes  reflect  this. 

However,  those  are  not  the  only  two 
choices.  In  effect,  until  this  amend- 
ment is  voted  on.  we  will  have  been 
choosing  between  either  spending  the 
$170  billion  or  refunuiug  it.  In  either 
case,  we  will  be  spending  and  refunding 
before  we  have  earned  the  dividend,  in 
my  view.  If  I  have  a  choice,  as  we  do  on 
this  amendment,  however,  of  using  the 
$170  billion,  which  has  not  yet  been 
earned  because  we  passed  no  reconcili- 
ation bill— and  even  when  we  pass  one. 
we  all  know,  looking  at  catastrophic 
insurance  and  others,  when  the  public 
rises  up  in  arms  over  some  action  by 
the  Congress,  it  does  not  take  us  long 
to  step  back,  and  that  may  happen.  I 
hope  it  does  not,  but  it  may  happen  in 
some  of  these  cuts.  I  think  the 
Feingold  amendment  is  the  responsible 
way  to  go  because  we  will  be  putting 
this  $170  billion  on  the  deficit  from  the 
very  beginning,  and  it  will  in  effect  be 
a  contingency  fund  so  that  if  we  have 
to  back  up  or  some  of  the  cuts  do  not 
work  out  as  projected,  we  can  still 
work  on  the  goal  in  the  year  des- 
ignated. 

If  this  amendment  passes,  there  will 
be  a  small  cushion,  a  small  margin  for 
error  in  economic  assumptions  or  other 
assumptions  in  this  plan  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget  by  2002. 

I  would  also  remind  all  of  my  col- 
leagues who  believe,  as  I  do,  that  we 


should  be  balancing  the  budget  without 
using  the  Social  Security  surplus,  leav- 
ing the  fiscal  dividend  alone  and  apply- 
ing it  to  deficit  reduction,  as  we  will  do 
if  this  amendment  passes,  would  help 
us  move  toward  the  goal  of  a  real  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  operating  accounts 
rather  than  simply  a  unified  balance 
which  we  all  know  simply  postpones 
the  day  of  pain  when  the  general  fund 
has  to  start  reimbursing  the  Social  Se- 
curity fund  for  the  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  owed.  In  fact,  it  will  be  tril- 
lions by  the  2010-2013  range. 

Mr.  President.  I  understand  the  anal- 
ogy my  friend  from  Colorado  used 
about  going  on  a  diet  and  eating  celery 
and  carrots  and  getting  thin.  But  I 
would  remind  my  colleagues  that  when 
we  get  to  2002,  if  everything  works  out 
in  this  budget  as  planned,  we  will  still 
have  to  borrow  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  of  $107  billion.  And  if  we 
keep  adding  to  the  deficit,  we  will, 
under  this  resolution,  at  the  time  we 
get  to  2002,  instead  of  being  slim  and 
trim  in  a  swimsuit,  we  are  going  to 
still  owe  to  the  people  holding  bonds 
and  notes  and  Treasury  bills  all  over 
this  country  something  to  the  tune  of 
about  $6  trillion  to  $7  trillion.  I  believe 
the  number  is  now  about  $4.9  trillion 
that  is  the  national  debt. 

So  we  will  not  be  slim  and  trim.  We 
will  be  bulging  over  our  bathing  suits, 
but  we  will  simply  stop  in  that  year 
adding  to  the  fat  and  the  bulge.  So  I 
am  not  sure  we  are  going  to  all  want  to 
put  on  our  bathing  suits  in  2002  and 
show  the  bulges  that  have  been  build- 
ing up  for  the  last  40  years.  Neverthe- 
less, that  would  be  a  rather  optimistic 
view. 

While  the  exact  estimate  would  de- 
pend on  what  savings  and  enforcement 
provisions  were  enacted  in  the  rec- 
onciliation bill,  CBO's  previous  esti- 
mate of  the  fiscal  dividend  was  about 
$350  billion  in  2002.  If  we  applied  that  to 
the  deficit  reduction,  we  could  cut  the 
real  deficit,  excluding  Social  Security, 
in  half  from  about  $100  billion  to  $50 
billion  in  that  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  the  5  minutes  yielded  to 
him. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Will  the  Senator  yield  me 
1  more  minute?  I  think  I  can  complete 
in  1  more  minute. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  the  Senator  could  com- 
plete in  1  minute.  We  are  in  a  real 
crunch  tomorrow  for  time,  much  more 
than  most  people  realize. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  will  complete  in  30  sec- 
onds. 

Mr.  EXON.  One  more  minute. 

Mr  NUNN.  Thirty  seconds. 

We  all  know  that  someone  has  to  face 
up  to  the  Social  Security  problem.  We 
all  know  the  Social  Security  system  is 
not  going  to  be  the  same  for  those  in 
their  20's,  30's,  and  40's  today.  It  cannot 
be.  And  the  longer  we  avoid  facing  up 
to  that  problem,  the  worse  the  problem 
is  going  to  be.   Balancing  the  budget 


without  the  continued  use  of  the  Social 
Security  surplus  to  finance  other  Gov- 
ernment spending  is  an  absolute  nec- 
essary first  step  in  that  effort.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  strike  the  reserve 
fund  in  this  resolution  and  thereby 
apply  these  funds  to  the  deficit.  We 
must  focus  all  of  our  efforts  on  creat- 
ing a  fiscal  dividend  before  we  refund  it 
or  consume  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I 
thank  my  colleagues. 

Ms.  SNOWE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  is  recognized. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1128 

(Purpose:  To  increase  funding  for  mandatory 

spending  in  Function  500) 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
amendment  to  offer. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  while 
that  amendment  is  en  route,  might  I 
ask,  did  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
my  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
time  was  yielded  back. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms.  Snowe],  for 
herself.  Mr.  Abraham.  Mr.  Gras.si.ey.  Mr. 
Brown.  Mrs.  Kassebaum.  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr. 
LOTT,  Mr.  Chafee.  and  Mr.  Simpson,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1128. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  he  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  26.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  26.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $100,000,000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  4 
by  J300.000.000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  1200.000.000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  19 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  27,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  S200.000.000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  S30O.0O0.0OO. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  18 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  aimount  on  line  19 
by  $:300.000.000. 

On  page  31,  increase  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  31,  increase  the  amount  on  line  13 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  31.  increase  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $1,000,000,000 

On  page  31.  increase  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $800,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $1,000,000,000. 


On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  4 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  Increase  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  19 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  SI. 100.000. 000. 

On  page  33.  increase  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  increase  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  ,33,  increase  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  increase  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  48.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  17 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  24 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  25 
by  $100,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  6 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  7 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  13 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  14 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  .SO.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  .W.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
l)y  $300,000,000. 

On  page  54,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $400,000,000. 

On  page  .54.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $400,000,000. 

On  page  55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  ,55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $.500,000,000 

On  page  ,55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  9 
by  $,500,000,000. 

On  page  55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  .55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  16 
by  $500,000,000 

On  page  ,')5,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  17 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  ,55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  23 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  24 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  ,56.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  5 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  6 
by  $500,000,000 

On  page  56,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  13 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  64.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  9 
by  $,500,000,000 

On  page  64.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $4,300,000,000. 

On  page  64.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $6,500,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  17 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  18 
by  $500,000,000 

On  page  65.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  24 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  63,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  25 
by  $800,000,000. 
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On  page  66.  decrease 
by  SI. 000,000.000. 

On  page  66.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  7 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  66,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  13 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  14 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  67.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  67.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  9 
by  SI. 000.000. 000. 

On  page  67,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

Ms.  SNOWE,  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  there  is  no  question  that  edu- 
cation is  one  of  the  highest  priorities 
that  we  can  give  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion, and  certainly  we  should  do  every- 
thing that  we  can  to  ensure  that  it  re- 
ceives our  greatest  attention. 

So  I  am  very  pleased  to  be  able  to 
offer  an  amendment  in  conjunction 
with  many  of  my  colleagues—Senator 
Abrah.^m,  Senator  Gras.sley,  Senator 
Cohen,  Senator  Brown,  Senator  Ka.sse- 
baum.  Senator  Lott,  Senator  Chafee, 
and  Senator  Simpson— to  restore  $6.3 
billion  in  the  education  account.  WTiile 
education  will  play  a  key  part  in  the 
future  of  America's  children,  let  us  not 
also  forget  the  goal  of  this  entire  proc- 
ess of  this  budget  resolution  and  the 
debate  we  are  engaged  in  to  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2000  is  the 
greatest  gift  we  could  possibly  be- 
queath to  future  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

I  know  there  have  been  various  ef- 
forts to  restore  funding  toward  edu- 
cation, but  the  amendments  that  have 
been  offered  have  certainly  contained 
fundamentally  flawed  funding  mecha- 
nisms. There  has  been  much  talk  and 
discussion  here  in  the  Senate  about  the 
dividend  that  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  may  provide  to  score  the  budget 
if  we  put  in  place  a  balanced  budget  by 
the  year  2002,  and  that  we  may  achieve 
a  savings  of  up  to  $170  billion. 

But  that  may  or  may  not  materialize 
at  the  end  of  7  years  and,  obviously,  as 
each  year  goes  by,  it  will  be  deter- 
mined whether  or  not  the  targets  have 
been  met  under  this  balanced  budget 
resolution  that  hopefully  will  be  en- 
acted into  law,  as  well  as  reconcili- 
ation. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  on  an  issue  as 
important  as  education  that  we  can 
premise  the  restoration  of  funding 
through  an  illusory  estimate  that,  as  I 
said,  may  or  may  not  be  there  at  the 
end  of  this  budgetary  process. 

But  furthermore,  the  purpose  of  the 
budget  resolution  is  to  provide  instruc- 
tions to  the  Appropriate  Committees, 
both  the  authorizations  as  well  as  the 
Appropriations  Committees,  as  to  what 
funding  levels  they  can  rely  upon  in 
which  to  conduct  their  work. 


So  they  need  to  know  what  the  bot- 
tom line  is,  and  that  is  what  the  budg- 
et resolution  is  all  about,  to  tell  them 
how  much  they  can  spend  and  they,  ac- 
cordingly, make  the  determinations  as 
to  how  they  will  proceed  within  the  ag- 
gregate numbers  that  have  been  pro- 
vided to  them  in  the  respective  func- 
tions within  the  Federal  budget. 

I  think  we  are  playing  a  dangerous 
numbers  game  if  we  think  we  are  going 
to  just  restore  funding  based  on  this 
dividend  that,  again,  may  not  mate- 
rialize. I  do  not  think  that  we  can  be 
fiscally  presumptuous  in  basing  these 
numbers  on  such  a  funding  mechanism. 
I  think  that  we  have  the  obligation  to 
provide  reliable,  straightforward,  fac- 
tual estimates  and  data  to  the  Appro- 
priations Committees  and  the  other 
committees  which  will  be  engaged  in 
the  work  in  trying  to  determine  how 
they  reach  these  funding  levels  that 
will  be  contained  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

But  the  amendment  that  I  am  offer- 
ing today  with  my  colleagues,  as  I  said 
earlier,  takes  a  fiscally  responsible  ap- 
proach but,  at  the  same  time,  helps  to 
address  the  educational  needs  of  the 
next  generation, 

Mr.  President,  we  restore  $6.3  billion 
in  additional  funding,  but  at  the  same 
time  we  provide  for  specific  offsets. 
Now,  of  course,  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees may  not  follow  those  rec- 
ommendations. They  have  the  option 
of  pursuing  other  categories  for  spe- 
cific reductions  in  spending.  But  we 
have  provided  the  offsets  by  reductions 
in  funding  for  the  intelligent  vehicle 
program,  NASA  R&D  for  commercial 
aircraft,  new  Federal  building  con- 
struction, reducing  the  executive 
branch  air  carrier  fleet  from  1.500 
planes  to  1.350  planes  and  capping  em- 
ployee bonuses.  Federal  employee  bo- 
nuses at  $100  million  from  the  present 
$300  million. 

We  think  that  there  are  certain  pri- 
orities that  we  should  target  in  any 
budget  resolution  and  throughout  the 
budgetary  process  of  this  year,  one  of 
which  certainly  should  be  to  help  pro- 
vide very  critical  and  important  aissist- 
ance  to  low-  and  middle-income  fami- 
lies who  depend  upon  Federal  assist- 
ance to  provide  the  educational  assist- 
ance for  their  children. 

Our  amendment  ensures  adequate 
funding  to  protect  several  very  impor- 
tant policies  regarding  student  finan- 
cial aid.  What  we  want  to  do  and  ac- 
complish as  a  result  of  this  amendment 
is  to  ensure  that  the  Labor  and  Edu- 
cation Committee  is  enforced  to  make 
changes  in  the  student  loan  programs 
that  affect  home  and  farm  equity,  in 
the  determination  of  eligibility  for  stu- 
dent loans,  increasing  the  student  loan 
origination  fee  or  eliminating  the 
grace  period  for  beginning  payments 
upon  graduation. 

Our  aim  and  goal  is  to  ensure  that 
there  are  sufficient  funds  within  this 


14084 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  23,  1995 


May  23,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


account  to  preclude  the  Labor  and  Edu- 
cation Committee  from  taking  these 
steps,  and  our  amendment  is  intended 
to  provide  enough  money  to  protect 
those  policies. 

The  impact  of  including  home  and 
farm  equity  in  the  calculations  of  eligi- 
bility for  Federal  assistance  would  be 
enormous  on  so  many  families  all 
across  this  country.  All  we  need  to  do 
is  to  examine  the  situation  which  oc- 
curred prior  to  the  enactment  and  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1992,  when  home  and  farm 
equity  was  considered  in  determining 
income  eligibility  for  student  assist- 
ance. 

The  inclusion  of  the  value  of  family 
home  or  farm  in  the  need  calculation 
meant  that  many  hard-working  mid- 
dle-income families  were  not  able  to 
qualify  for  student  aid.  These  hard- 
working families,  for  whom  their  home 
or  farm  was  their  only  real  asset,  were 
punished  by  being  shut  out  of  Federal 
student  aid  programs. 

So  in  1992.  Congress  recognized  what 
a  serious  problem  this  had  become  for 
many  families  in  America.  So.  con- 
sequently, the  1992  higher  education 
amendments  exempted  a  family's  farm 
or  principal  resident  from  the  student 
aid  program  in  the  calculations  of  their 
need.  This  made  it  possible  for  low-  to 
middle-income  families  to  receive  help 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  send 
their  children  to  college,  rather  than 
requiring  them  to  try  to  mortgage 
their  home  or  farms  in  order  to  pay  for 
their  education. 

We  want  to  make  sure  that  Congress 
does  not  change  the  present  law,  which 
has  made  college  more  affordable  for 
thousands  of  low-  and  middle-income 
families,  and  that  is  why  we  worked  so 
hard  to  provide  reasonable  offsets 
which  will  hopefully  guarantee  the 
continuation  of  present  law  which 
eliminates  consideration  of  the  home 
and  the  farm  from  the  needs  analysis 
for  student  aid  programs.  We  think 
that  these  offsets  are  a  fair  trade. 

As  I  said  earlier,  the  committees  may 
determine  that  they  can  use  other  off- 
sets, and  that  is  certainly  within  our 
purview  and  the  prerogatives  of  the 
committee. 

Our  amendment  is  intended  to  ensure 
that  those  individuals  and  families  liv- 
ing off  limited  incomes  will  continue 
to  have  access  to  Federal  student  aid 
to  send  their  children  to  college.  The 
fact  is  that  farms  and  homes  should 
not  be  included  in  the  calculation  of  a 
student's  eligibility  for  student  grant 
or  loan  assistance  because  those  assets 
are  not  liquid  and  cannot  be  easily  con- 
verted to  cash  for  students  to  use  to- 
ward their  college  education. 

The  second  aspect  of  our  amendment 
is  student  loan  original  fees  which.  I 
think,  is  also  a  critically  Important 
issue  in  terms  of  costs  regarding  edu- 
cation. OBRA  1993  reduced  the  original 
fee        for        both        subsidized        and 


unsubsidized  loans  from  5  percent  to  3 
percent.  We  believe  that  that  is  an  im- 
portant change  and  would  like  to  see 
the  Labor  and  Human  Resources  Com- 
mittee maintain  this  policy.  Increasing 
the  loan  origination  fee  increases  the 
principal  amount  that  borrowers  must 
repay  to  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  amount  of  interest  the  student 
must  pay. 

Our  amendment  would  provide 
enough  money  to  hopefully  protect  the 
present  origination  fee  formula.  Fi- 
nally, our  amendment  would  also  en- 
sure there  is  an  adequate  grace  period 
for  those  students  after  they  graduate 
from  college.  We  know  that  certainly 
in  these  difficult  economic  times,  stu- 
dents upon  graduation  do  not  easily 
find  employment,  and  the  current 
grace  period  is  up  to  6  months. 

We  think  it  makes  sense  for  us  to 
continue  to  provide  a  grace  period  be- 
cause students  do  not  often  find  gainful 
employment  immediately,  and  we  do 
not  want  to  force  them  into  a  situation 
where  they  end  up  defaulting  on  their 
student  loan  almost  immediately  upon 
graduation.  So  this  grace  period  gives 
them  a  chance  not  only  to  find  employ- 
ment but  also  to  begin  planning  so  that 
they  can  eventually  make  the  pay- 
ments on  their  monthly  loans. 

As  we  know  from  the  cost  of  college 
education  and  postsecondary  edu- 
cation, it  has  become  a  very,  very  ex- 
pensive proposition  for  the  students,  as 
well  as  their  families. 

We  are  offering  this  amendment  be- 
cause we  recognize  that  productivity 
and  the  performance  of  our  economy  is 
intertwined  with  the  investments  that 
we  make  as  a  Nation  in  education. 

The  structural  changes  in  the  Amer- 
ican economy,  the  revolution  tech- 
nology, have  made  it  necessary  for  stu- 
dents to  attain  training  beyond  high 
school  for  the  work  force  of  the  future. 

While  nearly  40  percent  of  today's 
jobs  are  in  low-skill  occupations,  only 
27  percent  will  fall  into  that  category 
by  the  year  2000.  At  the  same  time, 
jobs  in  high-skill  occupations  will  rise 
from  24  percent  to  41  percent  of  the 
work  force. 

Looking  at  the  new  jobs  that  are 
being  created,  and  will  be  created  in 
this  decade,  more  than  half  of  the  new 
jobs  created  presently  between  now  as 
well  as  the  year  2000.  will  require  edu- 
cation beyond  high  school. 

In  fact,  the  median  year  of  education 
required  by  the  new  jobs  is  13.5.  This  is 
a  year  and  a  half  beyond  high  school. 
Therefore,  every  worker  is  going  to 
have  to  recognize  that  they  will  re- 
quire not  only  high  school  education 
but  certainly  a  postsecondary  edu- 
cation of  some  kind,  whether  it  is  a  4- 
year  college  degree  or  technical  edu- 
cation. Whatever  it  will  be.  it  will  re- 
quire not  only  postsecondary  education 
but  schooling  beyond  that,  as  well. 

Men  and  women  who  continue  their 
education  beyond  high  school,  as  we 


have  seen  in  study  after  study,  have 
consistently  earned  more  money  on  av- 
erage each  year  than  those  who  do  not. 

In  1990.  for  example,  the  average  in- 
come for  high  school  graduates  was  al- 
most $18,000.  For  those  who  had  1  to  3 
years  of  a  college  education,  earned  on 
the  average  $24,000.  Those  who  grad- 
uated from  college  and  received  a  col- 
lege diploma  received  on  average  sal- 
ary of  $31,000.  These  statistics  are  from 
the  Census  Bureau. 

The  entire  country  benefits,  as  well. 
For  every  $1  we  invest  in  education  we 
get  enormous  returns  as  a  result.  Back 
in  1990.  another  study  was  conducted 
that  analyzed  the  school  assistance 
that  was  provided  to  high  school  stu- 
dents back  in  1972.  For  every  $1  that 
the  Federal  Government  invested  in 
the  student  loan  programs  at  that 
time,  the  Government  received  S4.3  in 
return  in  tax  revenues. 

According  to  a  study  by  the  Brook- 
ings Institute,  over  the  last  60  years, 
education  and  advancements  in  knowl- 
edge have  accounted  for  37  percent  of 
our  Nation's  economic  growth. 

At  a  time  in  which  education  is  be- 
coming paramount  in  this  global  arena, 
where  it  is  going  to  make  the  dif- 
ference for  an  individual  and  the  kind 
of  living  that  can  be  enjoying  for  them- 
selves and  their  families,  education 
puts  them  on  the  cutting  edge.  It  puts 
our  Nation  on  the  threshold  of  com- 
petition for  the  future. 

If  we  deny  individuals  the  oppor- 
tunity to  receive  an  education  because 
they  lack  the  financial  assistance  or 
the  access  to  financial  assistance, 
clearly,  we  as  a  Nation,  are  going  to 
suffer. 

Costs  of  education  have  increased 
significantly,  two  to  three  times  faster 
than  the  growth  of  median  incomes. 
Without  student  aid.  increasing  costs 
make  higher  education  out  of  reach  for 
millions  of  Americans. 

At  a  time  when  college  costs  are  in- 
creasing dramatically,  in  fact,  since 
1988  college  costs  have  risen  by  .54  per- 
cent. We  know  salaries  and  income  for 
families  have  not  increased  54  percent. 

We  have  to  make  sure  that  we  care- 
fully retain  policies  that  will  make 
higher  education  accessible  to  millions 
of  low-  and  middle-income  families. 

I  also  would  like  to  read  part  of  a  let- 
ter from  the  American  Council  of  Edu- 
cation which  supports  this  amendment, 
saying  "It  will  help  millions  of  low- 
and  moderate-income  students  fulfill 
their  goal  of  a  college  education.  Pas- 
sage of  your  amendment  is  essential  if 
the  fundamental  promise  of  the  Fed- 
eral student  loan  program  is  to  remain 
available  to  future  generations  of  col- 
lege students.  We  are  grateful  to  you 
for  offering  it,  and  we  urge  all  Members 
to  vote  in  favor  of  it.  " 

I  know  this  amendment  will  make  a 
significant  contribution  to  students 
pursuing  a  higher  education.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  joined  by  several  of  my 


colleagues  who  have  cosponsored  this 

legislation. 

I  would  now  like  to  yield  to  the  Chair 
of  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee  who  is  a  cosponsor  of  this 
amendment. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
appreciate  the  Senator  from  Maine 
yielding.  I  am  very  pleased  to  offer  my 
support  to  the  amendment  that  has 
been  offered  by  Senator  Snowe  and 
Senator  Abr.^ha.m. 

As  Senator  Snowe  has  pointed  out. 
this  amendment  would  soften  the  im- 
pact of  the  budget  resolution  on  Fed- 
eral student  loan  programs  by  reducing 
the  reconciliation  instruction  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources by  $6.3  billion  over  7  years. 

At  the  same  time,  it  maintains  the 
objective  of  the  resolution  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002  by 
making  offsetting  reductions  in  other 
budget  functions. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  on 
this  budget  resolution.  I  have  listened 
to  my  colleagues  speak  about  the  sig- 
nificance of  restoring  sound  fiscal  pol- 
icy. Many  have  spoken  to  the  fact  that 
the  true  beneficiaries  of  this  effort  will 
be  future  generations— our  children.  I 
strongly  agree. 

I  was  privileged,  and  it  was  certainly 
a  lesson  in  learning  about  the  works  of 
the  budget  and  the  Senate  and  the  op- 
erations of  Government,  to  serve  on 
the  Budget  Committee  for  a  number  of 
years.  I  would  like  to  at  this  time.  Mr. 
President,  particularly  commend  Sen- 
ator DoMENici,  as  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  who  has  for  years, 
labored  in  the  vineyards  of  budgetary 
policy  and  has  put  forward  for  the  Sen- 
ate, at  this  time,  I  think,  an  extraor- 
dinary budget.  All  who  served  on  the 
Budget  Committee  should  be  com- 
mended because  it  is  not  an  easy  task. 
This  amendment  that  is  being  put 
forward  by  Senator  Snowe  and  Senator 
ABiAH.A.M  does  not  compromise  the  re- 
solve to  put  our  fiscal  house  in  order. 
Nor  does  it  impair  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. What  it  does  is  revise  and  realign 
our  priorities  just  slightly  in  the  con- 
text of  the  entire  budget,  but  signifi- 
cantly in  our  ability  to  fulfill  what  I 
think  most  agree  is  an  appropriate  and 
valuable  role  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

I  recognize  that  as  chairman  of  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee I  might  be  accused  of  having  adopt- 
ed a  "not  in  my  backyard"  attitude  to- 
ward the  budget  resolution.  Let  me  as- 
sure my  colleagues  that  this  Is  not  the 
case. 

The  committee  will  do  its  fair  share 
toward  reducing  the  size  and  scope  and 
expense  of  Government.  In  fact,  we 
started  early  making  a  25-percent  re- 
duction in  the  committee's  own  budg- 
et, which  was  the  largest  cut  in  any  of 
the  Senate  committee  budgets. 

This  is  an  amendment  that  should 
pass.  It  has  offsets  that  keep  the  budg- 


et on  course  toward  balance.  It  makes 
no  overly  optimistic  assumptions.  It 
does  not  touch  taxes.  It  is  a  serious  at- 
tempt to  stay  within  the  parameters 
which  a  majority  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  endorsed  in  re- 
porting this  resolution. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  to  re- 
member what  the  budget  resolution  is. 
It  is  a  resolution  that  makes  no  ref- 
erence to  any  specific  program;  rather, 
it  divides  spending  into  broad  overall 
categories. 

I  understand  this  amendment  as- 
sumes some  specific  outsets.  There  are 
many  other  assumptions  that  could 
have  been  used  to  specifically  define 
those  offsets. 

However,  at  this  stage  they  are  just 
that — assumptions — and  nothing  more. 
They  are  not  mandates  on  authorizers 
and  appropriators.  In  the  end.  author- 
izers and  appropriators  will  make  the 
decisions  on  individual  programs. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  may  have  ob- 
jections to  any  specific  offsets  that 
may  have  been  delineated  and  dis- 
cussed in  relation  to  this  amendment. 

While  I  am  concerned  about  some  of 
the  assumptions,  one  which  may  be  re- 
garding the  NASA  aviation  research 
program,  aviation  research  is  vital  not 
only  to  industry  but  also  to  public 
safet.v  and  the  environment. 

However.  Mr.  President,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  remember  that  the  amendment 
itself  does  not  refer  to  the  advanced 
subsonic  technology  program  or  high- 
speed research,  or  NASA,  for  that  mat- 
ter. 

It  refers  only  to  a  slight  reduction  in 

the    overall     transportation    function. 

Less  than  one-half  of  1  percent,  in  fact, 

I  would  like  to  ask  Senator  Snowe,  is 

that  not  correct? 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  would  like  to  answer 
the  Senator  from  Kansas.  The  Senator 
is  absolutely  correct.  We  recommend 
offsets  so  that  we  determine  the  credi- 
bility of  our  numbers  and  ensuring  the 
committee  can  reach  those  funding  lev- 
els, but  certainly  it  is  within  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  respective  committees 
to  determine  how  they  reach  those 
numbers. 

They  may  choose  to  arrive  at  them 
in  a  different  way  and  make  different 
reductions  and  offsets  than  the  ones  we 
recommended.  The  specific  offsets  are 
not  included  in  the  legislation.  We 
want  to  make  sure  they  understand 
that  we  have  some  credible  numbers 
that  have  been  scored  by  the  CBO. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

I  am  confident,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  authorizers  and  appropriators  will 
evaluate  programs  under  their  jurisdic- 
tion and  set  their  own  priorities.  That 
has  always  been  the  case.  It  will  con- 
tinue to  be  the  case. 

This  amendment  leaves  them  more 
than  enough  room  to  preserve  a  vital 
NASA  function,  for  instance,  aviation 
function,  and  meet  the  country's  press- 
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needs. 

Likewise,  the  budget  resolution 
makes  no  specific  assumptions  about 
how  the  Senate  Committee  and  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  will  meet  its  in- 
struction on  mandatory  spending.  Yet, 
the  range  of  options  available  to  the 
committee  on  mandatory  programs  is 
much  more  limited. 

Even  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
will  not  leave  the  committee  with  an 
easy  task— as  we  still  must  produce 
over  $7  billion  in  savings  among  a  rath- 
er limited  number  of  options.  I  would 
like  to  go  further,  but  I  do  not  believe 
it  would  be  realistic  to  do  so. 

I  share  the  goal  of  assuring  that  our 
Nation's  young  people  do  not  face  a  fu- 
ture in  which  the  burden  of  public  debt 
smothers  their  capacity  to  benefit  from 
the  fruits  of  their  own  labor. 

I  thought  Senator  Snowe.  in  her 
comments,  very  eloquently  laid  out  ex- 
actly why  it  was  very  important  to  be 
able  to  add  this  money  back  to  assist 
with  the  student  loan  program  in  ways 
that  I  think  we  all  recognize  would  be 
very  beneficial. 

I  believe  the  Snowe-Abraham  amend- 
ment strikes  a  reasonable  balance  be- 
tween these  two  important  objectives. 
I  urge  its  adoption  by  the  Senate  when 
this  amendment  comes  to  a  vote. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa, 
Senator  Grassley. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  speak  briefly  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  Senators  Snowe, 
Abraha.m,  and  myself. 

Let  me  just  say  that  as  the  2d  rank- 
ing Republican  on  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, and  having  served  on  the  Budget 
Committee  for  over  14  years,  how  much 
the  committee  has  benefitted  from  the 
infusion  of  knowledge,  ideas,  and  en- 
ergy from  these  two  Senators,  Senator 
Snowe  and  Senator  Abraham,  as  well 
as  Senator  Frist,  the  other  newcomer 
to  the  committee. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  joining  these  two 
Senators  as  an  original  cosponsor  of 
this  amendment  which  lessens  the  debt 
our  undergraduate  students  will  face 
and  also  ensures  that  students  will  not 
be  denied  eligibility  for  loans  because 
of  the  value  of  their  family's  home  or 
farm. 

I  commend  the  Senators  for  offering 
this  amendment. 

It  should  not  be  forgotten  though 
that  it  is  this  budget  resolution  and 
the  tremendous  work  of  Chairman  Do- 
MENici that  will  do  so  much  to  benefit 
our  students,  both  undergraduate  and 
graduate. 

The  lower  interest  rates  that  will  be 
achieved  by  getting  to  balance  by  2002, 
will  translate  into  hundreds  of  millions 
in  savings  for  students  who  are  paying 
off  their  student  loans. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this 
amendment  offers  real  offsets  for  the 
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programs  it  wants  to  fund.  This  amend- 
ment doesn't  do  across-the-board  cuts, 
or  worse,  tries  to  pay  for  it  by  assum- 
ing funds  from  the  economic  dividend. 
This  amendment  provides  real  offsets 
from  other  discretionary  spending. 

I  would  like  to  comment  briefly  on 
one  of  the  offsets — cutting  back  part  of 
the  Government's  private  airlines. 

I  have  asked  the  GAO  to  review  the 
number  of  planes  that  are  owned  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Incredibly,  the 
Federal  Government,  not  including 
DoD,  has  over  1500  planes— most  of 
which  are  owned. 

Agencies  like  the  Panama  Canal 
Commission,  the  Resolution  Trust  Cor- 
poration, and  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration all  have  planes. 

Now  many  of  these  planes  are  nec- 
essary, and  do  have  important  mis- 
sions. However,  GAO  has  found  that  a 
significant  number  of  these  planes  have 
as  their  primary  mission  ferrying  sen- 
ior Government  officials  around. 

Similarly,  the  President's  Commis- 
sion on  Integrity  and  Efficiency  has 
found  that  many  of  these  aircraft  are 
not  necessary. 

When  we  are  asking  others  to  tighten 
their  belts  we  cannot  continue  to  fund 
a  private  airfleet  for  Government  offi- 
cials. 

A  good  example  of  the  wastefulness 
of  these  Government-owned  aircraft  is 
highlighted  in  a  recent  report  by  the 
NASA  inspector  general: 

Several  NASA  aircraft  were  used  by  NASA 
employees,  other  Government  employees, 
and  non-Federal  travelers  for  official  travel 
at  higher  costs  than  using  commercial  air- 
lines. 

An  analysis  of  fiscal  year  1992  and  fiscal 
year  1993  travel,  comparing  the  cost  of  travel 
using  seven  of  the  eight  aircraft — NASA 
owned  aircraft — with  the  cost  of  using  com- 
mercial air  flights,  showed  $5.9  million  could 
be  saved  annually  by  using  the  commercial 
flights. 

This  amendment  assumes  the  selling 
of  only  a  small  number  of  planes.  150. 
approximately  the  number  that  GAO 
believes  are  being  used  for  travel  pur- 
poses. The  amendment  still  allows  the 
Government  to  retain  over  1,400  planes 
to  achieve  their  missions. 

This  is  a  good  amendment.  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  amend- 
ment that  will  help  young  people  to  at- 
tend college. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  it  gives 
me  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  to  yield  as 
much  time  as  he  may  consume  to  Sen- 
ator ABRAHA.vi  of  Michigan,  who  helped 
in  developing  this  amendment.  I  was 
pleased  to  work  with  him  because  we 
share  the  goal  in  advancing  the  needs 
for  our  families  in  this  country  with 
respect  to  education. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  join  Senator  Snowe  in  offering  an 
amendment  to  restore  $6  3  billion  in 
mandatory  education  spending  through 
offsetting  cuts  to  corporate  welfare  and 
general  Government. 


Before  I  discuss  the  details  of  the 
amendment,  let  me  make  clear  that 
my  sponsorship  in  no  way  detracts 
from  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee or  his  resolution.  Senator  Do- 
MENici  and  his  staff  have  done  a  Hercu- 
lean task  of  putting  this  budget  to- 
gether and  they  should  be  applauded. 
In  the  area  of  education,  however.  I 
have  some  concerns. 

Mr.  President,  going  to  college  has 
been  an  integral  part  of  the  American 
dream  ever  since  Harvard  University 
was  established  by  the  General  Court 
of  Massachusetts  in  1636.  For  millions 
of  young  Americans  from  lower  and 
middle-class  families,  a  college  edu- 
cation is  the  first  step  towards  a 
brighter  and  more  productive  future. 
For  many  of  these  families,  however, 
that  dream  is  out  of  reach  without 
some  form  of  assistance.  The  student 
loan  program  makes  it  possible  for 
children  from  families  of  modest  means 
to  attend  college  and  get  their  degree. 

Because  of  the  important  role  the 
student  loan  program  plays  in  so  many 
lives,  I  am  concerned  that  the  spending 
reductions  included  in  the  education, 
training,  employment,  and  social  serv- 
ices function  will  result  in  decreased 
access  for  low-  and  middle-income  stu- 
dents to  a  college  education.  While  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  reductions  in 
this  function  will  not  necessarily  come 
out  of  the  student  loan  program,  the 
size  of  the  reconciliation  instructions 
included  for  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee  make  such  cuts 
possible. 

By  reducing  these  instructions  by 
$6.3  billion,  I  hope  to  relieve  pressure 
on  the  authorizing  committee  so  that 
in  reaching  their  target,  they  don't 
have  to  resort  to  some  of  the  cuts  list- 
ed in  the  CBO  "Spending  and  Revenue 
Options"  book  for  mandatory  edu- 
cation spending. 

Options  like  increasing  the  student 
origination  fee,  including  home  and 
farm  equity  for  when  calculating  finan- 
cial need,  and  eliminating  the  6-month 
grace  period  between  graduation  and 
when  the  loan  payments  begin  hit  stu- 
dents and  then  families  hard  when  they 
can  afford  it  the  least.  The  goal  of  this 
amendment  is  to  protect  undergradu- 
ate students  from  higher  out-of-pocket- 
costs  when  they  apply  for  Federal 
loans. 

To  pay  for  this  restoration  of  fund- 
ing, we  are  offering  the  offsets  from  the 
transportation,  general  government, 
and  allowances  function.  Speaking  gen- 
erally. I  am  certain  a  good  case  could 
be  made  for  each  of  these  spending 
areas.  With  the  goal  of  balancing  the 
budget,  however,  the  Senate  must  set 
priorities,  and  trading  corporate  wel- 
fare for  the  dream  of  a  college  edu- 
cation is  a  good  bargain. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  say  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  been  helping  students  gain  access 
to  higher  education  for  over  40  years. 


This  partnership  has  enabled  millions 
of  men  and  women  to  go  to  college,  get 
their  degree,  and  go  on  to  live  more 
productive  and  creative  lives.  This 
amendment  would  protect  that  tradi- 
tion and  ensure  that  student  loans  con- 
tinue to  be  available  to  all  Americans. 
It  is  a  good  amendment,  and  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  support  it. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Ms.  SNOWE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  inquire  as  to  how  much  time  is 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  27  minutes  50  seconds. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  would  now  yield  5  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
Senator  Chafee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine 
for  yielding  me  some  time  and  con- 
gratulate her  and  Senator  ABRAIL^M  for 
the  amendment  which  they  have  pre- 
sented and  of  which  I  am  a  cosponsor. 

I  believe  they  are  on  the  right  track. 
Any  time  you  make  substitutions,  as 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  pointed  out, 
it  is  difficult.  But  I  think  the  selection 
of  the  substitutions  that  Senators 
Snowe  and  Abraham  made  are  good 
ones.  So  that  is  a  fine  amendment  and 
I  am  glad  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  it. 

I  would  just  like  to  say,  if  I  might,  a 
few  words  about  this  budget  we  are 
considering  here  today  and  will  vote  on 
tomorrow.  It  seems  to  me  tremen- 
dously important  that  we  bear  in  mind 
that  for  33  straight  years  this  Nation  of 
ours,  through  wars  and  recessions, 
through  good  economin  times  and 
through  bad  economic  times,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  continually  had 
to  borrow  money  each  year  to  pay  its 
bills.  Why  is  this  so  bad?  What  it 
means  is  that  each  year  we  continue  to 
finance  the  Government  with  debt,  and 
in  doing  so  we  steal  the  economic  pros- 
perity of  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children. Interest  expenses  this  year 
totaled  $235  billion.  Not  a  penny  of  that 
for  principal— $235  billion;  15  percent  of 
the  total  budget  of  the  United  States 
now  is  being  spent  on  interest  on  the 
debt.  That  amount  of  $235  billion  will 
increase  to  $400  billion  in  just  10  years 
unless  we  do  something  about  this 
budget. 

With  the  problem  so  clearly  defined, 
you  would  think  the  President  would 
have  addressed  it  when  he  sent  up  a 
budget  this  year.  But  he  did  not.  In- 
stead, the  President  sent  us  a  budget 
that  had  $200  billion  of  deficit  this 
year,  and  over  the  next  7  years  he  con- 
tinued with  deficits  of  the  same  nature. 

I  do  not  think  that  continuing  on  the 
path  of  deficit  spending  is  acceptable. 
To  me  it  is  morally  wrong  to  be  send- 
ing these  bills  on  to  our  children  and 
future  generations.  Some  Members  on 


the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  sug- 
gested that  selecting  7  years  from  now, 
the  year  2002  is  arbitrary.  I  mean  why 
do  you  select  2002?  How  about  2005? 
There  is  nothing  magic  about  2002.  But 
let  us  get  on  with  the  job.  Once  you 
start  down  the  slippery  slope  of  saying 
how  about  2005,  how  about  2015  or  2020? 
I  do  not  go  with  the  thinking  of  post- 
poning it  beyond  7  years.  Seven  years 
provides  us  with  enough  time  to  imple- 
ment the  cuts  in  a  manner  that  does 
not  jeopardize  our  economy. 

Like  every  Senator,  I  have  heard 
from  people  who  come  up  to  me,  as 
every  Senator  here  has  had  the  experi- 
ence, and  they  say,  "I  am  for  balancing 
the  budget,  but"— the  next  word  is  al- 
ways "but  "—"but  please  protect  this 
particular  program  I  am  interested  in," 
whether  it  is  education  or  the  environ- 
ment or  health  care  or  doing  some- 
thing about  law  enforcement.  You  al- 
ways hear  that  word  "but,"  but  do 
something  about  greater  research  at 
the  NIH— whatever  it  might  be. 

If  we  are  going  to  balance  this  budg- 
et, we  have  to  have  hits  right  across 
the  board,  in  a  whole  series  of  attrac- 
tive programs.  Is  this  the  perfect  budg- 
et? I  do  not  think  it  is.  I  suppose,  if 
they  had  asked  me  to  draw  up  a  budg- 
et, I  could  have  done  a  better  job,  prob- 
ably. That  is  what  I  think.  And  every 
single  Senator  here  thinks  the  same 
thing.  But  this  budget  is  the  first  one 
in  three  decades  that  puts  us  on  a  path 
of  fiscal  responsibility.  I  congratulate 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, Senator  Do.me.mci,  for  the  extraor- 
dinary work  he  has  done.  Not  only  Sen- 
ator DoMENici,  but  the  members  of  his 
committee  likewise  deserve  congratu- 
lations. 

We  have  a  choice.  We  can  stick  with 
the  status  quo.  We  can  do  nothing.  And 
we  can  just  go  on  with  $200  billion  of 
deficit  this  year  going  up  to  $400  billion 
in  a  few  years.  Or  we  can  end  these 
deficits  and  do  it  now.  The  budget  be- 
fore us  leads  America  away  from  the 
red  ink  and  toward  a  better  future  for 
our  children. 

If  we  succeed  in  balancing  this  budg- 
et, as  we  are  on  the  path  to  doing  now, 
we  will  reap  the  benefits  of  lower  inter- 
est rates,  stronger  economic  growth, 
and  the  feeling,  that  wonderful  feeling 
that  we  are  passing  this  Nation  on  to 
our  children  in  better  condition  than 
we  found  it.  What  could  be  more  worth- 
while than  that?  What  more  worthy 
goal  than  to  say  we  are  not  going  to 
continue  passing  these  bills  on  to  our 
children  and  grandchildren? 

Mr.  President,  I  just  hope  this  budget 
before  us  will  receive  the  support  from 
every  single  Senator  when  we  vote  on 
it  tomorrow  afternoon.  Again,  I  con- 
gratulate the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Maine  and  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  for  the  excellent 
amendment  which  they  have  submit- 
ted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 


Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
now  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  elaborate  a  little  further  on 
some  of  the  reasons  why  I  think  this 
amendment  is  so  important.  As  a  can- 
didate for  the  Senate  during  the  1994 
campaign,  I  traveled  throughout  my 
State.  I  was  struck  by  the  extent  to 
which  young  people  in  Michigan,  col- 
lege students,  high  school  students, 
and  others  really  believe  that  it  was 
important  that  we  focus  on  the  future. 
They  were  looking  to  us,  I  think,  those 
of  us  had  who  were  running,  to  try  to 
address  how  we  could  make  our  Nation 
more  competitive,  how  we  could  ex- 
pand opportunities,  particularly  oppor- 
tunities in  the  private  sector  in  the 
next  century,  how  we  could  be  more 
competitive  in  a  global  environment  in 
which  we  compete  no  longer  with  just 
three  or  four  other  industrial  nations 
but  with  virtually  the  whole  world. 

I  think,  as  I  talked  to  people,  both 
those  who  might  themselves  be  bene- 
ficiaries of  student  loans  in  this  7-year 
period  we  are  discussing  but  also  to 
leaders  of  industry  in  my  State,  it  be- 
came increasingly  clear  to  me  that  a 
top  priority  had  to  be  a  well-educated 
work  force,  a  work  force  prepared  to  be 
competitive  with  the  kind  of  global 
economy  which  we  will  encounter. 

That  is  why  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  make  our  citizenry  as  competi- 
tive as  it  can  be.  I  believe  this  amend- 
ment, by  producing  the  kinds  of  envi- 
ronments in  which  not  only  the  volume 
of  student  loans  that  are  available  does 
not  decrease  but  the  access  to  those 
loans  by  people  of  more  modest  means 
remains  unchanged,  is  the  way  by 
which  we  can  fulfill  for  many  people 
their  dreams  to  be  able  to  participate 
fully  in  the  kind  of  competitive  eco- 
nomic environment  of  the  future. 

For  that  reason,  I  think  the  amend- 
ment particularly  is  sensible,  one  that 
I  hope  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
will  join  us  in  supporting  when  we  cast 
our  votes  on  this, 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  Senators  Snowe.  Abra- 
ham, Grassley,  Brown,  Kassebau.m, 
and  others  in  offering  an  amendment 
to  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  resolu- 
tion to  restore  funds  to  valuable  edu- 
cation programs  by  reducing  funding 
for  Federal  building  projects  by  50  per- 
cent. 

I  strongly  support  this  amendment 
and  believe  that  it  represents  a  much 
better  use  of  scarce  Federal  resources. 
I  am  very  concerned  about  the  cost  of 
Federal  construction  projects.  Last 
Congress,  I  introduced  legislation  to 
reform  the  way  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment manages  its  office  space.  I  was 
concerned  that  the  Government  had 
billions  of  dollars  in  construction 
projects  in  the  works  and  did  not  seem 


to  be  focusing  enough  attention  on 
whether  these  projects  were  being  con- 
structed or  renovated  in  the  most  cost- 
effective  manner,  whether  the  Federal 
Government  was  building  in  areas  al- 
ready glutted  with  commercial  real  es- 
tate, or  even  whether  projects  were 
truly  needed. 

Numerous  General  Accounting  Office 
[GAO],  and  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration [GSA],  Inspector  General  [IG] 
reports  over  the  years  have  consist- 
ently identified  problems  in  GSA"s  real 
estate  portfolio  and  its  chronic  history 
of  wasteful  spending  and  mismanage- 
ment. The  agency's  long  standing  prob- 
lems have  significantly  impaired  its 
ability  to  meet  the  property  needs  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  a  cost-ef- 
fective and  business-like  manner.  My 
legislation  directed  0MB  to  review 
Federal  property  management  policies 
and  implement  changes  to  ensure  bet- 
ter coordination  among  Federal  agen- 
cies, focus  on  longer  term  cost-effec- 
tiveness, and  achieve  cost  savings. 
While  my  legislation  was  passed  by  the 
Senate,  it  was  amended  in  conference 
to  require  GAO  to  do  a  study  to  deter- 
mine the  feasibility  and  effectiveness 
of  establishing  a  single  Federal  agency 
responsible  for  selling  and  otherwise 
disposing  of  real  property  owned  by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment [HUD],  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration, Department  of  Agri- 
culture, Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Cor- 
poration [FDIC],  and  the  Resolution 
Trust  Corporation  [RTC].  This  report  is 
due  out  later  this  year. 

In  July  1993,  I  held  a  hearing  in  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of 
Government  Management  to  examine 
how  GSA  manages  its  real  estate.  The 
results  were  quite  disturbing.  The 
hearing  highlighted  the  fact  that  the 
Federal  Government  was  constructing 
it  did  not  need  and  leasing  buildings  it 
could  not  afford.  Last  May,  the  full 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  ex- 
amined waste  in  the  Federal  court- 
house construction  program.  The  hear- 
ing illustrated  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment was  wasting  millions  of  dol- 
lars on  courthouses  that  were  padded 
with  extravagant  features  such  as 
brass  doorknobs,  kitchenettes,  custom 
lighting,  and  expensive  wood  paneling. 

During  these  hearings,  R.S.  Means,  a 
Boston  company  that  surveys  con- 
struction costs,  reported  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  was  paying  at  least 
two  to  three  times  as  much  to  build  a 
Federal  courthouse  or  office  building 
than  it  cost  to  build  a  State  court- 
house or  construct  a  building  for  the 
private  sector. 

The  GAO  also  found  major  flaws  in 
the  methodology  used  by  the  Federal 
judiciary  for  estimating  future  court 
space  needs.  As  a  result,  future  space 
needs  for  a  10-year  period  were  over- 
estimated by  more  than  3  million 
square  feet  which,  if  authorized,  could 
result  in  $1.1  billion  in  unneeded  court- 
house space.  I,  along  with  a  number  of 
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my  colleagues,  wrote  GAO  to  request 
an  audit  of  the  Federal  courthouse  con- 
struction program.  That  report  Is  due 
out  later  this  year. 

Last  March,  Senator  KERREY  and  I 
offered  a  sense-of-the-Senate  amend- 
ment to  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  res- 
olution calling  for  a  1-year  moratorium 
on  construction  of  new  Federal  court- 
houses. Although  it  passed  the  Senate, 
the  provision  was  dropped  in  con- 
ference and  a  number  of  courthouses 
and  other  Federal  office  buildings  were 
subsequently  funded. 

More  recently,  I  joined  Senator 
Kerrey  in  offering  an  amendment  to 
the  rescission  bill  that  would  have 
added  over  $300  million  in  deficit  reduc- 
tion to  be  taken  from  wasteful  or  un- 
necessary GSA  projects.  The  amend- 
ment would  have  scaled  back  projects 
that  were  not  authorized  or  that  the 
GSA  itself  has  either  never  asked  for  or 
said  are  unnecessary  or  lavish.  Senator 
Shelby  offered  a  second  degree  amend- 
ment which  expanded  the  projects  cov- 
ered to  all  Federal  new  construction, 
repair  and  alteration  projects,  includ- 
ing those  that  had  gone  through  the 
normal  authorization  process,  elimi- 
nating $1.9  billion  in  funding  for  Fed- 
eral construction  projects.  Unfortu- 
nately, much  of  the  $1.9  billion  cut  by 
the  Shelby  amendment  was  restored  in 
conference.  Mr.  President,  at  a  time 
when  we  are  looking  at  cuts  in  edu- 
cation and  many  valuable  programs,  I 
find  it  hard  to  believe  that  we  cannot 
find  the  means  to  cut  funds  for  Federal 
building  projects  first. 

I  have  commended  GSA  Adminis- 
trator Roger  Johnson  in  the  past  for 
his  efforts  to  reform  GSA  and  save  tax- 
payers' dollars.  At  his  confirmation 
hearing.  I  asked  Johnson  to  suspend 
and  review  aii  Federal  consLrucLiun 
projects  to  determine  if  the  projects 
were  truly  needed.  GSA  Administrator 
Roger  Johnson's  time  out  and  review 
looked  at  about  200  construction  and 
leasing  projects  and  recommended 
changes  with  potential  savings  of  $1.2 
billion.  While  this  is  certainly  a  step  in 
the  right  direction,  more  still  needs  to 
be  done. 

As  Congress  looks  for  ways  to  ad- 
dress the  Federal  budget  deficit,  we 
must  ensure  that  Government  pro- 
grams and  agencies  are  operating  in 
the  most  cost  effective  manner  pos- 
sible. In  these  times  of  tight  budgetary 
constraint,  this  amendment  makes 
sense.  I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor  this 
amendment  which  will  reduce  funding 
of  Federal  buildings  projects  by  50  per- 
cent, on  top  of  the  25  percent  already 
assumed  in  the  budget  resolution,  and 
target  these  funds  to  helping  students 
go  to  college.  This  amendment  rep- 
resents a  better  use  of  scarce  Federal 
dollars  and  puts  money  back  into  im- 
portant education  programs.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  proposed 


by  Senators  Snowe,  Abraham,  Grass- 
ley.  Brown.  K.\ssebaum,  Cohen,  Lott, 
and  Chafee. 

I  support  the  goal  of  the  amend- 
ment— to  provide  increased  funds  for 
higher  education.  My  record  is  clear 
and  unequivical  on  education  funding. 
These  funds  must  be  increased,  but  not 
in  the  way  proposed  by  the  proponents 
of  this  amendment.  I  would  like  to 
speak  about  two  of  the  offsets  that  the 
amendment  identifies  and  discuss  the 
impact  which  these  cuts  would  have  on 
our  economy. 

First,  the  amendment  would  zero  out 
two  important  NASA  programs.  These 
programs  are  the  R&D  or  seed  corn 
type  programs  which  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  heard  me  speak  about  in 
the  past.  This  amendment  would  zero 
out  NASA's  High-Speed  Research  Pro- 
gram, and  NASA's  Advanced  Subsonic 
Technology  Program. 

Before  I  talk  about  these  specific 
programs,  I  would  like  to  observe  that 
NASA  has  already  absorbed  more  than 
its  share  of  budget  cuts.  A  couple  of 
figures  will  illustrate  what  I  am  talk- 
ing about:  In  fiscal  year  1993,  NASA's  5- 
year  budget  request  was  about  $122  bil- 
lion. The  fiscal  year  1996  request  is  now 
$82  billion  for  the  next  5  years.  NASA 
has  been  cut  by  one-third  in  just  over  2 
years. 

NASA  has  stepped  up  to  the  plate  to 
reduce  bureaucracy  and  improve  the 
way  it  does  business.  Under  Dan 
Goldin's  leadership  the  agency  Is  cur- 
rently going  through  a  painful  process 
of  reducing  its  budget  by  $5  billion  over 
the  next  5  years.  Mr.  Goldin  believes 
that  this  can  be  achieved  without 
eliminating  programs.  He  has  a  tough 
row  to  hoe  to  achieve  this.  Further 
cuts  in  NASA's  budget  will  simply  re- 
sult in  the  elimination  of  current  pro- 
grams. 

Now,  let  me  talk  about  the  High- 
Speed  Research  Program  first.  The 
goal  of  this  program  is  to  help  develop 
the  technologies  industry  needs  to  de- 
sign and  build  an  environmentally 
compatible  and  economically  competi- 
tive high-speed  civil  jet  transport  for 
the  21st  century.  The  technology  devel- 
opments are  to  reach  an  appropriate 
stage  of  maturity  to  enable  an  industry 
decision  on  aircraft  production  by  2001. 

Mr.  President,  the  technologies  cur- 
rently needed  to  develop  such  a  trans- 
port are  beyond  the  state  of  the  art. 
NASA  estimates  that  industry  will 
need  to  invest  more  than  $20  billion  to 
bring  such  a  transport  to  market. 

Studies  have  identified  a  substantial 
market  for  a  future  supersonic  airliner 
to  meet  rapidly  growing  demand  for 
long-haul  travel,  particularly  across 
the  Pacific.  Over  the  period  from  2005 
to  2015,  this  market  could  support  500 
to  1,000  aircraft,  creating  a  multibillion 
dollar  sales  opportunity  for  its  produc- 
ers. Such  an  aircraft  will  be  essential 
for  capturing  the  valuable  long-haul 
Pacific  rim  market. 
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As  currently  envisioned  an  HSCT  air- 
craft should  be  designed  to  carry  300 
passengers  at  Mach  2.4  on  transoceanic 
routes  over  distances  up  to  6,000  nau- 
tical miles  at  fares  comparable  to  sub- 
sonic transports. 

Now  let  me  talk  about  the  Advanced 
Subsonic  Technology  Program. 

The  goal  of  NASA's  Advanced  Sub- 
sonic Technology  Program  is  to  de- 
velop, in  cooperation  with  the  FAA  and 
the  U.S.  aeronautics  industry,  high 
payoff  technologies  to  enable  a  safe, 
highly  productive  global  air  transpor- 
tation system  that  includes  a  new  gen- 
eration of  environmentally  compatible, 
economical  U.S.  subsonic  aircraft. 
Some  of  the  technologies  and  issues 
being  studied  and  developed  in  this  pro- 
gram include: 

Fly  by  light/power  by  wire:  a  fully 
digital  aircraft  control  system  which 
would  be  substantially  lighter,  more 
reliable,  and  efficient  than  current 
control  systems. 

Aging  aircraft:  to  develop  new  ways 
of  inspecting  aircraft  to  determine 
their  airworthiness.  New  approaches 
are  being  developed  to  determine  the 
residual  strength  in  airframes  using 
advanced  nondestructive  technologies. 
It  might  be  worth  thinking  about  this 
program  the  next  time  you  are  sitting 
in  a  727  that  is  20  years  old  waiting  to 
take  off  on  a  cross-country  flight. 

Noise  reduction:  This  program  is  de- 
veloping technologies  to  reduce  air- 
craft noise  by  10  decibels  or  more  by 
the  year  2000. 

Terminal  area  productivity:  Tech- 
nologies, chiefly  involving  air  traffic 
control,  that  can  improve  the  effi- 
ciency of  operations  on  the  ground  at 
busy  airports. 

Integrated  wing  design:  New  con- 
cepts, design  mpthndnlogtes,  model  fab- 
rication and  test  techniques  are  being 
developed  to  provide  industry  an  inte- 
grated capability  to  achieve  increased 
aircraft  performance  at  lower  cost. 

Propulsion:  Technologies  to  improve 
fuel  efficiency  of  future  commercial  en- 
gines by  at  least  8  percent  and  reduce 
nitrogen  oxides  by  70  percent  over  cur- 
rent technology.  These  are  only  some 
of  the  technologies  being  developed 
under  the  program  which  the  amend- 
ment's proponents  would  completely 
gut.  It  IS  a  truly  shortsighted  amend- 
ment that  would  eliminate  these  im- 
portant applied  technology  programs. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  no  secret  that 
aerospace  business  is  a  Government- 
private  sector  partnership.  Historically 
our  Government  has  funded  aero- 
nautics R&D,  and  industry  has  taken 
this  basic  technology  and  developed 
aircraft  that  have  dominated  the  world 
market.  Over  the  last  decade  or  so, 
other  governments  have  gotten  into 
the  act.  Currently  the  U.S.  Market 
share  is  about  65  percent,  down  from 
about  91  percent  in  the  1960's. 

Cutting  these  two  important  pro- 
grams will  not  help  us  regain  this  mar- 
ket share — quite  the  opposite.  We  will 
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be  sending  a  signal  that  the  U.S.  air- 
craft industry  will  be  less  competitive. 

In  summary,  the  advanced  subsonic 
technology: 

Meets  future  technology  needs  for 
next  generation  aircraft. 

Enables  NASA  to  develop  high-risk, 
high-payoff,  precompetitive  technology 
to  prove  feasibility  so  that  industry 
may  complete  development  and  apply 
technology  to  specific  products. 

Will  result  in  accomplishments  in 
noise  prediction  codes  for  quieter  en- 
gines, nondestructive  evaluation  tech- 
niques for  detecting  corrosion,  cracks 
and  disbonds;  analytical  tools  to  under- 
stand airraft  wake  cortices  for  safe 
landings. 

Assists  in  preserving  1  million  U.S. 
high-quality  jobs  and  $25  to  $30  billion 
annual  positive  balance  of  trade  for 
U.S.  aviation. 

The  High-Speed  Research  program 
will: 

Enable  NASA  to  develop  early,  high- 
risk  technology  for  future  environ- 
mentally compatible,  economically 
competitive,  high-speed  civil  transport 
aircraft — technologies  needed  are  be- 
yond state  of  the  art; 

Industry  will  take  NASA  technology 
and  invest  $20  billion  to  actually  de- 
velop aircraft,  and 

If  the  United  States  is  first  to  mar- 
ket, the  U.S.  market  share  could  grow 
to  80  percent,  achieve  $200  billion  in 
sales,  and  create  140.000  new  U.S.  jobs. 

Thank  you  Mr.  President.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  the  Snowe- 
Abraham  amendment. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  say  in  conclusion  that  I  cer- 
tainly appreciate  the  efforts  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  and  other  col- 
leagues and  cosponsors  of  this  amend- 
ment, on  a  very  critical  and  important 
issue  in  our  estimation.  We  want  to  be 
sure  that  the  American  people  under- 
stand and  know  that  we  consider  edu- 
cation to  be  one  of  the  highest  prior- 
ities. That  is  why  we  are  seeking  to  re- 
store $6.3  billion  in  the  education  ac- 
count. 

When  you  consider  the  fact  that 
since  1988  students'  education  costs  in- 
creased by  219  percent,  it  is  almost  dif- 
ficult to  comprehend,  because  the  aver- 
age family  has  been  struggling  since 
that  time  in  some  very  difficult  and 
unusual  economic  times,  considering 
the  recession  that  we  have  had,  cer- 
tainly in  my  State  of  Maine  and  in  the 
New  England  area,  which  was  the  hard- 
est hit  in  addition  to  the  other  parts  of 
the  country,  especially  California.  We 
represented  a  third  of  all  of  the  jobs 
that  were  lost  during  the  course  of  that 
recession. 

So  when  you  consider  the  fact  that 
education  needs  became  more  impor- 
tant, we  have  to  make  sure  that  they 
have  access  to  adequate  funding  for  fi- 
nancial assistance  in  the  future.  Not 
only  is  it  essential  for  their  future,  but 
it  also  essential  to  this  country's  fu- 
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ture  when  you  consider  how  important 
the  educational  experience  is  going  to 
be  for  global  competition  in  and  for  the 
economic  world  we  will  be  facing  in  the 
next  century  and  beyond. 

So  I  appreciate  the  statements  that 
have  been  made  by  all  of  my  col- 
leagues. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
FRIST).  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  appears  to  be  a  sufficient  sec- 
ond. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  yield  hack  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

Mr.  BUMPERS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  time  for  an  inquiry 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  or  I  will 
yield  him  what  time  he  needs  on  his 
amendment.  I  guess  what  we  were  hop- 
ing for  is  to  restore  the  balance  of  the 
time  due  on  this  side  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maine.  I  would  make  inquiry  at  this 
time,  if  the  Senator  from  Maine  would 
consider  setting  aside  her  amendment 
now  that  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered  so  that  we  can  allow  Senator 
Bumpers  to  proceed  with  the  offering 
of  an  amendment  that  he  has  that  we 
will  vote  on  tomorrow. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
not  here.  But  essentially  there  is  time 
remaining  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. I  have  to  use  a  little  bit  of  that. 
In  fact,  that  is  what  I  was  discussing.  I 
told  the  Senator  I  wanted  to  discuss 
this  before  I  asked  her  to  set  her 
amendment  aside. 

So  I  am  willing  that  that  time  be 
charged  in  opposition,  however,  any- 
body would  want  to  do  it.  If  somebody 
wants  to  speak  on  the  general  budget, 
I  will  yield  them  time.  Does  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  need  time? 

Mr.  SHELBii'.  I  need  15  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  15  minutes  in 
opposition  to  the  Snowe  amendment  at 
this  point.  I  am  trying  to  make  ar- 
rangements. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  friend. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  over  the 
past  few  days  Members  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  basically  have  claimed 
to  represent  the  best  interests  of  hard- 
working Americans.  They  stood  up 
with  charts  and  made  passionate 
speeches,  and  say  they  know  better. 
They  criticized  the  Domenici  budget, 
although  they  have  no  budget  of  their 
own. 

I  believe  that  the  budget  resolution 
debate  has  been  demagogued  to  death. 

This  debate  has  been  turned  into  an 
issue  of  who  is  compassionate  and  who 


is  not,  and  rich  against  poor,  even 
though  the  Senate  budget  resolution 
does  not  include  $1  yet  in  tax  cuts. 
Never  mind  we  do  not  touch  Head 
Start.  Never  mind  that  we  do  not  touch 
the  School  Lunch  Program.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, never  mind  that  we  do  not  cut 
Social  Security.  Never  mind  that  we 
preserve  Medicare,  which  will  go  bank- 
rupt unless  responsible  leaders  take  ac- 
tion. 

I  believe  we  need  tonight  to  discuss 
the  real  issues,  like  our  tremendous  na- 
tional debt  and  our  endless  string  of 
deficits.  I  believe  that  people  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  do  not  want  to 
debate  basically  the  fact  that  we  are 
the  biggest  debtor  nation  in  the  world. 
People  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  I 
believe  do  not  basically  want  to  debate 
the  fact  that  the  dollar  is,  overall,  los- 
ing its  value  against  most  major  cur- 
rencies, and  that  hard-working  Ameri- 
cans are  losing  purchasing  power  every 
time  the  dollar  depreciates.  No,  Mr. 
President,  they  will  not  debate  the  real 
issues. 

Mr.  President.  I  was  once  told  that 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  people  see 
what  they  want  to  see.  and  that  the 
Republicans  have  the  unfortunate 
tendency  of  seeing  what  is  there.  I 
would  like  to  show  you  what  is  there. 
Because  what  is  there  are  the  real  is- 
sues. 

I  want  to  share  with  you  a  chart,  if  I 
can,  a  chart  that  shows  the  Federal 
Government's  net  financial  assets  be- 
ginning in  the  year  1946,  which  is  over 
here,  through  1993.  Instead  of  an  up- 
ward spiral,  you  see  a  downward  spiral 
because  these  are  real  issues. 

This  chart  comes  from  data  con- 
tained in  the  1995  Economic  Report  of 
the  President.  It  shows  the  Federal 
Government's  net  financial  assets,  as  I 
said,  from  1946  to  1993. 

As  one  can  see  on  the  chart,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  depleting  the  na- 
tional wealth  of  the  United  States 
every  year.  It  is  going  down.  But  look 
at  it  over  here,  how  fast  it  is  going 
dow  .  The  greatest  country  in  the 
world,  Mr.  President,  the  United  States 
of  America,  the  great  economic  leader 
of  our  time,  possessed  net  financial  as- 
sets of  nearly  $3  trillion  in  1993.  Far 
from  saving  our  children  and  investing 
in  our  kids  for  tomorrow,  the  spending 
machine  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
squandering  away  our  resources  at  a 
record  rate. 

The  chart  says  it  better  than  we  can. 
In  fact,  net  financial  assets  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  have  been  decreasing 
at  a  rate  of  7.1  percent  a  year  over  the 
past  20  years,  while  private  wealth  hais 
grown  only  3.2  percent.  The  Federal 
Government  is  depleting  national 
wealth  at  a  rate  twice  as  fast  as  the 
private  sector  can  create.  This  is  a 
trend  that  we  cannot  simply  sustain  as 
a  Nation. 

There  is  a  direct  impact  in  the  rise  in 
Government  budget  deficits,  which  is 
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to  worsen  the  current  account  balance 
and  place  upward  pressure  on  interest 
rates.  Our  current  account  stood  at 
$104  billion  in  1993.  This  means  we  ei- 
ther sold  $104  billion  in  assets  to  for- 
eign entities,  borrowed  $104  billion 
from  foreign  entities,  or  a  combination 
of  the  two. 

Although  a  current  account  deficit  in 
and  of  itself  is  not  a  bad  thing,  the  ac- 
cumulation of  persistent  current  ac- 
count deficits  over  time  leads  to  an 
overwhelmingly  external  debt  that  we 
have  today.  These  deficits  identify  a 
systematic  shortfall  of  savings  below 
investment  due  to  an  expansion  con- 
sumption relative  to  income. 

The  implication  is  that  we  borrowed 
to  finance  current  consumption,  ex- 
penditures that  have  no  real  effect  on 
economic  growth  or  future  income  in 
this  Nation.  In  other  words,  the  Gov- 
ernment is  borrowing  abroad  to  finance 
the  excess  of  expenditures  over  income. 
Projections  of  higher  current  account 
deficits  run  well  into  the  foreseeable 
future,  which  does  not  bode  well  for 
this  country. 

The  increase  in  interest  rates  caused 
by  budget  deficits  increase  the  cost  of 
capital,  home  mortgages,  car  payments 
and  any  other  goods  that  are  financed. 
If  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  really 
wants  to  help  the  hard-working,  mid- 
dle-class Americans,  it  seems  to  me 
they  should  help  them  reduce  the  cost 
of  living  instead  of  adding.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  their  already  tremendous  bur- 
den. 

It  is  true  that  hard-working,  middle- 
class  Americans  need  relief,  but  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  I  think  a  lot  of 
the  people  just  cannot  accept  the  no- 
tion that  relief  does  not  have  to  come 
in  the  form  of  a  check.  Mr.  President. 
in  the  form  of  a  check  from  the  Gov- 
ernment every  month.  No.  they  do  not 
have  to  accept  the  notion  of  freedom 
and  free  markets.  They  still  believe 
that  Americans  depend  on  Government 
for  their  livelihood. 

I  reject  that  notion  wholeheartedly.  I 
understand  the  unpleasantries  of  debt- 
stricken  countries.  We  all  do.  Let  me 
tell  you  that  the  restrained  growth  in 
this  budget  resolution  is  more  compas- 
sionate, more  beneficial  and  more  tol- 
erable than  any  experience  of  a  bank- 
rupt country.  The  immediate  gratifi- 
cation of  consumption  does  not  out- 
weigh the  tremendous  long-term  bene- 
fits of  a  balanced  budget. 

Democrats  supposedly  believe  in  a 
balanced  budget.  However,  they  have 
presented  no  proposal  that  I  have  seen. 
President  Clinton  supposedly  believes 
in  a  balanced  budget,  but  he  has  not 
presented  one  here  that  I  know  of. 
President  Clinton.  I  understand,  will 
not  even  support  a  $16  billion  rescission 
package  much  less  the  $175  billion  in 
cuts  necessary  to  balance  the  budget 
this  year.  And  $16  billion.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  only  9  percent  of  this  years 
deficit.  Come  to  find  out  it  is  only  .3 
percent  of  the  $4.8  trillion  debt. 


The  actions  of  President  Clinton  and 
his  party  do  not  match  their  words. 
Their  idea  of  deficit  reduction  is  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1993  that  we  all  know  included  the  larg- 
est tax  increase  in  history.  Did  it  re- 
duce the  deficit.  Mr.  President?  Yes. 
Only  temporarily,  for  a  year  or  two. 
But  if  one  looks  at  the  outyears,  deficit 
spending  just  keeps  going  up  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  see. 

What  do  we  have  to  show  for  our  $241 
billion  tax  increase?  Nothing.  I  would 
submit — nothing  but  increasing  deficits 
and  reduced  disposable  income  for 
hard-working  Americans. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
outlined  the  potential  economic  im- 
pacts of  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  They  project  long-term  in- 
terest rates  will  fall  by  almost  2  per- 
centage points.  They  also  project  an  in- 
crease in  real  GNP  of  almost  1  percent, 
just  from  practicing  a  little  fiscal  dis- 
cipline. 

Mr.  President,  a  balanced  budget  is 
good  for  America  today,  tomorrow  and 
forever.  That  is  why  I  am  going  to  sup- 
port the  Domenici  budget. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Pardon  me.  Mr. 
President,  for  not  being  in  the  Cham- 
ber. I  yield  15  minutes  to  Senator 
Tho.mpson  from  Tennessee  who  desires 
to  speak  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  now  in  the  midst  of  a  budget  de- 
bate, but  in  listening  to  the  debate 
over  the  last  several  days  it  has  be- 
come apparent  to  me  this  is  not  just  a 
debate  over  the  budget,  not  just  about 
the  need  to  balance  the  budget  or  budg- 
et priorities.  It  is  a  debate  over  two 
conflicting  sets  of  ideas,  and  ulti- 
mately it  is  a  debate  over  how  much 
faith  we  have  in  the  American  people 
to  support  a  policy  that  we  all  know  is 
right- 
Many  Americans  believe  that  our 
country  is  at  a  crossroads.  While  we  all 
know  that  we  were  the  victors  of  the 
cold  war  and  we  are  still  strong  and 
prosperous,  more  and  more  of  our  peo- 
ple are  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  are  some  things  in  this  country 
that  are  simply  wrong:  the  youthful- 
ness  and  the  viciousness  of  our  crime, 
our  welfare  dependency  and  social  dis- 
integration that  comes  from  that,  a 
gradual  slowing  of  our  economy,  our 
extremely  low  savings  rate  and  low  in- 
vestment rate,  a  greater  and  greater 
dependency  upon  foreign  money  to 
prop  our  economy  up.  Americans  won- 
der how  long  we  can  remain  strong 
when  we  are  losing  so  many  things  that 
have  made  us  strong. 


We  look  at  the  lessons  of  history,  and 
we  see  that  the  fate  of  other  great  na- 
tions where  they  have  gone  down  the 
road  of  bigger  government,  higher 
taxes  and  increasing  debt  and  moral 
and  intellectual  laziness.  We  see  how 
they  enjoyed  their  brief  hour  upon  the 
world's  stage  and  then  moved  on  and 
declined.  And  we  wonder  if  ours  is 
going  to  be  the  generation  that  over- 
sees the  decline  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  role  of  a  second-rate 
country. 

We  certainly  are  not  addressing  the 
totality  of  this  situation  during  this 
current  debate.  Indeed,  we  must  ques- 
tion how  much  in  the  way  of  solution 
actually  lies  in  the  hands  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  However,  this  debate 
does  involve  an  area  that  is  largely 
under  the  control  of  Congress.  Indeed, 
some  might  say  that  Congress  was  pri- 
marily the  cause  of  it.  And  it  is  the 
most  serious  economic  problem  facing 
our  Nation.  That  is  a  debt  that  is  lit- 
erally bankrupting  our  country. 

One  of  the  things  most  basic  to 
human  nature.  Mr.  President,  is  look- 
ing out  for  those  who  we  bring  into  the 
world,  and  for  most  of  our  country's 
history  we  did  just  that.  Through  world 
wars,  through  a  Great  Depression,  we 
paid  for  what  we  consumed.  However, 
for  a  quarter  of  a  century  or  so  now,  we 
have  gone  off  on  another  track.  We 
have  gone  off  on  a  spending  spree,  and 
we  are  borrowing  money  now  from  fu- 
ture generations.  Over  the  years,  every 
interest  group  imaginable  has  orga- 
nized itself  and  made  its  demand  on  the 
Federal  Treasury.  .And  since  we  are  a 
system  essentially  of  professional  leg- 
islators whose  primary  interest  is  in 
reelection,  the  answer  to  these  de- 
mands for  more  Federal  dollars  is  usu- 
ally yes.  So  progiani  io  piled  upuii  piu- 
gram,  and  once  a  program  is  created 
and  its  constituency  is  created,  it  is 
never  done  away  with.  It  is  seldom 
even  reduced.  It  is  usually  only  ex- 
panded. And  more  and  more  people  are 
increasingly  dependent  upon  the  so- 
called  free  money  that  we  are  borrow- 
ing from  our  children  and  grand- 
children. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  the 
American  people  have  decided  that  this 
country  cannot  survive  under  this  old 
way  of  doing  business.  They  have  right- 
fully decided  that  we  cannot  sustain  an 
almost  $5  trillion  debt  that  is  still 
growing.  They  have  decided  we  will  not 
saddle  our  future  generations  with 
higher  interest  rates,  less  affordable 
homes,  fewer  jobs,  lower  wages  and  a 
loss  of  economic  sovereignty.  They  un- 
derstand we  are  on  the  verge  of  bank- 
rupting two  of  our  most  important  so- 
cial programs  in  this  country.  Social 
Security  and  Medicare,  if  we  do  not 
take  immediate  steps. 

In  response  to  this  clear  mandate. 
the  Republicans  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, without  one  Democratic  vote, 
have  produced  a  plan  that  will  balance 
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the  budget  by  the  year  2002  by  slowing 

the  growth  in  Federal  spending  from  5 
percent  a  year  to  3  percent  a  year.  It 
protects  Social  Security,  saves  Medi- 
care from  bankruptcy,  maintains  the 
-Social  Security  safety  net.  reduces  the 
Federal  Government  and  removes 
power  out  of  Washington  back  to  the 
people. 

Of  course,  the  defenders  of  the  status 
quo  continue  to  do  everything  possible 
to  defeat  these  goals.  They  first  denied 
the  need  to  balance  the  budget.  They 
are  only  following  the  President's  lead 
in  that  regard.  He  has  submitted  what 
the  Washington  Post  called  a  "weak 
and  directionless  budget"  that  will  add 
over  $1,2  trillion  to  our  national  debt 
over  5  years.  Then  his  senior  economic 
adviser  claimed  that  cutting  the  budg- 
et would  actually  be  bad  for  the  econ- 
omy. These  developments  were  met 
with  universal  dismay  and  derision  and 
have  since  been  abandoned  by  our 
friends  across  the  aisle. 

We  tried  to  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  At  this  point  the  defend- 
ers of  the  status  quo.  being  able  to  see 
which  way  the  wind  was  blowing,  ac- 
knowledged the  need  to  balance  the 
budget  but  forcefully  argued  that  we 
should  balance  it  without  a  constitu- 
tional amendment:  that  all  we  needed 
to  do  was  exercise  our  responsibility  as 
legislators.  Besides  that,  they  said,  tell 
us  how  you  are  going  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  want  to  see  a  plan.  And 
they  defeated  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  by  a  single  vote. 

Now  the  Republicans  have  submitted 
the  balanced  budget  resolution.  'We 
have  detailed  a  plan,  and  we  are  ready 
to  take  on  the  responsibilit.y.  Now  our 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  backed  into  a  corner,  slip  their 
favorite  old  worn  out  record  on  the 
Victrola.  Side  A  is  entitled  "Scare  the 
Sick  and  the  Elderly."  Almost  as  popu- 
lar with  them  is  the  flip  side  called 
"Class  Warfare"— in  other  words,  the 
same  old  record  that  they  were  playing 
during  the  last  congressional  elections, 
which  proved  so  rewarding  for  them. 
They  rail  against  tax  cuts  for  the  rich 
when  in  fact  there  are  no  tax  cuts  in 
this  budget  for  anybody,  much  less  the 
rich.  However,  they  correctly  point  out 
that  there  might  be  $170  billion  divi- 
dend if  in  fact  a  balanced  budget  is  cer- 
tified. And  they  seem  petrified  at  the 
thought  that  this  might  actually  result 
in  some  taxpayers  getting  the  benefit 
of  some  of  the  money  in  the  form  of  a 
tax  cut:  in  other  words,  getting  to  keep 
a  little  bit  of  the  money  that  they 
earned  in  the  first  place.  So  now  in- 
stead of  helping  us  balance  the  budget, 
they  are  busy  trying  to  figure  out  how 
to  spend  this  $170  billion  that  they  had 
no  hand  in  producing  and  that  does  not 
even  exist  yet. 

Clearly,  the  tax-and-spend  philoso- 
phy that  has  gotten  us  into  the  trouble 
that  we  are  in  is  alive  and  well.  Mr. 
President,  the  opponents  of  this  budget 
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who  for  so  long  promoted  big  spending 
and  every  pork  barrel  project  to  come 
down  the  pike,  including  the  Presi- 
dent's ill-fated  stimulus  package,  and 
who  have  opposed  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  and  a  balanced  budget  are 
now  saying  that  we  are  not  balancing 
it  in  the  right  way.  They  say,  "We  defi- 
nitely want  a  balanced  budget,  but  not 
at  the  expense  of  group  A  or  group  B  or 
group  C"  and  the  groups  go  on  and  on 
and  on.  In  other  words,  we  cannot  re- 
duce the  rate  of  growth  in  any  areas 
even  where  the  growth  rate  is  out  of 
hand  if  it  actually  affects  anyone. 

The  defenders  of  the  status  quo  talk 
about  protecting  children  when  it  is 
their  policies  of  the  past  that  have 
robbed  these  children  of  their  future 
prosperity.  They  talk  about  defending 
the  college  student  when  it  is  the  phi- 
losophy of  "spending  is  the  solution  to 
everything  "  which  has  greatly  dimin- 
ished the  value  of  a  college  degree  be- 
cause so  many  of  our  students  entering 
college  nowadays  cannot  even  read  and 
write. 

They  talk  about  defending  the  elder- 
ly when  it  is  their  policies,  the  policies 
of  the  past,  that  have  put  us  on  the 
verge  of  bankrupting  both  Social  Secu- 
rity and  the  Medicare  trust  funds. 

They  talk  about  making  sure  that 
the  wealthy  receive  no  additional 
breaks,  and  yet  it  is  the  wealthy  who 
are  the  bond  holders  who  are  receiving 
the  astronomical  interest  payments 
that  we  make  on  our  national  debt.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  without  deficit  reduction,  an- 
nual interest  payments  by  2002  will  bal- 
loon to  $334  billion. 

No.  the  plain  truth  is  that  the  only 
way  for  these  groups  to  get  what  they 
deserve  and  to  prosper  in  the  years 
ahead  is  to  turn  our  backs  on  the  failed 
policies  of  these  so-called  defenders 
and  rectify  the  damage  that  they  have 
already  done  by  moving  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  balanced  budget  res- 
olution before  this  body  is  the  first 
major  step  toward  that  end. 

These  budget  critics  want  to  refight 
the  eighties  again,  ignoring  their  own 
part  in  the  spending  binge  that  ran  up 
the  deficit.  They  say  it  was  the  Presi- 
dent's fault  back  then.  I  say  to  my 
friends  on  the  other  side,  the  constitu- 
tional authority  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  not  changed.  If  it 
was  the  President's  fault  in  the 
eighties,  whose  fault  is  it  now? 

As  a  recent  Washington  Post  edi- 
torial said: 

Democratic,  complaints  about  Republican 
budget  plans  will  continue  to  have  a  hollow 
and  unpersuasive  ring  until  the  Democrats 
begin  to  come  up  with  specific  alternatives 
of  their  own.  Until  then  they  will  merely 
seem  to  be  defending  the  present  spending 
pattern,  with  its  succession  of  $200  billion  a 
year  deficit  reaching  as  far  as  the  eye  can 
see  that  President  Clinton  projected  in  the 
budget  he  sent  to  Congress  last  February. 

Now.  it  should  be  kept  clearly  in 
mind  that  we  are  not  going  through 


this  exercise  simply  to  avert  disaster, 
although  that  would  be  reason  enough. 
We  are  doing  it  to  ensure  future  pros- 
perity, Mr.  President.  Eliminating  the 
deficit  could  bring  widespread  benefit 
in  the  form  of  lower  interest  rates  for 
mortgages  and  business  loans.  That 
would  spur  a  boon  in  housing  construc- 
tion and  business  investment  which 
would  create  jobs  and  raise  incomes. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
states  that  the  package  of  a  credible 
balanced  budget  plan  would  lead  the 
bond  market  to  bid  down  interest  rates 
almost  immediately. 

New  home  buyers  would  be  clear  win- 
ners. If  interest  rates  dropped  only  1 
percent,  a  young  couple  with  a  $100,000 
mortgage  would  save  enough  over  the 
life  of  that  mortgage  to  put  one  of 
their  children  through  college  for  a 
year  without  any  help  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

Roger  Brinner,  chief  economist  with 
the  forecasting  firm  of  DRI  McGraw- 
Hill  estimates  balancing  the  budget 
would  raise  America's  yearly  output  an 
extra  2.5  percent  over  the  next  10  years. 
That  would  mean  an  average  of  an 
extra  $1,000  a  year  for  each  American 
family.  He  adds  that  the  economy 
would  create  2.4  million  more  jobs  by 
the  year  2005  than  if  the  deficit  re- 
mained unchecked. 

The  General  Accounting  Office 
projects  Americans  living  by  2025 
would  enjoy  per  capita  incomes  of 
$9,500  higher  if  Washington  succeeds  in 
bringing  the  deficit  under  control. 
Many  analysts  believe  that  the  dollar 
slide  in  March  was  due  to  our  failure  to 
pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment. 
The  U.S.  dollar  has  rebounded  in  for- 
eign exchange  markets  during  the  last 
several  weeks,  in  part  because  of  a 
growing  belief  among  foreign  investors 
that  the  United  States  is  finally  mov- 
ing to  put  its  economic  house  in  order. 

So.  Mr.  President,  we  must  reject  the 
ideas  and  practices  of  the  past  which 
have  caused  this  problem.  We  must 
also  reject  the  rhetoric  which  appeals 
to  fear  and  prejudice  and  appeals  to 
greed  to  use  and  consume  everything 
we  can  get  our  hands  on  today  and  not 
concern  ourselves  with  the  future  and 
the  fact  that  it  is  our  own  children's 
birthright  that  we  are  consuming. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  let  us  get  on 
about  with  what  the  people  sent  us 
here  to  do  while  it  is  still  not  too  late 
to  change  our  direction.  We  as  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  must  have  the  cour- 
age to  stand  up  to  the  demagoguery 
and  any  short-term  political  risk  we 
might  be  taking  by  doing  what  we 
know  is  right. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  ultimately  the 
American  people  are  willing  to  do  what 
is  necessary  to  ensure  a  brighter  future 
for  our  children,  and  we  must  have  the 
wisdom  to  follow  them  and  the  courage 
to  lead  them.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 
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Mr.  DOMEXICI  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  Senator  Tho.mpsuN. 

We  are  going  to  enter  a  unanimous 
consent  request. 

Mr  EXON.  May  I  suggest  to  my 
fnend.  possibly  we  can  get  started  with 
Senator  Bumpers,  and  then  I  think  we 
all  know  what  the  unanimous  consent 
request  is  going  to  be.  We  can  finalize 
it  and  type  it  up  sometime  during  the 
debate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  is  coming  right 
now.  I  agree,  we  could  probably  stam- 
mer around  and  between  us  we  might 
be  able  to  articulate  the  unanimous- 
consent  request.  i 

Mr  EXON.  As  usual.  ! 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  have  difficulty  with 
that.  Let  me  just  make  sure  we  have  it 
down. 

Mr.  President.  I  wonder,  without  de- 
tracting anything  from  Senator  Bu.mp- 
ERS  who  is  going  to  get  20  minutes  very 
soon  on  his  amendment  and  he  can 
share  that  with  Senator  Murray,  as  I 
understand  it.  Senator  Stevens  had  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  cleared 
on  both  sides.  I  understand  you  all 
have  cleared  it.  We  cleared  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

LNANI.MOLS-CONSE.NT  AGREEMENTS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Snowe 
amendment  be  laid  aside  until  8  a.m. 
tomorrow  in  status  quo. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  now 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
BUMPER.s  be  recognized  to  offer  an 
amendment  on  which  there  be  20  min- 
utes under  the  control  of  Senator 
Bu.mpers  and  10  minutes  under  my  con- 
trol; that  no  amendments  be  in  order 
to  the  Bumpers  amendment;  and  that 
when  the  Senate  vuLes.  it  vote  on  or  in 
relation  to  the  Bumpers  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. 

I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol- 
lowing the  debate  on  the  Bumpers 
amendment.  Senator  Hatfield  be  rec- 
ognized to  offer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  simply  say  that  this  is 
going  to  go  push  things  back  a  little 
bit.  We  are  trying  to  accommodate  ev- 
erybody here  at  one  time.  Is  the  Sen- 
ator insisting  on  making  an  agreement 
at  this  time  to  go  back  to  Senator  H.\T- 
FiELD's  amendment'' 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Not  back  to  it.  He 
never  offered  it.  That  will  be  rotating, 
and  he  has  received  assurance  from  me 
for  36  hours  that  he  was  che  next  thing 
after  the  Snowe  amendment.  We  did 
not  know  about  the  Senator's.  That  is 
to  be  put  ahead  of  it.  after  the  Demo- 
crat amendment.  I  must  do  that.  I  can- 
not agree  on  time,  but  I  think  it  will  be 


reasonable  considering  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr.  EXON.  Under  the  circumstances, 
we  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I  won- 
der if  the  distinguished  floor  manager 
would  be  willing  to  also  state  that  at 
the  time  the  rollcalls  occur  on  these 
amendments,  that  mine  follow  that 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Maine, 
Senator  Snowe. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  What  about  follow- 
ing Senator  Feingold's? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
make  that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Whatever  the  order 
is  that  the  leader  agrees  to  pursuant  to 
the  unanimous  consent  request.  Sen- 
ator Bumper.s  will  follow  Senator 
Feingold. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  thought  it  would  be 
better  if  rollcalls  followed  the  sequence 
in  which  the  amendments  are  offered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  do  not  know 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  Senator 
Snowe's  amendment.  It  could  have  sec- 
ond degrees. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator,  in  order 
to  keep  the  flow  properly  here,  include 
as  part  of  his  unanimous-consent 
agreement  that  after  the  disposition  of 
the  Hatfield  amendment  that  we  would 
go  back  and  meet  a  commitment  that 
we  have  made  through  Senator  Boxer 
on  this  side,  and  that  her  amendment 
would  follow  the  discussion  of  the  Hat- 
field amendment? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  long  as  we  make 
no  agreements,  other  than  that  Sen- 
ator Bo.XER  is  next,  I  so  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  several  unanimous- 
consent  requests? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
Senator  Bumpers  if  he  could  do  me  a 
special  favor. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  If  this  amendment  of 
Senator  Stevens  has  been  cleared,  that 
is  fine. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Without  in  any  way 
changing  the  time  allowed.  I  wonder  if 
we  could  now  recognize  Senator  Ste- 
vens who  has  an  amendment  that  has 
been  approved  on  both  sides.  I  will 
yield  for  2  or  3  minutes  and  I  ask  that 
he  be  permitted  to  speak. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  my  friend.  I 
am  apologetic  that  I  did  not  appear  be- 
fore. I  had  constituents  here. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1129 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  a  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress regarding  full  funding  for  Decade  of 
the  Brain  research) 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 

an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 

its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 


The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  .■\la.ska  [Mr,   Stevens], 

for  himself  and   Mr.   Domf.mci,   proposes  an 

amendment,  numbered  1129. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  Title  III  of  the 
resolution  insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
FLTJ,  FfNDLNG  FOR  DECADE  OF  THE 
BRAIN  research. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that- 

(1)  long  term  health  care  costs  associated 
with  diseases  and  disorders  of  the  brain  have 
a  substantial  impact  on  federal  expenditures 
for  Medicaid  and  Medicare,  and  on  the  earn- 
ing potential  of  the  Nation; 

(2)  to  highlight  the  impact  of  brain  dis- 
eases and  disorders  on  the  economy  and  well 
being  of  the  Nation  the  Congress  has  de- 
clared the  1990's  the  Decade  of  the  Brain; 

(3)  meaningful  research  has  been  initiated 
as  part  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain: 

(4)  if  fully  funded  this  research  could  pro- 
vide important  new  medical  breakthroughs; 
and 

(5)  these  breakthroughs  could  result  in  a 
significant  reduction  in  costs  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

(d)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congre.ss  that  in  furtherance  of  the 
goals  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain  the  appro- 
priate committees  should  seek  to  ensure 
that  full  funding  is  provided  for  research  on 
brain  diseases  and  disorders  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  to  which  this  resolution  applies. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  add  Senator  Domenici  as  a  co- 
sponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  this 
deals  with  the  decade  of  the  brain. 

Over  50  million  Americans  each  year 
are  affected  by  disease  or  disorders  of 
the  brain  and  central  nervous  system. 
The  impact  on  society  is  approxi- 
mately S300  billion  a  year.  But  even  as 
scientific  progress  races  ahead,  public 
awareness  is  falling  behind.  The  DANA 
Foundation  has  10  attainable  goals  by 
the  year  2000.  These  are; 

First,  the  identification  of  the  genes 
that  are  defective  in  familial  Alz- 
heimer's and  Huntington's  diseases. 

Second,  the  identification  of  the 
genes  responsible  for  manic-depressive 
illness. 

Third,  the  identification  of  new 
medications  and  therapeutic  strategies 
to  reduce  nerve  cell  death  and  enhance 
recovery  of  function  after  strokes  and 
other  forms  of  brain  injury. 

Fourth,  the  development  of  new 
drugs  and  other  measures  to  alleviate 
the  effects  of  multiple  sclerosis,  Alz- 
heimer's, motor  neuron  disease  (e.g. 
ALS.  or  Lou  Gehrig's).  Parkinson's, 
and  epilepsy. 

Fifth,  the  identification  of  new  treat- 
ments to  promote  nerve  regeneration 
following  spinal  cord  and  peripheral 
nerve  injury. 

Sixth,  the  development  of  new  and 
more  effective   treatments  for  manic- 


depressive  illness,  anxiety  disorders, 
and  forms  of  schizophrenia  that  at 
present  resist  treatment. 

Seventh,  the  discovery,  testing,  and 
application  of  agents  that  will  block 
the  action  of  cocaine  and  other  addict- 
ive substances. 

Eighth,  the  development  of  new 
treatments  for  pain  associated  with 
cancer,  arthritis,  migraine  headaches, 
and  other  debilitating  diseases. 

Ninth,  the  identification  of  the  genes 
that  cause  hereditary  deafness  and 
blindness. 

Tenth,  the  elucidation  of  the 
neuronal  mechanisms  involved  in 
learning  and  memory. 

There  have  been  many  breakthroughs 
during  the  early  part  of  the  decade. 
Here  are  some  of  the  recent  discoveries 
or  break-throughs; 

Identified  the  genes  responsible  for 
Huntington's  disease.  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease, and  the  familial  form  of  Lou 
Gehrig's  disease. 

Produced  new  medications  for  mi- 
graine headaches. 

Identified  several  genes  that  cause 
hereditary  blindness  and  deafness. 

Launched  tests  of  new  drugs  to  en- 
hance recovery  from  stroke  and  spinal 
cord  injury. 

Produced  new  drug  for  the  treatment 
of  epilepsy. 

Made  significant  progress  in  under- 
standing the  addictive  action  of  co- 
caine. 

CREB— a  protein.  One  form  of  CREB 
turns  on  genes  responsible  for  long- 
term  memory  storage,  while  another 
form  turns  them  off.  The  activating 
form  of  CREB  may  dominate  when  im- 
portant things  are  going  on.  and  the 
memory-repressing  form  when  unnec- 
essary information  needs  to  be  filtered 
out. 

CRIF— brain  chemical  that  may 
eventually  control  stress.  It  is  a  chemi- 
cal that  suppresses  the  body's  stress  re- 
sponse. Researchers  at  the  University 
of  Pennsylvania  are  currently  studying 
it. 

Riluzole — An  experimental  drug  that 
has  shown  some  success  in  slowing  the 
progression  of  the  muscle-wasting  Lou 
Gehrig's  disease.  This  disease  affects 
30.000  people  in  the  United  States. 

Congress  first  authorized  and  Presi- 
dent Bush  proclaimed  the  "Decade  of 
the  Brain"  in  1990. 

The  growth  in  our  knowledge  of  the 
brain  over  the  last  5  years  has  exceeded 
anything  we  imagined. 

Now  at  the  midpoint  of  the  decade, 
new  discoveries  about  the  brain  offer 
unprecedented  opportunities  to  both 
lower  health  care  costs  and  improve 
the  quality  of  life  for  those  suffering 
from  brain  disorders  and  diseases. 

The  cost  of  neurological  and  psy- 
chiatric disorders  currently  exceeds 
$300  billion  a  year. 

Brain  diseases  account  for  more  hos- 
pitalizations and  more  prolonged  care 
than  almost  all  other  diseases  com- 
bined. 


In  the  remaining  5  years  of  the  dec- 
ade, scientists  are  optimistic  that  even 
more  important  advances  will  be  made 
in  brain  research. 

We  must  continue  to  make  this  re- 
search a  funding  priority,  so  as  to  reap 
the  benefits  of  the  groundbreaking 
work  already  underway. 

Over  50  million  Americans  each  year 
are  affected  by  disease  or  disorders  of 
the  brain  and  central  nervous  system. 

Tjday  1  in  5  Americans  is  affected  by 
brain  disorders,  and  everyone  over 
their  lifetime  will  be  affected  either  in- 
dividually or  because  a  member  of 
their  family  is  afflicted. 

The  results  are  often  devastating. 

We  have  made  great  progress  in  the 
past  several  years. 

For  example  the  simple  step  of  a 
women  taking  folic  acid  vitamin  sup- 
plements can  prevent  spina  bifida,  a 
disabling  disease.  This  saves  an  enor- 
mous amount  of  pain  and  suffering  for 
parents  and  children  alike. 

The  medical  cost  for  a  child  with 
spina  bifida  can  exceed  $500,000  a  year. 

We  have  also  discovered  new  medica- 
tions for  the  treatment  of  depression. 

We  have  identified  the  genes  respon- 
sible for  Huntington's  disease,  Alz- 
heimer's disease,  and  the  familial  form 
of  Lou  Gehrig's  disease. 

We  have  produced  new  medications 
for  migraine  headaches. 

We  have  launched  tests  of  new  drugs 
to  enhance  recovery  from  stroke  and 
spinal  cord  injury. 

But  there  is  much  still  to  be 
accomplised. 

Traumatic  brain  injury  is  the  leading 
cause  of  death  and  neurological  dis- 
order among  young  Americans  age  15 
to  25. 

Two  million  Americans  a  year  suffer 
head  injuries  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $25 
billion  a  year. 

Since  1990  scientists  have  found  that 
the  permanent  harm  from  traumatic 
brain  injury  increases  with  each  hour 
and  day  after  the  injury. 

This  produces  a  clear  opportunity  to 
develop  powerful  new  emergency  treat- 
ments. 

By  the  year  2000  effective  therapies 
to  limit  brain  damage  now  in  human 
trials  will  be  approved. 

Increasingly  sophisticated  neuropro- 
tective strategies  will  be  introduced. 

Alzheimer's  disease  may  be  the  single 
most  important  area  of  societal  need 
for  biomedical  research,  according  to 
the  National  Academy  on  Aging  (June 
1994). 

Four  million  Americans  a  year  and  20 
million  people  worldwide  are  affected. 
The  cost  is  more  than  $60  billion  a 
year. 

Since  1990  scientists  have  discovered 
three  genes  that  contribute  to  Alz- 
heimer's, identified  key  points  where 
intervention  might  delay,  or  prevent 
it,  and  improved  techniques  for  diag- 
nosis. 

By  the  year  2000  several  new  drugs 
will  be  identified  as  promising  to  inter- 


fere with  the  progress  of  Alzheimer's  in 
order  to  delay  its  disabling  symptoms 
for  5  years. 

This  would  allow  millions  of  people 
to  remain  living  independent  and  fuller 
lives.  The  cost  to  the  public  would  also 
be  greatly  decreased  by  this  step  for- 
ward. 

Therapies  to  reverse  the  damage  by 
replenishing  lost  cells  or  adding  cells 
should  begin  to  alleviate  the  suffering 
of  those  already  affected. 

More  than  500,000  people  are  affected 
annually  by  strokes  with  3  million  peo- 
ple disabled.  This  cost  is  about  S25  bil- 
lion a  year. 

Strokes  are  the  Nation's  third  lead- 
ing killer. 

Many  patients  survive  stroke.  There 
has  been  great  progress  since  1990.  The 
number  of  strokes  were  reduced  as 
some  risks  were  clarified. 

Doctors  have  adapted  new  preventive 
techniques. 

New  drugs  have  been  developed  for 
limiting  and  possibly  preventing  stroke 
damage. 

One  and  a  half  million  Americans  are 
afflicted  with  Parkinson's  disease.  The 
cost  is  about  $6  billion  a  year. 

This  disease  is  a  slow  progressive  de- 
generative brain  disease.  Researchers 
have  developed  innovative  ways  to  pin- 
point damaged  nerve  cells. 

By  the  year  2000  at  least  one  and  pos- 
sibly several  major  new  drugs  will  be  in 
human  trials. 

Screening  for  Parkinson's  is  likely, 
and  new  gene  therapy  should  be  avail- 
able. 

I  will  include  in  the  Record  at  the 
end  of  my  statement  an  article  from 
the  Philadelphia  Inquirer  written  by 
Dr.  Leon  Cooper,  the  winner  of  the  1972 
Nobel  Prize  in  physics,  and  James  Wat- 
son, the  winner  of  the  Nobel  Prize  in 
medicine  for  1982. 

The  article  further  expands  on  the 
importance  of  this  research. 

I  will  also  include  a  summary  of  re- 
cent brain  research  by  the  DANA  Alli- 
ance. 

I  would  like  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  resolution  which  will  en- 
sure that  this  vital  research  is  contin- 
ued and  that  additional  breakthroughs 
become  reality. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ar- 
ticle by  Dr.  Cooper  and  the  DANA  Alli- 
ance summary  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

(By  Leon  N.  Cooper) 

The  growth  in  our  knowledge  of  the  brain 
over  the  last  five  years  has  exceeded  any- 
thing we  imagined  when  Congress  first  au- 
thorized and  President  Bush  proclaimed  the 
■Decade  of  the  Brain"  in  1990.  Now  at  the 
midpoint  of  the  decade,  we  are  on  the  thresh- 
old of  a  new  era  that  holds  great  promise  for 
individual  health  and  vitality. 
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For  all  three  stages  of  life— early  develop- 
ment, maturity  and  ag'ing — new  and  antici- 
pated discoveries  about  the  brain  offer  un- 
precedented opportunities  to  relieve  suffer- 
ing, improve  the  quality  of  life  of  those  suf- 
fering neurological  and  psychiatric  dis- 
orders, and  lower  health-care  costs. 

The  question  today  is  whether  or  not  the 
American  public  through  its  elected  ref>- 
resentatives  will  continue  to  make  brain  re- 
search a  priority,  so  as  to  continue  to  reap 
the  benefits  of  the  nation's  spectacularly 
successful  investment  in  basic  research. 

Neurological  and  psychiatric  disorders  to- 
gether account  for  more  hospitalization  and 
more  prolonged  care  than  almost  all  other 
diseases  combined.  Patient  care  and  social 
spending  caused  by  brain-related  disorders 
represent  a  disproportionate  amount  of  all 
health-care  costs. 

In  part  because  of  prior  successes  of  medi- 
cal research,  we  have  become  very  good  at 
keeping  people  alive  to  older  and  older  ages 
by  treating  or  preventing  respiratory,  cir- 
culatory, reproductive  and  other  assaults. 
But  our  aging  population  presents  increasing 
challenges  to  the  health-care  system  because 
of  the  vulnerability  of  the  aging  brain. 

In  the  remaining  five  years  of  this  decade, 
scientists  are  optimistic  that  even  more  ex- 
citing advances  will  be  made  across  the 
broad  front  of  brain  research.  Work  just 
coming  off  laboratory  benches  should  enable 
us  to  intervene  early  in  or  medicate  some  of 
todays  incapacitating  brain  diseases  and 
disorders. 

Brain-related  disorders  cost  this  country 
billions  of  dollars  per  year  for  patient  care, 
hospitalizations  and  loss  of  savings.  These 
costs  could  be  significantly  lowered  if  we 
could  effectively  treat  the  disorders,  some  of 
which  began  at  or  before  birth  and  may  last 
a  lifetime. 

A  new  report  by  the  Dana  Alliance  for 
Brain  Initiatives — an  organization  of  135  neu- 
rosurgeons who  champion  research  in  the 
field— offers  a  few  examples  of  impressive 
gains  in  various  areas  that  we  may  see  dur- 
ing the  rest  of  this  decade  if  adequate  sup- 
port for  research  continues: 

Childhood:  More  effective  treatments  for 
muscle  spasticity  in  cerebral  palsy  aim  the 
prevention  of  a  significant  proportion  of  CP 
cases  arising  from  low  birthweight.  The  de- 
velopment of  new  medications  for  schizo- 
phrenia. The  identification  of  several  more 
genes  that  contribute  to  inherited  forms  of 
blindness,  deafness  and  mental  retardation. 

Adulthood:  New  insights  into  the  cause  of 
multiple  sclerosis  and  the  testing  of  new 
therapeutic  approaches  that  alter  the  natu- 
ral course  of  the  disease.  Understanding  the 
molecules  in  the  brain  to  which  drugs  of 
abuse  bind  should  make  it  possible  to  de- 
velop more  effective  cocaine-blocking 
agents.  Improved  clinical  care  has  already 
increased  the  proportion  of  patients  with  spi- 
nal-cord injuries  who  are  able  to  return  to 
their  communities:  this  should  continue  and. 
in  time,  lead  to  the  first  effective  methods  to 
repair  the  injured  spinal  cord. 

Later  years:  Our  growing  knowledge  of  ge- 
netics and  pathology  of  Alzheimer's  disease 
should  allow  us  to  rationally  design  drugs  to 
treat  the  disease.  Some  of  those  drugs  may 
well  be  in  clinical  trials  before  the  end  of  the 
decade.  A  cell  transplant  therapy  for  Parkin- 
son's disease  will  probably  emerge  as  a  prac- 
tical procedure  for  individuals  who  do  not  re- 
spond to  L-dopa  treatment.  New  drugs  that 
increase  resistance  to  brain-cell  damage  in 
cases  of  stroke  will  be  available  and  begin  to 
be  tested  in  clinical  trials. 

What  do  these  advances  hold  for  average 
Americans?  The  same  kind  of  hope  and  sol- 


ace that  members  of  Congress  would  wish  for 
their  own  families  and  for  themselves. 

Ask  Sen.  John  Rockefeller  (D.,  W.Va.) 
what  it  means  to  watch  the  relentless  de- 
struction of  a  parent  from  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease or  Sen.  Arlen  Specter  (R..  Pa.),  who  un- 
derwent surgery  for  a  brain  tumor. 

But  it  would  be  impossible  to  talk  to  all 
those  members  of  Congress  who  have  known 
the  heartbreak  of  substance  abuse  by  a  fam- 
ily member,  or  the  agony  of  manic-depres- 
sive illness,  or  the  frustration  of  children 
with  learning  disabilities,  or  developmental 
disorders.  They  would  tell  you  how  they 
want  these  agonies  banished  from  their  lives 
forever. 

What  all  these  illnesses  and  difficulties 
have  in  common  is  that  they  all  involve  the 
brain,  and  only  brain  research  can  unlock 
the  secrets  that  will  give  those  who  suffer 
from  these  disorders  (and  their  families) 
some  hope. 

Sen.  Mark  Hatfield  (R.,  Ore.),  when  an- 
nouncing the  introduction  of  the  'Mo  Udall 
Bill"  to  fund  Parkinson's  research,  person- 
ally lamented  the  fact  that  federal  dollars 
for  basic  medical  research  are  proposed  to 
decresise  in  the  administration  budget  by 
more  than  a  billion  dollars  by  the  year  2000. 

Is  that  the  message  to  the  research  com- 
munity—that what  has  already  been 
achieved  in  brain  research,  and  what  you  are 
confident  of  achieving  in  the  near  future  is 
not  a  national  priority? 

No  one  doubts  that  neuroscience's  achieve- 
ments to  date  are  just  the  vanguard  of  even 
greater  discoveries  to  come.  The  explosive 
growth  of  technology— particularly  imag- 
ing—is providing  unprecedented  insight  into 
the  brain. 

The  exciting  developments  in  genetics  will 
benefit  brain  research  perhaps  more  than 
any  other  area  of  medicine,  since  about  half 
of  all  our  genes  are  involved  in  the  develop- 
ment and  operation  of  our  brain. 

The  message  of  the  Dana  Alliance  report- 
to  be  presented  in  Congress  tormorrow — is 
one  of  opportunity  and  hope.  What  will  be 
Congress'  message  to  the  scienific  commu- 
nity? 

DELIVERING  RESULTS:  A  PROGRESS 

REPORT  ON  BRAIN  RESEARCH 

SUMMARY 

The  most  Important  and  productive  medi- 
cal research  happening  today  is  the  study  of 
the  brain.  Since  the  Federal  government  de- 
clared the  Decade  of  the  Brain  in  1990.  re- 
searchers have  solved  some  of  the  most  stub- 
born riddles  of  the  brain,  and  have  created 
and  improved  treatments  for  the  disorders 
that  afflict  it.  The  stunning  progress  of  the 
last  five  years  gives  future  researchers  a 
higher  vantage  point  on  which  to  stand  while 
scanning  the  horizon  for  cures. 

How  does  this  affect  you?  One  in  five 
Americans  is  struggling  with  a  brain-related 
problem  at  any  given  time:  each  of  us  will 
face  such  a  struggle  at  some  time  in  our 
lives.  It  may  be  pain,  depression,  memory 
loss,  or  one  of  the  many  problems  like  these 
that  can  be  chronic  and  recurring.  It  may  be 
swift,  like  head  injury  and  stroke;  or  it  could 
be  degenerative  and  fatal,  like  Alzheimer's 
and  Huntington's  diseases.  Or  a  lifetime  of 
anguish  could  result  from  a  child  or  grand- 
child's battle  with  addiction  or  schizophre- 
nia. Some  of  these  afflictions  are  life-ending; 
all  of  them  are  life-diminishing.  The  cost  in 
personal  terms  is  beyond  measure,  in  hard 
economic  terms,  it  is  more  than  half  a  tril- 
lion dollars  a  year. 

But  now,  the  human  brain  is  no  longer  a 
"black   box" — the  misunderstood  and   mys- 


terious source  of  self,  its  maladies 
misdiagnosed  and  undertreated.  Today,  at 
the  midpoint  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain,  it  is 
clear  that  a  new  era  has  begun  for  individual 
health  and  vitality.  For  all  three  of  the 
major  stages  of  life  that  you  and  your  family 
will  experience— childhood,  adulthood,  and 
the  later  years— discoveries  about  the  brain's 
mechanisms,  how  it  forms,  grows  and  ages. 
how  to  heal  and  strengthen  it.  are  raising 
our  expectations  for  dealing  with  brain-re- 
lated difficulties,  giving  you  the  realistic 
chance  to  avoid  suffering. 

If  your  maternal  grandmother  died  with 
dementia,  the  most  common  symptom  of 
Alzheimer's,  should  you  worry  that  your 
later  years  will  be  marred  by  this  disease? 
Scientists  are  discovering  ways  to  find  out. 
Also,  by  the  time  you  reach  the  average  age 
of  onset,  these  same  scientists  could  be  able 
to  fend  off  the  disease. 

The  causes  of  cerebral  palsy,  retardation 
and  learning  disabilities  are  being  revealed, 
increasing  the  chances  that  it  will  be  pos- 
sible to  prevent  these  horrible  conditions  in 
your  own  children. 

The  discovery  of  drug  binding  sites  in  the 
brain  is  enabling  researchers  to  work  to- 
wards potential  treatments  for  addiction,  so 
that  the  lure  of  drugs  will  be  much  less  like- 
ly to  steal  the  youth,  or  the  life,  of  someone 
you  love. 

Most  of  the  brain  afflictions  that  can  se- 
verely alter  your  life,  by  affecting  you  or 
someone  close  to  you.  are  yielding  to  re- 
searchers. For  all  those  who  cry.  "Why  me?" 
when  they  are  confronted  with  a  brain  dis- 
ease, scientists  are  approaching  the  day 
when  they  will  be  able  to  answer.  As  the 
progress  snowballs,  and  the  discoveries  come 
more  quickly,  the  likelihood  of  your  life 
being  destroyed  by  a  neurological  ailment 
continues  to  shrink. 

Beyond  the  personal  aspects,  our  nation  it- 
self has  a  massive  stake  in  brain  research. 
Today,  neurological  and  psychiatric  dis- 
orders together  account  for  more  hos- 
pitalizations and  more  prolonged  care  than 
almost  all  other  diseases  combined.  No  sur- 
prise there:  Over  the  last  hundred  years,  we 
got  better  at  keeping  people  alive  and  ambu- 
latory as  far  as  their  respiratory,  cir- 
culatory, digestive  and  reproductive  systems 
were  concerned,  but  we  were  stymied  by  the 
brain. 

Now  neuroscience  is  catching  up.  In  the 
next  five  years,  we  will  help  brain  and  nerv- 
ous system  patients  in  large  numbers,  and 
because  these  patients  number  in  the  mil- 
lions of  people,  developments  in  brain 
science  will  transform  our  assumptions  in 
planning  for  the  future.  In  particular,  at  the 
societal  level,  the  view  of  crippling,  chronic, 
long  term,  and  mental  illnesses  will  be  much 
different. 

When  the  expanding  numbers  of  aging 
Americans  have  less  to  fear  from  the  brain 
diseases  of  aging,  and  when  disorders  that 
begin  at  or  before  birth,  and  last  a  lifetime, 
are  progressively  fewer  and  less  disabling, 
then  the  lost  work  days  (by  patients  and 
those  who  care  for  them)  will  fall,  and  lei- 
sure activities  will  rise.  Reduced  social 
spending,  decreased  work  absences  and  im- 
proved quality  of  life  all  give  relief  to  a  trou- 
bled economy. 

The  achievements  outlined  in  our  report, 
however,  are  just  the  vanguard  of  greater 
things  to  come.  One  of  the  most  significant 
facts  about  the  progress  we  have  made  in 
brain  research  is  that  more  brain  scientists 
today  are  working  on  questions  of  basic 
science.  This  accounts  for  the  diversity  of 
disorders  we  have  been  able  to  address  in 


such  a  short  time.  Clinicians  focusing  on  spe- 
cific diseases  now  have  better  odds  of  finding 
the  keys  to  the  disorders  they  are  research- 
ing because  there  is  so  much  more  informa- 
tion to  draw  upon. 

That  is  precisely  what  makes  brain  re- 
search so  exciting.  We  understand  it  better 
each  day.  And  because  of  that,  we  will  solve 
problems  of  affliction  that  have  truncated 
our  lives  since  the  dawn  of  humankind.  Ev- 
erything lying  ahead  of  us  is  opportunity 
and  hope. 

Here  are  some  highlights  of  the  progress 
report,  and  some  predictions  for  the  next  five 
years.  Join  us  in  celebrating  the  hope  offered 
for  current  and  future  victims  of  brain  dis- 
orders: 

CHILDHOOD 

Researchers  believed  that  a  major  reduc- 
tion of  spasticity  in  cerebral  palsy  and  pre- 
vention of  one-third  of  all  CP  cases  arising 
from  low  birthweight  will  occur  within  five 
years. 

New  findings  point  to  a  family  of  drugs 
that  may  correct  drug-induced  developmen- 
tal abnormalities  in  children. 

Thanks  to  recent  public  health  studies. 
psychiatry  now  classifies  schizophrenia  as  a 
developmental  disorder,  and  promises  more 
effective  medications  by  the  year  2000. 

Researchers  identified  genes  that  contrib- 
ute to  inherited  forms  of  blindness  and  deaf- 
ness and  several  forms  of  mental  retarda- 
tion, including  the  most  common  inherited 
form  among  males  (Fragile  X  Syndrome). 
Growing  evidence  suggests  that  genes  also 
play  a  role  in  learning  disabilities  and  schiz- 
ophrenia. 

ADULTHOOD 

The  first  drug  to  block  craving  in  alcohol 
addiction— Naltrexone— has  recently  been 
approved  as  an  adjunct  to  ps.vchotherapy. 

Success  in  treating  depression  now  ap- 
proaches 90%  with  more  precise  antide- 
pressant drugs  which  avoid  unwanted  side  ef- 
fects. 

Obsessive-corrvpulsive  disorder  has  become 
treatable. 

For  the  first  time  ever,  researchers  have 
identified  a  treatment  (and  are  testing  an- 
other) whiph  alters  the  natural  course  of 
multiple  sclerosis. 

Researchers  have  identified  the  sites  where 
drugs  of  abuse  bind  in  the  brain,  and  by  2000 
hope  to  have  effective  cocaine-blocking 
agents. 

Recent  refinements  to  treatments  leave 
many  more  epileptics  seizure-free. 

Discovering  serotonin-responsive  proteins 
led  researchers  to  develop  sumatriptan,  an 
effective  treatment  for  migraine  headaches. 

Improved  clinical  care  now  returns  some  94 
percent  of  patients  with  spinal  cord  injuries 
to  their  communities.  Researchers  may  have 
the  first  treatment  to  enhance  spinal  cord 
repair  by  1996. 

Genetic  research  has  identified  specific 
genes  that  cause  Huntington's  disease  and 
familial  Lou  Gehrig's  disease.  New  findings 
show  that  genes  may  also  play  a  role  in  ad- 
diction, manic-depressive  illness,  depression 
and  epilepsy. 

THE  L.'iTER  YEARS 

Several  genes  have  been  found  that  lead  to 
Alzheimer's  disease.  Cognex  (tacrine),  ap- 
proved in  1994.  is  the  first  drug  for  treating 
Alzheimer's  symptoms.  A  combination  of  ge- 
netic testing  and  position  emission  tomog- 
raphy (PET)  scanning  may  yield  an  early  di- 
agnostic test  for  Alzheimer's.  Also  possible: 
an  eye-drop  diagnostic  test  and  a  spinal  fluid 
analysis  test. 

The  first  animal  model  of  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease (a  transgenic  mouse)  has  recently  been 


produced,  and  it  is  already  being  used  to  test 
drugs  to  slow  the  progression  of  Alzheimer's. 

An  effective  approach  to  gene  therapy  for 
Parkinson's  disease  will  emerge  before  2000. 
Relief  from  Parkinson-like  symptoms  has 
been  achieved  in  monkeys  using  dopamine- 
enhancing  drugs. 

A  new  bloodclot-dissolving  drug  can  im- 
prove the  outcome  of  stroke,  if  administered 
within  two  hours  of  onset. 

A  chili  pepper  extract,  capsaicin,  now  helps 
relieve  chronic  pain  (even  in  cancer).  Within 
five  years,  scientists  expect  to  have  devel- 
oped non-addictive  pain  relievers. 

Recently  discovered  proteins  that  nourish, 
repair  and  promote  the  growth  of  nerve  cells 
are  leading  to  drugs  (some  already  in  trials) 
that  increase  resistance  to  stroke. 
technol(x;y 

Imaging: 

Now.  functional  magnetic  resonance  imag- 
ing (fMRI)  allows  doctors  to  view  the  active 
brain,  and  at  their  desktops  to  interactively 
.scan  entire  brain  structures. 

Using  charged  Xenon  gas,  laboratory  sci- 
entists improved  MRI  signal  strength  by  a 
factor  of  10.000,  producing  more  clearly  de- 
fined pictures  in  animals. 
Disease  models: 

Scientists  are  working  with  living  orga- 
nisms in  laboratory  settings  to  test  com- 
pounds and  find  new  directions  for  investiga- 
tion. Animal  models  available  today  include: 

Alzheimer's  disease 

Developmental  disorders 

Several  different  forms  of  epilepsy 

Multiple  sclerosis 

Pain 

Traumatic  brain  injury 

sources  for  numbers 
The  Developing  Braln 

Developing  Disorders  (cost  and  patients): 
National  Institute  of  Neurological  Disorders 
and  Stroke,  1993. 

Schizophrenia  (patients):  National  Insti- 
tute on  Mental  Health.  Update  August  1993. 

Schizophrenia  (cost):  NIMH.  1995. 
The  Mature  Brain 

Blindness/vision  loss  (cost  and  patient 
numbers):  National  Eye  Institute,  1994. 

Deafness/hearing  loss  (patients):  National 
Institute  on  Deafness  and  Other  Communica- 
tive Disorders.  1992. 

Deafness/hearing  loss  (cost):  Hallworth.  R. 
et  al.  'Hair  Cells  and  Hearing"  Press  Con- 
ference. Society  for  Neuroscience  Annual 
Meeting  October  26.  1992. 

Depression  (patients):  National  Institute 
on  Mental  Health.  Update  August  1993. 

Depression  (cost):  Rice.  Dp  and  Miller.  LS. 
"The    Economic    Burden    of   Affective    Dis- 
orders" Advances  in  Health  Economics  and 
Health  Services  Research  1993. 
THE  AGING  Brain 

Alzheimer's  Disease  (patient  numbers): 
"News  Notes."  National  Institute  on  Aging. 
1989. 

Alzheimer's  Disease  (cost):  National  Insti- 
tute of  Neurological  Disorders  and  Stroke. 
1993. 

Mr.  STE'VENS.  I  commend  to  the 
Senate  the  decade  of  the  brain  and  urge 
the  Senate  to  become  familiar  with 
what  Is  happening  in  this  research 
area.  My  amendment  merely  assumes 
that  we  will  continue  this  support,  this 
endeavor,  the  research  of  the  decade  of 
the  brain  in  the  last  half  of  this  decade 
as  we  have  in  the  first.  I  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  agreed  to. 


the  matter  has 
sides.  I  urge  its 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  think 
been  cleared  on  both 
adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  all 
time  is  yielded  back,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1129)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.    EXON.   Under 
rangement.  I  believe 


the   previous  ar- 
the  Senator  from 


Arkansas  is  finally  ready  to  be  recog- 
nized. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1130 

(Purpose:  To  strike  the  proposed  change  in 
the  budget  process  rules  which  would  per- 
mit the  scoring  of  revenue  derived  from 
the  sale  of  federal  assets) 
Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President.  I  must 
say.   sitting   around   here   all    evening 
waiting  to  offer  an  amendment  can  be 
a  very  frustrating  experience.   I  have 
concluded  that  this  is  no  way  to  run  a 
railroad.   I  have  watched  this  process 
now  for  5  days  and  I  have  listened  to  a 
lot    of   powerful    speeches.    There    are 
plenty   of  opportunities   for   press   re- 
leases back  home  proving  that  you  are 
a  budget  deficit  hawk. 

But  as  a  result  of  that,  there  are  a  lot 
of  good  amendments  that  are  not  going 
to  be  debated  because  we  are  running 
out  of  time  tomorrow.  This  process 
should  permit  those  people  who  have 
honest-to-goodness.  legitimate  amend- 
ments to  offer  and  debate  them.  We 
should  have  a  lot  less — in  this  c;ase 
about  30  hours — of  political  speeches. 
When  debate  on  the  budget  resolution 
is  complete,  there  are  going  to  be  a  lot 
of  amendments,  many  of  which  that 
would  have  improved  the  budget  reso- 
lution, that  will  fail  because  their  pro- 
ponents will  not  have  had  time  to 
present  their  case  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  of  a  sin- 
gle amendment  that  has  been  offered 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  that  would  in- 
crease the  budget  $1.  We  have  tried  to 
rearrange  some  of  the  priorities,  but 
we  have  not  tried,  and  would  not  try. 
to  torpedo  the  legitimate  goal  of  trying 
to  balance  the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 
My  own  amendment,  Mr.  President, 
goes  to  a  rule  change  that  is  proposed 
In  the  budget  resolution  that  I  think  is 
disastrous.  This  proposed  rule  change 
involves  the  sale  of  assets  that  belong 
to  the  United  States,  where  the  tax- 
payers get  a  one-time  windfall.  The 
rule  change  would  permit  revenues  de- 
rived from  the  sale  of  these  assets  to  be 
scored  for  Budget  Act  purposes. 

When  I  was  Governor,  we  had  revenue 
sharing.  The  Senator  from  Kentucky 
seated  here  was  Governor  of  his  State 
at  the  same  time  I  was,  and  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  Budget 
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Committee  was  Governor  of  his  State. 
Three  Governors  here  on  the  floor  to- 
night who  served  together. 

One  morning  I  went  to  my  office  and 
there  was  a  check  on  my  desk  for  S21 
million  made  out  to  D.^le  Bumpers.  I 
told  my  aide.  ''Call  the  airport,  tell 
them  we  will  be  there  in  15  minutes." 
And  $21  million  was  the  first  revenue- 
sharing  check  we  got. 

I  sent  it  to  the  Arkansas  Highway 
Department  because  I  knew  they  would 
use  it  for  things  that  would  only  be  a 
one-time  shot.  To  put  that  $21  million 
into  the  operating  budget  would  have 
been  irresponsible.  I  knew  revenue 
sharing  at  some  time  was  going  to  end 
and  I  would  have  had  to  raise  taxes  to 
continue  the  services  that  we  were  pro- 
viding with  that  $21  million. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  single  Gov- 
ernor in  the  United  States  that  would 
take  a  one-shot  windfall  amount  of 
money  and  put  it  into  an  operating 
budget.  It  is  lunacy  to  do  it. 

In  1987,  the  U.S.  Congress,  under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  II,  adopted 
the  proposition  that  revenue  derived 
from  asset  sales  would  not  be  scored.  In 
short,  the  rule  was  intended  to  prevent 
the  use  of  asset  sales  for  operations. 

Since  1986.  every  budget  resolution 
that  has  come  to  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  been  adopted  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress  said  specifically 
that  revenue  derived  from  asset  sales 
could  not  be  used  to  offset  the  deficit. 
In  other  words,  revenue  from  asset 
sales  could  not  be  scored. 

Yet  here  we  have  a  proposed  budget 
which  changes  this  long-time  sensible 
rule  and  assumes  the  sale  of  a  whole 
host  of  Government  assets,  including 
the  Presidio,  an  Army  base  in  San 
Francisco:  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve, the  Naval  petroleum  reserve;  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Alaska. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  my  amendment 
would  simply  strike  one  section  in  the 
budget  resolution  in  order  to  restore 
the  old  rule  which  prohibits  revenue 
from  asset  sales  to  be  scored. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  no  objection  to 
asset  sales  per  se.  We  sell  assets  all  the 
time.  My  amendment  does  not  suggest 
that  we  cannot  sell  an  asset.  However, 
it  suggests  we  cannot  come  in  here 
with  a  big  platter  full  of  asset  sales  in 
order  to  balance  the  budget,  where  the 
Senate  has  not  debated  those  items  and 
simply  say.  ■Here's  $4  billion  in  deficit 
reduction."  The  budget  resolution  as- 
sumes that  we  will  sell  thousands  of 
barrels  of  oil  we  have  in  the  strategic 
petroleum  reserve.  It  anticipates  the 
sale  of  the  Presidio  in  San  Francisco, 
and  that  will  never  fly  because  San 
Francisco  has  so  many  ordinances  no- 
body would  give  anything  for  it  be- 
cause it  will  never  be  able  to  be  devel- 
oped. 

If  the  proposed  change  in  these  long- 
standing budget  rules  is  permitted  to 
take  place,  let  me  tell  Members  where 


we  will  be  headed.  First  of  all,  every 
budget  reconciliation  bill  that  comes 
before  this  body  is  going  to  have  a 
whole  host  of  asset  sales. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  national  yard 
sale.  National  parks,  wildlife  refuges, 
national  forests,  highways,  power  mar- 
keting administrations,  water 
projects — all  up  for  sale  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

Many  asset  sales  do  not  even  make 
financial  sense.  Assume  we  get  $1  bil- 
lion for  the  sale  of  the  power  market- 
ing administrations.  We  cut  the  deficit 
$1  billion  in  1996.  If  you  assume  that 
these  assets,  if  retained  under  Federal 
ownership,  would  produce  $100  million 
a  year  in  revenue,  by  the  year  2020  we 
will  have  lost  revenues  of  $2.5  billion  in 
exchange  for  the  one-shot  deal  in  1996. 
No  businessman  in  his  right  mind 
would  do  such  a  thing. 

Mr.  President  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  14  minutes  and  50  seconds. 

Will  the  Senator  send  the  amend- 
ment to  the  desk? 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bu.MP- 
ERS).  for  himself.  Mr.  Bradley.  Mrs.  Mur- 
ray. Mr.  LiEBERMA.N.  and  Mr.  Baucus,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1130. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  line  7  on  page  76  through  line  12  on 
page  77. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  had  a  budget  task  force  which 
recently  adopted  a  Heritage  Founda- 
tion recommendation  that  we  should 
keep  only  those  national  parks  and  wil- 
derness areas  of  national  significance. 
It  may  be  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Alaska  seated  on  the  floor  and  his  jun- 
ior colleague  may  decide  that  Denali  is 
not  of  national  significance  and  throw 
it  in  the  budget  reconciliation  bill — it 
would  be  gone. 

If  we  are  only  going  to  keep  national 
parks  and  wilderness  areas  of  national 
significance,  who  is  going  to  decide 
that?  Congress?  It  will  be  very  tough  if 
the  budget  is  in  dire  need  of  revenue 
and  no  one  wants  to  raise  taxes.  Here  is 
where  we  could  wind  up. 

First  of  all,  we  could  make  the  Grand 
Canyon  available  for  sale.  That  could 
be  the  first  to  go. 

Then  take  Mount  Rushmore.  I  have 
been  out  to  Mount  Rushmore.  They 
have  a  thriving  number  of  visitors  out 
there.  I  think  we  can  probably  put  a 
McDonald's  and  maybe  a  Marriott 
there  at  Mount  Rushmore.  There  is  no 
telling  what  that  place  would  bring. 

After  we  get  rid  of  Mount  Rushmore 
and  Grand  Canyon,  here  is  the  jewel. 
we  would  sell  the  Statue  of  Liberty. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  that  all  sound 
very  humorous.  There  is  absolutely  no 


reason  whatever  under  this  budget  res- 
olution, which  allows  the  scoring  of 
revenue  from  the  sale  of  national  as- 
sets, to  believe  that  some  things  just 
as  precious  as  the  Statue  of  Liberty 
will  not  be  put  on  the  auction  block. 

Last  year  I  was  chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Parks  Committee.  I  went  out  to 
see  the  Presidio.  I  had  never  seen  it  ex- 
cept at  a  distance.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
remarkable  pieces  of  property  left  in 
the  United  States  and  certainly  the 
most  remarkable  piece  of  property  left 
in  an  urban  area.  Here  we  have  already 
put  It  up  for  sale.  Who  knows  where  we 
go  after  that? 

Mr,  President.  I  have  offered  the 
Bumpers-Bradley-Murray  amendment 
this  evening  not  only  because  the  pro- 
posed rule  change  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion would  permit  the  sale  of  our  na- 
tional treasures,  but  because  it  is  also 
bad  economic  policy,  bad  social  policy 
and  bad  culture  policy.  We  ought  not 
to  do  it.  We  have  lived  very  well  for  205 
years  without  trying  to  balance  the 
budget  by  selling  assets. 

Finally,  my  amendment  does  not 
alter  the  bottom  line  of  the  budget  res- 
olution one  bit.  The  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources  Committee  would  still  be 
required  to  find  whatever  amount  of 
money  the  budget  resolution  instructs 
the  committee  to  find. 

I  can  tell  you.  Mr.  President,  again, 
you  put  this  proposition  to  the  people 
of  this  country.  Do  you  think  we  ought 
to  start  selling  off  wilderness  areas,  na- 
tional forests,  some  of  our  treasured 
national  parks?  I  can  just  see  it  now. 
You  cannot  see  all  the  Grand  Canyon 
from  the  rim.  We  need  a  highway  down 
through  it  so  you  can  really  enjoy  it. 

We  need  a  new  Holiday  Inn  down  at 
t.hfi  bottom  of  the  Grand  Can.von  so  we 
can  make  more  money. 

These  things  are  disastrous. 

I  hope  a  majority  of  the  Senate  to- 
morrow morning,  when  we  vote  on  this, 
will  agree  that  this  is  a  terrible,  ter- 
rible change  in  budgeting.  It  is  a  ter- 
rible change  in  national  policy. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  my  distinguished 
colleague    from    Washington,    Senator 

MURR.AY. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us  has 
been  termed  an  historic  document.  It 
certainly  is.  For  the  last  decade,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  has  rec- 
ognized that  our  public  lands  are  too 
precious  to  sell  unless  their  sale  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  public.  That  is 
good  policy  and  one  that  has  enjoyed 
strong  bipartisan  support. 

But  it  is  a  new  day.  Today,  we  may 
well  vote  to  sell  our  children's  heritage 
to  pay  our  debts.  I  reject  that  approach 
to  debt  reduction  and  I  reject  that  ap- 
proach to  disposition  of  our  Federal  as- 
sets. 


What  is  at  risk?  Potentially  on  the 
sale  block  are  assets  ranging  from  oil 
supplies  beneath  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge;  to  battlefields  remind- 
ing us  of  the  pain  and  sacrifice  of  the 
Civil  War;  to  Power  Marketing  Asso- 
ciations that  provide  hydroelectric  en- 
ergy, transportation,  and  resource  pro- 
tection; to  endangered  wildlife  living 
in  our  National  Wilderness  Preserva- 
tion System;  to  toll-free  interstate 
highways  present  in  every  State  in  the 
Nation:  to  public  timber  sold  primarily 
to  small  businesses  dependent  upon  Na- 
tional Forests  for  their  wood  supply. 

These  assets  should  not  be  sold  to  re- 
duce the  deficit.  And  they,  certainly, 
should  not  be  sold  to  provide  a  tax  cut 
to  wealthy  Americans.  Instead,  our 
Federal  assets  should  be  sold  only 
when,  after  reasoned  debate  and  a  full 
public  airing,  we  decide  their  sale  is  in 
the  best  interest  not  only  of  this  gen- 
eration—but of  every  generation  that 
follows.  We  owe  our  children  much 
more  than  a  balanced  budget.  We  owe 
them  their  heritage. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  first  for 
Senator  Bumper's  amendment  preclud- 
ing scoring  of  the  sale  of  all  Federal  as- 
sets. 

While  I  have  the  floor  I  want  to  just 
mention  two  other  amendments  I  will 
be  offering  tomorrow  that  my  col- 
leagues will  be  voting  on. 

SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RESOLUTIO.N  ON  IMPACT 
AID 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  to- 
morrow I  will  send  an  amendment  to 
the  desk. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  is  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  live  up  to  its  re- 
sponsibility to  educate  the  children  of 
our  women  and  men  in  uniform 
through  the  impact  aid  program. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  add  my  good 
friend,  the  Democratic  leader.  Senator 
Daschle,  as  well  as  Senators  Pres- 
.SLER,  Akak.^,  Hutchi.son,  Levin,  Binga- 
MAN.  Pell,  Dorga.n,  Baucus  and 
Kerrey  of  Nebraska  as  cosponsors. 

Mr.  President,  you  see,  thi.s  amend- 
ment enjoys  strong  bipartisan  support 
because  the  impact  aid  program  is  a 
vital  component  of  the  education  port- 
folio of  48  States. 

It  has  strong  support  because  Sen- 
ators on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  know 
how  important  this  program  is  to  their 
States  and  to  the  country. 

More  than  40  years  ago.  the  Federal 
Government  established  the  impact  aid 
program. 

Forty  years  ago— great,  forward- 
thinking  legislators  recognized  that 
the  Federal  Government  has  a  respon- 
sibility to  communities  which  have 
been  adversely  impacted  by  Federal  ac- 
tivities. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  exactly  the  un- 
derpinning of  the  legislation  we  passed 
earlier  in  this  Congress.  The  unfunded 
mandates  bill  corrected  a  large-scale 


shift  of  costs  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  the  States  and  to  local  com- 
munities. 

Impact  aid  is  a  good  program  for 
States — it  lives  up  to  the  true  spirit  of 
local  control  of  education. 

Unfortunately,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  not  been  living  up  to  the  spir- 
it of  the  Impact  Aid  program. 

Funding  levels  for  impact  aid  have 
been  so  far  below  authorized  levels  that 
we  have  unfairly  shifted  a  large  portion 
of  funding  for  Federally  connected  stu- 
dents to  local  taxpayers. 

The  end  result  is  that,  now — in  many 
States — this  program  covers  less  than 
half  of  the  costs  to  educate  each  stu- 
dent. The  Federal  Government  has  just 
been  shifting  its  responsibility  to  the 
States  to  make  up  the  difference. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  review  the  last 
several  years  of  funding  and  rescis- 
sions, I  am  outraged  with  the  trend  I 
see  developing — we  have  been  abandon- 
ing responsibility  to  our  kids  by  cut- 
ting funds  for  this  program. 

And.  there  is  no  question  that  the 
importance  of  this  program  has  in- 
creased over  its  40  year  history. 

Its  importance  has  increased  not  just 
because  it  directly  affects  over  2  mil- 
lion students  in  our  Nation — but  also 
because  of  the  tight  budgets  facing  our 
States  today. 

And.  some  States — such  as  my  home 
State  of  Washington — do  not  rely  upon 
an  income  tax  for  State  funding.  You 
see,  Mr.  President,  the  loss  of  property 
tax  revenues  makes  State  and  local 
education  funding  even  more  difficult. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  take  a  moment 
to  tell  you  about  a  school  district  near 
Tacoma,  WA — it's  called  Clover  Park. 

Fort  Lewis  is  in  the  Clover  Park 
school  district.  Women  and  men  in  uni- 
form are  assigned  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  serve  our  Nation  there. 
And.  their  kids — like  all  American 
children — deserve  to  be  educated. 

They  should  not  be  abandoned  be- 
cause their  parents  live  on  Federal 
propert.y. 

Impact  Aid  makes  up  7  percent  of 
Clover  Park's  budget.  In  Clover  Park, 
this  money  goes  directly  to  the  school 
district  and  is  free  of  bureaucracy. 

It  provides  basic  support  to  the 
school  district  whose  local  school 
board  determines  how  to  use  the  funds. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  if  impact  aid 
funds  were  cut  off,  school  districts 
would  have  to  increase  taxes  in  the  Ta- 
coma community.  Or,  Clover  Park 
would  have  to  cut  teachers  and  close 
buildings.  Or,  the  schools  would  have 
to  double-shift  students. 

That  is  wrong.  That  is  a  total  abdica- 
tion of  the  Federal  responsibility  to 
our  kids. 

Of  course,  we  all  recognize  the  budget 
constraints  facing  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment today. 

I  know  tough  choices  must  be  made. 

However,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  we 
can  achieve  meaningful  deficit  reduc- 


tion without  passing  on  this  huge  un- 
funded mandate.  And.  without  com- 
promising our  responsibility  to  our 
schools  and  our  communities. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  be  sure  that 
adequate  resources  are  put  into  impact 
aid.  And,  this  sense-of-the-Senate  re- 
confirms our  commitment — on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle — to  making  that  hap- 
pen. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  our  bi- 
partisan coalition  and  support  this 
amendment. 

CHILDREN'S  HEALTH  INSURANCE 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  to- 
morrow I  will  send  an  amendment  to 
the  desk.  My  amendment  is  very 
straightforward. 

It  allows  the  Senate  to  think  twice 
before  we  pass  reforms  to  the  Medicaid 
system  that  would  result  in  more  unin- 
sured American  children. 

This  amendment  does  not  call  for  one 
dime  of  new  spending.  It  is,  by  deflni- 
tion,  revenue  neutral. 

This  amendment  simply  creates  a 
point  of  order  against  any  legislation 
which  would  cause  children  currently 
eligible  to  receive  Medicaid  to  lose 
their  health  care  benefits. 

And,  that  point  of  order  is  easily 
waived  by  a  simple  majority  vote. 

Mr.  President,  as  you  know,  this 
year,  the  Medicaid  program  covers 
health  care  services  for  over  36  million 
low-income  Americans. 

Close  to  half  of  those  Americans  are 
children.  Children  who  have  no  access 
to  health  care  insurance  on  their  own. 
Children  with  complex  health  care 
needs.  And.  children,  I  will  say,  Mr. 
President,  who  don't  have  well  fi- 
nanced lobbyists  up  here  fighting  for 
their  interest. 

Most  of  the  children  covered  by  Med- 
icaid live  in  low-income,  working  fami- 
lies. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  talking  about 
families  who  have  to  choose  between 
putting  food  on  the  table,  or  getting 
health  care  treatment  for  their  child. 

I  have  visited  Children's  Hospital  in 
Seattle  many  times. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  witnessed  first- 
hand the  decisions  these  parents  face. 

A  typical  family  on  Medicaid  is  a 
young,  happy  family,  whose  life  is  sud- 
denly disrupted  when  they  find  out 
their  child  has  been  diagnosed  with 
cystic  fibrosis  or  leukemia  or  severe 
asthma  or  cancer. 

One  parent  has  to  quit  his  or  her  job 
to  stay  home  and  take  care  of  the 
child.  On  just  one  income,  family  fi- 
nances become  increasingly  difficult. 

Soon  the  health  insurance  runs  out, 
and  the  family  is  forced  to  spend  down 
to  be  able  to  receive  Medicaid,  just  so 
their  child  can  receive  critical  medical 
attention. 

The  cost  of  care  for  the  child  will  be 
passed  along  to  the  American  taxpayer. 
Doctor  and  hospitals  will  simply  raise 
their  rates.  Insurance  companies  will 
do  the  same. 
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Everyone  agrees  that  there  are  prob- 
lems with  the  Medicaid  system  that 
need  fixing,  and  everyone  agrees  with 
the  need  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit. 

But.  I  am  concerned  that  we  don't  be- 
come lulled  by  the  mantra  of  cut.  cut. 
cut. 

As  the  Congress  cuts  spending.  I  just 
want  to  make  sure  we  raise  a  red  flag 
when  children's  health  care  is  con- 
cerned. 

Medicaid  is  every  child's  health  in- 
surance safety  net. 

My  amendment  just  makes  us  think 
twice  before  we  yank  that  safety  net 
away. 

You  will  hear  some  arguments 
against  my  amendment  today,  argu- 
ments that — frankly— make  little 
sense. 

You  will  hear  that  this  amendment  is 
impeding  deficit  reduction,  and  imped- 
ing the  actions  of  the  Senate. 

On  the  contrary,  the  point  of  order  in 
this  amendment  can  be  waived  by  a 
simple  majority  vote — just  50  votes. 

We  have  points  of  order  against  the 
mandates  of  environmental  laws— I 
just  want  to  make  sure  we  have  a  point 
of  order  to  protect  the  most  vulnerable 
of  our  population— our  children. 

You  will  also  hear  that  this  amend- 
ment says  that  we  do  not  trust  our 
Governors  to  protect  children  when 
Medicaid  is  block  granted.  Trust? 

Block  grants,  by  definition,  shift  all 
responsibility  to  the  States.  If  any 
kind  of  emergency  or  disaster  happens 
in  a  State,  such  as  an  earthquake  in 
California  or  flooding  in  the  Midwest. 

I  just  want  to  make  sure  our  overbur- 
dened Governors  do  not  allow  health 
care  for  our  children  to  go  by  the  way- 
side. This  amendment  simply  makes  us 
think  twice  about  children. 

This  lb  not  a  question  of  trust — it  is 
a  question  of  insurance.  That  is  all. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  you  will  hear 
that  this  issue  will  be  dealt  with  in  the 
Finance  Committee  after  the  budget 
resolution  is  passed. 

We  listened  to  a  prolonged  debate 
this  morning  on  the  EITC— which  will 
also  be  a  topic  in  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee's deliberations.  If  today  is  a  good 
day  to  talk  about  EITC.  today  is  a  good 
time  to  talk  about  children's  health  in- 
surance. 

Let  me  conclude  with  a  few  words 
about  priorities. 

When  I  offered  this  amendment  in 
the  Budget  Committee,  we  were  imme- 
diately subjected  to  a  lengthy  diatribe 
by  the  other  side  that  sounded  more 
like  Presidential  campaign  speeches 
than  a  statement  about  our  children's 
health  insurance. 

That  happens  all  too  often.  As  soon 
as  we  talk  about  children,  the  debate  is 
trivialized.  The  discussion  is  kid- 
napped. 

And.  30.  I  stand  here  again  today  and 
ask— what  better  time  is  there  to  talk 
about  the  future  of  our  children  than 
during  this  historic  debate? 


We  need  to  know  if  actions  we  take 
here  today  will  hurt  our  children. 

My  sincere  goal  with  this  amendment 
is  to  look  out  for  the  most  vulnerable 
of  our  population. 

I  know  they  do  not  vote.  I  know  they 
do  not  give  money  to  political  cam- 
paigns. But  they  continue  to  get  sick 
because  their  parents  cannot  afford  to 
get  them  vaccinated. 

Congress  cannot  turn  its  back  on  its 
children. 

My  amendment  simply  ensures  that 
before  Congress  makes  any  changes  to 
the  Medicaid  system,  we  will  take  a 
hard,  thoughtful  look  at  the  possible 
damage  these  changes  will  cause. 

Let  us  put  a  little  bit  of  conscience 
back  into  this  budget. 

Let  us  protect  our  future. 

Let  us  protect  our  children. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  join  Budg- 
et Committee  members  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle  and  agree  to  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  I  be  allowed  to  take  2 
minutes  from  the  time  controlled  by 
this  Senator,  to  briefly  speak  on  the 
subject  at  hand. 

I  first  would  like  to  ask  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  has  added  me  as  a 
cosponsor  to  his  amendment  or  not?  If 
he  has  not,  I  would  like  to  be  added  as 
a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  add  Senators  Murray 
and  Bradley  as  my  chief  cosponsors, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  Senator 
ExoN,  Senator  Wellstone,  Senator 
Boxer.  Senator  Feinstein— all  as  co- 
sponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  i  also  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent I  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  the 
amendment  just  addressed  that  the 
Senator  will  be  offering  tomorrow,  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  with  regard 
to  impact  aid. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A.yENDMENT  NO.  1130 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  amendment  offered  by  Senator 
Bumpers  to  strike  the  changes  made  to 
the  asset  rule  in  the  budget  resolution. 
The  recent  push  to  sell  off  physical  as- 
sets in  an  effort  to  generate  short-term 
budget  savings  is  not  a  wise  move. 

The  asset  rule  was  put  in  place  in 
order  to  discourage  these  sorts  of  pro- 
posals which  do  not  result  in  any  struc- 
tural decline  of  the  deficit.  In  fact, 
many  of  the  recommendations  included 
in  this  budget  resolution  will  not  yield 
any  budget  savings  over  the  long  term. 

The  savings  resulting  from  the  sell- 
ing off  of  physical  assets  in  this  resolu- 
tion will  end  up  generating  only  $3.5 
billion  in  receipts  over  the  next  7 
years.  Many  of  these  proposals  end  up 
costing  the  Government  money  in  the 
out-years. 


I  hope  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  will  support  this  effort  to  rid 
the  use  of  this  sort  of  budget  gim- 
mickry in  an  attempt  to  balance  the 
budget. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr  President,  I  be- 
lieve there  is  10  minutes  reserved  on 
this  side.  I  yield  myself  5  minutes  to 
begin  with. 

Is  there  not  10  minutes  reserved  for 
this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
reminded  of  what  President  Reagan 
said  once,  "Here  we  go  again.  Here  wp 
go  again." 

I  have  just  heard  these  speeches  that 
sound  as  though  this  is  something  that 
has  been  dreamed  up  by  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  The  President  requested  this.  Is 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  going  to 
abandon  the  President  again?  The 
President  asked  for  58  billion  in  his 
budget.  He  specifically  asked  for  this 
language.  This  language  is  the  Presi- 
dent's language. 

What  does  it  do?  It  allows  scoring  of 
the  sales  of  assets  that  are  already  au- 
thorized by  law  to  be  sold. 

I  would  be  ashamed  to  come  here 
with  pictures  of  places  in  this  country 
that  are  loved  by  all  citizens,  and 
imply  that  anything  in  this  budget  res- 
olution will  sell  one  national  park  or 
refuge.  It  is  an  authorization  to  score 
the  sale  of  assets.  It  is  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  President's  budget.  It  is 
also  a  fact  that  people  have  used  this 
budget  gimmickry  to  prevent  the  leas- 
ing of  1.5  million  acres  on  the  North 
Slope  of  Alaska,  one  of  the  last  great 
deposits  of  oil  and  gas  in  the  United 
States,  because  it  is  considered  to  be 
the  sale  of  an  asset  when  it  is  leased. 

The  Arctic  coastal  plain  must  be  au- 
thorized by  law  to  be  leased.  It  has  al- 
ready been  subject  to  three  environ- 
mental studies.  There  is  no  opposition 
that  I  know  of  to  the  concept  of  the 
Mineral  Leasing  Act.  That  law  has  al- 
ready been  passed.  This  land  should  be 
leased. 

Oil  and  gas  leases  are  called  a  sale 
under  the  concept  of  the  Budget  Act. 
And  since  you  cannot  score  that  sale, 
the  act  of  leasing  costs  money  and. 
guess  what,  that  prevents  us  from  pro- 
ceeding to  lease  the  land  because  you 
cannot  score  the  money  that  comes  in 
from  the  lease.  But  it  costs  you  money 
to  lease  it.  An  absurd  conclusion. 

The  President  came  in  and  asked  for 
a  change  in  this  law.  He  asked  that  we 
change  this  in  his  budget  this  year  and 
he  assumed  $8  billion  in  asset  sales — 
that  must  be  authorized  by  law— as 
part  of  that  budget.  I  notice  the  pic- 
ture of  the  Grand  Canyon  is  right-side- 
up  now.  but  even  so  the  Grand  Canyon, 
if  someone  wanted  to  propose  to  sell  it, 
they  would  have  to  come  here  and  se- 
cure the  passage  of  a  law.  The  things 


the  President  wants  to  sell  must  be  au- 
thorized by  law  to  be  sold.  What  we 
want  to  lease  in  Alaska  must  be  au- 
thorized by  law  to  be  leased.  I  never 
have  heard  such  a  ludicrous  argument 
in  my  life. 

I  have  seen  some  of  this  stuff  from 
the  extreme  environmental  organiza- 
tions that  send  this  baloney  all  over 
the  country  and  charge  people  fantas- 
tic sums  of  money.  They  rival  the 
AARP  in  terms  of  the  way  they  raise 
money  and  really  convince  people  they 
are  doing  good  when  they  are  really 
paying  themselves  and  sending  these 
stupid  letters  out  that  imply  that 
somehow  the  President  wants  to  sell 
the  Grand  Canyon.  It  is  the  President's 
language.  It  is  not  my  language.  It  is 
not  the  Alaskan  language.  It  is  the 
President's  request. 

I  cannot  believe  what  I  am  hearing 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  really  can- 
not. 

Why  do  you  not  recognize  the  income 
from  the  sale  of  assets?  The  lease  of 
the  Alaska  oil  reserve  lands  would 
bring  in  over  $1.4  billion  in  a  4-year  pe- 
riod. If  it  is  leased  that  is  money  that 
comes  into  the  Federal  Treasury.  It  is 
not  a  sale.  It  is  what  is  paid  for  the 
privilege  of  producing  oil  and  gas  from 
Federal  lands. 

Somehow  or  other,  people  have  as- 
sumed that  there  is  something  sort  of 
seditious  in  this  concept  of  the  Presi- 
dent's, that  we  are  going  to  count 
money  that  comes  into  the  Treasury  as 
money. 

I  have  heard  arguments  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  that  embarrassed  me  be- 
fore but  I  am  embarrassed  for  those 
who  offer  this  amendment. 

In  the  first  place,  they  attacked  their 
own  President,  not  us.  In  the  second 
place,  it  makes  no  fiscal  sense  to  say 
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lions,  that  we  have  to  go  out  and  bor- 
row money  in  order  to  balance  the 
budget  because  we  cannot  count  that 
money  that  comes  into  the  Treasury — 
not  in  a  budget  sense.  It  is  there  in  a 
physical  sense  but  it  is  just  added  to 
the  Treasury.  You  cannot  count  it 
under  these  stupid  budget  rules  that  fi- 
nally even  the  President  of  the  United 
States  recognized  are  just  that.  They 
are  stupid.  It  is  time  to  change  them. 
It  is  time  for  us  to  stop  this  Mickey 
Mouse  business. 

Look,  a  'For  Sale"  sign  on  the  Stat- 
ue of  Liberty.  Would  the  President  sug- 
gest selling  the  Statue  of  Liberty? 
Have  we  suggested  selling  Mount  Rush- 
more?  My  God.  I  really  cannot  believe 
the  depth  of  this  argument,  when  it 
comes  down  to  just  say  anything  to 
scare  people  throughout  the  country. 
"We  are  going  to  sell  the  national 
parks."  It  is  stupid. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Ashcroft).  The  time  of  the  Senator 
has  expired. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes  off  the  time  of  this  Sen- 
ator. 


I  would  simply  correct  my  friend 
from  Alaska.  The  President  of  the 
United  States,  in  his  budget,  suggested 
selective  sales,  including  the  Power 
Marketing  Administration.  This  Sen- 
ator and  many  on  this  side  strongly 
disagree  with  the  President  on  the  sell- 
ing of  the  Power  Marketing  Adminis- 
tration. 

We  went  down  and  had  a  meeting 
with  him  and  we  will  fight  that  here 
and  we  will  fight  it  all  the  way  through 
this  budget  process.  Certainly  I  think 
we  can  disagree.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  made  it  very  clear  in 
his  remarks  that  he  realizes  we  are  not 
suggesting  this,  but  the  main  thing  the 
Senator  from  .Maska  is  overlooking  is 
the  proposition  in  this  budget  changes 
the  rules  that  could  allow  this  to  hap- 
pen. They  cannot  happen  under  the 
rules  the  way  they  are. 

We  objected  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  our  President,  as  you 
say,  doing  that.  And  we  certainly  ob- 
ject to  the  Republican  Budget  Commit- 
tee going  along  in  unison  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  which 
in  and  of  itself  is  quite  unusual. 

We  oppose  your  doing  it.  We  opposed 
the  President  in  doing  it.  And  we  hope 
we  are  alerting  the  Senate  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  this  serious  mistake. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  does  the  Senator  wish? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  .-Arkansas  has  6  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON,  I  am  sorry.  I  thought  the 
Senator  was  out  of  time. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  misunderstands 
what  this  debate  is  ahniit.  If  is  not 
about  what  the  President  rec- 
ommended. I  could  not  disagree  with 
the  President  more.  I  went  down  to  the 
White  House  and  told  him,  along  with 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  a  host 
of  others.  This  is  bad  policy  and  I  told 
the  President  that.  He  is  my  friend  but 
that  does  not  mean  I  have  to  agree 
with  him  on  everything  and  he  under- 
stands that  better  than  anybody. 

The  fact  that  the  President  has  pro- 
posed asset  sales  in  his  budget  does  not 
make  it  good  policy.  It  is  bad  policy.  I 
do  not  care  who  recommended  it. 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  says  he  is 
embarrassed.  He  is  embarrassed  by  this 
amendment.  What  we  are  trying  to  do 
is  to  restore  the  law  where  it  has  been 
for  10  years.  I  never  heard  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  in  the  last  10  years  say 
under  the  budget  rule  not  scoring  as- 
sets was  an  embarrassment.  Now  it  is 
an  embarrassment.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  is  my  friend.  He  has  been  trying 
to  get  ANWR  opened  up  for  oil  drilling 
since,  as  we  say,  "the  memory  of  man 
runneth  not."  I  am  not  for  it.  and  I 
don't  expect  to  be  for  it  in  the  foresee- 
able future. 


This  resolution  assumes  that  we  are 
going  to  charge  the  oil  companies  $1.4 
billion  over  the  next  7  years  for  the 
right  to  drill  in  ANWR.  What  do  you  do 
after  the  scoring  period  to  make  up  for 
the  lost  oil  after  the  first  7  years?  You 
are  going  to  cut  discretionary  spending 
again. 

The  budget  resolution  assumes  $1.4 
billion  from  the  sale  of  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations.  That  is  a  bad 
proposition  from  a  business  standpoint. 
No  businessman  in  his  right  mind 
would  decide  whether  to  sell  an  asset 
by  only  considering  the  lost  revenues 
associated  with  that  asset  for  a  period 
of  7  years. 

I  will  tell  you  something.  If  you  are 
willing  to  sell  the  Presidio,  the  Grand 
Canyon  cannot  be  very  far  behind. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  plead  with  my 
colleagues  not  to  buy  into  this  idea 
that  you  can  take  these  one-shot,  one- 
time windfalls  from  the  leasing  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the 
selling  of  the  Presidio,  the  selling  of 
these  power  marketing  administra- 
tions. 

As  I  said  in  the  opening  of  my  re- 
marks, my  amendment  does  not  pre- 
clude asset  sales.  It  simply  says  deal 
with  them  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness and  do  not  score  them  for  budget- 
ing purposes. 

I  am  not  only  not  embarrassed,  I 
have  never  been  prouder  of  an  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  is  it 
in  order  now,  before  using  all  of  my 
time,  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor  and  retain  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  How  much  time  is  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  5  minutes, 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  1 
minute  48  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Out  of  the  5  minutes, 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  Senator  Stevens 
from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  put  in  the 
Record  section  5  of  the  President's  bill 
indicating  how  he  would  treat  the  pro- 
ceeds from  the  sale  of  transfer  of  lands 
under  his  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

PROCEEDS 

Sec  5.  Proceeds  from  a  sale  or  transfer 
under  this  Act  shall  be  recited  to  miscellane- 
ous receipts  of  the  Treasury.  If  the  President 
so  designates,  the  net  proceeds  shall  be  in- 
cluded in  the  budget  baseline  required  by  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985  and  shall  be  counted  for 
the  purposes  of  section  252  of  that  Act  as  an 
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offset   to   direct  spending,   notwithstanding 
section  257(e)  of  that  Act. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
embarrassed  for  the  proponents  of  this 
amendment.  I  am  not  embarrassed  by 
the  President.  I  think  the  President  is 
trying  to  make  some  sense  out  of  the 
Budget  Act,  and  it  is  time  that  we  con- 
sidered that. 

This  is  an  attack  on  a  proceeding  to 
lease  the  Alaska  oil  reserve.  It  is  not 
standing  up  straight.  It  is  a  duplicitous 
amendment.  It  is  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  kill  the  provision  in  the 
budget  resolution  that  considers  it  a 
requirement  of  the  Energy  Committee 
to  raise  money.  One  of  the  ways  they 
can  raise  that  money  is  by  bringing 
forth  a  bill  to  proceed  to  lease  the  one 
and  one-half  million  acres  on  the  Arc- 
tic coastal  plain  that  has  a  fantastic 
potential  for  oil  and  gas. 

Furthermore,  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas said,  what  happens  in  the  next 
year''  Hopefully  in  the  next  year  you 
would  discover  oil.  The  last  time  I  re- 
member people  standing  on  this  floor 
saying  there  is  no  oil  was  when  we 
were  considering  legislation  to  allow 
leasing  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska, 
when  they  said  that  it  would  only 
produce  about  1  billion  barrels  at  the 
most.  Mind  you.  that  would  have  been 
the  largest  deposit  on  the  North  Amer- 
ican continent.  But.  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  we  have  already  produced  10  bil- 
lion barrels.  Ten  billion  barrels  came 
out  of  that  bill  that  came  before  the 
Senate.  The  argument  went  for  days. 
Finally,  the  tie  had  to  be  broken  by  the 
Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

Now.  we  are  in  the  same  situation 
here.  Mr.  President,  you  are  going  to 
see  more  wildcats  coming  across  this 
floor  when  ANWR  is  brought  up  than 
anything  yuu  havt;  here.  They  have 
more  things  they  can  warn  the  public 
of.  Look  at  that.  They  say  we  are  try- 
ing to  sell  the  Statue  of  Liberty.  It  is 
absolutely  ludicrous  again  I  say.  I  have 
never  heard  an  argument  stretched  to 
that  point. 

This  resolution  does  not  authorize 
the  sale  of  anything.  All  the  President 
wants  to  do  is  count  the  money  when  it 
is  authorized  to  lease  or  to  sell  some- 
thing, and  there  already  are  a  series  of 
things  authorized.  The  President  is 
going  to  send  up  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
further  sale  of  some  of  the  assets  on 
the  Presidio  at  Monterey  in  California. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  already  been 
leased  Do  you  know  who  it  is  leased 
to''  Former  Senator  Cranston  and  the 
former  leader  of  the  Soviet  Union,  Mr. 
Gorbachev  They  have  leases  there  in 
the  Presidio  already. 

Now.  when  you  look  at  it.  all  the 
President  is  saying  is  that  in  the  proc- 
ess of  acquiring  money  from  the  sale  or 
lease  of  assets  that  are  authorized  by 
law.  we  ought  to  count  them  in  the 
budget  process.  This  amendment  would 
deny  the  President  that  right.  It  would 
mean  that  he  could  not  count  the  $1.4 


billion   that  will   come   in   the  first  4 
years  of  the  leasing  of  ANWR. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  BUMPERS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska,  my 
amendment  does  not  stop  the  leasing  of 
ANWR.  That  is  not  what  this  amend- 
ment is  all  about.  You  can  go  ahead 
and  lease  ANWR.  But  do  not  score  it  in 
the  budget.  That  has  been  the  law  of 
the  land  for  10  years. 

All  of  a  sudden  we  get  this  budget 
resolution  presented  to  us  and  they  say 
we  are  going  to  change  the  rules.  If  you 
can  get  $2  billion  for  Presidio,  count  it, 
score  it.  You  have  $4  billion  in  here, 
and  next  year  you  may  not  have  $4  bil- 
lion in  asset  sales  so  you  are  going  to 
have  to  find  it  elsewhere.  Why.  I  say  to 
the  Senator,  you  might  even  have  to 
pay  royalties  on  hard  rock  mining  next 
year. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  just  one  question?  We  are 
closing  almost  50  bases  in  the  United 
States.  Why  should  we  not  count  as  in- 
come those  portions  of  the  bases  we  are 
going  to  sell?  This  amendment  would 
not  allow  that. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  not  a  Governor  in  the  United  States, 
including  the  person  sitting  in  the 
chair  at  this  moment,  who  is  a  former 
Governor,  in  my  opinion,  that  will  take 
an  asset  sale  or  one-time  windfall  and 
put  it  into  his  operating  budget.  My 
amendment  does  not  prohibit  the  sale 
of  those  bases.  It  just  says,  let's  not 
change  the  budget  rules  to  mask  the 
deficit  by  scoring  the  revenues  derived 
from  these  asset  sales. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  does  Senator  Bumpers 
have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
one  seconds. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time  do  I 
have,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two 
minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Chair 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  suggest 
really  are  two  arguments  here.  I 
the  paramount  one  is  to  get  rid  of  any 
authority  that  the  Energy  Committee 
might  have  in  its  reconciliation  in- 
structions to  direct  that  we  begin  leas- 
ing of  ANWR.  While  asset  sales  gen- 
erally seem  to  be  the  subject  matter.  I 
think  that  is  the  prime  focus. 

And  let  me  suggest  for  a  minute  a  bit 
of  arrogance  about  the  United  States,  a 
bit  of  arrogance  about  those  who  think 
we  can  just  continue  to  lock  up  our  as- 
sets because  we  are  so  wealthy  it  does 
not  matter.  How  does  $180  billion  worth 
of  American  assets  called  "oil  "  sound 


there 

think 


to  average  Americans — $180  billion 
worth?  We  will  buy  it  from  other  coun- 
tries because  we  think  we  are  so 
strong,  so  powerful,  so  economically 
self-sufficient  we  can  just  throw  away 
our  assets-  $180  billion. 

Now,  I  know  that  people  do  not  like 
to  think  of  America  as  being  arrogant 
about  anything;  we  are  humble  people. 
But  I  submit.  Mr.  President,  it  is  arro- 
gance to  think  that  we  can  throw  away 
$180  billion  and  say  we  will  buy  it  from 
the  Saudis.  After  all.  it  was  only  ours 
so  why  not  just  lock  it  up. 

Now,  if  there  was  harm  coming  to 
ANWR.  many  who  will  vote  against 
Senator  Bu.MPER.s  would  vote  with  him. 
But  that  argument  about  how  much 
damage  is  going  to  be  done  there  just 
will  not  play  too  much  longer. 

Now.  let  me  make  a  second  point.  Let 
me  make  a  second  point  on  this  issue. 
Mr.  President,  what  happens  if  we  fail 
to  balance  the  budget  and  the  Amer- 
ican dollar  keeps  coming  down?  Do  you 
know  what  might  happen.  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Alaska?  The  Saudi  Ara- 
bians may  say.  "Pay  us  in  yen."  How 
does  that  strike  you?  "We  do  not  want 
your  American  dollars.  They  are  not 
good  enough." 

Mr.  STEVENS.  For  oil. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  For  oil.  Pay  us  in 
yen.  We  will  pay  them  in  yen  and  guess 
what  will  happen.  Oil  prices  go  up  300 
percent  in  America. 

Why  should  we  not  use  our  own  rath- 
er than  depend  totally  upon  them? 

I  yield  the  floor,  and  if  we  have  no  re- 
maining time.  I  assume  we  are  finished 
with  this  amendment  and  it  will  be  ap- 
propriately stacked  tomorrow  by  our 
leader. 


RURAL  HOUSING  GUARANTEED 
LOAN  PROGRAM 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  Senator 
DOMENICI.  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  with  respect 
to  the  rural  housing  guaranteed  loan 
program. 

In  reviewing  the  report  accompany- 
ing the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Concurrent 
Budget  Resolution,  I  note  that  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee  recommends 
"the  reduction  or  elimination  of  cer- 
tain subsidies  provided  by  the  federal 
government  for  a  range  of  credit  pro- 
grams in  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration, the  Federal  Housing  Adminis- 
tration, and  the  Rural  Housing  and 
Community  Development  Service."  Am 
I  correct  in  understanding  this  to  mean 
that  the  Budget  Committee  assumes  no 
savings  from  the  Rural  Housing  and 
Community  Development  Service's 
Section  502  unsubsidized  guaranteed 
loan  program  over  the  next  seven 
years? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  will  op- 
pose the  Roth  amendment  which  takes 


a  meat-ax  approach  to  eliminating  fed- 
eral jobs.  The  administration  has  made 
laudable  progress  by  downsizing  the 
government  by  more  than  a  quarter  of 
a  million  workers  by  the  end  of  the 
year.  Under  the  leadership  of  Vice 
President  Gore,  careful  evaluation, 
systematic  studies,  and  cost-benefit 
analyses  have  been  used  to  shape  a 
leaner  more  effective  Federal  work 
force.  Because  it  is  not  based  on  such 
studies  and  analysis,  the  Roth  amend- 
ment, by  contrast,  could  result  in  the 
slicing  away  of  essential  jobs,  such  as 
those  needed  to  get  out  the  social  secu- 
rity checks,  staff  the  veterans'  hos- 
pitals, or  to  protect  federal  facilities 
and  workers  from  another  terrorist  in- 
cident. Also,  the  Roth  amendment,  ac- 
cording to  its  author,  assumes  the 
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce, an  action  with  which  I  do  not 
agree. 

.'^FDC 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I  in- 
tend to  propose  an  amendment  that 
will  enable  us  to  improve  our  welfare 
system  rather  than  dismantle  it.  Under 
my  amendment.  Aid  to  Families  With 
Dependent  Children  will  remain  a  Fed- 
eral entitlement  program. 

The  amendment  I  propose  will,  over  7 
years,  restore  $55  billion  to  income  se- 
curity programs,  including  Aid  to  Fam- 
ilies With  Dependent  Children,  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  and  Unem- 
ployment Insurance  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Finance  Committee. 

My  amendment  is  deficit  neutral.  It 
is  financed  by  using  part  of  the  fiscal 
dividend  that  will  accrue  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  if  we  balance  the 
budget. 

The  budget  resolution  reported  out 
by  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  re- 
serves the  fiscal  dividend  for  tax  cuts. 

I  fail  to  understand  how  we  can  jus- 
tify tax  cuts  at  the  same  time  that  we 
are.  for  example;  withdrawing  the  Fed- 
eral guarantee  of  support  for  dependent 
children;  reducing  government  pro- 
grams like  Medicare  and  Medicaid  by 
over  15  percent;  and  threatening  an  end 
to  vital  public  services  through  the 
elimination  of  subsidies  for  AMTRAK. 

As  I  stated  on  introducing  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  of  1995  last  Thursday; 

It  is  beyond  belief  that  in  the  middle  of  the 
Great  Depression  in  the  1930's.  we  provided 
for  children  a  minimum  benefit  to  keep  them 
alive,  and  in  the  middle  of  a  successful  1990's 
with  a  7  trillion  dollar  economy  we're  going^ 
to  take  that  away. 

Senators  who  have  been  following  the 
subject  of  welfare  policy  will  recognize 
the  bill  I  introduced  last  week  as  a  suc- 
cessor to  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988.  which  was  adopted  in  this  Cham- 
ber just  this  side  of  7  years  ago.  on  Sep- 
tember 29.  1988.  by  a  vote  of  96  to  1. 

When  President  Ronald  Reagan 
signed  the  bill  in  the  Rose  Garden  on 
October  13,  he  thanked  those  who.  as  he 
said,  shared  the  credit  for  "this  land- 
mark   legislation",    including   Senator 


Dole.  Senator  P.^ckwood,  and  Senator 
Bentsen,  as  well  as  Representatives 
Rostenkowski,  Hank  Brown.  Michel, 
Frenzel.  and  Downey. 

These  members  of  Congress  will  be 
remembered.  President  Reagan  said: 
for  accomplishing  what  many  have  at- 
tempted, but  no  one  has  achieved  in  several 
decades:  a  meaningful  redirection  of  our  wel- 
fare system. 

It  will  seem  unimaginable  to  us 
today,  but  the  Family  Support  Act  was 
not  a  partisan  political  measure. 

Together  Republicans  and  Democrats 
passed  a  bill  that  was  based  largely  on 
what  we  had  learned  during  the  1980's 
about  how  to  get  welfare  recipients 
into  work.  A  number  of  States  had 
used  the  flexibility  we  gave  them  in 
1981  to  do  this,  and  there  had  been 
careful  evaluation  of  their  efforts.  The 
Family  Support  Act  of  1988  recognized 
a  mutual  obligation.  The  Government 
would  provide  training  and  child  care, 
and  help  the  parent  find  a  job.  But  the 
parent  had  an  obligation  to  do  what 
was  required. 

The  proposal  that  is  envisaged  in  this 
budget  resolution  is  vastly  different.  It 
gives  up  entirely  on  a  national  com- 
mitment. 

We  have  a  problem  in  this  country 
that  we  share  with  most  of  the  rest  of 
the  western  world,  and  that  is  the  prob- 
lem of  the  breakdown  in  family  struc- 
ture. As  recently  as  1960  the  percentage 
of  children  born  to  single  parents  was 
about  5  percent.  A  manageable  prob- 
lem. It  is  now  about  33  percent.  The 
same  trend  is  happening  in  Canada. 
The  out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  in  the 
United  Kingdom  and  France  exceeds  30 
percent,  very  close  to  ours. 

And  we  do  not  know  what  to  do  about 
it. 

Dr.  Lawrence  Mead,  professor  at  New 
York  University,  now  visiting  professor 
at  the  Woodrow  Wilson  School  of  Pub- 
lic and  International  Affairs  at  Prince- 
ton, testified  before  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee on  March  9  of  this  year.  He 
asked: 

Can  the  forces  behind  grrowing  welfare  be 
stemmed?  Conservative  analysts  say  that 
unwed  pregnancy  is  the  greatest  evil  In  wel- 
fare, the  cause  not  only  of  dependency  but 
other  social  ills.  On  all  sides,  people  call  for 
a  "family  policy"  that  would  solve  this  prob- 
lem. 

But  we  have  no  such  policy.  The  great  fact 
is  that  neither  policymakers  nor  researchers 
have  found  any  incentive,  benefit,  or  other 
intervention  that  can  do  much  to  cut  the 
unwed  pregnancy  rate. 

What  we  do  know  is  that  the  program 
we  enacted  in  1988.  the  Job  Opportuni- 
ties and  Basic  Skills  Training  [JOBS] 
Program,  can  have  a  modest,  but  im- 
portant effect. 
Dr.  Mead  told  the  committee  that: 
A  tough  JOBS  program  appears  to  be  one 
reason  why  Wisconsin  has  reduced  its  wel- 
fare rolls,  despite  generous  welfare  benefits. 
Very  likely.  JOBS  has  operated  to  restrain 
welfare  growth  nationwide. 

Lawrence  Townsend.  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Social  Services 


of  Riverside  County,  CA,  who  runs 
what  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  most 
successful  JOBS  programs  in  the  coun- 
try, spoke  to  the  Finance  Committee 
on  March  20; 

*  *  *  of  the  importance  of  the  existence  of  a 
Federally  mandated,  properly  focused,  and 
adequately  funded  JOBS  program.  If  de- 
signed properly,  the  .JOBS  program  can  be 
one  of  the  best  vehicles  for  assisting  those 
who  are  AFDC-dependent  to  successfully  tra- 
verse the  road  to  self  sufficiency. 

The  Family  Support  Act  of  1995 
builds  on  what  we  know.  Evaluation 
confirms  that  the  JOBS  program 
works.  As  a  result  of  evaluation  we  are 
learning  how  programs  can  perform 
better,  by  increasing  participation  re- 
quirements, and  placing  more  emphasis 
on  actual  work. 

States  need  more  flexibility  to  test 
new  policies.  My  bill  allows  States  to 
set  their  own  rules  for  assets  and  to  de- 
sign their  own  rules  for  eligibility  for 
the  Unemployed  Parent  program — wel- 
fare benefits  for  2-parent  families.  It 
says  that  a  decision  on  a  waiver  will  be 
made  within  90  days. 

And  we  can  fulfill  our  obligations  to 
our  Nation's  children  and  still  balance 
the  budget  in  a  reasonable  timeframe  if 
we  eschew  tax  cuts. 

Faced  with  a  huge  budget  deficits  I 
have  consistently  opposed  tax  cuts  in 
any  shape  or  form. 

As  I  indicated  10  days  ago  on  "Meet 
the  Press": 

I  dropped  (the  President's)  tax  cut  plan  the 

moment  I  heard  about  it. 

I  oppose  the  tax  cuts  advocated  in 
the  Contract  for  America.  The  Con- 
tract for  America's  tax  proposals  were 
incorporated  into  the  House  budget 
resolution— a  resolution  that  would 
eliminate  the  Federal  guarantee  on 
AFDC  for  depciiJent  children  while 
providing  funding  for  a  7-year  $354  bil- 
lion tax  cut. 

And  I  am  opposed  to  the  tax  cuts  im- 
plicit in  the  budget  resolution  now  be- 
fore the  Senate.  You  may  make  the  tax 
cuts  appear  costless  by  stipulating  that 
tax  reduction  will  be  financed  with  the 
so-called  fiscal  dividend— estimated  by 
CBO  to  be  about  $170  billion. 

But  why  should  the  fiscal  dividend  be 
reserved  for  tax  cuts? 

Who  can  have  a  greater  claim  on  our 
conscience  than  poor  children.  I  am 
simply  asking  the  Senate  to  adjust  less 
than  one-half  of  1  percent  of  total 
spending  provided  for  in  the  budget  res- 
olution in  favor  of  impoverished  chil- 
dren. Have  we  really  come  to  the  point, 
at  the  close  of  the  20th  century,  when 
that  is  too  much  to  ask? 

In  a  series  of  speeches  in  February  of 
this  year  I  opposed  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget.  I 
stated  then,  and  still  believe,  that  we 
can  and  will  balance  the  budget  with- 
out a  constitutional  requirement. 

I  noted  the  progress  that  had  already 
been  made  as  a  result  of  a  $500  billion 
deficit  reduction  program   enacted  in 
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1993— enacted  I  might  add  without  one 
Republican  vote  in  either  the  Senate  or 
the  House.  As  a  result  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion measures  enacted  in  1993.  the  defi- 
cit has  declined  for  three  straight 
years — from  S290  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1992  to  an  estimated  $175  billion  for  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

Let  us  proceed  with  good  cheer  know- 
ing that  we  can  get  a  balanced  budget 
without  ending  an  entitlement  for  de- 
pendent children. 

MEDIC.-\RBMEDICAID  CUTS 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  this  de- 
bate is  about  priorities,  fairness  and 
choices.  We  agree  on  the  bottom  line. 
We  agree  on  balancing  the  budget  and 
bringing  this  deficit  down.  But  we  part 
company  on  how  to  get  there. 

I  say  we  should  get  to  the  bottom 
line  without  putting  our  seniors,  our 
students,  our  farmers,  and  our  working 
families  in  the  firing  line. 

I  say  we  should  choose  quality  health 
care  for  our  seniors  over  unnecessary 
tax  breaks  for  those  who  need  it  the 
least. 

In  the  last  couple  of  weeks  I  have 
heard  my  Republican  friends  say  that 
their  budget  resolution  does  not  cut 
Medicare.  They  say.  "Only  in  Washing- 
ton would  someone  say  that  reducing 
the  rate  of  growth  from  10  to  7.1  per- 
cent is  a  cut". 

Well,  to  this  I  respond  with  the  fol- 
lowing: Only  in  Washington  would  they 
say  to  a  senior  citizen — We're  not  cut- 
ting your  Medicare,  just  hand  over  $900 
more  out  of  your  pocket  each  year  to 
pay  for  it. 

But.  while  we  are  doing  it — remem- 
ber, it  is  not  a  cut. 

Only  in  Washington  would  they  pro- 
pose the  largest  insurance  rate  hike  on 
senior  citizens  in  our  country's  his- 
tory, at  the  same  time  they  hand  over 
a  new  S20.00<)  tax  break  to  those  mak- 
ing over  $350,000  a  year. 

But.  remember,  it  is  not  a  cut. 

Only  in  Washington  would  we  pro- 
pose soaking  our  seniors  while  we  con- 
tinue to  needlessly  funnel  billions  into 
the  bloated,  wasteful  Pentagon. 

But,  remember,  it  is  not  a  cut. 

Mr.  President,  a  constituent  from 
Dubuque.  lA.^  hit  the  nail  right  on  the 
head  when  she  wrote  me  last  week. 
"How  can  they  reconcile  these  cuts," 
she  said,  "and  give  tax  cuts  to  the 
more  affluent  *  *  *  meanwhile  nothing 
is  being  cut  from  the  Pentagon." 

Today,  we  spend  five  times  more  on 
our  military  than  all  of  our  potential 
enemies  combined.  If  you  couple  that 
with  what  our  allies  spend — today,  we 
are  outspending  our  enemies  ten  to 
one.  The  United  States  and  our  allies 
spend  about  $510  billion  a  year.  While 
our  potential  enemies  spend  about  $54 
billion  combined. 

And  we  can  not  find  one  thin  dime  to 
cut  from  the  military?  In  fact,  this 
budget  increases  the  Pentagon  by  $25 
billion. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  call  this  what  it 
is.  This  is  an  assault  on  our  senior  citi- 


zens. A  $256  billion  assault.  By  far.  the 
largest  Medicare  cut  in  history. 

We  have  a  moral  responsibility  to 
bring  down  the  deficit  and  balance  the 
budget.  But  it  is  morally  wrong  to 
promise  a  huge  tax  cut  to  the  wealthy 
at  the  same  time  we  ask  seniors  to 
take  a  cut  in  their  health  care. 

It  is  morally  wrong  to  give  a  $20,000 
gift  to  the  wealthy  while  we  cut  bene- 
fits for  seniors  who  live  on  less  than 
$20,000  a  year. 

I  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  the  Con- 
tract With  America.  What  about  our 
Nation's  contract  with  senior  citizens? 
What  about  keeping  that  commitment? 

Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  a  basic 
part  of  America's  contract  with  sen- 
iors. And  we  ought  not  to  break  that 
contract  to  pay  for  a  tax  break  to 
those  who  need  it  the  least. 

These  cuts  will  hit  Iowa  particularly 
hard.  Iowa  ranks  first  in  percent  of 
citizens  over  age  85  and  third  nation- 
ally in  percent  of  the  population  over 
age  65.  The  health  care  system  in  rural 
Iowa  is  already  on  the  critical  list — we 
have  too,  few  doctors,  nurses,  and 
other  health  care  professionals  and 
many  of  our  rural  hospitals  are  barely 
making  it. 

And.  Iowa  hospitals,  doctors,  and 
other  health  professionals  depend  heav- 
ily on  Medicare  payments.  In  some 
rural  Iowa  hospitals,  as  much  as  80  per- 
cent of  total  patient  revenues  come 
from  the  Medicare  system. 

Iowa  hospitals  are  financially 
strained  and  75  percent  of  all  hospitals 
lost  money  on  patient  revenue  in  1993. 
But,  according  to  a  recent  study  con- 
ducted by  Lewin-'VHI,  under  the  Repub- 
lican plan.  Iowa  hospitals  will  lose  on 
average  $1,276  for  each  Medicare  case  in 
the  year  2000.  And  rural  hospitals 
throughout  the  United  States  stand  to 
lose  $866  per  case  in  the  year  2000 — Iowa 
rural  hospitals  will  lose  even  more. 

But  rural  hospitals  are  not  the  only 
ones  to  lose.  As  rural  hospitals  go,  so 
goes  the  rest  of  the  health  care  system, 
so  goes  quality  and  access  to  care  pro- 
vided to  all  lowans.  and  so  goes  our 
rural  economy. 

If  the  hospital  closes  it  often  means 
that  the  doctor's  office  closes,  the 
pharmacy  closes,  and  the  nursing  home 
goes.  Pretty  soon  so  does  the  local 
economy.  It  is  a  domino  effect. 

Listen  to  what  a  doctor  in  Sibley,  lA, 
had  to  say: 

In  Sibley,  we  have  a  very  viable,  small 
rural  hospital  that  gives  total  patient  care. 
We  are  able  to  manage  most  patients  effi- 
ciently and  effectively.  But  with  the  pro- 
posed cuts  in  Medicare  that  the  current 
budget  is  envisioning,  we  can  see  this  as  a 
terrible  drain  on  our  hospital's  economy. 
The  proposed  cuts  would  put  our  hospital  in 
a  losing  situation.  Further  cutting  in  the 
funding  could  certainly  endanger  the  exist- 
ence of  this  hospital.  In  Sibley,  the  Osceola 
Community  Hospital  is  the  only  hospital  in 
a  20-mile  radius.  This  could  certainl.v  be  a 
hazard  to  the  health  of  the  general  area. 

But  Medicare  is  not  the  only  item  on 
the  hit  list.  What  about  Medicaid? 
What  about  long-term  care? 
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Instead  of  improving  the  system,  the 
Republicans  are  proposing  a  S175  billion 
cut  in  Medicaid.  That  will  deal  a  heavy 
blow  to  the  6  out  of  10  people  in  nursing 
homes  who  are  receiving  help  from 
Medicaid. 

These  people  have  used  up  whatever 
savings  they  had  before  they  qualified 
for  Medicaid.  They  are  hard  working 
middle-class  families  that,  because  of 
an  illness  in  the  family,  have  lost  their 
life  savings. 

They  are  not  looking  for  an  easy  way 
out  or  handout.  They  continue  to  share 
in  the  cost  of  their  care — they  use  their 
Social  Security  and  pension  income  to 
pay  as  much  of  the  bills  as  they  can. 

But  the  Republican  budget  resolution 
would  cut  an  estimated  $299  million  in 
long-term  care  spending  in  Iowa 
through  the  year  2000— a  15.3  percent 
cut  in  long-term  care  spending. 

Under  these  cuts,  an  estimated  5.300 
lowans  are  expected  to  lose  their  eligi- 
bility for  Medicaid  long-term  care  ben- 
efits in  1996 — and  that  could  grow  to 
28.500  by  the  year  2000.  That  is  a  48  per- 
cent reduction  in  the  number  of  long- 
term  care  recipients  by  the  year  2000. 

1  also  hear  a  lot  about  our  children  in 
this  budget  debate.  What  about  kids? 
This  budget  resolution  places  the 
health  care  of  millions  of  children  at 
risk.  Thirteen  percent  of  Iowa's  chil- 
dren are  covered  by  Medicaid  and  many 
of  these  children  are  very  sick  or  have 
severe  disabilities. 

These  cuts  are  going  to  hurt  hard 
working  Iowa  families.  Let  me  give  you 
just  one  example. 

Deb  and  Doug  live  in  Lake  View,  lA. 
and  in  1982  their  son  .Jon  was  born  en 
route  to  the  hospital~2  months  pre- 
mature. Jon  spent  6  weeks  in  intensive 
care  in  Blank  Children's  Hospital  in 
Des  Moines.  When  Jon  was  9  months 
old  he  was  diagnosed  with  severe  cere- 
bral palsy  and  severe  developmental 
delays.  Today.  Jon  is  doing  great.  He  is 
growing  up  in  rural  Iowa  with  his  dad. 
mom.  and  big  brother. 

Both  Deb  and  Doug  work— Doug  dur- 
ing the  day  and  Deb  at  night  so  one  of 
them  can  always  be  home  to  care  for 
Jon.  But.  Jon  is  able  to  stay  home  be- 
cause Medicaid  help  pays  for  Jon's 
health  care  and  other  services  that  will 
help  him  become  an  independent  work- 
ing adult. 

Deb  says  that  Jon  would  not  be  the 
happy  healthy  kid  he  is  today  if  it  was 
not  for  the  help  he  received  through 
Medicaid.  Under  this  budget  resolution 
there  are  no  guarantees  that  Jon.  or 
others  like  him.  will  continue  to  re- 
ceived the  health  care  services  that  he 
needs  to  live  a  full  life. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us 
means  that  fewer  children  in  working 
families  and  children  with  severe  dis- 
abilities will  have  access  to  health 
care.  Last  year,  82  percent  of  the  peo- 
ple who  lost  their  health  care  coverage 
were  children.  Our  children  deserve  a 
chance.  Our  children  are  our  future  and 
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if  we  do  not  take  care  of  them  now  we 
will  pay  later— in  lower  productivity 
and  greater  health  and  education  costs. 

Mr  President.  I  will  end  where  I 
began.  This  is  a  debate  about  choices 
and  the  future.  The  future  for  not  just 
the  next  generation  of  children,  but 
this  generation,  too. 

Let  us  work  to  cut  the  deficit  with- 
out cutting  the  future  for  seniors, 
working  families,  students,  and  kids. 
Let  us  make  the  right  choice. 

.AMKND.MENT  NO.  1123 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  dur- 
ing my  campaign,  I  promised  the  vot- 
ers of  Michigan  to  both  oppose  any  ef- 
fort to  raise  their  taxes  and  to  support 
badly  needed  tax  cuts— especially  for 
the  hard  working  middle-class  families 
in  our  State.  While  not  perfect,  I  in- 
tend to  support  the  amendment  before 
the  Senate  because  it  first  provides  for 
a  balanced  budget  and  also  provides 
significant  tax  relief  primarily  tar- 
geted at  American  families.  Indeed,  I 
plan  to  support  any  reasonable  pro- 
posal for  middle-class  family  tax  relief 
brought  to  the  Senate  until  some  form 
of  family  tax  cut  is  adopted. 

Although  I  support  much  in  this 
amendment,  there  are  certain  provi- 
sions which  I  would  change  given  the 
opportunity.  For  example,  while  I  sup- 
port restraining  the  growth  of  manda- 
tory spending,  the  underlying  resolu- 
tion already  slows  the  growth  of  Medi- 
care as  much  as  most  Governors  are 
willing  to  support. 

Furthermore,  while  I  agree  that  it  is 
possible  to  reduce  discretionary  spend- 
ing further  than  the  pending  budget 
resolution  provides,  I  do  not  think  it  is 
advisable  to  do  so  on  a  proportionate 
across-the-board  basis.  Rather,  I  be- 
lieve additional  program  eliminations 
and  consclidationb  in  targeted  areas  is 
the  proper  course  to  follow. 

Given  these  reservations,  I  intend  to 
work  to  see  that  other  spending  reduc- 
tions— focused  primarily  on  corporate 
welfare — are  used  to  help  pay  for  tax 
cuts  in  the  event  this  amendment 
passes. 

A  final  concern  I  have  is  with  the 
overall  distribution  of  benefits  result- 
ing from  this  amendment.  I  disagree 
with  those  who  would  set  up  a  quota 
system  for  tax  cuts,  measuring  the 
value  of  each  provision  by  how  uni- 
formly it  distributes  its  benefits.  At 
the  same  time,  it  is  easy  to  forget  that 
it  is  middle-class  Americans  and  their 
families  who  pay  most  of  the  taxes  the 
Federal  Government  consumes,  and  I 
believe  they  should  be  the  primary 
beneficiaries  of  tax  cuts.  Thus,  if  this 
amendment  or  any  other  tax  reduction 
proposal  is  adopted.  I  intend  to  work 
with  the  Finance  Committee  to  ensure 
that  middle-class  Americans  are  made 
the  focus  of  any  tax  cut  passed  by  the 
Senate  this  year. 

POSITIO.N  ON  VOTK 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  due  to 
an  unfortunate  miscommunication.  my 
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vote  on  the  Harkin  amendment  to  re- 
store education  funding,  which  was  the 
second  of  two  back-to-back  amend- 
ments, was  not  recorded.  There  is  no 
one  in  the  Senate  who  is  a  stronger  ad- 
vocate for  education  programs  than  I 
am,  and  I  am  disappointed  that  this 
error  occurred.  If  it  had  been  recorded, 
my  vote  would  have  been  "yea." 

R.MSE  TAXES  ON  WORKING  FAMILIES  TO  PAY  FOR 
TAX  CfTS  BENEFITING  THE  WEALTHY?  THAT'S 
THE  REPUBLICAN  PLAN 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
Republican  budget  resolution,  there  is 
only  one  explicit  tax  provision.  It  is 
not,  as  many  Americans  might  guess,  a 
measure  to  provide  tax  relief.  Rather, 
it  is  a  tax  increase,  and  an  egregious 
one  at  that.  It  is  egregious  because  it 
targets  those  on  the  lowest  rungs  of 
the  economic  ladder,  the  families  that 
are  working  harder  than  ever  and  yet 
are  still  struggling  to  support  them- 
selves and  their  families. 

This  provision  would  reduce  pay- 
ments under  the  Earned  Income  Tax 
Credit  [EITC]  by  $17  billion  over  7 
years.  More  than  12  million  low-income 
working  families  would  see  their  tax 
bills  go  up  by  more  than  $1.500— and  the 
money  they  have  left  over  for  food, 
housing,  clothing  and  medical  care  go 
down. 

Make  no  mistake,  however.  The  Re- 
publicans do  plan  further  action  on 
taxes.  They  plan  to  take  the  savings 
they  achieve  from  cutting  tax  credits 
to  low-income  working  families,  cut- 
ting education,  cutting  Medicare — and 
use  those  savings  to  fund  a  tax  cut 
which  will  largely  benefit  the  wealthi- 
est members  of  our  society. 

Some  of  my  Republican  colleagues 
have  argued  that  they  are  not  raising 
taxes  on  low-income  workers,  that 
they  are  merely  reducing  the  rate  of 
growth  in  the  EITC  program.  This  se- 
mantic exercise  does  not  change  one 
simple  fact— this  budget  resolution  will 
mean  fewer  dollars  in  the  pockets  of 
these  workers. 

As  we  debate  the  proper  level  of  fund- 
ing for  the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
we  should  remember  that  the  number 
we  set  will  have  a  very  real  impact  on 
millions  of  American  families  and  over 
31.000  families  in  my  State.  I'd  like  to 
introduce  you  to  two  South  Dakota 
families  to  illustrate  my  point. 

Karen  Olson  and  Paul  Lovestrand  are 
a  married  couple  who  live  in  Rapid 
City,  which  is  located  in  the  western 
part  of  my  home  State.  They  have 
three  small  children— aged  4  years,  2 
years,  and  7  months.  Paul  works  60 
hours  per  week  as  a  baker  at  the  Sixth 
Street  Bakery  and  Deli,  Karen  works 
two  part-time  jobs — catering  for  the 
same  deli  and  cleaning  a  dentist's  of- 
fice. 

Despite  their  hard  work.  Karen  and 
Paul  do  not  have  any  savings.  They 
have  qualified  for  the  EITC  for  the  past 
2  years,  receiving  $600  this  year.  Karen 
and  Paul  relied  on  their  EITC  payment 


to  cover  the  cost  of  a  needed  plumbing 
job  and  a  repair  to  the  steps  of  their 
house  that  was  required  by  their  insur- 
ance company.  Without  the  EITC.  they 
would  have  had  to  cut  back  in  other 
areas  to  pay  these  repair  bills. 

Nancy  and  Ted  Lewis  also  live  in 
Rapid  City.  They  are  married  with  two 
small  children— aged  3  years  and  6 
months.  Both  Nancy  and  Ted  are  col- 
lege-educated, but  they  have  had  trou- 
ble finding  work  since  moving  to  Rapid 
City  nearly  3  years  ago.  Ted  holds 
down  two  jobs— he  teaches  English  at 
Western  Dakota  Technical  Institute 
and  works  at  a  sign-making  store. 
Nancy  is  trained  as  an  art  teacher,  but 
cannot  find  work  that  would  pay  more 
than  the  cost  of  child  care. 

For  the  past  3  years.  Nancy  and  Ted 
have  qualified  for  the  EITC.  receiving 
the  maximum  amount  this  year.  They 
have  relied  on  their  EITC  payments  for 
major  car  repairs,  children's  clothing 
and  overdue  bills.  The  EITC  also  al- 
lowed them  to  repay  a  loan  they  took 
out  when  Ted  was  between  jobs  and 
rent  money  was  scarce. 

Karen  and  Paul  and  Nancy  and  Ted 
are  playing  by  the  rules.  They  are 
working  hard  and  raising  their  children 
in  a  stable  family  environment.  But 
even  though  they  are  doing  everything 
right,  their  wages  are  not  high  enough 
to  provide  for  all  of  their  families' 
needs. 

For  years.  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans have  agreed  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  give  families  like 
Karen  and  Paul's  and  Nancy  and  Ted's 
a  helping  hand.  By  lessening  their  tax 
burden,  the  EITC  makes  it  a  little  easi- 
er for  them  to  make  ends  meet.  In 
other  words,  the  EITC  rewards  those 
who  choose  work  over  welfare. 

But  now  my  Republican  colleagues 
have  decided  that  the  EITC  program  is 
out  of  control  and  fraught  with  fraud 
and  error.  These  excuses  are  being  used 
to  justify  a  cut  in  funds  for  the  pro- 
gram that  President  Ronald  Reagan 
called  "the  best  antipoverty,  the  best 
pro-family,  the  best  job  creation  meas- 
ure to  come  out  of  the  Congress." 

A  quick  look  at  these  arguments 
shows  they  are  without  merit.  First, 
the  program  is  not  out  of  control  be- 
cause it  is  growing  at  the  rate  set  by 
the  Congress.  In  1993.  an  expansion  of 
the  EITC  was  approved.  Once  this  ex- 
pansion is  fully  phased  in  next  year, 
the  rate  of  growth  level  out  so  as  to 
correspond  to  the  rate  of  inflation  and 
population  growth.  Indeed,  the  credit 
will  decline  as  a  percentage  of  GDP  be- 
ginning in  1997. 

Second,  the  claims  of  some  Senators 
that  a  whopping  35  to  45  percent  of  all 
EITC  payments  by  the  IRS  are  made 
erroneously  are  simply  not  true.  It  is 
true  that  an  IRS  study  of  1,000  returns 
filed  electronically  in  January  1994 
found  that  approximately  25  percent  of 
the  EITC  benefits  claimed  were  in 
error.  The  IRS  concluded  that  many  of 
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these  errors  were  unintentional  but 
that  some  significant  fraud  also  ex- 
isted. 

What  the  critics  will  not  tell  you, 
however,  is  that  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  acted  swiftly  and  aggres- 
sively to  correct  this  problem.  Specifi- 
cally, 12  measures  to  simplify  the  EITC 
and  reduce  erroneous  or  undeserved 
claims  have  already  been  adopted.  The 
critics  conveniently  leave  out  another 
very  important  fact.  The  study  that 
they  rely  on  was  conducted  before  any 
of  the  administration's  anti-error  pro- 
visions were  put  in  place. 

Mr.  President,  there  can  be  no  jus- 
tification for  this  rollback  of  the  EITC. 
other  than  a  desire  on  the  part  of  my 
Republican  colleagues  to  find  ways  to 
pay  for  their  tax  cut  plan,  which  will 
largely  benefit  the  wealthy.  Putting 
the  burden  of  paying  for  that  ill-ad- 
vised plan  on  low-income  families  is 
simply  inexcusable. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President, 
when  I  was  elected  to  the  Senate  in 
1992,  I  came  to  Washington  committed 
to  taking  bold  action  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  and  eliminate 
the  national  debt.  I  knew  that  the 
tough  decisions  necessary  to  reach 
these  goals  would  require  tremendous 
political  courage  by  individual  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  Frankly  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  was  not  until  the  Republican 
Party  assumed  control  of  the  Congress 
last  November  and  Senator  Domenici 
assumed  the  chairmanship  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee  that  I  began  to  see  the 
sort  of  courage  necessary  to  put  Ameri- 
ca's financial  house  in  order. 

Despite  having  control  of  the  White 
House  and  both  chambers  of  Congress 
from  1992  to  1994,  the  Democrat  Party 
failed  to  offer  a  plan  to  balance  the 
budget.  InsLead.  PiesidoiiL  Cliutuil  gave 
America  its  largest  tax  increase  ever 
and  proposed  a  government  takeover  of 
health  care.  This  is  just  the  type  of  be- 
havior which  voters  have  come  to  ex- 
pect from  President  Clinton.  When 
faced  with  an  impending  financial  dis- 
aster his  administration  offered  this 
Nation  higher  taxes  and  bigger  govern- 
ment as  the  solution.  Well,  with  the 
support  of  his  congressional  allies. 
President  Clinton  got  his  tax  increase, 
but  his  big-government  approach  to 
health  care  crashed  and  sank  on  the 
rocks  of  old-fashioned  American  com- 
mon sense. 

That  was  the  last  Congress.  What 
plan  has  the  President  offered  during 
the  104th  Congress  to  balance  the  budg- 
et? In  the  words  of  Senator  DOLE, 
President  Clinton  has  been  AWOL  on 
the  budget — "absent  without  leader- 
ship." I  just  don't  understand  it.  Every 
time  that  President  Clinton  stares  a 
balanced  budget  in  the  eye.  he  blinks. 
First,  he  actively  fought  against  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  and  then 
he  refused  to  offer  his  own  plan  for 
bringing  the  Federal  budget  into  bal- 
ance.  Moreover,  when  his  cabinet  in- 


formed him  that  we  are  facing  an  im- 
minent Medicare  crisis,  the  President 
did  nothing.  Perhaps,  that  is  what  he 
does  best:  nothing. 

When  President  Clinton  does  meekly 
act  to  fulfill  his  constitutional  respon- 
sibilities, such  as  proposing  his  own 
budget  plan,  even  his  own  party  cuts 
and  runs.  Last  week  the  Senate  re- 
jected the  Clinton  budget  by  a  vote  of 
99  to  0.  No  one  voted  for  the  Clinton 
budget.  No  responsible  Member  of  Con- 
gress would  dare  vote  for  a  budget 
which  would  have  increased  the  deficit 
from  $176  billion  this  year  to  $276  bil- 
lion in  the  year  2000  by  which  time  we 
would  have  added  $1.2  trillion  to  the 
national  debt.  And  yet  this  is  what 
President  Clinton  proposed. 

President  Clinton  may  be  content  to 
sit  in  the  Oval  Office  at  the  other  end 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  and  blithely 
ignore  the  current  budget  crisis  and 
the  daily  mounting  debt,  but  I  for  one 
did  not  leave  45  years  of  hard  work  in 
the  private  sector  to  come  to  Washing- 
ton and  turn  a  blind-eye  to  our  Na- 
tion's fundamental  problem.  That  is 
why  I  have  come  to  the  Senate  floor 
today  to  assure  my  colleagues  that  I 
am  wholeheartedly  committed  to 
working  with  them  to  balance  the 
budget,  and  go  beyond  that  to  paying 
down  the  principal  on  our  $4.7  trillion 
national  debt. 

A  child  bom  today  would  have  to  pay 
$187,500  over  his  or  her  lifetime  just  to 
pay  interest  on  the  national  debt.  For 
those  concerned  about  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  budget  on  children,  this 
per  child  cost  imposed  by  the  national 
debt  should  be  the  real  focus  of  our 
concern  for  children. 

We  all  know  that  the  steps  necessary 
to  balance  the  budget  will  not  be  easy. 
It  will  reciuire  each  of  us  to  summon  up 
the  courage  to  cut  or  eliminate  Gov- 
ernment programs  which  in  times  of  a 
budget  surplus  we  might  otherwise  sup- 
port. 

I  recognize  that  such  questions  about 
Government  programs  are  difficult,  but 
as  the  national  debt  continues  to  grow 
out  of  control  at  a  rate  of  $20  million 
per  hour,  the  questions  only  become 
more  difficult.  That  is  why  last  week  I 
introduced  a  welfare  reform  bill  which 
addresses  the  root  causes  of  welfare  de- 
pendency and  runaway  welfare  costs.  It 
is  also  why  I  agreed  to  co-chair  the 
Senate  task  force  on  the  elimination  of 
Federal  agencies  which  today  will  an- 
nounce plans  for  abolishing  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce.  Plans  for  eliminat- 
ing the  Departments  of  HUD.  Energy, 
and  Education  are  in  the  offing. 

We  must  not  lack  the  courage  to  act 
together  to  take  bold  actions  such  as 
limiting  the  growth  in  welfare  spend- 
ing, abolishing  unnecessary  agencies, 
and  reforming  Medicare.  To  do  other- 
wise, will  be  to  tell  our  children  and 
grandchildren  that  the  generation 
which  fought  and  won  World  War  II  and 
the  cold  war  has  now  chosen  to  abdi- 


cate its  generational  responsibility.  A 
legacy  of  debt  is  grossly  inconsistent 
with  the  self-reliant  pioneer  values 
which  have  built  this  great  Nation  and 
made  it  the  world's  lone  superpower. 

When  debate  time  on  the  budget  reso- 
lution has  expired  and  the  time  for  vot- 
ing occurs,  the  eyes  of  the  world  and 
our  children  will  be  focused  on  the 
United  States  Senate.  They  will  wait 
to  see  whether,  like  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. Members  of  the  Senate 
possess  the  courage  and  vision  to  sup- 
port a  resolution  which  provides  for  a 
balanced  budget. 

We  have  already  seen  the  reaction  of 
the  world's  financial  markets  when  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  died  in 
this  Chamber  not  long  ago.  If  we  repeat 
that  profile  in  cowardice  we  will  no 
doubt  reap  the  whirlwind.  We  will  sig- 
nal to  the  rest  of  the  world  and  more 
importantly  to  our  children  that  noth- 
ing has  changed  in  Washington — the 
business  as  usual  spending  spree  con- 
tinues and  we  have  no  intention  what- 
soever to  make  serious  spending  cuts. 

I  commend  Chairman  Domenici  for 
his  outstanding  leadership  in  drafting  a 
long  overdue  plan  to  end  our  Nation's 
experiment  with  fiscal  irresponsibility. 
In  my  short  career  in  the  Senate.  I  can 
think  of  no  vote  more  important  than 
this  one.  Our  votes  on  this  budget  reso- 
lution will  clearly  define  where  each  of 
us  stands  on  the  most  important  issue 
facing  our  Nation.  I  intend  to  stand 
with  those  who  want  to  balance  the 
budget  by  2002.  1  intend  to  stand  with 
those  who  believe  that  America's  fami- 
lies are  desperately  in  need  of  tax  re- 
lief. 

The  people  of  North  Carolina  who 
sent  me  here  expect  and  deserve  no 
less. 

Mr.  KEMPTKORNE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morn- 
ing business,  with  Senators  permitted 
to  speak  for  up  to  10  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  COL.  JOSEPH  W. 
CORNELISON 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
recognize  the  dedication,  public  serv- 
ice, and  patriotism  of  Col.  Joseph  W. 
Cornelison.  U.S.  Army,  on  the  occasion 
of  his  retirement  after  26  years  of 
faithful  service  to  our  Nation.  Colonel 
Cornelison's  strong  commitment  to  ex- 
cellence will  leave  a  lasting  impact  on 
the  vitalit,y  of  our  modern  war  fighters, 
commanding  admiration  and  respect 
from  his  military  colleagues  and  Mem- 
bers of  Congress. 


Colonel  Cornelison.  a  1969  graduate  of 
the  U.S.  Military  Academy,  is  serving 
his  last  day  of  a  21-month  assignment 
as  the  special  assistant  for  Environ- 
ment and  Installations.  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Leg- 
islative Affairs. 

He  holds  a  master's  degree  in  public 
service  from  Western  Kentucky  Univer- 
sity, and  has  his  juris  doctorate  from 
Georgetown  University  Law  Center. 

From  April  1970  to  August  1971.  Colo- 
nel Cornelison  was  a  forward  observer, 
fire  direction  officer,  and  artillery  liai- 
son officer,  173d  .Airborne  Brigade.  Re- 
public of  Vietnam.  He  ensured  the  ef- 
fective delivery  of  direct  artillery  sup- 
port to  an  infantry  unit  in  combat.  He 
then  served  as  battery  commander,  as- 
sistant division  personnel  officer  and 
assistant  battalion  operations  officer 
for  101st  Airborne  Division  [Air  As- 
sault] in  Fort  Campbell.  KY.  As  com- 
mander, he  conducted  a  tactical 
standdown  of  a  field  artillery  battery 
in  Vietnam  and  redeployed  its  person- 
nel and  equipment  to  the  United 
States.  In  the  personnel  position,  was  a 
key  player  in  the  assignment  of  several 
hundred  officers  and  undertook  review 
of  an  array  of  regulatory  requirements 
to  identify  those  that  could  be  elimi- 
nated because  of  redundancy,  obsoles- 
cence or  insufficient  value.  He  also  or- 
ganized and  executed  an  advanced 
training  program  for  newly  assigned 
personnel. 

From  .August  1977  to  July  1978.  Colo- 
nel Cornelison  was  the  law  clerk  to  the 
Hl  Oliver  Gasch,  judge  of  U.S.  Dis- 
tric.  Court  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. He  assisted  the  judge  in  manage- 
ment of  his  civil  docket  which  included 
hearings,  researching,  and  briefing  is- 
sues and  drafting  opinions.  He  then 
served  as  trial  counsel,  chief  of  admin- 
istrative law.  and  officer-in-charge  of 
Bamberg  Branch  Office  for  the  1st  Ar- 
mored Division  in  the  Federal  Republic 
of  Germany.  In  these  three  positions, 
he  progressed  from  serving  as  prosecu- 
tor in  criminal  trials  to  providing  legal 
support  on  issues  associated  with  com- 
mand to  serving  as  city  counsel  to  a 
major  military  community. 

Colonel  Cornelison  went  to  serve  as 
assistant  to  the  General  Counsel,  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Head- 
quarters. Department  of  the  Army. 
Washington.  DC  from  June  1982  to  De- 
cember 1983.  He  developed  improve- 
ments to  debarment  and  suspension 
procedures  and  increasing  emphasis  on 
contract  fraud  discovery  and  avoid- 
ance. He  contributed  to  studies  of  spare 
parts  procurement  and  of  ways  to  im- 
prove contracting  for  major  weapons. 
His  next  position  was  as  chief.  Special 
Litigation  Branch  (Environmental).  Of- 
fice of  the  Judge  Advocate  General, 
Washington.  DC  from  December  1983  to 
January  1985.  He  organized  a  team  of 
five  attorneys  and  two  engineers  to  as- 
sist Department  of  Justice  in  a  lawsuit 
filed  against  Shell  Oil  under  the  Com- 


prehensive Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act.  He 
then  served  as  General  Counsel  [SJA] 
for  U.S.  Army  South  and  Joint  Task 
Force  Panama  from  July  1985  to  June 
1989.  He  managed  the  delivery  of  all 
legal  services  within  the  command. 

Colonel  Cornelison's  next  assignment 
was  as  special  counsel  to  the  Assistant 
Attorney  General  (Civil  Division)  for 
Department  of  Justice  from  July  1989 
to  June  1990.  He  was  selected  to  serve 
in  this  capacity  under  a  fellowship 
through  the  Army  War  College.  He  rep- 
resented DOJ  on  an  interagency  group 
responsible  for  implementing  a  Presi- 
dential executive  order  calling  for  a 
drug-free.  Federal  workplace,  serving 
as  liaison  to  the  Executive  Office  for 
U.S.  Attorneys,  and  advising  on  settle- 
ment of  litigation.  He  served  as  chief. 
Environmental  Law  Division,  Office  of 
the  Judge  Advocate  General  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Army  from  June  1990 
to  March  1991.  He  managed  the  Army's 
environmental  litigation  and  provided 
legal  advice  to  the  Army  staff  and  exe- 
cuted the  Army's  environmental  pro- 
gram. From  March  1991  to  September 
1993,  he  was  executive  to  the  Judge  Ad- 
vocate General  for  the  Department  of 
the  Army.  Served  as  personal  advisor 
and  executive  assistant  to  the  Army's 
senior  military  lawyer.  He  managed  an 
office  of  74  lawyers  and  47  support  per- 
sonnel, $3,000,000  budget,  and  assisted 
in  providing  legal  support  to  the  Army 
worldwide. 

Colonel  Cornelison  currently  is  serv- 
ing as  assistant  for  Installations  and 
Environment.  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Legislative 
-■Affairs.  He  serves  as  a  liaison  between 
Congress  and  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  as  an  advocate  of 
the  Department's  legislative  program. 

Our  Nation,  the  U.S.  Army,  his  wife 
Ella  and  his  family,  can  truly  be  proud 
of  the  colonel's  many  accomplish- 
ments. A  man  of  his  extraordinary  tal- 
ent and  integrity  is  rare  indeed.  While 
his  honorable  service  will  be  genuinely 
missed  in  the  Department  of  Defense, 
it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  recognize 
Col.  Joseph  Cornelison  before  my  col- 
leagues and  wish  him  all  of  our  best 
wishes  in  his  new  and  exciting  career. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LOUIS  HURWITZ 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pa.y  special  tribute  to  Louis 
Hurwitz  of  Sioux  Falls,  SD,  on  his  re- 
tirement after  57  years  as  executive 
secretary  of  the  Sioux  Falls  Jewish 
Welfare  Fund,  a  branch  of  the  United 
Jewish  Appeal.  His  tireless  efforts  in 
assisting  the  education,  well-being,  and 
happiness  of  countless  Jewish  refugees 
worldwide  is  admirable. 

To  understand  the  depth  of  Lou's 
love  for  and  dedication  to  the  happi- 
ness of  others,  one  need  only  review  his 
constant  involvement  in  and  uncom- 
mon generosity  to  the  Sioux  Falls  com- 


munity. His  persistently  positive  im- 
pact on  others  and  his  continuous  com- 
mitment to  making  a  difference  cannot 
be  overstated.  P^or  six  decades,  Lou  has 
been  recognized  repeatedly  for  his  hard 
work  on  behalf  of  the  Sioux  Falls  com- 
munity. His  efforts  in  reaching  across 
religious  lines  to  work  with  persons  of 
all  faiths  deservedly  has  earned  the  re- 
spect and  affection  of  many  people,  in- 
cluding myself.  I  extend  my  sincere 
gratitude  and  appreciation  to  Lou 
Hurwitz  for  his  selfless  service  to  the 
people  of  South  Dakota,  the  Sioux 
Falls  Jewish  community,  and  thou- 
sands of  others  elsewhere. 

Mr.  President,  Lou's  extraordinary 
dedication  to  helping  others  mirrors 
the  teachings  of  the  Hebrew  scholar. 
Maimonides.  According  to  the  teach- 
ings of  Maimonides,  the  highest  level 
of  charity  is  to  enable  other  human 
beings  to  help  themselves.  I  am  proud 
of  Lou's  efforts  in  that  regard.  He  has 
enabled  countless  Jewish  refugees 
around  the  world  to  become  stronger.  I 
congratulate  Lou  for  all  he  has  accom- 
plished. He  has  left  a  legacy  that  al- 
ways will  be  a  source  of  pride  to  all 
South  Dakotans.  I  join  with  Lou's 
friends  and  family  members  in  wishing 
this  extraordinary  man  the  very  best 
in  all  he  has  yet  to  achieve. 


IS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  im- 
pression simply  will  not  go  away:  To- 
day's $4.8  trillion  Federal  debt  is  a  gro- 
tesque parallel  to  the  energizer  bunny 
we  see.  and  see,  and  see  on  television. 
The  Federal  debt  keeps  going  and  going 
and  going— up,  of  course — always  to  the 
added  misery  of  the  American  tax- 
payers. 

So  many  politicians  talk  a  good 
game — when,  that  is,  they  go  home  to 
talk — and  "talk"  is  the  operative 
word— about  bringing  Federal  deficits 
and  the  Federal  debt  under  control. 

But,  sad  to  say,  so  many  of  these 
very  same  politicians  have  regularly 
voted  for  one  bloated  spending  bill 
after  another  during  the  103d  Congress 
and  before.  Come  to  think  about  it, 
this  may  have  been  a  primary  factor  in 
the  new  configuration  of  U.S.  Senators 
as  a  result  of  last  November's  elec- 
tions. 

In  any  event.  Mr.  President,  as  of 
yesterday.  Monday.  May  22.  at  the 
close  of  business,  the  total  Federal 
debt  stood— down  to  the  penny— at  ex- 
actly $4,883,843,317,167.73  or  $18,539.15 
per  man.  woman,  child  on  a  per  capita 
basis.  Res  ipsa  loquitu. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


Mr. 
as  in 
mous 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
executive  session.  I  ask  unani- 
consent  the  Senate  immediately 
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proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Execu- 
tive Calendar  Nos.  124  through  143,  and 
all  the  nominations  on  the  Secretary's 
desk  en  bloc.  I  further  ask  that  the 
nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc,  the 
motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table  en  bloc,  that  any  statements  re- 
lating to  the  nominations  appear  at 
the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record, 
the  President  be  immediately  notified 
of  the  Senate's  action,  and  that  the 
Senate  then  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed en  bloc  are  as  follows; 

Federal  Agricultur.m,  Mortgage 
Corporation 

Eugene  Branstool.  of  Ohio,  to  be  a  Member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Federal  Agri- 
cultural Mortgage  Corporation. 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Karl  N.  Stauber.  of  Minnesota,  to  be  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Research,  Edu- 
cation, and  Economics. 

AIR  Force 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  while  assigned 
to  a  position  of  importance  and  responsibil- 
ity under  Title  10,  United  States  Code.  Sec- 
tion 601; 

To  be  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Billy  J.  Boles,  238-58-4182,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  John  C.  Griffith,  418-54-4242, 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Lloyd  W.  Newton,  247-72-5211, 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The  followmg-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  on  the  retired 
list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  to  Title  10. 
United  States  Code,  Section  1370: 
To  be  general 

Gen.  Charles  G.  Boyd,  484-40-5640,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

The   following-named   officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  on  the  retired 
list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  to  Title  10. 
United  States  Code,  Section  1370; 
To  be  general 

Gen.  John  M.  Loh,  577-50-2768,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10.  United 
States  Code.  Section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  John  S.  Fairfield.  571-50-9817. 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The   following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
Title  10,  United  States  Code,  Section  1370: 
To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen  Carl  G.  O'Berry.  363-34-3273,  Unit- 
ed States  Air  Force. 


The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigrned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Eugene  D.  SantarelU.  287-38-8548. 
United  States  Air  Force. 
ARMY 

The  following  named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601(a): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Leonard  D.  Holder,  Jr,,  212-44- 
4106,  U.S.  Army. 

The  following  named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  while  assigned 
to  a  position  of  importance  and  responsibil- 
ity under  title  10,  United  States  Code,  sec- 
tions 601(a)  and  3033: 

to  be  general 
To  be  chief  of  staff  of  the  Army 

Gen.  Dennis  J.  Reimer,  447-36-3390,  U.S. 
Army. 

The  following  named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  Title  10,  United 
SUtes  Code,  Section  1370: 

To  be  general 

Gen.  Gordon  R.  Sullivan.  020-26-9577,  U.S. 
Army. 

The  following  named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  1370: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Marvin  L.  Covault,  479-44-6364. 
U.S.  Army. 

The  following  named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10.  United 
States  Code,  Section  601(a); 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Robert  E.  Gray.  274-38-2703.  U.S. 
.\rmy 

The  following  named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601(a): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  John  E.  Miller.  489-^6-5106.  U.S. 
Army. 

The  following  named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10.  United 
States  Code.  Section  601(a); 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  William  G.  Carter  III,  104-36- 
3026,  U.S.  Army. 

NAVY 

The  following  named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  Title  10,  United 
States  Code,  Section  1370; 

To  be  vice  admiral 

Vice'  Adm.  Donald  F.  Hagen,  502-34-6249, 
U.S.  Navy. 

MARINE  CORPS 
The  following  named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment as  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  and  ap- 
pointment to  the  grade  of  general  while  serv- 
ing in  that  position  under  the  provisions  of 
Title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  5043: 


To  he  commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 
Lt.    Gen.    Charles    C.    Krulak,    224-54-7364. 
USMC. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Karl   N.    Stauber.   of  Minnesota,   to  be  a 
Member   of   the    Board   of   Directors   of   the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho. 


NOMINATIONS  PLACED  ON  THE 
SECRETARY'S  DESK 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE.  ARMY,  MARINE  CORPS,  NAVY 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Robert 
D.  Curry,  and  ending  Ward  Y.  Tom.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
March  30.  1995. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Major 
Bradley  C.  Andreesen.  and  ending  Major 
Charles  E.  Lowrey,  which  nominations  were 
received  by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  .\pril  3.  1995. 

Air  F'orce  nominations  beginning  Major 
Jose  T.  Aguinega.  and  ending  Major  Stephen 
L.  Jerentowski,  which  nominations  were  re- 
ceived by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  April  3,  1995. 

Air  Force  nomination  of  James  C.  Ingram, 
Jr.,  which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
April  24,  1995. 

Army  nominations  beginning  John  A. 
Adams,  and  ending  *  Dari  WoUschlaeger, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  March  23,  1995. 

Army  nominations  beginning  *  Russell  R 
Moores.  Jr..  and  ending  Michael  J.  Smith, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  March  30,  1995. 

Army  nominations  beginning  James  W. 
Clevenger,  Jr..  and  ending  Charles  M.  King, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  24.  1995. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning  David 
F.  Allen,  and  ending  Euseekers  Williams,  Jr.. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  thn  (7nngros.sion-T! 
Record  of  March  23,  1995. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning  Ste- 
phen J.  Acosta,  and  ending  Gregory  N.  Zima, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  2,  1995. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Vanita  Ahvja, 
and  ending  Perry  N.  Willette,  which  nomina- 
tions were  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of  March 
30,  1995. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Charles  S. 
Abbot,  and  ending  Jake  Zweig,  which  nomi- 
nations were  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of  March 
30.  1995. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  Ryan  D. 
Aaron,  and  ending  David  G.  Zook.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
March  30.  1995. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
turn to  legislative  session. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  ask  to  be  acknowledged  .so  that 
I  might  begin  10  minutes  and  when 
there  is  2  minutes  remaining,  if  I  could 
be  notified. 


BALANCING  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Chair  very  much. 

I  think  we  have  had  some  tremen- 
dous debate  on  the  whole  issue  of  the 
budget.  We  have  heard  people  say,  yes, 
there  is  enough  that  has  been  taken 
out  or  added  or  there  is  too  much. 

The  fact  is  that  on  this  budget  de- 
bate, whether  or  not  we  should  balance 
the  budget,  if  we  follow  the  status  quo, 
which  is  by  far  the  easier  thing  to  do 
today,  because  we  will  not  have  to 
make  the  tough  votes  if  we  follow  the 
status  quo  that  we  have  been  on  for  so 
many  years — the  fact  is  if  we  follow 
that  status  quo,  we  will  lose  this  coun- 
try. 

The  spirited,  the  polite,  partisan  de- 
bate that  we  have  had  during  the 
course  of  this  discussion  will  give  way 
if  we  pursue  the  status  quo  to  an  abso- 
lute crisis  situation.  Shock  waves  will 
be  sent  throughout  the  world  if  in  fact 
the  United  States  reaches  that  point  of 
financial  collapse.  And  in  that  situa- 
tion. Mr.  President,  as  .you  well  know. 
there  will  not  be  a  United  States  to 
bail  us  out. 

The  last  balanced  budget  was  1969.  I 
was  a  junior  in  high  school  in  1969. 
Now,  I  can  tell  you  that  was  not  that 
long  ago.  I  can  relate  back  to  that.  I 
now  have  a  daughter  who  next  year 
will  be  a  junior  in  high  school.  So  you 
see,  it  has  been  a  generation  since  we 
have  had  a  balanced  budget. 

In  high  school,  the  last  thing  that  I 
ever  thought  about  as  a  high  school 
student  was  a  balanced  national  budg- 
et. It  just  did  not  cross  my  mind,  and 
yet  at  that  time,  we  had  a  balanced 
budget. 

But  $5  trillion  later,  I  wished  that 
the  adults  of  that  era  would  have  real- 
ized what  should  have  been  done — $5 
trillion  later.  Now  I  am  the  father  of 
two  great  kids.  Heather  and  Jeff.  Next 
year  they  will  both  be  in  high  school. 
But  the  difference  between  their  being 
in  high  school  and  when  I  was  in  high 
school  is  that  they  now  will  owe,  as 
every  other  American  in  this  country 
will  owe,  519,000  on  the  national  debt, 
and  they  did  not  do  anything  wrong  ex- 
cept to  inherit  this  $5  trillion  debt. 

In  the  State  of  Idaho,  the  State  law 
requires  that  we  must  have  a  balanced 
budget  every  year,  and  in  the  same 
world  that  our  Federal  Government  op- 
erates today  in  its  red  ink.  Republican 
Gov.  Phil  Batt  gave  the  people  of  Idaho 
a  $40  million  property  tax  relief.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  was,  it  was  their 
money,  just  as  it  is  the  money  of  the 
people  of  America  that  we  are  talking 
about.  It  is  not  the  Government's 
money. 

So  we  owe  it  to  our  kids  to  deal  with 
this  issue,  and  we  owe  it  to  our  parents 
to  deal  with  this  issue,  our  parents  who 


came  through  the  recession  and  the  De- 
pression and  tell  us  the  stories  of  that 
and  how  it  made  it  very  clear  to  them: 
You  do  not  live  beyond  your  means. 
You  just  do  not  do  that. 

The  interest  payments  on  the  na- 
tional debt  are  the  third  largest  part  of 
the  budget.  And  the  interest  payments 
do  not  buy  a  single  school  lunch,  and 
they  do  not  buy  a  single  road  and  they 
do  not  make  a  single  payment  on  a 
Medicare  bill. 

The  national  debt  rises  $355,000  every 
minute.  In  1  second,  $6.000— just  now. 
That  is  how  fast  this  is  growing. 

All  of  this  talk  about  budget  cuts,  a 
budget  cut  in  Washington  means  some- 
thing very  different  than  a  budget  cut 
in  Idaho.  In  the  Nation's  Capital,  when 
a  Government  program  asks  for  a  5- 
percont  budget  increase,  and  it  is  only 
granted  a  3-percent  budget  increase,  we 
do  not  call  that  a  cut.  That  is  an  in- 
crease. But  that  is  not  how  Washing- 
ton, DC,  deals  with  it.  We  are  simply 
slowing  the  growth.  The  budget  pack- 
age that  I  am  backing  will  bring  us  a 
balanced  budget  over  the  next  7  years 
by  holding  the,  growth  of  Government 
spending  to  around  3  percent  a  year. 

What  about  Social  Security  and  Med- 
icare? Well,  we  do  not  touch  the  Social 
Security  pension  trust  fund,  and  we 
should  not  because  it  is  not  the  prob- 
lem. Medicare,  on  the  other  hand,  must 
be  fixed.  The  trustees  say  that  it  will 
be  bankrupt  in  7  years  if  the  escalating 
growth  is  not  stopped. 

When  you  think  about  that,  if  you 
are  now  55  years  old  after  spending  a 
lifetime  paying  Medicare  taxes,  there 
is  no  assurance  that  there  will  be 
enough  money  to  pay  doctor  bills  when 
you  become  eligible.  That  is  unaccept- 
able, and  that  is  why  we  are  going  to 
deal  with  that  in  this  budget. 

The  next  tough  issue  is  taxes.  I  op- 
pose tax  increases,  but  what  about  tax 
cuts?  I  will  support  tax  cuts  that  meet 
these  tests.  First,  they  must  not  slow 
the  effort  to  balance  the  budget.  And 
second,  they  must  encourage  invest- 
ment, help  families  with  children,  help 
small  business,  encourage  savings  that 
will  pay  for  college,  care  for  the  elder- 
ly, and  the  purchase  of  first  homes. 

I  will  just  conclude  by  saying  that 
after  all  of  this  discussion,  I  think  we 
need  to  realize  that  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about  is  the  money  of  the  Amer- 
ican citizen.  Again,  not  the  Govern- 
ment's money.  It  is  time  that  we  start 
leaving  more  of  the  American  citizen's 
money  with  the  citizen  and  not  the 
Government. 

This  104th  Congress,  I  think,  will  go 
down  in  history  as  that  session  of  Con- 
gress that  finally  stopped  the  financial 
decline  which  would  lead  to  the  ruin  of 
this  country  and  will  return  it  to  a  fi- 
nancial stability  that  we  will  look 
back  to  with  a  great  deal  of  pride  some 
day. 

Yf's,  we  have  some  real  tough  votes 
that  are  facing  us.  But  what  Idahoans 


tell  me  is  that  we  absolutely  must  bal- 
ance the  Nation's  budget  and  we  must 
do  it  by  making  it  an  evenhanded  ap- 
proach so  that  we  can  look  and  see 
that  our  neighbors  also  are  taking  part 
in  the  sacrifice.  As  long  as  all  of  us  are 
sharing  in  this,  this  is  absolutely  the 
right  thing  to  do  for  this  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  commend 
Senator  PETE  DoMENici  and  all  the 
members  of  the  Budget  Committee 
that  has  brought  us  this  budget  resolu- 
tion which  is  going  to  put  us  on  that 
course  so  that  we  will  have  financial 
stability,  so  that  the  greatest  nation  in 
the  world  can  look  with  pride  to  know 
that  its  future  will  be  bright,  that  we 
will  avoid  that  financial  collapse  we 
have  been  headed  toward  and,  again, 
that  all  Members  of  this  104th  Congress 
will  know  that  some  day  we  will  be 
judged  as  that  Congress  that  did  the 
right  thing  by  action  and  not  rhetoric. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NUNN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 


GETTING  THE  BUDGET  UNDER 
CONTROL 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
just  like  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Idaho,  I  appreciate  his  remarks  on  the 
reasons  for  getting  the  budget  under 
control  and  the  historic  nature  of  this 
undertaking.  I,  too,  although  I  cer- 
tainly do  not  agree  with  everything  In 
the  budget  resolution  and  I  have  sup- 
ported a  number  of  amendments  and 
will  support  others  tomorrow,  I,  too. 
want  to  add  my  thanks  and  congratula- 
tions to  Senator  Domenici,  the  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee,  and 
others  on  the  Budget  Committee,  Sen- 
ator ExoN  and  all  who  worked  so  long 
and  hard,  disagreeing  often,  but  com- 
ing out  with  this  budget  resolution 
that  at  least  is  a  beginning  point  in  the 
debate  for  the  road  we  must  travel. 

It  is  my  hope  that  I  will  be  able  to 
support  this  resolution  in  the  final 
analysis.  It  will  depend  on  what 
amendments  are  adopted  or  not  adopt- 
ed tomorrow.  But  I  certainly  hope  that 
I  will  be  able  to  support  it.  It  is  my 
hope  that  when  it  goes  to  conference, 
the  conference  will  look  carefully  at 
what  the  Senate  did  today  in  turning 
down  the  very  large  tax  cuts  that  were 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Texas. 
All  of  us  would  like  tax  cuts,  all  of  us 
would  like  to  return  that  money  to  the 
American  people  because  it  is  their 
money,  but  I  think  the  public  over- 
whelmingly that  I  represent  wants  us 
to  get  the  budget  under  control  and 
does  not  want  us  to  take  steps  that  will 
make  that  more  and  more  difficult. 

We  all  know  that  there  is  going  to  be 
group  after  group  coming  here  this 
summer  that  are  going  to  be  complain- 
ing about  budget  cuts,  many  of  them 
with  justification  because  they  are 
going  to  be  impacted.  We  all  know  that 
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after  that  process  starts,  it  is  more 
likely  there  is  going  to  be  fallback  in 
this  regard.  We  all  know  that  we  need 
a  reserve  fund  because  we  are  going  to 
have  difficulties  in  implementation 
baised  on  any  historical  examination. 

So  it  is  my  hope  that  when  the  con- 
ference takes  place,  that  the  message, 
by  a  strong  vote  from  the  U.S.  Senate, 
to  concentrate  on  deficit  reduction  and 
wait  until  we  have  really  accomplished 
that  before  declaring  a  dividend  I  hope 
sinks  in. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  LES  ASPIN 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  deep- 
ly saddened  by  the  death  of  my  close 
friend  and  colleague.  Les  Aspin.  Many 
of  us  in  this  body  have  known  Les  for 
many.  many,  many  years  and  worked 
very  closely  with  him. 

Les  Aspin  devoted  his  life  to  public 
service.  In  his  younger  years,  he  served 
in  the  Senate  on  the  staff  of  our  former 
colleague.  Senator  William  Proxmire. 
He  also  served  as  staff  assistant  to 
Walter  Heller,  the  former  Chairman  of 
President  Kennedy's  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers  and  on  the  staff  of  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Robert  McNamara. 

Les  Aspin  was  elected  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  1970,  and  he  imme- 
diately sought  and  was  granted  mem- 
bership on  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  which  he  later  served  as 
chairman  from  1985  through  1992. 

I  had  the  great  honor  and  privilege  of 
working  with  Les  since  I  came  to  the 
Senate  in  1973.  From  1987  through  1992. 
we  served  respectively  as  chairmen  of 
the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committees.  During  that  time,  when 
our  chairmanships  overlapped,  we  de- 
veloped a  close  personal  and  profes- 
sionai  relationship,  and  we  forged  six 
National  Defense  Authorization  Acts 
during  that  period. 

Mr.  President,  these  years  were 
marked  by  national  defense  challenges 
of  great  difficulty  and  complexity.  In 
1987,  the  cold  war  had  begun  to  thaw, 
but  barely  so.  There  were  many  divi- 
sions in  Congress  on  national  defense 
issues,  ranging  from  the  size  of  the  de- 
fense budget  to  the  procurement  of  par- 
ticular weapons  systems  to  the  appro- 
priate course  of  national  strategy.  At  a 
time  when  many  sought  substantial  re- 
ductions in  national  defense  commit- 
ments and  programs.  Les  Aspin  pro- 
vided a  voice  for  a  strong  national  se- 
curity and  a  sensible  American  foreign 
policy. 

As  the  former  Soviet  Union  col- 
lapsed, many  sought  to  rapidly  disman- 
tle our  military  establishment.  Les 
Aspin  recognized  the  continuing  dan- 
gers facing  the  United  States  and  suc- 
cessfully led  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives in  support  of  a  measured  defense 
builddown.  which  was  designed  to 
maintain  our  military  capacity  in  an 
era  of  defense  reductions.  Les  was  a 
particularly  forceful  advocate  for  de- 


fense conversion  and  retraining  pro- 
grams designed  to  assist  military  per- 
sonnel, civilian  workers,  and  the  de- 
fense industry  in  adjusting  to  a  new 
era  with  new  challenges. 

Les  was  also  both  an  originator  and 
strong  supporter  in  the  House,  and  as 
Secretary  of  Defense,  of  the  program 
that  is  known  as  the  Nunn-Lugar  pro- 
gram that  works  for  nuclear  and  chem- 
ical dismantlement  in  the  former  So- 
viet Union  that  has  been  so  effective  in 
helping  denuclearize  three  former  nu- 
clear states  and  also  helped  in  disman- 
tling both  chemical  and  nuclear  weap- 
ons. We  have  a  long  way  to  go  in  that 
regard,  but  Les  Aspin  was  on  board 
when  that  ship  was  launched,  which  is 
probably  our  most  important  national 
security  challenge — that  is,  non- 
proliferation  in  the  breakup  of  the  So- 
viet empire. 

During  this  entire  period,  I  developed 
tremendous  respect  for  the  breadth  of 
Les  Aspin's  knowledge  and  his  devotion 
to  the  cause  of  national  defense.  Les 
was  a  brilliant  analyst,  but  he  was 
more  than  a  scholar;  he  was  an  out- 
standing legislator  and  a  master  at 
putting  together  coalitions  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  during  a  very 
tough  period  of  time  for  national  secu- 
rity. 

I  will  always  treasure  the  memories 
of  working  with  Les  on  the  House-Sen- 
ate conferences  on  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  that  were  en- 
acted during  the  period  in  which  we 
chaired  our  respective  committees.  The 
challenge  of  crafting  a  conference 
agreement  was  always  daunting  in  the 
contentious  atmosphere  of  the  cold  war 
and  post-cold-war  eras.  Each  year,  hun- 
dreds of  language  and  funding  dif- 
ferences divided  the  two  Houses — and 
we  were  uoiiLiuuaily  faced  with  the 
threat  of  a  veto  over  controversial  is- 
sues such  as  the  ABM  Treaty,  abortion, 
and  prerogatives  of  the  executive 
branch. 

Les  and  I  talked  on  the  telephone  and 
met  very  frequently,  not  just  during 
conference  but  also  in  the  months  be- 
fore we  passed  either  the  House  or  Sen- 
ate bill.  These  meetings  were  quiet  and 
unpublicized,  but  they  enabled  us  to 
shape  bills  in  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  which  could  be  reconciled  in 
conference  and  also  signed  into  law  by 
a  Republican  President. 

Much  as  I  appreciated  and  admired 
Les  Aspin's  policy  and  legislative 
skills,  what  I  enjoyed  most  about  Les 
was  his  sense  of  humor.  Frequently, 
when  a  conference  point  reached  its 
most  critical  point,  we  could  count  on 
a  story  from  Les  to  break  the  tension 
and  produce  a  bipartisan  compromise. 
Nobody  loved  a  joke  more  than  Les 
Aspin,  and  I  can  still  see  that  big  grin 
on  his  face  laughing  heartily  in  the 
middle  of  a  conference  right  at  a  cru- 
cial moment,  which  gave  us  the  kind  of 
balance,  the  kind  of  sense  of  priorities 
to  understand  that  it  was  our  job  to 


reconcile  our  differences  and  to  come 
to  conclusions  in  the  interest  of  na- 
tional security.  He  never  lost  sight  of 
the  serious  policy  issues  that  con- 
fronted us,  but  he  never  got  personal  in 
his  fervent  support  for  one  position  or 
another. 

Les  Aspin  served  as  Secretary  of  De- 
fense during  a  particularly  difficult 
time.  I  enjoyed  working  very  closely 
with  him  and  his  staff  during  his  ten- 
ure as  Secretary  of  Defense.  Lacking  a 
cold  war  enemy  and  a  national  consen- 
sus on  defense  issues,  Les  was  faced 
with  the  extraordinary  challenges  of 
managing  a  defense  builddown  while 
retaining  essential  military  capabili- 
ties. The  complex  and  new  inter- 
national circumstances  surrounding 
events  in  places  such  as  the  former 
Yugoslavia,  Somalia,  and  Haiti  added 
to  the  complexity  of  his  task.  Through- 
out this  period,  he  continued  to  work 
diligently  toward  building  a  new  foun- 
dation for  our  defense  needs  in  the  21st 
century.  And  as  Secretary  of  Defense, 
he  laid  a  foundation  for  the  defense 
drawdown  that  hopefully  will  avoid  the 
mistakes  of  the  past.  At  least  he  did 
his  part. 

During  his  years  of  service  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  House  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee and  as  Secretary  of  Defense,  Les 
continually  fought  for  a  strong,  well- 
equipped,  and  affordable  national  secu- 
rity. He  was  always  on  the  cutting  edge 
of  national  defense  policy  during  both 
the  cold  war  and  during  the  post-cold- 
war  builddown.  His  creative  approaches 
to  national  strategy,  acquisition  poli- 
cies, and  defense  budget  matters  have 
made  a  lasting  and  indelible  contribu- 
tion to  this  Nation's  security. 

After  his  service  as  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, he  continued  to  serve  our  Nation 
as  chairman  of  the  PresiuenLs  Foreign 
Intelligence  Advisory  Board,  as  chair- 
man to  the  Commission  on  Intel- 
ligence, and  as  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mission on  Roles  and  Missions  of  the 
Armed  Forces.  It  was  in  this  capacity 
that  I  last  talked  to  him  on  the  tele- 
phone at  length  about  some  of  the  aspi- 
rations he  had  for  changing  our  intel- 
ligence community.  Les  never  lost  his 
ardor  or  his  commitment  to  public 
service. 

Mr.  President,  the  Nation  has  lost  a 
devoted  public  servant  who  contributed 
much  and  who  had  so  much  more  to 
contribute  to  our  national  security. 

I  have  lost  a  valued  friend  and  a  real 
colleague,  a  friendship  that  I  will  cher- 
ish forever,  and  a  man  that  I  will  miss 
very  much. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LES  ASPIN 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  com- 
ments of  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Georgia.  Before  he  departs  the 
floor,  I  thought  we  might  put  in  one 
additional      chapter      in      reminiscing 


about  our  dearly  beloved  friend.  Les 
.A.spin.  It  was  a  period  when  the  two 
Armed  Services  Committees  met,  and  I 
was  privileged  at  that  time  for  some  6 
years  to  serve  as  ranking  member,  to- 
gether with  Senator  NUNN  as  chairman, 
and  Les  Aspin  as  chairman  of  the 
House.  I  remember  when  we  would  act 
as  the  "big  four."  If  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  will  remember  that 

Mr.  NUNN.  Along  with  Congressman 
Bill  Dickinson. 

;vir.  WARNER.  Yes,  Congressman  Bill 
Dickinson.  There  would  be  absolute 
deadlock  in  the  conferences.  The  big 
four  would  sort  of  get  off  together,  and 
the  other  members.  I  think  they  were 
slightly  envious  in  some  respects,  but 
in  other  respects,  they  were  glad  they 
did  not  have  to  make  the  decisions  the 
big  four  had  to  crank  out. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  think  many  times  it  was 
like  we  were  the  "little  four"  rather 
than  the  big  four. 

Mr.  WARNER.  That  is  correct.  But 
my  friend  from  Georgia  is  a  man  of 
great  patience.  Chairman  Aspin  would 
always  be  late,  almost  invariably  late, 
and  he  would  come  in  with  a  great 
swath  of  papers  under  his  arm,  down 
the  hall  with  two  or  three  staff  people, 
and  he  would  literally  flop  in  the  chair. 
He  would  consume  the  entire  chair,  and 
the  papers  would  be  scattered  all  over 
the  floor.  And,  finally,  the  Senator 
from  Georgia,  who  at  that  time  was 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, would  regain  his  composure 
and  we  would  start  to  resolve  the  prob- 
lems. But  it  was  a  marvelous  chapter 
in  the  relationship  between  the  Senate 
and  House  Armed  Services  Committee, 
and  Les  Aspin  was  instrumental  in  see- 
ing that  we  arrived  at  the  proper  deci- 
sion which,  almost  without  exception, 
was  in  tiic  u6st  security  interest  of  this 
country.  In  those  days,  we  had  almost 
no  politics  that  entered  into  the  deci- 
sion— occasionally,  a  ship  here  or  a 
tank  there,  but  other  than  that,  it  was 
straightforward,  tough  decisions  on  be- 
half of  the  country. 

I  join  my  friend  from  Georgia  in  say- 
ing how  much  we  will  miss  our  friend. 
I  was  with  him  just  2  weeks  ago.  I  am 
privileged  to  serve  on  the  Intelligence 
Commission,  and  Les  Aspin  was  the 
chairman.  We  went  down  to  one  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  facilities  to  spend 
a  day.  And  I  wish  to  add,  Mr.  President, 
that  Zoe  Baird  is  a  member  of  that 
commission,  and  she  called  me  just 
yesterday  and  expressed  her  great  ad- 
miration. I  would  like  to  include  that 
in  my  comments  for  Chairman  Aspin  of 
the  commission.  That  commission  will 
carry  on  and  do  its  work,  but  he  laid 
the  foundation.  I  join  my  distinguished 
colleague  in  paying  this  brief  tribute  to 
our  fallen  friend. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Virginia.  I  remember  those  days  very 
well,  and  I  will  always  cherish  the 
memories.  1  have  to  say  that  while  Les 
Aspin  would  consume   that  chair,   my 


friend  from  Virginia  was  usually  con- 
suming the  sofa. 

Mr.  WARNER.  That  is  quite  true. 

Mr.  NUNN.  For  health  reasons, 
though. 

Mr.  WARNER.  In  those  days  I  had  a 
bum  leg.  I  think  we  should  end  this 
brief  set  of  comments  on  behalf  of  the 
late  Congressman  Aspin  with  a  smile 
on  our  face,  because  that  is  the  way  he 
would  want  it.  I  am  glad  that  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Georgia 
mentioned  the  Bottom-Up  Review. 
That  was  a  document  that  was  created 
and  is  still  used  as  a  benchmark  for 
many  of  our  discussions  here.  He  had 
that  foresight  and  courage. 

My  knowledge  and  friendship  with 
the  late  departed  Les  Aspin  began 
when  I  was  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  He 
was  off  frequently  as  a  severe  critic  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  during  that 
period  of  time. 

And  I  remember  so  well  Melvin  Laird 
was  then  Secretary  of  Defense  and  had 
a  great  respect  and  friendship  for  Les, 
but  Les  was  a  strong  critic  in  those 
days.  Now  in  hindsight,  maybe  some  of 
his  criticism  was  well-taken. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


BUDGET  RESOLUTION  SUPPORT 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  offer  my  strong  support  for 
the  Senate  budget  resolution  proposed 
and  brought  forward  by  Chairman  Do- 

MENICI. 

Let  me  first  start  by  congratulating 
the  chairman  for  the  absolutely  tre- 
mendous job  he  has  done.  I  am  sure 
that  there  is  not  a  Member  of  this  body 
who  would  write  the  budget  the  iden- 
tical way  that  the  committee  has  writ- 
ten. I  do  not  suppose  the  chairman 
woLiiu,  cither.  X  tiiinK  he  hao  doiie  a 
great  job.  I  want  to  congratulate  him. 

This  is  a  historic  moment.  It  is  a  mo- 
ment where  we  will  really  determine 
whether  this  Congress  has  the  courage, 
has  the  wisdom,  to  do  what  we  all 
know  we  have  to  do. 

Let  me  also  congratulate  my  friend 
from  Ohio.  John  K.^sich,  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  He  has  done  a  great 
job.  as  well.  For  both  of  them  and  for 
the  Senate  this  is  a  historic  moment. 

What  I  would  like  to  talk  about  this 
evening,  Mr.  President,  is  the  issue  of 
this  budget  and  how  this  budget  that 
we  will  be  voting  on  tomorrow,  affects 
young  people,  affects  children. 

The  truth  is  that  we  simply  have  to 
change  the  direction  of  this  country. 
We  have  to  face  reality.  We  have  to 
face  the  fact  that  America  has  a  fun- 
damental choice  between  two  different 
futures:  A  future  of  responsibility  and 
fiscal  sanity  on  the  one  hand;  or  a  fu- 
ture of  economic  catastrophe. 

Catastrophe  is  a  pretty  harsh  word, 
Mr.  President,  but  I  think  it  is  accu- 
rate. When  we  fail  to  balance  the  budg- 
et for  26  consecutive  years,  when  we 


add  to  the  national  debt  until  we  are 
paying  more  in  interest  than  we  are 
paying  for  national  defense,  and  when 
we  have  a  debt  that  is  nearly  $5  tril- 
lion—$5  trillion— and  no  end  in  sight, 
what  we  have  is  a  catastrophe.  A  catas- 
trophe in  the  making.  No  more,  nor 
less. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  are  really 
talking  about  is  not  dollars  and  cents. 
What  we  are  talking  about  is  our  chil- 
dren and  the  quality  of  their  lives.  The 
sad  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  today 
to  many  of  our  children,  America  is  a 
very  tough  place  to  grow  up  in. 

I  have  previously  come  to  the  Senate 
floor  and  discussed  the  issue  of  our 
children.  What  I  think  is  the  biggest 
crisis  facing  this  country  is  what  is 
happening  to  our  young  people.  Many 
of  our  young  children  are  growing  up  in 
good  conditions,  but  too  many  of  them 
live  in  an  environment  that  makes  it 
very,  very  difficult  for  them,  very  prob- 
lematic, as  to  whether  they  can  suc- 
ceed. 

I  have  talked  about  this.  I  talked 
about  the  fact  that  this  is  the  first  gen- 
eration in  our  history  whose  life  ex- 
pectancy is  no  greater  than  their  par- 
ents because  of  deaths  from  auto  acci- 
dents, deaths  because  of  drugs,  homi- 
cides. 

A  generation  where  young  children 
are  being  bom.  one-third  of  all  children 
being  born  today  to  parents  who  are 
not  married;  two-thirds  of  the  children 
born  in  our  inner  cities  are  bom  to  par- 
ents who  are  not  married. 

Probably,  Mr.  President,  the  most 
disheartening  fact  of  all,  is  probably 
something  that  was  encountered  last 
year  by  the  Presiding  Officer  as  he 
traveled  through  the  State  of  Missouri 
campaigning,  as  I  found  traveling  the 
State  of  Ohio,  and  that  is  that  people 
today  do  not  believe  their  children  will 
have  a  better  life  than  they  had.  They 
do  not  believe  the  standard  of  living  for 
their  children  will  be  even  as  good  as 
they  had.  That  to  me  is  the  most  dis- 
heartening fact  of  all. 

What  do  we  do?  Government  has  a 
role.  I  introduced  my  crime  bill  last 
week.  I  talked  about  the  fact  I  was 
targeting  money  for  more  cities  and  for 
police  officers  to  go  in  there,  because 
too  many  of  our  young  people  live  in 
an  unsafe  environment. 

I  will  continue  to  talk  about  that  in 
the  months  ahead.  It  is  not  just  Gov- 
ernment. We  all  have  a  responsibility. 
Communities  have  a  responsibility. 
There  are  things  Government  can  do 
and  things  that  Government  cannot  do. 

What  I  want  to  talk  about  specifi- 
cally tonight  is  one  thing  that  some- 
times we  forget  does  impact  on  chil- 
dren. That  is  the  huge  spending,  the 
huge  national  debt,  and  the  huge  tax 
burden  that  we  are  placing  on  this  gen- 
eration of  parents  and  on  the  next  gen- 
eration of  our  children  when  they  grrow 
up. 

We  are  dealing,  Mr.  President,  with  a 
sad  fact  that  the  U.S.  Congress  makes 
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the  situation  worse  for  our  children  by 
throwing  away  so  many  of  America's 
resources  in  an  utterly  irresponsible 
manner.  To  pay  for  Congress"  reckless 
spending,  the  Federal  Government  has 
to  take  far  too  much  money  from  the 
parents  of  these  children. 

When  my  parents  were  growing  up  in 
the  1930's.  their  families  had  to  work 
on  an  average  until  March  8  of  every 
year  to  pay  for  Congress'  spending.  By 
the  time  I  was  growing  up.  and  my  wife 
Fran  was  growing  up  in  the  1960's,  a 
typical  family  had  to  work  until  April 
16  to  pay  the  taxes.  Today,  199.5.  Amer- 
ican families  have  to  work  until  May  6 
to  pay  their  taxes.  That  is  money  that 
is  stolen  from  families,  stolen  from 
children. 

Sometimes  it  feels  like  America's 
parents  are  in  a  tug  of  war  with  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  resources 
they  need  to  raise  their  children. 
Frankly,  Mr.  President.  I  am  sure  they 
feel  on  many  days  that  the  Govern- 
ment is  winning. 

This  budget  begins  the  process  of  re- 
storing the  resources  to  the  parents.  It 
is  only  a  beginning,  but  it  is  a  nec- 
essary beginning.  We  ask  parents  today 
to  do  a  lot. 

It  is  time  for  this  Congress  and  this 
Government  to  stop  hindering  their  ef- 
forts and  to  start  helping.  I  think  we 
sometimes  forget.  Mr.  President,  the 
tremendous  burden  the  taxes  place  on 
the  American  family  today  and  how 
many  of  the  decisions  of  that  family 
are  made,  forced  to  be  made,  because  of 
that  burden.  Decisions  about  whether 
the  mother,  the  father,  both  work; 
whether  one  spouse  holds  down  two 
jobs  or  three  jobs.  All  these  things  are 
impacted  by  the  Federal  tax  burden. 
The  Government  impacts  these  fami- 
lies and  puts  a  tremendous  burden  on 
these  families. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  talked  about 
the  fact  that  for  some  children  it  is  not 
easy  being  a  kid  in  America  today.  We 
have  a  lot  of  problems.  Yet  we  continue 
to  let  the  Federal  Government  deprive 
young  parents  of  the  resources  they 
need. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  act  now 
and  pass  this  budget  resolution,  it  will 
get  a  lot  tougher  to  change  things  in 
the  future.  If  we  keep  spending  at  this 
rate,  by  the  year  2012.  17  years  from 
today,  there  will  be  nothing— nothing — 
left  in  the  budget  for  discretionary 
spending  on  our  domestic  needs.  Zero. 
Every  last  cent  in  the  Federal  budget 
will  go  to  entitlements  and  interest 
payments.  Think  of  that:  Every  cent 
will  go  to  entitlements  and  interest 
payments. 

Mr.  President,  those  interest  pay- 
ments did  not  go  to  our  children.  They 
do  not  go  to  the  kids.  I  do  not  think  it 
is  a  surprise  or  a  secret  to  also  indicate 
to  this  body  that,  frankly,  neither  does 
most  of  the  entitlement  spending,  ei- 
ther. 

Mr.  President,  just  a  year  before  that 
year  2012.   our  grandson.   Albert,   will 


graduate  from  high  school.  In  that 
year,  our  daughter.  Anna,  if  things 
work  out.  will  be  in  her  first  year  of 
college.  If  we  do  not  act  today.  Albert 
and  Anna's  generation  will  pay  a  se- 
vere human  cost. 

Between  today  and  the  year  2025,  the 
Federal  debt  per  person  will  continue 
to  rise  year  after  year  after  year. 
Today  the  debt  on  each  person  is  ap- 
proximately $18,500. 

In  the  year  2025.  it  is  going  to  be 
more  than  $60,000  for  every  single  man. 
woman,  and  child  in  America. 

Look  at  the  modest  sacrifices  this 
budget  resolution  proposes,  so  that  we 
can  balance  the  budget.  Then  look  at 
the  incredible  sacrifices  that  our  chil- 
dren will  have  to  make  if  we  do  not. 

In  this  budget,  we  slow  the  rate  of  in- 
crease of  fast-growing  programs. 

The  alternative  is  a  $60,000  debt  bur- 
den for  every  person  in  America. 

It  is  a  clear  choice.  Mr.  President. 
The  longer  we  delay,  the  more  it  is 
going  to  hurt.  I  say.  let  our  day  of 
reckoning  be  now.  before  it  really 
hurts. 

Many  of  the  Senators  speaking  here 
on  the  Senate  floor  have  focused  on  the 
pain  that  is  contained  in  this  budget 
resolution.  But  here  are  the  facts. 

We  are  not  going  to  touch  Social  Se- 
curity. 

We  are  going  to  let  Medicare  funding 
increase,  by  an  average  of  7  percent. 
Each  year,  over  the  next  7  years.  Let  us 
look  at  children's  programs. 

Chapter  1.  No  cut. 

Head  Start.  No  cut. 

Special  education.  Spending  actually 
increases. 

Women.  Infants,  and  Children.  Spend- 
ing goes  up. 

School  breakfast.  Spending  goes  up. 

School  lunches.  Spending  goes  up. 

Over  the  next  7  years,  we  propose 
spending  $815  billion  on  the  following 
major  means-tested  programs  affecting 
child  welfare:  Food  Stamps.  Earned  in- 
come tax  credit.  AFDC  and  child  care. 
Supplemental  security  income.  Child 
nutrition. 

For  many  reasons,  this  is  a  child-ori- 
ented budget. 

This  budget  is  designed  to  make 
tough  choices  now.  so  that  our  children 
will  not  have  to  face  a  lot  tougher  set 
of  choices  tomorrow. 

Contrary  to  a  lot  of  the  rehetoric.  we 
are  not  taking  a  meat-ax  to  this  budg- 
et. What  we  have  here  is  a  scalpel. 

America's  fiscal  policy  today  is  on  a 
glide  path  toward  total  collapse.  I 
think  a  better  way  of  saying  it  is  we 
are  on  a  glidepath  to  crash  the  plane. 
Anyone  who  looks  at  this  budget  and 
complains  about  deep  cuts  is  on  a  colli- 
sion course  with  reality. 

If  you  think  there  are  deep  cuts  in 
this  budget — wait  till  you  see  the  cuts 
that  are  going  to  be  necessary,  a  few 
short  years  from  now.  if  we  do  not  pass 
this  budget. 

On  the  Senate  floor,  this  budget  reso- 
lution has  been  called  a  lump  of  coal 


for  .America's  children.  To  call  that  ab- 
surd would  be  an  understatement. 

The  alternative  to  this  sensible, 
child-oriented  budget  is  the  bank- 
ruptcy budget  that's  already  scheduled 
for  the  year  2012.  That  bankruptcy 
budget  will  become  a  reality  for  our 
children  unless  we  act  now. 

To  leave  our  children  flat  busted 
broke,  less  than  two  decades  from 
today,  would  be  a  cruel  act  of  child 
abuse. 

Fortunately,  the  American  people 
gave  us  a  clear  mandate  last  Novem- 
ber. It  was  a  mandate  for  change.  When 
the  debt  is  nearly  $5  trillion,  and  bank- 
ruptcy is  less  than  20  years  away,  it  is 
time  to  change  course;  to  choose  the 
future  over  the  past;  to  do  something 
that  will  earn  the  gratitude  of  the  next 
generation  of  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  the  future  of  our  chil- 
dren depends  on  the  choices  we  make 
in  this  budget.  .Speaking  for  the  people 
of  Ohio.  I  think  we  are  ready  to  do 
what  is  right. 

Let  us  rescue  our  children's  future. 
The  first  step  is  to  pass  this  coura- 
geous budget  resolution. 

This  is  a  moment  of  history.  Each 
one  of  us  in  our  daily  lives,  in  our  pub- 
lic lives,  does  things.  We  do  things  that 
we  think  are  important.  Frankly.  I  do 
not  know  there  is  anything  we  as  indi- 
viduals in  our  public  life,  or  we  collec- 
tively in  the  U.S.  Senate,  can  do  that 
will  do  more  to  change  the  direction  of 
this  country  to  have  a  positive  impact 
on  our  children  and  their  children, 
than  to  pass  this  budget. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  compliment  our  distinguished  col- 
league. It  was  well  delivered,  the  set  of 

With  great  clarity  precisely  what  it  is. 
namely  the  objective  on  this  side  in 
trying  to  proceed  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget. 

I  would  like  to  address  another  as- 
pect of  this  budgetary  problem.  Today, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  chairman  of 
the  .A.rmed  Services  Committee  and 
Senator  McC.M.m,  we  had  a  debate  re- 
garding the  need  for  additional  funding 
in  this  resolution  for  our  national  de- 
fense. I  participated  in  that,  as  did 
every  single  Republican  on  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  I  am  pleased  to 
say  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia.  Mr.  NUNN.  like- 
wise participated  and  indeed  supported 
the  amendment.  The  amendment  was 
also  coauthored  by  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  [Mrs.  Hutchison]. 

I  would  like  to  expand  on  some  of  the 
points  that  we  made  during  the  course 
of  the  debate  today.  I  commend  par- 
ticularly the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. Senator  DoMENici.  for  his  coura- 
geous proposal  to  balance  this  budget 
in  2002.  but  I  regret  that  Senator  Do- 
.VIENICI    was    not    able    to    put    in    that 
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budget  for  the  Senate,  a  level  of  fund- 
ing which  more  closely  matched  that 
arrived  at  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  concerned  about 
the  security  of  our  Nation  as  is  every 
Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate.  We  face  a 
world  that  has  dramatically  changed  in 
the  period  that  I  have  been  privileged 
to  serve  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Dur- 
ing the  period  where  we  had  the  cold 
war  with  the  Soviet  Union,  we  were 
able  to  make  calculations  with  consid- 
erable precision  as  to  the  risk  this  Na- 
tion faced  from  communism  led  by  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  satellite  Warsaw 
Pact  nations,  and  develop  in  the  course 
of  time  the  exact  weaponry  that  we  be- 
lieved was  necessary  to  deter  that  risk. 
And.  together  with  our  allies  in  NATO, 
we  did  achieve  the  goal  of  maintaining 
peace  in  the  European  Continent  in 
that  period  at  the  close  of  World  War  II 
until  today.  But  with  the  demise  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  risk  became  more 
difficult  to  calculate,  and  indeed,  the 
range  of  weapons  that  this  Nation 
needs  and  the  level  of  the  Armed 
Forces  required  to  put  in  place  the  de- 
terrent is  far  more  complicated. 

We  now  have  experienced  10  consecu- 
tive years  of  lowering  defense  numbers. 
I  repeat  that — 10  consecutive  years. 
And  we  are  now  faced  with  a  budget 
resolution  that  would  make  it  11  con- 
secutive years. 

As  we  speak  here  tonight,  our  Armed 
Forces  are  preparing,  in  a  sense  on 
standby,  for  the  possibility  of  a  mis- 
sion quite  different  than  that  we  envi- 
sioned during  the  days  of  the  cold  war. 
but  no  less  inherent  the  risk  of  the 
men  and  women  in  the  Armed  Forces 
who  may  be  called  on  to  perform  this 
mission.  And  that  is  the  mission  to  as- 
sist the  United  Nations  and  NATO  in 
withdrawal  of  the  forces  from  that  geo- 
graphic area  once  known  as  Yugo- 
slavia, namely  the  UNPROFOR  forces. 

I  happen  to  be  of  the  opinion  that 
those  forces  have  performed  a  success- 
ful mission.  It  is  true  that  combat  still 
rages,  tragic  killings,  particularly  in 
Sarajevo  still  go  on.  But  had  it  not 
been  for  the  presence  of  the 
UNPROFOR  ground  forces— and  I  wish 
to  include.  Mr.  President,  the  very  val- 
uable and  essential  contribution  of  the 
U.S.  forces  in  the  air.  protective  role, 
and  the  sea  role — which  closed  the 
ports  going  into  the  Pelagruz. 

This  past  Friday,  for  an  example,  an 
article  appeared  in  the  Virginia  Pilot. 
That  article  was  entitled  "Naval  Re- 
serve .Jets  Activated  for  Duty  in  Bosnia 
Combat."  That  should  really  have  read, 
"activated  for  standby  duty".  But.  nev- 
ertheless, they  were  activated.  May  I 
read  just  a  paragraph  or  two? 

Kor  the  first  time  since  the  Vietnam  War  a 
squadron  of  Naval  Reserve  warplanes  is 
being  activated  and  sent  to  the  Mediterra- 
nean to  join  military  operations  over  Bosnia. 
The  deployment  is  part  of  the  Pentagon's 
plan  to  rely  more  on  the  select  Reserves  dur- 
ing the  military's  downsizing. 


That  is  a  decade  of  downsizing  that  I 
addressed  earlier. 

This  particular  squadron  is  one  I  am 
familiar  with,  given  they  are  in  my 
State,  and  operate  EA-6P's.  which  have 
a  critical  role  in  the  suppression  of 
what  we  call  ground-to-air  threats. 
They  are  few  and  far  between,  these 
aircraft  in  our  inventory  today.  When  a 
special  mission  like  this  occurs,  we 
have  to  call  on  the  Reserves  and  the 
Guard.  I  certainly  wish  to  commend 
the  role  of  the  Reserves  and  the  Guard 
in  many  operations  in  that  conflict. 

For  example.  I  made  two  trips  down 
into  Sarajevo,  and  each  time  the  trans- 
portation was  provided  by  C-130's  from 
Zagreb.  Croatia,  into  Sarajevo  and  Air 
Guard  units  operated  those  aircraft. 
The  crews  were  Air  Guardsmen  who 
had  volunteered  to  come  back  on  a  pe- 
riod of  active  duty,  some  6  months, 
some  12  months,  and  fly  those  dan- 
gerous missions.  Indeed,  those  missions 
were  dangerous.  On  my  first  trip  in.  re- 
grettably, the  aircraft  right  behind 
us — and  they  were  staggered  about 
every  30  to  40  minutes  to  an  hour.  They 
were  staggered.  The  aircraft  behind  us 
was  shot  down  with  the  loss  of  life. 
That  is  the  type  of  risk  that  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  units  have  taken. 

Whether  or  not  you  believe  that  we 
should  put  U.S.  forces  at  risk  to  carry 
out  this  ground  mission,  namely  to 
help  extract  UNPROFOR.  if  the  deci- 
sion is  made — and  as  yet  it  has  not 
been  made  by  the  United  Nations  nor 
NATO — I  am  certain  that  the  Members 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  will  want  to  support 
the  President,  and  provide  that  aid 
that  is  necessary  to  perform  the  ex- 
traction of  those  troops  from  the 
ground  areas. 

I  am  also  certain  that  every  Senator 
in  this  Chamber  would  support  funding 
to  ensure  that  our  forces  are  trained 
and  equipped  to  facilitate  that  extrac- 
tion. That  is  the  type  of  thing  we  are 
talking  about  here. 

Last  year  we  had  to  provide  a  supple- 
mental. There  is  no  way  the  President 
nor  the  Secretary  of  Defense  can  an- 
ticipate the  contingency  operations 
and  the  level  of  funding  associated 
with  those  operations.  That  is  why  we 
must  fully  fund  the  basic  budget  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  rely  less 
and  less  on  the  supplemental  type  of 
funding. 

We  learned  in  Operation  Desert 
Storm  that  well-trained  troops 
equipped  with  modem  weapons  and 
equipment  suffer  fewer  casualties  if 
they  are  properly  trained,  properly 
equipped,  and  properly  supported 
logistically.  That  is  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about  in  seeking  this  added  fund- 
ing. 

I  regret  that  the  Senate  did  not 
adopt  that  amendment  today,  and 
somehow  we  will  have  to  revisit  this 
issue  and  do  the  very  best  we  can  to 
make  sure  that  the  men  and  women  of 
the     Armed     Forces     today     are     as 


equipped,  trained,  and  otherwise  sup- 
plied as  we  have  done  historically 
throughout  these  many  years  since 
World  War  II  for  our  forces  who  volun- 
teer. All  Volunteer  Forces. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  The  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Virginia.  I  agree  with  him  whole- 
heartedly. I  think  when  we  are  here  on 
the  floor  debating  some  of  the  toughest 
decisions  that  we  are  ever  going  to 
make  in  our  lifetime,  that  these 
things,  like  the  defense  budget  that 
lost  today  on  the  floor,  will  be  coming 
back.  We  will  be  able  to  continue  to  de- 
bate the  role  of  defense,  and  I  think 
when  we  finish  this  bill  that  we  will  see 
a  little  shifting  of  the  priorities  to- 
wards stronger  national  defense  for 
just  the  reasons  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  states,  that  we  have  things 
coming  up  that  were  unforeseen  that 
are  not  put  in  the  budget,  like  the  need 
for  American  troops  to  help  with  the 
U.N.  evacuation  of  Bosnia,  which  seems 
to  be  a  possibility  on  the  horizon. 

But  the  point  is  that  these  things  are 
going  to  happen,  and  we  are  going  to 
have  to  budget  in  a  way  that  allows  for 
those  eventualities  and  those  emer- 
gencies. 

So.  I  think  the  point  here  is  that  we 
are  here  tonight  talking  about  some  of 
the  toughest  decisions  that  we  are  ever 
going  to  make.  We  are  trying  to  do  the 
responsible  thing. 

I  appreciate  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia and  his  leadership  in  the  national 
defense  area.  I  appreciate  his  coming 
out  tonight  to  talk  about  those  prior- 
ities. 

So.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
could  ask  the  Senator  from  Texas  to 
yield  just  for  a  moment. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  WARNER.  We  are  fortunate  that 
we  have  the  services  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  She  was  one  of  the  three 
sponsors  of  the  amendment  today  to 
try  to  adjust  this  funding  upward.  As 
we  talked,  she  did  so  because  of  the 
briefings  we  had  before  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  Indeed,  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  this  evening  is  a  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania.  We  have 
been  briefed  on  the  proliferation  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction,  an  ever- 
increasing  threat,  the  proliferation  of 
short-range  ballistic  missiles. 

We  have  also  been  advised  by  General 
Clapper,  of  the  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency,  that  there  are  no  less  than  60 
geographic  areas  in  the  world  today 
which  he  considers — repeat,  which  he 
considers — could  erupt  into  the  type  of 
combat  which  might  require  the  neces- 
sity for  the  intervention  of  our  allies, 
or.  indeed,  possibly  the  United  States. 
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So  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Texas 
for  joining  this  debate  tonight,  and 
particularly  commend  her  for  her  lead- 
ership today  on  an  amendment  to  try 
to  restore  some  of  the  funding. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia.  I  am  very  pleased 
to  have  him  in  support. 

I  want  to  yield  the  floor  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  the  State  of  Washington  be- 
cause I  know  he  has  been  very  active  in 
the  budget  debate  trying  to  save  the 
Medicare  system  for  the  people  of  this 
country. 

That  is  what  we  are  doing.  That  is 
what  we  have  been  doing  this  week  and 
what  we  are  going  to  be  doing  in  the 
next  few  days.  We  are  going  to  be  doing 
the  things  that  are  necessary  to  save 
the  Medicare  system  so  that  when  our 
future  generations  need  this  care,  it 
will  be  there  because  we  have  done  the 
responsible  thing  this  week  in  the  Sen- 
ate. 

So  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 


A  MOST  CONSEQUENTIAL  VOTE 

Mr,  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  this 
Senate  is  now  less  than  24  hours  from 
one  of  the  most  consequential  votes  it 
has  taken  literally  in  decades.  Some- 
time late  tomorrow,  it  will  have  the 
opportunity  for  the  first  time  in  more 
than  25  years  to  vote  for  a  budget  reso- 
lution which  will  very  clearly  and  very 
decisively  put  this  country  on  a  path 
to  a  balanced  budget.  Already,  we  have 
seen  the  positive  impact  of  the  very 
fact  that  this  debate  has  begun.  We 
have  seen  it  in  an  increase  once  again 
in  the  value  of  the  dollar,  a  value  that 
collapsed  on  the  occasion  of  the  failure 
of  the  balanced  budget  amendment.  We 
have  seen  it  in  lower  interest  rates, 
lower  interest  rates  that  mean  that 
more  and  more  Americans  now  can 
purchase  the  home  of  their  dreams,  can 
borrow  money  to  begin  or  to  expand  a 
small  business,  can  begin  those  busi- 
nesses which  will  provide  opportunities 
for  others. 

This  has  taken  place  just  because  for 
the  first  time  the  people  of  the  United 
States  believe  that  this  new  Congress, 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  are  serious 
about  terminating  a  state  of  affairs  in 
which  each  year  we  add  $200,  S250.  and 
$300  billion  to  the  burdens  imposed 
upon  our  children  and  grandchildren 
for  spending  for  programs  we  are  un- 
willing to  pay  for. 

And  yet,  in  spite  of  the  lip  service 
given  by  almost  all  Members  to  the  ab- 
stract desirability  of  a  balanced  budg- 
et, resistance  will  continue  in  a  rear 
guard  action,  in  close  votes  on  the 
floor  of  this  body,  from  those  who  are 
absolutely  dedicated  to  the  status  quo, 
who  feel  that  while  maybe  it  might  be 
a  good  idea  someday  to  have  a  balanced 


budget,  not.  O  Lord,  in  our  time,  not 
with  our  votes.  Or,  if  it  is  desirable  to 
do  it  now,  always  in  a  different  way 
than  that  proposed  by  what  I  con- 
fidently expect  to  be  a  majority  of  this 
body  tomorrow  evening. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  it 
appropriate  for  us  to  disguise  the  fact 
that  there  will  be  programs  reduced, 
cut,  the  growth  slowed  in  programs 
that  provide  desirable  dollars  for  a 
wide  range  of  interest  groups  in  this 
country,  and  they  will  let  their  views 
be  heard.  They  are  represented  elo- 
quently by  Members  of  this  body  who 
can  see  the  trees  or  perhaps  the  leaves 
on  the  trees  but  not  the  forest  itself, 
for  whom  a  balanced  budget,  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, the  exercise  of  a  moral  re- 
sponsibility to  our  children  and  grand- 
children not  further  to  subject  them  to 
debt  is  less  important  than  a  particular 
group  or  a  particular  program. 

And  so  this  contest  which  began  at 
the  beginning  of  this  Congress  and  will 
reach  one  of  its  climactic  votes  tomor- 
row is  a  contrast  between  those  who 
believe  in,  who  speak  for,  who  demand 
a  different  and  more  responsible  direc- 
tion for  this  country  and  those  who, 
like  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
simply  believe  that  the  status  quo  is 
perfectly  all  right.  Their  view  is  the 
single  worst  thing  we  could  possibly  do 
would  be  to  return  a  single  dollar  now 
being  taken  in  the  form  of  taxes  from 
any  group  in  the  American  people  to 
the  pockets  of  those  American  people 
even  if  that  dollar  came  from  a  fiscal 
dividend  resulting  from  a  balanced 
budget,  came  because  we  will  pay  less 
in  interest  on  the  national  debt  as  in- 
terest rates  decline,  came  because  the 
economy  grew  and  more  people  were  at 
work  at  better  jobs  as  a  result  of  what 
we  do. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  Presidents  chief 
economic  adviser,  Laura  Tyson,  is 
quoted  as  having  said  recently. 

Any  effort  to  reduce  Government  spending 
takes  a  dollar  out  of  the  economy  which 
means  a  dollar  in  reduction  in  demand  in  the 
economy  so  it  increases  the  contractionary 
risks  on  the  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  states  all 
too  well  the  views  of  this  administra- 
tion and  of  those  who  oppose  this  budg- 
et resolution.  Their  view  is  that  the 
only  real  prosperity  comes  from  dollars 
spent  by  the  Federal  Government.  In 
fact,  that  statement  by  Ms.  Tyson  is  so 
extraordinary  that  one  would  expect 
her  to  suggest  to  us  that  we  perhaps 
spend  another  $100  billion  during  the 
course  of  this  year  borrowed  from  who- 
ever would  lend  it  to  us  because  obvi- 
ously that  is  the  road  to  prosperity.  If 
we  cannot  subtract  $1  billion  because  it 
will  have  a  contractionary  effect,  pre- 
sumably we  add  $1  billion  or  $10  billion 
or  $100  billion  so  we  can  spend  our  way 
into  prosperity.  But  that  is  exactly 
what  this  administration  has  been 
doing,  and  it  does  not  work. 

Not  only  will  this  budget  benefit  the 
economy,  not  only  will  it  mean  more 
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dollars  in  the  pockets  of  individuals  as 
they  look  to  purchase  their  homes  or 
start  or  expand  their  businesses  or  look 
for  new  opportunities,  it  will  also  mean 
a  discipline  on  the  Government  itself. 
Perhaps  we  will  not  end  up  having  163 
different  and  competing  job  training 
programs.  Perhaps  we  will  not  have 
dozens  or  more  of  competing  specific 
kinds  of  educational  programs  or  sub- 
sidies for  one  business  or  group  or  an- 
other. Perhaps — and  I  am  convinced 
this  will  be  the  case — we  will  use  this 
budget  to  reform  the  Medicare  health 
insurance  fund  so  that  it  will  actually 
be  there  in  7  years  for  the  people  who 
need  that  hospital  insurance.  Certainly 
this  administration  has  ignored  com- 
pletely the  voices  of  its  own  trustees  of 
the  Medicare  hospital  insurance  fund 
who  have  told  us  and  the  administra- 
tion that  something  must  be  done  or 
that  insurance  fund  will  go  bankrupt. 
But  that  is  later;  that  is  in  the  time  of 
another  President,  another  Congress; 
they  can  worry  about  it. 

That  seems  to  be  the  status-quo  view 
which  we  are  fighting  so  diligently  to 
change. 

So.  Mr.  President,  it  is  well  worth 
our  while,  well  worth  the  while  of 
those  Senators  who  have  chosen  to  be 
here  this  evening  to  take  one  last  op- 
portunity to  speak  to  their  colleagues 
and  to  the  country  about  the  radical 
change  in  direction  that  we  propose,  a 
direction  of  fiscal  responsibility,  a  di- 
rection of  exercising  our  responsibil- 
ities to  future  generations,  a  direction 
which  can  lead  us  to  prosperity,  a  di- 
rection which  can  benefit  every  citizen 
in  this  country.  That,  on  the  one  hand, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  a  passionate 
defense  of  the  status  quo:  Nothing  is 
wrong  with  this  Government;  all  of  the 
programs  it  has  ought  to  be  continued; 
we  cannot  do  anything;  we  should  go 
on  automatic  pilot. 

That  is  a  disappointing  set  of  criti- 
cisms of  our  society  today.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. It  is  not  what  last  fall's  election 
was  about.  I  hope  that  with  the  help  of 
the  majority  of  my  colleagues  that  to- 
morrow a  majority  in  this  U.S.  Senate 
will  put  this  country  on  a  different 
path,  a  path  that  it  has  not  trod  for 
many  years,  a  path  to  a  better  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri. 
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WAGING  WAR  AGAINST  THE 
HUMAN  SPIRIT 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
continue  to  debate  the  budget  resolu- 
tion setting  the  spending  levels  for  the 
next  5  years,  we  do  so  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  one  of  our  greatest  chal- 
lenges is  moving  the  Nation's  needy 
from  governmental  dependence  to  eco- 
nomic independence. 

One  of  our  challenges  is  to  ensure 
that  hope  and  opportunity  are  defining 


characteristics  for  all  Americans.  This 
was  the  challenge  30  years  ago  when 
the  great  movement  reshaping  world 
politics  was  the  end  of  colonialism. 
John  Kennedy  celebrated  the  "desire  to 
be  independent."  as  the  "single  most 
important  force  in  the  world."  Eventu- 
ally this  movement  revealed  its  power 
from  Asia  to  Africa  to  South  America. 
The  problem  with  imperialism  was 
not  just  its  economic  exploitation,  it 
was  its  influence  on  culture.  It  under- 
mined traditional  ways  and  institu- 
tions, and  it  was  inconsistent  with 
human  dignity. 

Why?  Because  imperialism  rewarded 
passivity  and  encouraged  dependence, 
required  citizens  to  live  by  the  rules  of 
a  distant  elite.  It  demanded  people  be 
docile  in  the  face  of  a  system  that  they 
could  not  change.  It  was  an  attack,  not 
just  on  national  sovereignty,  but  on 
national  character. 

What  our  Washington-based  welfare 
system  has  done,  particularly  to 
women  and  children,  has  been  to  fash- 
ion a  new  form  of  colonialism.  It  cre- 
ated an  underclass  that  is  paid  to  play 
by  the  rules  that  lead  to  dependence, 
rather  than  act  with  independence  and 
dignity.  Our  welfare  system  rewards 
behavior  that  keeps  people  powerless. 
It  thwarts  the  efforts  of  private  and  re- 
ligious charitable  organizations  to  care 
for  the  needy.  It  discourages  the  genu 
ine  compassion  of  the  American  people. 
Our  welfare  system  has  waged  a  war 
against  the  human  spirit. 

Our  goal  in  welfare  should  not  be  to 
maintain  an  "underclass'  in  as  com- 
fortable as  possible  circumstances.  Yet 
that  is  precisely  what  our  welfare  sys- 
tem has  done.  Cash  benefits  anes- 
thetize their  suffering.  Food  stamps  re- 
lieve their  hunger  Hfalth  rarp  and 
housing  are  provided.  But  the  hope,  the 
dignity,  and  the  integrity  of  independ- 
ence are  forgotten. 

Consider,  just  briefly,  what  our  cur- 
rent welfare  system  has  wrought.  The 
numbers  alone  are  enough  to  numb  the 
senses.  Since  1965.  we  have  spent  more 
than  $5  trillion,  a  cost  higher  than  that 
of  waging  the  Second  World  War- 
fighting  poverty.  Yet  today,  there  are 
more  people,  a  greater  percentage  of 
Americans,  living  in  poverty  than  ever 
before.  And  our  safety  net  has  not 
acted  well,  the  safety  net  has  become 
more  like  quicksand. 

In  1965.  when  President  Johnson 
launched  the  war  on  poverty,  there 
were  approximately  14.7  million  chil- 
dren in  poverty.  They  constituted 
about  one  in  every  five  children  in 
America.  But  in  1993.  there  was  a 
greater  percentage  of  children  in  pov- 
erty than  there  were  in  1965  when  the 
Great  Society  programs  were  launched. 
It  is  pretty  clear  that  the  Great  Soci- 
ety experiment  has  not  been  so  great 
for  America's  children. 

Of  all  age  groups  in  the  Nation  today, 
children  are  the  most  likely  to  be  poor. 
In  1991.  a  study  of  the  poverty  rates  in 
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eight  industrialized  nations  revealed 
that  American  children  were  almost 
three  times  as  likely  to  be  poor  as  chil- 
dren from  the  other  nations  studied. 

The  character  of  the  poverty  we  face 
today  is  also  a  more  deeply  entrenched 
poverty  in  which  generations  of  people 
are  born,  live,  and  die  without  the  ex- 
perience of  holding  a  job,  of  owning  a 
home,  or  of  growing  up  with  a  father's 
love  and  discipline. 

Go  to  our  inner  cities— or  just  a  few 
blocks  from  this  building— and  you  will 
meet  a  generation  fed  on  welfare  and 
food  stamps,  but  starved  for  nurture 
and  hope.  You  will  meet  young  teens  in 
their  third  pregnancy.  You  will  meet 
children  who  are  not  only  without  a  fa- 
ther, but  do  not  know  any  children 
with  a  father.  You  will  talk  with  sixth 
graders  who  do  not  know  how  many 
inches  there  are  in  a  foot^having 
never  seen  a  ruler— and  with  first  grad- 
ers who  do  not  know  their  ABC's  be- 
cause no  one  ever  took  the  time  to 
teach  them. 

The  political  elites  that  have  spent 
and  taxed  in  recent  decades  have  redis- 
tributed wealth  beyond  the  dreams  of 
Roosevelt  and  Johnson  combined.  But 
in  the  Government's  war  on  poverty, 
poverty  is  winning  and  the  casualties 
are  the  poor,  and  the  casualties  are  our 
children.  The  casualties  also  include 
the  future,  because  we  have  piled  budg- 
et after  budget  high  with  debt,  Hope 
and  opportunity  are  missing  in  action. 
Programs  and  policies  that  once  were 
judged  by  the  height  of  their  spending 
must  now  be  judged  by  the  depth  of 
their  failure.  This  is  no  longer  a  source 
of  serious  debate,  no  longer  a  matter  of 
partisan  politics,  but  it  is  a  matter  of 
national  concern— it  is  a  concern  that 
has  bfen  reflected  in  our  news  xv.z/'s. 
zines,  on  the  covers  of  U.S.  News  and 
Newsweek,  and  Time. 

I  have  a  belief  that  is  confirmed  by 
the  record  of  our  times,  and  it  is  this: 
That  the  greatest,  most  insistent 
human  need  is  not  the  need  for  subsist- 
ence, nor  handouts,  nor  dependence— it 
is  the  need  for  independence.  Not  the 
kind  of  independence  that  suggests  one 
person  can  live  without  another.  No, 
quite  the  opposite. 

The  independence  of  which  I  speak  is 
the  independence  born  of  economic 
self-sufficiency  and  opportunity.  The 
independence  to  dream,  to  pursue  and 
fulfill  our  deepest  wishes  and  our  per- 
sonal potential. 

This  is  something,  Mr.  President, 
that  social  architects  cannot  build, 
they  cannot  plan.  It  is  not  structure,  it 
is  spirit.  It  is  something  that  our  wel- 
fare system  has  lacked  for  the  last  30 
years  as  we  have  sought  to  merely 
spend  our  way  into  a  new  kind  of  op- 
portunity. But  we  have  spent  our  way 
past  opportunity  into  peril, 

I  believe  it  is  time  again  to  create  a 
welfare  system  that  helps,  not  hurts, 
those  it  seeks  to  serve.  And  such  a  sys- 
tem would  be  a  major  part  in  control- 


ling the  spending  which  has  plagued 
this  Nation  and  now  threatens  future 
generations,  A  system  that  helps  rath- 
er than  hurts,  A  system  that  serves  is 
the  standard  by  which  welfare  reform 
must  be  judged,  not  just  the  Utopian 
ideal. 

Today,  I  introduced  the  Communities 
Involved  in  Caring  Act.  We  call  it 
CIVIC,  We  do  not  expect  this  act— a 
package  of  five  bills— to  be  the  long- 
awaited  answer  to  all  of  our  welfare 
problems  by  itself.  But  we  do  believe 
that  it  is  a  significant  step  toward  re- 
storing opportunities  of  dignity 
through  independence  and  access  to  the 
world  of  upward  mobility. 

The  act  is  predicated  on  three  fun- 
damental beliefs: 

First,  that  States  need  the  maximum 
flexibility  possible  to  reform  welfare 
systems. 

Second,  that  our  intermediary  orga- 
nizations— especially  private  and  reli- 
gious charitable  organizations— need  to 
be  utilized  in  welfare  reform. 

Third,  that  intermediary  organiza- 
tions need  not  only  money,  but  they 
need  volunteers;  they  need  the  personal 
participation  of  individuals  to  flourish. 
The  CIVIC  Act  which  I  introduced 
earlier  today  would  block  grant  Wash- 
ington's four  main  welfare  entitlement 
programs— A FDC,  Food  Stamps,  Sup- 
plemental Security  Income,  and  Medic- 
aid—to  the  States,  It  starts  by  capping 
the  spending  on  AFDC.  Food  Stamps, 
and  SSI,  and  then  Medicaid  would  be 
limited  in  growth  to  105  percent  each 
year— meaning  of  105  percent  of  each 
previous  year.  Given  the  fact  that  Med- 
icaid has  been  growing  at  well  over  10 
percent  a  year,  this  would  be  substan- 
tial restraint  in  the  program's  growth, 
but  net  a  cut  in  the  program. 

The  programs  under  the  block  grants 
would  also  be  extricated  from  their  ex- 
isting bureaucracies— at  HHS,  Agri- 
culture, etc— and  turned  over  to  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  to  be  dis- 
tributed to  the  States.  The  unique  fea- 
ture of  this  proposal  is  that  the  money 
would  go  directly  from  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury  to  the  States,  and  it 
would  not  be  a  part  of  any  bureaucracy 
in  Washington,  DC,  that  would 
consume  much  of  the  money  before  it 
ever  gets  to  the  States, 

Mr,  President,  Treasury's  oversight 
role  would  be  minimal  because  the 
only  qualifications  on  the  block  grants 
would  be: 

First,  that  States  would  be  required 
to  require  welfare  recipients  to  work. 
How  best  to  do  that.  The  nature  of  the 
work.  The  level  of  the  participation. 
All  of  those  issues  should  be  and  would 
be  left  to  the  States  to  determine;  and 
Second,  that  States  that  decrease  il- 
legitimacy, using  existing  govern- 
mental statistics  as  a  measure,  will  be 
able  to  use  a  portion  of  their  block 
grant  for  elementary  or  secondary  edu- 
cation or  any  other  purpose  they  de- 
sire. 
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The  CIVIC  Act  also  provides  explicit 
authority  for  States  to  contract  with 
nongovernmental  organizations,  in- 
cluding private  and  religious  chari- 
table organizations,  and  other  institu- 
tions, in  the  effort  to  help  solve  the 
welfare  problem. 

We  have  all  heard  the  stories  of  small 
organizations  that  are  hugely  success- 
ful in  helping  America's  poor.  Unfortu- 
nately, many  of  these  programs  have 
been  constrained  from  receiving  Fed- 
eral funds  because  all  too  often  those 
Federal  funds  would  require  radical 
changes  in  their  beliefs,  their  struc- 
ture, their  facilities,  their  program,  or 
their  organization— changes  that  would 
rob  these  programs  of  the  very  charac- 
teristics and  attitudes  that  make  them 
successful. 

However,  under  the  CIVIC  Act. 
States  would  be  able  to  utilize  their 
Federal  block  grant  funds  by  either 
contracting  with  these  organizations 
directly  or  by  giving  welfare  recipients 
certificates  so  that  they  could  choose 
which  programs  to  get  involved  in. 

The  final  element  of  the  CIVIC  Act 
allows  individuals  who  volunteer  at 
least  50  hours  per  year,  or  approxi- 
mately 1  hour  a  week,  to  charitable  in- 
stitutions that  serve  the  needy  eligible 
for  a  $500  tax  credit  for  monetary  dona- 
tions to  such  charitable  organizations. 
Just  as  the  welfare  recipients  should 
work  for  their  benefits,  so  the  citizens 
who  want  enhanced  tax  benefits  for 
their  contributions  should  also  work 
and  volunteer  in  the  organizations 
they  contribute  to. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  all  about  oppor- 
tunity, it  is  about  working  together. 
When  he  traveled  through  America 
more  than  100  years  ago.  the  great 
French  observer,  Alexis  de  Tocqueville, 
was  stiuuk  by  how  caring  Americans 
were  for  each  other. 

The  Americans  .  .  .  regard  for  themselves, 
constantly  prompts  them  to  assist  one  an- 
other and  inclines  them  willingly  to  sacrifice 
a  portion  of  their  time  and  property  for  che 
welfare  of  others. 

What  the  act  I  introduced  today 
seeks  is  to  undo  30  years  of  Washington 
discouraging  that  very  basic  American 
instinct  to  help  one  another.  The  ideas 
in  the  act  are  not  new.  They  are.  in 
fact,  old  ideas  in  America.  They  have 
been  tested  and  found  successful. 

About  100  years  ago,  cities  like  New 
York  were  littered  with  alcoholics  and 
addicts.  Orphaned  children  roamed  the 
streets.  And  if  all  of  New  York  City's 
liquor  shops,  houses  of  prostitution, 
gambling  houses,  and  other  low-life  es- 
tablishments had  been  placed  on  a  sin- 
gle street,  they  would  have  extended 
from  Manhattan's  City  Hall  to  the  city 
of  WTiite  Plains  more  than  30  miles 
away.  On  that  street,  there  would  have 
been  a  robbery  every  165  yards  and  a 
murder  every  half  mile.  And  in  Brook- 
lyn. 1  out  of  every  10  people  got  food 
from  public  storehouses. 

These  pathologies  met  their  match. 
Mr.     President,     in     society's     inter- 


mediary, nongovernmental  voluntary, 
private  institutions  of  charity  and  as- 
sistance. Their  warm-hearted  and  hard- 
headed  approaches — and  you  can  have  a 
warm  heart  and  a  hard  head  when  it 
comes  to  making  sure  that  we  change 
such  circumstances— helped  save 
women  and  children  and  men.  As  the 
historian  Marvin  Olasky  notes,  "The 
solutions  these  reforms  came  up  with 
forestalled  an  epidemic  of  illegitimacy 
and  saved  thousands  of  children  from 
misery." 

I  believe  that  as  we  confront  our  own 
social  pathologies  today,  we  must  do  it 
the  same  way— with  the  ideas  that 
have  worked  in  the  past  and  yet  with 
new  ideas  for  the  1990's— even  though 
they  may  have  been  the  standard  fare 
of  the  1890's.  We  must  meet  our  chal- 
lenges with  a  greater  role  for  States 
and  a  greater  role  for  intermediary  in- 
stitutions, nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions, private  charities — both  larger 
ones  like  the  Salvation  Army  and 
Goodwill,  and  smaller  ones  like  Best 
Friends  and  the  Sunshine  Mission. 

So  while  the  CIVIC  Act  begins  the 
process  of  moving  welfare  from  Wash- 
ington to  the  States,  it  also  begins  the 
vital  task  of  reinvigorating  our  pri- 
vate, nongovernmental  organizations 
which  can  help  meet  the  deepest  needs 
of  our  citizens,  organizations  that  we 
know  will  help  solve  our  welfare  prob- 
lems. 

The  change  that  we  want  to  see  will 
not  occur  overnight.  Neither  will  it 
come  without  hard  work  or  thorough 
debate.  The  end  of  colonialism  was  not 
an  easy  process  either.  For  independ- 
ence means  risk,  the  sacrifice  of  secu- 
rity. 

Well,  security,  coupled  with  depend- 
ency is  a  bad  bargain.  Economic  mobil- 
ity means  work;  it  means  hard  work 
But  no  nation  and  no  people  who  have 
ever  tasted  the  sweet  fruits  of  freedom 
has  ever  called  for  a  return  to  its  colo- 
nial dependency. 

I  believe  that  if  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  we  are  free  and  we  remain 
free,  we  must  reform  the  welfare  sys- 
tem. It  can  be  a  part  of  a  large  reform 
in  which  we  reform  the  financial  integ- 
rity of  America,  for  we  cannot  hold 
hostage  future  generations  to  the 
spending  of  the  present. 

As  we  seek  to  pass  the  budget  in  the 
hours  ahead  in  this  Chamber,  it  will  be 
a  pleasure  to  do  so  in  a  way  that  not 
only  puts  us  on  a  footing  of  sound  fi- 
nancial integrity,  but  establishes  us  on 
a  path  toward  economic  independence 
and  opportunity  for  individuals 
—through  a  reformed  welfare  system, 
characterized  by  block  grants  maxi- 
mizing the  States'  flexibility  and  inno- 
vation, and  characterized  by  Govern- 
ment joining  hands  with  nongovern- 
mental agencies  in  order  to  bring  to 
the  battle  the  energies  and  talents  of 
this  great  Nation's  private  citizens. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 
Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Mis- 


souri. He  was  a  former  Governor,  so  he 

is  one  of  the  experts  that  we  are  going 
to  have  in  this  body  when  we  deal  with 
the  very,  very  tough  issue  of  choices  as 
we  reform  the  welfare  system. 

I  think  it  is  really  appropriate  that 
he  has  taken  a  leadership  role  in  this. 
Once  again,  what  we  are  showing  to- 
night is  the  tough  decisions  that  must 
be  made  to  balance  the  budget,  which 
the  people  of  America  asked  us  to  do. 
So  I  appreciate  the  Senator  waiting  for 
so  long  and  giving  that  great  talk 
about  the  bill  he  introduced  today  and 
the  choices  that  we  are  going  to  face 
today  and  tomorrow. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Texas  for  her 
kind  words. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
glad  to  join  my  colleagues  this  evening 
in  continuing  this  discussion.  By  noon 
tomorrow,  we  will  have  had  50  hours  of 
talking  about  the  budget.  I  guess  after 
50  hours,  your  eyes  kind  of  glaze  over. 
But  the  fact  is  that  there  is  nothing 
more  important  that  we  will  talk 
about  during  this  Congress.  It  becomes 
difficult  to  find  something  new  to  say 
about  the  issue  after  50  hours.  But 
maybe  that  is  not  important.  Maybe 
the  important  thing  is  to  stress  those 
things  that  are  necessary,  those  things 
that  are  important,  those  choices  that 
we  do  have. 

It  has  been  10  days  since  the  Repub- 
licans presented  a  balanced  budget 
plan,  which  America  has  been  waiting 
for.  In  that  time,  the  deficit  has  in- 
creased another  $1.9  billion.  It  added 
$19  for  every  American. 

The  Republicans  are  working  to  end 
Oovernments  relentless  borruwiiiK- 
The  Republican  plan  would  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002  by  slowing  the 
growth  in  the  Federal  spending  from  5 
percent  to  3  percent. 

It  protects  Social  Security,  saves 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy,  maintains 
a  Social  Security  safety  net,  reduces 
the  size  of  the  Federal  Government, 
and  moves  power  out  of  Washington 
and  back  closer  to  the  people. 

Republicans  want  to  transform  Gov- 
ernment to  make  it  more  efficient  and 
more  responsive  and  less  expensive. 
Democrats,  meanwhile,  are  standing  up 
for  the  status  quo.  They  have  offered 
no  plan  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  this  debate  has  been 
characterized  by  almost  everyone  who 
has  risen,  has  stood  up  and  said,  "I 
want  to  balance  the  budget  but  we  can- 
not cut"^blank-and  fill  in  the  blank. 
Medicare,  earned-income  tax  credit,  de- 
fense, education,  whatever. 

So  we  always  say  we  want  to  balance 
the  budget— but  for  a  million  reasons 
we  cannot  do  it.  I  am  confident  that  we 
shall  for  the  first  time  in  25  years  bal- 
ance the  budget — tomorrow.  Starting 
on  the  path  to  balance  the  budget. 


It  is  awfully  hard.  These  are  large 

figures,  talking  about  $5  trillion.  Who 
knows  what  $5  trillion  is.  I  read  some- 
thing the  other  day  that  sort  of  person- 
alizes this.  I  thought  it  was  interest- 
ing. 

Someone  asked,  how  do  we  identify 
the  Federal  budget  with  something 
that  is  closer  to  a  personal  budget? 
This  is  what  the  answer  was.  and  I 
thought  it  was  interesting:  Suppose 
you  have  an  income  of  $125,000  coming 
not  from  work  but  from  contributions 
of  all  your  friends  and  relatives  who 
work.  You  are  not  satisfied  with  what 
$125,000  can  buy  this  year,  so  you  pre- 
pare for  yourself  a  budget  of  $146,000 
and  charge  the  $20,300  difference  to 
your  credit  card  on  which  you  already 
carry  an  unpaid  balance  of  $452,248, 
boosting  that  to  $472,548  on  which  you 
pay  interest  daily.  Multiply  that  by  10 
million  and  that  is  what  our  Govern- 
ment did  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

This  is  clearly  the  most  important 
element  of  debate  for  this  year.  Not 
just  because  of  the  dollars,  as  impor- 
tant as  they  may  be,  but  because  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  examine  and  to 
change  and  to  look  at  the  role  of  Gov- 
ernment, look  at  those  things  that 
should  logically  and  legitimately  be 
done  by  the  Federal  Government,  do 
something  about  those  that  should  be 
done  in  private  sector.  To  take  a  look 
at  the  size  of  Government.  Clearly,  vot- 
ers said  last  year.  Government  is  too 
large  and  costs  too  much. 

So  we  have  a  chance  to  do  that.  We 
have  a  chance  to  make  major  changes, 
the  first  really  major  changes  in  25 
years.  To  do  that,  and  I  believe  very 
strongly  and  we  have  done  some  of 
this,  we  have  to  make  some  procedural 
changes.  We  cannot  simply  continue  to 
do  what  we  have  been  doing  and  expect 
to  get  different  results.  We  have  to  do 
things  like  line-item  veto,  which  we 
worked  on.  Have  to  do  something  about 
unfunded  mandates.  I  think  we  should 
do  something  about  term  limits.  I 
think  we  should  have  had  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
and  we  will  go  back  to  do  that. 

We  did  not  accomplish  that.  We 
failed  by  one  vote  in  this  Chamber. 
Now  we  have  the  opportunity  to  do 
what  many  opponents  of  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  said,  and  that  is  we 
do  not  need  an  amendment,  we  just 
belly  up  to  the  bar  and  do  it.  That  is 
what  we  have  an  opportunity  to  do. 

The  record  is  not  good.  Sure,  we  can 
do  it  and  we  will  do  it.  We  have  not 
done  it  for  25  years.  We  will  raise  the 
debt  limit  to  $5  trillion  this  summer. 
The  administration  budget  has  $250  bil- 
lion in  deficits  out  as  far  as  we  can  see. 
The  size  of  Government  is  growing.  So 
for  the  first  time  we  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  do  something  different. 

Clearly,  there  are  different  philoso- 
phies about  Government.  There  are  dif- 
ferent philosophies  about  what  the  size 
should  be.  That  is  fine.  That  is  the  way 
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it  should  be.  That  is  what  elections  are 
for.  so  people  can  make  a  decision  be- 
tween two  choices. 

There  are  those  in  this  body  and 
other  bodies  and  in  this  country  who 
say  the  Government  should  be  larger, 
the  Government  should  do  more.  In 
fact,  the  Government  does  a  better  job 
of  spending  dollars  than  families  do 
and  businesses  do.  That  is,  I  suppose,  a 
legitimate  view.  It  is  not  my  view. 

So  we  do  have  differences  and  there 
are  differences.  The  Republicans  would 
like  to  have  a  smaller  Government 
that  costs  less,  that  is  more  lean,  and 
efficient. 

Democrats,  on  the  other  hand,  have 
moved  toward  more  Government  and 
more  spending.  Republicans  want  to 
transform  Government,  something  that 
is  more  efficient,  to  deliver  services 
more  efficiently.  Welfare  is  an  excel- 
lent example.  Nobody  wants  to  elimi- 
nate welfare.  We  want  to  be  able  to 
help  people  who  need  help,  but  to  help 
them  back  into  the  work  sector.  We 
want  a  Government  that  is  more  re- 
sponsive, that  is  more  customer  ori- 
ented. One  that  is  less  expensive. 

The  administration,  on  the  other 
hand,  and  our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  support  the  status  quo. 
There  is  no  plan  to  balance  the  budget. 
The  President,  as  was  suggested  yes- 
terday, is  AWOL.  absent  without  lead- 
ership, on  finding  a  way  to  balance  the 
budget.  No  options  on  how  to  save  Med- 
icare despite  the  fact  that  the  trustees 
have  said  in  no  uncertainty  that  if  we 
do  not  do  something,  in  2  years  we  will 
be  dealing  with  the  reserves,  and  7 
years  Medicare  will  be  broke.  No  wel- 
fare reform  proposal. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  do  some- 
thing. The  administration's  track 
record,  of  course,  over  the  past  several 
years  has  been  to  raise  taxes  and  ex- 
pand the  Federal  Government.  The  1993 
budget,  the  largest  tax  increase  in  his- 
tory, nearly  $260  billion.  We  hear  it  was 
just  on  the  highest  percent— not  so. 
Gas  tax— my  State  has  probably  the 
largest  per  capita  gas  tax  increase  of 
all  because  of  the  miles  we  travel. 

Mr.  President,  we  do  have  a  chance 
to  do  something.  If  spending  remains 
at  the  same  level  for  the  Government 
programs  in  order  to  balance  the  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002,  we  would  have  to 
raise  taxes  by  $935  billion,  $7,400  for 
every  American  taxpayer.  That  is  the 
choice.  We  either  level  off  growing  or 
we  raise  taxes. 

We  have  a  vision  of  keeping  our 
promises  to  make  Government  smaller, 
to  reject  the  status  quo,  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002,  protect  Social 
Security,  save  and  improve  Medicare, 
and  return  power  to  the  communities 
and  to  our  families  and  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  we  are 
moving  in  this  direction.  I  feel  con- 
fident there  will  be  a  positive  vote  to- 
morrow, to  make  these  kinds  of 
changes.    I    thank    my    colleagues    for 


continuing  to  point  out  the  choices 
that  we  have  before  the  Senate.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  budget 
plan.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  thank  the  freshman  from  Wyo- 
ming, the  freshman  Senator,  for  adding 
to  this  debate.  He  has  really  been  there 
through  all  these  days,  talking  about 
the  important  issues  that  we  are  facing 
and  the  tough  decisions  that  we  are 
going  to  have  to  make.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  he  has  just  hit  the  ground 
running  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  I  am 
pleased  he  stayed  tonight  along  with 
his  wife,  to  make  the  remarks  that  he 
did.  We  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Now  I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  for  10  minutes. 
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Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  kind  Senator  from  Texas  for 
yielding. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Senator  for 
her  leadership  in  shepherding  the  serv- 
ices tonight,  of  making  sure  that  the 
other  point  of  view,  the  responsible  fi- 
nancial point  of  view,  is  expressed  here 
tonight,  when  elsewhere  in  this  town 
we  know  there  is  a  very  antipeople  pro- 
big  Government  point  of  view  being  ex- 
pressed at  a  fundraising  party  for  the 
Democratic  Party. 

There  was  a  story  this  morning  on 
the  front  page  of  the  Washington  Post. 
I  think  it  has  a  lot  of  Members  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  probably  people 
across  the  country,  just  simply 
scratching  their  heads.  The  report  says 
that  President  Clinton  now  has  a  se- 
cret budget  counter-proposal.  Do  you 
know  what?  It  will  balance  the  budget 
within  10  years. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  is  true— and  I 
suppose  I  ought  to  hope  it  is  true  be- 
cause I  have  been  praying  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  from  this  White  House  for 
a  long  time— it  is  truly  an  amazing 
story.  First  of  all.  it  undercuts  all  the 
wailing  we  have  been  hearing  from  the 
White  House  about  the  effect  on  the 
economy  and  the  public  of  setting  an 
arbitrary  date  for  a  balanced  budget. 
That  is  making  fun  of  us  Republicans 
for  trying  to  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002. 

It  seems  that  all  we  have  heard  for 
the  last  month  out  of  the  White  House 
is,  "What  is  magic  about  a  certain  date 
to  balance  the  budget?"  If  you  balr.nce 
the  budget  you  would  ruin  the  econ- 
omy. If  you  balance  the  budget  you 
would  do  this  to  that  group,  or  that  to 
another  group.  Now,  all  of  a  sudden  in 
the  Washington  Post,  the  President 
says  that  he  wants  to  balance  the  budg- 
et— albeit  in  10  years. 

I  think  even  members  of  the  Presi- 
dent's own  party  and  members  of  the 
President's  party  in  both  chambers  of 
the  Congress  had  earlier  disagreed 
openly  with  the  White  House  on  this 
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point.  There  was  disagreement  on  what 
to  do.  Do  you  know  what?  The  Mem- 
bers of  the  Democratic  Party  up  here 
on  the  hill,  they  look  to  the  President 
for  leadership. 

The  message  they  got  was  to  stay  the 
course.  The  President  said  just  keep  to 
it.  stay  the  course.  That  is.  offer  noth- 
ing in  rebuttal  to  the  Republican  at- 
tempt to  balance  the  budget.  No  vision 
from  the  White  House;  no  alternative 
from  the  White  House. 

And,  do  you  know  what?  The  Mem- 
bers up  here  on  the  Hill  were  very  obe- 
dient, listening  to  their  President.  So 
they  refrained  from  offering  their  own 
balanced  budget  alternative,  or  any 
other  comprehensive  alternative  to  the 
Republican  efforts  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

So.  the  members  of  the  Democratic 
Party  stood  idly  by  during  this  budget 
debate  and  risked  their  credibility  be- 
cause they  wanted  to  follow  their  lead- 
er, our  President  of  the  United  States. 
Now.  with  this  new  development  that 
the  President  is  for  a  balanced  budget, 
albeit  in  10  years,  they,  the  members  of 
the  Democratic  Party  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  in  both  Houses  of 
the  Congress,  also  are  undercut  by 
their  President  just  like  members  of 
the  White  House  staff  have  been.  Just 
like  he  undercut  the  recent  arguments 
of  ever>'body  on  his  staff  that  was  try- 
ing to  defend  his  position  of  just  stay 
the  course.  Do  not  offer  an  alternative. 

Second,  this  also  says  that  the  Re- 
publican vision  of  a  balanced  budget  is 
right  after  all,  and  it  is  filling  a  very 
enormous  political  void.  The  American 
people  know  where  we  stand  and  they 
do  not  know  where  the  other  side 
stands.  The  American  people  know 
what  the  Republican  Party  stands  for. 
They  do  not  know  what  the  Demo- 
cratic Party  stands  for.  They  do  not 
know  because  for  several  months,  until 
this  very  day,  they  were  told  a  bal- 
anced budget  did  not  matter.  They 
were  told  that  we  should  not  have  an 
alternative,  as  Democrats,  to  what  the 
Republicans  were  trying  to  do. 

Also,  there  is  a  third  aspect  to  this. 
Because,  in  filling  that  void  and  be- 
cause the  President  is  now  coming 
around  to  accepting  the  premise  of  the 
Republican  vision  for  the  future,  this 
new  development  is  a  powerful  dem- 
onstration of  the  President's  lack  of 
leadership.  Because,  you  know  what? 
The  lack  of  leadership  demonstrates 
followership.  It  leaves  a  perception  of  a 
desperate  move  to  be  included.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  wants 
to  be  relevant,  finally,  in  the  debate  for 
a  balanced  budget. 

It  shows  that  our  Republican  call  for 
the  other  side  to  put  up  or  be  silent  has 
had  an  effect.  It  shows  that  we  have 
opened  up  a  big  weakness  in  the  other 
side's  flank,  namely  its  very  own  credi- 
bility. Because  you  cannot  talk  the 
talk  until  you  walk  the  walk.  Everyone 
knows  that.  Everyone  outside  of  Wash- 
ington. 


Now,  obviously  the  President  knows 
it  as  well.  The  time  to  show  relevance 
and  to  show  leadership  on  the  part  of 
the  President  was  last  February.  That 
is  when  the  President  proposed.  The 
Congress  is  now  disposing.  The  process 
has  passed  the  President  by.  The  ship 
of  state  has  left  the  dock. 

It  is  as  if  the  President  is  trying  to 
rush  ahead  to  the  next  port  to  catch  up 
with  the  ship.  The  problem  is  the  ship 
is  not  scheduled  to  stop  there.  And  it 
will  not. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  assumed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Madam  President,  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  the  leadership, 
the  vision,  and  the  direction  for  this 
ship  of  state  are  coming  from  this  side, 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle.  It  all 
happens  to  be  reflected  in  the  budget 
debate  of  the  last  4  days,  the  amend- 
ments offered  by  the  other  side,  the  ab- 
sence of  a  comprehensive  balanced 
budget  alternative  from  the  other  side. 
And  I  think  it  will  be  demonstrated  by 
the  overwhelming  vote  for  a  balanced 
budget  tomorrow. 

Now.  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  other  hand,  missed  the 
boat.  His  party  is  still  standing  on  the 
dock.  He  stranded  them  there.  He 
Eisked  them  to  wait  there  until  he 
could  catch  up  with  the  ship  out  at  sea, 
but  it  is  too  late.  We  Republicans  have 
a  vision  and  we  have  a  plan  to  steer 
this  country  to  the  safe  waters. 

I  ask,  where  is  theirs?  Where  is  their 
comprehensive  alternative  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget?  Where  is  their  coher- 
ent vision?  Where  is  theirs? 

It  is  lacking.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 


THE  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET 
Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President,  I 
want  to  pick  up  where  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  left  off.  I  think  he  made 
some  very  good  points  with  respect  to 
where  the  President's  budget  is.  I  noted 
also  the  same  Washington  Post  article 
today.  It  suggests  "President  to 
Counter  Hill  Budgets.  Plan  Would  End 
Deficits  in  10  Years." 

This  was  not  released  by  the  White 
House.  This  was  released  from  a  pri- 
vate interview  up  in  New  Hampshire 
that  was  leaked  out  somewhere,  that 
the  President  is  coming  up  with  this 
secret  plan  to  balance  the  budget  in  10 
years. 

It  struck  me.  It  tickled  my  memory, 
that  I  heard  this  about  this  10-year 
plan  before.  It  was  from  my  first  year 
in  the  Congress.  I  remember,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  was  a 
freshman  member  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  then  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee,  Leon  Panetta,  now  over 
at  the  White  House,  came  up  with  a  10- 
year  balanced  budget.  They  worked  on 
it  most  of  the  fist  year  that  I  was  there 
and  I  think  released  it  in  about  Octo- 
ber of  the  year.  It  was  after  the  debate. 
This  was  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 


It  was  interesting.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  budget  the  President  is 
considering  is  going  to  look  like  the 
budget  the  Congressman— then  Chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee — Pa- 
netta offered.  But  at  the  time,  to  get  to 
a  balanced  budget — this  was  in  October 
of  1991,  I  refer  to  the  Congressional 
Quarterly  article— at  the  time  Chair- 
man Panetta  said  that  it  would  take 
$1.3  billion  in  cuts  or  tax  increases  to 
get  to  a  balanced  budget  in  10  years. 
What  we  are  doing  here  in  the  Senate 
today  with  Senator  DO-VtENlci's  budget, 
the  Republican  budget,  is  roughly  a 
trillion  dollars,  not  quite  a  trillion  dol- 
lars in  spending  reductions  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget.  Then  we  have  obvi- 
ously interest  savings  which  get  us  the 
rest. 

I  had  the  Budget  Committee  staff  run 
the  numbers.  If  the  President  is  propos- 
ing to  get  to  a  balanced  budget  over  10 
years,  not  7  years,  he  will  not  be  able 
to  do  so  by  cutting  the  trillion  dollars 
over  10  years.  That  is  the  fallacy.  You 
cannot  just  cut  $1  trillion  over  10 
years,  and  balance  the  budget  because 
you  have  to  get  on  sort  of  a  longer 
curve.  Your  spending  cuts  do  not  occur 
early  enough.  You  build  up  more  debt. 
It  is  a  lot  more  costly  to  balance  it 
over  a  longer  period  of  time.  The  Budg- 
et Committee  told  us  that  it  would  re- 
quire $1.6  trillion  in  spending  cuts  or 
tax  increases  to  balance  the  budget  in 
10  years,  $1.6  trillion. 

The  $1.3  trillion  in  the  Panetta  pro- 
posal of  1991  included  deeper  cuts  in  de- 
fense, entitlement  spending  reduc- 
tions— I  remind  people  entitlements 
are  things  like  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
welfare  spending,  things  that  are  now 
being  lambasted  by  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle — a  broad  cut  back  in  the  size 
and  cost  of  government,  and  $250  bil- 
lion to  $400  billion  in  new  taxes;  $400 
billion  in  new  taxes. 

Is  this  a  harbinger  of  things  to  come'!' 
Have  we  fished  out  of  the  files  from  the 
old  Budget  Committee  in  1991  the  10- 
year  budget  proposal  for  the  Clinton 
administration  to  balance  the  budget 
with  a  third  of  the  money  coming  from 
new  taxes?  But  this  is  just  all  specula- 
tion because  we  have  not  seen  the 
President's  budget. 

So  I  have  the  unpleasant  task  of  re- 
turning to  the  floor  to  add  to  the  list  of 
numbers  on  my  chart  of  days  with  no 
proposal  to  balance  the  budget  from 
President  Clinton.  Since  I  had  objec- 
tions from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
about  using  staff  to  actually  put  my 
numbers  up,  I  will  do  the  chore  myself, 
and  put  "day  6."  potentially  a  signifi- 
cant date. 

We  might  have  learned  about  the  se- 
cret budget,  the  existence  of  this  docu- 
ment. We  may  have  learned  just  from 
some  of  the  detective  work  I  have  done 
that  there  may  be  a  plan  out  there  that 
existed  a  few  years  ago  that  may  be 
resurrected  because  under  the  demo- 
cratic rule  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives   this    balanced    budget    that    the 


Budget  Committee  chairman  put  to- 
gether never  saw  the  light  of  day, 
never  was  voted  on,  never  was  debated 
in  committee,  never  moved  past  the 
draft  stage. 

Maybe  we  will  get  it  past  the  draft 
stage  this  time.  Maybe  the  former 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
will  be  able  to  resurrect  this  handi- 
work that  he  did  some  4  years  ago  and 
bring  it  on  the  scene  as  the  new  budget 
for  the  President. 

I  will  tell  you  that  it  would  be  a  long 
time  coming,  not  just  the  6  days,  but  to 
provide  some  leadership  out  of  the 
White  House  on  this  very  important 
issue  to  this  country. 

I  remember  during  the  Republican 
administrations  the  then-chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee.  Chairman  Leon 
Panetta.  coming  to  the  noor  time  after 
time  after  time  making  statements 
about  how  it  was  the  responsibility  of 
the  President  to  be  relevant  to  the  sit- 
uation, to  not  put  up  these  budgets 
that  were  dead,  that  had  no  chance,  but 
to  be  bold  and  to  move  forward. 

I  quote  from  March  13.  1986.  This  is 
Leon  Panetta  speaking: 

We  bepin  a  ^ame  of  budget  chicken"  in 
which  we  wait  for  the  other  side  to  make  the 
tough  choices  that  have  to  be  made  to  try  to 
get  our  budget  in  line.  It  is  a  lousy  way  to  do 
business;  we  all  understand  that.  It  is  what 
gave  birth  to  the  Gramm-Rudman  approach, 
and  it  is  what  creates  the  frustration  that  we 
now  deal  with  here. 

The  hope  is  that  the  President  would  exer- 
cise leadership  in  presenting  a  budget  to  the 
Congress  that  is  realistic  and  that  is  serious. 
But  instead  of  pulling  together,  he  pulls 
apart.  Instead  of  providing  leadership,  he 
plays  games.  The  danger  is  that  we  too  fall 
into  the  same  trap.  This  budget  is  wrong;  we 
know  it  is  wrong,  and  it  will  fail  for  several 
reasons. 

Just  as  the  President's  budget  came 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  It  was 
wrong,  and  it  failed  completely,  and 
did  not  get  one  vote. 

I  say  that  the  former  Congressman 
from  California.  Leon  Panetta,  made  a 
good  point  about  that  back  on  May  1, 
1990,  talking  about  a  Bush  budget.  He 
said: 

The  fact  is  that  the  test  of  a  budget  is  not 
what  it  says  it  does  nor  even  its  author.  It  is 
whether  or  not  you  get  a  majority  of  votes 
on  the  noor  of  the  House  and  in  the  Con- 
gress. That  is  the  ultimate  test  of  the  suc- 
cess or  failure  of  an.v  budget. 

The  fact  is  that  the  test  of  a  budget 
is  not  what  it  says  or  does  or  even  its 
author.  It  is  whether  or  not  you  get  a 
majority  of  votes  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  in  the  Congress.  That  is  the 
ultimate  test  of  the  success  or  failure 
of  any  budget. 

That  speaks  volumes  about  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  that  he  sent  up  here; 
speaks  volumes  about  how  serious  the 
President  was  when  he  presented  his 
budget  to  the  U.S.  Congress  and  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  of  which  there  are  54  Re- 
publicans and  46  Democrats.  He  got  no 
votes. 

Then  chairman  Panetta  went  on  to 
say: 
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.According  to  that  test,  the  President's 
budk'ct  is  a  failure.  The  failure  to  offer  the 
budfret  by  the  President  also  makes  clear 
how  tough  It  1.S  to  develop  a  budget  that  bal- 
ances the  priorities,  that  recognizes  that  we 
have  to  provide  new  directions  for  this  coun- 
try and  that  tries  to  achieve  a  majority  vote 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

How  things  can  come  back  to  haunt 
you.  We  had  a  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  who  was  pleading  for  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  pro- 
vide leadership,  to  stand  firm,  and 
move  our  country  forward  in  a  bold, 
new  way.  Now  that  person  sits  as  the 
right  hand  man  of  the  White  House, 
and  from  all  the  press  reports  is  advis- 
ing the  President  to  do  just  the  oppo- 
site. I  guess  it  all  depends  on  where 
you  sit. 

I  must  read  one  more  thing  that 
Leon  Panetta  said  during  his  time  in 
Congress  because  my  staff  gave  it  to 
me.  I  actually  thought  it  was  some- 
thing that  I  had  just  said  the  other  day 
because  I  was  talking  about  the  fact 
that  my  father  is  an  immigrant  to  this 
country  and  how  important  it  was  for 
us  to  leave  the  next  generation  better 
off  than  the  generation  that  we  now 
live  in. 

Back  on  May  4,  1989,  Congressional 
Record,  Leon  Panetta  said: 

We  have  presented  over  the  last  8  years  a 
pleasant  message  that  somehow  everyone 
can  have  a  free  lunch  in  this  country.  That 
is  not  the  case.  That  is  not  the  message  that 
my  parents  heard  when  they  came  to  this 
country  as  immigrants  with  little  education, 
little  money,  but  a  great  deal  of  hope.  They 
came  for  the  opportunity  that  this  country 
offered  and  the  willingness  to  make  a  sac- 
rifice for  their  children  so  their  children 
could  enjoy  a  better  life.  We  now  face  a  situ- 
ation where  our  children  may  not  enjoy  a 
better  standard  of  living  than  we  had.  That. 
I  think,  is  the  worst  testament  in  terms  of 
the  future  that  we  face  in  this  Nation. 

He  is  right.  That  is  the  biggest  ques- 
tion that  faces  us.  What  are  we  going 
do  leave  to  the  next  generation?  He 
was  right  in  1989.  He  was  right  in  1986. 
He  was  right  in  1990,  and  hopefully  he 
will  convince  the  President  to  be  right 
in  1995  to  join  the  debate,  to  lead,  to  be 
relevant,  to  show  this  country,  to  show 
this  Congress  what  direction  he  be- 
lieves we  should  take  to  balance  this 
budget. 

I  hope  this  is  the  last  day;  I  hope  that 
day  6  was  lucky,  that  this  little  inkling 
that  we  got  about  this  secret  budget 
might  come  out  somewhere,  that  there 
is  a  plan,  and  that  we  will  be  able  to 
know  this  plan.  I  do  not  want  to  be  up 
here  for  the  next  129  days  between  now 
and  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  talking 
about  why  the  President  has  not  come 
to  the  party  and  express  his  vision  for 
the  future  of  this  country. 

I  am  confident  tomorrow  we  will  pass 
the  balanced  budget  resolution.  I  hope 
it  is  bipartisan  because  I  know  there 
are  many  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
who  also  would  like  to  see  this  budget 
brought  to  balance. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  for  his  fine  work  on  this 
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budget.  I  wish  to  commend  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  for  the  tremendous  job  she 
has  done  every  day  of  this  debate  in 
rallying  the  forces  to  come  here  to  the 
floor  to  talk  about  the  positive  aspects 
and  how  meaningful  it  is  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget  for  this  country  and 
not  just  the  next  generation.  A  lot  of 
the  talk  is  just  for  the  next  generation. 
When  we  talk  about  Medicare,  it  is  not 
the  next  generation.  It  is  this  genera- 
tion of  Medicare  recipients.  When  we 
talk  about  economic  growth,  it  is  this 
generation  that  is  going  to  benefit 
from  lower  interest  rates  and  higher 
growth  rates. 

This  balanced  budget  is  for  everyone. 
As  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  said 
in  answering  the  question  Senator 
Lautenberg  posed:  Whose  side  are  you 
on?  We  are  on  America's  side.  We  are 
on  the  side  of  all  Americans.  That  is 
the  beauty  of  a  balanced  budget.  It  is 
good  for  everyone.  It  is  not  about  class 
warfare.  It  is  not  about  picking  win- 
ners and  losers.  It  is  about  giving  ev- 
eryone opportunity. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FRIST  addressed  the  Chair 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  recognized 

(Mr.  SANTORUM  assumed  the  chair) 


INCREASING  AMERICAN 
PRODUCTIVITY 
Mr.  FRIST.  I  rise  to  commend  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Penn- 
sylvania, the  Presiding  Officer,  and  es- 
pecially the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Senator  Domenici,  for  the 
outstanding  work  that  hais  been  shown 
over  the  last  several  days  as  we  have 
presented  a  budget  that  will  be  bal- 
anced by  the  year  2002. 

I  would  like  to  turn  to  answer  a  sim- 
ple question,  and  that  is  who  will  bene- 
fit from  the  balanced  budget  plan  pro- 
posed by  the  Republican  majority  this 
week.  The  answer?  The  American  fam- 
ily. 

The  debate  over  the  past  week  has 
been  fascinating.  We  have  heard  a  lot 
of  rhetoric,  especially  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  about  how  cutting 
spending  will  hurt  our  children,  affect 
our  seniors,  and  hurt  the  middle  class. 
My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  would  have  us  believe  that  the  en- 
tire Government  is  going  to  shut  down 
and  that  disaster  is  imminent  with  our 
budget. 

But  what  they  will  not  tell  you  is 
that  the  Republican  budget  will  have 
tangible  positive  benefits  for  whom? 
The  American  family.  Benefits  that  the 
American  family  will  see  in  their 
checkbook,  in  their  family  budgets, 
and  in  their  overall  standard  of  living. 
According  to  economists,  one  of  the 
most  significant  benefits  of  a  balanced 
budget  is  increased  productivity.  What 
does  that  mean?  Let  us  talk  a  little  bit 
about  what  productivity  means  to  that 
individual  family,  that  typical  family 
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in  America.  Increased  productivity,  a 

product  of  this  balanced  budget,  means 
that  Americans  will  produce  more  in 
the  same  amount  of  hours.  There  will 
be  more  produced  for  a  given  amount  of 
work.  And  why  do  we  have  increased 
productivity  from  balancing  the  budg- 
et? Why  does  increased  productivity  re- 
sult from  spending  no  more  than  we 
take  in  each  year? 

Because,  very  simply,  the  Govern- 
ment, we,  will  borrow  less,  and  that 
leaves  more  for  investment  by  the  pri- 
vate sector,  by  individuals,  by  individ- 
ual businesses,  and  greater  investment 
by  those  businesses  and  individuals  re- 
sults in  better  technology  and  better 
working  conditions.  It  is  this  invest- 
ment that  allows  our  workers  to 
produce  more  in  the  same  amount  of 
time.  And  so  what  does  this  concept  of 
increased  productivity  which  clearly 
Stems  from  a  balanced  budget  mean  to 
the  individual  family,  to  you,  to  me.  to 
our  children,  to  our  grandchildren? 

From  this  first  chart,  the  first  thing 
that  increased  productivity  means  is 
greater  income  for  the  American  fam- 
ily. If  we  accomplish  more  while  we  are 
at  work,  increased  productivity,  we 
will  make  more  money  to  buy  homes, 
to  send  our  children  to  school,  to  buy 
clothes  for  our  children,  to  provide  for 
our  own  retirement. 

According  to  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment, median  family  income  fell  last 
year  under  President  Clinton's  watch 
by  1.9  percent.  In  contrast,  over  the 
next  10  years,  by  balancing  the  budget, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  says 
that  earnings  would  be  increased  by  ap- 
proximately an  extra  2.9  percent.  That 
would  mean  an  extra  $1,200  per  year  for 
each  American  family  by  passing  to- 
morrow this  balanced  budget  proposal. 
Under  a  status  quo  budget  right  now, 
income  of  the  average  family  in  2025 
without  a  balanced  budget,  for  exam- 
ple, under  the  President's  proposal 
would  be  $35,900.  Under  the  Republican 
proposal,  that  same  income  of  the  aver- 
age family  in  2025  but  with  a  balanced 
budget  would  be  $48,200.  a  difference  of 
over  $12,000  by  having  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Yes.  increased  incomes  for  the  Amer- 
ican family  mean  greater  economic  se- 
curity for  us,  for  this  current  genera- 
tion, and  for  that  next  generation. 
With  $12,000  more  a  year,  our  families 
will  be  able  to  save  more  for  their  own 
retirement  rather  than  having  to  rely 
on  the  Government  today,  as  so  many 
people  do  today.  They  will  be  able  to 
pay  for  their  own  health  care,  and  they 
will  be  able  to  pay  for  education  for 
their  children.  The  investment  of  this 
kind  of  extra  money  for  the  American 
family  can  only  mean  great  things  for 
our  economy  and  for  our  people. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  second  chart.  Are 
there  other  benefits  of  increased  pro- 
ductivity which  will  result  from  the 
balanced  budget?  Mr.  President,  if  we 
are  accomplishing   more   during   work 


hours,  we  will  actually  have  to  work 
less  to  accomplish  the  same  amount. 
This  means  more  time  at  home,  more 
time  with  our  families,  more  time  with 
our  children,  our  grandchildren  to  play 
baseball,  to  go  to  a  guitar  recital,  to 
read  a  book. 

Indeed, 'a  typical  family  workday  is 
8'>2  hours.  Increased  productivity 
means  that  workers  can  provide  the 
same  level  of  output  in  fewer  hours 
leaving  more  time  for  family,  more 
time  for  leisure.  In  traveling  the  State 
of  Tennessee,  I  know  that  Americans 
feel  they  are  working  hard  to  get 
ahead,  and  today  they  are  not  making 
progress.  The  median  income  is  declin- 
ing today.  It  is  tough  on  families.  It  is 
tough  on  moms  and  dads  who  struggle 
to  keep  the  house  clean,  food  on  the 
table,  and  the  family  running,  and  it  is 
tough  for  those  individuals.  As  we  bal- 
ance this  budget  and  make  this  pro- 
posal, they  worry:  Will  times  be  better? 
The  message  that  we  must  get  out  is 
yes,  with  a  balanced  budget,  there  is 
increased  productivity,  increased  time 
to  be  with  one's  family. 

The  Republican  budget,  when  you 
break  it  down,  will  actually  ease  that 
burden  through  increasing  the  effi- 
ciencies of  our  businesses  and  our 
workers. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  third  chart,  Mr. 
President.  Probably  the  most  tangible 
benefit  that  we  will  see  from  balancing 
our  budget  is  lower  interest  rates.  The 
Congressional  Budget  Office  has  told  us 
that  interest  rates  will  be  lower  by  al- 
most 2  percent  if  we  balance  the  budg- 
et. Other  economists,  such  as  the  inde- 
pendent forecasting  group  from  DRI 
McGraw-Hill,  predict  lower  interest 
rates  of  up  to  2.5  percent,  lower  than 
they  would  be  with  a  budget  which  is 
not  balanced.  That  translates  very  di- 
rectly into  lower  costs  for  typical  pur- 
chases by  the  American  family. 

The  examples  are  depicted.  It  means 
when  lower  interest  rates  take  effect, 
that  on  the  $75,000  30-year  mortgage  to 
this  family,  there  will  be  a  savings  of 
$1,246  if  we  have  a  balanced  budget. 

Or  that  same  family  will  save  $1,000 
over  the  life  of  a  loan  on  a  $15,000  car 
if  we  pass  this  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal. 

And  that  same  family  will  save  $36 
per  year  on  an  average  balance  of  $1,800 
on  a  credit  card  if  we  pass  this  bal- 
anced budget  proposal. 

And  that  same  family  can  save  $1,128 
over  the  life  of  a  loan  on  a  small  busi- 
ness or  on  farm  equipment  or  on  this 
typical  tractor. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  the  kinds  of 
savings  that  are  very  real  that  will  af- 
fect every  household  in  this  country  if 
we  are  successful  in  passing  the  bal- 
anced budget  plan  tomorrow.  There  is 
absolutely  no  question  that  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  yes,  will  be  tough.  It  will 
be  tough,  and  everybody  is  going  to 
have  to  sacrifice  for  it  to  take  effect. 
But  there  is  no  question  that  this  Re- 


publican budget  does  provide  real,  tan- 
gible benefits  for  all  Americans  and  all 
American  families. 

Increased  incomes,  less  work  time, 
lower  interest  rates — all  will  contrib- 
ute to  a  much  higher  quality  of  life  for 
the  American  family. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  consider  these  posi- 
tive beneficial  effects  to  the  family  as 
we  vote  on  this  historic— very  his- 
toric—budget package  tomorrow. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 


PROMISES  KEPT 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee, a  new  Member  of  the  Senate, 
for  helping  us  with  this  debate,  for 
helping  us  point  out  the  important  de- 
cisions that  we  are  making  today  and 
tomorrow. 

It  has  really  been  wonderful  to  see 
the  freshmen  Senators,  the  new  Sen- 
ators, like  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
and  like  the  Senator  in  the  chair,  to- 
night adding  to  the  debate  and  adding 
to  the  energy  and  vitality  of  the 
changes  that  we  are  making  for  Amer- 
ica, the  changes  that  the  people  asked 
for  in  1994  so  forcefully  by  giving  a 
mandate  to  Congress  to  do  the  right 
thing,  to  keep  the  promises  that  were 
made. 

The  American  people  have  seen  time 
after  time  after  time  politicians  mak- 
ing great  speeches,  beautiful  speeches 
at  conventions  and  big  events  and  ral- 
lies and  they  see  them  make  the  prom- 
ises and  they  see  the  promises  broken 
almost  the  day  after  the  election.  Now. 
for  the  first  time  in  years,  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  going  to  see  the  prom 
ises  being  kept. 

I  think  you  are  seeing  such  clear  dif- 
ferences between  the  leadership  that 
the  President  has  shown  versus  the 
leadership  that  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress are  showing  now  finally. 

The  President's  theme  has  been  bal- 
ance the  budget  on  the  backs  of  the 
Medicare  recipients  and  the  welfare  re- 
cipients and  education.  That  is  the 
theme  that  we  see  recurring  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  day  after  day  after 
day  after  day— the  class  warfare:  "Oh. 
yes,  they  are  balancing  the  budget,  but 
they  are  doing  it  at  the  expense  of  the 
people  in  our  society  who  are  receiving 
Medicare  and  welfare   " 

That  is  all  we  have  heard.  Where  is 
their  plan''  Where  is  their  suggestion'' 
As  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  said 
earlier  tonight,  their  Chief  of  Staff  has 
said,  "It's  a  big  game  of  chicken.  If  you 
put  your  budget  out  there  and  we're 
going  to  slash  it  to  ribbons.  If  we  put 
our  budget  out  there,  you  are  going  to 
slash  ours  to  ribbons."  So  who  goes 
first? 


Mr.  President,  the  Republicans  are 
going  first.  We  are  putting  something 
on  the  table  that  makes  sense.  We  are 
taking  the  bold  step  and  we  are  pro- 
tecting Medicare  for  the  future,  and  we 
are  going  to  have  a  welfare  system  that 
tries  to  bring  people  up,  not  hold  them 
down  for  generation  after  generation, 
and  to  give  the  taxpayers  of  our  coun- 
try the  opportunity  to  see  that  it  does 
not  pay  not  to  work  if  you  can. 

So.  Mr.  President,  where  is  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  in  this  de- 
bate? He  gave  a  budget  to  the  Congress. 
We  voted  on  it.  It  was  the  first  vote  we 
took  in  this  budget  debate.  It  was  a 
budget  which  would  increase  the  Fed- 
eral deficit  from  $203  billion  in  1994  to 
$276  billion  in  the  year  2000.  In  fact,  the 
Clinton  budget,  submitted  to  this  Con- 
gress, called  for  another  $1.2  trillion  in 
deficit  spending  over  the  next  5  years. 
That  is  the  budget  he  has  presented 
until  yesterday.  And  yesterday  the 
President  said.  "I'm  going  to  give  you 
a  balanced  budget.  "  We  are  4  days  into 
the  budget  debate  and  the  President 
says.  Tm  going  to  give  you  a  balanced 
budget."  Where  was  he  in  the  first  year 
of  his  term?  Where  was  he  in  the  sec- 
ond year  of  his  term?  And  where  was  he 
when  we  started  the  hearings  in  the 
Budget  Committee  when  Senator  Do- 
MENici  was  trying  for  a  consensus,  try- 
ing to  bring  everyone  into  the  process, 
where  was  the  President  then?  Where  is 
the  alternative  now?  There  is  no  alter- 
native except  the  one  on  the  table  that 
the  Budget  Committee  has  put  forward 
which  will  balance  the  budget  of  this 
country  by  the  year  2002, 

It  is  the  budget  that  is  going  to  pro- 
tect Medicare  for  our  future  genera- 
tions. It  is  the  budget  resolution  that 
says  to  our  children,  we  are  not  going 
to  Luin  our  backs  on  you 

Finally,  we  have  drawn  the  line  in 
the  sand,  and  we  are  going  to  do  what 
is  right  for  this  country.  This  is,  in- 
deed, a  moment  in  history.  Tomorrow, 
we  are  going  to  make  history  in  Amer- 
ica. The  other  body  is  going  to  do  what 
the  House  of  Representatives  did  last 
week,  and  we  are  going  to  keep  our 
promise  to  the  American  people. 

Do  all  of  us  like  everything  in  the 
budget?  Absolutely  not.  There  is  prob- 
ably not  one  Member  of  the  Senate 
that  says  this  is  a  perfect  budget.  Not 
even  Senator  Domenici  likes  every- 
thing in  this  budget  that  he  worked  so 
hard  to  bring  out  of  that  committee 
with  the  strong  vote  that  he  did.  In 
fact,  today  I  voted  to  change  the  budg- 
et, to  give  more  to  national  defense  be- 
cause I  am  so  worried  that  we  are 
shortchanging  our  national  defense  in 
this  country,  and  I  wanted  to  try  to 
change  the  priorities. 

Other  people  have  been  offering 
amendments  to  add  to  education.  Oth- 
ers have  offered  amendments  to  add  to 
Medicare  funding.  Others  have  offered 
amendments  for  all  different  things 
that  they  think  should  be  a  priority. 
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But.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a  good, 
solid,  balanced  budget. 

It  is  a  balanced  budget  in  the  sense 
that,  of  course,  it  is  going  to  take  away 
deficits  after  7  years.  But  it  is  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  that  it  has  taken  into 
consideration  what  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment should  be  doing.  And  it  is  cut 
from  some  of  the  areas  where  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  gotten  too  in- 
volved and  in  fact  has  encroached  on 
our  State  governments  and  our  local 
governments.  It  has  cut  back  in  those 
areas. 

We  are  going  back  to  the  concept  of 
a  Federal  Government  that  has  specific 
powers  and  everything  is  not  reserved 
to  the  Federal  Government.  It  is  going 
to  be  left  to  the  States  and  to  the  peo- 
ple. That  is  the  10th  amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  and  we  are  going  to  res- 
urrect it  and  we  are  going  to  start  with 
the  budget  that  we  are  going  to  adopt 
tomorrow.  We  are  going  to  give  the 
power  back  to  the  people  and  back  to 
the  governments  that  are  closest  to  the 
people,  and  that  is  where  we  are  going 
to  stop  the  spending  binges  from  the 
Federal  Government — and,  oh,  by  the 
way,  the  strings  that  go  with  the 
spending  binges.  That  is  as  costly  as 
anything  we  do.  The  strings  we  attach 
to  the  State  government  when  we  send 
them  the  money,  we  are  going  to  take 
the  strings  away;  we  are  going  to  send 
them  block  grants.  They  have  the  abil- 
ity to  make  the  decisions  for  what  is 
best  for  the  people  in  their  States. 
They  are  the  closest  to  the  people,  and 
they  should  be  determining  what  their 
priorities  are.  We  do  not  need  to  tell 
them  what  to  do  in  Washington,  DC. 

So  tomorrow  is  the  beginning  of  a 
new  day  in  America.  It  is  the  beginning 
of  the  time  that  we  are  going  to  take 
the  ship  of  state  and  we  are  going  to 
start  the  turn  in  the  right  direction. 
We  are  going  to  provide  a  future  for 
our  children  and  grandchildren.  We  are 
going  to  keep  our  promises.  We  are 
going  to  fulfill  the  mandate  that  the 
people  gave  to  us. 

The  President  has  talked  a  good 
game.  He  is  a  great  speaker.  He  has 
made  a  lot  of  promises.  But  what  has 
he  done?  He  has  given  us  a  budget  that 
does  not  balance.  He  has  passed  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
America.  He  has  financed  our  debt  with 
short-term  borrowing.  And  we  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  the  price  down  the 
road  for  that  mistake.  And  he  has  woe- 
fully underestimated  the  need  for  a 
strong  national  defense.  We  are  going 
to  start  turning  this  country  in  the 
right  direction.  We  started  in  January, 
and  we  are  going  to  take  a  major  step 
tomorrow  to  do  the  right  thing  for  the 
people  of  this  country. 

We  are  working  very  hard,  Mr,  Presi- 
dent, to  do  what  we  believe  is  the  right 
thing  to  do  for  our  children,  for  our 
senior  citizens,  for  the  people  that  are 
truly  needy,  and  for  the  people  who  are 
out   there  working   for  a   living   to   be 


able  to  keep  the  taxes  that  they  earn 
for  themselves  and  not  give  it  to  the 
Government  to  determine  the  prior- 
ities for  their  families.  And  we  are 
going  to  work  for  that  small  business 
entrepreneur  to  be  able  to  make  it  and 
to  live  the  American  dream  and  to 
grow  and  to  prosper  and  create  the  jobs 
that  will  give  others  the  opportunity 
to  live  the  American  dream  of  doing 
better  for  their  families  than  they  have 
been  able  to  have  as  they  immigrated 
into  our  country,  or  as  they  were  the 
first  member  of  their  family  to  get  a 
college  education.  That  is  who  we  are 
working  for,  Mr.  President,  and  that  is 
what  this  balanced  budget  is  going  to 
ensure  will  continue  to  be  the  Amer- 
ican dream.  That  is  why  we  are  here 
tonight  at  10:30  p.m.  eastern  time,  to 
talk  about  the  importance  of  doing  the 
responsible  thing.  The  easy  thing?  No. 
The  tough  decisions,  the  right  deci- 
sions, and  the  responsible  decisions 
that  we  were  elected  to  come  to  Wash- 
ington to  make. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  on  the  eve  of  a 
very  historic  time,  and  I  am  proud  that 
I  believe  we  are  going  to  do  the  right 
thing  tomorrow.  The  Senate  is  going  to 
put  aside  all  of  the  differences  that  we 
might  have  and  priorities  and  pass  a 
balanced  budget  that  will  start  our  7- 
year  march  to  the  time  when  we  will 
begin  to  start  paying  down  that  long- 
term  debt. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  you.  I  am  soon 
going  to  move  to  close.  Does  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  have  anything  further'' 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  No. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Forces. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  RELATIVE  TO  EMIGRA- 
TION LAWS  AND  POLICIES  OF 
THE  REPUBLIC  OF  ROMANIA- 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT—PM  51 

The  Presiding  Officer  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  to- 
gether with  an  accompanying  report; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance, 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  hereby  transmit  a  report  concern- 
ing emigration  laws  and  policies  of  the 
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Republic  of  Romania  as  required  by 
subsections  402(b)  and  409(b)  of  Title  IV 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974.  as  amended 
Cthe  Act").  I  have  determined  that 
Romania  is  in  full  compliance  with  the 
criteria  in  subsections  402(a)  and  409(a) 
of  the  Act.  As  required  by  Title  IV,  I 
will  provide  the  Congress  with  periodic 
reports  regarding  Romania's  compli- 
ance with  these  emigration  standards. 
William  J.  Cllnton. 
The  White  House.  May  19. 1995. 


EXECUTWE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEE 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services.  I 
report  favorably  the  attached  listing  of 
nominations. 

Those  identified  with  a  single  aster- 
isk (*)  are  to  be  placed  on  the  Execu- 
tive Calendar.  Those  identified  with  a 
double  asterisk  (**)  are  to  lie  on  the 
Secretary's  desk  for  the  information  of 
any  Senator  since  these  names  have  al- 
ready appeared  in  the  Co.sgressional 
Record  of  April  24,  May  2.  and  May  11, 
1995.  and  ask  unanimous  consent,  to 
save  the  expense  of  reprinting  on  the 
Executive  Calendar,  that  these  nomi- 
nations lie  at  the  Secretary's  desk  for 
the  information  of  Senators. 

*In  the  Air  Force  there  are  42  appoint- 
ments to  the  srrade  of  brigadier  general  (list 
begins  with  Patrick  O.  Adams)  (Reference 
No.  216) 

*In  the  Air  Force  there  at-e  24  appoint- 
ments to  the  grade  of  major  general  (list  be- 
gins with  Kurt  B.  Anderson)  (Reference  No. 
217) 

♦Major  General  Ronald  V.  Bite.  USA  to  be 
lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  253) 

•Vice  Admiral  David  M.  Bennett.  USN  to 
be  placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  of 
vice  admiral  (RpfRrnnce  No.  267) 

*Rear  Admiral  Harold  M.  Koenig.  USN  to 
be  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Medicine  and  Sur- 
gery and  Surgeon  General  and  to  be  vice  ad- 
miral (Reference  No.  283 1 

•Lieutenant  General  Charles  E.  Dominy. 
USA  to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list  in  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No. 
287) 

•Lieutenant  General  Joseph  W.  Ralston. 
USAF  to  be  general  (Reference  No.  313) 

•Major  General  Ralph  E.  Eberhart.  USAF 
to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  314) 

•Rear  Admiral  James  R.  Fitzgerald.  USN 
to  be  vice  admiral  (Reference  No.  318) 

•Brigadier  General  Sam  C.  Turk.  USAR  to 
be  major  general  (Reference  No.  338) 

••In  the  Marine  Corps  there  are  300  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
(list  begins  with  William  E.  Acker)  (Ref- 
erence No.  345) 

•Lieutenant  General  Malcolm  B.  Arm- 
strong. USAF  to  be  placed  on  the  retired  list 
in  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  (Reference 
No.  356) 

•Major  General  Charles  T.  Robertson.  Jr., 
USAF  to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference 
No.  357  > 

•Lieutenant  General  Edwin  E.  Tenoso. 
USAF  for  reappointment  to  the  grade  of  lieu- 
tenant general  (Reference  No.  358) 

•*  In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  2  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colo- 
nel (list  begins  with  David  R.  Andrews)  (Ref- 
erence No.  359) 


••In  the  Marine  Corps  there  are  472  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colo- 
nel and  below  (list  begins  with  James  C. 
Addington)  (Reference  No.  360) 

•Lieutenant  General  Ronald  H.  Griffith. 
USA  to  be  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army 
and  to  be  general  (Reference  No.  366) 

•General  John  H.  Tilelli,  Jr..  USA  for  re- 
appointment to  the  grade  of  general  (Ref- 
erence No.  367) 

•Major  General  George  A.  Fisher.  Jr..  USA 
to  be  lieutenant  general  (Reference  No.  368) 

•Colonel  James  R.  Helmly.  USAR  to  be 
brigadier  general  (Reference  No.  371) 

•In  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  11  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  major  general  and 
below  (list  begins  with  John  T.  Crowe)  (Ref- 
erence No.  380) 

•Colonel  Fletcher  M.  Lamkin.  Jr..  USA  to 
be  Dean  of  the  Academic  Board.  United 
States  Military  Academy,  and  to  be  briga- 
dier general  (Reference  No.  381) 

•Rear  Admiral  Brent  M.  Bennitt.  USN  to 
be  vice  admiral  (Reference  No.  382) 

••In  the  Army  there  are  1.152  promotions 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list  begins 
with  Scott  L.  Abbott)  (Reference  No.  383) 

Total.  2.020. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,   read   the   first 
and   second   time   by   unanimous   con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
S.  841.  A  bill  to  increase  the  special  assess- 
ment for  felonies  and  improve  the  enforce- 
ment of  sentences  imposing  criminal  fines, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.   ASHCROFT  (for  himself.   Mr. 

COVERDELL.    Mr.    CRAIG.    Mr.    DeWINE. 

Mr.    Smith.    Mr.    Inhofe.    and    Mr. 
Kempthorne): 

S.  842.  A  bill  to  replace  the  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  with  a  block  grant 
to  the  States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  843.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  stamp  Act 
of  1977  to  convert  the  food  stamp  program 
into  a  block  grant  program,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

S.  844.  A  bill  to  replace  the  medicaid  pro- 
gram with  a  block  grant  to  the  States,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

S.  845.  A  bill  to  replace  the  supplemental 
security  income  program  for  the  disabled 
and  blind  with  a  block  grant  to  the  States, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

S.  846.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  allow  for  charitable  con- 
tributions to  certain  private  charities  pro- 
viding assistance  to  the  poor  thereby  im- 
proving Federal  welfare  efforts  through  in- 
creased activity,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself.  Mr.  Reid. 
Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Bradley.  Mr.  Kyl. 
Mr.  Cohen,  and  Mr.  Lautenberg): 

S.  847.  A  bill  to  terminate  the  agricultural 
price  support  and  production  adjustment 
programs  for  sugar,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  MCCAIN: 


S.  841.  A  bill  to  increase  the  special 
assessment  for  felonies  and  improve 
the  enforcement  of  sentences  imposing 
criminal  fines,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

the  crime  victims  assistance  improvement 

ACT 

•  Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  to  assist 
those  who  are  often  ignored  in  our  on- 
going struggle  against  crime:  the  vic- 
tims: The  Crime  Victims  Assistance 
Improvement  Act  increases  and  im- 
proves collection  of  crime  fines  which 
are  deposited  into  the  crime  victims 
fund.  This  fund  provides  desperately 
needed  help  to  crime  victims  across 
this  country. 

I  am  pleased  that  this  legislation  has 
been  supported  by  the  National  Organi- 
zation for  Victim  Assistance,  the 
American  Legislative  Exchange  Coun- 
cil, Crimestrike.  and  the  Arizona  De- 
partment of  Public  Safety. 

First,  this  bill  doubles  the  manda- 
tory special  assessment  charged  to 
every  convicted  Federal  felon.  The  cur- 
rent special  assessment  is  $50  for  each 
individual  felon,  and  $200  for  an  organi- 
zation. The  money  from  these  special 
assessments  goes  directly  into  the 
crime  victims  fund.  So  doubling  the  as- 
sessments will  double  the  amount  of 
money  going  into  the  crime  victims 
fund. 

This  means  that  more  rape  and  as- 
sault victims  will  get  counseling,  more 
battered  women  and  children  will  get 
shelter,  more  families  of  murder  vic- 
tims will  get  money  to  defray  funeral 
expenses.  It  means  more  help  for  more 
crime  victims  in  every  State  of  this 
Nation. 

Second,  this  legislation  increases,  to 
20  years,  the  statute  of  limitations  for 
the  collection  of  these  special  assess- 
ments. Currently,  the  Government 
loses  the  right  to  collect  this  money 
from  convicted  felons  after  5  years, 
which  means  vital  resources  are  lost  in 
the  effort  to  assist  crime  victims. 
Criminal  debtors  should  not  be  allowed 
to  get  away  with  defying  a  court  order 
to  pay.  Increasing  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations significantly  increases  the 
amount  of  time  that  the  Government 
has  to  track  down  deadbeat  criminals 
and  make  them  meet  their  obligation. 
This  legislation  also  requires  an  en- 
forceable payment  schedule  for  special 
assessments,  orders  of  restitution  and 
additional  fines  charged  to  convicted 
Federal  criminals.  Current  law  only  al- 
lows the  judge  the  option  of  setting  up 
a  payment  schedule.  A  mandatory 
schedule  for  payment  of  the  money 
owed  will  enhance  collections  and  im- 
prove debt  management.  Ultimately,  it 
means  more  dollars  in  the  crime  vic- 
tims fund. 

Fourth,  this  legislation  prohibits  de- 
linquent criminal  debtors  from  receiv- 
ing  Federal   benefits,    such   as   grants. 


contracts,  loans,  professional  and  com- 
mercial licenses  and  other  Federal  as- 
sistance programs.  If  convicted  crimi- 
nals are  not  meeting  their  financial  ob- 
ligation to  crime  victims,  then  they 
certainly  should  not  be  allowed  to  ben- 
efit from  Federal  assistance  programs. 

Fifth,  the  bill  addresses  a  particu- 
larly absurd  loophole  in  current  law 
which  allows  delinquent  criminal  debt- 
ors to  collect  money  from  the  Crime 
Victims  Fund  if  they  themselves  be- 
come victims  of  crime.  It  is  ironic,  and 
yet  tragic,  when  a  convicted  criminal 
debtor  in  turn  becomes  a  victim  of 
crime;  but  it  is  unfair  that  such  an  in- 
dividual, who  is  delinquent  in  pay- 
ments to  the  crime  victims  fund,  and 
has  not  made  a  good  faith  effort  to 
meet  his  or  her  obligation,  is  allowed 
to  receive  assistance  from  the  program. 

The  intent  of  this  legislation,  how- 
ever, is  not  to  deny  needy  people  from 
assistance  if  they  are  making  a  good 
faith  effort  to  meet  their  financial  and 
legal  obligations.  Payment  schedules 
certainly  could  be  amended  by  a  court 
to  address  exigent  circumstances. 

Finally,  this  legislation  establishes 
that  crime  victim  compensation  pay- 
ments shall  not  be  counted  as  income 
for  purposes  of  eligibility  for  unrelated 
federally-funded  general  assistance 
programs. 

Let  me  relate  the  story  of  a  2-year- 
old-boy  from  Iowa.  After  his  father  was 
brutally,  murdered,  this  boy's  mother 
had  no  means  of  support  and  was 
placed  on  AFDC  rolls,  which  qualified 
the  family  for  Medicaid.  The  State  vic- 
tims compensation  program  also  pro- 
vided this  young  victim  and  his  mother 
$2,000  for  loss  of  support.  This  one-time 
compensation  payment  was  considered 
as  income,  however,  so  the  Government 
was  lorced  to  cut  on  tms  oiiiiu  s  iViCQic- 
aid  benefits  for  nearly  a  year.  This  is 
not  right  and  it  must  be  changed. 

Mr.  President,  crime  continues  to 
plague  our  Nation.  Figures  from  the 
U.S.  Justice  Department  show  that  one 
violent  crime  is  committed  in  this 
country  every  16  seconds.  Yet  the 
unmet  need  for  victim  assistance  and 
compensation  is  enormous.  The  num- 
ber of  victims'  compensation  claims 
has  increased  by  10  to  20  percent  each 
year  for  the  past  5  years,  but  many  of 
those  claims  are  being  turned  down  be- 
cause of  a  lack  of  funding. 

In  my  home  State  of  Arizona,  we  are 
receiving  fewer  dollars  from  the  crime 
victims  fund  at  a  time  when  serious 
crime  is  increasing.  In  1991^94.  16  Ari- 
zona agencies  that  applied  for  crime 
victim  assistance  grants  received  no 
funding  at  all.  The  funding  requests 
that  were  rejected  included  victim  wit- 
ness programs,  domestic  violence  agen- 
cies, as  well  as  child  abuse  and  sexual 
assault  programs. 

The  victims  compensation  system  is 
also  overburdened.  Families  with  lim- 
ited financial  resources  must  face  the 
initial    trauma   of   the   crime   coupled 
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with  the  additional  concerns  of  medi- 
cal expenses,  funeral  bills  and  other 
crime-related  losses.  We  need  more  re- 
sources to  help  these  victims,  espe- 
cially those  in  financial  distress,  and 
the  Crime  Victims  Assistance  Improve- 
ment Act  will  help  tremendously  in 
this  endeavor. 

Doubling  the  amount  of  special  as- 
sessments, increasing  the  statute  of 
limitations  on  collections,  setting  up 
specific  payment  schedules,  and  keep- 
ing delinquent  criminal  debtors  from 
benefiting  from  the  crime  victims  fund 
are  effective  methods  for  channeling 
money  from  the  criminals  who  com- 
mitted the  crimes  to  the  victims  who 
are  living  with  the  aftermath.  We  must 
let  criminals  know  that  fine  payment 
is  not  an  option,  it  is  an  obligation 
that  they  must  and  will  meet. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  en- 
hances collections  of  criminal  debt  and 
improved  administration  of  the  crime 
victims  fund  to  keep  pace  with  the 
growing  needs  of  crime  victims,  and  I 
urge  timely  consideration  and  passage 
of  this  measure.  • 


S. 


By  Mr.  ASHCROFT  (for  himself, 
Mr.  COVERDELL,  Mr.  Craig,  Mr. 
DeWine,  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Lnhofe, 
and  Mr.  Kempthorne): 
842.  A  bill  to  replace  the  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  pro- 
gram to  the  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  843.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977  to  convert  the  food 
stamp  program  into  a  block  grant  pro- 
gram, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

S.  844,  A  bill  to  replace  the  Medicaid 
program  with  a  block  grant  to  the 
States,  and  for  other  T-.:_xrnri3Ps;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  845.  A  bill  to  replace  the  supple- 
mental security  income  program  for 
the  disabled  and  blind  with  a  block 
grant  to  the  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  846.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  allow  for  chari- 
table contributions  to  certain  private 
charities  providing  assistance  to  the 
poor  thereby  improving  Federal  wel- 
fare efforts  through  increased  activity, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

welfare  reform  legislation 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
continue  to  debate  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, setting  spending  levels  for  the 
next  5  years,  we  do  so  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  one  of  our  greatest  chal- 
lenges is  moving  our  Nation's  needy 
from  governmental  dependence  to  eco- 
nomic independence.  One  of  our  chal- 
lenges is  to  ensure  that  hope  and  op- 
portunity are  defining  characteristics 
of  all  Americans. 

This  was  the  challenge  30  years  ago, 
when  the  great  movement  reshaping 
world  politics  was  the  end  of  colonial- 


ism. John  Kennedy  celebrated  the  "de- 
sire to  be  independent."  as  the  "single 
most  important  force  in  the  world." 
Eventually  this  movement  revealed  its 
power  from  Asia  to  Africa  to  South 
America. 

The  problem  with  imperialism  was 
not  just  its  economic  exploitation,  it 
was  its  influence  on  culture.  It  under- 
mined traditional  ways  and  institu- 
tions. It  was  inconsistent  with  human 
dignity. 

Why?  Because  imperialism  rewarded 
passivity  and  encouraged  dependence. 
It  required  citizens  to  live  by  the  rules 
of  a  distant  elite.  It  demanded  people 
be  docile  in  the  face  of  a  system  that 
they  could  not  change.  It  was  an  at- 
tack, not  just  on  national  sovereignty, 
but  on  national  character.  What  our 
Washington-based  welfare  system  has 
done,  particularly  to  women  and  chil- 
dren, has  been  to  fashion  a  new  form  of 
colonialism.  It  created  an  underclass 
that  is  paid  to  play  by  rules  that  lead 
to  dependence.  It  rewards  behavior 
that  keeps  them  powerless.  It  thwarts 
the  efforts  of  private  and  religious 
charitable  organizations  to  care  for  the 
needy.  It  discourages  the  genuine  com- 
passion of  the  American  people.  It  has 
waged  war  against  the  human  spirit. 

Our  goal  in  welfare  should  not  be  to 
maintain  the  underclass  as  com- 
fortably as  possible  as  wards  of  the 
State.  Yet  that  is  precisely  what  has 
been  done.  Cash  benefits  anesthetize 
their  suffering.  Food  stamps  relieve 
their  hunger.  Health  care  and  housing 
are  provided.  But  the  hope,  dignity, 
and  integrity  of  independence  are  for- 
gotten. 

Consider,  just  briefly,  what  our  cur- 
rent welfare  system  has  wrought.  The 
numbers  alone  are  enough  to  numb  the 

senses.    Oilicc    iCTUt.;,     wc  V c    opciiu    iiiCii^ 

than  $5  trillion— a  cost  higher  than 
that  of  waging  the  second  world  war- 
fighting  poverty.  Yet  today,  there  are 
more  people  living  in  poverty  than  ever 
before,  and  our  safety  net  has  become 
morj  like  quicksand. 

In  1965.  when  President  Johnson 
launched  the  War  on  Poverty,  there 
were  approximately  14.7  million  chil- 
dren in  poverty.  They  constituted 
about  one  of  every  five  children  in 
America.  In  1993,  there  were  14.6  mil- 
lion children  in  poverty.  They  con- 
stitute a  little  more  than  one  in  every 
five  American  children.  Of  all  age 
groups,  children  are  the  most  likely  to 
be  poor.  In  1991,  a  study  of  the  poverty 
rates  in  eight  industrialized  nations  re- 
vealed that  American  children  were  al- 
most three  times  as  likely  to  be  poor 
as  children  from  the  other  nations 
studied. 

The  character  of  the  poverty  we  face 
today  is  a  deeper,  more  entrenched 
poverty  in  which  generations  of  iieople 
are  bom,  live,  and  die  without  the  ex- 
perience of  holding  a  job,  owning  a 
home,  or  growing  up  with  a  father's 
love  and  discipline. 
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Go  into  our  inner  cities — go  just 
blocks  from  here — and  you  will  meet  a 
generation  fed  on  welfare  and  food 
stamps  but  starved  of  nurture  and 
hope.  You  will  meet  young  teens  in 
their  third  pregnancy.  You  will  meet 
children  who  are  not  only  without  a  fa- 
ther, but  do  not  know  anyone  who  has 
a  father.  You  will  talk  with  sixth-grad- 
ers who  do  not  know  how  many  inches 
are  in  a  foot,  having  never  seen  a  ruler, 
and  with  first-graders  who  do  not  know 
their  ABC's  or  numbers  because  no  one 
ever  took  the  time  to  teach  them. 

Thirty  years  ago,  Robert  Kennedy  re- 
flected on  welfare  and  said  this: 

Opponents  of  welfare  have  always  said  that 
welfare  is  deg^rading.  both  to  the  giver  and 
the  recipient.  They  have  said  that  it  de- 
stroys self-respect,  that  it  lowers  incentive, 
that  it  is  contrary  to  American  ideals.  Most 
of  us  deprecated  and  disregarded  these  criti- 
cisms. People  were  in  need:  obviously,  we 
felt,  to  help  people  in  trouble  was  the  right 
thing  to  do.  But  in  our  urge  to  help,  we  also 
disregarded  elementary  fact.  For  the  criti- 
cisms of  welfare  do  have  a  center  of  tioith, 
and  they  are  confirmed  by  the  evidence. 

Robert  Kennedy's  warnings  were  not 
heeded. 

The  political  elites  that  followed  him 
have  spent,  and  taxed,  and  redistrib- 
uted wealth  beyond  the  dreams  of  Roo- 
sevelt and  Johnson  combined.  But  in 
the  Government's  war  on  poverty,  pov- 
erty is  winning  and  the  casualties  are 
the  poor.  Hope  and  opportunity  are 
missing  in  action.  Programs  and  poli- 
cies that  once  were  judged  by  the 
height  of  their  aspirations  must  now  be 
judged  by  the  depth  of  their  failure 

I  have  a  belief  that  is  confirmed  by 
the  record  of  our  times.  It  is  this:  The 
greatest,  most  insistent  human  need  is 
not  subsistence,  not  hand-outs,  not  de- 
pendence, but  independence.  Not  the 
kind  of  independence  that  suggests 
people  do  not  need  one  another  or  that 
suggests  that  every  man  is  an  island. 
Quite  the  opposite,  the  independence  of 
which  I  speak  is  the  independence  born 
of  economic  self-sufficiency  and  oppor- 
tunity. The  independence  to  dream, 
pursue,  and  fulfill  our  deepest  wishes 
and  our  personal  potential.  This  is 
something  that  the  social  architects 
cannot  plan  or  build.  It  is  not  struc- 
ture, it  is  spirit.  It  is  something  that 
our  welfare  system  has  lacked  for  at 
least  the  past  30  years.  It  is  a  reality 
that  we  continue  to  ignore  only  at  our 
peril. 

We  stand  at  a  time  of  unique  oppor- 
tunity. There  is  a  mainstream  move- 
ment of  values  sweeping  this  land.  It  is 
a  movement  reflected  on  the  covers  of 
popular  magazines  like  Newsweek  and 
US  News  who  lament  the  absence  of 
shame  and  the  lack  of  fathers. 

I  believe  it  is  time  again  to  create  a 
welfare  system  that  helps,  not  hurts 
those  it  seeks  to  serve.  That  is  the 
standard  against  which  reform  must  be 
judged — not  some  Utopian  ideal,  but 
the  cold,  hard  realities  of  our  present 
welfare  system. 


Today  I  will  introduce  the  Commu- 
nities Involved  in  Caring  [CIVIC]  Act. 
We  have  neither  the  aspiration  nor  the 
expectation  that  it  alone  is  the  long- 
awaited  answer  to  our  welfare  prob- 
lems. But  we  do  believe  that  it  is  a  sig- 
nificant step  toward  restoring  the  op- 
portunities of  dignity  through  inde- 
pendence and  the  access  to  the  world  of 
upward  mobility. 

This  act  is  predicated  on  three  fun- 
damental beliefs.  First,  that  States 
need  to  be  given  maximum  flexibility 
in  reforming  their  welfare  systems. 
Second,  that  our  intermediary  organi- 
zations— especially  private  and  reli- 
gious charitable  organizations — need  to 
be  utilized  in  welfare  reform.  Third, 
that  intermediary  organizations  need 
not  only  money,  but  volunteers,  to 
flourish. 

BLOCK  GRANTS 

The  CIVIC  Act  block-grants  Washing- 
ton's four  main  welfare  entitlement 
programs— A FDC.  Food  Stamps.  Sup- 
plemental Security  Income,  and  Medic- 
aid—to  the  States.  It  does  this  first  by 
capping  the  spending  on  AFDC.  food 
stamps,  and  SSI  at  either  an  average  of 
fiscal  year  1992-94  levels,  or  at  fiscal 
year  1994  levels,  whichever  is  higher. 
This  cap  would  then  apply  for  the  next 
5  years.  For  Medicaid,  which  is  cur- 
rently growing  at  rates  exceeding  10 
percent  per  year,  spending  would  be 
capped  at  a  rolling  5-percent  increase 
for  the  next  5  years. 

These  programs  would  then  be  extri- 
cated from  their  existing  bureau- 
cracies— HHS.  Agriculture,  et  cetera — 
and  given  to  the  Department  of  Treas- 
ury to  distribute  to  the  States. 

Treasury's  oversight  role  would  be 
minimal  because  the  only  qualifica- 
tions on  the  block  grants  would  be  the 
following.  First,  States  would  be  re- 
quired to  make  welfare  recipients 
work.  How  best  to  do  that.  The  nature 
of  the  work.  The  level  of  participation. 
All  of  those  issues  would  be  left  to  the 
States  to  determine.  Second.  States 
which  decrease  illegitimacy,  using  ex- 
isting governmental  statistics,  will  be 
able  to  use  a  portion  of  their  block 
grant  for  elementary  and  secondary 
education  or  any  other  function  they 
desire. 

INVOLVEMENT  OF  INTERMEDL^RY  INSTITUTIONS 

The  CIVIC  Act  also  provides  explicit 
authority  for  States  to  contract  with 
intermediary  organizations — including 
private  and  religious  charitable  organi- 
zations— to  help  solve  the  welfare  prob- 
lem. 

We  have  all  heard  the  stories  of  small 
organizations  that  are  hugely  success- 
ful in  helping  America's  poor.  Unfortu- 
nately, many  of  those  programs  have 
been  constrained  from  receiving  Fed- 
eral funds  because  all  too  often  those 
Federal  funds  would  require  radical 
changes  in  the  program — changes  that 
would  rob  the  programs  of  the  very 
characteristics  that  make  them  suc- 
cessful. 


Under  the  CIVIC  Act.  States  would 
be  able  to  utilize  their  Federal  bloc- 
grant  funds  by  either  contracting  with 
these  organizations  directly  or  by  giv- 
ing welfare  recipients  certificates  so 
that  they  can  choose  which  programs 
to  get  involved  in. 

T.\X  CREDIT  ELIGIBILITY  FOR  VOLUNTEERING  AT 
CHARITABLE  ORGANIZATIONS 

The  final  part  of  the  CIVIC  Act 
makes  those  people  who  volunteer  at 
least  50  hours  per  year,  or  approxi- 
mately 1  hour  per  week,  to  institutions 
that  serve  the  needy,  eligible  for  a  S500 
tax  credit  for  monetary  donations  to 
such  charitable  organizations.  Just  as 
welfare  recipients  should  work  for 
their  benefits,  so  our  citizenry  should 
work  for  charitable  organizations  in 
order  to  receive  a  tax  credit.  It  is  all 
about  responsibility.  It  is  all  about  op- 
portunity. 

When  he  travelled  through  America 
more  than  100  years  ago,  the  great 
French  observer  Alexis  de  Tocqueville 
was  struck  by  how  caring  Americans 
were  for  each  other.  "The  Americans. 
.  .  .  regard  for  themselves."  he  wrote, 
"constantly  prompts  them  to  assist 
one  another  and  inclines  them  will- 
ingly to  sacrifice  a  portion  of  their 
time  and  property  to  the  welfare  of 
[others]."  What  this  act  seeks  to  undo 
is  30  years  of  Washington  discouraging 
that  very  basic  American  instinct  to 
help  one  another. 

These  ideas  are  not  new  idesis.  They 
are.  in  fact,  ideas  that  have  been  tried, 
tested,  and  found  successful.  About  a 
hundred  years  ago  in  cities  like  New 
York,  alcoholics  and  addicts  littered 
the  sidewalks.  Orphaned  children 
roamed  the  streets.  And  if  all  New 
York  City's  liquor  shops,  houses  of 
prostitution,  gambling  houses,  and 
other  low-life  establishments  would 
have  been  placed  on  a  single  street, 
they  would  have  extended  from  Man- 
hattan's city  hall  to  the  city  of  White 
Plains  more  than  30  miles  away.  On 
that  street,  there  would  have  been  a 
robbery  every  165  yards  and  a  murder 
every  half  mile.  And  in  Brooklyn.  1  out 
of  every  10  people  got  food  from  public 
storehouses. 

These  pathologies  met  their  match 
through  society's  intermediary,  non- 
governmental organizations.  Their 
warm-hearted  and  hard-headed  ap- 
proaches helped  save  women  and  chil- 
dren and  men.  As  the  historian  Marvin 
Olasky  notes.  'The  solutions  these  re- 
forms came  up  with  forestalled  an  epi- 
demic of  illegitimacy  and  saved  thou- 
sands of  children  from  misery." 

I  believe  that  as  we  confront  our  own 
social  pathologies,  we  must,  we  must 
do  it  the  same  way — with  new  ideas  for 
the  1990's  that  were  the  standard  fare 
of  the  1890's.  We  must  meet  our  chal- 
lenges with  a  greater  role  for  States 
and  a  greater  role  for  intermediary  or- 
ganizations—both larger  ones  like  the 
Salvation  Army  and  the  Goodwill  and 
smaller  ones  like  Best  Friends  and  the 
Sunshine  Mission. 
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So  while  the  CIVIC  Act  begins  the 
process  of  moving  welfare  from  Wash- 
ington to  the  States,  it  also  begins  the 
vital  task  of  reinvigorating  our 
intermediary  organizations — organiza- 
tions which  can  help  meet  people's 
deepest  needs,  organizations  that  we 
know  will  help  solve  our  welfare  prob- 
lems. 

The  change  that  we  want  to  see  will 
not  occur  overnight.  Neither  will  it 
come  without  hard  work  and  thorough 
debate.  The  end  of  colonialism  was  not 
an  easy  process  either.  For  independ- 
ence means  risk,  the  sacrifice  of  secu- 
rity. Economic  mobility  means  work, 
hard  work.  But  no  nation  and  no  people 
who  have  ever  tasted  the  sweet  fruits 
of  freedom  has  called  for  the  return  of 
its  colonial  rulers. 
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By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Reid.  Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Bradley. 
Mr.    Kyl.    Mr.    Cohen   and   Mr. 
Lautenbero: 
S.  847.  A  bill  to  terminate  the  agri- 
cultural price  support  and  production 
adjustment  programs  for  sugar,  and  for 
other  purposes;   to   the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 

AGRICULTURAL  PRICE  SUPPORT  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  with  Senators  Reid,  Bradley, 
COAT.S.  Cohen.  Lautenberg.  and  Ky'l  to 
announce  the  introduction  of  legisla- 
tion to  repeal  the  sugar  program.  This 
legislation  will  eliminate  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture's  [USDA]  price 
support,  subsidized  loans,  producer  as- 
sessments, and  marketing  allotments 
for  sugar. 

The  sugar  program  is  big  government 
at  its  worst.  At  a  time  when  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  demanding  that  the 
Federal  Government  assume  a  more 
limited  role  in  society,  this  program 
goes  in  the  opposite  direction.  Instead 
of  leaving  the  sugar  industry  to  mar- 
ket forces,  the  USDA  wields  the  heavy 
hand  of  government  intervention. 

Why  should  Congress  repeal  the 
sugar  program?  That  is  a  good  ques- 
tion, and  I  will  give  you  but  a  few  ex- 
amples: 

It  has  been  estimated  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  [GAO]  that  the  pro- 
gram costs  consumers  and  sweetener 
users  an  average  of  $1.4  billion  annu- 
ally. The  producers  who  sell  the  most 
sugar  reap  the  biggest  benefit.  Right 
now.  the  world  sugar  price  is  half  that 
of  the  United  States. 

The  sugar  program  stifles  competi- 
tion. In  1991.  the  GAO  estimated  that  42 
percent  of  the  program's  benefits  went 
to  only  1  percent  of  the  growers.  The  33 
largest  sugar  plantations  receive  over 
$1  million  each  year 

The  U.S.  has  generally  supported  free 
and  fair  trade.  How  can  we  justify  arti- 
ficially inflating  the  price  of  a  domes- 
tic commodity  just  to  enrich  and  pro- 
tect a  particular  industry?  This  legisla- 
tion would  not  impact  existing  rules  on 
tariffs    and    quotas.    Therefore,    there 


would  be  no  dumping  of  foreign  sugar 
into  the  U.S.  market. 

Like  most  Americans.  I  strongly  sup- 
port reducing  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit. Due  to  import  tariffs  and  a  1.1 
cents-per-pound  tax  on  producers,  the 
sugar  program  operates  a  no-net-cost 
to  the  Federal  budget.  While  this  is 
true,  the  program  costs  the  American 
taxpayers  $1.4  billion.  The  sugar  pro- 
gram is  a  regressive  tax.  which  imposes 
a  much  greater  burden  on  those  who 
spend  a  great  deal  on  consumption. 
Under  the  present  system,  the  benefit 
of  reducing  the  Federal  budget  deficit 
is  far  outweighed  by  the  high  cost  to 
the  American  consumer. 

One  of  the  greatest  environmental 
crises  facing  the  State  of  Florida  is  the 
degradation  of  the  Everglades.  The  Ev- 
erglades is  a  national  treasure,  which 
is  threatened  by  phosphate  and  pes- 
ticide runoff.  The  sugar  program's  con- 
tinued high  price  supports  have  for 
years  stimulated  overproduction  in  the 
Everglades  agricultural  area.  In  effect, 
the  Federal  Government  has  encour- 
aged the  destruction  of  the  Everglades 
through  heavy-handed  government 
intervention  and  misguided  attempts 
to  regulate  the  economy. 

The  repeal  of  the  sugar  program 
would  have  a  minimal,  if  any,  impact 
on  jobs  in  the  sugar  industry.  The 
American  sugar  industry,  the  pro-sugar 
lobby,  has  estimated  a  job  loss  of 
420.000.  This  is  factually  and  statis- 
tically untrue.  The  Census  Bureau  and 
the  USDA  have  estimated  that  the 
sugar  industry  only  accounts  for  46,000 
jobs.  In  fact,  even  with  the  program, 
sugar  industry  jobs  fell  by  18  percent 
between  1982  and  1992.  It  is  believed  by 
many  economists  that  any  job  losses  in 
the  sugar  industry  would  be  offset  by 
gains  realized  in  the  sweetener  indus- 
try. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  for  wasteful 
and  inefficient  commodity  programs 
like  the  sugar  program  has  come  to  an 
end.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  move  quick- 
ly to  pass  this  legislation  and  send  a 
message  to  the  relatively  few  that  ben- 
efit from  this  program  that  the  Amer- 
ican consumer  deserves  a  better  deal. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  rise  today  to  join  Senator 
Gregg  and  Senator  Reid  to  introduce 
legislation  to  eliminate  the  sugar  pro- 
gram. The  Federal  Government  has 
been  meddling  in  the  sugar  market  for 
over  200  years,  and  I  believe  the  time 
has  come  to  end  what  has  become  a 
wasteful  practice. 

The  supporters  of  the  sugar  program 
argue  that  the  system  operates  at  no 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government,  and 
therefore  there  is  no  need  to  eliminate 
this  harmless  program.  Technically 
speaking  this  assertion  is  true;  the 
Federal  Government  does  not  send 
checks  to  sugar  growers.  But  the  Fed- 
eral Government  does  artificially  raise 
the  price  of  sugar  by  limiting  imports. 
and.  as  a  result.  American  consumers 
pay  an  additional  $1.4  billion  each  year 
for   sweetened    products,    according    to 


the  Government  Accounting  Office.  So 
while  Americans  may  not  pay  for  this 
program  through  higher  taxes,  they  do 
pay  for  it  every  time  they  buy  a  soda, 
or  a  candy  bar,  or  anything  else  which 
contains  sugar  or  other  sweeteners. 

The  supporters  of  the  sugar  program 
argue  that  this  program  is  vital  to  the 
livelihoods  of  family  farms.  Unfortu- 
nately this  program,  like  many  other 
agricultural  subsidies,  was  designed  to 
help  family  farms,  but  actually  tends 
to  support  big  businesses.  Seventeen  of 
the  over  1,700  sugarcane  farms  received 
roughly  58  percent  of  the  benefits  of 
this  program  in  1991.  One  family  in 
Florida  receives  an  estimated  $65  mil- 
lion a  year  as  a  result  of  the  artifi- 
cially high  prices.  Mr.  President,  this 
certainly  does  not  fall  within  my  defi- 
nition of  a  "family"  farm. 

Finally,  the  supporters  of  the  sugar 
program  argue  that  the  elimination  of 
this  program  will  kill  the  domestic 
sugar  industry.  While  there  will  likely 
be  some  changes  to  the  industry  if  this 
program  is  eliminated,  I  take  issue 
with  the  argument  that  there  is  no  life 
after  subsidies.  During  World  War  II,  a 
price  support  system  was  established 
for  potatoes.  Several  years  later  Con- 
gress abolished  the  program.  But  the 
potato  industry  remains  vibrant  in  the 
United  States  to  this  day.  From  Maine 
to  California,  farmers  continue  to  grow 
potatoes  without  the  benefit  of  a  sub- 
sidy they  once  enjoyed. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  to 
end  the  sugar  program.  Simply  stated, 
its  benefits  go  primarily  to  a  select 
few.  while  its  costs  are  borne  by  every 
consumer  in  America.  Because  food  ac- 
counts for  a  higher  share  of  the  house- 
hold budget  of  low-income  families, 
these  higher  costs  are  especially  re- 
gressive. For  the  sake  of  these  fami- 
lies, I  hope  the  Senate  will  pass  this 
important  le^'islation. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  230 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kerry]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  230.  a  bill  to  prohibit  United 
States  assistance  to  countries  that  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  transport  or  deliv- 
ery of  United  States  humanitarian  as- 
sistance. 

S.  3M 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Burns]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
256.  a  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  procedures  for 
determining  the  status  of  certain  miss- 
ing members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and 
certain  civilians,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  «56 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Graham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
456,  a  bill  to  improve  and  strengthen 
the  child  support  collection  system, 
and  for  other  purposes. 
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S.  S30 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  D'Amato.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Helms]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  630.  a  bill  to  impose  com- 
prehensive economic  sanctions  against 
Iran, 

S    M7 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott.  the  nan^e 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
Hutchison]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 

S.  647.  a  bill  to  amend  section  6  of  the 
Forest  and  Rangeland  Renewable  Re- 
sources Planning  Act  of  1974  to  require 
phasing  in  of  certain  amendments  of  or 
revisions  to  land  and  resource  manage- 
ment plans,  and  for  other  purposes. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOLE,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Br.M'N]  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  ASHCROFT]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  770,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  the  relocation  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and 
for  other  purposes.  i 

S.  798 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Conr.^d.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DoRG.\.\]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  798.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  im- 
prove the  provision  of  supplemental  se- 
curity income  benefits,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  833 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Lieberman]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  833.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  more 
accurately  codify  the  depreciable  life 
of  semiconductor  manufacturing  equip- 
ment. 

SEN.^TE  .JOLNT  RESOLUTIO.N  34 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SMITH,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D  A.M.^Tijj  was  ciuueu  aa  a  coopon- 
sor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  34,  a 
joint  resolution  prohibiting  funds  for 
diplomatic  relations  and  most-favored- 
nation  trading  status  with  the  Social- 
ist Republic  of  Vietnam  unless  the 
President  certifies  to  Congress  that  Vi- 
etnamese officials  are  being  fully  coop- 
erative and  forthcoming  with  efforts  to 
account  for  the  2.205  Americans  still 
missing  and  otherwise  unaccounted  for 
from  the  Vietnam  War.  as  determined 
on  the  basis  of  all  information  avail- 
able to  the  United  States  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


BRADLEY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1122 
Mr  BRADLEY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Breatx.  Mrs.  Murray,  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braun.  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr. 
Kennedy,  and  Mr.  Lieber.viani  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution (S.  Con.  Res.  13)  setting  forth 
the  congressional   budget   for  the  U.S. 


Government  for  the  fiscal  years  1996, 
1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002;  as 
follows: 

On  page  74,  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  'budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$16,900,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  restores  the  full  current 
law  earned  income  tax  credit  under  section 
32  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

•■(b)  Revised  allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974,  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  sf)ecified  under 
subsection  (d).". 


Sec 


GRAMM  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1123 

Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself.  Mr.  Coats, 
Mr.  Coverdell,  Mr.  Craig,  Mr. 
Faircloth,  Mr.  Grams,  Mr.  Helms,  Mr. 
Kempthorne,  Mr.  Kyl,  Mr.  Lott,  Mr. 
Mack,  Mr.  McCain,  and  Mr.  Smith)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13),  supra:  as 
follows: 

Strike   all   after   the   word     ■Section'    on 
page  1.  line  3  through  page  79,  line  15  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
I.  CONCURRENT  RESOLimON  ON  THE  BUDGET 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

(a)  Declaration.— The  Congress  deter- 
mines and  declares  that  this  resolution  is 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1996,  including  the  appropriate 
hiiMgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998. 
1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002,  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

for  fiscal  year  1996. 

TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 

Sec.  2.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 

Sec.  3.  Debt  increase. 

Sec.  4.  Social  Security. 

Sec.  5.  Major  functional  categories. 

Sec.  6.  Reconciliation. 

TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RULEMAKING 

Sec.  201.  Discretionary  spending  limits. 

Sec.  202.  Extension  of  pay-as-you-go  point  of 
order. 

Sec.  203.  Tax  reserve  fund  in  the  Senate. 

Sec.  204.  Scoring  of  emergency  legislation. 

Sec.  205.  Budget  surplus  allowance. 

Sec.  206.  Sale  of  Government  assets. 

Sec.  207.  Credit  reform  and  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loans. 

Sec.  208.  Extension  of  Budget  Act  60-vote  en- 
forcement through  2002. 

Sec.  209.  Repeal  of  IRS  allowance. 

Sec.  210.  Exercise  of  rulemaking  powers. 
TITLE  III-SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS 
AND  THE  SENATE 

Sec.  301.  Restructuring      Government      and 
program  terminations. 


302.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  re- 
turning programs  to  the  States. 
Sec    303.  Commercialization    of   Federal    ac- 
tivities. 
Sec.  304.  Nonpartisan   Advisory  Commission 

on  the  CPI 
Sec.  305.  Sense  of  the  Congress  on  a  uniform 
accounting  system  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
SEC.  2.  RECO.MMENDED  LEVTvLS  A.VD  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetary  \ev]<  arf  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998. 
1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002: 

(1)  Federal  revenues.— lAi  For  purposes 
of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolution — 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,051,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,063,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,112,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,165,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,220,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1.2^5.700.000.000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,363,900,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels    of    Federal    revenues    should    be    in- 
creased are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998 
Fiscal  year  1999 
Fiscal  year  2000 
Fiscal  year  2001 
Fiscal  year  2002 


$8,700,000,000. 
-$19,700,000,000. 
-$22,200,000,000. 
-$21,800,000,000. 
-$25,700,000,000. 
-$28,500,000,000. 
$31,100,000,000. 
(iii)   The   amounts   for    Federal    Insurance 
Contributions  Act  revenues  for  hospital  in- 
surance within   the  recommended  levels  of 
Federal  revenues  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $111,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 
(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements    of    the    Hospital    Insurance 
Trust  Fund) — 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $947,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $918,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $997,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,045,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  20O0:  $1,093,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,152,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,213,500,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels  of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed 
as  follows: 

$8,705,000,000 
-$19,701,000,000. 
-$22,193,000,000. 
-$21,798,000,000. 
-$25,699,000,000. 
-$28,489,000,000, 
-$31,106,000,000. 
.AUTHORITY,— I .^ I  For  pur- 
poses of  comparison  with  the  maximum  defi- 
cit amount  under  sections  601(a)(li  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion,   the    appropriate    levels    of   total    new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,266,800,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,274,900,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1.-321.600.000.000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1.361. 400. OOOOiKI 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,419,600,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1.438. ,500.000.000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,483,200,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  1996 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998 
Fiscal  year  1999 
Fiscal  year  2000 
Fiscal  year  2001 
Fiscal  year  2002 
(2)  New  budget 


(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
new  budget  authority  are  as  follows; 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


3:  $1.169. .500, 000, 000. 
7:  $1,174,400,000,000. 
3:  $1,215,200,000,000. 
3:  $1,248,100,000,000. 
3:  $1,299,200,000,000. 
1:  $1,291,000,000,000- 
2:  $1,343,000,000,000. 

(3)  Budget  outlays.- (A)  For  purposes  of 
comparison  with  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,273,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,274,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,300,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,345,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  .vear  2000:  $1,399,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,420,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,467,100,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,177,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,175,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,194,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,233,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  '2000:  $1,280,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  '2001:  $1,292,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,328,100,000,000. 

(4)  Deficits— (A)  For  purposes  of  compari- 
son with  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
sections  601(a)(l>  and  606  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of 
the  deficits  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  *'ear  '>'v\o. 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 
(5)  Public  debt. 


S:  $221,600,000,000. 

7:  $211,100,000,000. 

8:  $187,300,000,000. 

9:  $I79.,50O.0O0.0O0. 

3:  $178,900,000,000. 

1:  $135,200,000,000. 

2:  $113. 200, 000. 000. 
(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are 
as  follows: 

S:  $229,800,000,000. 

7:  $220,600,000,000. 

B:  $196,800,000,000. 

9:  $188,600,000,000. 

3:  $186,400,000,000. 

1:  $H0,:500,00O.000. 

2:  $114,600,000,000. 

-The  appropriate  levels  of 


the  public  debt  are  as*  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001: 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


3:  $5,190,900,000,000. 
7:  $5,471,400,000,000. 
3:  $5,726,800,000,000 
3:  $5,972,700,000,000. 
):  $6,215,700,000,000. 
1:  $6,416,900,000,000. 
2:  $6,594,300,000,000. 

(6)  Direct  loan  obligations.— The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $37,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $40,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $46,100,000,000. 

(7)  Pri.mary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments.—The  appropriate   levels  of  new  pri- 


mary  loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as 

follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $193,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997,  $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $185,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $185.:30O.0O0.r)OO. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $184,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $186,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $187,600,000,000. 
SEC.  3.  DEBT  INCREASE. 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public 
debt  subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $287,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $280,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $255,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $245,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $243,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $201,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $177,400,000,000. 
SEC.  4.  SOCIAL  SECURITY. 

(a)  Social  Security  Revenues.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996;  $347,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $430,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $452,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $498,600,000,000. 

(b)  Social  Security  Outlays.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $299,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $310,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998;  $324,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999;  $338,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $353,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $368,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $.383,800,000,000 
mC.  5.  MAJOR  KUNCTIONAl.  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, and  new  primary  loan  guarantee  com- 
mitments for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000 
for  each  major  functional  category  are; 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $257,700,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $261,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  50. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $253,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $257,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $259,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $254,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $266,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $259,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $276,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $269,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J14.200.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250); 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.700.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J16.300.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J16.600.000,o6o. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J16. 100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.300.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 
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Fiscal  year  1999: 

I  A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.0OO.0OO.0OO 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO- 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  oblig-ations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

I  A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,800,000,000, 

(B»  Outlays,  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J2, 900.000.000 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $1,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $1,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998; 
lAi  New  budget  authority.  $3,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

{.\)  New  budget  authority,  $4,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(Dt  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000 

(D»  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $20,400,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$100,000,000 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conunit- 
ments.  $0, 
Fiscal  year  1997: 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $18,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,200,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,900,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations, 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,400,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,100:000.000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations, 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $2,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,000,000,000 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J 1  ,,500.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$5,400,000,000 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -  J7,000.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
Jl. 400.000.000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J123, 100,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  JIOO.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$5,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$2,500,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations, 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$3,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

^iscal  ''*^ai'  200"^ 

(A  I  New  budget  authority.  $200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$3,400,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $36,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,300,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $38,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $32,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,800,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct       loan       obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $31,300,000,000, 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations. 
$200,000,000, 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $31,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $5,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

<D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,100,000.00(1, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2  700  000  ono 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,000,000,00(1. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

i.\)  New  budget  authority.  $4,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000, 

(10)  Education,  Training.  Emplo.yment.  and 
Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996; 

^.^)  New  budget  authority.  $48,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $51,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$13,600,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1997; 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $47,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $47,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $46,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $47,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,900,000,000, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $46,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $46,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000, 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $118,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $119,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $124,500,000,000, 

(Bi  Outlays   $124  400  000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $128,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $128,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $132,600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $132,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $136,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $136,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $140,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $140,200,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. 1300,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $144,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $144.300.000,()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 


(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $171,900,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $169,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $180,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $178,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $193,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $191,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $207,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $204,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $221,400,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $219,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $238,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $236,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $258,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $256,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $61,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $60,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $66,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $65,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  conimit- 
ments.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $73,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $73,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $81,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $81,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $90,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $89,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $100,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $99,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SU2.300.000.000. 
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(B)  Outlays,  $111,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO 

(14)  Income  Security  (600);  , 
Fiscal  year  1996;  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $226,300,000,000. 
(B>  Outlays.  $225,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $233,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $235,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  50. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $253,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $246,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000 
Fiscal  year  199S; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $256,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,900,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $272,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $272,600,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $277,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $277,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $291,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $291,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

(15)  Social  Security  (650):  , 
Fiscal  year  1996;  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000, 
(B;  Outl-iys.  SS.iOO.OOO.OOO 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000, 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. JO. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $9,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000 

(G)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $10,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year -2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(16)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $37,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $36,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $37,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 100.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $38,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $38,200,000,000. 

(C)  New      direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  htirtget  authority.  $.38,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J40,400.000.000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,600,000,000. 

(17)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,400,000,000. 

<B)  Outlays.  $22,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $23,700,000,000. 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,200,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

{.\)  New  budget  authority.  $12,100,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $12,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,900,000,000, 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 
Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,600,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $297,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $297.. 500, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $308,200,000,000, 

(Bl  Outlays.  $308,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $316,000,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $316,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $327,300,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $327,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000; 
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(A)  New  budget  authority.  $338,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $338,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $345,200,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $345,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(.'M  New  budget  authority.  $353,000,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  $353,000,000,000. 
(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

(20)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  .■\ct.  Net  Interest  (900): 

Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $308,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $308,400,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $319,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $319,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $326,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $326,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $336,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $336,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $346,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $346,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  autnority.  $J5O.9(Kj.ixxj.()O0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $350,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $356,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $356,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(21 )  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  inter- 
est on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $369,198,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $379,164,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998;  $387,544,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999;  $399,682,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $411, 14!, 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001;  $421,368,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $430,460,000,000, 

(22)  Allowances  (920i; 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$8,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$6,500,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$26,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$23,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Dl  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$25,100,000,000. 
(Bl  Outlays.  -$23,600,000,000 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
(.^1  New  budget  authority.   -$26,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$24,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$26,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$24,100,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 
(Dl  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$34,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$35,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$32,200,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(23)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$36,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$37,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$39,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -J41. 100.000.000, 

(B)  Outlays,  -$41,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  - $42,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  -$42,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

(24)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Undistributed  Offsetting 
Receipts  (950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$30,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$30,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$31,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.      $31,200,000,000 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  - $33,600,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -  J34.900.000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -136,700.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$36,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,900,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$39,000,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  -$39,000,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

SEC.  6.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a)  Senate  Committees,— Not  later  than 
July  14.  1995.  the  committees  named  in  this 
subsection  shall  submit  their  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate,  After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  re- 
port to  the  Senate  a  reconciliation  bill  car- 
rying out  all  such  recommendations  without 
any  substantive  revision, 

(1)  Committee  on  agriculture.  NUTRrrioN. 
AND  FORESTRY.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall 
report  changes  In  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in 
section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  re- 
duce outlays  $2,490,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$27,973,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $45,804,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  armed  services.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $21,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $338,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000,  and  $649,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002, 

(3)  Committee  on  bantcing,  housing,  and 
URBAN  affairs. — The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  shall 
report  changes  In  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
to  reduce  the  deficit  $373,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $5,742,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $6,690,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(4)  Committee  on  commerce,  science,  and 
TRANSPORTATION.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction to  reduce  the  deficit  $2,464,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $21,937,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$33,685,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002, 

(5)  Committee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources,—The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  Its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct       spending       to       reduce       outlays 
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$1,771,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  J4. 775.000.000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $5,001,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(6)  CO.MMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBLIC 

WORKS.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $106,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $1,290,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$2,236,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
19%  through  2002. 

(7i  Committee  on  finance.— The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$22,757,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$294,260,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000,  and  $544,302,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(8)  Committee  on  foreign  rel.^tions.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

(9)  CO.MMITTEE  on  GOVERNMENTAL  AF- 
FAIRS.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $118,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  $3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(10)  Committee  on  the  judiciary.- The 
Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$923,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $1,483,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(11)  Committee  on  l.\bor  and  human  re- 
sources.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  s'.'^iiJiiig  lu  leJui-e  outlaVi 
$1,141,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $9,165,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000,  and  $13,795,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(12)  Committee  on  rules  and  administra- 
tion.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $2,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  $280,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  19%  through  2000.  and  $319,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 

(13)  Committee  on  veterans'  affairs  — 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $301,000,000  in  fiscal  year  19%, 
$5,760,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
19%  through  2000.  and  $10,002,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 

TITLE  n— BLT)CETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RLTJ;  MAKING 
SEC.  201.  DISCRETIO.NARY  SPEiNDlNG  UMITS, 

(a)  DKFiy-VTl'-s  -Ai-  'jsed  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  for  the  discretionary  cat- 
egory, the  term  •discretionary  spending 
limit"  means — 
(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996— 
(A)  for  the  defense  category  $258,379,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $262,035,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 


(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$219,441,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$264,908,000,000  in  outlays; 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997— 

<A)  for  the  defense  category  $254,028,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $257,695,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$194,542,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$234,248,000,000  in  outlays; 

(3)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $260,321,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $255,226,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$201,387,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$228,735,000,000  in  outlays; 

(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $266,906,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $260,331,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$191,023,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$225,240,000,000  in  outlays: 

(5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,644,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $268,468,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$195,215,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$225,293,000,000  in  outlays; 

(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,644,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $268,468,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$191,112,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$223,790,000,000  in  outlays;  and 

(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,644,000,000 
in  new  budget  authority  and  $270,000,000,000 
in  outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$189,259,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$222,060,000,000  in  outlays: 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  and  defi- 
nitions and  emergency  appropriations. 

(b)  Poi.NT  OF  Order  in  the  Senate.— 

(1)  Ln  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the 
benaie  to  consider 

(A)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  19%.  1997,  1998.  1999,  2000, 
2001,  or  2002  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  con- 
ference report  on  such  a  resolution)  that  pro- 
vides discretionary  spending  in  excess  of  the 
sum  of  the  defense  and  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending  limits  for  such  fiscal  year; 
or 

(B)  any  appropriations  bill  or  resolution 
(or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report 
on  such  appropriations  bill  or  resolution)  for 
fiscal  year  1995.  19%,  1997,  1998.  1999.  2000. 
2001.  or  2002  that  would  exceed  any  of  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  in  this  section  or 
suballocations  of  those  limits  made  pursuant 
to  section  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974. 

(2)  EXCEPTION —This  section  shall  not 
apply  if  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  Congress 
is  in  effect  or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant 
to  section  258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  has 
been  enacted. 

(c)  Waiver— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  concurrent  resolution,  bill,  or  joint  reso- 


lution, as  the  case  may  be.  .^n  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  new  entitle- 
ment authority,  and  revenues  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate. 

SEC.  202.  EDCTENSION  OF  PAY-AS-YOU-GO  POINT 
OF  ORDER 

(a)  Purpose.— The  Senate  declares  that  it 
is  essential  to— 

(1)  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the 
balanced  budget  plan  set  forth  in  this  resolu- 
tion; and 

(2)  continue  the  pay-as-you-go  enforcement 
system. 

(b)  Point  of  Order — 

(1)  In  general.— It  shall  not  be  in  order  in 
the  Senate  to  consider  an.v  direct-spending 
or  receipts  legislation  (as  defined  in  para- 
graph (3))  that  would  increase  the  deficit  for 
any  one  of  the  three  applicable  time  periods 
(as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  as  measured 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (4). 

(2)  Applicable  time  periods.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  "applica- 
ble time  period"  means  any  one  of  the  three 
following  periods — 

(A)  the  first  fiscal  year  covered  by  the 
most  recently  adopted  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget; 

(B)  the  period  of  the  first  5  fiscal  years  cov- 
ered by  the  most  recently  adopted  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget:  or 

(C)  the  period  of  the  5  fiscal  years  follow- 
ing the  first  5  years  covered  by  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

(3)  Direct-spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  "direct-spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion" shall— 

(A)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
subsection,  include  all  direct-spending  legis- 
lation as  Lhy.1  Leiiii  is  iiiLeipreLeu  for  pui- 
poses  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985: 

(B)  include— 

(i)  any  bill,  joint  resolution,  amendment, 
motion,  or  conference  report  to  which  this 
subsection  otherwise  applies;  and 

(ii)  the  estimated  amount  of  savings  in  di- 
rect-spending programs  applicable  to  that 
fiscal  year  resulting  from  the  prior  year's  se- 
questration under  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  if  any 
(except  for  any  amounts  sequestered  as  a  re- 
sult of  a  net  deficit  increase  in  the  fiscal 
year  immediately  preceding  the  prior  fiscal 
yean;  and 

(C)  exclude — 

(i)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et: and 

(ii)  full  funding  of.  and  continuation  of.  the 
de|x>sit  insurance  guarantee  commitment  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Budg- 
et Enforcement  Act  of  1990. 

(4)  Baseline.— Estimates  prepared  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall— 

(A)  use  the  baseline  used  for  the  most  re- 
cent concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget, 
and  for  years  beyond  those  covered  by  that 
concurrent  resolution;  and 

(B)  abide  by  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (a)  through  (d)  of  section  257  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  except  that  references  to 
"outyears"  in  that  section  shall  be  deemed 


to  apply  to  any  year  (other  than  the  budget 
year)  covered  by  any  one  of  the  time  periods 
defined  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Waiver.— Thi.s  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case  may 
be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and 
sworn,  shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sus- 
tain an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on 
a  point  of  order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  receipts 
for  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

(f)  Conforming  Amendme.nt. —Section  23  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  218  (103d  Con- 
gress) is  repealed. 

(g)  Sunset— Subsections  (a)  through  (e)  of 
this  section  shall  expire  September  30.  2002. 
SEC.  203.  BUDGET  SURPLUS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  AD.JUSTMENTS.  — For  the  purposes  of 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Act  of  1974  and 
this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget,  the 
revenue  aggregates  shall  be  reduced  and 
other  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  section  (c)  for  legislation  that 
reduces  revenues. 

(b)  Revised  Aggregates.— Upon  the  re- 
porting to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of 
legislation  that  complies  with  reconciliation 
directives  of  section  6.  and  upon  the  report- 
ing of  the  conference  committee  on  such  leg- 
islation (if  a  conference  report  is  submitted). 
the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et of  the  Senate  shall  submit  to  the  Senate 
appropriately  revised  budgetary  aggregates 
and  levels  by  an  amount  that  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  additional  deficit  reduction  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (d). 

(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Estimate.— Upon 
the  reporting  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et of  legislation  that  complies  with  rec- 
onciliation directives  of  section  6,  and  upon 
the  reporting  of  the  conference  committee 
on  such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
shall  provide  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Budget  of  the  Senate  a  revised  esti- 
mate of  the  deficit  for  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2005  that  assumes  enactment  of  such 
legislation. 

(d)  ADDITIONAL     DEFICIT     REDUCTION.  — For 

purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "addi- 
tional deficit  reduction"  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in 
this  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the 
revised  deficit  estimate  provided  pursuant  to 
subsection  (o  for  such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  19%  through  2005. 

(e)  CBO  Certification  and  Contin- 
gencies.—This  section  shall  not  apply  un- 
less— 

(1)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  has  provided  the  estimates  required 
by  subsection  (c);  and 

(2)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for  fis- 
cal year  2002.  2003.  2004.  or  2005. 

SEC.  2(M.  TAX  RESERVE  FUND  IN  THE  SENATE, 

(a)  In  General.— Upon  the  reporting  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  of  legislation  com- 


plying with  the  reconciliation  requirements 
of  Section  6.  revenue  and  spending  aggre- 
gates shall  be  reduced  and  allocations  shall 
be  revised  for  legislation  that  reduces  reve- 
nues within  the  Finance  Committees  juris- 
diction bv  the  following  amounts: 

1996— $3,000,000,000: 

1997— $7,000,000,000; 

1998— $14,000,000,000; 

1999— $23,000,000,000. 

200(V-$32,000.000.000. 

2001— $41,000,000,000: 

2002— $50,000,000,000. 
or  by  such  amounts  defined  as  "additional 
deficit  reduction"  in  section  203(d)  if  less 
than  the  amounts  specified  herein,  provided 
that  the  costs  of  such  legislation  are  not  in- 
cluded in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  and  the  enactment  of  such  legislation 
will  not  increa,se  the  deficit  in  this  resolu- 
tion for— 

(1)  fiscal  year  19%: 

(2)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through 
2000:  or 

(3)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  2001  through 
2005. 

(b)  Revised  Allocations.— Upon  the  re- 
porting of  legislation  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a),  and  again  upon  the  submission  of  a  con- 
ference report  on  such  legislation  (if  a  con- 
ference report  is  submitted),  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate 
shall  file  with  the  Senate  appropriately  re- 
vised allocations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
and  revised  functional  levels  and  aggregates 
to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revised 
allocations,  functional  levels,  and  aggregates 
shall  be  considered  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  as  alloca- 
tions, functional  levels  and  aggregates  con- 
tained in  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

(c)  Reporting  Revised  allocations.— The 
appropriate  committee  shall  report  appro- 
priately revise  allocations  pursuant  to  sec- 
tions 302(b>  and  602(b)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  .\ct  of  1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 
SEC.  205.  SCORING  OF  EMERGENCY  LEGISLA- 
TION. 

Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  .^ct  of  1974  and  begin- 
ning with  fiscal  year  19%.  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302.  303.  and  311  of  such 
Act  shall  take  into  account  any  new  budget 
authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  provisions  of  section 
251(b)(2)(D)  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985. 
SEC.  206.  SALE  OF  GOVERNMENT  ASSETS, 

(a)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales 
has  discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be 
better  managed  by  the  private  sector  and 
generate  receipts  to  reduce  the  Federal 
budget  deficit; 

(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  19%  budget 
included  $8,000,000,000  in  receipts  from  asset 
sales  and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale 
scoring  rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these 
sales  to  be  scored; 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale 
would  increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the 
long  run:  and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohibition 
should  be  repealed  and  consideration  should 
be  given  to  replacing  it  with  a  methodology 
that  takes  into  account  the  long-term  budg- 
etary impact  of  asset  sales. 

(b)  Budgetary  Treatment.— For  purposes 
of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 


ment Control  Act  of  1974.  the  amounts  real- 
ized from  sales  of  assets  shall  be  scored  with 
respect  to  the  level  of  budget  authority,  out- 
lays, or  revenues. 

(c)  DEFiNmoNS.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(cK21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Loan  Assets.— For  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  as- 
sets or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990. 

SEC.    207.    CREDIT    REFORM    AND   GUARANTEED 
STLDENTT  LOANS, 

For  the  purposes  of  allocations  and  points 
of  order  under  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974  and  this  resolution,  the  cost  of  a  di- 
rect loan  shall  be  the  net  present  value,  at 
the  time  when  the  direct  loan  is  disbursed,  of 
the  following  cash  flows  for  the  estimated 
life  of  the  loan: 

(1)  Loan  disbursements. 

(2)  Repayments  of  principal. 

(3)  Payments  of  interest  and  other  pay- 
ments by  or  to  the  Government  over  the  life 
of  the  loan  after  awijusting  for  estimated  de- 
faults, prepayments,  fees,  penalties,  and 
other  recoveries. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  legislation  increasing  di- 
rect loan  commitments  for  a  program  in 
which  loan  commitments  will  equal  or  ex- 
ceed $5,000,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
(or  for  any  prior  fiscal  yean,  direct  expenses, 
including — 

(A)  activities  related  to  credit  extension, 
loan  origination,  loan  servicing,  training, 
program  promotion,  management  of  contrac- 
tors, and  payments  to  contractors,  other 
government  entities,  and  program  partici- 
pants: 

(B)  collection  of  delinquent  loans:  and 

(C)  writeoff  and  closeout  of  loans. 

SEC.  208,  EXTENSION  OF  BUDGET  ACT  80-VOTE 
ENFORCEMENT  THROUGH  2002. 

Notwithstanding  section  275(b)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985  (as  amended  by  sections  13112(b) 
and  13208<b)(3)  of  the  Budget  Enforcement 
kr.t,  of  19901,  the  second  sentence  of  section 
904(c)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
(except  insofar  as  It  relates  to  section  313  of 
that  Act)  and  the  final  sentence  of  section 
904(d)  of  that  Act  (except  insofar  as  it  relates 
to  section  313  of  that  Act)  shall  continue  to 
have  effect  as  rules  of  the  Senate  through 
(but  no  later  than)  September  30,  2002. 

SEC,  209,  REPEAL  OF  IRS  ALLOWANCE. 

Section  25  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
218  (103d  Congress.  2d  Session)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  210.  EXERCISE  OF  RirLEMAKING  POWERS. 

The  Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this 
title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 
and  such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those 
rules  (so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  the  Senate, 


EXON  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1124 

Mr.  EXON  (for  himself,  Mr.  LaUTEN- 
BERG,  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Kennedy.  Mrs. 
MURRAY,    Mr.    BREAUX.    Mr.    DASCHLE. 
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May  23,  1995 


May  23,  1995 


Mr.  DoDD.  and  Mr.  Bradley)  proposed 
an  aniendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution S.  Con.  Res.  13,  supra:  as  follows: 

On  pag-e  74,  strike  beginning-  with  line  12 
throufrh  line  12  on  page  77  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: •budget,  the  appropriate  budgetary 
allocations,  aggregates,  and  levels  shall  be 
revised  to  reflect — 

(1)  $100,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  medicare  and  medicaid  of— 

■'i.\)  increased  premiums: 

■■(Bi  increased  deductibles: 

"(C)  increased  copayments: 

■■(D)  limits  on  the  freedom  to  select  the 
doctor  of  one's  choice: 

■■(E)  reduced  quality  of  health  care  serv- 
ices caused  by  funding  reductions  for  health 
care  providers: 

■■(F)  reduced  or  eliminated  benefits  caused 
by  restrictions  on  eligibility  or  services: 

■(G)  closure  of  hospitals  or  nursing  homes. 
or  other  harms  to  health  care  providers:  or 

'■(H)  other  costs  to  beneficiaries; 

■•(2)  $18,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  discretionary  spending  on  education 
and  $12,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  for  legislation  that  reduces  the  ad- 
verse effects  on  direct  spending  for  edu- 
cation: 

■■(3)  $10,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  direct  spending  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture: 

■■(4)  $17,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  restores  the  full  current 
law  earned  income  tax  credit  under  section 
32  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986: 

■■(5)  $3,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (o 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  programs  for  veterans:  and 

■■(6)  $10,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
outlays  of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
which  shall  be  subject  to  allocation  by  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  by  majority  vote. 
The  amounts  provided  by  paragraphs  (1> 
through  (6»  shall  be  proportionally  adjusted 
based  on  any  increase  or  decrease  in  the  pro- 
jected allowance  of  $170,000,000,000. 

'■(b)  Revised  Allocations  a.nd  Aggre- 
G.\TES.— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302iai  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  .-Vet  of  1974,  discretionary 
spending  limits  under  section  201(a)  of  this 
resolution,  budgetary  aggregates,  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  specified  under  subsection  (d). 

■•(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Estimate,— 
After  the  enactment  of  legislation  that  com- 
plies with  the  reconciliation  directives  of 
section  6.  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
shall  provide  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  a  revised  es- 
timate of  the  deficit  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2005. 


■(d)  Additional  Deficit  Reduction.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ■addi- 
tional deficit  reduction^'  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in 
this  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the 
revised  deficit  estimate  provided  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  for  such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2005. 

"(e)  CBO  Certification  and  Contin- 
gencies.—This  section  shall  not  apply  un- 
less— 

"(1)  legislation  has  been  enacted  comply- 
ing with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  sec- 
tion 6: 

"(2)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  provided  the  estimate  re- 
quired by  subsection  (c):  and 

"(3)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for 
fiscal  year  2002,  2003.  2004.  and  2005. 
■^EC.   205.    SCORING    OF    EMERGENCY   LEGISLA 
TION. 

"Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  begin- 
ning with  fiscal  year  1996.  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302.  303.  and  311  of  such 
Act  shall  take  into  account  any  new  budget 
authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  provisions  of  section 
251(b)(2)(D)  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1986,"'. 


line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 


THURMOND  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO,  1125 

Mr.  THURMOND  (for  himself.  Mr. 
McC.MN,  Mrs.  Hutchison.  Mr.  Warner, 
Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr. 
Kempthorne.  Mr.  Lott,  Mr,  Smith.  Mr. 
Cohen.  Mr.  Santorum,  and  Mr.  Ste- 
vens) proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
concurrent  resolution  S.  Con.  Res.  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  11.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000. 

On  page  11,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  11, 
$15,900,000,000, 

On  page  U. 
$8,300,000,000, 

On  page  11.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000, 

On  page  11,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000, 

On  page  12,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000, 

On  page  12,  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  54,  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000, 

On  page  54, 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  55, 
$15,900,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  9,  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,800,000,000. 


line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
decrease  the  amount  by 
decrease  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  55.  line  16,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,100,000,000, 

On  page  55.  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000, 

On  page  55,  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000, 

On  page  55,  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  5,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,100,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

(5n  page  56.  line  12.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  56,  line  13,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  14 
$9,600,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  15 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$9,600,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  65,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$15,900,000,000, 

On  page  65,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  (55,  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$15,900,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  66, 
$10,800,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  6. 
$17,700,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  7. 
$10,800,000,000 

On  page  66,  line  10. 
$15,100,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  13.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$15,100,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  14,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,700,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  Dage  66  line  IB.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000 

On  page  66,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  ,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,400,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  ,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,600,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  6,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$ll,:30O,00O,0O0, 

(^n  page  67.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$11,300,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  68,  after  line  12.  add  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

(3)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
Senate  should  waive  all  points  of  order  that 
would  preclude  increasing  non-defense  spend- 
ing in  any  one  fiscal  year  by  up  to  $2  billion 
and,  at  the  same  time,  decreasing  defense 
spending  in  any  one  fiscal  year  by  up  to  $2 
billion,  from  the  levels  of  discretionary 
spending  in  this  section.  It  is  further  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  defense  spending 
may  not  be  reduced  by  more  than  a  total  of 


$10  billion  and  non-defen.se  spending  may  not 
be  increased  by  more  than  a  total  of  $10  bil- 
lion over  the  seven  years  of  the  resolution, 
from  the  levels  of  discretionary  spending  in 
this  section. 
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HARKIN  (AND  BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1126 
Mr.  HARKIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
BUMPERS)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution,  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  12.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$!.800.000.000. 

On  page  12,  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
51,000,000,000, 

On  page  12.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  12,  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000, 

On  page  12,  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$6,200,000,000, 

On  page  12.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
Sti. 200. 000, 000. 

On  page  32.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,800,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  2,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  33,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,800,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  bv 
S-i. 800.000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$3,400,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  66.  line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000, 

On  page  67.  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  6,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  67,  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000, 

On  page  67,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$6,200,000,000. 


Bumpers,  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Robb,  Mr. 
DORGAN,  Mr.  Simon,  Mrs.  xMurray',  and 
Ms.  Moseley-Braun)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  74,  strike  beginning  with  line  8 
through  page  75.  line  22. 
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PEINGOLD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1127 
Mr.     PEINGOLD     (for    himself,     Mr. 
HoLLiNGS.    Mr.    Byrd.    Mr.    Nunn.    Mr. 


SNOWE  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1128 
Ms.  SNOWE  (for  herself.  Mr.  Abra- 
ham, Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Brown,  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Lott,  Mr. 
Chafee,  and  Mr.  Simpson)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  26.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  26,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $100,000,000, 

On  page  27,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  4 
by  $300,000,000, 

On  page  27,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $200,000,000, 

On  page  27,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $300,000,000, 

On  page  27.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  19 
by  $200,000,000, 

On  page  27,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $200,000,000, 

On  page  28,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $300,000,000, 

On  page  28,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $200,000,000, 

On  page  28,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  28,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  18 
by  $200,000,000, 

On  page  28.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  19 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  31.  increase  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  31.  inrrease  the  amount  on  line  13 
by  $500,000,000 

On  page  31,  increase  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $1,000,000,000, 

On  page  31,  increase  the  amount  on  line  21 
by  $800,000,000, 

On  page  32,  increase  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  4 
by  $900,000,000 

On  page  32,  increase  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32,  increase  the  amount  on  line  12 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32,  increase  the  amount  on  line  19 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  32.  increase  the  amount  on  line  20 
by  $1,100,000,000, 

On  page  33,  increase  the  amount  on  line  2 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  increase  the  amount  on  line  3 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  33,  increase  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33,  increase  the  amount  on  line  11 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  48,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  10 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  17 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48.  decrease  the  amount  on  line  24 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  48,  decrease  the  amount  on  line  25 
by  $100,000,000. 


On  page  49,  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease 
by  $200,000,000. 

On  page  49,  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49,  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49,  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  49.  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  50.  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  50,  decrease 
by  $300,000,000. 

On  page  54,  decrease 
by  $400,000,000. 

On  page  54,  decrease 
by  $400,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55.  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55.  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  55,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  56,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  64,  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  64.  decrease 
by  $4,300,000,000. 

On  page  64.  decrease 
by  $6,500,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease 
by  $500,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  decrease 
by  $800,000,000. 

On  page  66,  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  decrease 
by  $900,000,000. 

On  page  66,  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000, 

On  page  66.  decrease 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  67,  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  decrease 
by  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  67.  decrease 
by  $1,000,000,000, 

On  page  67.  decrease 
by  $1,100,000,000, 


the  amount  on  line  6 
the  amount  on  line  7 
the  amount  on  line  13 
the  amount  on  line  14 
the  amount  on  line  20 
the  amount  on  line  21 
the  amount  on  line  2 
the  amount  on  line  3 
the  amount  on  line  20 
the  amount  on  line  21 
the  amount  on  line  2 
the  amount  on  line  3 
the  amount  on  line  9 
the  amount  on  line  10 
the  amount  on  line  16 
the  amount  on  line  17 
the  amount  on  line  23 
the  amount  on  line  24 
the  amount  on  line  5 
the  amount  on  line  6 
the  amount  on  line  12 
the  amount  on  line  13 
the  amount  on  line  9 
the  amount  on  line  10 
the  amount  on  line  11 
the  amount  on  line  17 
the  amount  on  line  18 
the  amount  on  line  24 
the  amount  on  line  25 
the  amount  on  line  6 
the  amount  on  line  7 
the  amount  on  line  13 
the  amount  on  line  14 
the  amount  on  line  20 
the  amount  on  line  21 
the  amount  on  line  2 
the  amount  on  line  3 
the  amount  on  line  9 
the  amount  on  line  10 


STEVENS  (AND  DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1129 


Mr.  STEVENS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
DOMENici)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
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the  concurrent  resolution  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  Title  III  of  the 
resolution  insert  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.    .   SE.NSE   OF  THE   CONGRESS    REGARDING 
FULL  FX"NDING  FOR  DECADE  OF  THE 
BRAIN  RESEARCH. 

(a)  Fl.VDI.NGS— The  Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  long  term  health  care  costs  associated 
with  diseases  and  disorders  of  the  brain  have 
a  substantial  impact  on  federal  expenditures 
for  .Medicaid  and  Medicare,  and  on  the  earn- 
ing potential  of  the  Nation: 

(2i  to  highlight  the  impact  of  brain  dis- 
eases and  disorders  on  the  economy  and  well 
being  of  the  Nation  the  Congress  has  de- 
clared the  1990's  the  Decade  of  the  Brain: 

(3)  meaningful  research  has  been  Initiated 
as  part  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain; 

lA)  if  fully  funded  this  research  could  pro- 
vide Important  new  medical  breakthroughs; 
and 

(5 1  these  breakthroughs  could  result  in  a 
significant  reduction  in  costs  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

lb)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  in  furtherance  of  the 
goals  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain  the  appro- 
priate committees  should  seek  to  ensure 
that  full  funding  is  provided  for  research  on 
brain  diseases  and  disorders  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  to  which  this  resolution  applies. 


BUMPERS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1130 

Mr.  BUMPERS  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BR-\dley.  Mrs.  Murr.-IlY.         Mr. 

LlEBER.M.-\N.  Mr.  B.MCUS.  Mr.  EXON,  Mr. 
Wellstone.  Mrs.  Boxer,  and  Mrs. 
Feinstein)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution,  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  line  7  on  page  76  through  line  12  on 
page  77. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  RULES  .\ND  .\DMINI.STRATION 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SR-301,  Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
on  Thursday.  May  25.  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.. 
to  receive  testimony  on  the  reauthor- 
ization of  the  Federal  Election  Com- 
mission. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contact  Mark 
Mackie  of  the  committee  staff  on  224- 
3448. 

I 

AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

CO.MMITTEE  ON  .^GRICULTURE,  NUTRmON.  AND 

FORE.STRY 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  May 
23,  1995.  at  9:30  a.m..  in  SR-332. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMHTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE.  .■KND 
TR.\NHP0RT.A.T10N 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 

unanimous  consent   that   the   Commit- 


tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Tuesday,  May  23,  1995,  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing an  oversight  hearing  on  NASA's 
Space  Station  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COM.MITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Tuesday.  May  23,  1995.  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Tuesday.  May  23.  1995.  at  11 
a.m.  for  a  nomination  hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Tuesday.  May  23,  at  2:30  p.m. 
for  a  nomination  hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HU.MAN  RES0URCE.S 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  be 
authorized  to  meet  for  a  hearing  on  the 
oversight  of  the  EEOC,  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  May  23, 
1995,  at  9  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  FORESTS  AND  PUBUC  LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Forests  and  Public  Land 
Management  of  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources  be  granted 
permission  to  meet  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  May  23.  1995, 
for  purposes  of  conducting  a  sub- 
committee hearing  which  is  scheduled 
to  begin  at  9:30  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMrrTEE  ON  PARKS.  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION  AND  RECREATION 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation and  Recreation  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday, 
May  23,  1995,  for  purposes  of  conducting 
a  subcommittee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  2:30  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SUPPORT  OF  S.  507 
•  Mr  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of 
S.  507.  the  False  Identification  Act  of 
1995,  and  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  South  Dakota 
for  offering  this  important  piece  of  leg- 
islation. S.  507  makes  it  a  crime  to 
transport  through  the  mails  false  driv- 
ers licenses  and  other  forms  of  ID  to 
minors  and  lowers  the  number  of  false 
forms  of  ID  necessary  to  trigger  crimi- 
nal liability  from  5  to  3.  And  what  do 
children  do  with  phony  drivers  li- 
censes? They  purchase  beer  and  liquor, 
gain  admittance  to  bars  and  taverns. 
and  purchase  pornographic  materials. 
A  lot  has  been  said  recently  about  the 
need  to  protect  our  children  from  grow- 
ing up  too  fast.  S.  507  is  an  important 
step  in  that  direction,  by  striking  at 
unscrupulous,  profiteering  adults  who 
provide  children  with  the  means  of  ob- 
taining liquor  and  pornography. 

Let  me  be  clear  on  one  fact  about 
this  legislation  and  the  illicit  sale  of 
false  identification  which  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  body  of  S.  507.  The  dis- 
tribution of  false  ID  cards  directly  in- 
volves interstate  commerce.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  ask  that  a  copy  of  advertisements, 
from  the  National  Examiner  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  material  follows: 

MISCELLANEOUS 
I.D.  CARDS  SIO 

Professional  high  quality  equipment,  ex- 
pert settings,  lamination.  Outsmarts  com- 
petition. Money  back  guarantee. 

PHOTO  ID  J8.0O 

Professionally  Laminated  Processed  with 
Drivers  License  Kquiprr.ent.  .\vo;d  Cheap 
Imitations  and  Embarrassment.  Free  Blank 
Birth  Certificate  not  a  Government  docu- 
ment. Cash  MO  Fastest  Service  Guaranteed. 
Two  $15.00  Photo  Complete  Description. 
BLANK  CERTIFICATES 

Birth.  Baptismal.  Highschool.  College. 
Marriage.  Divorce.  .Awards.  Wills.  Guaran- 
teed Realistic.  Parchment  Paper  Embossed 
Gold  Seals.  U.S.  Canada.  .\11  Or  Any  Eight 
$12.00  Cash.  MO.  Same  Day  Service,  Not 
Government  Document. 

PHOTO  ID  $8.00 

Professionally  Laminated   Processed  with 

Drivers  License  Equipment.  Avoid  Cheap 
Imitations  and  Embarrassment.  Free  Blank 
Birth  Certificate  not  a  Government  docu- 
ment. Cash  MO  Fastest  Service  Guaranteed. 
Two  $15.00  Photo  Complete  Description. 

BLANK  CERTIFICATES 

Birth.  Baptismal.  High.school.  College. 
Marriage.  Divorce.  Awards.  Wills.  Guaran- 
teed Realistic.  Parchment  Paper  Embossed 
Gold  Seals.  U.S.  Canada.  All  Or  Any  Eight 
$12.00  Cash.  MO.  Same  Day  Service.  Not 
Government  Document. 

PHONY"  DRIVER'S  LICENSES! 

Free  Information 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  This  publication, 
which  is  openly  available  at  super- 
markets and  convenience  stores  across 


the  country,  contains  advertisements 
for— in  the  words  of  one  of  the  adver- 
tisements—phony drivers  licenses. 

Mr,  President,  I  submit  that  there  is 
no  socially  redeeming  use  for  phony 
drivers  licenses.  Indeed,  the  only  con- 
ceivable use  of  such  documents  is  to 
subvert  State  and  Federal  law.  And  as 
the  Supreme  Court  recently  reaffirmed 
in  United  States  verses  Lopez,  on  page 
9  of  the  slip  opinion.  -The  power  of 
Congress  to  keep  the  channels  of  inter- 
state commerce  free  from  immoral  and 
injurious  uses  has  been  frequently  sus- 
tained, and  it  is  no  longer  open  to  ques- 
tion." Simply  put,  Mr.  President,  S.  507 
helps  to  ensure  that  interstate  com- 
merce will  not  be  used  to  further  im- 
moral activities,  like  providing  chil- 
dren with  phony  drivers  licenses  so 
that  they  can  purchase  liquor  and  beer 
illegally.  That  is  why  I  am  pleased  to 
support  S.  507. 

From  the  beginning  of  our  country. 
States  have  prohibited  the  sale  of  liq- 
uor to  children.  S.  507  helps  those 
States  by  providing  Federal  help  to 
combat  what  is  essentially  a  Federal 
problem— the  interstate  transfer  of 
false  forms  of  ID  to  children.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  S.  507.« 
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THE  DEATH  OF  LES  ASPIN 
•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning's  Washington  Post  carried  a 
fine  editorial  describing  the  long  and 
distinguished  public  career  of  the  Hon- 
orable Les  Aspin,  the  former  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  our  former  colleague. 
The  editorial  observed  that  Secretary 
Aspin  'was  above  all  a  man  engaged  in 
the  most  important,  high-stakes  issues 
of  his  time." 

Having  read  this  excellent  account  of 
Les  Aspin's  three  decades  of  sei'vice  to 
his  country,  I  do  not  know  what  more 
I  could  say  about  my  friend.  I  would 
accordingly  ask  that  the  editorial  from 
today's  Washington  Post  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  and  I  urge  every  Senator 
to  read  it. 
The  editorial  follows: 
(From  the  Washington  Post.  May  23.  1995] 

Les  Aspin 
We  are  trying  to  recall  a  moment  in  the 
past  several  decades  when  someone  or 
other— or  this  political  group  or  that  party 
wing  or  the  other  lobby— wasn't  mad  at  Les 
Aspin.  And  we  come  up  empty.  That  is  be- 
cause the  former  defense  secretary  and 
chairman  of  the  House  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, who  died  of  a  stroke  at  the  age  of  56 
on  Sunday,  was  above  all  a  man  engaged  in 
the  most  important,  high-stakes  issues  of  his 
time.  From  his  days  as  a  college  academic 
star  and  then  a  Defense  Department  whiz 
kid.  as  an  internal  government  Vietnam  War 
critic,  a  teacher  and.  for  22  years,  a  member 
of  Congress  from  Wisconsin.  Les  Aspin  never 
lost  either  his  capacity  to  master  the  most 
complicated  issues  of  public  policy  or  his 
frankly  kid-like,  ebullient  enthusiasm  for 
trying  to  resolve  them.  He  was  also  a  politi- 
cian, and  generally  a  pretty  successful  one. 

Some  of  the  problems  Mr.  Aspin  had,  espe- 
cially on  the  Hill,  were  the  all  but  inevitable 


lot  of  anyone  trying  to  navigate  the  shoals 
of  military  defense  policy  in  a  (then)  major- 
ity Democratic  Party  that  was  bitterly  and 
irreconcilably  divided  between  hawks  and 
doves;  unsurprisingly,  his  maneuverings  as 
chairman  of  Armed  Services  frequently  infu- 
riated one  or  the  other  side,  especially  in  the 
unending  struggle  over  developing  weapons 
systems.  His  own  inclinations  evolved  from 
the  more  dovish  to  the  more  hawkish  over 
the  years.  As  Bill  Clinton's  first  defense  sec- 
retary, Mr.  Aspin  had  the  equally  challeng- 
ing job  of  trying  to  reconcile  Pentagon 
thinking  with  Democratic  Party  thinking  in 
the  matter  of  Mr.  Clinton's  proposals  for  al- 
tering the  status  of  gays  in  the  military.  His 
most  notable  accomplishment  as  secretary 
was  the  review  of  Pentagon  budgeting  and 
procurement  procedures  that  he  worked  up 
in  his  11  months  there.  His  most  notable  pub- 
lic stand  was  that  taken— rightly,  in  our 
view— in  support  of  President  Bush's  policy 
on  Kuwait  at  a  time  when  so  many  other 
Democratic  Party  leaders  in  Congress  were 
in  doubt  or  in  flight. 

Mr.  Aspin  was  humiliated  by  being  pushed 
out  of  the  Defense  Department  by  Mr.  Clin- 
ton and  the  other  rivalrous  members  of  Mr. 
Clinton's  national  security  team.  But  the 
thing  about  the  former  defense  secretary  was 
that  he  couldn't  stay  humiliated  or  give  vent 
to  personal  bitterness  over  such  things.  He 
came  back  to  serve  as  head  of  the  Clinton  ad- 
visory group  reviewing  national  intelligence. 
The  faults  for  which  Mr.  Aspin  was  allegedly 
fired- imprecision,  inability  to  manage  the 
huge  defense  establishment  and  slowness  in 
coming  to  clear-cut  action  decisions— were 
presumably  real.  Such  defects  would  cer- 
tainly go  with  the  general  makeup  of  the 
man:  intellectually  restless,  always  turning 
the  thing  over  and  over  in  his  mind,  more 
given  to  trying  to  imagine  and  grasp  all  the 
aspects  of  a  problem  than  to  measuring  or 
indexing  them.  We  can  understand  how  this 
came  to  grief  for  Mr.  Aspin  in  the  Clinton 
administration.  But  you  need  only  read  the 
recently  published  confessional  book  by  Mr. 
Aspin's  predecessor  and  onetime  employer. 
Robert  McNamara.  to  understand,  as  well. 

is  not  exactly  the  key  to  defense  policy  sal- 
vation. Maybe  Les  Aspin  was  the  wrong  man 
for  his  months  in  the  Clinton  Cabinet.  The 
same  cannot  in  any  respect  be  said  of  his 
roughly  three  decades  of  productive  public 
service.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  DICK  COMBS 

•  Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  mourn  the  death  of  a 
close  friend,  Mr.  Dick  Combs.  Dick  died 
last  Wednesday  from  complications 
after  heart  surgery. 

Over  the  years,  he  touched  the  lives 
of  many  people  in  northern  Kentucky. 
Dick  was  a  very  special  man,  but  one 
thing  in  particular  made  him  one  of  a 
kind.  It  was  his  trademark  green  comb. 
Everytime  he  introduced  himself  to 
someone  he  would  hand  them  a  green 
pocket  comb  with  his  name  on  it. 
There's  probably  not  a  person  in  north- 
ern Kentucky  that  hasn't  combed  his 
or  her  hair  with  a  comb  from  Dick.  But 
this  wasn't  his  only  trademark,  he  was 
also  seen  nearly  everyday  driving 
around  town  in  his  1968  red  convertible 
Ford  Mustang,  smiling  and  waving  to 
everyone  he  passed.  And  who  could  for- 


get  his   old   fishing  hat,   an   item   he 
would  never  leave  the  house  without. 

The  World  War  11  veteran  was  elected 
Kenton  County  commissioner  in  1984.  a 
victory  that  is  in  the  record  books  and 
the  subject  of  political  trivia  questions 
across  the  Bluegrass  State.  Dick  was 
the  first  Republican  in  75  years  to  win 
a  seat  on  the  fiscal  court.  He  also 
served  as  a  member  of  the  Kenton 
County  GOP  executive  committee,  the 
Northern  Kentucky  Area  Planning 
Commission,  the  Boone-Kenton  Cable 
T"V  Board,  and  he  was  a  founding  mem- 
ber of  the  Northern  Kentucky  Salva- 
tion Army  Advisory  Board. 

With  all  his  political  activities  you 
would  think  that  Dick  wouldn't  have 
time  for  anything  else.  But  that  wasn't 
the  case,  he  always  found  time  for  his 
true  loves:  his  family  and  his  commu- 
nity. 

He  kept  busy  in  the  community  by 
getting  involved  in  the  Fort  Mitchell 
Kiwanis  and  Optimist  clubs,  the  North- 
ern Kentucky  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  the  American  Animal  Association. 
His  care  and  support  for  stray  animals 
was  even  recognized  by  the  animal 
rights  community,  who  endorsed  his 
candidacy.  Dick  would  go  out  of  his 
way  to  help  his  animal  friends.  He 
would  even  go  as  far  as  leaving  his  ga- 
rage door  open  at  night  so  any  stray 
animal  could  have  a  safe  haven  from 
the  elements. 

Dick  was  also  a  deacon  at  Fort 
Mitchell  Baptist  Church  for  more  than 
35  years.  There  wasn't  a  Sunday  that 
went  by  that  Dick  wasn't  standing  out- 
side the  church  greeting  every  parish- 
ioner that  walked  through  the  doors. 
To  some  it  may  have  seemed  like  a 
small  gesture,  but  to  churchgoers  it 
wasn't  a  Sunday  without  seeing  his 
smiling  face.  His  absence  at  church  last 
Sunday  was  felt  by  members  young  and 
old.  including  a  young  boy  who  cried 
when  he  didn't  see  Dick  at  the  church's 
door. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  you  to  join  me  in 
extending  my  heartfelt  sympathy  and 
prayers  to  his  family  and  to  all  those 
whose  lives  he  touched.  Dick,  will  be 
missed.* 


THE  40TH  ANNUAL  DETAILED  FI- 
NANCIAL REPORT  OF  SENATOR 
PAUL  SIMON 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  my  practice  in  each  of  the  40 
years  I  have  spent  in  public  life  to  vol- 
unteer a  detailed  accounting  of  my  fi- 
nances. 

I  ask  that  my  financial  report  for 
1994  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  financial  report  and  related  an- 
nouncement follow: 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

For  the  40th  consecutive  year  that  he  has 
held  public  office.  U.S.  Senator  Paul  Simon, 
rv-Ill.,  has  released  a  detailed  description  of 
his  income,  assets  and  liabilities. 

Simon  has  been  making  the  voluntary  an- 
nual statements  longer  than  any  other  na- 
tional   officeholder.    Simon    set    his    policy 
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when  he  left  the  newspaper  publishing  busi- 
ness he  had  established  to  enter  public  serv- 
ice during  his  eight  years  in  the  Illinois 
House  of  Representatives,  six  years  in  the  Il- 
linois Senate,  four  years  as  lieutenant  gov- 
ernor, 10  years  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  now  10  years  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  The  listing  predates  disclosure  re- 
quirements of  state  and  federal  law  and  con- 
tinues to  exceed  those  requirements.  Senate 
rules  today  require  only  the  listing  of  in- 
come within  broad  brackets.  Simon's  prac- 
tice also  has  set  the  standard  for  many  of- 
ficeholders in  Illinois. 

Simon  also  continues  to  exceed  Senate  re- 
quirements by  listing  detailed  income  for  his 
wife.  Jeanne. 

The  Illinois  senator  lists  1994  income  for 
himself  and  Jeanne  Simon  totaling  S206.287. 
The  figure  includes  P.^UL  Si.mons  Senate  sal- 
ary. Jeanne  Simon's  per  diem  compensation 
as  chair  of  the  National  Commission  on  Li- 
brary and  Information  Science,  and  reim- 
bursements to  Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon  for 
travel  and  other  expenses. 

The  Simons  had  assets  of  $514,579.79  and  li- 
abilities of  $124,667.44  for  a  net  worth  of 
$389,912.35.  Earlier  disclosures  have  shown 
Simon  to  be  one  of  the  least  wealthy  mem- 
bers of  the  United  States  Senate. 

The  detailed  1994  financial  report  of  Sen- 
ator Paul  Simon  follows; 
Income  Statement  of  Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon — 

1994 
General       income       (Paul 
Simon): 

Salary.  U.S.  Senate  

State  of  Illinois.  General 

.Assembly  System  

Book  Royalties  

U  S  Senate.  Expense  Re- 
imbursement   

Paul  Simon  Official  Of- 
fice   Account.    Expense 

Reimbursement  

Earnings.  IRA 

Dana  College.  Meal  Re- 
fund   

Blue  Cross  Blue  Shield, 
Insurance  Reimburse- 
ment   

Vermont  Ties.  Refund  .... 
Critics     Choice     'Video. 

Refund  

Sale.  1983  Mustang 

General     income     (Jeanne 
Simon): 
Salary.    Emeritus    Foun- 
dation   

Social  Security.  (En- 
tirely donated  to  chari- 
table causes)  

U.S.  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, (National  Com- 
mission on  Libraries 
and  Information 

Science  

Distribution  from  IRA  .... 

Earnings,  IRA 

Simon    for    Senate.    Ex- 
pense Reimbursement 
U.S.  Government.  Travel 
Expense        Reimburse- 
ment   

Nevada  Library  Associa- 
tion.   Travel     Expense 

Reimbursement  

American  Library  .Asso- 
ciation. Travel  Expense 

Reimbursement  

American  Library  Asso- 
ciation. Expense  Reim- 
bursement   

Southwest  Library  Asso- 
ciation. Expense  Reim- 
bursement    367.32 


$133,870.00 

21,632.64 
10.315.31 

320.80 


209.55 
1.011.99 


Paula  Swift.  Luncheon 
Reimbursement  

Medicare,  Reimburse- 
ment   

Delta  Kappa  Gamma, 
Speech— Donated  to 
Neval  Thomas  School  .. 

Medical  Care,  Reim- 
bursement   

Interest  income: 

U.S.  Senate  Federal 
Credit  Union  

General  American  Life  ... 

Polich  National  Alliance 
ofU.S.A 

South  Shore  Bank  of  Chi- 
cago   

Dividends: 

Adams  Express  

General  Mills 

Union  One 

Mattel  Inc  De  

McDonalds  Corp  

Quaker  Oats  

Scott  Paper  Co 

Dreyfus  Growth  &  In- 
come Fund  

Dreyfus  Municipal  Bond 
Fund.  ($116.49.  Re- 
ported—$1,220.21  Ex- 
empt)   

Franklin  Money  Fund  .... 

Wal-Mart  Stores  

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  .... 

Pax  World  Fund 

Texas  Instruments  

General  Cinema  Corp 

Harcourt  General,  Inc.   ... 

Scudder  Service  Corp 

Smith  Barney  Daily  Div- 
idend Funds  Inc.,  Cash 
Portfolio  

Smith  Barney  Money 
Funds  Inc 


47.50 


546.84 
12.00 

4.99 
1.500.00 


4.540.55 


5.154.00 


16.202.88 
800.00 
532.03 

74.58 


5.027.34 


340.00 


264.00 


103.00 


15.00 
91.72 

100,00 
35.00 


149.81 
206.85 

43.73 

29.48 

644.14 
63.45 
.53 
5.70 
3.00 
6.52 
6.40 

121.31 


1.336.69 

209.72 

15.36 

131.92 

89  90 

10.32 

23,98 

4,27 

48.92 


14.77 
1.19 


Total  income  206.287.00 

Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon — .Vet  worth  statement. 
December  31.  1994 

General  assets: 

First  Bank  of 
Carbondale.  Checking 
Account  $210.93 

Credit  Union,  Rantoul  ....  27.22 

U.S.  Senate  Federal 
Credit  Union.  Checking 
Account  1.794.01 

U.S.  Senate  Federal 
Credit  Union,  Savings 
Account  150.13 

South  Shore  Bank  of  Chi- 
cago. Savings  Account  1.082.41 

Loan,  Senator  Paul 
Simon  Official  Office 
Account  100.00 

U.S.  Savings  Bonds 1,838.00 

Deposit,  Harbour  Square 
Apartments  50.00 

General  American  Life 
Insurance,  Cash  Value 
and  Deposit  10,099.51 

Polish  National  Alliance 
Insurance.  Cash  Value 
and  Deposit   3,751.58 

Congressional  Retire- 
ment System,  Cash 
Value  88.104.78 

Thrift  Savings  Plan  31,635.10 

11.8  Acres  &  Home. 
Makanda.  IL..  (Ap- 
praised 1987  at 
$204.000)— Plus  Im- 
provements    235.350.00 

Furniture  and  Presi- 
dential Autograph  Col- 
lection    18,000.00 


1991  Chevrolet  9,000.00 

1995  GEO  Prism  H. 478.87 

Stock    and    Bond    holdings 

with  number  of  shares: 
Cash  and   Smith  Barney 

Money  Fund.  Inc 1.773.26 

-Adams        Express        Co., 

Maryland  440  Shares  ....  6.875.00 

Bethlehem        Steel.        5 

Shares    90.00 

Dreyfus   Municipal    Bond 

Fund.  1.650  Shares   19.189.50 

Dreyfus    Growth    &     In- 
come, 246.804  Shares   ....  3.857.55 
Franklin    Fund.    1.137.165 

Shares 1.137.16 

General     Mills.     Inc..     45 

Shares 2.570.63 

Harcourt  General.  Inc..  7 

Shares 246.75 

Intergroup.        Inc..        25 

Shares 662.50 

Jet-Lite.     120     (Approxi- 
mate)    300.00 

Lands  End  Inc..  44  Shares  605.00 

Liberie  Inves..  100  Shares  175.00 

Mattel.  Inc..  25  Shares  ....  628.13 

McDonalds,  25  Shares  731.25 

Pacific    Gas   &    Electric, 

268  Shares  6,532.50 

Pax   World   Fund,   179.813 

Shares 2,407.70 

Quaker      Oats      Co.,      8 

Shares 246.00 

Rohr   Industries,   Inc.,   6 

Shares 62.25 

Scott  Paper  Co..  8  Shares  553.00 

Scudder    Growth    &     In- 
come       Fund.        68.246 

Shares 1.110.30 

Texas     Instruments.     12 

Shares 898.50 

United    M    &    M.    Inc..    8 

Shares 1-75 

Wal-Mart  Stores.  Inc..  96 

.Shares 2. 010. 00 


IRA— Paul 
Common  Stock: 

Smith  Barney  Money 
Funds  Inc.  Govern- 
ment Portfolio 

Smith  Barney  Utilities 
Fund  

Adams  Express  Co. 
Maryland.  676   

Lands  End.  34 

Mattel  Inc.  De..  88  

Pacific  Enterprises.  56 

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric. 
40   

Pepsico  Inc-North 
Carolina,  32  

Price  Enterprises.  51  .... 

Quaker  Oats  Co..  284  .... 

Sara  Lee  Corp..  20  

Servicemaster  Ltd 

Partnership  Pub 

Partnership  Shs..  27  .. 

Southwest  Water  Co. 
De..  86  

Southwestern  Energy 
Co..  48  

Tootsie  Roll  Industries. 

22  

Preferred  Stock: 

McDonalds  Corp  Depos- 
itory Shares,  18 
Shares 


Total 


IR.A — Jeanne 
Smith      Barney      Money 
Funds,      Inc.      Govern- 
ment Portfolio 


416.16 

1.187.54 

10..562.50 

467.50 

2.211.00 

1.190.00 

975.00 

1,160.00 
656.63 

8.733.00 
505.00 


658.13 

731.00 

714.00 

1.353.00 

438.75 


31.959.21 


137.75 


May  23,  1995 

c 

Smith    Barney    Utilities 

Fund  

84843 

Adams  Express  Co.  Mary- 

land. 657  

10.265.63 

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric.  40 

975.00 

Pepsico  Inc.  North  Caro- 

lina. 42  

1.522.50 

Sara  Lee  Corp.,  20  

505.00 

Total  

14,254.31 

Total  assets  

514,579,79 

Liabilities: 

Polish     National     Insur- 

ance. Loan  

1,584,48 

General  American  Insur- 

ance. Loan  

3.021,15 

LaSalle     Talman     Home 

Morteagre  Coro 

117,515,06 

U.S.        Senate       Federal 

Credit     Union.     Signa- 

ture Loan   

2.546.75 

Total  liabilities  

124.667.44 

Total  assets     

514.579.79 

Total  liabilities  

124.667.44 

389.912.35 
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GIFTS.  Received  of  More  Th.^n  $25.00  Value, 
Outside  Immedi.^te  f.^mily' 

Book  from   "B"  Rappaport— $25.00; 

Bow  ties  from  William  H.  Zarafonetis — 
Value  under  $250.00: 

Charles  Adams  book  from  Senator  Connie 
Mack^$29.95: 

Book  from  the  Commercial  Club  of  Chi- 
cago— Value  under  $250.00; 

Book.  Sarajevo,  from  Warner  Books — 
$29,95; 

Wall  Clock  from  Chicago  Lighthouse  for 
the  Blind— Value  under  $250.00; 

Fruit  from  Larry  Goodman — Value  under 
$250.00; 

Hugo  Black  biography  from  Neil  Bluhm 
and  Wayne  Whalen— Value  under  $250,00; 

Food  Items  from  RJR  Nabisco— Value 
under  $250.00; 

Glass  Art  Object  from  Larry  Goodman — 
Value  under  $250.00; 

Food  Samples  from  Quaker  Oats  and  the 
National  hood  Processors  Association- 
Value  under  $250.00; 

Flowers  from  Phil  Corboy  and  Mary 
Dempsey— Value  under  $250.00; 

1836  Newspaper.  The  Sangamo  Journal  of 
Springfield  from  Stan  Glass— Value  under 
$250.00; 

Book  from  the  Embassy  of  Morocco— Value 
under  $100.00: 

Book  on  Indonesia  from  the  Indonesian 
Forestry  Community— Value  under  $100.00; 

Table  cloth  from  the  President  of  Benin- 
Value  under  $100.00; 

Artwork  from  the  Foreign  Minister  of 
Vietnam— Value  under  $100.00; 

Landscape  painting  from  the  Government 
of  Mongolia  (Waiver  granted,  see  attached 
letter  from  U.S.  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
Ethics.)— $175.00. 

'The  law  requires  di-sclosure  only  of  gifts  of  $250.00 
and  over.  Paul  Simon's  statement  Includes  all  non- 
family  gifts  of  more  than  J25.00.  whatever  the 
source. 

The  law  prohibits  members  of  the  Senate  from  ac- 
cepting gifts  of  more  than  $100  from  foreign  govern- 
ments or  officials, 

U.S.  Sen.^te. 
Select  Committee  on  Ethics. 
Washington.  DC.  March  6.  1995. 
Hon.  P.^UL  Simon. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Simon;  This  is  in  response 
to  a  report  which  you  filed  with  this  Com- 


mittee concerning  your  receipt  of  a  land- 
scape painting  valued  at  $150-$175.  from  the 
Government  of  Mongolia. 

In  your  report  you  request  that  the  Select 
Committee,  as  the  designated  agency  for 
Members,  officers,  and  employees  of  the  Sen- 
ate for  purposes  of  the  Foreign  Gifts  and 
Decorations  Act.  approve  the  deposit  of  the 
gift  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  for  offi- 
cial use.  as  provided  by  Section  7342(c)(2)(B) 
of  the  Act.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
painting  will  be  displayed  m  your  office  dur- 
ing the  period  of  official  use. 

The  Committee  approves  your  request  that 
the  gift  be  deposited  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  for  official  use.  and  further  ap- 
proves your  request  that  the  official  use  of 
this  gift  shall  be  its  display  and  use  in  your 
Senate  office.  Because  this  gift  remains  the 
property  of  the  United  States,  you  must  ad- 
vise this  Committee  and  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  of  any  proposed 
change  in  the  use  or  location  of  the  gift. 

The  Foreign  Gifts  and  Decorations  Act  re- 
quires that  the  painting  be  returned  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  within  thirty  days 
after  terminating  the  approved  "official 
use".  The  Act  also  requires  that  the  "official 
use"  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  terminated 
upon  your  leaving  the  Senate,  or  upon  the 
use  of  the  gift  for  a  purpose  other  than  that 
specifically  approved  by  this  Committee. 
Sincerely. 

Victor  Baird. 
Staff  Director  and  Chief  Counsel.* 


MORGAN  VILLAGE 

SCHOOL      STUDENTS 
WASHINGTON.  DC 


MIDDLE 
VISIT      TO 


•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
on  Friday,  May  19.  1995.  a  group  of  stu- 
dents from  Camden,  NJ,  visited  Wash- 
ington, DC,  to  learn  about  their  Gov- 
ernment in  our  Nation's  capital.  Ap- 
proximately 100  of  my  constituents, 
from  Morgan  Village  Middle  School, 
traveled  from  my  home  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  met  with  representatives 
from  my  office  and  other  agencies.  Un- 
fortunately, only  half  of  this  group  was 
able  to  visit  the  U.S.  Senate  gallery  to 
personally  witness  a  historic  vote  and 
observe  the  procedures  of  the  Senate. 

I  regret  that  I  was  unable  to  meet 
with  these  future  leaders  myself,  and  I 
very  much  regret  some  of  them  could 
not  get  into  the  Senate  gallery.  I  en- 
courage all  of  them  to  continue  pursu- 
ing their  interest  in  government  and 
politics,  for  their  involvement  will  de- 
termine the  future  of  our  country,  I  am 
gratified  to  know  that  young  people 
are  learning  about  the  important  is- 
sues facing  our  country  and  the  world 
today.  They  should  be  commended  for 
their  concern  about  the  impact  today's 
legislation  will  have  on  the  future.  We 
must  all  recognize  that  the  views  and 
concerns  of  our  youth  are  of  the  ut- 
most importance,  and  I  hope  they  will 
continue  to  share  them  with  their 
elected  representatives  as  they  grow 
older.* 


IN  HONOR  OF  RICHARD  S  LUM, 
RETIRING  PROFESSOR  OF  MUSIC, 
EMERITUS.  AT  THE  UNIVERSITY 
OF  HAWAII 

•  Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
pleasure  and  a  privilege  for  me  to  rise 
today  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
honor  my  dear  friend  and  college  class- 
mate. Prof.  Richard  "Dick"  S.  Lum,  on 
his  retirement  from  the  University  of 
Hawaii  after  a  lifetime  of  dedicated 
service  to  the  students  and  people  of 
Hawaii.  He  retires  after  a  distinguished 
25-year  tenure  as  director  of  bands  at 
the  university  and  professor  of  music, 
emeritus. 

Professor  Lum's  contribution  to  con- 
cert and  band  music  has  brought  him 
many  well-deserved  accolades  and  hon- 
ors. In  the  span  of  his  long  musical  ca- 
reer, he  has  earned  and  garnered  more 
awards  and  has  been  recognized  by 
more  organizations  than  any  other  per- 
son I  can  think  of.  Mahalo.  Dick,  for 
your  complete  commitment  to  music. 

Professor  Lum  has  been  rightfully 
credited  for  building  our  State's  con- 
cert and  marching  bands  into  nation- 
ally recognized  organizations.  He  laid 
the  foundation  for  the  McKinley  High 
School  Band  to  gain  national  promi- 
nence and  is  the  person  primarily  re- 
sponsible for  the  growth  of  band  pro- 
grams in  Hawaii.  His  vision,  hard  work, 
and  grooming  of  young  band  directors 
made  possible  the  tremendous  growth 
of  the  many  fine  programs  that  exist 
today. 

Dick  served  as  president  of  the  Ha- 
waii Music  Educators  Association  and 
is  the  founder  and  past  president  of  the 
Oahu  Band  Directors  Association.  He 
was  also  State  chairman  of  the  College 
Band  Directors  National  Association 
and  the  National  Band  Association.  He 
has  guest  conducted  the  United  States 
of  America  Armed  Services  Bicenten- 
nial Band  from  Ft.  Meade,  MD,  the 
University  of  Tennessee  Band,  the  Ari- 
zona State  University  Band,  and  other 
outstanding  university  bands.  In  1971. 
Richard  was  invited  to  membership  in 
the  American  Bandmasters  Associa- 
tion, and  in  1973,  was  inducted  into  the 
prestigious  Phi  Beta  Mu  as  honorary 
national  member.  In  1978.  he  was  se- 
lected by  the  School  Musician  Maga- 
zine as  one  of  the  outstanding  conduc- 
tors in  the  United  States  and  Canada 
for  the  school  year  1974-75.  In  1979,  he 
was  selected  by  the  All-American  mag- 
azine as  Band  Director  of  the  Year. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me,  his  family,  friends,  and  peers 
in  honoring  Prof.  Richard  S.  Lum  for 
this  outstanding  contribution  to  music 
in  our  State  and  country.  Mahalo. 
Dick,  for  everything  you  have  done  for 
music  in  your  lifetime,  and  your  excel- 
lence in  service.  Thank  you  for  a  job 
well-done  and  may  God's  blessing  be 
with  you  and  your  family.* 
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RELIGION  IN  SCHOOLS 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  on  May  17 
the  Christian  Coalition  announced  its 
"Contract  With  the  American  Family," 
a  cornerstone  of  which  is  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  allow  ''communal 
prayer  in  public  places,  such  as 
schools,  high  school  graduation  cere- 
monies, and  courthouses." 

The  coalition's  "communal  prayer" 
proposal  will  surely  provide  the  basis 
for  some  spirited  debate  in  Congress  in 
the  upcoming  months.  Before  this  de- 
bate begins,  however.  I  think  it  is  cru- 
cial for  people  on  both  sides  of  these  is- 
sues to  understand  fully  the  current 
state  of  the  law  regarding  prayer  in 
schools  and  other  public  places.  Only 
by  understanding  what  is  and  is  not  al- 
lowed under  current  Supreme  Court 
cases  involving  the  Constitution's  reli- 
gion clauses  and  under  other  laws  re- 
garding religion  can  we  intelligently 
determine  whether  the  proposed 
changes  to  these  laws  make  sense. 

In  the  hopes  of  beginning  this  edu- 
cational process.  I  will  ask  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  short  report 
entitled  'Religion  in  the  Public 
Schools;  A  Joint  Statement  of  Current 
Law.  "  This  publication,  prepared  with 
the  endorsements  of  35  organizations, 
sets  forth  in  a  detailed  and  clear  way 
the  state  of  the  law  regarding  numer- 
ous religion/school  issues:  from  the 
question  of  what  types  of  student  pray- 
er are  constitutionally  protected,  to 
the  question  of  whether  students  may 
be  exempted  from  wearing  particular 
types  of  gym  clothing  that  they  regard, 
on  religious  grounds,  as  immodest. 

As  the  preface  to  this  report  states: 
"On  some  of  the  issues  discussed  in 
this  summary,  some  of  the  organiza- 
tions, have  urged  the  courts  to  reach 
positions  different  Chan  they  did." 
However,  the  35  organizations  that 
have  issued  this  report  agree  that  the 
statements  on  the  law  included  in  the 
report  provide  an  accurate  overview  of 
the  law  regarding  religion  in  schools. 
Given  this  agreement,  the  report  pro- 
vides a  valuable  service  to  those  of  us 
striving  to  understand  these  important 
and  highly  charged  issues. 

At  the  outset  of  the  debate,  I  have 
heard  a  lot  about  how  our  courts  have 
kept  and  continue  to  keep  religion  out 
of  our  schools.  It  is  my  hope  that  this 
report  will  help  demonstrate  that  the 
relationship  between  religion  and  edu- 
cation is  in  fact  a  far  more  complex 
one  that  cannot  be  described  in  abso- 
lute terms.  Religion  and  education  co- 
exist today  in  a  delicate  balance,  and  if 
we  choose  to  disrupt  this  balance,  we 
should  understand  exactly  what  we  are 
doing.  This  report  is  an  important  step 
in  the  direction  of  understanding,  and  I 
urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to  devote 
some  time  to  it  in  the  upcoming  weeks. 
I  ask  that  the  report  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 
The  report  follows:    " 


Religio.n  in  the  Public  ricHtHiLs:  A  Joint 
Statement  of  Current  L.^w.  April  1995 

The  Constitution  permits  much  private  re- 
ligious activity  in  and  about  the  public 
schools.  Unfortunately,  this  aspect  of  con- 
stitutional law  is  not  as  well  known  as  it 
should  be.  Some  say  that  the  Supreme  Court 
has  declared  the  public  schools  'religion-free 
zones"  or  that  the  law  is  so  murky  that 
school  officials  cannot  know  what  is  legally 
permissible.  The  former  claim  is  simply 
wrong.  And  as  to  the  latter,  while  there  are 
some  difficult  issues,  much  has  been  settled. 
It  is  also  unfortunately  true  that  public 
school  officials,  due  to  their  busy  schedules, 
may  not  be  as  fully  aware  of  this  body  of  law 
as  they  could  be.  As  a  result,  in  some  school 
districts  some  of  these  rights  are  not  being 
observed. 

The  organizations  whose  names  appear 
below  span  the  ideological,  religious  and  po- 
litical spectrum.  They  nevertheless  share  a 
commitment  both  to  the  freedom  of  religious 
practice  and  to  the  separation  of  church  and 
state  such  freedom  requires.  In  that  spirit, 
we  offer  this  statement  of  consensus  on  cur- 
rent law  as  an  aid  to  parents,  educators  and 
students. 

Many  of  the  organizations  listed  below  are 
actively  involved  in  litigation  about  religion 
in  the  schools.  On  some  of  the  issues  dis- 
cussed in  this  summary,  some  of  the  organi- 
zations have  urged  the  courts  to  reach  posi- 
tions different  than  they  did.  Though  there 
are  signatories  on  both  sides  which  have  and 
will  press  for  different  constitutional  treat- 
ments of  some  of  the  topics  discussed  below, 
they  all  agree  that  the  following  is  an  accu- 
rate statement  of  what  the  law  currently  is. 

STUDENT  prayers 

1.  Students  have  the  right  to  pray  individ- 
ually or  in  groups  or  to  discuss  their  reli- 
gious views  with  their  peers  so  long  as  they 
are  not  disruptive.  Because  the  Establish- 
ment Clause  does  not  apply  to  purely  private 
speech,  students  enjoy  the  right  to  read  their 
bibles  or  other  scriptures,  say  grace  before 
meals,  pray  before  tests,  and  discuss  religion 
with  other  willing  student  listeners.  In  the 
classroom  students  have  the  right  to  pray 
quietly  except  when  required  to  be  actively 
engaged  in  school  activities  (e.g.,  students 
may  not  decide  to  pray  just  as  a  teacher 
calls  on  them).  In  informal  settings,  such  as 
the  cafeteria  or  in  the  halls,  students  may 
pray  either  audibly  or  silently,  subject  to 
the  same  rules  of  order  as  apply  to  other 
speech  in  these  locations.  However,  the  right 
to  engage  in  voluntary  prayer  does  not  in- 
clude, for  example,  the  right  to  have  a  cap- 
tive audience  listen  or  to  compel  other  stu- 
dents to  participate. 

GRADUATION  PRAYER  AND  BACCALAUREATES 

2.  School  officials  may  not  mandate  or  or- 
ganize prayer  at  graduation,  nor  may  they 
organize  a  religious  baccalaureate  ceremony. 
If  the  school  generally  rents  out  its  facilities 
to  private  groups,  it  must  rent  them  out  on 
the  same  terms,  and  on  a  first-come  first- 
served  basis,  to  organizers  of  privately  spon- 
sored religious  baccalaureate  services,  pro- 
vided that  the  school  does  not  extend  pref- 
erential treatment  to  the  baccalaureate 
ceremony  and  the  school  disclaims  official 
endorsement  of  the  program. 

3.  The  courts  have  reached  conflicting  con- 
clusions u^der  the  federal  Constitution  on 
studen^rmitiated  prayer  at  graduation.  Until 
the  issue  is  authoritively  resolved,  schools 
should  ask  their  lawyers  what  rules  apply  in 
their  area. 

OFFICIAL  PAR-nCIPATION  OR  ENCOURAGEMENT 
OF  RELIGIOUS  ACTIVITY 

4.  Teachers  and  school  administrators, 
when   acting   in    those   capacities,   are   rep- 


resentatives of  the  state,  and.  in  those  ca- 
pacities, are  themselves  prohibited  from  en- 
couraging or  soliciting  student  religious  or 
anti-religious  activity.  Similarly,  when  act- 
ing in  their  official  capacities,  teachers  may 
not  engage  in  religious  activities  with  their 
students.  However,  teachers  may  engage  in 
private  religious  activity  in  faculty  lounges. 

TEACHING  ABOUT  RELIGION 

5.  Students  may  be  taught  about  religion, 
but  public  schools  may  not  teach  religion.  As 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has  repeatedly  said. 
"[i)t  might  well  be  said  that  one's  education 
is  not  complete  without  a  study  of  compara- 
tive religion,  or  the  history  of  religion  and 
its  relationship  to  the  advancement  of  civili- 
zation." It  would  be  difficult  to  teach  art. 
music,  literature  and  most  social  studies 
without  considering  religious  influences. 

The  history  of  religion,  comparative  reli- 
gion, the  Bible  (or  other  scripture)-as-lit- 
erature  (either  as  a  separate  course  or  within 
some  other  existing  course),  are  all  permis- 
sible public  school  subjects.  It  is  both  per- 
missible and  desirable  to  teach  objectively 
about  the  role  of  religion  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States  and  other  countries.  One 
can  teach  that  the  Pilgrims  came  to  this 
country  with  a  particular  religious  vision, 
that  Catholics  and  others  have  been  subject 
to  persecution  or  that  many  of  those  partici- 
pating in  the  abolitionist,  women's  suffrage 
and  civil  rights  movements  had  religious 
motivations. 

6.  These  same  rules  apply  to  the  recurring 
controversy  surrounding  theories  of  evo- 
lution. Schools  may  teach  about  expla- 
nations of  life  on  earth,  including  religious 
ones  (such  as  "creationism").  in  comparative 
religion  or  social  studies  classes.  In  science 
class,  however,  they  may  present  only  genu- 
inely scientific  critiques  of.  or  evidence  for. 
any  explanation  of  life  on  earth,  but  not  reli- 
gious critiques  (beliefs  unverifiable  by  sci- 
entific methodology).  Schools  may  not 
refuse  to  teach  evolutionary  theory  in  order 
to  avoid  giving  offense  to  religion  nor  may 
they  circumvent  these  rules  by  labeling  as 
science  an  article  of  religious  faith.  Public 
schools  must  not  teach  as  scientific  fact  or 
theory  any  religious  doctrine,  including 
"creationism."  although  any  genuinely  sci- 
entific evidence  for  or  against  any  expla- 
nation of  life  may  be  taught.  Just  as  they 
may  neither  advance  nor  inhibit  any  reli- 
gious doctrine,  teachers  should  not  ridicule, 
for  example,  a  student's  religious  expla- 
nation for  life  on  earth. 

STUDENT  ASSIGNME.Vrs  AND  RELIGION 

7.  Students  may  express  their  religious  be- 
liefs in  the  form  of  reports,  homework  and 
artwork,  and  such  expressions  are  constitu- 
tionally protected.  Teachers  may  not  reject 
or  correct  such  submissions  simply  because 
they  include  a  religious  symbol  or  address 
religious  themes.  Likewise,  teachers  may 
not  require  students  to  modify,  include  or 
excise  religious  views  in  their  assignments, 
if  germane.  These  assignments  should  be 
judged  by  ordinary  academic  standards  of 
substance,  relevance,  appearance  and  gram- 
mar. 

8.  Somewhat  more  problematic  from  a 
legal  point  of  view  are  other  public  expres- 
sions of  religious  views  m  the  classroom.  Un- 
fortunately (or  school  officials,  there  are 
traps  on  either  side  of  this  issue,  and  it  is 
possible  that  litigation  will  result  no  matter 
what  course  is  taken.  It  is  easier  to  describe 
the  settled  cases  than  to  state  clear  rules  of 
law.  Schools  must  carefully  steer  between 
the  claims  of  student  speakers  who  assert  a 


right  to  expre.ss  themselves  on  religious  sub- 
jects and  the  asserted  rights  of  student  lis- 
teners to  be  free  of  unwelcome  religious  per- 
suasion in  a  public  school  classroom. 

a.  Religious  or  anti-religious  remarks 
made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  classroom 
discussion  or  student  presentations  are  per- 
missible and  constitute  a  protected  right.  If 
in  a  sex  education  class  a  student  remarks 
that  abortion  should  be  illegal  because  God 
has  prohibited  it.  a  teacher  should  not  si- 
lence the  remark,  ridicule  it.  rule  it  out  of 
bounds  or  endorse  it,  any  more  than  a  teach- 
er may  silence  a  student's  religiously-based 
comment  in  favor  of  choice. 

b.  If  a  class  assignment  calls  for  an  oral 
presentation  on  a  subject  of  the  student's 
choosing,  and.  for  example,  the  student  re- 
sponds by  conducting  a  religious  service,  the 
school  has  the  right — as  well  as  the  duty — to 
prevent  itself  from  being  used  as  a  church. 
Other  students  are  not  voluntarily  in  attend- 
ance and  cannot  be  forced  to  become  an  un- 
willing congregation. 

c.  Teachers  may  rule  out-of-order  religious 
remarks  that  are  irrelevant  to  the  subject  at 
hand.  In  a  discussion  of  Hamlet's  sanity,  for 
example,  a  student  may  not  interject  views 
on  creationism. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  RELIGIOUS  LITERATURE 

9.  Students  have  the  right  to  distribute  re- 
ligious literature  to  their  schoolmate's,  sub- 
ject to  those  reasonable  time,  place,  and 
manner  or  other  constitutionally-acceptable 
restrictions  imposed  on  the  distribution  of 
all  non-school  literature.  Thus,  a  school  may 
confine  distribution  of  all  literature  to  a  par- 
ticular table  at  particular  times.  It  may  not 
single  out  religious  literature  for  burden- 
some regulation. 

10,  Outsiders  may  not  be  given  access  to 
the  classroom  to  distribute  religious  or  anti- 
religious  literature.  No  court  has  yet  consid- 
ered whether,  if  all  other  community  groups 
are  permitted  to  distribute  literature  in 
common  areas  of  public  schools,  religious 
groups  must  be  allowed  to  do  so  on  equal 
terms  subject  to  reasonable  time,  place  and 
manner  restrictions. 

"SEE  YOU  AT  THE  POLE" 
11  Stiidpnt  narfiolpation  in  before-  or 
after-school  events,  such  as  "see  you  at  the 
pole.  '  is  permissible.  School  officials,  acting 
in  an  official  capacity,  may  neither  discour- 
age nor  encourage  participation  in  such  an 
event. 

RELIGIOUS  PERSUASION  VERSUS  RELIGIOUS 
HARASSMENT 

12.  Students  have  the  right  to  speak  to. 
and  attempt  to  persuade,  their  peers  about 
religious  topics  just  as  they  do  with  regard 
to  political  topics.  But  school  officials 
should  intercede  to  stop  student  religious 
speech  if  it  turns  into  religious  harassment 
aimed  at  a  student  or  a  small  group  of  stu- 
dents. While  it  is  constitutionally  permis- 
sible for  a  student  to  approach  another  and 
issue  an  invitation  to  attend  church,  re- 
peated invitations  in  the  face  of  a  request  to 
stop  constitute  harassment.  Where  this  line 
is  to  be  drawn  in  particular  cases  will  depend 
on  the  age  of  the  students  and  other  cir- 
cumstances. 

EQUAL  ACCESS  ACTT 

13.  Student  religious  clubs  in  secondary 
schools  must  be  permitted  to  meet  and  to 
have  equal  access  to  campus  media  to  an- 
nounce their  meetings,  if  a  school  receives 
federal  funds  and  permits  any  student  non- 
curricular  club  to  meet  during  non-instruc- 
tional time.  This  is  the  command  of  the 
Equal  Access  Act.  A  non-curricular  club  is 


any  club  not  related  directly  to  a  subject 
taught  or  soon-to-be  taught  in  the  school. 
Although  schools  have  the  right  to  ban  all 
non-curriculum  clubs,  they  may  not  dodge 
the  law's  requirement  by  the  expedient  of  de- 
claring all  clubs  curriculum-related.  On  the 
other  hand,  teachers  may  not  actively  par- 
ticipate in  club  activities  and  "non-school 
persons"  may  not  control  or  regularly  at- 
tend club  meeting. 

The  Act's  constitutionality  has  been 
upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court,  rejecting 
claims  that  the  Act  violates  th?  Establish- 
ment Clause.  The  Act's  requirements  are  de- 
scribed in  more  detail  in  The  Equal  Access  Act 
and  the  Public  Schools:  Questions  and  Answers 
on  the  Equal  Access  Act*,  a  pamphlet  pub- 
lished by  a  broad  spectrum  of  religious  and 
civil  liberties  groups. 

RELIGIOUS  HOLIDAYS 

14.  Generally,  public  schools  may  teach 
about  religious  holidays,  and  may  celebrate 
the  secular  aspects  of  the  holiday  and  objec- 
tively teach  about  their  religious  aspects. 
They  may  not  observe  the  holidays  as  reli- 
gious events.  Schools  should  generally  ex- 
cuse students  who  do  not  wish  to  participate 
in  holiday  events.  Those  interested  in  fur- 
ther details  should  see  Religious  Holidays  in 
the  Public  Schools:  Questions  and  Answers*,  a 
pamphlet  published  by  a  broad  spectrum  of 
religious  and  civil  liberties  groups. 

EXCUSAL  FROM  RELIGIOUSLY-OBJECTIONABLE 
LESSONS 

IS.Schools  enjoy  substantial  discretion  to 
excuse  individual  students  from  lessons 
which  are  objectionable  to  that  student  or  to 
his  or  her  parent  on  the  basis  of  religion. 
Schools  can  exercise  that  authority  in  ways 
which  would  defuse  many  conflicts  over  cur- 
riculum content.  If  it  is  proved  that  particu- 
lar lessons  substantially  burden  a  student's 
free  exercise  of  religion  and  if  the  school 
cannot  prove  a  compelling  interest  in  requir- 
ing attendance  the  .school  would  be  legally, 
required  to  excuse  the  student. 

TEACHING  VALUES 

16.  Schools  may  teach  civic  virtues,  includ- 
ing honesty,  good  citizenship,  sportsman- 
ship, courage,  respect  for  the  rights  and  free- 
doms of  others,  respect  for  persons  and  their 
property,  civility,  the  dual  virtues  of  moral 
conviction  and  tolerance  and  hard  work. 
Subject  to  whatever  rights  of  excusal  exist 
(see  115  above)  under  the  federal  Constitution 
and  state  law.  schools  may  teach  sexual  ab- 
stinence and  contraception;  whether  and  how 
schools  teach  these  sensitive  subjects  is  a 
matter  of  educational  policy.  However,  these 
may  not  be  taught  as  religious  tenets.  The 
mere  fact  that  most,  if  not  all.  religions  also 
teach  these  values  does  not  make  it  unlawful 
to  teach  them. 

STUDENT  GARB 

17.  Religious  messages  on  T-shirts  and  the 
like  may  not  be  singled  out  for  suppression. 
Students  may  wear  religious  attire,  such  as 
yarmulkes  and  head  scarves,  and  they  may 
not  be  forced  to  wear  gym  clothes  that  they 
regard,  on  religious  grounds,  as  immodest. 

RELEASED  -n-ME 

18.  Schools  have  the  discretion  to  dismiss 
students  to  off-premises  religious  instruc- 
tion, provided  that  schools  do  not  encourage 
or  discourage  participation  or  penalize  those 
who  do  not  attend.  Schools  may  not  allow 
religious  instruction  by  outsiders  on  prem- 
ises during  the  school  day.» 


INDIVIDUAL  RIGHTS  AND 
DOMESTIC  TERRORISM 
•  Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
tragedy  that  took  place  on  April  19  at 
the  Federal  building  in  Oklahoma  City 
was  an  unspeakable  horror.  This  was  a 
cowardly  and  heinous  act  by  deranged 
people  whose  obsessions  led  to  the  kill- 
ing of  innocent  men,  women,  and  chil- 
dren. I  want  the  people  who  per- 
petrated this  act  to  be  hunted  down 
and  to  be  appropriately,  quickly,  and 
harshly  dealt  with  by  our  criminal  jus- 
tice system. 

The  tragic  bombing  at  Oklahoma 
City  has  sparked  a  debate  in  our  coun- 
try about  how  to  prevent  a  tragedy  of 
this  type  from  occurring  again.  It  is 
important  to  understand  that  in  a  free 
country  it  is  virtually  impossible  to 
provide  any  ironclad  protection  against 
the  violent  acts  of  deranged  people. 
But  part  of  being  free  is  the  require- 
ment to  ensure  civil  order.  That  is  the 
job  that  we  ask  our  law  enforcement 
officials  to  do. 

The  question  we  must  now  ask  our- 
selves Is  how  can  we  protect  Americans 
without  infringing  on  the  liberties 
guaranteed  by  the  Constitution.  People 
have  a  constitutional  right  to  criticize 
their  government  and  the  institutions 
of  this  Nation.  This  right  not  only  ap- 
plies to  people  we  like — our  neighbors 
and  our  friends — it  also  applies  to  peo- 
ple we  do  not  like  and  associations  we 
do  not  care  for.  This  right  must  be  pre- 
served. 

The  Oklahoma  City  bombing  has  also 
sparked  a  debate  about  militia  groujjs 
in  our  country.  People  have  every  right 
to  join  organizations.  However,  I  have 
heard  some  militia  leaders  say  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  their  avowed 
enemy  when  they  have  been  inter- 
viewed on  television  programs.  Some  of 
thtuii  talk  in  tcFiTis  of  'violence  and  bat- 
tles. I  think  that  is  an  unhealthy  atti- 
tude and  I  think  that  thinking  can  lead 
to  violence. 

I  want  to  emphasize  my  commitment 
to  preserving  the  fundamental  free- 
doms that  are  guaranteed  to  all  Ameri- 
cans under  our  Constitution.  But  I  also 
want  to  emphasize  that  I  join  those  in 
our  country  who  want  to  send  a  mes- 
sage to  the  people  who  cross  the  line 
between  criticizing  our  government 
and  advocating  or  resorting  to  violence 
or  terrorism.  There  is  no  constitu- 
tional right  to  commit  violence  in  our 
country.  There  is  no  constitutional 
right  to  kill  innocent  men,  women,  and 
children.  And  those  who  do  should  be 
dealt  with  aggressively  by  our  law  en- 
forcement agencies. 

It  is  important  that  we  discuss  these 
issues  in  a  thoughtful,  reasonable,  and 
constructive  way.  In  America,  we  can 
disagree  without  being  disagreeable. 
We  can  have  a  debate  without  shout- 
ing. And  we  can  work  together  to  fix 
things  that  are  wrong  in  this  country 
and  to  make  this  a  better  place.  Most 
importantly,    we    should    protect    and 
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cherish  our  constitutional  rights.  One 
of  those  rights  is  to  live  in  a  free  coun- 
try—free from  the  unspeakable  horrors 
that  were  perpetrated  on  innocent  peo- 
ple in  Oklahoma  City* 


we  should  all  take  this  opportunity  to 
celebrate  his  many  accomplishments.* 


IN  HONOR  OF  ABBA  EBAN 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  this  morning  to  honor  a  great 
statesman  on  the  occasion  of  his  80th 
birthday. 

Abba  Eban — statesman,  diplomat, 
scholar,  and  author — was  born  in  South 
Africa  on  February  2.  1915.  As  a  young 
man  growing  up  in  London,  Mr.  Eban 
learned  fluent  Hebrew  and  became  an 
active  member  of  the  Zionist  move- 
ment. 

He  studied  at  Cambridge  University, 
and  became  a  lecturer  in  Hebrew,  Ara- 
bic, and  Persian  literature. 

Mr.  Eban  served  in  World  War  II, 
where  he  was  assigned  to  Jerusalem  as 
liaison  officer  of  Allied  Headquarters. 
After  the  war.  he  entered  the  service  of 
the  Jewish  agency  in  Jerusalem.  In 
1947,  he  became  the  agency's  liaison  of- 
ficer with  the  U.N.  Special  Commission 
on  Palestine. 

In  1948,  Mr  Eban  was  appointed  as  Is- 
rael's representative  to  the  United  Na- 
tions and  in  this  capacity,  he  appeared 
before  the  General  Assembly  to  plead 
successfully  for  his  country's  admis- 
sion to  the  United  Nations. 

In  1950.  Abba  Eban  was  appointed  Is- 
rael's Ambassador  to  the  United 
States.  At  35,  he  was  the  youngest  per- 
son to  hold  such  a  high  rank  in  Wash- 
ington's diplomatic  corps. 

In  1959,  after  returning  to  Israel,  Mr. 
Eban  was  elected  to  the  Israeli  Knesset 
as  a  member  of  the  Labor  Party.  He 
joined  the  Cabinet  as  Minister  Without 
Portfolio,  was  appointed  Minister  of 
Education  and  Culture  m  i960,  and  in 
1963,  he  became  Deputy  Prime  Minister 
under  Prime  Minister  Levi  Eshkol. 

In  1966,  Mr.  Eban  became  Israel's 
Minister  for  Foreign  Affairs,  a  position 
he  held  until  June  1974. 

Through  the  years,  Mr.  Eban  has 
been  recognized  in  numerous  arenas  for 
his  diplomatic  prowess  and  his  con- 
tributions to  the  state  of  Israel.  He 
holds  honorary  doctorates  from  several 
universities,  including  New  York  Uni- 
versity, Boston  University,  the  Univer- 
sity of  Maryland,  and  the  University  of 
Cincinnati.  He  is  a  fellow  of  the  World 
Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences,  and  the 
only  living  member  of  the  Orators  Hall 
of  Fame. 

Mr.  Eban  recently  served  as  host  and 
narrator  of  ■Israel:  A  Nation  is  Born," 
a  five-part  historical  television  mini- 
series,  documenting  40  years  of  Israel's 
history. 

Mr.  President,  the  Israeli  people  have 
been  fortunate  to  count  Mr.  Eban 
among  their  leaders.  He  has  consist- 
ently represented  the  Jewish  state 
with  dignity,  with  strength  and  with 
aplomb.  As  he  celebrates  this  birthday. 


HYDROGEN— AN  ENERGY  SOURCE 
FOR  THE  FUTURE 

•  Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
long  advocated  greater  investment  in 
the  development  of  sustainable  hydro- 
gen energy.  Hydrogen  has  a  tremen- 
dous potential  to  be  the  energy  carrier 
of  the  future.  It  is  an  ideal  energy 
source  as  it  is  plentiful,  efficient  and 
clean  burning.  An  excellent  article  de- 
scribing the  many  advantages  of  hydro- 
gen as  an  energy  source  appeared  in 
the  March  19,  1995  edition  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Times  Magazine.  I  urge  all  of 
my  colleagues  to  read  this  article  and 
I  ask  that  the  text  of  the  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 
The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times  Magazine. 
March  3.  1995] 
Harnessing  the  Big  H 
hydrogen  seems  the  ideal  energy  source- 
plentiful,  efficie.nt  and  clean.  can  some- 
thino  this  perfect  be  real?  just  ask  the 
japanese 

(By  Alan  Weisman) 
West  of  Denver.  Interstate  70  enters  Gold- 
en. Colo.,  and  begins  to  curl  through  the 
foothills  of  the  Rockies.  There  it  bisects  an 
unassuming  clump  of  brick  buildings— the 
National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory. 
Among  the  government's  national  labora- 
tories, NREL  is  modest,  operating  on  a  frac- 
tion of  the  billions  commanded  by  atomic  re- 
search giants  like  Sandia.  Los  Alamos  and 
Lawrence  Livermore.  Inside,  there  are  no 
monstrous  particle  accelerators;  experi- 
ments here  are  more  likely  to  proceed  in 
test-tube  racks,  bell  jars  and  small  glass 
beakers,  like  the  one  John  Turner  is  filling 
with  a  clear  solution  of  water  and  household 
lye. 

Turner,  a  chemist  with  a  graying  blond 
hparii  and  gold-rimmed  gla.s.ses,  stick.s  a  nar- 
row glass  slide,  coated  on  one  end  with  a 
black,  mica-like  substance,  into  the  lye  solu- 
tion. The  humming  lab  ventilators  mask  the 
sound  of  the  vehicles  whizzing  by  on  the 
nearby  interstate,  but  Turner  has  spent  most 
of  his  career  here,  and  during  those  years 
he's  always  had  the  cars  in  mind.  As  he  aims 
a  pencil-thin  beam  from  a  high-intensity 
lamp  at  the  flask,  he  puts  it  this  way:  "Sup- 
pose someone  announced  he  intended  to  ship 
millions  of  gallons  of  a  carcinogenic,  explo- 
sive fluid  that  emits  toxic  fumes  through  our 
downtown  and  then  store  it  underground  in 
our  neighborhoods.  People  would  rise  up  in 
anger,  right?" 

Wrong.  Just  outside  on  1-70.  cars  are  spray- 
ing residues  of  that  very  poison  all  over  the 
mountains.  After  11  decades  of  tinkering, 
their  internal  combustion  engines  are  mir- 
acles of  technology  with  hundreds  of  moving 
parts.  Yet  various  laws  of  physics  still  limit 
their  ability  to  extract  energy  from  petro- 
leum. Nearly  three-fourths  of  its  potential 
simply  radiates  away  or  pours,  partly  com- 
busted, out  the  tailpipe,  rising  in  geologic 
layers  of  brown  murk  until  the  Rockies 
themselves  dwindle  to  ghostly  smudges. 

John  Turner  is  among  a  cadre  of  scientists 
trying  to  suppress  what  he  regards  as  hu- 
manity's most  pervasive,  and  self-inflicted, 
epidemic.  In  a  little  more  than  a  century, 
since  Thomas  Alva  Edison  Invented  the  light 


bulb  and  Henry  Ford  began  to  mass-produce 
automobiles,  man-made  energy  has  become 
the  most  addictive  drug  in  history.  Every- 
body today  was  born  into  the  this  depend- 
ency: No  one  any  longer  can  imagine  life 
without  electricity  or  motorized  vehicles.  To 
slake  our  craving,  we  must  dose  ourselves 
and  our  surroundings  daily  with  deadly  filth. 
This  ritual  is  now  doomed  to  spread,  as 
China.  India  and  other  developing  nations 
bestow  family  cars  and  refrigerators  upon  2 
billion  new  recruits  to  the  industrial  age. 

Getting  an  entire  world  to  kick  a  habit  is 
futile,  so  Turner  is  trying  to  at  least  find  us 
a  clean  needle.  As  the  beam  strikes  the  shiny 
black  square  centimeter  of  semiconductor 
glued  to  the  submerged  portion  of  his  slide, 
the  surrounding  liquid  begins  to  fizz.  Elec- 
trons stimulated  by  light,  he  explains,  are 
rushing  to  the  semiconductor's  surface,  hit- 
ting water  molecules  and  splitting  them  into 
their  component  parts:  oxygen  and  hydro- 
gen. 

He  watches  the  tiny  bubbles  rise.  "For 
years."  he  says,  "this  has  been  the  Holy 
Grail  of  photoelectric  chemists.  We're  wit- 
nessing the  direct  conversion  of  solar  energy 
into  hydrogen." 

Cape  Canaveral.  June.  1994:  A  group  of  vis- 
iting scientists  and  engineers  is  touring  the 
John  F.  Kennedy  ,Space  Center  in  blue-and- 
white  air-conditioned  buses.  They're  here  for 
the  World  Hydrogen  Energy  Conference,  a  bi- 
ennial event  born  of  the  energy  crisis  20 
years  earlier.  Although  the  price  of  petro- 
leum has  since  calmed  considerably  (ad- 
justed for  inflation,  it's  actually  cheaper 
than  pre-1973).  a  groundswell  of  concern,  cou- 
pled with  numerous  breakthroughs,  has 
ballooned  this  gathering  to  nearly  600  re- 
searchers from  34  countries.  They've  come  to 
Canaveral  this  year  for  inspiration:  The  huge 
tank  on  the  pad.  where  the  shuttle  Columbia 
will  presently  lift  spaceward,  is  filled  with 
pure  hydrogen. 

Since  even  before  the  moon  shots,  all  U.S. 
astronauts'  heat,  electricity  and  drinking 
water  have  been  derived  from  hydrogen.  The 
U.S.  space  program  is  the  first  step  toward 
realizing  these  scientists'  dream:  to  switch 
the  planet  from  an  economy  fueled  with 
dirty  coal  and  petroleum  to  one  run  on  clean 
hydrogen. 

The  idea  of  something  so  ubiquitous — hy- 
drogen is  the  most  abundant  element  com- 
posing three-fourths  of  the  mass  of  the  uni- 
verse— replacing  diminishing  fossil  fuels 
seems  the  stuff  of  fiction.  Once,  in  fact,  it 
was:  In  1870,  Jules  Verne's  "Mysterious  Is- 
land" described  a  world  that  would  one  day 
derive  'an  inexhaustible  source  of  heat  and 
light"  from  water's  component  parts. 

Back  then.  Verne  didn't  realize  that  this 
source  was  also  virtually  pollution-free.  The 
cycle  is  so  elegant  it  seems  nearly  miracu- 
lous: Separate  water  into  its  two  constituent 
gases,  hydrogen  and  oxygen.  Burn  the  hydro- 
gen for  fuel,  and  it  re-couples  with  oxygen  to 
form  water  again.  No  nasty  particulates,  no 
insidious  carbon  monoxide,  no  eye-stinging 
ozone  or  sulfur  dioxide  (at  high  tempera- 
tures, however,  small,  controllable  amounts 
of  nitrous  oxides  can  form  when  hydrogen  is 
burned  in  the  presence  of  air).  Mainly, 
though,  hydrogen's  exhaust  is  plain  water 
vapor — which  can  then  be  recaptured  and 
neatly  converted  again  to  hydrogen. 

According  to  Bill  Hoagland.  founder  of 
NREL's  hydrogen  program,  it  would  take 
less  than  a  gallon  of  water  to  get  the  same 
range  from  hydrogen  that  cars  currently  get 
from  a  gallon  of  gasoline.  Because  hydrogen 
can  be  made  anywhere.  I'm  told  repeatedly. 
there  would  be  no  more  dependency  on  im- 
ported oil.  No  more  OPEC.  Maybe  no  more 
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global  warming,  either,  because  it  emits  no 
greenhouse  gases.  As  for  hydrogen's  unfortu- 
nate association  with  bombs  and  blimps,  like 
the  ill-fated  Hindenburg,  Hoagland  reminds 
me  that  fossil  fuels  also  readily  explode,  and 
studies  rate  hydrogen  .safer  because  it's 
nontoxic  and  dissipates  quickly. 

It  seems  like  the  perfect  fuel.  Yet.  these 
scientists  insist,  it's  been  under-researched, 
under-funded  and  virtually  ignored  in  De- 
troit, which  perseveres  in  its  allegiance  to 
petroleum,  and  in  Washington,  which  per- 
sists in  keeping  troops  ready  to  defend  the 
Persian  Gulf. 

So  why  aren't  we  leaping  at  this  chance  to 
end  pollution,  energy  wars  and  economic 
bondage  to  a  few  privileged  locations  that 
float  atop  the  earth's  ebbing  supplies  of  oil? 
Much  of  it  comes  down  to  money  and  the 
seemingly  incontestable  reign  of  the  petro- 
leum industry.  Unlike  natural  gas.  to  which 
hydrogen  is  often  compared,  you  can't  dig  a 
hole  and  find  it.  To  tap  hydrogen's  energy, 
you  have  to  expend  energy  because  it's  al- 
ways combined  with  something  else.  Having 
to  un-combine  it  makes  it  more  expensive, 
at  least  in  the  near  term,  than  crude  petro- 
leum products,  including  natural  gas.  And  no 
alternative-energy  constituency  has  the 
clout  to  buck  powerful  fossil-fuel  lobbies  and 
find  a  way  to  pay  for  retrofitting  the  world 
for  a  brand-new  technology. 

Currently,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
allots  hydrogen  about  one-ninetieth  of  what 
it  spends  on  continuing  petroleum  research. 
(And  two-thirds  of  the  DOE'S  budget  doesn't 
go  for  energy  at  all.  but  for  nuclear  weapons 
research  and  cleanup.)  Nor  has  the  public 
thus  far  demonstrated  much  interest  in  trad- 
ing the  ease  of  dirty  energy,  available  at  the 
turn  of  an  ignition  key  or  click  of  a  light 
switch,  for  a  major  commitment  to  some- 
thing cleaner  and  renewable. 

Yet  the  learned  crowd  gathered  at  the 
World  Hydrogen  Conference  is  convinced 
that  hydrogen's  time  must  come.  Fossil  fuels 
will  become  expensive  again:  even  today, 
their  true  price  isn't  revealed  at  the  gas 
pump,  where  the  numbers  don't  include  the 
cost  of  pollution  and  the  expense  of  protect- 
ing our  interests  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Other  countries  are  less  reluctant  about 
hydrogen  than  the  United  States.  Two  years 
ago.  Japan,  an  island  nation  frightened  by 
the  prospect  of  rising  seas  if  the  icecaps 
start  to  melt,  unveiled  a  multibillion-dollar. 
28-year  program  to  form  a  global  hydrogen 
system.  The  Japanese  are  talking  power 
plants,  cars,  buses,  planes,  ships  and  rockets, 
all  over  the  world,  all  fueled  with  renewable 
hydrogen. 

And  there's  a  recent  surprise  announce- 
ment by  Daimler-Benz,  the  parent  company 
of  Mercedes-Benz,  that  has  excited  many 
people  here:  The  German  auto  maker  claims 
it  has  cleared  the  major  obstacles  to  produc- 
ing the  first  commercially  viable  hydrogen- 
powered  automobile.  Unless  Mercedes  is  just 
trying  to  spook  the  competition,  hydrogen's 
prospects  have  suddenly  improved  faster 
than  anyone  dared  hope.  The  Mercedes  in 
question  runs  on  a  fuel  cell,  a  refillable  de- 
vice that,  like  a  battery,  chemically  con- 
verts fuel  directly  to  electricity  without 
having  to  burn  it.  Fuel  cells  can  function  on 
methanol  or  natural  gas.  but  with  hydrogen. 
they're  up  to  three  times  more  efficient  than 
conventional  engines. 

The  most  advanced  models,  including  the 
one  Daimler-Benz  uses,  come  from  the  Van- 
couver-based Ballard  Power  Systems  Inc.. 
which  designed  fuel  cells  for  the  Canadian 
defense  department,  using  technology  NASA 
developed  for  the  Gemini  mission  and  then 


shelved.  Originally  large,  boxy  affairs  of 
stackable  metal  plates  separated  by  mem- 
branes resembling  plastic  wrap.  Ballard's 
fuel  cells  are  now  small  enough  to  fit  inside 
a  minivan  chassis,  "when  we  start  producing 
them  in  volume.  "  says  Ballard  co-founder 
Keith  Prater,  a  former  University  of  Texas 
chemist,  "the  price  will  shrink,  too." 

Surrounded  by  conference  booths  promot- 
ing the  latest  in  photovoltaics.  fuel  cells  and 
electrolyzers — devices  that  separate  water 
into  oxygen  and  hydrogen— I  asked  Prince- 
ton physicist  Joan  M.  Ogden  if  the  United 
States  is  letting  the  future  slip  away  to  for- 
eign competitors.  She  tells  me  of  a  recent, 
unreleased  General  Motors  study  admitting 
that  non-polluting  fuel  cells  could  be  mass- 
produced  for  the  same  cost  as  a  conventional 
engine.  "Actually,  they  should  cost  less,  be- 
cause they  have  no  moving  parts."  she  says. 
"They'll  also  last  longer  and  be  cheaper  to 
maintain."  But  while  Mercedes.  BMW  and 
Mazda  race  to  bring  a  hydrogen  car  to  mar- 
ket. U.S.  auto  makers,  by  comparison,  don't 
seem  very  interested. 

A  few  years  ago,  Ogden  quit  Princeton's 
glamorous  fusion  energy  program  to  engage 
in  relatively  impoverished  research  in  re- 
newable hydrogen.  "Fusion  will  take  dec- 
ades," she  told  aghast  colleagues.  "I  want  re- 
sults in  my  lifetime."  Soon  after,  she  co-au- 
thored a  book  that  proposed  making  hydro- 
gen by  splitting  water  with  electricity  from 
solar  photovoltaic  (PV)  cells.  (In  this  proc- 
ess, as  electricity  made  from  sunlight  passes 
through  a  pair  of  electrodes  immersed  in 
water,  hydrogen  bubbles  collect  around  one 
pole  and  oxygen  around  another.)  Although 
PV  is  still  expensive,  Ogden  argued  that 
mass  production  and  technological  improve- 
ments would  lower  costs  until  they  intersect 
with  rising  oil  prices. 

The  book  has  been  alternately  praised  and 
scorned,  the  latter  because  of  a  map  showing 
how  much  of  the  United  States  would  have 
to  be  covered  by  photovoltaic  cells  to 
produce  sufficient  hydrogen  to  meet  the 
total  U.S.  annual  energy  needs.  The  area  is 
denoted  by  a  circle  that  reaches  from  Albu- 
querque nearly  to  the  Mexican  border.  Crit- 
ics who  derisively  try  to  guess  the  value  of 
all  that  real  estate  miss  the  point,  she  in- 
sists. No  one  ever  suggested  putting  all  the 
PV  in  the  same  place. 

"Obviously,  deserts  are  ideal,  because  they 
get  the  most  sun,  and  minimal  rainfall  is 
enough  to  make  plenty  of  hydrogen.  But  I 
did  a  little  calculation  once.  Let's  say  2,0(X) 
people  who  work  at  Princeton  drive  there 
every  day.  If  I  wanted  to  run  their  cars  on 
hydrogen,  how  much  roof  space  would  I  need 
to  cover  with  PV  to  make  enough  hydrogen 
fuel  for  them?  I  figured  that  by  putting  pan- 
els on  fewer  than  half  the  university  roof- 
tops, even  with  New  Jersey's  humble  sun- 
shine levels,  we  could  convert  all  those  cars 
to  hydrogen.  Think  if  we  did  that  all  over 
the  country." 

That  same  afternoon.  Peter  Lehman,  an 
environmental  engineer  from  Humboldt 
State  University  in  Northern  California, 
tells  me  what  it  would  take  to  do  the  same 
for  the  9  million  cars  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Basin:  ".\n  area  about  340  square  miles. 
About  two-thirds  the  size.  say.  of  Edwards 
Air  Force  Base." 

Cover  Edwards  Air  Force  Base  with  shiny 
photovoltaic  panels? 

"Sure.  It  would  mean  a  fairly  dramatic  re- 
orientation of  priorities,  and  a  huge  expendi- 
ture, probably  like  building  the  interstate 
highway  system.  That  took  JlOO  billion  and 
34  years.  But  we  did  it  because  as  a  society 
we  decided  it  was  important.  Wouldn't  you 


think   that  eliminating  all  smog  might  be 
important?" 

All  week,  people  here  have  been  repeating 
a  mantra  of  massive  American  investments 
in  the  future  that  paid  off.  like  the  Marshall 
Plan,  the  interstate  highway  system  and— 
especially  during  a  pilgrimage  to  the  old 
Apollo  launching  pad— President  Kennedy's 
decision  to  put  men  on  the  moon.  Although 
these  ventures  involved  enormous  expense, 
they  were  embraced  by  the  public  because  of 
visionary,  daring  leadership,  but  they  also 
coincided,  rather  than  conflicted,  with  pow- 
erful interests.  A  commitment  to  transform 
America's  energy  infrastructure  to  accom- 
modate clean  hydrogen  would.  I  suspect, 
evoke  awesome  resistance  from  the  petro- 
leum and  auto  industries.  And  decisions 
these  days  seem  dictated  more  by  the  global 
marketplace  than  by  the  foresight  of  leaders. 

Yet  the  one  vision  these  scientists  from 
Argentina.  Egypt.  Russia.  Germany  and 
Japan  tell  me  may  save  civilization  from 
choking  on  its  own  exhaust  emanates  from 
California.  They  refer  specifically,  and  rev- 
erently, to  mandates  by  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  and  the  South  Coast  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  which  require 
that  zero-emission  vehicles  (ZEVs)  con- 
stitute 2%  of  all  cars  sold  in  the  state  by  1998 
and  10%  by  2003. 

The  allure  of  these  requirements  is  the  fact 
that,  with  one  out  of  18  Americans  living  in 
the  L.A.  Basin  alone,  whoever  can  first  man- 
ufacture a  viable  car  that  meets  this  stand- 
ard will  get  rich.  Everybody  assures  me  that 
batteries  aren't  going  to  do  it;  the  accelera- 
tion is  rotten,  the  range  is  too  short,  and 
they  must  be  recharged  by  plugging  into 
dirty  power  plants  that  only  shift  the  pollu- 
tion elsewhere.  The  assumption  here  is  that 
the  only  way  to  build  a  real  ZEV  is  by  using 
a  hydrogen  fuel  cell,  and  California's  regula- 
tions will  help  force  that  technology  into  ex- 
istence. The  air  quality  district's  chief  sci- 
entist, Alan  Lloyd,  who's  speaking  at  the 
conference,  agrees. 

Lloyd's  problem  though,  is  that  he  is  not 
exactly  considered  a  prophet  in  his  own  land. 
Rather  than  instilling  native  pride.  Califor- 
nia's world  champion  air-quality  laws,  which 
some  believe  havp  wrerkpd  the  stjjtp's  prnn- 
omy,  have  barely  survived  legislative  plots 
to  scuttle  them. 

And  despite  the  vaunted  environmental 
pedigree  of  Vice  President  Al  Gore,  the  Clin- 
ton Administration  hasn't  been  much  help 
either.  While  a  few  projects  like  experi- 
mental wind  farms  have  been  encouraged, 
federal  efforts  have  focused  more  on  improv- 
ing energy  efficiency  than  on  developing 
clean  new  sources.  Most  frustrating  to  Alan 
Lloyd  is  a  multimillion-dollar  Administra- 
tion program  called  PNGV:  The  Partnership 
for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles,  whose  goal 
is  to  deliver  a  prototype  car  that  gets  triple 
today's  expected  gas  mileage — about  80  miles 
per  gallon— by  the  year  2004.  "Which  means 
that  after  10  years,  they'll  develop  a  vehicle 
that  will  be  illegal  in  California  because  it's 
too  dirty."  he  says,  gazing  heavenward. 
"That's  unacceptable.  A  new-generation  ve- 
hicle should  be  fuel-efficient  and  clean. 
Leadership  should  come  from  the  White 
House,  but  their  agenda  is  being  driven  more 
from  Detroit." 

Other  energy  advocates  claim  the  tech- 
nology for  an  80-m.g.g.  vehicle  already  ex- 
ists, but  the  Administration  has  simply 
caved  in  to  the  Big  Three  auto  makers  and 
the  oil  industry.  But  since  I  haven't  seen  fill- 
ing stations  dispensing  hydrogen  on  Amer- 
ican street  comers.  I  ask  Lloyd  if  a  fuel-cell 
vehicle  designed  to  run  on  the  stuff  is  really 
practical. 
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In  the  interim,  there  are  lots  of  ways  to 
make  hydrogen  besides  solar  energry.  Lloyd 
explains  Using  steam,  it  can  be  derived  from 
natural  gas  or  even  mixed  with  it — known  as 
town  gas.  that  was  what  America  once 
burned  for  light  and  cooking.  Hydrogen  im- 
proves the  potency  and  lowers  the  emissions 
of  natural  gas.  and  with  some  modification  it 
might  even  be  shipped  through  natural  gas 
pipelines.  As  for  a  dearth  of  service  stations: 
a  similar  alarm  was  once  sounded  by  buggy- 
whip  manufacturers. 

The  real  obstacle.  Lloyd  says,  is  America's 
current  lust  to  pawn  the  future  for  the  sake 
of  profits  today.  ■While  Detroit  hires  100  at- 
torneys to  defeat  every  new  emissions  stand- 
ard we  establish,  Japan  assigms  1,000  engi- 
neers to  meet  the  challenge." 

Maintaining  energy's  status  quo  might 
make  some  sense,  or  at  least  some  money, 
for  purveyors  of  petroleum  and  internal- 
combustion  engines.  But  the  conference's 
keynote  speaker  assures  us  that  the  decision 
won't  really  be  theirs.  University  of  Colo- 
rado physicist  emeritus  Albert  A.  Bartlett 
says  he  knows  little  about  hydrogen  but 
something  about  basic  arithmetic.  He's  par- 
ticularly drawn  to  calculating  the  time  it 
takes  for  things  to  double.  This  is  pertinent, 
he  says,  to  consumption  of  fossil  fuels,  be- 
cause it  allows  the  petroleum  and  coal  indus- 
tries to  deceive  the  world  about  how  long 
those  resources  will  actually  last. 

To  illustrate  what  he  means,  he  proposes 
that  we  imagine  a  sf>ecies  of  bacteria  that  re- 
produces by  dividing  in  two.  Those  two  be- 
come four,  the  four  become  eight,  and  so 
forth.  'Let's  say  we  place  one  bacterium  in 
a  bottle  at  11  a.m..  and  at  noon  we  obsei^e 
the  bottle  to  be  full.  At  what  point  was  it 
half  fulP"  The  answer,  it  turns  out,  is  11:59 
a.m. 

"Now.  if  you  were  a  bacterium  in  that  bot- 
tle, at  what  point  would  you  realize  you  were 
running  out  of  space?  At  11:55  a.m.,  when  the 
bottle  is  only  one-thirty-seconds  full,  and 
97%  is  open  space,  yearning  for  develop- 
ment?" 

Everyone  giggles.  "Now  suppose,  with  a 
minute  to  spare,  the  bacteria  discover  three 
new  "ouLLlcs  to  inhabit.  They  sigh  with  relief: 
They  have  three  times  more  bottles  than  had 
ever  been  known,  quadrupling  their  space  re- 
sources. Surely  this  makes  them  self-suffi- 
cient in  space.  Right?" 

Except,  of  course,  it  doesn't.  Bartlett's 
point  IS  that  in  exactly  two  more  minutes. 
all  four  bottles  will  be  full.  Likewise,  when 
President  Jimmy  Carter  noted  that  in  each 
of  three  previous  decades  the  world  had 
burned  more  fuel  than  had  been  consumed 
previously  in  all  of  history,  it  meant  that 
fuel  consumption  was  doubling  every  decade. 
That  rate  slowed  temporarily  with  the  en- 
ergy crisis,  but  now.  with  world  population 
rising  and  today's  breakneck  industrializa- 
tion in  the  Third  World,  the  exponential  gob- 
bling of  limited  resources  is  again  accelerat- 
ing. 

"It's  seriously  misleading  when  we  hear, 
for  example,  that  at  current  levels  of  output 
and  recovery  coal  re.serves  can  be  expected  to 
last  500  years.  We  get  the  mistaken  impres- 
sion that  there's  500  years'  worth  of  coal  left, 
forgetting  that  the  sentence  began  with  'at 
current  levels .'  That's  500  years,  only  if 
there's  no  growth  of  production." 

And  petroleum?  "In  1993.  they  announced 
the  largest  discovery  of  oil  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  in  the  last  20  years;  700  million  bar- 
rels. It  sounds  like  an  enormous  number, 
until  you  realize  that  we  Americans  go 
through  roughly  17.7  million  barrels  a  day. 
Divide  700  by  17.7.  It'll  last  about  40  days.  " 


The  auditorium  is  now  silent.  "That  indi- 
cates," he  tells  us.  "that  we've  already  made 
the  big  petroleum  discoveries.  Now  we're 
picking  around  the  edges,  getting  the  last 
ones." 

In  1975.  during  the  depths  of  the  energy  cri- 
sis. Tom  Harkin  arrived  in  Washington  as  an 
Iowa  congressman.  In  his  first  year  on  the 
House  Science  and  Technology  Committee, 
he  decided  that  the  threat  to  the  future  of 
energy  was  genuine.  Then  Carter  was  elected 
President,  and,  to  Harkin's  relief,  the  Ad- 
ministration began  dispensing  billions  and 
creating  incentives  for  solar,  photovoltaic, 
wind  and  ocean  thermal  energy. 

Then  the  next  President.  Ronald  Regan, 
dismantled  Carter's  solar-heating  apparatus 
on  the  White  House  roof  and  all  the  tax 
breaks  and  funding  for  altemative-energry  re- 
search along  with  it.  During  those  lean 
years.  Harkin,  now  a  senator,  joined  forces 
with  longtime  hydrogen  zealot  Sen.  Spark 
M.  Matsunaga  of  Hawaii  to  convince  whom- 
ever they  could  that  hydrogen  wasn't  some 
dumb  fantasy.  After  Matsunaga's  death  in 
1990.  Harkin  and  the  only  other  hydrogen 
devotees  around.  Reps.  George  E.  Brown.  Jr. 
(D-Colton)  and  Robert  S.  Walker  (R-Pa.)  and 
Sen.  Harry  Reid  (D-Nev.i.  pushed  through  a 
five-year  research  bill  in  his  memory. 

The  appropriation  was  minimal,  but  after 
Clinton  and  Gore  were  elected,  Harkin  was 
sure  that  would  change.  Shortly  after  their 
inauguration,  he  presented  the  new  Adminis- 
tration with  a  40-page  proposal  for  a  sustain- 
able energry  future  based  on  hydrogen.  It 
showed  how,  by  using  solar  photovoltaic 
electricity  to  split  water,  hydrogen  actually 
becomes  a  way  to  store  the  power  of  the  sun, 
because  it  can  be  burned  at  night  or  shipped 
to  cold  climates  where  solar  energy  is  scare. 
It  explained  that  the  cheapest  way  to 
produce  hydrogen  could  be  through  "electro- 
farming  ":  using  marginal  land  to  grow  en- 
ergy crops  like  switch  grass,  which  could  be 
reduced  to  hydrogen  in  a  simple  device 
called  a  biomass  gasifier.  The  gasifier,  in 
turn,  would  run  on  excess  heat  from  a  hydro- 
gen fuel  cell,  providing  power  for  the  farm. 

Harkin  also  rebutted  the  myth  that  hydro- 
gen is  more  dangerous  than  traditional  fuels, 
a  belief  dating  to  the  1937  explosion  that  de- 
stroyed the  German  airship  Hindenburg.  The 
36  who  died,  he  explained,  were  killed  in  the 
fall,  not  from  burning  hydrogen,  which  sim- 
ply floated  away  (as  it  would  have  had  the 
Exxon  Valdez  transported  hydrogen  instead 
of  oil).  In  fact,  the  61  Hindenberg  survivors 
would  not  have  lived  had  the  blimp  carried 
natural  gas. 

But.  Harkin  concluded,  in  order  to  make 
fuel  cells  or  hydrogen  cars  affordable,  they 
have  to  be  mass-produced,  and  before  manu- 
facturers will  mass-produce  them,  delivery 
systems-hydrogen  pumps  at  the  comer  gas 
station-have  to  be  in  place.  That  won't  hap- 
pen until  there's  mass  demand  for  them,  and 
so  on.  This  classic  chicken-and-egg  dilemma, 
he  argued,  could  be  resolved  by  a  federal 
commitment  to  a  comfortable  transition 
from  fossil  fuels. 

He  didn't  get  very  far.  "I  told  the  Presi- 
dent he  should  grab  the  public's  imagination 
the  way  Kennedy  did  with  the  moon  shot,  by 
announcing  in  his  first  State  of  the  Union 
speech  that  the  U.S.  was  going  all  out  for  hy- 
drogen and  fuel  cells.  He  looked  at  me  like  I 
was  slightly  nuts." 

Later  Harkin  ran  into  Al  Gore  in  the  Exec- 
utive Office  Building.  If  the  government  pur- 
chased large  quantities  of  photovoltaics,  he 
told  the  vice  president,  it  would  lower  the 
cost  immensely.  The  same  for  fuel  cells.  No 
luck  there,  either.  Instead,  the  tiny  hydro- 


gen coalition  in  Congress  actually  has  had  to 
fight  the  .Administration's  proposed  cuts  in 
funding  provided  by  the  Matsunaga  Act. 

In  Washington.  Harkin's  hydrogen  consult- 
ant. Sandy  Thomas,  shows  me  a  chart  of  the 
Department  of  Energy's  budget.  Out  of  $18.6 
billion.  $10  billion  goes  for  nuclear-weapons 
research  and  cleanup.  "That's  even  though 
we  aren't  building  nuclear  weapons  anymore. 
It's  an  upper-middle-class  welfare  program 
for  nuclear  scientists.  Then  there's  nearly  $1 
billion  for  fossil-fuel  research  and  conserva- 
tion, even  though  they're  running  out;  $300 
million  for  atomic  fission,  though  we've 
stopped  building  nuclear  reactors,  and  nearly 
half  of  a  billion  for  fusion,  the  practical  ap- 
plication of  which  even  its  most  optimistic 
proponents  admit  it  at  least  40  year  away." 

"And  for  hydrogen  research?"  I  ask, 

"Ten  million. 

I  gape.  "I  know."  he  says.  "We've  argued 
for  shifting  even  $100  million  out  of  DOE's 
nuclear-weapons  fund.  But  those  decisions 
are  made  at  the  top.  It's  hard  to  get  Hazel 
O'Leary's  ear  on  this  one." 

At  a  White  House  conference  on  environ- 
mental technology  in  December,  chaired  by 
Gore.  Energy  Secretary  O'Leary  admits  to 
me  that  in  the  wake  of  a  new  Republican 
Congress  that  threatens  to  cut  not  just  budg- 
ets but  the  entire  DOE.  she  questions  the 
wisdom  of  bank  rolling  fission.  On  hydrogen, 
however,  she  doesn't  yield.  "I'm  not  an  apol- 
ogist for  traditional  energy.  We've  backed 
some  exciting  research  into  wind  power.  But 
my  strong  opinion  is  that  hydrogen  isn't 
there  yet.  We  have  to  be  willing  to  deliver 
more  mature  technologies  to  market  first. 
Excepting  fusion.  I  think  our  investments 
fairly  represent  the  energy  marketplace  for 
the  near  and  midterm." 

At  the  conference.  Gore,  five  Cabinet  offi- 
cers and  President  Clinton's  science  adviser 
meet  with  1.400  industrialists,  entrepreneurs 
and  environmental  representatives  to  discuss 
how  the  U.S.  can  prosper  in  the  growing 
international  market  for  clean,  green  tech- 
nology. There  are  seminars  on  environ- 
mental export  financing  and  transitions  to 
industrial  ecology— yet  barely  any  mention 
of  energy,  except  for  a  small  workshop  on 
fuel  cells  and  another  on  transportation 
technologies. 

In  the  latter.  I  join  a  study  group  chaired 
by  Ford's  representative  for  the  Partnership 
for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles.  Among  the 
points  we've  asked  to  consider  are  the  pros- 
pects for  introducing  alternative  fuels  like 
hydrogen  for  motor  vehicles  in  the  near  fu- 
ture. The  first  to  speak  up  is  General  Mo- 
tors' federal  research  coordinator.  "Very 
dim.  As  long  as  gas  and  diesel  stay  around 
$1.20.  consumers  have  no  incentive  to  use 
anything  else."  Alternative  fuels,  he  says, 
all  lack  the  energy  density  of  petroleum,  so 
it  will  always  cost  more  to  get  the  same 
amount  of  power. 

No  one  contradicts  him.  so  Ford  moves  on 
to  the  next  question.  I  interrupt.  "Wait.  Isn't 
the  whole  reason  for  this  conference  the  idea 
that  consumer  demand  today  involves  things 
other  than  price,  such  as  products  that  don't 
pollute  us  to  death?" 

"I'll  believe  that."  GM  replies,  "when  Cali- 
fornians  start  buying  the  50  miles-per-gallon 
vehicles  that  are  already  available.  The  fact 
is.  they  don't  want  cars  that  are  more  effi- 
cient or  cleaner.  " 

"So  how  would  you  get  people  to  buy  this 
thing?"  I  yell  to  Thomas  Klaiber.  but  he 
doesn't  hear  me.  because  a  low-slung.  Class  C 
racing  series  model  and  a  black,  V-12  600SL 
roar  past  us  at  that  instant,  one  on  either 
side.  We're  on  the  Mercedes-Benz  test  track 


in  Stuttgart.  Germany.  Klaiber.  a  mechani- 
cal engineer,  is  head  of  the  Daimler-Benz  hy- 
drogen fuel  cell  group,  the  van  he's  driving  "is 
the  hydrogen-powered  vehicle  that  prompted 
Mercedes'  grand  announcement. 

If  this  is  really  the  future  we're  driving 
into,  at  a  top  cruising  speed  of  50  miles  per 
hour,  it's  a  little  like  riding  the  tortoise 
while  being  passed  by  a  Hock  of  jeering 
hares.  Even  Mercedes  buses  are  passing  us  as 
we  negotiate  banked  curves  and  climb  steep 
little  hills  that  suddenly  appear  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  straightways.  Yet  the  van  itself 
feels  surpringly  normal.  Amid  the  surround- 
ing internal  combustion  thunder,  the  most 
noticeable  difference  is  how  quietly  it  runs. 
The  fuel  cell  itself  make  no  sound.  There's 
only  the  hum  of  an  air  compressor. 

Some  significant  technology  challenges  re- 
main unmet,  however.  Much  of  the  cargo 
area  is  filled  with  fiberglass  pressure  tanks. 
Although  hydrogen  has  up  to  three  times  the 
efficiency  of  gasoline,  its  lightness  gives  it 
such  low  density  that  even  when  compressed. 
its  storage  requires  at  least  four  times  the 
space  of  a  conventional  gas  tank.  This  is  fine 
for  the  fuel-cell  buses  that  Ballard  Power 
Systems  is  operating  successfully  in  Van- 
couver, because  there's  plenty  of  room  on 
their  roofs  to  store  hydrogen.  To  partly  alle- 
viate this  problem  for  passenger  cars. 
Daimler-Benz  plans  to  shrink  the  fuel  cell  to 
one-fourth  it  current  size,  even  as  it  in- 
creases horsepower. 

"'The  alternative  is  we  store  the  hydrogen 
in  metal  hydrides."  Klaiber  says,  referring  to 
a  process  in  which  certain  metals  absorb  hy- 
drogen like  a  sponge,  then  release  it  when 
heated.  "They're  fine  for  commuter  cars; 
citizens  tested  a  Heet  for  us  in  Berlin  for 
four  years.  But  for  a  range  of  250  miles,  you'd 
need  a  ton  of  hydrides.  Too  much." 

I  have  just  come  from  Munich,  where  I 
rode  in  a  silver  7-Series  BMW  that  uses  a 
third  storage  option,  liquid  hydrogen,  ex- 
actly like  the  space  shuttle.  Its  ride,  accel- 
eration, speed  and  internal  combustion  en- 
gine made  it  virtually  indistinguished  from  a 
regular  car.  Underneath  the  chassis,  how- 
ever, was  a  doubled-walled  tank  to  keep  the 
fuel  at  -123  dcgrcc.-s  F.  But  e-.-en  with  ILat 
much  Insulation,  loo  much  hydrogen  boils 
off  after  three  days,  making  it  impractical, 
say.  to  leave  a  liquid  hydrogen  car  in  an  air- 
port parking  lot  during  summer. 

Plus,  it  takes  one-third  the  energy  of  hy- 
drogen to  cool  it  to  a  liquid  state.  So  the 
simplicity  and  high  efficiency  of  fuel  cells, 
which  runs  at  normal  temperatures,  seem  to 
be  winning  the  race  to  the  future-whenever 
that  is. 

Riding  with  Klaiber.  it  doesn't  feel  distant. 
His  face  is  glowing,  almost  cherubic.  He  con- 
fesses that  he  loves  driving  this  thing  just 
because  he  knows  it's  so  clean. 

We  pull  over.  He  doesn't  turn  off  the  en- 
gine but  finds  a  paper  cup  and  holds  it  over 
the  exhaust  pipe.  "Drink?"  he  offers. 
It's  pure,  distilled  water. 
Consumers.  I'm  told  by  hydrogen  skeptics, 
won't  buy  a  vehicle  whose  power  and  per- 
formance fall  short  of  what  we've  grown  to 
expect  from  our  automobiles.  In  the 
Daimler-Benz  headquarters,  Mercedes'  vice 
president  of  marketing  for  passenger  cars, 
Jochen  Placking,  shows  me  a  typical  ad  they 
use  for  the  United  States:  a  convertible 
speeding  across  a  New  Mexico  desert.  "We're 
selling  freedom.  The  limitless  power  to  go 
explore." 

In  the  halls  here,  decades  of  Mercedes  ad- 
vertising posters  show  women  with  long, 
shapely  legs  protruding  from  fur  coats,  lean- 
ing against  gorgeous  roadsters.  How  can  you 
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make  an  environmentally  correct  car  into  a 
sexy  status  symbol,  like  a  sports  coupe? 

Placking  strokes  his  mustache.  "We'll 
have  to  find  a  way  to  make  clean  cars  fas- 
cinating." he  says.  "Like  selling  people  on 
safe  sex." 

It's  not  an  altogether  encouraging  anal- 
ogy, especially  in  the  context.  Germany, 
world  leader  in  hydrogen  research  invest- 
ment—about $12  million  a  year  since  the  late 
1970s  until  it  was  blindsided  by  the  expense 
of  reunification— is  hardly  the  renewable-en- 
ergy economy  I  imagined.  An  official  from 
the  state  of  Bavaria's  electric  utility,  which 
has  the  world's  biggest  hydrogen  pilot  facil- 
ity, admits  there  are  no  plans  to  scale  up  to 
a  full-sized  working  plant.  So  what  will  they 
do  in  30  years,  when  Bavaria's  aging  nuclear 
plants  mut  be  phased  out  and  fossil  fuels  are 
expected  to  be  scarce? 

"I  can't  answer  that  question.  Nobody  can. 
Nobody  gives  a  damn  about  the  future." 

Back  in  my  own  country.  I  share  this  story 
with  Michael  Heben.  a  lanky  young  mate- 
rials scientist  at  the  National  Renewable  En- 
ergy Laboratory.  Even  at  BMW  and  Daimler- 
Benz.  I  tell  him.  hydrogen  only  gets  a  small 
chunk  of  the  research  budget  compared  to 
conventional  engines.  I  suppose  it's  not  in  a 
company's  interest  to  invent  something  that 
renders  its  most  successful  product  obsolete. 
Heben  shrugs.  He  reminds  me  we've  seen 
computers  grow  smaller,  faster  and  cheaper 
at  a  breathless  pace,  all  because  a  couple  of 
kids  in  a  garage  dared  to  try  to  build  some- 
thing better.  When  Edison  was  inventing 
light  bulbs  and  phonographs,  electricity  cost 
300  times  what  it  does  now.  As  soon  as  people 
saw  what  it  could  do.  they  started  using  it  en 
masse,  and  the  price  became  practical. 
Maybe,  he  suggests,  one  key  discovery  will 
do  the  same  for  hydrogen— like  the  semi- 
conductor work  of  John  Turner,  who's  split- 
ting water  without  the  intermediate  step  of 
first  making  photovoltaic  electricity. 

Other  researchers  here  are  cultivating 
strains  of  algae  that  exhale  hydrogen.  Heben 
himself  is  after  a  revolutionary  way  to  store 
it.  He's  trying  to  prove  that  submicroscopic 
tubes  made  of  activated  carbon,  developed  at 
IBM.  suck  up  hydrogen  atoms  via  capillary 
action,  like  a  straw.  A  fuel  tank  full  of  the 
tough,  light  tubules,  each  about  a  billionth 
of  a  meter  in  diameter,  could  actually  hold 
far  more  diffuse  hydrogen  gas  than  a  tank 
that  was  empty. 

"Our  goal  should  be  a  vehicle  that  per- 
forms like  today's  cars:  same  size,  weight, 
acceleration,  frequency  of  refueling.  With 
good,  compact,  energj'-efficient  storage, 
there's  no  reason  we  can't  do  that  with  clean 
hydrogen." 

On  NREL's  lean  hydrogen  budget,  he's  cur- 
rently able  to  create  enough  of  a  soot-like 
substance,  which  contains  carbon 
nanotubules,  to  coat  the  inside  of  a 
countertop  bell  jar.  To  scale  up  to  working 
size  will  cost  a  lot  more.  At  this  point,  he 
has  no  idea  where  funds  will  come  from,  but 
something  makes  him  believe  they  will. 

"We're  so  close,  so  much  has  been  accom- 
plished with  just  a  little.  If  we  really  decided 
that  we  wanted  a  clean  hydrogen  economy, 
we  could  have  it  by  2010.  No  more  oil  spills. 
Fresh  air  in  Denver  and  L.A.  Think  of  it.  " 

Maybe  he's  right.  Curiously,  amid  panic 
over  Republican  threats  to  dismember  re- 
search budgets,  hydrogen  may  prove  to  be 
not  just  a  survivor  but  also  a  winner.  The 
new  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Science  is  Bob  Walker,  longtime  science 
mentor  to  House  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  and 
hydrogen  ally  of  Tom  Harkin. 

In  his  office,  decorated  with  pictures  of  the 
space  shuttle.  Walker  reminds  me  that  one 


of  the  most  powerful  forces  In  the  market- 
place is  "the  love  Americans  have  for  roam- 
ing the  planet  freely  in  their  own  cars.  Hy- 
drogen will  make  that  possible  when  the 
present  technology  gets  too  dirty  to  extend 
into  the  future."  He  has  introduced  legisla- 
tion calling  for  a  quadrupling  of  research 
funds  for  hydrogen  over  the  next  three  years. 
Part  of  the  money  will  be  matched  by  non- 
federal sources  and  part  expropriated  from 
technologies  Walker  believes  are  either  fu- 
tile or  outmoded. 

He  has  little  pity  for  industries  that  resist 
change,  including  auto  makers.  "If  Edison 
were  to  invent  the  light  bulb  today,  the 
headlines  would  read,  200,000  candle  makers 
lose  their  jobs."  We've  been  through  this  be- 
fore, like  when  cars  put  blacksmiths  out  of 
business.  It's  wrenching,  but  overall  our  na- 
tional competitiveness  gets  stronger.  The 
same  thing  will  happen  in  energy.  The  people 
themselves  will  demand  it." 

He  pauses  to  gaze  at  a  plaque  naming  him 
the  latest  recipient  of  the  National  Hydrogen 
Assn.'s  Spark  M.  Matsunaga  Award.  "Driv- 
ing on  the  interstate.  I  watch  them  stringing 
fiber-optic  cable  up  the  median  strip  for  the 
Internet  The  government  talks  about  the 
Internet  but  can't  come  up  with  a  structure. 
Meantime,  it's  happening  because  people 
want  it.  When  they  realize  they  need  clean 
hydrogen,  somebody  will  find  a  way  to  sup- 
ply that,  too."* 


THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  MIGRA- 
TION AGREEMENT  WITH  CUBA 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  a  couple 
of  weeks  ago,  the  administration  con- 
cluded a  migration  agreement  with 
Cuba  that  I  hope  will  be  the  first  step 
in  the  direction  of  a  rational  policy  to- 
ward Cuba. 

Under  this  agreement,  most  of  the  15 
to  20.000  Cubans  that  have  been  housed 
in  Guantanamo  Bay  for  the  past  sev- 
eral months  will  be  paroled  into  the 
United  States,  with  those  paroles  to 
count,  on  a  3-year  prorated  basis, 
against  the  20.000  minimuin  Cuba-to- 
America  immigration  numbers  agreed 
upon  by  the  Cuban  and  American  Gov- 
ernments last  fall.  Cuba  has  also 
agreed  to  accept  back  those  Cubans  at 
Guantanamo  who  are  excludable  under 
United  States  law  because  of  criminal 
histories,  infectious  diseases,  et  cetera. 
Thus,  within  the  limits  set  out  in  last 
fall's  agreement  between  Cuba  and  the 
United  States,  this  agreement  has 
solved  the  costly  and  potentially  explo- 
sive detention  of  the  Cubans  at  Guan- 
tanamo. 

As  part  of  this  new  policy,  the  Attor- 
ney General  has  also  announced  that 
those  attempting  in  the  future  to  emi- 
grate to  the  United  States  from  Cuba 
illegally— rather  than  through  the 
process  agreed  upon  last  year— would 
be  subject  to  interdiction  and  forced 
repatriation  to  Cuba,  from  where  they 
could  apply  for  asylum  at  the  Cuban 
Interests  Section  in  Havana. 

Although  I  have  some  concerns  about 
the  second  half  of  this  new  approach — 
in  particular,  the  policy  of  interdiction 
and  repatriation  of  future  migrants 
from  Cuba— and  urge  the  Attorney 
General  to  implement  sufficient  proce- 
dural   protections    for    those    Cubans 
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with  valid  asylum  claims,  in  general  I 
view  this  agreement  as  a  significant 
step  forward  in  our  relations  with 
Cuba. 

Unlike  our  policies  toward  Cuba  over 
the  past  35  years,  the  agreement  rep- 
resents a  rational  and  cooperative  re- 
sponse to  a  United  States-Cuba  immi- 
gration problem  that  has  caused  this 
Nation  nothing  but  headaches  in  the 
past.  If  our  Government  could  ap- 
proach every  United  States-Cuba  issue 
with  the  pragmatism  that  is  reflected 
in  this  agreement.  I  believe  that  our 
long-sought  goal  of  democratization  of 
Cuba  would  be  much  closer  to  our 
grasp  than  this  goal  is  now. 

I  ask  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
May  4  editorial  on  the  agreement  with 
Cuba  from  the  Chicago  Tribune.  This 
editorial  ends  with  a  call  to  President 
Clinton  to  apply  the  tools  of  construc- 
tive engagement  in  our  relations  with 
Cuba,  and  recognizes  that  these  tools, 
not  a  doctrinaire  and  obsolete  policy  of 
Castro-baiting,  hold  the  keys  to  a  suc- 
cessful Cuba  policy. 

The  editorial  follows: 

[From  the  Chicago  Tribune,  May  4,  1995) 
\  W'ELCO.ME  CH.\.VGE  IN  CUBA  POLICY 

Ever  since  1959,  when  Fidel  Castro  de- 
scended from  the  Sierra  Maestra  to  enter  Ha- 
vana spewing  Marxism  like  cigar  smoke, 
Cuba  has  been  a  misplaced  comma  that  jum- 
bled an  otherwise  cogent  political  essay 
called  the  Monroe  Doctrine. 

In  a  commendable  turn  of  direction.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  reinjected  logic  into  U.S. -Cuba 
relations  by  ending  35  years  of  preferential 
treatment  for  Cuban  refugees.  Clinton  ruled 
Tuesday  that  Cubans  will  no  longer  receive 
automatic  asylum  but  must  pass  the  same 
hurdles  as  any  other  refugee  reaching  our 
shores. 

Although  Clinton's  decision  will  be  ana- 
lyzed in  rerms  of  the  Cuban-American  vote 
and  hemispheric  diplomacy,  its  inspiration 
was  purely  practical. 

At  present,  20,000  Cuban  refugees  are  stuck 
in  tents  at  the  Guantanamo  Bay  Naval  Sta- 
tion; their  SI  million-a-day  tab  for  room  and 
board  comes  from  the  Pentagon  budget. 
which  means  the  taxpayers"  pockets. 

The  refugees  are  getting  restless.  Clinton 
wants  to  avoid  ugly  riots,  so  a  final  exemp- 
tion will  be  granted  to  accept  that  group. 
Any  other  "raft  people"  will  be  turned  back 
to  Cuba. 

Clinton  has  firmly  announced  tliat  this  na- 
tion, not  Castro,  controls  America's  borders. 
In  addition,  Clinton  has  denied  Castro  the 
foreign  policy  weapon  of  "boatlift  diplo- 
macy,' which  capitalizes  on  the  pitiful  sight 
of  refugees  foundering  aboard  unseaworthy 
craft  en  route  to  the  promise  of  Florida's 
beaches. 

There  are  two  glaring  holes  in  the  presi- 
dent's program,  however. 

First  is  a  threat  that  anyone  among  the 
Guantanamo  refugees  with  a  criminal  record 
will  be  denied  entry.  What's  this''  Clinton 
thinks  Castro  is  going  to  open  up  his  secret 
police  files  for  perusal  by  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  officers?  Doubtful. 

.And  second  is  the  quid  pro  quo  from  Cas- 
tro, who  has  promised  to  allow  his  people 
free  access  to  the  .American  interest  section 
in  Havana.  There  they  may  file  a  formal  re- 
quest for  U.S.  entry,  which  will  be  weighed 
by    Che   INS   like   those   of  potential    immi- 


grants worldwide.  But  Cairo's  promise  may 
be  meaningless.  In  Cuba,  one  of  the  last  re- 
maining communist  states  on  Earth,  pres- 
sures both  subtle  and  overt  can  be  applied  to 
frighten  away  potential  applicants. 

By  ending  three  decades  of  automatic  asy- 
lum for  Cubans.  Clinton  has  demoted  Castro 
from  top  devil  of  the  Caribbean,  much  to  the 
heartfelt  anguish  of  expatriate  Cubans  and 
Cuban-Americans, 

If  that  is  to  be  Clinton's  new  policy,  then 
it  is  time  to  apply  the  tools  of  constructive 
engagement— as  with  China,  a  few  steps  at  a 
time — using  the  full  range  of  American  di- 
plomacy, trade  and  culture  to  push  Cuba  to- 
ward democracy  and  a  rational  relationship 
with  its  giant  northern  neighbor.* 


SPEECH     OF     AMY     BRINDLEY     TO 
STRIKING  UNITED  RUBBER 

WORKERS 

•  Mr.  HARKIN,  Mr,  President,  today  I 
would  like  to  submit  into  the  Record  a 
statement  from  a  16-year-old  in  Des 
Moines  named  Amy  Brindley.  Amy  is 
the  daughter  of  a  striking  URW  mem- 
ber who  works  at  the  Bridgestone/Fire- 
stone  plant  in  Des  Moines.  She  gave 
this  moving  speech  in  April  to  a  rally 
of  striking  workers  and  their  families. 
I  think  all  Senators  should  read  the 
words  of  this  impressive  young  Amer- 
ican, I  ask  that  her  statement  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  statement  follows: 

Speech  by  Amy  brindley 

As  a  teenage  daughter  of  a  United  Rubber 
Worker,  who's  been  on  strike  for  the  past  9 
months.  I'd  like  to  point  out  that  this  strike 
involves  many,  many  people  and  is  just  NOT 
limited  to  the  union  members  and  their  em- 
ployer. Bridgestone/Firestone  has  invaded 
the  lives  of  the  entire  family  with  their  inex- 
cusable hunger  for  corporate  greed. 

I  feel  that  it  is  important  to  recognize  the 
numerous  family  members  who  have  fallen 
victim  to  the  ruthless  demands  set  forth  by 
Bridgestone/  Firestone . 

Being  a  teenager  is  never  easy,  but  having 
to  deal  with  the  additional  stress  this  labor 
dispute  has  brought  about,  has  made  it  even 
more  challenging.  Many  friendships  have 
been  broken  apart  throughout  this  strike.  I. 
myself,  have  had  friendships  that  have  suf- 
fered great  setbacks  because  of  my  pro  labor 
beliefs,  I  believe  that  it  is  the  lack  of  edu- 
cation that  a  lot  of  people  have  concerning 
the  Union,  I  strongly  believe  that  we  need  to 
educate  and  promote  the  values  and  the  im- 
portance regarding  unions.  As  members  of 
the  United  Rubber  Workers  are  attempting 
to  hold  on  to  what  fellow  members  have 
fought  to  gain  in  the  past  years  of  joining  to- 
gether at  the  bargaining  table.  If  we  don't 
educate  people,  what  will  the  future  hold, 
not  just  for  my  generation  but  the  following 
generations  also? 

I  am  a  junior  at  Southeast  Polk  High 
School,  As  juniors,  we  are  offered  the  oppor- 
tunity to  go  to  Washington  D,C.  and  New 
York  for  the  United  Nations  Trip  This  trip 
is  only  offered  to  juniors.  Because  of  the 
strike  it  was  financially  Impossible  for  me  to 
go  with  my  fellow  classmates.  It  was  very 
difficult  for  me  to  watch  my  friends,  includ- 
ing my  best  friend,  as  they  prepared  for  this 
venture  with  great  anticipation,  and  again 
when  they  returned  and  shared  with  me  their 
special  memories  that  I  was  not  a  part  of. 
Under  different  circumstances  I  would  have 


been  among  my  fellow  claissmates.  but  again, 
due  to  Bridgestone/Firestone's  desire  for 
complete  control,  1  was  cheated  out  of  a  sig- 
nificant, once  in  a  life  time  opportunity. 

One  of  Bridgestone  Firestone's  most  ap- 
palling scare  tactics  that  has  personally 
touched  myself  and  my  family  was  the  elimi- 
nation of  health  care  benefits.  90  days  into 
this  strike.  My  sister.  Angie.  and  I  are  both 
insulin  dependent  diabetics.  Consequently,  it 
is  of  utmost  importance  that  we  have  medi- 
cal insurance  to  maintain  and  control  this 
dreaded  disease.  It  has  been  impossible  for  us 
to  find  an  alternate  insurance  policy  that 
covers  our  diabetes.  Therefore,  my  parents 
have  been  forced  to  pay  the  enormous 
monthly  premiums  for  the  company's  Cobra 
Coverage,  adding  to  the  already  overwhelm- 
ing financial  burdens  families  are  facing  dur- 
ing this  work  stoppage  due  to  this  strike. 

I  have  briefly  touched  on  just  a  "few"  of 
the  intrusions  this  company  has  used  to  ma- 
nipulate the  lives  of  innocent  people.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  some  things  I  don't  think 
this  heartless  company  counted  on,  is  that 
I've  also  gained  many  things.  Things  that 
you  can't  put  a  material  value  on.  Such  as, 
a  new  understanding  of  what  the  union  is 
truly  about,  the  importance  of  solidarity, 
the  significance  of  the  support  that  we've  re- 
ceived from  fellow  unions  and  citizens.  The 
outpouring  of  generosity  so  many  different 
individuals  have  extended  has  been  astound- 
ing. Even  though  Bridgestone  Firestone  has 
taken  away  our  paycheck  and  temporarily 
left  us  financially  strapped:  they'll  NEVER 
take  away  our  dignityl 

Thank  you.* 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY,  MAY  24. 
1995 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  8  a.m. 
on  Wednesday.  May  24,  1995:  that  fol- 
lowing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day. 
and  the  Senate  then  resume  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13,  the  concurrent  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  FROM  4:20 
P.M.  TO  5  P.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr,  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  recess  between  the 
hours  of  4:20  p  m.  and  5  p.m.  in  order 
for  all  Members  to  attend  a  ceremony 
unveiling  a  bust  of  former  Vice  Presi- 
dent Agnew. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFCER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE,  For  the  informa- 
tion of  all  Senators,  the  Senate  will  re- 
sume consideration  of  the  budget  reso- 
lution at  8  a.m.  tomorrow  morning. 
Four  hours  remain  on  the  resolution 
and  several  amendments  remain. 
Therefore,  rollcall  votes  can  be  ex- 
pected throughout  Wednesday's  session 


of  the  Senate  and  Members  should  be 
on  notice  that  there  could  be  a  large 
number  of  votes  after  all  debate  is 
consumed. 

Also,  Members  should  be  aware  that 
following  the  disposition  of  the  budget 
resolution,  it  will  be  the  leader's  inten- 
tion to  turn  to  Calendar  No.  102.  S,  735. 
the  antiterrorism  bill. 


RECESS  UNTIL  TOMORROW  AT 
8  A,M, 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate.  I  now  ask  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  recess  as  under  the 
previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  10:35  p.m.,  recessed  until  Wednesday, 
May  24.  1995.  at  8  a.m. 


by 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received 
the  Senate  May  23,  1995: 

IN  THE  MR  FORCE 

THE  FOl.LOttTNG  .MR  NATIO.NAI.  GU.ARD  OF  THE  UNITED 
.ST.^TES  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESERVE  OF 
THE  AIR  FORCE  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS 
:220:i  AND  8379  TITLE  10  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
PROMOTIONS  MADE  UNDER  SECTION  IB79  AND  CON- 
FIRMED BY  THE  SENATE  UNDER  SECTION  12203  SHALL 
BEAR  AN  EFFECTIVE  DATE  ESTABLISHED  IN  ACCORD- 
ANCE WITH  SECTION  8371,  TrtLE  10  OK  THE  UNfTED 
STATES  CODE 

LINE 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MAJ 
MAJ 
MA.I 
MA.J 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MA.I 
MA  I 
•MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ. 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 


WILLIAM  M    ALTMAN  HI.  247-1 
JONATHAN  S    BAXT.  444-54-8347 
GEORGE  C    BLAKE,  JR  .  564-«)-84(M 
GREGORY  G    BOTCH.  536-50-7334 
MARK  E    CLEM,  444-62-«870 
DANIEL  L   DEL,\NE.  21J-62-5861 
GREGORY  A    PICK.  516-82-0160 
EDWARD  R   FLORA,  510-56-6867 
DAVID  J    HATLEY.  23»  76-7777 
SCOTT  R  JENSEN.  340-56-9895 
VANCE  ,J    NEUMANN,  228-78-6221 
JAMES  R    P ATTER.SON ,  260  78  4604 
ROY  E    PENSHORN.  457-68-2482 
DANA  S   QUINN,  028-48-6212 
THOMAS  H    SHAW    529-7a-7374 
DEBORA  F   SKUSE,  527-47-2205 
JOHN  B   SOILEAU,  JR  ,  437-90-9074 
MARK  S   STOUDENMIRE,  247-02-5124 
MARTIN  J,  TROUT,  288-56-7970 
JOHN  S,  TUOm'-  262-27-6649 
JAMES  W   UNDERWOOD,  276-52-2138 
RICHARD  J    UTECHT,  378-60  5908 
DANIEL  K    WESTMORELAND,  267  98  9442 
BRADLEY  N   WILKERSON.  ,=.63-86-7413 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MAJ   ZETTIEE.  PAGE  in,  358-50-1953 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MAJ.  MICHAEL  VANDEVEER.  534-58-9450 
DENT.\L  CORPS 
To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MAJ   PHILIP  M   ABSHERE.  585-20-8027 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER,  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUry  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED 
IN  THE  U  S  AR.VY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WTTH  SECTIONS  626 
AND  628,  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 

ARMY 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

ROBERT  C  KOWALSKI,  046-38-4514 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICERS,  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST,  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED 
IN  THE  U  S  ARMY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTIONS  624 
AND  628.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  THE  OFFICERS 
IDE.NTIFIED  wrra  AN  ASTERI.SK  ARE  ALSO  BEING  NOMI- 
NATED FOR  APPOI.NTMENT  IN  THE  REGULAR  AR,MY 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

JOSEPH  P   MILLER,  118-48-1605 


ARMY  NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

■ROBIN  R   BENCKART  2S1- 15-0789 
•LILLIAN  A   FOERSTER.  453-80-3108 

ARMY 

To  be  major 

•KEVIN  W  MCREE.0S3-6O-89O3 

MEDICAL  CORPS 
To  be  major 

DAVID  C  BONOVICH.  212-76-9373 
TIMOTHY  MATTISON.  0OS-5O-083O 
DOUGLAS  A   SCHOW.  078-56-6137 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  CADETS.  GRADUATING  CLASS 
OF  1995.  UNrTED  STATES  MILITARY  ACADEMY.  FOR  AP- 
POINTMENT IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  OF  THE  UNrTED 
-STATES,  IN  THE  GRADE  OF  SECOND  LIEUTENANT,  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10,  UNrTED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  531.  532.  533  AND  4353 

THOMAS  H    AARSEN.  509-90-7869 
JAMES  F   ADA.MOUSKI,  594-30-1020 
BRETT  N    ADAMS.  255-5^-8310 
GEOFFREY  R    ADAMS.  001-48-6891 
NURUDEEN  n    ADEVEMl,  114-78  8858 
RONALD  R   ADIMEY,  120-72-2034 
MARK  C   ADINOLFI,  040-66-9352 
ERIC  L   ADLER,  ,576-21-5094 
ROBERT  J    AHERN,  261-59-1606 
DOROTHEA  L   AKERY.  253-71-5223 
SYED  O   ALL  324-74-2119 
SHAFFIR  ALIKHAN.  119-72-«28 
KIMBERLY  D    ALLEN.  592-66-9110 
BRIDGET  D    ALTENBURG.  244-25-1993 
PATRICK  S.  ALTENBURG.  244-25-3170 
JAMES  R.  ANDERSON.  045-62-2408 
JA.SON  L   ANDERSON,  458-51-3221 
ROBYN  J   ANDERSON,  280-62-6641 
WAYNE  M    ANDERSON,  493-88-0697 
RICHARD  K    ANSEI.MI,  523-96-6223 
ADAM  D   APPLEBY.  488-70-3990 
KRISTEN  L   ARGUS.  316-98-9971 
MICHAEL  S   ARMSTRONG.  574-56-7428 
PAUL  M   ARMSTRONG.  468-82-1309 
STEPHANI  R   ARNOLD.  293-70^9045 
PATRICK  C    ASPLAND.  103  68-1703 
CHRIS  S   AUCLAIR.  353-56-3377 
CHRISTOP  M   AUSTIN.  033-68-64M 
RODRICK  L   AUSTIN.  587-55-6930 
CORNELIA  J    BACA,  525-35-4942 
JEAN  PIE  BADO.  094-56-7013 
CHAD  A    BAGLEY.  251-57-1752 
DAVID  B   BAILEY.  455-47-7748 
MARSHANN  M   BAIN.  592-70-4058 
JEFFREY  E   DAKER.  491-84-8108 
JOHN  T    BAKER.  281-86-9715 
KOO  BAKER.  .569-75-6333 
SCOTT  R    BAKER.  143-84-2806 
TROY  R,  BAKER.  460-81-8175 
BRIAN  C   BALDRATE,  563-11-3251 
CHAD  B    BALFANZ.  524-39-5133 
AMBER  K    BALLARD.  242-57-8907 
AR^TJ  A    BALLARD.  218-96-7073 
ADAM  V   BALUKONIS.  002-62-1630 
JOE  D   BANNER.  246-41-1065 
KEVIN  S   BARD<:)NNER.  481-92-3871 
THOMAS  H    BARNARD.  379-70-9110 
ERIC  B   BARR.  176-66-3785 
SUNNi'  D   BARSE.  504-86  1723 
AARON  C   BARTA.  4S5-35-4775 
JAMES  B   BARTHOLOMEES.  243-19-3589 
HEATHER  J    BARTOLD.  368-72-4754 
MICHAEL  A   BASELUOS.  136-68-7280 
CHAD  T   BATES.  452-51  1510 
JOHN  W   BAUER.  535-78-3886 
RICARDO  A    BAUTISTA.  567-13-2418 
DAVID  M    BEAIRD.  III.  436-63-2978 
SLADE  H    BBAUDOIN.  223-33-4707 
KIMBERLY  A   BECK.  051-66-4228 
DAMON  A    BECKNEL.  623-14-3097 
SHAWN  D    BEEBE.  431-65-1431 
JEFF  R   BEIERLEIN,  280-70-7184 
DAVID  G    BELL,  450-21-6075 
MICHELLE  M    BENCOMO.  459-73-1438 
JACK  W    BENECKE.  510-74-6263 
ANDREW  M    BENJAMIN.  256-31-5M1 
PAUL  T   BERGHAUS.  226-3^-1340 
ROBBIE  W   BERGLUND.  469-08-9874 
MICHAEL  L   BERNSTEIN.  562-27-2191 
CHRISTOP  E   BERRY   572-41-5067 
PETER  J   BERTANZETTI.  181-60-5430 
JOSEPH  D   BERTRANI),  603-01-0072 
THOMAS  BEVERLEY,  386-80-3982 
CHAD  M    8ILBREY,  526-91-7740 
MICHAEL  E   BINDAS.  152-70-3862 
PHILIP  E   BINDON,  367-78-0913 
MATTHEW  S    BIRD.  477-94-0225 
DANIEL  J    BIRNBAUM.  261-89-2251 
TODD  A    BLACKWELL.  249-17-03S7 
JOHN  H    ELAHA,  104-50-3331 
T^'RONE  M   BLAND.  290-76-3816 
BRIAN  J,  BLEDSOE,  546-87-6014 
MARK  A   BLISS.  444-86-2506 
THOMAS  G   BLOUNT.  522-69-7381 
PAUL  C   BOATMAN.  460-75-8182 
MARK  A  BOEKE.  282-84-1646 


BRIAN  C   BOLIO  029-66-8228 
PATRICIA  D   BORCHER.  507-19-5061 
MICHAEL  C   BORCHERS.  389-88-5654 
THEODORE  S.  BOSLEY.  521-43-7642 
CHRISTOP  E   BOVE.  136-84-7675 
TANYA  M   BOVETSKY.  279-66-4965 
MELANIE  D   BOWERS.  420-13-1832 
MATTHEW  R   BOWLER.  081-52-9867 
BRADLEY  L   BOWMAN.  550-23-4609 
BRANDON  N   BOX.  428-57-7391 
DAVID  N   BOX.  287-71-6473 
EDWARD  A   BRADY.  153-56-8024 
PETER  A    BRANDT,  387-84-1506 
TERRY  D   BRANNAN.  449-83-2125 
JONATHAN  P   BREAZEALE.  2SJ-49-2706 
ERICH  D   BRELJE.  471-04-8251 
JOHN  E   BRENNAN  IH.  418-27-6114 
SHANNON  L  BRENNAN.  033-56-9873 
JENNIFER  A   BREWER.  427-27-6530 
REIDS  BREWER.  086-54-5527 
JASON  A    BRIZIC.  904-03-5438 
HERBERT  J   BROCK  rv.  004-80-2349 
JARETT  D   BROEMMEL.  491-86-3889 
ANN  M   BROSIER.  367-84-3498 
BRENT  E   BROWN.  451-33-1887 
DANTE  O   BROWN.  22i-43-ai3 
KELLY  C   BROWN.  259-55-2956 
BRADLEY  N   BRUCE,  454-13-9709 
JAMES  E   BRYAN.  600-38-5102 
CHARLES  E   BRYANT.  303-84-9880 
STANLEY  M   BUCHESKY.  3S7-74-lin 
SHELBY  L   BUCHLY.  525-27  7646 
MEHMET  I   BUDAK.  114-78-9554 
JOHN  F   BUERGLER.  438-31-4611 
JOEL  N.  BUFFARDI.  066-56-7020 
LINWOOD  J    BUFORD.  095-70-9218 
TODD  E   BUHR.  479-82-0730 
AN  H   BUI.  586-38-4576 
DALEW   BURBANK.  003-52  1837 
JOELC   BURBANK.  449-37  1610 
KENNETH  J    BURKEEN.  318-66-6885 
ERIN  BURNS,  077-72-1506 
SCOTT  A   BURNS.  278-64- 19«1 
FRANK  E   BYRNE.  336.76-.5955 
JONATHAN  C   BYROM.  298-88-3175 
BRIAN  R  CAHAK.  391-82-9535 
MATTHEW  A  CALARCO.  087-68-9875 
CHRISTY  J   CALDWELL.  270-88-8608 
DIANNA  K  CALDWELL  508-15-1000 
JASON  C  CALDWELL,  454-93-4083 
A.NTHONY  M   CALLANDRILLO.  623-24-0877 
JAMES  J    CAMERON.  281-74-4165 
MARTIN  D  CAMP.  379-70-9545 
CHAD  E  CAMPFIELD.  274-88-4528 
A.VNA  M   CANDLER.  238-49-3903 
CHRISTIA  T  CANNON.  536-92-7438 
JAMES  S  CAPPS,  566-39-5745 
KEVIN  S  CAPRA.  040-64-3197 
THOMAS  J   CAREY.  123-SO-0O41 
PETER  P  CARNEGIE  024-66-2175 
THOMAS  M   CARNEVALE.  139-79-0108 
JOHN  M   CARREIRO.  030-68-4884 
A.NDREW  T  CARTER.  466-91-2920 
STEPHEN  P   CASE,  258-41-4090 
KENT  D  CAVALLINI,  345-54-2349 
MICHAEL  E,  CERNIAUSKAS  048-50-4080 
CHAD  C,  CHALFONT.  528-13-1774 
KEVIN  S.  CHANEY.  544-88-2337 
HANNAH  A  CHANG.  576-72-8778 
SHAUN  W  CHELF.  406-25-3053 
CHRISTA  ,M   CHEWAR.  075-73-9052 
MICKEY  S  CHO.  256-55-9084 
STEVEN  N   CHO.  413-21-3131 
RICHARD  J   CHONG.  353-68-0070 
ANDREW  H  CHRISTIANSEN.  456-71-4874 
CLAYTON  S  CHRISTMAN.  453-23-8332 
JOHNS  CHU.  603-12-1074 
JAMES  H   CHUN,  573-65-3180 
KEVIN  K   CHUNG.  143-74-1836 
BLAKE  F  CHURCH.  077-90-7936 
LUIS  A   CIFUENTES,  114-78-88U 
JOHN  D  CLARK.  299-74-8072 
MEGAN  B  CLARK.  099-S3-9958 
ROBERT  W  CLARK  III   22&-96-350e 
JENNIFER  R  CLEOG.  144-81-1660 
STEVEN  A  CLINE,  519-80-7542 
SPENCER  J  CLOUATRE.  438-58-1709 
NOAH  C  CLOUD.  454-73-4380 
MARCO  M   COEN.  463-43-4080 
KYLER  S  COLE,  594-38-8352 
STEVEN  R.  COLE,  245-17  7142 
BRYAN  A   COLEMAN.  238-11-9940 
SHANNON  L  COLL.  358-70-2082 
CLYDE  E  COLLINS.  JR  .  055-58-9031 
MICHAEL  J   COLON.  094-7S-0869 
JOHN  D  COL  WELL  II.  281-84-0417 
PETER  G  CONBOY.  158-76-X13 
Wn.LIAM  M  CONDE.  378-94-9860 
TRISHA  L  CONRAD,  329-70-4649 
JOSE  A  CORA,  596-14-6414 
ANDREW  S  CORNELIUS,  557-65-7273 
JASON  D  CORNETT.  406-13-8541 
ERNESTO  A   CORTEZ.  439-63-8997 
STUART  R  COSTON.  247-19-6918 
RIVAS  J.  COTTO.  114-78-7713 
STEPHEN  COURRECES.  446-8a-52&4 
PHILIP  A  COWLEY.  485-39-7648 
BRIAN  A  COX.  446-81-4683 
NATHAN  A   COX,  365-78-4913 
RICHARD  R.  COYLE.  464-19-2643 
JAMES  O  CRAIG  III.  223-47-2798 
DOUGLAS  B.  CRANDALL.  533-96-7(50 
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NEAVOLIA  N   CRANE.  25l-15-«5«5 
FRANKLIN  E  CRAWFORD.  277-94-2765 
JEREMY'  *   CRAWFORD.  475-04-3629 
TROY  D   CREASON   574-72-H99 
MICHAEL  CRENSHAW,  231-41-3413 
JESSE  A   CRLSPINO.  OKM6-9549 
GARRY  F   CROSSLAND.  JR   1S4-SO-9S23 
RICHARD  A   CROSSON.  207-5S-6576 
JAMES  C  CROWLEY  21-r!-8829 
CORD  W  CfNNINGHAM.  455-67-9*56 
JASON  A  CURL.  lll-«»-8603 
PHILIP  J   DACUNTO.  118-60-IOS2 
LARRY  S   DAFFIN   432-o9-034« 
ROBERT  P   DAMARE.  435-(H-X66 
FRANCES  S   DANAHER.  049-58-.J145 
ANTHONY  J   DANIEL   453-71-3912 
TODD  J   DAVID.  556-49-5S40 
NEIL  B   DAVIDS.  151-72-3*43 
WARREN  E   DAVIDSON.  275-78-1419 
CAROLYN  M    DAVIS.  264-49-7871 
SCOTT  F    DAVIS.  37S-88-5085 
VENDECK  .M   DAVIS.  366-83-6937 
WILLIAM  E   DAVIS.  539-92-2153 
PALL  W   DAVISON.  228-33-9296 
MARK  C    DEAN.  629-00-2289 
DALE  G    DECEN.  t«4-86-8874 
CLAYTON  H    DEGIACINTO    330-56-6600 
JOSEPH  S    DECLILOMINI.  119-64-6284 
GILBERT  F    DEIMEL  II.  328-76-4495 
JAMES  J    DELAPENA.  525-61-1284 
TRAVIS  C   DELK.  403-33-8887 
KEITH  R.  DELOACH.  265-87^616 
.\STHONY  M    DELCCA.  384-98-9787 
BRADY  A    DEMAREST.  364-80-1254 
SEAN  E    DEMECLE.  214-06-7077 
RONALD  T   DEMOTT.  520-60-7454 
RICHARD  A   DENNIS  214-76-2245 
MATTHEW  S   DENNY.  243-23-3232 
GERALD  A    DERRICK.  585-57-4268 
DOUGL.\S  M   DESCAMPS.  505-06-4599 
MICHAEL  G    DHVNJISHAH.  240-11-1011 
BRET  M   DIAZ.  102-68-4401 
MICHAEL  W   DICKSON.  317-80-5903 
JONATHAN  L   DIETRICH.  591  58-7333 
MARK  C   DILLE.  064-56-0067 
ABRAHM  C   DIMARCO.  211-52-1849 
BRIAN  J    DIMEO.  285-77-2599 
MARC  .J    DISTEFANO.  436-59-1963 
CHRISTOP  L   DODD.  108-62-7845 
SCOT  A.  DOEPKER.  287-66-3818 
JAMES  J.  DOHENY.  224-41-0096 
CAROL  M.  DOLESKI.  117-52-0001 
CALONDRA  L   DOOLEY.  237-58-1106 
JENNIFER  M   DORMIRE.  557-51-2206 
MATTHEW  D    DOSSEY.  463-35-3306 
JAMES  L   DOTY  III.  446-92-4396 
EDWARD  J   DOYLE  IV.  061-72-2522 
JONATHAN  H   DOYLE.  227-19-3867 
KELLY  S   DOYLE.  156-66-0625 
EDWARD  W   DRESCH  II.  170-64-5579 
CHRISTOP  C   DREXEL  II.  154-62-2058 
CHARLES  E    DRISCOLL.  227-02-7690 
ERIC  J    DUCKWORTH.  590-48-9340 
JAMES  P   DUNCAN.  459-75-2202 
JOSEPH  A    DUNLOP.  243-25-1753 
ERIC  A   DUVALL.  444-90-5374 
JOHN  R  DYKE  III.  009-68-4330 
EKIC  C   EAVES.  X3-29-S135 
MATTHEW  R   EDMOND.  576-80-5275 
BRENT  T   EDWARDS.  563-43-7181 
DO.MINICK  L   EDWARDS.  244-43-1475 
L.\RRY  D   EDWARDS  333-58-1834 
SARAH  V   EICHINGER.  565-23-6646 
TROY  J   EIGNER.  J88-72-7495 
JANET  M   ELBERT.  466-63-4704 
DANIEL  G   ELLIOTT.  221-70-8870 
KYLE  T   ELLIOTT,  142-80-7422 
JA.MES  C   ELLIS,  136-62-5574 
BRAD  W    ENDRES   457-35-4485 
ETHAN  M   EPSTEIN,  525-51-3703 
HANS  G   ERICKSON,  399-64-0923 
RANDY  J    ERICKSON,  473-15-5872 
ROSST    ERICKS,-)S,  049-78-4600 
MATTHEW  D    ERLACHER.  482-08-0794 
MICHAEL  T   ETTER,  226-33-8715 
CHRISTOP  J    EWOLSKI,  270-88-1337 
ERIC  A    F  ARK  AS,  133-73-8508 
MARK  A    FAULKNER,  486-96-0855 
MARK  V   FAVETTI,  179-64-2833 
SCOTT  W    FELDE,  517-76-2445 
CR.MO  W   FELLMAN,  473-74-3551 
THO,MA.S  B    FENOSEFF,  376-94-6531 
TROY  C    FERGUSON,  158-33-4428 
RONALD  A    FERLAZZO,  091-68-9256 
ROBERT  A    FERRIS,  JR  ,  202-66- 7S92 
JONATHAN  D    FIELD,  481  90-3341 
JASON  E   FIGUEIREDO  040-80-9341 
TARAS  T   FILENKO,  461-15-1296 
KEVIN  E   FINCH,  261-91-9477 
SEAN  P   FINNEGAN,  258-51-5655 
DOUGLAS  A    FISCHER,  254-33-8163 
JORDAN  J    FISHER.  546-27-2373 
ROBERT  J    FISHER.  302-84-5057 
KERRY  3    FLETCHER.  456-21  9499 
KATHELIN  C   FLURY.  570-25-3400 
SEAN  C   FLYNN   086-74-6844 
TIMOTHY  H    FLYNN.  546-51-3703 
BRIAN  T  FOGARTY  077-66-6667 
BRIAN  J   FOLDENAUER.  507-98-6584 
MARC  A   FOLSOM.  540-17-9982 
MICHAEL  D   FORBIS,  494-80-9042 
JOSEPH  P,  PRAGNITO.  0*6-64-9776 
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DAVID  A    FRANCUMB,  365-73-8280 
JOHNATHA  B    FRASIER,  253-15-1727 
STEVEN  J    FREDERIKSEN.  352-76-4993 
JAMES  D   FREEMAN  III.  418-92-8637 
JOSHUA  M   FREEMAN.  234-11-6397 
ZEBEDEE  I   FREEMAN   416-27-6221 
LUIS  A    FREGOSO.  563-91-4185 
ANDREA  J    FRENCH.  112-72-7372 
MICHAEL  P   FRITERS.  19S-56-6039 
JOSEPH  A   FUNDERBURKE.  I08-7O-5981 
JOHN  A   GABBERT.  401-25-«744 
ARMAND  L  GADOURY.  039-54-8922 
CATHERIN  N  GAFFIGAN   357-76-4778 
DENNIS  C  GANSEN.  558-59-6424 
ROBERT  J   GARBARINO,  110-70-7098 
NICOLE  K   GARDNER,  289-68-5227 
CARRIE  L  GARINGER,  274-90-0211 
GREG  P  GARRISON.  466-53-7252 
P.^TRICK  N  GASPARRO,  123-60-6232 
MATTHEW  A  G EHRMANN,  054-54-2019 
RANDELL  E  GELZER.  JR  ,  247  55-1711 
COREY  S  GERVING.  501-06-7102 
ANTHONY  W  GIANNETTI.  0*6-74-5873 
PETER  N   GUVARA.  047-54-1665 
THOMAS  A   GIGLIO,  573-93-1891 
TIMOTHY  S,  GILLETTE.  454-55-2149 
SCOTT  D.  OILMAN.  253-47-5941 
JOHN  C.  GIORDANO.  055-64-6053 
JUSTIN  J.  OITTLER.  179-50-0021 
WILLIAM  C  GLIDEWELL.  243-13-23S7 
KARINE  A  GLORIOD.  441-66-0110 
BRANDON  S  GLOVER,  573-93-7191 
DAVID  M,  GLOVSTEIN,  463-91-4243 
GARY  M  GODBEE,  257-45-2736 
STEVEN  F  GRATZER,  516-90-6237 
THOMAS  M   GRECO  098-68-4276 
CHRISTOP  L  GREEN,  345-72-6606 
MICHAEL  H   GREENBERG,  157-56-0939 
BRETT  S  GREENE,  270-64-1S37 
TIMOTHY  P  GREENE.  157^8-«9X 
JON  M   GREESON.  JR  ,  259-11-4576 
EUGENE  J   GREGORY  III.  585-62-9233 
JOHN  R  GREGOS,  JR  ,  012-60-2837 
JEFFREY  S  GRIBSCHAW,  107-58-0*58 
BRANDON  R  GROGAN.  412-57-1273 
GREGORY  A   GUALTIERl,  521-23-4326 
REY  D  GUMBOC,  576-06-7034 
PAULB  GUNNISON  600-36-1628 
ERIC  A  GUTTORMSEN,  140-74-1429 
MATTHEW  H   HAAS.  183-66-9772 
LEON  R   HACHAT  III.  106-33-7121 
JUSTEN  D   HACKENBERG.  175-53-5306 
KYLE  O  HAIR.  219-13-7328 
DAVID  L   HALL.  555-91-4857 
JOHN  F   HALL  167-85-4723 
JOHN  N    HALL.  IV.  292-62-0607 
ROBERT  T   HALL.  456-71-1613 
CHARLES  K   HAMMOND  III.  564-35-3768 
THOMAS  M   HAMMOND  III.  594-01-1817 
JASON  M   HANCE,  350-64-9934 
JEFFREY  T  HANSON,  277  70-6794 
RYAN  W   HANSON,  175-76-6892 
ERIC  B   HARDY,  222-58-7650 
KEVIN  P   HARE,  388-72-1228 
P,\TRICK  K   HARKINS,  511-71-7200 
CROVER  C   HARMS,  JR  .  536-06-1093 
MIKELL  C.  HARPER.  247-17-9879 
TODD  D   HARRINGTON.  53S  94-312; 
PETER  C.  HART.  367  96-1302 
EZEKIEL  J   HARVEY.  417-25-1780 
PROWENE  S  HARVEY.  467-97-8819 
ROBERT  J   HASKIN.  372-80-5833 
DEREK  T   HASTY.  40S-17-«a92 
RONALD  C   HASZ.  323-66-2636 
JOSHUA  A   HATFIELD.  350-80-5219 
TIFFANY  S   HAVASY.  344-6&«B9 
JEFFREY  W   HAVERTY.  025-68-3718 
BRANDON  H   HAVRON.  099-70-0185 
JOHN  M   HAWKINS.  526-85-4028 
JOSEPH  S  HAYNES.  434-11-8520 
NATHAN  J   HAYS.  184-96-9504 
DANIEL  T  HEAD.  231-04-3638 
MARK  S   HEBERT.  046-82-1934 
ROBERT  R  HECKATHORNE.  JR  .  590-10-4961 
JOHN  K   HEDSTROM.  001-56-1783 
BRIANS   HEFNER.  234-11-4460 
KURT  F    HEISS.  462-49-7475 
ROBERT  B   HENDRY.  467-73-8714 
BRIAN  T   HENNAMAN.  226-38-9510 
SEAN  P   HENNESSY.  051-54-9576 
EDWARD  C   HENRICHSON.  161-23-1129 
GARTH  S   HERBERT.  036-53-7507 
MANUEL  J   HERNANDEZ.  550-11  9602 
WILLIAM  L   HICKMAN  III.  25S-6S-7018 
CHRISTOP  S   HICKS.  199-92-7111 
JOSHUA  P   HIGGINS.  175-68-6015 
JUSTIN  L   HICHLEY.  004-72-3455 
JOHNT  HILDEBRANT.  531-06-9*70 
ANDREW  C   HILMES.  318-74-7289 
GREGORY  E   HINSON.  417-11-2376 
TROY  E   HIVELY.  550-55-6780 
FRANCIS  q   HOANG.  586-33-4900 
ERICM   HOBSON.  568-19-6800 
BENJAMIN  HOCKENBERRY,  390-84-9370 
CHRISTOP  D   HOCKENBERRY,  191-63-0218 
FREDERIC  A   HOCKETT,  JR  ,  375-98-8899 
TIMOTHY  H   HOCKING.  475-13-8957 
SHAUGHNE  D  HODGE.  452-84-1511 
DANIEL  A    HOFFMAN.  517-06-1272 
KRISTA  M   HOFFMAN.  155-73^9889 
JOSEPH?    HOGAN.  343-73.2895 
NANCY  L  HOGAN.  12»-52-8217 


.IKREMY  D    HOIT.  405-11-9596 

EMILY  B    HOLCOMB.  542-25-6791 

MARGARET  E   HOLDERNESS.  585-19-1981 

RONALD  J   HOLLMANN.  603-14-0974 

JOHNELL  R  HOLLY.  556-39-2613 

MATTHEW  J   HOLLY.  308-94-1387 

JOHN  C  HOPKINS.  399-96-1816 

ANDREW  W   HOSPODAR.  594-05-2732 

DANIEL  H   HOUSEWORTH.  168-54-3112 

MARKC   HOUSTON    119-66-9404 

ANDREW  T  HOWARD.  047-60-0129 

NATHAN  P    HUBER.  432-44-3301 

SAMUEL  F   HUDSON.  113-21-7037 

.L\SON  T,  HULL,  260-13-2889 

JASON  C   HUTTON,  150-91-0329 

BENJA.MIN  E    HWANG.  216-94-5908 

WONG  J   HW.\NG.  228-29-1988 

ANTHONY  S   LASSO.  155-76-7154 

SHERWOOD  K   IIDA.  575-90-0905 

KYV  B   IM.  007-73-5384 

BRIAN  A    IVIE.  517-08-5556 

DEMARIS  B   JACKSON.  228-11-3201 

BRUCE  A   JAGGARD,  327-62-0393 

GENE  Y   JAHNG,  521-25-0227 

JEFFREY  P   JAJACK,  280-64-.5775 

MICHAEL  A    .JAMES.  167-60-1262 

NATHAN  P   JA.VYSEK.  153-69-2031 

MICHAEL  D   JASON.  589-60-0693 

SHARON  A   JEFFERIES.  467-69-5216 

JOEL  M   JENSEN.  473-U-9986 

JON  M,  JEPKO,  119-17-0419 

MATTHEW  A,  JESOP,  315-82-1378 

JOHN  A   JETTINOHOFF,  594-36-3386 

JAMES  W   JOHNG,  151  80-8181 

KEVIN  M    JOHNSON,  393-88-S396 

MARK  C   JOHNSON,  547  35-6520 

MARK  D   JOHNSON,  259-04-4283 

JENNIFER  A   JOHNSTON,  601-48-4385 

PAUL  D   JOHNSTON,  501-66-7542 

TIGE  A   JOHNSTON,  601-36-7166 

DONDRA  T  JOLLY,  421  90-0142 

JUAN  S,  JONES,  248-67   1530 

EUSI  M,  JORDAN,  244-55-4310 

MARCO  A   JUAREZ,  164-54-6042 

THOMAS  G   JUETTEN,  570-97-0738 

EDUARDO  A  JUGUETA.  125-60-9602 

JONG  H  JUN.  566-69-5718 

EDWARD  A   JUST  III.  011-64-0485 

AARON  J   JUSTICE,  477  92-6217 

LUCAS  D    KAGEL,  299-63-3710 

CYNTHIA  M   KANIS,  513-92  9119 

MARK  G   KAPPELMANN,  179^82-0867 

NICHOLAS  T   KARAB.^T.SOS.  285-88-2600 

KATHERIN  S    KARWAN.  022-58-6479 

MICHAEL  J    KARWATKA,  153-53-1757 

NAKIZITO  N    KAZIGO,  073-72-9087 

JEANNINE  M   KEAST,  382-76-0619 

STEPHEN  L.  KEEFE,  039-53-2713 

LAMARCUS  C    KEELS,  379-66-fl789 

JOHN  J    KELEHER,  049-60-9900 

SCOTT  W   KELLY,  239-r  8079 

JOSEPH  T    KEMMER,  JR     198-58-3799 

JOHN  P   KENNEDY,  306-94-8205 

JOHN  S   KENNEDY,  328-58-1546 

STEPHEN  J    KENT,  233-23-1693 

THOMAS  G   KENT,  463-29-1400 

JUSTIN  R  KEPPY,  358-72-0822 

KEVIN  H   KERBY  411   11  MM 

JON  D   KERR,  512  90  6161 

STEPHEN  W   KERSH,  457-11  4825 

MATTHEW  F   KETCHUM,  ,540-03-4401 

JASON  T   KIDDER,  297-66-9055 

THOMAS  P   KILKENNEY   276-66-8254 

DAVIDS   HOO  KIM,  075-62-0946 

DOUGLAS  D   KI.Vl   619-03-2119 

GLENN  KI.M   614-09-9296 

WILLIAM  L   KIM  215-86-7392 

RAYMOND  A   KIMBALL,  212-80-2580 

JAMES  M   KIMBROUGH  IV,  254-11  7456 

MILTON  L   KINSLOW,  224-27  9021 

DARYL  G   KiRKLAND,  128-17-8362 

PAULA    KIRSCHBAUM,  592  38-2783 

HEATHER  M    KITSON,  286-76-1549 

ERIC  C    KLINGEMANN,  450-71-2110 

JONATHAN  P    KLUG,  475-76-2487 

ZACHARY  T   KNEPPER   334«)-6352 

MATTHEW  H    KNORR,  167-58-0028 

JOHN  A    KOEHLER,  217-02-3785 

RONALD  L   KOELSCH,  JR  ,  269-86-2432 

MARCUS  A   KOEPPLINGER,  JR  ,  302-63-1636 

NATASHA  KOFF,  406-08-7803 

JAMES  .S    KOTWIS,  405-94-1874 

PAULA  D    KRANZ,  501-98-7361 

ALYSSA  J    KR0,V1ER,  456-37-5463 

ROBERT  L   KROTEE,  475-74-6786 

KURT  J    KRUMMENACKER,  067-60-5721 

JOSEPH  P   KUCHAN,  ;r22-58-0673 

CORNELIU  W   KUGLER,  ,561-67-8493 

CHRISTOP  T    KUHN,  170-56-9065 

JOHN  F    KURTH    389-84-6047 

YONG  D,  KWON,  158-35-4267 

TARRA  O   LAGUENS.  101-19-0962 

AARON  G   LAMBERT.  119-56-6231 

JUSTIN  L   LAMBERT.  177-04-4848 

MICHAEL  T   LANEY,  537-04-7837 

LEE  S,  LANGFORD,  457-47-6785 

CWENDOLY  S   LANGTON,  08358-2986 

CINDY  T   LAOBOONMI,  518-96-4857 

LYLE  E   LARKWORTHY,  155-35-5297 

PAUL  W   LAROQUE,  552-25-0287 

ROBERT  K   LASHBROOK,  430-53-6583 

LANCE  J    LAUCHENGCO.  546-35-6591 


FREDRIC  R    LAUGHLIN,  214-06-2078 

WAYNE  C    LAWLER   ,169-80-3208 

GAVIN  A    LAWRENCE,  159-56-0792 

GREGORY  A    LEAVELL,  524-04-2365 

ARTE  R   LEDYARD,  300-78-7546 

COREY  E   LEE.  244-57-8236 

,IOSEPHC   LEE,  566-77-1287 

ROBERT  H   LEE,  553-33-4321 

ERIC  W    LEETCH,  049-74-2900 

DAMIEN  J   LEIGH,  101-60-  SWl 

STEPHEN  L    LESSAR,  445-62-3385 

PAULE    LIMA,  590-60-1133 

SANDRA  B    LIMON,  466-29-0667 

CHARLOTTA   LINCOLN,  516-04-1783 

ARTURO  Z   LINCON,  464-45-5793 

TRAVIS  J    LINDBERG,  601-36-5811 

KENT  R   LINDNER,  526-87-1506 

RACHAEL  A    LINN,  473-02-2588 

WILLIAM  D   LINN  II,  473-02-1727 

JENNIFER  LISI    155-68-8307 

MATTHEW  R    LITTLE,  542-04-1629 

REED  A    LITTLE,  586-17  3731 

RICKY  C,  LIU,  551-81-3508 

WENG  W    LO,  114-78-8859 

TIMOTHY  R    LOVELAND,  283-66-9658 

RAYMOND  A,  LUND,  502«3-2819 

GREGORY  T    LUNDAHL,  571-70-9766 

CASS  D    LUNDGREN,  359-78-3069 

ANDREW  J    LYMAN,  212-94-1866 

DIANE  E    LYNE,  031  ,58-5234 

DANIEL  G   LYNN,  594- .V)^ 21)0 

KORY  T   LYONS,  284-62-1489 

PETER  J    MAC  AKANJA,  30J  90-9463 

ROMEO  R    MACALINTAL,  JR  ,  152-66-3087 

ALEXANDE  D    MACCALMAN,  JR  ,  072-64-3218 

KELLY  G    MAC  DONALD,  003-56-2396 

T,\RA  E    MACH,  217-66-5749 

ROBIE  C   MAC  LAUGHLIN,  017-66-0470 

ANDREW  F    MACLEAN,  594-70-0280 

THOMAS  J    MADALO,  544-77-7369 

,IUN  P    MADDALONI,  595-38-1892 

PAUL  J    MAGGIANO,  293  76-9127 

JOHN  P    MAGUIRE    112-68-9430 

DENNIS  B    MAIER,  373-76-0252 

MICHAEL  J    MAKOVEC,  176-52-3087 

MARKS    MANFREDONIA,  01V,52-7-221 

.lEREMY  T    MANNING,  362-86-6901 

CHRI.STOP  R    MANSKE,  493-82-5640 

STEPHEN  T    MARCHANT,  528-57-6-780 

STEPHEN  V    MARCHESANI,  154-80-2395 

MATTHEW   R    MARCINIAK,  129-60-1830 

ALLAN  MARI,  114-78-8856 

REBECCA  E    MARIER,  438-67  3547 

LAWRENCE  C    MARION,  378-92-7043 

GRANT  C    MARKS,  166-  98-4620 

DA.MIAN  C    MARQUITH,  258-19-1769 

STEPHEN  C    MARR,  505-96-6607 

JOHN  T    MARRO,  0O4-7O-I88C 

RYAN  M    MARRO,  249-,Tr-3266 

RYAN  T    MARSH,  259-29-9067 

BARTHOLO  P    .MARTIN,  206-68-2105 

EDGAR  E    MARTIN     IR  ,  224- 17-6102 

SAMUEL  L    MARTIN,  065-54-5026 

JOHN  R    MATHERS,  JR  ,  251-73-8101 

KURT  MATHESON,  135-79-8416 

DIEDRA  V    MATHSEN,  502-98-5828 

THERESA  M   MATUSZAK,  450-61-6040 

-,*.VID  N!    M.*.UEP..  333  5S-6911 

ERIC  L    MAXWELL.  493-82-3758 

LISA  M    MAXWELL.  533-86-1324 

MATTHEW  R   MAYBOUER.  367-82-0522 

MATTHEW  M    MAYFIELD.  158-97-7731 

E.MILY  L    MAZZIE.  i29-52-0929 

DANIEL  J    MCAULIFFE.  076-72-5901 

KATIE  J   MCAVOY.  022-62-5153 

.SCOTT  D    MCCARTY,  153-64-1646 

NATHAN  W   MCCAULEY,  617-01-6220 

RYAN  W   MCCAUSLAND,  179-96-7204 

JOHN  J    MCDERMOTT  III,  464-79-0843 

ANTHONY  E   MC  DONALD,  566-11-8973 

BRIAN  D   MCDONALD,  308-02-9158 

JOHN  D    MCDONALD,  012-56-3753 

WILLIAM  P    MCDONOUGH,  118-66-6751 

DAVID  H    MCDOWELL,  217-11-5662 

PAULG    .MCGLYN,  057-58-9679 

MICHAEL  C    MC  GOVERN,  055-63-3361 

THOMAS  J    MCGRATH,  JR.,  011-62-2710 

COLIN  P    MCGRAW,  162-60-8031 

TROY  E   MCHENRY,  524-06-1703 

SEAN  P   MC  HUGH    116-96-0821 

ANDREW  S   MC  INTYRE,  562-95-4710 

KYLE  R   MC  INTV'RE  004-66-0205 

MICHAEL  F   MCLAUGHLIN,  025-68-1152 

THOMAS  A    MCNALLY,  082-56-2711 

KRIS  A    ,MEDEIROS,  ,575-17-2041 

YUTTANA  MEECHAROEN,  250-83-4983 

.lOSEPH  L   .VIEHRTEN,  603-ro-2950 

GRETCHKN  M    MEIER,  123-72-6656 

MICHELLE  A    MEIER,  123-73-2714 

AARON  ,M    MEILLEUR,  574  34-2345 

BRIAN  A    MEINSHAUSEN,  101-01-3110 

JOSEPH  S    ,MEISINGER,  172-04-3153 

BRIAN  A    MELLO,  034-68-0631 

EUGENE  M    MELLO    IR  ,  034-54-4882 

RICHARD  V    MELNYK,  136-82-1966 

OTMARO  A    MENJIVAR,  403-31-9040 

OAGILE  M    MERAFHE,  114  78-8844 

JASON  J    MERCHANT,  090-68-0470 

MARVIN  T   MERCIER,  376-94-1924 

ERIC  P   MEYER,  151-72-1153 

JOHN  C   MICHAUD,  159-17-6355 

MARK  D   MILES.  093-70-1917 


ERIC  B   MILLER,  292-62^6077 
CASEY  R    MINOTT,  591,50-2471 
JASON  A    MlSELl,  570-75-0284 
JOHN  C   MOFFITT,  531-74-2369 
STEPHEN  A   MOHME,  543-99-OlM 
AARON  T   MORGAN,  462-59-7810 
DEVON  G    MORRIS,  038-42-5730 
JOHN  C   MOSTELLAR,  261-19-2076 
JOHN  B    MOUNTFOHD    198-66-3318 
DANIEL  E   MOUTON,  438«M0C3 
RICHARD  A    .MOYERS,  304-94-8827 
MANDI  J    MOYNIHAN,  198-91-1030 
NEIL  E    MULAC,  191-84-.3609 
PATRICK  D   MUNSON.  371  98-9983 
JOHN  P    MURPHY,  JR  ,  226-29-0986 
STEPHEN  O    MURPHY,  512-78-1686 
MATTHEW  C   MYXLYK,^NGAS,  176-03-9401 
KEVIN  Y    NABB,  03.'i-54-8588 
RALPH  D    NACEY,  268-82- !fi66 
REGINA  NANEZ,  «7-l!M266 
GREGORY  J    NARDI,  074-54-1756 
WALTER  E-  NARR.AMORE,  267-99-6357 
BENJAMIN  L,  NASH,  627-01-3206 
CORNELIU  B   NASH,  627-01-2449 
SCOTT  C   NAUMAN,  503-06-6773 
JAMES  T   NAYLOR,  160-73-1639 
MICHAEL  J    NEII.ITZ,  396-64-6905 
ERIC  J    NELSON,  152-97-0218 
JOHN  E   NELSON,  275-84-6925 
LEON  J,  NESTl,  008-54-8365 
DANIEL  D   NETTESHEIM,  330-60-9116 
ETHAN  S,  NEUENSCHWAND   295-74-1480 
MATTHEW  P    NEUMEYER,  372-98-8008 
LAN-DINH  NGO,  586-40-6327 
THOMAS  H   NGU'^'EN,  586-32-7601 
CLAYTON  J    NICHOLAS,  216-11-0299 
CHRISTOP  J    NICOLINI,  252-39^-8115 
JAMES  D    NIELSON,  073-76-6300 
QUENTIN  C   NOREIGA,  577-08-1196 
TAW  D,  NORTH,  143-90-5373 
ANDREW  J    NORTON,  307-82-5115 
MARCUS  D   NOVACHECK,  217-88-6572 
JOHN  R   NOVAK  IV.  019-54-9466 
RONALD  J.  NOVOTNY,  JR   163-66-0949 
RODERICK  J   OCONNOR.  JR   113-60-1318 
SHAWN  P,  OCONNOR,  012-70-1237 
HOMY  D  O  DANIEL,  199-68-1110 
JOSEPH  R  O  DELL,  220-86-6113 
ANDREW  B   OFF,  171-60-1822 
ERIC  R  OLIVER,  277-86-1715 
DEAN  E,  OLMSTEAD  III,  356-61-5218 
PAULE    OL.SON,  JR   011-70-5692 
STEVEN  J   OLSON.  506-06-6117 
LUKE  A   OMEY,  ,555-83-9523 
ARTHUR  L   ONEAL,  JR   136-31-9520 
PAUL  P,  ORABONA,  139-60-9629 
AARON  D   OSBURN,  584-67-7736 
CARLOS  E   PALACIOS,  516-73-1168 
JASON  N    PALMER,  531-71-9107 
NOEL  F   PALMER,  554-13-2097 
CHAD  M    PALODICHUK,  176-76-5481 
JENNIFER  Y   PARAM,  251-11-1295 
JASON  K.  PARKER,  023-5O-725S 
WILLIAM  M    PARKER  105-92-5769 
MATTHEW  J    PASSANTE,  135-82-4306 
JOEL  L   PATES,  173-OH066 
JAMES  R   PATTON,  221-18-0744 
ERIC  W   P,*.VLICK    186-5?  7238 
ABDIEL  E   PEART,  138-61-4977 
ANGELA  D    PEASE,  004-83-6472 
MICHAEL  B   PEFFLEY.  29*-68-7976 
GABRIEL  A    PENNONE.  253-59-3934 
PHOEBE  L   PENNY,  411-25-1310 
JASON  G   PEPSNIK,  341-74-2715 
BRIAN  T   PEREZ,  105-73-6876 
JEFFREY  D-  PERRY,  293-62-5500 
LEE  I.  PETERS  III,  542-76-6163 
REBECCA  A   PETERS,  159-76-1016 
GLEN  A    PETERSON,  567-27-6384 
PATRICK  D    PFLAUM,  220-74-8686 
DAVID  C   PHILLIPS,  241  21  9844 
DAVID  J   PHILLIPS,  565-67-2401 
JAMES  P   PHILLIPS  II,  182-78-9290 
TERRY  D   PHILLIPS,  JR  ,  200-50-7529 
STACEY  L    PITTMAN,  116-88-1507 
WARREN  L   PITTMAN,  101-96-9511 
DEREK  W    PLACKE,  157-51-0325 
ROGER  D    PLA.STER,  367-02-8383 
THOMAS  P   POEPPINO,  358-62-4592 
PATRICK  J    POLLOCK,  195-68-7841 
MARCUS  C   PONCEDELEON,  160-37-87n 
JOSHUA  W    PORTEN,  170-86-9575 
QUENTIN  J    PORTIS,  013-64-6583 
JEFFREY  H    POWELL  II,  479-04-5937 
LEWIS  J    POWERS,  040-84-8871 
KERRY  S   PROWELL,  123-01-6576 
DARRIN  C   PUCKETT,  11^43-6441 
HANS  J    PUNG,  169-02-5193 
AJIT  V    PURANDARE,  222-52^7810 
ROSSEL  J    PURCELL,  545-65-6388 
MARK  C  gUANDER,  078-66-9593 
JEFFREY  A   QUINN,  198-88-3783 
MATTHEW  T   QUINN,  287-84-8857 
COLLEEN  M   RABATIN,  114-66-9685 
WILLIAM  N    RADICIC,  403-08-2296 
JEFFREY  S    R.MNS,  566-39-0027 
GERARD  RAPISARDA,  609-09-8867 
AYMAN  ,M    RATEB,  114-78-8853 
SCOTT  W    RATH,  130^52-9967 
STEVEN  M    RAY,  449-89-2960 
DOUGLAS  A    R.\YMOND,  037-4»-J71» 
MARK  G,  REARDANZ.  329-61-3*** 


SHAD  A   REED,  297-64-5897 
MARK  D    REEL,  223-19-1745 
NATHAN  R    REEL,  356-70-7358 
DALE  R   REHKOPF  II,  3»6-6»-«011 
JOHN  A    REISS,  310^94-2358 
KEVIN  D   RELEFORD,  464-9»-48»3 
CLAYTON  M   REMPE,  49*-84-13e7 
CRAIG  D   RENNARD,  311-96-9017 
CLYDE  A    RENNIE,  JR  ,  373-70-«»7S 
MICHAEL  A   REYBURN,  386-al-i<M 
ERICK  L   RHEAM,  307-96-7531 
ROSE  E   RICE,  06*-44-6173 
WILLIAM  M   RICKS,  436-33-1844 
ANDREW  D  RIEGER,  281-63-9516 
ANA  L    RIOS,  524-J9-6435 
CHRISTOP  J   ROACH,  284-84-3183 
ROBIN  L  ROBBINS.  286-64-4633 
WALTER  G   ROBERSON.  JR  .  2M-»-17i« 
KURT  W   ROBERTS,  430-04-8260 
TIMOTHY  J    RODGERS,  291-66-6726 
DAVID  J   ROEHN,  187-60-1732 
AUGUST  J   ROLLING,  253-51-9730 
EDUARDO  ROMERO,  373-83^5892 
RICHARD  K   ROPER,  355-01-9363 
KATHERIN  V   ROSE,  161-57-8310 
MARIA  V   ROSEL,  153-78-7760 
DONALD  J   ROSS.  213-90-6972 
JENNIFER  E  ROSS,  211-78-6154 
SARAH  G   ROSS,  523-03-1413 
MICHAEL  M   ROSSI.  123-68-2185 
MICHAEL  P   ROSSI.  071-73-8360 
MARC  A   ROUSSEAU.  080-71-2286 
JASON  T  ROWE.  157-74-1935 
JOHN  P   ROWE.  118-03-3703 
JONATHAN  A   RUFENACHT.  2ffJ-61-2«70 
ANTHONY  W   RUSH.  509-86-8424 
LISA  M   RUSSELL.  003-74-10*1 
SCOTT  W   RUTLER.  564-27-0305 
PAUL  M    RYAN.  423^25-<631 
HEATHER  B   RYKARD.  346  31-6*33 
KEVIN  C  SAATKAMP.  136-74-1414 
DANIEL  L  SALISBURY  II  091-68-8S61 
BRYAN  W.  SALYERS.  406-96-1131 
LEONA  M   SANDERS  484-86-00*2 
CRISTINA  M   SANTLAGO.  581-37-0681 
ALEXANDE  S  SARIC   113-63-<6*> 
DENNIS  M   SARMIENTO.  53S-73-2W1 
RYAN  J   SAULSBURY.  550-27-3*58 
WILLIAM  C  SAUNDERS.  406-14-4383 
DAVID  T   SAWYER.  307-73«18 
MATTHEW  SCALLA.  231-17^1341 
PAUL  W   SCHAEFER.  388-72-2801 
ROBERT  J   SCHEXNAYDER.  134-27-0177 
JOSEPH  B   SCHINO.  198-63-3051 
ROBERT  SCHLICHT.  084-54-3*20 
TIMOTHY  O  SCHMITT,  OT -41-3383 
BRIAN  M   SCHOENBAECHLER.  105-SO-1«75 
TIMOTHY  J   SCHOLMA   383-93-6M7 
CONRAD  A    SCHUPAY.  267-93-3113 
HEATHER  L  SCHWALBER.  578-86-0711 
CRAIG  W    SCHWARTZ   .392-66-3559 
MICHAEL  R  SEAWOOD.  508-86-0030 
CHARLES  M   SEEGER.  227-27-0170 
JON  M.  SELLE.  163-29-3881 
ARTHUR  W  SELLERS.  317-74-1316 
CHRISTIN  M   SENIN.  516-96-2206 
CRAIG  N  SENZON.  071-60-2215 
M.4PJC  .*    SEP.!*s.  521  !9  2517 
COREY  T   SETTLER.  167-61  4963 
ENCER  R    SHAFFER  II.  341-76-3499 
BAQAR  A   SH.\H  082-63-1364 
WILLIAM  J   SHAVCE.  251-15-6183 
ROBERT  G   SHAW  266-97-5361 
ANTHONY  E  SHEPARD.  364-04-5*22 
RYAN  J   HUE  SHIH.  441-83-1411 
ANDREA  A   SIERAKOWSKI.  147-80-2171 
ALEXANDE  V   SIMMONS.  254-61-5645 
HEATHER  K   SIMMONS  538-80-5146 
KRISTINA  SINACORI.  076-64-1433 
NICOLE  A   SINADINOS.  335-58-3960 
JOHN  M   SIZELOVE.  464-77-2997 
WILLIAM  W   SJOLINDER  673-a*-4641 
RYAN  F   SKINNER,  300-68-1827 
EDWARD  S   SLEDGE  IV,  416-13-6239 
ANDREW  R   SMITH.  315-70  1830 
BRADFORD  W   SMITH.  225-11-1267 
BRIAN  J    SMITH.  511-74-2826 
CRAIG  S  SMITH.  185-63-9515 
DANA  L  SMITH.  308-88-1I66 
DOUGLAS  M   SMITH.  JR  .  213-15-5139 
KIMBERLY  A   SMITH.  190^71-7299 
MARK  A   SMITH.  595  58-688! 
SEAN  M   SMITH.  037-13-9068 
TRACEY  E  SMITH.  208-63-4738 
LENARD  D   SOLLAMI.  591-64-7864 
MICHAEL  C  SONG.  579-86-1158 
DAVID  R  SONNE.  560-94-5752 
WILLIAM  J   SORG  III.  307-74-6321 
TRACEY  A   SOTO.  357-59-3615 
PHILLIP  D  SOUNIA.  583-34-8866 
JOSEPH  R  SOWERS.  306-68-2441 
MICHAEL  D   SPAKE.  396-83-2196 
ROBERT  H   SPASH.  031-54-7619 
STEVEN  S   SPAULDING.  426-75-3922 
JEFFREYS  SPEAR.  313-93-1124 
KENNETH  A   SPEARMAN.  343-58-0010 
DEIDRE  N   SPENCE.  127-64-6542 
STEPHEN  C  SPRENGNETHER.  60O-a-T«l( 
CHRISTOP  L  SQUIER.  478-11-1632 
RYAN  R  SQUIRES.  225-19-7673 
S  JAY  ST  GERMALN.  4t5-l&-12«« 
MARK  E  STACHELSKI.  a30-S3-2S3> 
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MICHAEL  C   STAJURA.  Hl-70-aM2 
LL'KE  E   STALL.  429-61-083 
ALISON  B   STANLEY.  224-33-1928 
PAl'LT    STA.NTON.  360-66-0270 
JONATHAN  P   STARKENBCRO.  570-»-7«l 
MATTHEW  F   STARRY   201-56-1500 
STEPHEN  ;    STASEVICH.  379-90-5760 
JENNE.SS  F    .STEELE.  222-58-9223 
CHRISTOP  M   -STEINER.  491-90-1677 
ITi'LE  B    .STELMA.  M5-84-9760 
JAMES  E   STEPHENS  III.  231-90-0178 
WILLIA.M  R   STEWART   .JR  555-85-3477 
MICHAEL  A    STINNETT    549-11-7957 
MATTHEW  M    .STRAL'B.  084-52-1112 
DONALD  B   STREATER.  530-60-0356 
JOHN  C    STULL  II.  226-04-1662 
DIANA  E   STUMPF.  577-11-1057 
BRIAN  P   SULLrVAN.  461-85-5568 
RICHARD  C   SULLIVAN  II.  202-66-3178 
VICTOR  H    SUNDQUIST   463-59-7945 
BRL\N  E   SURRA TT.  465-81-4987 
RONALD  D    SUTEK.  JR  .  595-60-6274 
SHAVl'N  M    SVOB.  325-52-1875 
MARK  W    SWANSON    184-64-5405 
TREVOR  R   SWARTZ.  594--48-1389 
OR.VHAM  R   SWENSON.  152-60-8352 
JOHN  C    SWIFT   252-55-6172 
STEPHEN  P    SZYMANSKI,  141-86-1600 
DAVID  B   TABOR   255-61-1555 
AARON  E    TALBERT    432-67-.5M5 
JACOB  D    TALBOT    529-65-2916 
IAN  J   TARASEVITSCH,  147-80-0930 
MICHAEL  J    TAUBER.  205-62-8639 
TG   TAYLOR    1>1- 76-3175 
WILLLAM  C  TAYLOR.  JR  ,  560-25-7229 
EDWARDS    TEAGUE  IV.  023-62-8921 
CRISTIAN  D    TEDCEIRA    144-62-5746 
RYAN  D   TEKSTEN   524-39-7505 
ALONSO  W    TERAN    568-S7-U20 
THOMAS  A   TERESE.  454-99-0161 
ERICH  R  THEN.  572-33-3592 
MICHAEL  A   THOMAN.  298-68-4405 
ABIGAIL  H    THOMPSON.  010-66-2758 
GREGORY  I    THO.MPSON.  374-84-7613 
MALCOLM  F  THOMPSON.  217-86-1819 
MARK  W  THOMPSON.  600-^6-6087 
ERIK  w   THO.MSEN.  354-72-7496 
DARIN  J    THOMSON.  506-92-0875 
DEREK  K   THOMSON.  506-92-1088 
JEANNE  .M    TIERNEY.  058-64-4127 
MICHAEL  A   TOBEY.  38I-90-074S 
ALLYSON  .M   TOCE.  435-35-5233 
DERRICK*   TODDY.  544-11-70S7 
TANYA  T  TOLLES.  292-72-5732 
JOSHUA  M    TOMAN.  513-70-8579 
WAYNE  C    TOWNSEND.  267-65-1933 
THOMAS  A   TR,\FICANO.  337-62-9949 
GERARDO  A   TREVINO.  463-91-2025 
MARK  S   TROTT.  013-66-8579 
MICHAEL  J  TROTTER.  071-74- 2S23 
HEIDI  A   TRUSH.  470-96-9311 
JAMES  J   TUITE  IV.  074-68-9106 
YVETTE  R  TURNER.  526-95-6429 
MATTHEW  J   TURPIN.  393-80-7007 
DAVID  B    UDALL.  453-99-3854 
PAUL  .M    URBAN.  182-52-1122 
EPPS  G   RYA  VAN.  509-32-0291 
CHRISTIN  L   VAUGHAN.  310-02-6384 
KEVIN  G   VAUGHN.  460-99-1456 
ROBERT  A   VEDRA.  390-94-6100 
RICHARD  J    VELLOFF.  330-60-9579 
PAUL  A    VENCILL.  200-56-1696 
JASON  C   VERKAY.  145-58-0794 
TODD  J    VERRILL.  340-62-6725 
ETHAN  T    VESSELS.  294-60-6887 
MARK  C   VETTER.  501-88-3305 
TIMOTHY  C   VILES.  313-94-4221 
TODD  C   VILLINES.  441-88-2171 
CHRISTOP  C   VINE.  548-95-3986 
KEVIN  R   VIRGIL.  505-96-5962 
WHITNEY  C   VOGT.  372-66-4306 
TASHA  M   VOHS.  296-86-5072 
SAMUEL  L   VOLKMAN.  516-92-2232 
MICHAEL  M   VOLPE.  197-58-0393 
WILLIAM  D   VOORHIES  343-58-6920 
CONSTANT  Y   VOYEVIDKA.  530-13-6311 
JACOB  T   WADE.  467-67-7455 
KAREN  A   WAKEFIELD.  057-62-9495 
DAVID  A    WALDRON.  013-66-0903 
JACOB  A    WALKER.  479-84-7402 
ADAM  D.  WALLEN.  462-37-8068 
DOUGLAS  R  WALTER,  308-84-1876 
MARK  D   WALTERS.  176-62-9400 
RICHARD  L    WAMPLER.  JR     563-65-1000 
ALBERT  Y    WANG.  109-70-0567 
KENNETH  .V!    W  ANLESS.  122-56-1336 
JA.MES  E    WARDER.  364-86-2824 
BRIAN  R.  WARNER.  447-92-2534 
RONALD  A   WARNER.  454-77-7286 
TODD  E   WARREN.  774-72-8410 
MICHAEL  S   WATERMAN.  479-02-0128 
EDWARD  J    WATTO.  168-60-3504 
CLINTON  W   WATTS.  495-92-3029 
GREGORY  B   WAUCH.  546-61-8118 
GEOFFREY  A    WEBB.  102-68-8966 
CHARLES  L   WEBER.  562-51-0634 
ERIC  a    WEBER.  377-94-5804 
ROBERT  M    WEBER.  JR  .  287-82-1874 
NOAH  F   WEBSTER.  361-68-0188 
ALEX  L    WEHMEYER.  268-66-1878 
AARON  P   WEHRENBERG.  445-70-OSlO 
DANIEL  C    WEISS.  350-72-7992 
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JAMES  R  WEST.  282-84-7572 

DAVID  B   WESTLAKE  IV.  395-76-5308 

GARTH  A   WHIT  ACRE.  2S3-84-8794 

JACKIE  L  WHITE  II.  610  36-3463  ' 

JUSTIN  M   WHITE.  052-74-0485 

STEPHANI  T   WHITE.  463-91  1659 

SUZIN  J   WHITTEN.  424-17-0783 

PETER  J   WICKERSHAM.  438-19-1177 

ROCCO  T   WICKS.  239-53-5500 

LUTHER  R   WIEST.  167-66-4347 

JUSTIN  P   WILCOX.  224-06-6328 

DENNIS  G.  WILLE.  44I-*0-Tn4 

DANNY  J   WILLIAMS.  076-74-3990 

KIRK  L  WILLIAMS.  5T7-92-78S0 

MICHAEL  O  WILLIAMS.  426-57-9752 

MICHAEL  T  WILLIAMS,  214-17-1283 

SEAN  C  WILLIAMS,  173-64-8255 

YOUNGA  WILLIAMS,  001-62-7436 

WESLEY  J   WILLIAMSON,  533-90-0588 

GAIL  E  WILSON.  185-60-6505 

MATTHEW  W   WINERITER.  217-78-6701 

MEREDITH  C   WINKLE.  294-82-1383 

JAMES  A   WITHAM.  476-72-7245 

JAMISON  R   WOLOCKO.  383-74-7881 

SUNG  H   WON,  466-76-0763 

BRIAN  V   WOOD.  364-74-8810 

JAMES  P  WORK,  565-93-5622 

BRIAN  K   WORTINGER.  362-70-1035 

BRIAN  M.  WRAY.  306-80-6888 

JASON  C   WRIGHT.  269-88-6315 

JOSHUA  .M   WYATT.  453-71-0101 

MELISSA  M   WYKA.  146-68-5878 

JAMES  R   WY'NKOOP.  545-59-7686 

LEO  J   WYSZYNSKI.  204-50-6884 

CHONG  H   YIM.  256-47-6376 

DUNN  YOSHITANI.  337-80-8664 

CHRISTOP  J   YOUNG.  009-63-3391 

KENNETH  L   YOU.NG.  312-94-3218 

JONATHAN  I   YUN.  076-56-8478 

MARK  A   YURKO.  151-56-9499 

BRIGITTE  J   YUSKIS.  367-78-2615 

MICHAEL  R  ZAHURANIC.  183-50-9610 

TK.'\D  D  ZAK.  639-07-1155 

CLAUDIA  ZAVALA.  461-61-2666 

AARON  M    ZELHART.  463-93-3834 

ROBERT  J    ZEUNK,  306-96-8844 

ANDREW  S   ZIESENISS,  043-64-6893 

DAVID  J   ZINN,  235-29-1452 

MICHAEL  Z   ZIZZA,  120-66-6936 

JEB  S  ZOLLER,  400-94-6411 

THE  FOLLOWLNG  NAMED  RESERVE  OFFICER  S  TRAIN- 
ING CORPS  CADETS  FOR  APPOINTMENT  IN  THE  REGULAR 
ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  IN  THE  GRADE  OF  SEC- 
OND LIEUTENANT.  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OP  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SECTIONS  531,  532.  AND  533: 
ROBERT  K   AAS.  473-90-6745 
JOYCE  A   ABALOS,  558-47^246 
ALISSA  R   .ACKLEY,  048-62-8130 
RALPH  O    ADA.M,  508-92-3545 
BRIAN  L  ADAMS,  157-78-5900 
JENNIFER  L  ADAMS,  085-72^6550 
THOMAS  L   ADAMS,  JR  .  jn-64-6402 
JENNIFER  J   ADDINGTON.  520-88-7723 
JONATHAN  T  ADKINS.  356-74-2602 
PAUL  E   AHERN.  623-14-9201 
SCOT  T  AIDT,  277-66-2158 
JOHN  D.  AIMONE,  303  81  8959 
TRISTAN  N   A ITKEN,  203-62^2303 
THOMAS  S   AKIN,  260-57-6456 
PHILIP  A   ALBANEZE,  119-54-6330 
JON  M   ALBARELLl,  295-84^2969 
BETANCOURT  E  ALEMAN,  584-23-0532 
ANTHONY  J   ALFIDI.  649-27-1502 
DANIEL  D   ALIX.  135-80-1989 
DAVID  S   ALLEN.  256-57-5666 
MICHAEL  C  ALLEN.  651  59-7987 
SCOTLAND  C   ALLEN.  466-17-9209 
EDWARD  W   ALLISON.  JR  .  178-62-4268 
JOSEPH  ALONSO.  652-69-2282 
J    AMUNDSON.  285-88-8387 
BRIAN  E  ANDERSON.  458-39-2044 
CHERYL  L   ANDERSON.  566-99-4801 
JAMES  C   ANDERSON.  JR  .  459-71-2599 
JOHN  P  ANDERSON.  161-56-9827 
KIMBERLY  M   ANDERSON.  168-60-8257 
ROBERT  R   ANDERSON.  529^31-2635 
TANYA  S    ANDERSON.  231  21-9317 
NIKOLAI  L   ANDRESKY.  135-78-9228 
PATRICK  ANTONIKOWSKI.  462-91-6009 
DAVID  P   ANZALDO,  153-72-6062 
BETHANY  C   ARAGON,  242-23-4379 
JOEL  R,  ARELLANO,  361-70-4770 
DAVID  S  ARMSTRONG  II.  137-68-9608 
JOHNT  ARMSTRONG.  570-31  9579 
PAUL  C   ARMSTRONG.  433-47  7388 
WILLIE  L   ARMSTRONG.  066-70-1078 
VICKI  L   ARNESON.  469- 17  3821 
ARIC  N    ARNOLD.  148-64-0206 
JASON  L  ARNOLD.  047-64-4246 
SHAWN  W  ASCHAN.  481-96-2641 
KENNETH  S   ATES.  44^39-2666 
GEOFFREY  P   ATHEY.  460-71-6879 
DENNIS  R  ATKINS  III   236-11  9967 
FAITH  C   ATKINSON.  208-56-3944 
JANET  L  ATKINSON.  532-98-0317 
GERALD  AVILA.  461  56-3060 
CHRISTOPHER  M   AVCOCK.  257  66-4888 
JAMES  A    AZINGER.  173-66-9282 
MELANIE  E.  BABB.  576-76-0143 
JOEL  D   BABBITT.  528-86-7294 
JOHN  T   BAGCS.  380-90-3656 
JAMES  E    BAGLEY.  436-65-1598 


JASON  B   BAGLEY.  100-58-5646 
ANNE  C    BAILEY    504-92-9063 
HUGHH    BAILEY.  .338-54- 13S6 
SCOTT  J    BAILEY.  217-08-7.501 
VINCENT  P   BAILEY.  439-15-8n;i5 
DEAN  R    BAIN,  224-27  9013 
DARIEN  L   BAISLEY.  439-J7-8156 
MICHELLE  S    BAJCSI.  223-311-1890 
JASON  E    BAKER.  272-90-1115 
JIM.MY  G    BAKER.  493-90-8983 
JOHN  K    BAKER.  456-41-1125 
PATRICK  J    BAKER.  533-70-1449 
JOHN  D    BALBACH.  380-82-21,57 
CRAIG  A    BALLARD.  098-70-0948 
ANDREW  W    BALLENGER.  432-63-1972 
THOMAS  M    BALLENGER  III.  454-97-7309 
DELBERT  J    BANCROFT  II.  377-70-1864 
FREDRICK  L    BARBER.  165-49-1023 
JOHN  H    BARBER,  590-32-0652 
THOMAS  J    BARKER.  554-71-3245 
PAOLO  M   BARLETTAI.  .579-11-0295 
LESLIE  A    BARNETT   412-43-0600 
MAURICE  BARNETT.  306-96-1233 
STEPHEN  W    BARNETT-  500-82-3069 
MAREN  P    BARNEY.  529-69-1429 
TERRANCE  D    BARR.  247-65-^996 
THOMAS  J    BARRETT.  574-76-1652 
JENNIFER  J    BAHRIE   377-88-8174 
LISA  M    BARTEL.  39»-«4-.3499 
AUTUMN  H    BASINGER.  265-45-5413 
CHRISTOPHER  H   BASS.  564-71-1330 
NICHOLAS  A    BASS.  198-58-6061 
BASSEY  E   BA.SSEY  III.  451-77-3762 
BRETT  A    BASSINGER.  465-97-8684 
TERESA  L    BATIK.  085-54-4495 
BRYAN  K    BATSON.  454-69-9062 
RANDALL  G    BAUCO.M.  225-96-4645 
ANTHONY  C   BAUER.  506-11-6214 
ERIC  A    BAUS.  1,58-80-7744 
FORRE.ST  C   BEADLE.  461-31-9072 
JON  P   BEALE.  493-96-2160 
DEREK  G    BEAN.  433-37  3335 
BRADLEY  M    BEAUVAIS.  504-80-2706 
JEFFREY  A    BECKER.  545-31-1001 
JOHN  R    BECKHA.M    4,58-765327 
JOHN  C    BECKING.  227-21-8382 
STEVEN  M    BEECHAM.  321-74-2503 
RONALD  R   BEER.  513-74-1780 
CORY  B    BEILHARZ.  307-78-7823 
RALPHAELR   BELL.  JR  .  252-13-1711 
CHRISTOPHER  G    BENDA.  496-86-3694 
JASON  M    BENDER.  541-88-7622 
DANIEL  J    BENICK.  218-68-8003 
ANTHONY  F    BENINI.  199-52-6377 
RICHARD  C   BENNETT,  100-68-3654 
JAMES  K   BENSON.  474-94-6893 
REBECCA  K    BENSON.  074-56-5865 
ROBERT  S   BERG.  548-23-0235 
ERIC  A    BERGANTZ.  448-74-7643 
JEREMY  R.  BERNADEAU.  593-06-7174 
CURTIS  W.  BERNU.  574-92-0697 
JASON  R  BERRISFORD.  285-78-6574 
DWIGHT  R    BERRY.  163-64-7802 
PATRICK  .1    BERRY.  033-«(-«965 
STEPHEN  M    BERT.  067-62-4534 
JOHN  M    BETTENCOURT.  566-86-1808 
KEVIN  C   BILLMANN.  143-56-0671 
ROBERl  J    BINUNER  II.  30»-»4-4il!) 
FREDERICK  R   BLSCHOFF.  157-82-0496 
ANDREW  S    BISHOP.  184-48-6318 
JUSTIN  M    BISHOP.  419-11-6232 
JONATHAN  M    BI.STREK.  294-76-6277 
STANLEY  M    BLACK.  556-29-4633 
WILLIA.M  B   BLACKBURN.  242-04^280 
CRAIG  M    BLANDO.  485-04-3619 
KRISTIE  A    BLANEY.  214-92-9098 
SHAWN  B,  BLANKEN.SHIP   486-90-4440 
TIFFANY  L,  BLAUVELT.  561  35-4894 
KEVIN  D.  BLAXTON,  548-65-8732 
CHRISTOPHER  A   BLEVINS.  411-21-2770 
JASON  B   BLEVINS.  458-27-9656 
LANCE  E   BO.VIBARD.  058-66-4683 
LEONARD  A.  BORNINO.  298-64-5624 
JOSEPH  W   BOSCIA.  203-48-5443 
MATEJ  BOSNJAK.  4;»-15-0734 
CRAIG  P   BO.STON.  007-64-0494 
LYNNE  R    BOSTWICK.  225-04-0820 
JESUS  E   BOTELLO.  560-35-1504 
JEFFREY  R   BOULTER.  114-62-2191 
WADE  R   BOVARD.  186-52-1546 
DENNIS  BOWERS.  176-64-7994 
ANTHONY  R  BOWMAN.  403-96-1507 
ERIK  B    BOWMAN    184-62-3699 
SCOTT  D   BOYINGTON.  0O6- ,58-8730 
KEVIN  L    BRADFORD.  28(^84-5191 
RACHEL  A    BRADLEY.  601  09-5955 
JAMES  D   BRADSHAW.  ,m.  4,56-77-7391 
MATTHEW  W   BRAMAN,  037-40-7102 
WILLLAM  P   BRAMAN,  037-10-6590 
JEFFREY  G    BRAMLETT.  314-96-3512 
TIMOTHY-  C   BRAND.  257-39-9829 
CHERYL  R   BRANDT.  521-15-5001 
SHALONDA  E    BRAZZELL.  462-29-9428 
MICHAEL  C   BRENNAN.  505-04-4931 
ALEXANDER  K    BRENNER.  424-04-9928 
CHRISTOPHER  A    BREW,STER,  219-90-3075 
MEREDITH  C    BRICE,  ,162-94-0367 
RODNEY  O    BRICCMAN.  506-96-7301 
JOSETTE  S.  BRODHEAD.  593-32-7197 
MICHAEL  W    BROKOPP.  589-03-3239 
CONWAY  W    BROOKS   422  17  9624 
BOBBY  J   BROOKSHIRE.  254  .11  2648 
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GREC^RY  E    BROWDER.  422-96-3449 
DESHAUN  M    BROWN.  256-57-6379 
ERIC  L    BROW7J.  215-84-2887 
GARY  L    BROWN.  138-72-3422 
TAMES  E    BROWN  III.  427-11-1715 
LEONARD  W   BROWN  III.  226-35-9318 
WILLIAM  J    BROWN.  006-62-0767 
DANIEL  G    BRULNS.MA.  225-29-0364 
ANTHONY  L   BRUSLETTEN.  39^-96-7769 
RICHARD  R    BRUSSELBACK.  462-97-9211 
RODNEY  S   BRYAN,  219-72-8335 
,IAMES  W    BRYANT.  JR  .  223-33-0703 
lEFFREV  D    BUCK.  ,506-08-5825 
PATRICIA  L   BUCKLEY.  089-72-9145 
VINCENT  J    BUKOWSKI.  329-60-5762 
CHARLES  R    BURNETT.  367-06-0953 
NATE  W    BURNETT.  431-37-2521 
LF.ANN  BURNS.  176-66-1790 
LARRY  Q    BURRIS.  JR  .  231  35-3094 
DONALD  L    BURTON.  259-23-9495 
ERNE.ST  BURTON.  JR..  452-19-1983 
JAMES  A    BUSHNELL.  217-94-6248 
MARC  BUSTAMANTE.  460-08-0846 
JOHN  A    BUTORA.  JR..  458-53-5236 
SHELDON  A    BUTTS.  250-51-8684 
PHUC  BUU.  .586-32-4015 
ROBERTA    CALMES.  406-15-5682 
JENNIFER  L   CA.MPBELL.  476-11-2634 
GREGORY  J    CANCILLA.  199-58-3644 
LANCE  CANGELOSl.  570-21-6072 
JAMES  J   CAN.NON.  260-15-3556 
JULIE  L   CAPLES,  477-04-4016 
MARC  B    CAPPELLINI.  093-52-5225 
TRANG  T   CARDEIRO.  493-86-4457 
TODD  T   CARDIFF.  .570-23-7765 
DAVID  F   CAREY.  311  94-3360 
JEFFERY  D   CARFAGNA.  356- .58-88:16 
MICHAEL  A   CARGILL.  564-83  9139 
SHERRI  L    CARL.  244-23-4463 
HEATHER  J    CARLISLE.  516-96-0098 
BARRY  R    CARL.SON.  JR..  142-52-5976 
SEAN  D    CARNEY-  052-72-264! 
ANNE  C    CARROLL.  209-56-5918 
ADAM  J    CARSON.  J40  76-1248 
.STACY  R   CARTER.  414- .5,5-0484 
CULLEN  CASE.  360-76-3626 
RENNE  CASTRO.  105-72-1541 
GARY  R    CATLIN.  078-68-7408 
ANGELA  C   CAVE.  231-31-8048 
FRANK  D    CERESKA    388-66-5408 
JEFFREY  P   CHAMBERLAIN.  561-91-0699 
ANDREW  S  CHAPLN.  273-70-6523 
ROSS  W    CHARTON.  413-15-2810 
NANCY  E  CHAVEZ.  154-56-0252 
BRYAN  L   CHEEK,  286-62-3766 
DERRICK  W   CHENG.  630-90-7678 
ERICT   CHILGREN.  541-92-6839 
EUGENE  J   CHRI.STEN  III.  439-  11  9203 
DEREK  P   CHRISTENSEN.  004-70-3960 
JAKE  A    CHRl.STENSEN.  518-15- .1622 
JON  F    CHRISTIANSEN.  472-02-6433 
COREEN  A   CHRISTOPHER.  511-86-7841 
CHAD  M    CHRISTOPHER.SEN.  097-52-8594 
JAE  W    CHUNG.  212-98-0680 
BLANE  C   CLARK.  542  11-5177 
DEENA  J,  CLARK.  005-82-7622 
JERRY  D   CLARK.  162-58-6045 
.SCOTT  C   CLARK    546-63-3918 
DAVID  H   CLARY,  419-33-1942 
JAMES  D   CLAY.  419-92-9326 
JAMES  L   CLIFT.  453-79-3703 
JENNIFER  D  CLINE.  52»-19-6581 
MARC  A   CLOLTIER.  044-6&-6043 
DANIEL  W   CLOYD.  224-04-0059 
VANESSA  E   COCHRAN.  467-17-3157 
CHRLSTOPHER  B   COCHRANE.  150-66-1983 
JEAN  C   COGER.  234-04-5368 
ELIZABETH  P.  COLEMAN.  428-49-6927 
MICHAEL  D  COLEMAN.  147-80-9227 
AARON  K,  COLLINS.  614-12-5267 
RICHARD  C  COLLINS,  431-27-6932 
THOMAS  E    COLLINS  III,  471-78-5884 
PATRICK  T  COLLOTON.  081-60-1816 
MOJICA  A    COLON.  584-27-3154 
KEVIN  D  COLTON.  0IO-54-4339 
BLAINE  L  COLVIN.  643-08-1733 
KEVIN  A   COMFORT.  42M3-808I 
CHRISTOPHER  D   COMPTON.  304-98-7038 
GABRIELLEK   CONLEY,  578-96-3796 
ROBERT  J    COOK,  563  37  0771 
KELVIN  K   COOPER.  248-17-5609 
BRIAN  A   COPE.  221-58-0383 
ERIC  M    COPELAND,  260-06-7629 
LAWRENCE  E   CORNETT.  316-86-0832 
TRAVIS  W   CORNETT.  534-96-8200 
ALABARCES  O   COS.ME,  584-93-2003 
PHILIP  J   COTTER,  183-68-8925 
JONATHAN  M    COULL,  173-62-3362 
SEAN  F    COUNIHAN,  040-68-5834 
LAWRENCE  M   COUSINS,  113-62-8125 
WILLIAM  J    COWELL.  147-«8-5399 
PATRICIA  K    COWPERTHWAIT.  576-90-6337 
A   J   COX.  463-43-3267 
DANIEL  C   COX.  246-27-3671 
TODD  C   COX.  424-15-6189 
WALTER  F   COX.  046-80-5267 
DALE  S   CROCKETT.  253-57-3973 
ROGER  A   CROMBIE  III.  280-84-3885 
EDWARD  C    CROOT.  152-50-2191 
IRVING  H    CROSS.  JR.  114-64-6002 
LORI  CRUFF.  380  98-7064 
MATOS  K    CRUZ.  581-87-3396 
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BETTY  S.  CUMMISKEY.  486-76-5862 
DOUGLAS  J   CUNNINGHAM.  063-62-9490 
LILLIAN  A    CUNNINGHAM.  257-  17-2942 
HOWARD  L   CURLIN.  410-06-4377 
DANIEL  J.  CURTIS.  203-56-2808 
WARREN  T  CUSICK.  527-89-6222 
EDWARD  J   DAFFRON.  408-13-4972 
ERIK  C    DAHL.  505-13-3508 
TIMOTHY  G   DALTON.  494-92-5870 
KERRY  A   DAMMEN.  476-74-4650 
BRIAN  K   DAMPIER.  310-72-1643 
RUSSELL  S.  DANIS.  229-25-3840 
L\XE  T  DARRAH,  521-47-4305 
JOHN  W   DAVID.  414-37-7470 
AMY  E.  DAVIDSON.  252-49-7171 
BRIAN  S    DAVIS.  268-60-6227 
CORY  E   DAVIS.  564-27-8022 
DEXTER  B   DAVIS.  432-57-0447 
JAMAL  D   DAVIS.  456-77-6816 
JEFFREY  C  DAVIS.  383-78-8911 
JOHN  P  DAVIS.  421-04-2697 
JUSTIN  H   DAVIS.  006-70-9872 
MARCYA  H   DAVIS.  409-63-5172 
MICHAEL  A   DAVIS.  510-78-6728 
ROBERT  S   DAVIS.  013-54-1124 
SCOTT  A   DAVIS,  411-49-1133 
RICHARD  C   DAVYV  207-62-2551 
LEONARD  A   DAYER,  JR,  432-51-2159 
KEVER  A   DE,  313-82-5587 
AARON  L   DECELLE,  571-02-0005 
JOSEPH  F   DECOSTA,  027-58-8001 
BETHANNE  DEDOMINICI,  032-5O-6S90 
JACQUELINE  R   DE.MPSEY,  337-66-9532 
DEAN  H   DENTER,  517-88-4746 
JAMES  M    DEPOLO,  JR,  205-60-2867 
JOHN  .M    DERFELT,  509-82-1066 
CHRISTIAN  A    DESIENA,  051-60-0344 
RONALD  M   DESJARDIN.  276-76-3681 
DAVID  J    DE.SJARDINS.  029-60-5910 
GREGORY  K   DESMOND.  544-27-2955 
DANNY  M    DEVEREAUX.  JR..  161-64-2408 
NICHOLAS  G-  DEVRIES.  572-27-4837 
RUSSELL  A-  DEVRIES.  390-82-9112 
KELLY  M    DICKERSON.  083-58-5089 
RYAN  S   DILLON.  163-66-2568 
DAVID  S.  DINKELMAN.  328-76-6784 
JAMES  W    DION.  020-56-6312 
DOCK  L.  DIRE.  412-35-0173 
CLAYTON  R,  DITMORE.  521  49-7663 
JENNIFER  L   DOBBE.  396-96-2338 
BRAD  L   DOBOSZENSKI.  4n-88-9694 
JOHN  R   DOELLER,  219-80-4407 
KIM  M   DOHERTY.  066-72-7628 
JOHN  .M    DOLLNA.  226-37-7714 
JULIAN  A   DOMINGUEZ.  090-56-4686 
TIMOTHY  J   DONCHEZ.  171-52-3094 
JOHN  P   DONLEY,  462-77-7366 
PATRICK  K    DONOVAN,  048-74-1896 
JAMES  R   DOOLEY,  096-64-9543 
KENNETH  J    DORIO.  119-62-4202 
SHANNON  W    DOTSON.  522-43-1794 
MICHAEL  J,  DOUGHERTY.  567-75-«934 
BRYAN  M   DOUGLAS.  595-84^9346 
MICHAEL  A   DOUGLAS.  587-26-3088 
CHARLES  P   DOWNIE.  031-6M588 
MARTA  L   DOWNING.  644-90-0396 
RANDY  0   DR*PFR.  5ia-nR- 1219 
SCOTT  F   DREIBELBIS.  198-64  2170 
KATHERINE  J   DRLSCOLL,  369^98-1541 
GLEN  R   DRYSDALE.  362-86-2937 
STEPHANIE  E   DUCKWORTH,  433-29-2724 
THOMAS  M   DUCKWORTH  II,  459-11-0475 
FREDERICK  J    DUFAULT.  476-04-8883 
CHARLES  J    DUGLE,  309-74-7928 
JA.SON  P   DUNAWAY,  595-26-1969 
RICHARD  A   DUNBAR,  345-62^1452 
AARON  K   DUNCAN,  447-902816 
PETER  S-  DUNN,  524-21-7277 
RICHARD  L.  DUNTON.  539-94-0936 
LUIS  A   DUPERON.  583-39-4264 
BRADFORD  T   DUPLESSIS.  438-19-2126 
DENNIS  V   DUPRAS.  141-74-7152 
TIMOTHY  D   DURHAM.  429-39-5481 
SCOTT  F   DURISH.  153-64-5166 
SEAN  P   DUVALL,  600-44-0933 
SEAN  M   DYER,  257-39-9758 
THOMAS  S   EARNHARDT  241-43-6437 
MARY  T   EBERST,  520-96-1076 
JOSEPH  P   EDGER,  109-72-7395 
JAMES  F-  EDMONDS.  280-39-7201 
MICHAEL  T   EDMONDSON.  236-21-9002 
EDWIN  F   EDMUNDS  III.  002-.56-Oe03 
DANIEL  H   EDWAN,  460-61-6641 
DEYNEL  M    EDWARDS,  099-64-9249 
JONATHAN  A    EDWARDS,  289-82  7992 
PAUL  G   EDWARDS,  384-92-6043 
MICHELLE  EISEN,  263-73-6001 
EDWARD  D   ELDRIDGE,  239-25-3405 
MICHAEL  C  ELKINS.  415-02^7934 
AARON  R   ELLIOTT,  191-18-8588 
DANIEL  L   ELLIOTT,  072-60-8840 
AARON  W   ELLIS,  160-68-9119 
RANDY  L   ELLSWORTH.  449-35-4405 
JOHN  E   ELRICH.  .553-75-6278 
BRENT  A    ELROD.  456-65-1676 
ALLEN  C   ENGEL   393-70-6887 
ROBERT  A    ERICKSON,  527-2S-6037 
JASON  L   ERWIN.  271  74-1803 
VINA  A    E.SCOTAL.  319-70-5616 
JOSEPH  ESPINOZA.  536^80-1465 
SHANNON  ESPINOZA.  523-13-6416 
MICHAEL  L,  BSSARY.  447-84-0316 


TRACY  S  ESTES,  592-14-1233 
CASTRO  M   ESTRADA,  584-91-1663 
CARRIE  L   EVANS,  341-64-3705 
CHARLES  D  EVANS,  258-51-0437 
EDWARD  R  EVANS,  398-64-1733 
MATTHEW  J   EVANS,  170-66-2710 
EDWARD  V   EVE,  JR,  516-06-1324 
JASON  A   EVERS,  077-72-3803 
EVAN  C  EWACHIW.  216-72-8403 
JENNIFER  L   FADELEY,  40O-2»-«957 
LANCE  D   FADELEY.  218-72-4182 
DAVID  E   FAIRRINGTON.  568-37-0064 
PETER  W   FARRELL.  321-70-5212 
WADE  N   FAULKNER.  453-57-7158 
MICHAEL  J   FAZIO.  077-70-1366 
RYAN  D   FEARNOW.  126-66-1767 
ERIC  M   FEENEY.  398-66-0S33 
ERIC  B   FECLEY.  164-68-1167 
TAWNYA  S.  FEIEREISEN.  482-98-0628 
COLKETA  L  FEIM.STER.  240-13-1379 
KURT  P   FELDMANN.  443-68-7597 
CASILLAS  A   FELICIANO.  596-10-»»l» 
ERICH  FELLENZ  066-54-2625 
ERICH  T   FELPS.  462-33-5366 
LETITL^  L   FELTON.  416-27  «65 
CHRI.STINE  M    FERGUSON.  513-78-0C3S 
MATTHEW  J   FESTA.  069-74-8120 
MONIQUE  N   FIELDS.  248-61-4849 
JUSTIN  S   FIEW.  463-41-2335 
RONALD  P   FITCH.  166-56-0006 
MICHAEL  C   FITZGERALD.  219-82-6919 
MICHAEL  P   FLAHERTi-  291  88-2868 
CHRISTOPHER  B   FLETCHER  443-72-7805 
YUNG  V    FOLLIS.  263-67-4891 
ANTHONY  O   PONTES.  JR  .  036-36-6S61 
PATRICK  D   FORBES.  216-11-2458 
CHRISTOPHER  A   FORD  423-11-6581 
DEMENLAN  A   FORD.  403-17-7005 
RICHARD  E   FORD.  JR  .  375-04-9927 
SUSAN  E.  FORSBERC.  556-85-2952 
LEONA  R   FOSTER,  535-76-2262 
GLEN  W   FOX.  446-62-7528 
ALRIC  L   FRANCIS.  106-54-2803 
IAN  E    FRANCIS.  523-45-0834 
TERRY  L   FRANCKHAUSER.  241-51-5721 
MICHAEL  A   FRANK.  347-64-4064 
RONALD  L   FRANKLIN.  JR..  SX-Vl-9iSB 
BRETT  A    FREEDMAN.  287-64-6061 
JEFFREY  A   FREY.  387-84-9441 
DF^N  A   FRISOLI.  208-48-4166 
MARK  D   FRITSCHE,  387-90-5887 
LYNN  C   FRONCK,  28^«-5324 
KATHERINE  E   FROST,  261-61-5034 
J.\.MES  P   FUNK,  309-72-8098 
DONOVAN  O   FUQUA,  526-59-6254 
WILLIAM  T   FUTCH,  536-80-5168 
DAVID  P  GAFNEY,  092-63-3948 
PHILLIP  K  CAGE,  461-43-1592 
MATTHEW  B  GALLNGER,  267,56-8622 
PAUL  V  GANNON,  577-94-5294 
WILLIAM  B  GARBER  III,  216-88-6184 
ROBERT  A    GARCIA,  466-71-9959 
ALLISON  L  GARDNER,  495-90-3371 
DAVID  A  GARDNER,  454-69-9473 
GREGORY  W  GARNER,  524-45-6376 
RAYFUS  J  GARY.  260-r-5283 
WAYNE  J.  CAVi:;,  ;7;-C0-i275 
EDWARD  J   GA  WLIK  III,  261  79-8811 
CRAIG  D,  GEHRELS,  469-92-7071 
CURTIS  P  GEIGER,  099-62-7510 
CHRIS  L  CEISLER,  224-39-1188 
PATRICK  J  GEISLER,  224-39-1321 
LAURA  N  GENSMER,  395-80-0602 
GREGG  G   CERASIMON,  163-52-0985 
PETER  M   OESSFORD,  279-88-9361 
RICHARD  J   GIAMBRA,  061-66-3030 
ROBERT  W  GIBBONS,  202-68-6007 
MARCUS  J   GIBSON,  430-57-7418 
SCOTT  GILBRETH,  440-86-0626 
WAYNE  A   GILSTRAP,  046-70-4146 
BREN-r  P  GIMBLE,  462-33-6904 
JOHN  W  GIOP,  516-76-1197 
DEBORAH  L  GIORDANO,  658-69-8895 
AARON  M  GIRARD,  388^94  11 6S 
MARY  A  GIROUARD,  223  27-7999 
JEFFREY  E  CIROUX.  041  68-0660 
RALPH  A  CrrZINGER,  291-66-8308 
TERRY  P  GLANZER,  503-90-1688 
GREGORY  C  GLASOW,  623-65-0018 
JASON  C  CLICK,  044-80-6227 
MICHAEL  A   GLODE,  115-66-«512 
JEFFREY  P  GLYNN.  374-94-8599 
JA.MES  J  GODFREY.  496-84-4116 
SCOTT  A   COEHRING.  473  984)157 
TIMOTHY  A   GOESON.  522-51 -8S30 
JA.MES  B  GOETSCHIUS.  572-379164 
JULIAN  E  GONZALES,  466-96-4483 
JOHN  B  GOODRICH,  253-02-8489 
TIMOTHY  B  GOODWIN,  592-46-1709 
KURT  A   CORE,  469-77-8405 
EILEEN  M  GORMAN,  216-74-3899 
CLAY  W  GOSER.  500-90-2578 
EDWARD  C  GOSLINE  III,  22S-31-513S 
AVERY  B  GOSS,  256^39-6647 
RICHARD  W  OOUVEIA,  623-03-5624 
WILLIAM  T  GRAHA.M,  558-81  2^2 
WA\-NE  P  GRANT  II,  226-90-2984 
JOHN  .M  GRANTZ,  223  16-7978 
RICHARD  A   GRAVES.  437-634)464 
ALONZO  A   GRAY,  430-53-2299 
MATTHEW  M  GRAY,  497-74-6968 
NATHAN  M  CRAY.  580-42-9341 
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JEREL  E  GREATHOUSE.  4I6-98-733T 
CVRTIS  P  GREEN.  :4S-l7-5«79 
K.^RMYCE  M   OREEN   424-19-6201 
ROCHELLE  Y   GREEN.  152-45-6119 
T06HENE  C   GREEN.  247-43-1952 
CARL  P  GREGORIO.  069-54-0829 
n&MISI.  C.  GREUEL.  347-66-0893 
OBUamOPHER  A   GRICE.  353-74-1996 
JON  O.  ORIESE   443-74-8743 
EVERETT  M   GRIFFITHS.  026-54-4471 
DEREK  K   GRILLS.  375-88-2786 
ROBERT  C   GRIMMER.  053-54-3964 
DENNIS  M    ORIMSLEY.  213-11-6035 
DANIEL  A    GRUNDVIO.  JR.  591-10-7054 
CATHERINE  A   GUTHRIE.  158-60-5968 
DAVID  J   GUTHRIE.  230-11-0702 
ALLY30N  C   HAAN.  387-98-7357 
CHAD  T   HAAS.  388-94-5656 
BRIAN  J   HACKENBERG.  292-62-0725 
GEORGE  C   HACKLER.  492-94-1344 
AARON  A    HAGEN.  502-03-7807 
DEWEY  C   HAINES.  538-81-7661 
JAMES  S   HALLMARK,  443-80-1770 
ROBERT  D   HALVORSON.  364-80-1411 
RAPHEAL  J   HAMILTON,  498-78-4860 
GEORGE  L  HAMMAR  IV,  2*3-86-2113 
GREGORY  J   HA,MMONTREE,  536-94-1845 
WILLLAM  J    HAMPTON.  171-54-1786 
CHRISTOPHER  L   HANKINSON.  373-80-7696 
KEVIN  M    HANNON    355-58-1104 
GEORGE  A    HANSEN.  518-03-5365 
JENNIFER  L   HANSON.  504-04-4187 
WILLIA.M    I    HAR.AW.\Y.  461-77-7687 
ADA,M  J    HAR.M   41>-13-S229 
DEBORAH  J    HAR.MON.  412-37-8952 
ALFON.SO  A    HARO  III.  423-06-1541 
ROBERT  T   HARPER.  428-37-3020 
CHAD  .M    HARRIS.  417-06-1485 
JASON  C   HARRIS.  267-47-0683 
RICKEY  E   HARRIS.  422-03-9513 
VICTOR  H    HARRIS    450-53-3521 
HEATHER  L   HARRISON.  232-^53-5872 
ANTHONY  R   HART    IR  .  039-50-5873 
TRAVIS  A    HARTMAN.  510-76-4550 
CHRISTOPHER  M    HARTZELL.  154-54-6661 
JASON  M   HATCH,  520-75-4050 
BRIAN  A    HAUG,  568-45-6259 
JAMEY  P    HALKAP    479-04-7544 
LORI  E   HAUSS,  163-58-6487 
DONALD  A    HAUSSER  JR.  353-70-1568 
MICHAEL  O   HAVERTY.  396-78-1065 
STEVEN  B    HAWTC.  485-02-4258 
COLIN  J   HAWKES  530-25-8541 
TIMOTHY  C   HAYDEN.  078-73-3454 
JAMES  E   HAYES   565-55-3668 
JUSTIN  M    HAYNES    578-84-3696 
KEVIN  P    HAYNES.  282  83-6702 
DANIEL  P    HAYS   601  09-2905 
BENNETTS   HA'iTH   228-31-6116 
DANIEL  J    HEAPE.  562-95-8101 
JERAMY  D    HEBEBRAND.  543-06-6182 
CHRISTOPHER  A    HEBERER.  536-82-1921 
JENNIFERS   HEBERT  411-17  5706 
JASON  C   HEIBULT    j04-«6.379e 
JAMES  M    HEIDENREICH  500-90-3217 
CtiRY  I.    HEINEKEN.  591-IO-9351 
JASON  A    HELTON.  251  31-9907 
JERRY  *    HE.MPFIELD  III.  058-70-6587 
ELANA  A    HEMPHILL.  231-31-7299 
DUANE  HENDERSON.  460-65-5261 
RYAN  F    HENLEY.  258-19-4104 
ROBERT  B    HENSLEY.  445-78-7956 
JESSICA  L   HENSON,  452-83-6317 
BRADLEY  J    HERMAN   JR    476-11-0174 
GUARDIOLA  L   HERN.ANDEZ.  598-05-4869 
LOUIS  J    HERN.\NDEZ.  078-66-7396 
JOHN  J    HESS   275-76-3476 
RICHARD  H    HETHERINGTON,  303-74-7647 
ROBERT  W    HEWSON.  371-86-3685 
ROY  K   HICKOK   JR,  091-60-5647 
MICHELLE  ,M   HIDALOO,  495-78-7307 
SETH  M    HIDEK    129-58-9687 
JAN  HIE.MSTR,\.  226-39-8104 
DEREK  S    HILEMAN    483-06-6536 
ANTHONY  J   HILL,  212-06-8318 
KELSIE  C    HILL,  231-96-7448 
JOHN  L   KITTLE,  574-80-0717 
EDWARD  L  HOBBS,  446-90-5818 
MAR%nN  L   HODGE,  189-54-^554 
LINNEN  E    HODO,  363-67-2424 
MATTHEW  H    HOEFER,  476-83-9281 
CHRISTOPHER  J    HOERMLE,  288-60-3867 
,MATTHEW  J    HOEWI3CH.  371-76-0164 
ERIC  B   HOOANCA.MP,  406-29-0718 
WILLLAM  T   HOLBURN,  JR,  463-53-6093 
GREGORY  L   HOLDEN.  297-68-7146 
JONATHAN  S   HOLLAND.  306-84-6721 
DAVID  A    HOLLIS.  246-33-1619 
MARY  M   HOLLIS.  229-94-9677 
ANDREW  N   HOLLITT.  386-94-0779 
PAUL  E,  HOLT,  256-17-7189 
WILXiAM  W   HONEA   536-03-6298 
ROBERT  E   HORNE,  593-30-3168 
KEVIN  G   HOSIER,  556-5S-3S97 
LAWRENCE  P   HOUSE  III    240-59-6053 
JENNIFERS   HOWARD,  229-15-3633 
TREVOR  L   HOWARD,  533-96-8322 
JEFFREY  M    HOWELL,  530-35-0830 
JUSTIN  X    HOWER.  146-78-8121 
TAVIS  C   HOWERY    255-13-7559 
BRIAN  R  HOXrr   243-45-5257 
SUSAN  K   HUBER.  404-19-2043 
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BRIAN  D   HUDSON,  593-40-6644 
KERMIT  HUEBNER.  283-6KJ666 
BENJAMIN  D   HUEBSCHMAN,  306-80-2537 
SEAN  F   HUOGINS,  576-83-9069 
ERIC  D   HUGHES,  489-86-3031 
DAREK  D   HUGULEY,  096-73-6808 
CHARLYNN  R  HULL,  533-78-6217 
DANIEL  W   HULL,  454-57-0631 
MARC  A   HULTQUIST,  506-93-2363 
JIMMY  D  HUMPHRIES,  423-03-2575 
STEPHEN  M   HUNDLEY,  236-29-2780 
CORT  J   HUNT,  541-96-8255 
STEPHEN  E.  HUNT,  JR,,  248-55-8086 
HALLE  L   HURTON,  302-64-2246 
JEFFREY  S   HUTH,  293-86-4296 
BRADLEY  G   HLTTON,  502-03-7291 
BRIAN  C   HYER,  054-62-6809 
JAMES  ILUSORIO,  549-35-0776 
ANDREW  T   INGALLS,  213-83-9294 
ANTHONY  M   DJGANO,  243-43-2089 
ERIK  A,  JABLONSKI.  276-83-6677 
JOHN  B,  JACKSON,  261-79-5496 
MARCUS  W   JACKSON,  42»-47-3»Tl 
SCOTT  W  JACKSON,  400-13-9696 
JEREMY  A   JACOBS,  081-72-3307 
WILLIAM  S  JACOBS,  161-68-7638 
TIMOTHY  S  JACOBSEN   496-80-2124 
ERIC  J,  JACOBSON,  473-96-0890 
EDWARD  M   JAGODZINSKI,  388-80-6861 
SCOTT  A   JAMES,  523-57-1758 
CHRISTIAN  M   JANKE,  386-92-2919 
MICHELLE  J   JARRELL,  171-46-0070 
KENDRDC  W  JEFFERSON,  511-86-4525 
MARION  A   JEFFERSON.  249-45-4325 
JOHN  A  JELICH  II.  456-15- 26S2 
PHILLIP  G   JENISON  260-49-7719 
CONSTANCE  L  JENKINS.  315-90-9798 
GLENN  E   JENKINS.  249-27-1303 
PAIGE  M   JENNINGS.  516-04-6224 
KEVIN  M   JENRETTE.  418-23-9545 
RICHARD  L.  JERNIOAN   256-71^5611 
MARL^  B  JERNS,  533-03-0857 
PETER  J   JERZAK,  472-90-1976 
GREGORY  J   JOHANEK,  251-13-4198 
CEDRIC  L  JOHNSON.  421-13-0047 
ERICA  L  JOHNSON.  430-65-6845 
RICHARD  H  JOHNSON,  JR  ,  13S-70-71T7 
MICHAEL  W  JOHNSON,  405-08-5829 
WADE  A   JOHNSON,  006-82-0371 
JACKIE  D  JONES  JR  ,  451-69-6243 
KENNETH  D  JONES  II,  593-34-4580 
TAMMIE  M   .JONES,  113-60-7180 
JERRY  H   JOYE.  JR,,  250-65-2142 
JOEL  A   JUNKER,  469-78-7766 
BRIAN  M   KADET,  2S5-82-177S 
HEATHER  E   KAHLER,  213-11-0637 
JASON  D   KALBFLEISCH,  376-86-2832 
KEITH  M    KAMACHI,  561  95-1817 
ALEXANDER  V   K.\MAUNU,  575-13-3145 
THEOPHILE  KANG,  289-76-2063 
KIRK  L    KARSTE,  468-92^7722 
BRIAN  A   KASTNING,  336-56-6070 
DAVID  KATZ,  006-68-6278 
MARK  Y   KAZUNAOA.  557-53-9675 
NANCY  E   KELLER.  463-43-6701 
DOUGLAS  B   KELLEY,  517-06-0068 
MlLluN  G.  KELLY.  266-69-2832 
JOSEPH  C   KELSEY.  167-60-1737 
CHARLES  O   KEMPER  IV   360-60-9888 
PATRICK  M   KENNEDY.  039-12-8363 
KATHLEEN  R  KENYON,  543-03-4966 
LEONARD  W   KERGOSIEN.  425-51-8857 
CHRISTOPHER  M   KERNS.  312-84-2572 
DEBRA  K   KETCHUM.  518-86-5045 
OMER  P   KETOLA.  382-83-7186 
CYRIL  G   KHAIRALLAH.  302-76-5432 
MICHAEL  W.  KIELPLNSKI.  465-57-7715 
JESSICA  W    KILLIN.  524-17  7820 
WARREN  E    KIMMEL.  517-70-3034 
CHARLES  R   KING.  400-29-8252 
MICHAEL  J   KING.  007-64-1780 
STEPHEN  E   KING.  410-29-1255 
MATTHEW  S   KINKEAD.  166-66-5202 
JASON  W   KINSER.  493-90-8025 
MICHAEL  P  KIRKPATRICK.  521-51-0887 
ANNMARIE  KISH.  154-63-2085 
ROBERT  W   KISTLER,  504-02-6725 
JOSEPH  KLOIBER,  076-60-6734 
KEVIN  E   KNAPP,  548-65-5201 
RODGER  D   KNEDEL.  496-84-6545 
PETER  M.  KNIGHTSHEEN,  449-27-1656 
PAUL  O   KNORR,  175-60-6826 
MICHAEL  G   KNOWLTON,  465-67  9681 
BRADLEY  J   KOCK,  483-80-8090 
JAMES  R  KOEPPEN,  236-33-7013 
KURT  W   KORTH,  520-94-6636 
KENNETH  J    KOVACIK.  264-85-1951 
KENNETH  M   KOYLE,  559-08-5276 
CHARLES  J    KRAEMER,  102-60-6629 
NELSON  G   KRAFT,  297-73^9667 
MICHELE  A    KRAUSE,  221-76-0954 
PAUL  J   KREMER,  403-06-9610 
PAUL  P   KRONENBERGER.  341-72-4375 
BRETT  N   KRYW AY,  406-19-4870 
MICHAEL  J   KULIKOWSKI,  202-50-0619 
JOSEPH  M   KUSHNER,  190-52-1199 
ROBERT  N   LADD,  593-16  2494 
JOSE  R  LAGUNA,  454-73-2660 
DENNIS  W   LAHMANN,  162-56-8010 
MICHAEL  B  LALOR,  054-60-2216 
MARK  B   LAMM,  213-73-9964 
HEIDI  S,  LANDISMAN.  547-65-817$ 


CHRISTOPHER  T   LANDRUM,  449-59-2350 
SCOTT  A    LANIGAN   411-02  3869 
ROBERT  J    LAORNO,  600-12-6443 
JOHN  R    LASELL.  4S4-67-3972 
MATTHEW  J    LAVELLE.  513-88-8087 
JAMES  K    LAW    325-70-9706 
EVAN  A    LECKLIDER.  247-25-6951 
THEODORE  J    LECOUFFE,  371-90-6308 
DANIEL  L.  LEE.  229-37-8062 
MICHAEL  E   LEE.  41.5-41-5984 
MICHAEL  L   LEE.  549-.i9-7930 
VICTORIA  LEEMERROW,  .S73-11-O190 
STEPH.\NIE  J    LEGGETT,  244-13^23 
THOMAS  C   LEGONES,  148-79-1022 
ANTHONY  G   LEONARD.  48,3-08-7152 
DOUGLAS  R  LEONARD,  474-94-09t8 
ALEXANDER  F   LEWIS,  547-75-2104 
APRIL  LEWIS.  284-68-0351 
CHAD  B    LEWIS,  278-64-3363 
GEORGE  D   LEWIS  IV,  043-74  8688 
JOHN  R    LEWIS.  .529-21-6155 
VERNON  A    LEWIS.  424-98-5180 
KUANG  Y    LI.  464-31-9072 
MARK  A   LIBBY.  284-84-3629 
JASON  T.  LIDDELL.  001-18-9796 
NICOLE  M   LIEDKA.  073-70-1323 
CHRISTOPHER  R   LIER.MANN.  516-92-8853 
liATTHEW  P    LILLIBRIDGE-  036-52-3587 
JOSEPH  M    LINDQULST,  170-13-0558 
IK.  LINDSEY.  110-19-1140 
r  C   LINK.  018-54-3054 
JASON  A   LITOWrrZ.  070-58-1001 
JULIE  K   LIVDAHL,  476-06-1043 
JOHN  P   LLOYD,  091-60-1148 
BRIAN  S   LOCKE,  415-29-2366 
BRIAN  D   LOFTON,  428-49-8206 
RONALD  E   LOFTON,  JR  ,  227-49-2014 
LAWRENCE  M   LOGAN,  137-68-6598 
SARAH  A    LOGAN,  525-n-4427 
AMY  J.  LONDON.  050-70-6162 
DANIEL  J    LONG.  299-76-8638 
DERRICK  C   LONG    111-64-3557 
JARED  T   LONGFIELD   485-04-2506 
RAMOS  J    LOPEZ.  584-59-1345 
BRETT  K   LORD.  469-82-1507 
SHAUN  S   LOTT,  464-61-6008 
JOHN  J   LOWE,  258-15-9085 
SHANNON  M    LUCAS.  276-66-6422 
MICHAEL  E   LUDWICK.  523-53-3994 
GREGORY  M   LUEDERS.  291-64-6196 
MARK  A   LUKASAVICH.  524-27-5486 
JEREMIAH  C   LUMBACA.  052-62-1153 
ERIC  D   LURIE.  199-50-5099 
JON  A   LUST.  512-86-1288 
DAVID  B   MABRY.  485-96-2388 
MARK  E  M.ACKI.M   270-90-6331 
AVERY  W    MACLEOD.  014-56-3209 
JEFFREY  D    MADDO.X.  424-98-2823 
RYAN  O   .MAENDER.  123-68-6647 
MELVIN  T  MAGSINO.  331-74-1112 
ANDREW  D   MAGUIRE.  423-19-2257 
DENNIS  C   MAJOR,  446-84-9426 
JOSEPH  MALED,  309-72-8008 
SEAN  J    MALIK,  560-98-8885 
BRIAN  J    MALISZEWSKI,  374-02-2796 
JULIE  M    MANDIN   263-39-1750 
EDW,AP.D  F   M.ANDPIL.  52?.-n«-4'i7». 
JAMES  E   MANECKSHAW.  217  74-0995 
CHARLES  V   MANGUM,  506-90-1019 
ARIC  R   MANLY',  312-98-9665 
JU.STIN  L    MANN    :)09-96-8731 
CHRISTOPHER!'   MANNING,  375-94-7986 
LOUIS  R   MANNING.  125-68-7496 
ROGER  L  MARCUM   298-70^9794 
DANIEL  C   MARSH.  515-70^5028 
CHRISTOPHER  S   MARTIN,  216-11-2912 
DENISE  M   MARTIN   293-82-1862 
JASON  J    MARTIN   502-80-6481 
NORMAN  E  MARTIN,  JR  .  305-86-1794 
WILLIAM  A   MARTIN,  326-72-1161 
FRED  M    MARTY.  223-02-1343 
JOHN  R    MARZAHL.  572-77-0277 
COLLAZO  R   MARZAN.  587-03-3122 
JOHN  M   MASHBURN.  420-25-8899 
ANTHONY  V   MASIAS   533-96-0641 
JONATHAN  S  MATEY  524-47-3059 
BRENT  A   MATHEWS,  246-04-0179 
RUTH  J    .MATHEWS,  464-29-5679 
STEFAN  L    MATTHEWS.  205-56-9101 
JAMES  A    M.\TTOX    442-84-0534 
JENNIFER  E    MAUPIN,  339-80-7568 
CHRIST^'  A    MAXWELL   447-86-5653 
SCOT  P   MAY.  587-19-5828 
VIRGINIA  A    MCCABE.  393-86-9146 
HUGH  P   MCCAULEY.  049-70-1271 
JEFFREYS   MCCORMICK,  526-25-4484 
JEFFREY  D   MCCOY,  523-5»-39l3 
MF.GGAN  K   MCCULLEY   483-98-1852 
IAN  A    MCCULLOH,  536-98-6873 
MARK  R   MCCULLOUGH.  326-70-8629 
KENNETH  P   MCDANIEL  III.  450-97-3337 
ROBERT  L    MCDONALD,  JR  .  359-71-6886 
SCOTT  M   .MCFARLAND,  026-54-1364 
SUSIE  D    MCFARLAND    310-76-1989 
KEVIN  .1    MCGEE,  062-«6-25,r2 
KEVIN  R    MCGEE.  029-56-2464 
MICHAEL  L    MCGLINCHEY,  044-60-8992 
GEORGE  F    MCGRATH  III.  456-57-0804 
LADD  D    MCGR.AW,  148-74-8971 
DANIELS    MCKEEG AN,  163-60-5451 
SERGIO  R    MCKENZIE.  082^«-0713 
CHRISTOPHER  T  MCKINNEY  424-88-7260 


'.VKSLKV  s    MCNEES.  .552-59-7908 
IiAHRK.N  D    MCUHIRT.  511-70-6710 
•^TFI'HANIE  MEANS,  217-19-6104 
HOBERT  H    ,MEDINA,  561-67-1668 
MATTHEW  R    MEKO,  209-50  3516 
LOUIS  P   .MELANCON.  067-54-0825 
JOSE  E   MELENDEZ.  115-56-0992 
STEVEN  V   MELITO,  457-55-2194 
MARK  A    MELNYK,  042-64-7084 
BRANDON  G   .MENO,  538-80-2653 
KIRK  G   MEN.SCH,  202-64-3931 
DOUGLAS  W.  MERRITT,  172-68-9102 
MATTHEW  B.  MERRITT,  270-70-2902 
AMY  J    .MESCHER.  481-08-2414 
LANCE  D   MESERVEY,  500-90-5577 
ERIK  J   .METZGER,  27^78-3641 
RUSSELL  D   MEYER,  242-53-8318 
MARK  W   MEYER.MANN,  156-66-2272 
RICHARD  L   .MICHAELS,  412-51-3907 
DORAN  ,1    ,MICHELS,  261-13-7629 
ROBERT,!   MIKESH,  JR.  118-68-6892 
TRICA  M,  .MILES,  219-67-5880 
CHAY  D   MILLER,  089-72-6790 
CHRISTOPHER  J   MILLER.  038-44-8112 
JASON  H,  .MILLER,  594-12-2097 
JAY  A   MILLER,  535-11-5259 
JOHN  A   MILLER,  547-85-9819 
KEVIN  B   MILLER,  226-35-2002 
PATRICK  R    MILLIGAN,  574-72-1339 
MARLA  I    ,MINDERMAN,  130-66-2794 
ALFRED  MINTON.  123-94-3077 
NATHAN  R    MITCHELL.  566-81-0526 
PATRICK  S    MITCHELL.  .309-94-5508 
MATTHEW  D   MITCHINER.  511-74-1198 
JOHN  M    .MITSDARFER,  513-66-5428 
CHARLES  F   MOEHLENBROCK,  525-15-2924 
BRIAN  M   MOMBERG,  370-86-2238 
KAREEM  P   MONTAGUE,  130-70-2461 
ROLON  L  MONTALVO,  584-69^106 
LORAN  C  MONTGOMERY.  231  94-7350 
JAMISON  B   MOODY.  529-65-4887 
SCOTT  D   MOODY.  374-98-1842 
TODD  A    MOODY    194-52-2778 
CHARLES  M    .MOON.  498-86-1035 
PATRICK  J    MOONEY    495-68-3438 
.ANCELO  D   MOORE.  116-56-6411 
CHRISTOPHER  J   .MOORE,  529-47  7114 
WESTLEY  R   MOORE.  253-45-0860 
JEFFREY  T   MORAN.  402-13-84S3 
JES.SE  .M   MOREHOUSE.  522-11-2501 
TANYA  M    MORGAN.  576-27-0348 
WILLIAM  E   MORGAN  II.  007-90-1530 
CHERYL  B    MORGANSTEIN.  222-68-8336 
MICHAEL  P    MORICAS,  03S-48-O435 
HOYT  M    MORRIS,  152-57-2021 
MARCUS  F   MORRIS,  110-70-2137 
SHAWN  R    MORRIS,  590-32-1781 
DIANA  MORRISON,  459-81-3951 
JERO.ME  S    MORRI.SON,  393-80^7140 
JASON  A   MORROW,  601-16-1208 
JOSHUA  D   MORSE,  546-27-3933 
CHRISTOPHER  J    MORTENSEN,  612-16-7046 
FRANCIS  R  MOSS.  554-17-0621 
HAROLD  L   MOXLEY.  249-51-7548 
ANDREW  S.  MOY.  367-02-8487 
VANESSA  Y   MOVE.  257  21-3501 
JASON  W    .MRAZ,  449-61  9535 
JONATHAN  C   MUENCHOW  Oil  64  6553 
MICHAEL, I   MUNOZ,  569-77-2485 
JENNIFER  A    MUNRO,  353-72-6812 
GRETCHEN  R   MURDOCK,  093-60-3405 
JEANJACQUEST   MURPHY.  .536-02-7129 
ROBERT  A   .MURPHY,  001-66-6010 
DANIEL  S    .MURRAY,  449-15-9385 
JOHN  D    MYRES,  587-7-73523 
FREDERICK  G   NACE,  JR,  240-92-6112 
ROBERT  L  NACE,  460-67-3752 
HELEN  C   NAPIER,  406-23-1781 
KARL  D   NEAL,  526-87  5853 
RONALD  D  NECESSARY,  JR  229^90-8524 
LORENZO  I   NEILSEN,  538-23-2110 
DARIN  D   NEIWERT,  519-98-1622 
DORIS  R   NELSON,  156-66-2631 
NEIL  I    NELSON,  242-11-7252 
RICHARD  W   NELSON  III,  327-76-9606 
JENNIFER  A    NEMKE,  394-72-4013 
JOSEPH  C   NEMURAS,  226-11-8669 
.SONJA  J    NESIUS,  475-92-6316 
TAMMY  K   NEVIN8,  486^94-3006 
CHRISTOPHER  W   NEWMAN,  362-84-1079 
STEPHEN  T   NEWMAN,  592-42-4629 
KEVIN  M    NICHOLS,  001-54-0604 
NICOLE  E   NIELSEN,  510-66-0535 
SHANNON  E   NIELSEN,  045-52  2544 
KURT  R    NIELSON,  506-17,5748 
JOHN  T   NIEMEYER   307-88-4458 
JA,SON  .M   NIETUPSKI,  025-18-0278 
SHAWN  E    NIGHBERT,  104-70-6760 
JOHN  E   NIGHTENGALE,  231-37  9926 
TERRY  M    NIHART.  167-64-2649 
COLIN  P    NIKKILA,  189-92-1677 
JA,MES  L    NLNNIS,  536-78-6127 
MEREDITH  I.   NIVENS,  592-12-0260 
DELTON  NIX,   IR,  60O-09-216I 
ISABEL  E    NOCKER.  557-17-1037 
DAVID  A    NOLLETTI,  135-64-8507 
SETH  A    NORBERG,  271-88-8139 
STEPHEN  M    NORGARD,  424-96-1362 
MICHAEL  R   NORRIS.  JR,  072-52-1802 
ROBERT  M    NORWAY,  081-70-1851 
JOSEPH  J    NOVACK  III,  198-52-0334 
SEAN  M    OBRIEN,  534-88-7550 
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PATRICK  G  OLEARY,  009-42-5803 
JOHN  L  OBER,  446-80-2111 
SHELLEY  D  OBRIEN,  114^2^9348 
JOSE  H   OCASIOSANTIACO,  017-64-9157 
JEFFREY  P  ODONNELL,  188-50^7468 
MATTHEW  J   OERKFITZ,  273-82-1505 
LANCE  A   OKAMURA,  576-98-6216 
BRIAN  S  OKEEFE,  ,Wl-lI-4077 
KEVIN  P  OKEEFE,  214-96-2461 
SCOTT  R,  OLDFIELD,  391-66-8098 
MICHAEL  T  OLEARY,  535-76-3460 
JOHN  W  OLIPHANT,  412-31-7628 
CHRISTOPHER  J   OLIVER.  261-23-8052 
MICHAEL  D   OLSON,  388-94-8245 
THOR  E  OLSON,  600-09-3419 
DANIEL  L  ONEAL,  254-23  7268 
CRAG  IN  T  ORR,  556-3r;-2323 
CARA  J    OSBURN,  519-88-0498 
CHRISTOPHER  C  OSTBY,  461-43-1056 
STEVEN  M,  OTERO,  567-85-3738 
THOMAS  P  OTJEN,  230-15-1918 
JASON  A    OTRIN,  045-58-5335 
MARK  P  OTT  -285-68  5384 
EDWARD  J    PACE,  103-6O  1066 
JENNIFER  A    PAGE,  536-90-0390 
JOHN  D,  PAGE,  .351  56-9505 
CHRISTI  G   PAINTER,  449-25-2505 
LARRY  W   PALMER,  JR  ,  258-13-9705 
CARLOS  C   PANCHANA,  153-68-1364 
RONNIE  D   PARKER,  4IJ-I5-57I2 
THOMAS  J    PARR,  390-72-6314 
TERESA  F   PARRACK,  458-83-0881 
MARK  E,  PARSONS,  276-70-6361 
SAMUEL  L   PARTON,  409-2S-2747 
DAVID  N    PASQU.\NTONIO,  133-73-8720 
MICHAEL  T  P.ATEK,  394-88-3988 
WILLIAM  T   PATRICK,  494-88-4534 
RAY  C   PATTERSON,  587-17-5805 
CHRISTIANE  H   PATTISON,  553-95-6627 
MARCUS  D   P.\TTON,  276-72-9168 
RICHARD  J   PAULIN,  JR  ,  304-76-4176 
JASON  D   PAXSON,  283-84-8254 
BRANDON  L   PAYNE,  529-59-5508 
DAVID  W   PAYNE    IR  .  137-63-6902 
WILLIAM  D   PA^-TON,  007-60-6021 
DONALD  C    PEAK,  554-47-8880 
JAMES  J    PEAK,  535-68-2160 
KEVIN  A    PECK,  207-60-9062 
BRIAN  A   PEDERSEN,  517-06-3617 
JASON  N   PELLETIER.  002-54-8731 
ERIK  R,  PEMBERTON.  331  76-2941 
JON  S   PENDELL,  552-02-5900 
JOSE  PEREIRA,  523-98-1105 
KEVIN  J   PERERA.  023-52  9412 
RALPH  N   PERKINS  IV,  ,506-82-3664 
BRENT  J    PERSONS,  524-19-1646 
JOSEPH  M   PETERS,  013-62-9416 
RICHARD  G   PETERSEN,  JR,  570-91-9871 
RONALD  J   PETERSON,  563-15-7863 
WILLIAM  R   PETERSON,  532-06-2996 
JACOB  R   PETKOVICH,  306-60-1733 
TAMERA  S   PETTIT,  326-76-97,52 
JEFFREY  M    PFEIFFER,  212-64-7106 
JAMES  C   PHILLIPPS,  543-94-4135 
ROBERT  L   PHILLIPS,  593-40-8939 
ROBIN  K   PICKEL,  006-66-7844 
DAVID  D   PICKREL.  460-5I-OM7 
STEVEN  V   PIERCE,  147-72-0418 
RODRIGUEZ  O   PINTADO,  584-39-7298 
JEROME  L   PIONK,  506-06-0265 
JOSEPH  C   PISANI,  JR  ,  436-15-1114 
JOSEPH  M    PISHOCK,  22S-31-8790 
MICHAEL  PLUMTREE,  263-98-1760 
MARTIN  L   PODOWSKI,  067-68-6952 
STEVEN  A,  FOLIC  ASTRO,  134-64-3309 
RICHARD  C   POMAGER,  510-78-1211 
JOCK  J   POOL,  453-23-6278 
LESSANDRA  D   POPE,  182-58-4886 
STEPHEN  W   POVILAITIS,  176-62-3472 
DANIEL  W    POWELL,  215-86-4191 
DELON  R   POWELL  354-56-1573 
JAY  B   POWELL,  261-81-1130 
RONALD  C   POWELL,  540-13-2815 
SHERMAN  S   POWELL.  069-66-9629 
TAMARA  POWELL,  592-01-0136 
CHRISTOPHER  T   POWERS,  231-92-4194 
JON  .M    POWERS,  593-20-5915 
TED  M    PREI.STER   507-11-5656 
JOHN  D   PRENDERGAST,  473-06-3699 
MERLE  J    PRIBBENOW,  227-19-6475 
HEATHER  K   PRICE,  521-57  2899 
JAREN  K   PRICE,  518-11-5862 
RON.\LD  D    PRICE,  517-06-0944 
MARK  A   PRILIK,  229-06-4598 
BRYCE  D   PRINCLE,  507-96-2872 
MATTHEW  A    PRUDEN-TE.  026-68-5993 
JERRY  W   PRUETT,  JR  .  512-80-9290 
BRIAN  K   PRUITT,  449-57-7122 
NATHAN  J   PRUSSIAN,  362-88-0195 
CHARLES  A    PUDIL  II.  363-88-9454 
JEFFREY  L   PYLE,  43i..59-1028 
CHRISTOPHER  R  QUALE,  251-39-5845 
CAIMIEN  A   QUIGLEY,  122-66-0266 
NEIL  L  QUINLAN,  217  90-0828 
JIMMY  L   RABON,  462-17-7345 
DEREK  O   RADCLIFFE,  251-21-6108 
TERRENCE  Q   RAFFERTY',  030-62-6450 
RALPH  J    RAGOSTA  111,  2Z7-27-4208 
■lOHN  A    RAGSDALE,  259-96-7251 
JASON  M   RAILSBACK,  249-25-3750 
ANDREA  L   RAINES,  579-03-1972 
ANTONIO  D   RALPH,  225-37-3002 


DAVID  R   RAMIREZ,  449-47  5182 
THOMAS  B   RANSOM   367-96-6670 
JILL  .M   RAPSON,  014-68-1081 
BRAD  L   RASMUSSEN  534-82-5320 
RONALD  S   RAY,  378-70-7327 
BRADLEY  H   REDMOND,  522-92-1960 
JEROME  J   REDMOND,  266-37-9922 
BRADLEY  L  REES,  194-64-3973 
CHRISTOPHER  R  REESE,  531 -84-4315 
MITCHELL  A   REID,  304-82-3384 
RONALD  A   REID,  JR,  090-68-7680 
MATTHEW  I   REIMOLD,  170-53^1182 
ELI  REN.SHAW,  205-48-2973 
ELIZABETH  A   RERES,  227  31  4)636 
DANA  E    RESNICK,  252-19-2244 
ISMAEL  REYES,  584-55-3872 
JORGE  A   REYES,  ,572-85-2687 
MONTANEZ  E  REYES,  581-67-1384 
KEVIN  M   REI-NOLDS,  223-06-2222 
NATH.\N  P   REYNOLDS,  454-57-0613 
PEDRAZA  J    REYNOSO,  583-47-1916 
ROBERT  S  RHEINHARDT  545-06-6528 
KENNETH  K   RHULE,  263-61  8710 
DANIEL  L   RICE,  258-13-4153 
MASON  J   RICE,  206-66-8825 
THOMAS  J   RICE,  156-66-5073 
ARIE  C  RICHARDS.  226-27-3196 
JOHN  P  RICHARDS,  072^54-1106 
ALSTON  A   RICHARDSON,  580-13-3450 
KEVIN  A   RIDDLE,  577  94-1002 
MARK  A    RIES   476-02-3832 
BRUCE  E   RIESTERER,  396-70-9575 
JAMES  F   RILEY,  012-68-0302 
PHILIP  A   RILEY,  106-54-8935 
ANDREW  RINGGOLD,  172-58-0955 
STEVEN  D   RIOS,  144-76-8623 
SINLAN  RIPLEY,  572-35-4980 
FERDINAND  L   RISCO,  JR,  I95-58-30r 
TOBY  L  RISNER,  532-82-2928 
.MICHAEL  T   RITTENHOUSE,  203-64-1231 
CARLYLE  P,  RIVERS,  247  tl -7557 
MICHAEL  L  RIZZO  424-29-2582 
JAMES  S    ROBBINS  II,  245-38-0676 
ANDREA  L  ROBERTS,  251-13-2145 
BRIAN  D  ROBERTSON.  259-13-1316 
JEFFERY  D  ROBERTSON.  238-31-7998 
ANTHONY  D  ROBINSON,  504-92-5124 
GERI  L   ROBINSON,  436-58-2715 
DEBORAH  J   ROBY   402-11-9391 
WILLIAM  M   ROCHE,  IR  .  078-50-2674 
WYATTR   RODERICK.  541-11-6797 
RICHARD  D   RODGERS.  510-76-9494 
SAMUEL  R.  RODRIGUEZ.  457-67-6914 
KATHRTeT*  J    ROGERS.  004-62-3908 
KENNETH  L  ROGERS,  212-78-7132 
REVA  L  ROGERS,  574-58-5151 
PAUL  R    ROMANO,  251-13-7439 
BOBBY  D  ROMINCER,  40e^55-M79 
MONTE  L   RONE,  383-78-2564 
CURET  H,  ROSADO  582-55-3842 
TIMOTHY  S  ROSE,  429-35-6442 
SONYA  K   ROSHEK,  523-29-7826 
ALEXANDER  L  ROSS.  608-14-0667 
BRIAN  E.  ROSS.  504-96-3106 
TERF„SA  A   ROSS.  568-88-9430 
FRED  D   ROTHENBUSH.  JR  .  401-23-8256 
RICHARD  S    ROI'BAL   .397-76-9549 
«^A»»V  D   ROWLEY,  002-68-3335 
EDWARD  RUIZ.  JR  ,  462-49-1909 
RICHARD  G   RUSINC,  .585-17-0538 
MATTHEW  W   RUSSELL,  019-56-3195 
STEPHEN  V   RUZICKA,  451-13-3346 
ROCK  C  SABETTO.  194-50-7991 
JEREMY  L  SACKER.  482-76-1175 
AARON  D  SAMMONS,  469-90-8513 
AARON  A    SAMPSON,  478-84-6759 
PAUL  R   .SANDERS,  366-88-2603 
KENNETH  D  SANDIFER  II,  4:)8- 13-7961 
LIe-DLA  M   SANTIAGO,  270-72-136; 
PAUL  D   SARI,  218-19-7477 
TIMOTHY  L  SAVIDCE,  571-37-6702 
JOHN  C  SAWY-ER  II,  561-81-1226 
CLAYTON  T  SAXOUR,  275-64-6569 
NEIL  A   SAYDAH,  201-60-0208 
SABINE  A    SCHAUMBERC,  510-80-7794 
JENNIFER  L   SCHICK  230-96-0256 
ADAM  C  .SCHLANC,  042-70-2063 
KELLY  E   .SCHNEIDER,  486-86-1947 
KURT  P  SCHOMAKER,  439-51-3682 
AUGUST  SCHOMBURC  III,  332-68-2942 
ROBERT  B   SCHOPF,  191  68-4634 
DARRYL  T  SCHROEDER,  545-97-8029 
ERIC  E   SCHROEDER,  564-75-3337 
ALBERT  K   SCHULTZ,  229  27  3067 
MICHAEL  H  SCHUTTE,  295-60-2672 
ERIC  A   SCHWARTZ,  374-04-6576 
ERIC  M   SCHWARTZ,  27»68-«22 
MATTHEW  D  SCHWARTZ,  TOl-60-3695 
KATRINA  M  SCHWIND,  286-80-7506 
RICHARD  M   SCOTT,  539-11-9753 
MARC  A  SCOVILLE,  519-80-1549 
JEFFREY  M  SEARS,  3e»- 96-6701 
SANTIAGO  R  SEGARRA.  587  09-28M 
ROBERT  G   SEILER,  085-66^7264 
RYAN  E  SELBY,  555-06-1315 
CYNTHIA  A    SELEPA,  330-66-7223 
ADAM  D  SELLERS,  276-88^2656 
SCOTT  A   SENDMEYER,  306-76-1883 
DANIEL  J   SENNOTT,  390-78-3538 
JASON  R  SEPANIC.  327-74-6248 
JESSE  T  SESSOM8  II,  245-51-3106 
EDWARD  H  SEUFERT.  176-18-3126 
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BARRETT  L  SEXTON.  482-80-4878 
BRADY  M   SEXTON.  125-5».nM 
TIMOrm'  A   SEXTON    187-64-1668 
TIMOTHY  R   SHAFFER.  344-76-8424 
LLNDIWEY   SHAKIRAH.  595-14-0910 
CONNIE  E   SHANHOLS.  553-49-5484 
DAVID  E   SHANK.  065-45-9375 
HEATHER  M    SHANNON.  600-58-4846 
OAVID  S   SHARE.  1S3-H-3967 
JKFFREY  A   SHAW,  494-80-2014 
KENNETH  W   SHEETS.  590-34-6875 
K.\RL  E   SHELDON,  518- 98-0S30 
TARA  L    SHEPPARD.  520-02-4142 
MARKS   SHERKEY    JR  .  228-11-7859 
JOHN  H   SHERNER  III,  570-27-5941 
MAKALENA  Y    SHIBATA    575-84-3410 
HURLEY  D   SHIELDS.  246-57-6981 
JARRODT   SHIELDS.  512-66-6682 
RAY  L    SHOEMAKER.  319-64-7671 
SAMUEL  S   SHRADER.  411-51-5762 
SOYOUNG  K   SHULTZ.  113-49-4605 
KEITH  E   SIDLEY.  JR  .  278-68-4058 
MICHAEL  B   SIEOL.  218-17-872S 
JE.\NPAUL  E   SIER.  303-62-1604 
PAUL  A    SIGLER.  194-36-2709 
AJAYVEER  S   SIHR.\.  233-35-3571 
CHRISTOPHER  A   SIKES.  259-37-6229 
JANEEN  M    SILER.  282-80-4251 
TANYA  A    SILLER.  356-56-2121 
ALFRED  R   SILVA.  462-13-8353 
CHRISTOPHER  S   SIMCOX.  108-02-0745 
STEPHEN  M   SIMERLY   565-89-6971 
JONATHAN  K   SIMMONS.  228-27-8087 
NORBERTO   SIMONNET  226-41  1759 
RAYMOND  T   SIMONS.  249-57-6556 
HEATHER  SITES.  181-58-1641 
DANIEL  P   SLAUGHTER.  083-72-6381 
MICHAEL  D  SLAVEN.  560-75-0529 
DANIEL  B   SMITH.  387-88-5324 
DOUGLAS  S   SMITH.  2S4-ll-5ff:3 
JASON  S    SMITH.  161-29-4268 
JEFFRY  A   SMITH.  233-11-2419 
MICHAEL  J   SMITH.  138-33-0617 
PATRICIA  E  SMITH.  508-03-8581 
REGINALD  K   SMITH.  548-43-6065 
RICKY  A    SMITH.  226-19-6163 
ROBERT  L   SMITH.  302-82-1335 
SEAN  T   SMITH.  110-23-5918 
STEVEN  E    SMITH,  280-62^2580 
TABERS    SMITH.  231-41-1281 
LINDA  A   SMOLEN  050-66-1042 
JOHN  W  SNOW   210-58-5581 
THOMAS  L.  SNOW  129-13.8138 
JASON  L  SNYDER.  224-15.«83 
WAYNE  C   SODOWSKY.  213-15-1109 
MICHAEL  J   SOFIELD.  JR..  212-17-7289 
EDWARD  J   SONAK   381-86-7284 
ERIC  G   SORENSON.  542-92-7315 
MELISSA  J    SPEER.  306-84-0759 
ROBERT  R  SPENCER.  277-82-«738 
DAVID  J    SPE3S.  288-82-6474 
NORMAN  D    SPIVEY    114-55-9910 
JUDITH  A    SPLINTER.  257-55-3102 
ERICH  C.  SPRAGG.  413^29-6794 
MARC  D   STAATS   341-74-2962 
DAXS  A   STADJUHAR.  503-88-5289 
JOIUI  -V   STALLINGS.  'MO-*^?'*!'' 
JOHN  P   STANLEY'.  589-32-0719 
JOHN  W   STANLEY   328-78-6505 
SEAN  C   STANLEY,  0l7-«6-51O5 
HARLEY  J    STEELE.  294-72-3794 
JONATHAN  S    STEtNBACH    548-69-8872 
DAVID  C   STEMPIEN.  M5-18-9690 
DAVID  D   .STENDER.  130-67-8479 
BRIAN  M    STEPHAN.  538-94-8442 
CAMELLA  J    STEPHENS.  561-91-9571 
JAMES  M    STEPHENS.  260-51-2962 
MICHAEL  P   STEPHENS    JR  .  484-06-5796 
ALEXANDER  D   STEPHENSON.  010-70-7280 
DAVID  C   STEVENSON.  220-11-4539 
SCOTT  E   STEWART.  160-39-1443 
SEAN  D   STEWART.  134-69-8209 
JOHN  C  3TICH.  207-50-7308 
ROBERT  C-  STILLMAN  III.  228-23-8774 
LARRY  •*•   STOAFER.  400-21-6207 
MARK  L   STODDARD.  559-03-1798 
KEVIN  J   STOLL.  536-92-2341 
BERNIE  E-  STONE.  319-76-3279 
CHRISTOPHER  E  STONE.  539-11-2330 
KEVIN  L   STRAIT   522-45-1979 
DAVID  A   STRANGE,  102-88-6876 
MICHAEL  S   STRANGE   108-47-8477 
JON  C   STRATMAN   141-71-1767 
JON  B    STR.^WN    528-55-7381 
MATTHEW  D   STUBBS.  500-24-5931 
DAVID  M    STURTZ.  306-(»-7ni 
JOSEPH  E    SUDOL.  191-58-6790 
RAYMOND  M   SULLIVAN.  JR  ,  111-80-2911 
SHmLEY  J   SULLIVAN.  449-98-9661 
JEREMY  M   SUMPMAN    155-76-8365 
JANA  L    SUNDHEIM.  516-94-1961 
SHELLY  M   SUNDVALL.  173-74-5130  ' 

MARNE  L    SUTTEN.  073-60-7130 
ELIZABETH  A    .SWEENEY,  223-25-2727 
JULIET    SWEETM.\N    225-31-6205 
JAMES  B    SWIFT,  117-70-0946 
RONALD  J    TALARICO,  JR  ,  112-66-7763 
MATTHEW  J    TANDY,  321-64-1212 
KATHLEEN  M   TARRENCE.  391-70-0854 
DAVID  A    TARVIN.  534-02-0211 
DAVID  F   TASHEA.  046-46-6639 
ROBERT  M    TATE.  JR  .  250-19-6372 


NEIL  TATOR.  423-08-0868 
DALE  E.  TAYLOR.  JR  .  347-60-0628 
JONATHAN  C  TAYLOR.  228-35-7324 
JOSHUA  J   TAYLOR.  553-17-7305 
LANCE  C  TAYIXJR.  332-76-5786 
TONY  TAYLOR.  324-60-4193 
KIRBY  K.  TEAGUE.  453-65-8892 
STEVEN  K  TEIEN.  468-08-0334 
SCOTT  A  TENCZAR.  562-89-9192 
JAMES  L.  TENPENNY   499-88-0399 
LIT  A  TERAN,  452-13-1766 
PAUL  S  TERRANOVA.  110-15-6691 
STEPHEN  D  TERSTEGCE.  600-09-0865 
LAWRENCE  A   TESSIER  II.  417-19-5104 
NAVIN  S  THAKUR.  036-52-5213 
GREG  R  THAYER.  379-88-7310 
KENYATTA  D  THERIOT.  439-15-7565 
ADAM  E.  THODE,  526-67-7437 
CHARLES  C  THOMAS  lU,  237-63-134S 
DYANA  T  THOMAS,  423-96-6621 
GLENN  R.  THOMAS.  12S-70-6S17 
JAMIE  S  THOMAS.  102-68-802S 
JESSE  THOMAS  IV.  267  39-3765 
JOSEPH  P  THOMAS.  266-71-1963 
RHETT  N   THOMAS.  203-52-7541 
SEAN  M  THOMAS.  225-11-9913 
CARLOTTA  B  THOMPSON.  230-17-5168 
CHARLES  S  THOMPSON.  589-33-3081 
CHRISTOPHER  R  THOMPSON.  135-6+.7T79 
MICHAEL  A  THOMPSON.  435-65-8368 
TROY  R  THOMPSON.  482-96-7597 
ZACHARY  T  THOMPSON.  316-73-1435 
ERIC  L  THORNTON.  254-37-9756 
JASON  T  THORNTON.  432-59-6187 
PETER  M  THRASHER.  558-27-8550 
JARED  M  THURMAN.  156-74-0058 
STANLEY  O   THURSTON.  248-55-3587 
BRIAN  R  TIDWELL.  441-88-4557 
ERIC  M  TILXEY.  529-83-9450 
JOHN  E  TIPTON.  279-76-0063 
GUY  A  TITSWORTH.  489-70-1946 
SETH  T  TOBEY.  015-68-4484 
JASON  L  TODD.  428-53-9691 
MADELINE  A   TOFT.  539-78-1747 
JOSEPH  F  TOKARZ.  JR  .  205-52-1124 
RANDALL  O  TOWLES.  320-72-8684 
ERIC  B.  TOWNS.  435-29-7537 
GREGORY  S  TRAHAN.  547-65-2433 
MICHAEL  F  TREMBLAY.  379-08-7019 
MICHAEL  L  TREMLETT.  424-98-3323 
PHILLIP  G  TREVINO.  458-79-4505 
MARK  L  TROMBLEE.  116-53-4989 
MARK  L  TROPANSKY.  484-02-6710 
AKINORI  R.  TSUCHIDA.  565-06-3741 
JOHN  A  TUCKER.  328-54-9752 
JONATHAN  E  TUGMAN.  241  35-9018 
JAMES  E   TUBLEY   066-54-3298 
LANCE  B  TURLINGTON.  148-88-5760 
JOSEPH  F   TVRDY  III.  575-33-2826 
RIVERS  H  TWO.  382-76-6033 
DANA  A    TYNES,  230-04-4280 
TIMOTHY  S  TYSON.  256-53-7207 
JASON  W.  ULITZSCH.  339-72-0490 
WILLIAM  M   UNDERWOOD.  439-23-4777 
ERIKA  A   UNOERN.  531-80-0029 
SCOTT  L.  UNSWORTH.  303-92-0101 
MATTHEW  S.  URBANIC.  42S-51-9S51 
KIMBERLY  M   USKO.  281-88-5859 
KESHVAR  VAKHARIA.  438-11-5878 
RAYMOND  R   VALAS.  033-68-4279 
LUCINDA  R.  VALDEZ.  601-70-0776 
JERICHO  M.  VALLE.  586-63-5821 
KATE  E.  VANARMAN.  008-48-6115 
JEFFREY  T  VANCLEAV.  537-74-9937 
BOSCH  E  VANDEN.  273-60-8667 
LORA  J   VANEMMERIK.  497-90-5747 
KARINA  R.  VANHOOF.  531-04-7231 
CHRISTIAN  G   VANKEUREN.  086-60-1970 
MICHAEL  E.  VANCE.  415-33-1907 
SCOTT  F   VANDEGRIFT.  229-33-0756 
MATTHEW  E   VANDERKIN.  38»-70-39«7 
JOEL  P  VANDERMEIDE.  483-13-1821 
RICHARD  D.  VANGORDEN.  175-62-2136 
SCOTT  B  VANWYK.  521-13-9682 
YVONNE  VARELA.  463-65-9560 
CARRASQUILLO  A    VAZQUEZ.  597-03-5044 
BRYAN  D   VELARDE.  593-10-8814 
JOSEPH  S  VERDICCHIO,  138-74-2153 
ANDREW  N   VERICH  399-94-6763 
DANIEL  G   VERICH.  392^96-0069 
MICHAEL  R.  VERITY.  604-10-0387 
CHERYL  N   VERMILLION.  352-21-8863 
ROY  L  VERNON.  JR  .  558-39-6160 
MARK  D  VERTULI.  594-52-7482 
TITO  M   VILLANUEVA.  586-70-6351 
DAVID  S  VINSON.  407-90-8864 
JAMES  L   VOILAND.  372-98-1275 
AVA  M   WADE.  264-71-1576 
SCOTT  O  WADYKO.  593-14-3290 
STACY  L.  WAGENSEIL.  538-88-6025 
MARK  R  WAGGONER.  548-47-5066 
NICOLE  D  WAGNER.  202-56-1417 
JEFFREY  W   WALCHSHAUSER.  215-82-8651 
LEONARD  A   WALDRON.  198-66-5413 
ERIC  L.  WALKER.  209-62-6179 
JOSHUA  H   WALKER.  179-84-6548 
RAYMOND  W   WALKER  IV.  488-84-3410 
STEVEN  C  WALKER.  009-46-9544 
BRADLEY  J   WALLACE.  449-33-1174 
JOHN  C.  WALLACE.  JR  .  030-52-6864 
ERIC  T.  WALLIS.  285-72-5367 
JAMES  A.  WALLS.  JR..  431-27-8006 


JOSEPH  M    WALSH   381-03-4812 
MICHAELS   WARBEL.  289-64-0371 
LYLE  E   WARD.  574-70-5146 
SCOTT  W    WARD,  J50-58-S225 
MARKS    W\HDEN,  149-67-7822 
WILLIAM  C    WARE.  311-80-2170 
BRIAN  E   WARFEL.  177-80-6671 
VERONICA  A    WARNOCK.  611-03-0871 
ROBERT  E    WASHBURN,  004-68-3175 
THOMAS  J    W.\TERS,  l(H-66-.5973 
BRIAN  T    WATKINS,  533  68-2104 
WILLIAM  G    WATSON    501-90-8008 
JANE  L  WAWERSIK   :i72-82-l846 
ANGELA  R    WEATHERS,  '280-64-5715 
MICHAEL  B   WEATHERS,  114-23-7018 
SETH  A    WEAVER,  107-13-8617 
KIRK  W   WEBB,  252-17  4292 
MATTHEW  J    WEBSTER.  57.5-88-0874 
WILLIA.M  A    WECKEL.  230-92-4366 
CORDIE  V    WEHAUSEN.  2.52-«3-1225 
MARTHA  WEHNER.  22^98-7763 
THOMAS  K    WEICHART,  252-39-5739 
HEATHER  E   WEIGNER    181-60-7788 
MITCHELL  J   WEIMER.  ,523- 15-177 31 
EDWARD  J    WEINBERG.  096-54-8297 
JEFFREY  J   WEINHOFER,  160-66-3782 
MATTHEW  R,  WEINSHEL.  042-60-1342 
JASON  E   WEISEMAN,  231  90-3578 
JOSEPH  F   WEISS,  185-52-2963 
SHA.MAI  T    WELLONS.  365-74-1295 
CHARLOTTA  D    WELLS.  438-55-2862 
DANIEL  M   WENZELL.  542-11-0105 
JEFFREY  A    WESTON.  572-13-7347 
THOMAS  J-  W'HALEN.  275-76-7125 
ANTHONY  M    WHEEL.  008-58-4955 
EDWARD  S    WHITAKER.  151-68-9891 
AMY  C    WHITE.  127  39-6453 
DALE  M    WHITE.  213-04-0315 
TIMOTHY  D    WHITE.  254-13-1848 
JOHN  K    WHITFIELD.  JR  .  242-45-7540 
.\ARON  R   WHITLEY   153-89-7341 
RYAN  H    WHITTEMORE.  026-48-2242 
RYAN  J    WILCOX.  Mi  Oft-8664 
MICHAEL  J    WILHELM.  173-66-1237 
JULIE  A   WILLIAMS.  218-78-^102 
JUSTIN  C    WILLIA.MS.  071-56-6216 
KENNETH  A    WILLIAMS.  118-94-7021 
KENNETH  K   WILLIA.MS.  116-60-0487 
KRl.STA  L    WILLIA.MS.  274-72-6483 
MARGARET  M   WILLIAMS.  526-29-3397 
MICHAEL  C    WILLIAMS.  512-86-1742 
MICHAEL  R    WILLIAMS.  229-17-8448 
RYAN  K    WILLIAMS.  508-11  73«l 
KRLSTIAN  E    WILLIS,  120-68-7084 
PATRICK  R-  WILLIS,  260-47  8946 
CHRISTOPHER  W   WILLS,  231-11-9353 
JAMES  D    WILLSON.  545-29-  1661 
ANDREW  W    WIL.SON.  076-66-9499 
CHRISTOPHER  M   WIL.SON.  532-86-6680 
DAVID  P   WILSON,  252-21-6878 
FRANKLIN  M   WIL.SON,  190-18-7187 
STEPHENIE  L   WIL.SON.  509-82-0246 
CLEON  F   WINDHAM.  JR  .  219-11-0627 
MERYIA  D   WINDISCH.  ,576-96-0271 
JAMES  H    WINFIELD.  101-62-1646 
GARTH  K.  WINTERLE.  254-19-1301 
JASON  M    WINTERLE.  254-19-5305 
MICHAEL  E    WISHER.  556  11  791! 
JOHN  .M    WIIHERS.  318-66-0946 
MICHAEL  WITMER.  191-66-4826 
PHILLIP  E   WOLFORD.  282-68-«869 
WARREN  R   WOOD.  258-5.3-2385 
JOHN  A   WOODARD,  532-88-3694 
JENNIFER  A   WOODWORTH.  383-04-042S 
BRIAN  D   WOOLWORTH.  571-45-1811 
COLIN  H    W<X)TEN.  446-62-1652 
DAMLi^N  P    WRIGHT.  160-64-,5810 
DAVIE  L   WRIGHT,  JR,  100-31-7990 
JAMES  W    W-RIOHT    228-02-9369 
MEGAN  A    WRIGHT  506-02-3131 
KARYN  J    WUENSCH,  391-70-8977 
NATHAN  YANCY,  188-82-0448 
HOMAYUN  Y,\QUB,  229-49-8039 
RICHARD  S   YOCUM,  188-90-1293 
ELLEN  R,  YODER,  16«-«-9671 
JOHN  B    YORKO,  325-70-1308 
RODNEY  R    YOUNG,  520-92-5588 
TONYA  E    YOUNG,  256-25-66T7 
CHARLES  D   ZIMMERMAN.  JR  ,  210-31-7898 
RAYMOND  C    ZINDELL,  203-84-5385 
JASON  C    ZORN,  182-66-5501 
JANA  N,  ZUCKSWERT    568-79-2106 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  DISTINGUISHED  HONOR  GRAD- 
UATES FROM  THE  OFFICER  CANDIDATE  .SCHOOL  FOR  AP- 
POINTMENT IN  THEIR  ACTIVE  DUT^'  GRADE  IN  THE  REG- 
ULAR ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES,  UNDER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  TITLE  10,  UNITED  ST.^TES  CODE.  SECTIONS  531. 
532.  AND  533 

To  be  second  lieutenant 

RONALD  G   H.\MILTION,  165-53-1379 
ROBERT  W    KINDER.  216-90-4190 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICERS  FROM  JUDGE  ADVO- 
CATE GENERAL  S  CORPS  FOR  APPOINTMENT  IN  THE  REG- 
ULAR AR.MY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  IN  THEIR  ACTIVE 
DUTY  GRADE.  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  531.  532.  AND  533 

To  be  captain 

HALD    BAIRD.  519-90-7877 

DRU  A.  BRENNER-BECK.  526-13-8074 
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TflHN  L    BUCKHEIT.  052-54-5794 
GUADALUPE  CUELLAR.  151-06-8734 
JOHN  P    EINWECHTER,  169-56-1257 
.lAMES  P    FLOWERS,  429-17-2801 
VICTOR  M    HANSEN,  536-  7'2- 3,311 
EDWARD  J    MARTIN.  132  56-0031 
JOHN  P   PATRICK.  093-60-1129 
ANNA  C    SWALLOW   517-82-1376 
MICHELE  E    WILLIAMS,  106-M-I115 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  SUPPLY  CORPS  OFFICER.  TO 
BE  REAPPOINTED  IN  THE  LINE  OF  THE  U  S  NAVY.  PUR- 
SUANT TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  531 
AND&S83*A>: 

LINE 

To  be  ensign 

CARLTON  L,  JONES.  257-31-0866 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS  OF- 
FICER. TO  BE  REAPPOINTED  IN  THE  LINE  OF  THE  U  S. 
NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  531  AND  .5582IA1 

LINE 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

NICK  A   SARAP.  JR..  296-68-8199 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  U  S  NAVAL  RE.SERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  LINE  OF  THE  U  S  NAVY. 
PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION 
531: 

LINE 

To  be  lieutenant 

THO.MAS  M    ADKINS.  316-74-7987 
JOHN  J    ADLER,  575-  52-6195 
JEFFREY  R    ALEXANDER,  075-56-1302 
MICHAEL  R    ALEXANDER.  561-79-9141 
MICHAEL  J    ANDER.SON    111  80-0851 
RONALD  P    ANTIMARLNO.  549-61-6769 
TANYA  L    ANTONIUK.  2S.V98-8464 
CHRISTOPHER  A    ASHFORD,  573-6.5-9162 
VERNON  E    BAGLEY,  542-98-0090 
THOMAS  G    BAGNOLi.  526-63-7619 
DANIEL  E    BAHNEMAN.  078-42-3860 
MARK  C    BARRY,  105-  94^0956 
KENNETH  R    BECKER.  15460-7632 
JEANNE  M    BEEHMAN,  541-96-2428 
THOMAS  E    BELL,  207  .50-2321 
PAUL  T    BENNETT,  437  37-2040 
DONALD  A   BEN.SON,  544  78-5701 
SHAWN  M    BENTLEY,  076^18-1178 
JAMES  H    BENTON,  387-784147 
JOHN  G    BERNARD,  199-62  4324 
KEVIN  L   BERTELSEN.  556-39-6118 
WILLIAM  R    BERTRAM.  262-37-3254 
ERIC  P    BETHKE,  551-13  1721 
KENNETH  R    BINGMAN,  .IR  ,  463-O4-«301 
RUSSELL  P    BIROS,  378-74-8699 
JAMES  A    BISHOP,  085-62-7621 
PATRICK  D    BLACKWELL,  266-81-9297 
CARLA  C    BLAIR.  514-72-5547 
ROCK  E    BLAIS   228-98-4187 
DARREL  M    BLASCH.AK    187-826505 
'».MES  H    BOGUE.  lfi«-l,S7l«2 
ROBERT  G    BO  J  ARSK  I,  096-58-8927 
BRIAN  D    BOLUY'T,  382-86-3621 
RAY.VIOND  L    BRADLEY  III.  182  90-5975 
RALPH  H    BRAUND  III,  116-029633 
WILLIA.M  D    BRELAND,  211-10-6489 
MICHAEL  J    BRENNAN,  329-60-.5065 
THOMAS   I    BRERETON.  JR  .  2J8-35-0061 
BEN.IA.VIIN  H    BRESLIN.  56S98  4380 
CECIL  C    BRIDGES.  195  84-9412 
GRANT  A    BRIGGER    170-74-1008 
RODNEY  A    BROWER.  372  90-0,541 
BRIAN  W   BROWN.  025-16-2175 
ZACHARY  J    BROZ.  151-53-3494 
TIMOTHY  G   BRUCE.  569-63-1977 
SAMUEL  C    BUCHANAN  III.  264-71-6954 
AMY  D   BURIN,  362-82-1291 
F.MMANUELL    BURKE,  439-27  9973 
I>.\NIEL  BURNS,  536-84-9799 
SUSAN  T    BURNS,  103-13-3768 
MICHAEL  J   BURRELL,  501-62-3501 
ALAN  F    BURTON,  528-27-6662 
THOMAS  K    BUSH,  261-77  4997 
DERRICK  .1    BUSSE.  ,570-11-9266 
THOMAS  C    CALVERT,  .357 -62- 5346 
RUBEN  A    CANTU,  585-88-3158 
MARC  CARDARONELLA,  133-31-2205 
ROBERT  B    CARLSON,  537-86-3504 
CAMERON  P   CARNEY,  183  74-8302 
LUKE  F    CARON.  039-34  5.348 
BUFORD  J   CARR,  156-13-1378 
EDWARD  B   CARROLL.  JR  ,  031  42  1187 
PEDRO  A    CA.STAI.NG  ,583-81   7283 
RICHARD  A    CATHERINA.  14^68-2679 
VINCENT  K    CATICH,  321  44-0962 
ELEFTHERIOS,  CHAPAS,  122-62-5477 
CHRISTOPHER  CHINMAN,  082-60-0661 
GREGORYS   CLARK    11464  0CI7 
MICHAEL  W   CLARK    21,3  5088C1 
WARREN  G    CLARK,  55,5  53-0.582 
KEVIN  D    COFFINGER,  5^)2-80-l«l9 
HEATHER  E    COLE,  461-61-4668 
KEVIN  P    COLLING.  522-92-5326 
CRAIG  M    COLLINS.  157  37-1174 
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GREGGORY  N    COLLINS,  414-27 -6.5C7 
TIMOTHY' R    COLLINS,  02260-0276 
GEOFFREY  T   COLPITTS,  417-76-6370 
JOHN  P   CONSIDINE,  148-78-1282 
CHRISTOPHER  M    COOK.  119-19-7435 
JA.MES  H    CRAFT,  229-29-6770 
DOUGLAS  J    CRAWFORD,  526-79-7007 
RONALD  D   CRAWFORD,  552-13-7254 
JAMES  J    CRITTENDEN,  59^07-7514 
DAVID  R   CROWE,  560-29-1175 
JOANNE  T   CUNNINGHAM,  352-66-0313 
DARRIN  R    DAVID.SON,  446-84-0140 
BRIAN  F    DAVIS,  252-90-7762 
DAVID  N    DAVIS,  517-96-3461 
RICHARD  W    DAVIS,  431-21-1109 
SMET  A  T   DE,  359-70-3960 
WILLIAM  L  J   DEANES,  223-04-2347 
SU.SAN  K    DECKER,  196-60-1113 
JOHN  D   DEEHR.  302-52-0758 
RUSSELL  J    DELANEY,  074-66-6421 
ANDREW  W   DELEY,  329-58-6545 
MARK  F    DEMERS,  013-58-6561 
LISA  A    DEROSE.  564-47-3113 
DUKE  E   DIETZ.  477-72-6406 
KAMRAN  A   DIL.  551-71-0716 
THOMAS  C   DILLE.MUTH   176-60-6045 
SCOTT  M    DK.  504-88-9898 
JOHN  M    DONOVAN,  285-79-5187 
ROBERT  F    DOWNING.  JR  .  120-60-6695 
SHARON  S   DOXEY.  256-29-6656 
TIMOTHY  R-  DOY'LE,  282-62-3386 
CRAIG  W    DRE.SCHER.  241-23-6854 
.lEFFREY  B    DRINKARD.  500-84-3609 
TIMOTHY'  E   DRY.  126-41-8226 
SAM  C    DRYDEN,  257-35-3586 
TERRENCE  P,  DUNNE,  225-27-6013 
ALAN  R.  DUNSTON.  556-17-0391 
CAROLYNNE  M.  DURANTHALL.  441-72-3428 
KIMBERLY  A   DY.SON.  040^72-0913 
JULIAN  D   EDGE  III.  260-84-2982 
SHAWN  T    EDWARDS.  401-08-6279 
PAUL  F    EICH.  230-80-5710 
NELS  S  ENBERG.  170-90-7115 
JUDY  M    ENGLAND.  527-79-1063 
JAMES  M    ESQUIVEL.  519-47-6866 
COLEY  L  EVANS.  218-39-2278 
SPENCER  L    EVANS.  136-33-94.52 
MARY  E   FELIX.  060-68-9722 
MARCI  D   FERRELL.  526^55-2951 
JAMES  E,  FIELDS,  458-57-2599 
KORY  R    FIERSTINE.  564-78-1740 
CHRI.STOPHER  M    FINCH.  308-62-7832 
JACQUELINE  R    FINCH.  130-17-2088 
WILLIAM  D   FINCH.  566-13-0337 
MARK  E   FLEMING.  ,537-82-1203 
THOMAS  G   FLETCHER.  231-64-1841 
ALFRED  E  FLORES.  460-39-2843 
MARK  A,  FONDREN.  278-76-8240 
CURTIS  A   FORD.  267-33-0172 
SEAN  P    FOX.  06660-0927 
ANN  M    FURRING.  057-60-2558 
GREGORY  B   GALLARDO.  .545-39-9649 
MARIE  G   CALVIN.  103-60-1309 
LAWRE.NCE  M    GARCIA.  525-27-8076 
DAVID  V   GARZA.  154-59-9430 
EMMET  S   GATHRICHT.  226-66-6245 
ROBERT  B   GEDDES.  550-71-1689 
JASON  L  GEIGER.  152-76-1436 
JOSEPH  A   GENTILE.  106-64-7609 
JEFFREY  T  GIBSON.  498-64-6175 
MARK  S  GOODALE.  223-86-8350 
ROBERT  M    GORDON.  465-65-7301 
MICHAEL  J,  GOSKA,  245-23-0136 
GARY  E  GOSNEY,  286-64-5323 
JEFFREY  C   GRAP,  149-52-1560 
OBRA  L  GRAY   267  89^2858 
CHRI.STOPHER  J   CREW,  017-58-9595 
ROBERT  E   GRIFFITH,  453-37-5793 
RICHARD  T   GRINT,  506-02-8971 
JESUS  A,  GUERRERO,  54.5-08-9655 
JAMES  M-  HAAS.  438-31-9362 
CALVIN  L.  HAOOOD  III.  460-51-19'20 
ZYAD  HAJO.  135-74-9592 
TIMOTHY  L  HALL.  488-56-0502 
DAVID  R  HALLSTROM.  471-66-4592 
JOHN  H    HALTOM.  458-61-1593 
DANIEL  E   HAMILTON.  279-70-9743 
ROLF  W   HAMMERER.  577-86-1613 
THOMAS  A   HA.MRICK.  216-06-6320 
FAULT   HARASTi'.  124  58-3291 
JEFFREY  M   HARBI.SON.  121-60-2000 
STEPHEN  M    HARRINGTON.  030-58-9926 
TERRY  M   HART.  177-82-8364 
THOMAS  .M   HEIM.  170^48-1278 
ROBERT  E    HELMS.  .IR,  240-31-3856 
JAMES  R    HENDERSON,  264-81-3294 
DANIEL  P    HIGGINS,  219-88-7948 
RONALD  R    Hl.MMELREICH.  169-60-2309 
ROBERT  I   HOAR,  JR..  145-74-3504 
WAYNE  E   HOLCOMB.  513-76-1273 
FRANK  O  HOLLEY.  360-53-8417 
WAYNE  A   HOLLI.STER.  535-70-6115 
TIMOTHYS  HOOVER,  227  1^2316 
JEAN  A    HOPWOOD,  507-88-5762 
KEITH  W    HOSKINS,  491  84-0059 
DONALD  L    HULTEN,  320-54-1650 
GARY  L    HUMPHRIES,  235-19-0474 
MICHAEL  H,  JOHANSSON,  132-58-3242 
BRENT  A    JOHNSON,  284-62-5247 
BRENT  L,  JOHNSON,  522-88-7196 
BENJAMIN  E   JONES,  229-06-3767 
ROBERT  E   KALIN,  JR  ,  210-52-5390 


BRIAN  G   KELLY.  217-54-9130 

.STEVE  Y   KIM,  565-41-5247 

CHRISTOPHER  C  KING,  230-13-7166 

BRIAN  R.  KIPLE,  264-81-9704 

MARK  R.  KIRBY,  246-98-6882 

ARTHUR  T,  KIRCKHOFF.  401-03-3117 

JOHN  C  KISOR.  476-54-9243 

JEFFREY  S  KLEIN.  299-60-7028 

RICHARD  G   KLOPSTAD.  316-72-2401 

BRADLEY  S   KNOWI.TON.  467-53-7473 

GARY  E   KOCHER.  538-84-6042 

KENNETH  J   KOONTZ.  585-02-1100 

JOHN  J   KOSINA.  272-74-3614 

GRANT  T  KOWALCHICK.  228-80-5616 

KEITH  A   KRAPELS.  413-06-0116 

MELANIE  J   KRECKOVSKY.  58»- 18-6512 

DARRELL  D  LACK.  5I2-«0-38«e 

ROBERTS   LAEDLEIN.  055-60-3168 

BENJAMIN  K   LAKE.  225-02-1977 

CHRISTOPHER  F   LAMOUREAUX.  540-02-5438 

JAMES  L  LANE.  JR  .  261-81-1717 

TIMOTHY  X   LARSEN.  561-63-2837 

KEVIN  D   LAYE.  243-35-2206 

TIMOTHY'  J   LEFEBVRE,  534-78-6663 

JEFFREY  B   LEHNERTZ.  230-15-3724 

MICHAEL  T   LENTS.  263-51-3641 

STE\'EN  C   LEVERT.  095-58-4260 

JEFFREY  S  LEVIN.  167-52-8441 

SCOTT  M   LEWIS.  049-54-7226 

PAUL  E   LIPFORD.  287-05-1770 

ROBERT  E   LrVINCSTON.  l\.  247-92-9137 

STEPHEN  E  LLOYD.  093-44-7282 

RACHELLE  F   LOGAN.  238-25-9773 

CHRISTOPHER  R  J   LONG.  321-52-1904 

RUSSELL  G   LONOLEY.  490-88-9190 

LEO  F   LOSCIU-TO.  034-44-2393 

TY'  E   LOUTZENHEISER.  506-86-8092 

SUSANNE  N   LUCKE.  575-19-6431 

JAMES  D  LUNSFORD.  244-17-8940 

KEVIN  D   MACDONALD.  336-88-9512 

BRUCE  A   MAIER.  539-70-8679 

NICOLE  L  MALSONNEUVE.  212-96-1508 

DAVID  B  MANSER.  231-62-3211 

DAVID  S    MANTAY.  525-23-8019 

MICHAEL  D   MAQUERA.  161-62-1217 

JOHNNA  M   MARCHANT.  541-84-5805 

MARK  D   MARISKA.  550-65-5751 

ROBERT  L  .MARK  II.  567-515302 

BRIAN  K   MARKS.  548-59-3653 

DANIEL  P  MARSHALL.  385-6S-4713 

ROBERT  W  MARSHALL.  552-29-1219 

MARCUS  O  MARYK.  151-68-7870 

ANTHONY  W   MAYBRIER.  515-74-9896 

GARY  A   MAYES.  314  80-0729 

KEVIN  C   MCALLI.STER.  227-15-3711 

EVERDD  MCCAIN.  552-92-7202 

MICHAEL  T  MCCLURE.  546-«l-Mn 

ALLEN  H   MCCOY.  507  98-5580 

GREGORY  S   MCCREARY.  170-«O-,T731 

ROBERT  GS  MCDONALD.  25i  19-1226 

JAMES  T  MCGO\'ERN.  S45-51-83SS 

JOHN  J    MCGRATH  III.  191-60-7877 

KAREN  B    MCCRAW.  367-86-2785 

LARRY  L  MCGUIRE.  316-54-0312 

PAUL  J   MCHENRY  196-80-1218 

VANS   MC  KENNY.  IV.  535-S2-4703 

TIMOTHY  E  MCKENZIE.  536-82-1751 

PAUL  MCSWEENEY  02962  8578 

BRADLEY  P   MEEKS.  072-60-3390 

JEFFREY  A   MERCADO.  320-68-5835 

MICHAEL  H   MERRILL.  144-56-5890 

.SUSAN  L  MERRIMAN.  438-31-5308 

ERIK  J.  MILES.  218-86-8408 

HENRY  J   MILLER.  248-39-3S84 

JEFFREY  L  MILLER.  281  54-3337 

JAY  R  -MILLS.  583-27-9347 

JOSEPH  T   MOHNACS.  146-68-1744 

TRACY  S    MOON.  007-72-3798 

JOHN  R  MOORMAN.  448-70-3399 

JANET  F  MORALEZ.  485-92  1311 

CLINTON  J   MORANO.  099-80-9070 

JAMES  R  MORRISON.  011-42-5258 

CRAIG  M   MUNSEN.  484-78-8810 

THOMAS  G   MUNSON.  376-74-2947 

KIMBERLY  A   MURPHY.  201-58-6762 

JOHN  C   ML-TCHLER.  JR  .  201-60-0441 

PETER  T   MUTTEL  509-80^2333 

ELIZABETH  A   NASCHE.  017-38-0313 

RICHARD  M   NELMS.  JR  .  225-74-2253 

MICHAEL  A   NENNMANN.  461-434IIZ7 

PAUL  V   NEUZIL.  252-35-5578 

WESLEY  W  NICHOLSON,  459-lI-'293e 

ALFRED  A   NICOLL,  192-62-8870 

JAMES  D   NORDHILL,  575-15-9255 

BARRY  C  NORMAN    436-37-4075 

RHODY  V   NORNBERC,  4S0-21-7J48 

Y'^'ONNE  D  NORTON.  522-88-3347 

MARK  T  NOWICKI.  079-58-0748 

KEVIN  W   NUNEZ,  463-96-8651 

NIGEL  A   NURSE,  553-61-7415 

JAMES  K   OBRIEN,  099-60-7279 

JOSEPH  P  OBRIEN,  026-54-7177 

JAMES  G  O'CONNOR  III,  211-86-1553 

WILLIAM  C  OLDHAM,  433-31-9848 

JOSEPH  OLIVER,  580-19-2389 

BRADD  C  OLSEN,  474-82-6890 

JEFFREY  W   OSMAN,  319-70-4304 

ANTHONY  L  PANG,  577-84-6337 

DANIELLE  PAOLUCCI,  422-76-5970 

RICHARD  C   PARKER.  JR.  268-89-1138 

ROBERT  PARKER.  JR  .  265-29-8201 

RONALD  L  PARSLOW.  515-73-5248 
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DAVID  *■    PAYNE.  593-09-8I59 
GARY  D    PENTON   133-25-6738 
CR.MC  PEPPE.  174-80-9928 
ROY  A   PETERS.  513-74-7000 
NICHOLAS  PETRILLO.  037-52-1658 
DENISE  M    PETRfSIC.  167-54-5247 
LEE  V   PHILLIPS  II    15«-46-8045 
JERRY  D    PIERCE.  155-31-8080 
WILLIA.M  R   PINKLEY.  110-90-0398 
HENRY  E    PIZARRO.  4«7-»5-3944 
ROGER  E   PLASSE.  JR.  229-23-1815 
RUDY  A    PORTER.  iM-i5-43t2 
MICHAEL  W    POSNER.  54i-57-0l78 
KRISTIN  C   POST.  09«-5»-«9T7 
GARY  *    PRALL.  228-23-8879 
THOMAS  E   PRICE.  131-5S-84S2 
KEVIN  J    PROTZMAN.  485-94-8866 
ROBERT  J   PUDLO.  350-52-1613 
GERARD  F  QUINLAN.  128-66-0775 
CHARLES  E   QUINTAS.  042-62-9484 
MICHAEL  A    RABE.  171-90-2850 
PAUL  A    RATKOVICH.  526-75-0043 
DANIEL  J    RAWN   284-54-5859 
JAMES  C   REAMER.  JR..  251-25-0719 
MARK  E   REYNOLDS.  274-54-7730 
ROBERT  M    RIGGS.  131-39-6555 
MARTIN  D   RIPPERGER.  312-72-4233 
MICHAEL  W   ROBBINS,  556-39-4621 
CLVDY  M    RODRIGUEZ.  421-06-8681 
DANIEL  S   ROGERS  301-60-7980 
TIMOTHY'  P   ROLAND.  231-98-8262 
R.^UL  X   ROSALES.  155-57-2601 
FRANCES  M    ROSARIO.  581-15-3935 
MARC  A    RZEPCZYNSKl.  228-17-0063 
DAVID  L    .SAIKI.  502-94-5950 
CHRISTOPHER  M   SAINDON.  595-18-7188 
JAMES  A    SA.MUELS.  286-66-1800 
TOMMY  E   SANCHEZ.  585-37-2364 
ROBERT  W    .SANDERS.  115-70-7781 
MICHAEL  D   SCHAEFFER.  007-78-3659 
ROBERT  A    SCH.MIDT.  24O-08-I753 
DAVID  M   SCHNITTKER.  158-19-1950 
VINCENT  H    SCHROEDER.  357-M-6089 
STEPHEN  A   SCIPIONE.  045-74-7820 
JERRY  D   SEAGLE.  JR..  215-86-2020 
WILLL^M  B   SEBRINO.  115-19-7271 
TODD  J    SENIFF.  043-54-1629 
CURTIS  A    SETH.  532-70-64513 
FRANK  A    SHAUL.  098-58-3998 
TEDD  C    SHELLENBARGER.  281-68-9757 
THAD  M    SHELTON,  310-62-2338 
STEVEN  B    SHEPARD.  225-94-2718 
ERIC  S   SHIREY.  145-«4-0197 
DENNIS  A   SHOOK.  557-71-8742 
KIRSTLNA  D   SHORE.  542-62-9288 
LUKEN   SHOWS,  422-11-1708 
JOHN  F    SIMON.  012-62-5663 
MARK  R  SLIEPCEVIC.  326-58-1S2S 
JAMES  F    SLOAN  111.  251  25-9162 
J-VMES  J   SMITH.  089-62-9221 
MARK  P    SMITH.  585-96-5666 
TIMMY  S.MITH.  263-«l-3755 
WESLEY  A    SMITH.  570-21-1012 
JAMES  B   SNELL.  196-82-7780 
RICK  J    SNIDERHAN.  093-64-5946 
JOHN  D  SORACCO.  547-11-9320 
SAMUEL  E   SORCEN.  091-44-0383 
MICHAEL  R,  SPENCER.  548-71-2236 
TIMOTHY  W    STAATS.  229-23-3498 
ROBERT  .;    STAILEY.  167-46-6642 
RICHARD  M   STEVENSON.  296-50H623 
.STEPHEN  E    .STILLING.  158-55-9965 
RONALD  J    STINSON.  215-70-9897 
MARK  R   STOOPS.  227-06-7778 
ROBERT  A    STRANGE.  267-39-704S 
RONALD  E   STRONG.  529-35-8214 
JAY  A    SUNKES.  296-60-4376 
BRIAN  D    SWEENEY,  032-58-1445 
GIL  L   TACHIBANA.  558-74-1161 
BRIAN    I    TALAY.  087-66-0715 
.MARK  H    TANNER.  264-57-3067 
ADAM  B  TAYLOR.  215-04-1707 
CHRIS  E  TAYLOR.  150-04-2943 
JEFFREY  E  TAYLOR.  573-75-0308 
TERRY  W  TAYLOR  JR  .  406-19-7116 
JEFFREY  T  TOMBLIN.  251-51-3703 
JEANENE  L  TORRANCE.  257-15-2162 
ERIC  S  TOWE.  291-64-2179 
CHRI.STOPHER  R   TOWNSEND.  215-64-5454 
VINCENT  D    TRAEYE.  248-13-0746 
STEVEN  .M    TRUMBULL.  215-90-6883 
ANDREW  K    TURNER.  305-84-8536 
MURRAY  J   TYNCH  III.  245-19-1357 
JEFFREY  A    UTHE.  223-17-1102 
JOHN  L   VALADEZ   165-19-1974 
JAY  R    VANNICE.  539-70-7939 
JOSEPH  A    VASILE.  138-72-4724 
RENE  VELAZQUEZ.  584-47-0839 
ROBERT  J   VENEMAN.  570-37-7460 
RICHARD  A    VILLANI.  199-14-6496 
BRADLEY  E  C   VOLDEN.  172-74-7230 
PAUL  E    VOLLE.  256-29-6068 
RICKEY  D    WALLEY.  128-04-3279 
ROBERT  L   WALLIS  11.571-57-1706 
JOHN  .M   WARD.  226-23-7389 
ROBERT  J    WARE.  261-15-7703 
DAVID  W   WARNER.  523-25-8752 
RICHARDS    WARREN.  544-76-6M5 
MICHAEL  W    WA TKINS.  190-74-2060 
THOMAS  J    WATSON  III.  226-88-6605 
MARK  WEILER.  600-22-1552 
EVAN  W   WELNTRAUB. 
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JOELS    WELCH.  122*8-1133 
MIKE  T   WESSON.  164-57-0627 
EDWARD  J   WETZEL.  196-86-1491 
THOMAS  P   WILCOX  III.  551-37-5585 
ANDREW  R.  WILLIAMS.  072-«2-«79! 
LESLIE  D  WILLIAMS.  265-51  9376 
BRUCE  L  WINTER.  150-78-3024 
CATHERINE  M   WITT.  574-34-7791 
DOUGLAS  S  WITTEN.  403-15*857 
ROBERT  D.  WOODBURN.  268-72-7853 
MOODY  0  WOOTEN.  JR  .  223-21-6094 
DANIEL  C  WORRA.  337-64-1891 
CHRISTIAN  W   ZAUNER.  591-05-5807 

LINE 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

JOHN  C  ABSETZ.  521-37-8698 
ALBERT  D  ALTURA.  216-06-9344 
CHRISTOPHER  P  AMEN.  505-86-2724 
MICHAEL  A   AVALLONE.  546-13-6486 
CABOT  C   AYCOCK.  436-13-3659 
JOHN  W   BAILEY.  320-72-5149 
HENRY  W   BARNES  IV.  239-43-6384 
MICHAEL  H   BASEMAN.  560-96-8422 
RONNIE  J    BATMAN.  228-06-2778 
ROBERT  A    BAUGHMAN.  231-11-0316 
CHRISTOPHER  J   BAUMSTARK.  229-17-1427 
MICHAEL  W   BAZE.  452-63-6085 
CURTIS  A   BECKER,  JR  .  226-31  3023 
TIMOTHY  S   BEDARD.  192-64-3865 
MARK  O    BELSON.  261-27-5948 
JOHN  A   BERGER.  362-86-7328 
PAUL  W   BIERAUCEL.  452-96-5640 
KATHRYN  R  BINI.  597-01-1517 
JODY  G   BRIDGES.  375-96-7306 
MATTHEW  A   BROWN.  386-58-6701 
JOHN  F   BROWNE  III.  327-58-5930 
MARK  K    BRUBAKER.  271-64-1425 
CHRISTOPHER  S   BUNCE.  373-74-0868 
THOMAS  D   BUSH.  JR  .  084-68-9026 
KEVIN  T  CAMILLI.  261-91-7380 
JOSE  R  CANARIO.  JR  .  248-31-1565 
JEFFERY  S  CANFIELD.  371-86-1721 
CHRISTIAN  G  CENICEROS.  218-88-2957 
ROBERT  L  CHATHAM.  26O-2S-3900 
KEITH  A  CHITMON.  429-15-0798 
MARK  D  COFFMAN.  101  15-5581 
JEFFREY  J   COLEMAN.  380-72-2291 
SHERRIE  S  COMBEE.  251-31  3837 
BAILEY  L  CORBETT.  456-39-5151 
BRETT  M   COTTRELL.  505-08-9723 
JOSHUA  A   CROWDER.  321-64-1191 
FRANK  CRUMP  III.  128-39-8110 
JOHN  P   DAUNT.  Oil ^0-4694 
DUANE  W   DENNIS.  164-55-4389 
MICHAEL  D   DESHAZO.  465-49-8188 
BRIAN  K   DEVANY,  212-90-0326 
DANIEL  D   DOHMEYER.  393-72-4382 
JAMES  G   DORSTEN.  284-56-5615 
TIMOTHY  A    DOWNING.  138-19-1861 
TODD  A   DUFAULT.  168-92^9016 
STEVEN  R  DUNKLEBERGER.  569-35-7313 
TERRY  L   DUPRIE.  435-14-3713 
JOHN  P   EZELLE.  422-84-0045 
KENNETH  O   FISHER.  466-31-0339 
PATRICK  L   FLAHERTY    182-53-4344 
HEBERT  F    FREDERICK.  434-33-1119 
JOHN  D    FREEMAN.  227  SO-6446 
STEPHEN  L  GAZE.  130-62-0726 
GINA  M   GIGLIO.  038-52  5715 
KENNETH  C  GLYNN.  149-18-2515 
RICHARD  A   GOLBITZ.  355-70  8219 
MARK  E  GOODE.  231-21-6484 
SCOTT  S  GOODWIN.  040-52-9176 
CRIS  A  GRANT.  396-70-8049 
JOHN  R  GRAY.  223-33-7553 
STEPHANIE  K  GREEN,  326-66-1933 
ROBERT  L  GREESON.  545-33-1861 
DANIEL  A   HAIGHT,  JR  ,  258-47-1882 
SAM  R  HANCOCK.  JR  .  311  76-0150 
BENJAMIN  B    HANSEN.  561^5^1730 
KEITH  0   HARRIS.  095-58-0556 
PR.^NCOIS  P  HENNEBERGER.  261^5-8300 
PAUL  T  HENNIGAN.  285-62-3848 
CHRIS  A   HIGGINBOTHAM.  48»^6-5475 
JOHN  T  HICCINS.  178-50-0497 
TODD  J   HOOPER.  336-70-9754 
JOHN  A   HOPKINS,  188-62-7541 
JERRFEV  J   HOPPE.  355-72-8412 
KIM  E   HOWARD.  231  23-7561 
RODERICK  M   HOYLE.  543-96-3632 
STEPHEN  C   HUGOS.  165-63-3748 
CORBIN  D   HUGHES.  506-74-4194 
DAVID  W   HUNTLEY.  557-23-4851 
CARLOS  A   IGLESIAS.  263-81-3448 
THOMAS  L  JACKSON  236-13-1380 
THOMAS  E  JOHNSON.  268-68-2750 
JEFFREY  A   .JONES.  001  58-3490 
STEPHEN  P  JONES.  226-?7-2956 
AMARDEV  S  JOUHAL,  549-13-5191 
JEFFREY  T   KAUFFMAN.  274-76-2072 
MARK  W   KAWECKI.  236-25-5181 
LAWRENCE  L  KEIL.  391  54-1147 
PATRICK  A   LACORE.  526-98-6804 
THOMAS  H   LAGOMARSINO.  554-11-2378 
RICHARD  T  LAROCHE.  061  56-1552 
JAMES  A   LEE.  5;n-70-9417 
DARYL  E  LEEDS.  261-97  2598 
DAVID  A   LILIENSTEIN.  571  49^0612 
JEFFREY  V   LOCKE.  542-02  3607 
MICHELLE  E.  LUCERO.  525-31-5030 


MICHAEL  P    LYNCH.  208-44-1086 
RON  C    MAGWOOD,  098-58-0382 
THOMAS  D    MALONEY,  388-91- J8(M 
CALONE  N    MARKEY   134-61-9768 
ALPHONSE  MARSH.  JR  ,  263-73-6760 
EMILIO  MARTINEZ.  126-«0-0341 
TODD  A    MAUERHAN,  554-67  9571 
MICHAEL  L    .MAY,  ,'195-28-9078 
MARK  A    MAYERSKE,  513-66-1521 
CYLDE  F   MAYS.  JR,  244-06-9971 
TIMOTHY  L   MCCARTl',  171-62-9364 
MICHAEL  L   MCCLINTOCK,  547-,»-7713 
JOHN  A    MCCONVILLE,  111^58-8000 
SANDRA  A    MCDONALD,  030-62-0937 
KENNETH  C   MCDONNELL.  137-64-9137 
KEVIN  MCKEEVER,  357-62-1113 
BRAD  A   MCMULLEN,  193-56-2525 
DAVID  T   MEI.INOSKY,  041-76-2110 
TERRENCE  W   MENTZOS,  575-06-4469 
JAMES  W    MILLER,  359-72-5982 
JOHN  R   MILLER,  359-79-8:»1 
BRYAN  L   MILLS,  159-37  OOK 
ROBERT  W    .MINOR.  151-53-8211 
MICHAEL  G   MOFFITT.  302  72  7090 
JA.MES  R    MOLINARI.  264-11-7137 
DAVID  R    MOOREFIELD.  075-56-1799 
KEVIN  S   MORAVEK.  011-52-7629 
PAUL  G   MOVIZZO.  003-60- 3572 
MARK  T    .MURRAY.  126-«2-33S3 
SCOTT  F   MURRAY,  081-68-8784 
JAMES  R    NASH,  154-41    1766 
CHARLES  S  NOLAN,  268-06-1150 
JACK  M    OMOHUNDRO.  001-54-9826 
SCOTT  A    ONEIL,  225-96-8639 
FEDERICO  G   ORDONA,  575-02-4708 
MATTHEW  D  OVIOS,  031-62-9851 
KEVIN  J    PARKER,  520-74-9911 
CEDRIC  T   PATMON,  377-94-2500 
LARRY  O    PAUL.  151-37  2787 
KEITH  L,  PAYNE,  212-08-8138 
DAVID  A    PETERSON,  361-48-0723 
TROY  R   PFEFFER,  560-67-S771 
ERIK  M   POINTER,  370  94-5757 
CHRISTOPHER  X   POLK,  094-60-6945 
EMORY  G    PRICE,  240-02-8124 
SHANE  E   PRITCHARD.  091-66-7453 
DANIEL  B    RADER.  567-13-7362 
COREY  W    RAY,  564-27-3261 
TIMOTHY  C    RECKERS,  168-04  6994 
KEVIN  W    RISTER,  263-39-8935 
THOMAS  G   ROULSTON,  533-70-7013 
JONATHAN  B    ROWELL.  167-63-8671 
HOLLY  L   RUSSELL.  522-15-3728 
CERALDA  T  SARGENT.  392-46- ;I886 
JEFF  D  SASSER.  209-16-3652 
DARYL  J,  SCHMALTZ,  537-80-760J 
ROBERT  D   SCHNEIDER,  191-80-2694 
GREGORY  J   SCHUSTER.  276-70-3720 
LANCE  G   SCOTT.  358-58-6650 
JOHN  E  SEDLOCK.  152-46^2128 
MICHAEL  S    SHAWE.  322-74-7919 
SCOTT  C   SHERMAN.  0.54-66-6701 
LAMANCHA  SIMS.  260-11  3890 
ANCELO  R  L  SMITHA.  572-61-6311 
DAVID  M-  SMUDA  II.  220-66-6258 
WILLIAM  L  SOMMER.  576-78-4940 
MARY  L  SPENCER.  436-17  1071 
ERNEST  B  STACY    127  33-4068 
MELINDA  M,  STATON,  134-58-1279 
MICHAEL  R   SUTTON,  571  69^4833 
TIMOTITY  A   SZYDLOWSKI,  569-394602 
CHRISTOPHER  A  TAYLOR.  073-66-3220 
PAUL  J    TECH,  399-82^5409 
DARRON  D  THOMPSON.  537-70-1721 
RICHARD  O  TOLLEY.  275-58-1672 
TERRANCE  R   VINTON.  508-74-0349 
JOHN  J    VITALICH.  571-57-5350 
DARRYL  L.  WALKER.  438-17-3457 
CHARLES  A   WALTON  JR..  566-15-0335 
CARDEN  F   WARNER.  262-75-1631 
ANDREW  N    WESTERKOM.  230-74-4273 
WILLIAM  J   WHEELER.  196-60-2084 
CHRISTOPHER  S   WICHMAN.  508-08-2091 
MARK  D   WILLIAMS.  551-77-1853 
NILS  E    WIRSTROM.  160-61-6355 
CHRISTOPHER  S  WIRTH.  117  70-2680 
ALEXANDER  J   WRIGHT.  260-15-3467 
ANDREW  J.  YOUNG.  263-374731 

LINE 

To  be  ensign 

RICHARD  M    ALFORD.  260-92-1595 
PATRICK  C   ANGLE.  363-94-8552 
DANIEL  G    BAKER.  180*1-9266 
GREGORY  W   BEACH.  332-66-0968 
MATTHEW  J    BEDNAR.  177-62  5196 
ERIC  S   BELMAN.  132-46-5425 
DOUGLAS  W   BERNOT.  515-74  0230 
JOHNNY  T  ROMAN  JR  .  263-93-8839 
MICHAEL  V   BONO.  143-76-1172 
DOUGLAS  A    BRADLEY.  212-80-1716 
STEVEN  V    BRESCIA  049-68-1559 
MARK  D   BUTLER.  411-19-3297 
KUI  H   CHOI.  53174-7638 
MATTHEW  C  COVERDALE.  376-62-6805 
LAWRENCE  S  CRISCIONE.  486-64-1808 
DAMON  M    CSEH.  369^94-2342 
MARTIN  DEBONO.  094-56-8779 
MICHAEL  D   DEWULF.  482*6-9530 
CRAIG  D    DIDIER.  299-56-4900 
CHRISTOPHER  S   DIGNAN.  032  *»- 3333 
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RICHARD  F    DUBNANSKY.  JR..  457-69-7536 
CURTIS  B   DUNCAN,  203-60-9,542 
TIMOTHY  R,  DURDIN,  168-96-9708 
CHRISTOPHER  M   DURKEE,  018-60-6252 
JEFFREY  R   EIS,  388-78-4478 
SCOTT  A    ELLSWORTH.  313-74-0103 
MARK  E    EMANUEL.  161-65-2911 
MICHAEL  A    FALTER,  104-48-0856 
JASON  T    FASSLER,  521-23-7129 
ERIC  R   FEDELE,  218-11-2071 
COREY  J   GANNON,  163-68-3016 
ERIC  J   GARDNER,  547-85  4506 
TERRI  A    GLEESON,  088-68-8037 
GEORGE  E  GOHLINGHORST,  215-08-4591 
WILLIAM  W    GRAYLIN,  536-94-3flJ« 
,IEFFREY  A    GUTHRIE,  45,3-73-4240 
MARK  S    HAIRE,  163^29-4371 
ROBERT  n    HARRINGTON,  166-65-3496 
MU.STAFA  M    HAZIQ.  220-66-9591 
PERRY  L   HERRICK.  590-28-1711 
BRUCE  A    HILL,  229-84-3193 
STEVEN  R   HOEM ,  17.5-96-2587 

JAY  D   HOFF.MAN.  503-80-2921 
.JUSTIN  C    ,IACKSON,  51266-«I41 
WALTER  L   JENNINGS,  594-32-1135 
CHRI.STOPHER  D   JONES,  191-92-1163 

JEFFREY  S    KAMAN,  379-61-9138 
MICHAEL  B    KAPLAN,  177  50-9102 
GEORGE  M   KENNEDY,  572*9-1284 
MICHAEL  J    KING  II,  566-55-4501 
DAVID  B    KUHL  II    ,5S7-31--2744 
PATRICK  E    KULAKOWSKI,  015-60-81 10 
BRANDON  A   LARSON,  155-78-2059 

lERRY  W    LEGERE,  007-68-1782 

lUHN  C    LEONE,  JR  ,  524-39-8059 
PARRYN  J    LUNDERS,  519-88-6252 
ANTONIO  C    MACCABE,  563-17-9714 
NORMAN  O    MACGREGOR  584-79-&J49 
SAMUEL  A    MAEBY,  215-94-0165 
PATRICK  J    MAHONEY,  505-96-1805 
PHILIP  E    MALONE,  111-48-9126 
LELAND  R    MARCUS,  449-13-0102 
JAY  T   MARKIEWICZ,  177-46-2964 
ROBERT  R,  MARTIN,  JR  ,  233-23-8011 
CURTIS  L   MILLER,  312-82  .5504 
MARK  R    MOEBES.  117-17-9339 
RICHARD  P   PENTECOST.  372-98-8754 
DAVID  R    PERRY.  228-33-1930 
TIMOTHY  P   POFF.  306-90*993 
MARK  A    POWELL.  541-19-0196 
KENNETH  N   RADFORD.  229-06-8999 
.STEPHEN  R    RAPP.  153-70-9146 
DENNIS  A    ROBERTSON.  494-84-5045 
YILMAZW    RONA.  020-62-7817 
ALEXANDER  ROSARIO.  227-39-2030 
ASHLEY  C   ROSE.  148-64-6610 
HARRIS  S    ROSE.  151-50-0620 
MARCUS  A    ROSSI.  206-64-2372 
DOUGLAS  C,  SALTZ,  290-66-1928 
WILLIAM  G    SCHINDELE,  600-20-4241 
JEFFREY  R  SCHMITT.  198-62-6176 
ERIC  A   SCHNEIDER.  219-80-4112 
DAVID  K   SECKEL.  236-94-4455 
JOHN  J    SEIFERT.  298-72-7656 
.ANDREW  J    SHANK.  21302-8229 
MARTIN  W    SHEARER.  371-62-6857 
TIMOTHY  G   SHORE.  52541-1724 
WILLIAM  A   SMITH  IV.  374-94-5232 
CRAIG  A   STACK   345-52-1634 
ANDREW  J   .STAMPFEL.  269-58-0790 
MICHAEL  J,  STANCHINA,  041-60-8710 
SHAWN  W,  ST  GERMAIN.  170-80-5079 
WILLIAM  J   STITH.  JR..  361-54-0930 
NATHAN  B,  SUKOLS.  126-54-9486 
STEVEN  C   TAYLOR,  305  76-2927 
MARK  R   TIERNEY,  138-74-7784 
NICHOLAS  R   TILBROOK,  160- ,54-8740 
ALVIN  S   VENTURA,  360-76-4151 
CHRISTOPHER  S    WEBER,  450-55-7358 
GREGORY  J   WIRTH,  593-26-7956 
JON  E  WITHEE.  441-86-5239 
JA.MES  M-  WITT  III.  120-04-8490 
JASON  K   WOLF.  460-<5.8709 
DAVID  A    Y'OUTT.  045-60-7928 

THE  FOLLOWING  NA.MED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI 
CERS.  TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  MEDICAL  CORPS  OF  THE 
U.S.  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

COLIN  G   CHINN.  569-31-4204 
BRUCE  R  CHRISTEN.  53!  76-4964 
BRUCE  COHEN.  081-38-0765 
JOSEPH  A,  DAVIES,  285-58-9847 
TERRENCE  X    DW^'ER,  114-52-2601 
ROBERT  R   HARFORD.  092-56-9020 
GREG  W   HOEKSEMA.  50O66-68W 
WILLIAMS    MCCREA.  160-155411 
GRETCHEN  A   MEYER,  193-*6-2532 
MATTHEW  L    MILLER,  232-92-1985 
OSCAR  E    MINOSO  Y  DE  CAL.  579-96-6156 
AMY  I    MORTENSEN,  240-08-0335 
.MICHAEL  L,  PUCKETT,  511-52-6502 
EDWARD  V   RO.SS,  JR,.  436-92-7813 
JOSEPH  E   SARACHENE.  271-44-5369 
RICHARD  L    SCHROFF.  203-18-0220 
MARTIN  L    SNYDER.  064-42-2949 
JAY  C  .SOURBEER.  267-13-3228 
HOWARD  C   WETSMAN.  134-73-0422 
STEVEN  A   YOUNG.  128-36-6611 
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To  be  lieutenant 

THOMAS  A    BALCOM.  169-78-3009 
JOHN  B    BURGESS.  JR     213-78-7636 
BRIAN  J    MCKINNON   027-62-5726 
SAMUEL.)    PIERCE.  155-25-0605 
MARK  R    POLAK,  507-72-5440 
JOSEPH  F    RAPPOLD,  205-50-2185 
TIMOTHY  H    RAYNER,  428-15-7773 
ALISON  R   SENNELLO,  359-50-0978 
MARTLN  P  .SORENSEN,  001-18-8935 
MICHAEL  S,  WEINER,  106-64-1600 
KENNETH  S  YEW.  375-76-1112 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  LINE  OFFICERS.  TO  BE  RE- 
APPOINTED IN  THE  SUPPLY  CORPS  OF  THE  V  S  NAVY. 
PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TIONS S31  AND  55821  Bj; 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade), 

ANTHONY  W   DELUCCHI.  573-63-2806 
JAMES  B    EASTON.  296-68-3110 
HENRY  GONZALES.  461-69-5861 
JIMMY  L    HAHM    533-86-3642 
PATRICK  S.  HAYT3EN.  402-80-2115 
JOHN  W  KENNEDY.  216-06-2051 
AMY  L   LYONS.  216-66-2307 
RAMON  O   MARIN.  515-66-7185 
KURT  M-  PHOEL.  093-48-0163 
JAVIER  A    VEGA.  462-59^*332 
GREGORY  J   VERGAMINI.  301  54-0692 
HANS  C  WALDRAFF.  313-84-8787 
FORRE.ST  D   WILKINS  507-94-5718 


CHERYL  M   HANSEN.  40!-»4-75«7 
WILLUM  K   HEDGES.  458-36-2421 
DAVID  R  HOPKINS.  227  33-*044 
SEAN  J.  MCKILLOP.  03i-66-147J 


To  Be  Ensign 


To  be  ensign 


TRINA  M    BECKNER.  163^58-2748 
ERIC  J    BIALEK.  460-13-75% 
JAMEY  J   BLOCK  141  58-5053 
JAMES  H   BYRD,  JR  ,  546-61-2900 
MICHAEL  J   CLOYD.  213-76-9958 
MARK  D   DOBESH.  176-98-8310 
MICHAEL  W   FIVAS.  529-21-8795 
MICHAELS   FLATLEY.  117-66-9905 
SCOTT  A   GARVEY   218-84-6975 
RONALD  L  GRIESENAUER.  087  54-1754 
NOEL  M  GRIFFITH.  589-40-1961 
DENNIS  R   HALL,  JR  ,  443-82^1493 
LAURI  D    HARRIS   55547  5868 
ANTHONY  J   HATOK,  JR  ,  159-52  3135 
ALAN  M    HERN   609-14-1644 
BRANDON  A    HONEYCUTT,  574-54-8890 
DARRELL  B   INGRAM,  258-37  5211 
NOEL  P  JOHNSON  383^98-5356 
DEAN  R  KINSMAN,  181-46-0265 
ERIC  A   MORGAN.  380-82-7456 
TIMOTHY  S   PIONE.  294-82-9109 
ERIC  M  SKROCH,  568-19-6583 
GREGORY  T  STEHMAN.  465-59-3407 
RICHARD  J   SULLIVAN.  505-13-2796 
MICHAEL  L   SWEENEY.  520-06-2309 
JOSEPH  J    YUN.  411-19-6524 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  SUPPLY  CORPS  OF  THE 
US  NAVY'.  PURSUA.VT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531 

To  be  lieutenant 

DEBORAH  K    ANDER.SON    484-88-2394 
MICHAEL  L    ANDERSON.  483-90-1719 
THOMAS  S  ARMSTRONG.  392-68-2971 
DAVID  F  CRUZ.  255-78-9917 
SCOTT  T  CEHRING.  172-54-0509 
MARK  D,  HANSON.  178-62-0295 
ROBERT  M   JENNI.NGS.  31584-1853 
ROBERT  J   KILLIUS.  458-31-7673 
MICHAEL  B  .MURPHY.  364-72-6354 
MARK  A    POLCA.  059-46-4043 
GARY  J   POWE.  332-68-8521 
JOE  F   RAY.  526-33-0701 
RICHARD  J   SCHLEOEL.  0O4  7t,  1655 
VAUGHN  L  STOCKER.  507-96-2467 
JOSEPH  A   TWEEDY.  480-98-1374 
JOSEPH  P   WILKING.  262-65-3662 
DONALD  J   WILLIAMS.  537-66-4470 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

ERIC  H   BURKS.  456-25-1585 
PHILIPPE  J   GRANDJEAN.  543-04-1584 
MARK  K   H.\RRIS.  42092-3829 
DAVID  K.  HOWELL.  073-56-8676 
ANDRE  D.  MURPHY.  371-76-1778 
CORINNE  J   PELLEORIN.  301-66-8715 
AARON  K   STANLEY.  488-90-2074 
ERIC  S   STUMP.  533-58-8896 
LORENZO  E  WILLIAMS.  249-57-8891 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  LINE  OFFICERS.  TO  BE  RE- 
APPOINTED IN  THE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS  OF  THE  U  S 
NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  531  ANDi582iBi 

CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant 

THOMAS  A    BOLIN   251-15-7739 
AR.MANDT  gU.\TTLEBAUM.  191-56-3968 
MAJELLA  D  STEVENSON.  576-86-6105 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

MICHAEL  P  CAPUANO.  337-60-3538 
MARILEE  A.  COWAN.  578-94-1227 


CHRISTOPHER  E   ARCHER.  521-08-7975 
CARTER  C   DOWDY.  443-86-2191 
MEGAN  J   WAGGONER.  503-04-4741 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS 
OF  THE  US  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  531 

To  be  lieutenant 

DAVID  0   OILLES.  227-08-1708 
CAROLYN  D  HERMAN.  068-44-3235 
KEVIN  K  JOHNSON.  450-41-1405 
RICHARD  A   KRAMER.  502-74-0S58 
SCOTT  A,  LANGE.  477-92-1883 
ROBERT  E   LIN.  263-19-3731 

■nMonn'  l  miliner.  228-08-74*4 

RICHARD  S  MOSER.  444-56-6225 
NORMAN  D  S'HECLER.  JR  .  118-94-MH 
GARY  B  WHIPPLE.  521-19-0914 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

MARK  A.  AGUILAR.  536-84-1799 
DOUGLAS  C   BUZBEE.  463-94-4328 
HOWIES    FERGUSON    2S7  79-5614 
PATRICK  A   GAHIN    58564  1901 
GLENN  W   HUBBARD.  510-82-8580 
THOMAS  J   MITORAJ   340-72-2153 
NORMAN  D  NAISER.  JR  .  458-53-7980 
WILLIAM  T  TIMBERLAND.  213-84-7477 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFH- 
CERS.  TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  JUDGE  ADVOCATE  OEN- 
ERALS  CORPS  OF  THE  US  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLB 
10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  SECTION  531: 

JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant 

STEVEN  M   BARNEY.  031-48-1814 
STUART  W   BELT.  311-72-1700 
FRANCIS  J   BUSTAMANTE.  490-74-1015 
STEVEN  J    COATY.  395-74-0209 
MONTE  R  DEBOER.  502-80-4936 
CHRISTOPHER  R  DONOVAN.  je7-»7-OO07 
DANA  T  DV.SON.  237  31-4514 
AZIZ  D   FAWAL.  422-08-4593 
REX  A   GUINN.  448^70  2304 
NOREEN  A   HAGERTi,  111-60-0419 
HALLIE  S  HOCHMAN.  254-78*304 
MARY  C   L  HORRIGAN.  229-11-9035 
PAUL  C  LEBLA.NC.  003-48-2073 
KATHLEEN  A   MESSICK.  155-66-3229 
BRIAN  T  ODONNELL.  035-37-1982 
CHARLES  N    PURNELL.  II.  555-47-9022 
PETER  D   SCHMID.  322-60  2052 
PHILIP  M   SKILLMAN,  239^15-1065 
SUSAN  L   TURNER,  555-08-1917 
JONATHAN  H   WAGSHUL.  048-40-7239 
DANA  O  WASHINGTON.  212-78-6423 
BRIAN  S  WILSON.  264-73-3688 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  1' «  N»VAI  RFSF.RVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  jIN  THE  DENTAL  CORPS  OF  THE 
US  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  18.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

JEANETTE  M  ,  GORTHY.  505-94-2395 
PEl  ER  G  .  KREMP.  527-80-2590 

To  be  lieutenant 

JEFFERY  L  ANDRUS.  528-25-1944 
HECTOR.  A   CABALLERO.  5ei-«5-6230 
MARISA  L  CINCOSKI.  548-25-0649 
CATHERINE  L  CUMMINOS.  207-44  3582 
DAVID  R  ENGLEHART   183*2-5302 
ARNE  F  GRUSPE.  236*6^3890 
RODNEY  L  CUNNING.  307-62-5S35 
DAVID  H    HARTZELL.  550^59-7763 
SHEHERAZAD  A   HARTZELL.  353-68-8257 
JOHN  C  HENING.  002-46-9537 
DARYL  G   HOLDREDGE.  512-72^7259 
MILAN  J   JUGAN.  JR  .  309-56-9735 
CRAIG  J   KOSLICA.  390-783436 
KAREN  M   LYNCH.  472-88-6808 
DONALD  D   MARDIS.  Wl-66-S4a8 
BRIAN  S   MAYDAY.  384-86-7585 
KURT  T  METZLER.  299-56-5340 
PAULG  OLOUGHLIN.  329-68-9483 
JEFFREY  J   PRICE   191-44-0947 
JAMES  E   ROBSON.  299-60-4707 
MICHAEL  A   STEINLE.  141-70-8531 
SCOTT  D  THOMAS.  154-62-2898 
PATRICIA  A   TORDIK.  1J7-S6-0296 
R.\NDALL  J   WALKER.  38790- 7326 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  LINE  OFFICERS.  TO  BE  RE- 
APPOINTED IN  THE  MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS  OF  THE 
US.  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

SCOTT  B.  ARNDT.  546-65-6174 
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DANIEL  L.  MEYERS.  519-70-3438 
BENNETT  J    SOLBERG.  477-98-6590 

THE  FOLLOWING   NAMED   U  S    NAVAL   RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS,   TO    BE    APPOINTED    IN    THE    MEDICAL    SERVICE 
CORPS  OF  THE  U  S    NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10,  UNIT- 
ED STATES  CODE.  SECTION  531 
SCOTT  A   SHAPPELL.  268-60-3O16 
LYNDA  E.S  WALLS 

To  be  lieutenant 

HOWARD  A    AUPKE.  JR    189-50-«22I 
FREDERICK  C   BEAL.  014-44-111:) 
CHARLES  H    BEASLEY.  , JR.  155-08-9837 
FREDERICK    M    BERNEKINO.  478-68-7396 
DUANE  L   BIZET  228-13-5109 
JOHN  R    BOREN  IV    367-84-0550 
JOHN  R   BUFFINGTON.  255-92-9526 
JOSEPH  M   CAMPISANO.  073-56-2241 
WILLIA.M  F   CUSACK.  013-^6-3899 
MARY  F    DAVID.  570-04-9373 
FREDERICK  C   DAVIS.  364-19-5455 
ROBIN  J    DOWNEY    554-23-9200 
THOMAS  L    DRIVER.  053-56-3526 
BRIAN  M    FARMER.  .180-50-2248 
ALE.X  J    FATCHERIC.  126-53-7941 
THOMAS  C    FRANCHINI.  156-38-6570 
PAMALA  S.  GAITHER.  440-68-9640 
JERRY  L  GARDNER.  405-92-5901 
JOHN  GOODE.  JR  .  053-46-5378 
PEDRO  G    GUZMAN    262-55-8321 
MARGO  E    HALEY    315-60-7193 
DAVID  J    HINCKLEY.  121-64-0631 
STEVEN  L   HOEFT.  051-62-4977 
KURT  J    HOUSER.  159-58-3760 
GILLIAN  V    JAEGER.  104-18-5663 
.STEVEN  M    JEFFS.  537-90-7842 
JAY  P    KAZE.  573-76-4102 
EDWARD  M    KENNEDY.  203-54-7764 
BONNEY  J    MANN.  223-82-M62 
RICHARD  G    MASANNAT.  402-94-5812 
TOUSSAI.NT  E    MORGAN.  131-50-6173 
LYNN  M   OWENS.  381-72-1404 
MARK  A    PARSONS.  281-54-2561 
THOMAS  P   PHILLIPS,  263-13-4061 
JOSEPH  J    PICKEL.  392-82-1832 
SHANNON  D    PUTNA.M    .506-92-5713 
CELLA  A    QUIVER.S    409-30-3386 
KEVIN  E   RICE.  482-80-3001 
GLORIA  A.  RUSSELL.  492-68-9894 
MARK  C   RUSSELL,  565-37-0065 
GINA  .M    SIEGWORTH.  387-74-6052 
DANIEL  S    SIMPSON.  1*1-08-9793 
PETER  P   TOLAND.  JR.  045-62-9448 
KEVIN  L   TROVINI.  578-74-6730 
MARY  E    WALDMAN.  180-52-7258 
MICHAEL  J    WALSH.  456-13-3146 
RENEE  T    WHITE.  373-78-8285 
STEVEN  R    WINKLER.  499-50-2553 
MICHAEL  D   ZYZAK,  443-18-1235 

To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 

RONALD  M  V    BAJET.  553-08-0961 
DANIEL  J    BELISLE.  013-42-4071 
BRANDONS   BENTLEY.  312-66-1712 
.MICH.AEL  J    BOWERS.  176-60-7803 
KEVl.N  U    BKVANT.  446-76- i0a4 
CYNTHl.A  A    COLVl.N.  lul-4b-l3V5 
THOMAS  R  CONNOR.  570-06-0409 
KERRI  L  COONS.  002^50-1912 
ROLAND  L    FAHIE.  580-06-0713 
STEPHEN  E.  GOTTLIEB.  3I3-66-i8I0 
STEVEN  N   HAILEY.  429-31^1820 
CY'NDEE  J    HAYES.  082-60-9917 
CHRISTOPHER  J    IRWLN.  299-56-8118 
RONALD  R    MARTEL.  023-54-8983 
lAMES  L    MARTIN    120-46-7256 
RICHARD  L    MCCARTHY.  047-74-6393 
WILLIA.M  T    MILES.  404-88-9245 
ALAN  L    PORTIS,  261-51-7557 
REBECCA  A    RIGNEY.  289-74-2156 
ROBERT  P    RUSSELL,  077-54-3303 
RANDY  G    SHAFFER,  314-74-0468 
REBECCA  C    SI.NE,  529-21-1298 
TAMARA  R,  WALKER,  432-39-1649 
TIMOTHY'  J   WOLFKILL,  232-06-  0616 


To  be  ensign 


GREGORY  A    CAMERON    377-64-8367 
ROGER  A    HOUSE,  417-08-2913 

THE  FOLLOWING  NA,MED  US,  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS, TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  NURSE  CORPS  OF  THE 
US  NAVY-  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  U.NITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531 

NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

JA.MES  P   FERGUSON.  564-82-0315 

To  be  lieutenant 

LINDA  M    ACOSTA.  451-08-6961 
KRISTEN  ATTERBURY.  176-58-6205 
KHIN  ALNGTHEIN.  514-78-6619 
CHRISTINE  A   BL-YTHE.  492-56-3928 
KATHLEEN  A    BRANNON.  594-03-8177 
CL.ARIBEL  L    BROWN.  582-65-2787 
MAUREEN  R  N    BUTLER.  090-50-2215 
CHERYL  L    CARSON.  334-44-7230 
DAVID  T  CASTELLANO,  IKt-M-Zni 


CHESTER  E   CHAPMAN,  060-18-0579 
VIRGIL  E    CRONKHITE,  326-16-3442 
RACHELE  A   CRUZ,  151-14-4382 
CINDY  L   DAVIS,  400-82-6064 
ROANNA  L.  DUNN.  413-94-9332 
TERESA  M   DZBENSKI.  158-74-8845 
ANN  L    EBERHART   344-64-7406 
MAURICE  F   FAULK.  JR..  263-31-7533 
JAMES  P   FOWLER.  548-90-3575 
LAURIE  GENTENE,  274-16-9910 
BRADLEY  J   HARTGERINK,  377-80-3993 
SANDRA  HEARN,  013-56-6399 
SANDRA  K    HEAVEN,  443-58-3903 
CHARLES  W   HICKEY    194-36-5280 
JEANETTE  S   HIRTER,  543-68-5387 
LORETTA  A   HOWERTON   094-60^5394 
GARY  M   JACKSON,  493-56-3126 
LENA  M.  JONES.  539-66-9028 
DIANA  L  JORGENSEN.  560-84-8280 
JOHN  J  S   KANE.  220-62-3779 
MCGREADYD   KELSO.  261-08-4460 
GAYLE  S   KENNERLY   155-84-6976 
BARBARA  J.  KINCADE.  311-60-1249 
KERRIE  E   KUHL,  502-88-9634 
RONNELL  R   LEFTWICH,  579-92-5837 
ROBIN  L   LIND.  164-58-3863 
RICHARD  S.  MAFFEO.  118-40-7787 
LORI  A    MARTIN.  246-1^-8547 
MARK  W   MCDONALD.  177-52-0455 
CAROLYN  R   MCGEE,  020-12-2506 
VIOLET  A  A.  PAYNE.  267-02-7746 
JOANNE  M    PETRELLI.  173-46-6101 
DREW  S   PINILLA.  008-58-1350 
NANCY  G    RODRIGUEZ.  465-04-1048 
JANICE  D.  SANDERS.  250-31-1397 
DAVID  A   TAIT.  492-64-7261 
GLORIA  S  TESTA.  569-39-1795 
KIMBERLY  J   THOMPSON.  472-94-8615 
KATHLEEN  TRAINORYATES.  051-44-9054 
A.NNMARIET   WERKHEISER,  201-56-4386 
SHARON  E,  WOLF,  140-40-9381 
SHARRON  L  YOKLEY,  252-88-8926 


To  be  lieutenant  (junior  grade) 


LAWRENCE  M   BATEMAN,  526-83-5344 

ANNETTE  S.  BETTS.  472-78-6241 
DENISE  J    BOEHLER  295^-64-0380 
JOHN  J   BRESLIN.  263-19-0182 
DARWIN  M   BROOKS.  301-68-7269 
HAROLD  J   CLOUGH.  049-10-7994 
JACQUELINE  L  COFFIN.  176-92-2495 
ESTHER  M.  CUNNINGHAM.  162-64-4380 
GEORGE  O   DECKER.  340-52-2672 
RICHARD  F    DIBUCCI,  198-48-7639 
TARYN  R    EPPERSON    508^90-3404 
CARMA  J   ERICKSON.  387-86-0826 
SHARON  D.  EVANS.  563-11-6326 
MICHAEL  E    FLYNN.  477-74-9329 
STEPHANIE  L   FORD.  127-66-7138 
JA.MES  C.  GAY.  550-08-8885 
HEATHER  K   OILCHRLST.  553^19^2803 
AMY  L   HALL.  209-44-4081 
KAREN  E.  HOLLAND.  019-56-2720 
CHERYL  L    HUNT.  221-38-4858 
THOMAS  J   JAGLOWSKI.  025-38-9094 
SCOTT  A    JOHNSON.  186-64-6670 
SHIRLEY  H   KING.  029-46-7434 
MAni  w.  LiGHTWINE.  263-67-5420 
LORI  J    MARTINELLI.  520-70-7693 
TINA  M   MCCLURE.  456-63-3520 
KATHLEEN  J.  MCDONALD.  070-64-5477 
MARTIN  W   MCMICHAEL.  283-78-7918 
RACHEL  J   NIKKOLA,  469-92-3338 
CARLO  A    PIRAINO,  JR  ,  089-56-4057 
SHELLEY  A   ROSANDER,  323-66-5552 
THOMAS  M    ROUNDS,  008-54-5146 
JOHN  R   ROUSSEL,  437-43-6848 
PAUL  P  SAUCEDO  III,  569-04-6375 
ANGELA  R.  SAUNDERS.  253-51-1930 
HUGH  B   SCOTT.  252-29-5759 
ROSEMARY  S   SKIDMORE.  039-38-2700 
WANDA  J   STONE.  431  15-1229 
GLEN  L  TODD   184-48-6205 
SUSAN  E   ULLOA.  565-78-1310 
JOHN  J   WHITCOMB.  305-84-5834 
RICHARD  D   WHITE.  543-92-8902 
PATRICK  C   WRENCHER    276-76-8439 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  Nominations  Confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  23,  1995: 

.  FEDERAL  AGRICULTURAL  MORTGAGE 
CORPORATION 

EUGENE  BRANSTOOL.  OF  OHIO.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OP  THE  FEDERAL  AGRICUL- 
TURAL MORTGAGE  CORPORATION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

KARL  N  STAUBER,  OF  MINNESOTA,  TO  BE  UNDER  SEC- 
RETARY OF  AGRICULTURE  FOR  RESEARCH.  EDUCATION. 
AND  ECONOMICS 

KARL  N  STAUBER,  OF  MINNESOTA,  TO  BE  A  .MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  COM.MODITY 
CREDIT  CORPORATION 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES'  COMMITMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 


QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY   BEFORE   ANY   DULY 
CONSTITUTED  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  PO- 
SITION OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SECTION  601. 

To  be  general 

LT  GEN    BILLY  J    BOLES.  238-58-4132.  U  S   AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY' UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ    GEN    JOHN  C.  GRIFFITH,  418-54-4242,  US    AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ    GEN    LLOYD  W    NEWTON.  247-72-5211.  US    AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  ON  THE  RETIRED  LIST  PUR- 
SUANT TO  THE  PROVISIONS  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  1370: 

To  be  general 

GEN.  CHARLES  G.  BOYD.  484-40-5640.  U  S.  AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  ON  THE  RETIRED  LIST  PUR- 
SUANT TO  THE  PROVISIONS  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  1370: 

To  be  general 

GEN.  JOHN  M   LOH.  577.50-2768,  U.S.  AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT 
MENT  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC 
TION601 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT   GEN    JOHN  S.  FAIRFIELD.  571-50-9817,  US.  AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  ON  THE  RE- 
TIRED LIST  PURSUANT  TO  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10. 
UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  1370: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT  GEN   CARL  G   OBERRY.  363-34-3273.  U  S    AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS 
SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OP  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601  ■ 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ    GEN.  EUGENE  D.  SANTARELLI.  287-38-8548.  US.  AIR 
FORCE. 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 601(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ     GEN     LEONARD    D     HOLDER,    JR.,    212-14-4106,    US 
ARMY, 

THE  FOLLOWING  NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO 
A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  601(A1 
AND  3033 

To  be  general 
To  be  chief  of  staff  of  the  Army 

GEN    DENNIS  J   REIMER.  447-36-3390.  U.S.  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  NA.MED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LIST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  1370: 

To  be  general 

GEN   GORDON  R,  SULLIVAN,  020-26-9577,  US   ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LIST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
SECTION  1370: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT  GEN    MARVIN  L,  COVAULT,  479-44-6364,  US    ARMY 


THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  ROBERT  E.  GRAY.  274-38-2703.  U  S   ARMY. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  I.MPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY'  UNDER  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601(  A  I: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT.  GEN.  JOHN  E.  MILLER.  489^6-5106.  U.S.  ARMY. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 6011  A) 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  WILLIAM  O.  CARTER  III.  104-36-3026,  U.S.  ARMY. 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LIST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
SECTION  1370: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

VICE  ADM.  DONALD  F   HAGEN.  502-34-6249.  U.S.  NAV^' 


IN  THE  .MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMF.NT 
AS  COMMANDANT  OF  THE  MARINE  CORPS.  HEAD- 
QUARTERS. U.S.  MARINE  CORPS.  AND  APPOLNTMENT  TO 
THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  SERVING  IN  THAT  POSI- 
TION UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE,  SECTION  5043: 

To  be  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 

LT  GEN   CHARLES  C  KRULAK,  224-54-7364.  USMC, 
IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  ROBERT  D. 
CURRY.  AND  ENDING  WARD  Y  TOM.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  30.  1995. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  MAJ  BRADLEY  C 
ANDREESEN.  AND  ENDING  MAJ  CHARLES  E.  LOWREY. 
WHICH  .NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE 
AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON 
APRIL  3.  1995. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  MAJ  JOSE  T 
AOUINEGA.        AND        ENDING        MAJ  STEPHEN        L. 

JERE.NTOWSKI.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED 
BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD  ON  APRIL  3.  1995. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  OF  JAMES  C  INGRAM.  JR  . 
WHICH  WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  24.  1995 

IN  THE  ARMY 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  JOHN  A  ADAMS.  AND 
ENDING  *DARI  WOLLSCHLAEGER.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  23.  1995 


ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  *RUS.SELL  R  MOORES. 
JR.,  AND  ENDING  MICHAEL  J  SMITH.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRE.SS10NAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  30.  1995. 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  JAMES  W 
CLEVENGER.  JR  .  AND  ENDING  CHARLES  M  KING.  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  APRIL  24. 
1995 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMIN.ATIONS  BEGINNING  DAVID  F 
ALLEN  AND  ENDING  EUSEEKERS  WILLIAMS.  JR  .  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  23. 
1995. 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  STEPHEN  J 
ACOSTA.  AND  ENDI.NG  GREGORY  N  ZIMA.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MAY  2,  199S, 

IN  THE  NAVY 

NAVY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  VANITA  AHVJA.  AND 
ENDING  PERRY  N  WILLETTE,  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  30.  1995 

NAVY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  CHARLES  S  ABBOT. 
AND  ENDLNG  JAKE  ZWEIG.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE 
RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD  ON  MARCH  X.  1995 

NAVY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  RYAN  D  AARON.  AND 
ENDING  DAVID  G  ZOOK.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RE 
CEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD  ON  MARCH  30.  1995 
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THE  RIGHTS  OF  AMERICAN  LABOR 
SHOULD  BE  RESPECTED 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
state  my  strong  opposition  to  efforts  now 
being  made  by  the  Republican  majority  to 
weaken  US  laws  that  protect  the  nghts  of 
American  workers. 

The  United  States  has  a  proud  labor  history 
based  on  independent  unions  and  the 
progress  achieved  m  the  living  standards  of 
working  class  American  families  reflects  this 
history.  Americas  unions  have  played  a 
central  roie  m  guaranteeing  that  workers  in  our 
country  participate  m  the  benefits  of  economic 
growth.  American  labor  struggled  for  decades 
to  ensure  that  the  rights  of  working  men  and 
women  were  respected  by  employers  and 
public  officials  responsible  for  making  and  en- 
forcing our  Nation's  laws. 

U.S.  labor  laws  benefit  all  working  families, 
regardless  of  whether  they  may  participate  in 
a  collective-bargaining  organization.  Landmark 
legislation  enacted  m  the  1930's  established  a 
minimum  wage  and  the  40-hour  week,  pro- 
tected our  Nation's  children  from  dangerous 
and  exploitative  working  conditions,  and  guar- 
anteed the  nghts  of  American's  to  bargain  col- 
lectively Tragically,  America's  labor  laws  are 
currently  under  attack  by  the  new  Republican 
majority  m  the  House. 

Republican  leaders  m  the  House  have  pro- 
posed to  revise  or  eliminate  legal  rights  estab- 
lished as  long  as  six  decades  ago.  Rights 
taken  for  granted  by  most  Americans  are  now 
in  jeopardy.  House  Majonty  Leader  Richard 
Armey  has  staled  that  he  not  only  opposed 
any  increase  m  the  minimum  wage  but  would 
instead  advocate  the  repeal  of  this  historic 
U.S.  labor  law. 

One  clear  attempt  to  have  Congress  retreat 
from  the  labor  nghts  protected  currently  by 
U.S.  law  IS  H.R.  743,  the  Team  Act  This  bill 
would  amend  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act 
to  permit  employers  to  establish  company 
labor  organizations  that  would  effectively  com- 
pete with  independent  unions.  H  R.  743  would 
overturn  existing  law  which  prohibits  employ- 
ers from  establishing  management-controlled 
worker  groups  to  oversee  workplace  issues. 
The  intent  of  this  legislation  is  to  set  aside  Na- 
tional Labor  Relations  Board  rulings  that  have 
prevented  nonunion  employers  from  usmg 
sham  company  unions  to  discourage  the  orga- 
nization of  independent  collective-bargaining 
units. 

I  believe  that  the  House  must  reject  the 
Team  Act  and  any  other  similar  legislation  that 
would  undermine  the  rights  of  American  work- 
ers to  unionize.  The  National  Labor  Relations 
Act  has  succeeded  m  promoting  fair  and  open 
negotiation   between   labor  and   management 


over  workplace  issues  important  to  both  par- 
ties. Abandoning  the  principles  of  this  land- 
mark legislation  is  wrong. 

Another  example  of  an  attack  on  labor  is  the 
plan  to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  that  bene- 
fits all  American  communities  by  ensuring  that 
federally  funded  construction  projects  are  built 
by  construction  companies  employing  skilled 
and  expenenced  workers.  Davis-Bacon  denies 
unscrupulous  fly-by-night  operators  an  oppor- 
tunity to  undercut  local  wages.  Davis-Bacon 
has  also  saved  taxpayers  money  by  ensuring 
that  qualified  companies  are  used  to  complete 
Federal  construction  projects  on-time  and  on- 
budget. 

Without  Davis-Bacon,  more  than  a  half  mil- 
lion American  construction  workers  will  see 
their  wages  pushed  down  by  fly-by-night  con- 
tractors. Legitimate  companies  will  be  put 
under  pressure  to  pay  substandard  wages. 
Federal  income  tax  receipts  would  also  be  re- 
duced by  at  least  Si  billion  a  year  if  Davis- 
Bacon  were  repealed. 

The  results  of  Davis-Bacon  repeal  can  be 
observed  at  the  State  level.  The  nine  States 
that  have  repealed  State  prevailing  wage  laws 
have  seen  construction  wages  fall  and  State 
treasuries  have  lost  substantial  income  and 
sales  tax  revenues.  In  Utah,  the  size  of  cost 
overruns  on  State  road  construction  tripled. 
The  use  of  less  skilled  and  less  experienced 
construction  workers  has  also  led  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  injunes  and  fatalities 
in  the  workplace. 

A  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  simply  a 
bad  idea.  Any  imagined  benefit  of  a  Davis- 
Bacon  repeal  is  far  outweighed  by  the  costs  in 
dollars  and  in  the  lives  of  American  workers. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  m  the  House  to  just  say 
no  to  the  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  each  Member  of 
the  House  should  let  their  constituents  know 
where  they  stand  on  the  issue  of  protecting 
the  legal  rights  of  American  working  men  and 
women.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  with  me 
in  fighting  to  ensure  that  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  respects  the  rights  of  Amer- 
ican labor. 


IN  APPRECIATION  OF  THE  NEW 
BRITAIN  MUSICAL  CLUB  ON 
THEIR  75TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  NANCY  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  IS  with  great  pride  and  appreciation  that 
I  extend  my  congratulations  to  the  New  Britain 
Musical  Club  on  the  occasion  of  its  75th  anni- 
versary. The  members  of  the  club,  which  was 
formed  in  1920  by  Theron  Wolcott  Hart,  will 
celebrate  this  milestone  at  its  annual  banquet 
this  evening. 


The  New  Britain  Musical  Club  has  grown 
throughout  the  decades,  with  members  first 
gathering  in  each  others'  homes  and  now  at 
the  First  Church  of  Chnst  Congregational.  At 
their  monthly  performances,  members  and 
guests  of  the  club  present  vocal  and  instru- 
mental selections  representing  a  broad  range 
of  musical  interests.  The  New  Britain  Musical 
Club  has  offered  the  citizens  of  the  Hardware 
City  an  opportunity  to  attend  performances  of 
dance,  the  classics,  and  popular  music  com- 
bined with  good  fellowship  with  their  neigh- 
bors. 

The  club  members  have  also  demonstrated 
their  love  of  music  through  the  establishment 
of  scholarships  to  students  with  outstanding 
musical  ability  for  the  Julliard  School  of  Music. 
For  close  to  50  years,  the  New  Britain  Musical 
Club  has  sponsored  an  Advent  concert  of 
Handel's  Messiah  tor  the  community.  The  club 
IS  a  valuable  asset  in  New  Britain,  CT's  rich 
cultural  fabric  where  the  presentation  of  music 
and  art  is  highly  prized. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  SESSIONS 


HON.  JERRY  LEWIS 

OF  CALIFOK.MA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  un- 
timely passing  of  a  fine  man  and  an  outstand- 
ing public  servant,  chief  of  police  Robert  Ses- 
sions of  Barstow,  CA.  Chief  Sessions,  a  28- 
year  member  of  the  department  and  an  inspir- 
ing presence  to  the  city  of  Barstow,  died  on 
May  20  after  a  brief  battle  with  cancer. 

Bob  Sessions  was  born  on  March  23,  1940, 
and  received  a  A. A.  degree  m  education  from 
Barstow  Community  CoHene  and  a  B.S.  de- 
gree in  sociology  from  Chapman  College.  He 
also  graduated  from  the  FBI's  National  Acad- 
emy. In  1963,  Bob  married  Carol  Dawson  and 
later  they  adopted  two  children,  Jon  and  Jen- 
nifer. Together  they  moved  to  Barstow  to 
make  their  home  and  work  for  Atchison,  To- 
peka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway.  Four  years  later. 
Bob  became  a  reserve  officer  with  the  Bar- 
stow Police  Department  and  was  sworn  in  as 
a  full  time  peace  officer  in  1968. 

Over  the  years,  Bob  worked  his  way 
through  the  ranks  of  the  Barstow  Police  De- 
partment assuming  the  position  of  patrol  offi- 
cer, K-9  officer,  detective,  sergeant,  lieuten- 
ant, and  captain.  In  September  1985  Bob  was 
promoted  to  chief  of  police.  During  his  tenure. 
Chief  Sessions  implemented  numerous  pro- 
grams and  projects  including  the  Drug  Abuse 
Resistance  and  Education  [DARE]  Program, 
the  Retired  Senior  Volunteer  Program  [RSVP], 
the  Community  Onented  Policing  and  Problem 
Solving  Program,  and  many  others. 

Chief  Sessions'  involvement  in  and  support 
for    numerous    professional    organizations    is 


well  known.  He  was  a  past  president  of  the 
San  Bernardino  County  Chief's  Association,  as 
well  as  a  member  of  the  California  Chiefs  of 
Police  Association,  the  International  Associa- 
tion of  Chiefs  of  Police,  the  California  Peace 
Officer's  Association,  and  many  others.  In  ad- 
dition. Chief  Sessions  played  an  extraordinary 
and  active  role  in  our  civic  and  community  life 
as  a  member  of  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ 
and  Latter  Day  Saints,  and  participating  m  the 
Barstow  Rodeo,  scouting  programs,  and  the 
reading  program  in  local  schools. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  that  you  join  me,  our  col- 
leagues, and  Bob's  family  and  many  friends  in 
paying  tribute  to  this  fine  man.  Chief  Sessions 
was  dearly  loved  and  respected  by  the  entire 
Barstow  community  and  he  will  be  greatly 
missed.  Indeed,  he  touched  and  protected  the 
lives  of  many  people  and  it  is  only  fitting  that 
the  House  of  Representatives  honor  him 
today. 


AN  AMENDMENT  TO  TREAT  ACA- 
DEMIC HEALTH  CENTERS  LIKE 
OTHER  EDUCATIONAL  INSTITU- 
TIONS FOR  PURPOSES  OF  THE 
EXCLUSION  FOR  EMPLOYER-PRO- 
VIDED HOUSING 


•  This   "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  apptended.  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  no<5r 


HON.  AMO  HOUCmON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 
Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  joined 

today  by  Mr.  Rangel,  and  Mrs.  MalONEY,  in 
introducing  legislation  to  provide  an  exclusion 
for  employer-provided  housing  lor  academic 
health  centers  the  same  as  provided  to  other 
educational  institutions.  In  the  1986  Tax  Re- 
form Act,  Congress  enacted  a  sale  harbor  pro- 
vision for  college  and  university-owned  hous- 
ing provided  to  certain  faculty  and  staff.  Under 
the  safe  harbor  provision,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  fair  market  value  and  the  actual  rent 
for  campus  housing  provided  to  employees  of 
an  educational  institution  is  excluded  from 
gross  income  to  the  employees.  In  the  1986 
Act.  academic  health  centers  were  not  in- 
cluded in  the  safe  harbor  provision. 

The  legislation  that  is  being  introduced 
today  would  afford  the  same  safe  harbor  pro- 
vision to  academic  health  centers,  and  place 
them  on  equal  footing  with  colleges  and  uni- 
versities. I  believe  that  academic  health  cen- 
ters are  important  national  resources  that  pro- 
vide significant  contributions  to  the  Nation's 
understanding  and  treatment  of  diseases  af- 
flicting our  citizens. 

The  arguments  that  applied  to  the  sale  har- 
bor provision  for  colleges  and  universities  in 
the  1986  tax  law  are  the  same  arguments  that 
apply  to  an  academic  health  center. 

The  benefits  of  providing  faculty  and  staff 
housing  enables  the  center  to  attract  and  re- 
tain a  full-time  faculty  and  staff  to  fulfill  the 
mission  of  the  institution.  For  institutions  lo- 
cated in  high  rent  areas  such  as  New  York 
City,  this  provision  is  essential  for  the  institu- 
tion to  carry  out  its  missions  of  patient  care, 
education,  and  research. 

Second,  many  of  the  tenants  ol  academic 
center-owned  housing  are  pursuing  advanced 
degrees  and  training  at  the  center  and  usually 
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at  substantial  financial  hardship.  In  addition, 
the  faculty  and  staff  of  an  academic  health 
center  are  often  living  in  the  same  building  as 
faculty  and  staff  ol  a  neighboring  university. 

Our  bill  would  amend  the  definition  ol  "edu- 
cational institution"  under  section  119(d)  ol  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  amendment 
would  ensure  that  academic  health  centers, 
which  are  not  part  ol  a  college  or  university, 
but  nevertheless  are  teaching  institutions, 
would  qualify  lor  the  section  119(d)  special 
valuation  rule.  This  change  would  correct  the 
anomalous  situation  under  current  law  where 
a  qualified  educational  institution  can  use  the 
rule  and  an  academic  health  center  cannot, 
even  though  the  two  institutions  must  hire  and 
compete  lor  the  same  highly  qualified  employ- 
ees. 

The  proposed  amendment  narrowly  delines 
"academic  health  center"  to  locus  only  on  rec- 
tifying the  competitive  problem  that  I've  de- 
scribed. Under  the  proposed  amendment,  the 
academic  health  center  must:  First,  qualify  as 
a  tax  exempt  hospital  or  medical  research  or- 
ganization eligible  to  receive  charitable  con- 
tributions, second,  receive  graduate  medical 
education  Federal  lundmg,  and  third,  engage 
in  and  teach  basic  and  clinical  medical 
science  and  research  with  the  organization's 
own  standing  faculty. 

We  believe  that  the  legislation  will  allow  for 
a  fair  and  equitable  competitive  market  for 
these  skilled  and  qualified  employees. 
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ment  of  Guam  through  his  work  m  the  field  of 
education.  Having  been  a  former  colleague  of 
Dr.  Tennesson  and  an  educator  myself,  I  un- 
derstand and  appreciate  the  significance  ol  his 
efforts.  I  com.mend  him  lor  all  the  good  work 
that  he  has  done  lor  the  island  ol  Guam  and 
congratulate  him  on  winning  this  prestigious 
award.  On  behalf  of  the  people  ol  Guam,  I  join 
his  wile,  the  former  Julie  Taitano  and  his  chil- 
dren, Lori  and  Gene,  m  proudly  celebrating  the 
outcome  of  his  hard  work.  We  commend  his 
work  and  his  contributions  to  the  island  ol 
Guam. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  RICHARD 

TENNESSEN 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  .May  23.  1995 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  occasion  to  commend  one  of 
the  island's  premier  educators,  Dr  Richard 
Tennesson.  Through  the  years,  has  made 
great  contributions  toward  the  development  ol 
Guam  through  his  work  in  the  tield  of  edu- 
cation. It  IS  only  befitting  that  he  was  selected 
as  this  year's  Association  ol  Community  Col- 
lege Trustees  [ACCT],  Pacific  Region  Trustee 
Leadership  Awardee. 

Dr.  Tennesson's  roots  on  the  island  run 
deep.  He  lirst  came  to  the  island  as  a  contract 
teacher  back  m  1955.  He  moved  on  to  be- 
come the  principal  ol  Barngada  Junior  High, 
and  later  ol  George  Washington  High  School. 
He  also  served  as  superintendent  ol  schools 
under  Gov,  Manuel  Guerrero  and  as  the  dean 
ol  the  University  ol  Guam's  College  of  Edu- 
cation. 

It  was.  however,  at  his  present  post  as 
chairman  ol  the  Guam  Community  College 
board  ol  trustees  that  Dr,  Tennesson  received 
this  coveted  award  from  the  ACCT.  His  selec- 
tion IS  truly  a  great  honor,  considering  the  fact 
that  he  was  chosen  over  hundreds  of  trustee 
chairmen  from  all  areas  in  the  Pacific  region, 
including  Oregon,  Washington,  British  Colum- 
bia, Nevada,  Arizona,  California,  and  Hawan. 
Dr.  Tennesson's  selection  also  marks  the  first 
time  that  a  trustee  from  Guam  won  the  award. 

For  over  three  decades,  Dr.  Richard 
Tennesson  directly  assisted  in  the  develof>- 


SALUTING  SCHOOL  SUPERINTEND- 
ENT DR.  JACK  R.  ANDERSON 


HON.  BLNJAMLN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  permit  me  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  bring  to  the  atlention  ol 
our  colleagues  an  outstanding  individual  who 
has  garnered  widespread  respect  and  admira- 
tion throughout  southeastern  New  York. 

Dr.  Jack  R.  Anderson  has  been  super- 
intendent ol  schools  in  the  East  Ramapo 
School  Distnct,  in  Rockland  County,  NY,  since 
1977.  He  has  brought  national,  and  even  inter- 
national, recognition  to  the  East  Ramapx) 
School  Distnct  through  his  educational  vision, 
his  leadership,  and  his  strong  support  for  pro- 
gram which  had  been  initiated  m  his  commu- 
nity. 

East  Ramapo  was  a  culturally  and  ethnically 
diverse  community  when  Dr.  Anderson  first  ar- 
'  nved.  Although  that  diversity  still  exists.  Dr. 
Anderson  has  devoted  himsell  to  bringing  all 
in  the  community  closer  together.  When  he 
first  arrived,  all  eleven  labor  unions  who  do 
business  with  the  East  Ramapo  School  Distnct 
wore  without  contracts,  the  dislncl  was  in  the 
midst  of  austerity  budgets,  enrollment  in  the 
schools  was  declining,  the  community  was 
factionalized,  and  the  NAACP  has  filed  stu- 
dent and  staff  discnmmation  charges. 

In  a  short  period  of  time.  Dr.  Anderson  ne- 
gotiated contracts,  ended  the  labor  crisis,  re- 
consolidated  and  reorganized  the  schools  to 
more  accurately  reflect  population  patterns, 
and  resolved  all  discrimination  issues  with  the 
NAACP. 

Because  ol  his  outstanding  record  ol  18 
years  of  service.  Dr.  Jack  Anderson  was  des- 
ignated as  the  New  York  State  Superintendent 
ol  the  Year  earlier  this  year  by  the  Amencan 
Association  of  School  Administrators,  More  re- 
cently, he  was  designated  by  the  same  group 
as  one  of  the  four  top  school  administrators  in 
the  entire  Nation. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  have  enjoyed  a  dose  work- 
ing relationship  with  Dr.  Anderson  for  many 
years.  I  consider  him  to  be  an  astute  and  in- 
sightful individual,  who  strongly  believes  that 
the  education  of  our  young  people  is  an  in- 
vestment in  the  future  ol  our  society,  and  is 
therolore  our  most  important  priority. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  all  ol  our  colleagues  to 
join  with  me  in  saluting  an  outstanding  individ- 
ual. Superintendent  Dr.  Jack  R.  Anderson  ol 
the  East  Ramapo  School  Distnct. 
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SETTING  INTERNATIONAL 
PRIORITIES 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before 
us  provides  an  opportunity  to  reorder  our  inter- 
national pnonties  and  put  our  fiscal  house  In 
order.  This  bill  represents  the  lirst  major  re- 
form in  overseas  operations  m  50  years  by 
slashing  S1.8  billion  from  the  President's  1996 
fiscal  year  request. 

This  bill  eliminates  AID,  USIA,  and  ACDA, 
three  bloated  and  inefficient  agencies  and 
consolidates  their  relevant  functions  within  the 
State  Department.  This  S200  million  reduction 
in  operating  expenses  abolishes  duplicative 
legislative,  legal,  and  administrative  personnel. 
In  addition,  with  the  savings  derived  from  the 
ending  these  wasteful  programs,  we  are  able 
to  fully  fund  narcotics  control,  antiterronsm, 
and  secunty  programs. 

Streamlining  the  foreign  aid  bureaucracy 
and  prioritizing  our  commitments  abroad  al- 
lows us  to  continue  our  deficit  slashing  agen- 
da. The  bill  moves  us  closer  to  that  goal  and 
represents  a  step  m  the  right  direction.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  keep  our 
budgetary  goals  m  mmd  as  we  continue  to  de- 
bale  and  fine  tune  this  bill. 

I 

HISTORY  PROPERLY  DISPLAYED 


HON.  DOUG  BEREITER 

OK  .NKBR.^.SK.ii 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  .May  23.  1995 
Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr    Speaker,  this  Member 
would  like  to  commend  to  his  colleagues  the 
following   editorial    from   the   May    16.    1995, 
Omaha   Worid-Heraio.   This   eoitoriai   properly 
praises  the  National  Archives  for  its  straight- 
forwward  approach  to  displaying  World  War  II 
artifacts,  photos,   letters,  and  recordings.  As 
the  editonal  notes,  the  National  Archives  has 
appropnately  chosen  to  allow  visitors  to  exam- 
ine the  display  without  being  subjected  to  un- 
necessary and  slanted  commentary. 

[From  the  Omaha  World-Herald.  May  16. 
1995] 

Si.MPLE  Artif.acts.  Photos.  Letters 

DE.SCRIBE  W.^R;  NO  NEED  FOR    SPIN' 

While  the  Smithsonian  Institution  was  giv- 
ing itself  a  black  eye  over  its  proposed  Enola 
Gay  display,  a  different  kind  of  World  War  11 
exhibit  was  being  prepared  a  few  blocks 
away 

Historians  at  the  National  Archives  assem- 
bled artifacts,  photographs,  letters  and  re- 
cordings to  tell  the  story  of  America's  in- 
volvement in  World  War  II  from  Pearl  Har- 
bor to  V-.J  Day.  Their  display  tells  the  story 
with  power  and  poignancy— and  without  the 
accusatory  spin  that  tainted  the 
Smithsonian's  proposed  Enola  Gay  display, 
with  its  condemnation  of  the  U.S.  use  of 
atomic  weapons. 

The  Archives  display  includes  General  Ei- 
senhower's handwritten  draft  of  the  state- 
ment with  which  he  planned  to  blame  him- 
self if  the  Normandy  invasion  failed.  There  is 
a  bit  of  red  fabric  cut  from  the  American  flag 
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that  was  surrendered  to  the  Japanese  on  Cor- 
regidor.  The  cloth  was  preserved  by  Amer- 
ican POWs.  carried  on  the  Bataan  death 
march  as  a  sacred  symbol  of  their  love  for 
America,  passed  from  one  GI  to  another 
until  the  end  of  the  war. 

The  Pearl  Harbor  attack  is  stunningly  seen 
in  a  film  shot  by  a  Navy  photographer  who 
happened  to  be  on  deck  with  his  camera 
when  the  bombs  started  to  fall.  Hitler  and 
his  cronies  are  shown  in  a  photo  album  kept 
by  Eva  Braun.  The  display  includes  photos  of 
battle  scenes,  victory  celebrations  and  ev- 
eryday life  in  the  1940s. 

Giving  the  display  a  special  quality  are  let- 
ters and  diaries  penned  by  the  great  and  the 
ordinary. 

A  declassified  message  from  Prime  Min- 
ister Winston  Churchill  to  President  Frank- 
lin Roosevelt  is  signed  only  with  the  word 
"Prime."  An  American  mother  writes  mov- 
ingly to  a  son  who  will  never  live  to  read  her 
words. 

The  letters  come  from  both  sides  of  the 
battle  line.  A  letter  by  a  Japanese  officer  ex- 
plains why  he  felt  the  war  was  justified— 
America,  he  said,  had  denied  his  country  ac- 
cess to  natural  resources.  A  Japanese  soldier 
writes  tenderly  of  his  concern  for  his  young 
sister  as  the  tide  of  war  turns  against  Japan 
Gen.  Erwin  Rommel  of  the  Wehrmacht  ex- 
presses affection  for  his  wife. 

Of  the  U.S.  use  of  atomic  bombs,  the  text 
says.  "Argument  about  their  employment 
has  continued  almost  increasingly  ever  since 
1945.  but  in  the  context  of  the  time,  they 
were  seen  as.  and  almost  certainly  were;  life- 
saving  shortcuts  to  the  end  of  the  war." 

The  assessment  is  reasonable. 

A  few  days  ago.  a  citizen's  committee 
made  public  a  report  about  the  future  of  the 
Smithsonian.  The  panel  said  the  facility 
should  not  become  a  "home  for  congratula- 
tion." The  inclusion  of  that  sneering  state- 
ment suggests  that  someone  on  the  panel 
wanted  the  Smithsonian  to  become  a  court 
in  which  the  United  States  and  Western  civ- 
ilization in  general  can  regularly  be  put  on 
trial. 

Good  history,  of  course,  isn't  cheerleading. 
But  neither  does  it  consist  of  condemning 
earlier  generations  because  they  didn't  live 
up  to  the  politically  correct  standards  of  the 
present.  Some  of  the  best  history  consists  of 
unadorned  facts,  presented  in  their  context. 
That  is  what  the  National  Archives,  to  its 
credit,  has  produced. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  RICHARD  SITER, 

U.S.  NAVY 


HON.  GERALD  B.  H.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Memonal 
Day  approaches  again  this  year,  many  people 
and  families  around  this  Nation  prepare  week- 
end tnps,  picnics  and  barbecues.  They  can  do 
so  because  of  the  selfless  service  and  sac- 
rifice of  the  millions  of  men  and  women  who 
have  served  m  the  armed  forces  throughout 
our  history.  These  people  defend  and  provide 
the  very  freedoms  we  enjoy  everyday,  not  to 
mention  those  luxurious  moments  we  look  for- 
ward to  spending  with  loved  ones  on  days  like 
Memorial  Day. 

However,  for  a  great  deal  of  Americans,  Me- 
morial Day  takes  on  a  much  more  personal 
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meaning,  a  reminder  of  the  loss  of  a  loved 
one.  It  IS  a  time  when  millions  of  Americans 
reflect  on  the  memory  of  a  loved  one  who 
made  the  ultimate  sacrifice  on  behalf  of  our 
nation  and  our  freedoms.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  time  to  pay  tnbute  to  the  serv- 
ice of  one  such  American  hero  from  the  town 
of  Philmont,  NY  In  my  congressional  district, 
Lt.  Richard  Siter,  U.S.  Navy. 

In  the  summer  of  1992,  Lieutenant  Siter  was 
stationed  aboard  the  air  craft  earner,  USS 
John  F.  Kennedy  off  the  coast  of  Puerto  Rico. 
Richard  was  a  radar  specialist  in  the  Navy's 
air  division  and  was  assigned  to  an  E-C2 
Hawkeye  aircraft.  On  July  31,  1992,  Lieuten- 
ant Siter  and  the  four  other  members  of  the 
five  man  crew,  were  flying  over  the  waters  of 
the  Atlantic,  well  north  of  Puerto  Rico,  com- 
prising the  defense  of  our  eastern  shore.  Upon 
their  return  flight  to  the  USS  John  F.  Kennedy, 
the  five  members  of  this  Hawkeye  crew  would 
suffer  a  terrible  accident.  Their  craft  went 
down  75  miles  north  of  Puerto  Rico  with  no 
survivors.  Tragically,  the  body  of  Lieutenant 
Siter  and  his  fellow  crewmen  were  never 
found. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  the  people  we 
should  hold  near  and  dear  to  our  hearts  as 
this  Memorial  Day  draws  near.  As  we  cele- 
brate the  golden  anniversary  of  the  end  of 
World  War  II  and  remember  the  thousands 
who  gave  their  lives  in  that  monumental  war, 
let  us  not  forget  those,  like  Richard  Siter,  who 
put  their  lives  on  the  line  daily  to  provide  the 
blanket  of  freedom  beneath  which  our  Nation 
and  our  way  of  life  has  thrived. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask  that 
you,  and  all  Members,  join  me  in  paying  trit)- 
ute  to  the  service  of  Lt.  Richard  Siter  and 
send  our  condolences  to  his  family.  While  they 
suffered  through  the  initial  uncertainty  of  his 
whereabouts,  they  can  be  bolstered  by  the 
certainty  that  Richard  is  indeed  counted 
amongst  great  Americans.  May  he  be  both  in 
our  hearts  and  our  minds  this  Memorial  Day 
and  always. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JAMES  J.  MARTIN 
AND  RALPH  KERMOIAN 


HON.  BILL  BAKER 

OF  C.\LIKOR.NI.A, 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT  .STIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a 
few  days,  two  of  California's  most  outstanding 
educators  will  retire  after  years  of  effective 
public  service. 

Both  James  J.  Martin  and  Ralph  Kermoian 
have  sen/ed  the  Lafayette  School  Distnct  for 
25  years.  Dr.  Martin  is  currently  serving  as  su- 
penntendent  of  the  district,  and  Mr.  Kermoian 
IS  assistant  superintendent.  Over  the  years, 
they  have  filled  many  other  roles  m  edu- 
cational administration. 

As  of  July  1.  these  dedicated  men  will  leave 
the  Lafayette  School  District  to  pursue  other 
ventures.  Their  presence  will  be  missed  by  the 
thousands  of  present  and  former  students  who 
have  benefited  from  their  dedicated  steward- 
ship of  Lafayette's  schools. 

It  IS  a  pleasure  for  me  to  join  with  the  entire 
Lafayette  community  in  thanking  James  Martin 
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and  Ralph  Kermoian  for  all  they  have  done  to 
enhance  learning  in  the  East  Bay  region.  Be- 
stowing the  precious  gitt  of  knowledge  on 
young  minds  is  both  a  challenge  and  a  vital 
need,  and  James  and  Ralph  deserve  much 
credit  for  their  roles  in  preparing  future  gen- 
erations for  tomorrow.  I  am  most  pleased  to 
recognize  them  m  the  Congressional 
Record. 
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and  Thomas  More  owe  a  debt  of  thanks  to  the 
men  and  women,  past  and  present,  who  cared 
enough  to  make  quality  and  affordable  Catho- 
lic education  available  to  our  community. 


IN  COMMEMORATION  OF  THE  125TH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  FOUND- 
ING OF  PIO  NONO  COLLEGE  AND 
HIGH  SCHOOL  AND  THE  50TH  AN- 
NIVERSARY OF  THE  FOUNDING 
OF  DON  BOSCO  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCON.SIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  would  like  to  commemorate 
the  125th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  Mil- 
waukee's Pio  Nono  College  and  High  School 
and  the  50th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
my  alma  mater,  Don  Bosco  High  School, 

For  more  than  a  century,  quality  Catholic 
education  has  been  available  on  Milwaukee's 
South  Side  thanks  to  the  traditions  forged  by 
Pio  Nono  College  and  High  School  and  by 
Don  Bosco  High  School.  Although  these  two 
outstanding  schools  have  since  merged  to  be- 
come Milwaukee's  Thomas  More  High  School, 
the  standards  of  excellence  and  commitment 
to  Catholic  pnnciples  which  they  established 
remain  as  strong  and  true  as  ever. 

Pio  Nono  College  was  founded  in  1870  and 
initially  trained  young  men  in  music  and  teach- 
ing. For  a  time,  Pio  Nono  stood  as  one  of  this 
country's  foremost  centers  of  Catholic  liturgical 
music.  As  the  educational  needs  of  the  Mil- 
waukee diocese  evolved,  the  locus  of  Pio 
Nono  changed.  Over  the  years,  Pio  Nono  was 
tiansfoimed  into  a  boarding  and  day  school 
for  young  men,  later  into  the  St.  Francis  Minor 
Seminary,  and  by  1965,  into  Pio  Nono  High 
School.  Througfiout  these  changes,  Pio 
Nono's  commitment  to  providing  quality  Catho- 
lic education  never  wavered. 

By  the  mid  1940's,  the  need  arose  on  Mil- 
waukee's South  Side  lor  a  high  school  serving 
young  men  who  sought  a  Catholic  education, 
but  who  were  not  called  to  join  a  seminary.  In 
1945,  Don  Bosco  High  School  was  founded  m 
response  to  that  need.  For  the  next  two  and 
a  half  decades,  Don  Bosco  High  School, 
under  the  guidance  of  the  Manamst  order  of 
priests  and  brothers,  prepared  scores  of  Mil- 
waukee's young  men  for  the  lifetime  of  chal- 
lenges that  lay  before  them,  I  am  very  proud 
to  be  among  those  members  of  our  commu- 
nity who  received  their  scholastic  and  spiritual 
foundation  at  Don  Bosco. 

By  the  late  1960's,  the  needs  of  the  Milwau- 
kee diocese  had  again  changed,  and  in  1972, 
these  two  institutions  were  merged  into  Thom- 
as More  High  School.  This  year,  as  we  cele- 
brate the  125th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
Pio  Nono  and  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
founding  of  Don  Bosco,  we  can  be  proud  that 
the  traditions  of  those  outstanding  schools  are 
being  carried  fonward  into  the  future  by  Thom- 
as More.  The  alumni  of  Pio  Nono,  Don  Bosco, 
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Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues 
and  I  rise  today  to  supplement  the  discussion 
we  and  several  of  our  distinguished  col- 
leagues had  on  May  11,  1995.  We  were  suc- 
cessful in  amending  H.R.  961,  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  Act  of  1995.  During  the 
debate,  Mr.  Emerson  ottered  his  amendment, 
and  then  accepted  the  substitute  to  his 
amendment  that  was  offered  by  Mr  Laughlm 
and  Mr.  Tate.  The  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment IS  called  the  Tacoma  amendment  and  is 
described  as  follows. 

The  amendment  would  resolve  the  uncer- 
tainty in  regulation  of  hydroelectric  projects 
caused  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court's  recent 
decision  in  PUD  No.  1  of  Jefferson  County  et 
al.  Versus  Washington  Department  of  Ecology 
et  al.,  known  as  the  Tacoma  case.  In  Tacoma. 
the  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  State  water 
quality  agencies  under  section  401  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  may  determine  whether  a  hy- 
droelectric project  qualifies  as  a  designated 
use  of  a  water  body,  prescribe  flow  conditions 
for  the  project,  and  impose  conditions  on  the 
project  under  either  State  water  quality  stand- 
ards for  any  ether  appropriate  requirement  of 
State  law. 

The  Tacoma  case  brings  section  401  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  into  conflict  with  the  com- 
prehensive licensing  process  already  adminis- 
tered by  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission [FERC]  under  the  Federal  Power  Act 
[FPA].  Under  the  FPA,  FERC  exhaustively 
evaluates  and  balances  all  public  values  af- 
fected by  a  project  m  a  lengthy  and  com- 
prehensive process  that  requires  a  minimum 
of  5  years  to  complete.  The  considerations  ex- 
amined thoroughly  by  FERC  include  all  as- 
pects of  water  quality  as  well  as  a  need  for 
power,  irrigation,  flood  control,  recreation,  ef- 
fects on  Indian  tribes,  ettects  on  Federal 
lands,  endangered  species  concerns,  and  ef- 
fects of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Thus,  the  problem  with  the  Tacoma  case  is 
two-fold.  First,  It  creates  duplication  by  allow- 
ing for  50  mini-FERC  processes  at  the  State 
level  to  be  added  to  the  already  cosily  and 
burdensome  process  before  FERC.  Second,  it 
potentially  leaves  hydroelectric  licensing  condi- 
tions in  the  hands  of  agencies  that  are 
charged  with  maintaining  only  one  value, 
namely  water  quality. 

In  recognition  that  hydroelectric  develof> 
ment  frequently  presents  conflicts  among  com- 
peting societal  values,  there  must  be  an  ulti- 
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mate  arbiter  that  resolves  such  conflicts  on  the 
basis  of  weighing  and  balancing  all  interests. 
FERC  IS  charged  with  tilling  thai  role  under 
Federal  law.  If  licensing  conditions  are  left  m 
the  hands  of  water  quality  agencies  who  have 
no  responsibility  to  the  overall  public  interest  it 
IS  inevitable  that  licensing  decisions  will  be 
made  on  the  Isasis  of  environmental  impacts 
alone. 

The  amendment  is  a  compromise  approach 
to  the  Tacoma  problem  which  is  supported  by 
the  hydroelectric  industry.  It  uses  as  departure 
point  the  fact  that  the  Supreme  Court  in  Ta- 
coma explicitly  left  open  the  question  of  what 
happens  when  section  401  conditions  conflict 
with  licensing  conditions  chosen  by  FERC. 
The  amendment  would  allow  State  water  qual- 
ify agencies  to  exercise  the  broad  reach  of  au- 
thority under  Tacoma.  but  State-imposed  con- 
ditions would  yield  m  situations  where  FERC 
finds  inconsistency  with  the  purposes  and  re- 
quirements under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
These  situations  should  be  rare. 

The  Tacoma  amendment  is  not  a  perfect 
solution  for  the  hydroelectric  industry,  but  an 
attempt  to  meet  the  States  halfway.  As  di- 
rected by  Chairman  Shuster  at  the  full  com- 
mittee markup  of  H.R.  961.  representatives  of 
the  hydroelectric  industry  have  met  with  the 
National  Governors  Association  and  the  West- 
ern Stales  Water  Council  m  an  attemp'  to 
achieve  a  consensus  approach.  These  efforts 
have  not  been  successful,  nor  have  State  in- 
terests come  forward  with  any  alternatives  of 
their  own.  Resolution  of  the  Tacoma  issue  is 
essential  to  Ihe  continued  viability  of  hydro- 
electric resources  since  the  majority  of  existing 
projects  will  undergo  rehcensing,  and  therefore 
section  401  certification,  within  the  near  future. 
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Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  IS  with  great  pride  and  respect  that  I  nse 
to  commend  the  many  students,  parents,  edu- 
cators, and  professionals  who  are  members  of 
the  Enfield  Substance  Abuse  Prevention 
Council  and  will  be  honored  for  their  ettorts  to 
raise  community  awareness  of  substance 
abuse. 

This  evening,  at  Enrico  Fermi  High  School, 
the  council  will  be  hosting  a  celebration  of 
youth  to  recognize  the  dedication  and  accom- 
plishments of  the  volunteers,  both  children  and 
adults,  who  have  volunteered  their  time,  en- 
ergy, and  experience  to  causes  or  projects 
whose  mission  is  related  to  substance  abuse 
prevention. 

Substance  abuse  prevention  is  cntical  to  the 
health  and  prospenty  of  all  citizens,  and  I  ex- 
press my  appreciation  to  all  of  the  volunteers 
who  have  worked  together  and  daily  dem- 
onstrate their  commitment  to  the  quality  of  life 
in  Enfield,  CT. 
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Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  line 
work  and  outstanding  public  service  of  Mr 
Robert  Wiens  o(  Rediands.  CA.  Bob,  a  dedi- 
cated professional  and  longtime  community 
activist,  has  retired  as  the  president  and  chief 
executive  officer  of  Rediands  Federal  Bank 
after  38  years  ol  service  to  the  Inland  Empire. 
A  tribute  dinner  will  be  held  m  his  honor  on 
June  1 7  with  the  proceeds  of  the  event  going 
to  the  Inland  Empire  Habitat  for  Humanity 

Bob  Wiens  graduated  from  the  University  of 
Rediands  m  1956  and  later  attended  Indiana 
University's  Graduate  School  of  Savings  and 
Loan.  Following  graduation,  Bob  went  to  work 
at  Rediands  Federal  Bank  where  he  spent  al- 
most the  next  40  years  of  his  professional  life, 
moving  up  the  professional  ranks  and  leaving 
an  indelible  impression  upon  the  bank  and  the 
local  community.  In  his  first  27  years  with 
Rediands  Federal,  Bob  sensed  as  a  bank  tell- 
er, manager  of  the  Beaumont  and  Yucaipa 
branches,  corporate  secretary,  treasurer/con- 
troller, and  executive  vice-president.  In  1983, 
Bob  became  president  and  chief  operating  of- 
ficer, and  3  years  later,  became  president  and 
chief  executive  officer.  Bob  became  chairman, 
president,  and  chief  executive  officer  m  1992. 

To  say  the  least.  Bob  Wiens  has  played  an 
extraordinary  and  critical  role  in  our  commu- 
nity Since  1976,  he  has  served  in  numerous 
capacities  with  the  California  League  of  Sav- 
ings Institutions,  as  well  as  the  Institute  of  Fi- 
nancial Education  and  Financial  Managers  So- 
ciety. In  addition,  he  has  actively  served  with 
the  University  ol  Rediands  Board  of  Trustees, 
the  Rediands  Symphony  Advisory  Board,  San 
Bernardino  County  Homeless  Coalition,  Inland 
Action,  and  the  Inland  Empire  Economic 
Council.  He  has  also  been  integrally  involved 
with  the  Rediands  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 
Rediands  Community  Hospital  Foundation,  the 
University  of  Rediands  National  Alumm  Asso- 
ciation, and  the  First  Presbyterian  Church  of 
San  Bernardino. 

I  have  known  Bob  and  his  lovely  wife.  Mar- 
ion, for  many  years  now.  They  are  two  of  the 
truly  outstanding  and  dynamic  individuals  In 
our  community  who  day  in  and  day  out  make 
a  difference  m  our  community.  It's  only  fitting 
that  the  local  chapter  of  Habitat  for  Humanity 
is  planning  to  build  a  house  in  Bob's  name  in 
the  Rediands  area  m  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  you  join  me,  our  col- 
leagues, and  Bob's  lamily  and  many  fnends  in 
recognizing  his  many  fine  achievements  and 
selfless  contributions.  Over  the  years.  Bob 
Wiens  has  touched  the  lives  of  many  people 
and  It  IS  only  fitting  that  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives recognize  him  today. 
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Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  joined 
today  by  several  of  my  colleagues,  including 
Mr.  Kleczka,  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr.  Crane,  Mrs. 
Kennelly,  Mr.  Shaw,  Mr.  MERGER,  Mr. 
Sunning,  Mr.  McCrery,  and  Mr.  Neal,  in  in- 
troducing legislation  to  permanently  extend  the 
10-year  grandfather  for  publicly  traded  partner- 
ships [PTP's].  This  provision  applies  to  those 
PTP's  that  were  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1987 
was  passed. 

Publicly  traded  partnerships,  sometimes 
called  master  limited  partnerships,  were  first 
created  m  the  early  I980's.  PTP's  combined 
the  traditional  limited  partnership  form  with  the 
ability  to  have  the  partnership  units  freely  trad- 
ed on  a  stock  exchange  or  over  the  counter. 

In  the  1987  act.  Congress  enacted  section 
7704  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  Section 
7704  provides  that  PTP's  generally  will  be 
taxed  as  corporations.  Section  7704  does  not 
apply,  however,  to  PTP's  where  90  percent  or 
more  of  their  income  is  qualifying  income, 
such  as  from  timber,  oil  and  gas,  and  real  es- 
tate. In  addition,  other  PTP's  m  existence 
when  section  7704  was  enacted  were  grand- 
fathered, but  only  for  10  years,  through  1997. 
Our  bill  would  extend  this  grandfather  provi- 
sion permanently. 

APPROPRIATENESS  OF  THE  10-YEAR  GRANDFATHER 

We  believe  the  10-year  limit  on  the  grand- 
father for  existing  PTP's  was  inappropriate 
and  unnecessary  given  the  purpose  for  which 
section  7704  was  enacted.  According  to  the 
committee  reports  accompanying  the  1987 
act.  section  7704  was  intended  to  stop  the 
"long-term  erosion  of  the  corporate  tax  base. " 
Generally,  the  concern  was  that  much  ol  cor- 
porate Amenca  would  convert  to  PTP's,  there- 
by causing  corporate  tax  revenues  to  decline. 
There  appears  to  have  been  no  serious  de- 
bate in  1987  over  whether  limiting  the  duration 
of  the  grandfather  was  necessary  to  address 
these  concerns. 

There  is  no  question  that  our  purpose  m  en- 
acting section  7704  was  fully  achieved  by  pro- 
spective application  of  that  section.  The  move- 
ment toward  use  of  PTP's  had  barely  begun 
by  1987;  there  were  only  approximately  120  in 
existence  at  that  time.  It  was  the  snowball  ef- 
fect of  future  conversions  that  we  sought  to 
prevent.  Prospective  application  of  section 
7704  stopped  that  snowball  effect  dead  m  its 
tracks.  Permanently  grandfathering  all  existing 
PTP's  would  have  had  no  effect  on  this  goal 
whatsoever.  Conversely,  limiting  the  duration 
of  the  grandfather  to  10  years  was  unneces- 
sary to  achieve  our  purpose. 

Since  prospective  application  of  section 
7704  achieved  our  purpose,  we  believe  Con- 
gress erred  in  1987  by  limiting  the  grandfather 
to  10  years.  Unless  we  reverse  that  decision 
before  it  takes  effect  in  1998.  those  PTP's  still 
in  existence  and  their  owners  will  face  senous 
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hardships  with  no  corresponding  benefit  to  the 
Government  or  the  tax  system.  Our  bill  merely 
asks  Congress  to  rethink  its  decision  before 
any  damage  is  done. 

I  can  foresee  that  some  people  might  view 
this  proposal  as  special  interest  legislation.  I 
strongly  disagree.  Had  we  chosen  in  1987  to 
provide  a  permanent  grandfather  for  existing 
PTP's,  no  one  would  have  batted  an  eye.  In- 
stead, a  permanent  grandfather  m  1987  would 
have  been  an  appropriate  decision  for  Con- 
gress to  make  based  on  the  extent  to  which 
existing  PTP's  relied  on  the  law  that  was  in  ef- 
fect when  they  were  created.  The  fact  that  the 
decision  was  initially  made  in  1987  should  not 
stop  us  from  revisiting  the  issue  so  long  as  the 
original  decision  has  not  yet  taken  effect. 

We  in  Congress  are  called  on  to  make  deci- 
sions about  appropriate  transition  relief  in  vir- 
tually every  tax  bill.  Indeed,  these  types  of  de- 
cisions are  ones  that  are  particularly  suited  for 
the  Members  of  Congress  to  make,  since  they 
generally  involve  the  balancing  of  competing 
interests  rather  than  technicalities  of  tax  law. 

Our  proposal  is  different  only  because  it  is 
separate  in  time  from  the  1987  act.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  proposal  is  generic  in  scope, 
applying  to  any  PTP  fitting  the  criteria.  We  be- 
lieve that  It  IS  fair,  before  the  10-year  grand- 
father expires,  to  determine  whether  that  deci- 
sion was  the  proper  one  or  whether  a  perma- 
nent rule  would  be  better. 

Generally,  Congress  does  not  place  time 
limits  on  grandfather  provisions,  other  than 
what  might  be  called  project-specific  provi- 
sions. The  reasoning  behind  this  policy  is  that 
if  taxpayers  were  justified  m  relying  on  the  law 
in  effect  at  the  time  the  taxpayer  took  action, 
then  the  taxpayers  deserve  relief  from  the 
change  in  the  law,  not  just  for  a  limited  period 
but  as  long  as  the  taxpayer's  circumstances 
do  not  change. 

REASONS  FOP  A  PERMANENT  GRANDFATHER 

Some  may  wonder  why  these  PTP's  should 
be  permanently  grandfathered.  After  all,  if  they 
were  taking  grlvgniggp  nf  so  igrne  a  Innpholf 
that  Congress  had  to  shut  it  down,  why  should 
they  benefit  merely  because  they  got  m  under 
the  wire? 

The  truth  is  that  these  PTP's  did  not  take 
advantage  of  an  egregious  loophole.  PTP's 
are  structured  no  differently  from  other  types 
of  limited  partnerships.  They  merely  combined 
that  basic  limited  partnership  structure  with  the 
ability  for  the  units  to  be  readily  traded.  The 
problem  was  thus  not  a  loophole  in  the  tax 
code  that  needed  to  be  closed  retroactively. 

These  PTP's  relied  on  the  law  m  effect  be- 
fore passage  of  the  1987  act,  and  that  reli- 
ance was  completely  reasonable.  The  first 
proposal  directed  toward  PTP's  surfaced  in 
1984,  but  President  Reagan  chose  not  to  for- 
ward It  to  Congress  in  his  tax  reform  rec- 
ommendations and  we  did  not  independently 
take  up  the  idea  in  1986.  It  was  only  when 
Treasury  proposed  section  7704  m  mid- 1987 
as  part  of  a  list  of  acceptable  revenue  raisers 
that  the  proposal  received  any  official  en- 
dorsement. By  that  time,  most  of  the  affected 
PTP's  were  already  in  existence. 

This  raises  what  I  believe  is  the  most  impor- 
tant issue  in  this  debate:  fairness  to  the  PTP's 
and,  more  importantly,  their  owners.  The  proc- 
ess of  converting  from  a  corporation  to  a  PTP 
is  a  costly  and  time-consuming  one.  easily 
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taking  over  1  year.  The  conversion  process  in- 
volved consultation  with  investment  bankers, 
appraisals,  planning  by  corporate  finance,  se- 
curities and  tax  lavi^ers,  multiple  filings  with 
the  SEC  and  State  securities  agencies,  proxy 
statements  and  shareholder  votes,  etc.  This 
process  would  not  have  been  started  or  com- 
pleted had  there  been  any  reasonable  pros- 
pect that  a  change  in  the  tax  law  would  have 
applied  retroactively  or  after  a  limited  penod  of 
time. 

To  make  matters  worse,  many  of  these 
same  costs  will  be  incurred  once  again  if  the 
10-year  grandfather  is  not  made  permanent. 
Grandfathered  PTP's  will  be  forced  to  convert 
to  corporate  form  on  January  1998.  To  do  so, 
however,  will  require  lengthy  planning,  and  the 
same  investment  banking  advice,  appraisals, 
and  attorney  fees.  The  need  for  extensive,  ad- 
vance planning  makes  it  essential  that  the 
matter  be  resolved  this  year. 

More  important  is  the  effect  that  loss  of  the 
grandfather  will  have  on  PTP  investors.  It  is  a 
virtual  certainty  that  the  value  of  PTP  units  will 
be  affected  adversely  if  the  grandfather  ex- 
pires. So  It  will  be  the  investors  that  suffer 
most.  And  who  are  these  investors''  Most  are 
average,  middle-class  taxpayers  who  have  in- 
vested in  PTP  units  because  of  their  high 
yield,  many  before  the  1987  act  was  passed. 

We  do  not  achieve  any  tax  policy  goal  by 
retaining  the  10-year  grandfather.  That  goal 
was  fully  achieved  by  making  section  7704 
apply  prospectively.  Instead,  all  we  would  ac- 
complish by  retaining  the  10-year  grandfather 
would  be  harm  to  these  PTP's  and  their  inves- 
tors. There  is  no  doubt  what  our  decision 
should  be. 

In  conclusion  I  want  to  note  the  diversity  of 
the  PTP's  that  would  benefit  from  permanent 
extension  of  the  grandfather.  The  PTP's  af- 
fected are  involved  in  a  wide  variety  of  indus- 
tries, from  motels  and  restaurants  to  chemi- 
cals, financial  advising,  and  macadamia  nuts. 
Undoubtedly,    these    businesses    operate    in 
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are  the  homes  to  the  individual  investors  in 
these  PTP's.  The  most  recent  count  indicates 
that  there  are  well  over  300,000  individual  in- 
vestors. 

The  10-year  grandfather  hangs  like  a  sword 
of  Damocles  over  each  one  of  these  PTP's. 
We  in  Congress  have  the  ability  to  remove 
that  sword  and  there  is  no  reason  why  we 
should  not  do  so.  We  urge  our  colleagues  to 
join  with  us  to  support  this  bill. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 


ACADEMY  NOMINATIONS  FOR  U.S. 
CITIZENS  IN  THE  CNMI 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUA.M 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 
Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation  that  will  provide  the 
U.S.  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Manana  Islands  with  the  same  op- 
portunity to  attend  the  U.S.  military  academies 
as  IS  enjoyed  by  the  people  of  Guam  and 
other  non-State  areas  of  our  country. 

This  bill  authonzes  the  Northern  Mananas 
Resident  Representative,  the  official  elected  at 
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large  to  represent  the  Commonwealth  before 
the  Federal  Government,  to  nominate  can- 
didates to  fill  one  vacancy  at  each  of  the  three 
military  academies. 

Currently,  the  people  of  the  Northern  Man- 
anas  face  restricted  access  to  West  Point,  An- 
napolis, and  Colorado  Spnngs,  As  U.S.  citi- 
zens, they  are  eligible  for  nomination  to  the 
military  academies.  The  Northern  Marianas, 
however,  is  without  representation  here  in 
Congress.  Therefore,  the  normal  route  to 
academy  appointments — nomination  by  a 
Member — is  barred  to  these  Amencans. 

The  proposal  to  rectify  this  situation  has  re- 
ceived considerable  prior  study.  Extending  the 
authority  for  nominations  was  recommended  in 
1985  by  the  Commission  on  Federal  Laws  that 
Congress  established  to  determine  what  Fed- 
eral statutes  should  apply  to  the  Northern  Mar- 
ianas. 

There  is  also  precedent  for  this  authority  to 
be  granted  to  elected  officials  who  are  not 
Members  of  Congress.  Under  present  law,  the 
Governor  of  Puerto  Rico  can  make  nomina- 
tions, as  could  the  Governor  of  the  Canal 
Zone  before  that  area  was  returned  to  Pan- 
ama. 

Passage  of  the  bill  that  l  am  introducing 
today  will  help  ensure  that  the  youth  of  the 
Northern  Marianas  have  equal  access  to  the 
important  opportunity  our  military  academies 
provide  for  both  higher  education  and  sen/ice 
to  our  Nation. 


THE  PASSING  OF  MRS.  AMY  BULL 
CRIST 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  GlLMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  deep 
regret  that  I  inform  our  colleagues  of  the  pass- 
ing of  a  remark2b!e  woman  Oranno  County's 
first  lady,  Mrs.  Amy  Bull  Crist  of  Orange 
Count,  f^lY,  this  past  weekend,  at  the  age  of 
89 

Amy  Bull  Crist  born  on  March  9.  1906  in 
Brick  Castle,  her  home  in  Stony  Ford,  NY, 
was  a  lifelong  resident  of  Orange  County.  The 
building  in  which  she  was  born  was  built  by 
William  Bull  and  Sarah  Wells,  her  direct  an- 
cestors, who  in  1718  became  the  first  Euro- 
pean couple  married  in  what  is  now  Orange 
County,  NY. 

As  the  daughter  of  Orange  County's  oldest 
and  most  illustrious  family.  Amy  Bull  Crist 
could  have  opted  for  a  life  of  leisure.  Instead, 
at  an  early  age  she  determined  to  devote  her 
life  to  the  sen/ice  of  others. 

When  she  was  only  18 — soon  after  her 
1924  graduation  from  Middletown  High 
School — she  was  invited  to  try  her  hand  at 
teaching.  Weary  of  farm  work  on  the  family 
estate,  she  eagerly  grasped  the  opportunity  to 
teach  and  within  the  next  15  years,  as  she 
taught  in  one-room  schoolhouses,  at 
Goosetown  School  m  Hamptonburgh  and  at 
Cross  Roads  School  in  Montgomery,  she  be- 
came known  county  wide  as  one  of  the  most 
outstanding  educators  m  the  region.  Amy 
looked  after  her  students  like  a  doting  parent, 
arranging  dental  and  eyeglass  appointments 
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for  those  students  who  needed  it,  and  m  many 
ways  making  her  mark  upon  the  lives  whose 
education  was  entrusted  to  her  expertise  and 
compassion.  Subsequently  she  served  as  prin- 
cipal at  Goodwill  School.  By  the  lime  ol  her  re- 
tirement m  the  mid-1970's.  Amy  had  risen  to 
become  our  region's  top  education  adminis- 
trator, serving  not  only  as  distnct  supenntend- 
ent  of  schools  for  Orange  and  Ulster  County, 
but  also  as  district  superintendent  and  execu- 
tive officer  for  the  Board  of  Cooperative  Edu- 
cational Services  [BOCES]. 

Recognizing  that  our  young  people  are  our 
most  valuable  resource.  Amy  determined  that 
education  was  the  most  worthwhile  endeavor 
to  which  she  could  devote  herself.  Her  lifelong 
career  as  an  educator  was  a  living  testament 
to  those  who  cherish  this  investment  in  our  fu- 
ture. As  a  grade  school  teacher,  a  school  su- 
perintendent, and  as  a  trustee  of  our  Orange 
County  Community  College  which  she  was  so 
instrumental  in  funding.  Amy  Bull  Crist 
touched  the  lives  of  thousands  of  students. 
She  served  as  founder  and  first  supenntend- 
ent  of  Orange-Ulster  BOCES  for  many  years 
prior  to  her  1974  retirement,  and  the  affection 
and  respect  m  which  the  community  held  her 
IS  underscored  by  the  fact  that  the  BOCES 
complex  IS  named  in  her  honor. 

As  was  typical  of  Amy's  style,  she  never 
satisfied  herself  by  resting  on  her  laurels.  She 
continued  to  teach  evening  and  summer  class- 
es at  New  Yort<  University,  the  State  Univer- 
sity College  at  New  Paltz.  and  at  Orange 
County  Community  College  in  Middletown. 

Amy  was  one  of  the  last  of  her  generation: 
a  generation  which  saw  Orange  County 
progress  from  the  farming  area  which  her  fam- 
ily helped  to  pioneer  to  the  fastest-growing  re- 
gion ol  New  York  State  Throughout  the  many 
changes  which  Amy  witnessed  in  her  lifetime, 
she  remained  constant  in  her  beliefs  that 
those  who  are  more  fortunate  have  a  moral 
responsibility  to  help  neighbors  enjoy  more 
productive  lives  and  live  up  to  their  potential. 

.Amy's  philanthropic  and  civic  endeavors  in 
so  many  important  activities,  including  Occu- 
pations, Inc.,  the  Orange  County  Mental 
Health  Association,  the  Goshen  Histonc  Track, 
the  proposed  Youth  Facility  for  the  Town  of 
Wallkill,  the  Amencan  Heart  Association,  and 
so  many  other  worthwhile  endeavors,  helped 
make  a  better  life  for  all  of  us. 

Amy  also  remained  active  with  the  Artjore- 
tum  Committee  tor  Orange  County  Park;  the 
Montgomery  Grange:  the  Presbylenan  Church 
in  Hamptonburgh:  and  the  Emeriti  Association 
of  Orange  County  Community  College,  She 
was  an  honorary  member  of  the  Order  of  the 
Eastern  Star  in  Waiden  She  organized  the 
Amy  Bull  Cnst  Reading  Association,  the  Amy 
Bull  Crist  Youth-in-Government  Association, 
and  the  Orange  County  Farmers  Association 
and  Museum, 

Emanuel  Axeirod.  who  succeeded  Army  as 
Orange-Ulster  BOCES  supenntendent  after 
her  retirement  m  1974,  said  upon  her  passing: 
"She  never  wavered  when  she  felt  she  was 
right.  I  will  never  forget  her.  She  was  one  of 
the  most  outstanding  people  I've  known." 

Amy  was  chairman  of  the  Orange  County 
museums — Hill  Hold  and  Bnck  House — the 
original  lands  and  buildings  ol  her  family.  She 
was  well  known  for  presiding  at  the  well-put>- 
licized    Bull    family    summer    reunions    which 
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brought  together  her  many  relatives  from 
throughout  the  United  States  and  the  world 
and  which  on  occasion  I  had  the  pleasure  ot 
attending. 

Amy.  the  widow  of  the  late  Clarence  H. 
Crist.  IS  sun/ived  by  a  large  family  including 
her  sister.  Molly  B.  Bazemore  of  Augusta.  GA; 
two  nieces,  including  Mary  Ann  Cohen  of  Go- 
shen, NY;  four  nephews,  including  Michael  K. 
Brown  of  Campbell  Hall,  NY,  and  William  Bull 
Brown  of  Middletown;  19  great-nieces  and 
great-nephews,  ana  13  great-great  nieces  and 
great-great  nephews. 

I  often  relied  upon  Amy  for  advice  and  as- 
sistance in  many  of  my  responsibilities  in  the 
Congress.  She  always  had  a  patient  ear,  a 
keen  insight,  and  a  helping  hand. 

Amy  left  us  this  past  weekend;  peacefully  m 
her  sleep  at  her  home,  Bnck  Castle — the 
same  home  in  which  she  was  born  89  years 
earlier' 

Our  county,  our  region,  and  our  State  will 
long  miss  Orange  County's  First  Lady,  Amy 
Bull  Cnst. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  upon  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  join  with  me  m  paying  tnbute  to  a 
truly  remarkable  lady. 

A  TRIBUTE  TO  JAMES  SMITH 


HON.  JERRY  LEWIS 

OF  C.\LIFORNL'\ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  fine 
work  and  outstanding  public  service  of  Mr. 
James  Smith  of  Ridgecrest.  CA.  Jim,  a  dedi- 
cated professional  and  longtime  community 
activist,  is  retiring  as  the  manager  of  Adminis- 
tration for  North  American  Chemical  Co.  A 
tnbute  dinner  will  be  held  m  his  honor  on  June 
2  to  honor  his  more  than  40  years  of  support 
to  the  chemical  industry. 

Jim  Smith  graduated  from  Loyola  University 
in  Los  Angeles  m  1954  and  served  2  years  m 
the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Following 
graduation.  Jim  went  to  work  for  American 
Potash  and  Chemical  Corp.  where  he  served 
in  supervisory  and  management  positions  at 
plants  across  the  country.  In  1967,  Jim  went 
to  work  for  Kerr  McGee  Chemical  Corp.  ol 
Trona  where  for  23  years  he  fulfilled  critical 
functions  relating  to  labor  relations,  environ- 
mental relations,  and  community  relations.  In 
1990.  Jim  went  to  work  at  North  American 
Chemical  Co.  where  he  has  served  as  man- 
ager of  Administration  and  Regulatory  Affairs 
and  most  recently,  as  special  assistant  for 
public  affairs. 

To  say  the  least,  Jim  has  played  an  extraor- 
dinary and  active  role  m  our  community.  He  is 
a  board  member  of  the  Fire  Mountain  fecunda- 
tion, the  Ridgecrest  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
the  Chemical  Industry  Council  of  California, 
the  Desert  Empire  Fair,  and  the  Maturango 
Museum.  In  addition,  he  has  also  served  as 
an  elected  trustee  of  the  Trona  Joint  Unified 
School  District,  and  as  a  board  member  for 
the  Council  on  Subslance  Abuse  Awareness 
and  the  Searies  Valley  Community  Service 
Council.  Jim  is  also  a  past  member  of  the  San 
Bernardino  County  Air  Pollution  Control  Advi- 
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sory  Council  and  a  member  of  the  Kern  Coun- 
ty Air  Pollution  Central  District  Hearing  Board. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  you  join  me,  our  col- 
leagues, Jim's  wife,  Grace,  and  his  family  and 
many  fhends  in  recognizing  his  many  fine 
achievements  and  selfless  contributions.  Over 
the  years,  Jim  Smith  has  touched  the  lives  of 
many  people  and  it  is  only  fitting  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  recognize  him 
today. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE 
PATCHOGUE  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  MICHAa  P.  FORBES 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 
Mr.  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
congratulate  the  Patchogue  Fire  Department 
on  115  years  of  excellent  service  to  the  resi- 
dents of  the  village  of  Patchogue  and  the  East 
Patchogue  Fire  Protection  District.  I  would  like 
to  extend  my  applause  to  the  Southern  New 
York  Volunteer  Firemen's  Association  on  cele- 
brating the  100th  anniversary  of  their  conven- 
tion. 

The  Patchogue  Fire  Department  has  estab- 
lished a  tradition  as  one  of  the  oldest  and  fin- 
est fire  departments  in  New  York.  The  firemen 
of  Patchogue  are  among  the  best  trained  and 
bravest  fire  fighters  m  New  York  as  well 
These  firemen  regularly  risk  their  lives  to  pro- 
tect and  serve  the  people  of  Patchogue.  Upon 
examining  their  impeccable  service  record,  it 
IS  no  surpnse  that  the  Patchogue  Fire  Depart- 
ment has  been  protecting  the  village  of 
Patchogue  so  well  for  115  years. 

On  Fnday,  June  9,  1995.  the  men  and 
women  of  the  Patchogue  Fire  Department  will 
celebrate  at  the  100th  Annual  Convention  of 
the  Southern  New  York  Volunteer  Firemen's 
Association.  This  association,  which  rep- 
resents the  volunteer  and  exempt  firemen  of 
the  nine  southern  counties,  stanas  as  evi- 
dence that  New  York  does  in  fact  have  among 
the  best  firemen  in  the  Nation. 


REMEMBERING  A  HERO.  HUMBLE 
SERVANT 


HON.  HAROLD  ROGERS 

OK  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  our  southern  region  and  the  Na- 
tion lost  a  humble  sen^ant,  war  hero  and  good 
friend  when  Mitchell  "Stoney"  Mernman  died 
last  week  from  complications  of  an  inoperable 
brain  tumor. 

Originally  from  White  County,  Tennessee, 
Stoney  wrote  the  book  on  public  relations — lit- 
erally. A  published  author,  newsman  and  writ- 
er, Stoney  had  such  a  creative  and  innovative 
style  that  he  wrote  a  how-to  book  for  the 
Corps  that  is  used  nationwide  today. 

Since  1987.  he  managed  the  Army  Corps 
Nashville  District's  public  information,  media 
relations  and  community  relations  program  m 
a  7-State  area.  I  cannot  think  of  anyone  who 
knew  how  to  promote  an  event  better. 
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In  Corps  events  and  groundbreakings  in  my 
district,  Stoney  always  amazed  us  with  some- 
thing new,  creative  and  exciting.  His  style 
blazed  a  trail  for  all  to  follow  and  his  legacy 
will  be  long  remembered. 

Stoney  was  more  than  just  a  top-notch  pub- 
lic relations  man.  He  was  a  veteran  newsman, 
and  even  more  importantly,  a  war  hero. 

During  his  23  years  of  service  in  ihe  US. 
Marine  Corps,  he  served  two  combat  tours  in 
Vietnam,  where  he  served  as  a  combat  jour- 
nalist. Among  his  awards  were  two  Purple 
Hearts,  Legion  of  Merit  Medal,  Meritorious 
Service  Medal,  the  Bronze  Star  with  Combat 
"V"  Medal  and  several  other  awards. 

As  a  newsman,  Stoney  started  in  the  mili- 
tary, but  carried  on  his  tradition  of  excellence 
at  the  "The  Smithville  Review"  and  then  as 
publisher  and  editor  of  the  "Carthage,  TN 
Courier." 

I  am  proud  of  Stoney  Mernman.  He  was 
committed,  honest  and  hard  working  in  every- 
thing he  did — whether  it  was  a  Corps  event 
placing  his  life  m  harm's  way  to  protect  and 
defend  his  country.  He  was  a  joy  to  be  with, 
and  his  sen/ice  must  always  be  remembered. 


May  23,  1995 


named  the  1995  Missouri  Small  Business  Per- 
son of  the  Year,  and  to  wish  him  and  the  em- 
ployees of  R.C.  Wilson  Co.  continued  suc- 
cess. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JIM  HENRY 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
offer  my  congratulations  to  Jim  Henry,  a  con- 
stituent of  mine  who  was  recently  awarded  the 
Small  Business  Administration's  "1995  Small 
Business  Person  of  the  Year"  award  for  the 
State  ot  Missouri. 

Ten  years  ago  Mr.  Henry  lett  his  job  with 
Emerson  Electric  and  bought  R.C.  Wilson  Co., 
a  small  collection  agency  in  St.  Louis,  MO.  At 
the  time  Mr  Henry  bouriht  R  C  Wilson  he  had 
no  small  business  experience  or  background, 
but  he  did  have  a  can-do  philosophy,  which 
has  helped  him  build  one  of  the  most  success- 
ful collection  companies  in  our  city.  Over  the 
past  10  years,  sales,  employment,  and  clien- 
tele at  R.C.  Wilson  have  grown  significantly. 
Sales  have  increased  by  200  percent,  while 
employment  at  R.C.  Wilson  have  grown  from 
25  to  118.  At  the  same  time,  his  company's 
collection  success  rate  is  over  30  percent — 
higher  than  the  22  percent  average  for  the  in- 
dustry. 

Mr.  Henry  explains  his  success  this  way: 
"The  way  a  business  owner  treats  employees 
makes  or  breaks  a  business.  The  key  to  long- 
term  success  IS  to  treat  your  employees  with 
dignity  and  always  maintain  the  highest  level 
of  integrity  and  honesty  in  all  dealings."  This 
attitude  IS  reflected  m  the  companies  em- 
ployee benefit  policies.  R.C.  Wilson  Co.  has  a 
generous  tuition  reimbursement  program 
which  enables  many  employees  to  continue 
their  education  through  post-graduate  levels. 
The  company  also  provides  an  annual  schol- 
arship tor  Missoun  Business  Week  to  the  child 
of  one  employee.  The  company  also  shares 
profits  with  its  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  close  by  again  offer- 
ing  Mr.   Henry   my   congratulations  on   being 


HONORING  VICE  ADM.  THOMAS  J. 
KILCLINE.  USN  RETIRED 


HON.  JAMES  P.  MORAN 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  MORAN  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
pay  tribute  to  Vice  Adm.  Thomas  J.  Kilclme, 
USN  [Retired]  on  the  eve  of  his  retirement 
from  his  position  as  president  of  The  Retired 
Officers  Association.  Because  of  his  many  ac- 
complishments, I  consider  it  appropriate  to  for- 
mally recognize  him  for  his  more  than  50 
years  of  service  to  this  Nation. 

Admiral  Kilcline  was  born  in  Detroit,  Ml,  on 
December  9,  1925.  He  enlisted  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  in  1943,  graduated  from  the  U,S.  Naval 
Academy  in  1949,  and  was  designated  a 
naval  aviator  m  November  1950  after  which  he 
flew  with  VR-5  until  1953.  Admiral  Kilclme  at- 
tended the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  and 
later  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
where  he  earned  a  masters  degree  in  aero- 
nautical engineering  in  1956. 

He  then  joined  Heavy  Attack  Squadron 
Nine,  serving  on  the  Saratoga  and  Ranger.  In 
1959,  he  was  assigned  to  the  staff  of  the  com- 
mander Sixth  Fleet.  He  completed  the  com- 
mand and  staff  course  at  the  Naval  War  Col- 
lege and  in  1962  completed  test  pilot  school. 
He  was  later  assigned  as  coordinator  of  test 
programs  for  all  attack  aircraft  at  the  Naval  Air 
Test  Center.  In  January  1965,  Kilclme  reported 
to  Heavy  Attack  Squadron  Eleven  [VAH-llj 
aboard  the  Forestall.  He  commanded  an 
RA5C  squadron  deployed  to  the  Vietnam  the- 
ater. He  returned  to  the  staft  of  the  com- 
mander Naval  Air  Force,  U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet  in 
Atjni.jct  ^Qf^j  ^r\r\  a  year  !.3ter  was  ass^^ned 
as  operations  officer  and  later  executive  officer 
aboard  the  U.S.S.  Ticonderoga  [CVA-14]  dur- 
ing operations  off  Vietnam.  He  then  became 
program  manager  for  acquisition  and  support 
of  the  RA-5C  aircraft.  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command.  In  October  1970,  he  was  named 
director  of  liaison  with  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives under  the  Navy  Office  of  Legisla- 
tive Affairs. 

From  August  1972  until  May  1974,  Kilclme 
was  commanding  officer.  Naval  Air  Station, 
Patuxent  River.  MD,  He  was  then  assigned  as 
director  of  aviation  ofticer  distribution,  aviation 
captain  detailer  and  later,  assistant  chief  of 
Naval  Personnel,  Officer  Distribution  and  Edu- 
cation. In  August  1975,  he  assumed  command 
of  Naval  Base  Subic  Bay  with  duties  as  com- 
mander in  chief  Pacific  representative  in  the 
Philippines  and  commander  U.S.  Naval 
Forces.  Philippines.  He  became  chief.  Legisla- 
tive Affairs  in  February  1978  and  in  July  1981, 
was  assigned  as  commander  Naval  Air 
Forces,  U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet,  He  retired  from  the 
Navy  in  1983. 

His  awards  include  the  Distinguished  Serv- 
ice Medal;  the  Legion  of  Merit  with  three  gold 
stars;  the  Bronze  Star;  the  Air  Medal;  and 
awards  from  the  governments  of  the  Phil- 
ippines and  the  Republic  of  Vietnam. 
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Following  retirement,  Admiral  Kilclme  formed 
a  military  and  congressional  consulting  firm 
which  he  disestablished  when  he  became 
TROA  president  in  December  1986.  Through 
his  stewardship.  The  Retired  Officers  Associa- 
tion played  a  pivotal  role  m  convincing  Con- 
gress to  enact  several  legislative  initiatives  to 
maintain  readiness  and  improve  the  quality  of 
life  for  all  members  of  the  military  commu- 
nity— active,  reserve  and  retired,  plus  their 
families  and  survivors.  I  won't  describe  all  of 
his  accomplishments,  but  will  briefly  focus  on 
a  few  to  illustrate  the  breadth  of  his  concern 
for  military  people. 

Under  his  direction,  TROA  supported 
strengthening  the  underpinning  of  the  Mont- 
gomery Gl  Bill  and  thus  provided  a  solid  foun- 
dation for  our  Nation's  future  leaders  by  plac- 
ing the  wherewithal  for  a  college  education  on 
the  horizons  of  more  than  1  million  young  men 
and  women  who  otherwise  might  have  been 
denied  that  opportunity.  He  was  ever  mindful 
of  the  adverse  effects  on  morale  and  retention 
caused  by  broken  commitments  and  inad- 
equate compensation  and  forcefully  cham- 
pioned the  causes  of  fairness  and  equity.  His 
leadership  efforts  to  preserve  the  long-stand- 
ing commitment  to  lifetime  care  m  military 
health  care  facilities,  to  fight  perennial  threats 
to  retiree  cost  of  living  adjustments  and  to  pro- 
vide adequate  military  pay  raises  are  some  of 
his  other  significant  contributions.  Most  re- 
cently, he  fought  and  won  the  battle  for  a  tran- 
sition plan  that  provides  a  comprehensive  ben- 
efits package  for  those  personnel  and  their 
families  who  are  forced  out  of  active  service 
as  a  result  of  the  force  structure  drawdown 
that,  hopefully,  is  m  its  final  stages. 

One  of  Tom's  added  strengths  has  been  his 
lovely  wife  of  44  years,  the  former  Dornell 
Thompson  of  Pensacola,  FL.  Dornell  has 
stood  steadfastly  at  his  side,  championing  the 
cause  of  military  people,  particularly  their  fami- 
lies and  survivors,  everywhere.  For  these  con- 
tributions, we  owe  her  a  debt  of  gratitude,  as 
well. 

Tom  and  Dornell  live  in  McLean,  VA.  They 
have  had  four  children:  Captain  Tom,  Jr.,  an 
F-14  pilot  now  in  the  Navy  Chair  at  the  Na- 
tional War  College;  Lieutenant  Patrick,  lost  in 
an  F-14  accident  oft  the  U.S.S.  Constellation. 
Lieutenant  Kathleen,  a  navy  doctor  killed  m  an 
auto  accident;  and  Mary,  wife  of  Commander 
Bob  Novak,  a  P-3  pilot  assigned  as  a  pro- 
gram manager  m  the  Naval  Air  Systems  Com- 
mand m  Washington,  DC. 

I  wish  to  extend  my  heartfelt  appreciation  for 
his  numerous  contributions  to  military  people 
everywhere  and  my  best  wishes  for  continued 
success  m  all  of  his  endeavors. 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  THREE  BAI- 
LEY ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL  RE- 
TIREES 


HON.  KEN  BENTSEN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
recognize  the  longstanding  service  and  dedi- 
cation of  three  employees  of  the  William  F. 
Bailey  Elementary  School  of  Pasadena,  TX, 
who  will  retire  at  Ihe  end  of  this  month. 
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Bailey  Elementary  has  provided  an  excellent 
education  to  the  thousands  of  students  that 
have  passed  through  its  doors  m  its  37-year 
history.  Bailey  was  the  first  school  to  establish 
the  Right  Choice  Program,  which  teaches  chil- 
dren that  with  everything  there  is  a  nght  and 
a  wrong  choice.  It  is  the  only  elementary 
school  with  a  choir,  orchestra,  and  band  in  the 
Pasadena  Independent  School  District.  The 
entire  staft  at  Bailey  Elementary  School  works 
together  with  one  goal  m  mind:  To  make  every 
child  a  winner. 

These  three  individuals,  Pathcia  Ann  Autrey 
Hawkins.  Rebecca  Faye  Dorsett  Buck,  and 
Pauline  Sophie  Trojanowski  Braden,  have 
demonstrated  their  commitment  to  this  goal 
and  to  the  students  of  Bailey  Elementary. 

Mrs  Hawkins  was  born  on  July  22,  1938. 
Her  parents  devoted  their  lives  to  public  edu- 
cation, spending  over  75  years  m  the  class- 
room or  administration,  so  it  was  no  surpnse 
when  Patricia  attended  Sam  Houston  State 
Teachers  College  and  the  University  of  Hous- 
ton. She  received  her  bachelor  degree  in  edu- 
cation from  Sam  Houston  m  1959.  Her  first 
teaching  experience  began  with  the  Houston 
Independent  School  District,  but  she  moved  to 
Pasadena  Independent  School  Distnct  after 
only  one  semester.  She  taught  at  Red  Bluff  El- 
ementary for  5  years,  before  she  and  her  fam- 
ily moved  to  Austin  for  her  husband  to  com- 
plete his  graduate  studies.  Mrs.  Hawkins  re- 
turned to  Pasadena  in  1969  and  began  her 
career  again  at  Bailey  Elementary  School  as  a 
fourth  grade  teacher  She  never  left. 

Mrs.  Hawkins'  dedication  to  education  was 
not  limited  to  the  classroom,  however.  She  re- 
mained active  m  the  Texas  State  Teachers 
Association,  the  Pasadena  Junior  Forum, 
Delta  Kappa  Gamma,  and  First  United  Meth- 
odist Church  She  served  as  a  grade-level 
chairman  and  on  numerous  faculty  committees 
at  Bailey,  and  she  was  also  honored  with  a 
Texas  lifetime  membership  to  the  PTA.  Mrs. 
Hawkins  also  found  time  to  complete  her  own 
education,  and  she  receivfvl  her  masters  de- 
gree from  Southwest  Texas  State  Teachers 
College  m  1965. 

Mrs.  Havirt<ins  and  her  husband  Sam  have 
remained  m  the  Pasadena  area  for  over  30 
years.  Their  children.  Malcolm  and  Melissa, 
continue  to  live  in  Texas.  Mrs.  Hawkins  will  re- 
tire from  Pasadena  Independent  School  Dis- 
tnct and  Bailey  Elementary  on  May  29,  1995, 
after  31  years  in  public  education. 

Rebecca  Faye  Dorsett  Buck  was  tx)rn  on 
September  4,  i938,  and  moved  to  Houston  at 
Ihe  age  of  6.  He  graduated  from  Galena  Park 
High  School  m  1956  and  married  her  hus- 
band, Ronald  Buck,  m  December  1957  Mrs. 
Buck  waited  until  her  three  children.  Ronald. 
Teresa,  and  Terne,  were  in  high  school  before 
she  started  to  work  m  the  Pasadena  School 
Distnct.  She  began  m  the  visual  handicap  pro- 
gram in  1975,  and  after  taking  1  year  oft,  she 
returned  to  complete  19  years  working  at  Bai- 
ley Elementary  School,  her  latest  position  as  a 
member  of  the  oftice  staft. 

Mrs.  Buck  has  also  dedicated  herself  to  ac- 
tivities outside  the  school,  including  the 
Central  Baptist  Church.  She  has  a  great  talent 
for  decorating  and  is  very  creative  with  arts. 
crafts,  and  floral  arrangements.  Mrs.  Buck  also 
spends  a  great  deal  of  lime  entertaining  her 
six  grandchildren. 
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According  to  her  coworkers  and  friends. 
Mrs.  Buck  goes  out  of  her  way  to  help  anyone 
and  treats  everyone  equally  She  has  main- 
tained the  respect  and  admiration  of  the  fac- 
ulty, administration,  and  students  dunng  her 
19  years  at  Bailey. 

Pauline  Sophie  Trojanowski  Braden  was 
born  on  February  6,  1931,  m  Sealy.  TX.  She 
marned  Anton  Otto  Braden,  Jr.  m  October 
1948.  and  has  5  children,  10  grandchildren, 
and  1  great-grandchild.  Mrs.  Braden  began 
working  with  Pasadena  Independent  School 
Distnct  in  1971,  and  will  be  .'efinng  from  the 
cafeteria  staff  of  Bailey  this  year. 

Mrs.  Braden  has  lived  in  Pasadena  since 
1960.  Currently  three  of  her  children  and  one 
grandchild  live  with  her.  Her  daughter  Cynthia 
said,  in  a  tnbute  to  her  mother,  that: 

She  would  not  hesitate  to  give  anything 
she  has  to  anyone  of  her  family  with  no 
thought  of  asking  for  repaynnent.  She  comes 
from  a  large  family  and  does  not  consider 
this  living  arrangement  as  cramped  as  some 
might  think  I  might  even  go  as  far  to  say 
she  is  happy  because  this  is  her  family.  Lit- 
tle does  mother  know  she  is  giving  up  some- 
thing which  is  totally  unknown  to  her.  and 
as  of  now  it  may  never  be  known  to  her. 
That  is  total  peace  mind.  And  even  if  she  was 
aware  of  what  she  might  be  missing,  she 
would  choose  to  give  it  up  for  her  family 
anyway. 

Mrs.  Braden  will  be  sorely  missed  for  her 
warmth,  dedication,  and  fnendship  to  Bailey 
Elementary,  its  staff,  and  its  students. 

I  congratulate  Mrs.  Hawkins.  Mrs.  Buck,  and 
Mrs.  Braden  on  their  combined  73  years  of 
service  to  the  Pasadena  School  District  and  to 
the  Pasadena  community,  I  wish  them  the 
very  best  as  they  en|oy  their  retirement,  and  I 
am  certain  they  all  will  be  missed  at  Bailey  El- 
ementary. 


ON  THE  OCCASION  OF  THE  ALLI- 
ANCE FOR  JUSTICE  HONORING 
TOM  STODDARD 


HON.  HLNRY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  WAXMAN  Mr  Speaker,  on  May  23,  the 
Alliance  for  Justice — a  coalition  of  organiza- 
tions with  a  history  of  working  for  equal  jus- 
tice— honored  Tom  Stoddard  for  his  long  ca- 
reer. I  want  to  take  the  opportunity  to  do  so  as 
well. 

Now  IS  precisely  the  nght  time  to  honor  Tom 
Stoddard. 

This  Congress  is  dominated  by  politicians 
who  would  have  us  march  backward  and  have 
us  repeal  the  progress  of  the  last  25  years, 
especially  the  ideals  of  equal  lustice. 

But  Tom  embodies  a  different  philosophy, 
one  first  said  by  Frederick  Douglass:  "Those 
who  profess  to  favor  freedom,  and  yet  dep- 
recate agitation,  are  men  who  want  crops 
without  plowing  up  the  ground.  If  there  is  no 
struggle,  there  is  no  progress." 

In  that  spirit,  Tom  has  worked  and  strug- 
gled. For  years  after  the  Nation  decided  that 
race  discrimination,  sex  discrimination,  reli- 
gious discrimination,  and  finally  disability  dis- 
crimination    were     all     wrong — discrimination 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

against  gay  men  and  lesbians  is  not  just  al- 
lowed. It  IS  encouraged,  it  is  )oked  about,  it  is 
expected. 

Tom  has  worked  against  that,  working  for 
what  the  opposition  calls  "the  special  rights  for 
gay  people."  He  has  worked  for  the  "special 
right"  to  work  if  you  are  qualified;  the  "special 
nght"  to  live  in  the  pnvacy  of  your  home  with 
those  you  love;  the  "special  nght"  to  have 
families;  the  "special  nght"  to  speak  your 
mind;  the  "special  right"  to  serve  your  country; 
and  the  "special  right"  to  have  photographs  on 
your  desk,  to  have  picnics  in  public  places, 
and  to  care  for  your  fnends  who  are  sick.  He 
has  worked  for  the  "special  right"  to  be  free 
and  equal  and  unafraid  in  America. 

Tom  has  done  all  this  by  speaking,  teach- 
ing, advocating,  organizing,  and  writing.  He 
has  been  a  model  for  young  people  who  care 
about  progress,  and  he  has  been  a  reminder 
for  older  people  that  not  all  justice  has  yet 
been  done.  Tom  is  the  kind  of  American  who 
has  made  the  Nation  make  the  quantum  leap 
from  thinking  about  gay  civil  nghts  as  a  fnnge 
issue  to  gay  civil  rights  as  a  fundamental 
issue. 

The  Alliance  for  Justice  has  made  these 
leaps  before,  leading  the  Nation  closer  to  lib- 
erty and  justice  for  all.  I  am  pleased  to  jom 
with  the  Alliance  in  hononng  Tom  Stoddard  as 
a  pioneer  in  that  fight,  and  as  a  man  whose 
work  has  changed  politics  for  the  better  and 
forever. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  2D  LT.  WAYLAND  E. 

BENNETT,  USMC 


HON.  STEVI  LARGEIVr 

OF  OKLAHOMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 
Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tnbute  to  2d  Lt.  Wayland  E.  Bennett,  a 

Marine  Cnrps  pilot  who  ppri<;hpri  nn  a  training 

mission  dunng  World  War  II,  but  was  only  re- 
cently brought  back  to  this  country  for  bunal. 
The  story  of  his  return  is  a  remarkable  tale  of 
fnendship  and  dedication  and  deserving  of 
special  recognition. 

Mr.  Bennett  was  a  young  man  of  18  when 
he  left  home  to  join  the  war  effort  m  the  South 
Pacific.  In  1943  he  was  commissioned  a  sec- 
ond lieutenant  m  the  Marine  Corps  and  was 
sent  to  a  small  island  1,200  miles  northeast  of 
Australia  to  complete  his  framing  and  join  the 
elite  Black  Sheep  Squadron  of  lighter  pilots. 
On  October  22,  1943  his  Corsair  crashed  into 
a  jungle  area  of  the  island  too  dense  and  too 
dangerous  to  risk  a  patrol.  The  wreckage  and 
Mr.  Bennett's  remains  were  considered  by  the 
military  to  be  unrecoverable. 

But  the  story  doesn't  end  there,  thanks  m 
large  measure  to  the  devotion  of  Mr.  Robert 
Bowden  of  Texarkana,  TX.  He  refused  to  let 
his  memories  of  his  childhood  friend  end  with 
a  plane  crash  m  the  jungle.  In  1988.  he  began 
a  fnendship  with  Dr.  Dan  Bookout.  and  to- 
gether the  two  men  decided  to  search  for  the 
wreckage.  Enlisting  family,  friends,  and  strang- 
ers alike,  Mr.  Bowden  and  Dr.  Bookout  began 
to  raise  money  and  to  organize  an  expedition 
to  the  South  Pacific  to  scour  the  jungle  lor  the 
plane. 


Dr.  Bookout  led  his  teams  of  volunteer 
searchers  on  four  tnps  to  Vanuatu,  the  first  in 
1988.  He  made  friends  with  and  enlisted  na- 
tives to  aid  in  the  searches.  The  team  endured 
many  hardships  and  dangers  in  the  jungles, 
each  trip  bringing  them  nearer  to  their  objec- 
tive as  they  eliminated  improbable  sites.  Then 
in  March  and  April  of  1994,  local  villagers  as- 
sisting in  excavating  a  crash  site  told  the 
CILHI  team  that  they  knew  of  another  crash 
site  and  led  the  CILHI  team  to  this  site.  From 
Apnl  2  to  5,  1994,  the  CILHI  team  conducted 
an  excavation  of  this  newly  revealed  crash  site 
and  recovered  the  remains  tentatively  identi- 
fied as  being  those  of  2d  Lt.  Wayland  E.  Ben- 
nett. The  board  appointed  to  review  the  matter 
after  all  tests  were  completed  acted  with  char- 
acteristic military  thoroughness  and  on  August 
23,  1994,  confirmed  positive  identification  of 
the  remains  as  being  those  of  2d  Lt.  Wayland 
E.  Bennett,  USMC.  Lt.  Bennett's  nearest  survi- 
vors were  so  informed,  and  on  September  16, 
1994,  2d  Lt.  Wayland  E.  Bennett's  remains 
were  interred  in  the  family  plot  in  Texarkana, 
TX.  Dr.  Bookout  continued  to  act  as  the  Ben- 
nett family  representative  until  the  interment. 

I  know  I  speak  for  all  Members  of  Congress 
when  I  say  the  selflessness  and  dedication  of 
Mr.  Bowden  and  Dr.  Bookout  deserves  rec- 
ognition. I  hope  you  will  jom  me  m  extending 
best  wishes  to  them,  as  well  as  to  the  families 
of  Lieutenant  Bennett.  I  am  proud  that  their  ef- 
forts led  to  his  return. 


CATHOLICS  UNDER  ATTACK  IN 
BANJA  LUKA 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMFTH 

OF  .NEW  .JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  want  to  bnng  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  deteriorating  conditions  in  the 
rsgion  of  Banjg  Luka  m  nrrthpr"  Bosnia.  It 
seems  the  latest  atrocities  committed  by 
Bosnian  Serb  militants,  who  control  the  area, 
are  directed  at  Catholic  Church  leaders  and 
Catholic  believers,  who  are  primarily  Croats. 
These  attacks  come  on  the  heels  of  Croatia's 
efforts  to  regain  control  over  some  of  its  terri- 
tory occupied  by  the  Croatian  Serb  militants 
since  1991.  Around  40,000  Croats  still  live  in 
northern  Bosnia  despite  significant  ethnic 
cleansing  by  the  Serbs.  An  estimated  50,000 
Croats  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Mos- 
lems have  been  expelled  from  this  region 
alone  during  the  past  3  years. 

In  one  recent  incident  in  Banja  Luka,  a 
priest  and  nun  were  reportedly  doused  with 
gasoline  and  set  on  fire  in  the  pansh  rectory 
as  militants  blew  up  the  parish  church  building 
next  door  This  tragic  act  of  barbarity  is  pari  of 
a  larger  campaign  directed  against  the  Catho- 
lic community  in  the  diocese  of  Banja  Luka. 
On  May  4,  militants  forcibly  expelled  nuns 
from  two  convents  in  the  region.  Since  that 
time,  a  total  of  five  churches  and  one  mon- 
astery have  been  destroyed.  In  all,  since  the 
beginning  of  the  war,  40  churches  in  the  dio- 
cese have  been  completely  destroyed  and  an- 
other 25  have  sustained  heavy  damage. 

The  bishop  of  Banja  Luka,  Franjo  Komarcia. 
has  repeatedly  called  upon  the  Bosnian  Serb 
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leadership  to  stop  the  attacks.  These  pleas 
have  fallen  on  deaf  ears.  Bishop  Komarica,  in 
an  open  appeal,  described  the  current  situa- 
tion in  his  diocese:  "Fear  and  panic,  for  their 
lives,  has  overcome  the  Catholics  remaining  in 
the  area  because  they  are  totally  unprotected 
from  the  local  and  newly  arrived  Serbian  ex- 
tremists. They  are  virtually  [sic]  hostages  and 
are  faced  with  the  real  threat  of  immediate  ca- 
tastrophe or  widespread  banishment."  Bishop 
Komarica  began  a  hunger  strike  recently  to 
draw  attention  to  the  gravity  of  the  situation 
faced  by  the  Catholic  community  in  Banja 
Luka.  Late  last  week,  an  urgent  appeal  was 
sent  to  the  head  of  the  Serbian  Orthodox 
Church  urging  his  intervention  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  Catholics  in  the  Serb  stronghold. 
The  senseless  attacks  m  Banja  Luka  have 
been  roundly  condemned  by  Pope  John  Paul 
II. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  tragic  developments  are 
but  the  latest  examples  of  the  campaign  of 
death  and  destruction  directed  against  inno- 
cent civilians  by  the  Bosnian  Serb  militants  in 
Banja  Luka  and  elsewhere  in  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina. 


TRIBUTE  TO  WILLIAM  K.  'WATERS 


HON.  JACK  REED 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuexday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to  pay 
tribute  to  a  gentleman  who  has  dedicated  his 
life  to  one  of  our  Nation's  most  honorable  and 
arduous  professions:  teaching.  Mr.  William  K. 
Waters  has  been  a  social  studies  teacher  at 
Park  View  Junior  High  School  in  Cranston,  Rl, 
for  his  entire  31  year  tenure  with  the  Cranston 
public  school  system.  At  the  end  of  this  school 
year,  Mr.  Waters  will  retire  after  his  many 
years  of  teaching. 

Mr.  Waters  first  went  to  Pari<  View  as  a  stu- 
dent  teacl^er   W^''*?    stijrfvmn    ri(    Rhofip    Kl.Tnr* 

College  m  1963.  The  following  year,  he  re- 
turned to  Park  View  as  a  full-time  social  stud- 
ies teacher.  He  quickly  became  immersed  m 
this  dynamic  school,  and  soon  his  duties  ex- 
tended far  beyond  the  classroom, 

Mr.  Waters  has  worked  tirelessly  with  stu- 
dents on  Park  View's  award  winning  yearbook 
for  over  20  years.  As  the  ninth  grade  class  ad- 
visor lor  28  years.  Mr.  Waters'  encouragement 
and  guidance  instilled  qualities  of  responsibility 
and  leadership.  However,  Mr.  Waters'  legacy 
to  Park  View  will  be  most  remembered  as  ad- 
visor to  the  student  council,  a  position  he  has 
held  for  29  years. 

Park  View's  student  council  has  long  been 
the  envy  of  junior  high  schools  throughout 
Rhode  Island.  The  council's  many  longstand- 
ing traditions  and  services  have  benefited  stu- 
dents, teachers,  and  the  community.  Students 
chosen  by  their  peers  to  represent  their  class 
on  the  student  council  have  managed  school 
stores,  a  student  handbook,  all-school  dances, 
the  ninth  grade  dance,  and  fundraisers.  Over- 
seen by  the  always  attentive  and  dedicated 
Mr.  Waters,  these  were  not  merely  student  ac- 
tivities, they  fostered  a  cooperative  and  active 
student  body  within  the  Park  View  community 

And  for  the  students  fortunate  enough  to 
serve  on  the  council,  it  served  as  a  life-long 
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lesson.  Someone  believed  that  at  their  age 
they  could  be  trusted  with  money,  to  carry  out 
responsibilities,  and  to  deliver  results.  Leader- 
ship and  commitment  are  not  easily  learned, 
but  Mr.  Waters  not  only  encouraged  these,  he 
expected  them. 

The  student  council's  organizational  skills 
and  resources  also  benefited  the  local  com- 
munity. The  Meeting  Street  Center,  the  Heart 
Association,  the  R.I.  Lung  Association,  and 
Rhode  Island's  senior  citizens  have  all  come 
to  recognize  that  Park  View  is  not  just  another 
junior  high  school.  At  the  same  time,  students 
were  able  to  learn  about  life  beyond  the  con- 
fines of  classes,  teachers,  and  friends. 

Of  course,  none  of  this  would  have  been 
possible  had  someone  not  taken  on  the  enor- 
mous responsibility  of  going  beyond  the  after- 
noon school  bell.  Junior  high  school  teachers 
are  a  rate  commodity.  They  face  challenges  in 
the  classroom  that  go  far  beyond  textbooks, 
homework,  and  grades,  Mr.  Waters  is  a  dedi- 
cated professional  who  went  beyond  the  call 
of  duty  and  always  bestowed  any  credit  to  his 
students. 

Mr.  Waters  has  gotten  to  know  many  gen- 
erations of  young  adults  growing  up  in  eastern 
Cranston.  His  guidance  and  devotion  is  dem- 
onstrated by  the  caliber  of  students  who  have 
graduated.  Prepared  academically  when  they 
graduated  to  high  school,  these  young  adults 
were  also  prepared  to  be  role  models  and 
leaders  tor  other  students.  Mr.  Waters  is  an  in- 
stitution, and  will  always  be  fondly  recalled  by 
his  students,  their  parents,  and  his  colleagues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  saluting  Mr.  Waters'  service  to  Park  View 
Junior  High  School  and  commend  him  as  a 
teacher,  an  advisor,  and  a  person.  Mr.  Waters 
IS  truly  a  role  model  for  future  teachers  and 
students,  and  I  would  like  to  wish  him  contin- 
ued success  in  retirement. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  MARFA  ON  THE 
40TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
MOVIE  •GIANT" 


HON.  HENRY  BONILLA 

OK  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  40  years  ago 
the  town  of  Marfa,  TX,  joined  with  Hollywood 
to  bring  to  life  "Giant,"  the  classic  movie 
etched  m  the  minds  of  so  many  Amencans  as 
a  tale  of  trial  and  tribulation.  This  May  27, 
Marta  will  have  the  pleasure  of  hosting  a  re- 
turn engagement  of  this  memorable  classic 
with  some  of  the  onginal  cast  and  crew  joining 
in  the  celebration. 

Many  of  us  recall  the  family  saga  which  fea- 
tures Hollywood  greats  Rock  Hudson  and  Eliz- 
abeth Taylor,  We  especially  remember  James 
Dean,  a  young  actor  who  was  relatively  un- 
known back  in  the  summer  of  1955  and  had 
just  finished  filming  another  movie  "Rebel 
Without  a  Cause." 

Five  years  ago,  Presidio  County  Judge  Jake 
Brisbin  came  up  with  the  idea  to  host  a 
"Giant"  reunion.  Marfa  Chamber  of  Commerce 
manager.  Sheila  Lujan  and  many  others  in  the 
community  have  been  very  busy  planning  this 
exciting  event   A  few  months  ago,  however,  a 
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fire  swept  through  the  Marfa  City  Hall,  damag- 
ing the  theater  and  dampening  hopes  thai  the 
reunion  would  take  place.  However,  the  peo- 
ple of  Maria  didn't  stop  for  a  mmute  and  now, 
their  dream  will  become  a  reality. 

The  reunion  will  include  a  barbecue  and 
look-alike  contest  at  the  Riata  Ranch,  a 
screening  of  "Giant"  and  a  roundtable  discus- 
sion on  the  famous  movie.  Robert  Hinkle,  who 
taught  James  Dean  and  actress  Fran  Bennett 
how  to  rope  lor  the  movie,  will  serve  as  a  pan- 
elist. 

Sponsored  by  the  Marta  Chamt>er  of  Com- 
merce, the  Big  Bend  Quarterly,  and  the  Cibolo 
Creek  Ranch,  the  40th  anniversary  "Giant"  re- 
union will  truly  be  unforgettable. 

"Giant"  brought  the  spotlight  to  west  Texas 
and  showed  America  the  culture  and  history  of 
this  unique  area.  The  movie's  plot  helped  de- 
fine what  Americans  today  perceive  as  the 
modern-day  oilman.  Many  Marians,  too,  still 
remember  that  long,  hot  summer  40  years  ago 
when  Marta  took  center  stage  and  dozens  of 
people  from  Hollywood  descended  upon  the 
town. 

This  reunion  will  be  another  historic  moment 
for  Marfa.  The  citizens  of  Marta  have  shown 
faith  and  resolve  in  putting  together  what  is 
sure  to  be  a  grand  event.  Congratulations  and 
good  luck  to  the  community  of  Maria. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  BUDD 

HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse 
to  express  my  sincere  condolences  to  the 
family  of  John  Budd.  the  Regional  Liaison  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Mid-Pacific  Re- 
gional Office  in  Sacramento,  CA.  John  passed 
away  on  April  18.  His  loss  is  a  tremendous 
blow  to  the  Bureau  and  to  the  Federal  service. 

In  many  ways.  John  Budd  was  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  in  Sacramento  He  was  re- 
sponsible for  communicating  the  Bureau's  poli- 
cies, programs,  and  activities  to  congressional, 
State  and  local  decisionmakers.  He  was  the 
face  that  went  with  the  Bureau. 

John  was  always  very  helpful  to  me  and  my 
staff.  John  had  a  tremendous  instinct  when  it 
came  to  seeing  issues  developing  on  the  hon- 
zon.  John  was  almost  always  the  first  person 
to  give  me  a  "heads  up"  on  problems  so  we 
could  deal  with  them  before  they  reached  the 
crisis  stage. 

John  was  a  long-time  Bureau  employee.  He 
joined  the  Bureau  in  1965  as  part  of  the  con- 
struction crew  for  the  San  Luis  Unit.  Pnor  to 
his  appointment  as  Regional  Liaison,  John 
was  a  repayment  specialist  responsible  tor  ne- 
gotiating and  administenng  water  service  and 
repayment  contracts  for  water  deliveries  from 
the  Central  Valley  Project.  John's  fellow  em- 
ployees honored  him  many  times  dunng  his 
years  of  service,  perhaps  most  notably  with 
the  Department  of  Interior's  prestigious  Supe- 
nor  Service  Award. 

The  formal  accolades  are  important  be- 
cause they  are  the  official  mariners  of  John's 
distinguished  career.  The  real  touchstone  of 
John's   career   is   the    lasting    impression    he 
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made  on  the  lives  of  the  people  who  sur- 
rounded him. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  to  have  had  the  op- 
portunity to  work  with  John  Budd.  We  will  all 
miss  his  professionalism,  but  more  tmpor- 
lantly,  we  will  miss  h;s  friendship. 


JOE  PETERSON:  TEACHER, 
SCHOLAR.  VOLUNTEER 


HON.  JAMES  L  OBERSTAR 

uK  MINNESOT.\ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  RE  PRESENT ATI^VES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  these  days 
when  we  hear  too  many  voices  ask  "What's  in 
it  for  me''"  It  is  always  refreshing  to  hear  of 
those  who  freely  donate  their  time  and  efforts 
for  the  good  of  their  fellow  citizens — m  other 
words,  volunteers. 

Volunteers  can  be  found  in  every  commu- 
nity. They  are  both  male  and  female,  of  all 
races  and  faiths.  They  come  from  all  walks  of 
life  and  from  all  economic  strata,  and  they 
range  in  age  from  elementary  students  to  sen- 
ior citizens.  However,  these  volunteers  all 
have  one  attribute  m  common;  they  ask  for  no 
compensation  other  than  the  good  feeling  they 
got  from  helping  their  fellow  citizens. 

One  such  volunteer  is  Joseph  Peterson,  of 
Carlton,  MN  in  my  congressional  district.  Mr. 
Peterson  is  an  amateur  scholar  m  American 
history,  particularly  in  the  history  of  the  Presi- 
dency. He  IS  an  amateur  m  the  root  sense  of 
the  word:  he  is  a  true  lover  of  his  chosen  field 
of  study 

Like  all  volunteers.  Mr.  Peterson  does  not 
hide  his  light  under  a  bushel.  He  happily 
shares  his  knowledge  of  our  Government  and 
our  Presidents  with  schools,  churches,  social 
groups,  and  libraries  m  Carlton  County  and 
throughout  Minnesota.  A  democratic  society 
relies  on  an  educated  electorate,  and  Josepfi 
reierson  is  one  man  in  one  AiTierican  cornrTiu- 
nity  who  is  doing  what  he  can  to  inform,  edu- 
cate, and  stimulate  interest  in  our  democratic 
process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  at  this  time  to 
share  with  you  and  my  colleagues  a  news- 
paper article  about  Mr.  Peterson  from  the 
Cloquet  Journal  and  a  sampling  of  the  letters 
I  have  received  recognizing  his  activities  in  the 
community.  I'm  sure  you  will  ]Oin  me  in  rec- 
ognizing the  importance  of  this  volunteer's 
contnbution  to  our  society. 

[From  the  Cloquet  Minnesota  Journal) 

Presidential  Buff  Continues  Hobby 

(By  Wendy  Rockvam) 

February  is  the  month  the  nation  tradi- 
tionally honors  its  presidents.  For  one 
Cloquet  resident,  however.  Presidents'  Day  is 
a  year-round  observance. 

■Joe  Peterson,  a  presidential  history  buff 
whose  pursuits  have  taken  him  to  President 
Bush's  State  of  the  Union  Address  and  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  Inaug'uration.  has  been  inter- 
ested in  the  lives  of  the  presidents  since  he 
was  in  second  ?rade.  During  that  year.  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  was  assassinated,  and  Peter- 
son put  together  a  detailed  report  on  it  for 
his  class  at  school.  His  teacher  gave  his  ef- 
forts high  praise,  and  thus  began  a  lifetime 
interest  in  the  presidential  office  and  those 
who  have  held  it. 
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Peterson's  hobby  has  involved  an  extensive 
amount  of  reading  and  study  as  well  as  a 
vast  amount  of  correspKjndence.  He  has  re- 
ceived Christmas  cards,  birthday  cards,  and 
autographed  photos  of  several  presidents, 
and  he  is  constantly  on  the  lookout  for  presi- 
dential memorabilia  of  all  sorts. 

Peterson  said  he  tries  to  view  presidents  as 
people  rather  than  political  figures  and  finds 
them  all  fascinating  in  their  own  respect. 
His  personal  favorites  are  Pierce  ("He  kept 
the  same  cabinet  for  all  four  years  of  his 
presidency")  and  Polk  ('"He  was  the  only 
Speaker  of  the  House  to  go  on  to  become 
President'"). 

He  is  also  a  collector  of  presidential  trivia. 

"For  example,"  he  asked  "did  you  know 
that  there  are  only  three  states — Ohio,  Ne- 
braska, and  Hawaii— that  actually  recognize 
all  the  presidents  on  President's  Day?  All 
the  others  honor  only  Washington  and  Lin- 
coln." 

"Another  thing  I've  uncovered  that  most 
people  don't  know."  he  said,  "is  the  fact  that 
no  left-handed  president  has  ever  been  re- 
elected to  office.  President  Clinton,  by  the 
way.  is  left  handed.  .  .  ." 

Billy  Graham 
Evangelistic  Association, 

Minneapolis,  MN. 
For  many  years  Joe  has  researched  and 
studied  about  our  United  States  Presidents 
and  collected  memorabilia  which  he  has  dis- 
played at  various  functions.  He  prepared  a 
small  display  here  for  our  employees  one 
President's  Day  as  well  as  another  on  the 
July  4  Independence  Day. 

He  is  an  unusual  man  who  has  done  a  serv- 
ice to  others  by  reminding  us  of  our  govern- 
ment, our  freedom  and  our  history  in  this 
special  way. 

I  hope  you  will  be  able  to  give  him  an  op- 
portunity to  again  show  his  collection. 
Sincerely. 

Doris  a.  Horton, 
Director.  Human  Resources. 

Washington  Elementary  School, 

Cloquet.  MN. 
I  have  known  Joe  Peterson  for  over  ten 
years  and  during  that  time  he  has  worked  on 
a  history  of  Washington  Elementary  School, 
talked  in  our  Grade  4  classrooms  on  state 
symbols  for  Minnesota  Day,  and  visited  var- 
ious classrooms  discussing  our  presidents. 
His  drive  and  enthusiasm  are  self  evident  in 
his  thorough  presentations. 
Respectfully. 

T.M.  Walsh, 
Principal.  Washington  Elementary  School. 

Our  Savior's  Lutheran  Church, 

Cloquet.  MN. 
Joe  has  done  extensive  work  in  researching 
the  lives  and  accomplishments  of  our  presi- 
dents. He  deserves  recognition. 

Joe  Peterson  has  also  done  much  valuable 
work  with  the  history  of  our  congregation 
He  has  articulate  knowledge  about  each  of 
the  pastors,  significant  congregational  mem- 
bers, and  specific  dates.  He  has  also  helped 
considerably  in  this  work  in  the  history  of 
other  congregations.  He  has  put  much  time 
and  effort  into  all  of  the  above. 
Sincerely. 

Dennis  C.  Morreim. 

Senior  Pastor. 

Cloquet  Co-op  Credit  Union, 

Cloquet  MN. 
In  our  community,  Joe  has  become  quite  a 
historian  and  was  recognized  just  one  week 
ago  in  our  local  newspaper  for  the  historical 
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work  that  he  has  done.  Joe  does  outstanding 
work  and  is  highly  committed  to  the  endeav- 
or of  becoming  an  expert  on  our  past  presi- 
dents. I  write  this  letter  to  you  on  behalf  of 
Joe  Peterson  and  should  you  have  any  ques- 
tions as  to  his  reputation  or  work  ethic. 
please  by  all  means  feel  free  to  be  in  touch 
with  me. 

Sincerely. 

Del  D.  Prevost. 

President. 

Carlton  County  Historical  Society. 

Cloquet.  MN. 
Joe  has  been  a  member  of  our  Society  for 
a  long  time.   He  has  done  research  on  the 
presidents  and  other  sources. 

We  have  all  gotten  along  very  well  with 
Joe  and  he  is  always  willing  to  pass  on  help 
when  he  can. 

Sincerely. 

Fern  M.  Olson. 
Kathleen  Monson. 

I  have  known  .Joe  Peterson  for  about  five 
years.  He  is  a  very  nice  young  fellow,  ambi- 
tious and  always  willing  to  give  a  helping 
hand. 

He  gave  several  programs  at  the  senior 
center  about  the  presidents.  It  was  very 
moving  to  hear  him  talk  about  them.  He 
knows  where  and  when  they  were  born,  about 
their  history  and  backgrounds.  Then,  a  cou- 
ple of  months  later,  he  put  on  one  about 
their  wives,  which  was  very  interesting  also. 

He's  put  on  programs  at  several  other 
places,  too. 

He  is  a  very  smart  young  fellow  and  well 
liked  by  everyone. 

Violet  I.  Lomprey. 

Duluth,  Minnesota. 


FAMILY  DAY  IN  TENNESSEE 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently  the 
Tennessee  General  Assembly  sent  me  a  reso- 
lution declaring  the  last  Sunday  in  August  as 
Family  Day  in  Tennessee.  They  asked  for  my 
support  to  make  this  a  National  day. 

The  parent/child  relationship  is  one  of  the 
most  important  in  our  society.  Children  learn 
lessons  at  home  which  shape  and  guide  their 
future.  No  one  would  dispute  that  a  loving, 
supportive  homelife  would  benefit  any  child. 

As  the  family  deteriorates,  so  does  Amer- 
ican society.  We  can  readily  see  that  many  of 
the  problems  our  Country  now  faces  have  co- 
incided with  the  breakdown  of  the  family.  As  a 
father  of  four,  I  appreciate  the  importance  this 
legislation  places  on  the  worth  of  the  family. 

Unfortunately,  Congress  no  longer  considers 
legislation  for  commemorative  days  While  this 
rule  will  save  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars 
in  operating  and  staff  time,  it  does  not  allow 
for  the  recognition  of  National  days  of  impor- 
tance, such  as  Tennessee's  proposed  Na- 
tional Family  Day. 

Therefore,  I  ask  that  the  Tennessee  General 
Assembly's  resolution  be  pnnted  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  so  that  my  colleagues 
may  benefit  from  such  an  eloquent  and  worth- 
while memonal. 


Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  97 

A  Resolution  Memorializing  the  United 
States  Congress  to  establish  a  day  of  na- 
tional observance  in  honor  of  the  .American 
family. 

Whereas,  One  of  the  most  trustworthy  in- 
dicators of  the  health,  strength  and  progress 
of  a  nation  is  the  esteem  in  which  the  family 
is  held;  and 

Whereas,  Family  strength,  unity  and  re- 
spect cannot  be  purchased  or  fabricated,  but 
comes  to  us  instead  when  families  are  to- 
gether and  realize  that  through  interaction 
they  know  love,  trust  and  hope:  and 

Whereas.  Life  is  special  when  we  realize 
the  worth  of  the  family  and  its  importance 
in  all  relationships;  and 

Whereas.  The  family  is  the  center  of  our 
affections  and  the  foundation  of  our  Amer- 
ican society;  and 

Whereas.  No  institution  can  take  the  fami- 
ly's place  in  giving  meaning  to  human  life 
and  stability  in  our  society;  and 

Whereas.  It  is  fitting  that  official  recogni- 
tion be  given  to  the  importance  of  strength- 
ening family  life;  now.  therefore. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  ninety- 
ninth  general  assembly  of  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, the  House  of  Representatives  concur- 
ring. That  this  General  Assembly  hereby  me- 
morializes the  U.S.  Congress  to  enact  legisla- 
tion establishing  the  last  Sunday  of  August 
of  each  year  as  a  day  of  national  observance 
to  be  known  as  'Family  Day"  In  order  to 
focus  attention  and  to  confer  honor  upon  the 
importance  of  the  American  family  as  the 
cornerstone  of  our  society. 

Be  it  further  resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk 
of  the  Senate  is  directed  to  transmit  enrolled 
copies  of  this  resolution  to  the  Honorable 
Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the  United  States. 
the  Honorable  Al  Gore.  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  each  member  of  the 
Tennessee  delegation  to  the  US.  Congress. 


"CENTRAL  PENNSYLVANIA 
BLASTS  CLINTON" 


HON.  BUD  SHUSTER 

f'F  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT-ATTVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week, 
spokesmen  from  the  Clinton  administration 
took  aim  at  the  supposed  pork  in  highway 
projects.  But.  as  with  other  matters,  they  had 
a  hard  time  with  the  truth.  First,  they  confused 
the  House  rescissions  bill  with  the  historic 
1991  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  of  1991  [ISTEA],  a  stunning  error 
made  by  the  former  Budget  Committee  Chair- 
man, Leon  Panetta. 

Then,  they  criticized  10  projects  in  my  dis- 
tnct  as  wasteful,  claiming  that  the  money 
would  be  better  spent  on  building  schools  and 
training  teachers.  Wrong  again.  These  projects 
are  extremely  worthwhile.  Moreover,  they  are 
funded  with  transportation  trust  fund  dollars, 
which  by  law  cannot  be  spent  on  anything  but 
highway  construction  and  improvements. 

The  largest  newspaper  from  my  Ninth  Dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania,  the  Altoona  Mirror,  in- 
stantly and  eloquently  spoke  up  on  this  matter, 
with  the  following  superb  editonal: 
Route  220  Is  Not  Pork 

President  Clinton  is  off-base  in  attacking 
highway  projects  in  central  Pennsylvania 
and  especially  in  trying  to  label  the  comple- 
tion of  new  route  220  as  a  pork  project. 
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Few  projects  are  as  important  to  the  eco- 
nomic health  of  central  Pennsylvania  and 
the  safety  of  motorists  than  completing  the 
limited-access  highway  link  between  Bald 
Eagle  and  interstate  80.  Our  region  has  al- 
ready seen  some  benefits  from  the  new  high- 
way between  Bedford  and  Tyrone.  Now  we 
need  the  rest  of  the  link  to  the  State  college/ 
1-80  area. 

Companies  are  locating  in  the  Bedford. 
Blair,  and  Centre  counties  region  because 
they  know  that  new  route  220  will  give  them 
easy  access  to  the  Pennsylvania  turnpike 
and  points  south  and  to  interstate  80  and  the 
northern  tier  of  States,  including  the  metro- 
politan New  York  market. 

It  is  unbelievable  that  our  president  could 
perceive  such  a  vital  link  as  a  pork  project. 
He  accused  Republicans  in  Congress  of  "car- 
ing more  about  pork  than  people." 

Well,  Mr.  FYesident,  the  northern  leg  of 
route  220  and  the  other  road  projects  you  at- 
tacked are  being  planned  because  they  are 
about  people,  their  safety,  and  their  jobs. 
The  other  projects  criticized  by  Clinton  were 
the  route  22  bypass  of  Hollidaysburg,  the  re- 
location of  route  22  north  of  Lewistown  and 
a  new  turning  lane  on  route  36  in  Roaring 
Spring. 

We  believe  a  legitimate  need  exists  for  all 
of  these  projects  in  terms  of  public  safety, 
and  we  are  glad  that  Representative  Bud 
Shuster  is  working  to  bring  these  road  im- 
provements to  fruition. 

While  we  have  seen  disputes  on  the  exact 
routing,  we  believe  area  residents  generally 
agree  that  route  22  traffic  creates  hazards  in 
the  Hollidaysburg  and  Lewistown  areas.  And 
anyone  who  ever  has  been  caught  in  traffic 
on  route  36  doesn't  think  that  a  turning  lane 
in  Roaring  Spring  is  pork. 

Clinton  said  Thursday.  "Special  interest 
road  projects— nine  in  one  congressional  dis- 
trict— are  not  as  important  as  giving  our 
teachers  the  training  they  need  to  make  sure 
our  students  reach  world-class  standards  in 
education.  " 

Wasn't  this  the  president  who  came  into 
office  preaching  about  the  need  to  repair 
America's  infrastructure? 

He  apparently  has  forgotten  about  his 
promiSf-  Hi-  al.su  mi?>.sed  the  boat  on  accu- 
racy. 

Money  for  the  roads  that  Clinton  attacked 
will  come  from  a  trust  fund  that  can  only  be 
used  for  highway  construction  projects.  The 
trust  fund  has  about  J18  billion  from  special 
taxes  on  fuel,  tires,  and  certain  weights  of 
trucks. 

The  money  cannot  be  used  to  train  teach- 
ers or  build  safe  schools,  as  the  administra- 
tion alleges.  If  it  isn't  spent  building  and  re- 
pairing highways  and  bridges,  it  just  sits 
there  doing  nothing. 

We  urge  area  residents  to  tell  Clinton  that 
he  is  wrong  in  attacking  the  highway 
projects  in  central  Pennsylvania  and  espe- 
cially route  220.  which  will  have  a  major  im- 
pact on  our  economic  future. 

We  need  the  highway  link  to  1-80.  and  we 
should  challenge  anyone,  including  the  presi- 
dent, who  claims  the  road  is  just  an 
unneeded  and  unwarranted  "pork"  project. 
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cial  couple  from  my  district  who  will  celebrate 
a  milestone  wedding  anniversary  on  June  19, 
1995. 

In  these  turbulent  times,  it  is  so  wonderful  to 
recognize  Kay  and  Frank  Purntano,  a  couple 
who  have  honored  their  vows  to  each  other  for 
40  years.  Family  and  friends  will  gather  on 
June  3  in  Albany,  NY  to  wish  them  well. 

Frank  worked  for  over  30  years  at 
Alleghany-Ludlum  Steel  before  he  retired.  Kay 
has  been  a  wonderful  wife,  mother  and  grand- 
mother. She  IS  extremely  creative,  is  a  gour- 
met cook  and  enjoys  sewing  and  baby-sitting 
for  her  grandchildren. 

The  couple  raised  their  five  children,  Debra, 
Francis,  Jr.,  Joseph,  Mane  and  Michael  in 
New  York  but,  after  Frank  retired,  they  moved 
to  my  distnct  in  New  Jersey  to  be  closer  to 
their  children  and  grandchildren.  They  are  de- 
voted parents  and  are  the  proud  grandparents 
of  seven,  Laura,  David,  Scott,  Anthony. 
Anastasia,  Joseph  and  Nicholas. 

It  IS  an  honor  to  commend  this  couple  for 
their  life  together  and  to  offer  my  best  wishes 
for  the  years  to  come. 


HONORING  MICHAEL  SCHENKLER 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICELU 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  a  spe- 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  my  constituents  of  the  Fifth  Con- 
gressional Distnct  and  many  other  citizens  of 
New  York  as  the  Queens  Council  on  the  Arts 
celebrates  its  29th  anniversary  by  honoring 
the  long-time  Publisher  of  The  Queens  Trib- 
une, Michael  Schenkler. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Mike  Schenkler  epitomizes  a 
success  story  that  stands  as  a  shinning  exam- 
ple of  dedication  and  achievement  for  the  citi- 
zens of  Queens  County  and  its  many  commu- 
nities. A  croduct  of  the  New  York  City  schools, 
Mike  first  became  involved  in  community  af- 
fairs as  a  student  at  Queens  College.  Ufxjn 
graduation,  he  began  his  professional  career 
in  the  New  York  City  school  system,  and 
quickly  rose  to  the  rank  of  principal. 

In  1978,  when  I  needed  someone  to  take 
over  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  commu- 
nity newspaper  I  had  published.  I  was  fortu- 
nate enough  to  lure  Michael  away  from  a  ca- 
reer in  education  and  introduce  him  to  the 
world  of  journalism  and  small  business.  This 
was  a  move  that  would  have  a  major  impact 
not  only  on  Mike's  own  career,  but  on  the  bor- 
ough of  Queens  as  well. 

Mike  departed  from  the  school  system  and 
became  totally  immersed  m  the  operation  of 
The  Queens  Tribune,  which  quickly  became 
the  county's  dominant  weekly  newspaper.  In 
1989,  the  Tribune  merged  with  News  Commu- 
nications, Inc.,  and  Michael  rapidly  rose  to  the 
rank  of  president  and  CEO  of  the  newly 
formed  company. 

From  his  start  m  the  private  sector  m  a 
small  storefront  operation  in  Flushing,  Mike 
Schenkler  now  runs  a  publishing  empire  that 
employs  more  than  300  people  and  publishes 
23  different  newspapers  and  magazines 
throughout  the  New  York  metropolitan  area 
and  in  Washington.  DC. 
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As  the  Queens  Tribune  grew,  so  did  Mi- 
chael's love  lor  community,  politics,  the  arts, 
economics,  local  sports  and  the  many  areas 
that  )0in  together  to  represent  the  dynamics  of 
the  borough  ol  Queens. 

Testimony  for  this  dedication  can  be  found 
every  week  on  the  pages  of  his  newspapers, 
which  cover  all  aspects  of  the  Queens  com- 
munity. The  annual  Guide  to  Queens  and  the 
histoncal  anniversary  editions  have  highlighted 
the  paper's  ability  to  cover  all  the  news. 

The  Queens  Tnbune  is  a  hvmg  tribute  to  Mi- 
chael Schenkler,  his  borough  and  the  dynamic 
communities  that  thrive  in  Queens,  The  paper 
has  received  numerous  lournalism  awards,  in- 
cluding the  New  York  Press  Association 
Award  lor  Mikes  column,  QUIPS.  In  1994,  Mi- 
chael was  named  Businessman  of  the  Year  by 
the  Queens  Chamber  ol  Commerce. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Michael  Schenkler  is  a  true 
Amencan  success  story:  a  successful  busi- 
nessman, a  warm  and  canng  individual,  a  per- 
son dedicated  to  his  family,  i  am  truly  honored 
to  consider  him  my  friend. 

I  ask  all  my  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  join  with  me  and  the  Queens 
Council  on  the  Arts  in  extending  our  best 
wishes  to  Mike,  his  lovely  wife,  Lilhan.  and 
their  two  children,  Lee  and  Allison,  and  in  sa- 
luting Michael  Schenkler  for  his  energy,  vision 
and  tireless  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  people  and 
the  arls  ol  the  Borough  ol  Queens. 


HIGHLANDS  TRAIL  DEDICATION 

HON.  MARGE  ROLKEMA 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr  Speaker,  I  nse  to  call 
attention  to  the  dedication  of  the  Highlands 
Trail,  which  took  place  May  20  at  Echo  Lake 
in  West  Miiford,  NJ. 

The  Highlands  are  part  of  an  ancient  chain 
of  mountains  formed  ol  Pre-Cambrian  rock. 
This  area  has  been  widely  recognized  lor  its 
natural  resources,  especially  water,  wildlife 
and  recreation,  which  are  of  great  benefit  to 
the  dense  populations  of  New  Jersey  and  the 
New  York  metropolitan  area. 

The  Highlands  Trail  is  a  result  of  a  project 
initiated  in  1993  by  the  New  York-New  Jersey 
Trail  Conference,  with  technical  assistance 
from  the  National  Park  Sen/ice's  Rivers,  Trails 
and  Consen/ation  Assistance  Program.  Assist- 
ing in  the  development  of  this  exceptional  trail 
were  more  than  three  dozen  organizations,  in- 
cluding the  State  ol  New  Jersey  and  the  coun- 
ties of  Passaic  and  Warren.  Ail  of  these  orga- 
nizations are  to  be  commended  by  the  Con- 
gress tor  creation  of  this  trail  and  their  work  to 
make  more  accessible  to  the  people  ol  our  re- 
gion a  landscape  ol  exceptional  beauty  and 
wilderness. 

The  Highlands  area  is  a  landscape  ol  na- 
tional significance  but  has  been  described  as 
a  hidden  jewel  m  the  emerald  necklace  ol  the 
Appalachian  mountain  chain. 

The  Highlands  Trail  is  intended  as  the  first 
of  many  trails  m  the  Highlands  region  that  will 
eventually  be  interconnected.  When  finished, 
the  overall  trail  will  stretch  150  miles,  from  the 
Hudson  River  at  Storm  King  Mountain.  NY.  to 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

the  Delaware  River  at  Phillipsburg.  NJ. 
Marked  by  rugged  slopes,  narrow  valleys  and 
scenic  ridge  lines,  the  trail  will  link  more  than 
two  dozen  county.  State  and  Federal  parks, 
forests,  histonc  sites  and  public  open  spaces. 
While  the  National  Park  Service  will  provide 
technical  assistance,  volunteer  trail  clubs  and 
other  community  groups  will  conduct  manage- 
ment and  maintenance. 

The  New  Jersey  section  being  opened  this 
weekend  is  20  miles  long.  It  offers  breath- 
taking views  of  the  Wanaque  and  Monksville 
reservoirs  toward  the  Manhattan  skyline  30 
miles  away.  The  route  extends  to  the  35,000- 
acre  Pequannock  watershed  wilderness,  the 
source  of  Newark's  water  supply  and  home  to 
numerous  black  bear. 

I  congratulate  everyone  involved  in  the  cre- 
ation ol  this  magnificent  trail.  I  am  certain  it 
will  play  a  major  role  in  helping  preserve  New 
Jersey's  scenic  outdoor  culture  lor  generations 
to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CATHOLIC  CHARITIES 


HON.  BRUCE  F.  VENTO 

OK  .MIN.SESOT.A 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
celebrate  the  success  ol  a  volunteer  organiza- 
tion that  has  served  the  Twin  Cities  commu- 
nity since  1869  This  year  the  Catholic  Char- 
ities ol  the  Archdiocese  ol  St.  Paul  and  Min- 
neapolis IS  celebrating  its  125th  year  providing 
social  services  to  Twin  Cities  area  residents  in 
need. 

Catholic  Chanties  began  with  a  commitment 
and  desire  to  help  the  most  vulnerable  resi- 
dents ol  the  community,  the  children.  In  the 
late  1800's,  events  such  as  the  Civil  War  and 
epidemics  added  to  the  already  harsh  pioneer 
life  leaving  many  children  without  parents.  Try- 
ing to  do  what  they  could  to  help,  a  group 
from  Assumption  parish  in  St.  Paul  organized 
a  small  orphanage  to  care  for  six  Germanic 
children  who  met  this  fate.  Soon  after  its  es- 
tablishment, the  facility  was  moved  to  accom- 
modate more  children,  and  it  grew  into  what  is 
now  St.  Joseph's  Home  for  Children. 

Catholic  Chanties  has  retained  its  focus  on 
children  throughout  the  years,  yet  at  the  same 
time,  it  has  expanded  to  include  other  resi- 
dents of  the  community  in  need  of  assistance. 
The  organization  runs  emergency  shelters  and 
temporary  housing  facilities  for  homeless  indi- 
viduals and  families.  They  operate  job  training 
programs  to  help  people  gam  skills,  find  work, 
and  become  sell-sufficient.  They  also  help 
educate  the  broad  community  by  distributing 
information  and  providing  counseling  on  health 
issues  such  as  AIDS,  mental  illness,  and  sub- 
stance abuse.  Catholic  Chanties  acknowl- 
edges the  diversity  of  the  Twin  Cities  area  by 
including  programs  to  help  immigrants  and 
their  families  become  and  remain  self-support- 
ing. These  and  other  programs  help  citizens  m 
the  Twin  Cities  community  get  back  on  their 
feet  and  enjoy  a  better  quality  of  life. 

Today,  however,  the  fate  of  Catholic  Char- 
ities and  other  similar  organizations  is  uncer- 
tain. In  a  time  when  budgets  are  being  cut  and 
many   social   programs  are  on  the  chopping 
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block,  volunteer  organizations  like  Catholic 
Chanties  will  become  an  even  more  vital  part 
of  the  Twin  Cities  community.  Limiting  tjoth 
Government  and  charitable  organizations  from 
helping  the  citizens  of  our  community  that  are 
in  need  is  a  disastrous  formula  for  both  the 
Twin  Cities  and  the  Nation. 

For  125  years,  the  Catholic  Chanties  of  the 
Archdiocese  ol  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis  has 
supported  the  Twin  Cities  community,  lending 
a  helping  hand  to  those  in  need.  They  not  only 
give  shelter,  educational  inlormation,  and 
training  to  the  people  they  help,  they  give 
something  even  more  powerful  and  important; 
they  give  them  hope.  Hope  that  they  can  build 
a  better  life  and  a  secure  future  for  them- 
selves and  their  families.  I  am  proud  of  the 
work  that  all  of  Catholic  Chanties'  staff  and 
volunteers  do  on  a  daily  basis  to  make  a  dif- 
ference in  the  lives  of  so  many  people.  They 
have  made  our  Twin  Cities,  St.  Paul-Min- 
neapolis, a  strong  foundation  for  families  and 
especially  people  m  need. 
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SKEPTICISM  AND  TERRORISM 


HON.  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 
Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  past  weekend 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  was  closed-off  to  protect 
the  White  House  from  terrorist  bombs.  Soon 
this  body  will  deliberate  legislation  designed  to 
restrict  domestic  terrorism  in  the  wake  ol  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing.  In  the  aftermath  ol 
such  historic  and  tragic  events  there  have 
been  some  sensational  proposals  about  how 
we  might  prevent  luture  acts  ol  domestic  ter- 
rorism. Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  concerned  that 
some  ol  the  recommendations  lor  deterring 
terrorism  threaten  to  trample  civil  liberties.  I 
believe  it  would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  jeop- 
ardize the  rights  and  Ireedoms  ol  all  citizens 
in  the  name  ol  preventing  potential  acts  ol 
madness.  Our  Ireedom  is  our  greatest 
strength.  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  re- 
member this  and  commend  you  to  consider 
the  points  raised  in  this  St.  Louis  Post  Dis- 
patch editorial. 

[From  St.  Louis  Dispatch.  April  25.  1995] 
Making  It  Easy  To  Hate 

Skepticism  toward  government — even  a 
measure  of  cynicism— is  a  healthy  thing  in  a 
democracy.  It  means  people  are  on  guard 
against  an  overreaching  government.  Bui 
something  has  been  at  work  in  recent  years 
that  goes  beyond  skepticism  or  mistrust.  It 
comes  down  to  hate,  and  in  Oklahoma  City, 
the  nation  has  seen  first  hand  what  hate  can 
do. 

The  various  paramilitary  groups  that  can 
be  found  in  so  many  states,  including  Mis- 
souri, are  cauldrons  of  distrust  and  suspicion 
in  which  hate  is  easily  brewed.  Some  group.s 
call  themselves  survivalists.  others  say  they 
are  militias,  and  all  are  proud  to  proclaim 
themselves  patriots.  Their  credo  is  that  the 
government  is  the  enemy,  and  they  must 
arm  themselves  against  it.  Under  this  para- 
noid scenario,  everything  the  government 
does  is  intended  to  enslave  people — income 
taxes.  Social  Security  numbers  and.  above 
all.  grun  control. 

If  men  want  to  dress  up  in  battle  fatigues 
and  play  soldier  in  the  woods,  that  is  harm- 
less enough  in  itself.  But  things  don't  always 


stop  there.  For  the  drilling  and  the  target 
practice  to  retain  their  allure,  a  threat  must 
loom.  It  is,  of  course,  the  government,  that 
large,  impersonal  force  out  there.  However, 
until  the  attack  comes,  more  immediate 
threats  must  be  found  so  as  to  keep  everyone 
alert  and  ready  to  hate.  Jews  or  blacks,  or 
both,  usually  suffice. 

Self-appointed  paramilitary  groups  that 
soon  turn  themselves  into  vigilantes  are  not 
new  in  American  history.  This  surge, 
though,  may  owe  its  growth  to  that  rel- 
atively new  phenomenon  known  as  hate 
radio,  which  unrelievedly  preaches  contempt 
of  government  and  ridicule  of  those  in  power. 
President  Bill  Clinton  took  note  of  this  dis- 
turbing development  in  Minneapolis  Mon- 
day, reminding  Americans  that  hate  radio 
hosts'  "bitter  words  can  have  bitter  con- 
sequences." 

This  is  not  to  say  there  is  a  cause-and-ef- 
fect  relationship  between  the  anti-govern- 
ment propaganda  of  hate  radio  and  what 
happened  in  Oklahoma  Cit.v.  Rather,  hate 
radio  provides  the  background  music  for  ex- 
tremists. Tell  people  often  enough  and  long 
enough  that  their  government  can  do  no 
right  and  that  the  people  in  it  are  incom- 
petent or  dishonest  or  sinister,  and  eventu- 
ally some  of  them  will  conclude  that  the 
eovernment  is  a  force  for  evil.  Moreover,  it  is 
not  difficult  to  find  government  excesses  to 
cite  as  supporting  evidence.  In  this  way.  a 
small  group  of  unstable  people,  susceptible 
to  the  message  of  hate,  decides  to  launch  a 
pre-emptive  strike,  or  take  retaliatory  ac- 
tion, against  a  government  facility. 

The  risk  now  is  that  the  country  will  over- 
react. The  first  impulse  is  to  see  all  para- 
military groups  that  cavort  in  the  woods  as 
terrorists  in  training.  The  second  is  to  think 
that  constitutional  rights  must  be  jettisoned 
to  combat  the  threat  they  pose.  No  one 
wants  to  make  it  easy  for  another  Oklahoma 
City  atrocity,  but  Congress  should  not  give 
federal  law-enforcement  authorities  the 
ciiliii'ii  powers  Mr.  Clinton  has  requested 
without  careful  thought. 

Since  the  end  of  World  War  II,  political 
dissenters,  civil  rights  organizations,  anti- 
war groups  and  even  Earth  Day  organizers 
iiiive  'ueeii  the  target  of  KuveiiiiiitruL  &p>iii^ 
and  disruption,  always  in  the  name  of  pro- 
tecting society.  Mr.  Clinton  wants  to  give 
law-enforcement  agencies  greater  authority 
to  place  people  and  groups  under  surveil- 
lance on  the  basis  of  less  evidence.  If  the 
tools  the  FBI  and  other  agencies  have  now 
are  inadequate,  they  should  be  strengthened, 
of  course,  but  the  bombing  in  Oklahoma  City 
does  not  automatically  mean  they  are. 

The  last  thing  Congress  and  the  adminis- 
tration need  to  do  is  prove  that  the  kooks 
are  right. 


THE  SOUTHERN  ILLINOIS 
CHILDREN'S  CHOIR 


HON.  GLENN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23,  1995 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  distinct 
pleasure  for  me  to  take  this  opportunity  to  wel- 
come the  Southern  Illinois  Children's  Choir  to 
Washington,  DC.  In  a  time  when  children  are 
expenencing  especially  tumultuous  times  in  an 
all  too  violent  world,  the  magnificent  efforts 
which  have  produced  this  wondertul  choral 
group  are  very  much  appreciated. 
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The  85  boys  and  girls  from  grades  4 
through  8  who  have  auditioned  and  been  ac- 
cepted as  part  of  the  choir  represent  the 
southern  Illinois  communities  of  Alto  Pass, 
Anna,  Carbondale,  Carterville,  Cotxfen, 
DuQuoin,  Elkville,  Gorham,  Harrisburg,  Herrin. 
Jonesboro.  Makanda.  Manon.  Murphysboro, 
and  Sparta.  I  am  proud  that  many  of  these 
young  people  are  residents  of  the  I9th  Con- 
gressional District  which  I  represent. 

The  choir  was  organized  only  5  years  ago 
under  the  Southern  Illinois  University  at 
Carbondale  Youth  Music  Program.  Its  purpose 
IS  twofold.  First,  and  foremost,  it  has  been  as- 
sembled for  the  musical  enrichment  of  our 
children,  and  then  for  the  enhancement  of  the 
musical  life  for  all  southern  lllmoisans.  In  the 
short  span  of  time  of  its  existence,  the  choir 
has  remarkably  amassed  a  very  impressive 
portfolio  of  pertormances,  including  the  South- 
ern Illinois  University  Opera  Theatre,  the  Sym- 
phony Orchestra  and  Choral  Union,  as  well  as 
various  conferences,  education  programs  and 
concerts  throughout  the  southern  Illinois  area. 
In  addition,  the  choir  has  sung  m  the  State 
capitol  at  Springfield,  and  appeared  at  the 
1992  Illinois  Music  Educators  All-State  Con- 
ference. In  1993,  the  choir  toured  the  south- 
east, performing  at  the  Piccolo  Spoleto  Fes- 
tival in  Charleston,  SC,  and  m  1994,  they  ap- 
peared on  the  Shepley  Music  and  Art  Series 
at  Christ  Church  Cathedral  in  St  Louis  where 
they  presented  the  premiere  performance  of 
Gregg  Smith's  "Four  Sandburg  Songs." 

The  choir  continues  to  impress  audiences 
everywhere  it  performs.  I  am  especially  de- 
lighted and  pleased  that  the  1995  tour  of 
Southern  Illinois  Children's  Choir  includes  a  1 
week  visit  to  the  Nation's  Capital  June  9 
through  16.  The  children's  pertormances  while 
in  Washington  will  include  singing  a  prelude  to 
the  morning  worship  service  at  the  National 
Cathedral,  and  performances  on  the  west 
steps  of  the  Capitol  as  well  as  at  the  Lincoln 
Memorial.  The  tour  will  also  include  an  excur- 
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With    a    performance    at    the    Bruton    Parrish 
Church. 

I  heartily  commend  the  choir  and  all  who 
have  contributed  to  its  success — parents,  di- 
rectors, and  assistants.  It  is  indeed  gratifying 
that  these  children  and  their  extraordinary  mu- 
sical talents  exemplify  what  is  best  m  the 
youth  of  today.  They  are  certainly  beacons  of 
light  for  their  families,  Inends,  and  commu- 
nities. 


EATING  DISORDERS  INFORMATION 
AND  EDUCATION  ACT 


SPEECH  OF 

HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLOKADu 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  23.  1995 

Mrs    SCHROEDER.   Mr    Speaker,  today  I 

am  introducing  the  Eating  Disorders  Inlorma- 
tion and  Education  Act,  which  provides  out- 
reach and  education  lor  the  increasing  number 
ol  people — primanly  women  and  young  girls — 
with  eating  disorders. 

Eating  disorders  and  sell-induced  vomiting, 
compulsive  dieting,  binge-eatmg  and  sell-star- 
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vation  regimes  alllicting  7  million  women  and 
1  million  men,  according  to  the  National  Asso- 
ciation ol  Anorexia  Nervosa  and  Associated 
Disorders  [ANAD].  Their  cause  is  complex,  but 
studies  have  looked  at  genetics,  environ- 
ments, biochemistry  and  personalities.  Cer- 
tainly, there  is  a  strong  link  between  these  dis- 
orders and  the  pressure  to  be  thin  in  our  soci- 
ety. 

It  IS  estimated  that  about  6  percent  ol  those 
with  senous  cases  die.  and  only  50  percent 
report  being  cured.  While  86  percent  report 
onset  ol  the  disorder  by  age  20.  even  those 
10  years  and  younger  are  known  to  suffer 
Irom  It. 

Eating  disorders  typically  last  one  to  15 
years.  Treatment  is  often  expensive  and  long- 
er— S30.000  or  more  a  month  lor  inpatient 
treatment  and  Si  00.000  or  more  for  outpatient 
care.  Many  find  their  insurance  doesn't  cover 
treatment. 

Even  though  eating  disorders  are  wide- 
spread, no  State  has  an  adequate  program  to 
combat  them,  and  lew  schools  have  programs 
to  educate  youth  about  them,  according  to 
ANAD. 

My  bill  helps  address  this  lack  of  public 
knowledge.  It  amends  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice Act  to  establish  a  program  providing  infor- 
mation and  education  to  the  public  on  the  pre- 
vention and  treatment  of  eating  disorders. 
That  program  would  be  earned  out  by  the 
Center  for  Mental  Health  Services,  which 
would  also  provide  a  toll-free  public  hotime  of- 
fering information  and  referrals  lor  prevention 
and  treatment.  The  bill  authorizes  S2  million 
for  fiscal  year  1996  and  such  sums  as  are 
necessary  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  1998. 

I  was  particularly  moved  by  the  story  of 
Ellen  Hart  Pena,  wife  of  our  Transportation 
Secretary  Fedenco  Pena,  in  the  Apnl  10  issue 
of  People  magazine.  She  told  of  her  more 
than  10-year  struggle  to  break  free  of  anorexia 
and  bulimia.  Only  after  long-term  therapy  did 
she  end  the  cycle  of  starvation  diets  and 
bingeing  and  purging.  I  would  like  to  include 
her  story  for  the  Record. 

[Taken  from  Magazine.  April  10,  1995] 
Hitting  Her  Stride 
(By  Ellen  Hart  Pena) 

I  remembered  exactly  the  moment  it 
began.  It  was  January  1980,  during  my  senior 
year  at  Harvard  where  I  ran  on  the  track 
team.  My  coach  had  suggested  that  I  lose 
some  weight  over  Christmas  break  to  help 
me  run  faster,  and  I  had  worked  out  every 
day  and  gone  from  132  to  123  pounds.  But 
when  I  came  back  from  vacation  I  had  a  real- 
ly crummy  workout,  and  the  coach  said  it 
looked  as  if  I  were  gaining  back  the  weight. 

That  was  the  click.  If  he'd  made  the  same 
comment  to  me  a  year  earlier  it  probably 
wouldn't  have  had  any  effect.  But  I  was  just 
four  months  from  graduation  and  at  a  point 
where  I  was  scared  about  being  an  adult, 
about  being  a  woman  and  going  out  into  the 
world.  Until  then,  my  life  had  been  scripted 
and  safe.  Now  there  were  changes  happening 
I  couldn't  control.  I  was  really  hurt  by  the 
coach's  remark  and  said  to  myself.  "I'm 
never,  ever  going  to  be  fat  again." 

Almost  immediately.  I  began  eating  very 
little  and  spent  all  my  free  time  running. 
But  then  I'd  have  this  uncontrollable,  de- 
monic urge  to  eat  ice  cream,  cookies,  dough- 
nuts— anything  high-calorie.  And  I'd  eat 
until  I  couldn't  eat  anymore.  Afterward.  I 
couldn't  bear  the  thought  that  it  would  stay 
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in  me  and  turn  into  fat.  so  I'd  have  to  purge. 
During  Che  worst  periods.  I'd  binge  and  purge 
four  or  five  times  a  day.  from  the  moment  I 
woke  up  until  I  went  to  sleep.  By  April.  I  was 
down  to  110.  and  I  looked  like  a  cadaver. 

The  purging  was  really  painful,  and  it 
made  me  feel  horrible,  disgusting  and 
wretched.  I  shared  a  campus  dormitory  suite 
with  four  other  women,  and  when  I  went  into 
the  bathroom  I'd  lock  the  door  and  turn  the 
water  on  to  cover  the  sound.  But  my  room- 
mates knew.  One  of  them  brought  me  library 
books  on  anorexia  and  persuaded  my  coach 
to  make  me  see  a  counselor.  It  didn't  help.  I 
just  sat  there  until  the  session  was  over.  My 
mom  found  out  that  spring,  and  when  I  vis- 
ited her  in  Albuquerque  in  .^pril  she  ar- 
ranged for  me  to  see  a  family  friend  who  was 
A  psychiatrist.  But  in  my  family,  people  are 
private.  No  one  was  going  to  hear  of  my 
problem  and  say,  'Enough  is  enough."  and 
plunk  me  in  treatment.  Nobody  in  my  family 
had  ever  seen  a  therapist,  and  when  I  stopped 
going  after  one  visit,  my  mom  and  one  of  my 
sisters,  who  were  the  only  ones  who  knew  of 
my  problem,  didn't  push  me  further.  And  I 
was  still  in  denial  and  didn't  think  I  needed 
a  [>sychiatrist. 

When  I  graduated  in  June  I  was  very  de- 
pressed, and  it  was  difficult  to  be  with  peo- 
ple. I  took  a  job  teaching  English  and  coach- 
ing soccer  at  a  private  boarding  school  in 
Colorado  Springs  but  quit  a  year  later  when 
Nike  offered  to  sponsor  me  as  a  runner.  For 
the  next  four  year^.  I  tried  to  make  a  go  ais 
an  amateur  athlete,  first  in  Boston,  then 
back  in  Colorado.  My  eating  improved  a  bit 
when  I  was  training  because  I  was  happy. 
But  whenever  I  got  injured  and  couldn't  run. 
I'd  fall  back  into  the  bingeing  and  purging 
several  times  a  day  for  weeks  and  months  at 
a  time.  I  was  dehydrated.  I  was  cold  all  the 
time,  my  hands  would  shake,  and  I  would  get 
headaches.  And  I  had  horrible  nightmares 
that  I  would  just  eat  and  get  bigger  like  this 
huge  blimp. 

Most  people  didn't  know  I  had  a  problem. 
In  relationships.  I  would  pick  men  who 
wouldn't  try  to  get  too  close  to  me.  And  I  did 
a  good  job  of  hiding  things.  No  one  noticed 
when  I  didn't  eai^-I'd  take  just  a  couple  of 
bites  of  what  was  on  my  plate  and  then 
mound  it  up  all  together  so  it  didn't  look 
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like  much.  The  bingeing  and  purging  I'd  do 
behind  closed  doors.  But  I  was  trying  every- 
thing to  control  my  problem.  I  learned  to 
meditate.  I  prayed.  I  went  to  group  and  indi- 
vidual therapy  and  Overeaters  Anonymous 
meetings.  Either  the  techniques  weren't 
right  for  me  or  I  wasn't  ready  for  them. 

Sometimes  I  was  actually  sorry  that  the 
eating  disorder  wouldn't  kill  me,  and  I'd 
think,  "Please,  just  let  me  out  of  this." 

In  February  1984.  I  met  Federico  at  a  race 
in  Denver.  I  placed  first  among  the  women 
and,  as  mayor,  he  presented  me  with  the 
award.  I  thought  he  was  very  down-to-earth 
and  genuine,  and  we  seemed  to  hit  it  off.  But 
I  couldn't  imagine  that  anyone  could  like  me 
if  they  knew  about  this  horrible  part  of  my 
life.  When  we  started  dating.  I  told  him  I  had 
an  eating  problem  and  was  working  on  it. 
but  I  made  sure  he  didn't  find  out  how  bad  it 
was.  Hiding  it  was  actually  pretty  easy. 
Federico  was  working  at  least  15  hours  a  day, 
and  after  I  started  law  school  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Colorado  at  Boulder  in  the  fall  of  1985 
we  couldn't  spend  that  much  time  together. 

Several  months  later  I  found  a  therapist 
who  specialized  in  eating  disorders,  but  I 
didn't  begin  to  make  progress  until  I  started 
with  yet  another  therapist  in  1987.  She 
helped  me  see  how  my  eating  was  connected 
to  my  perfectionism  and  my  need  for  con- 
trol. I  remember  in  grade  school  going  into 
the  bathroom  and  crying  whenever  my  team 
lost  because  I  felt  /  hadn't  done  enough  to 
make  us  win.  As  the  second  oldest  of  eight 
children.  I  had  been  a  caretaker  growing  up 
so  I  also  didn't  know  how  to  ask  for  help.  I 
felt  like  a  failure  acknowledging  that  I 
wasn't  all  that  strong  or  capable,  and  I  had 
been  trying  to  escape  those  negative  feelings 
by  bingeing  and  purging.  But  as  I  began  to 
deal  with  my  fears,  my  confidence  grew.  I 
really  believed  I  could  get  better,  so  when 
Federico  proposed  in  1987.  I  said  yes. 

We  married  in  May  1988.  I  graduated  law 
school  the  same  month  and  took  a  job  with 
a  prestigious  firm  in  Denver.  Then  the  fol- 
lowing October  I  learned  I  was  pregnant.  I 
never  told  Federico  the  full  extent  of  my  eat- 
ing disorder,  and  now  I  didn't  tell  my  obste- 
trician. For  a  while  I  was  good  about  my  eat- 
ing, but  before  long  I  was  bingeing  and  purg- 
ing. Then,  six  months  into  my  pregnancy.  I 
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began  to  have  really  significant  contrac- 
tions. That  was  the  moment  when  I  said. 
"Stop.  You  have  to  take  care  of  your  body, 
and  your  body  is  now  carrying  a  baby."  I'm 
absolutely  convinced  that  if  I  hadn't  been  in 
therapy  for  a  long  time,  I  wouldn't  have  been 
able  to  turn  the  corner. 

It  wasn't  easy.  I  would  eat  and  feel  so 
bloated,  and  then  the  old  feelings  would  kick 
in— eating  equals  fat  equals  bad.  Keeping  in 
touch  with  my  therapist  in  Boulder.  I  just 
had  to  take  a  leap  of  faith  that  it  was  really 
going  to  turn  out  okay.  Amazingly  I'm  still 
okay.  Through  Nellia's  birth  that  July  and 
Cristina's  birth  19  months  later  and  all  the 
stress  of  moving  to  Washington  in  1993,  my 
eating  problem  has  not  resurfaced.  Even 
when  I  suffered  a  miscarriage  that  July,  I 
knew  I  was  strong  enough  to  withstand  the 
pain.  I  don't  think  the  lost  pregnancy  was  as 
real  to  Federico  as  it  was  to  me,  but  when  he 
asked  me  if  I  wanted  to  go  back  into  therapy 
to  help  work  through  my  sadness,  I  told  him 
I  had  the  tools  now  to  deal  with  pain  myself. 

Although  Federico  had  attended  a  few 
therapy  sessions  with  me,  we  never  had  the 
3-hour,  tearful  kind  of  talk  about  my  illness 
you  might  expect  because  I  was  too  afraid  to 
reveal  the  depths  of  my  disease.  In  fact.  I 
don't  think  he  truly  understood  how  bad  it 
was  until  last  fall  when  I  showed  him  an  ar- 
ticle I'd  written  for  the  "Road  Runners  Club 
of  .America"  newsletter.  I  think  he  felt  bad 
that  he  hadn't  understood.  My  response  was 
that  he  had  done  all  I  had  allowed  him  to  do. 
which  was  basically  to  stand  by  me. 

I'm  running  and  even  competing  again,  for 
the  first  time  I  can  run  just  for  the  enjoy- 
ment of  it.  I've  also  learned  to  manage  my 
weight,  which  is  now  125.  without  getting  to- 
tally compulsive  and  weird.  A  couple  of 
months  ago  I  gained  four  or  five  pounds,  but 
I  just  said.  "Oh  well.  I'll  have  to  be  more 
thoughtful  about  food  choices."  That  felt 
great.  There  are  still  times  when  I'm  tempt- 
ed to  binge  and  purge,  and  I  think.  "Maybe 
just  today  .  .  ."  But  I'm  strong  enough  to  re- 
sist it.  I'm  not  walking  near  that  cliff  again 
because  going  over  the  edge  was  my  private 
hell.  I  can  t  go  back. 
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The  Senate  met  at  8  a.m..  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond], 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
prayer  this  morning  will  be  led  by  the 
guest  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Ralph  E. 
McCormack,  of  Danville.  VA,  guest  of 
Senator  Byrd. 


PRAYER 

The  Reverend  Ralph  E.  McCormack. 
pastor  of  Burton  Memorial  Pres- 
byterian Church,  Danville.  VA.  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Gracious  God.  we  invoke  Thy  pres- 
ence with  us  here  in  this  place. 

We  pray  for  these  U.S.  Senators.  We 
pray  that  they  may  have  wisdom  in 
their  deliberations.  We  pray  that  their 
decisions  will  continue  to  keep  our  Na- 
tion strong  and  safe  for  all  people. 

We  pray  for  all  of  us  here  and  for  our 
families.  If  there  is  sickness,  we  pray 
for  better  health.  If  there  is  unhappi- 
ness.  we  pray  for  reasons  for  joy.  If  in 
our  families,  there  is  ill  feeling,  we 
pray  for  peace  and  harmony.  If  in  our 
families  there  is  any  problem  or  any 
cause  for  worry,  we  pray  for  a  good  res- 
olution of  the  difficulty. 

Help  us  to  honor  Thee  with  our  lips 
and  with  our  lives.  Amen. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senate  will  resume  consideration  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 

The  clerk  will  report  the  pending 
business. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (S,  Con.  Res.  13i 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000,  2001,  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution. 
Pending: 

(1)  Harkin-Bumpers  amendment  No.  1126. 
to  reduce  unnecessary  military  spending, 
holding  military  spending  to  a  freeze  in  over- 
all spending  over  7  years  protecting  readi- 
ness and  modernization  activities  and  shift- 
ing the  savings  to  education  and  job  train- 
ing, restoring  a  portion  of  the  reductions 
proposed  for  those  programs  in  the  resolu- 
tion. 

(2)  Feingold-Hollings  amendment  No.  1127. 
to  strike  the  budget  surplus  allowance  provi- 
sion (Section  204)  from  the  resolution  to 
eliminate  the  use  of  the  fiscal  dividend  for 
further  tax  cuts. 

(3)  Snowe  amendment  No.  1128.  to  increase 
funding  for  mandatory  spending  in  function 
500  (Education) 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15, 1995) 

(4)  Bumpers  amendment  No.  1130.  to  strike 
the  proposed  change  in  the  budget  process 
rules  which  would  permit  the  scoring  of  reve- 
nue derived  from  the  sale  of  federal  assets. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  U28 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
ask  my  chairman  of  the  committee  if 
it  would  be  in  order  for  me  at  this  time 
to  yield  10  minutes  off  the  bill  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  Snowe  amendment  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

How  much  time  remains  on  the 
Snowe  amendment? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Sen- 
ator Snowe  has  67  minutes:  the  opposi- 
tion has  35  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  would  prefer  to 
yield  10  minutes  off  the  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  Is  that  what  the  Sen- 
ator wanted? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
wants  10  minutes. 

I  would  start  out  toda.y  by  saying  to 
all  the  Senators  that  we  are  extremely 
strapped  for  time.  Five  minutes  here, 
ten  minutes  there,  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances would  be  in  order.  I  think 
we  have  about  what — 4  hours  maximum 
left?  How  much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Three 
hours  and  45  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  3  hours  and 
45  minutes,  with  about  70  amendments. 
We  will  have  to  extremely  limit  our 
time.  I  think  that  the  requests — may  I 
suggest  that  we  yield  8  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  and  8  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And  8  minutes  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  might  ask  if  I 
could  have  4  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  me  see  how  the 
opposition  goes.  I  have  none  for  myself 
at  this  point.  Then  I  will  see. 

I  yield  8  minutes  to  Senator  KEN- 
NEDY, 8  minutes  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Ohio,  and  8  minutes  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President.  I  yield  myself  8  minutes. 

Mr,  President,  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant aspects  of  the  whole  budget  reso- 
lution is  what  it  does  in  the  areas  of 
higher  education,  as  well  as  education 
generally. 

I  took  a  few  moments  of  the  Senate's 
time  just  3  days  ago  to  outline  where  I 
thought  we  were  on  the  whole  issue  of 
education  in  this  country.  We  take 
pride  in  our  higher  education  system. 


Of  the  top  149  universities  worldwide. 
127  of  them  are  here  in  the  United 
States.  Our  system  works  well.  We  pro- 
vide superb  higher  education  in  this 
country.  If  there  is  a  basic  problem,  it 
is  the  cost  of  higher  education.  We 
have  tried  to  address  this  problem  at 
the  Federal  level. 

Our  Federal  education  policies  have 
been  worked  out  in  a  bipartisan  way 
over  the  period  of  years  since  the  early 
1960's  when  a  judgment  was  made  that 
it  was  in  the  national  interest  to  sup- 
port higher  education. 

Individual  contributions,  private  sec- 
tor contributions,  and  Federal  assist- 
ance have  created  the  world's  best  edu- 
cation system.  Together,  we  support 
educational  opportunities  for  our  Na- 
tion's citizens,  and  at  the  same  time, 
we  support  the  outstanding  research 
that  is  going  on  in  places  like  the  NIH. 
the  National  Science  Foundation,  and 
other  research  agencies.  Our  system  is 
working,  and  it  is  working  well. 

The  charts  we  reviewed  a  few  days 
ago  in  this  Chamber  show  that  provid- 
ing higher  education  to  our  citizens 
contributes  to  this  country  immeas- 
urably. The  clearest  example  of  this 
was  the  cold  war  GI  bill  which  returned 
$8  for  every  $1  that  was  invested  in 
education.  Investments  in  education 
continue  to  be  an  investment  in  our 
country. 

Now,  the  Budget  Act  that  is  before 
the  Senate  today  effectively  cuts  $66 
billion  from  education,  $30  billion  of  it 
out  of  higher  esducation,  and  the  re- 
mainder out  of  other  education  support 
programs  over  the  period  of  the  next  7 
years. 

That  is  a  one-third  cut  in  higher  edu- 
cation. The  suggestion  by  members  of 
the  Budget  Committee  that  these  cuts 
are  not  going  to  touch  the  Pell  grants, 
that  we  are  going  to  hold  them  harm- 
less, is  basically  hogwash.  Even  when 
we  hold  the  Pell  grants  harmless,  we 
see  a  40-percent  reduction  in  what  has 
been  a  lifeline  for  young  people  to  go 
on  to  higher  education. 

Mr.  President.  70  percent  of  all  the 
young  people  m  my  State  need  some 
kind  of  assistance  to  go  to  the  fine 
schools  and  colleges,  the  4-year  col- 
leges and  the  2-year  colleges  in  my 
State.  And  75  percent  of  that  assist- 
ance comes  from  Federal  support  to 
higher  education. 

What  is  amazing  to  me  is  that  after 
we  have  had  this  dramatic  cut,  and  the 
Senate  has  rejected  the  efforts  by  Sen- 
ator Harkin,  Senator  Rollings,  and 
others,   to   restore   education   funding. 


This  "bullet"  symbol  identiTies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  ot  the  Senate  on  the  floor 
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we  now  have  this  amendment  that  re- 
stores a  meager  10  percent  of  the  pro- 
posed reduction  in  Federal  support  to 
higher  education. 

The  explanation  about  how  we  are 
going  to  avoid  instructions  to  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee that  will  be  charged  with  going 
ahead  with  these  cuts  is  enormously 
interesting  to  me. 

We  had  a  debate  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  about  how  we  ought  to 
eliminate  home  equity— farm  home  eq- 
uity and  home  equity  of  young  people- 
in  our  calculations  of  student  assist- 
ance eligibility.  Why?  Because  the 
value  of  the  farms  have  gone  up  over 
the  period  of  recent  years.  That  has 
been  true  in  the  heartland  of  this  Na- 
tion, just  cis  it  has  been  true  in  the  in- 
creased value  of  homes  as  a  result  of 
inflation  that  students  have  nothing  to 
do  with.  Including  home  equity  in  cal- 
culations for  student  aid  eliminated 
the  sons  and  daughters  of  working  fam- 
ilies whose  principal  problem  is  the 
value  of  their  farm  went  up  or  their 
home  went  up. 

A  second  debate  we  had  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  supported  by 
Republicans  as  well,  was  to  give  young 
people  a  few  months  after  they  get  out 
of  college  to  find  a  job. 

We  wanted  to  make  sure  that  they 
were  not  going  to  have  to  repay  their 
loans  for  a  short  period  of  months — and 
we  are  talking  a  few  months — after 
they  graduate,  when  they  are  trying  to 
find  a  job.  That  decision  had  the  sup- 
port of  Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike.  Now  we  are  finding  out  that  this 
grace  period  will  be  gone  as  well.  Stu- 
dents are  going  to  be  penalized  again. 

I  do  not  know  how  it  is  in  other  parts 
of  the  country,  but  I  can  tell  you  the 
job  m.arket  in  my  State  is  not  flourish- 
ing for  young  people  who  are  graduat- 
ing from  college.  They  are  able  to  get 
jobs,  but  it  takes  them  a  little  while 
and  their  salaries  to  begin  are  low. 
Now  the  Republicans  want  to  penalize 
them  for  that. 

If  you  want  to  talk  about  a  figleaf 
over  a  problem,  the  Snowe  amendment 
is  just  that.  This  is  a  10-percent  res- 
toration from  the  budget  cut.  Some 
will  say.  given  the  fact  we  have  been 
voted  down  and  voted  down  and  voted 
down,  we  ought  to  grab  this,  because  it 
is  the  only  thing  we  are  going  to  get. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  this  amend- 
ment proposes  to  find  offsets  from 
travel,  bonuses,  and  other  agencies,  but 
these  are  not  binding  instructions.  The 
appropriators  decide  on  those  instruc- 
tions. There  is  nothing  to  guarantee 
that  education  will  be  off  limits. 

So  on  the  one  hand,  the  Snowe 
amendment  may  restore  some  benefit 
to  those  who  need  Stafford  loans,  but 
you  are  taking  money  away  from  the 
sons  and  daughters  of  working  families 
who  need  the  help  and  assistance  pro- 
vided in  a  title  I  program  or  a  school- 
to-work  program.  There  are  no  guaran- 


tees here  that  you  are  not  going  to  just 
put  it  back  in  one  part  of  education 
and  sacrifice  another  part. 

So  we  should  be  thankful  for  any 
kind  of  restoration  of  funds  to  edu- 
cation. But  I  must  say  to  the  parents 
who  are  watching  this  debate  that 
what  they  ought  to  understand  is  that 
we  are  going  to  see  a  one-third  cut  in 
the  area  of  education,  a  $65  billion  loss 
over  the  period  of  the  next  7  years.  The 
effect  of  this  amendment,  if  it  is  suc- 
cessful, will  be  a  restoration  of  $6  bil- 
lion of  those  funds. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut,  my- 
self, the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  and 
others  will  be  offering,  at  an  appro- 
priate time,  a  very  modest  amendment 
to  restore  $28  billion,  not  the  full 
amount,  but  just  $28  billion,  with  off- 
sets from  corporate  welfare  and  tax 
provisions. 

It  is  extraordinary  to  me  that  once 
again  we  talk  about  educating  children 
in  this  country,  but  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee could  only  find  $20  billion  out  of 
$4  trillion  reductions  in  tax  expendi- 
tures to  turn  to  this  important  ven- 
ture. We  could  have  gotten  the  $60  bil- 
lion. You  would  have  thought  they 
could  find  the  billionaires'  tax  cuts 
where  you  find  billionaires  turning 
Into  Benedict  Arnolds,  where  they 
make  fortunes,  hundreds  of  millions 
and  billions  of  dollars,  and  then  give  up 
their  citizenship  and  go  overseas  and 
avoid  any  kind  of  taxes.  You  would 
have  thought  they  could  find 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  myself  an- 
other minute. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  has  no  more  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yielded  myself  8 
m.iniites  and  T  was  given  10.  I  believe. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  incorrect.  The  time  of  the  Senator 
has  expired. 

Senator  DeWine. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  very  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment  of  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Maine.  This  amendment,  frankly, 
will  hurt  the  very  people  it  purports  to 
help,  our  young  children. 

The  Snowe  amendment  would  sup- 
port programs  that  are,  in  fact,  meri- 
torious. But  it  would  do  so  with  an  off- 
set that  would  cause  serious  harm  to 
the  future  of  U.S.  competitiveness  in  a 
very  important  high-technology  indus- 
try. It  would  do  so  with  an  offset  that 
would  cause  serious  harm  to  U.S.  com- 
petitiveness in  an  increasingly  tough 
and  competitive  world.  The  offset  as- 
sumes a  reduction  of  $1,124  billion  in 
aeronautic  research  and  development. 

Let  me  explain  the  real  world  con- 
sequences this  cut  would  have,  and  es- 
pecially what  it  would  do  to  some  very 
important  programs  at  NASA. 

One  of  the  programs  has  to  do  with 
the  advanced  subsonic  technology.  This 
program   addresses    future    technology 


needs  covering  the  whole  spectrum  of 
subsonic  aviation,  from  commercial 
jets  to  small  aircraft. 

First  of  all,  this  program  has  already 
perfected  techniques  for  detecting  and 
evaluating  corrosion  and  cracks  in  air- 
craft. These  techniques  have  now  be- 
come a  part  of  the  industry.  If  we  make 
this  cut,  the  cut  proposed  in  the  Snowe 
amendment,  our  future  ability  to  in- 
crease air  safety  will  be  seriously  im- 
paired. 

Second,  our  ability  to  decrease  the 
harmful  environmental  effects  of  air- 
craft will  also  be  seriously  impaired. 
To  remain  globally  competitive,  U.S. 
aviation  has  to  stay  ahead  of  inter- 
national environmental  standards. 
Thanks  in  part  to  the  advanced  sub- 
sonic technology  program,  we  are 
doing  that  today.  It  would  be  wrong  to 
lose  our  competitive  edge  in  this  area. 

Third,  our  ability  to  improve  sat- 
ellite air  traffic  control  would  also  be 
seriously  hurt  by  a  cut  in  this  program. 

All  of  these  areas— aircraft  safety, 
the  environment,  air  traffic  control — 
are  legitimate  concerns  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  have  been  an  area 
where  the  Federal  Government  has 
been  involved  for  decades.  In  these 
areas.  NASA  is  engaging  in  high-risk 
research  that  individual  companies 
simply  cannot  and  will  not  undertake. 

Furthermore,  Federal  investment  in 
this  technology  has  important  roots  in 
the  history  of  our  country,  as  I  will  ex- 
plain in  a  few  moments.  NASA's  role, 
really,  is  to  develop  high-risk,  high- 
payoff,  precompetitive  technologies  so 
they  can  then  be  passed  along  to  pri- 
vate industry.  This  is  something  that 
only  NASA  can  do.  And  this  invest- 
ment is  essential  to  the  future  of  the 
U.S.  aircraft  industry.  The  continuing 
growth  of  U.S.  market  share  depends 
on  our  ability  to  ensure  that  aircraft 
are  safe,  cost  effective,  and  able  to 
comply  with  ever  more  stringent  envi- 
ronmental regulations. 

There  is  a  long  history  of  Govern- 
ment involvement  in  basic, 
precompetitive  research.  Back  in  1917. 
the  United  States  established  the  Na- 
tional Advisory  Committee  on  Aero- 
nautics to  engage  in  basic 
precompetitive  research.  The  NACA 
was  a  precursor  of  NASA  and  did  the 
same  kind  of  forward-looking  work 
that  would  be  cut  under  this  amend- 
ment. 

Earlier  this  month  we,  of  course, 
celebrated  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  Every  single  air- 
plane that  helped  win  that  war  was 
made  possible  by  NACA's  testing  facili- 
ties. No  single  corporation  had  enough 
money  to  be  able  to  invest  in  the  kind 
of  wind  tunnels  that  were  used  to  test 
these  planes.  NACA's  Ames  facility  did 
have  those  resources.  No  single  cor- 
poration had  the  resources  to  do  the 
basic  research  on  how  wings  should  be 
shaped.  NACA  did  have  the  resources. 

For  almost  eight  decades,  NACA,  and 
its   successor   agency,    today's    NASA, 
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have  been  making  the  kind  of  invest- 
ment in  America's  aviation  knowledge 
base  that  no  corporation  could  possibly 
match.  Every  single  plane  in  America 
today  has  NASA's  technology  some- 
where in  it.  The  little  piece  of  wing 
that  juts  out  perpendicular  from  the 
wing  tip — known  as  a  winglet — was  de- 
signed by  NASA.  The  winglet  increases 
the  fuel  efficiency  of  an  airplane  by  5 
percent,  and  that  5  percent  can  make  a 
big  difference  in  making  U.S.  planes 
competitive. 

Just  this  week  the  Boeing  777  was  un- 
veiled. Major  components  in  that  plane 
were  designed  some  15  years  ago  in 
NASA's  laboratories,  not  with  a  view 
toward  the  product  line  of  any  particu- 
lar corporation,  but  because,  over  the 
long  run.  the  long  term.  America  needs 
that  technology  know-how. 

Another  research  project  threatened 
by  this  amendment  is  NASA's  high- 
speed research  program.  Before  invest- 
ing the  roughly  $20  billion  that  might 
be  necessary  to  develop  a  high-speed 
civil  transport  aircraft,  private  compa- 
nies need  to  know  whether  such  a  plane 
could  be  built  in  compliance  with  envi- 
ronmental and  safety  standards. 

If  we  allow  the  United  States  to  fall 
behind  in  the  quest  for  this  techno- 
logical breakthrough,  the  U.S.  share  of 
the  long-range  global  aircraft  market 
could  drop  below  50  percent.  It  would 
be  a  horrible  blow  to  the  trade  deficit, 
to  high-technology  jobs,  and  to  some- 
thing in  many  respects  even  more  im- 
portant, our  national  sense  that  Amer- 
ica is  leading  the  world  in  the  future  of 
high  technology. 

America's  ascent  to  the  role  of  global 
superpower  was  made  possible  in  large 
part  by  the  ability  of  America's  avia- 
tion pioneers  to  invest  in  the  future. 

Education — so  ably  advocated  by  m.v 
good  friend  from  Maine— has  to  do  with 
preparing  our  children  for  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  future.  This  program— the 
program  that  would  be  cut  by  this 
amendment — is  building  that  future.  I 
think  cutting  this  program  would  be  a 
very  shortsighted  measure— and  the 
losers  would  be  our  children. 

Tens  of  thousands  of  American  chil- 
dren can  grow  up  to  work  in  high-tech- 
nology aviation  jobs — if  we  do  not  fore- 
close that  option  by  making  short- 
sighted decisions  today. 

In  aviation,  there  is  a  truly  global 
market.  Over  the  next  15  to  20  years, 
the  global  demand  is  expected  to  be  be- 
tween $800  billion  and  $1  trillion. 

A  recent  study  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill 
estimates  that  a  1-percent  gain  in  U.S. 
market  share  creates  9,000  new  jobs— 
and  $120  million  in  Federal  revenues — 
each  year. 

Aviation  already  contributes  over  $25 
billion  a  year  to  the  U.S.  balance  of 
trade.  That's  more  than  any  other  U.S. 
manufacturing  industry. 

And  aviation  already  generates  al- 
most a  million  high-quality  jobs  in  this 
country. 
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If  we  allow  this  cut  to  go  forward,  we 
will  fall  behind  in  our  effort  to  develop 
technologies  that  will  keep  America  on 
top  of  this  global  market. 

I  think  we  should  continue  to  invest 
in  a  high-technology  future  for  this 
country. 

I  think  NASDA's  research  on  avia- 
tion plays  a  fundamental  and  irreplace- 
able role  in  that  process. 

That  is  why  I  will  be  voting  "no"  on 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine.  To  vote  "no"  on  this 
amendment  is  to  say  "yes"  to  a  high- 
technology  future  for  Amercia's  chil- 
dren. 

I  will  conclude  by  summarizing  as 
follows:  We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  on  this 
floor  about  making  sure  our  children 
have  good  jobs,  high-paying  jobs,  high- 
technology  jobs,  and  they  should  not 
be  confined,  as  some  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  said,  to  flipping 
hamburgers.  This  type  of  research 
gives  these  good  high-paying  jobs  to 
our  children. 

I  urge,  therefore,  a  "no"  vote  on  the 
Snowe  amendment.  I  urge  a  vote  for 
our  future. 

I  see  my  time  is  almost  expired.  I  see 
my  friend  and  colleague  from  Ohio, 
who  has  a  tremendous  amount  of  expe- 
rience in  this  area,  has  risen  to  speak 
and  will  be  speaking  in  just  a  moment. 
I  look  forward  to  listening  to  his  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
we  have  such  a  short  time  here  this 
morning  to  deal  with  this. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  proposed  by  Senators 
Snowe,  Abr.\ham.  Gr.^ssley.  Brown, 
Kassebaum,  Cohen,  Lott,  and  Chafee. 

I  support  the  goal  of  the  amend- 
ment— to  provide  increased  funds  for 
higher  education.  My  record  is  clear 
and  unequivocal  on  education  funding. 
These  funds  must  be  increased,  but  not 
in  the  way  proposed  by  the  proponents 
of  this  amendment. 

I  do  not  know  that  there  has  been  an 
education  bill  which  I  voted  against 
since  I  have  been  in  the  Senate  for  over 
20  years.  My  record  is  very  clear  in 
that  regard. 

I  want  to  speak  about  the  offsets  that 
are  required  here  that  would  provide 
the  money  for  this  particular  amend- 
ment. I  would  like  to  speak  about  two 
of  the  offsets  that  the  amendment 
identifies  and  discuss  the  impact  which 
these  cuts  would  have  on  our  economy 
and  our  Federal  workers. 

First,  the  amendment  would  zero  out 
two  important  NASA  programs.  This 
Nation  has  gotten  to  be  what  it  is  be- 
cause we  put  more  into  research,  and 
the  inquiry  into  the  unknown,  into 
pushing  back  the  frontiers  of  science, 
and  then  we  develop  the  industry  and 
the  business  once  that  has  occurred. 
That  has  been  the  hallmark  of  Amer- 


ica. We  have  been  the  envy  of  the  world 
in  doing  that;  the  envy  of  the  world. 

So  these  programs  in  our  R&D  are 
seed-corn  type  programs  that  whole  in- 
dustries benefit  from.  We  have  seen  in 
the  past  money  spent  at  NASA  in  aero- 
nautical research  which  in  particular 
had  led  to  the  development  of  an  air- 
craft industry  in  this  country  that  has 
been  leading  in  exports  second  only  to 
farming,  to  agricultural  products,  in 
years  past. 

Dan  Goldin,  the  Administrator  of 
NASA,  was  given  aid  by  the  adminis- 
tration, and  was  tasked  to  downsize 
some,  and  he  went  ahead  and  did  it.  He 
did  it,  and  he  has  a  program  in  NASA. 
a  5-year  budget,  which  was  about  $122 
billion  in  fiscal  1993.  The  1996  request  is 
now  $82  billion  for  the  next  5  years.  So 
they  have  been  cut  by  one-third  in  just 
2  years. 

NASA  has  stepped  up  to  the  plate  to 
reduce  bureaucracy  and  improve  the 
way  it  does  business.  These  programs 
are  the  R&D  or  seed-corn  type  pro- 
grams which  many  of  my  colleagues 
have  heard  me  speak  about  in  the  past. 
This  amendment  would  zero  out 
NASA's  High-Speed  Research  Program, 
and  NASA's  Advanced  Subsonic  Tech- 
nology Program. 

Before  I  talk  about  these  specific 
programs.  I  would  like  to  observe  that 
NASA  has  already  absorbed  more  than 
its  share  of  budget  cuts.  A  couple  of 
figures  will  illustrate  what  I  am  talk- 
ing about.  In  fiscal  year  1993.  NASA's  5- 
year  budget  request  was  about  $122  bil- 
lion. The  fiscal  year  1996  request  is  now 
$82  billion  for  the  next  5  years.  NASA 
has  been  cut  by  one-third  in  just  over  2 
years. 

Dan  Goldin's  leadership  of  the  agency 
is  currently  going  through  a  painful 
process  of  reducing  its  budget  by  $5  bil- 
lion over  the  next  5  years.  Mr.  Goldin 
believes  that  this  can  be  achieved  with- 
out eliminating  programs.  He  has  a 
tough  row  to  hoe  to  achieve  this  and  he 
just  cannot  do  it  if  we  impose  another 
cut  like  this  on  his  budget  over  there. 

These  programs  are  valuable.  They 
are  not  something  that  we  just  pick  up 
and  lay  down  as  a  whim.  Further  cuts 
in  NASA's  budget  will  simply  result  in 
the  elimination  of  current  programs. 

And  Mr.  President.  I  suggest  that,  if 
this  amendment  is  approved,  the  future 
of  NASA's  three  aeronautic  research 
centers — Lewis  Research  Center,  Ames 
Research  Center,  and  Langley  Research 
Center  will  be  in  jeopardy. 

Now,  let  me  talk  about  the  High- 
Speed  Research  Program  first.  The 
goal  of  this  program  is  to  help  develop 
the  technologies  mdustry  needs  to  de- 
sign and  build  an  environmentally 
compatible  and  economically  competi- 
tive high-speed  civil  jet  transport  for 
the  21st  century.  The  technology  devel- 
opments are  to  reach  an  appropriate 
stage  of  maturity  to  enable  an  industry 
decision  on  aircraft  production  by  2001. 
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Mr.  President,  the  technologies  cur- 
rently needed  to  develop  such  a  trans- 
port are  beyond  the  state  of  the  art. 
NASA  estimates  that  industry  will 
need  to  invest  more  than  $20  billion  to 
bring  such  a  transport  to  market.  A  $20 
billion  industry  just  with  this  one  de- 
velopment alone;  $20  billion  we  are 
talking  about,  and  we  are  talking 
about  cutting  back  the  research  that 
will  make  that  possible. 

Studies  have  identified  a  substantial 
market  for  a  future  supersonic  airliner 
to  meet  rapidly  growing  demand  for 
long-haul  travel,  particularly  across 
the  Pacific. 

Those  that  have  been  to  the  South- 
east Asian  area  recently  know  how 
that  area  is  reall,y  expanding  economi- 
cally. Over  the  period  from  2005  to  2015. 
this  market  could  support  500  to  1.000 
aircraft,  creating  a  multibillion  sales 
opportunity  for  its  producers.  Such  an 
aircraft  will  be  essential  for  capturing 
the  valuable  long-haul  Pacific  rim 
market. 

As  currently  envisioned  an  HSCT  air- 
craft should  be  designed  to  carry  300 
passengers  at  Mach  2.4  on  transoceanic 
routes  over  distances  up  to  6.000  nau- 
tical miles  at  fares  comparable  to  sub- 
sonic transports. 

Now  let  me  talk  about  the  Advanced 
Subsonic  Technology  Program. 

The  goal  of  NASA's  Advanced  Sub- 
sonic Technology  program  is  to  de- 
velop, in  cooperation  with  the  FAA  and 
the  US.  aeronautics  industry,  high- 
payoff  technologies  to  enable  a  safe, 
highly  productive  global  air  transpor- 
tation system  that  includes  a  new  gen- 
eration of  environmentally  compatible, 
economical  U.S.  subsonic  aircraft. 
Some  of  the  technologies  and  issues 
being  studied  and  developed  in  this  pro- 
gram include. 

First.  fly-by-lighLpower-by-wire;  a 
fully  digital  aircraft  control  system 
which  would  be  substantially  lighter, 
more  reliable  and  efficient  than  cur- 
rent control  systems. 

Here  is  one  that  ought  to  get  the  at- 
tention of  every  single  person  who  is 
hearing  my  voice,  and  every  single  per- 
son in  this  Chamber:  Aging  aircraft. 
My  colleague  from  Ohio  mentioned 
that  a  moment  ago. 

Second,  aging  aircraft:  To  develop 
new  ways  of  inspecting  aircraft  to  de- 
termine their  airworthiness. 

WTien  you  see  a  black  storm  cloud  on 
the  horizon  the  next  time  you  are  tak- 
ing off  out  of  Washington  National  or 
Dulles  in  a  727  aircraft  over  20  years 
old,  I  think  you  would  be  interested  in 
this  kind  of  research  NASA  wants  to 
do. 

New  approaches  are  being  developed 
to  determine  the  residual  strength  in 
airframes  using  advanced  non- 
destructive technologies.  It  might  be 
worth  thinking  about  this  program  the 
next  time  you  are  sitting  in  a  727  that's 
20  years  old  waiting  to  take  off  on  a 
cross-country  flight. 


Third,  noise  reduction:  This  program 
is  developing  technologies  to  reduce 
aircraft  noise  by  10  decibels  or  more  by 
the  year  2000. 

Fourth,  terminal  area  productivity: 
Technologies,  chiefly  involving  air 
traffic  control,  that  can  improve  the 
efficiency  of  operations  on  the  ground 
at  busy  airports. 

Fifth,  integrated  wing  design:  New 
concepts,  design  methodologies,  model 
fabrication  and  test  techniques  are 
being  developed  to  provide  industry  an 
integrated  capability  to  achieve  in- 
creased aircraft  performance  at  lower 
cost. 

Sixth,  propulsion:  Technologies  to 
improve  fuel  efficiency  of  future  com- 
mercial engines  by  at  least  8  percent 
and  reduce  nitrogen  oxides  by  70  per- 
cent over  current  technology. 

These  are  only  some  of  the  tech- 
nologies being  developed  under  the  pro- 
gram which  the  amendment's  propents 
would  completely  gut. 

It  is  a  truly  shortsighted  amendment 
that  would  eliminate  these  important 
applied  technology  programs. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  no  secret  that 
aerospace  business  is  a  government-pri- 
vate sector  partnership.  Historically 
our  Government  has  funded  aero- 
nautics R&D.  and  industry  has  taken 
this  basic  technology  and  developed 
aircraft  that  have  dominated  the  world 
market.  Over  the  last  decade  or  so, 
other  governments  have  gotten  into 
the  act.  Currently,  the  U.S.  market 
share  is  about  65  percent,  down  from 
about  91  percent  in  the  1960's. 

We  had  91  percent  of  the  world's  com- 
mercial aircraft  market  in  the  1960's. 
We  are  now  being  competed  with  more 
vigorously  than  we  have  ever  been  in 
the  past. 

Cutting  these  two  important  pro- 
grams will  not  help  us  regain  this  mar- 
ket share — quite  the  opposite.  We  will 
be  sending  a  signal  that  the  U.S.  air- 
craft industry  will  be  less  competitive. 
I  do  not  want  to  see  that  happen. 

In  summary,  the  advanced  subsonic 
technology:  meets  future  technology 
needs  for  next  generation  aircraft;  en- 
ables NASA  to  develop  high-risk,  high- 
payoff,  precompetitive  technology  to 
prove  feasibility  so  that  industry  may 
complete  development  and  apply  tech- 
nology to  specific  products;  will  result 
in  accomplishments  in  noise  prediction 
codes  for  quieter  engines,  non-destruc- 
tive evaluation  techniques  for  detect- 
ing corrosion,  cracks  and  disbonds;  an- 
alytical tools  to  understand  aircraft 
wake  vortices  for  safe  landings;  and  as- 
sists in  preserving  1  million  U.S.  high 
quality  jobs  and  $25  to  $30  billion  in  an- 
nual positive  balance  of  trade  for  U.S. 
aviation. 

How  can  we  possibly  take  a  chance 
on  knocking  something  like  that 
down? 

The  High-Speed  Research  Program 
will:  enable  NASA  to  develop  early, 
high-risk   technology   for  future  envi- 
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ronmentally  compatible,  economically 
competitive  high-speed  civil  transport 
aircraft  (technologies  needed  are  be- 
yond state  of  the  art);  industry  will 
take  NASA  technology  and  invest  $20 
billion  to  actually  develop  aircraft:  and 
if  the  United  States  is  first  to  market, 
the  U.S.  market  share  could  grow  to  80 
percent,  achieve  $200  billion  in  sales, 
and  create  140.000  new  U.S.  jobs. 

Thank  you  Mr.  President.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  the  Snowe- 
Abraham  amendment. 

I  think,  while  I  support  the  goal  of 
getting  more  money  for  education.  I 
certainly  do  not  support  taking  it  out 
of  these  forward-looking  research  pro- 
grams that  have  served  us  so  well  in 
the  past,  and  will  in  the  future. 

IMP.'VCT  ON  N.\S.^  LEWIS 

NASA's  zero-based  review  announced 
last  week  will  have  a  significant  im- 
pact on  Lewis  Research  Center  outside 
of  Cleveland.  OH.  Lewis  will  be  given 
primary  responsibility  for  aeronautics 
research,  especially  aeropropulsion  re- 
search. Other  programs  would  be  shift- 
ed away  from  Lewis,  including  work  on 
expendable  launch  vehicles. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  proposal  by  the 
Senator  from  Maine  is  accepted,  I 
think  it  could  be  the  death  knell  for 
Lewis  Research  Center.  I  use  these 
words  carefully.  But  when  an  agency 
like  NASA  is  downsizing,  and  the  chief 
mission  of  a  given  facility  is  elimi- 
nated—and this  amendment  would 
eliminate  high-speed  research  and  ad- 
vanced subsonic  technology  research, 
which  will  be  Lewis'  bread  and  butter- 
then  I  think  my  words  are  accurate. 

If  Lewis  closes,  the  impact  on  my 
State  will  be  significant.  According  to 
i^/\SA,  whio  has  the  second  largest 
number  of  aeronautics  jobs  in  the 
country,  behind  California.  This  is  due 
primarily  to  NASA  Lewis.  Wright  Pat- 
terson, the  Ohio  Aerospace  Institute, 
and  Ohio's  university  system.  Anchor- 
ing these  jobs  is  Lewis.  It  attracts 
world  class  scientists  and  engineers  to 
world  class  facilities. 

Did  the  Senator  from  Maine  and  her 
cosponsors  consider  this  impact  when 
they  put  together  their  amendment?  I 
do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  President.  Lewis  employs  di- 
rectly about  4.500  people.  About  one- 
third  of  these  are  in  some  way  con- 
nected to  aeronautics  research.  But  the 
multiplier  effect  is  significant.  The 
people  employed  at  Lewis  attract  other 
businesses,  or  help  form  new  ventures 
and  stimulating  the  economy.  Gutting 
these  two  programs  would  have  a  seri- 
ous impact  on  this  dynamic  system. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  several  relevant  documents 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 
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N.'VTioNAL  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  Office  of  thk 

.\d.mini.strat0r, 

Washington.  DC.  May  S,  1995. 
Hon.  Pete  V.  Do.menici. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Budget.  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Domenici:  I  am  writing  to 
express  NASA's  strong  objection  to  the  rec- 
ommendation by  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  (CBO)  in  its  February  1995  Report  to 
the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  the 
Budget.  ■Reducing  the  Deficit;  Spending  and 
Revenue  Options."  to  eliminate  NASA's  Ad- 
vanced Subsonic  Technology  and  High  Speed 
Research  programs.  I  I'equest  that  this  rec- 
ommendation not  be  included  in  assumptions 
supporting  the  Committee's  forthcoming  FY 
1996  Budget  Resolution. 

In  making  its  recommendation.  CBO  con- 
tends that  these  programs  develop  tech- 
nologies which  should  be  developed  by  the 
private  sector,  namely  large  aircraft  compa- 
nies. The  aeronautics  program  conducted  by 
NAS.\  and  its  predecessor,  the  National  Ad- 
visory Committee  on  Aeronautics,  has.  since 
1917.  developed  a  wide  range  of 
precompetitive  technologies  to  address  safe- 
ty, environmental,  and  aviation  system  ca- 
pacity issues,  as  well  as  aircraft  perform- 
ance. The  research  and  technology  results, 
used  by  other  U.S.  Government  or  commer- 
cial entities,  directly  benefit  air  travellers 
and  the  general  public  while  contributing  to 
US.  economic  strength  and  national  secu- 
rity, NASA's  role  is  to  develop  high-risk, 
high-payoff  technologies  to  a  point  where 
feasibility  is  proven  and  transfer  those  to 
FAA.  DOD  and  U.S.  industry.  It  is  up  to  U.S. 
companies  to  make  the  substantial  invest- 
ments to  validate  the  technologies  and  in- 
corporate them  into  specific  products  and 
systems.  Individual  companies  simply  can- 
not undertake  the  high-risk  research  and 
technology  development  NAS.\  does;  invest- 
ments are  unrecoverable  and  often  beyond 
the  capability  of  a  single  company. 

Estimates  for  global  aircraft  market  de- 
mand over  the  next  15  to  20  years  range  from 
$800  billion  to  Jl  trillion.  However,  this  mar- 
iiiucii   oinallei    if   it    is   con- 
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strained  by  safety  and  system  capacity  and' 
or  an  inability  to  meet  more  stringent  envi- 
ronmental standards.  Part  of  NASA's  aero- 
nautics research  addresses  these  issues,  i.e.. 
to  ensure  the  largest  possible  market  for 
which  U.S.  companies  will  compete.  U.S. 
companies  currently  hold  about  two-thirds 
of  the  global  market:  their  primary  competi- 
tor. Airbus  Industries,  is  aiming  to  capture  a 
full  half  of  the  market  in  the  next  10  years. 
A  recent  study  by  DRlMcGraw-Hill  esti- 
mates that  a  1  percent  gain  in  U.S.  market 
share  generates  9.000  jobs  (40  percent  in  aero- 
space and  60  percent  in  supporting  indus- 
tries). $360  million  in  sales,  and  $120  million 
in  Federal  tax  revenue  each  year.  Aviation 
contributes  between  $25  and  $,30  billion  annu- 
ally to  the  U.S.  balance  of  trade,  the  largest 
of  any  U.S.  manufacturing  Industry. 

I  believe  CBO  is  inaccurate  in  stating  'the 
benefits  from  the  R&D  supported  by  the 
NASA  programs  in  question  fall  almost  ex- 
clusively to  aircraft  manufacturers,  their 
suppliers,  and  airlines."  These  enabling  ad- 
vances provide  the  basic  tools  for  U.S.  indus- 
trial innovation.  While  NASA  R&D  contrib- 
utes to  a  stronger  U.S.  aviation  industry,  the 
benefits  are  broader.  Terminating  these  im- 
portant technology  programs  would  have  re- 
percussions far  beyond  the  short-term  profit- 
ability of  U.S.  aircraft  manufacturers  and 
airline  operators.  Joint  NASA-FAA  efforts 
to  safely   increase   the  capacity   of  the  air- 


space system,  eliminating  costly  and  unpro- 
ductive delays,  would  end.  Technologies  to 
ensure  that  the  aging  aircraft  fleet  remains 
safe  and  cost-effective  would  not  be  devel- 
oped. U.S.  efforts  to  develop  rational  posi- 
tions on  proposed  international  environ- 
mental regulations  governing  airline  oper- 
ations would  be  severely  hampered,  and  new 
technologies  to  meet  increasingly  stringent 
environmental  requirements  would  not  be 
developed.  The  Nations  only  precompetitive 
technology  development  for  general  avia- 
tion, commuter,  and  civil  tiltrotor  aircraft 
would  end. 

NASA  understands  the  continued  budget 
pressures  facing  the  Nation.  In  fact.  NASA 
has  led  the  Federal  Government  by  reducing 
its  outyear  budget  by  30  percent  since  1993 
and  is  engaged  in  a  major  effort  to  identify 
an  additional  $5  billion  in  reductions  be- 
tween FY  1997  and  FY  2000.  We  shall  continue 
to  seek  efficiencies  and  streamline  our  proc- 
esses to  ensure  that  the  Nation  has  the  best 
possible  civil  aeronautics  and  space  program. 
conducting  cutting-edge  research  and  tech- 
nology which  will  lead  the  United  States 
into  the  21st  century. 
Sincerely. 

Daniel  S.  Goldin. 

Administrator. 

Response    to    CBO    Recommendation    To 
Eliminate  NASA's  Support  for  Produc- 
ers OF  Commercial  Airliners 
CBO  criticizes  Nj^SA's  Advanced  Subsonic 
Technology  (AST)  Program's  goal  of  main- 
taining current  U.S.  market  share  in  sub- 
sonic aircraft. 

Aviation  generates  almost  one  million 
high  quality  Jobs  in  the  U.S.  and  contributes 
between  $25  and  $30  billion  annually  to  the 
U.S.  balance  of  trade— the  largest  of  any  U.S. 
manufacturing  industry. 

U.S.  aircraft  and  engine  manufacturers 
must  compete  effectively  on  both  cost  and 
technical  capability  with  government-sub- 
sidized foreign  competition.  Airbus  already 
claims  more  than  one-third  of  the  commer- 
cial aircraft  market;  their  goal  is  50%  by 
2005. 

The  AST  program  addresses  luture  tech- 
nology needs  not  only  in  next-generation 
subsonic  aircraft,  including  small  general 
aviation  aircraft  and  civil  tiltrotor  as  well  as 
large  transports,  but  also  for  safety  and  ca- 
pacity of  the  evolving  airspace  system  and 
environmental  concerns. 

NASA's  role  is  to  develop  high-risk,  high- 
payoff  precompetitive  technologies  to  a 
point  where  feasibility  is  proven  and  transfer 
those  to  FAA.  DOD  and  U.S.  industry.  Indus- 
try picks  up  the  technologies,  and  with  its 
own  resources  continues  development,  per- 
forms systems-oriented  research  and  applies 
them  to  specific  products. 

CBO  criticizes  NASA's  role  in  High  Speed 
Research  (HSR). 

The  technologies  required  for  an  environ- 
mentally compatible,  economically  viable 
High  Speed  Civil  Transport  (HSCT»  aircraft 
are  beyond  today's  state-of-the-art.  Before 
industry  can  decide  whether  to  invest  the 
roughly  $20  billion  required  to  develop  an 
HSCT.  some  level  of  confidence  must  be  es- 
tablished that  it  could  meet  noise  and  emis- 
sions standards  and  that  airlines  could  oper- 
ate it  profitably.  The  HSR  program  was  de- 
signed to  develop  precompetitive  tech- 
nologies to  eliminate  the  highest  technology 
risks  for  a  future  HSCT.  ensuring  U.S.  lead- 
ership. 

The  first  to  market  a  successful  HSCT 
stands  to  gain  $200  billion  in  sales  and  140.000 
new  jobs. 


CBO  criticizes  NASA's  work  in  tech- 
nologies that  will  allow  the  continued  oper- 
ation of  aging  jet  aircraft. 

25%  of  planes  Hying  today  are  more  than  20 
years  old.  beginning  to  exceed  their  design 
life.  The  trend  is  to  fly  aircraft  30  years  or 
more;  as  airlines  continue  to  operate  on  the 
edge  of  profitability  they  cannot  afford  new 
aircraft.  It  is  essential  that  these  aging  air- 
craft remain  safe. 

CBO  contends  that  "the  benefits  from  the 
R&D  supported  by  the  NASA  programs  In 
question  fall  almost  exclusively  to  aircraft 
manufacturers,  their  suppliers,  and  air- 
lines." 

A  recent  study  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill  esti- 
mates that  a  1%  gain  in  U.S.  market  share 
will  generate  9.000  jobs  (40%  in  aerospace  and 
60%  in  supporting  industries).  $360  million  in 
sales  and  $120  million  in  Federal  tax  revenue 
each  year. 

NASA's  programs  address  critical  issues  of 
safety,  airspace  system  capacity,  and  envi- 
ronmental aspects  of  flight  which  benefit  air 
travellers  and  the  general  public. 

CBO  contends  that  noise  and  atmospheric 
pollutants  generated  by  air  travel  are  unpaid 
"costs"  that  travellers  impose  on  the  public 
at  large  and  therefore  air  travellers  should 
pay  the  full  cost,  including  R&D  for  aircraa. 
Air  travel  is  global,  not  national,  just  as 
the  aircraft  market  is  global.  Airline  opera- 
tors will  buy  the  best  aircraft  at  the  best 
price.  If  U.S.  manufacturers  were  to  incor- 
porate the  price  of  meeting  international, 
government-established  environmental  regu- 
lations into  their  products  they  would  quick- 
ly go  out  of  business  competing  against  gov- 
ernment-subsidized competition. 

advanced  subsonic  technology 
National  investment  in  high-risk,  high- 
payoff  technologies  will  help  ensure  contin- 
ued U.S.  leadership  in  aviation,  which  brings 
significant  economic  and  national  security 
benefits  to  the  Nation.  Aviation  generates 
almost  one  million  high  quality  jobs  in  the 
U.S.  and  contributes  between  $25  and  $30  bil- 
lion annually  to  the  U.S.  balance  of  trade— 
the  largest  of  any  U.S.  manufacturing  indus- 
try. 

N.ASA  addresses  a  broad  range  of  advanced 
technology  needs  for  both  civil  and  military 
aviation.  The  Advanced  Subsonic  Tech- 
nology (AST)  program  specifically  addresses 
future  technology  needs  in  next-generation 
subsonic  aircraft  (from  large  commercial 
jets  to  small  general  aviation  aircraft)  and 
the  evolving  airspace  system.  NASA's  role  is 
to  develop  high-risk.  high-payoff 
precompetitive  technologies  to  a  point  where 
feasibility  is  proven  and  transfer  those  to 
FAA.  DOD  and  U.S.  industry.  Industry  picks 
up  the  technologies,  and  with  its  own  re- 
sources continues  development,  performs 
systems-oriented  research  and  applies  them 
to  specific  products. 

Recent  accomplishments  in  the  AST  pro- 
gram include: 

The  first  integrated  engine  noise  pre- 
diction code  was  delivered  to  industry  for 
use  in  designing  quieter  engines  to  meet  fu- 
ture noise  standards. 

Nondestructive  evaluation  techniques  for 
detecting  corrosion,  cracks  and  disbonds  in 
aircraft  have  been  licensed  to  industry  to 
help  keep  the  aging  aircraft  fleet  safe. 

Tropospheric  climatology  data  has  been 
collected,  to  assist  in  understanding  long- 
term  changes  in  nitrogen  oxides  in  the  lower 
atmosphere  caused  by  aircraft. 

Analytical  tools  to  understand  aircraft 
wake  vortices  are  being  developed,  which 
will  contribute  to  revised  safe  aircraft  land- 
ing separation  standards. 
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An  experimental  database  is  improving  un- 
derstanding the  relative  acoustic  and  aero- 
dynamic benefits  of  different  rotor  configu- 
rations for  future  civil  tiltrotors. 

FY  1995  Budget;  $125.8  million. 

FY  1996  Budget:  $188.4  million. 

Possible  impact  of  significant  reduction/ 
termination: 

Efforts  to  develop  technologies  to  increase 
the  capacity  of  the  airspace  system,  increas- 
ing safety  and  expanding  the  aircraft  mar- 
ket, would  be  severely  curtailed.  Weather 
and  capacity  delays  cost  airline  operators 
$3.5  billion  a  year,  and  cause  untold  hours  of 
unproductive  time  for  the  travelling  public. 

Technologies  to  ensure  that  the  aging  air- 
craft fleet  (25%  of  planes  flying  today  are 
more  than  20  years  old)  remains  safe  and 
cost-effective  would  not  be  developed. 

U.S.  efforts  to  develop  rational  positions 
on  proposed  international  environmental 
regulations  would  be  hampered  by  not  devel- 
oping better  understanding  of  aircraft  noise 
and  pollution  effects  and  technologies  to 
minimize  those  effects. 

The  only  technology  development  efforts 
in  the  U.S.  for  general  aviation,  commuter 
and  civil  tiltrotor  aircraft  would  be  termi- 
nated. 

The  ability  of  U.S.  aircraft  and  engine 
manufacturers  to  compete  effectively  on 
both  cost  and  technical  capability  with  gov- 
ernment-subsidized foreign  competition 
would  be  seriously  hampered.  Airbus  already 
claims  more  than  one-third  of  the  commer- 
cial aircraft  market,  and  their  goal  is  one- 
half  by  2005 

HIGH  SPEED  RESEARCH  1 

NASA'S  High  Speed  Research  (HSR)  Pro- 
gram is  performing  the  early,  high-risk  tech- 
nology development  for  an  environmentally 
compatible,  economically  competitive  high 
speed  civil  transport  (HSCT)  aircraft.  Such  a 
plane  would  fly  at  more  than  twice  the  speed 
of  sound  and  carry  300  passengers  over  5000 
nautical  miles  at  fares  close  to  today's  sub- 
sonic aircraft  (747.  DC-10.  etc.).  Before  indus- 
try can  decide  whether  to  make  the  roughly 
$20  billion  investment  to  develop  an  HSCT. 
some  level  of  confidence  must  be  established 
that  it  could  meet  international  noise  and 
emissions  standards,  and  that  airline  opera- 
tors would  be  able  to  operate  it  profitably. 
The  technologies  to  achieve  this  are  beyond 
today's  state-of-the-art.  The  HSR  program 
was  designed  to  eliminate  the  highest  risks 
and  ensure  U.S.  leadership  in  this  important 
arena. 

Recent  accomplishments: 

Completed  research  campaign  in  the  South 
Pacific  to  characterize  the  stratosphere  for 
incorporation  in  atmospheric  simulation 
models  which  will  be  use<l  to  determine  the 
potential  impact  of  future  HSCT  aircraft. 

Achieved  test  goal  for  low-emission  engine 
combustors  (NOx  level  of  5g  kg  fuel  burned— 
the  Concorde  emissions  index  is  20g/kg) 

Demonstrated  a  process  to  fabricate  up  to 
10  feet  per  minute  of  fiber/resin  composite 
material  suitable  for  high  temperature  use. 
making  the  essential  use  of  these  materials 
for  an  HSCT  affordable. 

FY  1995  Budget:  $221.3  million. 

FY  1996  Budget:  $245.5  million. 

Possible  impact  of  significant  reduction/ 
termination: 

Interim  assessment  of  atmospheric  effects 
of  a  supersonic  aircraft  fleet  would  not  be 
completed  This  assessment  is  to  support 
work  by  the  International  Civil  .Aviation  Or- 
ganization (ICAO)  on  setting  an  HSCT  emis- 
sions standard. 

Engine  noise  reduction  tests  and  analysis 
to  determine  whether  an  HSCT  could  comply 


with  strict  international  noise  standards 
(Annex  16.  Chapter  3  set  by  ICAO)  would  be 
stopped. 

The  U.S.  share  of  the  global  long-range  air- 
craft market  could  drop  to  under  50%.  if 
technologry  development  is  stopped  and  Eu- 
rope is  first  to  market  with  a  successful 
HSCT.  This  would  result  in  larger  trade  defi- 
cits and  the  loss  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
high-skill,  high-wage  jobs.  If  the  U.S.  is  first 
to  market,  the  U.S.  market  share  could  grow 
to  nearly  80%.  and  create  $200  billion  sales 
and  140.000  new  jobs. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996  ESTIMATED  TOTAL  AERONAUTICS 
EMPLOYMENT  BY  STATE 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  The  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico has  13  minutes,  and  the  Senator 
from  Maine  has  17  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Might  I  ask  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Maine,  does 
she  need  all  17  minutes?  We  are  trying 
to  expedite  things. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder  if  we  might 
reach  this  agreement.  I  understand 
there  is  one  second-degree  amendment 
contemplated.  I  assume  that  we  could 
enter  into  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment about  that. 

Let  me  ask  Senator  Snowe,  could  she 
get  by  with  10  minutes? 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  could  use  10  min- 
utes. Then  we  could  move  to  a  second- 
degree  amendment  by  Senator  Dodd 
for  5  minutes  on  a  side. 

Mr.  EXON.  First,  the  second-degree 
amendment  by  Mr.  Dodd,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  the  same  second-degree 
amendment  being  considered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  and  also  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts.  Is  that 
correct?  We  are  talking  about  one  sec- 
ond-degree amendment? 

Mr.  DODD.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Certainly,  we  would 
agree.  We  will  need  about  2  minutes  for 
the  negotiations  that  are  going  on.  I 
think  we  are  pretty  close  to  making  an 
arrangement  along  the  lines  that  you 
outlined. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  going  to  get 
somebody  to  come  to  the  floor,  but  I 


leave  this  suggestion.  I  must  attend  a 
meeting  on  the  final  wrap-up  on  this 
bill  now.  but  we  would  be  willing  to 
have  5  minutes  on  a  side  on  the  Dodd 
amendment,  which  I  have  seen,  which 
essentially  is  a  change  on  the  tax  side 
of  the  eciuation,  and  spend  the  tax 
money  in  two  ways,  part  of  it  on  enti- 
tlement programs  for  education  and 
part  on  discretionary,  and  we  would 
take  5  minutes  on  our  side  on  that,  10 
minutes  each  here.  Then  I  would  au- 
thorize somebody  to  enter  into  that 
agreement  in  my  behalf  in  my  absence. 
Mr.  DODD.  If  my  colleague  will  yield. 

1  wonder  if  I  might  get  a  couple  of  min- 
utes on  the  Snowe  amendment  itself.  Is 
that  a  possibility?  Of  the  time  you 
have? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  can- 
not hold  the  Senator  to  this,  but  if  the 
Senator  will  talk  about  the  Snowe 
amendment  and  not  about  education  in 
general,  that  would  be  fine.  The  Sen- 
ator wants  to  speak  against  that 
amendment? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  do. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  I  am  going  to  give 
the  Senator  time  against  it.  I  want  him 
to  be  against  it. 

Mr.  DODD.  I  intend  to  be  against  the 
Snowe  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And  the  Senator  will 
speak  against  it? 

Mr.  DODD.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  All  right.  I  yield 
Senator  Dodd  2  minutes  of  my  time. 

Mr  WELLSTONE.  I  wonder  if  my 
colleague  from  New  Mexico,  upon  con- 
dition that  I  speak  against  the  Snowe 
amendment,  would  grant  me  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  give  the  Sen- 
ator 2  minutes  of  my  time. 

How  much  did  I  give  the  Senator? 

Mr.  DODD.  The  Senator  did  not. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  give  the  Senator  2 
minutes  of  my  time.  Each  Senator  gels 

2  minutes  in  opposition  and  that  will 
keep  6  for  me,  and  then  Senator  Snowe 
has  the  full  10  minutes  to  speak  to  the 
Senator's  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  that  in  the  form  of  a 
unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  said  he 
needed  some  time.  Is  he  willing  to  do 
that? 

Mr.  EXON.  That  is  agreeable  to  those 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  us  give  it  a  try. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  object, 
will  the  result  of  that  proposal  ensure 
that  we  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  Dodd  amendment  in  a 
timely  way? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Sure.  We  will  not 
amend  it.  We  do  not  guarantee  that 
somebody  will  not  table  it,  but  we  will 
have  a  vote  on  it  and  we  will  agree  to 
stack  it  in  the  normal  way  that  we  are 
doing  the  others. 

Mr.  KENNEDY'.  So  it  would  be  treat- 
ed as  a  second-degree  amendment? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Exactly. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  In  that  particular 
order. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Correct. 
Let  us  try  this,  Mr.  President.  First 
of  all,  I  am  going  to  yield  2  minutes  in 
opposition  to  the  Snowe  amendment  to 
Senator  Dodd,  2  minutes  to  Senator 
WELLSTONE,  and  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der for  myself. 

The  total  amount  of  time  that  is 
going  to  be  used  on  the  Snowe  amend- 
ment— and  we  yield  back  whatever 
other  time  we  have — is  10  minutes  by 
Senator  Snowe  and  a  total  of  10  min- 
utes in  opposition,  of  which  4  have  just 
been  allocated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  me  move  on  then 
to  a  unanimous-consent  request.  There 
will  only  be  one  second-degree  amend- 
ment. It  shall  be  an  amendment  offered 
by  Senator  Dodd  which  has  been  de- 
scribed here  and  presented  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico.  There  will  be  5 
minutes  on  a  side,  5  minutes  by  Sen- 
ator Dodd.  5  minutes  in  opposition,  ei- 
ther by  myself  or  Senator  Snowe.  We 
will  then  proceed  to  an  amendment  by 
Senator  Hatfield  immediately  after 
that.  And  when  the  time  has  expired  on 
the  second-degree  amendment— there 
shall  be  no  other  second-degree  amend- 
ments— we  will  then  stack  the  second- 
degree  amendment  pursuant  to  the  pre- 
vious understanding,  that  the  leader 
will  arrange  the  order  and  there  will  be 
a  vote  on  or  about  the  Dodd  amend- 
ment in  the  stacked  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  certainly  do  not  object. 
I  would  just  simply  wish  to  expand  this 
in  order  to  move  things  along.  We  are 
prepared  to  consider  time  agreements 
now  on  both  the  Hatfield  amendment 
and  the  amendment  following  that  to 
be  offered  by  Senator  Bo.XER. 

Is  Liie  SeiiaLur  fiuiii  New  Mexico  in  a 
position  to  talk  about  time  agreements 
on  the  Hatfield  amendment? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  going  to  a 
meeting  right  now  at  which  I  think  the 
Senator  will  be  in  attendance,  and  I 
will  seek  some  relief  on  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  the  floor  at 
this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  Sena'uor  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  this 
morning  to  express  my  objection  to  the 
Snowe-Abraham  amendment.  This 
amendment  proposes  to  restore  some 
$6.3  billion  in  education,  specifically  to 
reduce  the  Labor  Committee's  instruc- 
tion by  this  amount  in  an  effort  to 
stave  off  severe  cuts  in  student  loans. 

Let  me  at  the  outset  say  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  there  is  at  least  some  rec- 
ognition of  the  fact  we  ought  to  be  try- 
ing to  restore  some  of  these  critical 
funds  in  education. 

Education  has  always  been  an  issue 
that  has  transcended  politics  in  many 
ways.  There  has  been  a  deep  commit- 


ment historically  to  it  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  and  yet  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee proposal  that  is  before  us,  even 
with  the  Snowe-Abraham  amendment, 
offers  education  too  little  too  late,  I 
would  say,  Mr.  President. 

It  is  too  little  in  that  it  offers  stu- 
dents an  umbrella  in  the  midst  of  the 
hurricane  they  face  with  this  budget 
proposal,  even  if  this  amendment  were 
to  be  adopted.  It  will  provide  some  pro- 
tection but  it  is  the  thinnest  of  fig 
leaves  in  that  the  committee  will  still 
have  to  eliminate  $7.5  billion  from  stu- 
dent loan  programs. 

I  have  been  through  a  number  of  rec- 
onciliations on  the  Labor  Committee 
and  make  no  mistake  about  it — there  is 
only  one  place  you  can  find  $7.5  billion, 
and  that  is  in  student  loans.  There  is 
no  other  place  within  our  committee's 
jurisdiction.  And  so  we  will  be  faced 
with  looking  for  ways  to  cut  loans  for 
working-class  families,  middle-class 
families  many  who  do  not  qualify  for 
Pell  grants,  do  not  have  the  personal 
affluence,  and  yet  long  for  the  better 
life  that  higher  education  can  offer 
their  children.  And  these  will  be  the 
Americans  who  bear  the  brunt  of  these 
cuts. 

Now,  these  cuts  may  take  many 
forms.  It  could  come  from  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  in-school  interest  subsidy 
which  can  amount  to  additional  costs 
of  as  much  as  $4,000  for  a  working  fam- 
ily in  this  country:  it  could  come 
through  increased  fees,  through  the 
elimination  of  the  6-month  grace  pe- 
riod, or  an  increase  in  the  interest  on 
student  loans  or  any  combination  of 
those,  again  all  money  out  of  students" 
pockets.  The  bottom  line  is  students 
and  families  are  going  to  pay  dearly  as 
a  result  of  what  is  in  this  budget,  even 
u  we  adopt  the  Snowe-Abraham 
amendment. 

This  amendment  is  also  too  late,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  amendment 
only  addresses  the  end  of  the  education 
pipeline,  higher  education.  Our  world 
class  higher  education  sector  is  in  no 
way  secure  if  our  efforts  in  college 
preparation,  elementary  and  secondary 
schools.  Head  Start  and  other  areas  are 
going  to  be  severely  undercut. 

This  amendment  is  sort  of  the  double 
whammy  for  these  critical  discre- 
tionary programs.  Not  only  does  it  not 
address  the  cuts  proposed  in  these  pro- 
grams, it  also  further  cuts  into  discre- 
tionary programs  to  offset  the  reduc- 
tion it  makes  on  the  mandatory  side. 

Mr.  President,  we  will  offer  a  second 
degree  amendment  as  an  alternative 
which  offsets  $28  billion  in  cuts  in  edu- 
cation with  very  specific  plugging  of 
corporate  loopholes  which  we  can  iden- 
tify specifically,  which  Mr.  Kasich  on 
the  House  side  identified  as  areas  that 
should  be  looked  at  in  the  effort  to  bal- 
ance our  Federal  budget. 

So  I  would  urge  rejection  of  this 
amendment,  with  all  due  respect.  We 
will  have  a  substitute  that  will  allow 


for  this  body  to  vote  on  truly  whether 
or  not  they  want  to  see  these  working- 
class  families  in  this  country  get  a 
break  when  it  comes  to  education. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
last  year  in  Minnesota  over  14,000  stu- 
dents received  assistance  from  the  Fed- 
eral Stafford  Loan  Program— 14.000  stu- 
dents. 

I  just  rise  to  speak  in  opposition  to 
the  Snowe  amendment  and  say  that  I 
am  proud  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of 
the  Dodd  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  this  is,  indeed,  too  lit- 
tle too  late.  What  we  are  faced  with 
right  now  are  some  really  draconian 
cuts  that  will  do  irreparable  harm  to 
higher  education  in  America.  In  the 
second-degree  amendment  we  are  going 
to  introduce,  we  focus  on  corporate 
welfare  or  tax  expenditures. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  far  prefer  for 
some  of  the  oil  companies,  some  of  the 
large  pharmaceutical  or  insurance 
companies  or  large  financial  institu- 
tions to  be  tightening  their  belts  and 
to  be  a  part  of  the  sacrifice  than  I 
would  go  forward  with  deep  cuts  in  fi- 
nancial assistance  for  higher  edu- 
cation. 

I  cannot  think  of  a  more  important 
middle-class  issue  as  a  former  college 
professor  than  this  issue. 

I  do  not  have  time,  but  if  I  had  time 
I  could  recite  story  after  story  after 
story  after  story  of  students  who  have 
written  letters  to  me  and  made  phone 
calls  saying  for  God  sake,  please  do  not 
deny  us  the  opportunity  to  have  an  af- 
fordable higher  education.  No  matter 

hnw  yon  rut  it.  thqt  i'?  what  these  C'JtS 

are  all  about.  I  do  not  even  have  a 
chance  in  the  2  minutes  to  talk  about 
earlier  education  which  is,  of  course, 
equally  important. 

These  cuts  in  higher  education  are 
myopic.  These  cuts  are  profoundly  mis- 
taken for  our  country.  These  cuts  will 
have  an  accrual  effect  on  students  all 
across  the  across  the  nation  from  Ohio 
to  Minnesota,  and  the  Snowe  amend- 
ment in  that  respect  is  really  just  a  lit- 
tle bit  more  than  symbolic— too  little, 
too  late.  We  can  do  much,  much  better 
in  how  we  sort  out  our  priorities. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  How  much  time  is 
remaining  on  our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  has  10  minutes.  The 
opposition  now  has  6. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  would  yield  such  time  as  the  Senator 
from  Maine  may  need  on  the  available 
time. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alaska. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  found  quite  interesting 
the  debate  that  has  been  offered  here 
today  on  my  amendment. 

First  of  all.  just  to  recap  my  amend- 
ment, it  is  to  restore  $6.3  billion  in  the 
education  account.  And,  yes,  we  do  pro- 
vide specific  offsets.  That  should  be  no 
surprise  if  you  are  attempting  to  pro- 
vide a  credible  alternative. 

And  that  is  why  I  am  somewhat  con- 
fused by  the  debate  here  this  morning. 
because  I  heard  from  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  that  my  offsets  are  binding  but 
then  we  heard  from  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  that  they  are  not  bind- 
ing. 

Well,  I  think  we  all  understand  the 
true  nature  of  the  budget  process  in 
the  Congress.  No.  the  instructions  in 
the  budget  resolution  are  not  binding. 
But  if  you  are  attempting  to  provide 
real  numbers  to  demonstrate  that  they 
are  credible,  then  it  is  responsible  to 
recommend  some  specific  offsets. 

It  is  also  true  the  committees  do  not 
have  to  follow  those  instructions.  I  un- 
derstand that  and  the  cosponsors  of 
this  amendment  understand  that.  But 
we  want  to  make  sure  that  everybody 
understands  that  there  is  a  way  to 
reach  those  numbers.  That  is  what  is 
important. 

The  second  issue  is  whether  or  not 
you  live  in  a  fiscal  fantasy  land.  The 
difference  between  the  amendment 
that  I  am  offering  here  today  with  the 
cosponsors  of  this  amendment  and 
those  who  oppose  it  is  we  support  a  bal- 
anced budget.  If  you  support  a  balanced 
budget,  you  have  to  make  some 
choices.  If  you  do  not  support  a  bal- 
anced budget,  you  do  not  have  to  make 
any  rhoices.  You  can  spend  in  an  un- 
limited fashion 

The  amendment  that  they  will  be  of- 
fering will  recommend  reducing  cor- 
porate welfare  and  tax  loopholes.  You 
cannot  object  to  that.  But  exactly  how 
are  we  going  to  reach  that  goal?  They 
do  not  specify.  No,  they  do  not  want  to 
specify,  because  they  do  not  want  to 
receive  any  opposition  to  those  specific 
offsets,  just  as  they  do  not  support  a 
balanced  budget  because  they  do  not 
want  to  make  any  real  choices  as  to 
how  we  get  there.  So  that  is  the  dif- 
ference. 

My  amendment  is  a  credible  amend- 
ment. It  restores  specific  funding  for 
specific  issues  with  respect  to  student 
loan  assistance.  Yes,  I  would  like  to  do 
more.  But  there  are  those  on  my  side 
saying,  "You  are  doing  too  much."  and 
then  I  hear  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  who  say.  ■No,  you  are  not  doing 
enough."  Well.  I  think  my  amendment 
is  somewhere  in  the  middle  Hopefully, 
we  will  do  more  m  the  final  analysis. 

The  amendments  that  have  been  of- 
fered to  restore  funding  for  education 
have  used  the  illusory  dividend.  Well. 
that  is  just  gimmickry  at  this  point. 
That  dividend  may  come  down  at  the 


end  of  this  process  when  reconciliation 
is  in  place.  That  does  not  give  adequate 
instructions  to  the  committee.  It  is  not 
money  that  they  can  use  right  now  and 
everybody  knows  it. 

So  if  we  really  want  to  restore  fund- 
ing to  education,  if  we  really  want  to 
address  the  home  and  farm  equity  issue 
so  that  it  is  not  used  to  determine 
one's  income  eligibility  for  student 
loans,  if  we  want  to  keep  the  origina- 
tion fee  at  3  percent,  if  we  want  to  have 
an  adequate  grace  period,  then  you 
support  the  Snowe  amendment. 

And.  I  should  add  who  the  cosponsors 
are  of  my  amendment:  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM,  Senator  Lott.  Senator  Cohen. 
Senator  Abraham,  Senator  Brown. 
Senator  Grassley.  Senator  Chafee. 
and  Senator  Kempthorne. 

In  fact.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
add  Senator  Kempthorne  from  Idaho 
as  a  cosponsor  of  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  How  much  time  is 
remaining  on  this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  has  6  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  yield  6  minutes 
to  my  friend  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alaska. 

Mr.  President.  last  night,  when  we 
were  watching  the  discussion  take 
place,  a  comment  was  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  that  the  debate 
is  getting  redundant  on  this  budget; 
that  we  have  heard  about  every  argu- 
ment there  is  to  hear  and  now  we  are 
working  on  repetition  to  try  to  drive  it 
in. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  it  sounded 
very  much  like  the  debate  that  we  had 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution.  At  that  time,  people 
were  standing  up  and  saying.  "Well, 
give  us  the  details.  Give  us  the  details. 
Where  do  you  want  to  make  cuts?  What 
do  you  want  to  do  with  Medicare  and 
Social  Security."  and  all  the  conten- 
tious items  that  we  can  so  easily  dema- 
gog? 

I  can  suggest  right  now  we  have  the 
details.  But  I  wanted  to  take  a  couple 
of  minutes  this  morning  to  share  one 
thing  with  you.  and  that  is  we  know 
pretty  much  how  it  is  going  to  come 
out.  We  know  who  is  going  to  vote  for 
it  and  who  is  going  to  vote  against  it. 
And  we  know  why. 

First  of  all.  the  argument  has  been 
used  that  there  are  cuts.  We  have 
talked  about  this  over  and  over  again. 
They  are  not  cuts  in  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem. We  are  talking  about  a  growth 
factor  that  is  built  in.  And  the  same 
thing  is  true  with  all  the  other  areas 


that  people  are  very  much  concerned 
with. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  take  this 
one  last  golden  opportunity  that  we 
have — this  is  it.  our  chance  to  fulfill 
that  obligation  that  the  American  peo- 
ple gave  to  us  back  on  November  8  with 
a  mandate.  The  No.  1  mandate  was  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  do  it.  The  House  has  already 
done  theirs.  All  we  have  to  do  is  do  it 
here.  I  think  the  votes  are  here  to  do 
it. 

But  I  have  heard  people  stand  up. 
such  as  one  Senator  the  other  day.  and 
say  every  Senator  wants  to  balance  the 
budget.  I  suggest,  Mr.  President,  that 
is  not  true.  I  suggest  that  they  want 
people  to  think  they  want  to  balance 
the  budget,  but  what  it  gets  down  to  is 
they  are  basically  traditional  big 
spenders  and  big  taxers  and  they  want 
the  status  quo.  They  want  to  keep  Gov- 
ernment going  as  it  has  been  going. 

To  demonstrate  this.  I  am  going  to 
tell  you.  Mr.  President,  who  is  going  to 
be  voting  against  this.  The  same  people 
who  will  be  voting  against  it  today  are 
the  ones  that  voted  for  and  are  the 
right-to-know  supporters.  These  are 
the  ones  that  did  not  want  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

So  during  that  debate.  I  character- 
ized who  these  people  are  who  do  not 
want  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  and  today  do  not  want 
a  balanced  budget.  I  suggest  to  you 
they  are  the  ones  that  can  be  identified 
with  a  voting  behavior  of  taxing  and 
spending. 

And  I  use  as  my  examples  the  tax  bill 
of  1993.  the  tax  bill  that  was  a  Clinton 
bill  that  some  people  are  touting  as  the 
great  deficit  reduction  bill.  In  fact,  it 
did  not  reduce  any  programs  All  it  did 
was  increase  taxes,  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  history— $267  billion.  That  is 
not  what  the  American  people  wanted. 
It  was  an  increase  in  taxes  on  all  seg- 
ments of  society,  a  Social  Security  tax 
increase  for  thousands  of  Social  Secu- 
rity recipients.  It  was  a  70-percent  in- 
crease. Yet,  these  individuals  who  will 
vote  today  against  this  balanced  budg- 
et are  the  ones  who  voted  for  that  tax 
increase. 

Then  along  came  the  Clinton  stimu- 
lus program.  It  was  characterized  by  a 
Democrat  in  this  body  as  the  largest 
single  spending  increase  in  the  history 
of  public  finance  in  America  or  any- 
where in  the  world.  Such  things  as  the 
$2.5  billion  for  swimming  pools,  park- 
ing lots,  ice  rink  warming  huts,  alpine 
ski  lifts,  and  other  pork  barrel 
projects;  $1  billion  for  summer  jobs. 
$1.1  billion  for  AIDS  treatment  and 
food  distribution,  on  and  on  and  on.  all 
these  spending  increases  that  sup- 
posedly were  going  to  stimulate  the 
economy. 

So  I  characterized  those  individuals 
who  voted  for  those  two  bills  and  also 
who  are  rated  as  big  spenders.  There 


are  a  number  of  corporations  that  rate 
big  spenders.  The  main  one  is  the  Na- 
tional Taxpayers  Union.  So  I  looked  at 
those  individuals  who  cosponsored  the 
Right  To  Know  Act  which  was  the  one 
to  demolish,  to  do  away  with,  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  and  stop  our 
effort  for  a  balanced  budget. 

I  found,  of  all  the  41  cosponsors,  all  41 
voted  yes  on  the  biggest  spending  bill 
in  the  history  of  this  body.  And  all  41 
of  those  individuals  had  a  National 
Taxpayer  Union  rating  of  D  or  F. 

So.  Mr.  President,  I  think  that  we 
have  had  a  lot  of  debate  on  this.  But 
when  it  gets  right  down  to  it,  the  bot- 
tom line  is  this:  Those  individuals  who 
are  trying  to  hold  on  to  the  past,  those 
who  are  trying  with  white  knuckles  to 
hold  on  to  the  status  quo,  those  who 
did  not  hear  the  mandate  that  was  so 
loud  and  clear  on  November  8,  1994,  are 
going  to  be  voting  for  big  spending,  big 
government,  tax  increases,  spending  in- 
creases and  vote  against  the  balanced 
budget  that  we  have  up  before  us 
today. 

I  believe  it  will  pass,  because  those 
individuals  who  are  for  the  status  quo 
are  now  in  a  minority. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  How  much  time  is 
remaining  on  our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
two  seconds  in  opposition;  and  6'-  min- 
utes for  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Six-and-a  half 
minutes  remaining  for  the  Senator 
from  Maine? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six-and- 
a-iiaif  minutes  remaining. 

Ms.  SNOWE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BURN.S).  The  Senator  from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  since  I 
have  a  few  remaining  moments  on  my 
amendment,  I  think  it  is  important  to 
restate  the  case  of  how  essential  it  is 
to  restore  funding  to  education,  and 
the  difference  in  the  amendments  that 
are  being  offered  this  morning  is  a  dif- 
ference between  being  able  to  realisti- 
cally restore  funding  to  education  or 
not,  because  you  will  hear  from  the 
other  side  in  presenting  an  amendment 
that  there  will  not  really  be  any  spe- 
cific offsets.  While  it  is  true  that  my 
offsets  are  not  binding  on  the  commit- 
tee, at  least  we  are  being  responsible  in 
the  approach  that  we  are  taking. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  critical 
because  it  does  provide  $6.3  billion.  It 
will  be  protecting  some  very  serious 
student  loan  assistance  programs,  and 
I  want  to  make  sure  that  the  low-  and 
middle-income  families  are  not  af- 
fected by  any  changes  in  the  student 
loan  programs. 

I  also  want  to  ensure  that  the  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  Committee  has 


the  ability  to  protect  the  student  loan 
assistance  programs  in  the  way  that  we 
have  recommended  in  this  amendment, 
so  that  they  will  not  feel  compelled  to 
include  home  and  farm  equity  in  deter- 
mining one's  income  eligibility,  they 
will  not  feel  compelled  to  raise  the 
origination  fee  from  3  to  5  percent,  and 
they  will  not  feel  compelled  to  elimi- 
nate an  adequate  grace  period. 

I  know  there  are  some  who  are  op- 
posed to  the  offsets,  but  the  commit- 
tees are  the  ones  who  are  ultimately 
responsible  for  the  way  in  which  we 
provide  the  restoration  of  funds.  They 
have  the  options  to  pursue  other 
courses. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  we  have  to 
take  a  responsible  course  by  rec- 
ommending ways  in  which  we  can 
reach  our  goals  as  identified  in  this 
amendment. 

I  think  that  it  is  very,  very  impor- 
tant that  we  restore  some  of  the  fund- 
ing in  the  education  accounts.  It  is 
something  that  I  argued  within  the 
Budget  Committee  during  the  time  in 
which  we  were  assembling  this  resolu- 
tion. I  wish  it  were  more,  but  I  also  un- 
derstand the  delicate  balance  in 
crafting  this  budget  resolution  to  reach 
the  historic  goal  of  balancing  the  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002. 

I  wish  that  we  could  identify  other 
areas  and  perhaps  that  will  ultimately 
develop  in  the  process.  Maybe  the  divi- 
dend down  the  road,  but  that  dividend 
is  not  here  today,  and  I  think  every- 
body should  understand  that.  The  divi- 
dend is  not  available  to  be  used  because 
it  is  not  there  yet.  We  have  to  pass  a 
balanced  budget  plan  and  reconcili- 
ation has  to  become  law  for  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  to  score  a  po- 
tential dividend.  That  will  materialize 
uvei'  /  years,  so  LiiaL  is  not  money  that 
can  be  used  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  or  considered  by  the  au- 
thorization committees  as  they  develop 
their  programmatic  changes. 

So  it  does  not  make  sense  and  it  is 
gimmickry  to  suggest  that  we  are 
going  to  use  an  illusory  estimate.  So  if 
you  hear  about  amendments,  as  we  will 
hear  from  others  this  morning,  about 
restoring  funding  by  using  this  divi- 
dend, it  means  nothing  because  it  is 
not  available  and  it  is  not  there  yet. 

So  if  you  support  restoring  $6.3  bil- 
lion in  education  and  doing  it  in  a  re- 
sponsible way,  then  I  hope  you  will 
support  the  Snowe  amendment  that  is 
cosponsored  by  10  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  the  Dodd 
second-degree  amendment  is.  in  effect, 
an  increase  in  taxes  and  I  am  opposed 
to  any  increase  in  tax. 

However.  I  am  also  opposed  to  the 
Snowe  amendment. 

Let  me  begin  by  stating  that  I  am  a 
strong  supporter  of  educational  fund- 
ing. I  am  firmly  opposed  to  the  drastic 
cuts  in  educational  programs  and  fund- 
ing   which    is    outlined    in    the    House 


resolution.  I  believe  that  these  cuts, 
while  well-intentioned,  are  short- 
sighted. Such  cuts  ignore  the  long- 
term  benefits  of  preparing  America's 
children  to  assume  their  position  in 
the  world  market,  and  for  that  reason 
I  oppose  those  cuts. 

By  the  same  token,  however.  I  be- 
lieve that  Senator  Snowe's  amendment 
is  shortsighted.  I  believe  that  we.  as 
guardians  of  our  children's  future,  are 
charged  with  the  moral  obligation  to 
not  only  educate  our  children  but  also 
to  insure  that  there  will  be  jobs  avail- 
able for  them  to  assume  once  they  have 
been  educated.  To  ignore  either  is  irre- 
sponsible. 

Now  let  us  take  a  look  at  what  is  on 
the  table.  The  High-Speed  Research 
Program  was  designed  to  develop 
precompetitive  technologies  for  high- 
speed civil  transport  aircraft.  Once  de- 
veloped, the  technology  is  transferred 
to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion, the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
U.S.  industry.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
first  organization  to  market  such  an 
aircraft  stands  to  gain  $200  billion  in 
sales  and  140,000  new  jobs.  In  short,  this 
program  accomplishes  three  goals  that 
are  vital  to  the  United  States'  finan- 
cial solvency:  First,  it  increases  new 
jobs,  which  increases  the  country's  tax 
base;  second,  it  generates  sales  for  U.S. 
industry,  which  increases  the  country's 
GNP,  and,  in  so  doing,  increases  the 
country's  tax  base;  and  third,  it  insures 
the  United  States'  continued  leader- 
ship in  this  field,  thus  forecasting  fu- 
ture revenues. 

Likewise,  the  Advanced  Subsonic 
Technology  Program  generates  sub- 
stantial long-term  revenue  benefits. 
This  program  is  designed  to  protect  the 
United  States'  market  share  in  sub- 
sonic aircraiL.  an  area  which  generates 
almost  a  million  high  quality  jobs  in 
the  United  States  and  contributes  be- 
tween $25  and  $30  billion  annually  to 
the  U.S.  trade  balance — which,  inciden- 
tally is  the  largest  of  any  U.S.  manu- 
facturing industry.  These  programs  are 
moneymakers,  and  to  eliminate  them 
for  any  reason  is  fiscally  irresponsible. 

This  is  particularly  true  under  the 
present  circumstances,  where  the 
chairman's  budget  adequately  address- 
es the  concerns  raised  by  Senator 
Snowe.  Senator  Snowe's  amendment 
seeks  to  restore  $6.3  billion  over  7  years 
for  undergraduate  loans — $1,124  billion 
of  this  from  the  termination  of  the 
NASA  programs. 

However,  the  chairman's  resolution 
protects  undergraduate  student  loans. 
Under  Chairman  Domenici's  resolution, 
interest  on  loans  for  undergraduate 
education  does  not  accrue  until  grad- 
uation. So.  for  all  students  who  enter 
the  work  force  immediately  after  col- 
lege, nothing  has  changed.  With  regard 
to  individuals  who  choose  to  pursue 
graduate  or  professional  coursework, 
interest  would  not  accrue  on  their  col- 
lege   debt    until    they    complete    this 
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coursework.  Chairman  Domenici"s  reso- 
lution does  change  the  present  student 
loan  program  with  respect  to  deferring 
interest  payments  accruing  upon  grad- 
uate and  professional  coursework. 
However,  this  burden  is  lessened  by  the 
chairman's  budget  by  preserving  the 
benefits  of  capped  interest  rates  on  stu- 
dent loans.  Federal  guarantees,  oppor- 
tunities to  defer  payments  in  case  of 
economic  hardship,  and  Federal  fellow- 
ship programs  targeted  specifically  to- 
ward graduate  students. 

The  Snowe  amendment  ignores  the 
long-term  impact  that  terminating 
these  programs  would  have  upon  the 
U.S.  balance  of  trade,  the  GNP  and  its 
consequent  U.S.  Treasury  implication, 
and  the  generation  of  jobs  in  America. 
Consequently.  I  oppose  this  amend- 
ment, and  urge  my  fellow  colleagues  to 
do  the  same. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

.\MEND.V1E.ST  .NO.  1128 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  Senator  Snowe  and  others  that 
would  reduce  funding  for  NASA's  Aero- 
nautics Program  by  Sll  billion  over 
the  next  5  years.  The  $1.1  billion  reduc- 
tion proposed  in  the  Snowe  amendment 
for  Aeronautics  is  in  addition  to  the 
$800  million  reduction  proposed  for 
NASA's  Aeronautics  Program  that  is 
included  in  the  chairman's  mark. 

The  effect  of  the  Snowe  amendment 
would  be  to  eliminate  NASA's  Ad- 
vanced Subsonic  Technology  Develop- 
ment and  High-Speed  Research  pro- 
grams which  make  up  the  core  of 
NASA's  Aeronautics  program. 

Mr.  President,  the  aeronautics  indus- 
try contributes  over  1  million  high 
quality  jobs  to  the  U.S.  economy  and 
generates  $20  to  $30  billion  in  exports 
each  vear.  But  US.  aircraft  and  engine 
manufacturers  must  compete  on  both 
cost  and  technical  capability  against 
government-subsidized  foreign  com- 
petition. 

The  European  Airbus  Consortium  al- 
ready claims  more  than  one-third  of 
the  commercial  aircraft  market,  a 
market  once  dominated  by  U.S.  manu- 
facturers. The  goal  of  Airbus  is  to  con- 
trol 50  percent  of  the  global  market  by 
the  year  2005. 

I  do  not  intend  to  let  the  Europeans 
accomplish  their  goal.  Mr.  President. 
That  is  why.  when  I  was  chair  of  the 
VA-HUD  Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee. I  pushed  NASA  to  expand  their  re- 
search and  technology  efforts  in  aero- 
nautics. 

NASA's  Advanced  Subsonic  Tech- 
nology program  specifically  addresses 
future  technology  needs  in  next-gen- 
eration subsonic  aircraft — from  large 
commercial  jets  to  small  general  avia- 
tion aircraft — and  the  evolving  air- 
space system.  NASA's  role  is  to  de- 
velop high-risk,  high-payoff  pre-com- 
petitive  technologies  to  prove  tech- 
nical feasibility  and  then  transfer 
these  new  technologies  to  the  FAA. 
DOD,  and  U.S.  industry. 


Elimination  of  the  Advanced  Sub- 
sonic Technology  program  would  ter- 
minate NASA's  efforts  to  develop  tech- 
nologies to  increase  the  capacity  of  the 
airspace  system,  to  ensure  that  the  ex- 
isting aging  aircraft  fleet  remains  safe 
and  cost-effective,  and  that  the  tech- 
nologies needed  for  U.S.  industry  to 
meet  international  environmental, 
noise,  and  pollution  regulations  are 
available. 

Mr.  President,  the  Snowe  amendment 
would  also  wipe  out  NASA's  High 
Speed  Research  program  which  is  con- 
ducting the  early,  high-risk  technology 
development  needed  for  an  environ- 
mentally compatible  and  economically 
competitive  high  speed  civil  transport 
(HSCT).  The  goal  of  this  program  is  de- 
velop a  plane  that  would  fly  at  more 
than  twice  the  speed  of  sound  and 
carry  300  passengers  over  5,000  nautical 
miles  at  fares  competitive  with  exist- 
ing subsonic  aircraft. 

Mr.  President,  the  stakes  associated 
with  the  development  of  the  HSCT  are 
enormous.  If  the  Europeans  are  the 
first  to  market  an  HSCT.  it  will  cost 
the  U.S.  larger  trade  deficits  and  the 
loss  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  high- 
skilled,  high-wage  jobs.  If  the  U.S.  wins 
this  race,  the  U.S.  market  share  for 
commercial  aircraft  could  grow  to 
nearly  80  percent,  and  create  $200  bil- 
lion in  sales  and  140.000  new  jobs. 

Mr.  President.  I  happen  to  believe 
that  the  best  social  program  is  a  job. 
and  that  job  creation  in  America  must 
be  linked  to  our  manufacturing  base. 
Manufacturing  in  the  new  economy  of 
a  post-cold  war  era  will  require  high 
technology  and  competitiveness  in  the 
global  marketplace. 

America's  future  in  manufacturing 
begins  and  ends  with  aeronautics.  Com- 
mercial a,viaLion  is  one  of  the  few  areas 
of  manufacturing  where  the  U.S.  con- 
tinues to  export  more  than  we  import. 
and  where  we  are  able  to  provide  high- 
skilled,  high  quality  jobs  for  American 
workers. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  intend  to  let 
our  commercial  aviation  industry  go 
the  way  of  the  VCR,  the  automobile,  or 
the  textile  industry.  I  intend  to  fight 
to  keep  the  U.S.  aeronautics  industry 
competitive  so  that  we  preserve  the 
jobs  we  have  and  the  job  opportunities 
needed  for  the  21st  century. 

The  Snowe  amendment  would  reduce 
funding  for  NASA's  Aeronautics  Pro- 
gram by  two-thirds  over  the  next  5 
years.  The  amendment  is  shortsighted 
and  threatens  our  ability  to  develop  a 
manufacturing  strategy  for  this  Na- 
tion. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this 
amendment.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  oppose 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Maine.  Senator 
Snowe.  I,  too,  am  concerned  about  the 
deep  cuts — $14.6  billion  over  7  years — in 
the  William  D.  Ford  Federal  Direct 
Loan    and    Federal    Family    Education 


Loan  Programs  which  make  it  possible 
for  many  of  our  young  people  to  pursue 
a  higher  education. 

However.  I  cannot  support  an  amend- 
ment to  restore  funding  for  mandatory 
programs,  such  as  the  $6.3  billion  for 
these  student  loan  programs,  by  cut- 
ting nonmilitary  discretionary  pro- 
grams by  an  equal  amount.  In  other 
words,  it  would  not  cut  military  spend- 
ing at  all.  even  though  it  is  the  only 
area  of  the  discretionary  budget  that 
will  not  be  cut  under  this  budget  reso- 
lution. Not  only  is  this  robbing  Peter 
to  pay  Paul,  it  violates  the  Budget  En- 
forcement Act  of  1990  which  prohibits 
offsetting  tax  cuts  or  mandatory  pro- 
gram expansions  with  cuts  in  discre- 
tionary programs. 

In  addition,  it  is  not  growth  in  non- 
military  discretionary  programs  which 
is  driving  up  the  Federal  deficit.  This 
spending  has  been  at  a  hard  freeze  or 
below  since  1993.  The  budget  resolution 
before  us  would  cut  nonmilitary  discre- 
tionary programs  nearly  $200  billion 
below  a  freeze  over  the  next  7  years. 
Meanwhile,  mandatory  programs  and 
tax  expenditures  will  continue  to 
grow — the  latter  with  no  restraint  at 
all  under  this  budget  resolution. 

No  one  understands  the  value  of  a 
higher  education  better  than  I.  but  I 
cannot  support  this  amendment  which 
would  set  an  unacceptable  precedent 
for  funding  mandatory  programs  with 
nonmilitary  discretionary  program 
cuts. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  has  all 
time  been  yielded  back? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  has  2'j  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  we 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  our  time. 

lilt:     r  iVIl*01Uil>ll_r    \jt  l-  l^^llit\..     l.-'VJCO     um.- 

Senator  from  Maine  yield  back  her 
time? 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

Mr,  DODD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut. 

.\.ME.NDMENT  NO.  1131  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1128 

(Purpose:  To  restore  $28  billion  in  outlays 
over  seven  years  to  reduce  by  $16  billion 
the  discretionary  cuts  proposed  in  edu- 
cation and  reduce  Che  reconcuiaiion  in- 
structions to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  (primarily  affecting  stu- 
dent loans)  by  $12  billion  by  closing  cor- 
porate tax  loopholes) 
Mr.    DODD.    Mr.    President.   I   send  a 

substitute  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 

for  himself.  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Hollings.  Mr. 

Kennedy.    Mr,    Jefkokds.    Mr.    Pell.    Mr. 

Wellstone.    and    Mr.    Si.MON,    proposes    an 

amendment   numbered    1131    to   amendment 

No.  1128. 


Mr.  DODD.  Mr,  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

strike  all  after  line  1  and  insert: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000, 

(Tn  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

(^>n  page  3.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$■1,00,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$■!, 100.000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000, 

On  page  3,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000, 

On  page  3,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1^.600,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  4.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  4.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$.S,  100.000,000, 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  nagp  .S,  line  4.  inrreasp  the  amount  hv 
$5,100,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$:j, 400,000.000, 

On  page  5.  line  6.  increase  the  amoun..  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

(^n  page  5.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  5,  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$28,300,000,000, 

On  page  5,  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$.3,800,000,000, 

On  page  5,  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$;^,600.ooo,ooo, 

(Tn  page  5.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  21,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  22.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000  000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  6,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$.5,100,000,000, 

On  page  6.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  p.igc  6.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$;3, 600.000.000, 


On  page  6.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  6,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  6.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  31,  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$28,300,000,000, 

On  page  31,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  32,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  32,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000 

On  page  32.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  33,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  33,  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  31.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000, 

On  page  31.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
S3.800.000.000, 

On  page  32.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  33.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  11,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  64.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  64.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$7,900,000,000, 

On  page  64.  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$12,000,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$26,700,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,400,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
»2.000.000.uo0. 

On  page  66.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
S2.000.000.000. 

On  page  66.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
S2.000.000.000, 

On  page  66.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
S2.000.000.000, 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
S2.000.000.000, 

On  page  67,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

Mr.  DODD,  Mr,  President,  I  offer  this 
substitute  amendment  to  the  Snowe- 
Abraham  amendment  on  behalf  of  my- 
self and  Senators  Harkin,  Hollings. 
Kennedy,  Jekkords.  Pell,  Wellstone, 
and  Simon. 

As  I  understand  it.  there  are  now  5 
minutes  to  be  allocated  on  either  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct, 

Mr,  DODD.  Mr,  President,  I  offer  this 
amendment  which  will  restore  $28  bil- 
lion to  our  education  programs.  This  is 


substantially  less  than  the  amendment 
that  was  offered  yesterday  by  several 
of  my  colleagues,  but  this  amendment 
would  reduce  the  committee's  instruc- 
tion and,  thereby,  the  cuts  in  student 
loans  by  $12  billion  and  restore  $16  bil- 
lion in  discretionary  cuts  in  education. 

This  amendment  is  also  deficit  neu- 
tral. While  certainly  in  these  resolu- 
tions it  is  ultimately  up  to  the  com- 
mittees of  jurisdiction  as  to  where  spe- 
cifically they  will  make  their  cuts,  I 
offset  this  $28  billion  and  suggest  spe- 
cifically four  areas  within  the  Tax 
Code  that  would  provide  up  to  $65.7  bil- 
lion in  revenues  currently  lost  through 
corporate  tax  loopholes. 

These  areas  were  identified  in  a  list 
of  corporate  tax  loopholes  compiled  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
on  the  House  side,  Mr.  Kasich  from 
Ohio.  Let  me  identify  them  specifi- 
cally. 

You  can  pick  $28  billion  out  of  the 
$65.7  billion  they  would  gamer.  The 
issue  is  choosing  between  these  tax 
loopholes  or  investing  in  the  education 
of  children  in  this  country  who  need 
higher  education  and  count  on  the  Fed- 
eral investment  in  critical  elementary 
and  secondary  programs. 

One  is  the  expatriate  billionaire  tax 
loophole.  Closing  this  loophole  gen- 
erates $2.1  billion.  Those  are  people 
who  leave  the  country,  fly  out  of  Amer- 
ica to  avoid  their  taxes.  That  is  $2.1 
billion.  So  that  is  part  of  the  choice: 
Helping  out  those  people  or  children 
and  students  in  this  country  who  need 
an  education. 

The  second  is  $26  billion.  This  cur- 
rently shields  foreign  source  income  of 
U.S.  firms  from  U.S.  taxes,  which 
should  apply  to  that  income.  This 
change  alone  generates  $26  billion.  If 
you  uo  not  want  to  tax^c  an  $m)  billioii, 
you  can  reduce  that  somewhat,  since  I 
offer  a  total  of  $65  billion  in  offsets.  I 
understand  it  may  be  important  to 
some  firms,  but  we  are  making  tough 
choices  around  here.  So  you  have  to 
ask  yourself  on  this  one:  Should  we 
modify  that  tax  loophole  to  some  de- 
gree to  help  pay  for  the  education 
needs  of  America?  That  is  my  second 
tax  loophole. 

My  third  permits  U,S,  exporters  to 
exempt  a  portion  of  their  export  in- 
come from  US,  taxation— the  House 
Budget  Committee's  figures  suggest 
that  this  would  generate  an  additional 
$10.9  billion.  Again,  you  do  not  have  to 
take  all  of  it  here,  since  there  is  the 
other  part  of  the  total  $65  billion.  But 
can't  we  take  some  of  that  money  and 
try  and  restore  these  funds  for  the  edu- 
cational needs  of  America? 

And  last.  Mr,  President,  the  one  that 
provides  $26,3  billion  is  one  that  inter- 
acts with  the  foreign  tax  credit  provi- 
sions in  a  way  that  can  effectively  ex- 
empt a  portion  of  a  firm's  exp)ort  in- 
come from  U,S.  taxation.  It  is  called 
the  inventory  property  sales  source 
rule  exemption.  The  title  is  vague  to 
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me,  but  that  is  what  Mr.  Kasich  said  it 
does. 

So  $26.3  billion.  $10.9  billion.  $26.4  bil- 
lion and  $2.1  billion— that  is  $65.7  bil- 
lion. I  would  like  to  get  just  $28  billion 
out  of  that  $65  billion  to  try  and  shield 
students  and  families  from  the  crush- 
ing blow  of  these  education  cuts — and 
preserve  their  access  to  higher  edu- 
cation and  continue  our  partnerships 
with  schools  and  communities  across 
this  country  in  elementary  and  second- 
ary education. 

That  is  the  choice:  Whether  you  want 
to  keep  these  tax  loopholes  or  restore 
the  $28  billion.  We  all  make  tough  deci- 
sions. 

Again,  this  is  Mr.  K.\sich's  list,  this 
is  not  my  list.  These  are  the  provisions 
he  suggested  that  we  ought  to  be  look- 
ing at  as  a  way  to  try  to  deal  with  defi- 
cit reduction.  My  amendment  allows  us 
to  take  these  steps  while  simulta- 
neously making  the  kinds  of  invest- 
ments families  across  America  need — 
$12  billion  to  protect  the  student  loan 
program  and  $16  billion  to  support  crit- 
ical discretionary  programs  like  Pell 
grants,  title  I,  and  Head  Start.  Fami- 
lies and  students  need  that  kind  of 
help. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  investment 
we  must  make  in  our  future.  Last  Con- 
gress was  hailed  as  the  education  Con- 
gress. We  passed  legislation  lowering 
student  loan  costs.  Head  Start  legisla- 
tion that  was  to  move  us  to  fully  fund- 
ing all  eligible  children,  the  Goals  2000 
legislation  offering  vital  federal  sup- 
port to  local  efforts  to  improve  our 
schools. 

With  this  budget,  we  back  away  from 
our  commitment.  At  this  rate  we  will 
need  to  rename  that  last  act  if  we  are 
being  honest  with  the  American  people. 
Why  do  we  not  call  it  Goals  .3000  be- 
cause, obviously,  if  we  continue  with 
the  cuts  proposed  here  we  are  never 
going  to  reach  our  goals.  Goals  2000  be- 
comes an  absolute  mirage.  It  does  not 
exist.  As  this  resolution  is,  we  move 
the  goal  posts  further  down  the  road 
and  make  our  education  deficit  that 
much  larger. 

So  here  is  the  choice:  Billionaire  tax 
loophole  and  some  modification  of  the 
treatment  of  export  income  or  critical 
investments  in  education. 

Mr.  President.  I  strongly  urge  that 
my  colleagues  support  us  in  this  sub- 
stitute amendment.  This  gives  this 
body  the  opportunity  to  demonstrate 
that  the  educational  needs  of  America 
are  just  as  important — just  as  impor- 
tant— as  the  export  income  or  the  bil- 
lionaire tax  loophole.  The  issue  is.  do 
you  want  to  defend  these  interest,  or 
do  you  want  to  defend  families  who  are 
out  there  making  investments  in  their 
children's  educations.  Investments 
which  fundamentally  contribute  to  the 
economic  security  of  this  Nation  in  the 
2l3t  century.  To  turn  our  backs  on  the 
educational  needs  of  these  children  and 
their  families  I  think  would  be  a  great 
tragedy. 


The  health  of  a  nation  depends  upon 
many  things.  Fiscal  responsibility  is 
clearly  one  of  them,  but  also  an  edu- 
cated society,  a  well-prepared  society. 
There  are  families  that  are  out  there 
telling  their  children  to  stay  in  school 
and  study  hard  and  do  their  homework, 
and  go  to  college.  We  break  a  contract 
with  them  when  those  loans  are  not 
there  or  at  such  a  high  cost  that  they 
cannot  avoid  them.  Fifty  percent  of  all 
students  in  higher  education  today  re- 
ceive some  form  of  assistance — one  out 
of  every  two.  Yet,  here  we  are  slashing 
$14  billion  out  of  these  programs  while 
we  shield  expatriot  billionaires  from 
their  taxes  and  protect  export  income. 
We  urge  you  to  support  our  substitute. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  here  we 
go  again.  I  hope  that  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  oppose  this  amendment.  It 
is  another  generic  amendment.  You  did 
not  hear  any  specifics,  other  than  the 
$6.3  billion  and  the  $28  billion  that 
would  be  necessary  under  this  amend- 
ment through  corporate  welfare  reduc- 
tions and  tax  loopholes.  While  we  all 
might  agree  with  that  goal,  there  is  no 
specificity.  It  conveniently  lacks  speci- 
ficity because  they  do  not  want  to  of- 
fend anybody.  But  that  is  not  the  re- 
sponsible budgetary  approach.  That  is 
why  the  Snowe-Abraham  amendment  is 
a  credible  approach  in  restoring  $6.3 
billion  in  education. 

If  you  want  to  make  sure  that  those 
funds  are  restored,  then  you  must  sup- 
port the  Snowe-Abraham  amendment. 

The  amendment  that  is  before  us 
now,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut, is  illusory.  It  does  not  offer 
any  instructions.  It  leaves  potential  in- 
structions to  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees to  determine  how  they  reach  the 
$28  billion.  Unfortunately,  that  has 
been  the  process,  not  only  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  but  also  in  the 
Budget  Committee.  There  were  a  num- 
ber of  Members  who  offered  amend- 
ments to  increase  spending — the  accu- 
mulation of  spending'of  more  than  $500 
billion  and  $77  billion  in  tax  increases 
—but  no  corresponding  amendments  to 
reduce  Federal  spending,  which  is  the 
goal  of  this  budget  resolution,  and  it  is 
also  a  goal  to  reach  a  balanced  budget. 

Yes,  we  remember  offsets.  But  at 
least  we  are  in  a  position  to  say  to  the 
committee  that  this  is  the  way  in 
which  you  can  arrive  at  these  numbers. 
Do  you  want  to  make  a  decision  about 
eliminating  aircraft  in  the  executive 
branch  or  raising  funds  for  education?  I 
think  the  choice  is  an  easy  one.  and 
that  is  what  this  amendment  is  all 
about. 

So  I  hope  that  Members  of  the  Senate 
will  oppose  the  Dodd  amendment  be- 
cause it  is  not  credible,  because  it  does 
not  offer  responsible  recommendations 
as  to  how  to  arrive  at  $28  billion  worth 
of  changes  and  at   the   same   time   do 


what  we  think  is  important  by  raising 
funds  for  education.  The  Snowe-Abra- 
ham amendment  reaches  that  goal  to 
provide  the  much-needed,  very  valu- 
able school  loan  assistance  programs  to 
low-  and  middle-income  families  all 
across  America. 

So  I  urge  the  support  of  the  Snowe- 
Abraham  amendment  in  opposition  to 
the  Dodd  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1131 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  see 
a  compromise.  I  see  a  way  for  the  bi- 
partisanship to  return  on  education.  It 
is  a  painful  compromise  on  both  sides, 
but  we  must  pursue  the  art  of  the  pos- 
sible. 

Mr.  President,  I  tried  2  days  ago. 
with  my  colleague  from  Iowa.  Senator 
H.^RKi.N.  to  make  substantial  progress 
toward  restoring  the  cuts  to  education 
in  this  budget  resolution  with  an 
amendment  to  restore  $40  billion.  That 
amendment  was  narrowly  defeated. 
Yesterday,  my  colleague  from  Ne- 
braska. Senator  Exon  attempted  to  re- 
store $30  billion  to  education,  as  part  of 
a  package.  That  amendment  narrowly 
failed. 

Today,  the  Republican  Senators  from 
Maine  and  Ohio,  Senator  Snowk  and 
Senator  DeWine  have  offered  a  $6.3  bil- 
lion restoration  to  student  loan  cuts. 

We  are  making  progress.  Republicans 
have  admitted  that  there  is  a  real  prob- 
lem in  this  budget  in  that  it  severely 
cuts  education. 

But  Mr.  President,  $6.3  billion  for 
student  loans  still  leaves  students  pay- 
ing billions  more,  essentially  to  pro- 
vide tax  cuts  elsewhere.  More  impor- 
tantly, we  should  not  merely  restore 
part  of  the  college  student  aid  cuts 
while  accepting  tuB  ,jo  percent  cuts  in 
this  budget  resolution  to  the  programs 
that  serve  children.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion cuts  the  6  million  children  served 
under  title  I  for  the  disadvantaged  to  4 
million.  It  cuts  services  for  over  5  mil- 
lion disabled  children  served  under  the 
Individuals  With  Disabilities  Edu- 
cation Act  by  $5  billion.  If  it  is  wrong, 
economically,  to  cut  student  aid  to 
provide  tax  cuts,  as  my  Republican  col- 
leagues seem  to  concede,  then  it  is  cer- 
tainly wrong  to  pass  these  huge  cuts  to 
education  for  younger  children. 

The  means  of  bipartisan  compromise 
is  the  Dodd  amendment.  It  is  a  com- 
promise that  both  sides  can  strain  to 
reach.  It  restores  a  total  of  $28  billion. 
It  does  not  fully  restore  the  cuts  to 
children's  programs.  It  still  reduces  the 
number  of  children  served,  while  we 
know  that  the  number  of  children  will 
rise.  And.  it  fully— not  partially— re- 
lieves college  students  of  their  part  of 
cuts  in  student  loans. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  can 
help  us  rebuild  the  bipartisan  consen- 
sus that  education  is  a  priority.  We 
should  not  cut  disadvantaged  and  dis- 
abled children,  and  it  is  economically 


foolish  to  do  £0.  I  know  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  believe  this,  and 
I  urge  all  Senators  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Do  I  have  3  minutes 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
searching  in  my  mind  for  what  Yogi 
Berra  might  say  about  this,  but  I  can- 
not quite  come  up  with  it.  "Deja  vu  all 
over  again,"  yes;  that  sounds  right. 
See,  we  just  got  behind  us,  we  thought, 
the  idea  that  the  way  to  balance  the 
budget  was  to  raise  taxes.  We  thought 
we  had  finished  that  off  and  that 
maybe  so  long  as  we  were  attempting 
to  balance  the  budget  by  restraining 
Government,  since  the  first  effort  2 
years  ago  to  balance  the  budget  relied 
heavily  on  tax  increases  and  did  not 
work  and  the  deficit  is  still  going  up. 
we  thought  we  ought  to  restrain  Gov- 
ernment in  a  very  serious  way.  And  the 
first  real  serious  opportunity  on  the 
other  side  to  change  this  budget  resolu- 
tion significantly  is  to  raise  taxes  $25 
billion  for  a  good  cause. 

Now.  frankly.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  American  people  understand  that 
the  time  has  come  to  balance  the  budg- 
et by  reining  in  Government,  having 
less  Government,  redefining  it.  doing  it 
better,  doing  it  more  efficiently.  All  of 
the  arguments  about  what  is  happening 
to  programs  that  we  have  in  existence 
assumes  that  those  programs  are  the 
only  way  to  help  Americans;  that  the 
only  way  to  help  education  is  the  exact 
array  of  Federal  programs  that  we 
have  right  now.  And  anybody  that  sug- 
gests you  might  do  it  for  less,  or  do  it 
a  different  way,  of  course,  they  are 
against  education,  or  they  are  against 
highways,  or  thev  are  a'^ainst  whatever 
it  is. 

So  essentially,  nobody  should  mis- 
understand this  amendment,  regardless 
of  the  rhetoric  about  loopholes  and  the 
like.  The  budget  resolution  does  three 
things  with  reference  to  taxes,  it  either 
lowers  or  increases  them  or  it  leaves 
them  the  same.  Essentially,  this  will 
increase  taxes.  I  do  not  believe  we 
should  adopt  it.  At  the  appropriate 
time,  I  will  move  to  table  it.  I  will  not 
do  it  now  because  obviously  it  will  be 
stacked.  I  hope  we  will  defeat  it.  It 
clearly  would  be  one  of  the  amend- 
ments that  this  budget  resolution 
should  not  carry  with  it  as  we  go  to 
conference  with  the  House. 

I  yield  back  any  remaining  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  now  recognized. 

.\.V1ENDMENT  NO.  1132 

iPurpo.se:  To  re.store  funds  cut  from  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health) 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
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The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield]. 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Jeffords,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1132. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  11,  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$258,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  14,  decresise  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  21,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000, 

On  page  12.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 

$600,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000, 

On  page  34,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  34,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  34,  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  34,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  5,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  ,S4.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$570,000,000. 

On  page  54.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$172,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$80,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$368,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  ,55.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 


On  page  65.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$258,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  18,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$258,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
J920.000.000. 

On  page  65.  line  22.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
S600.000.000. 

On  page  66.  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  the  chairman  will 
yield,  I  have  conferred  with  the  other 
side,  and  I  understand  there  are  no  sec- 
ond-degree amendments.  Perhaps  Sen- 
ator Hatfield  would  like  to  handle  it 
differently  if  there  are  not  going  to  be 
any  second-degree  amendments. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  have  no  preference. 
Parliamentary  inquiry.  I  am  trying  to 
get  to  the  real  part  of  the  amendment, 
which  is  to  restore  the  money  to  the 
NIH  by  offsets  in  all  the  other  ac- 
counts, with  the  exception  of  defense. 
The  one  I  have  sent  to  the  desk  in- 
cludes defense.  That  is  my  personal 
preference,  but  the  votes  are  not  there. 
So  I  am  trying  to  protect  the  essence 
of  the  real  amendment,  which  I  want  to 
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debate,  which  is  my  second-degree 
amendment  that  excludes  defense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  am  told 
that  a  second-degree  amendment  is  not 
in  order  until  all  time  has  been  expired 
on  the  first  deerree. 

Mr.  DOMEMCI.  Could  the  Senator 
not  withdraw  the  first  amendment  and 
offer  the  second  amendment  at  this 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  chairman,  and  I  withdraw 
my  first  amendment  on  the  assumption 
that  I  will  be  able  to  debate  with  my 
time  allocation  on  the  amendment  that 
I  want  to  bring  to  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  that  right. 

The  amendment  (No.  1132)  was  with- 
drawn. 

.•^.MENDMENT  NO.  1133 

(Purpose:  To  restore  funds  cut  from  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health) 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  HATnELDj. 
for  himself  and  Mr  Jeffords.  Mr.  Specter, 
Mrs.  K.^ssEB.\UM.  and  Mr.  D'Amato.  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  II33 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pa<e  33,  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,1X10,000.000 

On  page  33 
I43O.0OO.0OO. 

On  page  34, 
ti  nrvi  (wi  nno 

On  page  34. 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  9. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  10 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  34.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  34,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34,  line  23 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  24. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  5. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35,  line  13.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  54.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  54. 
$430,000,000 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  55. 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000. 
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line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2.  Increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
.  increase  the  amount  by 


increase  the  amount  by 

.  increase  the  amount  by 

increase  the  amount  by 


line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
Ime  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  55.  line  16, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  56.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  56,  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  13.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  no  second-de- 
gree amendments  be  in  order  to  the 
Hatfield  amendment  that  is  pending. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  add  Senator 
D'Amato  as  a  cosponsor  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  now 
understand  I  have  a  2-hour,  equally  di- 
vided time  allocation  to  consider  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
to  make  a  statement  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  support  and  am  pleased  to  join  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senator  Hatfield's 
amendment. 

We  are  talking  about  making  cuts  in 
order  to  balance  our  budget  and  pro- 
vide a  better  future  for  coming  genera- 
tions. Yet  I  believe  we  have  to  be  very 
careful  about  how  we  make  those  cuts 
and  where. 

In  the  amendment  that  has  been  put 
forth.  Senator  H.\tfield  would  restore 
$7  billion  of  the  $7.7  billion  that  would 
otherwise  come  out  of  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health. 

I  have  to  say.  representing  as  I  do 
New  York,  and  Long  Island  in  particu- 
lar, we  are  being  ravaged  by  an  epi- 
demic of  cancer,  breast  cancer  in  par- 
ticular. Breast  cancer  rates  in  the 
Long  Island  counties  of  Na.s.sau  and 
Suffolk  rank  first  and  fourth  highest 
respectively  among  the  116  largest  U.S. 
counties. 

We  cannot  afford  to  reduce  the  fund- 
ing for  this  vital  research  that  provides 
at  least  a  glimmer  of  hope  for  achiev- 
ing the  necessary  breakthroughs  to 
deal  with  the  ravages  of  cancer,  and 
breast  cancer  in  particular. 

The  amendment  of  Senator  H.\tfield 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  holding  citi- 
zens harmless  in  this  area.  There  would 
be  a  slight  reduction  of  about  1  per- 
cent. Far  better  that  1  percent  reduc- 
tion than  one  that  might  reach  as 
much  as  15  to  16  percent.  That.  I  be- 
lieve, would  not  be  the  kind  of  invest- 


ment in  the  future  that  we  are  at- 
tempting to  bring  about  as  we  work  to 
make  a  better  future  for  all  Americans, 
those  whom  we  are  protecting  now  and 
future  generations. 

I  believe  that  is  why  this  amendment 
is  important  and  why  it  makes  sense.  I 
strongly  urge  its  support,  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  raising  this  very  important 
issue. 

Mr.  HATFIELD,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  President.  I  offer  this  amend- 
ment on  behalf  of  Senator  Specter  of 
Pennsylvania  and  Senator  Kassebaum 
of  Kansas.  There  will  be  other  cospon- 
sors  that  we  will  add  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  President,  fundamentally,  what 
we  are  facing  here  is  a  prelude  to  disas- 
ter as  it  relates  to  medical  research 
and  medical  science  in  this  country. 

We  are  really,  in  this  session  of  the 
Congress,  being  offered  three  possibili- 
ties, three  options.  Each  one  of  the 
three  options  has  the  same  ending  re- 
sult. 

We  have  the  President's  budget.  The 
President's  budget,  if  we  vote  this 
line — my  visual  aid  supporting  chart 
for  1996— the  President  raises  the  NIH 
appropriation  budget  proposal  by  4.1 
percent.  Like  so  many  things  in  poli- 
tics, it  is  a  shell  game.  You  see  it  and 
then  you  do  not  see  it.  You  think  you 
have  it,  and  then  you  do  not  have  it. 

After  the  first  year  of  1996  of  raising 
this  up  by  4,1  percent,  then  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  says — look  at  that  drop. 
By  the  year  2000.  we  will  take  $1  billion 
away  from  medical  research  in  this 
country.  This  amendment  is  biparti- 
san. The  President  is  offering  to  demol- 
ish our  medical  research  infrastructure 
on  a  slow-water-drip  system. 

Then  we  have  the  House  resolution. 
The  House  resolution  says.  "Well,  by 
1996.  next  year,  we  want  to  drop  it  6 
percent,"  and  then  we  steady  income 
out  here  whereby  we  again  find  the  end 
result  of  a  dramatic  reduction  in  the 
budget  for  the  NIH. 

Not  to  be  outdone  by  the  White 
House,  not  to  be  outdone  by  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Senate  budget 
resolution  that  is  pending  before  the 
Senate  today  said,  "Oh,  we  will  make  a 
quicker  death.  We  are  going  to  say 
take  $1  billion  out  between  1995  and 
1996."  In  fact,  in  excess  of  $1  billion.  By 
the  time  we  get  to  2000  we  will  have 
taken  $7,7  billion  out  of  the  medical  re- 
search of  this  country  that  leads  to 
cures  and  leads  to  better  treatment  of 
disease. 

That  is  it,  simply  straightforward.  I 
cannot  believe  that  the  body  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  can  ignore  the  fact  that 
the  only  thing  the  American  people 
have  said  is  raise  our  taxes  if  nec- 
essary, and  we  will  tell  Members  by  a 
30  percent  margin  that  dollars  ex- 
pen(led  for  medical  research  should  be 
the  top  priority  of  our  country.  This  is 
not  one  politician  speaking  to  another 
politician.  This  is  the  voice  of  the  peo- 
ple saying,  "We  want  to  increase  medi- 
cal research."  We  have  had  polls  show 


they  would  pay  another  $1  per  week  on 
their  medical  premiums  in  order  for  it 
to  be  earmarked  for  medical  research. 
We  have  had  polls  show  they  would 
take  another  SI  per  week  in  their  in- 
come tax  if  it  could  be  earmarked  for 
medical  research. 

Somehow  the  political  establishment 
of  the  executive  branch,  led  by  the 
President,  and  the  congressional 
branches,  led  by  the  two  House  and 
Senate  budget  resolution  committees, 
do  not  hear  that. 

Now,  I  am  not  going  to  get  into  a  lot 
of  detail  except  to  say  we  are  making 
tremendous  progress  in  warring 
against  many  diseases.  It  was  only  half 
a  dozen  years  ago  we  had  a  handful  of 
dollars  dedicated  to  Alzheimer's  re- 
search. 

I  have  a  personal  interest  in  Alz- 
heimer's, I  watched  my  father  die  from 
Alzheimer's.  I  can  say  it  is  as  difficult 
for  the  family  as  it  is  difficult  for  the 
victim.  It  is  difficult  for  all  those 
around  him  or  her.  I  will  not  go  into 
the  gory  details  because  most  people 
around  here  have  seen  that  kind  of 
deadly  disease  attack  and  destroy  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  President,  we  could  not  even  di- 
agnose Alzheimer's  short  of  an  autopsy 
a  few  years  ago.  Now  we  have  built  it 
over  the  years  to  about  S210  million  of 
research  money  dedicated  to  Alz- 
heimer's. We  have  made  breakthrough 
after  breakthrough,  both  in  gene  anal- 
ysis and  identification,  as  well  as 
treatment  and  diagnosis. 

When  we  say  to  the  medical  struc- 
ture of  this  country,  take  $1  billion  out 
of  the  $11.3  billion— 10  percent — in  1 
year,  it  is  like  in  this  country  when  we 
shut  down  the  sawmill  for  a  lack  of 
logs  and  lose  our  chief  sawyer,  that 
company  does  not  reassemble  that 
team  that  makes  that  mill  work  a 
month  later  when  a  supply  is  received, 
or  2  months  later. 

VVTrten  the  company  begins  to  build 
the  infrastructure  of  medical  research, 
and  once  it  is  there,  the  company  does 
not  rebuild  it  because  maybe  2  years 
down  the  road  they  decided  they  made 
a  mistake. 

We  have  had  the  decade  of  the  brain. 
Mr.  President.  5  years  have  passed  and 
a  major  part  of  that  5  years  is  building 
130  scientists  into  an  infrastructure  in 
this  country.  Now  it  at  a  point  where 
the  payoff  comes,  we  are  about  ready 
to  start  dismantling. 

Now,  let  me  get  a  point  of  contrast. 
We  have  literally  thousands  of  diseases 
in  this  country  on  which  no  research- 
no  research— is  being  conducted,  thou- 
sands of  diseases  in  which  there  is  no 
national  registry  to  even  know  how 
many  people  have  the  disease  or  where 
they  are  located.  No  registry.  They  are 
called  orphan  diseases.  Thousands  of 
them. 

The  most  important  factor  that  is 
missing  is  no  hope.  No  hope.  We  have 
been  trying  to  attack  that  gradually 


by  serendipity,  meeting  a  young  man 
in  a  wheelchair  15  years  of  age  with 
EB,  epidermolysis  bullosa.  At  that 
point,  no  registry.  At  that  point,  no  re- 
search money.  It  is  like  leprosy.  They 
lose  their  fingers.  It  is  a  pigmentation 
problem.  Sores  break  out  all  over  their 
bodies.  They  cannot  handle  even  this 
kind  of  artificial  light,  let  alone  sun- 
light. And  they  die  at  a  very  early  age. 
This  young  man  was  so  impressive  with 
his  eloquence,  we  wheeled  him  right 
into  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  we  made  a  line  item.  If  I  ever  had 
a  reason  to  fight  a  line  item  veto,  the 
whole  concept  of  vetoing  a  line  item— 
this  was  to  get  a  line  item  in  the  ap- 
propriations that  year  to  start  a  reg- 
istry, starting  a  research  project  for 
EB,  and  giving  hope  for  those  people. 
That  is  not  the  way  to  run  it,  just  be- 
cause I  met  someone  like  that.  There 
are  thousands  of  them  out  there  all 
over  this  country. 

I  want  to  also  say  there  is  a  point  of 
reference  and  comparison.  This  same 
budget  resolution  calls  for  an  $800  mil- 
lion increase  in  research  in  nuclear 
weaponry.  Yes,  $800  million  increase 
and  they  are  calling  for  a  $1  billion  cut 
in  medical  research.  Oh,  we  have  to 
protect  our  bombs  but  we  cannot  really 
protect  our  people.  I  am  saying  this  is 
a  value  of  people  over  bombs.  I  would 
like  to  have  included  the  military  re- 
search dollars.  The  18  months  of  mili- 
tary research  in  this  country  leading 
us  to  be  more  efficient — we  say  at  de- 
fending our  country,  but  at  the  same 
time,  cluster  bombs  in  order  to  in- 
crease the  capacity  to  destroy  life — is 
the  equivalent  of  95  years  of  medical 
research  in  the  NIH;  18  months.  That  is 
a  real  value. 

But  I  do  not  have  the  votes.  So  we 
still  have  this  power  of  the  military 
that  says,  "Do  not  include  us  in  any  re- 
ductions. We  only  can  handle  increases. 
Reduce  the  medical  research  pro- 
grams." 

All  this  does  is  to  face  reality  that 
we  exclude  the  military,  that  sac- 
rosanct military.  We  are  going  to  ex- 
clude it.  But  at  the  same  time  we  are 
going  to  reshuffle  all  of  the  other  ac- 
counts and  say,  by  putting  the  priority 
on  medical  research,  the  others  are 
going  to  be  reduced  5  percent. 

I  enjoyed  a  little  personal  therapy  by 
those  last  few  statements.  Now  we  get 
back  to  the  reality  of  saying  we  have 
to  reach  this  kind  of  agreement.  I  am 
happy  to  say  I  think,  even  though  I 
would  like  to  have  a  broader  base.  I  am 
willing  to  settle  for  the  narrower  base 
in  order  to  save  the  medical  structure, 
research  structure  of  this  country. 

I  hope  some  of  my  colleagues  realize 
we  have  had  a  colleague  recently  diag- 
nosed with  Parkinson's.  Senator  Clai- 
borne Pell.  Do  you  realize  we  are 
spending  this  year  $26  million  for  Par- 
kinson's re.search- $26  million.  You  say 
that  is  a  lot  of  money— yes,  it  is  a  lot 
of  money.  We  are  spending  over  $1  bil- 


lion for  heart;  $2  billion  for  AIDS;  an- 
other $1  billion-plus  for  cancer,  as  we 
should,  and  I  helped  to  fight  for  every 
one  of  those  dollars,  and  I  would  defend 
every  one  of  those  dollars.  All  I  am 
saying  is,  for  Parkinsons,  $26  million. 
Take  a  16-  to  20-percent  decrease  on 
$26  million  for  Parkinson's  and  you 
have  a  bigger  impact  than  taking  a  16- 
to  20-percent  reduction,  say,  on  cancer 
or  heart,  which  is  in  excess — almost  $2 
billion  each.  So  it  is  disproportionate 
in  its  impact.  And  I  think  this  would 
then  give  us  an  opportunity  to  keep 
our  commitment  to  the  sick  and  those 
who  have  no  hope  for  cure. 

If  my  friends  are  not  interested  in 
the  humanitarian  aspect  of  reducing 
suffering  and  putting  the  value  on 
human  life — and  quality  life,  not  just 
quantitative  life — I  hope  we  would  sup- 
port this  because  I  am  convinced  it  is 
the  answer.  If  you  are  not  impressed 
with  that  factor,  then  look  at  the  cost. 
We  have  saved  billions  of  dollars  per 
year  in  what  we  have  been  able  to  ac- 
complish in  medical  research  with  TB. 
Now  we  are  having  a  revival  of  TB,  We 
have  Zaire  and  the  Ebola  problem  over 
there,  that  is  a  threat  to  this  country. 
Every  time  we  used  to  want  to  get  an 
increase  in  military  spending  we  could 
say.  "The  Russians  are  coming."  and. 
boy.  everybody  would  jack  up  another 
$1  million.  I  want  to  tell  you.  "The  vi- 
ruses are  coming."  They  are  here.  And 
we  better  get  ready  for  that  warfare  be- 
cause we  need  this  kind  of  weaponry  to 
fight  it, 

Mr,  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
a  question? 

Mr  HATFIELD,  Yes.  I  will  be  very 
happy  to.  But  first  of  all  may  I  yield  to 
my  cosponsor.  who  has  not  had  an  op- 
portunity to  make  an  opening  state- 
ment and  then  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
for  questions. 

Mr.  EXON.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  yield  at  this  time 
to  Senator  Specter,  whatever  time  he 
needs 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, for  yielding  time  to  me.  I  com- 
pliment him  for  his  leadership  gen- 
erally, and  especially  on  this  amend- 
ment for  his  very  spirited  and  eloquent 
articulation  of  the  reasons  for  this 
amendment. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  Senator  Hat- 
?^IELD  as  a  cosponsor,  along  with  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum,  Senator  Mack,  and 
there  may  be  others  who  will  join  in 
cosponsoring  this  very,  very  important 
amendment. 

Senator  H.\tfield  has  added  the 
name  of  Senator  Kennedy  to  the  list  as 
original  cosponsor  here,  along  with 
Senator  Jeffords. 

The  consideration  of  this  budget  res- 
olution is  very  important  to  America, 
It  is  the  toughest  series  of  votes  which 
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I  have  seen  in  my  14'/2  years  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  It  has  been  very  carefully 
crafted  by  the  Budget  Committee, 
under  the  leadership  of  Senator  Domen- 
ici,  who  has  great  respect  in  this  body 
on  all  counts.  We  have  seen  a  series  of 
amendments  defeated  so  far  on  the 
budget  resolution,  many  of  which  I 
would  have  liked  to  have  voted  for.  But 
we  have  to  make  some  really  ex- 
tremely tough  choices  which  I  think 
we  are  making.  I  believe  this  is  a  his- 
toric time  for  the  U.S.  Government  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Substantial  efforts  were  made  follow- 
ing the  election  of  President  Reagan  in 
1981.  when  we  considered  a  budget  reso- 
lution some  14  years  ago,  but  there  was 
not  the  political  will  at  that  time  to 
balance  the  budget.  We  did  not  have 
Republican  control  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  with,  candidly,  the 
political  determination  to  balance  the 
budget. 

That  time  is  now.  In  order  to  balance 
the  budget  we  have  had  to  turn  down 
some  requests  on  amendments  which  I 
think  were  very,  very  attractive.  It 
was  very,  very  difficult  to  vote  against 
the  amendment  which  offered  addi- 
tional funding  for  education  because  I 
am  very  much  concerned  about  the 
cuts  in  this  budget  resolution  on  edu- 
cation. I  am  very  much  concerned 
about  the  cuts  in  this  budget  on  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid.  And  I  have  heard 
from  constituents  about  the  devastat- 
ing impact  of  what  the  Medicare  cuts 
will  do  in  closing  hospitals,  and  not 
marginal  hospitals  but  hospitals  which 
are  very  important  across  this  country, 
providing  very  vital  services  for  the 
people  of  America. 

But  it  seems  to  me  if  we  are  going  to 
move  to  a  balanced  budget  we  are 
going  to  have  to  have  belt  tightening 
all  across  the  board.  I  personally  would 
very  much  have  liked  to  have  voted  for 
the  amendment  yesterday  on  a  tax  cut. 
Who  would  not  like  to  have  a  tax  cut  in 
America?  But  the  difficulty  with  the 
amendment  was  present  in  the  addi- 
tional cuts  which  would  have  been 
present  for  other  very  important  items, 
and  also  in  the  direction  of  the  tax  cuts 
not  being  directed  with  sufficient  depth 
and  specificity  at  the  lower  income 
groups  and  raising  the  concern  about 
too  much  of  a  tax  cut  for  wealthier 
Americans  at  a  time  when  we  are  going 
to  be  cutting  very  many  important 
programs  which  impact  across  the 
board,  and  many  on  the  poor. 

The  amount  offered  yesterday  on  in- 
creasing national  defense  was  a  very 
attractive  amendment.  But  there  again 
the  difficulty  is  that  it  would  have  re- 
sulted in  cuts  in  other  programs  and 
added  to  the  deficit. 

I  think  that  in  the  amendment  which 
we  are  now  considering,  to  have  a  res- 
toration of  part  of  the  budget  cut  on 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  that 
we  are  going  to  have  the  strong  bipar- 
tisan support  which  was  not  present  to 
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increase  funding  or  restore  funding  for 
education,  or  the  bipartisan  support 
which  was  necessary  to  restore  funding 
for  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  I  believe 
that  we  have  this  bipartisan  support 
because  of  the  unique  importance  of 
what  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
does  for  America. 

In  the  14'/2  years  that  I  have  been  on 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  Education,  which  I  now  chair,  we 
have  maintained  an  increasing  amount 
of  funding  year  by  year,  notwithstand- 
ing proposed  budget  cuts  virtually 
every  year  from  the  administration, 
and  it  has  been  a  bipartisan  effort, 
once  under  the  chairmanship  of  Sen- 
ator Weicker,  then  under  the  chair- 
manship of  Senator  Lawton  Chiles, 
then  under  the  chairmanship  of  Sen- 
ator Tom  H.\rkin,  and  now  with  my 
chairmanship. 

We  had  a  hearing  last  Thursday  at- 
tended by  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  full  committee,  where  we  heard 
of  the  devastating  impact  of  what 
these  budget  cuts  would  do  to  medical 
research  in  the  United  States. 

There  is  not  time  enough  to  go 
through  the  entire  array  of  very  power- 
ful arguments  and  very  powerful  con- 
siderations. But  let  me  start  with  a 
few. 

At  the  present  time,  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health  funds  less  than  1  in  4 
grant  applications.  If  funding  were  cut 
by  10  percent,  that  grant  rate  might 
decrease  to  as  much  as  1  in  10.  There 
would  be  a  drastic  reduction  in  clinical 
trials  to  initiate  promising  new  treat- 
ments leaving  the  application  of  re- 
search findings  for  the  patients  on  an 
untested  basis. 

There  would  be  a  cataclysmic  con- 
sequence with  over  80  percent  of  the 
NIH  budget  being  cut  with  support 
from  colleges,  universities,  medical 
schools,  and  research  institutes 
throughout  the  country. 

We  are  on  the  brink  of  having  ex- 
traordinary advances  in  medical  re- 
search on  gene  therapy  on  a  whole 
range  of  very,  very  devastating  ill- 
nesses in  America. 

Let  me  name  just  a  few.  Last  year 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  dis- 
covered a  breast  cancer  susceptibility 
gene,  and  the  NIH  is  now  closing  in  on 
the  gene  which  causes  breast  cancer, 
which  would  be  really  a  remarkable 
achievement  on  a  terrifying  disease 
which  strikes  1  of  9  women  in  America. 
The  problems  on  heart  disease,  car- 
diovascular disease,  which  is  still  the 
number  one  killer  of  both  men  and 
women,  causing  43  percent  of  all  deaths 
each  year;  delaying  the  onset  of  heart 
disease  by  5  years,  which  is  right 
around  the  comer,  would  save  almost 
$70  billion  annually. 

When  we  take  a  look  at  the  kind  of 
economic  savings  which  come  from 
this  research  from  NIH,  it  is  really  re- 
markable. 


Alzheimer's  disease,  such  an  over- 
whelming emotional  problem  in  Amer- 
ica today  for  those  who  suffer  from 
Alzheimer's  and  their  families;  the 
medical  research  is  on  the  brink  of  de- 
creasing the  incidence  by  half,  which 
would  mean  an  annual  cost  saving  of 
some  $50  billion. 

Alcoholism,  the  No.  1  drug  problem 
in  the  United  States,  is  on  the  verge  of 
significant  advances,  if  not  a  cure,  with 
the  savings  of  some  $100  billion  a  year. 
Osteoporosis  leads  to  1.5  million  frac- 
tures each  year,  affecting  140.000  peo- 
ple, and  with  the  potential  for  saving 
of  some  $5  billion. 

I  know  the  time  is  short,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

So  I  shall  not  go  on  with  the  list  of 
really  remarkable  achievements  which 
have  been  made  and  are  right  around 
the  comer. 

But  I  will  say,  chairing  the  Sub- 
committee on  Labor,  Health  and 
Human  Services,  and  Education,  and 
having  been  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  for  14'/2  years,  that  there  is 
no  more  important  funding  item  in  the 
budget  to  restore,  and  we  are  not  re- 
storing it  all,  but  to  restore  the 
amount  proposed  in  the  pending 
amendment. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  chairman  yield 
for  a  question? 

The  question  I  have  for  my  great 
friend  and  colleague  I  want  to  preface 
by  saying  the  chairman  knows  of  my 
fondness  for  him  and  the  many  years 
that  we  have  worked.  I  have  never  seen 
a  finer  presentation,  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Oregon.  I  do  not  disagree  with  a 
single  thing  he  has  said.  I  think  he  said 
it  all  very,  very  well. 

I  cannot  think  of  a  more  important 
amendment  that  will  pass.  I  think  this 
amendment  will  pass.  I  know  of  no  ob- 
jection to  it  on  this  side.  I  just  checked 
with  Senator  Domenici.  He  knows  of  no 
objection  on  his  side  of  the  aisle.  I 
think  the  case  has  been  adequately 
made. 

I  have  a  list  of  23  Democratic  Sen- 
ators, and  heaven  knows  how  many  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle,  that  have  other 
important  matters,  and  we  run  out  of 
time  at  noon  today  on  the  amendment. 
I  am  just  wondering,  since  I  think 
there  seems  to  be  near  unanimous  sup- 
port for  the  amendment,  if  there  is  any 
way  that  we  can  cut  down  some  of  the 
time  to  allow  some  of  these  other  Sen- 
ators a  chance  to  offer  their  amend- 
ments. Because  of  the  time  con- 
straints, because  I  would  not  want  to 
see  any  of  our  colleagues  have  a  heart 
attack  or  apoplexy  for  fear  that  they 
are  not  able  to  talk  on  their  amend- 
ment, I  am  just  wondering,  my  ques- 
tion is  can  we  get  some  time  agree- 
ment if  we  would  agree  to  yield  back 
our  whole  hour  of  the  time?  I  know  of 
no  opposition  on  this  side.  Could  we  get 
an  agreement  to  cut  down  the  remain- 
ing 50  minutes  or  so  that  the  chairman 


has?  I  think  he  has  made  his  case  very 
well. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  be  very  happy  to  work  out  an  ar- 
rangement. I  have  a  list  here  of  about 
a  dozen  Senators  who  have  asked  for  a 
few  minutes  to  express  themselves  on 
this  amendment.  Once  I  fulfill  that  ob- 
ligation to  my  colleagues,  I  will  be 
very  happy  to  consider  that. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  simply  add  there 
have  been  Senators  coming  to  me 
wanting  10  to  20  minutes.  I  have  cut 
them  most  down  to  1  or  2  minutes. 

If  I  might  courteously  suggest  that  if 
we  had  some  time  constraints,  I  believe 
everything  good  can  be  said  about  this 
amendment  in  a  minute  if  people 
choose  their  words  very  carefully. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  list.  My  other 
chief  cosponsors  are  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM,  Senator  Boxer,  Senator  Ken- 
nedy, Senator  Mack,  and  others.  As 
soon  as  we  complete  those,  I  would  be 
very  happy  to  consider  yielding  back 
the  time. 

I  would  like  at  this  time  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  ask  for  a  couple  of  minutes.  I 
certainly  appreciate  the  time  con- 
straints. 

I  think  every  Senator  in  the  Chamber 
is  a  supporter  of  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  and  recognizes  the  im- 
portance of  the  work  done  there. 

I  myself  am  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
importance  of  continuing  basic  re- 
search. 

I  think  Senator  H.atfield.  who  has 
initiated  this  amendment,  has  spoken 
eloquently  of  the  importance  of  those 
needs.  Senator  Specter  has  spoken  as 
well. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  Senators  Hatfield  and  Specter 
and  eight  other  cosponsors  in  offering 
an  amendment  to  the  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  resolution  which  is  designed  to 
protect  funding  for  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health.  Our  amendment,  which 
adds  $1  billion  annually  to  budget  func- 
tion 550,  is  intended  to  restore  the  10- 
percent  reduction  in  NEH  funding  as- 
sumed by  the  Budget  Committee.  In 
order  to  assure  the  health  of  our  citi- 
zens— through  continued  support  of  our 
Nation's  biomedical  research — I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  with  us  in  sup- 
porting this  amendment. 

To  offset  the  additional  NIH  funding, 
our  amendment  would  reduce  spending 
in  various  discretionary  accounts  by 
0.58  percent.  The  budget  functions 
which  would  be  excluded  from  these  re- 
ductions are;  defense;  international  af- 
fairs; education,  training,  and  employ- 
ment; income  security;  Medicare;  So- 
cial Security;  and  net  interest. 

NIH-supported  biomedical  research 
has  a  proud  history  of  scientific  break- 
throughs. Many  of  my  colleagues  will 
remember  the  iron  lungs  which  once 
ventilated  individuals  after  their  bod- 


ies had  been  ravaged  by  the  polio  virus. 
Because  of  biomedical  research,  we  no 
longer  face  the  threat  of  this  disease. 
In  fact,  experts  at  the  Centers  for  Dis- 
ease Control  and  Prevention  now  pre- 
dict that  the  polio  virus  could  soon  be 
eradicated  from  this  planet. 

The  vitality  of  these  efforts  is  main- 
tained today.  For  example,  through  the 
human  genome  project,  scientists  have 
identified  a  gene  linked  to  breast  can- 
cer. Using  this  information,  health 
care  providers  may  one  day  decrease 
the  burden  of  this  disease,  which  now 
attacks  one  in  nine  women. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  detrimen- 
tal impact  of  the  NIH  reductions  as- 
sumed by  the  Budget  Committee.  I  be- 
lieve, that  biomedical  research  ad- 
vancement— and  breakthroughs — could 
slow  dramatically. 

The  committee,  in  its  report  on  this 
resolution,  lays  out  a  thoughtful  argu- 
ment in  support  of  this  budget  reduc- 
tion. As  noted  in  the  report,  it  is  true 
that  the  NIH  has  seen  a  real  budget 
growth  over  the  last  decade.  In  real 
terms,  after  adjusting  for  biomedical 
research  inflation,  the  budget  for  1993 
was  47  percent  greater  than  it  was  a 
decade  earlier.  It  is  also  true  that  pri- 
vate sector  contributions  to  biomedical 
research  have  increased. 

At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  wise  to  propose  reductions  based  on 
this  recent  growth  in  NIH  funding. 
These  reductions  will  leave  many  bio- 
medical researchers  and  their  advance- 
ments stranded.  In  many  areas,  sci- 
entists are  on  the  verge  of  amazing  dis- 
coveries. Because  the  average  length  of 
an  NIH  award  is  nearly  4  years,  cuts  of 
this  magnitude  will  require  an  adjust- 
ment period.  We  need  to  consider  ways 
to  ensure  that  promising  research  re- 
ceives new  funding,  while  we  honor  ex- 
isting research  commitments. 

Mr.  President,  the  $1  billion  which 
this  amendment  would  add  back  to  the 
NIH  allows  for  a  smooth  transition. 
Even  with  this  add-back,  real  funding 
for  NIH  will  decrease  over  the  next  7 
years.  In  fact,  if  we  assume  a  5-percent 
annual  biomedical  research  inflation, 
maintaining  NIH  funding  at  its  1995 
level  would  still  result  in  a  real  fund- 
ing reduction  of  nearly  5  percent  in  the 
first  year  and  35  percent  7  years  from 
now. 

As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources.  I  am 
committed  to  working  with  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  and  our  Na- 
tion's biomedical  researchers  to  find 
ways  to  adjust  to  our  current  budget 
limitations.  However,  accomplishing 
this  goal  will  require  thoughtful  con- 
sideration and  careful  deliberation. 

As  the  Labor  Committee  begins  to 
consider  the  reauthorization  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  I  welcome 
the  suggestions  of  my  colleagues.  I  in- 
tend to  examine  organizational  and 
structural  changes  at  the  NEH  which 
could  lead  to  some  budget  savings. 


This  effort  may  include  reexamining 
the  need  for  the  current  23  institutes, 
centers,  and  divisions.  Another  ap- 
proach will  be  to  review  the  amount  of 
research  funding  which  the  NIH  cur- 
rently devotes  to  indirect  research 
costs.  Finally,  I  also  believe  that  we 
will  need  to  reexamine  how  the  NEH 
makes  its  grants  to  ensure  that  the 
most  promising  areas  for  research  ad- 
vancement receive  funding,  while  fund- 
ing for  basic  biomedical  research  is 
maintained. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  consider  this  amendment  carefully. 
Its  effect  would  be  to  improve  the 
health  of  our  Nation's  citizens  by  sup- 
porting funding  for  biomedical  re- 
search through  the  NIH.  The  effort  of 
NIH  has  and  will  continue  to  create  a 
national  environment  in  which  bio- 
medical research  and  health  flourish. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  President,  in  yielding  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  California,  she  was  facing 
the  same  issue,  I  understand,  in  her 
committee  work,  and  I  wish  to  thank 
the  Senator  for  laying  the  foundation 
at  that  time. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  my  friend  very 
much.  I  will  be  brief  because  I  think  so 
much  has  already  been  said  on  this. 

I  simply  want  to  add  my  voice  in  sup- 
port of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  I  did. 
in  fact,  offer  a  similar  amendment  in 
the  Budget  Committee.  However,  I 
took  the  funds  out  of  the  little  tax 
cut — honey  pot — that  was  squirreled 
away  by  our  chairman  and  there  was 
no  support  from  the  Republican  side 
for  using  that  as  an  offset. 

I  truly  understand  the  frustration  ex- 
pressed by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
He  wanted  to  cut  across  the  "ooard  and 
include  in  the  cut  to  pay  for  this  NEH 
increase  the  military  budget.  I  think 
the  Senator  is  wise  not  to  offer  that  up 
because  there  are  not  the  votes  here  to 
do  that,  but  I  wish  to  spend  just  a 
minute  talking  about  that  and  adding 
my  voice  to  that  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

I  think  the  people  of  this  country  un- 
derstand that  the  cold  war  is  over,  and 
I  think  the  people  of  this  country  un- 
derstand we  are  the  only  superpower, 
and  I  think  the  people  of  this  country 
understand  that  we  are  spending  2'/i 
times  more  than  all  of  the  potential 
enemies  combined  in  the  world,  and 
that  includes  on  the  list  the  potential 
enemies  Russia  and  China.  The  fact  is 
if  you  add  the  spending  of  the  NATO 
countries,  America  and  the  NATO 
countries  are  spending  5^^  times  more 
than  all  the  potential  enemies  in  the 
world. 

What  are  the  real  enemies  that  we 
face  on  a  daily  basis  in  America?  I 
would  say  the  daily  enemies  we  face 
are  the  prospect  of  disease  striking  a 
loved  one.  Alzheimer's  has  been  dis- 
cussed,    osteoporosis,     breast    cancer. 
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AIDS,  prostate  cancer,  lung  cancer,  di- 
abetes, scleroderma,  something  many 
people  do  not  know  about,  which  is  a 
soft  tissue  disease  which  is  disfiguring 
and  frightening  and  strikes  young 
women;  strokes.  Parkinson's  disease. 
There  are  so  many  others. 

The  fact  is.  I  say  to  my  colleagues, 
these  are  the  enemies  that  we  face,  and 
to  retreat  from  this  war  would  be  ludi- 
crous. 

Now,  it  hurts  my  heart  to  vote  to  cut 
other  domestic  programs.  It  breaks  my 
heart.  I  think  it  is  outrageous  that  we 
do  not  have  the  votes  here  to  include 
defense  in  a  small  cut,  but  like  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  I  am  a  realist.  I 
am  a  realist,  and  I  wish  to  see  this 
funding  be  restored  to  the  NIH.  We  are 
one  plane  ride  away  from  a  major  epi- 
demic. We  read  with  horror  about  this 
Ebola  virus.  Anyone  who  has  read  the 
book  'The  Hot  Zone"  understands  the 
tenuous  position  we  are  in  in  this  very 
world  in  which  we  now  live.  As  we  lose 
the  rain  forests  of  the  world,  what  sci- 
entists are  discovering  is  that  viruses 
that  live  in  the  rain  forests  are  looking 
for  other  hosts,  and  they  are  finding  us. 
So  to  cut  back  on  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health,  which  is  our  first  line 
of  defense  against  these  diseases,  would 
be  worse  than  outrageous. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  include 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  letter 
from  the  University  of  California, 
Irvine,  and  I  would  close  with  a  quote 
from  the  dean  of  the  college  of  medi- 
cine there,  Thomas  C.  Cesario.  He  says: 
With  Federal  support,  the  University  has 
achieved  remarkable  breakthroughs  in  medi- 
cal research  which  prevent,  control,  or  re- 
verse disease,  saving  lives  and  millions  of 
dollars  in  medical  care 

And  he  just  says  that  the  UC  doctors 
there  with  Federal  funds  were  first  to 
identify  the  lack  of  a  gene  as  a  cause  of 
disease.  They  developed  a  blood  test  for 
the  genetic  defect  that  causes  Tay- 
Sachs,  and  it  goes  on  and  on. 

I  see  my  time  has  run  out.  So  again 
let  me  add  my  voice  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  thank  the  Senator  so 
much  for  picking  up  this  fight  in  this 
Chamber.  I  am  with  the  Senator  all  the 
way. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
U.NiVERSiTY  OF  California,  Irvine. 

College  of  Medicine, 
Irvine.  CA.  May  22.  1995. 
Hon.  Barbara  Boxer. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Se.nator  Boxer:  I  am  writing  to  ex- 
press my  deepest  concern  over  the  funding 
cuts  to  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
that  have  been  assumed  in  the  Committee's 
Budget  Resolution  and  to  thank  you  for  your 
tremendous  effort  to  restore  funding  during 
the  Committee's  consideration  of  the  NIH 
bill. 

According  to  the  committee  report,  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  recommends  a  10 
percent  cut  for  the  NIH  budget  in  FY  1996, 
and  then  a  freeze  of  the  NIH  budget  at  this 


lower  level  through  2002.  This  means  that 
the  NIH  budget  would  be  cut  from  J11.3  bil- 
lion In  FY  1995  to  J10.2  billion  in  FY  1996.  and 
then  frozen  at  $10.2  billion  through  2002.  Cuts 
of  this  magnitude  would  be  devastating  to 
our  nation's  biomedical  research  enterprise. 
The  NIH  is  one  of  the  country's  most  re- 
spected and  revered  research  institutions. 
setting  international  standards  for  excel- 
lence for  basic  and  clinical  biomedical  and 
behavorial  research  and  ensuring  that  medi- 
cal care  in  the  United  States  is  the  best  In 
the  world.  Many  people  literally  owe  their 
lives  to  NIH-funded  research. 

These  cuts  represent  a  serious  retreat  from 
the  national  support  given  to  medical  inno- 
vation. They  would  be  devastating  to  the 
NIH  mission.  NIH  projects  that  with  a  10  per- 
cent reduction  in  its  budget  the  succe.ss  rate 
for  competing  research  project  grants  would 
fall  from  its  current  overall  level  of  24  per- 
cent in  FY  1995  to  between  6  percent  and  12 
percent  in  FY  1996.  The  potential  loss  in  new 
life  saving  discoveries  is  incalculable.  We 
know  that  few,  if  any.  new  clinical  trials 
could  be  instigated  and  other  NIH  mecha- 
nisms of  support  would  be  decimated. 

Cuts  to  NIH  would  certainly  wreak  havoc 
throughout  the  University  of  California's  re- 
search institutions.  About  85  percent  of  the 
NIH's  appropriation  is  expended  on  extra- 
mural research  conducted  in  all  50  states. 
The  University  of  California  operates  the 
largest  health  science  program  in  the  na- 
tion—with five  schools  of  medicine.  Last 
year  UC  received  about  $650  million  for  ex- 
tramural grants  university-wide.  Three  of 
our  five  medical  schools  were  ranked  among 
the  top  15  institutions  for  receipt  of  extra- 
mural research  awards  for  FY  1993  and  all 
fell  within  the  top  100  institutions. 

With  federal  support,  the  University  has 
achieved  remarkable  breakthroughs  in  medi- 
cal research  which  prevent  control  of  reverse 
disease,  saving  lives  and  millions  of  dollars 
in  medical  care:  UC  doctors; 

were  first  to  identify  the  lack  of  a  gene  as 
a  cause  of  disease; 

developed  a  blood  test  for  the  genetic  de- 
fect that  causes  Tay-Sachs  disease; 

created  the  first  human  vaccine  by  genetic 
engineering; 

were  among  the  first  three  groups  in  the 
world  to  isolate  the  AIDS  virus; 

found  a  quick  method  to  determine  if  in- 
fants were  infected  with  the  AIDS  virus; 

developed  an  artificial  ankle  to  replace 
joints  damaged  by  arthritis; 

adapted  a  heart  pump  implant  to  pump  in- 
sulin in  diabetics  thus  eliminating  the  need 
for  daily  insulin  injections; 

developed  a  procedure  that  restores  hear- 
ing by  replacing  damaged  middle  ear  bones 
with  sculpted  cartilage. 

In  addition,  the  University  has  been  an  in- 
cubator for  the  rapidly  growing  bio- 
technology industry  in  California.  California 
has  the  largest  concentration  of  the  nation's 
biotechnology  companies  and  28  percent  of 
high  tech  medical  device  firms  in  the  nation. 
The  University  of  California  at  San  Fran- 
cisco and  San  Diego  alone  account  for  more 
than  50  new  companies  pursuing  life  saving 
medical  drugs  and  devices  from  AIDS,  cancer 
and  heart  disease  to  genetic  disorders  like 
cystic  fibrosis  and  multiple  sclerosis. 

Cuts  to  NIH  cut  the  lifeline  of  biomedical 
research.  The  devastation  would  be  felt  for 
years  to  come.  The  pace  of  scientific  discov- 
ery would  slow  and  cures  for  diseases  like 
AIDS  and  cancer  would  be  delayed.  Even 
worse,  biomedical  research  would  be  essen- 
tially eliminated  as  a  career  track  for  a 
whole  generation  of  young  people. 


I  urge  you  to  do  all  you  can  to  restore 
funding  to  the  NIH  during  the  Senate's  con- 
sideration of  the  Budget  Resolution. 
Sincerely, 

Thomas  C.  Cesario.  M.D.. 

Dean.  College  of  Medicine. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  again 
I  am  going  back  to  the  list  of  those 
who  have  made  their  request  to  be 
heard.  I  would  yield  2  minutes  to  Sen- 
ator Kennedy,  3  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Two  minutes  will  be 
fine. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Two  minutes  to  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  from  Massachusetts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  other  co- 
sponsors  are  speaking  for  the  best 
American  values  and  are  really  speak- 
ing for  mankind  all  over  the  world  in 
the  restoration  of  this  funding  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health.  This 
budget  is  permeated  with  penny-wise 
and  pound-foolish  mentality  that  val- 
ues short-term  savings  today  over  in- 
vestments that  will  improve  the  life  of 
the  Nation  tomorrow. 

There  is  no  better  example  of  these 
misplaced  priorities  than  the  meat-ax 
cuts  in  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health.  It  is  truly  a  great  success  in 
terms  of  research,  and  it  maintains  re- 
spect throughout  the  world.  The  NIH  is 
not  just  a  source  of  excellence  to  those 
of  us  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  It  is 
recognized  throughout  the  world. 

The  NIH  is  the  symbol  of  excellence 
in  medical  research.  Its  achievements 
are  world  renowned.  Dollar  for  dollar, 
it  is  among  the  wisest  and  most  pro- 
ductive investments  the  Nation  has 
ever  made.  It  is  the  source  of  America's 
international  preeminence  in  indus- 
tries such  as  pharmaceuticals,  bio- 
technology, and  medical  devices.  Talk 
to  any  leaders  of  these  industries,  and 
they  will  tell  you  that  without  the 
basic  research  of  the  NIH.  progress  in 
their  industry  would  slow  to  a  crawl, 
and  America's  international  competi- 
tiveness would  fail. 

Above  all,  we  need  NIH  research  be- 
cause of  its  indispensable  role  in  im- 
proving the  health  of  the  American 
people.  In  recent  years,  biomedical  re- 
search supported  by  the  NIH  has  led  to 
new  and  more  cost-effective  treat- 
ments for  cancer,  heart  disease,  diabe- 
tes, and  a  wide  range  of  infectious  dis- 
eases. More  than  a  million  premature 
deaths  from  heart  disease  alone  were 
prevented  by  improved  cardiovascular 
programs  and  innovative  treatments 
developed  by  NIH  research  in  the  past 
quarter  century. 

With  mushrooming  new  discoveries 
in  biotechnology,  we  stand  on  the 
threshold  of  even  greater  progress  in 
the  years  ahead  in  the  conquest  of 
dread  diseases.  There  is  no  American 
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family  that  has  not  lost  a  loved  one  or 
a  close  friend  to  the  ravages  of  heart 
disease,  cancer,  diabetes,  or  Alz- 
heimer's disease.  Why  would  anyone 
curtail  the  extraordinary  progress  that 
is  possible? 

If  the  cuts  in  this  budget  resolution 
are  approved,  only  10  percent  of  meri- 
torious research  will  be  funded,  accord- 
ing to  the  NIH's  own  estimates.  Cur- 
rently, ninety  scientists  have  received 
Nobel  prizes  for  research  funded  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  the  NEH.  With  these 
cuts,  young  researchers  will  leave  the 
field  because  they  cannot  find  support 
for  their  investigations.  Careers  in  bio- 
medical research  will  be  less  attractive 
to  the  brightest  minds  of  this  genera- 
tion of  college  students.  Worst  of  all,  it 
is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  because 
of  these  cuts,  Americans  will  die  who 
would  have  been  saved. 

These  funds  make  such  a  difference 
to  the  families  that  all  of  us  represent. 
I  urge  the  Senate  to  adopt  this  amend- 
ment and  maintain  NIH's  vital  invest- 
ments in  medical  research. 
I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  I 
also  want  to  point  out  that  the  prob- 
lem he  identifies  with  medical  research 
funding  is  part  of  a  larger  problem  that 
we  are  trying  to  address  in  another 
amendment  that  will  come  up  for  a 
vote  later  today.  That  is  the  amend- 
ment related  to  civilian  research  more 
generally. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  made  the 
point  that  the  proposed  budget  as  it 
now  stands  in  the  area  of  medical  re- 
search is  a  prelude  to  disaster.  I  would 
say  that  the  same  point  could  be  made 
about  civilian  research  generally  in 
this  country. 

I  would  address  people's  attention  to 
this  chart  which  shows  Federal  civilian 
R&D  as  a  percentage  of  the  gross  do- 
mestic product  of  this  country  from 
the  period  1961  through  the  end  of  the 
century,  the  last  portion,  of  course, 
being  the  projected  level  of  funding  for 
civilian  research  and  development. 

This  chart  includes  the  figures  for 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
about  which  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  speaking.  It  shows  that  we  will  be 
dropping  to  an  unprecedented  low  in 
our  level  of  support  for  civilian  re- 
search if  we  go  ahead  with  the  budget 
as  it  presently  stands. 

The  amendment  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon proposes  will  cure  the  problem  as 
it  relates  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health.  The  larger  amendment  that  I 
have  proposed  with  Senators 
LiEBERMAN  and  Rockefeller  and  Hol- 
LlNGs  and  Biden  deals  with  the  larger 


issue  of  civilian  research,  and  it  is  nec- 
essary also  if  we  are  going  to  avoid  the 
same  kind  of  precipitous  drop  in  Fed- 
eral support  for  civilian  research  that 
is  contemplated  in  the  present  budget. 
I  thank  the  Senator  and  I  support  his 
amendment  strongly. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President,  I  asked  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  only  for  a  minute  because 
I  am  one  of  those  Senators  who  later 
on  wants  to  speak  to  other  amend- 
ments, and  I  know  we  are  in  a  time 
crunch. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  I 
certainly  want  to  be  included  as  an 
original  cosponsor,  but  I  do  it  with 
some  sadness  because  I  believe  that  the 
military-defense  part  of  the  budget 
ought  to  have  been  included  in  the  off- 
set. I  understand  why  the  Senator  was 
not  able  to  do  so. 

Second  of  all,  I  am  very  worried 
about  cuts  in  some  of  the  other  non- 
defense  discretionary  programs.  There- 
fore, later  on  I  am  going  to  have  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  amendment  mak- 
ing clear  it  does  not  have  to  be  in  each 
of  those  areas  because  each  deserve  a 
high  priority,  and  I  am  going  to  try  to 
point  out  the  direction  in  which  we 
should  be  directing  our  priorities.  But 
it  is  with  a  sense  of  equity  and  fairness 
I  proudly  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICFR  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  MACK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

First,  let  me  express  my  deep  appre- 
ciation to  Senator  Hatfield  for  his 
leadership  on  this  issue  in  bringing  this 
amendment  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
In  trying  to  figure  out  what  I  would 
confine  my  comments  to  in  5  minutes, 
because  there  is  so  much  that  I  feel  and 
so  much  that  I  have  learned  with  re- 
spect to  what  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  is  involved  in,  again,  it  is 
very  difficult  to  kind  of  bring  it  down 
to  a  couple  of  points. 

A  book  that  I  read  several  years  ago 
called  "The  Transformed  Cell,"  written 
by  Dr.  Steven  Rosenberg  out  at  the 
NEH  National  Cancer  Institute,  really 
talks  about  the  fundamental  changes 
that  have  taken  place  in  the  way  we 
treat  diseases  in  this  country  and,  for 
that  matter,  around  the  world.  I  am  re- 
ferring specifically  to  the  treatment  of 
cancer  now. 

For  many  years,  if  one  was  diagnosed 
with  cancer,  basically,  surgery,  radi- 
ation, or  chemotherapy  were  the  three 
choices,    if  you    will.    The    physicians 


would  look  at  the  particular  disease 
and  status  to  make  a  determination 
about  which  of  those  three  alternatives 
to  pursue. 

Dr.  Steven  Rosenberg  began  his  prac- 
tice over  20  years  ago  when  something 
occurred  that  kind  of  indicated  to  him 
that  maybe  there  was  something  else 
going  on  that  could,  in  fact,  be  used  to 
fight  the  disease.  An  individual  that  he 
was  treating  was  cured  of,  I  believe, 
melanoma.  And  20  years  ago,  if  a  per- 
son was  discovered  with  melanoma,  it 
was  just  a  matter  of  time.  There  was 
no  cure. 

But.  somehow  or  other,  this  patient 
survived.  Dr.  Steven  Rosenberg  came 
to  the  conclusion  and  a  very  strong 
feeling  that  the  answer  was  in  the  im- 
mune system;  that  what  saved  that  in- 
dividual was  his  own  immune  system. 
And  then  that  raised  the  question: 
Well,  if  the  immune  system  can  defeat 
the  disease  in  one  individual  but  yet  It 
does  not  in  another,  why  does  that 
occur?  And  that  began  a  long  process  of 
over  20  years  of  trying  to  come  to  the 
discovery  and  understanding  of  what 
we  can  do  to  enhance  the  immune  sys- 
tem in  order  to  fight  the  disease. 

Now.  if  Dr.  Steven  Rosenberg  were 
here  today.  I  do  not  think  he  would  say 
to  us  that  he  has  the  total  answer.  But 
if  you  read  his  book,  you  will  find,  for 
example,  that  in  40  percent  of  the  cases 
there  was  a  response  to 
immunotherapy  in  melanoma. 

The  reason  I  get  a  little  bit  focused 
on  melanoma  is  because,  as  many  of 
you  know,  I  am  a  survivor  of  mela- 
noma. In  1989,  after  coming  to  the  U.S 
Senate.  I  was  diagnosed  with  mela- 
noma. Fortnnately,  we  found  it  early 
and  I  should  not  have  to  be  concerned 
with  it  at  all.  But  in  1979.  mv  younger 
brother.  Michael,  died  of  melanoma. 
And  I  can  tell  you  personally  what  that 
experience  is  like. 

And  I  could  be  talking  about  AIDS,  I 
could  be  talking  about,  as  the  Senator 
from  California  talked  about,  the  vi- 
ruses, I  could  be  talking  about  any  one 
of  those.  But  the  reality  is  that  we  are 
making  great  strides  today  because  of 
the  work  that  is  being  done  at  NIH  by 
people  like  Dr.  Steven  Rosenberg. 

So  he  added  a  fourth  modality  to  the 
treatment  of  cancer.  And  there  is  a 
fifth  today,  and  it  is  called  gene  ther- 
apy. And  we  are  just  beginning  to 
scratch  the  surface  on  gene  therapy. 

One  of  the  earlier  speakers  referred 
to  the  discovery  of  the  breast  cancer 
gene,  and  there  probably  are  several 
breast  cancer  genes.  But  there  has  also 
been  discovered  a  melanoma  gene.  It  is 
called  P-16.  And  we  know,  through  the 
research  that  has  been  done  out  at 
NIH,  that  it  is  relatively  simple  to  de- 
fine cancer  but  very  complicated  to 
come  up  with  a  solution.  Cancer  is 
nothing  more  than  the  uncontrolled 
growth  of  cells.  But  the  issue  is:  Why 
are  they  uncontrolled  and  how  can  we 
control   them?  And  gene  therapy  and 
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DN'A    are   going   to   play   a   significant 
role  in  making  that  determination. 

My  last  point  would  be  this:  We  have 
discovered  what  is  called  P-53.  which  I 
believe  is  a  protein— it  may  be  a  gene 
as  well— a  protein  that  is  involved  in 
sending  the  message  to  the  individual 
cells  as  to  when  they  should  grow  and 
when  they  should  stop  growing.  There 
have  been  great  strides  made  with  re- 
spect to  the  P-53  gene. 

It  would  be  a  tragedy  for  us  to  step 
back  now  when  we  are  on  the  verge  of 
breakthroughs  on  all  kinds  of  diseases 
through  gene  therapy. 

So  what  I  am  saying  to  the  Senate  is 
there  are  great  benefits  that  come  from 
this  investment. 

I  will  close  with  this  quote.  Pasteur 
wrote:  "I  am  on  the  verge  of  mysteries 
and  the  veil  is  getting  thinner  and 
thinner." 

We  want  to  provide  the  funds  to 
make  sure  that  that  veil  disappears 

Ms.  MDCULSKI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  recog- 
nize the  floor  manager,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  propose  a  unanimous-consent 
request  that  will  protect  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  but  will  advise  Senators 
of  when  we  will  vote. 

ON  NIH 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  express  my  passionate  support  for 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health  is 
the  foundation  of  this  Nation  and  the 
world's  medical  research.  It  is  an  in- 
vestment m  tne  future  health  and  well- 
being  of  every  American. 

Over  85  percent  of  the  NIH  funding 
goes  to  academic  medical  centers  of  ex- 
cellence all  over  the  United  States  of 
America.  From  Stanford  University. 
Johns  Hopkins  University,  and  Harvard 
to  the  University  of  Maryland  and  the 
University  of  Wisconsin— these  are  the 
leaders  in  medical  science  research. 

What  does  our  investment  dollars 
get?  Our  investment  in  the  NIH  pro- 
vides the  means  to  find  the  cures  and 
preventions  for  disease.  It  keeps  the 
United  States  of  America  in  the  fore- 
front of  biomedical  science  and  bio- 
medical technology.  It  encourages  our 
global  competitiveness  and  assures 
economic  growth  through  the  creation 
of  jobs  in  Maryland  and  throughout  the 
United  States.  It  helps  communities 
help  themselves. 

The  NIH  has  icon  status  in  America 
and  around  the  world.  The  short- 
sightedness of  narrow-minded  people  in 
green  eyeshades  who  would  cut  the  NIH 
funding  is  deeply  disturbing.  I  simply 
cannot  understand  it. 

The  American  people  deserve  a  future 
of  improved  health.   They  understand 


the  importance  of  investing  in  research 
and  prevention.  They  want  their  Fed- 
eral dollars  to  go  to  programs  that  will 
help  them  meet  their  day-to-day  needs. 
That  is  what  the  NIH  does.  Its  research 
finds  cures,  prevents  the  onset  of  dis- 
ease, and  helps  people  live  not  only 
longer  but  better  lives. 

For  some  time,  I  have  worked  on  a 
bipartisan  basis  to  advocate  for  a  wom- 
en's health  agenda.  I  was  one  of  those 
who  led  the  fight  to  establish  an  Office 
of  Women's  Health  Research  at  the 
NIH— the  first  of  its  kind.  I  worked 
with  my  colleagues  to  expand  research 
and  address  gender-specific  health  con- 
cerns like  breast  cancer,  cervical  can- 
cer and  prostate  cancer. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health  is 
the  anchor  for  health  research  invest- 
ment in  this  country. 

And  now.  this  picky  little  budget 
wants  to  freeze  NIH  funding  into  the 
year  2000,  or  worse  yet.  may  even  cut 
NIH  funding  by  10  percent.  Let  us  face 
the  fact.  You  cannot  freeze  disease. 
You  cannot  freeze  neurological  deterio- 
ration and  Parkinson's  disease.  And 
you  cannot  freeze  life  saving  research. 
You  just  cannot. 

The  impact  of  cutting  NIH  will  take 
an  incredible  human  toll.  The  major 
killers  of  men  and  women  today  are 
lung  cancer  and  heart  disease.  What 
will  happen  to  this  research  when  there 
is  not  enough  dollars  to  invest  in  find- 
ing a  cure?  How  will  we  ever  find  a  cure 
for  Alzheimer's  disease  and  for  AIDS 
without  investing  the  necessary  dol- 
lars? 

My  own  dear  father  died  of  Alz- 
heimer's disease.  He  died  one  brain  cell 
at  a  time,  and  it  did  not  matter  that  I 
was  a  U.S.  Senator.  All  I  could  do  was 
look  out  for  him.  care  for  him.  and 
make  sure  that  he  was  comfortable  and 
safe.  In  loving  memory  of  my  father.  I 
vowed  to  do  all  that  I  can  to  lead  the 
fight  for  research  to  find  a  cure  for  Alz- 
heimers. 

This  is  what  this  budget  would  knock 
out.  It  is  a  tragedy  for  the  dedicated 
men  and  women  of  NIH  who  have  com- 
mitted their  lives  to  finding  cures  to 
deadly  diseases.  And  it  is  a  tragedy  for 
the  American  people  who  look  to  NIH 
to  meet  our  day-to-day  health  needs 
and  to  get  us  ready  for  the  future. 

I  am  passionate  about  my  commit- 
ment to  preserve  this  investment.  We 
must  not  turn  our  back  on  NIH.  There 
are  those  who  seem  set  on  trying  to 
dismantle  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health.  I  want  to  put  those  people  on 
notice— they  will  have  to  put  up  with 
me  first.  I  will  do  everything  I  can  to 
keep  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
an  investment  that  saves  lives,  saves 
jobs,  and  helps  communities. 
Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
EXON.  I  applaud  the  Senator. 
DOMENICI.  I  agree  with  the  Sen- 
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BYRD.  Mr.  President,  although  I 
share  the  concern  of  my  distinguished 


colleague  from  Oregon.  Senator  IL\T- 
FiELD.  about  funding  for  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  [NIHl,  I  must  op- 
pose his  amendment.  I  oppose  his 
amendment  because  it  fails  to  address 
the  underlying  defect  in  the  budget  res- 
olution we  are  debating— a  one-third 
reduction  overall  in  nonmilitary  dis- 
cretionary spending. 

The  amendment,  in  effect,  simply  re- 
arranges the  deck  chairs  on  the  Titanic. 
It  cuts  across-the-board  from  all  dis- 
cretionary functions — except  for  mili- 
tary, international  affairs,  and  the 
functions  that  fall  largely  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Labor.  HHS  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee — to  restore 
the  10-percent  cut  in  NIH  assumed  in 
the  budget  resolution. 

I  emphasize  the  word  "assumed"  be- 
cause it  should  be  clear  that  the  fund- 
ing levels  for  individual  programs  are 
not  determined  by  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. The  budget  resolution  only  deter- 
mines the  amount  of  discretionary 
spending  overall  The  appropriations 
process  determines  the  amount  of  fund- 
ing for  individual  programs,  such  as 
NIH.  In  fact,  the  budget  resolution  does 
not  even  determine  the  amount  of  total 
funds  available  to  the  Labor.  HHS  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  which  has 
jurisdiction  over  NIH  funding.  Section 
602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 
Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  re- 
serves that  power  to  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  as  well. 

In  addition.  I  take  strong  objection 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  military  and 
international  affairs  functions  from 
the  across-the-board  cut  required  by 
this  amendment.  The  cold  war  is  over 
and  the  military  should  bear  a  share  of 
the  cuts  that  this  budget  resolution 
will  force  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee to  make  in  most,  if  not  all,  non- 
military  programs,  including  the  very 
worthy  NIH. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port the  amendment  offered  by  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Oregon,  Sen- 
ator H.\TFiELD.  We  have  worked  to- 
gether in  the  past  to  increase  our  com- 
mitment to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  [NIH].  Last  year,  during  the 
health  care  reform  debate.  Senator 
H.ATFIELD  and  I  introduced  legislation 
to  ensure  that  any  reform  plan  also  in- 
cluded increased  investment  in  the 
fight  against  disease  and  disability. 

But.  Mr.  President,  I  am  disappointed 
that  this  amendment  once  again  pro- 
tects and  preserves  a  bloated  Pentagon 
budget.  The  budget  resolution  cuts 
over  $1  trillion  in  Federal  spending.  It 
cuts  health,  education,  training,  veter- 
ans, and  virtually  everything  else  but 
it  does  not  touch  defense.  The  Penta- 
gon is  increased  by  $34.5  billion  over 
what  a  hard  freeze  would  be  over  the  7 
years.  So,  while  I  support  this  amend- 
ment I  believe  strongly  that  instead  of 
taking  money  away  from  discretionary 
programs  that  are  below  a  hard  freeze 
in  this  budget  to  protect  NIH  we  should 
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have  looked 
budget. 

NIH,  as  we  all  know,  stands  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  but  it 
could  just  as  easily  stand  for  National 
Investment  in  Health.  That's  what 
we're  talking  about,  investing  in  the 
health  of  our  people  and  our  economy. 

Unfortunately,  today  we  are  not  here 
to  talk  about  taking  a  small  step  for- 
ward in  medical  research,  we're  here  to 
prevent  taking  a  giant  leap  back  and 
cutting  our  commitment  to  research 
that  saves  lives  and  money. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us  cuts 
NIH  by  10  percent  and  freezes  spending 
through  2002.  This  translates  into  a  cut 
of  over  $1  billion  for  fiscal  year  1996 
alone. 

Backing  away  from  that  commit- 
ment is  shortsighted  and  fails  to  recog- 
nize the  important  role  that  NIH  plays 
in  improving  health  care  and  holding 
down  health  care  costs  in  the  long  run. 

As  former  chairman  of  the  Appro- 
priations Committee.  Senator  Warren 
Magnuson.  said  "medical  research  is 
the  first  link  in  the  chain  of  preven- 
tion." Without  sufficient  investment, 
we  can't  build  that  chain. 

People  from  all  over  the  world  come 
to  the  United  States  for  medical  care. 
Why?  Because,  we  lead  the  world  in 
quality  of  care.  And  research  is  key  to 
this  quality. 

The  United  States  has  built  an  im- 
pressive biomedical  research  enter- 
prise. Today,  dramatic  developments  in 
genetics  and  gene  therapy  offer  hope  to 
many  suffering  from  disorders  such  as 
cystic  fibrosis,  breast  and  prostate  can- 
cer, diabetes,  and  Alzheimer's  disease. 

Increased  investment  in  health  re- 
search is  key  to  reducing  health  costs 
in  the  long  run.  And  if  we  can  unlock 
the  cure  for  a  disease  like  Alzheimer's 
the  savings  would  be  enormous — in  dol- 
lars and  human  lives.  Today,  federally 
supported  funding  for  research  on  Alz- 
heimer's disease  totals  $300  million  yet 
it  is  estimated  that  nearly  $100  billion 
is  expended  annually  on  caring  for  peo- 
ple with  Alzheimer's. 

Gene  therapy  and  treatments  of 
cystic  fibrosis  and  Parkinson's  could 
eliminate  years  of  chronic  care  costs, 
while  saving  lives  and  improving  pa- 
tient's quality  of  life. 

Past  investment  in  research  has  paid 
off. 

Less  than  $1  million  spent  to  develop 
a  potassium  citrate  treatment  to  pre- 
vent the  formation  of  kidney  stones 
yields  over  $436.2  million  in  annual  sav- 
ings in  treatment  costs. 

$20.1  million  in  NIH  support  over  a 
17-year  period  led  to  the  development 
of  an  improved  influenza  intervention 
for  children,  saving  at  least  $346.6  mil- 
lion annually  from  a  reduction  in  pre- 
mature mortality  and  long-term  earn- 
ings losses. 

Clinical  trials  to  develop  a  laser 
treatment  for  a  diabetes  related  eye 
condition  cost  $180.6  million  and  has 


resulted  in  a  potential  annual  savings 
of  over  $1.2  billion. 

New  cell  therapy  techniques  can  re- 
duce the  costs  of  a  bone  marrow  trans- 
plant by  as  much  as  $50,000. 

This  country  invests  far  too  little  in 
medical  research,  less  than  2  percent  of 
the  total  health  budget  is  devoted  to 
medical  research.  Compare  that  to  the 
Pentagon  where  15  percent  of  military 
dollars  are  spent  on  research.  Where 
are  our  priorities? 

It  is  expected  that  this  budget  pro- 
posal would  reduce  the  success  rate  of 
qualified  research  proposals  from  the 
current  25  percent  to  as  little  as  15  per- 
cent. Just  a  decade  ago.  it  was  twice 
that.  Science  and  cutting  edge  medical 
research  are  being  put  on  hold.  And 
every  day  we  wait  is  another  day  we  go 
without  finding  the  cure  for  diabetes, 
Alzheimer's.  Parkinson's  and  countless 
other  diseases. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  also 
further  discourages  our  young  people 
from  pursuing  careers  in  medical  re- 
search. The  number  of  people  under  the 
age  of  36  even  applying  for  NIH  grants 
dropped  by  54  percent  between  1985  and 
1993.  This  is  due  to  a  host  of  factors  but 
I'm  afraid  that  the  lower  success  rates 
among  all  applicants  is  making  bio- 
medical research  less  and  loss  attrac- 
tive to  young  people.  If  the  perception 
is  that  funding  for  research  is  impos- 
sible to  obtain,  young  people  that  may 
have  chosen  medical  research  10  years 
ago  will  choose  other  career  paths. 

Mr.  President,  investing  in  NIH 
doesn't  just  promote  the  health  of  our 
people,  it  promotes  the  health  of  our 
economy.  The  biotechnology  and  phar- 
maceutical industries  contribute  some 
$100  billion  annually  to  the  economy 
and  support  200,000  highly  skilled  jobs. 

In  1991.  sales  of  biotechnology  prod- 
ucts totaled  close  to  $8  billion  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  estimates 
that  biotechnology  will  be  a  $50  billion 
industry  by  the  year  2000. 

Investing  in  medical  research  pro- 
motes healthier  lives,  creates  jobs,  and 
strengthens  our  economy  and  our  com- 
petitive position  in  the  global  market- 
place. It's  the  right  thing  to  do  and  the 
smart  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  this  amend- 
ment. But.  even  if  this  amendment 
passes  as  expected,  it  does  not  address 
the  underlying  defect  in  the  budget  res- 
olution we  are  debating,  a  one-third  re- 
duction overall  in  nonmilitary.  discre- 
tionary spending. 

This  amendment  cuts  across-the- 
board  from  all  discretionary  functions, 
except  for  national  defense,  inter- 
national affairs  and  the  functions  that 
fall  largely  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Labor,  HHS  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee, to  restore  the  10-percent 
cut  in  NIH  assumed  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution. 

But.  Mr.  President,  funding  levels  for 
individual  programs  are  not  deter- 
mined  by   the   budget  resolution.   The 


budget  resolution  only  determines  the 
amount  of  discretionary  spending  over- 
all. It  is  the  appropriations  process 
that  determines  the  amount  of  funding 
for  individual  programs,  such  as  NIH. 
So.  Mr.  President,  despite  this  amend- 
ment, the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  be  faced  with  a  one-third  reduction 
in  nonmilitary  discretionary  spending 
and.  therefore,  all  discretionary  spend- 
ing programs  such  as  the  NIH  are  going 
to  be  subject  to  cuts  because  of  this 
budget  resolution. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
what  the  chairman  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee,  Senator  Hatfield,  is 
attempting  to  do,  ensure  that  suffi- 
cient funding  is  made  available  for  the 
work  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  [NIH].  I  strongly  support  the 
important  work  that  body  is  undertak- 
ing, particularly  with  respect  to  re- 
search on  breast  and  prostrate  cancer, 
heart  disease  and  diabetes. 

However,  what  troubles  me  about 
this  amendment  is  the  proposition  that 
it  isn't  possible  to  reorder  priorities 
within  function  550— the  health  ac- 
count— to  make  the  necessary  funding 
available  to  the  NIH.  To  make  the 
amount  of  funding  contemplated  by  the 
amendment  available  to  the  NIH,  we 
simply  have  to  shift  $1  billion  within 
function  550.  an  account  that  will  total 
$120  billion  in  fiscal  year  19%.  rising  to 
$150  billion  by  2002.  Instead,  the  amend- 
ment takes  money  out  of  other  ac- 
counts, including  funding  for  veterans, 
and  that  seriously  concerns  me. 

The  budget  resolution  already  con- 
templates a  phase-out  of  construction 
of  VA  facilities.  Higher  prescription  co- 
payments  for  certain  veterans  are  as- 
sumed. Outlays  for  veterans  programs 
would  actually  amount  to  $500  million 
less  next  year  compared  to  this  year. 
And  the  Hatfield  amendment  would 
take  another  $224  million  a  year  out  of 
veterans  programs  on  top  of  that. 

If  I  thought  that  it  wasn't  possible 
for  Congress,  for  the  appropriators.  the 
Health  and  Human  Services  Depart- 
ment or  the  NIH  itself  to  prioritize 
spending  for  the  good  and  necessary 
work  that  the  NIH  does.  I  might  be 
willing  to  support  this  amendment. 

However,  we  all  know  that  the  budg- 
et resolution  doesn't  require  that  NEH 
funding  be  cut,  only  that  funding  with- 
in function  550  not  exceed  a  specified 
level.  There  are  ways  to  do  that  with- 
out adversely  affecting  the  work  that 
the  NIH  does.  For  example,  the  growth 
of  Medicaid  could  be  slowed,  as  Senator 
Gramm  proposed  yesterday. 

I  am  confident  that,  as  the  author  of 
the  amendment  and  as  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  Senator 
Hatfield  won't  allow  the  NIH  budget 
to  be  cut  too  deeply  when  it  comes 
time  to  appropriate  money  for  the  NIH. 
The  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  and  the  NIH  won't  sacrifice 
critical  research  when  it  comes  time  to 
prioritize  the  use  of  funds  that  are  ulti- 
mately appropriated. 
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Mr.  President.  I  want  to  work  with 
the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  find  a  solution,  but  one 
which  doesn't  adversely  affect  our  Na- 
tion's veterans. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  colleague  from  Oregon,  long  recog- 
nized as  a  leader  in  our  efforts  to  pro- 
mote biomedical  research.  I  can  think 
of  no  more  worthy  a  purpose  than  to 
restore  funding  for  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health.  NEH  is  the  world's  pre- 
mier biomedical  research  institution. 
It  is  our  investment  in  the  Nation's  fu- 
ture health.  I  have  watched  with  pride 
eis  NIH  has  grown  during  my  years  in 
the  Congress.  I  have  watched  with 
pride  as  exciting  discovery  after  dis- 
covery spawned  by  the  NIH  has  become 
a  reality.  I  have  watched  with  pride  as 
efforts  at  the  premier  research  institu- 
tions in  Utah,  such  as  the  excellent 
work  at  the  University  of  Utah,  have 
led  to  incredible  discoveries  helping  to 
improve  literally  millions  of  lives. 

As  with  many  of  my  colleagues,  I  was 
very  disappointed  when  the  measure 
approved  by  committee  set  NIH  on  a 
such  a  steep  downward  funding  path. 
While  I  do  not  believe  any  program  or 
agency  should  be  immune  from  reduc- 
tions in  our  efforts  to  get  Federal 
spending  under  control,  the  NIH  may 
have  been  hit  too  hard. 

Some  may  say  that  a  10-percent  cut 
in  NIH  does  not  sound  like  a  lot,  but  it 
is.  The  President's  proposed  NIH  budg- 
et of  $11.8  billion  was  intended  to  sup- 
port 23,874  research  project  grants, 
which  includes  6.046  new  and  competing 
research  project  grants.  Maybe  that 
sounds  like  a  high  level,  but  it  is  not. 
The  President's  proposal  represented  a 
decrease  of  522  new  and  competing 
grants  from  this  fiscal  year,  and  the 
budget  resolution  funding  level  will 
lead  to  even  further  reductions. 

In  1987.  by  comparison,  we  funded  al- 
most 7.200  new  and  competing  grants. 
It  is  not  commonly  recognized,  in  addi- 
tion, that  the  majority  of  projects  sub- 
mitted to  the  NIH,  extremely  worthy 
projects  which  could  yield  scientific 
advances  as  promising  as  any,  are  not 
funded.  Just  look  at  the  numbers:  This 
year,  project  grants  at  NIH  are  ex- 
pected to  have  a  24-percent  success 
rate;  this  means  that  only  one-quarter 
of  the  projects  which  are  approved  are 
funded. 

Under  the  President's  budget,  it  is 
expected  to  decline  to  23  percent.  And 
under  the  budget  resolution,  to  an  even 
smaller  percentage.  Contrast  this  to 
1992,  when  the  success  rate  was  29.6  per- 
cent, or  1986,  when  it  was  32.1  percent. 
Although  I  do  strongly  support  this 
amendment.  I  also  want  to  express  my 
concern  about  the  "offsets"  used  to 
"pay  for  "  the  amendment,  or.  in  other 
words,  about  the  source  of  funding 
which  will  make  up  the  difference  if 
NIH  funding  were  increased  and  the  en- 
tire budget  resolution  is  to  stay  within 
the  same  overall  cap. 


As  I  understand  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  colleague,  it  would  restore 
J7  billion  of  the  proposed  $7.9  billion  re- 
duction in  NIH  funding  over  the  com- 
ing 7  fiscal  years.  The  difference  would 
be  made  up  by  an  across-the-board  re- 
duction in  all  budget  functions  except 
for  the  social  programs,  broadly  speak- 
ing, and  defense  and  international  af- 
fairs. The  effect  of  this  amendment  is 
to  place  the  burden  of  making  up  the 
difference  on  the  other  accounts  within 
the  budget,  many  of  which  are  already 
sustaining  large  reductions. 

For  example,  under  this  amendment, 
in  order  to  increase  NIH,  decreases 
would  be  effected  in  programs  for  vet- 
erans, agriculture,  space  and  science 
research,  energy,  natural  resources, 
and  community  development. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  a 
proposed  reduction  of  about  $1  billion 
over  7  years  in  law  enforcement  and 
crime  prevention  efforts,  at  a  time 
when  increased  acts  of  violence  and 
terrorism  throughout  the  United 
States  are  threatening  the  ability  of 
peaceful,  law-abiding  citizens  to  lead 
their  lives. 

In  addition,  I  would  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  that  under  the  budget  reso- 
lution, funding  for  function  550.  the 
health  function,  comes  down  12.2  per- 
cent overall.  However,  several  accounts 
are  held  harmless  within  that  function, 
including  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration, which  would  receive  $884  mil- 
lion—AIDS  programs  at  the  Health  Re- 
sources and  Services  Administration— 
$656  million— the  Indian  Health  Serv- 
ice—$1,963  billion— the  Centers  for  Dis- 
ease Control— $2.88  billion— the  Sub- 
stance Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Serv- 
ices Administration— $2,197  billion— 
and  AIDS  research  at  NIH— $1,336  bil- 
lion. These  programs  were  all  held 
level. 

I  urge  the  House  and  Senate  budget 
conferees  to  take  a  look  at  the  entire 
health  function  to  see  if  we  are  allocat- 
ing funds  most  appropriately  in  rela- 
tion to  the  other  budget  functions. 

Obviously,  I  have  no  interest  in  see- 
ing very  vital  programs  such  as  Indian 
health  or  AIDS  sustain  unwise  reduc- 
tions. At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  wish 
to  see  the  Administration  of  Justice 
account,  or  veterans  programs,  for  ex- 
ample, sustain  inappropriate  reduc- 
tions. 

It  is  my  desire  that  conferees  take  all 
these  competing  needs  into  account 
and  create  the  best  possible  balance. 

That  being  said,  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  Hatfield  amendment  on 
NIH. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon,  Senator  Hatfield,  for  his  lead- 
ership in  providing  biomedical  research 
funding,  and  I  strongly  support  his 
amendment  to  restore  $1  billion  per 
year  that  otherwise  would  be  cut  under 
this  Senate  budget  resolution. 

Most  basic  biomedical  research  in 
this  Nation   is  supported  by   the   Na- 
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tional  Institutes  of  Health.  Nearly 
every  week  we  hear  of  advances  against 
disease  supported  by  NIH  grants.  As 
such,  NIH  not  only  reduces  suffering  in 
our  country,  it  lays  the  groundwork  for 
economic  growth  and  leads  the  world 
in  the  fight  against  disease. 

Despite  our  profound  responsibility 
to  maintain  NIH  funding,  we  currently 
provide  funds  adequate  to  support  only 
one  in  four  research  proposals.  The 
Senate  budget  resolution  could  cut 
that  current  support  level  to  1  in  10. 

At  that  level,  young  researchers  will 
be  strongly  encouraged  to  seek  other 
careers.  The  steady  stream  of  Nobel 
Prize  winners  at  NIH— 89  so  far— will 
dry  up.  In  short,  we  will  be  cutting  into 
the  muscle  and  bone  of  an  institution 
that  demonstrates  the  best  of  Amer- 
ican Government  and  the  best  of 
human  endeavor. 

Furthermore,  the  Senate  budget  res- 
olution funding  levels  would  effectively 
forestall  life-saving,  cost-effective  re- 
search. NIH  is  currently  in  the  middle 
of  many  long-term  projects  that  revo- 
lutionary implications  for  medicine. 
NIH  is  supporting  a  $3  billion,  15-year 
effort  to  map  the  human  genome.  This 
project  underlies  the  revolution  in  ge- 
netic medicine  that  has  implications 
for  cancer,  developmental  disabilities. 
Alzheimer's  disease,  juvenile  diabetes, 
and  numerous  other  diseases.  NIH 
began  a  12-year.  $68  million  prostate 
cancer  prevention  trial  in  1991.  It  began 
a  $50  million,  11-year  childhood  asthma 
management  program  in  the  same 
year.  In  1990.  it  began  a  12-year  test  of 
tamozifen  treatments  for  breast  cancer 
among  a  randomized  group  of  16.000 
women.  It  continues  to  support  the 
Framingham  longitudinal  investiga- 
tion of  factors  influencing  the  develop- 
ment of  cardiovascular  disease,  which 
began  in  1948.  Next  year  NIH  plans  to 
support  six  centers  specializing  in  hy- 
pertension research  over  5  years. 

These  are  just  a  few  examples  of  the 
critical  research  underway  at  NIH  that 
should  not  be  eliminated  or  delayed  in 
the  name  of  short-term  budgetary 
gains.  The  truth  is.  we  save  money 
through  biomedical  research.  Recent 
NIH  advances  in  the  therapy  of  sickle 
cell  disease  save  an  estimated  $350  mil- 
lion annually.  Recent  advances  against 
alcoholism  save  $125  million  annually. 
Research  underway  to  delay  the  onset 
of  blindness  in  diabetics  and  to  delay 
the  onset  of  Alzheimer's  could  save  bil- 
lions. Simply  delaying  the  onset  of  car- 
diovascular disease  by  5  years  is  esti- 
mated to  potentially  save  $70  billion 
yearly.  And  clearly,  without  progress 
against  AIDS,  we  will  continue  to 
spend  billions  in  our  hospitals  and  in 
lost  human  productivity. 

So.  Mr.  President,  we  cannot  respon- 
sibly turn  away  from  these  research 
needs.  We  must  provide  for  them  in  the 
budget,  and  Senator  Hatfield  has  pro- 
vided the  vehicle  to  do  so.  Again,  I 
thank  him  for  his  leadership  and  urge 
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all   of  my   colleagues   to   support   the 
Hatfield  amendment. 

Mr.  LE'VIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Hatfield  amend- 
ment which  adds  $1  billion  to  the  budg- 
et for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
[NIH].  The  budget  proposal  before  us 
recommends  a  10-percent  cut  for  the 
NIH  in  fiscal  year  1996.  and  then  a 
freeze  at  this  lower  level  through  the 
year  2002.  This  means  that  the  NIH 
budget  would  be  cut  from  $11.3  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1995  to  $10.2  billion  in  fis- 
cal year  1996,  and  then  frozen  at  $10.2 
billion  through  2002. 

If  the  proposed  cuts  are  permitted  to 
take  place,  it  would  damage  NIH  re- 
search at  a  time  of  unprecedented  pro- 
ductivity, drive  talented  scientists, 
both  young  and  established,  into  other 
careers,  and  cause  the  United  States  to 
lose  its  hard-won  leadership  in  such 
fields  as  biotechnology  and  pharma- 
ceuticals. 

Mr.  President,  NIH  has  been  a  tre- 
mendous investment  for  the  American 
people.  The  research  supported  by  NIH 
has  saved  lives,  reduced  suffering,  and 
led  to  lower  medical  costs.  The  NIH  has 
an  impressive  collection  of  new  suc- 
cesses, such  as  the  following  list  of 
some  fundamental  discoveries  and  clin- 
ical advances  for  the  past  year: 

A  revolution  in  cancer  risk  assess- 
ment, the  long-sought  gene  for  some 
heredity  breast  cancers,  BRCA-1,  has 
been  isolated,  as  have  genes  that  pre- 
dispose some  patients  to  colon  cancer, 
melanoma,  and  kidney  cancer. 

A  simple  drug,  hydroxyurea,  alters 
the  composition  of  hemoglobin  and 
thereby  reduces  by  half  the  painful  cri- 
sis that  commonly  hospitalize  patients 
with  sickle  cell  disease. 

Hormone  replacement  successfully 
controls  blood  lipids  in  post- 
menopausal women  and  likely  reduces 
cardiovascular  disease. 

A  new  acellular  vaccine  for  whooping 
cough  is  safe  as  well  as  effective. 

The  biomedical  research  supported 
by  NIH  makes  vital  contributions  to 
the  Nation's  health,  improving  the 
quality  of  life,  advancing  science,  and 
creating  economic  growth.  Advances 
derived  from  NIH  research  save  an  esti- 
mated $69  billion  in  medical  care  costs 
each  year.  Because  of  the  discoveries 
made  by  biomedical  researchers  over 
the  years,  we  live  longer,  healthier, 
and  more  active  lives.  Today,  an  Amer- 
ican's life  expectancy  is  75.5  years,  an 
increase  of  almost  5  years  since  1970. 

If  this  progress  is  to  continue,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  NIH  budget  be  pre- 
served. Stable  NIH  funding  is  required 
to  maintain  laboratories  performing 
cutting  edge  research.  Even  a  short  hi- 
atus in  funding  results  in  loss  of  estab- 
lished research  programs  that  can  not 
be  readily  recovered. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

l;.n.\nimous-consent  agreement 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  at  the  conclu- 


sion of  the  debate  on  the  Hatfield 
amendment,  the  Senate  begin  voting  in 
the  following  sequence:  on  the  Harkin 
amendment,  on  the  Feingold  amend- 
ment, on  or  in  relation  to  the  Bumpers 
amendment,  on  or  in  relation  to  the 
Dodd  substitute,  on  or  in  relation  to 
the  Snowe  amendment,  and  on  the  Hat- 
field amendment.  I  further  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  first  vote  in  this 
sequence  be  20  minutes  and  thereafter 
the  remaining  ones,  back  to  back,  be  10 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  I  hear 
objection? 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  I  shall  not.  I  missed.  Mr. 
President,  what  the  distinguished  man- 
ager said.  Did  he  say  when  these  votes 
would  begin? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Well,  they  will  begin 
when  Senator  Hatfield's  time  has  run 
out. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
have  no  objection. 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, and  I  do  not  intend  to  object.  I 
would  just  say.  for  purposes  of  clari- 
fication, two  things.  With  regard  to  the 
Snowe  amendment,  could  we  insert  in 
the  language  "the  Snowe  amendment, 
as  amended,  if  amended"? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  One  further  question. 
Could  we  get  agreement  at  this  time  to 
move  things  along.  As  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  continually  warned, 
we  are  running  out  of  time.  Could  we 
get  an  agreement,  as  a  part  of  this 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  to  have 
the  votes  on  the  series  of  amendments 
that  have  been  outlined  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  to  start.  I  am 
suggesting,  maybe  at  10  minutes  after 
10  or  something  of  that  nature? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  Senator  Hat- 
field has  17  minutes. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  have  17  minutes 
and  other  Senators  are  asking  to  be 
heard.  I  would  agree,  say,  to  a  quarter 
after  10.  provided  this  time  is  not 
charged  against  my  allotment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
remaining  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  14  minutes  56  seconds. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Does  that  include 
this  period  of  colloquy? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
time  has  come  out  of  the  time  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who  re- 
quested the  time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So,  Mr.  President, 
for  the  understanding  of  everyone.  Sen- 
ator Hatfield  has  15  minutes,  and  I 
will  yield  back  the  remainder  of  the 
time  on  the  amendment  so  we  will  have 
more  time  for  other  amendments,  and 
we  will  proceed  in  this  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  So  the  vote  will  be  in  the 
area  of  10:15? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  about  right. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  will  the  distinguished  manager 


be  willing  to  amend  that  to  the  follow- 
ing: that  after  the  series  of  votes,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  be  recognized 
for  not  to  exceed  4  minutes  to  speak  on 
two  resolutions  which  will  be  voted  on. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr,  President,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  Senator  from  Vermont, 
with  all  due  respect,  is  trying  to  step 
ahead  of  several  other  Senators  whom 
we  have  made  commitments  to.  I  would 
ask  the  Senator  to  withdraw  that  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  was  not  aware  of  the 
commitments. 

I  withdraw  the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Hearing  none,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATFIELD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Hatfield  amendment.  I  also  want  to 
commend  the  Senator  from  Florida  for 
his  very  eloquent  statement  on  why 
the  NIH  is  so  important  to  this  Nation, 
and  I  do  not  have  too  much  to  add  to 
that. 

But  I  will  point  out  that  this  is  a  per- 
fect example  of  what  can  happen  if  we 
are  not  careful  as  we  go  forward  with 
the  debate  on  the  budget  and  agree  to 
cut  things  without  recognizing  that,  in 
many  cases,  those  things  that  we  seek 
to  cut  to  try  to  reduce  the  deficit,  in 
effect,  will  add  to  the  deficit.  That  is 
certainly  true  when  it  comes  to  medi- 
cal research. 

Time  and  time  again,  we  have  been 
able  to  make  breakthroughs  through 
the  research  by  the  NIH.  Those  break- 
throughs have  resulted  in  considerable. 
if  not  substantial,  and  gigantic  savings 
in  the  cost  of  health  care. 

We  all  know  that  as  we  move  for- 
ward, the  most  essential  area  that  we 
have  to  control  costs  in  is  the  health 
care  area.  So  I  would  say  that  the  NIH 
is  clearly  an  entity  that  must  be  main- 
tained because  this  is  one  area  where 
they  have  a  role  and  a  role  that  must 
be  maintained  to  not  only  do  the  re- 
search that  they  do  at  the  NIH  but,  in 
addition  to  that,  to  take  care  of  the  re- 
search that  is  done  in  the  hospitals. 
the  training  schools  and  the  training 
universities,  so  that  our  whole  area  of 
health  care  can  improve  as  we  move 
along. 

This  creates  many  jobs  through  the 
biomedical  research  and  technology 
transfers  and  all  this  adds,  again,  reve- 
nues to  our  deficit. 

The  resulting  knowledge  is  essential 
from  these  entities  for  established  in- 
dustries such  as  DNA  and  other  areas 
of  research. 

In  other  areas,  we  have  saved  already 
billions  of  dollars  with  respect  to 
psychoactive  drugs  that  save  over  $70 
billion    a    year    in    hospitalization    of 
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mental  patients.  Vaccines  and  fluorida- 
tion save  countless  health  care  dollars 
and,  again,  help  reduce  the  deficit. 

The  recent  discovery  of  bacterial 
causes  of  peptic  ulcers  will  save  mil- 
lions in  chronic  care  costs.  As  I  said 
over  and  over  again,  the  same  is  true  in 
education  generally,  not  just  medical 
education:  that  if  we  cut  those  things 
which  are  resulting  in  savings,  then 
our  job  to  solve  the  deficit  problem 
will  get  worse  and  worse  instead  of  bet- 
ter. 

So  I  commend  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon for  this  amendment  and  support 
it  with  enthusiasm.  If  I  have  any  time 
remaining.  I  yield  it  back. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  for  his  comments.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
join  with  many  of  my  colleagues  today 
who  support  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  In  the  process  of 
developing  a  budget,  we  have  to  set  pri- 
orities and.  in  this  instance.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  rightly 
pointed  out  the  initial  budget  resolu- 
tion had  some  priorities  that  should  be 
adjusted,  and  he  has  certainly  pointed 
out  the  strengths  and  importance  of 
NIH  and  what  it  contributes  to  the  fab- 
ric of  America's  society  and  it  should 
be  supported.  I  strongly  commend  him 
for  that.  Therefore.  I  will  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

NIH  is  a  unique  institution.  It  is  a 
collection  of  some  of  the  most  talented 
and  brilliant  individuals  from  around 
the  world,  but  especially  from  the 
United  States,  who  are  working  to- 
gether to  push  the  envelope  of  improv- 
ing the  health  of  not  only  the  Amer- 
ican people  but  the  world  in  general. 

It  is  an  institution  which  is  also  fair- 
ly delicate  That  type  of  talent  and 
ability  needs  to  be  nurtured  and  needs 
to  be  supported,  and  it  can  be  affected 
rather  considerably  by  changes  in  its 
funding  structure  or  in  its  general 
structure. 

Therefore.  I  want  to  commend  and 
support  what  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  decided  to  do  with  this  amend- 
ment, which  is  to  assure  that  NIH  re- 
mains a  strong  and  vibrant  institution 
as  we  move  into  the  future,  and  that 
their  commitment  to  improving  the 
lives  of  all  .\mericans  will  not  in  any 
way  be  undermined  by  this  budget  res- 
olution. 

So  I  support  and  look  forward  to  vot- 
ing for  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jef- 
fords). Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  number  of  comments  I  wish  to 
close  with,  but  if  there  are  questions 
pending.  I  would  like  to  respond. 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  will  be  very  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  some  confusion 
as  to  where  the  offsets  are  coming 
from.  Will  the  Senator  please  state 
where  he  is  getting  these  offsets  for  his 
increase  in  the  NIH  funding? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
offsets  are  coming  from  nondefense  dis- 
cretionary funds  and  accounts.  I  have 
pages  of  tables  here  on  each  precise  ac- 
count that  would  indicate  where  they 
are  coming  from.  We  have  excluded 
within  that  Medicare,  and  the  health 
services,  but  they  are  then  from  all 
other  remaining  of  the  nondefense  dis- 
cretionary accounts. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Well,  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  adequate  funding  of  NIH  re- 
search programs,  but  we  are  already 
suffering  terrible  blows  to  nonmilitary 
discretionary  programs.  I  would  like  to 
have  seen  the  Senator's  amendment 
take  the  funds  out  of  military  discre- 
tionary programs  and  foreign  aid. 

I  would  like  to  know  just  what  other 
programs  are  being  cut.  The  distin- 
guished Senator  has  stated  that  cer- 
tain programs  are  not  being  cut.  But 
what  does  this  leave  by  way  of  non- 
military  discretionary  programs  that 
are  going  to  suffer  additional  cuts  over 
and  above  those  that  are  already  in- 
volved in  the  resolution? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
respond  by  saying  I  wholeheartedly 
agree.  In  fact,  at  the  beginning  of  my 
time  allocation  today,  I  sent  to  the 
desk  a  proposal  that  would  take  these 
funds,  offset  these  funds  from  every- 
thing in  the  discretionary  area,  includ- 
ing military. 

Having  shopped  that  proposal  around 
the  Senate.  I  calculated  we  would  have 
had  about  20  votes.  So  we  would  have 
ended  up  with  the  dismantling,  what  I 
call  this  proposal,  which  is  a  prelude  to 
disaster,  of  the  medical  research  infra- 
structure we  have  developed  in  this 
country,  the  greatest  in  the  world. 

By  taking  a  second-degree  or  with- 
drawing the  first  and  offering  the  sec- 
ond proposal,  which  was  to  exclude  the 
military,  by  that  action,  we  have 
salvaged,  at  the  expense  of  a  fewer 
other  agencies  than  my  first  proposal, 
but  we  at  least  have  salvaged  the  fu- 
ture of  NIH. 

It  is  a  matter  of  robbing  Peter  to  pay 
Paul,  I  suppose  would  be  the  most  suc- 
cinct way  to  do  it.  Not  my  preference, 
but  with  the  political  reality  I  face  on 
this  floor,  it  was  the  only  way  I  could 
find  to  salvage  and  save  NIH. 

Mr.  BYRD.  In  other  words,  if  I  may 
pursue  the  subject  a  bit  further,  it 
would  mean  additional  cuts  in  'VA  pro- 
grams? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  would  mean  additional 
cuts  in  education  programs? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes. 
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Mr.  BYRD.  It  would  mean  additional 
cuts  in  various  other  health  programs? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes.  various  others. 
Nondefense  discretionary  funds,  with 
the  exclusion  of  the  health  programs 
and  Medicare. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  would  mean  additional 
cuts  in  law  enforcement? 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator.  I  applaud 
his  objective.  I  want  to  support  the 
amendment,  but  at  the  same  time.  I 
find  it  hard  to  continue  to  cut  more 
and  more  and  more  from  these  other 
nonmilitary  discretionary  programs. 

I  suppose  we  are  faced  with  the 
choice  now  of  either  voting  for  or 
against  the  amendment.  I  am  sorry 
that  other  nonmilitary  programs  are  to 
be  cut. 

We  apparently  do  not  have  the  votes 
in  here  to  cut  military  funding.  As  an 
example,  the  B-2  bomber  costs  some- 
where between  $740  million  and  SI. 2  bil- 
lion per  copy—and  I  believe  that  we 
have  already  committed  ourselves  to  a 
contract  for  20  additional  B-2  bombers 
to  be  completed  by  the  year  2000.  There 
are  many  other  military  programs  of 
like  manner  that  I  could  cite,  but  I  will 
not  do  it  at  this  time.  I  thank  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  for  allotting  me 
this  opportunity  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr  HATFIELD.  Mr  President,  I 
share  the  agony.  Believe  me,  one  might 
think  that  we  have  cause  to  celebrate  a 
victory  if  this  amendment  passes — 
which  I  expect  it  to  do,  and  to  survive 
conference,  which  I  hope  it  could  do — 
but  I  do  not  believe  that  it  does  call  for 
a  joint  celebration  because  we  have 
achieved  one  goal  at  a  pretty  heavy 
cost  to  an  awful  lot  of  other  programs 
that  I  have  deep  interest  in,  as  well.  It 
is  like  choosing  between  your  children. 
It  is  very  difficult. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  could  have  the  at- 
tention of  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee.  I  would  like  to  ask 
a  question  for  the  Record.  In  the  re- 
port of  the  Budget  Committee  accom- 
panying this  resolution,  where  there 
were  exemptions  listed  within  the  re- 
port language,  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  do  I  understand  clearly  that 
that  will  then,  in  effect,  eradicate, 
eliminate,  excise  those  conditions 
within  the  report  language  of  exemp- 
tions? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  is  abso- 
lutely correct. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  I  thank  my 
colleagues  who  joined  in  this  effort.  I 
say  that  it  is,  I  believe,  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.  But.  at  the  same  time. 
I  want  to  take  a  moment,  once  again, 
to  commend  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee.  Senator  Domenici  from 
New  Mexico.  I  would  not  trade  with 
him  for  all  the  tea  in  China.  I  think 
Senator  Do.menici  has  probably  one  of 
the  toughest  jobs  in  the  Senate.  No 
matter  what  he  does  and  his  colleagues 
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on  that  committee,  it  is  a  no-win  situa- 
tion. It  is  a  very,  very  difficult  task.  I 
think  they  have  carried  their  duties 
with  not  only  great  skill,  great  dignity 
and,  above  all,  with  remarkable  pa- 
tience. I  have  been  in  the  strategy 
meetings,  and  everybody  is  gigging, 
and  I  am  happy  that  everybody  is  tak- 
ing it  out  on  good  old  Pete.  I  want  to 
come  to  his  defense — not  that  he  needs 
m.y  defense — but  I  admire  him  as  chair- 
man of  the  committee.  I  admire  what 
he  does  and  his  dedication  and  spirit. 
And  I  deeply  admire  him  as  one  of  my 
closest  personal  friends. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
think  the  Senator  has  1  minute.  If  he 
does  not  mind.  I  will  use  it.  I  person- 
ally thank  Senator  H.\tfield  for  his 
comments.  I  think  it  is  obvious  to  ev- 
eryone that  you  do  not  have  a  budget 
resolution  like  the  one  pending  on  the 
floor  without  a  lot  of  cooperation.  On 
our  side,  let  me  say  that  the  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  clear- 
ly could  have  made  this  more  difficult, 
and  he  chose  to  go  with  us  on  a  bal- 
anced budget.  He  has  been  a  strong  ad- 
vocate on  it.  We  are  not  going  in  a  di- 
rection he  might  choose,  but  I  think  he 
indicated  to  me  that  he  is  so  concerned 
about  our  deficit  spending  that  he  com- 
pliments us  on  what  we  are  doing. 

Let  me  also  say  there  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  the  funding  for  the  NIH 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  seeks  could  be  accommodated 
in  the  budget  resolution  by  the  appro- 
priators.  by  allocating  differently  and 
leaving  more  for  the  NIH.  I  think  the 
Senator  has  decided  he  wants  the  Sen- 
ate to  speak  on  the  issue.  I  gather  that 
is  the  purpose  of  the  vote. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  the  remain- 
der of  his  time'' 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  any  time  I 
may  have  had  remaining.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

.■K.ME.SDMENT  NO.  1130 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Bumpers-Bradley 
amendment  to  strike  language  that 
would  allow  us  to  count  the  sale  of 
public  assets — parks,  powerplants, 
buildings,  even  oil  in  national  storage 
facilities — as  deficit  reduction. 

This  bill  language  will  open  the 
floodgates  for  proposals  to  unload  valu- 
able Federal  assets  in  return  for  the 
fast  buck.  Many  of  these  proposals,  in 
fact,  will  lead  to  reduced  revenues  in 
the  future,  and  higher  deficits.  Only  by 
a  reliance  on  today's  political  myo- 
pia—a simpleminded  scoring  of  sales 
revenue  within  the  limited  budget  win- 
dow— will     many     of    these     proposals 


withstand  the  straight  face  test.  Only 
by  railroading  these  proposals  through 
the  Senate,  under  the  very  restrictive 
and  controlled  conditions  of  budget 
reconciliation,  would  many  of  these 
proposals  ever  have  a  chance  of  becom- 
ing law. 

I  have  not  seen  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's latest  scoring  of  these  asset  sales 
receipts.  But  I  note  for  colleagues"  ben- 
efit that  the  analysis  that  I  have  shows 
an  interesting  point.  In  the  short  term, 
the  committee's  proposals  produce  def- 
icit reduction.  In  the  longer  term,  how- 
ever, and  certainly  by  the  year  2002. 
these  savings  disappear.  In  fact,  selling 
these  assets  appears  to  reduce  future 
revenues  sufficiently  that  the  actual 
effect  by  the  year  2002  is  that  the  defi- 
cit increases.  Asset  sales  are  short- 
term  and  short-sighted. 

It  would  be  helpful  to  review  why  we 
produce  these  budget  resolutions  in  the 
first  place.  The  reason  is  not  to  balance 
the  budget.  If  it  was,  I'm  sure  we  could 
create  some  appropriate  fiction  which 
showed  budgetary  balance  by  defini- 
tion. 

But  that's  not  what  we  were  supposed 
to  be  doing  here.  We're  supposed  to  be 
systematic.  Were  supposed  to  be  hon- 
est. We're  supposed  to  be  consistent. 
We're  supposed  to  address  the  sub- 
stantive, structural  issues  which  keep 
the  Federal  Government  spending— 
year  in.  year  out — more  money  than  it 
takes  in. 

So  what  do  we  have  here,  buried  deep 
in  this  bill?  We  have  a  trick,  a  gim- 
mick. We  cut  spending,  by  redefining 
what  a  cut  is.  Now.  for  the  first  time 
since  we  gave  this  budget  process 
teeth— with  the  passage  of  Gramm- 
Rudman— we  can  sell  off  national  prop- 
erty—national assets— and  include  the 
proceeds  as  deficit  reduction. 

Mr.  President,  because  of  these  cyni- 
cally clever  changes,  we  can  now  pro- 
pose—for example — to  sell  nearly  a  bil- 
lion dollars'  worth  of  oil  from  the  stra- 
tegic petroleum,  and  chalk  that  up  to 
deficit  reduction. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  adminis- 
trations have  endorsed  expanding  the 
SPR.  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
hardly  a  week  goes  by  without  some  oil 
State  Senator  coming  to  the  floor  to 
talk  about  rising  oil  imports  and  the 
threats  to  national  security,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  at  any  time  we 
could  liquidate  this  oil  inventory  for 
cash,  how  can  we  seriously  allege  that 
this  particular  sale  has  anything  to  do 
with  positive  public  policy,  with  put- 
ting our  fiscal  house  in  order,  with  cre- 
ating a  better  future  for  our  children? 
Why  stop  at  a  billion  dollars  of  SPR 
oil?  Sell  it  all.  And  credit  the  $10  bil- 
lion raised  to  balancing  the  budget  or 
protecting  our  children's  future. 

This  asset  sale  language  will  lead  to 
all  sorts  of  questionable  proposals.  It 
may  make  sense  to  sell  the  assets  of 
the    Tennessee    'Valley    Authority,    or 


Bonneville  Power,  or  the  hydrodams  in 
the  West,  or  some  small  park  in  Louisi- 
ana or  Texas  or  Virginia.  But  these  ar- 
guments need  to  have  a  broader  basis 
than  the  most  simpleminded  budget 
concerns. 

In  fact,  I  doubt  that  any  business  ac- 
countant or  economist  would  agree 
with  the  underlying  budgetary 
premise — that  liquidating  public  assets 
adds  to  public  wealth.  If  I  sell  my  stock 
portfolio  and  put  the  returns  in  my 
checking  account,  do  I  become  wealthi- 
er? Have  I  protected  my  children?  It 
may  make  sense  to  sell  my  stocks,  but 
the  transaction  itself  produces  no 
wealth— except  for  my  broker. 

Consider  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  We  can  lease  the  refuge  to  oil 
developers  and  sell  any  oil  that  might 
be  underground  to  them.  We  will  get 
some  money.  The  companies  will  get 
the  rights  to  oil.  If  they  find  oil.  prob- 
ably it  will  be  shipped  to  the  Pacific 
rim  and  burned  completely.  Have  we 
done  a  lot  for  our  kids?  You  must  be 
joking. 

At  best,  we  can  claim  for  our  chil- 
dren a  neutral  financial  transaction. 
But  what  about  the  larger  issues?  If  we 
go  ahead  with  the  development  of 
ANWR.  we  damage  probably  irrev- 
ocably a  unique,  world-class  eco- 
system. We  consume  utterly  a  non-re- 
newable resource.  We  get  some  cash. 

If  we  forgo  the  drilling  of  ANWR,  we 
preserve  intact  this  ecosystem.  We  pre- 
serve intact  any  oil  underground  and 
the  possibility  of  future  development. 
We  do  not  get  the  cash. 

I.  frankly,  reject  any  claim  that  our 
children  will  thank  us  for  using  up  this 
oil  and  running  oil  rigs  and  oil  pipe- 
lines across  the  Arctic  Plain. 

Mr.  President,  what  the  American 
public  expects,  and  what  our  children 
exp)ect.  is  for  us  to  get  our  fiscal  hon.se 
in  order.  Our  children  are  not  asking  us 
to  sell  off  their  collective  inheritance. 
Our  children  are  not  asking  us  to  look 
narrowly  at  some  budget  window  and 
forget  that  many  of  these  assets 
produce  public  value — and  I  do  not  just 
mean  financial  value — beyond  the  win- 
dow. 

When  one  Member  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle.  Senator  Craig,  consid- 
ered this  issue  as  a  House  Member,  he 
said  "asset  sales  are  in  fact  blue  smoke 
and  mirrors  at  best.  If  they  are  to  hap- 
pen, they  should  be  set  off  budget."  Ex- 
actly right. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
league. Senator  Bumpers,  to  strike  a 
provision  of  the  budget  resolution  that 
would  allow  scoring  of  revenues  from 
the  sale  of  Federal  assets.  Make  no 
mistake,  I  believe  in  reducing  the  Fed- 
eral deficit.  But  this  is  simply  the 
wrong  way  to  do  it. 

The  current  rule  prohibiting  the 
scoring  of  Federal  asset  sales,  first 
adopted  as  part  of  the  1987  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  Act,  has  been  incor- 
porated into  recent  budget  resolutions. 
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When  it  was  first  adopted.  Senator 
Chiles,  then  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  made  it  clear  that 
the  rule  was  intended  to  prevent  the 
use  of  asset  sales  from  being  used  to 
jimmy  the  figures,  in  other  words  to 
give  the  appearance  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion without  really  reducing  spending. 

The  same  principle  applies  here 
today.  By  changing  the  current  rule 
prohibiting  the  scoring  of  Federal  asset 
sales,  the  budget  resolution  would 
allow  individual  Committees  to  reach 
their  deficit  reduction  targets  by  sell- 
ing off  Federal  properties.  This  is  a 
short-sighted  strategy  that  sacrifices 
our  children's  heritage  for  an  imme- 
diate infusion  of  cash;  we  should  not 
use  their  inheritance  to  pay  our  debts. 

There  are  two  examples  where  I 
think  this  strategy  is  particularly  mis- 
guided. The  first  is  the  sale  of  power 
marketing  agencies  that  year  after 
year  provide  affordable  electricity  to 
people  in  rural  communities  across  this 
country.  The  second  is  the  leasing  for 
oil  and  gas  development  of  one  of  this 
Nation's  most  magnificent  wildlife  ref- 
uges, the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge in  Alaska 

POWER  M.-\RKETLNG  .\GENCIES 

I've  spoken  many  times  before  oppos- 
ing the  sale  of  power  marketing  agen- 
cies as  a  silly  and  shortsighted  idea. 
It's  nonsense.  We  should  be  selling  off 
our  infrastructure  We  would  be  open- 
ing the  door  to  monopolies.  And  that 
spells  higher  utility  bills  for  ratepayers 
in  Montana  and  other  States  across  the 
Nation.  In  other  words,  it's  nothing  but 
a  heavy-handed,  punitive  tax  on  the 
middle  class. 

.\RCT1C  N.A,TION.JiI.  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

The  budget  resolution  also  proposes 
to  lease  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Hetuge,  which  is  in  the  northeast  cor- 
ner of  Alaska.  The  refuge  supports  a 
spectacular  diversity  of  wildlife,  in- 
cluding polar  bears,  grizzly  bears, 
wolves,  and  snow  geese.  In  addition, 
more  than  150,000  caribou  migrate 
through  the  refuge,  bearing  their 
young  on  the  coastal  plain.  The  cari- 
bou are  an  important  source  of  food  for 
the  native  people  who  live  near  the  ref- 
uge and  continue,  as  their  ancestors 
have  for  generations,  to  depend  on  the 
land  to  sustain  their  way  of  life.  In 
1987.  the  United  States  and  Canada 
signed  an  International  Agreement  for 
the  Conservation  of  the  Porcupine  Car- 
ibou Herd. 

Under  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act.  which  Con- 
gress passed  in  1980,  oil  and  gas  devel- 
opment is  prohibited  in  the  19  million 
acre  refuge  unless  authorized  by  Con- 
gress. Because  the  1.5  million  acre 
coastal  plain  is  such  an  important  and 
unique  are  for  wildlife,  I  believe  it 
should  be  permanently  protected.  I 
have  cosponsored  a  bill  (S.  428)  to  des- 
ignate that  area  as  wilderness. 

However,  regardless  of  whether  you 
agree  with  me  that  this  area  should  be 


permanently  protected  or,  as  the  Budg- 
et Committee  proposes,  it  should  be 
opened  for  drilling,  I  believe  this  issue 
is  too  significant  and  too  complex  to  be 
resolved  during  the  budget  process.  The 
budget  process  focuses  on  the  short- 
term  economic  gains  to  be  obtained  by 
drilling.  It  is  not  suited  to  considering 
what  benefits  and  values  will  be  lost 
for  future  generations  of  Americans  by 
developing  this  pristine  wildlife  refuge. 
The  budget  resolution  and  the  subse- 
quent reconciliation  bill  are  two  of  the 
very  few  bills  where  Senate  rules  limit 
debate  and  amendments.  In  my  opin- 
ion, this  path  does  not  provide  an  ade- 
quate opportunity  to  evaluate  alter- 
natives, to  question  the  assumptions 
on  which  those  projected  economic 
gains  are  based,  or  to  fully  consider  the 
potential  impacts  of  drilling  on  the 
fragile  arctic  environment. 

These  decisions  could  result  in  higher 
utility  bills  for  middle-class  Americans 
across  the  country  and  significantly 
impact  one  of  our  most  precious  na- 
tional wildlife  refuges.  To  ensure  that 
these  issues  receive  the  full  consider- 
ation and  debate  they  deserve.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  the  proposed 
rule  change  that  would  allow  the  scor- 
ing of  federal  asset  sales  and  to  vote 
for  the  Bumpers  amendment. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1126 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

According  to  the  previous  order,  the 
vote  will  now  occur  on  amendment  No. 
1126  offered  by  the  Senators  from  Iowa 
and  Arkansas. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  request 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  .second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1126. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bond]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  28. 
nays  71,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  181  Leg.] 
YEAS— 28 


Alcalca 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Daschle 

Dorgan 

Feingold 

Harlcin 

Hatneld 


Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bauciu 


Jeffords 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynlhan 

NAYS— 71 

BeQQett 

Blden 

Blnganuui 


.Murray 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wells  tone 


Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 


Bums 

Graham 

McConnell 

Campbell 

Gramm 

.Mikulski 

Chaff-e 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Coats 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Cochran 

Greg? 

Nunn 

Cohen 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Conrad 

HeHin 

Pressler 

Coverdell 

Helms 

Robb 

Craig 

HoUings 

Roth 

DAmato 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

DeWlne 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Dodd 

Inouye 

Simpson 

Dole 

Johnston 

Smith 

Domenici 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

Exon 

Kempthome 

Specter 

Faircloth 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

Thomas 

Ford 

Lott 

Thompson 

Frist 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Glenn 

Mack 

Warner 

Gorton 

McCain 

re- 


NOT  VOTING— 1 

Bond 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1126)  was 
jected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  two  amendments 
that  have  been  previously  ordered  to  be 
voted  on.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  Feingold  amendment  and  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  Dodd  substitute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

Is  there  objection  to  ordering  the 
yeas  and  nays  en  bloc? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  motion  en  bloc,  is  there? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
a  sufficient  second.  Hearing  no  objec- 
tion, the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .^MENDMENT  NO.  1127 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1127. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bond]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  44. 
nays  55.  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  182  Leg.] 
YEAS--14 

.\kaka 

Blden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Bri'an 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorian 

Exon 

Feingold 


Abraham 
.^.'ihcroft 
Baucus 


Feinstein 

Levin 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Harkin 

Murray 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Boilings 

Pell 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Johnston 

Reid 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Kohl 

Simon 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Leahy 

NAYS- 55 

Bennett 

Bums 

Bradley 

Campbell 

Brown 

Coats 

Hatfield 

Packwood 

Helms 

Pressler 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Kyi 

Snowe 

Lieberman 

Specter 

Lott 

Stevens 

Lugar 

Thomas 

Mack 

Thompson 

.McCain 

Thurmond 

McConnell 

Warner 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Bond 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D  .\mato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1127)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

\'0TE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1130 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  1130  of  Senator  Bumpers. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  table  the  Bumpers  amendment 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  Bumpers  amendment.  No. 
1130.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  BOND]  is  nec- 
essarily abseiiL. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CAMPBELL).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 
nays  47.  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  183  Leg.] 
YEAS— 52 

Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Bennett 

Brown 

Burns 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DWmato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 


Akaka 

Baucus 

Blden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 


Gramm 

Murkowski 

Grams 

Nickles 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Hatch 

Roth 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Helms 

Shelby 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Lott 

Thompson 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Mack 

Warner 

McCain 

McConnell 

NAYS-47 

Bradley 

Cohen 

Breaux 

Conrad 

Bryan 

Daschle 

Bumpers 

Dodd 

Byrd 

Dorgan 

Exon  Kennedy  .Murray 

Feingold  Kerrey  Nunn 

Feinstein  Kerry  Pell 

Ford  Kohl  Pryor 

Glenn  Lautenberg  Reid 

Graham  Leahy  Robb 

Harkin  Levin  Rockefeller 

Heflin  Lieberman  Sarbanes 

Hollings  Mikulski  Simon 

Inouye  Moseley-Braun        Wellstone 

Johnston  Moynihan 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Bond 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment (No.  1130)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  business? 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1131 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  occurs  with  respect  to  amend- 
ment No.  1131  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  DoDD]  to 
amendment  No.  1128.  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Ms.  Snowe]. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr  President.  I 
move  to  lay  that  amendment  on  the 
table,  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No. 
1131.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr  BOND]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  51, 
nays  48,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  184  Leg.] 
YEAS— 51 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Bennett 

Brown 

Burns 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 

Frist 


Akaka 

Baucus 

Blden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 


Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

NAYS-^8 

Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 

Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 


McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Feingold 

Feinstein 

Ford 

Glenn 

Graham 

Harkin 

Heflin 

Hollings 


Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 


Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Bond 


Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanee 

Simon 

Wellstone 


So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1131)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  .NO.  1128 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  Amendment 
No.  1128  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Ms.  Snowe]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bond]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  39, 
nays  60,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  185  Leg.) 
YEAS— 39 


Abraham 

Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Bradley 

Brown 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Cohen 

Feingold 

Frist 

Grams 

Grassley 


Ashcroit 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Bums 

Byrd 

Coats 

Cochran 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DAmato 

Dasi-hle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 


Harkin 

Hatch 

Helms 

Hollings 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kennedy 

Kyi 

Levin 

Lott 

Lugar 

McCain 

Moseley-Braun 

NAYS— 60 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Feinstein 

Ford 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Gregg 

Hatneld 

Heflin 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

NOT  VOTING— 1 


Murkowski 

Pressler 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Simon 

Simpson 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thurmond 

Wellstone 


Lautenlietv 

Leahy 

Lieberman 

Mack 

McConnell 

Mikulski 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Smith 

Thompson 

Warner 


Bond 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1128)  was  re- 
jected. 
Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 

reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  AMEND.MENT  NO    1133 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question    now    occurs    on    amendment 


14200 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14201 


numbered  1133.  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  HaTFIELD]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Bond]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  85, 
nays  14.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  186  Leg.] 
YEAS— 85 


Abraham 

Ford 

McConnell 

Alcaka 

Frist 

Mikulski 

Baucus 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bennett 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Biden 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bingaman 

Grams 

Murray 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Bradley 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Breaiu 

Harkin 

Packwood 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pell 

Bryan 

Katneld 

Pre»sler 

Bumpers 

Hefim 

Pryor 

Bums 

Helms 

Reid 

Campbell 

Hollings 

Robb 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

JefTords 

Shelby 

D  Amato 

Kassebaum 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Sintpeoa 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Specter 

Dole 

KobI 

Stevens 

Domenlcl 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Thu 

rmond 

Exon 

Levin 

War 

ner 

Faircloth 

Lieberman 

WeU 

stone 

Feingold 

Lugar 

Ferns  tein 

Mack 

NAYS-14 

Ashcroft 

Gorton 

McC 

aln 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Coats 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Cochran 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Craig 

Lott 

NOT  VOTING— 1       I 
Bond 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1133)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  REID.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
now  we  would  proceed  under  the  pre- 
viously agreed  to  order.  I  yield  such 
time  as  she  may  need  to  the  Senator 
from  the  State  of  California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mrs.  BOXER]. 

Mr.  DO.MENICI.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  on  my  time? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Of  course.  I  am  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  How  much  time  re- 
mains on  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One  hour 
forty-nine  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  is  divided  about 
equally? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  believe  the  time  rests 
with  the  minority. 

Is  that  correct? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska is  1  hour  and  49  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  remind  Senators  that  when 
that  1  hour  and  49  minutes  is  up — and. 
obviously,  if  the  Senator  uses  the  full 
hour — we  will  use  a  full  hour  on  our 
side  on  the  amendment.  Then  there 
will  not  be  any  time  left. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
try  to  expedite  things  and  find  out  how 
many  amendments  are  real.  I  will  try 
to  do  that  in  the  next  10  minutes;  find 
out  exactly  how  many  amendments  we 
must  have  on  our  side.  I  hope  we  will 
try  because  I  think  Senators  must 
know.  Last  year,  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, there  were  20  or  35  amendments, 
and  the  way  the  majority  leader  then 
did  it  was  the  clerk  read  one  sentence 
explaining  it  and  we  voted. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  think  I 
can  enlighten  my  friend.  It  is  this  Sen- 
ator's intention  to  use  only  about  5  or 
6  minutes,  then  to  yield  back  my  time 
on  this  amendment  to  my  ranking 
member.  Senator  ExoN.  and  then  he 
will  yield  to  other  Senators  to  explain 
their  amendments.  That  is  the  plan. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  fine.  I  just 
want  Senators  to  know  that  even  if  the 
Senator  yields  her  time  I  do  not  have 
to  yield  my  time.  I  would  like  to  get 
some  understanding  of  how  we  are 
going  to  use  the  time  because  I  will  use 
an  hour  in  opposition.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  might  be  able  to  work  out 
something,  if  the  Senator  would  like. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  appreciate  the  attitude 
expressed  by  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee.  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks and  the  agreement  made  by  the 
Senator  from  California. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  give  Sen- 
ators on  this  side  2  or  3  minutes  to  ex- 
plain amendments  that  will  later  be  of- 
fered, and  trying  to  use  the  time  in 
that  fashion.  Hopefully  we  can  cooper- 
ate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator might  permit  me.  I  will  depend  on 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  totally. 
When  she  yields,  if  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  use  10  minutes  or  so 
while  I  am  off  the  floor,  then  I  will 
come  back. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  be  able  to  use  that, 
or  as  much  time  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  cares  to  be  gone. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  1  would  like  to  use  mine  in 
opposition. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1134 

(Purpose:  To  strengthen  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of 
any  tax  cuts  must  go  to  the  middle  class) 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  California  (Mrs.  Boxer] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1134. 


Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  89.  strike  line  1  through  17  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC.  306.  PROHIBmON  OF  LEGISLATION  THAT 
WOULD  INC  LLT)E  A  TAX  CLTT  UNLESS 
90  PERCENT  OF  THE  BENTCFrTS  GO 
TO  THE  MIDDLE  CLASS. 

(a)  Finding.— The  Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  incomes  of  middle-class  families 
have  stagnated  since  the  early  1980's.  with 
family  incomes  growing  more  slowly  be- 
tween 1979  and  1989  than  in  any  other  busi- 
ness cycle  since  World  War  11:  and 

(2)  according  to  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  in  1996.  approximately  90  percent 
of  American  families  will  have  incomes  less 
than  $100,000 

(b)  Point  of  Order.— It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  res- 
olution, amendment,  motion,  or  conference 
report  that  contains  a  reduction  in  revenues 
unless  at  least  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of 
that  reduction  goes  to  working  families  with 
annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000. 

(c)  APF'EALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  this  section 
shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  di- 
vided between  and  controlled  by.  the  appel- 
lant and  the  manager  of  the  bill  or  resolu- 
tion, as  the  case  may  be.  .An  affirmative  vote 
of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate, 
duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  required  in 
the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order  raised  under 
this  section. 

(d)  Congressional  Budget  Office  Re- 
ports.—W^henever  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  shall  prepare  a  re- 
port pursuant  to  section  308  of  the  Congre.s- 
sional  Budget  Act  of  1974  in  connection  with 
a  bill,  resolution,  or  conference  report  that 
contains  a  reduction  in  revenues,  the  Direc- 
tor shall  so  state  in  that  report,  and.  to  the 
extent  practicable,  shall  include  an  estimate 
of  the  amount  of  the  reduction  in  revenues 
afiu  the  perccHt  Oi  tuG  b^nciits  oi  that  rcduc 
tion  in  revenue  that  will  go  to  working  fami- 
lies with  annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000 

(e)  Estim.^tes,— Solely  for  the  purposes  of 
enforcement  of  this  section  on  the  Senate 
floor,  the  percentage  of  benefits  of  a  reduc- 
tion in  revenues  going  to  working  families 
with  annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000  shall 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  estimates 
made  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 

(f)  Sunset— This  section  shall  expire  at 
the  close  of  the  101th  Congress. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  able  to 
speak  for  6  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
asking  the  question  again  with  this 
Boxer  amendment:  "Whose  side  are  you 
on?"  And  with  many  amendments  that 
have  come  before  this  body  which  have 
all  been  revenue  neutral  which  have 
not  added  1  cent  to  the  deficit,  we  have 
asked  this  question:  "Whose  side  are 
you  on?" 

I  think  that  this  Boxer  amendment 
gives  all  of  us  a  chance  to  answer  that 
question  one  more  time. 

The  amendment  says  that  the  only 
tax  cuts  that  will  be  in  order  in  this 


Congress  will  be  tax  cuts  where  90  per- 
cent of  the  benefits  go  to  those  earning 
under  $100,000  per  year.  Any  other  tax 
cut  plan  will  be  subjected  to  a  60-vote 
point  of  order. 

So  this  is  our  opportunity  to  really 
take  a  stand  with  the  middle  class,  not 
just  in  words  but  in  actual  votes. 

Why  is  this  amendment  necessary? 
Simply  because  the  Republican  con- 
tract calls  for  tax  cuts  for  the  very 
wealthy,  the  very  top  1,  2  percent  of 
the  people,  and  I  would  like  to  point 
this  out,  courtesy  of  Senator  Lauten- 
berg. We  have  some  facts  here. 

The  winners  in  the  Republican  budg- 
et clearly  are  wealthy.  Nothing  that 
has  happened  on  this  floor  has  changed 
it.  Indeed,  the  amendments  that  we 
had.  which  would  have  helped  this  bal- 
ance tilt  back  toward  the  middle  class, 
have  gone  down  in  flames  because  of 
party-line  votes. 

So  clearly  the  winners  are  the  rich. 
$350,000  a  year,  and  this  Republican 
budget  will  give  them  a  $20,000  tax 
break.  That  is  what  is  hidden  in  the  so- 
called  reserve  for  tax  cuts.  That  is 
what  the  House  has  already  voted  on. 

We  know  that  corporate  subsidies  are 
protected  and  tax  loopholes  are  saved. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  we  tried  even 
to  end  the  one  that  goes  to  the  billion- 
aire Benedict  Arnolds  who  leave  the 
country  to  avoid  taxes,  we  could  not 
even  get  that  one  through. 

I  think  another  chart  by  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  shown  to  us  in  this  debate 
tells  the  story.  Working  families  pay 
for  GOP  tax  cuts  for  wealthy.  Here  is 
the  family.  Seniors  pay  $6,400  more  due 
to  the  changes  in  Medicare.  Working 
families  pay  $1,400  more  because  of  the 
changes  in  the  earnod-income  tax  cred- 
it. Students  pay  $3,000  more  over  the 
lifetime  of  the  loans  because  of  the 
change  in  the  cuts  in  student  loans. 

So  that  is  who  is  paying  for  the  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy  Who?  Those  over 
$350,000  will  get  a  $20,000  tax  cut.  That 
is  in  the  contract,  and  that  has  been 
voted  by  the  Republican  House. 

Now,  will  there  be  tax  cuts?  We  hear 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
saying  there  are  not  going  to  be  tax 
cuts.  "I  do  not  have  them  in  there.  It  is 
going  to  be  awhile." 

I  say  to  my  friends  that  there  are 
going  to  be  tax  cuts.  Look  at  what  the 
majority  leader  says.  Senator  Dole, 
"We  are  going  to  have  tax  cuts,"  It 
does  not  say  "maybe,"  It  says,  "We  are 
going  to  have  tax  cuts,"  He  said  it  on 
May  9,  He  said  it  on  March  11,  "I  am 
certain  that  Senate  tax  cuts  will  be  as 
big  in  magnitude  as  the  House,"  Sen- 
ator Dole. 

Senator  Gramm: 

I  don't  think  a  budget  without  a  tax  cut 
can  pass. 

And  we  know  that  is  true  because 
Senator  Feingold  just  had  an  amend- 
ment that  would  have  taken  that  little 
honeypot  and  put  it  toward  deficit  re- 
duction, and  it  went  down  because  Re- 
publicans voted  against  it. 


So  to  UPI,  Senator  Gram.m  said  in 
March: 

Let  me  assure  you  that  tax  cuts  are  in 
order  in  the  Republican  Senate,  I  am  for 
them.  They  are  part  of  our  Contract  With 
•America. 

So  that  really  shows  you  the  facts. 
There  is  going  to  be  a  tax  cut.  and 
what  this  Senator  from  California  is 
saying  is.  if  there  are  going  to  be  tax 
cuts,  let  us  make  sure  they  go  to  those 
earning  under  $100,000.  I  think  it  is 
very  important. 

Now.  I  want  to  say  to  my  friends  who 
are  debating  in  their  mind  how  they 
are  going  to  vote  that  in  the  commit- 
tee, every  single  Republican  except 
one.  Senator  Gramm.  voted  for  the 
Boxer  amendment  that  was  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  that  said  90  percent  of  the 
tax  cuts  should  go  to  those  earning 
$100,000  or  less. 

I  ask  for  1  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order. 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  Senator  has  1  additional  minute. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Is  that  the  remainder 
of  my  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  5  minutes  now.  There 
were  6.  She  has  two  additional  min- 
utes. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

So  ever.y  single  Republican  save  one 
voted  for  the  sense  of  the  Senate.  Now 
we  are  putting  some  teeth  into  that 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution.  Now  we 
are  saying  if  the  Republicans  come  up 
with  a  tax  cut  that  benefits  the  rich,  it 
will  take  60  votes  to  allow  that  tax  cut 
to  move  forward.  This  is  a  chance  for 
my  Republican  friends  to  stand  up  and 
be  counted  for  the  middle  class. 

Now,  in  the  course  of  this  debate. 
Senator  GREGG,  Senator  Brown,  and 
Senator  Domenici  referenced  my  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution  that  passed 
and  is  part  of  the  budget  resolution. 
They  said  this  Senate  is  on  record;  we 
believe  that  tax  cuts  should  go  to  the 
middle  class  and  the  middle  class  onl.y. 

Well,  now  is  where  the  rubber  meets 
the  road.  They  have  a  chance  to  cast 
their  vote  on  the  side  of  those  earning 
$100,000  or  less.  They  have  a  chance  to 
say  that  those  will  be  the  only  tax  cuts 
that  come  before  us. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  this  is  an  op- 
portunity to  stand  with  the  middle 
class,  to  stand  with  those  hard-working 
Americans  and  to  say  to  those  who 
earn  over  $350,000.  over  $250,000:  Listen, 
you  are  great  Americans,  but  it  is  time 
for  you  to  pay  your  fair  share  and  it  is 
time  for  others  to  get  some  of  the 
breaks  that  you  have  received. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  close  with 
a  quote  from  Kevin  Phillips,  a  Repub- 
lican, who  said  about  this  budget  the 
following: 

Spending  on  Government  programs  for 
Medicare  and  education  to  home  heating  oil 
assistance  is  to  be  reduced  in  ways  that  hurt 
the  poor  and   middle  class,   while  simulta- 


neously taxes  are  to  be  cut  in  ways  that  ben- 
efit the  top  1  or  2  percent  of  Americans, 

Kevin  Phillips  closes  his  remarks, 
and  he  says  about  this  budget,  with 
these  tax  cuts  in  it: 

It  deserves  to  be  r'ijecied  with  outrage. 

Those  are  his  .vrrds,  a  Republican 
who  has  looked  at  this  budget,  I  think 
that  the  Boxer  amendment  that  clearly 
points  out  that  a  point  of  order  will  lie 
against  any  tax  cut  that  does  not  bene- 
fit the  middle  class  is  one  which  we 
should  all  agree  to  and  vote  for  in  a  bi- 
partisan way,  I  thank  the  Chair, 

I  yield  my  time  back  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska, 

Mr,  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  have  yielded  my  time 
back  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr,  EXON,  We  are  now  going  to  go 
forward  in  an  orderly  fashion.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana. Following  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, I  had  committed  to  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Maryland, 
2  minutes  to  the  other  Senator  from 
Maryland,  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  4  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Nevada,  and  then 
we  will  go  to  a  main  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized, 

Mr.  JOHNSTON,  Mr.  President,  the 
Johnston  amendment  takes  the  $170 
billion  fund  which  is  reserved  exclu- 
sively for  tax  cuts  and  permits  such 
part  of  that  as  the  Senate  wishes  to  al- 
locate to  reduce  the  cuts  in  Medicare, 

Under  the  Domenici  proposal  now  be- 
fore the  Senate,  there  is  $257  billion  cut 
from  Medicare  in  the  amounts  shown 
in  each  of  these  years.  What  I  would  do 
is  authorize  that  the  $170  billion  be  re- 
stored in  the  manner  shown  here  so 
that  net  cuts  in  Medicare  would 
amount  to  only  one-third  of  those  pro- 
posed by  Senator  Domenici,  There 
would  be  no  cuts  at  all  in  the  first  2 
years  and  a  minimal  cut  in  the  third 
year,  and  overall  there  would  be  less 
than  a  third  the  cuts  which  are  pres- 
ently proposed, 

Mr,  President,  this  amendment 
places  in  stark  contrast  the  fact  that 
Medicare  cuts  are  not  required  in  order 
to  balance  the  budget.  At  least  two- 
thirds  of  those  cuts  are  not  required  to 
balance  the  budget.  Two-thirds  of  the 
Medicare  cuts  proposed  by  Senator  Do- 
menici and  now  backed  by  the  Senate 
are  required  to  lower  taxes,  and  to 
lower  taxes  on  the  wealthy,  not  re- 
quired to  balance  the  budget, 

Mr,  President,  this  does  not  require 
that  we  spend  the  money  to  reduce 
Medicare  cuts,  but  it  authorizes  that. 
And  I  will  tell  my  colleagues  that  we 
have  not  the  foggiest  notion  how  we 
are  going   to  achieve   those   Medicare 
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cuts.  We  have  not  been  told.  We  are 
told  there  might  be  a  commission  ai>- 
pointed.  What  I  am  saying  is  the  Sen- 
ate ought  to  have  the  freedom  to  de- 
cide whether  or  not,  after  this  budget 
resolution  passes,  and  after  we  make 
that  $170  billion  in  savings,  we  ought  to 
have  the  freedom  to  spend  that  $170  bil- 
lion to  reduce  the  impact  of  Medicare 
cuts  on  our  senior  citizens. 

All  the  public  opinion  polls  say  80 
percent  of  the  people  of  this  country 
are  opposed  to  these  deep  Medicare 
cuts.  Now,  why  does  the  Senate  want 
to  lock  itself  into  reducing  Medicare 
by  that  much  when  all  we  have  to  do  is 
give  ourselves  the  freedom  to  take  the 
tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  and  spend  it  to 
reduce  the  Medicare  cuts? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  is  recog- 
nized for  2  minutes. 

RETIREMENT  BENEFITS  OF  FEDER.'^L  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  will  be  sending  to 
the  desk  at  the  proper  time  on  behalf 
of  myself.  Senator  Mkulski,  Senator 
W.\RNER.  Senator  RoBB.  and  Senator 
BiNG.\.M.\.\  goes  directly  at  a  provision 
that  is  in  the  budget  resolution  which 
is  going  to  change  the  calculation  of 
retirement  benefits  for  Federal  em- 
ployees from  the  employee's  highest  3- 
year  average  to  the  highest  5-year  av- 
erage. 

This  I  think  is  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract with  the  Federal  employees.  I 
think  it  is  clearly  unfair  to  them.  The 
amendment  honoring  our  contract  with 
Federal  employees  is  paid  for  by  clos- 
ing the  billionaires'  tax  loophole  that 
allows  very  wealthy  people  to  escape 
paying  taxes  by  renouncing  their 
American  citizenship. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  Federal 
employees  are  constantly  being  used  as 
whipping  boys  in  the  course  of  these 
budget  dc'iberations.  Behind  the 
phrase  Federal  worker  are  individual 
men  and  women  who  every  day  go  in 
and  try  to  do  a  dedicated  job  and 
render  a  service  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. They  perform  critical  and  impor- 
tant functions  each  and  every  day  with 
a  great  deal  of  dedication  and  a  great 
deal  of  devotion,  and  in  my  judgment 
they  are  entitled  to  be  treated  with 
dignity  and  respect. 

Federal  employees  have  already  in 
the  various  deficit  reduction  programs 
made  very  significant  sacrifices.  We 
are  talking  about  men  and  women  who 
have  worked  hard  in  service  to  their 
country.  They  have  earned  their  bene- 
fits, and  the  rules  ought  not  to  be 
changed  on  them  as  they  are  approach- 
ing retirement. 

The  existing  provision,  the  3-year 
provision,  has  been  in  effect  for  more 
than  a  quarter  of  a  century.  People 
have  calculated  their  retirement  and 
their  ability  to  meet  their  financial  ob- 
ligations based  on  the  current  system, 
and  we  ought  not  to  come  along  at  the 


very  end  and  change  the  rules  on  them, 
by  shifting  the  basis  on  which  their  re- 
tirement is  being  calculated. 

The  truth  is  that  Federal  workers 
give  dedicated  service  to  their  country 
and  have  earned  their  benefits.  They 
made  a  choice  to  serve  their  country 
with  an  understanding  of  what  that 
service  entailed  and  what  they  could 
expect  in  return.  To  change  the  rules 
breaches  the  contract  with  these  em- 
ployees. This  is  an  issue  of  fairness  and 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sup- 
port of  this  important  amendment. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi].  is 
recognized  for  1  minute. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Sarbanes-Mikulski  amend- 
ment which  strikes  the  provision  which 
cuts  Federal  employee  retirement  ben- 
efits. The  proposed  change  in  the  budg- 
et resolution  would  reduce  lifetime  re- 
tirement benefits  for  Federal  employ- 
ees between  2  and  4  percent. 

Now.  that  might  not  sound  like  that 
much,  but  for  an  average  Federal  work- 
er, that  could  mean  as  much  as  a  loss 
of  $27,000  or  more  over  a  lifetime. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  outrageous.  We 
are  changing  the  rules  of  the  game  on 
Federal  employees  in  the  middle  of 
their  career  or  near  the  end  of  their  ca- 
reer. I  have  Federal  employees  in  my 
State,  130.000  of  them.  They  are  the  ci- 
vilian work  force  that  makes  your  Air 
Force  One  keep  flying.  They  are  the 
people  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  that  we  just  extolled  the  vir- 
tues of  when  we  supported  NIH. 

We  talked  a  great  deal  about  a  won- 
derful physician  by  the  name  of  Dr. 
Rosenberg  who  has  devoted  his  life  to 
saving  lives  and  curing  cancer,  and  now 
this  amendment  will  cut  his  Federal 
pension.  It  is  both  a  reality  and  a  met- 
aphor for  people  who  gave  up  careers 
that  would  have  paid  more  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  but  wanted  to  serve  their 
country  and  they  thought  they  would 
have  an  adequate  health  insurance  plan 
and  a  reasonable  retirement  plan. 

So,  Mr.  President.  I  really  ask  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  support  the  Sarbanes- 
Mikulski  amendment  to  ensure  that 
promises  made  are  promises  kept  and 
that  we  can  continue  to  attract  the 
kind  of  quality  work  force  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  that  we  have  had. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes  in  opposition 
to  the  Boxer  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
suggest  to  my  good  friend  if  we  would 
like  to  build  a  little  bit  of  back  and 
forth  on  this,  I  am  more  than  willing. 
Otherwise,  we  will  use  the  hour  in  op- 
position  to   the   Boxer   amendment.    I 


would  very  much  like  to  know  where 
we  are. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
direct  a  question  through  you  to  the 
manager  of  the  bill,  to  the  chairman. 
The  Senator  was  off  the  floor.  There 
are  a  few  of  us  here  that  have  only  a 
couple  of  minutes  to  explain  what  our 
amendments  would  be,  and  it  would 
probably  be  that  we  will  only  have  a 
couple  minutes  to  maybe  get  these  out 
of  the  way.  Would  that  be  possible? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  way  it  is  now, 
you  have  an  hour,  the  rest  of  an  hour, 
and  I  have  an  hour.  I  would  like  to  be 
accommodating. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  simply  say  to  my  friend, 
we  wane  to  be  accommodating,  too.  We 
know  the  situation  we  are  in.  I  have 
three  additional  Senators  which  I  had 
assigned  time,  of  which  Senator  REID  is 
one  of  them.  There  is  1  minute.  2  min- 
utes, and  2  minutes.  If  we  could  accom- 
modate those  Senators  who  have  been 
waiting— and  I  do  not  want  to  be  un- 
fair—for the  next  5  minutes,  at  least 
we  would  take  care  of  the  first  round  of 
the  attempts  that  this  Senator  is  try- 
ing to  make  to  accommodate  a  whole 
group  of  Senators  on  this  side  who 
want  to  speak. 

Could  we  complete  the  first  round,  in 
line  with  the  question  from  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  the  floor  and  reserve  my  15  min- 
utes until  the  Senator's  wishes  as  ex- 
pressed are  completed.  Then  I  will 
speak  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  BINGAMAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
atcr  from  New  Mexico  is  recc'nized  for 
2  minutes. 

CIVILI.^N  RESE.\RCH  .AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  speak  just  briefly  on  an 
amendment  that  I  will  be  offering, 
along  with  Senators  Lieberman, 
Rockefeller,  Biden,  Hollings,  B'vtid, 
and  Kerry  from  Massachusetts  for  a 
vote  later  on  today. 

The  amendment  attempts  to  restore 
some  of  the  funds  that  are  proposed  to 
be  eliminated  in  the  civilian  research 
and  development  accounts.  This 
amendment  is  attempting  to  retain  as 
much  as  we  can  of  the  U.S.  science  and 
technology  enterprise  which  has 
brought  such  great  results  to  our  coun- 
try and  to  the  world. 

This  chart,  I  believe,  sums  it  up  very 
well.  This  shows  what  has  happened  to 
Federal  civilian  research  and  develop- 
ment as  a  percentage  of  gross  domestic 
product  from  1960  until  the  end  of  this 
century  if  we  were  to  take  the  budget 
proposal  that  is  now  pending  on  the 
Senate  floor.  As  you  can  see,  under  the 
proposed  GOP  budget,  there  will  be  an 
additional  dramatic  drop  off  in  Federal 
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support  for  civilian  research  and  devel- 
opment. This  includes  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health  funding  which  we 
earlier  had  a  vote  on,  but  it  also  in- 
cludes many  other  areas  of  funding 
that  the  Federal  Government  supports 
in  the  research  and  development  area. 

You  can  see  the  last  year  we  had  a 
balanced  budget  in  this  country,  about 
1968-1969,  we  were  spending  something 
in  the  range  of  0.7  of  our  gross  domes- 
tic product  on  civilian  research  and  de- 
velopment. If  this  budget  is  adopted, 
we  will  be  spending  less  than  0.3  per- 
cent, less  than  half  of  that.  We  will  be 
spending  substantially  less  as  a  coun- 
try than  our  competitors  in  other  parts 
of  the  world. 

I  believe  our  amendment  is  impor- 
tant. I  know  Senators  Lieberm.'VN  and 
Rockefeller  intend  to  speak  on  it 
later,  as  well. 

I  have  used  my  time  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

RESTORING  FUNDING  TO  N.ATION.AL  P.\RKS 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  our  na- 
tional parks  are  in  a  state  of  embar- 
rassing disrepair.  As  an  example,  water 
systems  in  one  of  our  busiest  national 
park  areas  has  been  closed  because  of 
water  not  meeting  minimal  standards. 
In  short,  it  is  not  safe  to  drink. 

We  will  be  closing  visitor  centers, 
closing  roads  and  trails,  closing  public 
buildings,  closing  campgrounds;  and 
law  enforcement  reductions  will  occur, 
to  name  but  a  few. 

My  amendment,  which  I  will  offer, 
will  seek  $1  billion  from  the  proposed 
tax  cuts  and  instead  give  the  money  to 
partially  restore,  renovate,  and  main- 
tain our  beautiful  national  heritage- 
that  is  our  National  Park  System.  And 
that  will  only  partially  do  it.  because 
there  is  a  $2  billion  backlog.  I  will 
apply  the  $1  billion  toward  this. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  today  to  propose 
an  amendment  to  the  1996  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  that  over  the  next  7 
years  would  restore  SI  billion  in  fund- 
ing to  the  National  Park  Service  to  al- 
leviate its  devastating  maintenance 
backlog.  These  funds  would  be  drawn 
from  the  $170  billion  reserve  fund.  With 
my  amendment  the  money  can  only  be 
used  for  restoration,  renovation,  or 
maintenance  of  our  national  parks. 

As  Teddy  Roosevelt,  the  man  most 
responsible  for  the  conservation  move- 
ment involving  our  public  lands  once 
said  and  I  quote.  "Surely  our  people  do 
not  understand  even  yet  the  rich  herit- 
age that  is  theirs.  There  can  be  nothing 
in  the  world  more  beautiful  than  the 
Yosemite,  the  groves  of  giant  sequoias 
and  redwoods,  the  canyon  of  Colorado, 
the  canyon  of  Yellowstone,  the  tetons; 
and  our  people  should  see  to  it  that 
they  are  preserved  for  their  children 
and  their  children's  children  forever, 
with  their  majestic  beauty  all 
unmarred."    These    words    spoken    by 


Theodore  Roosevelt  in  1905  ring  true 
today.  But,  the  very  government,  this 
Congress,  that  has  been  given  the  re- 
sponsibility to  protect  the  crown  jew- 
els, better  known  as  our  national  parks 
and  recreation  areas,  is  abdicating  that 
trust. 

That  is  why  I  have  come  to  the  floor 
today  to  highlight  a  matter  of  national 
concern.  I  am  speaking  of  the  out- 
rageous and  deplorable  conditions  of 
our  national  parks  and  recreation 
areas.  The  spending  cuts  proposed  by 
this  budget  would  reverse  a  longstand- 
ing trend  of  committed  support  by  the 
citizens  of  this  nation  to  the  continued 
preservation  and  protection  of  its  Na- 
tional Park  System. 

In  today's  environment  of  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility it  is  interesting  that  some 
in  this  body  and  the  leadership  in  the 
House  are  calling  for  a  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans.  The  tax  breaks 
in  the  House-passed  Contract  With 
America  tax  bill  will  mostly  benefit 
those  families  with  incomes  over 
$100,000,  the  top  twelve  percent  of  In- 
come distribution  in  this  country.  In 
essence  these  cuts  are  going  to  those 
who  can  afford  to  travel  anywhere  for 
vacation. 

However,  millions  of  less  affluent 
Americans  in  1994  traveled  to  one  or 
more  of  our  national  parks  for  their  va- 
cations and  in  many  instances  found 
these  facilities  in  some  form  of  dis- 
repair. 

It  defies  common  sense  to  think  that 
Congress  will  approve  a  tax  cut  and 
then  proceed  to  pass  a  budget  that  will 
decimate  our  national  parks.  In  es- 
sence, funding  for  the  National  Park 
Service  continues  to  be  inadequate  to 
meet  public  use  needs.  With  this  budg- 
et, the  current  maintenance  backlog  of 
over  two  billion  dollars  is  simply  going 
to  grow  and  grow  causing  portions  of 
the  parks  to  become  unavailable  to  the 
public. 

Rehabilitation  of  park  structures, 
roads,  trails,  and  utility  systems  is 
critical  to  the  health  and  safety  of  visi- 
tors as  well  as  employees.  With  in- 
creased visitation  to  our  national  park 
system  the  proposed  decrease  in  fund- 
ing is  going  to  limit  the  Park  Service's 
ability  to  serve  the  public. 

There  are  many  examples  of  the  ter- 
rible conditions  that  have  befallen  our 
national  treasures.  In  my  own  State  of 
Nevada,  the  Lake  Mead  National 
Recreation  Area  has  an  antiquated 
water  treatment  system.  After  State 
officials  inspected  the  park's  various 
water  treatment  facilities  they  noti- 
fied the  park  service  that  because  of 
surface  water  facility  deficiencies, 
water  supplied  in  areas  of  the  park 
poses  an  acute  risk  to  human  health. 
The  park  then  posted  signs  requesting 
visitors  to  boil  their  water  before 
drinking.  For  a  park  that  received  10 
million  visitors  last  year  this  is  an  out- 
rage. As  a  result  of  the  current  budget 
proposals  it  may  take  as  long  as  10 
years  before  this  problem  is  corrected. 


Here  are  some  other  examples  that  il- 
lustrate my  concerns  of  what  can  be 
expected  if  this  budget  becomes  an  re- 
ality. At  Independence  National  His- 
torical Park  there  would  be  extensive 
building  closures — total  or  partial  clo- 
sure of  11  of  the  14  buildings  open  to 
the  public  resulting  in  elimination  of 
700.000  to  800.000  park  visits. 

At  Yosemite  National  Park,  oper- 
ational oversight  of  concessions  would 
be  reduced.  Campfire  programs  and  vis- 
itor centers  hours  would  be  reduced 
and  some  visitor  centers  would  simply 
close.  Preventative  maintenance  on  fa- 
cilities would  cease  and  cutbacks  in 
snow  removal  would  delay  road  open- 
ings over  mountain  passes.  Addition- 
ally, campground  seasons  would  be 
shortened  and  horse  and  backcountry 
patrols  would  be  reduced.  Also,  visitor 
protection  responses  would  be  reactive 
only  and  limited  to  life  threatening 
emergencies  or  criminal  incidents  in- 
volving threats  to  persons. 

In  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park, 
the  drastic  reduction  in  seasonal  park 
ranger  staff  would  cut  essential  person- 
nel available  for  search,  rescue,  law  en- 
forcement, and  other  emergency  serv- 
ices. Three  of  five  visitor  information 
centers  would  be  closed.  Not  to  men- 
tion that  the  two  remaining  centers 
and  all  campgrounds  would  be  open 
only  from  Memorial  Day  through 
Labor  Day. 

At  Redwood  National  Park,  all  non- 
discretionary  funds  would  be  elimi- 
nated forcing  severe  reduction  of  the 
temporary  workforce,  and  operating 
supplies  which  would  minimize  mainte- 
nance on  buildings,  grounds,  trails  and 
roads  due  to  lack  of  supplies  and  mate- 
rials and  shortage  of  personnel  to  com- 
plete the  work. 

Mount  Rainer  National  Park  would 
also  suffer  in  this  current  and  future 
budget  cycle.  The  park  would  see  its 
interpretive  programs  eliminated  and 
the  inventory  of  endangered  spotted 
owls  and  marbled  murrilette  would  not 
be  accomplished.  This  in  turn  would 
lead  to  the  degradation  of  other  natu- 
ral resources  such  as  fragile  alpine 
meadows.  Not  to  mention  the  scaling 
back  of  ranger  patrols  and  reduced 
campground  operating  hours  with  re- 
ductions in  maintenance  and  cleaning. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  not  stand  by 
and  allow  our  national  parks  to  simply 
rot.  While  in  the  short-term  this  budg- 
et proposal  would  save  money,  it 
would,  over  the  long  run  lead  to  irre- 
versible consequences,  and  irrevocable 
damage  to  the  Nation's  heritage  and 
legacy.  I  want  to  reemphasize  the  point 
that  all  National  Park  Service  sites, 
will  be  affected,  including  the  rep- 
resentative symbols  of  our  democracy. 
For  example,  the  Statue  of  Liberty/ 
Ellis  Island.  Washington  Monument, 
Independence  Hall.  Jefferson  Memorial, 
Mount  Rushmore.  Fort  McHenry,  and 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  National  His- 
torical Site. 
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The  impact  of  the  current  budget 
proposals  in  years  one  and  two  force 
the  park  service  to  curtail  visiting 
hours  at  Independence  National  Histor- 
ical Park  and  many  buildings  would  be 
entirely  closed.  The  Statue  of  Liberty 
would  be  closed  at  least  1  day  a  week. 
In  years  three  through  five  the  impacts 
are  expected  to  be  more  extreme.  For 
example,  with  staffing  levels  further 
reduced,  extensive  and  prolonged  park 
closures  could  occur.  Many  of  the  park 
services  resources  would  be  subjected 
to  unacceptable  levels  of  risk  pertain- 
ing to  loss  through  deterioration, 
theft,  fire,  and  other  factors. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  reflect  for  a  mo- 
ment on  the  responsibility  that  has 
been  delegated  to  the  National  Park 
Service.  The  Park  Service  is  comprised 
of  368  park  units  covering  more  than  80 
million  acres  in  49  States.  The  physical 
inventory  alone  consists  of  15,000  build- 
ings, 5.200  housing  units,  1,400  bridges, 
8,000  miles  of  roads,  125  sewage  treat- 
ment plants,  and  1.300  water  systems. 

Simply  put.  the  msufficient  funding 
levels  proposed  by  this  bill,  in  addition 
to  new  facilities  and  requirements  as- 
sociated with  the  addition  of  12  new 
parks  since  1991,  will  cause  the  Park 
Service  to  continue  to  fall  behind  in 
maintaining  these  structures,  thereby 
contributing  to  a  mounting  backlog  of 
deficiencies.  The  net  result  will  be  in- 
creased costs  in  the  future  and  the  sub- 
sequent loss  of  some  irreplaceable  and 
irretrievable  resources. 

Let  me  reemphasize  the  point  that 
the  effect  of  this  action  would  result  in 
outcomes  immediately  visible  to  the 
public,  such  as.  deferred  maintenance, 
closures  of  campgrounds,  and  closures 
of  visitor  facilities.  We  must  and  can 
find  other  savings  offsets  in  our  quest 
to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit.  These 
parks  are  one  of  the  great  legacy's 
whicn  we  will  leave  our  children.  Let's 
not  leave  them  underdeveloped  and 
rundown. 

In  closinr.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  leave  you  more  sound  advice 
from  Theodore  Roosevelt: 

To  waste,  to  destroy,  our  natural  re- 
sources, to  skin  and  exhaust  the  land  instead 
of  using  it  so  as  to  increase  its  usefulness, 
will  result  in  undermining  in  the  days  of  our 
children  the  very  prosperity  which  we  ought 
by  right  to  hand  down  to  them  amplified  and 
developed. 

Mr.  KERRY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized 
for  4  minutes. 

PRESIDENTI.^L  C.V.MP.^IGN  FIN.aiNCE  SYSTE.M 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
an  amendment  at  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
myself,  Senators  Simon,  Ford, 
Feingold.  Br.\dley,  Biden,  and 
Wellstone. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  several 
letters  and  editorials  supporting  the 
existing  campaign  finance  law  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


St.atements  in  Support  of  Pre.sidenti.\l 

Camp.^ign  Finance  System 
The  bipartisan  Commission  on  National 
Elections,  headed  by  Melvin  Laird,  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  the  Nixon  Administration,  and 
Robert  Strauss,  former  chair  of  the  Demo- 
cratic National  Committee,  recognized  the 
value  and  success  of  the  presidential  cam- 
paign finance  system.  The  Commission  con- 
cluded: -Public  financing  of  presidential 
elections  has  clearly  proven  its  worth  in 
opening  up  the  process,  reducing  undue  influ- 
ence of  individuals  and  groups,  and  virtually 
ending  corruption  in  presidential  election  fi- 
nance. This  major  reform  of  the  1970s  should 
be  continued." 

Former  Senator  Paul  Laxalt  (R-NV),  who 
chaired  the  1976,  1980  and  1984  presidential 
campaigns  for  President  Reagan,  also  praised 
the  presidential  campaign  finance  system.  In 
discussing  the  campaign  finance  problems  in 
Congress.  Senator  Laxalt  said,  'The  problem 
is  so  bad  we  ought  to  start  thinking  about 
federal  financing"  of  House  and  Senate  cam- 
paigns. "It  was  anathema  to  me  *  *  *  but  in 
my  experience  with  the  [Reagan]  presi- 
dential campaigns,  it  worked,  and  it  was  like 
a  breath  of  fresh  air." 

The  New  York  Times  calls  the  presidential 
campaign  finance  system  "the  best  existing 
counterweight  to  the  dominance  of  check- 
writing  special  interests  in  national  politics. 
*  *  *  This  public  financing  has  worked  re- 
markably well  to  minimize  the  financial  ad- 
vantage of  the  party  in  power  and  reduce 
candidates'  dependence  on  wealthy  favor- 
seekers." 

The  Washington  Post  says  the  presidential 
campaign  finance  system  is  "hugely  impor- 
tant to  efforts  aimed  at  limiting  the  impact 
of  campaign  fund-raising  on  the  presidency." 
It  notes  that  the  system  -has  actually 
worked." 

According  to  The  Wall  Street  Journal's 
oolumnist  Gerald  F.  Seib.  "Whatever  else 
may  be  said  about  presidential  campaigns  of 
the  last  two  decades,  they  have  been  largely 
free  of  charges  of  serious  financial  corrup- 
tion. And  the  elections  themselves  have  been 
fair  and  competitive.  *  *  *  [TJhis  is  one  part 
of  the  system  that  doesn't  seem  broke." 

Seib  wrote  of  the  effort  to  repeal  the  presi- 
dential campaign  nnance  systerri.  "And  ulti- 
mately, this  change  would  undercut  what  is 
supposed  to  be  the  GOP's  very  purpose, 
which  is  to  balance  the  budget.  The  budget  is 
hardly  going  to  be  balanced  with  the  minus- 
cule savings  achieved  by  eliminating  the 
presidential  campaign  fund.  •  *  *  It  is  going 
to  be  balanced  by  getting  the  snouts  of  spe- 
cial interests  out  of  the  public  trough.  But 
special  interest  snouts  won't  be  kept  out 
after  they  are  invited  deeper  into  American 
political  campaigns." 

[From  the  Atlanta  Constitution.  May  22 

1995] 

Presidency  to  Highest  Bidder? 

Tucked  away  in  the  90-page  deficit-reduc- 
tion blueprint  of  Senate  budget  Chairman 
Peter  Domenici  (R-N.M.)  are  two  lines  that 
would  make  only  a  slight  dent  in  federal  ex- 
penses—less than  $50  million  a  year— but 
could  drastically  and  perniciously  alter  the 
way  America  picks  its  presidents. 

The  two  lines  call  for  the  termination, 
starting  in  the  year  2000,  of  the  presidential 
campaign  fund,  which  is  financed  by  tax- 
payers' check-offs  on  their  income  tax  re- 
turns and  then  made  available  every  four 
years  to  qualifying  candidates  for  president 
during  both  primary  and  general  election 
campaigns. 

So  what's  so  wrong  with  this  particular 
program  elimination?  Plenty. 


May  24,  1995 
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Public  financing  of  bid.s  for  the  White 
House  was  a  reform  born  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  Watergate  scandal.  Its  whole  purpose 
was  to  avoid  a  repeat  of  the  corrupting  ex- 
cesses of  the  1972  Nixon  campaign,  which 
amassed  millions  of  dollars  more  than  it 
knew  what  to  do  with,  legally. 

Considering  the  climate  of  cynicism  about 
politics  these  days,  the  justification  for  pub- 
lic campaign  financing  may  sound  hopelessly 
idealistic,  but  it  is  fundamentally  sound:  The 
presidency  ought  not  be  up  for  auction.  No 
contestant  for  the  office  ought  to  have  a 
wildly  disproportionate  funding  advantage. 
Serious  candidates  ought  to  have  enough 
money  to  get  their  messages  across  through- 
out the  country  without  becoming  beholden 
to  powerful  individual  donors  or  interest 
groups. 

The  budget  resolution  may  have  Domen- 
ici's  name  on  it.  but  the  fingerprints  of  Sen. 
Mitch  McConnell  (R-Ky.)  are  all  over  the  two 
lines  in  question.  He  is  an  unabashed  oppo- 
nent of  public  financing  and  delights  in  mis- 
representing it  as  "food  stamps  for  politi- 
cians." He  believes  that  since  the  Repub- 
licans, who  currently  are  taking  a  kings 
ransom  in  special-interest  contributions,  are 
in  a  position  to  kill  public  financing,  they 
should  go  for  it.  So  there. 

Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole  is  hardly 
less  enthusiastic  about  sinking  the  pro- 
gram—for the  campaign  in  2000.  that  is. 
Whatever  principles  he  may  have  on  the 
matter  don't  apply  to  his  immediate  situa- 
tion. He'll  happily  accept  whatever  millions 
he  qualified  for  to  pay  for  his  1996  candidacy. 
Democrats,  who  blew  their  chance  to  re- 
form campaign  financing  rules  for  Congress 
in  the  last  session,  promise  to  do  what  they 
can  to  save  the  presidential  campaign  sys- 
tem, but  they  don't  appear  to  have  the  num- 
bers. A  veto  may  be  the  only  recourse,  and 
since  the  regression  the  McConnell  cham- 
pions is  so  profound.  President  Clinton 
should  be  readying  one. 

Public  financing,  it  must  be  conceded,  is 
not  a  widely  popular  notion.  Only  about  15 
percent  of  taxpayers  dedicate  $3  each  of  their 
taxes  for  the  presidential  campaign  fund. 
What  that  shows  is  that  too  few  Americans 

have  considered  the  alternative that  absent 

public  financing,  our  country  may  get  the 
best  president  that  money  with  strings  at- 
tached can  buy. 
America  should  strive  to  do  better. 

[From  the  Kennebec  Journal.  May  18,  1995] 
Money,  Money,  and  More  Money 

As  congressional  Republicans  work  to  dis- 
mantle the  one  significant  campaign  finance 
reform  measure  of  our  time — public  funding 
of  presidential  races— the  influence  of  pri- 
vate money  upon  the  making  of  public  policy 
continues  to  be  a  national  disgrace. 

According  to  former  Senate  Majority 
Leader  George  Mitchell,  who  fought  hard  if 
unsuccessfully  to  reform  the  system,  big 
money  contributions  may  not  actually  buy 
votes  but  they  do  buy  access  to  members  of 
Congress. 

"I  think  it  obviously  creates  the  appear- 
ance of  conflict  and  casts  doubt  on  the  inde- 
pendence of  judgment."  says  Mitchell  in  a 
new  book  on  the  subject  produced  by  the 
Center  for  Responsive  Politics.  "I  think  it 
reduces  respect  for  the  institution  and  the 
product  of  its  work." 

However,  it  is  far  more  than  simply  a  pub- 
lic relations  problem.  Big  money  is  a  cor- 
rupting influence  in  fact  as  well  as  in  appear- 
ance, even  if  it  only  gives  the  contributor 
readier  acce.ss  to  a  member  of  Congress  than 
competitors  or  ordinary  citizens  may  enjoy. 
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It  is  no  doubt  true,  as  Mitchell  asserts, 
that  most  special  interest  groups  contribute 
to  politicians  who  share  their  views  rather 
than  attempt  to  sway  those  who  do  not. 
Even  so.  the  big  contribution  in  that  case  is 
used  to  bind  goodwill  and  ensure  a  sense  of 
mutual  loyalty. 

Clearly  the  giving  of  money  in  large 
amounts  to  political  candidates  is  viewed  by 
donors  as  more  than  simply  a  friendly,  civic- 
minded  gesture.  And  it  can  be  used  as  a  stick 
as  much  as  a  carrot. 

Think  back  a  year  or  so  when  a  Maine 
labor  leader  threatened  to  cut  off  campaign 
contributions  to  then-lst  District  Rep. 
Thomas  Andrews  if  he  failed  to  vote  against 
the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement. 
Call  it  a  form  of  reverse  bribery.  Andrews  ul- 
timately voted  against  NAFTA,  but  swore 
off  labor  PAC  contributions.  It  proved  cost- 
ly: he  unexpectedly  ended  up  running  for 
Mitchell's  Senate  seat  and  raised  far  less 
money  than  his  opponent.  Sen.  Olympia 
Snowe. 

Most  candidates  prudently  avoid  such 
K'rand  gestures,  and.  as  the  cost  of  election 
campaigns  continues  to  escalate,  so  does  the 
candidate's  dependence  upon  special  interest 
money.  Last  year,  35  to  40  percent  of  the 
campaign  funding  for  winners  in  U.S.  Senate 
and  House  races  came  from  political  action 
committees.  Overall  spending  in  Senate 
races  was  up  a  whopping  20  percent. 

The  system  cries  out  for  reform,  not  re- 
trenchment. For  years,  the  Republican  mi- 
nority in  Congress  has  insisted  it  favors  ef- 
fective reform  while  rejecting  virtually 
every  Democratic  proposal  to  cut  the  flow  of 
cash  from  special  interests  to  policy  makers. 
Now  that  the  GOP  is  in  control,  we  know 
what  it  meant  by  reform;  lowering  the  flood 
gates. 

(From  the  Boston  Globe.  May  17.  1995] 
What  Abolt  the  Fairness  Deficit? 

The  changes  being  pushed  by  Republican 
budget  makers  are  so  grave  they  understand- 
ably dominate  public  attention,  but  they  are 
crowding  out  some  senseless  proposals  that 
also  deserve  the  spotlight. 

A  prime  example  is  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  proposal  to  eliminate  the  Presi- 
dential Campaign  Fund  after  the  1996  elec- 
tion. 

Created  post- Watergate,  the  fund  is  the 
single  greatest  political  reform  of  modem 
US  history.  It  took  the  "For  Sale"  sign  off 
the  White  House,  moving  moneyed  special 
interests  out  of  the  driver's  seat  and  into  the 
spectator  stands  with  the  rest  of  us.  Can- 
didates have  been  funded  in  the  primaries  by 
small  individual  givers  and  by  federal 
matching  funds,  and  in  the  general  election 
by  the  presidential  fund  alone.  Bill  Clinton 
and  George  Bush  each  received  $55  million  in 
1992. 

It  has  worked.  The  benefits  of  the  fund 
have  been  watered  down  in  recent  years  by 
rulings  allowing  the  parties  to  collect  huge 
sums  of  "soft  money"  contributions  that 
support  campaigns  indirectly.  The  Federal 
Elections  Commission  needs  to  close  this 
gaping  loophole.  But  far  from  eliminating 
the  fund,  it  should  be  expanded  to  include 
candidates  for  Congress  so  the  nation's  legis- 
lators would  not  have  to  continue  selling 
themselves  to  special  interests  to  raise  the 
requisite  thousands  of  dollars  a  day.  The 
only  other  problem  with  the  system— uncer- 
tain cash  flow— was  addressed  this  year  when 
the  voluntary  tax  checkoff  to  finance  it  was 
raised  from  $1  to  $3. 

Politicians  can  debate  the  exact  message 
from  voters  last  November,  but  the  people 


surely  wanted  cleaner  government,  not  cor- 
ruption. 

The  Budget  Committee  chairman.  Sen. 
Pete  Domenici.  characterized  his  proposal  as 
"doing  something  right  for  the  future  of  our 
country  and  for  our  children."  He  was  speak- 
ing of  deficit  reduction,  though  eliminating 
the  campaign  fund  would  save  only  $45  mil- 
lion. In  attempting  to  restore  balance  to  the 
budget,  Domenici's  proposal  could  return  ve- 
nality to  the  Oval  Office. 

[From  The  Buffalo  News.  May  15.  1995) 

Keep  Presidential  Checkoff— Ending  It 

Would  Strengthen  Special  Interests 

Hidden  among  proposals  that  have  aroused 
loud  immediate  objections  is  an  ominous 
Senate  Budget  Committee  plan.  It  would 
shift  the  presidential  selection  process  away 
from  average  Americans  and  place  it  even 
more  in  the  hands  of  big-money  special  in- 
terests. 

That's  what  will  happen  if  Congress  wipes 
out  the  two-decade-old  system  that  allows 
for  partial  public  funding  of  presidential 
elections  by  having  taxpayers  check  a  box  on 
their  income  tax  returns. 

Approving  the  checkoff — currently  $3 — has 
absolutely  no  impact  on  the  size  of  a  tax- 
payer's refund  or  the  amount  of  taxes  owed. 
When  taxpayers  check  the  box.  as  all  should, 
it  simply  means  that  the  contributions  will 
be  used  to  help  finance  the  presidential  se- 
lection process. 

That  is  one  of  the  best  investments  tax- 
payers can  make  in  good  government.  It 
means  candidates  will  be  more  beholden  to 
average  Americans  and  less  beholden  to  spe- 
cial-interest groups  for  their  money.  In  fact, 
this  Watergate-era  reform,  first  employed  in 
the  1976  campaign  when  Jimmy  Carter  chal- 
lenged President  Gerald  Ford,  is  the  antidote 
to  the  poison  of  special-interest  funding  that 
has  left  candidates  with  a  taint  and  the  pub- 
lic with  a  bad  taste  in  its  mouth. 

Before  allowing  Congress  to  end  this  re- 
form, the  public  should  ask  a  simple  ques- 
tion: Without  this  public  funding,  where  else 
will  candidates  turn  for  money? 

The  $45  million  per  year  raised  through  the 
checKooii  IS  a  minuscule  amount  in  a  $j.5 
trillion  budget.  'Vet.  while  limiting  the  im- 
pact of  lobbyists,  it  also  puts  sensible  limits 
on  campaign  spending  and  levels  the  playing 
field  among  candidates.  That  helps  elevate 
ideas  over  fund-raising  ability  as  the  deter- 
mining factor  in  campaigns. 

Senate  Republicans  are  hypocritical  and 
less  than  forthright  in  trying  to  end  all  of 
that  by  slipping  this  provision  through  amid 
the  turmoil  surrounding  the  rest  of  their 
budget  proposals. 

The  hypocrisy  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that 
the  proposal  would  end  the  checkoff  system 
after  the  1996  election  cycle.  That  would 
mean  current  GOP  senators  eyeing  the  White 
House — among  them.  Majority  Leader  Bob 
Dole  and  Texan  Phil  Gramm— would  still 
benefit  next  year. 

But  the  real  benefit  of  the  checkoff  goes  to 
the  public.  That's  why,  if  a  revision  this  sig- 
nificant is  to  be  examined,  it  should  be  done 
separately  so  that  the  proposal  can  be  judged 
on  its  own  merits. 

Once  that  happens,  and  Americans  really 
understand  what's  at  stake,  it  is  unlikely 
that  they  will  choose  to  forsake  a  system  of 
such  demonstrated  worth.  Over  two  decades, 
the  checkoff  system  has  shrunk  the  influ- 
ence of  big-money  interests,  helped  clean  up 
the  process  of  choosing  American  presidents 
and  returned  that  process  closer  to  the 
American  people. 


[From  the  New  -york  Times.  May  16,  1996] 
A  Sneaky  Blow  at  Campaign  Finance 

Senate  Republicans  are  proposing  to  elimi- 
nate the  best  existing  counterweight  to  the 
dominance  of  check-writing  special  interests 
in  national  politics.  The  budget  blueprint 
unveiled  last  week  by  Pete  Domenici.  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee,  in- 
cludes a  call  to  abolish  the  public  campaign 
financing  system  for  Presidential  can- 
didates. 

This  20-year-old  system  provides  matching 
funds  for  candidates  during  the  primaries 
and.  for  the  general  election,  identical 
grants  to  both  major  party  candidates.  The 
system  is  financed  by  allowing  taxpayers  to 
Indicate  on  their  income  tax  returns  whether 
they  want  $3  of  the  tax  they  owe  to  be  used 
for  the  campaign  fund.  This  public  financing 
has  worked  remarkably  well  to  minimize  the 
financial  advantage  of  the  party  in  power 
and  reduce  candidates'  dependence  on 
wealthy  favor-seekers. 

The  proposal  to  end  public  financing  is  the 
brainchild  of  Senator  Mitch  McConnell  of 
Kentucky,  who  also  played  a  big  role  last 
year  in  killing  a  Democratic  reform  measure 
that  would  have  repaired  damaging  loopholes 
in  the  Presidential  system  while  reducing 
the  influence  of  big  money  in  Congressional 
races  as  well. 

Under  the  GOP  budget  proposal,  the 
Presidential  public  financing  system  would 
not  end  until  after  the  1996  election.  That 
would  allow  the  Republicans  to  continue 
using  public  financing  in  their  quest  to  drive 
out  the  incumbent  Democratic  President, 
but  then  block  public  financing  after  they 
hope  to  have  recaptured  the  White  House. 

Abolishing  public  financing  for  Presi- 
dential campaigns  would  save  only  about  $45 
million  a  year,  while  destroying  a  worth- 
while effort  to  curb  the  amount  of  special-in- 
terest money  in  national  politics.  House  and 
Senate  Republicans  also  want  to  impose  a 
crippling  funding  cut  on  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission,  the  agency  charged  with 
enforcing  campaign  finance  laws.  It  begins  to 
look  like  a  G.O.P.  war  on  cleaner  politics. 

[From  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer.  May  17. 
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Wrong-Way  Pete— Domenici  Bugles 

Retreat  on  Campaign  Financing. 

"Declare  victory  and  retreat"  That  was 
the  tart  suggestion  of  a  senator  years  ago  on 
how  to  salvage  the  fiasco  that  was  Vietnam. 

Now.  another  senator.  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee Chairman  Pete  Domenici  of  New  Mex- 
ico, has  got  it  into  his  head  to  declare  defeat 
and  propose  retreat  in  an  area  where  there's 
actually  been  a  major  victory:  public  financ- 
ing of  presidential  campaigns. 

This  post-Watergate  reform  has  insulted 
presidential  campaigns  from  the  corrupting 
influence  of  special-interest  money.  For 
some  strange  reason,  the  budget  proposal 
made  by  Mr.  Domenici  last  week  would  end 
it. 

Of  all  the  Republican  ideas  for  balancing 
the  budget,  this  may  be  the  worst.  By  giving 
special  interests  carte  blanche  to  start  subsi- 
dizing presidential  candidates  again,  Mr.  Do- 
menici would  drop  White  House  wannabes 
back  into  the  pigsty  of  special-interest  fi- 
nancing where  Congress  still  wallows. 

Not  only  is  the  system  that  pays  for  presi- 
dential races  not  broken,  it  works  quite  well. 
If  you  want  to  put  $3  of  your  tax  bill  toward 
presidential  campaigns,  you  check  that  op- 
tion. If  you  feel  that  public  financing  is  sin- 
ister or  socialistic,  you  don't. 

In  the  primary  season,  the  system's  match- 
ing money  helps  underdogs  get  their  ideas 
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across  to  the  voters.  In  the  general  election, 
it  helps  ensure  a  fair  battle. 

The  elimination  of  public  financing  may  be 
just  a  sop  to  Sen.  Mitch  McConnell  (R..  Ky.). 
the  Senate's  leading  obstructionist  on  cam- 
paign-financing reform:  maybe  Senate  lead- 
ers will  quietly  drop  the  idea  later  on. 

Instead  of  scrapping  the  checkoff.  Repub- 
licans ought  to  be  acting  to  get  special-inter- 
est money  out  of  congressional  campaigns. 
Of  course,  their  reforming  zeal  might  be 
muted  because  the  majority  of  that  money  is 
now  flowing  to  them. 

Its  sad  to  see  the  Senate  even  toying  with 
this  ill-advised  retreat  on  campaign  financ- 
ing. And  it  is  a  discredit  to  Mr.  Domenici's 
otherwise  bold  budget-balancing  plan. 

[From  the  Rutland  Herald  <fe  the  Times 

Argus,  May  21,  1995] 

GOP  A.ND  Ca.mp.^ign  Finance 

Over  the  next  few  weeks  almost  every 
budget  cut  that  the  Republicans  in  Congress 
have  proposed  will  be  opposed  by  some  spe- 
cial interest  group  or  other.  But  there  is  one 
intended  cut  that  would  harm  the  very  fabric 
of  our  democratic  process — by  changing  the 
way  we  elect  our  presidents. 

The  GOP  Senate  budget  resolution  would 
abolish  the  presidential  campaign  financing 
system,  beginning  in  1996.  Eliminating  public 
financing  of  presidential  campaigns  would 
save  from  $100  million  and  $300  million  by 
2002,  the  date  the  Republicans  have  targeted 
for  balancing  the  federal  budget. 

The  GOP  wants  to  abolish  the  public  cam- 
paign finance  law  to  help  provide  about  $350 
billion  in  tax  cuts  that  would  benefit  many 
of  their  favorite  corporate  benefactors.  It's 
not  hard  to  imagine  the  generosity  of  such 
companies  when  it  comes  time  to  replenish 
the  campaign  coffers  of  worthy  Republicans. 

WTiy  do  we  use  tax  dollars  to  fund  presi- 
dential campaigns'!"  The  practice  began  in 
1974.  after  Watergate,  which  showed  the  na- 
tion how  dramatically  money  can  change  the 
political  equation.  Since  the  cost  of  national 
campaigns  has  risen  so  drastically,  politi- 
cians find  they  must  budget  a  larger  and 
larger  share  of  their  time  to  fund-raising — 
and  currying  favor  with  potential  contribu- 
tors. 

Shouldn't  private  financing  of  elections 
benefit  Democrats  as  well  as  Republicans?  In 
the  past,  many  wealthy  contributors  realized 
that  since  Democrats  controlled  Congress, 
any  Democratic  candidate  might  become  a 
powerful  committee  chairman.  So  the 
moneyed  interests  have  traditionally  cov- 
ered their  bases  by  contributing  to  both  can- 
didates in  many  elections. 

But  now  that  the  Republicans  control  both 
houses  of  Congress,  a  fundraising  gap  favor- 
able to  the  GOP  is  likely  to  grow  even  wider, 
as  the  party  of  big  business  calls  in  its  chips 
for  the  constituent  service  it's  currently  per- 
forming. The  Republicans  already  have 
claimed  an  edge  in  fund-raising  for  1996  cam- 
paigns. 

The  Republicans  may  be  able  to  brush 
aside  the  few  limits  that  now  exist  on  cam- 
paign spending.  And  the  Democrats  have 
only  themselves  to  blame  for  not  passing 
more  comprehensive  campaign  finance  re- 
form while  they  had  control  of  Congress.  If 
the  GOP  gets  its  way.  the  Democrats  will  be 
sorely  punished  for  their  own  complacency. 

[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  May  17, 

1995] 
Unreforming  Ca.mpaign  Finance 
When  the  Republicans  took  over  Congress, 
they  vowed  to  clean  up  Washington  and  give 


government  back  to  the  people.  So  what  are 
they  doing  with  this  hypocritical  proposal  in 
the  Senate  budget  plan  to  eliminate  the 
presidential  campaign-finance  tax  checkoff.' 

The  Watergate-inspired  public-campaign- 
financing  law  has  somewhat  limited  the  cor- 
rupting influence  of  special  interests  on 
presidential  elections  by  providing  each  can- 
didate in  the  general  election  with  around 
$60  million  in  voluntarily  contributed  tax 
dollars,  about  the  same  amount  Richard 
Nixon  spent  in  1970.  The  use  of  public  funds, 
under  a  landmark  Supreme  Court  ruling,  al- 
lows an  overall  spending  cap  to  be  imposed. 
Without  it,  a  run  for  the  presidency  would 
cost  an  estimated  $200  million. 

When  campaigns  cost  $200  million  we  all 
lose,  because  special  interests  will  be  free  to 
flood  the  presidential  election  process  with 
money.  The  fragile  integrity  of  the  demo- 
cratic process  will  be  the  first  victim. 

Instead  of  reversing  public  financing,  the 
Republicans  should  join  with  Democrats  in 
finding  ways  to  bring  equally  effective  re- 
form to  congressional  elections. 

[From  The  Washington  Post.  May  11,  1995] 
A  Bad  Idea,  Well-Hidden 

Tucked  away  in  the  middle  of  Senate 
Budget  Chairman  Pete  Domenici's  97-page 
budget  blueprint  are  two  lines  describing  a 
proposal  with  a  minuscule  impact  on  federal 
spending  but  enormous  meaning  for  the  na- 
tion's political  process.  Mr.  Domenici.  fol- 
lowing a  suggestion  by  Sen.  Mitch  McCon- 
nell (R-Ky.),  proposes  the  elimination  of 
public  financing  for  presidential  campaigns 
after  the  1996  election. 

This  is  not  only  a  terrible  idea;  it  also  has 
no  place  in  the  budget  debate.  A  change  this 
large  in  the  electoral  system  should  be  de- 
bated on  its  own,  independent  of  the  great 
confrontation  that  is  about  to  occur  on  the 
deficit.  The  amount  of  money  involved  is 
trivial  in  a  budgetary  sense — roughly  $45 
million  a  year  in  a  $1.5  trillion  budgetr— but 
hugely  important  to  efforts  aimed  at  limit- 
ing the  impact  of  campaign  fund-raising  on 
the  presidency. 

Public  financing  of  presidential  campaigns 
nas  actually  worKea.  it  was  instituted  alter 
the  Watergate  scandal  revealed  all  sorts  of 
unsavory  fund-raising  shenanigans  in  the 
1972  campaign.  The  idea  is  simple:  The  presi- 
dency ought  not  be  put  up  for  bid,  the  major 
party  candidates  ought  to  compete  on  a  level 
playing  field,  and  the  party  in  power  should 
not  enjoy  a  prohibitive  financial  advantage. 
Existing  law  provides  for  a  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund  that  is  financed 
through  a  voluntary  $1  checkoff  on  income 
tax  returns.  For  the  general  election,  each 
major-party  candidate  draws  the  same 
amount  from  the  fund— George  Bush  and  Bill 
Clinton  got  $55.2  million  each  in  1992.  The 
law  also  includes  provisions  for  future  public 
financing  for  any  third  party  that  makes  a 
substantial  electoral  showing  (as  did  the 
independent  movements  of  John  Anderson  in 
1980  and  Ross  Perot  in  1992),  And  it  provides 
for  a  system  of  matching  funds  in  the  pri- 
maries, whereby  candidates  who  raise  a  cer- 
tain amount  in  private  contributions  qualify 
for  a  share  of  the  federal  funds.  The  formula 
puts  a  premium  on  smaller  contributions,  so 
candidates  who  are  serious  but  without  huge 
interest  group  backing  have  a  chance  to 
make  their  case. 

There  are  problems  with  the  system  that 
need  to  be  addressed.  The  campaign  fund  has 
been  running  low.  and  the  checkoff  amount 
needs  to  be  increased.  But  at  a  time  when 
Congress's  emphasis  should  be  on  finding 
ways  to  reduce  the  impact  of  money  on  poli- 


tics, this  proposal  moves  in  entirely  the 
wrong  direction.  It  is  also  interesting  that 
the  budget  proposal  would  leave  the  current 
system  in  place  long  enough  to  allow  Repub- 
lican presidential  candidate.s  (such  as  Sens. 
Dole.  Gramm,  Specter  and  Lugar)  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  it  while  the  GOP  is  out  of  the 
White  House,  and  only  abolish  it  after  the 
next  election. 

If  Mr  McConnell  wants  an  open  debate  on 
the  merits  of  the  public  financing  system,  he 
can  encourage  one.  But  a  change  this  large 
should  not  happen  covertly  as  part  of  the 
budget  process. 

[From  the  Valley  News.  May  17.  1995] 
Cash  For  Campaigns 

Hold  your  tears  for  those  Republicans  who 
complain  that  special-interest  groups  are 
preparing  to  lay  waste  to  the  balanced-budg- 
et proposals  they're  now  championing.  If  spe- 
cial-interest groups  exercise  undue  influence 
over  the  federal  government,  why  are  Repub- 
licans proposing  that  their  influence  be  ex- 
panded? 

That  is  exactly  what  would  happen  if  the 
budget  plan  proposed  last  week  by  Sen.  Pete 
Domenici.  R-N.M..  is  passed  intact.  It  con- 
tains a  provision  that  calls  for  elimination  of 
public  financing  of  presidential  campaigns. 
That  item  would  save  the  federal  govern- 
ment $45  million  a  year  but  would  exact  a 
much  greater  cost  in  the  damage  it  would  do 
to  the  national  political  system. 

Few  would  argue  that  presidential  politics 
are  squeaky  clean.  But  they  are  far  better 
than  they  were  before  the  Watergate  scandal 
prompted  Congress  to  reform  the  system. 

Presidential  candidates  still  must  raise 
bucketfuls  of  money  to  be  considered  serious 
contenders.  But  the  prospect  of  matching 
federal  contributions  encourages  primary 
candidates  to  concentrate  their  fund-raising 
on  contributions  that  qualify  them  for  fed- 
eral fund.s — relatively  small  donations  from 
individuals.  During  the  primary  season,  can- 
didates who  accept  public  financing  agree  to 
abide  by  spending  limits  established  for  each 
state.  In  the  general  election,  each  major 
party  nominee  draws  an  equal  amount  from 
the  campaign  lund  (tne  lyyj  candidates  each 
received  $55.2  million  i — placing  them  on 
equal  footing  and  reducing  the  need  for  can- 
didates to  go  hat  in  hand  to  potential  con- 
tributors. 

Problems  remain.  Both  parties  continue  to 
abuse  so-called  soft-mone.v  contributions, 
donations  that  are  made  to  parties  and  spent 
for  generic  campaign  purposes  rather  than 
directly  for  candidates.  But  the  system  is  far 
better  than  the  one  that  existed  before  1973. 
when  candidates  accepted  lots  of  cash  from 
deep-pocketed  donors,  many  with  a  direct  in- 
terest in  federal  policy. 

If  public  financing  is  abolished,  the  cor- 
rupting cancer  that  has  severely  undermined 
the  integrity  of  Congress  will  spread  to  the 
White  House  and  similarly  compromise  its 
integrity.  All  those  things  we  have  come  to 
know  and  detest  about  the  influence  of 
money  on  federal  legislators  will  afflict  the 
White  House— political  action  committees, 
nonstop  fund-raising,  the  amaissing  of  cam- 
paign war  chests. 

Few  Americans  are  enthusiastic  about  pro- 
posals to  pay  for  campaigns  with  taxpayers' 
money.  The  notion  of  bankrolling  some  of 
the  behavior  that  pa.sses  for  campaigning 
these  days  is  enough  to  make  the  most  ear- 
nest goo-goo  blanch.  But  it  is  strictly  a  de- 
fensive strategy:  The  public  picks  up  the  tab 
to  ensure  that  no  one  else  does — and  that  no 
one  lays  a  greater  claim  on  the  loyalty  of 
the   people   elected   to  conduct   the   publics 


business.  Public  campaign  financing  needs  to 
be  expanded,  not  rolled  back. 


May  23,  1995. 


Dear  Senator 


We  strongly  oppose  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee's  1996  budget  recommendation  to 
abolish  the  presidential  campaign  finance 
system.  We  urge  you  to  reject  the  Budget 
Committee's  proposal  and  vote  to  retain  this 
fundamental  Watergate  reform. 

The  presidential  public  financing  system  is 
an  essential  mechanism  for  controlling  cam- 
paigrn  spending,  restricting  special-interest 
influence  and  allowing  challengers  to  com- 
pete successfully  with  incumbents. 

To  repeal  presidential  public  financing 
would  be  to  dismantle  a  vital  reform  that 
goes  to  the  heart  of  the  integrity  of  the  elec- 
toral system  for  our  country's  highest  office. 
Such  an  action  would  further  undermine  al- 
ready low  public  confidence  in  government 
and  the  political  process. 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  vote  against  any 
effort  to  abolish  the  presidential  public  fi- 
nancing system. 
Sincerely. 
Ann  McBride.  President.  Common  Cause: 
Becky  Cain.  President,  League  of 
Women  Voters  of  the  United  States: 
Joan  Claybrook,  President,  Public  Citi- 
zen; Richard  Foltin,  Legislative  Direc- 
tor and  Counsel,  American  Jewish 
Committee:  Larry  Hobart,  Executive 
Director,  American  Public  Power  Asso- 
ciation: Paul  Mauer,  Executive  Direc- 
tor, Blue  Grass  Community  Action 
Agency:  Michael  F.  Jacobson,  Execu- 
tive Director,  Center  for  Science  in  the 
Public  Interest:  Stephen  Brobeck,  Ex- 
ecutive Director,  Consumer  Federation 
of  America:  Dixie  Horning,  Executive 
Director,  Gray  Panthers;  Leland 
Swenson,  President,  National  Farmers 
Union;  John  Adams,  Executive  Direc- 
tor, Natural  Resources  Defense  Coun- 
cil; Karen  L.  Hicks,  Executive  Direc- 
tor. New  Hampshire  Citizen  Action; 
Caswell  A,  Evans,  Jr.,  President,  Amer- 
ican Public  Health  Association:  Amy 
Isaacs,  National  Director,  Americans 
for  Democratic  Action:  Robert  C.  Por- 
ter, Executive  Director,  Cenla  Commu- 
nity Action  Committee,  Inc.:  Rodney 
E,  Leonard,  Executive  Director,  Com- 
munity Nutrition  Institute:  Joe  Volk, 
Executive  Secretary,  Friends  Commit- 
tee on  National  Legislation;  Susan 
Katz,  President,  National  Council  of 
Jewish  Women:  Harriet  Woods,  Presi- 
dent, National  Women's  Political  Cau- 
cus; Kathy  Thornton.  RSM.  National 
Coordinator,  NETWORK:  A  National 
Catholic  Social  Justice  Lobby:  Jay 
Lintner,  Director,  Washington  Office, 
Office  for  Church  in  Society.  United 
Church  of  Christ:  Gerald  Meral.  Execu- 
tive Director.  Planning  and  Conserva- 
tion League:  Rabbi  David  .Saperstein. 
Director.  Religious  Action  Center  of 
Reform.  Judaism.  Union  of  American 
Hebrew  Congregations:  Gene 

Karpinski.  Executive  Director.  U.S. 
Public  Interest  Research  Group:  Rev. 
Elenora  Giddings  Ivory.  Director, 
Washington  Office,  Presbyterian 
Church  (U.S.A.),  Washington  Office: 
Robert  Z.  Alpern.  Director.  Washington 
Office,  Unitarian  Universalist  Associa- 
tion of  Congregations, 


(Common  Cause.  May  23.  1995] 

Statement  of  Former  Watkrcate  Special 

Prosecutor  Archibald  Cox 

I  call  upon  Congress  to  reject  the  tricky 
attempt  to  repeal  the  post-Watergate  reform 
of  our  presidential  election  campaigns  under 
the  pretense  of  budget  balancing.  Maintain- 
ing the  reform  costs  .003  percent  of  the  budg- 
et. 

Watergate  dramatized  the  three-step  rela- 
tionship between  large  political  contribu- 
tions, the  outcome  of  elections,  and  the  gov- 
ernmental decisions  of  those  who  win.  We 
should  never  forget  the  acceptance  of  a  $2- 
million  pledge  from  the  Milk  Producers  As- 
sociation to  the  Nixon  Administration, 
which  concurrently  granted  an  increase  in 
the  support  price  of  milk;  the  approval  of 
American  Airlines'  route  applications  short- 
ly after  a  large  corporate  contribution  to  the 
party  in  power;  or  the  settlement  of  anti- 
trust litigation  against  ITT  Corporation, 
shortly  after  an  ITT  subsidiary  agreed  to  un- 
derwrite a  large  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the 
Republican  National  Convention. 

Spurred  by  this  corruption.  Congress  in 
1974  enacted  the  presidential  campaign  fi- 
nance system  as  a  vital  means  to  restore 
public  confidence  in  government.  Through 
this  system,  small  individual  contributions 
are  matched  by  public  funds  in  the  primary 
elections.  The  major  party  candidates  re- 
ceive a  grant  of  public  funds  with  which  to 
conduct  their  general  election  campaigns. 
Importantly,  spending  limits  are  imposed  in 
both  the  primary  and  general  elections. 

The  system  has  worked.  Presidential  elec- 
tions were  largely  cleansed  of  the  corrupting 
influence  of  special-interest  money.  Spend- 
ing in  presidential  campaigns  was  brought 
under  control.  Candidates  in  the  general 
election  were  freed  from  the  burdens  of  fund- 
raising.  And  presidential  elections,  unlike 
congressional  campaigns,  became  more  com- 
petitive. Exploitation  of  a  soft  money  loop- 
hole has  reduced  the  gains.  But  the  system  is 
fundamentally  sound.  The  remedy  is  to  close 
the  soft  money  loophole. 

We  are  told  that  political  candidates 
should  not  campaign  with  taxpayers'  money. 
The  money  goes  to  protect  ourselves  by 
keeping  the  system  honest.  The  alternative 
is  for  candidates  to  campaign  with  special- 
interest  money  to  be  repaid  with  much  larg- 
er government  favors  after  the  election — in 
short,  to  go  back  to  the  days  of  Watergate. 

I  urge  the  Congress  not  to  repeal  the  cen- 
terpiece of  the  Watergate  reforms.  The  presi- 
dential campaign  finance  system  must  be 
preserved. 

[Common  Cause,  May  23,  1995] 

St,atement  of  Common  Cause  President 
Ann  McBride 

We  are  very  pleased  to  join  today  with 
Senators  John  Kerry  (D-MA)  and  Bill  Brad- 
ley (D-NJ),  and  with  the  League  of  Women 
Voters  and  Public  Citizen,  to  launch  an  all- 
out  effort  to  preserve  the  presidential  cam- 
paign finance  system. 

Today  we  face  a  deadly  serious  attempt  in 
the  Senate  to  destroy  the  most  important 
political  reform  in  nearly  a  century. 

By  burying  a  simple  two-line  provision  to 
kill  the  presidential  campaign  finance  sys- 
tem deep  in  their  proposed  budget,  the  Sen- 
ate Republican  leadership  has  conducted  a 
stealth  attack  on  our  democracy — an  attack 
that  would  turn  back  the  clock  two  decades 
to  the  dark  days  of  Watergate  and  its  influ- 
ence money  scandals,  a  time  when  the  integ- 
rity of  the  Presidency  hit  rock  bottom. 

The  stakes  in  the  outcome  are  enormous. 
If  this  attack  were  to  prevail,  the  winners 


would  be  Washington  lobbyists  and  monied 
special  interests.  The  losers  would  be  the  av- 
erage taxpayers. 

That's  why  Common  Cause  urges  Congress 
to  eliminate  this  provision  from  the  Senate 
budget  proposal  and  to  act  to  save  the  presi- 
dential campaign  finance  system. 

A  vote  to  kill  the  presidential  campaign  fi- 
nance system  is  a  vote  for  corruption  and  a 
return  to  the  campaign  finance  scandals  of 
Watergate. 

The  responsibility  to  save  the  presidential 
campaign  finance  system  lies  not  only  with 
Congress,  but  with  President  Clinton  as  well. 

If  President  Clinton  is  serious  about  pre- 
serving the  presidential  campaign  finance 
system,  he  must  make  clear  that  he  will  veto 
any  legislation  that  includes  a  provision  to 
repeal  the  system. 

Killing  the  presidential  campaign  Tinance 
system  would  do  more  than  eliminate  the 
public  funds  available  to  presidential  can- 
didates. Killing  the  presidential  campaign  fi- 
nance system  completely  repeals  campaign 
spending  limits  in  presidential  races.  The  re- 
sult would  be  a  campaign  fundraising — and 
campaign  spending— free-for-all.  and  a  "For 
Sale"  sigrn  back  on  the  White  House. 

The  public  financing  system  has  worked. 
Spending  has  been  limited.  Richard  Nixon's 
1972  reelection  campaign  raised  and  spent  $60 
million— the  equivalent  of  more  than  $200 
million  today.  That's  less  than  both  major 
party  candidates  combined  spent  in  the  1992 
campaigns. 

Elections  have  been  competitive.  Under 
this  system,  four  incumbents  have  sought  re- 
election— three  challengers  have  won.  And 
special-interest  contributions  have  been  re- 
placed by  dollars  designated  by  millions  of 
taxpayers. 

As  The  Washington  Post  has  noted.  "Pub- 
lic financing  of  presidential  campaigns  has 
actually  worked.  .  .  .  The  idea  is  simple:  The 
presidency  ought  not  be  put  up  for  bid,  the 
major  party  candidates  ought  to  compete  on 
a  level  playing  field,  and  the  party  in  power 
should  not  enjoy  a  prohibitive  financial  ad- 
vantage." 

Instead  of  destroying'  a  system  that  has 
worked,  and  worked  well,  for  two  decades, 
the  Senate  should  instead  be  shutting  down 
the  soft  money  system  that  has  emerged  in 
recent  years. 

This  issue  is  not  a  budget  issue.  The  presi- 
dential public  financing-  system  is  not  a  sim- 
ple piece  of  a  budget  puzzle  that  can  be 
turned  off  and  on  at  will.  In  fact,  from  a  fed- 
eral budgetary  perspective,  the  $45-million 
program  is  a  small  amount.  Fiscal  respon- 
sibility comes  from  a  Congress  that  will  stop 
the  financial  drain  that  special  interests  im- 
pose on  the  federal  budget  through  access- 
seeking  campaign  contributions.  Ending  the 
presidential  campaign  finance  system  simply 
will  open  the  budget  to  even  more  big-money 
investments  from  special  interests. 

This  issue  should  not  be  a  partisan  issue. 
The  presidential  public  financing  system  was 
passed  with  bipartisan  support  and  signed 
into  law  by  President  Gerald  Ford.  All  but 
one  major  party  candidate  have  voluntarily 
chosen  to  use  public  funds  to  wage  their 
campaigns.  In  the  five  presidential  races 
conducted  under  this  new  system,  the  Repub- 
lican candidate  has  won  three  times,  the 
Democrat  twice. 

This  issue  is  a  matter  of  integrity. 

More  than  20  years  ago.  Common  Cause 
members  pressed  their  Members  of  Congress 
to  create  a  campaign  finance  system  that 
would  restore  the  integrity  of  a  presidency 
that  had  been  devastated  by  the  scandals  of 
Watergate.  Congress  did. 
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Today.  Common  Cause,  along  with  a  broad 
coalition  of  other  organizations,  is  launching 
a  nationwide  campaign  to  protect  the  presi- 
dential campaign  finance  system. 

Common  Cause  members  and  other  con- 
cerned citizens  will  work  just  as  tirelessly 
now  to  ensure  that  the  presidential  cam- 
paign finance  system  is  not  destroyed. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
in  this  budget  an  unfortunate  effort  to 
try  to  take  away  the  current  system  of 
a 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  suspend,  while  I  ask  the  clerk 
to  report  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr 
Kerry]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1153 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there 
objection  to  consideration  of  the 
amendment  at  this  time'' 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  was  not  rec- 
ognized to  offer  an  amendment.  I  want 
to  make  that  clear  to  the  Senator.  You 
can  reserve  the  right  to  offer  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  KERRY.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent  

Mr.  EXON.  Have  you  done  that? 

Mr.  KERRY.  I  did  ask  unanimous 
consent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  object. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  yielded 
to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
with  certain  instructions  and  under- 
standings that  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska is  going  to  insist  upon.  There- 
fore. I  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  not  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment, but  to  make  such  remarks  as  he 
sees  fit. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  cer- 
tainly apologize.  I  had  no  idea.  I 
thought  the  procedure  was  to  call  the 
amendment  up.  There  was  no  intention 
to  try  to  go  outside  of  the  Senator's  de- 
sires. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
past  exchange  not  come  out  of  this 
Senator's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
is  recognized  for  4  minutes. 

Mr  KERRY  I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I 
thank  the  distinguished  managers. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  in  this  budget 
resolution  an  effort  to  do  away  with 
the  Presidential  checkoff  finance  sys- 
tem. I  would  like  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues what  Archibald  Cox.  the  Water- 
gate prosecutor,  said  with  respect  to 
this  particular  effort. 

Watergate  dramatized  the  three-step  rela- 
tionship between  large  political  contribu- 
tions, the  outcome  of  elections,  and  the  gov- 
ernmental decisions  of  those  who  win.  We 
should  never  forget  the  acceptance  of  a  J2 
million  pledge  from  the  Milk  Producers  As- 
sociation to  the  Nixon  administration  which 
concurrently  granted  an  increase  in  the  sup- 
port price  of  milk:  the  approval  of  American 


Airlines"  route  application  shortly  after  a 
large  corporate  contribution  to  the  party  in 
power:  or  the  settlement  of  antitrust  litiga- 
tion against  ITT  Corp.  shortly  after  an  ITT 
subsidiary  agreed  to  underwrite  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  cost  of  the  Republican  National 
Convention. 

Mr.  President,  this  campaign  system 
has  worked.  Some  63  primary  can- 
didates since  1976  have  used  the  check- 
off fund.  The  checkoff  fund  democra- 
tizes the  Presidential  races  of  this 
country.  It  distances  Presidential  can- 
didates from  the  fundraising  process.  It 
liberates  our  entire  system  from  the 
influence  of  big  money,  as  Watergate 
prosecutor  Archibald  Cox  said. 

In  1972,  when  Richard  Nixon  ran  for 
President,  he  spent  $60  million  in  that 
race,  the  equivalent  of  $200  million 
today.  That  is  more  than  President 
Bush  and  Bill  Clinton  spent  together  in 
1992.  If  this  amendment  were  to  fail,  if 
we  proceed  on  the  assumption  that 
that  campaign  system  will  be  taken 
away,  all  voluntary  limits  on  campaign 
spending  in  Presidential  races  are 
gone.  No  voluntary  limit  will  remain, 
and  it  is  only  that  volunteerism  in  the 
system  that  keeps  accord  with  the  Con- 
stitution on  Buckley  versus  Valeo  that 
allows  us  to  have  a  limit  in  Presi- 
dential races. 

So  we  will  have  gone  back  to  the  sys- 
tem of  1972  when  there  was  unlimited 
funding  from  sources  in  Presidential 
races.  I  cannot  imagine  anything  that 
runs  more  contrary  to  the  vote  of  1994 
and  to  the  grassroots  statement  of 
Americans  in  the  1994  election.  They  do 
not  want  this  country  going  back  to 
big  money,  large  corporate  interests. 
They  want  people  liberated  to  partici- 
pate. In  fact,  Mr.  President,  more  peo- 
ple participate  through  the  checkoff 
than  contribute  voluntarily  to  cam- 
paigns in  thi?  country.  One  out  of 
seven  Americans  participate  in  the 
checkoff,  whereas  only  one  in  22  Ameri- 
cans contributed  to  campaigns  in  1994. 
The  checkoff  could,  in  fact,  be  stronger 
than  it  is  today.  But.  everybody  should 
understand,  no  American  is  coerced  to 
do  this.  It  is  a  voluntary  system  where 
$3  from  an  individual  has  as  much  im- 
pact as  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars 
from  the  rich  or  from  corporate  inter- 
ests. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  an  enor- 
mous setback  in  our  efforts  to  gain 
control  of  our  political  process  if.  now. 
we  choose  to  go  backward. 

Some  people  say.  "Well,  we're  not 
controlling  all  the  money  in  the  sys- 
tem: you  still  have  soft  money  and  we 
should  be  closing  that  loophole."  The 
solution  is  not  to  take  the  hard  money 
restriction  in  the  voluntary  system 
and  make  it  like  soft  money.  The  solu- 
tion is  to  make  the  soft  money  like  the 
hard  money  or  outlaw  it  altogether, 
Mr.  President. 

So  it  is  my  hope  that  colleagues  who 
have  supported  this  in  the  past  will  not 
now  go  counter  to  the  very  grassroots 
effort    that    is   supposedly    being    rep- 
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resented  on  the  floor. 

worked.    It    costs    $45 

year.    Mr.    President. 

would  be  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  in 

campaign  contributions.  I  hope  we  will 

support  the  system. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  the  budget 
resolution  includes  a  provision  that 
will  have  a  far  reaching  consequence 
for  this  Nation.  It  assumes  elimination 
of  the  program  that  provides  for  spend- 
ing limits  and  public  funding  in  Presi- 
dential election  campaigns.  This  provi- 
sion was  enacted  with  bipartisan  sup- 
port to  address  the  campaign  finance 
abuses  of  Watergate. 

This  is  voluntary  program.  The 
American  taxpayer  voluntarily  funds  it 
and  candidates  voluntarily  accept 
funds  from  it.  It  is  the  only  Federal 
program  that  the  American  public  di- 
rectly votes  to  fund  each  year.  And  as 
long  as  the  American  taxpayer  votes 
for  campaign  spending  limits,  then  we 
should  not  eliminate  it. 

What  is  interesting  to  this  Senator, 
is  that  the  Republican  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  affect  the  1996  Presi- 
dential election  cycle.  It  would  allow 
candidates  to  continue  to  take  tax- 
payer money  to  fund  their  primary 
campaigns  next  year.  That  means  up  to 
approximately  $15  million  in  taxpayer 
dollars  to  each  Republican  and  Demo- 
cratic primary  candidate,  with  a  poten- 
tial $62  million  more  to  the  nominee  in 
the  general  election. 

Perhaps  a  different  amendment 
would  have  been  to  eliminate  this  pro- 
gram immediately.  That  would  give 
our  distinguished  Republican  col- 
leagues here  in  the  Senate  who  have 
announced  their  candidacy  for  Presi- 
dent an  opportunity  to  vote  to  give 
back  their  potential  $77  million  in  tax- 
payer funds  to  the  Treasury  and  the 
American  taxpayer  in  order  to  help 
eliminate  the  deficit.  Let  me  respect- 
fully suggest  that  it  seems  a  little  self- 
serving  to  take  the  money  next  year 
but  deny  it  to  future  candidates. 

American  taxpayers  support  this  pro- 
gram and  vote  on  how  much  to  fund  it 
each  year.  It  is  the  only  Federal  pro- 
gram which  serves  to  limit  the  money 
chase  to  the  White  House.  Until  we 
come  up  with  a  better  system.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  leave  this  program  in 
place  and  support  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CovERDELL).  The  Senator's  time,  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  real- 
ly want  to  use  a  little  bit  of  my  time. 
I  am  on  my  15  minutes  in  opposition, 
but  I  just  want  to  talk  to  the  Senate  a 
minute. 

Frankly,  to  my  knowledge,  there  is 
only  one  law  that  controls  the  U.S. 
Senate  in  terms  of  debates  and  amend- 
ments and  the  like,  and  it  is  the  Budg- 
et Act,  which  includes  impoundments. 
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Essentially,  it  says  in  law.  it  sets 
down  the  detailed  rules  of  how  you  pro- 
ceed on  a  budget  resolution  and  how 
you  proceed  on  a  reconciliation  bill.  It 
is  not  my  rule.  It  is  not  Senator  ExoN's 
rule.  It  says  50  hours  equally  divided. 

Frankly,  maybe  we  will  ask  so  the 
Record  will  be  clear,  how  much  time 
remains  now  on  the  entire  budget  reso- 
lution, under  50  hours  that  we  are  allo- 
cated by  law? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Approxi- 
mately 1  hour  20  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Approximately  1 
hour  20  minutes.  Essentially,  I  will  say 
to  the  Senate,  if  1  hour  is  used  on  Sen- 
ator Boxer's  amendment  and  1  hour 
used  in  opposition  to  it.  there  will  be 
no  time  left.  No  time  left. 

What  I  would  like  everybody  to  un- 
derstand—and this  is  not  my  rule;  I 
wish  it  were  different^but  I  do  not 
know  if  there  is  going  to  be  very  much 
time  to  debate  very  many  amendments 
in  that  remaining  time. 

I  have  been  expressing  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  based  on  this  reality— 
this  is  just  real— when  the  50  hours 
comes,  any  Senator  can  say  "regular 
order  "  and.  obviously,  there  is  no  more 
time  for  debate. 

I  want  to  make  sure  everybody 
knows,  under  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  majority  leader  and  the 
minority  leader,  after  all  the  votes  are 
finished,  including  those  that  may  be 
handed  to  the  desk,  there  will  be  one- 
half  hour  allotted  to  the  Democrat 
leadership  and  one-half  hour  to  our 
leadership,  to  recap  the  budget  situa- 
tion. So  that  is  there  and  that  is  all  it 
can  be  used  for. 

We  will  soon  be  out  of  time.  Maybe 
Senators  on  my  side  and  Senators  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle  do  not  understand 
that  we  cannot  help  very  much,  but  we 
would  like  to  be  helpful.  So  what  I 
would  like  to  do,  and  I  am  urging  that 
we  find  a  way  to  decide,  is  for  you  all 
to  decide  on  your  side  through  your 
ranking  member  what  are  all  the 
amendments  that  you  intend  to  offer. 
Some  will  be  debated  for  a  couple  of 
minutes:  some  are  just  going  to  be  of- 
fered at  the  end. 

Why  would  I  like  to  know?  Because  I 
would  like  to  help.  I  would  like  to  say 
maybe  everybody  ought  to  have  a 
minute  before  they  have  to  vote  on 
their  amendment,  even  beyond  the  50 
hours.  I  have  no  such  authority  from 
the  majority  leader.  But  I  cannot  do 
that  if  there  are  50,  60  amendments  be- 
cause we  will  be  here  until  midnight, 
and  the  whole  purpose  was  to  have  50 
hours. 

We  are  getting  close  to  that  50  right 
now.  So  if  there  is  any  way  that  Sen- 
ators on  that  side  could  accommodate 
so  that  we  might  sit  down  here  soon  in 
a  room  and  say  what  process  could  we 
agree  to  to  give  everybody  a  little  bit 
of  time. 

Again.  I  want  to  say  the  majority 
leader  has  told  me  on  our  side,  if  there 


are  20  or  30  such  amendments,  or  40.  we 
are  not  going  to  agree  to  any  time  be- 
cause you  add  all  that  up  and  the  time 
to  vote  and  we  will  be  here  6  hours  to 
7  hours. 

So  I  am  asking  for  some  reason,  some 
reasonableness.  When  the  50  hours  is 
up— and  I  am  not  using  anybody's  time 
so  nobody  has  to  worry  about  that.  I 
am  entitled  to  this  time  under  the  law. 
and  when  that  time  is  up.  there  is  no 
opportunity  to  talk  about  an  amend- 
ment, unless  we.  as  a  Senate,  agree  to 
that.  So  if  you  have  an  amendment  at 
the  end  left  over  and  you  want  to  insist 
on  it.  and  the  statute  says  you  can  do 
that,  the  statute  also  says  no  debate. 
We  are  not  going  to  agree  to  give  ev- 
erybody time  when  we  have  already 
used  up  all  the  time  unless  we  do  it  in 
an  understandable  manner  where  the 
Senate  then  understands  what  the 
amendments  are.  how  many  there  are. 
and  then  maybe  we  may  be  in  business 
to  try  to  make  some  overall  agree- 
ment. 

I  hope  everybody  understands.  I  am 
not  trying  to  be  harsh.  I  am  not  trying 
to  take  time  away  from  anybody.  That 
is  just  the  reality. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  on  my  time. 
Mr.  FORD.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
what  he  is  trying  to  do  and  for  his  com- 
ity. It  is  kind  of  unusual,  and  I  am  glad 
to  see  it. 

If  we  have  20  amendments  that  will 
be  offered  at  the  end  of  the  50  hours,  we 
have  two  options,  as  I  hear  you:  One  is 
to  offer  the  amendment,  or  call  it  up 
and  we  can  vote  up  or  down  or  to  table; 
we  can  do  that.  Or  on  the  other  side,  if 
we  have  a  minute,  you  offer  a  minute 
or  2  minutes  on  each  side,  pro  and  con, 
on  how  many  amendments?  Do  you 
have  any  figure  if  they  are  less  than 
that  or  more  than  that? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  very  much  would 
like  you  all  to  come  up  with  some  pro- 
posal. 

Mr.    FORD.   When  you  say  you  all. 
who  do  you  mean? 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Democratic  side. 
Mr.  FORD.  How  many  will  be  on  your 
side? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  probably,  in 
short  order,  can  establish  the  fact  that 
there  would  only  be  four  or  five. 

Mr.  FORD.  You  will  have  four  or  five 
amendments  to  come  after  the  50 
hours? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  give  that  to 
Senator  Exon  shortly. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  courtesy. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  me  correct  the 
record.  You  said  there  are  only  two 
things  that  can  happen.  I  do  not  want 
anybody  to  misunderstand.  An  amend- 
ment pending  at  the  desk  can  be  sec- 
ond-degreed even  if  there  is  no  time. 
There  is  a  series  where  we  understand 
somebody  wants  to  exercise  that.  They 
understand  it  is  pending.  They  would 
not  have  any  time  either. 
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Mr.  FORD.  They  would  still  offer  it 
and  then  you  move  to  table 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  do  I  have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Approxi- 
mately 10  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  yield  10  min- 
utes to  Senator  Burns, 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  will  re- 
spond to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  California  and  just  point 
out  some  things  about  that  amendment 
that  I  think  are  flawed.  The  Senator's 
amendment  would  create  another  point 
of  order  against  how  a  tax  cut  should 
be  constructed,  and  I  think  that  is  very 
important  with  this  body  because  we 
already  have  enough  points  of  order  on 
the  rest  of  this  bill.  Rather  than  a 
point  of  order  against  tax  cuts.  I  think 
we  should  have  a  point  of  order  against 
raising  taxes,  if  you  want  to  do  it  on 
both  sides. 

Let  us  be  very  careful.  Whenever  we 
start   talking   about    this   budget   and 
what  it  does,  all  at  once  we  start  offer- 
ing the  amendments  and  it  starts  to 
come  unraveled.  When  it  was  first  put 
together  in  the  Budget  Committee,  ev- 
erybody just  about  knew  where  we  had 
to  go  and  what  we  had  to  do.   Some 
would  increase  taxes,  as  has  been  pro- 
posed by  some,  really,  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  I  am  firmly  opposed  to  that. 
Right   now.    most   folks   in   America 
have  a  marginal  tax  rate  over  45  per- 
cent—almost one-half  of  their  yearly 
salary.  So  what  is  there  left  to  tax?  It 
makes  no  sense  to  bankrupt  American 
citizens   in    the   name   of  keeping   the 
American  Federal  Government  solvent. 
So  I  think  when  you  look  at  the  over- 
all budget,  we  have  to  come  up  with 
the  word  responsible.  And  that  is  what 
I  would  like  to  emphasize  through  this 
recap  of  not  how  I  look  at  the  amend- 
ment but  the  entire  package  of  the  bill. 
We  have  slowed  the  rate  of  spending. 
Back  in  1990.  I  offered  a  bill  that  was  a 
4  percent  solution— I  called  it— to  allow 
in  the  budget  process  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment expenditures  to  only  grow  4 
percent  based  on   the  previous  year's 
expenditures  and  do  away  with  baseline 
budgeting.  Unfortunately,  that  did  not 
pass.  But  with  the  assumptions  that  we 
made  then,  by  1995  and  1996.  we  would 
have  balanced  the  Federal  budget.  But 
I  have  to  say   there  are  hints  of  my 
ideas  that  I  had  back  in  1990  in  this 
bill. 

Everyone  would  agree,  maybe,  that 
the  Government  has  gotten  too  big  to 
operate  efficiently.  This  bill  freezes 
pay  for  Senators.  Representatives,  Fed- 
eral judges,  and  political  appointees  for 
a  period  of  7  years.  As  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned. I  can  accept  that.  I  am  not  real 
sure  if  my  wife  can.  But  nonetheless  I 
think  she  will.  It  cuts  Senate  staff  by 
15  percent  and  Senate  support  staff  by 
12.5  percent.  And  we  have  cut  a  little 
already.  It  reduces  the  spending  of  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President  by 
around  25  percent.  Those  cuts  save  us 
almost  $7  billion. 
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I  take  the  budget  another  step  fur- 
ther. I  would  consolidate  the  Surgeon 
General's  office  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Health.  The  office  of  the  Sur- 
geon General  was  originally  created  to 
function  a3  a  spokesperson  for  public 
health  and  has  been  used  as  a  political 
football.  I  advocate  putting  an  end  to 
that  political  grandstanding  by  elimi- 
nating this  unnecessary  position  and 
consolidating  its  duties  with  those  of 
the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Health.  That  is  the  way  it  used  to  be. 
During  the  Carter  administration.  Dr. 
Julius  Richmond  served  as  both  the 
Surgeon  General  and  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Health.  I  see  no  reason 
why  the  American  taxpayer  should 
have  to  pay  for  staffing  both  offices. 

When  we  look  at  what  it  does — a 
while  ago  we  talked  about  the  NIH.  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health.  I  voted  to 
restore  some  of  those  funds  because  I 
believe  that  this  Government  should  be 
actively  involved  in  research  and  de- 
velopment, especially  in  the  line  of 
health.  But  the  chairman's  budget  also 
calls  for  the  transformation  of  NASA's 
management  structure,  contracting 
procedures,  and  the  reduction  of  Gov- 
ernment involvement  in  scientific  re- 
search, infrastructure,  and  equipment. 
I  have  to  say  that  I  voted  against  the 
Snowe  amendment  a  while  ago  for  the 
simple  reason  that  it  called  for  another 
billion-dollar  reduction  in  NASA,  when 
they  have  already  shown  their  good 
faith,  without  any  cajoling  from  this 
Congress  to  come  to  the  bar,  and  cut  $5 
billion  over  5  years.  And  there  are 
some  within  the  NASA  organization 
that  say  now  we  have  to  start  looking 
at  safety  when  we  start  thinking  about 
our  space  programs. 

So  we  are  glad  to  see  that  baseline 
budgeting  is  out.  The  chairman's  budg- 
et proposed  the  elimination  of  spending 
on  the  National  Biological  Service.  I 
have  long  said  that  is  not  needed.  We 
have  enough  biologists  in  the  Forest 
Service,  in  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife. 
and  BLM  to  do  what  they  want  to  do 
and  what  Interior  wants  to  do.  They 
have  to  do  it  within  the  confines  of 
that.  Why  another  layer  of  bureauc- 
racy? I  generally  support  that. 

As  I  explained  last  week.  I  have  con- 
cerns with  the  provision  that  cuts  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  I  find  it 
ironic  that  we  are  cutting  back  on 
R&D  in  the  very  area  that  is  very  im- 
portant to  us  in  the  production  of  food 
and  fiber  for  this  country.  To  reduce 
the  ARS  at  this  time  is  appealing  in 
the  short  run.  but  it  would  have  a  dev- 
astating long-term  negative  impact  on 
farming  and  ranching  in  the  United 
States  and.  consequently,  on  the  Fed- 
eral Treasury.  I  believe  our  first  prior- 
ity should  be  a  commitment  to  the  pro- 
duction of  food  and  fiber.  I  find  that 
many  folks  are  surprised  when  you  tell 
them  that  for  the  first  time  in  the  his- 
tory of  this  country,  wheat  yields  have 
actually  leveled  off  in  some  areas  and 


were  declining  because  of  our  research 
work  in  developing  new  strains  of 
wheat  that  are  disease  resistant. 

So  I  am  opposed  to  a  reduction  in 
ARS  funding.  Furthermore,  agriculture 
has  taken  its  fair  share  of  cuts;  if  you 
look  at  the  last  8  years,  about  a  45  per- 
cent cut. 

So  with  that,  it  is  a  good  package. 
When  we  start  picking  away  at  it.  it 
starts  to  come  unraveled.  I  want  to 
congratulate  my  friends  from  New 
Mexico  and  Nebraska.  They  have 
worked  very  hard  together  on  this.  And 
it  should  be  presented  and  they  should 
be  given  the  guidelines  for  the  rest  of 
us  to  complete  our  work. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  are 
my  15  minutes  used? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  4'/^  minutes  remaining. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  reserve  that. 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  four 
more  relatively  short  speakers  that  I 
would  like  to  yield  to  at  this  time.  I 
would  like  to  yield  at  this  time  in 
whatever  order  they  are  entitled  to  the 
floor  from  the  time  allotted  to  me 
most  generously  by  my  colleague  from 
California.  First  is  Senator  Leahy  for  2 
minutes,  and  then  Senator  Baucus  for 
2  minutes.  Senator  Conrad  for  6  min- 
utes, and  fourth.  Senator  Graham  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator ExoN,  could  we  take  a  couple 
names  at  a  time  instead  of  the  whole 
list?  Who  are  the  first  two? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  first  two  I  have  are 
Senator  Leahy  for  2  minutes  and  then 
Senator  Baucus  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  Senator  on  the  floor  who  would  like 
to  speak  in  opposition  for  up  to  10  min- 
utes on  my  time.  Maybe  we  could  move 
back  and  forth  after  the  Senator  from 
■Vermont. 

Mr.  EXON.  Since  we  are  limiting- 
may  I  suggest  we  take  care  of  the  two 
Senators  that  I  have  mentioned— this 
is  4  minutes — and  then  go  to  10  min- 
utes. Is  that  reasonable? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Can  we  have  the  two 
Senators  for  4  minutes  and  then  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  for  10? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  Senator  from  "Vermont. 

VIOLE.MT  CRIME  REDUCTION  TRUST  FUND 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
have  two  resolutions  that  we  will  be 
voting  on  at  the  appropriate  time.  One 
is  expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  violent  crime  reduction  trust 
fund  not  be  cut.  Notwithstanding  the 
tremendous  violence  we  have  seen  in 
New  York.  Oklahoma,  and  elsewhere, 
the  House  of  Representatives  voted  on 
April  5  to  cut  $5  billion  from  the  vio- 
lent crime  reduction  trust  fund  and  to 
give  it  for  a  tax  cut. 

They  congratulated  themselves  on 
this,  but  have  not  explained  to  the 
American  people  that  they  are  cutting 
out  money  in  a  trust  fund  set  aside  to 
fight  violent  crime. 


Frankly,  I  think  that  is  more  impor- 
tant than  to  give  a  tax  break  to  the 
wealthiest.  We  will  be  voting  on  that. 

Earlier  this  year,  on  April  7.  1995.  the 
Senate  passed  a  resolution  reaffirming 
our  support  for  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement when  their  integrity  was 
challenged. 

When  we  passed  Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 32  we  were  responding  to  remarks, 
by  a  well-known  attorney  in  connec- 
tion with  a  high-profile  criminal  case, 
that  unfairly  and  inaccurately  ma- 
ligned the  integrity  of  the  Nation's  law 
enforcement  officers. 

On  April  19.  1995.  a  bomb  exploded 
outside  a  Federal  building  in  Okla- 
homa City  killing  scores  of  Americans, 
including  a  number  of  Federal  law  en- 
forcement employees.  There  is  reason 
to  believe  the  bomb  was  directed  at  the 
Federal  Government  and  its  law  en- 
forcement officers. 

This  bombing  has  served  to  focus  our 
attention  on  the  real  threats  of  violent 
extremism  here  at  home  and  foreign 
terrorism.  We  will  soon  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  consider  legislative  efforts  to 
provide  additional  resources  and  better 
coordination  of  Federal.  State,  and 
local  law  enforcement  efforts  to  deal 
with  these  threats. 

Today,  my  purpose  is  a  related  one.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  to 
pass  this  resolution  reaffirming  our 
commitment  and  appreciation  for  Fed- 
eral, State,  and  local  law  enforcement 
and  the  outstanding  job  that  they  do 
under  the  most  difficult  and  dangerous 
circumstances  and  to  reject  House  at- 
tempts drastically  to  cut  our  financial 
support  for  their  efforts. 

Since  the  bombing  there  has  been  a 
lot  of  public  debate  and  comment 
about  the  activities  of  law  enforcement 
and  the  rhetoric  that  has  been  used 
over  the  past  few  years  to  disparage 
and  malign  these  dedicated  public  serv- 
ants and  the  law  enforcement  agencies 
in  which  they  serve. 

I  submit  that  law  enforcement  de- 
serves better.  We  owe  these  men  and 
women  our  respect,  appreciation,  and 
public,  moral,  and  financial  support. 

Even  had  we  not  recently  noted  the 
increasing  threats  against  the  safety 
and  lives  of  law  enforcement  officers, 
the  Oklahoma  bombing  and  the  reports 
of  attacks  against  park  rangers.  Forest 
Service  employees.  Treasury  employ- 
ees, and  others  all  make  the  gruesome 
point  too  well. 

Moreover,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  re- 
cent discussion  about  the  way  respon- 
sible citizens  converse  about  law  en- 
forcement and  other  public  officials.  I 
certainly  understand  President  Bush's 
reaction  when  those  with  whom  he 
served  and  who  have  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice  in  the  service  of  public  safety 
are  being  criticized  unfairly. 

I  commend  our  colleagues,  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  who  have  tried  to 
tone  down  the  rhetoric  and  to  turn  the 
focus  of  debate  to  responsible  efforts  to 
assist  law  enforcement  to  do  its  job. 


Likewise.  I  appreciate  the  apology 
recently  issued  by  the  National  Rifle 
Association  of  the  intemperate  tone  of 
certain  remarks. 

I  have  spoken  about  my  revulsion 
with  celebrities  talking  about  how  to 
shoot  Federal  agents  and  their  using 
representations  of  our  President  for 
target  practice.  This  is  vile  and  rep- 
rehensible. 

If  we  are  to  preserve  freedom  of 
speech  in  this  increasingly  violent  and 
confrontational  society,  we  need  to  use 
our  freedoms  to  reject  violent  extre- 
mism and  hatemongering.  We  need  to 
remind  ourselves  that  we  live  in  the 
freest  nation  on  Earth  because  the  rule 
of  law  is  respected,  as  are  people's 
rights  to  speak,  associate,  and  petition 
the  government. 

We  need  to  speak  out  ourselves 
against  those  who  would  portray  the 
President,  the  Congress,  the  Govern- 
ment, or  law  enforcement  as  conspira- 
tors intent  on  taking  away  people's 
rights.  To  the  contrary,  the  dedicated 
men  and  women  in  Federal.  State,  and 
local  government  and  law  enforcement 
work  long  hours  for  limited  financial 
reward  in  order  to  serve  the  public, 
protect  us,  and  preserve  our  freedom. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  I  was  con- 
cerned when  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives voted  on  April  5  to  offset  certain 
tax  reduction  proposals  by  cutting  $5 
billion  from  the  violent  crime  reduc- 
tion trust  fund. 

As  it  congratulated  itself  on  its  first 
100  days  and  adjourned  for  its  April  re- 
cess, the  House  majority  did  not  ex- 
plain to  the  American  people  that  it 
was  invading  the  violent  crime  reduc- 
tion trust  fund  and  making  it  impos- 
sible to  pay  for  the  law  enforcement 
and  crime  prevention  programs  of  the 
Violent  Crime  Control  Act  of  1994, 
which  the  President  signed  into  law 
only  last  summer. 

Although  this  major  crime  bill  was  6 
years  in  the  making,  the  House  is  ap- 
parently prepared  to  gut  it.  I  hope  and 
trust  that  our  Senate  colleagues  will 
reject  this  $5  billion  cut  in  funding  to 
Federal  law  enforcement  and  Federal 
assistance  to  State  and  local  efforts. 

When  we  passed  the  crime  bill  last 
year  we  paid  for  its  program.  A  trust 
fund  was  established  from  the  saving  of 
the  downsizing  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment by  some  250,000  jobs.  The  violent 
crime  reduction  trust  fund  contains 
funds  dedicated  to  law  enforcement  and 
crime  prevention  programs,  and  is  in- 
tended in  large  part  to  provide  Federal 
financial  assistance  to  critical  Federal. 
State,  and  local  needs. 

On  April  5.  the  House  invaded  that 
trust  fund  without  debate  and  slashed 
our  anticrime  funding  by  $5  billion  to 
help  offset  the  budget  deficit  the  House 
tax  bill  would  create.  This  is  wrong. 

Since  passage  of  the  Violent  Crime 
Control  Act,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Justice  has  been  doing  a  tremendous 
job  getting  these  resources  to  the  field. 


I  commend  the  Associate  Attorney 
General  John  Schmidt  and  Chief  Joe 
Brann,  who  directs  the  community  po- 
licing programs  for  their  quick  work. 

I  know  that  funding  to  assist  local 
law  enforcement  hire  additional  offi- 
cers went  out  almost  immediately 
based  on  simple,  one-page  applications. 
Vermont  received  commitments  of 
over  $2  million  toward  35  new  officers 
in  34  jurisdictions,  for  example.  The 
House  action  would  cost  Vermont,  for 
example,  the  equivalent  of  50  State  and 
local  law  enforcement  officers  over  the 
next  5  years. 

The  House  would  have  us  turn  our 
backs  on  law  enforcement  and  preven- 
tion programs  and  the  commitments 
we  made  in  the  Violent  Crime  Control 
Act.  Law  enforcement  and  community- 
based  programs  cannot  be  kept  on  a 
string  like  a  yo-yo  if  they  are  to  plan 
and  implement  crime  control  and  pre- 
vention programs. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  to  follow 
through  on  our  commitments,  not  to 
breach  them  and  violate  our  pledge  to 
law  enforcement.  State,  and  local  gov- 
ernment, and  the  American  people.  In- 
vading trust  funds  dedicated  to  crime 
control  purposes  is  simply  no  way  to 
justify  the  elimination  of  the  corporate 
alternative  minimum  tax  or  capital 
gains  taxes. 

From  our  Attorney  General  to  the 
Fraternal  Order  of  Police.  Inter- 
national Brotherhood  of  Police  Offi- 
cers. National  Association  of  Police  Or- 
ganizations. National  Sheriffs  Associa- 
tion, and  the  Police  Foundation,  dedi- 
cated law  enforcement  officers  are  jus- 
tifiably outraged  by  this  arbitrary  ac- 
tion. 

Funding  for  important  programs  im- 
plementing the  Violence  Against 
Women  .\ct  and  our  rural  crime  initia- 
tives should  not  have  been  cut  by  one- 
sixth  or  at  all,  let  alone  without  debate 
and  justification. 

I  will  work  with  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral and  my  Senate  colleagues  to  reject 
the  ill-advised  House  action  and  pre- 
serve the  violent  crime  reduction  trust 
fund  so  that  we  can  fulfill  the  promise 
of  the  Violent  Crime  Control  Act  and 
our  commitment  to  all  that  we  can  to 
reduce  violent  crime  in  our  local  com- 
munities. 

I  have  noted  that  this  is  not  the  time 
to  undercut  our  support  for  Federal 
law  enforcement  or  the  assistance  pro- 
vided State  and  local  law  enforcement. 
After  the  tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City.  I 
was  certain  that  the  House  would  aban- 
don this  ill-conceived  plan. 

Yet,  in  spite  of  all  that  has  happened, 
the  House  chose  to  reaffirm  its  inten- 
tion to  proceed  with  this  $5  billion  cut 
in  law  enforcement  funding,  which  it 
included  in  the  House-passed  budget 
resolution  last  week. 

Accordingly.  I  offer  this  amendment 
as  an  embodiment  of  the  Senate's  re- 
solve against  the  House-passed  cuts  to 
the  violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund 


and  reductions  in  funding  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  law  enforcement. 

Now  is  not  the  time  to  cut  law  en- 
forcement funding  and  this  is  not  the 
way  to  show  our  support  for  those 
whom  we  ask  to  protect  public  safety 
and  preserve  our  precious  freedoms. 

PROTECTI.NG  FEDERAL  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 

My  other  resolution  is  very  simple.  It 
says  that  the  infant  formula  that  is 
purchased  by  the  WIC  Program  be  done 
under  competitive  bidding. 

The  House  of  Representatives  gave  in 
to  some  very  powerful  lobbyists  and 
very  powerful  drug  companies,  and  re- 
moved the  amendment  which  requires 
competitive  bidding  for  WIC.  That 
meant  the  taxpayers  will  give  a  $1  bil- 
lion windfall  to  four  drug  companies, 
and  they  will  take  1.5  million  pregnant 
women  and  newborn  infants  off  the 
WIC  Program. 

This  sense  of  the  Senate  says  we 
ought  to  take  care  of  the  women  and 
the  infants  before  we  do  the  drug  com- 
panies, especially  at  taxpayers'  ex- 
pense. 

It  also  says  we  ought  to  have  real  nu- 
tritional standards  in  school  lunch. 
Not  what  the  fast  food  industry  would 
like,  but  perhaps  what  mothers,  fa- 
thers, and  children  should  like  and 
should  have. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is 
very  simple. 

It  says  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  infant  formula  be  purchased 
by  the  WIC  Program  under  competitive 
bidding.  It  says  that  school  lunches 
should  meet  minimal  nutrition  re- 
quirements and  that  the  content  of 
WIC  food  packages  be  based  on  sci- 
entific evidence. 

That  has  been  the  case  for  years  and 
should  continue.  I  am  offering  this 
amendment  because  the  House-passed 
welfare  reform  bill  does  not  follow  that 
longstanding  approach  to  child  nutri- 
tion programs. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  majority  report 
does  not  assume  that  the  Senate  wants 
to  eliminate  those  protections  for  chil- 
dren. 

The  Contract  With  America,  as 
passed  by  the  House,  would  allow 
States  to  serve  junk  foods  with  lunch. 
The  Senate  should  stand  up  to  that 
challenge  and  say  "no." 

It  would  allow  States  to  waste  Fed- 
eral taxpayer  dollars  on  needlessly  ex- 
pensive foods  for  the  WIC  Program. 

I  have  spent  8  years  protecting  the 
WIC  Program  from  drug  companies. 
Now  the  House  Contract  With  America 
changes  that.  A  few  years  ago,  I  called 
on  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  to 
investigate  price-fixing  and  bid-rigging 
regarding  infant  formula  companies 
and  the  WIC  Program 

I  introduced  bills,  which  all  my  Sen- 
ate colleagues  supported,  to  require 
that  WIC  buy  infant  formula  under 
competitive  bidding  rules  similar  to 
rules  used  by  the  Federal  Government, 
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and  most  State  governments,  to  pur- 
chase goods. 

These  WIC  procedures  save  $1  billion 
a  year.  That  money  keeps  1.6  million 
pregnant  women,  mfants,  and  children 
on  WIC  at  no  additional  cost  to  tax- 
payers. 

The  House  bill  does  not  require  com- 
petitive bidding.  Instead  it  includes 
paltry  cost  containment  requirements 
that  are  a  sham. 

It  is  hard  to  imagine  a  provision  that 
better  symbolizes  what  is  wrong  with 
the  Contract  With  America. 

The  contract  could  give  up  to  $1  bil- 
lion to  four  corporate  giants  and  take 
1.6  million  low-income  women,  infants, 
and  children  off  the  WIC  Program. 

For  8  years  as  chair  of  the  Agri- 
culture Committee.  I  tried  to  make  our 
work  on  nutrition  programs  bipartisan. 
And  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  report  is  supportive 
of  the  WIC  Program. 

Last  year,  both  the  Senate  and  the 
House  passed  the  child  nutrition  reau- 
thorization by  unanimous  agreement. 

That  Reauthorization  Act  main- 
tained the  principle  that  school 
lunches  provide  one-third  of  the  nutri- 
tional requirements  for  each  day.  It 
maintained  strong  competitive  bidding 
procedures  for  the  WIC  Program. 

And  it  ensured  that  foods  of  mini- 
mum nutritional  value  may  not  be  sold 
with  school  lunches.  It  passed  the  Sen- 
ate without  objection  last  year. 

The  House  bill  eliminates  minimum 
nutritional  requirements  for  school 
lunches.  I  fought  Coca-Cola  and  the 
fast  food  companies  last  year  to  make 
school  lunches  healthier. 

Congress  reduced  the  saturated  fat 
content  of  school  meals,  and  clarified 
that  schools  have  the  right  to  say  '"no" 
u  iwui-a-^uid  cinci  i  cpoi-\,0ia. 

Under  the  House  Contract  With 
America,  soft  drinks  can  be  sold  to 
school  children  during  lunch  instead  of 
milk.  Candy  companies,  fast  food  gi- 
ants, and  junk  food  purveyors  are  the 
big  winners.  Children  and  dairy  farm- 
ers are  the  big  losers. 

The  House-passed  Contract  With 
America  could  hurt  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams by  eliminating  what  we  put  into 
law  last  year. 

I  hope  the  Senate  tells  the  lobbyists 
for  the  soft  drink  bottlers  that  Coke  or 
Pepsi  should  not  be  part  of  a  school 
lunch  or  breakfcist. 

I  hope  the  Senate  tells  the  lobbyists 
for  drug  companies  that  make  infant 
formula  that  the  Senate  wants  to  con- 
tinue to  save  taxpayers  Jl  billion  a 
year  in  the  WIC  Program  by  mandating 
strong  competitive  bidding  procedures. 

Remember,  before  the  Congress  re- 
quired competitive  bidding,  many 
States  did  not  use  those  procedures 
that  now  put  1.6  million  more  pregnant 
women,  infants,  and  children  on  the 
WIC  Program  at  no  additional  cost  to 
taxpayers. 

I  hope  the  Senate  rejects  the  House 
approach  that  repeals  scientific  stand- 


ards for  the  WIC  food  package.  These 
standards  make  WIC  a  success. 

I  want  to  make  one  additional  point 
not  directly  related  to  the  amendment 
I  am  offering.  I  believe  it  is  a  mistake 
to  block  grant  food  stamps. 

On  December  2,  1969,  President  Nixon 
said  in  a  speech  that  relying  on  local 
governments  meant  that  "our  Nation's 
food  programs  have  been  shot  through 
with  inequities." 

Chairman  GooDLiNG  put  it  another 
way  when  he  opposed  block  grants  a 
few  years  ago — he  said  that  a  "child's 
basic  nutrition  needs  do  not  vary  from 
State  to  State." 

I  joined  with  Senator  DOLE  in  oppos- 
ing block  granting  some  years  ago.  He 
said,  and  I  agreed  with  him,  that  the 
"Federal  Government  should  retain 
primary  responsibility  for  nutrition 
programs  in  order  to  guarantee  some 
standardization  of  benefits. " 

We  have  to  recognize  that  food 
stamps  are  America's  best  and  largest 
child  nutrition  program. 

Over  80  percent  of  food  stamp  bene- 
fits go  to  families  with  children;  and 
over  90  percent  of  food  stamp  benefits 
go  to  families  with  children,  or  the  el- 
derly or  disabled. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  as  the 
economy  has  grown  over  the  last  year, 
participation  in  food  stamps  has 
dropped  by  1  million  persons. 

It  is  crucial  to  me  that  food  stamps 
not  be  block-granted— I  agree  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  Chair- 
man Roberts,  Chairman  Emerson  and 
Chairman  Gunderson  on  this  issue. 

Their  view  is  that  food  stamps  is  the 
final  safety  net  and  that  it  should  nei- 
ther be  block-granted  nor  cashed  out. 
In  rejecting  block  grants,  the  House 
used  some  of  the  same  points  made 
years  aigo  by  President  Nixon. 

In  closing,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  my  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  managers 
for  their  courtesy. 

PRIVATIZING  PMAS  IS  BACKDOOR  TAX 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an  amendment,  joined  with  Senator 
Pressler,  Senator  Dorgan,  Senator 
ROBB,  Senator  Warner,  and  others.  No. 
1120,  to  oppose  the  sale  of  the  public 
power  marketing  administrations. 

Very  simply.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  situation:  The  budget  resolution 
proposes  the  sale  of  public  power  mar- 
keting administration,  the  PMA's. 

What  is  the  effect  of  that  sale?  Two- 
fold. No.  1.  to  dramatically  increase 
the  rates  of  consumers,  utility  consum- 
ers, in  most  States  of  our  country,  be- 
cause public  power  is  sold  at  a  lower 
rate  than  power  from  other  sources 
that  is  sold  to  consumers. 

The  estimate  is  between  a  20-  and  a 
60-percent  increase  in  utility  rates  for 
farmers,  for  ranchers,  for  homeowners, 
for  small  business,  for  anybody  who  is 
in  a  rural  co-op,  or  anyone  who  buys 
public  power.  No.  1,  the  effect  is  very 
much  to  increase  the  rate.  It  is  a  hid- 


den tax,  Mr.  President.  It  is  a  hidden 
tax  because  in  effect  people  will  have 
to  pay  more. 

The  second  major  consequence  of  the 
sale  of  the  PMA's:  Increase  the  budget 
deficit.  That  is  a  consequence.  Why? 
Very  simply,  because  the  PMA's  cur- 
rently make  mone.y.  They  make  about 
$240  million  a  year.  'When  the  PMA's 
loan  is  retired,  in  about.  I  think.  14  or 
16  years.  Uncle  Sam  will  make  $5  bil- 
lion on  the  investment. 

So  the  sale  of  PMA's  has  two  effects. 
No.  1,  big  increase  in  utility  rates;  No. 
2,  increase  in  the  budget  deficit. 

My  amendment  says,  "No,  let's  not 
sell  the  PMA's;  therefore,  let's  not 
raise  utility  rates;  and  let's  also  reduce 
the  budget  deficit  by  keeping  the 
PMA's  alive." 

Please  add  Senators  Ford,  Harkin. 
Heflin.  and  Hollings  as  cosponsors. 
Webster  defines  a  "tax  "  as  follows:  "to 
require  to  pay  a  percentage  of  income, 
property  or  value  for  support  of  the 
government." 

So  a  tax  can  come  in  many  forms — a 
direct  levy,  or  a  hidden  fee  that  sneaks 
up  on  taxpayers  under  a  cover  name. 
And  that  is  precisely  what  this  budget 
resolution  contemplates  for  ratepayers 
across  rural  America. 

Privatizing  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations is  a  bad  idea.  It  is  short- 
sighted and  it  hurts  rural  America. 
Privatization  cannot  work  when  its  re- 
sult is  simply  to  create  four  huge  mo- 
nopolies, which  will  gouge  their  cap- 
tive market  like  any  other  monopoly. 

So  at  its  core,  the  proposal  to  sell  off 
PMA's  is  no  more  than  a  backdoor  tax 
increase  on  the  rural  middle  class.  A 
tax  hidden  in  a  utility  bill  is  every  bit 
as  much  a  tax  as  a  gas  tax.  income  tax 
or  anything  else.  I  won't  stand  for  it. 

* 1      -^ ,-11 _™ v^».V. 

sides  of  the  isle  won't  stand  for  it. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  this  would 
mean  to  Montana.  Montana,  like  much 
of  the  west,  was  built  on  hydroelectric 
power.  By  harnessing  the  Missouri 
River  at  Fort  Peck  Reservoir,  Mon- 
tanans  bring  water  to  arid  lands  for 
farming  and  ranching.  Small  industries 
use  the  affordable  power  to  create  jobs 
and  build  communities.  And  folks  in 
rural  areas  get  affordable  power  to 
heat  and  light  their  homes. 

This  is  an  essential  service.  It  is 
something  that  works.  And  it  has 
worked  ever  since  Franklin  Roosevelt 
came  out  to  break  ground  at  the  Fort 
Peck  Dam  and  bring  public  power  to 
rural  Montana.  Public  power  meant 
electricity  that  an  ordinary  farm  fam- 
ily could  afford.  It  helped  create  Mon- 
tana communities  like  Glasgow,  Sid- 
ney, and  Shelby.  It  keeps  towns  like 
these  strong  and  healthy  today. 

As  my  friends  George  and  Barbara 
DenBoer  of  Dupuyer,  MT,  recently  told 
me; 

Our  electric  bills  are  high  enough.  We  are 
barely  making  a  living  on  the  ranch  now  and 
with  all  the  new  taxes  and  increases  in  ex- 
penses it  is  all  but  impossible  to  continue. 
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Please  stop  and  consider  how  many  rural 
people  will  be  affected  with  higher  rates.  .  . 
Wo  need  the  Power  Marketing  Administra- 
tion.  Please  do  not  make  it  impossible  for 
those  who  make  their  living  in  the  country. 

One  hundred  thousand  Montana  fami- 
lies—nearly one  in  three  Montana  men, 
women,  and  children— share  George 
and  Barbara's  feelings. 

All  of  them  use  WAPA  power  in  Mon- 
tana today.  And  they  stand  to  see  their 
electric  bills  increase  by  at  least  30" 
percent  if  this  proposal  goes  forward. 
You  are  talking  about  a  real,  tangible 
cut  in  the  living  standards  for  people  in 
rural  America.  And  that  is  why  I  so 
strongly  oppose  the  sale  of  WAPA  and 
the  PMA's. 

A  second  point  is  that  WAPA  and  the 
other  power  marketing  programs  take 
not  one  tax  dollar.  In  fact,  the  Federal 
Government  makes  money  off  of  these 
programs. 

WAPA  is  a  good  example.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  has  invested  a  total 
of  $5.6  billion  in  W.-^PA.  And  each  year, 
WAPA  pays  the  Federal  Government 
approximately  $380  million  for  this 
loan  with  interest.  So  far,  the  Federal 
Treasury  has  gotten  back  $4.1  billion 
on  its  initial  loan.  And  by  the  time  this 
debt  is  retired  in  24  years,  the  Federal 
Treasury  will  have  made  $14  billion  on 
its  initial  investment  of  $5.6  billion. 

Second,  even  now  the  PMA's  run  a 
profit  for  the  Government.  A  recently 
released  CRS  report  on  the  PMA's 
found  that  the  Federal  Treasury  actu- 
ally earns  a  profit  of  $244  million  a 
year  on  the  PMA's.  You  have  to  look 
long  and  hard  to  find  a  Federal  pro- 
gram that  provides  a  good  service  to 
the  public  and  makes  a  profit. 

I  find  it  incredibly  shortsighted  that 
the  Congress  would  want  tn  sell  Amori- 
ca's  infrastructure  for  a  quick,  one 
time  shot  of  cash.  What  is  next?  Our 
highways?  Our  bridges?  Our  national 
parks?  The  principle  is  just  the  same. 
America's  infrastructure  up  for  sale.  It 
doesn't  make  any  sense  to  me,  and  I 
will  not  stand  by  and  let  it  proceed 
without  a  fight. 

And  I  urge  my  colleagues — particu- 
larly those  Republicans  and  Democrats 
from  the  32  rural  States  served  by  the 
PMA's — to  join  me.  Senators  will  find  a 
comprehensive  list  of  all  electric  utili- 
ties in  their  States  who  are  served  by 
the  PMAs  on  their  desks. 

Let  me  read  for  the  Record,  States 
who  are  served  by  the  PMA's: 

Alabama,  Arkansas,  Arizona,  Califor- 
nia, Colorado.  Florida.  Georgia.  Iowa. 
Idaho.  Illinois,  Kansas.  Kentucky.  Lou- 
isiana. Minnesota,  Missouri.  Mis- 
sissippi. Montana.  North  Carolina. 
North  Dakota.  Nebraska,  New  Mexico, 
Nevada,  Oklahoma,  Oregon,  South 
Carolina.  South  Dakota.  Tennessee, 
Texas,  Utah,  Virginia.  Washington. 
Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming. 

I  urge  Senators  to  take  a  moment  be- 
fore they  vote  on  my  amendment  to 
consider  the  consequences  elimination 


of  the  PMA's  will  have  on  the  people  in 
their  States — the  small  businesses, 
farmers,  ranchers,  homeowners,  and 
school  districts.  Say  no  to  this  back- 
door tax  and  support  my  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  yield  7  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

NO  TAXP.^VKR  FUNDING  OF  ELECTIONS 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
listened  with  great  interest  to  my 
friend  and  colleague.  Senator  KERR'i' 
from  Massachusetts,  decry  the  effort  of 
the  Budget  Committee  to  get  rid  of  the 
Presidential  checkoff.  Let  me  say,  my 
good  friend  could  not  be  more  wrong. 

In  looking  back  at  the  Watergate 
scandal,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that 
the  Select  Committee  on  Watergate  in 
the  mid-1970's  in  recommendation  No. 
7.  said  the  committee  recommends 
against  the  adoption  of  any  form  of 
taxpayer  funding  of  elections — against 
any  form  of  it.  The  Congress  proceeded 
to  establish  the  Presidential  fund  in 
spite  of  that. 

During  the  last  20  years,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, such  eminent  persons  as  Lyndon 
LaRouche  has  gotten  a  $12  million  in 
taxpayers  funds  to  run  for  President  of 
the  United  States.  He  even  got,  inter- 
estingly enough,  $200,000  from  the  tax- 
payers to  run  for  President  while  he 
was  in  jail.  My  assumption  is  he  would 
not  even  be  able  to  vote  for  himself  as 
a  resident  of  the  jail. 

In  addition,  that  outstanding  Amer- 
ican. Lenora  Fulani.  has  gotten  $3.5 
million  from  the  taxpayers  of  America 
to  run  for  President. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  the  taxpayers  of 
America  have  an  opportunity  every 
.\pri!  15  to  vote  on  how  they  feel  about 
using  taxpayers'  money  for  the  Presi- 
dential election.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
could  be  argued  it  is  the  most  complete 
survey  ever  taken  in  America  on  any 
subject. 

Every  April  15.  voters  get  to  decide 
whether  they  want  to  check  off— it 
used  to  be  $1.  and  now  $3— of  taxes  they 
already  owe — it  does  not  add  to  their 
tax  bill— to  divert  that  away  from 
whatever  else  may  be  funded  by  the 
Federal  Government  into  this  fund. 

Now  the  checkoff  participation  has 
dropped  down  last  year  to  14.5  percent, 
and  is  still  falling.  Two  years  ago,  the 
majority,  for  fear  that  the  taxpayers 
would  totally  revolt  and  there  would  be 
no  money  in  the  fund  at  all.  raised  the 
checkoff  from  $1  to  $3.  Now  the  net  ef- 
fect of  that  is  that  fewer  and  fewer  peo- 
ple could  divert  more  and  more  money. 
Eighty-five  percent  of  the  American 
people  choose  not  to  check  off.  even 
though  it  does  not  add  to  their  tax 
bills.  $3  to  go  into  this  fund. 

Everyone,  in  effect,  ends  up  paying 
for  the  checkoff  because  the  money  is 
diverted  away  from  other  topics. 

If  there  is  any  system  that  has  been 
thoroughly  discredited,  Mr.  President, 


it  is  this  one.  It  has  not  stopped  spend- 
ing. It  has  not  stopped  soft  money,  and 
it  has  eaten  up  about  $1  billion  of  the 
tax  money  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  over  the  last  20  years. 

If  we  cannot  kill  this  program,  Mr. 
President,  then  what  program  can  we 
kill?  Now,  at  the  appropriate  time  I 
will  be  offering  a  second-degree  amend- 
ment to  the  Kerry  amendment.  I  would 
like  to  briefly  describe  what  that  is 
about. 

Among  the  things,  Mr.  President, 
that  taxpayers  funding  has  been  used 
for  during  these  years  was  to  settle  a 
sexual  harassment  case.  My  amend- 
ment would  prevent,  assuming  the 
Presidential  fund  survives — which  I 
hope  it  will  not,  but  assuming  it  sur- 
vives— my  second-degree  amendment 
to  the  Kerry  amendment  would  be  a 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Presi- 
dential election  campaign  fund,  if  it 
survives,  could  not  pay  for  or  augment 
damage  awards  or  settlements  arising 
from  a  civil  or  criminal  action,  or  the 
threat  thereof,  related  to  sexual  har- 
assment. 

Now,  I  will  be  offering  that  second- 
degree  amendment  to  make  a  point, 
Mr.  President,  as  to  how  taxpayers' 
money  has  been  used:  $37,500  was  used 
to  settle  a  sexual  harassment  case 
against  a  top  aide  of  the  current  Presi- 
dent in  his  campaign  back  in  1992.  The 
taxpayers  paid  for  the  settlement. 

At  the  appropriate  time,  I  will  be  of- 
fering a  second-degree  amendment 
which  I  hope  will  be  approved.  I  hope 
that  the  underlying  amendment  will  be 
disapproved.  This  is  a  program  that 
ought  to  end  up  on  the  ash  heap  of  his- 
tory. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  President,  I 
will  offer  an  amendment  with  regard  to 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 
a  Commission  that  is  extremely  impor- 
tant to  my  own  State  of  Kentucky,  and 
will  be  cosponsored  by  Senator  War- 
ner, Senator  Cochran,  Senator  Rocke- 
feller, and  Senator  Heflin. 

Essentially.  Mr.  President,  even 
though  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com- 
mission would  be  taken  down  in  its 
funding  over  a  period  of  7  years,  very, 
very  significantly,  this  amendment 
would  prevent  the  ARC  from  being  to- 
tally phased  out,  and  it  would  pay  for 
it  largely  by  diverting  funds  from  the 
Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  from 
other  regulatory  activities. 

So,  essentially  what  this  amendment 
is  about  is  to  take  money  away  from 
regulators  and  give  it  to  those  involved 
in  economic  development.  It  is  simply 
a  question  of  priorities.  Do  we  want  to 
give  the  money  to  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  and  others  engaged  in  regulat- 
ing in  this  and  other  fields?  Or  do  we 
want  the  money  to  go  directly  into 
economic  development  activities  in 
parts  of  our  country  that  are  economi- 
cally deprived?  This  ARC  covers  such 
States  as  West  Virginia.  Kentucky, 
Tennessee,    Mississippi    and    Alabama, 
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and  it  has  been  useful  in  providing 
roads  and  other  economic  development 
tools  for  the  most  poverty  stricken 
parts  of  that  part  of  America. 

I  am  somebody  who  is  going  to  sup- 
port the  final  budget  resolution.  I  am 
in  favor  of  ending  a  lot  of  programs  and 
intend  to  so  vote.  But  I  believe  here  in 
this  particular  amendment  we  will 
simply  be  choosing  between  whether 
we  want  to  fund  more  and  more  Gov- 
ernment regulators  on  the  one  hand  or 
economic  development  in  poverty- 
stricken  areas  on  the  other. 

So  I  hope  the  McConnell  amendment 
on  ARC,  supported  by  Senators  War- 
ner, Cochran.  Rockefeller,  and  Hef- 
LIN,  will  be  approved  when  it  is  offered 
at  the  end  of  the  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  actually  done 
an  astonishing  thing.  I  believe  I  have 
finished  before  Senator  Domenici  had 
to  ring  the  bell.  So  I  will  yield  any  re- 
maining time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  How  much  time  did 
he  give  back'' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  26  minutes  and  45  seconds. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota, followed  by  2  minutes  for  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  are  engaged  in  a  historic  debate  on 
our  economic  future.  There  are  many 
of  us  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are 
committed  to  balancing  our  budget. 
But  a  group  of  us  have  worked  for  a 
number  of  weeks  on  producing  a  plan 
that  we  call  the  Fair  Share  plan,  be- 
cause we  believe  the  Republican  alter- 
native that  has  been  presented  does  not 
call  on  all  of  our  citizens  on  a  fair  basis 
to  contribute  to  this  effort. 

Perhaps  the  conservative  commenta- 
tor Kevin  Phillips  said  it  best  when  he 
said,  "If  the  budget  deficit  were  really 
a  national  crisis  we  would  be  talking 
about  shared  sacrifice,  with  business. 
Wall  Street  and  the  rich,  the  people 
who  have  the  big  money,  making  the 
biggest  sacrifice.  Instead,  the  richest 
one  or  two  percent,  far  from  making 
sacrifices,  actually  get  new  benefits 
and  tax  reductions." 

That  does  not  strike  some  of  us  as 
fair.  We  believe  everyone  in  this  coun- 
try ought  to  be  asked  to  contribute  to 
solving  this  budget  problem.  So  we 
have  created  an  alternative  that  we 
call  the  fair  share  balanced  budget 
plan.  It  balances  the  budget  by  the 
year  2004  without  counting  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  surpluses.  The  Re- 
publican plan  claims  to  achieve  bal- 
ance by  the  year  2002.  but  they  do  that 
by  counting  Social  Security  trust  fund 
surpluses.  In  fact,  if  you  look  at  the 
Republican  budget  resolution  you  will 
find  that  they  have  a  $113  billion  budg- 
et deficit,  when  it  is  fairly  stated,  in 
the  year  2002.  We  understand  they  do 


not  achieve  a  balanced  budget  without 
counting  Social  Security  surpluses 
until  the  year  2006. 

Our  plan  offers  even  more  deficit  re- 
duction in  the  year  2002  than  their 
plan.  Without  counting  the  Social  Se- 
curity surpluses,  the  Republicans  have 
a  $113  billion  deficit  in  2002,  while  the 
Fair  Share  plan  has  a  $97  billion  defi- 
cit, $16  billion  less  in  deficit  than  the 
Republican  plan. 

We  freeze  defense  spending,  like  the 
Republican  plan  does. 

We  freeze  nondefense  discretionary 
spending  while  the  Republicans  cut  it 
$190  billion  below  a  freeze.  In  other 
words,  we  have  frozen  both  defense 
spending  and  nondefense  discretionary 
spending  for  7  years  in  our  plan.  In  the 
Republican  plan,  they  have  cut.  on  do- 
mestic discretionary  spending.  $190  bil- 
lion below  freeze.  That  means  the  high- 
priority  areas  of  the  budget  are  dev- 
astated under  the  Republican  plan: 
Education,  infrastructure,  research  and 
development,  technology.  We  add  back 
$47  billion  to  education.  We  add  back 
$54  billion  to  infrastructure,  and  some 
$13  billion  to  R&D  and  technology  be- 
cause those  are  the  keys  to  America's 
future. 

We  also  cut  other  important  prior- 
ities less  than  the  Republican  plan.  We 
restore  $100  billion  of  the  $256  billion 
Republicans  cut  in  Medicaid.  We  have 
full  funding  for  student  loans,  some  $14 
billion.  We  restore  $24  billion  of  the  $46 
billion  the  Republicans  cut  in  nutrition 
and  agriculture.  We  restore  $60  billion 
of  the  $86  billion  cut  in  income  assist- 
ance in  the  Republican  plan.  And  we 
restore  $5  billion  of  the  $10  billion  Re- 
publicans cut  in  veterans  benefits. 

To  fund  these  changes  we  reject  the 
Republican  tax  cuts  targeted  at  the 
wealthy.  The  fair  share  plan  eliminates 
$170  billion  reserved  in  the  Republican 
plans  for  tax  cuts  targeted  primarily 
for  the  wealthy. 

We  also  ask  the  wealthiest  among  us 
to  contribute  to  a  balanced  budget  by 
limiting  the  growth  of  tax  breaks,  tax 
loopholes  and  tax  benefits,  tax  pref- 
erences that  benefit  the  wealthy  and 
the  big  corporations.  Tax  entitlements 
are  the  largest  entitlement  in  dollar 
terms  and  the  third  fastest  growing 
major  area  of  the  Federal  budget.  The 
Republican  budget  plan  lets  these  tax 
loopholes  and  tax  preferences  grow 
without  discipline,  at  twice  the  rate  of 
overall  Federal  spending.  Our  plan  lim- 
its the  growth  in  tax  entitlements  to 
inflation  plus  1  percent,  producing  $228 
billion  in  savings  over  7  years. 

We  are  simply  saying,  as  the  Repub- 
licans have  argued,  that  entitlement 
growth  ought  to  be  limited.  We  agree. 
But  we  do  not  think  we  should  forget 
the  biggest  entitlement  of  them  all, 
the  tax  preferences,  tax  benefits,  lax 
loopholes  that  go  to  those  who  have 
the  most  in  our  society.  Let  us  ask  ev- 
eryone in  our  country  to  contribute  to 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  deficit  and  let 


us  ask   them   to  contribute  on  a  fair 
basis. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  add  my  voice  in  support  of  the 
amendment  to  be  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota.  I  believe  it 
speaks  to  two  important  principles  in 
this  debate.  One.  there  has  been  an  as- 
sumption that  there  is  a  single  path  to 
the  heaven  of  a  balanced  budget;  if  we 
did  not  ride  on  the  chariot  that  has 
been  provided  to  us  by  the  Republican 
leadership  that  we  could  not  get  to 
that  destination.  Senator  Conrad  has 
clearly  outlined  that  there  are  alter- 
native means  of  reaching  the  goal  of  a 
balanced  budget.  And  we  stand  second 
to  no  Member  of  this  body  in  terms  of 
our  commitment  and  the  length  of  our 
commitment  toward  the  goal  of  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Second,  I  believe  we  will  not  reach  a 
balanced  budget  with  the  Republican 
plan,  and  we  will  not  because  it  fails  to 
meet  a  fundamental  requirement  and 
that  is  the  requirement  of  fairness:  the 
requirement  that  all  Americans  be 
asked  to  contribute  to  the  balancing  of 
the  budget  in  an  evenhanded  manner. 

The  wheels  and  wings  of  this  chariot 
of  the  Republican  leadership  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  will  fall  off  before  we 
reach  the  year  2002  because  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  object.  They  will  reject 
the  proposal  to  reach  that  balanced 
budget  which  attempts  to  do  so  pri- 
marily by  reducing  the  already  meager 
capability  of  the  poorest  and  the  oldest 
of  Americans. 

The  most  dramatic  example  of  that  is 
in  the  area  of  health  caie.  We  have 
beaten  upon  our  respective  breasts 
about  how  we  are  holding  down  entitle- 
ments. Here  is  what  we  are  doing.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  overall  health  care  expenditures 
are  projected  to  increase  by  over  7  per- 
cent per  capita  between  now  and  the 
year  2002.  This  budget  would  restrain 
Medicare,  the  program  for  our  oldest 
Americans,  by  less  than  6  percent,  and 
1.5  percent  for  our  poorest  Americans. 

That  is  unfair.  That  plan  will  not 
reach  the  year  2002.  Senator  Conrad's 
plan  will. 

I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  on  each  side'? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  26'/2  minutes  for  your  side,  and  18'/2 
minutes  for  the  other  side. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  using  my  time. 

I  hope  Senators  understand  that  is 
literal.  There  are  26  minutes  left  on  our 
side,  18  minutes  left  on  Senator  ExoN's 
side.  I  intend  to  make  that  where  it 
comes  out  even. 

I  yield  3  minutes  to  Senator 
Santorum  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  The  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania is  recognized  for  3  minutes 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. 

Mr.  President.  I  wanted  to  talk  about 
the  Conrad  amendment  and  just  sug- 
gest that  this  is  more  of  the  same, 
again  smoke  and  mirrors,  no  defined 
plan  of  how  you  are  going  to  get  there, 
more  taxes.  $230  billion  is  what  they 
tell  you  about,  but  go  ahead  and  spend 
$170  billion  in  the  re.serve  fund.  We  do 
not  know  how  that  necessarily  will 
work  and  whether  that  is  really  there. 
I  ask  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. Has  that  been  scored  by  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  that  your 
budget  gets  a  bonus  of  $170  billion?  Do 
you  get  that  bonus? 
Mr.  CONRAD.  Am  I  to  respond? 
Mr.  SANTORUM.  Yes. 
Mr.  CONRAD.  We  have  treated  the 
$170  billion  in  the  same  way  that  the 
Republican  resolution  has  treated  it.  In 
other  words,  only  that  monev— 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Has  the  CBO  scored 
$170  billion  in  savings  in  your  budget  as 
a  result  of  it  going  to  balance  as  it  did 
the  Domenici  budget? 

Mr.  CONRAD.  We  do  have  CBO  scor- 
ing for  the  7  years  that  indicate  we  will 
save  $1,250  trillion.  We  will  balance 
without  using  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  am  running  out  of 
time. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  We  have  more  deficit 
reduction  in  the  year  2002  than  the  Re- 
publicans. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  If  I  can  reclaim  my 
time.  I  am  not  getting  an  answer  to  the 
question.  I  guess  the  answer  is  the  CBO 
has  not  scored  $170  billion  in  bonus  sav- 
ings as  a  result  of  eoXXAne  tn  halanrp  in 
9  years.  So  they  are  using  money  that 
they  do  not  even  have.  So  it  is  already 
potentially  $170  billion  out  of  balance. 
They  have  $230  billion  in  tax  in- 
creases. They  do  not  solve  the  Medi- 
care problem  because  they  add  money 
back  which  does  not  take  care  of  the 
problem  with  the  insolvency  of  the 
trust  fund.  They  have  $443  billion  in 
new  spending,  but  only  S398  billion  in 
offset.  So  that  falls  short. 

This  plan  looks  remarkably  like  a  10- 
year  plan  that  the  President  sup- 
posedly is  eyeing  over  at  the  White 
House  of  how  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget  in  10  years,  which  this  budget 
does  in  9  years. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Let  me  finish  my 
time.  Then  I  be  would  happy  to  yield,  if 
I  have  any  time  left. 

I  did  a  little  homework.  I  found  the 
Chief  of  Staff  at  the  White  House.  Leon 
Panetta.  who  was  Budget  Committee 
chairman  when  I  was  on  the  Budget 
Committee  and  offered  a  budget  resolu- 
tion. "The  Story  of  America's  Future. 
Preparing  the  Nation  For  the  21st  Cen- 
tury,"   which   was   a    10-year   balanced 
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budget,  just  being  produced  over  at  the 
White  House,  basically  presented  here 
today,  and  they  are  remarkably  simi- 
lar—big cuts  in  defense,  cuts  in  entitle- 
ments, which  the  Conrad  budget  does, 
and  up  to  a  $400  billion  in  tax  in- 
creases. 

It  is  the  same  old  song. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex- 
pired. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  myself  3  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  to  Senator 
Conrad  and  those  who  joined  him,  that 
we  are — 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  No,  I  will  not.  I  have 
not  had  a  chance  to  speak  yet.  Let  me 
do  this.  I  am  not  shying  away  from 
questions.  Let  me  say  to  Senator 
Conrad  that  it  is  very  good  that  you 
would  bring  a  balanced  budget  to  the 
floor  at  1  o'clock  when  there  is  30  min- 
utes left  to  debate. 

The  President  sent  a  budget  up  about 
4  months  ago.  The  Republicans  sent  a 
budget  to  the  Budget  Committee  about 
2 ''2  to  3  weeks  ago.  We  have  been  on  the 
floor  a  little  more  than  a  week.  Frank- 
ly, there  is  no  way  to  analyze  the  budg- 
et. But,  frankly.  I  am  absolutely  posi- 
tive that  it  does  contain  a  couple  of 
things  that  everybody  should  under- 
stand. 

The  Senator  would  say  he  is  just  tak- 
ing care  of  loopholes,  just  not  letting 
those  grow  as  much,  not  letting  the  tax 
credits  and  other  things  grow.  He  is 
freezing  them  at  1-percent  growth. 

Thp      truth      nf     tho     rnnttor     i«      that 

equals  a  number.  That  is  a  dollar  num- 
ber. My  estimate  is  that  it  is  $230  bil- 
lion in  new  taxes  no  matter  how  you 
cut  it,  because  in  this  resolution,  if  it 
is  done  right,  they  tell  the  Finance 
Committee  to  raise  revenues  in  the 
amount  of  $230  billion.  Obviously,  if 
you  raise  revenues  $230  billion,  you  can 
spend  a  lot  of  money.  You  can  spend 
$230  billion  of  the  taxpayers'  money. 
We  did  not  do  that.  Americans  should 
understand  that. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  budget  reso- 
lution said  when  you  balance,  there  is 
a  dividend.  We  do  not  know  if  they 
have  a  dividend  on  that  side.  But  we 
said  when  that  dividend  accrues  we  cut 
Americans'  taxes  by  $170  billion.  It  is 
very  easy  to  sit  up  here  and  say  we  are 
only  going  to  cut  for  the  rich.  It  is  not 
true.  If  they  did  not  have  that  in  their 
vocabulary  on  that  side,  they  would 
not  have  anything  to  talk  that  about. 
Every  time  they  get  up.  they  talk 
about  taxing  the  rich. 

The  budget  resolution  says  when  we 
have  tax  cuts,  if  we  do.  they  will  not  go 
to  the  rich.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
times  I  can  say  it,  but  that  is  the 
truth.  Read  the  resolution. 


In  addition,  that  $170  billion  which 
the  Republicans  say  give  back  to 
Americans,  they  spend  that.  Of  course. 
$230  billion  and  $170  billion  is  $400  bil- 
lion. It  seems  to  me.  if  you  have  $400 
billion  to  spend,  you  can  save  a  lot  of 
programs. 
I  yield  1  additional  minute. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  question  is. 
should  the  American  people  be  taxed 
$230  billion  more  at  this  time  in  his- 
tory, and  should  they  not  be  entitled  to 
at  least  take  a  look  at  whether  they 
should  get  a  tax  cut  when  we  get  things 
in  balance,  or  should  we  spend  it  all? 
That  is  the  issue,  plain  and  simple.  All 
the  rest  is  an  interesting  discussion 
which  nobody  has  enough  time  to  ana- 
lyze. But  I  still  commend  the  Senator. 
It  is  better  than  nothing.  We  did  not 
have  anything  until  now. 

So  I  thank  him  for  doing  something 
better  than  having  nothing  to  offer. 
Frankly,  it  is  a  false  gesture.  There 
will  be  a  lot  of  people  who  will  vote  for 
it.  They  will  say  they  voted  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  also.  Frankly,  I  think  it 
is  a  little  too  late.  Nonetheless,  we  will 
probably  vote  on  it  later  today. 

I  yield  the  floor  at  this  point  and  re- 
serve the  remainder  of  the  time. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  yield  for  a  question  or 
yield  time  to  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.   DOMENICI.   I  do  not  have  any 
time. 
Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
.itnr  from  Nebra-sk-a 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  unfortu- 
nately, the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
placed  in  the  position  where  I  have  a 
great  number  of  Senators  who  want  to 
address  this.  If  I  have  any  time  left  for 
myself  at  all,  I  would  like  to  answer 
sonie  of  the  statements  that  have  t)een 
made.  But  in  view  of  the  fact  that  I 
have  Members  on  this  side  who  are 
very  vitally  involved  in  this  whole 
matter  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to 
yield  2  additional  minutes  for  whatever 
purposes  he  sees  proper  to  my  col- 
league from  North  Dakota.  I  would  like 
to  yield,  following  that  2  minutes,  to 
my  colleague  from  the  State  of  Illinois 
and  2  minutes  to  my  colleague  from 
the  State  of  New  Jersey,  6  minutes  in 
total. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

In  answer  to  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  this  is  not  the  same  old 
song.  This  is  a  balanced  budget  and  one 
that  does  it  without  using  or  without 
countmg  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
It  is  a  significant  breakthrough.  We  do 


14216 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


it  by  less  draconian  cuts  on  the  high- 
priority  programs  of  education.  Medi- 
care. Medicaid,  veterans,  and  many 
others. 

We  are  able  to  do  that  because  we  re- 
ject the  tax  reduction  aimed  and  tar- 
geted primarily  at  the  wealthiest 
among  us.  and  we  say  there  is  no  need 
to  defend  every  tax  preference,  every 
tax  loophole,  every  tax  break  that  is  in 
the  current  code. 

This  chart  shows  it — $4  trillion  of  tax 
preferences  over  the  next  7  years.  We 
say  let  us  limit  the  growth  to  inflation 
plus  1  percent.  That  saves  us  S228  bil- 
lion. 

Now.  my  friends  may  be  able  to  de- 
fend every  tax  preference,  every  tax 
break,  every  tax  loophole.  I  am  not.  I 
do  not  understand  the  practice  of  al- 
lowing 73  percent  of  the  foreign  cor- 
porations doing  business  in  this  coun- 
try to  get  by  without  paying  one  dime 
of  tax.  Those  are  not  U.S.  taxpayers. 
They  are  foreign  taxpayers  doing  busi- 
ness here,  and  we  allow  73  percent  of 
them  to  get  by  without  paying  a  penny. 
It  makes  no  sense. 

I  do  not  understand  the  practice  of 
having  a  section  936  in  the  code  that 
costs  $57,000  for  every  job  created  in 
Puerto  Rico  under  that  section  of  the 
code.  I  think  we  could  do  away  with 
that  loophole,  and  overwhelmingly  the 
people  of  this  country  would  agree.  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  we  should  not  say  to 
the  billionaires  who  renounce  their 
U.S.  citizenship  to  avoid  taxes,  that 
loophole  should  now  be  closed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr   CONRAD   I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Conrad  amend- 
ment. In  response  to  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  who  said  this  is  smoke 
and  mirrors,  it  took  about  10  of  us 
about  six  meetings  to  put  this  to- 
gether, plus  our  staffs.  It  is  substan- 
tial. I  do  not  suggest  that  the  budget 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico is  smoke  and  mirrors.  This  is  not 
smoke  and  mirrors.  The  question  is, 
which  is  more  equitable''  And  I  think 
clearly  the  Conrad  amendment  is. 

The  second  question  is  the  growth  of 
tax  loopholes  or  tax  entitlements.  I 
have  heard  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico speak  often  about  entitlements  and 
the  need  to  get  hold  of  them.  He  is  ab- 
solutely correct.  But  that  also  applies 
to  tax  entitlements,  and  what  the 
Conrad  amendment  does  is  say  on  tax 
loopholes,  they  can  grow  at  the  rate  of 
inflation  plus  1  percent. 

Finally.  I  would  say  I  am  a  pessimist 
that  any  of  these  things  will  stand 
without  the  teeth  of  a  constitutional 
amendment.  Our  history  is  after  2 
years  they  blow  up.  But  I  believe  the 
Conrad  plan  has  a  greater  chance  of 
standmg  up  through  the  test  of  time 


because  it  is  more  fair.  The  burden  is 
spread  more  evenly.  I  strongly  support 
the  Conrad  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
issue  of  whether  there  will  be  a  tax  in- 
crease in  the  budget  resolution,  of 
course,  is  yesterday's  story.  There  al- 
ready is  a  tax  increase  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal.  It  is  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  earned-income  tax  credit. 
It  is  a  tax  increase  of  $20  billion  on 
families  that  earn  under  $28,000  a  year. 

So  make  no  mistake,  the  issue  is  not 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  a  tax  in- 
crease. The  issue  is  who  is  going  to  pay 
the  tax.  And  I  believe  that  this  meas- 
ure is  appropriate.  It  says  that  cor- 
porations and  wealthy  individuals  who 
use  tax  loopholes  should  lose  them  or 
have  them  limited.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  and  I  might  disagree  on 
which  tax  loopholes  should  be  elimi- 
nated, but  there  is  no  question  that  we 
should  tell  the  Finance  Committee  to 
work  to  achieve  that  amount  of  deficit 
reduction  through  the  elimination  of 
the  tax  loopholes. 

If  this  amendment  does  not  succeed, 
when  we  get  to  the  end  and  we  are  of- 
fering amendments  that  will  not  be 
able  to  be  debated.  I  will  be  offering 
another  alternative  budget  that  will 
cut  discretionary  spending  more,  Med- 
icaid and  Medicare  less,  tax  expendi- 
tures less,  have  a  tobacco  tax.  cut  de- 
fense more,  and  cut  agriculture  more. 
That  will  be  an  alternative  budget  to 
the  one  that  is  being  offered  now  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota.  So  that,  indeed,  we  will  have 
two  Democratic  amendments  that 
would  produce  a  balanced  budget — not 
one  but  two.  And  I  hope  that  this 
amendment  is  seriously  addressed  by 
the  Senate  and  passed,  because  it  is 
clearly  better  than  the  current  budget 
proposal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  19  minutes  2  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  all  that  is  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  side  has  12  minutes  9  sec- 
onds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  number  of  comments  I  wish  to  make, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  on  Federal  workers, 
there  will  be  an  amendment  called  up 
that  Senator  Sarbanes  offered,  and, 
frankly,  I  want  the  body  to  know  that 
I  worked  very  hard  with  Federal  em- 
ployees representative  groups.  We  did  a 
lot  better  in  this  budget  resolution  for 
Federal  workers  than  the  House  did. 

First  of  all.  we  did  not  freeze  their 
pay.  They  get  their  regular  pay  in- 
creases. We  provided  sufficient  money. 
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The  House  provided  a  freeze.  Unlike 
the  House  approach,  we  did  not  put  a 
tax  on  them  to  put  in  the  pension  fund 
of  2.4  percent.  The  only  thing  that  is  in 
this  budget  resolution  is  use  the  top  5 
instead  of  the  top  3  for  your  averages. 
And  we  hope  to  do  some  grandfathering 
in  the  committee  so  that  it  has  the 
least  damaging  effect.  On  the  other 
hand.  I  would  like  to  do  more  but  I  am 
also  hopeful  that  when  we  go  to  con- 
ference I  can  hold  what  we  have  done, 
and  from  what  I  understand  from  most 
senior  groups,  most  Federal  employee 
groups,  with  some  grandfathering  this 
is  much  more  palatable  than  what  the 
House  did. 

Second.  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
WIC,  Some  people  have  talked  about 
the  Women.  Infants  and  Children  Pro- 
gram, I  think  it  was  Senator  Leahy. 
We  accommodated  an  increase  in  the 
WIC  Program.  There  is  no  argument 
that  other  programs  should  be  re- 
strained, but  we  said  we  think  that 
should  be  increased;  that  is  very  impor- 
tant, nutrition.  In  fact,  it  is  a  $1.6  bil- 
lion increase. 

With  reference  to  the  power  market- 
ing, there  is  and  there  will  be  an 
amendment  and  discussion  about  it. 
Let  me  just  suggest  we  understood 
from  Members  on  our  side  and  the 
Democrat  side  that  the  PMA's  as  pro- 
posed by  the  House  was  too  tough;  it 
would  raise  utility  rates  very  high  in 
some  areas  of  the  country.  We  scaled  it 
back  tremendously  in  this  budget  reso- 
lution. P'or  those  who  are  interested, 
we  reduced  the  savings  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  by  two-thirds,  or  $2,9  bil- 
lion, the  assumption  of  savings. 

We  also  assumed  that  existing  cus- 
tomers get  preferential  rights  to  pur- 
chase the  PMA's.  I  think  we  did  a  very 
credible  and  good  job  in  that  area,  and 
I  hope  that  the  Senate  would  not  fur- 
ther change  that  during  the  waning 
moments. 

In  addition.  I  repeat  one  more  time. 
this  budget  resolution  says  by  adoption 
of  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution,  if 
taxes  are  granted  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. 90  percent  of  them  shall  go  to 
Americans  earning  $100,000  or  less. 

If  I  did  not  use  all  of  my  time,  I  will 
reserve  the  remainder  of  it  and  yield  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI  I  will  be  pleased  to 
yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI,  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

That  this  resolution  is  more  sensitive 
toward  the  Federal  employees  than  the 
House-passed  resolution  is  correct.  I 
think  we  have  done  better  than  the 
House,  I  offered  the  amendment  on  the 
retirement    provision    because    I    feel 
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strongly  we  ought  not  to  change  the 
rules  on  people  who  have  given  long 
service  and  planned  this  retirement. 
But  the  overall  package  in  the  Senate 
resolution  is  better  than  what  the 
House  has  done,  and  I  am  hopeful  that 
we  can  do  even  better  in  the  con- 
ference. But  I  offered  this  particular 
proposal  because  I  am  very  concerned 
about  people  having  the  retirement 
rules  changed  on  them  along  the  way 
in  their  working  career, 

Mr,  EXON,  Mr,  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  12  minutes  9  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  following 
that  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  has  2  minutes. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us  as- 
sumes a  15  percent  reduction  in  over- 
head for  programs  in  nondefense  agen- 
cies. It  assumes  no  reduction  in  over- 
head for  the  Defense  Department.  I 
think  that  is  the  wrong  signal  to  send 
to  the  Defense  Department,  particu- 
larly given  the  fact  that  we  know  there 
has  been  remaining  waste  in  the  de- 
fense budget.  We  have  identified  lit- 
erally hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
that  the  GAO  has  pointed  out  could  be 
saved  by  improved  efficiency  in  travel 
management.  We  know  of  the  billions 
of  dollars  of  expenditures  where  they 
cannot  even  identify  authority  for  the 
expenditures. 

We  can  reduce  somewhat  the  over- 
head in  the  Defense  Department.  My 
amendment  which  I  will  send  to  the 
desk  says  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  Armed  Services  Cuiiiniiutcc 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee 
should  reduce  the  overhead  in  the  De- 
fense Department  by  3  percent — just  3 
percent.  And  again  the  contrast  here  is 
very  clear.  We  have  in  this  budget  as- 
sumed a  15-percent  reduction  in  over- 
head of  nondefense  agencies,  but  the 
budget  makes  no  cut.  no  assumption 
about  the  reduction  in  overhead  in  the 
Defense  Department.  And  given  the 
fact  there  has  been  identification  of  ex- 
cess and  waste  in  overhead  in  the  De- 
fense Department,  we  ought  to  at  least 
ask  the  Appropriations  Committee  and 
the  authorizing  committee  to  cut  over- 
head—and I  emphasize  the  word  "over- 
head"—by  3  percent.  This  does  not  re- 
duce the  programmatic  activities  of 
the  agency. 

Just  the  way  the  15-percent  reduc- 
tion in  overhead  was  directed  to  be 
taken  out  of  things  like  travel  and  rent 
and  not  out  of  the  programs  of  the 
agencies,  so  this  minimum  3  percent 
reduction  in  defense  is  directed  not  to 
come  out  of  the  programmatic  activi- 
ties of  the  defense  agencies. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 
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Mr,  EXON,  As  I  understand  it.  the 
Senator  will  send  the  amendment  to 
the  desk  for  later  consideration. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

AGRICULTURE  AND  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Later  on.  we  will  be  voting  on  an 
amendment  offered  by  Senator  ExoN 
and,  I  believe.  Senators  Daschle  and 
DORGAN,  and  I  am  an  original  cospon- 
sor.  This  amendment  would  restore  $15 
billion  from  the  tax  cuts  to  agriculture 
and  nutrition  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  tell  you,  a 
minute  and  a  half  is  not  enough  time 
to  talk  about  nutrition  programs,  but  I 
want  to  just  remind  my  colleagues  that 
some  13  million  children  received  food 
stamp  benefits  in  1992.  Families  with 
children  receive  1.9  percent  of  food 
stamp  benefits. 

In  addition,  we  are  talking  about  the 
child  and  adult  care  food  program 
which  is  nutritional  assistance  for  chil- 
dren at  child  care  centers — and  I  have 
visited  those  centers— we  are  talking 
about  $20  billion-plus  of  cuts  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program.  And  I  say  to  my 
colleagues,  not  that  long  ago,  the  Sen- 
ate unanimously  supported  an  amend- 
ment that  I  offered  that  we  would  take 
no  action  that  would  increase  hunger 
among  children  in  America.  Three 
times  I  tried  to  get  a  vote  on  that  and 
lost.  The  fourth  time  we  went  on 
record  supporting  it. 

I  just  simply  want  to  say  that  these 
cuts  in  these  nutrition  programs  will 
lead  to  increased  hunger  among  chil- 
dren. The  food  stamp  program  in  the 
United  States  of  America  is  not  per- 
fect, but,  given  the  tremendous  dispari- 
ties of  welfare  benefits,  very  low  bene 
fits,  way  below  poverty  level  in  many 
States,  it  is  the  true  safety  net  for 
children. 

To  have  these  kinds  of  reductions  in 
this  food  assistance  program  is  one  of 
the  crudest  things  we  could  do.  And 
this  summer,  well  before  that  final  rec- 
onciliation bill.  I  am  going  to  be  on  the 
floor  over  and  over  and  over  again  re- 
minding my  colleagues  of  the  con- 
sequences of  what  we  are  doing  with 
these  cuts.  These  are  real  children,  real 
faces,  real  people,  in  our  country.  They 
do  not  have  the  political  clout  but  they 
deserve  much  more  of  our  support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  ex- 
pired. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
additional  speaker  that  I  would  be  glad 
to  yield  to  at  this  time, 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
to  Senator  Roth,  do  you  want  to  dis- 
cuss an  amendment  you  were  going  to 
offer? 

Mr,  ROTH.  Yes, 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
Senator  Roth  and  1  minute  to  Senator 
Stevens. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  yields  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

PREVE.VTINC  OIL  AND  GAS  LEASES  IN  THE 
ARCTIC  N.\T10NAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  when  the 
time  has  expired.  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  prevent  oil  and  gas 
leases  to  be  made  in  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge. 

Mr.  President,  a  financial  debt  is  not 
the  only  threat  that  hangs  over  the 
heads  of  future  generations.  There  is 
an  environmental  debt,  as  well.  We 
have  a  moral  duty  to  give  them  a  world 
that  has  clean  water  and  clean  air,  and 
open  vistas  where  wildlife  runs  free. 
One  of  the  great  birthrights  of  every 
American  citizen  is  the  wealth  of  su- 
perlative public  lands. 

Unfortunately,  the  budget  resolution 
before  us  today  jeopardizes  one  of  the 
most  spectacular  places  in  America: 
the  coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  There  is  a  provision  in 
the  budget  that  provides  for  oil  and  gas 
lease  sales  in  this  sanctuary.  Located 
in  the  northeastern  corner  of  Alaska, 
this  unique  piece  of  our  natural  herit- 
age is  bordered  on  the  north  by  the 
Arctic  Ocean  and  Beaufort  Sea,  and  on 
the  south  by  the  snow-capped  Brooks 
Range. 

As  a  lead  sponsor  of  S.  428,  the  bill 
that  designates  the  coastal  plain  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  wil- 
derness area.  I  am  concerned  by  the 
provision  in  the  budget  proposal  that 
uses  revenues  taken  from  sales  of 
leases  to  drill  the  coastal  plain. 

My  concern  arises  on  two  levels: 
first,  that  the  budget  is  assuming  reve- 
nue from  a  pristine  wilderness  area: 
and  second,  that  the  revenue  raised 
from  drilling  in  this  wilderness  area 
will  not  amount  to  such  an  insignifi- 
cant amount  oi  money  that  it  could 
easily  be  found  elsewhere. 

Mr.  President,  as  I've  said  before,  the 
best  thing  we  have  learned  from  nearly 
500  years  of  contact  with  the  American 
wilderness  is  restraint,  the  need  to 
stay  our  hand  and  preserve  our  pre- 
cious environment  and  future  resources 
rather  than  destroy  them  for  momen- 
tary gain. 

For  this  reason,  I  have  been  active  in 
the  effort  to  designate  the  refuge 
coastal  plain  of  Alaska  as  a  wilderness 
area.  And  I  am  not  alone.  Only  4  years 
ago.  Congress  rejected  the  idea  of  sac- 
rificing a  prime  part  of  our  national 
heritage,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  for  what  would  be  a  minimal 
supply  of  oil.  The  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  is  an  invaluable  region 
with  wildlife  diversity  that  has  been 
compared  to  Africa's  Serengeti. 

A.S  I've  said  in  earlier  statements,  the 
Alaskan  wilderness  area  is  not  only  a 
critical  part  of  our  Earth's  ecosystem— 
the  last  remaining  region  where  the 
complete  spectrum  of  arctic  and  sub- 
arctic ecosystems  comes  together— but 
it  is  a  vital  part  of  our  national  con- 
sciousness. It  is  a  place  we  can  cherish 
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and  visit  for  our  soul's  good.  It  offers 
us  a  sense  of  well-being  and  promises 
that  not  all  dreams  have  been  dreamt. 

The  Alaskan  wilderness  is  a  place  of 
outstanding  wildlife,  wilderness,  and 
recreation,  a  land  dotted  by  beautiful 
forests,  dramatic  peaks  and  glaciers. 
gentle  foothills,  and  undulating  tun- 
dra. It  is  untamed— rich  with  Caribou, 
polar  bear,  grizzly,  wolves,  musk  oxen, 
Dall  sheep,  moose,  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  birds — snow  geese,  tundra 
swans,  black  brant,  and  more.  In  all, 
about  165  species  use  the  coastal  plain. 
It  is  an  area  of  intense  wildlife  activ- 
ity. Animals  give  birth,  nurse  and  feed 
their  young,  and  set  about  the  critical 
business  of  fueling  up  for  winters  of  un- 
speakable severity. 

Addressing  my  second  concern — that 
the  revenue  raised  from  drilling  in  this 
wilderness  area  will  not  result  in  such 
a  significant  amount  of  money  that  it 
couldn't  be  found  elsewhere — let  me 
say  that  the  estimated  revenue  is  only 
two-tenths  of  1  percent  of  the  total 
savings. 

And  thafs  why  I'm  here  today,  to 
offer  an  amendment  that  will  prohibit 
the  leasing  of  the  coastal  plain  of 
ANWR  to  pay  for  deficit  reduction  and 
to  recommend  that  we  pay  for  the  loss 
in  revenue  with  an  offset  that  would 
come  from  taxing  millionaire  ex-patri- 
ots. I  don't  think  there's  any  question 
that  the  small  number  of  wealthy  indi- 
viduals who  choose  to  renounce  or  re- 
linquish their  citizenship  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  taxes— or  any  other 
reason— are  still  responsible  to  pay 
taxes  on  the  estate,  income,  trust  and 
gift  revenue  they  received  while  still 
Americans. 

My  amendment  to  prohibit  the  sale 
of  leases  for  oil  and  gas  development  in 
the  coastal  plain  of  ANWR  is  revenue 
neutral.  The  revenue  loss  of  S2.3  billion 
over  7  years  is  fully  offset  by  closing 
tax  loopholes  that  have  been  used  by 
wealthy  Americans  who  renounce  their 
citizenship 

My  amendment  is  consistent  with 
the  current  law— with  the  dictates  of 
Congress— law  that  prohibits  oil  and 
gas  drilling  in  the  coastal  plain  of 
AN'WR.  It  is  also  consistent  with  agree- 
ments that  we  have  made  with  Canada 
to  preserve  and  protect  this  wilderness 
area,  especially  the  habitat  and  culture 
of  the  native  people  who  live  in  the 
area. 

My  amendment  prevents  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  the  coastal  plain  of  ANWR 
without  hearings  in  Congress.  It  does 
not  preclude  future  development  of  this 
area,  but  only  prevents  Congress  from 
using  these  savings  from  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  the  current  budget  process. 

The  coastal  plain— where  the  oil  and 
gas  leasing  would  occur  is  the  biologi- 
cal heart  and  the  center  of  wildlife  ac- 
tivity in  the  refuge.  It  is  a  critical  part 
of  our  Nation's  preeminent  wilderness 
and  would  be  destroyed  by  oil  develop- 
ment. 


There  are  those  who  may  think  the 
northern  coast  of  Alaska  is  too  remote 
for  us  to  worry  about.  I  urge  them  to 
read  the  Congressional  Records  from 
the  1870's.  The  men  who  initially  urged 
the  Congress  to  protect  a  place  called 
Yellowstone  were  subject  to  ridicule. 
Why,  critics  asked,  should  we  forgo  the 
opportunity  to  dig  up  minerals  from 
the  area?  It's  a  remote  place,  and  few 
Americans  will  ever  venture  there. 

Today,  as  we  wrestle  with  America's 
future,  let's  be  as  far-sighted  as  that 
Congress  eventually  proved  to  be.  Let's 
not  cash  in  a  unique  piece  of  America 
for  a  brief,  hoped-for  rush  of  oil.  Let's 
protect  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge — forever. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  will 
not  allow  revenues  to  be  used  in  this 
budget  that  are  supposed  to  come  from 
doing  something  that  Congress  has  not 
allowed. 

This  is  how  it  should  be  done.  My 
amendment  accomplishes  this  purpose. 
And  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  important  effort. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Alaska. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
basic  concept  of  this  resolution  is  that 
it  assumes  no  increase  in  revenue.  Sen- 
ator Roth's  amendment  is  one  of  the 
first  to  assume  increased  taxes.  It  is  a 
tax  increase.  His  amendment  will  re- 
quire an  increase  in  revenue  because  it 
takes  out  the  revenue  that  would  be 
generated  by  leasing  1.5  million  acres 
of  the  North  Slope.  It  is  not  wilderness. 
It  has  never  been  wilderness.  It  is  the 
largest  potential  area  of  oil  and  gas 
production  in  the  United  States. 

I  oppose  this  amendment.  The  audac- 
ity of  those  that  would  keep  that 
blocked  up.  They  are  leading  to  the 
concept  where  we  are  now  purchasing 
55  percent  of  our  oil  from  overseas, 
roughly  $70  billion  a  year,  because  we 
are  not  producing  oil  from  our  own 
public  lands. 

I  want  to  respond  to  suggestions  that 
the  coastal  plain  Congress  set  aside  in 
1980  within  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  for  a  study  of  its  oil  and  gas  po- 
tential is  wilderness.  This  land  is  not 
wilderness.  Congress  has  not  declared 
it  wilderness.  Congress  set  this  area 
aside  to  study  the  oil  potential  of  this 
area,  the  potential  which  we  now  wish 
to  develop. 

Mr.  President,  in  1980,  Congress  with- 
drew 19  million  acres  in  northeast 
Alaska  to  establish  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  an  acreage  that  equals 
the  entire  State  of  Maine.  Of  that.  Con- 
gress designated  as  wilderness  8  million 
acres,  an  acreage  exceeding  the  com- 
bined area  of  the  States  of  New  Jersey 
and  Connecticut.  Congress  designated 
the  other  11  million  acres  non-wilder- 
ness refuge  lands.  At  that  time,  Con- 
gress also  set  aside  1.5  million  acres 
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within  the  non-wilderness  area  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to 
study  them  for  oil  potential.  It  is  this 
area  which  we  want  to  develop,  not  wil- 
derness within  the  Refuge. 

I  also  want  to  respond  to  the  sugges- 
tion of  some  Members  and  people  out- 
side this  body  continue  to  argue  that 
this  1.5  million  acre  set-aside  rep- 
resents the  only,  or  the  last,  great  wil- 
derness. This  is  just  not  so.  Alaska, 
which  has  been  singled  out  among  all 
the  States,  is  full  of  lands  that  have 
been  given  a  wilderness  designation  by 
Congress.  Alaska,  in  fact,  with  over  56 
million  acres  of  wilderness,  has  64  per- 
cent of  all  wilderness  acreage  in  the 
United  States.  This  is  an  area  larger 
than  the  States  of  North  Carolina  and 
South  Carolina  combined.  In  the  Arctic 
of  Alaska,  there  are  21.2  million  acres 
of  wilderness,  an  area  larger  than  the 
States  of  Vermont.  New  Hampshire. 
Connecticut,  and  Rhode  Island. 

In  1991,  Alaska  had  over  57.5  million 
acres  of  wilderness.  Compare  this  with 
the  State  with  the  next  greatest 
amount  of  wilderness — California — 
which  had.  in  1991,  less  than  6  million 
acres  of  wilderness.  Compare  this  also 
with  the  fact  that  Connecticut.  Dela- 
ware. Iowa,  Kansas,  Maryland.  Rhode 
Island,  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
have  no  wilderness. 

Within  Alaska,  we  have  individual 
wilderness  areas  larger  than  some 
other  States.  For  example.  Gates  of  the 
Arctic  National  Park,  which  at  8.4  mil- 
lion acres,  is  twice  the  size  of  New  Jer- 
sey, contains  7.1  million  acres  of  wil- 
derness—an area  6  times  the  size  of 
Delaware.  Within  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  too,  there  are  8  mil- 
lion acres  of  wilderness,  an  area  the 
size  of  Massachusetts  and  Delaware 
combined. 

Rut  thi.s  area  should  not  be  confused 
with  the  1.5  million  acres  that  we  are 
discussing  today  for  development  of  its 
oil  potential.  In  section  1002  of  the 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Con- 
servation .^ct  of  1980.  Congress  set  this 
area  aside  and  required  Interior  to  re- 
port on  the  resources  and  oil  potential 
in  this  area  for  the  future. 

Interior  conducted  seismic  studies  of 
the  area  and  concluded  that  there  is  a 
46-percent  chance  of  discovering  com- 
mercial quantities  of  oil.  It  estimated 
that  there  may  be  as  much  as  9.2  bil- 
lion barrels  of  oil  in  the  coastal  plain— 
which  would  make  it  the  largest  re- 
maining oil  reserve  in  North  America. 
To  give  some  perspective  of  how  much 
oil  that  is.  10  billion  barrels  have  been 
pumped  out  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field— 
and  it  has  been  supplying  25  percent  of 
this  country's  domestic  oil  need  since 
the  late  70's. 

Some  have  argued  that  oil  and  gas 
development  would  destroy  the  wildlife 
in  the  area.  The  same  arguments  were 
made  when  Congress  considered  the 
Trans  Alaska  Pipeline  Authorization 
bill  in  1973.  But  the  facts  prove  other- 
wise. Since  oil  and  gas  was  developed 
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at  Prudhoe  Bay.  the  caribou  population 
in  the  area  has  skyrocketed,  increasing 
by  a  whopping  600  percent.  Likewise, 
populations  of  musk  oxen,  waterfowl, 
and  polar  bear  have  either  remained 
stable  or  increased.  In  fact,  with  mod- 
ern drilling  technology,  only  5,000  to 
7,000  acres — roughly  one-half  of  1  per- 
cent— of  the  1.5  million  acres  in  the 
coastal  plain  area  would  be  impacted 
by  roads,  structures,  or  other  develop- 
ment activities. 

I  urge  you  to  let  Alaska's  oil  re- 
sources go  to  work  to  reduce  the  budg- 
et deficit,  increase  domestic  oil  produc- 
tion, and  create  jobs.  I  urge  you  not  to 
be  swayed  by  inaccurate  statements 
about  the  ■'1002  area"  on  the  Arctic 
coastal  plain — inaccurate  statements 
about  its  wilderness  designation  or  its 
importance  as  the  last  great  wilder- 
ness. Congress  set  aside  this  area  to  be 
studied  for  development  of  oil,  and  we 
need  to  do  it  today  for  the  future  of 
this  country's  needs  for  energy  and 
jobs. 

Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  followed  by  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  followed  by  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  floor  manager  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  do  I  have  a  bargain  for 
the  U.S.  Senate.  This  is  the  best  deal 
you  are  going  to  get  all  day.  I  think. 
For  every  dollar  spent,  you  are  going 
to  get  $5  back  and  no  new  taxes.  How 
do  wc  do  that?  Sounds  like  blue  smoke 
and  mirrors,  but  it  is  not. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
makes  sure  that  we  do  not  jeopardize 
more  than  $9  billion  in  deficit  reduc- 
tion. I  am  pleased  to  be  joined  in  this 
amendment  by  my  good  friend  from  Il- 
linois, Senator  SiMON. 

Let  me  stress  that  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  things  about  this  budget  resolu- 
tion I  support,  not  the  least  of  which  is 
its  strong  approach  to  reducing  the  def- 
icit and  controlling  the  costs  of  Gov- 
ernment. And  while  I  disagree  with 
man.y  of  the  priorities  chosen  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee,  I 
commend  his  commitment  and  perse- 
verance in  seeking  to  balance  the  budg- 
et so  that  we  can  leave  our  children 
and  grandchildren  a  legacy  of  hope, 
rather  than  debt. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  the  amend- 
ment I  am  offering  today  furthers  that 
goal  by  preserving  the  antifraud  com- 
pliance initiative  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  which  will  bring  in  almost 
$5  for  every  $1  we  spend. 

Currently  $164.3  billion  in  unpaid 
taxes  are  owed  to  the  Government. 
Much  of  that  is  not  collectible  because 


of  defunct  corporations,  bankruptcy, 
death  or  loss  of  employment.  But  $30.1 
billion  of  that  total  is  collectible  right 
now.  I  think  that  bears  repeating:  $30.1 
billion  is  rightfully  owed  to  the  Gov- 
ernment and  is  collectible  right  now. 

That  is  where  the  compliance  initia- 
tive comes  in.  Last  year,  with  biparti- 
san support,  the  Congress  approved  and 
funded  the  compliance  initiative  to 
collect  this  debt  and  it  is  projected 
that  $9.2  billion  will  be  collected  over 
the  next  5  years.  I  think  that  is  a  con- 
servative estimate.  1  am  happy  to  re- 
port that  collections  are  ahead  of 
schedule.  In  the  first  quarter  of  the  ini- 
tiative alone.  $101  million  has  been  col- 
lected—money that  will  reduce  the  def- 
icit which  is  what  the  budget  resolu- 
tion before  us  is  all  about. 

Mr.  President,  the  first  quarter  re- 
sults are  laid  out  for  all  to  see  in  this 
report  which  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Status  of  Accounts  Receivablp: 

Currently,  gross  accounts  receivable  are 
$164.3  billion.  Included  in  that  amount  are  an 
active  accounts  receivable  inventory  and  a 
currently  uncollectible  portion. 

As  of  March  199.')  the  active  portion  of  the 
accounts  receivable  inventory  was  $81.4  bil- 
lion; $30.1  billion  of  the  $81.4  Is  the  net  col- 
lectible portion  of  these  receivables— this  is 
the  part  we  can  collect  right  now. 

The  remaining  $51.1  billion  of  the  $81.1  is 
the  allowance  for  doubtful  accounts  (ADA)  of 
the  uncollectible  portion — the  part  most 
likely  to  be  written  off. 

Some  of  the  reasons  why  these  receivables 
will  not  be  collected  are:  defunct  corpora- 
tions: taxpayers  who  have  died,  or  suffered 
such  other  personal  hardship  as  serious  ill- 
ness or  loss  of  employment;  bankrupt  busi- 
nesses: inability  to  locate  taxpayers,  and 
abatements  due  to  lKt>  ana  taxpayer  errors. 

The  portion  of  our  receivables  in  currently 
uncollectible  status  is  $82.9  billion.  A  large 
portion  of  this  amount  is  accrued  penalties 
and  interest.  This  category  represents  ac- 
counts not  included  in  the  active  portion  be- 
cause a  collection  employee  has  determined 
a  taxpayer  cannot  currently  pay  owed  taxes. 
There  is  a  likelihood  that  some  portion  of 
the  amount  owed  could  still  be  collected  in 
the  future. 

In  F'i'  94  alone,  the  IRS  collected  $1.2  tril- 
lion in  net  tax  receipts.  Also  in  FY  94.  the 
active  accounts  receivables  increased  7  per- 
cent ($5.1  billion),  the  smallest  growth  in  ac- 
tive accounts  receivable  in  4  years. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  this  bi- 
partisan antifraud  program  was  placed 
outside  the  discretionary  spending  caps 
for  a  very  simple  reason:  the  Budget 
Enforcement  Act  precludes  scoring  rev- 
enue gains  from  these  kinds  of  compli- 
ance activities. 

Unfortunately,  language  placed  in 
this  year's  budget  resolution  shifts  the 
initiative  back  within  the  caps.  That 
will  have  the  effect  of  penalizing  the 
initiative— and  its  substantial  revenue 
gains— in  the  appropriations  process, 
since  it  forces  appropriators  to  con- 
sider the  initiative's  costs  without  al- 


lowing them  to  account  for  its  much 
greater  revenue  gains. 

This  would  likely  lead  to  deep  cuts, 
or  even  the  abandonment,  of  an  initia- 
tive that  brings  almost  five  times  what 
we  spend  on  it.  Those  cuts  would  show 
up  as  short-term  savings  of  S2  billion  to 
the  Treasury.  But  it  would  ultimately 
lead  to  a  net  loss  of  at  least  $9.2  billion 
over  5  years.  This  is  shortsighted,  and 
it's  bad  business. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  why  members 
of  both  parties  chose  to  remove  the 
compliance  initiative  from  the  caps 
last  year.  It  is  why  the  House  budget 
resolution  continues  that  structure. 
This  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  When  it 
came  up  before  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee,  my  colleague  from  Mis- 
souri, Senator  Bond,  voted  to  keep  the 
initiative  outside  the  caps.  It  is  a 
sound  business  investment. 

But  Mr.  President,  the  compliance 
initiative  is  not  only  about  bringing  in 
revenue  properly  owed  the  Govern- 
ment, it  is  also  about  fairness.  I  know 
that  some  view  the  IRS  as  an  easy  tar- 
get because  of  public  animosity  toward 
the  agency.  Of  course,  no  one  enjoys 
paying  taxes.  But  what  really  bums 
people  up  is  to  feel  that  they  are  pay- 
ing their  taxes  while  others  are  getting 
off  scot-free. 

1  have  talked  with  countless  Ohioans 
who  tell  me  that  they  diligently  fill 
out  their  tax  forms,  go  through  all  of 
the  hassles  with  our  all-too-com- 
plicated Tax  Code,  send  in  their  pay- 
ments, only  to  then  hear  about  those 
who  are  getting  away  with  falsifying 
their  returns  or  submitting  none  at  all. 
Or  corporations  that  have  developed 
tax  schemes  to  walk  away  from  their 
liability  while  everyone  else  picks  up 
the  tab.  It  is  infuriating.  A  lot  of  peo- 
ple may  not  like  the  IRS.  but  I  will 
guarantee  you  they  like  tax  cheats  a 
lot  less. 

Well,  if  our  amendment  fails  tax 
cheats  everywhere  can  rest  easy.  Quite 
simply,  by  putting  the  compliance  ini- 
tiative under  the  spending  caps,  the 
budget  resolution  could  force  the  IRS 
to  abandon  this  important  initiative 
which  not  only  generates  revenue,  but 
also  assures  honest  Americans  that 
others  are  also  going  to  be  paying  their 
fair  share.  This  notion  of  fairness  is  the 
underlying  principle  behind  the  Tax 
Code. 

Eliminating  the  compliance  initia- 
tive not  only  cuts  revenue  to  the 
Treasury  by  more  than  $9  billion,  even 
worse,  it  undermines  confidence  in  our 
Tax  Code  by  signalling  to  Americans 
that  the  Senate  believes  in  double 
standards,  that  there  are  rules  for 
hard-working  Americans  who  pay  their 
taxes,  and  no  rules  for  people  who 
don't.  More  effective  compliance  sends 
the  right  message:  that  there  are  no 
double  standards  when  it  comes  to  tax 
fairness.  Everyone  must  pay  their  fair 
share,  and  we  will  enforce  the  laws 
against  those  who  don't. 
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Mr.  President.  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  recall  that  this  entire  issue 
was  settled  last  year  The  Senate  and 
the  House  both  approved  and  funded 
the  IRS  compliance  initiative,  and  the 
IRS  has  since  done  its  part.  The  IRS  is 
already  ahead  of  schedule  in  collecting 
the  taxes  targeted  for  this  year,  and 
that's  before  most  of  the  new  compli- 
ance employees  are  even  fully  trained. 

Now.  I  have  heard  that  some  Sen- 
ators share  my  view  that  the  compli- 
ance initiative  makes  a  lot  of  sense, 
but  think  that,  to  avoid  smoke  and 
mirrors,  it  belongs  on  budget.  In  other 
words,  they  say  that  if  the  IRS  and  the 
administration  think  this  is  so  impor- 
tant, they  should  fund  the  Initiative 
within  the  caps.  That  is  a  reasonable 
notion  that  in  years  past  might  have 
worked,  and  I  probably  would  have 
agreed  with  them. 

However,  as  we  all  know,  our  efforts 
to  eliminate  the  deficit  have  neces- 
sitated that  funds  available  in  previous 
years  simply  don't  exist  any  longer. 
But  this  initiative  was  developed  to  as- 
sist in  that  effort — to  help  reduce  the 
deficit.  That  is  why  the  current  struc- 
ture was  established.  We  all  want  to 
collect  delinquent  taxes,  and  a  $5  re- 
turn for  every  dollar  spent  is  a  wise  in- 
vestment by  any  standard. 

I  would  argue,  in  fact,  that  those 
Senators  who  support  the  compliance 
initiative  but  insist  on  placing  it  under 
the  caps  are  perhaps  the  ones  engaging 
in  smoke  and  mirrors.  These  Senators 
get  to  say  that  they  support  compli- 
ance, while  knowing  full  well  that 
under  the  caps  there  is  no  money  to 
pay  for  it.  Unfortunately,  the  only  ones 
who  stand  to  gain  are  dishonest  people 
and  corporations  who  are  not  willing  to 
pay  their  fair  share.  They  mock  the 
honest  American  taxpayer.  And  who 
are  the  losers,  the  American  taxpayer 
who  has  to  pick  up  the  tab.  the  Federal 
treasury  which  will  lose  more  than  $9 
billion,  and  the  big  loser— deficit  re- 
duction. 

Senator  Simon  and  I  want  no  part  of 
an  effort  that  so  flies  in  the  face  of  ra- 
tionality. The  amendment  that  we 
have  introduced  strikes  that  part  of 
the  budget  resolution  which  requires 
that  the  compliance  initiative  be  fund- 
ed on  budget.  The  affect  of  the  amend- 
ment would  simply  be  to  return  the 
compliance  initiative  to  its  off-budget 
status,  where  the  Congress  put  it  last 
year,  and  where  it  has  been  working  to 
bring  in  delinquent  taxes  ever  since. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  urge  by  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment,  so 
that  we  can  get  on  with  the  task  of  def- 
icit reduction. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  sum- 
mary of  the  IRS  compliance  Initiative 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


IRS  CO.MPLIANCE  LnITIATIVE 
NEED  FOR  COMPLIANCE  INITIATIVE 

Last  year.  Congress  approved  a  $405  million 
annual  Investment  to  collect  an  additional 
$9.2  billion  to  reduce  the  deficit  over  five 
years. 

The  structure  under  which  the  Compliance 
Initiative  was  orig^inally  approved  has  pro- 
vided the  Congress  and  the  IRS  the  flexibil- 
ity to  meet  budgetary  objectives,  while  at 
the  same  time  strengthen  compliance. 

IRS  COMPLIANCE  INITIATIVE  IS  WORKING 

Early  results  show  that  IRS  will  meet  or 
exceed  the  goal  of  generating  the  additional 
$9.2  billion.  Through  the  first  quarter  of  FY 
1995.  the  initiative  has  generated  an  addi- 
tional $101  million.  31%  of  the  FY  1995  com- 
mitment. The  payoff  in  later  years  will  be 
higher  when  the  new  people  become  fully 
productive. 

Initiative  results  are  being  tracked.  A  new 
system  for  tracking  this  initiative  and  relat- 
ed revenues  raised  by  it  was  developed  by  the 
IRS  and  accepted  by  GAO.  The  First  Quarter 
Report  was  delivered  to  Congress,  on  sched- 
ule, on  March  31. 

CUTTING  THE  INITIATIVE  WOULD  LNCREASE  THE 
DEFICIT 

Congress  is  working  hard  to  shrink  govern- 
ment costs.  With  regard  to  the  initiative, 
however,  for  every  appropriated  dollar 
•saved  ".  tax  revenues  are  reduced  by  nearly 
five  dollars.  Elimination  of  the  five-year  ini- 
tiative commitment  for  FY  1996  and  beyond 
would  dramatically  hinder  the  IRS'  ability 
to  address  significant  areas  of  noncompli- 
ance that  the  Congress  has  urged  it  to  focus 
on— boosting  examination  coverage,  reduc- 
ing accounts  receivable,  and  curbing  filing 
fraud. 

Further,  only  $300  million  in  additional 
revenues  will  have  been  realized,  sacrificing 
$8.9  billion  that  will  be  achieved  in  FY  1996- 
1999.  and  an  additional  $2.1  billion  in  years 
past  FY  1999. 

.\nd  this  revenue  loss  relates  only  to  direct 
revenues — the  Service's  enforcement  activi- 
ties also  encourage  voluntary  compliance. 
Every  one  percent  increase  in  voluntary 
compliance  incrca-i^es  tax  revenues  by  $10  bil- 
lion annually. 

ELIMINATING  THE  INITIATIVE  SERIOUSLY 
DAMAGE.S  COLLECTIONS 

IRS  has  put  in  place  a  long  range  hiring 
and  training  plan.  By  the  end  of  May.  over 
5.000  people  will  have  been  hired  or  rede- 
ployed to  compliance  jobs  as  part  of  this  ini- 
tiative. These  employees  are  collecting  taxes 
already  due.  which  if  not  collected,  increase 
the  burden  on  those  taxpayers  who  volun- 
tarily meet  their  tax  obligations. 

Elimination  of  the  Initiative  would  require 
IRS  to  immediately  institute  a  hiring  freeze 
and  in  FY  1996  furlough  the  approximately 
70.000  Compliance  employees  for  up  to  17 
days  to  reduce  expenditures  by  $405  million. 
In  FY  1997.  either  further  furloughs  or  a  re- 
duction in  force  would  be  necessary  to  re- 
duce employment.  Attrition  alone  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  get  to  lower  staffing  levels. 

SAFEGUARDING  TAXPAYER  RIGHTS 

As  tax  administrators,  one  of  the  IRS' 
most  important  responsibilities  is  to  ensure 
that  taxpayers  are  treated  fairly,  cour- 
teously and  with  respect.  The  IRS  is  com- 
mitted to  respecting  the  rights  of  all  tax- 
payers. 

In  the  last  several  years,  the  IRS  has  taken 
many  steps  administratively  to  safeguard 
taxpayer  rights.  And  IRS  is  working  with  the 
Congress  on  proposed  legislative  changes 
that  would  further  enhance  safeguards. 


The  commitment  to  taxpayer  rights  will 
continue  to  drive  IRS'  work  with  regard  to 
the  compliance  initiative  and.  in  fact,  all  of 
the  IRS'  efforts. 

U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC.  Man  ".  1995. 

Dear  Colleague:  We  are  writing  to  inform 
you  about  an  important  issue  in  the  Senate 
Budget  Resolution  which,  if  left  unchanged, 
could  cost  the  government  and  the  American 
people  more  than  $9  billion  in  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

Last  year,  with  bipartisan  support,  the 
Congress  approved  and  funded  the  IRS  Com- 
pliance Initiative  to  collect  over  $9.2  billion 
in  unpaid  taxes  to  reduce  the  deficit.  And  it 
has  been  a  real  success — for  every  dollar  we 
invest  in  this  program  we  will  receive  nearly 
five  dollars  in  return. 

Last  year's  budget  resolution  placed  the 
Compliance  Initiative  outside  the  discre- 
tionary caps  for  a  very  simple  reason:  The 
Budget  Enforcement  .^ct  precludes  scoring 
revenue  gains  resulting  from  these  kinds  of 
compliance  activities.  However,  language 
placed  in  this  year's  budget  resolution  shifts 
the  initiative  back  within  the  discretionary 
caps.  That  will  have  the  effect  of  penalizing 
the  initiative  in  the  appropriations  process, 
since  it  will  force  appropriators  to  consider 
the  initiative's  costs  without  allowing  them 
to  account  for  its  much  greater  revenue 
gains. 

As  a  result,  this  year's  budget  resolution 
will  likely  lead  to  deep  cuts  in  the  Compli- 
ance Initiative,  or  even  force  the  IRS  to 
abandon  the  initiative  entirely.  Those  cuts 
would  show  up  as  a  short-term  savings  of  $2 
billion  to  the  Treasury.  But  it  wouid  ulti- 
mately result  in  a  net  loss  of  $9.2  billion  over 
5  years  (and  up  to  $11.3  billion  including  the 
out  years).  Such  short-sightedness  would  not 
be  tolerated  in  the  private  sector,  and  it 
should  be  rejected  by  the  U.S.  Senate,  as 
well. 

During  floor  debate  on  the  Budget  Resolu- 
tion, we  will  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
the  proposed  language  on  the  Compliance 
Initiative  budget  structure,  so  that  we  can 
continue  to  reduce  the  deficit  as  Congress  in- 
tended last  .vear.  We  urge  you  to  support  his 
amendment.  Please  have  your  staff  contact 
John  Haseley  with  Senator  Glenn  (4-1519)  or 
.■\aron  Rappaport  with  Senator  Simon  (4- 
5573).  with  any  questions. 
Sincerely. 

John  Glenn. 
Paul  Si.mon. 

I  urge  support  for  this  amendment.  I 
will  submit  it  at  the  appropriate  time. 
I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 
I  thank  the  managers  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Did  I  yield  the  Sen- 
ator time,  or  did  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska yield  time? 

Mr.  ROBB.  The  time  was  yielded  by 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Can  I  yield  it  so  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  time  left? 
How  much  time  does  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  want.  3  or  i  minutes? 

Mr.  ROBB.  Two  minutes  will  be  ade- 
quate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
Senator  Robb. 


FAIR  SHARE 

.Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  fair  share  amendment 
that  was  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota.  Senator  Conrad.  I,  with 
a  number  of  other  Senators,  worked 
with  him  to  try  to  develop  an  alter- 
native to  the  budget  resolution  that  is 
on  the  floor.  I  continue  to  accord  to 
Senator  Do.mknici  and  others  credit  for 
moving  us  in  the  right  direction. 

Their  amendment,  if  you  include  the 
$113  billion  of  Social  Security  trust 
funds,  would  come  to  balance  under 
that  math  by  the  year  2002.  This 
amendment  comes  by  the  year  2004  and 
gives  us  true  balance  without  using  the 
trust  funds. 

There  are  some  very  difficult  choices 
still  ahead  of  us.  We  are  talking  about 
budget  resolutions  and  not  budgets. 
When  we  get  down  to  the  hard  work  of 
the  authorizing  and  appropriating,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  be  making  some 
very,  very  painful  and  difficult  choices. 
This  particular  approach,  in  my  judg- 
ment, spreads  that  burden  more  equi- 
tably and  more  fairly.  Hence,  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  it. 

I,  again,  commend  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  for  his  leadership  and  I, 
like  some  of  the  other  folks  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  may  end  up  even  vot- 
ing for  the  final  version,  even  if  this 
particular  distribution  fails,  because  I 
think  it  is  important  that  we  make  the 
statement  about  the  seriousness  of  our 
intent  to  move  toward  true  deficit  re- 
duction, and  we  can  continue  to  dis- 
agree about  some  of  the  details. 

With  that,  I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I 
yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  speak  in  favor  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Conhad).  the  one  on 
the  fair  share  budget;  and  the  one  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Roth)  on  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 
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Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor 
of  Senator  Roth's  amendment  to  pro- 
tect the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge from  oil  and  gas  development.  The 
budget  resolution  before  us  directs  the 
Energy  Committee  to  authorize  the 
lease  of  1.5  million  acres  of  this  inter- 
nationally significant  refuge  to  oil 
companies.  If  this  happens,  it  will  vir- 
tually destroy  one  of  the  world's  crown 
jewels  of  nature  for  a  small  supply  of 
oil.  Yet.  only  last  week  in  Senate  de- 
bate, oil  from  wilderness  areas  of  Alas- 
ka's North  Slope  was  characterized  as 
a  surplus  that  should  be  made  available 
for  export.  Clearly,  oil  from  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  not  a  vital 
energy  need  for  the  United  States. 

The  social  and  environmental  cost  of 
developing  the  refuge  would  be  huge.  It 


would  severely  impact  major  calving 
grounds  and  disrupt  migration  for  one 
of  the  largest  caribou  herds  on  Earth. 
The  Porcupine  herd,  estimated  re- 
cently at  over  152,000  caribou,  uses  the 
coastal  plain  of  this  refuge  where  de- 
velopment is  targeted,  to  raise  their 
calves  and  prepare  for  the  incredibly 
harsh  winter  migration.  It  is  one  of  the 
few  areas  hospitable  enough  for  calving 
and  summer  habitation.  The  Canadian 
government  provided  permanent  pro- 
tection for  their  portion  of  this  habitat 
in  recognition  of  its  importance  and 
highly  threatened  status. 

Development  of  this  refuge  will 
eliminate  a  significant  amount  of  habi- 
tat for  other  wildlife,  including  den- 
ning and  feeding  areas  for  polar  bears 
and  Arctic  wolves.  Forty  three  percent 
of  all  polar  bear  dens  in  and  around  the 
refuge  occur  in  this  area.  It  will  de- 
stroy a  major  habitat  of  musk  oxen, 
and  threaten  staging  grounds  for  mil- 
lions of  migratory  birds.  It  has  the  po- 
tential to  contaminate  water  supplies 
for  vast  areas  of  wilderness  so  pristine 
that  they  define  the  very  term  itself.  It 
will  degrade  one  of  the  last  scrapes  of 
Arctic  wilderness  with  each  of  the  ele- 
ments of  the  Arctic  North  Slope  eco- 
system preserved  intact.  Ninet.y  per- 
cent of  this  system  is  already  open  to 
oil  and  gas  development.  Without  ques- 
tion, oil  development  will  result  in 
major  environmental  damages  to  this 
unique  wilderness. 

It  also  has  the  potential  to  destroy 
the  economic  and  social  basis  for  In- 
dian cultures  that  have  depended  on 
these  herds  for  thousands  of  years.  We 
know  them  as  the  Gwich'in,  the 
Inuvialuit.  the  Aklavik  and  others.  We 
have  heard  their  songs  of  the  caribou. 
They  remind  us  of  Native  Americans 
who  once  followed  vast  herds  of  bison 
on  the  Great  Plains,  and  sang  to  their 
future  as  well.  In  the  words  of  these 
Alaskan  Natives,  "Our  Arctic  way  of 
life  has  endured  for  20,000  years.  Why 
should  it  die  now  for  6  months  of  oil?" 

As  a  result  of  Senate  action  to  lift 
the  oil  export  ban  last  week,  it  is  no 
longer  clear  whose  6-month  supply  of 
oil  this  might  be.  Repeatedly,  we  were 
told  during  Senate  debate  that  a  glut 
of  North  Slope  oil  exists.  So  much  so, 
that  we  need  to  export  this  surplus  to 
more  profitable  locations,  such  as 
Japan.  Oil  from  the  refuge,  in  all  prob- 
ability, will  not  fill  American  gas 
pumps.  Therefore,  the  whole  energy 
independence  rationale  for  drilling  in 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is 
now  clearly  without  any  foundation. 
We  would  be  drilling  for  oil  company 
profits,  not  energy  independence.  In 
the  process,  we  will  deplete  our  domes- 
tic oil  reserves  and  destroy  one  of  our 
most  valuable  environmental  assets.  I 
think  this  is  a  very  bad  tradeoff,  and  I 
think  most  Americans  will  agree. 

The  plan  to  develop  the  refuge  is  a 
bad  idea  for  another  very  big  reason:  it 
doesn't    make    budget    sense.    Senator 


Roth  offers  a  replacement  offset  that 
more  than  covers  the  projected  reve- 
nues from  oil  leases,  the  closure  of  the 
tax  break  for  expatriate  millionaires. 
This  tax  break  is  for  people  who  re- 
nounce their  U.S.  citizenship  to  shield 
their  enormous  wealth  from  the  taxes 
every  hard-working  American  must 
pa.y.  It  should  not  be  preserved  at  the 
expense  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  or  any  other  significant  re- 
source of  this  Nation. 

The  deficit  reduction  value  of  the 
proposed  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge lease  is  clouded  by  several  unre- 
solved issues.  First,  the  $1.1  billion  fig- 
ure scored  by  CBO  assumes  a  50-percent 
State  share,  even  though  State  law 
calls  for  a  90-percent  share.  Second, 
there  are  uncertainties  about  the  own- 
ership of  submerged  lands  within  the 
refuge.  If  it  is  determined  that  these 
lands  belong  to  Alaska,  it  reduces  the 
lease  value  of  the  refuge  further.  Third, 
the  most  recent  offshore  State  lease 
near  the  refuge  yielded  only  $48.41  per 
acre,  compared  to  the  estimated 
$1,533.00  per  acre  assumed  by  CBO~a 
huge  discrepancy.  Finally,  the  budget 
process  itself  is  simply  the  wrong  place 
to  authorize  major,  irreversible  actions 
of  this  kind  because  it  limits  normal 
debate,  testimony,  and  public  input. 

The  current  budget  rule  on  public 
asset  sales,  which  this  budget  resolu- 
tion seeks  to  change,  prohibits  the 
scoring  of  these  sales  for  deficit  reduc- 
tion for  good  reason.  It  was  created  in 
1985  during  the  Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings  Act  to  avoid  bogus,  shortsighted 
asset  sales  in  the  name  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion. Nothing  has  changed  to  reduce 
the  need  for  this  rule  today  as  we  de- 
bate the  fate  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

Much  lias  been  said  since  last  Novem- 
ber about  the  views  of  the  American 
people  on  protecting  the  environment. 
So  often  we  hear  the  presumption  that 
Americans  care  less.  But.  this  past 
week  a  national  poll  by  ABC  and  the 
Washington  Post  found  quite  the  oppo- 
site, as  has  every  national  poll  since 
the  election.  Seventy  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans feel  the  Federal  Government  has 
not  done  enough  to  protect  the  envi- 
ronment. In  the  case  of  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  and  many  other 
treasured  public  lands  across  this  Na- 
tion. I  can  only  agree.  We  should  not 
transfer  public  refuges,  parks,  forests 
or  energy  reserves  without  extensive 
hearings,  informed  testimony,  and  de- 
bate, particularly  when  they  are  so 
near  and  dear  to  the  American  people. 

I  want  read  a  few  words  from  some  of 
the  many  letters  I  have  received  urging 
me  to  protect  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge: 

The  Ambassador  of  Canada.  Mr.  Ray- 
mond Chretien,  wrote: 

Canada  believes  that  opening  the  Arctic 
Refuge  to  oil  and  gas  development  will  lead 
10  major  disruptions  in  the  sensitive  calving 
grounds  and  will  affect  migratory  patterns  of 
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the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd  on  which  thou- 
sands of  Canadian  and  American  Aboriginal 
people  depend. 

In  signing  the  1987  Canada-United  States 
Agreement  on  the  Conservation  of  the  Por- 
cupine Caribou  Herd,  the  United  States  and 
Canada  both  recognized  the  transboundary 
nature  of  these  wildlife  resources  and  our 
joint  responsibility  for  protecting  them. 

In  1984.  Canada  gave  wilderness  protection 
to  its  portion  of  the  caribou  calving  grounds 
by  creating  the  Northern  Yukon  National 
Park.  The  critical  calving  grounds  in  the 
United  States,  however,  do  not  have  formal 
protection  and  remain  vulnerable  to  develop- 
ment, as  evidenced  by  the  recent  budgetary 
proposals. 

Canada  believes  that  the  best  way  to  en- 
sure the  future  of  the  shared  wildlife  popu- 
lation of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  is  to  des- 
ignate the  ■1002"  lands  as  wilderness,  there- 
by providing  equal  protection  on  both  sides 
of  this  border  to  this  irreplaceable  living  re- 
source. 

Gwich"in  Tribe.  Renewable  Resource 
Board.  Mr.  Robert  Charlie,  wrote: 

Opening  up  the  Arctic  Refuge  to  <oil  and 
gas)  development  would  have  a  drastic  nega- 
tive impact  on  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd 
which  calves  in  the  area.  In  turn,  the  decline 
of  the  herd  would  devastate  the  aboriginal 
cultures  in  Yukon  and  Northwest  Territories 
which  rely  on  caribou  for  cultural  and  eco- 
nomic survival  .  .  . 

Both  President  Clinton  and  Prime  Minister 
Chretien  oppose  drilling  in  the  refuge. 

Oil  development  is  opposed  by  all  First  Na- 
tions in  Canada  and  Alaska,  with  exception 
of  the  Inupiat  who  have  financial  interests 
there. 

The  calving  grounds  in  the  ■1002"  lands  are 
recognized  by  the  International  Porcupine 
Caribou  Board  as  the  most  sensitive  habitat 
of  the  herd. 

A  study  released  last  week  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  links  the  drop 
in  growth  rate  of  the  Central  Arctic  Herd  at 
Prudhoe  Bay  to  eviction  of  cows  and  calves 
by  oil  development. 

Other  department  reports  in  preparation 
collaborate  on  the  negative  impacts  of  devel- 
opment on  cari'Dou  caiving. 

Wildlife  Management  Advisory  Coun- 
cil of  the  North  Slope.  Mr.  Lindsay 
Staples,  wrote: 

Allowmg  oil  development  in  the  Arctic 
Refuge  would  severely  impact  on  the  Porcu- 
pine Caribou  herd.  A  decline  in  the  herd 
would  mean  social  and  economic  ruin  for  the 
indigenous  peoples  who  rely  on  the  herd.  The 
Inuvialuit  of  Aklavik.  Northwest  Territories 
are  among  those  whose  lifestyle  and  culture 
would  be  at  risk. 

President  Jimmy  Carter,  op-ed  to  the 
New  York  Times,  wrote: 

The  new  Congress  must  be  reawakened  to 
protecting  the  interests  of  all  Americans  by 
protecting  public  lands  in  Alaska  For  what 
is  at  stake  is  an  unparalleled  system  of  P'ed- 
eral  reserves  protecting  wildlife,  fish  and 
wilderness.  Polar  bears,  musk  ox,  wolves  and 
a  herd  of  150.000  caribou  roam  the  remote 
Coastal  Plain  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  the  far  north— a  place  often  called 
"America's  Serengeti  .  .  . 

November's  election  was  not  a  mandate  to 
damage  Alaska's  environmental  treasures. 
Poll  after  poll  has  shown  that  the  American 
people  remain  fully  committed  to-the  protec- 
tion that  makes  the  unspoiled  readies  of  our 
Nation  the  envy  of  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  is  essential 
for  this  Nation  to  balance  its  budget.  I 


salute  the  budget  committee  for  taking 
bold  and  concrete  steps  to  reach  this 
goal.  This  is  a  very  difficult,  com- 
plicated task  that  requires  sacrifice  by 
all  of  us.  I  believe  Senator  ROTH's 
amendment  provides  a  better  way  to 
reach  this  goal  than  the  proposed  de- 
velopment of  the  Arctic  National  Wild- 
life Refuge.  It  trades  something  we  do 
not  need,  a  tax  break  for  rich  people 
who  do  not  care  about  our  country 
enough  to  maintain  their  citizenship. 
for  something  we  do  need  and  are  will- 
ing to  take  care  of,  one  of  or  most  pre- 
cious natural  resources. 

In  1991.  I  was  1  of  44  Senators  who 
voted  against  a  motion  to  proceed  with 
an  energy  bill  that  contained  a  plan  to 
develop  oil  on  this  refuge.  Today,  we 
must  renew  this  commitment  to  safe- 
guarding this  national  treasure.  We 
must  continue  our  stewardship  of  our 
natural  resources  and  natural  heritage. 
I  ask  all  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  join  Senator  Roth,  me  and 
the  many  other  Senators  supporting 
this  amendment  today.  We  may  not 
have  a  second  chance. 

TECHNOLOGY  RKSEARCH  AND  TRAINING 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  speak  briefly  on  the  amend- 
ment I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor  with 
Senators  Bingaman  and  Rockkfellkr 
on  technology  research  and  training. 

The  Federal  Government,  since  the 
Second  World  War.  by  its  investments 
in  research  and  support  of  technology, 
has  really  driven  this  economy.  This 
budget  begins  to  dismantle  the  appara- 
tus that  has  created  so  much  wealth, 
growth,  and  jobs,  and  we  desperately 
need  to  compete  in  the  world  today.  It 
is  the  beginning  of  kind  of  an  economic 
disarmament  as  the  world  becomes 
more  competitive.  In  this  budget,  while 
other  nations  are  increa.sing  their  rel- 
ative investment  in  research  and  devel- 
opment and  training  and  technology, 
we  actually  decrease  the  investment 
that  America  is  making. 

In  Japan  and  Germany,  and  other  in- 
dustrialized nations,  the  investments 
that  are  made  in  research  and  training 
and  technology  are  beyond  partisan 
and  political  debate.  They  stand  up 
there  with  national  defense.  Those 
folks  in  Japan  and  Germany  are  prob- 
ably the  ones  who  will  not  only  find 
this  debate  shocking  but  will  get  a  big 
laugh  out  of  the  fact  that  we  are  cut- 
ting some  of  these  programs. 

The  Commerce  Department,  the 
agency  that  has  finally  brought  to- 
gether our  effort  to  take  the  research 
from  the  laboratories,  convert  it  into 
technologies  that  create  jobs  and  then 
have  an  aggressive  export  promotion 
program  that  sells  those  products 
abroad  is  actually  being  dismantled  in 
the  budget  before  us. 

While  I  support  the  bottom  line  that 
the  budget  achieves,  these  are  the 
wrong  priorities,  and  I  hope  through 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  we  will  ox- 
press  our  support  for  different  prior- 
ities. 
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I  find  it  ironic  that  the  budget  reso- 
lution, by  cutting  critical  investments 
in  science,  technology  and  trade,  de- 
pletes future  sources  of  revenues  for 
the  national  budget,  and  ultimately 
weakens  our  economy  rather  than 
strengthens  it.  In  trying  to  save  dollars 
today,  wc  are  throwing  away  the  in- 
vestments with  the  biggest  payoffs  to- 
morrow. We  are  stealing  from  our  own 
pockets  tomorrow,  and  from  our  chil- 
dren to  pay  for  budget  cuts  today.  The 
strategy  simply  makes  no  sense. 

Research  and  development,  applied 
research,  export  promotion,  and  trade 
law  enforcement.  These  efforts  are  the 
fuel  of  our  economy.  Traditionally,  the 
Government  has  played  an  important 
role  in  stoking  our  economic  furnace 
with  selected,  well-defined  R&D  pro- 
grams that  stimulate  the  economy  and 
protect  and  promote  our  interests 
abroad.  They  have  been  a  critical  en- 
gine for  economic  growth  in  the  United 
States  and  are  one  of  its  major  com- 
petitive advantages.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion's deep  cuts  into  research  and  de- 
velopment have  the  potential  to  dev- 
astate our  research  institutions,  insti- 
tutions that  have  international  reputa- 
tions for  excellence.  These  institutions 
spawn  the  new  ideas  that  form  the 
basis  for  innovation  in  the  market- 
place. No  major  research  institution  is 
left  unscathed— the  Department  of 
Commerce  trade  and  technology  pro- 
grams, the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  the  Department  of  Energy 
Labs,  NASA,  and  even  the  premiere 
basic  research  institution,  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  The  lack  of  judg- 
ment in  cutting  these  programs  is  obvi 
ous  when  one  notes  that  the  direct  re- 
turn on  investment  to  our  economy, 
from  research  and  development  is  30 
percent.  This  figure  does  not  even  take 
into  account  indirect  social  benefits 
from  research  and  development. 

Currently,  our  Federal  investment  is 
research  and  development  is  1.1  percent 
of  GDP,  split  almost  evenly  between 
defense  and  civilian  R&D.  If  we  remove 
the  defense  component  and  add  on  the 
investment  by  the  private  sector,  we 
find  that  our  investment,  as  a  nation, 
in  civilian  R&D  is  2.1  percent  of  GDP. 
We  can  compare  the  R&D  investment 
trends  in  the  j/nited  States  with  those 
of  other  industrialized  nations.  Today, 
we  are  behind  Japan  and  Germany  in 
this  critical  factor.  This  historic  pat- 
tern relative  to  Japan  and  Germany 
has  had  a  direct  impact  on  our  econo- 
mies. Since  the  1950"s.  our  per  capita 
GDP  has  risen  an  average  of  1.8  percent 
per  year,  while  in  Japan  the  rate  has 
been  5.2  percent  per  year,  and  in  Ger- 
many, 3.1  percent  per  year.  R&D  means 
new  products  and  new  technologies. 
The  correlation  between  R&D  invest- 
ment and  economic  growth  is  real. 

While  other  nations  are  increasing 
their  relative  investment  in  R&D,  the 
current  budget  resolution  would  de- 
crease our  R&D  investment.  It  marks  a 
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historic  reversal  in  U.S.  policy  toward 
science  and  R&D.  By  the  year  2002.  the 
budget  resolution  would  decrease  our 
Federal  investment  in  R&D  by  approxi- 
mately 40  percent.  The  result  would  be 
to  decrease  our  national  investment  in 
R&D  from  1.1  percent  of  GDP  to  0.68 
percent  of  GDP.  P^en  if  other  nation's 
R&D  investments  remain  constant,  and 
do  not  grow,  as  is  the  trend,  we  fall  be- 
hind countries  like  France  and  the 
United  Kingdom.  The  lead  that  Japan 
and  German.v  have  over  us  grows  sub- 
stantially. This  graph  does  not  con- 
sider the  multitude  of  rapidly  growing 
emerging  nations,  who  are  rapidly  be- 
coming fierce  competitors  in  the  global 
marketplace. 

These  conservative  estimates  of  the 
results  of  the  decrease  is  investment  in 
R&D  have  major  implications  for  our 
ability  to  compete  in  the  global  mar- 
ketplace with  products  that  incor- 
porate the  innovations  conceived  by 
our  R&D  efforts.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
just  conceive  of  good  ideas.  These  ideas 
must  become  products  and  then  be 
brought  to  market,  at  home  and 
abroad.  Our  success  in  the  global  mar- 
ketplace is  directl.v  reflected  in  our 
standard  of  living  and  our  quality  of 
life.  The  budget  resolution  completely 
dissolves  the  agency  that  has  been  the 
most  effective  in  technology  develop- 
ment and  trade  promotion,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  ending  its  pro- 
grams in  these  areas  up  front. 

The  effort  to  get  our  creative  ideas  to 
market,  to  feed  our  economy,  has  had  a 
bipartisan  history.  Landmark  legisla- 
tion by  Senator  Doi.K  and  then  Senator 
Bayh  led  to  a  Federal  initiative  in 
technology  transfer  from  the  Federal 
laboratory  bench  to  industry.  I  applaud 
the  forward-looking,  innovative  think- 
ing that  was  pioneered  by  our  current, 
majority  leader.  The  Advanced  Tech- 
nology Program  was  crafted  by  con- 
gressional leaders  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  during  the  Bush  administration. 
These  programs  are  leading  us  into  the 
21st  century,  with  significant  potential 
for  enormous  returns  on  investment. 
For  example,  the  Manufacturing  Ex- 
tension Program,  out  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  was  designed  to 
help  some  370,000  small-  and  medium- 
sized  manufacturers,  raise  their  per- 
formance to  world  standards.  This  pro- 
gram has  returned  S8  to  the  economy 
for  every  dollar  the  F'ederal  Govern- 
ment has  invested.  These  technology 
programs  account  for  less  than  2  per- 
cent of  total  Federal  R&D  investment 
but  are  critical  to  our  ability  to  cap- 
italize on  our  innovations.  We  must 
not  cede  to  other  nations  the  economic 
benefits  of  American  ingenuit.v  Along 
with  the  elimination  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  these  programs  are 
either  slated  for  deep  cuts  or  elimi- 
nation. 

Getting  our  products  into  markets 
around  the  world  has  been  one  of  the 
real   achievements  of  the   Department 


of  Commerce  in  recent  years.  The  De- 
partment of  Commerce  has  worked  ag- 
gressively to  increase  exports.  In  the 
last  18  months,  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment successfull.y  advocated,  on  behalf 
of  U.S.  companies,  contracts  with  a 
total  U.S.  export  content  of  $25  billion. 
In  other  words,  for  every  dollar  spent 
on  the  Department  of  Commerce,  $6 
have  been  generated  in  the  economy. 
Commerce  has  eliminated  unnecessary 
and  outmoded  regulations  on  more 
than  $32  billion  in  exports,  allowing  do- 
mestic companies  the  freedom  to  suc- 
ceed in  overseas  markets.  And,  these 
accomplishments  have  been  made  with 
the  smallest  Cabinet  budget.  The  advo- 
cacy for  U.S.  trade  will  be  even  more 
critical  in  coming  years  as  the  global 
marketplace  becomes  a  larger  and  larg- 
er component  of  our  econom.y. 

There  are  new  international  competi- 
tiveness issues  on  our  horizon  and  we 
will  need  to  be  effective  and  efficient  in 
our  responsiveness  to  the  rapidly 
changing  global  economy.  New  mar- 
kets are  emerging  in  developing  coun- 
tries. Conservative  estimates  suggest 
that  60  percent  of  the  growth  in  world 
trade  will  be  with  these  developing 
countries  over  the  next  two  decades. 
During  a  time  when  we  will  need  in- 
creased emphasis  on  international 
trade  we  are  contemplating  eliminat- 
ing the  only  agency  that  advocates  for 
American  business,  in  the  Cabinet  and 
abroad. 

The  United  States  has  a  large  share 
of  imports  in  big  emerging  markets. 
We  are  doing  well,  but  much  of  our 
edge  is  due  to  our  large  share  in  Latin 
America.  Vigorous  efforts  are  nec- 
essary in  other  parts  of  the  world,  par- 
ticularly Asia,  where  Japan  heavil.y 
out-invests  the  United  States.  These 
markets  combined,  make  up  the  larg- 
est component  of  United  States  ex- 
ports, and  these  markets  are  growing 
rapidly.  But.  with  the  cuts  in  the  budg- 
et resolution,  we  cannot  maintain 
these  efforts.  We  will  forfeit  the  money 
they  bring  into  our  country.  We  will 
lose  their  impetus  to  our  economy.  In- 
stead, we  are  cutting  the  most  critical 
programs  in  the  smallest  Cabinet  budg- 
et, in  the  name  of  decreasing  the  defi- 
cit. It  just  does  not  make  sense  to  cut 
these  revenue  producing  functions. 
Cutting  these  trade  functions,  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  will  ulti- 
mately increase  the  deficit,  not  de- 
crease it.  I  often  lament  the  near- 
sightedness of  a  corporate  America 
forced  to  focus  on  the  next  quarter's 
profits.  I  hate  to  see  my  Senate  col- 
leagues succumb  to  a  similar  narrow 
focus. 

In  conclusion,  I  support  this  amend- 
ment in  order  to  assure  that  when  we 
cut  government  spending,  which  I 
strongly  support,  we  cut  wisely,  and  we 
do  not  cut  government  investments 
that  build  our  economy.  We  must 
maintain  our  investments  in  research, 
technology  and  trade  promotion  to  en- 


sure our  future  economic  strength  and 
international  competitiveness.  This 
amendment  stands  for  exactly  that 
point. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  print  in  the  Recokd  a  letter  to 
Senator  Bingaman  from  the  Institute 
of  Electrical  and  Electronics  Engi- 
neers. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Rkcord.  as  follows: 

INSTITUTK  OK  Kl.KCTRICAI.  AND 

Kl.KCTRONICS  ENGINKKRS.  InC. 

Washington.  DC.  A/a.i/  :■!.  1995. 
Hon.  Jkfk  Bingaman. 

U.S.  Srnute.  Senate  Hart  Building.  Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Senator  Bingaman:  As  a  representa- 
tive of  the  Institute  of  Klectrical  and  Elec- 
tronics Engineers.  Inc..  an  organization  that 
promotes  the  career  and  policy  interests  of 
240.000  U.S.  electrical  engineers  (IEEE-USA». 
I  am  compelled  to  alert  you  to  our  unwaver- 
ing support  for  the  U.S.  research  and  devel- 
opment liiise.  We  have  become  increasingly 
alarmed  at  the  pace  and  .scope  of  the  rescis- 
sions and  propo.sed  funding  reductions  and 
eliminations  of  R&D  programs  that  we  see  as 
vital  to  U.S.  industry,  the  economy  and  our 
global  competitiveness.  Estimates  of  a  30- 
40%  reduction  over  the  next  5  years  in  Fed- 
eral support  for  research  and  technology  de- 
velopment will  have  a  lingering  and  delete- 
rious effect  on  our  economy. 

In  the  budget  re.solulion  recently  passed  by 
the  House  and  in  the  pending  Senate  coun- 
terpart, drastic  reductions  to  R&D  programs 
across  the  board  are  assumed.  No  one  will 
argue  against  the  merits  of  deficit  reduction. 
A  widening  national  debt  has  a  very  draining 
effect  on  our  economy  and  our  ability  to  in- 
vest wisely  for  the  future.  But  in  our  zeal  to 
find  ways  to  cut  government  spending,  pro- 
gi^ams  which  are  designed  to  boost  our  econ- 
omy and.  in  turn  revenues,  are  t)eing  s;ic- 
riflced.  This  short  sightedness  needs  to  be 
short  lived  before  irrevocable  harm  is  done 
to  the  U.S.  R&D  base  and  jobs  are  lost. 

We  at  IKKF.  USA  .ire  verv  gl.iil  to  li».irn  of 
your  intention  to  offer  an  amendment  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  13.  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution, 
to  express  a  .sense  of  the  Senate  that  re- 
search, technology  and  trade  promotion  are 
vital  to  the  future  of  the  U.S.  economy.  Re- 
search programs  .are  vulnerable  because  the.v 
do  not  always  have  the  visibility  of  man.v 
other  government  programs  and  therefore 
are  easy  Uii-gets  for  budget  cutters.  'Your 
amendment  reminds  the  whole  Congress  of 
the  importance  of  research  and  technology 
and  hopefully  will  urge  the  budget  cutters 
and  appropriators  to  use  extreme  caution  be- 
fore haphazardly  cutting  or  eliminating 
needed  programs. 

The  IEEE  USA  supports  your  amendment 
and  commends  you  for  your  leadership  on 
this  issue  and  stands  ready  to  assist  you  and 
your  staff  in  this  effort.  Please  contact  Jim 
Anton  of  the  Washington  staff  for  further  in- 
formation or  support  at  202  785-0017. 
Sincerely. 

JoEi.  B.  Snyder.  P.E.. 
Vice  President.  I'rofe.sstonal  Activities 

and  Chair.  U.S.  .Activities  Board. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to.  in  the  strongest  terms,  support 
this  amendment  which  I  am  pleased  to 
cosponsor.  I  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  Mr.  Bingaman,  for 
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his  continued  leadership  on  behalf  of 
the  Nations  economic  needs  and  poten- 
tial, and  join  Senator  Lieberman  in 
helping  to  make  this  case  to  our  col- 
leagues. 

The  proposal  to  eliminate  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce  Is  incredibly 
short-sighted  and  will  be  extremely 
harmful  to  the  competitive  position  of 
the  United  States.  The  Commerce  De- 
partment's responsibility  for  trade  en- 
forcement, export  promotion,  manufac- 
turing, and  technology  is  a  focused 
mission  for  American  jobs  and  growth, 
and  quite  simply,  its  elimination  is 
tantamount  to  economic  surrender. 

To  begin  with,  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment acts  as  the  cop  on  the  beat,  en- 
forcing U.S.  trade  laws  against  inter- 
nationally recognized  unfair  trading 
practices.  Domestic  industry  is  a  huge 
fan  of  the  Department's  Import  Admin- 
istration, and  a  move  to  eliminate  it. 
or  roll  it  into  another  agency  with  a 
very  different  mandate,  is  only  going 
to  be  red  meat  for  our  competitors.  I 
know  this  from  painful  experience. 
Those  of  us  who  represent  industries 
such  as  steel  have  seen  what  unfair 
trade,  dumping  and  subsidized  imports, 
can  mean  to  local  economies  and  our 
Nation's  overall  economy.  The  Import 
Administration  does  yeomen's  work 
enforcing  our  domestic  trade  laws — 
which  look  out  for  American  busi- 
nesses and  American  jobs — and  to  move 
it  somewhere  else  is  not  only  thought- 
less, it  is  dangerous. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  not  sit  by  while 
the  one  agency  that  is  looking  out  for 
American  business,  at  home  and 
abroad,  is  dismantled  for  political  gain. 
The  Department  of  Commerce's  trade 
promotion  arm  is  the  matchmaker  for 
thousands  of  businesses  promoting 
products  made  in  the  UniLed  S'uate^i — 
by  American  workers— in  markets  all 
over  the  world.  I  speak  from  experience 
here.  In  January.  I  led  a  trade  mission 
of  West  Virginia  businesses  to  Japan 
and  Taiwan,  we  called  it  Project  Har- 
vest because  that  is  what  we  were  try- 
ing to  do,  sow  the  seeds  of  relation- 
ships that  would  reap  tangible  benefits 
for  small  and  large  West  Virginia  com- 
panies and  their  workers.  In  all  this  we 
worked  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Commerce's  Foreign  Commercial  Serv- 
ice, and  in  less  than  6  months,  these 
companies  have  already  secured  mil- 
lions of  dollars'  worth  of  contracts. 

I  know  what  my  friends  across  the 
aisle  are  saying  about  their  so-called 
mandate,  but  I  challenge  any  one  of 
them  to  tell  me  that  they  have  one 
company  in  their  State  such  as  Preci- 
sion Samplers,  that  want  to  see  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  eliminated.  As 
a  result  of  our  trade  mission,  and  with 
the  help  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. Precision  Samplers  has  already 
signed  contracts  worth  half  a  million 
dollars.  And  the  list  doesn't  end  there. 
West  Virginia  companies  such  as  the 
Dean  Co..  and  PCX  Systems  and  Preci- 


sion Coil  have  all  signed  lucrative  con- 
tracts since  our  trade  mission,  and  a 
big  thanks  goes  to  the  experts  at  the 
Department  of  Commerce  who  helped 
make  these  deals  happen.  Small  com- 
panies such  as  these  owe  a  great  deal 
to  Department  of  Commerce  export 
promotion  programs,  and  I  doubt  they 
would  want  to  see  that  support  net- 
work eliminated. 

I  also  want  to  make  a  special  note  of 
the  role  played  by  the  Bureau  of  Ex- 
port Administration  [BXA].  BXA  eval- 
uates national  security  interests  when 
American  companies  seek  applications 
for  the  export  of  dual  use  goods  and 
technology;  those  are  products  that 
could  have  military  applications. 
There  are  a  lot  of  things  that  need  to 
be  considered  in  these  applications,  but 
as  a  Commerce  entity,  BXA  has  long- 
standing close  relations  with  exporters 
and  the  business  community  that  other 
agencies  simply  don't  have.  However, 
BXA  has  to  work  with  all  those  other 
agencies  in  making  its  evaluations.  Ex- 
port licensing  has  foreign  policy  impli- 
cations, so  involves  the  State  Depart- 
ment; it  has  national  security  implica- 
tions, so  works  with  DOD;  it  has  to 
clear  the  sale  of  nuclear  equipment 
that  DOE  is  expert  in.  or  other  things 
that  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  has  a  role  to  play.  And 
BXA  coordinates  all  this  while  always 
looking  out  for  the  needs  of  American 
businesses. 

We  need  to  maintain  an  umbrella  or- 
ganization that  looks  out  for  America's 
business  interests  at  home  and  across 
the  globe.  Creating  a  Department  of 
Trade  would  be  better  than  breaking 
up  all  the  trade  functions  of  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  and  moving 
them  all  over  the  Government,  to  Jus- 
tice, DOD.  Treasury,  the  ITC  USTR. 
where%'er.  But  why  reinvent  the  wheel? 
The  Department  of  Commerce  works. 
This  idea  of  making  a  Department  of 
Trade  or  expanding  USTR  is  merely 
moving  around  the  deck  chairs.  And 
maybe  it  is  even  worse.  This  particular 
ship  is  standing  tall  and  sailing  true. 
Breaking  it  down  and  moving  it  around 
is  a  bad  idea. 

I  also  want  to  discuss  a  related  set  of 
proposed  cuts— support  for  new  break- 
through technologies.  It  is  an  astound- 
ing proposal,  and  one  that  shows  how 
soon  some  forget  what  it  takes  for 
America  to  win  in  the  new  global  econ- 
omy. 

We  should  remember  the  lessons  of 
the  1970"s  and  early  1980's.  During  those 
years,  America  led  in  science  and  new 
ideas,  only  to  see  American  inventions 
such  as  the  VCR  commercialized  first 
by  other  countries.  Other  governments 
have  long  used  research  consortia  and 
other  aid  to  help  their  firms  overcome 
the  technical  hurdles  associated  with 
critical  but  risky  new  ideas.  And  time 
after  time,  we  found  our  competitors 
taking  our  ideas  and  sending  them 
back  to  us  in  the  form  of  VCRs  and 
other  new  products. 


Over  the  past  10  years,  both  Amer- 
ican industry  and  the  U.S.  Government 
have  taken  steps  to  make  sure  Ameri- 
cans profit  more  from  our  new  inven- 
tions and  discoveries.  Industry  and  the 
venture  capital  industry  have  focused 
their  attention  sharply  on  getting  the 
next  generation  of  products  out  the 
door.  Both  competitive  pressures  and 
Wall  Street's  push  for  short-term  re- 
sults have  led  our  firms  to  focus  their 
limited  R&D  dollars  on  developing  new 
products.  That  is  good  in  the  short 
term,  but  it  also  means  that  even  our 
largest  firms  have  been  forced  to  cut 
longer-term  research  that  is  essential 
for  the  future  but  which  will  not  pay 
off  for  10  years. 

In  the  real  world,  as  opposed  to  some 
theoretical  world.  American  compa- 
nies—both large  and  small— increas- 
ingly have  turned  to  cost-shared 
projects  with  the  Government  and  each 
other  to  develop  these  risky  but  vital 
longer-term  technologies.  These  are 
the  breakthrough  technologies  that 
will  create  new  industries  and  jobs  in 
the  future— technologies  such  as  next- 
generation  electronics,  low-cost  com- 
posite materials  for  bridges  and  other 
structures,  low-cost  but  highly  reliable 
processes  for  making  biotechnology 
products,  and  advanced  techniques  for 
computer-aided  manufacturing.  Cost- 
shared  projects  in  such  areas  create  the 
new  seed  com  for  a  new  generation  of 
American  industry. 

At  the  Federal  level,  these  cost- 
shared  technology  partnerships  with 
industry  now  constitute  less  than  3 
percent  of  the  Government's  S72  billion 
annual  R&D  budget.  The  entire  budget 
of  the  Government's  civilian  tech- 
nology agency— the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment's National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology,  NIST— r.nnstitutes  lit- 
tle more  than  1  percent  of  Federal 
R&D.  With  the  cold  war  over  and  the 
world  economic  race  in  full  swing,  this 
is  hardly  overspending. 

And  mark  my  words,  other  nations 
will  not  drop  out  of  the  world  economic 
race  just  because  Congress  has  thrown 
in  the  towel  in  the  fight  to  help  de- 
velop and  market  leading  edge  tech- 
nologies. Along  with  Japan  and  Eu- 
rope, we  now  see  major  new  industry- 
government  technology  investments  in 
South  Korea,  Taiwan,  and  even  smaller 
states  such  as  Singapore.  In  the  real 
world,  these  countries  are  out  to  clean 
our  clocks— and  they  want  to  use 
America's  own  university  discoveries 
and  entrepreneurial  ideas  to  do  it. 

The  United  States  has  just  now 
climbed  back  to  a  solid,  but  fragile, 
lead  in  most  key  technologies.  Well- 
run,  cost-shared  Government  programs 
have  played  an  important  role  in  help- 
ing American  industry  regain  that 
lead.  But  we  now  combine  government 
cutbacks  with  ever  increasing  Wall 
Street  pressures  for  companies  to  focus 
their  own  funds  only  on  the  short  term, 
then  we  will  most  certainly  fall  behind 


again.  And  the  American  worker  and 
the  American  dream  will  be  the  losers. 

Killing  Federal  technology  programs, 
including  those  of  the  Commerce  De- 
partment, will  send  our  companies  into 
economic  battle  with  second-rate  sup- 
port and  one  arm  tied  behind  their 
backs.  It  is  a  prescription  for  economic 
retreat  and  economic  stagnation.  In 
the  name  of  some  ideology,  we  risk  de- 
stroying key  foundations  of  future 
prosperity.  And  future  generations  will 
wonder  why  the  Nation  that  used  in- 
dustry-government R&D  cooperation 
to  create  the  modern  agriculture,  air- 
craft, and  biotechnology  sectors  aban- 
doned a  proven  formula  and  let  other 
nations  walk  all  over  us. 

Which  brings  me  back  to  the  amend- 
ment and  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. This  amendment  is  quite  sim- 
ple, it  states  that  "the  public  welfare, 
economy,  and  national  security  of  the 
United  States  have  benefited  enor- 
mously from  the  investment  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  made  over  the 
past  fifty  years  in  research,  tech- 
nology, and  trade  promotion  and  trade 
law  enforcement,"  and  that  these 
should  remain  a  national  priority  for 
the  21st  century. 

Again.  Mr.  President,  the  elimination 
of  an  agency  of  Government  so  vital  to 
our  Nation's  interests  is  tantamount  to 
economic  surrender.  I  think  our  inter- 
national competitors  will  see  it  as  just 
that.  In  my  view,  proposals  to  elimi- 
nate the  Department  of  Commerce 
amount  to  unilateral  disarmament. 
and  I  will  fight  against  those  who  are 
determined  to  raise  this  white  flag. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
no  one  seeking  time  on  my  side.  I  need 
some  time,  but  does  tne  senator  from 
Nebraska  want  another  2  or  3  minutes 
of  my  time,  if  he  needs  it? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  simply  advise  the 
Senator,  possibly  could  we  take  care  of 
the  matters  that  have  been  agreed  to 
now?  I  have  one  Senator  who  asked  to 
have  3'/l'  minutes.  I  have  the  3^'2  min- 
utes remaining,  but  now  I  do  not  have 
the  Senator.  I  would  like  to  give  the 
remainder  to  him. 

Maybe  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  some  time  to  give  me  for  closing 
matters.  If  not.  may  we  take  care  of 
those  matters  agreed  to? 

.^MKND.MK^•T  .NO.  lU.i 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  send  to  the  desk  and  the  Senate 
adopt,  if  they  see  fit.  a  technical 
amendment  which  has  been  agreed  to 
on  the  other  side.  I  send  that  to  the 
desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1145. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  patre  -i.  line  19.  .strike  ■$937,800,000,000" 
and  insert  "$973,800,000,000'. 

On  pag-e  5.  line  12  strike  •comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
.\ct  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of. 

On  pase  6.  line  8.  strike  ■$1,324,400,000,000" 
and  insert   ■$1.342. 400. OOO.OOO'. 

On  page  6.  line  10  sii'ike  "comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)il)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of. 

On  pajje  7.  line  10  strike  'comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of. 

On  page  10.  line  3.  strike  ••$347.700.000.000" 
and  insert   ■$374,700,000,000". 

On  page  11,  line  2.  strike  '^OOO  "  and  insert 
■2002  ". 

On  page  40.  line  3.  strike  "$1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  40.  line  10.  strike  "$1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  ■■$100,000,000". 

On  page  40.  line  17.  strike  $1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  •$100,000,000". 

On  page  40.  line  24.  strike  $1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  41,  line  6.  strike  $1,000,000,000"  and 
insert  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  41.  line  13.  strike  $1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  41,  line  20.  strike  $1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  ■•$100,000,000". 

On  page  64.  line  14.  strike  •Foreign  Rela- 
tions" and  insert  ••Rules  and  Administra- 
tion". 

Mr.  DOMENICI,  Mr.  President.  I  have 
nothing  further  to  say. 

Mr.  EXON.  It  has  been  agreed  to  on 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1145)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1146 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  establishment  of  a  non- 
partisan advisory  commission  on  budget- 
ing and  accounting) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  offer  a  Bingaman  amendment  on  ac- 
counting. It  has  been  agreed  to  on  both 
sides.  I  send  it  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  DoMEN- 
ici].  for  Mr.  BiNGA.MAN.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  1146. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  86.  strike  line  11  through  line  25  on 

page  87  and  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  305.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  A  UNI- 
FOR.M  Ate  Ol  NTING  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AND  NON- 
PARTISAN COMMISSION  ON  AC- 
COUNTING AND  BLTXJETING. 

(a)  Finding.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1»  Much  effort  has  been  devoted  to 
strengthening  Federal  internal  accounting 
controls  in  the  past.  Although  progress  has 
been  made  in  recent  years,  there  still  exists 
no  uniform  Federal  accounting  system  for 
Federal  Government  entities  and  institu- 
tions. 

(2)  As  a  result.  Federal  financial  manage- 
ment continues  to  be  seriously  dencient.  and 
Federal  financial  management  and  fiscal 
practices  have  failed  to  identify  costs,  failed 
to  reflect  the  total  liabilities  of  congres- 
sional actions,  and  failed  to  accurately  re- 
port the  financial  condition  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

(3)  Current  Federal  accounting  practices  do 
not  adequately  report  financial  problems  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  full  cost  of 
programs  and  activities.  The  continued  use 
of  these  practices  undermines  the  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  provide  credible  and  reli- 
able financial  data,  contributes  to  waste  and 
inefficiency,  and  will  not  assist  in  achieving 
a  balanced  budget. 

(4)  Waste  and  inefficiency  in  Federal  Gov- 
ernment undermine  the  confidence  of  the 
American  people  in  the  Government  and  re- 
duces the  Federal  Government's  ability  to 
address  adequately  vital  public  needs. 

(5)  To  rebuild  the  accountability  and  credi- 
bility of  the  Federal  Government  and  restore 
public  confidence  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, a  uniform  Federal  accounting  system, 
that  fully  meets  the  accounting  standards 
and  reporting  objectives  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, must  be  immediately  established 
so  that  all  assets  and  liabilities,  revenues 
and  expenditures  or  expenses,  and  the  full 
cost  of  programs  and  activities  of  the  Fed- 
eral Oovprnmpnt  r-q"  he  ronsi.>;f.pntly  and  ac- 
curately recorded,  monitored,  and  uniformly 
reported  throughout  all  government  entities 
for  budgeting  and  control  and  management 
evaluation  purposes. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  under- 
lying the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
include  the  following  assumptions: 

(1)  Uniform  federal  accounting  sys- 
tem.— (A)  A  uniform  Federal  accounting  sys- 
tem should  be  established  to  consistently 
compile  financial  data  across  the  Federal 
Government,  and  to  make  full  disclosure  of 
"ederal  financial  data,  including  the  full 
cost  of  Federal  programs  and  activities,  to 
the  citizens,  the  Congress,  the  President,  and 
agency  management. 

(B)  Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997.  the 
President  should  require  the  heads  of  agen- 
cies to— 

(i)  implement  and  maintain  a  uniform  Fed- 
eral accounting  system;  and 

(ii)  provide  financial  statements:  in  ac- 
cordance with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles  applied  on  a  consistent  basis  and 
established  in  accordance  with  proposed  Fed- 
eral accounting  standards  and  interpreta- 
tions recommended  by  the  Federal  Account- 
ing Standards  Advisory  Board  and  other  ap- 
plicable law. 

(2)  Nonpartisan  advisory  commission  on 
accounting  and  budgeting.— (A)  A  tem- 
porary advisory  commission  should  be  estab- 
lished  to  make  objective  and   nonpartisan 
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recommendations  for  the  appropriate  treat- 
ment of  capital  expenditures  under  a  uni- 
form Federal  accountin^r  system  that  Is  con- 
sistent with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles. 

(B>  The  Commission  should  be  appointed 
on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  com- 
posed of  public  and  private  experts  in  the 
fields  of  finance,  economics,  accounting,  and 
other  related  professions. 

(C)  The  Commission  should  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  August  1.  1995. 
on  its  recommendations,  and  should  Include 
in  its  report  a  detailed  plan  for  implement- 
ing such  recommendations 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  very  distin- 
guished floor  managers  of  the  budget 
resolution,  Senator  Domenici  and  Sen- 
ator ExoN,  for  their  willingness  to 
work  with  me  on  this  amendment, 
which  would  establish  a  temporary, 
nonpartisan  advisory  commission  on 
accounting  and  budgeting.  I  appreciate 
their  support  for  the  amendment,  and  I 
am  grateful  to  their  staff,  Austin 
Smythe  and  Jodi  Grant,  who  have  been 
extremely  helpful  and  pleasant  to  work 
with. 

The  amendment  I  am  proposing 
modifies  section  305  of  the  resolution 
currently  before  the  Senate.  Section 
305  recognizes  that  unlike  most  private 
business  and  state  governments,  no 
uniform  Federal  accounting  system  ex- 
ists for  Federal  entities  and  institu- 
tions. This  lack  of  uniformity  contrib- 
utes to  the  difficulty  of  accurately  re- 
porting the  financial  condition  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  achieving  a 
balanced  Federal  budget. 

To  help  rebuild  accountability  and 
credibility  in  the  Federal  Government 
and  advance  the  trend  toward  a  "pri- 
vate sector"  type  financial  manage- 
ment policy,  section  305  calls  for  a  uni- 
form Federal  accounting  system  that  is 
consistent  with  generally  accepted  ac- 
counting principles  and  proposed  Fed- 
eral accounting  standards  rec- 
ommended by  the  Federal  Accounting 
Standards  Advisory  Board.  Once  in 
place,  a  uniform  accounting  system 
should  enable  us  to  better  assess  the 
full  cost  of  Federal  programs  and  ac- 
tivities. Actual  costs  will  be  consist- 
ently and  accurately  recorded,  mon- 
itored, and  uniformly  reported  by  all 
government  entities  for  budgeting  and 
control  and  management  evaluation. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  to  achieve 
the  commendable  goals  set  forth  in 
section  305.  we  first  must  address  the 
issue  of  the  treatment  of  capital  ex- 
penditures for  Federal  accounting  and 
budgeting  purposes.  Private  businesses 
throughout  the  country  and  many 
States  already  have  in  place  account- 
ing systems  and  budgets  that  deal  with 
capital  expenditures  in  realistic  terms. 
I  believe  we  in  the  Federal  Government 
can  learn  from  their  experiences. 

I  am  proposmg  the  establishment  of 
a  temporary  advisory  commission  on 
accounting  and  budgeting  that  would 
study  and  make  recommendations  on 
the    appropriate    treatment   of  capital 


expenditures  under  a  uniform  Federal 
accounting  system  that  is  consistent 
with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles. 

Commission  members,  to  be  ap- 
pointed on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  would 
include  public  and  private  experts  in 
the  fields  of  finance,  economics,  ac- 
counting, and  related  professions. 

By  August  1,  1995,  the  Commission 
would  report  its  recommendations  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress.  In  the 
report.  Commission  members  would  set 
forth  a  detailed  plan  for  implementa- 
tion of  their  recommendations.  It  is 
my  hope  that  if  the  Commission  in- 
cludes a  recommendation  on  the  use  of 
a  capital  budget,  its  report  will  specify 
the  components  of  such  a  budget  in  the 
context  of  a  unified,  balanced  Federal 
budget.  I  understand  many  of  my  col- 
leagues currently  oppose  the  use  of  a 
Federal  capital  budget.  I  believe  that 
as  we  take  steps  to  streamline  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  improve  efficiency, 
and  operate  Federal  systems  in  a  man- 
ner more  consistent  with  the  private 
sector,  all  options  should  be  reexam- 
ined and  given  a  fresh  analysis.  In  my 
view,  this  is  particularly  relevant  in 
the  context  of  section  305  of  the  budget 
resolution,  which  as  I  stated  earlier, 
calls  for  a  uniform  Federal  accounting 
system  consistent  with  generally  ac- 
cepted accounting  principles. 

Mr.  President,  the  Commission  I  am 
advocating  can  serve  a  very  important 
service  to  the  Nation.  The  Commission 
will  examine,  in  an  objective,  non- 
partisan forum,  the  treatment  of  cap- 
ital expenditures  and  long-term  invest- 
ments in  the  context  of  a  uniform  Fed- 
eral accounting  system.  By  reporting 
on  this  work  to  the  President  and  the 
Congress  within  the  time  frame  speci- 
fied in  the  amendment,  which  I  cal- 
culate to  be  before  final  reconciliation 
of  the  fiscal  year  1996  Federal  budget, 
the  Commission's  recommendations 
could  serve  as  the  basis  for  resolution 
of  some  the  serious  and  divisive  prob- 
lems we  in  the  Congress  have  encoun- 
tered, and  will  continue  to  encounter, 
as  we  work  through  the  budget  process. 
I  look  forward  to  the  results  of  the 
Commission's  work,  and  again,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  floor  managers  of  the 
resolution  for  their  assistance  with 
this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1146)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
remaining  3'/j  minutes  of  the  time  to 
the  final  Senator  to  debate  the  issue, 
as  of  now  at  least,  my  colleague  from 
New  Jersey. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Chair,  and  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  fairly  short 
time  that  I  have  available — and  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  precious  time 
taken  for  these  couple  of  moments— I 
would  like  to  describe  several  amend- 
ments that  I  have  prepared  which  will 
be  voted  on  this  afternoon. 

First,  Senator  Rockefeller  and  I 
will  offer  an  amendment  to  close  the 
so-called  Benedict  Arnold  billionaires' 
tax  loophole.  We  would  transfer  the 
savings  to  veterans  programs.  I  call 
this  the  "from  expatriates  to  patriots" 
amendment.  Then  I  will  be  offering 
four  amendments  that  would  create  ex- 
ceptions to  the  so-called  firewall  that 
prohibits  transfers  between  the  mili- 
tary and  domestic  programs. 

The  amendment  would  allow  the  Sen- 
ate, by  a  majority  vote,  as  opposed  to 
60  votes,  to  transfer  funds  from  the 
wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead  and 
procurement  in  the  military  budget  for 
specific  and  compelling  reasons.  The 
purposes  would  be  up  to  $2  billion  to 
address  the  problem  of  domestic  vio- 
lence; up  to  SI  billion  to  strengthen  re- 
inforcement of  immigration  laws:  up  to 
So  billion  to  hire  police  officers  for 
community  policing  and  to  do  prison 
building;  and  up  to  SlOO  million  for  re- 
search on  breast  cancer. 

My  final  amendment  would  create  a 
60-vote  point  of  order  against  cutting 
Medicare  or  Medicaid  to  pay  for  any 
tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 

Some  of  my  Republican  friends  have 
claimed  that  that  is  not  their  intent, 
and  I  say.  well,  then  lot  us  put  it  in 
writing  and  make  it  enforceable.  Cer- 
tainly, the  intent  was  challenged  when 
we  saw  the  chart  go  up  at  an  earlier 
time  in  this  debate  when  the  Senator 
from  Texas  proposed  tax  cuts  amount- 
ing to  over  S300  billion. 

So.  Mr.  President,  when  I  look  and 
see  those  who  have  made  their  fortunes 
in  this  country  and  decide  to  renounce 
their  citizenship  so  they  do  not  have  to 
pay  a  State  tax.  they  do  not  have  to 
pay  capital  gains  taxes;  they  move  out 
of  here,  give  up  their  American  citizen- 
ship, leave  this  place  where  their  for- 
tunes were  made,  where  their  families 
were  raised  just  to  avoid  some  taxes,  to 
take  something  out  of  these  huge  for- 
tunes that  went  abroad,  I  want  to  give 
it  to  the  patriots,  those  who  served 
their  country,  those  who  need  help, 
those  who  are  turning  to  the  V.\  for 
hospital  care,  those  who  are  turning  to 
the  VA  for  prostheses,  those  who  ate 
turning  to  the  VA  for  counseling.  I 
want  to  take  it  from  the  Benedict 
Arnolds  and  give  it  to  those  who  served 
their  country. 

With  that— I  do  not  see  the  ranking 
Member— is  there  any  time  left  on  our 
side? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  7 
minutes  52  seconds. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  The  Democrats  have 
how  much? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
has  expired  on  the  Democratic  side. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1147 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  that  the  reforms  and 
proposals  contained  within  the  Independ- 
ent Budget  for  Veterans  .^ffai^s,  Fiscal 
Year  1996,  should  be  given  careful  consider- 
ation in  an  effort  to  ensure  the  Nations 
commitment  to  its  veterans) 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  send 

an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 

its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk   read 

as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Domen- 
ici]. for  Mr.  Dole  and  Mr.  Simpson,  proposes 

an  amendment  numbered  1147. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  CONSIDERATION  OK  THE  IVDKPENDE.NT 
BUD<;ET  for  Vt:TERANS  AFFAIKS. 
FISCAL  YEAK  1996. 

(a)  Findings.— Con^,'I■es.s  finds  as  follows: 

(1)  Whereas  over  26.000.000  veterans  are  eli- 
gible for  veterans  health  care: 

(2)  Whereas  the  Veterans  Health  Adminis- 
tration of  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs operates  the  largest  Federal  medical 
care  delivery  system  in  the  United  States, 
providing  for  the  medical  care  needs  of  our 
Nation's  veterans: 

(3»  Whereas  the  veterans'  service  organiza- 
tions have  provided  a  plan,  known  as  the 
Independent  Budget  for  Veterans  Affairs,  to 
reform  the  Veterans'  health  care  delivery 
s.vstem  to  adapt  it  to  the  modern  health  care 
environment  and  improve  its  ability  to  meet 
the  health  care  needs  of  veterans  in  a  cost- 
effective  manner: 

(1)  Whereas  current  budget  proposals  as- 
sume a  change  in  the  definition  of  service- 
connected  veterans: 

(5)  Whereas  proposals  contained  within  the 
Independent  Budget  may  provide  improved 
service  to  veterans: 

(6)  Whereas  current  budget  proposals  may 
not  have  fully  considered  the  measures  pro- 
posed by  the  veterans'  service  organizations 
in  the  Independent  Budget 

(b)  Sense  of  Conckess.— It  is  the  Sense  of 
Congress:  the  reforms  and  proposals  con- 
tained within  the  Independent  Budget  for 
Veterans  Affairs.  Fiscal  Year  1996  should  be 
given  careful  consideration  in  an  effort  to 
ensure  the  nation's  commitment  to  its  veter- 
ans. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  this 
afternoon  to  offer  a  Sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate  amendment  regarding  the  Nations 
26  million  veterans. 

Over  the  past  few  days,  some  have  ar- 
gued that  the  budget  resolution  before 
us  is  mean-spirited  in  its  treatment  of 


veterans — that  it  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  real  needs  of  those 
who  served  and  sacrificed  on  behalf  of 
our  country.  Well.  I  would  like  to  set 
the  record  straight  on  this  matter. 

Before  the  White  House  or  those  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  start  attack- 
ing Republicans  on  this  issue,  they  had 
better  take  a  hard  look  at  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office's  reestimate  of  the 
President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  re- 
quest. Over  5  years,  the  President's 
own  budget  gives  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  $339  million  less  for 
discretionary  medical  spending  than  it 
would  receive  under  a  hard  freeze. 

However,  a  coalition  of  veterans' 
groups  has  put  together  a  plan  called 
the  Independent  Budget  for  Veterans 
Affairs:  Fiscal  Year  1996.  The  coalition 
claims  that  the  recommendations  set 
forth  in  the  this  document  will  help  to 
improve  the  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs'  health  care  system  while  sav- 
ing taxpayer  dollars.  The  coalition— 
Which  includes  AMVETS.  Disabled 
American  Veterans,  Paralyzed  Veter- 
ans of  America,  and  Veterans  of  For- 
eign Wars — submitted  its  plan  to  Con- 
gress and  to  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion earlier  this  year. 

The  amendment  I  offer  today  simply 
states  that  Congress  should  give  this 
proposal  careful  consideration.  It  Is  a 
nonpartisan  document,  crafted  by  the 
people  who  know  the  system  best— the 
veterans  themselves.  Let  us  consider 
their  expertise  and  rise  above  partisan 
accusations  as  we  work  to  improve  the 
efficiency  and  quality  of  service  to  vet- 
erans. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  has  been  cleared  on  both 
sides. 

I  yield  back  any  time  I  may  have  on 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1147)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
state  the  way  I  understand  things. 
When  the  3':!  minutes  that  I  have  are 
used  up.  all  time  will  have  expired  on 
the  bill. 

1  will  pose  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 
When  that  event  occurs  and  there  is  no 
more  time,  what  would  the  pending 
business  be? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  Boxer  amend- 
ment No.  1134, 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  say  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader,  the  Boxer 
amendment  has  been  debated.  Many 
other  amendments  will  be  offered  that 
have  not  been  debated.  I  think  I  am 
going  to  yield  back  my  2¥2  minutes.  I 


do  not  know  that  anybody  wishes  to 
speak,  unless  the  majority  leader  does. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  inquire  at  this  par- 
ticular time,  if  we  have  a  little  time 
left.  We  have  been  having  various  dis- 
cussions. Has  there  been  an  agreement 
reached  on  how  we  are  likely  to  handle 
a  whole  series  of  amendments,  espe- 
cially those  not  debated,  with  regard  to 
brief  statements  from  the  Senators — 30 
seconds  or  a  minute?  Has  there  been  a 
determination  on  that,  I  ask  my  col- 
league? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
discussed  it  briefly  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  I  hope  there  will  not 
be  many  amendments.  We  have  had  50 
hours  of  debate  and  a  lot  of  votes. 
There  may  be  one  or  two  on  this  side. 
Is  there  a  specific  number  on  that  side? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes.  I  will  tell  you  now 
that  we  have  31  sure  amendments.  And, 
as  the  Senator  knows,  other  Senators 
may  reserve  their  rights  by  appearing 
and  offering  their  amendments.  But 
there  will  be  31  amendments  filed  to  be 
voted  on  from  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  DOLE.  So  we  are  talking  about  5. 
6,  7  hours  of  votes,  right,  which  we  will 
do  today.  We  will  save  final  passage 
until  tomorrow  sometime. 

Mr.  EXON.  Of  course,  that  is  up  to 
the  leader.  I  certainly  say  that  I  have 
suggested  to  Senator  Daschle  and  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee— and  maybe  it  has  not  reached 
you — that  possibly  we  can  cut  down 
some  of  those  at  some  time.  I  hope  we 
can  work  out  something  to  cut  down 
the  time  that  has  to  be  taken  for  all 
those  votes. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  am  going  to  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  after  the  first  vote, 
all  votes  be  10  minutes  in  length. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Will  the  majority  leader 
yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Would  it  be  possible  to 
get  consent  that  each  vote  go  for  7'/i! 
minutes?  I  believe  that  can  be  done.  I 
have  seen  it  done  in  here.  And  possibly 
we  can  have  a  minute  or  half  a  minute 
on  a  side,  so  as  to  have  some  expla- 
nation. By  cutting  it  back  to  1V2  min- 
utes for  the  vote,  perhaps  that  will  ac- 
commodate both  sides'  concerns. 

Mr.  EXON  I  had  made  a  suggestion 
along  those  lines  that  I  think  Senator 
BYRD  outlined,  and  maybe  even  to 
speed  things  up,  we  can  cut  the  votes 
to  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DOLE.  They  are  concerned  about 
doing  it  in  7''2  minutes,  unless  we  re- 
main in  our  seats.  But  I  think  the  bot- 
tom line  is  that  we  are  actually  going 
to  have  to  vote  on  31  amendments  on 
the  other  side.  If  that  is  the  bottom 
line,  and  people — ordinarily,  you  would 
have  a  right  to  have  your  amendment 
read.  If  it  is  a  delaying  tactic,  we  can 
be  here  a  couple  more  days.  The  last 
time  around.  I  recall  that  Senator 
Mitchell  advised  the  Chair  that  if  we 
insisted  on  having  the  amendment 
read,  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  would  be 
appealed. 
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So  we  then  decided  that  when  the 
clerk  called  up  the  amendment,  they 
would  state  the  purpose,  period,  and 
that  is  it — you  know,  economic  growth, 
tax  relief,  or  whatever.  That  was  all 
the  explanation  there  was.  If  we  start 
giving  everybody  30  seconds,  or  1.  2.  3 
minutes,  we  are  looking  at  another  2  or 
3  hours,  and  we  will  never  finish  action 
on  this  budget  resolution.  We  will  be  in 
recess  this  afternoon  for  at  least  40 
minutes,  from  4:20  until  5  p.m.  I  will 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  brief- 
ly  

Mr.  EXON.  Mr,  President,  before 
that,  I  will  make  one  statement  that  I 
think  may  be  helpful.  Certainly,  we 
would  enter  into  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  on  this  side  that  the  reading 
of  the  amendments  would  not  be  in 
order.  We  are  not  going  to  be  dilatory 
about  this.  We  think  that  for  every- 
body that  wants  a  vote  on  their  amend- 
ment— and  it  has  been  customary  to 
have  that  in  this  body— there  would  be 
no  reason  to  do  that. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  not  be  a  requirement  that 
amendments  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
.Mr.  DOLE.  So  the  clerk  can  state  the 
purpose  if  we  have  the  purpose. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  leader  will  yield,  I 
am  not  sure  the  clerk  can  state  the 
purpose  in  a  way  that  we  can  under- 
stand what  we  are  voting  on. 

Mr.  DOLE  The  last  time  we  did  this. 
I  think  we  had  an  agreement  that  the 
staff  would  put  "purpose"  and  they 
would  read  the  purpose,  such  as  tax  re- 
lieL  economic  growth,  or  whatever.  At 
least  you  had  some  idea  what  you  were 
voting  on.  .^nd  it  would  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  two  managers. 

Mr.  DOMEMCI.  With  your  permis- 
sion. I  will  talk  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  I  was  accommo- 
dating today  in  what  we  did  for  your 
side.  I  think  10.  12.  maybe  even  14  of 
your  amendments.  Does  anybody  have 
a  number  of  how  many  were  already 
discussed'  Senators  took  the  floor  and 
somewhere  between  10  and  12  of  those 
have  had  anywhere  from  2  minutes  to  6 
mmutes  which  might  not  have  oc- 
curred otherwise.   So  I  think  we  have 

given  a  pretty  good  opportunity 

Mr.  EXON.  I  appreciate  the  accom- 
modation, and  I  think  there  has  been 
accommodation  on  both  sides. 

Mr.  DOLE  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  after  the  first  vote,  all  other  votes 
be  limited  to  8  minutes  in  length. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection'!' 

Mr.  EXON  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. The  mmority  leader  is  here.  Are 
you  also  going  to  agree  that  with  an  8- 
minute  vote,  there  will  be  an  expla- 
nation of  some  type  before  each  vote, 
or  not? 

Mr.  DOLE.  The  clerk  can  state  the 
purpose,  to  be  agreed  upon  by  the  two 
managers. 


Mr.  EXON.  I  would  like  our  leader  to 
give  you  his  feelings. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  have  had  50  hours.  I  do 
not  think  we  need  another  50. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  we  could  have  just  a  short  descrip- 
tion of  what  the  amendment  is  prior  to 
the  time  we  are  called  upon  to  vote.  In 
some  cases.  Senators  in  good  faith  have 
been  waiting  for  an  opportunity  to 
offer  their  amendments  and  have  been 
precluded  from  doing  so. 

If  we  can  accommodate  each  author 
of  an  amendment  with  a  very  short 
two-sentence  explanation,  I  think  it 
would  be  in  the  interest  of  everybody 
so  that  we  do  not  make  mistakes  on 
what  these  votes  may  be. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  where 
we  are  now  is  there  will  be  15  minutes 
on  each  vote,  unless  the  Senate  agrees 
later  on,  which  I  am  sure  when  we  get 
15  or  20  of  these  votes  in.  we  will  agree. 

There  will  be  no  reading  of  the 
amendment.  We  have  no  agreement  on 
any  comments  on  the  amendment.  So 
there  will  be  no  comments  on  the 
amendment.  That  is  the  way  it  is  now. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  for  the  first  vote  we  will  add  the 
customary  5  minutes,  so  there  will  be 
15  plus  5;  after  that  it  will  be  15  min- 
utes, period.  No  additional  5  minutes.  I 
do  not  need  consent  for  that. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  113-1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  No.  1134.  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment  is  not  germane  to 
the  provisions  of  the  budget  resolution 
pursuant  to  section  305(bK2)  of  the 
Budget  Act.  I  raise  a  point  of  order 
against  the  pending  .Hm'^ndment' 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  I  move  to  waive  the 
act  for  the  consideration  of  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  eigreeing  to  the  motion. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  46, 
nays  54,  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  187  Lesr.] 
YEAS— 46 


HeHln 

Hotlines 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 


Abraham 

.^3hcroft 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Burns 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coata 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Leahy 
Levin 

Mikulski 

Moselev-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pryor 

NAYS— 54 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kyi 

Lieberman 

Lott 

Luicir 


Keid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Snowe 

Wellstone 


Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

.Nickles 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

.Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Akaka 

Bryan 

Exon 

Baucus 

Bumpers 

Feingold 

Biden 

Byrd 

Feins  teln 

Bingaman 

Conrad 

Ford 

Boxer 

Daschle 

Glenn 

Bradley 

Dodd 

Graham 

Breaux 

Dorgan 

Harkin 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  46.  and  the  nays  are 
54.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  not  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained,  and 
the  motion  falls. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
a  discussion  with  the  distinguished 
Democratic  leader  and  the  managers  of 
the  bill.  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  votes  be  limited  from  here  on  to  9 
minutes,  and  that  the  manager  have  1 
minute  to  explain  the  purpose  of  any 
amendment  that  has  not  been  debated. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  This  is  a  very  work- 
able agreement,  Mr.  President.  The 
only  way  it  can  work,  however,  is  that 
we  anticipate  the  order  in  which  these 
amendments  can  be  brought  for  a  vote. 
We  have  that  order. 

So  I  encourage  all  the  sponsors  of 
these  amendments  to  give  the  man- 
agers their  descriptions  so  that  these 
descriptions  can  be  read  and  put  in  the 
order  in  which  the  amendments  will  be 
brought  up. 

But  the  managers  will  have  1  minute 
to  describe  the  amendment,  and  that 
description  can  be  anything  the  spon- 
sors may  suggest  they  want  it  to  be. 
But  I  think  it  will  work  out  well.  And 
it  will  allow  us  to  cut  back  substan- 
tially the  degree  of  time. 

I  urge  everyone's  cooperation. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
make  it  clear  we  are  talking  only 
about  those  amendments  that  will  not 
be  debated.  Those  already  debated  we 
will  not  take  another  minute  on.  They 
have  had  plenty  of  time.  This  will 
apply  to  amendments  that  have  not 
been  debated  because  of  the  time  con- 
straints, and  they  will  be  explained 
briefly  by  the  manager  on  either  side. 


Mr.  DASCHLE.  That  is  our  under- 
^-Mnding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  I  understand  that  what  is  being 
propounded  is  that  we  have  9  minutes 
to  vote,  and  we  have  1  minute  to  ex- 
plain it  by  the  manager.  If  you  are 
going  to  take  1  minute,  why  not  let  the 
proponent  of  the  amendment  take  1 
minute?  You  are  going  to  take  a 
minute  anyway. 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  are  just  trying  to  cut 
down  the  time.  If  we  have  to  stop  and 
recognize  everybody  up  and  down— it 
seems  to  me  you  can  tell  the  manager 
what  it  says,  and  they  can  read  it.  We 
will  have  the  vote.  We  are  trying  to  ac- 
commodate Senators,  particularly  on 
that  side,  because  you  have  all  the 
amendments,  I  understand.  If  you  will 
just  give  the  manager  a  one-sentence 
or  two-sentence  statement,  we  are  just 
trying  to  save  time.  We  thought  it 
might  save  time. 

Mr.  D.ASCHLE.  There  is  another 
practical  concern,  if  the  Senator  will 
yield;  that  is,  that  assumes  that  the 
sponsor  of  the  amendment  is  going  to 
be  on  the  floor  right  at  the  time  the 
amendment  is  to  be  called  up.  In  many 
cases,  we  will  not  be  able  to  guarantee 
that.  So  if  we  are  assured  that  the 
manager  has  the  description,  we  will 
know  there  will  be  an  explanation. 

I  hope  we  can  accommodate  this 
process.  I  think  all  Senators  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  have  this  amend- 
ment at  least  explained  prior  to  the 
time  we  have  our  vote. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr   President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  put  a  question  to  the  two 
leaders.  Some  of  the  amendments  have 
been  debated.  Will  they  be  called  up 
first,  the  ones  on  which  there  has  been 
debate? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  order  is  going  to 
be  worked  out  between  Senators  who 
have  amendments  and  staff.  Senator 
P:xon"s  staff  and  Senator  Domenici's. 
We  are  starting  to  put  that  in  some 
kind  of  sequence  right  now. 

Was  that  the  question? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  The  question  was 
there  are  some  amendments  that  have 
been  debated,  and  some  amendments 
that  have  not  been  debated.  The  ones 
that  have  not  been  debated,  I  take  it 
the  managers  will  make  a  statement 
about  them.  I  was  wondering  whether 
the  ones  that  have  been  debated  by  the 
sponsors  of  them  could  be  called  up. 

Mr.  DOLE.  No;  we  have  already  had 
debate. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Not  for  debate.  We 
have  had  debate  on  some  amendments. 
I  have  an  amendment  that  we  had  a  de- 
bate on.  I  was  here  to  sort  of  send  it  to 
the  desk  and  get  a  vote  on  it.  We  have 
had  debate  on  that  amendment  which 
just  recently  occurred. 


Mr.  DOLE.  What  would  be  your  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  SARBANES.  That  that  amend- 
ment be  up  near  the  top,  the  front  of 
the  list,  since  we  have  had  the  debate 
recently. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  might  I  renew 
the  request  of  Senator  Harkin  from 
Iowa?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  man- 
agers know  the  amendments  best.  They 
can  still  be  confined  to  the  same  length 
of  time,  the  proponents  of  the  amend- 
ment, the  same  time  as  the  managers. 
It  would  be  my  suggestion  that  the 
amendment  is  called  up,  and  if  the  au- 
thor of  the  amendment  is  not  here,  he 
loses  the  right  to  offer  the  amendment. 

I  just  think  a  better  explanation 
would  be  given  of  what  the  amend- 
ments are  if  the  proponents  of  the 
amendment  describe  them  during  the  1 
minute,  then  the  other  side  offers  their 
description  during  that  same  period. 
And  if  the  author  of  the  amendment  is 
not  here  when  it  is  called  up,  I  suggest 
he  lose  the  opportunity  to  call  up  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  we 
are  trying  to  find  some  middle  ground. 
We  do  not  have  to  do  anything.  We  do 
not  have  to  let  anybody  explain  them; 
just  say  nothing.  We  already  have  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  cannot  be 
read.  So  you  will  not  have  any  debate. 
We  are  trying  to  accommodate  every- 
body by  going  to  the  managers.  If  you 
have  a  1-minute  statement,  let  the 
manager  read  it.  We  are  just  trying  to 
accommodate  everybody  at  the  same 
time  to  hopefully  save  some  time. 

If  Senator  Exon,  for  example,  had  a 
statement  that  Senator  Do.menici  dis- 
agreed with,  then  we  have  to  under- 
stand the  other  manager,  or  whoever, 
would  have  the  same  rights. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  shall  not  object.  It 
seems  that  we  cannot  agree  on  any- 
thing around  here.  Let  me  set  the 
stage.  We  are  making  a  change  here 
under  unanimous  consent,  or  attempt- 
ing to,  to  change  the  rules.  Now,  for 
good  reason,  we  set  a  50-hour  limit  for 
debate  on  the  budget  resolution  and 
you  cannot  filibuster. 

Now.  we  have  been  here  through  a 
very  difficult  process,  as  we  always  do 
go  through.  I  would  simply  say  that  I 
happen  to  feel  in  this  particular  case 
the  majority  has  come  a  long  way  to 
make  some  changes  which  benefit  us. 
The  fact  is  we  have  far  more  amend- 
ments that  can  be  offered  under  the 
rules  and  it  turns  out  there  is  not  time 
to  have  debate. 


Now,  certainly  I  feel  we  should  recog- 
nize that  we  have  gone  through  a  lot  of 
effort,  give  and  take,  trying  to  work 
out  something  that  is  reasonable.  It 
has  been  agreed  to  by  the  minority 
leader.  It  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  ma- 
jority leader. 

I  would  simply  say  that  any  Demo- 
cratic Senator  who  has  an  amendment, 
if  he  wants  to  write  out  what  he  wants 
to  say  on  his  amendment,  he  can  give 
it  to  me,  and  I  can  read  it  just  as  well 
as  he  or  she  can  without  going  through 
the  folderol  that  we  are  going  to  find 
ourselves  in,  as  we  always  do,  to  start 
recognizing  people  back  and  forth— 
where  are  they?  Are  they  not  here? 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  have  a 
reasonable  process  which  people  can 
pick  to  pieces  but  can  we  agree  after  a 
lot  of  effort  to  come  to  an  understand- 
ing that  I  think  should  be  acceptable 
to  our  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest is  agreed  to.  Who  seeks  recogni- 
tion? 

Mr.  McCONNELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT  NO,  1148 

(Purpose:  Continue  funding  for  economic 
development  in  Appalachian  region) 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment  by 
number. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  McCon- 
nell], for  himself.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Rocke- 
feller, Mr.  Heflin.  and  Mr.  Cochran,  pro- 
poses an  amendnieiiL  iiuriibeieu  U48. 

On  page  29.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  29.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000 

On  page  30.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  20,  line  7,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  20,  line  IS,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  20.  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  20,  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  7,  decreaise  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 
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On  page  21.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000 

On  pane  21.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
JIOO.000.000. 

On  paee  21,  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000 

On  pai?e  21.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

Mr  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  offer  an  amendment  that 
will  continue  a  program  that  is  very 
important,  not  only  to  Kentucky,  but 
also  to  a  great  number  of  other  States. 

Unlike  a  lot  of  other  Government 
programs,  this  one  is  targeted  to  assist 
those  who  are  in  greatest  need;  and  it 
has  had  a  tremendous,  positive  impact 
over  the  years. 

Unlike  a  lot  of  other  Government 
programs,  this  one  spends  most  of  its 
funds  making  a  difference  in  people's 
lives — rather  than  wasting  taxpayer 
dollars  on  administrative  expenses. 

The  program  I  am  speaking  of  is  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 
commonly  known  as  ARC. 

Before  I  discuss  the  substance  of  my 
amendment.  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  authors  of  this  budget  resolution, 
especially  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Senator  Domenici.  for 
making  literally  thousands  of  tough 
but  intelligent  choices  with  regard  to 
this  Nation's  spending  priorities. 

They  have  done  a  superb  job.  and 
they  have  done  it  with  care  and  com- 
passion and  concern  for  those  who  will 
necessarily  be  impacted  by  this  resolu- 
tion. 

But  of  course,  on  an  issue  as  complex 
and  multifaceted  as  the  Federal  budg- 
et, there  are  bound  to  be  honest  dif- 
ferences of  opinion.  And  it  is  in  that 
spirit  that  I  am  offering  my  amend- 
ment to  save  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  from  the  budget  ax. 

Let  me  also  point  out.  however,  that 
this  amendment  hardly  preserves  the 
status  quo.  I  do  not  think  anyone  from 
this  side  of  the  aisle  would  contend 
that  business  as  usual  is  going  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year 
2002. 

Every  Federal  program  and  agency  is 
going  to  have  to  adapt,  and  cut  costs, 
and  become  more  efficient  in  response 
to  the  country's  fiscal  pressures.  Every 
program  and  agency  will  need  to  do 
more  with  less,  or  face  total  extinc- 
tion. 

That  is  what  my  amendment  envi- 
sions; An  Appalachian  Regional  Com- 
mission of  the  future  that  continues  to 
provide  excellent  services  and  pro- 
grams in  distressed  areas,  but  with  a 
more  targeted  approach  and.  frankly, 
with  less  funding. 

I  should  add  that  the  people  in  my 
State,  and  many  who  work  for  .ARC. 
are  more  than  willing  to  make  the 
changes  necessary  to  preserve  the 
agency  as  a  vital  and  active  force  in 
the  region.  But  all  of  them  also  believe, 
as  I  do,  that  the  mission  of  the  ARC 
has  not  yet  been  completed;  and  we 
need  to  continue  to  support  its  positive 
efforts. 


Although  ARC  has  made  a  dramatic 
impact  in  improving  the  economic  op- 
portunities and  quality  of  life  for  peo- 
ple living  in  Appalachia.  there  contin- 
ues to  be  a  real  need  for  assistance  in 
this  region.  Poverty,  out-migration. 
and  high  levels  of  unemployment  are 
especially  prevalent  in  central  Appa- 
lachia, which  includes  some  of  the 
poorest  counties  in  the  Nation. 

In  all,  the  ARC  serves  parts  of  13 
States,  totaling  399  counties  from  New 
York  to  Mississippi.  This  is  a  region 
that  lags  behind  the  Nation  in  most,  if 
not  all.  major  economic  measures.  It 
experiences  chronically  higher  unem- 
ployment levels,  substantially  lower 
income  levels,  and  perniciously  high 
poverty  rates.  In  eastern  Kentucky,  for 
example,  the  poverty  rate  stood  at  29 
percent  in  1990—16  percent  higher  than 
the  national  average. 

Of  the  399  counties  seized  by  ARC. 
115  of  these  counties  are  considered  se- 
verely distressed. 

This  means  that  these  counties  suffer 
from  unemployment  levels  and  poverty 
rates  that  are  150  percent  of  the  na- 
tional average  and  receive  per  capita 
incomes  that  are  only  two-thirds  of  the 
national  average. 

The  ARC  was  designed  to  address  the 
unique  problems  of  this  region  which 
has  been  afflicted  by  over  a  century  of 
exploitation,  neglect,  geographic  bar- 
riers, and  economic  distress.  These  are 
not  problems  born  of  cyclical  economic 
fluctuations  but  are  the  result  of  years 
of  unremitting  underdevelopment,  iso- 
lation, and  out-migration. 

That  is  the  bad  news.  The  good  news 
is  that  ARC  has  worked  hand  in  hand 
with  each  of  the  13  States  in  its  juris- 
diction to  develop  flexible  and  effective 
programs,  tailored  to  the  specific  needs 
of  each  community  or  region. 

And  there  is  more  good  news.  ARC  is 
unusually  lean,  as  Federal  agencies  go. 
with  respect  to  administrative  and  per- 
sonnel expenses.  Total  overhead  ac- 
counts for  less  than  4  percent  of  all  ex- 
penditures. That  is  largely  achieved 
through  cooperation  with  the  States. 

State  Governors  contribute  50  per- 
cent of  the  administrative  costs  as  well 
as  the  full  cost  of  their  own  regional 
ARC  offices. 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  I  would  urge 
my  colleagues  to  look  to  the  ARC  as  a 
model  of  efficiency,  cost  sharing,  and 
State  cooperation  for  other  Federal 
programs. 

Some  people  have  said  that  .ARC  rep- 
resents a  special  windfall  for  a  single 
area  of  the  country.  That  is  simply  not 
true.  The  stark  reality  is  that  .Appa- 
lachia receives  14  percent  less  per  cap- 
ital spending  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment than  the  rest  of  the  country,  and 
that  includes  the  amount  it  receives 
through  ARC.  If  anything.  Appalachia 
is  an  underserved  area. 

The  ARC'S  mission  has  been  to  pro- 
vide the  assistance  needed  to  make  Ap- 
palachian areas  economically  self-sus- 


taining, rather  than  to  simply  hand  out 
government  largess. 

This  is  an  important  distinction. 

The  .ARC  is  not  a  traditional  poverty 
program  but  an  economic  development 
program,  with  a  lot  of  work  still  ahead 
of  it.  If  we  were  to  ax  the  ARC  out- 
right, the  fact  is  that  much  of  the  in- 
vestment we  have  made  up  to  now 
would  have  been  for  naught. 

It  would  be  like  laying  the  founda- 
tion of  a  building,  putting  in  the  beams 
and  supports,  and  then  deciding  to  stop 
before  putting  on  the  roof  and  the 
walls.  Unless  the  work  is  seen  to  com- 
pletion, much  of  what  has  been  done  to 
this  point  will  have  been  in  vain. 

At  the  same  time,  because  of  the  tre- 
mendous fiscal  pressures  we  are  facing, 
my  amendment  would  not  restore  fund- 
ing for  ARC  to  its  current  level.  In- 
stead, it  puts  the  ARC  on  a  glidepath  of 
reduced  spending  through  the  year 
2002.  The  partially  restored  funding  is 
entirely  offset  and  will  fully  comply 
with  guidelines  established  by  the 
Budget  Committee  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

The  way  we  achieve  these  goals  is 
quite  simple.  First,  we  start  with  a  35- 
percent  reduction  from  the  current 
funding  level  for  ARC.  There  is  no 
question  that  this  is  a  considerable 
cut.  and  it  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
ARC'S  ability  to  fully  serve  its  target 
areas.  But  I  think  it  underscores  how 
serious  we  are  about  preserving  this 
agency. 

From  the  35-percent-reduction  level 
in  1996.  my  amendment  will  continue 
to  lower  funding  levels  each  year 
through  2002.  Overall,  if  we  use  as  a 
baseline  a  hard  freeze  at  1995  funding 
levels  for  ARC.  my  amendment  would 
achieve  a  47-percent  reduction  in 
spending.  This  amounts  to  $925  million 
in  savings  over  7  .years. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  ask  that  a 
table  reflecting  the  savings  proposed 
by  my  amendment  appear  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  no- 
body can  charge  that  this  amendment 
is  an  attempt  to  preserve  the  status 
quo.  Instead,  it  is  an  effort  to  preserve 
an  essential  Federal  program  by  mak- 
ing some  very  tough  but  necessary 
choices. 

In  order  to  provide  the  necessary 
budget  offset,  I  have  proposed  a  reason- 
able reduction  in  the  regulation  and 
technology  account  of  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining.  The  regulatory  arm  of 
OSM  has  served  its  statutory  purposes 
well  over  the  years,  but  the  fact  is  that 
much  of  its  current  activities  are  now 
being  handled  effectively  at  the  State 
level. 

In  fact,  primary  responsibility  for 
regulation  in  this  area  has  been  passed 
on  to  23  of  the  26  coal-producing 
States. 
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Further,  the  size  of  the  industry 
being  regulated  by  OSM  has  shrunk 
dramatically  over  the  last  decade  and  a 
half.  While  the  number  of  active  coal 
mines  has  dropped  from  over  6,000  in 
1979  to  barely  3,000  in  1993,  OSM  staff 
has  increased  by  more  than  50  percent. 
Even  since  1983.  when  the  last  of  the  23 
States  assumed  primary  regulatory  au- 
thority. OSM  staff  grew  by  a  quarter. 

About  half  of  the  OSM  budget  for 
regulation  and  technology  funds  activi- 
ties that  duplicate  existing  state  re- 
sources. 

So  what  you  have  here  is  a  smaller 
industry— smaller  by  half— being  regu- 
lated by  50  percent  more  bureaucrats. 
That  is  the  kind  of  anomaly  that  our 
constituents  want  us  to  change. 

'Voters  believe  that  52  cents  on  every 
tax  dollar  is  waste  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. If  there  is  any  program  that 
suggests  this  might  be  true,  it  is  the 
regulation  account  at  OSM  which 
serves  a  smaller  and  smaller  industry, 
and  whose  activities  are  being  dupli- 
cated b_v  more  and  more  States. 

Further.  I  am  told  that  OSM  has  ac- 
tually become  a  burden  on  State  regu- 
latory agencies,  making  excessive  re- 
quests for  data  collection  and  studies 
that  divert  valuable  resources  from 
their  own  regulatory  activities. 

The  proposed  reduction  in  OSM's 
title  V  program  should  come  out  of  the 
agency's  inspection  and  regulatory  ac- 
tivities which  duplicate  State  pro- 
grams. Adequate  funding  for  State  reg- 


ulatory grants  should  be  maintained, 
and  my  amendment  is  in  no  way  in- 
tended to  affect  such  grants. 

Mr.  President,  in  these  tight  budg- 
etary times,  a  28-percent  reduction  in 
the  OSM  regulatory  budget  is  entirely 
reasonable.  This  cut  will  actually  force 
OSM  to  streamline  operations  and 
eliminate  many  duplicative  services 
that  are  a  burden  to  State  regulatory 
agencies. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  remaining 
cuts  be  from  other  Federal  programs 
that  duplicate  State  regulatory  or 
oversight  functions  within  function 
300.  If  we  intend  to  streamline  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  we  can  start  with 
Federal  activities  that  overlap  with 
State  agencies  and  programs.  Overall, 
my  amendment  would  cut  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  from  this  function. 
This  small  cut  will  provide  substantial 
benefit  to  severely  distressed  regions  of 
Appalachia. 

In  drafting  this  amendment.  I  have 
consulted  with  officials  at  ARC  to  help 
redesign  the  focus  and  size  of  the  agen- 
cy. It  is  my  view  that  ARC  should 
eliminate  those  functions  that  are  be- 
yond the  central  mission  of  economic 
development. 

We  also  need  to  critically  assess 
which  areas  that  are  currently  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  ARC  no  longer  need 
its  support,  due  to  the  success  of  ARC'S 
programs. 

There  are  a  number  of  counties  that 
have    achieved    the   goal    of  economic 
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self-sufficiency  and  therefore  have  out- 
grown the  need  for  ARC  funding. 

My  amendment  would  enable  the 
ARC  to  focus  its  resources  on  those 
counties  that  struggle  with  the  most 
severe  economic  hardships. 

Let  me  conclude.  If  my  colleagues  be- 
lieve that  eliminating  ARC  will  save 
money,  they  are  sadly  mistaken.  The 
poverty  and  economic  distress  of 
central  Appalachia  will  only  deepen, 
imposing  higher  costs  on  other  Federal 
programs.  On  the  other  hand,  if  we 
keep  ARC  alive,  and  help  this  region  to 
help  itself,  we  will  be  saving  a  lot  more 
money  in  the  long  run. 

Of  course,  all  programs  must  make 
every  effort  to  revaluate  their  mission 
and  eliminate  those  functions  that  are 
no  longer  needed.  I  have  proposed 
eliminating  certain  authorities  of  the 
ARC  that  are  no  longer  needed,  and  re- 
forming the  eligibility  criteria  to  take 
certain  economically  stabilized  coun- 
ties off  the  rolls.  These  reforms  are  as- 
sumed in  the  lower  spending  levels  con- 
tained in  my  amendment. 

In  sum,  this  is  a  creative  and  com- 
monsense  way  to  save  one  of  the  few 
Federal  programs  that  has  actually 
worked:  the  ARC.  Just  as  important, 
my  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  goal 
of  balancing  the  budget  which  all  of  us 
want  to  achieve.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  amendment. 


199« 


1W7 


1998 


1999 


2W0 


2001 


2002 


ToUl 


McConnell  Amendment  ' 

Annual  budgel  aullninty    _ 

fma  a!  1995  levels 

Annual  budget  auttiont> 

CuMenl  tuMiliiiii  ad|U:>teO  lo(  iniidfiori 

Annual  budget  authorit> 


183 

111 

1/3 

166 

IM 

100 

100 

1049 

287 

m 

m 

282 

282 

282 

282 

1974 

291 

301 

312 

323 

331 

1561 

>  Ttie  McConnell  amendment  saves  moie  than  $900  milinn  gvtr  a  7  year  fte«re  at  199S  ARC  lumting  levels  Tlie  McConnell  amenOtiient  saves  mat  than  $500  inillion  ovei  5  yeat— mtlatioii  adiusted— ARC  luMing  levth 


Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  clarify  the  Record.  I  believe  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky may  have  misspoke  earlier  with 
regard  to  the  need  for  this  amendment 
to  address  payments  made  by  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Commission  [FEC]  from 
the  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund  for  settlement  of  alleged  sexual 
harassment  claims. 

The  entire  $37,500  payment  referred 
to  by  the  Senator  was  disallowed  by 
the  FEC  as  a  qualified  campaign  ex- 
pense and  the  FEC  required  repayment 
of  all  Federal  matching  funds  used  to 
pay  this  expense.  As  my  colleague 
knows,  the  courts  have  held  that  the 
FEC  may  only  require  repayment  of 
disallowed  campaign  expenses  to  the 
extent  Federal  funds  were  used. 

In  this  instance,  the  FEC  determined 
that  of  the  $37,500  in  disallowed  cam- 
paign expenses,  $9,675  were  paid  with 
Federal  matching  funds.  Consequently, 
the  campaign  repaid  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund  that  amount. 


Therefore,  no  taxpayer  funds  were 
used  to  pay  this  settlement. 

But  I  agree  that  taxpayer  funds 
should  not  be  used  for  this  purpose  and 
I  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  McConnell 
amendment  to  ensure  that  the  essen- 
tial services  provided  by  the  Appalach- 
ian Regional  Commission  are  contin- 
ued for  some  of  this  Nation's  most  des- 
titute areas. 

At  a  time  when  we  are  correctly  ter- 
minating or  scaling  back  outdated  Fed- 
eral programs,  I  believe  the  Appalach- 
ian Regional  Commission  is  the  type  of 
Federal  initiative  we  should  be  encour- 
aging. It  is  important  to  recognize  that 
the  ARC  uses  its  limited  Federal  dol- 
lars to  leverage  additional  State  and 
local  funds.  This  successful  partnership 
enables  communities  in  Virginia  to 
have  tailored  programs  which  help 
them  respond  to  a  variety  of  grassroots 
needs. 

In  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia.  21 
counties  rely  heavily  on  the  assistance 


they  receive  from  the  Appalachian  Re- 
gional Commission.  Income  levels  for 
this  region  of  Virginia  further  indicate 
that,  on  average,  my  constituents  who 
reside  in  this  region  have  incomes 
which  are  $6,000  below  the  average  per 
capita  income  for  the  rest  of  the  Na- 
tion. 

In  1960.  when  the  ARC  was  created, 
the  poverty  rate  in  Virginia's  Appa- 
lachian region  was  24.4.  In  1990.  the 
poverty  rate  statistics  of  17.6  show  im- 
provement which  can  be  attributed  to 
the  effectiveness  of  the  ARC.  However, 
we  are  still  a  long  way  from  achieving 
the  U.S.  average  poverty  level  of  13.1 
and  also  the  regional  poverty  level  of 
other  ARC-member  States  of  15.2. 

With  these  statistics  in  mind,  I  would 
like  to  offer  some  specific  points  one 
should  keep  in  mind  regarding  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  ARC  programs,  its  rela- 
tionship with  the  Commonwealth  of 
Virginia,  and  the  direct  impact  that 
this  relationship  has  on  the  private 
sector. 
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In  recent  years,  a  significant  portion 
of  ARC  funds  have  been  dedicated  to 
local  economic  development  efforts. 
Were  it  not  for  this  assistance,  the 
LENOWISCO  Planning  District  and 
Wise  County  would  not  have  been  able 
to  complete  construction  of  the  water 
and  sewage  lines  to  provide  utility 
services  to  the  Wise  County  Industrial 
Park  at  Blackwood.  These  lines  were 
financed  by  a  $500,000  grant  from  the 
ARC  and  a  $600,000  grant  from  the  U.S. 
Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion. The  construction  of  these  utili- 
ties to  serve  a  new  industrial  park  has 
attracted  a  major  wood  products  manu- 
facturing facility  which  has  created  175 
new  jobs  for  the  community. 

The  Fifth  Planning  District  serving 
the  Alleghany  Highlands  of  Virginia  is 
a  prominent  example  of  leveraging 
other  State  and  local  funds  and  stimu- 
lating economic  development  with  par- 
tial funding  from  the  ARC.  For  fiscal 
year  1995,  with  $350,000  from  the  ARC. 
the  Alleghany  Regional  Commerce 
Center  in  Clifton  Forge.  VA  was  estab- 
lished. This  new  industrial  center  al- 
ready has  a  commitment  from  two  in- 
dustries, providing  new  employment 
opportunities  for  over  220  persons. 

The  .A.RC  funds  for  this  project  have 
generated  an  additional  $500,000  in 
State  funds.  $450,000  from  the  Virginia 
Department  of  Transportation.  $145,000 
from  Alleghany  County,  and  $168,173 
from  the  Alleghany  Highlands  Eco- 
nomic Development  Authority.  As  a  re- 
sult of  a  limited  Federal  commitment, 
there  is  almost  a  4  to  1  ratio  of  non- 
Federal  dollars  compared  to  Federal 
funds. 

In  many  cases,  these  funds  have  been 
the  sole  source  of  funding  for  local 
planning  efforts  for  appropriate  com- 
munity development.  For  example, 
such  funds  have  been  used  to  prepare 
and  update  comprehensive  plans  which 
are  required  by  Virginia  State  law  to 
be  updated  every  5  years  in  revise  zon- 
ing, subdivision,  and  other  land  use  or- 
dinances. In  addition,  funds  are  used  to 
prepare  labor  force  studies  or  market- 
ing plans  in  guiding  industrial  develop- 
ment sites. 

Mr.  President,  the  mission  of  the  Ap- 
palachian Regional  Commission  is  as 
relevant  today  as  it  was  when  the  pro- 
gram was  created.  This  rural  region  of 
the  Nation  remains  beset  with  many 
geographic  obstacles  that  have  kept  it 
isolated  from  industrial  expansion.  It 
is  a  region  that  has  been  attempting  to 
diversify  its  economy  from  its  depend- 
ency on  one  industry— coal  mining— to 
other  stable  employment  opportuni- 
ties. It  is  a  program  that  provides  es- 
sential services  and  stimulates  the  con- 
tributions of  state  and  local  funds. 

I  thank  Senator  McCo.nnell  for  his 
leadership  on  this  issue  and  I  urge  the 
amendment's  adoption. 

,\MK.SD.MF.NT  NO.  II48 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  this  amend- 


ment to  preserve  funding  for  the  Appa- 
lachian Regional  Commission,  and  I 
thank  the  Senator  from,  Kentucky  for 
offering  it.  Without  his  amendment. 
the  budget  proposal  before  us  includes 
a  plan  to  wipe  out  a  very  small  and  val- 
uable agency  over  the  next  5  years. 
This  amendment  is  the  Senate's  chance 
to  reject  the  idea  of  eliminating  the 
tools  dedicated  to  the  economic  devel- 
opment and  future  of  13  Appalachian 
States,  including  West  Virginia. 

Senators  listening  to  this  debate  may 
think  this  is  an  amendment  that  only 
deserves  the  votes  of  those  of  us  rep- 
resenting those  States.  I  hope  our  case 
will  be  heard  so  that  won't  be  the  con- 
clusion of  our  colleagues.  The  people  of 
every  State  have  a  stake  in  the  eco- 
nomic strength  of  the  rest  of  the  coun- 
try. When  floods  ravage  the  Mid-West 
or  the  Gulf  States;  when  a  major  de- 
fense installation  or  space  center  is  lo- 
cated in  a  State  like  Texas  or  Ala- 
bama; when  payments  are  made  to 
farmers  for  crop  losses;  when  billions 
are  spent  to  shore  up  S&L  institutions 
in  certain  States;  when  special  aid  is 
given  to  cities  or  to  California  after  its 
riots  or  earthquakes;  when  research 
labs  get  special  funds  in  New  Mexico  or 
Massachusetts — when  any  of  this  sup- 
port and  assistance  is  extended,  it  is 
the  country's  way  of  investing  in  each 
region  and  in  the  futures  of  Americans 
everywhere. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commis- 
sion is  the  Nation's  effort  to  help  a 
part  of  this  country  overcome  tremen- 
dous barriers.  In  many  parts  of  the  re- 
gion, major  progress  has  been  achieved. 
But  the  ARC'S  job  is  not  finished,  and 
the  agency  should  not  be  abolished 
until  it  is. 

Like  so  much  else  in  this  budget  de- 
bate, this  amendment  is  about  prior- 
ities. For  me,  this  represents  a  choice 
between  two  programs  that  affect  the 
people  of  West  Virginia.  It  calls  for  a 
little  less  support  for  the  Office  of  Sur- 
face Mining,  in  order  to  put  more  into 
the  ARC. 

The  key  message  in  this  amendment 
is  its  call  for  continuing  the  ARC's 
partnership  with  West  Virginia  and  the 
Appalachian  region  to  finish  the  foun- 
dation we  need  for  more  growth,  more 
jobs,  and  more  hope  for  our  people. 

To  that  end,  I  accept  the  idea  that 
the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  should  re- 
duce its  bureaucracy  and  excessive  reg- 
ulatory activity  in  order  to  finish 
ARC'S  work  for  families  and  businesses 
in  Appalachia.  This  amendment  will 
not  add  to  the  deficit  or  prevent  us 
from  reaching  a  balanced  budget  in 
2002— it  will  simply  redirect  funding 
from  certain  activities  at  OSM  so  that 
the  ARC  can  continue  its  mission  for 
the  people  of  Appalachia. 

This  amendment  accepts  a  fair  share 
of  responsibility  for  deficit  reduction. 
But  instead  of  saying  wipe  out  the 
ARC.  it  charts  a  course  of  gradual  re- 
ductions, starting  with  a  35  percent  cut 


in  ARC  funding  for  1996.  with  continued 
reductions  through  2002.  Overall,  it 
would  be  a  47  percent  cut  in  ARC  fund- 
ing if  the  commission  were  frozen  at  its 
1995  level.  This  is  going  to  require 
changes  and  further  streamlining  at 
the  ARC.  which  should  be  tough  but  do- 
able. Under  the  McConnell  amendment, 
ARC  is  still  contributing  its  fair  share 
to  deficit  reduction.  Without  it,  one  re- 
gion of  the  country  is  asked  to  suffer 
more  than  is  fair  and  to  a  point  that 
will  hurt  the  region. 

As  a  former  Governor,  and  now  as  a 
U.S.  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  I 
know— vividly— the  value  of  the  ARC 
and  how  it  improves  the  lives  of  many 
hard-working  citizens.  Whether  the 
funding  is  used  for  new  water  and 
sewer  systems,  physician  recruitment, 
adult  literacy  programs  or  the  Appa- 
lachian corridor  highways,  it  has  made 
the  difference  in  West  Virginia,  Ken- 
tucky, and  the  other  Appalachian 
States. 

The  highways  are  the  most  visible 
and  best  known  investments  made  by 
the  ARC  for  the  people  of  Appalachia. 
As  of  today,  over  two-thirds  of  the  ARC 
highway  system  has  been  completed. 
But  if  the  ARC  is  simply  abolished,  the 
job  will  not  be  completed.  What  a 
waste  of  money  to  pull  out  before  a 
road  system  is  finished. 

At  this  very  moment,  some  of  these 
highways  are  called  highways  halfway 
to  nowhere,  because  they  are  just 
that — half  built,  and  only  halfway  to 
their  destination.  The  job  has  to  be 
completed,  so  these  highways  become 
highways  the  whole  way  to  somewhere. 
And  that  somewhere  is  called  jobs  and 
prosperity  that  will  benefit  the  rest  of 
the  country,  too. 

Appalachia  simply  wants  to  be  con- 
nected to  our  national  grid  of  high- 
ways. Parts  of  the  region  weren't  lucky 
enough  to  come  out  as  flat  land,  so  the 
job  takes  longer  and  costs  more.  But  it 
is  essential  in  giving  the  people  and 
families  in  this  part  of  the  United 
States  of  America  a  shot — a  chance  to 
be  rewarded  for  a  work  ethic  and  com- 
mitment with  real  economic  oppor- 
tunity and  a  decent  quality  of  life. 

I  won't  speak  for  my  colleagues  from 
other  Appalachian  States,  but  West 
Virginia  was  not  exactly  the  winner  in 
the  original  Interstate  Highway  Sys- 
tem. And  Senators  here  represent 
many  States  that  were.  As  a  result, 
areas  of  my  State  have  suffered,  eco- 
nomically and  in  human  terms.  With- 
out roads,  people  are  shut  off  from 
jobs.  That's  obvious.  But  without 
roads,  people  also  cannot  get  decent 
health  care.  Dropping  out  of  school  is 
easier  sometimes  than  taking  a  2-hour 
bus  ride  because  the  roads  are  not 
there. 

The  structure  of  the  ARC  makes  it 
more  efficient  and  effective  than  many 
other  agencies.  The  ARC  is  a  working, 
true  partnership  between  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments. 


This  structure  expects  responsibility 
from  citizens  and  local  leaders.  Federal 
funding  is  designed  to  leverage  State 
and  local  money  for  any  activity.  Ac- 
cordingly to  the  ARC.  throughout  its 
lifetime,  it  has  contributed  less  than 
half  of  the  total  amount  of  project 
funds.  Administrative  costs  have  ac- 
counted for  less  than  4  percent  of  total 
costs  over  ARC's  lifetime. 

Long  before  it  was  fashionable.  ARC 
used  a  from  the  bottom  up  approach  to 
addressing  local  needs,  rather  than  a 
top  down,  one-size-fits-all  mandate  of 
the  type  that  has  become  all  too  famil- 
iar to  citizens  dealing  with  Federal 
agencies.  It  works,  too. 

I  urge  everyone  in  this  body  to  keep 
a  promise  made  to  a  region  that  has 
been  short  shrifted.  Each  region  is 
unique.  Solutions  have  to  differ,  de- 
pending on  our  circumstances.  When  it 
comes  to  Appalachia.  a  small  agency 
called  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com- 
mission should  finish  its  work.  Abol- 
ishing it  overnight  will  only  create 
more  problems  and  more  costs  that  can 
be  avoided.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  in  favor  of  the  McConnell  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  a  rollcall  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  51, 
nays  49,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  188  Leg.] 
YEAS-51 
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Abraham 

Ford 

McConnell 

.'Mcaka 

Frisi 

Mikulski 

Bidcn 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Hatch 

Pell 

Burns 

Hen  in 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Helms 

Reid 

Coats 

Hollings 

Robb 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Rockefeller 

Coverdell 

Inouye 

Santorum 

Craig 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Shelby 

DeWine 

Leahy 

.Snowe 

Doild 

Levtn 

Specter 

Dole 

Lleberman 

Stevens 

Exon 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Feinstein 

Lugar 
NAYS— 49 

Warner 

Ashcroft 

Feingold 

.Mack 

Baucus 

Gorton 

McCain 

Bennett 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bingaman 

Gramm 

.Murkowski 

Bond 

Grams 

.Murray 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Bradley 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Brown 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

Bumpers 

Inhofe 

Roth 

Campbell 

Jeffords 

Simon 

Chafee 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kempthorne 

Smith 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Thomas 

D  Amato 

Kerry- 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Kohl 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Kyi 

Faircloth 

Lautenberg 

So    the 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1149 

(Purpose:  To  restore  the  cuts  to  Federal  Re- 
tirement Programs  by  providing  that  the 
Federal  Retirement  programs  will  con- 
tinue to  calculate  retirement  benefits  from 
the  average  of  an  employees  high  3  years 
of  service.  The  restoration  of  these  cuts 
will  be  paid  for  by  closing  tax  loopholes  re- 
garding billionaires  who  renounce  their 
citizen.ship> 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Sar- 
BANES].  for  himself.  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  WAR- 
NER. Mr.  RoBB  and  Mr.  Bingaman.  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1149. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  U.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  15 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  ihe  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$257,000,000 

On  page  4.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  5, 
$144,000,000. 
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increaise  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  5.  line  6, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  8. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  5 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000 

line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  6, 
$392,000,000 

On  page  6. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  39. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  39.  line  25. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000 

On  page  40,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000 

On  page  40.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000 

On  page  40.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000 

On  page  -lO.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  63.  line  19.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  63.  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$967,000,000. 

On  page  63,  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,771,000,000. 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  resolution 
insert  the  following: 
SEC.    ,  FEDERAL  RETIREMENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that— 
(a)  the  assumptions  underlying  the  revenue 
and  functional  totals  in  this  resolution  as- 
sume that  the  Federal  Retirement  programs 
will  continue  to  calculate  retirement  bene- 
fits from  the  average  of  an  employee's  high 
3  years  of  service;  and  (bi  the  restoration  of 
Federal  Retirement  benefits  will  be  restored 
by  closing  the  tax  loophole  which  allows  bil- 
lionaires to  escape  taxes  by  renouncing  their 
citizenship. 
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Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  speak  for  a  few  minutes  regard- 
ing the  Sarbanes  amendment,  of  which 
I  am  an  original  cosponsor.  This 
amendment  eliminates  the  provision  in 
the  budget  resolution  which  changes 
the  basis  for  calculating  retirement 
benefits  for  Federal  employees  from 
the  average  of  an  employee's  highest  3 
years  to  the  average  of  the  highest  5 
years. 

The  Government  cannot  change  the 
rules  in  the  middle  of  the  game  for 
these  loyal  public  servants  who  are  re- 
lying on  and  planning  for  retirement 
using  longstanding  practices.  Govern- 
ment personnel,  civilian  or  military, 
active  or  retirees,  should  not  be  singled 
out  to  bear  the  burden  of  balancing  the 
budget. 

While  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  I  do  not  believe  that 
a  disproportionate  share  of  the  budget 
cuts  should  fall  on  Federal  employees. 
I  strongly  agree  with  the  mandate 
which  American  people  delivered  in  the 
1994  elections.  I  am  committed  to 
working  to  cut  spending  and  reduce  big 
government,  while  striving  to  see  that 
benefits  to  the  truly  needy  are  not  un- 
fairly affected. 

We  cannot  and  must  not  allow  those 
who  have  given  years  of  service  to  the 
Federal  Government  to  be  uncertain 
about  their  retirement  decisions  and 
their  future  financial  well-being. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment No.  1149  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  S.^rbanesJ.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  50. 
nays  50.  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  189  Ley] 
YEAS-50 


Akaka 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Baucus 

Glenn 

Mo»eley-Braun 

Biden 

Graham 

Mojnihan 

Bingamaa 

Harkin 

Murray 

Boxer 

HeHin 

Nuan 

Bradley 

HollinKs 

Pell 

Breaux 

Inouye 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Jeffords 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Reid 

Bynl 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Campbell 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Shalby 

Dodd 

Lautenber? 

Simon 

Dorian 

Leahy 

Warner 

Feingold 

Levin 

Wellatone 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 
NAYS— 50 

Abraham 

Bennetc 

Brown 

Ashcroft 

Bond 

Bums 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

CraiK 

D  .\mato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Cramm 


Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 


McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nlckles 

Packwood 

Roth 

Santorum 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

1149)  was  re- 


So  the  amendment  (No 
jected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1150 

(Purpose:  Deficit  neutral  amendnnent  that 
would  prohibit  including  revenues  in  the 
budget  resolution  based  on  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing within  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  I 
Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Delaware    [Mr.    Roth] 

proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1150. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  line  10  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  11  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  15  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  22  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  23  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  24  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25  increase  the  amount  by 
$•100,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  1  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  20  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  22  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  23  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000 


line  20  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  21  decrease  the  amount  by 


line  18  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  1.  line  24  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  5  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  6  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  7  increase  the  amount  by 
$;300.ooo.ooo. 

On  page  5.  line  8  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  10  decrease  the  amount  by 
$,'JO0.0O0.0OO. 

On  page  5.  line  19  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000, 

On  page  6.  line  5  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  8  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  18  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.400.000.0000. 

On  page  6.  line  21  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  5  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000, 

On  page  7.  line  8  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  15  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  16  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  17  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  18  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  19  decrease  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  7,  line  20  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  21  decrease  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  1  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  5.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  20.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  20,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  62,  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  62.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$2,300,000,000 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
league. Senator  RoTH.  to  protect  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Alaska  from  oil  and  gas  development. 
The  proposed  budget  resolution  as- 
sumes that  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  will  reach  its 
budget  target  by  opening  up  this  mag- 
nificent wildlife  refuge  to  oil  and  gas 
development.    By    striking    $2. ,3   billion 


over  7  years  from  that  committee's  re- 
quired reduction  in  budget  outlays,  and 
adding  that  amount  to  the  reduction 
required  by  the  Finance  Committee, 
Senator  Roth's  amendment  would  pro- 
tect the  refuge,  while  preserving  the 
budget  resolution's  bottom  line. 

To  ensure  that  this  amendment  is 
deficit  neutral  and  therefore  does  not 
impair  our  progress  toward  a  balanced 
budget,  a  goal  I  strongly  support,  Sen- 
ator Roth  has  suggested  that  those 
funds  instead  be  obtained  by  eliminat- 
ing the  ability  of  persons  to  avoid 
taxes  by  relinquishing  their  U.S.  citi- 
zenship. As  a  result,  this  amendment 
would  allow  us  to  continue  to  protect  a 
national  treasure  for  future  genera- 
tions by  closing  a  tax  loophole  for 
wealthy  expatriates  who  choose  to  give 
up  their  .'\merican  citizenship  to  avoid 
paying  taxes. 

A  word  about  the  refuge.  It  is  a  truly 
special  place.  Located  in  the  northeast 
corner  of  Alaska,  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  has  been  referred  to, 
for  good  reason,  as  "America's 
Serengeti."  The  refuge  supports  a  spec- 
tacular array  of  wildlife,  including 
polar  bears,  grizzly  bears,  wolves,  and 
snow  geese.  In  addition,  the  porcupine 
caribou  herd,  numbering  over  150,000 
animals,  bear  their  young  on  the  coast- 
al plain  and  provide  an  important 
source  of  food  for  the  native  people 
that  live  near  the  refuge. 

Oil  and  gas  development  is  now  pro- 
hibited in  the  refuge,  unless  authorized 
by  Congress,  Senator  Roth's  amend- 
ment is  therefore  consistent  with  cur- 
rent law.  However,  regardless  of  wheth- 
er you  believe,  as  I  do,  that  the  coastal 
plain  should  be  permanently  protected 
as  a  wilderness  area  or,  as  the  Budget 
Committee     proposes,     that     the     law 
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for  oil  and  gas.  the  budget  process  is 
not  the  time  or  the  place  to  settle  this 
important  issue.  It  should  be  fully  and 
objectively  debated,  taking  into  con- 
sideration not  only  the  immediate  eco- 
nomic return  of  leasing  but  the  poten- 
tial loss  to  future  generations  of  devel- 
oping this  pristine  wilderness. 

The  Roth  amendment  will  remove 
the  budget  incentive  to  develop  the  ref- 
uge while  maintaining  the  deficit  re- 
duction totals.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  speak  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment proposed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware.  It  is  my  belief 
that  this  amendment  would  accomplish 
two  very  important  goals  with  one  sim- 
ple action,  namely,  closing  an  out- 
rageous tax  loophole  for  the  super-rich, 
and  preserving  one  of  this  continent's 
most  fragile  treasures,  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge. 

Now  as  some  of  my  colleagues  are  no 
doubt  well  aware,  as  long  as  I  have 
been  coming  down  to  this  floor  to 
speak.  I  have  been  speaking  in  opposi- 
tion—strong opposition— to  opening  up 


ANWR  to  oil  and  gas  drilling.  My  posi- 
tion has  not  changed  one  bit.  for  those 
of  my  colleagues  who  have  not  heard 
me  address  this  issue  before.  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  again  state 
the  reasons  why  I  am  so  opposed  to 
drilling. 

Mr.  President,  opening  up  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  not  an  en- 
ergy policy,  it  is  a  non-energy  policy. 
Even  if— and  this  is  a  big  •■if— even  if 
the  big  oil  companies  were  to  tap  the 
3.2  billion  barrels  of  oil  the  Department 
of  Interior  has  estimated  may  lie  under 
ANWR.  the  United  States  would  be  no 
more  energy  secure  than  it  is  now.  The 
oil  reserves  under  ANWR  would  com- 
pose only  a  fraction  of  this  country's 
huge  appetite  for  oil  for  a  short  period 
of  time,  and  at  a  tremendous,  perhaps 
catastrophic  ecological  cost.  We  will  be 
no  less  dependent  on  foreign  oil,  and 
perhaps  more  so,  now  that  the  Senate 
has  apparently  expressed  its  willing- 
ness to  see  Alaskan  oil  exported  over- 
seas to  the  highest  bidder.  We  will  have 
gained  nothing  except  the  experience 
of  witnessing,  once  again,  the  grand  ex- 
ercise of  greed. 

And  at  what  cost,  Mr.  President?  I 
will  tell  you  what  cost.  We  will  have 
squandered  one  of  the  last  remaining, 
irreplaceable  treasures  that  belong  not 
to  us.  not  to  the  oil  companies,  not  to 
this  Government,  but  to  our  children, 
and  their  children  and  their  children's 
children.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  is  the  biological  heart  of  the 
Arctic;  and  once  it  is  gone.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  is  gone  forever. 

Let  us  not  continue  any  further  down 
this  path  of  foolishness.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  their  children's 
sake  to  accept  the  Roth  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  strongly  support  the 
amendment  by  Senator  RoTH  to  re- 
move language  in  the  budget  resolution 
which  might  allow  drilling  in  the 
coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

A  provision  in  the  budget  resolution 
assumes  leasing  revenues  of  $1.4  billion 
from  leasing  rights  in  the  coastal 
plain.  It  is,  in  reality,  nothing  more 
than  a  yard  sale  to  special  interests  of 
the  resources  in  this  critical  Arctic 
wilderness.  Additionally,  the  $1.4  bil- 
lion revenue  estimate  is  highly  specu- 
lative, at  best.  All  and  all,  the  provi- 
sion is  misplaced  and  misguided. 

The  issue  of  whether  to  drill  in  the 
coastal  plain  in  the  Arctic  Refuge  de- 
serves full,  open  and  deliberative  de- 
bate. This  is  an  embarrassing  back- 
door attempt  to  allow  development  of 
our  last  remaining  wilderness.  We 
should  not  consider  a  decision  of  major 
importance  to  be  made  under  the  time 
restrictions  required  by  the  budget  res- 
olution—we should  pursue  this  discus- 
sion through  separate  legislation. 
That's  the  responsible  thing  to  do. 

Including  this  discussion  in  the  con- 
text   of    the    budget    resolution    deni- 


grates the  natural  values  of  the  coastal 
plain  which,  unlike  barrels  of  oil  on  the 
open  market,  cannot  be  quantified.  The 
budget  resolution  concerns  itself  pri- 
marily with  identifying  revenues  and 
directing  spending.  It  is  not  the  place 
to  develop  Federal  policy  on  land  use 
or  natural  resources.  The  ecological 
values  of  the  coastal  plain,  many  of 
which  are  intangible,  will  lose  out 
when  compared  to  the  CBO  scoring  of 
potential  revenues  of  barrels  of  oil. 

Mr.  President.  I  oppose  the  budget 
committee  proposal  because  it  contin- 
ues, and  even  strengthens,  the  existing 
misplaced  energy  priorities  that  have 
yet  to  reduce  our  need  for  foreign  oil. 
The  language  in  the  resolution  empha- 
sizes environmentally  destructive  en- 
ergy development  when  what  we  need 
to  do  is  develop  cleaner,  nonpetroleum- 
based  fuels  and  seek  important  energy 
conservation  opportunities. 

If  we  allow  drilling  in  the  coastal 
plain,  we  are  destroying  what  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  calls  the  biologi- 
cal heart  of  the  only  complete  Arctic 
ecosystem  protected  in  North  America. 
We  will  be  destroying  that  resource  for 
a  one  in  five  chance  of  finding  any  eco- 
nomically recoverable  oil  in  the  coast- 
al plain.  And.  even  worse,  we  will  de- 
stroy that  biological  heart  in  an  effort 
to  recover  what  many  exr>erts  suggest 
will  be  only  200  days  worth  of  oil  for 
the  Nation. 

In  addition.  Mr.  President,  we  cannot 
be  sure  that  the  revenues  the  commit- 
tee assumes  from  the  leasing  are  real. 
First,  the  leasing  revenues  are  specula- 
tive in  light  of  what  has  been  bid  on 
other  highly  prospective  leases  near 
the  Arctic  Refuge.  The  State  of  Alas- 
ka's most  recent  onshore  lease  sale  lo- 
cated west  of  the  Refuge  brought  in  an 
average  of  $48.41  per  acre,  and  leases 
immediately  offshore  the  refuge  in  the 
Beaufort  Sea  only  gained  an  average  of 
$33-$153  per  acre,  versus  the  estimated 
$1,533  per  acre  the  committee  assumes 
would  be  paid  if  the  entire  coastal 
plain  were  leased. 

Second,  the  Federal  treasury  may 
take  in  as  little  as  ten  percent  of  all 
leasing  revenues,  not  a  split  of  50  per- 
cent as  it  appears  that  the  Budget 
Committee  currently  assumes.  The 
State  of  Alaska  can  be  expected  to  sue 
to  get  90  percent  of  the  leasing  reve- 
nues, as  it  does  currently  for  other 
leases  on  Federal  lands  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  President,  after  the  Exxon  Valdez 
spill,  I  visited  the  tragic  spill  site,  the 
industrial  complex  at  Prudhoe  Bay, 
and  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic  Ref- 
uge. What  I  saw  was  the  best  of  nature 
and  the  failings  of  humanity.  I  saw  the 
best  of  nature  in  the  Arctic  Refuge,  an 
area  that  the  renowned  biologist 
George  Shaller  calls  "unique  and  irre- 
placeable, not  just  on  a  national  basis, 
but  also  on  an  international  basis."  He 
notes,  "most  remote  ecosystem,  both 
inside  and  outside  reserves,  are  rapidly 
being  modified.  The  refuge  has  re- 
mained  a   rare  exception.   The  refuge 


14236 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


was  established  not  for  economic  value, 
but  as  a  statement  of  our  nation's  vi- 
sion." 

Beauty,  wilderness,  pristine — these 
words  simply  fail  to  capture  what  I  saw 
and  what  is  at  stake  if  we  allow  oil  and 
gas  drilling  to  proceed.  The  infrastruc- 
ture alone  will  severely  impact  the 
ecosystem.  The  oil  rigs,  roads,  pipe- 
lines, airstrips,  production  facilities, 
seismic  testing,  and  air  and  water  pol- 
lution associated  with  the  development 
will  have  dramatic  negative  impacts  on 
the  fragile  coastal  plain  ecosystem. 

We  also  threaten  the  food  and  culture 
of  one  of  the  most  traditional  subsist- 
ence peoples  in  the  world,  the  Gwich'in 
Indians  who  depend  on  the  healthy  and 
undisturbed  porcupine  caribou  herd 
which  gives  birth  and  raises  its  young 
in  the  coastal  plain. 

Unfortunately,  in  seeing  the  spill  in 
Prince  William  Sound.  I  saw  how 
empty  promises  and  humanity's  care- 
lessness despoiled  a  rich  ecosystem. 
Dead  wildlife,  oil-coated  beaches,  fish- 
ing towns  and  villages  of  native  Alas- 
kans turned  upside  down  with  the  de- 
struction. Today,  seabird,  seal,  sea 
otter,  and  herring  populations  still 
have  not  recovered,  and  the  social  dis- 
ruption still  is  felt  by  the  villagers. 
Most  natural  resources  injured  by  the 
spill  still  show  little  or  no  sign  of  re- 
covery, according  to  the  Exxon  Valdez 
Trustee  Council. 

If  we  drill  in  the  refuge,  we  threaten 
the  unique  wilderness  system.  And  if 
we  destroy  the  wilderness  values  in  the 
Arctic  Refuge,  we  also  threaten  an  un- 
disturbed ecosystem  with  its  polar 
bears,  snow  geese,  and  international 
porcupine  caribou. 

The  very  nature  of  the  budget  proc- 
ess will  denigrate  the  values  of  the 
coastal  plain  which  the  public  and  pre- 
vious Congresses  have  sought  to  pro- 
tect. The  debate  will  not  be  about 
whether  wildlife  and  wilderness  are 
worth  more  than  the  chance  of  finding 
oil— the  debate  will  hinge  on  what 
scores  for  budget  deficit  purposes.  How 
do  you  score  polar  bears,  musk  oxen, 
and  caribou?  How  do  you  measure  the 
loss  of  an  intact,  undisturbed  eco- 
system to  science?  How  will  the  Budget 
Committee  account  for  the  wilderness 
values  which  will  be  gone  forever? 

For  all  these  reasons,  Mr.  President. 
I  strongly  object  to  the  provision  as- 
suming leasing  revenues  from  the 
coastal  plain  in  the  budget  resolution. 
I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
in  favor  of  the  Roth  amendment. 

Mr  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  this  Con- 
gress should  not  have  a  yard  sale  to 
balance  the  budget. 

A  yard  sale  is  an  opportunity  to 
clean  house,  to  clear  out  things  that 
have  outgrown  their  usefulness,  and  to 
get  rid  of  junk  you  don't  need.  The 
Alaska  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  not 
junk.  It  should  not  be  drilled  for  oil  to 
balance  the  budget. 

The  refuge  is  one  of  a  kind— in  fact, 
it's  the  last  of  its  kind.  The  Alaska  Na- 


tional Wildlife  Refuge  is  the  only  place 
we  have  left  that  resembles  the  kind  of 
land  that  gave  birth  to  our  Nation  cen- 
turies ago. 

I  wonder  how  many  people  realize 
that  outside  this  Chamber.  500  years 
ago.  the  first  Americans  could  hunt 
bison  and  elk  in  the  open  forests  on  the 
banks  of  the  Potomac.  I  wonder  how 
many  people  remember  that  outside 
this  building  passenger  pigeons  used  to 
roost  in  American  chestnut  trees, 
sometimes  in  flocks  of  thousands. 

Today  the  bison  and  elk  are  gone,  the 
passenger  pigeon  is  extinct,  and  the 
American  chestnut  has  been  wiped  out 
in  this  region  by  an  exotic  disease.  The 
first  Americans  wouldn't  recognize  this 
place. 

Now  we  turn  to  a  remote  corner  of 
our  country,  the  last  expanse  of  true 
wildness  left,  and  Congress  is  saying 
"we  need  that  too — to  balance  the 
budget."  On  behalf  of  the  children,  I 
object. 

Drilling  for  oil  in  the  Alaska  Wildlife 
Refuge  has  been  a  controversial  issue 
for  almost  10  years.  This  is  not  a  rea- 
son to  sneak  it  into  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. This  is  an  issue  for  the  light  of 
day,  not  for  legislative  tricks. 

Drilling  for  oil  in  Alaska  is  not  even 
going  to  be  a  major  contribution  to  our 
deficit — the  leasing  revenues  are  only 
one-fifth  of  1  percent  of  the  budget  gap. 

Finally.  Alaska,  the  State  that  gets 
more  Federal  dollars  per  person  than 
any  other  State  in  the  Union,  will  get 
at  least  50  percent  of  the  revenues,  and 
the  State  wants  to  take  90  percent  ac- 
cording to  previous  arrangements. 

The  Alaska  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
is  American  treasure  that  does  not  be- 
long to  us — it  is  the  heritage  of  our 
country.  Just  like  the  bald  eagle,  the 
grand  canyon,  and  a  good  trout 
stream— ANWR  exists  for  our  enjoy- 
ment today  and  for  the  enjoyment  of 
generations  to  come.  It  should  not  be 
laced  with  roads  and  drilled  for  oil. 

I  urge  support  of  this  bipartisan 
amendment. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  strong  support  of  the  Roth  amend- 
ment. 

We  cannot  sacrifice  the  incomparable 
wilderness  of  the  Arctic  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  to  support  our  bad  spending 
habits.  This  refuge  is  one  of  the  only 
remaining  complete  and  undisturbed 
arctic  ecosystems  in  the  world.  It  is 
home  to  an  abundance  of  wildlife,  in- 
cluding grizzly  and  polar  bears,  musk- 
oxen,  wolves,  and  a  host  of  migratory 
bird  species.  It  is  also  home  to  the 
magnificent  porcupine  caribou  herd, 
whose  160,000  members  rely  on  this 
coastal  plain  for  their  calving  grounds. 

ANWR  also  provides  essential  habitat 
for  people.  The  Gwich'in  people  have 
inhabited  this  arctic  ecosystem  for 
more  than  20,000  years.  They  are  de- 
pendent upon  the  caribou  herd  for  their 
food  source,  clothing  supply,  and  cul- 
ture. 
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Mr.  President,  this  body  could, 
today,  begin  a  process  that  will  signal 
the  beginning  of  the  end  for  many  of 
the  people  and  wildlife  of  .WWR.  With 
this  budget  resolution,  the  doors  will 
be  opened  wide  for  oil  development  in 
the  Refuge.  Oil  development  will  likely 
disrupt  the  porcupine  caribou  and  force 
them  to  change  their  calving  grounds 
and  migratory  routes.  This,  in  turn, 
will  affect  other  wildlife  and  impact 
the  lifestyle  and  culture  of  the 
Gwich'in  people. 

Proponents  of  development  claim 
that  only  13.000  acres  of  the  Refuge  will 
be  impacted.  While  this  may  be  true, 
that  development  will  take  place  in  the 
biological  heart  of  ANWR  and  have  a 
devastating  impact  on  the  wilderness 
values  of  the  area.  In  this  biological 
heart,  developers  will  create  a  major 
industrial  complex.  They  will  build 
hundreds  of  miles  of  roads  and  pipe- 
lines, erect  housing  for  thousands  of 
workers,  and  construct  two  sea  ports 
and  one  airport.  These  developments 
will  lead  to  mining  of  enormous 
amounts  of  gravel,  will  require  diver- 
sion of  streams  and  will  result  in  pollu- 
tion of  fragile  tundra. 

In  addition  to  harming  this  precious 
piece  of  our  heritage.  I  am  skeptical 
about  the  revenue  assumptions  made  in 
the  budget  resolution.  The  resolution 
assumes  an  intake  of  SI. 4  billion  from 
ANWR  oil  leases.  This  assumption  is 
based  on  a  split  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  State  of  Alaska  of 
60--40.  While  the  Federal  Government 
may  push  for  this  division,  the  State  of 
Alaska  has  historically  received  90  per- 
cent of  the  money  from  Arctic  leases. 
It  is  likely  that  Alaska  would  file  law- 
suits to  ensure  that  10  90  split  contir. 
ues. 

Leasing  ANWR  will  not  result  in  a 
balanced  budget.  Leasing  ANW'R  will 
result  in  an  imbalanced  ecosystem  in 
one  of  our  greatest  wilderness  areas.  I 
urge  this  body  to  protect  the  Refuge 
for  future  generations  of  Americans. 
Support  the  Roth  amendment. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  In 
strong  support  of  the  Roth-Lautenberg 
amendment.  This  is  a  deficit  neutral 
amendment  that  will  correct  a  mis- 
guided policy  assumption  in  the  cur- 
rent budget  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  the  1996  budget  resolu- 
tion assumes  $2.3  billion  in  revenue 
over  7  years  from  leases  to  oil  compa- 
nies for  oil  exploration  and  develop- 
ment in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  It  assumes  the  opening  up  of  a 
unique  wildlife  refuge  for  the  sake  of 
oil  development. 

Mr.  President,  the  1980  passage  of  the 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Con- 
servation Act  opened  up  95  percent  of 
Alaskan  lands  with  high  or  favorable 
oil  and  gas  potential  to  exploration  and 
development. 
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That  same  act  did  not  allow  oil  and 
gas  exploration  in  an  area  of  the  coast- 
al plain  designated  --section  1002"  be- 
cause of  its  uniqueness  as  a  natural  re- 
source. 

This  section  1002  of  the  Arctic  coast- 
al plain  is  precisely  the  land  area  that 
the  budget  resolution  a.ssumes  will  be 
leased  to  oil  companies  for  oil  explo- 
ration activities. 

Mr.  President,  in  other  words,  the 
budget  resolution  assumes  that  explo- 
ration will  occur  in  an  area  where  in 
current  law,  it  is  explicitly  illegal  to 
do  so. 

What  would  the  consequences  be  of 
opening  up  the  Arctic  plain  to  develop- 
ment? 

I  would  like  to  quote  to  you  from  a 
passage  written  by  Peter  Matthiessen 
in  his  forward  to  the  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council  report  Tracking  Arctic 
Oil: 

Today  the  oil  companies  have  set  their 
sights  on  the  last  undeveloped  lands  to  the 
eastward,  pressuring  Congress  for  permission 
to  exploit  the  125  mile-long  coastal  plain  of 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  very 
last  protected  stretch  of  our  arctic  coastline, 
where  polar  bears  still  hunt  over  the  ice  and 
come  ashore,  where  a  mighty  herd  of  180.000 
caribou,  with  its  attendant  wolves,  migrates 
each  year  from  Canada  to  give  birth  to  its 
young.  .  .  .  The  danger  posed  by  destructive 
and  inefficient  drilling  in  the  Arctic  with  ir- 
remediable loss  to  wilderness  and  wildlife,  is 
not  an  .Alaskan  problem.  It  is  a  national 
problem,  a  world  problem. 

Mr.  President,  the  first  step  toward 
victory  for  those  hungry  oil  companies 
occurred  last  week  in  the  Senate,  with 
the  passage  of  a  bill  that  would  lift  the 
ban  on  the  export  of  Alaska  North 
Slope  Oil. 

The  lifting  of  the  ban  goes  against  all 
the  principles  on  which  Conerress  based 
its  controversial  and  expensive  deci- 
sion to  construct  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline. 

Today,  we  face  step  two:  a  budget 
resolution  that  assumes  2.3  billion  dol- 
lars in  revenue  from  oil  exploration 
and  development  leases  along  the  pris- 
tine coastal  plane  of  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge. 

Republicans  in  the  budget  committee 
say  that  they  are  -only  leasing  8  per- 
cent of  the  19  million  acres  of  the  Arc- 
tic Wildlife  Refuge",  and  that  '-The  de- 
velopment of  the  Arctic  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  would  only  affect  13.000 
acres". 

Those  13.000  acres  are  on  the  last 
pristine  arctic  coastal  plain— and  are 
part  of  the  original  wildlife  range  es- 
tablished by  President  Eisenhower  in 
1960.  Those  13.000  acres  are  in  an  area 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
twice  voted  to  designate  as  wilderness 
in  order  to  give  it  permanent  protec- 
tion from  any  development. 

The  fact  is.  Mr.  President,  that  what 
we  are  talking  about  here  is  turning 
the  only  remaining  protected  stretch  of 
our  arctic  coastline  into  an  immense 
industrial  desert. 
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Mr.  President,  leadership  is  about 
finding  long  term  solutions  to  prob- 
lems— not  temporary  solutions. 

The  proposal  to  open  the  Alaska  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  demonstrates 
lack  of  long  term  vision  and  a  lack  of 
leadership— I  firmly  believe  this  is  not 
where  the  citizens  of  this  Nation  want 
to  go. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Roth  amendment  would  reduce  the  in- 
structions to  the  Energy  Committee  by 
$2.3  billion  over  7  years  and  offset  that 
reduction  by  increasing  revenues  $2.3 
billion  over  the  same  period  of  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senator  assumes 
this  would  be  ANWR  I  add  that  to  my 
explanation. 

Mr.  President.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  56. 
nays  44,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  190  Leg.] 
YEAS— 56 


Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1150)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 


ARCTIC  OIL  RESERVE 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  glad  to  see  that  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  to  strike 
a  major  source  of  new  Federal  revenues 
from  the  budget  resolution  was  re- 
jected by  my  colleagues.  This  source  of 
new  revenue  is  $2.3  billion  from  com- 
petitive bonus  bids  from  leasing  the  oil 
and  gas  resources  of  an  area  in  the 
northeast  part  of  my  State.  This  is  an 
issue  that  is  important  to  my  State 
and  to  our  Nation.  This  vote  to  keep 
those  funds  in  the  budget  resolution  is 
a  clear  indication  that  my  colleagues 
would  like  to  see  the  revenues  from  the 
leasing  of  this  area  considered  in  con- 
text of  the  budget  deficit  reduction  ef- 
fort. 

Together  with  the  other  members  of 
the  Alaska  delegation  I  opposed  this 
amendment.  The  amendment  was  also 
opposed  by  the  Inupiat  Eskimo  people 
who  live  on  the  North  Slope;  by  the 
local  government  for  this  region,  the 
North  Slope  Borough:  by  the  Eskimo- 
owned  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corp.;  by 
the  State  of  Alaska;  by  our  Governor 
Tony  Knowles,  and  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing majority  of  Alaskans. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  review  the 
history  and  the  potentially  huge  bene- 
fits that  opening  the  coastal  plain  to 
oil  and  gas  leasing  can  provide  to  the 
Nation. 

In  the  1980  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act  Congress  with- 
drew more  than  19  million  acres  in 
northeast  Alaska.  8  million  acres  were 
designated  wilderness  and  another  11 
million  acres  nonwilderness  refuge 
lands.  However,  under  section  1002  of 
that  act  Congress  set  aside  about  1.5 
million  acres  to  study  for  oil  potential. 
The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  evalu- 
ate the  oil  and  gas  values  and  the  fish 
and  wildlife  values  of  this  area. 

In  April  1987  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  released  the  legislative  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement  and 
coastal  plain  report  to  the  Congress. 

This  led  to  the  recommendation  cf 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  open 
the  1002  area  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Let 
me  quote  from  the  report: 

The  1002  area  is  the  Nations  best  single  op- 
portunity to  increase  significantly  domestic 
oil  production.  It  is  rated  by  geologists  as 
the  most  outstanding  petroleum  exploration 
target  in  the  onshore  United  States.  Data 
from  nearby  wells  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area 
and  in  the  Canadian  Beaufort  Sea  and  Mac- 
kenzie Delta,  combined  with  promising  seis- 
mic data  gathered  on  the  1002  area,  indicate 
extensions  of  producing  trends  and  other 
geologic  conditions  exceptionally  favorable 
for  discovery  of  one  or  more  supergiant  fields 
(larger  than  500  million  barrelsi. 

There  is  a  19-percent  chance  that  economi- 
cally recoverable  oil  occurs  in  the  1002  area. 
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The  average  of  all  estimates  of  conditional 
economically  recoverable  oil  resources  (the 
mean'*  is  3.2  billion  barrels.  Based  on  this 
estimate.  1002  area  production  by  the  year 
2005  could  provide  4  percent  of  total  U.S.  de- 
mand; provide  8  percent  of  U.S  production 
(about  660.000  barrels/day):  and  reduce  im- 
ports by  nearly  9  percent.  This  production 
could  provide  net  national  economic  benefits 
of  $79.4  billion,  including  Federal  revenues  of 
$38.0  billion.  i 

The  report  continues;  ' 

Discovery  of  9.2  billion  barrels  of  oil  could 
yield  production  of  more  than  1.5  million 
barrels  per  day.  Estimates  of  net  national 
economic  benefits  bjised  on  9.2  billion  barrels 
of  oil  production,  and  other  economic  as- 
sumptions, are  as  high  as  $325  billion. 

On  April  8.  1991.  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  issued  a  formal  update  of 
the  recoverable  petroleum  reserves  1987 
study  and  report.  The  major  finding 
from  the  update  was  that  the  prob- 
ability of  economic  success  of  finding 
commercial  oil  in  the  1002  area  was  in- 
creased from  19  percent  to  46  percent. 

Let  me  place  this  in  context.  The 
probability  of  finding  oil  in  the  lower 
48  States  in  an  unexplored  area  is 
about  1  percent.  As  a  result,  46  percent 
is  unprecedented. 

Mr  President,  let  me  quote  from  the 
1991  update; 

The  1991  update  of  recoverable  petroleum 
resources  in  the  1987  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  Alaska  Coastal  Plain  Assessment, 
also  known  as  the  1002  Report,  makes  a  con- 
siderable contribution  to  the  knowledge  and 
understanding  of  the  petroleum  geology  of 
the  1002  area  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Rufuge  (ANWR).  This  study  reaffirms  most 
of  the  conclusions  and  estimates  made  in  the 
1002  Report,  and  increases  the  level  of  con- 
fidence that  ANWR  is  part  of  the  North 
Slope  oil  province.  This  is  demonstrated  by 
the  increase  in  the  marginal  probability  of 
economic  success  from  19  percent  in  the 
original  assessment  to  46  percent  in  the  cur- 
rent a.s.ses.sment  The  increase  in  marginal 
probability  means  that  ANWR  has  a  higher 
potential  for  oil  discovery  The  overall  Mini- 
mum Economic  Field  Size  iMEFSi  for  the 
1002  area  has  been  lowered  from  about  0.44 
billion  barrels  of  oil  (BBO)  to  about  0.40  HBO. 
The  mean  resource  estimate  has  increased 
from  3.23  to  3.57  BBO.  • 

Mr.  President,  since  this  1991  update, 
a  number  of  new  wells  have  been 
drilled  near  the  1002  area.  A  large  num- 
ber discovered  oil  and  gas.  Some  of 
these  wells  may  be  commercial  oil- 
fields. These  discoveries  reflect  very  fa- 
vorably on  the  prospect  that  the  coast- 
al plain  contains  major  reserves  of  oil 
and  gas. 

As  the  reports  quoted  above  make 
clear,  the  economic  benefits  of  the 
coastal  plains  oil  and  gas  reserves  far 
exceed  the  S2.3  billion  assumed  in  the 
pending  budget  resolution.  The  1987  re- 
port notes  that  a  discovery  of  3.2  bil- 
lion barrels  of  oil  would  produce  net 
national  economic  benefits  of  $79.4  bil- 
lion, including  new  Federal  revenues  of 
$38  billion.  A  discovery  of  9.2  billion 
barrels  would  yield  net  national  eco- 
nomic benefits  of  $325  billion  and  new 
Federal  revenues  of  around  $150  billion 
over  the  life  of  the  oil  fields. 


The  Department  of  Energy  and  Whar- 
ton Econometrics  have  done  independ- 
ent studies  which  project  that  leasing 
the  coastal  plain  could  create  250,000  to 
732,000  new  direct  and  indirect  jobs  in 
all  50  of  our  States. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  provid- 
ing a  major  stimulus  to  the  economy 
and  creating  new  jobs,  opening  the  1002 
area  will  allow  my  State  to  continue  to 
produce  25  percent  or  more  of  the  Na- 
tion's domestic  oil  for  an  additional  30 
or  40  more  years.  This  is  very  impor- 
tant because  Prudhoe  Bay  is  now  in  de- 
cline. Since  1990,  oil  production  has 
fallen  from  2  million  barrels  a  day  to 
1.6  million  barrels  a  day.  Every  barrel 
of  oil  produced  in  Alaska  is  a  barrel  the 
United  States  does  not  have  to  buy 
abroad. 

Senator  Henry  M.  'Scoop"  .Jackson 
authored  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act 
and  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act  of  1971.  Senator  Jackson  was 
a  tough,  no  nonsense  moderate  Demo- 
crat. He  was  fair.  He  was  accessible.  He 
was  informed.  And  he  was  balanced. 
Senator  Jackson  heard  from  all  of  the 
special  interest  groups,  but  he  made 
his  own  decisions,  based  upon  all  of  the 
facts  and  the  interest  of  people  and  of 
the  Nation. 

Jackson,  along  with  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska,  authored  the  legisla- 
tion to  open  Prudhoe  Bay  to  oil  pro- 
duction by  authorizing  the  Trans  Alas- 
ka Pipeline  Act  in  1973.  In  the  face  of 
major  opposition  from  the  national  en- 
vironmental organizations,  this  legis- 
lation was  adopted.  As  a  result,  the  Na- 
tion has  enjoyed  two  decades  of  major 
economic  benefits. 

Scoop  also  worked  out  the  com- 
promise that  was  reached  which  led  to 
the  study  and  report  authorized  in  sec- 
tion 1002.  The  reason  the  1.5  million 
acres  was  set  aside  was  to  consider  the 
great  oil  potential  in  the  area.  Scoop 
included  the  provision  of  the  national 
security  concerns  associated  with  our 
country  being  reliant  on  foreign  oil.  We 
are  more  reliant  on  foreign  oil  than 
ever  before.  We  imported  more  than  50 
percent  of  our  oil  consumption  for  the 
first  time  in  1994. 

Mr.  President,  the  opposition  to 
opening  the  coastal  plain  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  comes  from  the  leaders  of  some 
of  the  Nation's  large  environmental  or- 
ganizations. My  view  is  that  the  lead- 
ers of  these  organizations  are  mis- 
guided and  poorly  informed.  I  suspect 
that  their  opposition  has  more  to  do 
with  "fundraising"  objectives  than  it 
does  with  •wilderness"  values. 

The  leaders  of  the  environmental 
community  have  invested  a  great  deal 
of  time,  effort,  and  money  in  the 
Gwich'in  Indian  steering  committee. 
The  steering  committee  is  composed  of 
some  of  the  400  Athabascan  Indians 
who  live  in  two  villages  on  the  V'enetie 
Indian  Reservation.  The  steering  com- 
mittee opposes  opening  the  coastal 
plain.  They  are  concerned  that  leasing 


and  development  might,  in  some  un- 
known way,  adversely  impact  the  por- 
cupine caribou  herd.  This  herd  of 
160.000  animals  annually  migrates  be- 
tween Canada  and  the  United  States. 
In  some  years,  the  herd  uses  the  south- 
ern portion  of  the  coastal  plain  for  for- 
age and  calving.  Last  year.  North  Slope 
Eskimos  and  Athabascan  Indians  took 
about  380  caribou  from  this  herd  of 
160,000  animals  for  subsistence  uses. 

I  respect  the  right  of  the  Gwich'in 
steering  committee  to  oppose  resource 
development  in  the  coastal  plain.  It  is 
a  decision,  however,  which  is  contrary 
to  experience  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  else- 
where in  the  Arctic.  Caribou  are  very 
adaptable.  At  Prudhoe  Bay,  the  central 
Arctic  caribou  herd  is  flourishing  with 
oil  development.  Since  oil  was  discov- 
ered in  Prudhoe  Bay  the  central  Arctic 
caribou  herd  has  increased  from  3,000 
to  23.000  animals. 

Further,  the  Gwich'in  steering  com- 
mittees opposition  to  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing is  a  new  development.  In  1980  the 
Gwich'in  people  of  Arctic  village  and 
Venetie  villages  leased  all  of  the  lands 
in  their  1.7  million  acre  reservation  to 
the  Rouget  Oil  Co.  of  Tulsa,  OK.  This 
20-page  oil  and  gas  lease  did  not  con- 
tain any  meaningful  provisions  to  pro- 
tect the  porcupine  caribou  herd.  This 
herd  migrates  annually  through  or 
near  the  Venetie  Reservation.  Yet,  the 
Gwich'in  leased  all  of  their  lands  for 
$1.8  million  on  the  basis  that  oil  explo- 
ration and  oil  development  would  not 
adversely  impact  the  herds  well-being. 
I  believe  this  leasing  decision  by  the 
Gwich'in  was  correct.  It  is  supported 
by  studies  of  caribou  and  oil  industry 
experience  elsewhere,  including  Alas- 
ka's North  Slope. 

In  1904.  the  Gwich'in  people  hired  a 
consultant  to  lease  their  reservation 
lands  a  second  time  after  the  Rouget 
Oil  Co.  oil  and  gas  lease  expired.  And 
again,  no  concerns  were  expressed  by 
the  Gwich'in  about  any  adverse  impact 
on  caribou. 

The  North  Slope  Inupiat  Eskimo  peo- 
ple are  now  asking  for  the  same  oppor- 
tunity the  Gwich'in  had  in  the  1980's. 
They  regret  and  I  regret  that  the  oil 
company  that  Gwich'in  leased  their 
lands  to  did  not  discover  major  re- 
serves of  oil  and  gas  on  their  lands.  The 
North  Slope  Eskimo  people  want  the 
same  right  to  do  as  the  Gwich'in  did  in 
1980.  They  want  the  right  to  explore 
the  92,000  acres  of  land  they  own  at 
Kaktovik  along  with  the  surrounding 
Federal  lands.  And  if  these  lands  con- 
tain oil  and  gas  in  commercial 
amounts,  they  want  the  right  to  de- 
velop their  land. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  glad  to  see  that 
the  amendment  from  my  colleagues 
from  Delaware  was  defeated.  We  now 
can  proceed  with  consideration  of  re- 
sponsible oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  of  the  best  prospect  for  a 
major  oil  find  in  North  America. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  ll.'Jl 

(Purpose;  To  restore  funding  for  agriculture 
and  nutrition  programs) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exo.v],  for 
himself.  Mr.  Daschle,  Mr.  Conrad,  and  Mr. 
Weli.stone.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1151. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

<)n  paf;e  71.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  'budget,  the  revenue 
and  spending  aggregates  may  be  revised  and 
other  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  and 
levels  may  be  revised  to  reflect  the  ad<ii- 
tional  deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (c)  for  legislation 
that  reduces  revenues,  and  for  legislation 
that  will  provide  $15,000,000,000  in  outlays  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry  for  the  purpose  of  restoring 
outlay  reductions  required  of  that  commit- 
tee pursuant  to  section  6  of  this  resolution. 

"(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a».  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  .sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974;  budgetary  ag- 
gregates; and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
subsection  (d).". 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator EXDN's  amendment  to  restore  $15 
billion  in  agricultural  spending  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  for  rural 
America.  It  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion for  the  American  families  who  de- 
pend on  USDA  nutrition  programs.  It 
stands  in  stark  contrast  to  the  Repub- 
lican budget  that  takes  these  funds 
from  rural  America,  not  to  reduce  the 
deficit,  but  to  fund  tax  breaks  for  some 
of  the  wealthiest  Americans. 

The  Exon  amendment  instead  directs 
the  $15  billion  where  it  is  most  needed, 
to  farmers  who  struggle  each  year  to 
stay  on  the  farm,  to  keep  producing 
America's  food  and  fiber  supply,  and  to 
families  who  strike  a  rough  patch  when 
there  is  job  loss  or  other  bad  luck,  peo- 
ple trying  to  put  food  on  the  table  and 
keep  their  families  together. 

The  Republican  budget,  on  the  other 
hand,  raids  rural  America  to  aid  the 
comfortable.  The  Republican  budget 
proposal  would  cut  S45.9  billion  out  of 
the  Agriculture  Department  over  the 
next  7  years.  That  is  likely  to  translate 
to  around  $12  billion  in  direct  cuts  to 
farm  programs.  It  is  a  20-percent  cut  in 
farm  spending.  It  will  contribute  to  the 
further  deterioration  of  the  economic 
and  social  fabric  of  rural  America.  No 


other  sector  of  American  life  is  being 
asked  to  absorb  such  a  hit.  We  cannot 
have  a  prosperous  Urban  America 
riding  on  the  back  of  an  impoverished 
Farm  America.  Yet  that's  what  Repub- 
lican budget  cuts  will  produce. 

Farmers  in  South  Dakota  would  see  a 
devastating  decline  in  their  income  of 
over  $57  million.  Other  rural  States 
will  suffer  similar  pain.  This  budget  is 
shortsighted  for  rural  America  and 
self-interested  for  the  best  off.  It  is  not 
a  balanced,  fair  proposal.  It  is  not  a 
budget  that  sustains  the  American  tra- 
dition of  building  a  strong  farm  sector, 
a  tradition  that  has  enjoyed  bipartisan 
support  until  this  Republican  majority. 

Make  no  mistake,  the  agricultural 
community  recognizes  the  enormity  of 
the  Federal  budget  and  is  committed  to 
reducing  it.  Farmers  are  some  of  our 
most  fiscally  conservative  citizens.  But 
America's  producers—  rightly— feel 

they  should  not  be  asked  to  bear  a  dis- 
proportionate share  of  spending  reduc- 
tions. 

They  are  right.  America's  producers 
have  already  contributed  their  share. 
Long  before  the  budget  cutters  turned 
to  other  programs  to  see  where  we 
could  cut.  farm  producers  over  the  last 
decade  have  already  seen  commodity 
program  spending  decline  more  than  60 
percent.  Other  parts  of  the  Federal 
budget  have  expanded,  while  agri- 
culture has  consistently  been  cut  back. 
Now  we  are  cutting  into  live  growth, 
not  deadwood.  If  other  Federal  sending 
had  been  reduced  at  anything  near  the 
same  rate  as  agricultural  spending  has 
been,  we  would  have  a  budget  surplus. 
In  this  context,  to  make  farmers  take 
another  deep  cut  just  to  give  the  rich- 
est Americans  a  tax  break  adds  insult 
to  injury. 

Ideas  have  consequences  and  so  do 
choices.  If  we  choose  to  sacrifice  a 
healthy  farm  sector  to  the  momentary 
impulse  to  finance  a  tax  cut,  we  will 
pay  more  down  the  road.  We  cannot 
disinvest  and  disinvest  and  disinvest  in 
rural  America,  channeling  support  to 
virtually  every  other  sector,  without 
finally  paying  the  price.  The  fact  is, 
these  cuts  could  easily  cost  us  more 
than  they  save.  Barely  10  years  ago.  in 
the  mid-1980's.  we  learned  the  price  of 
misguided  and  mistaken  policies  that 
starved  rural  America.  We  paid  billions 
to  repair  the  damage  done  by  short- 
sighted farm  policies.  unforeseen 
weather  patterns  and  changing  eco- 
nomic conditions.  There  were  more 
farm  and  rural  business  foreclosures 
and  bankruptcies  than  at  any  time 
since  the  Great  Depression. 

Right  now.  producers  in  South  Da- 
kota and  across  the  Midwest  are  suffer- 
ing from  unseasonably  wet  weather  and 
destructive  flooding.  They  cannot  get 
their  crops  in  the  ground.  So  they  will 
be  struggling  to  make  it  through  this 
difficult  year  even  with  the  current 
level  of  farm  spending.  With  the  cuts  in 
the  Republican  budget  proposal,  net  in- 


come will  plummet,  and  land  prices 
will  fall  again.  Another  bad  year  could 
push  many  producers  over  the  edge 
into  insolvency. 

We  can  and  should  do  more  to 
streamline  agricultural  programs,  both 
to  make  them  farmer  friendly  and  to 
curb  costs.  But  there  is  a  difference  in 
curbing  costs  and  what  this  budget  pro- 
posal does.  This  budget  imposes  a 
straightjacket  on  Congress  as  we  are 
trying  to  write  a  better,  more  respon- 
sive and  more  flexible  farm  bill.  This 
budget  will  prevent  reasonable  reform, 
not  promote  it.  It  is  exactly  the  wrong 
way  to  go. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment,  using  a  $170  billion  bonus 
surplus,  gives  $15  billion  to  the  Agri- 
culture Committee.  The  rest  can  still 
be  used  for  tax  cuts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Are  we  ready  to 
vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  are 
ready  to  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment  is  not  germane  to 
the  provisions  of  the  budget  resolution. 
Pursuant  to  section  305  of  the  Budget 
Act,  I  raise  the  point  of  order  against 
the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  I  move  to  waive 
section  3D5(b)  of  that  act  for  consider- 
ation of  the  pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  are  ordered  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  accuud? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MiyrioN  TO  waive  the  bldget  act 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  waive  the 
Budget  Act. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  31. 
nays  69,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  191  Leg] 
YEAS— 31 


Akaka 

Fein«old 

Kohl 

Baucus 

Feinstein 

Leahy 

Bingaman 

Ford 

Moselev-Braun 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Murray 

Bumpers 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Byrd 

HollinKs 

Pryor 

Conrad 

iDoujre 

Robb 

Daschle 

JefTords 

SimoD 

Dodd 

Johnston 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Kenned.v 

Exon 

Kerrey 

NAYS— 69 

Abraham 

Biden 

Bradley 

Ashcroft 

Bond 

Brown 

Bennett 

Boxer 

Bryan 
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Burns 

Murkowski 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Sickles 

Chafee 

Hatneld 

Packwood 

Coats 

Helms 

Pell 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Pressler 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Reid 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Rockefeller 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Roth 

D'Amato 

Kerry 

Santorum 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Sarbanes 

Dole 

Lautenberg 

Shelby 

Domenlci 

Levin 

Simpson 

Falrcloth 

Liebcrman 

Smith 

Frtst 

Lott 

Snowe 

Glenn 

Lugar 

Specter 

Gorton 

Mack 

Stevens 

Graham 

McCain 

Thomas 

Gramm 

McConnell 

Thompson 

Grams 

Mikulski 

Thurmond 

Gras^ley 

Moynihan 

Warner 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  31.  the  nays  are  69. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn,  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected,  and 
the  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DOMEXICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  addressed  the 
Chair 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

.\.MEND.V1ENT  NO.  1152 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regardinsr  reimbursement  to  the  States  for 
the  costs  of  implementing  the  National 
Voter  Retflstration  Act  of  1993  under  budg- 
et function  800 1 
Mr.    COVERDELL.    Mr     President,    I 

send   an   amendment   to    the   desk   and 

ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Coverdell] 

proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1152. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

.^t  rhe  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
COSTS    OF    THE    NATION.AL    VOTER 
REGISTRATION  ACT  OF  1993. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within 
the  assumptions  under  budget  function  800 
funds  will  be  spent  for  reimbursement  to  the 
States  for  the  costs  of  implementing  the  Na- 
tional Voter  Registration  .■Kct  of  1993. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  navs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second;" 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Coverdell  amendment  is  a  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution  stating  that  the 
funds  within  this  resolution  should  be 
spent  for  reimbursement  to  States  for 
motor-voter  mandates. 

Mr  HATFIELD  Mr.  President,  as  the 
lead    Republican    sponsor    of    the    Na- 


tional Voter  Registration  Act,  I  was 
very  interested  in  a  recent  New  York 
Times  article  reporting  on  the  progress 
of  voter  registration  since  the  bill's 
implementation  in  January  of  this 
year.  Over  2  million  new  voters  have 
been  registered  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1995  and  the  National  Motor-Voter  Coa- 
lition estimates  that  approximately  20 
million  new  voters  will  be  registered 
by  the  1996  Presidential  election. 

It  is  very  gratifying  to  hear  that  this 
important  program  is  being  imple- 
mented successfully  and  that  the  re- 
sults are  exceeding  our  expectations.  I 
realize  there  are  concerns  about  this 
law  being  a  burden  to  the  States  and 
its  financial  impact  on  them.  However, 
I  would  remind  my  colleagues  that 
many  innovative  States,  including  Or- 
egon, led  the  way  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment by  adopting  State  motor- 
voter  laws  and  supported  a  national 
law.  Additionally,  according  to  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  study  on 
the  implementation  costs  of  motor- 
voter,  the  aggregate  costs  for  States 
would  be  $20  to  $25  million  annually  for 
5  years.  Mr.  President,  this  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  Federal 
unfunded  mandate  legislation  passed 
earlier  this  year  by  the  Senate — which 
I  supported. 

It  is  our  obligation  as  policymakers 
to  protect  the  voting  process  and,  at 
the  same  time,  to  make  it  accessible. 
The  motor-voter  law  effectively 
achieves  both  of  these  important  re- 
sponsibilities and,  therefore,  I  voted 
against  the  Coverdell  amendment  to 
the  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Georgia.  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  51. 
nays  49,  as  follows: 

(RoUcall  Vote  No.  192  Leg.] 
YEAS— 51 


.Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Grams 

Nlckles 

Brown 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Burns 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Roth 

CoaU 

Helms 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Inhofe       • 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Ka£sebaum 

Smith 

CraiK 

Kempthome 

Snowe 

D'.Amato 

Kohl 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Dole 

Lott 

Thomas 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Thompson 

Faircloth 

Mack 

Thurmond 

Frist 

McCain 

NAYS-^9 

Warner 

Akaka 

Bingaman 

Bryan 

Ashcroft 

Boxer 

Bumpers 

Baucus 

Bradley 

Byrd 

Biden 

Breaux 

Chafee 

Conrad  Hollings  Moynihan 

Daschle  Inouye  Murray 

Dodd  Jeffords  Nunn 

Dorian  Johnston  Pell 

Exon  Kennedy  Pryor 

Feingold  Kerrey  Reid 

Feinstein  Kerry  Robb 

Ford  Lautenberg  Rockefeller 

Glenn  Leahy  Sarbanes 

Graham  Levin  Simon 

Harkin  Lieberman  Wellstone 

Hatfield  Mikulski 

Heflin  Moseley-Braun 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1152)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1153 

(Purpose:  To  maintain  public  funding  for 
Presidential  campaigns) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN],  for 
Mr.  Kerry,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1153. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  strike  lines  17  through  19  and 
insert  the  following:  ■■$2,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $37,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000,  and  $72,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1996"'. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  p^.g**  66,  tin?*  !3.  d'*'^r'»RS**  fhe  flmnnnt.  hv 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$28,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66, 
$21.5,000,000. 

On  page  67. 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
Si.OOO.OOO. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this  re- 
moves instructions  to  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee that  repeals  spending  limits  and 
public  financing  for  Presidential  cam- 
paigns, returning  to  pre-Watergate 
rules  for  those  campaigns.  Offset  ap- 
proximately $250  million  over  7  years, 
of  reduced  overhead  and  administrative 
costs  spread  across  Government  by  the 
Appropriations  Committee. 
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line  21,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 


PRESIDENTIAL  CAMPAIGN  FUND 
Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  junior  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  for  offering  his 
amendment  that  would  derail  this  mis- 
guided effort  to  eliminate  the  Presi- 
dential election  campaign  fund. 


It  came  as  a  surprise— and  a  dis- 
appointment—to many  of  us  that  when 
the  Republican  Party  announced  last 
fall  their  new  Contract  With  America 
and  declared  their  commitment  to  re- 
forming the  Congress  and  ending  busi- 
ness as  usual  in  Washington,  that  they 
did  not  even  bother  to  mention  cam- 
paign finance  reform  in  their  contract. 

Well,  we  are  now  out  from  under  the 
first  100  days  of  the  contract,  and  there 
is  still  no  indication  that  the  Senate 
will  be  turning  to  campaign  finance  re- 
form anytime  soon. 

But  not  only  are  we  going  to  be  pre- 
vented from  taking  a  step  forward,  the 
budget  resolution  before  us  today 
would  push  us  back— 20  years  back— to 
the  days  before  Congress  recognized 
how  fundamentally  flawed  our  system 
of  Presidential  campaigns  was. 

Mr.  President,  what  in  the  world  is 
the  logic  behind  this?  As  far  as  I  know, 
even  the  most  vocal  opponents  of  the 
Presidential  campaign  system  are  not 
willing  to  suggest  that  we  have  had  a 
single  unfair  Presidential  election  in 
the  past  20  years.  Nor  has  any  general 
election  candidate  for  President,  to  my 
knowledge,  ever  said  in  the  past  20 
years  that  their  loss  was  attributable 
to  the  lack  of  financial  resources. 

That  is  because  the  Presidential  cam- 
paign finance  system  is  based  on  sim- 
ple principles.  One  principle  is  that 
money  should  not  determine  the  out- 
come of  elections.  Another  is  that 
elected  officials  should  not  be  spending 
inordinate  amounts  of  time  on  the 
phone  soliciting  campaign  funds. 

That  is  what  the  Presidential  system 
is  about.  If  there  is  a  problem  of  inad- 
equate funding  of  the  Presidential 
campaign  fund,  then  that  should  be  ad- 
dressed. \Vc  did  it  2  vears  ago  and  we 
can  do  it  again. 

But  instead,  this  resolution  is  trying 
to  fix  a  wristwatch  with  a  sledge- 
hammer, preferring  to  discard  the  one 
Federal  campaign  system  that  has  pro- 
duced fair  and  competitive  elections 
during  the  last  20  years  rather  than 
finding  a  targeted  solution  to  ensuring 
the  solvency  of  the  Presidential  fund. 

Finally,  I  have  to  ask  why  the  Re- 
publicans are  trying  to  do  this  under 
the  camouflage  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. If  opponents  of  the  Presidential 
system  want  to  eliminate  it,  then  let 
us  have  public  hearings  in  the  Rules 
Committee  and  have  an  intelligent  dis- 
cussion about  it. 

If  opponents  of  public  financing  are 
so  convinced  that  the  American  people 
are  also  opposed  to  public  financing, 
why  are  the  opponents  so  reluctant  to 
have  a  public  debate  on  this  issue  on 
the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate? 

There  is  not  a  single  word  in  the 
budget  resolution  about  what  we  are 
going  to  replace  the  Presidential  sys- 
tem with. 

But  again.  I  have  not  heard  anyone  in 
the  nearly  20  years  of  this  system's  ex- 
istence criticize  it  for  being  unfair  to 


challengers,  unfair  to  either  party,  or 
dominated  by  special  interests. 

This  is  a  system  we  need  to  emulate, 
not  eliminate. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts for  his  leadership  on  this  issue 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  since  I 
was  elected  to  the  Senate  in  1972,  one 
of  my  central  themes  has  been  to  get 
special-interest  money  out  of  political 
campaigns.  The  first  testimony  I  ever 
gave  as  a  U.S.  Senator  was  before  the 
Senate  Rules  Committee  in  favor  of 
public  funding— instead  of  special-in- 
terest funding— of  political  campaigns. 

Unfortunately,  we  have  not  moved 
forward  as  much  as  I  would  have  liked 
or  as  much  as  I  have  repeatedly  advo- 
cated. And.  what  little  we  have  done  is 
now  on  the  chopping  block. 

The  Republican  budget  would  elimi- 
nate the  only  positive  step  we  have 
taken  in  the  last  20  years  to  clean  up 
our  political  campaign  system— getting 
special-interest  money  out  of  the  gen- 
eral election  campaigns  for  President 
and  limiting  the  amount  Presidential 
candidates  can  spend.  Now.  the  Repub- 
licans are  trying  to  let  the  special-in- 
terest, big  money  back  in. 

The  Republican  budget  would  repeal 
the  Presidential  campaign  check-off 
system.  It  is  a  rather  simple  system. 
When  you  file  your  income  taxes  each 
year,  you  can  check  off  the  box  at  the 
top  of  the  tax  form  to  have  $3  of  your 
taxes  go  to  finance  Presidential  cam- 
paigns. It  is  a  voluntary  system.  No 
one  has  to  check  it  off.  No  ones  taxes 
are  affected  by  the  decision.  And,  the 
only  money  that  goes  to  Presidential 
campaigns  is  the  money  that  people 
check  off  voluntarily.  In  exchange  for 
taking  the  money.  Presidential  can- 
didates must  limit  how  much  they 
spend. 

A  simple  system.  A  voluntary  sys- 
tem. And,  yet  the  system  has  worked. 
No  more  special  interest  mone.y  in  the 
general  election,  and  no  more  runaway 
spending. 

In  the  last  20  years,  very  few  people 
have  accused  Presidential  candidates 
of  being  beholden  to  special  interest. 
Less  than  1  percent  of  the  money  in 
Presidential  campaigns  comes  from 
PAC's — political  action  committees. 
And,  once  the  Presidential  primaries 
are  over,  the  quest  for  money  essen- 
tially ends.  Candidates  can  spend  their 
time  debating  the  issues — not  catering 
to  special-interests. 

Meanwhile,  spending  has  been  held 
down.  Consider  this:  in  the  1992  Presi- 
dential election.  President  Clinton  and 
President  Bush  combined  spent  less  in 
constant  dollars  then  President  Nixon 
spent  all  by  himself  in  the  Watergate 
election  of  1972— before  there  were 
spending  limits  and  before  there  was 
the  Presidential  check-off  system. 

What  has  been  the  result  of  all  of  this 
compared  to  the  old  system?  Cleaner 
campaigns,     fairer     campaigns,     more 


competitive  campaigns,  campaigns 
more  focuses  on  the  issues,  and  cam- 
paigns with  limited  spending. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Kerry  amendment, 
which  I  have  cosponsored.  It  would 
keep  the  Presidential  check-off  system 
in  tact.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  return 
Presidential  campaigns  to  the  days  of 
runaway  spending  controlled  by  special 
interests. 

This  system  is  not  broken.  We  should 
not  break  it. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  IIM  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1153 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  Sense  of  the  Senate 
on  use  of  the  Presidential  Election  Cam- 
paign Fund  in  regard  to  sexual  harass- 
ment) 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  a  second-degree  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  McCon- 
nell] proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1154 
to  amendment  No.  1153. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  .SENATE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  function  800  include 
the  following:  that  payments  to  presidential 
campaigns  from  the  Presidential  Election 
Campaign  Fund,  as  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1974.  should 
not  be  used  to  pay  for  or  aug.ment  damage 
awards  or  settlements  arising  from  a  civil  or 
criminal  action,  or  the  threat  thereof,  relat- 
ed to  sexual  harassment. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President, 
today— on  C-SPAN— we  answer  the 
question:  can  we  ever  get  rid  of  any 
government  program? 

Even  if  the  program  is  wasteful,  even 
if  it  is  a  proven  failure,  even  if  we"ve 
been  spending  taxpayers'  money  on  it 
against  their  will— will  we  put  a  stop 
to  it? 

Even  if  the  program  is  a  complete 
boondoggle  for  politicians— in  fact, 
politicians  receive  every  dime  from  it- 
can  Congress  bring  itself  to  kill  such  a 
program?  Stay  tuned. 

The  Budget  Committee,  under  the 
able  leadership  of  Chairman  DOMENICI, 
wisely  chose  to  end  the  failed  Presi- 
dential Election  Campaign  Fund  pro- 
gram. Make  no  mistake:  the  Presi- 
dential Election  Campaign  Fund  is  not 
simply  troubled  or  fraught  with  prob- 
lems— it  is  an  utter  failure. 

It  has  not  achieved  any  of  its  stated 
objectives.  It  does  not  limit  special  in- 
terests. It  does  not  lessen  the  money 
chase.  It  does  not  even  limit  spending. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  does  distort  the 
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political  process,  by  causing  campaigns 
to  employ  battalions  of  lawyers  to  seek 
out  and  exploit  loopholes.  It  does  fork 
over  millions  of  taxpayer  dollars  to 
fringe  candidates  like  Lenora  Fulani. 
and  even  criminals  like  Lyndon 
LaRouche. 

It  was  the  reformers'  dream.  It  has 
become  the  taxpayers'  nightmare. 

From  beginning  to  end,  the  Presi- 
dential system  of  spending  limits  and 
voluntary  taxpayer  funding  is  a  hoax 
that  85  percent  of  American  taxpayers 
are  not  falling  for.  The  tax  return 
checkoff  mechanism,  which  feeds  the 
fund,  is  itself  a  fraud.  The  checkoff  ap- 
propriates money  out  of  the  Treasury. 
It  gives  a  tiny  minority— 14.5  percent 
of  filers  checked  "yes"  on  their  1993  re- 
turns—the power  to  appropriate  tax 
dollars  paid  by  all  Americans. 

The  system  is  not  voluntary  for  the 
85  percent  of  American  taxpayers  who 
choose  not  to  check  "yes,"  but  are 
forced  to  pay  for  the  few  who  do.  These 
checkoff  dollars  don't  come  out  of  the 
pocket  of  those  who  check  "yes"— any- 
more than  appropriations  bills  come 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  Senators  who 
vote  for  them. 

Democracy  would  be  aided — not  im- 
periled—by the  demise  of  the  Presi- 
dential fund.  Every  year,  Americans 
vote  on  this  fund,  via  the  tax  checkoff. 
It  is  the  largest  single  public  opinion 
poll  conducted  annually  in  this  coun- 
try, on  the  popularity  of  taxpayer  fi- 
nancing of  campaigns. 

The  high  water-mark— 28.7  percent 
checking  •yes"— was  realized  on  the 
1980  tax  returns.  It's  been  a  downward 
trajectory  since,  even  though  the  dol- 
lar checkoff  has  itself  been  eroded  by 
inflation  and  presumably  would  be  an 
increasingly  inexpensive  proposition. 
Therefore,  to  get  more  money  out  of 
fewer  people.  President  Clinton's  1993 
budget  tax  bill  tripled  the  checkoff  to 
$3.  The  result  was  a  23-percent  decrease 
in  the  checkoff  rate — fewer  people  than 
ever  supporting  it — while  the  total 
amount  diverted  from  the  Treasury  in- 
creased 258  percent,  from  $28  million  to 
$71  million. 

I  can  tell  you  there  is  no  outpouring 
of  support  among  Kentuckians,  or  resi- 
dents of  any  other  State,  for  this  pro- 
gram. In  fact,  they  are  crying  out  that 
they  do  not  want  their  tax  dollars  pay- 
ing for  anyone's  campaign.  Not  the 
President's.  Not  Lenora  Fulani's.  Not 
anybody's. 

And  certainly  they  aren't  interested 
in  paying  for  a  campaign  that  Lyndon 
LaRouche  ran  from  his  prison  cell. 
Nevertheless.  LaRouche  received  Fed- 
eral matching  funds  for  the  Presi- 
dential campaign  he  conducted  while 
serving  a  15-year  sentence  for  fraud. 
Having  run  m  1980.  1984.  1988,  and  1992, 
he's  now  planning  another  run  in  1996— 
courtesy  of  the  taxpayers.  Maybe  the 
fifth  time's  a  charm. 

And  then  there's  Lenora  Fulani— I'm 
hoping  to  make  Ms.  Fulani  as  famous 


as  Senator  Gramm  has  made  Dicky 
Flatt;  because  no  one  knows  who  she 
is.  Well,  you  may  not  know  Ms.  Fulani, 
but  you're  paying  her  campaign  bills 
through  the  presidential  fund. 

Lenora  Fulani  is  with  the  New  Alli- 
ance Party,  another  household  word  in 
politics.  Ms.  Fulani  is  the  lucky  recipi- 
ent of  over  $3.5  million  in  taxpayer  dol- 
lars over  the  course  of  three  elections — 
1994.  1988.  1992. 

In  fact,  she's  gotten  so  good  at  the 
game  that  she  was  the  first  candidate- 
ahead  of  George  Bush,  Bill  Clinton,  and 
all  the  rest^-to  qualify  for  matching 
funds  for  the  1992  campaign.  Anyone 
want  to  bet  there  will  be  another 
Fulani  candidacy  in  1996?  Who  could  re- 
sist millions  of  dollars  in  taxpayer  lar- 
gesse? 

As  these  fringe  candidates  pro- 
liferate, I  can  imagine  the  Presidential 
fund  enlisting  Ed  McMahon  to  notify 
all  those  who  qualify  that  they  have 
won  the  grand  prize:  an  all-expense- 
paid  Presidential  election  campaign- 
not  from  Publishers  Clearinghouse,  but 
from  the  American  taxpayers. 

Some  proponents  of  taxpayer-fi- 
nanced campaigns  say  it  is  inappropri- 
ate— even  hypocritical — for  those  who 
have  participated  in  the  Presidential 
system  to  oppose  it.  That  is  absurd.  If 
that  were  the  case — that  participating 
in  the  system  is  tantamount  to  endors- 
ing it — then  what  should  be  said  about 
all  those  from  the  other  side  who  run 
for  the  Senate  under  a  system  they 
want  to  replace  with  taxpayer  financ- 
ing and  spending  limits? 

Mr.  President,  playing  by  the  rules  as 
they  exist  does  not,  nor  should  it,  pre- 
clude anyone  from  trying  to  change 
them  for  the  better.  I  haven't  seen  any- 
one from,  the  other  sidp  volunteer  to 
abide  by  spending  limits  because  they 
think  they're  such  a  great  idea.  Is  that 
what  is  being  suggested? 

In  the  same  way.  Presidential  can- 
didates must  participate  in  the  system 
as  it  is,  not  as  they  would  like  it  to  be. 
That  being  the  case,  every  single  can- 
didate running  for  President  but  two 
has  decided,  quite  logically,  to  accept 
the  funding— because  not  to  do  so 
would  cede  a  huge  financial  advantage 
to  other  candidates. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  only  two  major 
candidates  who  have  turned  down  this 
generous  subsidy  were  extremely 
wealthy:  millionaire  John  Connally  in 
1980  and  billionaire  Ross  Perot  in  1992. 
So  the  notion  that  you  are  precluded 
from  reforming  a  program  that  you 
have  almost  no  choice  but  to  partici- 
pate in  is  absolutely  ludicrous,  and 
should  be  ignored. 

But  there  is  another  argument 
against  reforming  the  Presidential  sys- 
tem that  should  not  just  be  ignored — it 
should  be  condemned. 

Common  Cause — which  has  perfected 
the  art  of  hysterical,  money-grubbing 
direct-mail  appeals — issued  a  letter  on 
May  U  in  which  it  said  that  opposition 


to  taxpayer  financing  of  Presidential 
campaigns  is  an  endorsement  of  cor- 
ruption. It  went  on  to  charge  that  a 
vote  for  the  budget  resolution— as  is — 
is  a  vote  for  corruption. 

Over  the  years.  Common  Cause  has 
dished  up  so  much  disinformation  on 
campaign  finance  reform,  under  the 
guise  of  good  government,  that  even 
the  Democrats  ignore  them— or  barely 
tolerate  them.  They  have  become  a 
parody  of  their  former  selves — just  an- 
other self-interested  Washington  lobby, 
adding  to  the  cacophony  of  govern- 
ment-bashing, while  making  a  tidy 
sum  in  the  process.  But  this  goes  be- 
yond the  pale. 

The  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund  is  a  failed  relic  from  the  post-Wa- 
tergate reform  era.  In  fact,  most  of  the 
proposals  that  were  enacted  in  that  era 
were  struck  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  as  wholesale  trampling  of  con- 
stitutional freedoms.  So  the  fact  that 
this  system  was  conceived  in  the  wake 
of  Watergate  is  not  necessarily  an  im- 
pressive pedigree. 

But  since  the  proponents  of  taxpayer 
financing  like  to  invoke  Watergate.  I'd 
like  to  read  directly  from  the  report 
prepared  by  the  Senate  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Watergate,  which  was  charged 
with  making  legislative  recommenda- 
tions to  deal  with  the  issues  raised  by 
this  scandal. 

Recommendation  No.  7,  which  ap- 
pears on  page  572  of  that  report,  reads 
as  follows: 

The  committee  recommends  against  the 
adoption  of  any  form  of  public  financing  in 
which  tax  moneys  are  collected  and  allo- 
cated to  political  candidates  by  the  Federal 
Government.  *  *  *  [tlhe  committee  takes 
issue  with  the  contention  that  public  financ- 
ing affords  either  an  effective  or  appropriate 
sfjliitinn.  Thomas  .Jefferson  believed  to  com- 
pel a  man  to  furnish  contributions  of  money 
for  the  propagation  of  opinions  which  he 
disbelieves  and  abhors,  is  sinful  and  tyran- 
nical.' 

The  Committee's  opposition  Is  based,  like 
.Jefferson's,  upon  the  fundamental  need  to 
protect  the  voluntary  right  of  individual 
citizens  to  express  themselves  politically  as 
guaranteed  by  the  first  amendment.  Further- 
more, we  find  inherent  dangers  in  authoriz- 
ing the  Federal  bureaucracy  to  fund  and  ex- 
cessively regulate  political  campaigns. 

The  abuses  reexperienced  during  the  1972 
campaign  and  unearthed  by  the  Select  Com- 
mittee were  perpetrated  in  the  absence  of 
any  effective  regulation  of  the  source,  form, 
or  amount  of  campaign  contributions.  In 
fact,  despite  the  progress  made  by  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971,  in  re- 
quiring full  public  disclosure  of  contribu- 
tions, the  1972  campaign  still  was  funded 
through  a  system  of  essentially  unrestricted, 
private  financing. 

What  now  seems  appropriate  is  not  the 
abandonment  of  private  financing,  but  rath- 
er the  reform  of  that  system  in  an  effort  to 
vastly  expand  the  voluntary  participation  of 
individual  citizens  while  avoiding  the  abuses 
of  earlier  campaigns 

That  is  what  the  Watergate  Select 
Committee  had  to  say  about  the  mat- 
ter. So  you  can  call  taxpayer  financing 
of  campaigns  a  Common  Cause  reform. 


but  don't  call  it  a  Watergate  reform, 
because  the  Senate  committee  in 
charge  of  formulating  a  response  to  the 
crisis  rejected  the  idea,  flat-out. 

The  fact  that  the  Presidential  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Fund  slipped  through, 
thei-eby  putting  the  Government  in  the 
business  of  bribing  people  to  forfeit 
their  constitutional  rights,  is  an  unfor- 
tunate legacy  of  those  tumultuous 
years.  But  just  because  the  fund  has 
barely  survived  for  two  decades— tee- 
tering on  the  brink  of  bankruptcy  be- 
fore President  Clinton  bailed  it  out  2 
years  ago  with  taxpayers'  money— does 
not  justify  its  perpetuity. 

It  is  the  myopia  of  big-Government 
liberals  that  prevents  them  from  seeing 
that  anything  could  possibly  replace  a 
Government  program.  So  we  need  to 
answer  the  question:  What  would  exist 
after  the  Presidential  fund's  demise? 

Why,  a  system  in  which  private  citi- 
zens voluntarily  contribute  publicly 
disclosed  and  limited  donations  to  the 
candidates  of  their  choice— in  other 
woi-ds.  the  system  contemplated  by  the 
Watergate  Select  Committee. 

Perhaps  now.  20  years  after  Water- 
gate. Congress  can  finally  get  it  right. 

Of  course.  I  expect  the  professional 
government-bashers  like  Common 
Cause  to  say  that  reverting  to  a  pri- 
vately funded  Presidential  system  is 
somehow  a  guarantee  of  corruption. 
They  have  been  calling  the  privately  fi- 
nanced congressional  system  corrupt 
for  years.  In  their  view,  the  only  clean 
money  is  the  taxpayers'  money. 

You  see,  they  have  this  theory  that 
your  hard-earned  money  is  dirty  and 
corrupting  until  it's  been  laundered  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  It's  a 
very  interesting  theory,  to  sa.y  the 
least. 

However,  we  have  already  pumped 
nearly  a  billion  dollars  of  the  tax- 
payers' money  into  the  Presidential 
system,  and  it  has  not  achieved  any  of 
the  purported  goals  of  that  system. 
The  congressional  system,  on  the  other 
hand,  doesn't  use  a  dime  of  taxpayers' 
money  for  political  campaigns,  and  if 
there  are  instances  where  it  has  bred 
corruption,  then— as  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Ethics  Committee— I  would  like 
to  hear  about  them  and  we  will  inves- 
tigate them  to  the  fullest. 

If  the  issue  really  is  corruption,  then 
contribution  limits^  and  public  disclo- 
sure are  the  best  preventive  measures — 
not  another  taxpayer-funded  Govern- 
ment program. 

But  1  think  the  charge  of  corruption 
here  is  just  a  convenient  smoke-screen 
to  maintain  the  status  quo  and  to  let 
this  failed  and  wasteful  system  con- 
tinue in  perpetuity. 

I  think  the  real  issue  before  us  is 
whether  this  Congress,  faced  with  a  $4.7 
trillion-dollar  debt,  will  step  up  to  the 
challenge  of  eliminating  any  Govern- 
ment program,  even  one  with  as  dismal 
a  record  as  the  failed  Presidential  sys- 
tem. 


As  I  said  at  the  outset:  despite  the 
expenditure  of  millions  of  tax  dollars, 
this  system  has  not  curbed  special  in- 
terests. It  has  not  ended  the  money 
chase.  It  has  not  reduced  the  emphasis 
on  fundraising.  It  has  not  even  limited 
campaign  spending,  as  misguided  a 
goal  as  that  is. 

In  fact,  this  Government  program  is 
an  utter  embarrassment:  the  Federal 
Election  Commission  can't  even  finish 
its  audits  of  candidates  until  they're 
ready  to  run  again.  Every  candidate  ex- 
cept one  has  been  cited  for  inadvertent 
violations.  Accountants  and  lawyers 
are  blowing  open  new  loopholes  every 
election  that  hold  the  entire  system  up 
to  ridicule. 

And  what  is  the  money  being  spent 
on?  Convenient  balloons.  Negative  ads. 
Consultants.  Opposition  research.  Just 
the  things  that  American  taxpayers 
are  telling  us  they  want  more  of. 

Will  Congress  step  up  to  the  plate 
and  put  at  least  one  wasteful  Govern- 
ment program  out  of  business?  Will 
Congress  let  the  taxpayers  off  the 
hook — just  once?  Will  Congress  get  rid 
of  this  exclusive  perk  for  politicians? 

Inquiring  taxpayers  want  to  know. 

It's  time  to  pull  the  plug  on  the  tax- 
payer-financed Presidential  system.  It 
should  surprise  no  one  that  this  Repub- 
lican Congress,  in  pursuant  of  a  bal- 
anced budget,  should  seek  to  abolish  a 
proven  failure  like  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund.  This  is  one 
entitlement  program  on  which  the  sun 
should  have  set^^a  long  time  ago. 

SKCOND-DEGREE— SF.XU.\L  H.^RASSMENT 

However,  if  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts prevails  in  his  quest  to  con- 
tinue taxpayer-financing  of  Presi- 
dential campaigns,  then  at  the  least  we 
should  take  some  steps  to  reassure  tax- 
payers that  their  money  is  used  for  le- 
gitimate campaign  purposes.  The  Pres- 
idential Election  Campaign  Fund 
should  not  be  used  to  quash  scandals 
such  as  allegations  of  sexual  harass- 
ment. Such  abuse  of  taxpayer  funds  it- 
self impairs  public  confidence  in  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  second-degree  amendment  that  I 
am  putting  forth  simply  states: 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  function  800  include 
the  following:  that  payments  to  presidential 
campaigns  from  the  Presidential  Election 
Campiiign  Fund,  as  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1974.  should 
not  be  used  to  pay  for  or  augment  damage 
awards  or  settlements  arising  from  a  civil  or 
criminal  action,  or  the  threat  thereof,  relat- 
ed to  sexual  harassment. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  hypo- 
thetical. It  came  to  light — 2'/2  years 
after  the  fact — that  President  Clinton's 
1992  taxpayer-funded  Presidential  cam- 
paign used  $37,500  to  settle  a  sexual 
harassment  suit  against  one  of  the 
then-candidate's  top  aides. 

This  expense  item  was  discovered 
during  the  course  of  an  audit  of  the 
Clinton  campaign  which  resulted  in  a 
recommendation     that    the    campaign 


repay  to  the  Treasury  a  record  $4  mil- 
lion. The  Commission  ultimately 
scaled  back  the  repayment.  Along  with 
items  including  $180,000  in  questionable 
petty  cash  disbursements,  $70,000  for 
lost  rental  cars,  computers  and  other 
equipment,  was  the  $37,500  to  settle 
what  the  campaign  termed  an  "em- 
ployment dispute." 

The  Clinton  campaign  had  listed  the 
expense  as  consulting  fees.  How  much 
of  it  was  in  fact  for  consulting  and  how 
much  was  for  keeping  quiet,  is  unclear. 
The  Washington  Post  reported  on  Feb- 
ruary 15  of  this  year  that  ".  .  .  given 
the  dearth  of  information  the  cam- 
paign provided,  the  FEC  has  ordered  it 
to  repay  $9,675  in  Federal  funds  that 
were  used  in  the  payment." 

Mr.  President,  the  confidentiality 
clause  in  the  agreement  between  the 
claimant  and  the  Clinton  campaign  im- 
peded the  audit  and  with  repayment  of 
part  of  the  money  the  Federal  Election 
Commission  has  reportedly  closed  the 
investigation.  Considering  that  tax- 
payer funds  intended  for  Presidential 
campaigning  are  involved,  perhaps  the 
matter  should  be  revisited.  In  any 
event,  the  Senate  should  make  clear 
that  taxpayer  funds  drawn  from  the 
Presidential  Election  Campaign  Fund 
should  not  be  used  to  coverup  charges 
of  sexual  harassment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator McCoNNELL's  second-degree 
amendment  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  Presidential  campaign  fund  mon- 
eys should  not  go  toward  settling  sex- 
ual harassment  suits. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

Mr.  KEHKY.  Mr.  President,  1  simply 
would  like  to  say  to  the  manager,  we 
are  prepared  to  accept  this.  We  can 
save  the  Senate  time  and  proceed  to 
the  underlying  amendment. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  have  a  vote  on  this. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment No.  1154  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  McConnell].  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  100, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  193  Leg.) 
YEAS— 100 


.Abraham 

BinKaman 

Bryan 

Akaka 

Bond 

Bumpers 

Ashcrofi 

Boxer 

Bums 

Baucus 

Bradley 

Byrd 

Bennett 

Breaux 

CampbeH 

BIden 

Brown 

Chafee 

14244 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D  Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Feingold 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grass  ley 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hatch 
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Hatfield 

Heflin 

Helms 

HoIUngs 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lleberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 


Murlcowski 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pell 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Si  moo 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 

Wellstone 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1154)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  At  this 
time,  we  will  proceed  to  the  vote  on 
the  adoption  of  amendment  No.  1153.  as 
amended. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
pending  amendment  the  Glenn  amend- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No,  it  is 
the  Exon  for  Kerry  amendment  No. 
1153. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  need  to  say 
anything.  I  am  going  to  sit  down. 

VOTF,  O.N  A.MF.ND.MF.NT  NO.  1153.  AS  AMK.SDED 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1153,  as  amended. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  j 

There  is  a  sufficient  second.  I 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  56. 
nays  44,  as  follows; 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  194  Leg.) 
YEAS— 56 


Akaka 

Feins tein 

Lugar 

Baucus 

Ford 

MikUlski 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Moyeihan 

Boser 

Hark  in 

Munay 

Bradley 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Breau.x 

HoUings 

Pell 

Bry.in 

Inouye 

Pr>-or 

Bumpers 

Jeffords 

Reid 

Bvrd 

Johnston 

Robb 

Campbell 

Kassebaum 

Rockefeller 

Chafee 

Kennedy 

Sartianes 

Cohen 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Exon 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Lieberman 
NAYS-^4 

Abraham 

Brown 

CovOTdell 

Ashcroft 

Bums 

Craij 

Bennett 

Coats 

D' Amato 

Bond 

Cochran 

DeWlne 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 


Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kempthorne 

Kyi 

Lott 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 


Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Thomas 

Thurmond 

Warner 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1153).  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1155 

(Purpose;  To  restore  the  IRS  compliance 
initiative) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon],  for 
Mr.  Glenn  and  Mr.  Simon,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1155. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pa^e  79.  strike  lines  1  through  3. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  restore  the  budget 
structure  of  the  IRS  compliance  initia- 
tive which  now  is  established  in  last 
year's  budget  resolution  with  biparti- 
san support.  The  initiative  was  estab- 
lished off  budget  because  of  its  return 
of  $5  for  every  $1  spent.  This  budget 
resolution  would  change  that  struc- 
ture, placing  the  IRS  initiative  under 
the  spending  caps. 

The  amendment  strikes  that  lan- 
guage to  ensure  that  the  compliance 
initiative  will  be  fully  funded  at  $9.2 
billion  over  5  vears  and  delinquent 
taxes  brought  to  the  Treasury. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  object  to  the  statement,  but  frank- 
ly I  hope  we  will  exchange  statements 
in  the  future.  That  statement  is  a  little 
more  editorialized  comment  than  I 
thought  we  would  have,  but  nonethe- 
less it  has  been  done. 

AMENDME.NT  no.  Il,i6 

{Purpose;  To  retain  the  budget  resolution's 
prohibition  against  off-budget  funding  for 
the  IRS  and  add  a  Sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  Senate  should  pass  the  "Taxpayers  Bill 
of  Rights  2") 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senator 
Gra-ssley  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici],  for  himself  and  Mr.  Grassley,  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1156. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

In    lieu    of   the    language    proposed    to    be 
stricken  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  209.  REPEAL  OF  IRS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  Section  25  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 218  (103d  Congress.  2d  Session)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
revenue  levels  contained  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution should  assume  passage  of  the  "Tax- 
payers Bill  of  Rights  2  "  and  that  the  Senate 
should  pass  the  Taxpayers  Bill  of  Rights  2 
this  Congress. 

(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  fund- 
ing for  tax  compliance  efforts  should  be  a  top 
priority  and  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
include  the  administration's  full  request  for 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  repeals  the  special  off- 
budget  treatment  of  the  IRS  compli- 
ance initiative.  The  budget  resolution 
already  provides  full  funding  of  the  ini- 
tiative within  the  discretionary  caps. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

A.MENDMENT  no.  11.57  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1156 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  in  the  second 
degree  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr  GI.FNN]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1157  to 
amendment  No.  1156. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  the  pending  amendment,  strike  lines  1- 
3. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  majority 
leader  is  recognized. 

unanimou.s-con.sent  agreement 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
discussion  with  the  distinguished 
Democratic  leader.  I  would  like  to 
enter  into  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment. I  understand  the  amendments 
have  climbed  to  50.  so  there  will  be  50 
votes.  We  started  at  31,  got  down  to  20, 
and  now  it  has  gotten  up  to  50. 

So  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
only  first-degree  amendments  in  order 
to  the  budget  resolution  be  those  sub- 
mitted by  5:15  this  evening. 

Is  there  objection  to  that? 

Mr.  FORD.  What  about  second  de- 
gree? 

Mr.  DOLE.  This  only  applies  to  first 
degree. 


Mr.  DASCHLE.  We  have  been  discuss- 
ing this  agreement.  This  would  not  pre- 
clude second-degree  amendments.  The 
sponsors  of  the  amendments  would 
have  to  turn  them  in  to  the  managers 
prior  to  5:15.  I  think  it  is  a  good  sugges- 
tion and  I  hope  we  can  accommodate 
it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob- 
jection? Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Which  one  are  we  vot- 
ing on  now? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  second- 
degree  amendment  strikes  language  in 
the  Grassley-Domenici  amendment 
which  would  restructure  the  IRS  com- 
pliance initiative  placing  it  within  the 
budget  caps. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
second-degree  amendment  returns  the 
situation  to  where  it  was  before  I  of- 
fered my  amendment,  which  means 
that  if  this  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
IRS  will  continue  to  have  special  off- 
budget  treatment  of  their  budget  in- 
stead of  it  being  included  in  the  budget 
like  others. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  second-degree  amendment. 

VOTE  ON  .motion  TO  TABLE  AMEND.MF..NT  NO.  11.57 
TO  AMENDME.NT  NO.  1156 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  table  the 
second-degree  amendment.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT,  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  58. 
nays  42,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  195  Leg.] 
YEAS— 58 


Abraham 

Feingold 

McConnell 

.\shcroft 

Frist 

Murkowski 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Nitkles 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Packwood 

Bingaman 

Crams 

Pressler 

Brown 

Grassley 

Pr>'or 

Bumpers 

Gregg 

Roth 

Burns 

Hatch 

Santoinim 

Campbell 

Hatfield 

Shelby 

Chafee 

Heflin 

Simpson 

Coats 

Helms 

Smith 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Snowe 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Specter 

Coverdell 

Kas.sebaum 

Stevens 

Craig 

Kempthorne 

Thomas 

D'Amato 

Kyi 

Thompson 

DeWinc 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Lugar 

Warner 

Domenici 

Mack 

Faircloth 

McCain 

NAYS— 42 

Akaka 

Conrad 

Graham 

Biden 

Daschle 

Harkin 

Bond 

Dodd 

HoUings 

Boxer 

Dorgan 

Inouye 

Bradley 

Exon 

Jeffords 

Breaux 

Feinstein 

Johnston 

Bryan 

Ford 

Kennedy 

Byrd 

Glenn 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 


.Mik.i;,ki 

^Io^^■l^■y-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 


Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wellstone 
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President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1157)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1156 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
recurs  on  amendment  No.  1156  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No,  1156)  was  agreed 
to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  adoption 
of  the  Domenici  amendment  renders 
the  underlying  amendment  moot. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  am  authorized  to 
make  an  announcement  by  the  major- 
ity leader  that  there  will  be  no  further 
votes  until  5  p.m. 


RECESS 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT,  Under  the 
previous  order,  the  Senate  will  stand  in 
recess  until  5  p.m. 

Whereupon,  at  4:19  p.m..  the  Senate 
recessed  until  5  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Jkk- 

FORD.S). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority manager  of  the  bill  is  recog- 
nized, 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1158 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senators  Boxer,  Mukfiay.  Lauten- 
berg, and  Fein.stei.\.  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon],  for 
Mrs.  Boxer,  for  herself,  Mrs.  Murray,  Mr. 
Lautenberg,  and  Mrs.  Feinstein,  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1158. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

.\t  the  appropriate  place  add  the  following; 
"It  is  the  sen.se  of  Congress  that  no  Member 
of  Congress  may  use  campaign  funds  to  de- 
fend against  sexual  harassment  lawsuits." 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this  a 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  no  Member 
of  Congress  may  use  campaign  funds  to 
defend  against  sexual  harassment  law- 
suits. 


Mr. 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered, 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI,  Are  we  prepared  to 
vote? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  are  prepared  for  the 
vote,  I  asked  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  lay  the  amendment  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

vote  on  M<1TI0N  to  LAI'  ON  THE  TABLE 
AMENDMENT  NO.  11.58 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to   lay   on    the   table   amendment   No. 
1158. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any    other   Senators   in    the   Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  1. 
nays  99,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  196  Leg.] 
YEAS— 1 
Packwood 

NAYS— 99 


.Abraham 

Exon 

I^autenberg 

Akaka 

Faircloth 

Leahy 

Ashcroft 

Feingold 

Levin 

Baucus 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

Bennett 

Ford 

Lott 

Biden 

Frist 

Lugar 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Mack 

Bond 

Gorton 

McCain 

Boxer 

Graham 

McConnell 

Bradley 

Gramm 

Mikulski 

Breaux 

Grams 

Moseley-Braun 

Brown 

Grassley 

Moynihan 

Bry.in 

Gregg 

.Murkowski 

Bumpers 

Harkin 

Murray 

Bums 

Hatch 

Nickles 

Byrd 

Hatfield 

Nunn 

Campbell 

Henin 

Pell 

Chafee 

Helms 

Pressler 

Coats 

HoUings 

Pryor 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Reid 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Robb 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Roth 

Craig 

Johnston 

Santorum 

D'Amato 

Kassebaum 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kempthorne 

Shelby 

DeWine 

Kennedy 

Simon 

Dodd 

Kerrey 

Simpson 

Dole 

Kero' 

Smith 

Domenici 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Dorgan 

Kyi 

Specter 
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Stevens 
Thomas 


Thompson 

Thurmond 


Warner 

Wellstone 


So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1158)  was  rejected. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.   1159  TO  .AMENDMENT  NO.  1158 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  send  a  second-degree 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1159  to 
amendment  No.  1158. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  the  pending  amendment  strike  all  after 
the  words  ■It  is  the  sense-of-the-Congress  " 
and  insert  the  following:  'That  no  member 
of  Congress  or  the  executive  branch  may  use 
campaign  funds  or  privately  donated  funds 
to  defend  against  sexual  harassment  law- 
suits. " 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  navs  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  55. 
nays  45.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  197  Leg.] 
YEAS— 55  I 


Abraham 

Frist 

MdCain 

.\shcroft 

Gorton 

MoConnell 

Bennett 

Graham 

Markowski 

Bond 

Gramm 

Niekles 

Brown 

Crams 

Preaslei 

Bums 

Grassley 

Roth 

Byrd 

Gregg 

Santorum 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Shelby 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Simpson 

Coat5 

Helms 

Smith 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Snowe 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Specter 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

Craiif 

Kassebaum 

Thomas 

D'Amaco 

Kempthome 

Thompson 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Lott 

Wvner 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Fairclotb 

Mack 

NAYS-^5 

Akaka 

Feins tein 

Lieberman 

Bauca;! 

Ford 

.Mikulski 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bingaman 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Henin 

Murray 

Bradley 

HoUlngs 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Inouve 

Packwood 

Bryan 

Johnston 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Pryor 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Reid 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Robb 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Rockefeller 

Donfan 

Lautenberg 

Sarbanes 

Exon 

Leahy 

Simon 

Feinifold 

Levin 

Wellstone 

So    the 

amendment    (] 

So.    1159)    w. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Parliamentary  inquiry. 
Mr.  President.  Is  it  true  that  the  unan- 
imous-consent agreement  that  we  are 
operating  under  required  any  further 
amendments  to  be  considered  by  this 
body — first-degree  amendments — to  be 
considered  by  this  body  to  be  presented 
to  the  managers  of  the  bill  by  5:15? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Is  it  then  true  that  be- 
cause none  of  those  amendments  have 
been  delivered  by  5:15,  no  further  first- 
degree  amendments  are  in  order  to  the 
bill? 

Mr.  President.  I  note  that  it  is  now 
5:39  and  that  as  of  5:15  none  of  the 
amendments  had  been  presented. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  were  to  be  presented  to 
the  managers  of  the  bill,  not  the  clerk. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Do  we  have  any  indica- 
tion that  those  amendments  were  in- 
deed presented  by  5:15? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
chair  does  not  know  what  amendments 
have  been  submitted  to  either  of  the 
managers. 

Mr.  EXON.  You  can  get  the  word  of 
the  two  managers,  if  that  will  suffice 
for  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Col- 
orado. 


Mr.  BROWN.  Mr. 
mean  to  obstruct 
have  been  trying 
amendments  after 
the  managers,  and 


President.  I  do  not 
proceedings    but    I 

to  get  copies  of 
5:15.   I  have   asked 

they  are  still  not 


agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 


available.  If  amendments  are  not  made 
available.  I  intend  to  make  a  point  of 
order  against  amendments  offered  from 
this  point  forward. 

.\.ME:';D.ViENT  NO.  1158.  .\S  .AMENDED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  measure  is  amendment  No. 
1158.  as  amended. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Parliamentary  inquiry. 
Mr.  President.  Was  this  amendment 
presented  to  the  managers  prior  to 
5:15? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  it  was. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  was  offered  prior  to  5:15. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1158.  as  amended. 

The  amendment  (No.  1158).  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  have 
been  very  liberal  regarding  the  time  on 
votes.  We  were  5  minutes  over  on  that 
last  vote. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  stay  in  the 
Chamber,  or  close  to  the  Chamber,  so 
we  can  get  finished  in  a  more  orderly 
and  quicker  fashion. 


Mr.  EXON.  Is  it  in  order  to  proceed 
now  in  a  semi-orderly  fashion  with 
amendments  that  are  properly  of 
record? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Amend- 
ments are  in  order. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1160 

(Purpose:  To  limit  increases  in  the  public 
debt) 

Mr.  EXON,  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1160. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  63.  strike  beginning  with  line  8. 
though  page  65.  line  5.  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: -The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  increase  the  statutory  limit  on 
the  public  debt  to  the  amount  set  forth  for 
the  public  debt  for  fiscal  year  1996  in  section 
2(5).  of  this  resolution. 

■■(8)    COMMITTEE    ON    FOREIGN    REL.ATIONS.— 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

••(9)  Co.mmittee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $118,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  $3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

•(10)  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$923,000,000  for  the  period  of  fi<;cal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $1,483,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002, 

•(11)  Committee  on  Labor  and  Hu.man  Re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$1,141,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $9,165,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  throusjh 
2000.  and  $13,795,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

■■(12)  Co.mmittee  on  Rules  and  Adminis- 
tration.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  to  reduce  outlays  $2,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $280,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and  $319,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fi.scal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

■•(13)  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs.— 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlavs  $301,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$5,760,000,000   for   the   period   of  fiscal   years 


1996  through  2000,  and  $10,002,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 
TITLE  ir-BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 

RULEMAKING 
SEC.  200.   LLMrriNG    INCREASES   IN   THE   STATU- 
TORY LIMrr  ON  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT. 

(a)  Reconciliation  Directives  With  Re- 
spect TO  Public  Debt  Limit.— 

(1)  Budget  resolution— Any  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year 
that  contains  directives  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  section  310(a)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such  fis- 
cal year  shall  also  include  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  that  sub- 
section for  that  fiscal  year, 

(2)  Reconciliation —Any  change  in  the 
statutory  limit  on  the  public  debt  that  is 
recommended  pursuant  to  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  .section 
310(a)  shall  be  included  in  the  reconciliation 
legislation  reported  pursuant  to  section 
310(b)  for  that  fiscal  year. 

(b)  Point  of  Order.— 

(1)  In  general.— 

(A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  rule  of  the 
Senate,  except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  bill  or  joint  resolution  (or  any 
amendment  thereto  or  conference  report 
thereon)  that  increases  the  statutory  limit 
on  the  public  debt  during  a  fiscal  year  above 
the  level  set  forth  as  appropriate  for  such  fis- 
cal year  in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  such  fiscal  year  agreed  to  under 
section  301  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974. 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to 
any  reconciliation  bill  or  reconciliation  reso- 
lution reported  pursuant  to  section  310(b)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  during 
any  fiscal  year  (or  any  conference  report 
thereon)  that  contains  a  provision  that — 

(i)  increases  the  statutory  limit  on  the 
public  debt  pursuant  to  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  section  310(a)(3)  of  such 
Act;  and 

(ii)  becomes  effective  on  or  after  the  first 
day  of  the  following  fiscal  year. 

(2)  Prohibition  on  striking  proper  debt 
LI.MIT  changes.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
rule  of  the  Senate,  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in 
the  Senate  to  consider  any  amendment  to  a 
reconciliation  bill  or  resolution  that  would 
strike  a  provision  reported  pursuant  to  a  di- 
rective of  the  type  described  in  section 
310(a)(3)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974. 

(3)  Waivers.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  by  a  roll  call  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  Members,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn. 

(c)  E.XERCisE  of  Rulemaking  Powers.— The 
Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this  title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 
and  such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those 
rules  (so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr,  EXON.  Mr,  President,  this 
amendment  is  offered  by  myself.  It  cre- 
ates a  majority  vote  point  of  order 
against  legislation  which  increases  the 
public  debt  beyond  that  set  forth  in  the 
budget  resolution.  It  is  something  that 
we  discussed  in  the  committee. 


Mr,  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment  is  not  germane  to 
the  provisions  of  the  budget  resolution 
pursuant  to  305(b).  I  raise  a  point  of 
order  against  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  I  move  to  waive 
that  act  for  the  consideration  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

vote  on  motion  to  waive  the  BUDGET  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  waive  the  Budget  Act. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  40, 
nays  60,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  198  Leg.] 
YEAS-^0 


Akaka 

Ford 

Lieberman 

Baucus 

Glenn 

.Mikulski 

Biden 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Henin 

.Murray 

Breaux 

Hollings 

Pell 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Reid 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Rockefeller 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Simon 

Exon 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Leahy 

Feinstein 

Levin 

NAYS— 60 

.Abraham 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gorton 

.Murkowski 

Bingaman 

Gramm 

Nlckles 

Bond 

Grams 

Nunn 

Brown 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Bums 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Byrd 

Hatch 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatneld 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Helms 

Sarbanes 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kempthorne 

Specter 

DAmato 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Lott 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Mack 

Warner 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  are  40.  the  nays  are 
60.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  not  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained  and 
the  amendment  falls. 

.AMEND.MENT  NO.  1161 

(Purpcse  To  restore  funding  to  the  AFDC 
and  .JOBS  programs  by  using  amounts  set 
aside  for  a  tax  cut) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 


The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon]  for 
Mr.  Moynihan.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1161. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following;  'budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$55,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  retains  AFDC  as  a  Fed- 
eral entitlement  and  restores  budget  author- 
ity and  outlays  for  other  income  security 
programs. 

"(b)    Revised    Allocaitons    and    Aggre- 
gates.—Upon    the    reporting   of   legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the   submission   of  a   conference   report  on 
such   legislation   (if  a  conference   report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  oii 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate     appropriately     revised     allocation 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Cor. 
gressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag 
gregates,  and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
sub.section(d).". 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
MOYNIHAN  has  proposed  this  amend- 
ment which  will  enable  Congress  to  im- 
prove our  welfare  system  rather  than 
dismantle  it.  Under  the  amendment. 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Chil- 
dren will  remain  a  Federal  entitlement 
program. 

The  amendment  will,  over  7  years,  re- 
store $55  billion  to  the  income  security 
programs,  including  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children,  supplemental 
security  income  and  unemployment  in- 
surance under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Finance  Committee. 

The  amendment  is  deficit  neutral.  It 
is  financed  in  part  by  the  fiscal  divi- 
dend that  will  accrue  to  the  Federal 
Government  if  we  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
mig'iit  say  to  my  friend,  Senator  ExON, 
I  thought  matters  might  get  better 
after  the  last  one,  but  they  are  getting 
worse.  Maybe  we  will  have  to  jointly 
look  at  some  of  these. 

I  would  just  say  from  our  side  what 
this  does  is  take  $55  billion  of  the  re- 
serve fund  that  we  have  in  contingency 
and  it  would  spend  it  for  an  entitle- 
ment tmder  AFDC. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  amend- 
ment is  not  germane  to  the  provisions 
of  the  budget  resolution  pursuant  to 
305(b)  of  the  act.  I  raise  a  point  of  order 
against  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  I  move  to  waive  the 
act  for  consideration  of  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

vote  on  motion  to  waive  the  budget  act 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate is  reminded  this  is  a  9-minute  vote. 
I  intend  to  close  the  vote  at  9  minutes. 
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The    question    is    on    the    motion    to 
waive   the  Budget  Act.   The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
The  yeas  and  nays  resulted,  yeas  41, 
nays  59,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  199  Leg.) 
YEAS— 41 


Akaka 

Peinstein 

Lieberman 

Biden 

Glenn 

Mlkulski 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

HeHin 

Murray 

Breaux 

HoUings 

Pell 

Br>'an 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Reid 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Simon 

Exon 

Leahy 

Welbtone 

Feingold 

Levin 

NAYS-59 

Abraham 

Ford 

McCkin 

Ashcroft 

Fnst 

McCbnnell 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Graunm 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grams 

Nunn 

Brown 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Burns 

Gregg 

Preasler 

Byrd 

Hatch 

Rots 

Campbell 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Helms 

Shelby 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

DAmato 

Kohl 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Mack 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  On  this  vote  the  yeas  are 
41,  and  the  nays  are  59.  Three-fifths  of 
the  Senators  duly  chosen  and  sworn 
not  having  voted  in  the  affirmative, 
the  motion  is  rejected.  The  point  of 
order  is  sustained,  and  the  amendment 
falls. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
Che  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1162 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
on  the  importance  of  research,  technolotry. 
and  trade  promotion  and  trade  law  enforce- 
ment pro(?rams) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon).  for 
Mr.  Binga.man.  for  himself.  Mr  Lieberman. 
Mr.  Rockefeller.  Mr.  Biden.  Mr.  Rollings. 
Mr.  Byrd.  Mr.  Kerry.  Mr.  Dodd.  and  Mr. 
Prvor.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1162. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  concurrent  resolution, 
add  the  following: 


SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  THE  LMPOR 
TANCE  OF  RESEARCH.  TECH- 
NOLOGY. ANT)  TRADE  PROMOTION 
AM)  TRADE  I.AW  E.NTORCEMENT 
PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that — 

(1)  the  public  welfare,  economy,  and  na- 
tional security  of  the  United  States  have 
benefited  enormously  from  the  investments 
the  Federal  Government  has  made  over  the 
past  fifty  years  in  research,  technology,  and 
trade  promotion  and  trade  law  enforcement; 

(2)  these  investments  are  even  more  impor- 
tant at  the  dawn  of  the  twenty-first  century 
in  order  to  insure  that  future  generations  of 
.\mericans  can  remain  at  the  forefront  of  ex- 
ploring the  endless  scientific  and  techno- 
logical frontier  in  the  face  of  ever  greater 
challenges  from  abroad  and  thereby  main- 
tain and  improve  their  health,  standard  of 
living,  and  national  security:  and 

(3)  enforcement  of  United  States  trade  laws 
and  promotion  of  United  States  exports,  es- 
pecially programs  in  support  of  small  and 
medium  sized  businesses,  serve  an  invaluable 
function  in  creating  jobs,  promoting  na- 
tional economic  growth,  and  allowing  Amer- 
ican workers  and  businesses  to  have  the  re- 
sources to  compete  in  an  ever  more  competi- 
tive global  economy. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that,  in  the  assumptions  for 
the  overall  accounts,  it  is  assumed  that — 

il)  in  allocating  discretionary  spending  in 
fi-scal  years  1996  through  2002  within  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  established  in 
section  201.  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions will  make  it  a  high  priority  to  main- 
tain the  overall  fiscal  year  1995  investment 
level  (Without  adjustment  for  inflation)  in 
research,  technology  and  trade  promotion, 
and  trade  law  enforcement  programs;  and 

(2)  the  conferees  on  the  concurrent  budget 
resolution  will  not  agree  to  any  revenue  re- 
ductions below  current  law  unless  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limits  established  in  the 
conference  report  will  permit  the  Committee 
on  .Appropriations  to  achieve  the  goal  estab- 
lished in  paragraph  di. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  it  should  be  a  high  priority 
to  maintain  the  overall  fiscal  year  1995 
investment  level,  without  adjustment 
for  inflation,  in  research,  technology, 
trade  promotion,  and  trade  law  en- 
forcement programs  over  the  next  7 
years. 

The  amendment  further  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  conferees 
should  not  agree  to  any  tax  cuts  below 
current  law  unless  the  discretionary 
spending  limits  in  the  conference  re- 
port permit  the  achievement  of  the 
above  goal. 

The  GOP  budget  will  reduce  civilian 
research  and  technology  programs  to  a 
four  decade  low  as  a  percentage  of  GDP 
and  Federal  spending.  By  2002,  Federal 
civilian  research  will  be  0.26  percent  of 
gross  domestic  product.  The  Bingaman 
amendment  would  effectively  urge  that 
this  be  raised  to  0.31  percent  of  GDP. 

For  comparison  purposes  in  1969,  the 
last  year  we  balanced  the  budget,  civil- 
ian research  was  0.76  percent  of  GDP. 
The  lowest  it  ever  was  in  the  Reagan 
years  was  0.38  percent  of  GDP  in  1986. 
It  is  currently  0.46  percent  of  GDP.  No 
one  can  claim  that  it  is  research  that 
has  caused  our  deficit.  Quite  the  con- 


trary. Almost  every  economist  believes 
our  investments  in  civilian  research 
pay  for  themselves  many  times  over  in 
economic  growth  and  the  taxes  that 
corporations  pay  on  the  fruits  of  our 
federally  supported  scientific  enter- 
prise. 

The  governments  of  other  industri- 
alized nations,  such  as  Japan  and  Ger- 
many, invest  about  six-tenths  of  1  per- 
cent of  GDP  in  civilian  research.  We 
are  already  below  them,  even  if  you  in- 
clude the  Pentagon's  dual-use  basic 
and  applied  research  investments.  And 
we  are  pointing  under  the  GOP  budget 
to  spending  less  than  half  of  what  our 
economic  rivals  spend. 

The  cuts  in  Federal  support  of  civil- 
ian research  will  not  be  made  up  by  the 
private  sector.  The  reason:  They  have 
an  ever-shorter  focus  and  an  ever 
greater  unwillingness  to  invest  in  long- 
term  research  projects,  the  benefits  of 
which  are  uncertain  and  usually  not 
capturable  by  a  single  firm. 

P^very  other  nation  is  following  the 
American  model  of  the  last  half  cen- 
tury. They  are  seeking  to  invest  more, 
not  less,  in  civilian  research. 

Our  model  has  succeeded.  It  put  men 
on  the  Moon,  revolutionized  medicine, 
developed  computers,  communications, 
and  advanced  materials  unimagined  a 
half  century  ago.  Vannevar  Bush,  the 
giant  of  the  post-World  War  II  genera- 
tion, predicted  just  this  in  his  mono- 
graph "Science:  the  Endless  Frontier" 
that  served  as  the  basis  of  a  social 
compact  between  government  and  the 
research  community  for  the  last  half 
century. 

For  the  past  half  century,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  acted  on  that  vi- 
sion to  foster  a  science  and  technology 
enterprise  in  this  country  second  to 
none  Govprnment  research  funds  have 
helped  conquer  diseases,  win  the  cold 
war.  and  spur  incredible  advances  in 
electronics,  computers,  molecular  biol- 
ogy, communications,  and  materials 
science.  These  advances  enrich  our 
daily  lives  and  are  at  the  heart  of  our 
Nation's  status  as  an  economic  and 
military  superpower. 

It  is  not  an  accident  that  American 
industries  from  aerospace  to  agri- 
culture to  pharmaceuticals  in  which 
the  Federal  Government  has  made  sub- 
stantial research  investments  enjoy 
world  leadership. 

As  we  enter  the  21st  century,  we  can 
not  afford  a  Luddite  approach.  The  sci- 
entific and  technogical  frontier  is  still 
endless.  We  risk  condemning  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  to  a  less  pros- 
perous, less  healthy,  and  less  secure  fu- 
ture if  we  follow  the  course  in  the 
budget  resolution. 

The  Bingaman  amendment  is  in- 
tended to  provoke  a  debate  and  to 
serve  as  a  warning.  It  does  not  fix  the 
problem.  Even  if  its  prescription  is  fol- 
lowed, we  will  still  be  spending  half  of 
what  our  rivals  spend  in  2002.  But  it  is 
a  step  in  the  right  direction,  a  finger  in 
a  breaking  dike. 


If  action  is  not  taken  to  deal  with 
this,  we  will  lose  a  generation  of  re- 
search and  a  generation  of  young  re- 
searchers who  will  choose  other  profes- 
sions. We  will  not  be  able  to  recover  for 
years  from  this  damage  once  the  pen- 
dulum swings  back  in  favor  of  P'ederal 
research  investments  as  it  will  when 
the  full  damage  of  the  GOP  budget  be- 
comes clear. 

Almost  a  century  ago  in  1899  the  head 
of  the  Patent  Office.  Charles  Duell, 
proposed  to  close  up  shop  because  "ev- 
erything that  can  be  invented  has  been 
invented."  Luckily  we  did  not  follow 
such  Know-Nothing  advice  as  we  pre- 
pared for  the  20th  century.  A  half  cen- 
tury later  Vannevar  Bush  laid  out  his 
vision  for  the  Federal  role  in  science 
and  technology. 

Now  we  face  a  choice  again  between 
these  competing  visions,  Duell's  and 
Bush's.  We  must  reject  the  notion  the 
endless  frontier  is  over,  that  every  in- 
vention has  been  made,  and  continue  to 
commit  to  a  brighter  future  for  our 
children.  We  cannot  afford  to  short- 
change research  if  the  21st  century  is 
to  be  an  American  century  as  the  20th 
century  was. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  several 
newspaper  articles  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  22.  1995] 

G.O.P.  Budget  Clts  Would  Fall  Hard  on 

Civilian  Science 

basic  research  at  risk 

experts  fore.see  a  crippli.vg  of  .science 

establishment  and  layoffs  at  UNIVERSITIES 

(By  William  J.  Broadi 

The  glory  days  of  the  Federal  science  es- 
tablishment may  be  over,  science  leaders 
fear  as  ruts  proposed  by  Republicans  to  wipe 
out  the  budget  deficit  fall  hard  on  civilian 
re.seai-ch. 

Under  the  cuts,  annual  appi'opriations  for 
nonmilitar.v  research  mi^ht  drop  to  about 
$25  billion  by  2000  from  the  current  level  of 
$32  billion,  for  total  reductions  of  $24  billion 
or  more  over  the  period. 

At  risk  is  the  type  of  Government-financed 
basic  science  that  has  put  men  on  the  moon, 
explored  the  deep  sea.  unlocked  the  atom, 
cured  cancers,  found  the  remains  of  lost  civ- 
ilizations, tracked  earthquake  faults,  and 
discovered  the  chemistry  of  life,  among 
other  feats. 

Specific  casualties  of  the  cuts  might  in- 
(■lu<le  atom  sma.shers.  new  weather  satellites, 
space  probes  and  dozens  of  large  Federal  lab- 
oratories that  study  everything  from  solar 
power  to  violent  storms. 

Republicans  sa.v  their  goal  is  to  trim  fat 
and  corporate  welfare  rather  than  cripple 
liasic  .science,  which  economists  agree  is  a 
powerful  engine  for  promoting  economic 
growth  and  high  standards  of  living. 

Representative  Robert  S.  Walker,  a  Repub- 
lican of  Pennsylvania  who  is  chairman  of  the 
House  Science  Committee,  said  this  month 
that  the  proposed  budget  would  keep  "a  ro- 
bust science  policy  while  pioviding  for  the 
fundamental  science  base  we  need  to  move 
foiwai'd  " 

But  Democrats  and  private  experts  say  the 
cuts  would  undo  the  Federal  science  estab- 
lishment, crippling  parts  of  it  beyond  repair. 
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To  be  sure,  science  leaders  in  past  budget 
battles,  clearly  working  in  their  own  self-in- 
terest, have  been  known  to  exaggerate  how 
painful  reductions  might  be.  .\nd  some  pain 
might  be  averted  as  Democrats  and  Federal 
agencies  fight  the  cuts,  or  if  President  Clin- 
ton successfully  vetoes  spending  bills. 

Even  so.  the  momentum  for  change  is  now 
so  great  that  many  private  experts,  as  well 
as  Democrats,  say  Federal  support  of  civilian 
science  is  destined  to  weaken  and  shrink  no 
matter  what,  its  budget  declining  by  as 
much  as  a  third  if  inflation  is  taken  into  ac- 
count. Such  cuts  portend  wide  changes  in 
.American  science  and  American  life. 

"Any  sensible  person  knows  you  have  to 
make  prudent  investments  to  get  ahead." 
Representative  George  E.  Brown.  Jr.,  a  Dem- 
ocrat of  California  and  former  chairman  of 
the  House  Science  Committee,  said  in  an 
interview  last  week.  "But  the  Government 
doesn't.  We're  dominated  by  fools." 

Agency  heads,  university  officials  and  pri- 
vate experts  say  the  fabric  of  science  is  like- 
ly to  fray  widely  as  the  Republican  jug- 
gernaut rolls  forward  and  as  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration makes  its  own  cuts  in  an  at- 
tempt to  regain  lost  political  ground. 

"Nationally,  there's  been  a  massive  stick- 
ing of  heads  in  the  sand,  of  not  looking  at 
the  problem."  said  John  Wiley,  provost  at 
the  University  of  Wisconsin  in  Madison,  one 
of  the  nation's  top  science  schools.  "There's 
going  to  be  a  price  of  pay." 

Experts  say  the  repercussions  could  in- 
clude the  abandoning  of  much  long-term  en- 
vironmental monitoring,  the  virtual  end  of 
applied  research  to  aid  corporations,  layoffs 
at  colleges  and  universities,  and  a  flight  of 
students  from  scientific  careers. 

"We  don't  want  to  get  so  lost  in  the  frenzy 
to  balance  the  budget  that  we  throw  babies 
out  with  the  bath  water.  "  John  H.  Gibbons. 
President  Clinton's  science  adviser  and  di- 
rector of  the  White  House  Office  of  Science 
and  Technology  Policy,  said  in  an  interview. 

"What  ever  the  reduction  is — a  quarter  or 
a  third— it's  big.  and  it's  a  reversal  of  histor- 
ical trends."  he  added,  referring  to  how  Re- 
publican cuts  would  end  years  of  budget 
gi'owth. 

"There's  no  question  that  we  have  to  be 
sharper  with  our  knives,  to  streamline  the 
agencies."  Dr.  Gibbons  said.  "But  if  you  take 
away  a  third,  that's  going  to  push  us  way 
down  in  terms  of  international  competi- 
tion.' 

During  the  last  four  decades,  the  Federal 
Government  has  spent  nearly  $1  trillion  on 
civilian  research  and  development,  laying 
the  basis  for  a  powerful  wave  of  prosperity 
that  has  touched  most  facets  of  American 
life.  In  pushing  back  the  frontiers  of  knowl- 
edge, the  Federal  money  has  supported  tens 
of  thousands  of  scientists  at  universities 
across  the  country  and  has  financed  the 
work  that  led  to  scores  of  Nobel  Prizes. 

.Spending  on  nonmilitary  science  has 
grown  fairly  steadily  in  the  last  decade.  It 
peaked  this  year  at  $31.9  billion,  according  to 
the  National  Science  Foundation,  a  Federal 
agency  that  finances  much  basic  research  at 
universities. 

The  civilian  science  budget  of  the  Federal 
government  is  puny  compared  to  the  $100  bil- 
lion that  American  industry  is  putting  into 
reseach  and  Development  this  year.  Yet  its 
importance  is  greater  than  size  alone  sug- 
gests, for  while  industry  typically  looks 
years  ahead,  aiming  to  please  shareholders, 
the  Government  often  looks  decades  and 
.sometimes  centuries  ahead,  pursuing  fun- 
damental issues  of  understanding  that  may 
ultimately  lead  to  wide  social  benefits. 


Another  difference  is  that  industrial 
science  is  often  shrouded  in  secrecy.  By  con- 
trast. Government-financed  civilian  work  is 
usually  published  openly  so  it  can  serve  as 
intellectual  kindling  for  other  social  and 
commercial  endeavors. 

After  their  sweep  in  the  midterm  elections 
last  November,  the  Republicans  devised  a 
balanced-budget  plan  that  went  easy  on  mili- 
tary research,  currently  about  $40  billion  a 
year,  and  hard  on  civilian  science,  especially 
on  Federal  programs  with  ties  to  industry. 
An  aim  of  the  Clinton  Administration  has 
been  to  help  high-technology  industries  bet- 
ter compete  with  foreign  rivals. 

House  Republicans  produced  the  most  de- 
tailed plan  for  science  cuts,  which  was  en- 
dorsed Thursday  by  the  full  House  as  part  of 
a  comprehensive  package  to  balance  the 
budget  by  2002.  The  Senate  is  debating  a 
companion  measure. 

Democrats  of  the  House  Science  Commit- 
tee portray  the  House  plan  as  an  extensive 
cracking  of  the  foundations  of  Federal 
science.  By  their  calculation,  spending  under 
the  committee's  jurisdiction  would  fall  by  a 
total  $24  billion  from  1996  to  2000.  relative  to 
1995  levels.  If  3  percent  annual  inflation  is  as- 
sumed during  that  period,  the  overall  drop 
would  be  34.7  percent  in  terms  of  real  pur- 
chasing power. 

The  committee  oversees  most  civilian 
science  spending  in  the  Federal  budget,  with 
responsibility  for  $27.2  billion  this  year.  The 
exceptions  are  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  and  the  Agriculture  and  Interior  De- 
partments. The  latter's  Geological  Survey, 
which  monitors  water,  hunts  minerals  and 
makes  maps,  has  been  targeted  for  eventual 
elimination  by  the  Republicans.  Its  current 
budget  is  $571  million. 

The  biggest  cuts  are  slated  for  the  Federal 
Government's  largest  scientific  agency,  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion. Among  possible  victims  is  tiny  Pioneer 
10.  now  nearly  six  billion  miles  from  Earth 
and  still  sending  back  data  more  than  two 
decades  after  it  was  launched. 

"A  lot  more  than  Pioneer  will  go."  NASA's 
Administrator,  Daniel  S.  Goldin.  said  in  an 
interview. 

The  Republicans  would  squeeze  a  series  of 
planned  satellites  for  global  climate  mon- 
itoring, trimming  the  budget  by  $2.7  billion, 
or  about  half,  to  the  end  of  the  decade.  Over- 
all, the  agency's  annual  budget  would  drop 
from  $14.3  billion  to  $11  billion  by  2000. 

On  Friday.  Mr.  Goldin  outlined  a  plan  that 
would  move  toward  eventually  turning  over 
operation  of  the  space  shuttles  to  private  in- 
dustry, something  the  Republicans  have 
called  for.  The  NASA  plan  would  also  reduce 
the  work  force  of  the  agency  and  its  contrac- 
tors by  about  25.000  people,  bringing  it  to 
1961  levels. 

"We're  right  at  the  edge.  "  he  said.  "The 
Republican  cuts  would  roughly  double  that, 
pushing  about  20.000  people  out  the  door." 

A  similar  tale  comes  from  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
whose  parent,  the  Commerce  Department, 
has  been  targeted  for  elimination  by  the  Re- 
publicans. Among  other  things.  NOAA  runs 
weather  satellites,  makes  forecasts,  tracks 
hurricanes  and  tornadoes,  probes  the  deep 
ocean  and  monitors  fisheries. 

James  D.  Baker.  NOAA's  Administrator, 
said  in  an  interview  that  the  agency  was  al- 
ready losing  2.300  employees  and  that  the 
proposed  Republican  cuts  would  trim  an- 
other 1.000  in  1996  alone.  Its  budget  for  that 
year  would  fall  to  $1.7  billion  from  a  current 
$2  billion,  with  deeper  cuts  in  following 
years. 
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■What  we  see  coming  is  a  real  tragedy."  he 
said.  ■We'll  have  to  cut  services  and  stop  fu- 
ture investments  on  all  kinds  of  things." 

NOAA  runs  11  environmental  research  labs 
around  the  country  to  study  things  like  air 
quality,  climate  changes  and  severe  storms. 
Some  labs  would  have  to  be  cut  back  or 
closed  down.  And  proposed  Republican  cuts 
for  1996  would  force  the  agency  to  abandon 
plans  for  a  new  weather  satellite. 

Ultimately.  NOAA  officials  say.  lives  will 
be  at  risk  if  weather  forecasts  decline  in 
quality. 

"We're  a  service  agency."  said  Douglas  K. 
Hall.  NOAA's  Deputy  Administrator.  "We 
have  people  on  duty  24  hours  a  day  at  the 
union's  airports.  They're  critical  to  the  safe- 
ty of  millions  of  Americans.  " 

More  esoteric  is  the  work  of  the  Energy 
Department,  which  studies  new  kinds  of 
solar  and  geothermal  energy  production, 
struggles  to  harness  the  nearly  limitless 
power  of  nuclear  fusion,  and  probes  the  atom 
with  big  particle  accelerators.  It  also  is  con- 
ducting a  costly  cleanup  of  sites  contami- 
nated by  decades  of  nuclear  weapons  produc- 
tion. 

Its  current  budget  is  $17.5  billion.  The  Re- 
publicans would  cut  that  by  a  total  of  $7  bil- 
lion over  five  years. 

The  department  says  the  cuts  would  trim 
2,000  university  science  jobs  and  3,500  jobs 
from  its  sprawling  system  of  laboratories, 
would  end  the  large  fusion  experiment  at 
Princeton  University  and  would  force  the 
cancellation  of  one  of  its  atom-smasher 
projects.  In  addition,  hundreds  of  companies, 
universities  and  Federal  laboratories  that 
are  trying  to  improve  energy  efficiency 
would  lose  funds. 

One  bright  spot  in  the  Republican  proposal 
is  the  National  Science  F'oundation.  whose 
current  budget  is  $3.3  billion.  The  Repub- 
licans would  slightly  boost  basic  research  to 
match  expected  inflation  but  would  squeeze 
the  social  sciences,  which  include  economics, 
anthropology,  psychology,  sociology,  geog- 
raphy and  archeology. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health,  the  na- 
tion's biomedical  research  giant  and  a  main 
patron  of  university  research,  would  also  get 
.some  prpferenrial  treatment.  Its  $11  3  billion 
budget  would  drop  slightly  in  1996  and  then 
freeze.  Even  without  severe  reductions,  how- 
ever. N.I.H.  officials  say  their  programs 
would  be  devastated  by  inflation. 

For  the  nation's  system  of  big  research 
universities,  said  Dr.  Wiley  of  the  University 
of  Wisconsin,  ■there's  likely  to  be  a  shake- 
out"  as  the  cuts  hit  home  and  universities 
shut  down  programs. 

■We' 11  probably  emerge  from  the  next  15  or 
20  years  with  far  fewer  universities  that  try 
to  be  comprehensive.  "  he  said. 

Robert  L.  Park,  a  physicist  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Maryland  and  a  spokesman  for  the 
American  Physical  Society,  the  nation's 
leading  group  of  ph.vsicists,  said  the  race  be- 
tween Republicans  and  Democrats  to  make 
science  cuts  boded  ill  for  the  future. 

■Enormous  promi.ses  have  been  made  and 
it's  hard  to  see  how  they  can  back  away  from 
those.  "  he  said,  referring  to  the  Republican 
promise  to  balance  the  budget. 

"Social  Security  and  most  of  Medicare  is 
off  the  table,"  he  added.  'There's  not  much 
left  in  the  discretionary  budget,  except  for 
science." 

[From  the  New  '5fork  Times,  May  23,  1995] 
Crippling  a.merick.n  Science 

The  budget  plan  passed  by  the  House 
mounts  an  assault  on  scientific  research, 
science  training  and  American  research  uni- 


versities that  are  the  envy  of  the  world. 
Blinded  by  ideological  fury  at  government. 
House  Republicans  seek  to  abandon  a  crucial 
function  of  government,  the  provision  of 
public  goods  like  research  that  are  undersup- 
plied  by  private  markets.  Private  companies 
will  invest  in  research  that  is  likely  to  raise 
their  profit,  but  they  are  unwilling  to  invest 
in  research  whose  benefits  leak  out  to  com- 
petitors. By  abandoning  government's  irre- 
placeable role,  the  House  budget  would  un- 
dermine America's  technological  base. 

The  magnitude  of  the  House-passed  cuts  is 
shocking.  Civilian  research  would  fall  over 
five  years  from  about  $32  billion  to  $25  bil- 
lion, a  35  percent  cut  after  accounting  for  in- 
flation. Medical  research,  other  than  for 
AIDS,  would  fall  by  more  than  25  percent. 
Robert  Walker,  chairman  of  the  House 
Science  Committee,  says  the  plan  would  pro- 
tect basic  science.  He  dissembles.  His  budget 
would  increase  spending  on  research  by  the 
National  Science  Foundation.  But  the  small 
increases  would  not  keep  pace  with  inflation, 
so  the  number  of  university-based  scholars, 
graduate  students  and  research  projects  that 
the  N.S.F.  supports  would  steadily  fall.  In- 
deed the  plan  envisions  wiping  out  support 
for  social  science  research. 

The  House  budget  would  continue  to  sup- 
port the  space  shuttle  and  space  station,  two 
costly  hardware  projects  with  constituencies 
in  key  electoral  states,  but  it  would  provide 
little  money  for  other  aeronautical  and 
space  research.  It  would  cut  several  enei-gy 
research  programs  by  between  35  and  80  per- 
cent—eliminating thousands  of  university 
jobs — and  reduce  research  on  high-speed  rail 
and  other  transportation  projects.  Repub- 
licans say  their  cuts  eliminate  only  applied 
research  that  business  can  undertake  for  it- 
self, but  they  propose  slashing  nearly  every 
program  in  sight. 

Not  all  the  research  that  Washington  pays 
for  makes  sense.  Some  university-based  re- 
search can  sound  ridiculously  abstruse.  But 
there  is  danger  in  indiscriminately  chopping 
research  and  undermining  a  system  that  has 
for  decades  produced  the  best  scientists  and 
graduate  programs  in  the  world.  The  sectors 
in  which  .\merica  has  led  the  world — from 
computers  and  software  to  agriculture  and 
aircraft  manufacturing— can  trace  their  suc- 
cess to  heavy  Federal  support. 

Mr.  Walker  could  have  performed  a  valu- 
able service  by  carefully  .sifting  through  Fed- 
eral programs  to  weed  out  those  that  need- 
lessly subsidize  corporations  for  research  and 
development  projects  that  they  would  under- 
take for  themselves.  But  massive  cutting 
just  to  reach  a  balanced  budget  quickly  risks 
damaging  important  economic  a.ssets. 

The  party  that  preaches  cost-benefit  anal- 
ysis for  Federal  agencies  ought  to  practice 
what  it  preaches.  Cutting  the  science  budget 
will  save  a  few  billion  dollars  a  year  in  a  $6 
trillion  economy.  Knocking  out  innovative 
research  can  lead  to  stagnant  productivity 
and  growth.  By  that  calculation,  the  House 
plan  is  an  irresponsible  gamble. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  19.  1995) 
The  GOP  Needs  \  Bit  More  R&D  O.s-  Its 
Science  and  Technology  Policy 
(By  Michael  Schrage) 
Charred,    .smoldering    and    in    ruins:    The 
budget  bills  pending  in  Congress  leave  the 
Clinton  administration's  ambitious  science 
and  technology  agenda  looking  as  if  it  were 
zapped  by  one  of  those  space-based  X-ray  la- 
sers  from   the  Strategic   Defense   Initiative 
that  never  quite  got  built.  The  destruction  is 
near-total.  Never  have  a  sitting  president's 
programs  promising  new  public-private  part- 


nerships for  innovation  been  so  thoroughly 
extirpated  so  soon  after  launch.  The  Com- 
merce Department's  .Advanced  Technology 
Program— a  $430  million-plus  effort  to  turn 
the  National  Institutes  of  Standards  and 
Technology  into  a  high-tech  venture  capital- 
ist^is  toast.  The  Technology  Reinvestment 
Program,  designed  to  encourage  commercial 
participation  in  defense  technology  develop- 
ment, is  targeted  for  extinction. 

Even  a  $500  million  "national  security  " 
initiative  to  build  flat-panel  displays  for  the 
Pentagon  now  shrivels  into  silicon  scraps. 
Tech  no-' 'we!  fare"  for  rich  corporations  with 
billion-dollar  research  and  development 
budgets  of  their  own  is  being  slashed  as  rig- 
orously and  assiduously  as  welfare  for  the 
poor. 

Of  course,  in  the  context  of  the  biggest 
proposed  budget  cuts  in  U.S.  history,  there's 
nothing  special  about  the  dismantling  of  the 
Clinton  .science  and  technology  apparat.  And 
why  should  there  be?  Everything  else  is  get- 
ting cut. 

What's  disturbingly  different,  however,  is 
that  while  the  Republican  majority  cheer- 
fully fuses  ideas  and  ideology  when  it  takes 
on  the  nation's  health  care  and  welfare  budg- 
ets, its  take  on  federal  science  and  tech- 
nology budgets  seems  oddly  disjointed.  It 
looks  decoupled  not  only  from  the  market- 
place, but  from  the  marketplace  of  ideas. 
The  same  politicians  championing  the  vir- 
tues of  America's  'Third  Wave"  future  pre- 
scribe federal  science  and  technology  poli- 
cies that  would  have  been  deemed  simplistic 
during  the  country's  agrarian  heyday. 

The  reflexive  anti-Washington,  pro-mar- 
ket, neo-fedei"alist  sentiment  that  so  ener- 
gizes the  right  obscures  the  essential  issues 
that  need  to  be  openly  debated:  What  role 
should  the  federal  government  play  in  sup- 
porting non-defense-related  research  in 
science  and  technology'.'  Further,  how  far 
should  the  federal  government  go  in  defining 
regulations  and  standards  that  promote  in- 
novation in  the  marketplace'.'  The  Repub- 
licans insist  that  market  forces  are  always 
the  best  arbiter— but  that  obviously  is  not 
true. 

I.pf's  m.Tkp  these  cnnrepturilly  fl.-wored 
questions  more  specific  and  provocative: 
WouM  an  Internets— with  its  unique,  non- 
proprietary, flexible,  expandable,  multi- 
media architecture— have  been  an  inevitable 
byproduct  of  market  forces  alone?  Or  did  the 
federal  government's  active  participation 
play  a  valuable  role  in  shaping  a  new  kind  of 
medium? 

Did  federal  safety  and  fuel  efficiency 
standards  foisted  on  the  automobile  and 
aerospace  industries  over  the  past  25  years 
promote  technical  innovation  and  customer 
satisfaction?  Or  did  the  costs  of  consumers 
and  the  manufacturers  clearly  outweigh  the 
benefits? 

Was  the  agricultural  extension  service, 
created  to  promote  the  decentralized  diffu- 
sion of  agricultural  innovation  among  farm- 
ers and  researchers,  an  appropriate  medium 
for  a  central  government  to  support?  What 
about  the  Morrill  Act,  which  funded  the  rise 
of  land-grant  colleges  and  univei-sities? 

Does  a  Centers  for  DLsease  Control  and 
Prevention  to  monitor  the  emergence  of  po- 
tentially dangerous  viruses  and  microorga- 
nisms make  more  sense  as  a  federal  or  slate 
institution? 

The  answer  to  any  one  of  these  questions 
speaks  volumes  about  why  the  proffered  pol- 
icy choice  between  "centralized  govern- 
ment "  and  'market  forces  "  is  a  false  one.  In 
a  democracy,  of  course,  the  government  is 
the  marketplace  and  vice  versa. 


Instead  of  having  the  courage  to  deal  with 
these  kinds  of  issues  honestly  and  directly, 
we  have  legislators  who  prefer  to  cast  them 
into  anachronistic  vocabularies  where  it's 
okay  for  government  to  fund  "basic"  and 
"pure"  science  but  ever  so  bad  for  taxpayers 
to  sponsor  anything  that  might  be  "commer- 
cial "  research  and  development. 

But  traditional  definitions  of  science  and 
technology  have  become  dangerously  obso- 
lete. In  key  re.search  fields,  from  computer 
.software  to  new  materials  to  molecular  biol- 
ogy, the  distinction  between  basic  science 
and  applied  technology  has  blurred  into 
meaninglessness.  The  applied  technology 
drives  the  basic  science  every  bit  as  much  as 
the  basic  science  drives  the  applied  tech- 
nology. 

For  example,  finding  the  umpteenth  gene 
marker  in  the  human  genome  is  'basic 
science.  "  But  building  a  machine  that  lets 
biologists  find  gene  markers  10  times  faster 
is  called  'technology."  Guess  which  gets 
funded?  Is  a  data-compression  algorithm 
that  squeezes  five  video  streams  onto  a  sin- 
gle copper  wire  by  using  a  novel  topological 
equation  an  example  of  pure  science  or  com- 
mercial technology''  What  if  the  student  who 
discovered  that  algorithm  is  doing  his  thesis 
funded  by  the  National  Science  Foundation 
but  while  working  at  a  Japanese  electronics 
company? 

Just  as  it  would  be  crazy  to  write  banking 
legislation  for  tomorrow  that  focused  on 
passbook  savings  accounts,  legislators  are 
kidding  themselves  if  they  believe  they  are 
doing  taxpayers  a  service  by  pretending  that 
federally  funded  science  in  the  1990s  can  be 
managed  with  the  same  vocabulary  it  was  in 
1975.  It  can't. 

One  of  the  biggest  lies  inside  the  Beltway 
is  that  "you  can't  beat  something  with  noth- 
ing." Of  course  you  can.  as  long  as  you're 
writing  the  checks.  Say  this  for  the 
Clintonistas:  At  least  this  administration 
presented  a  model  of  how  the  federal  govern- 
ment should  ally  and  align  itself  with  indus- 
try to  facilitate  innovation  in  science  and 
technology. 

The  new  Republican  majority  has  yet  to 
present  a  coherent  proposal  that  explains 
what  kinds  of  investments  and  returns  tax- 
payers have  a  right  to  expect  from  their  fed- 
eral R&D  dollars.  It  is  a  most  glaring  policy 
weakness  from  a  group  that  wants  to  push 
.■\merica  into  the  future. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  .lournal.  May  22.  1995] 

CORPOIl.\TE  RE.SE.^KCH:  HoW  MUCH  l.S  iT 

Worth? 

TOP  L.^BS  SHlfT  research  GOALS  TO  FAST 
PAYOFFS 

(By  Gautam  Naik) 

In  the  late  1980s.  Bob  Lucky  had  what  he 
calls  "a  great  fantasy." 

As  a  research  at  AT&T  Corp's.  celebrated 
Bell  Laboratories,  he  was  designing  a  silicon 
robot  the  size  of  a  grain  of  sand.  Injected 
into  the  human  body,  it  would  act  as  a 
microsurgeon.  traveling  to  specific  locations 
to  fix  problems. 

"I  was  damn  proud  of  the  stuff  we  did.  The 
benefits  to  society  could  be  tremendous.  " 
Mr.  Lucky  says.  But  AT&T  scrapped  the  re- 
search becau.se  it  had  no  bearing  on  its  main 
business.  Mr.  Lucky,  a  31-year  veteran  of 
Bell  Labs,  is  now  at  Bellcore. 

Chasing  far-out  notions  has  long  been  a 
hallmark  of  industrial  research  in  America. 
But  some  of  the  biggest  U.S.  corporations 
have  cut  back  sharply  on  research  into 
"basic  science"— the  exploration  of  how  na- 
ture works  at  a  fundamental  level — to  pursue 


short-term  goals  and  to  commercialize  prod- 
ucts more  quickly.  Corporate  labs,  home  to 
75%  of  the  nation's  scientists  and  research- 
ers, are  replacing  a  cherished  culture  of  inde- 
pendence with  a  results-oriented  approach. 

In  past  decades,  the  devotion  to  basic  re- 
search without  regard  to  boosting  the  bot- 
tom line  spawned  a  steady  stream  of  break- 
throughs, including  the  transistor,  the  solar 
cell  and  the  forerunner  to  today's  laser— all 
at  Bell  Labs.  Now,  in  the  1990s,  the  cutbacks 
are  taking  a  toll.  Some  disillusioned  sci- 
entists have  fled  to  academia.  Already,  U.S. 
companies  are  falling  behind  in  advanced 
data-storage  devices  and  technology  for  oil 
exploration. 

Some  experts  worry  the  shift  in  an  even 
greater  threat  to  the  future.  "It's  a  short- 
term  response  aimed  at  keeping  stockholders 
happy.  Without  question  this  will  hurt 
American  competitiveness."  warns  Albert 
Link,  an  economics  professor  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  North  Carolina  at  Greensboro. 

Companies  counter  that  as  competition  in- 
tensifies and  technology  accelerates,  they 
must  push  harder  to  get  more  direct  value 
out  of  their  research.  'We  need  to  focus  on 
customers'  needs."  says  Daniel  Stanzione. 
who  has  hammered  at  that  doctrine  since  be- 
coming president  of  Bell  Labs  in  March.  A 
former  president  of  AT&T's  $6  billion  public 
network  equipment  division,  he  is  the  first 
hard-core  business  manager  to  run  the  famed 
research  arm. 

The  National  Science  Foundation  cal- 
culates that  U.S.  companies"  spending  on 
basic  research  declined  slightly  to  $9.7  bil- 
lion in  1993  and  didn't  rise  last  year.  In  a  sur- 
vey b.v  R&D  magazine,  half  of  all  companies 
with  'research  and  development"  budgets  of 
$50  million  or  more  plan  to  cut  spending  this 
year,  for  a  3.5%  decline  overall  (About  10%  of 
the  R&D  budget  is  typically  devoted  to  basic 
research.) 

Those  figures  mask  far  more  significant 
cuts  in  some  areas.  Among  U.S.  makers  of 
communications  gear  and  electronics,  spend- 
ing on  basic  research  dropped  64%  between 
1988  and  1992  to  $350  million.  Even  govern- 
ment-funded basic  research  at  universities 
and  colleges,  which  has  risen  in  the  last  Tive 
i'e;ii=.  :=  ^.".^.'-rfjLeJ  Vj  .''a:!  ?!;yht!v  in  1995.  ;'.c- 
cording  to  the  National  Science  Foundation. 

International  Business  Machines  Corp.  has 
chopped  $1.7  billion  from  its  annual  R&D 
budget  since  1992,  a  33%  reduction  to  $3.38 
billion  by  last  year.  In  the  science-oriented 
research  division,  annual  spending  has  fallen 
to  $450  million  from  $625  million  in  1990.  The 
staff  of  scientists  has  been  cut  nearly  20%  to 
2.600:  the  number  pursuing  basic  research  is 
down  by  half  to  200. 

In  the  1980s,  IBM  labs  explored  the  sub- 
atomic mysteries  of  neutrino  particles.  In 
the  1990s,  an  IBM  lab  perfected  the  collaps- 
ible "butterny"  keyboard  in  just  a  year;  it 
might  have  taken  seven  years  in  the  old 
days.  Impressive,  but  keyboards  are  hardly 
the  stuff  of  high  science. 

Bernard  Me.verson,  an  IBM  fellow  and  sen- 
ior managsr  at  the  IBM  lab  in  Yorktown 
Heights.  N.'V'..  says  that  despite  the  reduc- 
tions, 'core  research  was  preserved."  But  he 
concedes  that  cutting  back  is  "a  dicey  proc- 
ess" because  'you  won't  see  the  impact  of 
funding  cuts  until  it's  loo  late." 

Elsewhere  the  changes  have  been  subtle 
but  no  less  significant.  Xerox  Corp.'s  P.\RC 
lab.  which  invented  laser  printing  and  on- 
screen icons,  now  gets  detailed  'contracts" 
from  the  company's  product  divisions  direct- 
ing its  research.  .\t  General  Electric  Co..  the 
portion  of  R&D  spending  devoted  to  long- 
term  projects  is  down  to  15%  from  30%  in  the 
1980s. 


Such  changes  are  sweeping  Bell  Labs,  per- 
haps the  most  famous  lab  in  the  world. 
AT&T  still  devotes  10%  of  its  annual  $3  bil- 
lion R&D  budget  to  basic  research,  but  ever 
bigger  chunks  will  be  shifted  away  from 
physical  science— the  lab's  traditional 
strength— to  information  science,  which  is 
closely  tied  to  AT&T's  core  business.  Bell 
Labs  managers  used  to  be  promoted  solely  on 
the  basis  of  technical  achievement.  Now  they 
must  also  display  business  acumen. 

■'That  wonderful  culture  at  Bell  Labs"  Is 
disappearing,  laments  Phillip  Griffiths,  di- 
rector of  the  Institute  for  Advanced  Study  in 
Princeton,  N.J.,  one  of  the  last  strongholds 
of  purely  theoretical  research  in  the  U.S. 

It  is  difficult  to  quantify  what  may  be  lost 
because  of  such  shifts.  Fiber  optics,  for  one. 
might  have  been  delayed  for  decades  if  not 
for  fundamental  discoveries  made  at  Bell 
Labs.  GE  and  IBM.  In  the  early  1960s,  sci- 
entists stumbled  on  a  curious  find:  Gallium 
arsenide  was  a  natural  laser.  When  they 
zapped  an  electrical  current  through  it.  it 
emitted  an  intense  beam  of  light,  thus  mak- 
ing practical  the  laser  that  was  first  dem- 
onstrated by  Hughes  Aircraft  in  1960.  Sci- 
entists realized  this  "semiconductor  injec- 
tion laser"  could  be  manipulated  to  transmit 
vast  amounts  of  data  at  nearly  the  speed  of 
light. 

As  many  big  U.S.  companies  are  backing 
away,  some  foreign  concerns  are  pushing  on. 
Major  high-tech  companies  overseas  in- 
creased R&D  spending  23%  from  1988  to  1993. 
says  Schonfeld  &  Associates  of  Lincolnshire. 
111. 

At  NEC  Corp.'s  Research  Institute  in 
Princeton.  N.J..  about  30  miles  from  Bell 
Labs'  campus,  scientists  delve  into  con- 
densed matter  physics,  quantum  mechanics 
and  biology.  Joseph  Giordmaine.  a  physicist, 
put  in  28  years  at  Bell  Labs  but  bolted  for  Ja- 
pans  NEC  in  1986. 

Now.  as  a  senior  vice  president,  he  presides 
over  some  truly  far-out  projects.  In  one.  a 
fly.  its  limbs  affixed  in  wax.  is  set  before  a 
TV  screen  flashing  a  series  of  images.  A  deli- 
cate probe  connects  a  single  neuron  in  the 
fly's  brain  to  an  instrument  that  measures 
how  faist  it  registers  the  TV  images. 

The    1  tracdi v,li    lli«i>     Kiiix:    uct>    .y'lclu    ifialghto 

into  how  to  design  a  super-fast  computer. 
■Basic  research  means  you  have  to  be  able  to 
take  risks  and  accept  failure,"  says  Mr. 
Giordmaine. 

Greg  Blonder,  who  Invented  the  wristphone 
at  Bell  Labs,  has  spent  most  of  his  career 
studying  physical  sciences  and  their  role  in 
future  technologies.  In  January,  he  switched 
to  "human-centered  engineering"  aimed  at 
making  .AT&T  products  more  '■customer 
friendly." 

He  admits  to  nostalgia  for  bygone  days. 
■'There's  no  thrill  equivalent  to  the  feeling 
when  you  discover  something  late  at  night, 
and  you  know  that  no  one  else  in  the  uni- 
verse knows  it."  he  says.  'I  miss  that." 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  May  22.  1995] 

Baby  Bells  Find  It  Hard  to  Put  Price  on 

Bellcore 

(By  Leslie  Cauley) 

How  do  you  value  a  company  that  has 
never  turned  a  profit,  is  prohibited  from  de- 
signing real  products  and  has  no  experience 
competing  for  customers? 

That  question  faces  Bell  Communications 
Research  Co..  the  jointly  owned  research 
arm  of  the  seven  regional  Bell  telephone 
companies.  The  Bells  have  announced  plans 
to  sell  or  spin  off  Bellcore  by  next  year. 

The  shedding  of  the  company,  familiarly 
called  Bellcore,  comes  at  a  time  when  even 
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the  most  respected  technology  giants  are 
cutting  corporate-research  bmJKets.  For  the 
Baby  Bells'  lab.  that  raises  the  question: 
Who  would  want  it?  'I  have  no  idea,"  an- 
swers one  Wall  Street  analyst.  "It  isn't  com- 
mercially oriented,  and  it's  been  operated  as 
a  nonprofit  [entity)  that  hasn't  been  ac- 
countable to  anyone  in  particular.  It's  a 
seven-headed  monster  right  now." 

Bellcore  came  into  being  11  years  ago  when 
the  old  .\TSiT  empire  was  dismantled,  and 
the  seven  Baby  Bells  were  spun  off.  AT&T 
Corp.  held  on  to  the  famed  Bell  Labs,  inven- 
tor of  cellular  technology,  the  transistor  and 
the  satellite.  The  Bells  got  newly  formed 
Bellcore. 

Despite  its  formal  name,  only  about  10%  of 
Bellcore's  work  is  devoted  to  outright  re- 
search. And  unlike  Bell  Labs,  Bellcore 
doesn't  engage  at  all  in  the  blue-sky  realm  of 
■pure."  or  basic,  research. 

The  bulk  of  Bellcore's  work  is  in  .software 
programmmg  and  consulting.  Bellcore  ex- 
perts often  are  among  the  first  in  an  emer- 
gency, as  in  the  terrorist  bombing  in  Okla- 
homa City  last  month.  Bellcore  software 
helps  the  Bells  keep  track  of  which  phone 
wires  go  where,  no  small  feat  considering  the 
more  than  150  million  telephone  lines  in  the 
U.S.  It  also  handles  such  tasks  as  assigning 
area  codes  and  designing  a  phone  system 
aimed  at  surviving  a  nuclear  attack. 

Some  of  the  top  engineers  and  network  de- 
signers in  the  world  work  at  Bellcore.  They 
have  racked  up  more  than  600  patents.  For 
all  the  technical  muscle,  however,  the  lab 
has  never  produced  a  single  commercial 
product.  It  can't.  Bellcore  is  shackled  by  the 
terms  of  the  AT&T  breakup  that  bar  the 
Baby  Bells  from  making  equipment  or  offer- 
ing long-distance  service.  It  also  can't  design 
production-read.v  prototypes  or  steer  cus- 
tomers to  particular  brands  of  gear. 

Once  freed  from  it^  seven  owners.  Bellcore 
would  escape  these  restraints.  •It's  about 
time  we  were  able  to  start  cashing  in  on 
what  we  know  and  what  we  have.  "  sa.vs  Alex- 
ander Gelman.  a  Bellcore  engineer  who  ex- 
periments with  advances  in  video  conferenc- 
ing. 

That's  why  the  future  is  filled  with  exhila- 
rating possibilities — but  aifiO  fiiiught  with 
fear— for  the  6.000  people  who  work  at  the 
lab's  five  sites  in  New  Jersey.  Some  senior 
Bell  executives  .say  Bellcore  may  have  to  get 
rid  of  '2.000  workers  and  install  a  new  top  tier 
of  outsiders  to  gird  for  competition. 

Technical  abilil.v  alone  won't  carr.v 
Bellcore  in  a  competitive  environment,  says 
Bud  Wonsiewiez.  vice  president  of  advanced 
technologies  at  U  S  West  Inc..  the  Denver- 
based  Bell.  "Their  challenge  is  to  move  from 
a  monopoly  culture  to  a  competitive  culture, 
which  is  exactly  the  same  challenge  the 
seven  owners  face."  he  says. 

Many  Bellcore  insiders  acknowledge  the 
risk  and  even  seem  energized  by  it.  "If 
you're  up  the  challenge  it  can  be  quite  ex- 
hilarating," says  Rob  Zieglar.  a  Bellcore 
wireless  specialist.  "If  not.  it  can  be  paralyz- 
ing "  (Some  colleagues,  he  says,  are  thinking 
of  leaving.)  He  adds:  "Given  the  chance, 
ideas  are  going  to  jump  here.  We're  going  to 
be  a  player.  ' 

From  all  indications,  they  have  the  poten- 
tial: Following  a  major  fire  in  a  central 
switching  site  a  few  years  ago.  Bellcore  tech- 
nicians came  up  with  a  fire  sensor  that  could 
detect  a  problem  long  before  conventional 
sensors.  Then  they  had  to  load  it  up  with 
clunky  circuits  to  make  sure  it  wasn't 
manufacturable  and  didn't  violate  the  ban  on 
designing  a  production-ready  device. 

"It's  not  that  our  people  didn't  know  how" 
to  make  a  commercial  product,  s?.ys  George 


Heilmeier.  Bellcore's  president  and  chief  ex- 
ecutive officer.  "They  had  to  do  it  that 
way."  A  manufacturer  later  refined 
Bellcore's  prototype  to  build  a  commercial 
sensor.  Mr.  Heilmeier  says,  leaving  Bellcore 
with  some  royalties,  but  little  glory. 

"We  know  our  concepts  are  doable — we  just 
have  to  wait  for  the  right  time."  adds  Vin- 
cent Vecchio.  a  Bellcore  network  specialist. 
Eric  Addeo.  a  research  manager,  says  operat- 
ing under  the  restrictions  of  the  .\T&T 
breakup  pact  "was  like  being  in  a  dark  room 
with  the  door  cracked.  Now  the  door  is  open- 
ing " 

But  cutting  loose  from  the  Bells  also 
means  eventually  losing  guaranteed  finan- 
cial support.  The  regional  phone  companies 
supply  more  than  80%  of  Bellcore's  SI  billion 
in  annual  funding.  Bellcore  generated  the 
other  $200  million  or  so  from  non-Bell  clients 
last  year,  but  that  isn't  nearly  enough  to 
support  its  operations. 

The  Bells  are  drafting  multi.year  contracts 
with  Bellcore  to  help  attract  outside  inves- 
tors, but  most  probably  won't  commit  to 
more  than  five  years.  "The  world  is  too  un- 
predictable to  write  contracts  that  go  be- 
yond "  that  time  frame,  says  one  senior  Bell 
executive. 

Its  technical  expertise  might  make 
Bellcore  an  attractive  acquisition  for  a 
maker  of  telecommunications  gear  or  per- 
haps a  large  "systems  integrator"  that 
lashes  together  a  client's  computers  and 
phone  systems.  But  the  Baby  Bells  say  they 
won't  sell  to  a  direct  competitor  such  as, 
.say.  AT&T:  they  want  Bellcore's  technology 
to  remain  within  eas.y  reach. 

That  point  is  one  of  the  few  on  which  the 
Baby  Bells  have  been  able  to  reach  easy 
agreement  these  days.  Bellcore's  mission  has 
grown  muddled  as  its  owners  have  begun  pur- 
suing divergent  and  sometimes  colliding 
strategies. 

U  S  West  last  year  acquired  two  cable  sys- 
tems in  Atlanta,  home  base  of  BellSouth 
Corp..  with  an  eye  toward  offering  competi- 
tive local  phone  service.  "That  had  a  sober- 
ing influence"  on  Bellcore's  board.  sa.vs  U  S 
West's  Mr.  Wonsiewiez.  who  sits  on  the 
Bellcore  board.  He  found  him.self  "sitting 
around  the  table  with  BellSouth  and  others 
(who  were)  asking.  When  are  you  going  to 
start  offering  telephone  service  against  us. 
Bud"''   " 

■Vet  to  pursue  even  routine  matters. 
Bellcore  has  been  required  to  win  the  unani- 
mous approval  of  all  seven  Bells.  Asked  if 
he'll  miss  anything  once  Bellcore  is  turned 
loose.  Mr.  Heilmeier.  the  lab's  CKO.  doesn't 
miss  a  beat.  "Oh  yes.  I'll  miss  those  board 
meetings  where  we  had  to  have  a  7-0  vote  on 
everything.  "  he  replies  sarcastically.  "The 
tears  are  welling  up  in  my  eyes  now." 

[From  the  New  York  Time.  May  22.  1995] 
Cli.nton's  AID  To  Industry  I.s  GO. P.  T.arcet 

TECHNOLOGY  A.ND  TR.^DE  PROGRAMS  WOULD  END 
(By  David  E.  Sanger) 

Washington,  May  22.— Buried  among  the 
Republicans'  sharp  cost-cutting  proposals  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  is  the  swift  dis- 
mantling of  two  of  the  Clinton  Administra- 
tion's most  prominent  economic  innova- 
tions: the  Use  of  the  Government  to  promote 
exports  and  the  underwriting  of  new  tech- 
nologies that  corporate  America  considers 
too  risky. 

During  his  Presidential  campaign,  Mr. 
Clinton  briefly  called  those  strategies  "in- 
dustrial policy,  "  until  Republicans  seized  on 
the  phrase  as  proof  that  Mr.  Clinton  wanted 
the  Government  to  meddle  in  the  workings 


of  the  market.  Once  in  office,  the  White 
House  dropped  the  terminology  but  went 
ahead  anyway  with  an  aggressive  program, 
declaring  that  the  United  States  needed  to 
develop  partnerships  with  industry  and  use 
Government  pressure  to  promote  exports, 
two  skills  that  Japan  and  Germany  turned  in 
to  an  art  after  World  War  II. 

The  Republican  budget  proposals  would 
bring  many  of  those  efforts  to  a  halt  and 
drastically  shrink  others,  from  the  Energy 
Department  to  the  Pentagon.  The  most 
sweeping  cutback  proposal,  the  "The  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  Dismantling  Act."  is 
scheduled  to  be  introduced  on  Tuesday  by 
House  Republicans.  The  act  would  imme- 
diately terminate  six  of  the  Cabinet  depart- 
ment's offices  and  slice  up  the  organization 
that  provides  the  skills  for  trade  negotia- 
tions with  Japan,  China  and  several  other 
nations. 

Many  of  the  functions  of  the  Commerce 
Department's  highest-profile  organization, 
the  International  Trade  Administration, 
would  be  carved  up  or  eliminated.  It  is  un- 
clear what  would  happen  to  the  economic 
"war  room"  that  calls  in  ambassadors.  Cabi- 
net secretaries  and  sometimes  the  President 
to  put  pressure  on  foreign  governments  to 
buy  American  goods. 

Curiously,  the  White  House  has  said  al- 
most nothing  in  public  about  the  attack  on 
the  core  of  its  economic  strategy,  partly  for 
fear  that  it  would  detract  from  its  warnings 
about  proposed  cuts  to  Medicare  and  other 
popular  social  programs. 

"Our  global  competitors  are  laughing  at 
us."  Secretary  of  Commerce  Ronald  H. 
Brown  said  today  in  a  telephone  conversa- 
tion from  Paris,  where  he  is  attending  a 
meeting  of  the  organization  for  Economic 
Cooperation  and  Development.  "Just  at  the 
moment  when  we've  finally  learned  that 
there  is  no  way  to  win  without  a  public-pri- 
vate partnership,  without  getting  the  Gov- 
ernment involved  in  promoting  a  nation's  ex- 
ports, people  are  incredulous  that  Congress 
would  be  doing  this. 

"The  French  are  apoplectic  that  we  have 
been  so  pro-active  and  successful."  Mr. 
Brown  said,  a  reference  to  Washington's  role 
in  winning  a  huge  contract  in  Brazil  last 
year  o\er  French  competition,  ".^nd  now 
they  are  delighted  that  we  are  thinking 
about  not  doing  it  anymore." 

The  Republican  theory  is  that  the  Com- 
merce Department  has  become  a  brazen  ex- 
ample of  "corporate  welfare,  "  a  term  coined 
by  one  of  Mr.  Clinton's  Cabinet  members  and 
close  friends.  Labor  Seci'etary  Robert  B. 
Reich.  To  the  White  House's  horror,  the 
phrase — which  Mr.  Reich  has  not  repeated 
since— has  become  a  rallying  call  for  the 
freshman  class  of  Republicans,  who  do  not 
share  their  party's  traditional  closeness  or 
dependence  on  big  business. 

•"There  are  19  different  departments  in  the 
Government  that  deal  with  trade."  said  Rep- 
resentative Dick  Chrysler,  the  Michigan  Re- 
publican who  drafted  the  legislation  to  dis- 
mantle the  Commerce  Department  92  years 
after  its  creation.  "They  could  all  be  reduced 
to  a  single  Department  of  Trade." 

Another  target  of  Mr  Chrysler's  is  the  de- 
partment's Advanced  Technology  focused  on 
the  programs  that  most  people  understand." 
said  Hazel  R.  O'Leary.  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, whose  department's  budget  would 
shrink  by  roughly  $7  billion  over  the  next 
five  years. 

"It's  a  little  early."  said  Laura  D'Andrea 
Tyson,  the  head  of  the  National  Economic 
Council,  an  office  that  was  created  at  the 
start  of  the  Administration  to  give  econom- 
ics equal  weight  with  issues  of  national  secu- 
rity. "There  should  be  a  good  debate  about 


the  wisdom  of  this,  but  it  is  still  early  in  the 
budget  process." 

It  may  be  early,  but  it  seems  clear  that 
most  of  the  trade  and  technolog.v  promotion 
programs  will  be  sharply  reduced,  if  they 
survive  at  all. 

As  a  result,  the  White  House's  reticence 
has  not  kept  the  departments  themselves 
from  starting  allout  survival  campaigns. 
Capitol  Hill  these  days  is  flooded  with  under 
secretaries  and  assistant  secretaries  explain- 
ing and  justifying  programs  that  have  never 
before  come  under  intense  scrutiny. 

Many  of  those  programs  were  started 
under  Republican  administrations.  The 
theme  of  the  presentations  often  boil  down 
to  one  argument:  In  an  age  of  economic  con- 
flict, cutting  out  political  and  economic  sup- 
port for  industry  is  the  equivalent  of  unilat- 
eral disarmament.  Program,  which  provides 
backing  for  technologies  that  small  compa- 
nies— and  some  large  ones— consider  promis- 
ing but  too  risk.v  to  attempt.  "This  has 
grown  from  $10  million  in  1990  to  $250  million 
in  1993.  and  now  they  want  $750  million."  Mr. 
Chrysler  said.  'This  is  nothing  other  than 
picking  winners  and  losers." 

Such  arguments  underscore  the  sharp  dif- 
ference in  the  way  technology  and  trade  pol- 
icy is  dealt  with  in  Washington  and  in  the 
capitals  of  its  major  economic  competitors, 
where  trade  is  considered  national  security 
and  "picking  winners  and  losers"  is  a  phrase 
with  no  political  resonance. 

In  Japan  and  German.v.  there  is  virtually 
no  debate  over  government  programs  to  pro- 
vide seed  money  for  risky  technologies  or  to 
use  the  influence  of  top  officials  to  win  con- 
tracts. It  is  taken  as  a  given  that  such  roles 
fall  to  the  central  government,  along  with 
defending  the  nation's  territory  and  making 
foreign  policy. 

In  Japan,  for  example,  officials  will  freely 
acknowledge  that  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  money  committed  to  new  technologies 
will  result  in  utter  failure.  But  even  a  20  per- 
cent success  rate,  they  argue,  should  be  con- 
sidered a  success.  No  one  would  even  attempt 
such  an  argument  in  Washington. 

"■Vou  can't  go  up  on  the  Hill  and  talk 
about  a  10  percent  success  rate,  even  if  that 
is  a  brilliant  performance."  Ms  O'Leary  said 
last  week.  "People  will  say:  'What?  We  are 
throwing  away  60  percent?'  " 

Instead.  Ms.  O'Leary's  department  has 
been  churning  out  news  releases  about  its  in- 
dustrial breakthroughs  in  energy  conserva- 
tion. A  giant  sulfur  lamp  now  hangs  over  the 
Energy  Department's  entrance  on  Constitu- 
tion Avenue,  a  single  light  that  replaces  2,50 
bulbs.  "It  was  developed  with  $1  million  in 
Government  money  and  much  more  in  pri- 
vate funds,"  she  .said.  "That  is  hardly  a 
waste." 

On  the  Hill,  though,  no  one  wants  to  talk 
about  sulfur  lamps,  unless  the.v  are  designed 
to  illuminate  a  balanced  budget.  "This  is  the 
tail-wagging-the-dog  syndrome,"  Mr.  Chrys- 
ler said.  "If  it  is  a  good  invention,  let  the 
private  sector  invent  it." 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President;  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  strong  support  for 
the  amendment  of  m.v  friend  from  New 
Mexico,  Mr.  Bingaman,  which  urges 
continued  funding  for  Federal  invest- 
ments in  research,  technology,  export 
promotion  and  trade  law  enforcement. 
I  take  strong  exception  to  the  position 
espoused  by  the  Republican  budget  res- 
olution—that technology  research  and 
trade  promotion  are  not  proper  and  ap- 
propriate functions  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment.  They   are,   in   fact,   not   only 


appropriate  but  vital  to  continued  U.S. 
economic  growth  and  competitiveness 
in  today's  global  economy. 

I  have  long  maintained  that  our  Na- 
tion needs  to  be  more,  not  less,  cog- 
nizant of  the  crucial  role  technology 
plays  in  affecting  our  position  in  the 
world  economy.  Without  it  we  would 
not  enjoy  the  industrial  and  military 
strength  we  have  today.  Our  Govern- 
ment has  traditionally  played  a  criti- 
cal role  in  this  area  and  I  am  convinced 
we  must  continue  to  invest  prudently 
in  research  and  technology  develop- 
ment if  we  are  to  maintain  our  position 
in  an  increasingly  competitive  global 
economy.  And  with  all  due  respect  to 
my  Republican  friends,  the  private  sec- 
tor cannot  and  will  not  commit  suffi- 
cient resources  to  make  up  for  the  cuts 
proposed  by  the  Republican  budget. 

Eroding  andor  eliminating  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  role  in  scientific  re- 
search and  technology  development  is 
like  eating  our  seed  corn,  short  sighted 
and  ill  advised  in  the  extreme. 

I  would  assign  the  same  labels — 
short-sighted  and  wrong-headed — to 
the  proposed  elimination  of  Federal 
programs  which  promote  U.S  exports. 
Undeniably  trade  has  become  a  major 
factor  in  the  U.S.  economy.  According 
to  the  Trade  Promotion  Coordinating 
Committee,  "long-term  forecasts  of  the 
U.S.  economy  put  exports  as  the  fast- 
est growing  component  of  GDP— in- 
creasing perhaps  two  and  a  half  times 
faster  than  the  overall  economy." 

As  the  3rd  largest  exporter  of  manu- 
factured goods  among  the  50  States, 
Ohio  has  benefited  greatly  from,  and 
has  a  vital  economic  stake  in,  robust 
international  trade.  We  cannot  turn  a 
blind  eye  to  the  fact  that  all  our  major 
trade  competitors  spend  considerably 
more  than  we  do  to  push  their  products 
in  overseas  mariiets.  Nevertneiess.  our 
relatively  modest  investments  at  the 
Federal  level,  prudently  targeted  and 
efficiently  managed,  effectively  com- 
plement private  sector  marketing  ef- 
forts and  maintain  our  position  is  an 
increasingly  competitive  international 
economic  environment.  Because  gov- 
ernments are  major  purchasers  in  most 
of  the  primary  categories  of  U.S.  ex- 
ports, for  example  aerospace,  power 
generation,  transportation,  and  tele- 
communications, the  government-to- 
government  contacts  are  particularly 
useful  and  appropriate. 

The  least  we  can  and  should  do  in  the 
interest  of  future  economic  growth, 
jobs  and  prosperity  is  to  maintain  the 
current  modest  level  of  Federal  invest- 
ment in  research,  technology  and  trade 
promotion. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  Senator 
BiN'GAMAN's  amendment  to  protect 
funding  for  the  important  investments 
that  our  Nation  currentl.y  makes  to 
help  our  businesses  compete  in  the 
evolving  global  economy. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  cold  war  passes 
into  our  memories,  a  new  type  of  glob- 


al challenge  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  America  has  emerged.  It  is  an  eco- 
nomic war  that  American  businessmen 
and  women  are  fighting  in  the  US  mar- 
ketplace and  in  global  markets  against 
foreign  competitors  support  and  en- 
couraged by  their  governments. 

As  Commerce  Secretary  Ron  Brown 
recently  said,  the  budget  before  us 
today  is  tantamount  to  unilateral  dis- 
armament of  the  United  States.  It  is 
the  business  equivalent  of  shutting 
down  the  Pentagon  to  save  money  in 
the  middle  of  a  world  war. 

Mr.  President,  don't  believe  me  or 
Secretary  Brown.  Believe  the  words  of 
the  customers,  the  American  busi- 
nesses on  the  front  line  of  global  com- 
petition. 

This  morning's  Arkansas  Democrat- 
Gazette  had  a  strong  story  in  which 
businessmen  were  asked  what  they 
thought  about  the  idea  of  eliminating 
trade  and  technology  efforts  at  the 
Commerce  Department.  I  ask  that 
"Cutting  out  Commerce  Finds  Few 
Fans  in  Trade"  be  placed  in  the 
Record  following  my  statement  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  read  it. 

The  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas 
District  Export  Council,  Dave  Eldridge, 
said  "For  a  person  who  has  been  an 
international  businessman  for  30  years, 
I  can  tell  you  that  (closing  the  Com- 
merce Department)  would  be  a  serious 
mistake." 

As  businesspeople  in  Arkansas  point 
out,  at  stake  is  no  less  than  the  future 
economic  health  of  our  Nation  and  our 
standing  and  power  in  the  inter- 
national community. 

At  stake  are  American  jobs  threat- 
ened by  tariffs  or  other  restrictions  on 
US  products  in  foreign  markets.  At 
stake  are  American  businesses,  large 
and  s!-nall,  that  must  beat  foreign  com- 
petitors to  the  market  with  new  and 
better  products,  cut  costs  and  improve 
quality  through  better  manufacturing 
technologies,  and  position  themselves 
in  the  emerging  overseas  that  will  gen- 
erate huge  new  consuming  publics  in 
the  future. 

To  help  American  businesses  com- 
pete, the  US  Government  has  made 
modest  but  effective  investments  in  ex- 
port promotion,  trade  law  enforcement, 
technology  and  research.  All  of  these 
investments  are  under  attack  in  this 
budget. 

TRADE 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  great  suc- 
cess stories  in  our  work  to  support  US 
businesses  overseas  is  the  Inter- 
national Trade  Administration  (ITA) 
at  the  Commerce  Department.  During 
the  first  2  years  of  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration, ITA  advocacy  of  US  business 
has  boosted  US  exports  by  $23.6  billion, 
thereby  creating  over  300,000  American 
jobs. 

Taxpayers  invested  roughly  $500  mil- 
lion in  the  ITA  and  received  a  return  of 
$23  billion  in  exports.  That  would  pass 
anyone's  cost-benefit  test. 


14254 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14255 


ITA  has  helped  to  open  foreign  mar- 
kets for  American  business  and  to  en- 
force US  trade  laws  that  protect  us 
against  unfair  competition. 

This  budget  resolution  apparently 
would  dissolve  the  ITA.  Again.  Mr. 
President,  that  is  unilateral  disar- 
mament. 

TECHNOLOGY  | 

Helping  American  businesses  stay  at 
the  cutting  edge  of  new  technologies  is 
vital  to  long  term  competitiveness  and 
that  is  exactly  what  the  National  Insti- 
tute of  Standards  and  Technology,  or 
NIST,  is  in  the  business  of  doing.  Ac- 
cording to  studies.  25  percent  of  Ameri- 
ca's economic  growth  since  the  end  of 
World  War  II  can  be  attributed  to  tech- 
nology advances.  NIST's  primary  mis- 
sion is  to  bolster  US  competitiveness 
by  advancing  civilian  technology  by  in- 
vesting in  long  term,  high-risk  re- 
search and  development. 

This  formula  for  technology  advance- 
ment is  working.  NIST  leverages  scarce 
resources,  cost  sharing,  and  risk  shar- 
ing with  industry  and  other  govern- 
ment entities.  It  is  maximizing  returns 
to  American  businesses  and  minimizing 
costs  to  taxpayers. 

Another  technology  program  that 
has  proven  itself  is  the  Technology  Re- 
investment Project  (TRP).  TRP  has 
worked  to  integrate  our  military  and 
civilian  technology  sectors  in  a  way 
that  will  strengthen  our  economy  and 
military.  TRP  is  another  useful  exam- 
ple of  how  partnerships  between  gov- 
ernment and  industry  are  useful  in 
pooling  Federal  and  non-Federal  re- 
sources toward  a  common  goal. 

Mr.  President,  quite  simply,  we  can 
not  afford  to  cut  TRP.  For  years  the 
US  military  relied  on  its  own  separate 
technology  sector  and  the  American 
taxpayers  were  forced  to  pay  the  huge 
bills.  If  we  want  our  military  to  deploy 
the  most  technologically  advanced 
equipment  at  the  lowest  cost  possible, 
we  must  tap  into  civilian  markets 
more  often.  By  doing  so.  everyone 
wins — the  US  military,  the  American 
taxpayer,  businesses  and  our  economy. 

These  technology  advancement  ef- 
forts are  under  attack  in  this  budget. 
Their  demise  would  effectively  mort- 
gage our  future  competitiveness  and 
economic  health  to  buy  short  term 
budget  savings. 

M.\NUFACTURING 

To  help  small  and  medium  sized  man- 
ufacturers put  new  technologies  to 
work  in  global  competition,  this  ad- 
ministration has  opened  25  new  manu- 
facturing centers.  These  centers  bring 
proven  technology  to  our  nation's 
370.000  small  and  medium-sized  manu- 
facturers. The  Centers  have  received 
rave  reviews  from  their  customers. 

Again,  this  successful  investment  in 
future  jobs  and  economic  growth  is 
also  under  attack  in  this  budget. 

In  nations  around  the  world,  invest- 
ments in  technology  and  trade  develop- 
ment are  top  budget  priorities.  Japan, 


Germany  and  others  will  be  glad  to 
hear  that  this  budget  resolution  strips 
the  United  States  of  its  most  effective 
weapons  for  global  economic  competi- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  vitally  important 
that  we  maintain  funding  for  our  in- 
vestments in  research,  technology,  and 
export  promotion.  The  U.S.  should  be 
investing  more  in  making  our  workers 
and  our  firms  more  competitive  around 
the  globe  so  that  we  can  win  the  battle 
for  markets  and  profits,  as  well  as 
higher  wages  for  our  workers. 

The  U.S.  can  no  longer  prevail  in 
international  economic  competition 
based  solely  on  its  vast  supply  of  cap- 
ital and  natural  resources,  or  its  large 
educated  work  force.  The  economic 
battles  of  today  and  tomorrow  will  be 
won  by  the  firms  that  can  employ  the 
latest  technology  and  the  latest  infor- 
mation to  be  the  first  to  market,  the 
highest  quality  competitor,  and  the 
most  competitive  in  pricing.  These  bat- 
tles will  be  won  by  firms  that  work  in 
concert  with  their  government  to 
break  down  foreign  trade  barriers  and 
open  new  channels  into  the  mature  and 
the  emerging  markets  of  the  world. 

This  amendment  preserves  the  essen- 
tial functions  of  trade  promotion,  tech- 
nology, and  research  activities.  This 
funding  is  critical  to  our  nation's  com- 
petitiveness. It  is  critical  to  the  cre- 
ation of  quality  jobs  in  the  future.  And 
it  is  critical  to  the  survival  of  many 
American  businesses  and  industries.  I 
urge  its  adoption. 

The  article  referred  to  follows: 
CUTTING  Out  Commerce  Finds  Few  Fans  In 
Trade 
(By  Randy  Tardy) 

Arkansas  international  trade  officials  re- 
acted strongly  to  a  Republican  budset-cut- 
ting  move  Tuesday  to  abolish  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Commerce  and  transler  its  (unc- 
tions to  other  agencies  of  government. 

A  bill  introduced  in  the  House  would  ter- 
minate six  Commerce  Department  programs, 
including  the  Economic  Development  .Ad- 
ministration, the  Minority  Business  Devel- 
opment Agency  and  the  Technology  Admin- 
istration, which  promotes  public-private  co- 
operation in  new  technology. 

The  department's  export-promoting  Inter- 
national Trade  Administration  would  have 
its  functions  moved  to  other  agencies,  in- 
cluding the  Slate  Department,  which  han- 
dled export  trade  policies  until  1980. 

"For  a  person  who  has  been  an  inter- 
national businessman  for  30  years.  I  can  tell 
you  that  would  be  a  serious  mistake."  said 
Dave  Eldridge.  vice  chairman  of  the  Arkan- 
sas District  Export  Council  and  director  of 
economic  development  for  .Arkansas  Power  & 
Light  Co. 

Eldridge  served  as  moderator  Tuesday  for 
the  1995  World  Trade  Conference  on  Euro- 
pean markets  featuring  a  trio  of  Commerce 
Department  officers  representing  four  Euro- 
pean countries. 

•If  the  United  States  is  going  to  maintain 
its  ability  to  compete  effectively  in  the 
world  market,  then  we  are  going  to  need  a 
strong  advocacy  in  Washington  and  through- 
out the  world."  said  Hartsell  Wingfield. 
president  of  TCBY  International,  the  Little 
Rock-based  frozen  yogurt  franchiser  with  op- 
erations in  30  countries. 


That  advocate  is  not  Congress;  "it  is  the 
strong,  effective  Commercial  Service"  sector 
of  the  Commerce  Department's  International 
Trade  Administration.  Wingfield  told  the 
conference  luncheon  in  the  Excelsior  Hotel. 

"If  we  take  a  hands-off  approach  to  inter- 
national trade  from  a  political  perspective." 
he  said,  "we  will  lose  our  edge  as  an  inter- 
national exporter,  because  other  countries 
are  not  taking  a  hands-off  approach   " 

Joseph  O'Brien,  an  international  trade 
consultant  and  president  of  the  .Arkansas 
World  Trade  Club,  agreed.  "I've  had  personal 
experience  on  behalf  of  Arkansas  clients 
with  the  Commercial  Service  guys  stationed 
in  Paris  and  Madrid  and  Mexico  City  and 
Guatemala  City."  he  said,  "and  in  every 
case,  they  were  enthusiastic  and  they  tried 
hard.  They  really  made  a  big  difference." 

Putting  the  Commerce  Departments  inter- 
national trade  role  under  the  State  Depart- 
ment would  mean  a  different  set  of  prior- 
ities. O'Brien  added.  "We  really  do  need  to 
export  more  in  this  country,  and  this  is  the 
one  way  for  small  companies  to  get  help 
overseas.  The  big  boys  don't  need  it;  the 
smaller  ones  do." 

Meanwhile,  global  trade  competition  is 
getting  keener,  and  .some  of  the  best  poten- 
tial European  markets  for  .Arkansas  exports 
may  be  in  the  least-known  countries,  the 
Commerce  Department's  senior  commercial 
officers  told  the  world  trade  conference. 

"Italy  is  one  of  the  least-known  markets 
in  the  U.S.;  it's  a  marketplace  people  don't 
look  at  often."  said  Keith  Bovetti.  minister 
counselor  with  the  department's  Commercial 
Service  in  Italy. 

The  country's  "close  to  a  $1  trillion  gross 
domestic  product  has  the  fifth  leading  econ- 
omy in  the  world,  and  major  privatization  is 
going  on  there."  he  said,  "but  there  are  no 
shortcuts  to  being  there  on  the  spot  to  do 
business." 

Spain  and  Portugal  are  also  lesser-known 
economies,  said  minister  counselor  Emilio 
lodice.  who  is  assigned  to  the  two  countries. 

"Spain  is  not  just  a  land  of  bullfighters 
and  flamenco  dancers."  he  said,  "it  has  a 
stable  government  and  the  highest  growth 
rate  in  Europe  for  the  last  12  years."  Spain 
in  1905  had  S6  billion  in  U.S.  investment  and. 
while  that's  sizable,  foreign  investment 
there  was  greater,  he  .said. 

Portugal,  with  one-fourth  Spain's  popu- 
lation, "is  a  new  country,  economically." 
lodice  said,  noting  increased  investments  in 
foreign  goods  and  services  to  help  the  coun- 
try become  more  competitive  globally. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  let  me  be 
very  brief  and  concise. 

This  amendment  by  Senator  Binga- 
M.AN  expresses  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  importance  of  research, 
technology,  trade  promotion,  and  trade 
law  enforcement  programs  all  very  im- 
portant to  America.  This  particular 
amendment  is  cosponsored  by  Senators 

LlEBER.MAN.    ROCKEFELLER,   BiDEN,   HOL- 

LiNGs,  Btrd.  Kerry,  Dodd,  and  Pryor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  says  that  the  conferees 
have  to  keep  spending  limits  at  a  cer- 
tain level  to  accomplish  the  goals  that 
the  amendment  contemplates,  and 
there  shall  be  no  revenue  reductions 
unless  we  do.  Some  of  the  goals  are 
rather  vague,  and  it  is  pretty  difficult 
to  know  what  we  must  do. 

It  is  with  reluctance  that  I  move  to 
table  the  amendment,  and  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
DoMEMCi]  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Bingaman].  On  this  ques- 
tion, the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  53, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No,  200  Leg.] 
YEAS-53 


Abraham 

Frist 

McConnell 

Ashcroft. 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grams 

Patkwood 

Brown 

Gra.ssley 

Pressler 

Burns 

Greifff 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

.Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofc 

Snowe 

Coveniell 

Kasspbaum 

Specter 

CraiK 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

DAmato 

Kyi 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Lott 

Thompson 

Dole 

LuKar 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Mack 

Warner 

Faircloth 

McCain 

NAYS--17 

Akaka 

Feinstem 

Levin 

Baucus 

Ford 

Liehcrman 

Biden 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bimjaman 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

BoxiT 

Harkin 

.Moynihan 

Bradley 

Hfflin 

.Murray 

Brcaux 

Holllnxs 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Jpfforils 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Reld 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Da-whle 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerry 

sartiAnes 

DorKan 

Kohl 

Simon 

Exon 

Lautenbenc 

Wellstone 

FeinKold 

L.ahv 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMEND.VIKNT  NO.  list 
(Purpose:  To  protect  children  receiving 
health  care  insurance  under  Medicaid) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Murray.  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  .Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN].  for 
Mrs.  Murray,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1163. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  79.  between  lines  3  and  4.  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.  .  PROHIBmON  OF  LF.GISI^TION  THAT 
WOUIJ)  DEPRIVF  CHILDRE.N  OF 
THEIR  HEALTH  INSURANCE  UNDER 
MEDICAID. 

(a)  POINT  OF  Okder. — It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  res- 
olution, amendment,  motion,  or  conference 
report  that  would  cause  children  eligible  to 
receive  benefits  under  Medicaid  (whether 
currently  or  in  the  future)  to  lose  any  of 
those  benefits. 

(b)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  Members  voting,  a  quorum  being 
present,  or  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  the 
Senate. 

(c)  APPEALS.— .Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  this 
section  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  and  controlled  by. 
the  appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  bill  or 
resolution,  as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirma- 
tive vole  of  a  majority  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  provision. 

(d)  C0NGRE.SS10NAL  Budget  Office  Re- 
ports.—Whenever  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  prepares  a  report 
pursuant  to  section  308  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  in  connection  with  a  bill, 
resolution,  or  conference  report  that  the  Di- 
rector believes  would  cause  children  eligible 
to  receive  benefits  under  Medicaid  (whether 
currently  or  in  the  future)  to  lose  any  of 
those  benefits,  the  Director  shall  so  stale  in 
that  report  and.  to  the  extent  practicable, 
shall  include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of 
children  eligible  to  receive  benefits  under 
Medicaid  (whether  currently  or  in  the  fu- 
ture) who  would  lose  any  of  those  benefits  as 
a  result  of  that  legislation. 

(e)  E.ST1MATES.— Solely  for  the  purposes  of 
enforcement  of  this  section  in  the  Senate, 
the  number  of  children  eligible  to  receive 
benefits  under  Medicaid  shall  be  determined 
on  the  basis  of  e.'^timates  made  by  the  Com 
mittee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  a  majority 
vote  point  of  order  against  this  legisla- 
tion will  cause  children  currently  re- 
ceiving health  care  insurance  under 
Medicare  to  lose  their  insurance.  What 
this  does  is  simply  requires  a  majority 
vote  if  such  an  event  would  take  place. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  not  germane  to  the 
budget  resolution.  It  establishes  an- 
other procedure  on  how  the  Senate 
should  consider  future  Medicaid  reform 
legislation.  Because  of  that,  I  raise  a 
point  of  order  against  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  section  904  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  I  move  to  waive 
that  act  for  consideration  of  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .motion  TO  WAIVE  THE  BUDGET  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 


tion to  waive  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  V9te? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  45, 
nays  55,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  201  Leg] 
YEAS-45 


Akaka 

Felngold 

Leahy 

Baucus 

Feinstein 

Levin 

Biden 

Ford 

Lieberman 

Bintfaman 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Boxer 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Moynihan 

Breaux 

Henin 

Murray 

Bryan 

Hollin^s 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Chafee 

Johnston 

Reid 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Simon 

Exon 

Lautenberv 
NAYS-55 

Wellstone 

Abraham 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

Nickles 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nunn 

Bond 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Brown 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatch 

Roth 

Byrd 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Campbell 

Helms 

Shelby 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Simpeon 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Cohen 

.leffords 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

CraiK 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

DAmato 

Kyi 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Lott 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Mack 

Warner 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Frist 

McConnell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  are  45,  the  nays  are 
55.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  having  not  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 
The  point  of  order  is  sustained  and 
the  amendment  falls. 

.\.mendment  no.  um 
( Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  finan- 
cial  responsibility  to  schools  in  our  Na- 
tions  communities  which  are  adversely  af- 
fected by  Federal  activities  and  that  fund- 
ing for  such  responsibilities  should  not  be 
reduced  or  eliminated) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN)  for 
himself,  and  Mrs.  Murray.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr. 
PRES.SLER.  Mr.  AKAKA.  Mrs.  Hutchison.  Mr. 
Levin.  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr.  Pell.  Mr.  Dorgan. 
Mr.  Baucus.  Mr.  Kerrey,  and  Mrs.  Kasse- 
baum propose  an  amendment  numbered  1164. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  as  follows: 

(1)  In  order  to  fulfill  its  responsibility  to 

communities  that  were  adversely  affected  by 

Federal  activities,  the  Congress  established 

the  Impact  Aid  program  in  1950. 
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(2)  The  Impact  Aid  program  is  intended  to 
ease  the  burden  on  local  school  districts  for 
educating  children  who  live  on  Federal  prop- 
erty. Since  Federal  property  is  exempt  from 
local  property  taxes,  such  districts  are  de- 
nied the  primary  source  of  revenue  used  to 
finance  elementary  and  secondary  education. 
Most  Impact  Aid  payments  are  made  for  stu- 
dents whose  parents  are  in  the  uniformed 
services,  or  for  students  who  reside  on  Indian 
lands  or  in  federally  subsidized  low-rent 
housing  projects.  Over  1.600  local  educational 
agencies  enrolling  over  17.000.000  children  are 
provided  assistance  under  the  Impact  Aid 
program. 

i3)  The  Impact  Aid  program  is  one  of  the 
few  Federal  education  programs  where  funds 
are  sent  directly  to  the  school  district.  Such 
funds  go  directly  into  the  general  fund  and 
may  be  used  as  the  local  educational  agency 
decides. 

(4)  The  Impact  Aid  program  covers  less 
than  half  of  what  it  costs  to  educate  each 
federally  connected  student  in  some  school 
districts,  requiring  local  school  districts  or 
States  to  provide  the  remainder. 

(5)  Added  to  the  burden  described  in  para- 
graph (4)  is  the  fact  that  some  States  do  not 
rely  upon  an  income  tax  for  State  funding  of 
education.  In  these  cases,  the  loss  of  prop- 
erty tax  revenue  makes  State  and  local  edu- 
cation funding  even  more  difficult  to  obtain. 

(6)  Given  the  serious  budget  constraints 
facing  State  and  local  governments  it  is  crit- 
ical that  the  Federal  Government  continue 
to  fulfill  its  responsibility  to  the  federally 
impact  school  districts  in  our  Nation's 
States. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Sen.'^te.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  in  the  assumptions  for  the 
overall  accounts  it  is  assumed  that— the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  a  financial  responsibil- 
ity to  schools  in  our  Nation's  communities 
which  are  adversely  affected  by  Federal  ac- 
tivities and  that  funding  for  such  respon- 
sibilities should  not  be  reduced  or  elimi- 
nated. 

Mr.  EXON.  This  is  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  impact  aid.  to  recognize  the  fact 
that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  fi- 
nancial ohligaMon  to  schools  in  our 
communities  adversely  affected  by 
some  of  Che  proposed  activities,  and 
that  we  should  not  reduce  or  eliminate 
funding  for  these  responsibilities. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
prepared  to  accept  the  amendment  if 
there  will  be  no  rollcall  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1164)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.^MEND.MENT  .VO.  1165 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  student  loan  cuts) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  ExoN)  for 
Mr.  Pell  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1165. 


At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.    .  STUDENT  LOAN  CirrS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  in  the  20th  century,  educational  in- 
creases in  the  workforce  accounted  for  30 
percent  of  the  growth  in  our  Nation's  wealth, 
and  advances  in  knowledge  accounted  for  55 
percent  of  such  growth; 

(2)  the  Federal  Government  provides  75 
percent  of  all  college  financial  aid; 

(3)  the  Federal  student  loan  program  was 
created  to  make  college  accessible  and  af- 
fordable for  the  middle  class; 

(4)  increased  fees  and  interest  costs  dis- 
courage college  participation  by  making 
higher  education  more  expensive,  and  more 
of  a  risk,  for  students  and  their  families; 

(5)  full-time  students  already  work  an  av- 
erage of  25  hours  per  week,  taking  time  away 
from  their  studies;  and 

(6)  student  indebtedness  is  already  increas- 
ing rapidly,  and  any  reduction  of  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  will  increase  the  in- 
debtedness burden  on  students  and  families. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee,  in  seeking  to  achieve  mandatory 
savings,  should  not  increase  the  cost  of  bor- 
rowing for  students  participating  in  the  Rob- 
ert T.  Stafford  Federal  Student  Loan  Pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Pell  amendment  ex- 
presses the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Commit- 
tee, in  seeking  to  achieve  mandatory 
savings,  should  not  increase  the  cost  of 
borrowing  for  students  participating  in 
the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Federal  Student 
Loan  Program. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  who  is 
the  sponsor  of  that  amendment? 

Mr.  EXON.  Senator  PELL. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Could  he  change  a 
couple  of  the  words? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  am  advised  we  cannot 
accept  this  until  we  clear  it  with  Sen- 
ator Pell.  I  apologize  to  m.y  friend. 
Can  we  lay  this  aside? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Pleased  to  do  it.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  there  will 
be  one  more  vote  tonight,  and  what- 
ever it  is.  that  will  be  the  last  vote. 

Then  at  7  o'clock  we  will  proceed  to 
debate  the  rescission  conference  re- 
port, but  that  will  not  be  voted  on 
until  tomorrow.  The  first  vote  tomor- 
row will  be  at  9  o'clock,  if  it  is  all  right 
with  the  Democratic  leader,  on  the 
conference  report.  Then  we  will  start 
voting  on  amendments  from  9  o'clock 
until  some  time  late  in  the  day,  I  as- 
sume. 

I  would  hope  that  some  of  my  col- 
leagues will  take  another  look  at  their 
amendments  and  see  if  they  really  feel 
it  is  important. 


The  point  I  want  to  make  is  I  made 
a  promise  to  the  President  we  would 
try  to  do  the  counter— antiterrorism 
bill.  I  want  to  try  to  keep  that  prom- 
ise. I  do  not  know  how  we  can  do  it  if 
we  spend  all  day  tomorrow  voting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  might 
I  say  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader.  I  believe  they  are  working  dili- 
gently to  try  to  cut  back  on  the 
amendments.  I  thank  him  for  urging 
that.  We  believe  we  can  modify  the 
Pell  amendment  and  accept  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  Would  the  Senator  please 
state  how  he  would  like  to  have  it 
amended?  It  has  been  agreed  to  and 
Senator  Pell  has  authorized  it.  He  is 
right  here.  He  has  authorized  me  to 
agree  to  the  changes  you  had  sug- 
gested. Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  not  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FORD.  It  is  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  will 
temporarily  set  aside  the  Pell  amend- 
ment. 

A.MENDME.NT  no.  1166 

(Purpose:  To  repeal  the  ex-patriots  billion- 
aires tax  loophole  and  put  the  money  into 
veterans  programs  to  assist  American  pa- 
triots) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  .Nebraska  [Mr.  Exijn].  for 
Mr.  Lautenberg  for  himself.  Mr.  Rocke- 
feller. Mrs.  Murray.  Mr.  Harkin.  Mr. 
Wellstone.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Daschle,  and  Ms. 
MIKL'I.SKI  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1166. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  line  10. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  U, 
$114,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$2.'>7.000.000. 

On  page  3.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  3 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  3 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4 
$412,000,000. 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  4 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  4 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  4, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  h. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$2,57,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  43. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  43. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  44 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  44 
$144,000,000. 

(3n  page  44, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  44, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  44. 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  44, 
$2.57,000.000. 

On  page  45. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  45. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  45, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  45, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  45. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  45. 
$412,000,000. 
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ne  18. 
ne  19. 
ne  20. 
ne  21. 
ne  22. 
ne  23, 
ne  24, 
ne  4, 
ne  5, 
ne  6, 
ne  7, 
ne  8, 
ne  9, 
ne  10, 

ne  17. 

ne  18. 

ne  19. 

ne  20. 

ne  21. 

ne  22. 

ne  23. 

ne  16. 

ne  17. 

ne  18. 

ne  19. 

ne  20. 

ne  21, 

ne  22. 
ne  24. 
ne  25, 
ne  7. 
ne  8. 
ne  15. 
ne  16. 

ne  23, 

ne  24, 
ne  7. 
ne  8. 

ne  15, 

ne  16. 

ne  23. 

ne  24. 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  b.y 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  64.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  64.  line  25.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$967,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,771,000,000. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a 
proud  cosponsor  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  colleagues.  Senators  Lau- 
tenberg and  Rockefeller,  to  restore 
funding  to  veterans'  programs  by  clos- 
ing the  ex-patriots  tax  loophole. 

This  provision,  which  allows  billion- 
aires to  renounce  their  citizenship  to 
avoid  paying  taxes,  has  been  quite  pop- 
ular this  year.  On  two  occasions,  the 
Senate  has  resoundingly  supported 
changing  this  tax  loophole.  Unfortu- 
nately, final  legislation  to  close  this 
loophole  has  not  yet  passed.  Today  we 
have  an  important  opportunity  to  close 
this  unfair  loophole  once  and  for  all 
and  to  help  those  individuals  who  must 
now  face  personal  battles  each  and 
every  day  because  they  sacrificed  for 
their  country. 

The  Lautenberg-Rockefeller  amend- 
ment provides  that  money  saved  from 
repealing  this  tax  loophole  will  be  used 
to  restore  funds  for  critical  veterans' 
programs.  These  individuals  have  been 
unfairly  and  continually  targeted  as  a 
means  to  help  balance  the  budget.  Dur- 
ing the  balanced  budget  amendment 
debate  earlier  this  year,  I  supported  an 
amendment  by  Senator  Rockefeller 
that  exempted  current  veterans'  bene- 
fits from  cuts.  That  amendment  failed 
33  to  62.  signaling  the  intent  to  further 
cut  the  benefits  of  these  individuals. 

This  budget  resolution  seeks  to  cut 
$15.4  billion  in  funding  for  veterans' 
programs  through  2002.  This  will  result 
in  denying  care  to  almost  1  million  vet- 
erans, and  closing  the  equivalent  of  35 
of  its  hospitals.  Clearly,  this  is  not  an 
effective  or  responsible  way  to  care  for 
the  needs  of  our  Nation's  veterans.  We 
should  be  working  on  ways  to  improve 
care  for  veterans,  not  diminish  it. 

Mr.  President.  I  understand  the  need 
to  make  difficult  choices  about  which 
programs  to  cut  in  our  push  to  balance 
the  budget,  and  that  certain  sacrifices 
must  be  made.  However,  we  must  not 
lose  sight  of  the  promises  made  to 
those  men  and  women  who  fought  to 
help  preserve  democracy  in  our  coun- 
try and  around  the  world.  We  cannot 
revoke  the  very  care  and  benefits  that 
were  promised  to  these  individuals 
when  they  put  their  lives  on  the  line 
and  served  their  country. 

As  the  daughter  of  a  disabled  vet- 
eran. I  understand  the  toll  debilitating 
diseases  take  on  a  family.  I  understand 
the  value  of  the  VA  health  system  and 
the  critical  research  being  done  to  help 
improve  patient  care.  This  amendment 
seeks  to  right  a  serious  wrong.  It  will 
help  restore  funding  for  veterans  pro- 
grams that  provide  medical  care  and 
medical  research  for  the  true  patriots 
of  this  country,  and  stop  an  egregious 
abuse  of  a  tax  loophole  by  those  indi- 
viduals who  wish  to  be  ex-patriots. 


I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment  and  help  main- 
tain the  promises  made  to  the  veterans 
of  this  country. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  this 
year  marks  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
end  of  the  Second  World  War  and  the 
20th  anniversary  of  the  end  of  the  Viet- 
nam war.  It  is  a  sad  irony  that  at  the 
same  time  we  honor  the  brave  men  and 
women  who  served  so  valiantly  in  these 
two  wars.  Senate  Republicans  are  seek- 
ing to  cut  funding  for  veterans'  pro- 
grams. 

I  support  a  balanced  budget,  and  I 
want  to  work  with  my  Republican  col- 
leagues to  get  there.  However,  we  can 
get  to  a  balanced  budget  without  dam- 
aging veterans'  programs.  To  do  other- 
wise says  that  the  sacrifices  of  those 
who  were  ready  to  risk  their  lives  can 
be  cheaply  bought  and  easily  forgotten. 
It  says  that  solemn  promises  by  Gov- 
ernment to  those  who  have  risked  all 
in  the  service  of  Government  can  be 
casually  disregarded. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution 
would  slice  almost  $16  billion  from  vet- 
erans' programs  over  the  next  7  years. 
Part  of  this  savings  would  come  from 
freezing  "VA  medical  care  at  the  fiscal 
year  1995  level  for  the  next  7  years. 
This  would  be  a  drastic  blow  to  a  sys- 
tem that  is  already  sorely  underfunded. 
It  will  affect  every  VA  health  care  fa- 
cility at  the  same  time  resources  will 
be  withdrawn  from  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, leading  to  additional  pressures 
on  the  VA  system. 

The  budget  resolution  also  proposes 
to  phase  out  VA  construction  by  1999. 
According  to  the  Disabled  American 
Veterans,  that  would  lead  to  the  can- 
cellation of  215  projects  needed  to  meet 
current  health  care  delivery  standards. 
Clearly,  this  ill-advised  move  would 
jeopardize  the  quality  of  veterans'  care 
across  the  country. 

At  the  same  time  it  cuts  funding  for 
needed  veterans'  programs,  this  budget 
resolution  does  nothing  to  prevent  bil- 
lionaires living  abroad  from  renounc- 
ing their  U,S.  citizenship  solely  to 
avoid  U.S,  taxes  on  their  fortunes.  Al- 
though relatively  few  individuals 
choose  expatriation  for  this  purpose, 
the  resulting  revenue  loss  to  the  U,S, 
Treasury  is  significant.  Specifically, 
closing  this  tax  loophole  would  raise 
$3,6  billion  in  the  first  5  years  from  an 
estimated  two  dozen  individuals. 

The  Lautenberg-Rockefeller  amend- 
ment addresses  both  of  these  short- 
comings in  the  current  budget  resolu- 
tion. Simply,  the  amendment  would 
deny  huge  tax  benefits  to  ex-patriots 
and  use  that  savings  to  restore  some  of 
the  funding  being  taken  from  the  VA. 

As  this  important  amendment  illus- 
trates, we  don't  have  to  sacrifice  the 
goal  of  a  balanced  budget  to  correct 
what's  wrong  with  this  budget  resolu- 
tion. We  need  only  correct  the  badly 
unbalanced  priorities  it  establishes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  I  am  offering  on  behalf  of 
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Senator  Lautknberg  is  called  the  ex-        On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by        There  is  a  sufficient  second, 
patriots  amendment.  This  amendment    »  ^  ^  '^^^  ^^^^  *°^  "^^^  ^^''"^  ordered, 

would   close   the   loophole   that   allows        O"  P*^«  5.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by       vote  on  amendment  no.  u67  to  amendment 


billionaires  and  others  to  avoid  Federal 


$0. 


On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 


The 


NO.  1166 

taxes  bv  renouncing  their  citizenship,     «,""  """'"  " ' '  The      PRESIDING     OFFICER 

and  would  apply  the  savings  for  restor-  on  page  5.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by  Question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend 

ing  funding  for  the  veterans  programs,  jo.  "lent.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or 

a.mendmknt  no.  1167  TO  AMEND.ME.NT  NO.  1166  On  page  5.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by  de£ed. 


(Purpose:  To  repeal  the    'Ex-Pairiots"  loop- 
hole and  use  the  money  to  eliminate  the 


SO. 


On  page  5,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 


$0. 


Social  Security  earnings  penalty)  „  ,,.„,■  »..      _       »  u 

«-      x^^>-r.».T^T    ..      tV        J      »    T         J        On  page  5,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
Mr.  D0ME:MCI.  Mr.  President,  I  send    ^ 

a    second-degree    amendment    to    the        on  page  5.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 

desk  for  Senator  McCain  and  ask  for  $o. 

its  immediate  consideration.  On  page  5.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The  $0. 
clerk  will  report.  On  page  6.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by     *^^'"', 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows:     M.  Baucus 

On  page  6.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by  Bennett 

JO.  Biden 

On  page  6,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by  BinKamin 

SO.  Bond 

On  page  6.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by  Boxer 

Mr    DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask    jo  Bradley 


The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced,  yeas  97, 
nays  3,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  202  Leg.] 
YEAS— 97 


Abr.iham 


The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici].  for  Mr.  McCain  and  Mr.  Brown,  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  1167  to  amendment 
1166 


unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed,  insert  the 
following: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  3.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
SO. 


On  page  6,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 


Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 


$0. 

On  page  6.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by  Bumpers 

$0.  Bums 

On  page  6,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by  Byrd 

JO.  Campbell 

On  page  43,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by  Chafee 

*n  Coats 

On  page  43.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by  '^I'^J^" 

*"  Conrad 

On  page  44,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by  coverdell 

$0.  Craig 

On  page  44,  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by  D'Amato 

JQ  Daschle 

On  page  44.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by  DeWine 

Dodd 


Dole 


Felnstetn 

Lugar 

Ford 

Mack 

Fnst 

McCain 

Glenn 

McConnell 

Gorton 

MoseleyBraun 

Graham 

Murkowski 

Gramm 

Murray 

Grams 

Nickles 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Harkin 

Pell 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Hatfield 

Pryor 

Hellin 

Reid 

Helms 

Robb 

HoUings 

Rockefeller 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Johnston 

Simon 

Kassebaum 

Simpeon 

Kempthorne 

Smith 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

Kerrey 

Specter 

Kerry 

Stevens 

Kohl 

Thomas 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Lautenben? 

Thurmond 

Leahy 

Warner 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Lieberman 

Lott 

NAYS— 3 

.Mikulski 

Moynihan 

On  page  3,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by  *';^               ..    ,        ,^                   ...                 »  i,  •^•^ 

JQ                                                                                   On  page  44,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by  oomenici 

On  page  3.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by  ^'^                     .        „                    ^                   ._  Dorgan 

JQ                                                                                   On  page  44,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by  Faircioth 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by  M.  Feingoid 
JO                                                                                   On  page  44,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  3.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by  W. 

JO                                                                                   On  page  45.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by  "°'' 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by  M.  So.    the    amendment    (No.    1167)    was 

50,                                                                                       On  page  45.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by  agreed  to. 

On  page  3.  line  22,  increase  the  a*nount  by  SO.  The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

SO.                                                                                   On  page  45.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by  question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 

On  page  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by  SO.  jjgg   ^^  amended 

W^              ,           ,                      ,                   ,          On  page  45.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by  g^     ^^^    amendment    (No.     1166).    as 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by  $0.  „  i     i    ,,    „  orrr-nori  f^ 

SO.                                                                              On  page  45,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by  amenaea,  was  agreea  to. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by  SO.  a.mkndmknt  no  mh.  as  modified 
$0.                                                                              On  page  45.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by  Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
On  page  4.  line  I.  increase  the  amount  by  $0.  half  of  Senator  PELL.  I  send  a  modifica- 
$0.                                                                                   On  page  64.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by  ^jon  of  amendment  No.  1165  to  the  desk 

On  page  4.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by  SO.  and   ask   unanimous   consent   that   the 


$0. 


On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by     SO. 


On  page  64.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 


amendment  be  so  modified,  agreed  to. 


SO.  On  page  65,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by     and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 

On  page  4.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by     $o.  the  table. 


On  page  4.  line  21,  increase  the  ajnount  by 


Mr.  DOLE.  We  have  no  objection. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 


$0. 


On  page  4.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 


SO. 


SO. 


SO 


.■\t  the  end  nf  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.     .  STLTDE.VT  LOA.N  CtnTS. 


SO  SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as 
sumptions  underlying  the  functional  toUls  objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 
in  this  re.solution  include  that  the  increased  The  amendment  (No.  1165),  as  modi- 
revenues  resulting  from  the  revision  of  the  fied,  is  as  follows: 
expatriate   tax   loophole  should  be   used  to 
eliminate  the  earnings  penalty  imposed  on 
low  and  middle  income  senior  citizens  re-  j^,  FiNDiNGs.-The  Senate  finds  that^ 

(1)   in    the   20th   century,   educational   in- 

$0.                                                                                   Mr.  DOMENICI.  This  repeals  the  ex-  creases  in   the   workforce  accounted   for  30 

On  page  5.  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by     patriots    tax    loophole    and    uses    the  percent  of  the  growth  in  our  Nation's  wealth, 

SO.                                                                           money   to   eliminate   the   Social   Secu-  and  advances  in  knowledge  accounted  for  55 

On  page  5.  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by     _;»„  o<,.-nirnro  nonoitir  percent  of  such  growth; 

$0.                                                                           ^'";  earnings  penaity_^  ^j)   the    Federal   Government   provides  75 

On  page  5,  line  7.  increa.se  the  amount  by         '^^^  i^resident,  I  asK  lor  tne  yeas  ana  p^rc^nt  ^f  ^n  college  financial  aid: 

$0.                                                                                    nays.  (3)  the  Federal  student  loan  program  was 

On  page  5,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by         The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a  created  to  make  college  accessible  and  af- 

SO.                                                                           sufficient  second?  fordable  for  the  middle  class; 


On  page  4,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
0. 
On  page  4,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  5,  line  4,  increase  the  amount  by     reiving  social  security 


(4)  increased  fees  and  interest  costs  dis- 
courage college  participation  by  making 
higher  education  more  expensive,  and  more 
of  a  risk,  for  students  and  their  families: 

<5)  full-time  students  already  work  an  av- 
erage of  25  hours  per  week,  taking  time  away 
from  their  studies:  and 

(6)  student  indebtedness  is  already  increas- 
ing rapidly,  and  any  reduction  of  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  will  increase  the  in- 
debtedness burden  on  students  and  families. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee,  in  seeking  to  achieve  mandatory 
.savings,  should  do  their  best  to  not  increase 
the  cost  of  borrowing  for  students  participat- 
ing in  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Federal  Stu- 
dent Loan  Program. 

ALTERNATIVE  BUDGET 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  as  a  supporter  and  original  co- 
sponsor  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  distinguished  friend  from  North 
Dakota,  which  presents  an  alternative 
budget  resolution  to  the  committee- 
passed  version  before  us. 

While  both  plans  theoretically 
achieve  balance  by  the  year  2(K)2.  I  be- 
lieve our  alterative  is  a  better  budget 
in  man.v  important  ways. 

It  is  a  better  budget  because  it  maxi- 
mizes our  future  investments  in  our 
people,  restoring  partial  funding  in 
such  critical  areas  as  education,  infra- 
structure, and  research  and  develop- 
ment. 

It  is  a  better  budget  because  it  eases 
the  unprecedented  cuts  in  our  Federal 
health  programs  contained  in  the  Re- 
publican budget,  replacing  $100  billion 
in  Medicare  and  $50  billion  in  Medicaid. 

It  is  a  better  budget  because  it  re- 
stricts current  tax  loopholes  for  citi- 
zens who  make  more  than  $140,000  a 
year,  bringing  greater  and  urgently 
needed  equit,v  Lo  our  cuiiunL  L<i.x  strui..- 
ture. 

And  it  is  a  better  budget,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, because  it  does  not  designate  the 
so-called  economic  dividend  to  an  inde- 
fensible tax  cut  which  may  ultimately 
benefit  our  wealthiest  citizens. 

I  participated  in  efforts  to  craft  this 
budget  resolution,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause I  believe  strongly  that  we  Demo- 
crats cannot  simply  be  against  every- 
thing on  the  table.  Rather,  we  have  a 
profound  obligation  to  be  for  some- 
thing as  well. 

While  no  document  crafted  by  more 
than  one  Senator  can  make  any  Sen- 
ator completely  happy.  I  am  com- 
fortable that  this  budget  brings  much 
needed  equity  to  our  debate.  It  gives  us 
a  plan  where  revenues  are  on  the  table 
along  with  spending  cuts,  where  criti- 
cal investments  in  our  people  are  pre- 
served whenever  possible,  where  our 
wealthiest  do  not  benefit  at  the  ex- 
pense of  our  neediest,  and,  where — very 
importantly— our  Federal  budget  is 
balanced. 

Let  me  repeat  that  final  point.  Mr. 
President. 

We  offer  today  a  budget  resolution 
that  commits  us  to  more  deficit  reduc- 


tion than  the  Republican  alternatives 
by  the  year  2002.  In  fact,  the  budget  we 
propose  reaches  true  balance  without 
using  the  surplus  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund  by  the  year  2004.  In  this 
amendment,  we  call  for  the  elimi- 
nation of  our  deficit  and  we  outline  the 
budgets  that  get  us  there. 

This  debate  is  not  about  whether  or 
not  we  should  have  a  balanced  budget. 
This  debate  is  how  to  balance  it. 

While  I  believe  the  cuts  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  may  be 
unsustainable  when  committees  try  to 
implement  them,  the  plan  we  offer 
today.  Mr.  President,  is  fair  and  defen- 
sible. It  is  about  meeting  our  obliga- 
tion to  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children in  a  manner  that  more  respon- 
sibly protects  the  strength  and  secu- 
rity of  their  future. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
very  serious  alternative  resolution  we 
bring  before  the  Senate  today,  Mr. 
President,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

A.MFND.MENT  NO.  1127 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
Feingold's  amendment  would  prohibit 
us  from  applying  any  savings  above 
and  beyond  a  balanced  budget  to  tax 
cuts.  The  majority  has  estimated  that 
those  savings  would  be  in  the  range  of 
$170  billion  over  the  next  7  years. 

1  believe  we  should  have  used  the  es- 
timated $170  billion  in  savings  to  re- 
duce cuts  imposed  by  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13  on  Medicare,  edu- 
cation. EITC  and  farm  programs.  As  I 
noted  in  the  statement  I  delivered  to 
this  body  yesterday,  those  cuts  are  too 
severe  and  will  hurt  the  elderly,  young 
people  looking  to  educate  themselves, 
as  well  as  the  ordinary  fellow  trying  to 
support  grandparents  and  put  his  kids 
through  college 

Amendments  which  would  have  ap 
plied  the  $170  billion  in  savings  to  re- 
duce the  cuts  did  not  pass. 

Today.  we  consider  Senator 
Feingold's  amendment  which  bars 
using  the  $170  billion  savings  for  tax 
cuts  and  would  instead  apply  it  to  cre- 
ate a  budget  surplus. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  support  the 
need  to  bring  our  annual  deficit  to 
zero.  I  voted  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  and  would  do  so  again. 

Yet,  selective,  focused  tax  cuts  would 
be  appropriate.  Tax  cuts  that  will  spe- 
cifically benefit  the  middle  class  tax- 
payers who  find  their  expectations  of  a 
better  future  challenged  or  reduced 
from  day-to-day  and  who  are  strug- 
gling to  support  aging  parents  and  who 
want  their  children  to  have  the  benefit 
of  a  college  education.  At  this  early 
point  in  time,  we  should  not  rule  out 
giving  them  a  break. 

For  that  reason.  Mr.  President.  I  op- 
pose the  Feingoid  amendment. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  as  the  dis- 
cussion on  the  budget  resolution  has 
progressed,  it  appears  that  there  are 
fundamental  and  partisan  differences 
on    our    spending    priorities    and    pro- 


grams. Some  of  these  differences  go  to 
the  heart  of  the  Democratic  and  Re- 
publican approaches  to  governance, 
and  call  into  question  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's role  in  society.  Soon  we  may 
be  dismantling  the  core  components  of 
a  decades-old  social  compact  between 
the  American  government  and  people. 

Our  social  safety  net— Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  education,  support  and  as- 
sistance for  our  Nation's  poor— is  the 
priority  one  issue  of  our  time.  It  is  one 
of  the  most  important  functions  of  our 
Government,  and  it  encompasses  the 
matters  about  which  the  American 
people  care  most  deeply.  As  critical  as 
they  are,  however,  this  budget  debate 
is  about  more  than  just  our  domestic 
spending  priorities.  The  spending  cuts 
in  the  budget  plan  are  so  wholesale  and 
comprehensive  that  they  will  dras- 
tically curtail  the  U.S.  ability  to  con- 
duct diplomacy  and  advance  our  inter- 
ests abroad. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment.  Mr, 
President,  to  focus  on  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  spending  cuts  on  foreign 
affairs — the  so-called  150  account.  This 
budget  will  slash  funding  for  U.S.  for- 
eign affairs  agencies,  personnel  and  as- 
sistance programs;  virtually  eliminate 
U.S.  financial  support  for  the  United 
Nations:  and  shackle  the  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  participate  in  U.N. 
peacekeeping  missions. 

Even  though  it  has  yet  to  be  adopted. 
the  resolution  already  has  had  a  debili- 
tating impact  on  our  foreign  policy 
agencies  and  programs.  Last  week  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions reported— on  a  straight  party-line 
vote — foreign  relations  authorizing  leg- 
islation that  will  cut  spending  for  the 
Department  of  State  and  U.S.  foreign 
policy  programs  by  $3.5  billion  during 
the  next  4  years.  Yesterday  the  Com- 
mittee began  to  mark  up  foreign  aid 
authorizing  legislation,  which  if  re- 
ported will  ha'/e  an  equally  devastating 
effect  on  our  overseas  assistance  pro- 
gram. 

Together,  these  bills  will  abolish 
three  major  foreign  affairs  agencies— 
ACDA,  USIA,  and  USAID.  They  will 
curtail  U.S.  participation  in  the  United 
Nations  Organization  and  support  for 
U.N.  peacekeeping.  They  will  slash  for- 
eign aid  spending  and  virtually  elimi- 
nate U.S.  support  for  multilateral  lend- 
ing institutions.  They  will  arbitrarily 
prohibit  U.S.  participation  in  multilat- 
eral environmental  organizations  and 
adversely  affect  the  implementation  of 
critical  environmental  initiatives.  The 
rush  to  cut  spending  is  such  that  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  bills  will 
authorize  spending  at  levels  far  below 
even  what  the  budget  resolution  cur- 
rently recommends— perhaps  as  much 
as  $600  million. 

On  its  surface,  I  acknowledge  that  for 
some,  this  news  will  not  be  entirely 
disappointing.  There  are  those  who  do 
not  understand  the  value  of  spending 
money  on  foreign  affairs  programs,  and 
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most  opinion  polls  place  foreign  aid 
near  the  bottom  in  terms  of  public  sup- 
port. At  the  same  time.  Americans 
want  the  United  States  to  remain  a 
prominent  world  power  in  the  post-cold 
war  era.  The  people  understand  this, 
and  the  times  demand  it.  Our  economic 
future  lies  in  a  global  trading  system: 
if  we  want  to  protect  our  national  in- 
terests we  must  be  active  players  in 
the  international  system. 

The  problem,  however,  is  that  the 
scope  and  scale  of  the  budget  and 
spending  proposals  will  force  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  retreat  into  isolation.  All 
of  these  initiatives  are  negative  in 
tone;  they  dictate  or  suggest  that  we 
should  not  engage  in  certain  activities. 
They  do  not  offer  affirmative  policy 
prescriptions.  In  the  post-cold  war  era. 
Republicans  and  Democrats  should  be 
working  together  to  fashion  a  biparti- 
san strategy  for  U.S.  foreign  policy  in 
the  21  century.  Instead,  we  are  wasting 
our  time  debating  neo-isolationist  pro- 
posals which,  if  adopted,  will  result  in 
the  United  States  becoming  a  feeble, 
second-rate  power.  We  will  be  unable  to 
exert  influence  or  work  cooperatively 
with  the  international  community  to 
resolve  conflicts,  advance  our  interest, 
or  promote  democratic  and  free  market 
principles. 

As  written,  the  budget  resolution 
would  set  us  squarely  down  the  road  to- 
ward retrenchment  and  withdrawal.  If 
we  choose  to  go  this  route,  we  will  do 
grave  disservice  to  the  next  generation 
of  Americans.  At  the  end  of  World  War 
11.  we  chose  not  to  yield  to  the  tempta- 
tion of  isolationism,  and  our  country 
prospered  as  it  never  had  before.  I 
think  we  should  have  learned  our  les- 
son by  now. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  over- 
all. I  am  supportive  of  this  budget  reso- 
lution. I  believe  it  provides  a  sensible 
roadmap  toward  balancing  the  Federal 
budget  over  the  next  7  years  and  I  com- 
mend my  colleagues  on  the  Budget 
Committee  for  their  efforts. 

However,  there  is  one  area  of  the 
budget  resolution  with  which  I  dis- 
agree: the  proposal  to  sell  the  Power 
Marketing  Administrations.  This  sale 
would  have  a  devastating  effect  on 
South  Dakota's  rural  communities  and 
small  cities — and  on  people  across  the 
country. 

That  is  why  I  rise  today  to  join  my 
colleague  from  Montana  in  offering  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  to  strike  the  Budg- 
et Committee's  recommendation  to  sell 
the  Western  Area,  Southwestern,  and 
Southeastern  Power  Marketing  Admin- 
istrations— collectively  known  as  the 
PMAs. 

Public  power  serves  many  functions 
in  South  Dakota.  As  a  sparsely  popu- 
lated State,  utilities  are  faced  with  the 
challenge  of  how  to  get  affordable  elec- 
tricity into  small  cities  and  rural  com- 
munities where  there  are  less  than  two 
people  per  mile  of  transmission  line. 
Public  power  provides  the  solution. 


In  public  power  utilities,  the  only  in- 
vestors are  the  consumers.  Revenues 
are  reinvested  in  the  community— in 
the  form  of  taxes  and  services.  And.  the 
low  cost  of  power  is  essential  to  en- 
courage economic  development  in 
small  cities  and  towns. 

Public  power,  purchased  through  the 
Western  Area  Power  Administration, 
known  as  WAPA,  costs  South  Dakotans 
an  average  of  2.5  cents  less  than  the 
market  rate.  This  allows  revenue  to  be 
reinvested  in  additional  transmission 
lines,  and  better  service.  The  availabil- 
ity of  hydropower  from  the  Missouri 
River  to  rural  cooperatives  and  munici- 
pals has  helped  to  stabilize  rates.  With 
7,758  miles  of  transmission  lines  in  the 
Pick-Sloan  region,  WAPA  can  serve 
133,100  South  Dakotans— without 
charging  them  an  arm  and  a  leg. 

Public  power  has  brought  more  than 
electricity  to  South  Dakota.  For  exam- 
ple, Missouri  Basin  Municipal  Power 
Agency,  based  in  Sioux  Falls,  has  em- 
barked on  a  program  offering  incen- 
tives for  planting  trees.  The  goal  is  to 
plant  at  least  one  tree  for  each  112.500 
meters  in  the  agency's  membership  ter- 
ritory. In  fact,  Missouri  Basin  was  rec- 
ognized by  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  outstanding  participation  in  this 
Global  Climate  Change  Program.  I  con- 
gratulate Tom  Heller  of  Missouri  Basin 
for  this  excellent  community  service 
program. 

Public  power  also  brings  new  jobs  to 
the  communities  it  serves.  In  part  due 
to  the  low  cost  of  power  from  East 
River  Electric,  there  are  now  three  in- 
jection molding  plants  based  in  Madi- 
son, SD — creating  snowmobile  parts. 
Arctic  Cat,  PPD,  and  Falcon  Plastics 
employ  approximately  200  people  in 
Madison. 

East  River  also  is  involved  in  other 
economic  development  activities.  It 
provides  classes  to  help  the  community 
attract  businesses,  and  offers  grants 
for  feasibility  studies  associated  with 
economic  development  projects.  South 
Dakota  clearly  has  benefitted  from  the 
work  of  Jeff  Nelson,  as  the  general 
manager  of  the  East  River  Electric 
Power  Cooperative. 

Public  power  is  a  South  Dakota  suc- 
cess story.  It  is  the  source  of  innova- 
tion, development,  and  community 
pride.  I  am  sure  the  same  is  true  in 
other  small  cities  and  rural  commu- 
nities across  America.  That  is  why  I 
disagree  with  the  Budget  Committee's 
recommendation  to  sell  WAPA  and  two 
other  power  marketing  administra- 
tions. This  is  simply  economic  smoke 
and  mirrors  used  to  cover  up  a  back- 
door tax  on  rural  and  small  city  Ameri- 
cans. 

In  essence,  this  would  force  South 
Dakotans — and  public  power  consumers 
everywhere — to  cover  for  the  rest  of 
America.  Why?  Because  the  sale  of  the 
PMA's  could  result  in  rate  increases 
totaling  more  than  $47  million. 

In  addition,  many  of  my  colleagues 
claim  that  the  sale  of  the  PMA's  would 


generate  revenue  for  the  P^ederal  Gov- 
ernment. Will  it'.'  Let  us  look  at  the 
facts. 

PMA's  still  owe  almost  $15  billion  in 
principal.  Also,  more  than  $9  billion  in 
interest  already  has  been  paid  to  the 
Federal  Government.  By  selling  the 
PMA's.  the  Government  would  forfeit 
future  interest  payments. 

In  fact,  a  recent  report  prepared  by 
the  Congressional  Research  Service 
demonstrates  just  how  much  mone.y 
the  PMA's  are  expected  to  contribute 
to  the  Federal  Government.  This  year. 
WAPA  is  expected  to  pay  back  $225.1 
million  borrowed  from  the  Federal 
Government.  But  WAPA  will  also  re- 
turn another  $153.4  million  to  the 
Treasury.  Given  these  figures,  it  is 
clear  that  this  plan  does  not  make 
good  economic  sense. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  this  is  not  a 
new  issue.  I  have  been  fighting  the  pro- 
posed sale  of  the  PMA's  ever  since  I 
came  to  Congress.  In  1986,  the  Reagan 
administration  made  similar  attempts 
to  privatize  the  PMA's.  I  worked  with 
many  of  you  to  pass  a  law  to  prevent 
the  Department  of  Energy  form  pursu- 
ing any  future  plans  to  sell  the  PMA's. 
unless  specifically  authorized  by  Con- 
gress. As  the  debate  over  the  sale  of 
the  PMA's  rises  again,  it  seems  this 
law  has  been  forgotten. 

Mr.  President,  once  again,  we  are 
fighting  to  prove  the  worth  of  public 
power.  Once  again,  we  must  dem- 
onstrate how  necessary  it  is  to  the 
lives  of  rural  and  small  city  Ameri- 
cans. The  people  of  South  Dakota  have 
stated  their  message  loudly  and  clear- 
ly—through thousands  of  postcards. 
letters,  and  phone  calls.  South  Dako- 
tans such  as  Ron  Holstein.  Bob  Martin. 
and  Jeff  Nelson  have  been  leaders  in 
their  opposition  to  the  proposed  AMA 
sale  and  I  appreciate  their  hard  work. 

Public  power  is  a  solid  investment 
for  the  Nation.  Public  power  is  one  of 
the  great  success  stogie  of  South  Da- 
kota. I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  stand 
united  behind  this  amendment  to  allow 
the  continued  existence  of  the  public 
power,  and  the  essential  service  it  pro- 
vides to  the  Americans  who  reside  in 
small  cities  and  rural  communities. 
Now  is  not  the  time  to  mess  with  suc- 
cess. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  wanted 
to  take  a  few  moments  to  comment  on 
the  effect  of  the  pending  budget  resolu- 
tion on  the  Medicare  Program. 

I  believe  history  will  indicate  there 
is  no  one  in  this  body  who  has  risen  to 
give  a  more  vigorous  defense  against 
unwise  Medicare  reductions  than  I. 

Medicare  is  an  important  program.  It 
provides  needed,  valuable,  and  indeed 
vital,  services  for  millions  of  elderly 
and  disabled  Americans.  Thirty-seven 
and  one-half  million  to  be  exact. 

Our  job  is  to  ensure  that  bene- 
ficiaries have  the  services  they  need, 
that  the  services  are  of  the  highest 
quality    possible,    and    that    they    are 
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cost-efficient.  We  need  to  ensure  that 
services  are  available  in  rural  as  well 
as  urban  areas.  We  need  to  make  sure 
that  we  have  a  system  which  provides 
incentives  for  providers  to  deliver  this 
high-quality,  cost-efficient  care. 

In  sum,  on  this,  the  30th  anniversary 
of  Medicare's  inception,  we  must  do  ev- 
erything we  can  to  preserve  the  pro- 
gram, not  tear  it  apart. 

What  is  largely  ignored,  however,  is 
the  fact  that  absent  an.y  congressional 
action.  Medicare  will  go  bankrupt  by 
2002.  In  fact,  it  will  run  into  the  red  by 
next  year. 

My  question  is  that:  Is  it  the  budget 
that  threatens  Medicare— or  the  very 
design  of  the  program? 

The  answer  is  clearly  the  latter,  as 
most  experts  will  concur. 

Let  us  look  at  the  facts. 

First.  Medicare  is  going  bankrupt. 
The  1995  Annual  Report  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  issued  on  April  3,  in- 
dicate that  the  present  financing 
schedule  for  the  HI— Hospital  Insur- 
ance, or  part  A— program  is  sufficient 
to  ensure  the  payment  of  benefits  only 
over  the  next  7  years.  The  situation  for 
physician  payments  under  part  B  of 
Medicare,  is  only  slightly  more  opti- 
mistic. 

Second,  we  cannot  sustain  the  cur- 
rent growth  rate  of  Medicare.  Over  the 
next  7  years,  the  period  of  this  budget 
resolution.  Medicare  hospital  benefits 
are  projected  to  grow  more  than  twice 
the  rate  of  revenues. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time,  it  takes 
about  four  covered  workers  to  support 
the  benefit  payments  to  each  enrollee 
on  Medicare  A.  That  ratio  is  declining 
quickly,  so  that  the  trustees  have  esti- 
mated by  the  middle  of  the  next  cen- 
tury, only  two  covered  workers  will 
support  each  enrollee.  In  fact,  absent 
any  legislative  changes,  that  scenario 
won't  come  to  pass,  because  Medicare 
will  have  been  bankrupt  long  before 
then. 

According  to  the  most  recent  esti- 
mates of  Medicare  spending— the 
March  baseline  issued  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office— in  1995,  Medicare 
is  expected  to  spend  $181.2  billion — 
$113.6  billion  in  outlays  for  hospital 
costs,  and  $67.6  billion  for  physician 
and  related  costs. 

Ten  years  from  now.  however,  total 
hospital  outlays  are  expected  to  grow 
to  S2'17  billion,  and  physician  costs  to 
$215.8  billion. 

These  numbers  are  troublesome  for 
two  reasons.  F'irst  of  all,  they  show  a 
level  of  spending  which  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. The.v  indicate  that  spending  for 
the  Medicare  Program  is  expected  to 
increase  over  the  next  decade  to  almost 
half  a  trillion  dollars,  to  $463.2  billion 
to  be  exact — more  than  double  current 
levels. 

And  second,  they  show  the  dramatic 
rise  in  spending  for  part  B.  This  year, 
part   B   costs   are   roughly   half  of  the 
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amount  for  part  A.  In  10  years,  they  are 
almost  equal. 

Third,  projected  shortfalls  in  Medi- 
care are  astronomical.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  has  estimated  that 
it  will  take  $345  billion  in  additional 
revenues  just  to  keep  Medicare  solvent 
over  the  next  decade.  This  is  $345  bil- 
lion extra. 

The  budget  resolution  assumes  a 
$265-billion  reduction  in  the  rate  of  in- 
crease over  the  next  7  years,  thus  keep- 
ing the  program  solvent  for  that  time 
period. 

Fourth,  the  budget  resolution  does 
not  cut  Medicare,  it  cuts  its  rate  of 
growth.  Under  this  budget  resolution. 
Medicare  spending  will  still  exceed 
$1.65  trillion  over  the  next  7  years. 
Medicare  spending  is  projected  to  grow 
by  94  percent  between  fiscal  years  1995 
and  2002  under  this  budget.  Put  another 
way,  on  average  Medicare  spending  is 
projected  to  grow  at  nearly  10  percent 
annually,  while  private  health  spend- 
ing will  average  less  than  7  percent. 
Under  the  budget  resolution.  Medicare 
spending  will  still  grow  on  average  7.1 
percent  per  year. 

Fifth,  to  do  nothing  would  be  fiscally 
and  morally  irresponsible.  As  I  have 
said,  absent  congressional  action.  Med- 
icare will  go  bankrupt,  pure  and  sim- 
ple. But  there  is  another  compelling 
fact  to  consider.  Total  Medicare  ex- 
penditures this  fiscal  year  will  account 
for  11.5  percent  of  the  entire  Federal 
budget.  Clearly  this  growth  rate  is 
unsustainable;  it  threatens  both  cur- 
rent and  future  beneficiaries. 

Sixth,  there  are  no  easy  answers.  I 
wish  there  were  a  simple  answer  to  the 
Medicare  conundrum. 

Two  weeks  ago.  Stuart  M.  Butler, 
vice  president  and  director  of  domestic 
policy  studies  for  the  Heritage  Founda- 
tion, wrote  a  very  compelling  article 
entitled,  "The  High  Cost  of  Not  Re- 
forming Medicare." 

Mr.  Butler  clearly  and  concisely  out- 
lined the  choices  available  to  the  Con- 
gress. He  wrote; 

There  are  only  two  choices  available  to  the 
Congress; 

Choice  #1:  Do  not  change  the  way  in  which 
Medicare  is  run  b.v  the  government,  and  paj' 
for  future  benefits  by  raising  new  revenues 
through  higher  payroll  and  other  taxes  or  by 
diverting  money  from  other  programs.  This 
means  Medicare  survives  only  by  draining 
money  away  from  the  rest  of  the  budget  or 
by  raising  taxes. 

Choice  »2:  Change  the  way  Medicare  is  run 
so  that  benefits  are  delivered  more  effi- 
ciently, avoiding  future  tax  increases  or  a  di- 
version of  money  from  other  programs.  Mak- 
ing the  program  more  efficient  would  im- 
prove the  quality  of  benefits  and  the  choices 
available  to  retirees  while  reducing  the  dou- 
ble-digit rate  of  outlay  increases.  This  would 
slow  the  depletion  of  the  trust  fund  and  sta- 
bilize the  program. 

As  an  illustration  of  the  impact  of 
choice  No.  1,  Mr.  Butler  noted  that  the 
Medicare  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  could  be  put  on  a  sound,  perma- 
nent actuarial   footing  right   now— by 


raising  payroll  taxes  3.52  percent  on 
top  of  the  current  2.9-percent  rate.  The 
impact,  however,  would  be  enormous.  A 
worker  earning  $45,000  would  pay  an  ad- 
ditional $1,584  a  year,  obviously  an  un- 
wise step  which  would  not  be  accept- 
able to  the  Congress. 

Clearly,  the  better  course  of  action  is 
to  improve  the  Medicare  program, 
making  it  more  efficient  and  cost  con- 
scious. This  will  not  be  an  easy  task. 
Indeed,  it  will  be  extremely  difficult, 
perhaps  the  most  difficult  task  that 
has  faced  the  Congress  in  decades.  But 
it  must  be  done. 

In  closing.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  one  final  point. 

I  do  not  wish  to  give  the  impression 
that  I  am  diminishing  the  enormity  of 
the  task  before  us. 

I  am  extremely  concerned  about 
Medicare  reductions  of  this  magnitude. 

I  could  not  vote  for  this  budget  if  I 
thought  that  we  were  taking  an  action 
that  would  lead  to  the  demise  of  Medi- 
care. Medicare  is  a  promise  we  made  to 
our  Nation's  elderly  and  future  elderly. 

On  the  contrary,  after  considerable 
study  of  this  issue,  I  can  come  to  no 
other  conclusion  than  that  taking  no 
action  will  lead  to  the  demise  of  Medi- 
care. 

I  believe  it  would  be  both  fiscally  and 
morally  irresponsible  to  stand  aside 
and  propose  no  changes  in  Medicare, 
knowing  all  the  while  that  a  staunch 
adherence  to  the  status  quo  woulc*  lead 
to  bankruptcy  of  the  program. 

Let  me  hasten  to  add  that  I  will  be 
monitoring  this  situation  very,  very 
carefully. 

Under  the  budget  resolution,  the 
Committee  on  Finance  will  now  begin 
work  to  outline  specific  Medicare 
changes  to  meet  the  instructions  con- 
tained in  this  bill. 

As  a  member  of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee, I  intend  to  participate  fully  in 
those  deliberations,  to  make  certain 
that  the  changes  we  craft  are  as  equi- 
table and  responsible  as  possible. 

It  is  not  my  intent  that  the  changes 
we  undertake  drive  providers  out  of 
business,  force  hospital  net  operating 
margins  into  the  red,  or  deprive  bene- 
ficiaries of  needed  services,  although 
some  changes  will  certainly  have  to  be 
made  to  save  Medicare.  We  must  face 
this  situation  realistically. 

If  we  find  that  these  proposed 
changes  have  an  adverse  effect  that  af- 
fects patient  health,  whether  in  Utah 
or  anywhere  else  in  the  Nation,  I 
pledge  to  work  closely  with  my  col- 
leagues to  rectify  the  situation. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  mean  to 
downplay  the  gravity  of  the  situation. 
Reductions  of  this  magnitude,  even 
though  they  are  reductions  in  the  rate 
of  growth,  are  difficult  for  me — and  I 
would  venture  to  say  for  every  Sen- 
ator— to  support.  Such  reductions  will 
indeed  have  an  impact. 

But,  in  the  Senate,  as  in  life,  there 
are  times  when  we  have  to  do  the  right 
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thing,  even  if  it  is  also  the  hard  thing. 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  House  sim- 
ply must  see  beyond  their  next  elec- 
tions. We  must  force  ourselves  to  look 
at  the  long  term. 

The  alternative — bankruptcy  of  the 
Medicare  system— is  unthinkable  and 
must  be  avoided.  If  we  fail  in  this  task, 
the  health  care  safety  net  that  Medi- 
care provides  for  millions  of  current 
seniors — not  to  mention  those  who  are 
approaching  senior  status — will  be  lost. 

I  appreciate  that  the  Budget  Com- 
mittees  recommendations  were  adopt- 
ed with  considerable  angst.  I  commend 
Senator  Domenici  and  members  of  the 
committee  for  doing  the  right  thing. 
We  must  all  focus  on  solutions  to  this 
urgent  national  fiscal  dilemma. 

PROTECTING  .^.MERIC.^S  INFLUENCE  .ABROAD 

Mr  LEAITi'.  Mr.  President,  this 
budget  resolution  calls  for  elimination 
of  the  budget  deficit.  I  support  that 
goal,  but  there  are  many  different  ways 
to  achieve  it.  I  do  not  support  the  for- 
mula proposed  by  the  Republicans.  It 
will  hurt  the  poorest  people,  and  re- 
ward the  wealthiest.  There  is  no  better 
example  of  the  fundamental  differences 
between  Republicans  and  Democrats. 

Right  now.  I  would  like  to  focus  on 
what  the  other  side's  proposed  budget 
would  do  to  Function  150,  the  part  of 
the  budget  that  finances  programs  to 
advance  U.S.  foreign  policy. 

Function  150  is  not  a  large  item  in 
the  Federal  budget.  It  amounts  to  only 
a  little  more  than  1  percent  of  total 
Federal  expenditures.  It  is  only  8  per- 
cent of  our  budget  for  national  defense. 

But  it  is  vitally  important  to  every 
man,  woman,  and  child  in  this  country. 
The  United  States  is  the  world's  only 
remaining  superpower.  We  have  an  his- 
toric opportunity  to  influence  global 
events,  and  to  make  sure  that  political 
and  fcorionuc  develoittnent.s  around  thf. 
world  are  consistent  with  American  in- 
terests. 

The  momentum  is  already  in  the 
right  direction.  American  investments 
over  the  past  40  years  have  paid  off. 
Not  only  has  the  direct  threat  of  Com- 
munist aggression  disappeared.  The 
end  of  confrontation  between  the  two 
superpowers  has  also  caused  the  world 
to  refocus  attention  on  the  evils  of  dic- 
tatorship and  abuse  of  human  rights 
that  persist  in  many  places.  And  the 
collapse  of  centrally  planned  economic 
systems  has  discredited  state  owner- 
ship of  the  economy  all  around  the 
world.  For  the  first  time  in  history,  the 
trend  is  almost  single-mindedly  toward 
adopting  the  values  that  Americans 
hold  dear— democracy,  human  rights, 
private  property,  open  markets,  com- 
petition. 

But  it  is  much  too  early  yet  to  relax 
our  vigilance.  The  world  remains  an 
unpredictable,  violent  and  unstable 
place.  The  United  States  still  has  a 
vital  interest  in  leading  the  way  to- 
wards peace  and  democracy  and  pros- 
perity and  away  from  conflict  and  in- 
stability. 
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The  military  threat  to  America  has 
receded,  but  it  is  more  true  today  than 
ever  that  American  prosperity  is 
linked  to  conditions  in  the  rest  of  the 
world.  Millions  of  Americans  jobs  de- 
pend upon  persuading  other  countries 
to  open  their  borders  to  U.S.  exports 
and  helping  them  to  raise  their  in- 
comes so  they  can  afford  to  buy  those 
exports.  Providing  Americans  clean  air 
and  clean  water  depends  upon  inter- 
national action  to  protect  the  environ- 
ment. Keeping  Americans  healthy  de- 
pends on  cooperative  action  to  fight 
disease  in  other  countries.  Stemming 
the  flow  of  illegal  immigrants  and  refu- 
gees to  the  United  States  depends  on 
advancing  democracy  and  economic  de- 
velopment in  the  countries  from  which 
the  refugees  are  fleeing. 

For  all  that  people  complain  about 
the  U.S.  Government  wasting  money 
overseas.  Americans  overwhelmingl.v 
reject  isolationism.  They  want  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  con- 
tinue to  project  American  power  and 
influence  abroad. 

Maintaining  a  strong  military  pro- 
vides underpinning  for  that  exercise  of 
leadership.  But  who  wants  us  to  have 
to  risk  shedding  American  blood?  We 
need  the  President  to  conduct  an  ag- 
gressive, preventive  foreign  policy  that 
will  secure  America's  interests  peace- 
fully. This  is  where  Function  150  is  ab- 
solutely critical. 

It  is  Function  150  that  provides  the 
funding  for  the  President  to  lead: 

It  pays  for  the  State  Department  and 
U.S.  Embassies  around  the  globe  that 
maintain  communication  with  foreign 
government.=  and  pursue  cooperation 
with  them.  It  funds  the  diplomacy  that 
just  a  few  weeks  ago  secured  the  indefi- 
nite extension  of  the  Nuclear  Non-Pro- 
liferatinn  Treaty,  with  the  enormous 
promise  it  offers  for  reducing  the 
threat  of  nuclear  explosions. 

It  funds  U.S.  contributions  to  the 
various  international  organizations 
that  are  the  glue  that  holds  our  inter- 
national economic  system  together: 

The  United  Nations  which  notwith- 
standing its  weaknesses— weaknesses 
that  stem  primarily  from  the  dif- 
ferences of  its  members — plays  a  criti- 
cal role  in  focusing  international  at- 
tention on  world  problems  and  helping 
resolve  them; 

The  International  Monetary  Fund 
which  brings  governments  together  to 
protect  the  stability  of  the  inter- 
national monetary  system;  and 

The  World  Bank  and  regional  devel- 
opment banks  that  mobilize  capital  to 
help  the  poorer  countries  develop  eco- 
nomic policies  that  will  produce  equi- 
table, sustainable  economic  growth. 

It  funds  America's  bilateral  assist- 
ance programs.  These  include  programs 
for  helping  Rwandans  fleeing  from 
genocide:  programs  for  containing  the 
spread  of  AIDS  and  other  deadly,  infec- 
tious diseases;  programs  for  assisting 
Russia  to  install  democratic  systems 


and  privatize  state-owned  enterprises: 
programs  for  advancing  the  Middle 
East  peace  process. 

It  funds  the  efforts  of  the  Export  Im- 
port Bank  of  the  United  States  and 
other  agencies  to  promote  U.S.  exports. 

The  budget  resolution  envisions  a 
$2.4  billion  reduction  in  Function  150 
spending  in  the  1996  fiscal  year,  with 
additional  reductions  in  subsequent 
years.  This  may  not  seem  like  much  in 
a  $1.5  trillion  budget,  but  it  amounts  to 
over  12  percent  of  the  current  Function 
1.50  budget.  Subtracting  out  accounts 
that  cannot  be  reduced,  it  means  cuts 
of  over  30  percent  in  many  of  the  re- 
maining accounts.  This  is  not  stream- 
lining, this  is  decapitation. 

Mr.  President,  quite  simply,  the  cuts 
in  Function  150  that  the  budget  resolu- 
tion contemplates  would  undermine 
the  President's  ability  to  protect 
American  interests  abroad  by  non-mili- 
tary means.  Let  me  cite  just  a  few  ex- 
amples: 

We  would  abandon  efforts  to  promote 
political  and  economic  reform  in  Rus- 
sia and  the  other  former  centrally 
planned  economies.  Given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  help  turn  our  worst  enemy 
into  a  friend,  the  Republicans  want  us 
to  shrug  and  turn  our  backs.  I  am  not 
thrilled  with  everything  Russia  is 
doing.  The  destruction  of  Chechnya 
embodies  the  worst  of  old-style  Soviet 
heavy-handed  repression.  But  there 
have  been  many  astonishingly  positive 
developments  in  Russia,  Ukraine,  and 
the  other  central  and  eastern  European 
countries  over  the  past  couple  of  years 
too.  Enhanced  freedom  of  the  press. 
Privatization  of  enterprise.  Elections. 
Our  aid  is  aimed  at  advancing  reform. 
What  foll.v  for  us  not  to  seek  to  nur- 
ture what  is  good  in  the  new  Europe. 

We  would  virtually  terminate  efforts 
through  the  World  Bank  to  promote 
economic  reform  and  growth  in  the 
poorest  countries  of  sub-Saharan  Afri- 
ca and  Asia.  This  is  no  trivial  matter. 
If  these  countries,  with  their  hundreds 
of  millions  of  people,  start  to  grow, 
they  will  offer  vast  new  markets  for 
employment-generating  U.S.  exports. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  descend  into 
fratricidal  war  and  economic  decay, 
they  will  produce  ever-more-over- 
whelming flows  of  refugees  and  disease. 
Representing  not  just  the  United 
States  but  the  entire  world  commu- 
nity, the  World  Bank  and  the  other 
multilateral  development  banks  are 
the  most  promising  instrument  for 
bringing  change  to  these  desperate 
countries.  In  the  past  few  years,  they 
have  finally  begun  to  record  success  in 
producing  broad-based  growth  in  some 
of  these  countries.  For  less  than  $2  bil- 
lion per  year,  the  United  States  has  the 
prospect  of  promoting  the  development 
of  economies  accounting  for  a  third  or 
more  of  the  world's  population.  This  is 
a  sound  investment.  The  Republican 
budget  resolution  would  cancel  that  in- 
vestment. 


Wc  would  slash  spending  on  bilateral 
development  assistance.  This  is  assist- 
ance that  is  keyed  directly  to  U.S.  in- 
terests. We  promote  democracy  and 
sustainable  development  in  countries 
that  are  major  sources  of  refugees  and 
migrants.  The  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  has  taken  deci- 
sive steps  during  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration to  bring  its  activities  fully  into 
sync  with  U.S.  foreign  policy  priorities. 
It  is  grossly  inaccurate  to  call  its  pro- 
grams tax-dollar  throw-aways,  as  some 
have  said. 

Programs  of  special  interest  to  many 
Senators,  like  aid  to  Eastern  Europe 
and  the  Baltics,  Cyprus  and  Ireland, 
and  military  aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey, 
would  be  eliminated.  The  Ex-Im  Bank. 
Peace  Corps.  PLr^BO  food  aid,  and  edu- 
cational exchanges  would  all  be 
slashed. 

Of  course,  the  United  States  cannot 
do  any  of  this  by  itself.  But  no  one  is 
asking  us  to.  The  United  States  has  al- 
ready fallen  to  21st  among  foreign  aid 
donors  in  the  percentage  of  national  in- 
come that  it  devotes  to  development 
assistance.  We  aren't  even  the  largest 
donor  in  terms  of  dollar  amount  any- 
more. Japan  has  now  left  us  in  the 
dust.  The  budget  resolution  would 
force  us  to  withdraw  from  broad  areas 
of  development  assistance  entirely. 

When  I  became  chairman  of  the  For- 
eign Operation  .Subcommittee  in  fiscal 
year  1990,  the  Foreign  Operations  budg- 
et, which  makes  up  two-thirds  of  the 
Function  150  account,  was  $14.6  billion. 
During  my  6  years  as  chairman,  we  cut 
that  budget  by  6.5  percent — not  even 
taking  into  account  inflation— while 
the  remainder  of  the  discretionary 
spending  in  the  Federal  budget  in- 
creased by  4.8  percent.  Most  of  those 
cuts  wore  in  militar^'  o^h  T*v>r»^*  iimT.rt  o 
calculated  response  to  the  end  of  the 
cold  war.  But  that  job  is  now  pretty 
well  done.  Foreign  aid  today  is  sub- 
stantially less  than  it  was  during  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  administrations. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  recognize 
that  there  is  a  limit  to  how  far  we  can 
cut  our  budget  for  international  af- 
fairs. Our  allies  are  scratching  their 
heads,  wondering  why  the  United 
States,  with  the  opportunity  to  exer- 
cise influence  in  the  world  more  cheap- 
ly than  ever  before,  is  turning  its  back 
and  walking  away.  We  are  inviting 
whoever  else  wants  to — friend  or  foe — 
to  step  into  the  vacuum  and  pursue 
their  interests  at  our  expense. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
historic  moment — today  we  are  closer 
than  ever  before  to  putting  America's 
economic  house  in  order.  The  last  time 
Congress  balanced  the  budget  was 
1969 — more  than  a  quarter-century  ago. 
Since  that  time,  and  despite  the  will  of 
the  American  people.  Congress  has 
been  overdrawing  the  public  checkbook 
year  after  .year  after  year. 

Today  the  opportunity  has  come  to 
put  an  end  to  out  of  control  Federal 


spending— spending  that  has  taken 
money  from  the  private  sector,  the 
very  sector  that  creates  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic opportunity  for  all  Americans, 
spending  that  gambles  away  our  chil- 
dren's future— spending  that  costs  us 
jobs  in  the  workplace  and  economic  se- 
curity in  the  home. 

For  too  long.  Congress  has  faced  the 
deficit  dilemma  like  an  errant  alco- 
holic or  perpetual  dieter,  with  the 
words:  We'll  start  tomorrow.  Well.  Mr. 
President,  this  is  tomorrow,  and  the 
budget  that  Senator  Domenici  and  oth- 
ers have  crafted  is  the  cure.  It  is  the 
only  cure. 

The  President's  budget  proposals  for 
next  year  offer  clear  evidence  of  the 
lack  of  political  will  to  make  the  hard 
choices  when  it  comes  to  cutting  gov- 
ernment spending.  At  first,  his  decision 
was  not  to  fight  for  further  deficit  re- 
duction this  year.  Now.  because  he  sees 
what  the  House  and  Senate  have  done, 
he's  revisited  the  issue,  offering  an- 
other watered-down  proposal.  It's  kind 
of  like  the  little  boy  who — wanting  to 
bend  the  rules  to  benefit  himself— holds 
his  breath  until  he  turns  blue,  then,  re- 
alizing he  can  hold  it  no  longer,  tries 
to  save  face  by  renegotiating  the  rules 
of  the  game. 

This  is  no  time  for  politics.  The 
American  people  are  crying  out  for  a 
smaller,  more  efficient  government. 
They  are  concerned  about  the  trends 
that  for  too  long  have  put  the  interests 
of  big  government  before  the  interests 
of  our  families  and  job-creating  private 
sector.  They  are  irritated  by  the  double 
standard  that  exists  between  how  our 
families  are  required  to  balance  their 
checkbooks  and  how  government  is  al- 
lowed to  continue  spending  despite  its 
deficit  accounts. 

It  is  clear.  Mr.  President.  Th°  ^^im*^ 
has  come  to  heed  the  will  of  the  people. 
It  is  our  duty,  not  only  to  heed  their 
will,  but  to  act  in  their  best  interest. 
And  that  is  what  this  budget  is  all 
about.  It  makes  the  hard  choices, 
eliminating  some  140  programs.  It  con- 
solidates duplication  and  makes  Fed- 
eral programs  run  more  efficiently, 
more  effectively,  placing  many  of  the 
existing  programs  back  in  the  States 
where  they  belong.  The  Republican 
budget  also  allows  for  a  $175  billion  re- 
serve fund  to  finance  tax  cuts  when  the 
budget  reaches  balance. 

The  budget  holds  Congress  and  the 
White  House  up  as  leaders — as  exam- 
ples in  the  effort  to  reduce  government 
spending.  Both  the  legislative  and  ex- 
ecutive are  required  to  reduce  spending 
by  25  percent.  This  budget  protects  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare— vital  pro- 
grams to  the  well-being  of  millions  of 
Americans,  but  programs  that  would  be 
bankrupt  within  a  few  years  without 
the  provisions  offered  in  this  budget. 
And.  Mr.  President,  this  budget  does 
not  cut  those  programs;  spending  con- 
tinues to  increase.  WTiat  this  budget 
does  is  slow  down  the  rate  of  increased 


spending  to  a  level  that  will  allow  the 
programs  to  survive!  It  is  that  simple, 
and  do  not  let  anyone  tell  you  other- 
wise. 

Social  Security  spending  will  in- 
crease from  $334  billion  to  $482  billion 
over  the  next  7  years.  Medicare  spend- 
ing will  increase  at  an  average  of  7.1 
percent  annually,  rising  from  $178  bil- 
lion this  year  to  $283  billion  by  fiscal 
year  2002.  This  budget  is  the  only  work- 
able answer  on  the  table.  President 
Clinton  himself  has  warned  about  how 
these  programs  are  going  to  be  insol- 
vent in  the  near  future.  Yet.  he  has  of- 
fered no  viable  alternative. 

His  most  recent  effort  to  counter  the 
House  and  Senate  budgets  plan  is  little 
more  than  political  twaddle.  The  Wash- 
ington Post  itself  noted  that  this 
counter  budget  which  we  have  yet  to 
see  is  ironic  in  that  just  3  months  ago 
the  President  'sent  Congress  a  budget 
that  increases  the  federal  deficit."  Mr. 
President,  this  is  not  a  game.  We  are 
talking  about  real  life,  real  jobs,  real 
families  and  communities  and  the  fu- 
ture of  our  children.  Balancing  the 
budget  for  our  Nation  is  one  of  the 
most  important  steps  we  can  take  to 
ensure  the  economic  opportunities  for 
prosperity  for  our  children  and  for  our 
children's  children. 

As  a  nation — and  as  individuals — we 
are  morally  bound  to  pass  opportunity 
and  security  to  the  next  generation. 
This  is  what  the  budget  we  are  propos- 
ing today  will  help  us  do.  As  Thomas 
Paine  has  written,  no  government  or 
group  of  people  has  the  right  to  shack- 
le succeeding  generations  with  its  obli- 
gations. Without  this  budget,  children 
born  today  will  have  a  tax  burden  of  up 
to  84  percent  of  their  lifetime  earnings: 
without  this  budget,  each  child  who 
owes  $18,500  in  hio  share  of  the  national 
debt  will  find  that  obligation  increas- 
ing to  $23,000  in  just  5  years.  Without 
this  budget,  there  will  be  no  real  and 
meaningful  reduction  in  the  size  and 
overbearing  power  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee  I  have  out- 
lined a  plan  to  reduce  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy, eliminate  outdated  and 
wasteful  government  programs,  and  to 
strengthen  government's  ability  to  bet- 
ter serve  the  taxpayers. 

In  January  I  kicked  off  a  series  of 
hearings  on  "Government  Reform: 
Building  a  Structure  for  the  21st  Cen- 
tury." It  is  my  belief  that  as  we  move 
into  the  21st  century,  so  should  our 
Government.  Innovative  technologies 
should  allow  us  to  cut  out  many  layers 
of  management  bureaucracy,  and  re- 
duce Federal  employment.  Pro- 
grammatic changes  should  also  occur. 

Last  month  I  released  a  report  that 
asked  the  GAO  to  examine  the  current 
structure  of  the  Federal  Government. 
The  GAO  examined  all  budget  and  gov- 
ernment functions  and  missions.  They 
did  not  conduct  in-depth  analysis,  but 
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simply  illustrated  the  complex  web  and 
conflicting  missions  under  which  agen- 
cies are  currently  operating. 

The  GAO  report  confirms  that  our 
Federal  behemoth  must  be  reformed  to 
meet  the  needs  of  all  taxpayers  for  the 
21st  century.  I  am  convinced  that  it  is 
through  a  smaller,  smarter  government 
we  will  be  able  to  serve  Americans  into 
the  next  century. 

Deficit  spending  cannot  continue.  We 
can  no  longer  allow  waste,  inefficiency. 
and  overbearing  government  to 
consume  the  potential  of  America's  fu- 
ture. I  am  committed  to  spending  re- 
straint as  we  move  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  And  I  ask  my 
colleagues — and  all  Americans — to  sup- 
port our  efforts. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  the  Senate's  debate  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  was  a  turn- 
ing point  in  this  session  of  Congress— 
perhaps  a  turning  point  in  the  eco- 
nomic affairs  of  our  country.  It  was  im- 
portant, not  for  its  disappointing  final 
vote,  but  for  the  issues  it  clarified. 

During  that  debate,  opponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  again  and  again  chal- 
lenged those  of  us  supporting  it.  If  you 
really  want  a  balanced  budget,  propose 
one.  One  Member  of  this  body  put  it 
like  this:  'Let  Senators  get  to  work  to 
show  Americans  we  have  the  courage 
this  amendment  presumes  that  we 
lack." 

This  seemed  like  a  good  argument  to 
many  people — an  argument  against 
easy  hypocrisy  on  the  budget.  Oppo- 
nents of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment pressed  it  as  hard  and  as  far  as 
they  could. 

They  threw  down  a  gauntlet  before  a 
watching  Nation.  This  week.  Repub- 
licans have  picked  it  up.  And  those  who 
made  that  challenge  have  fled  from  the 
field- -proposing  nothing  constructive 
of  their  own.  They  revealed  that  their 
point  in  the  balanced  budget  debate 
was  not  a  conviction,  but  an  alibi. 

For  the  first  time  since  the  1960's, 
thanks  to  this  Republican  7-year  budg- 
et—offered both  in  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate, we  can  see  our  way  clear  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  After  40  years  of  wander- 
ing in  the  desert  of  deficit  spending,  we 
are  finally  destined  for  the  promised 
land  of  balanced  budgets. 

There  is  courage  in  this  budget — 
courage  we  have  not  seen  for  decades, 
courage  that  makes  this  an  historic 
moment.  But.  if  we  are  honest,  it  is 
courage  without  alternatives.  The  sta- 
tus quo  may  be  comfortable,  but  it  is 
not  sustainable.  The  road  we  are  on 
may  seem  wide  and  easy,  but  it  ends 
with  a  cliff,  and  the  fall  will  be  disas- 
trous for  our  economy,  disastrous  for 
our  people  (including  our  seniors).  Dis- 
astrous for  our  children,  and  for  this 
Nation's  future. 

The  figures  are  familiar,  but  they 
have  lost  none  of  their  power  to  shock. 
Our  national  debt  currently  stands  at 
$4  8  trillion,  which  translates  into 
$19,000  for  every  man.  woman,  and  child 
in  .America.  This  figure  will  jump  to 
$23,000  by  2002.  If  we  ignore  our  budget 
crisis,  a  child  born  this  year  will  pay 
$187,150  over  their  lifetime  just  in  in- 
terest on  the  national  debt. 


The  argument  for  immediate 
change— immediate  restraint — is  sim- 
ple. It  is  one  of  our  highest  moral  tra- 
ditions for  parents  to  sacrifice  for  the 
sake  of  their  children.  It  is  the  depth  of 
selfishness  to  call  on  children  to  sac- 
rifice for  the  sake  of  their  parents.  If 
we  continue  on  our  current  path,  we 
will  violate  a  trust  between  genera- 
tions, and  earn  the  contempt  of  the  fu- 
ture. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  we  need  cuts 
in  government  to  balance  the  budget. 
But  there  is  one  more  reason  as  well. 
We  need  cuts  in  government  because 
government  itself  is  too  large— too 
large  in  our  economy,  and  too  large  in 
our  lives.  Even  if  the  books  were  bal- 
anced, we  would  still  need  a  sober  reas- 
sessment of  the  Federal  Government's 
role  and  reach. 

This  is  not  a  matter  of  money  alone. 
We  require  cuts  in  government  because 
endless,  useless,  duplicative  programs 
should  not  be  (to  use  a  favorite  term  of 
the  administration)  'Reinvented"— 
they  should  be  terminated.  Because  we 
reject  the  vision  of  a  passive  Nation. 
where  an  arrogant  government  sets  the 
rules.  Because  we  want  to  return,  not 
only  to  an  affordable  government,  but 
to  a  limited  government.  And  those 
limits  will  help  unleash  the  unlimited 
potential  of  our  economy  and  our  peo- 
ple. 

Votes  we  make  during  this  debate  are 
likely  to  be  some  of  the  toughest  we 
ever  cast.  But  if  we  are  honest,  most  of 
those  votes  would  not  be  tough  calls 
for  most  Americans.  I  have  yet  to  meet 
a  man  or  woman  from  my  State  who 
believes  that  reducing  the  rate  of 
growth  in  government  is  anything  but 
a  minimal  commitment  to  common 
sense. 

The  changes  made  by  this  budget  are 
bold,  but  not  radical.  They  are  ambi- 
tious, but  not  dangerous.  This  is  a 
careful  plan  to  meet  a  specific  need. 

Under  the  Senate  resolution.  Govern- 
ment spending  will  rise  from  its  cur- 
rent level  of  51.355  trillion  to  $1,884  tril- 
lion in  2002.  This  is  an  increase  of  near- 
ly 40  percent.  To  put  this  in  perspec- 
tive, a  family  currently  making 
$45.000— if  its  income  grew  at  the  rate 
Government  will  grow  under  the  Re- 
publican plan— would  be  making  $63,000 
in  2002.  Surely  a  family  could  construct 
a  budget  to  meet  this  higher  level  of 
spending.  The  Federal  Government  will 
be  required,  under  the  Republican  plan, 
to  do  the  same. 

There  are  honest  disagreements 
about  the  merits  and  priorities  of 
many  of  these  reductions.  I  expect  we 
will  have  a  hard-fought  debate. 

On  Medicare,  it  was  the  President's 
own  commission  which  concluded: 
"The  Medicare  Program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form,  we 
strongly  recommend  that  the  crisis 
presented  by  the  financial  condition  of 
the  Medicare  trust  funds  be  urgently 
addressed  on  a  comprehensive  basis." 
Reforming  Medicare  and  flowing  its 
growth  is  precisely  what  the  adminis- 
tration itself  proposed.  "We  feel  con- 
fident." said  Hillary  Clinton,  "that  we 
can  reduce  the  rate  of  increase  in  Medi- 
care without  undermining  quality  for 
Medicare  recipients."  Ira  Magaziner 
added,  "slowing  the  rate  of  growth  ac- 


tually benefits  beneficiaries  consider- 
ably because  it  slows  the  rate  of 
growth  of  the  premium.s  they  have  to 
pay." 

Under  this  budget.  Medicare  will  re- 
main the  fastest  growing  item  in  the 
Federal  budget,  increasing  at  an  an- 
nual rate  of  7.1  percent.  Spending  on 
Medicare  alone  will  grow  from  $178  bil- 
lion this  year  to  $283  billion  in  '2002— an 
increase  of  59  percent. 

As  promised.  Social  Security  will  re- 
main untouched.  Spending  will  actu- 
ally increase  from  the  current  annual 
total  of  $334  billion  to  $480  billion  in 
2002.  One  of  our  central  goals  has  been 
to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Social 
Security  system.  Social  Security  bene- 
fits will  be  preserved. 

I  firmly  support  this  budget — but  I 
have  two  concerns,  which  will  eventu- 
ally come  to  the  center  of  our  debate. 

Our  Government  has  a  budget  deficit 
which  cannot  be  sustained.  But  there  is 
another  deficit  that  concerns  Ameri- 
cans as  well— a  deficit  in  the  resources 
of  families  to  care  for  their  own.  A  def- 
icit we  have  created  by  increased  tax- 
ation over  the  years,  an  erosion  in  the 
personal  exemption.  Many  families  are 
in  a  permanent  recession,  directly 
caused  by  Government  policies. 

We  must  understand,  first,  that  a 
balanced  budget  and  family-oriented, 
growth-oriented  tax  relief  are  not  mu- 
tually exclusive  proposals.  They  are 
part  of  the  same  movement  in  Amer- 
ica—a movement  to  limit  our  Govern- 
ment and  empower  our  people.  One  idea 
implies  and  requires  the  other— when 
we  reduce  public  spending,  we  should 
increase  the  resources  of  families  to 
meet  their  own  needs.  That  is  a  good 
investment,  a  sound  investment.  A  dol- 
lar spent  by  families  is  far  more  useful 
than  a  dollar  spent  by  Government. 

America  can  have  a  balanced  budget 
and  tax  relief  for  families.  No  choice  is 
necessary  between  them.  One  proposal 
in  particular  makes  this  clear.  An 
amendment  th.it  v.'ill  be  offered  by  Sen 
ator  Gr.amm  slows  the  growth  of  spend- 
ing to  3  percent  rather  than  the  3.3  per- 
cent currently  outlined  in  the  resolu- 
tion—allowing additional  funds  for  tax 
cuts.  Giving  the  American  people  back 
just  1.5  percent  of  total  budget  spend- 
ing is  not  too  much  to  ask. 

Senator  Gr.-\.mm's  amendment  em- 
bodies the  provisions  of  the  families 
first  legislation  that  I  introduced  ear- 
lier this  year  with  Senator  Rod  Gr.am.s. 
It  proves  that  deficit  reduction  and  tax 
relief  can  go  hand-in-hand.  We  have 
met  the  challenge  of  those  who  said  it 
could  not  be  done.  Adding  this  provi- 
sion to  the  budget  resolution  will  prove 
to  families  all  across  the  Nation  that 
their  concerns  are  a  central  element  of 
budget  reform. 

It  is  time  to  admit  that  when  fami- 
lies fail,  so  does  our  society.  Their  fi- 
nancial crisis  is  as  urgent  and  as  im- 
portant as  an,y  other  priority  in  this 
debate.  The  Gramm  amendment  is  a 
way  for  the  Senate  to  prove  it. 

Much  of  the  opposition  to  tax  relief 
seems  to  be  based  on  a  myth — a  myth 
that  tax  cuts  somehow  cost  the  Gov- 
ernment money.  But  Government  pro- 
duces nothing,  and  has  no  resources  of 
its  own  to  spend.  Tax  cuts  are  not  a 
waste  of  Government  funds.  They  are 


simply  a  method  to  allow  Americans  to 
keep  their  own  money  and  care  for 
themselves.  They  are  a  method  to  build 
working  independence  as  an  alter- 
native to  destructive  government  pa- 
ternalism. 

My  second  concern  relates  to  our 
level  of  defense  spending.  The  Clinton 
budget  is  clearly  inadequate  to  retain 
our  long-term  readiness  and  the  qual- 
ity of  life  of  our  troops.  On  this  issue 
we  are  talking  about  the  primary  pur- 
pose of  government— to  defend  our  na- 
tional interests  without  placing  our 
soldiers  at  needless  risk.  We  have  seen 
disturbing  evidence  in  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  that  the  Clinton  level 
of  funding  will  leave  our  forces  without 
all  the  tools,  training  and  conditions  to 
fulfill  the  roles  we  will  ask  of  them. 

Many  of  us  are  struggling  to  recoup 
at  least  some  of  this  shortfall.  Senator 
ThtrmonI)  will  be  proposing  an  amend- 
ment to  restore  a  portion  of  this  fund- 
ing. I  hope  the  Senate  will  support  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  come  to  the 
beginning  of  the  end  of  deficit  spending 
in  America.  We  have  come  to  this  place 
because  there  is  no  alternative.  Two 
decades  of  promises,  two  decades  of 
rhetoric,  budget  proposals,  budget 
deals,  tax  increases,  unfulfilled  prom- 
ises on  spending  cuts,  all  these  have 
failed.  This  is  the  best  argument  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment— defeated, 
for  the  moment,  by  just  one  vote.  So 
we  turn  to  this  effort-  the  only  effort— 
the  only  game  in  town. 

The  President  has  abdicated  his  lead- 
ership on  this  most  critical  of  all  issues 
facing  our  Nation.  Likewise,  Demo- 
crats have  offered  no  alternative  of 
their  own. 

So  we  have  come  to  a  time  that  is 
unique  and  historic— an  authentic  mo- 
ment of  decision.  It  is  a  moment  to  act 
worthy  of  our  words  and  keep  faith 
with  the  future. 

COMMUNITY  DEVKLOt'MENT  BLOCK  GRANT 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  5ARBANES.  Mr.  President,  i  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's proposals  with  respect  to  the 
Community  Block  Grant  [CDBG]  pro- 
gram. The  Budget  Committee's  report 
that  accompanies  the  budget  resolu- 
tion recommends  a  50  percent  cut  in 
the  CDBG  Program  and  calls  for 
targeting  CDBG  funds  to  the  most 
ncod.y  areas.  I  strongly  oppose  those. 
CDBG  funds  are  a  critical  component 
of  this  Nation's  efforts  to  revitalize  its 
low-  and  moderate-income  commu- 
nities. CDBG  is  already  well-targeted 
to  distressed  communities,  and.  more 
importantly.  CDBG  is  well-targeted  to 
low-income  neighborhoods  within  those 
communities  that  receive  the  block 
grants. 

CDBG  has  been  a  major  element  of 
our  Nation's  housing  and  community 
development  strategy  for  over  20  years. 
CDBG  was  signed  into  law  in  1974  by 
then  President  Gerald  Ford.  It  is  sur- 
prising to  me  that  the  Republican 
budget-cutters  have  targeted  this  pro- 
gram for  inordinate  cuts,  because 
CDBG  is  an  excellent  example  of  the 
policy  approaches  that  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  espouse. 


CDBG  is  a  block  grant.  The  program 
distributes  its  funds  on  a  formula  basis 
to  State  and  local  governments,  and 
provides  jurisdictions  with  flexibility 
on  the  use  of  the  funds  within  broad 
national  objectives.  CDBG  embodies 
the  principle  of  developing  responsibil- 
ity and  decision-making  to  local  gov- 
ernments. It  allows  local  governments 
to  tailor  specific  solutions  to  meet 
their  specific  community  development 
needs. 

The  need  for  these  resources  is  vast. 
Too  many  of  our  Nation's  communities 
still  suffer.  "Vacant  housing,  closed 
plants,  and  empty  shops  are  the  visible 
manifestations  of  neighborhoods  with 
persistent  unemployment,  broken  fam- 
ilies, and  high  crime  rates.  We  know 
that  revitalizing  distressed  commu- 
nities requires  a  multi-faceted  ap- 
proach: successful  strategies  are  using 
community-based  organizations  to  de- 
liver programs  that  simultaneously  at- 
tack the  physical  blight  while  address- 
ing the  social  service  needs  of  the  resi- 
dents. With  its  built-in  flexibility, 
CDBG  allows  local  governments  to  im- 
plement comprehensive  strategies  that 
may,  for  example,  combine  the  reha- 
bilitation of  the  commercial  strip,  with 
the  small  business  start-up  loans,  with 
the  job  training  for  local  residents  and 
the  child  care. 

The  'Budget  Committee's  notion  of 
targeting  CDBG  should  also  be  consid- 
ered carefully.  CDBG  is  already  well- 
targeted.  The  formula  for  the  program 
does  a  good  job  of  distributing  CDBG 
funds  by  need:  50  percent  of  the  pro- 
gram funds  go  to  the  20  percent  most 
distressed  cities  based  on  a  distress 
ranking  created  by  HUD.  Only  5  per- 
cent of  the  funds  go  to  the  least  dis- 
tressed cities.  Moreover,  program  data 

funds  go  to  benefit  low-  and  moderate- 
income  households  consistent  with  the 
national  purpose  of  the  program. 

In  the  past,  proponents  of  targeting 
have  proposed  three  types  of  ap- 
proaches. Some  have  proposed  to  cut 
off  formula  grant  funds  to  smaller 
communities,  forcing  these  commu- 
nities to  compete  for  funds  through  tne 
state-administered  program.  Others 
have  proposed  to  eliminate  grants  to 
wealthier  communities.  And,  still  oth- 
ers would  tighten  the  criteria  HUD 
uses  to  measure  program  benefits. 

CDBG  currently  provides  a  direct  for- 
mula grant  to  more  than  900  urban 
counties,  communities  with  popu- 
lations above  50,000  people,  and  consor- 
tia of  smaller  communities.  Allowing 
these  communities  to  receive  annual, 
reliable  formula  grants  is  extremely 
important  from  the  perspective  of  the 
local  jurisdiction's  need  to  plan  for  the 
use  of  the  funds  and  to  pursue  long- 
term  strategies. 

In  some  wealthier  jurisdictions. 
CDBG  rules  often  provide  the  impetus 
for  community  development  activities 
in     low-income     neighborhoods     that 


would  not  otherwise  occur— especially 
if  the  communities  were  entirely  re- 
sponsible for  serving  their  poorer 
neighborhoods  out  of  own-source  reve- 
nues. CDBG's  fundamental  national  ob- 
jective of  serving  low-  and  moderate- 
income  neighborhoods  argues  for  a  con- 
tinued distribution  of  CDBG  funds  to 
all  jurisdictions  with  these  needs. 

Finally,  it  would  be  ironic  if,  by  call- 
ing for  targeting,  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee were  proposing  to  tighten  the  cri- 
teria that  govern  how  communities  use 
the  funds.  Tighter  targeting  criteria 
would  take  away  local  discretion  and 
flexibility,  and,  therefore,  run  counter 
to  the  philosophy  of  those  who  promote 
block  grants.  Moreover,  forcing  grant- 
ees to  spend  more  of  their  funds  to  ben- 
efit poorer  neighborhoods  is  not  a  ra- 
tionale for  a  50-percent  cut  in  program 
funds.  Indeed,  the  resource  needs  of  our 
poorest  communities  are  so  vast,  that 
if  the  program  objective  was  based  on 
only  strict  targeting  to  very  poor 
neighborhoods,  this  would  make  the 
case  for  increased  funding. 

I  would  argue  that  given  the  limited 
resources,  preserving  the  current  pro- 
gram targeting  is  desirable.  States, 
counties,  and  cities  may  find  that  an 
optimal  economic  development  strat- 
egy would  be  to  use  small  amounts  of 
CDBG  assistance  to  leverage  private 
investment  in  areas  with  other  existing 
features  attractive  to  investors.  Grant- 
ees who  have  been  losing  population, 
may  want  to  focus  community  develop- 
ment activities  on  stabilizing  mixed  in- 
come neighborhoods  or  in  pursuing 
strategies  to  lure  moderate-income 
households  into  low-income  neighbor- 
hoods. These  are  local  decisions  and  ap- 
propriate community  development 
strategies. 

I  oppose  the  Republicans  proposed 
cut  of  00  percent  in  CDBG  Fiuitiiairi 
funds  because  CDBG  is  making  a  dif- 
ference in  thousands  of  American  com- 
munities. A  recent  evaluation  of  the 
CDBG  Program  by  the  Urban  Institute 
concludes  that  "...  the  program  has 
made  an  important  contribution  to 
city  community  development,  includ- 
ing demonstrated  successes  in  achiev- 
ing local  neighborhood  stabilization 
and  revitalization  objectives.  It's  fair 
to  say  that  in  almost  every  city,  neigh- 
borhoods would  have  been  worse  off 
had  the  program  never  existed,  and  cer- 
tainly, cities  would  not  have  embarked 
on  the  housing  and  redevelopment  pro- 
grams that  now  comprise  a  core  func- 
tion of  municipal  government.  Further, 
CDBG-funded  programs  clearly  benefit 
those  for  whom  the  program  was  in- 
tended— low-  and  moderate-income  per- 
sons and  neighborhoods — and  does  so 
by  a  substantially  greater  degree  than 
the  minimum  required  under  law." 

Mr.  President,  CDBG  has  a  proven 
track  record.  Our  Nation's  commu- 
nities continue  to  need  our  support. 

OPPOSITION  TO  TRANSIT  CLTS 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  express  my  strong  opposition 
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to  the  Budget  Committee's  proposal  to 
eliminate  Federal  mass  transit  operat- 
ing subsidies. 

The  report  that  accompanies  the 
Senate  Budget  Resolution  calls  for 
eliminating  mass  transit  operating 
subsidies.  Simply  stated,  these  cuts 
will  have  significant  consequences  for 
our  Nation's  communities  by  leading 
to  increased  fares,  reductions  in  serv- 
ices, and  losses  in  ridership.  As  a  re- 
sult, working  people  will  find  it  more 
difficult  and  costly  to  get  to  their  jobs, 
roadways  will  become  more  congested, 
and  environmental  quality  will  decline. 

Public  transportation  is  a  critical 
element  of  our  economy.  In  1990.  8.8  bil- 
lion Americans  took  transit  trips;  7.5 
million  people  ride  public  transpor- 
tation every   weekday.   Of  these   trips 

54.4  percent  are  trips  to  work.  An  addi- 
tional 20  percent  of  the  trips  taken  by 
transit  riders  are  to  get  to  school  or  to 
access  medical  services.  Trips  to  work 
are  especially  important  uses  of  transit 
systems  in  large  urban  areas:  use  of 
bus  service  by  elderly  households  to 
get  medical  attention  is  the  largest 
component  of  rides  in  smaller  commu- 
nities and  rural  areas. 

A  high  proportion  of  transit  riders 
are  low-income  persons  or  minorities. 

27.5  percent  of  the  transit  ridership  has 
incomes  below  515,000  compared  to  16.9 
percent  in  the  general  population.  Afri- 
can-American and  Hispanic  riders  as  a 
percentage  of  total  ridership  are  more 
than  two  limes  the  percentage  of  Afri- 
can-American and  Hispanic  individuals 
in  the  general  population.  However,  the 
importance  of  transit  for  working  peo- 
ple is  underscored  by  statistics  show- 
ing that  55  percent  of  the  riders  have 
incomes  between  $15,000  and  $50,000. 

For  most  transit  systems,  operating 
rovpTi'!?'?  are  a  cnmhinatinn  nf  faros 
and  Federal  and  State  money.  Assum- 
ing no  increases  in  State  contributions, 
fares  would,  on  average,  have  to  in- 
crease 50  percent  to  make  up  for  the 
loss  of  revenue.  Cuts  in  operating  sub- 
sidies will  also  have  disparate  impacts 
on  smaller  communities.  Federal  oper- 
ating subsidies  make  up  21  percent  of 
total  operating  revenues  for  transit 
systems  in  communities  below  200.000 
people  compared  to  13  percent  on  aver- 
age for  all  transit  systems.  Fares 
would  nearly  have  to  double  for  these 
smaller  systems.  This  assumes  no  cut- 
backs in  services  and  no  loss  in  rider- 
ship as  a  result  of  the  fare  increases. 


Many  individuals  faced  either  with 
increased  fares  or  decreased  service 
will  either  have  to  give  up  their  em- 
ployment or  use  their  cars  to  get  to 
work.  According  to  an  article  by  Neal 
R.  Pierce  in  the  National  Journal  on 
April  15  of  this  year,  one  study  already 
puts  the  cost  of  traffic  congestion  at 
$100  billion  a  year  in  lost  productivity. 
Fewer  transit  riders  and  more  drivers 
will  exacerbate  this  problem.  More  cars 
on  the  road  and  increased  congestion 
will  worsen  air  quality  in  metropolitan 
areas  where  environmental  quality  is 
already  strained. 

I  realize.  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Budget  Resolution  itself  does  not  cut 
transit  operating  subsidies.  Decisions 
with  respect  to  the  appropriate  level  of 
funding  for  operating  subsidies  are  left 
up  to  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
However.  I  felt  it  was  important  to 
raise  a  voice  in  opposition^o  the  rec- 
ommendation in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee's report  at  this  time  and  to  urge 
my  colleagues  to  begin  to  focus  on  the 
many  costs  to  our  citizens  that  would 
occur  if  the  Budget  Committee's  pro- 
posed cuts  in  transit  operating  sub- 
sidies were  carried  out. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS AND  RESCISSIONS 
ACT.  1995— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  submit  a 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  H.R.  1158  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
port will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  rejid  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
asrreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
1158)  makms  emertrency  supplemental  appro- 
priations for  additional  disaster  assistance 
and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal  year 
endinir  September  30.  1995.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, having  met.  after  full  and  free  con- 
ference, have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  this 
report,  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  conference  re- 
port. 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in 
the  House  proceedings  of  the  Record  of 
May  16,  1995.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 


The  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  whatever  time  I  require. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  report 
before  us  reflects  the  agreement  of  the 
two  Houses  on  H.R.  1158.  a  bill  making 
emergency  supplemental  appropria- 
tions for  the  additional  disaster  assist- 
ance and  making  rescissions  for  fiscal 
year  1995.  and  for  other  purposes. 

This  conference  report  is  a  culmina- 
tion of  several  weeks  of  effort  on  a 
number  of  different  fronts.  It  rep- 
resents a  balance  between  our  respon- 
sibility to  provide  additional  funding 
when  necessary  to  address  urgent  na- 
tional needs,  on  the  one  hand,  and  our 
responsibility  to  reduce  funding  for 
lower  priority  programs  whenever  and 
wherever  we  can.  on  the  other  hand. 
The  Senate's  conferees  on  this  measure 
present  it  to  the  Senate  with  a  belief 
that  it  merits  approval  of  this  body, 
and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  bill  provides  a  total  of 
$7,249,503,600  in  additional  appropria- 
tions, of  which  $6,700,000,000.  equally  di- 
vided between  fiscal  years  1995  and 
1996,  is  for  F^P^MA  for  the  disaster  relief 
programs.  We  have  fully  funded  the 
President's  request  in  this  regard,  and 
we  concur  with  his  designation  of  this 
funding  as  an  emergency  requirement. 

We  also  agree  with  the  President's 
request  for  additional  emergency  ap- 
propriations in  response  to  the  Okla- 
homa City  tragedy  and  have  provided 
$183,798,000  for  that  purpose. 

F'inally.  we  are  recommending 
$365,705,600  in  nonemergency 

supplementals  for  fiscal  year  1995.  That 
latter  figure  includes  $275  million  in 
debt  relief  for  Jordan  as  requested  by 
the  President  and  endorsed  by  the  joint 
leadership  of  the  Senate. 

In  addition,  the  conferees  reached 
agreement  on  rescissions  of  budget  au- 
thority and  other  funding  limitations 
totaling  $16,413,932,975.  and  those  reduc- 
tions have  been  the  focus  of  the  debate 
throughout  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  table  summarizing  the 
supplementals  and  rescissions  rec- 
ommended in  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


H.R.  1158.  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  AND  RESCISSION  BILL  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT 


President's  request       House  allowance        Senate  allowance 


Conference 


Conterence  vs  - 


President  s  request       House  allowance        Senate  allowance 


TITIE  I— SUPPUMENTAIS  «tO  RESCISSIOIIS 
Emerjencii  supDlemenlals 
fEMA  itisasler  relief.  1995 
FEMA  disaster  relief.  1996  advance 
Ottier  emergency  suoiXemefitals 

Subtotal,  emergency  supplements 
Offier  supplementals  „ _.. 


Subtotal,  supplemetitals 
Rescissions  , ^ 


t; 


e.'oo.ooo.ooo 

M8i97.000 


5.3iO.I)O0.0OO 

ziwm 


1.900,000  000 
4,800.000.000 


3350000,000 
5350.000,000 


-  3,350,000  000 
3  350  000  000 
-  718  297,000 


-2,010,000,000 
3,350,000,000 
-  28,297  000 


1,450,000,000 
■1,450,000  000 


7,118,297,000 
434672  000 


5,388,297000 
85,471600 


6  700,000.000 
306,915,600 


6  700  000  000 
365,705,600 


-718,297  000 
-68,966,400 


1311,703,000 
280,234  000 


58,790  000 


7.852.969.000 
-1.536.623  805 


5,473.768.600 
-17,187.861.839 


7,006,915,600 
15.144,481.050 


7  065.705.600 
-  16.247  831,476 


-  787.263.400 
-14.7n,2D7,671 


1591,937,000 
940.030.363 


58,790,000 
-1.103.350,426 
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President  s  request       House  allowance        Senate  allowance 


Conterence 


Conference  vs  - 


President  s  request       House  allowance        Senate  allowance 


Reductions  in  limitations  on  obligations 

Rescissions  and  other  reductions  ,,,.,,,. 

Total  title  I 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Trawel  and  administrative  reduction  ,,.,. ^ 

forest  Service  timber  sales    

Total  title  II 

TITLE  111— ANTITERRORISM  AND  OKLAHOMA  CITTT 
Total  title  III  

Bill  total,  budget  authority ,,,.,.: 

Reductions  in  limitations  on  obligations         

Bill  total,  budget  resources   ,.- 

Note  —Rescissions  and  other  reductms: 
Rescissions 

Travel  and  administrative  rescission  

Reductions  in  limitations  on  obligations  . 

Total  reductions 


-201791,000 


-279,166,000 


-166101.500 


-166101,500 


35,589.500 


113,064,500 


- 1.536,623,805 


-17,389  652,839 


15  423,647  050       -16  413,932,976 


-14  877,309.171 


975,719.863 


6.316.345,195 


-11.714.093,239 

-31,169,000 


-8,137,565.450 


-  342,500,000 
-31.169,000 


-9,182,125,876 


-31,169.000 


-  15498,471.071 
-31,169,000 


2  531.967,363 


-990785.926 
- 1,044,560.426 

342,500,000 


-31,169,000 

-  373,669.000 

-31169,000 
183,798,000 

-31,169,000 

67  761,000 

116,037.000 

183  798000 

I83.7«.0M 

6,432,382,195 

-11,745,262,239 
-201.791,000 

-8,511,234  450 
-279,166,000 

-9  029,4%  876 
-  166,101,500 

-15,461,879,071 
-166,101,500 

2715.765,363 
35.689  500 

-  518.262  426 

113.064.500 

6,432,382.195 
- 1.536,623,805 

-11.947,053,239 
-17  187.861839 

-201,791,000 

-8,790,400,450 

-15,144,481,050 
-  342,500  000 
-279,166,000 

-9195.598,376 

-16247,831,476 

-  166101.500 

-  15,627.980.571 

-  13,607.857.245 
-  342,500.000 
-279,166.000 

2751.454.863 

2043,3S0789 
-  342.500,000 
-77,375,000 

-405.197,926 

-1103.350.426 
342.500000 
113.064.500 

-1536  623,805 


-17.389,652,839 


-15  766.147,050 


-16  413  932,976       -14.229,523,245 


1623,505789 


-647.785,926 


Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  be- 
lieve this  is  a  good  bill.  I  believe  we 
should  pass  it.  and  I  believe  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  should  sign  it 
into  law.  I  know  that  the  President's 
administration  has  objections  to  the 
final  outcome  reached  by  the  con- 
ferees. But  I  hope  the  President  will  re- 
alize the  conferees  addressed  many  of 
his  most  pressing  concerns,  and  we 
tried  as  best  we  could  to  reach  an  ac- 
commodation of  his  interests.  The  so- 
called  striker  replacement  language 
which  the  administration  indicated 
was  the  sole  provision — I  emphasize  the 
sole  provision — that  would  prompt  a 
Presidential  veto  on  its  own  was 
dropped.  That  was  in  a  letter  addressed 
to  me  as  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee signed  by  Alice  Rivlin.  the  Director 
of  0MB. 

1  wish  to  reiterate.  In  all  of  the  pe- 
riod of  this  bill's  consideration,  there 
was  only  one  communication  from  the 
White  House  that  indicated  there  was  a 
proviso  in  the  bill  that  would  elicit  a 
veto  response  from  the  President.  I 
think  that  is  very  important  to  under- 
stand. And  during  that  2  months  of  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  and  for  the 
week  and  a  half  practically  that  we 
were  in  conference,  the  only  other  com- 
munications were  verbal  communica- 
tions indicating  categories  of  dis- 
appointment, and  that  is  all  I  can  call 
them.  There  were  no  specifics  that 
were  given  to  us.  Account-by-account 
categories  of  disappointment  that  we 
had  failed  to  reach  the  President's 
funding  request  levels  in  a  number  of 
education  matters,  and  so  forth,  but 
they  were  general, 

I  wish  to  emphasize  also  that  there 
were  many  days  in  which  there  was 
more  than  one  encounter  with  Presi- 
dential representatives  from  the  White 
House  and  not  once  did  I.  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  receive  an.v 
kind  of  counsel  requests  that  wculd  in- 
dicate we  had  to  comply  with  certain 
requirements  of  the  White  House  in 
order  to  get  a  signature.  There  was  al- 


ways the  striker  replacement  and  cat- 
egories of  what  I  call  disappointment. 

On  any  number  of  funding  issues,  we 
moved  more  than  halfway  toward  the 
administration's  priorities  as  they 
were  known  to  us. 

I  would  like  to  also  indicate,  having 
served  on  this  committee  over  a  num- 
ber of  years,  this  is  the  first  adminis- 
tration that  has  not  hovered  in  the  ap- 
propriations process,  hovered  day  by 
day,  hour  by  hour,  making  known  spe- 
cifics, their  requests,  and  what  they 
considered  to  be  the  requirements  of  a 
compatible  bill  between  the  Congress 
and  the  President. 

In  the  past  2  days,  we  have  seen  indi- 
cations that  the  President  intends  to 
veto  this  legislation.  I  suppose  I  should 
say  that  there  have  been  more  than  in- 
dications since  the  President  himself 
said  as  much  in  public  remarks  yester- 
day. 

I  am  very,  very  disappointed  by  that 
1  want  very  much  to  see  this  bill  en- 
acted. It  is  not  the  bill  in  all  its  par- 
ticulars that  I  personally  would  craft  if 
I  were  acting  alone,  but  it  is  a  most 
significant  step  in  the  direction  of  a 
balanced  budget  which  we  all.  the 
President  included,  have  endorsed  £is  a 
common  goal. 

Our  conference  agreement  would 
achieve  an  estimated  $3  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1996  outlays  which  may  be  a  drop 
in  the  bucket  compared  to  the  enor- 
mity of  the  task  ahead  but  is  a  good 
start,  and  get  started  we  must. 

So  I  hope  the  President  will  recon- 
sider and  will  sign  this  bill,  assuming 
that  we  pass  this  report.  And  if  he 
chooses  to  veto  it.  he  will  miss  a  great 
opportunity.  Other  opportunities  may 
lie  ahead,  and  I  have  always  been  ready 
to  work  with  this  or  any  other  admin- 
istration to  seize  those  opportunities 
as  they  arise.  But  I  hope  the  President, 
and  his  many  advisors,  will  remember 
that  the  legislative  exercise,  particu- 
larly in  matters  of  the  budget,  is  an  ex- 
ercise in  give  and  take  and  neither  Side 
can  expect  to  have  things  entirely 
their  own  way. 


I  yield  the  floor.  Mr,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  reserve  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time  for  Senator  CocH- 
R.\N, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  H.R.  1158  is  the 
product  of  lengthy  and  difficult  nego- 
tiations with  the  House  conferees.  The 
agreement  we  reached  was  the  best  we 
could  do.  under  the  circumstances. 

The  President  has  expressed  his  dis- 
satisfaction, and  has  indicated  his  in- 
tent to  veto  the  measure  when  it 
reaches  his  desk.  Despite  the  mis- 
givings of  some.  I  want  to  remind  the 
Members  of  the  time-sensitive  and 
emergency  nature  of  some  of  the  items 
included  in  the  bill. 

The  conference  agreem.ent  includes 
the  full  56. 7  billion  request  for  the  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  Agency 
FEMA.  disaster  relief  efforts.  These 
funds  are  to  be  used  to  finance  the  re- 
lief costs  associated  with  the 
Northridge  earthquake,  as  well  as  to 
address  declared  disasters  resulting 
from  floods  and  storms  throughout 
some  40  States,  including  the  most  re- 
cent, extraordinary  rains  and  hail 
which  occurred  in  Louisiana  and  some 
other  States.  These  funds  are  needed  in 
the  next  several  weeks,  or  FEMA  will 
run  out  of  funds  to  assist  in  these  dis- 
asters. 

With  regard  to  the  administration's 
request  for  emergency  supplemental 
appropriations  in  the  wake  of  the  trag- 
edy in  Oklahoma  City,  the  conferees 
provided  approximately  $250  million  for 
anti-terrorism  initiatives  and  Okla- 
homa City  recovery  efforts.  This  in- 
cluded substantial  increases  above  the 
President's  request  for  the  FBI.  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  the  Secret  Serv- 
ice, the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco, 
and  Firearms,  and  the  Judiciary.  In- 
cluded in  this  amount  is  $67  million  to 
meet  the  special  needs  of  the  General 
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Services  Administration  created  by  the 
April  19.  1995.  terrorist  bombing  attack 
at  the  Murrah  Federal  Building. 

With  regard  to  the  striker  replace- 
ment issue,  the  Senate  bill  struck  a 
provision  which  was  included  in  the 
House  bill  and  which  would  have  pro- 
hibited the  use  of  any  funds  in  any  ap- 
propriations act  for  fiscal  year  1995  to 
issue,  administer,  or  enforce  any  Exec- 
utive order  that  prohibited  Federal 
contracts  with  companies  that  hire 
permanent  replacements  for  striking 
employees.  The  conference  agreement 
deletes  that  provision. 

The  conferees  adopted  a  provision 
which  I  authored  and  which  passed  the 
Senate  by  a  vote  of  99  yeas  to  0  nays. 
This  provision  will  assure  that  the  net 
savings  in  this  bill,  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $9  billion,  will  be  ap- 
plied to  deficit  reduction  only. 

Members  will  recall  that  under  the 
Daschle  Dole  joint  leadership  amend- 
ment, which  was  adopted  when  the 
measure  was  before  the  Senate,  ap- 
proximately S835  million  was  restored 
for  various  programs  which  assist  chil- 
dren and  improve  education  programs. 
Among  those  funds  added  back  by  the 
joint  leadership  amendment  were  a 
number  of  Presidential  and  congres- 
sional priorities,  such  as  AmeriCorps, 
WIC,  summer  jobs,  school-to-work,  and 
chapter  1.  Despite  numerous  meetings 
and  the  strong  efforts  of  the  Senate 
conferees,  the  House  conferees  were  ad- 
amant, and  the  Senate  was  not  able  to 
sustain  many  of  the  priority  addbacks 
in  conference.  For  example,  of  the  $35 
million  in  the  WIC  restoration  in  the 
Senate,  the  conferees  agreed  to  restore 
$15  million.  With  regard  to  chapter  1 
funding  for  the  education  of  the  dis- 
advantaged, the  Senate  was  successful 
in  preventing  any  funds  from  being  re- 
scinded. The  House  had  proposed  re- 
scinding $140.3  million  and  the  con- 
ference agreement  fully  restored  these 
funds.  The  conferees  also  fully  restored 
the  House-proposed  rescission  of  $16.3 
million  for  impact  aid.  Overall,  for  the 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, the  House  had  proposed  rescind- 
ing $1,6  billion,  the  Senate  had  restored 
$1.3  billion,  and  the  conferees  agreed  to 
rescind  approximately  $800  million.  In 
other  words,  the  conferees  restored 
about  $800  million  or  one-half  of  the 
education  cuts  proposed  by  the  House. 
However,  this  still  fell  short,  by  about 
$500  million,  of  the  Senate  level  of  res- 
torations in  the  education  area. 

Members  may  also  be  encouraged  to 
know  that  the  Senate  position  pre- 
vailed in  conference  with  regard  to  the 
1995  Summer  Youth  Program.  The  full 
cut  of  $867  million,  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  was  restored.  The  conferees  did. 
however,  rescind  all  funding  for  next 
summers  program,  although  this  issue 
can  be  revisited  during  the  processing 
of  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations 
bills. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  President,  the  con- 
ference agreement  now  before  the  Sen- 


ate provides  important  disaster  relief 
and  antiterrorism  funding.  The  objec- 
tionable provision  relating  to  striker 
replacements  is  deleted.  The  savings  in 
the  bill  of  about  $9  billion  will  be  ap- 
plied to  deficit  reduction.  Unfortu- 
nately, there  are  still  substantial  cuts 
in  priority  programs  affecting  children 
and  improving  education.  The  Senate 
conferees  struggled  to  support  the  Sen- 
ate positions,  but.  through  the  give- 
and-take  of  the  conference  process, 
were  unable  to  sustain  all  Senate  posi- 
tions. Nevertheless,  the  rescissions 
agreed  to  in  conference  are  more  rea- 
sonable and  responsible,  in  large  part, 
than  were  contained  in  the  original 
version  of  the  House  bill. 

Consequently,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report.  If  the  conference 
report  is  adopted  by  the  Senate  and  the 
bill  is  vetoed  when  it  reaches  the  Presi- 
dent's desk,  and  if  the  veto  is  sus- 
tained, it  remains  to  be  seen  if  the  Con- 
gress, in  subsequent  legislation,  will  be 
able  to  do  any  better  in  the  areas  of 
concern  to  the  President. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  I  com- 
pliment the  chairman.  Senator  H.\T- 
FIELD,  for  his  leadership  in  bringing 
this  legislation  through  the  conference. 
I  also  compliment  all  of  the  Senate  and 
House  conferees.  They  worked  hard  and 
they  worked  diligently  to  resolve  the 
issues  in  conference.  Although  I  would 
have  favored  other  outcomes  in  con- 
ference. I  must  commend  the  House 
conferees,  under  the  leadership  of  their 
chairman,  Mr.  Livi.ngston,  and  their 
ranking  minority  member.  Mr.  Obey, 
for  their  fairness  and  cordiality.  I 
think  it  is  a  good  agreement  and  I  in- 
tend to  vote  for  it. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  passed  the  Senate  on  a  totally  bi- 
partisan vote  of  99  to  0.  I  voted  for  it. 
along  with  every  one  of  our  Democratic 
colleagues. 

I  had  hoped  I  could  vote  for  this  con- 
ference report,  especially  given  the 
hard  work  that  the  chairman,  ranking 
member,  and  every  other  member  of 
the  committee  put  into  the  com- 
promise that  passed  in  the  Senate. 

I  particularly  want  to  thank  the 
ranking  member  for  his  efforts  in 
bringing  the  bill  to  the  point  that  we 
had  it  prior  to  the  time  it  went  to  con- 
ference. And  I  would  like  to  thank  him 
as  well  for  his  efforts  in  the  conference. 
Without  his  tireless  effort,  this  con- 
ference report  would  lack  even  more 
than  it  does  of  the  characteristics  of 
the  agreement  we  reached  with  the  ma- 
jority leader.  I  know  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
the  ranking  member,  did  everything  in 
his  power  to  preserve  that  agreement. 

Unfortunately,  despite  those  efforts, 
some  key  changes  were  made  in  con- 
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ference  at  the  behest  of  many  of  our 
Republican  colleagues. 

As  a  result,  I  am  unable  to  support 
this  conference  report  today,  and  the 
President  is  absolutely  right  to  insist 
that  these  changes  be  reversed.  If  the.y 
are  not.  the  President,  in  my  view,  is 
right  to  veto  the  bill. 

This  is  a  different  bill  than  the  one 
we  supported  when  it  passed  the  Sen- 
ate. The  bipartisan  compromise  we 
reached  with  the  majority  leader  made 
it  a  bill  that  we  could  support  and  the 
President  could  sign.  Unfortunately,  in 
conference,  that  deal  was  undone.  The 
priorities  were  changed. 

This  is  not  a  fight  about  deficit  re- 
duction. It  is  a  fight  about  priorities. 
We  all  agree  and  have  voted  to  cut  over 
$16  billion  as  this  bill  proposes.  We  sim- 
ply disagree  about  where  the  cuts 
ought  to  be  made. 

The  bipartisan  deal  we  reached  actu- 
ally cut  spending  in  the  bill  by  $812 
million.  The  Dole-Daschle  amendment 
restored  $835  million  for  investments  in 
children  and  education.  It  paid  for 
these  investments  with  $1.65  billion  in 
additional  cuts  in  lower  priority  pro- 
grams. 

The  deal  cut  spending  by  twice  as 
much  money  as  it  added  back  for  chil- 
dren and  education.  Yet.  the  programs 
for  which  we  restored  $835  million  were 
cut  $685  million  in  conference  below 
the  amount  provided  in  the  Senate  bill. 
In  other  words.  80  percent  of  the  funds 
for  programs  we  restored  were  dropped 
in  conference. 

Those  cuts,  while  a  small  part  of  the 
overall  bill,  betrayed  the  agreement 
that  we  had  in  the  Senate.  Worse,  in 
my  view,  they  undermined  our  highest 
priority:  America's  children  and  their 
families. 

The  programs  shortchanged  by  the 
conference  agreement  include  child 
care,  education,  safe  and  drug  free 
schools,  child  nutrition,  and  the  Presi- 
dent's national  service  program.  As  a 
result: 

Fifteen  thousand  fewer  adults  will 
serve  their  communities  and  earn 
money  for  education  as  AmeriCorps 
members; 

Two  thousand  fewer  schools  in  47 
States  will  receive  funds  for  com- 
prehensive reforms  that  can  boost  aca- 
demic standards; 

Several  thousand  young  people  would 
lose  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
apprenticeships  in  the  School-to-Work 
Program; 

Nearly  20  million  students  and  nearly 
90  percent  of  all  schools  would  lose  the 
benefits  of  antiviolence  and  drug  pre- 
vention pr;grams. 

We  simply  cannot  accept  this  effort 
to  undermine  a  bioartisan  agreement 
we  made  to  protect  our  investments  in 
children  and  education.  At  the  same 
time,  we  have  no  debate  with  the  bulk 
of  the  provisions  in  this  bill.  We  accept 
and  have  voted  for  the  same  level  of 
cuts  contained  in  it. 
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We  would  prefer  to  have  a  rescissions 
package  that  we  can  all  support.  Disas- 
ter funding  for  FEMA.  the  President's 
antiterrorism  initiative,  and  the  costs 
arising  from  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing should  not  be  held  hostage  because 
certain  Members  insist  on  cutting 
funds  for  children's  programs. 

It  is  not  too  late.  There  is  still  time 
for  us  to  accommodate  many  of  these 
concerns,  and  I  hope  in  the  coming 
days  that  discussion  and  perhaps  re- 
sulting negotiations  can  bring  about  a 
better  result. 

If  this  bill  is  vetoed,  we  should  quick- 
ly revisit  the  issue  and  make  the 
changes  that  can  allow  us  to  support 
and  the  President  to  sign  a  better  bill. 
We  are  going  to  have  to  put  the  pieces 
back  together  in  some  form  that  ac- 
commodates our  concerns,  but  also  ad- 
dresses the  bipartisan  concern  about 
the  need  for  $16  billion  in  overall  re- 
scissions. Whether  it  is  done  before  or 
after,  it  must  be  done.  Many  of  us  pre- 
fer it  be  done  before.  But  if  it  is  done 
after,  let  us  get  on  with  it,  let  us  do  it, 
let  us  do  our  job  and  do  it  right. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  say  to  my  colleague  from  Ari- 
zona, I  will  be  relatively  brief,  prob- 
ably within  10  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  thank  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  for  his  fine 
work.  In  many  ways,  I  look  to  him  as 
a  teacher,  especially  when  it  comes  to 
understanding  this  process  and  also 
when  it  comes  to  wedding  integrity 
with  politics.  I  thank  him. 

I  rise,  however,  in  disagreement  with 
two  Senators  for  whom  I  have  a  tre- 
mendous amount  of  respect,  because  I 
hold  the  Senator  from  Oregon  in  the 
same  high  regard,  in  the  highest  re- 
gard. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  supported 
many  of  the  cuts  provided  for  in  this 
bill.  I  really  believe  that  what  hap- 
pened in  conference  committee,  as  the 
minority  leader  pointed  out,  really  vio- 
lates a  basic  standard  of  fairness.  For 
example.  I  brought  an  amendment  to 
the  fioor  which  put  the  Senate  on 
record  that  we  will  take  no  action  that 
would  increase  hunger  or  homelessness 
among  children.  The  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  accepted  that  amend- 
ment as  a  part  of  this  rescissions  pack- 
age that  then  went  to  conference  com- 
mittee. The  amendment  was  dropped  in 
conference. 

I  understand  why  it  was  dropped, 
that  we  were  simply  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate,  and  not  the  sense 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  too. 
But  I  also  realize,  based  upon  the  cuts 
in  this  rescissions  bill  and  based  upon 
some  of  the  votes  that  we  have  cast 
today,  that  it  is  going  to  be  very  im- 
portant for  me  and  other  like-minded 
colleagues  to  work  hard  to  make  sure 


that  we,  in  fact,  will  not  take  such  ac- 
tion in  the  months  to  come  as  we  move 
through  this  budget  process.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  think  that  is  exactly  what  we 
are  doing. 

Frankly.  I  was  never  quite  sure  of 
that  bill  we  passed  in  the  Senate.  I 
worked  about  12  or  15  hours.  So  did 
other  Senators,  right  before  the  final 
vote  which  must  have  been  about  10 
p.m.  that  night,  to  restore  certain 
funding  for  key  programs. 

I  felt  proud  at  that  point,  because 
while  it  was  not  all  that  I  wanted,  it 
moved  us  in  the  right  direction.  And 
when  I  got  up  in  the  middle  of  the 
night  about  3  a.m.  that  night.  I  started 
thinking  maybe  I  should  not  even  have 
voted  for  that  package.  It  was  a  close 
call.  We  have  a  lot  of  close  calls,  and 
we  make  our  best  decisions. 

However.  I  felt  good  about  some  of 
the  work  many  Members  had  done  to- 
gether. We  restored  some  of  the  fund- 
ing for  WIC.  Women.  Infants  and  Chil- 
dren Program,  restored  funding  for 
child  care.  There  was  a  counseling  pro- 
gram for  seniors,  to  make  sure  that 
they  did  not  get  ripped  off,  as  all  too 
often  happens  when  it  comes  to  some  of 
the  supplemental  Medicare  coverage. 
We  worked  hard  to  restore  funding  in 
Medstart,  safe  and  drug-free  schools. 
School  to  Work  initiatives. 

In  any  case.  Mr.  President.  I  felt  like 
we  had  done  a  good  job  of  restoring 
some  funding  for  programs  that  are  not 
bureaucratic,  but  that  makes  a  very 
important  difference  to  a  lot  of  young 
people  in  our  country,  especially  chil- 
dren at  risk. 

Mr.  President,  now  what  has  hap- 
pened is  that  more  than  80  percent  of 
the  funds  that  we  restored,  most  of 
that  funding  for  the  most  vulnerable 
citizens  in  this  country — children — 
have  now  been  cut  again.  Of  the  $835 
million  we  restored,  $685  million  was 
dropped  in  the  final  package. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  this  re- 
scissions package  just  simply  does  not 
meet  a  basic  standard  of  fairness.  So 
many  kids  are  in  trouble  in  our  coun- 
try, and  we  have  to  be  willing  to  reach 
out  and  invest  in  them,  reach  out  and 
provide  support  for  them. 

Not  support  that  reinforces  depend- 
ency, but  support  that  is  important  to 
kids,  that  broadens  their  opportunities. 
Starting  with  making  sure  that  a 
woman  who  is  expecting  a  child  has  a 
decent  diet.  Making  sure  that  a  new- 
born infant  has  a  decent  diet.  What  are 
we  doing  cutting  the  Women,  Infant, 
and  Children  Program?  It  is  an  un- 
qualified success. 

Mr.  President,  there  were  never  any 
cuts  in  the  Pentagon  budget.  None  of 
the  big  military  contractors  was  asked 
to  sacrifice  at  all. 

I  think  this  rescissions  package  asks 
the  very  citizens  who  cannot  tighten 
their  belts,  to  tighten  their  belts.  Espe- 
cially children  in  our  country.  Espe- 
cially low-income  children,  minority 
children. 


And  it  is  for  that  reason  I  believe  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  abso- 
lutely right  when  he  says  we  should 
make  some  changes  in  this  bill,  or  he 
will  veto  it.  And  they  don't  have  to  be 
wholesale  changes,  relative  to  the 
amount  of  funds  in  the  whole  bill. 
There  are  parts  of  this  rescissions 
package  I  want  to  support.  So  do  my 
colleagues.  But  when  it  comes  to  the 
disproportionate  cuts  that  affect  the 
most  vulnerable  citizens  in  this  coun- 
try, starting  with  children,  it  just  sim- 
ply is  wrong.  And  the  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America  is  absolutely 
right  to  draw  the  line.  To  say.  "I  am 
not  going  to  be  a  party  to  or  agree  to 
a  package  of  cuts  that  basically  focus 
on  those  citizens  who  do  not  give  the 
big  bucks,  who  did  not  have  the  politi- 
cal power.  These  are  just  cuts  based 
upon  the  path  of  least  political  resist- 
ance, and  I  won't  be  a  party  to  them." 

And  let  me  observe  one  more  thing 
about  the  President's  role  in  all  these 
negotiations  on  this  bill.  It  has  been 
implied  on  the  floor  here  today  that 
the  administration  did  not  provide  its 
full  views  on  the  rescission  bill  as  it 
moved  through  the  conference  commit- 
tee process.  That  is  simply  not  true.  I 
understand  the  administration  pro- 
vided its  specific  objections  to  the  bill 
at  each  stage  of  its  development,  in- 
cluding a  letter  to  the  conferees  on 
April  28.  These  objections  are  printed 
in  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
18,  1995  on  pages  H5339  through  H5352.  I 
commend  this  letter  to  my  colleagues' 
attention. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  finally  say  one 
more  thing  about  this  bill.  I  do  not 
know  that  there  is  another  Senator 
who  has  been  more  of  a  leader  on  issues 
that  affect  people  in  Indian  country 
than  Senator  McC.'Vi.N',  and  so  I  say  this 
conscious  of  his  important  role. 

In  many  Indian  communities  there  is 
no  running  water,  sanitation  facilities 
or  indoor  plumbing.  Mr.  President,  40 
percent  of  the  American  Indian  popu- 
lation live  in  substandard  housing,  in 
substandard  housing  conditions,  in  de- 
plorable conditions. 

Yet  we  are  now  poised  to  wipe  out  $80 
million  that  was  duly  appropriated  last 
Congress,  which  could  really  make  a 
difference  in  providing  some  affordable 
low-income  housing.  Mr.  President.  I 
cannot  stand  by  in  silence,  while  the 
Senate  prepares  to  pass  legislation 
which  I  think  would  have  devastating 
effects  on  our  first  American  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  review  overall 
this  rescissions  package.  I  just  think 
that  we  can  do  better.  What  has  come 
back  from  the  conference  in  the  form 
of  this  conference  report  includes  many 
of  the  cuts  we  restored  for  nutrition 
programs,  safe  and  drug  free  schools, 
safe  housing  for  children,  child  care. 
School  to  Work,  AmeriCorps,  8  percent 
of  that,  has  now  been  cut  again. 

I  speak  tonight  to  express  support  for 
the  President's  decision  but,  more  im- 
portantly, to  support  some  of  the  most 
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important  citizens  in  my  State  and  in 
this  country,  and  that  is  young  people. 
Some  of  the  kids  who  are  having  the 
most  difficult  time  are  the  very  kids 
we  ought  to  be  supporting  right  now. 

We  can  do  much  better.  I  think  we 
will  do  much  better.  But  only  if  we 
stand  strong  and  only  if  the  President 
remains  firm  in  his  commitment. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr  McCain.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
intend  to  take  the  full  30  minutes  as  I 
have  under  the  unanimous  consent 
agreement,  and  also  I  would  like  to 
yield  some  of  the  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania.  Also,  if  necessary, 
I  would  be  glad  to  yield  some  of  the 
time  to  my  colleague  from  Iowa  or  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  in  response  to 
some  of  the  concerns  that  I  have. 

First  let  me  applaud  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  for  doing  an  admira- 
ble job  and  resisting  earmarks  and 
other  unnecessary  spending,  and  I  espe- 
cially want  to  thank  Chairman  H.AT- 
FiELD.  Senator  Byrd.  Chairman  Living- 
ston, and  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

I  also  disagree  with  the  President  for 
stating  that  he  intends  to  veto  this 
bill.  Certainly,  the  bill  is  not  perfect. 
but  it  does.  I  think,  contribute  to  our 
efforts  to  reduce  unnecessary  spending. 

There  are  several  aspects  of  this  bill 
that  I  have  concerns  about  and.  very 
frankly.  Mr.  President,  when  the  Presi- 
dent says  there  is  pork  barrel  spending 
in  the  bill.  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  I  also 
have  reached  that  conclusion. 

I  just  want  to  mention  several  as- 
pects of  the  bill,  and  I  would  be  glad  to 
hear  a  response  either  from  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Mississippi,  from 
West  Virginia,  or  the  Senator  from 
Iowa,  if  he  so  chooses. 

To  begin  with,  there  are  several  por- 
tions of  the  bill  where  money  was 
added — added— in.  and  projects  created 
without  being  in  either  rescission  bill 
before  it  went  to  conference. 

Again.  Mr.  President.  I  find  this  prac- 
tice unacceptable.  I  find  it  a  depriva- 
tion of  my  rights  as  a  Senator  to  vote 
and  debate  on  authorization  and  appro- 
priation, and  that  is  why  I  would  con- 
tinue to  raise  especially  these  items 
that  are  put  in  conference  without  con- 
sultation with  the  rest  of  the  Senate  or 
even,  very  frankly,  having  been  de- 
bated or  discussed  in  the  formulation 
of  the  bill  on  both  sides.  , 

One.  the  bill's  text  says:         ' 

Of  Che  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading-  in  Public  Law  103-330  and  other 
Acts.  $1,400,000  are  rescinded;  Provided  that 
of  balances  available  within  this  account. 
$12,678,000  shall  be  available  for  a  §rrant  to 
Iowa  State  University  for  the  construction 
of  the  National  Swine  Research  Center. 

And  the  manager's  statement  says: 
The  House  bill  proposed  rescinding 
$12,678,000  from  amounts  appropriated  for  the 
National  Swine  Research  Facility  in  Ames. 
Iowa.  The  conference  agreement  provides 
that  the  $12,678,000  for  the  National  Swine 
Research  Facility  be  provided  as  a  grant  to 


Iowa  State  University  to  construct  that  fa- 
cility at  Ames.  Iowa.  The  conferees  direct 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  to  convey 
ownership  to  Iowa  State  University.  The 
conferees  are  aware  of  the  interest  and  need 
for  important  swine  research:  however,  fi- 
nancial constraints  require  difficult  choices. 
The  conferees  expect  that  any  future  cost  of 
operation  associated  with  that  facility  be 
provided  by  sources  other  than  the  federal 
government. 

By  the  way,  I  noted  that  just  last 
month  the  President  of  the  United 
States  went  to  Iowa  and  expressed  his 
strong  support  for  spending  S13  million 
for  a  13th  Federal  swine  research  cen- 
ter. 

What  I  do  not  understand  here  is, 
first,  why  does  this  action  have  to  be 
taken  in  a  conference  that  is  on  a  re- 
scission bill?  That  is  No.  I.  No.  2,  why 
should  it  be  given  to  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity? Are  there  other  universities  in 
the  country  that  are  qualified?  Was 
there  any  competition?  Was  there  any 
estimate  made  of  the  cost?  Or  did  we 
just  decide  that  $12,678,000  should  be 
given  to  build  a  facility  at  Iowa  State 
University?  There  may  be  very  legiti- 
mate answers  to  these  questions,  but 
none  of  them  have  been  discussed  or 
debated  by  the  entire  U.S.  Senate. 

There  are  several  more,  but  two  espe- 
cially. One  concerns  Clear  Lake  Devel- 
opment Facility. 

The  conferees  a^ree  to  include  an  adminis- 
trative provision  which  will  enable  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion to  exercise  an  option  to  purcheise  the 
Clear  Lake  Development  Facility,  as  modi- 
fied for  use  as  a  Neutral  Buoyancy  Labora- 
tory. The  facility  is  currently  being  leased 
by  NASA.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees 
that  the  cost  of  the  facility  as  modified  by 
the  current  owner  (or  contractor)  and  deliv- 
ered completely  modified  to  NASA,  will  be 
no  more  than  $35,000,000. 

The  hill  text  says- 

Sec.  1008.  The  Administrator  shall  acquire, 
for  no  more  than  $35,000,000  a  certain  parcel 
of  land,  together  with  existing  facilities,  lo- 
cated on  the  site  of  the  property  referred  to 
as  the  Clear  Lake  Development  Facility. 
Clear  Lake.  Texas.  The  land  and  facilities  in 
question  comprise  approximately  13  acres 
and  include  a  light  Manufacturing  Facility, 
an  Avionics  Development  Facility  and  an  As- 
sembly and  Test  Building  which  shall  be 
modified  for  use  as  a  Neutral  Buoyancy  Lab- 
oratory in  support  of  human  space  flight  ac- 
tivities. 

This  provision,  which  is  in  the  bill 
text,  and  the  report  language  was  not 
in  either  the  House  or  the  Senate  bills 
as  passed  by  each  body.  Have  there 
been  hearings  on  this  matter?  The 
President's  budget  request  does  not 
contain  request  for  this  purchase. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  NASA 
must  now,  should  this  act  become  law, 
purchase  this  one  certain  parcel  of 
land.  What  if  there  were  other  facilities 
that  could  be  bought  more  inexpen- 
sively? 

Does  NASA  need  the  facilities  de- 
scribed in  the  bill  text? 

Why  is  NASA  purchasing  building  fa- 
cilities that  it  is  then  directed  to  con- 
vert into  a  buoyancy  lab? 


of  course,  that  I  find 


Does  NASA  have  any  need  for  these 
additional  buildings? 

It  is  my  understanding  that 
McDonnel-Douglas  currently  owns  this 
facility.  What  is  the  fair  market  value 
of  this  facility^  Have  NASA  and 
McDonnel-Douglas  been  negotiating 
this  sale? 

Could  not  this  purchase  wait  for  the 
normal  authorization  and  appropria- 
tion process  to  occur? 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  are  going  to 
make  a  purchase  of  $35  million  from  a 
private  corporation  of  a  piece  of  land  it 
should  not  appear  suddenly  in  the  con- 
ference report  of  a  rescission  bill.  As  I 
say  there  may  be  perfectly  legitimate 
reason  to  do  so.  but  this  is  no  way  to 
legislate. 

The  next  one. 
very  unusual  is: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  regulation,  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  shall  con- 
vey, without  reimbursement,  to  the  State  of 
Mississippi,  all  rights,  title  and  interest  of 
the  United  States  in  the  property  known  as 
the  Yellow  Creek  Facility  and  consisting  of 
approximately  1.200  acres  near  the  city  of 
luka.  Mississippi,  including  all  improve- 
ments thereon  and  also  including  any  per- 
sonal property  owned  at  NASA  that  is  cur- 
rently located  on-site  and  which  the  State  of 
Mississippi  to  facilitate  the  transfer:  Pro- 
vided, that  appropriated  funds  shall  be  used 
to  effect  this  conveyance;  Provided  further, 
that  $10,000,000  in  appropriated  funds  other- 
wise available  to  NASA  shall  be  transferred 
to  the  State  of  Mississippi  to  be  used  in  the 
transition  of  the  facility:  Provided  further, 
that  each  federal  agency  with  prior  contact 
to  the  site  shall  remain  responsible  for  any 
and  all  environmental  remediation  made 
necessary  as  a  result  of  its  activities  on  the 
site  *  *  * 

The  Manager's  statement  says: 
■yellow  Creek  Facility.  Mississippi— The 
federal  government  has  a  long  history  of  in- 
volvement in  Yellow  Creek,  located  near 
luka.  Mississippi.  The  site,  originally  pur- 
chased by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
for  use  as  a  nuclear  energy  plant,  was  subse- 
quently transferred  to  NASA  after  the  nu- 
clear energy  plant's  cancellation.  NASA  in- 
tended to  use  Yellow  Creek  to  build  the  Ad- 
vanced Solid  Rocket  Motor  (ASRM)  and. 
after  its  cancellation,  instead  committed  to 
use  the  site  to  build  nozzles  for  the  Rede- 
signed Solid  Rocket  Motor  tRSRM).  On  May 
2.  1995.  due  to  its  current  budgetary  con- 
straints. NASA  terminated  the  RSRM  nozzle 
production  effort  at  Yellow  Creek.  The  bill 
language  included  by  the  conferees  on  the 
transfer  of  the  NASA  Yellow  Creek  facility 
reflects  the  most  recent  commitment  made 
by  the  NASA  Administrator  to  the  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Mississippi.  The  major  invest- 
ment by  the  State  of  Mississippi  in  facilities 
and  infrastructure  to  support  Yellow  Creek, 
in  excess  of  $100,000,000  is  a  key  to  factor  in 
NASA's  agreement  to  turn  the  site  over  to 
the  State  of  Mississippi.  The  main  elements 
of  the  agreement  reached  between  NASA  and 
the  State  of  Mississippi,  which  the  conferees 
expect  to  be  adhered  to  by  the  two  parties, 
are  as  follows:  The  Yellow  Creek  facility  will 
be  turned  over  to  the  appropriate  agency  of 
the  State  of  Mississippi  within  30  days  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  All  of  the  N.\SA  prop- 
erty on  Yellow  Creek  which  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi requires  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of 


the   site    transfers   within    the   site    to   the 

State,   subject   to   the   following  exceptions 

#  *  * 

And  those  exceptions  are  interesting, 
to  say  the  least.  But,  also,  and  the 
final  paragraph  is  also  interesting: 

Within  thirty  days  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  $10,000,000  will  be  transferred  from 
NASA  to  the  appropriate  agency  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi.  The  site's  environmental  per- 
mits will  become  the  property  of  the  State  of 
Mississippi.  NASA  will  provide  all  necessary 
assistance  in  transferring  these  permits  to 
the  State  of  Mississippi. 

Again,  Mr.  President,  this  is  a  rescis- 
sion bill.  This  provision  was  contained 
in  neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate 
bills  nor  accompanying  reports.  Again, 
this  language  is  not  in  the  President's 
budget. 

Why  are  we  forcing  NASA  to  buy  one 
parcel  of  land  while  we  are  forcing  it  to 
give  another  away  at  no  cosf  If  NASA 
has  been  working  with  the  State  of 
Mississippi  on  this  matter,  why  was 
this  provision  not  included  in  the  re- 
scission bill  when  that  measure  was  be- 
fore the  Senate?  Is  there  some  emer- 
gency, some  reason  why  we  are  trans- 
ferring this  land  to  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi in  this  bill  without  waiting  for 
NASA  reauthorization  and  appropria- 
tions bills? 

Mr.  President,  there  are  numerous 
other  provisions  in  this  bill  which  I 
will  make  part  of  the  Record  as  part  of 
my  statement.  But  here  is  the  problem 
again. 

The  problem  is  that  we  have  author- 
ization bills  on  which  many  issues  are 
silent,  like  these  two  I  just  went  over. 
Then  we  have  an  appropriations  proc- 
ess here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
where  we  are  silent  on  these  two  major 
projects  totaling  well  over  $70  million 
here. 

And  then  out  of  the  conference  iulo 
the  report,  where  no  Member  of  this 
body  can  make  any  changes  to  it,  ap- 
pear these  appropriations  for  as  much 
as  $50  or  $60  million  in  this  case.  It  de- 
prives the  Members  of  the  Senate  of 
the  ability  to  debate  and  discuss  issues 
and  the  expenditure  of  their  taxpayers' 
dollars. 

Especially  egregious  is  when  it  is  on 
a  rescission  bill.  This  is  not  a  spending 
bill.  This  is  a  rescission  bill.  So  instead 
of  cutting  funding  we  are  adding 
money. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  say,  there  are 
probably  good  and  valid  and  legitimate 
reasons  for  these  areas  and  others  I 
will  highlight  in  the  formal  part  of  my 
statement.  But  I  can  assure  you,  there 
is  no  argument  that  can  be  made  that 
this  process  is  correct  because  it  does 
not  allow  the  Members  of  this  body, 
who  were  duly  elected  but  were  not 
members  of  the  conference  on  appro- 
priations with  the  other  body  to  have 
any  input  whatsoever  into  these  deci- 
sions. W'e  deserve  that.  And  it  is  our 
obligation,  since  it  is  our  taxpayers' 
dollars  being  expended,  to  be  a  part  of 
that. 


I  hope  this  process  will  stop.  I  hope 
this  process  will  stop.  We  are  about  to 
begin  the  appropriations  cycle  of  some 
12  or  13  bills. 

I  intend,  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  to 
continue  to  do  everything  in  my  power 
to  stop  this  practice  and  return  to  the 
practices  that  we  should  follow  in  the 
U.S.  Senate,  which  are  hearings,  au- 
thorization, appropriation,  conference, 
and  final  signing  of  the  bill  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  how  much  time 
I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  18  minutes  and  5  seconds  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
yield  at  the  appropriate  time,  when  he 
is  ready,  10  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  of  my  time  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  very  much  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona for  yielding.  I  appreciate  his  com- 
ments. It  is  gratifying  to  know  the 
Senator,  not  only  on  this  bill  but  many 
other  bills  that  come  through  here,  is 
dogged  in  his  determination  to  ferret 
out  inappropriate  things  that  are  put 
in  bills.  I  appreciate  the  Senator's 
comments  on  that  and  congratulate 
him  on  his  vigor. 

I  wanted  to  first  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  Senator  Hat- 
field, and  the  Senator  from  West  'Vir- 
ginia, Senator  Byrd.  on  plain,  true 
leadership  in  this  bill  through  the  proc- 
ess. They  went  into  the  conference  and 
they  stood  by  the  Senate  positions  as 
best  they  could.  They  negotiated,  I 
think,  a  very  good  bill,  a  bill  that 
strikes  a  good  balance  in  a  variety  of 
different  programs.  They  provided 
leadership.  They  provided  leadership. 
They  stood  up,  fought  for  what  they  be- 
lieved in,  and  they  were  able  to  succeed 
in  coming  out  with  a  compromise  bill 
that  I  think  will  pass  overwhelmingly 
on  the  Senate  floor. 

I  am  not  surprised  by  the  comments 
of  Senator  Hatfield.  Senator  Hat- 
field said  that  in  his  entire  tenure  as 
a  Member  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee— which  I  am  sure  spans  well 
over  20  years— that  this  was  the  first 
conference  committee  that  he  has  been 
to  where  the  administration  had  no 
input,  had  no  one  there,  was  providing 
no  guidance,  no  leadership,  no  direc- 
tion as  to  where  to  take  this  con- 
ference report  and  how  to  reduce  the 
budget  deficit.  Absent,  without  leader- 
ship, AWOL  again  this  time  on  a  $16 
billion  rescissions  bill.  It  was  not 
there. 

Now,  after  Senator  Hatfield.  Sen- 
ator Byrd,  and  Chairman  Livingston 
over  in  the  House  worked  so  hard,  put 
together  and  crafted  a  compromise 
that  they  could  all  live  with,  the  Presi- 
dent comes  in  and  waves  a  white  flag 
and.  says,  "Oh,  no.  I  do  not  like  this.  I 
know  this  is  bad.  Of  the  $16  billion 
there,  is  almost  $1  billion  I  do  not  like. 


I  cannot  sign  it.  I  wish  you  would  have 
told  me." 

That  is  not  leadership.  That  is  not 
taking  a  very  serious  problem,  and  the 
problem  is  the  budget  deficit,  and 
doing  something  proactive  coming  into 
those  conferences  and  providing  direc- 
tion. 

So  now  we  see  the  veto  threat  com- 
ing out.  that  they  are  going  to  veto 
this  bill  that  passed  the  House  with  bi- 
partisan support,  and  passed  the  Sen- 
ate with  partisan  support,  and  will  now 
go  to  the  President  to  be  buried.  It  is 
something  that  did  not  have  to  happen. 

If  there  is  a  sad  thing  about  what  is 
going  to  occur  in  the  next  few  days,  it 
is  it  did  not  have  to  be  this  way.  The 
reason  it  is  this  way  is  because  the 
President  refused  to  lead.  But  this 
should  come  as  no  shock  to  anyone  in 
this  Chamber. 

One  of  the  reasons  I  am  here  to- 
night— and  I  have  been  for  the  past  sev- 
eral nights— is  to  talk  about  the  Presi- 
dent's lack  of  leadership  with  respect 
to  the  budget  resolution.  Now.  6  days 
ago,  as  I  add  the  number  7  to  the 
chartr— 7  days  ago  Senator  Domenici's 
Budget  Committee  presented  a  bal- 
anced budget  resolution  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  It  has  been  7  days  with  no 
proposal  to  balance  the  budget  from 
President  Clinton  now,  a  week  the 
President  has  sat  on  the  sidelines.  Yes- 
terday was  day  6,  a  potentially  exciting 
day  because  there  were  reports  that 
the  President  was  actually  going  to 
come  forward  with  a  budget,  that  he 
said  in  some  radio  interview  with  Na- 
tional Public  Radio  in  New  Hampshire 
that  he  was  really  going  to  work  on  his 
10-year  budget  plan,  that  he  thought 
we  could  get  to  a  balanced  budget  in  10 
years,  and  he  was  going  to  offer  some- 
thing. 

But,  again,  not  with  a  great  amount 
of  surprise,  the  President  came  out 
today,  and  according  to  the  Washing- 
ton Post: 

Clinton  sidestepped  questions  about  wheth- 
er he  was  still  committed  to  the  time  frame 
he  outlined  in  a  weekend  radio  interview 
with  four  New  Hampshire  reporters  *  *  * 

He  said,  you  know.  I  think  all  Ameri- 
cans should  be  committed  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

That  was  his  new  comment  that,  you 
know,  we  should  all  be  for  this  but.  of 
course,  he  is  not  going  to  put  anything 
forward.  In  fact.  Michael  McCurry.  his 
spokesperson,  his  press  secretary,  said: 

Right  now.  to  come  forward  [with  an  alter- 
native budget]  would  be  an  idle  exercise. 

Now  I  understand.  Leadership,  ac- 
cording to  the  White  House,  is  an  "idle 
exercise.  "  going  to  conference  commit- 
tee meetings  to  discuss  reducing  the 
budget  deficit  by  $16  billion  is  an  "idle 
exercise"  that  is  not  worth  the  Presi- 
dent's time.  Why  should  he  get  in- 
volved in  anything  such  as  cutting 
money  or  the  balanced  budget?  This  is 
an  "idle  exercise.  "  This,  for  a  Presi- 
dent who  weeks  ago  had  a  debate  with 
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himself  as  to  whether  he  was  relevant 
to  the  process  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  President,  you  are  answering 
your  own  questions  by  your  actions. 

So  while  he  says,  "Well.  I  am  not 
now  putting  together  a  budget  because 
it  would  be  an  idle  exercise  to  do  so." 
we  find  out  from  senior  spokespeople  at 
the  White  House  that  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  is  working  on 
a  budget.  I  do  not  know  whether  they 
are  not  telling  the  President  they  are 
working  on  a  budget  or  the  President 
does  not  want  anybody  to  know  he  is 
working  on  a  budget,  or  whether,  you 
know,  someone  is  just  leaking  it  out 
that  they  are  working  on  a  budget  so 
we  think  they  are  working  on  a  budget. 
These  are  all  very  interesting  things 
that  could  be  going  on. 

But  the  bottom  line  is  that  it  is  7 
days  and  no  budget,  no  plan:  7  days,  no 
leadership,  no  direction,  no  ideas. 
walking  away  from  one  of  the  greatest 
and  most  important  moments  in  the 
last  several  decades,  which  is  balancing 
this  budget. 

I  am  not  surprised,  but  I  am  dis- 
appointed As  I  said  before.  I  am  going 
to  come  here  every  day.  every  day  be- 
tween now  and  October  1.  and  chal- 
lenge the  President  to  stop  it:  please, 
please  stop  it.  Please  stop  me  from 
coming  here  and  having  to  put  this 
chart  up.  having  to  print  up  more  num- 
bers. These  get  expensive.  I  do  not 
want  to  print  up  more  numbers. 

So  I  have  to  keep  adding  numbers  to 
the  chart  here  about  how  many  days  it 
has  been  since  you  have  decided  not  to 
participate  in  the  process. 

Today  was  an  interesting  day.  It  was 
an  interesting  day  today.  We  had  sev- 
eral Democratic  Senators  come  for- 
ward with  their  balanced  budget  pro- 
posals After.  I  am  sure,  imploring  the 
Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  country 
to  propose  his  budget  that  balances  the 
budget,  they  decided  to  venture  out  on 
their  own  and  introduce  the  budget  an 
hour  before  the  end  of  debate  on  the 
balanced  budget  resolution. 

We  had  50  hours  of  debate  on  the 
budget,  and  1  hour  before  the  termi- 
nation of  debate,  several  Democratic 
Senators  rushed  to  the  floor  with  their 
idea  sketched  out — I  do  not  know 
whether  it  was  on  the  back  of  the  enve- 
lope or  the  front  of  the  envelope — but 
it  was  sketched  out  in  very  vague 
terms  about  how  they  are  going  to  get 
there.  We  are  going  to  have  some  tax 
increases.  We  knew  that.  I  mean,  that 
was  a  given.  The  question  was.  how 
much']'  They  said  $230  billion.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  was  suggest- 
ing maybe  it  is  more  like  $400  billion. 
about  a  third  of  what  they  want  to  cut 
the  deficit  by. 

They  want  to  do  it  over  9  years  in- 
stead of  7,  They  want  to  use  some  of 
our  cuts.  They  want  to  use  some  of  our 
savings  given  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  by  balancing  the  budget, 
none  of  which  has  been  scored  by  the 


Congressional  Budget  Office.  They  just 
want  to  throw  this  together  with  no 
specifics,  no  plan  on  how  to  get  the  $150 
billion  in  cuts  they  want  to  get  out  of 
Medicare,  no  plan  on  how  they  are 
going  to  restructure  any  of  the  pro- 
grams that  they  want  to  cut  in  domes- 
tic discretionary  or  defense  spending 
— no  specifics,  just  some  numbers,  just 
some  tax  increases,  and  just  a  lot  of 
rhetoric  about,  you  know,  we  are  for 
this  too.  we  want  to  be  relevant,  too. 

After  sounding  somewhat  critical,  I 
congratulate  them.  I  congratulate 
them  for  at  least  stepping  from  behind 
the  shadows  and  moving  forward,  and 
saying.  "We  believe  in  a  balanced  budg- 
et, too.  Here  is  how  we  are  going  to  get 
there.  We  don't  believe  we  should  fun- 
damentally restructure  Government  as 
much  as  you  think  we  need  to  do.  We 
need  to  increase  taxes  some  more  be- 
cause the  American  public  does  not  pay 
enough  to  run  this  place.  So  we  need  to 
tax  them  some  more." 

That  is  fine,  if  they  believe  that.  If 
that  is  what  you  believe,  then  come 
here  and  defend  it. 

I  congratulate  them  for  having  the 
courage  to  come  up  and  defend  it.  I  am 
hoping  that  when  this  debate  is  all— 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  10 
minutes  allotted  to  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Feingold],  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD,  I  rise  to  thank  my 
good  friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Arizona,  for  his  comments  regarding 
various  provisions  included  in  the  con- 
ference report  of  the  rescissions  bill. 

Let  me  first  reiterate  how  pleased  I 
am  f.n  he  working  with  the  .Senator  on 
a  variety  of  congressional  and  budget 
related  reforms.  He  and  I  share  a  num- 
ber of  common  concerns  regarding  the 
impact  of  special  interests  on  elected 
Government,  and  I  was  delighted  when 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  approached 
me  before  this  session  began  to  see  if  I 
would  be  interested  in  working  with 
him  on  some  of  those  issues. 

That  kind  of  bipartisan  spirit  is  es- 
sential if  we  are  to  build  anything 
truly  meaningful  and  lasting  in  the 
104th  Congress. 

Without  that  spirit,  all  that  can  be 
done  is  to  advance  an  agenda  that  is 
hollow  and  transitory.  Despite  the  un- 
derstandably partisan  tone  of  the 
statements  often  made  in  the  Chamber. 
I  know  there  are  people  of  good  will  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are  willing 
to  try  to  tackle  problems  together. 

I  have  often  mentioned  the  Kerrey- 
Brown  deficit  reduction  package  that 
was  developed  in  the  last  Congress  as 
an  example  of  that  kind  of  effort.  And 
I  was  happy  to  be  a  part  of  that  bipar- 
tisan effort. 

I  think  the  effort  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  and  I  are  making  is  another 
such  example  of  bipartisan  work. 
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There  has  been  some  progress  made 
already  this  year.  I  was  delighted  that 
a  measure  to  clean  up  the  emergency 
appropriations  process,  which  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  and  I  sponsored,  was 
included  in  the  line-item  veto  measure 
that  passed  the  Senate,  and  I  very 
much  hope  that  the  line-item  veto  con- 
ferees will  retain  that  emergency 
spending  provision.  And  there  will  be 
others  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  ongoing  ef- 
forts that  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
and  I  agreed  on  was  to  undertake  a 
look  at  the  earmarked  items  in  appro- 
priations bills.  The  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona has  a  long  history  of  this  already, 
of  certainly  some  discomfort  to  some, 
but  I  believe  it  has  had  an  impact.  Just 
the  knowledge  that  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  will  be  asking  questions  about 
these  kinds  of  appropriations  can  be  a 
deterrent.  I  certainly  hope  this  is  the 
case.  And  I  also  hope  that  by  joining 
him  in  this  effort  on  a  regular  basis,  we 
can  discourage  even  more. 

So,  Mr.  President,  that  brings  me  to 
the  rescissions  bill.  It  is  ironic  that 
legislation  intended  to  take  a  first  step 
toward  a  balanced  budget  has  become 
again  a  vehicle  for  a  number  of  provi- 
sions that  I  think  move  us  in  the  wrong 
direction.  Not  only  does  the  conference 
report  specify  new  spending,  for  which 
there  is  no  compelling  or  immediate 
need,  it  also  contains  provisions  which 
restore  funding  beyond  the  level  which 
passed  either  House. 

My  friend  from  Arizona  mentioned 
some  of  these  items.  We  have  all  read 
about  the  various  earmarked  transpor- 
tation projects,  courthouses  and  other 
building  projects  that  somehow  con- 
tinue to  endure.  They  are  kind  of  like 
cockroaches:  no  matter  what  we  throw 
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them  still  survive. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  pro- 
grams as  well:  $12.7  million  for  a  Na- 
tional Swine  Research  Center.  It  is  my 
understanding  that,  as  I  believe  my 
friend  pointed  out.  there  are  already  a 
dozen  such  centers.  Do  we  really  need  a 
13th  swine  research  center?  And  if  we 
do  need  a  13th  swine  research  center. 
should  there  not  be  a  competitive  proc- 
ess to  justify  where  the  thing  is  sited? 

Another  one:  $1  million  allocated  to 
the  Advanced  Lead-Acid  Battery  Con- 
sortium. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  one  company  is  the  principal  ben- 
eficiary of  this  research  funding.  This 
has  all  the  trappings  once  again  of  cor- 
porate welfare.  I  question  whether  we 
should  be  dedicating  scarce  revenues  to 
the  kind  of  applied  research  for  which 
the  private  benefits  clearly  exceed  the 
public  benefits. 

And  then.  Mr.  President,  we  find  the 
following  provision  in  section  1008  of 
the  bill.  It  says: 

The  Administrator  shall  acquire,  for  no 
more  than  $35  million,  a  certain  parcel  of 
land,  together  with  existing  facilities.  lo- 
cated on  the  site  of  the  property  referred  to 
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as    the   Clear   Lake    Development    Facility 
Clear  Lake.  TX. 

The  section  goes  on  to  explain  that 
NASA  is  being  directed  to  buy  this 
property  to  use  as  a  neutral  buoyancy 
laboratory. 

One  might  well  ask.  Mr.  President, 
what  this  provision  is  doing  in  a  bill, 
the  main  focus  of  which  is  to  reduce 
the  deficit. 

But,  Mr.  President,  just  when  you 
think  you  have  seen  it  all,  you  read  the 
very  next  provision,  section  1009.  which 
reads  as  follows: 

Notwithstanding?  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  regulation.*  *  *  NASA  shall  convey, 
without  reimbursement,  to  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi, all  rights,  title  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  the  property  known  as  the 
Yellow  Creek  Facility  and  consisting  of  ap- 
proximately 1.200  acres  near  the  city  of  luka 
MS. 

Mr.  President,  if  you  can  believe  it.  it 
gets  worse.  Further  down  section  1009 
we  find  the  following. 

Provided  further  that  JIG  million  in  appro- 
priated funds  otherwise  available  to  NAS.A 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  SUte  of  Mis- 
sissippi to  be  used  in  the  transition  of  the  fa- 
cility. 

Not  only  are  we  giving  away  this  fa- 
cility. Mr.  President,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  actually  throwing  in  $10 
million  to  sweeten  the  deal  in  some- 
thing we  call  a  rescissions  bill. 

Mr.  President,  in  two  consecutive 
sessions  of  the  so-called  rescissions 
bill.  NASA  is  required  to  pay  $35  mil- 
lion for  13  acres  of  land  and  facilities  in 
Texas  to  establish  a  neutral  buoyancy 
lab  and  to  give  away  1.200  acres  of  land 
and  facilities  in  Mississippi  along  with 
a  bonus  of  $10  million. 

My  back-of-the-envelop  arithmetic 
suggests  that  Federal  taxpayers  netted 
out  losing  $45  million  and  1.187  acres 
from  just  those  two  sections  alone. 

I  am  sure  someone  might  be  able  to 
provide  us  with  some  reasons  NASA  is 
being  required  to  make  these  deals,  but 
nothing  in  this  legislation  before  us 
suggests  anything  the  least  bit  urgent 
about  them. 

Mr.  President,  should  we  be  asked  to 
swallow  these  land  deals  as  part  of  leg- 
islation intended  to  give  us  a  good 
jump-start  at  deficit  reduction  and  to 
provide  emergency  funding  for  some 
urgent  problems?  I  do  not  think  we 
should.  If  there  are  sound  reasons  to 
make  these  land  deals,  then  those  who 
advocate  these  arrangements  should  be 
willing  to  subject  them  to  the  scrutiny 
of  the  regular  appropriations  or  au- 
thorization bills.  These  provisions 
argue  strongly  for  the  reform  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  and  I  have  intro- 
duced and  that  was  included  in  the 
line-item  veto  measure  we  passed. 

Mr.  President,  by  establishing  a  now 
point  of  order  against  adding  these 
kinds  of  nonemergency  measures  to 
emerf,^cncy  appropriations  bills  and  by 
prohibiting  OMB  from  adjusting  spend- 
ing caps  or  otherwise  relaxing  the  se- 
quester process   for  emergency   appro- 
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priations  bills  that  include  these  extra- 
neous measures,  our  proposal  would 
limit  the  ability  of  some  to  circumvent 
the  normal  legislative  process  as  I  sug- 
gest may  have  occurred  here.  These 
provisions  also  argue  for  the  line-item 
veto  measure  itself,  and  I  very  much 
hope  we  can  make  progress  in  moving 
that  issue  along  as  well. 

I  just  want  to  reiterate  any  thanks  to 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  and  his  staff 
for  their  continuing  vigilance  on  these 
issues.  There  are  tangible  costs  to  that 
work,  as  anyone  reviewing  the  list  of 
projects  that  has  been  rescinded  can  di- 
vine, but  in  the  end,  Mr.  President,  the 
only  way  we  will  end  these  abuses  is 
for  Members  to  follow  the  lead  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  and  reject  these 
special  provisions  even  when  it  means 
rejecting  a  project  for  ones  own  State. 
So  I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 
Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
FRIST).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  be  allowed  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  for  the  10  minutes. 

Before  I  speak  to  the  point  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  brought  up  about 
the  national  swine  center.  I  want  to 
compliment  everyone  who  worked  on 
this  rescissions  bill  which  rescinds  $16 
billion  of  expenditures,  moving  us 
more  quickly  to  a  balanced  budget 
than  waiting  until  the  beginning  of  fis- 
cal year  1996  which  starts  October  1  of 
this  year. 

This  gives  us  a  6-month  headstart  on 
the  efforts  toward  balancing  the  budg- 
et. Everybody.  Republican  and  Demo- 
crat, involved  in  this  process  to  bring 
forth  this  sort  of  change  in  the  expend- 
itures for  our  present  fiscal  year  is  to 
be  complimented  and  to  be  considered 
fiscally  responsible.  I  applaud  them  for 
that. 

At  the  same  time.  I  think  it  is  irre- 
sponsible for  the  President  to  take  the 
position  he  has  when  there  was  so 
much  of  an  effort  in  the  Senate  to  ac- 
commodate the  White  House  in  the 
first  instance  of  the  passage  of  this  leg- 
islation. 

I  hope  the  President  will  change  his 
mind,  sign  the  bill,  and  help  move  us 
on  to  a  balanced  budget  much  quicker 
than  would  otherwise  happen. 

My  good  friend  from  Arizona  has 
raised  a  lot  of  issues,  on  this  bill  and 
on  other  bills,  that  raise  the  question 
about  the  wise  expenditure  of  public 
moneys.  I  compliment  him  for  doing 
that.  He  is  a  responsible  watchdog  of 
the  taxpayers'  money.  There  are  not 
enough  of  those  in  this  town. 

One  of  the  issues  that  he  raised  pre- 
viously was  on  the  National  Swine  Re- 
search   Center   located   at    Iowa   State 


University,  one  of  the  major  univer- 
sities in  my  State.  I  want  to  speak  to 
that  point,  because  I  think  he  raised 
some  legitimate  questions  about  it. 

The  first  question  raised  was  whether 
or  not  it  was  a  conferenceable  item- 
was  it  in  one  of  the  bills  before  it  went 
to  conference  or  was  it  amended  in  con- 
ference? 

It  was  a  conferenceable  item.  Under 
the  rules  of  the  House  and  Senate  con- 
ference, it  was  something  that  could 
have  legitimately  been  dealt  with  in 
the  conference.  It  was  not  something 
that  was  added  after  the  fact  by  the 
conferees  in  an  effort  to  sneak  some- 
thing through. 

The  next  question  that  was  legiti- 
mately raised  was  why  a  swine  re- 
search center  and  why  at  Iowa  State 
University? 

I  suppose  the  latter  one  is  the  easiest 
to  answer.  It  is  there  because  our  State 
is  the  leading  pork  producing  State  in 
the  Nation.  And  some  of  the  best  sci- 
entists in  animal  husbandry  are  there, 
some  of  the  best  researchers.  So  you 
put  a  facility  where  outstanding  people 
are  located  to  do  the  research  when 
you  have  a  national  goal  to  do  research 
in  a  particular  area. 

The  whole  issue  of  swine  research, 
the  whole  issue  of  agricultural  re- 
search, is  not  questioned  any  more  as  a 
good  public  policy  of  our  Government. 
It  is  something  that  has  been  promoted 
by  the  Federal  Government  going  back 
to  1862.  More  specifically,  in  this  cen- 
tury, a  lot  of  legislation  was  passed 
that  has  the  Federal  Government, 
through  the  Agriculture  Research 
Service,  very  much  involved  in  agricul- 
tural research;  not  to  benefit  just  the 
farmers,  but  to  make  sure  that  there  is 
an  adequate  supply  of  food  and  high- 
quality  food  available  for  consuiners. 

Why  do  we  have  a  National  Swine  Re- 
search Center?  Well,  there  was  careful 
consideration  given  to  the  formation  of 
this.  A  long  time  ago.  a  national  peer 
panel  recommended  the  establishment 
of  a  Swine  Research  Center.  They  did  it 
because  the  needed  research  was  not 
being  conducted  in  any  other  State  or 
Federal  laboratory  nationwide.  This 
peer  review  panel  made  very  definite 
that  this  program  of  research  not  be 
duplicative  and  they  made  a  deter- 
mination it  would  not  be  duplicative. 
They  did  that  through  defining  the 
mission,  the  mission  of  the  research 
center.  That  mission  is  to  develop  tech- 
nology to  ensure  that  the  U.S.  pork  in- 
dustry operates  as  an  environmentally 
sound  and  efficient  animal  production 
system. 

In  that  particular  statement  from 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  we 
ought  to  put  emphasis  upon  environ- 
mentally sound  as  a  lead  purpose  of  the 
swine  research  center  in  Iowa  as  op- 
posed to  the  other  swine  research  cen- 
ters that  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
mentioned  in  the  question  about  why, 
when  you  have  some,  do  you  need  oth- 
ers. We  need  a  national  swine  research 
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center  because  we  have  not  had  ade- 
quate research  in  that  area  and  we 
need  it. 

The  emphasis,  of  course,  is  on  the  en- 
vironmental aspects.  But  also  like 
other  research  centers,  the  environ- 
mental research  and  determinations 
have  something  to  do  with  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  animal  production  sys- 
tem. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
through  their  directives  on  this  par- 
ticular National  Swine  Research  Cen- 
ter, says  that  it  will  help  maintain  and 
increase  the  competitiveness  and  effi- 
ciency of  U.S.  pork  production  and 
marketing.  These  are  national  goals,  as 
well.  Agriculture  is  one  of  those  areas 
of  production  in  America  where  we  are 
most  efficient  and  where  we  are  with- 
out a  doubt  competitive  with  any  other 
country  in  the  world. 

The  exports  of  our  agriculture  prod- 
ucts give  us  a  very  positive,  favorable 
trade  balance  in  agriculture.  Without 
that  positive  favorable  balance  in  agri- 
culture and  in  food  products  we  would 
have  yet  a  bigger  deficit  in  our  overall 
trade.  So.  a  research  center  that  is 
going  to  continue  to  keep  us  competi- 
tive has  a  very  good  overall  economic 
benefit  to  our  entire  Nation,  as  we  try 
to  keep  our  trade  deficit  down. 

Now  this  compromise  before  us  al- 
lows the  laboratory  of  the  national 
swine  center  to  be  built  at  a  cost  of 
$12,678,000  by  the  Agriculture  Research 
Service. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  appropriated 
these  funds  in  other  fiscal  years  for 
this  project,  in  fiscal  yea/  1992,  SI. 8 
million:  fiscal  year  1993,  $1.5  million: 
fiscal  year  1994,  $4.3  million;  and  fiscal 
year  1995,  $6.2  million. 

Twelve  million  dollars  completes  the 
project.  1  am  sure  that  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  would  not  suggest  that 
we  should  throw  the  work  already  done 
down  the  drain  by  not  completing  this 
project. 

Now,  the  legitimate  question  is  asked 
by  the  Senator  from  Arizona  about  why 
is  this  project  given  to  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity. 

The  pork  industry  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  probably  the  re- 
searchers involved,  and  Iowa  State 
University,  would  rather  not  have  this 
given  to  Iowa  State  University.  Tradi- 
tionally, this  would  continue  to  be  a 
Federal  facility  with  the  operation 
costs  paid,  because  it  is  a  national  re- 
search center  in  cooperation  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  fulfill- 
ing a  national  service. 

A  lot  of  those  operational  costs  over 
the  ensuing  years  would  be  paid  for  by 
the  Federal  taxpayers.  But.  it  is  one  of 
the  compromises,  in  order  to  go  ahead 
and  get  this  facility  finished,  that  Iowa 
State  University  would  assume  the 
operational  costs  of  the  laboratory  and 
any  additional  construction  costs 
above  that  figure.  The  Agricultural  Re- 
search  Service,   then,  would  turn  the 


completed  structure  over  to  Iowa  State 
University. 

Where  continually  there  would  be  an 
ongoing  cost  every  year  for  decades 
into  the  future  for  the  operation  of 
this,  the  answer  to  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  is  it  was  given  to  Iowa  State 
University  so  that  the  Federal  tax- 
payers would  not  be  saddled  with  the 
operation  of  it  into  the  future. 

Iowa  State  University,  the  National 
Pork  Producers  and  even  the  Agri- 
culture Research  Service  will  work  to 
make  sure  that  there  is  no  duplication 
of  research  other  places,  that  there  are 
efficiencies  made  elsewhere  at  the 
other  facilities  for  swine  research,  and 
to  make  sure  that  we  consolidate  Fed- 
eral swine  research  activities  so  there 
is  no  duplication. 

This  was  a  demand  from  the  chair- 
man, particularly  on  the  House  side, 
for  us  to  meet,  to  satisfy  the  leaders  on 
the  other  side  of  the  Hill  that  this 
would  not  be  an  ongoing  cost  and  this 
would  be  the  end  of  it  if  they  com- 
pleted it.  This  was  all  a  general  agree- 
ment to  get  this  activity  completed.  So 
it  is  completed. 

I  hope  that  I  have  satisfied  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona— without  trying  to 
discourage  him  from  asking  legitimate 
questions,  which  he  has — that  the  com- 
pletion of  this  is  necessary  so  that  the 
$12  million  is  not  wasted  and,  in  addi- 
tion, that  this  will  not  be  an  ongoing 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  Federal 
Government.  That  it  was  only  given  in 
ownership  to  Iowa  State  University, 
not  just  because  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment just  gives  away  things  willy- 
nilly,  but  because  Iowa  State  Univer- 
sity is  accepting  the  cost  of  the  oper- 
ation not  for  only  the  short  term  but 
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I  hope  that  my  colleagues  see  that  as 
a  good  deal  for  the  taxpayers,  a  good 
deal  for  agricultural  research,  a  good 
deal  for  the  pork  industry,  a  good  deal 
for  our  balance  of  trade,  a  good  deal  to 
assure  an  adequate  supply  of  quality 
food  to  the  consumers  of  America.  All 
of  these  are  good  public  policy;  all  of 
these  have  been  followed  in  a  lot  of 
areas  of  agricultural  research  in  the 
past,  maybe  even  a  lot  of  research  gen- 
erally that  our  National  Government 
conducts. 

So  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider 
these  points  of  view  and  let  this  facil- 
ity be  completed  once  and  for  all. 

Mr.  McCain  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  Iowa  for  his 
very  lucid  and  informative  expla- 
nation. I  regret  we  have  to  go  through 
this  kind  of  a  drill.  I  think  we  could 
probably  avoid  it  in  the  future  under 
different  circumstances  of  authoriza- 
tion and  appropriations  process. 

I  also  thank  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Wisconsin,  Senator  Feingold,  for 
all  he  has  done  and  all  he  will  continue 


to  do.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of 
working  with  him  on  a  bipartisan 
basis. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  regret 
that  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona, has  chosen  once  again  to  criticize 
funding  for  the  National  Swine  Re- 
search Center.  He  attacks  this  con- 
ference report  because  it  does  not  re- 
scind funding  for  the  center  provided  in 
previous  measures. 

Let  us  be  clear  that  the  rescissions 
bill  passed  by  the  Senate  did  not  in- 
clude any  provisions  pertaining  to  the 
National  Swine  Research  Center.  It 
was  only  in  the  measure  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  that  funding 
for  the  center  would  have  been  re- 
scinded. So  if  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
is  criticizing  the  Senate  conferees  for 
supporting  the  Senate's  position  and 
not  receding  to  the  House  on  this 
point,  I  believe  his  criticism  is  mis- 
placed. 

We  debated  funding  for  the  center  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  earlier  this 
year.  My  colleague  from  Iowa,  Senator 
Grassley.  and  I  discussed  the  develop- 
ment of  plans  for  the  center,  the  need 
for  the  research  that  it  will  conduct 
and  the  justification  for  construction 
of  this  new  facility. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service 
has  stated  that  the  research  at  the 
Swine  Research  Center  will  not  be  du- 
plicative of  other  research.  There  is  no 
other  facility  now  equipped  to  carry 
out  the  research  that  is  planned  for  the 
Center.  That  research  will  emphasize 
odor  and  water  quality  research.  The 
goal  is  to  help  the  pork  industry  im- 
prove its  competitiveness  and  effi- 
ciency in  an  environmentally  sound 
manner. 

This  Center  was  peer  reviewed.  It  has 
been  identified  by  ARS  as  a  high  prior- 
ity. It  is  a  product  of  joint  planning  by 
ARS,  the  National  Pork  Producers 
Council,  the  Iowa  Pork  Producers  and 
Iowa  State  University. 

Because  agricultural  research  is  so 
important  to  our  Nation,  and  because 
pork  production  is  such  a  large  part  of 
our  Nation's  agricultural  economy,  I 
believe  there  is  ample  justification  for 
using  Federal  funds  to  construct  the 
National  Swine  Research  Center  and  to 
support  the  operation  of  the  center  and 
its  research  in  future  years. 

But  the  House  conferees  on  this  bill 
said  that  their  leadership  was  adamant 
about  not  letting  the  plans  for  the 
Swine  Research  Center  go  forward  as 
originally  developed.  I  strongly  dis- 
agreed with  the  position  of  the  House 
conferees,  and  I  worked  with  them  to 
improve  report  language  they  had  first 
recommended  that  would  have  been 
quite  damaging  to  the  future  of  the 
center.  In  the  end  the  House  conferees 
agreed  that  the  $12,678  million  which 
had  been  appropriated  would  not  be  re- 
scinded, but  they  insisted  on  report 
language  specifying  that  once  the  facil- 
ity   at    Ames,    Iowa   is   constructed,    it 


would  be  conveyed  to  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity and  further  stating  that  future 
costs  of  operating  that  facility  at  Ames 
are  expected  to  be  provided  by  sources 
other  than  the  Federal  Government. 
The  language  also  states  that  Iowa 
State  University  should  work  in  col- 
laboration with  the  pork  industry  to 
cover  research  and  additional  construc- 
tion costs  associated  with  the  center  or 
to  offset  those  costs  through  the  con- 
solidation of  Federal  research  activi- 
ties. Again,  I  strongly  disagree  with 
the  report  language  insisted  upon  by 
the   House   conferees,    but    it   was   the 


that  an  agency's  compliance  with  cer- 
tain minimal  obligations  in  the  carry- 
ing out  of  a  sale  is  "deemed  sufficient" 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  all  appli- 
cable statutes. 

This  language  would  disallow  any 
meaningful  site-specific  challenge  to  a 
sale  under  the  environmental  laws,  es- 
pecially given  that  the  report  would 
also  eliminate  administrative  appeals 
of  timber  sale  decisions. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  another 
provision  in  the  report  expressly  would 
revise  the  agencies'  analytical  obliga- 
tions with   respect   to  salvage   timber 


would  nearly  double  the  sufficiency  pe- 
riod that  was  in  the  Senate  bill. 

We  passed  a  bill  at  a  certain  length  of 
time.  They  doubled  it  in  the  con- 
ference, and  this  could  translate  into 
an  additional  2  billion  to  4  billion 
board  feet  of  timber  being  harvested 
with  minimal  environmental  analysis. 
This  is  not  a  case  of  rushing  in  and 
picking  up  some  timber  that  has  just 
fallen  down  in  a  certain  area.  This  is 
big  activity. 

No.  2,  while  numerical  timber  volume 
targets  have  been  removed  from  the 
bill,  the  managers'  statement  includes 


best  that  could  be  obtained  under  the     sales.  The  provision  in  question  would     a  so-called  volume  requirements.  This 


circumstances. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
I  have  about  7  minutes  remaining.  I 
yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  who  has  a 
statement  to  make. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arizona 
for  letting  me  have  some  time  at  the 
final  part  of  this  evening. 

It  is  with  some  reluctance  that  I  will 
vote  against  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  1158,  the  pending  rescissions  bill. 
The  report  has  much  to  commend  it.  It 
would  provide  needed  disaster  relief  to 
Americans  across  the  country  who  are 
still  recovering  from  a  series  of  trage- 


make  the  duty  to  consider  environ- 
mental effects  of  salvage  timber  sales 
solely  discretionary.  I  think  this  is  an 
important  point,  Mr.  President.  Under 
the  revisions  that  have  been  made  in 
connection  with  this  rescissions  bill, 
the  agency  would  make  the  duty  to 
consider  environmental  effects  of  sal- 
vage timber  sales  to  become  discre- 
tionary; in  other  words,  you  do  not 
have  to  do  it. 

This  approach.  I  believe,  is  short- 
sighted and  unwise.  Conducting  envi- 
ronmental analysis  can  be  especially 
important  in  carrying  out  salvage  sales 
because  candidate  sites  usually  have 
experienced  significant  disturbances.  A 


is  a  classic  example  of  trying  to  have  it 
both  ways.  The  managers'  volume 
numbers  exceed  by  far  what  Agri- 
culture Secretary  Glickman  has  said 
the  Forest  Service  can  achieve  while 
meeting  substantial  requirements  of 
applicable  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  concerns  over 
what  is  done  to  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act,  so-called  NEPA. 
But,  Mr.  President,  in  this  late  period 
in  the  evening,  I  am  not  going  to  de- 
bate the  merits  of  the  report's  NEPA 
provisions  as  much  as  to  highlight  that 
there  has  not  been  real  debate  on  them 
at  all.  These  actions  take  place  in  the 
Appropriations   Committee,    and    I   do 


dies;    of  course    the    principal    one    of    salvage  sale  has  arisen  because  there     not  think  the  Congress  should  be  in  the 


those  is  in  Oklahoma  City 

In  addition,  the  report  would  provide 
for  more  than  $16  billion  in  savings  to 
the  Federal  Treasury.  Although  I  can- 
not say  I  agree  with  each  of  the  places 
where  the  report  would  make  these 
cuts,  nonetheless  it  represents  a  really 
solid  first  step  toward  reversing  the 
pattern  of  unconstrained  Federal 
spending. 

Mr.  President,  notwithstanding  the 
benelits  ol  the  funding  provisions  of 
the  report,  it  is  the  general  policy  pro- 
visions that  are  the  ones  that  have  led 
me  to  conclude  I  cannot  support  the  re- 
port. As  those  who  have  read  the  report 
carefully  will  note,  it  is  replete  with 
measures  that  would  override  or  revise 
substantially  environmental  laws  in  a 
variety  of  contexts.  I  am  especially 
concerned  about  those  relating  to  Fed- 
eral timber  sales  and  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act  of  1969,  some- 
times referred  to  as  NEPA. 

My  concern  with  the  bill's  timber 
sales  provisions  have  been  evidenced 
ever  since  I  voted  against  a  motion  to 
table  a  substitute  amendment  during 
the  floor  debate  on  the  Senate  version 
of  the  bill.  I  recognize  the  need  to  ad- 
dress expeditiously  risks  arising  from 
the  poor  health  of  certain  public  for- 
ests. 

However,  this  provides  no  ground  for 
throwing  environmental  considerations 
overboard.  The  conference  report  has 
only  added  to  my  concerns. 

Why  do  I  say  this?  First,  the  report 
retains  so-called  sufficiency  language, 
with  respect  to  salvage  and  option  9 
timber   sales.    This    language    provides 


has  been  significant  disturbances  in 
the  area — a  tremendous  hurricane  or 
tornado,  earthquake,  or  something  as 
formidable  as  an  explosion,  the  vol- 
canic action  of  a  mountain,  as  took 
place  in  the  State  of  Washington  about 
15  to  18  years  ago. 

Such  sites,  therefore,  are  often  espe- 
cially sensitive  to  further  disturbance 
caused  by  timber  harvests. 

Is  this  me  talking  or  some  expert? 
Well,  let  us  see  what  the  dean  of  the 
Duke  University  School  of  Environ- 
ment,   Norman    Christensen,    said    on 


routine  of  using  appropriations  bills  to 
bypass  or  bar  compliance  with  environ- 
mental statutes  in  ways  that  will  have 
significant  environmental  effects.  This 
is  an  improper  practice  that  must 
cease.  For  me,  that  means  now  with 
this  report. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Chair  and  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  conference  re- 
port to  accompany  H.R.  1158.  the  Emer- 
gency Supplemental  and  Rescission 
Act.  I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  my 


March  23.  1995.  just  2  months  ago,  in  a    colleagues  and  I  on  the  House  and  Sen- 


letter  to  Appropriations  Committee 
Chairman  H.ATFIELD.  He  explained  the 
possible  serious  adverse  effects  of  poor- 
ly carried  out  salvage  sales. 

This  is  what  he  said: 

Improperly  used,  however,  [salvage  and 
thinning)  can  cause  serious,  long-lasting 
damage  to  resources  including  soils,  streams, 
wildlife,  fish  and  residual  trees.  The  timing 
and  manner  of  their  application  requires  at 
least  as  careful  analysis  and  monitoring  as 
other  types  of  logging 

In  other  words,  there  is  not  some- 
thing unique  about  salvage  sales,  winds 
fall  and  timber;  you  can  just  go  in  and 
take  it  away. 

Done  poorly,  the  productivity  and  biologi- 
cal integrity  of  public  forests  may  be  perma- 
nently compromised. 

And  finally,  Mr.  President,  environ- 
mental effects  of  sales  encompassed  by 
the  report  could  be  substantial,  par- 
ticularly in  light  of  two  factors:  No.  1, 
the  conferees  extended  by  a  full  year 
the  period  during  which  sufficiency 
language  would  apply.   This  extension 


ate  Appropriations  Committees  have 
cut  more  spending  in  this  bill  than  in 
any  rescission  bill  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  I  want  to  compliment  Chair- 
man Hatfield  and  Chairman  Living- 
ston for  their  leadership  on  this  legis- 
lation. 

The  bill  cuts  $16.4  billion  in  spending 
and  provides  supplemental  funding  for 
disaster  relief  and  increased  anti-ter- 
rorism funding  to  respond  to  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing.  I,  for  one,  am  out- 
raged that  President  Clinton  an- 
nounced last  Wednesday  that  he  in- 
tends to  veto  this  rescission  bill.  The 
President  should  sign  the  rescission 
bill  and  join  our  efforts  to  put  the  Fed- 
eral Government  on  a  budget  like  ev- 
erybody else.  When  President  Clinton 
vetoes  a  $16  billion  cut  in  Government 
spending  to  protect  a  few  r>et  programs, 
he  is  putting  the  interests  of  his  ad- 
ministration and  his  part  in  front  of 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  America. 

1  would  like  to  comment  briefly  on 
the  supplemental  funding  provided  for 
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the  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  in 
the  Commerce,  Justice,  State  section 
of  the  bill.  The  President  requested  $71 
million  for  the  Justice  Department's 
response  to  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing and  to  enhance  Federal  law  en- 
forcement's ability  to  respond  to  do- 
mestic terrorism.  The  conferees  were 
concerned  that,  in  many  cases,  the 
President's  request  failed  to  provide 
the  true,  full-year  cost  of  hiring  addi- 
tional FBI  and  other  Justice  Depart- 
ment personnel,  since  the  President  as- 
sumes that  many  of  these  new  person- 
nel will  be  hired  late  in  the  fiscal  year. 

.As  a  strong  supporter  of  Federal  law 
enforcement.  I  wanted  to  ensure  that 
the  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department 
have  the  resources  they  need  to  pros- 
ecute and  convict  the  violent  criminals 
who  committed  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing.  I  also  wanted  to  begin  the 
process  of  strengthening  Federal  law 
enforcement  so  that  we  can  do  every- 
thing possible  to  prevent  anything  like 
this  terrible  crime  from  ever  happening 
again. 

To  accomplish  these  goals,  the  con- 
ferees have  provided  $113  million  for 
the  Justice  Department,  including  $90 
million  for  the  FBI.  and  an  additional 
$16.6  million  for  increased  security  at 
Federal  courthouses.  These  amounts 
are  within  the  parameters  set  for  this 
bill  by  the  full  committee  chairmen, 
and  I  intend  to  provide  additional  re- 
sources for  these  purposes  when  I 
present  my  recommendations  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  Justice  Department  ap- 
propriation. 

I  am  dismayed  that,  in  many  cases, 
the  additional  resources  requested  by 
the  President  to  respond  to  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing  are  for  items  pre- 
viously requested  by  the  FBI  and  the 
Justice  Department  in  their  regular 
budget  requests,  but  previously  re- 
jected by  the  Clinton  White  House. 

Under  the  Clinton  administration, 
the  FBI  endured  a  nearly  2-year  hiring 
freeze,  while  normal  attrition  reduced 
the  number  of  special  agents  by  765. 
The  FBI  crime  laboratory  has  been 
forced  to  curtail  the  services  it  pro- 
vides State  and  local  law  enforcement 
agencies  due  to  budget  constraints.  As 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee that  funds  the  FBI,  I  am 
committed  to  reversing  this  trend,  and 
I  am  confident  that  these  efforts  will 
have  the  strong  support  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  the  vast  majority  of 
the  Senate. 

Finally,  I  am  proud  that  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  Commerce, 
Justice.  State  section  of  the  bill  in- 
cludes more  new  spending  reductions 
than  either  of  the  House-  or  Senate- 
passed  bills.  The  budget  resolution  cur- 
rently under  consideration  in  the  Con- 
gress will  build  on  the  good  work  of 
this  rescission  bill  and  ultimately  lead 
us  to  the  first  balanced  Federal  budget 
since  1969.  When  we  complete  our  work 
on   these   measures,  we  will  have  ful- 


filled the  promise  Republicans  made  to 
the  American  people  last  November,  to 
put  the  Federal  Government  on  a  budg- 
et, to  say  no  to  more  Federal  spending, 
and  to  allow  more  families  to  say  yes 
to  their  own  spending  priorities  for 
their  own  children. 

NATIONAL  KOREAN  WAR  VETERANS  ARMISTICE 
DAY 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  in- 
cluded in  H.R.  1158  is  language  that 
will  designate  July  27  of  each  year, 
from  1995  until  2003,  the  50th  anniver- 
sary of  the  end  of  active  conflict  in  the 
Korean  war.  as  National  Korean  War 
Veterans  Armistic  Day.  This  important 
designation  could  not  have  been 
achieved  without  the  assistance  of  my 
good  friend  and  colleague,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Alaska.  Senator  STE- 
VE.N'S.  I  would  also  like  to  point  out 
that  our  initiative  to  put  this  language 
in  H.R.  1158  is  a  one-time  exception  due 
to  the  timeliness  of  the  matter— the 
Korean  War  Veterans'  Memorial  will  be 
dedicated  this  July. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Virginia,  in  this 
proposal  to  formally  honor  those  brave 
Americans  who  fought  in  the  Korean 
war.  This  is  an  initiative  which  is  both 
important  and  necessary. 

On  June  25.  1950.  without  warning, 
armed  forces  of  the  People's  Demo- 
cratic Republic  of  Korea  invaded  their 
neighbors  to  the  south,  the  Republic  of 
Korea,  initiating  the  Korean  war. 
Shortly  thereafter,  at  the  request  of 
the  President  of  the  Republic  of  Korea, 
President  Harry  S  Truman  directed 
American  forces  to  enter  into  the  war. 
The  American  involvement  was  spear- 
headed by  the  Army's  Task  Force 
Smith. 

Subseguentl.y.  a  U.N.  command  was 
created  which,  by  the  end  of  active 
combat,  had  incorporated  military 
units  from  21  member  nations,  under 
U.S.  leadership,  in  the  struggle.  The 
fighting  continued,  with  American 
forces  bearing  the  brunt  of  the  action, 
until  July  27.  1953.  when  a  cease-fire 
agreement  ended  active  combat. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Under  the  command  of 
General  of  the  Army  Douglas  Mac- 
Arthur  and.  later.  Gen.  Matthew  B. 
Ridgeway.  U.N.  forces  repelled  the  in- 
vasion and  restored  the  integrity  of  the 
Republic  of  Korea  along  with  the  free- 
dom and  independence  of  the  South  Ko- 
rean people.  During  3  years  of  active 
hostilities,  our  Armed  Forces,  enduring 
the  rigors  of  combat  in  the  extremes  of 
a  hostile  climate  and  the  most  trying 
of  conditions,  engaged  in  some  of  the 
most  significant  battles  in  our  Nation's 
history.  Those  battles  included  the  In- 
chon landings,  the  Pusan  Perimeter 
breakout,  and  the  battle  of  the  Chosin 
Reservoir. 

Over  5.7  million  American  service 
people  were  involved  directly  or  indi- 
rectly in  the  war.  Of  those,  54,246  died: 
33,629  of  whom  died  in  battle.  An  addi- 


tional 103.284  were  wounded  and  8.177 
were  listed  as  mis.sing  or  prisoners  of 
war.  There  are  329  .American  prisoners 
of  war  still  unaccounted  for. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Unfortunately,  the 
Korean  war  has  come  to  be  known  as 
America's  forgotten  war,  and  our  vet- 
erans from  that  era  deserve  the  rec- 
ognition they  earned  through  their 
valor  and  sacrifices.  The  following  Sen- 
ators served  in  that  war:  my  friend 
John  Warner,  as  well  as  Ben 
Nighthor.se  Campbell,  John  Chafek, 
John  Glenn,  and  Arlen  Specter. 

Mr.  President,  for  that  reason,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia and  I  proposed  establishing  a  Na- 
tional Korean  War  -Armistice  Day.  We 
believe  that  this  Nation  should  never 
forget  the  service  rendered,  and  the 
sacrifices  made,  by  those  brave  Ameri- 
cans who  fought,  and  in  particular 
those  who  died,  in  the  Korean  war. 

Mr.  WARNER.  The  distinguished  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Alaska  and  I  are  also 
pleased  that,  as  a  result  of  congres- 
sional and  Presidential  authorizations, 
the  Korean  War  Veterans  Memorial 
will  be  built,  in  Washington,  DC,  to 
recognize  and  honor  the  service  and 
sacrifice  of  those  Americans  who  par- 
ticipated in  the  Korean  war.  By  estab- 
lishing Jul.v  27  as  National  Korean  War 
Veterans  Armistice  Day,  we  will  build 
upon  and  enhance  that  long-due  rec- 
ognition for  Korean  war  veterans. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  speak  against  the  conference  report 
that  is  before  us  this  evening.  Six 
weeks  ago,  we  spent  nearly  a  week  here 
on  the  Senate  floor  debating  the  merits 
of  cutting  funding  for  education.  Many 
believed  that  the  rescission  bill  made 
too  many  cuts  in  important  education 
and  training  and  children's  programs 
that  benefit  working  families  and  chil- 
dren. 

After  many  days  of  debate,  the  Sen- 
ate reached  an  agreement  that  rear- 
ranged the  Senate's  priorities  and  re- 
stored funding  for  children  and  for  edu- 
cation. Under  the  leadership  of  Major- 
ity Leader  DOLE  and  Minority  Leader 
Daschle,  the  children  and  education 
cuts  were  limited  to  $400  million.  In 
the  end.  the  Senate  took  a  strong  posi- 
tion in  support  of  students  and  chil- 
dren, a  position  that  we  expected  would 
be  held  in  conference. 

Head  Start.  WIC.  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
Schools.  Title  I.  Goals  2000.  School  to 
Work,  Immigrant  F^ducation.  Trio,  and 
National  Service  all  received  impor- 
tant infusions  of  funding  that  made  the 
final  Senate  package— with  5405  mil- 
lion in  education  cuts — stand  in  stark 
contrast  to  the  House  package,  with 
$1.6  billion  in  education  cuts.  The  Sen- 
ate's intention  on  education  could  have 
not  been  more  clear. 

Two  weeks  later,  34  Senators,  Repub- 
lican and  Democrat,  reaffirmed  that 
position,  and  sent  a  letter  to  Senator 
Hatkikld  explaining  why  the  Senate 
had  made  the  changes,  and  asking  that 


"We  strongly  urge  you  to  support  stu- 
dents and  education  and  the  Senate 
level  of  education  rescissions.  "  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  letter  be 
entered  into  the  Record. 

Despite  an  unmistakably  clear  mes- 
sage to  the  conferees,  the  conference 
agreement  has  now  come  back  with 
$950  million  in  cuts  to  education  pro- 
grams and  we  are  being  asked  once 
again  to  cut  education. 

I  dont  think  I  need  to  repeat  again 
the  effect  of  these  harsh  rescissions — 
reduction  or  elimination  of  violence 
and  drug  prevention  programs  for  39 
million  students:  elimination  of  school 
reform  grants  to  4,000  schools:  reduc- 
tion in  reading  and  math  assistance  for 
135.000  at-risk  children;  elimination  of 
a  promising  start  on  technology  in 
schools— ail  of  this  and  more  will  be 
gone  if  the  conference  report  is  adopted 
and  the  President  signs  the  bill. 

One  point  cannot  be  overempha- 
sized— schools  across  the  country  are 
counting  on  these  funds.  States  have 
already  been  notified  of  the  amounts 
they  will  receive  in  July.  If  these  re- 
scissions go  through,  children  will  be 
dropped  from  services,  teachers  will  be 
laid  off.  computer  orders  will  be  can- 
celed. 

I  think  the  record  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
on  education  rescissions  is  clear.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  this  report,  and 
to  vote  to  sustain  a  veto  if  President 
Clinton  vetoes  this  bill,  which  I  believe 
he  should  and  will. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
iner  the  rierht  to  object,  we  have  an 
order  for  the  disposition  of  debate 
under  the  rescissions  supplemental  ap- 
propriations bill.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  permit  us  to  complete  that 
action,  and  then  there  will  be  a  period 
for  morning  business  set  aside  for  the 
Senator  to  speak. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Only  3  minutes  re- 
main with  this  Senator.  I  am  advised 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  8 
minutes,  and  he  authorized  us  to  yield 
back  that  time.  So  the  Senator  can 
speak  very  quickly.  We  will  be  in 
morning  business  very  soon. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Very  well. 

Mr.  COCHRAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  the  remainder  of  the  time  under 
the  order. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senators  from 
Wisconsin  and  .Arizona  complain  about 
two  provisions  in  this  conference  re- 
port dealing  with  NAS.A.  They  are  ad- 
ministrative provisions,  and  they  are 
clearly  and  fully  explained  in  the  com- 
mittee report  on  pages  132  and  133. 


Let  me  add  to  the  Clear  Lake  devel- 
opment facility  issue  by  saying  that 
the  authority  to  enter  into  this  trans- 
action was  previously  passed  by  the 
Senate  last  year  on  the  NASA  author- 
ization bill  on  October  5. 

This  purchase  saves  taxpayers'  funds 
and  makes  needed  facilities  available 
to  NASA  on  a  timely  basis.  It  was  con- 
sidered carefully  by  the  Senate  con- 
ferees and  was  found  to  be  not  only  in 
the  public  interest  but  in  the  interests 
of  the  Federal  Government.  That  is 
why  it  was  included  and  approved. 

Insofar  as  the  Yellow  Creek  Facility 
in  Mississippi  is  concerned,  time  does 
not  permit  a  long  narrative  to  expand 
on  the  provisions  of  this  conference  re- 
port itself,  describing  the  history  of 
this  facility. 

Let  me  just  quickly  say  from  my  own 
personal  recollection,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment came  into  this  northeast  cor- 
ner of  Mississippi,  condemned  property 
to  build  a  huge  nuclear  facility  for 
TVA.  Halfway  through  the  construc- 
tion phase,  after  everybody  had  been 
stressed  and  strained  in  terms  of  ac- 
commodating the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's interest  or  this  agency's  inter- 
est, they  canceled  the  facility,  putting 
a  lot  of  people  out  of  work  who  had 
moved  to  the  area  who  helped  build  the 
facility,  and  finally  NASA  decided  they 
would  take  the  land. 

Transfers  were  authorized  by  Con- 
gress for  NASA  to  build  an  advanced 
solid  rocket  motor  facility  on  the  prop- 
erty. People  moved  into  the  area — sci- 
entists, technicians  and  all  the  rest — 
schools  were  built,  roads  were  built,  in- 
frastructure developed,  by  the  State, 
by  local  governments,  taxes  were 
raised,  to  help  pay  for  this  Federal  fa- 
cility and  accommodate  the  interests 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Patriotism  was  rampant  because  of 
the  new  pride  in  that  part  of  the  State 
to  do  something  for  our  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  our  space  program.  NASA 
abandoned  ASRM  when  the  House 
voted  it  down  one  night  and  canceled 
all  the  authority  for  the  funds.  Then 
they  worked  out  a  program  to  have  a 
nozzle  facility  built  to  take  the  place 
of  this  other  facility.  Now  it  has  been 
canceled,  just  recently. 

Finally,  they  say  in  Mississippi. 
"Look,  get  the  Federal  Government 
out  of  here.  Let  the  State  government 
try  to  do  something  that  is  predictable 
that  makes  sense.  "  This  is  after  $100 
million  had  been  invested  by  local  and 
State  interests,  local  taxpayers.  People 
have  lost  money  building  housing  in 
this  area,  doing  things  in  anticipation 
of  the  result  that  would  come  from 
these  Federal  Government  activities. 

Now,  finally,  we  are  just  saying  in 
this  provision,  this  is  an  emergency 
supplemental  bill,  too,  not  just  a  re- 
scission bill.  It  provides  funds  for  disas- 
ter assistance,  to  disaster  victims.  I 
challenge  anybody  to  find  anyone  who 
has  been  victimized  any  more  than  the 


people  of  this  part  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi by  actions  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. This  provision  has  been  re- 
quested by  NASA,  it  was  considered 
carefully  by  conferees  on  both  sides.  It 
is  included  here,  because  it  is  in  the 
public  interest.  There  ought  to  be  more 
included  here  to  deal  with  the  victims 
of  that  disaster. 

I  will  not  belabor  it.  I  congratulate 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  for  his  com- 
ments about  the  facility.  They  com- 
plain about  being  in  the  bill,  in  the 
conference  report  now.  We  defended  the 
position  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate  au- 
thorized this  to  continue  to  be  a  Fed- 
eral Agriculture  Research  Service  fa- 
cility. We  had  to  compromise  with  the 
House. 

The  Senator,  complaining  that  we 
should  not  have  compromised,  I  sup- 
pose. It  does  not  make  logical  sense  to 
me  to  complain  about  the  actions  of 
the  conferees  who  were  bound  to  defend 
the  position  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate 
entertained  an  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  and  voted  it  down. 

We  are  obligated  to  take  up  for  the 
Senate  and  we  did.  But  we  had  to  com- 
promise with  the  House  and  we  worked 
it  out,  and  the  Senator  fully  described 
the  result. 

I  am  proud  of  the  work  our  conferees 
did.  We  worked  hard  and  brought  back 
a  conference  agreement  that  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  approve  when  we  vote  on  it 
tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  President,  the  fiscal  year  1995 
Agriculture,  Rural  Development  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act 
provided  $297  million  in  cost-of-money 
lending  authority  for  telephone  loans 
of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service,  formerly 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administra- 
tion, at  a  subsidy  cost  of  $60,000.  There 
is  a  7-perceiiL  interest  rate  cap  in  that 
program,  and  when  rates  exceeded  that 
amount  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year,  the  cost-of-money  program  was 
substantially  curtailed  because  of  inad- 
equate subsidy.  Because  of  the  cap. 
when  long-term  Treasury  rates  exceed 
7  percent,  the  interest  rates  on  individ- 
ual loans  require  a  subsidy.  The  $60,000 
subsidy  was  appropriated  to  satisfy  the 
loan  loss  reserve  requirement  of  the 
Treasury  Department,  not  to  subsidize 
interest  rates. 

The  conference  report  accompanying 
H.R.  1158.  incorporates  a  provision  in- 
cluded in  the  Senate-passed  bill  which 
removes  the  interest  rate  cap  for  fiscal 
year  1995  in  this  program.  This  action 
will  allow  the  Rural  Utilities  Service 
to  utilize  the  entire  $297  million  in  loan 
authority  provided  for  this  program.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  the  Rural 
Utilities  Service  has  already  approved 
seven  loans  during  this  fiscal  year,  to- 
talling $3.2  million.  However,  none  of 
the  funds  on  these  loans  have  been 
drawn  down  by  the  borrowers.  Since  in- 
terest rates  on  these  loans  are  fixed  at 
the  time  of  draw  down,  not  at  the  time 
of  approval,  there  will  be  no  interest 
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rate  subsidy  associated  with  these 
loans  upon  enactment  of  H.R.  1158. 

Fortunately,  the  long-term  Treasury 
rate  is  now  around  7  percent  again, 
rather  than  almost  8  percent  that  ex- 
isted early  in  October.  This  means  that 
borrowers  will  receive  a  reasonable 
rate  of  interest  at  no  cost  to  the  Treas- 
ury for  any  loan  in  this  program  ap- 
proved during  fiscal  year  1995.  How- 
ever, if  interest  rates  do  rise,  the  pro- 
gram will  still  continue  at  the  author- 
ized levels,  without  an  interest  rate 
subsidy,  as  Congress  intended. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  agreement 
accompanying  H.R.  1158.  the  second 
supplemental  appropriations  and  re- 
scissions bill  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
for  his  efforts  to  complete  congres- 
sional action  on  this  bill.  I  regret  that 
after  significant  work,  the  President 
now  states  that  he  will  veto  the  final 
bill.  1 


Such  action  will  even  further  delay 
the  provision  of  emergency  disaster  as- 
sistance requested  by  the  President  for 
California  and  40  other  States  that 
have  experienced  natural  disasters. 

Such  action  will  delay  the  availabil- 
ity of  funding  to  pursue  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  tragic  Oklahoma  City 
bombing. 

Such  action  will  delay  the  provision 
of  funding  requested  by  the  President 
to  fund  a  new  counterterrorism  initia- 
tive. 

The  funding  in  this  bill  to  respond  to 
these  requests  by  the  President  totals 
$6.95  billion. 

These  emergency  funds  include  disas- 
ter aid  of  $3.35  billion  to  be  available 
for  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year  1995, 
and  $3.35  billion  as  a  contingency  ap- 
propriation, which  can  be  obligated  by 
the  President  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
1996  with  specific  notification  of  the 
Congress. 

The  bill  includes  rescissions  totaling 
$15.4   billion   in   budget  authority  and 


$0.4  billion  in  outlay  savings  for  fiscal 
year  1995  to  provide  deficit  reduction  as 
the  Congress  seeks  to  move  toward  a 
balanced  Federal  budget. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
bill.  It  will  put  a  downpayment  on  the 
significant  deficit  reduction  that  will 
be  required  to  balance  the  budget,  and 
begin  to  alleviate  the  burden  of  debt  we 
are  leaving  to  our  children  and  future 
generations. 

Now  is  the  time  for  Congress  to  em- 
bark on  a  serious  journey  to  get  its  fis- 
cal house  in  order.  This  bill  is  but  a 
first  step  on  what  will  be  a  long  and 
difficult,  but  necessary,  journey. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  there  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  two  tables  show- 
ing the  relationship  of  this  bill  to  the 
section  602  allocations  of  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  and  to  the  cur- 
rent level  which  displays  congressional 
action  to  date  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
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Mr.  BOND.  The  President  recently 
announced  his  intention  to  veto  the  re- 
scission bill  recently  agreed  to  by  the 
joint  House-Senate  conference  commit- 
tee. In  part,  he  decried  the  agreement 


on  the  basis  of  the  rescissions  proposed 
for  HUD.  This  is  outrageous.  This 
President  wants  to  take  a  mouth-full 
of  popular  political  rhetoric  on  budget 
constraint  and  responsibility,  but  still 
can't  bring  himself  to  inhale.  You  can't 
stop  spending  until  you  halt  the 
growth  in  programs  which  generate  it. 
This  stuff  may  be  hard  to  swallow,  but 
unless  we  get  beyond  the  political  pos- 
turing, our  Nation  and  our  economy 
will  gag  on  the  unpaid  bills  of  our  irre- 
sponsibility. 

Some   have   questioned   why   HUD   is 
being  cut  more  than  $6.3  billion,  nearly 


three-quarters  of  a  total  rescission  of 
SB. 5  billion  for  the  Subcommittee.  The 
answer  is  simple:  The  cut  is  roughly 
proportionate  to  that  Department's 
available  budgetary  resources.  Al- 
though HUD  received  new  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1995  of  $25.7  billion, 
about  39  percent  of  the  funding  for  our 
four  major  agencies,  it  also  carried 
into  this  fiscal  year  $35.2  billion  in  un- 
obligated prior  year  balances.  In  other 
words,  it  more  than  doubled  its  total 
available  budgetary  resources  with  this 
massive  influx  of  unspent,  unobligated 
funding. 

We  must  cut  HUD.  and  we  must  begin 
now  if  there  is  to  be  any  hope  of  surviv- 
ing the  very  constrained  "freeze- 
minus"  future  for  discretionary  spend- 
ing reflected  in  both  the  House  and 
Senate  reported  budget  resolutions. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  analy- 
sis of  the  cost  of  the  President's  origi- 
nal budget  submission  for  subsidized 
housing  demonstrated  a  50%  expendi- 
ture increase  over  the  next  five  years. 
Unless  we  act  now  to  curb  the  spiraling 
growth  in  outlays,  we  will  have  to 
make  truly  draconian  cuts  in  the  near 
future. 

The  solution  is  simple:  Turn-off  the 
pipeline  of  new  subsidized  units.  That 
is  the  fundamental  focus  of  the  rescis- 
sion bill.  We  have  also  restored  cuts 
proposed  by  the  House  in  CDBG,  mod- 
ernization, and  operating  subsidies, 
and  redirected  available  resources  to- 
ward another  urgent  aspect  of  restor- 
ing budgetary  sanity  to  this  out  of  con- 
trol Department:  demolish  the  failed 
housing  developments,  and  pat  the  rest 
on  a  sound  footing  to  survive  the  com- 
petition and  subsidy  reductions  coming 
down  the  pike. 

Amid  all  the  debate  over  the  future 
of  HUD.  it's  important  to  keep  in  mind 
that  over  4.8  million  families  receive 
Federal  housing  assistance,  and  over 
half  of  them  are  elderly  or  disabled. 
It's  also  important  to  note  that  such 
housing  assistance  is  expensive,  as  I 
said  $26  billion  in  fiscal  year  1995  out- 
lays, and  current  costs  are  rising.  In 
fact  with  the  long-term  contractual 
commitments  previously  made  by 
HUD,  the  Government  is  currently  ob- 
ligated to  pay  over  $187  billion  over  the 
life  of  these  contracts,  some  stretching 
out  40  years. 

Given  the  long-term  nature  of  these 
obligations  and  commitments,  halting 
the  budgetary  growth  of  the  Depart- 
ment can  only  be  accomplished  with  a 
focused,  determined,  multiyear  effort. 
Unless  we  begin  now,  with  this  bill,  we 
will  lock  ourselves  into  another  multi- 
billion  dollar  chunk  of  long-term  budg- 
et obligations.  And  this  is  only  a  first 
step,  one  of  many  in  which  we  will  go 
beyond  the  limited  fixes  and  cuts  that 
can  be  accomplished  in  a  rescission 
bill.  We  must  enact  major  reform  legis- 
lation later  this  year,  but  this  is  a 
good,  and  very  necessary  beginning. 

The  program  reforms  and  initial  re- 
ductions  contained    in    the    rescission 


bill  are  desperately  needed  to  avoid  a 
budgetary  train  wreck  with  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment. 

The  President  has  criticized  a  num- 
ber of  specific  actions  contained  in  the 
conference  agreement.  Frankly,  there 
are  a  number  of  recommendations  in 
the  conference  report  which  are  trou- 
bling to  me.  But  this  bill  is  a  com- 
promise with  the  House-passed  meas- 
ure which  contained  much  larger  re- 
scissions, and  I  believe  the  agreement 
goes  a  long  way  toward  minimizing  ad- 
verse program  impacts  while  increas- 
ing our  contributions  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

For  example,  the  rescission  agreed  to 
for  National  Service  was  increased  to 
$210  million  from  the  $105  million  Sen- 
ate-passed level.  While  many  of  us  are 
dubious  of  the  whole  premise  of  paying 
people  to  become  "volunteers,"  regard- 
less of  their  financial  resources,  and  we 
have  heard  of  instances  where  exces- 
sive payments  have  been  made,  the 
conferees  decided  to  maintain  this  pro- 
gram at  the  preexisting  funding  level 
established  for  fiscal  year  1994.  I  might 
add  that  the  rescission  is  half  the 
House-passed  rescission  of  $416  million. 

The  President's  statement  also  says 
wc  cut  funding  for  housing  AIDS  vic- 
tims. While  a  $30  million  rescission  was 
approved,  it  is  only  a  small  fraction  of 
$186  million  included  in  the  House  bill. 
Moreover,  the  rescission  simply  pro- 
vides the  identical  funding  level  re- 
quested by  the  President  for  this  fiscal 
year!  Since  the  President  didn't  re- 
quest this  appropriation  in  the  first 
place,  it  is  at  least  ironic  that  he 
should  now  protest  its  rescission. 

The  conference  agreement  includes 
the  full  $6.7  billion  requested  by  the 
President  for  the  disaster  relief  fund. 
This  will  enable  FEMA  to  respond  to 
needs  in  California  resulting  from  the 
Northridge  earthquake  and  disasters  in 
other  states, 

Mr,  President,  I  would  also  note  that 
citizens  of  my  own  State  are  enduring 
yet  another  flood  on  the  Missouri 
River,  Thankfully,  this  flood  does  not 
compare  to  the  devastation  wrought  by 
the  Midwest  Flood  of  1993,  but  a  num- 
ber of  communities  still  have  suffered 
significant  damage,  and  thousands  of 
families  have  been  dislocated.  Missou- 
ri's Governor  already  has  stated  that 
he  anticipates  a  formal  request  for  as- 
sistance within  days,  and  that  need  has 
been  echoed  by  the  many  local  officials 
who  have  contacted  my  offices  in  re- 
cent weeks. 

Yet,  FEMA  tells  me  that  they  will 
only  be  able  to  respond  for  a  few  more 
weeks  without  additional  funding. 
Where  will  that  leave  the  victims  of 
the  latest  flooding  in  the  Midwest 
when  the  President  chooses  politics 
over  people? 

Mr.  President.  I  would  also  note  that 
the  conference  agreement  contains  $5 
million  requested  by  this  administra- 


tion to  enable  FEMA  to  initiate  flood 
mitigation  activities  authorized  by  the 
National  Flood  Insurance  Reform  Act 
of  1994.  So  this  bill  not  only  provides 
the  resources  to  help  flood  victims  re- 
cover from  these  disasters,  but  we  are 
also  taking  steps  to  help  avoid  such 
flood  damage  in  the  future. 

With  appropriations  contained  in  this 
bill,  FEMA  will  also  be  able  to  meet  all 
needs  arising  as  a  result  of  the  terror- 
ist attack  in  Oklahoma  City.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  conference  agreement 
includes  $7  million  for  FEMA  to  train 
and  plan  for  any  future  terrorist  inci- 
dents, and  to  beef  up  security  in  sev- 
eral locations.  We  commend  FEMA  for 
its  compassionate,  timely,  and  profes- 
sional response  to  the  Oklahoma  City 
attack.  FEMA  has  earned  the  coii 
fidence  and  respect  of  the  American 
people,  and  has  come  a  long  way  under 
the  leadership  of  James  Lee  Witt. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  rescind  $81 
million  from  the  Department  of  'Veter- 
ans Affairs,  including  $50  million  from 
excess  personnel  costs  and  $31  million 
from  excess  project  reserves.  This  re- 
scission will  not  impact  'VA's  ability  to 
provide  patient  care  in  any  way.  The 
rescission  to  personnel  costs  does  not 
affect  staffing.  Simply,  VA's  budget  in- 
cluded $50  million  more  than  they  now 
estimate  they  need  to  pay  salaries.  De- 
spite the  erroneous  assertion  in  the 
President's  statement,  no  funding  is 
being  rescinded  for  medical  equipment 
needs  of  VA  hospitals  and  clinics. 

In  terms  of  the  construction  account, 
funds  are  rescinded  from  projects 
which  are  costing  less  than  what  was 
originally  appropriated.  Rescinding  the 
funds  ensures  VA  carefully  manages  its 
construction  budget. 

The  conferees  rescinded  a  total  of  SI. 5 
billion  from  EPA.  Of  the  total.  $1.3  bil- 
lion is  rescinded  from  the  drinking 
water  state  revolving  fund.  Because 
this  program  has  not  been  authorized. 
EPA  has  been  unable  to  obligate  the 
funds.  While  I  support  the  need  for  this 
program,  until  it  is  authorized  no  funds 
may  be  spent. 

Within  the  Superfund  Program.  $100 
million  is  rescinded.  Because  EPA  fails 
to  obligate  on  average  $100  million  in 
Superfund  appropriations  each  year, 
this  rescission  is  not  expected  to  have 
a  dramatic  effect  on  program  activi- 
ties. On  the  other  hand,  it  is  intended 
to  slow  program  spending  pending  en- 
actment of  major  reform  legislation 
which  will  likely  change  the  scope  and 
nature  of  cleanup  activities  previously 
planned. 

Although  the  total  rescission  for 
EPA  is  slightly  greater  than  the  total 
rescission  contained  in  either  the 
House  or  Senate  versions,  the  con- 
ference agreement  is  entirely  within 
the  scope  of  the  differences  between 
the  Houses  for  each  budget  account  of 
the  agency.  No  new  or  extraneous 
items  were  rescinded. 
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The  conference  agreement  contains  a 
number  of  legislative  provisions  im- 
pacting EPA  programs.  Provisions  im- 
pacting EPA's  automobile  inspection 
and  maintenance  program  are  intended 
to  ensure  EPA  is  flexible  in  reviewing 
states'  plans  for  1 M  programs  and  con- 
siders assigning  additional  credits  for 
effective  decentralized  programs. 

Two  provisions  contained  in  the  Sen- 
ate-passed version  of  the  bill  have  been 
retamed:  First,  a  moratorium  on  new 
Superfund  site  listings  for  the  balance 
of  this  fiscal  year,  unless  requested  by 
the  Governor  or  unless  reauthorization 
legislation  is  enacted,  and  second,  a 
prohibition  on  EPA  from  enforcing  ve- 
hicular trip  reduction  programs  were 
agreed  to  in  conference. 

Finally,  the  White  House  has  indi- 
cated that  it  seeks  to  restore  $14  mil- 
lion for  the  $88  million  rescission  for 
the  yet  to  be  established  Community 
Development  Financial  Institutions 
Program.  This  is  despite  the  fact  that 
the  conference  agreement  adopted  the 
funding  level  contained  in  the  Daschle 
democratic  leadership  compromise 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  agree- 
ment on  this  supplemental  and  rescis- 
sion package  is  a  good  one.  Rescissions 
for  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  VA.  HUD.  and  Independent  Agen- 
cies Subcommittee  total  $8.5  billion. 
The  contribution  toward  deficit  reduc- 
tion is  $1.6  billion  more  than  the  level 
originally  passed  by  the  Senate,  but  is 
$800  million  less  than  that  passed  by 
the  House.  It  is  a  compromise,  but  one 
which  fairly  balances  the  differing  pri- 
orities of  the  two  Houses  and  still 
maintains  funding  for  critical  activi- 
ties. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  White 
House  reconsiders  its  ill-advised  initial 
reaction  to  this  bill.  If  this  bill  is  ve- 
toed, it  will  mean  further  delays  which 
may  disrupt  timely  delivery  of  assist- 
ance to  disaster  victims  in  41  States, 
including  my  own.  as  well  as  the  Fed- 
eral response  in  Oklahoma  City.  Per- 
haps equally  important,  delay  also 
means  that  Federal  agencies  will  obli- 
gate even  more  of  the  funds  we  have 
identified  for  rescission,  making  the 
task  of  saving  money  in  low  priority 
programs  even  more  difficult. 

The  stated  objections  of  the  White 
House  to  this  emergency  supplemental 
and  rescission  bill  are  nothing  more 
than  spurious.  And  the  matters  that 
they  have  demanded  be  changed  can 
only  be  described  as  a  grab-bag  of  po- 
litically appealing  items,  which  aren't 
needed,  or  couldn't  be  effectively  uti- 
lized, or  simply  increase  current  spend- 
ing when  we  all  know  that  spending 
must  be  reduced  to  get  our  budget  back 
in  balance. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  responsible 
bill.  It  cuts  funding  and  contributes  to 
deficit  reduction.  It  provides  emer- 
gency funding  which  is  urgently  needed 
to  assist  victims  of  disasters.  It  makes 


long  overdue  reforms  and  corrections 
in  programs  which  need  fixing.  And 
this  bill  needs  to  be  enacted  without 
further  delay.  I  urge  the  White  House 
to  set  politics  aside,  and  begin  working 
with  us  to  make  this  conference  agree- 
ment law. 

INSPECTIO.N  AND  MAINTE.NANCE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
ask  the  Senator  from  Missouri  three 
questions  about  the  provisions  in  this 
bill  on  the  auto  emissions  inspection 
and  maintenance  program  required  by 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  The  bill  would  pre- 
vent EPA  from  apply  an  automatic  50 
percent  discount  in  emissions  credits 
for  State  programs  that  included  test- 
and-repair,  as  opposed  to  test-only,  sta- 
tions. It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
bill  requires  EPA  to  examine  each  pro- 
gram a  State  has  submitted  and  assign 
the  appropriate  emissions  credits. 
Based  on  various  features  of  a  State's 
program,  EPA  might  assign  emissions 
credits  equal  to  100  percent  of  a  test- 
only  program.  Or  EPA  might  find  the 
appropriate  credit  is  only  75  percent  or 
25  percent,  depending  on  how  a  State 
program  is  structured.  Is  that  a  correct 
reading  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BOND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
EPA  is  to  examine  the  entirety  of  each 
State  inspection  and  maintenance  pro- 
gram and  is  to  assign  the  appropriate 
emissions  credits  based  on  the  actual 
program  the  State  submits.  No  auto- 
matic discounting  factors  should  apply 
and  the  determination  of  the  appro- 
priate emissions  credits  should  be 
based  on  good  science  and  engineering 
analysis. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  The  report  language 
accompanying  this  bill  indicates  that 
EPA  may  give  a  State  up  to  2  years  to 
make  a  demonstration  that  justifies 
the  credits  it  is  seeking.  Is  EPA  re- 
quired to  grant  a  2-year  demonstration 
period  to  every  State  that  requests  it? 

Mr.  BOND.  No.  The  2-year  period  to 
demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  a 
State  program  may  be  granted  by  EPA. 
if  the  Agency  believes  it  to  be  reason- 
able. This  allows  the  Agency  to  imple- 
ment the  inspection  and  maintenance 
requirements  in  a  more  flexible  way. 
But  unreasonable  proposals  that  surely 
would  not  merit  the  emissions  credits 
claimed  need  not  be  granted  a  2-year 
demonstration  period.  It  is  not  an 
automatic  extension  for  any  and  all  in- 
spection and  maintenance  programs 
that  may  be  submitted  by  the  States. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Finally,  I  would  ask 
whether  this  provision  affects  any 
other  aspect  of  the  plan  submissions 
and  attainment  demonstrations  that 
States  are  to  make  under  the  Clean  Air 
Act? 

Mr.  BOND.  No.  The  sole  purpose  of 
this  language  is  to  prevent  EPA  from 
requiring  States  to  adopt  enhanced  in- 
spection and  maintenance  programs 
based  on  the  I/M240.  test-only  model 
and  to  prevent  EPA  from  automati- 
cally   discounting    programs    that   use 


test-and-repair  stations  by  a  factor  of 
50  percent.  The  language  has  no  other 
effect  on  State  obligations  under  the 
Clean  .Air  Act. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
first  of  all  to  yield  back  the  balance  of 
time  under  the  order  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Does  that  conclude 
the  authority  under  the  conference  re- 
port, under  the  order  previously  en- 
tered'' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  still  6  minutes  for  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  Mr.  Wellstonk. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  time  back  on  behalf  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  with  Senators  per- 
mitted to  speak   for  up  to  5  minutes 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LES  ASPIN 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I 
knew  Les  Aspin  for  25  years.  In  1970.  I 
was  a  junior  in  high  school  in  Janes- 
ville,  WI,  when  I  signed  up  as  a  volun- 
teer on  Les'  first  campaign  for  the 
First  Congressional  District  seat  in 
Wisconsin.  He  won  that  election  after  a 
tough  recount  in  the  primary,  defeated 
the  incumbent  Congressman. 

I  then  interned  in  his  Janesville,  WI, 
Post  Office  basement  office  in  1971  and 
in  1972  during  the  summers.  During  the 
next  quarter  century,  we  had  a  con- 
tinuing friendship,  as  he  carved  out  a 
distinguished  career  in  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  even- 
tually rising  to  become  the  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
while  I  prepared  for  and  began  my  own 
career. 

By  temperament  and  training.  Les 
Aspin  was  a  man  who  listened  to  ideas 
and  demanded  facts.  His  mind  was 
trained  at  some  of  the  best  educational 
institutions  in  the  world:  Yale.  Oxford, 
and  MIT. 

Sometimes  the  conclusions  he 
reached  after  thoroughly  probing  a 
problem  were  not  welcomed  by  all  who 
heard  them,  but  they  were  always  the 
product  of  a  rigorous  and  honest  intel- 
lectual process.  Les  Aspin  enjoyed  the 
successes  and  endured  the  setbacks 
common  to  all  Members  who  choose  a 
career  in  public  service. 

His  service  was  marked  by  unflagging 
dedication.  I  believe  he  always  did 
what  he  thought  was  right  and  he  al- 
ways did  his  best. 

One  thing  was  readily  apparent.  He 
came  from  our  strong  Wisconsin  re- 
formist tradition.  He  was  long  an  oppo- 
nent of  waste  and  fraud  and  abuse  in 
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Government,  including  but  certainly 
not  limited,  to  the  military. 

He  fought  against  junk  telephone 
calls  as  well  as  junkets.  He  unearthed 
cost  overruns  in  big-ticket  weapons 
projects,  punched  holes  in  corporate 
propaganda  campaigns,  and  dragged 
some  highly  questionable  foreign  busi- 
ness practices  out  into  the  spotlight. 

He  also  criticized  the  insular  envi- 
ronment that  enveloped  the  Defense 
Department  and  the  defense  industry 
that  fostered  the  waste  of  taxpayers' 
money. 

Along  the  way,  Les  Aspin  became 
recognized  as  one  of  the  Congress'  lead- 
ing experts  on  military  policy.  I  would 
say  one  of  the  leading  experts  of  any 
time  in  the  history  of  our  Congress. 

Les  Aspin  served  his  country  dili- 
gently in  many  capacities.  As  an  Army 
captain,  he  worked  as  an  analyst  in  the 
Pentagon;  he  served  on  the  staff  of 
President  John  Kennedy's  Council  of 
Economic  Advisors;  he  represented 
Wisconsinites  for  22  years  in  Congress; 
he  enthusiastically  took  on  the  giant 
task  of  steering  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment into  the  uncharted  waters  of  the 
post-cold  war  era. 

When  Les  Aspin  suffered  his  fatal 
stroke,  he  was  chairing  the  President's 
Foreign  Intelligence  Advisory  Board, 
working  with  his  friend  and  colleague, 
CIA  director  John  Deutch,  on  needed 
reforms  in  our  intelligence  commu- 
nities. 

Mr.  President.  Les  Aspin  was  a  man  I 
deeply  respected  and  admired.  As  I 
look  back  at  the  fact  that  my  own 
entry  into  politics  began  in  his  first 
campaign  for  office  in  1970.  I  feel  a  pro- 
found sense  of  loss  at  his  passing.  He 
was  a  good  friend  and  a  dedicated  pub- 
lic servant.  Far  too  soon  we  have  lost 
an  exceptional  'numan  being. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 
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THE  SERVICE  OF  DR. 
MEYER 


DUANE 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  before 
turning  to  today's  bad  news  and  it  is 
terrible  about  the  Federal  debt,  let  us 
go  through  our  pop  quiz  routine  once 
more.  You  remember^one  question, 
one  answer: 

Question:  How  many  million  dollars 
in  $1  trillion?  While  you  are  arriving  at 
an  answer,  let  us  acknowledge  that  it 
was  the  U.S.  Congress  that  ran  up  the 
Federal  debt  that  now  exceeds  $4.8  tril- 
lion. 

To  be  exact,  as  of  the  close  of  busi- 
ness yesterday.  Tuesday.  May  23,  the 
Federal  debt — down  to  the  penny- 
stood  at  $4,885,334,984,188.51,  meaning 
that  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in 
America  now  owes  $18,544.81  computed 
on  a  per  capita  basis. 

Mr.  President,  how  many  million  in  a 
trillion?  There  are  a  million  million  in 
a  trillion,  and  the  Federal  debt  now  ex- 
ceeds four  million  million.  885  billion 
dollars.  Get  the  picture? 

...Mr,!!     i)_(t7Vol  141  (Pi  HI)  28 


Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  would  like  to  congratulate  a 
Missourian  who  has  dedicated  his  life 
to  helping  students  pursue  the  knowl- 
edge and  gifts  of  higher  education.  He 
is  retiring  after  40  years  of  service  to 
Southwest  Missouri  State  University, 
located  in  my  hometown  of  Springfield, 
MO.  Duane  G.  Meyer  has  spent  his  en- 
tire postgraduate  teaching  career  at 
Southwest  Missouri  State  University, 
serving  as  a  teacher  for  18  years  and  an 
administrator  for  22  years,  including 
service  from  1971-83  as  the  sixth  presi- 
dent of  Southwest  Missouri  State. 

Dr.  Meyer  was  born  on  June  29.  1926, 
in  Carroll.  lA.  and  earned  a  bachelor's 
degree  from  the  University  of  Dubuque 
in  Dubuque,  lA.  He  went  on  to  earn  a 
master's  degree  and  a  Ph.D.  from  the 
University  of  Iowa.  In  1955,  Dr.  Meyer 
arrived  in  Springfield  to  begin  his  ca- 
reer as  an  assistant  professor  and  later 
professor  of  history.  In  1961,  he  was  ap- 
pointed dean  of  faculties,  a  post  he  held 
until  1971.  During  that  time.  Dr.  Meyer 
served  as  acting  president  of  the  uni- 
versity twice,  in  1964  and  1970. 

In  1971,  Duane  Meyer  was  selected  to 
be  the  sixth  president  of  the  school. 
During  his  12  years  as  president. 
Southwest  Missouri  State  University 
experienced  unprecedented  growth  and 
success.  The  school  was  renamed 
Southwest  Missouri  State  University 
in  1972  through  an  enactment  of  the 
Missouri  General  Assembly.  Enroll- 
ment increased  to  all  time  highs  every 
year  of  his  tenure  except  one,  and 
SMSU  became  the  second  largest  4- 
year  public  institution  in  the  State  of 
Missouri.  Other  notable  landmarks  of 
Dr.  Meyer's  tenure  include  the  creation 
anu  implementation  Ot  an  academic 
master  plan,  the  creation  of  a  business 
school,  and  the  building  of  a  new  stu- 
dent event  center.  The  SMSU  athletic 
program  began  competition  in  NCAA 
Division  One  competition  during  his 
presidency. 

After  his  retirement  as  president  of 
the  university.  Dr.  Meyer  continued  to 
serve  Southwest  Missouri  State  as  a 
professor  of  history  and  president 
emeritus.  He  served  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri as  a  member  of  the  Missouri 
Council  on  Public  Higher  Education 
Board.  My  colleague  in  the  Senate, 
then-governor  Kit  Bond,  appointed  Dr. 
Meyer  to  serve  on  the  Missouri  Com- 
mission on  Higher  Education.  Dr. 
Meyer  has  also  written  two  textbooks 
that  are  still  used  in  classrooms  today, 
including  "The  Heritage  of  Missouri:  A 
History." 

Throughout  his  42-year  career.  Dr. 
Duane  G.  Meyer  served  the  students 
and  faculty  of  Southwest  Missouri 
State  University  and  the  surrounding 
communities  with  dedication  and 
pride.  As  a  former  teaching  colleague 
of  Dr.  Meyer  at  SMSU.  I  am  grateful  to 
him  for  his  selfless  labors  and  salute 


his  work  and  the  role  he  played  in  the 
education  of  thousands  of  students 
from  Missouri  and  across  America. 


THE  SPRATLY  ISLANDS 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  while 
the  dispute  surrounding  the  Spratly  Is- 
lands in  the  South  China  Sea  has  seem- 
ingly disappeared  from  our  domestic 
press,  I  would  like  my  colleagues  to 
know  that^ unfortunately— it  has  not 
been  resolved.  On  the  contrary,  the  fre- 
quency and  tenor  of  the  hostile  rhet- 
oric and  minor  tiffs  between  the  con- 
cerned parties  have  increased  since  I 
last  spoke  about  the  issue  on  the  floor 
on  March  30  of  this  year.  This  is  re- 
flected in  the  Asian  media,  and  I  would 
like  to  share  here  a  small  representa- 
tive sampling  of  those  reports  from 
just  the  last  2  weeks  with  my  col- 
leagues to  keep  them  abreast  of  the 
most  recent  developments.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent.  That  several  editorials 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Military  To  -Firmly'  Defend  Terrptorial 
Waters 

Hanoi  VNA.  May  7.— Defending  firmly  the 
territorial  waters  and  islands  in  the  East  Sea 
(South  China  Sea]  Is  an  important  part  in 
Vietnam's  strategic  task  of  safeguarding  its 
national  independence,  sovereignty  and  ter- 
ritorial integrity,  said  an  article  in  the  Quan 
Doi  Nhan  Dan  (People's  Army)  daily  on  Fri- 
day [5  May]. 

The  article,  run  in  anticipation  of  the  40th 
foundation  day  of  the  Vietnam  People's 
Navy  (May  7).  praised  the  Navy's  feats  of 
arms  in  the  two  resistance  wars  against  for- 
eign invaders.  Over  the  past  40  years,  the  Vi- 
etnamese Navy  made  a  big  contribution  to 
the  struggle  for  national  independence  and 
freedom,  particularly  in  the  fight  against  the 
enemy's  air  raids  and  harbour  blockade  in 
the  north.  The  Navy  was  assigned  to  set  up 
a  Ho  Chi  Minh  Trail  on  the  sea'  to  transport 
military  supplies  to  liberation  fighters  in 
the  south  and  actively  engaged  in  the  spring 
1975  general  offensive  which  liberated  the  en- 
tire South  Vietnam  including  Truong  Sa 
(Spratly)  Islands. 

Vietnam  has  a  coastal  line  of  3.260  km.  It 
has  one  million  sq.  Km  of  sea  under  its  juris- 
diction including  two  archipelagoes  Hoang 
Sa.  Parag  Sa  (Spratly)  and  a  great  number  of 
other  islands.  Endowed  with  rich  oil  and 
other  natural  resources.  Vietnam  is  expected 
to  tap  7.7  million  tonnes  of  crude  oil  this 
year  and  about  20-25  million  tonnes  by  the 
year  2000. 

Regarding  the  East  Sea  issue,  during  his 
talks  in  Seoul  last  month  with  South  Korean 
president,  party  General  Secretary  Do  Muoi 
said  Truong  Sa  and  Hoang  Sa  belong  to  Viet- 
nam, and  it  wants  to  resolve  the  disputes 
through  peaceful  negotiations  on  the  basis  of 
equality,  mutual  respect  and  in  line  with  the 
1982  UN  Convention  on  the  Law  of  the  Sea. 
He  expressed  his  wish  that  joint  efforts 
should  be  made  to  build  Asia-the  Pacific  into 
a  region  of  peace,  stability,  cooperation  and 
prosperity. 

For  his  part.  President  Le  Due  Anh  in  a  re- 
cent message  to  the  inhabitants  and  soldiers 
on  Truong  Sa  on  the  occasion  of  the  20th  lib- 
eration day  of  the  archipelago  stressed  that 
it  is  the  country's  sacred  territory. 
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Trip  Is  -Seriols  Infringement" 
Beijing.  May  16.  (XINHUA)— Foreign  Min- 
istry   spokesman    Shen    Guofang    issued    a 
statement  here  today. 

Shen  Guofang  said:  Plotted  and  organized 
by  the  Philippine  military,  a  formation  of 
two  Philippine  warships  and  one  pleasure- 
boat  carrying  Filipino  and  foreign  reporters 
sailed  to  Meiji  Reef  of  our  country's  Nansha 
Islands  (Spratly  Islands]  on  13  May  to  engage 
in  so-called  -news-gathering  "  activities. 
Prior  to  that,  the  Chinese  Foreign  Ministry 
and  the  Chinese  Embassy  in  the  Philippines 
had  made  stern  representations  on  several 
occasions  to  the  Philippine  side.  In  which 
they  demanded  the  latter  to  call  off  this  pro- 
vocative act.  The  Philippine  side,  however, 
disregarded  the  Chinese  Government's  stern 
warning  and  was  bent  on  having  its  own  way. 
This  was  a  serious  infringement  of  China's 
sovereignty.  The  Chinese  Government  has 
lodged  a  strong  protest  with  the  Philippine 
Government  over  this  matter. 

He  said:  We  advise  the  Philippine  side  not 
to  misinterpret  the  Chinese  side's  restraint. 
The  Philippine  side  had  better  return  to  the 
correct  course  of  settling  the  relevant  dis- 
pute through  peaceful  talks.  If  the  Phil- 
ippine side  continues  to  act  willfully  and 
recklessly,  it  should  be  responsible  for  all 
consequences  arising  therefrom. 

•Reckless  Moves'  Discouraged 

Beijing.  May  16  (XINHUA)— China  repeated 
today  Its  protest  against  the  Philippines  for 
an  organized  trip  by  the  Philippine  side  to 
Nansha  Islands  [Spratly  Islands]  last  week, 
asking  it  "not  to  misunderstand  China's  re- 
straint." 

On  May  13.  at  the  instigation  of  the  Phil- 
ippine military  forces,  two  Philippine  war- 
ships and  another  ship  carrying  Philippine 
and  foreign  reporters  went  to  Chinas  Meiji 
Reef  in  the  Nansha  Islands  for  a  so-called 
■  interview",  according  to  a  statement  of 
Chinese  Foreign  Ministry  spokesman  Shen 
Guofang  Issued  here  today. 

Before  that.  Shen  said,  the  Chinese  For- 
eign Ministry  and  Chinese  Embassy  to  the 
Philippines  had  made  many  solemn  represen- 
tations to  the  Philippine  side,  asking  that 
country  to  cancel  the  provocative  action. 

However,  the  Philippine  side,  regardless  of 
China's  serious  warning,  still  acted  willfully, 
the  spokesman  said,  adding  that  the  action 
seriously  encroached  on  Chinas  *  *  *. 

Philippines'.  PRC  Ships  Face  "St.^ndoff  " 

IN  Spratlys  "Standoff  "  Lasts  70  Minutes 

(News  Focus  "  by  Virgilio  C.  Galvez) 

Off  Mischief  Reef.  Spratly  Islands.  May 

16  KYODO— Two  Chinese  ships  faced  off  with 

two   Philippine   naval   vessels  Saturday   [13 

May]  while  journalists  were  being  ferried  by 

helicopters  over  a  Chinese-held  reef  in  the 

disputed  Spratly  islands  in  the  South  China 

Sea. 

The  7(}-minute  standoff  ended  several  min- 
utes after  the  last  of  seven  chopper  sorties 
landed  on  the  deck  of  the  BRP  Benguet.  a 
landing  ship  which  was  carrying  the  first 
ever  group  of  foreign  and  Filipino  reporters 
to  Mischief  Reef.  250  kilometers  west  of 
Palawan  Island  in  the  western  Philippines. 

You  saw  for  yourself  what  they  did  .  .  . 
They  crossed  our  bow.  We  were  just  doing 
our  thing,"  Maj.  Gen.  Carlos  Tanega.  com- 
mander of  Military  Forces  in  western  Phil- 
ippines, told  reportere. 

We  were  just  launching  and  recovering 
helicopters  and   here   they   are.   some- 

times blocking  our   way.  "  Tanega   pointed 
out. 


On  Monday.  Beijing  formally  protested 
Manila's  decision  to  allow  foreign  journalists 
to  visit  the  disputed  island  Chain. 

Apart  from  the  Philippines  and  China. 
Vietnam.  Taiwan.  Malaysia  and  Brunei  also 
claim  all  or  portions  of  the  Spratl.vs.  which 
are  believed  to  be  rich  in  oil  and  other  min- 
eral deposits. 

The  media  group,  composed  mostly  of 
members  of  the  Foreign  Correspondents  As- 
sociation of  the  Philippines,  left  Manila  on 
May  11  for  Puerto  Princesa.  nearly  600  km 
southwest  of  the  capital. 

It  returned  Tuesday  to  Manila  after  ob- 
serving special  municipal  elections  held  Sun- 
day in  Pag- Asa.  the  largest  of  seven  Spratly 
islands  held  by  the  Philippines. 

After  two  nights  aboard  a  private  cruise 
ship,  the  journalists  reached  Jackson  Atoll, 
about  50  km  northwest  of  Mischief  Reef, 
where  they  transferred  to  the  World  War  li 
vintage  Benguet. 

The  first  two  sorties  with  16  journalists  on 
board  Vietnam  war-era  Uhih  choppers  with 
■press  "  markings  took  off  at  about  11:15  AM 
when  the  landing  ship  was  about  30  km  off 
Mischief  Reef. 

Also  on  board  was  Tanega.  the  first  Phil- 
ippine officer  to  fly  over  the  area  since  the 
Chinese  built  at  least  14  structures  on  four 
platforms  around  the  reef. 

Manila  has  strongly  condemned  the  Chi- 
nese occupation  of  the  reef,  which  Filipino 
officials  stress  is  well  within  the  country's 
200-km  exclusive  economic  zone. 

Beijing  maintains  that  the  reef  is  part  of 
its  territory  and  claims  the  structures  are 
"shelters  for  fishermen." 

Tanega  pointed  out  the  two  Chinese  ships 
raced  back  to  the  reefs  lagoon  after  appar- 
ently seeing  the  choppers,  journalists  said. 

But  in  the  second  wave  of  sorties,  journal- 
ists saw  the  ships  heading  toward  the  Phil- 
ippine naval  ships  which  were  about  24  km 
off  the  reef. 

From  the  ship's  foredeck.  journalists  saw 
the  Chinese  vessels,  a  small  fast  boat  and  a 
larger  ship,  assume  blocking  positions  mid- 
way between  the  reef  and  the  Philippine  ves- 
sels. 

At  that  point,  about  16  km  from  the  reef, 
the  Benguet  stopped  to  launch  the  fourth 
and  fifth  sorties. 

"We  stopped  because  ...  We  knew  this  is 
the  place  where  we  could  accomplish  the 
mission  in  the  best,  expeditious  and  safest 
way.  "  said  Tanega  at  a  press  conference  the 
next  day. 

As  the  Benguet  was  "lying  to,"  a  naval 
term  to  mean  that  a  ship  has  stopped  with- 
out dropping  anchor,  its  patrol  escort. 
Miguel  Malvar.  maneuvered  from  starboard 
to  a  position  to  port. 

Tanega  said  this  was  done  to  prevent  the 
bigger  Chinese  ship  from  coming  closer  to 
the  Benguet. 

The  smaller  Chinese  vessel  moved  to  a  po- 
sition as  close  as  50  meters  from  the  Benguet 
from  where  some  its  crew  took  photos  and 
filmed  the  operations  of  the  naval  ship. 

"The  reaction  was  definitely  expected  be- 
cause they  did  not  know  what  we  were 
doing."  said  Tanega. 

"They  did  not  know  where  the  helicopters 
were  taking  off  .  .  .  They  could  not  surmise 
how  a  land-based  helicopter  could  fly  208  km 
from  the  nearest  land  field,"  he  pointed  out. 
Tanega  said  that  while  the  Chinese  vessel, 
whose  Chinese  markings  identified  it  as  be- 
longing to  Beijing's  Bureau  of  Fisheries,  was 
"too  close  for  comfort."  he  was  not  bothered 
by  its  presence. 

As  the  choppers  were  secured  on  the  deck 
of  the  Benguet.  a  Philippine  Air  Force  recon- 
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nalssance  plane  radioed  Tanega  about  the 
approach  of  "two  savage  fishes."" 

The  plane  was  referring  to  Chinese  frig- 
ates, which  journalists  learned  were  24  km 
away  and  racing  toward  them. 

Shortly  after,  at  about  2:45  PM.  Tanega  or- 
dered the  Benguet  and  its  escort  ship  to  ma- 
neuver out  of  the  area  and  proceed  to  Pag- 
Asa.  some  18  hours  away. 

The  two  Chinese  ve.ssels  made  no  attempt 
to  stop  the  ships  and  stayed  behind  while  the 
frigates,  whose  outlines  could  be  seen  on  the 
horizon,  appeared  to  stop. 

"'What  is  important  here  is  we  did  what  we 
had  to  do  because  this  is  our  territory.  We 
were  eyeball  to  eyeball.  We  did  not  blink." 
said  Tanega. 

PRC  Stance  on  Media's  Spratlys  Tour 
Analyzed 
(Editorial:    'Manila  Scores  Versus  Beijing") 
Whatever  substance  to  Beijing's  claim  that 
the  Chinese  structures  on  Mi.schief  Reef  are 
mere  stations  of  Chinese  fishermen  has  been 
shown  spurious  by  the  celebrated  stand-off 
that     took     place     last     Saturday     at     the 
Kalayaan   Islands    There,   two  Chinese  war- 
ships  suddenly   appeared    15   nautical    miles 
away  in  apparent  support  of  Chinese  vessels 
blocking   a    Philippine    Navy   ship   carrying 
local  and  foreign  journalists 

The  inspection  trip  by  our  Navy  would 
have  been  enough  to  Impress  upon  Independ- 
ent journalists  that  the  structures  on  Mis- 
chief Reef  could  not  have  been  mere  fishing 
stations  by  ubiquitous  Chinese  fishermen: 
the  structures  are  made  of  metal  with 
parabolic  discs  all  around,  giving  credence  to 
Manila's  claim  they  could  eventually  become 
naval  support  facilities. 

But  the  Chinese,  not  exactly  known  for 
subtlety,  betrayed  their  own  Intentions;  they 
themselves  confirmed  Manila's  claim.  Within 
minutes  after  Philippine  Navy  helicopters 
started  their  sorties  of  Mischief  Reef  last 
Saturday,  two  frigates  from  the  Chinese 
navy  raced  to  the  sight  in  apparent  aid  of 
the  Chinese     fishermen  ". 

The  trip  has  therefore  accomplished 
Manilas  objective  of  proving  to  the  inter- 
national community  that  the  Chinese  are 
undermining  the  status  quo  in  the  Kalayaan 
and  unnecessarily  causing  tension  there.  By 
arranging  for  the  coverage  by  foreign  jour- 
nalists. Manila  has  not  only  scored  a  public 
relations  point  against  Beijing,  it  has  also 
buttressed  its  territorial  claim  to  the 
Kalayaan.  As  Acting  Foreign  Secretary  Do- 
mingo Siazon  put  It  when  he  turned  down 
Beijings  request  that  the  tour  be  canceled. 
the  foreign  journalists  who  were  coming 
along  for  the  inspection  should  be  an  indica- 
tion of  how  they  perceived  the  "sovereignty 
issue"' 

By  drawing  international  opinion  to  the 
issue.  Manila  has  hit  back  at  Beijing  in  the 
most  capable  way  it  could,  making  full  use 
of  the  resources  of  democracy  and  unmask- 
ing in  the  process  China's  unnelghborly  de- 
signs in  the  region.  It  has  billed  the  trip  as 
a  concession  to  freedom  of  the  press  and 
made  it  just  an  item  in  the  larger  itinerary 
of  visiting  the  Filipino  settlements  in  the 
Kalayaan  in  order  to  conduct  the  elections 
there.  In  one  fell  swoop,  the  Philippines  has 
been  able  to  demonstrate  its  democratic 
character  contrast  to  the  authoritarian  re- 
gime in  China  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the 
Kalayaan  is  hers  by  virtue  of  the  Filipino 
living  there. 

The  rub  is  that  the  confrontation  shows 
Chinas  aggressiveness  in  pursuing  its  weak 
claim  on  Kalayaan  And  with  the  Philippine 
military  by  all  accounts  sunding  eyeball  to 
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eyeball  with  the  Chinese  display  of  ml  last 
Saturday— the  Italian-made  jets  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Air  Force  screamed  overhead  during 
the  stand-off  to  warn  thelnese— .  what  has 
been  drummed  to  the  International  commu- 
nity Is  the  seriousness  of  the  Kalayaan  dis- 
pute. In  such  a  t.  hostilities  in  the  Islands 
could  break  out  any  time. 

Rut  the  tension  could  be  managed  by  force- 
ful diplomacy  and  Imaginative  show  of  force 
against  Beijing.  Manila  has  been  able  to 
compel  Washington  to  issue  a  statement 
which  voiced  United  States"  interest  that 
■freedom  of  maritime  investigation"'  shall 
be  preserved  in  the  South  China  Sea.  a  clear 
potshot  at  Beijing  over  its  mischievous  in- 
cursions. Manila  now  has  to  navigate 
through  the  contentious  domestic  dispute 
over  some  sort  of  a  military  logistical  ar- 
rangement of  the  US  in  the  aftermath  of  the 
pullout  of  the  Americans  from  Subic  and 
Clark.  Asian  capitals  and  some  sectors  in 
thllippine  are  loath  to  admit  it  but  the  key 
to  controlling  China  and  maintaining  Asian 
security  in  the  future  is  to  America  mili- 
tarily engaged  in  the  region. 

[From  the  Manila  Philippine  Daily,  May  18. 
1995] 

"Creative  "  Policy  on  Spratlys  Leads  to 
Success 

The  decision  to  take  on  China  on  the 
Spratlys  is  the  boldest  foreign  policy  initia- 
tive ever  taken  by  the  Ramos  administra- 
tion. It  is  even  more  remarkable  if  we  con- 
sider that  he  took  a  stand  despite  the  mili- 
tary and  economic  weakne.ss  of  the  Phil- 
ippines. That  the  Philippines  forcefully  chal- 
lenged Chinese  creeping  expansion  in  the 
Spratlys  was  a  shock  to  China,  as  well  as  a 
surprise  to  our  ASEAN  allies.  They  never  ex- 
pected the  "sick  man  of  Asia  "  to  take  on  the 
Chinese  giant  on  the  question  of  territorial 
integrity.  The  diplomatic  gamble  paid  off.  It 
brought  to  the  surface  historic  fears  in  Asia 
about  the  Chinese  threat,  which  is  more 
magnified  by  the  modernization  of  its  armed 
forces  and  its  rapidly  expanding  economy. 

President  Ramos"  gamble  touched  a  raw 
nerve  among  Asians,  and  now  many  of  our 
neighbors  have  dropped  their  reluctance  to 
warn  against  the  Chinese  threat.  The  fear 
and  anxieties  over  the  Chinese  move  on  the 
Spratlys  are  based  on  stronger  grounds  than 
sovereignty  or  who  should  exploit  maritime 
resources  supposed  to  lie  underneath  the 
atolls.  The  larger  issue,  as  pointed  out  by 
Goh  Chok  Tong  to  Chinese  Foreign  Minister 
Li  Peng,  involves  the  freedom  of  navigation 
in  the  South  China  Sea.  over  which  China 
claims  sovereignty  based  on  antiquarian 
maps. 

It  was  the  Philippines"  actions  that  proved 
to  be  the  catalyst  of  the  new-found  solidar- 
ity among  ASEAN  and  the  Asia-Pacific  na- 
tions, notably  Japan  and  the  United  States, 
to  forge  a  common  stand  in  persuading  China 
that  it  is  in  her  interest  to  bring  the  dispute 
within  the  framework  of  multilateral  nego- 
tiations. The  Philippine  action  proves  that 
tough  diplomatic  decisions  can  give  us  a  po- 
sition of  strength  If  we  get  International 
support  behind  us.  This  is  what  we  call  cre- 
ative dlplomac.v. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Let  me  say  in  closing, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  am  pleased  the 
State  Department  has  finally  issued  a 
definitive  U.S.  position  on  the 
Spratlys.  with  which  I  heartily  agree.  I 
believe  that  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  will  take  up  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 97— a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion on  the  islands  which  I  sponsored — 


in  the  near  future  and  move  it  to  the 
floor  soon  thereafter. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  ON  AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1994— 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT—PM  52 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  this  report 
on  the  Nation's  achievements  in  aero- 
nautics and  space  during  Fiscal  Year 
1994,  as  required  under  section  206  of 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Act  of  1958.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  2476*. 
Aeronautics  and  space  activities  in- 
volve 15  contributing  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government,  as 
this  report  rcficcts,  and  the  results  of 
their  ongoing  research  and  develop- 
ment affect  the  Nation  as  a  whole  in  a 
variety  of  ways. 

Fiscal  Year  1994  featured  many  im- 
portant developments  and  changes  in 
U.S.  aeronautics  and  space  efforts.  It 
included  7  Space  Shuttle  missions  suc- 
cessfully completed,  15  Government 
launches  of  Expendable  Launch  Vehi- 
cles (ELVs),  and  4  commercial  launches 
from  Government  facilities.  Among  no- 
table developments  in  the  ELV  area 
were  the  launch  of  the  Deep  Space 
probe,  Clementine,  initial  use  of  the 
Titan  IV  Centaur  upper  stage,  and  the 
first  launch  of  the  Taurus  launch  vehi- 
cle. Highlights  of  the  Shuttle  missions 
included  the  highly  successful  servic- 
ing mission  for  the  Hubble  Space  Tele- 
scope (HST).  which  replaced  several 
faulty  parts  and  installed  a  sophisti- 
cated package  of  corrective  optics  to 
compensate  for  the  spherical  aberra- 
tion in  HST's  primary  mirror.  Also,  the 
flight  of  the  Space  Radar  Laboratory 
began  to  provide  information  on  envi- 
ronmental change,  and  a  mission  with 
a  Russian  astronaut,  Sergei  Krikalev, 
as  a  member  of  the  crew  signalled  the 


beginning  of  a  three-phased  coopera- 
tive program  in  space  between  Russia 
and  the  United  States. 

In  a  year  of  tremendous  accomplish- 
ments for  the  international  Space  Sta- 
tion. National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  (NASA)  developed  an 
initial  set  of  specifications  that  in- 
cluded Russian  elements  as  part  of  the 
design.  Russia's  agreeing  to  join  the  12 
original  participating  nations  as  a 
partner  resulted  in  the  expansion  of 
the  existing  Shuttle/Mir  program  into 
Phase  I  of  the  international  Space  Sta- 
tion program,  which  officially  began 
with  Sergei  Krikalev's  flight  on  the 
Shuttle.  All  of  the  partners  held  a  suc- 
cessful systems  design  review  in  Texas 
in  March,  and  in  June,  Russia  and  the 
United  States  signed  an  interim  agree- 
ment on  the  Space  Station  and  a  $400 
million  contract  for  Russian  space 
hardware,  services,  and  data.  In  Au- 
gust, the  program  completed  a  vehicle 
architecture  review  and  in  September, 
the  Space  Station  Control  Board  rati- 
fied the  recommendations  it  included. 
The  redesigned  Space  Station  costs  $5 
billion  less  than  Space  Station  Free- 
dom and  still  offers  increased  research 
capability  and  user  flexibility. 

In  aeronautics,  activities  included 
development  of  technologies  to  im- 
prove performance,  increase  safety,  re- 
duce engine  noise  and  other  environ- 
mental degradation,  improve  air  traffic 
management,  lower  costs,  and  help 
American  industry  to  be  more  competi- 
tive in  the  world  market.  For  example, 
high-speed  research  continued  during 
Fiscal  Year  1994  to  focus  on  resolving 
critical  environmental  issues  and  lay- 
ing the  technological  foundation  for  an 
economical,  next  generation.  High 
Speed  Civil  Transport  (HSCT).  In  this 
connection,  the  United  States  reached 
agreement  with  Russia  to  use  the  Tu- 
144  supersonic  transport  ais  a  testbed 
for  HSCT  development.  In  addition,  ef- 
forts in  advanced  subsonics  focused  on 
reducing  aircraft  and  engine  noise  lev- 
els, on  development  of  wind  shear  sens- 
ing devices,  and  on  creating  tech- 
nologies that  will  improve  general 
aviation  aircraft. 

In  space  science,  astronomers  using 
HST's  revitalized  optics  discovered 
disks  of  protoplanetary  dust  orbiting 
stars  in  the  Orion  Nebula,  suggesting 
that  the  formation  of  planets  in  the 
Milky  Way  and  elsewhere  may  be  rel- 
atively common.  Also,  HST's  revela- 
tion of  helium  in  distant  constellations 
provides  valuable  information  about 
the  conditions  in  the  universe  during 
its  initial  evolution.  The  Spacelab  Life 
Sciences-2.  U.S.  Microgravity  Payload- 
2,  and  International  Microgravity  Lab- 
oratory-2  greatly  increased  our  under- 
standing of  the  role  of  gravity  on  bio- 
logical, physical,  and  chemical  proc- 
esses. In  biology,  we  learned  that  grav- 
ity affects  the  function  of  the  neural 
connections  between  brain  cells;  this 
can  have  profound  implications  for  re- 
building  damaged   brain   cells   due   to 
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strokes  and  disease.  In  Earth  science, 
the  Space  Radar  Laboratories-l  and  -2, 
plus  the  Lidar  In-Space  Technology  Ex- 
periment payload,  used  powerful  radar 
and  laser  technology  to  penetrate 
cloud  cover  and  map  critical  factors  on 
a  global  scale.  Also,  the  highly  success- 
ful launch  of  the  Clementine  Deep 
Space  Probe  tested  23  advanced  tech- 
nologies for  high-tech,  lightweight 
missile  defense.  The  relatively  inexpen- 
sive, rapidly-built  spececraft  con- 
stituted a  major  revolution  in  space- 
craft management  and  design;  it  also 
contributed  significantly  to  lunar  stud- 
ies by  photographing  1.8  million  images 
of  the  surface  of  the  Moon. 

Additionally,  on  May  5,  1994,  the 
White  House  announced  that  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration (NOAA).  the  Department 
of  Defense,  and  NASA  were  establish- 
ing a  joint  program  to  effect  the  con- 
vergence of  civil  and  military  polar-or- 
biting operational  environmental  sat- 
ellite systems  into  a  single  operational 
program.  Other  White  House  announce- 
ments during  the  year  included  a  pol- 
icy for  licensing  U.S.  firms  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  to  operate  private 
remote  sensing  systems  and  sell  their 
images  to  domestic  and  foreign  entities 
and  a  national  space  transportation 
policy  that  will  sustain  and  revitalize 
U.S.  space  transportation  capabilities 
by  providing  a  coherent  strategy  for 
supporting  and  strengthening  U.S. 
space  launch  capabilities  to  meet  the 
growth  needs  of  the  civilian  and  na- 
tional security  sectors. 

Thus.  Fiscal  Year  1994  was  a  highly 
successful  one  for  the  U.S.  aeronautics 
and  space  programs.  Efforts  in  both 
areas  have  contributed  significantly  to 
furthering  the  Nation's  scientific  and 
technical  knowledge,  international  co- 
operation, a  healthier  environment, 
and  a  more  competitive  economy. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  24. 1995. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

At  11  a.m..  a  message  from  the  House 
of  Representatives,  delivered  by  Mr. 
Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Speaker  has  signed 
the  following  enrolled  bill: 

H.R.  1421.  An  act  to  provide  that  references 
in  tne  statutes  of  the  United  States  to  any 
committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives the  name  or  jurisdiction  of 
which  was  changed  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  House  of  Representatives  at  the 
begmning  of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  the  cur- 
rently applicable  committee  or  officer  of  the 
House  of  Representatives 

The  enrolled  bill  was  subsequently 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  SHELBY  (for  himself.  Mr.  HEF- 
LiN,  Mr.  CovERDELL.  and  Mr.  Nl'NN): 
S.  848.  A  bill  to  grant  the  consent  of  Con- 
gress to  an  amendment  of  the  Historic  Chat- 
tahoochee Compact  between  the  States  of 
Alabama  and  Georgia:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  DAMATO: 
S.  849.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Age  Discrimina- 
tion in  Employment  Act  of  1967  to  protect 
elected  judges  against  discrimination  based 
on  age;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  (for  herself.  Mr 
Coats.  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Kennedy. 
Mr.  DODD.  and  Mr.  Inouye): 
S.  850.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Child  Care  and 
Development  Block  Grant  Act  of  1990  to  con- 
solidate Federal  child  care  programs,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By   Mrs.   KASSEBAUM  (for  her- 
self. Mr.  Co.\TS.  Mr.  Jeffords, 
Mr.    Kennedy,    Mr.    Dodd,    and 
Mr.  iNOUYE): 
S.  850.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Child  Care 
and  Development  Block  Grant  Act  of 
1990  to  consolidate  Federal  child  care 
programs,   and   for  other   purposes;    to 
the  Committee  on   Labor  and  Human 
Resources. 

THE  CHILD  CARE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  BLOCK 
GRANT  AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1995 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  the  Child  Care 
and  Development  Block  Grant  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1995  on  behalf  of  myself. 
Senator  Co.a.ts.  Senator  Kennedy.  Sen- 
ator Dodd,  Senator  Inouye,  and  Sen- 
ator Jeffords.  This  legislation  reau- 
thorizes the  child  care  and  develop- 
ment block  grant  of  1990  and  makes 
several  important  changes  to  the  law. 

The  funding  and  leadership  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  provided  for 
child  care  has  played  a  critical  role  in 
assisting  low-income  working  families 
to  maintain  stable  employment  and 
helping  welfare  recipients  gain  inde- 
pendence. As  States  try  to  move  wel- 
fare recipients  into  employment,  the 
availability  of  affordable,  quality  child 
care  will  be  of  even  greater  impor- 
tance. If  Congress  and  the  States  are 
committed  to  having  welfare  reform 
succeed,  then  there  needs  to  be  a  part- 
nership between  Federal  and  State  gov- 
ernments to  allocate  funding  for  qual- 
ity child  care. 

The  child  care  and  development 
block  grant  was  enacted  in  1990  with 
bipartisan  support.  Congress  recog- 
nized that  there  was  a  lack  of  adequate 
child  care  for  many  low-income  fami- 
lies. This  continues  to  be  a  nationwide 
problem. 

According  to  a  1991  report  by  the  Bu- 
reau of  the  Census,  31  million  children 


under  the  age  of  15  had  mothers  em- 
ployed outside  the  home  -almost  2  mil- 
lion of  these  children  were  infants 
under  1  year  of  age.  This  trend  is  con- 
tinuing, with  more  and  more  mothers 
entering  the  work  force  each  year.  It 
has  become  increasingly  difficult  for 
low-income  working  parents  to  find  af- 
fordable child  care.  Despite  the  signifi- 
cant contributions  the  child  care  and 
development  block  grant  and  other 
Federal  child  care  programs  have  made 
in  assisting  families  with  their  child 
care  needs,  there  are  waiting  lists  for 
child  care  subsidies  in  almost  every 
State.  If  Congress  does  not  continue  to 
commit  Federal  funding  for  child  care, 
these  waiting  lists  will  continue  to 
grow,  and  efforts  to  reform  the  welfare 
system  will  fail. 

The  legislation  which  my  colleagues 
and  I  are  introducing  provides  States 
funding  to  provide  quality  child  care 
for  low-income  families  through  a  uni- 
fied child  care  system.  The  Child  Care 
and  Development  Block  Grant  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1995  consolidates  Federal 
discretionary  programs  that  provide 
child  care  services.  The  primary  goal  of 
this  bill  is  to  ensure  that  there  is  a 
seamless  system  of  child  care  where  it 
counts  the  most — at  the  point  where 
the  parent,  child,  and  provider  meet. 

This  legislation  maintains  most  of 
the  critical  provisions  of  the  child  care 
and  development  block  grant — a  pro- 
gram that  has  been  working  success- 
fully in  the  States  since  its  enactment. 
The  bill  emphasizes  access  to  quality 
child  care.  parental  choice,  and 
consumer  education.  The  bill  continues 
to  minimal  health  and  safety  standards 
established  in  1990.  The  1995  amend- 
ments to  the  act  provide  States  with 
the  flexibility  to  improve  the  quality 
and  supply  of  child  care,  to  design  eli- 
gibility requirements  through  a  sliding 
fee  scale,  and  to  provide  broader  access 
to  referral  and  resource  services  for 
parents  and  providers.  Provisions  in 
the  legislation  ensure  that  Federal 
funds  that  States  use  for  child  care  will 
be  funneled  through  the  existing  State 
system  designed  to  implement  the 
child  care  and  development  block 
grant.  The  legislation  also  includes 
several  important  provisions  designed 
to  improve  the  availability  of  quality 
child  care  for  native  American  fami- 
lies. 

The  Child  Care  and  Development 
Block  Grant  Amendments  Act  of  1995 
consolidates  two  discretionary  pro- 
grams, the  State  Department  Care 
Planning  and  Development  Grants  and 
the  Child  Development  Associate  Cre- 
dential Scholarship  Program.  The  pro- 
gram is  authorized  for  $1  billion  in  1996. 
and  such  sums  as  necessary  through 
the  year  2000.  This  authorization  level 
is  based  on  current  funding  levels  for 
all  three  programs,  with  a  slight  in- 
crease for  inflation. 

I  invite  my  colleagues  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  to  join  with  Senator  Coats, 


Senator  Jeffords,  Senator  Kennedy, 
Senator  DoDD,  Senator  iNOUYE,  and  me 
in  cosponsoring  the  Child  Care  and  De- 
velopment Block  Grant  Amendments 
Act  of  1995.  I  hope  there  is  as  much  bi- 
partisan support  for  this  reauthoriza- 
tion as  there  was  for  the  original  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Child  Care  and  Development  Block 

Grant  A.mendments  Act  of  1995 

sum.mary 

I.  Authorization;  The  Child  Care  and  De- 
velopment Block  Grant  iCCDBG)  is  amended 
to  include  two  discretionary  programs,  the 
State  Dependent  Care  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment Grants  and  the  Child  Development  As- 
sociate Credential  (CDA)  Scholarships,  into 
a  discretionary  block  grant  with  no  state 
match  required.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
current  CCDBG  structure.  The  authorization 
for  fiscal  year  1996  is  $1,000,000,000  and  such 
sums  as  nece.s.sary  through  the  year  2000. 

II.  State  Requirements; 

.■\  The  health  and  safety  standards  that 
were  included  in  the  CCDBG  when  it  was  en- 
acted in  1990,  are  maintained.  These  stand- 
ards are  broadly  defined,  and  states  are  given 
discretion  in  enforcing  them.  The  standards 
are:  (1)  the  prevention  and  control  of  infec- 
tious diseases;  (2i  building  and  physical 
premises  safety;  and  (3i  minimum  health  and 
safety  training  appropriate  to  the  provider 
setting.  Providers  receiving  funds  from  the 
block  grant  (via  contract  or  parent  voucher) 
must  meet  any  existing  state  and  local  li- 
censing and  regulatory  requirements. 

B.  The  quality  set-aside,  which  is  part  of 
the  1990  act,  is  maintained.  However,  it  is 
more  broadly  defined  and  gives  states  discre- 
tion in  how  they  choose  to  spend  the  money. 
The  only  required  quality  activity  is  that 
states  must  provide  consumer  education  to 
encourage  maximum  parental  choice  and  im 
prove  availability  of  child  care  through  a 
comprehensive  referral  and  resource  system. 
The  set-aside  is  15  percent  of  the  state  allot- 
ment. 

C.  States  are  required  to  submit  a  plan, 
similar  to  what  they  currently  are  providing 
under  the  CCDBG.  which  designates  a  lead 
agency  and  outlines  procedures  that  are  in 
place  for  assuring  parental  choice  of  provid- 
ers, parental  complaints,  consumer  edu- 
cation, and  compliance  with  state  and  local 
licensing  and  health  and  safety  require- 
ments. 

D.  States  shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  HHS  every  2  years  specifying  how 
they  used  the  money,  the  number  of  children 
who  were  assisted,  activities  that  were  im- 
plemented to  encourage  a  public-private 
partnership,  and  the  extent  and  manner  in 
which  they  implemented  a  resource  and  re- 
ferral network. 

E.  States  are  required  to  establish  a  sliding 
fee  scale  that  ensures  a  representative  dis- 
tribution of  participation  among  the  work- 
ing poor  and  welfare  recipients. 

F.  States  may  not  expend  more  than  5  per- 
cent on  administrative  costs. 

G.  If  states  expend  monies  for  child  care 
from  other  federal  funding  sources,  then  this 
funding  shall  be  allocated  through  the 
CCDBG.  This  will  reduce  federal  regulations 
and  requirements  by  establishing  one  con- 
solidated child  care  program.  This  will  also 


provide  beneficiaries  with  more  stability  in 
child  care  since  eligibility  requirements  will 
be  streamlined. 

III.  Enforcement  Mechanisms:  If  a  state  is 
determined  (via  the  HHS  appeals  and  hearing 
process)  to  have  improperly  expended  the 
block  grant  funds,  the  Secretary  is  given  the 
option  of:  (1)  imposing  additional  require- 
ments to  ensure  state  compliance  or  correct 
areas  of  noncompliance  with  the  act;  (2)  re- 
quire states  to  repay  funds  improperly  ex- 
pended; (3)  deduct  from  the  administrative 
portion  of  the  state  allotment  an  amount 
less  than  or  equal  to  the  improperly  ex- 
pended funds;  (4)  or  a  combination  of  these 
options. 

IV.  Indian  Tribes:  The  following  provisions 
have  been  added  for  Indian  tribes;  (1)  allow- 
ing tribes  to  use  funds  for  facilities  construc- 
tion if  the  Secretary  of  HHS  determines  that 
this  is  a  barrier  to  providing  child  care  (this 
applies  only  to  Indian  tribes):  (2)  allowing 
any  tribal  allotments  that  are  not  expended 
to  be  redistributed  to  other  tribes,  which  is 
similar  to  what  happens  with  unused  state 
allotments:  and  (3)  exempting  tribes  from 
state  licensing  requirements  and  allowing 
the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the 
tribes,  to  develop  minimum  standards  for 
child  care  providers  that  takes  into  account 
tribes'  needs  and  available  resources.  The 
set-aside  for  Indian  tribes  of  up  to  3  percent, 
which  is  part  of  the  1990  law.  has  been  main- 
tained. 

pr(x;rams  to  be  consolidated 

Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant- 
discretionary  grant  program  to  help  low-in- 
come parents  pay  for  child  care,  to  expand 
early  childhood  development  programs  to 
improve  the  availability  and  quality  of  care. 
No  state  match  is  required.  (Enacted  in  1990 
as  part  of  OBRA  '90) 

FY  94  Actual.  $893  million. 

FY  95  Enacted,  $935  million. 

State  Dependent  Care  Planning  and  Devel- 
opment Grants — discretionary  grant  pro- 
gram for  child  care  resource  and  referral  and 
for  before-  and  after-school  child  care  serv- 
ices. Provides  a  75  percent  federal  matching 
rate  to  states. 

FY  94  Actual,  $13  million. 

FY  95  Enacted.  $13  million. 

Child  Development  Associate  Credential 
(CDA)  Scholarship-s— discretionary  grant 
program  to  states  to  provide  scholarships  to 
qualified  child  care  workers  to  cover  the  cost 
of  the  CDA  application,  assessment,  and 
credentialing.  This  credential  is  awarded  by 
the  Council  for  Early  Childhood  Professional 
Recognition.  No  state  match  is  required. 

FY  94  Actual.  $1  million. 

FY  95  Enacted.  $1  million. 
•  Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  Senator  Kassebaum 
in  introducing  the  Child  Care  and  De- 
velopment Block  Grant  Amendments 
Act  of  1995.  Since  its  passage  in  1990, 
this  program  has,  and  continues  to 
enjoy  strong  bipartisan,  community 
and  grassroots  support.  With  the  as- 
sistance provided  under  this  act  thou- 
sands of  families  have,  for  the  first 
time,  been  able  to  work  without  fear- 
ing the  placement  of  their  children  in 
less  than  quality  child  care  environ- 
ments. 

Currently.  55  percent  of  all  working 
families  enroll  their  children  in  some 
form  of  child  care.  The  dramatic  in- 
crease in  labor  force  participation  of 
mothers  continues  to  heighten  our 
awareness  of  the  need  for  child  serv- 


ices. And  with  the  imminent  passage  of 
welfare  reform,  the  need  will  undoubt- 
edly be  even  greater. 

The  goals  of  a  Federal  child  care  pro- 
gram are  many.  First,  to  ensure  a  safe, 
healthy  and  stimulating  environment 
for  the  children.  Second,  to  afford  par- 
ents the  maximum  amount  of  choice  in 
the  selection  of  a  provider.  Third,  to 
assist  with  the  availability  of  child 
care  slots.  Fourth,  to  ensure  that  lim- 
ited Federal  dollars  are  targeted  to 
those  most  in  need.  And  fifth,  to  dis- 
tribute funds  to  States  in  a  way  that 
makes  sense,  eliminates  redtape,  and 
ensures  maximum  use  of  resources. 

I  believe  we  have  met  each  of  these 
goals  in  this  legislation. 

First,  we  continue  the  minimum 
health  and  safety  standards  negotiated 
in  1990.  These  standards  are  not  pre- 
scriptive but  they  do  insist  that  child 
care  providers  provide  a  safe  and 
healthy  environment  for  children  in 
their  care.  Second,  parents  are  able  to 
select  from  a  wide  range  of  child  care 
providers  through  the  use  of  direct 
grants,  contracts,  and  parent  certifi- 
cates. These  include  sectarian  provid- 
ers and  family  day  care  homes  which 
currently  are  the  largest  group  of  pro- 
viders of  child  care  services.  Third,  the 
authorization  level  reflect  a  continued 
Federal  priority  for  quality  child  care 
services.  Expansion  of  available  child 
care  slots  is  important,  but  is  equally 
important  to  maintain  quality  in  our 
expansion  efforts.  The  Kassebaum- 
Coats  bill  strikes  this  important  bal- 
ance in  authorizing  a  15-percent  set- 
aside  for  quality  improvement.  Fourth, 
the  bill  targets  dollars  to  the  working 
poor  by  requiring  States  to  establish  a 
sliding  fee  scale  for  families  up  to  100 
percent  of  the  State  medium  income. 
And  finally,  we  have  included  language 
to  ensure  that  Federal  resources  used 
for  child  care  are  consolidated  into 
one,  uniform  system. 

This  last  point  is  significant.  In  re- 
cent years,  growing  concern  has  been 
expressed  about  the  number  of  Federal 
child  care  programs.  The  General  Ac- 
counting Office  reports  there  are  cur- 
rently 93  different  child  care  programs 
administered  by  11  Federal  agencies 
.and  20  offices,  at  a  total  cost  to  the 
taxpayer  of  at  least  $11.5  billion,  and 
that  does  not  include  various  tax  pro- 
grams targeted  at  families  with  chil- 
dren. 

The  Kassebaum-Coats  bill  ensures 
that  those  dollars  will  be  used  in  a  way 
that  meets  the  goals  of  our  Federal 
child  care  policy  and  not  in  ways  that 
contravene  it. 

In  addressing  child  care  within  the 
context  of  the  welfare  reform  debate 
we  must  be  careful  not  to  force  parents 
to  choose  between  work,  and  quality 
day  care.  Many  families,  especially 
low-income  working  families,  need  help 
with  their  child  care  needs.  Solutions 
and   welfare   reform   must  be   pursued 
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with  compassionate  realism,  recogniz- 
ing our  budgetary  limitations,  but  mo- 
tivated by  a  concern  for  children  and 
their  best  interests  The  Kassebaum- 
Coats  bill,  coupled  with  the  block 
grant  and  cash  assistance  program  will 
significantly  help  those  entering  the 
work  force  with  their  child  care 
needs — and  does  so  in  a  way  that  is  fis- 
cally responsible. 

I  would  agam  like  to  thank  Senator 
Kasseb.mm  for  her  leadership  in  this 
area,  and  hope  that  this  legislation  re- 
ceives swift  approval  in  the  Senate.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  256 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  S.\ntorl:m1  and  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr,  Gram.s]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  256,  a  bill  to 
amend  title  10.  United  States  Code,  to 
establish  procedures  for  determining 
the  status  of  certain  missing  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  and  certain  civil- 
ians, and  for  other  purposes. 
s.  xs 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  388.  a  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  the  penalties 
for  noncompliance  by  States  with  a 
program  requiring  the  use  of  motor- 
cycle helmets,  and  for  other  purposes. 

s.  i~l 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Biden.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
W.^RNER]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
471.  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  payment  to 
States  of  plot  allowances  for  certain 
veterans  eligible  for  burial  in  a  na- 
tional cemetery  who  are  buried  in 
cemeteries  of  such  States. 

S.  382 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  BUR.N.s]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  582.  a  bill  to  amend  title  28.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  provide  that  certain 
voluntary  disclosures  of  violations  of 
Federal  laws  made  pursuant  to  an  envi- 
ronmental audit  shall  not  be  subject  to 
discovery  or  admitted  into  evidence 
during  a  Federal  judicial  or  adminis-. 
trative  proceeding,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  585 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shelby,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
KempthorneJ.  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  ABRAHA.M].  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr  Frist],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mrs.  Hi'tchison]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  585.  a  bill  to 
protect  the  rights  of  small  entities  sub- 
ject to  investigative  or  enforcement 
action  by  agencies,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  758 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 


[Mr.  LiEBERMAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  758.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  pro- 
vide for  S  corporation  reform,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms.  Snowe] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  770.  a 
bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation  of  the 
United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to  Je- 
rusalem, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Thomas]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  794,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  to  facilitate  the  minor  use  of  a  pes- 
ticide, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  8H 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Thomas]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  814,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  reor- 
ganization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  816 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeWine,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTTJ  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  816,  a  bill  to  provide  equal  protec- 
tion for  victims  of  crime,  to  facilitate 
the  exchange  of  information  between 
Federal  and  State  law  enforcement  and 
investigation  entities,  to  reform  crimi- 
nal procedure,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  847 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bryan],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Santorum]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  847,  a  bill  to  terminate 
the  agricultural  price  support  and  pro- 
duction adjustment  programs  for 
sugar,  and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  34 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Smith,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Burns]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  34.  a  joint 
resolution  prohibiting  funds  for  diplo- 
matic relations  and  most  favored  na- 
tion trading  status  with  the  Socialist 
Republic  of  Vietnam  unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  that  Viet- 
namese officials  are  being  fully  cooper- 
ative and  forthcoming  with  efforts  to 
account  for  the  2,205  Americans  still 
missing  and  otherwise  unaccounted  for 
from  the  Vietnam  War,  as  determined 
on  the  basis  of  all  information  avail- 
able to  the  United  States  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  U 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  PELL],  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Roth],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Lieberman].  and  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] were  added  as  cosponsors  of  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  11,  a  concur- 
rent resolution  supporting  a  resolution 


to  the  longstanding  dispute  regarding 
Cyprus. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1128 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Amendment  No.  1128  proposed  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  13.  an  original  concurrent 
resolution  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  fiscal  years  1996 
1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


DODD  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1131 

Mr.  DODD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Harkin. 
Mr.  HoLLiNGs.  Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Jef- 
fords. Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  Wellstone,  and 
Mr.  SIMON)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  1128  proposed  by  Ms. 
Snowe  to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S. 
Con.  Res.  13)  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  fiscal  vears  1996, 
1997,  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002:  as 
follows: 
Strike  all  after  line  1  and  insert: 
■On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5.100.000.(K)0. 

On  page  3.  line  U.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000 

On  page  3,  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  3,  line  15,  increeise  the  amount  by 
$},000,000,000. 

(In  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.100, 000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  1.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  1,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000, 

On  page  1,  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000, 

On  page  1,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  1,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000 

On  page  1.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  1.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 


On  page  5.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000 

On  page  5,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$28,300,000,000, 

On  page  5,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000, 

On  page  5,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000 

On  page  6.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$28,300,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  33.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On  page  31.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,100,000,000 

On  page  32,  line  4,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  33,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  64.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  64,  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$7,900,000,000, 

On  page  64.  line  U,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$12,000,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$26,700,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,100,000,000, 

On  page  65,  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000 

On  page  66,  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  66,  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000 


On  page  66.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000 

On  page  66.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,000,000,000, 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2.000,000,000, ■• 


HATFIELD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1132 

Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself.  Mr.  JEF- 
FORDS. Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Simon,  Mr. 
Kennedy.  Mr,  Pell)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion S.  Con.  Res  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  11.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$258,000,000 

On  page  11.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000 

On  page  11.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000 

On  page  12.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000 

On  page  12,  line  17,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  12.  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  nafp  \9.  line  25  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  6.  incresise  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  .54.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$570,000,000. 

On  page  54.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$172,000,000. 


On  page  55.  line  2.  increa.se  the  amount  by 
$80,000,000 

On  page  55.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$368,000,000 

On  page  .55.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  pa(re  55.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  55.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  56.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 
J258.000.000. 

On  page  65.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2.58.000.000. 

On  page  65.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  22.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
S920.000.000. 

On  page  65.  line  25,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$552,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
S600.000.000. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 


HATFIELD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1133 

Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Specter,  Mrs.  Kassebaum.  Mr.  Jef- 
fords, Mr.  D'AMATO,  Mr.  KENNEDY,  Mr. 
SIMON,  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr. 
INOUYE,  Mr.  Mack,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
BiNGAMAN.  and  Mr.  Glenn)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 
supra;  as  follows: 
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On  pai?e  33. 
$1,000,000,000. 
On  psLge  33, 
5430.000.000. 

On  paee  34. 
$1,000,000,000 
On  pace  34. 
$920,000,000. 

On  pasre  34. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  pas?e  34. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  pape  34. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  pace  34. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  pase  34. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  34. 
J  1.000.000.000. 

On  page  35. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35, 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  35. 
SI. 000,000.000. 

On  page  54. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  54. 
$430,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$920,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000, 

On  page  55. 
$1  000.000.000 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  55. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56, 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56. 
$1,000,000,000 

On  page  56. 
$1,000,000,000 
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line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 

Une  17,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


BOXER  AMENDMENT  NO.   1134 

Mrs.  BOXER  proposed  an  amendment 

to  the  concurrent  resolution  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  39,  stnlce  lines  1  through  17  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC.  306.  PROHIBfnON  OF  LEGISLATION  THAT 
WOULD  LNCLLDE  A  TAX  CUT  L7«JLESS 
90  PERCENT  OF  THE  BENEFITS  GO 
TO  THE  .MIDDLE  CLASS. 

(a)  Findings, -The  Congress  finds  that— 

(li  the  incomes  of  middle-class  families 
have  stagnated  since  the  early  I980"s.  with 
family  incomes  growing  more  slowly  be- 
tween 1979  and  1989  than  in  any  other  busi- 
ness cycle  since  World  War  II;  and 

(2)  according  to  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  in  1996.  approximately  90  percent 
of  American  families  will  have  incomes  less 
than  $100,000. 

(bi  Point  ok  Order.— It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  res- 
olution, amendment,  motion,  or  conference 
report  that  contains  a  reduction  in  revenues 
unless  at  least  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of 


that  reduction  goes  to  working  families  with 
annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000. 

(c)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  this  section 
shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  di- 
vided between  and  controlled  by,  the  appel- 
lant and  the  manager  of  the  bill  or  resolu- 
tion, as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative  vote 
of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate, 
duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  required  in 
the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order  raised  under 
this  section. 

(d)  Congressional  Budget  Office  Re- 
ports—Whenever  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  shall  prepare  a  re- 
port pursuant  to  section  308  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  in  connection  with 
a  bill,  resolution,  or  conference  report  that 
contains  a  reduction  in  revenues,  the  Direc- 
tor shall  so  state  in  that  report,  and.  to  the 
extent  practicable,  shall  include  an  estimate 
of  the  amount  of  the  reduction  in  revenues 
and  the  percent  of  the  benefits  of  that  reduc- 
tion in  revenue  that  will  go  to  working  fami- 
lies with  annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000 

(e)  ESTIMATES— Solely  for  the  purposes  of 
enforcement  of  this  section  on  the  Senate 
floor,  the  percentage  of  benefits  of  a  reduc- 
tion in  revenues  going  to  working  families 
with  annual  incomes  less  than  $100,000  shall 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  estimates 
made  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

(f)  Sunset— This  section  shall  expire  at 
the  close  of  the  104th  Congress. 
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KERRY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1135 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  KERRY  (for  himself.  Mr.  Simon. 
and  Mr.  Feingold)  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
them  to  the  concurrent  resolution  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  64.  strike  lines  17  through  19  and 
insert  the  following;  -$2,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $37,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $72,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1996". 

On  page  66.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$28,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$215,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  the  Kerry 
amendment  reduces  the  reconciliation 
instructions  to  the  Rules  Committee 
by  the  amount  attributable  to  repeal  of 
the  existing  system  of  public  financing 
and  spending  limits  for  Presidential 
campaigns,  which  the  Rules  Committee 
would  be  able  to  meet  only  by  repeal- 
ing that  system.  In  order  to  offset  the 
budget  effect  of  reducing  the  instruc- 
tions to  the  Rules  Committee  to  save 
the  amount  of  funding  attributable  to 
the  Presidential  public  financing  sys- 
tem, the  amendment  will   leave  a  re- 


quirement for  the  same  amount  of  sav- 
ings in  Function  800— general  govern- 
ment— without  specifying  how  the  sav- 
ings are  to  be  achieved,  but  will  lower 
the  nondefense  discretionary  caps  be- 
ginning in  1999  by  the  equivalent 
amount.  This  will  have  the  effect  of 
giving  the  responsibility  to  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  beginning  in  that 
year  to  allocate  the  aggregate  amount 
of  approximately  $250  million  over  the 
period  covered  by  the  budget  resolution 
to  administrative  and  overhead  savings 
in  various  Federal  agencies,  leaving 
the  judgment  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  as  to  which  agencies,  for 
what  Function  800  purposes,  and  in 
what  amounts  to  allocate  the  spending 
reductions. 

This  leaves  the  deficit  reduction  ef- 
fects of  the  budget  resolution  un- 
changed. It  means  that  this  amend- 
ment is  not  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 


WELLSTONE  (AND  FEINGOLD) 

AMENDMENT  NO.   1136 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  WELLSTONE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  FEINGOLD)  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  them 
to  the  concurrent  resolution  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ■.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  Its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
$10,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$50,000,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $70,000,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002,". 

.\t  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATi;  REGARDI.VG  TAX 
EXPENDITLRES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  in  meeting  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  for  revenue,  will  limit  or 
eliminate  excessive  and  unnecessary  tax  ex- 
penditures, including  those  tax  expenditures 
which  provide  special  tax  treatment  to  a  sin- 
gle taxpayer  or  to  a  group  of  taxpayers. 


WELLSTONE  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
1137-1141 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  WELLSTONE  submitted  five 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  concurrent  resolution 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows; 

.-K.MKND.MENT  No.  1137 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$86,815,700, 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$782. ,5:39. 790. 

On  page  3.  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$86,815,700. 


On  page  3. 
$782,539,790. 

On  page  3. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  3. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  3, 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  3. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  4. 
$80-1.782.000. 

On  page  4. 
$86,815,700. 

On  page  4. 
$782,539,790. 

On  page  4. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  4. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  4. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  4. 
$80-1.782.000. 

On  page  4. 
$80-1.782.000. 

On  page  5. 
$86,815,700. 

On  page  5. 
$782,539,790. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$801,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$80-1.782.000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  pa,ge  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  5. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  6. 
$86,815,700, 

On  page  6. 
$782,539,790. 

On  page  6. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  6. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  6. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  6. 
$801,782,000. 

On  page  6. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  31, 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  31. 
$86,815,700. 

On  page  31. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  31. 
$782,539,790, 

On  page  32. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  32, 
$80-!. 782. 000. 

On  page  32. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  32, 
$804,782,000. 


ne  21. 
ne  22. 
ne  23. 
ne  24, 
ne  25, 
ne  1, 
ne  18, 
ne  19, 
ne  20. 
ne  21, 
ne  22, 
ne  23, 
ne  24. 
ne  4, 
ne  5, 
ne  6, 
ne  7, 
ne  8, 
ne  9. 
ne  10, 
ne  17. 
ne  18. 
ne  19. 
ne  20. 
ne  21. 

ne  23. 
ne  16. 
ne  17. 
ne  18. 
ne  19. 
ne  20. 
ne  21. 
ne  22. 
ne  12. 
ne  13. 
ne  20. 
ne  21. 
ne  3. 
ne  4. 
ne  11. 
ne  12. 


increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
increase 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
ncrease 
increase 


the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
the  amount 
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On  page  32. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  32. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  33. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  33. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  33. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  33. 
$804,782,000 

On  page  65. 
$804,782,000 

On  page  65. 
$86,815,000. 

On  page  65. 
$804,782,000 

On  page  65. 
$782,539,790 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  66. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  67. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  67. 
$804,782,000, 

On  page  67. 
$804,782,000. 

On  page  67. 
$804,782,000. 


line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 


AMENDMENT  NO.  1138 

On  page  5.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  11  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  hv 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000, 

At  the  end  of  title  II.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  DE 
FENSE  SPENDING. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  in  reduc- 
ing defense  spending  by  the  amount  provided 
for  in  this  amendment.  Congress  shall  focus 
on  low-priority  programs,  and  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  possible  should  preserve  funding 
for  any  programs  and  activities  that  directly 
affect  force  readiness  or  the  quality  of  life 
for  service  members  and  their  families. 

AMENDMENT  No.  1139 

On  page  64.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$74,000,000. 

On  page  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ".  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
by  $74,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996." 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
Sec.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
EXPENDITLRES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  in  meeting  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  for  revenue,  will  limit  or 
eliminate  excessive  and  unnecessary  tax  ex- 
penditures, including  those  tax  expenditures 


which  provide  special  tax  treatment  to  a  sin- 
gle taxpayer  or  to  a  group  of  Uxpayers. 

Amendme.nt  No.  1140 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "budget, 
the  revenue  and  spending  aggregates  may  be 
revised  and  other  appropriate  budgetary  al- 
locations, aggregates  and  levels  may  be  re- 
vised to  reflect  the  additional  deficit  reduc- 
tion achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection 
(c)  for  legislation  that  reduces  revenues,  and 
for  legislation  that  will  provide 
$15,000,000,000  to  lessen  the  severity  of  the 
cuts  to  nutrition  and  commodities  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

"(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  discretionary 
spending  limits  under  section  201(a)  of  this 
resolution,  and  budgetary  aggregates  and 
levels  under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an 
amount  that  does  not  exceed  the  additional 
deficit  reduction  calculated  under  subsection 
(d)." 

Amendme.vt  No.  1141 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
"It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  low- 
priority  discretionary  funds  to  be  reduced  in 
order  to  offset  funds  restored  for  programs 
and  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  should  come  from  eliminating  low- 
priority  federal  programs  like  the  Space  Sta- 
tion, and  not  from  high-priority  programs 
for  education,  food  and  nutrition  for  low-in- 
come children,  anti-crime  efforts,  veterans 
programs,  job  training,  health  care,  infra- 
structure and  other  such  investment  pro- 
grams." 


LEVIN  (AND  SIMON)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1142 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
SiMON)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
concurrent  resolution  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows; 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
SEC.    .  DEFENSE  OVERHEAD. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  major  discretionary  assumptions  in 
this  concurrent  budget  resolution  include  15 
percent  reduction  in  overhead  for  programs 
of  nondefense  agencies  that  remain  funded  in 
the  budget  and  whose  funding  is  not  inter- 
connected with  receipts  dedicated  to  a  pro- 
gram; 

(2)  the  Committee  Report  (104-82)  on  this 
concurrent  budget  resolution  states  that 
"this  assumption  would  not  reduce  funding 
for  the  programmatic  activities  of  agencies." 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  Appropriations  should  make  a 
reduction  of  at  least  three  percent  in  over- 
head for  Fiscal  Year  1996  programs  of  defense 
agencies,  and  should  do  so  in  a  manner  so  as 
not  to  reduce  funding  for  the  programmatic 
activities  of  these  agencies. 


BAUCUS  AMENDMENT  NO.  1143 
(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
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Mr  BAUCUS  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra:  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  94.  add  after  line  21  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REC..\RXJING 
FL>T)I.NG  FOR  NATIONAL  RAILROAD 
PASSENGER  CORPORATION. 

It  is  the  .sense  of  the  Senate  that  Congress 
should  redirect  revenues  resulting  from  the 
■^  cent  of  the  excise  tax  rate  directed  by  the 
amendments  made  by  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  for  fiscal  years 
1996  through  1999  to  the  account  under  sub- 
section (6)  of  section  9503  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  a  new  account  under 
such  section  for  grants  to  the  National  Rail- 
road Passenger  Corporation  for  operating  ex- 
penses and  capital  improvements  incurred  by 
the  Corporation. 


BAUCUS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO    1144 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  BAUCUS  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Lnouye.  Mr.  Bry.^.n,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr. 
Rockefeller,  and  Mr.  Bumpers)  sub- 
mitted an  amendment  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  them  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13.  spra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following; 
SEC.     .  SENSE  or  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ESSE.NTIAL  AIR  SERMCE   PRO<.RA-M 
OF    THE    DEPARTME.NT    OF    TRA.NS^ 
PORTATION. 
(a)  Flsdincs— The  Senate  finds  that — 

(1)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter 11  of  chapter  417  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code — 

(A)  provides  essential  airline  access  to  iso- 
lated rural  communities  across  the  United 
States: 

(B)  is  necessary  for  the  economic  growth 
and  development  of  rural  communities; 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to 
the  national  air  transportation  system  of  the 
United  States: 

iDi  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States: 
and 

(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities 
in  30  States:  and 

(2)  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  estab- 
lished under  section  204  of  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Safety.  Capacity.  Noise  Improve- 
ment, and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of 
1992  recommended  maintaining  the  essential 
air  service  program  with  a  sufficient  level  of 
funding  to  continue  to  provide  air  service  to 
small  communities. 

!b)  Se.sse  of  THE  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  essential  air  service 
program  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  417  of 
title  49,  United  States  Code,  should  receive  a 
sufficient  level  of  funding  to  continue  to  pro- 
vide air  service  to  small  rural  communities 
that  qualify  for  assistance  under  the  pro- 
gram. 


DOMENICI  AMENDMENT  NO.  1145 

Mr.  DOMENICI  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as 
follows: 

On  page  4,  line  19.  strike  ■•$937.800,000.000' 
and  insert  ••$973.800,000,000". 


On  page  5.  line  12  strike  ■'comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  and  for  purfioses  oT'. 

On  page  6.  line  8.  strike  ■■$1,324,400,000,000' 
and  insert   ■$1,342,400,000,000  ". 

On  page  6.  line  10  strike  ■comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  or'. 

On  page  7.  line  10  strike  "comparison  with 
the  maximum  deficit  amount  under  section 
601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  oT". 

On  page  10.  line  3.  strike  ■■$347.700.000.000' 
and  insert  •■$374.700.000.000". 

On  page  11,  line  2,  strike  •■2000"  and  insert 
■■2002-. 

On  page  40.  line  3.  strike  ■■$1.000.000.000" 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000  ". 

On  page  40.  line  10.  strike  -Jl. 000.000.000' ■ 
and  insert  ■  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  40,  line  17,  strike  '$1, 000,000,000'' 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000'. 

On  page  40,  line  24,  strike  '■$1.000,000.000' 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000  ". 

On  page  41.  line  6.  strike  "$1,000,000,000' ' 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000  ". 

On  page  41,  line  13,  strike  "$1,000,000,000" 
and  insert  "$100.000,000'. 

On  page  41.  line  20,  strike  '$1,000,000,000  " 
and  insert  ■$100,000,000". 

On  page  64,  line  14,  strike  "Foreign  Rela- 
tions" and  insert  "Rules  and  Administra- 
tion". 


BINGAMAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1146 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  BlNG.^MAN) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  86.  strike  line  11  through  line  25  on 
page  87  and  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  305.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  A  L7<I 
FOR.M  ACCOCN-TING  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVER-N-MENT  A.ND  NON- 
PARTISAN COMMISSION  ON  AC- 
COUNTING AND  BUDGETING. 

(A)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  Much  effort  has  been  devoted  to 
strengthening  Federal  internal  accounting 
controls  in  the  past.  Although  progress  has 
been  made  in  recent  years,  there  still  exists 
no  uniform  Federal  accounting  system  for 
Federal  Government  entities  and  institu- 
tions. 

(2)  As  a  result.  Federal  financial  manage- 
ment continues  to  be  seriously  deficient,  and 
Federal  financial  management  and  fiscal 
practices  have  failed  to  identify  costs,  failed 
to  reflect  the  total  liabilities  of  congres- 
sional actions,  and  failed  to  accurately  re- 
port the  nnancial  condition  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

(3)  Current  Federal  accounting  practices  do 
not  adequately  report  financial  problems  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  full  cost  of 
programs  and  activities.  The  continued  use 
of  these  practices  undermines  the  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  provide  credible  and  reli- 
able financial  data,  contributes  to  waste  and 
inefficiency,  and  will  not  assist  in  achieving 
a  balanced  budget. 

(4)  Waste  and  inefficiency  in  Federal  Gov- 
ernment undermine  the  confidence  of  the 
American  people  in  the  Government  and  re- 
duces the  Federal  Government's  ability  to 
address  adequately  vital  public  needs. 

(5)  To  rebuild  the  accountability  and  credi- 
bility of  the  Federal  Government  and  restore 
public  confidence  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, a  uniform  Federal  accounting  system. 


that  fully  meets  the  accounting  standards 
and  reporting  objectives  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, must  be  immediately  established 
so  that  all  as.sets  and  liabilities,  revenues 
and  expenditures  or  expenses,  and  the  full 
cost  of  programs  and  activities  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  can  be  consistently  and  ac- 
curately recorded,  monitored,  and  uniformly 
reported  throughout  all  government  entities 
for  budgeting  and  control  and  management 
evaluation  purposes. 

(b)  SF.NSE  OF  THE  Sen,\te.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  under- 
lying the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
include  the  following  assumptions: 

(1)  UNIFOR.M  FEDER.\L  ACCOUNTING  SYS- 
TEM.—(A)  A  uniform  Federal  accounting  sys- 
tem should  be  established  to  consistently 
compile  financial  data  across  the  Federal 
Government,  and  to  make  full  disclosure  of 
Federal  financial  data,  including  the  full 
cost  of  Federal  programs  and  activities,  to 
the  citizens,  the  Congress,  the  President,  and 
agency  management. 

iB)  Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997,  the 
President  should  require  the  heads  of  agen- 
cies to — 

(i)  implement  and  maintain  a  uniform  Fed- 
eral accounting  system:  and 

(li)  provide  financial  statements: 
in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  ac- 
counting principles  applied  on  a  consistent 
basis  and  established  in  accordance  with  pro- 
posed Federal  accounting  standards  and  in- 
terpretations recommended  by  the  Federal 
Accounting  Standards  Advisory  Board  and 
other  applicable  law. 

(2)  Nonpartisan  advisory  commission  on 
ACCOUNTLN'G  AND  BUDGETING.— (.\)  A  tem- 
porary advisory  commission  should  be  estab- 
lished to  make  objective  and  nonpartisan 
recommendations  for  the  appropriate  treat- 
ment of  capital  expenditures  under  a  uni- 
form Federal  accounting  system  that  is  con- 
sistent with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles. 

(B)  The  Commission  should  be  appointed 
on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  com- 
posed of  public  and  private  experts  in  the 
fields  of  finance,  economics,  accounting,  and 
other  related  professions. 

(C)  The  Commission  should  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  August  1.  1995. 
on  its  recommendations,  and  should  include 
in  its  report  a  detailed  plan  for  implement- 
ing such  recommendations. 


DOLE  (AND  SIMPSON)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1147 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  Dole  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Simp.son)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
SEC.    .  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE   IN'DEPEN'DENT 

BUDGET    FOR    VFTTERA-NS    AFFAIRS. 

FISCAL  VEAK  1996. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  as  follows: 

(1)  Whereas  over  26.000.000  veterans  are  eli- 
gible for  veterans  health  care: 

(2)  Whereas  the  Veterans  Heath  Adminis- 
tration of  the  Department  of  Veterans  .'\f- 
fairs  operates  the  largest  Federal  medical 
care  delivery  system  in  the  United  States, 
providing  for  the  medical  care  needs  of  our 
Nation's  veterans: 

(3)  Whereas  the  veterans'  service  organiza- 
tions have  provided  a  plan,  known  as  the 
Independent  Budget  for  Veterans  Affairs,  to 
reform    the    veterans'    health    care    delivery 


system  to  adapt  it  to  the  modern  health  care 
environment  and  improve  its  ability  to  meet 
the  health  the  health  care  needs  of  veterans 
in  a  cost-effective  manner: 

(4i  Whereas  current  budget  proposals  as- 
sume a  change  in  the  definition  of  service- 
connected  veterans: 

(5)  Whereas  proposals  contained  within  the 
Independent  Budget  may  provide  improved 
service  to  veterans: 

(6)  Whereas  budget  proposals  may  not  have 
fully  considered  the  measures  proposed  by 
the  veterans'  service  organizations  in  the 
Independent  Budget. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congre.ss.— It  is  the  Sense  of 
Congress:  the  reforms  and  proposals  con- 
tained within  the  Independent  Budget  for 
Veterans  Affairs.  Fiscal  Year  1996  should  be 
given  careful  consideration  in  an  effort  to 
ensure  the  Nation's  commitment  to  its  vet- 
erans. 
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MCCONNELL  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.   1148 

Mr  McCONNELL  (for  himself,  Mr. 
W.\RNER,  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mr.  Hef- 
LiN,  and  Mr.  Cochran)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra:  as  follows: 

On  patre  29,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  29,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  patfe  30.  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  pa^'e  30,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  30.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
SIOO.000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  pat'e  20.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  20.  line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  20,  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
S200.000.000. 

On  page  20.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  bv 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16,  decresise  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  23.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100,000,000 


SARBANES (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1149 

Mr.  SARBANES  (for  himself,  Ms.  Ml- 
Ki'L.sKi,  Mr.  W.\rner,  Mr.  Robb,  and  Mr. 
BiNG.^.M.\.N)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  3,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$17,000,000 


On  page  3,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$141,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000, 

On  page  3,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  p.age  4.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000 

On  page  4.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000, 

On  page  5.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000, 

On  page  6.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000, 

On  page  6,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000, 

On  page  6,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  39.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 


On  page  39,  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  20,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000 

On  page  40,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000 

On  page  41,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  63,  line  19,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  63,  line  20.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$967,000,000. 

On  page  63.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,771,000,000. 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  resolution 
insert  the  following: 
SEC.     ,  FEDERAL  RETIREMENT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  thatr— 

(a)  the  assumptions  underlying  the  revenue 
and  functional  totals  in  this  resolution  as- 
sume that  the  Federal  Retirement  programs 
will  continue  to  calculate  retirement  bene- 
fits from  the  average  of  an  employee's  high 
3  years  of  service:  and 

(b)  the  restoration  of  the  Federal  Retire- 
ment benefits  will  be  restored  by  closing  the 
tax  loophole  which  allows  billionaires  to  es- 
cape taxes  by  renouncing  their  citizenship. 

ROTH  AMENDMENT  NO.  1150 
Mr.  ROTH  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution,  Senate  Con- 
current  Resolution    13,   supra;   as   fol- 
lows: 

On  page  3,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000, 

On  page  3,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  20,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000, 

On  page  3.  line  22,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  1,  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000, 

On  page  4,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 
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On  page  4.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  paire  4.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  5.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000.    . 

On  page  5.  line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  7,  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  19.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

(Jn  page  7.  ime  'II.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  1.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$200,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
S200.000.000. 

On  page  8.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  4.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  5.  decresise  the  amount  by 
$400,000,000, 

On  page  8.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$.500,000,000. 

On  page  8.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$500,000,000 

On  page  20  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  20.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$900,000,000. 

On  page  62.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  62.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$2,300,000,000. 


posed  an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution,  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  74  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  'budget,  the  revenue 
and  spending  aggregates  may  be  revised  and 
other  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  and 
levels  may  be  revised  to  reflect  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (c)  for  legislation 
that  reduces  revenues,  and  for  legislation 
that  will  provide  $15,000,000,000  in  outlays  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry  for  the  purpose  of  restoring 
outlay  reductions  required  of  that  commit- 
tee pursuant  to  section  6  of  this  Resolution. 

(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggregates — 
Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  and  again  upon  the  submis- 
sion of  a  conference  report  on  such  legisla- 
tion (if  a  conference  report  is  submitted),  the 
Chair  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate  may  submit  to  the  Senate  appro- 
priately revised  allocations  under  sections 
302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974;  budgetary  aggregates;  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  specified  under  subsection  (d)." 


COVERDELL  AMENDMENT  NO.  1152 

Mr.  COVERDELL  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows; 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
COSTS    OF    THE    NATIONAL    VOTER 
REGISTRATION  ACT  OF  1993. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within 
the  assumptions  under  budget  function  800 
funds  will  be  spent  for  reimbursement  to  the 
States  for  the  costs  of  implementing  the  Na- 
tional Voter  Registration  Act  of  1993. 


KERRY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1153 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Kerry)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  S-l.  strike  lines  17  through  19  and 
insert  the  following:  '$2,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $37,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $72,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1996". 

On  page  66.  line  6,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  13,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$28,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  20,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  21,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$215,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000. 

On  page  87.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$70,000,000. 


EXOX  I  AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1151 

Mr.  EXON  (for  himself.  Mr.  Daschle, 
Mr.  Co.N'RAD  and  Mr.  Wellstone)  pro- 


McCONNELL  AMENDMENT  NO.  1154 

Mr.  McCONNELL  proposed  an 
amendment  to  amendment  No.  1154 
proposed  by  Mr.  Kerry  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 13,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 


SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  function  800  include 
the  following:  that  payments  to  Presidential 
campaigns  from  the  Presidential  Election 
Campaign  Fund,  as  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1974,  should 
not  be  used  for  or  augment  damage  awards 
or  settlements  arising  from  a  civil  or  crimi- 
nal action,  or  the  threat  thereof,  related  to 
sexual  harassment. 


GLENN  (AND  SIMON)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  1155 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Gle.vn,  for  himself 
and  Mr.  Si.mon)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 
supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  79.  strike  lines  1  through  3. 


DOMENICI  (AND  GRASSLEY) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1156 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  himself  and  Mr 
Gra-S.sley)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Con- 
gressional Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows; 

In  lieu  of  the  language  proposed  to  be 
stricken  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  209.  REPEAL  OF  IRS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  Section  25  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 218  (103d  Congress.  2d  Session)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
revenue  levels  contained  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution should  assume  passage  of  the  "Tax- 
payers Bill  of  Rights  2  '  and  that  the  Senate 
should  pass  the  Taxpayers  Bill  of  Rights  2 
this  Congress. 

(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  fund- 
ing for  tax  compliance  efforts  should  be  a  top 
priority  and  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
include  the  administration's  full  request  for 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 


GLENN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1157 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Glenn)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  amendment  No.  1156 
proposed  by  Mr.  Domenici  to  the  con- 
current resolution.  Senate  Congres- 
sional Resolution  13.  supra;  as  follows: 

In  the  pending  amendment,  strike  lines  1- 
3. 


BOXER  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1158 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mrs.  BOXER,  Mrs. 
Murray.  Mr.  Lautenberg,  and  Mrs. 
Feinstei.n)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution,  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  add  the  following: 
"It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  no  Member 
of  Congress  may  use  campaign  funds  to  de- 
fend again.st  sexual  hara.ssment  lawsuits." 


DOLE  AMENDMENT  NO.   1159 

Mr.  DOLE  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  1158  proposed  by  Mrs. 
Boxer  to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 


In  the  pending  amendment,  strike  all  after 
the  words  "it  is  the  Sense  of  the  Congress" 
and  insert  the  following:  'that  no  Member  of 
Congress  or  the  Executive  Branch  may  use 
campaign  funds  or  privately  donated  funds 
to  defend  against  sexual  harassment  law- 
suits." 


EXON  AMENDMENT  NO.   1160 

Mr.  EXON  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

On  page  63.  strike  beginning  with  line  8. 
through  page  65.  line  5.  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  increase  the  statutory  limit  on 
the  public  debt  to  the  amount  set  forth  for 
the  public  debt  for  fiscal  year  1996  in  section 
2(5).  of  this  resolution. 

■•(8)    CO.MMITTEE    ON    FOREIGN    RELATIONS.— 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

"(9)  Committee  on  Governme.ntal  Af- 
fairs.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that,  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $118,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  $3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

"(10)  Co.mmittee  on  the  Judiciary.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$923,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $1,483,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

"(11)  C0MMI"rTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RE- 
SOURCES.—The  Senate  Committee  on  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  iijri'sdictlon  thflt 
provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$1,141,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $9,165,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $13,795,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

"(12)    COMMITTEE    on    RULES    AND    ADMINIS- 

TR.-VTION  — The  Senate  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  to  reduce  outlays  $2,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $280,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and  $319,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

"(13)  COMMITTEE  ON   VETERANS'   AFFAIRS  — 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $301,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$5,760,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $10,002,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 
TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RULEMAKING 

SEC.   200.    I.LMrriNG    INCREASES   IN   THE   STATU- 
TORY LIMIT  ON  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT. 

(a)  RECONCILIATION  DIRECTIVES  WITH  RE- 
SPECT TO  Public  Debt  Limit.- 

(1)  BUDGET  RESOLUTION.— Any  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year 
that  contains  directives  of  the  type  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  section  310(a)  of  the 


Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  for  such  fis- 
cal year  shall  also  include  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  that  sub- 
section for  that  fiscal  year. 

(2)  Reco.ncili,\tion.— Any  change  in  the 
statutory  limit  on  the  public  debt  that  is 
recommended  pursuant  to  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  section 
310(a)  shall  be  included  in  the  reconciliation 
legislation  reported  pursuant  to  section  310 
(b)  for  that  fiscal  year, 

(b)  Poi.NT  OF  Order,— 

(1)  In  general,— 

(A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  rule  of  the 
Senate,  except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  to 
consider  any  bill  or  joint  resolution  (or  any 
amendment  thereto  or  conference  report 
thereon)  that  increases  the  statutory  limit 
on  the  public  debt  during  a  fiscal  year  above 
the  level  set  forth  as  appropriate  for  such  fis- 
cal year  in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  such  fiscal  year  agreed  to  under 
section  301  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974, 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to 
any  reconciliation  resolution  reported  pursu- 
ant to  section  310(b)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  during  any  fiscal  year  (or 
any  conference  report  thereon)  that  contains 
a  provision  that^ 

(i)  increases  the  statutory  limit  on  the 
public  debt  pursuant  to  a  directive  of  the 
type  described  in  section  310(a)(3)  of  such 
Act;  and 

(ii)  becomes  effective  on  or  after  the  first 
day  of  the  following  fiscal  year. 

(2)  PROHIBITION    ON    STRIKING    PROPER    DEBT 

LIMIT  CHANGES,— Notwithstanding  any  other 
rule  of  the  Senate,  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in 
the  Senate  to  consider  any  amendment  to  a 
reconciliation  bill  or  resolution  that  would 
strike  a  provision  reported  pursuant  to  a  di- 
rective of  the  type  described  in  section 
310(a)(3i  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974, 

(3)  Waivers,— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  by  a  roll  call  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  Members,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn, 

(c)  Exercise  of  Rulemaking  Powers.— The 
Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this  title — 

(1 1  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 
and  such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those 
rules  (so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  the  Senate, 


MOYNIHAN  AMENDMENT  NO,  1161 

Mr,  EXON  (for  Mr,  MOYNIHAN)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution,  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13.  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  ""budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect 
$.55,000,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  out- 
lays of  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  retains  .\FDC  as  a  Fed- 
eral entitlement  and  restores  budget  author- 
ity and  outlays  for  other  income  security 
programs, 

"(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon    the    reporting   of   legislation 


pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
subsection  (d).". 


BINGAMAN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO,  1162 

Mr,  EXON  (for  Mr.  Bingaman,  for 
himself,  Mr.  Lieberman,  Mr.  Rocke- 
feller, Mr.  BiDEN,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr. 
B-yrd,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr. 
Pryor,  and  Mr.  Glenn)  proposed  an,, 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 
supra;  as  follows; 

At  the  end  of  the  concurrent  resolution, 
add  the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  THE  IMPOR- 
TANCE  of  RESEARCH,  TECH- 
NOLOGY, A.^rD  TRADE  PROMOTION 
AND  TRADE  LAW  ENFORCE.MENT 
PROGRAMS. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Senate  finds  thatr- 

(1)  the  public  welfare,  economy,  and  na- 
tional security  of  the  United  States  have 
benefited  enormously  from  the  investments 
the  Federal  Government  has  made  over  the 
past  fifty  years  in  research,  technology,  and 
trade  promotion  and  trade  law  enforcement: 

(2)  these  investments  are  even  more  impor- 
tant at  the  dawn  of  the  twenty-first  century 
in  order  to  ensure  that  future  generations  of 
Americans  can  remain  at  the  forefront  of  ex- 
ploring the  endless  scientific  and  techno- 
logical frontier  in  the  face  of  ever  greater 
challenges  from  abroad  and  thereby  main- 
tain and  improve  their  health,  standard  of 
living,  and  national  security;  and 

(3)  enforcement  of  United  States  trade  laws 
and  promotion  of  United  States  exports,  es- 
pecially programs  in  support  of  small  and 
medium  sized  businesses,  serve  an  invaluable 
function  in  creating  jobs,  promoting  na- 
tional economic  growth,  and  allowing  Amer- 
ican workers  and  businesses  to  have  the  re- 
sources to  compete  in  an  ever  more  competi- 
tive global  economy, 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that,  in  the  assumptions  for 
the  overall  accounts,  it  is  assumed  that^ 

(1)  in  allocating  discretionary  spending  in 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002  within  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  established  in 
section  201.  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions will  make  it  a  high  priority  to  main- 
tain the  overall  fiscal  year  1995  investment 
level  (without  adjustment  for  inflation)  in 
research,  technology  and  trade  promotion, 
and  trade  law  enforcement  programs;  and 

(2)  the  conferees  on  the  concurrent  budget 
resolution  will  not  agree  to  any  revenue  re- 
ductions below  current  law  unless  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limit  established  in  the 
conference  report  will  permit  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  to  achieve  the  goal  estab- 
lished in  paragraph  (1). 


MURRAY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1163 
Mr,   EXON  (for  Mrs.   Murray)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  79,  between  lines  3  and  4.  insert 
the  following: 
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SEC.  .  PROHIBmON  OK  LEGISLATION  THAT 
WOLTJ3  DEPRTVE  CHILDREN  OF 
THEIR  HEALTH  I.NSLRANCE  CNUER 
MEDICAID. 

(a)  Point  of  Order.— It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  res- 
olution, amendment,  motion,  or  conference 
report  that  would  cause  children  eligible  to 
receive  benefits  under  Medicaid  (whether 
currently  or  m  the  future)  to  lose  any  of 
those  benefits. 

(b)  W.MVER.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  Members  voting,  a  quorum  being 
present,  or  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  the 
Senate. 

(c)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  this 
section  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  and  controlled  by. 
the  appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  bill  or 
resolution,  as  the  case  may  be.  .\n  affirma- 
tive vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  provision 

(di  C0NGRE.SS10NAL  Bldget  Office  Re- 
ports.—Whenever  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  prepares  a  report 
pursuant  to  section  308  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  .^ct  of  1974  in  connection  with  a  bill, 
resolution,  or  conference  report  that  the  Di- 
rector believes  would  cause  children  eligible 
to  receive  benefits  under  Medicaid  (whether 
currently  or  in  the  future*  to  lose  any  of 
those  benefits,  the  Director  shall  so  state  in 
that  report  and.  to  the  extent  practicable, 
shall  include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of 
children  eligible  to  receive  benefits  under 
Medicaid  (whether  currently  or  in  the  fu- 
ture) who  would  lose  any  of  those  benefits  as 
a  result  of  that  legislation, 

(ei  Estimates,— Solely  for  the  purposes  of 
enforcement  of  this  section  in  the  Senate, 
the  number  of  children  eligible  to  receive 
benefits  under  Medicaid  shall  be  determined 
on  the  basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate, 


MURRAY  (AND  OTHERS) 
A.MEN'DMENT  NO    1164 

Mr  EXON  (for  Mrs.  MURRAY,  for  her- 
self, Mr.  Daschle,  Mr.  Pre.ssler,  Mr. 
AKAKA.  Mrs.  HrTCHisoN,  Mr.  Levin,  Mr. 
BiNGAMAN,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mr. 
Baccus,  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  ExoN.  Mrs. 
Kas.sebaim,  and  Mr.  Kempthorne)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13.  supra;  as  follows: 

\l  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(A)  Findings— The  Senate  finds  as  follows: 

(1)  In  order  tc  fulfill  its  responsibility  to 
communities  that  were  adversely  affected  by 
Federal  activities,  the  Congress  established 
the  Impact  .-Vid  program  in  1950. 

(2)  The  Impact  Aid  program  is  intended  to 
ease  the  burden  on  local  school  districts  for 
educating  children  who  live  on  Federal  prop- 
erty. Since  Federal  property  is  exempt  from 
local  property  taxes,  such  districts  are  de- 
nied the  primary  source  of  revenue  used  to 
finance  elementary  and  secondary  education. 
Most  Impact  .\id  payments  are  made  for  stu- 
dents whose  parents  are  in  the  uniformed 
services,  or  for  students  who  reside  on  Indian 
lands  or  in  federally  subsidized  low-rent 
housing  projects.  Over  1.600  local  educational 
agencies  enrolling  over  17,000.000  children  are 
provided  assistance  under  the  Impact  Aid 
program. 


(3)  The  Imp?ct  Aid  program  is  one  of  the 
few  Federal  education  programs  where  funds 
are  sent  directly  to  the  school  district.  Such 
funds  go  directly  into  the  general  fund  and 
may  be  used  as  the  local  educational  agency 
decides. 

(4i  The  Impact  Aid  program  covers  less 
than  half  of  what  it  costs  to  educate  each 
federally  connected  student  in  some  school 
districts,  requiring  local  school  districts  or 
States  to  provide  the  remainder. 

(5)  Added  to  the  burden  described  in  para- 
graph (4)  is  the  fact  that  some  States  do  not 
rely  upon  an  income  tax  for  State  funding  of 
education.  In  these  cases,  the  loss  of  prop- 
erty tax  revenue  makes  State  and  local  edu- 
cation funding  even  more  difficult  to  obtain. 

(6)  Given  the  serious  budget  constraints 
facing  State  and  local  governments  it  is  crit- 
ical that  the  Federal  Government  continue 
to  fulfill  its  responsibility  to  the  federally 
impacted  school  districts  in  our  Nation's 
States. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate,— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  in  the  assumptions  for  the 
overall  accounts  it  is  assumed  that — the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  a  financial  responsibil- 
ity to  schools  in  our  Nation's  communities 
which  are  adversely  affected  by  Federal  ac- 
tivities and  that  funding  for  such  respon- 
sibilities should  not  be  reduced  or  elimi- 
nated. 


PELL  AMENDMENT  NO.  1165 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Pell)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.    .  STUDENT  LOAN  CUTS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1»  in  the  20th  century,  educational  in- 
creases in  the  workforce  accounted  for  30 
percent  of  the  growth  in  our  Nation's  wealth, 
and  advances  in  knowledge  accounted  for  55 
percent  of  such  growth: 

(2)  the  Federal  Government  provides  75 
percent  of  all  college  financial  aid: 

(3)  the  Federal  student  loan  program  was 
created  to  make  coUejje  accessible  and  af- 
fordable for  the  middle  class: 

(4)  increased  fees  and  interest  costs  dis- 
courage college  participation  by  making 
higher  education  more  expensive,  and  more 
of  a  risk,  for  students  and  their  families; 

(5)  full-time  students  already  work  an  av- 
erage of  25  hours  per  week,  taking  time  away 
from  their  studies;  and 

(6)  student  indebtedness  is  already  increas- 
ing rapidly,  and  any  reduction  of  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  will  increase  the  in- 
debtedness burden  on  students  and  families. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Sen.ate.- It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee,  in  seeking  to  achieve  mandatory 
savings,  should  not  increase  the  cost  of  bor- 
rowing for  students  participating  in  the  Rob- 
ert T.  Stafford  Federal  Student  Loan  Pro- 
gram. 


LAUTENBERG  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1166 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  for 
himself.  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mrs.  Mur- 
ray. Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Wellstone.  Mr. 
Reid,  Mr.  Daschle,  and  Ms.  Mikul.ski) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13.  supra;  as  follows; 


On  page  3. 
$47,000,000. 

On  paee  3, 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$2.57.000,000, 

On  page  3, 
$322,000,000 

On  page  3. 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$412,000,000. 

On  puge  3, 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  3. 
$.322,000,000. 

On  page  3, 
$392,000,000, 

On  page  4. 
$412,000,000, 

On  page  4. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  4, 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
5257,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$.322,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  4. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$.322.000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$392,000,000, 

On  page  5. 
$412,000,000, 

On  page  5. 
$47,000,000, 

On  page  5. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$197,000,000, 

On  page  5. 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$412,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$47,000,000, 

On  page  6. 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$197,000,000, 

On  page  6, 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$412,000,000. 


line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  U.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8.  increa.se  the  amount  by 
line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
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On  p.agp  43,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$47,000,000. 

On  page  44.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  44,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$144,000,000. 

On  page  44,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  44,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$197,000,000. 

On  page  44,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  44,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$257,000,000. 

On  page  45.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$.322. 000,000. 

On  page  45,  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$322,000,000. 

On  page  45,  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  45.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$392,000,000. 

On  page  45.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$412,000,000, 

On  page  45.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
S!12. 000.000 

On  page  64.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$17,000,000. 

On  page  64.  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$967,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  2.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,771,000,000. 


14295 


$0. 


On  page  4,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 


MCCAIN  (AND  BROWN) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1167 
.Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  McCain  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Brown)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  amendment  No.  1166 
proposed  by  Mr.  Lautenberg  to  the 
concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed,  insert  the 
following: 

On  page  3,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3,  line  12.  increa.se  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  bv 
JO. 

On  page  3,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  4,  line  1,  increase  the  amount  by 
JO, 

On  page  4.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0 

On  page  4.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  4,  line  22,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$0 


JO 


JO. 


JO 


JO. 


JO 


JO 


JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 


JO 


On  page  4.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  5.  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5,  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5,  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  5.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  5.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  5,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  5.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  5.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  5.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  5,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 


$0 


$0, 


JO 


JO. 


On  page  6,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
On  page  6,  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  6.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 

I, 

On  page  6.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 

i_ 

On  page  6,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 

I, 

On  page  6,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 

). 

On  page  6,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  43,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 


JO 


On  page  43.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 


JO 
JO 
JO 
JO 

I 

JO 

I 

JO. 

JO 

JO 

JO 

JO 

JO 

JO 


JO. 


On  page  44.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  44.  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  44,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  44,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  44.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
I, 

On  page  44,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  45,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  45,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  45.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 

On  page  45,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  45.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

I, 

On  page  45.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

I. 

On  page  64,  line  24,  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  64,  line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 


JO 

On  page  65,  line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
JO, 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  include  that  the  increased 


revenues  resulting  from  the  revision  of  the 
expatriate  tax  loophole  should  be  used  to 
eliminate  the  earnings  penalty  imposed  on 
low  and  middle  income  senior  citizens  re- 
ceiving social  security. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

committee  on  banking.  housing.  and  urban 
affairs 
Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day. May  24.  1995.  to  conduct  a  hearing 
on  the  impact  of  the  peso  devaluation 
and  the  administration's  aid  package 
on  the  banking  system  and  economy  of 
Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE.  AND 
TRA  NSPORTATION 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Wednesday.  May  24.  1995  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing an  oversight  hearing  on  inter- 
national aviation  r>olicy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day. May  24.  1995.  for  purposes  of  con- 
ducting a  Full  Committee  business 
meeting  which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at 
9.30  a.rn.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is 
to  consider  pending  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  Mr,  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Finance 
Committee  be  permitted  to  meet 
Wednesday.  May  24.  1995.  in  room  215  of 
the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building,  be- 
ginning at  9:30  a,m,.  to  conduct  a  mark 
up  on  H,R  4.  the  Personal  Responsibil- 
ity Act  of  1995, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CO.M.MITTEE  OF  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr,  DOMENICI,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Wednesday.  May  24.  1995,  at  10:30 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr,  DOMENICI,  Mr,  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday.  May  24.  1995  at  2:00  p.m. 
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to  hold  a  hearing  on  "The  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration's Counter-Terrorism  In- 
telligence Gathering  Proposals." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  L.\BOR  .\.SD  HIM.AN  RESOURCES 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  be 
authorized  to  meet  for  an  Executive 
Session,  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Wednesday,  May  24.  1995.  at  9:30 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  cnM.MITTEE  0.\  I.VTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday.  May  24,  1995.  at 
2:00  p.m.  to  hold  a  closed  hearing  on  In- 
telligence matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCO.MMITTEE  ON  OVERSIGHT  OF  GOVERNMENT 
\SD  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBI.^ 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Oversight  of  Government 
Management  and  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs,  be  permitted  to  meet  during  a 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
May  24,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  Aviation  Safety:  Do  Unap- 
proved Parts  Pose  a  Safety  Risk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  RESEARCH,  NUTRITION  AND 
GENERAL  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  .\griculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry -Subcommittee  on  Kesearcn,  Nu- 
trition, and  General  Legislation  be  al- 
lowed to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday,  May  24,  at  10 
a.m..  in  SR-332,  to  discuss  research  and 
the  future  of  U.S.  agriculture. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


U.S.  CONFERENCE  OF  MAYORS' 
COMMITMENT  TO  MAINTAINING 
GUN  CONTROL  LAWS 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors  for  their  May  16  letter  re- 
stating their  commitment  to  maintain- 
ing the  Nations  gun  control  laws.  I 
share  their  opposition  to  any  efforts  to 
weaken  current  laws,  and  I  am  particu- 
larly pleased  with  their  restated  com- 
mitment to  the  assault  weapons  ban. 

Some  people  have  called  for  the  re- 
peal of  the  assault  weapons  ban,  even 
before  it  has  an  opportunity  to  dem- 
onstrate its  effectiveness.  These  are 
the  same  people  who  argued  that  these 


weapons,  which  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials have  testified  serve  no  purpose 
other  than  to  kill  as  many  human 
beings  as  quickly  as  possible,  are  le- 
gitimate products  with  a  specially  pro- 
tected status  in  our  society.  I  disagree 
with  this  conclusion. 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  tragic  bomb- 
ing in  Oklahoma  City,  the  push  to  re- 
peal the  ban  has  temporarily  eased. 
When  exposed  to  the  scrutiny  of  the 
public  eye,  the  absurdity  of  the  effort 
to  repeal  the  ban  is  exposed  and  the 
American  public  has  had  no  trouble 
recognizing  the  inherent  inconsistency 
of  responding  to  terrorism  by  loosening 
common  sense  measures  to  stem  the 
flow  of  weapons  into  our  communities. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  will  not 
be  considering  a  repeal  of  the  assault 
weapons  ban.  or  any  other  gun  control 
initiatives,  in  the  short  run.  However, 
the  efforts  to  repeal  these  measures 
need  to  be  permanently  removed  from 
Congresses'  agenda. 

Those  who  call  for  the  repeal  of  gun 
control  laws  do  not  base  their  objec- 
tions on  substantive  flaws  with  the 
measure,  for  when  given  an  oppor- 
tunity they  have  proven  their  worth. 
During  its  first  year,  the  Brady  law  has 
made  an  impressive  contribution  to 
crime-fighting  efforts.  The  Inter- 
national Association  of  Chiefs  of  Police 
(lACP)  reported  on  the  1-year  anniver- 
sary of  the  Brady  laws,  implementa- 
tion that  in  27  of  the  States  which  did 
not  previously  meet  Brady's  require- 
ments, 19,098  prohibited  people  were  de- 
nied from  purchasing  a  firearm.  And  al- 
though there  is  no  national  reporting 
requirement,  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 
Tobacco  and  Firearms  estimates  that 
background  checks  in  the  past  year 
have  stopped  70,000  convicted  felons 
and  other  prohibited  persons  from  pur- 
chasing weapons. 

In  addition  to  fulfilling  its  primary 
aim:  to  stop  felons  from  buying  guns, 
the  Brady  law  has  assisted  law  enforce- 
ment officials  in  other  ways.  In  Geor- 
gia, one  sheriff  reported  that  out  of  the 
60  people  denied  weapons  as  a  result  of 
the  Brady  check  in  the  first  year,  15 
had  outstanding  felony  warrants  and  15 
arrests  were  made.  Brady  checks 
helped  police  in  San  Antonio,  TX  catch 
a  suspected  drug  dealer,  and  it  also  led 
to  the  arrest  of  a  man  in  South  Caro- 
lina who  was  wanted  for  assaulting  a 
police  officer  in  Florida. 

The  assault  weapons  ban  should  also 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  dem- 
onstrate its  effectiveness. 

The  only  way  to  resist  the  push  to  re- 
peal these  important  laws  is  for  the 
public  to  join  this  debate  and  make  its 
views  known.  The  U.S.  conference  of 
Mayors  has  once  again  joined  the  cho- 
rus of  voices  supporting  our  Nation's 
gun  control  laws,  and  I  greatly  appre- 
ciate their  participation  in  this  impor- 
tant debate.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARGARET 
SWIEZYNSKI 

•  Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
rise  to  commend  a  distinguished  citi- 
zen of  New  Hampshire,  Margaret 
Swiezynski,  for  her  many  years  of  out- 
standing service  to  the  Republican 
Party  of  New  Hampshire  and  her  com- 
munity. 

Margaret  has  dedicated  her  life  to 
her  family  and  in  her  spare  time  has 
selflessly  given  her  time  to  the  Repub- 
lican Party.  Her  commitment  and  dedi- 
cation to  her  community  are  to  be 
commended  and  her  involvement  in  the 
VFW,  Lioness  Club,  and  the  local  St. 
Patrick's  Church  has  been  instrumen- 
tal in  shaping  her  community. 

Over  the  years.  Margaret  has  seen 
many  Presidential  candidates  come 
and  go  in  New  Hampshire,  from  Presi- 
dent Nixon  to  President  Bush.  As  al- 
ways, Margaret  played  a  key  role  in 
welcoming  these  candidates  to  our 
State  and  contributed  to  New  Hamp- 
shire's reputation  for  being  a  key  stop 
for  everyone  on  the  road  to  higher  of- 
fice. It  is  citizens  like  Margaret  whose 
commitment  and  allegiance  make  New 
Hampshire  such  a  special  place  to  live 
and  her  many  years  of  service  should 
be  applauded  and  certainly  not  go  un- 
noticed. 

Margaret  is  the  proud  mother  and 
grandmother  of  three  children  and  six 
grandchildren  and  her  commitment  is 
another  example  of  her  dedication  to 
family  and  community.  It  is  a  char- 
acteristic that  can  be  cherished  by  her 
family  and  Milford,  NH.  her  home  of 
over  40  years. 

I,  along  with  all  the  members  of  the 
New  Hampshire  Republican  Party  and 
the  citizens  of  Milford,  NH.  whose  lives 
Margaret  has  touched  through  her  loy- 
alty and  devotion,  would  like  to  extend 
a  heartfelt  thanks  and  wish  her  all  the 
best  in  her  future  endeavors.* 


JAMES  MADISON 
COMMEMORATIVE  COIN  ACT 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  James  Madison 
Commemorative  Coin  Act,  which  I 
joined  my  senior  colleague  from  Vir- 
ginia. Senator  W.\rner.  in  introducing 
on  May  19.  1995. 

This  legislation  requires  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  issue  a  coin 
in  the  year  2001  commemorating  the 
250th  birthday  of  James  Madison  and 
honoring  his  many  accomplishments. 
The  surcharges  raised  from  the  selling 
of  the  coins  goes  to  the  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  permanent  fund  for  the  pres- 
ervation and  renovation  of  Madison's 
home,  Montpelier. 

This  is  an  important  endeavor,  Mr. 
President,  because  James  Madison  is 
one  of  our  nation's  most  brilliant  and 
significant  founding  fathers.  A  Vir- 
ginian and  a  distinguished  statesman, 
Madison  was   the  principle  drafter  of 


the  United  States  Constitution  and  the 
Bill  of  Rights.  He  served  his  country  as 
the  fourth  President  the  United  States. 

His  home,  Montpelier,  is  located  in 
Orange  County,  Virginia,  not  far  from 
his  friend  Thomas  Jefferson's  Monti- 
cello. 

It  is  extremely  important,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  we  act  today  to  both  honor 
James  Madison's  250th  birthday  and  to 
create  a  permanent  fund  for  the  preser- 
vation of  Montpelier.  Doing  so  will  en- 
sure that  Madison's  legacy  is  sustained 
for  future  generations  of  the  great  na- 
tion he  helped  create. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
important  legislation. 


HONORING  SOUTHEAST  GUILFORD 
HIGH  SCHOOL 

•  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 

a  pleasure  and  a  privilege  for  me  to  rise 
today  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
honor  the  accomplishments  of  South- 
east Guilford  High  School.  This  group 
of  young  people  and  educator  from 
Greensboro,  NC,  made  it  to  the  na- 
tional finals  in  the  recent  1995,  "We 
The  People  .  .  .  The  Citizen  and  the 
Constitution"  national  competition 
held  in  Washington,  DC,  April  29  May 
1,  These  outstanding  young  people 
competed  against  49  other  classes  from 
throughout  the  Nation  and  dem- 
onstrated a  remarkable  understanding 
of  the  fundamental  ideals  and  values  of 
American  constitutional  government. 
The  accomplishments  of  Christine 
Youmans,  educator,  and  students  Lau- 
rie Camp,  Ivan  Canada.  Keith 
Cockerham,  Kamyra  Crawford,  Joshua 
Curtiss,  Crystal  Delgado.  Matthew  Ful- 
ton. Terri  Galinski,  Kristin  Gerner,  Al- 
lison    Gillus,     Brent    Gonet,     Andrew 

Sara  Manning.  Brandon  McGinnis,  Jen- 
nifer Michael,  Hope  Moorman,  Lanae 
Muse,  Daniele  Neese,  Megan  Randall, 
Aisha  Rawlins,  Christy  Shaffer, 
Zachary  Smith,  and  Mary  Sullivan,  are 
appreciated  by  myself  and  their  home 
State  of  North  Carolina.* 


OKINAWAN  KARATE-DO  IN 
MASSACHUSETTS 

•  Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  Massa- 
chusetts is  proud  to  be  home  to  the 
North   American   Okinawan   Karate-Do 

Association.  Early  in  this  century, 
Kanbum  Uechi  studied  this  ancient  art 
on  the  mainland  of  China  where  it  was 
first  developed.  Returning  to  his  home- 
land of  Okinawa,  he  introduced  it  there 
in  1910  and  was  the  first  master  of  the 
Okinawan  Karate-Do  system. 

In  1956,  for  the  first  time,  American 
servicemen  were  accepted  as  students 
in  the  Okinawan  Karate-Do  schools. 
One  of  them  settled  in  the  Boston  area 
after  his  military  discharge  and  began 
teaching  this  art  form  to  people  in  the 
area.  Walter  Mattson  of  Framingham, 
MA,  is  the  senior  American  instructor. 


Over  the  years,  there  has  been  a  con- 
tinuing cultural  exchange  between  the 
Masters  on  Okinawa  and  practitioners 
here  in  North  America.  Mr.  Mattson  is 
primarily  responsible  for  this  35-year 
exchange  program.  This  summer.  Sen- 
ior Instructor  Peter  McCrae  from 
Plymouth,  MA,  will  be  studying  on 
Okinawa  with  Master  Shintoku 
Takara. 

Many  Americans  have  found  in  Oki- 
nawan Karate-Do  a  physical  and  men- 
tal discipline  which  promotes  positive 
attitudes,  good  health,  and  self-mas- 
tery. Our  young  people  have  found  in  it 
an  alternative  to  the  streets  and.  in  its 
instructors,  positive  role  models.  We 
are  grateful  for  this  Japanese  import 
and  we  hope  that  this  positive  ex- 
change between  our  two  countries  con- 
tinues for  many  years.* 


WILMER  JONES-HAM  RECEIVES 
MAHALIA  JACKSON  AWARD 

*  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  recognize  the  recent  achieve- 
ment of  Wilmer  Jones-Ham.  On  April  1. 
1995  she  received  the  Mahal ia  Jackson 
award  for  community  service.  Wilmer 
Jones-Ham  is  a  dedicated  woman  who 
commits  great  energy  to  develop  a 
sense  of  hope  in  youth,  the  under  or  un- 
employed, and  homeless  in  the  Saginaw 
community.  She  is  the  founder  of  the 
Saginaw  Soul  Children's  Choir,  the 
Saginaw  Interdenominational  Gospel 
Music  Workshop,  and  the  First  Mayor's 
Scholarship  Black  and  Gold  Ball.  She 
has  been  a  teacher  for  more  than  17 
years  and  developed  an  after  school 
program  at  her  home  to  help  students 
who  need  additional  instruction  in 
their  subjects.  It  is  my  honor  to  con- 
gratulate and  thank  her  for  all  her  ac- 
complishments* 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  MAJORITY 
AND  MINORITY  LEADERS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Majority  and 
Minority  Leaders  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  and  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  104-1,  announces  the  joint 
appointment  of  the  following  individ- 
uals as  members  of  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors of  the  Office  of  Compliance:  Glen 
D.  Nager,  of  Washington,  D.C,  for  a 
term  of  5  years  and  to  serve  as  Chair; 
Virginia  A.  Seitz,  of  Washington,  D.C, 
for  a  term  of  5  years;  Jerry  M.  Hunter, 
of  Missouri,  for  a  term  of  4  years; 
James  N.  Adler,  of  California,  for  a 
term  of  4  years;  and  Lawrence  Z. 
Lorber,  of  Washington,  D.C.  for  a  term 
of  3  years. 


A  RETROSPECT  OF  V-E  DAY 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  an 
issue  of  the  journal  entitled  Uniformed 
Services  Journal.  May-June  1995,  con- 


tains an  article  entitled.  "World  War  II 
Revisited:  A  Retrospect  Of  V-E  Day 
and  the  Events  Leading  Up  To  It." 

The  article  includes  recollections  of 
some  of  the  distinguished  Members  of 
the  Congress  who  participated  in  World 
War  II.  among  them  Senator  Strom 
Thurmond,  Senator  Bob  Dole.  Senator 
Daniel  Inouye,  Congressmen  Tom  Be- 
viLL.  Sam  Gibbons,  Sonny  Montgom- 
ery, and  others. 

It  is  an  excellent  reminiscence  of 
their  experiences  and  their  views  about 
the  significance  of  V-E  Day  and  their 
personal  involvement  in  the  events 
leading  up  to  that  occasion. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  article  from  the  Uniformed  Serv- 
ices Journal  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

World  War  II  Revisited:  a  Retrospect  of 
V-E  Dav  and  the  Events  Leading  Up  To  It 
(By  Cathy  Lumsden) 
World  War  II  (WW  II)  represents  many 
things  to  many  people.  It  represents  sac- 
rifice, freedom  and  hope  for  a  better  tomor- 
row. The  road  to  freedom  was  paved  with 
death  and  destruction.  Many  of  you  are  fa- 
miliar with  Jim  Pennington's  stories  of  WW 
II  at  retiree  recognition  programs,  chapter 
events  and  in  the  USJ.  some  more  than  once. 
But  these  stories  and  memories  that  follow 
are  more  than  just  stories.  In  today's  cli- 
mate of  historical  revisionism  and  political 
correctness,  they  remain  as  one  of  the  few 
accurate  eye-witness  accounts  of  the  making 
of  American  history  in  the  Great  War  that 
literally  saved  the  world.  We  cannot  forget 
why  we  fought  WWII,  'the  war  to  end  all 
wars"  or  the  men  and  women  who  fought  the 
war.  The  thoughts  and  feelings  that  follow 
are  real.  Take  the  time  to  read  and  under- 
stand the  contributions  these  Americans 
made  in  the  fight  for  freedom. 

senator  STROM  THURMOND 

Sen.  Thurmond  was  serving  as  a  Circuit 
Judge  in  his  home  state  when  war  was  de- 
clared on  Germany.  On  that  day,  he  called 
President  Roosevelt  and  volunteered,  even 
though  he  was  exempted  from  service.  Ap- 
proximately a  year  later  in  1943,  LTC  Thur- 
mond, USA  was  a  member  of  the  82nd  Air- 
borne Division  assigned  to  First  Army  Head- 
quarters in  Europe.  He  is  the  only  Senator 
still  serving  in  Congress  who  participated  in 
the  Normandy  Invasion  on  D-Day. 

He  was  one  of  three  men  who  volunteered 
to  land  in  Normandy  aboard  a  glider.  The 
fire  was  so  heavy  that  his  glider  was  foixed 
to  go  north  to  find  a  safer  spot  to  land.  In- 
stead of  it  getting  safer,  it  got  worse.  The 
glider  landed  in  an  apple  orchard  nearby.  He 
was  injured  in  the  landing  in  the  forehead, 
hand  and  knee.  However.  LTC  Thurmond 
still  joined  the  rest  of  the  forces  in  the  sub- 
sequent battles  of  the  Invasion.  LTC  Thur- 
mond would  have  preferred  to  have  jumped 
but  there  wasn't  sufficient  time  to  train  for 
the  jump.  After  the  invasion,  he  returned  to 
Army  Headquarters  just  as  his  unit  got 
ready  to  go  into  St-Lo  and  into  Paris. 

On  V-E  Day,  LTC  Thurmond  was  in  Leip- 
zig, Germany  when  he  learned  of  the  end  of 
the  war  in  Europe.  He  and  his  unit  were  dis- 
appointed that  they  were  not  allowed  to  take 
Berlin  and  had  to  let  the  Russians  take  it. 
LTC  Thurmond  was  one  of  the  men  who  un- 
covered and  helped  liberate  Buchenwald  Con- 
centration Camp.  He  paints  a  grim  picture  of 
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what  he  saw.  ••!  have  never  seen  anything 
like  it  in  my  life.  Bodies  stacked  up  like  cord 
wood,  eight  to  ten  feet  high,  those  who  had 
died  and  those  who  were  still  living  .  .  . 
They  killed  them  in  one  of  three  ways;  by 
starving  them  to  death  with  one  bowl  of  thin 
pea  soup  per  day  .  .  .  inducing  them  to  climb 
a  fence  to  get  out.  where  they  were  shot  .  .  . 
or  they  (the  prisoners)  were  told  to  go  into  a 
big  booth  like  a  telephone  booth  and  wait 
until  the  SS  guards  came  in  .  .  .  they  (pris- 
oners) would  go  into  the  front  of  the  booth 
and  the  SS  Guards  would  go  into  the  back  of 
the  booth  and  hit  them  with  a  mallet  and 
smash  their  heads  and  kill  them  .  .  .  The 
wife  of  the  Commander  was  particularly 
cruel,  she  would  take  the  skin  from  anyone 
who  had  tatoos  to  make  lamp  shades  .  .  ." 
Sen.  Thurmond  was  selected  to  go  on  to  the 
Pacific.  He  went  to  Fort  Jackson.  SC  for  a 
month,  then  by  train  to  California  and  then 
on  to  the  Philippines.  LTC  Thurmond  was  in 
the  Philippines  when  the  war  ended.  He  cap- 
tured a  number  of  Japanese  troops.  He  re- 
turned to  Fort  Bragg.  NC  and  was  called 
back  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  South  Caro- 
lina. Sen.  Thurmond  was  awarded  five  Battle 
Stars  with  the  82nd  .\irborne  Division.  For 
his  military  service,  he  earned  18  decora- 
tions, and  awards,  including  the  Legion  of 
Merit  with  Oak  Leaf  Cluster.  Purple  Heart. 
Bronze  Star  for  Valor.  Belgian  Order  of  the 
Crown  and  the  French  Croix  de  Guerre. 

SENATOR  BOB  DOLE  (R-KS) 

Senator  Dole  shares  his  thoughts  on  WW  II 
and  V-E  Day.  we  should  take  a  moment  to 
remember  America's  place  in  the  world. 
When  I  witnessed  the  emotion  of  those  gath- 
ered on  the  beaches  of  France  last  summer, 
memories  came  flooding  back— memories  of 
heroism,  sacrifice  and  the  pain  men  and 
women  suffered.  We  must  never  be  reluctant 
about  our  greatness  as  a  country— nor 
ashamed  of  our  national  strength.  There  is 
one  responsibility  only  the  federal  govern- 
ment has.  and  that  is  to  protect  our  freedom. 
We  must  stop  placing  the  agenda  of  the  Unit- 
ed Nations  before  the  interest  of  the  United 
States.  Let  us  remember  that  America  has 
been  the  greatest  force  for  good  the  world 
has  ever  known.  Before  visiting  Fiance  last 
year.  I  was  in  Northern  Italy  where  I  served 
in  the  Tenth  Mountain  Division  50  years  be- 
fore. While  revisiting  the  battle  sites.  I 
thought  about  why  we  had  been  sent  there, 
about  the  America  we  were  risking  our  lives 
to  protect  and  about  the  hopes  for  the  gen- 
erations to  follow.  As  we  open  the  door  to 
another  century,  we  can  celebrate  the  fact 
that  the  world  is  a  safer,  freer  place  because 
of  American  leadership.  We  must  continue  to 
do  what  we  have  always  done  best^leading 
by  example. 

Senator  Dole  was  a  Platoon  Leader  with 
the  legendary  Tenth  Mountain  Division.  Cpt. 
Dole  was  injured  while  serving  in  Northern 
Italy  on  April  14.  1945.  He  was  awarded  two 
Purple  Hearts  and  one  Bronze  Star  with  Oak 
Leaf  Cluster. 

SENATOR  DA.NIEL  INOUYE  ID-Hli 

Sen  Inouye  was  awarded  a  battlefield  com- 
mission in  Italy  as  a  Second  Lieutenant  in 
the  United  States  Army.  This  occurred  just 
as  his  unit,  the  442nd  Regimental  Combat 
Team  left  to  rescue  -The  Lost  Battalion  "  of 
the  141st  Infantry.  It  had  been  surrounded 
and  was  desperately  short  of  supplies  and 
ammunition  Two  days  later  he  left  to  join 
his  outfit  By  the  time  he  reached  them,  the 
bloody  battle  of  The  Lost  Battalion  was 
over  My  platoon,  numbering  20  men  when  I 
left,  now  had  U  capable  of  carrying  a  weap- 
on— and  that  included  me."  Lt.  Inouye  con- 


sidered himself  lucky  thanks  to  two  silver 
dollars  that  he  carried  through  every  cam- 
paign. One  was  bent  and  the  other  cracked 
almost  in  two  from  the  impact  of  a  German 
bullet  in  France.  (Sen.  Inouye  served  in  both 
France  and  Italy.)  He  carried  them  in  his 
breast  pocket  but  on  the  night  of  April  20. 
1945.  lost  them.  Despite  his  better  judgment. 
he  could  not  shake  the  fear  that  something 
was  about  to  happen. 

At  first  light  (April  21.  1945).  his  unit  (E 
Company)  jumped.  E  Company's  objective 
was  Colle  Musatello.  a  high  and  heavily  de- 
fended ridge.  Lt.  Inouye's  Company  managed 
to  make  it  within  40  yards  of  the  German 
bunkers  then  almost  at  once  three  machine 
guns  opened  up  at  them.  He  took  a  hit  in  the 
stomach  but  still  continued  to  fight.  Finally 
he  was  close  enough  to  pull  the  pin  on  the 
last  grenade.  "As  I  drew  my  arm  back,  a  Ger- 
man stood  waist-high  in  the  bunker.  He  was 
aiming  a  rifle  grenade  at  me  from  a  range  of 
ten  yards.  And  then  as  I  cocked  my  arm  to 
throw,  he  fired,  and  the  grenade  smashed 
into  my  right  elbow.  It  exploded  and  all  but 
tore  my  arm  off  .  .  .  The  German  was  reload- 
ing his  rifle,  but  my  grenade  blew  up  in  his 
face.  I  stumbled  to  my  feet,  closing  on  the 
bunker,  firing  my  tommy  gun  lefthanded, 
the  useless  right  arm  slapping  red  and  wet 
against  my  side  ...  a  bullet  caught  me  in 
the  right  leg.  The  German  resistance  in  our 
sector  ended  April  23.  Nine  days  later,  the 
war  in  Italy  was  over,  and  a  week  after  that 
the  enemy  surrendered  unconditionally." 
Senator  Inouye  was  awarded  the  Distin- 
guished Service  Cross,  the  Purple  Heart  with 
Oak  Leaf  Cluster  and  the  Bronze  Star. 

CONGRESSMAN  TOM  BEVILL  iD-ITH-ALl 

Last  year,  I  participated  in  the  commemo- 
ration of  the  50th  Anniversary  of  the  D-Day 
Invasion  on  the  coast  of  Normandy,  France. 
The  men  who  participated  in  that  invasion 
will  always  be  remembered  for  their  hero- 
ism. It  brought  back  many  memories  for  me, 
although  I  was  not  part  of  the  initial  inva- 
sion. As  a  new  Army  Second  Lieutenant.  I 
was  sent  to  England  in  late  February  of  1944. 
less  than  four  months  before  D-Day.  I  was  in 
a  staging  area  with  the  5th  Armored  Divi- 
siun,  where  I  assisted  in  drilling  the  troops 
who  were  in  the  first  wave  to  storm  the  coast 
of  Normandy.  At  night  we  would  load  the 
troops  on  ships  with  their  rifles  and  ammu- 
nition and  send  them  out  under  cover  of 
darkness.  They  did  not  know  where  they 
were  going.  They  would  land  somewhere 
along  the  coast  of  Normandy.  I  remember 
how  anxious  the  troops  were.  I  realized  it 
was  no  drill  the  day  we  issued  emergency  ra- 
tions to  the  troops.  Suddenly,  they  were  pro- 
vided kits  with  a  several  days'  supply  of 
chocolate  bars,  cigarettes  and  K-rations.  We 
had  never  done  that  before.  And,  that's  how 
we  knew  It  was  the  real  thing.  I  will  never 
think  of  myself  as  a  war  hero.  I  am  not.  That 
honor  goes  to  men  like  my  colleague.  Con- 
gressman Sam  Gibbons  of  Florida,  who 
parachuted  behind  the  German  lines  on  D- 
Day.  That  honor  goes  to  men  like  the  late 
Congressman  Bill  Nichols  of  Alabama  who 
lost  a  leg  in  WW  II.  That  honor  goes  to  Trav- 
is Alvis.  my  childhood  friend  from  Townley. 
who  was  killed  in  the  D-Day  Invasion.  That 
honor  goes  to  many,  many  others  who 
stormed  the  beaches  of  Normandy  in  the 
name  of  freedom  and  democracy. 

CONGRESSMAN  SAM  GIBBONS  (D-llTH-FL) 

Congressman  Gibbons  served  in  WWII  as  an 
Army  Captain  in  the  501st  Parachute  Infan- 
try of  the  101st  Airborne.  Gibbons  was  a 
member  of  the  initial  assault  force  which  in- 
vaded Normandy  on  D-Day.  He  is  the  only 


Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
serving  today  who  participated  in  the  Inva- 
sion. He  chose  to  remember  V-E  Day  like 
this: 

"V-E  Day  was  a  beautiful,  sunny  day.  The 
weather  was  warm  where  I  was  in  Paris  and 
everyone  was  absolutely  jubilant.  I  actually 
drove  my  jeep  down  the  Champs-Elysees  and 
weaved  in  and  out  of  people  dancing  there.  I 
saw  V-E  Day  at  the  best  time,  from  the  best 
place." 

CONGRESSMAN  "SONNY"  MONTGOMERY  (D-3RD- 

Mftl 

I  served  in  the  European  Theatre  during 
WW  II.  I  was  a  Second  Lieutenant  with  the 
12th  Armored  Division  which  arrived  in 
France  in  November.  1944.  We  were  assigned 
to  the  Seventh  Army  part  of  the  time  and 
with  the  Third  .^rmy  part  of  the  time  as  we 
drove  through  France  and  Germany.  We  were 
in  heavy  combat  during  the  fall  and  winter 
of  1944  and  1945.  The  toughest  battle  was 
against  well-entrenched  German  forces  at 
Herlisheim  on  January  9-10.  1945.  We  lost  a 
number  of  tanks  in  the  fighting  there,  but 
we  held  back  a  German  counterattack  and  fi- 
nally broke  through  enemy  defenses.  The 
German  resistance  began  to  break  up  after 
that  and  we  then  moved  at  a  rapid  pace  to- 
ward the  Rhine  River.  Another  significant 
event  occurred  in  April  when  elements  of  the 
Twelfth  Armored  Division  captured  the 
bridge  over  the  Danube  River  at  Dillingen 
before  German  demolition  men  could  wreck 
it.  Securing  that  bridge  provided  a  vital  ar- 
tery for  Allied  troops  to  Hood  into  southern 
Germany  and  helped  speed  up  our  efforts  to 
end  the  war. 

We  helped  liberate  a  number  of  concentra- 
tion camps  in  Germany  as  the  war  neared  its 
end.  We  drove  past  hundreds  of  freed  Jewish 
prisoners  walking  and  sometimes  stumbling, 
along  the  road.  The  sight  of  these  impover- 
ished people  In  their  tattered  clothes  is 
something  even  the  most  hardened  soldiers 
can  never  forget.  I  was  in  southern  Germany 
when  I  heard  the  Armed  Forces  Radio  broad- 
cast that  the  war  in  Europe  had  ended,  but  I 
had  little  time  to  celebrate.  I  got  orders  a 
week  later  to  go  to  the  Pacific  theater  and 
prepare  for  the  invasion  of  Japan.  That  inva- 
sion, of  course,  was  averted  when  we  dropped 
the  atomic  bombs  on  Hiroshima  and  Naga- 
saki. 

BADM  EUGENE  B.  FLUCKEY  (USN-RET.i 

Rear  Admiral  Fluckey,  author  of  Thunder 
Below  was  Commanding  Officer  of  the  sub- 
marine USS  Barb.  He  received  the  Medal  of 
Honor  and  four  Navy  Crosses  and  is  a  veteran 
of  eleven  war  patrols  during  WW  II.  RADM 
Fluckey  is  credited  with  the  most  tonnage 
sunk  by  a  US.  skipper  in  WW  II.  seventeen 
ships  including  a  carrier,  raider-carrier  and  a 
frigate.  He  is  proudest  of  the  fact  that  no  one 
attached  to  the  Barb  received  the  Purple 
Heart  and  that  the  sub  came  back  ready  and 
eager  to  fight  again.  In  the  Atlantic,  he 
chased  German  submarines  but  his  biggest 
contributions  were  in  the  Pacific  theatre. 
His  contributions  there  will  be  highlighted 
in  the  upcoming  V-J  issue  of  the  USI. 

CORPORAL  CHASE  FIELDING  (USA).  FORMER  POW 

CPL  Fielding  arrived  in  Normandy  on  D+7 
as  part  of  the  2flth  Division  going  in  to  re- 
place the  13th  Airborne  Division.  They  made 
it  up  to  St-Lo  which  was  later  leveled  by  the 
Air  Corps.  Three  days  later,  he  was  only  one 
of  three  men  remaining  in  his  platoon,  and 
was  taken  prisoner  on  June  30.  1944.  Under 
American  artillery  fire,  he  along  with  two 
others  were  taken  to  Stalag  XII  A  on  the 
outskirts  of  Limsburg.  "We  were  fed  bread 
and  soup,  bread  and  tea  in  the  morning  and 


water  soup  the  next  two  meals.  .  .  .  Our 
meat  consisted  of  worms  which  somehow  got 
in  the  soup."  We  traveled  by  train  for  five 
days  and  five  nights,  forty  to  fifty  men  in  a 
small  boxcar.  We  were  let  out  only  twice  to 
perform  our  toilets.  Ate.  slept  and  excreted 
in  the  same  place.  It  was  suffocatingly  hot 
during  the  day.  and  with  little  ventilation 
and  sometimes  without  water  for  thirty-six 
hours,  quite  a  few  passed  out. 

Upon  arrival  in  Limsburg.  we  had  our  first 
bath  since  the  middle  of  July.  We  left  Stalag 
XII  A  on  August  24  and  arrived  at  4-B 
(Muhlburg)  on  August  26  and  were  put  into 
barracks.  "The  camp  was  like  heaven  com- 
pared to  the  others.  ...  I  met  a  member  of 
Tito's  band,  age  15.  and  (who  had  been) 
wounded  twice.  There  was  a  kid  there,  a  ma- 
chine-gunner, who  was  only  eleven  years 
old.  .  .  .  The  Russians  were  treated  horribly. 
In  some  Russian  barracks  cannibalism  had 
occurred.  They  were  like  sticks,  and  when 
too  weak  to  move  were  thrown  in  a  lime 
pit.  .  .  .  One  huge  field  there  was  fertilized 
with  10.000  bodies  of  Jews."  On  September 
14th.  CPL  Fielding  moved  out  as  part  of  a 
working  party.  He  pa.ssed  through  Dresden 
on  the  15th  and  entered  Sudatenland  that 
night.  On  the  16th.  the  working  party  was 
housed  at  Falkensaw  where  it  worked  in  coal 
mines.  CPL  Fielding  went  on  his  first  sick 
call  on  October  6lh  due  to  boils.  He  was 
treated  by  a  Serbian  doctor  in  the  Russian 
compound.  A  week  and  a  half  later,  he  devel- 
oped an  abscess  and  underwent  surgery.  A 
hole  the  size  of  an  egg  was  left  by  a  French 
surgeon  purposely  to  keep  him  out  of  the 
mines  for  awhile.  Mr.  Fielding's  health  wors- 
ened in  November  because  of  another  ab- 
scess, swollen  tonsils  and  diphtheria. 

Later  an  abscess  was  removed  from  the 
back  of  his  head  simply  by  cutting  his  head 
open  without  any  painkiller.  About  a  month 
later,  he  was  returned  to  the  commando  and 
also  to  work  in  the  mines.  Rumors  that 
Americans  were  coming  closer  began  in 
April.  Late  in  April.  CPL  Fielding  and  sev- 
eral other  prisoners  escaped  and  hid  in  a 
bomb  shelter.  He  headed  due  west.  The  woods 
were  full  of  Germans  Picking  up  informa- 
tion of  SS  troop  movements,  the  group  was 
able  to  avoid  the  SS.  On  April  27th  (officially 
the  28th)  they  reached  a  'i'ank  outpost.  CPL 
Fielding  later  learned  that  those  prisoners 
who  stayed  behind  were  the  last  to  be  liber- 
ated in  Europe  and  when  found  were  in  such 
a  state  that  many  could  hardly  walk.  A  great 
many  had  died. 

CAPT  FRANK  X.  RILEY  (USCG-RET.) 

Captain  Riley  graduated  from  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy  on  June  19.  1942.  He  was  as- 
signed as  Executive  Officer  on  LCI  323  which 
was  designated  as  Task  Force  Command  Ship 
(TFCS)  and  was  the  first  LCI  to  leave  the 
States.  He  served  aboard  the  LCI  off  the 
North  African.  Italian  and  Sicilian  coasts;  as 
Commanding  Officer  of  the  vessel,  he  partici- 
pated in  the  Normandy  Invasion.  During  the 
Invasion  at  Normand.v.  Captain  Riley  re- 
members that  two  hundred  troops  were  load- 
ed in  the  troop  compartment.  His  ship,  a  sal- 
vage vessel  saved  the  lives  of  1500  Army  per- 
sonnel and  salvaged  30  Landing  Craft  Person- 
nel Vehicles  (LCPV)  and  50  larger  vessels 
known  as  LCMs.  Six  New  York  City  fire- 
fighters were  put  onboard  the  Landing  Craft- 
Infantry  (LCI)  to  control  fires.  General  Omar 
Bradley  rode  the  LCI  twice,  with  his  second 
ride  being  to  Omaha  Beach. 


CAPT  QUENTIN  R.  WAL.SH  (USCG-RET. i 

Captain  Walsh  graduated  from  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy  in  1933.  On  December  7,  1941, 
his  ship  (.\P.'\)  Joseph  Dickman  was  part  of 
a  secret  U.S.  Navy  convoy  "William  Sail 
12X"  approaching  Cape  Town  South  Africa. 
His  ship  returned  to  the  United  States  on 
February  28.  1942  after  having  been  diverted 
to  India.  His  ship  then  became  involved  in 
the  Battle  of  the  Atlantic,  surviving  a  tor- 
pedo attack  May  15.  1942.  Captain  Walsh  was 
assigned  to  the  staff  of  Commander.  U.S. 
Naval  Forces.  Europe  in  the  Planning  and 
Logistics  Section.  He  was  assigned  to  the 
planning  for  Operation  Overlord  and  Phase 
Neptune  and  the  logistics  requirement  for 
Cherbourg  and  LeHavre.  He  organized, 
trained  and  commanded  U.S.  Navy  Task  Unit 
127.2.8  which  landed  over  Beach  Utah  at- 
tached to  the  7th  Corps.  U.S.  Army.  "My 
Task  Unit  127.2.8  (from  June  26— June  29. 
1944): 

1.  Cleaned  out  the  last  resistance  in  the 
Arsenal. 

2.  Plotted  and  delivered  the  mine  fields  in 
the  harbor  to  the  British  mine  sweepers  off 
the  port. 

3.  Established  United  States  Navy  Head- 
quarters. Cherbourg. 

We  had  to  have  Cherbourg  to  sustain  the 
invasion  (Normandy)  and  the  Germans  knew 
it."  Task  Unit  127.2.8  entered  Cherbourg  by 
going  over  the  top  of  Fort  duRoule  with  the 
79th  Division  on  June  26.  1944.  Subsequently, 
he  led  a  heavily-armed  unit,  equipped  with 
submachine  guns,  hand  grenades  and  bazoo- 
kas the  cleaned  out  the  last  resistance  in  the 
Cherbourg  Arsenal,  established  U.S.  Navy 
Headquarters  in  Cherbourg,  and.  by  interro- 
gating slave  laborers.  Free  French  and  Ger- 
man prisoners,  obtained  and  plotted  the 
mine  fields  in  Cherbourg  harbor.  Captain 
Walsh  carried  out  the  reconnaissance  of 
ports  in  Brittany  from  St.  Malo  to  Brest  at- 
tached to  Patton's  Third  Army.  8th  Corps, 
until  ordered  to  carry  out  the  reconnais- 
sance of  LeHavre  with  the  First  Canadian 
Army  on  September  12.  1944.  Captain  Walsh 
considers  his  three  most  important  contribu- 
tions to  the  Invasion  of  Normandy  as;  U.S. 
Navy  Task  Unit  127.2.8.  the  capture  of  Ger- 
man mine  fields,  Cherbourg  and  the  capture 
of  Fort  duHomet. 

These  are  just  of  few  of  the  brave  men  who 
along  with  women  saved  the  world.  Without 
them  and  others  like  them,  democracy  as  we 
know  it.  would  not  exist.  We  thank  them  for 
their  heroism  and  salute  them  one  and  all. 


conference  report,  the  Senate  resume 
consideration  of  S.  Con.  Res.  13,  the 
concurrent  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  T  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  first  vote  tomorrow 
morning  at  9  a.m.  be  20  minutes  in 
length,  and  the  remaining  votes  in  the 
sequence  be  limited  as  under  the  terms 
of  today's  sequence  of  votes  on  the 
budget. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY.  MAY  25. 
1995 

Mr,  COCHRAN,  Mr,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  9  a.m. 
on  Thursday.  May  25.  1995;  that  follow- 
ing the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceed- 
ings be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the 
time  for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for 
their  use  later  in  the  day.  and  the  Sen- 
ate then  immediately  proceed  to  a  vote 
on  the  adoption  of  the  conference  re- 
port to  accompany  H,R.  1158,  the  re- 
scissions bill. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
immediately  following  the  vote  on  the 


PROGRAM 


Mr,  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  there  will 
be  a  rollcall  vote  at  9  am.  on  the  re- 
scissions conference  report.  Imme- 
diately following  that  vote,  the  Senate 
will  resume  consideration  of  the  budget 
resolution  and  will  begin  a  series  of 
rollcall  votes  on  or  in  relation  to  re- 
maining amendments  to  the  budget. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  8:42  p.m.,  recessed  until  Thursday, 
May  25,  1995,  at  9  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received   by 
the  Senate  May  24,  1995: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

LINDA  LEE  ROBERTSON.  OF  OKLAHOMA.  TO  BE  A  DEP- 
UTY UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  THE  TREASURY.  VICE  MI- 
CHAEL B   LEVy.  RESIGNED 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  AIR  FORCE  ACADEMY  GRAD- 
UATES FOR  PERMANENT  APPOINTMENT  TO  THE  GRADE 
OP  SECOND  LIEUTENANT  IN  THE  U  S  MARINE  CORPS. 
PURSUANT  TO  TTTLE  10.  U  S  CODE.  SECTION  Ml: 

MARINE  CORPS 

To  be  second  lieutenant 

CHRISTIAN  R  FrTZPATRlCK.  157-8J-421S 
DARREN  M   HAMILTON.  5SS-51-0833 
RUSSELL  L  HICKS.  451-19-9517 
NATHAN  M   MILLER.  370-74-3936 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  US  MILrTARY  ACADEMY 
GRADUATE  FOR  PERMANENT  APPOINTMENT  TO  THE 
GRADE  OF  SECOND  LIEUTENANT  IN  THE  U  S  MARINE 
CORPS.  PURSUANT  TO  TrTLE  10.  US.  CXIDE.  SECTION  Ml 
AND  5585: 
BRETT  GREENE.  S"!>-«4-l«a7 

THE  JUDICIARY 

JOSEPH  H  MCKINLEY.  JR  .  OP  KENTUCKY.  TO  BE  US. 
DISTRICT  JUDGE  FOR  THE  WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  KEN- 
TUCKY VICE  RONALD  E  MEREDrfH.  DECEASED 

ROBERT  H  WHALEY.  OF  WASHINGTON.  TO  BE  U  S  DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE  FOR  THE  EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  WASHING- 
TON VICE  JUSTIN  L  QUACKENBUSH   RETIRED 

B  LYNN  WINMILL.  OF  IDAHO.  TO  BE  US  DISTRICT 
JUDGE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  IDAHO  VICE  HAROLD  L. 
RYAN.  RETIRED 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday',  May  24,  1995 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain.  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D..  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

We  pray,  gracious  God.  that  we  will 
not  be  content  simply  to  follow  old 
paths  and  repeat  meaningless  patterns, 
but  that  our  hearts  and  minds  would  be 
open  to  new  adventures  and  new  oppor- 
tunities of  service.  May  Your  good 
Spirit  breathe  into  our  souls  a 
freshness  that  cleanses  our  ideas,  our 
hopes,  and  our  dreams  and  may  we 
truly  look  to  Your  guidance  for  the 
days  ahead.  Teach  us  to  grow  in  Your 
grace  and  trust  in  Your  goodness,  this 
day  and  every  day.  Amen.  i 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I.  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved.  j 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jones]  come 
forward  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr  JONES  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  Nation  under 
God.  indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for 
all. 


ANNOUNCE.vIENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
RELATIVE  TO  FLOOR  PRIVI- 
LEGES OF  FORMER  MEMBERS 

The  SPEAKER  On  June  9.  1994, 
Speaker  Foley  reminded  former  Mem- 
bers of  the  prohibition  of  clause  3  of 
rule  XXXII  against  former  Members 
obtaining  floor  privileges  during  the 
pendency  of  a  matter  in  which  they 
have  a  personal  or  pecuniary  interest, 
emphasizing  that  the  test  for  whether 
the  rule  is  being  violated  is  the  former 
Member's  status  as  one  with  a  personal 
or  pecuniary  interest  rather  than  their 
intent  to  lobby.  On  that  occasion 
Speaker  Foley  also  admonished  former 
Members  from  importuning  the  door- 
keepers to  waive  the  restrictions  of  the 
rule,  since  the  Chair  may  not  even  rec- 
ognize a  unanimous-consent  request  to 
do  so. 


The  Chair  is  taking  this  opportunity 
to  reiterate  the  guidelines  first  an- 
nounced by  Speaker  O'Neill  under 
clause  3  of  rule  XXXII  on  January  6, 
1977.  and  again  on  June  7.  1978.  and  by 
Speaker  Foley  last  year  in  order  to  dis- 
courage former  Members  from  at- 
tempting to  exercise  their  limited  floor 
privileges  when  they  find  themselves 
under  this  restriction  and  to  remind 
former  Members  that  the  prohibition 
extends  beyond  the  floor  to  rooms  lead- 
ing thereto,  such  as  the  Speaker's 
lobby  and  the  respective  Cloakrooms. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
RELATIVE  TO  1-MINUTES 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  take 
20  1-minutes  on  each  side. 


VINE  AND  WINE 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  over 
the  last  30  years,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  become  far  too  generous  with 
the  taxpayer's  money.  Washington  bu- 
reaucrats not  satisfied  with  wasting 
money  on  domestic  programs  find  new 
and  inventive  ways  to  waste  it  in  other 
countries. 

Here  are  a  few  examples  of  what  I  am 
talking  about:  The  International  Insti- 
tute for  the  Unification  of  Private 
Law.  the  International  Office  of  Vine 
and  Wine,  the  Permanent  International 
Association  of  Road  Congresses,  the 
Colombo  Plan  Council  for  Technical 
Cooperation,  and  the  International 
Natural  Rubber  Study  Organization. 

All  of  these  programs  have  two 
things  in  common:  They  are  funded  by 
the  American  taxpayer  and  they  need 
desperately  to  be  unfunded  by  the 
American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  realize  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  cannot  continue 
spending  money  as  if  there  were  no  to- 
morrow, and  we  can  no  longer  afford 
overseas  extravagance.  It  is  time  to 
streamline  bureaucracy  and  eliminate 
the  proliferation  of  silly  named  pro- 
grams that  have  no  real  purpose  and  no 
real  need  to  exist.  The  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act  will  reduce  our  mon- 
etary aid  commitments  overseas  to  one 
percent  of  the  Federal  budget,  much 
more  in  line  with  what  the  American 
people  want  us  to  do  in  this  Congress. 


HOUSE  REPUBLICANS  FAVOR  TAX 
CUTS  FOR  WEALTHY' 

(Mr.  GEPHARDT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  now 
that  the  Republicans  have  forced  their 
budget  resolution  through  this  House, 
it  is  easy  to  get  lost  in  a  sea  of  num- 
bers and  statistics— to  forget  about  the 
impact  this  trickle-down  travesty  will 
have  on  the  hard-working  people  of 
America. 

But  I  cannot  forget — because  every 
time  I  walk  the  streets  of  my  district 
in  St.  Louis,  I  meet  the  people  who 
stand  to  lose  health  care  benefits,  pen- 
sion benefits,  and  student  loans — all  to 
pay  for  a  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  that 
is  so  unfair,  so  unnecessary,  so 
unaffordable  that  even  a  Republican 
Senate  rejected  it. 

This  is  a  picture  of  Shawn  D'Abreu.  a 
student  at  Webster  University  in  St. 
Louis.  He  depends  on  student  loans,  as 
well  as  college  grants  and  a  part-time 
Job.  to  pay  his  way  through  college.  To 
lose  any  part  of  his  financial  aid  pack- 
age could  put  Shawn's  college  career  in 
jeopardy,  forcing  him  to  delay  his  de- 
gree, or  find  some  source  of  outside  in- 
come to  make  up  the  difference. 

Under  the  new  Republican  budget 
plan,  Shawn  would  have  his  student 
loan  cut  by  about  $5,000.  That  is  a  cut 
he  simply  cannot  afford  to  sustain. 

If  you  ask  me.  a  budget  that  sac- 
rifices Shawn's  college  education  to 
line  the  pockets  of  the  wealthy  is  a 
dangerous  reversal  of  priorities.  The 
Republicans  want  to  let  billionaires  re- 
nounce their  citizenship  and  pay  no 
taxes.  But  Shawn,  who  is  the  very  fu- 
ture of  this  country,  gets  stuck  with 
the  bill. 

That  is  what  the  Republicans  voted 
for — tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy,  and  stu- 
dent loan  cuts  for  struggling  young 
people  like  Shawn.  If  you  ask  me.  the 
Senate  had  it  right:  That  kind  of  reck- 
less redistribution  of  income  is  just 
plain  wrong,  and  has  no  place  in  the 
United  States  of  America. 


HOUSE  REPUBLICANS  FAVOR 
FISCAL  SANITY 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  the  distinguished  minority  lead- 
er has  given  us  ample  evidence  as  to 
why  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 


aisle  will  remain  in  the  minority.  I  am 
sorry  I  did  not  blow  up  this  picture  as 
did  the  distinguished  minority  leader, 
but  I  have  here  a  picture  of  my  three 
children. 

My  oldest  daughter  is  Nicole.  She  is 
preparing  to  go  to  Arizona  State  Uni- 
versity and  Nicole  is  very  interested  in 
getting  a  student  loan.  But  Nicole  is 
happy  to  step  up  and  pay  an  extra  68 
cents  a  day  if  it  will  help  us  restore  fis- 
cal sanity  in  this  country. 

To  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  again  I  appeal  to  you,  please 
quit  trying  to  play  this  baseless  class 
warfare  game.  Put  your  shoulder  to  the 
wheel  and  help  us  govern,  because  this 
is  not  about  redistribution  of  wealth. 
this  is  about  saving  a  republic  from  fis- 
cal disaster,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon 
all  of  us  to  answer  this  clarion  call  to 
save  this  country,  including  students 
willing  to  pay  an  additional  68  cents  a 
day  because  that  is  the  average  they 
would  pay  in  an  increase  on  their  stu- 
dent loan. 


ance.    if    the    budget    resolution     the 
House  passed  is  ever  written  into  law. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HEART  SURGERY  IN  THE  OTHER 
BODY 

I  Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps 
my  colleague  from  Arizona  had  best  di- 
rect his  remarks  to  his  Republican  col- 
leagues in  the  U.S.  Senate.  You  see. 
yesterday  they  did  a  little  heart  sur- 
gery over  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Yes.  my 
colleague  from  Texas.  Phil  Gramm, 
said  the  heart,  the  very  heart  of  this 
budget  resolution  was  a  tax  cut  for  the 
privileged. 

P.^RLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentarv  innuirv. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BnMLL.\).  The  gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  ap- 
propriate under  the  rules  to  address 
specific  actions  taken  in  the  other 
body? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  advises  Members  that  they 
should  avoid  references  to  Members  of 
the  other  body. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Yesterday  the  U.S. 
Senate  chose  to  perform  heart  surgery. 
Sixty-nine  Members,  including  23  Re- 
publicans in  that  body,  decided  to  re- 
move from  the  budget  resolution  any 
tax  cut  for  the  privileged.  That  is  good 
news  for  Americans.  We  are  still  not 
there.  We  still  do  not  have  a  reasonable 
budget  resolution,  but  the  fact  that 
that  heart  surgery  occurred  over  there 
in  the  Senate  with  joint  bipartisan  par- 
ticipation to  add  some  reason  to  the 
budget  resolution  speaks  volumes  for 
Medicare  recipients,  speaks  volumes 
for  young  people  in  this  country,  cer- 
tainly speaks  to  the  needs  of  Tina  Hen- 
derson and  her  daughter  Erica  in  my 
district  who  stand  to  lose  substantially 
on  student   loans  and  student  assist- 


CONGRESS  ACTS  TO  OVERHAUL 
FOREIGN  AID  POLICY 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  week, 
Congress  has  the  opportunity  to  vote 
on  legislation  which  would  put  Amer- 
ican interests  first.  The  American 
Overseas  Interests  Act  overhauls  our 
Nations  foreign  aid  policy  to  reflect 
our  foreign  policy  and  national  secu- 
rity interests  in  the  1990's,  not  the 
1950's.  It  defends  our  national  security 
and  supports  our  trade  and  economic 
interests  while  balancing  the  budget 
for  our  children's  future. 

We  draw  a  line  between  offering  a 
helping  hand  to  countries  which  sup- 
port us  and  countries  who  choose  to 
work  against  our  interests.  We  send  a 
bold  statement  to  our  enemies  by  cut- 
ting off  funds  to  countries  that  spy  on 
us,  provide  weapons  to  terrorist  states 
and  consistently  vote  against  us  in  the 
United  Nations. 

Most  importantly,  it  eliminates 
three  foreign  policy  agencies  and  cuts 
foreign  aid  spending  by  nearly  $1  bil- 
lion. Finally,  it  sends  a  message  to 
neighbors  around  the  world  that  we 
know  "we  cannot  buy  friendship." 


REPUBLICANS  TO  STUDENTS: 
NEED  HELP':'  FORGET  IT 

(Mr.  GONZALEZ  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  Amer- 
ica is  the  place  that  invented  mass  edu- 
cation, and  that  is  one  thing  that  made 
this  the  great  country  that  it  is. 

For  the  past  50  years,  groat  programs 
like  the  GI  bill  and  the  Student  Loan 
Program  have  opened  the  doors  of  op- 
portunity to  generations  of  kids  from 
poor,  struggling  families.  The  strong- 
est, richest,  most  progressive  regions 
in  America  are  those  regions  where  a 
fine  education  is  within  the  reach  of 
every  worthy  student,  no  matter  how 
poor  that  student  might  be. 

One  would  think  that  with  millions 
of  success  stories,  and  one  would  think 
that  with  all  the  lessons  of  history,  the 
Republicans  would  conclude  that  edu- 
cation ought  to  get  a  very  high  prior- 
ity. 

Nope.  The  Republicans  want  to  stran- 
gle very  form  of  student  aid.  They 
want  to  add  thousands  of  dollars  to  the 
cost  of  student  loans,  and  make  deep 
cuts  in  every  other  kind  of  student  aid. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  deserving 
kids  will  find  it  impossible  to  afford  a 
good  college  education. 

in  my  district  alone  there  are  almost  33.000 
students  who  need  student  loans  to  make  it 
through  school.  Losing  the  interest  rate  benefit 
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will  cost  them  millions  of  dollars.  Since  my  dis- 
trict is  among  the  Nation's  poorest,  many  of 
those  kids  will  lose  their  t)est  chance  for  a  de- 
cent life. 

The  Republican  message  to  them  is  that 
hard  work  and  studious  habits  do  not  pay.  The 
Republican  message  to  the  50  per  cent  of  kids 
who  need  help  to  go  to  college  is  forget  it.  As 
a  social  policy  it  is  tragic.  As  an  economic  pol- 
icy, it  IS  foolish.  Our  Government  has  assisted 
education  as  a  high  priority  since  the  North- 
west Ordinance  of  1  789.  George  Washington 
must  be  embarrassed  to  see  the  Republican 
budget. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  AMERICAN 
OVERSEAS  INTERESTS  ACT 

(Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker. 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions, under  the  excellent  leadership  of 
our  chairman.  Ben  Oilman,  has 
brought  to  the  floor  a  bill  that  com- 
bines wise  policy  guidance  with  sound 
fiscal  discipline. 

The  bill  represents  a  substantial  cut- 
back in  the  level  of  discretionary 
spending  proposed  by  the  administra- 
tion in  its  1996  budget  request. 

It  is  fair  that  the  foreign  affairs  pro- 
grams of  this  Government  join  with 
the  domestic  programs  in  making  the 
sacrifices  that  are  necessary  to  bring 
our  Federal  budget  into  balance  by  the 
year  2002. 

It  is  the  administration's  responsibil- 
ity to  manage  the  program  entrusted 
to  it  so  that  these  cutbacks  in  funding 
levels  produce  a  leaner  and  more  effec- 
tive set  of  programs. 

I  am  convinced  that  with  better  man- 
agement and  more  cost-consciousness, 
these  cuts  can  be  absorbed  without 
major  harm  to  our  overseas  interests. 

We  have  allowed  the  Administration 
a  great  deal  of  management  flexibility 
to  make  these  program  changes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  chair- 
man for  the  responsible  bill  he  has 
brought  to  the  floor  and  urge  its  aulop- 
tion. 


THE  AMERICAN  WORKER 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  Boe- 
ing Corp.  needs  profits.  So  guess  what? 
Boeing  will  get  rid  of  12,000  workers. 
That  is  right.  The  new  American  econ- 
omy: Companies  need  profits,  compa- 
nies get  rid  of  American  workers,  com- 
panies make  more  money,  Government 
says,  companies  are  strong.  Govern- 
ment says  the  economy  is  improving. 

Beam  me  up.  In  the  words  of  Larry. 
Moe,  and  Curly,  thank  God  for  Ronald 
McDonald,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  These 
companies  are  lean  and  mean  all  right. 
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but  the  problem  is  the  American  work- 
ers have  liens  on  their  homes,  without 
means  to  pay  the  mortgages. 

Where  do  we  go  from  here?  Four  fifty 
an  hour.  Congress.  Ronald  McDonald 
does  not  have  enough  jobs  to  take  care 
of  the  American  workers'  problems  in 
this  country.  Congress  better  take  a 
look  at  this  new  economy  because 
there  is  not  a  job  left.  I  only  pray  to 
God  that  these  companies  do  not  have 
a  record  year:  do  you  know  what  I 
mean? 


D  1015 

CAMPAIGN  FINANCE  REFORM 
MEASURES 

(Mr.  CLINGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  people  are  sick  and  tired  of 
lopsided  elections  that  allow  politi- 
cians to  return  to  office  year  after  year 
regardless  of  their  performance.  The 
overwhelming  reelection  advantages  of 
incumbents  have  left  many  American 
voters  feeling  that  entrenched  politi- 
cians are  rarely  held  accountable  to 
those  they  represent. 

Many  frustrated  Americans  have 
identified  term  limits  as  a  way  of 
bringing  Government  closer  to  the  peo- 
ple, but  the  term  limits  movement  has 
been  put  on  hold  after  its  defeat  in  the 
House  and  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
handed  down  this  week. 

If  the  104th  Congress  wants  to  ad- 
dress the  heart  of  the  public's  con- 
cerns, we  must  adopt  real  campaign  fi- 
nance reform  that  improves  the  com- 
petitiveness of  congressional  races. 

Today.  I  am  reintroducing  a  series  of 
bills  designed  to  level  the  playing  field 
between  incumbent  and  challenger.  My 
four  bills  would  reduce  the  influence  of 
special  interest  PAC's.  ban  leadership 
PAC"s.  reinstate  the  ta.x  credit  for  in- 
State  contributors,  and  require  that 
residents  of  a  candidate's  district  ac- 
count for  a  clear  majority  of  the  can- 
didate's contributions. 

If  my  colleagues  want  to  restore  pub- 
lic confidence  in  the  election  process, 
improve  membership  turnover,  and  en- 
sure elected  representatives  are  held 
more  accountable  to  their  constitu- 
ents. I  invite  them  to  join  me  in  co- 
sponsoring  these  campaigrn  finance  re- 
form measures. 


ACTION 
POLITICAL 


ETHICS  COMMITTEE 

LOOKS        LIKE        A 
COVERUP 

(Mr.  POMEROY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
ethics  charges  are  filed  against  a  Mem- 
ber,  the  public  has  the  right   to  have 


the  absolute  assurance  that  the 
charges  are  investigated  and  appro- 
priate action  taken.  Appropriate  ac- 
tion, as  I  see  it,  could  even  include  dis- 
missal of  the  charges  and  sanctions 
against  those  who  filed  the  charges  if 
they  were  found  to  be  frivolous  and 
malicious. 

I,  therefore,  cannot  understand  why 
the  Ethics  Committee,  on  a  party  line 
vote,  rejected  the  call  for  an  outside 
counsel  to  investigate  the  charges  cur- 
rently pending  against  the  Speaker  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia, NEWT  Gingrich.  If  the  charges  are 
frivolous,  no  action  could  dispel  the 
stigma  which  presently  exists  more 
clearly.  If  the  charges  are  serious,  then 
each  of  us.  regardless  of  party,  ought 
to  support  the  appropriate  handling  of 
them. 

In  the  meantime,  the  public  is  think- 
ing, I  believe,  if  there  is  nothing  to 
hide,  what  is  the  problem  with  an  out- 
side counsel.  Instead,  the  Ethics  Com- 
mittee action  to  date  begins  to  look 
like  a  political  coverup  of  serious 
charges.  We  will  not  restore  confidence 
in  Government  if  this  troubling  prob- 
lem continues  to  exist. 


MEMBERS  URGED  TO  SUPPORT 
THE  AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  IN- 
TERESTS ACT 

(Mr.  OILMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
today  is  scheduled  to  continue  our 
work  on  the  American  Overseas  Inter- 
ests Act — a  bill  designed  to  reform  and 
reorganize  and  downsize  our  Nation's 
foreign  affairs  operations  so  that  we 
can  better  serve  our  international  in- 
terests in  the  years  ahead. 

This  bill  cuts  foreign  aid  spending  by 
$3  billion  over  2  years  and  $21  billion 
over  7  years,  while  serving  our  national 
security  needs  and  international  eco- 
nomic interests,  and  providing  humani- 
tarian assistance  for  people  who  have 
been  hit  by  disaster  and  cannot  provide 
for  themselves. 

By  maintaining  support  for  the  Camp 
David  accords,  we  are  signaling  the  op- 
ponents of  peace  in  the  Middle  East  as 
well  as  radical  fundamentalists  work- 
ing to  undermine  other  countries  in 
the  Middle  East  that  are  friendly  to 
the  United  States,  that  our  resolve  to 
stay  the  course  remains  firm. 

Our  international  relations  measure 
punishes  our  adversaries  by  cutting  off 
aid  to  countries  that  provide  weapons 
to  terrorist  states  and  that  consist- 
ently vote  against  us  in  the  United  Na- 
tions. 

It  is  a  sound  bill,  in  the  interests  of 
Government  reform.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 


A  1988  QUOTATION  BY  THE  CUR- 
RENT SPEAKER  OF  THE  HOUSE 

(Mr.  GUTIERREZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  explain  why  the  Speak- 
er's alleged  ethics  violations  require  a 
full  and  thorough  investigation. 

But.  I  do  not  think  I  can  say  any- 
thing original. 

Someone  already  said  it  best  7  years 
ago  here  on  the  House  floor. 

Let  me  first  read  the  quote  from  1988, 
and  then  you  guess  who  said  it. 

I  quote: 

The  rules  normally  applied  by  the  Ethics 
Committee  to  an  investigation  of  a  typical 
Member  are  insufficient  in  an  investigation 
of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  •  *  *  the  sec- 
ond-most powerful  elected  position  in  Amer- 
ica. Clearly  this  investigation  has  to  meet  a 
higher  standard  of  public  accountability 
*  *  *  the  integrity  of  the  House  is  at  stake. 

OK— who  said  it?  Sound  familiar? 

Well,  here  is  a  hint — he  is  from  Geor- 
gia. 

And,  he  has  got  a  big  office. 

Yes.  the  speaker  of  that  quote  is  the 
current  Speaker  of  the  House:  Con- 
gressman Newt  Gingrich. 

Well,  here  is  a  chance  for  the  Speaker 
to  put  his  money  where  his  mouth  is — 
or.  at  least,  where  it  was. 

Simply  ask  your  hand-picked  Ethics 
Committee  to  select  an  outside  counsel 
with  broad  powers,  just  as  vou  wanted 
in  1988. 

The  moral  is  this:  You  have  to  live 
by  the  words  you  speak,  even  when  you 
are  the  Speaker. 


EIGHTY-ONE  PERCENT  OF  AMERI- 
CANS WANT  DRAMATIC  CUTS  IN 
FOREIGN   AID 

(Mr.  BAKER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, while  the  liberal  Democrats  are  at- 
tacking the  Speaker  of  the  House,  we 
are  going  to  go  on  and  change  the  gov- 
ernment because  the  people  last  No- 
vember demanded  change.  They  want 
changes  in  foreign  aid.  'The  liberal  es- 
tablishment here  in  Washington  is  not 
real  fond  of  change.  They  do  not  ap- 
prove of  things  like  balanced  budgets 
or  fiscal  responsibility.  For  years,  now. 
liberals  and  Washington  bureaucrats 
have  made  piles  of  money  of  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

Last  November,  Americans  clearly 
rejected  the  status  quo  here  in  Wash- 
ington. They  rejected  deficit  spending, 
and  they  told  Congress  to  balance  their 
budget  and  end  the  bureaucratic  spend- 
ing spree. 

This  week,  Congress  will  have  a 
chance  to  make  some  fundamental 
changes  in  our  foreign  assistance  pro- 
grams. We  will  scale  back  foreign  aid 
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and  eliminate  wasteful  agencies.  Clear- 
ly this  is  an  opportunity  to  dramati- 
cally restructure  international  in- 
volvement, making  it  more  account- 
able to  the  American  taxpayers  and 
more  responsive  to  American  interests. 
Less  than  10  percent  cut  this  year  in 
foreign  aid.  That  is  disgraceful.  It  is 
not  even  hors  d'oeuvres.  Placing  AID 
under  the  State  Department  is  like  giv- 
ing your  mother  to  the  post  office.  This 
bill  needs  work.  Eighty-one  percent  of 
the  American  people  want  dramatic 
cuts  in  foreign  aid.  and  we  have  not 
done  it.  This  bill  is  just  the  beginning. 
When  it  goes  to  conference,  this  bill 
needs  tremendous  cuts. 


PLEASE  DO  NOT  CUT  FUNDING 
FOR  EDUCATION:  IT  IS  AMERI- 
CA'S FUTURE 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  object  to  the 
budget  put  forth  by  the  majority  Re- 
publicans as  it  relates  to  education 
cuts.  The  majority  Republicans  have 
been  saying  for  the  past  few  weeks  that 
their  budget  is  one  for  the  children  of 
America. 

Honestly.  Mr.  Speaker,  their  drastic 
budget  cut  slams  the  door  in  the  face  of 
our  children.  Many  young  people  today 
see  education  as  their  only  way  to  be- 
come part  of  the  middle  class,  and  they 
are  right.  If  we  cut  title  I  funding,  if  we 
cut  bilingual  funding,  if  we  cut  na- 
tional service  assistance,  if  we  cut  stu- 
dent loans,  if  we  cut  job  training. 
where  are  they  going  to  get  the  edu- 
cation and  training  they  need  to  earn  a 
decent  income  and  become  taxpaying 
citizens? 

It  does  not  save  taxes  next  century 
by  cutting  education  today.  Our  chil- 
dren will  not  have  a  job  in  the  next 
century  to  pay  taxes  if  they  do  not 
have  access  to  a  good  education  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  particularly  con- 
cerned about  the  climmaLion  of  bilin- 
gual education  in  the  Republican  budg- 
et. These  two  children  in  this  picture 
are  from  the  Love  Elementary  School 
in  the  Heights  area  of  Houston.  Love 
has  an  incredible  success  rate  in  the  bi- 
lingual program  at  their  school  The 
children  are  learning  English,  they  are 
excelling  in  their  studies,  and  the  pro- 
gram works.  The  students  are  continu- 
ing into  junior  and  senior  high.  But, 
they  will  not  if  we  pass  the  Republican 
budget  because  it  cuts  education  fund- 
ing. 
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Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  suspect 
that  when  we  are  gone,  the  administra- 
tion will  announce  they  are  going  to 
give  China  MFN.  We  should  know  sev- 
eral things:  one.  persecution  has  in- 
creased. Catholic  priests  have  been  ar- 
rested; on  Easter  Monday  a  Catholic 
priest  was  taken  away.  On  Maundy 
Thursday  they  raided  a  house  church. 
Violations  of  human  rights  have  in- 
creased. The  Gulags  have  increased. 
Most  of  the  people  watching  this  today 
are  wearing  clothing  made  perhaps  in 
Gulags.  but  since  that  time,  we  have 
found  out  two  additional  things.  We 
now  know  conclusively  that  they  are 
shooting  25-year-old  men  and  taking 
their  kidneys  and  selling  them  for 
$25,000.  We  have  conclusive  proof.  I 
urge  anyone  who  wants  to  see  it  to 
come  to  my  office  and  I  will  show 
them. 

The.  last  week,  we  found  out  in  Chi- 
nese hospitals  they  are  selling  aborted 
fetuses,  aborted  babies,  for  food  to  eat. 
When  this  Congress  has  an  opportunity 
to  vote  on  MFN,  I  ask  Members  to 
think  in  terms,  do  they  want  to  give  a 
country  like  that  MFN  when  they  are 
selling  aborted  babies  for  eating  and 
killing  people  for  kidney  transplants? 
These  are  the  things  that  the  Nazis  did, 
and  we  would  never  give  MFN  to  Nazi 
Germany. 


CHINA  SHOULD  NOT  HAVE  MOST- 
FAVORED-NATION  STATUS 

(Mr.  WOLF  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


REPUBLICANS  SHOULD  NOT  CUT 
THE  STUDENT  LOAN  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  OLVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
studied  the  Republican  budget.  I  have 
seen  the  charts  and  the  graphs.  I  have 
seen  the  Republicans  cut  student  loans 
with  one  hand  to  give  a  huge  tax  cut  to 
the  wealthiest  Americans  with  the 
other  hand. 

Carissa  Guertin  of  Fitchburg  State 
College  in  Massachusetts  has  seen  it. 
too.  She  says  student  loan  cuts  might 
take  her  out  of  college.  Carissa  writes, 
and  I  quote: 

I  am  the  first  in  my  family  to  actually  go 
to  college.  Without  student  aid.  I  will  be 
forced  to  quit  college  and  try  to  get  a  job 
without  a  degree.  This  may  cause  me  to  add 
to  the  growing  number  of  welfare  recipients. 
I  might  have  to  become  one.  I  do  not  see  how 
student  aid  cuts  will  help  our  economy  at  all 
in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  agree  with  Carissa. 


A  FRIENDLY  WAGER:  THE  HOUS- 
TON ROCKETS  VERSUS  THE 
SPURS 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Speaker, 
yesterday  I  fought  against  student  loan 
cuts,  but  today  I  ask  for  a  moment  of 
personal  privilege.  As  spring  proceeds. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  many  say  that  the  hearts 
of  Americans  turn  to  the  boys  of  sum- 
mer. Mr.  Speaker,  the  hearts  of  Texans 
turn  to  the  boys  of  the  B-ball;  that  is 
basketball. 

Therefore.  Mr.  Speaker,  who  I  under- 
stand is  from  San  Antonio,  a  friendly 
wager  is  in  order.  That  is  that  the 
Houston  Rockets  will  take  this  series 
in  7.  1  wonder,  does  the  Speaker  have 
the  right  stuff  to  accept  this  wager,  the 
loser  having  to  provide  reasonable  pen- 
alty for  the  loss  to  our  respective  con- 
stituents. I  wonder,  does  he  have  the 
right  stuff  to  accept  this  wager? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA).  If  the  gentlewoman  will 
yield,  I  thank  her,  and  I  would  like  to 
say  I  accept  the  challenge  with  great 
enthusiasm,  and  I  am  sure  that  my  fel- 
low Texan  shares  the  pride  that  we  all 
have  in  our  State  in  watching  two 
Texas  teams  battle  it  out  to  represents 
the  West  in  the  NBA  finals. 

I.  as  a  Spurs  ticket  holder  for  many 
years,  will  be  rooting  with  my  heart 
and  soul  for  the  San  Antonio  Spurs, 
and  I  know  the  gentlewoman  will  be 
doing  the  same  for  the  Houston  Rock- 
ets, but  regardless  of  who  wins.  I  am 
sure  that  she  shares  my  pride  in  know- 
ing that  there  will  be  a  Texas  team 
represented  in  the  NBA  finals. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  We  are  on.  Mr. 
Speaker. 


FOREIGN  AID 


(Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  WALDHOLTZ.  Mr.  Speaker, 
speaking  as  a  jazz  fan,  wait  until  next 
year.  But  today,  we  will  continue  de- 
bating the  American  Overseas  Act. 
This  act  takes  bold  steps  to  downsize 
the  Federal  bureaucracy,  and  at  the 
same  time  make  the  United  States 
more  responsive  to  a  rapidly  changing 
world. 

Critics  of  this  bill  have  said  that  this 
is  America  turning  inward,  withdraw- 
ing from  the  rest  of  the  world.  In  fact, 
however,  this  is  America  opening  its 
eyes  and  squarely  facing  both  our  need 
to  balance  the  budget  and  to  respond  to 
a  very  different  and  changing  world. 
Our  foreign  affairs  agencies  were  cre- 
ated during  the  cold  war,  when  we  had 
to  work  to  outbid  the  Soviet  Union  to 
buy  friends  abroad.  Now,  in  a  new  post- 
cold-war  world  that  is  fundamentally 
different  from  the  old  one,  our  foreign 
affairs  apparatus  is  too  big  and  out- 
dated. 

The  American  Overseas  Interest  Act 
will  overhaul  the  foreign  aid  bureauc- 
racy by  merging  three  independent 
agencies  into  the  State  Department, 
eliminating  outdated  bureaucracies, 
and  doing  away  with  conflicting  and  di- 
visive foreign  policy.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  this  bill,  and  vote 
for      eliminating      bureaucracy      and 
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streamlininer  foreign  policy.  We  need 
foreign  policy  for  the  nineties,  not  for 
the  fifties. 


May  24,  1995 


D  1030 


DESERVING    OF    SUP- 
SURGEON     GENERAL 


DR.  FOSTER 
PORT  FOR 
POSITION 

(Mr.  HILLIARD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  Dr.  Henry 
Foster's  nomination  for  the  position  of 
Surgeon  General.  Dr  Foster's  creden- 
tials are  impeccable.  In  my  opinion,  his 
background  symbolizes  the  type  of  doc- 
tor we  are  seeking  to  fill  this  impor- 
tant position. 

Throughout  his  career.  Dr.  Foster 
has  immersed  himself  in  alleviating 
two  of  our  Nation's  biggest  problems, 
the  crisis  of  teen  pregnancy,  and  the 
tragedy  of  drug  abuse.  Teen  pregnancy 
and  drug  abuse  are  perhaps  the  biggest 
factors  in  the  high  school  dropout  rate 
today,  not  to  mention  the  crime,  pov- 
erty, and  child  abuse  that  is  rampant 
throughout  our  Nation.  It  is  commend- 
able that  Dr.  Foster  has  recognized 
this,  and  taken  the  time  to  reach  out 
to  the  teenagers  in  his  community  and 
across  the  country. 

I  am  offended  by  the  way  the  radical 
right  of  this  country  and  in  this  Con- 
gress have  treated  Dr.  Foster.  They  are 
playing  politics  with  a  good  man's  life, 
and  I  object. 

Dr.  Henry  Foster  exemplifies  the 
strong  values  and  innovative  thinking 
that  this  country  needs  in  a  leader,  es- 
pecially now  during  these  difficult 
timies.  T  ask  that  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  please  bring  the  Foster  nomina- 
tion to  the  floor,  and  vote  to  confirm 
his  appointment 


I 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA).  The  Chair  reminds  Members 
that  they  should  not  refer  to  the  con- 
firmation process  in  the  Senate  in 
their  remarks  here  in  the  House. 


CRUEL  CUTS  IN  STUDENT 
FINANCIAL  AID 

(Mr.  DeFAZIO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  to 
the  floor  because  I  heard  an  extraor- 
dinary exchange  earlier  between  the 
Democratic  leader.  who  justly 
slammed  the  Republicans'  budget  for 
its  cuts  in  student  loans  and  grants 
that  will  add  $5,000  to  the  debt  burden 
of  the  typical  financial  aid  student 
graduating  from  college  in  future  years 
for  families  that  earn  less  than  $75,000 


a  year.  A  Republican  freshman  rose  on 
the  other  side  to  say  he  would  sacrifice 
for  the  sake  of  his  daughter,  he  would 
take  those  financial  aid  cuts  for  the 
sake  of  his  daughter. 

Well.  I  have  got  news  for  him.  He 
earns  $133,000  a  year  as  a  Member  of 
Congress.  He  had  a  successful  career  as 
a  sportscaster.  His  daughter  does  not 
need  help  to  go  to  college,  but  millions 
of  other  American  kids  do  who  come 
from  families  of  modest  means,  and  he 
is  stomping  on  their  fingers  as  they  try 
and  reach  that  first  rung  of  the  ladder 
to  climb  up  to  the  success  that  we  all 
strive  for  in  this  country. 

These  cuts  are  cruel  and  they  fall 
only  on  families  who  earn  less  than 
$75,000  a  year.  That  is  the  Republican 
budget's  answer  for  student  financial 
aid. 


CUTS  IN  STUDENT  LOAN  PRO- 
GRAM AFFECT  AVERAGE  AMERI- 
CANS 

(Mr.  FLAKE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FLAKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  this 
morning  to  bring  attention  to  the  dra- 
matic real-life  effects  that  the  pro- 
posed cuts  to  Federal  student  loan  pro- 
grams and  the  elimination  of  the  De- 
partment of  Education  will  have  on  av- 
erage Americans. 

I  am  one  of  13  children  bom  to  par- 
ents of  fifth  and  sixth  grade  edu- 
cations. For  families  like  mine  and 
maybe  even  others,  more  importantly 
for  the  millions  of  middle-class  tax- 
payers, the  American  dream  of  edu- 
cation and  improving  their  lives  for  the 
next  generation  will  be  just  that,  a 
dream. 

On  Saturday  I  received  my  doctor-of 
ministry  degree.  For  the  most  part  I 
earned  my  degree  because  of  my  per- 
sonal commitment  to  self-improve- 
ment and  self-responsibility  and  the 
fact  that  somebody  along  the  way 
cared  about  my  future. 

Without  the  National  Defense  Stu- 
dent Loan  Program,  I  would  not  have 
even  had  the  opportunity  to  go  to  col- 
lege in  the  first  place.  It  was  a  loan.  I 
paid  it  back.  Others  will  do  the  same 
thing  if  given  the  opportunity. 

We  must  be  mindful  that  even  with 
all  of  our  ivory  tower  exhortations 
about  the  virtues  we  hold  dear,  some- 
body out  there  in  real  life  places  out- 
side of  Washington  needs  a  helping 
hand.  We  should  care  enough,  even  if 
nobody  else  does,  to  help  them  to  make 
their  American  dream  come  true  by 
getting  the  best  education  they  can. 
We  can  do  it  by  maintaining  student 
support. 


STUDENT  LOANS 
(Ms.    VELAZQUEZ    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 


Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  let 
me  tell  you  about  a  letter  I  recently  re- 
ceived from  Maria  Casillas.  Maria  lives 
in  my  district  and  writes: 

Cuts  in  student  aid  just  don't  make  sense. 
Student  aid  actually  saves  taxpayers  money 
by  stimulating  economic  growth  and  increas- 
ing productivity.  Student  aid  is  important  to 
me  because  it  gives  me  the  opportunity  to 
get  a  better  education  than  my  mother  or 
grandmother  had.  I  work  hard  in  school  to 
get  good  grades  and  without  financial  aid.  I 
could  not  afford  college. 

Maria  wants  to  go  to  college  and 
without  Federal  funding  for  student 
loans,  she  will  not  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so.  We  cannot  afford  to 
squander  our  human  resources.  Let  us 
invest  in  the  future  of  our  country.  Let 
us  provide  Maria  and  young  men  and 
women  like  her  with  the  educational 
opportunity  they  deserve.  Let  us  do 
what  is  right  for  the  people  of  this  Na- 
tion, not  what  is  right  for  the  privi- 
leged few. 
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CALL  FOR  SPECIAL  COUNSEL  IN 
SPEAKER'S  ETHICS  CASE 

(Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  common  knowledge 
today  that  the  Republican  members  of 
the  Ethics  Committee  defeated  a  mo- 
tion to  appoint  a  special  counsel  to 
look  into  the  complaints  against  the 
Speaker  of  the  House.  Newt  Gingrich. 
I  am  disheartened  by  this  action,  and  I 
know  many  of  my  colleagues  as  well  as 
public  interest  groups  share  my  feel- 
ings. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  call  on  you  now  to  do 
what  is  right.  Release  the  Republican 
members  from  their  obligation  to  vote 
in  lockstep.  These  are  men  and  women 
of  conscience  for  whom  the  vote  con- 
sequence is  beyond  any  inquiry  into 
your  actions. 

Rise  up  and  meet  the  appropriate 
precedent  of  the  past.  Permit  the  com- 
mittee and  this  House  to  conduct  a  fair 
and  formal  investigation  through  the 
vehicle  of  a  special  counsel.  Anything 
less  falls  short  of  your  moral  obliga- 
tion and  our  collective  responsibility 
to  the  public.  As  quoted  by  Al  Hunt  in 
today's  Wall  Street  Journal,  there  is 
no  way  that  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives is  going  to  achieve  any  credibil- 
ity unless  they  go  to  an  outside  coun- 
sel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  have  no  fear  of 
the  truth,  do  the  right  thing. 


UNITED  STATES-JAPAN  AUTO 
DISPUTE 
(Ms.   KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.    KAPTUR.    Mr.    Speaker,    as    the 
New  York  Times  recently  reported,  it 


is  a  steep,  nearly  insurmountable  up- 
hill journey  to  Japan  for  United  States 
autos  and  auto  parts.  It  is  also  an  ex- 
pensive journey,  as  rigged  prices  in 
Japan  serve  as  significant  nontariff 
barriers  to  higher  sales  of  our  goods  in 
that  country. 

In  my  hometown  of  Toledo,  OH,  the 
world-renowned  Jeep  Cherokee  is  man- 
ufactured having  a  factory  price  of 
$19,100.  By  the  time  that  Jeep  Cherokee 
clears  customs,  passes  through  Japan's 
Byzantine  distribution  system,  is 
checked  for  compliance  with  238  regu- 
lations and  is  inspected  in  no  less  than 
3  places,  the  sticker  price  of  the  same 
Jeep  Cherokee  in  Nagoya  is  $31,372.  a 
52-percent  markup. 

Japan  claims  to  be  one  of  the  world's 
greatest  competitors.  This  label  seems 
to  be  true  in  every  market  except  their 
own.  The  Clinton  administration  is 
right  to  keep  its  foot  on  the  accelera- 
tor of  the  unfair  trade  practices  of 
Japan 

Open  up  your  market,  Japan.  It  is 
long  overdue. 
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MEDICARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  even 
though  the  third  largest  expenditure  of 
the  national  budget  is  the  interest  on 
the  national  debt,  there  are  still  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  the  Senate  and 
the  administration  who  are  debating 
the  need  to  balance  our  budget.  I  think 
this  is  clearly  irresponsible,  particu- 
larly in  view  of  what  we  want  to  do  for 
the  future  of  America,  for  the  future  of 
children,  students,  senior  citizens,  and 
so  forth. 

These  same  people  are  debating  the 
need  to  change  Medicare,  even  though 
the  administration  has  told  us  that 
Medicare  is  going  to  be  out  of  money 
and  broke  within  6  years.  The  Repub- 
lican Party  is  trying  to  transform  Med- 
icare. If  you  want  to  help  senior  citi- 
zens, you  need  to  save  Medicare. 

We  are  working  on  insurance  reform, 
trying  to  make  insurance  more  afford- 
able and  more  accessible.  We  are  work- 
ing on  some  Medicare  options  so  that 
senior  citizens  can  keep  their  choice  of 
doctors,  so  senior  citizens  can  join  a 
health  maintenance  organization  if 
they  choose  to,  if  they  can  get  better 
care. 

We  are  trying  to  cut  down  on  the 
fraud  and  abuse  in  the  Medicare  system 
which  has  driven  up  the  price  of  it.  The 
average  cost  payout  has  gone  from 
$4,700  to  $6,300.  I  hope  that  the  Demo- 
crats will  join  the  Republicans  in  try- 
ing to  save  Medicare  rather  than  par- 
tisan grandstanding. 


MEDICARE  AND  THE  FEDERAL 
BUDGET 

(Mr.  FORD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  ref- 
erence to  the  budget  that  is  before  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  and  to  say  as  we 
look  toward  the  Medicare  cuts  that 
many  of  the  new  Republican  majority 
in  the  House  have  indicated  that  they 
want  these  Medicare  cuts  for  the  pur- 
poses of  giving  huge  tax  cuts  to  the 
well-to-do  in  America.  I  think  when  we 
look  around  and  we  really  study  what 
these  Medicare  cuts  are  all  about.  $289 
billion,  we  are  basically  saying  that  we 
are  going  to  increase  those  premiums 
on  the  elderly  population  of  this  Na- 
tion, those  recipients  of  Medicare. 

Yes.  we  ought  to  reform  Medicare. 
Sure,  we  ought  to  look  at  some  type  of 
national  health  care  plan  for  this  coun- 
try. Sure,  those  things  should  happen. 
But  to  say  like  the  new  Republican  ma- 
jority that  we  want  to  cut  the  Medi- 
care Program  for  the  well-to-do  in 
America,  to  give  them  a  tax  cut,  that 
is  wrong,  it  is  mean  to  the  elderly. 

We  should  not  let  that  happen.  We 
ought  to  take  the  budget  that  we  have 
before  this  House  and  the  Senate  and 
move  over  the  next  7.  8,  to  10  years  to 
try  to  bring  about  a  balanced  budget, 
but  let  us  not  do  it  with  the  elderly 
population  and  the  Medicare  Program. 


There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION     FOR     CERTAIN     COM- 
MITTEES    AND     SUBCOMMITTEES 
TO  SIT  DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 
Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees   and    their   subcommittees 
be   permitted    to   sit    today    while   the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the   Whole   House   under   the   5-minute 
rule: 

Committee  on  Agriculture;  Commit- 
tee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services; 
Committee  on  Commerce;  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportu- 
nities; Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight;  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary;  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity; Committee  on  Resources;  and 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  do  not  intend 
to  object,  the  majority  has  consulted 
with  our  ranking  members  on  these  re- 
quests and  we  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia? 


AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTERESTS 
ACT  OF  1995 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  155  and  rule 
XXIII,  the  chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  1561. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  it- 
self into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
1561)  to  consolidate  the  foreign  affairs 
agencies  of  the  United  States;  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  and  related  agencies  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  1997;  to  responsibly 
reduce  the  authorizations  of  appropria- 
tions for  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  Mr. 
GooDL.-VTTE  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Tuesday,  May 
23.  1995.  amendment  No.  10.  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton], had  been  disposed  of  and  the  bill 
was  open  for  amendment  at  any  point. 

Eight  hours  and  ten  minutes  remain 
for  consideration  of  amendments  under 
the  5-minute  rule. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  the 
bill: 

.^.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SMITH  OF  NEW 

JERSEY 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  New 
Jersey:  In  title  XXI  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tion of  appropriations  for  Department  of 
State  and  certain  international  affairs  func- 
tions and  activities)  insert  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  chapter. 

CHAPTER  2— GENERAL  LIMITATIONS 

SEC.  2121.  PROHIBITION  ON  FUNDING  FOR  ABOR- 
TION. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  are  authorized  to 
be  available  for  any  private,  nongovern- 
mental, or  multilateral  organization  that, 
directly  or  through  a  subcontractor  or  sub- 
grantee,  performs  abortions  in  any  foreign 
country,  except  where  the  life  of  the  mother 
would  be  endangered  if  the  fetus  were  carried 
to  term  or  in  cases  of  forcible  rape  or  incest. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  not  be  construed  to 
apply  to  the  treatment  of  injuries  or  ill- 
nesses caused  by  legal  or  illegal  abortions  or 
to  assistance  provided  directly  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  country. 

(b)  Limitation  on  Lobbying  Activities.— 
(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  are  authorized  to 
be  available  for  any  private,  nongovern- 
mental,   or   multilateral    organization    that 
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violates  the  laws  of  any  forei^  country  con- 
cerning: the  circumstances  under  which  abor- 
tion is  permitted,  resrulated.  or  prohibited, 
or  that  engages  in  any  activity  or  effort  to 
alter  the  laws  or  governmental  policies  of 
any  foreign  country  concerning  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  abortion  is  per- 
mitted, regulated,  or  prohibited. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  activi- 
ties in  opposition  to  coercive  abortion  or  in- 
voluntary sterilizations. 

SEC.  2122.  PROmBmON  ON  FUNDING  FOR  COER- 
CIVE POPULATION  CONTROL  METH- 
ODS. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  .\ct.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  .■Kct  are  au- 
thorized to  be  available  for  the  United  Na- 
tional Population  Fund  (UNFPA).  unless  the 
President  certifies  to  the  appropriate  con- 
gressional committees  that — 

(a)  the  United  Nations  Population  Fund 
has  terminated  all  activities  in  the  People's 
Republic  of  China;  or 

(b)  during  the  12  months  preceding  such 
certification  there  have  been  no  abortions  as 
the  result  of  coercion  associated  with  the 
family  planning  policies  of  the  national  gov- 
ernment or  other  government  entities  within 
the  People's  Republic  of  China.  As  used  in 
this  section  the  term  'coercion"  includes 
physical  duress  or  abuse,  destruction  or 
confiscation  of  property,  loss  of  means  of 
livelihood,  or  severe  psychological  pressure. 

In  section  2102(bM2)(F).  delete  subsections 
(iil).  (iv).  and  (v). 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey  (during  the 
reading).  Mr  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, while  the  pro-life  anti-abortion 
policies  I  seek  to  reinstate  in  our  for- 
eign aid  population  control  orograms 
are  not  new,  recent  experience  suggests 
that  these  pro-life  provisions  are  need- 
ed now  more  than  ever  before  In  re- 
cent months,  the  Government-imposed 
nightmare  of  forced  abortion  and  invol- 
untary sterilization  in  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  has  taken  yet  another 
turn  for  the  worse. 

D  1045  ' 

In  February  of  this  year  the  Govern- 
ment announced  a  new  intensified  cam- 
paign against  women  who  attempt  to 
have  a  child  without  explicit  govern- 
ment permission.  .■According  to  Steven 
Mosher.  the  Director  of  the  Asian 
Studies  Center.  Claremont  Institute, 
"Chinas  population  control  policy, 
which  is  without  question  the  most  co- 
ercive in  the  world,  is  about  to  become 
more  so  "  Mr.  Mosher  explains  on  Feb- 
ruary 14  the  Chinese  Government  an- 
nounced a  new  campaign  designed  to 
ensure  what  Mr  Mosher  termed  as  the 
most  rigorous  enforcement  of  its  16- 
year-old  one  child  per  couple  policy. 

By  now  I  think.  Mr.  Chairman,  most 
people  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  broth- 
ers and  sisters  are  illegal  in  China,  and 
the  one  child  per  couple  policy  insti- 


tuted in  1979  relies  heavily  on  forced 
abortion  and  forced  sterilizations  to 
achieve  its  results.  Forced  abortion. 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  crime  against  hu- 
manity. This  House  has  gone  on  record 
on  two  occasions  to  condemn  it  as  a 
crime  against  humanity,  and  we  recog- 
nized in  those  resolutions  that  just  as 
in  the  Nuremberg  war  crimes  tribunals 
forced  abortion  against  Polish  women 
was  construed  to  be  a  crime  against 
humanity,  forced  abortions  in  China 
likewise  is  such  a  crime,  and  sadly  it  is 
on  the  rise  in  China  and  sadly  as  well 
the  U.N.  Population  Fund  is  supporting 
the  program  to  the  hilt. 

Arrogant  leaders,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
Beijing  have  decreed  that  children 
should  not  be  born,  and  the  population 
control  cadres  march  off  in  lockstep  to 
ensure  that  millions  of  women  every 
year  are  shamelessly  violated  and  their 
children  are  poisoned  and  dis- 
membered. 

Last  week  the  Subcommittee  on 
International  Operations  and  Human 
Rights  which  I  chair  heard  expert  testi- 
mony from  Dr.  John  Aird,  the  former 
research  specialist  on  China  at  the 
United  States  Census  Bureau.  Dr.  Aird, 
who  is  an  advocate  of  abortion  rights, 
who  does  not  support  my  view  on  the 
right  to  life,  nevertheless  testified  that 
the  brutal,  and  I  quote,  •"1991  crack- 
down is  continuing."  And  he  also 
pointed  out  that  it  took  a  turn  for  the 
worse  in  February,  and  I  quote  that. 
"contrary  to  the  claims  of  some  apolo- 
gists for  the  Chinese  program,  it  con- 
tinues to  rely  on  coercive  measures  to 
achieve  its  objective."  He  also  pointed 
out  in  his  testimony  that  the  Clinton 
administration's  resumption  of  funding 
for  the  U.N.  Population  Fund  was  seen 
by  the  Chinese  Government  as  a  're- 
treat on  the  coercion  issue  and  indeed 
that  is  what  it  was." 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  retreat  on  coercion 
is  a  retreat  on  human  rights.  It  is  a  re- 
treat and  abandonment  of  women  who 
are  exploited  by  their  government  with 
international  organizations  joining  in 
and  it  is  a  retreat  from  the  protection 
and  the  advocacy  of  children. 

The  language  in  the  bill  now.  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  the  substitute  that  will 
be  offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  [Mrs.  Morell.^J.  would  cod- 
ify that  retreat  by  paying  lipservice  to 
concerns  about  coercion,  all  the  while 
facilitating  U.S.  taxpayer  funds  to  the 
U.N.  Population  Fund.  which 
unapologetically  applauds  the  Chinese 
program.  Make  no  mistake  about  it, 
the  substitute  will  allow  the  money  to 
get  there  and  adds  some  language  that 
looks  good.  It  is  form  without  sub- 
stance. 

Let  me  remind  Members  that  the 
U.N.  Population  Fund  cannot  say 
enough  good  things  about  the  Chinese 
program.  In  1989,  even  when  many 
abortion  advocates  in  Congress  had 
come  to  recognize  the  widespread  coer- 
cion in  China,  Dr.  Sadig,  the  executive 


director  of  UNFPA,  continued  to  de- 
fend the  programs  as  she  does  today, 
but  she  said  at  that  time,  "the  UNFPA 
firmly  believes,  and  so  does  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China,  that  their  program  is  a  totally 
voluntary  program."  She  also  said  that 
China  has— and  she  gushed  with  this— 
"has  every  reason  to  feel  proud  of  and 
pleased  with  its  remarkable  achieve- 
ments made  in  its  family  planning  pol- 
icy, and  control  of  its  population." 

"Now  the  country."  she  goes  on  to 
say,  "could  offer  its  experiences  and 
special  experts  to  help  other  coun- 
tries. "  God  forbid  that  that  happen. 
that  the  Chinese  policy,  which  has  per- 
vasive use  of  forced  abortion  and  forced 
sterilizations,  be  exported  to  other 
countries  to  impose  that  kind  of  ex- 
ploitation on  women. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, these  kinds  of  statements  make  a 
mockery  of  human  rights  and  the  idea 
that  the  UNFPA  says  over  and  over 
again  that  the  Chinese  program  is  vol- 
untary does  not  comport  with  reality. 
It  is  a  whitewash  of  very,  very,  serious 
crimes. 

A  police  state,  I  would  submit,  could 
not  ask  for  a  better  front.  If  the  U.N. 
Population  Fund  was  fronting  for 
international  terrorists  or  perhaps  a 
drug  cartel,  we  would  not  hesitate  for  a 
moment  in  redirecting  U.S.  taxpayer 
funds  to  more  worthy  recipients,  which 
is  exactly  what  Presidents  Reagan  and 
Bush  had  done  when  they  were  in  of- 
fice. They,  like  me  and  like  many 
Members  of  Congress,  believe  that 
fronting  for  crimes  against  women  and 
children  is  unconscionable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  let  me  remind 
Members,  and  Mr.  Mosher  and  others 
have  pointed  this  out — and  again,  he  is 
the  one  who  broke  the  story  back  in 
the  early  1980's— in  China  today  women 
who  have  an  unauthorized  birth,  be- 
cause again  the  government  tells  you 
when  and  if  you  can  have  that  child. 
And  you  are  only  allowed  one.  they  tell 
you  when  and  if.  and  if  you  fight  that, 
women  are  arrested,  they  are  taken  to 
abortion  clinics  in  handcuffs,  and  they 
are  tied  up  and  they  are  forcibly  abort- 
ed. 

Pregnant  women  are  routinely  incar- 
cerated, embarrassed  until  they  acqui- 
esce and  make  the  voluntary  decision 
because  they  have  nowhere  else  to 
turn.  It  is  not  voluntary,  it  is  coercion. 
They  are  forced  to  attend  study  ses- 
sions away  from  their  families  until 
they  agree  to  have  abortions.  They  are 
forced  to  carry  out  sterilizations  with- 
out their  consent.  Infants'  skulls  are 
crushed,  very  often  late  in  the  term  of 
the  pregnancy  as  a  routine.  Often  when 
children   are    being   born    to   a   woman 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14307 


who  has  an  unauthorized  child  she  is 
carrying.  Can  you  imagine  it.  a  coun- 
try where  children  are  illegal?  And 
here  we  have— often  have  the  injecting 
of  iodine,  alcohol,  or  formaldehyde  into 
the  cranium  of  the  child  as  the  child  is 
emerging  from  the  womb. 

Also,  Amnesty  International  just 
came  to  us  with  a  chilling  report  on 
how  two  villages  are  being  focused 
upon  because  they  refuse  to  comply, 
and  their  homes  have  been  bulldozed, 
their  women  have  been  raped,  and 
there  has  been  torture  to  get  compli- 
ance with  forced  abortions  and  with 
the  one-child-per-couple  policy. 

There  is  also  the  issue  of  missing 
girls,  a  whole  generation  of  girls,  and 
you  are  only  allowed  one.  Particularly 
in  the  Chinese  culture,  very  often  boys 
are  the  preference,  and  that  is  just  the 
way  they  do  it,  but  girls  are  screened 
out  by  way  of  an  ultrasound  or  some 
other  way.  and  they  are  killed  because 
they  are  only  allowed  one.  and  the  fam- 
ilies say  if  they  are  only  allowed  one  it 
is  going  to  be  a  boy.  There  is  a  whole 
missing  generation  of  girls.  Infanticide 
is  on  the  rise  in  China. 

We  are  poised,  if  the  Morella  amend- 
ment were  to  pass— and  unfortunately 
in  the  first  2  years  of  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration we  are  giving  money  to 
the  group  that  is  out  there  providing 
tangible  assistance,  people  on  the 
ground  to  help  and  assist  these  Chinese 
population-control  zealots. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  remind  Mem- 
bers as  well  that  UNFPA,  in  addition 
to  providing  cover  and  tangible  assist- 
ance, has  pumped  over  $100  million  into 
this  heinous  program,  and  it  is  the 
kind  of  program  that  only  a  Nazi  could 
be  proud  of. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  also  say  that 
the  language  that  I  am  offering  today 
also  would  restore  longstanding  policy 
as  it  relates  to  the  so-called  Mexico 
City  policy,  which  erected  a  wall  of 
separation  between  family  planning 
and  abortion.  I  remember  when  Presi- 
dent Reagan  first  announced  that  back 
m  1984.  Members  said  no  one  will  ac- 
cept those  clauses.  Well,  most  of  the 
family  planning  organizations  said  we 
want  to  provide  family  planning,  not 
abortion,  so  they  accepted  it  and  they 
and  their  subcontractees  decided  to  get 
out  of  the  abortion  business. 

This  is  especially  important  in  light 
of  the  fact  that  most  of  the  countries 
of  the  world  protect  their  unborn  chil- 
dren. Between  95  and  100  nations,  vir- 
tually all  of  Central  and  South  Amer- 
ica, have  laws  on  their  books  that  pro- 
tect their  unborn  children.  We  are  out 
of  the  mainstream  of  human  rights 
when  we  put  those  children  at  such 
grave  risk  and  allow  them  to  be  killed. 
But  let  us  not  export  it. 

Again,  family  planning  money  during 
the  Reagan  and  Bush  years  flowed  un- 
interrupted. Only  groups  like  Inter- 
national Planned  Parenthood  Federa- 
tion of  London,  a  London-based  organi- 


zation, and  PPF  of  America,  their  for- 
eign-based organizations,  would  not  ac- 
cept it.  and  I  say  this  noting  that  a 
number  of  IPPF  affiliates  did  accept  it. 
They  countered  what  the  national  of- 
fice was  doing  and  they  said  we  want  to 
provide  family  planning  and  we  want 
to  get  out  of  the  abortion  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  conclude 
by  saying  that  this  amendment  is  pro- 
life.  It  is  backed  by  all  of  the  pro-life 
organizations.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  [Mrs. 
MoRKLi,.\]  I  like  Connie  Morell.\,  she 
is  a  good  friend  and  colleague — is  op- 
posed by  all  of  the  pro-life  organiza- 
tions. It  is  form  without  substance.  It 
repeats  some  of  the  current  law  and 
tries  to  substitute  that  with  the  sub- 
stantive language  that  we  are  offering 
today, 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Chairman.   I  move   to  strike  the  last 

word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first,  this  amendment 
was  defeated  in  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  and  was  pro- 
posed by  the  gentlewoman  from  Kansas 
[Mrs.  Meyers].  I  am  prochoice.  but  I 
am  adamantly  opposed  to  forced  abor- 
tions and  certainly  against  steriliza- 
tion and  the  policies  of  the  Chinese 
Government  on  these  issues,  but  nei- 
ther does  the  United  Nations  Popu- 
lation Control  nor  any  other  multilat- 
eral or  nongovernmental  organization 
working  in  China  fund  abortions  or 
support  coercive  family  planning  prac- 
tices. 

But  because  there  are  forced  abor- 
tions and  sterilizations  taking  place  in 
China,  the  Congress,  this  Congress,  pre- 
viously has  mandated  that  no  United 
States  money  provided  to  the  United 
Nations  Population  Control  may  be 
used  in  China.  That  is  the  law  today 
there,  and  I  support  this  approach. 

This  amendment  is  totally  unneces- 
sary. It  goes  far  beyond  the  existing 
law  that  we  have.  It  has  far-reaching 
implications  for  all  United  States-sup- 
ported international  health  and  family 
planning  activities. 

The  real  purpose  of  this  amendment 
is  to  cut  off  all  U.S.  funding  for  popu- 
lation control  worldwide  without  a 
doubt. 

The  United  Nations  Population  Con- 
trol is  the  leading  multilateral  organi- 
zation providing  voluntary  family 
planning  services  in  the  developing 
world.  In  this  bill  we  already  repeat  ex- 
isting law,  the  Kemp-Kasten  language 
which  ensures  that  no  U.S.  money  go 
directly  or  indirectly  to  support  these 
Chinese  programs.  This  language  al- 
lows us  to  take  a  forceful  stand  against 
China  without  undermining  overall 
multilateral  efforts  in  population  plan- 
ning worldwide. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  op- 
pose this  amendment,  the  same  as  they 
did  in  committee. 


.■VMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  MORELL.-^  TO 
THE  AME.VDMENT  OFFERED  BY  .MR.  SMITH  OF 
NEW  JERSEY 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs,  Morella  to 
amendment  No.  19  offered  by  Mr,  Smith  of 
New  Jersey:  Page  1.  strike  line  4  and  all  that 
follows  and  insert  the  following: 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assisunce  activities  are  authorized  to 
pay  for  the  performance  of  abortions  in  any 
foreign  country,  except  where  the  life  of  the 
mother  would  be  endangered  if  the  fetus 
were  carried  to  term  or  in  cases  of  rape  or  in- 
cest, 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  not  be  construed  to 
apply  to  the  treatment  of  injuries  or  ill- 
nesses caused  by  unsafe  abortions, 

(b)  LIMITATION  ON  LOBBYING  ACTIVmES  — 

(1)(A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for 
population  assistance  activities  are  author- 
ized to  be  available  for  any  private,  non- 
governmental, or  multilateral  organization 
that  violates  the  laws  of  any  foreign  country 
concerning  the  circumstances  under  which 
abortion  is  permitted,  regulated,  or  prohib- 
ited, 

(B)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  are  authorized  to 
be  available  to  lobby  for  or  against  abortion. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  activi- 
ties in  opposition  to  coercive  abortion  or  in- 
voluntary sterilization, 

SEC.  2122.  UNTTED  NATIONS  POPULA'nON  FUND 
LIMTTATIONS  ON  FUNDING. 

(a)  LIMITATION.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act  are  authorized  to  be  available  for 
the  United  Nations  Population  Fund 
(UNFPA).  unless  the  President  certifies  to 
the  appropriate  oongrps:.«!ional  committees 
that— 

(1)  either— 

(A)  the  United  Nations  Population  Fund 
does  not  support  coercive  abortion  and  that 
no  United  States  funds  have  been  used  for 
activities  in  the  People's  Republic  of  China; 
or 

(B)  during  the  12  months  preceding  such 
certification  there  have  been  no  abortions  as 
a  result  of  coercion  associated  with  the  fam- 
ily planning  policies  of  the  national  govern- 
ment or  other  governmental  entities  within 
the  People's  Republic  of  China:  and 

(2)  the  United  States  representative  to  the 
governing  board  of  the  United  Nations  Popu- 
lation Fund  (UNFPA)  has  made  an  official 
request  that  UNFPA  censure  Chinese  coer- 
cive practices  and  transmit  a  report  of  the 
action  taken  on  such  request  to  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  of  the  Con- 
gress. 

(b)  DEFiNmoN.— As  used  in  this  section  the 
term  "coercion"  includes  physical  duress  or 
abuse,  destruction  or  confiscation  of  prop- 
erty, loss  of  means  of  livelihood,  or  severe 
psychological  pressure. 

Mrs,  MORELLA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr,  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland? 
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There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr  Chairman,  I 
offer  this  perfecting  amendment  on  be- 
half of  the  prime  sponsor,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Meyers], 
who  could  not  be  here  today  because  of 
illness.  Mrs.  Meyers  is  a  member  of 
the  committee.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  was  rejected  by  the  full  com- 
mittee, which  supported  Mrs.  Meyers. 

This  perfecting  amendment  states 
that  no  American  money  may  be  used 
to  perform  an  abortion  overseas  except 
in  the  case  of  rape,  incest,  or 
endangerment  of  the  mother's  life.  No 
American  money  may  be  used  to  lobby 
either  for  or  against  abortion,  and  no 
American  money  may  be  spent  by  the 
UNFPA  in  China,  and  further,  the 
United  States  representative  to  the 
UNFP.'^  must  ask  UNFPA  to  condemn 
Chinese  coercion.  The  bill  already  re- 
duces our  aid  to  UNFPA  by  the  per- 
centage of  its  budget  which  the  UNFPA 
spends  in  China. 

I  want  to  also  indicate  exactly  what 
it  is  we  are  talking  about  here.  This  is 
not,  Mr.  Chairman,  whether  or  not  U.S. 
taxpayers'  money  should  be  going  to 
pay  for  abortions.  This  is  already  pro- 
hibited by  current  law.  The  Smith 
amendment  strikes  directly  at  wom- 
en's rights  to  access  family  planning 
information,  to  space  and  time  their 
pregnancies  to  suit  the  needs  of  their 
families,  and  to  prevent  pregnancy  if 
they  do  not  want  more  children.  Access 
to  family  planning  information  and 
contraception  decreases  abortions,  and 
we  have  many  examples  of  that. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  by  cut- 
ting out  funding  of  organizations  solely 
Decause  they  have  an  opiiiiun  on  aboi- 
tion,  will  deny  money  to  those  groups 
which  have  been  most  effective  in  pre- 
venting unwanted  pregnancies. 

D  1100 

This  proposal  is  even  more  extreme 
than  the  Reagan  administration's  Mex- 
ico City  policy  that  denied  funding 
only  to  groups  which  actually  per- 
formed abortions,  and  this  amendment 
will  not  just  affect  groups  like  Planned 
Parenthood.  The  provisions  threaten 
any  number  of  humanitarian  assist- 
ance organizations  sponsored  by  prolife 
religious  institutions,  .\fter  all.  the 
U.S.  Catholic  Conference  lobbies  on 
abortion.  The  propfosal  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
S.MITH]  will  deny  funds  to  Catholic  Re- 
lief Services.  The  U.S.  foreign  assist- 
ance funds  have,  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible,  been  channeled  through  non- 
governmental organizations,  because 
they  use  the  money  more  effectively 
and  with  greater  accountability  than 
Government  agencies.  The  Smith 
amendment  will,  by  default,  require 
population  assistance  to  be  channeled 
through  foreign  government  agencies 
and  less  of  the  money  will  be  available 


to  assist  those  that  it  is  meant  to  as- 
sist. 

The  amendment  that  I  offer  today 
will  maintain  current  law.  No  U.S.  tax- 
payers' money  will  be  used  to  finance 
abortion.  That  is  the  current  law.  No 
U.S.  taxpayers'  money  will  be  used  to 
lobby  for  more  liberal  abortion  laws. 
That  is  already  the  law.  No  United 
States  taxpayers  money  will  be  spent 
by  UNFPA  in  China.  This  is  currently 
the  law. 

I  would  like  to  also  point  out,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  Smith  amendment  is  ex- 
treme because  it  would  defund  organi- 
zations that  perform  legal  abortions  or 
engage  in  abortion-related  advocacy 
with  their  own  funds.  It  is  an  attempt 
to  revive  the  so-called  Mexico  City  pol- 
icy and  place  a  new  twist  on  an  old  gag 
rule.  It  is.  in  fact,  an  international  gag 
rule.  And  the  gag  rule  has  been  repudi- 
ated by  Congress. 

This  version  would  go  far  beyond  cut- 
ting off  family  planning  assistance, 
however.  It  would  cut  off  any  U.S.  for- 
eign aid  for  child  survival  programs, 
HIV-AIDS  prevention  programs,  and 
other  basic  health  services  if  a  local 
hospital  also  provides  legal  abortion 
services. 

Similarly,  indigenous  women's  orga- 
nizations that  receive  U.S.  aid  to  im- 
prove, the  status  of  women  or  to  pro- 
mote female  literacy  would  also  be 
defunded  if  they  engage  with  their  non- 
U.S.  funds  in  efforts  to  influence  their 
own  country's  abortion  law  either  for 
or  against. 

And,  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Smith  amendment  would  have  no 
impact  on  access  to  abortion.  Rather, 
it  would  only  hinder  access  to  family 
planning  and  other  health  and  develop- 
ment programs  centered  on  the  needs 
of  women. 

Despite  its  ostensible  goal  of  reduc- 
ing abortion,  during  the  time  the  Mex- 
ico City  policy  was  in  effect,  which  was 
1985  to  1993,  there  was  no  decrease  in 
the  number  of  abortions  worldwide,  no 
decrease. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  [Mrs. 
Morella]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mrs. 
Morell.\  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes.) 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  in- 
stead, it  perpetuated  the  situation 
where  women  resorted  to  unsafe  abor- 
tions in  the  absence  of  access  to  qual- 
ity family  planning  and  information 
about  safe  abortion.  According  to  the 
World  Health  Organization,  500,000 
women  die  each  year  of  pregnancy-re- 
lated causes,  99  percent  in  the  develop- 
ing world,  and  up  to  one-third  of  these 
maternal  deaths  are  attributable  to 
septic  or  incomplete  abortion. 

Indeed,  the  only  impact  of  the  old 
Mexico  City  policy  as  well  as  the  new. 
more  sweeping  version  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
SMITH]  is  to  interfere  with  the  delivery 


May  24,  1995 

of  effective  family  planning  and  other 
development  programs  whose  purpose 
is  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  unwanted 
pregnancy  and  the  need  for  abortion. 
The  prime  target  of  the  amendment 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith],  who  is  my  friend,  has  of- 
fered, the  prime  target  concerning 
China  is  the  United  Nations  Population 
Fund,  UNFPA.  The  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  and  the  anti- 
abortion  movement  are  using  the 
UNFPA's  presence  in  China  as  a  pre- 
text for  pressing  for  United  States 
withdrawal  from  supporting  UNFPA  al- 
together, and,  indeed,  they  succeeded 
in  convincing  some  administrations  to 
boycott  UNFPA  for  almost  a  decade 
until  funding  was  resumed  by  the  Con- 
gress, with  the  support  of  the  adminis- 
tration, in  1994. 

Operating  in  over  140  countries,  be- 
sides China,  UNFPA  is  the  principal 
multilateral  organization  providing 
worldwide  family  planning  and  popu- 
lation assistance.  Nearly  half  of 
UNFPA  assistance  is  used  for  family 
planning  services  and  maternal  and 
child  health  care  in  the  poorest  and 
most  remote  regions  of  the  world.  And 
since  its  founding,  UNFPA  has  saved 
the  lives  of  countless  women  and  chil- 
dren. 

And  I.  frankly,  think  the  amendment 
is  unnecessary.  Current  law  already  de- 
nies foreign  aid  funding  to  any  organi- 
zation or  program  that  supports  or  par- 
ticipates in  the  management  of  a  pro- 
gram of  coerced  abortion  or  involun- 
tary sterilization,  and  this  is  in  any 
country  under  the  so-called  Kemp-Kas- 
ten  amendment,  which  is  restated  in 
H.R.   1561. 

And,  further,  current  law  also  en- 
sured that  none  of  the  Un!':eH  Stpff>s; 
contributions  to  UNFPA  may  be  used 
in  its  China  program,  including  numer- 
ous penalties  for  any  violation  of  this 
requirement. 

So,  current  restrictions  and  condi- 
tions are  reiterated  in  H.R.  1561,  as 
amended  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  Myers],  in  committee. 
So,  frankly,  for  that  and  a  lot  of  other 
reasons,  if  we  want  to  avoid  abortions, 
if  we  want  to  allow  these  organizations 
to  help  women  and  children  in  coun- 
tries throughout  the  world,  then  I  ask 
this  body  to  vote  for  the  Morella-Mey- 
ers-Porter-Gilman  amendment. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
sharp  opposition  to  the  amendment  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleagues,  if  you 
think  abortion  is  a  good  idea  or  if  you 
think  it  is  a  neutral  idea  or  if  you 
think  it  is  an  acceptable  solution  to 
unwanted  pregnancies.  then  this 
amendment  is  for  you. 

But  if  you  are  troubled  by  abortion, 
if  you  understand  the  difference  be- 
tween family  planning,  which  prevents 
a  conception  from  occurring,  or  facili- 
tate one  if  you  want  to  get  pregnant,  as 
distinguished     from     abortion,     which 
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kills  the  life  of  an  unborn  child  once  it 
has  begun,  and  those  are  the  words  of 
Planned  Parenthood,  which  used  them 
in  a  brochure  for  some  years  until  they 
got  into  the  business  of  promoting 
abortions,  then  they  backed  away  from 
it.  abortions  kill  a  human  life.  They  do 
not  kill  an  animal,  a  vegetable,  or  a 
mineral.  And  so  it  you  think  that  is  a 
good  idea  and  a  helpful  idea,  there  are 
just  too  many  people  in  the  world  and 
once  they  get  created  in  the  womb,  ex- 
terminate them,  then  this  is  a  good 
amendment. 

But  if  you  do  not  think  American 
money  should  go  to  pay  for  extermi- 
nating unborn  children,  this  is  a  ter- 
rible amendment  and  ought  to  be  op- 
posed. 

Now,  family  planning  is  one  thing. 
This  country  supports  family  planning. 
But  it  should  not  and  ought  not.  and  by 
defeating  this  amendment  will  not, 
support  abortion.  And  those  are  two 
different  ideas.  One  prevents  a  concep- 
tion; the  other  exterminates  it  once  it 
has  begun. 

In  this  country,  now,  following.  Roe 
versus  Wade,  we  have  had  over  33  mil- 
lion abortions.  Is  that  a  figure  to  be 
proud  of? 

I  hope  and  pray  and  believe  that  this 
Congress  will  back  away  funding  orga- 
nizations that  support  abortion. 

Now.  the  UNFPA.  with  all  of  its  gim- 
micks and  its  semantic  gymnastics,  at 
the  end  of  the  day  they  support  the 
Chinese  coerced  abortion  policy.  Noth- 
ing is  more  evil  or  inhuman  that  coerc- 
ing a  woman  to  have  an  abortion  be- 
cause it  conflicts  with  the  population 
policy.  And  yet  that  is  what  China 
does,  and  that  is  what  the  UNFPA  sup- 
ports. 

Oh,  they  have  a  bookkeeping  gim- 
mick, but  money  is  fungible,  and  that 
would  not  deceive  anybody,  and  it 
ought  not  deceive  you. 

Now.  we  support  population  control 
if  it  is  done  through  family  planning, 
and  by  withdrawing  the  money  from 
the  UNFPA,  there  are  still  some  350 
family  planning  organizations  that  will 
receive  the  largesse,  the  taxpayers' 
money  to  pay  for  family  planning 
around  the  world.  But  the  two  organi- 
zations that  do  not  want  to  take  the 
money  under  those  terms  are  Inter- 
national Planned  Parenthood  and  the 
Planned  Parenthood  Federation  of 
America.  Well,  they  get  plenty  of 
money  from  other  sources,  from  the 
abortion  culture.  Let  them  get  it.  But 
the  taxpayers  ought  to  make  sure  their 
money  does  not  go  to  support  killing 
unborn  children. 

And.  therefore,  I  urge  you,  with  all 
the  vigor  I  can  muster,  to  reject  the 
Morella  amendment.  I  mean  no  reflec- 
tion on  the  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land [Mrs.  Morella)  or  her  cosponsors, 
who  are  all  wonderful  people.  They  just 
are  not  as  offended  by  abortion  as  I  am. 
and  I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  de- 
feated. 


Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Smith  amendment  and  in 
support  of  the  Morella  perfecting 
amendment.  The  Smith  amendment 
would  do  nothing  to  stop  Chinas  policy 
of  coerced  abortions  to  which  I  object 
just  as  strongly  as  does  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey.  It  is  merely  an  at- 
tack on  international  family  planning 
efforts  which  I  strongly  support. 

The  coercive  abortion  policy  in  China 
violates  all  principles  of  a  modern  soci- 
ety. Despite  overwhelming  evidence  of 
forced  abortions  and  involuntary  steri- 
lization, the  Chinese  Government  de- 
nies it  is  conducting  a  campaign  of  in- 
timidation and  violence  against  the 
Chinese  people.  We  must  condemn  this 
brutal  policy,  which  deprives  families 
of  real  choices  and  threatens  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  lives.  We  must  ensure 
that  no  United  States  funds  contribute 
to  China's  repression  and  violation  of 
individual  liberties. 

That  is  why  we  have  a  compromise 
that  strikes  a  sensible  balance  between 
the  need  to  censure  China  for  its  de- 
plorable policies,  while  restoring  the 
United  States  commitment  to  critical 
family  planning  programs  in  other  na- 
tions that  are  trying  hard  to  struggle 
with  exponential  population  growth 
which  makes  their  economic  develop- 
ment goals  even  more  difficult  to  meet. 
The  family  planning  portion  of  the  bill 
before  us  today  accomplishes  these 
goals.  It  imposes  strong  policies  to 
confront  the  abuses,  and  imposes  tough 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  U.S.  funds. 
We  continue  to  ensure  that  no  UNFPA 
would  be  used  in  China. 

One  of  the  most  important  forms  of 
aid  we  promise  to  other  countries  is 
iumiiy  piciriiiing  assistance,  ino  oiie  can 
deny  that  the  need  for  family  planning 
services  in  developing  countries  is  ur- 
gent and  the  aid  we  provide  is  both  val- 
uable and  worthwhile. 

The  world's  population  is  growing  at 
an  unprecedented  rate.  In  40  years  our 
planet's  population  will  more  than  dou- 
ble. As  a  responsible  world  leader,  the 
United  States  must  do  more  to  deter 
the  environmental,  political,  and 
health  consequences  of  this  explosive 
growth. 

And  let  us  not  forget  what  family 
planning  assistance  means  to  women 
around  the  world  Complications  of 
pregnancy,  childbirth,  and  unsafe  abor- 
tion are  the  leading  killers  of  women  of 
reproductive  age  throughout  the  third 
world.  One  million  women  die  each 
year  as  a  result  of  reproductive  health 
problems. 

liach  year.  250.000  women  die  from 
unsafe  abortion. 

Only  20  to  35  percent  of  women  in  Af- 
rica and  Asia  receive  prenatal  care. 

Five  hundred  million  married  women 
want  contraceptives  but  cannot  obtain 
them. 

Most  of  these  disabilities  and  deaths 
could  be  prevented. 


Today  we  have  the  opportunity  to  en- 
sure funding  for  the  United  Nations 
populations  fund,  funding  which  has 
been  held  hostage  to  antiabortion  poli- 
tics in  the  past.  Today,  we  can  make  a 
real  difference  in  the  lives  of  millions 
of  women,  and  the  future  of  our  planet. 

Yet.  despite  the  opportunity  to  make 
real  progress  in  world  health,  some 
would  punish  UNFPA.  developing  na- 
tions, and  many  other  public  health  or- 
ganizations around  the  world  for  Chi- 
na's policies.  Approval  of  the  Smith 
amendment  would  mean  denying  funds 
not  only  for  UNFPA,  but  for  critical 
projects  all  over  the  world. 

Let  us  be  frank.  The  language  cur- 
rently in  the  foreign  aid  bill  makes 
clear  that  no  United  States  funds  shall 
be  used  in  China.  A  vote  for  the  Smith 
amendment  is  a  vote  against  sensible, 
cost-effective  international  family 
planning  programs. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  the 
Smith  amendment.  And  support  the 
Morella  perfecting  amendment. 

D  1115 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member  of  the 
committee  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  Smith  amendment  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Morella  amendment,  and  I 
would  also  like  to  make  clear  that  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]. 
who  spoke  so  eloquently  just  a  few 
minutes  ago.  when  he  was  speaking  out 
against  the  amendment,  he  was  refer- 
ring to  the  Morella  amendment.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde] 
strongly  supports  the  Smith  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  mv  colleague  from 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  Smith,  is  one  of  the 
great  leaders  of  the  pro-life  movement, 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
Mr.  Hyde  and  also  the  gentlewoman 
from  Nevada,  Mrs.  Vucanovich,  who 
will  be  speaking  shortly,  and  I  want  to 
commend  all  three  of  them  for  their 
commitment  over  the  years  to  the  de- 
fense of  the  innocent  unborn. 

This  amendment  will  simply  restore 
the  pro-life  policies  that  served  as  the 
basis  for  U.S.  international  population 
policy  during  the  Reagan  and  Bush  ad- 
ministrations. Even  though  the  Amer- 
ican people  strongly  oppose  the  use  of 
tax  dollars  for  abortions,  the  Clinton 
administration  has  embarked  on  a 
worldwide  crusade  to  promote  abortion 
in  the  developing  world.  The  Smith 
amendment  attempts  to  curb  that  cru- 
sade by  preventing  U.S.  tax  dollars 
from  going  to  any  private,  nongovern- 
mental or  multilateral  organization 
that  directly  or  indirectly  performs 
abortions  in  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  the 
Smith  amendment  is  a  sensible  amend- 
ment, it  is  a  much-needed  amendment, 
and  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 
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Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Morella  substitute  and  in  support 
of  the  Smith  amendment  and  to  com- 
pliment my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  on  his 
sustained,  vigorous,  and  forthright 
leadership  on  the  issue  of  opposition  to 
abortions  performed  with  U.S.  funds 
overseas.  He  has  been  vigilant  on  this 
issue  and  has  led  the  way  on  the  com- 
mittee and  in  the  House  year  after 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  allow  U.S. 
funds  to  be  used  for  population  control 
programs  in  other  countries  where 
abortion  is  the  means  of  population 
control.  It  is  just  that  simple. 

If  we  do  not  support  such  policies  at 
home,  and  we  do  not — consistently 
under  the  Hyde  language  year  after 
year  we  have  opposed  the  funding  of 
abortions  with  U.S.  taxpayer  dollars 
here  at  home — we  should  not  be  pro- 
moting such  practices  or  allowing  such 
practices  to  take  place  overseas.  An 
unborn  human  being  is  still  a  human 
being  whether  American  or  Chinese  or 
African  or  wherever  in  the  world. 

Clearly,  the  language  offered  by  our 
colleague  from  Maryland  would  open 
the  way  for  funds  to  be  moved  from  one 
account  to  another,  would  make,  as  the 
technicians  say.  those  monies  fungible 
to  be  used  for  abortion  support  activi- 
ties in  other  countries,  and  particu- 
larly in  China.  The  language  in  the  bill 
is  insufficient  to  prevent  the  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  abortions  overseas. 

The  Smith  amendment  will  tighten 
that  language  up.  will  make  it  very 
clear  that  no  U.S.  funding  to  any  pri- 
vate, nongovernmental  or  multilateral 
organization  that  directly  or  indirectly 
provides  funding  for  or  performs  abor- 
tions in  a  foreign  country  can  be  sup- 
ported with  U.S.  taxpayer  dollars  in 
our  foreign  aid  program.  That  principle 
should  be  maintained,  should  be  set 
forth  very  clearly  in  law.  and  the 
Smith  amendment  will  do  so. 

Support  the  Smith  amendment.  De- 
feat the  Morella  amendment. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  did  not 
include  in  its  bill  a  prohibition  on 
funding  for  the  UNFPA.  nor  did  it  im- 
pose the  Mexico  City  prohibitions  on 
what  international  family  planning  or- 
ganizations can  do  with  their  own 
funds  overseas.  The  Smith  amendment 
was  specifically  not  adopted  by  the 
committee,  and  for  good  reason,  be- 
cause it  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  is  what  any 
foreign  policy  bill  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  States  is 
the  largest  international  donor  of 
funds  for  voluntary  family  planning. 
We  recognize  that  a  host  of  inter- 
national issues,  including  economic  de- 


velopment, immigration,  political  sta- 
bility, health,  and  the  environment  are 
all  linked  to  population.  Providing  tar- 
geted family  planning  assistance  to  na- 
tions that  request  it  is  in  our  Nation's 
interest. 

The  U.S.  voluntary  family  planning 
program  is  a  proven  success.  In  Kenya 
there  was  a  20-percent  reduction  in 
family  size  in  just  4  year,  done  through 
voluntary  family  planning.  In  Ban- 
gladesh the  contraceptive  prevalence 
rate  went  from  5  percent  in  1975  to  40 
percent  in  1993,  and  there  was  a  decline 
in  fertility  from  6.7  births  per  woman 
to  4.9,  voluntarily.  In  Egypt  the  aver- 
age number  of  children  per  family  has 
declined  from  5.8  to  3.9  between  1960 
and  1994  through  voluntary  family 
planning. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  aims  at  an  egregious  practice  of 
coercive  abortion  in  China  that  all  of 
us  deplore,  but  the  Smith  amendment 
guts  United  States  bilateral  and  multi- 
lateral population  programs,  and  it 
would  first  effectively  cut  off  all  Unit- 
ed States  funds  to  UNFPA,  which  oper- 
ates not  in  China  alone,  but  in  140  de- 
veloping countries,  including  the  poor- 
est countries  in  the  world,  only  one  of 
which  is  engaged  in  coercive  practices. 
He  claims  correctly  that  China  is  en- 
gaged in  a  regime  of  coercive  family 
planning  practices,  but  he  would  condi- 
tion all  United  States  contributions  to 
UNFPA  on  its  pulling  out  of  China,  and 
there  is  not  anybody  who  does  not  un- 
derstand that  a  U.N.  agency  cannot 
pull  out  of  a  member  country.  It  can- 
not unilaterally  pull  out  of  China. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Smith  amendment 
is  a  killer  amendment  for  all  U.S.  fam- 
ily planning  programs. 

The  UNFPA  activity  in  China  is  min- 
uscule, and  very  iittie,  or  none,  uf  it 
goes  to  support  the  Government.  The 
UNFPA  is  not  supporting  coercive 
practices.  It  has  a  total  annual  budget 
of  $275  million.  Only  $4  to  S5  million 
goes  to  China.  China's  own  family  plan- 
ning expenditures  are  $1  billion  a  year. 
UNFPA  is  not  part  of  the  problem  in 
China,  it  is  part  of  the  solution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Morella  amend- 
ment would  prohibit  any  United  States 
funding  going  to  UNFPA  unless  the 
President  would  certify  that  the 
UNFPA  does  not  support  coercive  abor- 
tions in  China.  That  is  a  reasonable 
way  to  approach  the  problem. 

The  bill  also  contains  language 
walling  off  all  United  States  funds  into 
a  separate  account  that  cannot  be  used 
in  China,  and  United  States  law  has 
long  prohibited  funds  in  this  bill  from 
being  used  to  perform  abortions  over- 
seas. 

These  are  reasonable  protections. 
They  ensure  that  U.S.  funds  are  not 
used  for  coercion  or  for  abortions,  but 
allow  truly  voluntary  family  planning 
programs,  the  ones  that  we  supported 
in  139  other  countries,  to  continue,  all 
of  which  would  be  cut  off  if  the  Smith 
amendment  were  to  be  adopted. 


Second,  the  Smith  amendment  pro- 
hibits U.S.  funds  from  going  to  the 
most  active  and  effective  voluntary 
family  planning  organizations  over- 
seas, including  Planned  Parenthood, 
and  it  reinstates  the  so-called  Mexico 
City  language  keeping  AID  from  fund- 
ing the  most  experienced,  successful 
NGO's  in  family  planning. 

The  Smith  amendment  keeps  U.S. 
funds  from  going  to  entities  that  use 
their  own  funds  for  performing  abor- 
tions or  for  engaging  in  any  activity  or 
effort  to  alter  the  laws  of  any  foreign 
country  concerning  the  circumstance 
under  which  abortion  is  performed,  reg- 
ulated, or  prohibited. 

This  is,  in  effect,  an  international 
gag  rule. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  say  or 
support  abortion  as  a  legitimate  family 
planning  method;  it  is  certainly  not. 
and  we  do  not  fund  it.  But  this  amend- 
ment keeps  organizations  from  promot- 
ing their  own  agenda  with  their  own 
funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Porter 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  PORTER.  It  is  the  equivalent  of 
in  the  United  States  prohibiting  hos- 
pitals using  title  X  funds  on  the  first 
floor  from  performing  privately  funded 
abortions  on  the  third  floor.  Existing 
law  already  prohibits  U.S.  funds  from 
going  for  abortions. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  say  that  the 
Smith  amendment  is  extreme,  it  pre- 
vents organizations  from  using  their 
own  funds  for  their  own  legal  purposes, 
and  it  would,  together  with  the  part 
dealing  with  UNFP.A.  effectively  de- 
stroy U.S.  voluntary  family  planning 
programs  in  139  countries  that  depend 
upon  our  support  and  are  making  real 
progress  in  this  area  voluntarily,  not 
with  coercion. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  very  strong 
opposition  to  the  Morella  amendment 
and  in  very,  very  strong  support  of  the 
Smith  amendment. 

As  a  background,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  and  I  spent  a 
week  in  China,  the  week  we  went  into 
Beijing  Prison  No.  1,  but  we  inter- 
viewed all  of  the  population  people  in 
China,  and  what  they  are  doing  is  abys- 
mal, it  is  just  a  disgrace.  I  say  to  my 
colleagues,  'If  you  look  at  the  state- 
ment by  Director  of  UNFPA,  Nafis 
Sadik,  she  said  China  has  every  reason 
to  feel  proud  and  pleased  with  its  re- 
markable achievements  made  in  family 
planning  policy  and  control  of  its  popu- 
lation growth  over  the  past  10  years. 
Now  the  country  could  offer  its  experi- 
ence and  especially  experts  to  help 
other  countries." 

That  is  crazy.  Let  me  tell  my  col- 
leagues what  we  have  now  found  out. 


We  have  found  out  in  China,  and  I  am 
not  going  to  show  this  picture,  but  I 
will  show  it  to  any  Member  that  wants 
to  see  it.  but  we  have  found  out  in 
China  that  in  government  hospitals, 
because  of  their  forced  abortion  poli- 
cies, they  are  selling,  and  I  would  urge 
all  Members  to  read  this  article  from 
Eastern  Express  that  says  embryonic 
food  of  life;  they  are  selling  aborted 
fetuses,  or  frankly  they  are  selling 
aborted  babies  for  money,  for  about 
$1.25  in  Hong  Kong  money.  This  money 
will  be  used  by  the  Chinese  indirectly 
to  literally  track  down  women.  We 
have  heard,  Chris  and  I,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  and  I 
have  heard,  of  cases  whereby  they  lit- 
erally track  down  women  in  the  vil- 
lages, and  bring  them  in  and  force 
them  to  have  an  abortion. 

This  is  a  fundamental,  important 
vote;  it  is  much  more  important  than 
population  control.  Let  me  just  say, 
too,  that  I  support  birth  control,  I  sup- 
port money  for  birth  control  to  India 
and  places  like  that  unable  to  gain  con- 
trol of  the  population,  but  under  no 
circumstances  would  I  ever  support, 
nor  should  this  Congress  support,  nor 
should  any  Member  support,  giving  any 
American  taxpayer  money  indirectly 
that  goes  to  China. 

Here  is  a  picture  of  what  is  not  bad  to 
show,  of  a  young  lady  leaving,  leaving 
with  a  container  of  aborted  babies, 
leaving  to  go  to  Hong  Kong.  I  say  to 
my  colleagues,  '-When  you  read  this 
story  and  look  at  these  pictures,  which 
I  will  not  show,  they  will  make  you 
sick." 

This  is  a  vote  on  a  fundamental,  ethi- 
cal, moral  issue.  Under  no  cir- 
cumstances should  any  American 
money  go  to  UNPF  and  then  go  to 
China 

So.  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith]  is  right,  and  I  commend 
him  for  offering  this,  and  I  urge  all  my 
colleagues,  those  who  have  been  follow- 
ing this  issue  and  those  who  may  be 
new.  this  is  a  vote  that  will  be 
watched.  The  Chinese  Government  will 
watch  what  we  will  do.  and  by  voting 
for  the  Smith  amendment  we  will  send 
the  strongest  possible  message  we  can 
to  the  Chinese  Government  that  their 
policy  of  tracking  women  down,  of 
forced  abortions,  of  selling  aborted  ba- 
bies, is  fundamentally  wrong,  and  we 
will  support  it  in  no  way.  A  vote  for 
the  Smith  amendment  is  a  vote.  I 
think,  to  help  a  lot  of  people. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morell.a]. 
I  have  a  great  deal  of  respect  for  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland,  but  I 
truly  believe  she  is  wrong  on  this 
amendment.  The  Morella  amendment 
would  facilitate  taxpayer  funding  to 
organizations  which  provide  and  pro- 
mote abortion  on  demand. 


14311 


I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith].  Now,  some  may 
claim  that  this  amendment  is  a  gag 
rule  on  family  planning  assistance. 
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  This  amendment  would  not  pre- 
vent groups  from  merely  advising 
women  as  to  what  the  laws  are  in  each 
country  regarding  abortion.  Further- 
more, abortion  is  not  considered  a  fam- 
ily planning  method  and  should  not  be 
promoted  as  one,  especially  by  the 
United  States.  Recently  the  State  De- 
partment decided  that  the  promotion 
of  abortion  should  be  a  priority  in  ad- 
vancing U.S.  population-control  ef- 
forts. This  is  unacceptable  tc  the  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  do  not  view 
abortion  as  a  legitimate  method  of 
family  planning  and  do  not  support 
Federal  funding  of  abortion  except  to 
save  the  life  of  the  mother  or  in  cases 
of  rape  and  incest. 

This  is  just  one  reason  why  this 
amendment  is  important.  This  amend- 
ment will  simply  ensure  that  none  of 
the  moneys  sent  to  the  UNPF  may  be 
used  to  fund  any  private,  nongovern- 
mental, or  multilateral  organization 
that  directly  or  through  a  subcontrac- 
tor performs  abortions  in  any  foreign 
country— except  to  save  the  life  of  the 
mother  or  in  cases  of  rape  and  incest. 

Most  recipients  of  U.S.  population  as- 
sistance readily  agreed  to  these  terms 
from  1984  to  1993  and  this  amendment 
does  not  reduce  the  funding  level  for 
real  international  population  assist- 
ance. 

In  a  time  when  69  percent  of  the 
American  public  opposes  Federal  fund- 
ing for  abortion  this  amendment  is  des- 
perately needed  to  clarify  congres- 
sional intent  so  that  it  cannot  be  dis- 
regarded by  those  who  seek  to  fund 
abortion  on  demand  throughout  the 
world.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Smith  amendment  to  H.R.  1561. 
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Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Morella  amendment  and,  re- 
gretfully, in  opposition  to  the  Smith 
amendment.  It  is  with  the  highest  re- 
gard for  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Smith]  and  others  who  support 
his  amendment  that  I  beg  to  differ. 

I  share  the  gentleman's  concern 
about  the  number  of  abortions  that 
occur  in  our  country,  and  I  believe  that 
if  some  strong  language  has  been  used 
in  this  debate  already,  and  I  will  use  a 
couple  strong  words  too,  one  being 
hate,  which  I  do  not  like  to  use,  but  if 
you  hate  abortion,  eis  we  all  do,  I  think 
you  should  love  family  planning,  be- 
cause this  is  the  way  that  we  can  reach 
the  goals  that  I  believe  we  all  share, 
which  is  to  decrease  the  number  of 
abortions  that  occur  in  our  country 
and  in  the  world. 


The  Morella  amendment  reasserts 
the  restriction  against  any  U.S.  funds 
being  used  to  fund  abortion  except 
where  the  life  of  the  mother  would  be 
endangered.  No  taxpayer  dollars  should 
be  used  to  fund  abortion,  nor  would 
they  be.  The  amendment  also  reasserts 
the  restriction  against  U.S.  funds  being 
used  for  lobbymg  on  the  abortion  issue. 
The  Morella  amendment  further  re- 
asserts our  strong  opposition  to  the  co- 
ercive population  practices  in  China. 

On  the  Smith  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  believe  it  is  inappropriate  to 
pass  this  amendment  because  there  are 
some  general  setbacks  that  we  would 
suffer  should  it  become  the  law.  Sta- 
bilizing population  growth  is  vital  to 
U.S.  national  interests.  Rapid  popu- 
lation expansion  is  a  major  source  of 
political  instability  in  developing 
countries  as  well  as  a  drain  on  the 
global  environment.  That  does  not 
mean  that  we  perform  abortions  in 
order  to  control  population  growth.  It 
means  that  we  should  instead  be  edu- 
cating people  in  methods  of  family 
planning  so  that  we,  again,  can  control 
population  growth  and  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  abortions. 

Rapid  population  growth  makes  suc- 
cessful development  and  democratiza- 
tion much  less  likely.  It  reduces  the 
quality  and  availability  of  health  serv- 
ices, limits  employment  opportunities, 
and  undermines  economic  and  social 
progress.  There  has  been  tremendous 
progress  already  achieved  in  stabilizing 
world  population,  but  we  can  do  better 
and  indeed  we  must. 

The  new  international  consensus  in 
support  of  population  planning  pro- 
vides an  opportunity  to  achieve  global 
population  stabilization  within  the 
next  generation.  Existing  law  already 
prohibits  the  use  of  U.S.  funds  for  abor- 
tion-related activities.  For  20  years 
there  has  been  a  protection  in  law  and 
policy  against  using  U.S.  funds  to  pay 
for  or  advocate  abortion. 

U.S.  population  programs  focus  on 
providing  quality  voluntary  family 
planning  services.  They  are  directed  to- 
ward improving  maternal  and  child 
care  of  health,  slowing  the  spread  of 
AIDS  and  HI'V  and  enhancing  access  to 
basic  education.  Population  programs 
work.  Since  the  1960s,  births  for 
women  in  developing  countries  have 
dropped  by  37  percent,  child  mortality 
by  50  percent,  and  primary  school  en- 
rollment is  up  by  38  percent.  U.S.  as- 
sistance has  played  an  important  role 
in  these  achievements. 

As  I  said  before,  there  are  already 
strict  prohibitions  in  U.S.  funding  for 
abortion  as  a  method  of  family  plan- 
ning or  to  motivate  or  coerce  any  per- 
son to  practice  abortion.  Also,  there 
are  strict  prohibitions  against  funding 
for  organizations  that  support  and  par- 
ticipate in  the  management  of  coercive 
abortion  or  in  voluntary  sterilization. 
There  are  existing  provisions  in  the 
law  that  prohibit  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  for  lobbying  on  abortion. 
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In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
point  out  that,  similar  to  that,  indige- 
nous women's  organizations  that  re- 
ceive U.S.  aid  to  improve  the  status  of 
women  or  to  promote  female  literacy 
would  also  be  defunded  if  they  engage 
with  their  non-U. S.  funds,  in  efforts  to 
influence  their  own  country's  abortion 
laws,  either  for  or  against. 

Those  are  some  of  the  reasons  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Morella 
amendment  and  oppose  the  Smith 
amendment. 

On  the  subject  of  China.  I  am  ada- 
mantly, as  all  of  our  colleagues  have 
declared,  adamantly  opposed  to  forced 
abortion  and  sterilization  and  to  poli- 
cies of  the  Chinese  Government  on 
these  issues.  Neither  the  UNFPA  nor 
other  multilateral  or  multigovernment 
organizations  working  in  China  fund 
abortion  or  support  coercive  family 
planning  practices.  But  because  forced 
abortion  and  sterilization  may  be  tak- 
ing place  in  China,  and  indeed  I  believe 
they  are.  the  Congress  has  mandated 
that  no  United  States  money  provided 
to  UNFPA  may  be  used  in  China.  I  sup- 
port this  approach  This  amendment. 
the  Smith  amendment,  has  far  reach- 
ing implications  for  all  U.S. -supported 
health  and  family  planning  activities. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Morella  amendment  and 
reluctantly  to  oppose  the  Smith 
amendment. 

The  real  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
cut  0«  US.  funding  (or  UNFPA.  UNFPA  is  the 
leading  multilateral  organization  providing  vol- 
untary family  planning  services  m  the  develop- 
ing world. 

In  this  bill,  we  already  repeat  existing  law 
(the  KemfhKasten  language)  which  ensures 
that  no  United  States  money  directly  or  indi- 
rectly suDDorts  the  Chinese  program.  This  lan- 
guage allows  us  io  idKe  a  lutceful  Stand  con- 
cerning China,  without  undermining  overall 
multilateral  eflorts  m  population  planning. 

Mr.  OILMAN  Mr  Chairman,  we  have 
now  gone  50  minutes  with  regard  to 
this  issue.  We  have  about  three  speak- 
ers on  our  side.  I  think  the  other  side 
has  about  three  speakers.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  debate  on  this 
amendment  be  limited  to  12  noon 
today,  and  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided between  both  sides  of  the  issue. 
This  is  with  regard  to  the  Smith 
amendment  and  all  amendments  there- 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York'' 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  will  be 
equally  divided  between  the  minority 
and  the  majority  to  manage. 

Mr  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  control  the  time 
on  this  side. 

The  CHAIRM.AN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri '^ 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Who  will  control 
time  for  the  majority? 


Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
control  the  time  until  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morell.\] 
returns. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the    gentleman    from    Maryland    [Mr. 

GILCHRESTJ. 

Mr.  OILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  amendment  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella].  The 
amendment  continues  the  policy  of 
preventing  funds  provided  to  UNFPA 
from  being  spent  in  China.  Further,  the 
United  States  representative  to  the 
UNFPA  must  seek  condemnation  of 
China's  coercive  population  policy,  and 
the  amendment  prevents  funds  to 
groups  that  lobby  for  changes  in  abor- 
tion laws  in  other  countries.  It  does 
just  about  everything  that  anybody 
wants  it  to  do. 

This  amendment  is  the  reasonable 
approach  that  our  foreign  policy  should 
take  with  respect  to  family  planning 
programs.  The  aid  provided  by  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
proving knowledge  and  access  to  fam- 
ily planning  methods  is  an  important 
investment  in  helping  people  improve 
the  quality  of  their  lives. 

Just  listen  to  some  of  these  statis- 
tics. In  1830,  the  world's  population 
reached  1  billion  people.  Today  the 
world's  population  is  close  to  6  billion 
people.  In  the  year  2020,  8  billion  people 
are  expected  to  live  on  earth.  In  40 
years  the  population  is  expected  to 
double,  to  about  12  billion  people.  Dur- 
ing the  years  2000  to  2025,  the  poorest 
countries  will  grow  the  fastest,  ac- 
counting for  5.1  billion  people  of  the 
world's  population. 

Twenty-five  percent  of  the  Earth  is 
land,  and  that  is  where  we  live.  We  do 
not  have  that  much  room  on  the  plan- 
et. 

Mr.  Chairman,  population  con- 
ferences such  as  the  Bucharest  Con- 
ference, the  Mexico  City  Conference, 
and  the  Cairo  Conference  in  1994.  all  be- 
came mired  in  this  controversy  about 
the  abortion  issue.  I  really  think  it  is 
time,  people  are  pleading  with  us 
around  the  world  and  people  are  plead- 
ing with  us  in  this  country,  it  is  time 
for  us  to  stop  the  argument  and  for 
those  who  are  pro-choice,  if  I  can  label 
that,  and  pro-life,  if  I  can  label  that,  to 
get  together  and  think  of  creative, 
thoughtful  solutions  to  this  most  dif- 
ficult problem. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anybody  in 
this  Chamber  that  favors  abortion.  But 
the  people  who  are  discussing  this  issue 
today  recognize  the  serious,  severe  po- 
tential calamity  if  we  do  not  reduce 
the  number  of  people,  the  huge  bur- 
geoning population  growth,  especially 
in  underdeveloped  countries,  where 
they  will  never  have  an  economy  that 
can  support  the  people,  they  do  not 
have  resources  right  now  that  can  sup- 
port their  population. 
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So  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  sit  down 
together,  pro-choice  people,  pro-life 
people,  and  think  of  thoughtful,  cre- 
ative solutions  that  can  solve  the  prob- 
lem, so  that  abortions  will  become  un- 
necessary as  a  result  of  the  funds  that 
we  provide  through  education. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland's  amendment. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  INGLIS]. 

Mr.  INOLIS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Smith  amendment  and  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Morella 
amendment,  and  to  make  three  very 
brief  points. 

First.  I  think  we  need  to  approach 
this,  every  time  the  word  ■■abortion"  is 
mentioned  on  this  floor,  with  tremen- 
dous compassion  for  the  victims  of 
abortion  that  are  walking  around 
today.  Unfortunately,  most  of  us  have 
had  experience  with  abortion.  Some- 
where in  the  family  there  is  somebody 
hurting  from  this  tragedy  of  abortion. 
So  every  time  it  comes  up  on  the  floor. 
I  think  it  is  important  to  indicate  com- 
passion for  those  for  whom  this  is  a 
very  painful  memory.  The  question 
then  becomes  why  would  we  export  this 
pain  to  other  countries? 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to 
make  is.  is  it  not  wonderful  to  have  a 
bipartisan  discussion  here?  It  is  sort  of 
a  break  here  on  the  floor  where  you 
have  Republicans  and  Democrats  of 
good  faith  working  together  to  restore 
the  right  policy  created  in  1984  under 
Ronald  Reagan. 

The  third  point  I  would  like  to  make 
IS  money  is  fungible.  Any  time  you 
have  funding  for  a  program,  the  money 
is  fungible.  That  means  if  the  money 
comes  to  that  program,  yes.  it  may  be 
restricted  so  that  it  cannot  go  directly 
to  abortion  services,  but  since  money 
is  fungible,  it  means  it  frees  up  other 
money  of  that  program  to  go  into  the 
provision  of  those  services. 

It  is  very  important  that  we  under- 
stand what  is  at  stake  here.  We  simply 
want  to  return  to  the  Mexico  City  pol- 
icy enunciated  by  President  Reagan  in 
1984  that  we  will  not  use  taxpayer  fund- 
ed dollars  to  fund  any  program  in  any 
foreign  country  that  provides  abortion 
services.  So  it  is  a  very  simple  point 
here.  What  the  Morella  amendment 
would  like  to  do  is  change  that  policy 
or  actually  preserve  the  now  existing 
policy  that  we  will  fund  those  pro- 
grams. I  believe  very  strongly  we 
should  return  to  that  Mexico  City  pol- 
icy and  not  fund  programs  that  provide 
abortion  services. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morell.\]. 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  she  be 
allowed  to  control  that  time. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Greenwood]. 

D  1145 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
Morella  amendment  to  the  Smith  lan- 
guage. 

I  believe  that  every  Member  of  this 
body  who  calls  him  or  herself  pro- 
choice  should  be  a  yes  vote  on  the 
Morella  amendment  but  so  should 
every  Member  of  this  body  who  calls 
him  or  herself  pro-life  but  also  sup- 
ports family  planning,  who  also  sup- 
ports child  survival  programs  around 
the  world. 

The  language  in  the  bill  gives  every 
Member  of  this  body  who  is  pro-life 
anything  they  could  possibly  want.  It 
prohibits  use  of  U.S.  funds  for  abortion. 
But  it  also,  unfortunately,  produces  a 
result  that  no  Member  of  this  body 
could  possibly  want,  and  that  is  to 
deny  life  saving  services  to  innocent 
people  around  the  world,  many  of  them 
children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whether  we  are  talk- 
ing about  a  hospital  in  Russia,  a  com- 
munity center  in  India  or  Bangladesh, 
a  hospital  in  Kenyatta.  where  on  one 
side  of  the  hospital,  with  private  funds, 
abortions  are  being  performed  and  they 
will  continue  to  be  performed  with  or 
without  this  language,  precisely  be- 
cause those  nations  lack  family  plan- 
ning services.  And  on  the  other  side  of 
the  hospital  services  are  being  provided 
that  all  of  the  Members  in  support  of 
my  friend's  amendment  say  they  sup- 
port, family  planning  services,  also 
providing  services  of  child  nutrition, 
child  inoculation,  services  to  save 
young  lives. 

This  amendment  would  cut  off  funds 
to  those  institutions,  simply  because  in 
another  wing  of  the  hospital,  unrelated 
to  those  services,  not  using  American 
money  at  all,  abortions  are  performed. 

For  that  reason.  Mr.  Chairman,  those 
of  us  who  do  not  want  to  see  abortion 
used  as  a  method  of  birth  control  or 
family  planning  but  do  want  to  see 
that  family  planning  continues  inter- 
nationally along  with  American  funds 
for  child  survival  programs  should  sup- 
port the  Morella  amendment.  The 
Morella  amendment  amending  the 
Smith  amendment  is  a  good  com- 
promise that  we  should  all  support. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  .Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  point  out  to  my  friends 
that  on  the  Child  Survival  Program,  I 
take  a  back  seat  to  nobody.  In  the  mid- 
1980's,  I  authored  the  continuation  of 
that  program  and  made  sure  that 
money  for  immunization  and  oral  re- 
hydration and  the  like  was  available. 
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This  language  comports,  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  Morella  language, 
the  Smith  language,  with  that  whole 
idea  that  children  born  and  unborn  are 
precious  and  valuable.  When  the  Mex- 
ico City  policy  was  in  effect  during  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  years,  child  survival 
was  not  hurt.  Family  planning  organi- 
zations had  agreed  to  put  a  wall  of  sep- 
aration between  abortion,  and  family 
planning  got  their  money.  Only  the 
crusaders  for  abortion  disqualified 
themselves  by  not  agreeing  to  the 
walls. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
much  time  remains  on  both  sides? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Voi.KMER]  has  8'/2 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  MORELL.'\] 
has  5  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Mrs.  Seastrand]. 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Smith 
amendment  and  strongly  oppose  the 
Morella  amendment. 

The  Smith  amendment  is  a  straight- 
forward attempt  to  make  sure  that  the 
American  people  are  not  forced  to  use 
their  tax  dollars  to  subsidize  abortions 
around  the  world.  I  think  all  Ameri- 
cans, virtually  all  Americans,  no  mat- 
ter where  they  stand  on  the  issue  of 
abortion,  agree  that  millions  of  abor- 
tions around  the  world  is  a  human 
tragedy  and  what  makes  this  tragedy 
even  worse  is  the  fact  that  some  na- 
tions impose  abortion. 

The  Chinese  population  control  pol- 
icy forces  women  to  have  abortions.  I 
can  think  of  few  established  policies 
that  are  more  antiwoman  or  policies 
that  are  making  women  victims. 

This  is  not  about  family  planning. 
Most  Americans  support  responsible 
family  planning.  But  support  for  fam- 
ily planning  does  not  mean  support  for 
subsidizing  abortions  around  the  world. 
There  is  no  reason  why  this  Congress 
should  continue  to  provide  financial 
support  for  these  types  of  international 
organizations. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson]. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support  of 
the  Morella  amendment  to  the  Smith 
amendment.  Family  planning  money 
that  the  United  States  contributes  an- 
nually to  the  United  Nations  Popu- 
lation Fund  has  had  an  extremely  posi- 
tive impact  in  developing  countries 
throughout  the  world.  In  the  28  coun- 
tries with  the  largest  U.S.  AID-spon- 
sored  family  planning  programs,  the 
average  number  of  children  born  per 
family  has  dropped  from  six  in  the 
1960's  to  about  four  today,  a  decline  of 
nearly  one-third. 

Providing  women  with  the  means  to 
control  fertility  enables  them  to  better 
provide  for  the  children  they  choose  to 
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have.  Thailand  has  made  controlling 
the  rate  of  population  growth  a  prior- 
ity issue  in  their  development,  and  it 
has  paid  off.  The  average  number  of 
children  bom  to  Thai  women  has  de- 
clined from  6  in  the  1960's  to  the  re- 
placement level  of  2.1  now.  That  means 
better  health;  that  means  less  poverty: 
that  means  less  tragedy  in  the  lives  of 
women  and  children  in  Thailand  and  a 
far  better  future  for  everyone. 

Let  me  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
that  current  law  already  prohibits  the 
use  of  U.S.  funds  to  either  pay  for  or 
lobby  for  abortion.  We  do  not  need  the 
Smith  amendment.  The  Smith  amend- 
ment, however,  would  cut  off  all  for- 
eign aid  not  just  for  family  planning 
but  to  any  organization  that  performs 
abortions  so  that  local  hospitals 
throughout  the  world  that  legally  per- 
form abortions  would  be  denied  any 
foreign  aid  for  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams, disease  prevention  or  other 
basic  health  services  for  women  and 
families,  simply  because  those  institu- 
tions, according  to  their  national  law, 
perform  abortions. 

This  is  tragic.  This  is  a  stunning  ex- 
ample of  U.S.  hubris  that  we  are  will- 
ing to  micromanage  the  domestic  and 
health  policies  of  developing  nations. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Morella  amendment,  maintain  the  ban 
against  any  U.S.  dollars  for  abortion, 
maintain  the  ban  against  any  U.S.  dol- 
lars used  to  lobby  for  abortion,  but  pre- 
serve health  services  for  women  and 
children  and  population  growth  pro- 
grams, population  control  programs 
throughout  the  world. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1'/*j  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay]. 

Mr  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
President  Clinton  took  office  in  1993, 
he  changed  U.S.  family  planning  policy 
overseas  in  fundamental  ways. 

He  reinterpreted  law  with  regard  to 
funding  for  the  U.N.  Population  Fund 
so  that  United  States  dollars  could  be 
used  in  China,  where  it  is  well-known 
that  a  brutal  and  coercive  birth  quota 
policy  is  in  place. 

Clinton  also  outright  repealed  the 
Mexico  City  policy,  which  prohibited 
United  States  funding  from  going  to 
nongovernmental  organizations  which 
perform  abortions  and  which  lobby 
internationally  for  the  repeal  of  laws 
protecting  unborn  children  and  their 
mothers  from  abortion. 

Now,  regardless  of  one's  personal 
view  of  whether  abortion  is  right  or 
wrong,  one  generally  agreed-upon  prin- 
ciple is  that  taxpayers'  dollars  should 
not  be  used  for  its  promotion.  These 
drastic  policy  changes  made  by  the 
Clinton  administration  completely  fly 
in  the  face  of  this  principle. 

The  Smith  amendment  contains 
nothing  radical— it  simply  puts  into 
law  what  was  practiced  prior  to  Clin- 
ton's coming  to  office.  It  is  Clinton's 
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policy  that  is  radical,  forcing  U.S.  tax- 
payers to  fund  organizations  that  pro- 
mote or  lobby  for  abortion  as  a  method 
of  family  planning  overseas. 

To  my  colleagues,  I  say  let  us  stick 
to  the  principle  that  has  served  U.S. 
family  planning  funding  overseas  well 
for  so  many  years — that  taxpayers 
should  not  be  forced  to  support  coer- 
cive population  control  or  the  pro- 
motion of  abortion  as  a  method  of  fam- 
ily planning. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on 
the  Morella  amendment  and  a  "yes" 
vote  on  the  Smith  amendment. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Wicker]. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

This  debate  has  nothing  to  do  with 
family  planning.  It  has  everything  to 
do  with  coerced  family  planning.  The 
Smith  amendment  has  everything  to 
do  with  funding  of  forced  abortions  and 
everything  to  do  the  use  of  American 
taxpayer  dollars  to  support  organiza- 
tions which  perform  abortions  overseas 
and  which  lobby  for  pro-abortion  poli- 
cies. 

As  my  colleague  from  Texas  just 
pointed  out,  the  Smith  amendment  re- 
enacts,  simply  reenacts,  a  policy  which 
was  in  effect  during  the  Reagan  and 
Bush  years.  I  hope  my  colleagues  can 
agree  that  the  United  States  should 
not  be  spending  American  taxpayer 
dollars  promoting  abortion  anywhere 
or  promoting  China's  forced  abortion 
policy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on 
the  Morella  amendment  and  to  vote 
"yes"  on  the  Smith  amendment. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  distinguished 
gentlewoman  from.  Texas  [Ms.  J.\c:-:- 
so.n-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  MORELLA]  for  her 
leadership  on  this  issue. 

I  simply  ask  the  question.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, are  we  in  fact  our  brothers'  and 
sisters'  keepers?  And  yes.  we  are.  This 
Nation  has  been  in  the  forefront  of 
seeking  peace  but  as  well  of  helping 
those  who  cannot  help  themselves.  Un- 
less we  implement  the  Morella  amend- 
ment. 139  countries  across  this  world 
will  lose  opportunities  for  informed, 
educated  family  planning.  And  yes, 
millions  of  families  across  this  inter- 
national family  will  lose  the  oppor- 
tunity   to    be    informed   and    educated 


providing  support  for  our  brothers  and 
sisters  across  the  world  for  family 
planning. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Emerson],  who  has  been 
an  outstanding  advocate  for  the  pro- 
life  position. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Morella 
amendment  and  in  support  of  the 
Smith  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  to  give 
my  strong  support  to  the  Smith 
amendment  to  the  bill  which  codifies 
the  Mexico  City  policy  and  prohibits 
funding  to  the  U.N.  Fund  for  Popu- 
lation Activities  unless  that  organiza- 
tion discontinues  all  activities  in 
China. 

During  the  1970's  and  early  1980's.  for- 
eign nongovernment  organizations 
were  the  major  source  of  funding  for  a 
number  of  groups  which  promoted 
abortion  and  the  legalization  of  abor- 
tion in  developing  countries.  Adopted 
in  1984,  the  Mexico  City  policy  substan- 
tially changed  the  United  States  posi- 
tion on  funding  such  organizations  by 
stipulating  that  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  will  NOT  fund 
any  private  organization  which  partici- 
pates in  performing  or  promoting  abor- 
tion as  a  method  of  family  planning. 

A  year  later,  in  1985.  the  House  ap- 
proved the  Kemp-Kasten  amendment 
which  denies  funds  to  organizations 
that  support  coercive  population  pro- 
grams. Funding  is  denied  the  UNFPA 
due  to  its  active  participation  in  Chi- 
na's population  control  program — its 
one-child-per-family  program. 

Today,  the  Clinton  administration  is 
conducting  an  ideological  crusade  to 
expand  access  to  abortion  throughout 
the  developing  world.  The  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's policy  was  announced 
by  Under  Secretary  Tim  Wirth  in  a 
speech  to  a  U.N.  population  meeting  in 
1993.  Mr.  Wirth  stated  that  the  Clinton 
administration's  position  was  to,  "sup- 
port reproductive  choice,  including  ac- 
cess to  safe  abortion"  and  to  make 
such  "reproductive  choice"  available 
to  every  woman  by  the  year  2000. 

It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  as  we 
debate  the  American  Overseas  Interest 
Act — a  bill  which  attempts  to  support 
basic  human  rights  across  the  globe — 
that  the  Congress  would  even  consider 
denying  the  most  basic  human  right, 
LIFE. 

Mr.  Smith's  amendment  will  codify 
the  Mexico  City  policy  and  ensure  that 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Smith  amendment.  The  right  to  life  is 
the  most  fundamental  human  right — 
both  here  and  abroad. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Morella  amendment  and  in 
favor  of  the  Smith  amendment. 

I  would  like  to  cut  through  all  the 
rhetoric  that  has  been  heard  here 
today  for  a  little  over  the  last  hour  and 
put  it  very  simply.  If  you  are  in  favor 
of  using  taxpayers  money  to  kill  ba- 
bies, then  I  say  vote  for  Morella.  If  you 
are  in  favor  of  saving  those  babies  and 
not  using  taxpayers  money  to  kill  ba- 
bies, then  I  say  vote  for  Smith. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Ber.m.^.n]. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  New  .Jersey  and 
the  proponents  of  the  Smith  approach 
have  some  obligation  to  explain  to  the 
body  the  effectiveness  of  their  strat- 
egy. 

Coercive  abortion  and  coercive  poli- 
cies are  going  on  in  China.  We  pulled 
out  for  many  years.  Nothing  changed. 
Things  got  worse.  Meanwhile,  you  cut 
out  a  whole  bunch  of  positive,  impor- 
tant profamily  planning  programs  all 
over  the  world. 

The  Morella  amendment  in  this  bill 
reduces  the  amendment  by  the  amend- 
ment they  put  in  to  China,  requires 
them  not  to  support  any  process  and 
allows  the  other  programs  to  go  on. 
You  cannot  keep  pushing  things  on 
rhetorical  and  ideological  basis  with- 
out some  look  at  the  consequences  of 
what  you  are  doing.  Your  policy  did 
not  work.  You  tried  it.  China  went  on. 
continued  to  do  it.  and  all  you  have 
done  is  hurt  impurLanL  and  good  pro- 
grams all  around  the  world. 

I  urge  a  vote  for  the  Morella  amend- 
ment and  defeat  the  Smith  amend- 
ment. 

D  1200 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  V/2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Washington  [Mrs.  Smith],  who  is 
a  strong  advocate  of  life. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  talk  about  a 
woman  who,  except  for  being  in  an- 
other country,  would  look  a  lot  like 
me.  Her  name  is  Chee  An.  She  is  a  Chi- 
nese citizen.  I  want  to  give  the  Mem- 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


United  States  tax  dollars  do  not  sup 

about   the   ability   to   do   wise   family     port  China's  coercive  population  con-     bers  her  words  as  she  came  back  from 

planning.  trol  policies.  The  Smith  amendment  is    an  abortionist 

Where  are  we  in  this  instance?  Are     not  a  gag  rule  and  will  have  no  effect 

we  willing  then  to  cause  the  annihila-     on   private  organizations   that  merely 

tion  of  young  children,  through  hunger    advise,    counsel,    or    refer    women    for 

and  disease  simply  because  we  have  not     whatever  types  of  abortions  are  legal 

within  a  given  country.  Rather,  the 
Smith  amendment  will  simply  ensure 
that  the  United  States  will  not  pay  for 
abortions  or  impose  a  proabortion  doc- 
trine in  foreign  countries. 


further  informed  these  families  of  the 
opportunities  of  sure  family  planning? 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  wise  amend- 
ment. I  encourage  us  to  support  the 
Morella    amendment    that   aids    us    in 


She  said: 

The  population  control  official  gave  me  an 
ultinnatum.  "I  have  made  an  appointment  for 
you  tomorrow  at  8  a.m.."  she  told  me.  "If 
you  miss  it.  the  party  secretary  swears  the 
consequences  will  be  serious.  "  I  knew  I  had 
no  choice,  and  the  next  morning,  escorted  by 
the  population  control  officials.  I  went  to 
the  hospital.  The  following  days  passed  in  a 
haze  of  emotional  pain. 


I  want  to  tell  the  Members,  under  the 
Smith  amendment  we  would  be  assured 
that  our  tax  dollars  would  not  go  to 
that.  I  ask  .American  women  to  listen 
carefully.  After  Clinton  changed  the 
policy,  money  can  be  shifted  and  shuf- 
fled to  where  money  that  is  given  for 
birth  control,  as  we  know  it.  lUDs, 
condoms,  and  such,  forces  women  like 
Chian  into  stirrups. 

I  will  tell  the  Members,  I  started  in 
the  proabortion,  and  none  of  us  ever 
believed  our  tax  dollars  would  go  to 
forcing  a  woman  into  stirrups.  I  have 
to  tell  the  Members,  if  there  is  one 
woman  that  is  kept  from  this  inhu- 
mane position,  we  have  done  great 
things  today  by  passing  the  Smith 
amendment. 

Mr.  VOLKMER  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Christkn.sen]. 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  95  nations,  including 
all,  I  repeat  all,  of  Latin  America,  most 
of  Africa,  and  much  of  the  rest  of  the 
developing  world  have  laws  that  are 
protective  of  unborn  children.  We  have 
allowed  our  own  proabortion  laws  to 
undermine  American  values  at  the  ex- 
pense of  4,000  children  killed  every  day. 
The  Clinton  administration  arrogantly 
believes  we  should  require  this  poison 
to  be  spread  to  other  nations.  We  need 
to  defeat  the  Morella  amendment  and 
pass  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  l'/2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  SMITH],  our  out- 
standing leader. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  my  good  friend  for  yield- 
ing time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask  my 
colleagues  how  they  would  think  they 
would  feel  if  they,  their  loves  ones,  in- 
cluding families  and  friends,  were 
forced  to  live  in  a  land  where  brothers 
and  sisters  were  officially  declared  ille- 
gal; where  only  one  child  per  couple  is 
permitted:  where  children,  if  not  ex- 
plicitly authorized  by  a  birth  quota 
system,  engineered  by  the  Government, 
are  literally  stolen  from  their  moms 
and  killed  with  poison  by  population 
control  fanatics;  where,  as  we  talk,  a 
new  policy  of  eugenics  reminiscent  of 
the  Nazis  has  just  gone  into  effect 
across  the  country,  and  then  to  know 
that  the  United  Nations  Population 
Fund  is  there  whitewashing  these 
crimes  against  humanity  in  all  kinds  of 
international  fora  where  apologists 
will  stand  up  and  say,  "But  our  money 
is  not  going  to  do  that." 

We  all  know  money  is  fungible.  The 
Morella  amendment  allows  the  FPA  to 
take  the  United  States  donation,  put  it 


Remember,  too,  that  the  U.N.  FPA 
Executive  Director  has  said  that  this  is 
a  totally  voluntary  program.  That  is  a 
big  lie,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  not  true.  It 
is  a  terrible  crime  against  women. 

She  has  always  said  we  need  to  ex- 
port the  experience  of  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment. God  forbid.  We  would  never 
allow  it  to  happen  here.  If  we  were  told 
that  women  had  to  be  forcibly  aborted, 
there  would  be  rioting  in  the  streets. 
Defeat  the  Morella  amendment.  I  urge 
Members  to  support  the  underlying 
amendment,  the  Smith  amendment. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  really  very  sur- 
prised about  the  rhetoric,  not  only  the 
hyperbole,  but  the  accuracy  of  what 
the  amendment  would  do. 

Under  the  bill  already,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, none  of  the  funds  authorized 
would  be  used  to  help  manage  a  pro- 
gram of  any  coercive  abortion.  No 
funds  can  be  used  for  abortion.  No 
funds  can  be  used  for  lobbying.  In  fact, 
there  is  a  reduction  of  the  percentage 
that  the  United  States  would  give  to 
U.N.  FPA  for  any  funds  that  go  to 
China.  We  have  spoken  against  China's 
policies.  The  amendment  would  also  di- 
rect the  U.S.  representative  at  the  U.N. 
FPA  to  censure  Chinese  policies. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  reflect  on 
the  previous  reference  to  the  woman 
looking  for  an  abortion.  She  may  well 
be  a  Russian  woman.  Russian  women 
have  an  average  of  nine  abortions  dur- 
ing their  lifetime.  Why?  Because  they 
do  not  have  access  to  family  planning 
We  are  not  talking  about  any 
proabortion  policies,  we  are  talking 
about  policies  that  are  going  to  enable 
people  to  have  the  ability  to  manage 
their  lives  and  their  families,  and  to 
avoid  the  need  for  any  abortion. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  S.MITH]  is  not 
about  cutting  off  China;  it  is  about  cut- 
ting off  family  planning  aid  to  139 
other  countries.  We  know  the  world 
population  tops  5  billion.  Many  of  us 
will  live  to  see  it  double  by  2025.  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment.  The 
Morella  amendment  is  endorsed  by  the 
committee  of  jurisdiction  and  I  hope 
by  this  House. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  Morelia  amendment  and  in 
support  of  the  Smith  amendment.  The  Smith 
amendment  wiil  reinstate  the  long-standing 
prohibition  on  providing  taxpayer  dollars  to  any 
private  organization  that  perlorms  or  promotes 
abortion  in  foreign  countries. 

The  Smith  amendment  Is  correct  in  rec- 
ognizing that  promoting  abortion  is  never  in 
the  true  interests  of  our  Nation.  Over  95  coun- 
tnes  in  Central  and  South  America  and  Alnca 
have  laws  on  the  books  against  abortion  on 
demand.    The    Hyde   amendment,    prohibiting 


in  their  right  pocket,  and  it  frees  up  taxpayer  funded  abortions  here  in  the  United 

other  money  that  they  would  send  to  States,  has  been  in  effect  for  years. 

China  where  this  terrible  crime  and  ex-  The  United  States  has  no  business  using 

ploitation  of  women  is  daily  practiced.  American  taxpayer  dollars  to  overturn  abortion 
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laws  in  other  countries.  Why  would  we.  as  a 
nation,  encourage  a  practice  that  is  so  divisive 
and  controversial  in  our  own  country'' 

The  Smith  amendment  provides  clear  rules 
that  will  ensure  that  no  taxpayer  dollars  will  be 
diverted  for  any  form  of  abortion  promotion. 
The  outrageous  practice  of  forced  abortion  in 
China  demands  such  clear  and  strong  rules  as 
proposed  by  the  Smith  amendment. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Smith  amend- 
ment will  not  prevent  private  individuals  trom 
promoting  family  planning  or  abortion  around 
the  globe.  Rather,  the  Smith  amendment  rein- 
states a  sound  policy  that  was  m  effect  under 
the  Reagan  and  Bush  administrations.  It  is  a 
policy  that  reflects  the  views  of  most  Ameri- 
cans. Family  planning  is  important  but  killing 
the  unborn  is  just  as  wrong  m  Africa,  Asia,  or 
Latin  America  as  it  is  in  the  United  States 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  con- 
sequences of  rapid  population  growth  include 
poverty,  unemployment,  hunger  and  malnutri- 
tion, economic  degradation,  and  urban  decay. 
These  conditions  may  very  well  worsen  be- 
fore they  improve — especially  in  countries  ex- 
periencing high  rates  of  population  growth. 
Forty-five  percent  or  more  of  the  populace  in 
several  developing  countries — including  Libya, 
Syria,  Iraq.  Nigeria,  Ethiopia.  Kenya.  Cam- 
bodia. Guatemala,  and  Honduras — have  not 
yet  reached  their  reproductive  years. 

We  must  mobilize  resources  to  achieve  sta- 
bilization of  our  human  numbers  through  mod- 
ern, sale,  effective  family  planning.  Abortion  is 
not  a  means  of  family  planning.  It  is  a  proce- 
dure resorted  to  when  people  lack  access  to 
modern  family  planning  methods  or  appro- 
priate information  and  knowledge  about  such 
methods. 

Those  voting  on  the  Smith  amendment 
should  know  that  it  is  really  not  about  abortion. 
It  would  not  prevent  a  single  abortion.  It  is  an 
amendment  to  limit  funds  for  the  U.N.  Popu- 
lation Fund — the  largest  multilateral  provider  ol 
family  planning  services  for  poor  women. 
Thus,  its  approval  would  limit  access  to  family 
planning,  which  is  wnai  it  would  indeed  to.  I 
intend  to  vote  against  it  and  call  on  my  col- 
leagues to  do  the  same 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  nse  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland  [Mrs. 
Morella],  and  m  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Smith). 

The  effect  of  the  Smith  amendment  would 
be  to  cripple  the  ability  of  such  organizations 
as  the  UNFPA  and  International  Planned  Par- 
enthood to  make  available  family  planning 
services  to  millions  of  women  and  men  around 
the  world,  at  a  time  when  we  need  these  serv- 
ices more  than  ever,  not  less  than  before. 

The  rapid  grovilh  of  the  world's  human  pop- 
ulation IS  the  most  senous  problem  the 
world— and  the  U.S.— faces.  We  must  not 
adopt  a  policy  that  would  cut  off  funding  to  the 
organizations  that  are  the  most  effective  in  re- 
ducing unwanted  pregnancies,  as  the  Smith 
amendment  would  do.  To  do  so  would  be  ut- 
terly senseless. 

At  this  moment,  nearly  5.7  billion  people 
share  our  planet.  By  this  time  tomorrow,  an- 
other quarter  of  a  million  will  be  added  to  that 
number. 

Ninety-five  percent  of  the  newcomers  will  be 
born  in  the  developing  world.  Many  o(  them 
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wi!i  die  in  childhood  of  malnutrition  or  disease, 
and  most  of  the  rest  will  live  out  their  lives  in 
countries  that  cannot  begin  to  adequately  take 
care  of  their  existing  populations,  where  there 
are  already  too  lew  |0bs,  inadequate  schools, 
inadequate  health  care,  inadequate  amounts 
of  food  and,  usually,  very  little,  if  any,  individ- 
ual freedom. 

By  the  year  2020.  the  world's  already 
strained  and  overexpioited  resources  will  have 
to  sustain  iife  for  more  than  8  billion  people — 
an  increase  of  2'/?  billion,  most  of  them  des- 
perately poor,  in  just  25  years 

In  much  of  tne  developing  world,  high  birth 
rates,  caused  largely  by  the  lack  of  access  of 
women  to  basic  reproductive  health  services 
and  information,  are  contributing  to  intractable 
poverty,  malnutrition,  widespread  unemploy- 
ment, urban  overcrowding,  and  the  rapid 
spread  of  disease.  Population  growth  is  out- 
stripping the  capacity  of  many  nations  to  make 
even  modest  gams  m  economic  development, 
leading  to  political  instability  and  negating 
other  U.S.  development  efforts 

The  impact  of  exponential  population 
growth,  combined  with  unsustainable  patterns 
of  consumption,  is  also  evident  m  mounting 
signs  of  stress  on  the  world's  environment. 
Under  conditions  of  rapid  population  growth, 
renewable  resources  are  bemg  used  faster 
than  they  can  be  replaced.  Other  direct,  and 
catastrophic,  environmental  consequences  of 
the  world's  burgeoning  population  are  tropical 
deforestation,  erosion  of  arable  land  and  wa- 
tersheds, extinction  of  piant  and  ammal  spe- 
cies, and  pollution  of  air.  water,  and  land. 

Overpopulation,  however,  is  not  a  problem 
for  developing  countries  only.  Rapid  popu- 
lation growth  in  already  overcrowded  and  un- 
derdeveloped areas  of  the  world  has  given 
rise  to  an  unprecedented  pressure  to  migrate, 
as  people  seek  decent,  and  more  hopeful  lives 
for  themselves  and  their  families.  According  to 
a  report  by  the  Unted  Nations  Population 
Fund   (UNFPAj.    over    100   million   people,   or 
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already  international  migrants,  and  countless 
others  are  refugees  withm  their  own  countries. 
Many  of  the  world's  industrialized  nations  are 
now  straining  to  absorb  huge  numbers  of  peo- 
ple, and  m  the  future,  as  shortages  of  |0bs 
and  living  space  n  urban  areas,  and  re- 
sources such  as  water,  agricultural  land,  and 
new  places  to  dispose  of  waste  grow  even 
more  acute,  there  will  be  even  greater  pres- 
sure to  emigrate. 

Population  growth  is  an  enormous  problem, 
but  one  we  can  solve — if  we  make  a  deter- 
mined effort  to  do  so.  Over  the  last  three  dec- 
ades, population  programs  have  been  remark- 
ably successful.  Since  the  early  1960'S,  con- 
traceptive use  woridw'de  has  gone  up  from 
roughly  10  percent  of  couples  to  over  50  per- 
cent today  And  over  the  same  period,  the 
number  of  births  per  woman  dropped  from  6 
to  3.3,  almost  half  the  fertility  of  lust  one  gen- 
eration ago.  Much  of  this  progress  is  a  direct 
result  of  U.S.  involvement.  In  the  28  countries 
with  the  largest  USAID-sponsored  family  plan- 
ning programs,  the  average  number  of  chil- 
dren per  family  has  dropped  from  6.1  in  the 
mid-1960's  to  4.2  today. 

These  international  trends,  however,  while 
highly  encouraging,  conceal  great  demo- 
graphic diversity  among  countries  and  regions. 


In  most  of  sub-Saharan  Africa  and  some  Pa- 
cific Island  countries,  where  family  planning 
services  are  not  yet  widely  available,  contra- 
ceptive use  IS  below  15  percent,  and  women 
bear  an  average  of  six  or  more  children.  At 
the  global  level,  an  estimated  350  million  cou- 
ples do  not  have  access  to  a  full  range  of 
modern  family  planning  information  and  serv- 
ices. One  indication  of  the  large  unmet  de- 
mand for  more  and  better  family  planning 
services  is  the  estimated  50  million  abortions 
that  occur  every  year,  many  of  them  unsafe. 

But  time  IS  of  the  essence.  How  quickly  we 
provide  worldwide  access  to  family  planning 
and  reproductive  health  services  is  crucial. 
Like  compound  interest  applied  to  financial 
savings,  high  fertility  rates  produce  ever-grow- 
ing future  populations.  For  example,  if  a 
woman  bears  three  children  instead  of  six, 
and  her  children  and  grandchildren  do  like- 
wise, she  will  have  27  great-grandchildren 
rather  than  216. 

That  IS  why  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  we 
adopt  the  Morella  amendment  and  continue 
the  progress  we  have  been  making  toward  re- 
ducing population  growth.  At  the  International 
Conference  on  Population  and  Development 
[ICPD],  held  in  Cairo  last  year,  the  United 
States  was  instrumental  in  helping  to  build  a 
broad  consensus  behind  a  comprehensive 
program  of  action,  which  was  signed  by  al- 
most all  of  the  180  countries  that  participated 
in  the  conference,  and  which  will  help  guide 
the  population  and  development  programs  of 
the  United  Nations  and  national  governments 
into  the  next  century.  Central  to  this  plan  is 
the  recognition  that  with  adequate  funding  this 
decade  for  family  planning  and  reproductive 
health  services,  as  well  as  educational,  eco- 
nomic, and  social  opportunities  necessary  to 
enhance  the  status  of  women,  we  can  sta- 
bilize world  population  in  the  first  half  of  the 
next  century. 

The  ICPD  program  of  action  represents  a 
historic  opporlunity  to  address  adequately  the 
causes  and  cftccts  of  the  world's  rapidly  grow- 
ing population,  while  placing  an  emphasis  on 
individual  choice  and  freedom.  To  meet  this 
challenge,  the  international  community — devel- 
oping and  industrial  countries  alike — has 
agreed  to  increase  spending  dramatically  to 
achieve  universal  access  to  family  planning 
and  basic  reproductive  health  services.  In 
order  to  fulfill  our  responsibility  under  the 
Cairo  agreement,  the  United  States  would 
need  to  allocate  S850  million  m  fiscal  year 
1996  for  international  population  programs,  an 
increase  of  more  than  S260  million  over  this 
year's  level. 

The  U.S.  contribution  under  this  bill  will  no 
doubt  fall  short.  The  fiscal  reality  of  our  Na- 
tion's fiscal  situation  has  eroded  our  ability  to 
fully  fund  even  the  most  effective  and  cost-effi- 
cient programs.  But  we  should  still  do  as 
much  as  we  can.  The  Morella  amendment  will 
prevent  the  crippling  of  our  efforts  m  this  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  combating  rapid  population 
grovi/th  by  ensuring  that  our  limited  dollars  for 
family  planning  assistance  are  used  as  effec- 
tively as  possible  is  one  of  the  most  humane 
and  farsighted  efforts  we  can  undertake.  Pro- 
viding adequate  funding  now  will  save  many 
times  this  expense  in  future  U.S.  foreign  as- 
sistance, will  greatly  reduce  human  suffenng, 
and  will  promote  global  peace  and  security. 


I  urge  our  colleagues  to  support  the  Morella 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  queslion  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Moreli.a] 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  SMITH]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mrs  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  clause 
2(c)  of  rule  XXIII.  the  Chair  announces 
that  he  may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5 
minutes  the  period  of  time  within 
which  a  roUcall  vote  by  electronic  de- 
vice may  be  taken  without  intervening 
business  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  198,  noes  227, 
not  voting  9.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  349] 
AYES— 198 


Abercrombie 

Ford 

McHale 

Ackerman 

Fowler 

McKinney 

.Andrews 

Frank  iMAi 

Meehan 

Baesler 

Franks  (CT) 

Meek 

Baldacci 

Franks  (NJi 

Menendez 

Barrett  (WI) 

Frelinghuysen 

.Mfume 

Bass 

Frost 

.Miller  (CA) 

Becerra 

Furse 

Mineta 

Beilenson 

Gejdenson 

Minge 

Bentsen 

Gephardt 

Mink 

Berman 

Gibbons 

Moakley 

Bllbray 

Gilchrest 

Moran 

Bishop 

Gilman 

Morella 

Boehlert 

Gonzalez 

Nadler 

Boucher 

Gordon 

Neal 

Brown  (CAi 

Green 

Obey 

Brown  iFL) 

Greenwood 

Olver 

Brown  lOHi 

Gunderson 

Owens 

Bryant  iTXi 

Gutierrez 

Pal  lone 

Cardin 

Hamilton 

Pastor 

Castle 

Harman 

Payne  (NJ) 

Chapman 

Haitir.KsiFL) 

Pajne  (VA) 

Clay 

Hefner 

Pelosi 

Clayton 

Hilliard 

Pickett 

Clement 

Hinchey 

Pomeroy 

Clyburn 

Hobson 

Porter 

Coleman 

Horn 

Pryce 

Collms  (ILi 

Houghton 

Ramstad 

Collins  (Mil 

Hoyer 

Rangel 

Condlt 

Jackson-Lee 

Reed 

Conyers 

Jacobs 

Reynolds 

Coyne 

Jefferson 

Richardson 

Cramer 

Johnson  (CT) 

Rivers 

Danner 

Johnson  (SDl 

Rose 

Davis 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Roukema 

DeFazio 

Johnston 

Roybal-Allard 

DeLauro 

Kaptur 

Rush 

Dellums 

Kelly 

Sabo 

Deutsch 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Sanders 

Dicks 

Kennedy  iRIi 

Sawyer 

Dingell 

Kennelly 

Schiff 

Di.<on 

King 

Schroeder 

DoKKett 

Kolbe 

Schumer 

Dooley 

Lantos 

Scott 

Dunn 

Lazio 

Serrano 

Durbin 

Leach 

Shaw 

Edwards 

Levin 

Shays 

Ehrlich 

Lewis  (GA) 

Sisisky 

Engel 

Lincoln 

Skaggs 

Eshoo 

Lofgren 

Slaughter 

Evans 

Lowey 

Spratt 

Farr 

Luther 

Stark 

Fattah 

Maloney 

Stokes 

Fawell 

Markey 

Studds 

Fields  (LA) 

Martinez 

Thomas 

Filner 

Martini 

Thompson 

Flake 

Matsui 

Thornton 

Foglietta 

McCarthy 

Thurman 

Foley 

McDermott 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  iNE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Blute 

Bochner 

Bonllla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Borski 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Camp 

Canady 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Chri.stensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Coburn 

Collins  iGAi 

Combest 

Cooley 

Coslello 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cunnmgham 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Dornan 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewmg 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Forbes 

Fox 

Fnsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganskc 


Calvert 

Cubin 

Fazio 


Visclosky 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NCI 

Wax  man 

White 

Williams 

NOES— 227 

Gekas 
Geren 
Glllmor 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hail  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hasten 

Hastings  iWA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kasich 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Knollenberg 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lewis  (CAI 

Lewis  (KYl 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

l.ipin.iikt 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

.Manton 

Manzullo 

Ma.scara 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  iFLi 

Molinari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Netheitutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

NOT  VOTING— 9 

Hanson 
Kleczka 
McDade 

D  1223 


Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zimmer 


Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Portman 

Poshard 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shustcr 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  iN'J) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Stearns 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

TaU> 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thorn berry 

Tiahrt 

Tucker 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Walts  (OK) 

WeldoniFLi 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young (FL) 

Zeliff 


Meyers 
Peterson  (FL) 
Rogers 
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with  one  of  the  voting  machines,  so  the 
Members  are  asked  to  please  confirm 
their  vote  with  the  screen  and  in  the 
voting  machine. 

D  1225 

Messrs.  MOORHEAD,  DORNAN,  and 
BUYER  changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Messrs.  SABO,  CLAYBURN,  and 
DAVIS  changed  their  vote  from  "no" 
to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  roll- 
call  No.  349,  I  was  unavoidably  de- 
tained. Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "no." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  240,  noes  181, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  350] 
AYES— 240 


ANNOLNCKMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The   CHAIRMAN.   The  Chair  advises 
Members  that  there  has  been  a  problem 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Blute 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Borski 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Camp 

Canady 

Chahot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 


Cobuni 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cunningham 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Dornan 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewtng 

Fields  (TXi 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forties 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frisa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

GiUmor 


Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Gutknecht 

Hail  (OHi 

Hall  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Knollenberg 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lewis  (CA) 


Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manton 

Manzullo 

Mascara 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHugh 

McInnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Moakley 

Molinari 

Molloban 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

.Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bass 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bilbray 

Bishop 

Boehlert 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  iTX) 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clyburn 

Coleman 

Collins  (ID 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Davis 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA I 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 


Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (MN» 

Petri 

Pombo 

Portman 

Poshard 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shusler 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

NOES— 181 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Cordon 

Green 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

HiiUard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jefferson 

Johnson  iCTi 

Johnson  (.SDi 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy (HI) 

Kennelly 

Klug 

Kolbe 

Lantos 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lincoln 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Markey 

.Martinez 

Martini 

Matsui 

.McCarthy 

McHale 

.McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 


Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tale 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thorn  berry 

Thornton 

Tiahrt 

Tucker 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  I  PA) 

Weller 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  iFL) 

Zeliff 


Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Minge 

Mink 

Moran 

Morella 

.Nadler 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJi 

Payne  (VAi 

Pelosi 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Pryce 

RaiiistaJ 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schiff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

TraTicant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 
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Wart 
Waters 
Watt  INC  I 
Waxman 
White 


Calvert 
Cubin 
Pazio 

Franks  (NJ> 
Hansen 


Williams 

WiUon 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

NOT  VOTING— 13 

Johnston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

McDade 

McDermott 
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Wy 

Yaccs 

Zimmer 


Meytrs 

Peterson  (FL) 
Ronrers 


D  1235 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs:  i 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Calvert  for.  with  Mr.  Johnston  of  Flor- 
ida against. 

Mrs.  Cubin  for.  with  Mr.  McDermott 
against. 

Mr.  D.'WIS  and  Mr.  THOMAS 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  ROGERS  Mr.  Chairman,  on  roll- 
call  No.  350.  I  was  unavoidably  de- 
tained. Had  I  been  present.  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
rise  informally  in  order  that  the  House 
may  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

The     SPEAKER     pro     tempore    (Mr. 
L.\HooD)  assumed  the  Chair. 
The     SPEAKER    pro     tempore.     The 

Chair  will  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent 01  the  Lnitea  states  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Committee  will  resume  its  sitting. 


AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTERESTS 
ACT  OF  1995 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

.\ME.SDMK.NT  OFFERED  BY  .MS    MC  KINNEY 

Ms.    McKINNEY.    Mr.    Chairman.    I 

offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

.Amendment  numbered  16  offered  by  Ms. 
McKlNNEY:  After  chapter  5  of  title  XXXI  of 
the  bill,  insert  the  following  new  chapter 
(and  redesignate  the  subsequent  chapter  ac- 
cordingly and  make  other  appropriate  con- 
forming amendmenUsi: 

CHAPTER  S— ARMS  TRANSFERS  CODE  OF 

CONDUCT 
SEC.  3174.  SHORT  Tm,E.  I 

This  chapter  may  be  cited  as  the  "Code  of 
Conduct  on  Arms  Transfer  Act  of  1995 '. 

SEC.  .1175.  FINDINGS.  1 

The  Congress  finds  the  following:  | 
(1)  Appro.ximately  40.000.000  people,  over  75 
percent  civilians,  died  as  a  result  of  civil  and 


international  wars  fought  with  conventional 
weapons  during  the  45  years  of  the  cold  war. 
demonstrating  that  conventional  weapons 
can  in  fact  be  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

(2)  Conflict  has  actually  increased  in  the 
post  cold  war  era.  with  34  major  wars  in 
progress  during  1993. 

(3)  War  is  both  a  human  tragedy  and  an  on- 
going economic  disaster  affecting  the  entire 
world,  including  the  United  States  and  its 
economy,  because  it  decimates  both  local  in- 
vestment and  potential  export  markets. 

(4)  International  trade  in  conventional 
weapons  increases  the  risk  and  impact  of  war 
in  an  already  over-militarized  world,  creat- 
ing far  more  costs  than  benefits  for  the  Unit- 
ed States  economy  through  increased  United 
States  defense  and  foreign  assistance  spend- 
ing and  reduced  demand  for  United  States  ci- 
vilian exports. 

(5)  The  newly  established  United  Nations 
Register  of  Conventional  Arms  can  be  an  ef- 
fective first  step  in  support  of  limitations  on 
the  supply  of  conventional  weapons  to  devel- 
oping countries  and  compliance  with  its  re- 
porting requirements  by  a  foreign  govern- 
ment can  be  an  integral  tool  in  determining 
the  worthiness  of  such  government  for  the 
receipt  of  United  States  military  assistance 
and  arms  transfers. 

(6)  It  is  in  the  national  security  and  eco- 
nomic interests  of  the  United  States  to  re- 
duce dramatically  the  $1,038,000,000,000  that 
all  countries  spend  on  armed  forces  every 
year.  $242,000,000,000  of  which  is  spent  by  de- 
veloping countries,  an  amount  equivalent  to 
4  times  the  total  bilateral  and  multilateral 
foreign  assistance  such  countries  receive 
every  year. 

(7)  According  to  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  the  Untied  States  supplies 
more  conventional  weapons  to  developing 
countries  than  all  other  countries  combined, 
averaging  $14,956,000,000  a  year  in  agreements 
to  supply  such  weapons  to  developing  coun- 
tries since  the  end  of  the  cold  war.  compared 
to  $7,300,000,000  a  year  in  such  agreements 
prior  to  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

(8>  In  recent  years  the  vast  majority  of 
United  States  arms  transfers  to  developing 
.-nnntrip.';  Arc  to  countrifs  with  an  undemo- 
cratic form  of  government  who.se  citizens, 
according  to  the  Department  of  State  Coun- 
try Reports  on  Human  Rights  Practices  do 
not  have  the  ability  to  peaceably  change 
their  form  of  government. 

<9)  Although  a  goal  of  United  States  for- 
eign policy  should  be  to  work  with  foreign 
governments  and  international  organizations 
to  reduce  militarization  and  dictatorship  and 
therefore  prevent  conflicts  before  they  arise, 
during  4  recent  deployments  of  United  States 
.Armed  Forces— to  the  Republic  of  Panama, 
the  Persian  Gulf.  Somalia,  and  Haiti— such 
Armed  Forces  faced  conventional  weapons 
that  had  been  provided  or  financed  by  the 
United  States  to  undemocratic  governments. 

(10)  The  proliferation  of  conventional  arms 
and  conflicts  around  the  globe  are  multilat- 
eral problems,  and  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  has  emerged  as  the  world's  primary 
seller  of  conventional  weapons,  combined 
with  the  world  leadership  role  of  the  United 
States,  signifies  that  the  United  States  is  in 
a  position  to  seek  multilateral  restraints  on 
the  competition  for  the  transfers  of  conven- 
tional weapons. 

(Hi  The  Congress  has  the  constitutional 
responsibility  to  participate  with  the  execu- 
tive branch  in  decisions  to  provide  military 
assistance  and  arms  transfers  to  a  foreign 
government,  and  in  the  formulation  of  a  pol- 
icy designed  to  reduce  dramatically  the  level 
of  international  militarization. 


(12)  A  decision  to  provide  military  assist- 
ance and  arms  transfers  to  a  government 
that  is  undemocratic,  does  not  adequately 
protect  human  rights,  is  curi-ently  engaged 
in  acts  of  armed  aggression,  or  is  not  fully 
participating  in  the  United  Nations  Register 
of  Conventional  Arms,  should  require  a  high- 
er level  of  scrutiny  than  does  a  decision  to 
provide  such  assistance  and  arms  transfers 
to  a  government  to  which  these  conditions 
do  not  .ipply 
SEC.  3176.  PURPOSE. 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  provide 
clear  policy  guidelines  and  congressional  re- 
sponsibility for  determining  the  eligibility  of 
foreign  governments  to  be  considered  for 
United  States  military  assistance  and  arms 
transfers. 

SEC.  3177.  PROHIBITION  OF  irMTED  ST.ATES  MILI- 
T.\RY  ASSISTANCE  AND  ARMS 
TRANSFERS  TO  CERTAIN  FOREIGN 
GOVERNMENTS. 

(a)  Prohibition,— Except  a.s  provided  in 
subsections  (b)  and  (c).  beginning  on  and 
after  October  1.  1996.  United  States  military 
assistance  and  arms  transfers  may  not  be 
provided  to  a  foreign  government  for  a  fiscal 
year  unless  the  President  certifies  to  the 
Congress  for  that  fiscal  year  that  such  gov- 
ernment meets  the  following  requirements; 

(1)  Pro.motes  democracy.— Such  govern- 
ment— 

(A)  was  chosen  by  and  permits  free  and  fair 
elections; 

(B)  promotes  civilian  control  of  the  mili- 
tary and  security  forces  and  has  civilian  in- 
stitutions controlling  the  polic.v.  operation, 
and  spending  of  all  new  enforcement  and  se- 
curity institutions,  as  well  as  the  armed 
forces; 

(C)  promotes  the  rule  of  law.  equality  be- 
fore the  law.  and  respect  for  individual  and 
minority  rights,  including  freedom  to  speak, 
publish,  associate,  and  organize;  and 

(D)  promotes  the  strengthening  of  politi- 
cal, legislative,  and  civil  institutions  of  de- 
mocracy, as  well  as  autonomous  institutions 
to  monitor  the  conduct  of  public  officials 
and  to  combat  corruption. 

(2)  Respects  hu.man  rights.— Such  govern- 
ment— 

(A)  does  not  engage  in  gross  violations  of 
internationally  recognized  human  rights,  in- 
cluding— 

(i)  extra  judicial  or  arbitrary  executions: 

(ii)  disappearances: 

(iii)  torture  or  .severe  mistreatment; 

(iv)  prolonged  arbitrary  imprisonment: 

(V)  systematic  official  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  race,  ethnicity,  religion,  gender, 
national  origin,  or  political  affiliation;  and 

(vi)  grave  breaches  of  international  laws  of 
war  or  equivalent  violations  of  the  laws  of 
war  in  internal  conflicts: 

(B)  vigorously  investigates,  disciplines, 
and  prosecutes  those  responsible  for  gross 
violations  of  internationally  recognized 
human  rights; 

(C)  permits  access  on  a  regular  basis  to  po- 
litical prisoners  by  international  humani- 
tarian organizations  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross; 

(D)  promotes  the  independence  of  the  judi- 
ciary and  other  official  bodies  that  oversee 
the  protection  of  human  rights; 

(E)  does  not  impede  the  free  functioning  of 
domestic  and  international  human  rights  or- 
ganizations; and 

(F)  provides  access  on  a  regular  basis  to 
humanitarian  organizations  in  situations  of 
conflict  or  famine. 

(3)  Not  ENGAGED  IN  CERTAIN  ACTS  OF  ARMED 

AGGRESSION.— Such  government  is  not  cur- 
rently engaged  in  the  acts  of  armed  aggres- 
sion in  violation  of  international  law. 


(4)  Full  particip.'\tion  in  u.n.  register  of 
CONVENTIONAL  AR.MS.— Such  government  is 
full.v  participating  in  the  United  Nations 
Register  of  Conventional  Arms. 

(b)  Require.ment  for  Continuing  Compli- 
ance.—Any  certification  with  respect  to  a 
foi-eign  government  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  cease  to  be  effective  for 
that  fi.scal  year  if  the  President  certifies  to 
the  Congre.ss  that  such  government  has  not 
continued  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
contained  in  paragi'aphs  (1)  through  (4)  of 
such  subsection. 

(c)  Exemptions —The  prohibition  con- 
tained in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  a  foreign  government  for  a  fiscal 
year  if— 

{IKAi  the  President  submits  a  request  for 
an  exemption  to  the  Congress  containing  a 
determination  that  it  is  in  the  national  secu- 
rity interest  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
military  assistance  and  arms  transfer  to 
such  government;  and 

(B)  the  Congress  enacts  a  law  approving 
such  exemption  request  (including  a  law  con- 
taining an  approval  of  such  a  request);  or 

(2)  the  President  determines  that  an  emer- 
gency exists  under  which  it  is  vital  to  the  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  to  provide  mili- 
tary assistance  and  arms  transfer  to  such 
government. 

(d)  Notifications  to  Congress — 

(1)  In  general.— The  President  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  initial  certifications 
under  subsection  (a)  and  requests  for  exemp- 
tions under  subsection  (c)(1)  in  conjunction 
with  the  submission  of  the  annual  request 
for  enactment  of  authorizations  and  appro- 
priations for  foreign  assistance  programs  for 
a  fiscal  year  and  shall,  where  appropriate, 
submit  additional  or  amended  certifications 
and  requests  for  exemptions  at  any  time 
thereafter  in  the  fiscal  year. 

(2)  Determination  with  respect  to  e.mer- 
GE.NCY  situations.— The  President  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Congress  at  the  earliest  possible 
date  reports  containing  determinations  with 
respect  to  emergencies  under  subsection 
(c)(2).  Each  such  report  shall  contain  a  de- 
scription of — 

(All  hi"  nature  of  the  emergency: 

(B)  the  type  of  military  assistance  and 
arms  transfers  provided  to  the  foreign  gov- 
ernment; and 

(C)  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  such 
assistance  and  arms  transfers. 

SEC.  3178.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  should 
hold  hearings  on— 

(1)  controversial  certifications  submitted 
under  section  3177(a). 

(2)  all  requests  for  exemptions  submitted 
under  section  3177(c)(li;  and 

(3)  all  determinations  with  respect  to 
emergencies  under  section  3177(eii2), 

SEC.    3179.    UNITED    STATES    MILITARY    ASSIST- 
ANCE   AND    ARMS    TRANSFERS    DE- 
FINED. 
For   purpose.^   of   this   chapter,    the    terms 
■United  States  military  assistance  and  arms 
transfers"    and      "military    assistance    and 
arms  transfers"  means — 

(1)  assistance  under  chapter  2  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating 
to  military  assistance),  including  the  trans- 
fer of  excess  defense  articles  under  section 
516  of  that  .Act; 

(2)  assistance  under  chapter  5  of  part  II  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating 
to  international  military  education  and 
training);  or 


(3)  the  transfer  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
under  the  .Arms  Export  Control  Act  (exclud- 
ing any  transfer  or  other  assistance  under 
section  23  of  such  Act),  including  defense  ar- 
ticles and  defense  services  licensed  or  ap- 
proved for  export  under  section  38  of  that 
Act. 

Ms.  McKINNEY  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
today.  I  will  offer  the  Code  of  Conduct 
amendment  to  H.R.  1561.  My  amend- 
ment seeks  to  give  Congress — for  the 
first  time  in  two  decades — a  role  in 
U.S.  arms  export  policy. 

As  the  law  is  currently  written.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  nearly  impossible  for 
Congress  to  stop  an  arms  sale.  Not 
since  1986  has  a  floor  vote  been  taken 
on  an  arms  sale,  nor  has  a  sale  pro- 
posed by  the  administration  formally 
been  disapproved  by  Congress. 

In  addition  to  the  lack  of  congres- 
sional oversight  in  arms  sales,  the  eco- 
nomic cost  to  the  American  taxpayer  is 
more  than  $7  billion  a  year  just  to  sup- 
port the  arms  export  bureaucracy. 

U.S.  weapons  are  being  used  in  90  per- 
cent of  today's  most  significant  re- 
gional and  ethnic  conflicts.  The  weap- 
ons and  technology  that  devastated  the 
Iraqi  Army  only  a  few  years  ago.  are 
now  available  to  nations  that  are  un- 
democratic, violate  human  rights,  and 
are  governed  by  dictators. 

In  1993,  the  U.S.  Government  cor- 
nered a  colossal  70  percent  of  the  global 
arms  sales  market,  and  in  1994  U.S.  for- 
eign military  arms  sales  were  a  whop- 
ping $12.9  biiiion. 

America's  arms  sales  have  sky- 
rocketed since  the  end  of  the  cold  war. 
As  this  first  chart  shows,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, U.S.  arms  transfers  from  1990  to 
1993  averaged  $21.7  billion  a  year, 
whereas,  from  1986  to  1989.  arms  trans- 
fers only  averaged  $10.6  billion.  It  is 
amazing  and  shameful  that  as  America 
solidifies  its  post-cold  war  leadership 
and  encourages  global  democracy,  the 
U.S.  Government  sold  $83.1  billion  in 
foreign  military  sales  to  dictators  with 
no  congressional  review. 

Despite  this  enormous  dominance  of 
the  international  arms  market  and  the 
"Boomerang  Effect"  against  U.S. 
Armed  Forces— only  a  few  Members  of 
Congress  have  worked  to  restrain  this 
dangerous  trade. 

Additionally.  America  spends  billions 
of  tax  dollars  to  finance  exports  to  ty- 
rants—highlighted by  the  second 
chart— while  cutting  billions  from  key 
domestic  programs  like  veterans  bene- 
fits. Social  Security,  and  student 
loans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Code  of  Conduct 
amendment  would  not  prohibit  arms 
transfers    to    any    country.    Rather    it 
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would  establish  a  higher  standard  of 
scrutiny  for  countries  receiving  U.S. 
weapons  and  more  congressional  over- 
sight of  arms  sales.  The  Code  of  Con- 
duct makes  sure  that  we  look  before  we 
leap  by  providing  four  guiding  prin- 
ciples for  U.S.  arms  transfers. 

History  demonstrates  that  as  a  result 
of  Siad  Barre's  Somalia.  Cedras'  Haiti, 
and  Saddam  Hussein's  Iraq,  our  sol- 
diers have  paid  the  price  for  selling 
U.S.  materiel  to  dictators. 

The  code  would  require  that  both  the 
President  and  Congress  agree  that  pro- 
viding assistance  to  a  certain  country 
is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States.  The  code  also  gives  the  Presi- 
dent flexibility.  He  can  request  a  1-year 
waiver  for  countries  not  meeting  the 
code's  standards,  or  in  cases  where 
vital  U.S.  interests  are  in  jeopardy,  use 
an  emergency  authority. 

The  code  is  endorsed  by  275  organiza- 
tions from  Amnesty  International  to 
the  "YWCA  and  is  supported  by  the  Eu- 
ropean Parliament.  Arms  sales  to  un- 
stable governments  must  end,  and  the 
Code  of  Conduct  will  be  the  first  step  in 
that  direction. 

There  are  102  Members  of  Congress 
who  support  the  guiding  principles  of 
the  code— democracy,  respect  for 
human  rights,  and  nonaggression.  I 
urge  all  of  you  to  cast  your  vote  in 
favor  of  the  Code  of  Conduct.  Let's  en- 
sure that  America's  leadership  is  posi- 
tively reflected  in  our  arms  export  pol- 
icy. 'Vote  for  the  Code  of  Conduct. 

[From  World  Policy  Institute.  May  19951 

U.S.  Weapons  .\t  War;  U.S.  Arms 

Deliveries  to  Regions  of  Conflict 

(By  William  D.  Hartung) 

executive  summary 

From  Richard  Nixon  to  Bill  Clinton,  it  has 
been  an  article  of  faith  for  executive  branch 
Polic*'  makers  that  U.S.  we^^ons  *'vrv.irr<;  are 
only  made  to  responsible  allies  who  use  these 
systems  for  legitimate  defense  purpose.  This 
report  puts  that  thesis  to  the  test  by  docu- 
menting U.S.  weapons  deliveries  to  50  cur- 
rent ethnic  and  territorial  conflicts. 

Contrary  to  the  conventional  wisdom  in 
Washington,  official  U.S.  government  data 
on  arms  transfers  provides  overwhelming  cir- 
cumstantial evidence  that  U.S. -supplied 
weaponry  is  at  the  center  of  many  of  today's 
most  dangerous  and  intractable  conflicts: 

In  the  past  ten  years,  parties  to  45  current 
conflicts  have  taken  delivery  of  over  $42  bil- 
lion worth  of  U.S.  weaponry: 

Of  the  significant  ethnic  and  territorial 
conHicts  going  on  during  1993-94.  90%  (45  out 
of  50)  of  them  involved  one  or  more  parties 
that  had  received  some  U.S.  weaponry  or 
military  technology  in  the  period  leading  up 
to  the  conflict; 

In  more  than  half  of  current  conflicts  (26 
out  of  50i.  the  United  States  has  been  a  sig- 
nificant arms  supplier,  accounting  for  at 
least  5%  of  the  weapons  delivered  to  one 
party  to  the  dispute  over  a  five  year  period; 

In  more  than  one-third  of  all  current  con- 
flicts (18  out  of  50).  the  United  States  has 
been  a  major  supplier  to  one  party  to  the  dis- 
pute, accounting  for  over  25%  of  all  weapons 
imported  by  that  participant  in  the  most  re- 
cent five  year  period; 

Despite  the  popular  perception  that  it  is 
U.S.  policy   to  cease  deliveries  of  weapons 
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once  a  conflict  is  under  way.  as  of  the  end  of 
1993  (the  latest  year  for  which  full  statistics 
are  available)  the  United  States  was  shipping- 
military  g-Qods  and  services  to  more  than 
half  (26  out  of  50)  of  the  areas  where  there 
were  wars  being  fought; 

In  a  number  of  volatile  areas  the  United 
States  has  been  the  primary  supplier  to  gov- 
ernments that  are  involved  in  ongoing  con- 
flicts. In  Turkey  (76%).  Spain  (85%).  Israel 
(99%).  Morocco  (26%).  Egypt  (61%).  Chad 
(27%).  Somalia  (44%).  Liberia  (40%).  Kenya 
(25%).  Pakistan  (44%).  the  Philippines  (93%). 
Indonesia  (38%).  Guatemala  (86%).  Haiti 
(25%).  Columbia  (28%).  Brazil  (35%).  and 
Mexico  (77%).  the  United  States  has  been  the 
primary  supplier  of  imported  weaponry  in 
the  most  recent  five  year  period  for  which 
full  data  is  available. 

Turkeys  use  of  U.S. -supplied  fighter  air- 
craft, helicopters,  tanks  and  armored  person- 
nel carriers  in  its  recent  invasion  of  North- 
ern Iraq  highlights  the  dangers  of  a  policy  of 
uncritical  assistance  to  allies  engaged  in 
ethnic  or  territorial  disputes,  as  does  the 
employment  of  U.S. -supplied  equipment  on 
both  sides  of  the  1995  Peru-Ecuador  border 
war. 

Since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  continu- 
ing U.S.  policy  of  promoting  weapons  exports 
as  a  key  element  of  U.S.  security  strategy 
and  economic  policy  has  accelerated  the  in- 
cidence of  the  'boomerang  effect'":  the 
transfer  of  U.S.  weaponry  to  forces  that  end 
up  doing  battle  against  U.S.  troops.  The  last 
four  times  the  United  States  sent  troops  into 
combat  in  significant  numbers— in  Panama. 
Iraq.  Somalia.  anJ  Haiti— they  faced  adver- 
saries that  had  received  U.S. -origin  arms, 
training,  or  military  production  technology 
in  the  period  leading  up  to  the  conflict.  This 
is  a  clear  sign  that  something  is  awry  in  U.S. 
arms  transfer  decision  making  processes. 

Last  but  not  least,  covert  U.S.  arms  sales 
have  come  back  to  haunt  U.S.  citizens  by  in- 
advertently strengthening  terrorist  organi- 
zations. Two  of  the  men  convicted  in  the  1993 
World  Trade  Center  bombing  received  weap- 
ons training  in  Afghanistan  under  the  direc- 
tion of  fundamentalist  Islamic  forces  that 
were  armed  and  trained  by  the  CIA.  The  sus- 
pects in  the  recent  murders  of  several  U.S. 
embassy  employees  in  Karachi.  Pakistan  are 
also  suspected  of  having  ties  to  the  CIAs  Af- 
ghan arms  pipeline.  David  Whipple,  the 
former  head  of  counterterrorism  at  the  CIA. 
has  indicated  that  these  are  not  isolated 
cases:  'some  of  the  people  who  are  actual  or 
potential  terrorists  in  this  country  are 
former  guerrilla  fighters  in  Afghanistan." 
And  an  Algerian  official  has  described  the 
existence  of  a  •floating  army"  of  Islamic 
fundamentalist  fighters  who  were  trained 
with  CIA  assistance  in  Afghanistan  and  are 
now  engaged  in  organized  attempt  to  over- 
throw the  governments  of  Algeria.  Egypt, 
and  Saudi  Arabia,  among  others. 

As  President  Clinton  tries  to  mobilize 
world  public  opinion  against  Iran,  in  part  for 
its  alleged  role  in  supporting  terrorism  in 
the  Middle  East,  it  would  behoove  him  to  get 
his  own  house  in  order  by  clamping  down  on 
the  CIAs  covert  weapons  trafficking  oper- 
ations, which  all  too  often  end  up  hurting  in- 
nocent people,  including  U.S.  citizens.  The 
recent  revelations  that  a  Guatemalan  colo- 
nel on  the  CIA  payroll  is  implicated  in  the 
murders  of  Michael  DeVine.  an  American 
who  ran  a  farm  in  Guatemala,  and  Efrain 
Bamaca  Velazquez,  a  Guatemalan  rebel  lead- 
er who  was  married  to  American  lawyer  and 
activist  Jennifer  Harbury.  is  just  the  latest 
example  of  a  covert  arms  trading  culture 
that  is  out  of  control. 
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KECOMMENDATIONS 

The  report  makes  the  following  specific 
recommendations  for  promoting  greater  ac- 
countability in  arms  transfer  decision  mak- 
ing (for  the  full  text  of  the  recommenda- 
tions, see  section  IV.  below): 
Recommedation  1:  Pass  the  arms  transfer  Code 
of  Conduct  bill 
In  February  of  1995.  Senator  Mark  Hatfield 
(R-OR)  and  Representative  Cynthia  McKin- 
ney  (I>-GA)  reintroduced  legislation  calling 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Code  of  Conduct 
for  U.S.  weapons  transfers.  Under  the  code, 
governments  that  engage  in  aggression 
against  their  neighbors,  violate  the  human 
rights  of  their  own  citizens,  come  to  pxjwer 
through  undemocratic  means,  or  refuse  to 
participate  in  international  agreements  like 
the  United  Nations  arms  register  would  not 
be  eligible  to  receive  weaponry  from  the 
United  States.  If  the  President  wanted  to 
make  an  exception  for  a  specific  country  on 
national  security  grounds,  he  would  have  to 
ask  Congrress  to  pass  a  bill  providing  an  ex- 
emption for  that  nation. 

The  benefits  of  the  Code  of  Conduct  would 
be  twofold.  First,  it  would  place  consider- 
ations about  the  character  of  a  given  arms 
recipient  and  how  that  nation  might  use  U.S. 
weaponry  up  front  in  the  arms  transfer  deci- 
sion making  process,  preventing  sales  to  un- 
stable regimes  in  the  process.  Second,  even 
in  cases  where  the  President  sought  an  ex- 
emption, members  of  Congress  would  be 
forced  to  go  on  the  record  for  or  against,  pro- 
viding a  measure  of  public  accountability 
that  rarely  occurs  under  current  law. 
Recommendation  2:  Provide  more  detailed  re- 
porting on  U.S.  transfers  of  arms  and  mili- 
tary technology,  and  press  for  other  nations 
to  do  the  same 
Up  until  the  Reagan  Administration,  the 
State  Department  issued  an  annual  report 
under  Section  657  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  that  listed  most  significant  items  of 
military  equipment  delivered  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  any  foreign  country  in  the  prior 
fiscal  year,  ranging  from  rifles  and  bullets  on 
up  to  advanced  combat  aircraft.  The  section 
657  report  should  be  reinstituted  as  an  an- 
nual publication,  to  provide  a  tool  for  keep- 
ing track  of  potential  abuses  of  U.S. -supplied 
weaponry. 

A  full  accounting  of  U.S.  arms  transfer  pol- 
icy must  also  include  regular,  detailed  re- 
porting on  U.S.  transfers  of  so-called  -dual 
use"  equipment— items  such  as  advanced  ma- 
chine tools  and  computers,  measuring  in- 
struments, or  unarmed  light  helicopters  and 
aircraft.  If  Congress  and  the  public  had  been 
aware  of  the  particulars  of  the  nearly  $1.5 
billion  in  dual  use  export  licenses  that  the 
Commerce  Department  granted  to  companies 
seeking  to  sell  equipment  to  Iraq  during  1985 
through  1990.  some  of  the  more  dangerous 
items  on  the  list  might  not  have  been  ap- 
proved for  sale. 

Recommendation  3:  The  Pentagon  and  the  intel- 
ligence community  should  publish   regular 
reports  on  the  use  of  U.S. -supplied  weap- 
onry in  ongoing  conflicts 
AH  too  often.  U.S.  weapons  are  supplied  on 
a  "fire    em  and  forget   em"  basis:  the  deci- 
sion to  sell  is  made  based  on  short-term  po- 
litical,   strategic,     or    economic    consider- 
ations,   with    little    thought   given    to   how 
these  arms  might  be  used  a  few  years  down 
the  road.  In  an  attempt  to  prevent  this  "boo- 
merang effect"  from  repeating  itself  in  the 
future.    Representative    Cynthia    McKinney 
sponsored   a   successful    amendment    to    the 
Fiscal  Year  1995  Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorization bill  requiring  the  Pentagon  to  re- 


port annually  on  how  proposed  arms  trans- 
fers mitrht  create  -increased  capabilities"  on 
the  part  of  potential  adversaries,  and  how 
they  might  "pose  an  increased  threat"  to 
U.S.  forces  in  some  future  conflict. 

As  a  further  step  in  the  right  direction,  the 
Pentagon  and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agen- 
cy should  be  required  to  file  annual  reports 
on  how  U.S. -supplied  weaponry  is  being  put 
to  use  in  current  conflicts,  either  by  the 
original  recipients,  or  as  the  result  of  unau- 
thorized transfers  to  third  parties.  These  re- 
ports could  serve  as  a  running  record  of  the 
consequences  of  past  U.S.  weapons  trading 
activities,  and  they  would  hopefully  inject  i 
note  of  caution  into  congressional  deba^  > 
over  new  proposed  transfers. 
Recommendation  4:  Outlaw  covert  weapons 
shipments 

From  Iraacontra  to  the  arming  of  Iraq  to 
the  ongoing  proliferation  of  weapons  origi- 
nally intended  for  Afghan  rebel  movements, 
covert  weapons  trafficking  have  been  at  the 
center  of  a  series  of  unmitigated  foreign  pol- 
icy fiascos.  As  part  of  the  effort  to  restruc- 
ture the  CIA  to  better  meet  the  realities  of 
the  post-Cold  War  world,  covert  arms  s.^:-  - 
by  the  CIA  and  other  government  depait 
ments  should  be  strictly  outlawed. 
Recommendation  5:  The  Clinton  Adminislratin>, 
(or  its  successor)  should  vigorously  pursiu    ; 
policy  of  multilateral  arms  transfer  restraint 
designed    to    limit    sales    of    conventional 
weaponry  to  regions  of  conflict  or  repressive 
regimes 

Contrary  to  the  findings  of  the  Clinton 
Administratons  new  conventional  arms 
transfer  policy.  Presidential  Directive  41. 
limiting  the  spread  of  weaponry  to  regions  of 
conflict  should  be  the  paramount  priority 
governing  U.S.  arms  transfer  decisions  in  the 
post-Cold  War  era.  Economic  and  defense  in- 
dustrial base  concerns  should  take  a  back 
seat  to  efforts  to  construct  a  multilateral 
arms  export  control  regime  that  can  serve 
both  as  a  tool  for  preventing  conflicts,  and 
for  limiting  their  duration  and  severity  once 
they  break  out.  At  a  time  when  the  United 
States  controls  72%  of  new  arms  sales  agree- 
ments with  the  developing  world.  U.S.  lead- 
ership remains  an  essential  prerequisite  for 
implementing  any  meaningful  multilateral 
arrangement  for  limiting  the  flow  of  conven- 
tional armaments. 

I.  Introduction:  U.S.  Arms  Transfers- 
Promoting  Stability  or  Fueling  Conflict? 
"fTlhere  is  almost  no  case  since  World  War 
n  in  which  arms  provided  by  the  United 
States  have  been  used  by  the  country  receiv- 
ing them  for  purposes  of  aggression."— Rich- 
ard Nixon.  "The  Real  War."  1980. 

"[Tjhere  is  almost  no  instance  of  a  country 
which  is  primarily  dependent  upon  U.S. 
weapons  using  those  weapons  in  an  offensive 
manner."— Joel  Johnson.  Aerospace  Indus- 
tries Association.  February  1994. 

"[Tjhere  is  strong  evidence  that  countries 
relying  on  American  weaponry  have  not 
started  wai-s  with  their  neighbors  ...  To 
cite  the  most  egregious  example,  Iraq  .  .  . 
purchased  its  weapons  primarily  from  Russia 
and  France."— Ethan  Kapstein,  "Foreign  Af- 
fairs," MayJune  1994. 

"Given  the  complexities  of  arms  transfer 
decisions  and  the  multiple  U.S.  interests  in- 
volved .  .  .  decisions  will  continue  to  be 
made  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  These  case-by- 
case  reviews  will  ,  .  .  draw  the  appropriate 
balance  between  legitimate  arms  sales  to 
support  the  national  security  of  our  friends 
and  allies,  and  the  need  for  multilateral  re- 
straint against  the  transfer  of  arms  that 
would  enhance  the  military  capabilities  of 


hostile  states  or  that  would  undermine  sta- 
bility."—Fact  Sheet  on  Clinton  Administra- 
tion. Arms  Sales  Policy  Directive,  February 
17.  1995. 

The  Arms  Export  Control  Act  states  that 
U.S.  military  equipment  and  services  shall 
be  provided  to  other  nations  only  for  pur- 
poses of  internal  security,  "legitimate  self- 
defense."  participation  in  United  Nations 
peacekeeping  operations,  or  involvement  in 
operations  consistent  with  the  U.N.  Char- 
ter.[11  Based  in  part  on  this  legislative  re- 
quirement and  in  part  on  their  ingrained  as- 
sumptions regarding  U.S.  weapons  sales,  sev- 
eral generations  of  executive  tiranch  offi- 
cials, policymakers,  and  independent  ana- 
lysts have  taken  it  as  an  article  of  faith  that 
U.S. -.supplied  weapons  are  primarily  used  for 
defensive  purposes. 

Now  that  the  United  States  controls  nearly 
three-quarters  of  all  weapons  exports  to  the 
developing  world,  the  question  of  whether  or 
not  U.S.  weapons  are  used  aggressively  is  of 
more  than  merely  academic  interest. [2] 

As  of  earl,v  1994.  there  were  50  significant 
ethnic  and  territorial  conflicts  under  way  in 
Europe.  Africa,  the  Middle  East,  Asia  and 
Latin  America. [3]  By  the  end  of  1993.  the 
number  of  ongoing  wars  involving  more  than 
one  thou-sand  battle-related  deaths  reached 
34.  marking  the  first  increase  in  this  grim 
statistic  since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.[4]  By 
early  1995.  progress  towards  peace  in  South 
Africa,  the  Middle  East,  and  Northern  Ire- 
land had  been  offset  by  the  escalation  of  con- 
flicts in  North  Africa  (Algeria)  and  Russia 
(Chechnya),  and  the  outbreak  of  a  border  war 
between  Peru  and  Ecuador. [5] 

With  the  exception  of  Russia.  China,  and  a 
few  other  nations  that  produce  a  wide  aiTa.v 
of  weapons  .systems  for  their  own  use.  the 
majority  of  participants  in  today's  armed 
conflicts  depend  upon  imported  weaponry. [6] 
The  conventional  wisdom  among  U.S.  policy- 
makers is  that  the  weapons  that  are  actually 
used  in  the  majority  of  the  world's  conficts 
are  supplied  by  other,  less  ■responsible"  sup- 
pliers. To  the  extent  that  U.S.  officials  raise 
questions  about  arms  supplies  to  regions  of 
conflict,  the  usual  targets  of  criticism  are  ei- 
ther Russia  or  China,  which  have  histori- 
cally been  more  willing  ta  supply  arms  and 
militai'y  technology  to  "rogue"  stales  like 
Iraq.  Libya.  North  Korea,  and  Iran. [7]  In  ad- 
dition, some  observers  make  pointed  ref- 
erences to  France's  allegedly  amoral,  mer- 
cantile approach  to  arms  sales. [8]  In  con- 
trast, it  has  been  argued  that  U.S.  arms  sales 
are  grounded  in  carefully  considered  deci- 
sions to  bolster  the  security  of  trustworthy 
allies  in  critical  regions. 

The  notion  that  the  United  States  is  only 
arming  the  "good  guys"  has  a  long  history. 
In  his  book  "The  Real  War."  Richard  Nixon, 
the  architect  of  the  current  U.S.  role  as  the 
world's  leading  weapons  trafficking  nation, 
ai-gued  that  U.S. -supplied  weapons  have  rare- 
ly been  used  in  a  belligerent  manner,  but 
that  "Soviet  arms  are  the  ones  that  are  con- 
stantly used  to  break  the  peace. "[9]  Nixon's 
blanket  claim  ignored  a  series  of  aggressive 
actions  by  major  U.S.  arms  clients  during 
the  Nixon/Ford  administrations,  including 
Turkey's  invasion  of  Cyprus.  Indonesia's  in- 
viision  of  East  Timor.  Morocco's  occupation 
of  the  Western  Sahara,  and  General  Augusto 
Pinochet's  reign  of  terror  in  the  wake  of  his 
1973  coup  d'etat  in  Chile. (10) 

The  Reagan  .Administration  presided  over 
one  of  the  most  revealing  incidents  in  the 
history  of  U.S.  policy  towards  aggressive 
uses  of  U.S.  military  equipment  when  it  re- 
sponded to  Israel's  June  1981  bombing  of 
Iraq's  Osirak  nuclear  reactor.  Initiall.v.  U.S. 


weapons  deliveries  to  Israel  were  suspended 
until  the  State  Department  could  determine 
whether  the  bombing,  which  utilized  U.S.- 
supplied  F-15  and  F-16  aircraft,  violated  Isra- 
el's pledge  to  use  U.S.  systems  for  defensive 
purposes.  After  a  ten  week  review.  Secretary 
of  Stale  Alexander  Haig  decided  to  resume 
arms  shipments  to  Israel,  arguing  that  "I 
think  one  in  a  subjective  way  can  argue  to 
eternity  as  to  whether  or  not  a  military  ac- 
tion may  be  defensive  or  offensive  in  char- 
acter." Rather  than  making  a  specific  case 
that  Israel's  bombing  of  Osirak  was  justified 
as  a  defensive  act.  Haig  seemed  to  be  saying, 
in  Alice-in-Wonderland  style,  that  a  defen- 
sive use  of  a  weaponry  is  whatever  the  U.S. 
government  and  its  allies  say  it  is. [11]  Tur- 
key's 1995  invasion  of  Northern  Iraq,  which 
has  been  justified  by  Turkish  Prime  Minister 
Tansu  Ciller  on  the  grounds  that  Turkish 
forces  are  in  'hot  pursuit"  of  Kurdish  terror- 
ists, raises  similar  questions  about  what  con- 
stitutes a  genuinely  defensive  deployment  of 
U.S. -supplied  weaponry  (for  further  discus- 
sion of  Turkey's  use  of  U.S.  weapons  against 
its  Kurdish  population,  see  section  II.  below). 
This  "see-no-evil"  approach  to  U.S.  weap- 
ons trading  has  survived  into  the  1990s.  The 
last  four  times  the  United  States  has  sent 
troops  into  combat  they  have  faced  adversar- 
ies that  received  U.S.  arms  or  military  tech- 
nology in  the  period  leading  up  to  the  con- 
flict, yet  the  Clinton  Administration's  arms 
transfer  policy  review  stubbornly  refused  to 
take  into  account  the  very  real  possibility 
that  U.S. -supplied  weapons  may  be  used  for 
purposes  contrary  to  U.S.  interests.  As  if  to 
underscore  the  business-as-usual  tone  of  the 
Clinton  approach,  an  official  involved  in  the 
policy  review  has  indicated  that  under  the 
Administration's  new  guidelines,  not  a  single 
one  of  the  hundreds  of  major  U.S.  arms  sales 
of  the  past  fifteen  years  would  have  been  re- 
jected.[12]  The  administration's  decidedly 
upbeat  perspective  on  arms  sales  was 
summed  up  early  on  by  Lt.  General  Teddy 
Allen,  the  former  Director  of  the  Pentagon's 
Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency,  during 
testimony  to  Congress  in  June  1993:  "Many 
friends  and  allies  depend  on  U.S.  defense 
equipment,  services,  and  training  to  deter, 
and  when  necessary,  defeat,  armed  aggres- 
sion."[13]  When  it  finally  released  the  results 
of  its  arms  export  policy  review  in  February 
of  1995.  the  Clinton  Administration  described 
the  five  key  goals  of  its  policy  as  follows: 

(1)  To  ensure  that  our  military  forces  can 
continue  to  enjoy  technological  advantages 
over  potential  adversaries: 

(2)  To  help  allies  and  friends  deter  or  de- 
fend themselves  against  aggression,  while 
promoting  interoperability  with  U.S.  forces 
when  combined  operations  are  required; 

(3)  To  promote  regional  stability  in  areas 
critical  to  U.S.  interests,  while  preventing 
proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
and  their  mi.ssile  delivery  systems; 

(4)  to  promote  peaceful  conflict  resolution 
and  arms  control,  human  rights  democra- 
tization and  other  U.S.  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives; 

(5)  to  enhance  the  ability  of  the  U.S.  de- 
fense industrial  base  to  meet  U.S.  defense  re- 
quirements and  maintain  long-term  military 
technological  superiority  at  lower  costs.  [14]. 

The  idea  of  controlling  the  spread  of  U.S. 
weaponry  to  ensure  that  U.S.  exports  do  not 
sustain  ongoing  wars,  fuel  regional  arms 
races,  or  strengthen  potential  U.S.  adversar- 
ies is  only  obliquely  hinted  at  in  the  Clinton 
administration's  priority  list;  the  underl.ving 
assumption  is  that  U.S.  weapons  transfers  go 
to  potential  "coalition  partners"  to  be  used 
for  strictly  defensive  purposes.  Despite  re- 


cent evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  possibility 
that  today's  partner  could  be  tomorrow's  ad- 
versary doesn't  seem  to  enter  into  the  ad- 
ministration's thinking. 

To  further  underscore  how  small  a  role  the 
potential  risks  of  U.S.  weapons  exports  will 
play  in  executive  branch  decisionmaking. 
Clinton  Administration  officials  have  indi- 
cated that  the  contribution  of  a  given  trans- 
fer to  the  defense  industrial  base  will  now  be 
an  explicit  factor  in  deciding  whether  to  go 
ahead  with  the  sale.  This  could  mean  that 
the  fact  that  a  deal  might  extend  Lockheed's 
production  run  for  the  F-16  fighter  or  sustain 
General  Dynamics'  assembly  line  for  the  M- 
1  tank  will  carry  greater  weight  than  wheth- 
er these  weapons  are  being  provided  to  un- 
stable regimes.  [15]. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  claim  that  U.S. -sup- 
plied arms  are  only  used  defensively  has  also 
been  made  repeatedly  by  executives  and  lob- 
byists in  the  defense  industry.  For  example. 
Don  Fuqua.  president  of  the  Aerospace  In- 
dustries Association,  made  the  following 
claim  in  a  November  1994  article  entitled 
"Merchants  of  Peace":  "during  more  than 
half  a  century,  no  American  soldier  ever 
faced  any  significant  American  military 
equipment  used  by  a  hostile  power.""  [16] 
This  industry  argument  has  been  echoed  in 
academic  circles  as  well,  most  notably  in  an 
article  by  Ethan  Kapstein  of  the  John  M. 
Clin  Institute  for  Strategic  Studies  at  Har- 
vard which  appeared  in  the  MayJune  1994 
issue  of  Foreign  Affairs; 

"".  .  .  there  is  strong  evidence  that  coun- 
tries relying  on  American  weaponry  have  not 
started  wars  with  their  neighbors.  Contrast 
that  record  with  the  one  compiled  by  coun- 
tries that  have  purchased  their  weapons 
from  Russia.  Western  Europe,  or  Third  World 
suppliers.  To  cite  the  most  egregious  exam- 
ple. Iraq,  which  attacked  Iran  in  1980  before 
turning  on  Kuwait  a  decade  later,  had  pur- 
chased its  weapons  primarily  from  Russia 
and  France. 

"Why  American  arms  should  be  used  pri- 
marily for  defensive  purposes  is  an  interest- 
ing question.  The  most  likely  reason  is  that 
countries  reliant  on  the  United  States  fear 
being  cut  off  and  forced  to  look  elsewhere  if 
they  misbehave. "'[17] 

The  question  of  whether  U.S.  weapons 
transfers  are  as  overwhelmingl.v  constructive 
and  stabilizing  as  this  version  of  the  conven- 
tional wisdom  claims  they  are  deserves  clos- 
er scrutiny.  .\s  the  next  section  will  dem- 
onstrate, the  sheer  volume  of  U.S.  arms  ship- 
ments to  areas  of  conflict  calls  into  question 
the  notion  that  these  transfers  have  exerted 
a  uniformly  positive  or  predictable  influence 
on  local,  regional,  and  international  secu- 
rity. 

II.  U.S.  Weapons  at  War 

A  comparison  of  the  Pentagon's  own  data 
on  deliveries  of  weapons  through  the  U.S. 
Foreign  Military  Sales  (FMS)  and  Commer- 
cial Sales  (CS)  programs  over  the  past  dec- 
ade with  a  list  of  50  significant  wars  that 
were  under  way  during  1993-94  indicates  that 
U.S.  weapons  exports  have  played  a  major 
role  in  fueling  the  ethnic  and  territorial  con- 
flicts that  have  become  one  of  the  most  dif- 
ficult security  challenges  of  the  post-Cold 
War  era  [18]: 

In  the  past  ten  years,  parties  to  45  current 
conflicts  have  taken  delivery  of  over  J42  bil- 
lion worth  of  U.S.  weaponry; 

Of  the  significant  ethnic  and  territorial 
conflicts  going  on  during  1993-94.  90%  (45  out 
of  50)  of  them  involved  one  or  more  parties 
that  had  received  some  U.S.  weaponry  or 
military  technology  in  the  period  leading  up 
to  the  conflict; 
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In  more  than  half  of  current  conflicts  (26 
out  of  50).  the  United  States  has  been  a  sig- 
nificant arms  supplier,  accounting  for  at 
least  5%  of  the  weapons  delivered  to  one 
party  to  the  dispute  over  a  five  year  period: 

In  more  than  one-third  of  all  current  con- 
flicts tl8  out  of  50 1,  the  United  States  has 
been  a  major  supplier  to  one  party  to  the  dis- 
pute, accounting  for  over  25%  of  all  weapons 
imported  by  that  participant  in  the  most  re- 
cent five  year  period: 

Despite  the  popular  perception  that  it  is 
U.S.  policy  to  cease  deliveries  of  weapons 
once  a  conflict  is  under  way.  as  of  the  end  of 
1993  (the  latest  year  for  which  full  statistics 
are  available)  the  United  States  was  shipping 
military  goods  and  services  to  more  than 
half  (26  out  of  50)  of  the  areas  where  there 
were  wars  being  fought. 

The  data  outlined  above  demonstrate  that 
contrary  to  the  assertions  of  key  policy- 
makers, academic  analysts,  and  industry 
lobbyists,  the  United  States  is  sustaining  the 
warfighting  capabilities  of  a  substantial 
number  of  the  parties  to  the  worlds  current 
conflicts.  In  a  number  of  volatile  areas  the 
United  States  has  been  the  primary  supplier 
to  governments  that  are  involved  in  either 
internal  or  regional  conflicts.  In  cases  where 
the  United  States  has  supplied  a  majority  of 
a  client  government's  imported  weaponry 
over  an  extended  period  of  time,  it  is  likely 
that  some  U.S.  systems  will  be  utilized  in  fu- 
ture conflicts  involving  these  nations  (see 
Table  I.  below) 

Among  the  most  serious  conflicts  in  which 
the  United  States  has  been  the  primary 
weapons  supplier  are  Turkey.  Morocco.  So- 
malia. Liberia.  Kenya.  Zaire.  Pakistan.  Indo- 
nesia, the  Philippines.  Haiti.  Guatemala.  Co- 
lombia and  Mexico.  Official  U.S.  weapons  de- 
liveries to  Haiti.  Guatemala.  Liberia,  and 
Zaire  were  cut  off  as  of  the  early  1990s,  but 
U.S.  deliveries  to  conflict  zones  in  Turkey. 
Morocco.  Somalia  and  Kenya  have  actually 
increased  over  the  past  few  years.  In  the  case 
of  Somalia,  the  increase  is  explained  by  the 
fact  that  a  new  government  has  been  in- 
stalled as  a  result  of  a  UN  peacekeeping  mis- 
sion in  that  nation.  But  continuing  U.S.  de- 
liveries to  Morocco.  Turkey,  and  Kenya  have 
no  such  rationale:  in  these  cases.  U.S.  arms 
are  shoring  up  regimes  that  have  been  in- 
transigent in  their  pursuit  of  military  solu- 
tions to  sensitive  ethnica  and  territorial  dis- 
putes. Last  but  not  least,  in  both  Haiti  and 
Guatemala.  legislative  attempts  to  termi- 
nate U.S.  military  assistance  were  subverted 
by  the  implementation  of  covert  aid  pro- 
grams that  were  actually  larger  than  the 
overt  programs  that  were  eliminated  by  Con- 
gress (see  sections  II  and  III  for  further  dis- 
cussion). 

TABLE  I— ARMS  OF  CONFLICT  IN  WHICH  THE  US  HAS 
BEEN  A  PRIMARY  WEAPONS  SUPPUER 


TABLE  I— AREAS  OF  CONFLICT  IN  WHICH  THE  U  S  HAS 
BEEN  A  PRIMARY  WEAPONS  SUPPLIER— Continued 
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recent  editions  of  the  World  Military  Eipenditures  and  Arms  Transfers"  re- 
port For  a  tiriet  description  of  the  nature  ol  the  conflicts  m  each  of  these 
nations  see  Appendn  K  Table  I  lielow 

"The  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  (ACOAJ  repotted  no  arms 
transfers  to  Haiti  or  Litiena  from  any  source  during  1991-1993.  this  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  there  were  no  transfers  of  any  kind— it  is  liliely 
that  there  was  some  Uack  martiet  trading  in  light  weaponry  that  was  not 
detected  trt  the  intelligence  sources  that  serve  as  the  basis  for  ACDA's  data 

'  It  has  recently  been  revealed  that  the  (Antral  Intelligence  Agency  con- 
tinued to  malie  millions  of  dollars  in  payments  to  Guatemalan  military  and 
intelligence  officials  after  US  military  aid  was  officially  cut  oft  m  1991,  it 
has  yet  to  be  determined  whether  some  ol  this  money  was  used  to  import 
weaponry 

Source  U  S  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency.  "World  Military  Ei- 
penditures and  Arms  Transfers"   1991-92  and  1993-94  editions  Table  III 

While  data  on  the  total  volume  of  U.S. 
weapons  supplies  to  areas  of  conflict  is  read- 
ily available,  specific  information  on  how 
U.S.  weaponry  is  being  put  to  use  in  today's 
wars  is  harder  to  come  by.  This  is  in  part  be- 
cause neither  the  media  nor  the  armed  forces 
have  made  it  their  business  to  identify  the 
specific  types  of  weaponry  utilized  in  a  given 
conflict  or  to  document  the  origins  of  these 
armaments.  Even  if  gathering  such  data  was 
a  priority,  the  reality  of  warfare,  particu- 
larly multi-sided  civil  conflicts  involving 
light  weaponry,  would  make  it  difficult  to 
obtain  comprehensive  information.  Nonethe- 
less, accounts  in  the  mainstream  and  spe- 
cialty press  have  uncovered  a  number  of  re- 
cent examples  of  how  U.S. -supplied  weaponry 
is  being  put  to  use  on  the  battlefield,  and  a 
number  of  arms  control  and  human  rights  re- 
searchers have  recently  begun  a  concerted 
effort  to  gather  more  information  on  the 
patterns  of  deliveries  of  light  weaponry  to 
ethnic  conflicts.  The  following  examples  are 
illustrative  of  the  ways  in  which  U.S.  weap- 
ons are  bemg  utilized  in  current  conflicts:  a 
more  comprehensive  accounting  would  re- 
quire more  open  reporting  of  the  nature  of 
U.S.  weapons  transfers  to  these  areas. 

Turkey:  Turkey  received  over  $6.3  billion 
worth  of  military  equipment  and  services 
from  the  United  States  between  F.'V.  1984 
and  F.Y.  I993.[l9]  The  United  States  supplied 
76%  of  all  weapons  imported  by  the  Turkish 
government  between  1987  and  1991.  a  figure 
which  increased  to  80%  for  the  period  from 
1991  to  1993.  Thu  majority  of  U.S.  weapons 
supplies  to  Turkey  have  been  paid  for  by 
U.S.  taxpayers  as  part  of  an  extensive  mili- 
tary aid  program  that  has  provided  over  $5 
billion  in  assistance  from  F.Y.  1986  through 
F.Y.  1995. [20]  Turkey  has  also  received  large 
deliveries  of  U.S.  weaponry  for  free  or  at 
minimal  cost  as  part  of  the  NATO  "cascad- 
ing"' program,  which  involves  redistributing 
surplus  weapons  rendered  redundant  by  the 
Conventional  Forces  in  Europe  Treaty 
{CFE).[21)  Last  but  not  least,  a  number  of 
U.S.  weapons  systems  are  produced  in  Tur- 
key under  coproduction  and  licensing  agree- 
ments with  U.S.  firms,  including  Lockheed's 
F-16  fighter  plane  and  the  FMC  Corpora- 
tion's M-113  armored  personnel  carrier. [22] 

There  have  been  reports  in  the  inter- 
national and  Turkish  press  indicating  that 
U.S.-supplied  weaponry  has  been  used  exten- 
sively by  the  Turkish  government  in  its  war 
on  the  Kurdistan  Worker's  Party  (PKK)  in 
southeastern  Turkey.  A  wide  range  of  U.S. 


s.vstems.  including  F-16.  F^.  F5.  and  F-104 
fighter  aircraft.  Cobra  and  Black  Hawk  heli- 
copters, cluster  bombs,  and  M  60  tanks  and 
M-113  armored  personnel  carriei"s  have  been 
used  in  the  conflict,  which  has  claimed  over 
15.000  lives  since  1984. [23].  The  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration and  other  supporters  of  the 
Turkish  government  have  argued  that  the 
PKK  is  a  terrorist  organization,  not  a  legiti- 
mate political  movement.  However,  regard- 
less of  their  views  on  the  PKK.  most  inde- 
pendent ob.servers  agree  that  the  politico- 
military  strategy  of  the  Turkish  govern- 
ment— strafing  and  depopulating  entire  vil- 
lages in  the  southeast — entails  unnecessary 
suffering  and  repeated  violations  of  the 
human  rights  of  civilian  noncombatants. 
Human  Rights  Watch  has  reported  that  as  of 
October  1994.  the  Turkish  government  has 
depopulated  as  many  as  1.400  villages  and 
hamlets  and  displaced  several  hundred  thou- 
sand people  in  its  prosecution  of  the  war 
against  the  PKK. [24]  Major  encounters  in- 
volving U.S.-supplied  weaponry  have  in- 
cluded May  1993  bombing  raids  in  the 
Karliova  valley  that  utilized  F-4  fighter 
plans  and  Cobra  helicopters  to  kill  44  Kurd- 
ish fighters  and  a  .January  1994  incursion 
into  Iraq  to  bombard  PKK  camps  with  clus- 
ter bombs.  500-  and  2000-pound  bombs 
dropped  from  F-16  and  F-4  aircraft. 

The  Turkish  government's  March  1995  in- 
vasion of  Northern  Iraq  marks  the  latest 
chapter  in  its  quest  for  a  military  solution 
to  the  Kurdish  question.  A  Turkish  govern- 
ment spokesperson  proudly  described  the 
cross-border  raid  by  35.00  troops  as  'the  big- 
gest military  operation  in  the  history  of  the 
Turkish  Republic. "[25]  Ironically,  the  Turk- 
ish attack  targeted  the  same  sector  of  Iraq 
in  which  the  United  States  had  been  enforc- 
ing a  "no  fly  zone"  as  part  of  the  United  Na- 
tions-backed Operation  Provide  Comfort,  an 
effort  designed  to  protect  Iraqi  Kurds  in  the 
area  from  Saddam  Hussein's  regime.  Because 
the  United  States  is  far  and  away  Turkey's 
largest  supplier  of  weapons  and  military  aid. 
Turkish  Prime  Minister  Tansu  Ciller  cleared 
the  operation  with  President  Clinton  by  tele- 
phone before  sending  her  military  forces  into 
Iraq.  White  House  spoktspcrson  Mike 
McCurry  reported  that  the  President  accept- 
ed Ciller's  explanation  that  the  raids  were 
strictly  aimed  at  PKK  "terrorist  bases"  in 
Northern  Iraq,  and  that  Clinton  expressed 
■understanding  for  Turkey's  need  to  deal  de- 
cisively" with  the  rebel  group. [26] 

In  a  move  that  may  prompt  debate  for 
some  time  to  come.  President  Clinton  and 
the  Pentagon  also  ordered  U.S.  military  per- 
sonnel in  Northern  Iraq  to  "stand  down "' 
from  enforcing  the  no  fly  zone  against  Tur- 
key aircraft  for  the  duration  of  Turkey's 
intervention,  when  a  reporter  asked  Penta- 
gon spokesperson  Dennis  Boxx  whether  the 
Pentagon  was  "uncomfortable"  over  the  fact 
that  a  U.S.  ally  was  "beating  up  on  .  .  .  the 
same  people  weve  been  trying  to  protect 
from  Iraq  for  a  number  of  years."  Boxx  ar- 
gued that  Turkey  was  taking  great  care  to 
focus  its  attacks  on  PKK  terrorist  strong- 
holds. When  he  was  asked  where  U.S.  en- 
forcement of  the  no  fly  zone  would  be  ren- 
dered inoperative  for  the  duration  of  the 
Turkish  intervention  in  Northern  Iraq.  Boxx 
implied  that  it  would,  noting  that  "it's  sim- 
ply better  not  to  put  these  people  at  risk 
[U.S.  military  personnel  involved  in  Oper- 
ation Provide  Comfort]  until  this  has  been 
resolved."'  The  chilling  implication  of  Boxx's 
remark  is  that  the  Pentagon  actually  feared 
that  if  U.S.  forces  had  tried  to  enforce  the  no 
fly  zone  against  the  Turkish  military.  Turk- 
ish forces  would  have  engaged  in  an  air  war 


against  U.S.  troops,  using  U.S.-supplied  air- 
craft. It  was  almost  as  if  the  Pentagon 
spokesman  was  acknowledging  that  Turkey 
had  intimidated  the  U.S.  into  allowing  its 
Iraqi  incursion  to  go  forward  unhindered. [27) 

As  has  been  the  case  in  its  major  anti- 
Kurdish  operations  of  the  recent  past.  Tur- 
key's offensive  in  Northern  Iraq  has  relied 
heavily  on  U.S.-supplied  equipment.  Reports 
in  the  European  press  have  indicated  that 
Turkey's  air  war  against  the  PKK  (and 
against  a  number  of  Kurdish  settlements  and 
refugee  camps)  in  Northern  Iraq  has  been 
conducted  almost  entirely  with  U.S. -de- 
signed fighter  planes  such  as  the  McDonnel 
Douglas  F^.  the  Lockheed  F-104.  and  the 
Lockheed  Martin  F  16.  Other  U.S.-supplied 
aircraft  such  as  the  Textron-Bell  Cobra  heli- 
copter gunship  and  the  United  Technologies/ 
Sikorsky  Black  Hawk  troop  transport  have 
also  been  used  in  support  of  Turkey's  move 
into  Iraq. [28] 

U.S.  support  of  the  Turkish  intervention  is 
based  on  the  a.ssumption  that  it  is  a  care- 
fully crafted  defensive  operation  aimed  at 
wiping  out  PKK  bases  in  Iraq,  with  little  or 
no  negative  impact  on  Kurdish  civilians.  But 
press  reports  from  the  area  have  raised  seri- 
ous doubts  regarding  Turkey's  claim  that  it 
has  been  mounting  a  "surgical  strike" 
against  terrorists.  Turkey's  ongoing  war 
against  the  PKK.  both  in  Northern  Iraq  and 
Southeastern  Turkey,  is  looking  increas- 
ingly like  it  may  become  that  nation's  Viet- 
nam: a  draining,  divisive,  and  ultimately  un- 
successful effort  to  defeat  a  nationalist 
movement  by  military  means.  An  April  2nd 
news  analysis  piece  by  John  Pomfret  of  the 
Washington  Post^ — appropriately  entitled 
"Turkey's  Hunt  for  the  Kurds:  the  Making  of 
a  Quagmire'.'"  -  captured  the  dilemma  faced 
hy  Turkish  troops  in  Northern  Iraq  as  they 
attempted  to  sort  out  Kurdish  PKK  mili- 
tants from  Kurdish  civilians  (both  Turkish 
and  Iraqi)  in  the  area: 

■".  .  .  by  embracing  a  military  answer  to 
what  it  considers  a  terrorist  question,  Tur- 
key risks  bogging  its  army  down  in  a  vicious 
cycle  of  incursion  and  withdrawal,  followed 
by  guerilla  counterattacks  and  more  incur- 
sions again.  Such  a  cycle.  Western  officials 
have  said,  would  only  empty  government  cof- 
fers overtaxed  by  an  ailing  economy  and  a 
similar  counterinsurgency  operation  within 
Turkey. "[29] 

A  western  relief  worker  underscored  the 
futility  of  Turkeys  military  strategy  when 
he  told  Pomfret  "you  can't  wipe  out  a  ter- 
rorist operation  that  operates  on  two  con- 
tinents by  attacking  the  mountains.  It's  like 
killing  a  fly  with  a  sledgehammer."'  Turkish 
soldiers  reported  a  conundrum  similar  to 
that  faced  U.S.  forces  in  'Vietnam— an  inabil- 
ity to  distinguish  friend  from  foe.  One  sol- 
dier told  the  Post  "we  have  a  big  problem  be- 
cause we  don't  know  who  is  a  villager  and 
who  the  PKK  is  ...  we  can't  do  a  thing. "[30] 

Unfortunately,  contrary  to  the  soldier's  re- 
port. Turkish  troops  did  plenty  of  things  in 
Northern  Iraq,  including  a  number  of  docu- 
mented cases  of  killings  and  displacement  of 
Kurdish  civilians.  There  is  no  way  of  know- 
ing at  this  point  whether  these  were  isolated 
incidents  or  part  of  a  larger  pattern  of  abuse, 
because  at  a  number  of  key  stages  in  the 
conflict  Turkish  military  commanders  lim- 
ited access  to  the  combat  zones  on  the  part 
of  both  journalists  and  relief  workers. [31]  At 
the  end  of  March,  during  the  second  week  of 
the  Turkish  invasion,  residents  of  the  Iraqi 
village  of  Beshile  reported  that  their  village 
had  been  bombed  and  burned  to  the  ground 
by  Turkish  forces.  Fevzi  Rashid.  a  43  year 
old   farmer   who   witnessed   the  Turkish   at- 


tack, described  it  to  a  reporter  from  Reuters 
news  service  as  follows: 

■p'irst  the  planes  bombed  our  village.  Then 
soldiers  came  some  days  later  and  burned 
our  houses.  Yesterday  they  came  again  and 
fired  at  the  village  with  rockets  and  mor- 
tars. "[32] 

Turkey's  claim  to  be  targeting  only  PKK 
terrorists  has  been  further  undercut  by  as- 
sertions by  the  Iraqi  National  Congress,  the 
Iraqi  Kurdish  organization  that  controls 
most  of  the  territory  impacted  by  the  Turk- 
ish invasion,  that  on  the  very  first  day  of  the 
invasion  "Turkish  soldiers  .  .  .  arrested  hun- 
dreds of  refugees  as  suspected  followers  of 
the  Kurdish  Workers'  Party. "(33] 

Although  the  Clinton  Administration  firm- 
ly held  to  its  position  that  the  Turkish  inva- 
sion would  be  limited  in  duration  and  narrow 
in  focus,  one  expected  withdrawal  date- 
Turkish  Prime  Minister  Tansu  Ciller's  April 
19th  visit  to  Washington — came  and  went 
with  no  final  timetable  for  withdrawal  in 
sight.  A  partial  puUback  of  Turkish  troops 
in  late  April  of  1995  still  left  at  least  10.000 
Turkish  troops  inside  Iraq,  and  there  is  some 
dispute  even  now  as  to  whether  all  Turkish 
troops  have  cleared  out  of  the  area  (see  dis- 
cussion below).  In  contrast  to  the  policy  of 
Germany,  which  has  cut  off  all  weapons  ship- 
ments to  Turkey  in  response  to  the  Iraqi  in- 
cursion, the  Clinton  Administration's  posi- 
tion on  the  Kurdish  question  appears  to  be 
"Turkey  right  or  wrong. "[34]  The  U.S.  arms 
industry  has  officially  weighed  in  on  the  side 
of  the  Turkish  government's  tactics  as  well, 
in  the  form  of  a  comment  by  Joel  Johnson, 
chief  lobbyist  for  the  Aerospace  Industries 
Association,  to  the  effect  that  Turkey's  mili- 
tary plan  was  no  different  from  what  other 
global  and  regional  power"s  have  done  in 
similar  circumstances: 

"It  must  be  acknowledged  that  the  Turks 
have  not  invented  Rolling  Thunder.  We  used 
B-52s  to  solve  a  guerrilla  problem  [in  Viet- 
nam]. The  Russians  used  very  large  weapons 
platforms  [in  Afghanistan).  And  the  Israelis 
get  irritated  on  a  reasonably  consistent  basis 
and  use  F-16s  in  Southern  Lebanon.  One 
wishes  that  it  didn't  happen.  Sitting  in  the 
comfort  of  ones  office  one  might  tell  all 
four  countries  they're  wrong.  It's  a  lot  easier 
to  sa.y  that  here  than  when  you're  there  and 
it's  your  military  guys  who  are  getting 
chewed  up."[35] 

Setting  aside  for  a  moment  the  obvious 
moral  issues  raised  by  ma-ssive  bombing 
raids  as  a  tool  of  modern  warfare,  it  must  be 
pointed  out  that  Johnson's  statement 
glosses  over  a  key  strategic  point:  in  two  of 
the  three  examples  he  cites.  Vietnam  and  Af- 
ghanistan, the  "Rolling  Thunder"  tactic  was 
employed  by  great  powers  that  were  ulti- 
mately defeated  militarily  and  politically  by 
smaller,  better  motivated  nationalist  forces. 
Even  staunch  allies  of  the  current  Turkish 
regime  might  find  reason  to  advise  Prime 
Minister  Ciller  to  abandon  her  country's  cur- 
rent military  strategy  vis-a-vis  Kurdish  sep- 
aratist forces. 

In  response  to  a  growing  international  out- 
cry against  the  Turkish  government's  tac- 
tics in  its  war  against  the  PKK.  the  Clinton 
Administration  has  repeatedly  urged  Turkey 
to  stop  its  indiscriminate  approach  of  bomb- 
ing and  depopulating  entire  villages,  con- 
gress has  gone  beyond  rhetoric  by  withhold- 
ing 10%  of  Turkey's  U.S.  military  aid  for 
FY.  1995  pending  a  report  on  abuses  against 
civilians  by  the  Turkish  military.  In  Decem- 
ber 1994.  Human  Rights  Watch  published  a 
report  entitled  "US.  Cluster  Bombs  for  Tur- 
key?" which  called  for  a  reversal  of  a  plan  to 
provide  advanced  U.S. -built  CBU-87  cluster 
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bombs  to  Turkey  on  the  grounds  that  the 
weapons  might  be  used  against  civilians.  As 
a  result  of  the  pressure  generated  by  the  re- 
port, the  cluster  bomb  sale  has  been  shelved 
for  the  moment. (36) 

Despite  these  efforts  to  restrict  the  flow  of 
U.S.  arms  to  Turkey's  war  against  the  PKK. 
the  United  States  remains  Turkey's  number 
one  weapons  supplier,  and  Turkey's  Inhu- 
mane warfighting  tactics  continue.  As  of  the 
first  week  of  May.  1995.  Turkish  officials 
claimed  to  have  removed  all  of  their  troops 
from  Northern  Iraq,  but  Prime  Minister 
Ciller  has  stated  in  no  uncertain  terms  that 
she  retains  the  right  to  invade  the  area 
again  if  Turkey  detects  further  PKK  activi- 
ties there. (37)  So  far.  moves  to  curb  Turkey's 
use  of  imported  weaponry  have  had  no  dis- 
cernible impact  on  Ciller's  approach  to  the 
Kurdish  problem:  she  told  members  of  her 
governing  coalition  in  early  April  that  "we 
have  one  thing  to  say  to  those  who  threaten 
us  about  using  their  arms  when  they  should 
be  standing  by  us — we  will  use  our  right  to 
defend  ourselves  under  any  circumstances. 
You  can  keep  your  weapons. "(38)  Maybe  ifs 
time  for  President  Clinton  to  take  Prime 
Minister  Ciller  up  on  her  offer. 

Afghanistan:  Beginning  during  the  late 
1970s  under  the  Carter  Administration  and 
accelerating  during  the  1980s  under  the 
Reagan  Administration,  the  United  States 
supplied  rebel  factions  in  Afghanistan  with 
an  estimated  $2  billion  in  covert  military  as- 
sistance.[39]  This  effort  has  been  widely  cited 
as  one  of  the  great  success  stories  of  the 
Reagan  Doctrine  of  arming  anticommunist 
rebels,  and  there  is  no  question  that  U.S. 
weapons  supplies  contributed  to  the  ability 
of  Afghan  guerrilla  fighters  to  drive  Soviet 
forces  out  of  their  country.  Unfortunately, 
the  longer  term  consequences  of  U.S.  arms 
supplies  to  Afghan  forces  have  been  far  more 
problematic.  Since  Soviet  troops  withdrew 
from  Afghanistan  in  February  1989.  U.S. 
weapons  have  helped  to  sustain  a  vicious 
civil  war  amongst  competing  rebel  organiza- 
tions inside  Afghanistan.  In  addition,  sys- 
tems supplied  to  the  Afghan  factions  for  pur- 
poses of  fighting  off  Soviet  forces  are  now 
being  resold  on  the  internatinnat  market 
turning  up  in  conflicts  where  they  were 
never  intended  to  be  used. 

As  Ted  Galen  Carpenter  of  the  Cato  Insti- 
tute has  noted,  ""(e)ven  before  they  ousted 
the  Soviet-backed  government  from  power  in 
April  1992  feuding  mujahadin  guerrilla  units 
spent  almost  as  much  time  battling  each 
other  as  they  did  fighting  the  communists." 
Far  from  setting  the  stage  for  a  period  of 
peaceful  reconstruction  and  reconciliation, 
the  fighting  inside  Afghanistan  actually  in- 
tensified after  the  Soviet-supported  regime 
was  overthrown— 2.000  people  were  killed  in 
one  three-week  period  in  August  of  1992.  and 
by  the  spring  of  1994  600.000  people  had  been 
displacerl  from  the  capital  city  of  Kabul. 
Much  of  the  equipment  used  on  each  side  of 
the  Afghan  civil  war  comes  from  stocks  sup- 
plied to  the  various  rebel  factions  by  the  CIA 
during  the  1980s.  (40) 

The  violence  sparked  by  U.S.  weapons  and 
training  to  the  Afghan  rebel  movements  ex- 
tends far  beyond  Afghanistan.  An  Algerian 
government  official  has  described  the  exist- 
ence of  a  "floating  army"  of  Islamic  fun- 
damentalist fighters  who  received  weapons 
and  training  in  Afghanistan  starting  in  the 
1980s,  and  are  now  mounting  terrorist  at- 
tacks on  U.S. -backed  governments  in  Alge- 
ria. Egypt.  Israel,  and  Saudi  Arabia.  [41]  This 
international  network  of  armed  Islamic  fun- 
damentalists that  the  CIA  helped  to  create 
has  struck  in  the  United  States  as  well:  two 
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of  the  men  convicted  in  the  1993  bombing  of 
the  World  Trade  Center  had  received  weap- 
ons and  explosives  training  from  CIA-backed 
rebels  in  Afghanistan  prior  to  their  attack  in 
New  York.  And  these  two  men  may  not  be 
the  only  examples  of  U.S.  covert  aid  back- 
firing. According  to  David  Whipple,  the 
former  head  of  counterterrorism  at  the  CIA. 
"some  of  the  people  who  are  actual  or  poten- 
tial terrorists  in  this  country  are  former 
guerrilla  fighters  in  Afghanistan.  "  And  it 
now  appears  that  the  suspects  in  the  recent 
murders  of  several  U.S.  embassy  emplo.vees 
in  Karachi.  Pakistan  are  also  suspected  of 
having  ties  to  the  CIA's  Afghan  weapons 
pipeline. [42] 

One  of  the  most  dangerous  lingering  side 
effects  of  the  CIA's  Afghan  weapons  traffick- 
ing has  been  the  proliferation  of  U.S. -built 
Stinger  missiles.  The  Stinger,  a  shoulder- 
fired  antiaircraft  missile  that  can  be  used  to 
shoot  down  anything  from  a  fighter  plane  to 
a  civilian  airliner,  has  been  described  by 
Senator  Dennis  DeConcini  as  'the  ultimate 
terrorist  weapon.  "  [43]  Afghan  rebel  com- 
manders have  been  putting  their  U.S. -sup- 
plied Stingers  up  for  sale  to  the  highest  bid- 
der in  the  international  arms  bazaar,  and 
there  have  been  reports  that  some  of  the 
weapons  have  now  turned  up  in  such  un- 
likely places  as  Iran.  Libya.  Qatar,  and 
North  Korea.  [44).  The  CIA  was  so  disturbed 
by  these  reports  that  they  put  up  $65  million 
for  a  Stinger  'buyback  "  plan;  so  far  the  pro- 
gram has  only  succeeded  in  driving  up  the 
price  that  Afghan  forces  can  get  for  the  mis- 
siles to  two  to  three  times  their  original 
price,  while  recovering  very  few  of  the  mis- 
siles. [45]. 

The  .shortsighted  attitudes  of  U.S.  policy- 
makers involved  in  creating  the  Afghan 
weapons  pipeline  were  summarized  by  t;d- 
ward  Juchniewicz.  the  CIA's  associate  direc- 
tor for  covert  operations  during  the  Reagan 
Administration: 

•The  Iranians  have  already  captured  or 
otherwi.se  obtained  some  Stingers  and  con- 
tinue to  accumulate  them.  I  can  understand 
why  people  are  exercised.  I  wouldn't  want 
one  to  hit  the  airplane  I'm  on  .  .  .  [but]  one 
makes  the  assumption  when  one  goes  to  bat- 
tle that  ones  equipment  will  be  captured  by 
the  enemy.  So  unfortunately,  we  lost  some 
Stingers,  and  now  our  enemy  has  one  of  our 
best  weapons.  "[46] 

What  Juchniewicz  fails  to  acknowledge  is 
that  the  Stingers  that  were  transferred  to 
Iran  were  not  captured  by  an  enemy  in  bat- 
tle; they  were  provided  to  Iran  by  Afghan 
rebel  forces  that  had  been  considered  friends 
of  the  United  States. 

While  the  spread  of  US. -supplied  Stinger 
missiles  poses  an  ongoing  threat  because  of 
their  possible  role  in  augmenting  the  capa- 
bilities of  terrorist  organizations,  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  tons  of  light  weaponry  that  the 
CIA  funneled  to  Afghan  factions  through  its 
contacts  in  Pakistani  intelligence  services 
may  pose  an  even  more  serious  risk  to  the 
stability  of  South  Asia.  Analysts  of  the  Af- 
ghan conflict  have  reported  that  during  the 
1980s  the  United  States  purchased  literally 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  combat  rifles  from 
such  diverse  sources  as  China.  Turkey. 
Egypt,  and  Israel  and  passed  them  on  to  Af- 
ghan rebel  groups. [47]  However,  as  British  re- 
searcher Chris  Smith  has  noted,  many  of 
these  weapons  were  siphoned  off  along  the 
way.  because  the  Afghan  pipeline  was  "ex- 
tremely badly  organized  and  poorly  thought 
out."  to  the  point  that  it  "leaked  profusely 
and  virtually  ruptured.  "  As  a  result,  the 
Northwest  Frontier  area  of  Pakistan  is  dot- 
ted with  a  series  of  open  air  weapons  marts 


that  are  doing  a  brisk  business  reselling 
weapons  that  were  originally  intended  to  go 
to  Afghan  rebel  forces.  Pakistani  intel- 
ligence officials  have  been  running  guns  to 
Islamic  fundamentalist  forces  in  the  India 
province  of  Kashmir,  increasing  the  level  of 
violence  of  that  conflict  and  undermining  ef- 
forts to  encourage  India  and  Pakistan  to 
come  to  a  diplomatic  resolution  of  the  Kash- 
mir issue.  Sikh  militants  fighting  in  the 
Punjab  region  of  India  have  large  quantities 
of  Chinese  Type  56  assault  rifles  of  the  kind 
that  were  supplied  in  large  numbers  by  the 
CIA  to  the  Afghan  war.  indicating  a  likely 
spillover  of  the  Afghan  pipeline  into  this 
conflict  as  well.  U.S. -supplied  weapons  have 
also  been  utilized  by  Islamic  fundamentalist 
fighters  engaged  in  a  civil  war  against  Rus- 
sian-backed government  in  the  former  So- 
viet republic  of  Tajikistan. [48] 

In  reviewing  the  evidence  of  the  spread  of 
U.S. -supplied  guns  and  ammunition  that  was 
originally  intended  for  the  Afghan  war. 
Human  Rights  Watch  has  observed  that 
"[t]he  single  most  important  factor  in  the 
introduction  of  small  arms  and  light  weap- 
ons into  South  Asia  was  the  effort  by  the 
U.S.  and  Pakistan  to  arm  the  Afghan 
mujahidin  resistance. "[49] 

Indonesia:  Governed  by  one  of  the  world's 
longest  enduring  military  rulers.  General 
Suharto.  Indonesia  also  has  one  of  the  worst 
human  rights  records  of  any  major  U.S. 
weapons  client.  There  is  direct  evidence  that 
some  of  these  human  rights  violations  have 
been  carried  out  using  U.S. -supplied  equip- 
ment. 

In  addition  to  restrictions  on  freedom  of 
the  press,  freedom  of  assembly,  and  labor 
rights  within  Indonesia,  the  Indonesian  gov- 
ernment has  sustained  an  illegal  military  oc- 
cupation of  neighboring  East  Timor  for  near- 
ly 20  years.  In  November  of  1991.  two  U.S. 
journalists.  .Mian  Nairn  and  Amy  Goodman, 
witnessed  a  massacre  carried  out  by  Indo- 
nesian troops  in  the  Timorese  capital  of  Dili. 
The  troops,  armed  with  U.S. -supplied  M-16 
rifles,  opened  fire  on  a  memorial  mass  and 
procession  in  honor  of  a  young  Timorese 
man  who  had  been  murdered  by  the  Indo- 
nesian army  for  atlemtiliiiH  lu  speak  out 
about  human  rights  abuses  in  East 
Timor. [50]  Human  rights  abuses  by  Indo- 
nesian forces  have  continued  up  to  the 
present,  both  in  East  Timor  and  within  Indo- 
nesia; a  recent  summary  of  Indonesia's 
record  of  Human  Rights  Watch  described  "a 
pattern  of  abuse  .  .  .  characterized  by  mili- 
tary intervention  in  virtually  all  aspects  of 
Indonesian  public  life  and  by  the  arbitrary 
exercise  of  authority  by  President 
Soeharto   "[51] 

The  massacre  in  Dili  and  subsequent  ac- 
tions of  the  Indonesian  military  have 
sparked  calls  by  the  public  and  the  Congress 
for  a  cutoff  of  U.S.  military  assistance, 
training  and  sales  to  the  Indonesian  govern- 
ment, but  so  far  these  demands  have  only 
been  partially  met.  In  October  of  1992  Con- 
gress cut  off  U.S.  assistance  to  Indonesia 
under  the  International  Military  Education 
and  Training  (IMET)  program.  In  1994,  the 
Clinton  administration  announced  that  it 
would  stop  permitting  arms  sales  or  export 
licenses  to  Indonesia  for  deals  involving 
small  arms  or  crowd  control  equipment. [52] 

Despite  these  steps,  there  continues  to  be  a 
.significant  flow  of  U.S.  weapons  to  Indo- 
nesia, adding  to  the  more  than  $583  million 
in  U.S.  weapons  deliveries  to  that  nation 
from  F.Y.  1984  through  F.Y.  1993.  In  1993,  the 
last  year  for  which  full  data  is  available. 
U.S.  deliveries  to  Indonesia  through  the  Pen- 
tagon's Foreign  Military  sales  program  and 


commercial  sales  licensed  by  the  State  De- 
partment topped  $34  million.  And  the  most 
recent  statistics  from  the  U.S.  Arms  Control 
and  Di.sarmament  .Agency  demonstrate  that 
for  a  five  year  period  ending  in  1991.  the  U.S. 
supplied  38%  of  all  weapons  imported  by  the 
Indonesian  government;  for  the  period  from 
1991  to  1993,  the  U.S.  share  of  Indonesia's 
weapons  imports  dropped  slightly,  to  33%.  As 
this  report  was  going  to  press.  Defense  News 
reported  that  the  Clinton  Administration 
was  seriously  considering  giving  clearance 
for  a  multi-billion  dollar  sale  of  F-16  fighter 
aircraft  to  Indonesia;  the  article  reported 
some  ambivalence  within  the  administra- 
tion, noting  that  "White  House  officials  .  .  . 
realize  they  must  tiptoe  around  congres- 
sional sensitivity  over  killings  and  arbitrary 
arrests  in  the  former  East  Timor. "[53] 

Other  examples:  In  addition  to  these  spe- 
cific examples  of  the  utilization  of  U.S. -sup- 
plied weapons  in  active  areas  of  conflict, 
there  is  strong  circumstantial  evidence  to 
indicate  that  U.S.  systems  have  either  al- 
ready been  used  or  may  yet  come  into  play 
in  a  host  of  other  wars.  The  mere  fact  that 
U.S.  weapons  have  been  delivered  to  45  of  the 
50  current  localities  that  are  in  the  midst  of 
significant  conflicts  in  one  strong  indication 
that  U.S.  weapons  are  involved  in  many  of 
today's  wars. 

Moving  from  statistical  evidence  to  actual 
cases,  a  few  recent  examples  should  suffice 
to  demonstrate  the  myriad  ways  in  which 
U.S.  weaponry  may  be  used  in  ethnic  and 
territorial  conflicts. 

Guatemala  has  been  on  the  front  pages  of 
American  newspapers  in  recent  months  be- 
cause of  revelations  that  CIA-financed  Gua- 
temalan military  officers  were  involved  in 
the  murders  of  Efrain  Bamaca  Velazquez  (a 
Guatemalan  rebel  leader  who  w.as  the  hus- 
band of  Jennifer  Harbury.  an  American  law- 
yer and  anti-war  activist),  and  Michael 
DeVine.  an  American  citizen  who  owned  a 
farm  in  Guatemala  before  he  was  killed  in 
1990.  Ironically,  it  took  the  deaths  of  an 
American  and  the  husband  of  an  American 
citizen  to  focus  widespread  media  attention 
on  the  routine  use  of  U.S.  arms  to  promote 
murder  and  torture  in  Guatemala.  .As  R.  Jef- 
frey Smith  and  Dana  Priest  noted  in  a  Wash- 
ington Post  piece  that  ran  after  the  revela- 
tions of  CIA  complicity  in  these  two  deaths, 
"while  U.S.  public  attention  was  distracted 
by  civil  wars  in  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua, 
the  CIA  and  U.S.  military  trained  and 
equipped  anti-communist  military  forces 
widely  believed  to  have  killed  more  than 
100.000  peasants  during  a  decades-long  sim- 
mering insurgency,  according  to  U.S.  intel- 
ligence, military,  and  diplomatic  officials." 
Once  the  Cold  War  aura  of  anti-communist 
"legitimacy"  is  removed  from  these  activi- 
ties, an  objective  view  of  the  behavior  of 
U.S. -backed  Guatemalan  forces  reveals  that 
they  have  been  engaged  in  a  campaign  of  sys- 
tematic terror  against  their  own  people  for 
over  three  decades. [54] 

As  if  the  obscene  spectacle  of  U.S.  govern- 
ment funds  supporting  the  murder  of  a  U.S. 
citizen  were  not  evidence  enough  that  U.S. 
arms  policies  towards  Guatemala  have  gone 
seriously  awry,  subsequent  revelations  about 
the  CIA's  role  in  Guatemala  raise  even  more 
troubling  questions. 

From  1986  through  1991.  the  United  States 
accounted  for  86  percent  of  all  weaponry  im- 
ported by  the  Guatemalan  military.  In  re- 
sponse to  ongoing  human  rights  abuses  in 
Guatemala  in  general  and  the  murder  of  Mi- 
chael DeV'ine  in  particular.  U.S.  military  as- 
sistance to  Guatemala  was  officially  sus- 
pended by  the  Bush  Administration  in  1990. 


As  far  as  the  public,  the  media,  most  mem- 
bers of  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  State,  and 
even  the  U.S.  ambassador  to  Guatemala  were 
fonccrned.  this  cutoff  of  military  aid  meant 
that  the  U.S.  government's  role  in  arming 
and  financing  the  Guatemalan  military  had 
been  brouirht  to  an  end.  This  reasonable  as- 
sumption turned  out  to  be  dead  wrong. 

In  the  wake  of  the  revelations  about  the 
Guatemalan  military's  role  in  the  murders  of 
Michael  DeVine  and  Efrain  Velazquez.  Tim 
Weiner  of  the  New  York  Times  revealed  that 
from  the  moment  official  U.S.  aid  to  Guate- 
mala was  suspended  in  1990.  the  CIA  imme- 
diately initiated  a  multi-million  dollar  pro- 
gram of  payments  to  key  Guatemalan  mili- 
tary and  intelligence  officials.  The  pay- 
ments, which  were  allegedly  aimed  at 
"maintaining  good  relations"  with  Guate- 
malan security  officials,  totaled  $5  to  $7  mil- 
lion per  year,  more  than  twice  the  level  of 
the  public  U.S.  military  aid  that  was  termi- 
nated by  the  Bush  .Administration.  Among 
the  recipients  of  CIA  funds  was  Col.  Alpirez. 
the  principal  suspect  in  the  murders  of  Mi- 
chael DeVine  and  Efrain  Velazquez. [55] 

In  addition  to  the  secret  CI.A  payments,  in- 
vestigative journalist  Allan  Nairn  has  uncov- 
ered documentation  of  144  separate  sales  of 
rifles  and  pistols  to  Guatemala  from  U.S. 
sources,  all  of  which  occurred  after  the  1990 
aid  cutoff. [56] 

As  the  Clinton  Administration  and  the 
Congress  proceed  with  separate  investiga- 
tions of  the  Guatemalan  arms  scandal,  they 
will  have  to  consider  new.  tougher  safe- 
guards over  the  CIA's  role  in  the  covert  arm- 
ing and  financing  of  foreign  military  and  in- 
telligence services.  Otherwise,  there  will  be 
no  guarantee  that  the  will  of  the  President. 
the  Congress,  or  the  public  will  be  respected 
in  future  arms  sales  relationships.  The  CIA's 
conduct  in  Guatemala  brings  to  mind  a  re- 
ni.uk  made  by  former  New  Hampshire  Sen- 
.itor  Warren  Rudman  with  respect  to  another 
covert  arms  trafficking  scheme  run  amok, 
Irancontra:  "If  you  carry  this  to  its  logical 
extreme,  you  don't  have  a  democracy  any 
more. "[57] 

When  Mexico  moved  to  put  down  the  rebel 
uprising  in  the  southern  state  of  Chiapas  in 
early  1994,  they  initially  used  some  of  the 
nearly  three  dozen  helicopters  that  the  Unit- 
ed States  had  supplied  to  the  Mexican  .Attor- 
ney General's  office  for  use  in  anti-narcotics 
activities.  Under  questioning  from  Congress, 
.Assistant  .Secretary  of  State  Alexander  Wat- 
son acknowledged  that  ■USG-supplied  heli- 
copters were  being  used  in  Chiapas,  '  but  ar- 
i^'uf'd  that  their  use  was  acceptable  because 
Isjenior  officials  a.ssured  our  Embassy  that 
the  helicoptei-s  were  use  in  a  logistical,  non- 
combat  role. "(58]  Since  a  ■logistical"  func- 
tion for  the  U.S. -supplied  helicopters  could 
include  the  militarily  essential  task  of 
transporting  troops  and  equipment  to  the 
front,  the  assertion  regarding  a  "noncombat 
role  "  is  misleading  at  best. 

In  March  of  1994,  the  San  Antonio  Express- 
News  reported  that  the  Mexican  government 
was  "quietly  importing  millions  of  dollars 
worth  of  riot  control  vehicles  across  the 
Texas  border,  apparently  in  preparation  for 
any  civil  unrest  after  the  late-summer  presi- 
dential election."  The  systems  impwrted 
from  the  United  States  included  the  17-ton 
Cobra  riot  control  vehicle,  equipped  with 
water  cannon  and  dye  guns  that  can  be  used 
to  "mark  "  troublesome  demonstrators  for 
later  identification  by  the  police;  and  the  12- 
ton  Textron  armored  water  cannon,  which 
can  spray  with  an  impact  of  120  pounds  at  a 
range  of  up  to  50  feet.  Pro-democracy  activ- 
ists in  Mexico  roundly  condemned  the  sale. 


-Apparently,  the  vehicles  have  yet  to  be  uti- 
lized to  put  down  any  major  demonstrations, 
but  given  the  continued  political  turbulence 
in  Mexico  they  may  yet  be  used  for  that  pur- 
pose.[59] 

In  February  of  1995.  Newsday  reporter  Ray 
Sanchez  reported  that  U..S. -supplied  Black 
Hawk  helicopters  were  being  used  to  ferry 
troops  to  Chiapas  in  the  Mexican  govern- 
ment's abortive  attempt  to  round  up  the  top 
leadership  of  the  Zapatista  movement.  There 
is  a  strong  possibility  that  U.S.  weaponry 
will  be  used  again  if  there  is  further  civil 
strife  in  Mexico:  the  Mexican  government 
has  taken  delivery  of  over  $300  million  worth 
of  U.S.  weaponry  over  the  past  decade,  and 
U.S.  deliveries  accounted  for  over  three- 
quarters  of  Mexican  weapons  imports  in  the 
most  recent  five  year  period  for  which  infor- 
mation is  available. [60] 

The  Bush  Administration's  initiative  to 
utilize  military  assistance  to  help  Andean 
nations  fight  the  "war  on  drugs"  has  led  to 
a  number  of  documented  instances  of  the  use 
(and  abuse)  of  U.S. -supplied  weaponry  in  con- 
flicts having  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  the 
problem  of  drug  interdiction.  As  the  Wash- 
ington Office  on  Latin  America  (WOLA) 
noted  in  its  1991  report  "Clear  and  Present 
Dangers;  The  U.S.  Military  and  the  War  on 
Drugs  in  the  Andes  ",  under  the  impetus  of 
the  Bush  policy  "the  Andean  region  has  sup- 
planted Central  America  as  the  main  locus  of 
U.S.  military  activity  in  the  hemisphere."  In 
the  first  three  years  of  the  1990s,  Colombia, 
Peru,  and  Bolivia  were  slated  to  receive 
more  U.S.  military  assistance  than  all  of 
Central  America  combined,  with  the  ration- 
ale of  providing  equipment  and  training  that 
could  be  used  to  fight  drug  trafficking  in 
those  countries.  Despite  rhetoric  about  shift- 
ing its  emphasis  toward  reducing  demand  for 
drugs  in  the  United  States,  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration has  carried  on  the  Bush  policy 
of  providing  substantial  amounts  of  military 
assistance  to  Andean,  Central  American,  and 
Caribbean  nations  for  use  in  anti-narcotics 
efforts. [61] 

In  Colombia.  Black  Hawk  helicopters  and 
Textron  Cessna  A-37  counterinsurgency  air- 
craft that  were  supplied  as  part  of  the  Bush 
Administration's  September  1989  emergency 
antidrug  aid  package  to  that  nation  were 
used  just  a  few  months  later  in  a  series  of 
bombing  raids  against  the  village  of  Liana 
Fria  that  resulted  in  the  displacement  of 
1.400  peasants.  The  Colombian  military 
claimed  that  the  raids  were  aimed  at  leftist 
guerrilla  forces— clearly  not  a  purpose  that 
was  covered  in  the  original  rationale  for  the 
emergency  U.S.  weapons  shipments.  To 
make  matters  worse,  a  report  by  the  Wash- 
ington Office  on  Latin  America  (WOLA)  indi- 
cated that  "witnesses  claim  that  the  attacks 
were  not  aimed  at  guerrilla  camps,  as  the 
military  said,  but  at  civilian  settlements." 
In  a  statement  that  proved  to  be  prophetic. 
WOLA  Executive  Director  Alexander  Wilde 
warned  in  a  June  1990  congressional  hearing 
that  funneling  U.S.  aid  to  the  Colombian 
armed  forces  under  the  guise  of  fighting 
drugs  would  just  "further  fuel  the  cri.sis  of 
human  rights  abuse  [in  Colombia]  .  .  .  and 
undermine  political  stability,  by  strengthen- 
ing the  Colombian  armed  forces."  Five  years 
and  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  U.S. 
military  aid  later.  Colombia  has  made  little 
progress  in  stemming  the  flow  of  cocaine 
from  its  territory  to  the  United  States:  in 
fact,  in  March  of  1995  the  Clinton  Adminis- 
tration stopped  just  short  of  cutting  off  all 
U.S.  aid  to  Colombia  as  punishment  for  the 
current  government's  lackluster  efforts  to 
bring  members  of  the  drug  cartels  to  jus- 
tice.[62] 


When  tensions  between  Ecuador  and  Peru 
erupted  into  a  full-scale  border  war  in  Janu- 
ary of  1995,  it  marked  the  latest  case  in 
which  the  United  States  has  provided  sub- 
stantial amounts  of  weaponry  to  both  sides 
of  a  conflict. 

Ecuador  received  over  $111  million  in  U.S. 
Military  equipment  between  FY.  1984  and 
F.Y.  1993.  U.S.  shipments  accounted  for  more 
than  33%  of  all  Ecuadorean  weapons  imports 
in  the  most  recent  five  year  period,  and  50"/, 
of  all  such  shipments  from  1991  through  1993. 
In  the  five  years  following  the  announce- 
ment of  the  Bush  Administration's  Andean 
antidrug  initiative,  Ecuador  has  received  $21 
million  in  security  assistance  from  the  Unit- 
ed States,  including  military  grants  and 
training,  giveaways  of  excess  U.S.  Defense 
equipment,  and  balance  of  payments  assist- 
ance under  the  Economic  Support  Fund  pro- 
gram (ESF).[63]  A  passage  on  the  aid  pro- 
gram for  Ecuador  in  the  1993  edition  of  the 
joint  Pentagon/State  Department  Congres- 
sional Presentation  on  Security  Assistance 
provided  an  ironic  foreshadowing  of  precisely 
how  the  U.S.  Weaponry  provided  to  that  na- 
tion for  the  fight  against  drugs  would  prove 
useful  in  its  1995  jungle  border  war  with 
Peru: 

"The  proposed  FY  93  FMF  [Foreign  Mili- 
tary Financing]  program  will  provide  vehi- 
cles, aircraft  spare  parts,  and  communica- 
tions equipment  to  improve  military  mobil- 
ity in  remote  regions.  It  will  also  provide 
weapons  and  ammunition. "[64] 

This  increased  mobility  apparently  proved 
useful  to  Ecuadorean  forces  during  the  early 
weeks  of  the  war.  as  the.v  seized  a  decidedly 
remote  border  zone  in  the  Amazon  jungle. 

When  Peru  counterattacked  to  win  back 
the  captured  territory,  its  armed  forces  were 
also  well  equipped  with  U.S.  Weaponry.  Al- 
though U.S.  Military  aid  to  Peru  has  been  an 
on  again,  off  again  affair  in  recent  years  due 
to  questions  raised  by  Peruvian  President 
Alberto  Fujimori's  imposition  of  martial 
law,  the  United  States  still  managed  to  ship 
$136  million  worth  of  military  equipment  to 
Peru  between  F.Y.  1984  and  FY.  1993.  In  all. 
U.S.  sources  supplied  6%  of  Peru's  total  arms 
imports  between  t-.i.  iaav  ana  h.V.  lyyi,  in- 
creasing slightly  to  8.5%  between  1991  and 
1993.  Protestations  over  Fujimori's  record 
notwithstanding,  the  United  States  supplied 
over  $293  million  in  security  assistance  to 
Peru  between  FY.  1990  and  FY.  1994,  mostly 
in  the  form  of  cash  payments  under  the  Eco- 
nomic Support  Fund  (ESF)  program. [65]  A 
presentation  to  Congress  on  the  F.Y.  1992  aid 
proposals  for  Peru  provides  a  capsule  sum- 
mary of  the  kinds  of  assistance  and  training 
that  the  United  States  has  attempted  to  pro- 
vide to  the  Peruvian  government  and  armed 
forces  in  the  period  leading  up  to  the  1995 
border  war  with  Ecuador: 

"The  proposed  FY  1992  FMF  [Foreign  Mili- 
tary Financing)  program  will  provide  indi- 
vidual troop  equipment,  small  arms  and 
heavy  weapons  and  ammunition,  commu- 
nications equipment,  vehicles,  river  patrol 
boats  and  spare  parts  for  previously-provided 
aircraft  and  helicopters.  ESF  [Economic 
Support  Funds]  will  provide  balance  of  pay- 
ments support  and  fund  alternative  developi- 
ment  activities  in  coca-growing  areas  and  ju- 
dicial reform  activities.  IMET  [International 
Military  Education  and  Training]  will  pro- 
vide professional  military  education,  tech- 
nical, management,  and  special  police  anti- 
narcotics  training,  and  training  to  improve 
military  and  police  human  rights  prac- 
tices. "[66] 

Important  elements  of  this  ambitious  aid 
program  were  sidetracked  in  April  of  1992 


14326 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


when  President  Fujimori  imposed  martial 
law.  but  previous  U.S.  weapons  and  training 
(not  to  mention  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  aid  provided  under  the  Economic  Sup- 
port Fund  program)  left  a  substantial  mark 
on  the  shape  and  size  of  the  Peruvian  armed 
forces.  In  a  February  1995  briefing  for  foreign 
correspondents  at  the  presidential  palace  in 
Lima.  Fujimori  noted  that  one  of  the  Peru- 
vian aircraft  that  wa^  shot  down  in  the  air 
war  with  Ecuador  was  an  A-37  attack  plane, 
a  U.S.  counterinsurgency  aircraft  that  is 
manufactured  by  the  Cessna  division  of  Tex- 
tron and  nicknamed  the  "Dragonfly. "[67] 

In  Asia,  the  fastest  growing  arms  market 
in  the  world.  U.S.  weapons  are  playing  a 
central  part  in  a  critical  conflict  as  well. 

The  government  of  the  Philippines  has 
been  waging  counterinsurgency  campaigrns 
against  the  New  People's  Army  (NPA)  and 
several  other  indigenous  guerrilla  move- 
ments for  over  two  decades.  The  United 
States  has  taken  sides  in  this  civil  war  by 
supplying  the  Philippine  government  with 
over  $619  million  worth  of  U.S.  weaponry 
over  the  past  decade.  The  U.S.  supplied  93% 
of  the  Philippine  government's  arms  imports 
from  1987  through  1991.  dropping  to  75%  for 
the  period  from  1991  through  1993.  [68] 

While  there  has  been  no  detailed  account- 
ing of  the  role  of  U.S.  weapons  and  training 
in  the  civil  war  in  the  Philippines,  it  is  clear 
that  at  least  some  of  the  equipment  being 
supplied  by  the  United  States  has  direct  ap- 
plications to  counterinsurgency,  and  that 
the  United  States  government  has  gone  to 
some  effort  to  obscure  this  fact.  For  exam- 
ple, when  the  United  States  made  its  first  re- 
port to  the  United  Nations  arms  register  in 
1993.  it  indicated  a  delivery  of  nine  "combat 
aircraft"  to  the  Philippines,  with  no  further 
description.  When  the  Philippines  reported 
on  its  weapons  imports  for  that  same  year, 
they  indicated  receipt  of  19  (not  nine)  com- 
bat aircraft,  and  they  identified  the  planes 
as  Rockwell  OV-lOA  Broncos,  an  aircraft  de- 
signed specifically  for  counterinsurgency 
missions.  [69]  In  early  April,  the  Inter- 
national Herald  Tribune  reported  that  Phil- 
ippine forces  had  used  U.S.  supplied  Broncos 
to  conduct  bombing  raids  against  Muslim, 
guerrilla  forces  near  the  city  of  Zamboanga. 
[70] 

The  war  in  Afghanistan  is  not  the  only  in- 
stance of  U.S.  covert  weapons  assistance 
being  misused  long  after  the  original  purpose 
of  that  assistance  has  passed.  In  Angola, 
where  the  U.S.  provided  approximately  $250 
million  in  covert  weapons  shipments  to 
Jonas  Savimbi's  UNITA  movement  between 
1986  and  1991.  U.S. -supplied  systems  were  uti- 
lized extensively  in  UNITAs  efforts  to  shoot 
its  way  into  power  and  overturn  the  results 
of  U.N. -sponsored  elections.  A  November  1994 
report  by  Human  Rights  Watch  notes  that 
"U.S. -made  106mm  recoilless  rifles  mounted 
on  four-wheel-drive  vehicles  have  been  par- 
ticularly popular  with  UNITA.  "  The  report 
also  recounts  .Angolan  government  asser- 
tions that  they  have  captured  U.S. -made 
antitank  missiles,  mortars,  and  grenade 
launchers  from  UNITA  forces.  As  in  Afghani- 
stan. UNITA  forces  in  Angola  also  received 
Stinger  antiaircraft  missiles  from  the  United 
States  during  the  1980s,  although  the  Bush 
Administration  apparently  got  the  Stingers 
back  from  UNITA  by  swapping  them  for 
"less  sensitive  lethal  equipment.  "  [71]  As  of 
early  1995.  it  appeared  that  UNITA  was  fi- 
nally prepared  to  put  down  its  arms  as  part 
of  a  United  Nations  sponsored  demobiliza- 
tion plan;  but  the  question  remains  whether 
the  Angolan  civil  war  could  have  been  ended 
years  sooner  with  considerably  tqss  loss  of 


life  if  the  United  States  and  other  major 
arms  suppliers  hadn't  provided  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  worth  of  armaments  to 
both  sides  in  that  twenty  year  conflict. 

Last  but  not  least,  when  a  civil  war  erupt- 
ed in  Yemen  at  the  end  of  1994.  reporting  fo- 
cused on  Soviet-origin  weaponry  utilized  by 
the  government  of  Yemen,  along  with  the 
possibility  that  some  of  it  had  been  main- 
tained with  the  assistance  of  Iraqi  advisors. 
Less  attention  was  paid  to  the  fact  that  the 
Yemeni  government  also  had  access  to  11  F- 
5E  fighters,  50M60A1  tanks,  and  70  M113  ar- 
mored personnel  carriers  that  it  had  inher- 
ited from  the  government  of  North  Yemen  (a 
former  U.S.  ally)  when  North  and  South 
Yemen  merged.  Despite  reports  that  the  U.S. 
government  withheld  spare  parts  for  U.S. 
systems  during  the  conflict,  at  least  four  of 
the  F5-Es  and  an  unknown  number  of  the 
U.S. -supplied  tanks  and  armored  personnel 
carriers  were  utilized  in  the  conflict.  [72] 

III.  Strengthening  Potential  Adversaries: 
The  Boomerang  Effect 

One  of  the  most  striking  features  of  U.S. 
arms  sales  policy  since  the  end  of  the  Cold 
War  has  been  the  regularity  with  which  U.S.- 
supplied  weapons  have  ended  up  in  the  hands 
of  U.S.  adversaries.  The  last  four  times  the 
United  States  has  sent  troops  into  conflict  in 
substantial  numbers— in  Panama,  Iraq,  So- 
malia, and  Haiti— they  faced  forces  on  the 
other  side  that  had  received  U.S.  weapons, 
training  or  military  technology  in  the  period 
leading  up  to  the  outbreak  of  hostilities. 
While  representatives  of  arms  exporting 
companies  have  argued  that  this  "leakage" 
of  U.S.  weaponry  to  potential  adversaries 
has  been  minimal  (see  section  II.  above),  the 
statistical  evidence  tells  a  different  story. 

Panama:  When  President  Bush  ordered 
U.S.  troops  into  Panama  in  December  of  1989 
to  capture  Panamanian  President  Manuel 
Noriega  and  bring  him  back  to  the  United 
States  to  face  trial  on  charges  of  drug  traf- 
ficking and  money  laundering,  they  faced  a 
Panamanian  defense  force  that  had  been  to  a 
considerable  extent  made  in  the  U.S.A.  Pan- 
ama received  $33.5  million  in  U.S.  weaponry 
under  the  FMS  and  commercial  sales  pro- 
grams during  the  1980s,  and  the  U,S.  ac- 
counted for  44%  of  Panama's  weapons  im- 
ports in  the  five  years  leading  up  to  the  inva- 
sion. Equally  important,  a  large  part  of  the 
Panamanian  officer  corps  had  been  trained 
by  the  United  States  military:  from  1950 
through  1987.  6,695  Panamanian  military  per- 
sonnel received  training  under  the  Penta- 
gon's International  Military  Education  and 
Training  program  (IMET),  at  a  cost  of  $8.3 
million.^'  Although  U.S.  troops  encountered 
minimal  resistance  in  their  effort  to  capture 
Noriega,  the  Panama  invasion  was  the  first 
incident  in  a  disturbing  pattern  that  has 
characterized  every  major  U.S.  military 
intervention  since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War: 
U.S.  forces  going  into  battle  against  forces 
that  have  been  armed  or  trained  by  their 
own  government. 

Iraq:  Despite  recent  efforts  by  the  defense 
industry  and  the  Clinton  Administration  to 
argue  that  the  United  States  did  not  arm 
Iraq  in  the  period  leading  up  to  the  1991  Gulf 
War.  there  is  ample  documentation  dem- 
onstrating that  the  Reagan  and  Bush  admin- 
istrations supplied  critical  military  tech- 
nologies that  were  put  directly  to  use  in  the 
construction  of  the  Iraqi  war  machine.  There 
is  also  strong  evidence  indicating  that  the 
executive  branch's  failure  to  crack  down  on 
illegal  weapons  traffickers  or  keep  track  of 
third  party  transfers  of  U.S.  weaponry  al- 
lowed a  substantial  flow  of  U.S. -origin  mili- 
tary equipment  and  military  components  to 
make  their  way  to  Iraq.''-' 


The  differences  in  perception  regarding  the 
degree  to  which  the  United  States  govern- 
ment helped  to  arm  Iraq  center  around  the 
fact  that  the  most  significant  U.S.  contribu- 
tions to  the  Iraqi  military  complex  were  not 
through  direct  transfers  of  guns,  tanks,  heli- 
copters, or  other  finished  weapons  systems, 
but  rather  through  supplies  of  so-called 
"dual  use"  technologies.  This  misunder- 
standing was  at  the  heart  of  the  misleading 
press  coverage  of  the  Justice  Department's 
investigation  of  the  BNL  affair,  a  scandal  in- 
volving provision  of  U.S. -guaranteed  loans  to 
Iraq  by  the  Atlanta  branch  of  Italy's  state- 
run  Banca  Nazionale  del  Lavoro.  For  exam- 
ple, a  headline  in  the  New  York  Ti.-nes  an- 
nounced that  "Inquiry  Finds  No  U.S.  In- 
volvement in  the  Iraqi  Arms  Buildup,"  and 
the  Washington  Post  reported  that  the  Jus- 
tice Department's  lead  investigator.  John 
Hogan,  had  asserted  that  "Washington  ap- 
pears to  have  authorized  the  sale  to  Saddam 
only  of  some  communications  gear  and  a  sin- 
gle pistol  "  In  fact,  the  Justice  investigators 
made  it  clear  in  their  summary  of  findings 
that  their  mandate  was  not  to  assess  the  ex- 
tent to  which  U.S.  exports  may  have  contrib- 
uted to  Iraq's  military  production  capabili- 
ties but  rather  to  "determine  whether 
chargeable  crimes  could  be  proved  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt."  The  report  went  on  to 
note  that  "(b]ecause  our  inquiry  was  limited 
in  that  way,  this  report  is  not  intended  ei- 
ther to  criticize  or  to  approve  of  any  policy 
decisions.  "[75] 

To  craft  a  policy  for  the  future  that  avoids 
"another  Iraq,"  it  is  necessary  to  undertake 
precisely  the  task  that  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment's investigators  viewed  as  outside  their 
purview:  a  critical  analysis  of  the  policy- 
making process  regarding  transfers  of  mili- 
tarily useful  equipment  to  the  Baghdad  re- 
gime during  the  period  from  1985  through 
1990.  As  for  the  types  of  equipment  that  were 
approved  for  sale  to  Iraq,  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment report  acknowledges  that  hundreds  of 
dual  use  items  with  applications  to  military 
production  were  approved  for  export  to  Iraq 
in  the  five  years  prior  to  the  Gulf  conflict  of 
1990-91.  The  Iraq  i.ssue  was  never  about  pis- 
tols— it  has  always  hpen  about  the  transfer 
of  weapons  production  technology. 

The  first  step  in  understanding  the  United 
States  contribution  to  the  Iraqi  military 
buildup  prior  to  the  1991  Gulf  War  is  to  look 
at  the  concept  of  dual  use  technologies.  Dual 
use  items  include  everything  from  unarmed 
lifeht  aircraft  or  helicopters  that  can  be 
adapted  to  military  uses,  to  instruments  of 
torture  like  thumbscrews,  to  equipment  like 
computers,  machine  tools,  and  measuring  de- 
vices that  can  be  applied  to  the  production 
and  testing  of  civilian  or  military  products. 
Between  1985  and  1990.  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce  granted  licenses  for  more  than 
$1.5  billion  in  dual  use  exports  to  Iraq,  more 
than  $500  million  of  which  was  delivered  be- 
fore the  outbreak  of  the  Gulf  War  in  August 
of  1990.[76]  Under  pressure  from  ConKre.ss  and 
the  public,  in  March  1991  the  Commerce  De- 
partment released  a  list  of  the  dual  use  li- 
censes it  granted  for  exports  to  Iraq  in  the 
five  years  leading  up  to  the  conflict.  Even  a 
casual  perusal  of  the  list  makes  it  evident 
that  many  of  these  items  were  put  directly 
to  work  in  Iraq's  military  research  and  pro- 
duction network.  In  addition  to  items  that 
were  licensed  for  export  to  obvious  military 
end  users  like  the  Iraqi  Air  Force  or  the 
Iraqi  Atomic  Energy  Agency,  the  list  in- 
cluded numerous  licenses  for  equipment  that 
was  being  .sent  to  Saad  16.  a  military  produc- 
tion complex  south  of  Baghdad  that  is 
known,  among  other  things,  eis  the  center  for 


May  24,  1995 

Iraq's  research  and  production  work  on  bal- 
listic missiles. [77]  Congressional  investiga- 
tors later  learned  that  even  this  list,  which 
revealed  significant  U.S.  contributions  to 
Iraq's  defense  industrial  base,  was  incom- 
plete and  misleading;  at  least  68  entries  had 
been  changed  to  obscure  their  military  appli- 
cations.[78] 

While  the  Commerce  Department's  licens- 
ing process  provided  the  most  direct  channel 
for  U.S.  assistance  to  Iraq's  military  build- 
up, there  were  also  significant  transfers  of 
U.S.  military  technology  and  knowhow 
through  indirect  channels.  When  Chilean 
arms  dealer  Carlos  Cardoen  decided  to  sell 
Iraq  $400  million  worth  of  cluster  bombs 
along  with  the  technology  for  Iraq  to  build 
its  own  cluster  bomb  factory,  he  apparently 
did  so  with  the  acquiescence  of  several  agen- 
cies of  the  U.S.  government.  According  to 
Nasser  Beydoun,  a  Lebanese-born  arms  deal- 
er who  worked  as  Cardoen 's  U.S.  representa- 
tive, the  CIA  was  aware  of  the  deal  but 
"'looked  the  other  way  "  because  Cardoen  and 
his  associates  had  been  helpful  in  a  covert 
CIA  plan  to  provide  missile  technology  to 
South  Africa.  In  addition,  investigators  for 
ABC  News  discovered  that  in  1986  the  U.S. 
Patent  Office  had  improperly  granted 
Cardoen  a  patent  for  his  own  version  of  a 
U.S.  cluster  bomb  design,  at  a  time  when 
Chile  was  ineligible  to  receive  cluster  bombs 
from  the  United  States. [79]  Howard  Teicher. 
who  served  on  Ronald  Reagan's  National  Se- 
curity Council  from  1982  to  1987.  has  made 
even  more  explicit  charges  of  U.S.  involve- 
ment in  Cardoen's  scheme  to  ship  cluster 
bomb  technology  to  Iraq.  In  a  recent  sworn 
statement  filed  in  federal  court  in  Miami. 
Teicher  asserts  that  under  the  direction  of 
William  Casey,  the  CIA  "authorized,  ap- 
proved, and  assisted"  Cardoen's  effort  to  give 
cluster  bombs  to  Iraq,  because  Casey  be- 
lieved that  the  weapons  would  be  "the  per- 
fect force  multiplier  "  for  Iraq  to  fight  off 
Iran's  strategy  of  sending  "human  waves"  of 
attackers  against  Iraqi  positions  during  the 
Iran  Iraq  war. [80]  Whether  due  to  oversight 
or  wilful  negligence.  U.S.  government  agen- 
cies helped  smooth  the  way  for  Cardoen's 
transfer  of  U.S.-oriirin  cluster  bomb  know 
how  to  Iraq. 

Another  major  source  of  weapons  for  Iraq 
was  Canadian-born  artillery  specialist  (and 
naturalized  U.S.  citizen)  Gerald  V.  Bull.  Dur- 
ing the  1970s  Bull  ran  his  firm,  the  Space  Re- 
search Corporation,  on  a  10.000  acre  site  on 
the  Vermont  Canadian  border.  It  was  here 
that  he  developed  the  technology  for  the  G- 
5  155mm  howitzer,  a  state-of-the-art  artillery 
piece  notable  for  its  extensive  range.  Bull  re- 
ceived considerable  help  at  key  stages  in  his 
career  from  various  agencies  of  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment. Before  he  .set  up  his  U.S. -based 
company,  he  was  granted  U.S.  citizenship 
under  a  rare  special  act  of  Congress  spon- 
sored by  Sen.  Barry  Goldwater  (R-AZ).  Dur- 
ing the  period  when  Bull  was  perfecting  his 
howitzer  design.  Space  Research  benefited 
from  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  contracts 
from  the  U.S.  Army.  According  to  former 
Cl.\  .■\ngola  station  chief  John  Stockwell.  in 
the  niid-1970s  Bull  was  assisted  by  the  CIA  in 
setting  up  a  lucrative  deal  with  to  supply 
howit7,ei"s.  artillery  shells,  and  howitzer  pro- 
duction technology  to  South  Africa  for  use 
in  its  war  against  the  government  of  Angola. 
When  this  deal  was  uncovered.  Bull  was  pros- 
ecuted for  violations  of  U.S  arms  export 
laws  and  served  four  and  one-half  months  in 
the  U.S.  federal  prison  at  Allenwood.  Penn- 
sylvania. However,  the  Customs  Service  in- 
vestigator who  made  the  case  against  Bull 
has  argued  that  the  Justice  Department  let 
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Bull  off  relatively  easily  because  his  illegal 
acts  were  linked  to  a  CIA  covert  operation. 

After  Bull  was  released  from  prison  in  1980. 
he  set  up  shop  in  Belgium,  marketing  his 
howitzer  technology  to  a  customer  list  that 
included  both  China  and  Iraq.  Because  Bull 
was  a  U.S.  citizen  and  his  howitzer  tech- 
nology was  developed  in  the  United  States, 
he  was  required  under  U.S.  law  to  receive 
clearance  from  the  State  Department's  Of- 
fice of  Munitions  Control  in  order  to  market 
this  system  internationally;  despite  his  prior 
conviction  for  violating  U.S.  export  laws,  the 
State  Department  readily  granted  Bull 
clearance  to  sell  his  guns  on  the  world  mar- 
ket. Iraq  ended  up  purchasing  Bull-designed 
G-5  howitzers  from  both  South  Africa  and 
Austria.  In  the  case  of  the  Austrian  sales. 
U.S.  officials  were  aware  that  the  guns  were 
being  sold  to  both  Iran  and  Iraq,  by  lodged 
protests  with  the  Austrian  government  only 
with  respect  to  the  sales  to  Iran.  Bull's  most 
ambitious  project,  helping  Iraq  to  build  a 
"supergun"  that  would  allegedly  have  been 
capable  of  launching  a  projectile  from  Bagh- 
dad to  Tel  Aviv,  was  cut  short  when  he  was 
assassinated  in  March  of  1990.  [81] 

One  final  example  of  U.S.  government  com- 
plicity in  the  arming  of  Saddam  Hussein  is 
the  case  of  Sarkis  Soghanalian.  who  for 
years  worked  as  an  arms  dealer  for  Iraq  out 
of  offices  based  at  the  Miami  airport.  Among 
the  deals  that  Soghanalian  worked  on  from 
his  U.S.  base  were  a  successful  scheme  to 
send  26  Hughes  MD-50  helicopters  to  Iraq  and 
a  failed  deal  to  procure  Romanian  uniforms 
for  Iraqi  military  forces.  Soghanalian  has 
maintained  publicly  that  his  arms  deals  with 
Iraq  were  not  challenged  during  the  1980s  be- 
cause key  U.S.  government  agencies  were 
"in  on  the  deal."  a  claim  that  is  lent  some 
credence  by  the  fact  that  he  operated  so 
openly  as  an  arms  procurement  agent  for 
Saddam  Hussein  without  any  interference 
from  U.S.  intelligence  or  law  enforcement 
agencies.  He  was  finally  convicted  on 
charges  of  illegally  selling  helicopters  to 
Iraq  in  the  fall  of  1991.  long  after  his  services 
as  one  of  Saddam  Hussein's  most  valued 
arms  brokers  had  been  rendered  irrelevant 
by  Iraq's  defeat  in  the  Gulf  War.  [82] 

»*ti<.ii  111.  ii^ai iicu  \jt  uiic  uci,<iiio  ui  (./.o.  gov- 
ernment acquiescence  in  Gerald  Bull's  var- 
ious illegal  arms  transactions  at  the  height 
of  the  Gulf  conflict.  Rep.  Howard  Wolpe  (D- 
MIi  reacted  angrily,  with  a  statement  that 
could  just  as  easily  been  applied  to  the  whole 
executive  branch  approach  to  private  arms 
dealers  and  producers  like  Cardoen.  Bull,  and 
Soghanalian: 

"The  bottom  line  here  is  that  because  we 
have  been  .so  lax  in  our  enforcement  of  Amer- 
ican laws  we  are  now  finding  American-made 
technology  in  the  hands  of  the  Iraqi  forces 
that  are  pointing  their  cannons  at  American 
soldiers.  That's  outrageous."  [83] 

Somalia:  The  U.S.  arms  supply  relation- 
ship with  Somalia  presents  a  textbook  case 
of  what  can  go  wrong  when  short-term  polit- 
ical interests  outrank  long-term  strategic 
considerations  in  U.S.  arms  transfer  deci- 
sionmaking. From  the  end  of  the  Carter  Ad- 
ministration in  1979  through  beginning  of  the 
Bush  .Administration  in  1989.  the  regime  of 
Maj.  Gen.  Mohammed  Siad  Barre  received 
roughly  $1  billion  in  U.S.  military  and  eco- 
nomic aid.  including  $154  million  in  weapons 
deliveries  under  the  foreign  military  sales 
and  commercial  sales  programs.  U.S.  arms 
deliveries  accounted  for  31%  of  Somalia's 
arms  imports  from  1985  to  1989,  making  the 
United  States  Somalia's  top  weapons  sup- 
plier during  the  period  leading  up  to  the 
overthrow  of  the  Barre  regime  and  the  out- 
break of  clan  warfare  in  Somalia. [84] 


The  rationale  for  U.S.  arms  aid  to  Somalia 
was  pure  Cold  War  geopolitics.  The  Carter 
Administration  decided  that  Somali  ports 
and  airfields  would  be  useful  as  stepping 
stones  for  a  potential  military  intervention 
in  the  Middle  East  by  the  new  U.S.  Rapid  De- 
ployment Force  (since  renamed  and  reorga- 
nized as  the  Central  Command).  The  Carter 
and  Reagan  Administrations  justified  this 
new  arms  relationship  with  Somalia  (which 
was  a  Soviet  arms  client  during  the  1970s)  as 
a  straight  quid  pro  quo:  U.S.  arms  were 
swapped  for  access  to  Somalia  miliUry  fa- 
cilities such  as  the  port  of  Berbera.  An  added 
argument  for  supplying  the  Somalia  regime 
was  the  fact  the  Somalia's  larger  neighbor. 
Ethiopia,  had  recently  fallen  out  of  the  U.S. 
orbit  and  allied  itself  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
A  run  through  the  executive  branch's  jus- 
tifications to  Congress  from  the  1980s  for 
shipping  weaponry  to  Somalia  provides  a  vir- 
tual catalog  of  wishful  thinking  regarding 
how  U.S.  arms  supplies  might  somehow  turn 
around  what  was  obviously  a  rapidly  deterio- 
rating security  situation.  Time  and  again, 
despite  mounting  human  rights  abuses  and 
an  emerging  civil  war.  Pentagon  and  State 
Department  officials  justified  the  arms  flow 
to  Siad  Barre's  regime  on  the  grounds  that  it 
would  "foster  sUbility.  "[85]  the  most  unin- 
tentionally ironic  statement  of  the  U.S.  pol- 
icy of  ignoring  instability  in  Somalia  and 
pressing  ahead  with  military-related  assist- 
ance was  offered  by  the  Bush  Administration 
in  a  1991  presentation  to  Congress: 

"Prior  to  the  civil  war.  ended  by  a  January 
1991  coup,  we  urged  the  Siad  Barre  govern- 
ment to  improve  human  rights,  undertake 
real  political  reform  and  promote  national 
reconciliation.  •  *  *  Despite  the  adverse  im- 
pact of  the  civil  war  and  the  coup  of  U.S. -So- 
mali relations,  our  interests  in  the  region  re- 
main the  same.  The  new  Somali  government 
has  expressed  an  interest  in  resuming  bilat- 
eral relations,  and  may  be  willing  to  under- 
take several  democratic  reforms  which  we 
support". [86] 

This  analysis  was  offered  in  support  of  of- 
fering U.S.  military  training  to  the  new  So- 
mali government.  A  new  round  of  fighting 
within  Soiiialia  ensuied  shuitl.v  thereafter, 
and  a  year  and  one-half  later  President  Bush 
sent  U.S.  troops  to  Somalia  as  part  of  a  Unit- 
ed Nations  force  charged  with  imposing  some 
semblance  of  order  upon  rival  armed  factions 
that  were  threatening  the  delivery  of  hu- 
manitarian relief  to  a  beleaguered  and  mal- 
nourished Somali  populace.  From  1991  to 
1993.  the  United  States  has  supplied  100%  of 
all  new  weaponry  imported  by  Somalia's 
governing  coalition. 

When  Siad  Barre  was  overthrown  in  Janu- 
ary of  1991,  much  of  the  weaponry  that  the 
United  States  had  so  diligently  supplied  to 
his  government  during  the  1980s  fell  into  the 
hands  of  the  rival  factions  that  carried  on 
the  civil  war  that  served  as  the  rationale  for 
the  dispatch  of  U.S.  troops  to  that  nation  in 
December  of  1992.  Despite  the  usual  asser- 
tions that  U.S.  weapons  deliveries  to  Soma- 
lia were  largely  "defensive"  or  "nonlethal" 
equipment,  the  U.S.  provided  significant 
quantities  of  small  arms,  including  4.800  M- 
16  rifies.  84  106mm  recoilless  rifies.  two  dozen 
machine  guns.  75  81mm  mortars,  and  an  un- 
specified quantity  of  land  mines.  Larger 
weaponry  included  24  M-113  armored  person- 
nel carriers.  18  155mm  towed  howitzers,  and 
448  TOW  anti-tank  missiles.  The  smaller 
items  on  this  list,  including  the  M-16s.  ma- 
chine guns,  recoilless  rifles,  and  land  mines, 
were  precisely  the  kinds  of  weaponry  that 
were  utilized  by  the  forces  of  the  warlord 
Mohammed  Farah  Aideed  and  other  Somali 
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factions  in  their  fighting  with  U.S.  and  Unit- 
ed Nations  troops  posted  to  Somalia.  While 
the  U.S.  was  far  from  the  only  supplier  to 
add  to  the  atmosphere  of  armed  chaos  that 
took  hold  of  Somali  society.  U.S.  weapons 
delivered  during  the  1980s  played  a  signifi- 
cant role,  first  in  supporting  the  regime  of 
Siad  Barre  In  its  campaign  of  terror  against 
his  own  population,  and  then  in  supporting 
the  warfighting  capabilities  of  the  Somali 
factions  involved  in  the  civil  war  that  car- 
ried on  after  Barre  was  overthrown. [87] 

Haiti:  When  President  Clinton  decided  to 
dispatch  U.S.  troops  to  Haiti  in  late  1994  to 
clear  the  way  for  the  restoration  to  power  of 
Haiti's  elected  leader.  Jean  Bertrand 
Aristide.  most  of  the  media  attention  was  fo- 
cused on  the  last  minute  shuttle  diplomacy 
carried  out  by  former  President  .Jimmy 
Carter  retired  Gen.  Colin  Powell,  and  Sen- 
ator San  Nunn.  There  was  very  little  discus- 
sion of  the  historic  U.S.  role  in  arming  and 
training  the  Haitian  military  and  intel- 
ligence forces  that  United  States  troops  were 
sent  to  keep  in  check.  From  F.Y  1984  to  F.Y. 
1993.  the  United  States  delivered  $2.6  million 
worth  of  weaponry  to  Haiti  under  the  FMS 
and  commercial  sales  programs.  This  seem- 
ingly modest  amount  was  significant  by  the 
standards  of  Haiti,  which  maintains  7.0OO 
personnel  in  its  armed  forces  and  spends  on 
average  only  about  $50  million  per  year  on 
its  military  budget.  Of  equal  importance, 
during  the  past  ten  years  the  United  States 
has  trained  164  members  of  the  Haitian  offi- 
cer corps.  In  addition,  from  1986  through  1991. 
U.S.  intelligence  agencies  were  secretly  arm- 
ing and  training  key  military  and  intel- 
ligence officials  in  Haiti  at  a  cost  of  up  to  $1 
million  per  year,  allegedly  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  in  the  interdiction  of  illegal  nar- 
cotics. Taking  into  account  these  secret 
weapons  shipments,  total  U.S.  arms  deliv- 
eries to  Haiti  during  the  period  from  1987 
through  1991  exceeded  25%  of  total  Haitian 
arms  imports.  Key  U.S. -designed  equipment 
in  the  Haitian  military's  inventory  include 
six  Cadillac  Gage  V-150  Commando  armored 
personnel  carriers  (a  vehicle  specially  tai- 
lored for  'riot  control"),  two  Cessna  337  air- 
craft armed  with  rockets,  and  a  variefy  of 
naval  equipment  and  small  arms.  [88] 

While  the  Haitian  mission  proceeded  re- 
markably smoothly,  with  minimal  U.S.  cas- 
ualties, the  question  remains  whether  past 
U.S.  supplies  of  arms,  training,  and  intel- 
ligence resources  to  a  series  of  military- 
dominated  regimes  in  Haiti  may  have  unnec- 
essarily complicated  Haiti's  transition  to  de- 
mocracy, calling  forth  an  intervention  that 
might  have  been  prevented  if  sounder  arms 
transfer  decisions  had  been  made  by  the 
United  States  during  the  1970s  and  1980s. 

IV.  Taking  Control:  Reforming  the  Arms 
Transfer  Decisionmaking  Process 

Contrary  to  recent  claims  of  the  Clinton 
Administration  and  other  key  participants 
in  the  arms  export  debate.  U.S.  weapons  are 
decidedly  not  limited  to  responsible  suppli- 
ers who  are  using  them  strictly  for  legiti- 
mate defensive  purposes.  When  90%  of  the 
world's  ongoing  conflicts  involve  parties 
that  have  received  U.S.  weaponry;  when  the 
last  four  major  U.S.  troop  deployments  have 
been  against  adversaries  that  received  arms, 
training,  or  military  technology  from  the 
United  States;  and  when  U.S.  weapons  are 
utilized  to  kill  innocent  civilians  and  abuse 
human  rights  in  Indonesia.  Turkey.  Angola, 
and  Guatemala,  something  is  clearly  wrong 
with  the  arms  transfer  decisionmaking  proc- 
ess. This  section  makes  specific  rec- 
ommendations for  promoting  greater  ac- 
countability  in  arms  transfer  decisions,  in 


the  hopes  of  preventing  a  repetition  of  the 
disastrous  arms  deals  that  have  been  docu- 
mented in  this  report. 

Recommendation  1:  Pass  the  arms  transfer  Code 
of  Conduct  bill 
In  February  of  1995.  Senator  Mark  Hatfield 
(R-OR)  and  Representative  Cynthia  McKin- 
ney  (D-GA)  reintroduced  legislation  calling 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Code  of  Conduct 
for  U.S.  weapons  transfers  (bill  number  H.R. 
772  in  the  House  and  bill  number  S  326  in  the 
Senate).  Under  the  Code,  governments  that 
engage  in  aggression  against  their  neighbors, 
violate  the  human  rights  of  their  own  citi- 
zens, come  to  power  through  undemocratic 
means,  or  refuse  to  participate  in  the  United 
Nations  arms  register  would  not  be  eligible 
to  receive  weaponry  from  the  United  States. 
If  the  President  wanted  to  make  an  excep- 
tion for  a  specific  country  on  national  secu- 
rity grounds,  he  would  have  to  ask  Congress 
to  pass  a  bill  providing  an  exemption  for 
that  nation. 

The  benefits  of  the  Code  of  Conduct  would 
be  twofold.  First,  it  would  place  consider- 
ations and  the  character  of  a  given  arms  re- 
ceipt and  how  that  nation  might  use  U.S. 
weaponry  up  front  in  the  arms  transfer 
decisonmaking  process,  preventing  sales  to 
unstable  regimes  in  the  process.  Second, 
even  in  cases  where  the  President  sought  an 
exemption,  members  of  Congress  would  be 
forced  to  go  on  the  record  for  or  against,  pro- 
viding a  measure  of  public  accountability 
that  rarely  occurs  under  current  law. 

Under  current  procedures,  if  a  major  arms 
sale  does  not  involve  the  provision  of  U.S. 
assistance.  Congress  can  choose  whether  or 
not  to  vote  on  the  deal;  failure  to  vote  sig- 
nals acquiescence  in  the  sale.  Of  the  50  to  100 
major  arms  sales  notified  to  Congress  each 
year,  the  vast  majority  of  them  are  not  sub- 
jected to  a  vote,  scrutizined  in  hearings,  or 
debated  on  the  floor  of  the  Congress.  And  in 
the  more  than  twenty  years  since  Congress 
first  acquired  the  power  to  vote  down  arms 
sales,  it  has  never  successfully  done  so. 
There  have  been  a  few  'close  calls"  such  as 
the  1981  Saudi  AWACS  sale.  There  have  also 
been  a  few  cases  where  the  executive  branch 
has  witlidiawii  a  deal  Oi  reduced  it  in  size  to 
avoid  a  battle  with  the  Congress,  such  as  the 
1986  decision  by  the  Reason  Administration 
to  forgo  additional  sales  of  F-15  aircraft  to 
Saudi  Arabia  (a  decision  which  was  reversed 
by  the  Bush  Administration  when  it  offered 
the  Saudis  72  F-15s  in  1992).  But  on  the 
whole,  the  current  system  has  allowed  tens 
of  billions  of  dollars  in  arms  sales  to  be  made 
every  year  with  very  little  in  the  way  of  con- 
gressional scrunity  or  public  input.  The  Code 
of  Conduit  bill  would  correct  this  deficiency 
by  stimulating  the  kind  of  vigorous  public 
debate  that  should  be  a  fundamental  require- 
ment for  making  decisions  on  transfers  of 
weaponry  that  can  have  dangerous  and  un- 
foreseen consequences  for  United  States  and 
international  security. [89] 
Recommendation  3:  Provide  more  detailed  re- 
porting on  U.S.  transfers  of  arms  and  mili- 
tary  technology,  and  press  for  other  nations 
to  do  the  same. 
Although  the  United  States  generally  dis- 
closes more  information  on  sales  of  arms  and 
military  technology  than  any  other  major 
weapons  supplying  nation,  there  are  still  a 
number  of  significant  gaps  in  reporting  that 
to  make  it  difficult  (and  in  some  cases  im- 
possible) to  assess  the  potential  impacts  of 
U.S.  transfers  to  a  given  regime. 

At  the  high  end  of  the  trade,  prospective 
sales  of  fighte*-  planes,  tanks,  and  advanced 
attack  helicopters,  and  other  sophisticated 


systems  are  routinely  reported  to  the  Con- 
gress for  its  approval  or  disapproval.  How- 
ever, this  information  is  not  always  made 
readily  available  to  the  public  in  a  timely 
fashion.  During  the  1970s,  the  unclassified 
portions  of  all  major  proposed  arms  sales 
were  routinely  reprinted  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  thereby  allowing  interested 
members  of  the  public  to  inform  themselves 
about  prospective  weapons  exports  and  make 
their  voices  heard  to  the  Congress  when  it 
would  still  make  a  difference  (Congress  cur- 
rently has  thirty  calendar  days  to  disapprove 
or  acquiesce  in  a  given  sale).  This  practice 
was  discontinued  in  the  early  1980s,  allegedly 
because  of  Pentagon  concerns  that  releasing 
this  data  would  reveal  too  much  information 
about  the  "order  of  battle  "  of  U.S.  weapons 
clients.  In  the  interests  of  stimulating  an  in- 
formed debate.  Congress  should  return  to  the 
practice  of  printing  the  details  of  all  major 
arms  sales  proposals  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  [90] 

At  the  mid-to-low  end  of  the  trade,  there  is 
no  longer  any  regular  U.S.  government  re- 
porting on  the  trade  in  small  arms  or  "light 
weaponry"' — the  rifles,  mortars,  light  vehi- 
cles, land  mines,  and  ammunition  that  are 
frequently  the  weapons  of  choice  in  today's 
ethnic  conflicts  and  civil  wars.  This  was  not 
always  the  case.  Up  through  fiscal  year  1980. 
the  State  Department  issued  an  annual  re- 
port under  Section  657  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  that  listed  every  item  of  military 
equipment  delivered  from  the  United  States 
to  any  foreign  country  in  the  prior  fiscal 
year,  ranging  from  rifles  and  bullets  on  up  to 
advanced  combat  aircraft.  The  report  was 
discontinued  during  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion, but  the  information  upon  which  it  was 
based  is  still  regularly  collected  by  the  Pen- 
tagon's Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency 
and  the  State  Department's  Office  of  Defense 
Trade  Controls.  The  section  657  report  should 
be  reinstituted  as  an  annual  publication,  to 
provide  a  tool  for  keeping  track  of  potential 
abuses  of  U.S. -supplied  weaponry  by  undemo- 
cratic regimes  or  nations  at  war  with  their 
neighbors.  The  report  should  be  widely  dis- 
seminated in  the  Congress,  the  media,  and 
among  interested  mpmhers  r>r  thp  v^pneral 
public. [91] 

Finally,  a  full  accounting  of  U.S.  arms 
transfer  policy  must  include  regular,  de- 
tailed reporting  on  U.S.  transfers  of  so-called 
"dual  use"  equipment — items  such  as  ad- 
vanced machine  tools  and  computers,  meas- 
uring instruments,  or  unarmed  light  heli- 
copt«!rs  and  aircraft.  These  items  can  either 
be  adapted  for  military  use,  or,  more  impor- 
tantly, utilized  to  build  advanced  weapons 
systems.  If  Congress  and  the  public  had  been 
aware  of  the  particulars  of  the  nearly  $1-5 
billion  in  dual  use  export  licenses  that  the 
Commerce  Department  granted  to  companies 
seeking  to  sell  equipment  to  Iraq  during  1985 
through  1990.  some  of  the  more  dangerous 
items  on  the  list  might  not  have  been  ap- 
proved for  sale.  In  keeping  with  the  findings 
of  a  1991  Congressional  review  of  U.S.  export 
procedures  in  the  wake  of  the  Persian  Gulf 
War.  legislation  should  be  passed  requiring 
the  Commerce  Department  to  make  public 
the  details  of  its  dual  use  licensing  decisions, 
including  the  type  of  equipment  and  com- 
pany involved,  the  value  of  the  proposed 
sale,  and  the  institution  within  the  recipient 
country  slated  to  receive  that  equipment. [921 

If  these  steps  toward  greater  transparency 
regarding  U.S.  transfer  of  weapons  and  mili- 
tarily useful  technology  are  implemented. 
the  United  States  will  be  in  a  much  stronger 
position  to  press  for  increased  reporting  by 
other  major  suppliers. 


The  United  Nations  arms  register  cur- 
rently excludes  reporting  on  important  cat- 
egories such  as  small  arms  and  dual  use 
technologies.  The  Clinton  Administration 
should  press  to  have  small  arms  added  to  the 
UN  arms  register,  .so  that  the  weapons  of 
choice  in  today's  ongoing  wars  are  covered 
by  this  important  international  monitoring 
mechanism.  For  dual  use  items,  in  addition 
to  pressing  for  consultation  on  sale  of  major 
items  in  the  context  of  developing  a  succes- 
sor regime  to  the  Cold  War-era  Coordination 
Committee  on  Multilateral  Export  Controls 
(Cocom).  the  administration  should  press  for 
some  form  of  international,  public  reporting 
system  on  dual  use  sales.  This  might  take 
the  form  of  an  annual  report  by  the  members 
of  a  Cocom  successor  regime  detailing  major 
dual  use  licenses  granted  during  the  previous 
year,  or  a  voluntary  reporting  mechanism 
that  could  run  in  parallel  to  the  United  Na- 
tions arms  register. 

Recommendation  3:  The  Pentagon  and  the  intel- 
ligence community  should  publish  regular 
reports  on  the  use  of  U.S. -supplied  weap- 
onry in  ongoing  conflicts 

All  too  often.  U.S.  weapons  are  supplied  on 
a  'fire  em  and  forget  em  "  basis:  the  deci- 
sion to  sell  is  made  basis  on  short-term  po- 
litical, strategic,  or  economic  consider- 
ations, with  little  thought  given  to  how 
these  arms  might  be  used  a  few  years  down 
the  road.  The  classic  cases  of  this  syndrome 
are  the  "runaway  weapons"  that  U.S. -backed 
Afghan  rebel  forces  have  been  putting  up  for 
sale  on  the  world  market  during  the  1990s 
and  U.S.  arms  supplies  that  fell  into  the 
hands  of  eventual  U.S.  adversaries  in  Pan- 
ama, Iraq,  Somalia  and  Haiti  (see  sections 
III  and  IV.  above).  In  an  attempt  to  prevent 
this  "boomerang  effect"  from  repeating  it- 
self in  the  future.  Representative  Cynthia 
McKinney  sponsored  a  successful  amend- 
ment to  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  Department  of 
Defen.se  Authorization  bill  requiring  the 
Pentagon  to  report  annually  on  how  pro- 
posed arms  transfers  might  create  "in- 
creased capabilities  "  on  the  part  of  potential 
adversaries,  and  how  they  might  "pose  an  in- 
creased threat"  to  U.S.  forces  in  some  future 
conf.ict.  The  amendment  also  requires  the 
Pentagon  to  "present  alternative  strategies 
for  regional  .security  based  on  mutual  reduc- 
tions in  the  size,  spending,  and  capabilities 
of  forces  and  among  agreements  among  arms 
supplying  nations  to  join  the  United  States 
in  reducing  or  halting  military  cooperation 
activities."[93]  Representative  McKinney's 
amendment  represents  an  important  firet 
step  toward  shifting  the  terms  of  the  debate 
over  U.S.  arms  transfers  toward  consider- 
ation of  the  long-term  dangers  of  unre- 
strained weapons  trading  rather  than  the  ap- 
parent short-term  political  and  economic 
payoffs  of  a  given  arms  deal. 

As  a  further  step  in  the  right  direction,  the 
Pentagon  and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agen- 
cy should  be  required  to  file  annual  reports 
on  how  U.S. -supplied  weaponry  is  being  put 
to  use  in  current  conflicts,  either  by  the 
original  recipients,  or  as  the  result  of  unau- 
thorized transfers  to  third  parties.  These  re- 
ports could  serve  as  a  running  record  of  the 
consequences  of  past  U.S.  weapons  trading 
activities,  and  they  would  hopefully  inject  a 
note  of  caution  into  Congressional  debates 
over  new  propo.sed  transfers.  The  institution 
of  this  reporting  mechanism  would  mark  a 
sharp  break  from  past  practice,  which  indi- 
cates that  in  some  instances  the  intelligence 
community  hasn't  even  been  keeping  close 
tab.s  on  its  own  covert  weapons  shipments, 
much  less  reporting  them  to  the  Congress  or 
the  public.  For  example,  the  Justice  Depart- 


ment's final  report  of  its  investigation  of  the 
US  role  in  arming  Iraq  contained  the  fol- 
lowing troubling  description  of  the  CIA's 
handling  of  information  on  its  arms  sales  ac- 
tivities: "Is  one  instance,  it  took  the  CIA 
two  months  to  identify  the  intended  recipi- 
ent of  weapons  shipped  at  the  CIA's  re- 
quest."'[94] 

Recommendation  4:  Outlaw  covert  weapons 
shipments 
From  Iranycontra  to  the  arming  of  Iraq  to 
the  ongoing  proliferation  of  weapons  origi- 
nally intended  for  Afghan  rebel  movements, 
covert  weapons  trafficking  has  been  the  driv- 
ing force  behind  a  series  of  unmitigated  for- 
eign policy  fiascoes. 

Whatever  rationale  there  may  have  been 
for  covert  weapons  trading  during  the  Cold 
War,  it  is  no  longer  a  viable  policy  instru- 
ment in  today's  unpredictable  international 
security  environment.  The  cases  of  covert 
weapons  trading  gone  awry  that  have  been 
documented  in  this  report — Afghanistan. 
Iran/contra,  Iraq,  Guatemala,  and  Haiti- 
provide  ample  indication  that  secret  wheel- 
ing and  dealing  in  weapons  does  more  harm 
than  good,  both  by  subverting  the  demo- 
cratic conduct  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  by 
damaging  U.S.  credibility  and  standing  in 
the  international  community.  As  part  of  his 
restructuring  of  the  CIA,  President  Clinton 
should  shut  down  its  covert  operations  direc- 
torate and  press  for  legislation  outlawing  all 
forms  of  secret  weapons  trading  by  any  U.S. 
government  agency. [95] 

Recommendation  5:  The  Clinton  Administration 
(or  its  successor)  should  vigorously  pursue  a 
policy  of  multilateral  arms  transfer  restraint 
designed    to    limit    sales    of    conventional 
weaponry  to  regions  of  conflict  or  repressive 
regimes 
Contrary  to  the  findings  of  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration's new  conventional  arms  trans- 
fer policy.  Presidential  Directive  41.  limiting 
the  spread  of  weaponry  to  regions  of  conflict 
should  be  the  paramount  priority  governing 
U.S.  arms  transfer  decisions  in  the  post-Cold 
War  era.   Economic   and  defense   industrial 
base  concerns  should  take  a  back  seat  to  ef- 
forts to  construct  a  multilateral  arms  export 
coiilroi   regime   liial  cjiii  serve  as  a  tool   for 
preventing  conflicts,  and  for  limiting  their 
duration  and  severity  once  they  break  out. 
At  a  time  when  the  United  States  controls 
72%  of  new  arms  sales  agreements  with  the 
developing  world,  U.S.  leadership  remains  an 
essential    prerequisite    for   any    meaningful 
multilateral   arrangement   for   limiting   the 
now  of  conventional  armaments. [96] 
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APPENDIX  A:  US  ARMS  DELIVERIES  TO  AREAS  OF  CONFLICT.  1984-1993 


RegionA^nflict  IMaKK  conflicts  in  liold) ' 


US  deiivenn.  1984-1993  ($  millionsi' 


LasI  year  U  S  Afms  de- 
livered' 


Percent  ol  inioixts  pro- 
vided by  U  S  1987-91/ 
1991-93' 


OUk>  siipiilierj' 


Europe: 

1  Former  Yugoslavia  (Conflicts  m  Croatia  and  Bosnia/Her?egovina} 

2  Spain  IGo^  ^s  Basque  Seoaratists)  

3  United  Kingdom  (British  torces  and  protestant  paramiMiry  giDups  vs 
IRAi 

J  Russia '  (Conflicts  m  Chechnya  and  Nortli  Ossetia) _ 

^  MoKiova  (Conflicts  tn  Dniester  region)  „ „. 

i  Georgia  (Conflicts  m  Ablihazia  and  Soutliem  Ossetia) -. 

■   Turkey  (Govt  vs  Kurtjisti  separatists)  „ 

Middle  East^North  Atrica: 

^  Azert>ai)an  (Conflict  witfi  Armenia  over  NagornD/Karabahh)  .    . 

S  Iraq  (Conflicts  witti  Kurdisti  groups  in  the  Nortti  and  Siiiite  Muslim  groups  in 
ttie  South) 

10  Israel  (Vs  Palestine  intifada  througli  mid-1993  and  vs.  Hamas) 

i!   Algeria  (Govt  vs  Islamic  militants)  

12   Morocco  (Moroccan  govt    vs   Western  Sahara  independence  movement   UN 
referendum  to  be  held) 

i3  Egypt  (Govt  vs  Islamic  militants)  

14  Sudan  (Govt  vs  Sudanese  Peoples  Liberation  Army) ,„__ „.. 

;5  Yemen  (Civil  war  North  vs  Southi  „„ 

lb  Iran  (Govt  vs  Kurdish  separatists.  Muiahaddm  guerillas) ,. 

Sub-Saharan  Africa: 

'   Majntania  (Govt  vs  black  minority)  

18  Mali  (Govt  vs  Tuareg  ethnic  group)  

19  Chad  (Ongoing  civil  viar  between  Analiaia  and  Bideyet  ethnic  groups)    

20  Somalia  (Mulfi- Sided  clan  viarlarel 

21  Senega!  (Govt  vs  Diola  trit)e) 

22  Liberia  (Govt  S  West  African  peacelieeping  forces  vs  rebels  led  by  Col 
Charles  Taylor) 

23  Togo  (Govt  vs  opposition  forces,  including  members  of  Ewe  tribe)     

24  Nigeria  (Militaiy-dominaled  govt  vs  pro-demwracy  forces,  Hausa  vs  Yoruba 
ethnic  conflict) 

25  Uganda  (Govt  vs  rebels  based  in  Northern  Uganda]  

26  Rwanda  (Hutu-dommated  govt    vs    Tutsi  minority,  govt    overthnnwi  by 
R«andan  Patriotic  Front  in  1994) 

27  Burundi  (Ethnic  conflicts  between  Hutu  i  Tutsi  ethnic  groups)  

28  Kenya  (Ethnic  conflicts  m  Ritl  Valley  region  sparlied  by  supporters  ol  Presi- 
dent Moi) 

29  Zaire  (Multiple  rebellions  vs  regime  ol  Piesident  Mobutu! 

30  Angola  (Govt  vs  UNITA  rebels)  

31  South  Africa  (Govt   t  Inliatha  Party  supporters  «s,  ANC.  througb  mid- 
1993  radical  white  ultra-nationalists  vs  ANC  govt ) 

Asia: 

J2  Tajikistan  (Govt  vs  Islamic  opposition)   


33  Afghanistan  (Civil  war  among  competing  ettinic  factions) 


$163  4 

4,0036 
6,318.5 


M993 
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13/0     Russia.  Germany.  Skwakia.  Iran.  Egypt  Saudi 

Arabia 
8S/86    Fiance 
lOOflS 


NA 

NA 


6.30M 
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9.544  1 

1052 

404.0 


7i279 
155,6    . 
50.6 


Covert  sales,  value  undisclosed  " 
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2  

503  _ 
1093 
136  - 
33.4  „ 


19  .. 
82.4 


106  , 
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6  , 
I0O5  ..... 
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8  3"  
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1993 
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1993 
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1992 
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l«3 
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1993 
1993 

1993 
1993 

1993 
1993 

"1990 
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34  Pakistan  (Govt  vs  secessionist  movements  in  Sindh  and  ffW  frontier  Prov- 
ince, conflict  with  India  over  Kashmir) 

35  India  (Govt  vs  secessionist  forces  in  Kashmir  govt  vs  Sikh  militants  in 
Puniab  govt  vs  secessionists  in  Assam.  Hindu-Muslim  conflict  in  slate  ol 
Uttar  Pradesh) 

36  Bhutan  (Govt  vs  ethnic  Nepalese  rebels) 

37  Sri  Lanka  (Govt  vs  Tamil  insurgents,  Sinhalese  militants)  ,  , 

38  Bangladesh  (Govt  vs  Chittagong  Hill  People  s  Coordination  AssKialion) 

39  Myanmar  (Burma)  (Govt  vs  Karen  separatists,  islamic  opposition) 

40  China  (Govt  vs  Tibetan  independence  movement  govt  vs  Muslim  seces- 
sionists in  Xinjiang  province) 

41  Plillippines  (Govt  vs  New  People  s  Army)  __. , ,  n 

42  Cambodia  (Govt  vs  Khmer  Rouge) 


4  3  Indonesia  (Govt  vs  independence  forces  m  East  Timor,  govt  vs  sepa- 
ratist movement  tn  Northern  Sumatra) 

44  Papua  New  Guinea  (Govt  independence  movement  on  Bougainville  island) 
Latin  America: 

45  Guatemala  (Govt  vs  Guatemala  National  Revolutionani  Unity)      

46  Haiti  (Govt   and  paramilitary  forces  vs   democracy  movement,  through  mid- 
1994,  new  govt  and  UN  forces  vs  paramilitary  groups  1994  on) 


Rebels  have  rec  vd  U  S  weapons  that  were 
originally  supplied  to  Afghan  lebels  by  the 
CIA  I' 

$2B  in  covert  military  assistance  provided  by 
US  to  Afghan  rebel  tactions.  1980-1991 

316  6 „ 


0  2  

86  

167   .„ 

62  

4239" 


76/n  Germany 

H* 

<l/0  (see*)  Former  Soyiel  Union.  China.  France 

99/91 

1/0  Former  Soyiel  Union  Egypt.  China 

26/76  France  ofher  West  European  supplien 

61/89  France 

9/0  Chma  Middle  Eastern  suppliers,  haty 

1/0^  Former  Soviet  Union  China 

NMl  Russia.  China.  European  suppliers 

<l/0  Former  Soviet  Union 

<I/D  Former  Soviet  Union  Middle  Eastern  sources 

27/25  France 

44/100  Italy 

li'luO  France  other  European  suppliers 

40/0  Former  Warsaw  Pad,  Middle  Eastern  sources 

<l/0  latin  American  sources 

9/2  Italy    Crechosknakia    Former  Sonet  Union. 
France 

S/IOO  Former  Soviet  Union  Italy 

<5/0  China.  France  Egypt.  Uganda.  South  Alrica 

<l/0  Former  Soviet  Union 

ZVIOO  UK.  Fiance 

17/0  China,  France 

NA/0  Former  Soviet  Unnn  (to  Angolan  govt ) 

NVI«A  See'i 


NAA)     NA 


619  3 

Covert  assistance  to  rebel  factions  during 
1980s,  reports  of  U S -supplied  Thai  aimy 
Iransterring  weaponry  to  Khmer  Rouge  " 

583  3  


None 


358  .. 
26"  , 


1991 

NAA) 

Former  Soviet  Union,  Saudi  Arabia  (financier) 

1993 

44/3 

China 
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Refnn/Conllict  (Mi|or  conflicts  in  boU) ' 


US  deltveries.  1984-1993  It  millions)' 


LasI  yt"  U  S  *"ns  i)e- 
liveied ' 


Percent  ol  imports  n'o- 

VKled  tiy  US   1987-91/ 

1991-93' 


Ottief  suopiiefs^ 


1'   Colombia  (Govt   »s   Revolutionaiy  A/mM  foioes  ot  Colombia.  go»1   «  647 

National  Libeiation  A.  ny) 

48  P«ru  IGovt  n  Stimmg  Palli  guerrillas,  govt  vs  Tupac  Amanj  revdutionaiy  136 

mowment) 

19  Brapl  iGovl  vs  indigenous  peoples  ot  Amann  repon)  528  8 

50  Mejico  (Govt  »s  repel  movement  m  Chiapas)  301  2 


1993 
"  1993 


1993 
1993 


28/19  Btaiil 

6/8  France.  Former  Soviet  Union 

35/40  Germany,  France 
77/64 


'  Itiis  table  reviews  U  S  arms  translets  to  a  list  ot  titty  tignilicant  ellinic  and  territorial  conllicis  that  «ie  under  way  during  1993  or  1994  The  informed  reader  *ill  note  that  some  ol  the  conflicts  listed  here  have  since  been  resolved 
and/or  reduced  in  intensity  (lor  eumple.  in  South  Africa  afl<  Angola).  »bile  other,  new  conllcts  are  not  covered  Isucti  as  the  lanuaty/Febiuary  1995  Peru-Ecuador  border  war)  For  an  eiplanalion  ot  how  the  list  ol  conflicts  was  arrived  at 
and  (tie  sources  used  m  making  that  determination,  see  tootnote  2  m  the  ten,  above  Countries  listed  in  bold  punt  represent  maior  conflicts  that  have  resulted  in  1  000  ot  more  battle-related  deaths  since  the  oulbreak  of  the  war 

■Unless  otherwise  noted,  figures  m  ttiis  column  are  based  on  US  delivenes  under  the  Pentagon  s  Foreign  Military  Sales  (FMSl  program  and  the  commercial  arms  sales  program  (which  involves  items  on  the  US  Munitions  List  and  re- 
quires a  license  from  the  State  Department),  the  source  ol  Die  data  is  U  S  Department  ol  Defense  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency.  Foreign  Military  Sales.  Foreign  Military  Construction  Sales,  and  Military  Assistance  Facts  as  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1993'  (Washington  DC  DSM.  1994)  One  ol  the  main  limitations  ol  this  data  source  (a  limitation  common  to  all  other  maior  compilations  ol  data  on  the  arms  trade)  is  that  it  does  not  include  covert  arms  sales  oi  sales  to 
non-government  recipients  such  as  militias,  guerrilla  movements,  and  rebel  organizations  that  are  maior  players  m  the  majority  ol  today  s  ethnic  and  civil  conflicts 

'Tlie  figures  on  the  last  year  U  S  arms  were  delivered  is  based  on  data  on  deliveries  under  the  FM5  and  commercial  sales  programs  m  Foreign  Military  Sales  Facts,  op  cit  In  many  cases  commercial  arms  sales  are  allowed  to 
continue  even  alter  the  U  S  government  has  cut  oft  miliianr  aid  and/or  sales  under  the  Pentagon  s  Foreign  Military  Sales  programs 

'Data  on  the  percentage  ot  a  nations  imports  provided  by  ttie  United  States  is  diawn  from  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  mrld  Military  Eipenditures  and  Arms  Iiansters,"  1991-92  and  1993-94  editions 
(Washington.  DC  US  GPO  1994  and  19951.  Table  III  Che  column  on  %  ol  deliveries  provided  by  the  US  is  divided  into  two  time  segments  11987-91  and  1991-93)  separated  by  a  slash  The  one  year  overtap  (I99I  is  covered  in  both 
seiiesi  IS  a  function  of  ACDA  reports  tfw  data  m  its  1991-92  and  1993-94  reports  The  ACOA  data  are  not  directty  comparable  to  the  data  on  deliveries  listed  in  column  2.  because  they  cover  a  difleient  range  of  equipment  The  Penta- 
gon s  delivery  figures  include  items  considered  to  be  weapons  by  virtue  ol  their  inclusion  on  the  U  S  Munitions  list  The  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  (ACDA)  report  uses  a  broader  delmition  that  includes  weapons  ol  war  parts 
thereol.  ammunition,  support  efluipmeni  and  other  commodities  designed  for  military  use  Dual  use  equipment,  which  can  have  application  m  both  military  and  civilian  sectors  is  included  when  its  primary  mission  is  identified  as 
military '  Dual  use  wjuipment  is  by  definition  not  included  m  the  Pentagon  s  figures  on  deliveries  under  tne  FMS  and  CS  programs  Tlie  time  lag  between  the  currency  ol  the  data  on  U  S  deliveries  listed  m  column  2  and  the  ACDA  data 
on  the  U  S  ptooortion  of  deliveries  to  each  ol  the  governments  m«oi»ed  is  a  lunction  ol  the  slower  schedule  for  the  release  of  the  ACOA  data,  wtuch  is  no  doubt  in  part  a  function  ol  the  greater  dilticulty  of  compiling  information  on  arms 
delivenes  and  purchases  by  even(  nation  in  the  world  As  noted  m  note  2.  above,  the  percentages  listed  here  represent  the  proportion  ol  weapons  imported  by  the  governments  involved  m  each  conflict  Ihat  came  from  U  S  sources  there 
are  no  comparably  reliable  figures  on  supplies  to  non-state  actors  such  as  rebel  movements  and  private  militias  listings  ol  0%'  are  marked  with  an  asterisk  to  denote  the  lad  that  according  to  ACDA  s  figures  the  country  in  question  re- 
ceived no  arms  imports  Irom  any  governmental  source  during  ttw  period  covered  —this  does  not  mean  that  there  were  no  weapons  deliveries  at  all.  but  rather  that  there  are  no  known  deliveries  by  governments  d  e  weapons  may  have 
Ikwed  through  covert  or  private  channels) 

'Unless  ottferwise  noted,  identilications  ol  other  maior  suppliers  are  drawn  from  two  sources  US  ACOA.  'WO'ld  Militaiy  Eipenditures  and  Arms  Transfers."  Table  IN.  op  cil .  and  Ian  Anthony  Paul  Claeison  Elisabeth  Skons  and 
Siemon  T  Wezeman.  Arms  Production  and  Arms  Trade  m  SIPRI  Yeartiook  1993  World  Armaments  and  Disarmament"  (New  York  Oitord  University  Press.  1994).  Table  10B3  Countries  listed  as  other  suppliers  provided  approiimately 
10%  Of  more  ol  a  recipient  government  s  imported  weaponry  in  the  most  recent  multi-year  penod  covered  by  one  or  both  ol  these  sources  Since  the  periods  covered  begin  belore  the  breakup  ol  the  Soviet  Union  all  transfers  involving  con- 
stituent slates  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  are  identified  as  'former  Soviet  Union "  In  the  case  of  ongmng  aims  transfer  relationsiiips.  Russia  is  by  far  the  most  active  arms  eiporting  nation  amongst  the  former  Soviet  Republics  although 
its  total  delivenes  m  recent  years  have  been  only  a  fraction  of  the  levels  achieved  by  the  Soviet  Union  during  the  1970s  and  19805 

>  Since  the  mam  data  source  for  Ihrs  table  only  goes  up  through  1993,  an  indication  that  the  last  U  S  delivery  was  in  1993  does  "not"  mean  that  U  S  arms  shipments  have  been  halted,  but  rather  that  as  of  the  end  ol  1993  the  na- 
tion in  question  was  an  active  ongoing  weapons  client  of  the  United  States 

■  Human  rights  monitors  have  reported  war-related  deaths  m  Russia  s  intervention  in  Chechnya  at  levels  as  high  as  20.000  to  25.000.  although  some  observers  have  argued  that  these  figures  are  an  overstatement  there  seems  to  Be 
no  question  that  this  qualifies  as  a  maior  conflict  (t:ased  on  a  standard  ot  1  000  v  more  battle-related  deaths) 

'This  figure  for  U  S  aims  deliveries  to  Iraq  does  not  include  the  $500  million  in  dual  use  items  shipped  to  Iraq  Irom  the  United  States  between  1985  and  1990.  nor  does  it  encompass  covert  shipments  or  sales  ol  U  5  equipment  via 
third  parties  for  a  summary  ol  these  U  S  contributions  to  the  Iraqi  war  machine,  see  the  discussion  ol  Iraq  m  section  IV  ol  the  text,  above 

'US  arms  supplies  to  North  Yemen  from  as  early  as  19/8-79  made  Iheir  way  mto  the  govtrnmeni  arsenal  ol  the  combined  state  of  Yemen  formed  by  ttie  merger  ot  North  and  South  Yemen  these  shipments  are  not  reflected  in  this 
table  For  furttw  discussion  ol  this  point,  see  section  III,  above 

''According  to  the  final  report  of  Iran/Contra  special  prosecutor  Lawrence  Walsh,  the  Oliver  North/Richard  Secord  enterprise"  that  ran  the  Iran/Contra  arms  operations  lor  the  Reagan  Administratron  took  m  over  $47  million  and  deliv- 
ered substantial  quantities  ot  militani  equipment  to  Iran  including  over  1,000  TOW  anti-tank  missiles,  on  this  point,  see  Lawrence  E  Walsh,  Final  Report  ol  the  Independent  Counsel  lot  Iran/Contra  Matters  Volume  I  Investigations  and 
Prosecutions  (Washington  DC  Office  of  the  Indtpendent  C»unsel,  August  4  1993)  In  addition,  according  to  a  1986  report  in  Aviation  »leek  and  Space  Technology.  (Paul  Mann  and  lames  H  Gordon,  Iran  Secures  Operational  Gains 
Irom  U  S  -backed  Military  Aid  AWSST  November  1 7  1986).  a  Reagan  Administration  oHicial  involved  in  Middle  East  affairs  asserted  that  at  U  S  instigation  Iranians  bought  critical  radar  and  landing  gear  components  that  at  times 
enabled  Iran  to  double  the  number  of  sorties  flown  by  its  McDonnell  Douglas  F-4  ancralt  against  Iraq 

■  1  for  many  years  Zaire  served  as  a  conduit  lor  U  S  covert  arms  supplies  to  rebef  forces  lightmg  against  the  Angolan  government  It  is  not  known  precisely  how  much  of  this  U  S  assistance  may  have  been  siphoned  oH  to  bolster  the 
militant  forces  ot  the  Mobutu  regime  m  Zaire  For  a  discussion  ol  the  role  ol  Zaire  m  the  Angolan  arms  pipeline  see  Lucy  Mathiak.  "Light  Weapons  and  Internal  Conllict  in  Angola  in  Boutwell  Klare  and  Reed  editors  Lethal  Com- 
merce   op  Cil    pp  39-90 

■-The  range  .jf  values  cited  tor  U  S  covert  arms  shipments  to  Angola  in  the  19805  is  based  on  Human  Riglils  Watch  Aras  Protect.  Angolj,  Trade  and  Violations  ot  the  Laws  ol  War  Since  the  1992  Elections  op  cit  p  47  (lor  the 
1250  miilior  estimate),  and  Mathiak.  op  cit    p  89  (for  the  130O  million  estimate) 

'This  ligure  does  includes  only  olficially  sanctioned  eipofts  licensed  by  the  US  government  There  is  considerable  anecdotal  evidence  to  indicate  that  a  number  ol  US -based  lirms  made  shipments  ol  weaponry  and  weapons  compo- 
nents to  South  Alnca  during  the  1970s  and  1980s  m  violation  ol  the  United  Nations  arms  embargo  on  the  apartheid  regime 

i'On  tbis  point  see  Katzman  op  cit .    Afghanistan  U  S  Policy  Opiioos."  note  28  m  the  teit 

•'US  arms  deliveries  to  China  were  suspended  by  the  Bush  Administration  m  response  to  the  1989  Trananmen  Square  massacre,  but  the  Clinton  Administration  has  been  llirting  with  the  idea  ol  reopening  military  eiDOrts  lo  China  be- 
ginning with  dual  use  items 

"there  have  been  recent  reports  to  indicate  that  the  How  of  weapons  to  the  Khmer  Rouge  from  Thailand  and  China  has  been  cut  off,  starting  some  time  m  1994  (cite  new  Human  Rights  Watch  report) 

'Although  US  military  aid  and  commercial  arms  sales  to  Guatemala  were  cut  oil  in  December  ot  1990  because  ol  the  Guatemalan  governments  record  ol  human  rights  abuses  modest  commercial  deliveries  continued  Ihrougli  1993 
as  Old  miMary-reiated  aid  under  the    mternalronal  narcotics  conttor  segment  ol  U  S  security  assistance  See    Human  Rights  Watch  World  Report  1993. "  op  cit    p   117-118 

"Oelreeries  to  Haiti  listed  here  exclude  $500,000  to  $1  million  per  year  m  covert  military  aid  supplied  to  Haitian  military  and  mielligence  lotces  between  1986  and  1991 

"This  tipiie  takes  mto  account  tlie  provision  of  $3  to  $6  raillioo  in  military-related  assistance  lusiilied  as  anii-narcotics  aid  (see  note  18) 


Dear  Code  of  Conduct  Supporter: 

I  would  like  to  thank  those  who  voted  for 
the  'Code  of  Conduct"  during:  the  markup  of 
HR  1561  on  May  11.  The  close  vote  (18-17)  and 
the  101  cosponsors  demonstrate  the  commit- 
ment and  support  for  the  •Code.  "  It  is  one  of 
the  most  important  reforms  of  the  arms  ex- 
port process  in  two  decades.  I 

I  will  be  offering  the  "Code"  a£  a  floor 
amendment  to  HR  1561  on  May  24.  I  urije 
your  support  as  we  move  this  legislation  for- 
ward. 

Let's  end  the  "BoomeranK  Effect"  on  our 
armed  forces  and  take  a  serious  step  toward 
underscoring  America's  leadership  role  in 
the  new  world  order  and  ending  our  role  as 
the  world's  number  one  gun  dealer. 

We  must  live  up  to  our  claim  to  protect 
human  rights,  foster  democracies  and  pro- 
mote peace  and  stability.  The  arms  sales  of 
today  are  the  "Boomerangs"  of  tomorrow. 
Vote  for  the  "Code  of  Conduct  "  Amendment 
and  end  our  role  as  the  client  for  tyrants! 
Sincerely. 

Cynthia  McKinney. 

Member  of  Corigress. 


[From  the  Christian  Science  Monitor.  May 
23.  1995) 
It's  Time  the  U.S.  Stof'ped  "Boomerang" 
Arms  Sales— An  a.mendment  to  Foreign 
-MD  Bill  Would  Ban  Weapons  for  Dic- 
tators 

(By  Cynthia  McKinney  and  Caleb  Ro.ssiter) 
A  defining  moment  in  post-cold-war  for- 
eign policy  will  come  today  when  the  House 
of  Representatives  takes  up  the  "Code  of 
Conduct"  amendment  to  the  foreign  aid  bill. 
The  Code  of  Conduct  would  ban  US  arms 
sales  to  dictators,  human  rights  abusers,  and 
governments  not  participating  in  the  United 
Nations  arms  trade  register. 

On  May  11.  the  code  was  narrowly  defeated 
in  the  House  International  Relations  Com- 
mittee by  an  18-to-17  vote  after  a  heated  de- 
bate. The  vote  on  the  House  floor  will  be  the 
first  time  in  19  years  that  Congress  debates 
which  countries  should  be  permitted  to  re- 
ceive our  weaponry. 

The  code's  surprisingly  strong  showing 
came  despite  the  opposition  of  the  Aerospace 
Industries  Association,  which  represents 
arms-exporters  whose  political-action  com- 
mittees gave  J7.5  million  to  candidates  in  the 
last  election  cycle.  The  Clinton  administra- 
tion also  weighed  in  heavily  against  the 
amendment,  with  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  Wendy  Sherman  appearing  before  the 
committee  and  distributing  a  letter  "firmly 


opposing"  passage  of  the  code  while  support- 
ing its  principles. 

Congre.ss  is  getting  involved  in  arms  re- 
straint for  the  simple  reason  that  successive 
administrations  have  failed  to  show  leader- 
ship. In  1993.  the  administration  approved  a 
record  $12.9  billion  in  arms  sales  to  develop- 
ing countries,  three  times  the  sales  to  all 
other  countries  combined.  More  than  90  per- 
cent of  those  weapons  went  to  dictators. 
Then  in  February,  1995.  the  president  issued 
a  directive  that,  for  the  first  time,  makes 
corporations'  financial  health  a  factor  in 
arms  sales  decisions. 

As  the  Pentagon  buys  less,  arms-makers 
pressure  the  government  to  keep  production 
lines  open  by  approving  strategically  ques- 
tionable sales  abroad.  In  fact,  arms  sales  to 
developing  countries  have  doubled  since  the 
fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall 

The  arms  industry  claims  that  the  increase 
in  sales  saves  jobs.  As  defense  industry  prof- 
its and  CEO  salaries  rise,  however,  layoffs  of 
line  workers  have  increased  almost  in  direct 
relation.  Even  worse  for  the  American  econ- 
omy, one-third  of  all  sales  are  paid  for  by  the 
taxpayer  through  foreign  aid.  "Offset"  agree- 
ments that  help  purchasing  countries  co- 
produce  weapons  and  sell  commercial  prod- 
ucts in  America  displace  as  many  workers  as 
the  arms  sales  save. 

Hence,  we  are  giving  bullies  bigger  sticks, 
even  though  in  the  past  they  have  used  them 


against  their  own  people  and  the  United 
States.  We  have  already  seen  this  "boomer- 
ang effect"  from  past  sales  to  armed  forces 
that  oppressed  their  citizens.  In  the  last  four 
overseas  US  engagements— Panama.  Iraq. 
Somalia,  and  Haiti— our  troops  faced  the 
very  weapons  we  sold  to  those  dictators  who 
were  once  our  friends.  In  Somalia,  we  spent 
$2  billion  and  two  dozen  American  lives  try- 
ing to  clean  up  the  mess  that  flowed  from 
our  $200  million  in  arms  sales. 

Who  among  today's  favored  customers  are 
tomorrow's  Somalias  and  Iraqs? 

If  the  House  passes  the  Code  of  Conduct, 
maybe  we  will  not  have  to  find  out.  Until 
then,  arms  transfer  policy  will  be  business  as 
usual— big  business  as  usual. 

Cynthia  McKinnei/  (D)  of  Georgia  is  the  pri- 
mary House  sponsor  of  the  McKinney/Hatfield 
Code  of  Conduct  Bill.  Caleb  Hossiter  is  the 
former  deputy  director  of  the  Congressional 
Arms  Control  and  Foreign  Policy  Caucus. 

House  ok  Representatives.  Com- 
MirrEE  on  International  Rela- 
tions. 

Wa.Hhington.  DC.  .May  10.  /.9.9.5. 

Dear  Colleague:  During  the  full  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  mark-up  of 
the  foreign  aid  authorization,  my  colleague 
on  the  Committee.  Cynthia  McKinney.  will 
be  offering  as  an  amendment  her  "Code  of 
Conduct  on  Arms  Transfers  "  bill  (H.R,  772).  I 
urge  your  support  for  this  important  reform 
of  the  arms  .sales  process. 

The  amendment  establishes  a  Code  of  Con- 
duct for  recipients  of  U.S.  military  exports 
and  training.  The  President  would  decide 
which  countries  meet  the  specific  language 
of  the  four  criteria:  promotes  democracy, 
protects  human  rights,  not  engaged  in  ag- 
gression, and  participates  in  the  U.N.  arms 
trade  register.  Countries  not  meeting  the 
criteria  would  require  a  waiver  agreed  to  by 
both  the  President  and  Congress. 

At  present,  the  decision  on  whether  a 
country  should  be  eligible  to  receive  U.S. 
weapons  is  made  by  the  executive  branch 
alone.  The  Code  of  Conduct  is  really  a  con- 
gressional responsibility  act  that  restores 
the  balance  that  existed  in  the  original  Ai'm:- 
Export  Control  .-Xct  before  a  Supreme  Court 
decision  on  an  unrelated  case  invalidated  its 
review  procedures. 

.\i-ms  transfers  to  undemocratic  countries 
have  been  the  Achilles  heel  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy.  Many  times  we  have  spent  scarce  for- 
eign aid  cleaning  up  after  conflicts  fueled  by 
our  own  arms  transfers;  many  times  we  have 
seen  our  own  troops  face  weapons  we  sold  to 
once-friendly  dictators.  This  bill  creates  a 
presumption  against  such  transfers  while 
providing  a  channel  for  a  joint  decision  to 
approve  them  if  national  security  requires. 

1  have  attached  for  your  review  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  bill,  which  includes  answers  to 
questions  about  it.  Thank  you  for  your  con- 
sideration of  the  McKinney  amendment. 
Sincerely. 

Howard  L.  Berman. 

Member  of  Congrcis. 

Amnesty  International.  USA. 

Washington.  DC.  May  10,  1995. 
Dear  Member  of  the  House  International  Rela- 
tions Committee: 

As  a  member  of  both  the  House  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  (HIRC)  and 
the  Congressional  Human  Rights  Caucus  you 
are  in  a  strategic  position  to  help  stem  the 
flow  of  U.S.  weapons  to  countries  who  vio- 
late the  human  rights  of  its  citizens.  The 
"Code  of  Conduct  on  .Arms  Transfers  Act" 
sponsored  by  Representative  Cynthia  McKin- 


ney (D-G.\).  will  be  presented  to  the  HIRC  as 
an  amendment  to  "Division  C"  of  the  For- 
eign Aid  Reorganization  bill  (H.R.  1561)  as 
early  as  tomorrow.  I  urge  you  to  vote  in 
favor  of  this  provision. 

.As  an  ally  in  exposing  and  stemming 
human  rights  violations,  you  recognize  the 
importance  of  governments  accepting  ac- 
countability. Under  this  legislation,  recipi- 
ents of  U.S.  weapons  and  security  assistance 
would  have  to  vigorously  investigate,  dis- 
cipline, and  prosecute  those  responsible  for 
violations,  as  well  as  take  other  positive 
measures  to  combat  gross  violation  of  inter- 
nationally recognized  rights. 

The  Code  of  Conduct  would  require  the 
President  to  make  an  annual  certification  of 
countries  eligible  to  receive  U.S.  weapons. 
Arms  would  be  prevented  from  going  to 
countries  that  are  undemocratic,  violators  of 
human  rights,  engaged  in  armed  aggression, 
not  full  participants  in  the  U.N.  Register  of 
Conventional  Arms.  If  a  country  does  not 
meet  the  criteria,  transfers  can  still  be  made 
if  it  is  found  to  be  in  the  interest  of  U.S.  na- 
tional .security. 

Amnesty  International  continues  to  inves- 
tigate countries  known  to  have  committed 
human  rights  violations  and  their  receipt  of 
U.S.  security  assistance.  The  Code  of  Con- 
duct offers  another  avenue  to  make  violators 
of  human  rights  accountable  for  their  ac- 
tions. We  urge  your  support  on  this  impor- 
tant legislation. 
Sincerely. 

■  James  ODea. 
Director.  Washington  Office. 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC.  May  9.  1995. 
Dear  International  Relations  Committee  mem- 
ber: 

As  you  may  be  aware,  our  colleague.  Rep. 
Cynthia  McKinney.  will  offer  an  amendment 
to  attach  the  Code  of  Conduct  for  inter- 
national arms  sales  to  the  Foreign  .Md  bill 
later  this  week.  It  is  my  hope  that  you  will 
join  Rep.  McKinney.  myself,  and  almost  100 
of  our  colleagues  in  supporting  this  timely 
and  rea.sonable  legislation. 

Often  times,  international  terrorists  ac- 
quire U.S. -supplied  weapons  through  pro- 
American  dictators,  aggressors,  and  human 
rights  abusers.  A  prime  example  of  this  was 
the  supplying  of  Afghani  rebels  through 
Pakistan  and  Saudi  Arabia.  Moreover,  the 
arms  we  supplied  to  the  Shah  of  Iran  eventu- 
ally ended  up  in  the  hands  of  Khomeini  and 
his  global  terror  network.  We  must  stop  the 
boomerang  effect  which  ends  up  placing  U.S. 
troops,  and  even  U.S.  civilians,  at  the  risk  of 
being  attacked  by  our  own  weapons. 

The  guiding  principle  of  the  Code  is  that 
U.S.  arms  should  not  be  provided  to  coun- 
tries that  are  undemocratic,  violate  human 
rights,  or  are  engaged  in  acts  of  aggression. 
However,  the  United  States  currently  pro- 
vides 73  percent  of  all  arms  to  the  third 
world,  many  of  which  have  not  yet  held  a 
free  and  fair  election  or  do  not  adhere  to 
internationally  accepted  standards  of  human 
rights. 

Congress  owes  it  to  the  American  people  to 
play  a  stronger  role  in  reaching  decisions 
over  the  transfer  and  sale  of  weapons  to 
rogue  nations.  While  the  Code  is  not  a  ban  on 
arms  sales,  it  will  increase  congressional 
oversight  and  public  scrutiny  of  arms  sales. 
Once  again.  I  urge  you  to  support  Rep. 
McKinney's  Code  of  Conduct  amendment  in 
the  International  Relations  Committee. 
Sincerely. 

Eliot  L.  Engel. 
Member  of  Congress. 


Department  of  Social  Develop- 
ment and  World  Peace. 

Washington.  DC.  May  10.  1995. 
Hon.  Ben.ja.min  A.  Gil.man. 
Chairman.  International  Relations  Committee. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Chairman  Gil.man:  I  write  to  express 
our  concerns  about  H.R.  1561.  I  enclose  a  let- 
ter, which  the  U.S.  Catholic  Conference  has 
co-signed,  which  opposes  proposals  to  cut 
drastically  development  assistance  and  U.N. 
peacekeeping,  and  questions  the  wisdom  of 
restructuring  that  could  weaken  develop- 
ment and  human  rights  programs. 

The  enclosed  letter  does  not  address  our 
strong  support  for  continued  U.S.  funding  for 
overseas  assistance  and  protection  for  refu- 
gees, the  main  provisions  for  which  are  con- 
tained in  a  separate  State  Department  Au- 
thorization Bill.  H.R.  1564.  It  is  our  under- 
standing that  the  International  Relations 
Committee  plans  to  vote  on  consolidated 
H.R.  1561.  which  incorporates  these  other 
provisions,  rather  than  allowing  them  to  be 
considered  separately.  We  regret  this  deci- 
sion as  it  leaves  us  in  the  uncomfortable  po- 
sition of  opposing  a  consolidated  bill  that,  in 
our  view,  is  still  fundamentally  flawed  but 
which  contains  provisions  we  would  whole- 
heartedly endorse  were  they  to  be  considered 
on  their  own  merits. 

In  addition  to  these  concerns.  I  would  like 
to  raise  two  additional  matters  related  to 
this  legislation.  First.  I  encourage  you  to 
support  the  Code  of  Conduct  on  .Arms  Trans- 
fers, an  amendment  that  will  be  offered  to 
H.R.  1561.  In  his  recent  encyclical.  The  Gos- 
pel of  Life.  Pope  John  Paul  II  condemned  the 
arms  trade  as  "scandalous."  That  weapons  of 
war  are  bought  and  sold  almost  as  if  they 
were  simply  another  commodity  like  appli- 
ances or  industrial  machinery  is  a  serious 
moral  disorder  in  today's  world.  The  pre- 
dominant role  of  our  country  in  sustaining 
and  even  promoting  the  arms  trade,  some- 
times for  economic  reasons,  is  a  moral  chal- 
lenge for  our  nation.  The  foreign  aid  cuts  in 
H.R.  1561  are  another  example  of  our  coun- 
try's increasing  reluctance  to  share  its  eco- 
nomic lesources  in  support  of  sustainable 
economic  development,  whili'  wr  rcmaiTi  fhr 
dominant  supplier  of  weapons  to  the  develop- 
ing world. 

The  Code  of  Conduct  is  important  for  two 
reasons.  It  imposes  appropriate  conditions 
for  arms  transfers:  respect  for  democracy 
and  human  rights,  non -aggression,  and  par- 
ticipation in  the  U.N.  Register  of  Conven- 
tional .Arms.  And  it  would  bring  greater 
openness  and  public  accountability  to  deci- 
sions to  transfer  arms  by  forcing  these  deci- 
sions to  be  more  openly  debated  in  Congress. 
The  Code  could  thereby  improve  prospects 
that  the  United  States  would  more  strictly 
enforce  and  strengthen  controls  on  arms 
transfers  and  would  reduce  substantially  its 
role  in  this  deadly  trade. 

Third,  we  are  concerned  about  proposals  to 
absorb  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency  (ACDA)  into  the  State  Department. 
While  we  do  not  normally  comment  on  mat- 
ters of  government  reorganization,  we  are 
concerned  that  placing  ACDA  within  the 
State  Department  will  reduce  the  promi- 
nence of  critical  arms  control  and  disar- 
mament issues  at  a  time  when  they  are  al- 
ready receiving  less  attention  than  they 
have  in  the  past.  There  is  an  urgent  need  to 
implement  existing  arms  control  agree- 
ments, to  move  toward  deeper  reductions  in 
nuclear  weapons,  to  stem  nuclear  prolifera- 
tion, and  to  control  conventional  weapons, 
such  as  landmines.  Maintaining  ACDA's 
independent  voice  in  foreign  policy  making 
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is  more  likely  to  ensure  that  this  important 
arms  control  agenda  receives  the  attention 
it  needs. 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  various 
concerns  about  the  legislation  currently  be- 
fore the  International  Relations  Committee. 
Sincerely. 

Drew  Christiansen. 
Director.  Office  of  International  Justice  & 

Peace. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 

Dear  House  International  Relations  Commit- 
tee Member:  The  'Code  of  Conduct  Arms 
Transfer  Act,"  restricts  arms  exports  to 
countries  that  are  undemocratic,  do  not 
abide  by  basic  international  human  rights 
standard,  and  are  engaged  in  acts  of  armed 
aggression. 

Today— given  the  new  world  order— it  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  to  en- 
courage the  development  of  stable,  demo- 
cratic, and  economically  viable  allies  that 
respect  the  fundamental  human  rights  of  its 
citizens. 

While  there  are  current  restrictions  on  ex- 
ports of  U.S.  arms  to  countries  that  dem- 
onstrate a  'gross  and  consistent"  pattern  of 
human  rights  abuses,  these  restrictions  are 
seldom  enforced.  In  fiscal  year  1994.  the 
State  Departments'  annual  "Country  Re- 
ports on  Human  Rights  Practices."  showed 
that  the  U.S.  sold  weapons  to  at  least  four 
nations  that  had  significant  human  rights 
abuses.  These  four  nations  purchased  $6.2  bil- 
lion in  arms — nearly  half  of  the  total  $12.9 
billion  sold.  Additionally.  $2  billion  in  U.S. 
grant  money  or  subsidized  U.S.  loans  to 
these  nations  was  used  to  purchase  arms. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  become  more  pro- 
active in  protecting  international  human 
rights.  We  need  to  end  arms  exports  to  those 
nations  that  fail  to  respect  the  dignity  and 
fundamental  well-being  of  their  citizens. 

Your  vote  on  May  11  for  the  Code  of  Con- 
duct is  a  vote  for  the  protection  of  basic 
human  rights. 

Sincerely  yours.  I 

Donald  M.  PaVne. 
Member  of  Conpress. 

Project  on  Demilitarization  and 
Democracy 

Washington.  DC.  May  5.  1995. 
The  McKinney-H.^tfield  Code  of  Conduct 
on  .■krms  Trade:  Restoring  the  Congres- 
sional Role  in  the  Arms  Transfer  Proc- 
ess 

This  is  the  first  major  reform  of  the  arms 
export  process  in  two  decades.  Prior  to  en- 
actment of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  in 
1976.  there  were  virtually  no  restrictions  on 
the  executive  branch's  arms  transfers.  Con- 
gress, led  by  Sen  Hubert  Humphrey,  enacted 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  in  response  to 
record  transfers  of  arms  by  Secretary  of 
State  Henry  Kissinger.  The  Shah  of  Iran  and 
President  Marcos  of  the  Philippines  were 
among  the  leading  recipients.  Today's  record 
U.S.  transfers  to  undemocratic  and  unstable 
governments  similarly  threaten  our  inter- 
ests in  democracy  and  development  abroad. 

The  Arms  Export  Control  .■Vet  originally 
gave  Congress  a  major  role  in  reviewing  pro- 
posed arms  transfers,  but  the  Supreme 
Court's  decision  in  the  unrelated  "Chadha" 
case  in  1983  eliminated  that  role.  The  AECA 
gave  each  House  of  Congress  the  ability  to 
block  a  proposed  transfer  by  passing  a  reso- 
lution. The  Supreme  Court  ruled  such  "one- 
House  vetoes  "  unconstitutional,  declaring 
that  Congress  can  only  change  policy  by  en- 
acting laws,  not  by  taking  such  partial  steps 


as  passing  one-House  resolutions.  As  a  re- 
sult, for  the  past  12  years.  Congress  could 
only  block  a  sale  by  passing  a  resolution  in 
both  Houses  and  enacting  it  over  a  presi- 
dential veto,  all  within  30  days.  In  terms  of 
time  alone,  this  is  nearly  impossible.  Con- 
gress has  never  enacted  such  a  resolution, 
and  rarely  even  takes  up  a  resolution  oppos- 
ing an  arms  transfer,  because  there  is  no 
meaningful  chance  to  succeed. 

The  Code  of  Conduct  legislation  would  re- 
store Congress  to  its  earlier  role  as  an  equal 
partner  in  arms  transfer  decisions,  by  requir- 
ing congressional  approval  for  sales  to  coun- 
tries not  meeting  the  Code's  standards. 
Under  the  Code  legislation,  the  President 
would  certify  countries  for  eligibility  each 
year.  The  President  could  request  a  one-year 
waiver  for  a  country  not  meeting  the  Code's 
standards  (for  democracy,  human  rights,  ag- 
gression, and  the  U.N.  arms  trade  register). 
Both  Houses  of  Congress  would  have  to  ap- 
prove the  waiver,  either  by  enacting  a  for- 
eign aid  bill  containing  the  waivers,  or  by 
enacting  a  separate  law.  The  Congressional 
Research  Service  has  studied  the  Code  of 
Conduct  process,  and  declared  it  constitu- 
tional. 

Caleb  Rossiter. 

Director. 

MAY  9.  1995. 

Dear  Member  of  the  House  Inter- 
N.^TioNAL  Relations  Committee:  The  under- 
signed arms  control,  development,  religious, 
human  rights  and  veterans  organizations  are 
writing  to  voice  support  for  the  "Code  of 
Conduct  on  Arms  Transfers"  bill  sponsored 
by  Representative  Cynthia  McKinney  (D-GA) 
and  close  to  100  other  members.  A  full  com- 
mittee vote  on  the  Code,  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Foreign  Aid  bill,  is  expected  this 
week.  We  urge  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this 
provision. 

The  Code  of  Conduct  would  require  the 
President  to  make  an  annual  certification  of 
which  countries  are  eligible,  under  four  cri- 
teria, to  receive  U.S.  weapons.  To  be  eligible 
to  receive  U.S.  weaponry  a  country  cannot: 
grossly  abuse  human  rights:  deny  democratic 
rights:  or  attack  a  neighbor  or  its  own  peo 
pie.  Also,  countries  must  participate  in  the 
U.N.  Register  of  Conventional  Arms  to  be  el- 
igible. By  creating  these  criteria  weapons 
will  be  kept  from  countries  that  are  bad 
risks  and.  it  is  hoped,  the  Code  will  induce 
undemocratic  and  aggressor  nations  to  im- 
prove their  current  practices. 

This  bill  is  neither  a  ban  nor  a  moratorium 
on  arms  sales.  If.  for  national  security  rea- 
sons, the  President  wants  to  sell  weapons  to 
countries  that  are  not  certified,  a  majority 
of  Congress  must  vote  to  approve  the  arms 
transfer.  Under  the  current  system.  Congress 
can  only  vote  to  stop  an  arms  sale.  Under  the 
Code  of  Conduct  Congress  can.  after  careful 
scrutiny,  determine  which  countries  are 
vital  to  U.S.  security  interests  and  should 
therefore  be  eligible  to  receive  arms.  The 
Code  also  underscores  Congress'  Constitu- 
tional power  to  regulate  trade  with  foreign 
nations. 

History  has  shown  that  sometimes  Amer- 
ican weapons  last  longer  than  U.S.  friend- 
ships with  foreign  governments.  In  Panama. 
Somalia  and  Haiti.  U.S.  troops  faced  forces 
that  has  been  equipped  with  American  weap- 
ons. The  Code  of  Conduct  is  an  attempt  to 
reduce  the  likelihood  that  the  men  and 
women  of  the  armed  forces  will  be  affected 
by  this  "boomerang  effect"  of  the  arms 
trade.  Only  by  closely  examining  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  a  pending  arms  sale 
can  Congress  hope  to  minimize  the  chance  of 


an    American    soldier    being    injured    by    an 
American  weapon. 

Furthermore,  in  a  time  of  tough  budgetary 
decisions,  continuing  to  spend  billions  of  dol- 
lars each  year  in  foreign  aid  to  support  arms 
transfers  Dies  in  the  face  of  budget  cutting 
measures.  Reducing  arms  transfers  would  be 
a  prudent  way  to  cut  federal  spending  while 
contributing  to  our  national  defense  by 
keeping  advanced  weapons  out  of  the  hands 
of  future  potential  adversaries. 

As  the  world's  leading  arms  supplier,  the 
U.S.  must  demonstrate  restraint  and  inter- 
national leadership  regarding  weapons  sales 
to  undemocratic  nations.  The  Code  of  Con- 
duct provides  the  President  and  Congress  an 
opportunity  to  take  the  first  step  to  reduce 
the    potential    for    conflict    and    to    prevent 
harm  being  done  to  lives  and  livelihoods.  We 
urge  you  to  contact  Representative  McKin- 
ney's  office  to  be  listed  as  a  co-sponsor  of  the 
Code  and  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  amendment 
when   it   comes   before   the   full   committee 
later  this  week. 
Sincerely. 
John   Isaacs.    President.   Council    For  a 
Livable  World:  Howard  Hallman.  Direc- 
tor. Methodists  United  for  Peace  With 
Justice:    Peter    J.    Davies.    U.S.    Rep- 
resentative.   Saferworld:    Steve   Goose. 
Program         Director-Arms         Project. 
Human  Rights  Watch:  Deborah  Walden. 
Director  of  Policy  and  Programs.  Wom- 
en's Action  For  New  Directions:  Edith 
Villastrigo.  National  Legislative  Direc- 
tor.   Women    Strike    for    Peace:    Tim 
McElwee.     Director.     Church     of    the 
Brethren:  John  B.  Anderson.  President. 
World    Federalist    Association:    Robin 
Caiola.  Co-Director,  20  20  Vision;  James 
Matlack.    Director-Washington    Office. 
American  Friends  Service  Committee: 
Lora  Lumpe.  Director-Arms  Sales  Mon- 
itoring  Project.    Federation   of  Amer- 
ican   Scientists:    Joe    Volk.    Executive 
Secretary.   Friends  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Legislation:  Caleb  Rossiter.  Di- 
rector. Project  on  Demilitarization  and 
Democracy:    Monica   Green.    Executive 
Director.     Peace     Action:     Mark     B. 
Brown.    Acting   Dirprtnr-T.uthernn    Of- 
fice   for   Governmental    Affairs,    Evan- 
gelical   Lutheran   Church   in   America; 
Vice   Admiral    John   Shanahan.    Direc- 
tor,   Center    for    Defense    Information; 
Maurice   Paprin,    President,    Fund    for 
New    Priorities    in    America;    Darryl 
Fagin.  Legislative  Director.  .Americans 
for  Democratic  Action:  Jerry  Genesio. 
Chairmaa  Executive  Director.  Veterans 
for  Peace:  Greg  Bi.schak.  Executive  Di- 
rector. National  Commission  for  Eco- 
nomic Conversion  and  Disarmament. 

May  8.  1995. 
Committebon  International  Relations. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Me.mber:  The  officers,  directors  and 
members  of  Veterans  for  Peace  urge  you  to 
support  passage  of  the  McKinney-Hatfield 
Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms  Trade  (H.R.  772). 
We  understand  the  bill  may  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Foreign  Aid  Authoriza- 
tion bill  later  this  week. 

Veterans  for  Peace  (VFP)  is  a  national 
membership  organization  of  U.S.  military 
veterans,  including  decorated  veterans  of 
both  World  Wars,  the  Korean  and  Vietnam 
Wars,  and  many  other  conflicts  and  skir- 
mishes. Our  members  include  retired  officers 
and  enlisted  men.  some  of  whom  served 
twenty  or  more  years.  Many  are  graduates  of 
military  academies,  a  number  are  former 
POWs.  One.  a  pilot  during  the  Vietnam  War. 


languished  in  the  Hanoi  Hilton  for  eight 
years.  Two  are  recipients  of  the  Congres- 
sional Medal  of  Honor,  dozens  received  Silver 
and  Bronze  Stars  for  valor,  and  hundreds 
were  awarded  the  Purple  Heart  for  combat 
wounds.  The  work  of  VFP  is  primarily  edu- 
cational: to  raise  awareness  of  the  great 
costs  of  preparing  for  war  and  of  war  itself  in 
comparison  to  the  alternatives  of  inter- 
national behavior. 

The  Code  of  Conduct  legislation  should 
have  universal  support,  if  for  no  other  reason 
than  the  increasing  phenomenon  of  U.S- 
made  arms  returning  to  threaten  our  own 
U.S.  forces.  There  are  other  reasons  to  sup- 
port the  bill.  For  example,  it  would  substan- 
tially help: 

Keep  arms  from  dictators  and  countries 
using  weapons  in  aggression  against  neigh- 
bors or  even  their  own  people; 

Restore  needed  Congressional  power  and 
responsibility  in  the  area  of  arms  trade  and 
control; 

Protect  the  U.S.  jobs  currently  being  de- 
stroyed by  the  application  of  so-called  "off- 
set "  agreements,  by  which  defense  contrac- 
tors promote  foreign  goods  in  order  to  secure 
arms  sales. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these 
important  issues,  and.  hopefully,  for  your 
support  of  H.R.  772. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Jerry  Genesio 
Chairman  and  Executive  Director 

(USMC/1956-62). 

Center  for  Defense  Information. 

May  8.  1995. 
The  McKinney-Hatfield  Code  of  Conduct 

on  Arms  Trade:  Ensuring  the  Safety  of 

U.S.  Military  Forces 

The  Clinton  Administration's  recent  arms 
sales  policy  states  that  the  impact  on  de- 
fense jobs  must  be  taken  into  account  when 
exports  are  considered.  One  wishes  that  the 
same  consideration  was  extended  to  the  im- 
pact on  the  lives  and  wellbeing  of  .American 
service  personnel.  The  current  laissez-faire 
status  quo  in  the  international  arms  trade, 
where  increasingly  any  conventional  weap- 
ons sale  is  ueemed  permissible  as  long  as  it 
purports  to  make  a  profit  for  its  manufac- 
turer, is  creating  a  self-generated  danger— 
the  possibility  that  our  service  men  and 
women  will  someday  be  fighting  nations  or 
groups  who  obtained  U.S.  weapons  and  tech- 
nology. 

Man.v  of  our  former  current  and  arms  cus- 
tomers— Panama.  Iran.  Ii-aq.  Israel,  numer- 
ous Arab  countries.  Taiwan.  South  Korea. 
Pakistan,  and  India  are  in  highly  volatile 
parts  of  the  world  or  have  undemocratic  gov- 
ernments. Thus  our  arms  and  technology 
sales  potentially  create— as  in  the  Gulf— the 
very  threat  our  own  forces  may  someday 
confront.  Furthermore,  the  threat  we  are 
building  by  our  arms  sales  also  justified  the 
continued  inflated  military  spending  for 
even  newer  equipment  to  counter  the  items 
we  have  sold  others. 

Even  the  Pentagon  now  officially  acknowl- 
edges that  it  faces  the  prospect  of  American 
weapons  being  used  against  U.S.  military 
personnel.  In  the  latest  Annual  Report  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  President  and 
Congress  Secretary  William  Perry  writes. 
"In  general,  threats  encountered  in  MRCs 
[Major  Regional  Conflicts]  would  be  standing 
armies  of  foreign  powers,  armed  with  mixes 
of  old  and  modern  weapons  systems.  .  . 
Thus.  U.S.  forces  must  be  prepared  to  face  a 
wide  variety  of  systems,  including  .some  pre- 
viously produced  in  the  United  States."  [au- 
thor's emphasis,  p.  170] 


A  comparison  of  the  Pentagon's  own  data 
on  deliveries  of  weapons  through  the  U.S. 
F.MS  and  commercial  sales  programs  over 
the  past  decade  with  a  list  of  fifty  significant 
wars  that  were  under  way  during  1993-94  in- 
dicates that  U.S.  weapons  exports  have 
played  a  major  role  in  fueling  the  ethnic  and 
territorial  conflicts  that  have  become  the 
primary  post-war  security  challenge  as  indi- 
cated by  the  Pentagon's  own  Bottom-Up  Re- 
view and  National  Military  Strategy.  These 
are  the  same  types  of  conflicts  U.S.  forces 
are  most  likely  to  be  deployed  to  In  the  fu- 
ture. 

Parties  to  45  current  conflicts  have  taken 
delivery  of  over  $42  billion  worth  of  US  weap- 
ons in  the  past  decade. 

Out  of  the  fifty  significant  ethnic  and  ter- 
ritorial conflicts  going  on  during  1993-94.  90% 
(45  out  of  50)  of  them  involved  one  or  more 
parties  that  had  received  some  US  weapons 
or  military  technology  in  the  period  leading 
up  to  the  conflict. 

In  more  than  half  of  the  fifty  current  con- 
flicts (26  out  of  the  50).  the  United  States  has 
been  a  significant  arms  supplier,  accounting 
for  at  least  5%  of  the  weapons  delivered  to 
one  party  to  the  dispute  over  a  five  year  pe- 
riod. 

Areas  where  U.S.  weapons  are  most  likely 
to  be  utilized  in  current  or  future  conflicts 
include  southern  Europe;  the  Middle  East 
and  North  Africa;  Sub-Saharan  Africa; 
Southwest  and  Southeast  Asia;  and  Central 
and  Latin  America. 

This  data  raises  serious  questions  about 
the  claim  that  US  weapons  are  only  used  for 
defensive  purposes.  As  a  weapons  supplier  to 
full.v  90%  of  the  areas  where  wars  are  now 
going  on  and  a  major  supplier  to  more  than 
one-third  of  these  areas,  it  is  clear  that  the 
US  is  bolstering  the  warfighting  capabilities 
of  a  substantial  number  of  the  parties  to  the 
world's  current  conflicts.  It  does  not  take  a 
stroke  of  genius  to  realize  that  these  capa- 
bilities can  just  as  easily  be  used  against 
U.S.  soldiers,  sailors,  and  airmen.  It  is  a  sad 
irony  that  the  current  U.S.  arms  trade  pol- 
icy confirms  the  words  of  cartoonist  Walt 
Kelly's  character  Pogo  when  he  said.  "We 
have  met  the  enemy  and  he  is  us.  " 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC.  May  8.  1995. 

Dear  Colleague:  Tlie  House  International 
Relations  Committee  will  mark  up  HR  1561. 
the  Foreign  Aid  and  Reorganization  Bill  this 
week.  I  will  offer  HR  772.  the  Code  of  Con- 
duct Arms  Transfer  Act  as  an  amendment  to 
Title  31  of  Division  C.  The  "Code"  now  has  99 
cosponsors  in  the  House  and  would  provide 
guidelines  for  arms  exports — prohibiting 
transfers  to  governments  that  are  undemo- 
cratic, violate  human  rights,  or  are  engaged 
in  acts  of  armed  aggression. 

The  "Code"  would  not  ban  all  arms  sales. 
Sales  and  transfers  would  continue  in  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States  and  to 
those  nations  which  meet  the  "Code's  cri- 
teria." Today's  exports  could  be  tomorrow's 
nightmare  for  American  forces.  In  the  last 
four  US  deployments — Panama.  Iraq.  Soma- 
lia, and  Haiti— American  troops  faced  armies 
strengthened  by  US  materiel  and  tech- 
nology. In  1993.  of  the  14.8  billion  in  US  arms 
sales.  90  percent  were  purchased  by  nations 
that  do  not  meet  the  Code's  guidelines. 

Americans  throughout  the  nation  support 
the  "Code"— with  more  than  227  citizen's  or- 
ganizations endorsing  its  principles  and  96 
percent  of  Americans  demanding  an  end  to 
arms  sales  to  dictators. 

Let's  stop  the  "Boomerang  effect."  Vote 
for  the  ""Code  of  Conduct  on  May  HI" 


Please  contact  Robin  Sanders  at  51605  with 
questions  or  concerns. 
Sincerely. 

Cynthia  McKinney, 

Member  of  Congress. 

Friends  Committee  on 
National  Lf-gislation, 

May  10.  1995. 
House  International  Relations  Committee, 
U.S.  House  of  fiepresentatives  Washington.  DC 

Dear  Representative:  Does  the  United 
States  need  a  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms 
Trade?  Who  answers  Yes  to  that  question? 

Vietnam  Veterans  of  America  Foundation; 
Amnesty  International;  Human  Rights 
Watch;  Lutheran  Office  for  Governmental 
Affairs:  MaryknoU  Justice  &  Peace  Office; 
Federation  of  American  Scientists;  Bread  for 
the  World:  Committee  for  National  Security. 

Institute  for  Food  &  Development  (Food 
First):  United  Methodist  Church,  General 
Board  of  Church  &  Society,  Peace  with  Jus- 
tice Program:  American  Baptist  Churches. 
USA;  Center  for  Defense  Information;  Physi- 
cians for  Social  Responsibility. 

More  than  250  other  national  and  regional 
organizations  have  endorsed  the  principles 
for  a  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms  trade. 

Humanitarisn  aid,  human  rights,  arms  con- 
trol, economic  development,  women's  reli- 
gious, and  veterans'  agendas,  all  would  bene- 
fit from  a  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms  Trade. 
That  is  why  the  Code  is  popular  with  a  grow- 
ing grassroots  movement  for  nonprolifera- 
tion  of  conventional  weapons. 

The  Friends  Committee  on  National  Legis- 
lation urges  you  to  vote  for  the  Code  of  Con- 
duct on  Arms  Trade  when  the  House  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  considers  the 
amendment  by  Representative  McKinney  on 
the  Foreign  Aid  Authorization  bill. 
Sincerely. 

Joe  Volk. 

British  American  Security' 

iNFORMA-nON  COUNCIL. 
To;  Members  of  the  House  International  Re- 
lations Committee. 
From:  Bronwyn  Brady  and  Susannah  Dyer, 

BASIC. 
Re;   Arms  Transfer  Amendment  to   Foreign 

Aid  Bill. 
Date:  10  May  1995. 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  Com- 
mittee is  scheduled  to  vote  on  the  Code  of 
Conduct  on  Arms  Transfers  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Foreign  Aid  Bill.  Your  consider- 
ation of  this  legislation  coincides  with  a  par- 
allel initiative  being  pursued  in  the  Euro- 
pean Union. 

Congress  now  has  the  opportunity  to  join 
its  partners  in  the  European  Union  as  they 
seek  to  implement  similar  controls.  Accord- 
ing to  the  US  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency.  Europe  and  the  United 
States  together  sell  over  90%  of  the  world's 
weapons.  Focusing  narrowly  on  maintaining 
market  share,  no  country  has  been  willing  to 
take  unilateral  steps  toward  control,  fearing 
it  will  lose  export  markets  to  competitors. 
Therefore,  it  is  vital  that  as  the  world's  lead- 
ing suppliers,  the  EU  and  the  United  States 
work  together  to  implement  restraint.  Co- 
operation will  prevent  either  US  or  European 
companies  from  undercutting  one  another  In 
pursuit  of  sales. 

Tomorrow  in  Brussels,  the  European  Code 
of  Conduct  will  be  launched,  calling  on  the 
EU  to  adopt  stricter  controls  on  weapons  ex- 
ports. This  Code  builds  on  the  eight  existing 
criteria  on  arms  exports  already  agreed  by 
member  states  in  1991-92.  These  criteria 
stress  that  weapons  exports  should  take  into 
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consideration:  the  purchasing  country's 
human  rights  record;  the  internal  and  re- 
gional stability  of  recipient  states;  and  the 
effects  of  weapons  purchases  on  the  recipient 
country's  economy. 

A  number  of  members  of  the  European  Par- 
liament have  declared  their  support  for  this 
initiative.  hii?hlighting  the  need  for  a  coher- 
ent and  controlled  approach  to  European 
weapons  exports,  and  encourasrinp  the  Par- 
liament to  press  for  the  Code.  In  addition, 
the  proposed  Code  has  already  been  endorsed 
by  almost  50  NGOs  across  Europe,  including 
Save  the  Children  and  Medico  International. 
In  the  lead-up  to  the  review  of  the 
Maastricht  Treaty  in  1996.  it  is  critical  that 
an  effective  EU  arms  export  control  rejfime 
be  an  integral  part  of  an  EU  Common  For- 
eign and  Security  Policy. 

In  addition  to  the  US  and  European  Code 
of  Conduct  Initiatives,  similar  measures 
have  also  been  pursued  in  other  inter- 
national fora.  In  November  1994.  a  proposal 
was  tabled  at  the  United  Nations,  calling  for 
a  Code  of  Conduct  for  international  conven- 
tional arms  transfers  with  a  view  to  promot- 
ing restraint.  These  efforts  will  continue  in 
both  working  groups  and  the  General  Assem- 
bly In  addition,  the  Organization  for  Secu- 
rity and  Cooperation  in  Europe  (OSCE) 
agreed  a  series  of  ■Principles  Governing  Con- 
ventional Arms  Transfers  "  in  December  1993. 
requiring  member  states  to  consider  human 
rights,  and  reiterating  "their  strong  belief 
that  excessive  and  destabilizing  arms  build- 
ups pose  a  threat  to  national,  regional,  and 
international  peace  and  security".  It  is  clear 
that  there  is  growing  international  consen- 
sus regarding  the  urgent  need  to  restrain  the 
international  weapons  trade. 

In  its  position  as  the  world's  leading  ex- 
porter of  weaponry,  the  United  States  has  a 
special  responsibility  to  provide  a  global 
leadership  in  the  area  of  restraint.  Passage 
of  the  Code  will  encourage  the  United  States 
to  work  in  concert  with  its  allies  to  control 
the  spread  of  weapons  to  rogue  regimes  and 
regions  of  conflict.  This  will  prevent  sce- 
narios such  as  the  one  which  unfolded  in  the 
Gulf  War.  where  US  troops  faced  weapons 
supplied  to  Iraq  by  both  the  United  States 
and  its  European  aiiie.s. 

As  your  European  counterparts  begin  de- 
veloping a  harmonized  EU  arms  export  pol- 
icy, we  urge  you  to  support  the  Code  of  Con- 
duct amendment  and  demonstrate  US  leader- 
ship in  promoting  unified  international  re- 
straint of  the  global  weapons  trade.  Please 
feel  free  to  contact  our  office  in  London  or 
Washington  for  further  details  on  the  Euro- 
pean initiatives  described  above. 

Umt.\ri.\n  Usivers.alist 
associatio.n  of  co.ngrec.ations. 

Washington.  May  10,  1995. 

Dear  Representative:  Unitarian  Univer- 
salist  Association  of  Congregations,  strongly 
supports  the  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms 
Transfers  bill  introduced  by  Rep.  Cynthia 
McKinney  and  Senator  Mark  Hatfield  that 
would  place  restrictions  on  the  sale  and 
transfer  of  conventional  weapons  by  the 
United  States  to  dictators. 

We  think  that  the  present  U.S.  arms  sales 
policy  which  permits  the  sale  of  arms  to  gov- 
ernments which  abuse  internationally  recog- 
nized human  rights;  engage  in  aggression 
against  their  own  people  or  other  nations; 
and  do  not  participate  in  international  ef- 
forts to  control  arms  is  not  in  our  national 
interest,  fuels  regional  and  local  conflicts 
and  aids  and  abets  undemocratic  govern- 
ments. 

The  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976 
(AECA)  gave  Congress  the  power  to  review 


proposed  U.S.  arms  exports  using  a  human 
rights  standard.  Unfortunately,  the  AEC.^ 
has  not  stopped  a  single  arms  transfer  since 
it  became  law.  The  Supreme  Court  in  1983 
found  the  Congressional  mechanism  whereby 
either  House  could  block  such  sales  to  be  un- 
constitutional. The  McKinney-Hatfield  Code 
of  Conduct  bill  would  return  to  Congress  a 
mechanism  for  participating  in  the  decision 
making  process  on  U.S.  arms  transfers. 

We  respectfully  urge  you  to  support  the 
McKinney  measure  when  it  comes  before  the 
Committee.  The  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms 
Transfers  has  gained  more  support  among 
the  Unitarian  Universalist  grassroots  than 
any  other  legislation  we  have  worked  on. 

The  time  has  come  for  charting  a  new  U.S. 
arms  sales  policy  that  puts  our  country  on 
the  high  ground  and  sets  an  example  for  the 
international  community  to  match. 
Sincerely. 

Robert  Z.  Alpern, 

Director. 
Ms.     WOOLSEY.     Mr.     Chairman.     I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  code  of  conduct  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia, and  I  would  like  to  commend  her 
for  her  tireless  work  on  this  important 
issue. 

As  written,  our  current  arms  transfer 
policy  is  reckless  and  dangerous.  Over 
the  past  decade,  we  have  sent  weapons 
to  countries  who  have  turned  around 
and  used  them  against  our  sons  and 
daughters  in  the  Armed  Forces.  We 
have  provided  ammunition  for  govern- 
ments who  oppress  their  people  and 
commit  acts  of  aggression  against  the 
international  community.  U.S.  arms 
transfer  policy  must  be  more  respon- 
sible. 

In  the  debate  over  military  spending 
and  foreign  policy,  we  continue  to  hear 
that  "the  cold  war  is  over,  but  the 
world  is  still  a  dangerous  place."  Mr. 
Chairman,  our  current  arms  transfer 
policy  is  making  the  world  an  even 
more  dangerous  place.  I  thought  we 
fought  the  cold  war  in  order  to  make 
the  world  safe  for  democracy  and 
human  rights,  not  dangerous  for  U.S. 
soldiers  and  innocent  citizens  world- 
wide. 

Opponents  of  this  measure  argue  that 
the  United  States  should  not  restrict 
itself  to  selling  arms  only  to  countries 
who  promote  democracy  and  protect 
human  rights.  They  suggest  that  we 
should  be  allowed  to  sell  weapons  to 
countries  which  may  not  fit  these  cat- 
egories, but  who  are  friendly  to  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the 
House.  Manuel  Noriega  used  to  be 
friendly.  Iraq  used  to  be  friendly.  Why 
do  we  refuse  to  learn  that  even  the 
Devil  can  be  friendly  if  he  wants  to 
make  a  deal? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  McKinney  amendment 
and  reject  the  current  reckless  arms 
transfer  policy. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 


Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  add  my  support  for  what  the  gentle- 
woman said  for  the  McKinney  amend- 
ment. This  is  a  restrained  and  sensible 
set  of  guidelines  which  reinvolve  the 
Congress  in  the  way  that  it  used  to  be 
in  the  process  of  arms  transfers  before 
the  Supreme  Court  decision  knocked 
that  process  out  and  made  us  essen- 
tially irrelevant. 

This  provides  waiver  authority. 
There  may  be  times  when  a  country 
that  is  bad  on  human  rights  or  a  coun- 
try that  is  not  democratic  should  get 
some  of  our  assistance  for  other,  larger 
kinds  of  considerations. 

D  1245 

There  is  waiver  authority  here.  Come 
to  Congress,  let  us  go  through  that 
process.  I  think  it  is  a  sensible,  re- 
strained approach  to  try  and  deal  with 
the  causes  of  regional  instability  in  so 
much  of  the  world  and  the  fueling  of  an 
arms  race. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  express 
my  support  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  colleague,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKinnky]. 

This  amendment  establishes  a  code  of 
conduct  for  recipients  of  U.S.  military 
exports  and  training.  It  gives  the  Presi- 
dent the  authority  to  decide  which 
countries  meet  the  four  responsible  cri- 
teria; promote  democracy,  protect 
human  rights,  not  engaged  in  acts  of 
aggression,  and  participants  in  the 
U.N.  arms  trade  register.  Those  coun- 
tries which  do  not  meet  the  criteria 
would  require  a  waiver  agreed  to  by 
both  the  President  and  the  Congress. 

As  we  apply  conditions  on  our  mili- 
tary aid  to  other  cuuiiLries.  su  shuuiii 
we  apply  conditions  to  our  weapons  ex- 
ports. It  is  outrageous  that  in  our  last 
four  overseas  United  States  engage- 
ments— Panama.  Iraq,  Somalia,  and 
Haiti— our  troops  were  threatened  by 
weaponry  that  we  sold  to  various  dic- 
tators who  were  once  our  friends,  and 
later  our  enemies. 

As  the  only  superpower  in  the  world, 
it  is  imperative  that  the  United  States 
set  the  standard  for  responsible  leader- 
ship. Congresswoman  McKi.nnev's 
amendment  would  ensure  our  moral 
leadership  by  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
arms  to  those  countries  that  are  un- 
democratic, violate  human  rights,  or 
are  engaged  in  acts  of  armed  aggres- 
sion. 

Arms  transfers  to  undemocratic 
countries  which  past  administrations 
have  courted  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
have  often  come  to  haunt  us.  We  have 
spent  precious  human  and  financial  re- 
sources cleaning  up  after  conflicts 
which  were  fueled  by  our  own  arms 
transfers.  Our  own  children  have  been 
endangered  by  the  very  same  weaponry 
that  we  sold  because  of  short-term  for- 
eign  policy   interests.   This   legislation 


will  protect  our  children  in  the  future 
by  creating  a  presumption  against  such 
transfers,  but  does  establish  a  thor- 
ough, responsible  review  process  for 
those  sales  that  are  in  our  best  inter- 
est. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  the  Members  to 
support  the  McKinney  amendment 

Mr  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  kind 
of  an  uncomfortable  position  because  I 
do  not  particularly  like  some  of  the 
ways  that  the  President  has  conducted 
foreign  policy,  and  I  did  not  particu- 
larly like  the  invasion  of  Haiti  or  the 
way  he  conducted  our  operations  in  So- 
malia and  lost  a  bunch  of  American 
lives,  but  here  is  one  case  where  I  do 
agree  with  the  President.  The  Presi- 
dent has  to  have  some  leverage  and  be 
able  to  conduct  foreign  policy,  and 
many  times  his  ability  to  negotiate 
with  countries  that  are  buying  U.S. 
arms  is  one  way  that  he  can  get  the  job 
done. 

So  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  Mr.  Clinton,  is  against  this  par- 
ticular amendment.  In  this  particular 
case.  I  concur  with  him  because  I  think 
it  hamstrings  him  in  one  respect,  as  far 
as  his  ability  to  conduct  foreign  policy 
is  concerned. 

But,  in  addition  to  that,  there  is  an- 
other economic  issue  that  needs  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.  If  anybody 
believes  that  a  country  that  wants  to 
buy  weaponry  is  going  to  not  buy  it 
simply  because  they  cannot  buy  them 
from  the  United  States,  they  are  just 
barking  up  the  wrong  tree.  France  sells 
weapons.  Great  Britain  sells  weapons,  a 
number  of  countries  sell  sophisticated 
weaponry.  If  they  do  not  buy  them 
irom  the  United  States  of  America, 
then  certainly  they  are  going  to  buy 
them  from  some  place  else. 

It  will  have  an  adverse  economic  im- 
pact on  many  segments  of  our  society. 
If  you  go  out  to  California  and  take  a 
look  at  the  aircraft  industry,  it  is  in  a 
depressed  state.  It  is  starting  to  come 
out  of  it  now  because  of  the  commer- 
cial sales.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  if 
you  put  these  kinds  of  constraints  on 
the  sales  of  these  kinds  of  materials, 
you  are  going  to  have  an  impact  on  in- 
dustry in  this  country,  and  there  are 
going  to  be  a  lot  of  people  lose  their 
jobs  and  those  jobs  will  go  overseas  to 
manufacturers  of  this  equipment  in 
foreign  countries. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  vield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  sentiments 
that  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  is 
showing  in  terms  building  up  our  own 
economic  base  here  at  home.  It  is  a  le- 
gitimate concern. 

This  amendment  does  not  say  that 
we   cannot   sell    arms    to   Third    World 
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countries,  nor  does  it  say  we  cannot 
sell  arms  to  other  countries  through- 
out the  world.  All  it  says  is  that  when 
there  are  human  rights  abuses,  when 
there  are  gross  inequities  in  terms  of 
how  the  country  that  is  trying  to  pur- 
chase arms  treats  its  neighbors,  is 
overly  aggressive  in  those  issues,  in 
terms  of  spending  far  too  much  money 
on  its  own  arms  industry  rather  than 
looking  out  after  its  own  people,  that 
the  United  States  ought  to  take  those 
issues  into  account. 

It  gives  the  President  the  flexibility 
of  overruling  these  on  a  national  secu- 
rity basis,  and  in  any  given  year.  So  I 
think  it  does  provide  the  kind  of  flexi- 
bility that  is  necessary  to  address  the 
concerns  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
has  articulated,  but  it  does  put  us  into 
the  immoral  position  that  we  are  cur- 
rently in  where  we  are  actual  selling 
arms  to  our  neighbors  that  end  up 
using  those  arms,  or  to  our  friends  that 
end  up  using  those  arms  against  us 
when  we  get  into  conflict. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  contribution.  I  dis- 
agree simply  because  the  President  of 
the  United  States  has  the  ability  right 
now  to  put  pressure  on  those  countries 
by  not  allowing  arms  sales  to  them.  As 
a  matter  of  act,  the  President  has  exer- 
cised that  authority  already  in  a  num- 
ber of  countries.  If  you  followed  what 
has  been  going  on  in  the  past  several 
years,  you  will  find  there  are  a  number 
of  countries  that  even  purchased  equip- 
ment from  the  United  States  and  the 
President  has  not  allowed  those  pur- 
chases to  go  forward. 

So  he  does  have  some  latitude.  It  is  a 
Democrat  President.  He  is  asking  for 
this  authority  to  be  maintained. 
Whether  it  is  a  Republican  or  Demo- 
crat. I  would  support  it. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  is  an 
inconsistency  as  far  as  our  foreign  pol- 
icy is  concerned.  There  are  many 
pieces  of  legislation  which  I  have  spon- 
sored, regarding  human  rights  abuses 
in  India,  for  instance,  that  have  not 
passed  this  House  because  the  minority 
now,  then  the  majority,  would  not  sup- 
port them. 

So  I  find  it  kind  of  interesting  that 
here  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States  wanting  to  protect  his  ability  to 
conduct  foreign  policy  and,  because  of 
human  rights  issues,  his  party  is  trying 
to  stop  it,  while  at  other  times  in  our 
history  when  we  were  fighting  for 
human  rights  abuses  to  be  removed  on 
other  pieces  of  legislation,  we  could 
not  get  that  support. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  If 
the  gentleman  would  yield  further, 
maybe  this  kind  of  legislation  would 
actually  improve  and  get  the  kind  of 
result  that  you  were  looking  for  in 
terms  of  your  amendment  with  regard 
to  Pakistan. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Not  Paki- 
stan. India. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
With  regard  to  India  in  times  past.  The 


fact  of  the  matter  is.  if  we  had  a  uni- 
form policy  instead  of  the  hodgepodge 
policy  that  we  have  today.  I  think  we 
would  get  the  moral  leadership  of  the 
rest  of  the  world  to  support  us,  as  we 
have  seen  today  in  the  European  Par- 
liament, which  is  taking  up  legislation 
very  similar  to  this. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman's  contribution.  In  a  per- 
fect world  we  might  have  a  consistent 
foreign  policy  worldwide.  But  as  the 
gentleman  well  knows,  we  do  not  have 
a  perfect  world;  we  have  an  inconsist- 
ency in  foreign  policy.  That  is  why  the 
President,  whether  Republican  or  Dem- 
ocrat, has  to  have  latitude  in  conduct- 
ing that  foreign  policy  that  includes 
the  ability  to  stop  arms  sales  or  allow 
those  arms  sales  to  go  forward. 

I  am  very  sympathetic  to  the  human 
rights  abuses  issue  being  raised  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  am  very 
sympathetic  to  the  human  rights  issue 
being  raised  here.  This  is  a  very,  very 
complex  world.  It  is  a  dangerous  world. 
Even  though  the  so-called  cold  war  is 
over,  we  still  have  to  have  a  foreign 
policy  that  will  allow  us  to  be  able  to  • 
deal  with  friends  to  make  sure  that 
they  have  the  ability  to  defend  them- 
selves. 

I  might  add  one  more  time,  if  we  do 
not  sell  them  these  weapons,  we  will 
make  sure  that  they  will  buy  them 
someplace  else.  Let  us  allow  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  make  these  determinations 
where  necessary  and  at  the  same  time 
protect  American  jobs  by  not  letting 
them  go  overseas. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  If 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  the 
fact  is  that  I  have  worked  very  closely 
with  Members  of  the  Republican  side  in 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services  to  structure  amendments 
that  are  very  similar  to  this  dealing 
with  funding  for  the  World  Bank  and 
the  IMF,  which  have  received  biparti- 
san support.  The  question  is  whether  or 
not  Members  of  this  body  want  to  pro- 
vide this  authority  in  the  Presidency 
or  whether  or  not  we  want  to  establish 
this  as  a  national  policy  for  this  coun- 
try. 

We  have  gotten  bipartisan  support 
for  such  a  policy  in  times  past,  and  I 
would  hope  we  would  gain  support  on 
the  Republican  side  for  this  well- 
thought-through  amendment  that  the 
gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Ms. 
McKinney]  is  offering. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  30 
additional  seconds.) 


14338 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14339 


Mr  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  contribution. 

Let  me  just  end  up  by  saying  that  we 
have  asked  time  and  time  again  that 
there  be  a  stronger  voice  by  the  Con- 
gress in  the  conducting  of  foreign  pol- 
icy, and  the  Administration  has  found 
that  they  do  not  want  that  to  be  ac- 
complished. They  wanted  to  keep  that 
power  in  the  executive  branch,  and  I 
understand  that.  And  we  have  not  been 
successful  in  making  those  changes. 

In  this  particular  case.  I  think  the 
Presidents  arguments  are  well  found- 
ed, and  I.  as  a  Republican,  find  myself 
once  again  in  a  difficult  position,  but  I 
am  supporting  the  President  in  this 
particular  case. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant that  we  consider  it.  I  would  hope 
we  would  pass  it. 

The  gentleman  is  right.  It  is  not  a 
perfect  world,  but  we  have  got  to  strive 
to  make  it  a  better  world. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague, 
the    gentlewoman    from    Georgia    [Ms. 

MCKINNEY]. 

The  United  States  has  long  been  an 

arms  merchant  to  the  world.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  this  amendment  is  not  about 
the  quantity  of  arms  sales.  This 
amendment  is  about  who  we  sell  arms 
to  and  who  makes  these  decisions. 

At  the  present  time,  except  in  rare 
circumstances,  the  executive  branch 
alone  decides  what  countries  are  eligi- 
ble to  receive  weapons.  This  process 
has  resulted  in  arms  transfers  to  un- 
democratic countries  that  use  our  arms 
to  maintain  their  own  control  and  to 
oppress  their  own  people,  and  in  recent 
United  States  military  operations 
overseas,  in  Panama.  Iraq,  and  Soma- 
lia, our  troops  had  to  fight  against 
hostiles  armed  with  the  very  weapons 
we  previously  sold  to  them. 

We  sold  S200  million  in  weapons  to 
Somalia.  We  spent  S2  billion  fighting 
soldiers  armed  with  these  weapons, 
many  times  at  the  destruction  of  the 
U.S.  soldiers  and  citizens. 

This  amendment  brings  Congress 
into  the  arms  sales  process  without 
tying  the  hands  of  the  President.  This 
amendment  sets  reasonable  criteria 
that  have  to  be  met  before  arms  can  be 
transferred,  including  promoting  de- 
mocracy, protecting  human  rights,  par- 
ticipating in  the  U.N.  arms  trade  reg- 
ister, and  refraining  from  aggression.  A 
waiver  is  provided  for  countries  that  do 
not  meet  this  criteria  if  the  national 
security  requires. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  McKinney  amend- 
ment is  a  very  sound  amendment.  It  is 
reasonable  and  responsible  reform.  It 
restores  the  balance  of  power  in  arms 
sales  between  the  legislative  and  the 
executive  branches.  It  helps  secure  re- 
sponsible decisions  in  this  important 
policy  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKinney] 
for  bringing  forth  this  wonderful 
amendment,  and  I  strongly  urge  its 
passage. 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

Let  me  commend  the  sponsor  of  the 
code  of  conduct  amendment,  and  let 
me  try  to  be  as  brief  as  possible,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  amendment. 
I  think  that  we  cannot  divorce  Amer- 
ican ideals  from  American  foreign  pol- 
icy, and  in  the  area  of  arms  sales,  I  do 
not  think  we  would  want  our  contribu- 
tion and  our  legacy  to  the  world  to  be 
that  we  have  sold  arms  to  everyone  and 
allowed  for  the  continuation  of  the 
practice  of  war  as  almost  a  permanent 
vocation  in  this  world. 

So  I  would  hope  that  we  would  sup- 
port the  McKinney  amendment  and  the 
companion  effort  in  the  Senate  because 
I  think  it  moves  us  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, and  even  though  it  may  be  a  de- 
batable matter  in  some  people's  minds, 
I  think  that  for  all  of  us,  if  we  want  to 
be  on  the  right  side  of  history  on  this 
issue,  that  we  should,  in  the  final  anal- 
ysis, find  ourselves  voting  favorably  for 
the  McKinney  amendment. 

Mr  R.ALMON  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  of- 
fered in  good  faith.  But  it  is  slightly 
misnamed.  This  amendment  is  not 
about  human  rights,  and  this  amend- 
ment is  not  about  foreign  policy.  This 
amendment  instead  is  about  a  philo- 
sophical difference  that  exists  within 
the  Congress. 

Some  in  this  body  simply  believe 
that  all  arms  sales  to  our  allies  are 
wrong  in  all  cases.  They  believe  that 
helping  our  allies  defend  themselves 
and  helping  them  defend  our  vital  in- 
terests amounts  to  exporting  violence. 
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I  disagree.  Often  selling  arms  to  our 
allies  may  mean  we  do  not  have  to  send 
U.S.  troops,  and  that  makes  sense  for 
Americans. 

Moreover,  responsible  arms  sales 
have  for  many  years  played  an  impor- 
tant role  in  our  Nation's  foreign  policy. 

Obviously,  opponents  of  arms  sales  to 
our  allies  could  not  hope  to  enact  a 
complete  ban  on  the  practice,  so  they 
have  come  up  with  this  lesser  amend- 
ment. 


But  we  should  not  artificially  re- 
strict our  arms  sales  to  our  allies,  or 
hold  them  hostage  to  interpretations  of 
vague  definitions  contained  in  this 
amendment. 

I  welcome  continued  debate  on 
whether  we  should  ban  all  arms  sales 
to  other  nations.  But  this  back  door  ef- 
fort at  beginning  such  a  ban  today, 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Mlc.-\]. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman  and  my  col- 
league, I  just  want  to  make  a  couple  of 
points  and  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  that  has  been  offered  here 
this  afternoon. 

First  of  all.  this  does  address  the 
human  rights  violation  question,  and 
none  of  us  favor  any  type  of  human 
rights  violations  anywhere  in  the  world 
or  by  any  of  our  allies,  but  the  matter 
of  fact  is  that  this  amendment  is  not  a 
realistic  amendment,  and  it  is  not  a 
needed  amendment.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues: First  of  all,  if  you  want  to 
look  at  human  rights  violations,  just 
refer  to — and  I  invite  all  my  colleagues 
to  do  this,  and  other  folks  that  are  lis- 
tening—read the  Amnesty  Inter- 
national human  rights  violation  re- 
ports. You  find  actually  one  of  the 
countries  that  is  cited  is  the  United 
States.  Not  only  is  the  United  States 
cited,  but  you  also  have  Israel,  Egypt, 
Turkey,  and,  if  this  amendment  passed. 
I  think  you  really  would  jeopardize  the 
status  of  peace  efforts  in  the  Middle 
East  if  this  was  properly  applied  ac- 
cording to  the  language  in  the  amend- 
ment, and  again  I  think  it  serves  no 
purpose.  We  must  work  against  human 
rights  violations  wherever  they  occur, 
and  human  rights  violations  are  not 
condoned  by  this  Congress. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  a  major 
flaw  in  this  amendment  is  the  Presi- 
dent already  has  the  authority.  Maybe 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  or  the  spon- 
sor does  not  trust  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  but  in  fact  under  cur- 
rent law  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  required  to  even  notify  Con- 
gress before  there  is  an  arms  sale  in 
the  appropriate  committee  of  Congress. 

So  first  of  all,  it  is  not  a  realistic 
amendment,  and  it  is  not  an  amend- 
ment that  recognizes  that  there  are 
human  rights  violations,  whether  it  is 
in  the  United  States  or  with  our  allies 
that  are  sometime  recipients  of  these 
arms;  and.  second,  the  amendment  has 
no  purpose  because  the  President  real- 
ly already  has  the  authority,  and  the 
Congress  is,  in  fact,  notified  when 
there  are  these  arms  sales  pending.  So 
it  is  not  a  needed  amendment,  and  it  is 
not  a  useful  amendment,  and  I  urge  its 
defeat. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  favor  of  this 
amendment  authored  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKlNNEY]. 


This  amendment  is  about  the  new 
world  order.  The  United  States  has 
emerged  as  the  undisputed  political, 
economic,  and  military  leader  of  the 
world. 

With  the  end  of  the  cold  war.  the  old 
ways  of  doing  international  business — 
e-specially  military  business — are  no 
longer  adequate.  This  is  a  time  to  re- 
evaluate. It  is  a  time  for  America  to 
live  up  to  the  promise  of  its  creed— 
across  our  borders  as  well  as  within 
them. 

This  Nation  must  not  support  dic- 
tators. It  must  stand  strongly  against 
human  rights  abuses.  We  have  the  ca- 
pacity—through diplomatic  pressure, 
business  opportunity,  and  military 
arms  relationships— to  make  the  world 
safer  for  its  citizens.  The  United  States 
should  exercise  that  power.  This,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  what  the  McKinney 
amendment  is  all  about. 

We  only  need  to  look  at  the  recent 
past  to  find  examples  of  good  inten- 
tions gone  bad  in  the  U.S.  arms  sales. 

Many  people  have  heard  about  the  re- 
cent, gross  violations  of  human  rights 
in  Turkey.  Turkey  happens  to  be  one  of 
the  largest  recipients  of  United  States 
military  aid.  Former  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Lawrence  Korb  testi- 
fied yesterday  that  Turkey's  rulers 
have  used  United  States-supplied  F- 
16's.  Black  Hawk  helicopters  and  M-60 
tanks  against  its  own  Kurdish  popu- 
lation. 

The  United  States  also  militarily 
supplies  human  rights  abusers  in  Indo- 
nesia and  Malaysia.  Unfortunately,  we 
are  considering  more  aid  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia— despite  widely 
reported  human  rights  abuses  by  the 
Indonesian  military  against  East 
Timor. 

In  the  not  quite  so  recent  past,  this 
country  felt  forced  to  stop  a  military 
exercise  by  Iraqi  leader.  Saddam  Hus- 
sein, We  had  a  major  war— risking  the 
lives  of  thousands  of  soldiers  -against 
Iraq,  a  country  which  had  always  been 
a  human  rights  abuser,  and  which  had 
been  the  recipient  of  U.S.  aid,  includ- 
ing military  aid. 

Too  many  times  in  this  country's 
history,  we  have  been  short-sighted 
policy  in  our  arms  export  policy.  Too 
many  times,  short-term  military  alli- 
ances have  led  to  long-term  human 
rights  disasters,  or  worse. 

The  McKinney  amendment  does  not 
preclude  military  assistance  to  any 
country.  If  the  President  and  Congress 
agree  that  an  arms  sale  is  in  the  na- 
tional security  interest,  that  sale 
would  be  allowed. 

However,  the  McKinney  amendment 
would  establish  basic,  humane,  and  ap- 
propriate standards  for  the  conduct  of 
U.S.  military  export  policy.  These 
standards  are  common  sense  standards 
such  as  requiring  our  military  exports 
to  go  to  countries  which  hold  free  and 
fair  elections;  such  as  being  sure  our 
sales  go  to  countries  which  do  not  en- 


gage in  gross  violations  of  human 
rights,  and  making  sure  that  our  arms 
exports  do  not  go  to  countries  which 
engage  in  illegal  acts  of  armed  aggres- 
sion. 

If  there  was  ever  a  time  when  this 
country  could  justify  working  with 
human  rights  abusers  to  further  some 
longer-term  strategic  objective,  that 
time  is  surely  past.  This  country,  with- 
out any  serious  military  threat  to  our 
security,  now  must  face  its  responsibil- 
ity, and  act  as  the  world's  moral  lead- 
er. The  McKinney  amendment  would 
apply  a  moral  test  to  U.S.  foreign  pol- 
icy. 

Let  us  assert  our  role  as  a  moral 
leader  in  the  world.  Support  the 
McKinney  amendment. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  McKinney  amendment.  I  agree  with 
some  of  her  concerns,  but  not  the  solu- 
tions embodied  in  the  amendment. 

Certainly.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  the 
cold  war  the  two  superpowers  did 
transfer  billions  of  dollars  of  weapons 
to  the  developing  world  every  year  as  a 
part  of  their  strategic  competition. 
With  the  dissolution  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  and  excess  conventional 
military  equipment  flooding  global 
markets.  I  believe  it  is  essential  to  find 
a  way  to  stop  the  spiral  of  militariza- 
tion. An  overarmed  developing  world 
not  only  has  a  terrible  human  cost,  it 
is  also  contrary  to  American  interests 
in  fostering  democracy,  building  politi- 
cal stability,  and  enhancing  growing 
global  economy,  and  I  think  those  are 
some  of  the  gentlewoman's  concerns, 
and  I  certainly  agree  with  them. 

In  my  mind  the  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem of  militarization  in  arms  transfer 
must  be  a  multilateral  one.  It  would  do 
us,  nor  the  developing  world,  any  good 
if  we  reduce  exports  only  to  find  the 
gap  filled  by  other  suppliers.  Yet  it  is 
also  clear  that  multi-lateral  solutions 
require  U.S.  leadership  both  by  the 
President  and  by  the  Congress. 

Congress  has  already  begun  to  ad- 
dress the  need  for  arms  restraint,  en- 
acting several  measures  which  I  sup- 
port, including.  No.  1,  encouraging  the 
President  to  establish  a  multilateral 
arms  restraint  regime:  No.  2,  imposing 
a  moratorium  on  the  export  of  anti- 
personnel land  mines  and  calling  on 
the  administration  to  negotiate  a 
worldwide  ban  on  their  deployment; 
and.  No.  3,  calling  on  the  administra- 
tion to  oppose  multilateral  lending  to 
countries  who  refuse  to  reduce  military 
spending  in  concert  with  their  neigh- 
bors. 

That  brings  me  to  the  amendment  at 
hand. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  strong  agree- 
ment with  the  sentiments,  as  I  said, 
which  were  expressed  in  the  amend- 
ment which  express  the  view  that  we 
should  not  sell  arms  to  countries  that 


are  democratic,  that  do  not  respect 
human  rights,  and  that  do  not  promote 
peace  and  stability.  Where  I  have  prob- 
lems with  this  amendment  is  that  it 
mandates,  at  least  as  I  read  it,  that 
human  rights,  democracy,  and  partici- 
pation of  the  U.N.  arms  registry  of  con- 
ventional arms  be  the  only  criteria 
that  should  govern  our  arms  transfers. 
To  say  that  these  criteria  should  be 
paramount  in  evaluating  a  particular 
transfer  is,  I  think,  going  too  far.  This 
is  too  restrictive  in  my  view.  Arms 
transfers  serve  important  foreign  pol- 
icy and  national  security  objectives. 
That  can  contribute  to  regional  stabil- 
ity and  help  deter  aggression.  They  can 
even  foster  interoperability  should  U.S. 
Assistance  ever  be  required  as  in  the 
Desert  Storm  operation. 

Human  rights  and  the  democratic 
make  up  of  recipient  governments 
ought  to  be  among  the  criteria  in  mak- 
ing a  final  decision  on  a  proposed 
transfer.  In  some  cases  they  may  be 
the  primary  criterion,  but  not  in  all 
cases.  The  President  must  be  able  to 
weigh  all  relevant  criteria  to  reach 
sensible,  sound  decisions  on  the  merit 
of  each  proposed  transfer. 

Moreover,  the  amendment  would  re- 
quire the  President  to  certify  annually 
those  nations  that  qualify  for  arms 
transfer  according  to  these  criteria. 
Transfer  to  other  countries  could  only 
be  made  if  the  President  certifies  to 
Congress  that  such  a  transfer  is  in  the 
national  security  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  the  Congress  enacts  a 
law  approving  such  an  exception  or  if 
the  President  determines  that  an  emer- 
gency exists  under  which  it  is  vital  to 
the  interests  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  the  transfer.  If  the  President 
cannot  meet  this  very  high  standard, 
quote,  that  an  emergency  exists,  end  of 
quote,  then  this  amendment  would 
force  the  Congress  to  enact  a  resolu- 
tion of  approval  for  arms  sale.  This,  of 
course,  turns  the  current  system  of 
congressional  review  of  arms  transfer 
on  its  head,  a  system  that  I,  for  one,  do 
not  think  to  be  broken. 

Now,  I  do  believe  the  author  of  this 
amendment  has  made  a  very  serious  ef- 
fort to  modify  the  language  to  address 
concerns  of  limiting  Presidential  flexi- 
bility by  inserting  new  language  under 
which  countries  could  receive  arms  if 
they  were  violating  the  criteria  in  the 
bill  if  the  President  determines  that  an 
emergency  exists,  so  there  is  that  flexi- 
bility for  the  President.  I  would  only 
point  out  this  is  a  very  high  standard 
and  one  that  I  think  cannot  be  met,  at 
least  not  in  very  many  instances.  The 
President's  room  to  maneuver  is  large- 
ly circumscribed,  so  in  my  view  the 
modification  does  not  fix  one  of  the 
fundamental  flaws  of  the  amendment. 

I  want  to  correct  the  conclusion  here 
that  I  think  supporters  of  the  amend- 
ment may  be  making.  The  Congress, 
contrary  to  what  the  supporters 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  BEREU- 
TER]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereu- 
TER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.  > 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  The  Congress,  con- 
trary to  what  the  supporters  of  the 
amendment  are  seeming  to  be  saying, 
currently  has  a  very  important  role  in 
determining  which  sales  are  made.  In 
many  ways,  tangible  or  not  so  tangible, 
the  Congress  influences  the  sales  about 
which  the  administration  ends  up  noti- 
fying the  Hill.  There  is  an  elaborate 
consultation  procedure  which  we  will 
not  find  in  the  formal  statutory  law 
whereby  the  administration  vets  pos- 
sible sales  with  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees. Members  and  staff  briefings 
are  convened  on  proposed  sales  that  are 
controversial,  and.  contrary  to  what 
some  may  think,  the  administration 
backs  off  and  drops  proposed  sales,  not 
just  this  administration,  but  that  has 
been  the  trend  and  the  practice. 

So,  it  is  incorrect.  I  think,  to  argue 
that  we  have  no  role  under  the  current 
process.  The  administration  and  the 
Congress  are  in  constant  dialogue 
about  arms  transfers  which  are  con- 
ducted in  accordance  with  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act.  The  Congress  sig- 
nificantly influences  arms  transfers  in 
direct  and  practical  ways  through  the 
years  beginning  with  consultation  on 
the  Javits  report.  Critics  of  arms 
transfer  point  to  the  fact  that  Congress 
has  never  enacted  a  resolution  of  dis- 
approval on  arms  sales.  That  is  not  a 
correct  measure.  In  fact,  congressional 
passage  of  such  a  resolution  would  rep- 
resent a  breakdown  of  the  existing 
process,  not  a  measure  of  its  success. 
The  fact  that  we  have  not  passed  a  res- 
olution then  is  evidence  that  in  fact 
the  consultation  process  is  working. 
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Now,  I  have  gone  on  at  length  here 
because  I  think  this  is  a  serious  amend- 
ment with  much  merit.  But  the  author 
of  this  amendment  is  committed  to  the 
issue,  and  I  commend  her.  But  for  the 
reasons  I  stated,  I  cannot  support  it  in 
its  current  form,  and  I  would  urge  a 
"no"  vote  for  all  of  my  colleagxies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  a  "no" 
vote. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  wonders  never 
cease,  where  my  colleague  from  Geor- 
gia and  I  are  standing  together  on  an 
issue  in  this  body? 

Let  me  note  that  the  cold  war  is 
over.  I  would  not  have  supported  this 
amendment  if  it  had  been  10  years  ago. 
I  believe  that  now  is  the  time  for  us  as 
a  Nation  to  seriously  consider  what  our 
policies  are  around  the  world  in  a  dif- 
ferent light  than  what  we  did  10  years 
ago  during  the  cold  war. 

This  amendment  puts  Congress 
squarely  in   the  decisionmaking  proc- 


ess. My  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter],  just 
suggested  there  is  a  process  that  is 
taking  place  right  now,  but  it  is  just 
not  codified.  It  is  not  set  down  solid  in 
legislation. 

Well,  I  believe  that  now  that  the  cold 
war  is  over  we  can  afford  to  take  this 
decisionmaking  process  about  what 
kind  of  countries  that  we  will  be  deal- 
ing with,  especially  arming  to  the 
teeth,  what  kind  of  countries  we  will 
be  selling  our  sophisticated  weaponry 
to,  is  a  decision  in  which  the  Congress 
can  play  a  legitimate  and  verifiable 
role,  and  that  we  can  be  held  account- 
able to  our  own  people  for  the  moral 
basis  of  the  decisions  that  are  being 
made  by  our  Government  in  this  area. 

When  the  cold  war  was  on.  we  left 
these  decisions  up  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  and  I  supported 
that,  because  we  were  up  against  an 
enemy  that  wanted  to  destroy  our 
country.  I  was,  as  many  of  you  know,  a 
member  of  President  Reagan's  staff  for 
7  years.  I  felt  it  appropriate  that  the 
President  had  the  right  to  counter  So- 
viet moves  that  were  aimed  at  putting 
us  in  a  vulnerable  situation  to  a  mili- 
tary threat,  without  necessarily  having 
to  come  to  Congress  and  have  the  issue 
debated  on  for  weeks. 

We  are  not  in  that  situation  today.  In 
fact,  during  the  cold  war,  human  rights 
were  secondary  in  many  of  the  cases  in 
our  dealings  with  foreign  countries.  In 
many  cases,  if  we  were  not  dealing 
with  such  a  hostile  and  horrible  enemy 
as  the  communists,  we  should  have 
been  ashamed  of  ourselves  in  dealing 
with  the  tyrants  we  were  dealing  with. 
But  just  like  in  the  Second  World  War 
when  we  allied  ourselves  with  Stalin, 
we  allied  ourselves  in  the  cold  war 
against  the  communists  with  some  un- 
savory characters. 

That  is  no  longer  the  case.  The  cold 
war  is  over,  and  today  human  rights 
should  play  a  more  important  role  in 
our  decisionmaking  process  than  it  did 
when  we  were  under  attack.  If  a  coun- 
try is  crucial  to  our  national  security, 
even  besides  the  fact  we  are  not  in  the 
cold  war,  this  amendment  provides  us 
the  ability  to  say  well,  you  may  not  be 
up  to  our  democratic  standards,  and  in- 
deed we  want  you  to  be  more  demo- 
cratic and  respect  human  rights,  but 
we  will  put  you  on  an  exception  list. 
You  are  acceptable  because  you  are 
crucial  to  the  national  security  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States. 

I  would  imagine  we  might  debate 
countries  like  Saudi  Arabia,  who  I  be- 
lieve is  crucial  to  the  security  of  the 
United  States,  and  other  kingdoms 
where  people  in  those  countries  are 
more  inclined  toward  having  a  king- 
dom than  a  democracy.  That  would  be 
a  legitimate  decision  we  could  make.  I 
have  no  doubt  this  Congress  is  capable 
of  working  with  the  President  to  deter- 
mine which  nondemocratic  countries 
are  crucial  to  our  national  security. 


This  gives  the  President  in  fact  lever- 
age even  in  those  countries  to  secure 
more  human  rights  for  their  people, 
when  now  the  President  cannot  just 
say  well,  the  Congress  is  forcing  me 
and  thus  have  a  dialog  with  these  coun- 
tries. 

Now,  I  may,  as  I  say,  disagree  with 
the  proponents  of  this  amendment  on 
many  issues  in  terms  of  what  countries 
we  are  dealing  with,  but  the  principle 
is  sound.  Let  me  say  this  in  terms  of 
the  practicality.  When  Ronald  Reagan 
became  President  of  the  United  States, 
we  decided  we  were  no  longer  going  to 
be  just  anti-Communist  and  support 
anti-Communist  regimes.  I  believe  that 
was  the  turning  point  in  the  cold  war. 

When  Ronald  Reagan  made  human 
rights  and  democracy  the  issue  against 
the  Communists,  when  he  turned  away 
from  just  supporting  dictators  who  are 
anti-Communist  but  instead  went  to 
the  people  of  then  the  Soviet  Union 
and  other  countries  under  Communist 
domination  and  said  we  in  the  West  do 
believe  in  democracy  and  we  are  will- 
ing to  support  those  people  who  are 
struggling  for  freedom,  and  we  estab- 
lished the  National  Endowment  for  De- 
mocracy, that  is  when  the  cold  war 
turned  around. 

In  the  long  run,  that  proved  the 
downfall  of  communism.  It  was  the 
practical  thing  to  do.  In  the  short  run, 
it  gave  us  some  problems,  because 
there  were  some  anti-Communist  dic- 
tatorships which  basically  were  on  our 
side.  This  too  will  be  practical  if  we 
have  guts  enough  to  stand  for  our  prin- 
ciples. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr 
Rohr.\b.\chkr]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Rohr.\b.\cher  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  gentleman  made  one  salient 
point  in  his  comments.  He  said  during 
the  Reagan  administration,  in  which 
he  served,  that  the  felt  the  President 
should  have  this  latitude,  because  of 
the  critical  time  problems  that  the 
President  should  not  have  to  mess 
around  with  Congress  for  3  or  1  weeks 
when  he  might  have  to  make  a  quick 
decision. 

What  makes  the  gentleman  think 
that  will  not  happen  at  some  point  in 
the  future  with  some  future  President? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time,  the  cold  war  is 
over.  The  fact  is  that  today  we  should 
not  be  operating  under  the  same  rules 
as  when  our  country  was  targeted  by  a 
very  powerful  enemy  that  meant  to  de- 
stroy us.  We  now  can  afford  to  bring 
the  moral  questions  into  play,  and  we 
should,    the    human    rights   questions. 
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the  democracy  questions.  This  is  what 
America  can  stand  for,  and  if  we  do,  we 
will  have  the  allegiance  of  young  peo- 
ple around  the  world,  rather  than  the 
fear  of  those  young  people  of  their  own 
regimes  that  might  be  armed  by  our 
people.  That  is  the  way  America  should 
be.  That  is  the  strength.  Abraham  Lin- 
coln said.  "Right  makes  might." 

Mr.  F.\RR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia's amendment  to  H.R.  1561,  the 
McKinnoy  Arms  Code  of  Conduct.  The 
Arms  Code  of  Conduct  is  a  rational  ap- 
proach. It  implements  a  coherent  and 
comprehensive  arms  control  policy. 
This  legislation  would  prohibit  U.S. 
military  assistance  and  arms  transfers 
to  foreign  governments,  unless  the 
President  certifies  that  the  foreign 
government  adheres  to  a  national  code 
of  conduct. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  for  military  as- 
sistance, the  gentlewoman's  amend- 
ment specifically  requires  that  the  for- 
eign government  head  be  elected 
through  a  fair  and  free  elections  proc- 
ess; that  the  country  respect  human 
rights  and  not  be  engaged  in  any  ag- 
gression which  violates  international 
law:  and  must  fully  participate  in  the 
U.N.  Register  of  Conventional  Arms. 

The  United  States  is  the  sole  super- 
power in  the  world  and  the  world's  un- 
disputed leader  in  arms  exports.  Today, 
U.S.  firms  dominate  more  than  70  per- 
cent of  the  international  arms  sale 
market,  up  from  57  percent  in  1991,  Ac- 
cording to  the  U.S.  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency's  1993  94  report. 
World  Military  Expenditures  and  Arms 
Transfers,  the  United  States  sold  S10.3 
billion  in  arms  exports  worldwide, 
com.parcd  to  our  closest  competitor, 
which  is  Great  Britain,  which  racked 
up  $4.3  billion  in  sales.  In  1994  alone, 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  paid  more  to  sub- 
sidize weapons  sales  than  we  paid  for 
the  Federal  elementary  and  secondary 
education  programs. 

Ninety  percent  of  the  significant  eth- 
nic and  territorial  conflicts  in  the 
world  in  the  last  2  years  involve  one  or 
more  parties  which  had  received  some 
type  of  U.S.  weaponry  or  military  tech- 
nology in  a  period  leading  up  to  the 
conflict.  Additionally,  in  the  war  with 
Iraq  there  were  countless  documented 
and  verified  instances  where  U.S. 
troops  faced  the  enemy  who  was  armed 
with  U.S.  based  technology  and  weap- 
onry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  world's  leading 
exporter  of  weaponry,  the  United 
States  ha.s  an  implicit  responsibility  to 
provide  global  leadership  on  this  issue 
by  formulating  a  policy  of  restraint. 
While  the  world's  arms  market  is  a  lu- 
crative venture,  no  country  has  been 
willing  to  take  up  unilateral  steps  to- 
ward control,  fearing  loss  of  exports  to 
market  competitors.  Therefore,  it  is 
vital   as   the  world's  leading  supplier. 
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that  the  United  States  take  respon- 
sibility for  initiating  a  comprehensive 
and  a  rational  approach  to  controlling 
arms  sales,  which  will  prevent  repeat 
scenarios,  such  as  those  that  occurred 
in  Iraq  where  United  States  forces 
faced  weapons  supplied  by  the  United 
States. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
adoption  of  the  McKinney  Arms  Code 
of  Conduct  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment is  supported  by  103  cosponsors. 
Democrats  and  Republicans  alike,  in- 
cluding the  chair  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations.  Approving 
this  legislation  will  be  one  of  the  most 
significant  steps  this  body  takes  to  en- 
hance our  national  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Wynn]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  rise  in  support 
of  the  McKinney  amendment.  I  think  it 
is  a  very  responsible  amendment.  I 
comment  her  for  introducing  it.  Quite 
simply,  it  seems  to  me  in  the  absence 
of  the  cold  war  we  have  lost  our  way  in 
terms  of  foreign  policy.  Foreign  policy 
is  supposed  to  advance  our  interests, 
our  long-term  interests,  in  the  global 
community.  To  do  this,  however,  we 
cannot  be  passive.  We  have  to  have 
some  standards  and  objectives  to  pur- 
sue. 

It  seems  to  me  our  objective  ought  to 
be  encouraging  diplomatic  solutions 
around  the  world  and  discouraging 
warfare  and  the  use  of  weapons  around 
the  world.  The  McKinney  amendment 
represents  sound  policy  advancing  our 
foreign  policy  interests,  because  it  sets 
a  specific  criteria  on  which  we  can 
evaluate  arms  .'viles.  Democracy,  adher- 
ence to  human  rights,  the  absence  of 
aggression,  and  participation  in  the 
U.N.  Registry  of  Conventional  Arms, 
all  give  us  a  sound  basis  on  which  to 
evaluate  who  we  ought  to  be  selling 
arms  to.  It  is  correct  policy  because  it 
gives  us  leverage.  It  enables  us  to  le- 
verage those  people  who  are  buying  our 
arms  in  the  direction  that  we  wish 
them  to  go. 

It  is  also  good  policy  because  it  im- 
poses moral  values.  People  throw  that 
around.  We  ought  to  have  moral  values 
in  U.S.  policy.  Well,  opposing  human 
rights  violations,  promoting  democ- 
racy, and  opposing  aggression  rep- 
resents the  best  of  moral  values. 

I  am  not  naive.  There  are  certainly 
circumstances  that  are  exigent  that 
will  require  changes  in  this  policy.  The 
bill  addresses  that.  It  has  a  national  se- 
curity exception  which  the  President 
can  utilize.  It  also  has  an  emergency 
waiver  which  the  President  can  utilize. 
But  it  seems  to  me  we  have  got  to  quit 
being  passive  and  reactionary  and  un- 
derstand what  advancing  our  interests 
really  means.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
McKinney  amendment. 


Mr,  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  code  of  conduct  amendment  that 
is  offered  by  my  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Ms. 
McKinney].  The  code  of  conduct  will  be 
the  first  major  reform  of  U.S.  arms 
transfer  policy  in  almost  two  decades. 

The  code  of  conduct  highlights  guid- 
ing principles  on  human  rights  and  de- 
mocracy which  I  believe  are  important 
to  America's  leadership  role  in  the 
post-cold-war  era.  This  amendment 
would  help  stem  the  flow  of  U.S.  weap- 
ons to  countries  that  violate  human 
rights  of  its  citizenry  and  fail  to  re- 
spect international  human  rig^ts 
standards.  The  code  of  conduct  offers 
an  avenue  for  America  to  make  viola- 
tors of  human  rights  accountable  for 
their  actions  if  they  wish  to  continue 
to  receive  U.S.  arms  sales. 

Mr.  Chairman,  two-thirds  of  all  the 
foreign  military  sales  went  to  coun- 
tries described  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment Country  Reports  on  Human 
Rights  Practices  as  human  rights  vio- 
lators, with  undemocratic  govern- 
ments. The  code  of  conduct  is  sup- 
ported by  some  275  national  organiza- 
tions who  believe  that  human  rights 
should  play  a  key  role  in  our  arms  ex- 
port policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  never  forget 
some  years  back  when  I  made  a  trip  to 
Croatia  when  it  was  under  siege.  The 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Wolf] 
and  I  got  into  a  place  by  the  name  of 
■Vukovar.  Vukovar  was  surrounded  by 
Serb  artillery  and  tanks.  We  went 
there  to  try  to  bear  witness  to  peace 
and  to  try  to  encourage  the  people 
there.  We  followed  it  up  with  meetings 
with  President  Milosevic  and  others. 
But  I  remember  looking  at  shell  cas- 
ings and  bomb  casings  that  littered  the 
streets,  dozens  of  bomb  casings,  and 
they  were  U.S.  made. 

Now,  some  people  can  say  "Oh,  big 
deal.  That  doesn't  really  matter.  We 
sell  it  to  them  and  how  they  use  it  is 
their  business."  But  it  greatly  dis- 
tressed me  to  know  that  people,  inno- 
cent civilians,  were  being  destroyed  by 
the  dropping  of  these  500-pound  bombs. 
I  remember  bringing  that  issue  to  the 
attenetion  of  our  National  Security 
Adviser,  Brent  Scowcroft.  He  surely 
agreed.  He  said.  "Yeah,  we  sold  those 
bombs,  and  other  kinds  of  military 
hardware  to  the  former  Yugoslavia," 
which  had  a  disgusting  human  rights 
record. 

Now,  I  think  we  need  to  be  more  seri- 
ous about  who  we  are  willing  to  sell 
arms  to.  This  code  of  conduct  may  not 
be  perfect.  It  may  be  liable  to  addi- 
tional change  as  it  makes  its  way 
through  conference,  should  it  pass. 
There  are  reasonable  objections  by  rea- 
sonable people  about  what  ought  to  be 
a  part  of  this,  whether  or  not  the  na- 
tional security  exemption  is  the  best 
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and  most  properly  drawn  way  of  pro- 
ceeding But  I  think  it  makes  a  clear 
statement  that  it  will  not  be  business 
as  usual.  Amis  sales  ought  to  be  condi- 
tioned and  human  rights  ought  to  mat- 
ter. 

Unfortunately,  we  have  had  hearings 
in  the  Committee  on  Human  Rights, 
the  Subcommittee  on  International  Op- 
erations and  Human  Rights  which  I 
chair,  two  human  rights  hearings.  Am- 
nesty International  came  forward  and 
told  us  in  this  administration,  the 
Clinton  administration,  human  rights 
is  an  island,  disconnected  from  policy 
considerations. 

D  1330  { 

We  have  seen  it  in  a  myriad  of  other 
issues  like  the  most-favored-nation 
status  for  China  and  other  kinds  of 
human  rights  considerations.  There  is 
a  disconnect.  This  tries  to.  at  least  in 
the  selling  of  arms,  which  kill  people, 
we  try  to  make  sure,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKinney]  tries  to 
make  sure  that,  if  we  are  going  to  sell 
arms,  that  human  rights  is  a  signifi- 
cant factor. 

I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  offering 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words 

I  rise  to  offer  my  strong  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
league and  good  friend  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia.  [Ms.  McKinney]. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  recall  one  of  the  fun- 
damental concerns  raised  by  one  of  our 
great  Presidents  in  our  time — the  late 
President  Dwight  Eisenhower.  Before 
leaving  the  White  House  and  in  one  of 
his  speeches— President  Eisenhower 
warned  our  nation  of  the 
everincreasing  power  and  influence  of 
the  industrial  military  interests  in  our 
country. 

Now  don't  get  me  wrong— I  want  our 
military  industry  complex  to  produce 
weapons  and  military  equipment  that 
meet  our  national  security  interest 
too — but  the  question  is  how  much  and 
to  whom  should  we  sell  these  weapons? 

Mr.  Chairman,  everyone  here  in  this 
Chamber  knows  that  our  Nation  is  the 
largest  producer  and  exporter  of  mili- 
tary equipment  and  weapons  of  war.  It 
is  time  that  our  national  leaders  need 
to  be  more  sensitive  about  exporting 
and  selling  of  weapons  of  war  to  kill 
and  maim  other  human  beings. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  commend  the  gentle- 
woman for  introducing  this  amend- 
ment, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  article: 

(From  the  Wa.shinKton  Post.  May  24.  1995] 
Arms    S.ales     Conduct    Code'    Opposed- 
State  Departme.vt  Says  Propokal  Could 

Impinge  on  Policy  and  Friendlv  Nations 
(B.v  R.  .Jeffrey  Smith) 

The  Clinton  administration  declared  yes- 
terday that  it  opposes  a    'code  of  conduct" 


drafted  by  some  members  of  Congress  to 
block  U.S.  arms  sales  to  countries  that  com- 
mit human  rights  abuses  or  are  not  demo- 
cratic. 

At  a  Senate  hearing.  Undersecretary  of 
State  Lynn  E.  Davis  criticized  the  proposed 
code  on  grounds  that  its  rigid  criteria  for 
arms  sales  would  impinge  on  the  administra- 
tions  authority  to  decide  foreign  policy  and 
could  force  a  cutoff  of  military  aid  to  friend- 
ly nations  in  regions  important  to  U.S.  in- 
terests. 

The  code,  which  is  scheduled  to  come  up 
for  a  vote  on  the  House  floor  today,  was 
crafted  by  Sen.  Mark  O.  Hatfield  (R-Ore.)  and 
Rep.  Cynthia  McKinney  (D-Ga.)  to  stanch  es- 
timated annual  sales  or  gifts  of  billions  of 
dollars  worth  of  U.S.  arms  to  countries  that 
the  sponsors  claim  are  not  upholding  impor- 
tant U.S.  values.  .\t  the  hearing.  Hatfield 
particularly  criticized  recent  U.S.  arms  sales 
to  Malaysia,  Indonesia  and  Turkey,  which  he 
said  had  each  engaged  in  recent  human 
rights  abuses. 

The  proposed  code  states  that  U.S.  mili- 
tary assistance  and  arms  transfers  should  be 
provided  only  to  nations  with  governments 
chosen  by  free  elections  that  protect  basic 
freedoms  and  are  not  engaged  in  "gross  vio- 
lations of  internationally  recognized  human 
rights." 

It  also  bars  aid  to  nations  engaged  in  ille- 
gal acts  of  armed  aggression  and  to  nations 
that  do  not  register  their  arms  transactions 
with  the  United  Nations.  The  president  could 
waive  these  restrictions  for  any  country,  but 
only  with  congressional  approval. 

The  code  has  collected  102  sponsors  in  the 
House,  but  last  week  it  mi.ssed  gaining  the 
International  Relations  Committee's  en- 
dorsement by  a  one-vote  margin.  Hatfield 
has  vowed  to  try  to  attach  it  to  a  foreign  aid 
or  defense  appropriations  bill  this  year. 

Davis  told  a  Senate  Appropriations  sub- 
committee that  while  the  administration 
supports  the  "principles"'  expressed  by  the 
code,  it  "simply  cannot  agree  to  this 
weighting  of  criteria"  for  deciding  on  indi- 
vidual arms  sales. 

Instead,  she  said,  the  administration  pre- 
feib  its  own  policy  of  selling  arms  based  on 
■n.itional  security.  "  as  spelled  out  in  flexi- 
ble language  approved  by  President  Clinton 
in  February. 

Under  this  policy.  Davis  said,  no  single  cri- 
terion such  as  respect  for  human  rights 
"takes  precedence  over  another."  Arms 
transfers  can  be  made  to  nondemocratic  na- 
tions if  they  promote  regional  stability  or 
help  prop  up  failing  U.S.  defense  companies 
that  produce  key  military  technologies. 

.Although  McKinney  has  charged  that  90 
percent  of  the  $12.9  billion  in  U.S.  arms  sales 
approved  last  year  went  to  countries  that 
Washington  classifies  as  nondemocratic. 
Davis  said  the  "vast  majority  [went 
to]  ..  .  allies,  major  coalition  partners,  and 
European  neutrals."" 

Davis  confirmed  that  the  administration  is 
considering  offering  F-16  jet  fighters  to  Indo- 
nesia, despite  recent  evidence  of  fresh  abuses 
by  Indonesian  military  forces  in  East  Timor. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Human 
Rights  John  Shattuck.  who  appeared  with 
Davis,  said  "we  are  paying  close  attention  to 
Indonesia's  human  rights  situation  and  will 
take  this  into  consideration"  in  deciding  on 
such  sales. 

With  regard  to  Turkey,  he  said  "we  are.  as 
you  know,  gravely  concerned  about  the  use 
of  [U.S. -made]  military  material,  particu- 
larly cluster  bombs"  during  Turkey's  mili- 
tary assaults  on  Kurds  in  southeastern  Tur- 
key and  northern  Iraq. 


But  Shattuck  did  not  say  whether  the  use 
of  these  arms  would  affect  future  sales  to 
Turkey,  which  he  described  as  "a  crucial 
NATO  ally." 

Lawrence  J.  Korb.  an  assistant  secretary  of 
defense  in  the  Reagan  administration  who  is 
now  at  the  Brookings  Institution,  testified 
later  that  Turkey's  use  of  F-16s,  Black  Hawk 
helicopters  and  M-60  tanks  against  the 
Kurds  indicated  that  many  U.S.  arms  trans- 
ferred overseas  "are  used  not  against  the  for- 
eign enemies  of  the  U.S.,  but  against  the  in- 
digenous populations." 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  BURTON]. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  will  not  take  the  whole  5  min- 
utes. I  would  just  like  to  put  some 
facts  on  the  table. 

Right  now  under  the  Export  Control 
Act.  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
can  stop  sales.  In  the  past  when  the 
President,  any  President,  has  started 
to  go  ahead  with  arms  sales  and  he 
found  opposition  was  rising  under  the 
Export  Control  .'\ct  that  was  passed  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  they 
have  pulled  in  their  horns  and  they 
have  renegotiated  those  sales  deals 
with  these  foreign  countries.  So  we  al- 
ready have  the  authority  in  law  to  do 
what  is  being  talked  about  today.  The 
only  difference  is  we  are  turning  the 
process  around.  That  hamstrings  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  his 
conducting  of  foreign  policy.  That  is  a 
mistake 

Ten  years  ago.  the  United  States  con- 
trolled only  15  percent  of  the  arms 
sales.  My  colleagues  who  spoke  on  the 
other  side  arc  absolutely  right;  we  do 
control  a  large  part  of  arms  sales 
today,  but  that  is  because  the  Soviet 
Union  has  disintegrated.  Ten  years 
ago.  they  controlled  50  percent  of  the 
arms  sales  worldwide,  and  they  sold  to 
countries  like  Iraq.  Iran,  and  Lib.ya.  We 
are  not  selling  to  those  pariah  coun- 
tries, but  they  did. 

Now  that  they  have  fallen  apart,  our 
percentage  of  the  market  has  gone  up, 
but  we  are  still  below,  way  below. 
where  we  were  10  years  ago.  So  while 
our  percentage  is  higher,  our  actual 
sales  are  lower.  So  the  bottom  line  is 
this.  Simply  put.  we  have  the  control 
in  the  Congress  to  stop  any  arms  sales 
that  we  want  to  under  the  Export  Con- 
trol Act.  We  do  not  need  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Second,  we  should  not  hamstring  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  his 
conducting  of  foreign  policy.  And  third. 
the  economic  concerns  that  I  talked 
about  awhile  ago  are  real,  because 
there  are  other  countries  who  will  sell 
this  equipment  to  foreign  governments 
if  we  do  not.  Along  with  those  sales 
will  go  American  jobs. 

I  think  those  points  should  be  consid- 
ered by  my  colleagues.  We  have  the  au- 
thority to  deal  with  this  problem  al- 
ready. We  do  not  need  this  amendment. 


I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr,  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia.  I  can  tell  you 
that  in  the  course  of  my  service  in  Con- 
gress, too  often  we  have  seen  instances 
where  we  have  taken  the  scarce  re- 
sources of  the  United  States,  bought 
military  weaponry,  sent  it  to  corners 
of  the  world  and  then  find  not  too 
much  later  that  it  has  been  turned  ei- 
ther on  our  country  or  on  our  allies. 

These  so-called  boomerang  sales  are 
addressed  directly  by  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia. I  think  her  amendment  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia. 

Ms.  MCKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  just  like  to  correct  for  the 
record  some  misstatements  and  mis- 
representations that  have  been  made 
.iti'iut  this  amendment. 

1- irst  of  all.  this  amendment  does  not 
ban  arms  sales  to  any  country.  Second. 
if  there  is  a  problem  with  this  amend- 
ment in  terms  of  human  rights,  it  is 
not  that  this  amendment  will  fail  be- 
cause it  does  not  address  human  rights 
well  enough;  it  will  fail  for  other  rea- 
sons. 

Let  me  just  begin  to  say  what  some 
of  those  reasons  are. 

One  is  that  we  are  spending  millions 
of  dollars  to  quell  regional  strife  that 
we.  in  turn,  are  the  fomenters  of.  First 
of  all.  we  are  fomenting  murder  and 
rampage  around  the  world  by  fueling 
conflict,  by  arming  potential  adversar- 
ies, that  is  the  boomerang  effect  that 
my  colleague  just  spoke  about,  by  pro- 
moting territorial  expansion  and 
crossborder  aggression  and  also  by  fa- 
cilitating terrorism  and  repression. 
And,  in  fact,  as  we  learned  recently, 
the  CIA  funded  Jihad  school  over  in  Af- 
ghanistan trained  two  of  the  suspects 
in  the  World  Trade  Center  bombing. 

Second,  we  are  violating  our  own 
law.  The  law  states  that  it  shall  be  the 
policy  of  the  United  States  to  exert 
leadership  in  the  world  community  to 
bring  about  an  arrangement  for  reduc- 
ing the  international  trade  in  imple- 
ments of  war.  We  are  violating  our  own 
policy. 

And  then  finally,  why  is  that  the 
case?  It  is  the  case  because  in  the 
Washington  Post  story  by  Jeffrey 
Smith  in  today's  newspaper.  It  says 
that  the  present  administration  takes 
the  tack  that  arms  transfers  can  be 
made  to  nondemocratic  nations  if  they 
help  to  prop  up  failing  U.S.  defense 
companies. 

So  the  bottom  line,  once  again,  is  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  being  spent  in 
failing  U.S.  defense  industries. 

Finally.  I  would  just  like  to  com- 
pliment and   thank   those   people  who 


have  worked  so  hard  on  behalf  of  this 
amendment.  They  are  the  over  200 
grassroots  organizations  that  have 
gone  around  the  country  in  support  of 
this  amendment,  the  strong  support  of 
our  colleagues  who  have  spoken  here 
this  afternoon  and  who  have  cospon- 
sored  this  amendment,  and  finally  the 
strong  staff  work  of  Robin  Sanders  who 
put  it  all  together. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman.  I  want  to  echo  her 
comments.  It  is  a  false  economy  for  us 
to  believe  that  we  are  encouraging  ex- 
ports and  creating  American  jobs  by 
these  arms  transfers  and  in  question- 
able situations,  because,  as  the  gentle- 
woman alludes  to.  many  times  we  find 
in  the  future  even  greater  expenditures 
are  necessary  because  of  this  so-called 
boomerang  effect.  We  send  guns  to  the 
wrong  people.  They  turn  on  us.  They 
shoot  at  us  and  they  shoot  at  our 
friends. 

What  the  gentlewoman  is  trying  to 
do  is  to  minimize  that  possibility.  She 
has  the  strong  support  of  so  many  or- 
ganizations, including  the  U.S.  Catho- 
lic Conference  and  others,  and  I  hope 
my  colleagues  will  take  her  amend- 
ment very  seriously  and  join  me  in  sup- 
porting it. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Arms  Trade  Code  o(  Conduct. 

The  House  International  Relations  Commit- 
tee nearly  passed  this  historic  piece  of  legisla- 
tion in  Its  markup  last  week,  where  it  failed  by 
a  margin  of  just  18  to  17.  A  Gallup  Poll  re- 
leased in  February  found  that  only  15  percent 
of  those  queried  supported  our  Government 
selling  military  equipment  to  other  countries. 

The  European  Union  and  the  United  States 
together  sell  90  percent  of  the  world's  weap- 
ons. No  country  has  been  willing  to  take  uni- 
lateral steps  toward  control,  fearing  it  will  lose 
export  markets  to  competitors.  Therefore,  it  is 
vital  that  as  the  world's  leading  suppliers,  the 
European  Union,  and  the  United  States  work 
together  to  implement  restraint. 

Fortunately,  the  European  Parliament  has 
started  that  process  already.  In  January  of  this 
year,  the  European  Parliament  passed  a  reso- 
lution calling  on  the  European  Union  to  imme- 
diately implement  a  coherent  and  comprehen- 
sive arms  export  control  policy  at  the  Union 
level.  A  measure  similar  to  this  amendment 
before  us  today  is  being  considered  by  the 
European  Union  at  this  time. 

As  the  world's  leading  exporter  of  weaponry, 
the  United  States  has  a  special  responsibility 
to  provide  global  leadership  in  the  area  of  re- 
straint. 

As  to  the  issue  of  jobs  in  the  United  States, 
we  must  weigh  the  limited  economic  benefits 
of  expanding  arms  exports  against  the  larger 
costs  to  the  economy  as  a  whole.  Arms  ex- 
ports do  nothing  to  address  the  fundamental 
problems  of  lagging  U.S.  competitiveness  in 
nonmilitary  industries.  Furthermore,  arms  ex- 
ports undermine  peaceful  conflict  resolution 
upon  which  world  trade,  economic  growth,  and 
long-term  job  creation  are  based. 

Administration  policy  states  that  the  impact 
on  defense  )obs  must  be  taken  into  account 
when  exports  are  considered.  Well,  Mr.  Chair- 


man, I  wish  we  would  extend  the  same  con- 
sideration to  the  impact  on  the  lives  and  well- 
being  of  American  service  personnel.  Our  lais- 
sez-faire  approach  to  arms  sales  creates  a 
self-generated  danger— the  possibility  that  our 
service  men  and  women  will  someday  be 
fightings  nations  or  groups  who  obtained  U.S. 
weapons  and  technology. 

Even  the  Pentagon  now  officially  acknowl- 
edges that  It  faces  the  prospect  of  Amencan 
weapons  being  used  against  U.S.  military  per- 
sonnel. In  his  latest  Annual  Report  to  the 
President  and  Congress,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Perry  writes  that  "threats  encountered  in  ma)or 
regional  conflicts  would  be  standing  armies  of 
foreign  powers,  armed  with  mixes  of  old  and 
modern  weapons  systems.  '  "  '  Thus.  U.S. 
forces  must  be  prepared  to  face  a  wide  variety 
of  systems,  including  some  previously  pro- 
duced in  the  United  States." 

With  Its  current  policy,  the  United  States  is 
bolstering  the  warlighting  capabilities  of  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  those  fighting  today's  con- 
flicts. It  does  not  take  a  stroke  of  genius  to  re- 
alize that  these  capabilities  can  jusi  as  easily 
be  used  against  U.S.  soldiers,  sailors,  and  air- 
men. 

II  is  a  sad  irony  that  the  current  U.S.  arms 
trade  policy  confirms  the  words  of  cartoonist 
Wall  Kelly's  character,  Pogo,  when  he  said, 
"We  have  met  the  enemy  and  it  is  us." 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  Code  of  Conduct  on 
Arms  Transfers  and  commend  my  colleague 
from  Georgia,  Representative  Cynthia  McKin- 
ney, for  bnnging  this  important  legislation  to 
the  floor  today. 

Since  1990,  the  United  States  has  been  the 
top-selling  merchant  in  the  international  arms 
bazaar.  We  have  dominated  the  global  arms 
market  by  sending  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars worth  of  all  types  of  weaponry  to  some  of 
the  world's  worst  human  nghts  abusers  and 
most  corrupt  and  repressive  regimes.  Sophisti- 
cated combat  weapons  exported  from  the 
United  States,  such  as  armored  personnel  ear- 
ners, antitank  missiles,  and  specialized  rifles, 
have  found  their  way  into  the  hands  of  noton- 
ous  international  troublemakers  and  fueled 
conflicts  raging  throughout  the  world. 

Placing  short-term  economic  interests  above 
crucial  security  concerns  and  fundamental 
human  nghts  principles  has  senous  con- 
sequences, both  for  our  stature  as  a  world 
leader  and  for  the  safety  of  U.S.  military  per- 
sonnel engaged  around  the  world.  By  cashing 
in  on  profits  from  arms  sales  abroad  without 
closely  scrutinizing  potential  customers  ac- 
cording to  critena  like  the  ones  outlined  by 
Representative  McKinney,  we  nsk  incurnng 
substantial  security  and  human  costs.  Dunng 
the  Gulf  war  and  in  Somalia,  for  example,  the 
safety  of  many  of  our  men  and  women  in  the 
Armed  Forces  was  threatened  by  weaponry 
sold  by  our  own  Government.  Moreover,  sky- 
rocketing arms  sales  have  contributed  to  re- 
gional arms  races,  which  in  turn  force  us  to  in- 
crease spending  to  deal  with  greater  threats  to 
our  national  security. 

As  we  continue  to  adjust  to  the  realities  of 
the  post-cold-war  world,  we  need  to  revise  our 
philosophies  concerning  foreign  military  sales. 
With  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Union,  many 
of  the  principles  which  guided  our  arms  export 
policies  in  the  past  no  longer  are  relevant.  The 
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provisions  of  the  Code  of  Conduct  on  Arms 
Transfers  will  establish  a  sensible,  much- 
needed  framework  for  making  decisions  about 
what  we  send  abroad  and  to  whom.  The  Unit- 
ed States  should  take  a  leadership  role  in 
forging  new  policies  and  encouraging  new 
thinking  m  this  area. 

Being  the  world's  No,  1  weapons  supplier  is 
a  very  dubious  distinction.  As  we  approach  the 
start  of  the  2 1st  century,  we  should  re-evalu- 
ate the  prionties  which  have  placed  us  in  this 
category  and  look  to  the  Code  of  Conduct  as 
a  model. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  Representative 
McKiNNEv  for  all  her  hard  work  on  behalf  of 
this  important  issue,  I  strongly  support  this  ini- 
tiative and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
McKinney  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKiNNEY]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it.  i 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Ms    McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  157.  noes  262. 
not  voting  15.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No,  351]         I 
AYES— 157  i 

Owens 

Pallene 

Pastor 

Payae (NJi 

Peloei 

Peterson  (MN) 

Poineroy 

Porter 

PoshajTl 

Ralull 

Ranfel 

Reed 

RejnuiJs 

Ricltardson 

Rivo^ 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roykal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

SchiTT 

Schmeder 

ScoR 

Serrano 

Slca«i;s 

Slaughter 

Smith  I NJ I 

Stark 

StoUes 

Studds 

Stupalc 

Tanner 

Thompson 

Tomes 

Tomcelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Volltmer 

Warfl 

Waters 

Watt  (.NCi 

Waxman 

Williams 

WiM 


Abercrombie 

Gutierrez 

.^ckerman 

Hall  (0H> 

Barrett  iWli 

Hastings  (FLi 

Becerra 

Hefner 

Beilenson 

HiUiard 

Herman 

Hinchey 

Bishop 

Horn 

Boehlert 

Houghton 

Bonior 

Hoyer 

Borski 

Jackson-Lee 

Boucher 

Jacobs 

Brown  iCAi 

Johnson  (SDl 

Blown  (OH) 

Johnston 

Bryant  iTXi 

Kanjorski 

Cardin 

Kaptur 

Clay 

K.asich 

Clayton 

Kennedy  (MA 

Clement 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Clybum 

Kildee 

Coleman 

Lantos 

Collins  1 IL 1 

Leach 

Collins  (Mil 

Levin 

Condit 

Lewis  (GA) 

Conyers 

Lincoln 

Costello 

Lipinski 

Coyne 

LoBiondo 

Danner 

Lowey 

OeFazio 

Luther 

Oellums 

Maloney 

Diaz-Balart 

Manton 

Dixon 

Markey 

Doggett 

.Martinez 

Dooley 

McCarthy 

Doman 

McDermott 

Durbm 

McHale 

Ehlers 

McKinney 

Engel 

Meehan 

Eshoo 

Meek 

Svans 

Menendez 

Farr 

Mfume 

Fattah 

Miller  (CAl 

Fields  (LA) 

Mineta 

Filner 

Minge 

FlaHe 

Mink 

Foglietta 

Moakley 

Ford 

Morella 

Frank  iMA) 

Nadler 

Furse 

Neal 

Gephardt 

Oberstar 

Cordon 

Obey 

Creen 

Orton 

Wolf 
Woolsey 


Allard 
.Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  iLAi 
Baldacci 
Ballcnger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bentaen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (FL) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA  I 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingel! 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields  (TXi 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fcx 

Franks  (CTi 
Franks  (NJi 
Freltnghuysen 


Wyden 
Wynn 

NOES-262 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

HeOey 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CTi 

Johnson.  E  B, 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kelly 

Kennelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Lewis  (CAl 

Lewis  (KY( 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lucas 

.Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 


Yates 
Zimmer 


Murtha 

Myers 

My  rick 

.Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

.Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Ponman 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

Qulnn 

Radanovicb 

Rams  tad 

Regula 

Rires 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  iMIi 

Smith  (TXi 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stearns 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Visclosky 

Vucanovlch 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watu  (OKI 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Young  (AKi 

Y'oung  (FL) 

Zeliff 
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Hansen 

Moran 

Kleczka 

Olver 

McDade 

Peterson  (FLi 

Meyers 

Scarborough 

Miller  (FL) 

Sisisky 

Andrews 

Bateman 

Calvert 

Cubin 

Fazio 
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Mr.  COX  and  Mr.  DICKS  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  REYNOLDS.  DOOLEY.  and 
EHLERS  changed  their  vote  from  "no" 
to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A.MENDMF.NT  OFKKHED  BY  MH,   BEKELTEK 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  1 
offer  an  amendment,  amendment  No. 
26. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offeretl  by  Berklter:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 

DIVISION  D— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 

TITLE  XLI— PUBLIC  LAW  180 

SEC.  4001.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  TIT1,E  III. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  section 
3242  of  this  Act.  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $25,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997  for  the  provision  of  agri- 
cultural commodities  under  title  III  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist- 
ance .Xct  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1727  et  seq.>. 

(b)  AfTH0Rir\'  To  Transfer  Amounts.— 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
subsection  (ai  may  be  used  to  carry  out  title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  AssisUnce  Act  of  195-1  (7  U.S.C,  1721  et 
seq.). 

SEC.  4002.  REDl  CTION  IN  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR 
(■ert.\in  iTviTKD  statt:s  INKORMA- 

TION/U,     EDUCATIONAI..     A.NT)     UUL- 
TURAL  PROtJRAJVIS. 

Notwithstanding  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3)<F) 
of  section  2106  of  this  Act.  the  following 
amounts  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  international  information  ac- 
tivities and  educational  and  cultural  ex- 
change programs  under  the  United  States  In 
formation  and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of 
1948.  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural 
Exchange  Act  of  1961.  Reorganization  Plan 
Number  2  of  1977.  the  United  States  Inter- 
national Broadcasting  Act  of  1994.  the  Radio 
Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the  Television 
Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the  Board  for 
International  Broadcasting  Act.  the  Inspec- 
tor General  .^ct  of  1978.  the  North  South  Cen- 
ter .\ct  of  1991.  the  national  Endowment  for 
Democracy  Act.  and  to  carry  out  other  coun- 
tries in  law  consistent  with  such  purposes: 

(1)  Salaries  and  expenses— For  "Salaries 
and  Expenses '.  $445,645,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $423,080,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  EDUCATIONAL  AND  CULTURAL  EXCHANGE 

PROGRAMS.— For  "Hubert  H.  Humphrey  Fel- 
lowship Program".  "Edmund  S.  Muskie  Fel- 
lowship Program",  "International  Visitoi-s 
Program",  and  "Mike  Mansfield  Fellow.ship 
Program".  "Claude  and  Mildred  Pepper 
Scholarship  Program  of  the  Washington 
Workshops  Foundation".  "Citizen  Exchange 
Programs".  "Congress-Bundestag  Exchange 
Program",  "Newly  Independent  States  and 
Eastern  Europe  Training".  "Institute  for 
Representative  Government",  and  "Arts 
America".  $67,265,800  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $67,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

Mr.  BEREUTER  (during  the  reading), 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr,  BEREUTER,  Mr,  Chairman,  the 
budget  neutral  Bereuter  amendment 
restores  the  $25,160,000  to  the  current 
funding  level  of  the  Food  for  Develop- 
ment United  States  food  assistance 
program  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  1997, 
This  is  the  Food  for  Peace  Program, 
title  III, 

The  current  funding  is  $157  million. 
The  legislation  before  us  cuts  it  to 
zero.  What  I  am  attempting  to  do  is  to 
take  $25  million  from  the  USIA.  the 
US,  Information  Agency's  education 
and  cultural  exchange  programs,  and 
restore  at  least  $25  million  to  the  title 
III  program. 

The  Bereuter  amendment  helps  en- 
sure that  U,S,  foreign  assistance  is  di- 
rected to  the  worlds  most  deserving 
aid  recipients,  starving  people  in 
famine-  and  war-stricken  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  U.S.  food  assist- 
ance has  been  reduced  by  24  percent  in 
the  last  2  years.  In  March  the  United 
States  told  other  food  donor  countries 
that  we  would  decrease  our  minimum 
commitment  of  food  aid  from  4,47  to  2,5 
million  metric  tons.  Over  the  past  dec- 
ade, the  United  States  has  provided  be- 
tween 6.5  and  8  million  metric  tons. 
The  Bereuter  amendment,  through  au- 
thorizing $25  million  for  the  Food  for 
Peace  Program,  still  represents  a  50- 
percent  cut  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  request, 

U.S.  food  assistance  funds  are  spent 
here  in  the  United  States  on  agricul- 
tural commodities,  processing,  bag- 
ging, enrichment,  internal  transpor- 
tation poi't  facilities  and  shipping.  My 
amendment  is  supported  by  the  mer- 
chant marine  organizations. 

1  am  pulling  the  $25  million  in  this 
amendment  from  USIA's  education  and 
cultural  exchange  programs  and  ad- 
ministrative accounts.  The  Congres- 
sional Quarterly  May  6.  1995,  article 
pointed  out  a  $2  billion  international 
exchange  program,  "They  have  ex- 
ploded into  a  hodgepodge  of  seemingly 
duplicative  and  overlapping  overseas 
activities," 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  an  appro- 
priate place  for  us  to  move  $25  million 
to  the  Title  III  Food  for  Peace  Program 
so  it  is  not  completely  zeroed  out.  It  is 
important  for  ^lumanitarian  reasons.  It 
is  important  for  our  domestic  purposes, 
as  well,  and  it  keeps  a  commitment  we 
have  made.  It  still  cuts  the  President's 
request  by  50  percent,  I  think  that  is 
too  much,  but  $25  million  seems  to  me 
at  least  to  be  a  start  back  up  the  hill, 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  strongly  sup- 
port the  amendment, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
ROBKRT.s],  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 
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Mr,  ROBERTS,  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
gentleman's  amendment  to  restore  the 
$25  million  in  funding  for  title  III  of 
the  Food  for  Peace  Program, 

I  think  it  is  essential,  as  the  gen- 
tleman has  pointed  out,  that  we  fund 
all  titles  of  the  Food  for  Peace  Pro- 
gram, The  amendment  does  not  in- 
crease spending.  Let  me  emphasize 
that  to  all  of  my  colleagues.  It  cuts 
spending  responsibly  without  really 
gutting  the  program. 

Last  year  marked  the  40th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Food  for  Peace  Program.  It 
started  in  the  Eisenhower  years.  It 
started  with  a  gentleman  who  formerly 
represented  the  district  I  have  the 
privilege  of  representing  now,  Mr,  Cliff 
Hope,  Sr, 

We  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
have  a  very  keen  interest  in  making 
the  Food  for  Peace  Program  as  sound 
and  as  effective  as  possible.  We  are 
going  to  work  very  closely  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr  Gil- 
man],  the  chairman,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr,  Bereuter],  and 
the  rest  of  the  committee  to  see  that 
the  Food  for  Peace  Program  effectively 
and  efficiently  meets  its  goals. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr, 
E.MERSON],  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Department  Operations, 
Nutrition,  and  Foreign  Agriculture,  in- 
tends to  hold  hearings  on  this  program. 
We  intend  to  address  any  concerns  with 
the  program  as  a  whole  in  the  1995  farm 
bill, 

I  urge  support  in  regards  to  the  Be- 
reuter amendment,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  leadership  in  this  re- 
gard, 

Mr,  BEREUTER,  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  yield  lo  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr,  Emerson]. 

Mr,  E.MERSON,  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
for  yielding, 

Mr,  Chairman,  I,  too,  rise  in  strong 
support  of  his  amendment,  I  wonder  if 
we  could  have  a  brief  colloquy  here, 

I  am  concerned  that  the  most  basic 
fundamental  humanitarian  assistance, 
food  and  medical  assistance,  be  main- 
tained in  the  posture  that  it  currently 
sits;  that  is  to  say,  immune  from  poli- 
tics and  the  whims  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment, I  would  like  some  assurance  that 
it  will  remain  a  tool  of  the  PV^O's  who 
are  so  committed  in  the  administration 
of  the  most  fundamental  humanitarian 
assistance. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman,  we  have 
done  our  best  to  assure  that  in  fact  we 
have  an  increase  in  the  title  II  program 
which  is  most  important.  Sometimes, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  however,  we 
have  to  take  from  the  title  III  program 
for  those  title  Il-related  humanitarian 
programs.  This  amendment  I  am  offer- 
ing will  continue  to  provide  us  that 
flexibility. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereu- 
ter] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereu- 
ter was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield'' 

Mr.  BEREUTER,  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
will  come  back  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  in  a  second,  but  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man],  the  chairman. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Emerson]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr,  Roberts]  with  regard  to 
their  concern  on  the  Public  Law  480 
proposal.  We  want  to  make  certain 
that  we  keep  that  at  reasonable  levels. 
It  is  an  important  program.  I  want  to 
assure  the  gentleman  we  will  do  our 
best  to  make  certain  it  is  going  to  be 
effectively  administered. 

Mr,  BEREUTER  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  that  assur- 
ance, and  I  yield  back  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri, 

Mr,  EMERSON,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  fur- 
ther. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant to  point  out  that  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  is  fundamental  hu- 
manitarian assistance,  food  that  goes 
to  people  when  they  are  starving  to 
death.  We  are  not  talking  about  pour- 
ing money  down  a  rat  hole  here,  or  giv- 
ing some  Ambassador  the  opportunity 
with  the  use  of  taxpayer  dollars  to 
build  the  Taj  Mahal. 

We  are  talking  about  keeping  starv- 
ing people  alive,  I  think  that  point 
needs  to  be  made,  and  I  think  an  under- 
standing of  the  fact  that  the  Food  for 
Peace  Program  is  part  of  the  foreign 
assistance  program  is  a  fact  with  which 
most  .Americans  are  unfamiliar. 

I  mean,  most  Americans.  I  believe, 
would  think  that  we  are  just  throwing 
money  willy-nilly  around  the  world  for 
no  good  purposes,  and  I  happen  to  be 
one  who  believes  that  most  Americans 
think  that  when  there  are  people  who 
are  starving,  they  ought  to  be  fed. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  con- 
tribution to  this  cause,  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  continuing  to  work  with  him 
to  pursue  our  mutual  interests  in  this 
subject  area. 

Mr.  BEREUTER  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  strong 
statement.  He  is  exactly  right.  This  is 
the  program  that  ends  up  putting  food 
in  people's  mouths  across  the  world,  in 
the  most  terrible  situations  that  we 
have  seen  so  much  in  our  electronic 
media. 

The  gentleman  is  a  former  ranking 
member  of  the  Hunger  Committee,  he 
knows  well  how  directly  this  food  as- 
sistance has  been  provided  in  Ethiopia 
and  Somalia  and  other  places.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  a  strong  "aye" 
vote. 

.AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROWNB.^CK  TO 

THE  .A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR-  BEREUTER 

Mr.   BROWNBACK.    Mr.   Chairman,   I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brownb.\ck  to 
the   amendment   offered   by   Mr.    Bereuter: 
Strike  section  4002  of  the  Bereuter  Amend- 
ment and  insert  the  following-: 
SEC.  4002.  REDUCTION  IN  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR 
CERTAIN  UNITED  STATES  I>rFORMA- 
TIONAL,    EDUCATIONAL.    AND    CUU- 
TURAL  PROGRAMS. 

Notwithstanding  parag^raphs  (1).  (3)(F). 
(4)(A).  and  (5»  of  section  2106  of  this  Act,  the 
following  amounts  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  carry  out  international  infor- 
mation activities  and  educational  and  cul- 
tural exchange  programs  under  the  United 
States  Information  and  Educational  Ex- 
change Act  of  1948.  the  Mutual  Educational 
and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961.  Reorga- 
nization Plan  Number  2  of  1977.  the  United 
States  International  Broadcasting  Act  of 
1944.  the  Radio  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act, 
the  Television  Broadcasting  to  Cuba  Act.  the 
Board  for  International  Broadcasting  Act. 
the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978.  the  North 
South  Center  Act  of  1991.  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy  Act,  and  to  carry 
out  other  authorities  in  law  consistent  with 
such  purposes: 

(1)  Salaries  and  expenses.— For  "Salaries 
and  Expenses",  $445,645,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1996  and  $402,080,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 
(2 1  Educational  and  cultural  exchange 
programs  —For  "Hubert  H.  Humphrey  Fel- 
lowship Program".  "Edmund  S.  Muskie  Fel- 
lowship Program".  International  Visitors 
Program".  Mike  .Mansfield  Fellowship  Pro- 
gram". "Claude  and  Mildred  Pepper  Scholar- 
ship Program  of  the  Washington  Workshops 
Foundation".  "Citizen  Exchange  Programs". 
"Congress-Bundestag  Exchange  Program". 
"Newly  Independent  States  and  Eaistern  Eu- 
rope Training".  "Institute  for  Representa- 
tive Government",  and  "Arts  America". 
$»2,2&o.600  for  the  fiscal  year  1996  etiid 
$62,341,400  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(3)  Radio  construction.— For  "Radio  Con- 
struction", $70,164,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $52,647,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 

(4)  International  broadcasting  activi- 
ties—For  International  Broadcasting  Ac- 
tivities". $311,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
and  $246,191,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 

Mr,  BROWNBACK  (during  the  read- 
ing), Mr,  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  has  been  agreed  to  by  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereu- 
ter] and  a  copy  of  it  has  been  shared 
with  the  minority. 

What  my  amendment  simply  does  is 
it  spreads  the  $25  million  in  cuts 
around  a  little  bit  further  than  what 
the  Bereuter  proposal  has.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter] 
suggests  cuts  to  USIA  salaries  and  ex- 
changes, and  my  amendment  would 
lighten  those  cuts  in  the  salaries  and 
exchanges  areas  and  broaden  the  reduc- 


tions to  radio  construction  and  broad- 
casting. 

What  we  are  attempting  to  do  by  this 
is  to  support  what  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter]  is  doing  to 
put  this  money  into  the  hunger  pro- 
grams, to  be  able  to  feed  those  who  are 
starving,  but  spreading  around  a  little 
bit  more  the  cuts  in  the  USIA  program. 
That  is  what  my  amendment  to  the  Be- 
reuter amendment  would  do.  I  would 
ask  for  it  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska. 

Mr,  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  my  colleague  and 
my  neighbor  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  objections 
to  the  additional  flexibility  he  provides 
to  USIA  and  where  those  cuts  must 
come  to  make  this  basic  amendment 
budget  neutral.  I  thank  him  for  his  ini- 
tiative. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
with  that.  I  would  hope  that  we  could 
vote  on  this  because  I  think  it  does  do 
what  most  people  would  like,  let  the 
USIA  agency  be  able  to  take  care  of 
this  within  its  own,  and  that  would  be 
then  supportive  of  the  Bereuter  amend- 
ment to  put  $25  million  in  additional 
food  aid  program. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  proposed  amendment  by 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
BROWNBACK]  that  has  been  accepted  by 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  BE- 
REUTER], the  proponent  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  BEREUTER]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter], 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMEND.MENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WYNN 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wynn:  In  sec- 
tion 3414  of  the  bill  (in  subsection  (e)  of  sec- 
tion 711  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  >— 

(1»  in  paragraph  (I)  of  such  subsection  (e). 
strike  "$3,000,000"  and  insert  "$15,000,000": 

(2)  redesignate  paragraph  (2)  of  such  sub- 
section as  paragraph  (3):  and 

(3)  insert  after  paragraph  (1)  of  such  sub- 
section the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Use  OF  AMOUNTS  for  latin  America 
AND  the  CARIBBEAN.— Of  the  amounts  author- 


ized to  be  appropriated  under  paragraph  (1) 
for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997.  $12,000,000  for 
each  .such  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  available 
for  the  sale,  reduction,  and  cancellation  of 
loans,  or  portions  thereof,  for  countries  in 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean, 

Mr.  WYNN  (during  the  reading).  Mr, 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record, 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  W\'NN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  proposing  today  is  a 
very  straightforward  one  that  address- 
es our  economic  interest  in  Latin 
America.  This  amendment  would  put 
$12  million  into  a  debt  relief  program 
for  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 

Yesterday  in  the  course  of  our  de- 
bates, we  cut  money  out  of  a  fund 
called  International  Organizations, 
which  is  dues-assessed.  International 
Organizations.  I  wan  to  take  a  portion 
of  that  money,  $12  million,  and  put  it 
toward  debt  relief. 

I  believe  in  so  doing  we  can  advance 
our  economic  interests.  One  of  the 
things  I  said  a  little  earlier  today  was 
this:  that  in  a  post-cold  war  era,  we 
have  to  understand  that  our  foreign 
policy  ought  to  advance  our  interests. 
We  have  specific  interests  in  the  West- 
ern Hemisphere  in  terms  of  encourag- 
ing and  expanding  trade  opportunities. 

Why?  Because  these  trade  opportuni- 
ties in  our  own  backyard  can  create 
jobs  in  the  United  States.  But  unfortu- 
nately the  debt  burden  in  many  of  our 
neighboring  countries  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica and  the  Caribbean  is  a  major  factor 
in  inhibiting  economic  growth  and  de- 
creases the  absorptive  capacity.  In 
other  words,  they  cannot  trade  with  us 
because  they  are  paying  off  these  very 
old  debts.  A  debt  relief  program  would 
help  address  this  concern. 

To  be  eligible  for  this  program,  these 
countries  would  have  to  meet  specific 
economic  and  political  criteria  in- 
cluded in  existing  legislation  for  the 
region. 

These  requirements  include  an  IMF 
program,  a  World  Bank  program,  sig- 
nificant investment  reform  and  nor- 
malized relations  with  commercial 
creditors.  In  addition,  eligible  coun- 
tries must  have  governments  which 
have  been  democratically  elected,  are 
not  in  gross  violation  of  human  rights, 
and  have  supported  our  efforts  to  com- 
bat narcotics  and  terrorism.  In  other 
words,  we  want  to  deal  with  friendly, 
democratic  countries  that  are  working 
with  us  and  have  normalized  economic 
conditions. 

Why  are  we  doing  this?  Debt  reduc- 
tion provides  a  catalyst  for  Caribbean 
and  Latin  American  countries  under- 
taking economic  reforms  and  libera- 
tion programs. 
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Debt  reduction  is  specifically  impor- 
tant for  small  countries  in  the  Carib- 
bean, where  most  debt  is  bilateral.  In 
Jamaica,  for  example,  debt  service  con- 
tinues to  consume  more  than  49  per- 
cent of  the  government's  budget.  Debt 
relief  will  accelerate  trade  links  by 
freeing  vital  foreign  exchange  reserves 
that  otherwise  would  have  be  used  for 
debt  service.  These  reserves  can  now  be 
used  to  import  products  from  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

For  example,  with  70  cents  of  each 
dollar  buying  U.S.  goods  and  services 
in  the  Caribbean,  debt  reduction  in  the 
region  can  stimulate  significant  U.S. 
exports.  Think  about  that.  70  cents  of 
every  dollar  in  that  region  is  spent  on 
our  goods  and  services.  We  need  to  do 
business  with  them. 

After  a  decade  of  economic  adjust- 
ment and  reform,  many  countries  in 
Latin  American  and  in  the  Caribbean 
are  enjoying  their  best  economic  pros- 
pects. Policy  reforms  in  these  coun- 
tries and  the  resulting  economic  stabil- 
ity encouraged  will  help  our  economic 
ties  with  these  countries.  Total  trade 
between  the  United  States  and  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  has  grown 
since  1987.  There  has  been  a  steady 
growth  in  terms  of  both  imports  and 
exports. 

Latin  America  is  the  fastest-growing 
U.S.  export  market  in  the  world,  and 
the  only  region  where  the  United 
States  now  enjoys  a  trade  surplus. 

Open  markets  also  promote  economic 
development  in  poor  Latin  American 
countries.  This  will  help  them  stem  the 
flow  of  illegal  immigration  to  the  Unit- 
ed States.  My  colleagues  are  going  to 
hear  my  colleagues  from  across  the 
aisle  say  well,  perhaps  these  are  laud- 
able goal.i  h;;r,  we  just  cannot  afford  it, 
but  I  think  that  argument  misses  the 
boat. 

In  the  business  of  economic  trade  and 
foreign  policy  we  have  to  promote  our 
long-term  interests.  It  is  terribly 
shortsighted  not  to  spend  this  small 
amount  of  money,  only  $12  million 
from  our  own  backyard  to  ultimately 
create  jobs  for  our  own  people. 

They  can  either  spend  the  money  on 
debt  service  or  they  can  spend  the 
money  buying  U.S.  products.  Debt  re- 
duction, especially  for  heavily  indebted 
countries  of  the  Caribbean  basin,  will 
send  an  important  signal  of  US,  com- 
mitment to  democratically  elected 
governments  in  the  region, 

I  would  like  to  urge  all  Members  of 
the  House  to  consider  the  importance 
of  our  regional  neighbors,  to  consider 
the  importance  of  trade  in  terms  of  our 
long-term  economic  picture,  and  begin 
to  think  of  foreign  policy  as  a 
proactive  endeavor  and  not  just  a  reac- 
tive endeavor  and  not  just  an  area 
where  we  can  find  some  savings  here. 

I  think  in  that  context  Members  will 
find  this  amendment  is  certainly  rea- 
sonable,   modest    in    the    amount    of 


money  involved,  but  the  long-term  in- 
vestment will  certainly  serve  Ameri- 
ca's economic  interests. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  budget-break- 
ing amendment.  It  simply  adds  money 
to  the  bill  without  reducing  funding 
elsewhere. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr,  Ka- 
SICH]  gave  us  clear  direction  to  cut  this 
bill,  and  we  did  so  yesterday  under  the 
Brownback  amendment  by  reducing 
our  spending  by  an  additional  over  $400 
million.  This  amendment  earmarks 
funds.  The  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  Mr. 
Living.ston,  has  made  it  clear  to  all  of 
us  that  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions would  oppose  such  earmarks. 

Furthermore,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Wynn]  is  seeking  to  add 
funds  to  a  new  and  untested  program. 
And  I  would  like  to  note  that  already 
in  the  bill  we  authorized  $3  million  for 
fiscal  year  1996,  and  $3  million  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  to  do  what  the  gentleman  is 
suggesting.  It  is  a  total  of  $6  million 
for  an  initial  start  on  this  program  to 
begin  operations  in  a  limited  way. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
oppose  the  Wynn  amendment  even 
though  it  has  a  worthy  endeavor  as  its 
objective, 

Mr,  WYNN,  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland, 

Mr.  W^'NN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  Let  me  em- 
phasize first  to  my  colleagues  the 
amount  of  money  that  I  am  proposing 
to  expend  is  less  that  the  amount  of 
money  that  was  in  the  bill  when  it 
came  out  of  committee.  There  is  not 
one  nickel  more  than  came  out  of  the 
committee  in  its  original  form. 

Had  I  gone  ahead  of  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback]  yester- 
day, I  would  have  proposed  moving  $12 
million  out  of  the  international  organi- 
zations account.  Unfortunately,  be- 
cause he  moved  ahead  of  me,  he  took 
$400  million  out  across  the  board.  I  am 
only  suggesting  that  of  that  $400  mil- 
lion he  would  remove  that  we  preserve 
$12  million  to  advance  our  economic  in- 
terests in  the  region.  But  clearly  this 
is  not  a  budget-buster  in  any  form  or 
fashion. 

I  would  have  to  reiterate  to  the 
chairman  that  I  believe  that  this  is 
also  an  opportune  time  to  advance  our 
interests  in  that  region. 

It  seems  to  me  that  all  of  our  foreign 
policy  positions  to  date  have  been  reac- 
tive. Nothing  has  been  done  to  advance 
or  leverage  the  direction  in  which  we 
want  to  go.  Nothing  has  been  done  to 
create  new  jobs  or  new  trade  markets. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  If  I  may  reclaim  my 
time  from  the  gentleman,  the  gen- 
tleman I  think  is  incorrect  in  that  he 
does  specifically  add  $6  million  to  this 
proposal,  without  any  offsets.  So  that 


creates  a  budgetary  problem  for  us.  and 
it  is  for  that  reason  that  we  are  oppos- 
ing the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  WYNN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  say  that  all  of 
the  money  I  am  proposing  to  spend 
comes  out  of  the  money  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback] 
has  already  cut,  so  it  is  not  any  addi- 
tional money  added  on.  The  money  has 
already  been  cut.  I  am  just  suggesting 
it  be  moved  into  a  second  area. 

Let  me  make  one  comment  about  ap- 
propriations. I  feel  very  strongly  about 
this.  This  is  an  authorization  bill.  We 
are  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations.  We  are  the  ones  who  ought 
to  set  foreign  policy  that  we  rec- 
ommend to  our  colleagues  in  the  Con- 
gress. We  should  not  let  the  appropri- 
ators  dictate  to  us  what  direction  this 
money  should  be  spent.  The  purpose  of 
the  authorizing  bill  is  just  the  oppo- 
site, to  give  direction  in  terms  of  our 
priorities.  We  studied  this  issue.  We 
need  markets  in  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  It  seems  to  me  our  directive 
to  appropriators  ought  to  be  this  is  a 
worthwhile  purpose.  It  does  not  bust 
the  budget.  It  does  not  exceed  what  we 
came  out  of  committee  with. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  If  I  may  reclaim  my 
time,  once  a.gain  I  would  like  to  submit 
that  the  gentleman  has  a  worthy  pur- 
pose, but  he  has  not  provided  any  off- 
set. Mr.  Brownback's  measure  put  us 
in  conformance  with  the  budget  so  we 
would  not  meet  a  budgetary  problem. 

Moreover  we  are  trying  to  work  very 
closely  with  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations so  we  are  not  spinning  our 
wheels  here  and  so  our  authorization 
measure  will  be  finally  met  with  ap- 
proval by  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

So.  I  think  since  this  is  a  new  pro- 
gram, I  will  be  pleased  to  work  with 
the  gentleman  in  the  future  to  see  if  we 
can  work  out  a  better  method  of  fund- 
ing for  the  gentleman's  worthy  objec- 
tive. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment,  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  is  making  a  very  wor- 
thy initiative  here.  What  you  have  in 
the  context  of  the  total  bill  is  very, 
very  sharp  reductions  for  all  of  Latin 
America.  There  is  very  little  in  this 
bill  which  sends  a  favorable  signal  to 
Latin  America.  The  gentleman  from 
Maryland  is  merely  requesting  $12  mil- 
lion, as  he  has  requested. 

This  is  a  teiribly  important  amend- 
ment from  the  standpoint  of  the  Carib- 
bean. Our  economic  interests  in  that 
region  are  growing  very,  very  rapidly 
and  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  has 
called  that  to  our  attention  again  and 
again,  and  that  is  one  of  the  fastest- 
growing  markets  for  us  in  the  world. 
So  the  $12  million  is  a  very  modest 
move,    it    is    an    important    signal    to 
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counlries  that  are  much  neglected  in 
this  bill,  and  I  commend  him  for  it  and 
I  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  just  like  to 
follow  up  on  Chairman  Gilnun's  re- 
mark that  this  may  well  be  a  worthy 
purpose,  but  I  want  the  people  of  this 
House  to  know  that  we  already  have  $3 
million  authorized  for  1996  and  1997  for 
this  program.  What  this  amendment 
would  do  is  to  add  another  $12  million 
to  this  bill,  and  that  is  going  in  the 
wrong  direction.  We  need  to  go  in  the 
opposite  direction. 

I  will  soon  be  offering  an  amendment 
to  make  some  additional  cuts,  but 
while  this  may  be  a  worthy  purpose,  it 
would  earmark  some  $12  million  addi- 
tional for  Latin  America.  And  as  I 
mentioned,  we  already  have  authorized 
in  1996  and  1997  $3  million  to  authorize 
this  program.  So  we  are  going  along 
with  the  Treasury  initiative.  That  is 
why  we  authorized  the  program. 

There  are  many,  many  good  pro- 
grams, but  we  have  to  draw  fine  lines, 
and  the  fine  line  we  drew  was  to  start 
this  program  and  authorize  it  at  1996 
and  1997  levels  at  $3  million,  and  what 
the  gentleman  wants  to  do  in  this 
amendment  is  add  $12  million  onto 
that.  This  is  in  the  wrong  direction,  so 
I  would  have  to  be  constrained  to  ask 
the  House  to  vote  against  this  particu- 
lar amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Wynn]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote.  , 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered.' 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  125,  noes  297. 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  352) 
AYES— 125  I 


.Abercrombie 

.^ckerman 

.■Andrews 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentien 

Berman 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Brown  (CAl 

Brown  iFLi 

Brown  (OHi 

Bryant  (TX) 

Card  in 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clyburn 

Coleman 

Collins  (ILl 

Collins  i.MIl 

Coyne 

de  la  Garza 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutscb 

Dicks 


Dixon 

DoBuett 

Dooley 

Edwards 

Engel 

Evan5 

Farr 

Fatuh 

Filner 

flake 

Foglietta 

Frank  (MAi 

Frost 

Cejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gonzalez 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OHl 

Hamilton 

Hasttnirs  (FLi 

Hefner 

Hilllard 

Hinchey 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

.Jefferson 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 


Kennedy  <MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

.Maloney 

Manton 

.Mar  key 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McKlnney 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moran 

Murtha 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Olver 

Ortiz 


Owens 

Pal  lone 

Pastor 

Payne iNJ) 

Pelosi 

Range  I 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rose 

RoybalAllard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sawyer 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker iCAl 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  INE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bllirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon  ilia 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownhack 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chris  tensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins  (GA» 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dmgell 
Doolittle 
Doman 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 


Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

NOES— 297 

English 

Ensign 

E&hoo 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TXi 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CTT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Fundcrburk 

Furse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Coodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TXi 

Hancock 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  look 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SDi 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 


Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 


Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CAl 

Lewis  (KYi 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Lipinskl 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugb 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meehan 

.Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  IFL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

Orton 

Oxiey 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtloen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 


Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Schroeder 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WAl 

Solomon 

Souder 


Calvert 
Conyers 
Cubin 
Fazio 


Spence 
Spratt 
Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Traficant 

Upton 
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Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Waldholtz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon(FLl 

Weldon(PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Wyden 

Young  (.\K) 

Young (FLi 

Zeliff 

Zinuner 
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NOT  VOTING— 12 

Green 
Hansen 

Kleczka 
.McDade 


McDermott 

McNulty 
Meyers 
Peterson  (FL) 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs;  On  this  vote; 

Mr.  Conyers  for.  Mr.  Calvert  ag-ain.st. 

Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas  for.  Mrs.  Cubin 
against. 

Ms.  ESHOO  changed  her  vote  from 
"aye"  to   'no  " 

Messrs.  MARTINEZ.  HILLIARD.  and 
PALLONE,  Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mrs.  MINK 
of  Hawaii,  and  Messrs.  WILSON, 
ORTIZ,  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin,  and 
DOGGETT  changed  their  vote  from  "no 
to  "aye.' 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PKRSON.M.  HXPL.ANATION 

Mr  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  was  unavoidably  detained 
and  was  not  able  to  vote  on  the  Wynn 
amendment,  rollcall  No.  352.  Had  I  been 
present.  I  would  have  voted  "yes". 

D  1445 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  MR.  BEREUTER 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

.Ainendmenl  offered  by  Mr.  Berelter:  In 
section  2104(a)(1)(A)  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  migration  and  ref- 
ugee assistance)  strike  ■  $560,000,000"  and  in- 
sert ■■$590,000,000". 

In  section  2104  strike  subsection  <a)(4).  sub- 
section (b).  and  subsection  (d). 

In  section  2104  redesignate  subsection  (c) 
as  subsection  (b). 

Mr.  BEREUTER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
Member  rises  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
section  2104  of  H.R.  1561,  along  with  my 
colleagues,  Mr.  La.mar  Smith  and  Mr. 
Obey,  which  would  restore  common 
sense  to  the  bill's  handling  of  the  47,000 
Indochinese  asylum  seekers  in  refugee 
camps  in  Southeast  Asia.  While  the  is- 
sues here  are,  in  one  sense,  emotional 


and  complex,  the  justification  for  our 
amendment  can  be  boiled  down  to  one 
short  sentence.  Economic  migrants 
have  no  claim  to  resettlement  in  the 
United  States  as  political  refugees  and 
should  return  to  their  home  countries. 
The  Bereuter-Obey-Lamar  Smith 
amendment  would  allow  the  repatri- 
ation of  Indochinese  in  Southeast 
Asian  camps  who  have  been  determined 
by  the  U.N.  High  Commissioner  on  Ref- 
ugees to  have  no,  I  repeat  no,  claim  to 
refugee  status.  These  migrants— at 
least  12,000  of  whom  are  North  Viet- 
namese—have been  screened  out  by  the 
UNHCR,  i.e.,  they  have  been  declared 
economic  migrants,  not  political  refu- 
gees. 

Let  me  make  one  crucial  point  so 
there  is  no  misunderstanding  about  the 
intent  of  this  amendment.  Since  our 
departure  from  Vietnam  in  1975  the 
United  States  has  resettled  more  than 
1  million  Indochinese  refugees.  This 
Member  has  always  supported  that  ef- 
fort and  continues  to  believe  the  Unit- 
ed States  must  offer  refuge  to  bona  fide 
political  refugees  who  have  a  well 
founded  fear  of  persecution  in  Indo- 
china, as  elsewhere.  This  Member  will 
work  with  others  concerned  about  fair 
treatment  of  legitimate  refugees,  but 
this  Member  cannot  support  a  program 
to  give  non-refugees  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  bona-fide  political  refu- 
gees. 

The  language  in  this  section  appears 
to  be  doing  just  that  by  calling  for  the 
bulk  of  the  47,000  Indochinese  in  the 
camps  to  be,  and  I  quote,  "offered  re- 
settlement outside  of  their  countries  or 
origin."  Another  fundamental  issue  in 
this  debate  is  the  role  of  the  U.N.  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees.  The  legis- 
lation suggests  that  UNHCR  can  no 
longer  be  trusted  to  make  fair  and  ob- 
jective refugee  determinations.  If  that 
is  what  the  drafters  intended,  then  I 
would  ask  them  who  should  take  over 
this  international  refugee  determina- 
tion role,  the  United  States?  Clearly, 
we  cannot  fill  the  breach.  This  is  a 
very  dangerous  precedent,  which  could 
undermine  future  refugee  efforts  world- 
wide. 

Let  me  take  a  minute  to  point  out 
the  problems  I  see  with  the  existing 
language  in  the  bill.  Section  2104  calls 
for  the  resettlement  of  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  Indochinese  economic  mi- 
grants to  the  United  States.  While  the 
language  does  not  name  the  United 
States  explicitly  as  the  resettlement 
country,  there  should  be  no  misunder- 
standing about  it— no  other  country 
would  take  them.  The  Governments  of 
Canada  and  Australia,  also  home  to 
thousands  of  Indochinese  refugees, 
have  told  my  office  that  they  and  the 
other  resettlement  countries  would  not 
be  willing  to  take  any  of  the  screened 
out  from  the  camps. 

In  addition  to  the  immigration  prob- 
lems that  this  language  would  cause 
us,  there  are  some  real  dangers  in  this 
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legislation  for  the  asylum  seekers 
themselves.  I  must  say  that  I  have 
been  somewhat  surprised  at  the 
breadth  and  depth  of  concern  about  the 
legislation  among  the  non-government 
organizations  which  advocate  refugee 
rights  and  interests.  Not  only  the  U.N. 
High  Commissioner  for  Refugees,  but 
also  the  U.S.  Committee  on  Refugees, 
Save  and  Children,  World  Vision,  World 
Education,  World  Learning,  and  the 
Southeast  Asian  Resource  Action  Cen- 
ter have  all  make  issued  statements 
opposing  major  elements  of  this  sec- 
tion. Many  other  groups  have  raised 
similar  concerns  with  us  orally.  These 
NGOs  with  many  years  of  direct  expe- 
rience working  with  Indochinese  asy- 
lum seekers,  have  convinced  me  that 
the  bill  as  written  holds  the  following 
dangers. 

This  provision  could  prompt  a  new 
exodus  of  Indochinese  seeking  entry 
into  the  United  States,  putting  them 
at  risk  on  the  high  seas  and  swelling 
the  refugee  camp  populations.  My  col- 
leagues, you  should  be  aware  that  last 
year,  as  reported  in  the  New  York 
Times,  more  than  a  thousand  Vietnam- 
ese took  to  the  sea  when  a  false  rumor 
was  spread  that  Japan  was  offering  em- 
ployment opportunities.  The  bill's  mes- 
sage of  hope  for  resettlement  in  the 
United  States  would  likely  have  a  simi- 
lar effect  on  large  numbers  of  Vietnam- 
ese. 

The  UNHCR  and  the  refugee  groups 
have  expressed  fears  that  the  provision 
would  increase  the  chance  for  violence 
in  refugee  camps  by  giving  the  47.000 
asylum  seekers  false  hope  for  resettle- 
ment in  the  United  States  when  the 
countries  where  the  camps  are  located 
are  unlikely  to  give  us  access  to  them 
and.  even  if  they  did.  many  of  the  asy- 
lum seekers  would  not  be  eligible  for 
resettlement. 

The  bill  would  cause  the  absolute  col- 
lapse of  voluntary  repatriation  through 
which  72,000  Indochinese  have  already 
returned  home  without  evidence  of  per- 
secution. Now  asylum  seekers  who  can 
demonstrate  that  the  negative  screen- 
ing decision  of  the  UNHCR  was  mis- 
taken can  request  reconsideration  from 
U.S.  officials  or  other  resettlement 
countries  in  Vietnam. 

Finally,  for  my  colleagues  who  have 
an  interest  in  refugee  issues  in  other 
parts  of  the  world,  you  should  under- 
stand that  this  section  would  reduce 
the  funds  available  for  other  refugee 
programs,  such  as  for  bona  fide  refu- 
gees from  the  former  Soviet  Union  and 
Eastern  Europe,  by  earmarking  $30 
million  dollars  to  resettle  economic 
migrants  from  Vietnam.  Cambodia,  and 
Laos.  Moreover,  by  conditioning  use  of 
these  funds  on  unmeetable  conditions, 
it  is  likely  that  the  funding  would  dis- 
appear completely  and  not  be  available 
for  any  refugee  programs. 

In  closing,  let  me  reiterate  what  the 
Bereuter-Obey-Lamar  Smith  Amend- 
ment would  do.  It  would; 


Stop  the  resettlement  of  Indochinese 
economic  migrants  in  the  United 
States. 

Make  full  refugee  funding  available 
for  bona  fide  political  refugees,  for  ex- 
ample from  the  former  Soviet  Union 
and  Eastern  Europe. 

Prevent  a  new  outflow  of  boat  people 
from  Indochina  seeking  entry  into  the 
United  States. 

Allow  the  international  voluntary  re- 
patriation program  to  proceed  with 
U.S.  assistance  and  under  close  U.S. 
monitoring. 

Assist  U.S.  nongovernment  agencies 
monitoring  the  migrants  who  have  re- 
turned home  to  ensure  that  they  are 
not  persecuted. 

Maintain  U.S.  refugee  policy  that 
only  bona  fide  political  refugees  enter 
as  refugees. 

Support  an  international  consensus 
on  refugee  determination  and  process- 
ing that  prevents  the  United  States 
from  having  to  bear  the  full  brunt  of 
refugee  programs  all  over  the  world. 

Stop  yet  another  example  of  refugee 
decisions  being  made  without  regard  to 
costs  for  local  communities  to  educate. 
train  and  assist  the  refugees. 

I  request  your  support  for  the  Bereu- 
ter-Obey-Lamar Smith  amendment  to 
the  refugee  provisions  of  H.R.  1561 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  .MR.  SMITH  OF  NEW 
JERSEY  TO  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 

BEREUTER 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

-Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smpth  of  New 
Jersey  to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  BE- 
relter:  Strike  everything         after 

•$590,000,000".  and  insert  the  following: 

In  section  2104(a)(4)  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  the  resettlement 
of  Vietnamese.  Laotians,  and  Cambodians) 
strike  "There"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"who—"  and  insert  "Of  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996 
under  paragraph  (1)  there  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  amounts  as  are 
necessary  for  the  admission  and  resettle- 
ment, within  numerical  limitations  pro- 
vided by  law  for  refugee  admissions,  of  per- 
sons who — " 

At  the  end  of  section  2104  add  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(e)  STATUTORY  CONSTRUCTION.— Nothing  in 
this  section  may  be  construed  to  require  or 
permit  an  increase  in  the  number  of  refugee 
admissions  for  fiscal  year  1996  from  the  nu- 
merical limitation  for  refugee  admissions  for 
fiscal  year  1,995. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  amendment  perfects  the  lan- 
guage of  section  2104.  which  protects 
certain  high-risk  refugees  from  forced 
repatriation  to  Vietnam.  Laos,  and 
Cambodia.  This  bill,  as  it  currently 
stands,  contains  important  language 
that  will  prevent  United  States  tax 
dollars  from  being  spent  for  the  forc- 
ible repatriation  to  V'ietnam  and  Laos 
of  people  who  fought  side  by  side  with 
American  forces. 

Under  current  U.S.  law,  these  people 
are   refugees,    and    they    are   also   our 


14350 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


friends.  They  should  not  be  forced  back 
to  the  places  where  they  were  per- 
secuted, but,  at  the  very  least.  U.S.  tax 
dollars  should  not  be  spent  to  force 
them  back  Thousands  of  people  who 
served  on  our  side  in  the  war  and  were 
later  persecuted  by  the  Communists  on 
account  of  such  service  are  now  being 
detained  in  camps  throughout  South- 
east Asia.  The  camps  also  hold  Catho- 
lics, Protestants.  Buddhists  punished 
for  religious  observance,  and  others 
who  served  time  in  reeducation  camps 
or  new  economic  zones  for  their  anti- 
communist  views  or  activities. 

Despite  the  strength  of  their  claim  to 
refugee  status,  almost  all  of  these  peo- 
ple are  scheduled  for  repatriation  to 
Vietnam  and  Laos  within  the  next  few 
months  under  a  scheme  known  as  the 
comprehensive  plan  of  action.  I  suppose 
the  comprehensive  plan  of  action 
[CPA]  was  intended  as  a  sincere  effort 
to  deal  humanely  with  the  Vietnamese 
boat  people.  Unfortunately,  it  has 
turned  out  to  be  just  the  opposite. 
First,  the  responsibility  for  deciding 
who  is  and  who  is  not  a  refugee,  which 
used  to  be  done  by  United  States  and 
U.N.  refugee  interviewers,  was  trans- 
ferred to  local  immigration  officials 
who  had  no  real  experience  or  training. 
Big  mistake.  Some  of  the  interviewers 
were  not  only  incompetent  but  also 
corrupt.  There  are  well-documented  in- 
stances of  local  officials  demanding 
money  and  sexual  favors  from  refugees 
ais  a  condition  of  favorable  screening. 
And  to  the  surprise  of  no  one.  almost 
nobody  now  is  a  refugee. 

The  Lawyers  Committee  for  Human 
Rights  visited  and  did  in-depth  analy- 
sis of  the  refugee  process  In  Hong 
Kong.  Their  conclusion,  after  looking 
over  several  hundred  cases,  was  the  fol- 

process 
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and  review  procedures  remain  seriously 
flawed.  The  process  remains  hostile  to 
genuine  refugees.  Several  international 
standards  were  ignored.  Hundreds,  per- 
haps thousands,  of  Vietnamese  refugees 
have  been  wrongly  rejected. 

Because  of  unfair  screening  and  de- 
fective screening.  Mr  Chairman,  our 
tax  dollars  are  about  to  pay  to  send 
back  soldiers  who  served  for  years  in 
reeducation  camps.  They  are  going  to 
send  back  anti-Communists,  writers 
and  poets,  members  of  the  underground 
resistance  movement,  and  even  people 
who  work  for  the  CLA.  i 
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They  are  going  to  send  back  Buddhist 
monks  whose  temples  were  shut  down 
because  they  would  not  join  the  official 
church  and  Catholic  nuns  whose  con- 
vents were  violated.  That  is  what  U.S. 
taxpayers  will  pay  for  if  the  underlying 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  core  provision  of  the 
CPA.  the  comprehensive  plan  of  action, 
that  has  been  deep-sixed,  was  that  re- 
patriation to  Vietnam  and  Laos  was  to 
be    strictly    voluntary.    The    idea    was 


that  the  United  Nations  would  work 
with  governments  of  these  countries  to 
make  sure  that  it  was  safe,  and  then 
would  work  to  convince  the  people  in 
the  camps  that  it  was  safe  for  them  to 
return.  Unfortunately,  some  of  the  peo- 
ple who  returned  were  persecuted.  In 
Laos  some  were  even  killed. 

The  U.N.  monitoring  program  con- 
sists of  only  eight  monitors  for  all  of 
Vietnam  and  two  for  the  country  of 
Laos,  along  with  support  staff  that  has 
been  hired  through  the  Communist 
governments  of  these  countries.  So 
they  have  been  unable  to  check  up  on 
most  of  the  people  who  were  returned. 

Wonders  of  wonders,  with  govern- 
ment people  interacting  as  translators 
and  being  there  as  part  of  this  process, 
they  never  seemed  to  have  discovered  a 
single  instance  of  persecution.  I  would 
ask  my  friends  if  you  were  in  the  situa- 
tion of  having  been  sent  back  against 
your  will,  and  a  so-called  observer 
comes  in,  or  repatriation  monitor,  to 
talk  to  you,  and  with  that  person  hap- 
pens to  be  a  translator  hired  by  the 
government,  are  you  going  to  talk 
about  harassment,  knowing  when  they 
walk  out  the  door  you  are  going  to  be 
probably  mistreated? 

It  reminds  me  of  the  visits  to  the 
POW  camps  during  the  Vietnam  war 
when  people  would  go  over  there  to 
Vietnam,  Hanoi,  and  elsewhere,  and 
would  meet  with  our  prisoners.  They 
would  be  told  stories  that  there  is  no 
torture.  Of  course,  those  prisoners,  our 
POW's  would  not  talk  of  torture.  They 
would  only  go  back  to  even  more  tor- 
ture had  they  spoken  the  truth. 

One  of  our  POW's.  you  might  recall, 
ingenuously  with  his  eyes  flashed  out 
■torture  "  in  Morse  Code,  getting  the 
word  out  that  indeed  they  were  using 
torture  a.^r^inst  these  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  somehow  the  people  in 
the  camp  with  this  situation  just  do 
not  believe  there  has  not  been  a  single 
instance  of  persecution. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
4  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, so  the  CPA  soon  ran  out  of  volun- 
teers. They  then  began  selecting  people 
to  volunteer  and  imprisoning  them 
when  they  refused.  Sometimes  they 
just  dragged  them  into  airplanes, 
sometimes  literally  kicking  and 
screaming.  If  they  know  someone  is 
going  to  resist,  they  may  tranquilize 
him  or  her  before  putting  them  on  the 
plane. 

So  the  CPA  has  become  a  looking 
glass  world  in  which  refugees  are  not 
refugees  and  voluntary  repatriation  is 
not  voluntary.  Yet  the  United  States 
has  given  over  Sicr  million  during  the 
last  6  years.  The  language  now  in  sec- 
tion 2104  that  has  been  put  there  by 
myself  and  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 


tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 
the  chairman  of  our  committee,  and 
other  members  of  our  subcommittee, 
would  cut  further  funding  to  the  CPA 
unless  the  United  Nations  and  other 
countries  involved  agree  to  fix  the  pro- 
gram, to  provide  resettlement  opportu- 
nities for  a  limited  number  of  high-risk 
refugees,  again  the  old  soldiers,  the 
nuns  and  others  with  compelling  cases, 
within  existing  refugee  allotments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  am 
offering  today  is  a  perfecting  amend- 
ment to  meet  the  objections  raised  by 
some,  making  it  absolutely  clear  that 
this  language  in  the  bill  would  not 
mean  the  admission  of  large  numbers 
of  immigrants  or  even  refugees.  It  pro- 
vides explicitly  that  the  provision 
should  not  be  construed  either  to  re- 
quire or  to  permit  an  expansion  of  the 
numerical  limitation  on  refugees  be- 
yond the  number  that  it  was  allocated 
for  1995.  It  gives  the  State  Department 
more  flexibility  in  its  refugee  budget 
by  eliminating  separate  authorization 
of  funds  for  resettlement  of  people. 

The  State  Department  has  been  lob- 
bying very  hard  against  this  provision. 
But  after  my  perfecting  amendment, 
the  only  thing  to  say  to  the  State  De- 
partment is  take  a  hard  look  at  these 
people  in  high-risk  categories.  If  they 
are  refugees  under  U.S.  law.  we  should 
not  hide  behind  an  inadequate  third 
country  screening  to  pay  for  them  to 
be  forced  back  to  persecution;  second, 
no  more  money  for  the  repatriation 
program  until  you  can  certify  that  it 
has  been  fixed  and  everyone  has  been 
given  a  fair  screening  and  everyone 
that  should  be  resettled  has  been  reset- 
tled. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  hope  that  Mem- 
bers will  support  the  Smith  amend- 
ment to  the  Bereuter  amendment.  It 
has  the  support  of  a  number  of  organi- 
zations in  the  refugee  communities 
who  are  adamantly  opposed  to  the  Be- 
reuter amendment  and  have  come  out 
as  such  within  the  last  couple  of  days, 
the  list  of  which  I  will  talk  about  fur- 
ther. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Smith  perfecting  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief. 
This  is  not  a  simple  problem,  but  I 
think  one  of  the  darkest  chapters  in 
our  country's  history  in  this  century 
was  called  Operation  Keelhaul.  It  oc- 
curred in  Europe  after  World  War  II 
when  defecting  Russians  who  were 
amassed  in  camps  were  forcibly  repa- 
triated in  boxcars  back,  to  return  and 
never  to  be  seen  again.  Our  troops  and 
our  soldiers  at  gunpoint  forced  these 
people,  who  had  fled  from  the  tyranny 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  back  into  these 
boxcars.  As  I  say.  they  were  never  seen 
again. 

Forcibly  repatriating  people  who 
have  fled  from  their  own  homeland  is 
an    atrocious    act.    We    ought    not    to 


countenance  it.  We  ought  to  help  peo 
pie  who  have  risked  the  seas  and  pi- 
rates and  risked  their  lives  to  flee  to 
what  they  thought  was  a  safe  haven, 
and  then  finding  that  we  are  partici- 
pating in  forcibly  repatriating  them. 

These  people  deserve  better.  It  is  a 
matter  of  honor.  They  worked  with  us. 
they  fought  with  us.  they  moved  where 
we  are.  the  land  of  liberty  and  freedom. 
We  are  not  asking  that  they  be  repatri- 
ated to  America.  We  are  asking  only 
that  they  not  be  forcibly  returned  to 
the  places  from  which  they  fled. 

A  person  born  in  a  faraway  country 
loves  their  homeland.  If  they  could  re- 
turn, they  would.  But  these  people  face 
all  sort  of  dangers.  They  lived  in  reedu- 
cation camps.  They  have  finally  es- 
caped. Now  we  are  going  to  forcibly  re- 
patriate them?  I  hope  my  country 
never  does  that.  If  people  want  to  leave 
tyranny  and  leave  abuse  and  move  to- 
wards the  light  of  freedom,  we  should 
facilitate  that,  not  inhibit  it. 

So  I  strongly  support,  and  I  do  not 
criticize  Mr.  Bereuter  or  Mr.  Obey  or 
Mr.  Smith,  they  are  as  well-intentioned 
as  anybody  can  be.  But  I  just  think 
they  are  dead  wrong.  We  ought  never 
at  the  point  of  a  gun  or  barbed  wire  or 
anything  else  force  people  to  go  back 
from  whence  they  have  fled  in  terror. 

So  I  hope  the  Smith  amendment  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Smith  perfecting 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  take  a  back  seat  to 
no  one  in  this  institution  in  terms  of 
my  concern  about  decent  treatment  for 
refugees.  I  think  all  who  know  me 
know  that.  But  the  fact  is  that  section 
2104  of  this  bill,  in  the  original  bill, 
sets  aside  $30  million  specifically  for 
the  pnrpn.se  of  admitting  for  resettle 
ment  in  the  United  States  thousands  of 
Southeast  Asian  refugees  who  do  not 
qualify  for  legitimate  refugee  status.  It 
also  creates  artificial  incentives  for 
those  people  to  come  to  the  United 
States  rather  than  return  to  their 
homeland,  because  it  in  effect  cuts  off 
any  aid  to  Southeast  Asians  who  want 
to  return  to  their  homeland  and  need 
tiny  amounts  of  help  to  do  so. 

In  my  view,  that  is  wrong-headed. 
The  amendment  that  Mr.  Bereuter 
and  Mr.  Smith  and  I  are  trying  to  offer 
would  eliminate  that  section  of  the 
bill. 

Now.  I  am  supporting  and  offering 
this  amendment  with  these  other  two 
gentlemen  for  two  reasons:  First  of  all. 
I  think  the  committee  provision  really 
breaks  an  international  agreement 
which  was  made  by  the  United  States 
with  78  other  countries.  It  makes  no 
distinction  between  legitimate  politi- 
cal refugees  and  persons  who  simply 
want  to  come  to  the  United  States  for 
economic  reasons.  It  also.  I  would 
point  out.  leaves  local  communities 
holding  the  bag  for  the  cost  of  educat- 
ing and  training  refugees  who  can  often 
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be  very  difficult  to  resettle  and  train, 
because  some  of  them,  for  instance,  do 
not  even  have  a  written  language. 

I  want  to  get  into  the  case  of  the 
Hmong.  for  instance.  The  United 
States  Government  has  allowed  more 
than  120.000  of  the  400.000  Hmong  who 
were  living  in  Laos  in  1975  to  enter  this 
country.  There  was  a  very  good  reason 
for  the  United  States  doing  that.  The 
Hmong  had  done  our  dirty  work  in 
Laos  during  the  Vietnam  War.  When 
the  government  collapsed,  we  allowed 
many  of  them  to  come  into  this  coun- 
try because  of  the  service  they  had  pro- 
vided to  the  United  States  during  the 
war. 

I  understand  that.  But  I  would  point 
out  that  the  obligation  that  the  United 
States  has  to  recognize  what  people 
like  the  Hmong  did  for  us  is  an  obliga- 
tion of  the  Federal  Government.  It  is 
not  an  obligation  of  the  county  govern- 
ment, it  is  not  an  obligation  of  the  mu- 
nicipal government.  In  fact,  what  we 
have  now  is  the  Federal  Government  in 
effect  posing  for  political  holy  pictures 
by  allowing  into  this  country  all  of  the 
refugees  that  we  can  allow  in,  but  then 
transferring  the  responsibility  to  pay 
for  the  cost  of  those  refugees  to  the 
States  and  local  government.  I  do  not 
believe  that  is  an  equitable  arrange- 
ment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  this  committee 
wants  to  create  the  impression  that  it 
is  allowing  any  and  all  refugees  under 
this  amendment  to  enter  this  country, 
then  they  ought  to  be  guaranteeing 
that  the  Federal  Government  in  fact  is 
going  to  meet  its  responsibility  by 
sharing  the  costs  of  educating  and 
training  those  refugees.  If  it  does  not. 
the  Federal  Government  is  welching  on 
its  commitment  not  only  to  those  refu- 
gees, but  to  local  cuniiiiunities  as  well. 
I  would  also  point  out  that  if  you 
adopt  the  Smith  amendment  to  the  Be- 
reuter-Obey-Smith  amendment,  what 
you  are  doing  in  effect  is  creating  false 
expectations  and  making  a  shambles  of 
what  an  orderly  refugee  process  is  sup- 
posed to  be. 

I  do  not  favor  forcing  a  single  refugee 
back  into  their  original  country  if  they 
do  not  want  to  go.  I  believe  even  in  the 
case  of  refugees  who  have  initially  de- 
termined they  want  to  go  back  to  their 
country  of  origin,  that  in  the  case  of 
the  Hmong.  which  is  the  one  case  I 
know  pretty  mtimately.  it  seems  to  me 
they  ought  to  be  given  a  chance  to 
change  their  minds  so  that  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  United  States  is 
not  forcibly  repatriating  a  single  refu- 
gee. 

I  did  my  graduate  thesis  on  Oper- 
ation Keelhaul.  I  am  very  familiar  with 
it.  It  was  an  outrageous  chapter  in 
American  history.  I  do  not  want  to  see 
us  repeat  that  chapter.  But  neither  do 
I  want  to  see  us  in  a  soft-headed  way 
simply  appear  to  be  doing  a  favor  for 
refugees,  when  in  fact  what  you  will  be 
doing  is  causing  more  turmoil  in  those 


refugee  camps,  causing  more  confusion, 
causing  them  to  believe  that  the  refu- 
gee program  is  now  blown  away  and 
that  they  will  therefore  all  have  an  op- 
portunity to  enter  the  United  States. 

I  would  point  out  or  simply  ask  why 
we  should  be  creating  an  artificial  in- 
centive so  that  not  only  do  we  make 
available  resources  to  bring  refugees  to 
this  country,  but  we  also  shut  off,  in 
effect,  the  resources  necessary  to  allow 
refugees  who  want  to  return  to  their 
original  country  to  do  so. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Obey 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  just 
seems  to  me  in  this  instance  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  Bereuter  amendment  are 
well  meaning,  but  I  think  in  my  heart 
they  are  misguided.  I  would  urge  Mem- 
bers to  reject  the  Smith  amendment 
because  it  will  simply  leave  a  false  im- 
pression out  there,  which  will  cause 
great  additional  turmoil  in  those  refu- 
gee camps. 

What  we  ought  to  be  doing  is  saying 
to  the  Thai  Government  and  other  gov- 
ernments in  the  area,  we  ought  to  be 
asking  them  to  help  us  in  the  process 
by  which  we  give  every  refugee  an  op- 
portunity to  determine  for  themselves 
whether  they  want  to  be  repatriated  or 
whether  they  want  to  come  to  this 
country.  We  ought  not  be  creating  arti- 
ficial incentives  so  that  in  the  end  they 
have  no  financial  alternative  to  com- 
ing to  the  United  States,  unless  this 
committee  is  willing  to  guarantee  that 
it  is  the  Federal  Government  that  will 
then  bear  the  financial  burden  of  that 
decision.  I  do  not  think  this  committee 
is  going  to  do  that.  Absent  that  guar- 
antee, I  think  we  ought  to  support  the 
Bereuter  amendment. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Smith  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  of  the  Vietnam- 
ese boat  people  and  Hmong  asylum 
seekers  in  Southeast  Asia  are  facing 
imminent  deportation  to  communist 
Vietnam  and  Laos.  Many  of  them  have 
been  severely  persecuted  because  of 
their  U.S.  ties  during  the  war  or  be- 
cause of  their  political  or  religious  be- 
liefs. However,  many  of  them  have  been 
unfairly  denied  refugee  status  by  local 
governments  under  a  screening  pro- 
gram established  by  the  United  Na- 
tions High  Commissioner  for  Refugees 
and  heavily  funded  by  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. This  screening  program  is  rife 
with  corruption  and  other  fundamental 
flaws.  Among  those  already  denied  ref- 
ugee status,  there  are  some  100  reli- 
gious leaders,  thousands  of  former  po- 
litical prisoners  and  officers  of  South 
Vietnam,  and  many  human  rights  ac- 
tivists and  dissident  intellectuals. 
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Classified  as  nonrefugees.  they  now 
face  deportation  to  Vietnam.  Many  of 
them  have  taken  their  own  lives  to 
protest  the  injustices  in  screening  to 
avoid  deportation. 

Thousands  of  Hmongs  already  recog- 
nized as  refugees  are  also  facing  depor- 
tation to  Laos.  In  my  judgment,  no 
U.S.  contribution  to  the  UNHCR  should 
be  used  to  finance  such  refoulement  of 
refugees.  Any  use  of  United  States 
money  for  the  repatriation  of  Vietnam- 
ese boat  people  or  Hmong  asylum  seek- 
ers must  be  conditioned  on  a  fair  re- 
view of  their  refugee  claims. 

I  would  like  to  review  with  the  House 
who  some  of  these  individuals  are,  be- 
cause you  need  to  look  sometimes  be- 
yond the  numbers  and  the  rhetoric  to 
look  at  who  are  the  individuals  we  are 
talking  about  that  would  be  protected 
under  the  Smith  amendment. 

One  of  the  people  comprehensive  plan 
of  action  would  force  back  to  Vietnam 
is  a  lady,  a  Sister  K.  a  Catholic  nun. 
Her  father  served  as  a  counterintel- 
ligence officer  for  the  Republic  of  Viet- 
nam of  Vietnam.  After  1975,  he  was 
sent  to  a  reeducation  camp  for  more 
than  6  years. 

In  1988,  the  communists  raided  Sister 
K's  convent.  They  arrested  her  and  the 
mother  superior,  who  was  accused  of 
plotting  against  the  government.  The 
seminary  was  confiscated.  Sister  K  was 
sentenced  to  6  months  at  hard  labor. 
She  then  went  to  live  with  her  family, 
but  in  1991  her  father  and  other  Catho- 
lics were  arrested  for  planning  to  build 
a  church.  Sister  K  went  into  hiding  and 
escaped  from  Vietnam.  Sister  K  has 
been  labeled  an  economic  migrant  by 
the  Thai  immigration  inspector  who 
was  in  charge  or  her  interview  under 
the  comprehensive  plan  of  action.  She 
is  scheduled  to  be  forced  back  to  Viet- 
nam. Her  story  of  persecution  has  been 
corroborated  by  her  mother  superior, 
who  also  eventually  escaped  to  the 
United  States  and  is  hospitalized 
through  the  effects  of  the  torture  she 
underwent  while  in  prison. 

Another  individual  called  Captain 
Tran  was  an  officer  in  the  Army  of  the 
Republic  of  South  Vietnam.  He  served 
side  by  side  with  American  troops. 
After  1975,  he  managed  to  evade  cap- 
ture and  joined  an  underground  anti- 
Communist  resistance  movement. 
Eventually  the  movement  was  uncov- 
ered by  the  Communist  authorities. 
Many  of  its  members  were  tracked 
down,  viciously  tortured,  and  executed. 

The  members  of  the  movement  who 
managed  to  escape  then  plotted  the  as- 
sassination of  the  Communist  officer 
who  had  ordered  the  torture  and 
extrajudicial  killings.  Captain  Tran 
eventually  escaped  from  Vietnam.  But 
the  Hong  Kong  authorities  found  him 
to  be  credible.  They  agreed  that  he  had 
reason  to  fear  punishment  by  the  Com- 
munists upon  return,  but  held  that  his 
participation  in  the 


counterrevolutionary  plot  was  a  non- 
political  crime  and  that  made  him  in- 
eligible for  asylum. 

Captain  Tran  is  scheduled  to  be 
forced  back  to  Vietnam  this  year  under 
the  comprehensive  plan  of  action.  Staff 
members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
International  Relations  interviewed 
him  and  found  him  highly  credible.  He 
said  he  will  commit  suicide  before  re- 
turning to  Vietnam. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  nation,  I  think 
we  have  to  take  steps  that  will  bring 
about  a  fair,  humane,  and  dignified  so- 
lution to  the  Indo-Chinese  refugee 
problem  once  and  for  all  within  United 
States  laws  and  without  any  increase 
in  quota  or  budget.  So,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  Smith  amend- 
ment and  ask  my  colleagues  to  support 
it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Bereuter  amendment  regarding  South- 
east Asian  refugees.  I  have  visited  refu- 
gee camps  in  Thailand  and  Hong  Kong 
over  the  last  20  years,  most  recently 
just  last  summer  in  Hong  Kong.  It  is 
my  observation  that  while  the  early 
refugees  were  certainly  tied  in  with 
U.S.  interests  and  support  of  our  war 
efforts,  the  present  refugees  do  not  re- 
flect this  early  perception  by  the 
American  people  and  veteran  organiza- 
tions. 

Most  of  the  refugee  population  in  the 
Hong  Kong  camps  have  been  through  a 
screening  process  and  have  been  classi- 
fied as  economic  migrants,  or  to  put  it 
explicitly  many  are  northern  Vietnam- 
ese fishermen  who  had  nothing  to  do 
with  supporting  our  war  efforts. 

The  United  States  was  a  signature  to 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  Action  in 
1989  which  strengthened  the  principles 
of  first  asylum  in  Southeast  Asia.  For 
example  this  program  enabled  the  re- 
patriation of  Vietnamese.  Cambodian, 
and  Laotians  back  to  their  country  of 
origin  if  not  classified  as  a  refugee.  By 
this  action  countries  like  Thailand 
that  had  become  weary  of  holding  refu- 
gees were  able  to  see  the  end  of  the 
tunnel,  and  stopped  pushing  back  po- 
tential refugees  into  the  sea.  We  all  re- 
member the  terrible  piracy  and  raping 
of  women  on  boats  that  occurred.  This 
new  program  helped  to  reduce  such  in- 
cidents. It  also  worked  out  agreements 
with  countries  that  were  the  source  of 
the  migration  like  Vietnam  to  take 
back  these  people  and  encourage  them 
to  utilize  internationally  accepted  im- 
migration programs  like  the  Orderly 
Departure  Program  that  has  allowed 
500,000  to  start  new  lives  in  the  United 
States  and  other  countries.  While  there 
may  be  some  refugees  who  have  been 
improperly  classified,  these  cases  could 
be    reviewed    with    U.S.     intervention 


under  the  flexibility  of  the  present 
agreement. 

Moreover,  the  root  cause  of  the  mi- 
gration is  the  poor  economic  condi- 
tions in  these  countries,  especially 
Vietnam.  By  continuing  our  agreement 
we  encourage  additional  cooperation 
with  Vietnam  which  will  lead  to  in- 
creased cooperation  on  the  POW  issue 
and  complete  the  normalization  of  re- 
lationships between  our  two  countries. 

The  Bereuter  amendment  will  also 
maintain  funding  to  continue  the  Com- 
prehensive Plan  of  Action.  It  will  also 
send  a  signal  that  the  United  States  re- 
mains a  partner  in  this  well-thought- 
out  plan. 

This  will  discourage  those  still  de- 
tained in  the  Hong  Kong  camps  from 
rioting.  Over  200  were  wounded  yester- 
day in  Hong  Kong  fighting  with  hand- 
made metal  spears  according  to  this 
morning's  edition  of  the  New  York 
Times.  It  is  downright  cruel  for  us  to 
build  expectancies  that  the  United 
States  will  take  these  migrants  as  ref- 
ugees. Support  the  Bereuter  amend- 
ment and  help  to  stop  the  bloodshed  in 
Hong  Kong. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  even  worse  is 
to  send  them  back  to  possible  death 
and  torture  at  the  hands  of  the  Com- 
munist Vietnamese  Government.  Some 
of  those  people  have  been  disappearing. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Wolf], 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be 
brief.  I  urge  every  Member  to  read  the 
letter  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  McCoLLUM)  before  they  vote  on 
this.  The  gentleman  is  going  to  speak, 
so  I  will  not  reiterate  his  letter.  But 
his  letter  probably  sums  it  up  better 
than  anything.  In  his  letter  he  points 
out  in  the  PS  that  the  important  provi- 
sion in  H.R.  1561  has  been  endorsed  by 
the  American  Legion.  This  is  what  the 
American  Legion  says.  They  said: 

These  former  members  of  the  South  Viet- 
namese armed  forces  who  escaped  certainly 
have  jcreat  reason  to  fear  being  forcefully  re- 
patriated. All  one  needs  to  do  is  review  the 
latest  State  Department  report  on  human 
rights  in  Vietnam  to  realize  that  little  has 
changed  with  respect  to  what  happens. 

We  have  talked  to  families  in  my 
area  who  have  talked  about  their  fam- 
ily members  who  have  literally  com- 
mitted suicide.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  right,  and  I  strongly  support  the 
Smith  amendment.  I  think  it  will  be 
very  good  for  the  country. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  .Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  .Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing to  me. 

I  think  it  needs  to  be  reiterated  that 
human  rights  groups  have  reported  sev- 
eral   instances    of    people    being    hurt 


upon  their  return,  jailing,  interroga- 
tion about  anticommunist  political  ac- 
tivities in  the  camps,  discrimination  in 
employment  and  housing,  and  in  Loas 
the  disappearance  and  the  probable 
killing  of  Hmong  leader  Vue  Mai. 

The  American  Legion  again,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Wolf], 
brought  the  American  Legion,  relying 
on  their  own  contacts  with  former  Vi- 
etnamese comrades  in  arms  who  cor- 
roborate these  accounts.  One  reason 
that  the  United  Nations  cannot  find 
any  persecution  is  that  they  have  only 
eight  monitors  for  all  of  Vietnam  and 
only  two  for  Laos. 

I  wanted  to  remind  the  membership 
we  are  talking  about  people  that  are 
going  out  with  a  support  staff  that  has 
been  hired  through  the  Vietnamese  and 
the  Laotion  Government.  This  is  a  sit- 
uation where  the  person  that  is  with 
the  repatriation  monitor  is  reporting 
to  a  government,  and  the  government 
is  hostile  in  many  instances  to  these 
individuals.  Who  can  blame  them  for 
not  speaking  openly  after  being  forc- 
ibly repatriated  in  the  first  place?  I  do 
think  there  is  underreporting  as  well. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  just  end  up  by  saying  that 
there  is  an  anti-illegal-immigration  at- 
titude in  America  today  with  justifica- 
tion. We  have  millions  of  people  com- 
ing across  the  Mexican-American  bor- 
der for  economic  reasons,  and  that  has 
caused  a  real  problem  with  our  econ- 
omy in  many  States.  But  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  there  are  still  people  in 
this  world  who  are  fleeing  Communist 
dictatorships,  and  to  send  them  back 
to  death  or  worse  is  a  horrible  thought. 
It  is  analogous  to  taking  people  who 
came  across  the  Berlin  Wall.  It  is  a 
wrong-headed  move.  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  support  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  S.MITH], 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  OBEY  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton  of  In- 
diana was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  very  much  respect 
the  gentleman's  concern  about  the  ref- 
ugees in  question,  but  I  would  simply 
ask  this:  Why  should  we  engage  in  a 
legislative  process  which  in  fact  cuts 
off  the  assistance  to  refugees  who  do, 
on  a  voluntary  basis  want  to  go  back  to 
their  own  country?  Why  should  we 
eliminate  the  financial  assistance  pro- 
vided to  those  people? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 


Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  be- 
cause, with  all  due  respect,  I  would  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  the 
process  has  been  corrupted  by  money 
and  sexual  abuse,  so  some  of  these  peo- 
ple are  volunteering  to  go  back  out  of 
coercion. 

Mr.  OBEY.  If  the  gentleman  will  con- 
tinue to  yield,  the  fact  is  that  under 
the  process  for  Hmong  refugees,  each 
refugee  will  have  to  again  resign  a 
statement  indicating  that  he  or  she  is 
engaging  in  voluntary  repatriation, 
and  if  they  do  not  sign  a  statement, 
they  are  not  repatriated.  It  seems  to 
me  the  gentleman's  statement  is  off 
base. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  part  of  the  problem.  If 
they  do  not  sign  the  voluntary  agree- 
ment, they  are  put  in  jail,  in  many  in- 
stances. In  Thailand  six  Hmong  lead- 
ers, all  of  whom  were  screened  in  as 
refugees,  but  scheduled  for  voluntary 
repatriation  to  Laos  anyway,  were 
jailed  because  they  were  actively  re- 
sisting voluntary  repatriation. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Tell  the  whole  story. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  This  is  the 
whole  story,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further.  These  people,  we  wonder  why 
there  may  be  people  who  may  react, 
and  I  do  not  condone  the  violence,  but 
when  people  come  in  in  riot  gear  to  tell 
these  people  "It  is  time  for  you  to  be 
voluntarily  repatriated,"  they  react 
with  an  attitude. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  OBE'i'  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  BURTON  of  In- 
diana was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  .vield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
simply  ask  the  gentleman,  why  do  we 
not  also  explain  the  fact  that  the  same 
organization  which  is  peddling  those 
stories  in  fact  is  also  raising  funds  by 
selling  military,  police,  and  civilian  ti- 
tles in  their  resistance  army?  Why  do 
we  not  talk  about  the  intimidation 
from  them  that  is  going  on  within  the 
Hmong  community?  There  is  intimida- 
tion going  on  on  both  sides. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  make  clear  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  our  embassy  confirmed 
this  story.  I  want  to  go  back  to  some- 
thing I  said  earlier  on.  The  Refugee 
Committee  of  Lawyers  for  Human 
Rights  has  so  blasted  the  process  of 
screening    they    have    changed    inter- 
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national  standards.  The  credibility  is 
one  where  they  are  viewed  with  unbe- 
lievable skepticism  before  they  even 
open  their  mouths.  It  is  a  flawed  proc- 
ess. 

We  are  saying  that  the  President 
should  certify,  and  if  it  is  not  a  flawed 
process,  then  the  money  is  okay,  but  if 
he  can  certify  these  people  are  being 
voluntarily  repatriated,  that  is  a  dif- 
ferent story. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  BURTON] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  30 
additional  seconds.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  just  end  real  briefly  by 
saying  this.  If  there  is  any  doubt  about 
these  people  being  sent  back  to  pos- 
sible death,  or  worse,  at  the  hands  of 
the  Vietnamese  Communists,  then  we 
should  err  on  the  side  of  safety.  That  is 
the  reasonable  and  humanitarian  thing 
to  do. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Smith  amendment.  We 
should  not  support  the  shameful  forced 
repatriation  of  our  allies  who  fought  by 
our  side  during  the  Vietnam  war.  The 
gentleman's  amendment  would  permit 
our  Nation  to  end  that  period  with 
honor  and  dignity. 

The  American  Overseas  Interest  Act 
does  not  require  one  extra  penny  to  be 
spent  nor  would  it  increase  the  number 
of  refugees  admitted  to  the  United 
States.  It  merely  disassociates  the 
United  States  with  sending  people  back 
to  Vietnam  and  Laos  who  have  genuine 
refugee  claims  because  they  fought 
with  us  during  the  war. 

It  is  not  accurate  to  speculate  that  it 
is  safe  for  our  allies  to  return  to  Viet- 
nam and  Laos.  The  U.N.  repatriation 
monitoring  process  in  place  in  Vietnam 
and  Laos  are  run  by  Vietnamese  and 
Laotian  citizens  hired  in  coordination 
with  those  Governments.  In  Laos  14  of 
the  18  UNHCR  repatriation  monitoring 
personnel  are  citizens  of  Laos  hired  by 
UNHCR  with  the  coordination  of  the 
Laotian  Government.  In  Vietnam  30  of 
the  38  UNHCR  repatriation  monitoring 
personnel  are  Vietnamese  citizens 
hired  by  UNHCR  with  the  coordination 
of  the  Vietnamese  Government.  It  is  no 
small  wonder  that  it  is  claimed  that 
there  have  been  no  cases  of  retribution. 
The  Governments  of  those  two  repres- 
sive governments  are  investigating 
themselves.  This  is  clearly  a  case  of  al- 
lowing the  fox  to  guard  the  hen  house. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Amer- 
ican Legion  and  other  veteran  organi- 
zations support  Mr.  Smith's  amend- 
ment and  fully  support  the  provision  in 
the  bill.  Our  military  men  and  women 
who  fought  in  Vietnam  and  in  Laos  are 
unanimously  opposed  to  any  effort  to 
abandon  our  allies. 
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Permit  me  to  read  from  a  letter 
dated  May  23  sent  to  me  by  John  Sum- 
mer, the  executive  director  of  the 
American  Legion. 

The  American  Letrlon  supports  the  initia- 
tive .  .  .  which  would  provide  for  a  reexam- 
ination of  the  refugee  status  of  thousands  of 
Vietnamese  who  fled  their  homeland  out  of 
fear  of  political  reprisal,  up  to  and  including 
death. 

The  American  Legion  considers  it  a  debt  of 
honor  to  strongly  support  your  efforts  to  au- 
thorize the  proper  screening  of  those  individ- 
uals who  continue  to  be  held  in  refugee 
camps  m  Asia,  and  to  allow  for  the  resettle- 
ment of  those  refugees  who  fought  side-by- 
side  with  the  American  forces  during  the 
Vietnam  war.  as  well  as  their  families. 

The  United  Nations  will  not  allow 
our  Hmong  allies  living  in  camps  in 
Thailand  and  eligible  under  United 
States  law  to  immigrate  here,  to  leave 
the  camps.  Instead  the  Thai  Govern- 
ment and  the  U.N.  are  using  our  funds 
to  forcefully  send  our  Hmong  allies 
back  to  a  dangerous  fate  in  Laos. 

The  screening  process  of  refugees  ad- 
ministered by  the  comprehensive  plan 
of  action  must  be  broadly  reviewed  in 
order  to  remedy  unfair  and  otherwise 
defective  status  determination.  The 
use  of  U.S.  funds  must  be  conditioned 
on  a  thorough  review  of  this  process. 
The  American  Overseas  Interests  Act 
would  allow  for  such  a  review. 

Accordingly.  I  strongly  support  the 
Smith  amendment,  and  oppose  the  Be- 
reuter  amendment.  Let  us  end  this  sad 
period  of  history  in  Vietnam  and  Laos 
with  honor  and  dignity. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman, does  he  really  believe  that 
Save  the  Children  would  be  participat- 
ing in  forced  repatriation?  Does  the 
gentleman  really  believe  that?  That  is 
one  agency  we  have  provided  the  $1.5 
million  to  to  assist  people  who  want  to 
return  to  their  own  country. 

Does  the  gentleman  really  believe 
Save  the  Children  Foundation  is  in  the 
business  of  forcing  people  to  be  repatri- 
ated? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
not  talking  about  Save  the  Children 
now.  we  are  talking  about  the  Viet- 
namese UNHCR  personnel,  the  Laotian 
UNHCR  personnel,  who  are  apparently 
not  doing  an  effective  job 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield.  I  would 
simply  say  that  I  sent  two  of  my  staff- 
ers into  the  region  to  try  to  determine 
what  the  facts  were.  They  came  back 
with  many  indications  that  the  vol- 
untary agencies  involved  do  not  sup- 
port the  elimination  of  the  ability  to 
assist  people  who  want  to  go  back  to 
their  own  country. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
£isk    the    gentleman,    does    he    believe 


there  has  not  been  one  single  case  of 
retribution?  We  sent  our  own  staff  peo- 
ple over  to  look  into  the  refugee 
camps,  and  they  were  refused  entrance 
and  examination. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  continue  to  yield  so  I  could 
answer  his  question? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  OBEY  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Oilman  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would, 
frankly,  be  surprised  if  there  had  not 
been  any  cases  of  retribution,  because, 
after  all,  this  is  not  heaven.  However, 
the  fact  is  that  I  do  not  oppose  any- 
body's efforts  to  try  to  see  to  it  that 
each  and  every  refugee  has  an  honest 
choice  about  where  they  want  to  go, 
but  I  do  think  it  is  softheaded  for  this 
Congress  or  for  the  American  Legion  or 
any  other  organization  in  this  country 
to  say  "Oh,  yes,  we  will  accept  the  sys- 
tem which  will  in  fact  bring  financial 
incentives  for  all  of  them  to  come  to 
the  United  States,  and  by  the  way,  we 
will  not  provide  the  funds  for  it,  and  we 
will  let  the  local  units  of  government 
get  stuck  with  having  to  support 
them."  That  is  not  good. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  does  not  help  this  debate  one 
iota  for  the  gentleman  to  call  it 
softheaded  to  say  that  the  screening 
process  was  influenced.  The  over- 
whelming consensus  by  the  human 
rights  groups  is  that  it  is  flawed. 

Let  me  just,  again,  remind  the  gen- 
tleman, and  this  is  not  a  conservative 
human  rights  organization,  the  Law- 
yers Committee  for  Human  Rights  Ref- 
ugee Project  concluded,  and  I  quote. 
"The  entire  screening  process  and  re- 
view procedures  remain  seriously 
flawed."  They  went  on  to  state:  "The 
process  remains  hostile  to  genuine  ref- 
ugees, and  thousands  may  have  been 
wrongly  rejected." 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Smith  amendment  to  the  Bereuter 
amendment. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  I 
make  any  comments,  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 


I  also  support  the  Smith  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  would  like  to  say 
how  proud  I  am  to  be  involved  with  a 
movement  that  would  allow  boat  peo- 
ple to  be  treated  as  the  refugees  that 
they  really  are.  There  are  thousands  of 
these  refugees  lingering  in  miserable 
camps  throughout  Southeast  Asia, 
waiting  for  freedom.  I  think  we  need  to 
stand  by  our  former  allies  and  make 
sure  that  they  are  treated  as  the  refu- 
gees they  are. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  remember  a  few 
years  back  refugees  were  forced  out  of 
the  camps  in  Hong  Kong,  and  a  number 
of  refugees  committed  suicide  rather 
than  return  to  the  Communist  regimes 
from  which  they  fled.  Mere  economic 
refugees  do  not  commit  suicide  when 
faced  with  repatriation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  lawyers  who 
have  been  involved  in  the  Lawyers 
Committee  on  Human  Rights.  They  tell 
me  what  the  gentleman  has  said,  that 
the  process  has  been  flawed.  We  need  to 
stand  by  our  former  allies.  I  remember 
when  Vietnam  fell  20  years  ago,  the  ef- 
forts I  made  to  save  those  who  were  es- 
caping from  communism.  We  must  not 
forget  them  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me.  and  I  strongly  urge 
support  of  the  Smith  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  BER- 
.MAN]  has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Vento  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Berman  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
auppuiL  of  Lhe  Smilh  aiiiendmenL  and 
the  underlying  intent  of  the  bill. 

It  is  really  a  difficult  one.  I  under- 
stand the  good  intentions,  but  I  think 
there  has  been  a  shadow  over  this  proc- 
ess. The  increased  interest  of  the  gov- 
ernments in  camps,  the  Thai  Govern- 
ment, to  close  refugee  camps  has,  I 
think,  rushed  the  process  greatly. 
There  has  been  repeated  reports,  and  I 
mean  extensive  reports,  even  in  the 
Minnesota  papers,  concerning  mis- 
treatment and  abuse  of  individuals  in 
these  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Smith 
amendment  to  the  Bereuter  amendment  which 
would  rewrite  a  provisions  in  the  legislation. 
Specifically,  I  am  very  concerned  that  the 
Hmong  currently  in  refugee  camps  in  Thai- 
land, first,  that  they  are  voluntarily  returning, 
and  second,  that  they  receive  whatever  fund- 
ing has  been  promised  if  they  do  repatnate. 
These  people  are  returning  to  very  difficult 
conditions  in  Laos  and  are  in  dire  need  of  the 
minimal  assistance  being  provided  to  them  in 
order  to  survive.  They  are  often  sent  to  loca- 
tions where  they  must  glean  a  living  from 
lands  and  communities  with  few  resources.  It 
is,  however,  vital  that  we  support  the  non  gov- 
ernmental organization  and  a  truly  objective 
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UNHCR  presence  in  Laos  and  Vietnam,  be- 
cause of  the  necessary  monitonng  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  those  repatriated.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  trouble  getting  credible 
information  out  of  Laos  with  regards  to  the 
Hmong. 

The  Hmong  are  in  a  special  situation.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  most  of  the  Hmong 
have  refugee  status  and  therefore  are  already 
eligible  for  resettlement  in  the  United  States  or 
another  country.  There  are  now  reported  less 
than  500  Hmong  who  have  been  determined 
to  be  ineligible  for  resettlement.  Other  reports 
Indicate  a  much  higher  number.  This  legisla- 
tion and  initiative  should  be  viewed  as  ensur- 
ing that  the  process  is  credible  and  that  the 
resettlement  decisions  are  voluntary. 

Hopefully  with  the  modifications  now  pre- 
sented the  Smith  language  will  more  precisely 
resolve  the  questions  raised. 

Certainly  some  groups  opposed  to  funding 
repatriation  assistance  because  of  the  possi- 
bility of  persecution  of  the  Hmong  by  the  Lao- 
tian Government.  Unfortunately,  our  own  State 
Department  has  done  a  poor  job  of  laying 
these  fears  to  rest.  The  Hmong  in  the  United 
States  and  those  still  in  the  refugee  camps 
hear  from  the  State  Department  that  there  is 
no  need  to  worry  about  those  who  return  to 
Laos  at  the  same  time  they  hear  stories  of 
Hmong  who  have  disappeared  or  been  shot.  It 
has  been  extremely  difficult  to  get  satisfactory 
Information  or  answers  to  specific  cir- 
cumstances hence  this  legislative  language  at- 
tempts to  ensure  certification  of  the  cir- 
cumstance, a  common  practice  to  verify  or 
qualify  support  that  Congress  has  written  into 
law.  certainly  we  can  assume  that  the  Clinton 
administration  will  proceed  with  dispatch  and  a 
good  faith  effort. 

The  Hmong  are  special  because  the  large 
majority  of  them  already  have  refugee  status 
and  are  eligible  for  resettlement  in  the  United 
States  or  another  country.  What  the  United 
States  Government  needs  to  ensure  is  that 


The  United  States  cannot  neglect  its  obliga- 
tion to  the  Hmong  people  who  sacrificed  lives 
and  homeland  to  fight  on  the  side  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  in  the  Vietnam  war.  They  cannot  be 
allowed  to  forget  those  who  are  still  suffering 
as  a  result  of  the  Vietnam  war.  This  amend- 
ment maintains  the  fragile  status  quo.  a  situa- 
tion that  much  concerns  the  Hmong-Amen- 
cans  in  Minnesota.  Certainly,  reports  of  seri- 
ous human  rights  violations  need  to  be  fully 
resolved  and  rectified.  Often  the  choice  of 
Hmong  within  a  refugee  camp  is  being  ques- 
tioned as  to  whether  such  a  person  made  a 
voluntary  choice  to  return  to  Laos.  That  must 
be  resolved.  There  can  be  no  misunderstand- 
ing that  when  a  refugee  returns  to  his  or  her 
homeland  that  there  basic  rights  and  personal 
safety  are  secure.  That  funding  and  assist- 
ance provided  for  reintegration  is  necessary 
should  be  obvious.  The  certification  process  in 
this  measure  is  viewed  by  my  Hmong-Amer- 
ican  constituents  as  the  last  hope  to  rectify 
this  situation  that  affects  their  family  members. 
The  heanngs  held  in  Congress  and  the  letters 
written  too  often  have  left  more  questions  than 
answers,  therefore  I  oppose  stripping  the  lan- 
guage from  the  bill,  and  am  m  support  of  the 
rewritten  Smith  amendment  and  the  Hmong 
refugees. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Smith  amendment.  I 
want  to  simply  state  that  I  differ  from 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee (Mr.  Dl'ncan],  in  that  v.e  ought 
to  protect  refugees,  whether  they  are 
refugees  from  communistic  dictator- 
ships or  from  any  other  dictatorships. 
They  have  the  same  human  rights,  and 
we  ought  to  protect  them. 

Clearly  in  this  instance  the  Smith 
amendment  ought  to  be  adopted,  and 


—    ■■- —  =—  -II--  ^  3-v_.i       ^f^^  bereuter  amendment  replaced,  be 

ments  and  the  U.N.  High  Commissioner  for 
Refugees  is  making  a  proper  determination  of 
the  Hmong  who  are  requesting  resettlement. 
The  Hmong  are  under  considerable  pressure 
from  the  Thai  to  repatriate  because  the  Thai 
want  to  close  the  refugee  camps  and  be  done 
with  this  20-year-old  problem.  We  and  cer- 
tainly the  Clinton  administration  and  most  in 
Congress  don't  want  anyone  to  be  forced  to 
repatriate  nor  do  we  want  to  cut  off  aid  for 
those  who  choose  to  return,  who  do  not  want 
to  resettle  m  the  United  States  or  elsewhere. 
Clearly,  the  situation  of  Hmong  refugees  m 
Thai  refugee  camps  is  an  ugly  and  sad  one 
which  we  would  all  gladly  see  resolved.  It  is 
crucial  that  these  people  be  treated  fairly,  that 
they  not  be  denied  the  opportunity  to  resettle 
in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere  because 
they  have  not  previously  chosen  this  option. 
Many  of  these  people,  although  they  suffered 
persecution  by  the  Government  in  Laos,  many 
in  fact  some  would  say  most,  hoped  one  day 
to  be  able  to  return  to  their  native  land.  They 
stayed  in  the  refugee  camps,  a  bad  place  to 
live,  because  they  dreamed  that  one  day  they 
would  be  able  to  return  to  life  in  their  country. 
Now  these  people  are  being  faced  with  a 
choice  they  must  make  now  and  they  should 
be  allowed  to  make  the  choice  for  which  they 
are  eligible. 


cause  we  should  protect  these  refugees, 
and  because  the  so-called  screening 
over  there,  most  human  rights  observ- 
ers and  organizations  have  said  is  not 
adequate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  m  support  of  the  Smith 
amendment  to  the  Bereuter  amendment.  If 
adopted  without  the  Smith  amendment  the  Be- 
reuter amendment  will  make  the  United  States 
complicit  in  the  persecution  of  thousands  of 
Southeast  Asian  refugees. 

Forget  the  rhetonc  of  the  nativism  dema- 
gogues, the  Bereuter  amendment  would  not 
close  any  loophole  in  our  immigration  law.  be- 
cause none  exists.  In  fact,  it  would  shatter 
what  IS  best  and  most  balanced  in  our  refugee 
policy. 

Without  Smith,  the  Bereuter  amendment 
would  eliminate  language  in  the  bill  requiring 
that  no  one  can  be  returned  to  Vietnam  with 
the  assistance  of  Amencan  taxpayer  money 
until  they  receive  a  fair  and  impartial  screening 
to  determine  if  they  are  genuine  refugees. 

Is  there  something  wrong  with  thaf 

The  language  of  the  bill  is  straightforward: 

It  provides  up  to  S30  million  for  the  reloca- 
tion of  Vietnamese,  Laotian,  or  Cambodian 
refugees. 


It  prohibits  the  use  of  US,  funds  to  repatri- 
ate those  refugees  unless  the  President  can 
certify  that  bona  fide  refugees,  and  only  twna 
fide  refugees,  have  been  offered,  not  even 
placed  m  but  offered  resettlement  outside  their 
countries  of  nationality.  That  means  relocation 
anywhere  else,  not  only  to  the  United  States. 

It  also  requires  the  President  to  certify  that 
the  process  of  determining  refugee  status  con- 
forms to  our  basic  commitment  to  fairness, 
honesty,  and  due  process. 

The  bill  does  not.  as  you  may  have  heard, 
require  that  all  these  refugees  come  to  the 
United  States.  Read  the  bill,  it's  on  pages 
102-103. 

The  bill  does  not  steal  money  away  from 
refugees  from  the  former  Soviet  Union.  Eighty 
million  dollars  is  set  aside  tor  that  purpose  on 
page  101, 

So  what  IS  all  the  excitement  about? 

These  refugees  are  not  on  US.  soil;  our 
Government  is  not  running  these  refugee 
camps.  Is  It  too  much  to  suggest  that  we 
should  not  pay  for  their  forced  repatriation  until 
we  can  be  assured  that  they  will  not  face  per- 
secution'' 

For  those  refugees  who  will  come  to  the 
United  States,  this  bill  does  not  create  any 
new  refugee  slots,  in  fact  it  does  not  even  use 
all  of  the  slots  available  These  are  refugees 
who  quality  for  resettlement,  that  is.  refugees 
who  are  persecuted  for  their  past  affiliation 
with  the  United  State  or  who  have  been  per- 
secuted on  the  basis  of  religion  or  ethnicity. 

We  must  not  abandon  our  commitment  to 
honesty,  fairness,  and  decency, 

I  know  money  for  refugee  programs  is  politi- 
cally unpopular  these  days  At  the  very  least 
we  should  agree  that  those  scarce  dollars  that 
are  available  should  not  be  used  to  move  refu- 
gees involuntanly  to  their  countnes  of  origin  to 
face  persecution. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  opposed  the  war  m  Vietnam. 
Many  of  our  colleagues  here  supported  that 
war.  and  some  even  fought  there.  Those  dif- 
ferences still  have  the  power  to  divide  this  Na- 
tion. I  he  mere  Suyyestion  that  some  may 
come  from  the  northern  part  of  Vietnam  sill 
seems  to  have  the  power  to  suggest  to  some 
Members  that  these  refugees  will  make  war 
on  us  when  they  arrive  here.  I  think  that,  re- 
gardless of  the  stand  you  took  25  years  ago, 
if  you  ever  cared  about  the  people  of  South- 
east Asia,  of  if  you  were  moved  to  take  a 
stand  on  either  side  because  the  presen/alion 
of  fundamental  Amencan  values  was  impor- 
tant to  you,  then  you  must  help  adopt  the 
Smilh  amendment,  I  urge  a  yes  vote  on  Smith 
and  no  vote  on  Bereuter, 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  complicated  and  important 
issue.  There  is  a  lot  of  right  on  both 
sides.  The  fact  is  the  Orderly  Departure 
Program  and  CPA  have  dealt  with  the 
problem  of  boat  people,  dealt  with  a 
way  to  allow  people  who  are  in  fear  of 
political  persecution  to  leave  Vietnam 
directly  to  resettle  in  countries,  and 
have  set  up  a  process  which,  unfortu- 
nately, has  been  too  flawed  in  the 
camps  on  the  countries  of  first  asylum 
to  resettle  in  other  countries. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith],  by  his  amendment,  has  taken  a 
major  step  toward  ameliorating  con- 
cerns earlier  expressed  during  commit- 
tee debate  on  the  languaige  which  is  in 
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the  bill.  He  has  softened  the  earmark, 
he  has  made  it  clear  that  the  intention 
of  his  amendment  is  not  to  increase  the 
number  of  refugees  admitted  to  the 
United  States  above  those  currently 
permitted. 

The  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Bereuter]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  are  pointing  out 
the  potential  problems  with  some  of 
the  restrictions  in  the  language  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith],  or  some  of  the  requirements  in 
the  language.  However.  I,  at  least  at 
this  particular  point  in  time,  want  to 
focus  on  energizmg  our  State  Depart- 
ment to  get  the  UNHCR  and  the  people 
in  charge  of  that  screening  process  to 
take  a  look  at  a  number  of  cases  where 
it  is  clear  that  people  with  a  well- 
founded  fear  of  persecution,  if  they 
were  to  be  repatriated  back  to  Viet- 
nam, should  have  a  chance  to  prevent 
what  could  be  a  catastrophe  for  them. 

D  1545 

Between  now  and  the  conference 
committee,  we  can  look  at  how  to  do 
this.  I  do  not  think  every  candidate 
should  be  rescreened.  I  do  not  think  we 
want  to  end  voluntary  repatriation.  I 
do  not  think  we  want  to  give  the  peo- 
ple in  the  camps  false  hopes  about 
things  that  are  going  to  happen. 

I  do  not  want  them  to  think  we  want 
to  embark  on  something  which  would 
become  politically  unsustainable  in  the 
United  States,  but  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  HYDE]  and  others  were 
right.  When  you  are  talking  about  peo- 
ple who  fought  on  our  side,  who  were 
imprisoned  for  10  years  for  political 
acts  and  now  are  talked  about  being 
sent  back,  you  want  to  make  sure  that 
that  is  not  being  done  in  a  fashion  that 
is  going  to  put  their  lives  and  their  lib- 
erty in  jeopardy. 

I  think  the  Smith  language  in  the 
bill  as  modified  now  helps  to  send  the 
message  to  the  State  Department,  to 
the  international  community  about 
our  concerns  about  the  flaws  in  the  re- 
screening  process  and  in  the  repatri- 
ation process  and  that  between  now— I 
actually  hope  this  bill  does  not  get  to 
a  conference  committee,  but  if  it  were 
to  get  to  a  conference  committee,  we 
can  deal  with  some  of  the  problems 
that  people  have  correctly  pointed  out. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Asia  and  the  Pacific 
of  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to 
the  Smith  amendment.  It  is  well-in- 
tended but  it  is  a  disastrously  bad  ap- 
proach 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
said  the  section  of  the  bill  is  made 
slightly  better,  by  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith].  The  gentleman,  Mr.  Berman, 
was  the  person  that  raised  the  initial 


concerns  about  this  section  in  the  com- 
mittee. I  say  this  section  of  the  bill  is 
a  disastrously  bad  approach.  I  do  not 
use  that  language  very  often.  I  know 
that  the  intention  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  is  to  be  highly  re- 
spected, and  I  respect  it,  too.  but  the 
results,  the  bloodshed,  the  tragedies 
that  will  result  from  this  reversal  of 
policy  are  just  going  to  be  extraor- 
dinary. 

If  we  make  this  change  in  the  refugee 
program  in  Southeast  Asia  the  blood  is 
going  to  be  on  our  hands  for  the  addi- 
tional boats  of  refugees  that  are  going 
to  be  launched.  This  section  of  the  bill 
and  the  Smith  amendment  completely 
devastates  the  UNHCR-multinational 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  Action  which 
is  being  implemented. 

Why  is  it  that  most  of  the  refugee 
groups  that  have  spoken  out  on  the 
issue  have  spoken  against  the  language 
in  the  bill  and  would  speak,  if  they 
have  not  done  so  already,  against  the 
language  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  as  an 
amendment  to  my  amendment?  It  is 
because  they  understand  that  what  you 
are  unleashing  here  by  approving  the 
Smith  amendment  is  a  tragedy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  many 
comments  about  forced  repatriation.  Of 
course  no  one  is  in  favor  of  forced  repa- 
triation. We  have  accepted  over  1  mil- 
lion Indochinese  refugees  into  this 
country  because  we  have  a  responsibil- 
ity as  our  former  allies  to  do  so.  We 
have  done  that  generously.  Now  we 
have  the  UNHCR  trying  to  get  a  rea- 
sonable hold  on  this  economic  refugee 
and  boat  people  process.  We  have  47,000 
refugees  waiting  there  at  this  moment, 
which  are  categorized  by  the  UNHCR 
as  economic  refugees. 

I  want  to  see  any  Member  stand  up  in 
front  of  their  local  VFW  chapter  and 
American  Legion  chapter  and  say.  ''We 
granted  refugee  status  to  economic  ref- 
ugees from  North  Vietnam,  our  former 
enemies."  That  is  what  I  want  to  see 
you  do.  If  you  vote  in  favor  of  this 
amendment  which  guts  my  amendment 
offered  for  myself  and  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  and 
for  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Smith],  you  are  devastating  the  Com- 
prehensive Plan  for  Action. 

What  about  UNHCR?  Is  it  a  corrupt 
process?  Well,  no,  it  is  not.  Are  there 
corruptive  elements  in  it?  Absolutely, 
there  are. 

Take  a  look  at  this.  Since  the  screen- 
ing process  began  in  1989.  about  125.000 
Indochinese  have  been  screened  under 
close  supervision  of  the  UNHCR.  One- 
quarter  of  those  screened,  representing 
more  than  31,000  asylum  seekers,  have 
been  found  to  be  bona  fide  refugees  and 
have  been  resettled  in  the  West.  The 
screening  process  included  the  right  to 
appeal  directly  to  UNHCR.  which  did 
not  hesitate  to  overturn  bad  screening 
decisions.  In  fact,  it  overturned  1,500 
initial  refusals. 


While  there  are  undoubtedly  exam- 
ples of  error  in  such  a  massive  screen- 
ing process,  the  bulk  of  informed  opin- 
ion, both  government  and  NGO.  dis- 
putes the  assertion  of  mass  fraud  and 
corruption  in  the  process.  If  you  de- 
stroy this  process  by  the  Smith  lan- 
guage in  the  bill,  you  have  left  the 
United  States  holding  all  of  the  respon- 
sibilities for  the  tide  of  refugees  that 
you  are  about  to  launch.  I  ask  you  to 
think  seriously  about  that. 

What  about  the  egregious  cases  that 
are  mentioned  and  identified  by  the 
NGO's''  I  will  work  with  my  colleagues 
and  the  NGO's  to  press  UNHCR  and  the 
State  Department  to  be  more  active  in 
seeking  redress.  I  understand  that  at 
least  48  cases  from  the  list  have  been 
successfully  overturned,  and  more  per- 
haps should  be.  But  I  caution  my  col- 
leagues in  the  House,  do  not  launch 
this  wave  of  refugees. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  ask  a  specific  question  with  re- 
spect to  a  specific  group  of  refugees. 

Right  now,  there  are  a  lot  of  Hmong 
refugees  trapped  in  Thailand.  Some  of 
them  want  to  go  back  to  Laos.  A  lot  of 
them  want  to  come  to  the  United 
States.  And  a  lot  of  them,  if  given  the 
opportunity,  would  prefer  to  stay  in 
Thailand. 

I  would  simply  ask  this  question  of 
those  who  are  supporting  the  Smith 
amendment.  If  this  country  today  uni- 
laterally takes  this  action,  and  sends  a 
message  to  refugees  around  the  world 
that  we  are  about  to  absorb  all  of  the 
refugees  discussed  under  this  amend- 
ment, and  if  under  those  circumstances 
the  Thailand  Government  then  decides 
against  allowing  those  Hmong  refugees 
to  resettle  in  Thailand,  are  we  really 
doing  those  Hmong  refugees  any  good? 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereu- 
ter] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  OBEY,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereuter  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
continue  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Are  we  not  in  fact  by  this 
action  today  going  to  make  it  highly 
unlikely  that  the  Thai  Government 
would  in  fact  make  that  third  option 
available  to  those  Hmong  refugees? 
And  does  that  not  in  fact  mean,  just  as 
the  gentleman  says,  that  the  United 
States  is  going  to  unilaterally  assume 
onto  its  own  shoulders  all  of  the  bur- 
den for  the  turmoil  that  will  result  and 
all  of  the  financial  burden  that  will  re- 
sult as  well? 

It  just  seems  to  me  that  if  we  want  to 
change  the  screening  process,  we  ought 
to  focus  on  demands  to  change  the 
screening  process.  We  should  not  in  the 


process  blow  up  an  international  agree- 
ment unilaterally,  which  this  language 
does. 

.Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. That  is  exactly  what  it  would 
mean  with  respect  to  the  Hmong  refu- 
gees. About  2  months  ago.  I  wrote  to 
the  State  Department  in  support  of  the 
Hmong.  I  now  understand  an  agree- 
ment is  being  worked  out  with  the 
Thai  Government  to  grant  us  access  to 
the  Hmong  in  the  camps  later  this 
year.  But  if  we  blow  it  up  by  this  ac- 
tion today,  that  is  gone. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  GiLM.'K.N'].  the  committee 
chairman,  asked  me  in  his  absence  to 
make  a  unanimous-consent  request.  I 
do  that  in  concluding  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  debate  on  the  pending  amend- 
ments and  any  amendments  thereto  be 
limited  to  30  minutes,  to  be  controlled 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
(Mr.  S.mith]  for  15  minutes,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  OBEY]  for 
T'l:  minutes,  and  myself,  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  BEREUTER],  for  7'/2 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

Mr,  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  there  are  a 
number  of  us  who  have  been  patiently 
waiting  to  engage  in  this  debate  and  we 
are  not  about,  when  we  have  constitu- 
ents and  their  families  whose  fate  is  at 
the  mercy  of  the  outcome  of  this,  to 
agree  to  that  kind  of  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  when  we  have  had  no 
time,  when  certain  Members  have  con- 
tinued to  ask  for  more  time,  more  time 
and  more  time  so  they  can  conduct 
their  discussions  at  our  expense.  At 
this  point.  I  object.  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard, 
Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
emotional  debate  today  and  I  would 
just  like  to  try  to  put  this  in  some  per- 
spective. I  do  not  serve  on  this  particu- 
lar committee,  but  I  have  served  on  the 
Immigration  and  Refugee  Subcommit- 
tee for  over  14  years.  I  personally  have 
visited  the  Hmong  camps.  I  have  per- 
sonally visited  Hong  Kong.  I  have  been 
there  more  than  once,  and  I  think  I 
have  some  feel  for  the  history  of  this 
matter  since  about  1980. 

The  story  that  I  would  like  to  tell  a 
little  bit  of  to  put  it  in  perspective  is 
the  story  of  the  way  in  which  the  deci- 
sions were  being  made  back  in  the 
1980's  with  regard  to  how  we  screened 
people  in  and  out  among  these  groups 
of  boat  people  and  the  Hmong  and  so 
on.  In  the  very  early  1980's.  there  was  a 
very  strict  screening.  President  Reagan 
when  he  came  into  office,  was  in  office 
a  couple  of  years,  and  some  of  us  re- 
ported to  him  from  our  visits  over 
there  that  this  was  a  major  problem. 


that  indeed  the  standards  being  used  to 
screen  in  were  not  allowing  those  to 
come  in  who  had  been  those  who  had 
assisted  us  during  the  war.  who  were 
truly  people  who  have  credible  fears  of 
persecution,  and  so  on  and  so  forth. 

So  in  light  of  that,  in  1983  President 
Reagan  adopted  a  command  perform- 
ance, if  you  will,  from  our  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  and  the 
State  Department,  for  how  we  were 
going  to  handle  the  screenings  of  refu- 
gees to  come  in  from  over  in  that  part 
of  the  world.  That  series  of  standard 
criteria,  if  you  will,  were  later  adopted 
into  statute  in  what  is  known  as  the 
Lautenberg  amendment. 

It  is  those  criteria  which  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  S.mith] 
has  offered  and  put  in  the  bill  which  is 
underlying  this  today  and  which  we  are 
trying  to  defend  on  this  side,  and  I 
must  reluctantly  oppose  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Bereuter],  because  he  wants  to 
strike  that  more  liberal  standard,  if 
you  will. 

That  standard  prevailed,  this  stand- 
ard I  am  talking  about,  for  nearly  6 
years,  until  1989.  when  this  comprehen- 
sive plan  was  adopted.  It  is  only  since 
the  comprehensive  plan  has  been 
adopted  that  the  U.S.  screeners  are  out 
of  the  picture  pretty  much,  and  all  of 
the  UNHCR  folks  are  doing  the  screen- 
ing we  are  hearing  the  complaints 
about. 

We  do  not  want  to  let  everybody  in. 
The  standard  that  Ronald  Reagan  pro- 
moted and  adopted  and  we  operated 
under  for  6  years  is  the  standard  that 
we  simply  want,  those  of  us  supporting 
the  Smith  and  the  underlying  bill  posi- 
tion want  to  have  adopted  at  least  for 
1  year,  to  look  at  the  group  that  we  are 
talking  about  forcibly  repatriating  in 
many  cases.  Let's  screen  them  under 
that  standard. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  preferences 
are  to  that  standard,  the  presumption 
almost  that  they  still  have  to  prove 
credible  fear: 

Former  officials  of  the  government 
in  the  south  existing  prior  to  the  take- 
over in  1975.  and  we  are  talking  about 
Vietnam,  national  and  local  officials. 

Former  members  of  the  military  of 
the  government  in  the  south  existing 
prior  to  the  takeover  in  1975. 

Catholics  and  Buddhist  monks.  Now, 
there  might  be  some  of  them,  a  very 
tiny  few  of  them,  from  the  north.  I 
think  they  are  going  to  be  the  only 
ones  you  hear  today  who  could  be  even 
under  this  list. 

Persons  formerly  or  presently  em- 
ployed by  the  United  States  or  Western 
institutions,  or  persons  educated  in  the 
West. 

Persons  required  after  the  takeover 
in  1975  to  undergo  reeducation  in  re- 
education or  labor  camps,  or  who  were 
imprisoned  or  sent  involuntarily  to 
new  economic  zones  because  they  were 
considered  politically  or  socially  unde- 
sirable. 


Ethnic  Chinese. 

Montagnards. 

Chams. 

Accompanying  members  of  house- 
holds or  persons  falling  into  any  of  the 
preceding  categories. 

The  same  type  of  list.  I  am  not  going 
to  read  it,  is  there  for  the  Laotian  and 
the  Cambodian  situation. 

We  are  not  talking  about  just  letting 
everybody  in  who  is  an  economic  refu- 
gee. With  all  due  respect  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter], 
that  is  not  what  this  whole  debate  is 
about. 

What  those  of  us  who  believe  in  the 
underlying  bill  and  believe  in  the  mod- 
est amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  is  offer- 
ing today  want  to  see  happen  is  that 
for  at  least  a  year,  maybe  two  if  it 
takes  it,  that  we  take  a  look  at  the 
boat  people  from  Hong  Kong,  the 
Hmong  who  are  over  in  Thailand,  the 
others  in  the  camps  in  Malaysia,  and 
judge  them  and  have  them  judged  by 
the  standards  that  were  on  that  list  in 
1983  to  1989,  so  that  we  can  be  satisfied 
in  our  consciences  as  American  people 
that  we  have  indeed  allowed  those  to 
come  out  who  really  should  and  not  be 
sending  those  back  that  would  be  sent 
back  in  harm's  way. 

A  lot  of  us  just  do  not  have  con- 
fidence in  the  current  process.  We  have 
seen  too  many  examples  where  it  is  not 
working,  I  do  not  see  the  harm  in  it,  I 
personally  do  not  see  the  draw  of  the 
boat  people,  that  we  are  going  to  draw 
a  whole  bunch  more  people  out  with 
this. 

The  standard  is  pretty  dam  clear  and 
it  is  pretty  narrow.  It  is  not  economic 
refugees,  again,  with  all  due  respect.  It 
is  substantially  below  the  40,000  figure 
some  have  used  that  would  ever  be  al- 
lowed in  under  this  standard.  I  suspect 
a  very  small  number,  comparatively 
speaking,  would  actually  qualify  under 
this  Lautenberg  or  this  Ronald  Reagan 
standard,  which  is  really  what  it  is.  It 
would  be  a  modest  number  of  people 
who  would  be  ultimately  screened  out. 

Again,  we  are  not  actually  going  to 
accomplish  this  necessarily  because 
the  underlying  proposal  simply  says  we 
are  not  going  to  provide  money  for  the 
comprehensive  plan  anymore.  We  are 
not  going  to  be  a  party  to  what  we 
think  is  wrong  unless  these  standards 
are  adopted  and  used  in  the  screening 
process.  That  is  all  it  does. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  McCOL- 
lum]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr,  BEREUTER,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  McCollum  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEREUTER,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and 
I  appreciate  his  expertise  and  his  exi)e- 
rience. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  two  questions 
for  the  gentleman.  I  will  ask  them  both 
first  and  let  the  gentleman  respond. 

First  of  all.  the  gentleman  said  we 
may  need  a  year,  perhaps  two  years. 
What  happens  when  the  country  of  first 
asylum  begins  to  fail  to  cooperate,  an 
action  which  I  fully  expect  to  take 
place  immediately? 

The  second  question:  In  light  of  the 
fact  that  even  a  small  rumor  floated 
that  there  were  jobs  available  in  Japan 
caused  a  boat  flotilla  of  over  1,000  peo- 
ple to  leave.  They  had  to  be  rescued 
from  the  sea.  Given  that  example,  why 
does  the  gentleman  think  we  are  not 
about  to  launch  a  major  exodus  of  boat 
people? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  First  of  all.  I  do  not 
personally  believe  we  are  going  to 
launch  any  major  exodus,  because  the 
amount  involved  in  this  as  far  as  what 
the  changes  are  concerned  is  modest. 
They  are  not  comprehensive  like  the 
gentleman  I  know  in  all  due  respect  be- 
lieves; I  understand  he  does. 

Second,  I  believe,  yes,  there  is  a 
chance  that  Thailand  and  some  of  the 
other  countries.  Hong  Kong  perhaps, 
will  not  accept  this  standard  that  we 
would  say  we  will  impose.  If  we  do  not 
provide  them  the  money,  they  may 
very  well  forcibly  send  a  lot  of  these 
folks  on  back,  anyway,  and  I  think 
that  that  may  very  well  continue  to 
happen.  I  do  not  know. 

But  I  do  not  want  my  name  and  the 
name  of  this  Congress  and  the  money 
of  the  American  people  being  spent  for 
the  kind  of  forcible  repatriation  that  I 
believe  is  going  on  with  a  substantial 
number,  not  all,  but  a  substantial  num- 
ber of  these  folks. 

n  1600  I 

I  in  good  conscience,  and  I  think 
most  of  the  Members  who  are  on  our 
side  of  this  issue  are  really  voting  with 
that  in  mind,  and  we  believe  the  down- 
side is  not  as  great  as  the  upside  of 
what  we  are  doing.  There  is  some  risk, 
but  I  think  it  is  a  modest  risk. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  one  more  time,  the  UNHCR  I 
believe  the  gentleman  understands,  has 
screened  in  125.000  Indochinese.  And 
then  when  we  had  the  appeals  process 
for  those  screened  out  at  least  1,500 
were  screened  in.  So  in  fact  it  is  not  a 
totally  corrupt  process  and  it  isn't  a 
hopeless  process  for  legitimate  politi- 
cal refugees. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  realize  they  have  done  a  mod- 
estly good  job,  maybe  a  good  job  in 
some  cases,  but  there  have  been  enough 
reports  to  this  Member  and  experienced 
staff,  including  one  sitting  beside  me 
in  the  gentleman's  committee  that 
have  not  been  able  to  get  the  answers 
to  satisfy  this  Member  that  convinces 
me  there  is  a  corruption  in  its  process 
and  there  is  something  going  on  I  can- 
not condone.  While  some  may  have 
been  good,  all  of  it  has  not  been  good. 


It  is  my  personal  belief,  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  the  gentleman,  if  we  need  to 
give  it  a  second  look,  we  will  give  it, 
and  if  it  does  not  work,  so  be  it.  But  we 
owe  it  to  the  people  involved  and  all 
those  who  came  out  in  the  past  and 
that  have  been  allies  of  us  in  the  proc- 
ess and  in  the  long  since  Vietnam  pe- 
riod to  do  this,  in  my  judgment,  and 
that  is  why  I  feel  as  passionate  about  it 
as  I  do. 

I  think  we  need  to  give  them  the  one 
more  chance.  I  urge  an  aye  vote  for  the 
Smith  amendment  as  a  major  alter- 
ation and  as  the  gentleman  said,  it  will 
change  your  amendment.  It  restores 
the  basic  bill  to  what  it  should  be,  al- 
lowing all  of  the  refugees  to  come  in 
under  the  existing  ceiling  now  so  we 
would  not  be  taking  in  any  additional, 
and  at  no  additional  cost.  I  submit. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  friends  on  all 
sides  of  this  debate.  But  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  Smith  amendment  and 
sadly  against  the  Bereuter  amendment, 
and  I  do  so  not  only  as  a  matter  of  in- 
tellect but  with  some  measure  of  heart. 

It  was  in  the  Central  Highlands  27 
years  ago  this  summer  when  the  vil- 
lage chieftain  of  a  Hmong  tribe,  the 
Montagnard  mountain  people,  wound  a 
small  piece  of  cheap  silver  around  my 
wrist,  and  I  have  not  had  it  off  in  27 
years.  And  I  promised  him  I  would  not 
take  it  off  until,  as  he  put  it.  the  Com- 
munists stopped  kidnaping,  killing, 
and  abusing  his  people. 

Now  we  have  finally  gotten  around  to 
treating  native  Americans  with  respect 
simply  because  they  were  here  first  by 
10.000  to  20.000  years.  The  Hmong  peo- 
ple are  perfectly  analogous  to  our 
American  native  Indian  tribes  in  this 
country.  And  they  have  been  terribly 
abused. 

And  it  is  not  only  for  them  but  for 
the  Vietnamese,  and  all  of  the  other 
various  backgrounds  in  that  small 
abused  country  for  almost  two  cen- 
turies of  Laos  that  I  speak. 

Once  about  every  10  years,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, so  this  may  be  the  last  time  I  will 
be  sitting  in  the  front  bench,  I  will 
look  at  these  Roman  letters  that  are 
cut  into  the  front  bench  of  our  clerks 
and  our  leadership.  It  reads  union  on 
the  eastern  end  and  peace  on  the  west- 
ern side,  but  these  three  words  I  think 
are  apropos  to  this  debate — justice,  tol- 
erance and  liberty.  Most  of  them,  even 
the  economic  refugees,  are  yearning  for 
freedom  and  for  liberty  so  badly  that  it 
enables  them  to  be  horribly  abused. 

I  have  been  fascinated  that  all  sides 
here  agree  there  is  abuse.  We  are  argu- 
ing over  how  much  abuse.  To  ask  a 
man  to  give  you  his  daughter  for  sex- 
ual abuse,  a  type  of  coercive  rape  over 
seeking  liberty,  is  probably  the  most 
offensive  sex  crime  that  you  could  pos- 
sibly imagine.  To  keep  upping  the  ante 
from  a   few   hundred  dollars   to   thou- 


sands of  dollars.  I  have  gotten  names  of 
people  here  that  I  will  not  put  in  the 
Record,  because  we  have  a  defense 
mechanism  in  this  well  where  we  can 
name  people,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to 
do  it  outside  of  this  Chamber  so  I  will 
not  use  their  names.  But  they  are  colo- 
nels, higher  ranking  men,  hired  by  the 
United  Nations  refugee  people  to  oper- 
ate in  this  screening  process.  Some  of 
these  high-ranking  men  will  make  fam- 
ilies in  the  camps  put  together  their 
money  and  fly  a  leader  all  the  way 
down  to  the  capital  of  Indonesia,  to 
then  be  told  that  half  his  family  will 
get  refugee  status  but  the  other  half, 
generally  including  wives  and  daugh- 
ters, will  have  to  submit  to  more  bribes 
if  not  to  this  form  of  coercive  rape. 

I  think  it  is  terrible  that  screening 
officials  have  charged  as  low  as  $400 
U.S.  dollars,  demanding  U.S.  currency, 
up  to  $4,000  and  there  have  been  sub- 
stantiated cases  as  high  as  $10,000  or 
$12,000. 

I  have  been  to  Southeast  Asia  eight 
times  while  the  war  for  freedom  was 
going  on,  twice  to  Hanoi  as  a  Congress- 
man and  several  times  to  go  back  to 
those  camps.  My  oldest  of  my  five  chil- 
dren, my  daughter  Robin,  spent  a  year 
in  those  camps  in  1980  and  1981.  She 
saw  abuses  then,  Mercedes  Benz  cars 
arriving  from  Bangkok,  air-condi- 
tioned cars  extorting  money  from 
those  people.  This  corruption  has  been 
going  on  for  14  years.  I  do  not  care  if  it 
is  3  percent,  5  percent,  or  10  percent. 
My  evidence  shows  me  it  is  even  more 
than  that.  We  have  got  to  come  to  a 
screeching  halt  here. 

Of  course  we  do  not  like  to  see  people 
fashioning  spears  and  stakes.  God  for- 
bid they  get  hold  of  guns  to  fight  for 
their  liberty  as  this  country  has  done. 
Tliere  are  e.X'jtf=str=  and  iiii>u'.j!r!iL  i-'euplt^ 
in  Hong  Kong  who  are  law  enforcement 
authorities  that  have  been  terribly 
wounded,  but  the  whole  process,  we 
must  step  back  from  it  and  look  at  it. 
The  Smith  amendment  is  the  best  way 
to  do  it. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  Mr. 
McCOLLUM,  did  not  point  out  in  his  let- 
ter, but  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
Fr.'KNK  Wolf,  who  is  an  absolutely  ster- 
ling person  in  this  Chamber  in  either 
party  on  these  human  rights  issues, 
pointed  out  that  the  American  Legion 
is  asking  us  to  step  back  from  this 
process.  I  have  never  found  people  in 
any  American  Legion  hall,  with  all  due 
respect  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin, Mr.  Obey,  to  be  soft-headed.  Far 
from  it.  I  think  what  we  have  got  to  do 
is  give  these  people  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  that  they  have  put  their  lives  at 
stake,  on  the  road  and  more  often  at 
sea,  have  fielded  Thai  raping,  pirates. 
They  have  fielded  shark  attack,  dehy- 
dration and  at  least  700,000  or  800,000 
people  drowned  on  the  high  seas. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 


Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  want  to 
make  clear  when  I  used  the  term  soft- 
headed I  was  referring  to  Members  of 
Congress,  not  members  of  the  Amer- 
ican Legion. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  will  try  not  to  take 
that  personally.  As  a  member  of  the 
American  Legion  I  guess  I  have  a  pass 
on  that.  I  would  urge  to  rarely  vote 
"no"  on  my  good  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska,  Mr.  Bereuter.  and 
"yes"  for  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey,  Christopher  Smith. 

[From  the  Washinglon  Times.  May  22.  1995] 
U.S.  Bankrolls  Corrupt  UN.  Prdgr.\m 

Since  1989.  the  United  States  has  contrib- 
uted roughly  150  million  dollars  to  a  United 
Nations  program  that  .screens  refugees  for 
resettlement  and  non-refugees  for  repatri- 
ation. This  screening  program  is,  however, 
seriously  corrupt  and  has  placed  numerous 
refugees  at  risk.  It  affects  thousands  of  U.S. 
citizens  whose  tax  dollars  have  gone  into  fi- 
nancing it.  ironically. 

In  Indonesia,  for  instance,  screening  offi- 
cials have  charged  asylum  seekers  5O(M.0OO 
U.S.  dollars  for  refugee  status  at  the  initial 
screening  stage.  At  the  final  appeal  stage, 
the  price  goes  as  high  as  $10,000-12,000. 

The  head  of  the  corruption  racket  is  none 
other  than  Colonel  Wim  Roe.sdi,  Chairman  of 
the  Indonesian  Task  Force,  in  charge  of  Vi- 
etname.se  asylum  seekers.  He  has  even 
opened  a  bank  account  under  the  name  of 
Obrien  Sitepu,  his  right-hand  man,  at  Chemi- 
cal Bank.  New  York  to  collect  cash  directly 
from  U.S.  relatives  of  the  asylum  seekers. 

Several  lawyers  working  for  the  U.N.  High 
Commi.ssioner  for  Refugees  (UNHCR)  to  over- 
see the  -screening  process  also  took  part  in 
the  racket.  Rahmad  Irwan,  representing 
UNHCR  on  the  Refugee  Status  Appeal  Board, 
is  known  to  have  demanded  both  money  and 
sexual  favors  from  asylum  seekers  in  ex- 
change for  refugee  status.  He  then  shared  the 
proceeds  with  his  Indonesian  counterparts  on 
the  Appeal  Board. 

In  a  number  of  instances,  the  boat  people 
had  to  offer  their  wives  and  daughters  for 
several  nights  or  longer,  sometimes  for 
weeks,  as  part  of  the  deal.  Many  refugees 
with  strong  persecution  claims  have  been  de- 
nied refugee  status  because  they  could  not 
afford  the  bribes  or  because  they  refused  to 
offer  their  wives  or  daughters. 

In  some  cases.  U.S.  relatives  were  required 
to  travel  to  Jakarta  to  pay  cash  directly  to 
Colonel  Roesdi.  Some  female  relatives  had  to 
satisfy  his  sexual  demands  in  addition  to  the 
cash. 

A  number  of  officials  affiliated  with  U.S. 
consular  offices  are  also  involved.  For  in- 
stance. Sumarno.  an  Office  Manager  of  the 
Joint  Voluntary  Agency— a  U.S.  agency 
funded  by  the  State  Department  and  operat- 
ing out  of  U.S.  consular  offices — routinely 
proposed  deals  to  U.S.  citizens  who  came  to 
visit  their  relatives  in  Galang  Camp.  Several 
U.S.  citizens  have  denounced  his  criminal  ac- 
tivities to  U.S.  consular  officials  but  were 
met  with  bureaucratic  indifference.  Mean- 
while, their  relatives  in  Galang  Camp  suf- 
fered retaliation  by  the  Indonesian  authori- 
ties. They  have  become  victims  of  threats 
and  physical  abuses,  and  their  correspond- 
ences have  been  intercepted  and  confiscated. 

.■\s  a  consequence  of  corruption,  those  with 
cash  as  well  as  collaborators,  operators,  and 
mistresses  of  screening  officials  are  recog- 
nized as  refugees  and  resettled  On  the  other 
hand,     genuine     refugees     with     compelling 


claims  but  without  money  to  pay,  or  who 
refuse  to  offer  their  wives  or  daughters  to 
screening  officials,  have  often  been  denied 
refugee  status  and  now  face  deportation. 

Many  religious  leaders  severely  persecuted 
in  Vietnam,  have  been  "screened  out"  be- 
cause they  have  nothing  to  offer.  For  in- 
stance. Ven.  Thich  Thanh  Lien,  Chief  Rep- 
resentative of  the  Unified  Buddhist  Church 
of  Vietnam  in  Galang  Camp  was  denied  refu- 
gee status  despite  his  strong  refugee  claims. 
In  1993.  his  disciples  and  colleagues  in  the 
United  States  and  other  countries  had  to 
pool  money  to  pay  Colonel  Roesdi  $7000  to 
get  the  screening  decision  reversed.  Simi- 
larly. Ven.  Thich  Minh  Hau.  another  Bud- 
dhist monk,  was  granted  refugee  status  only 
after  his  disciples  paid  $5000  to  the  screening 
authorities  so  as  to  prevent  his  deportation 
to  Vietnam.  Several  other  monks  are  less 
fortunate.  They  have  spent  the  past  seven 
months  in  prison  awaiting  eventual  deporta- 
tion to  Vietnam,  where  their  Church  had 
been  outlawed. 

Thousands  of  former  political  prisoners, 
human  rights  activists,  resistance  fighters, 
who  had  been  imprisoned  for  their  U.S.  ties 
during  the  war  or  because  of  their  political 
beliefs  have  also  been  denied  refugee  status. 

In  a  number  of  instances,  screening  offi- 
cials intentionally  screen  in  only  half  of  the 
family.  Once  resettled,  they  must  pay  to  get 
the  rest  of  their  family  out.  Those  who  do 
not  have  the  means  to  pay  have  to  accept  in- 
definite separation  from  their  loved  ones. 

Many  boat  people  recently  resettled  have 
offered  to  testify.  A  number  of  former 
UNHCR  lawyers  have  gone  public.  In  late 
1993,  Simon  Jeans,  formerly  with  UNHCR  in 
Indonesia,  publicly  denounced  the  flawed 
screening  system.  In  his  words,  "several  ref- 
ugees whose  status  had  been  accepted  by 
UNHCR  officials  were  turned  down  by  Indo- 
nesian officials  after  failing  to  come  up  with 
the  cash." 

Another  lawyer,  who  established  the 
screening  program  in  Indonesia  but  who 
later  resigned,  reported  that  "the  reason 
why  corruption  was  possible  to  such  an  ex- 
tent in  Indonesia  was  that  the  UNHCR  lead- 
ership in  that  country  was  never  interested 
in  enforcing  qualitative  standards  in  screen- 
ing. 

Despite  the  many  appeals  by  asylum  seek- 
ers and  refugee  advocates  and  the  many  un- 
deniable evidences,  UNHCR  has  steadfastly 
denied  any  wrongdoing  by  its  own  officials  or 
local  screening  officials.  Instead,  the  agency 
has  invested  considerable  resources  into  si- 
lencing protesters  and  into  explaining  away 
the  egregious  screening  decisions. 

The  United  States  ends  up  bank  rolling  a 
corrupt  U.N.  program,  which  victimizes  not 
only  victims  of  persecution  in  Vietnam  but 
also  thousands  of  U.S.  citizens  who  have 
been  coerced  into  paying  bribes  to  screening 
officials.  Those  who  refuse  to  cooperate  have 
seen  their  relatives  abused  and  threatened 
by  camp  officials.  Some  of  their  relatives 
have  committed  suicide  to  protest  the  injus- 
tice or  to  escape  deportation  to  Communist 
Vietnam. 

It  is  time  to  stop  the  tragedy  and  save 
lives. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  am  as  much 
of  an  establishment  guy  or  at  least  ac- 
cused of  that  as  any  of  my  colleagues, 
and  I  come  here  today  with  the  highest 
respect  for  the  gentleman  from  Ne- 
braska  [Mr.    BEREUTER]   and   the  gen- 


tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey],  and 
frankly.  I  think  they  are  partially 
right.  But  it  is  the  part  where  they 
may  not  be  right  that  drives  me  to  this 
particular  debate  and  why  I  rise  in 
such  strong  support  for  the  Smith 
amendment. 

The  fact  is  that  we  are  dealing  with 
either  an  intentional  or  an  uninten- 
tional misinformation  game,  and  peo- 
ple's lives  are  at  stake  as  this  game 
goes  on. 

I  want  Members  to  know  that  last 
fall  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Oilman],  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
this  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Leach],  and  myself  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  United  Nations  High  Com- 
missioner for  Refugees.  We  wrote  that 
letter  because  six  members  of  the 
Hmong  community  who  were  in  the 
Ban  Napho  camp  had  tried  to  provide  a 
petition  to  Mr.  Oilman's  staff  raising 
their  concerns  about  the  repatriation 
process.  Those  six  gentlemen  were  as  a 
result  of  that  effort  arrested,  and  they 
were  taken  to  a  prison  or  an  immigra- 
tion detention  center  at  Suan  Phlu. 

Now  we  wrote  asking  about  them, 
and  we  received  a  letter  back  on  De- 
cember 7  which  said:  "Their  well-being, 
like  that  of  other  persons  of  concern  to 
UNHCR,  are  monitored  by  full-time 
UNHCR  personnel.  You  might  be  inter- 
ested to  know  that  the  persons  con- 
cerned are  in  good  health  and  are  re- 
ceiving preferential  treatment,  includ- 
ing English  classes.  They  are  only  com- 
plaining of  boredom." 

Why  do  I  tell  Members  that?  I  tell 
them  that  because  between  Christmas 
and  New  Year's  of  this  past  year  a 
member  of  my  staff  and  five  other  staff 
people  gave  up  of  their  holidays  to  go 
over  to  Thailand  and  to  try  to  inves- 
tigate the  circumstances.  They  were 
able  to  get  in  during  visitation  hours 
to  that  detention  center,  and  while 
they  were  there  they  were  able  to  talk 
to  these  six  individuals.  Do  you  know 
what  these  six  individuals  told  them? 
They  told  them  that  there  had  only 
been  one  visit  over  the  entire  4-month 
detention  process  by  anyone  from  the 
U.N.  High  Command  on  Refugees.  They 
had  only  been  out  of  their  cell  once, 
and  that  was  when  a  friend  from  the 
Ministry  of  Interior  came  to  visit 
them.  No  one  from  the  United  States 
Embassy,  despite  our  requests,  had 
been  there  to  visit  them,  and  the  U.S. 
Embassy  was  only  2V2  blocks  away. 
They  were  quarantined  in  a  small  cell 
of  18  people.  They  were  required  to 
sleep  on  concrete  floors  with  only  a 
towel  as  their  bedding.  They  were 
given  only  two  meals  a  day  of  bamboo 
and  rice.  They  were  given  no  medical 
care  at  all.  Two  people  complained  of 
fevers  and  two  others  complained  of  ul- 
cers. 

Now.  I  tell  you  all  of  that  because  as 
this  debate  was  emerging  last  week, 
our  State  Department  sent  a  new  letter 
regarding  this  same  situation  at  which 
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they  said.  'Although  the  six  were 
taken  to  Suan  Phlu.  they  were  still 
considered  refugees  by  the  Thai  Gov- 
ernment and  UNHCR.  They  were  well 
treated  and  their  welfare  was  mon- 
itored by  the  UNHCR." 

I  do  not  enjoy  calling  people  like  our 
State  Department  or  the  UNHCR  liars, 
but  I  have  to  tell  my  colleagues  when 
we  are  talking  about  truth,  when  we 
are  talking  about  justice,  when  we  are 
talking  about  people's  lives,  both  of 
these  agencies  are  misrepresenting  the 
truth. 

I  do  not  doubt  for  1  second  that  what 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Be- 
REt'TER]  and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]  are  suggesting  is 
that  there  is  some  room  for  some  prob- 
lems that  need  to  be  resolved.  But  let 
us  not  kid  ourselves  about  this  debate 
this  afternoon.  This  is  a  debate  that  is 
going  to  be  heard  around  the  world,  be- 
cause this  is  a  debate  about  whether 
the  United  States  Congress  approves  of 
the  forced  repatriation  procedures  as 
they  are  ongoing  at  this  very  moment, 
and  if  we  reject  the  Smith  amendment. 
Members  will  reject  the  hopes  and  the 
lives  of  many  people  of  the  Hmong 
community  to  torture  and  in  many 
cases  eventual  death. 

I  would  suggest  that  since  we  voted 
on  the  Desert  Storm  resolution  and  the 
vote  to  send  our  troops  into  hostility 
and  harm's  way.  it  is  this  vote  this 
afternoon  on  the  Smith  amendment 
which  will  affect  more  lives  of  more  in- 
dividuals than  any  vote  since  that 
time. 

I  plead  with  Members  for  the  sake  of 
these  people  who  stood  with  us  as  our 
friends,  support  the  Smith  amendment. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chaii  rriiiii.  I  Lhink  that  we  have 
had  a  good  debate  on  this  amendment 
this  afternoon,  and  I  compliment  the 
previous  speaker  from  Wisconsin.  I 
think  that  his  heart  is  in  the  right 
place,  and  like  him  and  many  of  you  I 
have  been  contacted  by  our  Hmong 
community,  and  our  hearts  go  out  to 
them.  But  we  also  have  an  obligation 
to  our  own  people  and  our  own  tax- 
payers. 

We  are  being  flooded  with  legal  and 
illegal  immigrants  in  this  country. 
Now  we  are  going  to  open  up  the  bor- 
ders. In  fact  we  do  not  have  borders 
over  our  own  country  anymore.  We  are 
going  to  take  in  tens  of  thousands  of 
economic  refugees  again. 

Yes,  we  should  help  these  people  in 
the  camps.  We  should  look  out  for 
them.  They  did  stand  with  us.  But  the 
war  was  20  years  ago.  How  many  more 
are  we  going  to  bring  into  this  coun- 
try? Yes.  we  would  like  to  bring  every- 
body into  America,  but  that  is  not  pos- 
sible 

This  is  well-intentioned,  but  we  can- 
not allow  a  new  outflow  of  boat  people. 
Is  that  fair  to  these  people,  to  give 
them  hope  to  bring  them  on  the  high 


seas  again?  This  would  not  be  in  their 
best  interests. 

Yes,  we  also  have  to  consider  our  own 
people.  You  know  who  is  going  to  pay 
for  this.  We  had  unfunded  mandates  we 
passed  in  the  first  100  days.  These  peo- 
ple coming  into  local  communities. 
who  is  going  to  educate  them,  who  is 
going  to  train  them?  This  is  going  to 
cost  a  lot  of  money.  I  heard  here  in  de- 
bate before  that  we  have  1  million  that 
we  have  brought  into  the  country.  How 
many  more  can  we  absorb? 
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Yes,  the  Hmong  are  good  citizens.  We 
have  a  million  here  now.  How  many 
more  can  we  absorb?  How  many  more 
can  we  assimilate? 

We  have  an  obligation  to  our  own 
people,  too,  and  we  have  to  draw  fine 
lines,  our  own  people,  your  taxpayers 
and  mine.  The  American  people  are  a 
people  with  a  great  heart,  but  we  must 
also  have  a  level  head,  and  that  is  why 
this  is  a  good  amendment.  It  is  an 
amendment  with  a  heart,  but  it  is  also 
an  amendment  with  reason,  and  that  is 
why  I  am  for  the  Bereuter-Obey  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  last 
words. 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  Bereuter-Obey 
amendment  and  against  the  amend- 
ment by  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two  very 
fine  Vietnamese  restaurants  in  Arling- 
ton, Cafe  Saigon  and  Nam  Viet.  They 
are  owned  by  a  Vietnamese  gentleman 
who  served  South  Vietnam  in  the 
army.  In  fact,  he  was  imprisoned  after- 
ward, tortured. 

I  met  with  him  in  my  office,  as  he  is 
a  constituent,  on  Friday.  He  showed 
me  dozens  of  pictures.  One  of  those  pic- 
tures was  of  the  chief  of  intelligence 
for  the  South  Vietnamese  army,  who  is 
a  very  wealthy  man  now.  He  is  a  con- 
sultant to  the  Vietnamese  Govern- 
ment. He  showed  me  any  number  of 
other  pictures  of  people  who  had  been 
very  active  in  high-ranking  positions 
for  the  South  Vietnamese  army  who 
had  been  considered  enemies  of  the 
people  on  the  fall  of  Saigon  but  are 
now  very  much  a  part  of  society  and 
the  economy.  He  showed  me  pictures  of 
him  standing  in  Hanoi,  pictures  of  him 
standing  in  every  place  that  we  would 
have  thought  was  off  limits. 

He  explained  that  he  was  able  to 
travel  anyplace.  He  went  over  there  be- 
cause he  has  helped  to  set  up  an  or- 
phanage for  Vietnamese  children,  par- 
ticularly the  Amerasian  children,  the 
children  of  American  GIs,  who  had 
been  orphaned  who  are  left  in  Vietnam, 
and  he  told  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
real  need  is  for  American  involvement, 
not  for  us  to  turn  our  backs  and  con- 
tinue trying  to  punish  Vietnam.  He  felt 
his  country  and  his  people  had  been 
punished  enough,  that  it  is  now  time 


for  healing,  it  is  time  for  people  like 
him  and  others  like  him  to  participate 
in  Vietnam's  economy. 

He  feels  very  strongly  that  the  people 
who  are  living  in  very  difficult  condi- 
tions in  refugee  camps  ought  to  be  re- 
patriated back  to  Vietnam  to  see.  as  he 
did,  the  changes  that  have  occurred  in 
Vietnam,  to  realize  that  time  marches 
on,  that  the  Vietnamese  people  now  are 
far  more  focused  on  the  future,  a  fairly 
bright  economic  future,  than  they  are 
obsessed  in  the  past. 

There  seem  to  be  more  people  in  this 
country  who  are  looking  upon  Vietnam 
with  the  blinders  of  the  past  than  there 
are  in  Vietnam  itself.  This  body  time 
and  again  has  made  wrong  decisions 
with  regard  to  that  country.  That 
country  has  suffered  a  great  deal.  I  do 
not  want  that  country  to  be  a  Com- 
munist nation,  but  when  you  trace  the 
history,  we  were  in  many  ways 
complicit  with  what  occurred. 

I  am  not  going  to  go  through  a  whole 
history  at  this  point,  but  I  think  we 
would  be  far  better  off  taking  a  con- 
structive role,  helping  Vietnam  de- 
velop a  free  enterprise  economy,  de- 
velop a  democracy  at  some  point, 
which  I  think  is  possible,  and  work 
with  them  to  show  them  how  impor- 
tant protection  of  human  rights  is  to 
us  and  should  be  to  them.  We  can  only 
do  that  when  we  have  face-to-face  con- 
tact with  the  Vietnamese  people. 

That  is  why  the  Bereuter-Obey 
amendment  is  the  appropriate,  con- 
structive one.  and  I  think  the  Smith 
amendment,  with  all  due  deference  to 
my  friend  from  New  Jersey,  is  focused 
too  much  in  the  past  and  past  bigotries 
and  does  not  take  into  consideration 
the  enormous  progress  that  has  been 
made  in  the  last  few  vears. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereuter]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— ayes  266,  noes  156. 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  353] 
AYES— 266 


Ackerman 

Bentsen 

Bunn 

Allard 

Berman 

Bunnlng 

.Andrews 

Bevill 

Burr 

Armey 

Bilirakis 

Burton 

Bachus 

Bishop 

Buyer 

Baesler 

Bliley 

Callahan 

Baker  (CA> 

Blute 

Camp 

Baker  (LAI 

Boehlert 

Canady 

Ballenger 

Boehner 

Chabot 

Barcia 

Bonilla 

Chambliss 

Ban- 

Bono 

Chapman 

Barrett  (NE) 

Brewster 

Chenoweth 

Bartlett 

Browder 

Christensen 

Bateman 

Brown  back 

Chrysler 

Becerra 

Bryant  (TN) 

Coble 

Cobum 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Quillen 

Collins  (GA) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Radanovich 

Condlt, 

Kasich 

Rahall 

Cooley 

Kelly 

Range  1 

Cox 

Kennedy  ( MA  i 

Regula 

Cramer 

Kennedy (RI) 

Rohrabacher 

Crane 

Kennelly 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Crapo 

Kildee 

Roybal -Allard 

Cremeans 

Kim 

Royce 

Cunningham 

King 

Sabo 

Davis 

Kingston 

Salmon 

de  la  Garza 

Klmk 

Sanford 

DeLay 

Knollenberg 

Saxton 

Diaz-Balart 

Kolbe 

Scarborough 

Dickey 

LaHood 

Schaefer 

Dooley 

Lantos 

Schiff 

DooUttle 

Largent 

Schumer 

Dornan 

LaTourette 

Scott 

Doyle 

Lazlo 

Seastrand 

Dreier 

Leach 

Sensenbrenne 

Dunn 

Levin 

Serrano 

Edwards 

Lewis  (CA) 

Shadegg 

Ehlers 

Lewis  (KY) 

Shaw 

Ehrlich 

Lincoln 

Shays 

Emerson 

Llnder 

Shuster 

Engel 

Livingston 

Skeen 

English 

LoBiondo 

Skelton 

Evans 

Lofgren 

Smith  (NJ) 

Everett 

Longley 

Smith  (WA) 

Farr 

Lowey 

Solomon 

Fawell 

Lucas 

Souder 

Fields  (LA) 

ManzuUo 

Spence 

Flake 

Martini 

Spratt 

Flanagan 

Mascara 

Stark 

Foglietta 

McCollum 

Stenholm 

Forbes 

McCrery 

Stockman 

Fox 

McHale 

Stupak 

Franks  (CT) 

McHugh 

Talent 

Franks  (NJ( 

Mclnnis 

Tate 

Frlsa 

Mcintosh 

Tauzin 

Funderburk 

McKeon 

Taylor  (MS) 

Ganske 

McKinney 

Taylor  (NO 

Gekas 

Menendez 

Tejeda 

Geren 

Metcalf 

Thornton 

Oilman 

Mica 

Tiahrt 

Goodling 

.Mineta 

Torkildsen 

Graham 

Molinari 

Torricelh 

Gunderson 

Mollohan 

Towns 

Gutierrez 

Montgomery 

Upton 

Gutknecht 

Moorhead 

Velazquez 

Hall  (OH) 

Murtha 

Vento 

Hall  (TX) 

Myers 

Volkmer 

Hancock 

Myrick 

Vucanovich 

Hastings  (WA) 

Nadler 

Waldholtz 

Hayes 

Nethercutt 

Walker 

Hayworth 

Neumann 

Walsh 

Heney 

Ney 

Wamp 

n^i.ic.T.an 

N(ii-wood 

Waters 

Herger 

Nussle 

Watts  (OK) 

Hilleary 

Oberstar 

Waxman 

Hinchey 

Ortiz 

Weldon(FL) 

Hobson 

Orton 

Weldon  (PA) 

Hoekstra 

Owens 

Weller 

Hoke 

Oxley 

White 

Holden 

Packard 

Whitfield 

Hostettler 

Pastor 

Wicker 

Hoyer 

Paxon 

Williams 

Hunter 

Peterson  ( M.N  i 

Wilson 

Hutchinson 

Pombo 

Wise 

Hyde 

Pomeroy 

Wolf 

Inglis 

Porter 

Young (AK) 

Istook 

Portman 

Young (FL) 

Jackson-Lee 

Poshard 

Zimmer 

Johnson  (SD) 

Pr>xe 
NOES— 156 

Abercrombie 

Clayton 

Doggett 

Archer 

Clement 

Duncan 

Baldacci 

Clinger 

Durbin 

Barrett  (WD 

Clybum 

Ensign 

Barton 

Coleman 

Eshoo 

Bass 

Collins  (ID 

Ewing 

Beilenson 

Collins  (MI) 

Fattah 

Bereuter 

Combest 

Fields  (TX) 

Bilbray 

Costello 

Filner 

Bonior 

Coyne 

Foley 

Borski 

Danner 

Ford 

Boucher 

Deal 

Fowler 

Brown  ICA) 

De  Fazio 

Frank  (MA) 

Brown  (FL) 

DeLauro 

Frelinghuysen 

Brown  (OH) 

Dellums 

Frost 

Bryant  iTX) 

Deutsch 

Furse 

Cardin 

Dicks 

Gallegly 

Castle 

Dingell 

Ge)denson 

Clay 

Dixon 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Gordon 

Goss 

Green 

Greenwood 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Horn 

Houghton 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  iCT) 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Klug 

LaFalce 

Latham 

Laughlin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llghtfoot 

Lipinski 

Luther 

Maloney 


Calvert 
Conyers 
Cubin 
Fazio 


Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Malsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

Meehan 

Meek 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Moran 

Morella 

Neal 

Obey 

Olver 

Pallone 

Parker 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Petri 

Pickett 

Rams  tad 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

NOT  VOTING— 12 


Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Slsisky 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Steams 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

Tanner 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberrj- 

Thurman 

Torres 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Visclosky 

Ward 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 

ZelifT 


Hansen 
Kleczka 
McDade 

McNulty 


Meyer* 
Peterson 
Quinn 
Watt  (NO 


FLi 
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Messrs.  EWING.  MANTON, 

THORNBERRY.  STEARNS.  BARRETT 
of  Wisconsin.  JACOBS.  MATSUI,  and 
MEEHAN.  and  Ms.  WOOLSEY  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to   "no  ". 

Messrs,  ALLARD,  LAZIO  of  New 
York,  BONO.  JOHNSON  of  South  Da- 
kota. UPTON.  MARTINI.  BACHUS. 
HOYER.  NETHERCUTT.  PETERSON  of 
Minnesota.  BROWDER,  HALL  of 
Texas.  STENHOLM,  MONTGOMERY. 
CRAMER.  CONDIT,  BEVILL.  McHALE. 
TAUZIN.  BISHOP.  TOWNS,  CHAP- 
MAN. SPRATT,  HOLDEN.  KILDEE, 
PASTOR,  THORNTON.  TORKILDSEN, 
WILLIAMS.  POMEROY.  WISE,  DE  LA 
GARZA.  PORTER,  and  EDWARDS,  and 
Ms,  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas  changed  their  vote  from  "no  '  to 
"aye". 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr,  Bereuter], 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDME.N'T  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HASTINGS  OF 

FLORIDA 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hastings: 
At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
title: 

TITLE  XXXVI— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC,    3601.    ADDmONAL    ALTHORIZATIO.N     FOR 
THE  DEVELOPMENT  FUND  FOR  AF 
RICA. 

Notwithstanding  section  3221(a)(2)  of  this 
Act.  $802,000,000  is  authorized   to   be  appro- 


priated for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997  to  carry  out  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the 
Foreig-n  Assistance  .^ct  of  1961  (22  U,S,C,  2293 
et  seq.). 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida  (during 
the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment  today  to  in- 
crease by  $173  million  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa  account.  This  addi- 
tional $173  million  will  restore  this  ac- 
count to  the  current  funding  level. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa 
was  established  by  a  bipartisan  major- 
ity in  1987.  Why?  Because  development 
aid  is  clearly  in  our  long-term  interest. 
Development  assistance  ensures  that 
underdeveloped  economies  become  sta- 
ble friends  and  future  trading  and  busi- 
ness partners. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa  has 
been  critical  to  supporting  the  transi- 
tion in  South  Africa,  crucial  in  turning 
around  Africa's  economic  decline,  has 
helped  bring  about  market  liberaliza- 
tion efforts  in  some  20  countries,  and 
has  addressed  basic  issues  such  as  girls 
education,  vaccinations  against  cur- 
able diseases,  and  halting  the  spread  of 
AIDS. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa 
helps  develop  the  physical  infrastruc- 
ture, the  human  resource  base,  and  the 
rule  of  law  structures  which  provide  a 
safe  and  hospitable  locale  for  American 
businesses  to  operate  successfully.  The 
Development  Fund  for  Africa  was  spe- 
cifically created  to  target  development 
resources  efficiently  in  countries  that 
both  need  the  assistance  and  have  the 
potential  to  become  self-sufficient 
economies  which  can  later  buy  our 
products. 

Cuts  in  the  Development  Fund  for  Af- 
rica account  would  undercut  our  ef- 
forts to  strengthen  export  markets  and 
fledgling  democracies  in  southern  Afri- 
ca; undermine  our  ability  to  prevent 
Somalia-like  crises  and  famine;  and  di- 
minish support  for  democracy  building 
to  countries  in  political  transition,  al- 
lowing countries  like  Mozambique  and 
Angola  (which  are  on  the  cusp  of  recov- 
ery) to  slip  into  chaos  and  crises  simi- 
lar to  Rwanda, 

Those  who  would  dismiss  Africa  as 
being  unimportant  are  taking  a  nar- 
row, shortsighted  view  of  American  in- 
terests. We  are  making  a  long-term  in- 
vestment in  Africa,  and  we  know  from 
our  own  experience  that  the  United 
States  benefits  directly  from  the  devel- 
opment which  foreign  aid  helps  fuel. 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  Africa 
being  a  sinkhole  for  foreign  aid  and 
that  the  U,S.  has  no  reason  to  remain 
engaged  in  Africa. 

But  I  am  not  sure  that  many  Mem^ 
bers    are    aware    that    South    Africa 
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played  a  key  role  in  the  recent  indefi- 
nite extension  of  the  Nuclear  Non-Pro- 
liferation  Treaty 

U.S.  engagement,  and  U.S.  assist- 
ance, has  played  an  important  part  in 
the  emergence  of  South  Africa  as  a 
democratic  partner  for  the  United 
States. 

South  Africa's  role  in  the  NPT  con- 
ference shows  that  our  support  is  al- 
ready bringing  dividends. 

Nor  are  many  Members  aware  that 
American  exports  to  Africa  are  grow- 
ing faster  than  U.S.  exports  to  Europe 
and  that  U.S.  trade  with  Africa  exceeds 
our  trade  with  the  former  Soviet 
Union. 

It  is  in  our  national  interest  to  pre- 
vent crises  like  we  have  witnessed  in 
Rwanda  and  Somalia,  which  together 
cost  us  $2.25  billion  in  emergency  as- 
sistance funds.  Preventive  diplomacy 
will  help  us  avoid  these  crises. 

Aid  to  Africa  is  not  only  in  our  self- 
interest,  it  is  consonant  with  our  na- 
tional values.  We  have  a  long  and 
proud  tradition  in  this  great  country  of 
helping  the  needy  both  home  and 
abroad.  Emergency  aid  is  invaluable 
for  relieving  human  suffering,  but  sus- 
tainable development  assistance  is 
critical  to  breaking  the  cycle  of  de- 
pendency and  despair  by  addressing  the 
root  causes  of  poverty. 

We  have  unavoidable  responsibilities 
around  the  world.  Some  of  the  prob- 
lems around  the  world  which  currently 
demand  our  attention  are  problems  of 
our  own  making  Our  foreign  policy 
goal  for  the  past  40  years  was  the  dis- 
solution of  the  communist  system.  We 
have  been  largely  successful  in  achiev- 
ing this  goal,  but  the  repercussions  of 
the  breakup  mean  that  there  is  both  a 
political  and  financial  vacuum  in  many 

forced  so  many  countries  to  abandon 
either  then  type  of  government  or 
their  support  system,  do  we  now  say, 
•'Sorry.  you'."e  on  your  own?  We  can't 
help'?"  I  don't  think  so. 

Senator  Claude  Pepper  of  Florida  was 
the  only  Member  of  Congress  to  criti- 
cize the  isolationist  mood  in  the  U.S. 
Congress  when  Hitler  began  toppling 
nations  in  1939.  Senator  Pepper  argued 
that  it  was  the  responsibility  of  all 
mankind  to  intervene  in  the  face  of 
evil.  Senator  Pepper  said,  "when  a  few 
men  are  wronged  and  the  force  of  bru- 
tality and  the  jungle  are  let  loose, 
when  civilization  is  denied  and  godli- 
ness and  goodness  scorned,  that  is  no 
private  war,  that  is  a  war  against  man. 
Hence,  to  vindicate  those  things  for 
which  good  men  stand,  good  men  ev- 
erywhere must  stand  together  against 
wrong,  not  only  wrong  to  a  chosen  few, 
but  wrong  to  any  man,  woman  or 
child." 

To  ignore  our  responsibilities  to  na- 
tions less  fortunate,  to  refuse  to  share 
our  bounty,  to  silence  our  teachers,  to 
shut  out  friends  who  cry  for  our  help, 
these    are    crimes    against    humanity. 


The  American  people  are  not  that 
cruel,  nor  should  we  be.  I  beg  my  col- 
leagues, support  the  Hastings  amend- 
ment. 

D  1700 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  move  to  strike  the  laist  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  great  reluc- 
tance that  I  rise  to  oppose  this  amend- 
ment to  increase  the  funding  level  for 
aid  to  Africa. 

If  we  had  an  unlimited  amount  of 
money  to  allocate  to  foreign  aid,  I 
would  join  Mr.  Hastings  in  supporting 
$802  million  for  the  Development  Fund 
for  Africa. 

Mr.  Hastings  has  been  a  good  friend. 
both  as  a  fellow  member  of  the  Florida 
delegation,  and,  as  one  of  the  most  ac- 
tive members  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Africa. 

Whenever  we  have  a  subcommittee 
meeting— not  just  at  the  hearings  or 
formal  briefings,  but  in  the  many  infor- 
mal, private  activities  we  have,  such  as 
meetings  with  foreign  officials  or  the 
local  members  of  the  African  diplo- 
matic corps — I  can  always  count  on  Mr. 
Hastings  to  be  there  and  to  be  a  very 
active  participant. 

And,  as  someone  who  is  new  to  the 
assignment  on  the  Africa  Subcommit- 
tee, I  have  found  that  Mr.  Hastings  is 
a  very  valuable  resource  as  I  study  the 
issues  of  American  policy  toward  Afri- 
ca. 

But  we  don't  live  in  an  age  of  unlim- 
ited resources. 

We  live  in  a  time  of  fiscal  austerity 
and  we  have  to  make  the  hard  deci- 
sions on  how  to  allocate  limited  re- 
sources among  the  various  spending 
priorities. 

It  was  in  that  context  of  competing 
priorities  t^h^t  the  committee,  while 
considering  the  bill  at  our  mark  up  ses- 
sions, gave  a  great  deal  of  attention  to 
the  funding  of  the  Development  Fund 
for  Africa. 

While  the  budget  climate  required 
that  all  programs  contribute  their  fair 
share  to  the  deficit  reduction  effort,  we 
cut  aid  to  Africa  less  than  other  devel- 
opment assistance  programs. 

Aid  for  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean, areas  of  the  world  also  of  great 
concern  to  every  member  of  the  Flor- 
ida delegation,  has  not  been  protected 
with  funds  destined  as  a  separate  line 
item  in  this  bill. 

What  will  happen  is  that  by  raising 
the  aid  for  Africa  without  specifying 
the  source  of  the  funds,  eventually  it 
could  hurt  the  poor  nations  of  the  Car- 
ibbean and  Latin  America  whose  devel- 
opment assistance  programs  will  be  cut 
or  perhaps  other  areas  will  be  cut. 

This  has  been  the  history  of  the  aid 
program  over  the  last  few  years — as 
other  regions  of  the  world  have  re- 
ceived increased  development  assist- 
ance funding,  at  least  some  part  of  the 
money  to  provide  that  assistance  has 
been  taken  from  the  aid  programs  in 
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Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  or 
other  areas  of  the  globe. 

I  think  this  would  be  a  mistake. 

We  are  trying  to  help  countries  in 
the  Caribbean  to  improve  their  stand- 
ard of  living,  just  as  we  are  trying  to 
help  Africa,  Latin  America,  Europe  and 
on  and  on. 

Economic  development  programs  in 
Latin  America  are  an  important  part 
of  our  overall  efforts  to  control  the  il- 
legal immigration  and  drug  trafficking 
that  has  had  an  impact  on  the  people  of 
Florida  and  other  southern  States. 

There  was  an  intensive  debate  in 
Committee,  and  the  bill's  funding  level 
of  $629  million  for  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa  is  one  that  was  given 
great  care. 

We  had  to  find  other  programs  in  the 
bill  and  forced  them  to  accept  dis- 
proportionately large  cuts  in  order  to 
provide  this  level  of  aid  to  Africa. 

I  should  note  that  the  Development 
Fund  for  .\frica  is  not  the  only  source 
of  funding  for  aid  programs  in  Africa. 

It  is  important  to  keep  this  in  mind. 

President  Clinton  has  the  authority 
to  take  funds  from  the  PL-480  program 
and  channel  PLr^80  resources  to  Africa. 

He  also  has  the  authority  to  allocate 
general  development  assistance  funds 
and  apply  them  to  projects  and  pro- 
grams in  Africa. 

In  addition  to  the  DFA  funding,  Afri- 
ca projects  are  funded  by  A. ID., 
through  its  Global  Programs  Bureau 
and  out  of  regular  Development  Assist- 
ance funding. 

About  $60  million  a  year  in  Peace 
Corps  programs,  and  a  quarter  billion 
dollars  of  PI.r-480  programs,  are  also 
provided  to  Africa  each  year. 

One  should,  in  the  current  climate  of 
cutbacks  in  all  programs,  allow  the  ad- 
ministration some  flexibility  in  man- 
aging these  program  cuts. 

Increasing  the  funding  for  Africa  will 
actually  deprive  President  Clinton,  and 
his  Secretary  of  State,  of  the  flexibil- 
ity they  need  to  manage  the  program 
cutbacks  in  accord  with  their  foreign 
policy  needs  and  priorities. 

I  therefore  urge  Members  to  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HASTINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
most  respectfully,  is  the  gentlewoman 
aware  that  the  accounts  that  she  iden- 
tified are  all  being  cut  as  well? 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
absolutely,  we  agreed.  That  is  part  of 
the  basis  of  my  speech.  All  of  the  pro- 
grams are  being  cut. 

In  fact,  the  Africa  program,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  other  programs  that  are 
being  cut.  is  not  nearly  cut  as  much.  I 
think  that  is  the  point  that  I  was  mak- 
ing: all  of  the  programs  are  cut,  just  as 
we  are  cutting  domestic  programs,  so 
we  should  cut  foreign  programs. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 
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I  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jack.son-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  support  restoring  the  develop- 
ment fund  for  Africa  to  its  current 
funding  levels  which  is  good  for  people 
and  for  business  and  for  all  of  America. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the  De- 
velopment Fund  for  Africa.  The  DFA 
protects  some  of  the  most  vulnerable 
people  on  earth.  And  efforts  to  slash  it 
by  $173  million  are  simply  unaccept- 
able. 

As  you  know.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Af- 
rican continent  represents  one  of  the 
last  untapped  markets  in  the  world. 
And  the  continent  has  seen  tremendous 
progress,  with  new  democracies  taking 
root  throughout;— South  Africa  being 
the  most  shining  example. 

If  the  DFA  is  cut  by  $173  million,  not 
only  will  ordinary  people  suffer,  but 
the  U.S.  image  as  a  world  leader  will  be 
seriously  damaged: 

The  aid  program  to  South  Africa— a 
role  model  of  evolutionary  change  with 
respect  for  market  economics — will  be 
undermined.  Should  the  United  States 
cut  and  run  after  campaigning  against 
apartheid  for  so  long'' 

The  AIDS  epidemic  will  worsen — an 
estimated  two  million  additional  peo- 
ple will  become  infected  with  HI'V  due 
to  cutbacks  in  U.S. -supported  pro- 
grams. 

Programs  that  help  prevent  hunger 
by  investing  in  sustainable  farming 
will  be  decimated. 

.■\nd  the  expansion  of  United  States 
exports  to  the  African  continent,  which 
now  amount  to  over  $4.4  billion,  will  be 
hindered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  U.S.  aid  is  not  a  give 
away;  it's  an  investment  that  brings 
about  exports  to  the  developing 
world— exports  which  amount  to  40  per- 
cent of  all  U.S.  exports. 

But  for  there  to  be  a  market  there 
needs  to  be  healthy,  educated  and  eco- 
nomically productive  societies.  Slash- 
ing the  DFA  to  bits  will  not  accom- 
plish that  goal.  Not  at  all. 

That  is  why  I  am  cosponsoring  this 
amendment,  along  with  some  of  my 
distinguished  colleagues  on  the  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee,  to  raise 
the  DFA  to  the  fiscal  year  1995  level  of 
S802  million. 

Strangely  enough,  while  this  bill 
slashes  lifesaving  programs  like  the 
DFA,  we  are  finding  room  to  increase 
our  military  sales  program. 

Unlike  the  DFA,  this  is  not  a  pro- 
gram geared  to  help  people  that  are 
starving,  or  are  in  the  midst  of  democ- 
racy building.  Maintaining  aid  to  Afri- 
ca is  within  our  responsibility  as  a 
world  leader  and  it  is  the  least  that  we 
can  do  for  people  who  are  deserving  of 
our  assistance.  I  strongly  urge  your 
support  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member  of  this 
subcommittee,    the    Subcommittee    on 


Africa,  I  know  how  heartfelt  this 
amendment  is.  I  congratulate  the  au- 
thor of  this  amendment.  I  agree  that 
the  people  of  Africa  need  help.  I  would 
like  to  support  my  friend  from  Florida 
in  his  efforts  to  help  deserving  people 
in  Africa.  Like  everyone  else,  I  have  a 
question,  however.  Where  is  the  money 
going  to  come  from? 

If  my  colleague  could  offer  a  cor- 
responding cut  and  make  his  amend- 
ment budget  neutral,  then  possibly  we 
could  all  support  his  amendment.  But 
just  to  come  in  with  a  blank  amend- 
ment is  not  going  to  get  the  job  done. 
It  is  only  a  wish  list. 

If  instead  the  money  must  come  from 
the  taxpayers  packets,  then  I  must  op- 
pose the  amendment.  I  cannot  agree  to 
add  $173  million  to  the  budget  deficit. 
It  is  clear  as  a  bell  that  there  are  many 
worthwhile  programs,  but  that  is  how 
we  got  into  this  budget  mess  that  cries 
out  today  for  a  solution.  So  let  me  reit- 
erate; the  goals  here  are  laudable,  but 
the  ladder  to  the  goal  is  missing. 

If  the  167  million  can  be  found  in 
other  programs,  if  we  can  find  the 
money  in  other  projects,  then  I  think 
this  would  be  an  amendment  that  we 
should  go  with.  But  this  Congress  can- 
not abide  and  adhere  to  every  Mem- 
ber's wish  list. 

On  my  way  into  the  Capitol  this 
afternoon  I  was  looking  again.  Is  there 
any  money  growing  on  the  trees?  And 
to  everybody's  surprise.  I  must  say  I 
did  not  find  any  money  growing  on 
trees.  Until  that  happens,  i.e..  money 
grows  on  trees,  we  must  find  money 
from  sources  in  this  bill.  Reallocate  or 
find  new  funds. 

Again,  the  goals  of  this  amendment 
are  laudable.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  is  trying  to  do.  But  the 
question  remains,  the  $173  million, 
where  will  it  come  from? 

Therefore,  without  the  funding,  I 
must  be  opposed  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  markup  of  the 
full  committee.  I  made  probably  the 
improprietous  observation  that  this 
bill  is  racist.  And  I  want  to  point  out 
that  it  is  not  racist  through  malice,  it 
is  racist  through  ignorance.  The  fact  is 
that  I  do  not  think  that  many  of  the 
Members  of  the  full  committee  have 
any  idea  about  Africa. 

For  the  last  2  years.  I  chaired  the 
Subcommittee  on  Africa  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations.  I 
toured  26  countries  during  that  period 
of  time.  Each  time  I  went.  I  asked 
Members  of  the  minority  party,  then 
Republicans,  to  accompany  me.  In  fact. 
I  begged  them  to  come  with  me  to  Afri- 
ca, and  in  that  2-year  period  not  one 
ventured  to  travel. 

In  the  majority  report  to  this  bill, 
they  refer  to  "Africa  did  this"  and  "Af- 
rica did  that."  You  would  think  that 
Africa  was  a  country  in  itself.  I  made 
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the  flip  remark  in  the  committee  that 
someday  I  am  going  to  expect  a  Repub- 
lican to  come  up  to  me  and  ask  me 
where  the  capital  of  Africa  is.  But 
would  we  say  the  same  thing  about 
Asia?  Would  we  say  Asia  did  this  and 
Asia  did  that  and,  therefore,  let  us  cut 
off  relief  to  this  entire  continent? 

My  colleagues,  this  is  Africa.  This  is 
a  continent  four  times  larger  than  the 
United  States.  It  is  a  continent  that 
has  over  56  countries  in  there,  and  it  is 
a  continent  which  is  exploding  with  de- 
mocracies. 

Let  me  go  around  there.  Let  us  start 
out  with  South  Africa,  the  jewel  of  the 
crown.  South  Africa  now  is  an  emerg- 
ing democracy.  It  has  $100  billion  in 
GNP.  You  can  just  go  around  the  con- 
tinent. Botswana.  Botswana  has  sur- 
plus now  in  its  treasury.  Malawi  just 
ended  up  having  its  elections  and  is  a 
democracy. 

Zimbabwe.  Mozambique  is  coming 
out  of  a  depression  there.  Uganda,  Idi 
Amin's  country,  is  now  a  democracy 
there  and  is  trading  with  the  United 
States. 

Tanzania.  Look  at  the  French 
francophone  countries.  Chad,  Niger, 
Benin,  Carte  de  'Vols,  Burkina  Faso, 
Senegal,  Mali,  all  of  these  countries 
want  to  have  better  relationships  with 
the  United  States  and  are  breaking 
away  from  the  French  codes  there  and 
will  be  great  trading  partners. 

Look  at  Ghana.  Jerry  Rawlings  now 
in  Ghana  is  trying  to  settle  the  dispute 
in  Liberia,  a  great  ally  there  and  a 
great  trading  partner. 
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Namibia  down  here,  free  elections, 
and  a  democracy.  Seychelles,  Mauri- 
tius. Eritrea,  such  a  new  country  it  is 
not  even  on  my  map  nere.  Eritrea  is  a 
democracy  which  we  will  trade  with. 
Next  year,  see  Angola  come  around. 
Angola  can  feed  this  entire  continent. 
Zambia.  Central  African  Republic,  the 
Congo  and  even  Kenya.  Look  at  1997. 
where  Liberia,  our  colony  in  this  con- 
tinent and  our  responsibility,  will 
probably  be  a  democracy,  along  with 
Ethiopia  and  Nigeria. 

My  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Roth],  at  the  committee 
meeting  said  "Gee,  Egypt  is  in  Africa." 
Of  course  it  is  in  Africa.  Egypt  gets 
about  $1.5  billion.  I  might  point  out. 
though,  that  Egypt  is  not  sub-Saharan 
Africa.  Egypt  is  not  black  Africa, 
which  I  came  up  with  the  phrase,  this 
being  racist.  Egypt  is  not  in  the  juris- 
diction of  the  subcommittee  on  Africa. 
Egypt  is  not  under  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  State  for  Africa.  Egypt  is  now 
considered  the  Middle  East.  Let  us  talk 
about  sub-Saharan  Africa. 

We  now  have  the  development  fund 
for  Africa.  The  development  fund  for 
Africa  is  $600  million  for  600  million 
people.  There  is  where  I  think  it  is  im- 
moral. That  is  why  I  feel  this  bill  is  im- 
moral. 


14364 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


If  we  want  to  get  the  funds  for  this, 
last  night  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton],  said  -We  can  cut  the 
State  Department  by  5  percent  and  no- 
body will  be  harmed.  "  Why  not  cut  the 
Defense  Department  by  5  percent,  that 
is  $12  billion  5  million,  and  it  can  un- 
derwrite the  entire  foreign  affairs  bill 
that  we  are  stripping  to  pieces  here 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  support  the 
Hastings  amendment.  I  think  these 
funds  should  be  restored,  or  we  are 
going  to  lose  Africa.  We  are  going  to 
lose  a  great  trading  partner.  We  are 
going  to  lose  28  emerging  democracies, 
which  we  have  pumped  money  into,  and 
we  are  seeing  results  for  the  first  time. 

.ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CH.\IR.M.\N 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Our  visitors  in  the 
gallery  are  admonished  not  to  applaud 
during  the  debate. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  very 
sympathetic  to  the  remarks  made  by 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida.  I  do  not  believe  anybody  in 
this  Chamber  is  racist,  but  I  do  believe 
there  are  problems  in  Africa  that 
should  be  addressed.  We  are  trying  our 
best  to  do  that.  We  are  sending  $629 
million  there  this  year,  and  $614  mil- 
lion next  year.  This  amendment  would, 
over  a  2-year  period,  increase  by  $360 
million  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
going  over  there. 

I  notice  we  have  a  lot  of  young  people 
visiting  with  us  today.  Many  of  them 
applauded.  Many  of  us  in  this  Chamber 
are  very  concerned  about  their  futures, 
because  we  know  if  we  do  not  get  con- 
trol of  Government  spending  in  this 
country,  that  at  one  point,  some  point 
in  the  future,  we  are  going  to  have  a 
debt  so  great  that  the  interest  on  the 
debt  alone  is  going  to  gobble  up  a  lot  of 
our  tax  dollars,  and  their  quality  of  life 
will  start  to  deteriorate.  We  have  to 
get  control  of  Federal  spending,  so  we 
have  to  make  hard  choices. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  I  would  like  to 
know  why  he  is  cutting  student  loans. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  The  school 
lunch  program  was  increased  4  percent 
per  year.  We  are  just  sending  it  back  in 
block  grants,  we  are  not  cutting  it.  We 
are  cutting  the  rate  of  growth.  How- 
ever, that  is  another  subject. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  have  to 
control  spending.  That  means  we  have 
to  make  hard  choices.  I  am  very  con- 
cerned about  the  people  in  the  Sudan. 
My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Wolf],  has  been  down  here 
on  the  floor  talking  about  that. 

We  have  met  with  some  of  the  people 
from  the  Sudan  about  the  horrible 
atrocities  that  are  taking  place,  and 
the  people  starving  to  death  over  there. 
We  worked  very  hard  to  get  food  aid  in 
there.  We  did  the  same  thing  in  Soma- 
lia. However,  we  cannot  cut  the  defense 
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budget  to  take  care  of  those  problems. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  defense 
budget  has  been  used  in  large  part  for 
a  lot  of  the  new  military  forays  and  ob- 
jectives in  Somalia  and  in  Haiti,  and 
we  have  used  an  awful  lot  of  our  mili- 
tary money  in  those  areas. 

The  budget  is  so  strapped  in  that 
area  that  we  have  a  lot  of  people  who 
are  in  the  military  whose  quality  of 
life  is  already  suffering.  We  all  know 
that.  In  fact,  some  of  those  people  have 
been  on  food  stamps,  people  in  our  own 
military.  We  have  to  be  careful  when 
we  start  talking  about  cutting  the  de- 
fense of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  get  back 
to  the  case  at  hand.  We  need  to  set  pri- 
orities. Make  no  mistake  about  it,  Af- 
rica is  a  priority.  Maybe  it  should  be  a 
higher  priority,  but  as  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  said  a 
while  ago,  let  us  find  the  money  some- 
place else.  If  we  can  find  it  someplace 
else  and  we  can  do  it.  then  I  do  not 
have  any  problem  with  doing  that  in 
conference  committee. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  at  this 
point,  $629  million,  plus  $5  million  for 
the  Africa  regional  peacekeeping  force. 
$1.1  million  for  the  Organization  of  Af- 
rican Unity.  $10  million  for  Angola,  or 
$5  million,  and  some  other  funds  from 
other  areas  of  government,  is  about  all 
we  can  afford. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, we  are  doing  what  we  can. 
This  is  a  lean,  mean  foreign  affairs 
budget,  foreign  aid  package,  but  it  is 
one  that  I  think  is  realistic  and  one 
that  deals  with  the  problem. 

I  would  like  to  end  up  by  saying  one 
other  thing.  I  think  the  last  speaker 
that  spoke  on  the  Democrat  side  al- 
luded to  the  fact  that  Angola  in  a  few 
short  years  could  take  care  of  the 
whole  continent.  There  are  a  number  of 
countries  in  Africa  that  are  mineral- 
rich.  They  have  large  resources.  They 
have  diamond  mines,  all  kinds  of  min- 
erals. As  a  matter  of  fact,  during  the 
cold  war.  11  minerals  that  we  had  to 
have  to  survive  as  a  Nation  only  came 
from  two  sources,  the  Soviet  Union, 
and  the  southern  part  of  Africa.  Yet, 
because  of  the  wars  and  because  of  lack 
of  democracy  over  there  and  because  of 
the  problems,  those  minerals  and  those 
things  that  would  make  them  self-suf- 
ficient have  not  been  mined. 

Therefore,  rather  than  just  throwing 
money  at  the  problem,  we  as  a  Nation 
need  to  be  working  with  those  govern- 
ments to  bring  about  the  democracy 
that  my  colleagues  have  talked  about, 
so  they  can  start  taking  care  of  them- 
selves, so  we  can  wean  them  away  from 
the  United  States  foreign  aid  program. 
We  cannot  take  care  of  the  entire 
world  indefinitely.  We  are  the  only  su- 
perpower left,  we  do  have  responsibil- 
ities, but  the  amount  of  money  we  have 
in  this  budget  is  realistic.  I  think  this 
amendment,  therefore,  should  be  de- 
feated. 


Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  important  amendment 
which  would  restore  funding  for  the 
Development  Fund  for  Africa. 

The  African  continent  is  in  a  state  of 
transition.  This  transition  holds  great 
promise  as  well  as  peril  for  the  people 
of  Africa  and  the  community  of  na- 
tions. In  South  Africa,  we  have  wit- 
nessed the  peaceful  transition  to  a 
multiracial  democracy.  In  Rwanda,  un- 
told innocents  have  been  killed  in  the 
struggle  between  rival  Hutus  and 
Tutsis. 

Despite  the  challenges.  I  believe  that 
Africa's  future  can  be  one  of  peace  and 
economic  prosperity. 

However,  they  will  need  our  help. 

The  Development  Fund  for  .\frica  has 
proven  to  bo  a  successful  economic  de- 
velopment tool  which  has  enabled 
many  nations  to  begin  the  transition 
to  free  market  economies  and  stable 
democratic  institutions.  This  proven 
program  has  made  valuable  invest- 
ments which  have  greatly  improved 
health  care  services,  expanded  edu- 
cational opportunities  and  boosted 
small  business  development. 

Several  years  ago.  Mozambique  was 
embroiled  in  a  vicious  civil  war.  Last 
year,  with  the  help  of  American  assist- 
ance, free  and  fair  elections  were  held 
and  ninety  percent  of  registered  voters 
went  to  the  polls. 

In  Guinea.  American  assistance  and 
training  programs  have  helped  to  in- 
crease elementary  school  attendence 
by  43  percent.  In  the  country  of  Mali, 
agricultural  production  has  doubled 
since  1981  with  the  help  of  American 
technical  assistance. 

These  are  the  building  blocks  of  a 
stable  continent — a  community  of  na- 
tions which  can  help  advance  American 
interests  in  the  world  and  can  become 
an  important  trading  partner. 

Working  in  partnership  with  the  peo- 
ple of  Africa  we  have  made  great 
progress.  With  a  relatively  small  in- 
vestment— representing  roughly  0.05 
percent  of  our  1.5  trillion  budget,  we 
can  continue  this  work  and  build  a 
bright  future. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  people  of  Africa  and 
American  interests  in  this  important 
part  of  the  world  by  supporting  this 
amendment. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  1 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hast- 
ings] and  others.  I  believe  it  is  short- 
sighted to  think  that  we  can  promote 
democracy,  encourage  world  peace  and 
expand  trade  opportunities  in  America, 
while  pursuing  a  policy  of  isolation. 
That  is  particularly  true  when  it  comes 
to    developing    nations — nations    that 
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may  hang  in  the  balance— when  it 
comes  to  their  tilt  towards  democracy. 
I  have  been  encouraged,  in  recent 
years,  by  the  growing  number  of  Afri- 
can nations  that  have  converted  to  de- 
mocracy, and.  I  believe,  foreign  aid  has 
been  a  vital  element  in  those  conver- 
sions. 

I  also  believe  that  foreign  aid  is  par- 
ticularly critical  to  the  expansion  of 
trade  opportunities.  Although,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  policies  we  pursue  to  en- 
courage the  expansion  of  trade  should 
be  evaluated,  an  across-the-board  budg- 
et cutting  is  an  unwise  position.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  House-passed  budget  res- 
olution and  the  Senate  committee 
budget  resolution  propose  the  elimi- 
nation or  major  reduction  of  the  Inter- 
national Trade  Administration,  the 
Trade  Development  Agency.  the 
Eximbank  and  agricultural  export  pro- 
motion programs.  The  Overseas  Pri- 
vate Investment  Corporation  [OPIC] 
would  be  privatized.  On  top  of  that  re- 
structuring, the  bill  we  are  now  consid- 
ering, H.R.  1561.  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  foreign  aid  authorized  by  $1 
billion,  and  would  eliminate  three 
agencies— The  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development,  the  U.S.  Infor- 
mation Agency  and  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency  The  func- 
tions of  those  agencies  would  be  moved 
to  the  Department  of  State.  The  Sen- 
ate version  of  the  bill  had  proposed 
moving  the  functions  of  the  U.S.  and 
Foreign  Commercial  Service  to  the  De- 
partment of  State  and  combining  the 
Eximbank.  the  Trade  Development 
Agency  and  OPIC  into  one  quasi-inde- 
pendent agency.  Those  provisions,  how- 
ever, did  not  survive  committee  consid- 
eration last  week  and  are  not  now  in- 
cluded in  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  think  we 
should  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that,  com- 
pared to  other,  major  industrialized  na- 
tions, the  United  States  ranks  last  in 
terms  of  the  percentage  of  gross  na- 
tional product  [GNP]  devoted  to  ex- 
ports. There  seems,  therefore,  to  be  lit- 
tle wonder  that  we  have  a  growing  bal- 
ance of  trade  deficit  when  Britain. 
France,  Canada,  Italy,  Germany,  and 
Japan,  spend  more  per  thousand  dollars 
of  gross  national  product  than  we  do. 
The  irony  of  these  proposals  is  that 
this  radical  change  comes  at  a  time 
when  our  export  promotion  programs 
and,  presumably,  our  foreign  aid  pro- 
grams, are  helping  to  produce  unprece- 
dented gains  in  peace  and  commerce. 
In  the  area  of  agriculture,  for  example, 
we  now  export  about  one-third  of  the 
products  we  produce.  Last  year,  farm 
and  farm-related  exports  generated 
more  than  $100  billion  in  economic  ac- 
tivity for  America,  producing  nearly  1 
million  jobs  here.  With  respect  to  mer- 
chandise trade,  farm  production  actu- 
ally generates  a  trade  surplus  which, 
this  year,  is  expected  to  be  some  $20 
billion.  In  North  Carolina,  farm  and 
farm-related   jobs   constitute   at   least 


one-fifth  of  the  employment  and,  on 
average,  25  to  30  percent  of  the  reve- 
nue. It,  therefore,  greatly  concerns  me 
when  I  see  proposals  to  impose  deep 
cuts  in  foreign  development  for  Africa 
programs  which  provide  opportunity 
for  trade.  Wc  should  not  blindly  cut 
programs  in  our  march  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  the  year  2002.  We 
should  pass  a  budget  bill  that  aims  at 
a  balanced  budget.  I  support  that  goal. 
We  must  be  certain  that  our  actions 
do  not  further  weaken  the  United 
States  as  we  seek  to  compete  in  an  in- 
creasingly competitive  global  market- 
place. This  is  not  1946.  Mr.  Chairman. 
America  no  longer  maintains  the  domi- 
nant position  we  once  held  in  the  world 
marketplace.  We  are  being  dramati- 
cally outspent  by  other  nations  whose 
goal  is  to  promote  their  products  and 
replace  us  whenever  they  can.  Perhaps, 
even  more  importantly.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  believe  we  can  best  achieve  security 
in  this  Nation  by  interacting  economi- 
cally with  other  nations.  Foreign  aid 
and  economic  interaction  with  other 
nations  is  not  a  giveaway,  it  is  a  sound 
and  prudent  investment  in  our  own  se- 
curity. The  best  way  to  avoid  war  is  to 
promote  peace.  An  effective  way  of  pro- 
moting peace  is  to  engage  in  commerce 
and  finance  with  the  World  commu- 
nity. The  Hastings  amendment  focuses 
on  mineral  rich  and  strategically  im- 
portant Africa— a  continent  where  de- 
mocracy can  flourish.  By  investing  in 
Africa  now.  we  can  assure  that  we  will 
continue  and  expand  trade  with  them 
in  the  future.  And.  by  investing  in  Afri- 
ca now.  we  establish  relationships  that 
will  be  vital  if  the  security  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  is  threatened.  Support  the 
Hastings  amendment. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Hastings  amendment  to  restore  the 
$802  million  level  for  the  Development 
F'und  for  Africa. 

In  order  to  put  this  subject  in  per- 
spective it  would  be  helpful  to  look  at 
the  three  periods  in  recent  Africa  his- 
tory that  have  bearing  on  changing  the 
course  of  events  for  Africa.  First,  the 
independence  era  in  the  early  1960's 
when  the  continent  was  freed  of  their 
colonial  masters,  and  leaving  them 
without  adequate  resources  and  prepa- 
ration for  their  new  freedom. 

Second,  during  the  cold  war,  when 
Africa  was  used  and  abused.  Used  by 
both  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United 
States  to  fight  hot  wars  on  African 
soil.  The  most  symbolic  were  in  An- 
gola, Ethiopia.  Eritrea,  and  Somalia, 
and  you  know  there  were  others. 

Abused,  because  we  ignored  humani- 
tarian principles,  and  turned  our  eyes 
away  from  corruption  and  human 
rights  abuses  when  it  seemed  in  the  in- 
terest of  winning. 

It  now  would  seem  fair  that  pref- 
erential   rehabilitation    assistance    is 


needed  to  right  the  wrongs  of  the  past, 
even  though  they  may  have  been  justi- 
fied in  winning  the  cold  war. 

We  really  were  not  very  good  teach- 
ers in  preparing  Africa  for  our  grand 
plans  of  multi-party  democracies  and 
free  markets  economies  to  be  operated 
free  of  corruption. 

Measures  of  the  quality  of  life  in  Af- 
rica have  spiralled  down  in  the  last  two 
decades,  at  the  same  time  going  up  in 
other  parts  of  the  developing  world. 
Many,  like  Vice  President  Gore,  who 
read  the  Kaplan  article  in  Atlantic 
Monthly  were  appalled  at  the  condition 
of  Africa,  and  determined  to  assist  the 
continent.  Unfortunately.  others 
doubted  Africa  was  even  salvageable. 

We  are  now  a  few  years  into  the  third 
period,  which  I  would  call  the  post  cold 
war  period.  Armed  conflict  continues 
to  afflict  sub-Saharan  Africa  where 
fighting  persists  in  Sudan.  Liberia,  and 
Sierra  Leone,  and  we  have  our  fingers 
crossed  on  Angola,  despite  the  cease 
fire  agreement.  The  potential  for  re- 
newed outbreaks  in  Rwanda,  Burundi, 
and  Somalia  is  high,  and  other  coun- 
tries like  Zaire  and  Nigeria  are  at  risk. 
Human  rights  problems  have  been  ac- 
celerated due  to  overpopulation  and 
lack  of  sustainable  development.  How- 
ever, all  is  not  gloom  and  doom.  There 
have  been  historic  advances.  In  South 
Africa,  Namibia,  Botswana,  Ghana,  and 
other  countries  we  could  name. 

I  would  also  like  to  relate  the  his- 
toric Congressional  Black  Caucus  ef- 
forts to  reverse  the  inequalities  of  the 
past  led  by  former  Congressmen  Diggs, 
Dymally.  and  Gray,  not  to  mention  the 
contribution  of  Ron  Dellums  in  spon- 
soring the  Anti-Apartheid  Act  which 
mobilized  Americans  against  racial  dis- 
crimination in  South  Africa.  And,  re- 
member the  late  Mickey  Leland,  who 
gave  his  very  life  in  pursuit  of  increas- 
ing the  awareness  of  all  Americans  to 
the  plight  of  our  Africa. 

I  do  not  feel  aid  to  Africa  should  be 
considered  a  partisan  issue.  Both  the 
Republicans  and  Democrats  have  been 
most  cooperative  in  preserving  the 
Subcommittee  on  Africa  when  Con- 
gress was  requested  to  scale  down  the 
number  of  committees.  Africa,  which 
usually  comes  last,  was  considered  im- 
portant by  both  parties.  Members  like 
former  Chairman  Hamilton,  Chairman 
Oilman,  Speaker  Gingrich,  and  Henry 
Hyde  were  most  helpful. 

There  are  many  Republicans  on  the 
Senate  side  like  Nancy  Kassebaum, 
Chair  of  the  Senate  Africa  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, James  Jeffords,  Paul 
Coverdell.  All  have  Africa's  interest 
at  heart. 

Just  think.  Africa  has  almost  60 
countries  with  a  population  over  600 
million.  If  we  do  not  adopt  the  Haist- 
ings  Amendment  this  will  leave  us  pro- 
viding less  than  $1  per  person  in  the 
neediest  of  all  continents. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  quote  Tony 
Lake,  the  President's  national  security 


14366 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14367 


advisor  in  a  recent  speech  he  made  on 
May  3.  He  said; 

If  the  United  States  cuts  aid  to  Russia,  the 
pace  of  economic  reform  will  be  slowed  and 
important  American  interests  will  be 
harmed.  If  the  United  States  cuts  Aid  to  Af- 
rica, while  our  interests  are  less  effected, 
people  will  die. 

I  ask  you— is  an  African  life  not 
worth  the  investment  of  a  few  more 
pennies  per  person  to  come  back  to  the 
$802  million  level  for  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa.  Support  the  Hastings 
amendment  and  save  African  children. 

D  1730 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  informed  that  we  have  5  speakers 
on  the  other  side  remaining  and  that 
we  have  several  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
be  concluded  by  6  p  m.  with  the  time  to 
be  equally  divided  on  both  sides. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  On  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  On  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto.  Mr. 
Chairman, 

The  CHAIRMAN.  With  12  minutes  on 
each  side  and  the  time  to  be  managed 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
GiL.viAN]  and  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  H.A.sTiNG.s]. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, preserving  the  right  to  object,  if 
I  could  engage  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Oil.man].  the  chairman,  in 
dialogue  further.  I  misunderstood  the 
gentleman. 

Did  the  gentleman  say  12  minutes  for 
each  side  total? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  the  total  would 
be  coriuiuded  by  6  p.m.,  with  the  time 
remaining  to  be  equally  divided. 

Mr.  HASTINOS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, further  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, I  most  respectfully  will  have  to 
object  because  I  do  have  a  number  of 
speakers  that  have  been  waiting,  and  I 
recognize  that  they.  too.  deserve  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  How  many  speakers 
does  the  gentleman  have? 

Mr  HASTINOS  of  Florida.  Probably 
there  are  6  additional  speakers.  I  could 
ask  them  to  curtail  some  of  their  re- 
marks and  doubtless  they  will  be  able 
to  do  that. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be 
pleased  to  reduce  our  time  to  10  min- 
utes and  give  the  remainder  of  the  time 
to  the  gentleman  as  long  as  we  con- 
clude by  6  p.m. 

Would  the  gentleman   find  that  ac- 

CGDt^blG*^ 

Mr.  HASTINOS  of  Florida.  Further 
reserving  the  right  to  object.  I  would 
still  need  an  additional  15  minutes.  Mr. 
Chairman  If  we  could  conclude  by  6:15. 
then  that  would  be  acceptable. 

Mr.  OILMAN  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will 
accept  the  6:15  deadline,  with  the  tim.e 
to  be  equally  divided. 


Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  ob- 
jection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Oilman]  will  be  recognized  for  20  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Hastings]  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
since  they  have  more  speakers  on  the 
other  side,  I  would  reserve  my  time  and 
allow  the  other  side  to  proceed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Hastings]. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Wynn]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  of  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  to  restore  full 
funding  to  the  Development  Fund  for 
Africa. 

You  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about 
how  we  cannot  afford  it.  Let  me  set  the 
record  straight.  For  anyone  who  is 
under  a  misconception,  foreign  aid 
amounts  to  1  percent  of  the  United 
States  budget. 

I  think  we  can  afford  it,  because  it  is 
consistent  with  our  long-term  objec- 
tives. Someone  said,  "Well,  money 
doesn't  grow  on  trees.  Where  are  we 
going  to  get  the  money?" 

I  suggest  that  there  are  a  lot  of  Re- 
publican pork  projects  laying  around 
from  which  we  can  get  the  money.  I 
suggest  there  are  a  lot  of  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy  from  which  we  can  get  the 
money.  At  any  rate,  when  you  are  only 
talking  about  a  fraction,  1  percent,  of 
the  budget,  it  seems  to  me  the  money 
ought  to  be  found. 

I  would  like  to  talk  today  about 
some  of  the  success  stories  involved  in 
the  Development  Fund  for  Africa  be- 
cause I  think  they  illustrate  the  point. 
Our  foreign  aid  program  ought  to  ad- 
vance our  interests.  Our  interests  are 
reflected  in  these  successes. 

American  exports  to  Ghana  expanded 
by  73  percent  between  1992  and  1993  as 
a  result  of  U.S.  programs  that  helped 
revise  the  investment  code,  remove 
regulatory  bottlenecks  and  improve  in- 
frastructures. 

In  Zimbabwe,  U.S.  programs  to 
strengthen  the  business  climate  have 
helped  to  formulate  antitrust  laws, 
lowered  interest  barriers  for  U.S.  ex- 
porters, and  investors. 

Forty  years  ago  we  had  a  very  dif- 
ferent situation.  Nine  out  of  ten  Afri- 
can countries  were  still  under  colonial 
rule.  That  is  not  true  today.  Today 
nearly  two-thirds  of  the  countries  in 
Sub-Saharan  Africa  have  or  are  in  the 


transition    to    democratically    elected 

governments. 

In  some  of  the  poorest  regions  of  Af- 
rica. U.S.  support  for  childhood  immu- 
nization and  oral  reh.ydration  therapy 
has  resulted  in  saving  800.000  children 
per  year.  We  have  had  great  successes. 

But  the  important  point  today  is  we 
can  have  far  greater  successes  if  we 
make  a  very  small  investment.  An  in- 
vestment has  two  benefits:  First,  it 
helps  us  avoid  humanitarian  crises 
which  we  may  ultimately  be  called  on 
to  address.  Second  and  most  impor- 
tantly, though,  it  opens  new  markets 
for  U.S.  goods.  What  does  that  mean? 
It  means  jobs  for  American  workers. 

I  think  we  have  an  opportunity  to  ad- 
vance our  long-term  interests,  provide 
assistance  with  infrastructure  in  Afri- 
ca, and  create  new  open  markets  recep- 
tive to  U.S.  exports.  We  have  got  exam- 
ples of  our  export  situation  improving 
dramatically  in  Africa.  We  need  to 
take  advantage  of  it.  The  money  is 
there.  It  may  not  grow  on  trees  but  it 
is  certainly  available  in  this  budget.  I 
hope  the  House  will  concur  and  support 
the  Hastings  amendment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  3  minutes  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Engel]. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  November  he  was 
my  colleague,  along  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Johnston] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Jefferson]  on  a  trip  to  West  Africa. 
We  visited  five  countries  in  West  Afri- 
ca, and  it  was  just  unbelievable. 

These  countries,  many  of  which  were 
leaning  toward  the  Soviet  bloc  during 
r.bp  ISfiO's,  are  now  looking  to  the 
United  States  for  aid  and  help.  I  said  it 
the  other  day.  I  will  say  it  again  now. 
My  colleagues,  did  we  win  the  cold  war 
to  just  throw  it  all  away? 

A  little  bit  of  U.S.  money  goes  such 
a  long  way.  No.  1.  in  helping  democracy 
take  root  in  these  countries:  No.  2,  in 
making  these  countries  effective  as  a 
trading  partner  with  the  United  States; 
No.  3,  in  ensuring  that  these  countries 
will  continue  to  have  friendly  relations 
with  the  United  States;  and.  No.  4.  in 
ensuring  that  the  United  States  will 
have  influence  in  these  countries. 

The  other  side  talks  a  lot  about  free 
market  economies  and  business  and 
whatever.  I  can  think  of  no  better  way 
to  spend  our  money  than  in  these 
emerging  African  nations  which  will 
develop  free  market  economies  which 
will  be  good  trading  partners  with  the 
United  States  with  just  a  little  bit  of 
help  from  us. 

It  makes  no  sense  for  me.  and  that  is 
why  I  have  problems  with  this  bill. 
This  is  essentially  an  isolationist  bill. 
We  are  retreating  from  our  traditional 
role  in  the  world.  I  know  some  people 
say,  well.  America  cannot  be  the  po- 
liceman of  the  world.  I  do  not  think  we 


can.  either,  but  we  certainly  can  help 
with  technology.  We  certainly  can  help 
democracy  take  root. 

My  colleagues,  it  is  to  our  benefit,  it 
is  to  America's  benefit.  Seventy-five 
percent  of  all  foreign  aid  moneys  are 
spent  right  back  in  this  country,  stim- 
ulating our  economy,  helping  us  by 
creating  jobs.  One  percent  of  our  budg- 
et, that  is  all  foreign  aid  is,  and  all  we 
hear  is  cut,  cut.  It  makes  no  senss 
whatsoever. 

I  am  on  the  Subcommittee  on  Africa 
of  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. I  want  to  be  on  that  sub- 
committee because  I  want  to  be  part  of 
a  generation  of  Americans  that  does 
something  for  this  continent,  that 
shows  a  partnership  with  the  countries 
of  Africa.  I  can  think  of  no  more  im- 
portant place  whereby  America  can  es- 
tablish democracy  in  these  emerging 
republics. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  support  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  to  restore  funding 
for  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa  to 
current  levels.  If  I  had  my  druthers,  we 
would  do  even  more.  I  hope  m.y  col- 
leagues support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HASTINOS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  3  minutes  to  my  colleague 
and  neighbor  in  service,  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Florida 
[Mrs.  Meek], 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, first  of  all.  I  have  the  greatest 
amount  of  respect  and  admiration  for 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  H.\stings]  who  has  con- 
ducted himself  so  notably  in  his  pur- 
suit of  fairness  for  Africa 

Today  we  keep  talking  about  cuts 
and  reductions  in  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa.  We  all  know  that 
there  must  be  cuts.  The  cuts  are  too 
deep.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  develop- 
ment funds  in  Africa,  because  these 
deep  reductions  could  prove  to  be 
penny  wise  and  pound  foolish,  and  we 
will  need  to  respond  to  humanitarian 
emergencies,  and  it  will  be  more  costly 
than  our  investment  that  we  make  in 
development  actTvitios. 

For  example.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
spent  $2  in  humanitarian  aid  for  every 
$1  in  development  aid  in  the  greater 
Horn  of  Africa  in  recent  years.  The 
record  is  already  there.  It  has  already 
been  spent.  We  need  to  address  some  of 
the  root  causes  and  not  the  symptoms, 
and  I  am  hoping  that  you  are  willing  to 
do  that  for  Africa  as  you  have  some 
other  developing  countries. 

It  is  very,  very  important  that  you 
think  of  the  image  of  providing  lesser 
funds  for  Africa  now  when  they  were 
not  even  even  in  the  very  beginning. 
We  did  not  have  a  Development  Fund 
for  Africa  until  the  1980's.  and  now  that 
they  are  at  the  bottom  of  the  list,  it 
would  show  a  greater  strength  if  this 
Congress  were  to  bring  them  up  to  par 
so  then  they  could  take  a  cut  that 
would  not  ostensibly  take  away  every- 
thing. 


Foreign  aid  for  Africa  has  never  re- 
ceived full  funding.  That  is  really  not 
an  argument  here. 

It  is  not  hard  to  imagine  reductions 
severely  compromising  the  many  gains 
that  you  have  made  in  helping  create 
strong  economies,  reduce  population 
growth  and  protect  the  environment  in 
Africa.  Deep  cuts  could  also  lead  to  the 
rapid  destabilization  of  these  early  de- 
mocracies, possibly  resulting  in  unten- 
able and  costl,y  human  crises  and  con- 
flicts. 

This  is  not  a  situation  in  which  the 
United  States  would  want  to  find  itself. 
It  is  very,  very  important  that  we  pro- 
tect our  interests  in  Africa.  Three  of 
them.  We  want  to  help  them  develop 
the  economies  which  will  create  ex- 
ports, which  we  have  heard  before,  and 
jobs  here  in  the  United  States.  We  do 
not  want  to  have  any  more  Somalias  or 
Rwandas  which  had  a  terrible  cost  in 
terms  of  human  suffering  and  social 
significance. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa  is 
our  main  policy  instrument  in  develop- 
ing these  interests.  I  think  we  should 
just  be  fair  and  be  sure  that  the  Devel- 
opment Fund  for  Africa  does  not  keep 
the  deep,  deep  cuts  which  you  have 
done  to  them  already. 

□  1745 

Remember  that  to  support  the  Hast- 
ings amendment;  it  is  a  good  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Michigan 
[Miss  Collins]. 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Hastings].  This 
amendment  will  restore  funding  for  the 
Development  Fund  for  Africa.  Main- 
taining effective  aid  programs  for  Afri- 
ca is  in  our  national  interests.  The 
amount  of  development  assistance  we 
provide  to  Africa  is  so  small,  even  a 
slight  reduction  in  the  Development 
Fund  will  have  a  drastic  consequence 
that  far  outweigh  any  short-term  sav- 
ings. 

Cuts  of  funding  will  prevent  us  from 
providing  African  countries  with  the 
resources  needed  to  promote  edu- 
cational and  economic  opportunities 
for  its  people. 

Africa  is  a  potentially  significant 
partner  in  world  trade,  thus  it  is  in  our 
national  interest  to  assist  African  na- 
tions. 

To  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  who 
said  that  we  must  start  getting  African 
nations  to  wean  off  of  aid  from  Amer- 
ica so  they  can  develop  their  own  re- 
sources. I  would  like  to  say  that  two 
countries  in  this  entire  world  get  one- 
half  the  foreign  aid;  Israel  gets  $3  bil- 
lion, and  they  have  been  getting  that 
for  the  past  9  years  or  10  years;  Egypt 


gets  $2  billion.  I  do  not  want  that 
money  cut,  I  want  Israel  and  Egypt  to 
get  that  money. 

But  we  are  talking  about  merely  $802 
million  for  56  countries,  a  mere  $802 
million  for  56  countries.  Gentleman, 
$629  million  is  simply  too  little. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Hastings  amendment.  The  Develop- 
ment Fund  for  Africa  must  not  be  sin- 
gled out  to  carry  a  disproportionate 
share  of  cutbacks  simply  to  meet  my 
colleagues'  commitment  to  reduce  the 
budget. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, how  much  time  is  remaining? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Hastings]  has  8  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Does  my 
distinguished  chairman  have  any  addi- 
tional speakers? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  We  have  one  more 
speaker  on  this  side,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Do  I  have 
the  right  to  close,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  manager  of  the 
bill  has  the  right  to  close.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman] 
has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  That 
being  the  case,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  close  the  debate  on 
our  side,  nowhere  is  the  justification 
for  foreign  aid  clearer  and  more  com- 
pelling in  terms  of  our  national  values 
than  Africa.  Africa  is  the  final  frontier 
for  development.  The  great  global  chal- 
lenges of  tomorrow  can  be  seen  in  the 
challenges  facing  Africa  today,  and 
even  if  I  were  to  turn  to  the  tragedy  of 
disease  which  obviously  foments  within 
the  confines  of  the  rain  forests  in  that 
great  country,  there  are  also  many  dis- 
coveries yet  to  be  made  in  that  same 
rain  forest  for  medicinal  purposes  for 
the  rest  of  the  world. 

If  we  give  up  Africa,  the  continent 
could  well  slide  into  chaos,  we  could 
find  ourselves  in  a  world  of  two  dis- 
tinct communities  where  the  difference 
between  the  rich  and  poor  become  un- 
bearably extreme,  and  that  is  not  a 
world  which  we  want  for  our  children. 

A  lot  of  times  my  colleagues  in  this 
body  need  to  have  for  them  language 
couched  in  business  terms.  Let  me  see 
if  I  can  do  that  briefly.  In  1993  the 
United  States  exported  more  to  sub-Sa- 
haran  Africa,  $4.8  billion  precisely, 
than  to  Eastern  Europe,  which  was  $2.3 
billion,  or  to  the  NIS,  which  was  $4  bil- 
lion, including  Russia,  where  the  Unit- 
ed States  exports  a  total  $3  billion. 

The  current  1992  figures  for  sub-Saha- 
ran  international  markets,  excluding 
South  Africa,  is  $28.5  billion.  If  that 
market  were  to  grow  at  a  nominal  rate 
of  3  percent  a  year  in  constant  terms, 
it  would  double  every  21  years,  reach- 
ing a  level  of  $83.2  billion  in  the  year 
2025.  That  market  would  exceed  the 
size  of  Korea's  market  today. 

I  make  those  points  for  the  reason 
that  foreign  aid  is  often  thought  of  by 
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the  American  people  as  a  giveaway. 
But  there  is  something  else  that  is 
given  away  with  foreign  aid,  and  that 
is  stability  for  American  companies  to 
do  business. 

In  my  district  alone,  there  is  one 
company  that  does  $20  million  a  year  of 
exports  to  the  continent  of  Africa. 
There  are  numerous  countries  from  Af- 
rica that  provide  immense  resources 
ranging  from  crude  oil  to  other  min- 
erals for  this  country  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  stop  looking  at  this  con- 
tinent as  a  battleground  and  to  start 
looking  at  it  as  marketplace  as  rightly 
we  should. 

I  have  asked  not  that  there  be  money 
taken  from  any  account.  I  have  asked 
merely  that  we  restore  to  an  account 
an  amount  for  the  Development  Fund 
of  Africa  that  was  already  in  existence 
and  is  meager  by  comparison  to  the 
multiplier  effect  of  the  good  that  it 
does. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Florida  [Ms.  Ros- 
Lehtinen],  our  ranking  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Africa. 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN  Mr  Chairman. 
we  have  heard  a  number  of  Members 
come  forward  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment. Unfortunately.  I  must  remain 
opposed  to  the  Hastings  amendment.  It 
is  a  budget  buster.  Without  making 
corresponding  cuts  in  other  accounts, 
this  amendment  deviates  from  our  plan 
to  balance  our  Federal  budget  by  the 
year  2002. 

Many  Members  have  talked  about  the 
importance  of  development  in  Africa.  I 
agree.  Chairman  Gil.m.w  agrees.  That 
is  why.  in  this  bill,  aid  to  Africa  is  cut 
less  than  any  other  region. 

Those  who  say  that  the  majority  in 
this  body  do  not  care  about  Africa  are 
wrong.  As  my  good  friend  Mr.  P.ayne 
noted,  the  majority  kept  the  Sub- 
committee on  Africa  despite  a  reduc- 
tion from  seven  subcommittees  to  five. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa, 
the  DFA,  is  maintained  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act  is  an  excellent  bill. 
It  keeps  the  United  States  engaged 
throughout  the  world,  including  the 
continent  of  Africa.  It  does  so  while 
complying  with  our  plan  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget  by  the  year  2002.  Chair- 
man OiL.M.\N  deserves  great  credit  for 
this  accomplishment. 

I  regret  very  much  that  I  cannot  sup- 
port this  amendment,  but  I  firmly  be- 
lieve that  this  bill  maintains  our  Unit- 
ed States  commitment  to  Africa. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  oppose  the 
Hastings  amendment. 

This  amendment  busts  the  budget, 
simply  adds  hundreds  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars back  into  the  bill. 

I  support  aid  to  Africa,  and  we  added 
money  for  Africa  above  the  level  in  the 


introduced  bill  because  of  our  concerns, 
and  the  concerns  of  the  gentleman.  Our 
committee  supported  the  Houghton 
amendment  and  added  back  even  more 
funding  for  Africa.  In  the  end  we  added 
$100  million  back  for  aid  to  Africa 
above  the  amount  introduced  in  the 
bill  initially. 

Therefore,  reluctantly,  while  I  sup- 
port the  proposals  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  HASTINGS],  I  oppose 
his  amendment. 

We  are  underbudgeted  because  we  did 
make  those  cuts.  Under  the  bill,  Africa 
was  cut  far  less  than  all  other  develop- 
ment assistance.  This  amendment,  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Hastings],  while  well-intended, 
would  add  over  a  period  of  2  years  some 
$360  million  in  foreign  assistance  in 
this  bill.  In  addition  to  all  of  the  aid 
that  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Burton]  mentioned  such  as  peacekeep- 
ing, economic  support,  et  cetera,  we 
also  provide  funds  for  many  U.N.  pro- 
grams, and  we  also  provide  food  aid 
under  title  II  of  Public  Law  480. 

Our  bill  is  within  the  constraints  of 
our  budget  resolution,  and  will  help  to 
cut  the  deficit.  But  if  we  adopt  the 
Hastings  amendment,  it  will  add  sub- 
stantially to  deficit  spending,  forcing 
us  to  borrow  even  more. 

Accordingly,  I  am  urging  my  col- 
leagues to  oppose  the  Hastings  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani- 
mous-consent agreement,  all  time  on 
this  amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Hastings]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  141.  noes  278, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  14,  as 
follows; 

[Roll  No.  354] 
AYES— 141 


Abeucrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Barrett  (Wli 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardln 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

ClybiuTi 

Coleman 


Collins  (ILi 

Collins  (MI) 

Coyne 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Durbin 

Engel 

Eslioo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 


Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayes 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 


Kennedy  (M.Ai 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

LaFalce 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McKinney 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mink 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Moran 

Murtha 


Allard 
.\rcher 
.\nney 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakls 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browdcr 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chris  tensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condi  t 
Cooley 
Cos  telle 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dlaz-Balart 


N.idler 

.Veal 

Oberstar 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Pomeroy 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

NOES— 278 

Dickey 

Dingell 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

CailcKly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Ceren 

Gilchrest 

Cillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Hastings  (W.^) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 


Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Waxman 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meehan 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Molinari 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moreila 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Faxon 

Payne  ( VA ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 


Pombo 

Sensenbronner 

Thomas 

Porter 

Shadegg 

Thornberry 

Portman 

Shaw 

Thurman 

Poshard 

Shays 

Tiahrt 

Pryce 

Shuster 

Torkildsen 

Quillen 

Sisisky 

Traficant 

Radanovich 

Skeen 

Upton 

Rahall 

Skelton 

Vucanovich 

Ramstad 

Smith  (MI) 

WaldholU 

Regula 

Smith  (NJ) 

Walker 

Rlggs 

Smith  (TX> 

Walsh 

Roberts 

Smith  (WAi 

Wamp 

Roemer 

Solomon 

Watts  (OK) 

Rogers 

Souder 

Weldon(FL) 

Rohrabacher 

Spence 

Weldon  (PA) 

Ros-Lchtinen 

Spratt 

Weller 

Roth 

Stearns 

White 

Roukema 

Stenholm 

Whitfield 

Royce 

Stockman 

Wicker 

Salmon 

Stump 

Williams 

Sanford 

Talent 

Wolf 

Sax ton 

Tanner 

Young  (AK) 

Scarboro 

ugh 

Tate 

Young (FL) 

Schaefer 

Tauzin 

Zeliff 

Schiff 

Taylor  (MS) 

Zimmer 

Sea.strand 

Taylor  (NO 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"—! 

Fields  (LA) 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Calvert 

Harman 

Meyers 

Conyers 

Kleczka 

Peterson  (FL) 

Cubin 

Lantos 

Quinn 

Fazio 

McDade 

Watt  (NO 

Hansen 

.McNulty 

D  1819 

Mr. 

EHLERS  changed 

his  vote  frc 

"aye" 

to  ' 

'no." 

Ms. 

EDDIE   BERNICE 

JOHNSON 

of 
Texas  changed  her  vote  from  "no"  to 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

F'KR.SON.AL  EXP1..AN.-\T10N 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  was  unavoidably  detained  on 
Wednesday.  May  24,  and  was  not 
present  for  two  recorded  votes  on  the 
bill.  H.R.  1561.  I  wish  to  have  it  in- 
cluded in  the  Record  that  had  I  been 
present.  I  would  have  vote  "yes"  on 
rollcall  vote  No.  354  and  "no"  on  roll- 
call  vote  No.  353. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  to  express 
my  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  1561,  the  Amer- 
ican Overseas  Interest  Act,  and  ttie  proposal 
to  eliminate  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  (AGDA).  This  agency  per- 
forms a  unique  advocacy  role  in  formulating 
our  nation's  foreign  policy.  Under  this  legisla- 
tion, ACDA's  strong  and  knowledgeable  voice 
on  arms  control  and  non-proliferation  issues 
will  be  muted  by  a  new  State  Department 
"super-bureaucracy." 

The  State  Department  performs  the  nec- 
essarily broad  mission  of  advancing  and  pro- 
tecting the  global  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  its  citizens.  To  accomplish  its  re- 
sponsibilities, the  State  Department  must  con- 
sider many  different  issues  as  it  formulates 
our  Nation's  foreign  policy.  On  the  other  hand, 
ACDA's  mission  if  sharply  focused  on 
strengthening  our  national  security  by  advocat- 
ing, formulating,  negotiating,  implementing, 
and  verifying  sound  arms  control,  nonprolifera- 
tion,  and  disarmament  policies  and  agree- 
ments. As  a  result.  ACDA  is  staffed  with 
physicists,  chemists,  engineers,  and  other 
specialists  who  spend  their  entire  careers 
dealing  with  one  issue — arms  control.  To  fold 
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ACDA  into  the  State  Department  would  be  a 
serious  mistake.  This  nation  needs  ACDA  to 
maintain  a  strong,  independent  voice  for  arms 
control. 

Even  If  the  State  Department  could  match 
ACDA's  arms  control  expertise,  the  goals  of 
arms  control  and  non-proliferation  are  some- 
times at  odds  with  the  broader  objectives  of 
the  State  Department.  In  fact,  if  this  bill  had 
been  enacted  thirty  years  ago,  we  would  not 
have  a  nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Treaty  [NPT|. 
In  the  1960's,  it  was  ACDA  that  pressed  for 
the  NPT.  The  .State  Department  had  opposed 
the  original  negotiations  out  of  deference  to 
friendly  countries  that  wanted  to  explore  the 
nuclear  option. 

I  have  listened  to  the  arguments  that,  be- 
cause the  cold  war  is  over,  an  independent 
voice  for  arms  control  is  no  longer  needed. 
One  only  needs  to  look  at  the  nuclear  ambi- 
tions of  North  Korea  and  Iran  or  the  recent 
gas  attacks  m  Japan  to  understand  the  contin- 
ued importance  of  battling  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear,  chemical,  and  other  weapons  of  mass 
destruction.  Some  have  also  claimed  that  the 
reorganization  proposed  m  this  bill  will  save 
the  taxpayers  money.  However,  no  study  has 
identified  any  savings  from  eliminating  ACDA. 
In  fact,  a  recent  Congressional  Research 
Service  study  has  found  that  merging  ACDA 
n  into  the  State  Department  could  actually  cost 
S10  million. 

Clearly,  this  legislation  doesn't  take  into  ac- 
count the  importance  of  having  a  strong  and 
independent  arms  control  and  non-proliferation 
viewpoint  within  the  United  States  govern- 
ment. Instead,  it  appears  to  me  that  organiza- 
tional boxes  are  simply  being  moved  in  an  ar- 
bitrary manner.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  of>- 
pose  this  bill,  ACDA  must  be  protected. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nse  today 
to  support  a  provision  in  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act,  which  modifies  section 
36(b)(1)  of  the  Arms  Export  and  Control  Act  to 
require  greater  congressional  oversight  and 
scrutiny  of  arms  sales  to  the  Government  of 
the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia  until  such  time 
as  the  Secretary  of  State  certifies  and  reports 
to  Congress  that  the  unpaid  claims  of  Amer- 
ican companies  described  in  the  June  30, 
1993  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  pur- 
suant to  section  9140(c)  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Appropriation  Act,  1993  (Public  Law 
102-396:  106  Stat  1939),  including  the  addi- 
tional claims  noticed  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce  as  page  2  of  the  report,  have  been 
resolved  satisfactorily. 

The  S43.4  million  claim  of  Gibbs  &  Hill,  Inc. 
IS  one  of  the  claims  as  yet  unresolved.  Gibbs 
&  Hill  was  decimated  by  financial  losses  in- 
curred in  the  design  of  the  desalination  and 
related  facilities  for  the  Yanbu  Industrial  City  in 
Saudi  Arabia  m  the  late  I970's  and  early 
1980's  as  a  result  of  the  Kingdom's  failure  to 
honor  its  contractual  obligations  and  pay  for 
additional  work  required  of  the  company. 

My  involvement  in  this  matter  dates  back  al- 
most 2  years.  The  company,  which  is  a  large 
employer  in  my  district,  approached  me  for  as- 
sistance in  having  its  claim  paid  through  the 
Special  Claims  Process  established  for  the 
resolution  of  claims  of  American  companies 
which  had  not  received  fair  treatment  m  their 
commercial  dealing  with  the  Government  of 
the   Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia.  This  Special 
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Claims  Process  was  established  between  our 
Government  and  the  Government  of  the  King- 
dom of  Saudi  Arabia,  following  congressional 
hearings  on  the  unfair  commercial  practices  of 
the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia  first  held  in  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Europe  and  the  Mid- 
dle East  in  May  1992.  in  response  to  my  letter 
to  Saudi  Ambassador  Bandar  bin  Sultan 
Abdulaziz  of  Apnl  29,  1993,  the  Ambassador 
promised  to  spare  "no  efforts  in  resolving  this 
claim  in  an  expeditious  and  fair  manner." 
Since  this  date,  the  company,  the  Congress 
and  the  past  and  present  administrations  have 
received  a  series  of  promises  and  commit- 
ments from  the  Government  of  the  Kingdom  of 
Saudi  Arabia  to  resolve  the  claim  favorably  for 
Gibbs  &  Hill  The  most  recent  commitment 
coming  on  October  6,  1994,  one  day  pnor  to 
our  country  once  again  coming  to  the  defense 
ol  the  Kingdom  when  threatened  by  invasion 
from  Iraq,  m  fulfillment  of  our  commitment  to 
our  bilateral  relationship. 

I  should  note  that  I  am  not  alone  in  my  sup- 
port ol  the  full  and  prompt  resolution  of  the 
Gibbs  &  Hill  claim.  More  than  3  dozen  Sen- 
ators and  Members  of  Congress,  the  Presi- 
dent, the  National  Security  Council,  the  Sen- 
ate Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee,  the  Department  of 
Defense,  State  and  Commerce  have  all  ex- 
pressed their  desire  to  see  this  claim  resolved 
so  as  to  successfully  conclude  the  Special 
Claims  Process. 

On  January  23,  1995,  I  expressed  my  grow- 
ing frustration  with  the  delaying  tactics  of  the 
Saudi  Embassy  in  fulfilling  its  commitment  to 
the  company,  the  Congress  and  our  Govern- 
ment. I  also  noted  that  the  failure  of  the  Saudi 
Embassy  to  resolve  this  claim,  under  the  man- 
date established  by  its  own  Government,  was 
beginning  to  grow  into  a  significant  strain  on 
the  United  States-Saudi  relations.  Agam,  this 
was  a  sentiment  shared  by  numerous  of  my 
colleagues  m  the  Congress,  who  wrote  and 
communicated  with  the  Department  of  State, 
and  the  Saudi  Embassy  m  January  of  this 
year.  In  these  communications,  it  was  made 
clear  that  the  delaying  tactics  of  the  Saudi 
Embassy  would  no  longer  be  tolerated,  and 
unless  serious  discussions  were  held  between 
the  company  ana  the  Kingdom  leading  to  the 
full  and  prompt  resolution  of  the  claim,  legisla- 
tive alternatives  would  be  considered  to  bring 
this  matter  to  a  close. 

Despite  several  attempts  to  resolve  the 
claim  successfully,  the  Government  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia  has  shown  no  signs 
o(  cooperation.  Therefore,  I  intrtxfuced  H.R. 
1243,  which  would  focus  its  attention  on  re- 
solving all  the  unresolved  claims  with  the 
Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia.  Under  the  leader- 
ship of  Congressman  Chris  Smith,  this  bill 
was  made  part  of  the  American  Overseas  In- 
terest Act.  I  hope  in  the  long  run  we  will  focus 
on  other  remedies  m  our  bilateral  relationship 
with  the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia  to  ensure 
the  prevention  of  unfair  treatment  of  any  other 
United  Slates  company  doing  business  with 
the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania)  having  assumed  the 
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chair,  Mr.  Goodlatte.  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  iH.R.  1561)  to  consolidate 
the  foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the  Unit- 
ed States:  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  State  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997:  to  responsibly  reduce  the  author- 
izations of  appropriations  for  United 
States  foreign  assistance  programs  for 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolution 
thereon. 
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LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  GEPHARDT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GEPHARDT  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
for  this  1-minute  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
quiring of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules  about  the 
schedule  for  the  rest  of  today  and  to- 
morrow 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  GEPHARDT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  let  me 
just  say  that  there  will  be  no  more 
votes  tonight.  We  will  be  in  at  10  a.m. 
tomorrow  morning.  We  will  suspend  1- 
minutes.  We  will  then  go  to  conference 
on  the  Medicare  select  bill. 

I  would  like  to  announce  now  also 
there  will  be  an  emergency  meeting  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  to  consider  a 
second  rule  on  the  American  Overseas 
Interests  Act,  H.R.  1561. 

After  we  finish  the  Medicare  select 
bill  tomorrow  morning,  we  will  go  back 
on  the  5-minute  rule  on  the  remaining 
time  on  this  American  Overseas  Inter- 
ests Act. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Will  the  gentleman 
tell  us  what  time  he  is  intending  to  ad- 
journ tomorrow? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  No  later  than  2:30. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 


ACHIEVEMENTS  IN  AERONAUTICS 
AND  SPACE  DURING  FISCAL 
YEAR  1994— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore,  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  which  was  read  and.  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Science: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  this  report 
on  the  Nation's  achievements  in  aero- 
nautics and  space  during  Fiscal  Year 
1994.  as  required  under  section  206  of 
the    National    Aeronautics   and    Space 


Act  of  1958.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  2476). 
Aeronautics  and  space  activities  in- 
volve 15  contributing  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government,  as 
this  report  reflects,  and  the  results  of 
their  ongoing  research  and  develop- 
ment affect  the  Nation  as  a  whole  in  a 
variety  of  ways. 

Fiscal  Year  1994  featured  many  im- 
portant developments  and  changes  in 
U.S.  aeronautics  and  space  efforts.  It 
included  7  Space  Shuttle  missions  suc- 
cessfully completed.  15  Government 
launches  of  Expendable  Launch  Vehi- 
cles (ELVs).  and  4  commercial  launches 
from  Government  facilities.  Among  no- 
table developments  in  the  ELV  area 
were  the  launch  of  the  Deep  Space 
probe.  Clementine,  initial  use  of  the 
Titan  IV  Centaur  upper  stage,  and  the 
first  launch  of  the  Taurus  launch  vehi- 
cle. Highlights  of  the  Shuttle  missions 
included  the  highly  successful  servic- 
ing mission  for  the  Hubble  Space  Tele- 
scope (HST).  which  replaced  several 
faulty  parts  and  installed  a  sophisti- 
cated package  of  corrective  optics  to 
compensate  for  the  spherical  aberra- 
tion in  HST's  primary  mirror.  Also,  the 
flight  of  the  Space  Radar  Laboratory 
began  to  provide  information  on  envi- 
ronmental change,  and  a  mission  with 
a  Russian  astronaut.  Sergei  Krikalev. 
as  a  member  of  the  crew  signalled  the 
beginning  of  a  three-phased  coopera- 
tive program  in  space  between  Russia 
and  the  United  States. 

In  a  year  of  tremendous  accomplish- 
ments for  the  international  Space  Sta- 
tion. National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  (NASA)  developed  an 
initial  set  of  specifications  that  in- 
cluded Russian  elements  as  part  of  the 
design.  Russia's  agreeing  to  join  the  12 
original  participating  nations  as  a 
partner  resulted  in  the  expansion  of 
the  existing  Shuttle/Mir  program  into 
Phase  I  of  the  international  Space  Sta- 
tion program,  which  officially  began 
with  Sergei  Krikalev's  flight  on  the 
Shuttle.  All  of  the  partners  held  a  suc- 
cessful systems  design  review  in  Texas 
in  March,  and  in  June  Russia  and  the 
United  States  signed  an  interim  agree- 
ment on  the  Space  Station  and  a  $400 
million  contract  for  Russian  space 
hardware,  services,  and  data.  In  Au- 
gust, the  program  completed  a  vehicle 
architecture  review  and  in  September, 
the  Space  Station  Control  Board  rati- 
fied the  recommendations  it  included. 
The  redesigned  Space  Station  costs  $5 
billion  less  than  Space  Station  Free- 
dom and  still  offers  increased  research 
capability  and  users  flexibility. 

In  aeronautics,  activities  included 
development  of  technologies  to  im- 
prove performance,  increase  safety,  re- 
duce engine  noise  and  other  environ- 
mental degradation,  improve  air  traffic 
management,  lower  costs,  and  help 
American  industry  to  be  more  competi- 
tive in  the  world  market.  For  example, 
high-speed  research  continued  during 
Fiscal  Year  1994  to  focus  on  resolving 


critical  environmental  issues  and  lay- 
ing the  technological  foundation  for  an 
economical,  next  generation.  High 
Speed  Civil  Transport  (HSCT).  In  this 
connection,  the  United  States  reached 
agreement  with  Russia  to  use  the  Tu- 
144  supersonic  transport  as  a  testbed 
for  HSCT  development.  In  addition,  ef- 
forts in  advanced  subsonlcs  focused  on 
reducing  aircraft  and  engine  noise  lev- 
els, on  development  of  wind  shear  sens- 
ing devices,  and  on  creating  tech- 
nologies that  will  improve  general 
aviation  aircraft. 

In  space  science,  astronomers  using 
HST's  revitalized  optics  discovered 
disks  of  protoplanetary  dust  orbiting 
stars  in  the  Orion  Nebula,  suggesting 
that  the  formation  of  planets  in  the 
Milky  Way  and  elsewhere  may  be  rel- 
atively common.  Also.  HST's  revela- 
tion of  helium  in  distant  constellations 
provides  valuable  information  about 
the  conditions  in  the  universe  during 
its  initial  evolution.  The  Spacelab  Life 
Sciences-2.  U.S.  Microgravity  Payload- 
2.  and  International  Microgravity  Lab- 
oratory-2  greatly  increased  our  under- 
standing of  the  role  of  gravity  on  bio- 
logical, physical,  and  chemical  proc- 
esses. In  biology,  we  learned  that  grav- 
ity affects  the  function  of  the  neural 
connections  between  brain  cells:  this 
can  have  profound  implications  for  re- 
building damaged  brain  cells  due  to 
strokes  and  diseases.  In  Earth  science, 
the  Space  Radar  Laboratories-1  and  -2. 
plus  the  Lidar  In-Space  Technology  Ex- 
periment payload.  used  powerful  radar 
and  laser  technology  to  penetrate 
cloud  cover  and  map  critical  factors  on 
a  global  scale.  Also,  the  highly  success- 
ful launch  of  the  Clementine  Deep 
Space  Probe  tested  23  advanced  tech- 
nologies for  high-tech,  lightweight 
missiie  defense.  The  relatively  inexpen- 
sive, rapidly-built  spacecraft  con- 
stituted a  major  revolution  in  space- 
craft management  and  design;  it  also 
contributed  significantly  to  lunar  stud- 
ies by  photographing  1.8  million  images 
of  the  surface  of  the  Moon. 

Additionally,  on  May  5,  1994,  the 
White  House  announced  that  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration (NOAA),  the  Department 
of  Defense,  and  NASA  were  establish- 
ing a  joint  program  to  effect  the  con- 
vergence of  civil  and  military  polar-or- 
biting operational  environmental  sat- 
ellite systems  into  a  single  operational 
program.  Other  White  House  announce- 
ments during  the  year  included  a  pol- 
icy for  licensing  U.S.  firms  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  to  operate  private 
remote  sensing  systems  and  sell  their 
images  to  domestic  and  foreign  entities 
and  a  national  space  transportation 
policy  that  will  sustain  and  revitalize 
U.S.  Space  transportation  capabilities 
by  providing  a  coherent  strategy  for 
supporting  and  strengthening  U.S. 
space  launch  capabilities  to  meet  the 
growing  needs  of  the  civilian  and  na- 
tional security  sectors. 


Thus.  Fiscal  Year  1994  was  a  highly 
successful  one  for  the  U.S.  aeronautics 
and  space  programs.  Efforts  in  both 
areas  have  contributed  significantly  to 
furthering  the  Nation's  scientific  and 
technical  knowledge,  international  co- 
operation, a  healthier  environment, 
and  a  more  competitive  economy. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

THE  White  House,  May  24.  1995. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  INDIVIDUALS 
AS  MEMBERS  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF 
COMPLIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  and  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  301  of  Public  Law  104- 
1,  the  Chair  announces  on  behalf  of  the 
Speaker  and  minority  leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  ma- 
jority and  minority  leaders  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  their  joint  appointment  of  the 
following  individuals  to  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Office  of  Compliance: 

Mr.  Glen  D.  Nager  of  Washington, 
DC.  chairman,  to  a  5-year  term: 

Ms.  Virginia  A.  Seitz  of  Washington, 
DC,  to  a  5-year  term; 

Mr.  Jerry  M.  Hunter  of  Missouri,  to  a 
4-year  term; 

Mr.  James  N.  Adler  of  California,  to 
a  4-year  term:  and 

Mr.  Lawrence  Z.  Lorber  of  Washing- 
ton. DC.  to  a  3-year  term. 

There  was  no  objection. 


A  VISION  FOR  AN  AMERICA  WITH 
MORE  GRATITUDE 

(Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks,  and  include 
extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  congratulate 
Joey  Hill,  a  winner  of  the  South  Caro- 
lina Voice  of  Democracy  Broadcast 
scriptwriting  contest  in  South  Caro- 
lina. Joey  Hill  is  the  president  of  the 
student  body  at  Southside  High  School 
in  Greenville,  SC. 

In  this  year,  on  the  theme  "My  Vi- 
sion for  America,"  Joey  wrote  this:  "I 
have  a  vision  for  America.  I  long  to  see 
gratitude  return  to  the  hearts  of  our 
citizens.  Too  often  we  always  want  to 
play  the  victim,  the  person  to  whom 
the  world  owes  a  great  debt.  Although 
pointing  the  finger  is  easy  and  maybe 
even  a  little  fun,  we  will,  after  contin- 
ued pointing,  find  the  consequences  too 
great  to  bear,  so  we  must  change,  and 
the  key  to  change  is  gratitude." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  Joey,  that 
this  is  a  time  of  change.  We  do  not 
need  to  blame  others  and  claim  entitle- 
ment for  past  debts.  What  we  need,  in- 
stead, is  a  little  gratitude  for  what  has 
been  given  us.  I  am  very  proud  to  con- 
gratulate Joey  today,  and  to  enter  his 
speech  in  the  Record  of  today's  pro- 
ceedings, as  follows: 


My  Vision  for  a.merica 
•'It's  too  hard."  "It's  not  fair."  "I  never 
get  the  good  things  in  life."  "The  grass  on 
the  other  side  gets  grreener  and  greener  while 
useless  stubble  sprouts  on  my  side  of  the 
fence."  Complaining;  it  seems  as  if  it  comes 
natural  to  Americans.  Of  the  many  purposes 
for  which  words  could  be  used,  complaints 
tiptoe  off  our  tongues  most  often  and  that 
fact  reflects  badly  on  us.  We  always  want  to 
play  the  victim,  the  person  who  is  never  in 
the  wrong,  the  person  to  whom  the  world 
owes  a  great  debt.  Although  pointing  the  fin- 
ger is  easy,  and  maybe  even  a  little  fun.  we 
will,  after  continued  pointing,  find  the  con- 
sequences too  great  to  bear.  So  we  must 
change,  and  the  key  to  changing  is  grati- 
tude. I  have  a  vision  for  America.  I  long  to 
see  gratitude  return  to  the  hearts  of  our  citi- 
zens. We  must  be  grateful  to  those  persons 
who  came  before  us.  who  paved  a  smooth. 
scenic  way  for  us  to  travel  on  through  life 
and  we  must  take  advantage  of  the  blessings 
they  have  won  for  our  sake. 

History  is  spotted  with  them.  They  are 
dubbed  the  movers  and  shakers — the 
somebodies.  The  people  to  whom  the  United 
States  of  America  fall  into  unpayable  debt. 
These  persons  struggled  under  the  most  un- 
compromising of  trials  to  gain  freedoms  for 
this  nation's  citizens.  Their  names  are  many; 
Frederick  Douglass.  Susan  B.  Anthony.  So- 
journer Truth.  Thurgood  Marshall.  Cesar 
Chavez.  John  Brown.  Harriet  Beecher  Stowe. 
John  Kennedy.  Martin  King,  Malcolm  X. 
Their  voices  spoke  the  same  message,  but  in 
a  myriad  of  ways.  This  message  covered 
many  topics:  perseverance  in  the  midst  of  a 
trial,  retention  of  goodwill  when  the  world 
gives  you  its  worst,  striving  for  excellence  in 
the  realm  of  education.  These  persons  sin- 
cerely encouraged  us  to  better  ourselves. 
They  gave  us  wisdom  to  live  by.  For  exam- 
ple. Cesar  Chavez  stated  to  the  world  that 
"the  strongest  act  of  manliness  is  to  sac- 
rifice ourselves  for  others  in  a  totally  non- 
violent struggle  for  justice."  Susan  B.  An- 
thony tested  our  sincerity  about  the  equal- 
ity of  women  with  her  establishment  of  tem- 
perance organizations.  And  every  American 
has  heard  of  the  labors  of  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr.— but  many  of  Americans  fail  to  un- 
derstand the  significance  of  his  work.  King 
courageously  led  a  people  who  were  punched, 
kicked,  beaten,  bitten  by  dogs,  waterhosed. 
and  murdered  in  some  of  the  most  inhumane 
ways  so  that  we,  the  present  day  citizens  of 
the  United  States  of  America— White.  Black. 
Latino.  Oriental.  Indian.  Native  American- 
might  be  educated  in  the  realm  of  culture; 
that  we  might  not  be  discriminated  against 
because  of  our  culture. 


The 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 
SPEAKER  pro   tempore.   Under 


the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


SAD  NEWS  FROM  COLORADO 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  MclNNlS]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  McTNNIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  I  stand  in  front  of  my  colleagues 
of  the  great  House  of  Representatives 
bringing  sad  news  from   the  State  of 
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Colorado.  On  Friday.  April  28.  1995.  a 
mad  killer  drove  into  a  local  grocery 
store  in  South  Jefferson  County.  As  he 
drove  into  that  grocery  store  and  got 
out  of  his  car.  walked  into  the  grocery 
store,  shot  his  wife  dead,  then  shot  the 
store  manager  dead,  and  then  a  police 
officer,  the  first  officer  responding  to 
the  scene.  Sgt.  Tim  Mossbrucker.  was 
shot  before  he  even  knew  what  hit  him. 

D  1830 

Sergeant  Mossbrucker  was  a  father, 
he  was  a  husband,  he  was  an  officer 
strongly  admired  by  his  fellow  officers 
in  Jefferson  County.  He  was  a  young 
father.  He  was  a  father  of  five  children, 
with  a  sixth  child  on  the  way. 

Once  again,  a  police  officer  has  given 
his  life  in  the  line  of  duty.  and.  once 
again,  as  too  often  happens,  his  wife, 
Lynn,  who  in  her  own  respects  is  a 
strong,  wonderful  woman,  will  be  deliv- 
ering their  child  without  his  presence. 

Once  again  we  have  children  who  will 
be  raised  through  life  without  their  fa- 
ther, because  their  father  gave  his  life 
in  the  line  of  duty.  Lynn,  his  wife, 
tucked  3-year-old  Alex  into  bed  that 
Friday  night,  saying,  "A  bad  person 
hurt  daddy  bad — so  bad  that  he  can't 
come  home." 

Lynn,  his  wife,  will  have  to  go 
through  life  maintaining  the  strength 
she  has  so  far  shown  in  life. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  read  a 
poem  that  was  presented  at  the  service 
for  this  fine  officer.  First  of  all.  for  the 
officer,  from  mother  to  son. 

Mother  to  Son 
God  gave  me  a  wonderful  little  pride  and  joy. 

a  bouncing  baby  boy. 
And  as  he  grew  straight  and  tall. 

he  was  always  ready  to  give  it  his  all. 
A  policeman  he  decided  to  be. 

as  he  studied  life  sitting  on  my  knee- 
He  exceeded  far  beyond  expectation. 

honest  and  smart,  care  and  loving. 
A  little  soul,  entrusted  to  my  care. 

always    helpful,    his    goodness    he    would 
share. 
Growing  straight  and  tall,  a  protector  of  life 
he  became. 

until  one  Friday  morning  an  angel  came. 
Swift  and  graceful,  taking  him  from  me. 

No   more    "Hi.    Mom."   or   sweet   smile   I 
would  see. 
A  role  model   for  his  children  had  always 
been  his  fame. 

but  in  the  calm,  a  hero  for  his  community 
he  became. 
Lovingly  he  left  me.  a  strong  young  woman 
and  the  little  flock  of  six. 

all  in  all.  a  glorious  mix. 
But  that's  not  all.  I  am  truly  blessed  you  see. 

two  more  sons  and  a  daughter  gave  to  me. 
They  grew.  too.  in  much  the  same  way. 

adding   more   to   our  family,   making  me 
proud  every  day. 
With    a    husband,    daughters,    sons,    grand- 
children, parents  and  friends. 

now  "our  little  hand." 
Steadfast  and  strong  we  make  our  stand. 
Timothy  Michael  was  your  name. 

it  occurred  to  me  long  before  you  came 
into  my  life  to  stay. 
I  love  you  more  than  I  can  say. 
God  bless  and  keep  my  little  boy. 

my  strong,  straight  and  tall  deputy  son. 
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For  your  hard  foug-ht  battle  has  been  won. 
Until  some  day  when  we  meet  again. 

fighting  the  good  fight  as  best  we  can. 
Tim.  guide  us  in  God's  great  and  wondrous 
plan. 

Love.  Mom. 

The  sergeant  was  a  true  professional. 
a  true  professional  that  was  taken 
from  us  by  a  despicable  killer.  But  we 
also  had  two  other  lives  that  were  lost 
that  day.  and  I  should  point  out  that  11 
children  as  a  result  of  this  incident 
were  left  without  a  parent:  Lynn.  Matt. 
Erin.  Annie.  Alex.  William.  Moss, 
Iralee.  Mark,  David,  and  Mindy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  too  often  we  have  to 
appear  in  front  of  this  body  and  speak 
of  an  officer,  a  man  or  woman  in  blue, 
who  has  given  their  life  for  the  rest  of 
us. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  these  state- 
ments for  the  Record  as  a  memorial 
and  as  a  thank  you  from  the  United 
States  of  America,  not  only  to  the  fall- 
en officer,  but  to  his  strong  wife  and 
his  wonderful  children.  I  also  include 
for  the  Record  a  tribute  from  Russ 
Cook,  the  Chief  of  Police  of  the  Golden 
Police  Department. 

To  the  Editor: 

Residents  of  South  Jefferson  County  were 
shocked  last  week  when  they  were  awakened 
by  a  tragic  crime,  usually  thought  to  occur 
in  big  cities.  No  one  could  have  suspected 
that  an  angry  and  enraged  killer  was  about 
to  walk  into  their  local  grocery  store  and 
gun  down  his  wife,  the  store  manager,  and 
wound  an  innocent,  unsuspecting  pregnant 
woman.  Sheriffs  deputies  were  doing  their 
job  responding  to  the  many  daily  calls  where 
violence  is  anticipated  and  usually  resolved 
by  their  skills  and  training.  But  Friday. 
April  28.  1995  was  going  to  be  different: 

Certainly.  Sheriffs  Sergeant  Tim 
Mossbrucker  didn't  know  that  when  he 
turned  into  the  parking  lot  of  this  sleepy  lit- 
tle suburban  grocery  store,  he  would  be 
gunned  down  in  cold  blood.  I'm  sure  that 
other  deputies  responding  did  not  know  that 
they  would  be  confronted  by  gunfire  that 
was  gomg  to  take  the  life  of  their  colleague 
and  friend. 

How  they  must  feel.  You  can  rest  assured 
that  how  they  feel  is  how  we  all  feel.  What 
can  be  done  about  someone  who  has  so  much 
rage  and  anger  that  he  is  willing  to  cut  down 
members  of  society  by  simply  pulling  a  trig- 
ger'' 

I  know  that  the  entire  law  enforcement 
community  shares  the  grief  and  sense  of 
helplessness  that  must  be  felt  by  members  of 
the  Jefferson  County  Sheriffs  Department. 
I.  too.  share  the  grief  and  despair  that  they 
are  experiencing.  Sadly,  this  will  not  be  the 
last  law  enforcement  officer  we  will  put  to 
rest:  this  is  not  the  last  time  we  will  have  in- 
nocent victims  taken  from  us  over  senseless 
violence. 

I  would  hope  the  next  time  you  see  some- 
one who  is  willing  to  put  his/her  life  on  the 
line  for  little  pay  and  lousy  hours,  you  will 
tell  them  that  you  appreciate  them  and  what 
they  do.  It  is  quite  possible  that  each  time 
they  put  on  a  uniform  and  start  a  tour  of 
duty,  it  could  be  their  last. 

Russ  Cook, 
Chief  of  Police.  Golden  Police  Department. 

May  2.  1995. 


BIPARTISANSHIP  NEEDED  TO 
SAVE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bryant]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BRYANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come 
here  tonight  with  a  stronger  hope  and 
brighter  optimism  for  a  sound  and  sta- 
ble future  for  this  country. 

Bipartisanship  is  alive  and  well  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  and  we  need  more  of  it 
here  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  few  moments 
to  commend  Senators  Al.\n  Si.mpson 
and  Bob  Kerrey— two  Senators  of  op- 
posite parties— for  their  willingness  to 
put  politics  aside  and  work  together  to 
save  Social  Security. 

To  me,  the  significance  to  be  found  in 
their  effort  is  their  realization  of  a  big 
problem  and  their  willingness  to  put 
partisan  politics  aside  in  order  to  go 
about  the  task  of  solving  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  Monday  afternoon's 
issue  of  Congress  Daily.  Senator 
Kerrey  said,  and  I  quote:  "I  am  the 
chairman  of  the  Democratic  Senatorial 
Campaign  Committee,  and  so  it's  pos- 
sible for  us  to  come  forward  and  say 
the  DSCC  is  not  going  to  go  out  and  at- 
tack Republican  Senators  for  doing  the 
right  and  responsible  thing.  We  can 
take  politics  out  of  it." 

Senator  Kerrey  also  said,  and  again 
I  quote:  "I  will  not  put  blinders  on  and 
say.  'well.  I've  got  to  attack  somebody 
just  because  they're  a  Republican." 

Senator  Kerrey,  if  you're  watching 
this.  I  thank  you  and  applaud  you  for 
championing  this  crucial  issue  with 
someone  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  The  House  of  Representatives 
needs  more  bipartisanship  like  that  of 
you  and  Senator  Simpson. 

Like  Social  Security,  one  of  the  most 
crucial  issues  facing  this  Congress  is 
preventing  Medicare  from  going  broke 
for  the  millions  of  seniors  who  depend 
on  it. 

But  no  one  seems  to  want  to  put  poli- 
tics aside,  roll  up  their  sleeves,  and 
solve  the  problem. 

Instead,  all  we've  heard  are  criti- 
cisms and  attacks. 

What  good  are  these  attacks  doing? 
What  legitimate  purpose  are  they  serv- 
ing? 

None.  Nothing.  All  the  carping,  all 
the  complaining,  all  the  criticisms,  are 
doing  not  one  thing  to  save  Medicare. 

In  the  May  29  edition  of  Newsweek 
magazine,  it  was  reported  that  during  a 
meeting  of  Democrats  at  the  White 
House  to  discuss  saving  Medicare,  Sen- 
ator John  Bre.\ux  suggested  that 
Democrats  join  in  a  bipartisan  com- 
mission to  reform  Medicare. 

The  article  went  on  to  report  that 
many  of  those  present  in  the  meeting 
rejected  the  idea,  instead  opting  to  let 
Republicans  take  the  heat  on  this  cru- 
cial effort. 

What  kind  of  leadership  is  that?  How 
can  we  make  any  real   progress  with 
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that  kind  of  an  attitude  coming  from 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle? 

Senator  Bre.M'x.  you're  right  on  tar- 
get, and  I  appreciate  your  foresight  of 
this  important  issue.  We  need  more  of 
that  kind  of  thinking  here  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  We're  going  to  have 
to  have  it  if  we're  ever  to  save  Medi- 
care. 

It's  time  for  Congress  to  come  to- 
gether and  devise  a  plan  to  preserve 
Medicare,  and  don't  worry  about  who 
saves  it. 

Saving  Medicare  won't  be  something 
that  will  take  place  overnight. 

It  will  require  vision  and  foresight  by 
the  policy  makers.  .Any  Medicare  re- 
form proposal  Congress  proposes  must 
entail  reasonable,  flexible,  and  com- 
mon-sense alternatives  for  those  who 
may  choose  to  seek  their  medical  care 
another  source,  such  as  an  HMO. 

Saving  Medicare  will  require  under- 
standing by  the  millions  of  seniors  who 
depend  on  it.  Any  restructuring  of 
Medicare  will  require  some  changes. 
But  everyone  must  realize  that  if  there 
are  no  changes,  there  won't  be  any 
Medicare. 

And  most  importantly,  saving  Medi- 
care will  require  everyone  in  this  body 
to  work  together  if  we  are  to  realize 
success  in  our  efforts. 

We  cannot — we  must  not — waste  our 
time  haggling  with  each  other  about 
preserving  Medicare,  because  in  the 
next  7  years,  father  time  will  grant  us 
no  time  outs,  no  reprieves,  and  no  sec- 
ond chances. 

The  many  millions  of  seniors  who  are 
depending  on  us  to  save  Medicare  can- 
not afford  gridlock. 

Like  Senator  Kerrey  said,  "we  can 
take  politics  out  of  it." 

I  hope  everyone  in  Congress  can  come 
together      like       Senators       Si>!Pson 
Kerrey,    and    Bre.M'x.    Together,    we 
must  devise  a  plan  to  save  Medicare. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  to  participate  in  the 
process  of  saving  Medicare  in  a  positive 
and  constructive  manner. 

We  owe  the  millions  of  seniors  of  this 
country  who  are  depending  on  us.  our 
best  effort. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Mem- 
bers are  reminded  to  avoid  references 
to  Members  of  the  other  body. 


INCIDENTS  AT  UNITED  STATES- 
MEXICAN  BORDER  SHOULD  BE 
INVESTIGATED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  BlLi3RAY] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
the  privilege  of  representing  the  49th 
District  of  California.  I  also  happen  to 
have    the    privilege    of   living    in    the 


southwestern  corner  of  the  United 
States,  where  the  Pacific  Ocean  meets 
the  Mexican  border.  Sad  to  say.  I  also 
happen  to  have  to  represent  an  area 
that  is  severely  impacted  by  intrusion 
and  incursions  across  the  Mexican  bor- 
der, not  only  of  illegal  immigration, 
but  those  individuals  that  cross  the 
border  to  perpetuate  crime  and  theft. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  problem  is  not  just 
those  of  unorganized  crime  or  orga- 
nized crime,  but  the  problem  is  actu- 
ally of  those  who  are  invested  with 
government  authority  in  Mexico,  par- 
ticipating in  a  program  of  theft  and  vi- 
olence against  the  people  of  the  United 
States  and  those  in  San  Diego  County. 

This  photo  here  is  a  good  example  of 
the  problem.  This  is  a  federal  Mexican 
police  officer  driving  a  United  States 
stolen  car,  without  even  having  the 
wherewithal  to  bother  to  take  off  the 
California  license  plate  that  was  on  the 
vehicle.  This  vehicle  is  stolen,  and 
identified  by  the  Federal  agents  as  sto- 
len, and  still  is  being  used  on  official 
business  for  Mexico's  Government. 

Now.  this  week  we  had  a  situation 
that  I  think  has  to  be  brought  to  atten- 
tion here  in  Washington.  DC.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  week  two  Mexican  Fed- 
eral agents  crossed  over  into  United 
States  territory  at  the  port  of  entry 
and  actually  stopped  members  of  the 
United  States,  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  with  AK~47  weapons  in  their 
possession  and  took  those  individuals, 
tried  to  forcibly  take  those  individuals 
back  into  Mexico.  Our  United  States 
agents  confronted  them  with  their 
weapons  drawn,  and  for  a  moment 
there  was  actually  a  standoff  between 
Mexican  Federal  agents  on  United 
States  soil  and  American  Federal 
agents  on  United  States  soil,  point- 
blank  range,  i-eady  to  have  a  shoot-out. 

Thank  the  powers  above  that  we  did 
not  have  a  tragedy  here.  But  we  did 
have  a  situation  that  really  calls  for 
attention,  and  that  is  the  fact  that 
U.S.  citizens  were  ready  to  be  forced  off 
of  U.S.  territory  by  agents  of  a  foreign 
government,  with  weapons.  I  want  to 
point  out.  that  are  illegal,  not  only  to 
be  imported  into  this  country  but  to  be 
possessed  in  this  country,  and  that  is  a 
fully  automatic  AK-47. 

Now.  the  Mexican  Attorney  General 
has  said  these  people  are  going  to  be 
handled,  and  our  Government  has 
turned  them  back  over  to  Federal 
agents  to  be  taken  to  Mexico  City.  I 
certainly  want  everyone  in  this  capital 
and  in  Mexico  City  to  recognize  this 
Member  will  be  watching  this  quite 
closely,  along  with  my  constituents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  only  did  that  hap- 
pen, but  in  the  City  of  Coronado  an  in- 
dividual was  arrested  who  has  been 
identified  as  being  a  state  police  officer 
in  the  act  of  stealing  a  vehicle  from  my 
district  to  export  it  to  Mexico.  Now.  let 
us  be  frank,  A  lot  of  us  support  free 
trade,  but  this  is  not  the  type  of  free 
trade  I  or  my  constituents  support.  If 


we  are  going  to  export  cars,  we  would 
like  it  to  be  paid  for  first. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
an  interesting  side  note  to  this  inci- 
dence at  the  border  is  the  car  that  was 
being  driven  by  the  Mexican  officials 
who  tried  to  take  the  American  citi- 
zens across  the  border  was  not  only 
found  to  have  alcohol  and  drugs  in  it. 
but  actually  happened  to  be  a  stolen 
American  car  being  driven  in  this  act. 

Now,  there  was  other  instances  that 
have  occurred,  again  this  week,  where 
there  were  two  individuals  who  identi- 
fied themselves  as  being  dealers  for  of- 
ficials on  the  Mexican  side  who  were 
Government  officials,  and  they  were 
being  paid  and  reimbursed  for  that 
theft. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  another  incident 
of  the  situation  that  our  border  is  out 
of  control.  I  am  not  speaking  against 
the  people  of  Mexico  or  their  Govern- 
ment, as  much  as  the  fact  that  there 
are  problems  within  their  Government 
that  vJe  must  insist  be  corrected. 

There  have  been  successes.  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  State  of  Baja 
California  Sur  has  cooperated  with  the 
United  States,  identified  300  cars  for 
investigation,  and  actually  have  identi- 
fied that  75  of  those  300  cars  are  in  fact 
stolen  American  cars.  They  have  co- 
operated with  U.S.  officials,  and  those 
cars  are  now  going  to  be  returned  to 
their  rightful  owners. 

D  1845 

So  there  are  successes,  but  the  prob- 
lem is  that  we  have  recognized  a  situa- 
tion here  to  where  we  not  only  have 
crime  crossing  the  border,  but  we  have 
crime  and  violence  crossing  the  border 
under  the  guise  of  government  author- 


ity. 
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stop  a  car  burglar  and  stop  them  in  the 
act,  I  think  it  is  quite  inappropriate  for 
my  police  officers  to  be  greeted  with  a 
Mexican  badge  that  says,  you  have  to 
release  me  because  I  am  a  Mexican  offi- 
cial. 

Well,  thank  God  our  police  officers 
do  not  play  by  that  game.  I  will  ask  all 
my  colleagues  to  pay  attention  to  this 
issue.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  that  this  Na- 
tion pay  attention.  And  I  hope  that  we 
send  a  message  to  the  White  House  and 
to  Mexico  City  that  these  things  have 
to  stop  now. 


MEDICARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress my  colleagues  in  the  House  about 
the  very  important  issues  facing  our 
senior  citizens.  This  has  been  a  very 
senior-sensitive  104th  Congress,  and  I 
am  proud  to  say  that  under  the  leader- 
ship of  individuals  on  both  sides  of  the 
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aisle  we  have  been  able  to  accomplish 
some  very  good  things. 

Most  notably,  we  have  been  able  to 
raise  the  income  eligibility  for  those 
seniors  under  70  who  want  to  have  in- 
come above  $11,280  and  earn  it.  Under 
our  new  legislation,  they  will  be  able 
to  make  up  to  $30,000  a  year  over  the 
next  5  years  without  it  being  deducted 
from  the  Social  Security. 

In  addition,  we  have  rolled  back  the 
very  unfair  1993  Clinton  tax  increase  on 
Social  Security.  In  addition,  we  have 
instituted  the  $500  elder  care  tax  credit 
and  the  tax  credit  for  the  purchase  of 
long-term  care  health  insurance. 

Now  that  brings  us  to  the  issue  that 
was  raised  by  my  colleague  and  friend. 
Congressman  Bryant  of  Tennessee, 
about  Medicare.  We,  in  the  Congress, 
want  to  do  all  we  can  to  make  sure  we 
preserve  and  protect  it  for  the  32  mil- 
lion of  our  Nation's  senior  citizens  and 
4  million  persons  with  disabilities.  But 
the  Medicare  spending,  as  you  know, 
has  gone  up  between  10  and  11  percent 
a  year,  whereas  in  the  private  sector 
health  care  is  about  a  4  to  5  percent  in- 
crease a  year,  which  tells  many  of  us  in 
Congress  and  those  also  watching  to 
see  what  we  will  do  that  there  really 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  fraud,  abuse 
and  waste  in  the  system.  If  we  do  not 
take  action  to  save  Medicare.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  the  year  2002,  the  Medicare 
portion  of  the  FICA  taxes  for  everyone 
will  be  raised  125  percent  from  the  cur- 
rent level. 

Seniors  will  face  an  increase  in  their 
annual  premiums.  We  can  stop  that  by 
preserving,  protecting  and  improving 
our  Medicare  by  making  sure  we  con- 
trol the  rate  of  growth  and  also  look  to 
innovations  with  possibilities  of  the 
medical  savings  accounts  and  with 
managed  care. 

Lasi.  year  we  have  seen  Ihdii  the  So- 
cial Security  Medicare  board  of  trust- 
ees projected  that  the  part  A  of  the 
trust  fund,  the  hospital  care  portion, 
would  go  broke  by  1996.  The  trustees, 
who  included  Labor  Secretary  Robert 
Reich,  Health  and  Human  Services  Sec- 
retary Donna  Shalala.  and  then  Sec- 
retary Lloyd  Bentsen  of  the  Treasury, 
all  members  of  the  Clinton  cabinet, 
said: 

The  federal  hospital  insurance  trust  fund, 
which  pays  inpatient  hospital  expenses,  will 
be  able  to  pay  for  only  about  seven  years  and 
is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  in  the 
long  range. 

The  trustees,  therefore,  have  logi- 
cally called  for  prompt,  effective  and 
decisive  action  to  save  the  fund  from 
its  own  insolvency.  As  well  the  biparti- 
san commission  on  entitlement  and  tax 
reform,  headed  by  Senator  Bob  Kerrey 
and  Senator  John  Danforth  came  to 
the  same  conclusion. 

This  impending  disaster  only  came  to 
light  very  recently.  The  Clinton  admin- 
istration had  tried  to  sweep  it  under 
the  rug.  His  fiscal  year  1996  budget  pro- 
poses no  changes  or  solutions  to  Medi- 
care's problems,  and  he  even  did  not 
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bring:  that  up  when  he  had  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  It  was  not 
even  addressed  by  him. 

As  Medicare  travels  the  road  toward 
bankruptcy,  President  Clinton  has 
been  AWOL,  absent  without  leadership, 
on  this  issue.  He  has  even  refused  to 
participate  in  a  bipartisan  effort  to 
save  Medicare.  Not  until  the  Repub- 
licans had  come  forward  to  talk  openly 
and  honestly  about  how  we  can  save, 
preserve  and  protect  Medicare  has  the 
problem  been  described  and  the  options 
been  discussed. 

House  Republicans  are  determined  to 
work  with  House  Democrats  to  save 
Medicare  by  using  new  approaches,  new 
management,  new  technologies  to  im- 
prove it,  preserve  it  and  protect  it. 
Congress  has  an  unprecedented  oppor- 
tunity, Mr.  Speaker,  to  undertake  a 
fundamental  reform  of  this  important 
Medicare  Program. 

One  of  the  steps  many  of  us  are  tak- 
ing are  Medicare  preservation  task 
forces,  where  we  have  senior  citizens, 
people  involved  with  AARP,  RSVP, 
groups  across  our  country  like  my  own 
in  Montgomery.  Pennsylvania  to  make 
sure  we  include  seniors  in  the  solution. 
Seniors  need  to  be  served.  We  want  to 
make  sure  we  hear  from  them  about 
options  on  making  sure  we  protect  it 
not  only  for  seniors  now  but  for  gen- 
erations to  come. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
estimated  that  there  is  $44  billion  that 
is  wasted  on  fraud  and  abuse  in  the 
Medicare  and  the  Medicaid  funds.  As 
much  as  30  cents  of  every  $1  is  simply 
wasted  or  lost  due  to  mismanagement. 

House  Republicans  will  increase  Med- 
icare spending  under  our  proposal  from 
$4,700  per  retiree  to  as  much  as  $6,300 
per  retiree  by  2002.  This  is  a  45-percent 
increase  in  Medicare  spending  per  re- 
tiree. 

We  will  preserve  the  current  Medi- 
care system  but  we  need  to  develop  a 
new  series  of  options  for  our  senior 
citizens  so  they  can  control  their  own 
future.  I  believe  that  by  working  to- 
gether both  sides  of  the  aisle  we  can 
save  Medicare,  preserve  and  protect  it 
30  that  we  can  provide  the  best  possible 
health  care  at  the  lowest  cost  to  our 
senior  citizens  so  they  can  control 
their  destiny.  And  we  working  together 
with  them,  we  will  in  fact  have  a 
bright  future. 


TIMBER  SALVAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  Under 
the  Speakers  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  T.^YLOR]  is  recognized  for 
60  minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  are  here  today  to  talk 
about  the  Presidential  veto  of  the  tim- 
ber rescission  or  timber  salvage 
amendment  that  is  part  of  the  rescis- 
sion   package    that    has    passed    this 


House,  passed  the  Senate,  has  been 
confirmed,  from  the  conferees,  by  the 
House  and  is  waiting  confirmation  in 
the  Senate. 

The  President  has  promised  to  veto 
the  entire  rescission  package,  and  that 
includes  the  timber  salvage  amend- 
ment. The  salvage  amendment  was  put 
together  after  considerable  consulta- 
tion with  the  Forest  Service,  with 
many  groups;  in  fact,  the  final  amend- 
ment reflected  a  good  many  sugges- 
tions from  the  White  House  itself,  and 
still  the  White  House  wishes  to  veto 
the  entire  rescission  package,  includ- 
ing the  timber  amendment. 

What  we  are  talking  about  with  the 
timber  amendment  tonight  is  to  tell 
people  what  is  going  to  be  the  result  of 
that  Presidential  veto.  First  of  all.  we 
have  to  look  at  what  is  happening  to 
our  forests  and  what  is  happening  to 
the  jobs  related  to  forest  harvesting. 
Our  forests  are  deteriorating  in  health 
because  we  are  not  managing  them 
along  the  lines  of  our  best  scientific 
knowledge  in  forests.  We  have  a  well- 
funded  special  interest  of  environ- 
mental groups  in  Washington  that  take 
in  over  $600  million,  and  they  take  in 
that  money  by  scaring  people  into 
thinking  the  last  tree  is  going  to  be  cut 
tomorrow  or  some  other  fantasy  in 
order  to  bring  those  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  to  themselves.  This 
does  not  meet  with  true  science  or  with 
what  is  actually  happening  in  the  for- 
est. 

The  forests  are  deteriorating  because 
of  the  bad  management  that  has  been 
pushed  by  these  organizations  creating 
the  policy  over  the  last  several  years. 

The  salvage  amendment  was  an  effort 
to  try  to  return  sensible  environ- 
mentalism  and  sensible  science  back  to 
the  harvest  of  our  timber.  And  what 
else  is  at  stake'  Is  it  better  environ- 
mental policy  for  us  not  to  harvest 
dead  and  dying  wood  in  our  forests,  to 
lose  tens  of  thousands  of  jobs  because 
we  do  not  allow  that  harvest,  to  make 
the  people  of  our  country  have  to  use 
alternative  resources  other  than  wood? 
And  what  is  the  consequence  of  using 
alternative  resources  other  than  wood? 
We  will  make  this  podium,  these 
chairs,  this  table  out  of  either  wood, 
metal  or  plastic.  If  we  make  them  out 
of  plastic,  then  we  have  to  import  the 
oil  from  the  Middle  East.  We  have  to 
fight  to  get  it  out.  many  times.  We 
spill  it  several  times  along  the  way. 
The  toxicity  in  the  manufacturing  is 
greater  than  it  is  in  wood  manufactur- 
ing. And  it  is  much  harder  to  recycle  or 
to  dispose  of  when  its  usefulness  is 
over. 

The  same  thing  with  metal.  We  dig  it 
from  the  ground.  A  great  deal  of  energy 
in  the  smelting  process,  and  it  is  much 
harder  to  recycle  than  is  the  renewable 
resource  of  wood.  Also,  both  of  those 
items  are  finite  resources;  when  they 
are  gone,  they  are  gone. 

The  renewable  resource  of  wood  man- 
aged  on   a   perpetual    yield   basis   can 


take  our  lands,  our  best  suited  lands 
for  timber  and  grow  over  and  over 
again  the  multitude  of  products  that 
we  need  for  all  of  our  home  products, 
paper,  many  resources  that  otherwise 
we  would  have  to  use  finite  resources. 

Now,  it  is  better  for  us  to  use  the  re- 
newable resource  of  wood  or  use  up  our 
finite  resources? 

We  are  today  importing  over  one- 
third  of  the  timber  that  we  need,  over 
16  billion  board  feet.  Often  this  is  har- 
vested from  far  more  sensitive  environ- 
mental areas  than  we  have  available  to 
us  in  the  United  States. 

So  by  forcing  these  imports,  we  are 
damaging  tropical  rain  forests  in  many 
cases  and  other  more  sensitive  parts  of 
land. 

What  we  tried  to  do  with  the  timber 
amendment,  a  bipartisan  amendment 
that  had  the  support  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Carpenters,  the  United 
Paperworkers  International  Union. 
Western  Council  of  Industrial  Workers. 
National  Association  of  Home  Builders, 
Realtors.  Women  in  Timber  and  many 
other  small  business  organizations.  It 
was  to  craft  language  that  would  pro- 
vide us  with  59.000  more  jobs  during  the 
three  years  in  the  timber  communities. 
It  would  bring  in  an  additional  $2  bil- 
lion in  payroll  for  timber  workers  in 
communities  all  over  this  country.  It 
would  provide  over  $450  million  in  addi- 
tional tax  revenue,  and  it  would  put 
over  $423  million  returned  to  the  Treas- 
ury directly.  Two  hundred  three  mil- 
lion dollars  would  be  shared  with  the 
counties,  mostly  going  to  education, 
which  is  where  the  counties  put  funds 
coming  from  the  harvest  of  timber. 

It  would  also  bring  us  a  lower  cost  in 
fighting  forest  fires,  which  utilized  $1 
billion  in  Federal  cost  in  1994  and  cost 
us  32  lives  in  this  country  fighting  fire. 

The  President  plans  to  veto  this  bill, 
the  entire  rescission  bill  and  the  tim- 
ber salvage  provision.  That  would  put 
people  back  to  work,  reduce  expendi- 
tures on  forest  fires,  and  improve  for- 
est health. 

Included  also  was  section  318  timber. 
Many  people  have  said  that  the  timber 
salvage  bill  is  not  needed  because  the 
Government  has  a  process  now  for  har- 
vesting salvaged  timber.  It  does.  But  it 
has  been  used  in  such  a  way  by  many 
organizations  through  the  appeals 
process,  through  delaying  processes, 
that  they  render  the  harvest  in  salvag- 
ing of  timber  useless.  If  timber  in  the 
Northwest,  in  the  Southeast,  the 
Southwest,  is  not  utilized  within  6  to  24 
months,  then  it  usually  is  lost  as  far  as 
any  practical  use  and  the  ability  to  sal- 
vage it. 

So  it  must  be  done  quickly.  Appeals 
and  other  actions  by  special  interests 
in  this  country  delay  it  for  years. 

For  instance,  the  section  318  timber, 
it  is  in  Washington  and  Oregon,  this 
area  has  already  met  all  the  environ- 
mental requirements.  This  is  green 
timber  but  it  has  not  yet  been  released. 
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It  has  been  waiting  since  1990.  over  5 
years.  And  this  meets  all  the  environ- 
mental requirements,  and  it  meets,  it 
has  already  been  approved  to  move,  but 
it  has  been  held  up  for  over  5  years 
while  people  in  Washington  and  Oregon 
are  without  jobs. 

I  think  the  salvage  bill  itself  pro- 
vides an  opportunity  to  review  environ- 
mental laws.  It  requires  the  secretary 
of  agriculture  to  see  that  those  laws 
are  followed;  if  he  feels  that  a  tract  can 
be  salvaged  following  the  Environ- 
mental Species  Act  and  the  Forest 
Acts  and  some  other  group  disagrees 
with  him,  they  have  the  right  to  ap- 
peal. They  cannot  have  endless  appeals. 
They  must  appeal  directly  to  a  federal 
judge,  a  district  court  judge  and  they 
have  15  days  in  which  the  judge  will 
hear  the  evidence  and  then  make  a  rul- 
ing, and  then  that  is  the  end. 

If  he  feels  the  environment  is  endan- 
gered, then  he  can  declare  the  sale  un- 
acceptable. If  he  thinks  there  is  no  en- 
vironmental damage  to  be  done,  he  can 
declare  the  sale  to  move  ahead,  and 
that  is  the  end  of  the  appeals  process. 

D  1900 

The  Forest  Service  itself  then  puts 
together,  through  professionals,  the 
sale,  and  puts  it  out  to  the  highest  bid- 
der. There  is  no  forest  giveawa.v.  there 
is  a  sale  to  the  highest  bidder  for  the 
timber  to  be  utilized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  that  this  legis- 
lation brings  in  revenue,  puts  people 
back  to  work,  uses  our  best  science, 
and  gives  full  protection  for  environ- 
mental laws  should  mean  that  the 
President  should  not  veto  this  legisla- 
tion, but  should  pass  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  yield  to  some  of 
the  people  affected  by  this.  I  yield  to 

the       fTon  f  1  nT>-x  a  Ti        frr\nr\       Oo  1  i  fr\T*Ti  i  q        f  \lr 

DOOUTTLEl. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  gentle- 
man's leadership  on  this  salvage  issue 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations and  a  member  of  the  con- 
ference committee.  He  is  to  be  com- 
mended for  the  work  that  he  has  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  will  definitely  re- 
sult in  a  vast  improvement  for  the 
quality  of  our  forest  health,  which  is  so 
desperately  needed  in  many  parts  of 
my  district.  In  many  parts  of  Califor- 
nia and  the  Sierras,  the  percentages 
range  up  to  one-third  of  dead  and  dying 
trees.  A  third  of  the  Sierras  in  parts 
are  dead  and  dying  trees. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  is  the  only  li- 
censed forester  in  the  United  States 
Congress,  so  the  gentleman  has  an  ex- 
pertise that  no  one  else  really  does,  not 
to  the  degree  that  the  gentleman  does. 
He  understands  what  happens  when  we 
have  a  forest  fire,  and  the  environ- 
mental damage  that  that  does  when  it 
burns  so  hot.  He  understands  that  if  we 
do  not  take  this  dead  and  dying  timber 
while    it    still    has    commercial    value. 


then  the  taxpayer  is  burdened  by  shell- 
ing out  money  out  of.  I  guess,  the  gen- 
eral fund  to  go  remove  these  trees. 
There  is  nothing  to  be  regained  in 
terms  of  repaying  the  Treasury. 

Is  that  your  understanding? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  This 
is  true,  and  not  only  that.  I  doubt  if  we 
could  get  that  money  expended,  and 
the  wood  would  not  go  to  create  jobs, 
in  most  cases,  if  it  was  harvested  that 
way. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Yes,  because  it  has 
a  no  value.  So  at  that  point  they  are 
just  doing  something  to  improve  the 
health. 

I  would  comment,  we  have  had  a 
highly  slanted,  unfair,  biased  report 
called  the  Green  Scissors  Report, 
which  is  a  coalition  of,  1  believe.  Earth 
First  and  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union  and  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste,  which  is,  I  think,  just 
shocking  in  terms  of  the  distortion 
that  is  in  that  report.  One  of  the  things 
they  attack  is  so-called  below-cost 
timber  sales. 

What  I  find  interesting  is  that  many 
of  these  self- professed  groups  that  pro- 
fess to  protect  the  environment  drag 
out  the  appeals  process  as  long  as  they 
can,  so  they  make  sure  that  timber  has 
no  commercial  value,  and  then,  when 
money  is  spent  to  get  rid  of  that  tim- 
ber to  protect  the  health  of  the  forest. 
I  believe  that  counts  against  the  over- 
all tree  program,  and  so  it  is 
bootstrapping.  They  make  sure  that  it 
does  not  recover  the  costs,  and  then 
they  try  and  show  "Look  what  pork 
barrel  scandal  support  of  industry  we 
have  here,  because  the  taxpayer  money 
is  going  to  support  the  timber  indus- 
try," when  in  reality,  their  own  ac- 
tions have  guaranteed  that  result. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Metc.alf],  whose 
State  is  also  involved  in  this,  if  he 
would  talk  to  us  about  the  impact  in 
his  area. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
President  will  soon  have  on  his  desk 
legislation  that  would  make  good  use 
of  a  valuable  natural  resources.  How- 
ever, without  the  President's  signa- 
ture, this  resource  will  rot  away. 

Tonight  I  will  tell  Members  the  story 
of  just  one  tree,  one  in  thousands  in 
western  Washington  State.  The  Forest 
Service  estimates  that  over  $20  billion 
board  feet  of  dead,  dying,  or  downed 
timber  is  now  in  our  forests.  This  tree 
on  this  picture  and  many  others  like  it 
blew  down  in  a  windstorm  on  the 
Olympic  Peninsula. 

This  is  not  an  uncommon  occurrence 
in  this  Washington  State  coast.  While 
this  tree  grew  in  a  region  that  is  per- 
fect for  its  growth,  the  unique  com- 
bination of  heavy  rainfall,  wet  soil,  and 
high  winds  caused  trees  like  this  giant 
500-year-old  growth  Douglas  fir  tree  to 
blow  down.  Thousands  of  these  blown- 
down  trees  are  lying  on  the  forest  floor 
right  now. 
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However,  this  tree  had  a  chance  to  be 
different.  Mr.  Jim  Carlson,  in  the  pic- 
ture, tried  to  purchase  this  tree  from 
the  Forest  Service,  to  be  cut  up  in  his 
sawmill  and  sold  to  the  public.  His  saw- 
mill used  to  employ  about  100  people. 
The  Quinault  Ranger  District  refused 
to  sell  this  tree  to  him.  Mr.  Carlson 
later  came  back  to  the  Forest  Service 
and  asked  to  buy  the  tree,  pay  money 
for  it,  the  lumber  to  be  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  an  interpretive  building 
that  he  wanted  to  build  on  this  ranch 
as  part  of  an  economic  diversification 
project.  This  would  have  allowed  Mr. 
Carlson  to  get  into  the  tourism  busi- 
ness which,  as  long  as  we  are  going  to 
put  him  out  of  the  timber  business, 
seems  to  me  about  the  least  we  could 
do. 

The  request  was  also  denied,  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  provisions  for  this  type 
of  sale  were  contained  in  the  Grays 
Harbor  Federal  Sustained  Yield  Unit 
Agreement. 

The  taxpayers  are  the  big  losers  in 
this  story,  though.  This  tree  contained, 
just  look  at  this  tree,  it  contained 
21.000  board  feet  of  lumber.  The  sale  of 
this  tree  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
Mr.  Carlson  would  have  brought  the 
taxpayers,  would  have  brought  the 
Federal  Government.  $10,000  to  $20,000. 
Mr.  Carlson  would  have  been  able  to 
manufacture  that  lumber  from  this  one 
tree  and  sell  it  for  approximately 
$60,000  on  the  retail  market.  That  is 
the  value  of  that  one  tree. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  sad  end  for  this  tree 
came  in  a  perfectly  legal,  though  ter- 
ribly wasteful  manner.  An  out  of-work 
timber  worker,  armed  with  a  firewood 
permit  and  a  chain  saw,  cut  up  this 
grand  old  giant  for  $5  a  cord  and  paid 
about  $115,  $115  to  the  taxpayers  of  this 
Nation,  instead  of  the  $10,000  to  $20,000 
that  that  tree  was  worth  when  it  fell. 

The  rest  of  the  story,  as  Paul  Harvey 
likes  to  say,  is  that  this  past  year  this 
timber  worker  had  his  home  sold  on 
the  steps  of  the  county  courthouse,  be- 
cause he  could  not  pay  $932  in  back 
taxes,  while  the  Quinault  Ranger  Dis- 
trict that  would  not  sell  him  the  tree 
for  lumber  did  not  have  enough  money 
to  purchase  the  diesel  fuel  to  run  their 
road  grader. 

The  extreme  environmentalists  op- 
pose harvesting  downed  or  diseased 
timber.  For  those  who  feel  good  to 
have  that  fine  timber  rot  on  the  forest 
floor,  for  those  people,  I  remind  them 
that  15  billion  board  feet  that  lies  there 
now  will  rot.  There  are  no  roads  to  get 
to  it.  It  is  not  accessible,  and  it  will 
rot. 

I  feel  good  about  the  6  billion  board 
feet  that  we  can  salvage.  The  environ- 
mentalists claim  these  trees  are  nec- 
essary for  the  nutrients  they  provide  to 
the  forest  floor.  However,  if  we  check 
with  the  forestry  scientists,  they  will 
tell  us  that  90  percent  of  the  nutrient 
value  is  found  in  the  crown  of  the  tree. 
That  is  what  stays  in  the  forest  when 
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you  take  out  the  lumber.  It  stays  in 
the  crown  of  the  tree,  while  30  percent 
of  the  fiber  is  found  in  he  trunk.  That 
80  percent  that  we  need,  and  which  can 
be  put  to  good  use.  contains  less  than 
10  percent  of  the  nutrient  value. 

It  is  possible,  therefore.  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  have  the  majority  of  the  fiber  we 
seek  from  these  trees  and  at  the  same 
time  leave  the  majority  of  nutrients 
behind.  With  a  sensible  salvage  policy. 
we  can  have  our  cake  and  eat  it  too. 
and  at  a  profit  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  thousands  of 
trees  just  like  this  one  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  VVTien  in  full  operation.  Mr. 
Carlson  could  have  run  his  mill  with 
only  150  trees  like  this  each  year.  He 
would  employ  60  direct,  full-time  work- 
ers, with  a  payroll  of  over  $1  million, 
from  a  yearly  sales  total  of  $7.5  million 
to  $9  million.  He  would  pay  $200,000  to 
$400,000  per  year  in  corporate  income 
tax.  he  would  pay  $1  million  to  $2  mil- 
lion in  Forest  Service  stumpage  fees. 
That  is  what  the  Federal  Government 
gets  directly. 

His  employees  would  pay  personal  in- 
come tax  of  over  $1  million.  They 
would  have  complete  company-paid 
medical  care  for  themselves  and  their 
families.  In  addition.  Mr.  Carlson 
would  employ  up  to  40  other  people  in 
subcontractor  positions.  These  would 
include  the  loggers  and  those  people 
that  would  help  get  the  logs  out  of  the 
forest. 

To  the  State  of  Washington  alone. 
this  legislation  would  mean  7.500  man- 
years  of  direct,  indirect,  and  induced 
employment.  These  are  jobs  we  des- 
perately need,  as  well  as  making  wise 
use  of  a  resource  that  would  otherwise 
go  to  waste. 

Sadly,  if  these  giants  are  not  har- 
vested within  2  years  of  being  blown 
down,  or  fire  or  disease-damaged,  they 
are  of  no  value  as  timber.  They  begin 
to  deteriorate  within  2  years.  Thus. 
they  are  of  no  value  to  us  as  taxpayers. 
This  is  part  of  the  emergency  situation 
we  face  in  our  forests. 

Unless  the  President  signs  this  im- 
portant legislation,  giant  trees  like 
that  will  rot  back  into  the  forest  floor 
from  which  they  sprang.  It  is  my  hope 
that  he  can  see  the  common  sense  in 
this  legislation,  and  make  the  best  use 
of  our  forest  resources. 

The  forest  communities  all  over  the 
Pacific  Northwest  are  dying.  Our  peo- 
ple are  dymg.  in  economic  terms.  This 
salvage  timber  opportunity  is  here 
now.  and  it  is  something  that  we  deep- 
ly need  in  the  State  of  Washington.  We 
can  wait  no  longer  for  consideration 
and  meaningful  action  addressing  this 
situation.  We  desperately  need  Presi- 
dent Clinton  to  help  by  signing  the  bill 
which  authorizes  the  timber  salvage. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
comments.  Of  course,  he  has  given  an 
exact    case,    something    very    close    to 
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home,  where  individual  lives  are  being 
impacted  by  a  policy  that  does  not  re- 
alize science,  and  does  not  realize  the 
reality  of  forest  management,  but  is 
trying  to  pander  to  an  elite  group  of 
special  interests  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  that  if 
he  is  serious  about  helping  working 
people,  and  if  he  is  serious  about  pro- 
viding a  balanced  budget  and  providing 
resources  to  carry  out  a  number  of  pro- 
grams that  he  would  like  to  see  in  that 
budget,  then  we  have  an  opportunity 
here  to  restore  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  to  the  taxpayers,  to  the  budget, 
and  to  put  tens  of  thousands  of  people 
back  to  work. 

I  was  mentioning  a  moment  ago  that 
we  have  section  318  timber  that  has 
been  approved.  If  the  President  signs 
this  bill,  we  will  get  the  benefit  of  8.942 
instant  jobs,  in  addition  to  the  ones  in 
the  salvage  bill,  because  part  of  the 
timber  salvage  amendment  includes 
three  phases.  It  includes  the  timber 
salvage  portion,  it  includes  the  section 
318  timber  that  has  been  approved  and 
been  waiting  5  years  now.  past  all  regu- 
lations, been  waiting  5  years  to  be  put 
on  the  market,  and  the  option  9  that 
the  President  himself  recommended. 

With  the  318  money  we  will  put  8,942 
people  to  work  immediately.  $313  mil- 
lion in  additional  payroll  funds  for 
timber  workers.  $47  million  in  addi- 
tional tax  revenue.  $184  million  re- 
turned to  the  Treasury,  and  $61  million 
to  be  shared  with  the  counties  for 
whatever  uses  they  need  and  see  fit. 

Good-paying  jobs  are  not  govern- 
ment-trained jobs,  they  are  reality, 
they  are  what  is  needed  in  the  market- 
place. We  have  151  job  training  pro- 
grams, yet  here  we  could  put  tens  of 
thousands  of  people  back  to  work  with- 
out the  taxpayer  training. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Herger].  who  also 
has  a  personal  experience.  He  has  a  per- 
sonal experience  of  what  Is  going  on  in 
the  mismanagement  of  forests  in  Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me,  and 
for  all  of  his  hard  work.  I  believe  he  is 
the  only  certified  forester  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  thank  him  for  his 
leadership  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  President 
threatened  to  veto  the  1995  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  and  Rescission 
Bill.  H.R.  1158,  he  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  he  "really  objected  to  the 
timber  salvage  provision  of  the  bill."  I 
was  quite  surprised  to  hear  this,  par- 
ticularly in  light  of  what  the  amend- 
ment stands  for  in  terms  of  wildfire 
prevention,  forest  health,  jobs,  and  the 
preservation  of  rural  schools  all  over 
the  country. 

What  I  would  like  to  do  for  the  next 
few  minutes.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  outline 
just  what  the  President  means  when  he 
says    he    objects    to    the    amendment. 
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That  is.  where  his  priorities  lie.  and 
what  that  means  to  the  rural  commu- 
nities in  my  district  in  northern  Cali- 
fornia and  in  other  regions  throughout 
the  country. 
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Apparently  the  President  is  objecting 
to  wildfire  prevention  and  forest 
health. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  nearly  4  mil- 
lion acres  of  forestland  nationwide  and 
some  375.000  acres  in  my  district  alone 
were  consumed  by  wildfire.  This  was 
due  primarily  to  the  excessive  buildup 
of  natural  fuels,  that  is.  dead  and  dying 
trees  in  our  forests. 

Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  8  national  forests 
in  my  northern  California  congres- 
sional district.  I  have  areas  where  as 
much  as  50  to  80  percent  of  the  trees 
are  dead  and  dying  due  to  disease,  in- 
sect infestation  caused  primarily  be- 
cause of  7  out  of  9  years  of  severe 
drought.  In  fact,  tree  mortality  in  my 
district  is  so  severe  that  the  California 
State  Board  of  Forestry  has  declared 
much  of  the  area  as  a  zone  of  infesta- 
tion. 

When  these  dead  and  dying  trees  ig- 
nite, they  bum  with  such  intensity 
that  virtually  everything  in  the  forest, 
live  trees,  riparian  habitat,  owl  nesting 
sites  and  even  the  soil  is  consumed. 
This  kind  of  wildfire  brings  the  health 
of  the  forest  to  its  lowest  ebb.  Nature 
is  unable  to  repair  itself  for  years,  even 
if  man  does  everything  within  his 
power  to  help.  Wildfire  also  does  not 
discriminate  between  animal  and 
human  habitat. 

Last  year  the  city  of  Loyalton,  for 
example,  in  my  district  was  threatened 
to  be  burned  to  the  ground  3  times  by 
the  same  fire.  Each  time  the  town  was 
spared  by  changing  winds  Next  year 
the  families  who  live  in  Loyalton  may 
not  be  so  fortunate. 

Our  salvage  amendment  offered  the 
President  the  tools  to  protect  our  for- 
ests and  forest  communities  from  this 
kind  of  catastrophe,  but  apparently  the 
President  finds  this  proposition  objec- 
tionable. Apparently  the  President 
would  rather  see  our  forests  and  the 
towns  adjacent  to  them,  the  Loyaltons 
in  States  throughout  the  country,  blow 
up  in  fire  storms  than  remove  the  dead 
and  dying  trees  that  cause  this  kind  of 
disaster. 

The  President  apparently  also  ob- 
jects to  putting  unemployed  people 
back  to  work.  Mr.  Speaker,  since  1987. 
51  mills  have  closed  in  northern  Cali- 
fornia due  to  drastic  decreases  in  Fed- 
eral timber  sales  and  the  listing  of  the 
Northern  Spotted  Owl.  Forty-two  of 
these  mills  have  closed  since  the  begin- 
ning of  1990.  Twenty-nine  are  in  my 
district. 

These  closures  have  literally  dev- 
astated many  small  timber-dependent 
communities.  Thousands  of  workers 
have  been  dislocated,  causing  unem- 
ployment to  exceed  20  percent  in  some 


areas.  Welfare  rolls  have  ballooned  and 
domestic  violence  has  risen  sharply.  It 
has  simply  been  a  social  travesty. 

When  the  President  held  his  Western 
Forest  Health  Summit  in  1992.  he 
promised  to  help  these  people.  What 
has  he  done  since  then?  Since  he  made 
his  highly  touted  promises  to  the  peo- 
ple of  northern  California,  Forest  Serv- 
ice timber  sales  in  the  region  have  fall- 
en to  approximately  half  of  their  1992 
levels  and  to  approximately  one-third 
of  their  historic  levels. 

Year  1995  looks  even  more  bleak  for 
the  timber  communities.  Of  the  20  tim- 
ber purchasers  which  currently  have 
outstanding  timber  contracts  in  the 
Klamath  and  Sierra  Provinces  of 
northern  California,  only  7  of  these  20 
will  have  outstanding  contracts  at  the 
end  of  1995.  The  bottom  line  Is,  the  in- 
dustry is  being  bled  dry. 

How  ironic  it  is  to  consider  that  at 
the  same  time  we  have  a  desperate 
need  to  remove  the  dead  and  dying  tim- 
ber from  our  forests,  we  also  have  a 
work  force  in  desperate  need  of  jobs. 
Mr.  Speaker,  common  sense  says  that 
we  have  the  wherewithal  to  kill  two 
birds  with  one  stone,  to  save  our  for- 
ests and  put  a  number  of  people  back 
to  work.  But  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
President  apparently  finds  this  objec- 
tionable. The  fact  is  that  he  is  turning 
his  back  on  the  promises  he  made  in 
1992  and  to  the  people  to  whom  he 
made  them. 

Finally,  the  President  apparently 
also  objects  to  Infusing  money  for 
schools  and  roads  into  depressed  rural 
communities  which  have  not  the 
money  for  either.  Mr.  Speaker.  25  per- 
cent of  the  receipts  of  all  Federal  tim- 
ber sales  are  returned  directly  to  coun- 
ties to  fund  schools  and  road  construc- 
tion. Any  i^uuiity  school  ouperintend- 
ent  in  northern  California  would  tell 
you  of  the  devastating  impact  reduced 
timber  sales  have  had  on  the  schools  in 
his  or  her  district. 

Plumas  County,  for  example,  has  had 
its  annual  school  budget  cut  by  as 
much  as  $5.3  million  from  its  1992  lev- 
els. Siskiyou  County  has  lost  over  $1.7 
million  annually  since  1992,  These  dras- 
tic cuts  to  school  budgets  which  are 
very  small  to  begin  with.  Mr.  Speaker, 
have  forced  school  boards  to  eliminate 
some  of  the  most  basic  scholastic  pro- 
grams which  most  school  districts  take 
for  granted. 

Our  salvage  amendment  would  give 
county  school  districts  and  road  funds 
an  infusion  of  a  projected  $380  million. 
This  money  would  also  help  restore 
basic  programs  in  rural  schools.  But. 
again.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  ap- 
parently finds  this  proposition  objec- 
tionable. Apparently  his  "people  first" 
philosophy  does  not  include  children  in 
poor  rural  communities. 

So  what  does  the  President  not  ob- 
ject to?  If  he  objects  to  fire  prevention, 
job  creation,  and  the  preservation  of 
rural  schools,  what  does  he  not  object 
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to?  He  apparently  does  not  object  to 
continuing  what  he  began  the  day  he 
took  office,  an  all-out  war  on  the  West 
spurred  on  by  environmental  extrem- 
ists and  special  interest  groups,  a  pres- 
ervationist war  that  apparently  he  will 
continue  waging  until  our  forests  are 
locked  up  completely  and  the  enemy, 
the  people  who  have  lived  and  managed 
them  for  generations,  have  been  van- 
quished. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  T.WLOR]  for 
his  leadership  in  having  this  special 
order  and  bringing  this  to  the  atten- 
tion of  not  only  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  but  to  the  American  people. 

Mr,  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  commitment 
to  his  constituency  and  the  people  of 
this  country  and  his  willingness  to  tell 
them  the  truth  about  what  is  happen- 
ing in  your  district,  and  it  is  happening 
in  districts  all  over  the  United  States. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  a 
question.  The  President  when  he  indi- 
cated that  he  would  veto  this  bill,  he 
made  a  statement,  and  I  am  quoting 
from  it.  He  says.  "I  object  to  this 
amendment  which  would  basically  di- 
rect us  to  make  timber  sales  to  large 
companies." 

The  people  who  harvest  the  timber 
out  in  your  area,  are  those  the  major 
companies,  the  Weyerhausers  and  the 
other  larger  corporations?  In  our  area. 
it  is  mostly  mom-and-pop  outfits,  they 
hire  maybe  under  100  people,  they  are 
people  in  the  community,  and  most  of 
those  folks  are  right  there  in  the  com- 
munity. These  are  not  large  companies. 
These  are  basic  community  small  busi- 
nesses. 

Is  that  the  case  in  your  area? 

Mr.  HERGER.  That  is  absolutely  the 
case  in  our  area.  Again  there  is  prob- 
ably not  any  other  industry  that  has  as 
many  small  business  type  family  orga- 
nizations than  in  the  timber  business, 
that  business  which  provides  our  Na- 
tion with  our  paper  products,  provides 
us  with  the  wood  products  to  be  able  to 
build  our  homes,  to  be  able  to  have  af- 
fordable homes,  essential  needs.  Yet  as 
the  gentleman  mentioned,  these  are 
primarily  done  by  family  small  busi- 
nesses. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  I 
would  suggest  that  the  President  get 
away  from  the  elite  environment  that 
he  is  surrounded  by  at  the  White  House 
and  go  out  and  talk  to  these  folks  and 
see  how  many  businesses  are  involved. 

Major  timber  companies  that  have 
millions  of  acres  of  land  do  not  need 
this  to  produce  their  forest  products, 
but  small  businesses  do.  They  are  being 
devastated  to  the  point  of  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  jobs  all  over  this  country. 

I  think  the  gentleman  brought  our 
another  point,  homebuilding.  The  aver- 
age cost  of  a  home  has  gone  up  over 
$7,000  just  over  what  has  happened  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  expected  to 
go  higher.  We  are  using  today  metal 


studs  for  construction  purposes  as  well 
as  other  metal  components  instead  of 
the  renewable  resource  of  wood. 

How  can  you  possibly  be  an  environ- 
mentalist and  want  to  use  a  finite 
product  that  is  hard  to  recycle,  hard  on 
the  environment  when  it  is  brought  in 
and  smelted  and  produced  as  opposed 
to  a  renewable  resource  like  wood,  eas- 
ily recyclable  and  can  be  used  over  and 
grown  over  and  over  again? 

Mr.  HERGER.  I  thank  again  the  gen- 
tleman for  bringing  this  out.  Again  we 
are  talking  about  a  renewable  resource. 
As  I  mentioned  earlier  in  my  talk.  I 
have  some  eight  national  forests,  all  or 
parts  of  them  in  my  district.  Of  that 
part,  during  the  time  when  we  were 
under  historic  levels  and  were  harvest- 
ing, approximately  75  percent  were  off- 
limits  to  any  type  of  harvesting  at  all. 
They  were  in  preserves,  they  were  in 
national  parks,  in  wilderness  areas.  So 
we  really  had  about  25  percent  of  the 
pie  that  could  be  harvested,  and 
through  our  California  laws  could  not 
be  harvested  any  more  rapidly  than 
they  were  growing  back. 

At  this  point,  even  that  25  percent 
has  been  locked  up.  Maybe  there  is 
about  5  percent  or  even  less  that  we  are 
able  to  harvest.  Again,  we  are  talking 
about  a  renewable  resource.  These  steel 
studs  that  you  are  referring  to  or  even 
in  our  grocery  store,  the  plastic.  Plas- 
tic Is  not  renewable.  Steel  studs  are 
not  renewable.  But  yet  our  forest  prod- 
ucts are  renewable.  Again,  it  is  a  trag- 
edy to  our  environment  to  see  this  hap- 
pening, that  not  only  are  our  forests 
rotting  and  burning  but  our  commu- 
nities are  being  deprived  of  their  very 
livelihoods.  Again,  this  is  a  tragedy, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  bringing 
this  out. 

mi.  TAYLOR  of  North  Caiuiina.  The 
gentleman  makes  another  good  point. 
We  are  not  talking  about  any  harvest 
in  national  parks.  We  are  not  talking 
about  harvesting  in  wilderness  areas  or 
wild  and  scenic  river  areas.  As  you  say, 
75  percent  of  the  national  forests  even 
are  off-limits  from  this  harvest.  Only 
about  25  percent  of  the  area  which  is 
already  being  used  and  harvested  from 
a  commercial  standpoint,  or  at  least 
eligible — it  is  not  being  harvested 
now— for  harvesting  will  be  impacted. 
A  very  small  part,  one-third,  of  this 
Nation's  public  lands  that  the  Govern- 
ment owns  today. 

I  would  also  remind,  and  I  think  the 
gentleman  pointed  out  a  moment  ago, 
management  of  the  forest  and  thinning 
of  the  forest  is  important  for  forest 
health,  whether  it  is  down  wood  or 
standing  wood.  There  was  a  wire  today, 
a  green  wire  that  came  out  that  point- 
ed out  that  aspen  trees  in  New  Mexico 
and  Arizona  are  on  a  rapid  decline. 

It  points  out  that  in  1962,  there  were 
486.000  acres  and  it  is  down  to  263,000 
acres  now,  a  46  percent  decrease  of 
aspen,  and  the  primary  reason  is  the 
aspen,  and  I  am  quoting  from  it.  needs 
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open  spaces  to  grow.  They  need  to  clear 
the  forests  so  the  younger  trees  can 
grow  out.  and  that  can  be  done,  accord- 
ing to  this  green  wire,  in  several  ways. 
One  is  by  wood  harvest.  That  is  impor- 
tant in  managing  today's  forest.  If  you 
are  going  to  have  a  wealthy  forest,  it 
has  to  be  managed,  and  harvest  is  part 
of  that  management. 

I  would  go  back  and  talk  again  about 
what  the  President  said  in  his  state- 
ment. He  went  on.  in  addition  to  say- 
ing this  was  made  up  of  large  timber 
companies,  we  were  directing  the  cuts 
in  sales  to  large  timber  companies,  and 
that  is  entirely  false.  I  would  say  it  is 
close  to  99  percent  of  these  companies 
that  are  going  to  be  harvesting,  that 
will  be  winning  bids  on  forest  sales, 
come  from  small  family  firms  and 
would  be  classified  as  small  businesses 
under  all  the  definitions  of  small  busi- 
ness. 

He  also  mentioned  there  would  be  a 
subsidy  to  the  taxpayer.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  saw  no  subsidy, 
the  ta.xpayer  was  not  subsidizing  these 
sales.  In  fact,  they  saw  tens  of  millions 
of  dollars  coming  into  the  treasury, 
and  I  think  we  quoted  from  those  fig- 
ures a  moment  ago. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say  that  this  leg- 
islation would  essentially  throw  out  all 
environmental  laws,  and  that  is  ridicu- 
lous. If  he  would  talk  to  his  own  chief 
of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  he  would 
tell  them  that  the  environmental  laws 
are  not  being  thrown  out.  that  the  Sec- 
retary is  required  to  follow  a  number  of 
the  environmental  laws.  If  there  was 
no  requirement  for  following  them, 
there  would  be  no  reason  for  an  appeal. 
and  there  is  an  appeal  process. 

I  would  go  to  the  last  segment  in  the 
salvage  amendment,  and.  that  is.  that 
was  uisei  Led  by  Llie  Senate.  Il  was  Op- 
tion 9  timber  harvest. 

D  1930  I 

The  President  himself  went  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest  directly  after  his 
election  and  promised  the  people  that 
he  would  start  seeing  that  the  forests 
there  were  being  harvested.  Now  he  cut 
the  har\'est  down  to  approximately  20 
percent  of  what  it  would  be  or  what  it 
had  been  in  the  past,  but  even  that  is 
not  happening.  The  extreme  elements 
who  are  influencing  the  administration 
are  seeing  that  is  not  happening.  Of  the 
1.2  billion  board  feet  that  were  selected 
for  harvest  under  Option  9.  almost 
none  of  that  timber  has  been  cut  since 
the  plan  was  selected  by  the  adminis- 
tration. 

It  was  tested  in  district  court,  was 
upheld  in  district  court  in  December, 
and  the  conference  language  would  re- 
quire that  it  now  proceed  and  it  would 
insulate  it  from  further  judicial  review 
so  that  we  do  not  have  to  subject  the 
tens  of  thousands  of  employees  to  end- 
less appeals  on  this  process 

In  real  terms  if  we  restore  and  bring 
the  Option  9  procedures  ahead,  it  would 


restore  almost  19.000  jobs  for  timber 
workers  in  the  communities  in  the  so- 
called  spotted  owl  areas,  it  would  add 
$664  million  in  additional  payroll  for 
timber  workers,  it  would  add  $54  mil- 
lion in  additional  tax  revenue,  and  $360 
million  would  be  returned  to  the  Treas- 
ury; $120  million  would  go  to  the  coun- 
ties to  be  shared  as  we  mentioned  a 
moment  ago  primarily  for  education. 

Even  the  Forest  Service  estimates 
that  if  we  do  not  proceed  it  may  be 
years  and  years  before  Option  9  can 
move  ahead,  and  that  in  effect  is  the 
President  denying  the  people  even  that 
part  of  his  promise  that  he  made  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

We  have  a  section  that  is  called  the 
4-D  areas,  a  provision  that  legitimizes 
future  action  for  the  administration's 
4-D  section  on  Endangered  Species  Act 
rulings  for  relief  of  small  landowners 
which  was  also  included  by  the  con- 
ferees. When  the  administration  fin- 
ishes its  4-D  rules,  millions  of  small 
landowners  will  be  out  from  under  the 
ESA  restrictions  on  timber  harvesting. 
It  would  free  up  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  board  feet  of  new  timber  by  small 
property  landowners. 

The  acceptance  of  this  provision  was 
basically  a  good-faith  attempt  to  show 
that  Congress  is  willing  to  work  with 
the  administration's  plan  to  utilize 
section  4-D  of  the  ESA  to  provide  relief 
for  small  landowners. 

In  other  words,  the  President  has 
made  many  representations.  What  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  to  bring  those  rep- 
resentations to  fruition.  Certainly  the 
President  can  support  that. 

The  President's  veto  means  that  the 
administration's  commitment  to  pro- 
vide relief  in  timber  communities  will 
not  happen.  The  President's  veto 
threat  and  comments  on  the  timber 
provisions  in  the  rescission  bill  is  proof 
that  his  campaign  pledge  to  put  people 
first  has  been  breached. 

The  number  of  jobs  in  the  entire  re- 
scission bill,  including  the  salvage  por- 
tion, 318  and  Option  9,  would  create 
over  88.000  jobs;  in  other  words,  it 
would  put  that  many  people  who  have 
been  unemployed  this  period  of  time 
back  in  their  jobs  all  across  this  coun- 
try. Instead  of  that,  the  President  is 
willing  rather  to  see  that  the  forests 
rot  or  burn  than  to  see  that  good 
silviculture,  good  management,  forest 
health  management  is  put  in  place. 

I  would  remind  him  that  his  promise 
was  to  help  bring  economic  activity 
back  to  the  area.  His  veto  of  this  legis- 
lation will  kill  that  entirely.  His  sign- 
ing of  that  bill  will  give  88.000  people 
across  this  country  and  primarily  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  immediate  em- 
ployment. 

There  are  numerous  opportunities  for 
us  to  evaluate  this  bill.  The  Congress 
had  hearings,  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture and  Committee  on  Resources 
had  joint  hearings  before  they  re- 
quested that  I  sponsor  this  amendment 


in  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
We  had  debate  in  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  we  had  debate  on  the 
floor.  There  were  277  Members  of  Con- 
gress who  supported  this  bill;  it  was  op- 
posed by  149.  It  passed  with  almost 
two-thirds  of  this  Congress'  support.  It 
passed  in  the  Senate.  It  came  back  and 
was  approved,  the  conference  language 
in  the  House  was  approved  overwhelm- 
ingly, as  it  will  be  in  the  Senate.  And 
so,  this  is  the  people  through  their  rep- 
resentatives speaking  for  what  is  need- 
ed in  this  country  and  what  they  want. 

The  President  is  vetoing  it  because 
he  is  being  asked  by  a  group  of  ill-in- 
formed special  interests  in  Washington 
not  to  do  it. 

If  you  read  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
of  2  weeks  ago  last  Friday  you  will  see 
why.  The  environmental  organizations 
in  this  town,  the  special  interests  to 
which  I  refer  that  take  in  the  $600  mil- 
lion and  lavish  it  out  to  political  spe- 
cial interests,  were  polled  as  to  their 
support.  The  report  said  they  were  ba- 
sically left-leaning.  93  percent  who  sup- 
port the  President  of  the  United 
States,  voted  for  President  Clinton  in 
the  1992  election.  And  he  now  is  reach- 
ing out  to  pander  to  that  very  elite 
special  interest  and  forget  88.000  honest 
taxpaying  citizens  who  can  be  put  back 
to  work  immediately. 

I  would  remind  them  of  one  other 
statement  that  was  made  by  the  group, 
an  environmental  group  who  spoke 
positively  about  the  President's  threat 
to  veto,  and  I  am  quoting  the  Oregon- 
based  Headwaters  organization,  and  it 
said  "By  preventing  these  clear  cuts. 
President  Clinton  today  saved  the  mar- 
ble murrelet  from  extinction."  Now 
that  defies  sensibility.  We  are  talking 
about  dead  timber,  we  are  talking 
about  timber  that  in  many  cases  has 
already  blown  over  on  the  ground,  we 
are  talking  about  timber  that  has  been 
burned,  we  are  talking  about  timber 
that  is  insect-infested.  Clearcutting 
dead  and  dying  timber  is  ridiculous, 
and  how  you  could  have  saved  any- 
thing, the  marbled  murrelet  from  tak- 
ing out  salvaging  dead  timber  remains 
to  be  seen. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  RiGG.s.  whose  district  also  is 
impacted  by  this  legislation,  who  has 
real  people  who  are  suffering  because 
of  the  policies  of  this  administration 
and  because  of  the  veto  threat  of  this 
administration. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding,  and  I  commend  him  for  his 
extraordinary  leadership  in  helping  to 
steer  this  very  important  piece  of  leg- 
islation properly  called  the  emergency 
timber  salvage  amendment  through  the 
House  and  making  sure  it  survived  the 
House  and  Senate  conference  commit- 
tee. 

I  want  to  tell  the  gentleman  that  I 
am  dismayed  to  put  it  mildly  that  the 
President   might   specifically   point   to 


our  emergency  timber  salvage  amend- 
ment as  grounds  for  vetoing  the  emer- 
gency supplemental  appropriations  and 
rescissions  package,  first  of  all  because 
the  bill  as  the  gentleman  well  knows 
appropriates  Federal  assistance,  Fed- 
eral aid  for  disaster  victims  in  Califor- 
nia, many  of  whom  live  in  my  congres- 
sional district  and  were  victims  of  last 
winter's  severe  flooding,  but  also  be- 
cause, frankly,  we  need  to  ensure  a 
greater  supply  of  timber,  and  what  bet- 
ter source  than  the  dead  and  dying 
trees  on  Federal  forest  lands  for  the 
independent  mills  in  the  north  part  of 
my  congressional  district,  which  are 
very  much  a  part  of  that  regional  econ- 
omy, and  the  independent  mills,  frank- 
ly, are  almost  the  backbone  of  our  re- 
gional economy  and  have  been  beset  by 
any  number  of  pressures  in  recent 
years,  not  least  of  which  is  in  my  view 
an  overregulation  of  our  Federal  forest 
lands  and  a  moving  away  from  utilizing 
those  forest  lands  to  produce  a  re- 
source that  the  mills  can  then  use  to 
turn  into  products  and  to  create  and  to 
save  jobs. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  gentleman 
what  I  am  sure  he  has  already  men- 
tioned here  tonight,  and  that  is  our 
amendment  is  vitally  needed  for  fire- 
supression  purposes  and  the  health  of 
the  forests.  Our  amendment  would  save 
lives  and  save,  frankly,  the  Federal 
Government  millions  of  dollars  in  fire- 
suppression  costs  that  have  been  spent 
combating  these  raging  wildfires  that 
have  burned  out  of  control  particularly 
in  the  western  United  States  in  recent 
years. 

Second,  it  would  generate  revenues 
for  the  Federal  Treasury  by  again  al- 
lowing the  salvage  harvesting  of  these 
dead  and  dying  trees  on  Federal  forest 
lands.  Our  amendment,  which  the  gen- 
tleman was  able  to  incorporate  into 
the  appropriations  bill  when  it  left  the 
full  committee,  was  actually  one  of  the 
revenue-positive  aspects  of  that  piece 
of  legislation,  and  was  one  of  the  meas- 
ures that  were  used  to  pay  if  you  will 
for  the  expenditures  in  the  bill,  not 
least  of  which  again  was  Federal  disas- 
ter assistance  for  emergency  victims  in 
California. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  point  out.  as 
again  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  has 
stressed  here  tonight,  that  our  amend- 
ment is  designed  at  taking  some  of 
these  dead  and  dying  and  diseased  trees 
out  of  Federal  forest  lands  at  a  rate, 
frankly,  that  is  far  below  the  annual 
mortality  rate  on  Federal  forest  lands, 
so  what  we  have  proposed  here  is  a 
very  reasonable  amendment,  one  that 
is  good  for  the  environment,  again 
good  for  forest  health  purposes,  it  is 
good  forestry  technique  or  silvicultural 
technique  in  that  it  allows  the  selec- 
tive thinning  of  our  forest  lands 
targeting  dead  and  dying  trees, 
thinning  those  forest  lands  and  manag- 
ing those  forest  lands  for  again  forest- 
health  and  fire-suppression  purposes. 


I  must  say  I  am  perplexed  by  the 
President's  position  on  this  particular 
issue.  It  seems  like  his  administration 
has  been,  frankly,  talking  on  both  sides 
of  this  issue.  In  fact  the  very  day  be- 
fore the  President  mentioned  in  his 
veto  threat  our  emergency  timber  sal- 
vage amendment  as  grounds  for  a  po- 
tential Presidential  veto  1  has  been  as- 
sured by  our  former  colleague  and  the 
new  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Dan 
Glickman  from  Kansas,  that  he  as  the 
Agriculture  Secretary  intended  to  do 
all  that  he  could  as  a  key  representa- 
tive of  the  administration  to  ensure 
that  we  began  selling  more  timber  off 
of  our  Federal  forest  lands,  and  as  the 
gentleman  pointed  out  in  his  opening 
remarks  when  he  was  kind  enough  to 
introduce  me  and  yield  ti  me  to  me.  my 
congressional  district,  the  First  Con- 
gressional District  of  northwest  Cali- 
fornia, is  home  to  all  or  part  of  four 
Federal  forest  lands.  Our  economy,  our 
regional  economy  in  northwest  Califor- 
nia is  very  much  resource-dependent. 
We  have  traditionally  relied  upon  the 
forest  products  industry  as  the  primary 
source  of  steady,  good-paying,  indus- 
trial-type jobs.  and.  frankly.  I  would 
hope  that  the  administration  will  re- 
consider their  position,  allow  us  to 
begin  extracting  that  resource  off  of 
Federal  forest  lands  for  the  benefit  of 
our  economies  and  the  benefit  of  our 
local  communities  in  our  congressional 
district,  in  your  congressional  district, 
and  in  many  congressional  districts 
across  the  country. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina. 
Would  the  gentleman  perhaps  consider 
this  question:  If  the  President  signs 
this  rescission  package,  he  will  put 
88.000  people  back  to  work,  and  these 
are  good,  high-paying  jobs,  that  is  why 
'.ve  have  at  least  three  or  four  union  en- 
dorsements here,  we  have  the  National 
Home  Builders,  we  have  many  organi- 
zations endorsing  this. 

At  a  time  when  unemployment  is  rel- 
atively high  across  the  country  and  es- 
pecially high  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
and  other  areas  that  would  be  impacted 
greatest  by  this,  why  would  the  Presi- 
dent not  sign  a  bill  that  would  put 
88.000  people  back  to  work,  would  im- 
prove the  forests'  health,  would  actu- 
ally by  his  own  Forest  Service  admis- 
sion, would  really  create  a  healthier 
forest?  Why  would  he  not  do  that? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield.  I  would  be  the  last  one  to  specu- 
late for  the  administration  on  this  par- 
ticular question,  and  I  know  that  the 
gentleman's  question  is  somewhat  rhe- 
torical in  nature.  But  he  makes  a  very, 
very  good  point. 

First  of  all  we  are  talking  about  jobs 
that  are  not  easily  replaced  in  the  local 
economies  of  resource-dependent  com- 
munities. And  I  cannot  fathom  his  mo- 
tivation, except  for  the  possibility  that 
the  President  is  afraid  of  frankly  an- 
tagonizing a  core  constituency  in  the 
national  Democratic  Party,  and  that  is 
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the  more  militant  environmental  ele- 
ment which  has  made  professional  en- 
vironmental activism  a  movement  in 
America  in  recent  years.  They  are  the 
forces,  the  entrenched  forces  of  the  sta- 
tus quo  on  this  particular  issue.  They 
are  the  ones  that  are  frankly  saying  let 
those  dead  and  dying  trees  rot  on  the 
forest  floor  rather  than  use  those  trees 
as  a  resource  to  produce  a  value-added 
product  and  again  ensure  good  paying 
jobs  in  the  forest  products  industry  and 
the  communities  that  depend  on  that 
industry  as  the  primary  source  of  their 
economic  livelihood  and  economic 
well-being. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  A 
little  while  ago  I  mentioned  the  study 
that  was  published  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  pointed 
out  this  special  interest  in  Washington 
of  the  environmental  movement,  and 
this  is  to  be  distinguished  from  genu- 
ine, honest,  working  people  out  there 
that  are  concerned  about  the  environ- 
ment. I  have  three  children,  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  environment. 

D  1945 

Many  people  across  the  country  are 
concerned.  I  am  talking  about  a  special 
interest  here  that  takes  in  over  $600 
million  by  frightening  people  and  does 
not  come  close  to  putting  out  the  truth 
of  what  is  happening.  It  is  an  organiza- 
tion that,  according  to  the  Journal  re- 
port, is  very  far  left.  It  voted  93  percent 
for  Mr.  Clinton  in  1992.  I  know  it  is  a 
special  interest  group  that  backs  him. 

But  pandering  to  that  group  at  the 
expense  of  these  tens  of  thousands  of 
wage  earners  out  in  that  part  of  the 
country  and  doing  it  against  the  rec- 
ommendations that  he  made  himself, 
promises  he  made  himself,  with  option 
9  and  other  promises  to  get  these  peo- 
ple back  to  work,  I  cannot  understand 
why  he  is  picking  this  very  left-wing 
group  over  this  large  part  of  America's 
working  people,  labor  unions  that  want 
to  go  back  to  work,  members,  others, 
and  I  am  just  confused  as  to  why  this 
administration  would  pander  to  this 
small,  elite  group  as  opposed  to  main- 
stream America,  why  he  would  fly  in 
the  face  of  nearly  two-thirds  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

This  was  a  bipartisan  effort. 

To  get  two-thirds,  we  had  over  70 
Democrats  who  voted  and  worked  hard 
for  the  bill.  The  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]  was  particularly 
helpful  to  get  the  bill  passed;  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson],  oth- 
ers were  involved  in  this,  as  well  as  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs], 
and  it  is  all  of  us  who  are  looking  to 
help  these  working  men  and  women  get 
their  jobs  back,  high-paying  jobs  in 
most  cases,  to  get  them  back  in  the 
mainstream  economy,  and  here  the 
President  is  threatening  to  do  that,  to 
veto  it.  He  is  threatening  because  of 
the  pressure  from  a  group  that  does  not 
know  a  sourwood  from  a  white  pine. 
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I  had  one  of  them  testifying  in  the 
Committee  on  Interior  the  other  day 
who  testified  he  was  an  environmental 
educator.  After  he  told  me  all  the 
things  that  were  happening  in  the  for- 
est, the  world  was  coming  to  an  end.  I 
tried  to  ascertain  his  qualifications.  I 
found  out  he  did  not  have  a  degree  in 
anything,  and  his  practical  knowledge 
was  void.  I  asked  him  what  portion  of 
the  country  was  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government.  It  is  about  a  third.  He  did 
not  have  a  clue.  I  asked  him  how  many 
acres  were  in  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
system.  It  is  191  million  acres.  He  did 
not  know.  I  asked  him  how  much  of 
that  191  million  acres  could  be  har- 
vested today.  He  said  it  all  could.  Less 
than  25  percent  of  it  can  be  harvested 
today. 

What  I  am  saying  is,  with  that  kind 
of  misinformation,  the  President  would 
do  well  to  listen  to  the  working  men 
and  women  in  California  and  Washing- 
ton and  Oregon  and  other  parts  of  this 
country  as  opposed  to  listening  to  a 
very  elite  special  interest  group  that  is 
giving  him  very  bad  information. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield.  I  think  the  gentleman  makes  an 
excellent  point,  and  I  would  simply  add 
that  again  the  hard-core  professional 
environmental  element,  which  again 
has  become,  giving.  I  guess,  the  devil 
its  due.  a  well-organized  and  well-fund- 
ed movement  in  this  country  in  recent 
years,  having  lost  this  debate  through 
a  fair  and  open  process  at  the  full  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  level  when 
the  bill  was  marked  up,  in  fact,  when 
the  gentleman's  amendment  was  voted 
on  on  an  up-or-down  basis,  having  lost 
the  debate  out  here  on  this  House  floor 
when  we  debated  at  some  length  the 
merits  of  the  gentleman's  emergency 
timber  salvage  amendment,  then  em- 
ploys a  bacii-door  mechanism,  goes  to 
the  White  House  and  convinces  the  cer- 
tain figures  in  the  President's  adminis- 
tration that  he  really  ought  to  veto 
this  bill,  which,  as  the  gentleman 
pointed  out,  passed  the  House  with 
strong  bipartisan  support,  and  I  want 
to  say  that  the  President,  frankly,  is 
not.  in  my  just  intuitive  sense  here,  he 
is  not  heeding  his  instinct.  He  is  not 
doing  what  I  think,  frankly,  he  knows 
is  the  right  thing. 

I  mean,  after  all,  this  is  a  President 
who  campaigned  on  a  promise  of  put- 
ting people  first.  Well,  I  want  to  point 
out  to  the  President  that  the  independ- 
ent timber  mills  of  this  country  have 
launched  a  new  campaign  called  Put- 
ting Family  Businesses  First,  so  if  the 
President  met  his  campaign  rhetoric,  if 
he  really  does  believe  in  putting  people 
and  families  first,  he  can  begin  by  re- 
considering his  threat  to  veto  the  gen- 
tleman's outstanding  emergency  tim- 
ber salvage  amendment. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  That 
falls  in  line  with  the  President's  dec- 
laration that  these  are  large  compa- 
nies. These  are  not  large  companies. 
These  are  small,  family-size  businesses. 


THE  REAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
EXTREMISTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Nethercutt).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis]  is 
recognized  for  30  minutes  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown],  my  friend  and  colleague. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  sat  here  listening  for  the  last  hour 
as  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Lewis]  did,  and  my  friend,  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  CLAY- 
TON] talking  about  environmental  ex- 
tremists and  environmental  extre- 
mism. 

The  fact  is  that  70  percent  of  the 
American  public  wants  to  see  not 
weaker  but  stronger  environmental 
laws,  and  the  real  extremists  and  the 
real  radicals  in  this  environmental  de- 
bate are  not  people  that  support  the 
clean  water  laws  and  not  people  that 
support  the  clean  air  laws  and  not  peo- 
ple that  support  public  health  laws,  but 
the  real  extremists  are  a  good  many 
Republicans  in  this  body  who  literally 
want  to  privatize  some  of  the  national 
parks,  sell  the  national  parks  to  large 
corporations,  want  to  roll  back  a  lot  of 
the  environmental  laws,  clean  air  laws, 
safe  drinking  water  laws,  laws  that  af- 
fect, that  we  have  built  a  consensus  in 
this  country  around  that  have  given  us 
the  best  public  health  in  our  history, 
that  have  given  us  the  best,  strongest 
laws  in  the  world  to  protect  our  citi- 
zens against  everything  from  breast 
cancer  to  tuberculosis.  We  have  done 
that  well  in  this  country  in  the  last  3 
or  4  decades,  something  I  am  proud  of. 

I  live  in  Lorain,  Ohio.  My  back  door 
looks  out  over  Lake  Eric.  Twenty 
years  ago.  Lake  Erie  was  declared  dead 
in  many  parts.  Part  of  the  Cuyahoga 
River  in  Cleveland  caught  on  fire. 

Becuase  of  the  efforts  of  the  U.S. 
EPA,  because  of  the  commitment  of  a 
lot  of  people  in  Lorain.  Cleveland,  Me- 
dina, and  all  of  northeast  Ohio  and 
other  areas,  we  as  a  Nation  were  able 
to  clean  up  that  lake,  so  my  daughters, 
Emily  and  Elizabeth,  can  now  swim  in 
Lake  Erie,  and  other  people,  we  drink 
the  water,  we  can  enjoy  that  lake 
recreationally.  and  it  helps  create  jobs. 
It  helps  attract  people  to  the  Great 
Lakes  to  build  their  businesses  and 
build  their  industries  and  employ  peo- 
ple. 

The  extremists  and  the  environ- 
mental issue  are  not  those  70  or  80  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  that  want 
clean  air.  pure  food,  safe  drinking 
water  for  their  children  and  their  fami- 
lies and  their  grandchildren,  but  the 
people  that  want  to  sell  off  the  na- 
tional parks  and  allow  the  chemical 
companies  and  other  polluters  to  write 
the  laws  that  dismantle  the  best  envi- 
ronmental laws  in  our  history  and  the 
best  environmental  laws  in  the  whole 


world,  and  that  is  what  concerns  me 
when  I  hear  this  kind  of  debate  on  the 
House  floor. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  I  say  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown]  I  must  agree  with  you.  There  is 
nothing  radical  about  wanting  to  know 
what  is  in  the  air  we  breathe,  what  is 
in  the  water  we  drink  or  what  is  in  the 
food  we  eat.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much  for  his  comments. 

I  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

CELEBRATING  THE  MOTOR-VOTER  LAW 

Mrs.  CLAYTON,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also 
want  to  applaud  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lrwls]  for 
organizing  this  special  order  and  his 
dedication  and  commitment  to  the 
cause  of  voting  and  the  rights  of  civil 
rights.  He  has  an  impeccable  reputa- 
tion, and  those  people  who  know  of  his 
record  know  that,  indeed,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis]  is  a 
long-distance  runner  in  the  struggle  for 
civil  rights  and  the  opportunity  for 
basic  rights  that  the  Constitution  af- 
fords all  Americans,  the  right  to  vote 
for  all  our  citizens. 

He  has  faced  all  manner  of  discour- 
agement, and  yet  he  has  never  been 
discouraged.  I  just  want  to  thank  you. 
I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Lewis],  for  not  only  this  special 
order  but  for  the  life  that  you  have 
lived  and  showing  that  America  should 
be  there  for  everyone  and  living  the 
life  that  is  exemplary,  what  you  are. 
And  so  I  am  delighted  to  participate 
with  you. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  I  thank  the 
gentlewoman  for  those  comments. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  The  right  to  vote  is 
a  precious  right  because  all  rights  de- 
rive from  the  voting  right.  Freedom  of 
speech,  which  we  know  as  the  First 
Amendment,  has  far  less  meaning  with- 
out the  right  to  vote  and  to  elect  those 
persons  who  will  uphold  that  fun- 
damental freedom. 

Freedom  from  illegal  search  and  sei- 
zure, which  we  know  as  the  fourth 
amendment,  has  little  meaning  if  those 
who  hold  elective  office  do  not  stand  up 
and  protect  those  basic  freedoms. 

The  term  due  process,  the  fifth 
amendment,  providing  important  pro- 
cedural safeguards,  guaranteed  by  the 
Constitution,  become  mere  words  if 
those  who  we  elect  fail  to  protect 
them. 

And  the  equality  of  treatment  under 
the  law,  the  14th  amendment,  is  a 
platitude  we  talk  about  that  becomes  a 
living  reality  only  when,  now  only 
when,  those  we  vote  into  office  become 
champions  of  those  rights. 

The  Constitution  is  a  living  and 
breathing  document  that  gets  its  life 
from  people  we  elect. 

It  is,  therefore,  clearly  the  best  way 
to  safeguard  all  of  our  rights  is  to  exer- 
cise our  most  fundamental  right,  and 
that  is  the  right  to  vote.  And  the  first 
step  in  exercising  that  right  obviously 


is  to  register.  We  in  Congress  have 
made  registering  to  vote  easy.  The  Na- 
tional Voter  Registration  Act  of  1993. 
the  so-called  motor  voter  bill,  was 
passed  by  Congress  and  signed  into  law 
by  President  Clinton  May  20,  1993. 

The  motor  voter  act  took  effect  Jan- 
uary 1  of  this  year.  It  requires  basi- 
cally that  we  get  our  drivers  license, 
we  can  register  by  mail,  any  time  we 
get  public  services,  those  three  areas 
allow  us  to  register  very  easily.  With 
this  simplified  registration,  we  expect 
citizens  will  register  to  vote. 

Indeed,  in  North  Carolina,  since  im- 
plementation of  the  motor  voter  law, 
some  88,000  new  voters  have  registered, 
88,000.  The  reason  for  the  simplified 
registration  procedure  is  actually  to 
encourage  more  people  to  participate, 
and  we  know  there  has  been  a  declining 
participation  of  citizens  in  elections, 
so  we  need  to  do  that. 

One  author  has  said  the  deadliest 
enemy  is  not  really  those  who  live  in 
foreign  lands  but  really  it  is  within 
ourselves.  I  want  to  say  to  you,  John, 
that  the  same  thing  could  be  applied  to 
us  in  our  own  community  or  in  our  own 
private  life:  The  deadliest  enemy  is  not 
without,  it  is  within,  and  that  deadly 
enemy  that  is  within  is  those  who 
would  discourage  the  participation, 
and  this  would  be  apathy,  idleness,  in- 
attention and  indifference.  And  be- 
cause of  these  enemies,  only  about  one- 
fourth  of  those  voting  last  November 
actually  voted,  and  so.  therefore,  we 
had,  what,  the  Contract  With  America 
as  a  result  of  that,  apathy  and  indiffer- 
ence, although  we  have  the  right  to 
register. 

The  majority  of  Americans  did  not 
vote  for  those  who  pressed  for  the  Con- 
tract With  America.  The  proponents  of- 
fered it.  nevertheless,  but  one-half  of 
them  accepted  that,  oniy  one-hall  of 
that  25  percent  who  voted,  but  never- 
theless if  people  had  voted,  it  would 
have  been  a  different  study. 

Compare  the  record  with  those  who 
voted  in  Africa.  When  people  voted  in 
Africa,  they  stood  in  long  lines  to  vote; 
they  stood,  and  the  weather  was  in- 
clement. Some  of  the  people  were  dis- 
abled themselves,  but  they  wanted  to 
vote  so  well  that  they  would  suffer  per- 
sonal indignities  just  to  have  the  op- 
portunity to  vote,  the  threat  of  vio- 
lence, even  death,  for  those  who  were 
in  South  Africa.  They  wanted  the  op- 
portunity to  participate. 

And  I  think,  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis]  that 
we,  too,  need  to  have  that  same  sort  of 
spirit  that  the  right  to  vote  guarantees 
all  other  rights,  and  unless  we  under- 
stand that  very  fundamentally,  that 
the  Constitution  is  indeed  a  living  and 
breathing  instrument  and  each  of  those 
elements  are  important,  but  unless  we 
exercise  our  right  to  vote,  we  will  not 
have  people  who  will  implement  prop- 
erly the  Constitution. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  the  efforts  you  had  in  mak- 


ing the  motor  voter  a  reality  and 
thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  partici- 
pate with  you  on  this  anniversary. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Let  me  just 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina  for  those  comments,  those 
words,  and  for  participating  really  in 
this  special  order  tonight. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr  Brown] 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  is  my  pleas- 
ure to  join  with  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Ms.  McKiN- 
NEY],  and  also  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia,  [Mr.  Lewis],  celebrating  the 
second-year  anniversary  of  one  of  the 
things  that  I  think  was  very  positive, 
one  of  those  most  positive  accomplish- 
ments of  this  dead  in  Congress,  and 
that  is  the  National  Voter  Registration 
Act,  which  is  the  final  jewel  in  opening 
up  our  political  system  to  everyone  in 
this  country. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  some  people 
that  in  this  body  want  to  repeal  the 
National  Voter  Registration  Act,  and 
some  Republican  Governors  around  the 
country  that  do  not  want  to  implement 
it  even  though  it  is  the  most  efficient, 
most  cost-effective  way  to  achieve  uni- 
versal voter  registration  in  this  soci- 
ety. 

I  was  Ohio  secretary  of  state  for  8 
years.  One  of  my  jobs  was  to  encourage 
people  and  do  all  I  could  to  get  them  to 
register  to  vote.  We  registered  literally 
1  million  people  over  those  8  years.  We 
were  able  to  do  it  by  using  a  lot  of  the 
motor  voter  registration  at  unemploy- 
ment offices,  registration  at  res- 
taurants, reaching  out  all  over  to  peo- 
ple in  all  walks  of  life,  and  it  works. 

Nationally,  that  is  what  is  happening 
right  now.  we  are  reaching  into  all  seg- 
ments of  the  con'imunity,  rich  and 
poor,  black  and  white,  men  and  women, 
all  across  the  board.  We  are  seeing  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people  in  State 
after  State  after  State  register  to  vote. 

D  2000 

If  we  are  going  to  be  the  kind  of  de- 
mocracy that  we  need  in  this  country 
that  we  have  all  striven  for,  it  means 
we  need  to  expand  the  number  of  peo- 
ple voting  so  everyone  has  a  choice  in 
selecting  the  next  Congress,  selecting 
the  next  President. 

I  say  to  the  gentleman,  "I  am  proud 
to  join  with  you,  Mr.  Lewis,  in  your  ef- 
forts to  get  more  people  registered  to 
vote,  whether  it  is— regardless  of  where 
those  people  are  registered,  whether  it 
is  a  government  office,  whether  it  is  a 
license  bureau,  whatever  kind  of  place 
it  might  be.  so  that  people  more  effi- 
ciently can  find  opportunities  to  reg- 
ister to  vote  all  over  our  land.  It  has 
made  a  difference  in  registering  mil- 
lions of  voters  and  expanding  the  elec- 
torate so  we  do,  in  fact,  like  most 
countries  in  the  world,  have  universal 
suffrage  so  more  and  more  people  vote 
and  choose  our  leaders.  " 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
again  for  his  efforts  in  bringing  us  the 
National  Voter  Registration  Act. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  I  want  to 
thank  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  for  participating  in 
this  special  order,  for  all  of  his  good 
work  to  increase  voter  participation, 
long  before  I  came  to  this  body,  as  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  great  State  of 
Ohio.  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  "Thank 
you  very  much."  On  January  1  of  this 
year,  the  National  Voter  Registration 
Act,  known  as  motor-voter,  went  into 
effect.  This  month  marks  the  two  year 
anniversary  of  Motor  Voter  becoming 
law.  Tonight  I  want  to  recognize  the 
important  role  Motor  Voter  has  played 
in  registering  voters  and  promoting  de- 
mocracy. 

The  motor-voter  law  allows  citizens 
to  register  at  motor  vehicle  bureaus, 
welfare  offices  and  other  agencies.  The 
goal  of  the  law  is  to  simplify  voter  reg- 
istration and  encourage  people  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  political  process.  After 
only  3  months,  the  results  are  in. 
Motor  Voter  is  working. 

In  only  3  months,  over  2  million  citi- 
zens have  registered  or  updated  their 
registration.  Motor  Voter  will  add  an 
estimated  20  million  voters  to  the  rolls 
by  the  1996  election.  Motor  Voter  would 
be  an  even  greater  success  if  all  states 
complied  with  the  law. 

Unfortunately,  some  States  have  not 
complied  with  the  Motor  Voter  law. 
They  refuse  to  follow  the  law  of  the 
land.  Even  some  Members  of  Congress 
oppose  Motor  Voter.  They  want  to  re- 
peal this  successful  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  an  earlier  period 
of  my  life,  I  put  my  body,  my  heart  and 
my  soul  on  the  line  to  increase  partici- 
pation of  all  people  in  the  political 
process.  From  the  sit-ins  to  the  Free- 
dom Rides  to  the  March  on  Washing- 
ton, to  the  March  from  Selma  to  Mont- 
gomery, I  and  thousands  of  others 
worked  for  the  civil  rights  of  all  Amer- 
icans. We  wanted  to  make  one  man. 
one  vote — one  woman,  one  vote — a  re- 
ality. This  was  our  cause. 

In  the  history  of  our  nation,  we  were 
not  alone.  Time  and  again,  ordinary 
American  citizens  have  risen  in  defense 
of  one  person,  one  vote.  From  the  Min- 
utemen  at  Lexington  and  Concord  to 
Abraham  Lincoln— from  Susan  B.  An- 
thony to  Viola  Liuzzo — from  Dr.  Mar- 
tin Luther  King,  Jr.,  to  James  Chaney. 
Andy  Goodman  and  Mickey  Schwemer 
.  .  .  people  have  given  their  heart, 
their  soul— and  often  their  lives — so 
that  all  Americans  could  vote. 

We  have  all  come  a  long  way.  The 
Declaration  of  Independence  and  the 
United  States  Constitution  first  stated 
that  all  people  are  created  equal,  and 
that  they  are  endowed  with  certain  in- 
alienable rights.  The  Thirteenth.  Four- 
teenth and  Fifteenth  Amendments  to 
our  Constitution,  the  Voting  Rights 
Act  and  the  Civil  Rights  Act  have  en- 
sured that  all  Americans  can  exercise 
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their  right  to  vote.  Motor  Voter  guar- 
antees that  they  will. 

Too  many  people,  especially  the 
young  and  the  poor,  are  sitting  on  the 
sidelines.  They  have  not  registered  to 
vote.  They  are  not  going  to  the  ballot 
box.  We  must  encourage  all  Americans 
to  vote.  We  all  must  be  involved.  For 
people  not  to  register— for  people  to 
refuse  to  participate  in  the  political 
process — is  dangerous  to  the  health  of 
our  country. 

Despite  our  proud  democratic  his- 
tory—despite the  obvious  success  of 
Motor  Voter,  certain  Members  of  this 
body  want  to  repeal  Motor  Voter.  They 
want  us  to  take  a  step  back  in  his- 
tory—a step  away  from  having  a  truly 
democratic  society.  We  must  not  let 
this  happen 

Why  do  so  many  of  my  colleagues 
want  to  repeal  Motor  Voter?  Why  do 
they  want  to  make  it  harder  for  people 
to  vote?  What  do  they  fear?  That  peo- 
ple will  vote?  That  people  will  get  in- 
volved'!' That  we  will  expand  democ- 
racy? 

This  is  what  Motor  Voter  does.  It 
makes  it  easier  for  all  Americans  to 
participate  in  our  democratic  process. 
Motor  Voter  opens  up  the  process — it 
makes  it  easier  for  people  to  come  in. 
to  participate.  Registering  to  vote  is  as 
simple  as  renewing  your  driver's  li- 
cense. 

The  more  people  vote — the  more  peo- 
ple become  involved— the  more  govern- 
ment becomes  responsive  to  the  people. 
Each  and  every  citizen  has  the  power 
to  hold  their  elected  officials  account- 
able. 

When  people  do  not  vote,  they  forfeit 
their  power — they  silence  their  own 
voices.  They  say   T  do  not  care." 

How  can  so  many  Members  of  Con- 
gress continue  to  oppose  Motor  Voter? 
They  say  it  is  an  unfunded  mandate — 
an  unfunded  mandate.  My  Colleagues. 
if  telling  states  to  register  voters  is  an 
unfunded  mandate,  it's  a  mandate  as 
old  as  the  Constitution. 

Read  article  I.  section  4  of  the  Con- 
stitution. "The  times,  places  and  man- 
ner of  holding  elections  for  Senators 
and  Representatives  shall  be  prescribed 
in  each  state  by  the  legislature  thereof; 
but  Congress  may  at  any  time  by  law 
make  or  alter  such  regulations." 

My  Colleagues,  our  Constitution  is 
not  just  another  unfunded  mandate.  We 
cannot  put  a  price  tag  on  political  par- 
ticipation. We  cannot  put  a  price  on  de- 
mocracy 

Despite  the  opposition,  despite  the 
attempts  to  make  it  harder  for  Ameri- 
cans to  vote.  I  am  heartened  by  all 
that  Motor  Voter  has  accomplished  in 
three  short  months.  We  must  encour- 
age people  to  become  involved— to 
stand  up  and  speak  out — to  vote.  We 
must  continue  to  support  Motor  Voter. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  the 
State  of  Georgia,  the  gentlewoman 
from  the  great  State  of  Georgia  [Ms. 
McKlNNEY]. 


Ms.  McKINNEY.  Congressman  Lewi.s, 
I  just  want  to  commend  you  for  re- 
membering the  importance  of  motor 
voter  to  our  democracy,  and  I  cannot 
help  but  think  about  I  have  a  9-year- 
old  son,  and  I  buy  books.  The  most  re- 
cent book  that  I  purchased  for  him  was 
a  pictorial  of  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment. It  has  got  all  of  these  wonderful. 
glorious,  and  infamous  pictures  about 
the  dogs,  and  the  water  hoses,  and  Bull 
Connor,  and  this  is  a  legacy  of  this 
country. 

This  is  also  a  legacy  of  our  quest  for 
real  and  true  democracy.  You  were 
there.  You  saw  it.  I  can  only  rewalk 
your  footsteps.  I  can  only  go  back  and 
see  where  you  were  30  years  ago  at  Ed- 
mund Pettis  Bridge  and  recall  in  my 
own  new  way  the  contributions  of 
Goodwin.  Chaney  and  Schwerner.  and 
Viola  Liuzzo.  and,  when  I  go  to  Mont- 
gomery, I  never  go  there  without  pass- 
ing by  the  civil  rights  memorial  at 
Morris  Deze's  Southern  Poverty  Law 
Center. 

We  have  some  of  our  colleagues  here 
who  participated  in  that  struggle  for 
American  democracy.  BOB  Filner  is 
one  who  serves  in  Congress  with  us  now 
who  was  there  with  the  Freedom  Rid- 
ers fighting  for  a  more  perfect  democ- 
racy. 

I  have  a  question  for  you.  You  have  a 
story  that  you  tell  about  the  man  with 
a  cattle  prod  in  his  hand,  and  for  our 
viewers  tonight  I  just  would  like  for 
you  to  retell  that  story  because  this  is 
a  part  of  our  history,  and  this  is  a  his- 
tory that  we  cannot  forget;  lest  we  for- 
get, we  will  surely  allow  those  enemies 
of  democracy  who  want  to  restrict  the 
American  people's  right  to  vote  to 
wane.  So  please  tell  the  story. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Well,  let  me 
just  say  to  my  friend  and  cnllpagiie 
from  Georgia,  I  will  never  forget  some 
30  years  ago  in  the  little  town  of 
Selma,  AL,  in  the  heart  of  the  black 
belt  in  Dallas  County  in  1965.  Only  2.1 
percent  of  blacks  of  voting  age  were 
registered  to  vote.  They  had  to  take  a 
so-called  literacy  test.  People  were 
afraid.  There  were  black  men  and 
women  teaching  in  the  local  college. 
black  doctors  and  lawyers,  but  they 
flunked  the  so-called  literacy  test. 
They  could  only  go  down  to  attempt  to 
register  on  the  first  and  third  Mondays 
of  each  month. 

On  the  third  Monday  in  January  1965, 
it  was  my  day  to  lead  a  group  of  people 
down  to  the  Dallas  County  Courthouse. 
To  be  exact,  it  was  January  18.  and  we 
walked  up  to  the  steps  of  the  court- 
house, and  there  was  a  sheriff  named 
Jim  Clark.  He  wore  a  gun  on  one  side, 
a  night  stick  on  the  other,  and  he  car- 
ried an  electric  cattle  prod  in  his  hand. 
and  he  did  not  use  it  on  cows,  he  used 
it  on  people,  and  he  said  to  me,  "John 
Lewis,  you're  not  some  agitator. 
You're  the  lowest  form  of  humanity." 

At  that  time  I  was  almost  25,  and  I 
had  all  of  my  hair.  I  was  a  few  pounds 
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lighter,  but  I  looked  him  straight  in 
the  eye,  and  I  said,  "Sheriff,  I  may  be 
an  agitator,  but  I'm  not  an  outsider.  I 
grew  up  90  miles  from  here,  and  we're 
going  to  stay  here  until  these  people 
are  allowed  to  register  and  vote." 

And  he  said,  "John,  you're  under  ar- 
rest. "  and  he  arrested  me  along  with 
many  other  people. 

\  few  days  later  in  a  little  town  near 
Selma  a  young  black  man  by  the  name 
of  Jimmy  Lee  Jackson  was  leading  the 
march  for  the  right  to  vote.  He  was 
shot  in  the  stomach  by  a  state  trooper, 
and  a  few  days  later  he  died.  In  the 
course  of  what  happened  to  him  we  said 
that  we  were  marching  from  Selma  to 
Montgomery  to  dramatize  to  the  Na- 
tion and  to  the  world  that  people  want- 
ed the  right  to  participate  in  the  demo- 
cratic process.  And  on  March  7  we  de- 
cided to  march  in  twos,  leaving  down- 
town Selma,  walking  through  the 
streets  of  Selma.  about  525  of  us,  elder- 
ly men  and  women  and  a  few  young 
children. 

We  came  to  the  apex  of  the  bridge. 
We  saw  a  sea  of  blue.  It  was  the  Ala- 
bama State  troopers.  We  continued  to 
walk  until  we  came  within  hearing  dis- 
tance of  the  State  troopers,  and  a  man 
identified  himself  and  said.  "I'm  Major 
John  Cloud  of  the  Alabama  State 
troopers.  I  give  you  3  minutes  to  dis- 
perse and  go  back  to  your  church." 

In  less  than  IV'2  minutes  he  said. 
"Troopers,  advance,"  and  they  came 
toward  us,  beating  us  with  night  sticks 
and  bull  whips,  trampling  us  with 
horses  and  using  tear  gas. 

This  became  known  as  bloody  Sun- 
day, and  because  of  what  happened  in 
Selma.  President  Johnson  came  to  this 
hall,  and  spoke  to  a  joint  session  of 
Congress,  and  introduced  the  Voting 
Rights  Act.  and  it  was  passed,  and 
since  then  I  must  say.  my  colleague, 
we  have  seen  hundreds  and  thousands 
and  millions  of  new  registered  voters 
because  this  Congress  had  the  courage 
to  pass  the  Voting  Rights  Act  in  1965. 
and  Motor  Voter  is  another  step  down 
that  long  road  toward  opening  up  the 
political  process  and  letting  all  of  the 
people  come  in. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  You  know  you  said 
something  about  accountability,  and 
the  fact  that  we  enlarge  the  voting 
pool  also  indicates  that  we  would  en- 
large the  attentive  public;  that  is.  the 
public  that  is  paying  attention  to  what 
we  do  with  the  laws  that  we  pass  and 
the  impact  that  what  we  do  here  has  on 
those  peoples'  lives.  I  cannot  help  but 
believe  that  there  is  a  group  of  people, 
and  I  am  sure  they  are  a  small  group  ot 
people,  who  want  to  escape  account- 
ability for  the  things  that  they  do.  and 
therefore  they  introduced  legislation 
to  repeal  Motor  Voter,  or  they  try  to 
call  it  an  unfunded  mandate  in  an  ef- 
fort to  escape  the  accountability  that 
the  American  people  would  bring  on 
them  for  the  kinds  of  policies  that  we 
are  seeing  put  into  play  now. 
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Also.  I  have  to  say  that  it  has  never 
been  so  easy,  particularly  in  the  South, 
in  Georgia,  to  register  people,  as  it  is 
today,  and  that  is  because  of  motor 
voter.  We  have  a  simple  little  form. 

I  remember  in  1992.  we  had  Jesse 
Jackson  come  down  to  the  11th  district 
to  do  some  voter  registration  for  us  be- 
cause we  knew  we  needed  that.  We 
found  all  kinds  of  voting  registration 
barriers.  And  in  one  little  small  town, 
Milledgeville,  I  know  you  know 
Milledgeville,  GA,  we  had  to  stage  a 
protest  march,  because  for  some  reason 
it  was  inconvenient  for  the  folks  down 
at  the  courthouse  to  register  a  lot  of 
people  in  the  town,  who  happened  to  be 
African-American  and  who  happened  to 
be  students  in  the  town. 

So  we  have  got  these  impediments 
that  have  been  removed.  And  now  it  is 
so  easy,  all  people  have  to  do  is  want  to 
be  registered  and  they  can  register. 
And  it  sure  makes  it  a  whole  lot  easier 
for  those  of  us  who  want  them  to  be 
registered. 

I  think  this  new  move  on  the  part  of 
this  small  group  of  people  is  perhaps, 
well,  we  know  it  is  wrong-headed  and 
ill-founded,  but  it  takes  us  in  the 
wrong  direction.  It  takes  us  backwards, 
and  we  do  not  need  to  be  going  back. 
We  need  to  be  going  forward.  Our  de- 
mocracy is  stronger  when  the  Amer- 
ican people  feel  that  they  have  an  in- 
vestment in  their  Government.  Right 
now  the  American  people  do  not  feel 
that  they  have  an  investment,  and  a 
lot  of  people  sit  on  the  sidelines  at 
election  time  because  it  is  so  darn  hard 
to  go  out  there  and  register  to  vote. 
We,  of  course,  as  you  know,  have  the 
purges  that  go  on. 

Motor  voter  cures  all  of  that.  You 
can  register  to  vote  at  midnight  in 
your  home  if  you  want  to,  and  that  is 
the  beautiful  thing  about  motor  voter. 

So  I  just  think  this  move  that  is 
afoot  is  wrong-headed  and  ill-founded, 
but  there  are  170  cosponsors  on  the  re- 
peal bill,  so  it  is  a  threat  that  is  immi- 
nent. And  that  is  why  I  am  so  happy 
that  the  gentleman  is  alerting  the  rest 
of  us  here  to  the  importance  of  motor 
voter,  and  at  the  same  time  the  Amer- 
ican viewing  public  that  is  interested 
and  is  looking  at  C-SPAN  right  now,  to 
let  them  know  that  motor  voter  is 
good  and  motor  voter  is  not  safe. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Let  me  agree 
with  you  that  motor  voter  is  good,  and 
it  is  necessary  to  open  up  the  political 
process.  As  you  well  know,  in  our  own 
State  hundreds  and  thousands  of  people 
have  been  registered  during  the  past  3 
months.  I  think  in  Georgia  more  than 
3,000  people  every  single  day  are  being 
registered  because  of  motor  voter. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  And  we  do  not  even 
have  all  of  the  counties  on  line  yet. 
Just  imagine  what  it  would  be  like  if 
we  had  all  of  the  counties,  159  counties 
in  Georgia,  on  line  for  motor  voter. 
When  that  happens.  Georgia  will  not  be 


last  anymore.  I  am  so  sick  and  tired  of 
Georgia  being  last  in  most  things. 
Georgia  can  become  first,  and  it  will 
also  be  first  in  democracy. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Let  me  just 
thank  my  colleague,  the  gentlewoman 
from  the  State  of  Georgia.  Cynthi.a 
McKiNNE'^'.  for  participating  in  this 
special  order  tonight.  I  appreciate  your 
help  and  all  of  your  support.  I  think  we 
have  a  moral  obligation,  a  mandate, 
and  a  mission  as  Members  of  this  body 
to  do  what  we  can  to  increase  the  polit- 
ical participation  of  all  of  our  citizens. 
Open  the  process  up.  let  everybody 
come  in. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  I  have  long  admired  his 
work  and  his  advocacy  on  behalf  of  the 
American  people  and  the  American  de- 
mocracy. 

Just  a  word  about  the  nature  of  this 
discourse  tonight:  This  is  not  about 
Democrat  or  Republican.  This  is  about 
the  .American  people  and  enhancing 
and  fine-tuning  our  democracy.  We  do 
have,  we  are  blessed  in  this  country  to 
have  the  most  perfect  democracy  on 
the  face  of  the  Earth.  Yet  it  can  still  be 
a  whole  lot  better.  Motor  voter  is  but 
one  tool  to  get  us  there,  and  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  and  his  strong 
leadership  and  advocacy.  You  know 
you  have  my  support  every  step  of  the 
way. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Thank  you 
very  much  for  those  kind  words  and  for 
participating  in  this  special  order  to- 
night. 

Miss  COLLINS  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  absolute  need  for  the  motor-voter  law  is 
clear.  Without  it,  millions  of  American  voters 
Will  continue  to  be  denied  equal  access  to  the 
franchise  by  a  bureaucratic  opposition  that 
simply  does  not  make  sense.  Without  it.  mil- 
lions ot  Americans  will  remain  voteless,  and 
voteless  people  are  powerless  people. 

Like  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  a  thirty-year  old 
success  story  itself,  this  new  law  has  clearly 
begun  to  eclipse  the  barners  and  the  lingering 
legacy  of  voting  booth  exclusion  that  have  had 
a  "chilling"  effect  on  the  political  participation 
of  African-Americans  and  other  ethnic  minori- 
ties in  this  country. 

The  motor-voter  law  is  already  a  striking 
success  in  some  states  where  discnmmatory 
and  unfair  registration  laws  and  procedures 
once  prevailed.  In  states  like  Texas.  Florida, 
and  Georgia — where  the  history  of  voting  dis- 
crimination has  been  most  egregious — more 
than  200,000  previously  unregistered  voters 
have  gained  new  opportunities  to  register  to 
vote,  at  motor  vehicle  departments,  public  as- 
sistance offices,  mental  health  and  disability 
agencies,  and  by  mail. 

Instead  of  mouthing  platitudes  about  democ- 
racy, we  in  this  body  ought  to  feel  more  com- 
pelled to  make  democracy  a  reality.  But  the 
truth  is.  until  every  American  citizen  has  one- 
hundred  percent,  undeniable  access  to  the 
ballot  box,  Democracy  will  be  little  more  than 
an  illusion.  Democracy,  it  is  said,  is  a  "col- 
lectivity" of  individuals.  But  there  can  be  no 
democracy  when  millions  of  Americans  remain 
shut  out  of  the  Democratic  process. 


Mr.  Speaker,  mcd<ing  voting  more  accessible 
to  the  public  IS  not  a  partisan  issue.  In  fact, 
Mr.  Gingrich  himself  has  said  that  "it  is  sim- 
ply good  public  policy." 

Voting  IS  the  linchpin  of  American  Democ- 
racy. Registering  to  vote  should  be  as  conven- 
ient as  applying  for  a  library  card,  or  filling  out 
a  tax  return.  The  costs  of  the  motor-voter  law 
are  minimal,  especially  when  considenng  the 
payoff  in  increased  citizen  participation. 

Even  my  own  home  state  of  Michigan  is 
now  resisting  this  great  effort  to  eliminate  the 
final  barriers  to  full  enfranchisement,  and  of 
this  I  am  ashamed  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  na- 
tional disgrace  if  America  is  permitted  to  return 
to  Its  darkest  period,  when  millions  of  citizens 
were  systematically  denied  equal  access  to 
the  franchise,  and  ultimately  their  power  to 
govern.  It  is  a  disgrace  that  this  country  simply 
cannot  afford. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis),  for  reserving  this 
Special  Order.  I  am  pleased  to  )Oin  him  for  a 
discussion  ot  the  motor-voter  law.  The  Na- 
tional Voter  Registration  Act  was  signed  into 
law  by  President  Clinton  on  May  20,  1993. 
The  law  requires  motor  vehicle  bureaus,  wel- 
fare offices  and  other  public  agencies  to  offer 
voter  registration  services  Today,  we  gather 
to  mark  the  two  year  anniversary  of  this  suc- 
cessful legislative  initiative 

The  motor-voter  law  took  effect  on  January 
1,  1995.  It  IS  noted  that  during  the  months  of 
January  and  February  alone,  more  than 
630.000  citizens  across  the  country  registered 
to  vote.  Analysts  predict  that  next  year,  as 
many  as  20  million  Americans  will  be  added  to 
the  ranks  of  the  voting  population.  Not  since 
the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965,  which  removed 
obstacles  that  had  kept  many  Afncan-Amen- 
cans  from  the  voting  t)O0th,  have  so  many 
new  voters  registered  to  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  road  to  passage  of  na- 
tional voter  registration  laws  has  not  been  an 
easy  one.  Many  in  this  Chamber  will  recall 
that  efforts  to  establish  a  national  voter  reg- 
istration system  followed  closely  on  the  heels 
of  the  passage  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of 
1965.  Dunng  the  I970's.  a  substantial  effort 
was  made  to  implement  a  national  voter  "post- 
card" or  mail  registration  system  Efforts  also 
focused  on  the  passage  of  a  national  voter 
registration  standard  that  would  have  allowed 
citizens  to  register  to  vote  on  election  oay. 
Both  measures  failed  to  be  enacted  by  tx)th 
the  House  and  Senate 

During  the  I980's,  we  celebrated  the  enact- 
ment of  several  voter  registration  measures.  In 
1984.  Congress  passed  the  Voting  Accessibil- 
ity for  the  Elderly  and  Handicapped  Act.  The 
Act  established  national  requirements  for  mak- 
ing polling  places  more  accessible  to  the  el- 
derly and  the  handicapped,  and  provided 
greater  access  to  absentee  ballots  for  these 
individuals.  The  Uniform  and  Overseas  Citi- 
zens Absentee  Voting  Act  required  States  to 
permit  absentee  uniformed  service  personnel 
and  overseas  voters  to  use  absentee  registra- 
tion procedures,  and  to  vote  by  absentee  bal- 
lot in  federal  elections. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  goal  of  the  National  Voter 
Registration  Act  is  to  simplify  voter  registra- 
tion, thereby  encouraging  citizens  to  partici- 
pate  m   the  election   process.    In   addition  to 
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making  it  easier  for  individuals  to  register  to 
vote,  the  Act  also  provides  more  than  ade- 
quate measures  to  prevent  voter  fraud  by 
making  violations  of  the  Act  a  federal  offense. 
Further,  the  cost  that  states  bear  to  implement 
the  motor-voter  law  has  proven  to  be  minimal. 

As  we  celebrate  the  success  of  the  motor- 
voter  law,  we  must  ensure  that  this  important 
Act  IS  not  repealed.  We  must  also  ensure  that 
all  states  are  m  compliance  with  the  motor- 
voter  law.  In  the  United  States,  80  percent  of 
our  nations  youth,  those  18  or  19  years  of 
age,  apply  for  driver's  licenses.  Yet.  fewer 
than  40  percent  of  this  age  population  is  reg- 
istered to  vote  We  have  a  responsibility  to 
make  certain  that  all  Americans  are  partici- 
pants in  the  electoral  process.  The  motor-voter 
law  represents  an  important  step  m  achieving 
this  obiective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  join  Congress- 
man Lewis  for  this  special  order.  He  has 
played  a  ma|or  role  m  securing  and  protecting 
the  voting  rights  of  minority  citizens  and  oth- 
ers. I  applaud  his  leadership,  and  I  offer  my 
full  support  of  his  efforts. 


IN  REMEMBRANCE  OF  APHIS 
EMPLOYEES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
DE  L.\  Garza]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
stand  here  today  in  memory  of  the 
seven  employees  of  the  Animal  and 
Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  of  the 
US.  Department  of  Agriculture,  those 
that  were  tragically  murdered  in  the 
bomb  blast  at  the  A  P.  Murrah  Federal 
Building  in  Oklahoma  City  on  April  19, 
1995.  The  explosion  murdered  scores  of 
innocent  children  and  adults,  injured 
hundreds,  shattered  innumerable  lives, 
and  shook  the  soul  of  the  Nation.  We 
remember  them  all. 

But  today  we  mention  the  15  employ- 
ees stationed  in  the  building  at  the 
time  of  the  explosion.  By  stroke  of 
providence,  five  of  the  employees  were 
not  in  the  building  at  the  time.  Three 
of  the  employees  left  the  building 
alive.  The  remaining  seven  were  killed 
in  the  explosion. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  personally  feel  some 
kinship  with  these  APHIS  employees. 
My  father  in  his  late  years  worked  for 
APHIS.  He  was  a  proud,  dedicated, 
loyal  employee,  as  were  these  who 
worked  in  that  building  and  the  seven 
that  we  lost 

Today  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
held  a  day  of  remembrance  to  honor 
the  victims  and  survivors,  continuing 
the  tradition  of  planting  trees  to  honor 
those  we  have  lost.  These  employees 
were  dedicated  workers  who  have  left  a 
legacy  of  service  to  all  citizens.  They 
have  one  thing  in  common;  They  died 
serving  their  country. 

As  APHIS  employees,  these  men  and 
women  were  on  the  front  lines  working 
in  the  heartland  of  America  to  improve 


agriculture  productivity  and  to  protect 
our  public  health.  These  employees 
were  beloved  by  families  and  friends 
and  cannot  be  replaced.  I  know  all  of  us 
here  today  and  people  throughout  the 
country  and  the  world  embrace  their 
families  and  friends  in  their  sorrow  and 
join  me  in  paying  tribute  to  them. 

I  hope  that  somehow  the  American 
people  might  learn  and  grow  closer 
from  this  tragic  incident.  What  we 
must  learn  is  that  the  agenda  of  a 
small  minority  of  anti-government  ter- 
rorists is  based  on  extremism  and  ha- 
tred and  has  no  place  in  America.  We 
must  also  learn  respect  for  our  Federal 
workers  who  are  trying  hard  every  day 
to  make  this  government  work. 

On  April  22.  the  Washington  Post 
printed  an  editorial  entitled  "Federal 
Employees."  I  will  include  that  for  the 
Record,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Federal  Employees 

Some  of  them  are  still  buried  in  the  rubble. 
Some  are  hospitalized,  perhaps  broken  in 
body,  if  not  in  spirit,  for  the  rest  of  their 
lives.  Others  will  be  memorialized  by  the  na- 
tion tomorrow.  They  are  part  of  the  grroup  of 
an  estimated  550  women  and  men  who  earned 
their  living  in  that  federal  building  in  Okla- 
homa City.  They  are  federal  workers. 

The  next  time  you  are  tempted  to  go  off  on 
the  federal  work  force,  as  if  those  employed 
inside  federal  office  buildings  constitute 
nothing  more  than  a  financial  threat  to  the 
Republic,  think  of  that  gutted  facility  in 
Oklahoma  City.  But  don't  stop  there. 

Suspects  in  this  country's  worst  bombing 
in  70  years  are  now  in  custody.  Credit  a 
swiftly  launched,  massive  round-the-clock 
investigation  conducted  by  thousands  of  law- 
enforcement  agents  and  officers  around  the 
country— yet  more  federal  government  work- 
ers of  that  nameless,  faceless,  much-de- 
nounced variety.  When  you  are  tempted  to 
indulge  in  easy,  all-purpose,  indiscriminate 
rhetoric  about  slow,  cumbersome  and  com- 
placent federal  bureaucrats  caught  up  in  an 
entitlement  mentality,  think  of  the  men  and 
women  in  law-enforcement  agencies  such  as 
the  FBI.  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms  and 
Secret  Service  who  dropped  everything  to  be 
part  of  the  manhunt.  They.  too.  like  their 
colleagues  who  were  at  work  in  the  dev- 
astated Oklahoma  City  building,  are  federal 
workers. 

The  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  as  tragic  as 
it  is.  is  not  the  first  time  federal  employees 
have  found  themselves  putting  so  much  on 
the  line  by  mere  reason  of  their  association 
with  the  U.S.  government.  Far  away  from 
the  national  spotlight,  in  places  as  remote  as 
Khartoum  and  Karachi,  federal  workers  on 
the  front  lines  have  paid  the  ultimate  sac- 
rifice in  service  of  their  country.  Women  and 
men  on  the  federal  payroll  in  those  locations 
bear  the  title  of  Foreign  Service  officer,  or 
.MD  worker,  or  U.S.  Embassy  staff.  But  they 
pursue  the  same  basic  mission  that  employ- 
ees of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  Social  Security,  the  Food  and 
Drug  and  the  General  Services  administra- 
tions and  other  federal  agencies  in  Oklahoma 
City  are  also  about:  They  are  trying  to  make 
their  government  work.  And  most  work  long 
and  hard  to  make  that  happen. 

So  the  next  time  you  feel  yourself  about  to 
deliver  categorical  thoughts  about  federal 
workers  not  having  to  work  for  a  bottom 
line  and  getting  caught  up  in  process  rather 
than  results  and  all  the  other  easy  words  of 


generalized  contempt  that  serve  to  under- 
mine respect  for  the  work  these  famously 
•■faceless"  workers  actually  perform,  con- 
sider the  possibility  that  they  are  good  peo- 
ple who  not  only  work  hard  but  also  are  com- 
mitted to  the  work  they  perform  in  our  be- 
half. That  is  why  so  many  of  them  were 
where  they  were  when  evil  visited  them 
Wednesday  morning  in  Oklahoma  City.  It's 
worth  remembering. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  brought  us  closer 
was  that  these  are  good  people,  who 
not  only  work  hard,  but  also  are  com- 
mitted to  the  work  they  perform  in  our 
behalf.  That  is  why  so  many  of  them 
worked  where  they  work  when  evil  vis- 
ited them  that  Wednesday  morning  in 
Oklahoma  City. 

It  is  worth  remembering.  I  hope  in 
tribute  to  them,  all  of  us.  the  Nation, 
have  respect,  the  proper  admiration  for 
those.  I  know  it  is  very  easy  to  say  bu- 
reaucrat or  say  Federal  employee 
sometimes  in  a  negative,  derogatory 
way.  But.  Mr.  Speaker,  these  seven 
died  serving  their  country  and  serving 
us. 

I  yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Oklahoma  who  represents  that 
district. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Wednes- 
day morning.  April  19.  at  2  minutes 
after  9  o'clock,  America's  heartland 
lost  its  innocence.  The  bombing  of  the 
Alfred  P.  Murrah  Building  in  downtown 
Oklahoma  City  was  a  cowardly  act  of 
tragic  proportions,  with  no  justifica- 
tion. I.  like  you  and  the  Nation  as  a 
whole,  will  never  forget  the  scene  or 
the  devastation,  the  death,  the  suffer- 
ing, and.  most  of  all,  the  innocence  of 
the  victims. 

I  cannot  begin  to  express  the  heart- 
break and  sense  of  helplessness  one 
feels  when  faced  with  such  a  gruesome 
scene.  As  each  day  has  passed  since 
this  crime,  the  spirit,  cnnrage,  re- 
sourcefulness that  exemplifies  our 
great  Nation  has  been  displayed.  Our 
outrage,  while  still  in  mind,  has  been 
superseded  by  charity,  kindness,  prayer 
and  healing. 

This  evening,  I  join  with  heavy  heart 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture.  Mr.  Roberts. 
and  the  equally  distinguished  ranking 
member  of  the  committee.  Mr.  de  la 
Garza,  to  memorialize  the  employees 
of  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspec- 
tion Service  who  lost  their  lives  in  this 
bombing.  While  the  building  resided  in 
my  district,  a  number  of  these  good 
folks  were  my  constituents. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  thank  my 
colleagues  for  organizing  this  special 
order  this  evening. 

Mr.  DE  la  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture. Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to.  as  has 
been  said,  honor  the  memory  of  the 
men  and  women  and  children  who  lost 
their  lives  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing.  Among   killed,   as   has  been   said. 
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were  the  seven  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  agency  called 
the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspec- 
tion Service.  It  is  commonly  known  by 
its  acronym  as  APHIS.  As  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
along  with  the  committee's  distin- 
guished ranking  member.  Mr.  de  l.^ 
Garza  and  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa. Mr.  Lucas,  and  other  members 
of  the  committee  and  Members  of  the 
Oklahoma  delegation,  we  gather  here 
this  evening  to  pay  a  special  tribute  to 
these  seven  employees  and  the  families 
and  friends  that  they  leave  behind. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  decision  to  take 
this  special  order  came  from  many 
members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  who  wanted  to  pay  their 
respects.  As  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. I  wish  to  pay.  however,  a  special 
tribute  to  a  long-time  employee  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Carl 
Barnes,  who  was  the  Personnel  Direc- 
tor for  the  department  under  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Mr.  Orville  Freeman. 
Mr.  Barnes  served  under  several  Presi- 
dents and  continues  to  be  an  example 
and  champion  of  public  service.  He  also 
just  happens  to  be  a  good  neighbor  and 
brought  to  my  attention  the  article  by 
Steve  Twomey  in  the  Washington  Post 
entitled  "They  walk,  they  talk,  and 
they  bleed."  Mr.  Twomey  wrote  his  col- 
umn following  the  tragedy  in  Okla- 
homa City,  and  I  think  it  is  fitting  and 
appropriate  that  this  article  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  our  col- 
leagues and  to  everyone  concerned,  as 
it  has  been  all  too  easy  when  people  are 
unhappy  with  the  way  that  our  govern- 
ment works,  or  does  not  work,  that  we 
point  a  finger  of  blame  at  the  hard 
working  men  and  women  who  makeup 
our  Federal  work  force. 

Excerpts  from  his  article  include. 
"To  get  there,  you  march  down  a  long, 
gloomy,  marble  corridor,  devoid  of 
human  touches.  Doors  slip  by  at  an 
exact  spacing  and  interval.  Nothing 
distinguishes  one  office  from  the  next, 
except  small  signs  identifying  the  oc- 
cupants and  their  titles.  Yes.  this  fits. 
Cold  is  how  the  bureaucracy  is  sup- 
posed to  look.  It  is  tempting  to  imag- 
ine Federal  gnomes  in  here  dreaming 
up  costly  regulations,  wasting  forms  in 
triplicate,  and  funding  cost-plus  con- 
tracts with  your  money,  because  that 
is  what  you  imagine  the  Federal  work- 
ers do.  Your  escort,  and  yes,  while  se- 
curity is  tight,  walks  you  to  room  312- 
E.  which  is  to  say  the  third  floor  east 
of  the  administration  building,  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. It  is  an  older  but  attractive 
building  along  the  Mall  that  exudes 
government  formality  right  down  to 
the  flower  beds  on  Jefferson  Drive. 

What  a  sign  hanging  outside  312E: 
Administrator.  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service.  You  think  it 
even  sounds  make-work.  "60  Minutes" 
would  love  this  office,  which,  natu- 
rally, has  a  government  acronym, 
APHIS,  pronounced  A-fus, 
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You  enter,  and  from  an  inner  room 
emerges  not  a  bureaucrat,  not  a  GS- 
level,  not  an  anonymous  cog  in  the  fed- 
eral machine,  but  a  human,  who  has  a 
name  and.  at  the  moment,  feelings  so 
overwhelming  you  hesitate  to  ask 
about  them. 

Lonnie  King,  in  dark  suit  and  white 
shirt,  a  man  of  average  build  with 
graying  hair  but  a  youthful  and  pleas- 
ant face,  has  served  APHIS  for  17  of  his 
51  years,  rising  to  acting  adminis- 
trator. 

"Here's  a  ribbon,"  he  says,  "from 
Oklahoma  City." 

He  tosses  a  purple  one  on  the  table  in 
front  of  you.  He  carried  it  home  Sun- 
day, after  the  memorial  service.  Does 
the  public  know  what  APHIS  does? 
What  the  seven  did? 

"No."  King  says.  "No." 

The  6.500  people  who  work  for  him 
can  be  found  in  every  state  and  even 
overseas.  The  federal  budget  says  they 
"protect  the  animal  and  plant  re- 
sources of  the  nation  from  destructive 
pests  and  diseases."  They  help  farmers, 
monitor  imports,  do  research.  What 
that  means  for  you  is  better,  more 
abundant  and  cheaper  food  on  the 
table,  be  it  at  home  or  in  a  restaurant. 
Before  that  Wednesday.  King  certainly 
knew  that  the  reputation  of  The  Fed- 
eral Employee  wasn't  what  it  used  to 
be. 

"We're  not  immune  to  the  press  and 
the  T'V,"  he  says.  Comedians,  journal- 
ists and  talk-show  hosts  have  made 
mincemeat  of  the  type,  calling  them 
wasteful,  incompetent,  dangerous.  King 
took  the  contempt  personally,  because 
it  clashed  with  his  view,  which  was 
that  he  was  surrounded  by  people  who 
cared,  who  showed  up  every  day,  not 
for  the  paycheck,  not  to  wa^te,  but  to 
seive. 

•Who  thinks  of  us  in  those  terms?" 
he  says,  "Is  it  that  bad,  that  we're  so 
hated?  Could  it  happen  here?  Am  I 
safe?" 

In  a  way.  the  bombing  also  was  an  at- 
tack on  this  region,  the  capital  region, 
on  the  360,004  civilians  here  who  do 
Uncle  Sam's  tasks.  We  often  forget 
that  they  got  those  tasks  from  us, 
through  Congress.  It  is  we  who  have 
told  them  to  provide  clean  air  and 
water,  stop  the  flow  of  drugs,  help 
farmers,  process  Social  Security 
checks,  promote  trade,  protect  workers 
and  much  more. 

Do  they  perform  flawlessly?  Of 
course  not.  Who  does? 

The  irony  of  the  bombing.  King  says, 
is  that  the  perpetrator  benefited  every 
day  from  what  APHIS  does,  every  time 
he  ate.  "He  was  probably  degrading  the 
government  with  his  mouth  full."  King 
says,  "and  dumb  enough  not  to  under- 
stand." 

Yes.  Linnie  King  is  angry. 
Tm    not    blaming    anybody."    King 
says,  "but  I  hope  people  will  stop  and 
think  and  ask  themselves  about  what's 
being  said." 
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He  leaves  you  with  this. 

Monday  morning,  with  seven  of  their 
colleagues  still  buried  in  the  rubble, 
two  of  three  APHIS  workers  who  sur- 
vived went  back  to  work  in  temporary 
offices. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  special  cere- 
monies were  held  by  the  Department  in 
behalf  of  the  service  deceased  employ- 
ees. In  keeping  with  these  ceremonies, 
it  is  our  privilege  to  honor  each  indi- 
vidual with  a  brief  tribute. 

Olen  Bloomer  is  survived  by  his  adult 
daughters,  Maureen  Bloomer  and 
Lucretia  Bjorklund;  his  son,  Lee 
Switzer;  four  grandchildren,  Amelia, 
Heather,  Jeff,  and  Sara;  and  one  great 
granddaughter.  Dillon  Ann.  His  mem- 
ory will  be  cherished  by  seven  sib- 
lings— Ester  Willis,  Elwanda  McComas. 
Merle  Easter.  Erdene  Jones.  Doyle 
Blommer.  Dean  Bloomer,  and  Dennis 
Blommer.  He  was  preceded  in  death  by 
his  wife  of  26  years.  Norma  Jean,  who 
passed  away  in  1990. 

Olen  was  bom  in  Elk  City,  Okla- 
homa, in  1933,  and  spent  his  youth 
working  on  his  father's  cotton  farm 
near  the  Beckham-Washita  county 
line.  A  few  years  after  graduating  from 
Highway  High  School,  Olen  joined  the 
U.S.  Air  Force,  where  he  served  in  a 
number  of  locations,  including  Thai- 
land. His  work  in  the  Air  Force  focused 
on  purchasing  and  inventory  manage- 
ment. He  retired  in  1974  after  20  years 
of  service. 

Olen  went  back  to  work  for  the  Fed- 
eral government  in  1977,  this  time  for 
APHIS.  Olen  began  this  second  career 
at  the  screwworm  rearing  lab  in  Mis- 
sion, Texas.  He  was  subsequently  reas- 
signed to  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  where 
he  worked  for  5  years  as  an  administra- 
tive assistant.  He  was  serving  as  the 
budget  assistant  for  Oklahoma  at  the 
time  of  his  death. 

Olen  labored  to  keep  the  agency's 
budget  trim  and  in  order  and  was  ad- 
mired by  the  staff  he  supported  for  his 
ability  to  stay  cool  under  pressure  and 
cut  through  the  bureaucratic  red  tape 
when  emergencies  struck.  He  was  al- 
ways willing  to  help  and  volunteered 
ably  at  troubleshooting  computer  prob- 
lems. His  grandchildren  called  him 
"Big  Dad,  "  not  only  out  of  deference  to 
his  6-foot,  6-inch  stature,  but  to  distin- 
guish him  from  their  fathers.  He  was  a 
true  gentle  giant  and  will  be  sorely 
missed  by  many. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  1 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Jim  Boles  is  survived  by 
his  loving  wife  of  12  years,  Jennifer,  his 
8-year-old  son,  James  Michael,  and 
adult  son.  Stephen,  and  his  family  in 
Mississippi. 

Jim  was  bom  in  Quitman.  Mis- 
sissippi. He  attended  Lake  High  School 
in  Lake,  MS  and  graduated  in  1964.  He 
entered  the  U.S.  Army  in  1964  and 
served  as  the  noncommissioned  officer- 
in-charge  of  the  793rd  military  police 
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battalion,  a  small  MP.  detachment,  in 
Bayreuth.  West  Germany.  Upon  leaving 
the  U.S.  Army  in  1968.  Jim  managed  an 
oil  station  and  served  as  accounting 
clerk  for  State  Beverage  Company, 
both  in  Jackson.  MS. 

In  1970.  Jim  joined  APHIS  where  he 
worked  for  the  next  25  years.  During 
his  tenure  with  APHIS,  he  made  many 
friends  throughout  the  Department  and 
lived  in  Mississippi,  Florida,  Maryland, 
and  finally.  Oklahoma.  Jim  met  his 
wife  Jennifer  through  APHIS. 

As  administrative  officer  for  APHIS' 
Veterinary  Services  office  in  Oklahoma 
City,  Jim  helped  develop  new  and  bet- 
ter ways  of  conducting  the  various  ad- 
ministrative functions  Government 
agencies  must  carry  out.  His  progres- 
sive ideas  paved  the  way  for  innovative 
resource— and  responsibility — sharing 
with  sister  branches  that  saved  the 
Government  both  time  and  money. 

Above  and  beyond  his  on-the-job  du- 
ties, he  will  be  remembered  for  encour- 
aging, guiding  and  helping  develop  his 
coworkers'  career  goals.  But  his  fore- 
most concern  was  the  well-being  of  his 
colleagues  as  people.  He  was  careful  to 
recognize  fellow  employees  for  their 
accomplishments  and  service  to  the 
community  and  agency  We  all  will 
miss  his  smile,  sense  of  humor,  and 
dedication. 

Mr.  DE  L.\  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mar- 
garet Louis  Clark  was  known  by  her 
many  friends  and  colleagues  as  Peggy. 
She  is  survived  by  her  loving  husband, 
David  Spencer,  three  daughters. 
Rosslyn  16,  Margaret  Blayne  13,  and 
Chelsea  6,  her  mother  Mary  Spurlin. 
and  sister,  Susan  Winchester.  Peggy 
was  42. 

A  native  of  Chichasha,  OK,  Peggy  at- 
tended Star  Spencer  High  School  in 
Oklahoma  City.  Her  academic  achieve- 
ments were  all  made  at  Oklahoma 
State  University,  where  she  earned  a 
bachelor  of  science  degree  in  agri- 
culture in  1976,  and  a  doctorate  of  vet- 
erinary medicine  degree  in  1978.  After 
completing  her  studies,  Peggy  began 
veterinary  private  practice  placing  spe- 
cial emphasis  on  the  equine  industry. 

In  1981,  Peggy  worked  for  the  Okla- 
homa Department  of  Agriculture  as  a 
staff  veterinarian  and  coordinated  Fed- 
eral State  disease  control  programs.  In 
1985,  she  moved  over  to  the  State  of 
Oklahoma's  Horse  Racing  Commission. 
As  the  official  veterinarian,  she  per- 
formed pre-  and  post-race  examina- 
tions. Peggy  joined  APHIS  in  1994  as 
part  of  a  Federal  training  program 
called  the  Public  Veterinary  Practice 
Career  Program.  Her  assignment  to  the 
Oklahoma  City  office  as  a  Veterinary 
medical  officer  was  part  of  that  devel- 
opmental training. 

Outside  of  the  office,  Peggy  was  very 
involved  in  the  lives  of  her  children 
and  was  active  in  horse  shows,  live- 
stock shows,  and  soccer.  She  was  an  ac- 
tive and  popular  member  of  the  Okla- 
homa Veterinary  Medical  Association. 


and  helped  run  her  family's  horse 
breeding  operation.  Peggy  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governor  to  serve  a  6- 
year  term  on  the  Oklahoma  State 
Board  of  Veterinary  Medical  Examin- 
ers, where  she  served  as  secretary.  Al- 
though she  was  the  newest  member  of 
the  Veterinary  Service  staff  in  Okla- 
homa City,  Peggy's  outgoing  personal- 
ity, willingness  to  help,  and  profes- 
sional competence  made  her  a  most 
welcome  addition. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Richard  Leroy 
Cummins'  memory  will  be  cherished  by 
a  large  and  loving  family,  including  his 
wife  of  30  years,  Frances:  his  daugh- 
ters, Courtney  and  Nikki;  his  son. 
Kraig;  grandsons  Chayse  and  Austin; 
his  mother.  Christine;  his  two  brothers. 
Wall,  of  Tucson,  AZ,  and  Frank  of 
Ruidosa.  NM;  and  many  friends  and  co- 
workers. 

Dick  was  bom  in  Douglas,  AZ,  in 
1940.  He  spent  his  youth  in  and  around 
Douglas  and  graduated  from  Douglas 
High  School  in  1957.  He  then  attended 
Arizona  State  University  in  Tempe, 
AZ,  where  he  pursued  studies  in  busi- 
ness administration. 

Dick's  notable  career  as  a  public 
servant  began  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
in  1959,  where  he  worked  in  aircraft 
maintenance  in  Colorado  and  Okla- 
homa for  4  years.  Upon  leaving  the  Air 
Force,  he  worked  for  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  for  2  years. 

In  1965,  Dick  joined  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  where  his  profes- 
sional contributions  were  welcomed  for 
30  years.  He  first  worked  with  the  Agri- 
cultural Research  Service  on  the 
screwworm  eradication  program  in 
Douglas,  AZ.  In  1980,  he  moved  to 
Henryetta,  OK,  and  become  Animal 
Health  Technician.  A  short  time  later 
he  moved  to  Durant,  OK,  where  he 
served  in  the  same  capacity.  Dick  was 
promoted  to  investigator  in  1987  and 
reassigned  to  Oklahoma  City  to  work 
with  the  Regulatory  Enforcement  and 
Animal  Care  staff.  In  this  position, 
Dick  was  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
animal  breeders,  dealers,  and  exhibi- 
tors comply  with  the  standards  of  hu- 
mane care  and  treatment  prescribed  in 
the  Animal  Welfare  Act.  Dick  moved 
again  to  Mustang.  OK,  where  he  con- 
tinued to  work  as  an  investigator 
working  out  of  his  home.  He  was  a  sen- 
ior investigator  at  the  time  of  his 
death. 

Dick  received  well-deserved  recogni- 
tion in  1990  for  his  work  on  the  Mid- 
west Stolen  Dog  Task  Force.  His  dili- 
gence helped  curb  the  theft  of  pets  for 
sale  to  research  institutions.  Dick  was 
a  devoted  family  man,  animal  lover 
and  advocated  humane  treatment  of  all 
living  things. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Lucas]. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Known  by  her  many  ad- 
miring friends  and  relatives  as  Adele. 


Doris  Adele  Higgenbottom  is  survived 
by  her  loving  husband.  David;  his  chil- 
dren. Kelly  and  Van;  her  mother. 
Melanie;  and  the  Maddox  family.  She 
was  44. 

Adele  was  born  in  Pecos,  TX,  and 
graduated  from  Pecos  High  School  in 
1968.  Several  years  later,  Adele  re- 
sumed her  studies  at  the  University  of 
Oklahoma  in  Norman,  OK,  where  she 
earned  a  bachelor  of  arts  degree  in 
English  in  1982. 

Adele  began  her  Federal  career  with 
APHIS  as  a  clerktypist  in  Oklahoma 
City  in  1978.  A  few  years  later,  she 
transferred  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration where  she  served  as  a  pur- 
chasing agent.  In  1980.  she  resigned 
from  the  FAA  and  went  to  San  Anto- 
nio. TX.  to  spend  a  few  months  with 
her  family.  WTiile  there,  she  worked  as 
an  advertising  salesperson  for  the  San 
Antonio  Express  and  News.  She  re- 
joined APHIS  in  Oklahoma  City  in  late 
1980  as  she  mastered  the  often  com- 
plicating purchasing  regulations. 

Adele  was  popular  in  the  Oklahoma 
City  office,  as  much  for  her  positive 
outlook  as  her  animated  personality. 
Adele  served  as  manager  of  the  Federal 
Women's  Program  and  was  an  ardent 
supporter  of  equality  and  women's 
rights.  Adele  and  her  husband.  David, 
met  in  1989  through  David's  work  with 
the  State  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Adele  was  heard  to  say  she  was  happy 
to  be  married  to  someone  with  whom 
she  could  share  so  much  of  her  profes- 
sional life  and  who  cared  about  the 
same  people  and  issues  she  did.  David 
and  Adele  considered  themselves  a 
happy  and  compatible  team  whose  per- 
sonalities and  interests  complemented 
each  other  well. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Carole  Sue  Khalil 
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and  many  loving  relatives  and  friends. 
She  was  50. 
Carole  was  bom  in  Shattuck.  OK,  and 

attended  Laverne  High  School  in  La- 
verne.  OK.  She  graduated  in  1962.  Fol- 
lowing graduation,  she  attended  the 
Draughons  School  of  Business  in  Okla- 
homa City  for  1  year  where  she  com- 
pleted an  executive  secretarial  course. 
Already  she  had  big  plans  to  serve  her 
country  and  the  civic  good  as  a  public 
servant. 

Carole  began  a  lifelong  commitment 
to  the  U.S.  Government  in  1964  when 
she  took  the  first  of  several  temporary 
positions  in  the  clerical  field  with  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  in  Oklahoma 
City.  Her  career  with  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  began  with  the  Ag- 
riculture Research  Service's  Animal 
Health  Division  in  1967.  In  this  posi- 
tion, which  was  based  in  Oklahoma 
City,  Carole  provided  clerical  support 
to  a  variety  of  animal  disease  eradi- 
cation programs. 

Carole  was  promoted  to  export  docu- 
ment examiner  in  1992.  In  this  position, 
she  provided  critical  review  of  docu- 
ments used  to  clarify  the  health  of  all 
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animals  exported  from  Oklahoma  to 
other  countries.  Her  eye  for  detail  and 
ability  to  catch  even  minute  errors 
were  among  the  reasons  she  was  a  valu- 
able contributor  to  the  staff. 

Carole  also  took  care  of  many  rou- 
tine personnel  functions,  such  as  time 
and  attendance  reports,  training  nomi- 
nations, personnel  reports  and  benefit 
actions.  She  was  an  able  and  dedicated 
employee  whose  contributions  were  ap- 
preciated by  everyone  with  whom  she 
worked, 

n  2045 

I  yield  to  my  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Roberts]. 

Mr.  ROBERTS  Mr.  Speaker,  Rheta 
Long  is  survived  by  a  large  and  loving 
family,  including  her  daughter,  Valerie 
Tramel;  son,  John;  sisters,  Wilda  York 
and  Leona  Thompson;  and  grandsons, 
Kenneth  and  Christopher  Tramel,  and 
Nicholas  Long.  Rheta  was  preceded  in 
death  by  her  husband  of  11  years, 
Thomas;  her  brothers  ^"arl  and  Andrew 
Dean  Bender;  father,  Andrew  Bender; 
and  grandson,  John  Thomas.  Rheta  was 
60. 

Rheta  was  born  in  Guymon,  OK.  She 
attended  Guymon  High  School  and 
graduated  in  1952.  .'Afterwards,  she  at- 
tended Panhandle  State  College  and 
Phillips  University  to  study  education. 
She  earned  a  bachelor  of  science  degree 
in  education  in  1955. 

Rheta  was  married  in  the  summer  of 
1955  and  dedicated  herself  to  her  family 
and  church.  She  was  an  active  volun- 
teer with  the  Boy  Scouts  and  Girl 
Scouts  of  America.  In  1968,  Rheta 
began  teaching  mathematics  in 
Guymon  and  found  the  experience  re- 
warding. She  said  it  was  a  pleasure  to 
show  children  that  school  and  learning 
could  be  fun. 

Rheta  began  her  20-year  Federal  ca- 
reer in  1974  as  a  military  personnel 
clerk  with  the  U.S.  Army.  In  1978. 
Rheta  transferred  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  Guymon,  OK,  to 
take  a  clerical  position.  Rheta  came  to 
APHIS  in  Oklahoma  City  in  October 
1982.  where  she  served  as  a  program 
clerk.  She  handled  workers'  compensa- 
tion claims,  and  was  the  final  author- 
ity on  payment  eligibility  for  indem- 
nity claims.  She  was  ver.v  active  in  the 
Federal  Employees  Women's  Group  and 
Equal  Employment  Opportunities  Com- 
mittees. Rheta  had  a  vision  disability 
and  she  served  as  the  Persons  with  Dis- 
abilities Special  Emphasis  Program 
Manager  as  a  means  of  helping  educate 
people  about  the  challenges  of  working 
with  a  physical  handicap. 

Rheta  was  active  with  the  Christian 
Women's  Foundation  and  looked  for- 
ward to  the  Jewel  Box  Theater's  sea- 
sonal plays.  A  devoted  grandmother. 
Rheta  was  very  proud  of  her  grand- 
children and  kept  snapshots  of  them  at 
her  desk.  Her  dedication,  cheerful  atti- 
tude, and  many  contributions  to  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  office  helped  many  of 


her  coworkers  in   their  time  of  need. 
She  will  be  greatly  missed  by  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  chair  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  emeritus  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma.  [Mr. 
LuCA.s].  share  in  the  sense  of  personal 
loss  and  share  in  the  sense  of  personal 
pride  regarding  the  contribution  of 
these  employees.  Perhaps  an  appro- 
priate closing  is  this  from  Helen 
Steiner  Rice. 

When  I  must  leave  you  for  a  little  while. 
Please  go  on  bravely  with  a  gallant  smile 
And  for  my  sake  and  in  my  name. 
Live  on  and  do  all  things  the  same- 
Spend  not  your  life  in  empty  days. 
But  fill  each  waking  hour  in  useful  ways — 
Reach  out  your  hand  in  comfort  and  cheer. 
And  I  in  turn  will  comfort  you  and  hold  you 
near. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Texas  for  tak- 
ing this  special  time. 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished colleague. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might  add  a  per- 
sonal note,  we  notice  that  Mr.  Bloomer 
served  at  the  screwworm  eradication 
plant  in  Mission,  TX,  the  years  when 
my  father  worked  there,  so  I  feel  cer- 
tain that  they  knew  each  other  in 
those  days  and  they  have  already  found 
each  other  up  there  and  they  are  talk- 
ing about  the  good  old  days  at  the 
plant  in  Mission. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my  two  col- 
leagues. The  seven  that  we  lost  not 
only  belonged  to  APHIS,  to  USDA. 
they  belonged  to  our  Nation  and  they 
belong  now  to  all  of  us.  May  they  rest 
in  peace. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  subject  of  my  special 
order  this  evening. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Nethercutt).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Hansen  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  official  busi- 
ness relating  to  base  closings. 

Mr.  McNULTY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
GEPHARDT),  for  today  after  2  p.m.,  on 
account  of  personal  business. 

Mr.  Kleczka  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
GEPHARDT),  for  the  week  of  May  22,  on 
account  of  medical  reasons. 


14387 

lative  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  LOFGREN)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Ms.  Kaptur.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DOGGETT,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ehrlich)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  5  minutes, 
today  and  on  May  25. 

Mr.  Ehlers,  for  5  minutes,  today  and 
on  May  25. 

Mr.  BR'i'ANT  of  Tennessee,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Bilbray,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Kingston,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 
By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  LoFGREN)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Stokes. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY. 

Mr.  Schumer. 

Mr.  Menendez. 

Mr.  MORAN. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MINETA. 

Mr.  HoYER  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Ford. 

Mr.  Engel. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  Clay. 

Mr.  RUSH. 

Mr.  Tucker. 

Mr.  BoNlOR  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ehrlich)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  RiGGS. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Forbes  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Washington. 

Mrs.  Roukema. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California. 

Mr.  LIGHTFOOT. 

Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Solomon. 
Mr.  Chambliss. 
Mr.  Talent. 
Mr.  Shadeckj. 

Mr.  MCCOLLUM. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  DE  LA  Garza)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  GILM.A.N. 


14388 


Mr.  Shaw. 
Mr.  Weller. 
Mr.  Barcia. 
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ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

Mr.  THOMAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  had  examined  and 
found  truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title,  which  was  there- 
upon signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  H2l.  .\n  Act  to  provide  that  ref- 
erences in  the  statutes  of  the  United  States 
to  any  committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  name  or  jurisdiction  of 
which  was  changed  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  House  of  Representatives  at  the 
beginning  of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  the  cur- 
rently applicable  committee  or  officer  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 


BILL  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  THOMAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported 
that  that  committee  did  on  this  day 
present  to  the  President,  for  his  ap- 
proval, a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol- 
lowing title: 

H.R.  1421.  An  act  to  provide  that  references 
in  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  to  any 
committee  or  officer  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives the  name  or  jurisdiction  of 
which  was  changed  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  House  of  Representatives  at  the 
beginning  of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  the  cur- 
rently applicable  committee  or  officer  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
iTio V c  u^au  uiiC  HouoC  do  novv'  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  8  o'clock  and  51  minutes 
p.m.).  the  House  adjourned  until  Thurs- 
day. May  25,  1995.  at  10  a.m. 

I 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

909  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  the  de- 
fense environmental  quality  program  annual 
report  to  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1994.  pursu- 
ant to  10  use.  2706(bKl):  to  the  Committee 
on  National  Security. 

910  A  communication  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting  his  follow-up  re- 
port on  the  deployment  of  United  States 
combat-equipped  aircraft  to  support  NATO's 
enforcement  of  the  no-fly  zone  in  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  (H.  Doc  No.  104-79);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed.  1 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 


tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows; 

By   Mr.    LEVIN   (for  himself  and   Mr. 

HOUGHTON): 

H.R.  1690.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  simplify  certain  rules  re- 
lating to  the  taxation  of  U.S.  business  oper- 
ating abroad,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York: 

H.R.  1691.  A  bill  to  provide  for  innovative 
approaches  for  homeownership  opportunity 
and  provide  for  the  temporary  extension  of 
the  rural  rental  housing  program,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services. 
By  Mr.  CLINGER: 

H.R.  1692.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  increase  the 
limitation  amount  applicable  to  contribu- 
tions to  candidates  in  Federal  elections  by 
individuals  and  to  decrease  the  limitation 
amount  applicable  to  contributions  to  such 
candidates  by  nonparty  multicandidate  po- 
litical committees;  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Oversight. 

H.R.  1693.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  prohibit  con- 
gressional leadership  committees;  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

H.R.  1694.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  provide  for  a 
voluntary  limitation  on  contributions  from 
other  than  individual  district  residents  in 
House  of  Representatives  elections;  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

H.R.  1695.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  an  income 
tax  credit  for  in-State  contributions  to  con- 
gressional candidates;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  COOLEY: 

H.R.  1696.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  exempt  certain  small  landfills 
from  the  ground  water  monitoring  require- 
ments contained  in  landfill  regulations  pro- 
mulgated by  the  Agency:  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce. 

H.R.  1697.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  continu- 
ation of  Cei  lain  coiimieicial  acLiviLies  at  the 
Red's  Horse  Ranch  area  of  the  Eagle  Cap  Wil- 
derness, Wallowa  and  Whitman  National 
Forests.  OR;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  LIGHTFOOT  (for  himself.  Mr. 

HOYER.   Mr.   CUNGER,   Mr.   ViSCLOSKY, 

and  Mr.  Horn): 

H.R.  1698.  A  bill  to  amend  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  to  require  electronic  funds 
transfer  for  all  Federal  payments  by  2001  to 
promote  efficiency  and  economy  in  the  dis- 
bursement of  Federal  funds  and  to  eliminate 
crime  incident  to  the  issuance  of  Treasury 
checks;  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  McCOLLUM: 

H.R.  1699.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Community 
Reinvestment  Act  of  1977,  the  Equal  Credit 
Opportunity  Act,  and  the  Fair  Housing  Act 
to  improve  the  administration  of  such  acts. 
to  prohibit  redlining  in  connection  with  the 
provision  of  credit,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By    Mr.    NADLER    (for    himself,    Ms. 

MCKlNNEY.        Mrs.        M.-^LONEY.        Ms. 

Velazquez,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachu- 
setts.   Mr.    SERRANO.    Ms.    WOOLSEY, 

Mr.  Fattah.  Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Del- 


LUMS.  Mr,  Meehan.  Mr.  Coyne,  and 
Mr.  SabO): 
H  R,  1700.  A  bill  to  make  an  exception  to 
the  United  States  embargo  on  trade  with 
Cuba  for  the  export  of  medicines  or  medical 
supplies,  instruments,  or  equipment,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

By  Mr    ROEMER  (for  him.self.  Mr.  Zim- 
MER.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr, 
Shays.  Mr.  Kleczka,  Mrs,  Roukem.a. 
Mr.  Yates.  Mr,  Inglis  of  South  Caro- 
lina,   Mr.    Jacobs.    Mr.    Upton,    Mr, 
Frank       of      Massachusetts,       Mrs 
Maloney.    Mr,    Meehan.    Mr,    Ober- 
star.  Mr.  Schumer.  Ms.  Danner.  Mr 
Wyden.  and  Mr,  DeF.^ZIO): 
H.R.  1701.  A  bill  to  cancel  the  space  station 
project;  to  the  Committee  on  Science. 
By  Mr,  SERRANO: 
H  R    1702,   A  bill   to  protect  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  travel  to  foreign  countries;  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations, 

H,R,  1703.  A  bill  to  allow  for  news  bureau 
exchanges  between  the  United  States  and 
Cuba;  to  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. 

H.R,  1704.  A  bill  to  reinstate  the  authoriza- 
tion of  cash  remittances  to  family  members 
in  Cuba  under  the  Cuban  Xssels  Control  Reg- 
ulations; to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

By  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington  (for  her- 
self and  Mr,  Tate): 
H,R,  1705,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Stewart  B, 
McKinney  Homeless  .Assistance  Act  to  re- 
quire public  notice  and  local  hearings  before 
property  is  made  available  under  that  act  for 
use  to  assist  the  homeless,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services 

By  Mr.  SOLOMON: 
H.R.  1706.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  establish  Federal 
standards  to  ensure  quality  assurance  of 
drug  testing  programs  for  private  employers. 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  STARK  (for  himself.  Mr,  \Va,\- 
MAN.  Mr,  Acker.man,  Mr,  Coyne,  Mr, 
Dellum.s.   Mr,    Foglietta.   Mr,   Gon- 
zalez. Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island. 
Mr.     McDermott.     Mr.     Olver.     Mr. 
Pallone.    Ms,    Pelosl    Mr.    Rangel, 
and  Ms,  Woolsey): 
H.R.  1707,  A  bill  to  amend  title  X'VIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  ensure  access  to  serv- 
ices and  prevent  fraud  and  abuse  for  enroll- 
ees    of    health    maintenance    organizations 
under    the    Medicare    Program,    to    amend 
standards    for    Medicare    supplemental    poli- 
cies, to  modify  the  Medicare  Select  Program. 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr,  WELLER  (for  himself.  Mr, 
Metcalf.  Mr,  Barr.  Mr,  Fox.  Mr, 
Stock.man.  Mr,  Ehrlich,  Mr,  Chrys- 
ler. Mr,  Ney.  Mr.  Heineman.  Mr, 
Bono.  Mr,  Hayworth.  Mr,  LgBiondo. 
Mrs,  Kelly.  Mr.  T.ate.  Mr,  Davis. 
Mr,  Graham.  Mr,  Foley,  Mr,  Forbes. 
Mr.  Salmon.  Mr,  Engllsh  of  Penn- 
sylvania. Mr,  Frisa.  Mr,  Burr.  Mr, 
Wamp.  and  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee): 


H.R.  1708.  A  bill  to  establish  the  Federal 
Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation  as  a  wholly 
owned  Government  corporation  to  provide 
full  mortgage  insurance  and  provide  for  the 
development  of  credit  enhancement  products 
for  mortgages  for  single  family  homes  of 
low-  and  moderate-income  homebuyers.  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 
By  Ms.  DANNER: 

H.J.  Res.  92.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  limit  the  terms  of  office  for 
Representatives  and  Senators  in  Congress;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows; 

H.R,  65:  Mr.  Hlnchey, 

H.R,  103:  Mr,  Engel  and  Mrs.  MORELLA. 

H.R,  104:  Mr.  Souder. 

H.R.  109:  Mr,  Peterson  of  Minnesota  and 
Mr,  PoMBO. 

H.R.  127:  Mr.  KiLDEE,  Mr.  Stupak,  Mr. 
Gonzales.  Mr  Barcia  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Dur- 
BIN.  and  Mr,  S.'^bo, 

H.R,  303:  Mr.  Callahan, 

H.R.  :»0:  Mr,  Laughlin, 

H,R,  467:  Mr,  EVANS  and  Mr,  SoLOMON. 

H.R.  468:  Mr,  PETERSON  of  Florida,  Mr. 
HEFNER,  and  Mr,  Riggs. 

H.R,  488:  Mr.  LUTHER. 

H.R.  500:  Mr.  McCrery. 

H.R,  .540:  Mr,  Barton  of  Texas.  Mr.  NaDLER, 
Mr.  Torres,  and  Mr,  Bonior. 

H.R.  625:  Mr.  YouNG  of  Florida  and  Ms. 
Lofgren. 

H.R,  733:  Mr,  Barr  and  Mr.  FRANK  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

H.R.  734:  Mr,  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H  R,  747:  Mr,  English  of  Pennsylvania  and 
Mr,  Neal  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R,  755:  Mr,  Brown  of  Ohio, 

H,R,  784:  Mr,  Shadegg,  Mr,  Sam  JOHNSON  of 
Texas  and  Mr,  Bono, 

H,R,  789:  Mr,  Hastert. 

i:  R,  SOI:  Mr,  Doyle,  Mr.  Rush.  Mr.  Fox. 
and  Mr,  Solomon, 

H,R,  863:  Mr.  Rose. 

H  R,  868:  Mr,  Canady. 

H.R,  873:  Mr,  Bateman  and  Mr.  RIOGS. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr,  Filner.  and  Mr. 
Gekas. 

H,R,  1037:  Mr   Pa YNE  of  Virginia. 

H,R,  1044:  Mr,  .SOLOMON. 

H.R,  1090:  Ms,  RIVERS  and  Mr,  PASTOR, 

H,R,  1143:  Mr,  RioGS. 

H.R.  1144:  Mr,  RiGGS. 

H,R,  1145:  Mr,  RiGGS. 

H.R,  1210:  Mr,  Costello. 

H.R,  1222:  Mr,  Goss,  Mr.  OLVER.  Mr. 
Canady.  Mr  Skaggs.  and  Mr.  LoBiondo. 

H.R,  1233:  Mr.  ScOTT.  Mr.  BORSKI.  Mrs. 
Lowey.  and  Mr,  Filner, 

H,R,  1235:  Mr,  Luther. 

H.R.  1242:  Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Mo.ntgomery.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky,  and 
Mr.  Buyer, 

H.R,  1264:  Mr,  THOMPSON,  Mr.  HlNCHEY,  and 
Mr.  Gutierrez. 

H.R,  1297:  Mr,  Thompson, 

H.R,  1298:  Mr,  Brown  of  California. 

H,R,  1302:  Mr,  BoRSKI, 

H,R,  1352:  Mr,  Bliley.  Mr.  PETERSON  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Bereuter,  Mr.  Fazio  of  Califor- 
nia, and  Mr,  Spratt, 

H,R   1402:  Mr,  HlNCHEY  and  Ms,  WoOLSEY, 

H,R.  1431.  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H.R.  1442:  Mr.  Condit  and  Mr.  Payne  of 
Virginia. 


H.R,  1450:  Mr,  LUTHER  and  Mr.  Sabo, 

H,R,  1487:  Mr,  Bachus  and  Mr,  H.'^Y'worth. 

H,R.  1490:  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Underwood,  and 
Ms.  Lofgren, 

H,R,  1491:  Mr,  Orton, 

H,R.  1493:  Mr,  Packard.  Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr. 
Ackerman,  Mr,  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Thompson,  and  Mr,  Payne  of  New  Jersey, 

H.R.  1500:  Mrs.  Kelly,  Mr.  Stokes,  Ms, 
Vel.\zquez,  and  Mr.  Yates, 

H,R,  1510:  Mr,  Luthb;r. 

H,R,  1532:  Mr,  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  and 
Mr.  Frost. 

H.R.  1533:  Mrs.  Kelly  and  Mr.  Baker  of 
Louisiana. 

H.R,  1552:  Mr,  McCOLLUM,  Mr.  CRANE,  Ms. 
McCarthy.  Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Weller.  Mr. 
Wolf.  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr.  Pomeroy,  Mr.  Tal- 
ent. Mr.  Rahall.  Mr,  Wise,  Mr,  Brown  of 
California.  Mr,  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Foley.  Mr. 
Latham.  Mr.  McKeon.  Mr.  Klug,  Mr.  Roe- 
mer,  Mr.  Ci.YBURN.  Mr.  Leach.  Mr.  Montgom- 
ery. Mr.  Pete  Geren  of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Gene 
Green  of  Texas. 

H.R,  1583:  Mr,  H.\STINGS  of  Florida. 

H,R,  1588:  Mr,  Hostettler. 

H.R.  1594:  Mr  iNGLls  of  South  Carolina  and 
Mr.  Hefley, 

H.R.  1595:  Mr.  Hayworth,  Mr.  Deutsch,  Mr. 
Chabot.  Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon,  Ms,  Pryce,  Mr. 
Fox.  Mr.  Clyburn,  Mr.  Hostettler,  Mr. 
LaTourette,  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr.  Andrews,  and 
Mr.  Coble. 

H.R.  1611:  Mr.  NEY. 

H.R.  1662:  Mr.  Ra.ngel.  Mr,  Hasti.ngs  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska,  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Rhode  Island,  Mr.  B.\ker  of  Louisiana,  and 
Mr.  Mollohan. 

H.  Con.  Res.  42:  Mr.  MORAN  and  Mr.  Doo- 
little. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXIII,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Andrews 
A.mendment  No.  79:  Add  the  following  at 
the  end  of  Division  A: 

TITLE  VI-OVERSEAS  PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

SEC.  601.  abolition  OF  OVTiR-SEA-S  PRIVATE  IN- 
VESTMENT corporation. 

(a)  Abolition.— The  Overseas  Private  In- 
vestment Corporation  is  abolished,  effective 
October  1.  1995, 

(b)  administration  of  Existing  Obliga- 
tions.—The  Secretary  of  State  shall  carry 
out  the  functions  performed  on  September 
30,  1995,  by  the  Overseas  Private  Investment 
Corporation  only  for  purposes  of  administer- 
ing insurance,  reinsurance,  financing,  and 
other  contracts  or  agreements  issued  or  en- 
tered into  by  the  Corporation  that  are  effec- 
tive on  October  1.  1995,  Such  functions  shall 
terminate  when  all  such  insurance,  reinsur- 
ance, financing,  and  other  contracts  or 
agreements  expire. 

(c)  Termination  of  Provisions.— Title  IV 
of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use,  2191  and  following) 
shall  cease  to  be  effective  on  October  1,  1995, 
except  that  such  title  shall  continue  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  functions  performed  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  under  subsection  (b). 

(d)  Termination  of  Affairs.— The  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
shall  take  the  necessary  steps  to  terminate 
the  affairs  of  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation. 


H.R,  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Bilbray 
Amendment  No.  80:  Page  100,  line  10,  strike 
•■$12,472,000  "  and  insert   '$21,958,000". 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
DIVISION  D— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 
TITLE  XLI— FOREIGN  BUILDINGS 
SEC.  4001.  AUrnORIZATlON  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Notwithstanding   section   2101(a)(4).    there 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  "Acqui- 
sition     and      Maintenance      of      Buildings 
Abroad",  $367,274,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1997, 
H.R. 1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 

Amendment  No.  81:  In  paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 3309(b)  (relating  to  the  future  of  the 
United  States  military  presence  in  Pan- 
ama)— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  strike  "a  new  base  rights  "  and  insert 
"an";  and 

(2)  strike  subparagraph  (B)  and  insert  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

(B)  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  act  after  December  31,  1999.  to  main- 
tain the  security  of  the  Panama  Canal  and 
guarantee  its  regular  operation;  and 
H.R,  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton 

Amendment  No.  82:  In  paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 3309(b)  (relating  to  the  future  of  the 
United  States  military  presence  in  Pan- 
ama)— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  strike  "a  new  base  rights"  and  insert 
"an  ";  and 

(2)  strike  subparagraph  (B)  and  insert  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

(B)  to  ensure  that  the  United  States  will  be 
able  to  act  after  December  31.  1999.  to  main- 
tain the  security  of  the  Panama  Canal  and 
guarantee  its  regular  operation,  consistent 
with  the  Panama  Canal  Treaty,  the  Treaty 
Concerning  the   Permanent  Neutrality  and 
Operation  of  the  Panama  Canal,  and  the  res- 
olutions of  ratification  thereto;  and 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Chabot 
Amend.ment  No.  83:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
add  the  following: 
DIVISION  D— ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS 
TITLE  XLI— AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC.  4101.  AirrHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  Foreign  Military  Fina.ncing  Pro- 
gram—Notwithstanding  section  3101  of  this 
Act,  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  grant  assistance  under  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2763)  and 
for  the  subsidy  cost,  as  defined  in  section 
502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of 
1990,  of  direct  loans  under  such  section— 

( 1 )  $3,274,440,000  for  fiscal  year  1996;  and 

(2)  $3,216,020,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  Economic  Support  Assistance.— Not- 
withstanding section  3201  of  this  Act.  section 
532(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
(22  U.S.C.  2346a(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  President  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  chapter  $2,346,378,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $2,238,478,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997.". 

(c)  Development  Fund  for  Africa —Not- 
withstanding paragraph  (2)  of  section  3221(a) 
of  this  Act.  there  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated $649,214,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
$634,214,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out 
chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2293  et  seq.). 


14390 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  24,  1995 


May  24,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Filner 
AMENDMENT   No.   84;    In   section   2103(1)(A). 
strike  •  $12.472.000 "  and  insert  ■•J19.372.000'. 

In  section  2103(4).  strike  ■■S13,202.000"  and 
insert  -je. 302. 000" 

H.R. 1561  I 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Gil.man 
AMEND.MENT  No.  85;  Strike  subsection  505(e) 
and  insert  the  following; 

•Section  505(e)  Authority  SfBJEcrr  to  Ex- 
press   APPROPRi.ATiON.    The    authority     to 
make   voluntary   separation   incentive   pay- 
ments which  is  provided  under  this  section 
shall  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  yesir  only  to 
the  extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  provided  in 
advance  for  that  express  purpose  in  appro- 
priation Act."'  I 
H.R.  1561  ' 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Oilman 
Amendment  No.  86;  After  section  310.  insert 
the  following  new  section; 

SEC.  511.  TRANSFER  OF  FL^NCTION. 

.\ny  Jetermination  as  to  whether  a  trans- 
fer of  function,  carried  out  under  this  Act. 
constitutes  a  transfer  of  function  for  pur- 
poses of  subchapter  I  of  chapter  35  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  shall  be  made  without 
regard  to  whether  or  not  the  function  in- 
volved is  identical  to  functions  already  being 
performed  by  the  receiving  agency. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hamilton 

Amendment  No.  87;  On  page  286  after  line 
19.  amend  the  subsection  •(e)  "  which  would 
be  added  to  section  222  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961.  by  adding  at  the  end  a  new 
sentence  as  follows: 

•'The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall 
not  apply  to  guaranties  which  have  been  is- 
sued for  the  benefit  of  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa." 

H.R   1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hamilton 

A.mendment  No.  88;  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
add  the  following  new  chapter; 

CHAPTER  XXXVI    ADDITIONAL 

PROVISIONS 

-SEC.  3601.  .XDDI'nONAL  ALTHORIZA-nONS. 

(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  except  for  sections  2101(a)(3). 
2101(aK5).  2101(a)(6).  2102(e)(1).  2104(a).  2106(2). 
2106(3)(B).  2106(3)(C).  2106(3)(D).  2106(3)(E). 
2106(6).  2106(7).  3141.  3151.  3161.  the  following 
amounts  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  specified  programs  and  activities: 

(1)  $1,748,438,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  'Diplomatic  and  Consular 
Programs"  of  the  Department  of  State. 

(2)  $372,480,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  'Salaries  and  Expenses"  of 
the  Department  of  State. 

(3i  $421,760,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  ■.■\cquisition  an(l  Maintenance 
of  Buildings  .Abroad". 

(4)  $24.Z50.000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  'Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral "  of  the  Department  of  State. 

(5i  $15,465,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  Payment  to  the  American 
Institute  in  Taiwan  ". 

(6i  $8,579,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  for  'protection  of  Foreign  Missions 
and  Officials". 

("1  $934,057,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "Contributions  to  Inter- 
national Organizations". 

i8i  $423,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "Voluntary  Contributions  to 
International  Organizations". 


(9)  $533,304,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "Contributions  for  Inter- 
national Peacekeeping  Activities". 

(10)  $100,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  Department  of  State  to 
carry  out  section  551  of  Public  Law  87-195. 

(11)  $13,858,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "International  Boundary 
and  Water  Commission.  United  States  and 
Mexico:  Salaries  and  Expenses"". 

(12)  $10,393,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "International  Boundary 
and  Water  Commission,  United  States  and 
Mexico;  Construction"". 

(13)  $740,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997  for  'International  Boundary  and 
Water  Commission,  United  States  and  Can- 
ada"". 

(14)  $3,550,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "International  Joint  Com- 
mission". 

(15)  $14,669,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "International  Fisheries 
Commissions". 

(16)  $15,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  "Asia  Foundation". 

(17)  $496,002,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(1)  of  this  Act. 

(18)  $130,799,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(3)(A)  of  this  Act. 

(19)  $119,536,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(3)(F)  of  this  Act. 

(20)  $395,340,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(5)  of  this  Act. 

(21)  $85,919,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(5)  of  this  Act. 

(22)  $4,300,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(8)  of  this  Act. 

(23)  $20,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  purposes  of  section 
2106(9)  of  this  Act. 

(24)  $76,300,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Act. 

(25)  $3,351,910,000  for  grant  assistance  under 
section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2763)  and  for  the  subsidy  costs,  as  de- 
fined in  section  502(5)  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990.  of  direct  loans  under 
such  section. 

(26)  $2,504,300,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  chapter  5  of  part  II 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

(27)  $1,300,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  sections  103 
through  106  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  use.  2151a  through  2151d). 

(28)  $802,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  programs  under 
chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2295  et  seq.). 

(29)  $788,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  programs  under 
chapter  11  of  Part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2295  et  seq.). 

(30)  $480,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  economic  assistance  for 
Eastern  Europe  and  the  Baltic  states  under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C. 
2151  et  seq.)  and  the  Support  for  East  Euro- 
pean Democracy  (SEED)  Act  of  1989. 

(31)  $31,760,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  section  401  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1969  (22  U.S.C. 
2900. 

(32)  $17,405,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  to  carry  out  the  African  Devel- 
opment Foundation  Act  (22  U.S.C.  290h  et 
seq.). 


(33)  $529,027,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  necessary  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
for  administering  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  (other  than  the  office  of 
the  inspector  general  of  such  agency). 

(34)  $39,118,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  necessary  operating  ex- 
penses of  the  office  of  the  inspector  general 
of  the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  ad- 
ministering part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961. 

(35)  $50,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1996  and  1997  for  the  provision  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  title  III  of  the  Agricul- 
tural Trade  Development  and  A.ssistance  Act 
of  1954  (7  U.S  C.  1727  et  seq.)." 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  affect  sections  3103.  3104.  3202.  and 
3203  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3602.  AGCREGATE  AL'THORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS. 

Notwithstanding  an.v  other  provision  of 
law.  the  aggregate  authorization  of  appro- 
priations provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  not 
exceed  $16„t05.843.000  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
$15,395,362,000  for  fiscal  year  1997 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Hoke 

Amendment  No.  89;  Page  289.  add  the  fol- 
lowing after  line  26  and  redesignate  the  suc- 
ceeding chapter  accordingly: 

CHAPTER  8— OVERSEAS  PRIV.\TE 
INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 
SEC.  3275.  SUBSroV  COST  OF  OPIC  PROORAMS. 

Section  235(aM2)  of  the  Foreign  .^.ssistance 
Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2195(aK2)i  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(C)  The  subsidy  cost  of  the  investment 
guaranties  and  direct  loan  programs  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  234  may  not 
exceed  $79,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996.  The 
subsidy  cost  of  such  programs  shall  not  be 
separately  designated  for  the  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union,  or  for  any 
other  particular  country  or  group  of  coun- 
tries, but  shall  be  combined  for  all  countries. 
The  standards  in  effect  on  May  15.  1995.  for 
determining  for  which  projects  the  Corpora- 
tion should  provide  guaranties  and  loans  in 
countries  other  than  the  independent  states 
of  the  former  Soviet  Union  shall  apply  to 
projects  in  all  countries.  No  net  subsidy  cost 
of  the  investment  guaranties  and  direct  loan 
programs  may  be  incurred  after  September 
30.  1998  " 
SEC.  3276.  STUDY  ON  PRIVATIZATION. 

(a)  Study  and  Report.— The  Overseas  Pri- 
vate Investment  Corporation  shall  conduct  a 
study  on  privatizing  the  activities  of  the 
Corporation  and.  not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  on  the 
study. 

(b)  Contents  of  Report.— In  the  report 
submitted  under  subsection  (a),  the  Overseas 
Private  Investment  Corporation  shall  set 
forth  the  necessary  steps  to  transfer  to  the 
private  sector  all  the  evidences  of  ownership 
of  the  Corporation  with  respect  to  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Corporation,  whether  through  the 
sale  of  the  Corporation's  stock,  contracts, 
leases,  or  other  agreements  or  rights,  or  oth- 
erwise. The  process  of  privatization  de- 
scribed in  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be 
prudent  and  orderly,  shall  maximize  the 
value  to  United  States  taxpayers,  shall  pro- 
ceed as  quickly  as  market  conditions  permit, 
through  a  limited  transition  period,  and 
shall  be  completed  by  a  date  certain  The  re- 
port shall  outline  a  privatization  plan  which, 
at  a  minimum— 

(li  specifies  the  date  certain  for  comple- 
tion of  the  privatization  process  that  begins 


not  later  than  1  year  after  the  report  is  sub- 
mitted: 

(2)  ensures  that  any  transitional  United 
States  Government  support  before  the  com- 
pletion of  the  privatization  process  involves 
no  net  cost  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment: 

(3)  provides  for  the  sale  or  other  transfer  of 
the  existing  portfolio  and  reserves  of  the 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation; 
and 

(4)  retains,  during  the  transition  period, 
the  agreements  entered  into  with  foreign 
countries  under  section  237(a)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  .Act  of  1961. 

SEC.  3277.  REPEAL. 

Effective  on  the  date  certain  that  is  speci- 
fied under  section  3276(b)(1).  title  IV  of  chap- 
ter 2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  is  repealed,  and  any  reference  in  any 
other  law   to  the  Overseas   Private   Invest- 
ment Corporation  shall  cease  to  be  effective. 
H.R.  1,561 
Offered  By;  Ms.  Jackson-Lee 
A.mend.me.st  No.  90;   on  page  260.   line  24. 
strike  •■$2,000,000"'  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
■•$2,500,000". 

H.R.  1.561 
Offered  By:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee 
Amendment  No.  91:  on  page  265.  line  10, 
strike  ••$5,000,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
•$6.500.000". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mica 
Amendment  No.  92:  page  75.  lines  6  through 
22.  and  insert  the  following; 
separates  from  service  with  the  agency  dur- 
ing  the   period   beginning   on    the   date   on 
which  the  offer  is  made  for  a  voluntary  sepa- 
ration incentive  payment  under  this  section 
and  the  last  day  of  the  second  quarter  of  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  offer  is  made. 

(d)  Period  of  authority.— The  head  of  an 
agency    shall    have    authority    to    authorize 
payment  of  voluntary  separation  incentive 
payments  under  this  section  for  a  60-day  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  61st  day  after  the  date 
on  which  the  President  transmits  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  the  ap- 
plicable reorganization  plan  for  the  agency 
under  section  221.  321.  or  421. 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  Bv;  Mr.  Mica 
amend.ment  no.  93: 
sec.   2106.    trntted   states    infor-mational. 
educatio.nai.,  an'u  cli.tlral.  pro- 
GRAMS. 

Page  105.  strike  lines  20  through  23. 
SEC.  3212.  MICRO    ,VsT1  SMAIX  ENTERPRISE  DE- 
VELOPME.vr  CREDITS, 

Page  260,  line  24,  strike  ■$2,000,000"  and  in- 
sert ■■$2,800,000  ". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  by;  Mrs.  Morella 

AMENDMENT  No.  94:  Page  196,  after  line  2. 

insert  the  foUowng  npw  section: 

SEC.  2712.  REGARDING  THE  GUATEMALAN  PEACE 
PROCESS  AVD  THE  NEED  FOR 
GREATER  PROTECnON  OF  HLTWAN 
RIGHTS  IN  GUATEMALA. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  Formal  negotiations  to  bring  an  end  to 
the  34-year  armed  confiict  in  Guatemala  and 
to  establish  conditions  for  democracy  in 
Guatemala  were  resumed  in  Januar.v  1994 
under  United  Nations  mediation  between  the 
Government  of  Guatemala  and  the  armed  op- 
position, the  Guatemalan  National  Revolu- 
tionary Union  (URNG). 


(2)  These  negotiations  have  resulted  in  the 
.signing  of  a  series  of  landmark  accords  on 
human  rights,  the  establishment  of  a  Com- 
mission for  the  Historical  Clarification  of 
Human  Rights  Violations,  the  resettlement 
of  displaced  populations,  indigenous  rights 
and  identity,  and  other  issues,  and  are  ex- 
pected to  lead  to  the  signing  of  further  ac- 
cords and  a  final  comprehensive  accord  in 
the  near  future. 

(3)  The  government  and  the  Guatemalan 
National  Revolutionary  Union  (URNG) 
agreed  in  the  human  rights  accord  signed  on 
March  29.  1994.  that  "■[t]he  Government  shall 
not  sponsor  the  adoption  of  legislative  or 
any  other  type  of  measures  designed  to  pre- 
vent the  prosecution  and  punishment  of  per- 
sons responsible  for  human  rights  viola- 
tions". 

(4)  The  United  Nations  Mission  for  the  Ver- 
ification of  Human  Rights  and  of  Compliance 
with  the  Commitments  of  the  Comprehen- 
sive Agreement  on  Human  Rights  in  Guate- 
mala (MINUGUA)  established  under  the 
Global  Human  Rights  Accord  to  monitor 
compliance  with  that  agreement  began  oper- 
ations across  Guatemala  in  November  1994 
and  released  its  first  report  in  March  1995. 

(5)  MINUGUA  reports  that  in  Guatemala 
there  have  been  numerous  violations  of  the 
right  to  life,  and  that  the  vast  majority  of 
cases  involving  death  have  not  been  ade- 
quately investigated  or  resolved  by  the  com- 
petent Guatemalan  authorities. 

(6)  MINUGUA  reports  that  the  Guatemalan 
Government  has  not  adequately  guaranteed 
the  right  to  be  free  from  torture  or  other 
cruel,  inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment,  and 
that  no  information  exists  to  demonstrate 
that  such  cases  in  which  the  involvement  of 
military  and  police  officers  has  been  verified 
have  been  investigated  in  depth  or  that  the 
guilty  parties  have  been  prosecuted. 

(7)  MINUGUA  reports  that  Guatemala  has 
made  no  progress  in  the  investigation  of 
criminal  acts  alleged  to  constitute  human 
rights  violations,  and  that  specific  actions 
and  inquiries  which  could  and  should  have 
been  undertaken  promptly  were  not  carried 
out. 

(8)  MINUGUA  has  observed  numerous,  per- 
sistent serious  human  rights  violations  to 
which,  in  nearly  every  case,  there  has  been 
no  response  from  competent  Guatemalan  au- 
thorities. 

(9)  Systematic  human  rights  violations  are 
committed  with  impunity  against  Guate- 
malan civilians,  especially  members  of  the 
indigenous  population,  by  members  of  gov- 
ernment security  forces  and  by  the  Civil 
Self-Defense  Patrols  acting  under  their  au- 
thority. 

(10)  Human  rights  abuses  that  endanger 
and  intimidate  judicial  authorities,  human 
rights  activists,  and  public  figures  continue 
to  occur,  such  as  the  killing  of  Guatemala's 
Constitutional  Court  President  Epaminondas 
Gonzalez  Dubon  on  April  1,  1994.  civil  patrol- 
lers  firing  on  a  group  of  peaceful  human 
rights  demonstrators  in  Colotenango  on  Au- 
gust 3.  1993.  the  killing  of  former  presidential 
candidate  Jorge  Carpio  NicoUe  on  July  3. 

1993.  the  killing  of  Chimaltenango  district 
court  judge  Edgar  Ramiro  Elias  Ogaldez  on 
August  20.  1994.  the  kidnapping  on  August  29. 

1994.  of  police  agent  Miguel  Manolo  Pacheco. 
who  was  assigned  to  protect  appeals  court 
judge  Maria  Eugenia  Villasenor.  and  the  Oc- 
tober 14.  1994.  murder  of  police  agent  Cesar 
Augusto  Medina, 

(11)  The  Organization  of  American  States 
has  found  that  the  Civil  Self-Defense  Patrols 
are  a  "source  of  human  rights  violations"" 
and  should  be  •■disbanded  or  reorganized"". 
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(12)  The  Organization  of  American  States 
has  found  that  in  Guatemala  there  have  been 
serious  "cases  of  arbitrary  arrest,  illegit- 
imate deprivation  of  liberty,  isolation,  and 
torture  and  execution  without  trial"'  of  indi- 
viduals, including  Efrain  Bamaca.  the  hus- 
band of  United  States  citizen  Jennifer 
Harbury.  and  other  members  of  the  Guate- 
malan National  Revolutionary  Union  who 
are  held  by  various  government  security 
forces. 

(13)  The  Organization  of  American  States 
has  determined  that  the  Communities  of 
Populations  in  Resistance,  which  have  been 
harassed  and  attacked  by  government  armed 
forces  and  the  Civil  Self-Defense  Patrols,  are 
civilian  communities. 

(14)  The  Organization  of  American  States 
has  called  on  the  Government  of  Guatemala 
to  'take  a  clear  stand  on  the  grave  problems 
that  obstruct  the  full  observance  of  human 
rights,  set  well  defined  goals,  and  schedule 
policies  for  attaining  them'". 

(15)  The  security  of  repatriated  refugees  in 
Guatemala  and  of  internally  displaced  civil- 
ians, including  the  Communities  of  Popu- 
lations in  Resistance,  remains  at  risk  due  to 
continued  military  intimidation  and  harass- 
ment, and  their  reintegration  into  Guate- 
malan society  has  been  hampered  by  inad- 
equate access  to  land  and  other  productive 
resources. 

(16)  There  has  been  insufficient  progress  in 
bringing  to  justice  all  of  those  responsible 
for  the  murders  of  United  States  citizens  Mi- 
chael DeVine.  Griffin  Davis,  and  Nicholas 
Blake,  the  abduction  and  torture  of  United 
States  citizen  Dianna  Ortiz,  the  attempted 
murder  of  United  States  citizen  Meredith 
Larson,  the  murder  of  guerrilla  comandante 
Efrain  Bamaca  Velazquez  (the  husband  of 
United  States  citizen  Jennifer  Harbury).  and 
the  murders  of  the  following  Guatemalan 
citizens:  anthropologist  Myma  Mack  Chang, 
politician  Jorge  Carpio  Nicolle.  Constitu- 
tional Court  President  Epaminondas  Gon- 
zalez Dubon.  and  victims  of  the  Colotenango 
massacre  perpetrated  by  Civil  Self-Defense 
Patrols. 

(17)  Recent  reports  and  congressional  hear- 
ings have  established  that  United  States 
agencies  hold  information  concerning  the 
role  of  individual  Guatemalan  military  offi- 
cers in  several  human  rights  cases  in  which 
the  United  States  and  the  Congress  have  ex- 
pressed longstanding  concern,  including  the 
cases  of  Michael  DeVine  and  Efrain  Bamaca. 

(18)  Eyewitness  testimony  presented  to  the 
Inter-American  Commission  on  Human 
Rights  has  implicated  nine  Guatemalan  mili- 
tary officers  in  the  clandestine  detention  and 
torture  of  Efrain  Bamaca. 

(19)  The  United  States  Embassy  and  Hon- 
duras threatened  to  revoke  the  visas  of  all 
possible  witnesses  to  the  December  1994 
shooting  of  an  American  citizen  in 
Tegucigalpa  when  they  refused  to  provide  in- 
formation on  the  crime. 

(20)  Congressional  hearings  have  estal)- 
lished  that  covert  actions  taken  by  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  were  in  direct 
contradiction  of  officially  articulated  United 
States  policy  toward  Guatemala. 

(21)  Guatemala  has  failed  to  extradite 
Colonel  Carlos  Rene  Ochoa  Ruiz,  under  in- 
dictment in  Tampa  for  drug-trafficking,  in 
spite  of  the  official  request  from  the  United 
States  Government. 

(22)  The  Guatemalan  National  Revolution- 
ary Union  has  engaged  in  violations  of  the 
laws  of  war.  including  the  assassination  of 
military  commissioner  Teofilo  Lopez 
Castillo,  firing  on  a  bus  filled  with  civilians 
which  ran  a  roadblock  in  Chupol.  and  the  re- 
cruitment of  child  soldiers. 
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(23)  MINUGUA  has  called  on  the  URNG  to 
stop  the  destruction,  and  threatened  destruc- 
tion, of  installations  on  rural  estates,  to  re- 
frain from  sabotaging  electric  power  pylons. 
and  to  prevent  retaliatory  attacks  against 
civilian  persons  or  property. 

(b)  Decl.\ration  of  Congress.— The  Con- 
gress— 

(1)  commends  the  President  of  Guatemala. 
Ramiro  de  Leon  Carpio.  and  the  leaders  of 
the  Guatemalan  National  Revolutionary 
Union  for  establishing  a  framework  for  for- 
mal negotiations,  and  for  reaching  agree- 
ment on  several  important  accords  in  these 
negotiations,  which,  under  the  mediation  of 
the  United  Nations,  are  designed  to  bring  an 
end  to  more  than  30  years  of  internal  armed 
conflict  and  set  Guatemala  on  the  road  to 
democracy; 

(2)  commends  the  leaders  of  the  various 
segments  of  civilian  society  for  their  role  in 
articulating  the  concerns  of  all  sectors  of 
Guatemalan  society  and  for  bringing  critical 
issues  onto  the  agenda  of  the  peace  negotia- 
tions: 

(3)  calls  on  President  de  Leon  Carpio  and 
all  parties  in  the  negotiation  process  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  spirit  of  the  Oslo  Accords  to 
achieve  peace  by  political  means,  to  the  end 
that  a  final,  binding,  and  verifiable  agree- 
ment will  be  attained  at  the  earliest  possible 
date; 

(4)  calls  on  the  Group  of  Friends  of  the 
peace  negotiations  (Colombia.  Mexico. 
Spain,  Venezuela,  Norway,  and  the  United 
States)  to  continue  and  intensify  their  sup- 
port of  the  peace  negotiations  through  diplo- 
matic initiatives  and  dialogue  with  all  par- 
ties; 

(5)  calls  on  President  de  Leon  Carpio  to  im- 
mediately develop  a  measurable  and  sub- 
stantive plan  to  end  grave  human  rights 
abuses,  in  compliance  with  internationally 
recognized  human  rights  standards.  Guate- 
mala's national  Constitution,  and  the  rec- 
ommendations of  MINUGUA.  the  United  Na- 
tions Independent  Human  Rights  Expert  for 
Guatemala,  and  the  Inter-American  Commis- 
sion on  Human  Rights,  a  part  of  the  Organi- 
zation of  the  .American  States; 

(6)  calls  on  President  de  Leon  Carpio.  as  a 
sign  of  good  faith  and  a  contribution  to 
peace,  to  immediately  disband  the  Civil  Self- 
Defense  Patrols,  which  are  one  of  the  major 
sources  of  human  rights  violations  in  Guate- 
mala, and  to  cancel  plans  to  convert  these 
patrols  to  "Peace  and  Development  Commit- 
tees"; 

(7)  calls  on  the  Guatemalan  Government  to 
ensure  that  any  amnesty  promulgated  to 
allow  the  URNG  to  be  reintegrated  as  a  po- 
litical party  cover  only  crimes  against  the 
state  and  not  human  rights  violations; 

(8i  calls  on  President  de  Leon  Carpio  to  en- 
sure the  safety  and  complete  return  and  re- 
integration of  Guatemalan  refugees  in  Mex- 
ico, in  full  compliance  with  the  Accord  of 
the  Permanent  Commissions  of  the  Guate- 
malan Refugees  in  Mexico  and  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Republic  of  Guatemala,  signed  in 
Guatemala  on  October  8.  1992.  that  deter- 
mines the  conditions  and  understandings 
under  which  certain  Guatemalan  refugees 
may  be  repatriated; 

(9)  calls  on  President  de  Leon  Carpio  to 
recognize  the  civilian  character  of  the  Com- 
munities of  Populations  in  Resistance,  en- 
suring their  security  and  their  right  to 
peaceful  integration  into  Guatemalan  soci- 
ety with  the  full  exercise  of  rights  and  lib- 
erties guaranteed  under  Guatemala's  na- 
tional Constitution; 

(lOi  calls  on  the  United  States  executive 
branch  to  allocate  sufficient  funding  for  a 


transition  to  peace  fund  for  Guatemala. 
which  should  include  all  of  the  military  aid 
frozen  in  the  pipeline  since  1990  and  should 
be  supplemented  with  additional  resources. 
to  be  used  to  finance  the  United  Nations  Ver- 
ification Mission  and  to  implement  other 
peace  accord  implementation  programs  as 
they  are  determined; 

(11)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  of  the 
United  States  Government  to  undertake 
every  effort  to  assure  that  no  foreign  assist- 
ance provided  to  the  Government  of  Guate- 
mala is  made  available  to  "Peace  and  Devel- 
opment Committees"  which  have  been  cre- 
ated from  transformed  civil  patrols; 

(12)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  of  the 
United  States  Government  to  condition  all 
assistance  to  Guatemala,  with  the  exception 
of  humanitarian  assistance,  development  as- 
sistance, and  Administration  of  Justice  as- 
sistance, on — 

(A)  full  compliance  with  MINUGUA  rec- 
ommendations and  the  recommended  pre- 
cautionary measures  of  the  Inter-American 
Commission  on  Human  Rights,  including  res- 
olution of  concerns  involving  clandestine 
prisons; 

(B)  progress  in  the  continuation  of  the 
peace  process: 

(C)  substantive  improvement  in  the  protec- 
tion of  human  rights; 

(D)  the  dissolution  of  the  Civil  Self-De- 
fense  Patrols; 

(E)  the  guaranteed  safety  of  refugees,  re- 
turnees, and  the  internally  displaced; 

(F)  verifiable  resolution  of  the  DeVine. 
Ortiz,  Davis.  Blake.  Larson,  Bamaca,  Mack, 
Carpio.  Gonzalez  Dubon.  Elias  Ogaldez. 
Pacheco.  Medina,  and  Colotenango  cases: 

(G)  the  strengthening  of  the  various  seg- 
ments of  civilian  society,  which  are  essential 
to  the  establishment  of  genuine  democracy 
in  Guatemala;  and 

(H)  extradition  of  Guatemalan  Colonel  Car- 
los Rene  Ochoa  Ruiz; 

(13)  urges  the  executive  branch,  in  its  ef- 
forts to  achieve  the  goals  listed  in  paragraph 
12.  to  also  consider  termination  of  Caminos 
Fuertes  civic  action  program,  and  the  licens- 
ing of  private  arms  sales  and  the  sale  of  ex- 
cess defense  articles; 

(14)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  to  imme- 
diately suspend  the  visas  of  any  Guatemalan 
military  officer  implicated  in  human  rights 
abuses,  drug-trafficking,  and  other  crimes 
until  these  cases  have  been  adjudicated  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  State; 

(15)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  to  per- 
manently cancel  the  visas  of  Guatemalan 
military  officers  implicated  in  human  rights 
violations  or  other  criminal  activity  if  the 
judicial  process  related  to  such  activity  is 
disrupted  by  threats  or  acts  of  intimidation 
against  police  investigators,  prosecutors, 
judges,  witnesses,  or  their  families; 

(16)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  to  per- 
manently cancel  the  visas  of  Guatemalan 
military  officers  and  those  of  their  imme- 
diate family  if  the  threats  or  acts  in  section 
15  are  carried  out; 

(17)  calls  on  the  executive  branch  to  com- 
ply as  fully  and  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
with  freedom  of  information  act  requests 
dealing  with  human  rights  cases  in  Guate- 
mala, beginning  with  those  that  have  al- 
ready been  filed  by  Jennifer  Harbury  and 
Dianna  Ortiz: 

(18)  calls  on  the  Administration  to  support 
the  work  of  the  Commission  on  the  Clarifica- 
tion of  the  Past  by  moving  to  review  for  de- 
classification in  an  expedited  manner  all 
United  States  Government  records  pertain- 
ing to  human  rights  violations  in  Guate- 
mala; and 


(19)  calls  on  the  administration  to  assure 
that  no  covert  action  undertaken  in  Guate- 
mala contradicts  publicly  stated  policy  un- 
less the  President  signs  a  finding  authorizing 
such  activity  and  fully  informs  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  of  the  ac- 
tion authorized  and  the  reasons  for  the  au- 
thorization. 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Roe.mer 

Amendment  No.  95:  In  paragraph  (3)  of  sec- 
tion 3221(a)  (relating  to  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations for  development  assistance  for 
the  independent  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union),  strike  "$643,000,000"  and  insert 
"$578,000,000". 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mrs.  Schroeder 

AMENDMENT  No.  96:  At  the  appropriate 
place,  insert  the  following: 

Whereas,  female  genital  mutilation  is  a 
violation  of  women's  basic  human  rights; 
and 

Whereas,  female  genital  mutilation  con- 
stitutes a  major  health  risk  to  women,  with 
lifelong  physical  and  psychological  con- 
sequences; and 

Whereas,  female  genital  mutilation  should 
not  be  condoned  by  any  government: 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that; 

The  President  seek  to  end  the  practice  of 
female  genital  mutilation  worldwide  through 
the  active  cooperation  and  participation  of 
governments  in  whose  nations  female  genital 
mutilation  takes  place.  Steps  to  end  the 
practice  of  female  genital  mutilation  shall 
include: 

(1)  encouraging  nations  to  establish  clear 
policies  against  female  genital  mutilation, 
and  enforcing  existing  laws  which  prohibit 
it;  and 

(2)  assisting  nations  in  creating  culturally 
appropriate  outreach  programs  that  include 
education  and  counseling  about  the  dangers 
of  female  genital  mutilation  for  women  and 
men  of  all  ages;  and 

(3)  ensuring  that  all  appropriate  programs 
in  which  the  U.S.  participates  includes  a 
component  pertaining  to  female  genital  mu- 
tilation, so  as  to  ensure  consistency  across 
the  spectrum  of  health  and  child  related  pro- 
grams conducted  in  any  country  in  which  fe- 
male genital  mutilation  is  known  to  be  a 
problem 

H.R.  1561 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Smith  of  Texas 
Amendment  No.  97:  In  section  2252  (relating 
to  persecution  for  resistance  to  coercive  pop- 
ulation control  methods) — 

(1)  insert  "(a)  Defintion  of  Refugee.—" 
before  "Section";  and 

(2)  add  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

(b)  Nu.MERiCAL  Limitation  on  Asylum.— 
Section  208  of  the  Immigration  and  National- 
ity Act  (8  U.S.C.  1158)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  or  of  this  .^ct.  for  any  fiscal  year  not 
more  than  2.000  aliens  may  be  granted  asy- 
lum on  the  basis  of  a  determination  pursuant 
to  the  third  sentence  of  section  101(a)(42)  (re- 
lating to  persecution  for  resistance  to  coer- 
cive population  control  methods).". 
H.R.  1561 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Traficant 

Amendment  No.   98:   At   the   end  of  title 
XXVII     (relating     to    congressional     state- 
ments), add  the  following  new  section: 
SEC.  2712.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
SYRIAN  OCCUPATION  OF  LEBANON. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that — 


(1)  the  Government  of  Syria  should  honor 
the  Taif  Agreement  and  withdraw  all  of  its 
troops  from  Lebanon; 

(2)  the  United  States  should  take  every  ac- 
tion feasible  through  the  United  Nations  to 
encourage  the  Government  of  Syria  to  with- 
draw all  of  its  troops  from  Lebanon  not  later 
than  6  months  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act;  and 

(3)  the  Secretary  of  State  should  report  to 
the  Congress,  not  later  than  6  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  as  to 
the  actions  the  United  States  has  taken  to 
effect  a  withdrawal  of  all  Syrian  troops  from 
Lebanon. 

H.R.  1561 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 

Amendment  No.  99:  At  the  end  of  chapter  2 
of  title  XXXIV  of  division  C  (relating  to  spe- 
cial authorities  and  other  provisions  of  for- 


eign assistance  authorizations),  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.  3420.  LIMITATION  ON  PROCUREMENT  OUT- 
SIDE THE  UNTTED  STATES. 
Funds  made  available  for  assistance  for  fis- 
cal years  1996  and  1997  under  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961.  for  which  amounts  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  fiscal 
years,  may  be  used  for  procurement  outside 
the  United  States  or  less  developed  countries 
only  if— 

(1)  such  funds  are  used  for  the  procurement 
of  commodities  or  services,  or  defense  arti- 
cles or  defense  services,  produced  in  the 
country  in  which  the  assistance  is  to  be  pro- 
vided, except  that  this  paragraph  only  ap- 
plies if  procurement  in  that  country  would 
cost  less  than  procurement  in  the  United 
States  or  less  developed  countries; 

(2)  the  provision  of  such  assistance  re- 
quires commodities  or  services,  or  defense 
articles  or  defense  services,  of  a  type  that 


are  not  produced  in,  and  available  for  pur- 
cha.se  from,  the  United  States,  less  developed 
countries,  or  the  country  in  which  the  assist- 
ance is  to  be  provided; 

(3)  the  Congress  has  specifically  authorized 
procurement  outside  the  United  States  or 
less  developed  countries;  or 

(4)  the  President  determines  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  that  procurement  outside  the 
United  States  or  less  developed  countries 
would  result  in  the  more  efficient  use  of 
United  States  foreigm  assistance  resources. 

H.R.  1561 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Wamp 

amendment  No.  100:  Strike  subsection  (a) 
of  section  3204  (relating  to  funding  for  the 
International  Fund  for  Ireland). 

Strike  section  3221  (relating  to  authoriza- 
tion of  appropriations  for  development  as- 
sistance authorities). 
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MEDICARE  BENEFICIARY 
PROTECTION  AMENDMENTS  OF  1995 


HON.  FORTNB'  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  STARK  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
introduce  the  Medicare  Beneficiary  Protection 
Amendments  of  1995.  I  am  joined  by  Mr. 
Waxman,  Mr.  ACKERMAN,  Mr.  CoynE.  Mr.  Del- 
LUMS,  Mr.  RDGLiETTA,  Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  KEf^ 
NEDY  of  Rhode  Island,  Mr.  McDermott,  Mr. 
Olver.  Mr.  PalONE,  Ms.  Pelosi.  Mr.  Rangel, 
and  Ms.  Woolsey 

This  legislation  ts  designed  to  achieve  what 
its  title  implies — to  improve  the  protections 
provided  to  Medicare  beneficiaries.  This  legis- 
lation IS  urgently  and  increasingly  needed,  for 
two  chief  reasons. 

First,  proposals  are  appearing  that  have  as 
their  focus  the  movement  of  more  and  more 
Medicare  beneficiaries  into  managed  care  in- 
surance products.  Some  proposals  would 
push  beneficiaries  into  health  maintenance  or- 
ganizations. !  support  a  less  coercive  ap- 
proach, one  that  allows  beneficiaries  to  deter- 
mine the  pace  at  which  they  move  into 
HMO's.  But  either  way.  HMO's  will  continue  to 
play  a  growing  roie  in  Medicare 

Second,  an  extensive  sun/ey  of  Medicare 
HMO  enroilees  and  former  enroHees.  recently 
completed  by  the  inspector  general  of  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  doc- 
uments several  problem  areas  with  Medicare 
HMO's.  The  inspector  general's  findings  sub- 
stantiate numerous  complaints  I  have  received 
from  individual  beneficiaries  over  the  past  few 
years. 

It  IS  clear  that  before  Congress  flings  the 
Medicare  doors  wide  open  to  managed  care 
(j.ans.  we  uuyiii  io  dci  tu  prohibit  managed 
care  practices  that  are  known  to  leopardize 
beneficiary  care.  And  we  ought  to  act  swiftly, 
because  this  is  an  area  where  an  ounce  of 
prevention  is  worth  more  than  a  pound  of  the 
cure. 

The  summary  finding  of  the  inspector  gen- 
eral's report.  I  believe,  captures  very  well  the 
overall  experience  we  are  having  with  the 
service  delivery  of  Medicare  HMO's: 

Generally,  beneficiary  responses  indicated 
Medicare  risk  HMOs  provide  adequate  serv- 
ice access  for  most  beneficiaries  who  have 
joined.  However,  our  survey  results  also  indi- 
cated some  problem  areas:  beneficiaries' 
knowledge  of  appeal  rights,  access  and  serv- 
ice to  [end  stage  renal  disease),  disabled  bene- 
ficiaries, and  inappropriate  screening  of 
beneficiaries  health  status  at  application. 

Overall,  Medicare  beneficiaries  are  receiving 
adequate  services,  but  serious  problems  exist 
with  a  significant  number  of  enroilees.  particu- 
larly among  those  enroilees  who  have  the 
greatest  health  care  needs.  Some  of  the  spe- 
cific findings  of  the  inspector  general  are: 


[CJompliance  with  Federal  enrollment 
standards  for  health  screening  and  informing 
beneficiaries  of  their  rights  appeared  to  be 
problematic. 

Most  beneficiaries  reported  timely  doctor 
appointments  for  primary  and  specialty  care, 
but  some  enroilees  and  disenrollees  experi- 
enced noteworthy  delays. 

Perceived,  unmet  service  needs  and  lock-in 
problems  led  22%  of  disenrollees  and  7%  of 
enroilees  to  seek  out-of-plan  care. 

Disabled/ESRD  [end  stage  renal  disease] 
disenrollees  .  .  .  reported  access  problems  in 
several  crucial  areas  of  their  HMO  care 

In  addition,  the  inspector  general's  sun/ey 
found  that: 

16%  [of  enroilees]  either  planned  to  leave 
or  wanted  to  leave  [their  HMO],  but  felt  they 
could  not.  primarily  for  reasons  of  afford- 
ability. 

The  most  troubling  of  the  inspector  gen- 
eral's findings  is  that: 

66%  of  disabledyESRD  enroilees  wanted  to 
leave  their  HMOs. 

I  have  no  illusions  that  the  "Medicare  Bene- 
ficiary Protection  Amendments  of  1995"  will 
completely  alleviate  all  of  these  problems.  In 
fact,  I  am  hopeful  that  consumers,  providers, 
and  others  will  continue  to  offer  suggestions 
as  to  how  we  can  continue  to  improve  the 
quality  of  care  received  by  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. Nonetheless,  the  remedies  I  am  pro- 
posing today  will  take  us  a  long  way  toward 
that  goal. 

In  addition  to  providing  specific  responses  to 
managed  care  practices  that  have  created 
beneficiary  access  problems,  this  legislation 
provides  a  framework  through  which  Medicare 
beneficianes  can  make  informed  choices 
about  their  Medicare  coverage  options. 

Too  often  today,  while  a  beneficiary  has  the 
legal  nght  to  exit  an  HMO  and  return  to  tradi- 
tional Medicare  coverage,  the  inability  to  se- 
cure an  affordable  Medicare  supplemental  pol- 
icy— a  medigap  plan — makes  this  a  hollow  op- 
tion. As  proposed  in  this  legislation,  the  institu- 
tion of  a  coordinated  open  enrollment  process 
for  Medicare  beneficianes  will  guarantee  that 
the  options  we  claim  to  provide  to  bene- 
ficiaries are  actually  open  to  them. 

Central  to  the  functioning  of  the  coordinated 
open  enrollment  process — and  to  guarantee- 
ing true  choice  for  beneficiaries — is  the  begin- 
ning of  attained-age  pricing  of  medigap  pre- 
miums. Attained-age  pncmg  is  the  policy  of 
raising  medigap  premiums  as  an  enrollee  gets 
older.  In  their  report  on  medigap  plans, 
Consumer  Reports  magazine  described  at- 
tained-age  priced  plans  as  hazardous  to  pol- 
icyholders. I  agree. 

A  companson  of  the  least  expensive  at- 
tained-age rated  medigap  plan  versus  the  only 
community-rated  medigap  plan  m  California — 
using  plan  E  for  the  comparison— showed  that 
a  typical  Medicare  beneficiary  will  pay  S3. 360 
more  for  the  attained-age  plan  than  the  com- 
munity-rated plan  over  his  or  her  life.  On  top 
of   being   more   expensive,  this  attamed-age 


rated  plan  restricted  access  to  a  limited  num- 
ber of  health  care  providers.  The  reason  for 
the  higher  lifetime  premium  is  that  while  the 
attamed-age  plan  starts  with  a  lower  premium, 
the  premium  quickly  rises  as  the  beneficiary 
ages  to  well  above  the  non-age-ad|usted  com- 
munity rate. 
The  premium  comparison  follows: 

MEDICARE  SUPPLEMENTAL  PLAN  E 

(Premiums  as  of  May,  1994  for  the  California 
counties  of  San  Diego,  Orange,  Los  Angeles, 
San  Bernardino,  Imperial,  and  Riverside) 

COMPARISON  OF  PREMIUMS  OF  AnAINED-AGE  MEDIGAP 
PIAN  VERSUS  STANDARD  MEDIGAP  COMMUNITY-RATED 
PLAN 


Age  ol  tienelicianes— 

Insurer  and  lyoe  ol  plan 

65-69 

70-74 

75-79 

80-t  n 

»rs  old 

yfs  old 

yrs  old 

old 

Comnnjnity-Rated  PUn 

J95? 

J957 

$957 

$957 

AARP.'Pfudential  plan 

Sianoard    Medigap ' 

No  restifcttons  on  accessing 

beneticianes'  pfovidefs  ol 

cnoice 

Attained  Age  Plan 

780 

1.080 

1760 

1.380 

Blue  Cross  plan 

Medicare  Select  type 

Limited  netwoit  ol  pro»i(lei5 

and  restricted  access  to 

the  limited  networt 

Cumulative  ditference  m  pre- 

miums ol  attained-age  sup- 

plemental plan  to  commu- 

nity! rated  plan 

-J177 

-►J123 

-;303 

+423 

X5/rs 

X5»ts 

XSyrs 

XSyrs 

-885 

-f61S 

-»1.51S 

+2.115 

Additional  cost  lor  a  person 

living  to  the  age  ol  85  who 

enrolls  in  an  attamed-age 

plan 

+3,360 

Source  Senior  World  Newsmagazine,  San  Oiego  Edition  Mav  1994  anal- 
ysis conducted  by  the  OHice  ol  Congressman  Stark 

Because  this  legislation  would  accomplish 
the  central  goal  of  providing  greater  protec- 
tions to  Medicare  beneficianes.  it  has  the  en- 
dorsement of  consumer  and  senior  organiza- 
tions. Two  of  the  largest  senior  and  consumer 
organizations  made  the  following  comments: 

Congressman  Stark's  proposed  Medicare 
Beneficiary  Protection  Amendments  of  1995 
will  institute  needed  protections  in  the  Med- 
icare Select  program  *  *  *  it  also  strength- 
ens protections  for  Medicare  beneficiaries  in 
other  managed  care  options.— Testimony  of 
the  National  Committee  to  Preserve  Social 
Security  and  Medicare  before  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  February  10.  1995. 

Consumers  Union  strongly  supports  the 
Medicare  Beneficiary  Protections  Amend- 
ments of  1995.  This  Act  would  provide  impor- 
tant protections  for  the  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries who  enroll  in  managed  care  plans, 
purchase  Medicare  Select  policies,  or  pur- 
chase a  medigap  policy  *  *  *  [T]he  protec- 
tions will  benefit  tens  of  millions  of  senior 
citizen.s.  -Consumers  Union,  May  B,  199.S 

I  would  like  to  complement  my  colleagues 
who  are  joining  me  today  in  introducing  this 
bill.  They  have  responded  to  the  needs  of  their 
senior  and  disabled  constituents — those  who 
rely  upon  Medicare  for  their  health  insurance 


•  This   "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  .Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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coverage.  They  have  responded  to  the  chal- 
lenge to  balance  the  goals  of  providing  a 
broad  range  of  coverage  choices  for  Medicare 
beneficiaries  while  at  the  same  time  making 
sure  that  these  choices  do  not  place  Medicare 
beneficianes  at  risk. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  all  my  col- 
leagues to  move  the  Medicare  Beneficiary 
Protection  Amendments  of  1995  forward.  Due 
to  the  urgency  of  this  issue,  I  hope  we  will  not 
delay  in  taking  up  consideration  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

A  summary  of  the  bill  follows. 

Medicare  Be.neeici.^kv  Protection 
a.mendments  of  1995— su.mmary  (5,19  95) 

1.  .medicare  .managed  care  beneficiary 
protection  provisions 

.•1.  Marketing  standards 

1.  Plan.s  could  not  market  to  beneficiaries 
on  a  door-to-door  basis. 

2.  Plans  could  not  require  beneficiaries  to 
attend  an  enrollment  seminar  and  would  be 
required  to  permit  enrollment  through  the 
mail. 

3.  Commissions  may  not  constitute  the 
predominant  source  of  compensation  for 
agents. 

4.  To  the  extent  an  agent  is  compensated 
based  upon  a  commission,  the  plan  would  be 
required  to  recover  the  commission  if  the 
beneficiary  disenrolled  within  90  days  after 
initial  enrollment. 

B.  Due  process  requirements  for  providers  in 
networks 

1.  Public  notice  would  be  required  as  to 
when  applications  by  participating  providers 
are  to  be  accepted. 

2.  Descriptive  information  regarding  the 
plan  standards  for  contracting  with  partici- 
pating providers  would  be  required  to  be  dis- 
closed. 

3.  Notification  of  a  participating  provider 
of  a  decision  to  terminate  or  not  renew  a 
contract  would  be  required  not  later  than  45 
days  before  the  decision  would  take  effect, 
unless  the  failure  to  terminate  the  contract 

a  patient. 

4.  Notices  would  be  required  to  include  rea- 
sons for  termination  or  non-renewal.  Car- 
riers would  be  required  to  offer  providers  re- 
ceiving notification  of  termination  or  non- 
renewal an  opportunity  for  review  of  the  rea- 
sons, with  a  majority  of  those  conducting 
the  review  to  be  peers  of  the  provider  that 
have  contracts  with  the  managed  care  plan, 

5.  The  findings  of  such  a  review  would  be 
advisory  and  non-binding.  Federal  or  State 
laws  pertaining  to  the  right  of  involved  par- 
ties to  appeal  or  seek  recourse  would  not  be 
superseded. 

C.  Standards  for  utUUalion  review  would  be  es- 

tablished by  the  Secretary 

1.  Individuals  performing  utilization  re- 
view could  not  receive  financial  compensa- 
tion based  upon  the  number  of  certification 
denials  made; 

2.  Negative  determinations  about  the  medi- 
cal necessity  or  appropriateness  of  services 
or  the  site  of  services  would  be  required  to  be 
made  by  clinically-qualified  personnel: 

3.  Utilization  review  procedures  would  be 
required  to  be  based  on  reasonable,  current 
medical  evidence  and  applied  consistently 
across  reviewers  and  developed  in  consulta- 
tion with  participating  providers; 

4.  Plans  would  be  required  to  provide  to  en- 
roilees a  written  description  of  the  utiliza- 
tion review  requirements  of  the  plan. 
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D.  Centers  of  excellence:  Plans  would  be  re- 
quired to  demonstrate  that  enroilees  have 
access  to  designated  centers  of  excellence 

1.  According  to  standards  developed  by  the 
Secretary,  plans  would  demonstrate  that  en- 
roilees with  chronic  diseases  or  who  other- 
wise require  specialized  services  would  have 
access  to  designated  centers; 

2.  The  Secretary  would  designate  centers 
that  provide  specialty  care,  deliver  care  for 
individuals  with  chronic  diseases  or  other 
complex  cases  requiring  specialized  treat- 
ment. Such  centers  must  meet  standards  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  pertaining  to  spe- 
cialized education  and  training,  participa- 
tion in  peer-reviewed  research,  and  treat- 
ment of  patients  from  outside  the  facility's 
geographic  area. 

3.  Recognition  of  trauma  centers:  The  ex- 
isting requirements  that  plans  provide  for 
reimbursement  of  services  outside  the  plan's 
provider  network  where  medically  necessary 
and  immediately  required  because  of  an  un- 
foreseen illness,  injury,  or  condition  would 
be  clarified  to  include  services  provided  by 
designated  trauma  centers. 

4.  Ob-Gyn  Referral:  Plans  would  be  prohib- 
ited from  requiring  enroilees  to  obtain  a 
physician  referral  for  obstetric  and 
gynecologic  services. 

£.  Access  to  emergency  medical  care 

1.  Plans  could  not  require  pre-authoriza- 
tion  for  emergency  medical  care. 

2.  A  definition  of  emergency  medical  condi- 
tion based  upon  a  prudent  layperson  defini- 
tion would  be  established  to  protect  bene- 
ficiaries from  retrospective  denials  of  legiti- 
mate claims  for  payment  for  out-of-plan 
services. 

3.  Plans  could  not  deny  any  claim  for  a 
beneficiary  using  the  "911"  system  to  sum- 
mon emergency  care. 

4.  Plans  would  be  required  to  provide  time- 
ly authorization  for  coverage  of  emergency 
seiT/ices. 

5.  Plans  would  be  required  to  reimburse 
fully  emergency  physicians  for  any  services 
provided  to  beneficiaries  in  order  to  fulfill 
the  requirements  of  the  anti-dumping  stat- 
ute. 

r.  Deadline  for  responding  to  requests  for  cov- 
erage of  services 

1.  Plans  would  be  required  to  make  a  final 
determination  within  24  hours; 

2.  Secretary  would  be  required  to  establish 
an  expedited  process  to  review  appeals  of 
plan  denials. 

C.  Nondiscriminatory  service  area  requirements 

1.  In  general  the  service  area  of  a  plan 
serving  an  urban  area  would  be  an  entire 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA).  The 
Secretary  could  waive  this  requirement  if 
the  plan  demonstrated  that  it  could  not  de- 
velop capacity  to  expand  to  the  entire  MSA 
and  that  the  plan's  proposed  service  area 
boundaries  to  not  result  in  favorable  risk  se- 
lection. The  Secretary  could  not  waive  the 
requirement  that  the  plan  serve  the  central 
county  of  an  MSA. 

2.  The  Secretary  could  require  a  plan  to 
contract  with  Federally-qualified  health  cen- 
ters (FQHCs).  rural  health  clinics,  migrant 
health  centers,  or  other  essential  community 
providers  located  in  the  service  area  if  the 
Secretary  determined  that  such  contracts 
are  needed  in  order  to  provide  reasonable  ac- 
cess to  enroilees  throughout  the  service 
area. 

H.  Contractors  would  be  required  to  disclose  in- 
formation about  physician  payment 
1.  Information  would  be  provided  under  the 
terms  of  the  contract  with  the  Health  Care 
Financing  .Administration  (HCFA). 
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2.  Information  would  be  made  available  to 
plan  enroilees.  or  potential  enroilees.  upon 
request. 

/.  Intermediate  sanctions  on  HMOs 

1.  Civil  money  penalties  of  up  to  125,000  for 
each  violation  that  directly  or  indirectly  ad- 
versely affects  an  individual  enrolled  In  the 
plan. 

2.  Civil  money  penalties  of  up  to  $10,000  for 
each  week  after  the  Secretary  be^ns  pro- 
ceeding to  terminate  a  contract. 

3.  A  new  formal  process  would  be  adopted 
through  which  HMOs  could  submit  a  correc- 
tive action  plan  for  violations  of  the  require- 
ments. More  severe  penalties  could  be  im- 
posed on  HMOs  with  previous  deficiencies. 

4.  HMOs  which  fail  to  cooperate  with  PRO 
quality  review  and  which  fail  to  meet  stand- 
ards for  appeals  would  be  subject  to  existing 
intermediate  sanctions  and  civil  money  pen- 
alties. 

J.  Amendments  to  Health  Care  Prepayment  Plan 
under  section  1833  (HCPPs) 

1.  The  HCPP  option  would  be  restricted  to 
organizations  that  could  not  qualify  under 
section  1876  as  an  HMO  such  as  the  UM'W  and 
other  union  plans. 

2.  New  requirements  would  be  imposed  on 
HCPPs:  Solvency  and  marketing  standards 
would  be  imposed;  HCPPs  would  be  required 
to  meet  the  section  1876  standards  for  griev- 
ance procedures  and  physician  incentive  plan 
requirements,  and  would  be  subject  to  the 
section  1876  intermediate  sanctions  and  civil 
money  penalties. 

3.  The  provision  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1994  which  subjects  HCPPs 
to  the  MediGap  standards  effective  January 
1.  1996  would  be  repealed. 

4.  A  transition  rule  would  be  provided  for 
beneficiaries  enrolled  in  HCPPs  which  would 
not  continue  as  a  result  of  this  provision. 

K.  Other  beneficiary  protectioris 

1.  An  enrollee  of  an  HMO  receiving  unau- 
thorized out-of-plan  treatment  could  not  be 
charged  more  than  what  Medicare  would 
have  paid  under  fee-for-service  rules. 

2.  Plans  would  be  required  to  make  ar- 
rangements for  dialysis  services  for  bene- 
ficianes traveling  outside  tne  plan  s  service 
area. 

L.  Benefit  package  for  section  1876  HMO  plans 

1.  In  addition  to  regular  Medicare  benefits, 
plans  would  be  required  to  provide  hos- 
pitalization and  SNF  coverage  without  the 
three-day  stay  requirement. 

2.  For  Medicare  covered  services,  plans 
may  not  impose  cost-sharing  other  than 
nominal  co-payments. 

3.  Limits  on  additional  benefits  (if  any) 
must  be  fully  explained  and  enroilees  given 
reasonable  notice  that  benefits  are  expiring. 

4.  Requirements  to  provide  additional  ben- 
efits to  the  extent  that  the  plan's  adjusted 
community  rate  is  exceeded  by  the  AAPCC 
payment  would  not  change. 

M.  Plans  would  be  required  to  provide  informa- 
tion on  provider  credentials  to  enroilees  and 
patient  enroilees 
N.  A  demonstration  project  on  competitive  rate- 
setting  for  Medicare  risk  contractors  would 
be  conducted 
O.  HMO  outlier  pool 

An  outlier  pool  would  be  created  for  HMOs 
with  risk  contracts  to  provide  reinsurance 
for  high-cost  cases.  The  pool  would  be  cre- 
ated by  withholding  a  percentage  of  current 
payments. 
P.  PRO  review 

All  section  1876  and  section  1833  plans 
would  be  subject  to  PRO  review. 
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11.  MEDICARE  SELECT  PROVISIONS 

The  Medicare  Select  demonstration  pro- 
gram would  be  amended: 

A.  Establish  Federal  oversight  of  Medicare  Se- 

lect 

1.  Secretary  would  establish  standards  for 
Medicare  Select  in  regulation. 

To  the  extent  practicable  the  standards 
would  be  the  same  as  the  standards  devel- 
oped by  the  NAIC  for  Medicare  Select  plans. 
Any  additional  standards  would  be  developed 
in  consultation  with  the  NAIC. 

2.  Medicare  Select  plans  would  generally 
be  required  to  meet  the  same  requirements 
in  effect  for  Medicare  risk  contractors  under 
section  1876:  Community  rating:  prior  ap- 
proval of  marketing  materials:  intermediate 
sanctions  and  civil  money  penalties:  addi- 
tional requirements  added  by  this  bill  as  de- 
scribed below. 

3.  If  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  a 
State  has  an  effective  program  to  enforce  the 
standards  for  Medicare  Select  plans  estab- 
lished by  the  Secretary,  the  State  would  cer- 
tify Medicare  Select  plans.  If  the  Secretary 
does  not  make  such  a  finding  with  respect  to 
a  State,  the  Secretary  would  certify  Medi- 
care Select  plans  in  that  State. 

4.  Existing  requirements  for  State-based 
standards  and  fifteen-State  restriction  would 
be  repealed.  , 

B.  Benefit  Requirements  1 

1  Fee-for-service  Medicare  Select  plans 
would  offer  either  the  MediGap  'E'"  plan 
with  payment  for  extra  billing  added  or  the 
MediGap  "J"'  plan.  Both  have  preventive 
benefits  and  adding  extra  billing  benefits  to 
■E"  should  not  add  cost  given  that  network 
doctors  should  all  accept  assignment. 

2.  If  an  HMO  or  competitive  medical  plan 
(CMP)  as  defined  under  section  1876  offers 
Medicare  Select,  then  the  benefits  would  be 
required  to  be  offered  under  the  same  rules 
as  set  forth  in  Title  III  below.  Such  plans 
would  therefore  have  different  benefits  than 
traditional  MediGap  plans. 

III.  MEDIGAP  PROVISIONS 

A.  .-Ml  MediGap  policies  would  be  required 
to  be  community  rated. 

R  MediGap  plans  would  he  required  to  par- 
ticipate in  coordinated  open  enrollment. 

C.  The  loss  ratio  requirement  for  all  plans 
would  be  increased  to  85  percent. 

IV.  COORDIN.ATED  OPEN  ENROLUMENT 

A.  The  Secretary  would  conduct  an  annual 
open  enrollment  period  during  which  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  could  enroll  in  any 
MediGap  plan.  Medicare  Select,  or  an  HMO 
contracting  with  Medicare. 

1.  E^ch  Medigap  plan.  Medicare  Select 
plan,  and  HMO  contractor  would  be  required 
to  participate  in  the  open  enrollment  sys- 
tem. 

2.  The  Secretary  would  make  available  to 
beneficiaries  information  on  Medigap  and 
Medicare-contracting  HMO  plans. 

B.  Generally,  except  for  cause,  an  enroUee 
could  enroll,  disenroll.  or  switch  plans  only 
during  the  annual  open  enrollment  period, 
with  the  following  exceptions: 

During  the  first  year  of  enrollment  with  a 
limited  access  plan  (including  HMOs  and 
Medicare  Select)  the  beneficiary  could 
disenroll  at  the  end  of  any  calendar  quarter 
and  return  to  fee-for-service.  During  the  sec- 
ond year,  disenrollment  could  only  occur 
mid-year  at  the  end  of  the  second  calendar 
quarter.  After  the  first  two  years, 
disenrollment  could  only  occur  during  the 
open  enrollment  period: 

There  would  be  an  exception  for  HMOs 
which  the  Secretary  deternunes  has  reached 
capacity: 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

There  would  be  an  exception  to  individuals 
newly  eligible  for  Medicare  or  who  are  new 
residents  of  the  service  area  of  a  plan  who 
could  enroll  on  an  open  enrollment  basis  dur- 
ing the  sixty-day  period  that  begins  thirty 
days  before  they  become  eligible  or  before 
they  become  a  resident  of  the  service  area. 
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bers,  and  I  look  (orwarcj  to  working  toward  its 
passage. 


VIRGINIA  R.  SAUNDERS.  50  YEARS 
OF  FEDERAL  SERVICE 


COMPREHENSIVE  FETAL  ALCOHOL 
SYNDROME  PREVENTION  ACT 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

ul-    NhW    .MK.XICU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  the  Comprehensive  Fetal 
Alcohol  Syndrome  Prevention  Act  Fetal  Alco- 
hol Syndrome  [FAS]  is  the  leading  cause  of 
mental  retardation  in  the  United  States  and  is 
one  of  the  most  common  birth  defects  to  occur 
in  our  country.  Diagnosis  is  rare  prior  to  birth 
and  there  is  no  cure  for  FAS  or  Fetal  Alcohol 
Effects  [FAE],  its  less  severe  counterpart. 

This  disease  is  completely  preventable,  by 
simply  avoiding  alcohol  during  pregnancy,  but 
the  number  of  affected  children  is  rising  sharp- 
ly. Recent  studies  indicate  that  the  percentage 
of  babies  stncken  by  FAS  has  increased  six- 
fold in  the  last  15  years. 

The  statistics  are  appalling:  the  disease  af- 
fects 1  in  250  live  births;  5,000  infants  are 
born  each  year  with  the  recognizable  facial, 
physical  and  mental  abnormalities  caused  by 
FAS,  50,000  babies  are  born  annually  with 
FAE,  and  suffer  from  learning  disabilities, 
central  nervous  system  damage,  and  physical 
disorders. 

Not  only  are  the  emotional  impacts  of  these 
diseases  devastating,  the  costs  associated 
with  treatment  are  very  high:  health  care  costs 
for  one  child  stricken  with  FAS  total  544,000. 

FAS  and  FAE  strike  without  regard  to  race 
or  economic  status,  but  the  rate  of  incidence 
is  higher  arriuny  ueriaiii  yfoups.  lor  idSidiice. 
the  rate  is  30  times  higher  among  Native 
Americans.  This  disease  threatens  to  destroy 
whole  generations  on  some  reservations  if 
stronger  federal  action  is  not  initiated. 

Surprisingly,  much  of  the  public  is  still  un- 
aware of  the  dangers  of  dnnking  during  preg- 
nancy. The  medical  community  does  not  uni- 
formly caution  against  alcohol  consumption  for 
pregnant  women,  and  most  medical  schools 
do  not  provide  curriculum  on  FAS  prevention 
and  detection. 

This  bill  seeks  to  address  each  of  these  is- 
sues comprehensively.  It  requires  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Sen/ices  to  close 
the  gaps  in  our  current  efforts  to  prevent  FAS 
and  FAE  by  establishing  a  coordinating  com- 
mittee to  streamline  program  development  and 
eliminate  duplicative  research  programs.  The 
committee  will  develop  professional  practice 
standards  and  curnculum  for  health  care  pro- 
viders, and  will  initiate  a  national  public  aware- 
ness program  to  outline  the  dangers  of  alcohol 
consumption  dunng  pregnancy.  Finally,  addi- 
tional research  will  be  conducted  to  aid  detec- 
tion and  a  cure  for  FAS  so  that  future  genera- 
tions will  not  suffer  from  this  debilitating  dis- 
ease. 

This  bill,  as  evidence  by  our  bipartisan  list  of 
cosponsors,  deserves  the  support  of  all  Mem- 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOU.SE  OF  REPRE.SENT.\TIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Ms.  Virginia  Saunders,  congres- 
sional document  specialist  at  the  Government 
Printing  Office,  for  reaching  50  years  of  dedi- 
cated and  enthusiastic  Federal  service  on  Fri- 
day, May  26,  1995. 

(Vis.  Saunders  was  born  Virginia  R.  Frisbie 
in  Darlington,  MD,  on  October  11,  1926.  After 
working  briefly  at  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation, she  came  to  the  Government  Printing 
Office  on  February  4,  1946,  as  a  war  service 
junior  clerk  typist  in  the  division  of  public  docu- 
ments, stock  section.  Two  years  later,  she 
was  promoted  to  the  division  of  public  docu- 
ments reference  section.  In  February  1951, 
Ms.  Saunders  was  promoted  to  indexing  clerk 
and  earned  subsequent  promotions  in  the 
same  classification.  In  July  1958.  she  was  pro- 
moted to  library  technician.  Becoming  a  con- 
gressional documents  specialist  in  April  1970, 
she  was  then  promoted  to  supervisor  of  the 
congressional  documents  section  in  July  1974. 
In  October  1983.  Ms.  Saunders  assumed  her 
current  position  of  congressional  documents 
specialist  in  the  congressional  printing  man- 
agement division,  customer  services. 

Although  one  may  not  yet  recognize  the 
name  of  this  outstanding  GPO  employee,  the 
end  product  of  her  dedicated  efforts  is  cer- 
tainly familiar.  Ms.  Saunders  has  pnmary  re- 
sponsibility for  the  Congressional  Serial  Set, 
which  IS  a  compilation  of  all  the  House  and 
Senate  documents  and  reports  issued  for 
each  session  of  Congress.  Dummy  volumes 
esldbiishiiiy  ilie  luriTid'i  lOf  each  euiiiOn  are 
prepared  and  assigned  a  serial  number  follow- 
ing each  session  of  Congress.  The  actual 
books  are  produced  by  GPO's  binding  divi- 
sion, often  as  many  as  100  volumes  per  set 
for  each  session  of  Congress.  As  a  chronicle 
of  events  of  the  US  Congress  over  the  years, 
the  Congressional  Serial  Set  is  rivaled  only  by 
the  Congressional  Record.  While  the  Serial 
Set  records  behind-the-scenes  legislative  ac- 
tivities for  the  United  States,  the  Congres- 
sional Record  reflects  the  "m  session"  pro- 
ceedings. Distributed  to  the  House  and  Senate 
libraries,  the  Archives,  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress, and  depository  libraries,  the  Congres- 
sional Serial  Set  joins  the  Congressional 
Record  m  offering  students  and  histonans  a 
rich  insight  into  the  American  system  of  gov- 
ernment. 

In  late  1989,  Ms.  Saunders  drew  upon  her 
indepth  knowledge  of  depository  library  pro- 
gram responsibilities  m  informing  the  Illation, 
and  her  then-43  years  of  GPO  experience,  to 
submit  an  employee  suggestion  regarding  the 
appendix  to  the  Iran  Contra  Report  to  Con- 
gress. She  suggested  that  this  40-volume  pub- 
lication, which  was  printed  as  both  a  Senate 
and  House  report,  be  bound  only  once  for  the 
senal  set  volumes  of  House  and  Senate  re- 
ports that  are  sent  to  depository  libranes.  She 
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further  suggested  that  the  Schedule  of  Vol- 
umes, which  is  a  listing  of  the  bound  volumes, 
contain  a  notation  explaining  the  mission  serial 
number  voluments.  The  implementation  of  this 
suggestion  resulted  in  a  reduction  of  13.740 
book  volumes  to  be  bound,  saving  the  Federal 
Government  over  5600,000.  In  recognition  of 
these  efforts,  she  received  GPO's  top  mone- 
tary Suggestion  Award  for  that  year.  In  cere- 
monies held  on  January  9,  1991,  Ms.  Saun- 
ders was  awarded  a  Presidential  letter  of  com- 
mendation under  the  Presidential  Quality  and 
Management  Improvement  Award  Program.  In 
his  letter  to  Ms.  Saunders,  President  Bush 
noted,  "You  have  demonstrated  to  an  excepj- 
tional  degree  my  belief  that  Federal  employ- 
ees have  the  knowledge,  ability,  and  desire  to 
make  a  difference." 

i  know  my  colleagues  and  Ms.  Saunders' 
family,  friends,  and  coworkers  join  me  in  con- 
gratulating her  on  50  years  of  exemplary  Fed- 
eral service. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE  SHEL- 
TER ISLAND  HEIGHTS  POST  OF- 
FICE 


HON.  MICHAa  P.  FORBES 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOU.SE  OF  REPRE.SENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr,  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
praise  the  exceptional  service  provided  by  the 
Shelter  Island  Heights  Post  Office.  For  the 
past  115  years,  the  Shelter  Island  Heights 
Post  Office  has  served  the  community  with  ex- 
treme dedication.  I  would  also  like  to  com- 
mend the  Shelter  Island  ferry  service  which 
has  provided  the  vital  link  between  the  main- 
land and  Shelter  Island.  This  ferry  service  has 
been  at  the  heart  of  the  Postal  Sen/ice  for  the 
Shelter  Island  Heights  community.  With  the 
help  of  this  ferry  service,  the  Shelter  Island 
Post  Office  has  been  able  to  deliver  over  1.5 
million  pieces  of  mail  in  1989  alone.  Excel- 
lence at  the  Shelter  Island  Heights  Post  Office 
has  become  the  norm,  not  the  exception. 

If  one  looks  at  the  leadership  of  the  Shelter 
Island  Heights  Post  Office  it  comes  as  no  sur- 
prise that  they  have  been  able  to  maintain 
such  high  standards  of  service.  The  Shelter  Is- 
land Heights  Post  Office  is  led  by  its  Post- 
master Heather  L.  Reyiek,  who  has  helped 
keep  her  post  office  unsurpassed  by  any  other 
in  the  Nation.  She  exemplifies  all  of  the  quali- 
ties that  one  would  hope  and  expect  for  in  a 
community's  postmaster  which  include  her  ex- 
cellent understanding  of  community  issues 
and  how  they  affect  her  employees.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  that  you  join  me  in  congratulat- 
ing Postmaster  Reyiek  on  the  excellent  job 
she  has  done  as  postmaster  of  the  Shelter  Is- 
land Heights  Post  Office.  With  her  as  post- 
master, the  Shelter  Island  Heights  community 
can  no  doubt  expect  its  high  standards  of 
service  to  be  continued. 

On  Saturday,  June  3,  1995.  the  accomplish- 
ments of  the  Shelter  Island  Heights  Post  Of- 
fice will  be  celebrated  at  the  special  pictonal 
cancellation  ceremony.  At  this  ceremony,  a 
commemorative  stamp  of  the  ferry  boat  used 
in  the  Shelter  Island  Heights  community  since 
1904  will  be  revealed  to  help  illustrate  the  his- 
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tory  of  this  community.  I  can  think  of  no  better 
way  to  celebrate  these  accomplishments  than 
with  the  issuance  of  this  ferry  boat  stamp,  i 
ask  the  entire  House  of  Representatives  to 
join  with  me  m  congratulating  the  Shelter  Is- 
land Heights  Post  Office  for  a  job  well  done. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOE  SLABBINCK 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIG..\N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  my  good  friend  Joe  Slabbinck 
who  IS  being  honored  this  evening  by  the  Clin- 
ton Township  Goodfellows.  Joe  is  being 
named  as  a  Goodfellow  of  the  Year  at  a  rec- 
ognition dinner  at  the  Fern  Hill  Country  Club  m 
Clinton  Township,  Ml, 

Joe  IS  currently  a  Board  member  and.  has 
served  m  the  past  as  president,  vice-president, 
and  secretary  of  the  Clinton  Township  Good- 
fellows.  He  IS  also  currently  the  president  of 
the  Tenth  Congressional  Democratic  Commit- 
tee. I  have  known  Joe  for  many  years  and 
have  had  the  fortunate  opportunity  to  work 
with  him  on  numerous  occasions,  Joe  is  a 
nuts  and  bolts  kind  of  guy  who  always  makes 
sure  that  projects  stay  on  track.  This  is  true  in 
his  role  as  a  Goodfellow  and  as  a  Democrat. 

After  30  years  at  Chrysler,  his  success  at 
helping  build  world  class  quality  cars  is  only 
surpassed  by  his  success  in  building  organiza- 
tions dedicated  to  meeting  people's  needs.  In 
addition  to  the  Goodfellows,  Joe  has  devoted 
time  and  energy  to  the  Interfaith  Center  for 
Racial  Justice  as  well  as  the  Volunteer  Serv- 
ices Committee  of  the  United  Community 
Service.  His  helpful  attitude  and  relentless 
drive  ensure  that  organizational  goals  are  al- 
ways achieved. 

Taking  an  active  role  in  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  but  few  fulfill.  Joe 
and  his  wile,  Brenda,  have  dedicated  much  of 
their  lives  to  this  endeavor,  1  deeply  admire 
their  strong  values  and  outstanding  example 
of  civic  involvement.  Their  time,  talents,  and 
energy  are  appreciated  by  all  of  us.  I  thank 
Joe  and  Brenda  for  their  efforts  and  commend 
them  for  their  good  work. 

I  applaud  the  Clinton  Township  Goodfellows 
for  recognizing  Joe.  He  has  provided  out- 
standing leadership  to  the  group  and  I  know 
he  IS  proud  to  be  honored  by  the  members. 

The  devotion  the  Goodfellows  and  Joe  have 
displayed  to  their  community  is  an  inspiration. 
Their  contributions  are  many  and  they  deserve 
our  gratitude  for  their  compassion  and  work. 

On  behalf  of  the  Clinton  Township  Good- 
fellows, I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sa- 
luting Joe  Slabbinck. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
MORTGAGE  INSURANCE  COR- 
PORATION ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  JERRY  WELLER 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOU.SE  OK  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 
Mr.    WELLER.    Mr.   Speaker,    I   stand   here 
today  to  introduce  legislation  that  will  allow 
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many  Americans — the  low  and  middle  income, 
first-time  homebuyers  and  minorities — to  em- 
bark on  a  venture  that  is  inherently  part  of  the 
American  dream.  The  bill  I  am  introducing — 
the  Federal  Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation 
Act  of  1995 — will  give  a  helping  hand  to  those 
who  want  to  buy  a  home  and  make  a  better 
life  for  themselves  and  their  families.  Owning 
a  home  instills  a  sense  of  pride  and  respon- 
sibility and  this  bill  will  ensure  that  anyone  m 
our  society — not  just  the  wealthy — can  afford 
to  buy  a  home  here  m  the  United  Stales  of 
America. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  establish 
a  Government  corporation  to  administer  the 
highly  successful  smgle-family  mortgage  insur- 
ance program  currently  under  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  at 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urtian  Devel- 
opment. Under  a  corporate  structure,  the  sin- 
gle family  program  will  be  better  equipped  to 
respond  more  efficiently  to  the  needs  of  Amer- 
icans in  pursuit  of  the  dream  of  home  owner- 
ship. 

The  Corporation  will  be  run  by  a  Board  of 
Directors  made  up  of  experts  in  housing  fi- 
nance and  leaders  m  community  action  whose 
neighborhoods  have  been  well  served  by  FHA 
over  many  years.  The  board  will  app>oint  a 
President  who  will  run  the  day  to  day  oper- 
ations like  any  other  president.  The  act  re- 
lieves the  Corporation  of  burdensome  civil 
service  restrictions  and  procurement  require- 
ments and  provides  paperwork  reductions  that 
can  hamper  the  productivity  and  progress  of 
the  noblest  of  objectives  that  we  undertake. 

Also,  like  other  corporations,  the  FMIC  must 
carry  on  the  FHA  single  family  program  tradi- 
tion of  being  a  self-sufficient  enterpnse.  Con- 
gress can  only  appropnate  funds  for  the  FMIC 
to  the  extent  that  the  Corporation  has  net  in- 
come. Moreover,  the  Office  of  Federal  Hous- 
ing Enterprise  Oversight  will  oversee  the  ca|> 
italization  of  the  FMIC  funds  as  well  as  the 
safety  and  soundness  of  its  products. 

The  FMIC  will  also  continue  the  successful 
mission  of  the  FHA  only  more  efficiently.  The 
act  will  expand  homeownership  opportunities 
for  those  segments  of  the  market  that  need  it 
most:  first  time  homebuyers,  lower  income 
families,  and  minonties.  The  FMIC's  greater 
flexibility  will  allow  an  even  greater  portion  of 
this  market  to  gain  sorely  needed  access  to 
capital  and  credit. 

The  Federal  Mortgage  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion Act  of  1995  will  continue  the  successful 
public-pnvate  partnership  of  FHA.  More  fami- 
lies will  be  able  to  share  in  the  American 
dream  of  homeownership  and  it  does  not  in- 
volve a  subsidy  from  the  government.  This  is 
exactly  the  kind  of  effective  governance  that 
the  American  people  expect  and  deserve. 

My  legislation  carnes  forward  the  message 
of  the  November  8  election:  calling  on  us  all 
to  streamline  and  reduce  bureaucracy  and  to 
do  a  better  more  efficient  job,  in  this  case  pro- 
moting the  basic  American  dream  of  home- 
ownership. 
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CREDIT  OPPORTUNITY 
AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  BILL  McCOLLUM 

OK  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr  Speaker,  today  I  am 
introducing  legislation  to  fundamentally  reform 
the  Community  Reinvestment  Act  of  1977  and 
to  strengthen  and  cianfy  the  enforcement  of 
fair  lending  laws.  CRA  is  one  of  the  worst  ex- 
amples of  runaway  federal  regulation  on  the 
txjoks  today,  it  is  the  number  one  regulatory 
burden  for  our  depository  institutions  and  com- 
pliance costs  exceed  one  billion  dollars  a  year. 

When  originally  adopted.  CRA  was  de- 
signed to  stop  redlining.  Redlining  is  the  prac- 
tice of  lenders  refusing  to  make  loans  because 
of  the  racial  composition  of  the  neighborhood 
surrounding  the  property  securing  the  loan. 
The  enforcement  of  CRA  quickly  left  its  ongi- 
nal  purpose  and  turned  toward  credit  alloca- 
tion. 

I  strongly  support  efforts  to  eliminate  redlin- 
ing. The  legislation  l  am  introducing  today  in- 
cludes redlining  m  the  Hst  of  prohibited  activi- 
ties under  the  Equal  Credit  Opportunity  Act 
and  the  Fair  Housing  Act.  This  makes  it  clear 
that  we  will  not  tolerate  illegal  discrimination  m 
lending. 

In  adopting  CRA  m  1977,  Congress  did  not 
anticipate  there  would  be  any  additional  bur- 
den on  the  banking  industry.  The  Senate  re- 
port accompanying  CRA  indicates  that  Con- 
gress believed  that  all  the  data  needed  to  as- 
sure compliance  was  available  and  no  new  re- 
porting or  other  paperwork  would  be  required. 

The  enforcement  of  CRA  by  the  federal 
banking  regulators  grew  m  complexity  and 
burden  throughout  the  years.  In  1989,  CRA 
was  amended  to  add  provisions  reauinng  wnt- 
ten  evaluations  and  specific  grades  for  institu- 
tions. This  added  further  burdens  for  the  in- 
dustry and  set  us  on  the  precipice  of  credit  al- 
location. 

Recently,  the  Clinton  Administration  com- 
pleted a  two  year  effort  to  rewrite  CRA  regula- 
tions. The  new  rules  vastly  expand  the  paper- 
work burdens  for  most  banks,  in  addition,  they 
complete  the  transition  of  CRA  from  prohibit- 
ing redlining  to  credit  allocation.  The  new  rules 
require  regulators  to  measure  bank  pertorm- 
ance  on  the  basis  of  the  total  dollar  amount 
and  number  of  loans  made  to  certain  areas  or 
groups.  This  is  credit  allocation,  pure  and  sim- 
ple. 

Another  concern  with  CRA  is  the  enforce- 
ment mechanism.  Under  current  law,  perform- 
ance under  CRA  is  taken  into  account  when  a 
bank  regulator  is  considering  an  application 
from  an  institution  for  a  merger  or  other  trans- 
action. Consumer  groups  have  used  protests 
to  pending  applications  to  force  institutions  to 
commit  credit  to  certain  borrowers  or  areas.  In 
some  cases  the  institutions  have  been  forced 
to  make  grants  to  the  protesting  groups. 

Recently,  the  Clinton  Administration  has 
linked  the  enforcement  of  CRA  with  other  fair 
lending  statutes.  This  has  placed  the  Justice 
Department  m  the  position  as  an  additional 
bank  regulator.  It  also  has  further  confused 
the  question  of  what  is  required  to  comply  with 
CRA  and  the  fair  lending  laws.  In  addition,  the 
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Justice  Department  has  begun  using  disparate 
impact  analysis  to  attempt  to  prove  lending 
discnmination.  Disparate  impact  analysis  is  im- 
ported from  employment  law  and  relies  solely 
on  statistical  data  to  prove  discrimination.  Im- 
porting this  analysis  into  lending  discnmination 
Is  inappropriate.  First,  we  should  not  find  dis- 
cnmination without  some  element  of  intent.  In 
addition,  the  statistics  available  present  an  in- 
complete picture  of  the  lending  decision. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  addresses 
these  problems.  It  amends  CRA  to  eliminate 
the  current  enforcement  provisions  and  the  re- 
quirements for  wntten  evaluations.  It  replaces 
these  sections  with  a  new  requirement  that  in- 
stitutions disclose  their  activities  undertaken  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  communities  they  serve 
and  to  make  these  disclosures  available  to  the 
public. 

The  legislation  amends  the  Equal  Credit  Op- 
portunity Act  and  the  Fair  Housing  Act  to  pro- 
hibit redlining.  In  addition,  it  limits  the  Attorney 
General's  aulhonty  under  the  Acts  to  bring 
cases  only  on  referral  from  the  primary  regu- 
lator. Finally,  it  limits  the  use  of  statistical  data 
to  prove  discrimination  to  those  cases  where 
there  is  evidence  of  intentional  discrimination. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  will  eliminate  credit  al- 
location by  the  federal  bank  regulators,  it  is 
tough  on  lenders  that  redline  neighborhoods. 
Yet,  it  is  fair  by  removing  costly  and  unneces- 
sary burdens  from  financial  institutions.  These 
burdens  currently  result  in  limiting  the  amount 
of  credit  available  to  our  citizens  and  busi- 
nesses. 


HONORING  VICE  ADMIRAL  THOMAS 
J.  KILCLINE,  USN  RET. 


HON.  JAMES  P.  MORAN 

OK  VIRGl.NiA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
pay  tribute  to  Vice  Admiral  Thomas  J.  Kilclme, 
USN  (Retired)  on  the  eve  of  his  retirement 
from  his  position  as  President  of  the  Retired 
Officers  Association.  Because  of  his  many  ac- 
complishments, I  consider  it  appropriate  to  for- 
mally recognize  him  for  his  more  than  50 
years  of  service  to  this  Nation. 

Admiral  Kilclme  was  born  in  Detroit,  Ml,  on 
December  9,  1925.  He  enlisted  m  the  United 
States  Navy  in  1943,  graduated  from  the  U.S. 
Naval  Academy  in  1949,  and  was  designated 
a  naval  aviator  m  November  1950  after  which 
he  flew  with  VR-5  until  1953.  Admiral  Kilclme 
attended  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  and 
later  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
where  he  earned  a  masters  degree  m  aero- 
nautical engineenng  m  1956. 

He  then  joined  Hea>/y  Attack  Squadron 
Nine,  serving  on  the  Saratoga  and  Ranger,  in 
1959,  he  was  assigned  to  the  staff  of  the 
Commander  Sixth  Fleet.  He  completed  the 
Command  and  Staff  Course  at  the  Nave:  War 
College  and  m  1962  completed  test  pilot 
school.  He  was  later  assigned  as  coordinator 
of  test  programs  lor  all  attack  aircraft  at  the 
Naval  Air  Test  Center.  In  January  1965, 
Kilclme  reported  to  Heavy  Attack  Squadron 
Eleven  (VAH-11)  aboard  the  Forestall.  He 
commanded  an  RA5C  squadron  deployed  to 
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the  Vietnam  theater.  He  returned  to  the  staff 
of  the  Commander  Naval  Air  Force,  U.S.  At- 
lantic Fleet  in  August  1967,  and  a  year  later 
was  assigned  as  operations  officer  and  later 
executive  officer  aboard  the  USS  Ticonderoga 
(CVA-14)  during  operations  off  Vietnam.  He 
then  became  program  manager  for  acquisition 
and  support  of  the  RA-5C  aircraft,  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command.  In  October  1970,  he  was 
named  Director  of  Liaison  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  under  the  Navy  Office  of  Leg- 
islative Affairs. 

From  August  1972  until  May  1974,  Kilclme 
was  commanding  officer.  Naval  Air  Station, 
Patuxent  River,  Maryland.  He  was  then  as- 
signed as  director  of  aviation  officer  distnbu- 
tion,  aviation  captain  detailer  and  later.  Assist- 
ant Chief  of  Naval  Personnel,  Officer  Distribu- 
tion and  Education  In  August  1975,  he  as- 
sumed command  of  Naval  Base  Subic  Bay 
with  duties  as  Commander  In  Chief  Pacific 
Representative  in  the  Philippines  and  Com- 
mander U.S.  Naval  Forces,  Philippines.  He 
became  Chief,  Legislative  Affairs  m  February 
1978  and  m  July  1981,  was  assigned  as  Com- 
mander Naval  Air  Forces,  U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet, 
He  retired  from  the  Navy  m  1983. 

His  awards  include  the  Distinguished  Serv- 
ice Medal;  the  Legion  of  Merit  with  three  gold 
stars;  the  Bronze  Star;  the  Air  Medal;  and 
awards  from  the  governments  of  the  Phil- 
ippines and  the  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Following  retirement.  Admiral  Kilclme  formed 
a  military  and  congressional  consulting  firm 
which  he  disestablished  when  he  became 
TROA  president  in  December  1986.  Through 
his  stewardship.  The  Retired  Officers  Associa- 
tion played  a  pivotal  role  in  convincing  Con- 
gress to  enact  several  legislative  initiatives  to 
maintain  readiness  and  improve  the  quality  of 
life  for  all  members  of  the  military  commu- 
nity— active,  reserve  and  retired,  plus  their 
families  and  survivors.  I  won't  describe  all  of 
his  accomplishments,  but  will  briefly  focus  on 
a  few  to  illustrate  the  breadth  of  his  concern 
for  military  people. 

Under  his  direction,  TROA  supported 
strengthening  the  underpinning  of  the  Mont- 
gomery Gl.  Bill  and  thus  provided  a  solid  foun- 
dation for  our  Nation's  future  leaders  by  plac- 
ing the  wherewithal  for  a  college  education  on 
the  horizons  of  more  than  1,000,000  young 
men  and  women  who  otherwise  might  have 
been  denied  that  opportunity.  He  was  ever 
mindful  of  the  adverse  effects  on  morale  and 
retention  caused  by  broken  commitments  and 
inadequate  compensation  and  forcefully  cham- 
pioned the  causes  of  fairness  and  equity.  His 
leadership  efforts  to  preserve  the  long-stand- 
ing commitment  to  lifetime  care  m  military 
health  care  facilities,  to  fight  perennial  threats 
to  retiree  Cost  of  Living  Adjustments  and  to 
provide  adequate  military  pay  raises  are  some 
of  his  other  significant  contributions.  Most  re- 
cently, he  fought  and  won  the  battle  for  a  tran- 
sition plan  that  provides  a  comprehensive  ben- 
efits package  for  those  personnel  and  their 
families  who  are  forced  out  of  active  service 
as  a  result  of  the  force  structure  drawdown 
that,  hopefully,  is  in  its  final  stages. 

One  of  Tom's  added  strengths  has  been  his 
lovely  wife  of  44  years,  the  former  Dornell 
Thompson  of  Pensacola,  Florida.  Dornell  has 
stood  steadfastly  at  his  side,  championing  the 
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cause  of  military  people,  particularly  their  fami- 
lies and  survivors,  everywhere.  For  these  con- 
tnbutions,  we  owe  her  a  debt  of  gratitude,  as 
well. 

Tom  and  Dornell  live  in  McLean,  Virginia. 
They  have  had  four  children:  Captain  Tom  Jr., 
an  F-14  pilot  now  in  the  Navy  Chair  at  the 
National  War  College;  Lieutenant  Patrick,  lost 
in  an  F-14  accident  off  the  USS  Constellation; 
Lieutenant  Kathleen,  a  Navy  doctor  killed  in  an 
auto  accident;  and  Mary,  wile  of  Commander 
Bob  Novak,  a  P-3  pilot  assigned  as  a  pro- 
gram manager  in  the  Naval  Air  Systems  Com- 
mand in  Washington,  D.C. 

I  wish  to  extend  my  heartfelt  appreciation  for 
his  numerous  contributions  to  military  people 
everywhere  and  my  best  wishes  for  continued 
success  in  all  of  his  endeavors. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  EVELYN 
CHRISTINE  HALL 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OF  ILLI.VOI.S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24.  1995 

Mr  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  with 
great  sadness  to  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
m  honoring  Evelyn  Christine  Hall  who  passed 
from  this  life  on  April  16,  1995,  at  the  age  of 
60. 

Evelyn  Hall  was  born  on  November  8.  1934, 
in  Covington,  TN.  Fondly  referred  to  as  "Mick- 
ey." Evelyn  was  a  loving  wife,  mother,  and 
fnend  who  touched  the  hearts  of  many. 

After  completing  high  school  in  1952,  Evelyn 
moved  to  Chicago  where  she  met  her  hus- 
band, Johnnie  Marshall  Hall.  To  this  union 
were  born  five  loving  children,  two  sons  and 
three  daughters.  She  was  employed  by  the 
US,  post  office  in  1964,  and  retired  from  serv- 
ice in  1976,  However  that  did  not  slow  her 
down.  In  1986  she  received  her  salespersons 
license  in  real  estate  and  eventually  her  bro- 
kers license.  She  even  added  another  feather 
to  her  cap  m  1994  when  she  received  her  as- 
sociate of  arts  degree  from  South  Suburban 
College  m  Illinois, 

Evelyn  leaves  to  cherish  her  memory,  a  lov- 
ing husband,  Johnnie  M.  Hall,  Sr.,  2  sons: 
Rev.  Gregory  R.  Hall  and  Johnnie  M.  Hall,  Jr.; 
3  daughters:  Natalie  D.  Hall,  Cora  J.  Layrock, 
and  Shiela  A.  Hall-Frazier;  a  stepdaughter, 
Margaret  A.  Hall;  2  brothers:  Eddie  and  Lloyd 
Coward,  16  grandchildren,  2  great-grand- 
children; 1  special  aunt,  Evelyn  Bates;  and  a 
host  of  cousins  and  friends.  As  you  can  well 
see,  she  will  be  greatly  missed  by  many, 

I  am  honored  to  enter  these  words  of  tribute 
to  Ms.  Evelyn  Christine  Hall  into  the  Record. 


AMERICAS  CITIES 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NKW  MKXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
a  wonderful  article  written  by  the  Honorable 
Raymond  L.  Flynn.  United  States  Ambassador 
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to  the  Vatican.  Ambassador  Flynn  had  a  dis- 
tinguished career  as  mayor  of  Boston  before 
his  current  service  as  Ambassador,  and  is 
very  well  informed  of  the  problems  and  crises 
facing  American  cities.  As  an  acknowledged 
expert  in  Urban  Affairs,  Ambassador  Flynn 
has  a  keen  interest  and  useful  msight  into 
solving  the  pressing  problems  of  our  cities.  I 
would  like  to  share  a  copy  of  Ambassador 
Fiynn's  article  as  published  recently  by  Urban 
Affairs  Review  and  commend  it  to  my  col- 
leagues. 

AMERICA'S  Cities— Centers  of  Culture, 
Commerce,  and  Community— or  Collaps- 
ing Hope? 

(Raymond  L.  Flynn) 

Perhaps  the  greatest  obstacle  facing  cities 
today  is  the  changing  nature  of  the  defini- 
tion of  city.  The  term  city  formerly  signified 
a  social  center  wherein  large  populations 
gathered  to  live,  to  exchange  goods  and 
ideas,  and  to  develop  and  sustain  a  system 
that  provided  for  the  needs  of  its  inhab- 
itants. The  very  word  had  connotations  of 
hopelessness,  a  place  where  "they"  live.  Peo- 
ple demand  greater  measures  against  crime, 
welfare  fraud,  and  illegal  immigration.  Un- 
derl.ving  these  demands,  however,  is  the  sen- 
timent held  by  man.v  Washington  officials 
that  few  resources  should  be  dedicated  to 
urban  areas — and  to  those  who  dwell  within 
them. 

In  1968.  the  Kerner  Commission  (U.S.  Na- 
tional Advisory  Commission  on  Civil  Dis- 
orders) issued  a  warning  that  America  was  in 
danger  of  being  divided  into  two  nations:  one 
white,  one  black.  Presently,  the  United 
States  faces  the  prospect  of  becoming  a 
gated  community— confining  the  poor  within 
the  city  limits,  separating  them  from  those 
better  off  in  the  suburbs.  Instead  of  seeking 
solutions  to  the  problems  of  the  cities,  the 
cities  themselves,  along  with  the  people  liv- 
ing in  them,  have  been  incorrectly  identified 
as  the  problem.  If  this  misperception  contin- 
ues, more  will  be  at  stake  than  our  cities.  In- 
deed, the  very  values  on  which  our  nation 
was  founded— equality,  and  life,  liberty,  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness — will  be  placed  in 
jeopardy. 

The  question  has  been  asked.  Why  should 
we  concern  ourselves  with  cities?  It  has  been 
suggested  by  some  high-ranking  officials  and 
sociologists  that  cities  have  outlived  their 
usefulness.  It  is  argued  that  new  technology 
and  the  world  economy  have  made  cities  ob- 
solete and  that  we  should  discard  them  like 
unproductive  units  in  a  company  that  needs 
downsizing. 

This  utilitarian  approach  to  the  modem 
city  ignores  the  reality  that  cities  are  made 
up  of  much  more  than  material  and  human 
resources.  The  people  are  the  heart  of  the 
city  and  cannot  be  reduced  to  a  pool  of  dis- 
posable "goods"  in  an  economic  system. 
Cities  are  much  more  than  economic  enti- 
ties: therefore,  the  human  side  of  urban  life 
cannot  be  ignored. 

There  are  many  compelling  motives  for 
turning  our  attention  to  the  problems  of  the 
modern  city.  Among  them  are  the  following: 

I.  Cities  have  always  been,  and  will  always 
be.  places  of  refuge,  where  those  in  need  seek 
the  support  and  comfort  of  others.  They  are 
centers  for  opportunities  and  hopes,  where 
ideas,  talents,  and  native  intelligence  are 
translated  into  a  mutually  energizing  and 
life-giving  environment  conducive  to  the  de- 
velopment of  both  culture  and  commerce. 
The  historic  roots  of  our  nation  remind  us 
that  nearly  all  of  our  families  entered  the 
American  mainstream  through  cities.  Most 
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of  these  families  arrived  by  ship,  crossing 
one  border  or  another.  legally  or  illegally 
(and.  many  times,  in  the  "gray  area  "  in  be- 
tween). Cities  in  the  United  SUtes  kept  the 
promise  inscribed  at  the  base  of  the  Statue 
of  Liberty— to  receive  "Your  tired,  your 
poor,  your  huddled  masses  yearning  to 
breathe  free."  No  matter  how  far  we  may 
have  come  since  then,  we  cannot  forget  the 
values  of  the  cities  that  were  home  to  them. 
To  do  so  would  be  hypocritical,  denying  to 
new  immigrants  the  promise  offered  to  our 
ancestors  by  American  cities. 

2.  From  a  purely  economic  perspective,  it 
would  actually  be  less  expensive  to  spend 
more  rather  than  less  on  cities  and  the  peo- 
ple living  within  them.  The  cost  of  urban 
misery  is  astronomic.  From  furnishing  pris- 
on beds  to  caring  for  low-birth-weight  ba- 
bies, from  providing  for  health  care  for  AIDS 
victims  and  the  elderly  to  feeding  the  urban 
poor,  the  cost  of  the  barely  living  index  is 
exorbitant.  This  growing  moral  deficit  pulls 
not  only  on  our  consciences  but  also  on  our 
economy.  The  expense  of  preventive  pro- 
grams can  reduce  the  cost  of  urban  neglect. 

3.  From  a  socioeconomic  perspective,  sav- 
ing urban  America  might  be  in  everyone's 
self-interest.  It  seems  that  the  rumors  of  the 
death — and  decrease  in  importance — of  cities 
are  greatly  exaggerated.  Cities  are  again 
seen  for  what  they  have  always  been — eco- 
nomic engines  that  create  and  distribute 
wealth.  In  an  upcoming  book,  Neil  Pierce  ar- 
gues that  city-states  are  replacing  nations  as 
the  key  units  of  production  in  the  modern 
global  economy  (Spence  1994.  11).  Michael 
Porter,  author  of  The  Competitive  Advan- 
tage of  Nations  (1990).  talks  about  the  "un- 
tapped economic  potential"  of  cities,  espe- 
cially as  hosts  for  the  "clusters"  of  industry 
he  sees  as  the  driving  force  in  the  new  econ- 
omy (Porter  1994.  ID.  Yes.  capital  is  mobile, 
but  it  has  to  land  somewhere.  Invariably,  it 
is  in  cities.  But  which  ones'*  A  new  school  of 
thought,  with  proponents  such  as  Paul 
Romer.  an  economist  at  the  University  of 
California  at  Berkeley.  Lester  Thurow  of 
M.I.T..  and  Michael  Porter  of  Harvard,  holds 
that  cities  attract  investment  to  the  degree 
that  they  can  bridge  the  income  gap  with 
their  surrounding  suburbs.  Romer  states 
that  "maybe  even  the  rich  can  be  worse  off 
from  inequality"  (Bernstein  1994.  79). 

These  sentiments  are  being  echoed  on  the 
political  front  by  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans alike.  Labor  Secretary  Robert  B. 
Reich  recently  warned  that  "A  society  di- 
vided between  the  haves'  and  the  'have-nots' 
or  between  the  well  educated  and  the  poorly 
educated  .  .  .  cannot  be  prosperous  or  sta- 
ble" (Bernstein  1994.  79).  Republican  theorist 
Kevin  Phillips,  who  traces  the  growing  in- 
equality to  a  transfer  of  wealth  from  the 
middle  claas  not  down  to  the  poor  but  up  to 
the  rich  (Bernstein  1994.  79i  agrees  with  this 
assessment.  He  remarks  that  economic  strat- 
ification is  contrary  to  the  American  sense 
of  fairness  and  equality. 

Where  did  we  go  wrong?  How  did  we  lose 
the  idea  of  equal  opportunity  that  has  been 
part  and  parcel  of  city  life?  At  the  moment, 
it  is  fashionable  to  ascribe  the  plight  of  our 
cities  to  the  failure  of  the  urban  policies  of 
the  1960s  and  1970s.  Fashionable,  but  false. 
There  are  at  least  four  factors  that  have  con- 
tributed to  the  present  situation. 

1.  Even  as  the  urban  policies  of  the  1960s 
and  1970s  were  being  initiated,  the  "sub- 
urbanization" policies  that  began  in  the 
1950s  were  continuing.  Superhighway  sub- 
sidies and  low-interest  mortgages  acceler- 
ated the  process  of  urban  disinvestment. 
Cities  began  to  spruce  up  their  front  yards 
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and  put  out  the  welcome  mats  while  the 
moving  trucks  were  pulling  up  to  the  back 
door,  carrying  away  not  only  the  furniture 
but.  more  important,  the  families  that  form 
the  fabric  of  a  strong  and  vibrant  commu- 
nity. 

2.  Those  who  did  stay  to  •'fight  the  good 
(urban)  fight"  found  themselves  embroiled  in 
an  unproductive  and  unnecessary  civil  war 
(well  documented  by  urban  expert  Nicholas 
Lemann.  1991)  over  whether  these  new  poli- 
cies should  be  administered  from  the  bottom 
up  (by  community-based  organizations)  or 
from  the  top  down  (by  local  government).  It 
is  not  clear  who  won  that  war.  but  it  is  clear 
who  lost — the  cities  and  the  people  in  them. 
It  is  also  clear  that  with  few  exceptions. 
mayors  began  to  see  themselves  more  as 
CEOs  than  as  community  champions,  while 
people  in  the  neighborhoods  increasingly 
found  themselves  having  to  fight  City  Hall. 

3.  The  urban  policies  of  the  1960s  and  1970s 
were  preempted  by  the  "What's  in  it  for 
me?"  policies  of  the  1980s.  Tax  and  invest- 
ment policies  were  enacted  by  an  antiurban 
administration  in  Washington  that  favored 
the  wealthy  corporations  at  the  expense  of 
the  community.  This  political  about-face 
prevented  any  progress  that  had  begun  in 
urban  areas  from  taking  root. 

4.  Finally,  America  still  has  not  dealt  with 
the  issue  of  race.  Federal  government  man- 
dates, quota  systems,  and  reckless  policies 
have  divided  poor  whites  and  blacks,  pitting 
one  against  the  other.  Until  we  deal  with 
this  problem,  our  urban  areas  will  remain 
fragmented. 

So  what  are  we  going  to  do  about  it?  Iron- 
ically, the  1994  election  gives  us  a  new  oppor- 
tunity to  finally  "get  it  right  "  Let's  begin 
by  not  repeating  the  mistakes  of  the  past. 
Let's  recognize  the  importance  of  U.S.  cities 
and  support  them,  just  as  we  support  any 
valuable  institution  in  American  society. 
such  as  home  ownership  and  business  invest- 
ment It  is  Imperative  to  encourage  owner- 
ship and  investment  in  our  cities— by  indi- 
viduals and  corporations — at  least  as  much 
as  we  do  m  the  suburbs.  We  need  to  promote 
policies  that  will  halt  the  flight  of  the  work- 
ing middle  class,  the  backbone  of  our  soci- 
ety, from  our  cities. 

Too  costly''  Many  say  so.  However,  those 
who  call  for  cuts  in  support  to  the  cities 
might  eventually  have  to  consider  equal  cuts 
in  the  suburbs.  No  enterprise  zones  down- 
town? Fine,  but  lets  stop  building  express 
roads  to  the  suburban  shopping  malls,  roads 
that  carry  away  both  shoppers  and  jobs. 

Further,  lets  not  force  a  false  choice  be- 
tween community  and  local  government. 
During  my  10  years  as  mayor,  the  city  of 
Boston  was  able  to  enjoy  unprecedented  suc- 
cess in  building  affordable  housing  by  col- 
laborating with  community  development 
corporations,  in  promoting  jobs  for  Boston 
residents  by  working  together  with  employ- 
ers and  unions,  in  caring  for  the  hungry  and 
the  homeless  by  uniting  our  efforts  with  a 
network  of  charitable  organizations,  in  pro- 
viding quality  community  health  care  by 
working  with  neighborhood-based  health 
centers,  and  in  fighting  crime  by  facilitating 
cooperation  between  police  and  residents  to 
form  "crime-watch"  groups.  Citizens  and 
governments  have  enough  to  fight  against 
without  fighting  each  other. 

Moreover,  mayors  should  be  the  leaders  in 
working  for  economic  and  social  justice. 
They  should  be  out  in  the  communities. 
fighting  for  the  rights  of  their  people  in  the 
neighborhoods  and  not  just  in  boardrooms, 
up  at  the  state  House  (where  much  of  the  po- 
litical power  h£is  shifted),  and  down  in  Wash- 
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ington.  The  present  generation  of  "button- 
down"  mayors  needs  to  return  to  a  more 
grassroots  approach  if  they  want  their  con- 
stituents to  recognize  that  they  are  working 
for  their  benefit  and  to  avoid  the  divisive- 
ness  of  a  citizen-versus-City-Hall  mentality. 
Urban  America  needs  players,  not  spec- 
tators: fighters,  not  promoters:  activists  not 
actors. 

I  believe  that  city  mayors  have  some  pow- 
erful and  active  allies  in  their  effort  to  serve 
the  well-being  of  their  citizens.  One  such  ally 
is  the  religious  community.  I  have  some  ex- 
perience in  this  area  and  can  personally  tes- 
tify that  the  Catholic  Church,  for  example,  is 
not  motivated  by  what  is  considered  liberal 
or  conservative  or  by  labels  such  as  Demo- 
crat or  Republican  but,  rather,  by  the  quest 
for  Truth  and  Justice.  The  Catholic  Church 
may  be  perceived  as  conservative  on  moral 
issues,  but  is  liberal  and  progressive  regard- 
ing economic  and  social  issues  such  as  strong 
concern  for  working  families  and  the  needy 
(once  traditional  Democratic  voters).  This, 
of  course,  is  true  for  other  religious  organi- 
zation as  well. 

You  have  only  to  read  the  documents  from 
Annual  U.S.  Bishop's  Conference  to  be  con- 
vinced that  on  many  social  and  economic  is- 
sues, the  positions  of  the  Catholic  Church 
are  very  much  like  those  of  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, whose  agenda  support  working 
families,  the  needy,  and  the  American  cities. 
Furthermore,  their  stated  positions  are  in 
strict  opposition  to  those  set  forth  in  the 
"Contract  with  America.  "  Although  the 
Catholic  Church  does  not  support  the  Demo- 
cratic party  platform  on  abortion,  it  is  they 
make  this  country  work.  We  must  bring 
cities  back  if  we're  going  to  remember  who 
we  are.  where  we  came  from,  and  what  we 
hope  to  be.  We  must  bring  cities  back  if 
we're  going  to  continue  to  care. 


IN  HONOR  OF  "UNCLE  DAN" 
BEARD 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  OILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRE.SKNTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 
Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  com- 
memorate the  life  of  a  great  American,  Daniel 
Carter  Beard. 

Daniel,  or  "Uncle  Dan"  as  he  was  knovi/n  to 
the  thousands  of  young  men  whose  lives  he 
affected,  was  the  cofounder  of  the  Boy  Scouts 
of  America.  Born  in  1850,  Daniel  Beard  was 
vigorous  enough  to  be  active  in  the  Boy 
Scouts  until  his  passing  in  1941,  just  months 
shy  of  his  91st  birthday.  While  his  presence 
lives  on  in  the  design  of  the  original  Scout  uni- 
form, far  more  important  are  the  effects  that 
he  had  on  the  teaching,  thoughts,  and  philoso- 
phies of  the  Boy  Scout  movement  which  is 
with  us  to  this  day. 

Daniel  Beard  cofounded  the  Boy  Scouts  in 
1910  when  he  was  60  years  young.  At  an  age 
when  most  people  would  think  of  slowing 
down  and  retiring,  Darnel  Beard  began  to 
speed  up.  By  profession  he  was  an  illustrator, 
editor  and  author  of  books  for  boys.  His  abili- 
ties complemented  his  love  of  nature,  and  so 
he  organized  groups  of  young  men  and  taught 
them  the  skills  of  America's  pioneers.  He 
would  later  merge  these  groups  into  the  Boy 
Scouts.  He  became  the  first  National  Scout 
Commissioner  of  the  Boy  Scouts  and  added 
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the  title  of  Chairman  of  the  National  Court  of 
Honor  in  1913.  Dunng  this  time  he  was  editing 
and  writing  articles  for  Boys'  Life  magazine  as 
well  as  continuing  his  fight  as  an  early  pro- 
ponent of  conservation.  He  was  thus  one  of 
America's  first  environmentalists.  Daniel  Beard 
earned  on  his  tradition  of  helping  and  teaching 
the  young  men  of  this  country  until  his  death. 

Daniel  Beard  spent  the  final  years  of  his  life 
at  his  home,  Brooklands,  in  Rockland  County, 
NY.  in  my  20th  Congressional  District  of  New 
York  State.  One  might  think  that  he  no  longer 
continued  in  his  practice  of  working  with  young 
men  but  this  is  not  the  case.  On  moving  to 
Brooklands  in  1928,  Dan  Beard  hosted  a  na- 
tional Scout  rally  at  his  home.  At  the  age  of 
78,  he  appeared  in  his  famous  buckskin  outfit 
and  spoke  at  length  to  the  boys  m  attendance. 
Subsequently  he  joined  an  honor  guard  of 
Rockland  Eagle  Scouts  when  they  attended 
the  National  Scout  Jamboree  in  Washington, 
DC,  at  which  he  was  the  guest  of  honor.  He 
attended  all  of  the  major  Scout  gatherings  dur- 
ing those  years  and  his  popularity  with  the 
young  men  involved  was  amply  proved.  At  the 
1939  World's  Fair,  his  introduction  received 
louder  applause  than  most  of  the  other  guests 
of  honor,  including  President  Franklin  D.  Roo- 
sevelt. 

In  the  last  years  of  his  life,  Dan  Beard  con- 
tinued to  be  active  in  the  Scout  community  of 
Rockland  County.  In  1940,  at  the  age  of  90, 
he  led  100  Scouts  from  the  county  in  the  dedi- 
cation of  a  community  site.  In  the  same  year 
he  presided  over  a  meeting  of  the  Campfire 
Girls  of  Arden,  NY,  in  Orange  County,  NY, 
showing  his  support  and  love  for  all  young 
people.  Thus,  he  was  one  of  the  first  Ameri- 
cans to  express  support  for  gender  equality  in 
our  society. 

Daniel  Beard's  life  of  service  cannot  be 
lauded  enough.  His  effect  upon  so  many  of 
the  young  men  whose  values  were  shaped  by 
their  time  in  the  Scouts  is  immeasuraljle.  He 
summed  up  the  course  of  his  life  when  he 
said:  "Once  a  Scout,  always  a  Scout."  He 
proved  this  sentiment  with  his  unending  dedi- 
cation to  the  organization  that  he  cofounded. 
Many  of  the  young  men  and  women  of  this 
Nation,  and  of  Rockland  and  Orange  Counties 
in  particular,  owe  this  man  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  his  influence  and  service. 

On  June  3.  1995,  Daniel  Beard  will  be  hon- 
ored in  Rockland  County  by  the  Dan  Beard 
Committee  and  the  Rockland  County  Council 
of  the  Boy  Scouts  of  America.  The  council  and 
the  committee  will  host  a  day  of  dedication  for 
Daniel  Beard  in  the  Village  of  Suffern,  Rock- 
land County,  NY. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  invite  our  col- 
leagues to  join  us  in  honoring  Daniel  Beard. 
Fifty  years  after  his  death  Daniel  Beard  is  still 
considered  a  great  American  and  an  outstand- 
ing example  of  how  many  lives  one  dedicated 
person  can  affect. 


IN  OBSERVANCE  OF  MEMORIAL 
DAY 


HON.  STENY  H.  HOYER 

OF  M.\RYLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESE.N'TATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 
Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  in  ad- 
vance of  Memorial  Day,  to  remember  the  men 
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and  women  who  made  the  ultimate  sacrifice  in 
defense  of  this  great  Nation  and  the  ideals  for 
which  it  stands.  It  is  fitting  that  before  we 
Americans  celebrate  the  arrival  of  summer,  we 
set  aside  a  special  day  in  honor  of  all  those 
brave  and  selfless  individuals  who  have  died 
to  defend  our  freedom  and  security.  Each  of 
the  patriots  whom  we  remember  on  Memorial 
Day  was  first  a  beloved  son  or  daughter,  sit)- 
ling,  spouse  and  friend.  Each  had  hopes  and 
dreams  not  unlike  our  own. 

The  loss  of  these  Americans — indeed,  the 
loss  of  any  life  to  war — fills  us  with  sorrow  and 
strengthens  our  resolve  to  work  for  peace.  Yet 
it  would  be  a  great  injustice  to  our  fallen  serv- 
ice members  to  observe  this  day  solely  as  one 
of  mourning.  On  this  Memorial  Day,  our  hearts 
should  swell  with  thankfulness  and  pnde  as 
we  reflect  on  our  Nation's  heritage  of  liberty. 

Gen.  James  A.  Gartield  was  the  main 
speaker  at  the  first  national  Memorial  Day  on 
May  30,  1868  at  the  National  Cemetery  in  Ar- 
lington. He  best  expressed  the  utmost  respect 
and  reverence  we  as  a  nation  should  have  for 
those  who  lost  their  lives  in  defense  of  our 
country,  and  its  ideals. 

I  am  oppressed  with  a  sense  of  impropriety 
of  uttering  words  on  this  occasion.  If  silence 
is  ever  golden,  it  must  be  here  beside  the 
graves  of  fifteen  thousand  men  whose  lives 
were  more  significant  Chan  speech  and  whose 
death  was  a  poem  the  music  of  which  can 
never  be  sung.  With  words  we  make  prom- 
ises, plight  faith,  praise  virtue.  Promises 
may  not  be  kept:  plighted  faith  may  be  bro- 
ken; and  vaunted  virtue  be  only  the  cunning 
mask  of  vice.  We  do  not  know  one  promise 
these  men  made,  one  pledge  they  gave,  one 
word  they  spoke:  but  we  do  know  they 
summed  up  and  perfected,  by  one  supreme 
act.  the  highest  virtues  of  men  and  citizens. 
For  love  of  country  the.y  accepted  death,  and 
thus  resolved  all  doubts,  and  made  immortal 
their  patriotism  and  virtue. 

I,  too,  have  no  illusions  about  what  little  I 
can  add  to  the  silent  testimony  of  those  who 
gave  their  lives  willingly  for  their  country.  Yet, 
we  must  honor  them — not  for  their  sakes 
alone,  but  for  our  own.  And  if  words  cannot 
repay  the  debt  we  owe  these  men  and 
women,  surely  with  our  actions  we  must  strive 
to  keep  faith  with  them  and  with  the  vision  that 
led  them  to  battle  and  to  final  sacrifice. 

As  one  looks  out  across  the  rows  upon  rows 
of  white  crosses  and  Stars  of  David  in  military 
cemeteries  in  our  country  and  across  the 
world,  the  willingness  of  some  to  give  their 
lives  so  that  others  might  live  never  fails  to 
evoke  in  me  a  sense  of  wonder  and  gratitude. 
They  span  several  generations  of  Americans, 
all  different  and  yet  all  alike,  like  the  markers 
above  their  resting  places. 

And  how  they  must  have  wished,  in  all  the 
ugliness  that  war  brings,  that  no  other  genera- 
tion of  young  men  would  have  to  undergo  that 
same  expenence.  At  this  time  each  year  we 
should  instill  in  every  generation,  now  and  yet 
to  come,  a  deep  appreciation  and  full  under- 
standing of  the  meaning  of  why  they  died.  The 
sacnfices  we  remember  on  Memorial  Day 
must  be  made  meaningful  to  every  new  gen- 
eration of  Americans,  so  that  those  sacrifices 
shall  not  have  been  made  in  vain. 

The  passage  of  years  has  dimmed  the 
memories  of  many  who  have  witnessed  the 
destruction  and  tragedy  of  war,  but  we  need 
only  look  at  the  "reminders"  of  the  pnce  of 
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freedom  paid  in  places  such  as  Gettysburg, 
Omaha  Beach,  Normandy,  and  "Hamburger 
Hill."  Each  is  a  name  that  invokes  memories 
of  patriotism  and  valor.  Each  reminds  us  that 
our  Nation  was  founded  en  the  belief  that  our 
democratic  ideals  are  worth  fighting  for  and,  if 
necessary,  worth  dying  for.  We  have  a  sacred 
obligation  to  remember  for  all  time  the  names 
and  the  deeds  of  the  Amencans  who  paid  that 
price  for  our  freedom.  Memorial  Day  has  now 
become  an  occasion  for  honoring  all  those 
who  died  protecting  that  freedom.  One  re- 
minder, engraved  in  the  stone  memorial  at  the 
Omaha  Beach  Cemetery,  eloquently  states, 
"To  these  we  owe  our  highest  resolve,  that 
the  cause  for  which  they  died  shall  live." 

Mr.  Speaker,  Memonal  Day  is  a  day  to 
honor  Amencans  who  gave  their  lives  for  their 
country.  It  is  their  deaths,  not  the  wars  which 
claimed  them,  that  we  honor  today.  This  day 
IS  our  way  of  keeping  alive  the  spirits  and  ac- 
complishments of  those  who  made  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  tor  their  country.  It  is  a  time  of 
reflection,  it  is  a  time  of  honor,  it  is  a  time  of 
renewal.  Today,  and  every  day,  we  must  re- 
member what  was  sacrificed  for  the  many 
freedoms  we  enjoy  today.  We  must  honor 
those  who  made  that  sacrifice  for  us.  And  we 
must  renew  our  commitment  to  the  ideals 
which  their  sacrifices  preserved,  always  with 
the  hope  that  future  generations  of  Americans 
will  never  need  to  make  those  same  sac- 
rifices. 


SIXTEENTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
BESFI 


HON.  MICHAEL  P.  FORBES 

OF  SKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  Madame  Valia  Seiskaya 
and  the  Ballet  Education  and  Scholarship 
funo,  inc.  (BESFi)  on  the  occasion  oi  ihe 
fund's  16th  anniversary.  Madame  Seiskaya  is 
a  cofounder  and  current  director  of  BESFI. 
and  It  IS  appropriate  that  she  receive  the  hon- 
ors she  so  richly  deserves.  Madame  Valia 
Seiskaya  has  elevated  the  standards  by  which 
all  ballet  teachers  are  judged  while  ennching 
the  cultural  lite  of  Long  Island  immeasurably. 

Her  students  have  won  awards  and  scholar- 
ships far  too  numerous  to  mention.  If  one  had 
to  pick  a  defining  moment  it  would  be  m  1994. 
when  Michael  Cusumano,  a  14  year  old  pupil 
of  Madame  Seiskaya.  won  not  only  a  bronze 
Medal  and  Special  recognition  at  the  I6th 
International  Ballet  Competition  in  Bulgaria, 
but  a  Gold  Medal  level  Jury  Award  at  the  6th 
Prix  de  Danse,  in  Pans.  France. 

A  leader  in  dance  education.  Madame 
Seiskaya  was  honored  at  the  Varna,  Bulgaria 
competition  with  a  nomination  for  best  teacher 
and  coach. 

Under  Madame  Seiskaya's  leadership 
BESFI  has  developed  several  programs  rang- 
ing from  a  scholarship  program,  a  stipend  sup- 
port program,  and  the  renowned  Summer  In- 
tensive Workshop,  which  draw  students  from 
across  the  Metropolitan  area.  Some  have 
gone  on  to  join  the  New  York  City  Ballet,  the 
Jeffrey  Ballet,  and  the  Amencan  Ballet  Thea- 
ter. 
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Madame  Seiskaya  and  BESFI  have  erv 
nched  the  education  and  artistic  maturity  of 
scores  of  young  dancers.  I  wish  them  contin- 
ued success  in  all  their  endeavors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DONALD  O.  BROOK 


HON.  DAVID  L  BOMOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today  to 
pay  tnbute  to  Donald  O.  Brook  who  is  Ijeing 
honored  this  evening  by  the  Clinton  Township 
Goodfellows.  He  is  being  named  as  a  Good- 
fellow  of  the  Year  at  a  recognition  dinner  at 
the  Fern  Hill  Country  Club  m  Clinton  Town- 
ship, Ml. 

Donald  Brook  is  currently  Deputy  Chief  of 
Police  in  the  Clinton  Township  Police  Depart- 
ment. During  his  26  years  of  service  he  has 
served  the  people  of  Clinton  Township  faith- 
fully in  his  role  as  a  police  officer.  Dunng  this 
time.  Deputy  Chief  Brook  managed  to  earn 
four  college  degrees,  including  a  doctorate 
from  Wayne  State  University  m  Administration 
and  Supervision. 

In  addition  to  applying  his  academic  knowl- 
edge in  his  profession  as  a  police  officer, 
Chiet  Deputy  Brook  teaches  at  Macomb  Com- 
munity College  and  Central  Michigan  Univer- 
sity. As  an  adjunct  faculty  member  of  both  in- 
stitutions, he  teaches  students  m  the  areas  of 
cnminai  justice  and  management  and  super- 
vision. 

Taking  an  active  role  in  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  but  few  fulfill. 
Donald  Brook  has  dedicated  much  of  his  life 
to  this  endeavor.  His  lime,  talents,  and  energy 
are  appreciated  by  many,  i  thank  Donald 
Brook  for  his  efforts  and  commend  him  for  his 
good  work. 

I  applaud  the  Clinton  Township  Goodfellows 
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For  25  years,  nearly  as  long  as  he  has  been 
an  officer  of  the  law,  Donald  Brook  has  also 
served  the  commumty-at-large  as  a  Good- 
fellow.  He  has  provided  outstanding  leadership 
to  the  community  of  Clinton  Township  and  I 
am  sure  he  is  proud  to  be  honored  by  the 
Goodfellows. 

The  devotion  the  Goodfellows  and  Chief 
Deputy  Brook  have  displayed  to  their  commu- 
nity is  an  inspection.  Their  contributions  are 
many  and  they  deserve  our  gratitude  for  their 
compassion  and  work. 

On  behalf  of  the  Clinton  Township  Good- 
fellows. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sa- 
luting Doctor  and  Chief  Deputy  Donald  Brook. 


CELEBRATING  THE  SERVICE  OF 
MARK  JAFFE 


HON.  JAMES  A.  B.\RCIA 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr  BARCIA  Mr  Speaker,  we  have  m  re- 
cent weeks  spent  a  great  deal  o!  time  talking 
about  educational  opportunities  for  our  young 
people,  and  the  value  of  education.  We  should 
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never  forget  that  the  quaiity  of  education  Is 
most  dependent  upon  the  people  who  are  in- 
volved in  the  day  to  day  efforls  to  make  our 
schools  the  best  m  the  world. 

The  people  who  have  been  served  by  the 
Essexviiie-Hampton  Public  School  system 
have  had  the  good  fortune  of  twenty-eight 
years  of  service  from  Mark  Jaffe  as  a  trustee 
of  the  Essexvilie-Hampton  Board  of  Education 
from  July  1966  to  1970  and  1972-73,  and  as 
its  President  from  1971  to  1972,  and  again 
from  1973  to  the  present.  He  is  recognized  as 
a  tenacious  doers,  who  has  always  acted  on 
his  belief  of  what  was  best  for  the  school  sys- 
tem, even  if  that  meant  taking  unpopular 
stands. 

And  the  Essexviiie-Hampton  Public  Schools 
are  better  because  of  it  During  his  tenure.  Mr. 
Jafle  was  responsible  for  the  establishment  of 
Quintin  E.  Cramer  Junior  High  School  m  1969, 
and  also  saw  Garber  High  School  designated 
as  one  of  the  top  10  high  schools  m  the  State 
of  Michigan  m  1987  as  well  as  being  a  Na- 
tional Excellence  in  Education  Honoree  that 
same  year. 

His  capabilities  and  commitment  extended 
to  business  where  he  held  a  number  of  direc- 
torships and  offices  with  a  number  of  area 
companies,  including  First  of  America  Bank 
Michigan  Airgas,  Mid-Michigan  Welding  Sup- 
ply. Bay  City  inns  Peoples  National  Bank  and 
Trust,  Valley  Oxygen  Company,  Thermal  Con- 
centrates, Inc.,  and  Bay  Welding  Supply.  He 
also  exhibited  a  strong  sense  of  other  civic  in- 
volvements with  many  organizations,  including 
the  Bay  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the 
Great  Lakes  Center  Foundation,  United  Way, 
Delta  College,  Saginaw  Valley  State  Univer- 
sity, the  YWCA,  the  University  of  Michigan, 
the  Rotary  Club,  the  Bay  Medical  Center  Fund 
Drive,  and  as  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee of  the  Essexville-Hampton  Citizens  Ad- 
visory Committee. 

Mark  Jaffe  has  had  a  sense  of  fesponsibility 
to  his  community  and  to  his  work  that  is  ex- 
ceeded only  by  his  commitment  to  his  family. 
His  wife  Judith,  and  his  children  Lynne  Gold- 
stem,  Ellen  Conginundi,  and  David,  have  all 
been  key  components  of  his  lifetime  of  caring, 
and  remain  important  anchors  for  those  times 
when  we  all  need  to  rest  on  calmer  shores. 

Mr.  Speaker,  people  of  accomplishment 
send  the  best  kind  of  message  to  our  young 
people — that  hard  work  and  perseverance 
have  their  |ust  rewards.  Mark  Jaffe  has  been 
a  lifetime  model  for  thousands  of  young  peo- 
ple in  the  Essexville-Hampton  Public  Schools, 
and  I  am  sure  that  he  will  continue  as  a  leader 
worthy  of  respect  and  honors  m  all  else  that 
he  might  chose  to  do.  I  urge  you  to  and  all  of 
our  colleagues  to  jom  me  m  wishing  him  the 
very  tiest  on  his  retirement. 


SALUTE  TO  JEROME  W    WILLIAMS 


HON.  WILLIAM  (BILL)  CL\Y 

OF  .MISSOL'RI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr  CLAY  Mr  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to  an  outstand- 
ing American  and  former  employee  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  Mr.  Jerome  W.  Wil- 
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liams.  Jerome  served  as  administrative  assist- 
ant in  my  Washington  office  from  January 
1976  until  his  retirement  in  December  1992. 

A  native  of  St.  Louis,  MO,  Jerome  Williams 
first  distinguished  himself  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation. He  graduated  from  Stowe  Teachers 
College  and  earned  his  master's  degree  in 
education  administration  from  St.  Louis  Uni- 
versity. He  began  teaching  at  Bates  Schools 
in  September  1955  and  later  sensed  as  prin- 
cipal of  Sumner,  Beaumont,  and  Hadley  high 
schools  and  Lexington  and  Cole  elementary 
schools.  In  September  1970  Jerome  was 
named  distnct  assistant  superintendent  of  the 
McKinley-Roosevelt  Distnct  for  the  St.  Louis 
public  schools  and  in  June  1974  he  became 
director  of  the  Inservice  Center  of  the  St. 
Louis  Board  of  Education.  Jerome  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Missoun  State  Teachers'  Associa- 
tion, the  National  Education  Association,  and 
National  Association  for  Curhculum  Develop- 
ment. 

In  1976  Jerome  Williams  left  St.  Louis  and 
came  to  work  on  Capitol  Hill  where  he  served 
as  my  administrative  assistant  He  organized. 
supervised,  and  maintained  my  congressional 
office  in  a  manner  that  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently served  the  people  of  the  First  District  of 
Missouri.  His  dedication  and  commitment  to 
this  institution  were  unsurpassed. 

In  addition  to  20  years  of  service  in  the  St. 
Louis  public  school  system  and  17  years  on 
Capitol  Hill,  Jerome  served  his  Nation  in  the 
U.S.  Army  from  November  6.  1953,  until  Au- 
gust 10.  1955. 

Jerome  Williams  has  exercised  a  lifelong  in- 
terest in  his  avocation,  public  speaking  and 
drama.  He  has  studies  radio  announcing  and 
acting  and  has  been  a  member  of  several 
drama  groups.  Jerome  has  also  manifest  a 
special  interest  in  young  people  and  is  an  out- 
standing father  of  four  children— -Yvette  Wil- 
liams, Karia  Wallace,  Jerome  Williams,  Jr., 
and  Andrea  Williams,  and  is  grandfather  of 
Darren  Banks.  In  1970  Jerome  Williams  was 
honoreo  as  recipient  oi  the  Hacns-Slowe  Col- 
lege Outstanding  Alumni  Award, 

Mr.  Speaker,  Jerome  W.  Williams  has  truly 
led  a  distinguished  life  of  public  service  and 
devotion  to  is  family,  community,  and  Nation, 
i  salute  Jerome  in  his  retirement  and  wish  him 
godspeed. 


lOOTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
HARTFORD'S  PARKS 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  CONNECnCUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mrs.  KENNELLY  Mr  Speaker.  100  years 
ago,  the  leaders  of  my  hometown  of  Hartford, 
CT,  made  an  important  decision.  They  created 
the  Hartford  Park  system,  that  now  compnses 
many  parks  that  have  served  countless  resi- 
dents throughout  the  past  century. 

One  of  the  driving  forces  behind  the  cre- 
ation of  the  park  system  was  Mr.  Frederick 
Law  Olmsted,  also  known  as  the  Father  of 
Landscape  Architecture  A  native  of  Hartford, 
born  in  1822,  Mr.  Olmsted  went  on  to  design 
almost  100  public  recreation  grounds  and 
planned    communities    nationwide,    including 
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Central  Park,  Boston's  Emerald  Necklace,  and 
the  U.S.  Capitol  grounds. 

In  Hartford,  our  parks  have  remained  places 
of  enjoyment  in  so  many  ways.  They  provide 
recreational  and  cultural  activities  for  our  com- 
munity. At  Keney  Park,  families  gather  for  a 
variety  of  events  throughout  the  summer 
months,  including  golf,  tennis,  and  swimming. 
Elizabeth  Park  features  beautiful  rose  gardens 
through  which  to  stroll,  and  ponds  for  watching 
the  ducks  in  summer  and  for  ice  skating  in 
winter.  Goodwin  Park  is  a  premier  location  for 
bike  rides,  golf,  tenms,  and  other  recreational 
activities.  These  and  Hartford's  other  scenic 
spots  continue  to  enrich  the  lives  of  the  resi- 
dents of  our  community  and  surrounding 
areas. 

As  we  celebrate  this  important  anniversary 
in  Hartford,  I  commend  the  city  parks  and 
recreation  department,  the  Hartford  Parks  Ad- 
visory Commission,  and  the  many  park  advi- 
sory groups  that  have  been  instrumental  in  en- 
suring our  parks  continue  to  serve  residents 
for  generations  to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  SAN 

BERNARDINO    AMERICAN    LEGION 
AUXILIARY 


HON.  JERRY  LEWIS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.    LEWIS   Of   California.   Mr.   Speaker.   I 

would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  fine 
work  and  outstanding  public  service  of  the 
American  Legion  auxiliary,  San  Bernardino 
unit,  which  recently  celebrated  its  75th  anni- 
versary of  service  to  our  community  and  our 
Nation. 

The  San  Bernardio  American  Legion  auxil- 
iary has  a  long  and  proud  tradition  of  dedica- 
tion and  outstanding  service.  At  the  very  first 

mootipn    holH    c",    &nr:\    in      'OCT!      n+    '^.t    V.V-'^'-p- 

ens  Club  House  and  presided  over  by  Mrs. 
R.F.  Gardner,  18  names  were  listed  on  the 
original  charter.  At  that  time,  the  auxiliary  was 
organized  to  safeguard  and  convey  to  Ameri- 
ca's youth  the  ideas  and  principles  upon  which 
our  Republic  was  built,  to  foster  allegiance 
and  respect  for  our  flag,  and  to  offer  support 
for  the  men  and  women  who  served  in  the 
Armed  Forces.  These  responsibilities  the 
women  of  the  San  Bernardino  auxiliary  took 
seriously  in  their  service  to  our  community. 
State,  and  country. 

The  minutes  from  those  early  meetings  are 
intnguing  and  offer  insights  into  the  concerns 
of  that  time.  Purchasing  savings  bonds,  enter- 
taining patients  at  Arrowhead  Hospital,  work- 
ing with  the  poor,  and  hononng  our  flag  were 
several  sub)ects  discussed  in  those  early 
days 

Over  the  years,  auxiliary  members  have 
served  in  World  War  II,  Korea,  Vietnam,  Pan- 
ama, and  Operation  Desert  Storm  Its  mem- 
bers have  participated  in  Operation  Send-Off 
at  the  former  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  savings 
bonds  drives,  health  programs  for  the  children 
of  our  veterans,  scholarships  to  our  commu- 
nity youth,  and  working  with  the  American  Red 
Cross,  and  other  worthy  organizations.  That 
spirit  of  giving  and  support  continues  to  this 
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day  as  members  of  the  auxiliary  work  with  and 
provide  assistance  for  the  veterans,  their  fami- 
lies, and  children  in  their  homes,  and  at  the 
Jerry  L.  Pettis  VA  Hospital  in  Loma  Linda. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  that  you  join  me,  our  col- 
leagues, and  our  many  friends  in  recognizing 
the  many  fine  achievements  and  selfless  con- 
tributions of  the  American  Legion  auxiliary  in 
San  Bernardino.  Over  the  years,  the  auxiliary 
has  touched  the  lives  of  many  people  and  it  is 
only  fitting  that  the  House  of  Representatives 
recognize  this  outstanding  organization  today. 


SUBTLE  TRADE  BARRIERS  BLOCK 
U,S.  FIRMS 


HON.  GERALD  B.H.  SOLOMON 

OF  .\'EW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  for 
the  Record  the  following  excerpt  taken  from 
the  article  "Protectionism  Plays  a  Subtler 
Hand"  in  the  Washington  Post  on  Sunday, 
May  14.  This  article  addresses  the  problems 
which  Amencan  firms  are  having  in  overseas 
trade.  Despite  the  dismantling  of  many  of  the 
old  tariffs  and  quotas,  many  "nontariff  trade 
barriers"  still  exist.  By  eliminating  these  bar- 
riers, the  United  States  can  greatly  reduce  its 
Si  08  billion  trade  deficit. 

One  industry  which  is  affected  by  these  bar- 
ners  is  energy.  American  corporations,  such 
as  Westinghouse  and  General  Electric,  control 
about  30  percent  of  the  world's  powerplants 
and  equipment.  However,  m  the  lucrative  Ger- 
man market,  these  corporations  have  been 
blocked.  U.S.  officials  claim  that  this  is  blatent 
trade  discrimination,  although  it  is  not  done 
through  traditional  practices  of  tariffs  and 
quotas.  Germany  has  repeatedly  denied  con- 
tracts to  American  firms  and  then  given  them 
to  European  firms. 

Another  industry  which  has  been  affected  is 
automobile  and  truck  tire  manufacturing.  Coo- 
per Tire,  despite  the  promises  made  under 
NAFTA,  has  been  shut  out  of  the  valuable 
market  in  Mexico.  New  restnctions  placed  on 
the  industry  by  the  Mexican  Government  have 
blocked  imports  from  the  United  States,  while 
exports  to  the  United  States  have  increased. 

The  Clinton  administration  has  made  some 
steps  by  putting  pressure  on  the  German  Gov- 
ernment. This  pressure  must  be  continued  to 
help  American  corporations  prosper  in  over- 
seas markets.  This  will  help  to  alleviate  the 
trade  imbalance  which  the  United  States  now 
suffers. 

The  article  referred  to  follows; 

[From  the  W.xshington  Post,  May  14.  1995) 
PROTECTIOM.SM  PL,\YS  a  SUBTLF.R  HAND 

(By  Martha  M.  Hamilton) 
GE  had  a  recent  experience  in  Germany 
that  was  similar  to  the  Westinghouse  prob- 
lem in  Cottbus,  according  to  U.S.  trade  offi- 
cials. 

GE  spent  more  than  a  year  and  $750,000  bid- 
ding for  the  right  to  supply  turbine  genera- 
tors for  a  power  plant  in  Lippendorf  in  the 
former  East  Germany,  only  to  find  itself  ex- 
cluded from  the  final  round  of  negotiations 
for  the  $250  million  contract.  Asea  Brown 
Boveri's  German  subsidiary  was  awarded  the 
contract. 
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GE  and  U.S.  trade  officials  have  been 
joined  by  the  European  Union  in  protesting 
the  actions  of  the  Veag.  the  privatized  east- 
ern German  electric  utility.  The  EU  agreed 
that  Germany  doesn't  allow  foreign  compa- 
nies a  fair  crack  at  its  public  sector  con- 
tracts—a market  valued  at  about  $160  bil- 
lion. 

So  far,  administrative  reviews  and  chal- 
lenges in  German  courts  have  failed  to  pro- 
vide GE  with  the  remedy  it  seeks,  and  Ger- 
many has  maintained  there  was  no  unfair 
discrimination  against  GE. 

Last  month.  U.S.  Trade  Representative 
Mickey  Kantor  and  Commerce  Secretary 
Ronald  H.  Brown  wrote  Germany's  minister 
of  economics.  Guenther  Rexrodt.  that  they 
consider  the  GE  case  "a  test  "  of  Germany's 
willingness  to  abide  by  the  rules  of  the 
memo  of  understanding  and  willingness  to 
allow  U.S.  companies  fair  access  to  public 
sector  contracts.  Brown  is  expected  to  meet 
with  Rexrodt  later  this  month. 

One  argument  that  U.S.  trade  officials 
hope  will  persuade  Germany  to  open  up  pub- 
lic sector  contracts  is  that  the  German  pub- 
lic is  paying  a  higher  price  than  needed  for 
services  because  its  markets  are  protected 
from  competition. 

GE  still  hopes  it  may  win  the  Lippendorf 
contract,  according  to  Gadbaw.  He  said  chal- 
lenging the  German  government  has  been 
hard  for  GE.  which  doesn't  like  to  find  itself 
suing  a  potential  customer.  "We  had  to 
weigh  the  fact  that  we  are  very  successful  in 
the  German  market  in  a  whole  range  of  prod- 
uct lines  with  the  fact  that  one  of  our  prin- 
cipal product  lines  was  being  shut  out  of 
that  market,"  he  said. 


H.R.  971  AND  ITS  EFFECTS  ON 
INDIAN  TRIBES 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NKW  MEXICO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr  Speaker,  last  week 
when  the  House  passed  H.R.  96i,  the  Clean 
Water  Amendments  of  1996,  certain  provi- 
sions were  included  m  the  bill  that  would  seri- 
ously undermine  the  tribes'  authonty  to  regu- 
late their  environments  through  Clean  Water 
Act  programs.  These  provisions,  amending 
section  518  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  would 
change  current  Federal  law  and  the  estat>- 
lished  Federal  policy  of  maintaining  a  govern- 
ment-to-government relationship  between 
tribes  and  the  Federal  Government,  a  relation- 
ship that  has  been  affirmed  by  every  President 
of  the  United  States  for  the  past  30  years.  The 
practical  effect  of  the  amendments  would  be 
to  reverse  the  current  authority  for  tribes  to 
safeguard  their  environments,  as  currently  pro- 
vided for  in  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  would 
leave  reservation  waters  less  protected,  and 
less  capable  of  being  protected,  than  the  rest 
of  the  Nation's  waters.  In  certain  situations, 
this  arguably  would  abrogate 

Federal-f  ■^bligatlons  to  the  tribes. 

The  implementation  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 
provisions  for  tnbal  authority  since  1987  has 
been  an  environmental  success  story.  The  im- 
petus for  these  amendments  is  a  few  hypo- 
thetical situations  which  stem  from  long-stand- 
ing disputes  over  tribal-State  jurisdiction. 
These  junsdictional  disputes  are  the  product  of 
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the  variety  and  contradictions  among  the 
changing  Federal  laws  and  policies  governing 
tnbal  land  tenure  over  the  past  century  and  a 
quarter — including  termination,  assimilation, 
and  the  General  Allotment  Act  If  the  authority 
to  set  water  quality  standards  is  determined  by 
the  checkerboard  pattern  of  tnbal  and  non-In- 
dian fee  lands  left  by  these  laws  and  policies. 
It  would  create  a  water  management  scheme 
that  IS  administratively  unworkable  and  envi- 
ronmentally destructive. 

State-tribal  cooperative  agreements  may  be 
an  effective  tool  lor  environmental  manage- 
ment where  those  agreements  are  freely  ne- 
gotiated and  mutually  agreeable  However,  the 
agreement  process  outlined  m  H.R.  961  will 
likely  lead  to  coerced  negotiations.  Also,  the 
amendments  will  create  burdensome  proce- 
dures for  dispute  resolution  and  judicial  re- 
view. They  also  may  sharply  limit  tnbal  author- 
ity to  regulate  waters  within  reservation  txjund- 
anes.  a  function  consistent  with  tnbal  self-gov- 
ernance and  the  general  trend  to  allow  more 
local  control  over  local  environments. 

In  the  past  few  years,  EPA  and  the  tribes 
have  begun  to  build  strong  partnerships  to 
protect  tribal  environments.  The  bill  as  passed 
will  undermine  that  progress  and  should  not 
be  a  part  of  any  reforms  to  the  Clean  Water 
Act, 


RIVERWOOD  INTERNATIONAL'S 

MACON      PAPERMILL      AWARDED 
ISO  9002  CERTIFICATION 

HON.  SAXBY  CHAMBUSS 

OF  GEORGIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS,  Mr.  Speaker,  Riverwood 
International  Corp  is  a  global  papert>oard, 
packaging,  and  packaging  machinery  com- 
pany headquartered  m  Atlanta,  GA,  with  1994 
annual  sales  of  Si. 3  billion  and  6,200  employ- 
ees worldwide  On  May  17.  1995.  Riverwood 
International  announced  its  Macon  papermill. 
in  Georiga's  Eighth  Congressional  District, 
was  awarded  ISO  9002  certification,  reflecting 
the  companies  adoption  of  international  quality 
standards  for  its  global  packaging  customers. 

The  first  steps  in  the  implementation  proc- 
ess for  Macon  was  the  formation  of  a  Quality 
Improvement  Team.  This  team  became  the 
guide  to  the  installation  of  the  ISO  standards. 
The  Quality  Improvement  Team  consists  of 
department  managers,  the  director  of  manu- 
factunng.  and  the  vice  president'resident  man- 
ager. Department  managers  were  chosen  to 
participate  on  the  team  because  they  could 
provide  the  implementation  resources  m  their 
respective  area.  The  largest  single  resource 
recognized  was  the  participation  ol  the  oper- 
ational personnel. 

ISO  9002  certification  includes  all  ol  the  pro- 
duction and  installation  systems  of  a  facility, 
and  covers  all  areas  of  the  mill  from  the 
woodyard  to  warehouse.  The  mill,  which  re- 
ceived its  certification  from  Lloyd's  Register 
Quality  Assurance  Ltd  ,  has  the  capacity  to 
produce  more  than  500,000  tons  per  year  of 
coated  and  imerboard. 

We  should  all  be  proud  of  the  economk: 
leadership  provided  by  Riverwood  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  fine  people  of  Macon,  GA.  This 
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unique  focus  on  team-work  and  commitment 
to  the  community  are  examples  we  should 
strive  to  emulate.  Congratulations  to  all  of  the 
folks  at  Riverwood  who  worked  so  hard  to 
gain  this  distinction. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  RICHARD 
E.  LE MASTER 


HON.  JOHN  SHADEGG 

OF  ARIZONA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
recognize  the  heroism  of  Mr.  Richard  E. 
Lemaster,  who  was,  on  this  date,  post- 
humously awarded  the  distinguished  National 
Hero  award  by  the  National  Association  of  Let- 
ter earners  for  his  heroic  actions  of  February 
15,  1994.  On  that  date,  Mr.  Lemaster  lost  his 
life  while  rescuing  his  niece  and  attempting  to 
rescue  his  brother  and  sister-m-law  from  their 
burning  mobile  home.  Mr.  Lemaster's  widow, 
Margie  Lemaster,  her  son,  Chris,  Mr. 
Lemaster's  brother  and  sister  m-law  and  sev- 
eral other  members  of  his  family  were  present 
in  the  Distnct  of  Columbia  today  for  the  award 
ceremony  m  his  honor.  I  would  like  to  formally 
acknowledge  ultimate  sacnfice  made  by  Mr. 
Richard  E.  Lemaster.  a  U.S.  Postal  Sen/ice 
letter  earner  for  more  than  23  years,  and  a 
true  Amencan  hero. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  WILLL^M  ROBERT- 
SON. MILWAUKEE  POLICE  OFFI- 
CER SLAIN  IN  1994 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  BARRETT 

OF  WSCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday .  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  somber  memorial  held  last  week  on  the 
Capitol  Mall  m  Washington,  DC,  honoring  the 
157  police  and  Federal  agents  killed  m  the  line 
of  duty  in  1994  included  an  excellent  police  of- 
ficer who  worked  and  lived  m  my  community. 

In  the  early  morning  hours  of  Wednesday, 
September  7,  1994.  Officer  William  Robertson, 
age  31,  was  shot  and  fatally  wounded  by  a 
sniper  while  on  patrol  with  his  partner.  An  un- 
known assailant,  without  any  provocation  or 
confrontation,  murdered  a  dedicated  Milwau- 
kee Police  officer  and  m  the  process  shattered 
the  lives  of  many  people. 

William  Robertson  joined  the  Milwaukee  Po- 
lice Department  m  September  1993  after  6 
years  of  exemplary  service  with  the  Whitefish 
Bay  Police  Department.  Mr.  Robertson  re- 
ceived three  commendations  for  outstanding 
service  while  serving  the  citizens  of  Whitefish 
Bay,  including  one  for  removing  an  uncon- 
scious dnver  from  a  burning  car  after  an  acci- 
dent. He  was  respected  by  his  peers  and  re- 
ceived much  praise  from  his  supervisors  for 
his  willingness  to  learn  and  to  teach  others. 

William  Robertson's  ultimate  career  goal 
was  to  be  m  a  classroom  teaching  recruits  at 
the  Milwaukee  Police  Academy.  Helping  oth- 
ers, especially  disadvantaged  children,  was  a 
way  of  life  for  Mr.  Robertson.  He  volunteered 
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much  of  his  time  helping  the  Special  Olym- 
pics, including  raising  funds  for  the  charity.  He 
was  a  key  organizer  of  the  Wisconsin  Law  En- 
forcement Torch  Run,  a  statewide  relay  race 
that  benefits  the  Special  Olympics. 

Less  than  eight  weeks  after  his  untimely 
death,  Mary  Robertson,  his  widow,  gave  birth 
to  healthy  twins.  A  son  named  William  Arthur 
and  a  daughter  named  Kayla  Mary  were  born 
into  the  world  oblivious  to  the  perils  that  had 
taken  their  father's  life. 

As  Amencans  pause  to  honor  the  157  fallen 

law  enforcement  officials,  I  especially  salute 
the  service  of  Milwaukee  Police  Officer  William 
Robertson  and  offer  my  sincere  condolences 
to  his  family  and  friends.  I  am  grateful  for  all 
the  police  officers  who,  like  Officer  Robertson, 
nsk  their  lives  everyday  to  make  Milwaukee  a 
safe  place  to  live. 


May  24,  1995 

TRIBUTE  TO  JIM  HENRY 


May  24,  1995 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LAKE  BRADDOCK 
SENIOR  HIGH  SCHOOL  SYM- 
PHONIC BAND 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OF  VIRGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr  DAVIS.  Mr  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  nse  today  and  pay  tnbute  to  the 
Lake  Braddock  Senior  High  School  Symphonic 
Band  of  Burke,  Virginia  has  been  selected  for 
1995  as  a  recipient  of  the  Sousa  Foundation's 
Sudler  "Flag  of  Honor",  the  highest  recogni- 
tion of  excellence  m  concert  performance  that 
can  come  to  a  High  School  band.  Dunng  the 
13  years  the  award  has  been  in  existence, 
only  31  bands  from  the  entire  United  States 
Japan  and  Canada  have  been  selected  for  the 
Flag  of  Honor  award.  They  will  be  presented 
this  award  on  Thursday,  May  25,  1995  in  the 
Lake  Braddock  High  School  Auditonum  by 
Colonel  Bryan  Shelbourne,  Leader  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Army  Band  and  member  of  the 
Sudler  Flag  Selection  Jury. 

To  be  eligible  for  nomination  for  the  Sudler 
Flag  a  high  school  band  must  have  main- 
tained an  outstanding  concert  band  over  a  pe- 
nod  of  seven  or  more  years.  Although  the 
band's  concert  activities  receive  the  most  at- 
tention in  the  selection  process  the  band  pro- 
gram in  the  school  must  be  a  complete  one 
and  include  a  marching  band,  small  ensem- 
bles, and  solo  participation  by  its  members  in 
contest-festival  opportunities. 

The  band  director  must  have  been  the  con- 
ductor of  the  band  for  seven  or  more  consecu- 
tive years  including  the  year  of  the  award  and 
is  expected  to  have  been  involved  in  profes- 
sional band  and  music  education  organiza- 
tions and  activities  at  the  local,  state,  and  na- 
tional level. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  hononng  this  fine  symphonic  band  and  its 
conductor  Mr.  Roy  C.  Holder  for  their  out- 
standing achievement. 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
offer  my  congratulations  to  Jim  Henry,  a  con- 
stituent of  mine  who  was  recently  awarded  the 
Small  Business  Administration's  "1995  Smdil 
Business  Person  of  the  Year"  award  for  the 
State  of  Missouri. 

Ten  years  ago  Mr.  Henry  left  his  job  with 
Emerson  Electric  and  bought  R.C.  Wilson  Co., 
a  small  collection  agency  in  St.  Louis,  Mis- 
soun.  At  the  time  Mr.  Henry  bought  R.C.  Wil- 
son he  had  no  small  business  experience  or 
background,  but  he  did  have  a  can-do  philoso- 
phy, which  has  helped  him  build  one  of  the 
most  successful  collection  companies  in  our 
city.  Over  the  past  ten  years,  sales,  employ- 
ment and  clientele  at  R.C.  Wilson  have  grown 
significantly.  Sales  have  increased  by  200  per- 
cent, while  employment  at  R.C.  Wilson  has 
grown  from  25  to  118.  At  the  same  time,  his 
company's  collection  success  rate  is  over  30 
percent — higher  than  the  22  percent  average 
for  the  industry. 

Mr.  Henry  explains  his  success  this  way: 
"The  way  a  business  owner  treats  employees 
makes  or  breaks  a  business.  The  key  to  long- 
term  success  IS  to  treat  your  employees  with 
dignity  and  always  maintain  the  highest  level 
of  integrity  and  honesty  in  all  dealings."  This 
attitude  is  reflected  in  the  companies  em- 
ployee benefit  policies.  R.C.  Wilson  Co.  has  a 
generous  tuition  reimbursement  program 
which  enables  many  employees  to  continue 
their  education  through  post-graduate  levels. 
The  company  also  provides  an  annual  schol- 
arship for  Missouri  Business  Week  to  the  child 
of  one  employee.  The  company  also  shares 
profits  with  its  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  close  by  again  offer- 
ing Mr.  Henry  my  congratulations  on  being 
named  the  1995  Missouri  Small  Business  Per- 
son of  the  Year,  and  to  wish  him  and  the  em- 
ployees of  R.C.  Wilson  Co.  continued  suc- 
cess. 


HONORING  DISABLED  VETERANS 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Apnl  2, 
1995,  the  Disabled  American  Veterans  and 
Auxiliary,  Department  of  New  Jersey,  held  its 
Eighth  Annual  Legislative  Breaklast. 

Ms.  Linda  Trulio,  2d  junior  vice  president  of 
the  auxiliary,  wrote  the  following  poem  in 
honor  of  all  disabled  veterans  and  the  mission 
of  the  DAV  toward  our  fallen  veterans. 

I  believe  that  her  words  are  worthy  of  my 
colleagues  consideration  and  commend  them 
to  you  herewith. 

Serving  Those  Who  served 
By:  Linda  A.  Trulio 

Dedicated  to  the  motto  of  the  disabled 
American  Veteran.  Presented  at  the  New 
Jersey  Legislative  Breakfast  April  2,  1995. 


We  rode  the  waves  tog-ether,  and  sailed  the 
stormy  seas. 
We    braved    the    intense    jungles   and   hid 
among  the  trees. 
I  pulleil  .vou  from  the  waters  deep  and  muddy 
sinking  sands. 
I  gave  you  my  last  cigarette,  without  ques- 
tion or  demand. 
When  flying  high  through  stormy  clouds  and 
dodging  rockets  flares, 
I  looked  behind  our  aircraft  and  saw  you 
praying  there. 
We    shared    our    jokes    and    memories,    and 
thought  so  much  of  home. 
We    knew   that   with   a   buddies   arm,   we 
never  were  alone. 
And  when  the  snipers'  bullets  found  my  leg 
and  shoulder  torn. 
I  looked  to  you  now  for  some  help,  my  life 
now  surely  gone. 
I   made   it  home  alas,  all   tattered  and  all 
torn. 
And  wondered  what  my  future  held,  not 
much  just  pain  and  scorn. 
I  felt  so  useless,  just  what  would  I  do? 
Will   they  still   love  me  when  they  see  I 
have  one  shoe'' 
How  will  I  eat;  how  will  1  write? 

Will  I  still  work  with  partial  sight? 
And  then  1  looked  up  from  m,y  bed. 

and  saw  you  standing  there. 
My  friend,  my  pal.  your  hand  on  my  head. 

Your  eyes  they  held  a  tear. 
I'm   here   my   friend;    I'm   here   to   help  and 
never  will  I  stray. 
We'll  fight  together.  I'll  lead  you  on  and 
still  take  time  to  pray. 
I'll  visit  you  and  give  you  strength  in  hos- 
pitals far  and  near. 
Ill  look  in  on  your  family  and  those  you 
hold  most  dear. 
And  when  your  rights  and  benefits  are  under 
threat  or  endangered. 
I'll  fight  the  fight  for  you  my  friend.  You'll 
keep  what  was  created. 
I'll  be  your  eyes  and  write  the  words.  I'll 
lead  you  step  by  step. 
I'm  here  to  serve,  the  one  who  served,  the 
one  I'll  not  forget. 


HONORING  THE  iviKTRO-DADE 

URBAN  SEARCH  AND  RESCUE 
TEAM  FOR  THEIR  HEROIC  RES- 
CUE EFFORTS  AT  THE  OKLA- 
HOMA CITY  BOMBING  ON  APRIL 
19,  1995 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently,  America 
has  been  laced  with  great  tragedy.  America  as 
a  whole  has  been  greatly  affected  by  the 
bombing  of  the  Edward  R.  Murrah  federal 
building  in  Oklahoma  City.  I  am  sure  you  all 
join  me  in  mourning  the  loss  of  those  Ameri- 
cans whom  we  lost,  and  praying  for  this  trag- 
edy's survivors  to  recover  as  best  they  can 
from  this  injustice. 

The  Metro  Dade  Urban  Search  and  Rescue 
Team  has  been  a  great  aid  to  the  unfortunate 
victims  of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing,  and  I 
would  like  to  take  this  time  to  thank  them.  As 
you  may  remember  this  is  the  same  group  of 
fearless  workers  who  gave  us  Floridians  so 
must  support  in  recovering  from  Hurncane  An- 
drew. 
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Oftentimes,  while  gneving  the  loss  of  disas- 
ter's victims,  we  forget  how  courageous  and 
fearless  these  team  members  are.  I  am  not 
only  grateful  but  very  proud  that  you  are  mem- 
ber of  my  community.  Thank  you. 
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IN  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  U.S.  MER- 
CHANT MARINE  IN  THE  SECOND 
WORLD  WAR 


TRIBUTE  TO  RHODES  COLLEGE 
MOCK  TRLAL  TEAM 


HON.  HAROLD  E.  FORD 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize and  pay  tribute  to  members  of  the 
Rhodes  College  Mock  Trial  Team  for  winning 
the  1995  National  Intercollegiate  Mock  Trial 
Tournament.  Rhodes  College,  a  prestigious 
four  year  liberal  arts  college  in  my  congres- 
sional district,  has  for  six  consecutive  years, 
sent  a  group  of  students  to  the  National  Inter- 
collegiate Mock  Tnal  Tournament.  For  four  out 
of  SIX  years,  the  Rhodes  College  Mock  Trial 
Team  has  captured  this  distinguished  award. 

These  undergraduates  deserve  special 
mention  because  they  have  developed  the 
vital  skills  of  communication,  advocacy  and 
rhetoric.  Mastery  of  these  skills  will  make  them 
well  qualified  for  careers  in  public  ser»^ice,  the 
professions  or  business.  Led  by  Political 
Science  Professor  Marc  Pohlman  and  Mem- 
phis Attorney  Whit  Gurkin,  the  team  consisted 
of  the  following  Rhodes  students:  Melissa 
Berry  of  Searcy  Arkansas,  Ryan  Feeney  of 
Marietta,  Georgia,  Jenny  Hall  of  Bartlett,  Ten- 
nessee, Mike  Hart  of  Monroe,  Louisiana,  Nikki 
Holzhauer  of  Columbus,  Mississippi,  Karen 
Jones  of  Collierville,  Tennessee  and  Gina 
Yannitell  of  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana.  The  team 
participated  m  a  trial  involving  a  trai.i  vv.hich 
struck  an  automobile.  Because  evidence  ex- 
isted that  both  parties  were  negligent,  the 
court  had  to  decide  proportional  responsibility 
what  damages  would  be  awarded. 

This  year,  the  team  competed  in  the  re- 
gional tournament  which  qualified  it  to  com- 
pete in  the  national  tournament  in  Des 
Moines,  Iowa  on  Apnl  5,  1995.  A  distinguished 
panel  of  Iowa  Supreme  Court  Justices  and 
federal  judges  judged  the  competition.  The 
jury  was  compnsed  of  prominent  state  and 
local  citizens  including  Iowa  Governor  Robert 
Ray.  Rhodes  joined  72  other  colleges  and  uni- 
versities in  Des  Moines  and  defeated  St. 
Johns  University,  Northwestern  University. 
University  of  Minnesota.  Dayton  University  and 
Loras  College  to  win  the  national  champion- 
ship. Among  the  prominent  schools  that  par- 
ticipated in  the  competition  were  Brown,  Cor- 
nell, Duke,  Grinnell,  Johns  Hopkins,  North- 
western, and  Yale. 

The  Rhodes  Mock  Trial  Team  Is  carrying  on 
the  college's  tradition  of  advocacy  and  debate. 
Its  continued  success  is  a  tnbute  to  the  quality 
of  higher  education  in  Tennessee's  Ninth  Con- 
gressional Distnct.  I  am  proud  and  honored  to 
recognize  this  important  milestone. 


HON.  NORMAN  Y.  MINETA 

OF  CALIFOR.SIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr  MINETA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  we  ot)- 
serve  National  Mantime  Day  to  pay  honor  and 
tnbute  to  those  who  served  our  country  in  the 
merchant  manne  dunng  the  Second  World 
War. 

We  have  obsen/ed  this  day  since  1945, 
when  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  by 
proclamation,  designated  this  day.  For  our  ot>- 
sen/ance  this  year,  the  50th  since  the  end  of 
the  war,  the  Administrator  of  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration, Vice  Adm.  Albert  J.  Hertserger, 
has  wntten  a  moving  tribute  to  the  merchant 
mariners  who  gave  of  themselves  a  half-cen- 
tury ago.  It  IS  my  pleasure  to  share  this  tribute 
with  my  colleagues: 

The  MERCHA.vr  Marine  During  world 

War  II 

By  Maritime  Administrator  Albert  J. 

Herberger) 

Fifty  years  ago.  America  celebrated  Na- 
tional Maritime  Day  in  inland  cities  such  as 
Kansas  City.  Akron  and  Salt  Lake  City,  as 
well  as  in  the  Nation's  Capitol  and  many 
port  cities. 

Governors  of  West  Virginia.  Nebraska.  New 
Mexico  and  Indiana  joined  their  coastal  col- 
leagTies  in  issuing  proclamations  or  state- 
ments honoring  those  who  built  and  sailed 
the  merchant  ships  so  vital  to  the  war  effort. 

The  President,  too,  asked  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  May  22.  1945  as  Na- 
tional Maritime  Day.  It  was  the  last  procla- 
mation issued  by  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt. 

In  his  Maritime  Day  proclamation.  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt  saluted  the  •.  .  .  many  thou- 
sands of  patriotic  men  and  women  [who]  are 
toiling  through  the  long  hours  of  the  day  and 
night  in  the  construction  of  the  great  fleets 
of  vessels  that  carry  the  goods  of  victory  to 
the  distant  battlefronts  of  the  United  Na- 
tions .  .  . 

"Our  ships,  sailing  every  ocean,  have  been 
manned  by  courageous  officers  and  seamen 
all  of  whom  have  left  the  security  of  their 
firesides  and  many  of  whom  have  given  their 
lives  for  the  land  of  their  allegiance.  .  .  ." 

Many  civilian  American  seafarers  made 
the  ultimate  sacrifice:  more  than  6.000  were 
killed,  and  733  American  cargo  ships  were 
lost  to  enemy  action. 

Thousands  were  injured  during  attacks. 
Many  were  forced  to  wait  aboard  lifeboats 
and  rafts,  hoping  for  rescue  after  their  ves- 
sels were  lost. 

The  story  of  Capt.  James  F.  Harrell.  mas- 
ter of  the  SS  GULF  STATES,  was  told  in 
this  contemporary  account: 

"Proceeding  in  convoy  through  an  area  of 
enemy  submarine  activity,  he  sighted,  at  a 
great  distance,  two  drifting  lifeboats  heavily 
loaded  with  survivors  apparently  too  ex- 
hausted to  signal.  Though  fully  aware  of  the 
danger  to  his  own  ship,  he  obtained  permis- 
sion from  the  Commodore  to  leave  the  pro- 
tection of  the  convoy  and  succeeded  in  tak- 
ing aboard  106  survivors  of  a  torpedoed 
Dutch  ship  in  a  rescue  operation  which  re- 
quired three  hours  to  effect. 

"On  a  subsequent  voyage,  his  ship,  cairy- 
ing  78.000  barrels  of  crude  oil,  was  hit  by  two 
torpedoes.  Fire  immediately  enveloped  the 
entire  after  part  of  the  ship  trapping  all  but 
the  Master  and  eleven  of  his  crew. 
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Captain  Harrell  directed  the  launching  of 
the  one  remaining  life  raft,  ordered  the  men 
with  him  over  the  side,  and  chose  to  give  his 
life  in  a  heroic  attempt  to  rescue  the  trapped 
men." 

Capt.  Harrell  was  one  of  nine  officers  and 
seamen  of  the  nation's  wartime  merchant 
fleet  who  were  awarded  the  merchant  marine 
distinguished  Service  Medal  during  May  1945. 
His  was  presented  posthumously  to  his  wife. 
Alice  Harrell.  of  Port  Arthur.  Texas. 

Another  recipient  was  Paul  Irwin  Valen- 
tine, of  Tiffin.  Ohio.  He  served  as  second 
cook  and  baker  aboard  the  SS  DANIEL 
HUGER.  Following  is  his  story,  as  recounted 
in  1945: 

"His  ship  wjts  subjected  to  a  two-hour  high 
level  bombing  attack  by  seventeen  enemy 
planes.  As  a  result  of  a  near  miss,  bomb  frag- 
ments pierced  the  hull  and  the  cargo  of  high 
octane  gasoline  exploded. 

■'Despite  heroic  efforts  to  combat  the 
names  two  to  three  hundred  feet  high,  the 
fire  was  soon  out  of  control  and  the  ship  was 
abandoned. 

"Upon  arrival  of  the  shore  fire  brigade  it 
was  decided  to  try  to  save  the  ship  with 
foamite.  It  was  necessary  to  have  a  few  men 
return  to  the  ship,  enter  the  adjacent  hold, 
and  play  a  hose  on  the  heated  bulkhead  to 
prevent  the  raging  fire  from  spreading. 

"Second  Cook  and  Baker  Valentine  was 
one  of  four  who  volunteered  to  risk  his  life  in 
an  attempt  to  save  part  of  the  cargo,  which 
was  so  necessary  to  the  continuance  of  war 
operations.  That  the  fire  was  eventually 
brought  under  control  and  most  of  the  cargo 
saved,  was  due  in  no  small  measure  to  his 
outstanding  bravery." 

As  the  citation  issued  to  him  50  years  ago 
said.  -His  willingness  to  risk  his  life  to  save 
his  ship,  and  his  heroic  conduct  during  the 
fire  are  in  keeping  with  the  finest  traditions 
of  the  sea." 

These  are  just  two  examples  of  the  heroism 
of  America's  civilian  seafarers.  From  the  be- 
ginning of  the  war  to  May  31.  1945.  awards  to 
merchant  mariners  included  113  Distin- 
guished Service  Medals.  U  Meritorious  Serv- 
ice Medals,  3.893  Mariner's  Medals.  32  con- 
gratulatory letters.  192.282  Merchant  Marine 
emblems.  84. (5.97  combat  bars.  5.957  defensp 
bars  and  363.292  was  zone  bars  for  service  in 
the  Atlantic.  Pacific,  or  Mediterranean-Mid- 
dle East  war  zone  bars. 

Merchant  manners  came  from  all  parts  of 
the  country  to  serve  the  nation.  Those  re- 
ceiving awards  in  May  1945  represented  the 
states  of  Alabama.  California.  Colorado.  Con- 
necticut. Florida.  Georgia.  Illinois,  Indiana. 
Kansas.  Kentucky.  Louisiana.  Maine.  Mary- 
land. Massachusetts.  Michigan.  Mississippi. 
Missouri.  New  Hampshire.  New  Jersey.  New 
■Vork.  North  Carolina.  Ohio.  Oklahoma. 
Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island.  South  Carolina. 
Texas.  Virginia  and  Washington,  as  well  as 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  then-terri- 
tory of  Hawaii. 

As  has  been  the  case  in  recent  years,  vir- 
tually all  1995  National  Maritime  Day  ob- 
servances will  be  in  port  cities.  In  Washing- 
ton. DC.  we  will  remember  the  war  time 
service  of  our  merchant  mariners  at  a  cere- 
mony at  the  U.S.  Capitol. 

No  doubt  we  will  recall  the  Maritime  Day 
tributes  received  a  half  century  ago  from  the 
leaders  of  .America's  armed  forces. 

For  example.  Lieutenant  General  Alexan- 
der A.  Vandegrift.  United  States  Marine 
Corps  Commandant,  pointed  out  how  the  Ma- 
rine Corps  had  been  aided  by  the  merchant 
marine: 

"The  men  and  ships  of  the  Merchant  Ma- 
rine have  participated  in  every  landing  oper- 
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ation  by  the  United  States  Marine  Corps 
from  Guadalcanal  to  Iwo  Jima— and  we  know 
they  will  be  at  hand  with  supplies  and  equip- 
ment when  American  amphibious  forces  hit 
the  beaches  of  Japan  itself.  On  Maritime  Day 
we  of  the  Marine  Corps  salute  the  men  of  the 
merchant  fleet.  " 

The  devotion  to  duty  by  the  men  at  sea 
was  praised  by  the  Supreme  Allied  Com- 
mander. General  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower; 

"The  officers  and  men  of  the  Merchant  Ma- 
rine, by  their  devotion  to  duty  in  the  face  of 
enemy  action,  as  well  as  natural  dangers  of 
the  sea,  have  brought  us  the  tools  bo  finish 
the  job.  Their  contribution  to  final  victory 
will  be  long  remembered." 

Earlier.  "Ike"  had  said.  "When  final  vic- 
tory is  ours  there  is  no  organization  that 
will  share  its  credit  more  deservedly  than 
the  Merchant  Marine." 

I  hope  all  Americans,  whether  from  desert, 
mountain,  or  prairie  regions  or  coastal 
states,  will  pause  on  National  Maritime  Day. 
May  22.  1995.  to  remember  General  Eisen- 
hower's words  and  the  heroic  deeds  of  our 
merchant  marine  war  veterans. 

Like  our  military  veterans,  they  deserve 
our  thanks  and  our  recognition  for  securing 
the  freedom  we  enjoy  today. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  MORLEY 


HON.  EUOT  L  ENGEL 

oh   .NKW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  31.  1995, 
Mr.  John  Morley  will  be  retiring  after  51  years 
of  dedicated  service  to  millions  of  baseball, 
football,  hockey,  basketball,  racing,  and  soccer 
fans,  as  well  as  concert-goers,  circus  fans, 
and  many  others  in  stadiums,  arenas,  parks, 
and  zoos  across  the  country.  Mr.  Morley  will 
be  retinng  from  his  position  as  the  vice  presi- 
dent of  operations  for  Harry  M.  Stevens,  Inc., 
now  a  member  of  the  Aramark  family  of  com- 
panies. At  Harry  M.  Stevens  he  has  been  a 
leader  of  tfie  team  thai  provides  iooo.  bev- 
erages, souvenirs,  and  service  to  Presidents 
and  Popes,  athletes  and  actors,  musicians 
and  many  more. 

Mr.  Morley  began  his  career  vending  hot 
dogs  at  Yankee  Stadium,  and  then  moved  on 
to  be  a  steward  in  Washington.  He  later 
moved  back  to  New  'Vork  as  a  manager,  and 
then  on  to  Kentucky  for  the  Derby  As  the 
Mets  began  playing  in  Shea  Stadium.  Mr.  Mor- 
ley returned  to  New  York  m  order  to  serve  as 
general  manager  of  the  stadium.  While  in  New 
York  he  also  worked  in  Nassau  Coliseum  after 
the  Islanders  were  established.  Throughout  his 
career  he  has  set  the  highest  standards  of 
service  to  American  fans  at  thousands  of 
games  and  events  including  several  World  Se- 
nes.  Super  Bowls,  Stanley  Cups,  Kentucky 
Derbies,  and  many  concert  tours  from  the 
Beatle's  first  stadium  appearance  m  the  United 
States  to  the  Who's  farewell  tour. 

John  Morley's  professional  life  has  been 
characterized  by  a  commitment  to  excellence, 
a  commitment  to  respect  for  fellow  employees, 
and  a  commitment  to  making  the  best  possible 
experience  for  the  fans.  His  commitment  to 
the  fans  is  reflected  in  the  smiling  faces  of 
children  enjoying  that  first  ballpark  hot  dog  or 
wearing  their  teams'  hat;  his  commitment  to 
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employee  excellence  is  demonstrated  by  the 
tens  of  thousands  of  men  and  women  whose 
working  careers  began  in  a  stadium,  many  of 
whom  have  chosen  careers  staying  in  the 
service  sector  and  many  of  whom  have  cho- 
sen to  use  the  experience  as  a  foundation  for 
other  industnes;  his  commitment  to  the  fan  ex- 
perience IS  reflected  m  the  many  new  serv- 
ices, menu  items  and  quality  programs  that 
enable  fans  to  maximize  their  entertainment 
expenence. 

Mr.  Morley  will  be  missed  by  all  those  he 
has  served  and  especially  by  those  with  whom 
he  has  worked.  His  commitment  to  excellence 
will  continue  through  the  legacy  he  has  left 
after  half  a  century  of  service  to  sports  fans 
and  music  lovers. 
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people  in  their  communities.  They  make  us  all 
proud. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  PASSAIC 
COUNTY  DARE  PROGRAM 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

OF  .NEW  JKHSKV 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  substance 
abuse — and  the  crime  it  breeds — is  a  real  and 
ternbly  dangerous  threat  to  our  communities, 
our  neighborhoods  and  our  families.  Winning 
the  war  on  abuse  requires  aggressive  interdic- 
tion, vigorous  enforcement,  effective  treatment 
and  tireless  education.  No  one  is  more  aware 
of  this  and  no  one  has  worked  harder  to  fight 
the  scourge  of  drug  abuse  than  the  men  and 
women  of  the  Passaic  County  Drug  Abuse 
Resistance  and  Education  Program. 

DARE  IS  the  largest  and  most  effective 
drug-abuse  prevention  and  education  program 
in  the  United  States  and  is  now  taught  to  25 
million  youths  in  school  from  kindergarten  to 
12th  grade.  The  DARE  curriculum  was  origi- 
nally developed  by  the  Los  Angeles  Unified 
School  District.  Today  it  is  taught  by  veteran 
police  officers  across  the  country  After  com- 
pleting 80  hours  01  specialized  training,  the  of- 
ficers enter  the  classroom,  where  they  provide 
children  with  the  skills  and  self-esteem  needed 
to  resist  peer  pressure  and  the  temptation  to 
use  drugs. 

The  DARE  program  is  clearly  a  success. 
Independent  research  has  determined  that 
DARE  substantially  affects  students'  attitudes 
toward  substance  abuse.  It  has  helped  stu- 
dents improve  study  habits,  achieve  higher 
grades  and  gain  a  greater  respect  for  police 
officers,  decreasing  vandalism  and  gang  activ- 
ity in  the  process.  I  can  testify  that  among  the 
police  departments  and  educators  in  my  Con- 
gressional district,  DARE  is  unanimously  sin- 
gled out  for  the  highest  praise. 

On  June  11,  the  Passaic  County  DARE 
family  will  celebrate  the  program  by  holding  a 
parade.  DARE  students,  police  officers,  teach- 
ers, public  officials  and  members  of  local  civic 
and  fraternal  organizations  from  16  municipali- 
ties will  march  together  to  send  the  message 
loud  and  clear  that  we  will  not  tolerate  sut)- 
stance  abuse  in  our  communities  and  schools. 

Today.  I  ask  my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
join  with  me  by  showing  our  appreciation  for 
the  dedication  of  the  thousands  of  DARE  vol- 
unteers in  Passaic  County  who  have  made  a 
life-and-death  difference  for  countless  young 


A  SPECIAL  SALUTE  TO  GLENORA 
STARKS  1995  CONGRESSIONAL 
SENIOR  CITIZEN  INTERN 

HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THK  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 
month  of  May,  our  Nation  celebrates  National 
Senior  Citizen  Month.  In  communities  through- 
out the  United  States,  senior  citizens  are  rec- 
ognized for  their  contributions  to  their  commu- 
nities and  the  Nation.  This  week,  seniors  from 
congressional  districts  across  the  Nation  will 
gather  on  Capitol  Hill  for  the  annual  Congres- 
sional Senior  Citizen  Intern  Program.  During 
their  internship,  seniors  receive  a  firsthand 
look  at  the  legislative  process.  They  attend 
meetings  and  issue  forums  on  topics  which 
impact  the  elderly  community,  and  have  an 
opportunity  to  engage  in  extensive  dialogue 
with  congressional  leaders  and  administration 
officials. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  the  years,  I  have  been 
proud  to  participate  in  the  Congressional  Sen- 
ior Citizen  Intern  Program.  I  nse  to  congratu- 
late an  outstanding  senior  citizen  in  my  con- 
gressional district  who  has  been  selected  to 
participate  in  Ihis  year's  program.  I  want  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  and  the  Nation 
some  information  regarding  my  1995  Congres- 
sional Senior  Citizen  Intern.  Mrs.  Glenora 
Starks. 

Mrs.  Starks  is  a  resident  of  Oakwood  Vil- 
lage, OH.  She  retired  from  the  catenng  staff  of 
the  Marnott  Inn  in  Beachwood.  The  proud 
mother  of  two  sons.  Bruce  and  Keith,  Mrs. 
Starks  m  a  member  of  Liberty  Hill  Baptist 
Church. 

M""  Spe?'<e''.  I  am  proud  tri  c;talp  that  the 
Greater  Cleveland  area  has  benefited  greatly 
from  Mrs.  Starks  strong  commitment  and  lead- 
ership. She  IS  the  founder  and  director  of  the 
Do  Good  Club,  an  organization  which  greatly 
benefits  seniors  throughout  the  Greater  Cleve- 
land area.  Under  Mrs.  Starks'  tutelage,  young 
children  lend  assistance  to  seniors  who  reside 
in  the  neighborhood  and  area  nursing  homes. 
Because  of  the  Do  Good  Club,  the  quality  of 
life  for  those  individuals  is  greatly  improved. 
Mrs.  Starks  is  also  a  member  of  the  National 
Council  of  Negro  Women;  the  NAACP;  and  a 
member  of  the  Missionary  Support  and  Prayer 
Club  at  the  Oakwood  Senior  Center. 

Glenora  Starks  is  also  politically  active  m 
the  community.  She  is  a  member  of  the  exec- 
utive committee  of  the  Cuyahoga  County 
Democratic  Party;  a  member  of  the  Demo- 
cratic Club  and  a  precinct  committeeperson.  In 
addition,  Mrs.  Starks  is  a  member  of  the  11th 
Congressional  Caucus  where  she  provides  as- 
sistance to  the  Senior  Citizen  Committee.  Mrs. 
Starks  is  also  a  member  of  an  organization. 
100  Plus  One  Women  for  Congressman  Louis 
Stokes,  which  has  benefited  my  congressional 
efforts.  I  am  proud  to  fiave  her  support  of  my 
legislative  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Mrs.  Glenora  Starks  lives  by 
the   adage,   "Don't   ask   God   for   strength   to 
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move  mountains — ask  Him  for  strength  to 
climb  mountains."  I  take  this  opportunity  to 
recognize  Mrs.  Starks  for  her  service  to  our 
community.  I  am  proud  to  welcome  her  to 
Capitol  Hill  as  my  Congressional  Senior  Citi- 
zen Intern,  and  I  am  pleased  to  salute  her  on 
this  occasion. 


SALUTE  TO  MR.  BRETT  J.  BUSH 

HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEHA 

OK  PEN.NSVLVA.MA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  Mr.  Brett  J.  Bush,  the  1995 
recipient  of  the  Union  League's  Good  Citizen- 
ship Award. 

Upon  his  receipt  of  the  Good  Citizenship 
Award,  Brett  was  selected  by  the  Freedom 
Foundation  to  be  a  participant  m  the  1995 
International  Youth  Leadership  Conference 
with  over  250  other  Union  League  Award  win- 
ners. The  conference  was  held  May  1 1 
through  May  14,  1995  at  the  Freedom  Foun- 
dation headquarters  in  Valley  Forge  PA. 

Brett  IS  a  sophomore  at  Bishop  McDevitt 
High  School  in  Wyncotte,  PA.  An  honor  stu- 
dent and  athlete,  Brett  is  involved  in  numerous 
extra-curricular  activates  at  Bishop  McDevitt 
High  School.  Additionally,  Brett  participates  in 
community  volunteer  work  with  the  Super  Kids 
baseball  program  and  the  Fox  Chase  Cancer 
Center. 

I  join  Brett's  family,  friends  and  teachers  in 
commending  him  for  his  excellent  service  to 
his  community.  Brett  is  truly  an  inspiration  to 
us  all  in  demonstrating  the  importance  ol  hard 
work  and  community  service.  I  wish  Brett  the 
best  of  luck  in  all  his  future  endeavors. 


BILL  CLINTON  RECORD 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  .NEW  .ME.XICO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  dunng  the 
more  than  2  years  that  President  Clinton  has 
been  in  office,  he  has  withstood  a  great  deal 
ol  criticism  from  an  array  of  opponents.  He 
has  been  attacked  from  all  directions.  The 
number  of  lies  that  have  been  told  to  tarmsh 
the  President's  record  has  been  astonishing. 

But,  President  Clinton  has  not  only  survived 
the  attacks,  he  has  excelled  in  his  duties.  This 
isn't  just  my  opinion.  This  is  the  conclusion  of 
an  outstanding  nonpartisan  article  published  in 
the  May  edition  of  the  Washington  Monthly. 

The  article's  author.  Daniel  Franklin,  com- 
pares President  Clinton's  record  with  that  of 
President  Truman.  Mr.  Franklin's  conclusion  is 
that.  "Clinton's  first  2  years  have  put  Truman's 
to  shame."  Mr.  Franklin  cites  many  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  successes  including  his  han- 
dling of  the  economy,  the  creation  of  6  million 
new  jobs,  his  passage  ol  numerous  legislative 
initiatives  from  the  Family  and  Medical  Leave 
Act  to  a  domestic  Peace  Corps,  and  his  for- 
eign triumphs  from  trade  pacts  to  Haiti  to  the 
Middle  East  peace  process. 
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For  those  of  my  colleagues  who  have  taken 
the  time  in  the  past  to  criticize  our  President, 
I  urge  you  to  take  the  time  now  to  read  this 
fair,  objective,  nonpartisan  analysis  of  the 
President's  first  2  years  in  office.  The  article 
which  follows  should  be  a  must  read  for  all 
Amencans. 

[From  the  Washington  Monthly.  May  1995] 
He's  No  Bill  Cli.n'ton 
(By  Daniel  Franklin) 

It  was  tough  year  for  the  President.  For- 
eign policy  errors  bogged  down  his  domestic 
programs;  nominations  were  stonewalled  by 
a  hostile  Congress;  party  insiders  even  con- 
sidered recruiting  a  challenger  for  the  Demo- 
cratic nomination.  He  was.  in  the  words  of 
one  journalist,  "essentially  indecisive  *  •  • 
e.ssentially  vacillating.  "  Quite  simply.  Amer- 
icans began  to  doubt  seriously  that  he  had 
the  character  to  be  the  country's  top  execu- 
tive. 

Yes,  1946  just  wasn't  Harry  Truman's  year. 
But  he  bounced  back,  won  reelection  in  1948, 
and  has  received  from  history  a  reverence 
that  borders  on  the  Rushmoric  For  many 
Americans  now,  Truman  is  seen  as  a  model 
president^-a  man  of  integrity,  modesty,  and 
decisiveness.  Walter  Isaacson  of  Time  called 
him  "America's  greatest  common-man  presi- 
dent." Eric  Sevareid  said  that  'Remember- 
ing him  reminds  people  what  a  man  in  that 
office  ought  to  be  like  *  *  *  .  He  stands  like 
a  rock  in  memory  now."  So  revered  is  the 
Man  from  Independence  that  in  1992.  both 
parties"  nominees  fought  to  be  considered 
'the  Truman  candidate." 

Now  that  Republicans  have  both  houses  of 
Congress  for  the  first  time  since  1946,  Clinton 
aides  are  scanning  David  McCullough's  best- 
selling  Truman  biography  in  search  of  the 
magic  bullet  that  will  hand  Bill  Clinton  a 
Trumanesque  comeback  in  1996.  Clinton  took 
the  Truman  title  in  1992.  but  now  the  coun- 
try—and the  press— is  skeptical.  "Bill  Clin- 
ton," wrote  historian  James  Pinkerton  in 
the  Los  Angeles  Times,  'is  no  Harry  Tru- 
man." 

That's  true,  but  those  White  House  staffers 
looking  for  a  magic  bullet  are  missing  the 
point.  Clear  away  the  historical  fogs  and  set 
aside  the  acerbic  press  coverage  and  you  can- 
not escape  a  startling  conclusion:  Clinton's 
first  two  years  have  put  Truman's  to  shame. 
By  April  1995,  Clinton  has  accomplished  far 
more  for  the  American  people  than  "give  'em 
hell  "  Harry  had  by  April  1947.  Clinton  has 
guided  the  economy  more  successfully.  He 
has  enacted  more  laws  with  real  impact.  'Vet 
while  Truman  is  held  in  near-Jeffersonian 
regard.  Bill  Clinton  is  written  off  as  a  War- 
ren Harding  in  jogging  shorts. 

Consider  one  of  the  core  issues  of  any  pres- 
idency: the  economy.  With  the  war  over,  the 
country  began  the  painful  conversion  to  a 
peacetime  economy.  Hundreds  of  thousands 
of  veterans  returned  from  World  War  II  to  an 
economy  that  had  reached  record  production 
levels  without  them.  In  Chicago  alone,  at 
least  100,000  veterans  were  jobless.  Major  in- 
dustries— including  coal,  railroad,  and 
steel — convulsed  with  labor  strikes  that 
threatened  to  paralyze  the  entire  country. 
Truman's  response  was  heavy-handed  and  in- 
effectual. He  threatened  to  seize  coal  mines 
and  draft  striking  railroad  workers  into  the 
military.  Both  measures  were  rebuffed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  and  Congress,  respec- 
tively, for  being  blatantly  unconstitutional. 

The  economy  grew  but  the  growth  was 
more  than  overshadowed  by  inflation  rates 
that  soared  to  14.6  percent  in  1947.  There 
were  shortages  in  many  of  the  products  peo- 
ple needed,  including  housing,  automobiles. 
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sugar,  coffee,  and  meat.  And  with  the  Great 
Depression  fresh  in  the  American  memory, 
many  wondered  whether  another  economic 
crash,  one  even  greater  than  before,  was  just 
around  the  corner. 

Truman  could  have  prevented  the  infla- 
tion. After  the  war.  Republicans  in  Congress 
launched  an  effort  to  repeal  wartime  price 
controls.  Truman  saw  that  decontrol  had  to 
be  gradual,  so  that  it  would  not  unleash  in- 
flation. But.  as  The  New  Republic's  •TRB" 
columnist  wrote  in  1946.  'The  trouble  is. 
Truman  didn't  make  a  real  fight.  ...  He 
didn't  carry  through.  .He  saw  and  pre- 
dicted the  recession  but  let  Congress  and 
business  have  their  way.  Truman  won  the  ar- 
gument all  right,  but  that  isn't  quite  enough 
in  politics." 

Clinton  knows  this.  He  is  the  first  presi- 
dent in  the  last  30  years  to  achieve  both  job 
growth  and  low  inflation.  The  "misery 
index"— inflation  plus  unemployment — is 
currently  below  nine;  under  Bush  it  was 
above  11;  under  Truman  it  was  nearly  20. 

The  key  to  this  achievement  is  Clinton's 
budget  plan,  which  passed  through  Congress 
in  1993  only  after  a  knock-down,  drag-out 
fight  led  by  the  President— a  fight  won  with 
only  the  votes  of  fractious  Democratic  party, 
and  against  a  vehement  and  united  Repub- 
lican front.  Phil  Gramm  was  one  of  the  loud- 
est critics,  predicting  that  "hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Americans  will  lose  their  jobs 
because  of  this  bill   " 

Gramm  was  dead  wrong.  By  cutting  the 
deficit  to  $192  billion  in  1995.  from  $290  bil- 
lion just  three  years  ago.  the  President  has 
succeeded  in  bringing  down  long-term  inter- 
est rates  and  encouraging  business  invest- 
ment that  has  stimulated  extraordinary  job 
growth.  Already,  the  economy  has  produced 
nearly  six  million  new  jobs— five  million 
more  than  it  did  during  Bush's  entire  term. 
The  unemployment  rate,  which  was  7.6  per- 
cent when  Clinton  took  office,  has  dropped 
to  5.5  percent. 

In  his  first  two  years  as  president.  Truman 
never  seemed  to  have  the  stomach  to  enter 
the  ring  and  fight  like  Clinton  has.  In  Sep- 
tember 1945.  Truman  delivered  a  21-point 
program  to  Congress  that  rivaled  the  New 
Deal  in  its  scope.  The  plan  inureasea  federal 
funding  to  agriculture,  housing  programs, 
and  a  variety  of  public  works  projects.  But 
Truman  let  nearly  every  major  component  of 
his  domestic  program  go  down  in  defeat 
without  a  fight.  In  a  way.  says  McCullough. 
that  was  the  point.  'His  whole  strategy  on 
these  domestic  issues  was  to  go  for  the  high 
ground.  Be  more  liberal  in  the  program,  and 
if  they  knock  it  down,  you'll  have  something 
to  run  on." 

This  is  fine  if  your  only  concern  is  winning 
reelection,  not  so  fine  if  you  want  to  solve 
the  country's  problems.  Clinton  has  staked 
his  presidency  on  the  passage  of  his  eco- 
nomic and  social  programs  and  fought  like  a 
junkyard  dog  for  his  victories.  Elizabeth 
Drew  recounts  in  'On  the  Edge  "  that  during 
the  battle  to  pass  the  North  American  Free 
Trade  Agreement.  'Clinton  threw  himself 
into  the  fight— meeting  members  of  Congress 
in  one-on-one  sessions,  making  many  phone 
calls  to  them,  giving  speeches,  meeting  with 
opinion  leaders,  meeting  with  individual 
members.  Shortly  before  the  vote,  there  were 
White  House  dinners  for  undecldeds."  He 
brought  the  same  energy  and  conviction  to 
the  fight  to  pass  the  Global  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  Clinton  was  willing  to  al- 
ienate the  labor  interests  that  are  among  the 
Democrats'  strongest  constituents  because 
he  believed  that  the  treaty  would  produce 
jobs    for    the    country.    Regardless   of  your 
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opinion  of  these  treaties,  you  must  respect 
the  fact  that  he  risked  his  neck  to  get  them 
passed. 

Clinton  has  stuck  to  the  path  of  ambitious 
achievement  throughout  his  presidency  and 
tried  to  avoid  the  partisan  posturing  that 
might  serve  him  better  at  the  polls.  His  suc- 
cess, by  any  objective  measure,  has  been  as- 
tonishing. Eighty-six  percent  of  the  legisla- 
tion he  endorsed  has  passed  through  Con- 
gress, a  record  unmatched  by  any  president 
since  Johnson. 

The  bills  he  has  passed  will  make  real  con- 
tributions to  the  welfare  of  millions  upon 
millions  of  Americans.  Take  education  pol- 
icy. While  the  economy  has  changed,  putting 
a  higher  premium  on  education  and  skills, 
the  American  education  system  hasn't.  Ev- 
eryone knows  that  a  high  school  diploma  no 
longer  guarantees  a  good  job.  But  before 
Clinton  took  office,  liigh  school  graduates 
who  did  not  go  on  to /college— nearly  40  per- 
cent—were strandeey  because  the  United 
States  was  the  onlymiajor  industrial  nation 
without  a  vocatiomal  apprenticeship  pro- 
gram. 

Clintons  School<-to-Work  program  cre- 
ated a  network  of/apprenticeship  programs 
to  give  those  students  real  job  skills  that 
can't  be  learned  in  high  school.  The  students 
intern  with  workers — electricians,  plumbers, 
carpenters— and  learn  the  skills  needed  to 
find  and  keep  a  job.  When  the  program 
reaches  full  implementation,  one-half  mil- 
lion students  will  be  enrolled  annually. 
That's  one-half  million  more  skilled  workers 
entering  the  workforce  every  year  than  be- 
fore the  program. 

To  counter  the  staggering  growth  in  col- 
lege tuition.  Clinton  reformed  the  student 
loan  program  so  it  would  lend  money  di- 
rectly to  college  students,  and  collect  the 
debt  as  a  percentage  of  their  income.  Pre- 
viously, students  received  their  college  loans 
through  banks  and  paid  back  a  set  amount 
for  10  years.  From  1985  to  1991.  the  size  of  the 
average  college  graduate's  total  debt  had 
jumped  150  percent.  For  many,  the  debt  was 
stifiing;  40  percent  of  graduates  said  their 
debt  payments  forced  them  to  work  two  jobs. 

But  under  Clinton's  plan,  defaults  will  be 
cut  drastically  because  the  debt  payments. 
extended  over  a  25-year-period  and  based  on 
the  graduate's  income,  are  manageable.  A. 
graduate  with  a  $30,000  income  and  a  $50,000 
debt  will  pay  $345  per  month,  instead  of  the 
$581  under  the  previous  plan.  As  graduates' 
salaries  rise,  so  do  the  amounts  of  their  debt 
payments.  As  a  result,  graduates  are  able  to 
perform  low-paying  but  meaningful  work, 
such  as  teaching  or  social  work,  that  the 
country  desperately  needs. 

Then  there's  Americorps.  While  Repub- 
licans seek  to  slash  this  domestic  Peace 
Corps.  20.000  volunteers  are  on  the  streets 
immunizing  babies,  restoring  national  parks, 
and  counseling  troubled  teens.  For  their  10- 
to  12-month  commitment,  the  volunteers 
earn  vouchers  worth  $4,725  toward  tuition  or 
for  paying  off  student  loans.  And,  carried  out 
properly,  the  program  has  the  potential  to 
radically  change  the  way  Americans  view 
community  and  national  service.  "It  pro- 
vides what  might  be  called  a  social  glue."  ar- 
gues Labor  Secretary  Robert  Reich,  "by 
bringing  young  people  from  all  different 
backgrounds  and  incomes  together  to  work 
on  community  projects,  and  enhance  the 
health  and  safety  or  beauty  of  a  community. 
It  not  only  improves  community  but  it  cre- 
ates community  *  *  *  connecting  people  to 
other  people  across  socioeconomic  barriers." 

Truman's  contribution  to  equal  oppor- 
tunity and  economic  fairness— the  heart  of 
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the  Democratic  Party— was  meager  during 
the  first  two  years  of  his  term.  Yet  again,  his 
proposals  that  did  aim  to  aid  the  poor— un- 
employment compensation,  minimum  wage 
increases,  and  housing  funds— were  all  aban- 
doned to  high-minded  defeat  in  Congress.  As 
with  his  economic  programs,  and  in  stark 
contrast  to  Clinton.  Truman  refused  to  enter 
the  fray.  "I  don't  think."  says  Stanford  his- 
torian Barton  Bernstein.  --Truman  really 
committed  himself." 

Even  Clinton's  harshest  critics  must  grant 
that  the  President  is  committed  to  economic 
fair  play.  An  that  commitment  has  led  him 
to  push  through  a  program  that  gave  signifi- 
cant help  to  the  most  deserving  group  of  so- 
ciety: the  3.2  million  working  poor,  who  are 
struggling  to  break  themselves  out  of  the 
cycle  of  poverty.  The  Earned  Income  Tax 
Credit  (EITC)  guarantees  that  any  person 
working  40  hours  a  week,  even  at  minimum 
wage,  will  not  fall  below  the  poverty  line. 
Whereas  earlier  a  mother  of  two  may  have 
received  more  money  by  staying  on  welfare 
and  other  aid  programs,  the  EITC  goes  a  long 
way  toward  making  work  more  profitable 
than  the  social  dole.  Thus,  without  any  of 
the  messy  bureaucracies  that  rankle  con- 
servatives. Clinton  made  the  road  out  of  pov- 
erty substantially  easier.  And  to  pay  for  his 
deficit-reduction  program  and  the  EITC. 
Clinton  wisely  raised  taxes  on  the  very  rich, 
who  have  benefited  most  from  this  country 
and  can  afford  to  give  something  back. 

Nearly  as  significant  has  been  Clinton's 
fight  to  reform  and  expand  Head  Start.  Near- 
ly one  out  of  every  five  children  in  the  coun- 
try lives  in  poverty.  Head  Start  takes  poor 
children  as  young  as  three  years  old  and 
gives  them  pre-school  education,  immuniza- 
tions, healthy  meals,  and  other  services. 
Clinton  increased  federal  funding  by  nearly 
50  percent  from  1992.  and  added  100.000  chii- 
dren  to  the  program's  rolls.  And  Clinton 
moved  to  address  the  deficiencies  in  individ- 
ual Head  Start  programs  by  instituting  rigid 
quality  standards.  If  a  program  does  not 
meet  the  standards,  the  government  can  cut 
its  funding  and  find  a  more  worthy  recipient. 
Even  if  Congress  fails  to  pass  a  single  line  of 
welfare  reform  legislation,  between  the  EITC 
and  Head  Start  reforms.  Clinton  will  have 
made  one  of  the  more  significant  contribu- 
tions to  social  policy  in  decades. 

And  let's  not  forget  Clinton's  efforts  to 
solve  what  many  consider  the  most  serious 
and  vexing  of  America's  problems:  crime. 
Amid  the  partisan  attacks  and  counter- 
attacks, which  the  pre.ss  recorded  faithfully, 
the  clear  benefits  of  the  President's  bill  were 
lost.  Even  the  most  conservative  estimates 
say  that  the  bill  will  put  around  20.000  more 
police  officers  on  the  nation's  streets 
through  support  to  community  policing  pro- 
grams. And  the  $8,8  billion  that  Clinton's  bill 
allocates  to  prisons  will  help  ensure  that  vio- 
lent criminals  are  not  forced  back  on  the 
streets  due  to  overcrowding. 

Clinton  is  also  the  first  president  in  his- 
tory to  have  the  courage  to  take  on  the  800- 
pound  gorilla  of  special  interests:  the  Na- 
tional Rifle  .Association.  The  organization  is 
the  ninth-largest  P.\C  in  the  country,  donat- 
ing nearly  $2  million  to  congressional  cam- 
paigns in  1994.  For  years  their  money  and 
ability  to  mobilize  their  3.3  million  members 
led  many  to  consider  them  the  single  most 
powerful  interest  group  in  Washington.  For 
the  past  25  years,  their  friends  in  Congress 
have  stalled  the  banning  of  armor-piercing 
bullets  and  a.ssault  weapons.  But  Clinton  has 
defied  the  gun  lobby,  including  m  his  crime 
bill  a  provision  that  bans  19  different  kinds 
of  assault  weapons.  He  also  passed  the  Brady 
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BUI.  which  requires  five-day  waiting  periods 
for  all  gun  purchases  so  background  checks 
can  be  conducted.  The  law.  which  had  been 
stonewalled  by  the  NRA's  congressional 
proxies  since  it  was  first  introduced  in  1986. 
prevented  44.000  convicted  felons? — and  2.000 
fugitives— from  purchasing  weapons  in  the 
first  year  of  its  enactment. 

Other  domestic  triumphs?  The  President 
early  in  1993  passed  the  Family  and  Medical 
Leave  .Act.  which  ensures  that  family  mem- 
bers who  take  time  off  from  work  to  care  for 
a  newborn  child  or  a  sick  relative  will  have 
their  jobs  waiting  for  them  when  they  re- 
turn. 

And  his  -Reinventing  Government"  initia- 
tive has  had  several  notable  successes,  such 
as  the  elimination  of  over  1.200  field  offices 
of  the  bloated  and  overextended  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Perhaps  no  government  func- 
tion is  more  burdened  by  red  tape  than  the 
government  procurement  process.  Before  the 
President's  plan,  buying  an  office  computer 
could  take  as  much  as  three  months  of  wad- 
ing through  the  swamp  of  regulations  that 
nearly  doubled  the  retail  cost  of  computers. 
Now  a  government  worker  can  go  to  a  com- 
puter store  and  buy  one  off  the  shelf  like 
anyone  else.  This  may  sound  picayune  until 
you  realize  that  70  to  80  percent  of  govern- 
ment acquisitions  are  small,  everyday  pur- 
chases like  these.  And  it  is  only  through  this 
concern  for  government  reform,  for  which 
Clinton  is  unique  among  recent  presidents, 
that  government  will  begin  to  work  under 
the  guidelines  of  common  sense. 

One  of  the  most  lasting  legacies  of  any 
president  is  the  lifetime  appointments  he 
makes  to  the  nation's  highest  court.  In  this, 
too.  Clinton  outshines  Truman.  Stephen 
Breyer  and  Ruth  Ginsburg  breezed  through 
Senate  confirmation  with  bipartisan  support 
both  on  Capitol  Hill  and  within  the  legal 
community  and  are  universally  hailed  as 
being  pragmatic,  intelligent,  and  moderate. 
"These  two  have  helped  calm  the  waters  and 
soothe  what  had  been  an  infiamed  Supreme 
Court  process— infiamed  by  Bork.  infiamed 
by  Thomas.  "  says  Yale  Law  Professor  Akhil 
Amar.  "The  long-term  stability  of  the  Court 
and  the  Republic  is  not  well  served  by  con- 
firmation donny-brooks  and  spectacles."  In 
his  first  two  years.  Truman  nominated  Fred 
"Vinson  and  Harold  Burton,  two  men  whose 
mark  on  the  Supreme  Court  was  far  from  ex- 
emplary. It  was  Chief  Justice  Vinson  who. 
with  Burton's  assent,  delivered  one  of  the 
most  damaging  blows  to  the  First  Amend- 
ment in  the  Court's  history.  The  Dennis  v. 
United  States  decision,  written  by  Vinson, 
declared  that  even  the  teaching  of  com- 
munism was  illegal  and  punishable  by  im- 
prisonment. 

Truman  himself  didn't  have  the  most  pris- 
tine record  on  civil  liberties.  He  instituted 
the  Federal  Employees  Loyalty  Program, 
which  directed  the  FBI  and  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  to  weed  out  those  federal  em- 
ployees suspected  of  communist  or  socialist 
activities.  As  a  result.  212  federal  employees 
were  dismissed;  thousands  more  resigned  in 
protest  or  fear.  It  was.  writes  McCullough. 
-the  most  reprehensible  political  decision  of 
his  presidency." 

It  had  its  competitors.  Under  Truman. 
Navy  ships  were  ordered  to  sail  into  the  fall- 
out zone  around  Bikini  Island  after  a  nuclear 
weapons  test.  When  the  tragic  effects  of  the 
test  were  brought  to  Truman,  he  decided  to 
keep  them  secret  for  fear  the  embarrassment 
would  hurt  the  country's  nuclear  programs— 
and  his  reelection  changes.  This  set  an  ugly 
precedent:  In  succeeding  years,  the  govern- 
ment tested  the  effects  of  radioactivity  on 
humans  and  then  covered  it  up. 
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By  marked  contrast,  it  was  under  Clinton 
that  the  government  began  an  active  effort 
to  reveal  incidents  ostensibly  classified  for 
national  security,  but  actually  hidden  to 
prevent  political  embarrassments.  And  it  has 
been  under  Clinton  that  the  government  has 
finally  made  a  concerted  effort  to  make  rep- 
arations to  the  victims  of  the  nuclear  tests. 

In  general.  Truman  steered  clear  of  the  na- 
tion's dealings  with  nuclear  issues.  In  one 
cabinet  meeting,  Truman  admitted  to  not 
knowing,  and  not  wanting  to  know,  the  exact 
number  of  nuclear  weapons  in  the  country's 
arsenal.  "  Mr.  President,  you  should  know." 
said  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Henry  Wallace. 
But  Truman  kept  his  distance,  leaving  nu- 
clear arms  production  to  the  military  and 
Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Once  again,  it  is  Clinton  who  has  stepped 
up  to  plate  and  explained  the  extent  of  the 
mess:  It  will  take,  the  administration  an- 
nounced. 70  years  and  between  $230  and  $350 
billion  to  clean  up  the  toxic  waste  produced 
by  the  production  of  nuclear  arms. 

You  do  not  have  to  stop  at  our  shores  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  Clinton  has  thus 
far  outshone  Truman.  The  great  foreign  pol- 
icy decisions  attributed  to  Truman,  remem- 
ber, did  not  come  until  later  in  his  term.  In 
the  spring  of  1947.  the  country  was  reeling 
from  the  succession  of  communist  victories. 
Every  Eastern  European  country  had  fallen 
to  communism  except  Czechoslovakia,  which 
would  not  be  far  behind.  China's  fall  to  com- 
munism was  imminent.  And  with  the  reck- 
less use  of  its  veto  in  the  United  Nations,  the 
Soviet  Union  was  halting  American  efforts 
to  shape  the  post-war  world.  The  United 
States,  it  seemed,  was  on  the  ropes. 

Meanwhile.  Clinton's  foreign  policy, 
though  ridiculed  mercilessly  by  Republicans, 
has  been,  on  the  whole,  refreshingly  success- 
ful. The  passage  of  NAFTA  and  GATT  were 
hard-fought  and  significant  victories.  Other 
successes  have  been  jawdroppers.  Answer  me 
this:  If  you  were  told  two  .years  ago  that  Is- 
rael would  sign  peace  agreements  with  the 
PLO  and  Jordan;  that  Haiti  would  have  a 
democratically  elected  president;  that  there 
would  be  a  cease-fire  in  Northern  Ireland; 
and  that  the  third-largest  nuclear  power  in 
the  world  would  voluntarily  disarm  its  nu- 
clear capability,  what  would  you  say?  That's 
what  I  thought. 

All  four  developments,  to  varying  extents, 
can  be  credited  to  a  foreign  policy  team  that 
has  been  derided  as  hopelessly  incompetent. 
The  success  has  even  impressed  Owen  Har- 
ries, editor  of  the  conservative  National  In- 
terest. "The  charge  against  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration has  been  that  it  is  all  show  and 
no  substance."  Harries  wrote  in  The  New  Re- 
public. "But  the  opposite  may  be  nearer  the 
mark.  .  .  .  [S]ome  sensible  decisions  have 
been  made  and  some  dangers  avoided.  It 
could  have  been  a  lot  worse  if  the  advice 
given  by  many  of  the  people  now  criticizing 
Clinton  had  been  followed." 

Take  Ukraine,  a  newborn  Soviet  successor 
state  with  a  government  considerably  less 
than  stable,  which  suddenly  found  itself 
holding  the  third-largest  arsenal  of  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  world.  Clinton.  Gore,  and 
Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher  pres- 
sured and  cajoled  the  country  to  abandon  its 
hopes  of  becoming  a  nuclear  power.  Under 
this  constant  pressure.  Ukraine  agreed  last 
November  to  dismantle  its  1,800  nuclear  war- 
heads. Kazakhstan  and  Belarus,  with  consid- 
erably smaller  nuclear  forces,  followed  suit, 
giving  the  world  three  less  nuclear  night- 
mares to  worry  about. 

In  the  Middle  East,  the  first  praise  for 
peace  accords  certainly  goes  to  the  major 
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players:  Israel,  the  PLO,  and  Jordan.  But  the 
Clinton  Administration  deftly  walked  a  very 
fine  line:  Israel  would  never  have  agreed  to 
the  deal  without  a  strong  friend  in  Washing- 
ton, while  the  Palestinians  and  Jordanians 
would  have  balked  if  they  felt  the  adminis- 
tration was  one-sided  or  unfair  to  their  con- 
cerns. It  is  a  testament  to  the  trust  won 
from  both  sides  that  the  peace  treaty  was 
signed  on  the  White  House  lawn. 

Most  pundits  felt  that  democracy  in  Haiti 
was  a  pipe  dream.  Bush  hemmed  and  hawed 
as  the  military  junta  settled  in  and  terror- 
ized the  Haitian  people;  thousands  fled  to  the 
United  States.  But  Clinton's  policy,  despite 
messy  appearances,  has  led  to  the  bloodless 
overthrow  of  a  military  dictatorship  and  the 
restoration  of  that  country's  first  democrat- 
ically elected  president. 

And  in  an  effort  to  bring  an  end  to  the  dec- 
ades-long fighting  in  Northern  Ireland,  Clin- 
ton has  stood  up  to  England  (our  "special  re- 
lationship" notwithstanding)  to  force  it  to 
deal  with  its  troubles  in  Northern  Ireland. 
When  in  1993  Clinton  agreed  to  grant  a  visa 
to  Sinn  Fein  leader  Gerry  Adams  to  visit  the 
United  States  for  the  first  time,  British  leg- 
islators openly  insulted  the  President,  say- 
ing that  America  had  betrayed  its  trust.  But 
over  British  objections.  Clinton  has  allowed 
Adams  to  return  twice  more  to  meet  with 
the  administration  and  continue  the  push  for 
peace.  Eight  months  into  the  cease-fire. 
Clinton's  persistence  has  paid  off  in  lives. 

True,  there  is  no  "Clinton  Doctrine"  by 
which  to  measure  every  foreign  policy  ques- 
tion that  comes  down  the  pike.  It  would  no 
doubt  make  things  easier  if  there  were.  But 
simple  doctrines  work  in  simple  worlds. 
Presidents  from  Truman  to  Reagan  could 
vow  to  fight  communism  wherever  it  reared 
its  head.  Whether  or  not  they  met  their 
promise,  they  at  least  had  the  pose. 

Clinton,  then,  is  being  penalized  because 
there  is  no  mortal  threat  to  the  country.  The 
vast  majority  of  armed  confiicts  in  the  world 
today  are  either  civil  wars  or  ethnic  con- 
fiicts. No  simple  formula  applies.  The  proc- 
ess has  at  times  seemed  messy,  but  in  a  sub- 
tle and  deft  fashion.  Clinton  has  loosened 
diplomatic  knots  of  Gordian  complexity. 

Truman  went  on.  of  course,  to  make  some 
of  the  shrewdest  and  politically  courageous 
decisions  of  the  century:  the  Marshall  Plan 
in  the  summer  of  1947;  the  desegregation  of 
the  military  in  1948;  and  the  Berlin  Airlift 
that  same  year,  which,  without  provoking 
war  with  the  Soviet  Union,  broke  the  block- 
ade of  West  Berlin.  While  pundits  hang  the 
lame-duck  tag  on  Clinton,  they  ignore  that  if 
Clinton  maintains  this  pace,  and  continues 
to  better  Truman  domestically  and  abroad. 
Americans  could  see  an  enormously  success- 
ful presidency. 

Similarly,  the  predictions  that  Clinton  has 
no  chance  in  1996  miss  a  crucial  point.  Like 
Truman.  Clinton  has  an  uncanny  ability  to 
project  an  empathy  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. Truman  was  profoundly  unpopular  at 
this  point  in  his  first  term.  In  November  of 
1946.  his  approval  ratings  stood  at  32  percent. 
But  in  1948.  voters  compared  the  warmth  and 
humility  of  Truman  to  the  arrogance  of 
Thomas  Dewey  and  chose  the  man  they  felt 
cared  most  about  their  problems.  By  this 
standard.  Bill  Clinton  will  never  suffer  from 
comparison  to  a  man  like,  for  example.  Phil 
Gramm.  Clinton  could  still  pull  off  that 
Trumanesque  comeback,  and  those  who  wish 
to  make  parallels  between  the  Man  from 
Independence  and  the  Man  from  Hope  will 
have  one  more  comparison  to  draw. 
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CLEAN  WATER  ACT  AMENbMENTS 


HON.  nU.NK  RIGGS 

or   ».  ALIrOHNlA 
LM  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 
Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  House  approved  amendment  No.  66 
to  H  R  961,  the  Clean  Water  Amendments  of 
1995.  without  objection.  Under  its  terms,  mu- 
nicipal wastewater  reuse  facilities  that  utilize 
advanced  treatment  will  be  added  to  the  exist- 
ing section  404(f)  activities  not  requiring  per- 
mits. By  facilitating  the  regulatory  process  for 
those  Cities  that  have  treated  wastewater  to  a 
high  degree,  the  effect  of  the  amendment  will 
be  to  encourage  the  use  of  properly  treated 
wastewater  to  restore  degraded  wetlands  and 
create  r^ew  wetlands. 

In  specifying  municipal  wastewater  treat- 
ment facilities  in  the  amendment,  I  was  not  im- 
plying that  other,  nonmunicipal  wastewater 
reuse  activities  that  utilize  advanced  treatment 
for  similar  purposes  now  require  a  permit 
under  the  act  if  exempted  by  other  provisions. 
My  amendment  does  not  affect  those  other 
provisions  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Thus 
wastewater  reuse  facilities  which  have  long 
been  exempt,  such  as  those  operated  suc- 
cessfully by  the  forest  products  industry,  would 
continue  to  be  exempt  from  the  permit  proc- 
ess. 
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dren;  they  deserve  to  grow  up  m  a  safe,  drug- 
free  environment.  I  know  my  colleagues  m  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  join  me  both  in 
congratulating  the  winners  and  runners  up  of 
the  drug-free  essay  contest,  and  in  wishing 
them  the  best  of  luck  in  the  future. 


HONORING  ESSAY  WINNERS 


HO.N.  CR\RLES  E.  SCHIMER 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24.  1995 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the 
pleasures  of  serving  in  this  body  is  the  oppor- 
tunity we  occasionally  get  to  recognize  truly 
outstanding  and  talented  citizens  of  this  coun- 
try. Today,  I  am  especially  pleased  to  recog- 
nize the  winners  of  the  fifth  annual  drug  avoid- 
ance essay  contest. 

The  first  place  winners  are  Tracey  Barnes  of 
PS  93,  Gloria  Milan  of  PS  380,  Jessica  Schu- 
mer  of  PS  230.  Aisha  Matthew  of  PS  138. 
Danielle  Moseley  of  PS  244,  Shameka  Jack- 
son-Barrington  of  PS  214,  Michael  Falanga  of 
PS  205,  Alexis  Legister  of  PS  139  Annex, 
Bryan  Small  of  PS  327,  Jennifer  Fringo  of  PS 
86K.  I  am  also  pleased  to  acknowledge  the 
runners  up:  Radiance  Salem  of  PS  11,  Latoya 
Sanabria  of  PS  257,  lasia  Holloway  of  PS 
124,  Grace  Berry  of  PS  22l,  Lauren  Stambler 
of  PS  114,  Jamece  Grey  of  PS  149,  Meghan 
O'Brien  of  PS  127,  Michael  Albala  of  PS  206, 
Stacy  Adams  of  PS  298,  Joseph  Williams  of 
PS  75K,  Glenfield  Browne  of  PS  305, 
Charnise  Sutton  of  PS  297,  Enas  Ahmed  of 
PS  131.  Bias  Brown  of  PS  167,  Tnstan  Brath- 
waite  of  PS  268,  Giselle  Gabon  of  PS  158, 
Lyndsay  Adesso  of  PS  204,  Jason  Wilk  of  PS 
312,  Candice  McMeans  of  PS  73,  Juan 
Arcena  of  PS  384K. 

Reading  over  the  essays  I  cannot  help  but 
think  of  how  wise  these  young  students  are. 
They  know  the  ternble  cost  of  drugs  on  indi- 
viduals, families,  cities  and  our  country.  These 
essays  challenge  us  to  do  better  by  out  chil- 


RESCISSION  BILL  VETO  THREAT 


HO.N.  RON  P.\CK,\RD 

OF  CALIKOK.NI.A 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  despite  his 
rhetoric,  the  President  obviously  cares  nothing 
about  balancing  the  budget.  He  leaves  a  con- 
spicuous open  seat  at  the  budget  cutting 
table.  After  4  months  of  silence  and  no  appar- 
ent plan  of  his  own  to  balance  the  budget,  he 
has  issued  a  completely  irresponsible  veto 
threat.  Should  he  win  the  veto  battle,  any 
chance  at  a  early  start  on  deficit  reduction  this 
year  will  be  eliminated. 

What  IS  more  unconscionable  than  his  lack 
of  action  on  the  issue,  is  his  timing  He  is  at- 
tempting desperately  to  reassert  the  relevancy 
of  his  presidency  by  playing  politics  with  the 
rescissions  bill.  This  politicizing  threatens  to 
jeopardize  the  expeditious  funding  of  emer- 
gency disaster  aid  to  the  victims  in  California 
and  Oklahoma.  The  S7.2  billion  in  emergency 
appropriations  are  paid  for  by  cutting  wasteful 
spending  elsewhere  in  the  budget.  And  we  did 
not  add  more  to  the  taxpayers  tab,  something 
virtually  unheard  of  in  Washington. 

The  reasoning  for  his  veto  threat  is  pork  in 
the  bill,  yet  this  bill  slashes  Si 6.4  billion  in 
spending  by  eliminating  unauthorized  pro- 
grams, consolidating  duplicative  piograms, 
cutting  unspent  funds  piling  up  from  one  year 
to  the  next  and  eliminating  funding  for  waste- 
ful, ineffective  programs.  Where's  the  pork? 
This  bill  eliminates  funding  from  legislation 
signed  by  the  President  himself.  The  pork  he 
says  we  failed  to  target  is  the  pork  he  sanc- 
tioned. 

The  President  seems  to  have  forgotten  the 
will  of  the  American  people.  Last  November, 
the  citizens  of  this  country  voted  for  change. 
His  lack  of  attention  to  the  budget  and  spend- 
ing cuts  continues  the  status  quo  and  dims  the 
future  of  our  children 


MANDATORY  ELECTRONIC  FUNDS 
TRANSFER  EXPANSION  ACT  OF 
1995 

HON.  J1.M  UGHTFOOT 

OK  IOWA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24,  1995 

Mr.  LIGHTFOOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  nse 
to  introduce  legislation  which  will  save  tax- 
payer money,  reduce  theft  and  fraud  of  Fed- 
eral payments  and  make  the  Government  run 
more  efficiently.  I  am  proud  to  join  Represent- 
atives Steny  Hoyer,  Bill  Clinger,  Peter  Vis- 
CLOSKY,  and  Stephen  Horn  in  introducing  the 
Mandatory  Electronic  Funds  Transfer  Expan- 
sion Act  of  1995. 

Under  this  legislation,  recurring  Federal  pay- 
ments such  as  Federal  salaries  and  pensions 
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would  be  issued  by  electronic  funds  transfer 
[EFT]  instead  of  paper  checks.  The  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury's  Financial  Management 
Service,  the  Federal  Government's  primary 
disburser,  has  testified  that  it  costs  the  Fed- 
eral Government  43  cents  to  issue  a  paper 
check.  But  an  electronic  funds  transfer  costs 
just  1.5  cents,  saving  the  Government  over  41 
cents  for  nearly  every  salary  or  retirement 
check  it  issues. 

The  Government  is  already  realizing  savings 
from  the  use  of  EFT.  Of  the  841  million  pay- 
ments issued  by  FMS,  49  percent  were  dis- 
bursed electronically.  But  we  can  realize  addi- 
tional savings,  while  making  salaries  and  ben- 
efits more  convenient  for  recipients.  The  sav- 
ings add  up  quickly,  into  the  millions  of  dollars. 
The  extensive  use  of  EFT  will  reduce  Federal 
spending  and  diminish  the  opportunity  for  theft 
and  fraud. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  AMBROSE  JOSEPH 
(JOE)  MANLEY 


THE  HOMELESS  AND  COMMUNITY 
COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1995 


HON.  UND.A  SMITH 

OF  WASIilNGTU.S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  24,  1995 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today,  I  am  introducing  the  "Community  and 
Homeless  Cooperation  Act  of  1995"  which  will 
amend  the  McKmney  Homeless  Assistance 
Act. 

The  Act  was  originally  designed  to  make 
under-utilized  or  unutilized  Federal  buildings 
available  for  sheltenng  our  Nation's  homeless. 
In  Olympia,  one  of  the  largest  cities  in  my  dis- 
trict, there  were  plans  to  make  a  vacant  and 
dilapidated  Federal  building  into  a  large  shel- 
ter for  the  homeless  yet  over  30  percent  of  the 
beds  for  the  homeless  in  Olympia's  existing 
shelters  went  unused.  Common  sense  would 
dif^taint  that  wM  didn't  need  a^ofhor  choitor^  yyo 
needed  additional  resources  for  outreach  and 
services  for  existing  shelters. 

Recently,  Thurston  County  commissioners 
in  my  home  State  of  Washington  pointed  out 
to  me  in  a  recent  letter,  "With  the  current  'use 
It  or  lose  It  rule',  a  social  service  agency  has 
a  difficult  time  saying  "no"  to  a  free  building— 
even  one  requiring  extensive  and  expensive 
upgrades."  My  legislation  will  allow  these 
buildings  to  be  sold  and  a  portion  of  the 
money  used  to  help  existing  shelters  meet 
their  daily  funding  needs  while  the  remainder 
will  be  returned  to  the  Federal  treasury  exclu- 
sively to  reduce  the  deficit.  And,  for  the  first 
time  in  the  7-year  life  of  this  legislation,  the 
homeless  and  the  community  will  have  a  voice 
in  the  selection  of  buildings  to  be  used.  As  the 

Olympian,  newspaper  stated, location 

of  these  services  is  key." 

The  Community  and  Homeless  Cooperation 
Act  of  1995  gives  a  city  and  its  homeless  a 
sense  of  community  and  cooperation  m  deter- 
mining what  IS  in  their  best  interest.  Through 
community  forums  to  determine  building  place- 
ment or  through  making  proceeds  from  sales 
of  these  buildings  available  to  increase  home- 
less assistance  services  on  Mam  Street,  we 
empower  the  people  on  Mam  Street,  homeless 
and  homeowner  alike. 


HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  24.  1995 

Mr  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to 
an  outstanding  citizen  of  Indiana's  First  Con- 
gressional District,  Mr.  Ambrose  Joseph  (Joe) 
Manley.  On  Friday,  June  2,  1995,  Joe,  along 
with  his  friends  and  family,  will  celebrate  his 
retirement  from  the  Northwest  Indiana  District 
Council  of  Carpenters,  Merrillville  Union  Local 
No.  1005.  This  testimonial  dinner  will  take 
piace  at  the  Radisson  Hotel  celebrity  ballroom 
in  Merrillvile.  IN. 

Joe  has  dedicated  a  substantial  portion  of 
his  life  to  the  betterment  of  union  members 
and  the  community  of  northwest  Indiana,  as 
well  as  the  entire  Slate. 

Joe's  distinguished  career  in  the  labor 
movement  has  made  his  community  and  Na- 
tion a  better  place  m  which  to  live.  For  the 
past  20  years,  Joe  has  aspired  as  an  impor- 
tant figure  in  Local  No.  1005.  Joe  has  held 
several  position  throughout  his  tenure,  but 
none  as  important  as  business  manager,  a  po- 
sition from  which  he  retired  on  Dec.  31,  1994. 

Moreover.  Joe  fought  for  union  rights  in  sev- 
eral other  capacities.  Joe  has  been  active  as 
past  president  of  the  Indiana  State  Council  of 
Carpenters  and  past  vice-president  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  AFL-CIO  These  positions 
have  allowed  him  to  fully  exercise  his  fight  for 
labor  rights. 

As  a  result  of  Joe's  caring  and  nurturing  na- 
ture, he  has  been  spreading  his  goodwill 
throughout  northwest  Indiana  by  serving  on 
several  boards  over  the  past  years.  Joe  is  well 
known  in  the  Indiana  State  Democratic  Party 
where  he  was  once  the  vice  chairman.  During 
his  reign  as  vice  chairman,  he  was  chosen  to 
be  a  rlplenatp  for  the  State  nf  Indiana  to  the 
1992  National  Democratic  Convention.  Fur- 
thermore, Joe  served  as  a  past  Admiral  of  the 
Pirates  for  Tradewinds  Rehabilitation  Center. 
Currently,  Joe  is  a  board  member  for  the  Ar- 
thritis Foundation,  Hoosier  Boys  Town,  and 
the  Northwest  Indiana  Forum,  Inc  Joe  also  is 
a  member  of  the  Hammond  Times  editonal 
board. 

On  this  special  day,  I  offer  my  heartfelt  con- 
gratulations. Joe's  large  circle  of  family  and 
friends  can  be  proud  of  the  contributions  this 
prominent  individual  has  made.  His  work  in 
the  labor  movement  has  made  America  work. 
Those  in  the  movement  will  miss  Joe's  dedica- 
tion and  sincerity.  Fortunately,  the  community 
as  a  whole  will  continue  to  profit  from  his  un- 
selfish involvement  to  make  northwest  Indiana 
a  better  place  m  which  to  live  and  work.  I  sin- 
cerely wish  Joe  a  long,  happy,  and  productive 
retirement. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  b.v  the  Senate  on  February  4. 
1977.  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
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tees,  and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
May  25.  1995,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

MAY  26 

9:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  the  nomi- 
nation of  Henry  W.  Foster  Jr..  of  Ten- 
nessee, to  be  Medical  Director  in  the 
Regular  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service,  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law  and  regula- 
tions, and  to  be  Surgeon  General  of  the 
Public  Health  Service.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services:  and  the 
proposed  Child  Care  and  Development 
Block  Grant  Amendments. 

SD-430 
9:30  am 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment. 

.sn-116 
10:00  a.m. 
Finance 

Taxation  and  IRS  Oversight  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  S-Corpora- 
tion  reform  and  the  home  office  deduc- 
tion. 

SI>-2I5 

JUNE  6 
9:30  a.m. 
.Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Forestry.  Conservation,  and  Rural  Revital- 
ization  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
Slates  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  resource  conservation. 

SR-328A 
.Appropriations 
Defense  .Subcommittee 
To    hold    closed    hearings    on    proposed 
budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1996  for 
the  Department  of  Defense,  focusing  on 
intelligence  programs. 

S-407.  Capitol 
.Appropriations 
Interior  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

SD-138 
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Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Energy    Production   and   Regulation   Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  708.  to  repeal  sec- 
tion 210  of  the   Public   Utility  Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978. 

SD-366 
Finance 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  overstatement  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

SD-215 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  hearings  on  democracy  and  the 
rule  of  law  in  Hong  Kong. 

SD-419 
Joint  Printing 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Government  Printing  Office 
(GPO). 

1310  Long-worth  Building 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  381.  to 
strengthen  international  sanctions 
against  the  Castro  government  in 
Cuba,  and  to  develop  a  plan  to  support 
a  transition  government  leading  to  a 
democratically  elected  government  in 
Cuba. 

SIM19 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  welfare,  illegitimacy  and  juve- 
nile viuielice. 

SD-226 

JUNE  8 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  436.  to  improve 
the  economic  conditions  and  supply  of 
housing  in   Native   American  commu- 
nities by  creating  the  Native  American 
Financial  Services  Organization. 

SR-J85 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings   to  review   the   Forest 
Service  reinvention   proposal  and  the 
proposed  National  Forest  planning  reg- 
ulations. 

SD-366 

JUNE  13 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to    strengthen    and    improve    United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SB-328A 
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Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 

Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production  and  Price  Competitiveness 
Subcommittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 

JUNE  19 
2:00  p  m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposals  to  re- 
form the  Federal  pension  system. 

SD-342 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
countemarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  22 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with   the  House 
Committee  on  Resources  Subcommit- 
tee on  Native  American  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs on  S.   487.   to  amend  the  Indian 
Gaming  Regulatory  Act. 

SR-185 

JUNE  27 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 


May  24,  1995 


May  25,  1995 
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JUNE  28 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  814.  to  provide  for 
the  reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs. 

SR-485 


POSTPONEMENTS 

MAY  25 
10:00  a.m. 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons (AARP). 

SD-215 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— T/iMrsc/a>',  May  25,  1995 


The  House  mel  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  BONILLA]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

May  25.  1995. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Henry 
BONILLA  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer; 

We  pray,  O  God,  for  Your  gift  of  heal- 
ing— healing  of  body,  mind,  and  spirit. 
Our  petitions  are  for  estrangement  to 
be  replaced  by  reconciliation  and  alien- 
ation to  be  replaced  by  trust.  We  pray 
that  Your  spirit  will  touch  people's 
lives,  that  illness  will  be  displaced  by 
strength,  and  anxiety  be  overcome 
with  confidence.  We  place  these  peti- 
tions before  You,  O  God.  that  Your 
power,  that  created  the  Heavens  and 
the  Earth  and  every  living  person,  will 
live  in  our  lives  and  nurture  us  along 
life's  way.  This  is  our  earnest  prayer. 
Amen. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Skagcs],  please  come  forward  and  lead 
the  House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  SKAGGS  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  F^lag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  libert.v  and  justice  for  all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  entertain  1-minute  requests 
today  at  the  end  of  business. 


REQUEST  FOR  PERMISSION  TO 
LIMIT  AMENDMENTS.  OFFER  AN 
AxMENDMENT,  AND  EXPAND  DE- 
BATE TIME  ON  H.R.  1561,  AMER- 
ICAN OVERSEAS  INTERESTS  ACT 
OF  1995 

Mr     OILMAN.    Mr.    Speaker,    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  that.  No.  1,  during 


the  further  consideration  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  of  the  bill  H.R. 
1561,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  155, 
that  other  than  pro  forma  amendments 
for  the  purpose  of  debate  and  amend- 
ments en  bloc  described  in  section  2  of 
House  Resolution  155,  no  further 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  be  in 
order  except  those  printed  in  the 
amendments  portion  of  the  CONGRF.s- 
siONAL  Record  on  or  before  May  24, 
1995; 

No.  2,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  ranking  minority 
member,  is  authorized  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment notwithstanding  the  preprinting- 
in-the-CoNGRES.siONAL-RECORD  require- 
ment above  or  in  House  Resolution  155; 

No.  3.  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule 
may  continue  on  the  same  terms  as 
during  the  initial  10-hour  period  under 
House  Resolution  155  for  an  additional 
period  of  6  hours  and  may  extend  be- 
yond 2:30  p.m.  on  Thursday,  May  25, 
1995;  and 

No.  4,  no  further  amendment  shall  be 
in  order  after  the  additional  6-hour  pe- 
riod. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  need 
on  this  whole  international  relations 
legislation  is  some  bipartisanship  con- 
sistent with  the  history  of  this  Con- 
gress in  providing  some  bipartisan  sup- 
port for  Presidents,  regardless  of  party, 
in  the  conduct  of  our  international  re- 
lations. 

My  concern  is  that  what  we  have,  in- 
stead, is  a  352-page  detailed  bill  micro- 
managing  foreign  policy.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  do  not  think  6  hours  more  of  talk,  if 
it  is  the  kind  of  talk  that  we  have  had 
throughout  the  course  of  this  debate  so 
far,  is  going  to  get  us  any  nearer  a  bi- 
partisan foreign  relations  bill. 

It  is  obvious,  since  this  bill  was  sup- 
posed to  be  crammed  through  yester- 
day, that  the  votes  are  not  there  for 
this  kind  of  micromanagement. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  regular 
order. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  that,  I  object  to  the  request,  because 
it  has  already  been  decided. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  REGARDING 
EMERGENCY  MEETING  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
not  go  into  the  issue  that  the  gen- 
tleman just  brought  up.  I  would  call  for 
an  emergency  meeting  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  right  now  up  in  room  314, 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  483.  MEDICARE  SELECT  EX- 
PANSION 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  bill  (H.R.  483)  to 
amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  permit  medicare  select  poli- 
cies to  be  offered  in  all  States,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  a  Senate  amend- 
ment thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  Senate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MOTION  TO  INSTRUCT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DOGGETT 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  DOGGETT  moves  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  bill, 
H.R.  483.  be  instructed  to  resolve  the  dif- 
ference between  the  House's  B'-z-year  pro- 
gram and  the  Senate's  5-.vear  program  of 
medicare  select  policies,  within  the  scope  of 
the  conference,  in  light  of  the  changes  in 
Medicare— the  program  that  medicare  select 
policies  supplement— to  increase  beneficiary 
cost-sharing  and  to  limit  choice  of  provider 
as  contemplated  in  this  year's  budget  proc- 
ess. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  BLiLE'i'] 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
Medicare  Select  bill  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  tremendous  changes 
that  are  going  to  be  made  in  Medicare 
under  the  budget  resolution  which  was 
approved  in  this  House,  unfortunately. 
within  the  last  week.  This  Medicare 
Select  legislation  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  though  no 
Member  of  the  majority  has  come  for- 
ward to  tell  the  American  people,  they 
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are  proposing'  a  doubling  of  the  deduct- 
ible for  those  on  Medicare.  They  are 
proposing  to  increase,  to  add  new 
charges  if  a  senior  citizen  needs  to  go 
to  a  lab  as  a  result  of  the  doctor's  or- 
ders. They  are  proposing  new  charges 
for  home  health  care.  They  are  propos- 
ing that  even  if  one  has  the  audacity  as 
an  American  senior  to  say,  "I  want  the 
doctor  that  I  have  always  had,  and  I 
would  like  to  stay  with  my  own  doctor, 
the  doctor  of  my  choice,"  that  will  be 
an  extra  $20  a  month. 

All  of  these  things  need  to  be  consid- 
ered by  the  conferees.  That  is  what  this 
motion  is  designed  to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  empha- 
size what  the  effect  of  this  Medicare 
Select  will  be.  unless  we  have  these 
conferees  instructed  to  consider  this 
increase  that  has  been  proposed  in  the 
budget  resolution  increasing  out-of- 
pocket  costs  to  seniors,  where  we  are 
going  to  end  up.  Many  American  sen- 
iors right  now  are  just  barely  able  to 
make  a  go  of  it.  They  have  to  make,  in 
my  district,  from  some  of  the  people 
that  I  have  talked  with,  individual  sen- 
iors, they  have  to  make  a  decision  be- 
tween whether  or  not  they  will  have 
enough  food  on  the  table  or  whether 
they  will  have  to  pay  the  prescription 
bill  that  is  not  covered  by  Medicare  at 
present. 

With  regard  to  those  seniors,  to  now 
load  them  up  with  additional  out-of- 
pocket  costs,  charging  them  to  see 
their  own  doctor,  doubling  their  de- 
ductible, increasing  their  premiums 
year  after  year,  those  are  the  changes 
that  have  been  proposed  by  one  of  the 
secret  task  forces.  Those  are  the 
changes  that,  when  it  came  to  the  floor 
of  this  Congress,  after  all  the  debate  on 
the  budget  measure,  not  one  Member 
W3.S  wi!lin°'  to  come  forward  ."^nd  fess 
up  to  the  fact  that  those  changes  are 
there,  that  they  are  being  made  in  the 
Medicare  Program. 

Of  course,  no  consideration  has  been 
given  in  this  Medicare  Select  bill, 
which  is  not  a  bad  idea  to  have  Medi- 
care Select,  it  just  does  not  solve  the 
problem  if  we  load  onto  American  sen- 
iors all  of  those  additional  charges. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, through  this  instruction  is  to  see 
that  the  conferees  consider  these  really 
drastic  changes.  It  increased  out-of- 
pocket  charges,  which  so  many  Amer- 
ican seniors  are  going  to  have  more  of 
every  year  unless  the  conferees  give 
adequate  consideration  to  this. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield'!' 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  DiN- 
GELL].  the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  to 
add  a  word  or  two  at  this  point. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Con- 
gress is  considering  legislation  of  great 
Importance  to  the  American  people. 
The  bill  before  us  and   the  matter  on 
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which  the  conference  will  commence 
between  the  House  and  Senate  is  the 
so-called  Medicare  Select  Program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bills  for  which  we 
are  appointing  conferees  expand  the 
Medicare  Select  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram. 

And  although  many  support  this  pro- 
gram, I  believe  that  because  the  Medi- 
care cuts  required  by  the  Republican 
budget  are  so  drastic  and  will  require 
such  fundamental  reductions  in  the 
Medicare  Program,  it  is  irresponsible 
to  pass  any  Medicare  legislation,  in- 
cluding extending  Medicare  Select, 
without  taking  these  reductions  into 
account. 

Medicare  Select  is  a  preferred-pro- 
vider managed  care  plan  that  pays  cost 
sharing  for  Medicare  beneficiaries  if 
they  go  to  a  selected  list  of  providers. 
It  will  not  pay  for  cost  sharing  if  bene- 
ficiaries go  to  providers  outside  the  se- 
lected list. 

Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  bills 
expand  Medicare  Select  to  all  50 
States,  the  Senate  bill  makes  it  an  8V2- 
year  program,  the  House  bill  a  5-year 
program. 

Therefore,  I  move  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  con- 
ference on  H.R.  483  be  instructed  to  re- 
solve the  differences  between  the  House 
and  Senate  bills — taking  into  account 
the  impact  of  the  budget  proposal,  in- 
cluding Medicare  Select  cost  increases 
that  may  result  from  increased  bene- 
ficiary out-of-pocket  costs  and  limita- 
tions on  beneficiaries'  choice  of  provid- 
ers. 

As  Democrats,  we  should  remain 
committed  to  protecting  seniors  from 
cuts  that  will  drastically  affect  the 
Medicare  Program  and,  more  impor- 
tantly, from  increasing  their  out-of- 
pocket  health  care  '^os*^'^ 

The  Republican  budget  proposal  adds 
$3,500  to  the  out-of-pocket  health  care 
costs  of  each  and  every  senior  citizen 
over  7  years. 

This  translates  to  a  back-door  raid 
on  Social  Security.  By  2002.  nearly  50 
percent  of  every  senior  citizen's  cost- 
of-living  adjustment  in  Social  Security 
will  go  to  pay  for  the  increased  cost  in 
Medicare. 

We  cannot  let  that  happen. 

We  should  also  preserve  seniors'  tra- 
ditional right  to  choose  their  own 
health  care  and  their  own  doctors. 

The  Republican's  budget  proposal 
will  have  serious  consequences  for 
every  aspect  of  the  Medicare  Program, 
including  Medicare  Select.  Therefore, 
we  must  act  to  protect  all  seniors  and 
take  these  critical  issues  into  account. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  the 
motion  to  instruct. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  motion  to  instruct  conferees.  Pres- 
ently, we  will  be  going  to  a  conference 
with  the  other  body  on  a  bill  which  ex- 
tends the  Medicare  Select  Program  in 


the  Medicare  Program.  Medicare  Select 
is  a  particular  type  of  MediGap  policy 
which  allows  seniors  to  choose  a  Medi- 
care benefits  package  modeled  on  a 
preferred  provider  delivery  system  of 
health  care.  The  Medicare  Select  pol- 
icy allows  seniors  to  buy  a  less  expen- 
sive MediGap  insurance  policy  which 
wraps  around  the  traditional  Medicare 
benefit.  It  represents  the  new  wave  of 
innovative  managed  care  delivery  op- 
tions that  the  private  sector  is  cur- 
rently using  to  hold  down  the  rise  in 
health  care  costs.  Let  us  remember 
that  for  those  elderly  who  choose  a 
MediGap  policy  it  is  one  of  11  options 
currently  available. 

This  conference  needs  only  to  resolve 
the  difference  between  the  two  bills  on 
two  elements— the  length  of  the  exten- 
sion of  the  program,  and  whether  or 
not  a  GAO  study  will  be  done.  Those 
are  the  only  outstanding  issues. 

But  this  motion  to  instruct  is  at- 
tempting to  tie  the  extension  of  the 
Medicare  Select  Program  to  the  re- 
cently passed  House  budget  resolution. 
The  House  budget  resolution  is  only 
binding  on  authorizing  committees  in 
terms  of  meeting  aggregate  budget 
numbers  in  entitlements  and  other  pro- 
grams. In  terms  of  Medicare,  it  is  the 
authorizing  committees  which  will  de- 
termine the  policies  that  will  meet 
budget  targets.  That  is  a  process  that 
will  occur  months  from  now  in  budget 
reconciliation.  Therefore,  at  this  point 
in  time  it  is  impossible  to  determine 
the  effect  of  a  future  event  on  a  cur- 
rent conference.  Therefore,  this  motion 
to  instruct  seems  to  be  based  on  a  be- 
lief by  my  Democratic  colleagues  in 
their  ability  to  use  crystal  balls  and 
psychics  to  devine  the  future. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  use  the  con- 
ference to  resolve  our  differences 
quickly  so  that  medicare  select  can  be 
extended  before  its  June  30  sunset  date. 
If  we  do  not,  the  only  losers  will  be  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  Medicare  re- 
cipients who  are  currently  in  this  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  to  respond. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  easy  to  talk  about 
billions  and  jillions  and  resolutions 
that  are  going  to  come.  However,  when 
we  are  talking  about  the  future,  I  am 
concerned  about  the  future  of  just  one 
person  like  Henrietta  Carter  in  Austin, 
TX,  who  writes  me  of  a  friend  who  she 
says  just  cannot  afford  health  insur- 
ance now,  "so  she  suffers  a  lot,  because 
Medicare  doesn't  take  care  of  her  doc- 
tor visits  and  she  has  nothing  to  help 
with  medication.  She  fell  and  cut  a 
large  gash  in  her  leg  but  refused  to  go 
to  the  doctor  because  she  was  afraid 
she  couldn't  pay.  There  are  days  we 
know  she  is  hurting,  but  she  just  keeps 
on."  That  is  the  kind  of  individual  I  am 
concerned  about. 


Mr,  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  West 
Viriginia  [Mr.  Wlse]. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I,  too,  would  raise  the 
name  of  a  constituent  from  my  dis- 
trict, Martha  Haircrow,  from  Charles- 
ton, who  talked  recently  about  the 
medical  problems  she  is  having  and  the 
great  concern  that  she  has  about  Medi- 
care to  meet  that  challenge.  The  argu- 
ment here  is  that  this  is  a  narrow  bill. 
It  simply  deals  with  medicare  select. 
The  irony  of  that  is,  let  us  take  a  look 
at  the  alphabet,  26  letters.  However,  if 
we  take  two  letters  out  and  fool  around 
with  them,  we  can  greatly  change  the 
complexion  of  the  alphabet.  Therefore, 
we  ought  to  be  looking  at  Medicare  and 
what  is  going  to  be  happening  to  it  in 
toto. 

I  understand  why  some  do  not  want 
to  do  it.  It  has  300  billion  dollars' 
worth  of  cuts  that  were  mandated  in 
the  budget  resolution  that  passed  out 
of  this  House  that  many  of  the  people 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  supported. 
It  is  $3,500  more  of  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses. The  part  B  premium,  that  is 
the  monthly  premium  that  seniors  pay 
every  month,  will  shoot  up  sharply  as  a 
result  of  these  budget  cuts,  the  Medi- 
care cuts. 

The  irony  to  this,  of  course,  is  that 
at  a  time  when  Medicare  part  B  pre- 
miums will  be  going  up.  the  same  budg- 
et resolution  mandated  a  change  in  the 
cost-of-living  adjustment  so  that  the 
monthly  cost-of-living  adjustment  that 
seniors  receive  will  be  going  down:  less 
money  coming  in.  more  money  being 
paid  out  of  pocket.  It  is  a  sure  prescrip- 
tion for  real  problems  to  every  senior 
citizen. 

There  will  be  more  copaymen'uS, 
there  will  be  more  deductibles  paid  out 
of  pocket,  more  cost  increases,  no  as- 
surance that  some  of  the  programs 
that  many  of  us  pushed  for  last  year  in 
restructuring  Medicare,  such  as  out- 
patient prescription  medications,  the 
beginnings  of  long-term  care,  that  they 
will  be  dealt  with.  Therefore,  what  is 
going  to  happen  is  that  there  will  be  a 
bit  here  done  and  a  bit  there  done,  but 
avoiding  the  entire  picture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can 
legislate  Medicare  select  in  a  vacuum. 
Indeed,  if  medicare  select  is  going  to  be 
the  wave  of  the  future  for  Medicare, 
then  we  have  to  have  all  of  the  Medi- 
care cuts  that  this  body  approved  and 
that  the  Republican  leadership  sup- 
ported and  pushed  through.  They  have 
to  be  on  the  table  as  well. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  just  to  point  out  that 
this  program  is  not  a  new  program.  It 
has  been  in  15  States.  It  serves  450.000 
people.  Last  year,  of  all  of  those  450,000 
people,  there  were  but  9  complaints. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Thom- 
AH].  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 


Social  Security  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  anybody  tuned  in  and 
listened  to  the  arguments  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  they  would  think  that 
this  was  a  free  for  all  debating  here  on 
any  subject  that  any  Member  wanted 
to  speak  on.  In  fact,  that  is  not  the 
case.  What  is  in  front  of  us  is  a  motion 
to  instruct  conferees.  The  House  passed 
408  to  14  a  measure  to  extend  Medicare 
Select.  Medicare  Select  is  a  so-called 
MediGap.  It  is  one  of  those  insurance 
policies  available  to  folk  to  create  a 
whole  package  around  part  A  and  part 
B  Medicare.  There  are  currently  10 
MediGap  insurance  type  policies  that 
have  been  approved  by  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Medi- 
care select  is  simply  an  11th  offering. 

It  says,  instead  of  the  traditional 
structure,  you  may  go  out  into  a  net- 
work to  get  this  wrap-around  health 
care  package.  That  is  all  it  is.  That  is 
all  it  ever  was.  That  is  all  it  is  ever 
going  to  be.  It  is  simply  the  11th,  the 
addition  to  10  other  small  programs. 

What  the  minority  is  trying  to  do, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  argue  the  entire  Medi- 
care issue  on  their  motion  to  instruct. 
What  a  bizarre  motion  to  instruct.  It 
says  that  "will  be  instructed  to  resolve 
the  differences  between  the  House  8Vi 
year  extension  and  the  Senate  5-year 
extension  of  Medicare  Select  policies." 
Eight  and  one-half  years,  5  years?  The 
House  bill  that  was  passed  said  extend 
it  for  5  years.  The  Senate  bill  that  was 
passed  said  extend  it  for  18  months.  Ex- 
tension in  the  unabridged  dictionary 
right  over  here  says  "An  additional  pe- 
riod of  time  from  the  current  time;" 
adding  time,  an  extension.  Where  in 
the  wuiid  tiie  Deruocrats  got  8V;  years 
and  5  years  as  extensions  is  beyond  me. 

D  1020 

But  that  is  what  they  say  here. 

In  addition,  to  make  this  motion  ger- 
mane, they  say  the  scope  of  the  con- 
ference, but  what  they  really  want  to 
do  is  talk  about  the  large  program  of 
Medicare.  They  do  not  offer  specific 
proposals  to  fix  Medicare  that  the 
trustees  of  the  trust  fund  said  is  going 
broke  in  7  years.  No.  They  do  not  offer 
constructive  alternatives.  They  stand 
up  and  complain.  What  a  whimpering 
group  the  Democrats  have  been  re- 
duced to  in  this  House. 

Where  are  your  ideas?  Where  are 
your  alternative  proposals  to  what  we 
are  offering?  This  is  a  simple  motion  to 
instruct  conferees  about  extending  a 
program  that  is  currently  in  15  States, 
very  high  success  rate,  to  allow  any  of 
the  50  States  to  participate  in  the  pro- 
gram. For  how  long?  5  years. 

And  guess  what?  After  that  5-year  pe- 
riod, the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  has  to  come  to  the 
Congress  and  say  that  this  program  has 
not  resulted  in  savings,  that  those  en- 
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rolled  in  Medicare  Select  policies  are 
not  provided  with  comparable  cov- 
erage, and  if  that  is  the  case,  we  do 
away  with  it.  But  if  they  are  provided 
with  comparable  coverage,  if  it  does 
provide  savings,  then  we  are  going  to 
go  ahead  and  continue  the  program. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  about.  A 
bill  that  passed  408  to  14  and  by  unani- 
mous vote  in  the  Senate,  are  we  going 
to  extend  this  modest  little  program? 

I  want  Members  to  listen  to  this  side 
of  the  aisle  during  this  debate  on  what 
is  supposed  to  be  a  motion  to  instruct. 
They  are  going  to  throw  all  kinds  of 
garbage  to  scare  the  seniors  about 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  the  Medi- 
care Program.  I  will  tell  you  what  is 
going  to  happen.  If  we  listen  to  them 
and  do  nothing,  the  Medicare  Program 
is  going  to  go  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Republicans  as  the  ma- 
jority are  going  to  offer  constructive 
alternatives  which  will  not  only  make 
sure  that  the  program  does  not  go 
bankrupt  but  it  creates  real  choice  in 
today's  health  care  market  like  a  mod- 
est little  program  called  Medicare  Se- 
lect. 

When  we  listen  to  the  stories  over 
here,  it  is  going  to  be  about  making  po- 
litical hay.  not  about  the  program  that 
the  House  and  the  Senate  are  going  to 
reconcile  their  differences  over  to  give 
seniors  one  small  additional  choice  in 
the  arsenal  of  making  sure  they  have 
adequate  health  care  protection. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  20  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  talk  about 
whimpering,  this  is  a  picture  of  what 
Republicans  have  told  us  and  told 
American  seniors  they  are  going  to  do 
on  the  floor  of  this  House.  It  is  a  total 
blank.  That  is  whimpering.  Had  it  not 
been  for  reporter^,  bnrt  it  not  been  for 
the  American  Association  of  Retired 
Persons  exploring  these  secret  task 
force  memos,  we  would  not  know  a 
thing. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  W.\XM.-VN]. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  al- 
most amused  when  I  hear  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
say.  "Don't  let  the  Democrats  frighten 
the  elderly.  "  Then  they  go  talk  about 
how  the  trust  fund  is  going  to  go  bank- 
rupt and  they  are  going  to  save  Medi- 
care. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  when  you 
look  at  the  extent  of  the  budget  cuts 
that  they  are  proposing  in  Medicare,  it 
is  far  beyond  anything  to  deal  with  the 
trust  fund.  It  is  going  to  devastate  the 
Medicare  Program. 

That  relates  to  the  issue  that  is  be- 
fore us  today.  We  need  to  focus  on  why 
we  have  MediGap  policies  and  the  Med- 
icare Select  po'icies. 

We  need  these  for  one  simple  reason. 
Medicare  requires  people  to  pay  a  lot  of 
money  out  of  pocket  right  now  when 
they  get  sick  and  use  services.  Most 
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Medicare  beneficiaries  are  so  fright- 
ened by  the  amounts  they  will  have  to 
pay  if  they  eret  sick  that  they  take  out 
a  supplemental  insurance  policy  to  pro- 
tect themselves. 

Yet  in  this  budget  resolution  that 
was  adopted  by  my  Republican  col- 
leagues in  the  House  last  week,  people 
on  Medicare  are  going  to  have  to  pay  a 
lot  more  money  than  they  already  do 
out  of  their  own  pockets.  Their 
MediGap  premiums  are  going  to  soar. 
whether  they  try  to  economize  by 
using  Medicare  Select  or  not,  or  if  they 
decide  they  cannot  afford  the  premium 
for  a  supplemental  policy  any  longer, 
they  are  going  to  run  the  liability  of 
having  to  pay  very  high  cost-sharing 
amounts. 

Medicare  is  not  a  program  giving  a 
lot  of  wealthy  people  a  free  ride,  con- 
trary to  what  some  of  our  Republican 
friends  try  to  use  as  a  characterization. 
Most  Medicare  beneficiaries  have  mod- 
est incomes  of  $25,000  a  year  or  less. 
They  already  pay  a  hefty  deductible  of 
$716  if  they  have  to  go  to  a  hospital. 
They  pay  a  part  B  premium  to  get  cov- 
erage for  physician  services  which  is 
already  $550  a  year.  They  have  a  $100 
deductible  and  coinsurance  on  these 
services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  they  really  get  sick, 
they  can  exhaust  their  coverage  en- 
tirely. On  top  of  that,  they  have  no 
coverage  for  prescription  drugs,  and 
only  Medicaid  to  rely  on  if  they  have 
to  go  into  a  nursing  home.  It  is  no  won- 
der they  end  up  paying  on  the  average 
something  like  $840  in  premiums  for 
MediGap  coverage. 

What  is  the  answer  of  my  Republican 
colleagues?  To  ask  them  to  pay  more. 
The  AARP  has  estimated  the  average 
Medicare  beneficiary  will  pay  some- 
thing like  S3.50C  more  out  of  pocket 
over  the  next  7  years  if  the  changes  in 
the  House  budget,  the  requirements 
that  the  Republicans  are  looking  at.  go 
into  effect. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  insert  my  full 
statement  in  the  Record,  but  I  wanted 
to  take  this  time  to  point  out  that 
what  really  is  going  on  is  what  people 
are  now  paying  is  only  a  small  portion 
of  what  they  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
if  the  Republican  budget  goes  through. 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  House  goes  to  con- 
ference with  the  Senate  to  determine  the  pe- 
riod during  which  Medicare  Select  products 
can  be  marketed,  it  is  imporlani  to  focus  on 
why  we  have  MediGap  policies,  and  Medicare 
Select  policies. 

We  need  these  poliaes  for  one  simple  rea- 
son: Medicare  requires  people  to  pay  a  lot  of 
money  out-of-pocket  when  they  get  sick  and 
use  services  Most  Medicare  beneficiaries  are 
so  frightened  by  the  amounts  they  will  have  to 
pay  if  they  get  sick  that  they  take  out  a  sup- 
plemental insurance  policy  to  protect  them- 
selves 

And  yet,  m  the  budget  resolution  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  passed  m  the  House  last 
week,  people  on  Medicare  are  going  to  have 
to  pay  a  lot  more. 
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Their  MediGap  premiums  will  soar — whether 
they  try  to  economize  by  using  Medicare  Se- 
lect or  not — or.  If  they  decide  they  cannot  af- 
ford the  premium  for  a  supplemental  policy 
any  longer,  they  will  nsk  liability  for  very  high 
cost-shanng  amounts. 

Medicare  is  not  a  program  giving  a  lot  of 
wealthy  people  a  free  ride.  Most  Medicare 
beneficianes  have  modest  incomes  of  525,000 
or  less.  They  already  pay  a  hefty  deductible  of 
S716  if  they  have  to  go  into  the  hospital.  They 
pay  a  pan  B  premium  to  get  coverage  for  phy- 
sician services  which  is  nearly  S550  a  year. 
They  have  a  Si 00  deductible  and  coinsurance 
on  those  services. 

If  they  get  really  sick,  they  can  exhaust  their 
coverage  entirely.  And  on  top  of  all  that,  they 
have  no  coverage  for  prescription  drugs,  and 
only  Medicaid  to  rely  on  if  they  have  to  go  into 
a  nursing  home. 

It  is  no  wonder  they  end  up  paying  on  the 
average  something  like  S840  in  premiums  for 
MediGap  coverage. 

And  what  is  the  answer  of  my  Republican 
colleagues''  To  ask  them  to  pay  more.  The 
AARP  has  estimated  that  the  average  Medi- 
care beneficiary  will  pay  something  like  S3. 500 
more  out  of  pocket  over  these  next  7  years  if 
the  changes  this  House  budget  requires  go 
into  effect. 

People  who  try  to  protect  themselves  with 
MediGap  insurance  will  find  that  their 
MediGap  premiums  are  going  to  skyrocket. 
That  IS  going  to  take  money  out  of  the  pockets 
of  Medicare  beneficiaries  just  as  surely  as  a 
tax  increase. 

And  people  who  decide  to  get  their  cov- 
erage through  a  Medicare  Select  policy  will 
find  they  are  faced  by  very  large  cost-sharing 
obligations  if  they  choose  a  physician  that  is 
not  covered  by  their  plan.  Exercising  their  right 
to  choose  a  physician  is  going  to  be  an  ex- 
pensive one. 

Every  Medicare  beneficiary  is  going  to  have 
to  pay  more  cost-sharing  or  higher  MediGap 
premiums,  whatever  their  economic  cir- 
cumstances, hven  it  they  are  struggling  along 
with  just  their  Social  Security  check  to  support 
them. 

And  the  poorest  of  our  elderly  will  suffer  the 
most.  Today,  Medicaid  pays  their  premium  for 
Medicare,  and  helps  them  pay  their  cost-shar- 
ing. But  once  Medicaid  is  gone,  and  we  have 
capped  the  Federal  dollars  we  spend  on  that 
program,  that  help  will  not  be  there  any 
longer. 

And  let  me  also  note  something  else  that 
will  not  be  there  once  Medicaid  becomes  a 
block  grant — the  assurance  of  nursing  home 
care  for  those  who  need  it  and  cannot  afford 
It.  Once  again,  the  middle-class  American 
family  IS  going  to  have  to  struggle  with  paying 
535,000  or  540,000  a  year  for  their  elderly 
parent's  nursing  home  care. 

This  budget  is  bad  for  you  if  you  are  old  or 
you  are  sick.  Medicare  and  Medicaid  coverage 
will  be  less— and  it  is  not  enough  today.  A 
more  expensive  Medicare  Select  or  other 
MediGap  policy  will  not  be  an  answer. 

This  bill  on  which  the  House  goes  into  con- 
ference today  IS  of  minor  significance  m  the 
light  of  the  changes  the  budget  resolution  will 
mean  for  the  Medicare  Program.  And  that  is 
the  issue  that  should  be  on  the  minds  of  our 
House  conferees  as  they  meet  with  our  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate. 


Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  might  I 
inquire  who  has  the  right  to  close? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Sh.^y.s).  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DoGGETT]  has  the  right  to  open 
and  also  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Bii,iR..\Ki.s].  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Health  and  Environ- 
ment of  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  motion  to  instruct 
the  conferees  with  regard  to  the  con- 
ference on  the  Medicare  Select  Pro- 
gram. The  instruction  is  virtually  In- 
comprehensible. It  states  that  the  con- 
ferees must  resolve  the  differences  be- 
tween the  two  bills  in  light  of  changes 
in  Medicare  contemplated  in  this 
year's  budget  process. 

Medicare  Select  is  a  very  simple  pro- 
gram: It  is  simply  a  demonstration 
project  for  a  preferred  provider  net- 
work under  MediGap  policies,  the  pri- 
vate insurance  policies  that  are  de- 
signed to  fill  in  specific  gaps  in  the 
Medicare  benefits  structure  such  as 
deductibles,  copayments,  and  services 
not  covered  by  the  Medicare  Program. 
It  is  just  another  MediGap  option 
available  to  Medicare  beneficiaries. 
The  authority  for  the  Medicare  Select 
Program  is  due  to  expire  at  the  end  of 
June.  The  extension  of  this  program 
has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the 
budget  process  we  are  currently  en- 
gaged in.  In  fact,  the  program  is  not 
designed  to.  nor  has  it.  reduced  Medi- 
care costs  to  the  Federal  Government. 
It  merely  is  of  help  to  the  seniors. 

This  motion  to  instruct  is  asking  the 
conferees  to  consider  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect Programs  in  light  of  this  year's 
budget  process.  This  effort  makes  no 
sense  since:  First,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  conference  on  Medicare  Select  be 
completed  before  the  end  of  June  when 
the  authority  for  the  program  expires; 
second,  the  budget  resolution  which 
just  passed  the  House  has  a  September 
reporting  date  for  the  committees  of 
jurisdiction  to  act  on  Medicare;  and 
third,  the  budget  resolution  must  be 
conferenced  with  the  Senate  budget 
resolution,  which  has  not  yet  been 
passed. 

It  seems  that  the  real  purpose  of  this 
motion  to  instruct  is  to  once  again  try 
to  steer  us  away  from  the  seriousness 
of  the  task  ahead  of  us:  To  ensure  that 
the  Medicare  Program  is  preserved  for 
current  and  future  beneficiaries.  I 
should  not  have  to  remind  Members 
that  the  trustees  for  the  Medicare  hos- 
pital insurance  and  supplementary 
medical  insurance  trust  funds  are  fac- 
ing significant  financial  problems  in 
both  the  short  term  and  the  long  term. 
Under  the  best  estimates  of  the 
trustees,  the  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  will  be  exhausted  by  2002.  In  short, 
the  hospital  insurance  side  of  the  pro- 
gram will  not  be  able  to  pay  its  bills 


because  of  exploding  part  A  expendi- 
tures. Part  A  is  described  by  the  trust- 
ees as  a  program  "severely  out  of  fi- 
nancial balance." 

Not  only  is  the  HI  trust  fund  finan- 
cially out  of  balance,  but  spending 
growth  by  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  [SMI]  trust  fund  is  also  a 
concern  because  the  SMI  rate  of 
growth  is  unsustainable.  SMI  cost 
growth  directly  affects  Medicare  bene- 
ficiary part  B  premiums  as  well  as  gen- 
eral revenues  from  which  the  largest 
share  of  SMI  costs  are  financed. 

In  1995.  premiums  paid  by  enrollees 
will  finance  only  about  28  percent  of 
annual  costs,  according  to  the  1995 
trustees"  report.  Over  the  next  decade, 
the  contribution  from  general  revenues 
to  the  SMI  trust  fund  will  increase 
from  $46  billion  in  1995  to  $151  billion  in 
2004,  for  an  average  annual  growth  rate 
of  over  14  percent. 

We  are  deepl.y  concerned  about  the 
future  of  the  Medicare  Program.  We 
strongly  believe  any  solution  to  this 
crisis  must  be  addressed  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  and  we  are  disappointed  by  the 
administration's  repeated  refusal  to 
join  this  effort.  We  are  particularly 
alarmed  that  the  President  is  ignoring 
the  strongest  possible  warnings  from 
the  very  individuals  he  appointed  to 
safeguard  the  Medicare  Program  since 
4  of  6  trustees  arc  administration  offi- 
cials. 

The  end  result  of  this  instruction 
will  be  to  put  in  jeopardy  the  MediGap 
policies  of  the  450,000  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries currently  enrolled  in  Medicare 
Select  plans.  This  program  is  very  pop- 
ular among  senior  citizens  with  good 
reason.  In  August  1994.  Consumer  Re- 
ports rated  the  top  MediGap  insurers 
nationwide.  Eight  out  of  ten  of  the  top 
rated  15  MediGap  plans  were  Medicare 
Select  plans.  During  our  Health  Sub- 
committee hearing  on  Medicare  Select. 
the  National  Association  of  Insurance 
Commissioners  testified  in  favor  of  the 
program  and  stated  that  out  of  the  10 
Medicare  Select  States  that  report  into 
the  NAIC's  complaint  data  system, 
there  were  only  9  Medicare  Select  com- 
plaints last  year. 

This  instruction  is  simply  a  dilatory 
tactic  and  should  be  rejected.  Members 
should  think  seriously  before  they  cast 
a  vote  eliminating  the  Medicare  Select 
Pi-Qgram. 

Mr  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  St.ark].  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  and 
Environment  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  a  Member  of  this 
house  who  has  worked  long  and  hard  to 
try  to  protect  our  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated   to    the    House    by    Mr.    Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  483.  MEDICARE  SELECT  EX- 
PANSION 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  today  about  ideas  and  proposals 
being  proposed.  But  these  same  pro- 
ponents of  these  ideas  have  put  forth  a 
budget  that  destroys  children  in  this 
country,  destroys  clean  air.  destroys 
safe  water,  reduces  law  enforcement, 
all  in  the  name  of  providing  tax  cuts  to 
the  rich.  All  I  can  say  is.  please  leave 
our  seniors  alone. 

The  gentleman  who  preceded  me  a 
few  speakers  ago  in  the  well,  who 
chairs  the  Subcommittee  on  Health 
and  the  Environment  of  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  has  already  cut  $84  bil- 
lion out  of  the  trust  fund  for  Medicare 
just  to  give  tax  cuts  to  the  very  rich. 
Do  not  help  us  anymore,  Mr.  Chairman. 
You  have  done  enough  harm  already. 

Medicare  Select  is  nothing  but  a  po- 
litical payoff  to  big  insurance  compa- 
nies. Prudential  Life  Insurance  Co.  has 
already  been  convicted  of  stealing  bil- 
lions of  dollars  from  seniors.  Golden 
Rule  Insurance  Co.  is  under  more  liti- 
gation with  State  insurance  commis- 
sioners than  any  other  insurance  com- 
pany in  the  country.  The  staff  who 
drafted  this  silly  bill  was  paid  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  by  the  insur- 
ance industry  last  year,  and  they  are 
telling  you  they  are  here  to  help  sen- 
iors? 

Mr.  Speaker,  do  not  believe  that. 
They  have  already  cut  $3,000  out  of  sen- 
iors' pockets  by  changing  the  taxes 
that  they  will  pay.  to  pay  for  their 
silly  budget  which  is  designed  only  to 
give  tax  cuts  to  the  rich. 

So,  yes,  let  us  balance  the  budget,  let 
us  help  kids  become  healthy,  let  us 
have  education  and  a  clean  environ- 
ment, but  do  not  louse  up  Medicare 
with  silly  ideas  that  are  untried,  that 
are  just  a  payoff  to  the  major  insur- 
ance companies  in  this  country,  that 
will  do  nothing  but  deny  medical  bene- 
fits to  the  seniors  who  are  already 
happy  with  their  health  care.  This  is 
free  enterprise  to  pay  off  Republican 
campaign  contributions  run  amok. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Mrs. 
JOHN.SON],  the  prime  author  of  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
motion  to  instruct  conferees.  We  have 
35  days  left  before  this  program  ex- 
pires. We  have  20  legislative  days  left 
before  this  program  expires. 

The  preceding  speaker  talked  about 
this  being  a  payoff  to  big  insurance 
companies.  It  is  absolutely  true  that 
insurance  companies  are  in  the  busi- 
ness of  providing  insurance,  and  that 
people  buy  insurance  voluntarily  and 
because  they  value  it,  because  it  gives 
them  some  security  in  their  lives. 

My  interests  and  my  concern  is  not 
the  insurance  companies.  My  interests 
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and  my  concern  are  the  seniors  of 
America,  the  people.  And  people  who 
buy  Medicare  Select  policies  are  get- 
ting more  health  care  at  a  lower  cost. 
That  is  why  they  buy  Medicare  Select 
policies  rather  than  some  other 
MediGap  policy. 

In  some  instances  the  premiums  are 
40  percent  less.  If  you  are  living  on  a 
fixed  income,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  mat- 
ters. Not  only  are  the  premiums  less, 
but  they  get  coverage  for  annual 
medicals,  sometimes  for  pharma- 
ceuticals, prescription  medications,  for 
some  vision,  some  dental. 

People  are  buying  these  policies  vol- 
untarily, and  because  they  offer  them 
more  at  a  cheaper  price.  Our  job  is  not 
to  steer  seniors  in  this  market.  Our  job 
is  only  to  assure  that  there  is  a  market 
that  offers  choice. 

The  Medicare  Select  policies  are  reg- 
ulated exactly  like  every  other 
MediGap  policy.  These  policies  are  not 
out  there  in  the  market  with  any  less 
government  oversight  than  any  other 
MediGap  policy. 

D  1040 

So  let  us  get  on  with  this  conference, 
let  us  make  sure  that  this  option  for 
seniors  in  America  that  offers  more 
health  care  for  less  dollars  does  not  ex- 
pire, let  us  try  this  time  to  meet  our 
responsibilities,  to  renew  the  law  with- 
out a  gap. 

Let  me  just  add  one  other  comment. 
My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  have 
said  that  we  are  cutting  Medicare,  and 
somehow  we  should  not  renew  this  pro- 
gram because  we  are  cutting  Medicare. 

Now  remember,  it  is  the  trustees, 
that  is  the  Secretary  of  HHS,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor,  other  members  of  the 
President's  Cabinet  who  are  saying 
Medicare  is  going  bankrupt,  it  goes 
broke  next  year.  That  means  it  takes 
in  less  than  it  is  going  to  pay  out  and 
it  goes  bankrupt,  that  means  it  eats  all 
of  its  assets  in  6  more  years.  So  it  is 
not  the  Republicans  who  are  saying 
this.  It  is  the  Republicans  who  are  say- 
ing we  are  going  to  do  something  about 
it.  we  are  going  to  protect  seniors  in 
America,  preserve  Medicare.  Under  no, 
no  scenario  are  we  cutting  spending.  In 
fact.  Medicare  in  the  last  7  years  for 
seniors  in  America  spent  out  $844  mil- 
lion. In  the  next  7  years  if  we  reform 
Medicare  to  serve  seniors  it  will  pay 
out  $1.6  billion,  almost  twice  as  much. 

So,  the  figures  are  simply  there.  We 
are  going  to  increase  spending  on  Medi- 
care and  we  are  going  to  increase  the 
amount  we  spend  per  beneficiary,  not 
only  more  beneficiaries  but  per  bene- 
ficiary, and  we  are  going  to  do  it  in  a 
way  that  will  provide  seniors  better 
quality  health  care. 

Let  us  not  mix  debates  here.  Let  us 
focus  this  debate  on  simply  preserving 
a  right,  a  choice  for  seniors  in  Amer- 
ica, preserving  their  access  to  a  plan 
that  offers  in  the  15  States  it  is  avail- 
able more  health  care  benefits  at  a 
lower  cost. 
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This  IS  only  about  preserving  exist- 
ing choice  for  seniors,  existing  access 
to  cost-effective  care,  and  I  urge  the 
body,  remember,  almost  everyone  in 
this  body  voted  for  this  bill  when  it 
went  through,  so  vote  against  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit,  to  support  timely  ac- 
tion on  behalf  of  Americas  seniors. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman   from   Connecticut   [Mrs.    Ken- 

NKLLY]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port providing  Medicare  beneficiaries 
with  more  choices,  and  that  is  why  I 
worked  with  the  previous  speaker  to 
back  this  legislation,  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect Program.  It  does  provide  more 
choice  for  seniors. 

However,  it  is  absolutely  impossible 
to  have  this  debate  this  morning  and 
talk  about  choice  and  not  talk  about 
the  budget  that  was  recently  passed  on 
this  floor. 

The  cold  facts  are  that  $283  billion  in 
Medicare  reductions  were  contained  in 
that  budget  and  will  increase  pre- 
miums, copayments,  and  deductions, 
and  that  will  leave  seniors  with  a 
choice  of  what  they  spend  their  money 
on,  their  fixed-income  money  for  many 
of  them.  That  budget  we  passed  dras- 
tically reduces  Medicare  reimburse- 
ment for  doctors  and  hospitals  because 
that  is  a  fact.  When  you  are  reducing 
an  increase  by  S283  billion  and  as  more 
and  more  doctors  become  unwilling  to 
accept  a  Medicare  assignment,  we  will 
reduce  choice  for  seniors.  Even  though 
Select  Medicare  that  we  are  talking 
about  today  increases  the  choice,  the 
fact  of  the  matter  of  the  budget  we  re- 
cently passed  decreases  the  choice. 

Along  with  this,  the  budget  would 
also  address  nursing  care  coverage. 
Once  more,  again,  seniors  will  be  faced 
with  diminishing  choices  on  how  to 
cope  with  enormous  costs. 

I  support  Medicare  Select  because  it 
provides  more  choice.  Everybody  in 
this  body  wanted  to  do  this  for  the  sen- 
iors. Unfortunately  this  legislation  fol- 
lows on  the  heels  of  a  budget  that 
could  do  more  to  limit  choices  for  Med- 
icare beneficiaries  than  any  piece  of 
legislation  ever  passed  on  this  floor. 

So  yes,  we  are  talking  about  two 
things,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
you  cannot  be  in  a  vacuum  when  you 
talk  about  Medicare:  it  is  too  big  and 
too  important.  And  of  course  we  are  all 
going  to  differ,  but  the  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is.  with  the  budget,  choices  will  be 
limited. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  S.^.M  Johnson. 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
motion  to  instruct.  It  frankly  puts  the 
cart  before  the  horse.  This  is  an 
amendment  to  the  current  Medicare 
Program  and  wholly  inappropriate  to 
require  the  conferees  to  resolve  dif- 
ferences in  the  context  of  con- 
templated changes  to  Medicare. 


We  all  know  the  House-passed  budget 
calls  for  reduction  in  the  rate  of 
growth  of  the  Medicare  Program.  What 
we  do  not  know,  however,  is  how  it  will 
be  achieved. 

It  is  interesting  to  me  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DoGGErr] 
showed  us  a  blank  chart.  You  know 
what?  The  blank  is  in  the  White  House, 
not  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  blank  chart  has  been  filled  up 
with  Republican  ideas  and  I  will  tell 
you  what,  before  we  are  through,  we 
are  going  to  have  Medicare  fixed,  it  is 
going  to  be  a  super  program  for  all  our 
seniors,  and  we  are  not  trying  to  take 
away  from  the  seniors.  We  are  trying 
to  help  the  seniors  protect  the  program 
and  make  it  something  that  will  be 
viable  in  the  future. 

It  is  interesting  also  to  note  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  W.-\.x- 
MAN]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DoGGETT]  both  voted  for  this  Med- 
icare Select  when  it  was  passed  on  the 
floor  by  overwhelming  vote.  It  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]  has  now  changed 
his  mind.  It  makes  one  wonder  how  can 
you  have  convictions  on  anything  and 
vote  on  the  floor  in  a  different  manner. 

Medicare  is  going  broke.  I  think  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  BlLl- 
R.\Kis]  has  said  that,  all  our  speakers 
have  said  it.  it  is  going  broke  in  the 
year  2002,  and  there  is  no  way  that  this 
Government  can  pay  anyone  over  65 
once  that  trust  fund  is  to  zero.  The 
bills  will  not  be  paid.  That  is  why  Med- 
icare needs  to  be  fixed  and  fixed  in  a 
hurry  and  that  is  our  goal,  our  aim, 
and  it  has  been  transferred  to  a  scare 
tactic  for  the  seniors  of  this  Nation. 
We  are  not  trying  to  scare  anybody,  we 
are  just  telling  you  the  facts.  The 
President's  own  people  I'eported  that 
Medicare  is  broke,  going  broke,  and  we 
are  going  to  fix  it  and  we  are  going  to 
make  it  a  system  that  is  viable  for  all 
Americans,  forever  I  hope. 

I  would  just  like  to  add  that  as  of  Oc- 
tober 1994,  approximately  450,000  bene- 
ficiaries were  enrolled  in  Medicare  Se- 
lect. While  a  majority  are  covered 
through  Blue  Cros&'Blue  Shield  plans, 
approximately  50  companies  offer  Med- 
icare Select  products.  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries are  old  and  these  policies  save 
10  to  37  percent  in  premiums  over  tra- 
ditional fee-for-service  MediGap  poli- 
cies. And  in  August  1994.  Consumer  Re- 
ports rated  the  top  MediGap  insurance 
nationwide:  8  out  of  the  top  rated  15 
MediGap  plans  were  Medicare  Select. 

Failure  to  pass  this  legislation  will 
lead  to  higher  premiums  for  enrollees 
and  the  potential  withdrawal  of  insur- 
ers from  the  market,  meaning  our  sen- 
iors in  that  case  would  not  have  a 
choice  of  plans. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak]. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
here  talking  about  Medicare  Select  at 


the  same  time  the  Republican  leader- 
ship has  passed  a  bill  making  unprece- 
dented cuts  to  the  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid Programs  which  will  result  in  lim- 
ited access  to  or  complete  elimination 
of  rural  health  care.  The  cuts  of  $250 
billion  by  the  Republicans  are  the 
deepest  spending  reductions  in  the  30- 
year  history  of  the  health  industry  for 
our  senior  citizens.  In  fact.  Medicare 
cuts  hurt  not  just  seniors  but  every- 
body, including  our  small  hospitals. 

Nearly  10  million  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries live  in  rural  America  where 
there  is  often  only  a  single  hospital  in 
the  county.  These  rural  hospitals  tend 
to  be  small  and  serve  primarily  Medi- 
care patients.  Significant  cuts  to  the 
Medicare  Program  will  force  many 
rural  hospitals  to  cut  back  on  the  serv- 
ices they  offer,  or  they  will  have  to 
turn  to  the  taxpayers  for  assistance  in 
order  to  survive. 

Most  significantly,  these  devastating 
cuts  would  force  many  rural  hospitals 
to  close  their  doors  completely.  This 
would  mean  that  many  of  us  will  have 
no  hospitals  to  turn  to  in  a  time  of 
medical  crisis.  Medicare  Select,  cou- 
pled with  the  cuts,  will  require  increas- 
ing the  cost  of  not  just  Medicare,  but 
also  the  Medicare  Select  policy,  or  the 
MediGap  policy,  no  matter  what  we 
have. 

It  is  projected  that  each  of  the  25 
hospitals  in  my  district  in  northern 
Michigan  will  lose  an  average  of  $746 
per  Medicare  patient  in  the  year  2000. 
Medicare  Select  will  not  replace  this 
lost  revenue.  Seniors  will  be  forced  to 
replace  the  lost  revenue. 

Meanwhile.  Republicans  have  already 
voted  to  give  a  $20,000  per  year  tax  cut 
to  the  wealthiest  1.1  million  Americans 
in  this  country.  That  is  Medicare  Se- 
lect: A  seifuL  few  will  benefit  while  the 
seniors  will  suffer. 

It  is  imperative  the  people  of  north- 
ern Michigan  have  access  to  quality 
medical  care.  That  is  why  I  will  con- 
tinue to  fight  against  the  Medicare  Se- 
lect proposal.  I  will  continue  to  fight 
against  the  Republican  proposal  to  cut 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  which  is  so  dev- 
astating to  Michigan  hospitals. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mar- 
key). 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  glad  that  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  has  brought  this  resolution 
out  on  the  floor,  because  it  is  abso- 
lutely timely  for  us  to  discuss  this  very 
central  issue.  The  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing 300  billion  dollars'  worth  of  tax 
cuts,  mostly  for  the  wealthy.  And  they 
are  proposing  300  billion  dollars'  worth 
of  reductions  in  Medicare,  largely  for 
the  83  percent  of  the  elderly  who  have 
$25,000  or  less  income  per  year. 

Three  hundred  billion  dollars'  worth 
of  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy,  300  billion 
dollars'  worth  of  cuts  in  Medicare  over 
the  next  7  years.  Now  you  do  not  have 


to  be  Dick  Tracy  to  figure  out  that  the 
elderly  are  going  to  be  paying  for  the 
tax  cuts  of  the  rich. 

The  only  request  that  is  made  by  this 
resolution  is  that  the  conferees  look  at 
this  issue,  and  try  to  make  a  deter- 
mination as  they  are  looking  at  Medi- 
care Select  as  to  what  other  rec- 
ommendations they  should  be  making 
to  this  body  in  that  context.  I  do  not 
think  that  that  is  an  unreasonable  re- 
quest at  all  at  this  time,  and  in  fact  for 
us  not  to  discuss  it  is  to  avoid,  ignore 
the  single  most  pressing  issue  on  us. 
which  is  whether  or  not  we  should  give 
this  $300  billion  to  the  wealthy  as  we 
are  taking  it  away  from  the  poorest 
and  the  most  elderly  in  our  country. 
That  is  what  this  whole  debate  is  all 
about. 

Back  in  1981  David  Stockman  on  this 
floor  tried  to  harness  voluminous 
amounts  of  information  to  defend  a 
knowingly  erroneous  premise.  That  er- 
roneous premise  was  you  could  cut 
taxes  for  the  wealthy,  increase  defense 
spending,  and  balance  the  budget  si- 
multaneously. 

Fool  me  once,  shame  on  you.  Fool  me 
twice,  shame  on  me. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I 
wanted  to  point  out  in  this  debate 
today  is  that  the  Republicans  who  put 
together  this  proposal  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  sent  a  letter  to  the 
chairman  of  our  Subcommittee  on 
Health,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  BiLiRAKis].  and  in  it  they  outlined 
various  proposals  that  could  be  imple- 
mented in  order  to  achieve  the  cuts  in 
Medicare  that  many  of  the  speakers 
have  talked  about  today. 

The  options  that  exist  in  this  docu- 
ment, I  think  there  are  35  proposals,  in 
my  opinion  limit  choice  rather  than 
expand  choice,  and  some  of  the  speak- 
ers on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  today 
talked  about  how  Medicare  Select  is 
going  to  provide  more  choices.  The  bot- 
tom line  is  if  this  budget  resolution 
that  the  Republicans  have  passed  is  im- 
plemented, the  choices,  and  by  their 
own  admission,  the  choices  that  are 
proposed  in  order  to  achieve  these  Med- 
icare cuts  are  going  to  be  less. 

Let  me  give  you  an  idea.  One  of  the 
things  that  is  discussed  is  increasing 
premiums  for  new  beneficiaries  who 
choose  Medicare  fee-for-service.  One  of 
the  problems  that  my  senior  citizens 
are  concerned  about  is  that  they  do  not 
want  to  be  forced  into  managed-care 
systems  when  they  prefer  fee-for-serv- 
ice where  they  can  choose  their  own 
doctor  or  their  own  hospital.  Although 
I  think  Medicare  Select  is  good  as  an 
option,  we  do  not  want  the  situation  to 
arise  where  the  cost  differential,  if  you 
will,  between  having  a  fee-for-service 
system  where  you  can  choose  your  own 
doctor  or  having  to  go  into  a  managed- 


care  system,  where  the  cost  differential 
is  so  great  that  in  effect  you  are  forced 
into  a  managed-care  system.  In  effect, 
by  increasing  the  premiums  for  new 
beneficiaries  and  saying  it  is  going  to 
cost  more  for  a  fee-for-service  system, 
you  are  forcing  a  lot  of  people  who 
have  no  choice  into  managed  care,  into 
HMO's,  into  not  being  able  to  choose 
their  own  doctor  or  their  own  hospital. 
Another  one  of  the  proposals  that  is 
put  forward  by  the  House  Republican 
budget  is  essentially  to  simply  give 
people  a  voucher.  $5,100  a  year,  they 
give  you  a  voucher  and  you  can  go  out 
as  a  senior  citizen  and  find  whatever 
policy  you  can  to  pay  for  your  health 
insurance.  Think  about  how  many  sen- 
ior citizens  because  of  their  disability, 
because  of  the  problems  that  they 
have,  how  difficult  is  it  for  them  to  go 
out  and  shop  around  and  get  a  health 
care  policy. 

The  choices  are  being  limited  by 
these  Republican  proposals,  and  Medi- 
care Select  is  not  going  to  solve  the 
problem. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]  has  7 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Bii-IRAkis]  has  9  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
tinue to  reserve  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Klink]. 

Mr.  KLINK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  know  some  of  the 
speakers  who  were  up  here  today 
talked  about  how  overwhelmingly  the 
House  passed  this  Medicare  Select  ex- 
tension. At  the  time  that  we  passed 
that,  we  did  not  realize  that  the  Repub- 
lican budget  that  was  going  to  come 
out  was  going  to  cut  Medicare  so  deep- 
ly, cut  Medicaid  so  deeply,  and  that  the 
cuts  in  Medicare  were  going  to  be  ex- 
actl.y  reflective  of  the  tax  breaks  that 
were  going  to  be  given  to  the  wealthi- 
est citizens  of  this  country.  That  is  the 
message  that  many  of  us  are  carrying 
here  to  the  floor  today.  We  did  not 
know  all  of  this  back  then,  and  when 
you  take  a  look  at  the  impact  on  your 
district  and  on  your  State,  you  begin 
to  see  that  Medigap  is  truly  the  gap, 
the  credibility  gap.  the  Republican 
Party  now  has  on  the  issue  of  Medi- 
care, and  that  is  why  we  have  these 
concerns. 

There  will  be  some  people  on  the 
other  side  who  say  we  have  not  made 
cuts.  Well,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  if 
you  do  not  believe  you  have  made  cuts, 
talk  to  the  CFO's  at  the  hospitals,  talk 
to  the  CEO's  at  the  hospitals.  In  Penn- 
sylvania we  now  know,  and  we  met 
with  some  of  our  CEO's  and  CFO's  last 
week,  many  of  them  are  Republicans, 
many  of  them  are  Democrats,  but  they 
share  one  message.  54  hospitals  across 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  because  of 
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the  cuts  that  the  Republicans  are  plan- 
ning. 54  hospitals  across  our  State  are 
on  the  critical  list.  Forty  thousand 
health  care  workers  across  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  could  lose  their  jobs; 
348.000  citizens  in  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania alone  will  be  risking  not  hav- 
ing direct  access  to  hospitals,  when  and 
if  many  of  these  hospitals  are  forced  to 
close. 

You  see  many  of  these  hospitals  get 
as  much  as  60  percent  or  more  of  the 
funds  that  they  take  in  from  Medicare. 
That  money  will  not  be  there  in  those 
amounts  right  now.  and  so  when  you 
start  talking  about  Medicare  Select, 
when  you  start  talking  about  making 
up  the  difference,  there  is  going  to  be  a 
lot  more  of  a  difference  to  make  up. 

One  in  five  citizens  across  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania  happens  to  be  on  Medi- 
care; one  in  six  of  them  happen  to  be 
senior  citizens.  Many  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens in  a  State  that  has  the  largest 
rural  population  in  this  entire  Nation, 
many  of  our  citizens  are  on  both  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  because  they  are  el- 
derly and  they  are  poor. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  rep- 
resenting Oberlin  and  environs. 

D  1100 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  an  old  country  and  western 
song  that  goes.  "She  got  the  gold  mine, 
and  I  got  the  shaft."  Republicans  want 
to  give  the  gold  mine  to  wealthy  spe- 
cial interests  and  give  the  shaft  to 
America's  elderly.  $300  billion  in  tax 
breaks.  $300  billion  in  cuts  in  Medicare. 

The  Republicans  indignantly  cry  that 
these  are  not  really  cuts,  they  are  only 
slowing  the  growth  in  Medicare.  Tell 
that  to  the  literally  millions  of  Medi- 
care people  in  Ohio  and  Pennsylvania 
and  California  and  all  over  this  coun- 
try who  will  have  $3,500  more  taken  out 
of  their  pocket  over  the  next  7  years  in 
higher  premiums,  in  deductibles,  in  co- 
payments.  Tell  those  people  these  are 
not  really  cuts. 

These  are  cuts  in  services.  These  cuts 
in  services  are  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthiest  Americans,  tax  breaks 
for  special  interests,  tax  breaks  for 
people  that  really  do  not  need  those 
kinds  of  tax  breaks,  the  highest  income 
people  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  Medicare  Se- 
lect because  it  provides  choice,  but  as 
Republicans  move  to  make  these  cuts 
in  Medicare,  what  they  are  talking 
about  is  rationing  health  care,  and 
what  they  are  talking  about  is  taking 
away  physician  choice. 

We  should  reject  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 
We  should  reject  that  kind  of  thinking. 
It  is  not  good  for  America's  elderly.  It 
is  not  good  for  the  American  people 
overall. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Thom- 
as]. 
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Mr  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  well.  I 
guess  we  are  not  going  to  talk  about 
the  motion  to  instruct.  Obviously,  that 
was  not  the  reason  you  offered  what 
purportedly  is  a  motion  to  instruct 
conferees. 

The  factual  information  in  the  mo- 
tion to  instruct  is  simply  wrong.  There 
is  no  instruction  in  the  motion  to  in- 
struct. It  simply  says  that  you  want  to 
talk  about  what  is  going  on  in  this 
year's  budget  process.  That  is  what  the 
motion  to  instruct  says. 

So.  if  you  do  not  want  to  talk  about 
your  motion  to  instruct,  and  I  am 
quite  sure  you  do  not  expect  it  to  pass 
because  it  would  be  rather  bizarre  to 
pass  a  motion  to  instruct  that  has  no 
instructions  to  the  conferees,  so  what 
you  really  want  to  do  is  talk  about  the 
issue  of  Medicare,  and  you  want  to  talk 
about  the  issue  of  Medicare  in  terms  of 
what  Republicans  are  trying  to  do  to 
make  sure  that  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
does  not  go  bankrupt. 

I  think  you  need  to  remember  that  in 
April  the  trustees  of  the  health  insur- 
ance trust  fund,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  Donna 
Shalala.  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
Mr  Rubin.  Secretary  of  Labor,  all 
President  Clinton's  appointees  to  the 
Board  of  Trustees,  said  if  we  do  noth- 
ing, if  we  do  nothing.  Medicare  goes 
bankrupt  in  2002. 

What  Republicans  are  proposing  to 
do  is  take  the  $4,700  that  is  spent  on 
each  senior  today  and  grow  that  to 
S6.400  in  2002.  If  we  can  do  that,  if  we 
can  accomplish  an  increase  in  the  pro- 
gram at  that  rate,  we  save  Medicare 
from  bankruptcy. 

The  Democrats  have  had  some  dif- 
ficulty in  understanding  that  concept. 
I  want  to  commend  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Mrs.  Kennki.lv]  be- 
cause the  gentlewoman  from  Connecti- 
cut said  it  right.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  reducing  the  increase.  The  job 
for  all  of  us  is  to  create  a  Medicare 
which  has  more  choice  for  seniors, 
which  grows  in  the  amount  that  is 
available,  but  that  fundamentally 
makes  sure  the  program  does  not  go 
bankrupt. 

You  have  heard  the  word  ■cut"  over 
here  from  virtually  every  speaker.  It  is 
a  word  that  is  somewhat  pejorative, 
that  is  loaded,  that  is  a  political  term 
that  they  want  to  use.  They  cannot 
deny  themselves  the  use  of  the  term 
■cut.  "  The  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Ken.velly],  to  her  com- 
mendable credit,  did  not  say  "cut,"  be- 
cause she  knows  it  is  not  a  cut.  It  is  a 
reduction  in  the  increase,  and,  frankly, 
when  you  have  increases  going  up  at 
10.5  and  11  percent  a  year  in  an  old 
1960s  bill-paying  structure,  when  to- 
day's marketplace  is  half  that,  tax- 
payers should  want  us  to  make  sure 
that  we  get  the  savings  from  the  mar- 
ketplace in  the  Medicare  Program. 
That  is  what  we  propose  to  do. 

And  we  are  looking  for  people  to  join 
us  in  the  effort  to  save  Medicare.  I  did 
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not  hear  one  person  on  this  floor  today 
talk  about  joining  in  the  effort  to  save 
Medicare. 

But  I  want  this  voice  to  be  heard  on 
the  floor.  I  want  my  Democrat  col- 
leagues and  friends  to  listen  carefully 
to  the  words  of  this  individual.  This  is 
what  he  said:  --Today,  Medicaid  and 
Medicare  are  going  up  at  3  times  the 
rate  of  inflation.  We  propose  to  let  it 
go  up  at  2  times  the  rate  of  inflation. 
That  is  not  a  Medicare  or  Medicaid 
cut  '  Repeat,  "That  is  not  a  Medicare 
or  Medicaid  cut." 

So  when  you  hear  all  of  this  business 
about  cuts,  let  me  caution  you  that  is 
not  what  is  going  on.  Who  said  that? 
William  Jefferson  Clinton,  President  of 
the  United  States  and  a  Democrat.  He 
believes  we  have  to  reduce  the  rate  of 
increase,  just  as  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Mrs.  KEiNNELLY]  said.  We 
have  to  reduce  the  rate  of  increase. 

What  we  are  proposing  is  to  reduce 
the  rate  of  increase.  What  President 
Clinton  has  said  must  be  done,  what  he 
believes  should  be  done  is  to  reduce  the 
rate  of  increase.  How  we  do  that  is 
going  to  be  a  very,  very  positive  exer- 
cise as  we  open  up  a  1960s  fee-for-serv- 
ice  bill-paying  bureaucracy  to  all  of 
the  exciting  changes  that  are  going  on 
out  there  in  the  health  care  world,  one 
very  small,  modest  change  that  has 
been  a  pilot  program  for  3  years,  called 
Medicare  Select,  that  has  almost  a  half 
million  folks  in  that  program,  with 
only  nine  complaints  to  date. 

It  is  a  program  that  we  want  to  con- 
tinue for  a  5-year  period.  We  have  told 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  "Keep  an  eye  on  that  pro- 
gram. If  it  does  not  do  what  it  is  sup- 
posed to  do,  that  is,  increase  choice 
and  save  money,  we  will  sunset  the 
program.  We  will  come  up  with  another 
idea."  Right  now  what  we  need  are  new 
ideas,  not  the  same  old  arguments,  new 
ideas. 

Medicare  Select  is  a  promising  new 
idea.  We  want  to  send  the  program  to 
the  50  States  who  want  to  join  it.  The 
States  voluntarily  take  up  the  pro- 
gram, it  is  not  imposed  upon  them. 
People  voluntarily  buy  their  insurance. 
It  is  not  imposed  upon  them.  It  is  a 
slightly  different  way  of  doing  business 
in  the  insurance  and  health  care  area. 
We  want  to  see  if  it  has  some  promise. 

We  are  going  to  try  some  other  ideas. 
We  are  going  to  bring  the  sunshine 
from  the  outside,  the  positive  reduc- 
tion in  expenses  from  the  outside,  into 
this  archaic  system,  by  choice.  Repub- 
licans are  going  to  do  that.  We  would 
really  love  to  have  our  Democratic  col- 
leagues join  their  President  in  reducing 
the  increase  in  positive  ways. 

Instead,  what  you  hear  is  pure  politi- 
cal propaganda.  They  do  not  want  to 
talk  about  Medicare  Select. 

I  will  tell  you,  you  just  heard  a  num- 
ber of  Democrats  come  to  the  micro- 
phone, the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut   [Mrs.    Kennelly],    the    gen- 


tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett],  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  W.\.x- 
M.A.N],  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Mo.\KLEY].  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  P.m.lone].  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Kli.nk].  they  all  voted  for  the  Medicare 
Select  measure  when  it  left  here,  408  to 
14. 

This  is  a  good  idea.  What  you  have 
here  today  on  the  part  of  the  Demo- 
crats is  an  exercise  largely  in  futility. 
They  are  now  the  minority  party.  They 
do  not  get  to  ram  proposals  down  peo- 
ple's throats  by  pure  quantitative 
measures  because  they  have  more  votes 
than  someone  else.  We  are  asking  them 
to  come  to  the  table  with  your  ideas. 
Let  us  hear  them. 

Over  the  next  several  months  there  is 
going  to  be  a  feeding  frenzy  of  ideas  in 
the  Health  Subcom.mittee  of  Ways  and 
Means  and  Health  Subcommittee  of 
Commerce.  We  are  going  to  put  to- 
gether a  proposal  that  will  make  sure 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  will  not  go 
broke,  that  seniors  will  have  a  better 
choice,  we  will  grow  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram from  today's  $4,700  to  $6,400  for 
every  American.  We  will  save  the  pro- 
gram. 

This  is  a  modest  beginning.  Vote 
down  the  motion  to  instruct,  which  in- 
structs nothing,  and  let  us  get  on  with 
change. 


RESOLUTION    PROVID- 

FURTHER     CONSIDER- 

H.R.     1561.     AMERICAN 

INTERESTS     ACT     OF 


REPORT   ON 
ING      FOR 
ATION     OF 
OVERSEAS 

1995 

.Mr.  GOSS.  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-130)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  156)  providing  for  further  consider- 
ation of  the  bill  (H.R.  1561).  to  consoli- 
date the  foreign  affairs  agencies  of  the 
United  States;  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  State  and 
related  agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997;  to  responsibly  reduce  the  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  for  U.S. 
foreign  assistance  programs  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  483.  MEDICARE  SELECT  EX- 
PANSION 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Dln'gell].  the  distinguished 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  facts 
from  this  debate  are  clear.  The  Demo- 
crats want  to  see  that  the  discussions 
in  the  conference  will  address  the  pro- 
posed cuts  in  Medicare  benefits.  That  is 
all  we  want. 


The  hard  fact  is  that  senior  citizens 
of  this  country  are  going  to  take  a  $300 
billion  hit  on  their  Medicare  costs  and 
that  $300  billion  hit  is  going  to  be  used 
to  finance  a  tax  cut  for  the  well-to-do. 

Now.  I  can  understand  how  my  Re- 
publican colleagues  get  outraged  about 
this.  One  of  my  colleagues  from  Cali- 
fornia quoted  the  President  telling 
that  Medicare  is  in  trouble.  Everybody 
has  known  Medicare  was  in  trouble. 
The  President  tried  to  do  something 
about  it  last  year,  and  his  comments  of 
last  year,  quoted  on  this  floor  by  the 
previous  Member  who  addressed  this 
body,  simply  said  Medicare  is  in  trou- 
ble unless  you  pass  his  universal  health 
care  coverage  program.  Every  single 
Republican  opposed  that.  Everybody 
knows  health  care  in  this  country  is  in 
trouble.  Everybody  knows  health  care 
costs  in  this  country  are  escalating  at 
an  excessive  rate.  Everybody  knows 
that  availability  of  insurance  and  the 
affordability  of  insurance  is  declining. 

We  can  talk  about  innovation  and  in- 
novativeness  and  everything  else,  and  a 
feeding  frenzy  of  innovation  that  is 
supposed  to  take  place.  In  the  health 
care  subcommittee,  run  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  there  has  been 
no  excessive  innovation  or  anything  of 
that  kind  going  on  in  his  committee 
and  certainly  nothing  vaguely  resem- 
bling a  feeding  frenzy  of  innovation, 
certainly  no  sign  of  innovation  in  his 
committee,  nothing  except  cuts  for  the 
senior  citizens,  give  a  tax  break  to  the 
rich  and  talk  about  how  the  Democrats 
are  responsible  for  the  problem. 

The  real  problem  began  last  year  in 
this  Congress  and  the  year  before  when 
the  Republicans  refused  to  a  man  to 
consider  any  reform  in  health  care 
overall  which  would  not  only  have  ad- 
dressed the  problem  of  Medicare  and 
its  viability  but  also  every  other 
health  care  program  in  this  country 
which  would  have  made  health  care 
available  to  every  American  and  which 
would  have  seen  to  it  that  the  costs  of 
health  care  for  business,  for  industry, 
for  government,  and  for  the  ordinary 
citizen  would  have  gone  back. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  been  told  that 
this  is  a  debate  about  MediGap,  and  in- 
deed it  is.  It  is  a  debate  about  whether 
or  not  these  conferees  will  consider  the 
realities  of  what  has  occurred  on  this 
House  floor  with  reference  to  the  cuts 
and  the  increases  in  out-of-pocket 
costs  to  Medicare  recipients  across  this 
country.  There  is  a  giant  MediGap,  be- 
cause another  30  minutes  later  all  we 
have  is  a  blank  page  from  the  Repub- 
lican Party  with  reference  to  what 
they  are  going  to  do  to  seniors  across 
this  country. 

They  refuse  to  come  to  this  floor  and 
tell  the  people  of  America  what  the 
journalists  have  found,  what  the  Amer- 
ican Association  of  Retired  Persons  has 
found,  that  when  a  senior  anywhere  in 


this  country  reaches  for  their  wallet  to 
pay  for  the  same  level  of  health  care, 
they  are  going  to  reach  in  and  find  it 
does  not  stretch  as  far  as  it  used  to,  be- 
cause their  premiums,  their  deductible 
has  been  doubled,  their  premiums  have 
been  raised,  new  out-of-pocket  costs 
face  them,  and  instead  of  MediGap.  the 
kind  of  insurance  we  are  going  to  need 
is  medigorge.  because  a  giant  gorge  is 
being  created  that  will  not  be  filled  un- 
less this  instruction  is  approved. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shays).  Without  objection,  the  pre- 
vious question  is  ordered  on  the  motion 
to  instruct. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  instruct 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 

[Mr.  DOGGETT). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,   and    there   were— yeas   197,   nays 
224,  not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  355] 
YEAS— 197 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (\Ml 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FLi 

Brown  lOHi 

Bryant  iTX) 

Cardin 

Chapman 

Cla.vton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  iILi 

Collins  (MI) 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cos  telle 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 


Durbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fallah 

Fields  (LA) 

Fliner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Geph.ardt 

Geren 

Gibbon.s 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Harm,^n 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayes 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy (Rl) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 


Klink 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Laughlln 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lincoln 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mfume 

Miller  (CA) 

Mineta 

Mln^ 

Mink 

Moakley 

.Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moran 

Murtha 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 


Pelosi 

Peterson  (MNi 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshanl 

Kahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Reynolds 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker (LA J 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  I NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 

Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 

Brownback 
Bryant  (TNi 
Bunn 
Sunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambli.ss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crape 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doollttle 
Doman 
Drcier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields  (TX) 
Flana^D 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 


.Scott 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torres 

NAyS-224 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (.\Ji 

Frelinghuysen 

Fnsa 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heine  man 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Johnson  (CT> 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CAi 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

.Martini 

.McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mdnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Molinart 


TorricelU 

Towns 

Traficant 

Tucker 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NCl 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wyden 

Wynn 

Yates 


Moorhead 

Morel  la 

.Myers 

.Myrick 

Netherciitt 

.Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovicb 

Kamstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Scbaefer 

Schlff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shusler 

Skeen 

Smith  (.MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Waldboltz 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 
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Wicker 
Wolf 


Becerra 

Calvert 

Clay 

Cubin 

Fazio 
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Young  (AKi  Zellff 

Young  (FLi  Zimmer 

NOT  VOTING— 13 


Gallegly 

Hansen 

Istook 

Kleczka 

Livingston 


Meyers 

Nussle 
Petw^on  (FL) 


D  1135 

The  Clork  announced  the  following 
pair:  On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Becerra  for.  with  Mrs.  Cubin  against. 

Mr.  COBURN  and  Mr.  KIM  changed 
their  vote  from   "yea"  to  "nay." 

Ms.  WATERS  and  Mr.  SCHUMER 
changed  their  vote  from  "nay"  to 
"yea." 

So  the  motion  to  instruct  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shays  I.  Without  objection,  the  Chair 
appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Bliley.  Bilirakis.  Ha.stert. 
Archer,  and  Thomas.  Mrs.  Joh.vson  of 
Connecticut,  and  Messrs.  Dingell, 
Waxma.v.  Gibbo.v.s,  and  ST.ikRK. 

There  was  no  objection.  t 


REMOVAL     OF     NAMES     OF     MEM- 
BERS   AS    COSPONSORS    OF    H.R. 

571 

Mr.  BONTLLA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Schumer],  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
ToRRicELLiJ.  and  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Barrett]  be  removed 
as  cosponsors  of  H.R.  571.  The  gentle- 
men misunderstood  the  substance  of 
that  hill  and  wp  have  agreed  to  remove 
them  as  cosponsors. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas?  r 

There  was  no  objection.  | 


ANNOUNCEMENT   REGARDING    PRE- 
FILING  REQUIREMENT  FOR 

AMENDMENTS  TO  H.R.  1530.  NA- 
TIONAL DEFENSE  AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

(Mr.  SOLOMON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks, ) 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity ordered  reported  H.R.  1530.  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  The  Rules  Committee 
plans  to  meet  during  the  week  of  June 
5  to  grant  a  rule  for  the  bill  which  is 
scheduled  for  floor  consideration  dur- 
ing the  week  of  June  12. 

The  Rules  Committee  expects  to  re- 
port the  traditional  structured  rule 
making  in  order  only  amendments 
prefiled  with  our  committee. 


Members  who  wish  to  offer  amend- 
ments to  the  bill  should  submit  55  cop- 
ies of  their  amendments,  together  with 
and  a  brief  explanation,  to  the  Rules 
Committee  office  at  H-312  of  the  Cap- 
itol, no  later  than  5  p.m.  on  Tuesday. 
June  6. 

Amendments  should  be  drafted  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute recommended  by  the  National 
Security  Committee.  Copies  of  the 
committee  substitute  will  be  available 
for  examination  by  Members  and  staff 
in  the  offices  of  the  committee  at  2120 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Members  are  advised  to  use  the  Of- 
fice of  Legislative  Counsel  to  draft 
their  amendments. 

If  Members  or  their  staff  have  any 
questions  regarding  this  procedure, 
they  should  contact  David  Lonie  of  our 
staff  at  extension  5-7985.  We  appreciate 
the  cooperation  of  all  Members  in  sub- 
mitting their  amendments  by  the  5 
p.m.,  June  6  deadline  in  properly  draft- 
ed form. 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

Committee  on  Rules. 
Washington.  DC.  May  25.  1995. 
Pre-Filing  Requireme.nt  for  Amendments 
TO  Defense  Authorization  Bill  (H  R.  1530i 

Dear  Colleague:  The  Rules  Committee 
plans  to  meet  during  the  week  of  June  5th  to 
grant  a  rule  for  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  (H.R.  1530)  which  is  sched- 
uled for  floor  consideration  during  the  week 
of  June  12th. 

The  Rules  Committee  expects  to  report  the 
traditional  structured  rule  making  in  order 
only  amendments  pre-filed  with  our  Commit- 
tee. Members  who  wish  to  offer  amendments 
to  the  bill  should  submit  55  copies  of  their 
amendments,  together  with  a  brief  expla- 
nation, to  the  Rules  Committee  office  at  H- 
312  of  the  Capitol,  no  later  than  5  p.m.  on 
Tuesday.  June  6th. 

Amendments  should  be  drafted  to  the 
amendment  in  thu  nature  of  a  substitute  rec- 
ommended by  the  National  Security  Com- 
mittee. Copies  of  the  Committee  substitute 
will  be  available  for  examination  by  Mem- 
bers and  staff  in  the  offices  of  the  Committee 
at  2120  Rayburn  House  Office  Building.  Mem- 
bers are  requested  to  use  the  Office  of  Legis- 
lative Counsel  to  draft  their  amendments. 

If  Members  or  their  staff  have  any  ques- 
tions regarding  this  procedure,  they  should 
contact  David  Lonie  of  our  staff  at  Exten- 
sion 5-7985.  We  appreciate  the  cooperation  of 
all  Members  in  submitting  their  amend- 
ments by  the  5  p.m.,  June  6th  deadline  in 
properly  drafted  form. 
Sincerely. 

Gerald  B.  Solomon, 

Chairman. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  REGARDING  AD- 
DITIONAL TIME  FOR  DEBATE  ON 
AMENDMENTS  TO  H.R.  1561.  THE 
AMERICAN  OVERSEAS  INTER- 
ESTS ACT  OF  1995 

(Mr.  OILMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
my  colleagues  to  be  absolutely  clear 
why  we  are  providing  additional  time 


after  the  recess  to  consider  H.R.  1561 
the  American  Overseas  Interests  Act. 
It  is  because  so  many  amendments  are 
still  pending  and  because  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
requested  additional  time  for  them. 

The  rule  accompanying  H.R.  1561  pro- 
vided for  2  hours  of  general  debate  and 
10  for  amendments  that  were 
preprinted  in  the  Record.  Any  remain- 
ing amendments  would  be  considered 
under  a  10-minute  time  limit,  with  all 
debate  to  conclude  by  2:30  this  after- 
noon 

As  of  last  night — 100  amendments  had 
been  filed— 58  by  Republicans  and  42 
Democrats.  When  the  Committee  rose 
yesterday,  we  had  consumed  9  of  the  10 
hours  of  debate  and  had  disposed  of 
nine  amendments— six  Republican  and 
three  Democrat. 

Of  the  91  amendments  remaining— 51 
are  Republican  and  39  are  Democratic 
amendments.  It  is  to  accommodate 
those  Members  with  remaining  amend- 
ments that  we  are  proposing  an  addi- 
tional 6  hours  of  debate  when  we  return 
from  the  recess. 

Reports  that  we  yanked  H  R.  1561  be- 
cause the  bill  is  in  trouble  are  just 
plain  wrong.  We  are  acting  to  provide 
more  time  to  consider  this  very  impor- 
tant measure  that  deals  with  our  for- 
eign policy  agencies  and  programs. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  think 
it  makes  sense.  We  have  a  large  num- 
ber of  amendments  pending,  and  I 
think  it  makes  sense  to  have  some 
modicum  of  debate.  Am  I  to  assume 
that  the  committee  will  be  rec- 
ommending Lu  the  Coiiimittee  on  Rules 
when  we  come  back  in  a  week-and-a- 
half  a  time  limit  on  these  amendments, 
or  will  it  be  staying  under  the  5-minute 
rule? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  will  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]. 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  will  say  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California, 
that  we  have  already  reported  a  rule 
about  an  hour  ago  which  does  provide 
for  6  hours  of  additional  time  under  the 
5-minute  rule.  yes. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  So  essentially  there  is 
no  time  limit  on  an.v  individual  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  would  just  say  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  that  if  there 
were  going  to  be  any  time  limitations 
on  amendments,  it  would  have  to  be 
negotiated  between  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  That  is  to  be  expected. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  for  one  further 
question,  is  the  plan  to  bring  this  rule 
to  the  floor  on  Wednesday.  June  7? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  BERMAN.  Is  it  the  plan  to  then 
move,  assuming  that  rule  passes,  to  the 
6  hours  remaining  of  debate  on  Wednes- 
day. June  7? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  It  is  my  understanding 
we  would  be  able  to  then  move  to  con- 
sider the  6  hours  of  remaining  debate. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Are  the  amendments 
limited  to  the  amendments  that  have 
been  printed  in  the  Record  as  of  today? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  That  is  my  understand- 
ing. Only  the  amendments  that  have 
been  printed  in  the  Record  as  of  yes- 
terday. 

Mr.  BERM.'\N.  Does  it  include  a  man- 
agers' amendment? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Yes  it  would  be  in- 
cluded. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  GEPHARDT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out  of 
order  for  1  minute  in  order  to  question 
the  distinguished  majority  leader 
about  the  schedule  for  next  week. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  to  ask  about 
the  schedule  for  next  week  and  the 
week  after. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  predicate  my  re- 
marks about  the  coming  schedule  by 
making  a  few  observations  about  the 
.American  Overseas  Interests  Act  that 
we  have  had  under  consideration,  and 
to  provide  some  explanation  for  why 
we  are  holding  the  bill  over  to  the 
week  following. 

a  1145 

I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
without  being  too  poetic,  that  it  is  be- 
musing how  confusing  it  has  been  for 
so  many  people  that  a  purely  logistical 
decision,  made  out  of  consideration  for 
the  work  requirements  of  the  House 
and  the  desire  to  have  full  participa- 
tion by  the  Members,  has  been  written 
up  in  the  newspapers  as  something  that 
is  completely  different  than  in  fact 
what  it  was. 

Therefore,  out  of  regard  for  this  lack 
of  understanding,  let  me  just  make 
these  points.  On  this  bill,  we  have  100 
amendments  filed.  We  considered  nine 
amendments  in  9  hours.  Ninety-one 
were  left  to  be  considered,  many  to  be 
en  bloc.  That  is  over  25  Members  that 
have  amendments  left  to  be  considered 
in  the  bill.  By  the  time  we  finished  last 
night  we  had  only  35  minutes  left  under 
the  existing  rule.  Those  25  Members  de- 
serve regard.  Members  from  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  on  the  bill. 

We  had  thought  yesterday  at  the 
time  the  decision  was  made  that  we 
would  do  not  only  the  conference  for 
Medicare  Select,  but  that  for  the  budg- 
et as  well  today.  I  was  not  prepared  to 


take  as  much  as  3'/j  hours  away  from 
our  Members  who  might  otherwise 
have  had  that  time  available  for  this 
bill.  For  that  reason.  I  made  the  deci- 
sion to  hold  the  bill  over,  and  to  in 
fact,  because  time  was  available,  in- 
crease the  time  available  for  those 
amendments,  this  done  wholly  in  the 
spirit  of  our  desire  to  include  as  many 
Members  as  possible  on  every  bill  as  we 
can. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
made  a  decision  to  add  from  those 
amendments  already  printed  in  the 
Record  the  option,  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  committee  chairman,  to  have  a 
chairman's  amendment  insofar  as  he 
may  find  an  opportunity  available  to 
improve  his  bill.  There  was  no  consid- 
eration given  to  a  doubt  about  the  vote 
outcome.  It  was  all  done  out  of  concern 
for  the  logistics  of  the  House's  business 
with  this  bill  and  other  bills,  and  a  de- 
sire to  improve  the  participation  op- 
portunities for  all  our  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Having  said  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  say  that  the  House  will  stand  in 
adjournment  through  Monday,  June  5. 
On  Tuesday,  June  6,  the  House  will 
meet  at  12  o'clock  in  a  pro  forma  ses- 
sion. There  will  be  no  recorded  votes  on 
Tuesday.  On  Wednesday,  June  7,  the 
House  will  meet  at  12  o'clock  for  legis- 
lative business.  We  plan  to  take  up  a 
rule  governing  further  consideration  of 
H.R.  1561.  the  American  Overseas  Inter- 
ests Act  of  1995.  and  then  complete  con- 
sideration of  that  legislation  and  pass 
it  that  day.  We  then  hope  to  complete 
three  hatchery  bills  under  rules  pre- 
viously adopted  by  the  House.  These 
bills  are  H.R.  614.  the  New  London  Na- 
tional Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance:  H.R. 
584,  the  Fairport  National  Fish  Hatch- 
cry  Conveyance;  and  H.R.  535,  the  Cor 
ning  National  Fish  Hatchery  Convey- 
ance. 

The  House  will  meet  at  10  o'clock 
a.m.  on  Thursday,  June  8.  It  is  our 
hope  to  have  Members  on  their  way 
home,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Thursday,  June 
B.  it  is  our  hope  to  have  the  Members 
on  their  way  home  to  their  families 
and  their  districts  by  6  o'clock  p.m.  on 
that  Thursday. 

The  House  will  not  be  in  session  on 
Friday,  June  9. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr,  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  want  to  again 
note  that  we  have  these  three  fish 
hatchery  bills.  I  know  the  gentleman's 
great  interest  in  fishing,  and  I  know 
that  he  wants  these  fish  to  be  hatched 
as  much  as  I  do,  so  we  are  all  looking 
forward  to  getting  these  three  bills 
passed  next  week  or  the  week  after 
next. 

Mr.  ARMEY,  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  observation.  I 
guess  we  cannot  catch  them  and  kiss 
them  if  we  do  not  hatch  them. 


Mr.  GEPHARDT.  That  is  right.  I 
know  the  gentleman  is  interested  in 
doing  that.  Maybe  the  gentleman  and  I 
can  figure  out  how  to  catch  and  throw 
back  some  of  these  fish. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  simply  re- 
port what  the  gentleman  said,  so  Mem- 
bers who  may  not  have  been  paying  as 
close  attention  as  they  might  will  un- 
derstand this.  As  I  get  it,  we  will  not 
expect  votes  on  Monday,  Tuesday,  or 
Friday  of  the  week  we  get  back  from 
the  Memorial  Day  recess. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  understand  the 
gentleman  will  be  asking  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  will  be  allowed  to  file 
the  Defense  authorization  bill  during 
the  recess.  Would  the  gentleman  tell  us 
when  he  expects  that  important  bill  to 
be  considered  by  the  House? 

Mr.  ARMEY,  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  we  would  hope  to  begin 
consideration  the  week  following  the 
week  ending  on  June  9. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman,  and  wish  him  a 
prosperous,  effective,  and  successful 
district  work  period. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  the  same  for  him 
and  all  the  Members  of  his  party. 


ADJOURNMENT  OF  THE  HOUSE 
FROM  THURSDAY.  MAY  26,  1995. 
TO  TUESDAY,  JUNE  6,  1995,  OR 
UNTIL  NOON  ON  THE  SECOND 
DAY  AFTER  MEMBERS  ARE  NO- 
TIFIED TO  REASSEMBLE,  AND 
RECESS  OR  ADJOURNMENT  OF 
THE  SENATE  ON  THURSDAY, 
MAY  25,  1995,  FRIDAY,  MAY  26. 
1995,  OR  SATURDAY,  MAY  27.  1995, 
TO  MONDAY,  JUNE  5,  1995,  OR 
UNTIL  NOON  ON  THE  SECOND 
DAY  AFTER  MEMBERS  ARE  NO- 
TIFIED TO  REASSEMBLE 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  privileged  concurrent  reso- 
lution (H.  Con.  Res.  72)  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution, as  follows: 

H.  CoN.  Res.  72 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That  when  the  House  ad- 
journs on  the  legislative  day  of  Thursday. 
May  25.  1995.  it  stand  adjourned  until  noon 
on  Tuesday.  June  6.  1995.  or  until  noon  on 
the  second  day  after  Members  are  notified  to 
reassemble  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  con- 
current resolution,  whichever  occurs  first: 
and  that  when  the  Senate  recesses  or  ad- 
journs at  the  close  of  business  on  Thursday. 
May  25.  1995.  Friday.  May  26.  1995.  or  Satur- 
day. May  27.  1995.  pursuant  to  a  motion  made 
by  the  Majority  Leader  or  his  designee,  in 
accordance  with  this  resolution,  it  stand  re- 
cessed or  adjourned  until  10  a.m.  on  Monday. 
June  5.  1995.  or  until  noon  on  the  second  day 
after  Members  are  notified  to  reassemble 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  reso- 
lution, whichever  occurs  first. 

Sec.  2.  The  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate,  acting  jointly 
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after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  House  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
Senate,  shall  notify  the  Members  of  the 
House  and  Senate,  respectively,  to  reassem- 
ble whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  public  in- 
terest shall  warrant  it. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CER- 
TAIN STANDING  COMMITTEES  OF 
THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
privileged  resolution  iH.  Res.  157)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  157 

Resolved.  That  the  following  named  Mem- 
bers be.  and  they  are  hereby,  elected  to  the 
following  standing  committees  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight:  Mr  H.^.sTERT  of  Illinois,  to  rank 
following  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 

Committee  on  Resources:  Mr.  Ensign  of 
Nevada. 

Committee  on  Small  Business:  Mr. 
L.\TOURETTE  of  Ohio. 

Committee  on  Commerce:  Mr.  De.\l  of 
Georgia,  to  rank  following  Mr  Cox  of  Cali- 
fornia. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 

the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  SPEAKER  AND 
THE  MINORITY  LEADER  TO  AC- 
CEPT RESIGNATIONS  AND  TO 
MAKE  APPOINTMENTS  AUTHOR- 
IZED BY  LAW  OR  BY  THE  HOUSE, 
NOTWITHSTANDING  ADJOURN- 
MENT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  notwithstand- 
ing any  adjournment  of  the  House  until 
Tuesday.  June  6,  1995,  the  Speaker,  and 
the  minority  leader  be  authorized  to 
accept  resignations  and  to  make  ap- 
pointments authorized  by  law  or  by  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Sh.ws).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON 
WEDNESDAY.  JUNE  7.  1995 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Tuesday.  June  6. 
1995.  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  noon  on 
Wednesday.  June  7,  1995. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday, 
June  7,  1995. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING         WITH         CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 

WEDNESDAY.  JUNE  7,  1995 
Mr.    ARMEY.    Mr.    Speaker.    I    ask 

unanimous  consent  that  the  business 


SECOND  ANNUAL  REPORT  ON  THE 
STATE  OF  SMALL  BUSINESS- 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read  and.  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Small  Business. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  forward  my  second 
annual  report  on  the  state  of  small 
business,  and  to  report  that  small  busi- 
nesses are  doing  exceptionally  well. 
Business  starts  and  incorporations 
were  up  in  1993-,  the  year  covered  in 
this  report.  Failures  and  bankruptcies 
were  down.  Six  times  as  many  jobs 
were  created  as  in  the  previous  year, 
primarily  in  industries  historically 
dominated  by  small  businesses. 

Small  businesses  are  a  critical  part 
of  our  economy.  They  employ  almost  60 
percent  of  the  work  force,  contribute  54 
percent  of  sales,  account  for  roughly  40 
percent  of  gross  domestic  product,  and 
are  responsible  for  50  percent  of  private 
sector  output.  More  than  600,000  new 
firms  have  been  created  annually  over 
the  past  decade,  and  over  much  of  this 
period,  small  firms  generated  many  of 
the  Nation's  new  jobs.  As  this  report 
documents,  entrepreneurial  small  busi- 
nesses are  also  strong  innovators,  pro- 
ducing twice  as  man,y  significant  inno- 
vations as  their  larger  counterparts. 

In  short,  a  great  deal  of  our  Nation's 
economic  activity  comes  from  the 
record  number  of  entrepreneurs  living 
the  American  Dream.  Our  job  in  Gov- 
ernment is  to  make  sure  that  condi- 
tions are  right  for  that  dynamic  activ- 
ity to  continue  and  to  grow. 

And  we  are  taking  important  steps. 
Maintaining  a  strong  economy  while 
continuing  to  lower  the  Federal  budget 
deficit  may  be  the  most  important  step 
we  in  Government  can  take.  A  lower 
deficit  means  that  more  savings  can  go 
into  new  plant  and  equipment  and  that 
interest  rates  will  be  lower.  It  means 
that  more  small  businesses  can  get  the 
financing  they  need  to  get  started. 

We  are  finally  bringing  the  Federal 
deficit  under  control.  In  1992  the  deficit 
was  $290  billion.  By  1994.  the  deficit  was 
$203  billion;  we  project  that  it  will  fall 
to  $193  billion  in  1995. 

Deficit  reduction  matters.  We  have 
been  enjoying  the  lowest  combined  rate 
of  unemployment  and  inflation  in  25 
years.  Gross  domestic  product  has  in- 
creased, as  have  housing  starts.   New 


business  incorporations  continue  to 
climb.  We  want  to  continue  bringing 
the  deficit  down  in  a  way  that  protects 
our  economic  recovery,  pays  attention 
to  the  needs  of  people,  and  empowers 
small  business  men  and  women. 

CAF'IT.AL  KOR.M.'\TI0N 

One  area  on  which  we  have  focused 
attention  is  increasing  the  availability 
of  capital  to  new  and  small  enterprises, 
especially  the  dynamic  firms  that  keep 
us  competitive  and  contribute  so  much 
to  economic  growth. 

Bank  regulatory  policies  are  being 
revised  to  encourage  lending  to  small 
firms.  Included  in  the  Credit  Availabil- 
ity Program  that  we  introduced  in  1993 
are  revised  banking  regulatory  policies 
concerning  some  small  business  loans 
and  permission  for  financial  institu- 
tions to  create  "character  loans." 

New  legislation  supported  by  my  Ad- 
ministration and  enacted  in  September 
1994.  the  Reigle  Community  Develop- 
ment and  Regulatory  Improvement  Act 
of  1994.  establishes  a  Community  De- 
velopment Financial  Institutions  Fund 
for  community  development  banks, 
amends  banking  and  securities  laws  to 
encourage  the  creation  of  a  secondary 
market  for  small  business  loans,  and 
reduces  the  regulatory  burden  for 
financial  institutions  by  changing  or 
eliminating  50  banking  regulations. 

Under  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration Reauthorization  and  Amend- 
ments .A.ct  of  1994.  the  Small  Business 
Administration  (SBA)  is  authorized  to 
increase  the  number  of  guaranteed 
small  business  loans  for  the  next  3 
years.  The  budget  proposed  for  the  SBA 
will  encourage  private  funds  to  be  di- 
rected to  the  small  businesses  that 
most  need  access  to  capital.  While  con- 
tinuing cn.st-r-.ifting  pffnrt?.  thp  plan 
proposes  to  fund  new  loan  and  venture 
capital  authority  for  SBA's  credit  and 
investment  programs.  Changes  in  the 
SBA's  7(a)  guaranteed  loan  program 
will  increase  the  amount  of  private  sec- 
tor lending  leveraged  for  every  dollar 
of  taxpayer  funds  invested  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

Through  the  Small  Business  Invest- 
ment Company  (SBIO  program,  a 
group  of  new  venture  capital  firms  are 
expected  to  make  available  several  bil- 
lion dollars  in  equity  financing  for 
startups  and  growing  firms.  The  SBIC 
program  will  continue  to  grow  as  regu- 
lations promulgated  in  the  past  year 
facilitate  financing  with  a  newly  cre- 
ated participating  equity  security  in- 
strument. 

And  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission's  simplified  filing  and  reg- 
istration requirements  for  small  firm 
securities  have  helped  encourage  new 
entries  by  small  firms  into  capital 
markets. 

We  are  recommending  other  changes 
that  will  help  make  more  capital  avail- 
able to  small  firms.  In  reauthorizing 
Superfund,  my  Administration  seeks  to 


limit  lender  liability  for  Superfund  re- 
mediation costs,  which  have  had  an  ad- 
verse effect  on  lending  to  small  busi- 
nesses. Interagency  teams  have  been 
examining  additional  cost-effective 
ways  to  expand  the  availability  of 
small  business  financing,  such  as  new 
options  for  expanding  equity  invest- 
ments in  small  firms  and  improve- 
ments to  existing  microlending  efforts. 
We've  also  recognized  that  we  can 
help  small  business  people  increase 
their  available  capital  through  tax  re- 
ductions and  incentives.  We  increased 
by  75  percent,  from  $10,000  to  $17,500. 
the  amount  a  small  business  can  de- 
duct as  expenses  for  equipment  pur- 
chases. Tax  incentives  in  the  1993 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  are  having 
their  effect,  encouraging  long-term  in- 
vestment in  small  firms.  And  the 
empowerment  zone  program  offers  sig- 
nificant tax  incentives— a  20  percent 
wage  credit.  $20,000  in  expensing,  and 
lax-exempt  facility  bonds — for  firms 
within  the  zones. 

REGUL.'VTION  ."^ND  P.^PERWORK 

But  increasing  the  availability  of 
capital  to  small  firms  is  only  part  of 
the  battle.  We  also  have  to  make  sure 
that  Government  doesn't  get  in  the 
way.  And  we're  making  progress  in  our 
efforts  to  create  a  smaller,  smarter, 
less  costly  and  more  effective  Govern- 
ment that  is  closer  to  home — closer  to 
the  small  businesses  and  citizens  it 
serves. 

In  the  first  round  of  our  reinventing 
Government  initiative— the  National 
Performance  Review — we  asked  Gov- 
ernment professionals  for  their  best 
ideas  on  how  to  create  a  better  Govern- 
ment with  less  red  tape.  One  rec- 
ommendation was  that  Federal  agency 
compliance  with  the  Regulatory  Flexi- 
oniiy  Act — trial  i-equires  agencies  lu 
examine  proposed  and  existing  regula- 
tions for  their  effects  on  small  enti- 
ties— be  subject  to  judicial  review.  In 
other  words,  they  said  we  need  to  put 
teeth  in  the  legislation  requiring  Fed- 
eral agencies  to  pay  attention  to  small 
business  concerns  when  they  write  reg- 
ulations. That  proposal  has  been  under 
debate  in  the  Congress. 

Federal  agencies  are  already  consid- 
ering and  implementing  specific  ways 
to  streamline  regulations  and  make  pa- 
perwork easier  for  small  businesses  to 
manage.  For  example,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  (EPA)  re- 
sponded to  small  business  owners  and 
advocates  who  said  that  the  agency's 
toxic  release  inventory  rule  was  espe- 
cially costly  and  burdensome.  In  No- 
vember 1994.  the  EPA  announced  a 
final  rule  that  will  make  it  easier  for 
small  businesses  to  report  small 
amounts  of  toxic  releases. 

And  SBA  has  slashed  the  small  busi- 
ness loan  form  for  loans  under  $100,000 
from  an  inch-thick  stack  to  a  single 
page.  The  SBA  is  also  piloting  a  new 
electronic  loan  application  that  will 
involve  no  paperwork,  but  will   allow 


business  owners  to  concentrate  on  the 
business  at  hand— building  a  successful 
operation. 

When  businesses  are  unable  to  suc- 
ceed, no  one  is  served  by  a  process  that 
entangles  small  business  owners  in  an 
endless  jumble  of  paperwork.  Sweeping 
changes  made  to  bankruptcy  laws  in 
the  past  year  will  help  small  businesses 
reorganize.  Small  firms  with  less  than 
$2.5  million  in  debt  may  utilize  a 
streamlined  reorganization  process 
that  is  less  expensive  and  more  timely. 

My  Executive  order  on  Regulatory 
Review  provides  a  process  for  more  ra- 
tional regulation,  and  we've  been  lis- 
tening to  the  concerns  of  small  firms 
through  a  Regulatory  Reform  Forum 
for  Small  Business.  Five  sector-specific 
groups  have  made  specific  proposals  for 
regulatory  relief.  These  groups  have 
said  that  a  comprehensive,  multi- 
agency  strategy,  with  better  public  in- 
volvement, is  probably  the  most  cost- 
effective  way  to  improve  both  the  qual- 
ity of  regulations  and  compliance  with 
them.  The  key  is  to  make  sure  that 
Government  serves  small  business  and 
the  American  people,  not  the  other 
way  around. 

ELECTRONIC  COMMERCE  AND  GOVERN.MENT 
PROCURE.MENT 

The  reinventing  Government  initia- 
tive also  called  for  expanded  use  of 
electronic  marketing  and  commerce, 
and  we  have  made  great  strides  in  pro- 
viding information  about  Government 
programs  electronically.  These  meth- 
ods will  increase  small  business  access 
to  markets. 

Another  area  that  has  been  sorely  in 
need  of  reform  is  the  Government  pro- 
curement process.  In  October  1994.  I 
signed  into  law  the  Federal  Acquisition 
Streamlining   Act,   which   will   change 
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The  law  modifies  more  than  226  provi- 
sions of  procurement  law  to  reduce  pa- 
perwork burdens,  improve  efficiency, 
save  the  taxpayers  money,  establish  a 
Federal  acquisition  computer  network, 
increase  opportunities  for  women- 
owned  and  small  disadvantaged  busi- 
nesses, and  generally  make  Govern- 
ment acquisition  of  commercial  prod- 
ucts easier.  This  report  documents  how 
small  businesses  are  doing  under  the 
old  system:  my  hope  is  that  opportuni- 
ties for  small  business  success  will  be 
even  greater  once  these  reforms  are  in 
effect. 

HUM.^N  RESOURCES 

Beyond  encouraging  an  economic  en- 
vironment that  supports  small  business 
success,  opening  doors  to  capital  re- 
sources, buying  more  of  our  goods  and 
services  from  small  firms,  and  getting 
out  of  small  business'  way,  I  believe  we 
in  Government  have  a  responsibility  to 
ask  whether  we  are  doing  enough  to  en- 
sure a  healthy  and  adequately  prepared 
work  force. 

I  remain  committed  to  seeking  a  way 
to  provide  health  insurance  coverage 
for  all  Americans.  As  this  report  clear- 


ly shows,  the  number  of  uninsured 
Americans  is  too  high— and  it's  grow- 
ing. Millions  of  those  citizens  are  in 
working  families.  And  the  sad  fact  is 
that  many  of  those  workers  are  in 
small  businesses,  which  have  seen  their 
premiums  and  deductibles  soar.  We 
must  make  sure  that  self-employed 
people  and  small  businesses  can  buy  in- 
surance at  more  affordable  rates — 
whether  through  voluntary  purchasing 
pools  or  some  other  mechanism. 

We  also  ought  to  be  able  to  ensure 
that  our  citizens  are  adequately  pro- 
vided for  when  they  reach  the  end  of 
their  working  years.  Here  too.  small 
firms  have  been  at  a  disadvantage.  Our 
proposed  pension  legislation  exempted 
most  small  plans  from  compliance  and 
reporting  increases. 

And  while  our  industries  restructure 
and  move  from  an  age  of  heavy  indus- 
try to  an  information  age  that  de- 
mands new  skills  and  new  flexibility, 
we  need  to  make  sure  that  our  work 
force  has  the  skills  and  tools  to  com- 
pete. That  is  why  I  proposed  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights,  which  would  pro- 
vide a  tax  deduction  for  all  education 
and  training  after  high  school;  foster 
more  saving  and  personal  responsibil- 
ity by  permitting  people  to  establish 
an  individual  retirement  account  and 
withdraw  from  it  tax-free  for  the  cost 
of  education,  health  care,  first-time 
house  buying,  or  the  care  of  a  parent; 
and  offer  to  those  laid  off  or  working 
for  a  very  low  wage,  a  voucher  worth 
$2,000  a  year  to  get  the  skills  they  need 
to  improve  their  lives. 

INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 

We  also  want  to  empower  small  busi- 
nesses to  succeed  in  a  global  economy. 
One  of  the  greatest  challenges  in  the 
next  century  will  be  our  international 
competition.  Ninety-six  percent  of  all 
exporting  firms  are  small  firms  with 
fewer  than  500  employees,  but  only  10 
percent  of  small  firms  export;  therefore 
the  potential  for  increasing  small  firm 
exports  is  significant.  I  believe  the 
North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
and  the  General  Agreement  of  Tariffs 
and  Trade  will  benefit  small  firms  in- 
terested in  expanding  into  inter- 
national markets  in  this  hemisphere 
and  beyond. 

Lending  to  small  exporters  is  being 
eased  through  reforms  in  the  Export- 
Import  Bank's  Working  Capital  Guar- 
antee Program.  New  one-stop  export 
shops  are  moving  in  the  right  direction 
to  assist  small  firms  by  providing  ac- 
cess to  export  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  Small  Business  Administra- 
tion all  under  one  roof. 

HEARING  FROM  SMALL  BUSINESS 

Small  businesses  are  too  important 
to  our  economy  for  their  concerns  not 
to  be  heard.  That  is  why  I  have  given 
the  SBA  a  seat  on  the  National  Eco- 
nomic Council  and  invited  the  SBA  Ad- 
ministrator in  to  Cabinet  meetings. 

Over  the  past  2  years,  my  Adminis- 
tration has  been  asking  questions  of 
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small  business  owners  and  listening  to 
the  answers— seeking  advice  and  guid- 
ance from  a  diverse  audience  of  busi- 
ness leaders  to  determine  the  most 
critical  problems  and  devise  solutions 
that  work. 

This  year  presents  a  special  oppor- 
tunity for  small  business  persons  to 
make  their  concerns  known  at  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Small  Busi- 
ness, set  to  convene  in  Washington  in 
June  1995.  In  State  conferences  leading 
up  to  the  national  conference,  small 
business  owners  have  been  frank  about 
their  concerns.  I  look  forward  to  hear- 
ing their  small  business  action  agenda. 

I  firmly  believe  that  we  need  to  keep 
looking  to  our  citizens  and  small  busi- 
nesses for  innovative  solutions.  They 
have  shown  they  have  the  ingenuity 
and  creative  power  to  make  our  econ- 
omy grow;  we  just  need  to  let  them  do 
it. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House.  .\fay  25,  1995. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The    SPEAKER    pro     tempore.    The 
Chair  will  entertain  1-minute  requests. 


MEDICARE 


(Mr.  PORTMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

.Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
hearing  the  debate  on  MediGap  this 
morning.  I  am  here  today  to  make  a 
plea  on  Medicare.  Let  us  stop  the 
demogoguery— let  us  roll  up  our  sleeves 
and  deal  with  the  problem.  The  Medi- 
care trustees  have  just  reported  to  us 
that  If  we  do  nothing  to  save  the  s.ys- 
tem.  the  part  A  trust  fund,  the  heart  of 
the  program  starts  to  go  broke  next 
year  and  is  bankrupt  entirely  in  7  short 
years— not  unanticipated  by  those  who 
have  been  following  it  closely^but  so- 
bering nonetheless. 

Let  us  deal  with  it — and  the  sooner 
the  better.  The  new  CBO  Director  told 
us  the  obvious  in  recent  testimony: 
"Any  delay  will  require  dramatic  cuts 
and  program  changes  in  the  future."  If 
we  start  to  reform  the  system  now,  I 
believe  we  can  accomplish  the  twin 
goals  of  savmg  the  program  from  bank- 
ruptcy and  improving  it  through  pri- 
vate sector  innovation,  expanded 
choice  and  cracking  down  on  fraud.  We 
can  do  it  because,  as  President  Clinton 
told  the  AARP  in  1993.  •Today.  Medic- 
aid and  Medicare  are  going  up  at  three 
times  the  rate  of  inflation.  We  propose 
to  let  it  go  up  at  two  times  the  rate  of 
inflation.  That  is  not  a  Medicare  or 
Medicaid  cut.  So  when  you  hear  all  this 
business  about  cuts,  let  me  caution  you 
that  that  is  not  what  is  going  on.  We 
are  going  to  have  increases  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid,  and  a  reduction  in  the 
rate  of  growth."  Let  us  act  now  in  a  bi- 


partisan   manner    before    the    problem 
gets  out  of  hand. 

The  Medicare  trustee  report  Itself 
stated,  "these  programs  are  too  impor- 
tant to  be  politicized  and  [we]  urge 
that  a  highly  professional,  nonpartisan 
approach  continue  to  be  followed." 


DON'T  LET  REPUBLICANS  SLAM 
THE  DOOR  SHUT  ON  STAFFORD 
LOANS 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  to  speak  in  opposition 
to  the  Republican  budget  proposal  as  it 
specifically  relates  to  higher  edu- 
cation. Yesterday,  I  talked  about  cuts 
in  our  elementary  and  secondary  edu- 
cation funds  that  will  hurt  our  children 
in  public  schools.  Today,  I  am  going  to 
talk  about  the  House  proposal  that  will 
increase  college  costs  for  4.5  million 
college  students  by  eliminating  the  in- 
school  interest  subsidy  on  Stafford 
loans.  Families  who  rely  on  Stafford 
student  loans  would  pay  up  to  $3,(X)0 
more  for  the  cost  of  a  college  edu- 
cation. 

These  extra  costs  could  put  a  college 
education  out  of  reach  for  many  young 
people  in  my  district.  I  have  a  picture 
here  of  a  young  lady,  Yuroba  Harris. 
Yuroba  is  an  honor  student  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Houston.  In  order  to  earn 
extra  money  for  books  and  tuition,  she 
works  in  my  district  office  part  time, 
serving  the  constituents  of  the  29th 
District  in  Houston,  TX. 

Elimination  of  the  in-school  interest 
subsidy  could  put  college  out  of  reach 
for  a  lot  of  young  people  like  Yuroba 
and  other  middle  class  and  poor  young 
people  all  over  my  district.  There  is  an 
old  proverb:  Give  a  person  a  fish  and 
they  will  eat  today.  Teach  them  to  fish 
and  they  will  eat  for  a  lifetime.  Let  us 
not  cut  education.  Let  us  make  sure 
they  can  eat  for  a  lifetime. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS  OF  AMERICA'S 
FOREIGN  AID  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks, and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
been  debating  the  foreign  aid  bill  for 
the  last  few  days  and  we  have  heard  a 
lot  of  criticisms  about  foreign  aid  pro- 
grams. Some  are  justified  and  some  are 
not,  but  undoubtedly  some  good  things 
have  been  accomplished.  I  would  like 
to  include  in  the  Record,  following  my 
remarks,  a  recent  Cincinnati  Post 
guest  column  written  by  my  friend, 
Dan  Radford,  executive  secretary- 
treasurer  of  the  Cincinnati  AFL-CIO 
Labor  Council,  who  has  had  a  very  pro- 
ductive working  relationship  with  the 
U.S.  Information  Agency. 


Working  under  a  grant  from  USIA. 
the  AFL-CIO's  Free  Trade  Union  Insti- 
tute has  worked  closely  with  trade 
union  leaders  from  Ukraine  and 
Kazakhstan.  A  delegation  from  those 
former  Soviet  States  recently  visited 
Cincinnati  to  get  some  positive  expo- 
sure to  our  political  and  economic  sys- 
tem, with  the  local  labor  council  serv- 
ing as  host. 

It  is  my  hope  that  as  we  move  toward 
a  more  streamlined  and  productive  for- 
eign policy  apparatus,  we  will  be  able 
to  work  with  groups  like  this  and  con- 
tinue in  a  more  efficient  way  to  pro- 
vide the  means  for  such  positive  dialog. 

I  include  the  Radford  article  in  the 
Record  at  this  time  as  a  valuable  con- 
tribution to  the  discussion. 

The  text  of  the  article  is  as  follows: 
L.ABOR  Unions  Help  Nurture  Democracies 
IN  EA.STERN  Europe 
(By  V.  Daniel  Radford) 

Semyon  Karikov  and  Gennady  Nikilin. 
trade  union  leaders  from  Ukraine  and 
Kazakhstan,  visited  our  city  recently  to 
learn  about  the  role  institutions  like  unions 
play  in  the  community  and  in  our  system  of 
government.  Their  visit  was  made  possible 
by  the  .^FL-CIOs  Free  Trade  Union  Insti- 
tute under  a  g^rant  from  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency.  We  at  the  Cincinnati  AFI.,-CIO 
Labor  Council  served  as  their  local  hosts.  I 
had  already  been  on  several  educational  ex- 
change trips  to  Romania.  Slovakia,  and  the 
Czech  Republic  under  the  same  FTUIUSIA 
program. 

Why  are  these  exchanges  important,  and 
why  should  our  government  support  these 
types  of  activities?  Simply  put.  because  it  is 
in  our  direct  interest  to  help  the  countries  of 
Eastern  Europe  to  build  institutions— like 
unions— that  bring  the  rule  of  law  and  eco- 
nomic stability  to  their  countries. 

Educational  exchanges  can  assist  in  this 
process.  During  their  visit,  for  example. 
Karikov  and  Nikitln  met  with  county  and 
city  officials  from  both  political  parties, 
with  union  leaders  and  rank  and  file  mem- 
bers, and  with  community  political  activists. 
They  were  given  an  overview  of  labor's  role 
in  protecting  workplace  rights  and  in  ex- 
pressing the  voice  of  workers  in  politics  and 
economics  of  a  democratic  society.  They  can 
take  these  lessons  about  involvement  back 
to  their  unions  and  communities  at  home. 

While  Semyon  and  Gennedy  visited  our 
city,  we  learned  something  too.  about  how 
hard  life  is  in  the  countries  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union.  Workers  labor  in  dangerous  con- 
ditions with  no  safety  equipment  and  return 
home  to  eat  their  meager  meals  in  the  dark 
and  cold  because  there  is  no  heat  or  elec- 
tricity. At  times  they  go  weeks  and  some- 
times months  without  pay;  they  continue 
working  just  to  keep  their  jobs. 

Workers  in  Eastern  Europe  are  still  strug- 
gling for  democracy.  In  Ukraine  and 
Kazakhstan  democracies  are  not  established, 
and  the  rule  of  law  doesn't  exist.  In  Ukraine, 
for  example,  a  man  summoned  to  the  police 
station  for  questioning  was  tried,  convicted, 
and  carted  away  to  prison  on  the  spot.  In 
both  countries,  the  so-called  ex-communists 
have  teamed  up  with  former  security  officers 
and  mafia-like  criminal  elements  to  domi- 
nate many  aspects  of  society. 

So.  for  humanitarian  reasons  alone,  the 
U.S.  should  remain  engaged  in  helping  those 
who  seek  to  build  democracy  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. 


It  is  in  our  own  interest  as  well:  the  lack 
of  stability  in  Ukraine.  Kazakhstan,  and 
other  countries  in  the  former  Soviet  Union 
directl.v  threatens  the  United  States.  Orga- 
nized crime  groups  in  Russia  alone  are 
roughly  ten  times  larger  than  the  American 
Mafia.  .According  to  FBI  Director  Louis 
Freeh  "these  same  crime  groups  also  pose  a 
significant  and  direct  threat  to  the  United 
States  *  *  *  (they)  are  engaged  in  a  wide 
range  of  criminal  activities,  including  com- 
plex tax  and  health  care  fraud  schemes,  ex- 
tortion, money  laundering,  and  drug  traf- 
ficking." 

\-n  even  more  ominous  threat.  Secretary  of 
Defense  William  Perry  recently  warned,  "are 
(the)  still  more  than  20.000  nuclear  weapons 
in  four  countries  of  the  former  Soviet  Union; 
Russia.  Ukraine.  Kazakhstan,  and  Belarus." 
He  points  out  that  these  weapons  "could  be 
reconstituted  into  a  threat  or  that  some  of 
them  could  find  a  way  to  rogue  regimes." 

A  growing  web  of  international  organized 
criminals  who  can  control— and  sell — sizable 
stockpiles  of  nuclear  weapons:  it's  a  crisis 
waiting  to  happen. 

Only  a  firm,  stable  government  and  econ- 
omy can  keep  these  weapons  and  criminals 
under  control.  Democracy  with  worker  par- 
ticipation can  help  stabilize  nations  like 
Kazakhstan  and  the  Ukraine. 

As  we  have  witnessed  with  Solidarity  in 
Poland,  unions  have  been  ke.v  in  advancing 
the  spread  of  democracy  in  the  region.  And. 
as  we  see  here  at  home,  unions  have  a  crucial 
balancing  voice  in  a  market  economy.  Dur- 
ing my  FTUI  visits.  I  saw  Eastern  European 
unions  taking  steps  toward  greater  political 
and  community  involvement,  pushing  for 
free  elections,  a  free  press.  an(i  an  under- 
standing and  control  of  economic  forces.  I 
think  our  educational  exchanges  helped 
move  this  process  along. 

It's  fair  to  ask  ourselves  if  in  this  time  of 
cost  cutting,  we  can  afford  programs  like  the 
one  that  brought  Semyon  and  Gennady  here. 
In  light  of  the  potential  serious  threats  the 
U.S.  and  rest  of  the  world  faces,  and  because 
of  the  benefits  we  all  can  gain  from  an  ex- 
change of  ideas,  we  should  consider  whether 
we  can  afford  not  to. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  TO  FILE  A 
REPORT  ON  H.R.  1530.  NATIONAL 
DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION  ACT 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  National  Security  be  allowed 
during  the  Memorial  Day  district  work 
period  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
1530)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1996  for  military  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to  pre- 
scribe military  personnel  strengths  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana).  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  WISE  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object.  I  will  not  object,  and  I 
would  simply  observe  that  this  was 
cleared  with  the  minority.  We  appre- 
ciate that. 

Mr  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 


THE  VALUE  OF  EDUCATION 

(Mr.  MARTINEZ  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do 
not  think  anyone  can  dispute  the  fact 
that  education  is  one  of  the  keys  to 
success. 

All  one  needs  to  do  is  look  around 
and  see  that  the  leaders  in  every  walk 
of  life  are  generally  educated  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  so  many  of  our  immi- 
grants came  here  with  no  education 
and  not  much  else  either. 

But  they  worked  hard  and  sacrificed 
so  that  their  children  could  have  an 
education  and  reap  the  harvest  of  the 
bountiful  opportunities  in  their  won- 
derful new  country. 

As  a  result,  each  succeeding  genera- 
tion did  better  and  we  as  a  country  en- 
joyed the  fruits  of  that  harvest. 

Sadly,  as  hard  as  it  was  for  the  first 
Americans,  it  is  not  that  easy  any- 
more— costs  are  up  and  the  economy  is 
down. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  believe  the  price  of 
freedom  is  a  well-educated  people,  and 
our  Founding  Fathers  thought  so  too 
when  they  created  a  public  school  sys- 
tem to  educate  every  young  person  in 
our  country. 

Now.  as  today's  leaders,  we  should  re- 
alize in  a  modern  world  that  K  through 
12  is  not  enough  to  keep  us  competi- 
tive. 

If  this  is  true,  and  I  think  most 
would  agree,  then  why  is  the  leadership 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle — who  inci- 
dentally are  both  college  professors 
and  know  the  value  of  education — lead- 
ing us  away  from  a  full  education  com- 
mitment in  a  way  that  will  allow  only 
the  very  rich  of  this  country  to  be  edu- 
cated? 


EXCERPT  FROM  "PRISONERS  OF 
THE  JAPANESE" 

(Mr.  DORNAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  slowly  going  through  an  incred- 
ible book  by  a  fine  Australian  author 
named  Gavan  Daws.  The  title  of  the 
book  is  ■Prisoners  of  the  Japanese."  I 
have  to  return  it  this  week  to  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress,  so  I  secured  a  copy 
from  William  Morrow  Publishing  in 
New  York. 

I  would  like  to  read  a  paragraph  from 
the  young  publicist  Justin  Loeber  and 
wh.y  I  want  to  do  an  hour  on  this  book 
and  the  broader  theme  of  the  unbeliev- 
ably savage  and  brutal  sadistic  medie- 
val torture  of  our  POW's  by  Japan 
under  its  warlords. 
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Young  Justin  Loeber  writes  to  me: 
"On  a  wider  scale,  this  book,  'Prisoners 
of  the  Japanese,'  is  a  story  of  compas- 
sion for  the  elderly.  After  reading  Mr. 
Gavan  Daws'  book.  I  now  have  more 
patience  for  that  old  person  who  is 
standing  in  line  at  the  post  office — the 
person  that  has  a  limp  or  bad  eyesight 
and  moves  a  little  slower  than  the  rest 
of  us.  This  person  could  have  been  tor- 
tured by  the  Japanese.  Also,  this  book 
has  taught  me  to  commemorate  Memo- 
rial Day  as  it  should  be.  not  at  the 
mall  celebrating  the  greatest  sale  of 
the  year,  but  honoring  those  people 
who  fought  for  our  country.  I" — this  is 
Mr.  Loeber — "will  be  going  with  Gavan 
Daws  to  the  50th  reunion  of  the  survi- 
vors of  Bataan  and  Corregidor  in  Brain- 
tree,  MA,  over  this  Memorial  Day 
weekend." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  do  an  hour  on  this 
later. 


BE  RELEVANT,  MR.  PRESIDENT 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  just 
a  few  weeks  ago  the  President  insisted 
in  a  press  conference  that  he  was  rel- 
evant. Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  him 
to  prove  his  relevance. 

As  a  freshman  Member  of  this  House. 
I  was  under  the  assumption  that  the 
President  and  the  two  Houses  of  Con- 
gress worked  together  diligently  when 
legislation  would  affect  the  very  future 
of  our  country  and  future  generations. 
Saving  our  country  from  bankruptcy  is 
just  such  an  issue.  Yet  where  is  the 
President  on  this  issue? 

Last  week  President  Clinton  indi- 
cated to  New  Hampshire  radio  inter- 
viewers he  would  offer  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  either  7  or  10  years. 
But  insisting  on  remaining  irrelevant, 
this  week  Mr.  Clinton  backed  away 
from  yet  another  campaign  pledge  and 
said  he  would  not  offer  a  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  save  the  next  gen- 
eration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  the  President 
is  attempting  to  play  politics  with  a 
very  important  issue.  I  hope  he  will  re- 
consider his  political  stance  and  join 
the  freshmen  and  other  Members  of 
this  body  as  we  attempt  to  give  a  fu- 
ture to  our  children  that  includes  the 
ability  to  leave  them  the  family  farm 
and  not  simply  the  mortgage. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 
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LETS  BE  TRUTHFUL  ABOUT 
MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  those  in 
this  Chamber  who  know  me  know  that 
I  am  a  person  who  values  integrity. 
You  also  know  that  when  I  speak  on 
the  floor  and  discuss  issues.  I  try  to  be 
as  factual  as  possible;  perhaps  that  is 
my  scientific  background,  my  sci- 
entific training  coming  to  the  fore. 

But  I  have  to  confess  that  I  was  upset 
this  morning.  I  have  been  upset  over 
the  past  several  weeks  at  the  attempt 
of  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  to  beat 
upon  the  theme— and  I  really  mean  the 
word  beat  and  beat  and  beat  again— to 
beat  upon  the  theme  that  somehow  the 
Republicans  are  trying  to  cut  taxes  by 
$300  billion  and  they  are  trying  to  cut 
Medicare  by  $300  billion  to  pay  for  the 
tax  cut. 

That  is  absolute  nonsense.  It  is  a 
falsehood.  It  is  a  lie.  Those  who  are  ut- 
tering this  lie  day  after  day  in  this 
Chamber  should  be  ashamed  of  them- 
selves, and  I  call  upon  them  to  stop 
with  their  falsehoods. 

First  of  all.  their  numbers  are  not 
correct.  They  have  simply  arbitrarily 
picked  them  as  $300  billion  each  to  try 
to  make  them  match,  but  the  numbers 
are  not  exactly  that.  This  is  used  to  try 
to  mislead  the  public. 

Furthermore,  this  is  not  tit-for-tat. 
The  tax  cuts  are  not  for  the  rich,  as 
you  hear  over  and  over  again,  $300  bil- 
lion in  cuts  for  Medicare  to  pay  for  $300 
billion  in  tax  cuts  for  the  rich.  I  hap- 
pen to  think  that  allowing  parents  of 
children  to  keep  $500  more  of  their 
money  for  every  child  they  have,  re- 
eardlps.s  nf  rhe  Income  of  the  parents, 
is  not  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich.  Absolutely 
not. 

If  you  try  to  analyze  the  income 
breakdown  of  the  tax  break  that  was  in 
the  tax  bill  passed  by  the  Republicans, 
you  can  verify  that  only  a  small  per- 
centage of  the  amount  of  money  will  go 
to  the  rich.  Frankly,  it  is  the  rich  who 
pay  the  most  taxes,  so  anytime  you 
have  a  tax  cut.  they  are  going  to  get  a 
substantial  portion  of  it  back.  But  it  is 
not  a  tit-for-tat.  and  the  numbers  used 
on  the  floor  are  not  accurate. 

Furthermore,  the  statement  that  we 
are  cuttmg  Medicare  by  $300  billion  to 
provide  money  for  the  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich  is  nonsense,  because  we  are  not 
cutting  Medicare.  Medicare  will  in- 
crease under  the  Republican  proposal 
that  has  been  adopted.  It  may  not  in- 
crease at  the  incredible  10.5-percent 
rate  that  it  has  been  increasing  at.  but 
that  is  nearly  three  times  the  amount 
of  increase  in  the  private  sector  health 
care  cost. 

We  cannot  as  a  Nation  continue  to 
pay  2  or  3  times  the  rate  of  Increase  for 
those  on  Medicare  that  we  do  in  the 
private  sector.  Clearly  there  is  some- 
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thing  wrong  with  Medicare  if  costs  are 
going  up  that  rapidly. 

The  proposal  is  to  try  to  make  Medi- 
care run  more  efficiently.  Our  proposal 
is  to  try  to  preserve  Medicare,  it  is  to 
try  to  protect  Medicare,  to  make  sure 
that  it  is  there  for  the  people  who  need 
it. 

If  we  do  not  take  action  to  cut  the 
rising  rate  of  cost,  there  will  not  be 
any  money  left  in  Medicare  after  the 
year  2002.  It  will  be  bankrupt  and  peo- 
ple will  not  have  the  medical  coverage 
they  have  come  to  depend  upon. 

That  is  the  problem  we  are  trying  to 
address.  It  is  a  problem  that  has  to  be 
addressed  in  a  bipartisan  fashion  by 
this  House,  by  the  Senate,  and  by  the 
President. 

I  am  very  disappointed  that  in  our 
attempt  to  begin  addressing  that  issue, 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  including 
the  President,  is  not  addressing  the 
problem  with  us.  They  are  not  sitting 
down  with  us  and  trying  to  cooperate, 
but  they  are  rather  getting  on  their 
high  horse,  or  standing  on  their  soap- 
box, and  saying  "cuts,  cuts,  cuts"  when 
we  are  not  cutting,  we  are  only  trying 
to  make  it  more  efficient  and  more  re- 
sponsive to  the  needs  of  the  people. 

As  I  said  at  the  beginning.  I  am  a 
person  of  integrity.  I  try  to  be  honest, 
and  I  have  tried  to  be  honest  in  this 
statement. 

I  truly  hope  that  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  everyone  involved  in  this  Cham- 
ber, the  Senate,  and  the  White  House, 
will  get  together  with  us  and  say. 
"Look,  we  have  a  serious  problem  with 
Medicare."  The  President's  own  nomi- 
nees on  the  trust  fund  board  have  said 
we  have  a  problem  with  Medicare.  Ev- 
eryone agrees  we  have  a  problem  with 
Medicare.  Let  us  sit  down  as  people  of 
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Let  us  work  together  to  solve  it. 

My  plea  is  that  we  all  get  together 
and  solve  this  problem  so  in  fact  we 
can  preserve,  protect  and  repair  the 
Medicare  system  so  that  we  will  meet 
the  needs  of  the  elderly,  not  just  now 
and  not  just  in  the  year  2002  but  for  all 
time. 


CALL  FOR  ABOLITION  OF 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hoke]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
number  of  things  I  wanted  to  discuss 
with  the  House  today,  first  of  all  with 
respect  to  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  part  of  our  ongoing 
effort  to  both  balance  the  budget  and 
give  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children a  better  future  and  to  turn 
back  the  tide  of  taxation  without  rep- 
resentation, which  is  one  of  the  things 
that  the  patriot  founders  of  this  coun- 
try shed  their  blood  for,  we  have  to  ex- 
amine every  single  program  and  weed 


out  those  that  do  not  provide  a  vital 
national  service. 

By  that  measure,  the  Department  of 
Energy  should  and  must  be  abolished. 
Under  the  Clinton  administration,  the 
Department  failed  to  adequately  meet 
the  minimum  requirements  of  main- 
taining the  operational  readiness  of 
our  nuclear  weapons  stockpile.  Instead, 
it  appears  to  have  become  more  of  a 
travel  service  to  satisfy  the  Secretary 
of  the  Energy's  wanderlust.  Evidence  of 
that  failure  can  be  found  by  simply  ex- 
amining Energy  Secretary  Hazel 
O'Leary's  schedule.  Last  Wednesday. 
May  17  she  traveled  to  Paris  in  order  to 
give  the  welcoming  speech  at  an  inter- 
national energy  conference  on  Monday. 
May  22.  Then  she  went  to  Baku.  Azer- 
baijan, to  give  the  keynote  speech  at 
an  oil  and  gas  conference.  Today  Ms. 
O'Leary  is  in  Florence.  Italy,  for  a 
luncheon  and  a  dinner  banquet  at  a 
conference  on  geothermal  energy. 

While  these  world  travels  are  indeed 
very  exciting,  it  would  be  interesting 
to  know  just  how  much  they  cost.  I  un- 
derstand that  Secretary  O'Leary  has 
transferred  at  least  $100,000  from  other 
travel  accounts,  including  accounts 
used  by  scientists  and  technicians  in 
the  Department's  nuclear  safeguards 
and  security  program,  to  pay  for  this 
globe  trotting. 

That  is  the  gist  of  this,  that  is  the  es- 
sence of  this,  not  so  much  that  we  want 
to  micromanage  the  Secretary's  travel 
schedule  but  that  we  are  very  con- 
cerned that  money  is  being  taken  from 
other  accounts,  particularly  the  ac- 
counts that  have  to  do  with  the  safety, 
security,  oversight,  and  general  man- 
agement of  the  nuclear  weapons  that 
she  is  charged  with  being  the  steward 
of  to  pay  for  this  travel. 

Indeed,  it  is  my  understanding  that  a 
number  of  offices  involved  in  maintam- 
ing  the  safety,  performance,  and  reli- 
ability of  our  nuclear  weapons  will  run 
out  of  funds  by  July.  3  months  before 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  because  of 
the  Secretary's  personal  travel  de- 
mands. They  will  run  out  of  travel 
funds  from  those  accounts. 

While  Secretary  O'Leary's  commit- 
ment to  personally  attend  these  inter- 
national alternative  and  traditional 
energy  conferences  may  be  commend- 
able, I  find  it  very  difficult  to  conceive 
that  her  attendance  in  exotic  locales  is 
more  important  than  safeguarding  our 
nuclear  deterrent. 

For  that  reason  I  have  sent  letters  to 
the  chairmen  of  House  Commerce,  Na- 
tional Security,  and  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  committees  asking 
them  to  initiate  investigations  into  the 
Secretarty's  prodigious  travel.  Here  is 
a  copy  of  the  Secretary  of  Energy's 
travel  schedule  for  the  period  that  I 
was  describing. 

STUDE.NT  LOAN  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  speak  next 
with  respect  to  the  comments  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  regarding  the 
Student  Loan  Program. 
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I  have  followed  this  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  very 
closely  and  I  have  frankly  been  aston- 
ished at  the  response  of  the  minority  in 
this  case.  The  issue  is  whether  or  not 
we  should  subsidize,  that  is.  pay  for  the 
interest  on  student  loans  during  the 
period  of  time  that  a  student  is  in 
school  Or  should  that  money,  the  inter- 
est on  that  loan,  be  capitalized  and 
added  to  the  principal  amount  of  the 
loan  at  the  beginning  of  the  loan  period 
immediately  following  graduation:  I 
think  it  is  maybe  3  months  following 
graduation. 

The  amount  of  money  that  that  costs 
the  Treasury  is  significant.  There  is  no 
question  about  it.  The  additional 
amount  of  money  that  it  costs  each 
student  is  not  particularly  great.  It 
amounts  to  about  $40  per  month. 

But  here  is  why  I  am  astonished  by 
the  minority's  arguments.  If  you  look 
at  the  earnings  potential  for  a  college 
graduate  versus  a  high  school  graduate 
in  this  country,  what  you  find  out  is 
that  on  average  over  the  period  of  a 
person's  lifetime,  a  college  graduate 
will  earn  about  $11,000  more  per  year 
on  average  for  the  entire  period  of 
their  working  career.  If  you  take  a  42- 
to  43-year  period  as  the  period  that  you 
are  going  to  be  working  and  you  figure 
that  the  money  will  have  ,'^ome  value  as 
well,  time  value  of  money,  that  means 
that  a  college  graduate  stands  to  earn, 
on  average,  about  $1  million  more  than 
a  high  school  graduate. 

My  question  is  this:  Why  should  the 
high  school  graduates  be  subsidizing 
with  their  tax  money,  why  should  they 
be  working  to  pay  for  this  interest  sub- 
sidy during  the  period  that  the  college 
graduate  is  going  to  school"? 
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It  does  not  really  make  any  sense  to 
me  because  our  proposal  does  not 
eliminate  student  loans.  To  the  con- 
trary, it  increases  the  funding  for  stu- 
dent loans.  What  it  does  say  is  that  we 
will  subsidize  during  the  period  of  the 
loan  while  they  are  going  to  school,  we 
will  actually  pay  that  as  an  additional 
loan,  but  we  will  not  forgive  it.  It  will 
not  be  a  freebie,  it  will  be  capitalized 
and  added  as  principal  at  the  beginning 
of  the  period. 

I  just  cannot  understand  why  Demo- 
crats want  people  who  are  going  to 
make  a  million  dollars  more  on  aver- 
age over  their  lifetimes  to  be  sub- 
sidized by  hardworking  people  who  go 
to  high  school.  It  does  not  make  sense, 
it  does  not  make  economic  sense,  does 
not  make  any  kind  of  fiscal  sense. 


MISSING  CHILDREN'S  DAY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ramstad) 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  RAM.STAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
marks  the  twelfth  annual  commemora- 


tion of  Missing  Children's  Day.  Today 
we  remember  the  thousands  of  children 
reported  missing,  pray  for  their  safe  re- 
turn, and  hope  that  1995  will  be  a  safer 
year  for  America's  children. 

I  believe  this  year  will  be  safer  for 
children  in  this  country  because  of  a 
bill  that  became  law  at  the  end  of  last 
year— the  Jacob  Wetterling  Crimes 
Against  Children  Registration  Act. 
This  new  law  requires  those  who  prey 
on  children,  child  abductors,  molesters, 
who  are  convicted,  to  register  their 
whereabouts  with  law  enforcement  for 
10  years  after  their  release  from  prison 
or  parole. 

The  bill  was  named,  Mr.  Speaker, 
after  a  very  special  young  boy  from 
Minnesota,  Jacob  Wetterling,  who  was 
abducted  from  a  small  community  in 
Minnesota  in  1989.  Jacob  Wetterling 
was  the  motivating  factor  behind  my 
introduction  of  the  Wetterling  bill  in 
1991.  Thanks  to  the  bipartisan  support 
here  in  the  House  and  the  Senate  and 
the  President's  signature,  this  became 
law. 

Jacob  Wetterling  is  also  the  reason 
his  family,  Patty  and  Jerry  Wetterling, 
started  the  Jacob  Wetterling  Founda- 
tion, which  is  an  organization  dedi- 
cated to  preventing  abductions  and 
finding  missing  children.  Jacob  and  the 
thousands  of  children  who  are  missing 
provide  us  with  thousands  of  reasons  to 
keep  fighting  for  America's  kids. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  alarming  when  you 
think  of  the  statistics.  The  average 
child  abductor  commits  177  of  these 
heinous  acts  before  being  apprehended 
the  first  time.  The  children  of  America 
and  the  parents  of  America  need  and 
deserve  this  type  of  protection  afforded 
under  the  Jacob  Wetterling  law,  and  I 
applaud  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation and  the  Justice  Department 
for  getting  this  system,  this  national 
registration  system  of  convicted  child 
abductors  up  and  running. 

The  second  element  of  that  law,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  community  notifica- 
tion provision,  a  very,  very  important 
provision  so  that  when  these  dangerous 
predators  are  released  back  into  the 
community,  child  care  centers,  resi- 
dents, police  departments,  and  schools 
will  know  of  their  whereabouts.  Be- 
cause of  the  high  level  of  recidivism  on 
the  part  of  these  criminals  it  is  essen- 
tial that  we  have  this  type  of  commu- 
nity notification,  .■\fter  all,  people  in  a 
neighborhood  deserve  to  know  when  a 
convicted  pedophile  is  released  back 
into  their  community. 

I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  my  col- 
leagues will  join  me  in  wearing  a  white 
ribbon  today  as  I  am  and  send  this 
message  to  American  missing  children. 
Particularly  I  send  this  message  to 
Jacob  Wetterling.  You  are  always  in 
our  thoughts  and  prayers,  we  love  you 
and  we  will  never,  ever  stop  looking  for 
you. 
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"PRISONERS  OF  THE  JAPANESE" 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  California' 
[Mr.  DORNAN]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  desigrnee  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  cer- 
tainly glad  there  is  a  friend  in  the 
Speaker's  chair  as  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore today  so  I  do  not  have  to  worry 
about  whether  or  not  I  am  taking  an 
hour  away  from  someone's  getaway 
Thursday  afternoon,  a  friend  in  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton], 
who  understands  and  loves  history.  I 
was  just  showing  the  gentleman  some 
of  the  pictures  in  the  book  that  I  am 
about  to  discuss  at  length  in  this  his- 
torical special  order,  the  book  titled 
"Prisoners  of  the  Japanese.  "  And  the 
gentleman  and  I  were  just  discussing 
up  there  on  that  lofty  perch  I  believe 
the  most  important  in  any  legislative 
body  in  all  of  history  or  anywhere  in 
the  world  today,  and  he  said  to  remind 
people  that  everything  I  will  be  talking 
about  for  the  next  hour  also  pertains  to 
Cuba.  Cuba  at  this  moment  is  commit- 
ting under  an  evil  dictator,  Fidel  Cas- 
tro, ghastly  human  rights  atrocities  in 
their  prisons,  up  to  and  including  in 
some  cases,  and  you  and  I  have  heard 
the  testimony  firsthand  from  Armando 
'Valladares,  in  some  cases  equally  as 
savage  as  what  I  am  going  to  read 
about  the  Japanese  warlords  and  what 
they  did  all  over  the  South  Pacific 
through  Burma,  into  Indonesia,  what 
they  did  to  Chinese  prisoners,  Russian 
prisoners,  American,  Australian,  and 
British  prisoners. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  told  over  and 
over  by  all  of  the  cable  outlets  in  this 
country  that  about  1  to  I'/i  million  peo- 
ple watch  the  proceedings  of  this 
Chamber,  and  sometimes  if  it  has  been 
a  slow  or  mundane  legislative  day  the 
ratings  actually  go  up  if  there  is  a  spe- 
cial order  of  quality  on  the  House  floor. 

Because  of  that  million-plus  audience 
and  because  our  Galleries  are  filled 
with  students  today  I  want  to  give  a 
warning  that  if  any  parent  is  home  and 
they  have  a  child  11  years  of  age  or 
under,  and  I  will  explain  in  a  moment 
why  I  am  going  to  put  the  cutoff  at  11 
and  under,  I  could  recommend  that 
they  ask  them  to  go  outside  and  play 
or  busy  themselves  in  some  other  part 
of  the  house.  If  there  is  any  parent  in 
the  Gallery  with  a  child  of  11  years  of 
age  or  younger.  I  would  suggest  that 
they  leave  the  Chamber,  because  I  had 
nightmares  the  last  two  nights  reading 
this  book,  and  I  am  in  my  sixties.  The 
reason  I  would  say  12  years  of  age  and 
up  can  handle  it  is  for  the  simple  rea- 
son that  I  was  in  the  11th  grade  when 
the  Second  World  War  ended  and  I  went 
to  movie  theaters  where  the  newsreels 
were  there  whether  you  wanted  them 
or  not,  and  I  saw  the  newsreels  of  the 
Nazi  atrocities,  all  through  occupied 
Europe,    and   I   remember   specifically 
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having  painful  thoughts,  if  not  night- 
mares, at  film  of  the  British  taking  a 
double  camp.  Bergen-Belsen.  and  find- 
ing so  many  bodies  of  tortured  human 
beings,  most  of  them  Jewish,  that  they 
used  bulldozers  to  build  mass  graves 
and  then  pushed  the  bodies  like  cord- 
wood  into  these  mass  graves.  It  was 
black-and-white  film.  They  showed  the 
women  camp  commandants  and  guards, 
brutal-looking,  every  one  of  them  ex- 
cessively overweight,  stocky,  tough, 
cruel  faces.  And  the  British  soldiers, 
typical  young  ■■tommies"  in  their  late 
teens  or  early  twenties,  made  these 
Nazi,  SS  women  guards  in  the  women's 
camp  carry  these  emaciated  bodies 
over  their  shoulders.  They  would  not 


document,  and  by  the  way  I  looked  up 
in  my  encyclopedia  and  reminded  my- 
self that  Jodl  was  hung  1  year  and  5 
months  later  on  October  16,  1946,  1  of  11 
hung  as  a  result  of  the  Nuremberg 
trials  of  the  top  leadership  of  the  "Hit- 
ler gang."  Eisenhower  would  not  go  to 
the  signing  ceremony,  he  was  so  of- 
fended by  what  he  saw  at  Buchenwald 
and  Dachau  when  we  had  overrun  those 
camps  a  few  weeks  before. 

But  that  was  50  years  ago  this 
month,  and  as  Mr.  Loeber  says,  most 
Americans  think  that  was  the  end  of 
the  war. 

But  the  war  ending  on  V-E  Day,  end- 
ing the  Holocaust  that  Japan  had 
brought  to  the  Pacific,  is  probably  the 


let  them  drag  them.  That  gave  them     biggest  secret  in  history,  particularly 


that  little  bit  of  dignity,  these  last  re- 
mains of  these  terribly  abused  and  tor- 
tured human  beings,  they  would  put 
the  bodies  over  their  shoulders  but  still 
contemptuously  throw  them  into  the 
pits.  I  saw  that  at  12  years  of  age. 
Therefore.  I  think  12-year-olds  should 
be  able  to  handle  pictures  of  what  hap- 
pens to  babies  taken  out  of  their  moth- 
ers' wombs  and  killed,  or  killed  in  the 
womb.  I  have  always  used  as  an  exam- 
ple if  I  could  handle  that  at  12.  then 
why  do  we  hide  in  the  abortion  debate 
in  this  country  the  photographic  evi- 
dence of  the  evil  fruits  of  abortion,  and 
I  believe  that  in  this  memorial  week- 
end that  12  years  of  age  and  up  is  suffi- 
cient to  handle  the  horror  that  I  am 
about  to  read. 

So  my  daughter.  Robin,  is  watching, 
all  three  of  her  children,  Kevin.  Colin, 
and  Erin  should  go  outside,  but  my 
older  grandchildren  back  here  I  would 
expect  to  watch  this  speech.  I  hope 
they  have  been  informed. 

I  read  in  my  1  minute.  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  beautiful  letter  from  a  publicist  at 
William  Morrow  &  Co..  great  publish- 
ing house,  and  he  put  his  heart  into 
this  letter.  He  did  not  have  a  clue  that 
I  would  read  this  to  the  whole  Nation, 
but  it  so  touched  me  what  he  said  that 
I  want  to  read  it  for  a  second  time 
today  to  set  the  scene  for  the  horror 
that  I  am  about  to  discuss. 

Justin  Loeber  writes  to  me  as  of  yes- 
terday: 

"Dear  Congressman  Dornan: 

■Thank  you  for  your  request  for 
Gavan  Daws'"— he  is  an  Australian— 
■book  entitled.  ■Prisoners  of  the  Japa- 
nese." This  is  the  only  book  that  docu- 
ments the  Japanese  atrocities  of  World 
War  II.  Mr.  Daws'  primary  purpose  for 
writing   this   book   is   to   pressure   the 


for  our  young  students.  I  might  add. 
Gavan  took  over  10  years  to  research 
his  book.  He  lives  in  Hawaii,  but  coin- 
cidentally  is  on  the  east  coast  right 
now.  I  spoke  to  him  from  the  Cloak- 
room yesterday.  He  will  be  here  until 
June  2.  He  will  be  on  the  Charlie  Rose 
Show  tonight.  I  did  a  show  with  him. 
the  Blanquita  Collins  Show  out  of  Vir- 
ginia that  goes  to  about  12  States.  He 
was  a  fabulous,  fascinating  guest.  And 
the  Washington  Times  is  doing  a  fea- 
ture story  for  this  month  and  People 
magazine  will  have  a  story  in  July. 
"However;  its  people  like  you,"  Mr. 
Congressman,  "who  can  actually  pres- 
sure our  Government  to  ask  for  the 
POW  apology— by  August  15,  1995  CVJ' 
Day)." 

Actually,  Justin,  V-J  Day  was  Sep- 
tember 2  on  the  deck  of  the  Missouri 
when  General  MacArthur  in  that  stun- 
ning voice  of  his  asked  General  ■Skin- 
ny" Wainwright  to  step  forward.  He 
had  himself  survived  3'/2  years  of  brutal 
Japanese  captivity,  and  he  accepted 
the  instrument  of  surrender  from  the 
Japanese.  There  is  a  big  plaque  on  the 
deck  of  the  "Big  Mo"  that  is  now 
mothballed  up  in  Puget  Sound  in  the 
State  of  Washington. 

Here  is  the  paragraph  I  read  earlier. 
Mr.  Speaker. 

■On  a  wider  scale,  this  is  a  story  of 
compassion  for  the  elderly.  After  read- 
ing Gavan's  book,  I  now  have  more  pa- 
tience for  that  old  person  who  is  stand- 
ing in  line  at  the  Post  Office— the  per- 
son that  has  a  limp"  or  whose  eyesight 
is  dim  "and  moves  a  little  slower  than 
the  rest  of  us.  This  person  could  have 
been  tortured  by  the  Japanese.  Also, 
this  book  has  taught  me  to  commemo- 
rate Memorial  Day  as  it  should  be— not 
at   the   mall   celebrating   the   greatest 


fnHnn^  Government  to  acknowledge     g^le  of  the  year,   but  honoring  those 
and  apologize  to  the   POW  s  for  their 


horror  '  inflicted  upon  them  "and  being 
that  the  .50th  anniversary  of  "VJ'  day  is 
coming  up.  will  the  POW's  "  of  the  Pa- 
cific campaign  ■■finally  get  their  due? 
Since  most  Americans  think  that  WWII 
ended  on  ■VE^  Day"— on  the  8th  of  this 
month.  May  8.  the  9th  for  Russians,  the 
7th  was  the  day  that  General  Jodl 
signed      the      unconditional-surrender 


people  who  fought  for  our  country." 
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"I  will  be  going  with  Gavan  Daws  to 
the  50th  reunion  of  the  survivors  of  Ba- 
taan  and  Corregidor  in  Braintree,  MA, 
over  Memorial  Day." 

Now,  I  am  hoping,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
rearrange  my  schedule,  it  does  not  look 
easy,  to  go  up  there. 


I  told  you  about  the  S'i:  hours  that  I 
spent  with  a  Bataan  death  march  sur- 
vivor and  Army  officer,  named  Eugene 
Holmes,  the  colonel  that  Clinton  had 
so  viciously  and  manipulatively  used 
to  dodge  the  draft,  and  for  3'/^  hours, 
with  our  colleague,  J.w  Dickey's  son, 
who  is  in  law  school  at  the  University 
of  Arkansas,  we  listened  to  some  of 
these  horrible  stories. 

I  remember  when  this  bright,  young 
law  student  walked  outside  with  me. 
He  said,  ■Congressman,  I  am  indebted 
to  you  for  letting  me  drive  you  and 
bring  you  to  Colonel  Holmes's  house.  I 
never  heard  stories  like  this  in  all  of 
my  education." 

The  one  I  remember,  a  simple  one. 
far  less  horrific.  I  am  about  to  read, 
was  a  young  West  Pointer  who  was 
caught  with  one  cigarette  in  a  camp  on 
the  island  of  Mindanao  after  they 
moved  them  down  from  Luzon.  They 
were  working  in  fields  there.  He  was 
caught  with  a  cigarette.  The  brutal 
Japanese  guard,  unusually  tall  for  a 
Japanese  at  that  time,  6  foot  1,  called 
all  the  assembled  prisoners  out.  all  of 
them  wearing  nothing  more  than  what 
would  be  called  a  thong  bathing  suit, 
all  of  them  skinny,  sunburned,  ulcers 
and  sores  all  over  them. 

He  told  this  young  West  Pointer  to 
hold  his  hands  in  the  air.  He  said, 
"When  you  drop  your  arms,  you  will 
die.  "  He  lasted  for  about  3  hours,  and 
as  his  arms  slowly  came  down,  this 
Japanese  lieutenant  shot  him  in  the 
face. 

I  looked  across.  I  could  see  the  tears 
in  the  eyes  of  Congressman  J.'W  Dick- 
ey's son.  I  think  his  name  is  Tim. 
There  were  tears  in  my  eyes.  As  many 
times  as  Irene  Holmes  had  heard  this 
story,  there  were  tears  in  her  eyes.  She 
said  that  Colonel  Holmes  does  not  plan 
to  write  a  book  on  the  Bataan  death 
march  that  he  survived  or  his  3'  b  years 
in  captivity,  and  even  does  not  talk 
about  it  much. 

Most  of  the  veterans.  I  guess,  are 
going  to  take  their  stories  of  brutality 
to  their  graves  with  them,  and  that  is 
why  taking  the  oral  histories  by  so 
many  in  Australia,  his  native  country, 
in  Britain,  and  from  our  Americans, 
and  from  Chinese,  the  service  that 
Gavan  Daws  has  done  is  powerful. 

Now.  what  started  me  to  read  this 
book.  I  took  it  out  of  the  library  4 
months  ago.  had  not  gotten  around  to 
it  with  the  rush  of  events  with  the  100- 
day  contract  and  so  forth,  was  this 
cover  story  building  up  to  Memorial 
Day  of  last  Sunday  in  this  fantastic 
Washington  Times  newspaper.  I  will  do 
a  commercial  for  them.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Everybody  in  the  country  can  get  a  na- 
tional edition  of  this  Washington 
Times.  You  want  to  get  the  unadulter- 
ated, top-notch  reporting  of  our  time 
on  Whitewater,  on  four  people  in  the 
administration  under  indictment  who 
are  under  special  prosecutor  investiga- 
tion, including  the  Clintons  them- 
selves, you  will  get  the  unexpurgated, 


unliberal-manipulated  truth  in  the 
Washington  Times. 

Here  is  the  front-page  story,  last 
Sunday.  There  are  Japanese  heroes  on 
this,  a  handful  only,  unfortunately. 
■•Japanese  doctor  lectures  as  penance 
for  the  horrors  that  he  inflicted  on  war 
prisoners.  Tokyo.  As  a  young  army 
physician  during  Japan's  occupation  of 
northeast  China  in  World  War  II,  Dr. 
Kim  Yuasa  says  he  honed  his  surgical 
skills  on  healthy  Chinese  prisoners.  "I 
would  remove  the  appendix.  Then  we 
would  amputate  both  arms  and  then 
both  legs.'  " 

If  the  prisoner  would  come  to,  Mr. 
Speaker,  imagine  what  he  would  think 
about  God  in  heaven  and  his  fate  in 
life,  looking  down  at  his  torso,  his 
arms  and  legs  gone,  his  body  stitched 
up.  wondering  how  long  he  had  to  live, 
wondering  what  his  family  was  doing 
at  that  moment  and  why  God  had  con- 
signed him  to  this  lonely  death  far 
from  his  home  with  nobody  knowing  or 
to  pray  for  him  at  the  moment  that  his 
soul  goes  to  God. 

Dr.  Yuasa  said  at  his  press  con- 
ference in  Tokyo,  he  had  the  guts  to  do 
this.  Their  duma.  Mr.  Speaker,  their 
congress,  does  not  want  this  discussed. 
It  is  censored.  It  is  bottled  up.  Talk 
about  extremist  groups.  I  guess  liberals 
would  want  to  call  them  right-wing 
groups,  extremist  groups  in  China,  ex- 
cuse me,  they  have  them,  too,  in 
Japan,  will  threaten  to  kill  people  that 
come  forward  to  tell  the  stories  of  the 
atrocities  of  the  Japanese  warlords. 

You  know.  Mr,  Speaker,  for  2  decades 
in  this  House  I  have  tried  to  give  dig- 
nity to  the  German  people  and  the  Ger- 
man nation  by  always  using  the  words 
"Nazi"  or  '"Gestapo"  or  '"Hitler  gang" 
or  ""the  forces  of  evil  that  had  taken 
over  Germany,  so  as  not  to  biame  a 
whole  nation,  particularly  the  genera- 
tions bom  since  then,  and  I  also  adopt 
the  same  policy  with  the  nation  of 
Japan  because  not  having  a  Nazi  party 
as  such,  Bushito  warriors  were  not 
known  as  much  as  the  SS  or  the  Ge- 
stapo, the  only  way  I  could  do  it  was  to 
always  say  the  warlords  of  Japan  and 
Tojo  and  his  warlords.  Tojo's  gang.  And 
now  I  am  going  back  to  something  I 
have  not  done  in  50  years  in  saying  the 
Japanese  or  Japan,  because  this  Nation 
refuses  to  apologize  for  this.  They  will 
not  even  discuss  it,  the  formal  people 
in  the  government,  and,  therefore,  that 
relieves  me  of  my  obligation  of  sen- 
sitivity to  say  the  warlords,  so  in  read- 
ing this  article  in  the  book  and  its  title 
"Prisoners  of  the  Japanese,"  I  will  not 
say  the  warlords  of  Japan,  because  it  is 
time  for  the  nation  of  Japan  to  try  and 
seek  the  dignity  it  has  denied  itself  for 
over  50  years. 

There  are  heroes  in  Japan.  This  man 
who  committed  these  ghastly  atroc- 
ities is  such  a  hero  for  publicly  doing 
penance.  That  is  in  Shinto  philosophy, 
Confucianism,  Buddhism,  it  is  cer- 
tainly the  core  of  Judaism  and  Chris- 


tianity and  Islam  to  make  amends  for 
your  sins. 

Sometimes  the  prisoners  were  shot. 
Dr.  Ken  Yuasa  says.  "We  would  shoot 
them,  and  then  we  would  practice  re- 
moving the  bullets  from  them,  keeping 
them  alive  to  train  on  their  internal 
organs.  Typically,  surgeons  would  cut 
and  cut  until  their  patients  stopped 
breathing;  sometimes  without  anesthe- 
sia. I  dutifully  carried  out  these  oper- 
ations as  duty  to  the  emperor,"  Dr. 
Yuasa,  now  78  said.  "There  was  no  con- 
science in  us  to  tell  us  these  were  inhu- 
man things.  Today  he  travels  Japan, 
lecturing  to  anyone  who  will  listen.  Be- 
yond his  personal  act  of  public  pen- 
ance, he  wants  the  nation  of  Japan  to 
admit  some  of  history's  most  grotesque 
atrocities.  Fifty  years  after  the  end  of 
World  War  II,  Japan's  ""parliament," 
our  brother  legislators  there,  in  the 
Diet,  they  refuse  to  issue  an  apology 
for  the  brutal  conquest  of  much  of  East 
Asia. 

Most  Japanese  politicians  do  not 
even  believe  Japan  did  anything  wrong. 
To  varying  degrees,  they  believe  Japan 
waged  a  type  of  holy  war  to  liberate 
China  from  the  white  man.  Japanese 
politicians  rarely  say  so  publicly,  be- 
cause international  outrage  inevitably 
forces  them  from  office,  but  they  an- 
swer to  fringe  nationalist  groups  vio- 
lently opposed  to  any  official  show  of 
contrition. 

Dr.  Yuasa  spent  the  war  attached  to 
Japan's  infamous  Unit  731.  The  unit, 
among  other  things,  used  live  prisoners 
as  guinea  pigs,  thousands  of  them,  in 
an  attempt  to  develop  the  ultimate  bi- 
ological weapon.  If  they  had  known 
about  Ebola  in  Africa,  they  would  have 
had  Ebola,  using  it.  They  used  plague, 
anthrax,  bubonic  plague,  infected  thou- 
sands of  people  with  it.  At  the  unit's 
headquarters  near  Harbin,  a  captured 
area  of  China.  Manchuria,  Lt.  Gen. 
Shiro  Ishii  considered  human  experi- 
mentation crucial  in  gaining  a  decisive 
edge  over  weak-willed  adversaries  in 
the  West,  according  to  accounts  from 
survivors  and  witnesses,  pieced  to- 
gether by  honorable  Japanese  and 
western  historians.  These  accounts 
show  that  Ishii  instructed  thousands  of 
doctors,  thousands  of  scientists  and 
technicians,  to  inject  American,  Aus- 
tralian, British,  Chinese,  and  Russian 
prisoners  of  war  with  tetanus,  anthrax, 
bubonic  plague,  and  every  other  germ 
that  they  could  cultivate. 

Between  3.000  and  12,000  prisoners, 
euphemistically  referred  to  as  logs, 
like  a  log  of  wood  that  you  could  burn 
on  the  fire,  the  Japanese  word  is 
maruta;  when  they  entered  the 
compound,  none  ever  emerged  alive 
save  for  a  handful  liberated  at  the 
war's  end,  and  I  have  never  heard  of 
that  handful,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  am 
going  to  research  this  to  find  out  where 
those  people,  if  any,  are  alive  today  to 
give  firsthand  testimony. 

Here  is  a  captured  picture  in  the 
Washington  Times  that  is  from  Gavan 
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Daws's  book  of  emaciation  studies, 
where  they  would  starve  prisoners  to 
death  and  photograph  them  until  their 
eventual  demise. 

The  author  told  me  there  is  another 
book  out  that  I  have  the  Library  -of 
Congress  researching  now,  called  ""Unit 
731,"  by  Peter  Williams  and  Peter  Wal- 
lace, two  British  authors  that  re- 
searched it.  I  will  be  back  to  do  an- 
other hour  on  that. 

This  has  to  be  a  one-man  crusade.  I 
am  going  to  get  the  Japanese  Diet, 
their  congress,  to  face  up  to  these 
atrocities. 

By  the  way,  when  I  first  came  to 
Congress  in  1977,  I  knew  all  about  Unit 
731.  I  went  up  to  Fort  Meade.  I  went  to 
the  Army  Chemical  Corps.  I  am  sorry 
to  say  I  was  lied  to,  either  lied  to  or 
stupid  people  told  me  the  records  were 
destroyed  or  no  longer  existed  that  we 
got  from  General  Ishii  and  brought 
back  to  this  country,  letting  all  of 
these  war  criminals  go  from  Unit  731  at 
the  very  same  moment  we  are  hanging, 
properly,  for  crimes  for  genocide  and 
crimes  against  humanity,  the  perpetra- 
tors of  Hitler's  war  in  Europe. 

It  says  that  one  technician  who  trav- 
eled with  the  doctor,  Yoshio 
Shinozuka,  joined  Unit  731  as  a  16-year- 
old,  so  he  is  only  66  years  old  today.  We 
ought  to  have  him  over  here  to  address 
Members  of  this  distinguished  body. 

Using  a  special  incubator  developed 
by  Ishii,  he  cultivated  germs  to  cause 
amoebic  dysentery  and  typhus.  ""Dur- 
ing a  skirmish  with  Soviet  troops  on 
the  Mongolian  border  in  1939.  we 
dumped  three  drums  of  these  germs 
into  the  river,"  although  he  would  be 
72  today,  because  this  is  1939,  he  is  16. 
"We  dumped  three  drums  of  these 
germs  into  the  river  to  contaminate 
the  eiiLiie  wetLer  supply,  Mr. 
Shanizuka,  now  72  years  of  age,  said 
last  week.  Although  some  Japanese 
soldiers  also  got  sick,  the  experiment 
apparently  convinced  Japanese  offi- 
cials, all  the  way  up  to  Hirohito."  That 
is  why  I  did  not  want  George  Bush  or 
anybody  going  to  his  funeral.  Goodbye, 
das  vidanya,  good  riddance,  Hirohito. 

The  effect  of  this  germ  warfare  and 
the  project  began  to  expand  dramati- 
cally. Apart  from  germ  warfare.  Unit 
731  devised  a  series  of  exotic  experi- 
ments to  improve  the  chance  of  sur- 
vival for  Japanese  soldiers  in  combat. 

So  the  researchers  pumped  prisoners 
full  of  horse  blood  in  an  attempt  to  de- 
velop a  blood  substitute.  They  all  died. 
They  deliberately  inflicted  women  pris- 
oners with  syphilis  to  discover  ways  to 
halt  the  epidemic  of  venereal  disease 
among  frontline  troops. 

A  little  footnote  here;  thousands  of 
Korean  women,  teenagers,  kidnaped 
and  used  as  prostitutes  for  the  Japa- 
nese Army,  all  the  way  down  to  Java 
and  Sumatra,  all  over  into  Burma,  into 
Thailand,  young  Korean  teenagers  used 
as  prostitutes,  called  '"comfort 
women,"     no     official     apology.     Mr. 
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Speaker,  from  the  Japanese  Diet,  their 
congress,  to  Korea.  These  women  have 
bought  airfare  tickets  over  to  Japan 
and  Tokyo  and  demonstrated  in  the 
street  in  front  of  the  Diet,  without  an 
apology.  Those,  being  teenagers,  would 
be  in  their  sixties  today. 

They  baked  prisoners  to  death  in  de- 
hydration chambers,  starved  prisoners 
on  limited  diets  on  research  on  nutri- 
tion: to  test  artillery  shells  riddled 
with  anthra.x  and  gangrene,  scientists 
would  tie  prisoners  to  stakes,  shielding 
their  heads  and  backs  while  leaving 
their  legs  and  buttocks  exposed  to  ex- 
ploding bombs.  I  guess,  with  the  lan- 
guage barrier,  these  poor  God-forsaken 
prisoners  could  not  say.  "Why  are  you 
doing  this  to  me?  What  kind  of  a  hell 
hole  have  I  discovered  myself  in  here?" 

Some  of  the  Chinese  prisoners  could 
probably  speak  Japanese.  What  would 
they  say'' 

Then  they  treated  the  infected  shrai>- 
nel  wounds  and  then  cooly  recorded 
every  detail  that  ended  up  here  in 
Maryland. 

In  the  days  ahead,  as  the  victims 
slowly  succumbed  to  infection,  often 
writhing  in  pain,  some  prisoners  sur- 
vived the  germ  injections  only  to  be 
subjected  to  the  frostbite  experiment. 

D  1245 

The  prisoner's  limbs  were  dipped  in 
water  over  and  over  and  exposed  to 
sub-zero  temperatures.  I  am  told  limbs 
made  a  hollow  thud  when  hit  with 
sticks.  Prisoners  languished,  some  of 
them  conscious,  as  doctors  amputated 
blackened,  decaying  limbs  to  keep 
them  alive  for  only  more  experimen- 
tation, all  in  an  attempt  to  discover 
the  optimal  treatment  for  frostbite. 
Unlike  Nazi  counterpart  Josef  Mengele, 
who  experimentpfi  on  twins  as  though 
he  were  some  demon  from  hell.  Ishii  es- 
caped being  labeled  a  war  criminal.  He 
retired  in  Japan  on  a  comfortable  pen- 
sion. Many  of  his  subordinates  became 
key  officials  in  Japan's  military  com- 
munity. Dr.  Haisato  Yoshimura.  direc- 
tor of  Unit  73rs  frostbite  atrocity  ex- 
periments, became  president  of  Kyoto 
Medical  College  and  an  advisor  to  Ja- 
pan's expedition  to  Antarctica. 

Years  ago  I  watched  a  documentary 
on  Japan's  Antarctic  expedition.  I 
looked  at  photographs  of  it  a  year  ago. 
January,  when  I  was  down  in  Antarc- 
tica, and  I  was  thinking  what  a  tre- 
mendous scientific  effort  they  have 
made.  Little  did  I  know  they  had  a  Dr. 
Mengele.  war  criminal,  leading  their 
Antarctic  expedition. 

Most  members  of  Unit  731  are  either 
dead  or  senile.  If  they  are  senile.  I  hope 
they  walk  into  the  ocean,  as  did 
Mengele  in  a  beach  community  in 
Brazil  to  take  his  own  life  and  throw 
himself  back  in  God's  face.  But  the 
unit  is  still  alive.  These  ex-killers  and 
scientists  were  doing  penance.  It  is 
still  alive,  the  mentality  of  it.  in 
Japan,     though     Dr.     Yuasa    and    Mr. 


Shinozuka  find  themselves 

unwelcomed  in  Japan's  parliament  and 
constantly  harassed  by  Japan's  ubiq- 
uitous nationalists.  The  reception  in 
Japanese  schools  is  much  warmer,  and 
that  is  the  hope  for  Japan,  the  decent 
young  citizens  in  Japan  will  listen  to 
these  men. 

Now.  I  took  Daws'  book,  "Prisoners 
of  the  Japanese,"  and  I  went  to  the 
index,  and  I  looked  up  Unit  731,  and  I 
want  to  read  a  couple  of  references 
from  this  book  so  that  people  will  un- 
derstand the  political  atrocity  that 
was  going  to  be  perpetrated  on  Amer- 
ican citizens  in  our  own  National  Air 
and  Space  Museum,  the  most  visited 
museum  in  the  world.  Martin  Harwood. 
you  deserve  to  resign.  That  you  were 
going  to  portray  the  exhibit  of  the  fu- 
selage of  the  Enola  Gay  that  dropped 
the  atomic  weapon  on  Hiroshima,  that 
you  were  going  to  portray  this  as  a  rac- 
ist war  against  a  noble  people  defend- 
ing their  homeland.  I  brought  up  Unit 
731  to  his  face  with  Sam  John.son  sit- 
ting at  one  elbow,  and  Joe  McDade  and 
Tom  Lewis  of  Florida,  combat  veteran 
from  the  air  war  over  there. 

I  wish  Ben  Gilma.n  had  been  there. 
who  was  saved  by  landing  at  Iwo  Jima 
as  a  young  gunner  on  B-29's.  But  it  was 
Sa.m  Johnson  who  put  Harwood  away 
when  he  asked  him  directly.  "Would 
you.  Dr.  Harwood.  have  dropped  the 
bomb?" 

He  says.  "I  would  have  followed 
ders." 
"Would  you  have  dropped  it?" 
"No.  I  wouldn't  have." 
Sam   Johnson   put   his   hand   in 
face,  and  he  says,  "Well,  I  would  have, 
and  that's  the  difference  between  you 
and  me." 

Thanks  to  the  election  of  November 
8,  Sam  Johnson  is  now  on  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Smithsonian  Museum. 

But  listen  to  these  few  references  to 
731:  The  first  time  it  comes  up  in  the 
book,  he  writes: 

"In  Manchuria,  at  Pingfan,"  and  that 
is  a  name  that  should  ring  down 
through  the  pages  of  history,  with  all 
the  horror  of  Auschwitz,  Dachau.  Ber- 
gen Belsen.  Buchenwald.  Kelmo. 
Treblinka  and  Mydamit,  it  should  have 
the  same  ring,  and  nobody  has  ever 
heard  of  it  in  this  country:  Pingfan, 
outside  the  city  of  Harbin,  the  epi- 
demic prevention  and  water  supply 
unit  of  the  coumintang  army— how  is 
that  for  a  euphemism?  The  epidemic 
prevention  of  water  supply  unit.  Unit 
731,  had  a  compound  of  150  buildings, 
thousands  of  scientists.  In  our  old 
block,  row  block,  they  did  experiments 
on  human  beings.  The  Kem  Pai  Kai 
brought  them  prisoners  for  guinea  pigs. 
men.  women  and  children.  Asians  and 
Caucasians.  They  were  called  maruta. 
meaning  logs  of  wood.  They  were  in- 
fected with  cholera,  typhoid,  plague, 
syphilis,  anthrax.  Others  were  cut  up 
alive  to  see  what  happened  in  the  suc- 
cessive   stages    of   hemorrhagic    fever. 


or- 


his 


Others  had  their  blood  siphoned  off.  re- 
placed with  horses'  blood.  Others  were 
shot,  burned  with  flame  throwers, 
blown  up  with  shrapnel,  left  to  develop 
gas  gangrene,  bombarded  with  lethal 
doses  of  X-rays,  whirled  to  death  in 
giant  centrifuges,  subject  to  high  pres- 
sure in  field  chambers  until  their  eyes 
popped  out  from  their  sockets,  electro- 
cuted, dehydrated,  frozen,  and  boiled 
alive. 

Two  prisoners  were  put  on  a  diet  of 
water  and  biscuits,  worked  nonstop, 
circling  in  the  compound,  loaded  with 
20  kilograms  of  sandbags  on  their 
backs  until  they  dropped  dead.  One 
lasted  2  months  longer  than  the  other, 
and  all  this  research  into  malnutrition 
was  done  so  that  the  Japanese  army 
would  be  stronger  in  its  conquest. 

Our  old  block  at  Kingfan.  where  the 
Japanese  kept  killing  human  experi- 
mental subjects  under  scientifically 
controlled  conditions,  but  the  book  of 
starvation  could  have  been  written  on 
the  bodies  of  prisoners  in  Japanese 
camps  anywhere. 

And  then  Daws  goes  on  to  document 
throughout  the  whole  Pacific  theater 
how  this  set  the  standard  for  all  Japa- 
nese camps. 

One  or  two  more  references,  and  then 
I  will  come  back  to  this  floor  next 
month  with  Marshall  Williams'  book 
on  just  unit— this  unit  alone. 

According  to  Japanese  figures,  of  the 
50.000  prisoners  that  they  shipped. 
10.800  died  at  sea,  more  than  any  other 
American  battle.  Americans  that  had 
survived  3  years  of  imprisonment,  sur- 
vived the  Bataan  death  march,  from 
Camp  O'Donnell.  Cabana  Twan.  they 
were  sent  off  to  ships  without  any 
markings  on  them  and  sunk  by  friendly 
fire.  What  a  sad  tragedy  those  were. 
The  POW  transports  were  not  part  of 
Unit  731.  They  were  not  control  labora- 
tories for  experiments  on  suffocation. 
starvation  and  dehydration.  With  the 
nationality  of  the  prisoners  a  delib- 
erate variable,  still  in  the  way  men  of 
different  nationalities  behaved  in  the 
holes,  there  were  observable  differences 
for  their  sick  experiments, 

299:  Short  of  verifiable  and  verified 
facts  and  conceding  that  neither  Unit 
731  nor  anyone  else  set  up  those  pris- 
oner transports  as  controlled  experi- 
ments, it  does  appear  that  POWs  of  all 
nationalities  were  subjected  to  essen- 
tially the  same  dreadful  stresses  in  the 
holes  that  they  were  doing  scientif- 
ically at  731. 

Now  we  are  coming  up  on  the  50th  an- 
niversary of  these  following  events.  In 
the  history  of  Japan,  the  invincible 
Japan,  as  far  back  as  their  Sun  God. 
this  was  the  first  time  that  commoners 
had  ever  heard  the  voice  of  their  em- 
peror. This  is  August  15.  50  years  ago. 
He  is  saying  the  war  is  lost  and  they 
are  surrendering,  and  the  first  words  of 
this  first  emperor  to  speak  directly  to 
his  people  were  about  catastrophic  hu- 
miliation. The  unconquerable  Japanese 
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empire  had  been  terminally  crushed  in 
war.  forced  into  abject  surrender.  The 
voice  of  the  Son  of  Heaven  went  out 
into  the  poisoned  air  of  Japan,  out  by 
shortwave  to  his  empire  in  ruins,  and 
World  War  II  was  over. 

Not  quite,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  col- 
leagues. For  months  the  Japanese 
army  at  Osaka  had  been  killing 
drowned  American  airmen,  airmen  like 
our  Ben  Gil.MAN,  poisoning  them, 
shooting  them,  chopping  their  heads 
off.  After  the  emperor  spoke,  the  last 
five  were  taken  out  to  a  military  ceme- 
tery. The  was  is  over  now.  How  would 
you  like  to  be  their  parents?  Mer- 
cifully, their  parents  probably  never 
knew  this.  Three  were  shot,  two  were 
beheaded  the  same  day.  Hours  after  the 
peace  had  begun.  .Japanese  officers  at 
Fukuoka  on  Kyusu  took  their  samurai 
swords  and  chopped  to  death  16  Amer- 
ican airmen.  The  war  is  over,  and  this 
is  being  done,  the  squad  commander 
brought  his  girlfriend  along  to  watch. 

On  the  Celebes  Islands  in  Indonesia; 
for  our  high  school  students,  that  is 
the  island  that  looks  like  a  big  octo- 
pus—well after  the  war  was  over,  2 
weeks    later,    two    Australian    airmen 


tion  block  between  the  fathers  and  the 
sons  of  Germany.  Every  time  I  rode  in 
Germany  in  the  late  1950's.  early  1960's, 
I  would  look  at  the  back  of  my  cab- 
driver  or  somebody,  and  I  would  think, 
"Would  you  have  guarded  a  camp?"  It 
was  a  serious  judgment  that  we  put  on 
a  whole  people  in  Germany,  and  Japan 
escapes  all  of  this.  Why? 

Now  here  is  the  thing  that  broke  my 
heart  because  I  have  always  held  Mac- 
Arthur  in  high  regard  and  considered 
him  a  hero.  Daws  makes  the  case  it 
was  MacArthur  at  the  top.  It  was  his 
reasoning  that  said  Ishii  should  be 
spared  a  war  criminal  trial.  There  was 
another  class  of  Japanese  that  Mac- 
Arthur  did  not  want  to  see  tried.  All 
the  people  who  ran  Unit  731  at  Pingfan. 
In  fact,  he  made  sure  they  were  never 
brought  to  court.  I  am  going  to  have  to 
check  this  out,  Mr.  speaker.  You  hate 
to  have  your  boyhood  hero  demeaned 
in  your  eyes.  If  ever  there  were  Japa- 
nese war  criminals,  these  were  the 
ones.  Their  lethal  medical  experiments 
on  living  prisoners  were  atrocities  as 
morally  disgusting  as  anything  in  the 
20th  century,  but  the  American  mili- 
tary had  a  use  for  advanced  research  in 


were  strangled  to  death,  and  it  was  12    biological  and  chemical  warfare. 


days  after  the  emperor's  broadcast  on 
August  22  that  the  Japanese  at  Ranau 
on  Borneo  killed  the  last  30  of  their 
surviving  prisoners.  Meanwhile,  in 
Manchuria,  at  Unit  73rs  laboratories 
at  Pingfan.  near  Harbin,  the  Japanese 
machinegunned  to  death  600  Chinese 
and  Manchurian  laborers  that  kept  up 
these  150  buildings  from  hell  and  killed 
all  human  experimental  subjects,  the 
logs.  They  were  gassed  to  death  with 
toxic  chemicals,  poisoned  with  potas- 
sium cyanide  in  their  food.  Their  bod- 
ies were  stuffed,  one  after  another,  in 
incinerators  does  that  not  conjure  up 
the  Nazis'  sick  death  camps  in  Po- 
land—or dumped  in  a  pit  in  the  court- 
yard and  burned.  Then  the  bones  were 
sunk  in  the  river  nearby,  all  the  lab 


So  they  cut  a  deal  with  General  Ishii 
Shiro,  immunity  in  return  for  all  of  his 
evil  records.  For  General  MacArthur, 
the  lives  and  deaths  of  the  logs,  the 
maruta,  those  thousands  of  suffering, 
poisoned  prisoners'  bodies,  appeared  to 
be  worth  nothing  legally,  morally,  or 
humanely.  The  only  nation  to  bring 
any  Japanese  from  Unit  731  to  trial  was 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  Russians  con- 
victed 12,  from  a  lieutenant  general 
down  to  a  private,  but  no  death  pen- 
alty. Well,  how  could  they,  with  what 
was  going  on  in  their  gulag  camps  and 
torture?  Two  years  for  the  private.  25 
to  the  general,  plus  a  loud  public  accu- 
sation that  Ishii  and  the  rest  of  the 
morally  guilty  were  safe  in  hiding, 
which    was    true.    Immediately    after 


percent  died  in  the  German  camps,  but 
in  the  Japanese  camps  over  a  third  of 
our  American  prisoners  died. 

D  1300 

"Daws'  book.  Prisoners  of  the  Japa- 
nese. POWs  of  World  War  II  in  the  Pa- 
cific, is  a  searing."  this  is  from  the 
Washington  Post,  "462-page  indictment 
of  the  particular  and  gratuitous  sav- 
agery that  Japan,  "  notice  they  do  not 
say  warloads,  "inflicted  on  more  than 
140.000  allied  prisoners  of  war  who  were 
starved  to  skeletons,  worked  to  death 
as  slaves,  if  they  weren't  first  hacked 
apart,  burned  alive,  or  dissected  alive 
as  guinea  pigs  for  experimentation  in 
germ  warfare  and  medical  sadism." 
That  is  by  Ken  Ringle. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  debate  that 
goes  on  in  the  medical  community  now 
over  what  should  be  done  with  the  evil 
fruits  of  all  the  German  experimen- 
tation, the  Angel  of  Auschwitz,  Dr. 
Mengele,  1  do  not  know  why  we  do  not 
call  him  the  Demon  of  Auschwitz,  all  of 
those  medical  experiments.  There  are 
some  things  in  there  that  medical 
science  could  profit  from.  But 
theologians  and  ethicists  in  Israel  say 
you  cannot  get  any  good  out  of  this 
medical  experimentation,  even  if  it 
would  save  lives  in  the  future,  because 
so  many  people  died  horribly  to  extract 
it.  So  it  stays  bottled  up  in  the  ar- 
chives of  the  United  States  of  America. 

But  the  other  horrible  experimen- 
tation, under  Tojo  and  Hirohito  in 
Japan,  it  is  also  locked  up  somewhere. 
But  it  has  disappeared,  unlike  the  Ger- 
man Nazi  evil  experimentation.  It  is 
somewhere.  And  I  think  that  if  Simon 
Wiesenthal  is  correct,  that  no  war 
criminal  from  Nazi  Germany  anywhere 
in  the  world  should  know  !  minute  of 
sound  sleep  at  night,  the  same  should 
pertain  to  these  Japanese  war  crimi- 
nals. 

Everybody  who  hears  the  sound  of 
my  voice  who  is  going  to  give  a  second 


oLA.ii>.  .ii  L.iic  ijvci  iicaiu>.  ixii  me  lau-  wnicn  was  true,  immediately  after  my  voice  wno  is  going  to  give  a  second 
oratory  specimens,  too.  A  huge  charnel  Tojo  was  hanged,  December  of  194a—  of  decent  thought  on  Memorial  Day  to 
hcan     of     tortured     and     infprtpH     anri      mViot    f,-,,-.b-    ..o    o   ..»»»„    i„_ t„    i tVio   t^rifVi    onniirar^or...   «r  n,«   ««»_ ;„i 


heap  of  tortured  and  infected  and 
vivisected  human  flesh  that  they  kept 
was  so  big  that  it  would  not  burn. 

The  Japanese  general  in  charge  of 
Unit  731,  soon  to  run  a  medical  school, 
the  man  directly  responsible  from  start 
to  finish  for  6  years  of  hell,  wanted  all 
his  staff  and  families  to  commit  sui- 
cide. They  were  issued  poison.  Of 
course,  he  was  not  about  to  take  poison 
himself,  and  neither  did  hardly  any  of 
his  people.  Instead  they  bailed  out  of 
Pingfan  at  top  speed,  about  2.000  of 
them.  I  wonder  how  many  hundreds  are 
left  alive  in  Japan  today.  The  parting 
gesture  of  Unit  731  was  to  turn  thou- 
sands of  infected  rats  loose  on  this 
world. 

Final  reference:  Imagine  their  con- 
gress not  apologizing  for  this  and  us 
letting  them  get  away  from  it  after  the 
way  we  groveled  properly  the  Germans' 
face  into  the  dirt  with  Nuremberg  war 
trials,  creating  a  gulf  of  communica- 


what  took  us  2  years  longer  to  hang 
him  than  the  11  with  Martin  Bormann 
maybe  still  on  the  loose  than  the  12 
that  we  gave  the  death  penalty  to  in 
Europe? 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  terminate  this 
horror  story  still  hidden  by  the  Japa- 
nese congress,  their  Diet.  I  will  never 
look  at  them  the  same  way  again.  I 
will  never  travel  to  Japan  with  the 
same  frame  of  mind  that  I  have  in  the 
last  few  trips  until  I  see  some  decent 
apology  to  these  prisoners. 

Look  at  this  picture  of  this  New  Zea- 
land handsome  young  fighter  pilot,  a 
P-40  "Kitty  Hawk  "  pilot,  having  his 
head  cut  off.  Look  at  this  handsome, 
tall  man  standing  here.  He  probably 
died  in  the  camps. 

The  prisoners  of  Germany,  American 
POW's,  this  is  so  totally  separate  from 
the  horror  of  killing  6  million  Jews  and 
5  million  other  people  in  Hitler's  death 
camps,  but  of  our  prisoners,  less  than  1 


the  50th  anniversary  of  the  Memorial 
Day  between  victory  in  Europe  and  vic- 
tory over  Japan,  should  ask  their  local 
bookstore  and  library  to  get  Mr.  Daws' 
book.  "Prisoners  of  the  Japanese."  and 
read  about  the  worse  atrocities,  that 
cannot  be  forgiven  because  nobody  has 
said  we  are  sorry  or  asked  for  forgive- 
ness or  an  apology. 

That  is  my  gruesome  contribution  to 
the  heroes  of  World  War  II. 

One  of  these  sleazy  semi-porno- 
graphic street  papers,  in  reference  to 
my  Presidential  quest,  said.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  I  was  a  perennial  son.  That  was 
supposed  to  be  an  insult. 

If  that  means  I  am  a  perennial  son  of 
my  father,  who  won  three  wound  chev- 
rons in  World  War  I,  two  of  them  for 
mustard  gas.  a  poison  gas.  that  was  the 
beginning  of  this  century's  introduc- 
tion to  this  type  of  nightmarish  de- 
monic horror,  then,  yes.  I  am  a  peren- 
nial son  to  him  and  to  every  World  War 
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II  veteran  that  I  looked  up  to  as  young 
Greek  Gods  when  I  was  12  years  of  age 
and  all  the  Army  nurses  with  them,  in- 
cluding the  ones  that  suffered  this  type 
of  captivity  in  the  Philippine  conquest 
that  were  taken  prisoner  at  Corregidor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  have  a  nice  Memorial 
Day.  Mrs.  Schroeder,  about  to  speak, 
have  a  nice  Memorial  Day.  I  know  this 
touches  your  heart.  Remember  these 
people  when  we  were  young  kids  that 
we  looked  up  to.  our  World  War  II  vet- 
erans. It  brings  tears  to  everybody's 
eyes  to  see  the  handful  of  remaining 
World  War  I  veterans  walking  down  the 
street.  Well,  50  years  plus  V'2  years  in 
imprisonment.  6  for  the  British.  3'/2  for 
our  Wake  Island  survivors,  there  are  a 
few  alive,  they  will  be  up  in  Braintree. 
MA.  the  Bataan  Death  March  survi- 
vors. And  10  years  from  now.  at  the 
60th  anniversary,  they  will  be  march- 
ing at  the  head  of  parades,  in  wheel- 
chairs, on  crutches,  helped  along  by 
the  younger  veterans  from  Vietnam  or 
from  Mogadishu  or  God  knows  where 
else  we  will  have  to  send  young  men 
and  now  women  to  die  for  liberty. 

I  hope  people  on  this  Memorial  Day 
and  next  Armistice  Day  and  on  V-J 
Day,  which  you  can  celebrate  twice. 
August  15.  the  cessation  of  hostilities. 
September  2.  the  deck,  remember  what 
I  read,  that  people  were  being  mur- 
dered and  beheaded  and  slaughtered  be- 
fore the  day  they  surrendered  on  that 
deck  of  the  \fissouri.  I  am  going  to  find 
out  v/hy  our  U.S.  Army  and  our  chemi- 
cal warfare  departments  used  this  evil, 
Satanic,  ill-gotten,  bloody  scientific 
knowledge  and  did  not  bring  these  men 
to  the  justice  that  we  did  Hitler's  gang. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan.  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution of  the  House  of  the  following 
title: 

H.  Con.  Res.  72.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding for  an  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses. 


REGARDING  THE  ETHICS  PROCESS 
IN  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  Schroeder]  is  recognized  for 
60  minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
Speaker  very  much  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  the  floor  really 
rather  sadly,  because  as  we  get  ready 
to  go  home  for  Memorial  Day  break.  I 
want  to  talk  a  bit  about  a  letter  that  a 
group  of  us  feel  we  have  been  forced  to 
sign,  and  I  think  we  would  like  to  talk 
a  bit  about  why  we  feel  that  we  were 
forced  to  sign  this  letter.  We  certainly 
hope  something  is  going  to  be  done 
about  this  letter  when  we  come  back. 


This  letter  was  addressed  to  both 
N.^NCY  Johnson  and  Jim  McDermott. 
care  of  the  Committee  on  Ethics,  and  it 
is  about  the  issue  of  the  pending  mat- 
ters in  front  of  the  Committee  on  Eth- 
ics that  appear,  according  to  news 
printed  stores,  to  be  in  deadlock. 

You  know,  we  started  this  year  with 
the  big  check,  the  big  check  that  we 
saw  from  Rupert  Murdoch  going  to  the 
Speaker  for  $4.5  million.  And  then,  all 
of  a  sudden  the  Speaker  said  oh.  no.  no. 
no.  we  tore  up  that  deal,  and  it  is  only 
going  to  be  $1.  and  he  would  not  sign 
the  contract  until  there  was  some 
agreement  with  the  Committee  on  Eth- 
ics about  this. 

Well,  we  still  have  not  heard  any- 
thing from  the  Committee  on  Ethics 
that  this  has  been  approved,  and  yet 
today  we  saw  announcements  that  he 
was  going  off  on  a  35  city  tour  come 
August  break,  sponsored,  I  assume,  by 
the  same  company  that  is  doing  the 
book.  And  there  are  an  awful  lot  of  is- 
sues around  that. 

Congressman  Doggett  and  I  are 
going  to  talk  a  bit  about  this,  because 
I  think  one  of  the  real  resources  we 
have  in  this  House  is  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  who  I  believe  was  not  only 
on  the  supreme  court,  but  was  head  of 
the  Committee  on  Ethics. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield,  I  do  approach  this  whole 
issue  from  a  little  different  perspective 
from  some  of  my  colleagues  who  have 
been  here  for  a  longer  time,  coming 
here  new,  having  at  the  beginning  of 
this  year  just  finished  up  a  6-year  pe- 
riod on  the  Texas  Supreme  Court, 
chairing  its  Ethics  Task  Force,  want- 
ing to  be  sure  that  this  process  is  fair 
to  the  Speaker  or  to  anyone  else  who 
might  be  accused  in  this  body  of  ethi- 
cal lapse,  ethical  wrongdoing. 

I  have  not  participated  in  any  of  the 
earlier  letters  or  the  press  conferences, 
because  it  had  been  my  hope  that  this 
ethics  process,  which  is  set  up  to  be  a 
nonpartisan  and  I  think  has  been  non- 
partisan in  the  past,  would  operate, 
would  provide  due  process. 

Yet  almost  from  the  outset,  the  re- 
sponse to  the  complaints  that  have 
been  filed  there  from  the  Speaker  has 
been  one  of  attempting,  instead  of  real- 
ly providing  a  reasonable  defense,  has 
been  one  of  attacking  the  accuser,  even 
to  the  point  of  intimidation,  of  saying 
well,  we  will  pass  legislation  here  that 
would  require  anyone  who  complains 
about  ethics  to  pay  the  attorney's  fees 
of  the  person  against  whom  the  com- 
plaint is  made. 

That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  kind  of 
special  legislation  that  serves  to  in- 
timidate, rather  than  to  clarify  and  to 
ensure  that  this  House  meets  the  high- 
est ethical  standards  that  I  think  this 
Nation  has  a  right  to  demand. 

Then,  leaving  and  entrusting  this  re- 
sponsibility to  the  Committee  on  Eth- 
ics, we  were  first  told  they  were  just 
too  busy,  because  they  had  their  con- 


tract on  America  and  they  did  not  have 
time  to  look  at  the  contract  with  Ru- 
pert Murdoch;  that  there  was  not  time 
enough  to  pa.ss  the  contract  and  con- 
sider that  other  contract,  that  S4.5  mil- 
lion book  deal  that  was  looming  out 
there.  They  did  not  have  time  to  con- 
sider that. 

So  we  waited  through  the  100  days  for 
the  contract  to  be  passed,  and  justice 
was  really  delayed.  Then  the  congres- 
sional recess  came  along.  Well,  we  are 
taking  a  little  vacation.  We  do  not 
have  time  to  look  at  these  very  serious 
ethical  charges  against  the  Speaker 
over  the  book  deal  because  of  the  fact 
that  we  are  on  recess.  So  justice  was 
again  delayed. 

Now  apparently  justice  is  going  to  be 
delayed  through  another  congressional 
recess  with  the  chair  of  the  committee 
saying  that  it  will  be  sometime  after 
Memorial  Day.  and  I  would  inquire  of 
the  gentlewoman,  apparently  there  is 
some  discussion  in  the  Washington 
Post  that  there  is  a  deadlock  and  the 
goal  may  be  justice  delayed,  justice  de- 
nied by  never  giving  us  an  answer  on 
these  very  serious  charges  that  we 
wanted  the  Speaker  to  have  due  proc- 
ess. But  process  is  due  now  to  respond 
to  these  charges,  is  it  not? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  insight  on  this,  because 
you  are  fresher  from  the  outside,  hav- 
ing dealt  with  these  issues  in  other  fo- 
rums. 1  must  say  to  those  of  us  who 
have  more  gray  hair  and  have  been 
around  this  is  puzzling,  because  for 
those  of  us  on  the  inside,  we  have  no 
idea  whether  this  is  justice  denied  or 
delayed,  or  is  this  justice  totally  dead- 
locked. 

If  it  is  totally  deadlocked,  and  again 
we  do  not  know,  because  all  of  these 
hearings  are  in  secret  and  we  only 
know  what  we  read  in  the  paper,  if  it  is 
totally  deadlocked,  how  do  we  move 
this  off  dead  center?  How  does  any- 
thing go  forward?  Does  this  then  be- 
come a  way  that  our  ethics  rules  mean 
nothing  if  there  is  real  deadlock?  Does 
deadlock  give  you  the  right  to  go  ahead 
and  do  anything  you  want  to  then? 

So  I  am  a  little  perplexed. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
gentlewoman,  since  I  am  new  to  this 
body,  concerning  the  way  these  mat- 
ters have  been  handled  in  this  House 
before?  This  is  not  the  first  Speaker 
against  whom  charges  have  been  made, 
nor  is  it  the  first  Member  of  this  House 
against  whom  charges  have  been  made. 
When  those  kind  of  events  have  hap- 
pened in  the  past,  might  you  inform 
the  House  today  and  the  American  peo- 
ple about  how  the  House  has  assured 
that  there  would  not  be  a  biased  inves- 
tigation? 

The  Speaker  charges  bias,  he  says 
these  are  all  politically  motivated 
charges.  Can  you  tell  us  what  the  best 
way  is  to  get  at  those  charges  and  de- 
termine whether  they  are  blessed  or 
whether  they  represent  a  selling  of 
public  office? 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  makes  a  very  good  point. 
Obviously,  the  Committee  on  Ethics  is 
half  and  half  of  each  party.  No  matter 
what  the  makeup  on  this  floor  is.  it  is 
half  and  half. 

There  have  been  some  serious 
charges,  as  we  all  know,  and  we  are  not 
happy  about  them,  but  there  have  been 
serious  charges  in  the  past  against 
major  and  senior  Members  around  here, 
and  everyone  I  remember,  from  the 
late  1970's  on.  ended  up  getting  an  out- 
side counsel,  because  the  idea  was  we 
needed  to  get  it  out  of  here. 

I  think  if  you  flipped  it  and  we 
slopped  talking  about  how  personal  it 
was  here,  if  you  moved  it  from  under 
this  dome  and  took  it  to  the  other  end 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  and  .said  that 
the  President  had  some  problems  with 
his  Cabinet  or  himself  and  he  said  he 
would  let  his  own  people  decide  that, 
that  would  not  work.  So  they  get  out- 
side counsel,  too.  In  every  prior  case  I 
remember  getting  outside,  independent 
counsel  when  there  has  been  someone 
of  the  gravitas  of  the  Speaker. 

I  would  also  think  that  everybody  al- 
ways says  these  motives  are  politically 
driven,  or  whatever.  I  do  not  know  if 
they  are  or  are  not.  It  would  seem  to 
me  if  you  are  so  sure  they  were  that 
politically  motivated  and  there  was 
nothing  to  them,  you  would  be  more 
happy  to  get  an  outside  counsel,  be- 
cause that  would  then  clear  the  air 
once  and  for  all. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield,  if  the  real  concern,  the  real 
motivation  were  to  get  away  from  poli- 
tics and  really  get  to  the  bottom  and 
find  out  if  public  office  has  been  sold, 
whether  it  was  for  $4.5  million  or  what- 
ever the  amount  involved,  whether 
there  had  'oeen  abuse  of  public  office, 
whether  there  had  been  a  violation  of 
the  ethics  standards  that  the  American 
people  have  every  right  to  demand  that 
this  body,  all  the  Members  of  this 
body.  Democrat  and  Republican  alike, 
abide  by,  would  not  the  best  way  to  get 
to  the  bottom  of  that  be  to  get  some- 
one, not  a  Member  of  this  body,  not 
owing  allegiance  to  either  party,  but  to 
get  to  the  bottom  of  it,  just  as  quickly 
as  possible,  and  someone,  of  course. 
who  would  have  the  power  not  to  take 
little  snippets  over  the  press  or  to  take 
little  sound  bites  over  television, 
snidely  attacking  one's  critics,  but 
rather  could  put  people  under  oath,  ask 
them  to  raise  their  hand,  ask  them  to 
place  a  hand  on  the  Bible,  and  put 
them  under  oath,  so  we  can  know  the 
truth,  so  that  their  veracity  can  be 
tested  and  get  to  the  very  bottom  of 
the  charges  and  determine  whether 
they  were  justified  or  not. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  totally  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Texas.  I  am 
very  glad  that  he  is  saying  that,  be- 
cause that  to  me  just  seems  to  be  the 
way  to  solve  this  once  and  for  all.  It 
has  been  the  way  we  have  traditionally 


solved  it  over  and  over  again.  There 
certainly  is  enough  to  do  in  this  body 
without  having  all  of  these  other  issues 
swirling  around  and  giving  this  place  a 
taint.  Certainly  politicians  do  not  need 
any  additional  taint. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be 
very  logical  to  get  it  out  of  here,  so  we 
could  get  on  with  the  normal  business 
of  what  is  going  on.  But  I  must  also  say 
one  of  the  things  that  I  am  troubled  by 
and  the  gentleman  kind  of  touched  it, 
was  that  anyone  who  asked  the  ques- 
tions we  are  asking  gets  attacked. 
That  really  puzzles  me.  Like  we  are  not 
allowed  to  even  speak  about  this.  Free 
speech  is  now  gone  on  this  issue,  that  if 
you  stand  up  and  ask  a  question  such 
as  our  distinguished  whip  has.  there 
were  implications  that  I  read  in  some 
of  the  press  clips  today  that  there  must 
have  been  something  terribly  wrong 
with  the  whip,  that  maybe  he  needed 
counseling  or  maybe  he  was  psycho- 
logically fixated  or  whatever. 
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I  do  not  think  he  is  psychologically 
fixated.  He  is  an  officer  of  this  House, 
trying  to  retain  some  dignity  and  ethi- 
cal standards  and  have  people  look  out- 
side. So  I  suppose  we  are  going  to  be 
accused  of  something  tomorrow. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Down  in  Texas,  it  is 
said  that,  if  you  do  not  have  the  facts 
on  your  side  on  a  case,  you  argue  the 
law.  And  if  you  do  not  have  the  law  on 
your  side  either,  then  you  attack  the 
attorney  or  the  complainant  on  the 
other  side.  That  seems  to  be  what  is  oc- 
curring here:  That  lacking  the  facts  to 
support  a  position,  to  defend  a  position 
in  public,  lacking  the  law,  since  the 
ethical  standards  are  set  out  for  all 
Members  in  this  regard,  that  instead  of 
relying  on  the  law  or  the  facts,  that 
the  Speaker  chooses  to  attack  those 
that  complain  against  him. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  right. 
And  I  would  like  to  engage  with  some 
more  colloquy  with  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Let  me  go  back  to  this  letter  that  he 
gentleman  from  Texas  and  I  and  other 
Members  signed  today,  because  I  think 
it  is  important  that  we  have  the  record 
very  clear,  what  it  is  that  we  have  put 
in  there. 

This  is  going  toward  the  city  tour 
that  was  being  written  up.  We  asked. 
No.  1,  whether  the  ethics  committee 
had  approved  the  book  deal  as  the 
Speaker  said  that  they  would  before  he 
did  anything  and,  if  not,  then  how  can 
they  organize  these  tours  before  they 
made  that  decision?  We  thought  that 
was  a  very  important  issue. 

No.  2.  we  were  asking  who  pays  for 
this  tour.  A  36-city  tour  is  very,  very 
expensive.  Is  it  funded  out  of  his  ad- 
vance. What  is  going  on?  We  were  told 
he  was  only  going  to  get  a  dollar.  I  do 
not  think  a  dollar  is  going  get  you  to  36 
cities.  Do  you  know  what?  He  has  got 
another   book.    If  you    can    figure    out 


how  to  do  36  cities  on  one  dollar,  boy, 
has  he  got  a  book  there. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  There  are  airlines 
down  where  I  come  from  that  advertise 
peanuts  fares,  that  you  can  actually  fly 
around  the  country  for  peanuts  or  you 
can  take  somebody  else  along.  But  you 
are  going  to  get  a  dollar  and  you  can 
fly  to  35  cities  around  the  country. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Nobody  has  got 
that  kind  of  fare.  You  cannot  even  buy 
a  bag  of  peanuts  most  places  for  much 
less  than  a  dollar.  That  is  a  real  ques- 
tion that  we  have. 

People  will  also  answer,  but  he  is 
doing  it  on  his  break,  so  what  is  your 
problem?  The  problem  is.  Members  of 
Congress  are  not  allowed  to  take  cor- 
porate sponsors  and  have  them  do  their 
vacation  and  are  not  allowed  to  do 
those  kinds  of  tours  without  having 
some  kind  of  an  ethics  signing  off  say- 
ing it  is  okay. 

We  are  also  asking  questions  about, 
are  there  any  conflicts  of  interest?  Who 
is  paying  for  the  tour  and  is  there  any 
conflict  of  interest  vis-a-vis  legislation 
in  front  of  this  body,  because  we  under- 
stand, if  it  is  Mr.  Murdoch,  Mr. 
Murdoch  has  some  very,  very  impor- 
tant interests  in  this  body  on  the  tele- 
communications issues  and  many  oth- 
ers. 

And  then  we  are  also  asking,  what 
other  kinds  of  activities  will  he  be 
doing  on  this  tour?  My  understanding 
is  under  the  rules  you  cannot  have 
someone  else  pay  for  your  travel 
around  America  to  do  political  events 
So  that  if  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
were  to  come  to  my  State  to  speak  at 
universities,  for  example,  and  they  paid 
your  fare  to  give  your  speech,  you 
could  not  do  a  fund  raiser  for  me  or 
anything  else  because  then  the  univer- 
siiies  would  be  underwriting  that.  So 
we  asked  those  kind  of  questions,  too. 

We  went  on  to  ask  for  more  details  to 
find  out  what  is  happening.  It  is  very 
frustrating  to  have  your  constituents 
asking  you  these  questions  and  all  you 
can  say  is,  well,  I  may  be  a  Member  but 
we  are  not  allowed  in.  It  is  all  in  se- 
cret. We  only  know  that  we  read  in  the 
paper,  and  we  are  very  troubled  by 
these  things,  too. 

I  wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  about  what  he  can  make  out  of 
all  of  this.  I  know  he  got  so  frustrated 
he  signed  a  letter,  too. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Well,  it  is  a  very  seri- 
ous matter  that  we  talk  about.  It  is 
disturbing  to  not  have  action,  to  see 
justice  delayed.  But  as  I  look  over 
some  of  the  news  reports  about  this 
tour,  on  a  lighter  note,  it  sounds  like 
one  of  these,  a  concert  tour,  the  notion 
that  Rupert  Murdoch  and  the  Speaker 
together  have  this  joint  venture  and 
that  this  will  be  the  biggest  thing  since 
the  Eagles  went  on  tour.  I  know  they 
packed  a  whole  stadium  down  in  Aus- 
tin, TX.  I  want  to  be  sure  that  Austin 
gets  included.  I  am  sure  you  want 
Boulder   and   Denver  included   on    the 
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tour,  especially  if  questions  will  be  per- 
mitted so  that  the  people  these  can  ask 
questions  about  all  this. 

I  do  not  know  whether  they  will  put 
out  T  shirts  for  the  Speaker— Murdoch 
tour  on  not.  so  that  everyone  can  share 
and  know  all  the  sites  where  this  tour 
is  being  conducted.  But  it  is  a  mighty 
strange  thing  to  right  in  the  middle  of 
what  is  supposed  to  be  a  district  work 
period  to  have,  I  guess,  some  major 
publishing  company  of  Mr.  Murdoch  fi- 
nance this  35-city  tour  with  T  shirts 
and  promotions  and  whatever  else 
might  be  involved,  unless  and  lest  any- 
one think  as  well  that  we  lack  humor 
in  this  or  that  we  lack  bipartisanship. 
I  am  wondering  if  the  gentlewoman  is 
familiar  with  today's  New  York  Daily 
News. 

Today's  New  York  Daily  News  quotes 
Kevin  Phillips,  a  Republican  political 
analyst,  who  says,  "'You  have  to  won- 
der whether  Gingrich  is" 

P.\RLI.\.VlE.VrARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Porter]  for  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BiRTciN  of  Indiana).  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
inquire  as  to  whether  this  discussion  is 
within  the  rules  of  the  House  or  out- 
side the  rules  of  the  House? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Mem- 
bers should  not  engage  in  debate  con- 
cerning matters  that  may  be  pending 
in  the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Offi- 
cial Conduct. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
DoGGETT]  for  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  In  March  of  this  year. 
Speaker  Gingrich  announced  that 
under  the  speech  and  debate  clause  ap- 
plying to  this  Congress  that  Members 
were  free  to  speak  on  any,  subject  at 
any  time.  I  am  wondering  if  that  pro- 
nouncement does  not  control  in  a  situ- 
ation that  applies  to  the  Speaker  as 
well. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
"Speech  and  debate"  clause  does  not 
apply  with  respect  to  the  subject  of  the 
parliamentary  inquiry  just  asked  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

The  Chair  will  again  state  that  Mem- 
bers should  not  engage  in  debate  con- 
cerning matters  that  may  be  pending 
in  the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Offi- 
cial Conduct. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  One  aspect  that  we 
have  not  discussed  thus  far  in  the 
course  of  this  colloquy  about  this  very 
serious  matter  with  reference  to  Mr. 
Murdoch  are  the  interests  that  Mr. 
Murdoch  has  pending  here  in  Congress 


and  has  had  pending  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress. 

The  gentlewoman  will  recall  that 
there  was  a  special  provision  passed 
here  with  regard  to  taxes,  with  regard 
to  health  insurance  for  the  self-em- 
ployed. And  while  that  bill  had  a  very 
important  and  salutary  purpose,  to  try 
to  help  those  who  are  self-employed 
with  the  cost  of  health  insurance,  since 
this  Congress  is  doing  little  or  nothing 
about  the  health  needs  of  American 
citizens,  there  was  a  provision  tacked 
into  it  to  pay  for  that  provision  that 
concerned  various  deals  with  minority 
broadcasters.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
gentlewoman  recalls  that  there  were  19 
business  transactions  around  this 
country  that  were  encompassed  by  that 
provision.  And  when  it  went  out  of  this 
House,  the  very  body  that  we  are 
speaking  in,  and  over  to  the  Senate,  all 
19  of  those  deals  were  disapproved. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Yes.  I  am  aware 
of  that.  The  gentleman  makes  a  very 
good  point,  because  that  was  one  of  the 
many  issues  that  made  us  all  wonder 
what  was  happening. 

As  I  recall,  and  let  me  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  if  this  is  right, 
when  we  went  out  of  here,  our  assump- 
tion was  in  that  bill  it  was  totally 
clean,  that  we  voted  for  a  totally  clean 
bill,  and  this  body  had  made  the  deci- 
sion there  should  be  no  special  tax 
breaks  vis-a-vis  affirmative  action 
deals  that  had  been  done  like  they  had 
been  done  in  the  past,  where  people 
were  really  enriched  that  really  were 
not  benefiting  by  that.  And  then  we 
were  very  surprised  when  it  came  back. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Surprised,  indeed. 
Because  though  there  were  19  trans- 
actions that  were  disapproved,  when  it 
came  back  from  conference  committee, 
there  wa?  one  deal  that  was  approved 
and  that  one  deal  was  for  Mr.  Rupert 
Murdoch.  I  guess  just  a  coincidence 
perhaps  with  what  had  been  going  on  in 
the  dealings  with  Mr.  Murdoch  having 
been  involved  in  book  deals  with  the 
Saudis,  with  book  deals  with  Margaret 
Thatcher,  with  book  deals  with  the 
daughter  of  Deng  Xiaoping  in  China, 
just  a  coincidence  that  one  of  the  many 
deals  that  he  would  benefit  from  that 
are  the  subject  of  action  in  this  House 
and  this  Congress  of  the  United  States 
at  the  same  time  that  all  of  these  con- 
cerns were  raised  about  a  book  deal  in 
this  House,  that  he  is  the  only  one  in 
the  whole  country  who  gets  his  special 
deal  cut  out. 

Does  the  gentlewoman  remember  the 
debate  about  that  measure  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  the  fact  that 
when  you  say  surprise,  surprise  indeed, 
because  there  was  never  one  word  men- 
tioned. And  again,  had  it  not  been  for 
careful  journalism,  we  would  never 
have  known  it  was  even  in  there,  be- 
cause it  did  not  say  Rupert  Murdoch.  It 
simply  changed  a  date  in  the  bill. 
tucked  away  a  hidden  provision  in  se- 
cret, done  in  secret,  never  mentioned 


on  the  floor  of  this  House,  to  benefit 
Rupert  Murdoch  and  no  one  else. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman 
remembers  it  very  well.  And  I  also  re- 
member the  very  distinguished  Senator 
who  had  put  it  in  who  believes  in  those 
programs.  He  was  very  candid.  He  said 
I  believe  in  these  programs,  that  is  why 
I  have  put  this  special  thing  in.  Being 
totally  surprised  it  was  the  only  one 
that  survived  and  said  it  survived  be- 
cause she  heard  there  had  been  some- 
one pressuring  for  it  besides  herself 
that  had  much  more  prominence. 

I  want  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Texas.  I  am  still  not  sure  what  was  just 
said  to  us.  I  guess  we  are  not  allowed 
to  talk  about  anything  in  front  of  the 
blank  committee.  Can  we  say  the 
word? 

P.'VRl.I.^MKNT.MiY  INQCIRIKS 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tlewoman will  state  it. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Can  we  say  "eth- 
ics committee"  on  the  floor?  Can  we 
say  the  words  "ethics  committee"  on 
the  floor?  Can  we  say  the  name  of  com- 
mittee? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  the 
mention  of  the  conduct  that  may  be 
under  consideration  within  that  com- 
mittee that  is  questionable. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  So  we  can  say 
"ethics  committee"  on  the  floor? 

I  have  another  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. Can  we  put  the  content  of  our 
letter  to  the  committee  in  the  Record 
at  this  point? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  not  aware  of  the  content  of 
that  letter. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  So  the  Chair 
would  have  to  preapprove.  How  would  I 
m.-ike  .a  motion?  Would  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  for  the  Chair  to  read  the 
letter? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  con- 
tent of  the  letter  would  be  judged  on 
the  same  basis  as  the  conduct  of  speech 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  So  how  would  I 
make  my  unanimous-consent  request 
then?  I  would  ask  unanimous-consent 
to  put  in  the  Record  the  letter  that  we 
have  drafted,  but  you  are  telling  me  it 
is  subject  to  approval  of  the  Chair? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  re- 
sponse that  was  made  earlier  stated 
quite  clearly.  Members  should  not  en- 
gage in  debate  concerning  matters  that 
may  be  pending  in  the  Committee  on 
Standards  of  Official  Conduct.  And  the 
letter  would  have  to  meet  the  same  re- 
quirement; that  is,  if  the  letter  ad- 
dresses conduct  of  another  Member. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
may  go  one  step  further.  I  am  still  a 
little  confused,  because  there  is  no  way 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  and  I  can 
discuss  conduct  or  anything  going  on 
in  the  committee  because  it  is  all 
quiet,  it  is  all  silent,  and  we  are  not  al- 
lowed in.  What  the  Chair  is  saying  is. 
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this  would  be  about  anything  going  to 
the  committee. 

Clearly,  we  cannot  discuss  discus- 
sions that  we  are  not  party  to.  we  have 
not  seen,  and  we  are  not  allowed  to 
participate  in.  even  as  an  audience  or 
as  a  passive  listener. 

n  1330 

I  am  perplexed.  Are  these  new  rules? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BURTON  of  Indiana).  The  Chair  will  read 
from  an  annotation  of  clause  1  of  rule 
XIV: 

Members  should  refrain  from  references  in 
!■  !):ite  to  the  official  conduct  of  other  Mem- 
1"  r.s  where  such  conduct  is  not  under  consid- 
eration in  the  House  by  way  of  a  report  of 
the  Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Con- 
duct, or  as  a  question  of  privilege  of  the 
House. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
might  make  a  related  parliamentary 
inquiry,  because  I  referred  to  it  gen- 
erally earlier,  but  I  would  like  to  be 
sure  that  the  Speaker  is  clear  about 
the  nature  of  my  inquiry,  about  the 
rights  of  Members  on  this  floor,  on 
March  8,  right  here,  the  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia.  Newt  Ging- 
rich, said,  and  I  quote: 

The  fact  is  Members  of  the  House  are  al- 
lowed to  say  virtually  anything  on  the  House 
floor,  routinely  do.  It  is  protected,  and  has 
been  for  200  years.  It  is  written  into  the  Con- 
.stitution  under  the  speech  and  debate  clause. 

My  inquiry  to  the  Chair  is  whether 
the  Speakers  pronouncement  controls 
in  the  discussion  that  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado  and  I  are  having,  and 
that  others  may  choose  to  have  about 
the  Speaker,  or  was  the  Speaker  just 
mistaken  in  his  constitutional  analy- 
sis? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana >.  The  Chair  is  un- 
aware that  the  Speaker  has  ever  ut- 
tered those  pronouncements  from  the 
chair  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  think  they  were 
just  across  the  hall  here  in  the  Ray- 
burn  Room.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  sure  the 
Chair  is  aware  that  the  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia,  until  very  re- 
cently gave  daily  pronouncements 
there.  This  is  a  transcript,  verbatim.  I 
would  not  misquote  the  Speaker.  I 
would  be  glad  to  provide  the  Chair,  in 
connection  with  my  parliamentary  in- 
quiry, his  commitment  to  freedom  of 
expression,  which  surely  must  apply  to 
discussion  of  his  own  conduct. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  relied  on  past  rulings  and 
statements  from  the  Chair  regarding 
parliamentary  inquiries  and  not  on 
statements  outside  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry.  Mr.  Speaker.  So  the  only  thing 
we  can  look  to  are  statements  said  in- 
side the  Chamber  about  Members' 
rights  to  discuss  these  issues? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Deco- 
rum in  debate  is  governed  by  rule  XIV. 
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and  there  are  countless  annotations 
under  that  rule  in  the  House  Rules 
Manual.  Those  are  the  sources  on 
which  the  Chair  has  to  rely. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Further  par- 
liamentary inquiry.  Mr.  Speaker. 
Where  would  the  gentleman  and  I  go  to 
be  able  to  have  this  discussion?  Are  we 
allowed  to  have  th.is  discussion  any- 
where? The  gentleman  and  I.  as  I  un- 
derstand, are  not  allowed  to  go  to  the 
committee,  because  we  are  not  mem- 
bers. Is  that  correct? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair,  unfortunately,  cannot  treat  that 
as  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
claiming my  time.  I  must  say  to  the 
gentleman,  I  am  perplexed,  because  ap- 
parently we  cannot  talk  about  an  en- 
tity that  oversees  the  rules  that  sup- 
posedly govern  us,  but  we  cannot  go 
there  and  we  cannot  talk  abut  it.  I  am 
a  little  troubled  by  what  we  have  just 
learned. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  It  does  seem  to  be  pe- 
culiar, Mr.  Speaker,  because  one  would 
hope  and  one  would  think  that  we 
could  rely  on  the  official  pronounce- 
ments of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  con- 
cerning the  right  of  Members,  that  he 
says  has  been  protected  for  200  years 
under  the  U.S.  Constitution,  to  discuss 
matters,  and  that  those  matters  ought 
to  apply  to  him  as  well  as  to  other  peo- 
ple. In  compliance  with  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair.  I  would  hope  that  the  gen- 
tlewoman might  discuss  with  me  a  lit- 
tle bit  this  whole  question  of  freedom 
of  expression. 

I  certainly  do  not  want  to  leave  the 
topic  of  Mr.  Murdoch,  because  that  is 
clearly  not  covered  by  the  Chair's  rul- 
ings. I  think  that  needs  to  be  explored 
further,  given  the  nature  of  the  letter 
that  has  been  submitted  today. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  ask  the  gentle- 
woman, is  it  not  truly  vital  to  this  in- 
stitution that  we  be  able  to  engage  in 
discussions,  in  debate  and  colloquy, 
about  the  standards  of  conduct  that 
people  express?  I  know,  I  heard  many 
people  say  last  year,  before  I  ever  came 
to  this  body,  they  were  not  content 
with  business  as  usual,  that  they  want- 
ed real  change  here;  that  they  wanted 
constructive  change,  that  they  wanted 
Members  of  this  Congress,  certainly 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  to  abide  by 
the  same  ethical  standards  that  they 
expected  of  the  people  that  they  went 
to  church  with  and  went  to  temple 
with,  that  they  should  have  to  meet 
those  standards. 

If  we  cannot  debate  that  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House,  and  we  cannot  go 
into  the  secret  committee  meeting 
that  the  public  does  not  get  a  chance 
to  observe,  how  can  we  really  fulfill 
that  responsibility  that  the  American 
people  have  said  "Change  business  as 
usual"? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  stand  here  shak- 
ing my  head  with  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  because  I  do  not  know.  I  must 


say.  I  am  very  troubled  by  this.  I  have 
never,  never  wanted  to  violate  the 
rules  of  the  House.  I  have  never  heard 
of  this  type  of  thing  coming  out,  say- 
ing "Oh,  no,  no,  you  cannot  do  that." 

I  remember  when  I  was  studying  law, 
they  used  to  have  these  things  called 
the  star  chamber  and  things  like  that 
in  England,  and  that  was  one  of  the 
things  that  our  forefathers  and 
foremothers  came  over  to  say  "We  are 
not  going  to  do  that." 

I  thought  the  speech  and  debate 
clause  was  in  the  Constitution,  and  it 
said  on  the  House  floor  we  could  all  en- 
gage in  speech  and  debate  about  issues. 
However.  I  would  certainly  think  is- 
sues governing  the  body  that  we  are 
part  of  would  be  very  important  It 
would  almost  be  like  saying  to  doctor-, 
or  to  lawyers.  "You  cannot  talk  about 
the  ethics  procedure  governing  lawyers 
or  doctors.  "  I  hope  they  do.  and  I  hope 
they  as  a  profession  are  out  there  po- 
licing themselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett], 
did  he  have  those  kinds  of  laws  when 
he  was  on  the  Supreme  Court  and  when 
he  was  in  the  ethics— what  kind  of  laws 
did  he  have  about  people  being  able  to 
discuss  issues? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  To  be  candid  with  the 
gentlewoman,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  a  tendency  across  this  country  for 
people  to  protect  their  own.  One  of  the 
concerns  that  I  had  about  our  process 
in  Texas  was  that  it  was  not  open 
enough.  Our  commission,  the  task 
force  that  I  headed,  actually  rec- 
ommended that  the  process  be  oi)ened 
up  more  in  Texas,  because  people  would 
lose  confidence  in  their  judiciary,  in 
the  impartiality  of  their  judiciary,  if 
they  could  not  see  the  process  transpir- 
ing. There  lliajr  l»c  soiiic  aituatiOiib  with 

a  frivolous  complaint,  where  it  is  ap- 
propriate initially  to  evaluate  it  in  se- 
crecy. I  do  not  say  secrecy  has  no 
place. 

However,  with  matters  of  this  type 
dragging  on  for  months  without  due 
process,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  public 
is  entitled  to  know  a  little  more,  and 
surely  the  Members  of  this  House 
ought  to  be  able  to  come  here  in  front 
of  the  American  people  and  have  a  le- 
gitimate debate,  given  the  history  of 
this  country  and  its  commitment  to 
freedom  of  expression,  given  the  pro- 
nouncement of  the  Speaker  himself 
right  here  in  this  building  on  March  8 
that  Members  of  Congress  could  say 
anything,  and  that  they  usually  do 
about  these  matters;  an  intelligent,  an 
incisive  discussion  of  how  it  is  that  we 
can  assure  the  highest  ethical  stand- 
ards, which  are  demanded  of  the  Speak- 
er and  demanded  of  me  and  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  and  of  every 
Member  of  this  House. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  totally 
agreeing  with  the  gentleman.  I  am  very 
saddened,  because  I  always  remember 
the  things  about  Caesar's  wife  and  so 
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forth;  if  you  are  in  public  office,  you 
are  held  to  a  higher  standard.  There- 
fore. I  think  it  is  incumbent  upon  all  of 
us  to  engage  in  that,  and  to  have  a  lit- 
tle sunshine. 

Government  is  not  a  fungus,  it  can 
thrive  in  sunshine.  What  we  are  saying, 
we  cannot  even  get  into  that.  I  almost 
feel  like  it  is  deja  vu.  I  am  back  to 
where  I  came.  When  I  joined  this  body 
22  years  ago  this  was  going  on  in  the 
committee  I  was  assigned  to.  It  was  all 
closed.  Nothing  ever  went  on  in  public. 
All  sorts  of  things  transpired.  I  remem- 
ber a  young  freshman  and  myself  would 
try  to  sit  in  on  those  Members,  and 
they  would  call  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
and  threaten  to  drag  us  out.  and  all 
sorts  of  things.  We  got  all  that  kind  of 
opened  up.  and  now  I  see  things  closing 
back  down  in  a  limited  fashion.  I  do 
not  think  that  is  what  the  American 
people  wanted  to  see  here. 

However.  I  want  to  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us 
just  think  about  this.  I  guess  we  have 
committed  a  great  faux  pas.  and  I 
know  there  are  going  to  be  people  here 
tracking  us  for  the  next  10  days.  We  did 
not  know  we  could  not  come  here  and 
have  this  discussion.  What  do  you 
think  you  are  going  to  be  called,  par- 
tisan, fixated?  What  do  you  think  you 
are  going  to  be  called  the  next  10  days? 

Mr.  DOGGETT,  It  is  hard  to  guess.  I 
know  some  were  supposed  to  need  to 
see  their  analysts  just  for  having  the 
audacity  to  make  ethical  complaints.  I 
do  find  all  this — I  am  still  trying  to 
learn  the  rules  here  as  a  brand  new 
Member,  not  having  been  a  part  of  the 
system  that  existed. 

If  those  are  the  rules,  it  seems  to  me 
we  need,  if  within  these  very  restric- 
tive rulings  it  is  permissible  to  do  so. 
to  look  at  those  rules,  to  look  at  the 
way  the  ethics  process  is  done  here, 
and  see  whether  we  are  really  fulfilling 
our  responsibility  to  the  American  peo- 
ple to  assure  the  highest  ethical  stand- 
ards. 

I  suppose  if  there  is  not  another  op- 
portunity to  do  that,  and  we  are  pre- 
cluded from  doing  that  here,  perhaps  in 
the  midst  of  this  tour  that  is  going  to 
take  place  that  we  have  written  about 
today,  this  tour  that  is  like  a  rock  star 
tour  to  go  gallivanting  around  the 
country.  35  or  36  different  cities  in  your 
State  I  am  sure,  and  in  mine,  that  per- 
haps we  could  go  out  and  talk  with  the 
American  people  ourselves  during  the 
course  of  that  tour  and  ask  them  for 
their  thoughts  as  to  whether  they 
think  their  elected  representatives. 
Democrat  and  Republican  alike,  ought 
to  be  able  to  stand  there  on  the  floor  of 
the  House,  ought  to  be  empowered  by 
the  voters  across  this  country  to  stand 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and  at 
least  be  able  to  discuss  the  ethics  of 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  the  third 
most  powerful  person  in  the  entire 
country,  and  who  may  think  he  is  even 
more  powerful  than  being  No.  3. 


Mrs  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  has  just  thought  of  the  per- 
fect symbol  for  this  tour.  How  about  a 
gag,  with  the  35  cities,  and  we  could 
have  a  gag.  I  think  we  have  had  a  gag 
order.  I  guess  we  cannot  talk  about 
some  of  the  issues  that  drove  us  to  sit 
down  and  write  this  letter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  laugh  about  this, 
but  I  find  it  very  sad,  because  we  go 
around  the  world  and  talk  about  how 
great  our  country  is  and  how  wonderful 
it  is,  and  we  believe  in  free  speech,  and 
we  believe  that  we  are  all  big  enough 
to  be  able  to  deal  with  these  issues  in 
the  open,  and  we  are  finding,  I  guess, 
some  backsliding  on  that;  that  any- 
body who  asks  questions  gets  called 
some  names,  or  that  all  sorts  of  innu- 
endo was  made.  I  do  not  know  how  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  police  ourselves 
if  that  continues  on. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  continue  to  yield,  I  do  not  want  to 
call  names,  but  I  do  think,  and  I  want 
to  comply  with  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 
I  think  it  is  within  the  ruling  that  we 
do  have  to  go  back  and  take  up  one 
name,  and  that  is  Mr.  Rupert  Murdoch. 
I  am  not  talking  about  the  $4.5  million 
book  deal.  I  am  talking  about  Mr. 
Murdoch  and  his  legislative  interest 
here. 

We  have  talked  about  the  fact  that  of 
all  the  people  in  the  world,  he  is  the 
one  that  got  the  special  hidden  tax 
break,  the  tax  break  this  House  was 
never  told  about.  He  made  tens  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  that  were  at  stake 
there.  That  has  already  happened  this 
year.  That  is  one  gift  that  he  has  al- 
ready gotten,  with  all  the  influence 
that  he  has  with  the  Speaker  and  other 
Members  of  the  House,  is  this  special 
tax  break,  corporate  welfare. 

Ml 3.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  As  the  gentleman 
also  knows,  about  telecommuni- 
cations  

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  wanted  to  inquire  of 
the  gentlewoman  about  that. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  can  hardly  get 
through  the  building  where  my  office  is 
for  all  the  high  priced  lobbyists. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Is  it  true  there  are 
more  telecommunication  lobbyists 
here  than  there  are  Members? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  think  there  are. 
You  can  tell  them  because  they  have 
better  shoes.  They  have  much  better 
shoes. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Is  not  one  of  those 
key  issues  in  the  telecommunications 
bill,  which  I  believe  is  being  marked 
up,  perhaps,  even  as  we  speak  for  con- 
sideration there  in  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  one  of  the  real  issues  about 
those  foreign  shoes  that  are  there, 
about  whether  or  not  the  media  of 
America  are  going  to  be  owned,  foreign 
ownership,  by  people  like  Rupert 
Murdoch? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  exactly 
right.  Let  us  face  it.  There  are  two 
things  going  on  here  that  we  under- 


stand he  has  a  great  interest  in.  No.  1. 
we  understand  that  he  has  been  talking 
about  maybe  being  able  to  buy  the  Cor- 
poration for  Public  Broadcasting,  or 
some  of  the  programming,  or  whatever. 
I  am  not  too  sure  I  want  him  owning 
Big  Bird.  Big  Bird  was  one  of  the  few 
things  that  was  on  for  my  kids.  That 
has  been  at  least  in  the  process  as  an 
interest,  that  he  was  interested  in. 

He  has  not  come  and  talked  to  me.  I 
am  way  low  on  the  totem  pole.  My  av- 
erage campaign  contribution  is  50 
bucks.  Murdoch  does  not  bother  with 
poor  white  trash  like  me. 

The  other  thing  that  I  understand 
that  he  is  very  interested  in  is  the  for- 
eign ownership  issues.  We  have  not  al- 
lowed foreign  ownership  of  our  commu- 
nications, because  we  felt  it  was  very, 
very  important  for  national  defense, 
for  a  lot  of  things.  They  are  trying  to 
change  that,  along  with  maybe  other 
things  that  I  am  sure  he  has  an  inter- 
est in.  When  you  get  to  be  that  big  a 
guy.  with  that  much  money,  mega- 
bucks  and  gigabucks  all  over  the  place. 
I  am  sure  there  are  a  lot  of  other  inter- 
ests that  you  and  I  do  not  know  about, 
also.  It  just  looks  like  a  conflict,  shall 
we  say. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  On  the  same  day  that 
the  letter  is  filed  that  we  are  now,  ap- 
parently, going  to  be  denied  an  oppor- 
tunity to  talk  about  with  one  commit- 
tee of  this  House,  another  committee 
of  this  House  is  there  marking  up  a 
telecommunications  bill,  deciding 
whether  Rupert  Murdoch  and  other  for- 
eign interests  can  come  in  and  can 
take  over  the  media  outlets  which  re- 
port what  it  is  we  can  and  cannot  say 
on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

That  is  one  verj'  big  interest,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  great  tax  break  that  he  got, 
that  the  gentleman  from  Australia  has 
at  stake  here.  In  between  signmg  dook 
deals,  there  is  the  matter  of  a  few  tens 
of  millions  here,  and  then  I  guess  with 
the  telecommunications,  we  are  not 
talking  about  tens  of  millions  or  hun- 
dreds of  millions,  we  are  talking  about 
billions  and  billions  of  dollars  that  are 
at  stake.  That  is  why  all  these  hun- 
dreds of  lobbyists  are  around  here,  is 
that  not  correct? 
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Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  right.  The  very  puzzling 
thing  is  there  are  areas  where  you 
know  you  should  not  go,  the  black 
areas  and  the  white  areas.  Then  there 
is  this  big  gray  area.  When  you  look  at 
this,  if  these  lobbyists  want  to  give  you 
money,  it  must  be  in  the  open,  it  must 
be  recorded,  they  must  file  it  at  the 
Federal  Election  Commission  so  you 
can  see  it.  But  the  issue  is  can  they 
give  it  to  you  in  another  way  so  it  is 
way  beyond  the  limits,  like  could  they 
fund  a  tour  for  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  of  35  cities,  setting  up  public  re- 
lations for  him  everywhere  he  goes.  It 
would  be  worth  zillions  of  dollars.  Who 
knows  what  that  is  worth? 


But  obviously  they  would  be  way  be- 
yond a  campaign  limit,  and  could  that 
possibly  influence  the  gentleman?  We 
do  not  know  those  issues.  But  those  are 
the  things  that  are  out  there  and  those 
are  the  things  that  trouble  an  awful  lot 
of  us  here. 

We  hear,  well,  people  have  not  talked 
about  this  before.  Maybe  no  one  has 
been  quite  ohis  creative,  who  knows? 
But  I  do  not  like  it.  I  am  frustrated  by 
it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tlewoman, there  may  be  some  people, 
and  I  am  sure  that  was  a  concern  with 
this  letter,  who  view  themselves  as  lit- 
tle more  than  a  butler  for  the  super- 
rich,  the  kind  of  people  who  go  around 
with  a  tray  saying.  'Here.  Jeeves."  or 
■'Hero,  whoever  it  might  be,"  and  for 
whom  S4.5  million  is  little  more  than  a 
good  tip. 

When  you  have  something  at  stake, 
and  the  gentlewoman  mentioned  the 
Public  Broadcasting  System,  the  only 
really  quality  children's  programming 
in  this  country,  and  yet  there  are  peo- 
ple right  there  in  the  well  of  the  House 
who  stood  up  and  attacked  it  as  social- 
ist television,  who  criticized  the  Big 
Bird  lobby,  and  yet  are  there  not  some 
of  those  super-rich  from  other  parts  of 
the  world  who  if  they  can  take  over  the 
Public  Broadcasting  System  and  can 
run  it  as  a  giant  commercial  enterprise 
instead  of  a  truly  publicly  supported 
television  system  like  we  have  in 
Texas  and  a  public  radio  network,  a  na- 
tional radio  network  that  is  public, 
that  all  the  people  have  a  chance  to 
participate  in  without  commercial  en- 
terprise, should  that  happen,  would  $4.5 
million  for  a  book  deal  not  be  little 
more  than  a  good  tip? 

Mrs.    SCHROEDER.    The    gentleman 

know  the  gentlewoman,  I  think,  a  cou- 
ple of  weeks  ago  was  called  a  socialist 
by  a  Member  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  I  said  to  them,  "You  can  call 
me  whatever  you  want.  I  believe  in  free 
speech.  It  doesn't  bother  me.  "  But  the 
interesting  thing  is  I  thought  he  was 
for  socialism  of  the  rich.  Socialism  of 
the  rich  is  a  whole  new  concept  but 
that  is  kind  of  what  we  are  seeing.  How 
do  we  give  these  benefits  to  the  rich 
who  already  have  more  than  they 
should  ever  have? 

But  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  I  have  probably  been  gagged 
and  shut  up  and  we  probably  cannot 
talk  about  too  much  more  or  they  are 
going  to  put  us  away. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  suspect  that  that  is 
rather  true.  I  know  the  gentlewoman 
shares  my  commitment  to  a  truly  free 
enterprise  system.  But  that  free  enter- 
prise system  relying  on  private  capital, 
relying  on  the  hard  work  of  millions  of 
American  families  who  have  made  this 
the  greatest  country  in  the  world,  that 
can  be  perverted  when  people  get  spe- 
cial favors  here  and  they  say  they  are 
for  free  enterprise  and  against  social- 


ism, but  they  do  not  really  want  free 
enterprise.  They  are  willing  to  pay  out 
substantial  amounts  of  money  to  those 
who  would  peddle  influence  in  the  most 
sacred  institution  of  this  country,  who 
would  pay  out  millions  of  dollars  be- 
cause they  have  billions  and  trillions 
at  stake. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  moti- 
vates a  letter  to  say,  let's  not  delay 
justice.  The  American  people  demand 
justice.  They  demand  justice  even  if  it 
involves  a  person  who  says  he  is  the 
third  most  important  person  in  this  en- 
tire country. 

I  thank  the  gentlewoman. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas.  I  just  want  to  end 
this  by  saying,  the  gentleman  that  pre- 
ceded us  in  this  well  was  talking  about 
many  of  our  veterans.  It  is  Memorial 
Day  that  we  are  breaking  for.  I  must 
say  they  gave  their  lives  for  this  won- 
derful, great  Government  and  not  for 
the  best  Government  money  can  buy. 
All  we  want  to  make  sure  is  that  we 
are  not  finding  a  new  way  for  people  to 
be  able  to  buy  this  Government. 

We  get  frustrated  with  this  Govern- 
ment, sometimes  this  Government 
makes  us  absolutely  nuts,  but  I  must 
say  overall  I  will  take  this  Government 
against  any  other  one  in  the  world.  I 
am  going  to  do  everything  I  can  to 
make  sure  everybody  has  a  fair  chance, 
everybody  has  a  fair  shot,  and  that  we 
do  not  surrender  to  new  clever  ways 
that  lobbyists  find  to  get  their  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  now  going  to  turn 
the  podium  over  to  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

I  wish  everyone  also  a  happy  Memo- 
rial Day. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 

BVHT'^^M     of     I*ldi2.m)       T*^^     tTr»r»  Mf>yvTiTi 

from  Colorado  may  control  the  balance 
of  the  hour  designated  by  the  leader- 
ship. 

CONSTITUTION.^L  RIGHTS  OVERSIGHT  .4CT 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  am  pleased  to 
join  Mr.  Schiff,  my  colleagues  from 
New  Mexico  and  a  former  district  at- 
torney, in  introducing  a  bill  to  safe- 
guard our  constitutional  rights  as  we 
fight  terrorism. 

The  tragic  bombings  in  Oklahoma 
City.  2  years  earlier  in  New  York  City, 
awakened  all  of  us  to  the  fact  that 
America  is  not  immune  to  terrrorist 
acts.  This  has  quite  appropriately 
prompted  the  President  and  many 
Members  of  Congress  to  suggest  addi- 
tional steps  to  prevent  terrorism  and 
to  make  punishment  for  terrorist  acts 
swifter  and  more  certain.  It  is  essential 
for  Congress  to  see  that  we  are  doing 
all  we  should  do  to  prevent  the  horror 
and  tragedy  of  another  Oklahoma  City. 

But  talk  about  stepped-up 
counterterrorism  efforts  has  also 
raised  among  the  public  the  concern 
that    law    enforcement    agencies    may 


slip  over  proper  constitutional  bound- 
aries in  combating  terrorism,  that 
their  actions  to  keep  us  safe  may  some- 
times collide  with  the  Constitution's 
wise  restraints  that  keep  us  free. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  today, 
the  Constitutional  Rights  Oversight 
Act,  responds  to  these  concerns. 

The  bill  would  establish  a  top-level 
inspector  general  for  counterterrorism 
activities  to  head  a  new  independent 
office,  to  be  responsible  for  ensuring 
that  Federal  counterterrorism  activi- 
ties comply  with  constitutional  stajid- 
ards. 

The  most  important  feature  of  the 
new  inspector  general  will  be  the  cross- 
cutting  scope  of  the  authority  of  this 
office.  Unlike  the  existing  inspectors 
general  of  various  departments,  itai- 
new  IG  will  have  oversight  authority 
for  many  different  agencies.  The  new 
IG  will  review  the  counterterrorism  ac- 
tivities of  agencies  as  diverse  as  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv- 
ice, the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion, and  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  To- 
bacco and  Firearms. 

In  short,  this  new  inspector  general 
will  have  the  authority  not  simply  to 
review  the  actions  of  a  Department, 
but  to  watch  the  counterterrorism  ac- 
tivities of  all  agencies,  to  assure  their 
adherence  to  the  Constitution  and 
their  full  respect  for  constitutional 
rights. 

Besides  the  power  to  review,  the  new 
inspector  general  would  have  the  power 
to  act,  in  two  significant  ways. 

First,  agencies  vvould  be  required  to 
keep  this  new  inspector  general  in- 
formed of  requests  for  judicial  or  ad- 
ministrative authorization  for  searches 
wiretaps,  and  similar  surveillance  ac- 
tivities. The  new  inspector  general 
wouiu  uv  i^cpt  oijiiiicxi'ly  infoi'iiit^d 
about  deportation  actions  related  to 
the  right  against  terrorism. 

In  connection  with  all  these  proceed- 
ings, the  new  inspector  general  could 
make  suggestions,  or  oppose  the  re- 
quested authorizations,  to  the  extent 
appropriate  in  order  to  protect  con- 
stitutional rights. 

Second,  the  new  IG  would  receive 
public  complaints  abC'Ut  alleged  or  po- 
tential violations  of  constitutional 
rights.  Upon  receiving  these  com- 
plaints, the  IG  could  require  relevant 
agencies  to  respond. 

Finally,  the  new  IG  will  be  respon- 
sible for  submitting  periodic  reports  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress  con- 
cerning the  observance  of  constitu- 
tional requirements,  and  the  protec- 
tion of  constitutional  rights,  in  con- 
nection with  Federal  counterterrorism 
activities,  and  to  make  suggestions  for 
improvements. 

But  just  as  important  as  these  par- 
ticular powers  I  think  will  be  the  re- 
straining effect  of  the  mere  existence 
of  this  new  IG.  The  requirements  for 
immediate  constitutional  accountabil- 
ity  that   the  office  would  impose  on 
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counterterrorism.  investigations 

should  serve  to  deter  any  tendency  a 
Government  official  might  have  to  be 
casual  about  constitutional  safeguards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  public 
has  a  very  real  stake  in  being  protected 
from  terrorism.  It  also  has  a  high  stake 
in  seeing  that  the  Government  doesn't 
cut  constitutional  corner  in  providing 
that  protection.  We  do  not  need  to 
trade  our  constitutionally  protected 
rights,  including  the  rights  to  privacy, 
free  assembly,  and  free  speech,  for  en- 
hanced protection  from  terrorists.  If 
we  should  make  that  mistake,  terror- 
ism will  have  achieved  a  victory. 

As  with  all  other  law  enforcement  ef- 
forts in  our  country,  in  fighting  terror- 
ism the  Government  must  balance  the 
need  for  security  with  the  rights  of  the 
people.  Sadly,  our  history  provides  sev- 
eral examples  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment compromising  basic  constitu- 
tional rights  to  thwart  perceived  na- 
tional security  threats. 

The  FBI's  clandestine  COINTELPRO 
Program  provides  but  one  stark  exam- 
ple of  such  governmental  arrogance.  In 
the  name  of  national  security,  then-Di- 
rector J.  Edgar  Hoover  presiding  over  a 
program  of  unauthorized  surveillance 
and  harassment  of  those  who  legiti- 
mately protested  government  policies. 
Given  this  history,  there  are  serious 
concerns  in  the  country  about  giving 
expanded  investigative  powers  to  Fed- 
eral authorities. 

We  are  introducing  the  Constitu- 
tional Rights  Oversight  Act  to  help  en- 
sure that  protection  of  civil  liberties  is 
part  of  the  counterterrorism  debate. 
The  House  should  consider  this  meas- 
ure as  part  of  any  counterterrorism 
legislation  that  comes  to  the  floor.  By 
its  enactment.  Congress  can  dem- 
onstrate our  commitment  to  protect- 
ing both  public  safety  and  personal 
freedom  and  will  provide  the  right  re- 
sponse to  the  public's  fears  both  of  vio- 
lence and  of  Government  abuse  of  civil 
rights.  A  nation  which  so  reveres  its 
constitution  deserves  no  less  from  its 
Government. 


MEDICARE  AND  THE  FEDERAL 
BUDGET     I 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  [Mr.  SHAYS] 
is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

RECOGNIZI.VG  OLR  VETER.A.V.S 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  thank  the  Speaker.  I 
know  the  Speaker  has  appointments  he 
has  to  make.  I  appreciate  his  willing- 
ness to  stay  and  be  here  for  these  spe- 
cial orders,  and  also  to  thank  those 
that  are  working  on  behalf  of  the 
House  so  that  we  have  this  oppor- 
tunity. 

I  do  not  often  seek  the  opportunity 
to  address  the  House  in  a  special  order, 
but  I  do  so  today  to  talk  about  our 
Federal  budget  and  what  we  as  the 
Budget  Committee  have  done  to  try  to 
get  our  financial  house  in  order. 


But  I  first  want  to  say  that  as  I  lis- 
tened to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  DORNAN]  in  talking  about  the 
atrocities  that  took  place  with  Ameri- 
cans under  captivity  by  the  Japanese 
during  World  War  II.  I  just  could  not 
help  but  think  how  important  it  is  that 
that  story  be  told,  as  gruesome  as  it  is. 
and  that  the  families  of  those  men 
know  that  we  will  not  be  silenced  in 
making  sure  that  the  truth  be  told. 

When  I  think  of  Memorial  Day  and 
the  men  and  women  who  gave  their  life 
to  this  great  country,  I  know,  as  some- 
one who  never  served  in  the  armed 
forces,  that  when  I  look  at  the  flag  be- 
hind me,  that  the  flag  means  a  great 
deal  to  me  obviously  as  a  Member  of 
Congress  and  as  an  American  citizen. 
But  to  someone  who  fought  in  battle, 
the  American  flag  means  something 
more  than  we  could  ever  imagine. 
When  they  think  of  the  American  flag, 
they  think  of  the  soldiers,  their 
friends,  their  comrades,  their  brothers 
who  died  in  battle.  They  think  of  the 
people,  the  families  they  contacted  to 
let  them  know  about  how  their  brother 
or  sister  or  son  or  grandson  died  in  bat- 
tle. 

And  when  I  think  of  Memorial  Day, 
and  when  I  think  of  how  blessed  we  are 
as  American  citizens  for  their  ultimate 
sacrifice.  I  also  think  of  the  families.  I 
think  of  the  mothers  who  held  their 
sons,  who  never  will  be  able  to  hold 
their  sons  again.  I  think  of  the  fathers 
that  went  and  saw  their  sons  or  their 
daughters  playing  baseball  or  go  to  a 
dance,  or  be  there  when  their  children 
were  sad  and  needed  a  reassuring  arm. 
and  I  think  of  what  those  parents  have 
to  live  with. 

I  also  think  of  the  brothers  and  sis- 
ters who  lost  their  brothers  or  sisters 
and  the  memories  that  they  have.  I 
think  of  the  precious  children  who 
were  denied  the  opportunity  to  have 
their  father  or  their  mother,  particu- 
larly their  fathers  in  the  case  of  World 
War  II,  come  to  their  baseball  games, 
come  to  their  schools,  see  them  get 
married. 

So  as  a  Member  of  Congress,  I  just 
count  my  blessings  every  day,  abso- 
lutely every  day,  for  the  opportunity  I 
have  to  serve  here. 

When  I  listened  to  the  debate  that 
was  taking  place  and  the  comment 
made  by  the  Speaker  and  the  ruling 
made  by  the  Speaker.  I  thought  of  an 
experience  that  happened  to  me  a  bit 
earlier  when  I  brought  a  complaint 
against  a  chairman  of  a  committee 
after  he  had  been  indicted,  and  I  want- 
ed to  do  just  what  these  two  Members 
had  done.  I  wanted  to  share  my  com- 
plaint and  my  letter,  and  I  was  ruled 
out  of  order. 

I  did  not  like  it  at  the  time,  but  I 
began  to  think  about  it  and  I  began  to 
realize,  first,  the  rule  that  you  in- 
voked, Mr.  Speaker,  has  existed  for 
over  70  years.  And  part  of  the  reason 
for  that  rule  is  that  in  this  Chamber  it 


is  important  that  a  Member  who  is 
being  accused  of  something  have  the 
opportunity  to  be  present  and  to  defend 
themselves. 
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I  also  realize  that  you  did  not  make 
up  a  new  ruling,  you  just  enforced  a 
ruling  that  was  enforced  on  me  under 
Democrats,  a  rule  that  was  in  their 
rules  for  as  long  as  we  can  remember 
and  we  just  continued  their  rule. 

So.  as  disappointed  as  I  was  when  I 
was  not  able  to  submit  my  letter.  I  re- 
alize that  in  this  Chamber  we  work 
with  each  other,  we  deal  with  each 
other  and  we  have  to  be  fair  to  each 
other.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  me. 
as  I  ultimately  did,  to  just  speak  di- 
rectly to  the  public  but  not  in  this 
Chamber. 

With  regard  to  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  in  this  Chamber,  last  year  in  an 
election  we  established  what  we 
thought  would  be  a  very  important  dia- 
logue with  the  American  people,  we  es- 
tablished a  concept  that  said  we  were 
going  to  make  a  contract  with  the 
American  people,  and  we  had  8  things 
that  we  wanted  to  do  on  opening  day 
and  we  had  10  things  that  we  wanted  to 
do  during  the  course  of  the  first  100 
days. 

What  was  memorable  about  that  for 
me  was  when  I  was  up  for  reelection 
and  I  met  with  an  editorial  board  they 
said  how  could  you  have  signed  such  a 
document,  and  the  question  I  answered 
this  way  by  asking  a  question.  I  asked: 
What  do  you  think  of  what  the  major- 
ity party,  then  the  Democrats,  were 
going  to  do  on  the  opening  day;  what 
did  you  think  about  the  10  things  they 
were  going  to  do  in  the  first  100  days; 
what  did  you  think  about  their  plan 
and  their  contract  with  the  American 
people?  And  I  just  waited  fur  the  an- 
swer. Obviously  there  was  not  a  con- 
tract with  the  American  public,  there 
was  no  sense  of  what  they  wanted  to  do 
on  the  first  day.  the  8  reforms  we  want- 
ed to  do  and  the  10  major  pieces  of  leg- 
islation in  the  first  100  days.  And  I 
think  I  take  extraordinarily  pride  in 
the  fact  that  when  we  were  up  for  elec- 
tion as  the  minority  party  we  came 
forward  with  a  plan,  and  it  did  not 
criticize  Democrats,  it  did  not  criticize 
the  President,  we  said  we  want  to 
change  this  place.  We  want  to  downsize 
Government,  we  want  to  have  open 
rules,  we  want  to  pass  legislation 
which  I  helped  author  saying  Congress 
should  abide  by  the  same  laws  that  we 
impose  on  the  private  sector.  The  first 
bill  that  passed  that  Chamber,  signed 
by  the  President,  it  was  bipartisan.  But 
we  came  forward  with  a  plan,  and  one 
of  the  parts  to  that  plan  was  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

Over  300  Members  voted  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  But  last 
week  we  did  something  more  impor- 
tant. We  voted  to  balance  the  budget. 
and  to  my  left  I  have  a  chart  which  de- 
scribes what  we  intend  to  do  and  what 
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we  will  be  doing.  The  red   line  is  the 
spending  that  seems  to  go  parallel  with 
the  bottom  line  which  is  revenues;  they 
never  meet.  As  long  as  I  have  been  a 
Member  of  Congress  we  have  had  defi- 
cits. In  fact,  when  I  was  a  State  legisla- 
tor   and    I    watched    Congress    in    the 
State  legislature,   we   have  to  balance 
our  budgets,  but  in  Congress  we  have 
not.  And  when  I  was  in  the  State  legis- 
lature I   kept  waiting  for  Congress  to 
get  its  financial  House  in  order.  Thir- 
teen years  I  waited  and  then  I  had  an 
opportunity  to  serve  in  Congress,  and  I 
worked  and  waited  for  an  opportunity 
to  finally  vote  on  a  budget  that  would 
got  us  balanced,   .^nd  that  is  what  we 
do.  We  slowed  the  growth  in  spending; 
spending  still  goes  up  on  the  average  in 
the  aggregate  and  it  ultimately  meets 
the  growth  of  revenues  in  the  7th  year. 
We  are  going  to  spend  more  money 
each  year  on  the  aggregate  in  our  Gov- 
ernment.    We    are    just    slowing     the 
growth,  and  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is 
end   deficit   spending.   There   are   .some 
young  people  in  this  audience  who  may 
not  know  that  if  we  do  not  succeed  in 
slowing  the  growth  in  spending,  by  the 
time  the  young  people  are  adults  they 
will  be  paying  70  percent  of  every  dol- 
lar they  earn   in  taxes  to  the  Federal 
Government   to  help  pay  for  the  debt 
that  is  taking  place  today.  And  what  is 
starting  to  happen  in  our  dialog  is  we 
are  having  the  elderly  say  you  cannot 
do  this,  and  we  have  the  young  who  arc 
not  aware  of  what  we  need  to  do.  and 
hopefully  during  the  course  of  the  next 
few  months  we  will  have  an  open  dia- 
log, young  and  old.  talking  about  what 
we   need    to   do.    We   need   to   slow   the 
growth  in  revenue,  and  that  is  what  we 
are  going   to  do  and   that  is  what  we 
voted  to  do  last  week. 

in.,  oc-iviiia  v-naru  oiiuvva  spending  iti 
three  ways.  The  yellow  is  the  national 
debt,  the  interest  that  we  pay  each 
year  on  the  national  debt,  we  pay  $235 
billion  of  interest  payments  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  That  could  go  for  housing, 
it  could  go  for  our  military,  it  could  go 
for  our  schools,  it  could  go  for  a  whole 
host  of  other  things  if  past  generations 
had  not  deficit  spent,  but  they  have. 
We  have  just  such  a  large  debt  that  our 
interest  is  now  15.4  percent  of  our 
budget. 

Only  about  a  third  of  our  budget  is 
domestic  spending  and  defense  spend- 
ing, what  we  call  discretionary  spend- 
ing. There  is  foreign  aid  in  here.  I  vote 
on  one-third  of  the  budget  as  a  Member 
of  Congress;  as  a  Member  of  Congress  I 
do  not  vote  on  anything  over  here  in 
the  blue.  All  of  that  is  entitlement. 
These  are  Social  Security.  Medicare. 
.Medicaid  and  other  entitlements,  food 
stamps,  agricultural  subsidies.  They 
are  an  automatic  pilot,  they  just  keep 
happening  and  happening  and  happen- 
ing. 

But  I  vote  on  this,  what  is  in  the 
pink,  what  is  discretionary  spending, 
and  what  we  are  looking  to  do  is  actu- 
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ally  have  real  cuts  in  discretionary 
spending.  We  are  going  to  try  to  slow 
the  growth  of  entitlements  but  still 
allow  entitlements  to  grow,  and  we  are 
going  to  try  to  keep  down  the  interest 
payments  that  we  are  making  every 
year. 

Half  of  the  budget  is  on  automatic 
pilot. 

I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
fro  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers]. 

Mr.  EHLERS.  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  rise 
to  comment  on  the  charts  and  to  com- 
pliment the  gentleman  for  what  he  has 
done. 

I  had  two  town  meetings  last  week- 
end and  I  used  charts  similar  to  those 
the  gentleman  is  using,  and  I  deeply 
appreciate  the  work  the  gentleman  has 
put  into  this.  I  have  found  that  in  my 
town  meetings  by  the  use  of  the  charts 
the  gentleman  is  displaying  the  public 
was  fully  understanding  of  the  prob- 
lems that  we  are  trying  to  address,  rec- 
ognized the  importance  of  them,  and 
are  able  to  get  past  all  of  the  rhetoric 
they  have  heard  from  those  who  are 
trying  to  make  political  hay  out  of  the 
problems  of  Medicare  and  the  problems 
of  balancing  the  budget. 

I  simply  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman and  I  hope  many  people  hear 
his  message,  and  I  certainly  thank  the 
gentleman  for  preparing  these  charts, 
and  I  find  them  a  valuable  educational 
tool. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  That  was  a  nice  treat, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan and  thank  him  for  his  work  in  try- 
ing to  get  this  story  out.  The  bottom 
line  is  what  we  want  to  do  is  slow  the 
growth  in  Government  spending  and 
get  our  financial  house  in  order  so  fu- 
ture generations  will  not  have  so  much 
debt. 

In  particular,  what  I  have  singled  out 
as  a  focus  is  the  amount  of  money  we 
spend  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  You 
cannot  see  it  very  easily,  but  it 
amounts  to  about  17  percent  of  our  en- 
tire Federal  budget.  It  is  equal  to  all 
domestic  spending.  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid are  equal  to  everything  we  spend 
in  the  legislative  branch,  everything 
we  spend  in  the  judicial  branch,  every- 
thing we  spend  in  the  executive  branch 
under  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  all  the  various  departments  and 
agencies,  all  of  their  grants  are  equal 
to  16.7  percent  or  $256  billion.  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  are  greater  than  that 
amount.  The  difference  is  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  are  growing  at  alarming  rates 
and  we  need  to  find  a  way  to  slow  that 
growth. 

Defense  spending  is  equal  basically  to 
discretionary  spending.  But  a  third  of 
the  budget  is  what  we  vote  on  In  the 
House. 

Some  people  say  to  us  well,  why  did 
not  Gramm-Rudman  make  a  dif- 
ference? The  reason  is  Gramm-Rudman 
only  focused  in  on  the  pink  part  of  that 
pie.  only  on  discretionary  spending.  It 
did  not  focus  at  all  on  entitlements. 
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What  we  have  done  in  defense  spend- 
ing is  to  have  a  basic  level  playing 
field.  It  is  not  going  to  go  up;  it  is  not 
basically  going  to  go  down.  Discre- 
tionary domestic  spending  is  going  to 
go  down,  and  foreign  aid  is  going  to  go 
down. 

Then  we  come  to  Medicaid.  Medicaid 
is  health  care  for  the  poor.  It  is  also 
health  care  for  poor  elderly  as  it  re- 
lates to  nursing  care,  and  it  is  going 
up.  Medicaid  spending  is  going  to  go  up 
by  about  36  percent  in  the  next  7  years. 
We  are  not  cutting  Medicaid;  we  are  al- 
lowing it  to  grow. 

Some  Members  of  Congress  say  we 
are  cutting  Medicaid  and'or  we  are  cut- 
ting Medicare.  We  are  cutting  them  if 
you  use  this  definition,  if  it  costs  $100 
million  to  run  a  program  this  year  and 
the  next  year  to  run  the  same  program 
with  the  same  level  of  service,  not 
changing  the  program,  it  costs  $105 
million  and  we  appropriate  $103  mil- 
lion, in  my  home,  in  business,  that  is  a 
$3  million  increase. 

Congress,  the  White  House,  the  press 
in  Washington,  and  only  in  Washing- 
ton, they  call  that  a  $2  billion  cut. 
Medicare  is  going  to  go  up  by  36  per- 
cent in  the  next  7  years.  We  are  going 
to  spend  $324  billion  more  in  the  next  7 
years  than  we  spent  in  the  last  7  years. 
Now  admittedly  we  are  not  going  to 
allow  it  to  grow  as  quickly,  but  the  im- 
portant point,  when  you  look  at  this,  is 
to  recognize  that  Medicare  is  going  to 
go  up,  Medicaid  is  going  to  go  up  in 
terms  of  what  we  will  spend  in  the  next 
7  years  by  36  percent  more  than  the 
growth  in  the  population. 

What  is  happening  to  Medicare?  Med- 
icare is  actually  having  an  extraor- 
dinary challenge  facing  us.  The  chal- 
lenge that  faces  us  with  Medicare,  and 
it  is  Medicare  part  A.  that  is  Medicare 
that  goes  for  hospitals.  Medicare  part 
B  is  what  goes  for  health  care  services. 
Medicare  part  A  is  starting  to  go  bank- 
rupt next  year.  In  other  words  it  is 
going  to  take  in  less  money  than  it 
spends  out,  but  it  still  has  money  in 
the  trust  fund.  Ultimately  in  7  years 
Medicare  part  A  goes  bankrupt,  it  lit- 
erally runs  out  of  money.  In  other 
words,  in  the  seventh  year  there  will  be 
a  $7  billion  deficit  in  the  trust  fund. 
The  trust  fund  will  have  run  out  of 
money. 

What  we  are  looking  to  do  with  Medi- 
care is  to  save  it.  We  are  looking  to  im- 
prove the  service.  We  are  looking  to 
preserve  Medicare.  We  are  looking  to 
save  it.  And  this  is  not  a  report  done  by 
Republicans  or  Democrats  in  Congress, 
this  is  a  report  given  to  us  by  the 
trustees  of  the  Medicare  system.  It  is 
going  bankrupt  unless  we  save  it,  and 
that  is  what  our  objective  is. 

The  way  we  save  it  is  to  slow  the 
growth  in  Medicare,  by  slowing  the 
growth  in  Medicare  so  that  it  does  not 
grow  at  over  10  percent  a  year,  but 
grows  approximately  5  percent  a  year. 
If  we  allow  Medicare  to  grow  each 
year,  in  other  words  spend  more,  not 
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cut.  grow,  and  spend  more,  we  are 
going  to  allow  it  to  grow  by  45  percent 
in  the  next  7  years.  Only  in  Washington 
is  a  growth  in  spending  of  45  percent 
called  a  cut.  only  in  Washington. 

And  unfortunately  we  are  hearing 
people  saying  we  want  to  cut  Medicare. 
No.  we  want  it  to  grow;  we  want  it  to 
grow  at  45  percent.  We  just  want  to 
make  sure  when  it  grows  it  does  not 
bankrupt  the  rest  of  the  country.  So  it 
will  go  from  $178  to  $259  billion. 

What  that  means  is  that  we  want  to 
spend  $659  billion  more  in  the  next  7 
years  than  we  spent  in  the  last  7  years. 
We  want  to  spend  that  amount  of 
money. 

What  will  we  spend,  almost  $1.6  tril- 
lion as  opposed  to  $925  billion  in  the 
past  7  years. 

I  think  the  most  important  statistic 
though  is  the  one  that  shows  what  we 
do  per  beneficiary.  We  want  to  spend 
$4,116  per  beneficiary  instead  of  $6,000 
and  have  it  grow  to  $6,361  in  the  sev- 
enth year.  We  are  going  to  spend  45 
percent  more  in  Medicare.  We  are 
going  to  allow  it  to  grow,  and  the  in- 
crease per  beneficiary  is  32  percent. 
Only  in  Washington  would  an  increase 
per  beneficiary  of  32  percent.  32.1  per- 
cent be  called  a  cut.  only  in  Washing- 
ton. I  do  not  know  anywhere  else  where 
when  you  spend  even  more  money  you 
call  it  a  cut.  We  are  going  to  spend  45 
percent  more  total  in  Medicare  and  32 
percent  more  in  the  next  7  years  per 
beneficiary. 

Which  gets  me  to  the  last  point  that 
I  want  to  make.  If  we  do  not  control 
the  growth  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
we  are  doomed.  We  are  already  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  the  next  7  years 
going  to  see  foreign  aid  go  down  5.4 
percent  more  a  year.  We  are  already 
going  to  see  domestic  discretionary 
spending  go  down  1,6  percent  a  year, 
that  is  a  cut.  that  is  a  cut  any  way  you 
look  at  it.  We  are  going  to  spend  less 
dollars  in  the  next  year.  Defense  spend- 
ing goes  up  one-half  percent,  and  there 
are  some,  and  I  am  one.  who  would  like 
it  not  to  be  as  high.  The  challenge  we 
have  in  defense  spending  is  we  are  $150 
billion  oversubscribed  in  defense.  We 
have  to  find  a  way  to  reduce  defense 
spending  $150  billion  in  the  next  7  years 
just  to  stay  within  this  number.  And 
how  do  we  get  oversubscribed;"  Because 
Congress  and  the  White  House  kept 
pushing  off  the  procurement  of  certain 
defense  systems  to  the  sixth  year  and 
we  were  working  on  5-year  budgets  so 
the  full  cost  of  these  programs  never 
truly  showed  up. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  difficult  time 
staying  within  this  number,  only  be- 
cause we  are  oversubscribed  m  defense. 

But  what  is  happening  in  Social  Se- 
curity? It  is  going  up  5.1  percent.  What 
is  happening  in  Medicare''  It  is  going 
up  5.5  percent.  What  is  happening  in 
the  Medicaid?  It  is  going  to  go  up  4.5 
percent  a  year?  What  is  happening  in 
other  elements?  They  are  going  to  go 
up  3.9  percent. 
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Recognize  this  is  the  growth  in 
spending  and  this  is  half  of  the  Federal 
budget.  It  is  going  to  grow.  Sadly,  the 
interest  payments  we  make  are  going 
to  go  up  about  1  percent  a  year,  but  be- 
fore we  passed  our  budget  they  were 
going  to  go  up  5  percent  a  year. 

So  we  have  slowed  the  growth  of  in- 
terest payments,  we  have  slowed  the 
growth  of  defense,  we  are  actually 
making  real  cuts  in  foreign  aid  and  do- 
mestic spending. 
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needed  to  go.  I  appreciate  the  time  you 
have  afforded  me. 


And  I  have  to  say  this  in  conclusion 
about  domestic  spending,  there  are 
some  cuts  I  do  not  want  to  make  in  do- 
mestic spending.  I  mean,  there  prob- 
ably is  not  any  Member  of  Congress 
who  likes  every  part  of  our  budget,  but 
if  we  take  the  logic,  "I  do  not  like  10 
percent  of  the  budget.  I  am  voting 
against  it,"  that  is  just  going  to  dupli- 
cate what  has  happened  during  the  last 
10  years.  We  can  always  find  something 
we  do  not  like  in  the  budget. 

What  do  I  like  in  this  budget?  I  like 
the  fact  that  we  are  getting  a  handle 
on  Government  spending.  I  like  the 
fact  that  we  are  slowing  the  growth  of 
entitlement  programs.  I  like  the  fact 
that  we  are  saving  Medicare  from 
bankruptcy.  I  like  the  fact  that  for  the 
first  time  in  my  20  years  in  public  life 
I  got  to  vote  for  a  budget  that  gets  us 
balanced. 

Admittedly,  it  is  going  to  take  us  7 
years,  but  we  are  doing  it,  and  I  am 
proud  to  be  part  of  that  effort. 

I  will  just  conclude  by  saying  ulti- 
mately what  we  do  is  going  to  have  to 
be  worked  out  with  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  He  has  to  sign  this 
legislation.  I  am  hopeful  he  will  finally 
weigh  in  on  trying  to  find  ways  to  save 
iviCuicare.  l  do  nou  mean  tuat  sarcasti- 
cally. I  just  mean  it  as  openly  as  I  can, 
because  right  now  there  is  no  plan 
coming  out  of  the  administration.  But 
ultimately  we  need  to  pass  a  budget 
that  gets  us  balanced  in  the  next  7 
years.  We  need  to  do  it  for  the  people 
who  are  in  this  country  today,  and  we 
need  to  do  it  for  our  children  and  for 
our  children's  children,  and  for  our 
children's  children's  children. 

We  have  simply  got  to  wake  up  and 
do  it.  and  in  the  process  of  our  plan,  we 
are  going  to  spend  more  on  health  care 
for  the  elderly,  more  on  health  care  for 
the  poor.  We  are  going  to  spend  more 
on  some  of  our  entitlement  programs. 
But  we  are  going  to  reduce  spending  in 
a  whole  host  of  areas. 

Farmers  are  going  to  feel  the  reduc- 
tions. People  in  urban  areas  are  going 
to  feel  the  reductions.  People  in  rural 
areas  are  going  to  feel  the  reductions. 
We  are  all  going  to  be  part  of  this  ef- 
fort. We  are  going  to  save  this  country. 
We  are  going  to  save  this  country  so  it 
can  be  the  great  Nation  it  has  been  for 
so  long. 

And.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  really  thank 
your  kindness  in  staying.  I  know  you 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio  [Ms,  K.\ptur)  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  Japanese 
auto  companies  enjoy  a  25-percent 
share  of  our  American  automotive 
market.  By  contrast,  our  auto  firms 
have  only  a  1.5-percent  share  of  Japan's 
market.  In  fact,  all  foreign  automotive 
companies,  including  the  European,  the 
Asian,  only  have  a  4-percent.  4-percent 
share  of  Japan's  market. 

This  is  because  of  the  insurmount- 
able, unfair  trade  barriers  Japan  erects 
to  protect  its  home  market  from  any 
kind  of  foreign  import  that  would  real- 
ly give  competition  to  Japan's  home 
market  suppliers. 

What  does  that  mean  to  our  country? 
It  means  that  last  year  we.  again,  for 
the  10th  time  in  this  past  decade  had  a 
$66  billion  trade  deficit  with  Japan,  and 
over  half  of  it  in  the  automotive  arena. 
For  each  billion  dollars  of  deficit,  that 
translates  into  20.000  more  jobs  we 
could  have  right  here  at  home. 

In  fact,  when  you  think  about  it,  if 
we  could  have  auto  trade  equity  with 
Japan,  we  could  build  100  more  compa- 
nies in  this  country  each  employing 
5,000  people  in  an  industry  that  pays  its 
people  a  living  wage. 

America  also  fails  to  stand  tall  in  the 
ongoing  United  States-Japan  trade 
standoff  because  of  the  influence  exer- 
cised by  lobbyists  here  in  this  city  by 
Japanese  industry  throughout  the  cor- 
ridors of  power.  What  do  I  mean?  This 
past  week,  the  Washington  Post  re- 
vealed that  one  of  our  most  prominent 
and  influential  political  writers  and 
columnists  and  broadcasters.  George 
Will,  that  we  have  all  seen  on  tele- 
vision, in  the  newspapers  is  married  to 
a  lobbyist  for  foreign  interests  who 
earns  almost  $200,000  a  year  working 
for,  are  you  ready  for  this,  Japan's 
automobile  manufacturers'  associa- 
tion, the  chief  lobbying  group  for  Ja- 
pan's interest  in  this  country  and 
around  the  world. 

Mr.  Will  has  been  writing  columns 
and  has  been  on  television  fulminating 
against  the  Clinton  administration's 
actions  against  Japan's  automakers, 
but  he  fails  to  mention  that  his  wife's 
lucrative  affiliation  with  these  compa- 
nies is  providing  very  adequate  income 
for  his  family.  Astoundingly.  when  this 
connection  was  revealed,  his  response 
to  this  conflict  of  interest  is.  "Well, 
it's  just  too  silly."  That  is  what  he  is 
quoted  in  this  article  as  saying. 

The  article  says  his  wife's  firm  is 
paid  $200  an  hour  to  deal  with  report- 
ers, to  follow  legislation,  to  place  ad- 
vertising, issue  press  releases  and  draft 
articles  for  newspapers  with  such  titles 


as  "Selling  Cars  this  Japan:  It  Isn't 
About  Access"  or  "Fixing  the  Outcome 
of  Trade  with  Japan  is  a  Dangerous 
Way  to  do  Business,"  castigating  the 
approach  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  is  taking  on  behalf  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

The  article  says  her  firm  also  sought 
to  arrange  for  the  industries,  Japan's 
industries'  top  Washington  lobbyists  to 
meet,  guess  who,  the  Chicago  Tribune 
editorial  board,  she  tried  to  place  an 
opinion  piece  in  the  Washington  Times, 
and  drafted  letters  to  the  New  York 
Times  and  Detroit  Free  Press. 

What  does  Mr.  Will  say  about  all 
this?  He  says.  "Well,  to  me.  it  is  be- 
yond boring.  I  don't  understand  the 
whole  mentality." 

Well,  as  one  Member  of  Congress.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  silly.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
boring.  I  understand  what  influencing 
opinion  is  all  about.  I  think  it  is  a 
question  of  agents  of  influence  who  op- 
erate in  ways  that  influence  our  press, 
press  who  are  supposed  to  be  objective 
and  factual,  and  as  one  professor  says 
in  this  article  who  is  an  associate  dean 
of  Columbia  University's  Journalism 
School,  he  says,  the  same  kind  of  con- 
flict questions  that  apply  here  also 
apply  to  extended  families.  The  fact 
Mr.  Will  does  not  see  a  problem  shows 
he  just  does  not  get  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration to  hang  tough  for  Amer- 
ica and  the  American  people. 


Ms.  K.'iPTUR.  for  5  minutes,  today,  at 
her  own  request. 


ADJOURNMENT 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mrs.  Meyer.s  of  Kansas  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Armey)  for  May  23.  24.  and 
25,  on  account  of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to; 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  DoRN.'\.N)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material;) 

Mr.  Hoke,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNULTY)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Ms.  K.APTUR,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  M.ARTINEZ,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  L.aF.\lce,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Mr.  R.'XM.sT.MJ.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Sk.aggs)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  F.'^TT.'KH,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shays),  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  72,  104th 
Congress,  the  House  stands  adjourned 
until  noon  on  Tuesday.  June  6.  1995. 

Thereupon,  at  2  o'clock  and  22  min- 
utes p.m..  pursuant  to  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  72.  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Tuesday.  June  6.  1995,  at 
12  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

911.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  repeal  various  report- 
ing requirements  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  National  Security. 

912.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel.  De- 
partment of  Defen.se.  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  amend  chapter  47  and 
49  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  and  chap- 
ter 15  of  title  37.  United  Slates  Code,  to  im- 
prove the  quality  and  efficiency  of  the  mili- 
tary justice  system:  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

913.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  the  an- 
nual report  on  the  operations  of  the  Ex- 
change Stabilization  Fund  [ESF]  for  fiscal 
year  1994.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  5302(c)(2):  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking'  and  Financial 
Services. 

914.  A  letter  irom  tne  Executive  Director. 
Oversight  Board.  Resolution  Trust  Corpora- 
tion, transmitting  a  report  on  the  status  of 
various  savings  associations,  pursuant  to  12 
U.S.C.  144Ia(ki;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services. 

915.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs.  Department  of  State, 
transmitting  a  copy  of  Presidential  Deter- 
mination No.  95-21:  Transfer  of  $3.0  Million 
in  fiscal  year  1995  Economic  Support  Funds 
to  the  Peacekeeping  Operations  .Account  to 
Support  African  Peacekeeping  Efforts  in  Li- 
beria, pursuant  to  section  610(a)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  amended;  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

916.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  letter  expressing  his  concerns 
with  regard  to  H.R.  1561.  the  American  Over- 
seas Interests  Act;  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

917.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  transmitting 
the  Corporations  report  pursuant  to  section 
1352  of  title  31  U.S.C.  for  the  period  from  Oc- 
tober 1.  1994  through  March  31.  1995.  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  101-121.  section  319(a)(1)  (103 
Stat.  753);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

918.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Maritime  Commission,  transmitting  the 
semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  in- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  1.  1994 
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through  March  31.  1995.  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  95-452.  section  5(b)  (102  Stat.  2526);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

919.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Railroad 
Retirement  Board,  transmitting  the  annual 
report  under  the  Federal  Managers'  Finan- 
cial Integrity  Act  for  1994,  pursuant  to  31 
U.S.C.  3512(c)(3);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

920.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  bien- 
nial report  on  the  quality  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  (Progress  Report  No. 
17,  January  1995).  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  1596; 
to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

921.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation,  transmitting  a  re- 
port on  the  study  of  the  feasibility  of  con- 
structing, in  accordance  with  standards  ap- 
plicable to  Interstate  System  highways,  a  4- 
lane  highway  connecting  Interstate  Route  65 
and  Interstate  Route  10  in  the  vicinity  of 
Pensacola.  FL.  pursuant  to  Public  Law  102- 
240.  section  1086(b)  (105  SUt.  2022);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

922.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
informational  copies  of  12  lease  prospectuses 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  pursuant  to  40  U.S.C. 
606(a);  to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 

923.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  amend  title  38.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  authorize  the  termination 
of  Servicemen's  Group  Life  Insurance  when 
premiums  are  not  paid;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 

924.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  transmitting  the  1995  Base- 
line Environmental  Management  Report, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  103-160.  section 
3153(b)  (107  Stat.  1950);  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  National  Security  and  Commerce. 

925.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled,  the 
"American  Community  Partnerships  Act"; 
jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  and  Ways  and  Means. 

926.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel.  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  transmitting  a  draft 
of  proposed  legislation  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Act  of  1972.  as  amended,  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  for  other  purposes,  pursu- 
ant to  31  U.S.C.  1110;  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Resources  and  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  GOSS;  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  156.  Resolution  providing  for  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1561)  to 
consolidate  the  foreign  affairs  agencies  of 
the  United  States;  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  State  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  to 
responsibly  reduce  the  authorizations  of  ap- 
propriations for  United  States  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-130).  Re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar. 
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PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXII.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  followed: 

By  Mr.  DkFAZIO  (for  himself.  Mr. 
BiLBR.AV.  Mr.  MetcaLF.  Mr. 
ROHRAB.^CHER.      and      Mr.      Sense.n- 

BRENNEH): 
H.R.  1709.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Military  Se- 
lective Service  Act  to  suspend  the  registra- 
tion requirement  and  the  activities  of  civil- 
ian local  boards,  civilian  appeal  boards,  and 
similar  local  agencies  of  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System,  except  during  national  emer- 
gencies, and  to  require  the  Director  of  Selec- 
tive Service  to  prepare  a  report  regarding 
the  development  of  a  viable  standby  reg- 
istration program  for  use  only  during  na- 
tional emergencies;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

By  Mr   HYDE  (for  himself.  Mr.  McCOL- 
LUM.  iMr.  S.MITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Gekas. 
Mr.    Canady.    Mr.    Hoke,    and    Mr. 
Bo.NO): 
H.R.   1710.   A  bill   to  combat  terrorism;   to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  BACHUS: 
H  R.  1711   .\  bill  to  improve  the  administra- 
tion of  the   Fair  Debt   Collection   Practices 
Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

By  Mr.  COLLINS  of  Georgia  (for  him- 
self and  Mr.  KiNCSTO.V): 
H.R.  1712.  .^  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  imports  of  civil  aircraft;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

By     Mr.     COOLEY    (for    himself.     Mr. 
YOLNG   of  Alaska.    Mr.    Ha.nse.n.   Mr. 
Roberts.     Mr      Hergeh.     Mr.     Doo- 
LrTTLE.  Mr.  Stump.  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr. 
Emerson.  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr.  Taylor 
of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Nethercltt. 
Mr.  Shadegg.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  RiGGs.  Mr.  BuN.v  of  Oregon. 
Mr.  Skeen.  Mr.  Stcx'Kman.  Mr.  Hun- 
ter. Mr.  Brewster.  Mrs.  Clbin.  Mr. 
Rada.nov:ch.     Mr.     Cre.means,     Mr. 
Crapo.  Mr.  Hekley.  Mr.  Allard.  and 
Mrs.  VucANOvicH): 
H.R.    1713.    A    bill    to   provide   for  uniform 
management  of  livestock  grazing  on  Federal 
land,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee  on   Resources,   and    in   addition   to   the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall   within   the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned 
By  Mr.  DOOLEY': 
H.R.  1714.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973  to  require  that  species 
which  are  being  considered  for  listing  under 
that  act  or  are  currently  listed  under  that 
act  are  expeditiously  reviewed  for  listing  or 
continued  listing,  respectively,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By    Mr.    DOODLING   (for   himself.    Mr. 

Fazio  of  California.  Mr.  Balle.nger. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Fawell.  Mr.  Sten- 

HOL.M.   .Mr    HOEKSTRA.  Mrs    Thurman. 

Mr   Funderburk.  and  Mr.  DooLEY): 

H.R.  1715.  A  bill  respecting  the  relationship 

between  workers'  compensation  benefits  and 

the  benefits  available  under  the  Migrant  and 

Seasonal     Agriculiural     Worker     Protection 

.\ct;    to   the   Committee   on   Economic   and 

Educational  Opportunities. 

By  Mr.  HERGER  (for  himself.  Mr.  Doo- 

LiTTLE,  .Mr  CooLi:Y.  and  Mr.  Lnglis  of 

South  Carolina): 

H  R.  1716.  ,\  bill  CO  direct  the  Secretary  of 

Agriculture  to  assure  that  the  operations  of 
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the  Forest  Service  are  free  of  racial,  sexual, 
and  ethnic  discrimination,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
By  Mr.  LaFALCE: 
H.R.  1717.  .\  bill  to  establish  minimum 
standards  of  fair  conduct  in  franchise  sales 
and  franchise  business  relationships,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  KANJORSKI: 
H.R.   1718.   A  bill   to  designate  U.S.  court- 
house located  at  197  South  Main  Street  in 
Wilkes-Barre.  PA.  as  the  -Max  Rosenn  Unit- 
ed States  Courthouse";  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mrs.  LOWEY: 
H.R.  1719.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1985  to  limit  farm  program  pay- 
ments   to    producers    who    earn    less    than 
SIOO.OOO  annually  from  off-farm  sources;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
By  Mr.  McKEON: 
H.R.  1720.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Higher  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965  to  provide  for  the  ces- 
sation of  Federal  sponsorship  of  two  Govern- 
ment sponsored  enterprises,  and   for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 

By  Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii: 
H.R.    1721.    A    bill    to   amend    the    Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  programs 
regarding  ovarian  cancer;  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce. 

H.R.  1722.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  March 
3.  1931— known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act— to 
require  that  contract  work  covered  by  the 
act  which  requires  licensing  be  performed  by 
a  person  who  is  so  licensed:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties. 

H.R.  1723.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  to  require  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  to  assert  jurisdiction 
in  a  labor  dispute  which  occurs  on  Johnston 
Atoll,  an  unincorporated  territory  of  the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

H.R.  1724.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  any  Federal  em- 
ployee serving  under  a  temporary  appoint- 
ment who  has  completed  at  least  1  year  of 
service  in  such  position  within  the  preceding 
2  years  shall  be  eligible  for  the  Government's 
health  benefits  program,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

H.R.  1725.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Radiation 
Exposure  Compensation  Act  to  remove  the 
requirement  that  exposure  resulting  in  stom- 
ach cancer  occur  before  age  30.  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

H.R.  1726.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  extend  eligibility  to  use  the 
military  health  care  system  and  commissary 
stores  to  an  unremarried  former  spouse  of  a 
member  of  the  uniformed  services  if  the 
member  performed  at  least  20  years  of  serv- 
ice which  is  creditable  in  determining  the 
member's  eligibility  for  retired  pay  and  the 
former  spouse  was  married  to  the  member 
for  a  period  of  a  least  17  years:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

H.R.  1727.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  expand  eligibility  for  com- 
missary benefits  for  persons  qualified  for 
certain  retired  pay  but  under  age  60;  to  the 
Committee  on  National  Security. 

H.R.  1728.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  undertake  the  necessary  fea- 
sibility studies  regarding  the  esUblishment 
of  certain  new  units  of  the  National  Park 
System  in  the  State  of  Hawaii;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 


H.R.  1729.  .^  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  that  providers 
rather  than  purchasers  of  funeral  services 
shall  be  treated  as  the  owners  of  certain  pre- 
need  funeral  trusts:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  1730.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  that  individuals 
who  are  required  to  leave  their  employment 
because  of  certain  medical  or  family  reasons 
will  not  be  denied  unemployment  compensa- 
tion when  they  are  ready  to  return  to  work: 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  1731.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  Federal 
program  of  insurance  against  the  risk  of  cat- 
astrophic earthquakes,  volcanic  eruptions, 
and  hurricanes,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Science,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  MOORHEAD  (for  himself  and 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER): 
H.R.  1732.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  30  of 
title  35.  United  States  Code,  to  afford  third 
parties  an  opportunity  for  greater  participa- 
tion in  reexamination  proceedings  before  the 
Patent  and  Trademark  Office,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

H.R.  1733.  A  bill  to  amend  title  35.  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  early  publication 
of  patent  applications,  to  provide  provisional 
rights  for  the  period  of  time  between  early 
publication  and  patent  grant,  and  to  provide 
a  prior  art  effect  for  published  applications: 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MOORHEAD  (for  himself.  Mr 
Coble,  and  Mr.  Bono): 
H.R.  1734.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Na- 
tional Film  Preservation  Board,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Oversight,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By     Mr.     MORAN     (for     himsell.     Mr 
Serrano.  Mr.  Acker.man.  Mr.  Scott. 
Mr.  Coyne.  Mr.  Underwood.  Mr.  Mas- 
cara. Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr 
Richardson,      Mr.      Andrews.      Mr. 
Thornton.   Mr.   Hilliard.    Mr    Del- 
LUMS.  Mr.  Pete  Geren  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Ha.stings  of  Florida.  Mr.  Peterson  of 
Florida.  Ms.  Lofgren,  Mrs.  Maloney. 
Mr.    McDermott.   Mr.    Bentsen.   Mr. 
Fazio  of  California.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mrs. 
Morella.  Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Gekas.  and 
Mr.  NETHERCUTT): 
H.R.    1735.    A    bill    to    amend    the    Public 
Health  Service  Act  with  respect  to  research 
regarding  the  health  of  children:  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  Commerce. 

By   Mrs.    MORELLA   (for  herself.   Mrs. 

LowEY.  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 

Ms.    Norton.    Ms.    Slaughter.    Ms. 

Eddie    Bernice    Johnson    of    Texas. 

Mrs.     Kennelly.     Mrs.     Schroeder. 

Mi-s.  Mink  of  Hawaii.  Ms.  Pelosi   Ms, 

WooLSEY.  Mrs.  Maloney.  Ms   McKin- 

ney.   Ms.   Lofgren.   Ms.   Velazquez. 

Ms.  J.\ck.son-Lee.  and  Miss  Collins 

of  Michigan): 

H.R.  1736.  A  bill  to  amend  various  acts  to 

establish  offices  of  women's  health  within 

certain  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 

the  Committee  on  Commerce, 

By  Mrs.  SEASTRAND  (for  herself.  Mr. 
Baker   of   California.    Mr.    Bilbray. 


Mr.    Calvkht.    Mr.    Doolittle,    Mr. 
Herger,  Mr.  Hunter.  Mr.  Moorhead. 
Mr.     Po.MBo.    Mr.    Radanovich.    Mr. 
RiGGs,  Mr.  Rohrabacher,  Mr.  Skeen, 
Mr.    McKeon,    Mr.    Horn,    and    Mr. 
Gallegly): 
H.R.  1737.  A  bill  to  encourage  the  develop- 
ment of  the  commercial  space  industry  by 
establishing   State-run   spaceports,    and   for 
other     purposes;     to     the     Committee     on 
Science,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committees 
on   Transportation  and   Infrastructure,   and 
Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  SKAGGS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
SchifF): 
H  R.  1738.  A  bill  to  further  the  protection 
of  constitutional  rights  in  connection  with 
the  conduct  of  Federal  counterterrorism  ac- 
tivities: to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight,  and  in  addition  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  for  a  period  to 
be  subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker. 
in  each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  STEARNS: 
H.R.  1739.  A  bill  to  establish  the  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  the  Futui-e  of  Medicare  to 
make  findings  and  issue  recommendations 
on  the  future  of  the  Medicare  Program;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  FOLEY  (for  himself.  Mr.  Han- 
cock.   Mr.    Baker   of  California.   Mr. 
Rohrabacher.       Mr.      Royce.       Mr. 
Bilbray.  Mr.  Doolittle.  Mr.  Ewing. 
Mr.    Stumi'.    Mr.    Young   of   .Maska. 
Mrs.    Chenoweth.    Mrs.    Meyers    of 
Kansas.  Mr.  Saxton.  Mr.  Chrysler. 
Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  McKeon.  Mr.  Cal- 
vert. Mr.  Klug.  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  Mr.  Metcalf): 
H.J.  Res.  93.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  provide  that  no  person  born  in 
the  United  States  will  be  a  U.S.  citizen  un- 
less a  parent  is  a  U.S.  citizen,  is  lawfully  in 
the  United  States,  or  has  a  lawful  immigra- 
tion status  at  the  time  of  the  birth:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  ARMEY: 
H.  Con.  Res.  72.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding   for    the    adjournment    of    the    two 
Houses:  considered  and  agreed  to. 

By  Mr.  HUTCHINSON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Montgomery,  and  Mr.  Edwards): 
H-  Con.  Res.  73.  Concurrent  resolution  rec- 
ognizing and  commending  American  airmen 
held  as  prisoners  of  war  at  the  Buchenwald 
concentration  camp  during  World  War  II  for 
their  service,  bravery,  and  fortitude:  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

By  Mr.  ARMEY: 
H.  Res.  157.  Resolution  designating  major- 
ity membership  on  certain  standing  commit- 
tees of  the  House:  considered  and  agreed  to. 
By   Mr.    BEREUTER  (for  him.self.   Mr. 
Herman.  Mr.  Oilman.  Mr.  Hamilton. 
Mr.  Leach,  and  Mr.  Rohrabacher): 
H.  Res.   158.  Resolution  congratulating  the 
people  of  Mongolia  on  the  fifth  anniversary 
of  the  first  democratic  multiparty  elections 
held   in    Mongolia   on   .July   29,    1990;    to   the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

By   Mrs    MINK   of  Hawaii   (for  herself 
and  Mr.  Abercrombie): 


H.  Res,  159.  Resolution  honoring  the  con- 
tributions of  Father  Joseph  Damien  de 
Veuster  for  his  service  to  humanity,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

By  Mr.  WARD  (for  himself.  Mr.  ABER- 
CROMBIE. Mr.  Ackerman.  Mr. 
Baldacci.  Mr.  Becerra.  Mr,  Bent- 
sen,  Mr.  Berman,  Mr.  Bonior.  Mr. 
Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Conyers.  Mr, 
DeFazio,  Ms.  DeLauro,  Mr.  Deutsch. 
Mr.  Doggett.  Mr.  Doyle.  Mr.  Ed- 
wards. Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Farr.  Mr. 
Fattah.  Mr.  F'azio  of  California.  Mr, 
FoGLiETTA,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachu- 
setts, Mr,  Frost,  Mr.  Gephardt,  Mr, 
Pete  Geren  of  Texas.  Mr,  Hall  of 
Ohio.  Mr.  Hayes.  Mr.  Hefner.  Mr. 
Hilliard.  Mr.  Hinchey.  Mr.  Holden. 
Mr,  Hoyer,  Ms.  Jack,son-Lee.  Mr,  Ja- 
cobs, Mr.  Jefferson,  Ms,  Eddie  Ber- 
nice Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Kildee.  Mr, 
LaFalce,  Mr,  La,ntos.  Mr.  Levin.  Mr. 
Lewis  of  Georgia.  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mrs. 
Lowey.  Mr.  Luther.  Mrs.  Maloney. 
Mr.  Mascara.  Mr.  M.^tsui.  Mr. 
McDermott.  Ms.  McKinney.  Mr. 
Meehan.  Mr.  Menendez.  Mr.  Mfume. 
Mr,  Miller  of  California.  Mr.  Minge. 
Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr,  MURTHA.  Mr.  Neal 
of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Oberstar.  Mr. 
Obey.  Mr.  Olver.  Mr.  Owens.  Mr, 
Payne  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Pomeroy,  Mr, 
Rangel.  Mr,  Richardson,  Ms.  Riv- 
ers. Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Sabo.  Mrs. 
Schroeder.  Mr,  Serrano,  Mr, 
Skaggs,  Ms.  Slaughter.  Mr.  Spratt. 
Mr.  Stark.  Mr.  Tucker.  Mr.  Volk- 
mer.  Ms.  Waters.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr. 
Wynn.  and  Mr.  Yates): 
H.  Res.  160.  Resolution  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  1535)  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  revise 
the  tax  rules  on  expiration,  to  modify  the 
basis  rules  for  nonresident  aliens  becoming 
citizens  or  residents,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


and  Mr.  Fattah. 
Mr.  Watt  of  North 


MEMORIALS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII, 

101.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 
of  the  Senate  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
sylvania, relative  to  the  911th  Airlift  Wing 
facility:  to  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  introduced  a  bill  (H.R.  1740) 
for  the  relief  of  Michael  Patrick  McNamara 
and  Thomas  Parnell  McNamara.  Jr.:  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  218:  Mr  BAKER  of  Louisiana.  Mrs. 
Fowler.  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Gekas.  and  Mr.  Go.ss. 

H.R.  246:  Mr  Smith  of  Texas. 

H  R.  354:  Mr   BONILLA. 

H.R.  359:  Mr.  Dickey. 

H.R.  436:  Mr.  Buyer. 

H.R.  499:  Mr.  VOLKMER. 


H.R.  534:  Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr.  Cox.  Mr. 
Evans.  Mr.  Barcia  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Pallone.  Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington.  Mr.  Wil- 
liams. Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr. 
Sabo.  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  703:  Mr.  SANDERS. 
Carolina,  and  Mr.  Stark. 

H.R,  789:  Mr.  NUSSLE, 

H,R,  820:  Mr,  Borski,  Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr. 
McDade.  Mr.  GREENWOOD,  and  Mr.  INGLIS  of 
South  Carolina, 

H,R,  835:  Mr,  Bishop,  Ms,  Velazquez,  and 
Mr.  Solomon. 

H.R,  864:  Mr.  Cardin.  Mr.  Neal  of  Massa- 
chusetts. Mr.  Weller.  Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Pete 
Geren  of  Texas.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr.  Stenholm. 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr.  Radanovich. 
and  Mr,  Farr, 

H.R.  878:  Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Ney.  Mr.  Farr.  Mr.  Martinez,  and  Mrs. 
Thurman. 

H.R.  892:  Mr.  Baker  of  California. 

H.R.  895:  Mr.  FORBES. 

H.R.  896:  Mr.  Andrews, 

H,R,  899:  Mr,  Jefferson,  Mrs.  Cubin.  Mr. 
Fawell.  and  Mr.  Foley. 

H.R,  922:  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Lew^is  of  Georgia,  and  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.R,  958:  Mr.  F.\TTAH.  Mr.  HiNCHEY.  Mr. 
Clement,  and  Mr.  McHale. 

H.R,  972:  Mr.  Brown  of  California, 

H,R,  983:  Mr.  Nadler,  Mr.  Filner.  Mr, 
THER,    Mr,    Peterson    of    Minnesota. 


Lu- 
Ms. 

McKinney.  Mr.  Flake,  and  Ms.  Roybal-Al- 
lard. 

H.R,  1010:  Mr,  McCrery,  Mr.  Stearns.  Mr. 
Wax.man.  Ms,  Brown  of  Florida.  Mr.  Yates. 
Mr,  Fox,  and  Mr.  Ackerman, 

H.R,  1033:  Mr.  Weller  and  Mr.  Bryant  of 
Tennessee. 

H,R.  1073:  Mr,  VoLKMER  and  Mr,  SABO. 

H.R.  1114:  Mr.  CHRYSLER. 

H.R.  1148:  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut, 

H,R,  1149:  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut. 

H.R.  1172:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr. 
COSTELLO.  and  Mr.  Fattah, 

H.R.  1189:  Ms.  W(X)LSEY  and  Mr.  Pallone. 

H.R,  1192:  Mr.  Pallone  and  Mr.  McNulty. 

H.R.  1193:  Mr    Pallone  and  Mr.  McNULTY. 

H.R.  1299:  Mr.  FATTAH, 

H,R,  1381:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr.  Ro- 
mero-Barcelo.  and  Mr,  Thompson, 

H,R.  1535:  Mr,  Obey,  Mr.  Moakley,  Mr. 
Sk.\ggs.  Mr.  Becerra.  and  Mr,  Brown  of 
Ohio. 

H.R.  1540:  Mr.  Emerson,  Mr.  Gallegly.  Ms, 
Lofgren.  Mr.  Clement.  Mr.  Jacobs.  Mr.  Sol- 
omon. Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee.  Mr,  Bereu- 
TER,  Mr,  DoRNAN.  and  Mr.  Bunking  of  Ken- 

H.R.  1541:  Mr,  Lantos, 

H,R,  1546:  Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Ackerman, 
Mr.  Serrano.  Mr.  Hastlngs  of  Florida.'  Mr. 
Hinchey.  and  Mr,  Thompson, 

H.R.  1547:  Mrs,  Maloney, 

H.R.  1614:  Ms.  Rivers.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Lu- 
ther, and  Mr,  Stupak, 

H,R,  1627:  Mr.  FUNDERBURK,  Mr,  PiCKETT. 
Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  Fazio  of  California.  Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia.  Mr.  Solomon.  Mr,  Gekas. 
Mr.  Bono.  Mr,  Jones.  Mr.  Baker,  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Gutknecht.  Mr.  Sisisky.  Mr.  Klug. 
Mr.  Gallegly.  Mr.  Jacobs,  and  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana, 

H,R.  1660:  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Canady.  Mrs. 
Kennelly.  and  Mr.  Holden. 

H,J,  Res,  79:  Ms.  McCarthy  and  Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly, 

H,  Con.  Res.  50:  Mr.  Doolittle, 

H,  Res,  21:  Mr.  BlLlR,\Kls. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 
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H.R.    571:    Mr.    Schumer.    Mr. 
Wisconsin,  and  Mr.  Torricelli. 


Barrett  of 


homa  City;  which  was  referred  to  Che  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


May  25,  1995 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII, 

22.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition  of 
the  Legislature  of  Rockland  County.  NY.  rel- 
ative to  condemnmg  the  attack  on  the  Al- 
fred  P.    Murrah    Federal    Building   in   Okla- 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS- 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 

The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  discharge  peti- 
tions: 


Petition  4  by  Mr.  BRYANT  on  House  Reso- 
lution 127:  Harold  L.  Volkmer.  John  W. 
Olver.  Lynn  C.  Woolsey,  Barney  Frank,  Lynn 
N.  Rivers.  Peter  A.  DeFazio.  David  Minffe. 
Marcy  Kaptur.  Sidney  R.  Yates.  John  Lewis. 
John  Baldacci,  and  Martin  T.  Meehan. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr,  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  God,  our  source  of  spiritual, 
intellectual,  and  physical  strength,  we 
thank  You  for  a  good  night's  rest  after 
an  intensely  busy  yesterday,  filled  with 
many  votes  in  a  long  and  demanding 
agenda.  Now,  You  have  replenished  our 
wells  of  energy  and  given  us  a  fresh 
new  day  in  which  we  have  the  privilege 
of  serving  You.  Lord,  it's  great  to  be 
alive. 

Lord,  grant  the  Senators  more  than 
the  courage  of  their  convictions.  Rath- 
er, give  them  convictions  that  arise 
from  Your  gift  of  courage.  May  this  in- 
domitable courage  be  rooted  in  pro- 
found times  of  listening  to  You  that  re- 
sult in  a  relentless  commitment  to 
truth  that  is  expressed  in  convictions 
that  cannot  be  compromised. 

We  trust  You  to  guide  them  so  that 
all  they  say  and  decide  is  in  keeping 
with  Your  will.  We  ask  for  Your  wis- 
dom in  the  crucial  matter  to  be  voted 
on  today.  Lord,  take  command  of  their 
minds  and  their  thinking,  speak  Your 
truth  through  their  speaking,  and  then 
give  them  clarity  for  hard  choices. 
Help  them  to  live  this  day  to  the  full- 
est. In  Your  holy  name.  Amen. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

Th.e  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  leadership  time  is 
reserved. 


SECOND     SUPPLEMENTAL     APPRO- 
PRIATIONS      AND       RESCISSIONS 
ACT,  1995- CONFERENCE  REPORT 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  vote  on   the  conference  re- 
port to  accompany  H.R.  11.58.  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  conference  report  to  accompany  H.R. 
1158.  an  act  making  emergency  supplemental 
appropriations  for  additional  disaster  assist- 
ance, and  making  rescissions  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1995.  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  SANTORUM,  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  a  sufficient  second'? 


(Legislative  day  of  Monday,  May  15.  1995) 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  con- 
ference report.  On  this  question,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MIKUL.SKI]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CovERDELL).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  61, 
nays  38,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  203  Leg] 
YEAS— 61 


Abraham 

Gorton 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Crassley 

Nickles 

Boxer 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Burns 

Hatfield 

Reid 

Byrd 

Helms 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hutchison 

Sanlorum 

CoaLs 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kohl 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Lott 

Warner 

Feinstem 

Lugar 

Frist 

Mack 

NAYS— 38 

Akaka 

Exon 

Lieberman 

Baucus 

Feingold 

Moseley-Braun 

Blden 

Ford 

Mo.vnihan 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

.Murray 

Bradley 

Graham 

.Nunn 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bryan 

HeHin 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

HoUings 

Robb 

Chafee 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Lautenberg 

Simon 

Dodd 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Levin 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 

to. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2 
minutes  on  this  rescissions  package. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I 
merely  wanted  to  say,  in  conclusion  of 
this  process  on  the  rescissions  package, 
I  am  very  hopeful  that  the  President 
will  sign  this  bill.  If  he  does  not  sign 
this  bill,  of  course,  there  are  problems 
relating  particularly  to  the  supple- 
mental appropriations  that  are  in- 
cluded in  this  bill. 


We  have  worked  long  and  hard  on 
this.  I  want  to  take  this  occasion  to 
thank  my  colleague  from  the  Demo- 
cratic side  of  the  aisle,  Senator  Byrd, 
the  ranking  member  of  the  full  com- 
mittee; each  of  subcommittee  chairs 
and  each  of  the  subcommittee  ranking 
members,  and  the  extraordinary  staff 
that  we  have  on  both  sides  that  have 
worked  together  very  carefully. 

Mr.  President.  I  cannot  predict  what 
will  happen.  There  have  been  discus- 
sions between  the  Republican  leader- 
ship of  the  House  and  the  Senate  with 
the  White  House  wondering  if  there 
might  be  a  better  way  to  achieve  a 
common  goal  that  the  President  has 
and  we  have.  I  make  no  predictions. 

I  must  say,  I  am  terribly  dis- 
appointed we  had  so  few  Democrats 
support  this  measure  today,  because  I 
can  say  one  thing:  If  there  is  a  revision 
or  if  there  is  a  new  package  that  comes 
down  the  track,  we  will  not  have 
enough  votes  on  this  side  to  pass  it.  I, 
therefore,  would  urge  that  the  White 
House  take  a  very  careful  view  of  the 
politics  of  getting  any  other  package 
passed,  even  one  that  we  might  be  able 
to  agree  to. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  on  the  com- 
mittee, both  the  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  for  having  brought  us  to  a 
conclusion  at  this  point  on  the  rescis- 
sions conference  report. 

Mr  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
voted  against  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
today  because  of  its  misplaced  prior- 
ities: cuts  in  education,  cuts  in  train- 
ing, cuts  in  housing,  but  no  cuts  in  pro- 
grams which  do  not  address  critical 
needs  or  waste  tax  dollars. 

Mr  President,  President  Clinton  has 
shown  real  leadership  by  drawing  a  line 
in  the  sand  and  standing  up  for  impor- 
tant investments  in  our  future.  The 
President  has  repeatedly  made  it  clear 
that  he  wants  to  work  with  the  Con- 
gress to  reduce  spending,  but  that  it  is 
his  responsibility  to  protect  important 
investments  in  our  future.  The  Presi- 
dent does  not  want  to  pile  up  a  stack  of 
veto  messages.  He  wants  to  work  with 
the  Congress  to  move  legislation  that 
will  help  the  American  people.  He  saw 
gridlock  in  the  last  Congress  and  does 
not  want  to  repeat  the  experience. 

Despite  his  efforts  to  cooperate,  the 
House  of  Representatives  crafted  a  bill 
to  cut  programs  which  the  President 
found  unacceptable.  The  Senate,  after 
a  great  deal  of  effort,  came  up  with  a 
deficit  reduction  bill  which  every  Mem- 
ber voted  for  and  which  the  President 
said  he  could  sign.  In  conference  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  however, 


•  This   "bullet  '  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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it  changed  again.  Almost  85  percent  of 
the  funding  for  priorities  important  to 
the  President  was  eliminated.  That  was 
done,  in  many  cases,  without  Demo- 
cratic members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  having  access  to  the  deci- 
sionmaking process.  I  support  the 
President  s  decision  to  veto  this  bill. 
and  have  voted  against  it. 

Mr.  President,  rather  than  force  a 
useless  confrontation,  we  can  and 
should  have  revised  this  legislation  and 
passed  it.  Everyone  agrees  that  the  dis- 
aster relief  in  this  bill  is  important. 
Everyone  agrees  that  the  aid  to  Okla- 
homa in  this  bill  is  critical.  Everyone 
agrees  that  the  aid  to  Jordan  in  this 
bill  protects  our  national  self-interest. 
And  everyone  agrees  that  we  can  and 
should  cut  some  of  the  funding  appro- 
priated for  certain  programs  last  year. 
It  was  irresponsible  for  the  Repub- 
lican majority,  in  a  fit  of  partisan  po- 
litical pique,  to  simply  refuse  to  revise 
this  legislation  and  get  it  passed.  Yet 
the  most  ardent  budget  cutters  claimed 
they  were  too  busy  to  save  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayers  a  mere  $10  billion  or  so 
in  what  they  see  as  unnecessary  and 
wasteful  spending.  That.  Mr.  President, 
is  ridiculous.  If  we  had  worked  with  the 
administration,  we  could  have  quickly 
adopted  legislation  to  give  people  the 
aid  they  need  and  the  reductions  in 
overall  spending  they  want. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  for  the  initial 
Senate  version  of  this  bill,  a  bill  which 
more  closely  met  my  own  priorities,  es- 
pecially when  compared  to  the  House 
measure  I  was  not  entirely  satisfied 
with  the  Senate  bill.  We  cut  billions 
from  housing  programs,  but  we  did  not 
touch  a  penny  of  military  spending.  We 
cut  billions  from  education  and  train- 
ing programs,  but  we  did  not  touch 
wasueiui  au'osidies  which  go  to  wealthy 
and  corporate  agricultural  interests. 
We  cut  millions  for  dozens  of  impor- 
tant, productive,  and  efficient  pro- 
grams, but  we  did  not  look  for  the 
waste  and  mismanagement  which  per- 
meates too  many  of  our  programs. 
That  situation  did  not  get  better  in 
conference.  We  cut  SI. 4  billion  in  job 
training  funds  and  another  $831  million 
in  education.  Look  at  the  specifics:  $65 
million  for  adult  job  training,  gone:  $67 
million  for  displaced  workers,  gone; 
$12.5  million  for  school  to  work  pro- 
grams, gone:  $236  million  for  the  Safe 
and  Drug  Free  Schools  Program,  gone; 
$91  million  for  vocational  and  adult 
education,  gone.  Those  programs  rep- 
resent an  investment  in  our  future,  and 
those  cuts  make  that  future  a  little 
darker. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  oppose  this  con- 
ference report.  I  still  believe  the  Gov- 
ernment can  play  a  role  in  improving 
the  lives  of  the  American  people.  I  ac- 
cept and  embrace  the  need  to  reduce 
the  deficit  and  get  control  over  spend- 
ing, but  I  believe  we  can  do  that  while 
still  addressing  the  needs  we  face  as  a 
nation. 


Given  that,  Mr.  President.  I  voted 
against  this  bill  and  will  support  the 
President's  veto.  I  hope  our  colleagues 
will  quickly  move  to  put  together  a  bill 
which  meets  our  obligations  to  reduce 
overall  Federal  spending  while  preserv- 
ing programs  that  help  people. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  voted  for 
the  original  rescissions  bill  because  the 
reductions  were  reasonable  and  because 
we  had  restored  80  percent  of  the  edu- 
cation cuts  that  were  contained  in  the 
House  bill.  I  fervently  hoped  that  the 
Senate  position  on  education  would 
prevail  in  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference. Unfortunately,  it  did  not.  As  a 
result  there  are  drastic  cuts  in  several 
important  Federal  education  programs, 
such  as  safe  and  drug  free  schools, 
dropout  prevention,  and  education  re- 
form. Because  of  this,  I  cannot  support 
the  conference  report. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  this  emergency 
disaster  supplemental  conference  re- 
port. We  are  faced  with  a  difficult  deci- 
sion: Parts  of  the  Nation,  including 
California,  desperately  need  the  emer- 
gency disaster  funds  contained  in  this 
bill,  yet  many  of  the  cuts  in  this  legis- 
lation, such  as  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
Schools  Program  and  the  Summer 
Youth  Employment  Program,  will 
harm  many  of  those  very  people  we  are 
intending  to  help  the  most. 

However,  emergency  spending  is  just 
that,  and  American  families  affected 
by  natural  disasters  cannot  wait  for  us 
in  Washington  to  get  our  acts  together 
to  begin  providing  relief.  Since  the  be- 
ginning of  this  year,  there  have  been 
seven  new  disaster  declarations,  in- 
cluding two  floods  in  California,  flood- 
ing in  South  Dakota,  tornadoes  in  Ala- 
bama, the  great  tragedy  of  Oklahoma 
City,  and  flooding  in  Louisiana  and 
Mississippi.  FEMA  has  also  undertaken 
preliminary  damage  assessments  in 
Tennessee  and  Kentucky  as  a  result  of 
the  tremendous  rain  and  hail  storms 
that  recently  swept  through  that  area, 
and  in  South  Dakota  as  a  result  of 
flooding. 

Also,  and  more  recently,  the  specter 
of  the  Mississippi  River's  recent  crest- 
ing and  the  snowpacks  melting  in  Cali- 
fornia reinforces  the  urgency  for  this 
timely  assistance.  I  note  with  trepi- 
dation and  concern  that  tornado  season 
in  the  South  and  Midwest,  and  hurri- 
cane season  in  the  Gulf  and  East  Coast 
States  will  both  soon  be  here. 

In  addition  to  this  year's  disasters, 
this  funding  will  also  go  to  continue  or 
closeout  the  disaster  assistance  ac- 
counts in  40  other  States  for  over  280 
separate  Federal  disaster  assistance 
obligations. 

I  understand  President  Clinton  has 
said  he  will  veto  this  bill.  I  welcome 
the  recent  comments  by  Chairman 
Hatfield  and  Chairman  Livingston 
which  would  indicate  at  the  very  least 
a  willingness  to  work  toward  providing 
this  needed  relief.  I  urge  the  adminis- 


tration and  the  leadership  of  both  par- 
ties to  work  together  toward  a  speedy 
resolution  of  the  impasse  we  will  soon 
face. 

I  fully  support  efforts  to  cut  spending 
and  reduce  the  deficit  and  look  forward 
to  working  with  my  colleagues  in  the 
future  toward  that  end.  However,  there 
are  other  vehicles  for  deficit  reduction: 
we  spent  most  of  this  week  on  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  resolution.  Very 
soon  we  will  also  begin  considering  the 
fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  bills.  I 
respectfully  submit  to  my  colleagues 
that  these  are  the  proper  vehicles  for 
controlling  spending  and  deficit  reduc- 
tion and  I  pledge  to  work  with  them  at 
the  appropriate  time  to  make  those 
difficult  decisions. 

Let  me  reiterate  that  this  is  a  na- 
tional disaster  relief  bill.  Now  is  the 
time  for  the  Congress  to  come  through 
for  Americans  who  have  been  affected 
by  national  disasters.  Let  us  not  allow 
this  obligation  to  get  mired  down  in 
partisan  bickering  over  which  pro- 
grams to  cut  and  when  to  cut  them.  We 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  make 
these  cuts  later;  this  emergency  assist- 
ance, however,  cannot  wait. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  pass  this  con- 
ference report  and  to  work  with  the  ad- 
ministration toward  formulating  a  dis- 
aster assistance  bill  that  can  both  pass 
the  Congress  and  be  signed  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  LEAHY  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  passed  the  conference  report  on 
the  emergency  supplemental  and  re- 
scission bill.  Some  of  the  cuts  in  the 
report  were  well  deserved.  The  emer- 
gency relief  for  California  and  Okla- 
homa is  certainly  much  needed.  But 
you  do  not  buy  a  horse  because  it  has 
two  good  legs,  and  I  will  not  vote  for  a 
rescission  hill  whose  cuts  hnvp  eiirh  ^ 
lopsided  affect  on  low-  and  middle-in- 
come Americans.  There  is  a  better  way 
to  cut  spending. 

Last  month  I  supported  the  Senate  in 
overwhelmingly  passing  a  rescission 
bill  that,  while  far  from  perfect,  put 
the  emphasis  of  cuts  where  "•  should 
be,  on  pork  not  the  poor.  The  Senate 
bill  included  cuts  to  earmarked  court- 
house construction,  American  sub- 
sidized broadcasting  to  Europe—  a  hard 
program  to  support  when  public  broad- 
casting at  home  is  being  cut,  and  un- 
used funding  for  transportation 
projects. 

The  House  cuts  had  a  much  different 
focus,  a  focus  that  unfortunately  the 
conference  report  has  adopted.  The 
conference  package  cuts  $319  million 
from  low-income  fuel  assistance  pro 
grams,  $113  million— five  times  the 
Senate  level  of  cuts — to  low-income 
education  programs,  and  $1.5  billion 
more  than  the  Senate  proposed  in  cuts 
to  assisted  housing  programs.  Afford- 
able housing  took  the  biggest  cut.  with 
the  conference  report  rescinding  $7  bil- 
lion from  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development — 30  percent  of  this 
year's  budget. 


These  cuts  are  not  equitable,  they 
are  not  fair  to  working  American  fami- 
lies, they  are  not  the  cuts  the  Senate 
voted  for  on  April  6.  I  hope  that  there 
will  be  an  opportunity  to  return  the 
focus  of  this  rescission  bill  to  the  pro- 
grams that  the  Senate  bill  targeted. 
The  disaster  victims  need  the  assist- 
ance the  supplemental  will  provide. 
Let  us  get  it  to  them  without  making 
victims  of  middle-class  American  fami- 
lies. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  regret- 
tably. I  do  not  support  the  conference 
agreement  before  us  today.  While  it 
cuts  this  year's  funding  by  $16.1  billion, 
and  adds  new  spending  for  the  Califor- 
nia earthquake,  other  disasters  and  the 
Oklahoma  City  catastrophe,  it  misses 
the  target  on  some  very  fundamental 
issues.  I  support  cutting  spending  and 
reducing  the  deficit.  But  the  cuts  in 
this  bill  are  in  the  wrong  programs  and 
in  the  wrong  amounts. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  for  this  bill 
when  it  originally  passed  the  Senate.  I 
did  so  because  immediately  before  final 
passage  a  carefully  crafted  bipartisan 
amendment  by  Senators  Dole  and 
D.\SCHLE  was  adopted  to  restore  some 
money  for  certain  critical  health,  edu- 
cation, and  training  programs  that  had 
been  deeply  cut  in  the  bill. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  the 
Dole-Daschle  amendment  was  gutted 
by  the  conferees.  This  bill  now  rescinds 
$813  million  in  education  funding,  al- 
most three  times  the  amount  that  was 
included  in  the  original  Senate  bill.  It 
cuts  education  reform  programs,  it 
cuts  student  loan  programs,  and  it  cuts 
money  to  keep  schools  safe  and  kids  off 
of  drugs.  That  is  simply  unacceptable. 
What  could  be  a  higher  national  prior- 
ity than  investing  in  our  kids?  How  can 
we  say  on  the  one  hand  that  drugs  in 
our  schools  have  reached  epidemic  pro- 
portions, and  on  the  other  hand  cut 
funding  for  the  Safe  and  Drug  Free 
Schools  Program?  These  cuts  just  do 
not  meet  the  commonsense  test,  and  I 
think  most  Americans  will  agree. 

Equally  disturbing  to  me  is  the 
amount  of  funding  that  was  cut  from 
training  programs.  These  cuts  total 
$1.1  billion.  The  bill  makes  deep  cuts  in 
the  Youth  Job  Training  Program,  the 
Youth  Unemployment  Program,  and 
the  School-to-Work  Program.  These 
are  programs  that  help  disadvantaged 
kids  obtain  the  skills  they  will  need  to 
move  into  the  work  force  and  become 
productive  citizens. 

How  can  we  in  good  conscience  sup- 
port big  cuts  in  programs  for  children 
from  struggling  families  in  order  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy?  I  do 
not  think  average  Americans  support 
these  reductions.  I  think  they  would 
prefer  that  we  close  corporate  tax  loop- 
holes rather  than  eliminate  the  helping 
hand  low-income  youth  might  need  to 
have  a  brighter  future.  I  think  they 
would  rather  have  us  spend  SI  billion 
on   youth   training   programs   than   $50 


billion  on  star  wars.  I  think  the  aver- 
age American  family  would  rather  have 
us  spend  money  to  keep  poor  seniors 
from  freezing  in  the  winter  than  paying 
for  some  Member's  pork  project. 

There  also  appears  to  be  a  hidden 
agenda  in  this  bill.  Rather  than  ear- 
marking all  the  spending  cuts  in  the 
bill  for  deficit  reduction,  there  are  $50 
billion  in  long-term  savings  that  are 
not  set  aside  for  that  purpose.  The  mo- 
tive of  Republican  tax  cut  proponents 
is  clear.  They  want  that  money  to  fi- 
nance a  big  tax  cut  package  for  the  af- 
fluent. 

Because  I  think  this  conference 
agreement  establishes  the  wrong  set  of 
spending  priorities  and  does  not  use  all 
the  savings  for  deficit  reduction,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  President  has  threat- 
ened to  veto  it.  We  start  over,  we  can 
produce  a  better  product. 

The  President  has  sent  us  his  guide- 
lines for  a  package  of  cuts  he  will  sup- 
port. His  proposal  has  deeper  spending 
cuts  than  are  contained  in  this  bill. 
But  his  priorities  are  different.  He 
would  restore  money  for  education. 
training,  health,  veterans  and  poor 
pregnant  women.  .And  he  would  pay  for 
spending  on  these  programs  by  cutting 
funding  for  Federal  buildings,  govern- 
ment travel,  and  highway  projects. 

The  President  wants  us  to  continue 
to  invest  in  people,  not  pork.  I  happen 
to  share  that  view.  Investing  in  our 
people,  especially  in  kids  who  are  at 
risk  of  falling  through  the  cracks  of 
the  social  safety  net,  is  the  value  sys- 
tem I  want  to  represent,  and  those  are 
the  values  I  believe  most  Americans 
support. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Conference  Report 
on  H.R.  1158.  While  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  deficit  reduction.  I  am  op- 
posed to  the  precedent  of  requiring 
large  budget  cuts  in  order  to  pay  for 
emergency  disaster  relief.  In  addition, 
I  believe  this  bill  undermines  programs 
which  make  the  investments  in  our  Na- 
tion's future.  In  addition,  my  own 
State  of  Maryland  suffers  a  dispropor- 
tionate share  of  the  rescissions  which 
will  have  a  negative  impact  on  Mary- 
land's economy.  For  these  reasons.  I 
am  opposed  to  this  bill. 

The  conference  report  made  a  very 
deep  cut  in  funding  for  the  consolida- 
tion of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion facilities  in  Montgomery  County, 
MD.  The  conferees'  decision  to  rescind 
$228  million  will  delay  the  consolida- 
tion of  FDA  facilities  which  are  in  des- 
perate need  of  modernization.  I  believe 
that  modernizing  the  FDA  is  a  national 
priority  that  is  vital  to  protecting  pub- 
lic health  and  safety  and  improving  the 
regulatory  capability  of  this  agency. 

This  conference  report  also  makes 
significant  cuts  in  the  VA/HUD  Sub- 
committee budget  in  order  to  pay  for 
disaster  funding  for  Northridge,  CA  and 
Oklahoma  City.  It  is  wrong  to  require 
programs  within  the  jurisdiction  of  sin- 


gle appropriations  subcommittee  to 
bear  the  costs  of  funding  national  dis- 
asters. Funding  assistance  for  national 
disasters  is  a  national  responsibility 
requiring  everyone  to  contribute. 

During  the  Senate's  consideration  of 
H.R.  1158,  I  offered  an  amendment  that 
would  have  made  an  across-the-board 
cut  in  discretionary  spending  to  pay 
for  disaster  relief  in  a  more  equitable 
manner.  Unfortunately,  this  amend- 
ment was  defeated. 

As  the  flood  waters  once  again  rise 
throughout  the  Midwest,  we  are  re- 
minded of  the  need  to  establish  a  rainy 
day  fund  to  prepay  the  costs  of  disaster 
relief.  Our  failure  to  establish  such  a 
fund  is  costing  VA-HUD  programs  $8.5 
billion— over  10  percent  of  all  the  funds 
appropriated  for  VA-HUD  programs  in 
FY  1995. 

The  conference  agreement  also  near- 
ly triples  the  Senate-passed  rescissions 
for  education  programs  and  doubles  the 
amount  of  funding  rescinded  for  na- 
tional service.  These  programs  rep- 
resent the  kind  of  strategic  invest- 
ments that  I  believe  we  have  to  make 
if  we  are  to  prepare  future  generations 
for  the  21st  century. 

While  the  conferees  did  recognize  the 
value  and  need  of  moving  forward  with 
this  project  in  the  future.  I  will  con- 
tinue to  fight  for  FDA  consolidation 
despite  the  rescission  contained  in  this 
bill. 

For  these  reasons.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  conference  report  to 
H.R.  1158. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
resume  consideration  of  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13,  which  the  clerk 
will  report 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000.  2001,  and  2002. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
concurrent  resolution. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1168 

(Purpose:  To  allow  the  shift  of  up  to  $1  bil- 
lion from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead 
and  wasteful  procurement  in  the  military 
budget  for  use  in  strengthening  enforce- 
ment of  immigration  laws) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Lautenberg  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon).  for 
Mr.  Lautenberg.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1168. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 
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The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  68.  add  at  the  end  of  line  12  the  fol- 
lowing:: 'In  addition,  paragraph  (1)(B)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  legislation  that 
proposes  to  eliminate  up  to  $1,000,000,000 
from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead  and 
wasteful  procurement  in  the  military  budg- 
et, and  to  apply  the  resulting  savings  for  use 
in  strengthening  enforcement  of  immigra- 
tion laws.". 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  would  allow  the  shift 
of  up  to  $1  billion  from  wasteful  bu- 
reaucratic overhead  and  procurement 
in  the  military  budget,  for  use  in  fight- 
ing' illegal  immigration. 

Let  me  take  a  moment  and  explain 
why  the  amendment  is  needed. 

Mr  President,  this  budget  resolution 
proposes  to  reestablish  a  so-called  fire- 
wall that  will  give  special  protection 
to  the  military  budget — protection  not 
provided  to  any  other  program  in  the 
entire  Government.  Under  this  provi- 
sion, a  majority  of  the  Senate  would  be 
blocked  from  shifting  funds  from  the 
military  budget  for  use  in  meeting  do- 
mestic needs  here  at  home.  The  only 
way  to  waive  the  prohibition  would  be 
to  obtain  a  supermajority  of  60  votes. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  object  to 
this  supermajority  vote  requirement. 
In  my  view,  if  a  majority  of  the  Senate 
thinks  it's  more  important  to  address  a 
particular  domestic  problem  than  to 
spend  more  money  on  the  Pentagon  bu- 
reaucracy, or  on  an  outdated  weapon 
system,  a  majority  ought  to  have  that 
right. 

Unfortunately,  the  Senate  seems  de- 
termined to  establish  a  firewall  for  the 
military  budget.  And  so  it  seems  inevi- 
table that  the  firewall  will  indeed  be 
erected.  However.  I  am  hopeful  that  my 
colleagues  will  agree  to  reasonable  ex- 
ceptions to  allow  the  transfer  of  funds 
for  particularly  compelling  purposes 

The  premise  of  my  amendment,  Mr. 
President,  is  that  fighting  illegal  im- 
migration is  one  such  compelling  pur- 
pose. 

Mr.  President,  illegal  immigration  is 
rampant  in  this  country.  Some  esti- 
mates show  that  300.000  illegal  immi- 
grants come  to  this  country  each  year. 
Despite  its  past  admirable  work,  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv- 
ice IS  woefully  understaffed  and  under- 
funded. 

We  need  more  border  patrol  agents  to 
stop  illegal  immigration  and  other  INS 
officials  to  help  deport  those  who  are 
living  in  this  country  illegally. 

Mr.  President,  illegal  immigration  is 
a  major  problem.  Ask  State  and  local 
officials  from  California,  Texas,  Flor- 
ida, New  York,  and  New  Jersey  about 
the  toll  that  illegal  immigration  takes 
on  their  economies  and  local  services. 

Mr.  President,  at  a  minimum  a  ma- 
jority of  the  Senate  ought  to  be  free  to 
provide  up  to  SI  billion  into  fighting  il- 
legal immigration,  if  we  can  identify 
savings  from  military  spending  that 
the  Senate  agrees  is  wasteful. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  will  allow  the  transfer  of 
up  to  $1  billion  from  the  wasteful  bu- 
reaucratic overhead  and  wasteful  pro- 
curement in  the  military  budget  for 
use  in  strengthening  enforcement  of 
the  immigration  laws  without  the  60- 
vote  point  of  order  that  would  other- 
wise apply  to  such  transfer. 
Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  exempts  legislation,  which 
would  transfer  $1  billion  from  defense 
to  immigration,  from  the  point  of  order 
for  breaching  the  nondefense  firewall. 

This  amendment  is  not  germane  and 
is  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  There- 
fore. I  make  a  point  of  order.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  under- 
stand there  are  about  54  amendments, 
but  only  about  30  will  require  rollcall 
votes.  I  thought  maybe  we  would  do  20 
today  and  10  tomorrow— whatever  is 
left  tomorrow— and  still  try  to  accom- 
modate the  President  on  the 
antiterrorism  bill.  But  it  is  going  to  be 
very  difficult  to  do  that.  As  long  as  he 
understands  why  we  cannot  do  it.  I  as- 
sume he  will  not  hold  me  responsible. 
.«'c  ^aO  nOw  want  to  do  all  these  touay, 
we  have  so  many. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  pursu- 
ant to  an  agreement  I  had  made  with 
the  minority.  I  withdraw  my  point  of 
order  at  this  point.  Therefore,  we  will 
be  voting  up  or  down  on  the  Lauten- 
berg  amendment,  which  is  what  I  indi- 
cated a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  EXON.  Have  the  yeas  and  nays 
been  ordered?  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays,  if  they  have  not  been  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1168.  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Lautenberg].  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31. 
nays  68,  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No. 

204  Leg.] 

YEAS— 31 

Akaka 

Felnstein 

Moseley-Braun 

Baucus 

Ford 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Graham 

Pell 

Bradley 

Harltin 

Pryor 

Breaux 

Hatfield 

Reid 

Bryan 

Hoi  lings 

Rockefeller 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Kerry 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Wellslone 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Feingold 

Levin 

NAYS— 68 

Abraham 

Frist 

Mack 

Ashcroft 

Glenn 

McCain 

Bennett 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Biden 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

BinKaman 

Grama 

Murray 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Brown 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Burns 

Hatch 

Packwood 

Campbell 

Heflin 

Pressler 

Chafce 

Helms 

Robb 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Jeffords 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Smith 

CraiK 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Specter 

DeWme 

Kerrey 

Stevens 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dorgan 

Lieberman 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lott 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Lugar 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1168)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1169 
(Purpose:  To  allow  the  shift  of  up  to  $2  bil- 
lion from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead 
and  wasteful  procurement  in  the  military 
budget  for  u.sp  in  addrpssintr  tho  prnblpm  of 
domestic  violence) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN),  for 
Mr.  Laltenberg.  for  himself  and  Mr. 
Weli.stone.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1169. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pak'e  68.  add  at  the  end  of  line  12  the  fol- 
lowing: 'In  addition,  paragraph  (IkB)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  legislation  that 
proposes  to  eliminate  up  to  S2. 000. 000.000 
from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead  and 
wasteful  procurement  in  the  military  budg- 
et, and  to  apply  the  resulting  savings  for  use 
in  addressing  the  problem  of  domestic  vio- 
lence.". 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  would  allow  the  shift 
of  up  to  $2  billion  from  wasteful  bu- 
reaucratic  overhead   and   procurement 


in  the  military  budget,  for  use  in  ad- 
dressing the  problem  of  domestic  vio- 
lence. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
proposes  to  reestablish  a  so-called  fire- 
wall that  will  give  special  protection 
to  the  military  budget — protection  not 
provided  to  any  other  program  in  the 
entire  Government.  Under  this  provi- 
sion, a  majority  of  the  Senate  would  be 
blocked  from  shifting  funds  from  the 
military  budget  for  use  in  meeting  do- 
mestic needs  hei'e  at  home.  The  only 
way  to  waive  the  prohibition  would  be 
to  obtain  a  supermajority  of  60  votes. 

This  supermajority  vote  require- 
ment, in  my  view,  is  wrong.  As  I  see  it. 
if  a  majority  of  the  Senate  believes  it's 
more  important  to  address  a  particular 
domestic  problem  than  to  lavish  more 
money  on  the  Pentagon  bureaucracy, 
or  on  an  unnecessary  weapons  system, 
a  majority  ought  to  have  that  right. 

Unfortunately,  the  Senate  seems  de- 
termined to  establish  a  firewall  for  the 
military  budget.  And  so  it  seems  inevi- 
table that  the  firewall  will  indeed  be 
erected.  However,  I  am  hopeful  that  my 
colleagues  will  agree  to  reasonable  ex- 
ceptions to  allow  the  transfer  of  funds 
for  particularly  compelling  purposes. 

Mr.  President,  fighting  domestic  vio- 
lence deserves  to  be  a  very  high  prior- 
ity. 

Mr.  President,  every  12  seconds,  a 
woman  is  battered  in  the  United 
States.  Each  year,  over  4.000  women 
are  killed  by  their  abusers. 

Mr.  President,  domestic  violence  has 
reached  crisis  proportions.  And  we 
have  got  to  do — it  is  critical  that  we  do 
everything  possible  to  respond. 

Mr.  President.  I  know  that  many  of 
my  Republican  colleagues  do  not  be- 
lieve that  there  is  any  waste  in  the 
Pentagon  budget.  I  think  they  are 
wrong.  But  even  if  tney  are  not  yet 
convinced.  I  hope  they  will  support  the 
amendment.  Under  my  proposal,  it  will 
be  up  to  the  Senate  to  decide  whether 
any  particular  item  of  military  spend- 
ing is  wasteful.  That  is  a  judgment 
that  a  majority  of  Senators  should  be 
allowed  to  make  in  the  future.  Also, 
the  amendment  limits  transfers  to  $2 
billion,  which  represents  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  military  budget. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
poses  this  question  to  my  colleagues: 
Whose  side  are  you  on?  Do  you  want  to 
support  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead 
at  the  Pentagon?  Or  do  you  want  to 
stand  with  America's  women,  and  sup- 
port the  fight  against  domestic  vio- 
lence? 

I  think  it  is  an  easy  choice.  And  I 
hope  my  colleagues  agree. 

Mr.  EXON  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  allow  the  transfer  of 
up  to  $2  billion  from  the  wasteful  bu- 
reaucratic overhead  and  wasteful  pro- 
curement in  the  military  budget  for 
use  in  addressing  the  problems  of  do- 
mestic violence  without  the  60  vote 
point  of  order  that  would  otherwise 
apply  to  such  a  transfer. 


Mr.  DOMENICI  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  little  different  interpretation.  So  I 
would  like  to  state  it.  This  legislation 
would  transfer  $2  billion  out  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  We  have  no  assur- 
ance what  it  would  be  used  for,  but  it 
would  be  transferred  out  of  Defense. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MIKULSKI]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas 
nays  73.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  205  Leg.] 
YEAS— 26 


26. 


Akaka 

Hatfield 

Moynihan 

Biden 

Jeffords 

Murray 

Boxer 

Kennedy 

Pell 

Bradley 

Kerry 

Reid 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Sarbanes 

Felngold 

Leahy 

Simon 

Felnstein 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Harkin 

Moseley-Braun 
NAYS— 73 

Abraham 

Exon 

Lugar 

Ashcroft 

Faircloth 

Mack 

Baucus 

Ford 

McCain 

Bennett 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Breaux 

Graham 

Nunn 

Brown 

Gramm 

Packwood 

Bryan 

Grams 

Pressler 

Bumpers 

Grassley 

Pryor 

Bums 

Gregg 

Robb 

Byrd 

Hatch 

Roth 

Campbell 

HeHin 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Helms 

Shelby 

Coats 

Hollings 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Specter 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Stevens 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Thomas 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Thompson 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Kyi 

Warner 

Domenici 

Lieberman 

Dorgao 

Lott 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1169)  was  re- 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1170 

(Purpose:  Expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate 

regarding  the  nutritional  health  of  children  i 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Leahy  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nel.)raska  (Mr.  ExoN].  for 
Mr.  Leahy,  for  himself,  Mr.  Harkin.  and  Mr. 
Baucus.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1170. 


Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
NXmUTIONAL     HEALTH     OF     CHIl^ 
DREN. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  Federal  nutrition  programs,  such  as  the 
school  lunch  program,  the  school  breakfast 
program,  the  special  supplemental  nutrition 
program  for  women,  infants,  and  children 
(referred  to  in  this  section  as  ■WIC").  the 
child  and  adult  care  food  program  and  oth- 
ers, are  important  to  the  health  and  well- 
being  of  children; 

(2)  participation  in  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams is  voluntary  on  the  part  of  States,  and 
the  programs  are  administered  and  operated 
by  every  State: 

(3)  a  major  factor  that  led  to  the  creation 
of  the  school  lunch  program  was  that  a  num- 
ber of  the  recruits  for  the  United  Slates 
armed  forces  in  World  War  II  failed  physical 
examinations  due  to  problems  related  to  in- 
adequate nutrition: 

(4)(A(  WIC  has  proven  to  be  extremely  val- 
uable in  promoting  the  health  of  newborn  ba- 
bies and  children:  and 

(B)  each  dollar  invested  in  the  prenatal 
comf)onent  of  WIC  has  been  shown  to  save  up 
to  $3.50  in  medicaid  costs  related  to  medical 
problems  that  arise  in  the  first  90  days  after 
the  birth  of  an  infant: 

(5)  the  requirement  that  infant  formula  be 
purchased  under  a  competitive  bidding  sys- 
tem under  section  17  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1786)  saved  $1,000,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1994  and  enabled  States  to 
allow  1,600.000  women,  infants,  and  children 
to  participate  in  WIC  at  no  additional  cost  to 
taxpayers:  and 

(6)  a  balanced  Federal  budget  will  provide 
economic  benefits  to  children  alive  today 
and  to  future  generations  of  Americans. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underly- 
ing the  lunctionai  totals  in  this  rt^sulutiuu 
include  the  assumptions  that — 

(1)  schools  should  continue  to  serve 
lunches  that  meet  minimum  nutritional  re- 
quirements based  on  tested  nutritional  re- 
search; 

(2)  the  content  of  WIC  food  packages  for  in- 
fants, children.  and  pregnant  and 
postpartum  women  should  continue  to  be 
based  on  scientific  evidence; 

(3)  the  competitive  bidding  system  for  in- 
fant formula  under  section  17  of  the  ChMd 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1786)  should 
be  maintained: 

(4)  foods  of  minimum  nutritional  value 
should  not  be  sold  in  competition  with 
school  lunches  in  the  school  cafeterias  dur- 
ing lunch  hours: 

(5)  some  reductions  in  nutrition  program 
spending  can  be  made  without  compromising 
the  nutritional  well-being  of  program  recipi- 
ents: 

(6)  in  complying  with  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions in  section  6  of  this  resolution,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  should  take  this  sec- 
tion into  account;  and 

(7)  Congress  should  continue  to  move  to- 
ward fully  funding  the  WIC  program. 

Mr,  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  has  wide  bipartisan  support.  Basi- 
cally this  says  we  will  continue  the  nu- 
trition guidelines  that  this  Senate  has 
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voted  for  many  times,  feeding  pro- 
grams, and  will  require  competitive 
bidding  in  the  sale  of  infant  formula  on 
WIC  programs. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. No.  1170. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  99, 
nays  0,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  206  Leg.] 
YEAS— 99 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

OFFICER.      The 


Abraimm  Feingold 

Akaka  Feinscein 

Ashcroft  Ford 

Baucua  Frist 

Bennett  Glenn 

Biden  Gorton 

Bingaman  Graham 

Bond  Gramm 

Boxer  Grams 

Bradley  Grassley 

Breaux  Gregg 

Brown  Harkin 

Bryan  Hatch 

Bumpers  Hatfield 

Burns  Henin 

Byrd  Helms 

Campbell  HoUings 

Cbafee  Hutchison 

Coats  Inhofe 

Cochran  Inouye 

Cohen  Jeffords 

Conrad  Johnston 

Coverdell  Kassebaum 

Craig  Kempthome 

DAmato  Kennedy 

Daschle  Kerrey 

DeWine  Kerry 

Dodd  Kohl 

Dole  Kyi 

Domenici  Lautenberg 

Dorgan  Leahy 

Elxon  Levm 

Faircloth  Lieberman 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

.Mikulski 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1170)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1171  I 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  Federal  funding  of  law  enforcement 
programs  should  be  maintained.  Federal 
funding  for  the  violent  crime  reduction 
crust  fund  should  not  be  reduced,  and  for 
other  purposes) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  in  behalf  of 
Senator  Leahy,  I  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 
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The      PRESIDING 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON],  for 
Mr.    Leah^'.   proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1171. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  III  of  the  resolution,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  MAI.NTAINING 
FEDERAL  FUNDKVG  FOR  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT. 

(a)  FINDINGS— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment officers  provide  essential  services  that 
preserve  and  protect  our  freedoms  and  secu- 
rity: 

(2)  law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our  ap- 
preciation and  support: 

(3)  law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies 
are  under  increasing  attacks,  both  to  their 
physical  safety  and  to  their  reputations; 

(4)  on  April  7.  1995,  the  Senate  passed  S.J. 
Res.  32  in  which  the  Senate  recognizes  the 
debt  of  gratitude  the  Nation  owes  to  the  men 
and  women  who  daily  serve  the  American 
people  as  law  enforcement  officers  and  the 
integrity,  honesty,  dedication,  and  sacrifice 
of  our  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment officers: 

(5)  the  Nation's  sense  of  domestic  tran- 
quility has  been  shaken  by  explosions  at  the 
World  Trade  Center  in  New  York  and  the 
Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City 
and  by  the  fear  of  violent  crime  in  our  cities, 
towns,  and  rural  areas  across  the  Nation: 

(6)  Federal,  SUte,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment efforts  need  increased  financial  com- 
mitment from  the  Federal  Government  and 
not  the  reduction  of  such  commitment  to 
law  enforcement  if  law  enforcement  officers 
are  to  carry  out  their  efforts  to  combat  vio- 
lent crime:  and 

(7)  on  April  5.  1995.  and  May  18.  1995,  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  nonetheless 
voted  to  reduce  $5,000,000,000  from  the  Vio- 
lent Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund  in  order  to 
provide  for  tax  cuts  in  both  H.R.  1215  and  H. 
Con.  Res.  67. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
Oi  the  ociiAtc  th<tt  the  iiaauiiiptiuns  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  that  the  Federal  Government's  com- 
mitment to  fund  Federal  law  enforcement 
programs  and  programs  to  assist  State  and 
local  efforts  should  be  maintained  and  fund- 
ing for  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fund  should  not  be  reduced  by  $5,000,000,000 
as  the  bill  and  resolution  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  would  require. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  by  Senator  Leahy  was  ex- 
plained in  some  detail  but  not  fully 
during  our  limited  debate. 

Simply  stated,  this  amendment  cor- 
rects the  House  money  removed  from 
the  antiterrorism  and  violent  crime 
trust  fund  to  be  used  for  a  tax  cut.  In 
light  of  the  Oklahoma  bombing  and  the 
increased  terrorist  threat,  this  amend- 
ment says  we  should  put  back  the 
money  that  was  taken  out  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
discussed  this  with  the  managers.  I 
know  their  concern  in  moving  forward. 
I  do  not  think  anybody  is  going  to  op- 
pose this,  and  I  would  accept  a  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
This  is  in  the  Senate  package,  and  ac- 
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tually  we  will  accept  it  without  a  roll- 
call  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment?  If 
not,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

The  amendment  (No.  1171)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  wish  to 
thank— I  am  sure  I  would  be  joined  by 
my  colleague— Senator  Leahy  for  his 
offer.  We  are  moving  much  faster  than 
we  had  anticipated  because  we  are  co- 
operating. 

amendment  no.  1172 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  additional  Medicare 
payment  safeguards) 

Mr  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN).  for 
Mr.  Harkin.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1172. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 
On  page  77,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.      .mkdrare   safeguards  compllvnce 
lnitlmtve. 

(a)  Adjl'.stments.- 

(1)  In  general— For  purposes  of  points  of 
order  under  the  Congressional  Budget  and 
Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  and  con- 
current resolutions  on  the  budget — 

(A>  the  discretionary  spending  limit-«  under 
section  601(aK2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  out-year: 

(B)  the  allocations  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Repre,sentatives  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act: 

(C)  the  levels  for  the  major  functional  cat- 
egories that  are  appropriate  and  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  aggregates  in  the  most  re- 
cently agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget;  and 

(D)  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
section  601(a)(1)  of  that  Act  (and  that 
amount  as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  amount  of  ad- 
ditional new  budget  authority  or  additional 
outlays  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  reported 
by  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  in 
appropriation  Acts  (or  by  the  committee  of 
conference  on  such  legislation)  for  the 
Health  Care  Financing  .Administration  medi- 
care payment  safeguards  programs  (as  com- 
pared to  the  base  level  of  $396.300.(X)0  for  new 
budget  authority)  that  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  determined  will  result  in  a 
return  on  investment  to  the  Government  of 
at  least  4  dollars  for  each  dollar  invested. 

(2)  Additional  a.mounts.— As  used  in  this 
section,  the  term  '-additional  new  budget  au- 
thority" or  '-additional  outlays"  (as  the  case 
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may  be)  means,  for  any  fiscal  year,  budget 
authority  in  excess  of  $396,300,000  for  pay- 
ment safeguards,  but  shall  not  exceed  — 

i.\)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  $.50,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $60,000,000  in  outlays; 

(Bi  for  fiscal  year  1997.  $.55,000,000  in' new 
budget  authority  and  $55,000,000  in  oullay.s; 

(Ci  for  fiscal  year  1998.  $60,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $60,000,000  in  outlays; 

(D)  for  fiscal  year  1999.  $65,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $65,000,000  in  outlays; 

(E)  for  fiscal  year  2000.  $70,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $70,000,000  in  outlays; 

(F)  for  fiscal  year  2001.  $75,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $75,000,000  in  outlays; 
and 

(G)  for  fiscal  year  2002.  $75,000,000  in  new 
budget  auchority  and  $75,000,000  in  outlays; 

lb)  Revised  Limits.  Allocations.  Levels. 
A.ND  .Aggregates.— Upon  reporting  of  legisla- 
tion pursuant  to  paragraph  (1).  and  again 
upon  the  submission  of  the  conference  report 
on  such  legislation  in  either  House  (if  a  con- 
ference report  is  submitted),  the  chairman  of 
the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  file 
with  their  respective  Houses  appropriately 
revised — 

(1)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(a)(2)  of  that  .Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  out-year; 

(2)  the  allocations  to  the  Committees  on 
.Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act:  and 

(3)  the  levels  for  the  appropriate  major 
functional  categories  that  are  appropriate 
and  the  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  in 
the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  reso- 
lutions on  the  budget; 

to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revi.sed 
discretionary  spending  limits,  allocations. 
functional  levels,  and  aggregates  shall  be 
(  onsulered  for  purposes  of  congressional  en- 
foii  ement  under  that  Act  as  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limits,  allocations,  func- 
tional levels,  and  aggregates. 

(c)  Reporting  Revlsed  Allocations.— The 
Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  may  report 
appropriately  revised  allocations  pursuant  to 
sections  302(b)  and  602(b)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

(d)  .Application  of  Section.— This  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  additional  budget  au- 
thority or  additional  outlays  unless — 

(1)  in  the  Senate,  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  certifies,  based  on  the  in- 
formation from  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice, the  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration  (as 
well  as  any  other  .sources  deemed  relevant), 
that  such  budget  authority  or  outlays  will 
not  increase  the  total  of  the  Federal  budget 
deficits  over  the  next  5  years;  and 

(2)  any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
such  budget  authorit.v  or  outlays  are  avail- 
able only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration  pay- 
ment safeguards. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  and  the  Health 
and  Human  Services  inspectors  general 
have  found  Medicare  losses  in  billions 
of  dollars  every  year  because  of  the  in- 
adequate payment  safeguards  like  au- 
dits and  computer  checks.  Every  dollar 
of  investment  in  payment  of  safeguards 
saves  $11  according  to  the  G.\0. 

In  order  to  increase  efforts  to  cut 
Medicare   waste,    the   amendment   pro- 


vides an  exclusion  from  the  domestic 
discretionary  caps  only  for  increases 
above  current  spending  levels  for  Medi- 
care payment  safeguards.  This  would 
occur  only  if  the  CBO  finds  that  they 
will  provide  at  least  a  4-to-l  return  on 
investment.  A  limit  is  set  at  $50  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1996,  rising  to  $100 
million  in  fiscal  2002. 

It  cannot  be  used  as  a  loophole  to 
provide  for  any  other  kind  of  addi- 
tional spending. 

1  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve we  should  turn  this  amendment 
down.  This  once  again  increases  spend- 
ing for  a  special  purpose.  We  denied 
that  for  the  IRS  as  to  others  taking  it 
off  budget. 

That  is  essentially  what  this  would 
do. 

1  move  to  table  the  amendment,  and 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  lay 
on  the  table  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  On  this  question, 
the  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [.Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  63, 
nays  36,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  207  Leg.] 
YEAS— 63 


Moseley-Braun 

Murray 

Pell 


Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wellstone 


.Abraham 

FemgoUl 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Moynihan 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bingaman 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Brown 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Bumpers 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatfield 

Robb 

Campbell 

Helms 

Roth 

Chafee 

Hollings 

Santorum 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kas.sebaum 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Specter 

D.Amato 

Kohl 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lott 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Mack 

NAYS-36 

Warner 

Akaka 

Dodd 

Inouye 

Biden 

Dorgan 

Johnston 

Boxer 

Exon 

Kennedy 

Bradley 

Feins tein 

Kerrey 

Breaux 

Ford 

Kerrs- 

Bryan 

Glenn 

Lautenberg 

Byrd 

Graham 

Leahy 

Conrad 

Harkin 

Levin 

Daschle 

Henin 

Lieberman 

Pryor 

Reid 

Rockefeller 

NOT  VOTINC;— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1172)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMEN-T  NO.  1173 

(Purpose;  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the 
need  to  enact  long-term  care  reforms  to 
achieve  lasting  deficit  reduction) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 

Senator  Feingold. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  read  the  amendment. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon).  for 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  for  himself.  Mr.  Graham.  Mr. 

Wellstone.    and    Mr.    Simon,    proposes    an 

amendment  numbered  1173. 

Mr.  EXON,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  resolution,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section; 

SEC  .  NEED  TO  ENACT  LONG  TERM  HEALTH 
CARE  REFORM. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  104th 
Congress  should  enact  fundamental  long- 
term  health  care  reform  that  emphasizes 
cost-effective.  consumer  oriented.  and 
consumer-directed  home  and  community- 
based  care  that  builds  upon  existing  family 
supports  and  achieves  deficit  reduction  by 
helping  elderly  and  disabled  individuals  re- 
main in  their  own  homes  and  communities. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Feingold's  amendment  requests  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  104th  Con- 
gress should  enact  fundamental  long- 
term  health  care  reform  that  empha- 
sizes cost-effective  home  and  commu- 
nity-based care  and  achieves  deficit  re- 
duction by  helping  elderly  and  disabled 
individuals  remain  in  their  homes  and 
communities. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  pos- 
sibly been  agreed  to  and  possibly  could 
be  handled  by  a  voice  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  our 
priority  in  this  budget  is  ensuring  the 
short-  and  long-term  solvency  of  Medi- 
care, not  necessarily  restructuring  the 
entire  health  care  system.  But  I  am 
willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
majority  and  I  thank  Senator 
Feingold. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  agreed 
to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1173)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 
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The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1174 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  losses  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  other  health  programs  due  to  disease 
and  disability  caused  by  tobacco  products) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 

amendment   to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 

Senator  Harkin. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  3ls  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON).  for 

Mr.   Harkin.   for  himself  and   Mr.   Lalten- 

BERG.    proposes    an    amendment    numbered 

1174. 

Mr.  EXON  Mr  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REf..\RDL\G 
LOSSES  CAUSED  BY  LSE  OK  TO- 
BACCO PRODLCTS. 

(a)  FlNDi.Ncs^The  Senate  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Pre- 
vention estimates  that  tobacco  products  im- 
pose a  J20. 000.000. 000  cost  per  year  on  Federal 
health  programs  like  medicare  and  medicaid 
through  tobacco-related  illnesses; 

(2)  tobacco  products  are  unlike  any  other 
product  legally  offered  for  sale  because  even 
when  used  an  intended  they  cause  death  and 
disease;  and 

(3)  States  such  as  Florida.  Mississippi. 
Minnesota,  and  West  Virginia  are  currently 
taking  action  to  recover  State  costs  associ- 
ated with  tobacco-related  illnesses. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Sen.\te.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  any  proposal  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  of  the  Senate  to  reduce 
Federal  spending  on  medicare  and  medicaid 
as  required  by  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13  should  include  a  proposal  to  recover  from 
tobacco  companies  a  portion  of  the  costs 
tneir  proaucts  impose  on  American  tax- 
payers and  Federal  health  program  including 
medicare  and  medicaid. 

Mr.  ELXON.  Mr.  President,  a  brief 
summary  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  would  indicate 
that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
any  proposal  by  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee to  reduce  spending  on  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  should  include  a  proposal  to 
recover  from  the  tobacco  companies  a 
portion  of  the  cost  of  their  products 
imposed  on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  and 
other  Federal  health  programs.  The 
Center  for  Disease  and  Prevention  esti- 
mates that  products  sold  by  tobacco 
companies  impose  $200  billion  a  year  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  and  other  Fed- 
eral health  programs  through  tobacco- 
related  illnesses. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  put  the  Senate  on  record  in  sup- 
port of  the  efforts  to  have  tobacco  com- 
panies pay  a  portion  of  the  costs  of 
their  products  imposed  on  American 
taxpayers  and  rhe  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid Programs. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
just  going  to  make  a  statement,  then  I 
will  yield  the  floor. 


Mr.  President.  I  say  to  Senator  ExoN. 
I  have  been  kind  of  patient  in  letting 
him  just  read  what  any  Senator  has  to 
say.  It  is  getting  more  and  more  like  a 
speech.  It  was  supposed  to  be  a  little 
brief  statement  of  purpose. 

I  hope  we  can  kind  of  work  together 
and  keep  it  to  a  statement  of  purpose 
in  the  future,  or  we  will  have  to  have 
somebody  debate  the  issue  on  each  one 
for  an  equal  amount  of  time,  and  we  do 
not  want  to  do  that. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
$140  billion  tax  incresise.  Therefore,  on 
behalf  of  myself.  Senator  Robb,  Sen- 
ator HOLLINGS,  Senator  Helms,  Sen- 
ator McCoNNELL,  Senator  Faircloth. 
Senator  Coverdell,  Senator  Thomp- 
son, Senator  Warner,  Senator  Frist, 
and  Senator  Thurmond,  I  move  to  table 
the  amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Ford]  to  table  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin].  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  68, 
nays  31,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  208  Leg.] 
YEAS-68 


.\braham 

Ford 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Glenn 

Moynihan 

B\n?am.in 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bond 

liramm 

.Nickies 

Breaux 

Grams 

Nunn 

Brown 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Bumpers 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Burns 

Hatch 

Pry  or 

Campbell 

Henin 

Reid 

Coats 

Helms 

Robb 

Cochran 

Hollings 

Roth 

Cohen 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Craig 

Inouye 

Simpson 

DAmato 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Daschle 

Johnston 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Kempthorne 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kerrey 

Thompson 

Domenicl 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lott 

Warner 

Faircloth 

.Mack 

NAYS-31 

Akaka 

Feinstein 

Lugar 

Baucus 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Harkin 

Murray 

Boxer 

Hatneld 

Pell 

Bradley 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Bryan 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Byrl 

Xohl 

Simon 

Chafee 

Lautenberg 

Specter 

Conrad 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Levin 

Feingold 

Lleberman 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

.Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1174)  was  agreed  to. 


Mr,  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  re- 
mind my  colleagues  that  we  do  have  10 
minutes— 1  minute  for  the  explanation. 
9  minutes  for  the  vote.  I  want  to  ac- 
commodate everybody,  but  if  we  are 
going  to  finish  this  at  a  reasonable 
time,  we  are  going  to  have  to  stick  to 
the  9  minutes.  I  just  give  that  alert  to 
people.  Nobody  wants  to  miss  a  vote.  I 
do  not  want  anybody  to  miss  a  vote. 
Some  people  would  like  to  be  out  of 
here  late  tonight  or  early  tomorrow. 

A.MENDME.N'T  no.  1175 

(Purpose:  To  restore  funding  to  Medicare) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 

of  Senator  Johnston.  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN],  for 

Mr    JOHN.STON.  for  himself.  Mr.  Biden.  Mr. 

Reid.  Mr.  Sarbanes,  Ms.  Mikulski  and  Mr. 

Breaux.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 

1175. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan 
imous  consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  delete  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  'budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  fc  for  legislation 
that  reduces  revenues  andor  increases  fund- 
ing for  the  Medicare  trust  fund  not  to  exceed 
the  following  amounts: 

••(1>  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996 
$12,000,000,000  in  outlays; 

'•(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997 
$22,000,000,000  in  outlays; 

■■(3 1  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998 
$24,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

(4 1    with    respect    to    fiscal    year    1999 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

■(.5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

(6i  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays  provided  that,  if 
CBO  scores  this  surplus  differently,  then  the 
numbers  provided  above  shall  be  increased  or 
decreased  proportionally. 

••(b)  Revised  .Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  appropriately  re- 
vised allocations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602lai  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
197-1;  budgetary  aggregates;  and  levels  under 
this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount  that 
does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit  reduc- 
tion specified  under  subsection  (d).  " 


Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Johnston's  amendment  would  allow 
the  $170  billion  fiscal  dividend  to  be 
used  for  either  a  tax  cut  or  restoring 
cuts  in  Medicare. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  This  will  be  one  of 
those  amendments  where  a  big  portion 
of  the  reserve  fund  will  be  spent.  I  do 
not  think  we  ought  to  do  that.  I  think 
we  ought  to  leave  it  as  it  came  out  of 
the  committee,  as  a  reserve.  It  is  sub- 
ject to  a  point  of  order  for  the  same 
reasons  and  subject  to  the  same  provi- 
sions of  the  Budget  Act.  I  raise  the 
point  of  order  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON,  Pursuant  to  section  904  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  I 
move  to  waive  the  act  for  consider- 
ation of  the  pending  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  42, 
nays  57,  as  follows; 

(RoUcall  Vote  No.  209  Leg.] 
yEAS-^2 


Ak.ika 

Feingold 

Levin 

B.iucus 

Feinstein 

Lieiierman 

Biden 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Murray 

Bradley 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Hollings 

Pell 

Gryan 

Inouye 

n_._  _ 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Raid 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Diuschle 

Kerry 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Simon 

Exon 

Leahy 

NAYS— 57 

Wellstone 

Abraham 

Frist 

Mack 

Ashcroft 

Glenn 

McCain 

Bennett 

Gorton 

.McConnell 

Bond 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Brown 

Grams 

Nickies 

Burns 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Byrd 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Roth 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Coats 

Helms 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Lugar 

Warner 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  are  42,  the  nays  are 
57.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  not  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 


The  point  of  order  is  sustained  and 
the  amendment  falls. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1176 
(Purpose:  To  restore  funding  for  our  national 
parks  by  using  amounts  set  aside  for  a  tax 
cut) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]  for 
Mr.  Reid.  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1176. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  74,  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  •budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  $1,000,000,000 
in  budget  authority  and  outlays  of  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (c)  for  legislation 
that  reduces  the  adverse  effects  on  discre- 
tionary spending  on  our  national  parks  sys- 
tem by  restoring  funding  for  rehabilitation, 
restoration,  and  park  maintenance. 

"(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  .Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
subsection  (a).". 

scription  of  Senator  Reid's  amend- 
ment, which  would  restore  $1  billion  in 
funding  to  the  National  Park  System 
to  alleviate  the  devastating  more  than 
$2  billion  backlog  of  needs. 

These  funds  would  be  drawn  from  the 
$170  billion  fiscal  dividend, 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
another  effort  to  divert  the  reserve 
fund.  There  is  no  assurance  how  the 
money  would  be  used,  regardless  of 
what  the  resolution  says. 

I  raise  a  point  of  order,  subject  to  a 
point  of  order  on  the  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  as  pre- 
viously stated  on  numerous  occasions, 
I  move  to  waive  the  Budget  Act  for 
consideration  of  the  pending  amend- 
ment, and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 


Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  Is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  46, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  210  Leg.) 
YEAS— 46 


Akaka 

Feingold 

Levin 

Baucus 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

Biden 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Graham 

Murray 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Nunn 

Breaux 

HeHin 

Pell 

Bryan 

Hollings 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Reid 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Robb 

Campt>ell 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simon 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Exon 

Leahy 

NAYS— 53 

Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

.\shcroft 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Grama 

Nickies 

Bond 

Grassley 

Packwood 

Brown 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatch 

Roth 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Coau 

Helms 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lott 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Mack 

Warner 

Frist 

McCain 

NOT  VOTING— I 

Mikulski 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  46,  the  nays  are  53. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained.  The  amend- 
ment falls. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  WTI 

(Purpose:  To  restore  funding  for  water 
infrastructure  grants) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Sarbanes,  for  himself.  Senators 
Lieberman,  Mikulski,  and  Kerry,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON],  for 
Mr.  Sarbanes,  for  himself.  Mr.  Lieberman, 
Ms.  MIKULSKI.  and  Mr.  Kerry,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1177. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  71.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  'buclg-et.  the  revenue 
and  spending  aggregates  may  be  revised  and 
other  appropriate  budgetary  allocations,  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  may  be  revised  to  reflect 
the  additional  deficit  reduction  achieved  as 
calculated  under  subsection  (c)  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  revenues,  and  legislation 
that  will  provide  $10,805,000,000  to  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  to  administer 
federal  grants  for  water  infrastructure  pro- 
grams in  the  following  manner: 

■■(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996. 
J962.000.000  in  budget  authority  and  42.000,000 
in  outlays: 

■■(2i  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997. 
SI. 962.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
J346.000.000  in  outlays: 

•I  3)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998. 
J2.462.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
J92O.0OO.00O  in  outlays: 

■■(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999. 
J2.962.0OO.00O  in  budget  authority  and 
Jl. 679.000.000  in  outlays: 

■■(5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000. 
J2.962.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
12.291.000.000  in  outlays: 

•■(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001. 
$2,962,000,000  in  budget  authority  and 
J2.679.000.000  in  outlays:  and 

■■(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002. 
J2.962.000.000  in  budget  authority  and 
J2.798.000.000  in  outlays. 

•■ib)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
G.JiTEs.— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(ai  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974:  discretionary 
spending  under  section  201(a»  of  this  resolu- 
tion; and  budgetary  aggregates  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  calculated  under  subsection  (di." 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  resolution  we  are  debating 
today  assumes  that  Federal  grants  for 
sewage  treatment  construction  and 
safe  drinking  water  infrastructure 
would  be  phased  out  over  the  next  3 
years.  If  approved,  this  proposal  would 
end  the  Federal  Governments  20-year 
commitment  to  assist  cities  and  towns 
in  cleaning  up  our  Nation's  waters.  My 
amendment  would  restore  these 
funds— funds  which  are  absolutely  vital 
to  State  and  local  Government's  efforts 
to  meet  water  quality  standards  under 
the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Since  1972 — when  we  passed  into  law 
the  Clean  Water  Act^Congress  has 
provided  grants  to  States  to  help  local 
governments  meet  water  quality  stand- 
ards. These  Federal  dollars  are  used  to 
capitalize  what  are  known  as  State  re- 
volving funds  or  loan  programs.  Under 
these  revolving  funds.  States  provide 
low-interest  construction  loans  to 
cities  and  towns  to  construct  and  im- 
prove wastewater  treatment  facilities. 
These  grants  have  been  a  centerpiece 
in  our  efforts  to  reduce  point  source 
water    pollution— the     pollution     that 
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comes  from  sewer  pipes  and  industrial 
wastewater  pipes.  They  have  also  been 
instrumental  in  once  again  making 
many  of  the  rivers,  lakes,  and  estuaries 
in  this  country  fishable  and  swim- 
mable. 

In  my  home  State  of  Maryland,  these 
moneys,  together  with  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  State  funds,  have  been  a  key  to 
efforts  to  improve  water  quality  and 
restore  living  resources  in  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay— the  largest  estuary  in  the 
United  States  and  Maryland's  most 
valuable  resource.  We  still  have  a  long 
way  to  go,  however,  before  the  water 
quality  of  the  bay  is  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain viable  populations  of  many  fish, 
shellfish,  and  bird  species.  Maryland 
has  been  counting  on  its  State  revolv- 
ing fund  as  one  of  its  primary  mecha- 
nisms for  reaching  the  water  quality 
goals  that  it  and  the  other  Chesapeake 
Bay  Agreement  signatories  made  for 
the  bay.  In  Maryland,  the  State  revolv- 
ing fund  is  used  to  upgrade  treatment 
facilities,  correct  failing  septic  sys- 
tems, retrofit  urban  areas  with 
stormwater  management  facilities,  and 
restore  degraded  stream  systems  im- 
pacted from  stormwater  runoff  from 
developed  and  agricultural  areas.  All  of 
these  improvements  have  a  direct  im- 
pact on  the  water  quality  of  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  and  its  living  resources. 

This  budget  resolution  eliminates 
grants  to  State  revolving  funds,  it 
phases  them  out  over  the  next  3  years, 
leaving  State  and  local  governments  on 
their  own  to  come  up  with  the  funds 
for  adequate  wastewater  infrastructure 
and  setting  back  our  efforts  to  clean  up 
the  approximately  40  percent  of  the  Na- 
tion's water  bodies  that  are  still  im- 
paired. Even  the  rewrite  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act  that  passed  the  House  last 
week  which  in  my  judgment  would 
gut  some  of  the  most  important  clean 
water  programs  provided  for  in  current 
law— continues  funding  for  sewage 
treatment  State  revolving  funds 
through  the  year  2000. 

The  burden  of  this  budget  proposal 
places  on  State  and  local  governments 
is  staggering.  EPA  estimates  that  over 
$137  billion  are  still  needed  to  achieve 
waste  treatment  objectives  nationwide. 
The  State  of  Maryland  estimates  that 
its  water  infrastructure  needs  over  the 
next  5  years  are  nearly  10  times  the 
proposed  funding  level  in  the  budget 
resolution. 

This  proposed  cut  would  also  ad- 
versely impact  the  labor  market, 
eliminating  approximately  100.000  con- 
struction related  jobs  over  5  years,  and 
an  additional  200,000  jobs  over  the  next 
20  years.  It  would  also  jeopardize  US, 
commitments  to  the  environmental 
provisions  of  bilateral  agreements  that 
call  for  investment  in  water  infrastruc- 
ture in  the  United  States-Mexico  bor- 
der area, 

Mr.  President,  water  pollution  is  an 
interstate  problem  that  demands  a 
Federal     response.     Water     from     six 
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states  flows  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 
Even  if  Maryland  had  the  resources  to 
complete  construction  of  all  needed 
wastewater  infrastructure,  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  cleanup  efforts  will  only  be 
successful  if  similar  investments  are 
made  in  the  five  other  States  in  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  watershed.  Without 
Federal  assistance,  however,  it  is  un- 
likely that  the  upstream  States  will 
make  a  substantial  investment  in  the 
water  quality  of  the  bay.  The  Congress 
understood  the  interstate  dynamic  of 
pollution  in  1972  when  a  bipartisan  ma- 
jority passed  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 
began  funding  waste  treatment  infra- 
structure. We  seem  to  have  forgotten 
this  lesson. 

This  budget  resolution  also  phases 
out  on  the  same  schedule  all  Federal 
funding  for  grants  to  assist  local  gov- 
ernments in  improving  drinking  water 
quality.  Municipalities  need  significant 
resources  to  comply  with  drinking 
water  standards  to  prevent  the  serious 
adverse  health  effects  that  can  and  do 
occur  from  drinking  water  contamina- 
tion. In  1993— just  2  years  ago— 100  peo- 
ple died  and  over  400.000  fell  ill  from  a 
bacteria  outbreak  in  the  public  water 
supply  in  Milwaukee.  WI.  The  Congress 
appropriated  money  last  year  for  the 
very  first  time  to  prevent  problems 
like  this  from  happening  in  the  future. 
Mr.  President.  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  we  appropriated  these  funds  to 
save  the  lives  of  Americans;  to  prevent 
illness  and  disease.  This  is  not  pork. 
This  is  not  a  make-work  public  work 
project.  It  is  an  investment  in  the 
health  of  Americans  and  in  a  clean  en- 
vironment. 

Mr.  President,  balancing  the  budget 
should  not.  and  need  not,  come  at  the 
expense  of  human  health  or  a  clean  en- 
vironment. The  aiiitaidilieiiL  I  uffei 
today  is  deficit  neutral  and  will  restore 
water  infrastructure  grants,  including 
money  for  the  clean  water,  and  drink- 
ing water  State  revolving  loan  funds 
for  the  next  7  years  at  1995  levels,  I 
urge  my  colleagues'  support  for  this 
amendment  to  continue  this  country's 
investment  in  clean  water  and  safe 
drinking  water, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  let- 
ter from  the  Maryland  Department  of 
the  Environment  be  printed  in  the 
Record, 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

M.ARYLAND  DEPARTME.VT 

OF  THE  Environment, 
Baltimore,  MD.  May  19.  1995. 
Hon.  PAfL  S.  SARBANES. 

Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Db:ar  Senator  Sarbanes:  This  letter  is  to 
bring  an  urgent  matter  to  your  attention 
and  to  request  your  immediate  assistance  in 
amending  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution  in 
order  to  continue  the  State  Revolving  Loan 
Fund  authorizations  through  the  year  2000. 
as  opposed  to  the  current  language  which 
phases  out  the  program  in  three  years. 


May  25,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14457 


This  environmental  financing  mechanism 
is  the  largest  and  only  source  of  funds,  other 
than  some  very  small  State  grant  programs, 
now  available  to  local  governments  strug- 
gling to  meet  the  demands  of  providing  ade- 
quate infrastructure  and  protecting  surface 
and  groundwater  resources. 

In  addition,  the  State  of  Maryland  faces 
the  special  challenge  of  working  to  restore 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  its  tributaries  to- 
gether with  its  neighboring  jurisdictions  and 
the  federal  government.  Without  this  fund- 
ing mechanism.  Maryland  will  not  be  able  to 
fulfill  its  commitment  to  reduce  pollution  to 
the  Bay  by  the  year  2000.  as  agreed  to  by  the 
^liin.itoi'ies  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Agree- 
ment, 

Maryland  has  been  particularly  aggressive 
in  establishing  and  maximizing  its  Revolving 
Loan  Fund  by  leveraging  federal  and  state 
funds  through  the  sale  of  revenue  bonds. 
However,  as  described  below,  the  needs  will 
continue  to  exceed  the  availability  of  funds 
for  many  years  to  come. 

The  1994  Annual  Needs  Survey  conducted 
by  the  Maryland  Department  of  the  Environ- 
ment documents  $1.26  billion  in  wastewater 
projects  needed  to:  correct  areas  of  failing 
septic  systems:  eliminate  excess  infiow  and 
infiltration  into  sanitary  collection  systems: 
upgrade  treatment  facilities  to  meet  water 
pollution  control  standards;  and  accommo- 
date planned  development  in  designated 
growth  areas  across  the  State, 

The  Survey  also  identified  over  $30  million 
in  projects  to  retrofit  existing  urban  areas 
with  stormwater  qualit.v  management  facili- 
ties and  to  restore  degraded  stream  systems 
impacted  b.v  stormwater  runoff  from  devel- 
oped and  agricultural  areas.  These  types  of 
projects  can  be  financed  through  the  Mary- 
land Revolving  Loan  Fund, 

In  addition,  the  Department  estimates 
that  there  is  a  need  for  over  $500  million  to 
remediate  existing  municipal  landfills,  in 
order  to  restore  and  protect  water  quality, 
which  is  also  fundable  through  the  Revolving 
Loan  Fund, 

This  represents  a  total  need  of  about  $1,8 
billion  for  water  quality  improvements  in 
the  State,  The  Senate  Resolution  proposes  a 
total  of  $3  5  biUion  nationally  ovpr  thp  npxt 
three  years,  after  which  no  appropriations 
are  provided.  Of  this  amount-.  Maryland 
would  receive  $76  million  over  the  three 
years,  assuming  an  allocation  of  2.1867% 
Full.v  leveraging  these  federal  grants  and 
state  match  will  generate  approximately  $180 
million  for  loans  to  local  governments.  Even 
when  the  portion  of  the  program  now  revolv- 
ing is  added,  only  another  $24  million  is  gen- 
erated over  this  three  year  period.  Thus  our 
needs  are  nearly  ten  times  the  proposed 
funding  level  in  the  Senate  Resolution. 

Not  to  extend  the  authorization  of  the  fed- 
eral revolving  loan  funds  through  the  year 
2000  could  be  the  single  most  devastating  set- 
back to  federal,  state  and  local  efforts  to 
achieve  the  restoration  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay.  which  has  become  the  national  model 
for  improving  water  quality  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

I  think  we  would  agree  that  this  is  a  criti- 
cal issue  requiring  your  immediate  interven- 
tion. Please  let  me  know  what  additional 
support  I  can  provide  to  assist  you  with  the 
amendment. 

Sincerely. 

Jane  t.  Nishida. 

Secretary. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  cosponsor.  with  my  friend 
and  colleague  Senator  Sarbanes,  an 
amendment  to  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 


olution 13.  the  congressional  budget 
resolution,  which  would  restore  fund- 
ing for  clean  water  and  safe  drinking 
water  State  revolving  funds  [SRFs], 
the  low-interest  loan  programs  that  as- 
sist local  communities  to  provide  qual- 
ity water  to  their  residents. 

Mr,  President,  there  are  many  things 
in  this  budget  resolution  before  us  that 
I  find  absolutely  amazing.  Ranking 
right  up  there  at  the  top  of  the  list  of 
bad  ideas  is  a  provision  to  eliminate 
the  Federal  low-interest  revolving  loan 
program  which  helps  communities  fi- 
nance important  water  infrastructure 
projects.  This  provision  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  proposal  cuts  one  of  the 
very  important  Federal  programs 
which  helps  local  communities  meet 
their  financial  obligations  to  safeguard 
our  citizens'  water. 

Our  amendment  would  restore  the 
water  infrastructure  revolving  fund  ac- 
counts to  the  1995  levels  of  $2,96  billion 
annually  through  1996-2002,  In  addition, 
our  amendment  is  deficit  neutral  in 
that  it  provides  funding  by  allocating 
money  from  section  204  of  the  budget 
resolution's  surplus  allowance, 

I  find  it  extremely  ironic  that  the 
Republican  leadership  would  allow  a 
provision  which  totally  eliminates  as- 
sistance to  local  communities  when 
just  weeks  ago  the  Congress  passed  and 
the  President  signed  into  law  a  bill 
which  would  require  such  assistance  in 
future  legislation.  As  we  all  know,  the 
unfunded  mandates  legislation  requires 
the  Federal  Government  to  fund  100 
percent  of  certain  requirements  for 
local  and  State  governments  to  meet 
Federal  safeguards  in  areas  such  as 
water  or  air  quality  beginning  on  Janu- 
ary 1,  1996,  However,  at  the  same  time, 
this  bill  would  phase  out  the  very  Fed- 
eral as.si stance  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  provided  for  over  two  dec- 
ades. 

While  I  would  have  liked  to  see  cer- 
tain changes  in  the  unfunded  mandates 
legislation  and  while  I  offered  and  sup- 
ported amendments  to  improve  the 
bill,  I  voted  for  the  final  version  spe- 
cifically because  I  have  always  believed 
and  continue  to  believe  in  a  strong 
Federal-State-local  Government  part- 
nership. Have  we  forgotten  so  quickly 
the  concerns  we  heard  expressed  from 
towns  and  cities  across  this  country?  I 
have  not.  I  remember  the  concerned 
conversations  I  had  with  dozens  of  con- 
cerned local  officials  and  the  letters  I 
received  from  hundreds  of  concerned 
citizens  about  the  need  for  assistance 
from  the  Federal  Government,  That  is 
why  I  am  supporting  this  amendment 
today. 

Why  is  Federal  assistance  still  need- 
ed in  this  area?  Americans  have  come 
to  expect  a  certain  level  of  protection 
in  the  water  they  drink,  the  air  they 
breathe  and  the  food  they  eat.  Polls 
show  that  the  vast  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans believe  that  the  appropriate  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  is  to  pro- 


vide the  necessary  safeguards  to  main- 
tain the  public  health  and  safety  stand- 
ards to  which  they  have  become  accus- 
tomed during  their  lifetimes. 

With  approximately  40  percent  of  our 
Nation's  water  sources  still  impaired, 
we  must  continue  our  commitment  to 
water  pollution  prevention  and  abate- 
ment. As  we  seek  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, we  must  be  mindful  not  to  hastily 
eliminate  the  public  infrastructure  in- 
vestments that  for  too  long  have  been 
short-changed  in  the  recent  budget  pro- 
posals. 

In  1972,  a  bipartisan  Congress  passed 
and  a  Republican  President  signed  into 
law  the  original  Clean  Water  Act,  the 
comprehensive  measure  to  protect  and 
restore  the  quality  of  water  in  our  Na- 
tion's rivers,  lakes,  and  streams.  Since 
then,  the  water  infrastructure  program 
has  been  an  important  component  of  a 
well-balanced  effort  to  help  local  com- 
munities reduce  pollution  from  sewage 
and  industrial  wastewaters.  In  addi- 
tion, the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  pro- 
vides a  similar  program  to  protect  the 
Nation's  ground  waters  from  which  we 
get  the  water  that  flows  from  our  taps. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy estimates  that  outstanding  water 
infrastructure  needs  total  over  $135  bil- 
lion nationwide.  Phasing  out  the  SRF 
Programs  over  the  next  3  years  will 
leave  many  local  towns  and  cities 
stranded  in  their  financial  pursuits. 

In  my  home  State  of  Massachusetts, 
even  with  the  assistance  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government  over  the 
years,  the  cost  of  meeting  the  water . 
quality  standards  has  placed  and  con- 
tinues to  place  an  extraordinary  bur- 
den on  many  families  and  commu- 
nities. Many  Massachusetts  residents 
currently  pay  water  and  sewer  bills 
that  exceed  their  property  taxes,  com- 
panies are  considering  moving  their  ac- 
tivities out  of  State  and  lower  income 
families  worry  about  paying  the  ever- 
increasing  water  bills. 

Ratepayers  in  the  greater  Boston 
area  must  shoulder  the  burden  of  a  $5.2 
billion  water  infrastructure  construc- 
tion project,  with  only  minimal  assist- 
ance from  the  Federal  Government. 
However,  it  is  not  just  large  cities  such 
as  Boston  or  Baltimore  or  San  Diego 
that  need  assistance.  Small-  and  me- 
dium-sized towns  across  the  country 
borrow  funds  from  the  State  revolving 
fund  to  upgrade  septic  systems  and 
build  wastewater  treatment  and 
stormwater  management  facilities.  In 
Massachusetts,  communities  across  the 
State— Fall  River,  Gloucester,  New 
Bedford,  South  Essex,  Lynn,  to  name 
just  a  few— have  mounting  water  rates 
because  of  their  water  projects,  and 
need  the  assistance  available  from  the 
revolving  funds.  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  support  this  amendment  because  it 
is  setting  the  right  priorities  for  this 
country  by  investing  in  our  local  com- 
munities to  help  them  to  do  the  long- 
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term  planning  that  is  vital  to  sus- 
tained economic  growth  and  prosper- 
ity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  S.^rb.-\nes  and  the  other  co- 
sponsors  I  previously  announced.  I  pro- 
pose this  amendment  to  restore  water 
infrastructure  grants  to  assist  the 
State  and  local  governments  in  meet- 
ing clean  water  and  drinking  water 
standards. 

As  the  amendment  draws  the  funding 
from  the  $170  billion  fiscal  dividend,  it 
would  not  increase  the  deficit. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
is.  I  hope,  the  last  in  a  series  of  amend- 
ments that  attempts  to  spend  the  divi- 
dend. I  do  not  know  how  much  dividend 
there  will  be  left  if  we  would  have 
spent  all  of  it  as  requested  by  Demo- 
cratic amendments.  But.  in  addition, 
we  have  no  assurance  that  if  this  were 
granted,  it  would  be  spent  in  the  man- 
ner suggested. 

It  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order  under 
the  Budget  Act,  and  I  make  the  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr  President,  I  move  to 
waive  the  Budget  Act  for  consideration 
of  the  pending  amendment,  and  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second^  i 

There  is  a  sufficient  second.   I 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  .Maryland  [Ms.  MlKULSKl]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  43, 
nays  56.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  211  Leg.] 
YEAS--13 


Akate 

Feingold 

Liebei 

■man 

Baucos 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Blden 

Glenn 

Moynl 

han 

Bingaman 

Harkin 

Murra 

y 

Boxer 

Hollings 

Nunn 

Bradley 

Inouye 

Pell 

Breaax 

Jeffords 

Pryor 

Bryan 

Johnston 

Reid 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Byrd 

Kerrey 

Rocks 

feller 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Sarbaj 

aes 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Wellst 

one 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Exon 

Levin 

NAYS— 56 

Abraham 

Coats 

Domei 

lici 

Ashcroft 

Cochran 

Faircloth 

Bennett 

Cohen 

Feins tein 

Bond 

Coverdell 

Frist 

Brown 

Craig 

Gortoi 

1 

Burns 

D'Amato 

Graham 

Campbell 

DeWine 

Gramm 

Chafee 

Dole 

Grama 

Grassley 

Lott 

Shelby 

Grfgg 

Lugar 

Simpson 

Hatch 

Mack 

Smith 

Hatfield 

McCain 

Snowe 

HeHin 

McConnell 

Specter 

Helms 

Murkowskl 

Stevens 

Hutchison 

Nickles 

Thomas 

Inhofe 

Packwood 

Thompson 

Kassebaum 

Pressler 

Thurmond 

Kempthome 

Roth 

Warner 

Kyi 

Santonun 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
are  43.  the  nays  are  56.  Three-fifths  of 
the  Senators  duly  chosen  and  sworn 
not  having  voted  in  the  affirmative, 
the  motion  is  not  agreed  to.  The  point 
of  order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der if  I  might  just  ask  the  Senate  if  I 
could  have  1  minute  as  if  in  morning 
business  for  a  completely  unrelated 
matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Do.menici  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  852  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  FORD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  might  have  1  minute,  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
crder'^d 


ABSENCE  OF  SENATOR  MIKULSKI 

Mr.  FORD,  Mr.  President,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Maryland  [Ms. 
Mikulski)  asked  me  to  inform  her  col- 
leagues that  she  is  necessarily  absent 
today  because  of  a  special  event  in  the 
Mikulski  family. 

Today,  her  niece,  Val,  and  her  neph- 
ew, Jimmy,  are  receiving  their  college 
degrees  from  Johns  Hopkins  University 
in  Baltimore. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  my  col- 
leagues to  know  that  Senator  Mikulski 
is  giving  the  commencement  address  at 
Johns  Hopkins  as  well.  She  is  also 
being  honored  by  the  university  with 
an  honorary  doctorate  for  her  out- 
standing life  in  public  service,  her  com- 
mitment to  strengthening  higher  edu- 
cation, and  her  work  on  behalf  of  the 
university. 

On  behalf  of  all  my  colleagues,  I  ex- 
tend the  Senate's  congratulations  to 
the  family  on  this  very  happy  day.  And 
we  know  that  the  Senator  and  her  fam- 
ily are  very  proud  of  the  accomplish- 
ments of  Val  and  Jimmy. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

.A.ME.NDMKNT  NO.  1178 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 

regarding-    mandatory    major    assumptions 

under  Function  270:  Eners.yi 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Baucus,  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  E.xo.n']  for 
Mr.  Baucus.  for  him.self.  Mr.  Doroan.  Mr. 
Prkssi.ek.  Mr.  RoBB.  Mr.  W.ar.ver,  Mr.  Ford. 
Mr.  Harkin.  Mr.  Heflin.  Mr.  Hollings.  Mr. 
Wellstone.  and  Mr.  ExoN.  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  1178: 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III,  add  the  following: 
SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  MA.N- 
DATORY        MAJOR        ASSUMPTIONS 
UNDER  FUNCTION  270:  ENERGY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within 
the  mandatory  major  assumptions  under 
budget  function  270.  none  of  the  power  mar- 
ketinK-  administrations  within  the  18  contig- 
uous Stares  will  be  sold,  and  any  savings 
that  were  assumed  would  be  realized  from 
the  sale  of  those  power  marketing  adminis- 
trations will  be  realized  through  cost  reduc- 
tions in  other  programs  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  resolution  assumes  $1.6  billion 
from  the  sale  of  unnamed  power  mar- 
keting administrations,  and  I  have  co- 
sponsored  this  amendment  to  express 
the  Senate's  view  that  savings  should 
be  sought  from  other  Department  of 
Energy  spending  rather  than  from  sale 
of  the  PMAs. 

Some  in  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  have  tried  for  years  to  sell  off 
parts  or  all  of  the  public  power  genera- 
tion, transmission  and  marketing  sys- 
tem that  we  built  in  the  middle  of  this 
century  to  bring  affordable  power  to 
rural  areas  and  many  small  cities. 

From  the  standpoint  of  our  respon- 
sibilities to  the  public  purse,  such  pro- 
posals are  penny-wise  but  pound  fool- 
ish. For  a  one-time  gain  in  sale  of  as- 
sets, some  propose  selling  off  a  system 
that  has  generated  about  $50  billion  in 
power  revenues,  a  system  that  has  paid 
its  way  on  time  and  with  interest. 

In  addition  to  net  power  revenues 
that  come  to  the  Treasury,  the  $21.6 
billion  that  was  invested  to  build  the 
PMA's  is  being  repaid  by  the  power 
customers  in  the  same  way  most  of  us 
repay  our  home  mortgages.  The  system 
has  paid  off  more  than  $5  billion  of  the 
initial  investment,  and  $9  billion  in  in- 
terest. 

But,  for  me,  the  worst  part  about 
selling  the  PMA's  would  be  the  effect 
on  rural  America.  The  PM.^'s  were 
built  so  our  farms  and  small  towns 
would  have  assess  to  dependable,  af- 
fordable electricity.  That  promise  has 
been  fulfilled. 


However,  the  sale  of  the  PMA's  would 
cancel  the  mortgage,  so  to  speak,  upon 
which  the  PMA's  and  their  customers 
have  been  faithfully  making  payments 
for  years.  It  would  add  debt  to  the  sys- 
tem and  force  substantial  power  rate 
increases  across  rural  America.  I  have 
received  estimates  that  customers  in 
my  State  would  see  rate  increases 
averaging  24  percent. 

In  a  budget  resolution  that  would  cut 
taxes  to  the  most  wealthy  in  this  coun- 
try, the  provision  for  PMA  sales  would 
impose  a  kind  of  back-door  tax  in- 
crease upon  rural  America. 

The  sale  of  PMA's  is  foolish  from  a 
public  policy  standpoint,  and  it  is  un- 
fair and  hurtful  to  rural  America.  This 
body  should  voice  its  opposition  to 
such  a  proposal  by  voting  for  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  would  state  the 
sense-of-the-Senate  that  none  of  the 
Power  Market  Administrations  [PMA] 
should  be  sold  and  that  the  savings  as- 
sumed from  these  sales  should  be  taken 
from  elsewhere  in  the  Department  of 
Energy's  budget.  I  intend  to  vote 
against  this  amendment,  and  I  would 
like  to  take  a  brief  moment  to  explain 
why. 

Many  people  have  offered  their  inter- 
pretations of  last  November's  elec- 
tions. The  theme  which  reoccurs  in  al- 
most all  of  these  analyses  is  the  desire 
of  the  American  people  to  have  a 
smaller  and  more  efficient  government. 
The  budget  before  us  lays  out  a  road 
map  which  attempts  to  accomplish 
that  goal. 

My  colleagues  are  well  aware  that 
the  assumptions  included  in  the  budget 
resolution  are  not  binding.  The  author- 
ization committees  can  set  their  own 
priorities  as  to  how  to  meet  the  budget 
outlined  in  the  resolution.  We  should 
not  follow  the  advice  of  this  sense-of- 
the-Senate  amendment  that  urges  the 
authorizing  committee  to  refrain  from 
exploring  all  of  the  available  budget 
options. 

The  Power  Marketing  Administra- 
tion sells  power  generated  at  Federal 
water  projects  to  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans across  the  Nation.  The  power  gen- 
erated by  these  facilities  is  essential  to 
many  small  and  rural  communities 
throughout  my  home  State  of  Arizona. 

We  should  of  course  be  very  careful 
not  to  enter  into  any  agreement  which 
would  result  in  unfair  rate  increases  to 
the  many  people  served  by  these  sys- 
tems, or  that  would  result  in  the  ineffi- 
cient operation  of  these  facilities. 

Nevertheless,  the  committee  should 
be  allowed  to  at  least  examine  the 
issue.  Several  ideas  have  been  dis- 
cussed on  how  to  down  size  the  Federal 
Government  in  relation  to  the  PMA's 
either  through  sale,  lease,  or  manage- 
ment contracts. 

The  budget  resolution  suggests  that 
existing  customers  could  be  given  the 


first  option  to  buy  the  PMA's.  Under 
this  scenario,  it  may  be  possible  for 
users  to  operate  these  facilities  more 
efficiently  than  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  actually  reduce  power  rates. 
These  and  other  ideas  could  and  should 
be  discussed  to  determine  if  it  is  pos- 
sible to  resolve  this  issue  in  a  manner 
which  will  meet  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  President.  I  feel  it  would  be  inap- 
propriate and  an  abdication  of  our  re- 
sponsibility to  not  even  examine  if  and 
how  we  can  reduce  the  size  of  the  Gov- 
ernment by  exploring  opportunities  to 
provide  power  in  a  more  efficient  and 
cost  effective  manner. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  amend- 
ment that  I  have  just  offered  proposes 
a  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  budget 
resolution  not  include  language  to  sell 
the  power  marketing  administrations 
except  for  Alaska;  that  offsetting  reve- 
nue be  found  in  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy programs. 

This  amendment  recognizes  that  the 
production  marketing  associations 
contribute  an  annual  $240  million  a 
year  in  revenue  to  the  Treasury  while 
providing  affordable,  reliable  power  to 
32  rural  States.  The  PMA's  are  a  vital 
part  of  this  Nation's  infrastructure  and 
should  not  be  sold  to  net  an  estimated 
$165  million. 

1  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  resolution  scales  back  on  the 
President's  proposals  to  sell  PMA's. 

We  reduce  the  savings  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  by  twn-thirrts  or  $2.9  bil- 
lion. Our  assumption  can  be  accom- 
plished by  dropping  the  sale  of  the 
western  PMA's  from  the  President's 
budget.  We  also  assume  that  existing 
customers  get  a  preferential  right  to 
purchase  the  PMA's.  I  think  there  are 
some  Senators  who  know  which  PMA's 
were  in  neither  proposal. 

I  wish  to  move  to  table  the  amend- 
ment. I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  table  the  amendment.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  35, 
nays  64.  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No,  212  Leg.) 

YEAS— 35 

Abraham 

Feingold 

Lugar 

A-shcroft 

Glenn 

Mack 

Bennett 

Gorton 

McCain 

Bond 

Gramm 

McConnell 

Chafee 

Grams 

Moynlhan 

Coals 

Gregg 

Roth 

Cohen 

Helms 

Santorum 

Craig 

Jeffords 

Simpson 

D'Amato 

Johnston 

Smith 

DeWine 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

Domenici 

Kempthome 

Thompson 

Faircloth 

Kyi 

NAYS— 64 

Akaka 

Ford 

Murkowski 

Baucus 

Frist 

Murray 

Blden 

Nickles 

Bingaman 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Packwood 

Bradley 

Hatch 

Pell 

Breaux 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

Brown 

Heflin 

Pryor 

Bryan 

Hollings 

Reid 

Bumpers 

Hutchison 

Robb 

Bums 

Inhofe 

Rockefeller 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Campbell 

Kennedy 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Specter 

Coverdell 

Kohl 

Stevens 

Daschle 

Lautenberg 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Levin 

Warner 

Dorgan 

Lieberman 

Wellstooe 

Exon 

Lott 

Feinstetn 

Moseley-Braun 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment (No.  1178)  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  on  the  un- 
derlying amendment. 

In  view  of  the  vote  on  the  motion  to 
table.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  vitiated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  yeas  and  nays  are  viti- 
ated. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1178)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  unless  it 
was  previously  ordered,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  Senators 
Wellstone.  Moseley-Braun,  and  Exon 
be  included  as  cosF>onsors  of  the 
amendment  that  was  just  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  say  to  all 
Senators  we  are  making  great  progress. 
There  has  been  great  progress  on  both 
sides. 

We  have  two  amendments  that  I 
think  we  have  tentatively  agreed  to  ac- 
cept by  voice  vote. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1179 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 

regarding   reducing  overhead  expenses   in 

the  Department  of  Defense) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN).  for 
Mr.  Levin,  for  himself,  and  Mr.  Simon,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  1179. 
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Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing' new  section: 
SEC.     .  DEFENSE  OVERHEAD. 

(a)  Fl.SDi.NGs.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1>  the  major  discretionary  assumptions  in 
this  concurrent  budget  resolution  include  15 
percent  reduction  in  overhead  for  prog^rams 
of  nondefense  agencies  that  remain  funded  in 
the  budget  and  whose  funding  is  not  inter- 
connected with  receipts  dedicated  to  a  pro- 
gram: 

(2)  the  Committee  Report  (104-82)  on  this 
concurrent  budget  resolution  states  that 
"this  assumption  would  not  reduce  funding 
for  the  programmatic  activities  of  agencies." 

(bi  Se.nse  of  the  Sen.^te.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  Appropriations  should  make  a 
reduction  of  at  least  three  percent  in  over- 
head for  Fiscal  Year  1996  programs  of  defense 
agencies,  and  should  do  so  in  a  manner  so  as 
not  to  reduce  funding  for  the  programmatic 
activities  of  these  agencies. 

Mr.  EXON.  This  is  the  Levin-Simon 
amendment.  The  budget  resolution  as- 
sumes the  15  percent  reduction  in  over- 
head for  nondefense  agencies.  The 
Levin-Simon  amendment  is  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  which  calls  on 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
make  at  least  a  .3-percent  reduction  in 
overhead  in  defense  agencies  without 
reducing  programmatic  activities.  I  be- 
lieve that,  after  a  lot  of  discussion,  this 
can  be  accepted  by  a  voice  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  sense  of  the  Senate,  and  it  in  no  way 
cuts  the  dollar  amount  of  defense.  De- 
fense receives  the  exact  amount  of 
money  as  prescribed  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution. I  have  agreed  to  accept  it  and 
see  how  it  works  out. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1179)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1180         | 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 

regarding  the  essential  air  service  program 

of  the  Department  of  Transportation) 

Mr.  EXON    Mr.  President.  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon].  for 
Mr.  B.^LCLS.  for  himself.  Mr.  Inolye.  Mr. 
Brv,\n.  Mr.  Sfvir  Mr.  Rockefeller.  Mr. 
Bumpers.  Mr.  S--  .ens  and  Mr.  EXON.  pro- 
poses ail  amendment  numbered  1180. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

.At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following- 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE  PROGRAM 
OK  THE  DEPARTME.vr  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  417  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code — 

(A)  provides  essential  airline  access  to  iso- 
lated rural  communities  across  the  United 
States: 

(B)  is  necessary  for  the  economic  growth 
and  development  of  rural  communities; 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to 
the  national  air  transportation  system  of  the 
United  States: 

(D)  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States; 
and 

(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities 
in  30  States:  and 

(2)  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  estab- 
lished under  section  204  of  the  Airport  and 
.Airway  Safety.  Capacity,  Noise  Improve- 
ment, and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of 
1992  recommended  maintaining  the  essential 
air  service  program  with  a  sufficient  level  of 
funding  to  continue  to  provide  air  service  to 
small  communities. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  essential  air  service 
program  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  417  of 
title  49.  United  States  Code,  should  receive 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible  a  sufficient 
level  of  funding  to  continue  to  provide  air 
service  to  small  rural  communities  that 
qualify  for  assistance  under  the  program. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an- 
other amendment  that  I  believe  we 
have  worked  out  with  the  cooperation 
between  both  sides.  This  amendment  is 
a  sense-of-the-Senate  amendment  by 
Senator  Baucus  on  essential  air  serv- 
ice, which  I  believe  can  be  accepted  by 
the  managers. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  agreed  to  this 
and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  add  Senator 
Stevens  as  an  original  cosponsor.  He 
was  part  of  working  this  amendment 
out. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  if  I  am 
not  already  one. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1180)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


.AMENDMENT  NO.  1181 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  funding  for  the  National   Rail- 
road Passenger  Corporation) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Exon).  for 
Mr.  Baucus.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1181. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

.^t  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 
FUNDING  FOR  NATIONAL  RAILROAD 
PASSENGER  CORPORATION. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  re.solution  include  the  following:  that 
Congress  should  redirect  revenues  resulting 
from  the  "j  cent  of  the  excise  tax  rate  di- 
rected by  the  amendments  made  by  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  for 
fiscal  years  1996  through  1999  to  the  account 
under  subsection  (e)  of  section  9503  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  a  new  account 
under  such  section  for  grants  to  the  National 
Railroad  Passenger  Corporation  for  operat- 
ing expenses  and  capital  improvements  in- 
curred by  the  Corporation. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  the  next  one  on  our  list. 
It  is  a  sense-of-the-Senate  amendment 
by  Senator  BAlcrs  on  Amtrak. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
oppose  this  amendment  on  a  couple  of 
bases.  One  is  that  a  half  cent  of  the 
gasoline  tax  would  be  transferred  from 
the  highway  fund  fo  a  special  new  fund 
called  the  .A.mtrak  trust  fund.  I  believe 
we  ought  not  do  business  that  way.  I 
urge  that  this  amendment  be  tabled. 

I  therefore  move  to  table  the  amend- 
ment and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'^ 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKt'L.sKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50. 
nays  49,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  213  Leg.) 
YEAS— 50 


Abraham 

Campbell 

Dole 

Ashcroft 

Coats 

Domenict 

Bennett 

Cochran 

Faircloth 

Bond 

Coverdell 

Frist 

Breaux 

CraiK 

Glenn 

Brown 

D'.\mato 

Gorton 

Graham 

K,i.s.-.fhaum 

Packwood 

Gramm 

Kemrthorne 

Pressler 

Grams 

Kohl 

Shelby 

Grassley 

Kyi 

Simpson 

Gregg 

Lott 

Smith 

Hatch 

Lugar 

Stevens 

Helms 

Mack 

Thomas 

Hollings 

McCain 

Thompson 

Hutchison 

McConnell 

Thurmond 

Inhofe 

Moynihan 

Warner 

Johnston 

Murkowski 
NAYS-^9 

Alcaka 

Exon 

Murray 

Baucus 

Fetngold 

Nickles 

Biden 

Feins teln 

Nunn 

Bingaman 

Ford 

Pell 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Pryor 

Bradley 

Hatfield 

Reid 

Bryan 

Henin 

Robb 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Rockefeller 

Burns 

Jeffords 

Roth 

Byrd 

Kennedy 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Kerry 

Simon 

Conrad 

Lautenberg 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Leahy 

Specter 

n-Wine 

Levin 

Wellstone 

:  ■  -iJ 

Lieberman 

Li'irifan 

Moseley-Braun 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

.Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1181)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SHELBY).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is, so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

.^.ME.N'D.MENT  NO,  1182 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 

Senator  Gka.m.s  and  Senator  Abraha.m 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. Senator  Lieber.man  is  also  an 
original  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  DOMEN- 
ICI] for  Mr.  Gra.ms,  for  himself.  Mr.  Abraham 
and  Mr.  Lieberman,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1182. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  73.  line  2.  strike  "may  be  reduced" 
and  insert  "shall  be  reduced". 

On  page  73.  line  2,  strike  "may  be  revised'" 
and  insert  "shall  be  revised". 

On  page  74.  line  12.  strike  "may"  and  insert 
"Shall". 

On  page  74.  line  13,  strike  "may"  and  Insert 
"Shall". 


On  page  74.  line  21,  strike  "may"  and  insert 
"Shall". 

On  page  74,  line  16.  insert  the  following  be- 
fore the  period,  "by  providing  family  tax  re- 
lief and  incentives  to  stimulate  savings,  in- 
vestment, job  creation,  and  economic 
growth  " 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  this  amendment  because  I  be- 
lieve that  at  least  a  substantial  part  of 
the  fiscal  dividend  in  the  budget  before 
us  is  set  aside  for  family  tax  relief,  in- 
centives to  stimulate  savings,  invest- 
ment, job  creation,  and  economic 
growth. 

Getting  our  fiscal  house  in  order  by 
balancing  the  budget  represents  a  sig- 
nificant investment  in  our  economic 
future.  At  the  same  time,  I  very  much 
believe  that  providing  family  tax  relief 
and  savings  and  investment  incentives 
is  a  significant  investment  in  our  col- 
lective and  individual  futures  as  well. 

The  budget  will  inevitably  require 
some  painful  adjustments.  If  we  are 
asking  the  .American  people  to  make 
some  of  these  adjustments,  to  share  in 
this  sacrifice,  there  should  also  be  a 
light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel.  We 
should  provide  much-needed  tax  relief 
to  the  working  families  of  this  coun- 
try, and  tax  incentives  to  the  busi- 
nesses of  this  country  so  that  people 
will  continue  to  have  jobs  at  which 
they  can  work. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  family  tax  re- 
lief envisioned  by  this  amendment 
could  embrace  not  only  a  middle-class 
child  credit  but  a  deduction  for  college 
and  vocational  training,  much  like  the 
$10,000  education  deduction  proposed 
earlier  this  year  by  President  Clinton. 
In  my  travels  across  Connecticut,  I 
have  found  that  the  level  of  anxiety 
among  parents  over  how  to  pay  for  the 
higher  education  of  their  children  is 
very  high.  Even  those  parents  who 
have  scrupulously  saved  over  the  years 
are  wondering  how  they  can  ever  foot 
education  bills  that  run  up  to  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars.  And  it  is  im- 
portant to  point  out  that  while  an  edu- 
cation deduction  will  make  it  easier 
for  families  to  invest  in  the  future  of 
their  children,  an  education  deduction 
also  represents  a  collective  investment 
in  the  future  of  this  country. 

We  are  all  aware  of  two  additional 
facts.  First,  savings  and  investment 
are  critical  to  our  future  economic 
well-being,  and  second,  we  are  not 
doing  enough  of  either.  At  present,  our 
budget  deficit  eats  up  our  national  sav- 
ings by  borrowing  from  our  national 
savings  pool  to  pay  for  our  current 
spending.  Our  national  savings  rate. 
which  has  been  hovering  between  3  and 
4  percent  of  national  income  is  not 
only  historically  low  for  us  but  three 
to  four  times  lower  than  competitor 
countries  such  as  Japan.  This  is  a  na- 
tional crisis  which  the  balanced  budget 
before  us  attempts  to  address. 

That  is  one  side  of  the  equation.  The 
other  side  is  to  jump  start  savings  and 
investment  in  this  country  by  provid- 


ing tax  incentives  for  savings  and  in- 
vestment. Short  of  a  complete  overhaul 
of  the  Tax  Code,  along  the  lines  of  the 
thoughtful  proposal  that  has  been  put 
forth  by  Senators  Nunn  and  Domenici. 
I  believe  we  should  act  now  to  reverse 
the  downward  savings  trend  in  this 
country. 

The  initiatives  outlined  above,  com- 
bined with  a  steady  path  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget,  will  take  us  up  to  a  high- 
er plateau  of  savings  and  investment 
which  will  translate  into  new  jobs  and 
new  growth  in  this  country.  I  encour- 
age my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  states  that  once  balance  is 
achieved  and  certified  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  a  reserve  fund  is 
provided  to  the  Finance  Committee  for 
reduced  revenues. 

If  the  Finance  Committee  reports  a 
tax  bill,  it  would  include  provisions  for 
family  tax  relief  and  to  stimulate  sav- 
ings and  investment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  54. 
nays  45,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  214  Leg.) 
YEAS— 54 


Abraham 

Gorton 

Mack 

.Ashcroft 

Gramm 

McCain 

Bennett 

Grams 

McConnell 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Breaux 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pell 

Bums 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

Campbell 

Helms 

Roth 

Coat* 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Inouye 

Simpson 

Craig 

Jeffords 

Smith 

D'.'Vmato 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

DeWinc 

Kcmpthome 

Stevens 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Domenici 

Lieberman 

Thompson 

Faircloth 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Frist 

Lugar 

NAYS-45 

Warner 

Akaka 

Dodd 

Kerrey 

Baucus 

Dorgan 

Kerry 

Biden 

Exon 

Kohl 

Bingaman 

Feingold 

Lautenberg 

Boxer 

Feins tein 

Leahy 

Bradley 

Ford 

Levin 

Bryan 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bumpers 

Graham 

Moyiihan 

Byrd 

Harkin 

Murkowski 

Chafee 

Hefiin 

Murray 

Cohen 

Hollings 

Nunn 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Reid 

14462 

Robb 
Rockefeller 
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Sar<>anes 
Simon 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikvilski 


Snowe 
WelUtODe 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1182)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1183 

(Purpose:  To  propose  a  substitute) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Conrad.  I  send  an  amend- 
ment to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon).  for 
Mr.  CoNR.AD.  for  himself.  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Gr.a- 
H.AM.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Dorg.\n.  Mr.  Kohl.  Mr 
Feingold.  Mr.  Bry.\n.  Mr  BING.^MAN.  Mr. 
Robb.  and  Mr  Byrd.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  U83. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  appears 
in  today's  Record  under  "Amendments 
Submitted.") 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  received  some  debate,  al- 
though limited.  I  think  most  Members 
of  this  body  understand  the  proposal 
very,  very  well.  I  do  not  have  enough 
time  to  explain  it  in  great  detail. 

Let  me  try  to  sum  up  very  briefly. 
The  fair  share  alternative  offered  by 
Senator  Conr.\d  and  others  makes 
some  very  hard  and  necessary  choices 
in  the  whole  area  of  budget  fairness. 
The  Republican  plan  makes  the  wrong 
choices. 

This  aiLt;rnative  gives  us  a  plan  that 
asks  everyone  to  contribute.  The  fair 
share  plan  balances  the  budget  by  the 
year  2(X)4  without  counting  the  sur- 
pluses in  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
and  achieves  more  deficit  reduction  in 
2(X)2  than  the  Republican  plan. 

The  fair  share  plan  freezes  discre- 
tionary spending  but  restores  $190  bil- 
lion in  public  investment  The  fair 
share  plan  restores  funding  to  Medi- 
care. Medicaid,  student  loans,  and 
other  high  priorities.  It  rejects  the  tax 
cut  targeted  to  wealthy  and  instead 
asks  them  to  contribute  by  limiting 
the  growth  of  tax  loopholes  that  bene- 
fit the  wealthy. 

The  alternative  does  not  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  the  middle 
class,  children,  college  students,  and 
our  elders. 

FIN.ALLY,  A  "REAL"  BALANCED  BCDGET 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  applaud  my  colleague  and 
friend.  Senator  Co.nrad.  for  his  work  in 
constructing  this  amendment.  As  I 
learned  in  1980  and  again  in  1985.  it  is 
not  an  easy  task.  But  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  should  be  commended 
for  his  courage  and  resolve  to  focus  his 


budget  alternative  on  three  bedrock 
principles  that  are  essential  if  we  real- 
ly want  to  do  the  job. 

First,  the  Conrad  alternative  would 
comply  with  section  13301  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  and  would  bal- 
ance the  budget  without  counting  the 
surpluses  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  We've  heard  a  lot  of  talk  in  the 
last  few  days  about  how  the  Republican 
budget  resolution  would  balance  the 
budget  in  7  years,  but  the  hard  facts 
tell  otherwise.  Again.  I  would  invite 
my  colleagues  to  turn  to  page  7  of  the 
Republican  resolution  where  the  deficit 
for  fiscal  year  2002  is  listed  as  $113.5  bil- 
lion. In  contrast,  the  Conrad  amend- 
ment is  designed  not  only  to  talk  the 
talk,  but  to  walk  the  walk.  Under  this 
proposal  by  the  year  2004,  the  Federal 
budget,  excluding  Social  Security, 
would  be  in  balance. 

Second,  the  Conrad  approach  recog- 
nizes that  the  Federal  budget  cannot 
be  balanced  through  spending  cuts 
alone.  If  we  want  a  balanced  budget,  we 
have  to  have  a  balanced  approach.  No 
one  relishes  the  idea  of  raising  taxes, 
but  the  simple  fact  is  that  we  could 
eliminate  all  spending  on  non-defense 
discretionary  programs  and  the  budget 
would  still  be  out  of  whack.  Instead  of 
facing  this  budget  reality,  the  Repub- 
lican resolution  plays  Santa  Claus, 
promising  $170  billion  in  tax  cuts  that 
will  be  written  in  stone  out  of  a  eco- 
nomic dividend  that  may  never  mate- 
rialize. 

Finally,  the  Conrad  amendment  pro- 
tects programs  that  are  crucial  to  our 
Nation's  well-being.  The  Republican 
strategy  is  an  alarming  permutation  of 
a  justification  that  we  heard  during 
Vietnam— that  we  had  to  burn  the  vil- 
lage in  order  to  save  it.  Mr.  President. 
that  line  was  wrong  then  and  it  is 
wrong  now.  Programs  such  as  edu- 
cation and  biomedical  research  are  cru- 
cial investments  in  our  Nation's  fu- 
ture; drastic  cuts  in  such  programs  are 
penny  wise  and  pound  foolish. 

While  the  Conrad  approach  offers  a 
far  more  honest  and  realistic  approach 
to  balancing  the  budget,  it  is  not  a  per- 
fect plan.  Specifically,  I  am  concerned 
that  the  $170  billion  economic  dividend, 
which  Senator  Conrad  puts  towards 
deficit  reduction,  may  never  material- 
ize and  that  the  elimination  of  tax 
loopholes  may  fall  short  of  its  $228  bil- 
lion target.  A  far  more  certain  and  eq- 
uitable alternative,  I  believe,  would 
rely  on  a  comprehensive  5  percent 
value  added  tax  that  would  be  ear- 
marked specifically  for  deficit  and  debt 
reduction.  Such  an  approach  would 
reap  additional  benefits  in  encouraging 
national  savings  over  consumption  and 
in  improving  our  international  trade 
position  through  a  border  neutral  tax. 

While  we  may  differ  on  some  of  the 
specifics,  let  me  again  applaud  the  ef- 
forts of  Senator  Conrad  for  his  willing- 
ness to  stop  the  gamesmanship  of  the 
past  few  days  and  to  propose  the  first 


real    balanced    budget    that    we    have 
seen. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  as  we  ap- 
proach final  passage  of  the  fiscal  1996 
budget  resolution.  I  want  to  take  a  few 
moments  to  outline  my  views  and  con- 
cerns on  this  historic  vote. 

CONR.AD  AI.TKRNATIVE 

This  morning  I  voted  to  support  Sen- 
ator Conrad's  Fair  Share  Balanced 
Budget  Plan  offered  as  a  substitute  to 
the  majority's  resolution.  While  this 
plan  is  far  from  perfect,  it  represents  a 
fairer,  more  honest  approach  to  fiscal 
discipline  than  the  underlying  budget 
resolution. 

The  Fair  Share  plan  would  balance 
the  budget  by  2004  without  counting 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund  in  the 
calculation.  In  other  words,  it  would 
not  use  the  Social  Security  surpluses 
to  mask  the  true  size  of  the  deficit,  as 
the  majority's  resolution  would  do.  It 
would  produce  $16  billion  more  in  defi- 
cit reduction  in  2002  than  does  the  Re- 
publican plan. 

The  plan  would  freeze  non-defense 
discretionary  spending,  instead  of  cut- 
ting it  $190  billion  below  a  freeze,  as 
the  Republican  resolution  would  do.  As 
a  result,  this  alternative  would  save 
critical  investments  such  as  education, 
technology,  medical  research,  and  im- 
portant environmental  clean-up  efforts 
from  far  more  severe  cuts. 

The  alternative  would  also  lessen  the 
severity  of  the  Republicans'  cuts  in 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  nutrition  and  vet- 
erans benefits.  The  plan  would  fully 
fund  student  loans. 

The  alternative  wisely  contains  no 
tax  cuts.  As  I  have  said  previously.  I  do 
not  believe  that  now  is  the  time  to  cut 
taxes.  Revenue  reductions  only  serve 
to  make  the  hole  we  must  dig  ourselves 
out  of  that  much  deeper.  Tax  cuts 
skewed  toward  the  affluent,  as  are 
those  passed  by  the  House,  are  espe- 
cially difficult  to  justify. 

Finally,  the  Fair  Share  plan  would 
cap  the  rate  of  growth  for  tax  loopholes 
that  benefit  corporations  and  the 
wealthy.  It  would  therefore  ensure  that 
all  segments  of  society,  including  the 
most  affluent,  sacrifice  to  attain  a  bal- 
anced budget.  This  stands  in  stark  con- 
trast to  the  Republican  plan. 

I  do  not  support  every  element  of 
this  alternative,  but  I  believe  it  makes 
an  important  statement:  There  are 
other,  fairer  routes  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et than  the  one  offered  by  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues. 

FISCAL  1996  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  President,  in  my  view,  the  under- 
lying resolution  is  fundamentally 
flawed.  It  treats  our  people  not  as  as- 
sets to  be  developed,  but  as  items  in  a 
spending  cut  process.  It  burns  the 
bridges  that  ordinary  Americans  use. 
or  hope  to  use.  to  cross  over  to  a  better 
life  for  themselves  and  their  families. 
And  it  requires  the  middle-class  and 
the  less  affluent  to  clean-up  from  the 
fiscal  train  wreck  of  the  1980's.  I  would 


remind  my  colleagues  that  our  budget 
would  be  in  balance  if  we  were  not  re- 
quired to  pay  interest  on  the  debt  accu- 
mulated solely  during  the  Reagan/Bush 
era. 

In  an  effort  to  lessen  its  adverse  im- 
pact. I  have  supported  numerous 
amendments  to  restore  funding  for 
vital  Federal  investments  such  as 
health  care,  education,  and  the  envi- 
ronment. The  cost  of  all  of  these 
amendments  has  been  fully  offset  from 
other  sources.  I  regret  that  few  of  these 
amendments  have  passed,  but  I  am 
pleased  that  we  were  able  to  achieve  bi- 
partisan cooperation  in  restoring  fund- 
ing for  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  and  partial  restoration  for  stu- 
dent loans.  I  offered  and  cosponsored  a 
number  of  amendments  that  would 
have  restored  greater  funding  for  our 
critical  investment  in  education.  They, 
unfortunately,  failed. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  the  American  middle- 
class  is  collapsing  around  us.  A  report 
just  released  by  the  Casey  Foundation 
states  that  today,  nearly  a  third  of  all 
men  between  the  ages  of  25  and  34  don't 
earn  enough  to  support  a  family  of  4 
above  the  poverty  level.  That's  about 
two  and  a  half  times  the  number  from 
25  years  ago. 

There  was  a  time  when  blue  collar 
workers  formed  the  bedrock  of  the 
middle-class.  High-wage  jobs  for  people 
without  years  of  advanced  education 
were  plentiful,  and  a  high  school  edu- 
cation was  a  passport  to  a  healthy  fu- 
ture. That  time  is  gone. 

The  United  States  now  has  the  larg- 
est gap  between  rich  and  poor  of  any 
industrialized  nation  in  the  world.  The 
richest  1  percent  of  American  families 
now  own  40  percent  of  our  Nation's 
wealth,  whereas  in  Britain— our  closest 
rival  — the  top  1  percent  own  just  18 
percent  of  the  wealth. 

If  we  care  about  restoring  oppor- 
tunity and  security  to  our  people,  then 
we've  got  to  do  better  by  them.  If  we 
want  them  to  obtain  the  best  jobs  that 
the  new  economy  has  to  offer,  then 
they'll  need  the  best  education,  job 
training,  and  health  care  that  this 
country  has  to  offer. 

American  politics  is  about  change, 
Mr.  President.  But  it  is  not  about  this 
kind  of  change.  This  debate  should  be 
about  how  we  build  a  stronger  and  a 
richer  America,  not  just  fiscally,  as  im- 
portant as  that  is.  but  economically 
and  socially  and  morally,  as  well. 
Using  this  standard,  this  resolution 
fails. 

In  the  days  ahead,  it  is  my  sincere 
hope  that  we  can  work  cooperatively 
together  to  put  our  fiscal  house  in 
order  without  jeopardizing  our  neigh- 
borhoods, our  communities,  and  our  fu- 
ture in  the  process.  We  can  do  better, 
and  wc  must. 

GKTTING  PKIORITIKS  RIGHT 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  alternative  budget  pro- 


posed by  my  colleague  from  North  Da- 
kota, Senator  Conrad. 

I  have  cosponsored  this  alternative 
because  a  budget  debate  is  about  prior- 
ities. The  Republican  budget  resolution 
has  its  priorities  all  wrong.  And  the 
Conrad  alternative,  which  I  helped  put 
together,  gets  our  priorities  right. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  with  the 
Republican  budget  resolution  is  that  it 
hits  middle  America  in  the  stomach.  It 
tells  the  elderly,  most  of  whom  live  on 
fixed  incomes,  to  absorb  $256  billion  in 
Medicare  cuts.  This  budget  asks  the 
poor  to  suffer  $175  billion  in  Medicaid 
cuts.  It  requires  students  from  middle- 
income  families  to  pay  interest  on 
their  loans  during  their  schooling,  a 
total  hit  of  $14  billion.  And  it  would 
cut  food  and  farm  programs  by  $46  bil- 
lion. 

As  I  have  mentioned  on  the  floor  be- 
fore, what  is  truly  galling  about  the 
Republican  budget  is  that  it  would  use 
this  hit  to  middle-income  Americans  to 
pay  for  $170  billion  in  tax  cuts  pri- 
marily for  the  wealthy.  Tax  cuts  are  ir- 
responsible when  we  are  trying  to  cut 
the  budget  deficit.  And  the  budget 
passed  by  the  House  is  even  worse.  It 
takes  $350  billion  from  programs  that 
people  depend  on  and  then  uses  that 
money  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  that  would 
overwhelmingly  benefit  the  rich. 

Our  alternative  is  a  sharp  contrast  to 
the  Republican  budget.  My  colleague 
from  North  Dakota  and  I  are  interested 
in  very  different  priorities. 

While  achieving  more  deficit  reduc- 
tion than  the  Republican  plan,  we 
would  restore  much  of  the  funding  for 
a  few  key  domestic  programs  that  the 
GOP  budget  would  cut.  We  would  add 
back  $100  billion  for  Medicare.  We 
would  restore  $50  billion  for  Medicaid. 
We  would  provide  $24  billion  more  for 
food  and  farm  programs.  And  we  would 
soften  the  blow  to  our  Nation's  stu- 
dents by  $14  billion.  All  of  these  pro- 
grams would  still  be  cut,  but  not  near- 
ly so  much  under  our  alternative  as 
under  the  Republican  budget. 

To  pay  for  our  changes,  we  simply 
would  ask  the  wealthy  and  big  corpora- 
tions to  give  up  some  of  their  tax 
breaks,  get  out  of  the  corporate  welfare 
wagon,  and  help  the  rest  of  us  pull  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget. 

We  would  require  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  close  $228  billion  in  tax  loop- 
holes for  the  wealthy  and  for  big  busi- 
ness. Foreign  corporations  that  try  to 
avoid  taxes  here  could  expect  a  crack- 
down under  the  Conrad  budget.  Multi- 
national firms  that  try  to  hide  their  in- 
come from  the  IRS  would  have  a  far 
more  difficult  time.  Billionaires  who 
renounce  their  citizenship  and  retire  to 
tax  havens  abroad  would  have  to  pay 
the  taxes  the  rest  of  us  have  to  pay. 

We  have  chosen  these  tax  changes 
carefully.  We  would  not  touch  the 
home  mortgage  interest  deduction,  the 
deduction  for  State  and  local  taxes,  or 
the    deduction    for    charitable    giving. 


These  are  provisions  that  millions  of 
Americans  depend  on.  We  would  also 
insist  that  any  reduction  in  tax  pref- 
erences target  those  who  earn  over 
$140,000  a  year. 

Also.  Mr.  President,  let  me  empha- 
size that  we  would  use  the  $170  billion 
fiscal  dividend  for  deficit  reduction, 
not  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy.  That 
is  what  the  American  people  want  us  to 
do — reduce  the  deficit  first. 

And  reduce  it  we  do.  This  alternative 
budget  would  balance  the  budget  (with- 
out counting  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  surplus)  in  the  year  2004,  two 
years  earlier  than  the  Republican 
budget  would  do  so.  We  achieve  more 
deficit  reduction  than  the  majority's 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

Mr.  President,  there  you  have  it.  I 
will  vote  for  this  alternative  because  it 
does  more  to  reduce  the  deficit  and  it 
shares  the  pain  fairly.  It  asks  all  Amer- 
icans to  pay  their  fair  share,  and  that 
is  the  right  way  to  cut  the  deficit. 

Thank  you  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Republicans,  in  particular  Representa- 
tive Kasich  and  Senator  Domenici.  de- 
serve credit  for  focusing  the  attention 
of  Congress  on  the  great  need  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget.  The  ever- 
growing national  debt  is  a  weight  on 
the  growth  of  the  economy.  Merely 
paying  the  interest  on  the  debt  costs 
taxpayers  hundreds  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars each  year  and  limits  the  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  act  effectively.  I 
strongly  support  balancing  the  budget 
at  the  earliest  possible  date,  and  I  real- 
ize that  a  lot  of  sacrifices  will  need  to 
be  made  in  order  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget. 

The  Republican  budget  leaders  in 
both  the  Senate  and  the  House  were 
brave  enough  to  submit  plans  that  call 
for  a  great  deal  of  fiscal  restraint  and 
some  hard  choices.  For  that  we  should 
commend  them. 

But.  unfortunately  for  a  lot  of  Amer- 
icans and  a  lot  of  New  Mexicans,  the 
choices  the  Republicans  have  asked  us 
to  make  are  the  wrong  choices.  With 
their  eyes  firmly  fixed  on  providing  tax 
loopholes  to  the  rich  and  to  providing 
an  unspecified  tax  cut,  the  Republicans 
in  Congress  are  forced  to  balance  the 
budget  in  an  unbalanced  way. 

I  am  sure  in  coming  weeks  I  will  be 
criticized  for  not  voting  for  the  Repub- 
lican budget.  People  will  say  I  did  not 
support  a  balanced  budget.  But  the 
truth  is  that  today  I  will  be  recorderd 
£is  having  voted  in  favor  of  a  balanced 
budget,  the  very  same  day  the  Repub- 
lican budget  passed.  But  the  balanced 
budget  I  voted  for— the  Democratic  al- 
ternative budget  I  helped  craft — is  a 
budget  just  as  strict  fiscally  as  the  Re- 
publican budget,  but  fairer  to  seniors, 
students  and  working  families. 

The  Republican  budget,  in  my  view, 
is  anti-working  families,  anti-seniors, 
anti-future,    and   anti-New    Mexico.    In 
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contrast,  the  Fair  Share  Plan— formu- 
lated by  my  colleague  from  North  Da- 
kota, Senator  Conrad,  myself  and  a 
small  group  of  Democratic  Senators — 
does  the  following: 

I.  ACHIEVES  EVEN  GREATER  FISCAL  DISCIPLINE 
THAN  THE  REPLBLICAN  PLAN 

A  Balances  the  budget  (on  a  unified 
basis)  by  2002.  just  as  the  Republican 
plan  does. 

B.  Achieves  total  on-budget  balance 
(that  is.  without  using  Social  Security 
surpluses)  by  2004.  or  2  years  before  the 
Republican  plan  does. 

11.  PROTECTS  CRITICAL  INVESTME.NTS  IN  OUR 
FLTLRE  COMPETITIVENESS 

A.  Restores  non-defense  discre- 
tionary spending  to  a  hard  freeze,  pro- 
viding almost  S200  billion  more  than 
the  Republican  plan  for  critical  invest- 
ments in:  First,  education  and  train- 
ing, second,  infrastructure,  third,  re- 
search &  development,  and  fourth. 
other  areas  that  will  boost  our  eco- 
nomic competitiveness  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury. 

B.  Freezes  defense  spending  to  the 
same  extent  as  the  Republican  plan. 

in.  REDUCES  THE  BURDEN  ON  .MIDDLE  CLASS 
FA.MILIES 

A.  Protects  middle  class  seniors  by 
restoring  S150  billion  from  the  Repub- 
lican cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
benefits. 

B.  Restores  to  middle  class  college 
students  and  their  families  the  full  $14 
billion  that  Republicans  propose  to  cut 
from  student  loans  and  other  manda- 
tory education  accounts. 

C.  Reverses  the  Republican  plan's  cut 
in  the  earned  income  tax  credit  for 
lower-middle  class  and  poor  working 
families,  by  restoring  $60  billion  of  the 
Republican  proposal  on  income  assist- 
ance programs. 

D.  Only  cuts  $22  billion  from  family 
farm  and  nutrition  assistance  pro- 
grams. $24  billion  less  than  the  Repub- 
lican proposal. 

E.  Restores  half  of  the  Republican  $10 
billion  cuts  in  veterans  benefits. 

IV.  ASKS  THE  WEALTHY  TO  PAY  SOME  FAIR 
SHARE  OF  THE  BURDEN  OF  BALANCING  THE 
BUDGET 

A.  Rejects  the  Republican  $170  billion 
reserve  for  tax  cuts  that  will  mostly 
benefit  wealthy  taxpayers. 

B.  Asks  big  corporations  and  wealthy 
taxpayers  (couples  making  over  $140,000 
per  year,  e.g.)  to  pay  some  share  of  the 
deficit  reduction  burden,  by  closing  tax 
loopholes  and  by  just  limiting  the 
growth  in  tax  breaks  and  tax  pref- 
erences for  corporations  and  these 
wealthy  taxpayers  to  inflation  plus  one 
percent  (CPI  +  1  percent). 

V.  BRINGS  ALL.  AND  NOT  JUST  SOME,  OF  THE 
COMPONENTS  OF  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 
UNDER  CONTROL 

A.  The  Republican  budget  proposal 
limits  Federal  direct  spending  to  less 
than  a  25-percent  increase  over  the 
next  7  years,  but  allows  Federal  tax  ex- 
penditures in  the  form  of  loopholes,  tax 
preferences,  and  tax  breaks  to  increase 


by  almost  50  percent  over  the  next  7 
years. 

B.  The  Fair  Share  Budget  corrects 
this  imbalance  by  limiting  direct 
spending  to  just  over  25-percent  in- 
crease (cutting  over  $1  trillion  in 
spending  and  interest  over  the  next  7 
years),  but  also  by  slowing  the  growth 
of  Federal  tax  breaks  and  tax  pref- 
erences to  a  35-percent  increase  over 
the  same  period.  The  alternative  budg- 
et requires  the  cutting  of  just  5.7  per- 
cent of  a  projected  $4  trillion  of  tax  ex- 
penditures over  the  7  years,  and  limits 
the  cuts  only  to  wealthy  corporations 
and  wealthy  taxpayers  (couples  earning 
over  $140,000,  e.g.). 

VI.  IS  NOT  ABOUT  RAISING  ANYBODY'S  TAXES 

A.  Tax  preferences  or  tax  entitle- 
ments are  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
categories  of  Federal  spending.  The 
Fair  Share  Balanced  Budget  resolution 
does  not  reduce  these  entitlements.  It 
only  slows  their  growth  to  inflation 
plus  1  percent. 

B.  The  Republicans  cannot  have  it 
both  ways.  They  cannot  claim,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  the  Fair  Share  Budget's 
proposed  slow-down  in  the  growth  of 
tax  entitlements  for  the  wealthy  con- 
stitutes a  tax  increase,  but.  on  the 
other  hand,  claim  that  their  slow-down 
in  the  growth  of  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  [EITC]  (which  is  also  a  tax  ex- 
penditure) is  not  a  tax  increase.  If  they 
claim  that  the  Fair  Share  Budget  in- 
cludes a  tax  increase  on  the  rich  and 
big  corporations,  they  must  also  admit 
that  the  Republican  budget  plan  in- 
cludes a  tax  increase  on  lower-middle 
class  and  poor  working  families. 

While  not  perfect,  this  Democratic 
alternative  plan  achieves  the  goal  of  a 
balanced  Federal  budget  without  ask- 
ing America's  working  families,  sen- 
iors and  Students  to  bear  ail  of  the  bur- 
den. But  the  Republican  budget  does 
not  ask  the  wealthiest  corporations 
and  the  wealthiest  Americans  to  con- 
tribute one  dime  to  balance  the  budget. 
Moreover,  in  order  to  secure  a  $170  bil- 
lion reserve  for  tax  cuts  to  benefit 
mostly  wealthy  people,  the  Republican 
budget  trades  away  investments  in  our 
future — in  education,  infrastructure, 
and  research  and  development — invest- 
ments in  our  children. 

Remember  that  the  main  reason 
given  for  eliminating  the  deficit  is  that 
we  are  doing  it  for  our  children.  But,  if 
we  free  our  children  from  the  burden  of 
the  Federal  deficit  by  depriving  them 
of  the  education  and  training  that  they 
will  need  to  compete  and  succeed  in  the 
global  and  technologically  driven  econ- 
omy of  the  next  century,  then  we  have 
not  been  responsible. 

Education  programs,  for  example,  are 
especially  important  to  New  Mexico. 
My  State  has  the  third  highest  rate  of 
children  living  in  poverty  of  any  State 
in  the  Nation.  More  than  one  in  four 
chi'dren  in  New  Mexico  live  in  families 
with  incomes  below  the  poverty  line. 
One-third  of  the  students  in  New  Mexi- 


co's schools  have  limited  proficiency  in 
English.  Its  school-age  population  has 
grown  tremendously,  and  a  12-percent 
increase  in  New  Mexico's  population  of 
school-age  children  is  projected  over 
the  next  7  years.  The  Republican  budg- 
et will  cut  programs  for  New  Mexico's 
schools  by  about  30  percent  over  the 
next  seven  years;  that  translates  into 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  that  New 
Mexico's  schools  will  have  to  do  with- 
out as  they  struggle  with  these  special 
problems. 

By  cutting  programs  to  help  the  chil- 
dren of  working  families  go  to  college 
by  nearly  a  third,  which  is  being  pro- 
posed by  the  GOP.  tens  of  thousands  of 
New  Mexico's  students  could  lose  the 
opportunity  to  go  to  college.  That 
would  be  devastating  to  their  futures 
and  to  the  future  of  our  State.  In  New 
Mexico,  most  higher  education  stu- 
dents receive  Federal  financial  aid,  in- 
cluding 33.000  students  who  receive  Pell 
Grants. 

I  do  not  believe  that  America  will  be 
well-served  by  the  Republican  budget, 
nor  do  I  feel  that  most  Americans 
would  agree  with  the  specific  proposals 
contained  within  it.  And  that  is  why  I 
am  proud  to  have  cosponsored  the  fair 
share  balanced  budget  alternative  and 
to  vote  for  it  today. 

In  conclusion.  I  want  to  remind  the 
Senate  that  the  passage  of  any  budget 
resolution  today  is  only  the  beginning 
of  a  long  process  that  will  determine 
the  priorities  of  our  Government.  The 
budget  is  only  a  framework  for  the  ap- 
propriations committees  to  work  with 
as  they  spend  the  summer  determining 
specific  spending  levels  for  agencies 
and  programs. 

Throughout  this  process.  I  pledge  to 
continue  to  fight  for  proper  funding  for 
programs  that  will  contribute  to  pro- 
viding educational  opportunities  tor 
our  children,  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  our  senior  citizens,  and  reward 
work  and  encourage  innovation  in  the 
marketplace. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  2 
years  ago,  we  passed  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  American  history.  This  will 
be  the  second  largest  tax  increase  in 
American  history.  1  do  not  think  we 
ought  to  adopt  it. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  navs  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 
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The   result   was  announced— yeas  39, 
nays  60,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  215  Leg.] 
YEAS— 39 


Akaka 

Ford 

Leahy 

Biden 

Glenn 

Levin 

BinKaman 

Graham 

Lieberman 

Bo.xpr 

Harkin 

Moseley-Braun 

Brailley 

Henin 

Moynihan 

Bryan 

HolUngs 

Murray 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Nunn 

Byi^i 

Johnston 

Pell 

Cnnrail 

Kennedy 

Pryor 

D^ischie 

Kerrey 

Held 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Robb 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

Sarbanes 

Feingold 

Lautenberg 
NAYS— 60 

Simon 

.\braham 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Ashcrofl 

Feinstein 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Prist 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Bond 

Gramm 

Packwood 

Breaux 

Grams 

Pressler 

Brown 

Grassley 

Rockefeller 

Burns 

Gregg 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Specter 

CraiR 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

DAmato 

Kempthorne 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Warner 

Exon 

Mack 

Wellstone 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  amendment  (No.  II83)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected,  and  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  tabic. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ncv,-  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  say  to  the  Senate.  I  apologize 
for  the  delay  I  caused.  I  thought  I 
voted  before  I  left 


PROVIDING   FOR   AN   ADJOURN- 
MENT OF  THE  TWO  HOUSES 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  now 
turn  to  the  adjournment  resolution. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  72. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

FrovidinK  for  an  adjournment  of  the  two 
Houses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  72)  was  agreed  to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  is  as  fol- 
lows: 


Rf'sulved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurnnq).  That  when  the  House  ad- 
journs on  the  legislative  day  of  Thursday. 
May  25.  1995.  it  stand  adjourned  until  noon 
on  Tuesday.  .June  6.  1995.  or  until  noon  on 
the  second  day  after  Members  are  notified  to 
reassemble  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  con- 
current resolution,  whichever  occurs  first; 
and  that  when  the  Senate  recesses  or  ad- 
journs at  the  close  of  business  on  Thursday. 
May  25.  1995.  Friday.  May  26,  1995.  or  Satur- 
day. May  27.  1995.  pursuant  to  a  motion  made 
by  the  Majority  Leader  or  his  designee,  in 
accordance  with  this  resolution,  it  stand  re- 
cessed or  adjourned  until  10  a.m.  on  Monday. 
June  5.  1995.  or  until  noon  on  the  second  day 
after  Members  are  notified  to  reassemble 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  reso- 
lution, whichever  occurs  first. 

SEC  2.  The  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate,  acting  jointly 
after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  House  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
Senate,  shall  notify  the  Members  of  the 
House  and  Senate,  respectively,  to  reassem- 
ble whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  public  in- 
terest shall  warrant  it. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1184 

(Purpose:  To  eliminate  section  207  of  the 
budKet  resolution) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  EXON].  for 
Mr.  SIMON,  for  himself.  Mr.  Pell,  and  Mr. 
KENNEDY,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
1184. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  section  207  in  its  entirety. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  a  little- 
noticed  provision  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion will  make  it  more  likely  that  stu- 
dent loan  cuts  will  come  out  of  the 
pockets  of  students,  rather  than  banks, 
bureaucrats,  and  other  middlemen. 
Section  207  changes  the  wa.v  the  loan 
costs  are  scored  in  the  budget  by  re- 
quiring administrative  costs — such  as 
collection  expenses— to  be  counted  on  a 
long-term — accrual — basis,  rather  than 
on  a  cash  basis  over  the  5-year  budget 
window.  While  this  may  sound  like  a 
reasonable  change,  it  is  accomplished 
in  a  manner  that  is  inconsistent  and 
biased. 

Section  207  is  not  applied  consist- 
entl,v  to  all  loan  programs.  Instead,  it 
targets  student  loans  in  particular. 
Furthermore,  this  type  of  end-run 
around  the  Budget  Act  is  not  appro- 
priate on  a  budget  resolution. 

Section  207  is  biased.  There  are  a 
number  of  problems  with  the  way  that 
loans  are  scored  in  the  budget.  Section 
207  only  fixes  one  of  them,  skewing  the 
scoring  against  direct  student  loans. 
This  makes  it  more  difficult  to  achieve 
savings  without  eliminating  the  in- 
school  interest  exemption  or  increasing 


fees  and  other  student  costs.  A  com- 
plete reform  of  the  budget  scoring  rules 
for  loan  programs  would  consider; 

Cost-of-funds.  The  most  significant 
item  that  overstates  the  cost  of  direct 
lending  is  the  discount  rate  that  is  cur- 
rently used.  The  interest  rates  that 
students  pay  vary  annually,  and  the 
subsidized  rates  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment promises  to  banks  vary  each 
quarter.  A  Council  of  Economic  Advi- 
sors memorandum  of  April  30.  1993, 
points  out  that  "a  multiple  year  loan 
with  an  interest  rate  that  resets  each 
year  should  be  treated  for  pricing  pur- 
poses as  having  a  maturity  of  one 
year,"  meaning  that  a  short-term  rate 
should  be  used.  But  CBO  and  OMB  as- 
sume that  the  Government's  cost-of- 
funds  is  a  higher,  long-term  rate,  the 
10-year  bond.  This  makes  direct  lend- 
ing appear  much  more  costly  than  it 
really  is.  Indeed,  in  a  February  8.  1993, 
letter.  GAO  pointed  out  that  using 
shorter  term  interest  rates  would  have 
more  than  doubled  the  direct  loan  sav- 
ings. 

Tax-exempt  bonds.  Many  student 
loan  secondary  markets  use  tax-ex- 
empt bonds,  costing  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury an  estimated  $2.3  billion  over  5 
years.  This  cost  is  not  considered  when 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  deter- 
mines how  much  direct  lending  saves, 
or  how  much  the  guarantee  program 
costs. 

Taxpayer  bailouts.  When  guaranty 
agencies  agree  to  share  the  risk  under 
FFEL  by  paying  a  larger  portion  on  de- 
faulted loans,  they  are  using  money 
that  belongs  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment— so  the  Federal  Government  is 
essentially  sharing  with  itself.  Fur- 
thermore, when  any  agency  can't  pay 
its  share,  the  Federal  Government 
steps  m.  These  costs  aren  t  currently 
considered. 

I  would  hope  that  the  chairman 
would  reconsider  this  provision  prior  to 
conference. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  simply  strikes  section  207 
in  order  to  keep  all  of  our  options  open 
to  avoid  imposing  costs  on  college  stu- 
dents and  their  families. 

The  amendment  has  no  cost  impact. 
The  amendment  strikes  budget  scoring 
rules  in  the  budget  resolution  that  sin- 
gle out  a  particula    program. 

This  amendment  ill  allow  commit- 
tees of  jurisdiction  to  look  at  these  is- 
sues in  a  comprehensive  manner.  First, 
last,  and  always,  this  amendment  pro- 
tects students. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  navs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
a  slightly  different  impression.  The 
Simon  amendment  would  strike  lan- 
guage in  the  resolution  that  corrects  a 
bias  against  guaranteed  student  loans. 

If  adopted,  the  Simon  amendment 
would  favor  the  Clinton  administration 
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policies  for  direct  Government  student 
lending.  The  budget  resolution  does  not 

do  that. 

I  move  to  table  the  amendment  and 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKI]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  56, 
nays  43,  as  follows; 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  216  Leg.] 
YEAS— 56 


Abnliam 

Frist 

.McC 

ain 

Aitaeroft 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Grams 

Nickles 

Brown 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Bums 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Chafee 

Hatneld 

Roth 

Coats 

Helms 

Santonim 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Craig 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

DAnnato 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Domenict 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lugar 

Warner 

Falrcloth 

Mac  Is 

NAYS-43 

AkKka 

Felnstem 

Lieberman 

Baucas 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moynihan 

Blngaman 

Graham 

Murray 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bradley 

HeHin 

Pryor 

Breaux 

HolUngs 

Reid 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Robb 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Byrd 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Spec 

ter 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Well 

stone 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Feingolil 

Levm 

NOT  VOTING-1 

Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1184)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr,  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.\MEND.MENT  NO.  1185      | 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  military  spending  by 
$1(X)  to  reduce  the  deficit) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON)  for 
Mr  H.\RKIN,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1185. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  .i,  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
SIOO. 


line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  16,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  1,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  7,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  8,  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  6, 
$1(X). 

On  page  6, 
JIOO. 

On  page  7. 
JIOO. 

On  page  7. 
$100. 

On  page  8, 
$100. 

On  page  8, 
$100. 

On  page  9. 
$100. 

On  page  11 
$100. 

On  page  11 
$100. 

On  page  66,  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  66.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  simply  reduce  the 
defense  budget  by  $100.  Let  me  repeat 
that.  This  amendment  would  simply  re- 
duce the  defense  budget  by  $100  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  The  savings  is  applied  to 
the  deficit  reduction. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  30  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  I  were  you,  I 
would,  too. 

Mr.  President,  the  sponsor  of  the 
amendment  is  here.  I  am  willing  to  ac- 
cept this  amendment  without  a  vote. 
Would  the  Senator  agree  to  that? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  ludicrous  on  its  face.  We 
will  spend  more  than  $100  printing  the 
cost  of  this  amendment  and  wasting 
time  of  this  Senate. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1186  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1185 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  swine  research  spending 
by  $100  to  reduce  the  deficit) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
a  second-degree  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici],  for  Mr.  Craig,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1186  to  amendment  No.  1185. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed,  insert  the 
following 

decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  5,  line  17. 
On  page  6,  line  3. 
On  page  6,  line  16, 


decrease  the  amount  by 
decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  7,  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  7.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  8,  line  1,  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  9,  line  14,  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  11,  line  7,  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  11,  line  8,  decrease  the  amount  by 
On  page  66,  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  66.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  bv 
0. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
functional  levels  a.ssume  that  the  swine  re- 
search be  reduced  by  $100.00, 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr,  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  cannot  reserve  the 
right  to  object. 

Is  there  an  objection  to  the  dispens- 
ing of  the  quorum? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  are  at  a 
critical  moment  here.  I  would  suggest 
that  if  the  Senator  from  Iowa  wishes  to 
take  $100  out  of  defense,  the  second  de- 
gree-amendment, as  I  understand  it, 
would  take  $100  out  of  swine  research. 

I  would  suggest  to  both  sides,  why  do 
we  not  agree  to  sensibly  take  $100  out 
of  defense  and  $100  out  of  the  swine 
program,  and  move  the  Senate  ahead. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Or  just  raise  $100. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  pay  it  myself. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  call  of  the 
quorum  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  ob 
jection  is  heard.  The  clerk  will  con- 
tinue to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  made  a  suggestion 
a  few  moments  ago  that  is  now  being 
seriously  considered.  I  would  simply 
ask,  since  we  are  moving  so  rapidly, 
and  since  we  are  near  completing  this 
in  the  next  2  hours  if  we  hang  on,  I 
would  just  suggest  once  again  that  we 
have  a  voice  vote  on  the  proposition 
that  we  take  $100  out  of  the  defense 
budget  and  $100  out  of  the  swine  re- 
search facility  in  Iowa. 

I  suggest  that  be  agreed  to  on  a  voice 
vote.  I  would  like  to  know.  We  will  put 
it  in  proper  form  if  we  can  get  approval 
of  it  on  both  sides. 

Informally.  I  would  ask  if  anyone 
would  object  if  the  Senator  would  put 
it  in  written  form,  what  I  have  just 
orally  stated? 

Mr.  HARKIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  there  is  no 
debate. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  regular  order,  the  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der for  purposes  of  trying  to  move 
ahead  with  the  budget,  if  the  Senator 
might  agree,  and  we  will  agree  to  take 
the  two  amendments,  the  one  pending 
and  the  amendment  to  it,  set  it  aside 
without  prejudice  and  let  us  move 
ahead  with  some  of  the  other  amend- 
ments? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  agree.  I  think  that  is 
a  good  suggestion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  .\0.   1187 

(Purpose:  To  eliminate  the  firewall  between 
defense  and  nondefense  discretionary  ac- 
counts) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  for  Senators 
Simon  and  Bumpers,  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  EXON]. 
for  .Mr.  Simon,  for  himself,  and  Mr.  Bumpers. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1187 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRLSIDING  OFFICER.  vV'iLiiout 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  patre  65.  strike  lines  13  through  18  and 
insert  ■$477,820,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $526,943,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  65,  strike  lines  20  through  25  and 
insert  ■$466,192,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $.506,943,000,000  m  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  lines  2  through  7  and  in- 
sert $479,568,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $499,961,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  lines  9  through  14  and  in- 
sert ••$477,485,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $502,571,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  lines  16  through  21  and 
insert  •$492,177,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $511,761,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  beginning  with  line  23 
through  line  3.  page  67.  and  insert 
$496,098,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$517,2.58,000,000  in  outla.vs:  and". 

On  page  67,  strike  lines  5  through  10  and  in- 
sert $495,498,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $518,160,000,000  in  outlays  ,■. 

On  page  67.  Une  22,  strike  ■sum  of  the  de- 
fense and  nondefense". 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Simon- 
Bumpers  amendment  eliminates  the 
resolution's  provision  that  establishes 
a  firewall  between  defense  and  non- 
defense    discretionary    accounts.     The 


amendment  does  not  change  the  levels 
of  budget  authority  and  outlays,  and 
does  not  add  a  single  cent  to  the  defi- 
cit. 

The  amendment  simply  assures  that 
Congress  maintains  flexibility  to  re- 
spond to  changing  spending  priorities 
in  a  prudent,  fiscally  sound  way.  That 
sort  of  flexibility  is  particularly  impor- 
tant in  light  of  the  vast  uncertainties 
concerning  the  Nation's  domestic  and 
military  commitments  in  the  years 
ahead. 

As  we  debate  the  Nation's  priorities 
within  the  overall  constraints  of  the 
balanced  budget,  we  should  not  bind 
ourselves  needlessly  to  subcategories 
within  the  discretionary  caps.  Remov- 
ing the  firewall  is  a  vital  step  in 
achieving  the  necessary  flexibility. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  while 
this  does  not  change  the  numbers,  it 
permits  the  defense  moneys  and  the 
nondefense  moneys  to  be  fungible  and 
move  back  and  forth  between  the  two. 

The  Budget  Committee  said  we 
should  not  do  that  for  the  next  7  years. 
I  believe  they  are  right. 

I  move  to  table  the  amendment.  Mr. 
President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate we  have  lost  about  10  or  15  min- 
utes here.  I  would  ask  the  clerk:  At  the 
end  of  the  time  we  will  turn  in  the 
scorecard. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaum]  is 
necessaril.v  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  65, 
nays  33,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  217  Leg.] 
YEAS— €5 


Abraham 

Chafee 

Exon 

Ashcroft 

Coats 

Faircloth 

Baucus 

Cochran 

Feins tein 

Bennett 

Cohen 

Ford 

Bingaman 

Coverdell 

Frist 

Bond 

Craig 

Glenn 

Brown 

D'Amato 

Gorton 

Bryan 

DeWine 

Graham 

Bums 

Dole 

Gramm 

Campbell 

Domenici 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Heflin 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Kempthome 

Kerrey 

Kyi 

Lieberman 


Akaka 

Biden 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 


Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Robb 

Roth 

NAYS— 33 

Feingold 

Harkln 

Hatneld 

HolUngs 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerry 

Kob! 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 


Santonun 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Levin 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reld 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wellstone 


NOT  VOTING— 2 

Kassebaum  Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1187)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  might 
I  suggest  that  Senators  ought  to  take 
heed  of  this  now.  What  we  are  going  to 
do.  there  are  three  more  amendments 
from  that  side  that  we  are  ready  to 
take  up.  Senator  Exon  is  going  to  ex- 
plain each  of  the  three.  I  will  have  a 
brief  explanation.  Then  everybody 
ought  to  stay  here  because  we  are 
going  to  vote  on  them  one  after  an- 
other. We  are  not  going  to  have  an  ex- 
planation at  the  end  of  each  one.  So 
three  explanations,  three  amendments, 
and  vote  on  those  three  amendments  in 
sequence  and  immediately  upon  com- 
pleting one  go  to  another,  no  time  in- 
terval for  explanations. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  would  just  simply  add 
then  we  will  go  on  with  the  process 
that  had  been  established  by  the  ma- 
jority leader  for  10  minutes  and  10  min- 
utes only  thereafter.  That  does  not 
mean 

Mr.  SIMON.  Nine  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Nine  minutes  thereafter. 
That  does  not  mean  we  are  going  to 
change. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  EXON.  Anything  other  than  to 
maybe  expedite  things  for  just  a  mo- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Right. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  are  getting  very  close. 

Mr.  DOMENICI    Right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr   EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1188 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding   the   inclusion   of  reductions  in 
Medicare  spending  in  the  concunent  reso- 
lution on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996) 
Mr.    EXON.   The    first   of   the    three 
amendments  that  have  just  been  sug- 
gested by  the  Budget  Committee  chair- 
man I  send  to  the  desk  in  behalf  of  Sen- 
ator Kennedy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  rer)ort. 
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The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  EXON],  for 
Mr    Kknnedy.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1188. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.     .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REC;.\RniN(:   RE- 
DLXTIONS  LN  .MEDICARE  SPENUI.NC. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Medicare  protection  is  as  important  as 
Social  Security  protection  in  guaranteeing 
retirement  security  and  is  truly  a  part  of  So- 
cial Security; 

(2)  senior  citizens  have  contributed 
throughout  their  working  lives  to  Medicare 
in  the  expectation  of  health  insurance  pro- 
tection when  they  retire; 

(3)  because  of  gaps  in  Medicare  coverage, 
senior  citizens  already  spend  more  than  one 
dollar  in  five  of  their  limited  incomes  to  pur- 
chase the  health  care  that  they  need; 

i4)  low  and  moderate-income  senior  citi- 
zens will  suffer  most  from  Medicare  cuts, 
smce  83  percent  of  all  Medicare  spending  is 
for  older  Americans  with  annual  incomes 
below  $25,000  and  two-thirds  is  for  those  with 
annual  incomes  below  $15,000; 

(5i  at  the  present  time.  Medicare  only  pays 
68  percent  of  what  the  private  sector  pays  for 
comparable  physicians'  services  and  69  per- 
cent of  what  the  private  sector  pays  for  com- 
parable hospital  care; 

(6)  piecemeal,  budget-driven  cuts  in  Medi- 
care will  only  shift  costs  from  the  Federal 
budget  to  the  family  budgets  of  senior  citi- 
zens and  working  Americans; 

(7)  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  could  damage  the 
quality  of  American  medicine,  by  endanger- 
ing hospitals  and  other  health  care  institu- 
tions that  depend  on  Medicare,  including 
rural  hospitals,  inner-city  hospitals,  and  aca- 
demic health  centers; 

(8)  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  will  make  essen- 
tial health  care  less  available  to  millions  of 
uninsured  .■\mericans.  by  endangering  the  fi- 
nancial stability  of  hospitals  providing  such 
care;  and 

(9)  cuts  in  Medicare  benefits  should  not  be 
used  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

■:b)  Sense  t.f  the  PJen.^te.  It  i.s  thp  :;rnr,.- 
of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  of  this  con- 
current resolution  assume  that  reductions  in 
projected  Medicare  spending  included  in  the 
reconciliation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1996  should 
not  increase  medical  costs  such  as  pre- 
miums, deductibles,  and  coinsurance  or  di- 
minish access  to  health  care  for  senior  citi- 
zens, and  further,  that  major  reductions  in 
projected  Medicare  spending  should  not  be 
enacted  by  the  Congress  except  in  the  con- 
text of  a  broad,  bipartisan  health  reform 
plan  that  will  not — 

(1)  increase  costs  or  reduce  access  to  care 
for  senior  citizens; 

(2)  shift  costs  to  working  .•\mericans;  or 

(3)  damage  the  quality  of  American  medi- 
cine. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr  President.  Senator 
Kennedy's  amendment  urges  that  any 
reductions  in  Medicare  should  not  in- 
crease premiums,  deductibles  and  co- 
insurance for  senior  citizens  and  that 
Medicare  reductions  should  not  be  en- 
acted except  as  part  of  a  broader  health 
reform. 

I  send  a  second  amendment  to  the 
desk. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Could  I  have  an  expla- 
nation of  the  one  we  just  did.  an  expla- 
nation of  the  first  Kennedy  amend- 
ment? 


Mr.  EXON.  I  thought  we  were  going 
to  do  it  in  sequence. 

Go  ahead. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  interpret  the 
Kennedy  amendment  to  propose  that 
we  hold  Medicare  reform  hostage  until 
we  have  a  national  health  care  reform 
package.  But  I  am  going  to  move  to 
table  it  at  the  appropriate  time  in  any 
event. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1189 
(Purpose:  To  restore  $28,000,000,000  in  outlays 
over  seven  years  to  reduce  by  $22,000,000,000 
the  discretionary  cuts  proposed  in  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  education  programs 
and  reduce  the  reconciliation  instructions 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources (primarily  affecting  student  loans) 
by  $6  billion  by  closing  corporate  tax  loop- 
holes) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk,  a  second 
amendment,  offered  by  Senator  Ken- 
nedy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon].  for 
Mr.  Kennedy,  for  himself.  Mr.  Dodd.  Mr. 
SIMON,  and  Mr.  Pell,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  1189. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  li 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  I 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  3,  1 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  1 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$4,000,000,000 

On  page  4.  1 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  4.  1 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  5,  1 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  5,  1 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  5,  1 
$3,600,000,000. 


ne  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  11,  increase  the  amount  by 


ne  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
ne  6.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  5, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
S28.300.000.000 

On  page  5. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5, 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$3,400,000,000 

On  page  6, 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  6. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  6, 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  31, 
$28,300,000,000 

On  page  31, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  pagn  31 . 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  31. 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  32. 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
$4,000,000,000, 

On  page  33. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33, 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  64. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  64. 
$4,600,000,000. 

On  page  64, 
$6,000,000,000. 

On  page  65, 
$26,700,000,000 

On  page  65, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  65. 
$3,400,000,000 

On  page  65, 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66, 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66, 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66. 
$3,000,000,000. 


May  25,  1995 

line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  fimount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  U.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13  incre.a,se  the  amount  by 
line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  4,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
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line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  66. 
$3,000,000,000, 

On  page  66. 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
5:3.000.000.000. 

On  page  67,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
S3.000.000. 000. 

On  page  67 
$3,000,000,000. 

(Jn  page  67 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
S3. 000. 000. 000. 

Mr.  EXON,  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Kennedy's  amendment  would  restore 
S28  billion  over  the  budget  period  for 
education.  $6  billion  to  student  loan  ac- 
counts, $22  billion  to  restore  funding  to 
elementary  and  secondary  education 
programs. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
increases  taxes  $22  billion  and  provides 
for  the  expenditure  thereof  without 
any  assurance  it  will  be  spent  that  way 
under  budget  law. 

.^.MENDMENT  NO.  1190 

(Purpose:  To  add  $8,871,091,316  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $6,770,659,7,52  in  outlays  to 
Function  500  over  7  years  to  restore  fund- 
ing to  the  Pell  Grant  Program  by  closing 
tax  loopholes) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
third  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy 
to  the  desk. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN].  for 
Mr,  Kennedy,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Pell,  pro- 
po.se.s  an  amendment  numbered  1190. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296, 

On  page  3,  line  11 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  3.  line  12 
$.503,890,941. 

On  p.agc  3. 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  3. 
$1,300,171,127. 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  3, 
$2,183,925,995 

On  page  3,  line  20 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  3 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  3 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  3,  line  23 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  3,  line  24 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  3,  line  25 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  4.  line  1. 
$2,183,925,995 

On  page  4.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  4.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  4,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
K03,890.941. 

On  page  4.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  4,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  4,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 


line 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
.  increase  the  amount  by 
,  increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
inci'ease  the  amount  by 


On  page  4,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  5,  line  5,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  5,  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  5,  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  5.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  5,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  5,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  5,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,766,179. 

On  page  5.  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$832,941,9,58. 

On  page  5,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,222,899,409. 

On  page  5,  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,648,270,247. 

On  page  5,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,097,874,450. 

On  page  5,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,573,092,594. 

On  page  6,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  6.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  6,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  6,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  6,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  6.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  6,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  31.  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  31,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  31.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,766,179, 

On  page  31.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  32,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$832,941,9,58. 

On  page  32.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  32,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,222,899,409. 

On  page  32.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  32,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,648,270,247. 

On  page  32,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  33,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,097,874,450. 

On  page  33,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  33.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,573,092,594. 

On  page  33,  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  65.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  65.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  65.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$430,766,179. 

On  page  65.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$832,941,958. 

On  page  66.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 


On  page  66.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,222,899,409. 

On  page  66.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,648,270,247. 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,097,874,450. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  67,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,573,092,594. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  about  something  that  we 
all  know  a  great  deal  and  have  gen- 
erally supported  very  well.  Pell  grants. 
This  amendment,  also  sponsored  by 
Senator  Pell,  would  restore  $8.8  bil- 
lion over  the  budget  period  to  protect 
the  value  of  Pell  grants  against  infla- 
tion and  increasing  college  enroll- 
ments. Under  the  pending  budget  pro- 
posal, the  Pell  grants  would  decline  in 
value  by  40  percent  over  the  next  7 
years. 
Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  again, 
we  are  going  to  raise  taxes  by  $8.8  bil- 
lion to  spend  that  amount  of  money.  I 
believe  we  have  held  firm  on  that  here- 
tofore, and  I  hope  we  do  so  again. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  it  be  in  order  that 
all  three  amendments  be  ordered  to  be 
for  a  rollcall  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  waive  a  right  to  table  the  amend- 
ments, do  I.  with  that? 
Mr.  EXON.  No.  the  Senator  does  not. 
Mr.   DOMENICI.  Fine.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection.  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  think  we 
have  a  way  to  dispose  of  Harkin- 
McCain.  I  would  add  that  as  a  fourth 
effort  and  move  to  table  the  underlying 
amendment— that  will  take  care  of 
both  of  them— and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject    to    make    sure    we     understand 

that 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  have  cleared  it  with 
Senator  Harkin. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  believe  what  the  major- 
ity leader  just  said  has  been  agreed  to 
by  Senator  Harkin.  but  I  do  want  to 
check  with   him.   As  I   understand  it, 
you  on  that  side  will  offer  a  tabling 
motion. 
Mr.  DOLE.  I  just  did  it. 
Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  just  did  it. 
Mr.  DOLE.  To  table  both  of  them. 
Mr.    EXON.    And    that    will    be    the 
fourth  of  the  series  of  votes  that  we 
have  just  scheduled. 
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Mr.  DOLE.  Right 

Mr.  HARKIN  That  is  a  motion  to 
table  Harkin. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Anyone  may  reserve  the 
right  to  offer  a  motion  to  table. 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  were  the 
yeas  and  nays  ordered  on  the  three 
amendments'!" 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
have  not  been  ordered. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  is  this  the  Harkin  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
a  request  pending. 

Mr  BYRD  Mr.  President,  was  the  re- 
quest granted  that  the  yeas  and  nays 
will  be  in  order  on  all  three!" 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  re- 
quest has  been  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  all  three. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficienf^ 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  table  the 
first  Kennedy  amendment  and  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .MOTION  TO  T.^BLE  .A.ME.NDMENT  NO.  1188 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote'!' 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  58, 
nays  41.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  218  Leg.] 
YEAS— 58 
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NAYS— 41 


May  25,  1995 


May  25,  1995 
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.Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bams 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cocbran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DAmato 

E>eWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Feinstein 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramrii 

Grams 

Crassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inbofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kerrey 

Kyi 

Lieberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

.Mack 


McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Presalcr 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Ford 

Levin 

Gleno 

Moseley-Braun 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Harkin 

.Murray 

Henin 

Pell 

Hollings 

Pry  or 

Inouye 

Reid 

Jeffords 

Robb 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Kerry 

Simon 

KobI 

Specter 

Lautenber^ 

Wellstone 

Leahy 

Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feingold 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulskl 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment (No.  1188)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  second  Kennedy 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  TABLE  AMENDMENT  NO    1189 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No. 
1189.  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Kennedy].  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MIKUL.SKI]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  54, 
nays  45.  as  follows: 

(Rollcall  Vote  No.  219  Leg.) 
YEAS— 54 


.Abraham 

.Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Burns 

Campbell 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DAmato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 


Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

NAYS— 45 

Cbafee 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feingold 

Feinstein 

Ford 


.McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

.Vunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Glenn 

Graham 

Harkin 

Heflin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 


Kerrey 

Lieberman 

Reid 

Kerry 

Moseley-Braun 

Robb 

Kohl 

Moynihan 

Rockefeller 

Lautenberg 

Murray 

Sarbanes 

Leahy 

Pell 

Simon 

Levin 

Pryor 

NOT  VOTING-] 

Mikulski 

Wellstone 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1189)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
pending  business  the  third  pending 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  amendment  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .MOTION  TO  TABLE  A.MENDMENT  NO.  1190 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts. On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MlKUL.SKl]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  55, 
nays  44.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  220  Leg.] 
YEAS— 55 


.Abraham 

.Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bo.-„1 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cocbran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

DAmato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


.Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bum|>ers 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorian 

Exon 

Feingold 


Feinstein 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Crams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inbofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

NAYS--J4 

Ford 

Glenn 

Graham 

Harkin 

Heflin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1190)  was  agreed  to. 


McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Packwood 

Pre.ssler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Levin 

Lieberman 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

.Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wellstone 


VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  TABLE  A.MENDMENT  NO.  1185 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  now  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  table  amendment  No.  1185.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  73. 
nays  26.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vole  No.  221  Leg.] 
YEAS— 73 


Abraham 

Feinstein 

Mack 

Akaka 

Ford 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Glenn 

Moynihan 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Biden 

Graham 

Nickles 

Bingaman 

Gramm 

Nunn 

Bond 

Grams 

Packwood 

Brown 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Brv.m 

Hatch 

Reid 

':'..:  ns 

Hatfield 

Robb 

;>  .  :  :1 

Heflin 

Roth 

Campbell 

Helms 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Sarbanes 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Simp.son 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

D'.Amato 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

['■■Wine 

Kerry 

Thomas 

:  ■   !il 

Kyi 

Thompson 

L^jie 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lieberman 

Warner 

Exon 

Lott 

Faircloth 

Lugar 

NAYS— 26 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Moseley-Braun 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Murray 

Breaux 

Hollings 

Peil 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Pryor 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Craig 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

L«vin 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1185)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr  p]XON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent — and  I  have  talked  to 
Senator  Domenici  about  this— that  we 
might  recognize  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia very  briefly  for  a  unanimous 
consent  request  that  I  think  will  be  ap- 
proved. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President, 
thank  you  very  much. 

CHANC.K  OF  VOTE 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  change  my 
vote  on  rollcall  No.  220,  amendment 
numbered    1190,    from    a    "yea"    to    a 


"nay."  It  will  not  make  a  difference  in 
the  vote  count. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1191 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  priority  that  should  be  given 
to  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency 
research,  development,  and  demonstration 
activities) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
amendment  submitted  by  Senator 
BiNGA.MAN  and  Senator  JEFFORDS  that 
expresses  the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  re- 
newable energy  and  energy  efficiency 
technologies  and  research  development 
and  demonstration  activities  in  these 
areas,  and  our  priority  within  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Research  Program.  Co- 
sponsors  of  this  amendment  are  Mrs. 
Murray,  Mr.  Harkin.  and  Mr.  Leahy.  I 
think  it  has  been  cleared  on  both  sides. 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  no  objection.  We  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  the 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN],  for 
Mr.  BINGA.MAN,  for  himself.  Mr.  .Jeffords, 
Mrs.  Mlrrav.  Mr.  Harkin.  and  Mr.  Leahy. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1191. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATF;  RECARniNG  THE 
PRIORrrY  THAT  SHOrLD  BE  <;r\TiN 
TO  RENEWABLE  ENT;Rr,Y  A.NI)  E.N- 
ERGY  EFFICIENCY  RESI':ARCH,  DE- 
VXLOPMENT,  AND  DEMONSTRATION 
ACTmTTES. 

(ai  Findings.  -Coneress  finds  that 

(1)  .section  1202  of  the  Energy  Policy  .■\ct  of 
1992  (106  Stat.  2956  >.  which  passed  the  Senate 
93  to  3  and  was  signed  into  law  by  President 
Bush  in  1992,  amended  section  6  of  the  Re- 
newable Energy  and  Energy  Efficiency  Tech- 
nology Competitiveness  Act  of  1989  (42  U.S.C. 
12005)  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to 
conduct  a  5-year  program  to  commercialize 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  tech- 
nologies: 

(2)  poll  after  poll  shows  that  the  American 
people  overwhelmingly  believe  that  renew- 
able energy  and  energy  efficiency  tech- 
noloKies  should  be  the  highest  priority  of 
Federal  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration activities; 

(3)  renewable  technologies  (such  as  wind, 
photovoltaic,  solar  thermal,  geothermal.  and 
bioma.ss  technology)  have  made  significant 
progress  toward  increased  reliability  and  de- 
creased cost: 

(4)  energy  efficient  technologies  in  the 
building,  industrial,  transportation,  and  util- 
ity sectors  have  saved  more  than  3  trillion 
dollars  for  industries,  consumers,  and  the 
Federal  Government  over  the  past  20  years 
while  creating  jobs,  improving  the  competi- 
tiveness of  the  economy,  making  housing 
more  affordable,  and  reducing  the  emissions 
of  environmentally  damaging  pollutants; 

(5)  the  renewable  energy  and  energy  effi- 
ciency technology  programs  feature  private 
sector  cost  shares  that  are  among  the  high- 


est of  Federal  energy  research  and  develop- 
ment programs; 

(6)  according  to  the  Energy  Information 
Administration,  the  United  States  currently 
imports  more  than  50  percent  of  its  oil.  rep- 
resenting $46,000,000,000,  or  approximately  40 
percent,  of  the  $116,000,000,000  total  United 
States  merchandise  deficit  in  1993;  and 

(7)  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency 
technologies  represent  potential  inroads  for 
American  companies  into  export  markets  for 
energy  products  and  services  estimated  at 
least  $225,000,000,000  over  the  next  25  years. 

(b)  Sense  of  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include 
the  assumption  that  renewable  energy  and 
energy  efficiency  technology  research,  devel- 
opment, and  demonstration  activities  should 
be  given  priority  among  the  Federal  energy 
research  programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  (No.  1191)  is 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  At  the  suggestion  of 
the  majority  leader,  we  have  engaged 
in  taking  three  amendments  in  a  row 
and  explaining  them  in  advance,  and 
then  voting  on  them  one  after  another 
so  that  there  is  no  time  lost.  Senator 
Exon  is  going  to  offer  three  amend- 
ments, all  three  Bradley  amendments. 
We  know  what  they  are. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in 
order  now  for  the  managers  to  explain 
each  of  the  three  in  sequence  and 
thereafter,  when  the  explanations  are 
completed,  each  of  the  amendments  be 
voted  in  sequence  and  that  time  for 
each  amendment  be  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  I.~  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
colleague  for  the  explanation. 

amendment  NO.  1192 

(Purpose:  To  establish  a  process  to  identify 
and  control  tax  expenditures  by  setting  a 
target  for  cuts) 

Mr.  EXON.  I  send  an  amendment  to 
the  desk,  the  No.  1  Bradley  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN].  for 
Mr.  BRADLEY,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Daschle. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1192. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  79.  between  lines  3  and  4.  insert 

the  following: 

SEC.    .  nJE-NTIFICATION  AND  CONTROL  OF  TAX 
EXPENDITURES. 

(a)  PciNT  OF  Order.— It  shall  not -be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  (or  amend- 
ment, motion,  or  conference  report  on  such  a 
resolution)  that  does  not  include — 

(1)  appropriate  levels  for  the  budget  year 
and  planning  levels  for  each  of  the  6  fiscal 
years  following  the  budget  year  for  the  total 
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amount,  if  any.  tax  expenditures  should  be 
increased  or  decreased  by  bills  and  resolu- 
tions to  be  reported  by  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees; and 

(2)  tax  expenditures  for  each  major  func- 
tional category,  based  on  the  allocations  of 
the  total  levels  set  forth  in  the  resolution. 

(b)  CBO.— The  Director  of  the  Congrres- 
sional  Budget  Office  shall  include  alter- 
natives for  allocating  tax  expenditures  in  ac- 
cordance with  national  priorities  as  required 
by  section  202(0(1)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(c)  W.MVER.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by,  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  concurrent  resolution,  bill,  or  joint  reso- 
lution, as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Deter.min.-\tion  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  new  entitle- 
ment authority,  and  revenues  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  makes  a  very  simple  point: 
we  can  spend  money  just  as  easily 
through  Che  Tax  Code  as  we  can 
through  the  appropriations  process  or 
through  the  creation  of  mandatory 
spending  programs. 

The  amendment  that  I  have  offered 
would  simply  require  that  in  our  an- 
nual budget  process  we  establish  tar- 
gets for  reducing  tax  loopholes — just  as 
we  do  for  all  other  types  of  spending. 
Those  targets  would  be  enforced 
through  a  separate  line  in  our  budget 
reconciliation  instructions  for  reduc- 
tions in  tax  loopholes.  We  already  do 
this  for  other  entitlement  programs. 
There  is  no  reason  not  to  do  so  for  tax 
loopholes.  The  Senate  would  pass  a 
budget  resolution  asking  the  Finance 
Committee  to  reduce  tax  loopholes,  for 
example,  by  $10  billion  a  year  or  $20  bil- 
lion or  whatever  the  Senate  decides  is 
prudent.  It  would  be  up  to  the  Finance 
Committee  to  meet  those  targets 
through  the  reconciliation  process. 

This  separate  tax  expenditure  target 
would  not  replace  our  current  revenue 
targets.  Instead,  it  would  simply  en- 
sure that  the  committee  take  at  least 
the  specified  amount  from  tax  loop- 
holes. In  other  words,  we  would  ensure 
that  the  committee  would  not  raise  the 
targeted  amount  from  rate  increases. 

I  think  we  should  be  honest  about  the 
hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  that  we 
spend  each  year  through  tax  loopholes. 
Spending  is  spending,  whether  it  comes 
in  the  form  of  a  government  check  or 
in  the  form  of  a  special  exception  from 
the  tax  rates  that  apply  to  everyone 
else. 

Tax  expenditures  are  a  large  and  rap- 
idly growing  form  of  spending  by  the 


Federal  Government.  According  to  the 
Budget  Committee,  in  1996,  tax  expend- 
itures will  cost  over  $480  billion;  left 
unchecked,  we  will  spend  roughly  $4 
trillion  on  tax  expenditures  between 
now  and  2002.  In  1986,  we  dramatically 
scaled  back  these  loopholes.  However, 
since  that  time,  they  have  grown  at  an 
astronomical  rate.  At  a  time  when  we 
are  properly  talking  about  other  spend- 
ing cuts,  I  do  not  believe  that  tax  ex- 
penditures should  be  off  the  table. 

Tax  expenditures  or  tax  loopholes 
allow  some  taxpayers  to  lower  their 
taxes  and  leave  the  rest  of  us  paying 
higher  taxes  than  we  otherwise  would 
pay.  By  requiring  that  Congress  estab- 
lish specific  targets  for  tax  loopholes 
as  part  of  the  budget  reconciliation 
process,  this  amendment  simply  places 
tax  loopholes  under  the  same  budg- 
etary scrutiny  as  all  other  spending 
programs. 

Tax  loopholes  do  not.  as  some  would 
say.  simply  allow  people  to  keep  more 
of  what  they  have  earned.  Rather,  they 
give  the  few  a  special  exception  from 
the  rules  that  oblige  everyone  to  share 
in  the  responsibility  of  the  national  de- 
fense and  protecting  the  young,  the 
aged,  and  the  infirm. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  face  of  a  Fed- 
eral debt  rapidly  approaching  $5  tril- 
lion, we  cannot  afford  to  be  timid.  Our 
children's  way  of  life  is  dependent  upon 
our  acting  on  the  Federal  deficit  today 
and  tomorrow  and  every  year  there- 
after until  we  restore  fiscal  sanity  to 
our  budget.  We  cannot  wait  until  we 
grow  our  way  out  of  the  debt.  And  we 
should  not  and  cannot  wait  until  defi- 
cits start  drifting  up  in  the  latter  half 
of  this  decade  before  we  do  something. 
The  Congressional  Budget  Office  tells 
us  that  by  2004  the  national  debt  held 
by  the  public  will  rise  to  roughly  $b 
trillion.  At  that  time,  the  national 
debt  will  equal  almost  55  percent  of  our 
gross  domestic  product.  By  2004,  inter- 
est payments  on  that  debt  will  be  ap- 
proximately $334  billion,  or  over  3  per- 
cent of  our  gross  domestic  product.  One 
recent  report  stated  that  these  interest 
payments  will  cost  each  of  today's  chil- 
dren over  $130,000  in  extra  taxes  over 
the  course  of  their  lifetime.  Our  na- 
tional debt  is  nothing  less  than  a  mort- 
gage on  our  Nation's,  and  our  chil- 
dren's, future. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  not  kid  our- 
selves. As  we  have  seen  from  this 
week's  debate,  addressing  our  burgeon- 
ing debt  will  not  be  easy.  If  it  was.  we 
would  have  done  it  years  ago.  Instead, 
it  will  require  a  very  thoughtful,  and 
sometimes  difficult,  debate  over  our 
Nation's  priorities  and  what  sacrifices 
we  are  willing  to  make  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  This  means  that  we 
are  going  to  have  to  take  a  hard  look 
at  what  we  spend  the  taxpayers'  money 
on.  And  that  means  all  of  our  spending 
programs — tax  expenditures  included. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
simply  to  try  to  draw  the  Senate's  at- 


tention to  the  very  targeted  spending 
we  do  through  the  Tax  Code — spending 
that  is  not  subject  to  the  annual  appro- 
priations process:  spending  that  is  not 
subject  to  the  executive  order  capping 
the  growth  of  mandatory  spending; 
spending  that  is  rarely  ever  debated  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  once  it  becomes 
part  of  the  Tax  Code.  The  preferential 
deductions  or  credits  or  depreciation 
schedules  or  timing  rules  that  we  pro- 
vide through  the  Tax  Code  are  simply 
entitlement  programs  under  another 
guise.  Many  of  them  make  sense,  Mr. 
President.  And  I  would  be  the  first  to 
admit  that.  Many,  however,  probably 
could  not  stand  the  light  of  day  if  we 
had  to  vote  on  them  as  direct  spending 
programs. 

Given  our  critical  need  for  deficit  re- 
duction, tax  spending  should  not  be 
treated  any  better  or  worse  then  other 
programs.  It  should  not  be  protected 
any  more  than  Social  Security  pay- 
ments or  crop  price  support  payments 
or  Medicare  payments  or  welfare  pay- 
ments. 

What  am  I  really  talking  about?  I  am 
talking  about  provisions  that  allow 
wealthy  Americans  to  renounce  their 
citizenship  in  order  to  avoid  paying 
their  fair  share  of  U.S.  taxes.  That  is 
already  in  the  Tax  Code.  I  am  talking 
about  letting  wealthy  taxpayers  rent 
their  homes  for  2  weeks  a  year  without 
having  to  report  any  income.  That  is 
already  in  the  Tax  Code.  I  am  talking 
about  providing  production  subsidies  in 
excess  of  the  dollars  invested  for  the 
production  of  lead,  uranium  and  asbes- 
tos— three  poisons  on  which  we  spend 
millions  of  dollars  each  year  just  try- 
ing to  clean  up.  That  is  already  in  the 
code.  I  am  talking  about  tax  credits  for 
clean-fuel  vehicles,  cancellation  of  in- 
debtedness income  for  farmers  or  real 
estate  developers,  special  amortization 
periods  for  timber  companies'  reforest- 
ation efforts,  industrial  development 
bonds  for  airports  or  docks,  special 
treatment  of  capital  construction 
funds  for  shipping  companies,  et 
cetera,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  be  clear  that 
this  bill  does  not  pinpoint  specific  pro- 
grams and  I  am  not  suggested  that  we 
eliminate  all  tax  expenditures.  In  fact, 
I  support  many  of  them.  Instead,  I  am 
simply  suggesting  that  we  subject 
them  to  the  same  level  of  scrutiny  as 
all  other  entitlement  programs. 

If  we  are  serious  about  deficit  reduc- 
tion— and  for  our  Nation's  future  I  sin- 
cerely hope  that  we  are — then  every 
segment  of  spending  will  have  to  be  ex- 
amined. We  cannot  do  it  fairly  through 
discretionary  spending  cuts  alone.  In- 
deed, that  is  an  area  of  the  budget  that 
is  shrinking  in  terms  of  gross  national 
product.  Likewise,  we  cannot  do  it  fair- 
ly through  entitlement  cuts  alone.  In 
order  to  achieve  equitable,  lasting  defi- 
cit reduction,  we  will  need  to  consider 
tax  loopholes  as  well. 


Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  for 
nearly  a  decade  now,  one  of  our  pri- 
mary tasks  has  been  to  leash  the  bur- 
geoning budget  deficit  and  keep  it 
under  control.  As  my  colleagues  well 
know,  the  process  of  reducing  the  defi- 
cit is  a  painstaking  one,  during  which 
every  item  of  direct  spending  is  scruti- 
nized. Even  entitlements  are  today  fac- 
ing the  budget  ax— for  example,  this 
budget  resolution  envisions  $256  billion 
in  Medicare  cuts  alone. 

This  scrutiny,  however,  is  reserved 
for  direct  spending  items.  Yet.  one  of 
our  largest  areas  of  spending  in  the 
Federal  budget  is  tax  expenditures — ex- 
clusions, exemptions,  deductions,  cred- 
its, preferential  rates,  and  deferrals  of 
tax  liability.  While,  at  the  margin,  we 
can  debate  exactly  what  constitutes  a 
tax  expenditure,  these  items  will  drain 
about  $480  billion  from  Fedei'al  reve- 
nues this  year. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  that  I  do  not 
support  a  massive  elimination  of  tax 
expenditures  without  regard  to  merit. 
However,  this  very  large  and  important 
part  of  Federal  spending— for,  clearly, 
that  is  what  it  is — deserves  the  same 
scrutiny  as  direct  spending. 

Currently,  tax  expenditures  receive 
only  minimal  attention  on  an  annual 
basis.  Nowhere  is  this  information  in- 
corporated in  the  budget  process  in  a 
meaningful  way — a  way  that  spurs  ac- 
tion to  limit  this  form  of  spending. 
There  are  no  targets  for  tax  expendi- 
tures called  for  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, and  there  is  nothing  to  force 
members  to  view  tax  expenditures  by 
budget  function,  comparing  aggregate 
spending  in  any  given  area  through 
both  direct  spending  and  tax  expendi- 
tui-es. 

The  Bradley  amendment  would  re- 
quire the  annual  budget  resolution  to 
set  forth  the  total  amount,  if  any,  by 
which  tax  expenditures  should  be  in- 
creased or  decreased.  The  resolution 
would  have  to  include  such  totals  both 
for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year  and,  for 
planning  purposes,  for  the  following  6 
fiscal  years,  additionally,  the  total 
level  of  tax  expenditures  for  the  up- 
coming fiscal  year  would  need  to  be 
broken  out  among  the  major  functional 
categories.  The  budget  resolution 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order  if 
it  failed  to  include  the  information  on 
tax  expenditures  that  is  required  by 
the  Bradley  amendment. 

I  applaud  Senator  Br.^dley  for  his 
continued  leadership  on  this  very  im- 
portant issue,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  supporting  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Very  brieny,  this  Bradley 
amendment  requires  Congress  to  set 
targets  for  reduction  in  tax  expendi- 
tures similar  to  targets  it  set  for  man- 
datory spending  in  our  budget  resolu- 
tion instructions. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
going  to  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
It  establishes  a  whole  new  process  in 
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treating  budget  resolutions  and  tax 
bills,  and  I  do  not  believe  we  ought  to 
be  doing  it  here  on  the  floor.  When  it  is 
appropriate.  I  will  raise  the  point  of 
order. 

.AMEND.MENT  NO.  1193 

(Purpose:  To  restore  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
NIH  by  raising  the  tobacco  tax  by  $1  a  pack) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  submit 
the  second  Bradley  amendment  to  the 
desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON),  for 
Mr.  Br.^DLEY.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1193. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  — .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  OFF- 
SETTING NIH  AND  MEDICARE  CUTS 
WFTH  TOBACCO  TAX  RE\'ENUES. 

(a)  Tobacco  Tax.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, in  meeting  the  committee's  revenue 
instruction  under  section  6.  will  increase  the 
Federal  tax  on  cigarettes  by  $1.00  a  pack,  tax 
smokeless  tobacco  products  at  the  same  rate 
as  cigarettes,  and  increase  the  tax  on  all 
other  tobacco  products  by  a  factor  of  5.1667 
and  that  the  resulting  revenues  will  be  allo- 
cated as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Use  of  Revenues.— The  revenues  re- 
sulting from  the  taxes  provided  in  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(li  90  percent  of  the  revenues 
($75,900,000,000)  to  offset  medicare  cuts,  re- 
ducing the  total  amount  of  cuts  by  30  per- 
cent. 

(2)  9.4  percent  of  the  revenues 
($7,900,000,000)  to  offset  the  entire  reduction 
to  the  NIH  budget. 

(3)  0.6  percent  of  the  revenues,  $530,000,000 
to  assist  tobacco  farmers  and  communities 
in  converting  to  new  crops. 

On  page  63,  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ".  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
$12.5  billion  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $61.8  billion 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $84.3  billion  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002.". 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12  5  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  11, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  12, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  13, 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  14, 
$11  8  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  15, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12  8  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  26,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 


increase  the  amount  by 
ir:crease  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  4. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  4, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  4. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  4. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  4, 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  4, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  4, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  7, 
S12.5  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  7, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  7, 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  7, 
$11.1  billion. 


line  18, 
line  19. 
line  20, 
line  21, 
line  22, 
line  23. 
line  24. 
line  4. 
line  5, 
line  6, 
line  7, 
line  8, 
line  9, 
line  10, 
line  17, 
line  18, 
line  19, 
line  20, 
line  21. 
line  22, 
line  23, 
line  3, 
line  4, 
line  5, 
line  6, 
line  7, 
line  8, 
line  9, 
line  16, 
line  17, 
line  18, 
line  19, 
line  20, 
line  21, 
line  22. 
line  3, 
line  4, 
line  5. 
line  6, 
line  7. 
line  8, 
line  9, 
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ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
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On  pa^re  22, 
SO  08  billion. 

On  page  22 
SO. 08  billion. 

On  patre  22. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  pa^e  22. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  22. 
SO  08  billion. 

On  page  22. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
SO  08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
SO  08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
SO  08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  24. 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  24. 

50  08  billion. 
On  page  33. 

$1.13  billion. 

On  page  33. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 

51  13  billion. 
On  page  34. 

$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
SI. 13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
Jl  13  billion. 

On  page  35. 
SI  13  billion. 

On  page  35. 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35. 
$1  13  billion. 

On  page  35. 
SI  13  billion. 

On  page  35. 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  35. 
$11  3  billion. 

On  page  36. 
SU. 6  billion. 

On  page  36. 
Sll  6  billion. 

On  page  36. 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  36. 
$11  3  billion. 

On  page  36. 
SU.O  billion. 

On  page  36. 
$110  billion. 

On  page  36. 
$10  6  billion. 

On  page  36. 
$10  6  billion. 

On  page  37. 
$10  2  billion. 

On  page  37. 
$10  2  billion. 

On  page  37. 
$9.9  billion. 

On  page  37. 
$9.9  billion. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  25,  1995 


May  25,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14475 


.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 

.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  Increase  the  amount  by 

line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  65.  line  17.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
S1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66. 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66. 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66. 
SI. 2  billion. 

On  page  67 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67 
SI. 2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

.^.MKND.MENT  NO.  1193 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  eliminate  30  percent 
of  the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  and  the 
entire  cut  to  the  NIH  budget.  These 
cuts  would  be  offset  with  revenues  gen- 
erated by  increasing  the  tobacco  tax. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  pre- 
sents a  win-win-win  situation.  It  will 
improve  not  one.  not  two,  but  three 
threats  to  our  national  health.  First,  it 
dampens  the  incredibly  harsh  blow 
which  the  proposed  budget  will  deal  to 
our  Nation's  oldest  citizens.  Second,  it 
ensures  that  the  NIH  will  be  able  to 
continue  its  current  efforts  to  develop 
life-saving  technologies.  And  finally,  it 
will  encourage  our  citizens — particu- 
larly our  children  and  teenagers — to 
avoid  the  addiction,  sickness,  and 
death  which  result  from  tobacco  use. 

The  first  national  health  threat 
which  my  amendment  seeks  to  improve 
involves  the  proposed  Medicare  cuts. 
We  are  all  aware  that  the  budget  reso- 
lution would  reduce  spending  for  the 
Medicare  program  by  $256  billion  over  7 
years.  This  means  that  seniors  will 
have  to  find  an  average  of  S3. 447  more 
dollars  to  pay  for  their  health  care 
over  the  next  7  years.  In  my  home 
State  of  New  Jersey,  seniors  will  have 
to  come  up  with  an  additional  $932  in 
the  year  2002  alone  just  to  pay  for  the 
additional  Medicare  costs  which  this 
budget  imposes  on  them.  For  many 
seniors  across  the  country,  these  new 
costs  will  be  extremely  difficult  to 
bear.  In  1992,  the  median  income  of  sen- 
iors in  this  country  was  only  about 
$17,000  a  year,  and  over  20  percent  of 
this  income  already  goes  for  health-re- 
lated costs.  For  the  millions  of  seniors 
across  the  country  who  live  on  fixed  in- 
comes, finding  an  additional  $3,447  over 
7  years  will  mean  having  to  give  up 
something  else  which  is  important  to 
them.  It  is  estimated  that  there  are  al- 
ready nearly  8  million  seniors  nation- 
wide  who   are   forced   to   choose   each 


month  between  paying  for  their  medi- 
cations and  paying  for  food.  I  can't 
help  wondering  how  many  millions 
more  seniors  will  be  faced  with  this 
horrible  choice  once  the  proposed  cuts 
go  into  place. 

Increased  financial  burdens  on  sen- 
iors is  only  one  of  the  negative  con- 
sequences which  will  result  from  the 
proposed  Medicare  cuts.  Along  with 
having  to  pay  more,  seniors  will  likely 
find  that  their  ability  to  choose  their 
own  doctor  restricted— perhaps  not  ex- 
plicitly, but  because  financial  limita- 
tions leave  them  with  no  choice  but  to 
join  a  managed  care  plan.  Also,  doc- 
tors, hospitals,  and  other  providers  are 
all  likely  to  face  reduced  payments. 
They  already  receive  far  lower  pay- 
ments from  Medicare  than  from  pri- 
vate insurers,  and  if  Medicare  rates  are 
reduced  much  further  some  may  find 
that  they  can  no  longer  afford  lo  take 
Medicare  patients.  Those  which  do 
keep  taking  Medicare  will  be  forced  to 
shift  even  more  costs  onto  their  pri- 
vately insured  patients,  creating  a  hid- 
den tax  on  employers  and  individuals. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  Medicare 
cuts  are  bad  news  for  seniors:  they  are 
bad  news  for  health  care  providers:  and 
they  are  bad  news  for  employers  and 
individuals  nationwide.  My  amendment 
will  make  this  bad  news  a  little  better. 
It  does  this  by  offsetting  30  percent  of 
the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  with  reve- 
nues generated  by  increasing  the  Fed- 
eral tax  on  tobacco  products.  This 
means  that  $76  billion  will  be  restored 
to  the  Medicare  Program.  It  reduces 
the  amount  of  additional  money  which 
each  senior  must  find  from  $3,447  to 
$2,413  over  7  years.  I  understand  that 
$2,413  is  still  an  enormous  amount  of 
monpy  for  :inynnp  on  .a  fixori  income  to 
part  with.  But  $2,413  is  at  least  better 
than  $3,447. 

Mr.  President,  Medicare  cuts  are  just 
one  of  the  national  health  threats 
which  my  amendment  seeks  to  im- 
prove. The  second  threat  is  the  pro- 
posal, contained  in  this  resolution,  to 
cut  the  budget  of  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  by  10  percent  next  year 
and  then  freeze  it  through  the  year 
2002. 

Mr.  President,  cutting  the  NIH  budg- 
et is  shortsighted  policy  at  its  worst. 
NIH-funded  research  impacts  the  lives 
of  millions  of  Americans  every  day. 
Technologies  and  drugs  developed  with 
NIH  funds  not  only  improve  Ameri- 
cans' quality  of  life:  they  also  save 
lives.  Without  the  basic  research  which 
is  funded  by  the  NIH.  in  a  few  years  the 
private  sector  will  have  limited  fun- 
damental research  upon  which  to  base 
its  own  efforts.  The  result  will  be  a 
dramatic  slowdown  in  the  development 
of  life-improving  and  life-saving  tech- 
nologies. I  have  no  way  of  knowing 
which  of  us  in  this  room,  or  which  of 
our  loved  ones,  could  benefit  in  the  fu- 
ture from  technologies  which  NIH  is 
developing  today.  But  I  do  know  that 


we  owe  it  to  all  present  and  future 
Americans  to  ensure  that  their  access 
to  these  technologies  is  not  limited  due 
lo  shortsighted  budget  cutting. 

For  those  who  are  not  convinced  that 
NIH's  role  in  improving  and  saving 
lives  warrants  restoring  its  budget,  let 
me  make  one  final  point:  Much  of  NIH 
research  reduces  health  care  spending. 
For  example,  the  NIH  recently  esti- 
mated that  approximately  $4.3  billion 
invested  in  NIH  research  had  the  po- 
tential to  realize  annual  savings  of  be- 
tween $9.3  and  $13.6  billion.  This  trans- 
lates into  a  200-  to  300-percent  annual 
return.  I  challenge  my  colleagues  to 
find  any  type  of  Federal  spending 
which  provides  an  annual  return  of  at 
least  200  percent.  Given  that  payoff,  we 
can't  afford  to  not  invest  in  the  NIH. 

My  amendment  recognizes  these  im- 
mense benefits  generated  by  NIH,  and 
seeks  to  ensure  that  this  research  can 
continue  at  its  present  level  into  the 
future.  To  do  this,  the  amendment  re- 
stores the  entire  $7.9  million  which  the 
Republican  resolution  cuts  from  the 
NIH  budget. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment addresses  the  national  health 
threat  created  by  tobacco  use.  It  seeks 
to  encourage  our  citizens— particularly 
our  children  and  teenagers — to  avoid 
the  addiction,  sickness,  and  death 
which  results  from  using  tobacco. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  been  on  this 
floor  many  times  talking  about  the 
dangers  of  tobacco  use,  I  have  repeat- 
edly staled  that  tobacco  use  kills  well 
over  100,000  Americans  every  year- 
more  than  alcohol,  heroin,  crack,  auto- 
mobile and  airplane  accidents,  homi- 
cides, suicides,  and  AIDS  combined. 
Furthermore,  secondhand  tobacco 
smoke  will  cause  tens  of  thousands  of 
additional  deaths.  This  year,  one  out  of 
every  tive  Americans  who  dies  wiii  die 
from  tobacco  use. 

But  of  all  the  sad  stories  which  can 
be  told  about  the  impact  of  tobacco  use 
in  this  country,  perhaps  the  saddest  is 
the  alarming  rate  at  which  children 
and  teenagers  are  being  hooked  on  to- 
bacco products.  Over  90  percent  of  new 
users  of  tobacco  in  this  country  are 
teenagers  or  younger.  The  tobacco 
companies  know  children  and  teen- 
agers are  easy  targets,  so  they  specifi- 
cally aim  their  advertising  at  them. 
And  their  efforts  are  succeeding.  Every 
30  seconds,  a  child  or  teenager  in  the 
United  States  smokes  for  the  first 
time. 

In  addition  to  the  enormous  human 
costs  of  tobacco  use — the  addition,  suf- 
fering, and  death  which  could  have 
been  avoided — tobacco  contributes  sub- 
stantially to  health  care  costs  every 
year.  According  to  the  Centers  for  Dis- 
ease Control  and  Prevention,  health 
care  expenditures  caused  directly  by 
smoking  totaled  $50  billion  in  1993,  and 
$22  billion  of  those  costs  were  paid  by 
Government  funds. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  reduce  both 
the  human  and  the  economic  costs  cre- 


ated by  tobacco  use.  It  does  this  by  in- 
creasing the  Federal  excise  tax  on  most 
tobacco  products  by  a  factor  of  five, 
which  translates  to  an  increase  of  $1 
per  pack  of  cigarettes.  In  addition,  my 
amendment  would  tax  smokeless  to- 
bacco products  at  the  same  price  as 
cigarettes,  in  order  to  eliminate  cost 
incentives  for  people  to  switch  from 
cigarettes  to  smokeless.  By  raising  the 
Federal  excise  tax  on  tobacco,  we  can 
discourage  people— especially  chil- 
dren—from starting  the  tobacco  habit, 
and  we  can  encourage  others  to  quit. 
Conservative  estimates  predict  that  a 
10-percent  increase  in  the  price  of  ciga- 
rettes will  reduce  overall  smoking  by 
about  4  percent.  And  for  kids,  who  are 
more  price  sensitive  than  adults,  the 
impact  is  even  greater. 

The  benefits  of  such  decreased  de- 
mand cannot  be  overstated.  First,  and 
most  importantly,  thousands  of  lives 
will  be  saved  and  the  unnecessary  suf- 
fering will  be  avoided.  In  addition,  both 
public  and  private  health  insurers  will 
save  billions  of  dollars  each  year,  due 
to  reduced  costs  for  treating  tobacco- 
related  diseases.  Finally,  the  increased 
tax  will  yield  $84  billion  in  Federal  rev- 
enues over  7  years.  Over  half  a  billion 
of  this  amount  will  be  used  to  help  to- 
bacco farmers  convert  to  other  crops. 
The  rest  of  the  money  will  go  to  help 
decrease  the  national  health  threats 
posed  by  the  drastic  Medicare  cuts  and 
by  the  reduction  in  the  NIH  budget. 
These  revenues  will  enable  the  entire 
cut  to  the  NIH  budget  to  be  offset,  and 
the  proposed  Medicare  cuts  to  be  de- 
creased by  30  percent. 

Some  persons  may  question  whether 
it  is  appropriate  to  ask  smokers  to  ab- 
sorb part  of  the  blow  which  the  pro- 
posed budget  designates  for  seniors  and 
proviiiers.  My  response  to  that  ques- 
tion is  an  unequivocal  "yes."  Accord- 
ing to  a  former  Secretary  of  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  tobacco  use  is  the  largest  sin- 
gle drain  on  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
This  is  the  trust  fund  which  is  pre- 
dicted to  go  insolvent  in  2002.  It  strikes 
me  as  quite  appropriate  to  ask  persons 
who  choose  to  use  tubacco  to  help  off- 
set some  of  the  costs  of  their  choice. 
And  it  strikes  me  as  quite  inappropri- 
ate to  ask  other  persons — such  as  non- 
smoking seniors  and  providers — to  ac- 
cept reductions  at  the  same  time  that 
they  are  forced  to  help  pay  for  the 
costs  of  other  people's  unhealthy 
choices. 

By  discouraging  tobacco  use.  decreas- 
ing Medicare  cuts,  and  restoring  the 
NIH  budget  to  its  current  level,  my 
amendment  presents  a  win-win-win  sit- 
uation. Our  children  and  teenagers  win, 
because  they  will  be  discouraged  from 
starting  down  the  road  of  addiction. 
sickness,  and  death  caused  by  tobacco 
use.  Health  insurers  and  employees 
win,  because  health  costs  for  tobacco- 
related  diseases  will  be  reduced.  Health 
care  providers  and  employers  win,  be- 


cause this  amendment  will  reduce  pay- 
ment cuts  and  cost-shifting.  Seniors 
win,  because  the  amendment  will  re- 
duce the  financial  strains  and  the  con- 
cerns about  quality  and  access  which 
will  result  from  steep  Medicare  cuts. 
And  we  all  win,  as  the  NTH  will  be  able 
to  continue  its  current  efforts  to  de- 
velop lifesaving  technologies.  For  the 
sake  of  all  these  affected  Americans.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  This  Bradley  amendment 
is  to  offset  NIH  and  Medicare  cuts  with 
tobacco  tax  revenues. 

The  Bradley  amendment  raises  to- 
bacco tax  $1  per  pack  of  cigarettes.  It 
also  taxes  smokeless  tobacco  products 
at  a  similar  rate. 

The  revenues  from  the  increased  tax 
are  used  to  restore  $76  billion  in  Medi- 
care cuts,  restore  the  entire  cut  in  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  budget, 
$7.9  billion,  without  the  Hatfield  dis- 
cretionary reduction,  and  assist  to- 
bacco farmers  in  converting  to  other 
crops.  $500  m.illion. 

Mr.  P'ORD.  Mr.  President,  is  it  in 
order  to  announce  that  the  Senator  is 
going  to  table  this  now.  make  a  motion 
to  table  now,  or  wait  until  the  vote 
comes? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Wait  until  the  vote 
comes. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
remind  the  Senate  that  even  though 
this  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution 
talks  about  all  these  good  things,  es- 
sentially you  raise  a  tax  and  then  it  is 
up  to  the  Senate  and  the  Congress  to 
decide  what  they  would  do  with  it.  Sen- 
ator Ford  will  move  to  table  that. 

.■\MENDME.ST  NO.  ll»l 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  to 

*.\-^     j,-i- u-i —  ir    -f   (-<_..._*._«   Ti , 

the  third  Bradley  amendment. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoNj,  for 

Mr.  Bradley,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 

bereu  1194. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
RATES  AND  TAX  LOOPHOLES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  thatr- 

(1)  lower  tax  rates  lead  to  increased  eco- 
nomic activity  and  increased  economic  op- 
portunity: 

(2)  lower  tax  rates  lead  to  a  more  efficient 
economy,  with  less  tax  avoidance  and  invest- 
ment patterns  that  rely  on  competitive  mar- 
ket returns  and  not  advantages  produced  by 
tax  law: 

(3)  the  tax  code  still  retains  billions  of  dol- 
lars worth  of  special  tax  breaks  which  are 
available  to  only  limited  groups  of  taxpayers 
and  investors: 

(4)  federal  policy  should  encourage  the  de- 
velopment of  fully  competitive  markets  and 
not  create  unique  advantages  for  individual 
investors,  companies  or  industries. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 
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(1)  the  Congress  should,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  remove  tax  loopholes; 

(2)  the  Consrress  should  use  the  savings 
from  the  closing  of  special  interest  tax  loop- 
holes to  reduce  tax  rates  broadly  for  all 
classes  of  taxpayers. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment,  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  Congress  should  remove  tax  loop- 
holes and  use  saving's  to  reduce  the 
rates  for  individual  taxpayers. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  From  what  we  gath- 
er, in  order  to  reduce  tax  rates  1  per- 
cent, you  would  have  to  raise  $100  bil- 
lion from  things  like  the  home  mort- 
gage deduction  and  the  like.  I  will 
move  to  table  that  also. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  three  amend- 
ments that  we  have  just  discussed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'^ 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  ordering  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  all  three? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  ask  that  it  be  in  order 
to  order  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PREsioiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  j 

Is  there  a  sufficient  second?     ' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr  President,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  this  amend- 
ment is  not  germane  under  the  Budget 
Act  and  it  should  fall. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
waive  the  Budget  .\ct  for  consideration 
of  the  pending  amendment,  and  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second'^ 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MliTlM.S  TO  W.MVF,  THE  HrDGKT  .ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  waive.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  44, 
nays  56,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  222  Leg.] 
YEAS--14 


Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breau.i( 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 

EjlOD 

Felngold 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 


Feinstein 

Ford 

Glenn 

Graham 

Harkin 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

NAYS— 56 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 


.Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

.Moynihan 

-Murray 

Nonn 

Pell 

Pry  or 

Re  id 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Stevens 

Wells  tone 


Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenlci 


Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatneld 

Heflin 

Helms 

HolUngs 

Hutchison 


Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kerrey 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

.Murkowski 

Nickles 

Pack  wood 


Pressier 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  44,  the  nays  are  56. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn,  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 
The  amendment  is  not  restrictive.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained. 

VOTK  ON  .MOTION  TO  TABLE  AMENDMENT  NO.  1193 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
tax  increase  of  some  1.100  percent.  On 
that  basis,  and  on  behalf  of  myself. 
Senators  RoBB,  Hollings,  Nunn,  Thur- 
mond, HELM.S.  McConnell,  Faircloth. 
Coverdell,  Thompson,  Warner,  and 
Frist,  I  move  to  table  this  amendment 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No. 
1193,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley).  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  62, 
nays  38,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  223  Leg.] 
YEAS— 62 


Abraham 

Akaka 

Ashcroft 

Baucas 

Bond 

Breaux 

Brown 

Bums 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Coats 

Cochran 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenlci 


Bennett 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Chafee 

Cohen 

Feingold 

Feinstein 

Glenn 

Graham 


Dorgan 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Crams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Heflin 

Helms 

Hollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kerrey 

Kyi 

NAYS-38 

Harkin 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Jeffords 

Kennedy 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levm 

Lieberman 

Lugar 

Mikulski 


Lott 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressier 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Smith 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Simpson 

Snowe 

Specter 

Wellstone 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  pending  amendment 
and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tho.mpson).  Is  there  a  sufficient  sec- 
ond'' 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .MOTION  TO  T.^BLE  .-K.MKND.MENT  NO.  llfH 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey.  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced —  yeas  53, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  224  Leg.] 
YEAS— 53 

.\braham 

.Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bryan 

Burns 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Dodd 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Frist 

McConnell 

Gorton 

Mikulski 

Graham 

Murkowski 

Gramm 

Packwood 

Grams 

Pressier 

Gregg 

Pryor 

Hatch 

Roth 

Hatfield 

Santorum 

Henin 

Sarbanes 

Helms 

Shelby 

Hollings 

Simpson 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

Kempthome 

Thomas 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Lugar 

Warner 

Mack 

NAYS-^7 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

Ford 

McCain 

Glenn 

Mr.«eleyB-raun 

Grassley 

Moynihan 

Harkin 

Murray 

Hutchison 

Nickles 

Inouye 

Nunn 

Johnston 

Pell 

Kassebaum 

Reid 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Kerry 

Simon 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Lautenberg 

Specter 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Levin 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1193)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 


Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dole 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feingold 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1194)  was  agreed  to. 

.Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  REID.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
we  have  reached  consensus  to  take  the 
next  three  up.  I  will  leave  it  to  the  ex- 
planation of  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  going  to  put  three  measures  up  now 
in  the  same  manner  we  have  done. 
Then.   I   would   inform   the   Senate,   we 


have  only  four  amendments  left  after 
that.  So  we  are  getting  there. 

The  measures  will  be  Senator  Dor- 
gan on  the  motion  to  recommit:  Sen- 
ator Well.stonp:  on  veterans  and  tax 
loopholes;  and  Senator  WELLSTONE  on 
defense. 

If  my  colleague  will  explain  them,  we 
will  stack  the  votes  by  unanimous  con- 
sent. 

Mr.  EXON.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  the  Senator  summed  it  up 
very  well. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order?  There  is  not  order  in  the 
Senate  yet,  and  we  are  about  to  hear  a 
very  important  explanation  as  to  what 
these  next  three  votes  are  all  about. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee  has  out- 
lined this.  Just  let  me  summarize  so  all 
understand  where  we  are.  We  are  mov- 
ing very  well.  At  the  outside,  we  have 
six  or  seven  amendments  left.  At  the 
inside.  I  think  it  might  be  as  low  as 
five  that  will  require  that  many  more 
votes,  of  course. 

Following  the  pattern  that  has  just 
been  set,  after  this  pattern  of  three, 
then  we  would  try  to  bundle  the  last 
three  in  the  same  fashion.  So  I  cer- 
tainly ask  unanimous  consent  it  now 
be  in  order  to  offer  those  three,  as 
agreed  to  by  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee.  I  will  proceed  at  this 
time  to  offer  those  three  with  brief  ex- 
planations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
motion  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  Mr.  Dor- 
gan. It  is  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota.  Mr.  Doii- 
GAN.  moves  Co  recommit  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budff- 
et  with  in.structions. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  motion  is  as  follows: 

The  .Senator  from  Noi-th  Dakota  (Mr.  Dor- 
gan) move.s  to  recommit  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et with  instructions  to  report  to  the  Senate, 
within  3  days  (not  to  include  any  day  the 
Senate  is  not  in  session),  a  revised  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001  and  2002 
that  provides  (in  compliance  with  Section 
l:?;301(a)(2)  of  the  Budget  Enforcement  .^ct  of 
1990(  for  a  budget  surplus  in  fiscal  year  2002 
without  counting  the  receipts  and  disburse- 
ments of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Dis- 
ability Insurance  Trust  Fund. 

Mr  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
move  that  the  Senate  send  the  budget 


resolution  back  to  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. I  do  this  because  I  would  like  to 
see  the  Committee  report  a  new  budget 
that  is  truly  and  honestly  balanced  in 
2002. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  although  the 
resolution  before  the  Senate  is  de- 
scribed as  a  balanced  budget  resolu- 
tion, it  actually  is  not  balanced.  On 
page  7  of  the  resolution,  it  says  that 
the  actual  deficit  will  be  $114  billion 
dollars  in  the  year  2002. 

Why  is  there  this  confusion?  Because 
those  who  claim  this  budget  is  bal- 
anced are  using  the  surplus  in  the  So- 
cial Security  System  to  mask  the  size 
of  the  budget  deficit. 

That  is  bad  policy.  It  is  bad  account- 
ing. And  it  goes  against  budget  law. 

Camouflaging  the  budget  deficit  in 
this  way  is  bad  policy  because  we  in- 
tended that  Social  Security  surplus  to 
be  used  for  another  important  purpose. 
In  1983,  with  the  Social  Security 
changes  we  made  that  year.  Congress 
decided  to  build  up  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  so  that  we  could  meet  the 
retirement  claims  of  the  baby  boom 
generation  in  the  2010's  and  2020's.  We 
were  trying  to  force  the  Nation  to  save 
for  that  time.  To  use  the  surplus  for 
other  purposes  contradicts  the  intent 
of  the  1983  law— a  law  that  enjoyed  bi- 
partisan support. 

It  is  also  bad  policy  because  it  breaks 
faith  with  the  American  people.  We 
have  assured  America's  workers  that 
the  payroll  tax  that  they  pay  is  going 
into  a  trust  fund  and  will  be  used  for 
trust  fund  purposes  only.  Well,  we 
break  that  promise  if  we  count  the  So- 
cial Security  surplus  as  reducing  the 
deficit. 

If  using  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  surplus  is  bad  policy,  it  is  even 
worse  accounting.  If  you  take  over  a 
trillion  dollars  in  the  next  decade,  put 
it  in  the  Social  Security  trust  fund, 
and  also  count  that  as  deficit  reduc- 
tion, you  are  making  one  dollar  do  two 
things.  Double-entry  accounting  does 
not  mean  using  the  same  dollar  twice. 
In  my  view,  that  kind  of  bookkeeping 
is  better  described  as  book  cooking. 

Last,  the  use  of  the  Social  Security 
surplus  to  mask  the  size  of  the  budget 
deficit  goes  against  the  law.  Section 
13301  of  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of 
1990.  which  is  similar  to  provisions  that 
I  had  offered  in  the  House,  forbids  the 
Congress  from  including  the  Social  Se- 
curity surplus  in  the  budget  resolution. 

However,  the  report  accompanying 
this  budget  says,  on  page  6,  that  the 
budget  will  be  in  surplus  in  2002.  The 
only  way  this  budget  balances  in  that 
year  is  by  using  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  surplus.  The  law  says  you 
cannot  do  that. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  my  colleagues  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  will 
say  that  my  motion  requires  them  to 
find  additional  further  deficit  cuts  in 
order  to  balance  the  budget.  They  are 
right.  It  does. 


My  Republican  colleagues  will  ask 
where  my  deficit  reduction  plan  is. 
Well.  I  will  remind  my  colleagues  that 
I  submitted  over  $800  billion  in  deficit 
reduction  recommendations  to  the 
Budget  Committee.  If  you  put  the  Do- 
menici budget  and  the  options  that  I 
recommended  together,  and  we  do  not 
set  up  a  slush  fund  for  tax  cuts,  then 
you  can  balance  the  budget  in  2002 
without  using  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  surplus. 

I  do  not  like  the  Domenici  budget  be- 
cause I  think  its  priorities  are  wrong. 
That  is  why  I  have  supported  a  Demo- 
cratic alternative  that  achieved  great- 
er deficit  reduction  than  the  Repub- 
lican plan.  And  it  did  so  without  mak- 
ing deep  cuts  in  Medicare  and  student 
loans  or  by  doling  out  billions  in  tax 
cuts  to  the  wealthiest  in  this  country. 
However,  the  Senate  defeated  that 
amendment,  so  the  pending  budget  res- 
olution is  the  Domenici  plan. 

Let  me  repeat  my  point.  I  hope  I  will 
not  hear  anyone  say  that  I  have  not  of- 
fered a  plan  to  do  this.  If  you  put  my 
recommendations  together  with  the 
Domenici  recommendations,  you  are 
able  to  meet  my  motion's  require- 
ments. 

So  in  closing,  I  would  hope  that  my 
colleagues  would  support  honest  budg- 
eting. I  hope  they  will  stand  up  for 
making  good  policy,  for  using  accurate 
accounting  principles  and  for  following 
the  law. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support  my 
motion,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr,  EXON,  Mr,  President,  I  wish  to 
add  Senator  Hollings  as  a  cosponsor  of 
this  amendment — this  Dorgan-Hollings 
motion— which  is  to  recommit,  and 
this  motion  would  recommit  the  budg- 
et resolution  to  the  Budget  Committee 
with  instructions  to  report  back  a 
budget  that  is  balanced  in  the  fiscal 
year  2002  according  to  section  301  of  the 
Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1990, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

Mr,  DOMENICI,  Mr,  President,  as  a 
matter  of  inquiry,  why  did  the  clerk 
read  that  amendment?  We  have  not 
been  reading  the  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  was  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

Mr,  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  and 
fellow  Senators,  this  is  a  motion  to  re- 
commit. This  budget  resolution  before 
us  complies  with  the  law.  The  resolu- 
tion is  presented  to  Congress  just  as 
every  other  budget  resolution  has  been 
presented,  and  just  as  the  President 
presents  budgets  to  us.  I  see  no  reason 
to  recommit. 

AMEND.MENT  no.  llS.'i 

(Purpose:  To  restore  J74  million  in  FY  1996 
spending  for  veterans  programs  by  reduc- 
ing spending  for  tax  expenditures.) 

Mr,  EXON,  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  in  behalf  of 
Senator  Wellstone,  and  I  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exo.n).  for 
Mr  Wellstone.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1195. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  64.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
J74.0OO.OOO. 

On  page  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ■■.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Fmance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
by  $74,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  ■ 

At  the  end  of  title  III,  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  .  SENSE-OF  THE-SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
EXPE.NTJnX'RES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  in  meeting  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  for  revenue,  will  limit  or 
eliminate  excessive  and  unnecessary  tax  ex- 
penditures, including  those  tax  expenditures 
which  provide  special  tax  treatment  to  a  sin- 
gle taxpayer  or  to  a  group  of  taxpayers- 
SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
DELrVERY  OF  VETERANS'  SERVICES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  relating  to  Veterans'  Pro- 
grams include  the  assumption  that  the  deliv- 
er>-  of  veterans'  services  will  continue  to  be 
improved,  including  further  progress  in  the 
timely  delivery  of  such  services. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  am  proposing  is  simple 
and  strai.erhtforward.  but  vital  to  Min- 
nesota veterans  and  veterans  around 
the  country.  It  calls  for  using  $74  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1996  funds  earmarked 
for  tax  expenditures— in  plam  English, 
tax  breaks,  loopholes,  and  even  give- 
aways to  oil  and  tobacco  companies, 
and  other  corporate  behemoths — to  re- 
store projected  cuts  in  VA  spending 
that  would  have  damaging,  if  not  dev- 
astating effects,  on  timely  delivery  of 
important  services  to  veterans. 

According  to  the  VA.  if  these  cuts 
should  occur  there  would  be  a  sharp 
rise  in  claims  backlogs  and  delays  in 
resolving  veterans'  claims  for  benefits, 
increases  in  already  excessive  time 
lags  in  providing  disabled  veterans 
with  vocational  rehabilitation  and  em- 
ployment services,  and  an  inability  to 
provide  veterans  with  timely  education 
benefits  earned  under  the  GI  bill.  For 
this  to  happen  to  those  who  have 
served  our  Nation  bravely  and  without 
question  while  corporate  welfare  re- 
mains untouched  would  be  unconscion- 
able and  clearly  unacceptable  to  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  deplore  the 
damage  that  would  be  done  to  service 
for  our  veterans  in  each  of  these  areas, 
I  would  like  to  focus  particularly  on 
the  potential  negative  impact  on  the 
timely  processing  of  veterans  claims. 

In  the  countless  meetings  I  have  had 
with  Minnesota  veterans  over  the  last  4 
years  the  issue  of  unacceptably  long 
delays  in  VA  claims  processing  has 
consistently  been  at  or  near  the  top  of 
their  list  of  priority  concerns.  As  a 
consequence,  it  has  been  and  continues 
to  be  a  major  concern  of  mine.  In  1993, 


I  introduced  a  bill  to  improve  and 
streamline  VA's  system  of  processing 
and  adjudicating  claims  which  was  par- 
ticularly aimed  at  reducing  delays 
which  had  then  reached  crisis  propor- 
tions. 

Fortunately,  as  a  result  of  the  lead- 
ership of  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs, 
Jessie  Brown,  the  VA  has  made 
progress  recently  in  reducing  backlogs 
in  processing  veterans  claims  for  com- 
pensation. At  the  end  of  1993  the  VA 
had  an  overall  backlog  of  575.000  claims 
which  is  expected  to  be  reduced  by  the 
end  of  this  year  to  400,000  claims— a  de- 
cline of  over  30  percent.  Similarly  the 
average  time  for  a  VA  regional  office 
to  process  an  original  claim  dropped 
from  212  days  in  May  1994  to  166  days  in 
March  1995,  a  decline  of  about  22  per- 
cent in  just  10  months.  And  I'm  pleased 
to  note  that  the  St.  Paul,  MN  VA  Re- 
gional Office  has  made  significant 
gains  over  the  past  18  months,  reducing 
claims  backlogs  from  approximately 
7.500  to  5,000  and  average  claims  proc- 
essing times  from  214  days  to  122  days. 
I  would  like  to  see  the  St.  Paul  VA 
Regional  Office  and  others  like  it 
around  the  country  given  the  support 
they  need  from  Congress  to  continue  to 
improve  timeliness — to  improve  serv- 
ices for  veterans.  I  hope  to  see  the  St. 
Paul  office  process  claims  in  under  100 
days  on  average.  That's  a  worthy  goal. 
What  I  don't  want  to  see  is  Congress 
cutting  funding  for  claims  processing 
at  a  time  when  it  is  needed  most  to 
continue  improving  services  and  when 
it  can  only  nullify  the  gains  the  VA 
has  made  in  this  area. 

Unfortunately,  the  progress  the  VA 
has  made  in  addressing  this  difficult 
and  complex  problem  is  being  seriously 
imperiled  by  the  estimated  $74  million 
out.  in  fiinfiing  for  the  operating  budget 
of  the  VA's  Veterans  Benefit  Adminis- 
tration in  fiscal  year  1996.  In  fact,  it 
would  reverse  the  recent  progress  that 
has  been  made  in  this  area,  with  the 
VA  estimating  that  if  the  cut  is  imple- 
mented the  claims  backlog  would  re- 
vert to  over  500,000  cases  and  average 
claims  processing  times  would  soar  to 
over  I  year. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  much  more  to 
this  issue  than  the  cold  statistics  I've 
cited.  There  are  sometimes  enormous 
human  costs  too — cost  that  I  can  only 
describe  as  heart  rending.  About  18 
months  ago  we  distributed  a  question- 
naire to  Minnesotans  to  elicit  their 
views  about  the  backlogs  in  the  veter- 
ans claims  and  adjudication  process.  I 
found  and  still  find  many  of  the  com- 
ments received  with  the  questionnaire 
to  be  terribly  disturbing  and  I  want  to 
share  a  few  of  these  with  you.  One  vet- 
eran, for  example,  stressed  that  the 
issue  of  backlogs  was  a  crucial  one  "be- 
cause it  sometimes  leads  to  the  death 
of  a  veteran  by  suicide  over  frustration 
and  injustices  suffered."  In  other 
words,  this  veteran  believes  that  some 
veterans   are    committing   suicide    be- 


cause they  are  so  frustrated  by  waiting 
long  periods  of  time  for  their  claim  to 
be  resolved.  In  a  similar  vein,  a  county 
veterans  service  officer  lamented  that 
some  "veterans  *  *  *  die  before  their 
claims  have  been  adjudicated,"  and  a 
VA  psychologist  reported  that  "veter- 
ans are  losing  their  homes,  selling  per- 
sonal belongings,  and  committing  sui- 
cide while  waiting  *  *  *  for  their 
claims  to  be  adjudicated."  This  is  what 
I  was  told  a  year  and  a  half  ago  by  peo- 
ple who  work  every  day  with  the  VA 
adjudication  system.  Since  then,  as  I 
have  said,  timeliness  has  improved  at 
local  VA  regional  offices.  So.  the  last 
thing  we  should  do  is  cause  the  back- 
logs to  increase  and  reverse  the  trend 
of  progress,  re-creating  the  crisis  from 
which  we  are  just  emerging. 

In  addition  to  the  personal  trauma, 
excessive  delays  in  processing  veterans 
claims  represent  a  breach  of  faith  with 
our  veterans  who  while  serving  in  our 
Armed  Forces  are  led  to  believe  they 
will  receive  fair  and  timely  compensa- 
tion if  they  incur  a  service-connected 
disability.  Should  this  cut  be  imple- 
mented, we  would  be  moving  in  pre- 
cisely the  wrong  direction  in  terms  of 
improvmg  timeliness.  We  all  know  that 
justice  deferred  is  justice  denied.  Let 
us  not  do  anything  to  make  the  adju- 
dication system  any  slower  or  to  add  to 
the  claims  backlog. 

Mr.  President,  permit  me  to  quote 
from  an  eloquent  letter  recently  sent 
by  the  National  Commander  of  the 
American  Legion  to  Chairman  Domen- 
ici.  copies  of  which  all  of  my  colleagues 
should  have  received: 

Mr.  Chairman,  reducing  General  Operating 
Expenses  (GOE)  within  the  Veterans  Benefits 
.Administration  will  seriously  handicap  VA's 
ability  to  reduce  the  extraordinary  backlog 
in  veterans  claims  and  appeals  cases  V.\  has 
made  some  improvements  m  this  area  over 
the  past  year.  To  reduce  GOE  funding  will 
setback  all  of  the  progress  VA  had  made  and 
further  delay  benefit  decisions  for  veterans 
and  their  dependents.  A  significant  part  of 
the  problem  that  has  existed  in  the  process- 
ing of  claims  was  caused  by  budget-related 
staff  reductions. 

I  could  not  agree  more.  If  the  budget 
cuts  are  implemented  we  will  be  taking 
a  giant  step  backward,  canceling  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  and  re- 
turning to  a  situation  wholly  unaccept- 
able to  our  veterans,  their  families. 
and  to  all  Americans. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment,  thereby  keeping  faith 
with  the  men  and  women  who  have 
served  this  country  faithfully  and  en- 
suring that  welfare  for  corporations 
doesn't  come  at  the  expense  of  the  wel- 
fare of  our  veterans. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  restore  projected 
cuts  of  $74  million  in  the  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  funding  for  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  that  would  have  damaging 
effects  on  the  timely  delivery  of  impor- 
tant service  to  veterans,  including 
processing   of  veterans'   compensation 
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claims,  providing  disabled  veterans 
with  vocational  rehabilitation  and  em- 
ployment services,  and  further  edu- 
cation benefits  earned  under  the  GI 
bill.  It  would  urge  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  cut  excessive  and  unneces- 
sary tax  expenditures  of  $74  million  for 
fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  have  no  expla- 
nation. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1138 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  FY  1996  defense  spending 
by  SIO  billion  and  apply  the  savings  to  defi- 
cit reduction) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  can  sum 
up  very  briefly  the  amendment  number 
1138  which  is  at  the  desk.  This  amend- 
ment would  reduce  defense  spending  by 
$10  billion  in  fiscal  1996  budget  author- 
ity and  $5  billion  in  outlays. 

It  expresses  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  such  reductions  should  come  from 
low-priority  defense  programs,  and 
should,  to  the  maximum  extent  pos- 
sible, preserve  funding  for  programs 
and  activities  which  directly  affect 
force  readiness,  or  the  quality  of  life  of 
service  members  and  their  families. 
The  savings  would  be  used  solely  to  re- 
duce the  deficit. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Wellstone  amendment  cuts  $10  billion 
from  defense.  I  think  that  is  enough 
said. 

Ml'.  EXON.  I  ask  unanimously  that 
the  motion  and  the  two  amendments 
have  rollcall  votes.  I  ask  that  that  be 
in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  send  up  the  second  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  call  up  the  motion  and 
the  two  amendments  for  a  vote. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON].  for 
Mr.    Wf.i.i.stone.    proposes    an    amendment 
numbered  11:38 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  ,').  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  p.age  6.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$.5,000,000,000. 

On  page  7.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$.5,000,000,000. 

On  p.ige  11.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  8,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  M.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On  page  65.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  DE- 
FENSE SPENDING. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  in  reduc- 
ing defense  spending  by  the  amount  provided 
for  in  this  amendment.  Congress  shall  focus 
on  low-priority  programs,  and  to  the  maxi- 
mum extend  possible  should  preserve  funding 
for  any  programs  and  activities  that  directly 
affect  force  readiness  or  the  quality  of  life 
for  service  members  and  their  families. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  offering  an  amendment  as 


part  of  a  series  designed  to  highlight 
clearly  my  budget  priorities,  as  op- 
posed to  those  provided  for  in  the  pend- 
ing budget  resolution.  While  I  believe 
our  Nation  must  be  kept  free  and  se- 
cure, and  I  do  not  overlook  the  many 
risks  we  face,  I  am  deeply  troubled 
that  of  all  the  huge  spending  cuts  in 
this  budget,  none  come  from  the  mili- 
tary budget.  That  must  change.  De- 
fense, like  everything  else,  must  bear 
its  share  of  the  deficit  reduction  bur- 
den. This  amendment  is  designed  to 
begin  to  address  that  problem,  at  least 
for  the  coming  year. 

Even  with  the  ethnic  and  nationalist 
conflicts  that  have  spawned  terrible 
human  tragedies  in  Bosnia.  Somalia, 
the  Middle  East,  the  former  Soviet 
Union.  Haiti,  and  elsewhere,  requiring 
increased  peacekeeping  and  other 
forms  of  assistance  from  the  United 
States,  we  can  and  should  scale  back 
our  post-cold-war  defense  spending  sub- 
stantially. Likewise,  continued  con- 
cerns about  the  proliferation  of  chemi- 
cal, biological,  and  nuclear  weapons 
are  real.  But  they  require  us  to  think 
in  new  and  imaginative  ways  about  the 
possibilities  of  using  smart  diplomacy 
rather  than  smart  bombs,  of  placing  a 
greater  emphasis  on  multilateral  ef- 
forts to  keep  the  peace,  of  relying  more 
on  a  strengthened  United  Nations,  and 
other  multilateral  bodies  like  NATO, 
to  maintain  a  safe,  secure,  and  pros- 
perous world. 

Instead  of  this  approach,  what  we 
have  been  too  often  from  defense  pol- 
icymakers is  bureaucratic  inertia,  a  re- 
sidual unilateralism,  and  a  clinging  to 
the  cold  war  status  quo.  Despite  huge 
cuts  elsewhere  in  the  budget,  there  are 
no  cuts  provided  for  in  military  spend- 
ing. Defense  spending  continues  to 
grow,  even  in  the  face  of  our  nev.'  post- 
cold-war  reality. 

This  budget  provides  for  no  cuts  from 
huge  and  expensive  weapons  systems 
that  are  now  obsolete.  None  from  post- 
cold-war  intelligence  spending  that 
should  be  curtailed.  None  from  in- 
creased contributions  from  our  allies, 
or  burdensharing.  None  from  the  bil- 
lions in  wasteful  spending  that  the 
Pentagon  can't  even  account  for.  as 
widely  reported  recently  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  own  watchdogs,  and 
in  the  press.  In  recent  years,  they've 
spent  so  much  money  over  at  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  with  such  sloppy 
bookkeeping,  that  they  can  no  longer 
even  keep  track  of  it  all.  The  other  day 
a  major  Pentagon  procurement  and 
contracting  official  declared  that  he 
was  giving  up  on  even  trying  to  ac- 
count for  it  all.  That  speaks  volumes 
about  how  much  wasteful  and  unneces- 
sary defense  spending  could  still  be 
wrung  from  this  system.  These  reports 
reveal  clearly  that  the  Pentagon  is 
still  one  of  the  largest  sources  of 
wasteful  and  unnecessary  spending  in 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  U.S.  military  needs  will-trained 
and  well-equipped  forces  tailored  to  the 


threats  and  risks  of  today.  Excessively 
large  forces  that  were  based  on  war- 
fighting  strategies  of  another  era.  or 
on  implausible  assumptions  that  the 
United  States  could  be  required  to 
fight  two  regional  wars  of  about  the 
same  size  as  the  Persian  Gulf,  simulta- 
neously, with  no  help  from  our  allies, 
cannot  be  responsibly  maintained  at 
high  levels  of  military  readiness.  The 
Pentagon's  current  budget  projections, 
including  elements  of  the  much-touted 
Bottom-Up  Review,  too  often  fail  to 
question  these  kinds  of  basic  assump- 
tions. And  the  result  is  wasteful  and 
unnecessary  weapons  or  delivery  sys- 
tems like  the  B-2  bomber,  star  wars, 
the  C-17,  the  Seaivolf  submarine,  the 
Trident  missile,  the  Milstar  satellite 
system,  and  a  host  of  other  low-prior- 
ity post-cold-war  programs,  many  of 
which  are  now  obsolete.  Under  current 
budget  constraints,  we  simply  can  no 
longer  afford  these,  if  ever  we  could. 
Scaling  them  back  would  save  billions 
in  the  coming  years.  But  we  must  have 
the  courage  to  make  these  tough  deci- 
sions now. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  would 
require  a  modest  cut  of  $10  billion  from 
the  military  budget  in  1996.  That's  only 
$10  billion  out  of  a  projected  defense 
budget  of  over  $260  billion.  While  many 
other  Federal  programs  are  being 
slashed  by  30,  40,  even  50  percent,  or 
more,  the  defense  budget  cannot  re- 
main immune  to  budget  pressures.  The 
amendment  would  apply  all  of  the  sav- 
ings from  these  account  to  deficit  re- 
duction. It  is  designed  to:  First,  ensure 
that  the  modest  cuts  it  provides  for 
will  be  made  in  low-priority  programs; 
second,  protect  the  readiness  of  our 
forces,  and  third,  preserve  the  living 
standards  of  service  members  and  their 
families.  Adopting  this  amendment 
would  be  a  small  but  important  step 
toward  a  more  responsible  Federal 
budget  in  which  all  sectors  of  society 
bear  their  fair  share  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
it.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  those  are 
the  three  amendments  that  we  have 
agreed  to  package  in  a  form  similar  to 
that  which  we  have  had  previously 
today. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in  order 
to  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit  and  the  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  recommit.  On  this  question,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced^yeas  40, 
nays  60.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  225  Leg] 
YEAS— 40 
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Akaka 

Baucuii 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Oaschte 

Dodd 

Donfan 

Feingold 

Feinstein 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Bennett 

Biden 

Bond 

Bradley 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Elxon 


Ford 

Glenn 

Graham 

Hark  in 

Henm 

Hoi  lings 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Lautenbersr 

Leahy 

Levm 

Lieberman 

NAYS-60 

Fain-loth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kaasebaum 

Kempthome 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 


Mikulski 

Moynlhan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wells  tone 


Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Moseley-Braun 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Pack  wood 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


So  the  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the  Chair 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator irom  .New  vorK.  i 

CH.WOE  OF  VOTE  ' 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  vote  on 
the  Grams  amendment  No.  1182  be 
changed  from  "yea"  to  "nay."  This 
Change  will  not  affect  the  outcome  of 
the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

VOTE  ON  A.MENDMENT  .NO.  1195 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1195.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 
The  result  was  announced— yeas  45, 
nays  55,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  226  Leg] 
YEAS— 45 


Akaka 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 


Bumpers 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodrt 


Dorgan 

Exon      I 

Feingold 

Feinstein 

Ford 

Grahan^ 

Harkin  < 


Heflin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 


Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murray 

NAYS— 55 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lugar 

.Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 


.Nunn 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Wellstone 


Murkowski 

Nickles 

Pack  wood 

Pell 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Burns 

Chafee 

Coau 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 

Frist 

Glenn 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1195)  was  re- 
jected. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1138 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1138.  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
WELLSTONE].  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi].  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12. 
nays  87.  as  follows: 

[Rollodll  Vote  No.  227  Leg.) 

YEAS— 12 


Boxer 
Daschle 
Feingold 
Grassley 


Abraham 

Akaka 

.Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Biden 

Bingaman 

Bond 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Brown 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Burns 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Dorian 


Harkin 
Kennedy 
Moseley-Braun 
.Moynihan 

NAYS-87 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Feinstein 

Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grams 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Henm 

Helms 

Hollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 


Murray 
Pell 
Simon 
Wellstone 


Levin 

Lieberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


NOT  VOTING— 1 

.MikuLski 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1138)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  am  sorry 
to  tell  the  Senate  that  we  were  down  to 
three  votes  and  now  we  are  back  up  to 
four.  As  near  as  we  can  tell,  we  have 
four  remaining  votes.  We  have  agreed 
to  yield  back  a  portion  of  the  time  that 
we  previously  agreed  to  for  closing  ar- 
guments after  the  votes  are  over  and 
before  final  passage. 

I  suggest,  and  I  think  my  colleague, 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  and  I 
have  agreed  that  we  will  package  the 
four  remaining  votes.  If  I  understand 
it,  there  is  one  by  Senator  Snowe,  two 
by  Senator  Well.stone.  and  one  for 
Senator  Br.^dley.  And  we  can  do  these 
in  an  expeditious  matter  and  put  the 
four  together.  If  that  is  agreeable  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  it  is 
agreeable  on  this  side 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  we  understand, 
there  are  no  amendments  beyond  these. 

Mr.  EXON.  No  amendments  beyond 
these. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  could 
we  agree  we  have  no  second-degree 
amendment  to  your  amendment? 

Mr.  EXON.  It  may  be  a  good  idea  to 
phrase  it  as  a  unanimous-consent,  that 
there  will  be  no  more  than  the  four 
amendments  that  have  just  been  iden- 
tified, and  there  would  be  no  second-de- 
gree amendments. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  it  was  stated  beautifully 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  1136 

(Purpose:  To  direct   the  Committee  on   Fi- 
nance to  further  reduce  the  deficit  by  lim- 
iting or  eliminating  excessive  and  unneces- 
sary tax  expenditures) 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  send  an 

amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 

immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON],  for 

Mr.    Well.stone.    proposes    an    amendment 

numbered  1136. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pajfe  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  it.s  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
SlO.OOO.OOO.OfX)  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$50.000. 0(X),O(X)  for  the  period  of  fi.scal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $70,000,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  yeas  1996  through  2002.". 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
EXPE.VDITL'RES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  in  meeting  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  for  revenue,  will  limit  or 


eliminate  excessive  and  unnecessary  tax  ex- 
penditures, including  those  tax  expenditures 
which  provide  special  tax  treatment  to  a  sin- 
gle taxpayer  or  to  a  group  of  taxpayers. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  offering  an  amendment 
which  would  direct  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  close  $70  billion  of  narrowly 
focused  tax  breaks  and  loopholes  over 
the  next  7  years,  and  apply  the  savings 
solely  to  deficit  reduction.  This  $70  bil- 
lion figure  is  more  than  double  the 
amount  of  savings  from  tax  expendi- 
tures assumed  in  the  House  Budget 
Committee's  budget  resolution.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee did  not  include  any  savings  from 
tax  expenditures  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion we  are  debating  today.  I  believe 
that  is  a  serious  mistake,  because  un- 
less it  is  changed  it  virtually  ensures 
that  powerful,  well-heeled  special  in- 
terests who  have  fought  so  hard  for  so 
long  to  protect  their  special  tax  breaks 
could  be  held  harmless  under  this  budg- 
et. 

We  must  take  steps  now  to  reduce 
the  Federal  budget  deficit  in  a  way 
that  is  fair,  responsible,  and  that  re- 
quires shared  sacrifice.  This  amend- 
ment would  help  us  along  that  path. 
The  amendment  requires  the  closing  of 
$70  billion  of  special  interest  tax  loop- 
holes and  other  breaks  which  have  re- 
ceived far  too  little  scrutiny  in  this 
budget  process.  Senator  Bradley,  Sen- 
ator P^EINGOLD,  and  others  have  de- 
scribed in  detail  the  problems  posed  by 
these  huge  tax  breaks,  and  the  savings 
which  could  be  generated  from  these 
sources.  Since  a  number  of  amend- 
ments have  been  defeated  which  would 
apply  at  least  some  of  the  savings  gen- 
erated by  closing  corporate  loopholes 
and  other  tax  breaks  to  other  priority 
domestic  prngr.ims.  the  time  has  now 
come  to  put  to  the  test  the  proposition 
that  at  least  some  of  these  savings 
ought  to  be  used  exclusively  for  deficit 
reduction.  That  is  why  the  savings  gen- 
erated by  this  amendment  would  be 
used  exclusively  to  reduce  the  deficit. 

When  this  budget  resolution  slashes 
funding  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
when  we  are  cutting  education  pro- 
grams and  student  loans,  when  we  are 
slashing  Federal  spending  for  veterans 
and  farmers,  when  we  are  causing  great 
pain  for  children  and  the  most  vulner- 
able in  our  society,  it  seems  only  fair 
that  we  should  ask  wealthy  individuals 
and  corporations  to  pay  their  fair 
share.  That  is  why  we  should  plug 
many  of  the  narrowly  focused  tax 
breaks  and  loopholes  which  allow  the 
privileged  few  to  escape  paying  their 
fair  share,  forcing  everyone  else  to  pay 
higher  taxes  to  make  up  the  difference. 
It  is  a  simple  question  of  fairness. 

Let  me  make  a  simple  point  here 
that  is  often  overlooked.  We  can  spend 
money  just  as  easily  through  the  tax 
code,  through  what  are  called  tax  ex- 
penditures, as  we  can  through  the  nor- 
mal   appropriations   process.    Spending 


is  spending,  whether  it  comes  in  the 
form  of  a  Government  check  or  in  the 
form  of  a  tax  break  for  some  special 
purpose,  like  a  subsidy,  a  credit,  a  de- 
duction, or  an  accelerated  depreciation 
for  this  type  of  investment  or  that. 
Some  tax  expenditures  are  justified, 
and  should  be  retained.  But  some  are 
special  interest  tax  breaks  that  should 
be  eliminated,  or  loopholes  that  should 
be  plugged.  These  are  what  this  amend- 
ment is  design  to  go  after. 

These  special  interest  tax  expendi- 
tures are  simply  special  exceptions  to 
the  normal  rules,  rules  that  oblige  all 
of  us  to  share  the  burden  of  citizenship 
by  paying  our  taxes.  All  of  these  spe- 
cial tax  breaks  distort,  to  one  degree  or 
another,  economic  investment  deci- 
sions, usually  in  favor  of  wealthy  indi- 
viduals and  corporations  with  the  high- 
est paid  lobbyists  in  Washington. 

It  is  time  to  end  these  special  inter- 
est tax  breaks  and  close  these  tax  loop- 
holes. Various  groups  from  all  ideologi- 
cal perspectives— from  the  National 
Taxpayers  Union  and  the  CATO  Insti- 
tute to  the  Progressive  Policy  Insti- 
tute to  the  Citizens  for  Tax  Justice — 
have  prepared  lists  of  tax  expenditures 
which  they  believe  should  be  elimi- 
nated. Special  interest  tax  breaks  are 
simply  a  subcategory  of  the  larger 
group  of  tax  provisions  called  tax  ex- 
penditures. The  Congressional  Joint 
Tax  Committee  has  estimated  that  tax 
expenditures  cost  the  U.S.  Treasury 
over  $420  billion  every  single  year.  And 
they  also  estimate  that  if  we  don't  hold 
them  in  check,  that  amount  will  grow 
by  $60  billion  to  over  $485  billion  by 
1999.  That's  why  tax  breaks  must  be  on 
the  table  along  with  other  defense  and 
domestic  spending  as  we  look  for 
places  to  cut  the  deficit.  But  despite 
the  intJ'ic  of  this  approach,  m.v  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  refused  to  even  consider  the  possi- 
bility of  cutting  tax  breaks  for  wealthy 
corporate  and  other  interests,  making 
them  bear  their  fair  share  of  the  deficit 
reduction  burden.  Instead,  they  have 
chosen  to  pursue  the  path  of  least  po- 
litical resistance,  slashing  programs 
for  the  broad  middle  class,  the  vulner- 
able elderly,  and  the  poor. 

Now,  not  all  tax  expenditures  are 
bad.  Not  all  should  be  eliminated. 
Some  serve  a  real  public  purpose,  such 
as  providing  incentives  to  investment, 
bolstering  the  nonprofit  sector,  encour- 
aging charitable  contributions,  allow- 
ing people  to  deduct  State  and  local 
taxes,  and  helping  people  to  be  able  to 
afford  to  buy  a  home  through  the  mort- 
gage deduction.  But  some  of  them  are 
simply  tax  dodges  that  can  no  longer 
be  justified.  At  the  very  least,  all  of 
these  should  undergo  the  same  scru- 
tiny as  other  Federal  spending,  and 
should  bear  their  fair  share  of  deficit 
reduction. 

It  is  only  fair,  since  these  special  tax 
breaks  for  certain  companies  and  In- 
dustries force  other  companies  and  in- 


dividuals to  pay  higher  taxes  to  make 
up  the  difference.  Some  of  these  tax 
breaks  allow  privileged  industries  such 
as  the  oil  and  gas  industry  to  avoid 
paying  their  fair  share  of  taxes.  All  dis- 
tort, to  one  degree  or  another,  eco- 
nomic investment  decisions,  usually  in 
favor  of  companies  with  the  highest 
paid  lobbyists  in  Washington.  In  many 
cases,  doing  away  with  these  special 
tax  breaks  for  certain  industries  would 
allow  a  more  efficient  allocation  of 
economic  resources. 

I  think  it  is  a  simple  question  of  fair- 
ness. If  Congress  is  really  going  to 
make  the  over  $1.4  trillion  in  spending 
cuts  and  other  policy  changes  that 
would  have  to  be  made  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget  by  2002,  then  those  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  should  make 
sure  that  wealthy  interests  in  our  soci- 
ety, those  who  have  political  clout, 
those  who  can  hire  high-priced  lobby- 
ists to  make  their  case  every  day  here 
in  Washington,  are  asked  to  sacrifice 
at  least  as  much  as  regular  middle 
class  folks  whom  you  and  1  represent. 
We  should  represent  those  who  receive 
Social  Security  or  Medicare  or  veter- 
ans benefits,  and  not  just  those  special 
interests  who  can  afford  to  pay  high- 
priced  hired  guns  to  lobby  for  them. 

I  am  amazed  that  many  in  the  major- 
ity party  have  proposed,  among  other 
things,  expanding  corporate  tax  breaks 
at  the  very  same  time  that  they  are 
slashing  Government  spending  on  pro- 
grams for  the  poor,  for  children,  for 
education,  and  for  the  most  vulnerable 
in  our  society.  They  have  proposed  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy  which,  according 
to  the  Treasury  Department,  would 
cost  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars,  and 
at  the  same  time  they  refuse  to  subject 
a  broad  range  of  new  tax  breaks  to 
scrutiny  in  the  budget  process.  And 
these  are  the  ones  who  call  themselves 
deficit  hawks? 

Some  will  charge  that  by  closing  tax 
loopholes  and  restricting  special  inter- 
est tax  breaks  we  re  somehow  propos- 
ing to  raise  taxes.  And  they  will  say 
that  over  and  over  and  over  until  some 
will  begin  to  believe  it.  They  are 
wrong.  What  they  fail  to  understand  is 
that  even  with  the  reforms  of  the  mid- 
1980's.  which  closed  many  of  the  most 
egregious  tax  loopholes,  the  presence  of 
the  tax  breaks  in  the  current  tax  sys- 
tem forces  middle  class  and  working 
people  to  pay  more  in  taxes  than  they 
otherwise  would  have  to  pay.  While 
some  are  paying  less  then  their  fair 
share  in  taxes  because  of  these  special 
tax  subsidies,  others  are  being  forced 
to  pay  more  in  taxes  to  make  up  the 
difference.  Closing  tax  loopholes  is  not 
raising  taxes.  Of  course,  these  subsidies 
are  hidden  in  the  tax  code  because  it 
would  be  too  hard  to  get  the  votes  in 
Congress,  in  the  full  light  of  day,  to  di- 
rectly subsidize  these  industries — espe- 
cially under  current  budget  con- 
straints. 
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It  is  a  simple  matter  of  fairness.  In 
our  attempts  to  reduce  the  federal  defi- 
cit, all  sectors  of  our  society  must 
make  some  sacrifices.  Specific  indus- 
tries and  the  wealthy  are  the  ones  who 
often  benefit  most  from  special  inter- 
est tax  breaks  and  loopholes.  If  we  do 
not  treat  tax  breaks  the  same  as  direct 
spending,  the  wealthy  will  avoid  mak- 
ing any  sacrifices  as  we  cut  spending 
programs  for  the  middle  class  and  the 
poor.  Just  because  some  special  inter- 
est has  the  means  to  hire  a  high-priced 
tax  lobbyist  to  get  a  special  tax  break 
written  into  legislation  does  not  give 
them  the  right  to  avoid  sharing  in 
whatever  sacrifices  are  necessary  to  re- 
duce the  budget  deficit. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  issued 
a  report  last  year,  and  has  issued  sev- 
eral others  on  tax  expenditures.  It  was 
titled  "Tax  Policy:  Tax  Expenditures 
Deserve  More  Scrutiny."  I  commend  it 
to  my  colleagues'  attention.  It  makes  a 
compelling  case  for  subjecting  these 
tax  expenditures  to  greater  congres- 
sional scrutiny,  just  as  direct  spending 
is  scrutinized.  The  GAO  report  reminds 
us  that  spending  through  special  provi- 
sions in  the  tax  code  should  be  treated 
in  the  same  way  as  other  spending  pro- 
visions. 

At  a  time  when  we  are  talking  about 
potentially  huge  spending  cuts  in  meat 
inspections  designed  to  insure  against 
outbreaks  of  disease;  or  in  higher  edu- 
cation aid  for  middle  class  families;  or 
in  protection  for  our  air.  our  lakes,  and 
our  land;  or  in  highways;  or  in  commu- 
nity development  programs  for  states 
and  localities;  or  in  sewer  and  water 
projects  for  our  big  cities;  or  in  safety 
net  programs  for  vulnerable  children; 
or  to  eliminate  the  school  lunch  pro- 
gram, we  should  be  willing  to  weigh 
these  cuts  against  special  tax  loopholes 
that  could  cost  hundreds  of  billions 
each  year.  This  amendment  will  have 
the  Finance  Committee  close  merely 
$70  billion  worth  of  these  special  inter- 
est tax  breaks  and  loopholes — a  modest 
$10  billion  per  year  for  the  next  7  years. 

Under  congressional  budget  rules,  the 
details  of  which  specific  tax  breaks  to 
eliminate  must  be  left  to  the  Finance 
Committee.  That  is  the  way  it  should 
be.  But  even  though  I  am  not  a  tax  law- 
yer. I  have  been  able  to  identify  a  num- 
ber of  tax  breaks  for  elimination,  and 
loopholes  which  should  be  closed.  For 
example,  for  much  too  long  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  has  enjoyed  special  tax 
breaks  not  available  to  other  indus- 
tries. These  special  tax  loopholes  in- 
clude the  ability  to  expense  oil  and  gas 
exploration  costs  and  the  so-called 
Special  Percentage  Depletion  Allow- 
ances. It  is  time  to  end  these  costly 
special  tax  privileges  for  a  single  in- 
dustry. Why  should  the  oil  and  gas  in- 
dustry receive  special  treatment  in  the 
tax  code  which  is  not  available  to  other 
kinds  of  companies?  Closing  these  spe- 
cial interest  tax  loopholes  could  save 
as  much  as  $10. 6  billion  over  5  years. 


Other  tax  loopholes  which  should  be 
closed  relate  to  the  taxation  of  multi- 
national corporations.  Through  com- 
plex accounting  shell  games  involving 
their  foreign  subsidiaries,  and  by  locat- 
ing their  plants  overseas,  multi- 
national corporations  can  avoid  paying 
most  of  their  U.S.  taxes.  According  to 
some  estimates,  closing  these  loop- 
holes could  save  as  much  as  $10  to  $15 
billion  over  5  years.  Still  other  special 
tax  breaks  allow  Americans  working 
overseas  to  receive  their  first  $70,000  of 
income  absolutely  tax  free,  at  a  cost  of 
$8.6  billion  over  5  years.  We  should  also 
close  the  loophole  which  allows  billion- 
aires to  renounce  their  U.S.  citizenship 
and  avoid  paying  taxes  on  the  value  of 
property  which  increased  while  they 
were  U.S.  citizens.  The  savings  from 
closing  this  loophole  would  be  at  least 
$1.7  billion  over  5  years.  Finally,  we 
should  stop  the  fancy  stock  swap  loop- 
hole which  allowed  DuPont  and  Sea- 
grams to  avoid  paying  over  $1.5  billion 
in  taxes  that  would  otherwise  be  due  to 
the  Treasury.  And  we  should  consider 
further  scaling  back,  or  eliminating 
outright,  section  936  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  designed  to  subsidize 
certain  investments  in  Puerto  Rico. 
That  provision  alone  would  generate  an 
estimated  $19.7  billion,  according  to 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office.  Elimi- 
nating these  provisions  alone  would 
generate  about  $50  billion  in  savings 
over  the  next  5  years,  with  billions 
more  to  be  saved  from  other  sources. 

As  I  have  said,  it  is  a  simple  question 
of  tax  fairness.  If  Congress  is  really  se- 
rious about  making  the  painful  spend- 
ing cuts  and  other  policy  changes  that 
would  have  to  be  made  under  this  budg- 
et resolution,  than  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  should  join  us  in  vot- 
ing to  make  sure  that  wealthy  inter- 
ests in  our  society,  those  who  have  po- 
litical clout,  those  who  can  hire  high- 
priced  lobbyists  to  make  their  case 
every  day  here  in  Washington,  are 
asked  to  sacrifice  at  least  as  much  as 
regular  middle  class  folks  whom  you 
and  I  represent.  Just  because  some  spe- 
cial interest  has  the  means  to  hire  a 
high-priced  tax  lobbyist  to  get  a  spe- 
cial tax  break  written  into  legislation 
does  not  give  them  the  right  to  avoid 
sharing  in  whatever  sacrifices  are  nec- 
essary to  reduce  the  budget  deficit.  In 
our  efforts  to  shrink  the  Federal  budg- 
et deficit,  we  just  cannot  let  these  spe- 
cial interest  tax  dodges  continue. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  instruct  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  to  report 
changes  in  the  laws  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion; to  increase  revenues  by  $10  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1996;  $50  billion  in  the 
years  1996  through  2,000;  and  $70  billion 
for  the  year  1996  to  the  year  2000;  to  be 
generated  by  scaling  back  or  eliminat- 
ing outright  a  number  of  unnecessary, 
excessive    or   inefficient    tax    expendi- 


tures, including  those  which  provide 
special  tax  treatment  to  a  single  tax- 
payer or  a  group  of  taxpayers. 

The  $70  billion  goes  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President  I  want 
to  respond.  This  is  $130  billion  tax  in- 
crease. I  move  to  table  the  amendment. 

.•\MENDMENT  NO.  IHI 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding-  low-priority  domestic  discre- 
tionary funding  to  be  reduced  in  order  to 
pay  for  partial  restoration  of  funding  for 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  .Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  EXON], 
for  Mr.  Weli.stone.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  1141. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 
•'It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  low- 
priority  discretionary  funds  to  be  reduced  in 
order  to  offset  funds  restored  for  programs 
and  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  should  come  from  eliminating  low- 
priority  Federal  programs  like  the  Space 
Station,  and  not  from  high-priority  pro- 
grams for  education,  food  and  nutrition  for 
low-income  children,  anticrime  efforts,  vet- 
erans programs,  job  training,  health  care,  in- 
frastructure, and  other  such  investment  pro- 
grams." 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
while  I  was  an  original  cosponsor  of  the 
Hatfield  amendment  to  restore  critical 
funding  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  I  would  like  to  offer  a  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  would  ensure  that  we 
do  not  jeopardize  other  valued  pro- 
grams in  order  to  accomplish  this  goal. 
In  the  budget  resolution,  fundins  for 
the  NIII  would  have  been  reduced  by 
nearly  $8  billion  over  7  years.  Such  a 
reduction  would  have  decimated  the 
biomedical  research  effort  of  this  coun- 
try and  could  not  be  permitted.  But  the 
offsets  necessary  to  restore  funding  to 
the  NIH  as  proposed  by  Mr.  H.^tfiei.d 
should  be  taken  from  low-priority  do- 
mestic discretionary  programs  like  the 
Space  Station,  and  not  from  high-pri- 
ority programs  like  food  and  nutrition 
programs  for  low-income  children, 
anticrime  efforts,  veterans  programs 
infrastructure,  and  other  such  invest- 
ment programs.  Education,  health 
care,  and  labor  accounts  have  been  pro- 
tected by  the  Hatfield  amendment  but 
I  include  further  protection  for  them  in 
my  amendment  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  take  a  mo- 
ment to  point  out  that  the  NIH  serves 
as  the  focal  point  for  health  research  in 
this  country.  It  supports  the  work  of 
over  50.000  scientists  at  over  1,700  insti- 
tutions, as  well  as  conducting  bio- 
medical and  behavioral  research  and 
research  training  in  its  own  facilities. 
The  mission  of  the  NIH  is  the  pursuit 
of    science    "to    expand    fundamental 
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knowledge  about  the  nature  and  behav- 
ior of  living  systems,  to  apply  that 
knowledge  to  extend  the  health  of 
human  lives,  and  to  reduce  the  burdens 
resulting  from  disease  and  disability". 
To  pursue  this  mission,  which  is  one 
that  is  essential  to  the  future  of  Amer- 
ica, requires  adequate  financial  re- 
sources, scientists,  and  infrastructure. 
The  Hatfield  amendment  will  assure 
that  these  functions  will  be  able  to 
continue  to  improve  the  lives  of  the 
American  people. 

VVTiat  would  the  impact  have  been  if 
the  originally  proposed  reductions  in 
NIH  funding  had  been  permitted  to 
occur?  The  NIH  is  now  able  to  fund 
about  24  percent  of  all  research  propos- 
als submitted  each  year.  A  5-percent 
budget  cut  would  have  resulted  in  an 
ability  to  fund  between  12  and  18  per- 
cent of  such  proposals,  according  to  Dr. 
Harold  Varmus.  Director  of  NIH.  A  10- 
percent  cut,  as  proposed  in  the  Senate 
budget  resolution,  would  have  meant 
that  fewer  than  1  proposal  in  10  sub- 
mitted to  the  NIH  would  have  received 
funding.  In  some  areas,  where  funding 
is  already  tight,  such  as  mental  health, 
fewer  than  1  proposal  in  20  would  have 
received  funding.  This  would  have 
clearly  been  a  tragedy.  With  such  a  low 
rate  of  funding  for  research,  clearly 
less  and  less  research  would  have  been 
performed. 

Just  as  important,  however,  would 
have  been  the  effect  on  the  research 
work  force.  Young  people  considering  a 
career  in  biomedical  research  are  un- 
likely to  choose  to  do  so  when  they  re- 
alize that  they  only  have  1  chance  in  10 
or  20  to  be  funded  to  do  their  work.  The 
loss  of  young,  creative  researchers, 
once  it  had  occured,  would  taken  dec- 
ades to  replace. 

The  NIH  agenda  for  the  coming  years 
includes  a  focus  on  HIV'AIDS.  breast 
cancer  and  other  women's  health  is- 
sues, minority  health,  tuberculosis, 
brain  disorders,  gene  therapy,  drug  de- 
sign, and  disease  prevention,  among 
other  topics.  Are  these  important  na- 
tional problems?  Is  progress  being 
made  through  research?  Let's  look  at 
some  examples: 

First,  breast  cancer  continues  to  be 
the  cancer  most  frequently  diagnosed 
in  the  United  States.  In  the  decade  of 
the  1990s,  it  is  estimated  that  more 
than  1.5  million  new  cases  of  breast 
cancer  will  be  diagnosed  and  nearly 
500.000  American  women  will  die  of 
breast  cancer.  Recent  research,  how- 
ever, has  led  to  the  discovery  of  a  gene 
linked  to  breast  cancer,  and  the  devel- 
opment of  more  precise  screening  tech- 
niques to  detect  breast  cancer.  Be- 
tween 1989  and  1992,  the  overall  death 
rate  for  breast  cancer  in  American 
women  declined  4.7  percent — in  large 
measure  due  to  these  and  other  associ- 
ated breakthroughs.  Vital  and  success- 
ful programs  that  must  be  continued. 

Second.  Parkinson's  disease  and 
other  neurologic  diseases  are  continu- 


ing to  devastate  the  lives  of  sufferers 
and  their  families.  Parkinson's  disease 
currently  afflicts  over  one  million 
Americans,  and  I  have  seen  its  effects 
firsthand.  Both  my  mother  and  father 
had  Parkinson's  disease,  and  its  mani- 
festations seemed  incredibly  cruel  to 
me.  My  father  was  a  writer,  and  at  the 
very  end  of  his  life  I  remember  seeing 
him  in  the  study  trying  to  type  with 
his  hand  just  shaking— he  was  unable 
to  do  it.  Soon  thereafter  he  was  unable 
to  walk,  and  was  barely  able  to  speak. 
At  the  time  of  his  death,  he  was  con- 
fined to  bed,  unable  to  communicate, 
and  drained  of  the  dignity  with  which 
he  lived. 

What  is  encouraging  is  that  Parkin- 
son's disease  is  on  the  threshold  of  sub- 
stantial scientific  breakthroughs.  The 
new  science  of  molecular  biology  has 
brought  forth  dramatic  and  exciting 
developments  that  have  given  Parkin- 
son's patients  new  hope.  Scientists  are 
closer  to  discovering  the  cause— or 
causes — of  this  disease  *  *  *  tissue  im- 
plants into  the  brain  have  been  shown 
to  replace  the  dopamine  that  is  missing 
in  the  brain  of  afflicted  patients  *  *  * 
genetically  engineered  medication  or 
even  gene  therapy  might  provide  long- 
lasting,  sustainable,  side-effect-free 
improvements,  or  even  a  cure.  Similar 
dramatic  advances  have  occurred  in 
the  understanding  and  diagnosis  of  .\lz- 
heimer's  disease.  Restoring  funding  to 
the  NIH,  as  accomplished  by  the  Hat- 
field amendment,  will  help  assure  that 
these  breakthroughs  will  be  pursued,  so 
that  no  person,  and  no  family  need  to 
suffer  as  my  parents,  and  my  family 
did,  with  neurodegenerative  diseases. 

These  are  just  two  examples,  and 
there  are  many  others  that  illustrate 
the  value  of  the  biomedical  research  ef- 
fort, and  the  trageay  and  human  suffer- 
ing that  would  occur  if  it  is  not  sup- 
ported. 

A  little  appreciated  benefit  of  NIH 
work  is  a  reduction  of  health  care 
costs,  by  early  diagnosis,  more  effec- 
tive treatment,  and  disease  prevention. 
For  example,  the  NIH  recently  devel- 
oped a  vaccine  against  a  common  bac- 
terial infection— Haemophilus  influ- 
enzae type  B — that  afflicts  children. 
When  severe,  this  infection  can  cause 
meningitis,  and  result  in  mental  retar- 
dation, at  a  great  cost  in  suffering  to 
the  patient  and  family,  and  financially 
to  society  as  well.  The  vaccine  that 
was  developed  will  prevent  this  illness. 
It  is  projected  that  this  breakthrough 
alone  will  save  Americans  over  $400 
million  a  year. 

Critics  of  the  NIH  note  that  funding 
has  doubled  in  the  past  10  years,  and, 
therefore,  claim  that  cuts  could  be 
made  without  harming  programs.  Al- 
though NIHs  budget  has  increased  al- 
most every  year,  the  available  money 
has  not  grown  as  rapidly  as  the  demand 
for  it  to  conduct  research,  largely  be- 
cause of  the  opening  up  of  so  many 
new,    promising   fields   of  research    in 


biomedical  sciences  over  the  past  two 
decades.  Between  1984  and  1993.  for  ex- 
ample, applications  for  research 
projects  support  increased  33  percent. 
The  number  of  awards  made  during 
this  time,  however,  fluctuated  greatly 
from  year  to  year.  The  result  has  been 
unpredictable  variability,  with  a  down- 
ward trend,  in  the  fraction  of  projects 
submitted,  that  are  awarded  grants.  In 
1987,  34.8  percent  of  grants  were  funded, 
but  this  has  steadily  fallen  to  25  per- 
cent in  1994  overall,  and  lower  in  some 
Institutes  of  the  NIH. 

In  addition  to  the  disastrous  effects 
on  investigators,  cuts  in  the  NIH  budg- 
et of  the  magnitude  proposed  would 
have  had  an  equally  devastating  effect 
on  the  Nation's  medical  schools.  About 
half  of  NIH's  extramural  budget  ends 
up  in  medical  schools,  directly  to  sup- 
port research,  and  indirectly  to  help 
maintain  the  infrastructure  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  research. 

The  Hatfield  amendment  will  assure 
that  medical  schools  have  the  re- 
sources they  need  to  continue  their  ef- 
forts in  research.  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  also  support  my  amend- 
ment to  assure  that  low-priority  dis- 
cretionary funding  is  used  to  restore 
the  critically  needed  funds  to  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  low-priority  domestic  pro- 
grams and  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government,  including  the  space  sta- 
tion, should  be  reduced  in  order  to 
meet  the  requirement  of  the  Hatfield 
National  Institutes  of  Health  amend- 
ment. 

It  ensures  that  the  high-priority  pro- 
grams, including  education,  food  and 
nutrition  for  low-income  children, 
anticrime  efforts,  veterans  programs, 
job  training,  health  care,  and  other 
similar  investments  be  protected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  pleased  to  note 
that  the  tax  loopholes  that  could  be 
closed  could  include  the  interest  deduc- 
tion on  home  mortgage. 

.^ME.NDMENT  NO.  1196 

(Purpose:  To  propose  a  substitute) 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  E.\ONl.  for 
Mr.  Bradley,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
tjered  1196. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  appears 
under  today's  Record  under  "Amend- 
ments Submitted.") 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  we  all 
know  that  years  and  years  of  Federal 
budget  deficits  are  a  real  threat  to  the 
future  of  our  economy. 

We  know  that  they  cut  into  the  pri- 
vate savings  and  investment  we  nee<l  to 
provide  for  a  better  future. 

We  know  that  they  require  us  to  bor- 
row  from   other  countries,   increasing 
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our  exposure  to  the  changeable  winds 
of  the  global  economy. 

And.  Mr.  President,  we  know  that 
those  deficits  contribute  to  the  percep- 
tion that  Government  does  not  work, 
that  it  cannot  do  its  own  job,  that  we 
cannot  get  our  own  House  in  order. 

When  I  introduced  my  own  balanced 
budget  amendment  over  10  years  ago. 
and  when  I  voted  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  earlier  this  year,  I 
did  so  in  the  conviction  that  regaining 
control  of  our  Federal  finances  must  be 
at  the  top  of  our  priorities. 

But  I  said  when  I  cast  my  vote  that, 
a  crucial  reason  for  my  concern  about 
the  deficit  is  that  its  very  real  impor- 
tance threatens  to  overwhelm  our  abil- 
ity to  make  rational— and  yes,  compas- 
sionate— choices  for  the  future  of  our 
country. 

By  its  sheer  size  and  seriousness,  the 
Federal  deficit  is  driving  all  other  pol- 
icy choices.  It  is  dictating  the  terms  of 
debate  as  we  consider  what  we  can  do 
about  crime,  health  care,  welfare  re- 
form, our  decaying  infrastructure. 
military  readiness,  and  the  place  of  our 
country  in  a  changing  world. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  it  is  completely 
appropriate  for  us  to  subject  every  pol- 
icy, every  dollar  we  spend,  to  the 
strictest  standards  of  cost  effective- 
ness. 

That  should  be  our  standard,  no  mat- 
ter what  shape  our  books  are  in. 

But  as  I  said  when  I  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  must  achieve  that  standard  in 
a  way  that  is  fair,  and  that  covers  ev- 
erything in  the  budget,  including  tax 
expenditures. 

And.  Mr.  President,  we  must  under- 
stand that  a  shortsighted  focus  on  the 
bottom  line,  on  simply  cutting  spend- 
ing wichuul  a  thought  for  its  impact  on 
the  future,  can  threaten  our  future  just 
as  surely  as  continued  deficits. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  continue  on 
the  path  we  began  2  years  ago  toward 
lower  and  lower  deficits — but  we  must 
also  continue  to  commit  our  scarce  re- 
sources where  they  can  do  the  greatest 
good,  for  the  greatest  number  of  our 
citizens,  over  the  long  run. 

Unfortunately.  Mr.  President,  the 
Republican  budget  plan  is  not  fair,  and 
it  fails  to  meet  our  obligation  to  invest 
in  the  future.  Therefore,  I  cannot  sup- 
port it. 

I  regret  that  I  cannot  support  that 
budget  plan,  that  on  paper— if  a  lot  of 
heroic  assumptions  work  out — aims  at 
a  zero  deficit  by  the  year  2002. 

But  the  refusal  to  accept  amend- 
ments— amendments.  Mr.  President, 
that  would  not  have  changed  that  zero- 
deficit  goal  of  a  balanced  budget  by  the 
year  2002— has  left  us  with  a  budget 
plan  that  is  not  fair  and  that  sacrifices 
our  future  for  shortsighted  savings 
today. 

And,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  leaves  us  with  a  budget  plan 
that  puts  the  burden  of  deficit  reduc- 


tion on  those  who  are  least  able  to  bear 
it.  That  unfairness,  I  believe,  will  have 
real  economic  costs  that  could  be 
avoided  by  a  more  carefully  considered 
path  toward  the  balanced  budget  goal. 

Let  us  remember,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  amendments  that  were  rejected 
would  not  have  increased  the  deficit — 
they  would  have  continued  the  path  to- 
ward a  zero  deficit — but  they  would 
have  achieved  that  goal  while  main- 
taining our  commitment  to  invest- 
ments vital  for  the  future  of  our  econ- 
omy and  society. 

I  supported  an  amendment  by  Sen- 
ator Rockefeller  to  restore  $100  bil- 
lion in  Medicare  cuts,  and  I  cospon- 
sored  Senator  Johnston's  amendment 
to  restore  two-thirds  of  the  Medicare 
cuts.  These  amendments  would  still 
have  eliminated  the  deficit  by  2002. 
But,  instead  of  tax  cuts — tax  cuts  not 
for  the  middle  class  but  for  those  who 
do  not  need  them— these  amendments 
would  have  preserved  Medicare  for 
those  seniors  on  fixed  incomes. 

Unfortunately,  both  Medicare  amend- 
ments failed.  And,  the  effect  of  the  un- 
derlying Republican  budget  would  be  to 
increase  the  costs  of  Medicare  for  the 
average  senior  citizen  by  $900  in  the 
year  2002.  I  believe  this  is  neither  desir- 
able nor  necessary  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget. 

In  the  same  way,  Mr.  President,  the 
Republican  budget  plan  cuts  $21  billion 
from  a  program  to  reward  work  that 
President  Ronald  Reagan  called  the 
best  anti-poverty,  the  best  pro-family, 
the  best  job  creation  measure  to  come 
out  of  the  Congress,  the  earned  income 
tax  credit. 

Senator  Br.'\dley's  attempt  to  re- 
store that  cut — to  repeal  that  tax  in- 
crease on  the  working  poor— was  de- 
feated. 

The  Republican  cuts  in  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  come  with  no  thought 
about  how  they  would  affect  the  press- 
ing need  for  real  welfare  reform. 

Now  we  all  agree,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  central  question  in  welfare  reform 
is  how  to  get  people  off  the  dole  and 
back  to  work.  But  by  increasing  the 
tax  burden  on  low-income  working 
families,  the  cuts  in  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  will  make  work  less  attrac- 
tive for  the  very  families  that  are  at 
the  greatest  risk  of  falling  into  the 
welfare  system. 

The  Republican  budget  says,  "cut 
first,"  Mr.  President,  "and  ask  ques- 
tions later." 

The  Republican  budget  is  short- 
sighted in  other  ways,  Mr.  President.  It 
makes  education  more  expensive,  and 
cuts  away  at  crucial  supports  for  the 
research  programs  that  have — up  to 
now— kept  our  country  in  the  lead 
internationally  in  the  most  critical 
factor  needed  for  future  competitive- 
ness— knowledge. 

I  cosponsored  and  supported  amend- 
ments that  would  restore  funding  to 
student  loan  programs  and  to  the  funds 


available  for  medical  and  other  re- 
search programs  that  could  sustain  our 
country's  international  leadership  in 
the  production  of  that  knowledge. 

In  all  of  these  areas — providing 
health  care,  promoting  work  over  wel- 
fare, supporting  education,  and  re- 
search—I voted  for  amendments  to  the 
Republican  budget  plan.  These  changes 
would  have  achieved  the  balanced 
budget  goal  we  all  seek,  but  without 
the  unwise  and  unnecessary  cuts  that 
will  weaken  the  foundations  for  strong- 
er economic  growth. 

Those  changes  I  supported,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, would  have  also  assured  that 
more  Americans  could  participate  in 
that  future  growth. 

Those  amendments  would  have 
achieved  the  same  balanced  budget 
goal  as  the  Republican  plan,  but  in  a 
way  that  shared  the  sacrifice  more 
fairly  now.  and  would  provide  a  fairer 
distribution  of  the  future  benefits  from 
that  sacrifice. 

When  I  saw  the  many  weaknesses  in 
the  Republican  plan.  Mr  President,  I 
resolved  to  join  with  Senator  Br.-\dley 
in  offering  an  alternative  balanced 
budget  plan  that  would  achieve  the 
benefits  from  eliminating  deficits  in 
ways  that  did  not  sacrifice  fairness  or 
the  foundations  of  economic  growth. 

As  I  said.  Mr.  President,  among  my 
first  concerns  was  the  unwise  and  un- 
necessary cuts  in  Medicare  that  are  the 
real  cornerstone  of  the  Republican 
budget  plan.  Without  those  cuts,  there 
is  no  Republican  plan  for  balancing  the 
budget. 

The  Bradley-Biden  amendment  re- 
stores $175  billion  of  the  Republican 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  Our 
plan  would  increase  Medicare  8  percent 
annually  over  the  next  7  years. 

However,  it  is  our  hope  that  we  can 
reduce  the  cosr,  of  Medicare  in  that 
time  through  comprehensive  health 
care  reform— not  with  arbitrary  cuts 
like  those  proposed  in  the  Republican 
budget. 

By  controlling  the  underlying  growth 
in  health  care  costs — which  is  the  real 
cause  of  the  increase  in  Medicare 
costs — comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form would  be  a  benefit  not  only  to 
Medicare  recipients  but  to  all  Ameri- 
cans. And  the  offshoot  is  that  down  the 
road,  we  can  save  money  in  the  Medi- 
care Program— savings  that  we  hope 
will  not  require  cutting  how  much 
Medicare  pays  to  doctors  and  hospitals. 
and  even  more  importantly,  savings 
that  will  not  mean  higher  costs  to  sen- 
ior citizens  on  fixed  incomes. 

The  irony  is  that  Republicans  have 
been  using  the  annual  report  of  the 
Medicare  Board  of  Trustees  to  justify 
their  draconian  cuts  in  Medicare.  But. 
the  Republicans  are  ignoring  the 
Boards  recommendation  to  Congress 
to  save  the  Medicare  system  as  part  of 
a  broad-based  health  care  reform. 

But  beyond  the  fact  that  the  Brad- 
ley-Biden plan  would  honor  our  coun- 
try's   commitment    to    provide    health 


care  for  our  elderly,  there  are  other, 
more  fundamental  differences  between 
our  program  and  the  Republican  budg- 
et. 

For  example,  we  demand  restraint  in 
the  growth  of  tax  expenditures,  among 
the  fastest-growing  reasons  we  con- 
tinue to  pile  up  deficits. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  this  plan  im- 
poses a  hard  freeze  on  domestic  spend- 
ing—no increase  in  the  dollars  spent — 
and  then  cuts  an  additional  $15  billion. 
And  this  plan  cuts  an  additional  $10 
billion  from  the  current  projections  for 
defense  spending. 

This  is  strong  medicine  for  our  per- 
sistent deficit  disease. 

Unfortunately,  we  now  must  take 
such  dramatic — and  painful — steps  in 
those  areas. 

But  in  the  name  of  fundamental  fair- 
ness, Mr.  President,  how  can  we  ask 
the  children,  the  poor,  the  elderly,  of 
our  country  to  sacrifice  without  de- 
manding that  those  who  have  pros- 
pered under  the  current  system,  and 
have  continued  to  prosper  as  deficits 
have  built  up  over  the  years,  to  partici- 
pate in  restoring  balance  to  our  coun- 
try's finances? 

Make  no  mistake,  tax  expenditures 
have  the  same  effect  on  our  deficits  as 
any  other  kind  of  Federal  program  — 
they  increase  the  gap  between  what  we 
spend  and  what  we  take  in.  Why  don't 
we  examine  them  with  the  same  criti- 
cal accountant's  eye  that  we  must 
apply  to  defense  spending,  agricultural 
programs,  education,  health,  and  re- 
search'? 

Incredibly,  Mr.  President,  the  Repub- 
lican plan  refuses  to  touch  this  rapidly 
growing  drain  on  the  Treasury,  choos- 
ing instead  to  permit  what  will  be  a  $4 
trillion  entitlement  program  between 
now  and  the  year  2002  to  go  untouched. 

Let  me  repeat  that  Mr.  President. 
Tax  entitlements— exemptions,  deduc- 
tions, loopholes,  call  them  what  you 
will-  will  total  $4  trillion  between  now 
and  the  year  we  seek  to  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

In  their  search  for  ways  to  reduce 
Federal  deficits,  the  Republicans  have 
taken  on  spending  for  children,  for  the 
elderly,  for  the  working  poor,  for  edu- 
cation, for  scientific  and  medical  re- 
search. But  they  won't  touch  tax  ex- 
penditures that  will  cost  the  Treasury 
three  times  what  it  will  take  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  over  the  next  7  years. 

What  Senator  Br.adley  and  I  would 
do  is  subject  those  tax  entitlements  to 
the  same  scrutiny  that  we  apply  to  the 
rest  of  the  budget— no  more  sacrifice 
from  that  source  than  from  others,  but 
no  less,  either. 

All  told,  we  would  cut  only  $197  bil- 
lion over  7  years  from  that  $400  bil- 
lion—a 5-percent  reduction  over  the  7 
years. 

Of  course,  not  all  tax  deductions  and 
exemptions  have  to  be  cut  to  achieve 
that  modest  goal.  Our  plan  would  not 
touch   the   home   mortgage   deduction. 


the  deduction  for  State  and  local  taxes, 
or  the  deduction  for  contributions  to 
charities. 

Let  me  repeat  that  before  I  hear  that 
those  worthwhile  and  necessary  items 
are  at  risk  under  our  plan.  They  are 
not.  We  do  not  need  to  touch  them  to 
achieve  our  balanced  budget  goal  in  the 
year  2002. 

But  we  would  slow  the  growth— not 
eliminate,  but  slow  the  growth— in 
such  tax  expenditures  as  the  quick  tax 
write-off  for  timber  that  will  cost  us 
$2.3  billion  over  the  next  5  years. 

I  believe  that  most  Americans  would 
agree  that  such  programs — programs 
that  lose  money  from  the  Treasury  as 
surely  as  any  other — could  share  some 
of  the  restraint  needed  to  restore  bal- 
ance to  the  Federal  budget. 

By  cutting  this  and  other  tax  breaks, 
we  would  save  $197  billion  that  can  be 
used  to  bring  the  Federal  deficit  to 
zero  by  the  year  2002. 

By  refusing  to  take  on  the  huge  tax 
expenditure  budget,  Mr.  President,  the 
Republican  plan  must  find  its  savings 
by  raising  Medicare  premiums  by  $900, 
by  adding  $3,000  to  the  cost  of  a  student 
loan,  and  by  increasing  taxes  by  $21  bil- 
lion on  working  families. 

These  are  cuts  that  the  Bradley- 
Biden  plan  does  not  have  to  make.  Mr. 
President,  because  it  spreads  the  costs 
of  deficit  reduction  more  equitably, 
and  thereby  requires  less  sacrifice  of 
those  who  can  least  afford  it. 

In  addition  to  sharing  the  near-term 
sacrifice  more  evenly,  this  plan  also 
builds  a  foundation  for  future  economic 
growth  that  will  be  more  widely 
shared,  as  well. 

Our  plan  provides  for  full  funding  of 
student  loans,  and  makes  reckless  cuts 
in  our  Nation's  scientific  and  medical 
research  unnecessary.  It  provides  for 
piudeiii  levels  of  investment  in  the 
equipment,  the  information,  and  the 
people  who  will  lead  our  economy— and 
the  world's  economy— into  the  next 
century. 

And,  Mr.  President,  the  Bradley- 
Biden  plan  permits — once  a  real  deficit- 
reduction  plan  is  in  place  and  its  bene- 
fits can  be  accurately  predicted  and 
scored  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice— it  permits  a  $10,000  college  tuition 
tax  deduction  for  middle-class  families. 

It  helps  to  underwrite  our  competi- 
tive future,  and  it  helps  to  underwrite 
a  key  element  of  the  American  dream. 

Mr.  President,  ours  is  a  plan  that 
would  achieve  the  goal  we  all  share — a 
balanced  budget.  But  we  should  aspire 
to  more,  Mr.  President — we  should 
dream  of  a  better  future,  and  we  should 
take  the  actions  now  that  are  needed 
to  make  that  dream  a  reality. 

Without  continued  support  now  for 
education,  scientific  and  medical  re- 
search, health  care,  public  infrastruc- 
ture, and  other  investments,  we  will  be 
poorer  in  the  long  run,  whatever  shape 
our  Federal  finances  are  in. 

The  Bradley-Biden  balanced  budget 
plan   not  only  achieves   the  mundane. 


but  essential,  goal  of  restoring  balance 
to  the  Go%'ernment's  books.  It  makes 
the  investments  necessary  to  keep 
alive  our  faith  in  the  future. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Brad- 
ley amendment  reduces  defense  spend- 
ing by  $5  billion;  reduces  nondefense 
discretionary  by  $15  billion  more,  than 
a  hard  freeze:  restores  $100  billion  of 
the  $256  billion  Republican  Medicare 
cut:  $85  billion  from  a  $1  a  pack  in- 
crease in  the  tobacco  tax:  restores  $75 
billion  of  the  $175  billion  Republican 
Medicaid  cut:  retains  Republican  agri- 
cultural cuts:  restores  funding  of  stu- 
dent loans:  restores  $60  billion  of  the 
$86  billion  in  income  assistance  cut  by 
the  Republican  budget  plan:  reduces 
the  tax  loopholes  for  corporations  and 
the  wealthy  by  $197  billion. 

If  the  fiscal  dividend  materializes, 
using  $70  billion  to  restore  a  portion  of 
the  spending  cuts  from  the  Republican 
proposal:  and  lastly,  uses  the  remain- 
ing $100  million  of  fiscal  dividend,  if 
available,  to  provide  a  middle-class  tax 
cut. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
proposes  $282  billion  in  tax  increases 
over  7  years.  I  think  that  is  the  record 
setter.  It  cuts  outlays  in  the  agricul- 
tural programs  and  others. 

I  believe  it  is  pretty  late  to  have  a 
full  budget  before  the  Senate  today.  I 
move  to  table  it. 

AME.NDMENT  NO.  1197 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  (primarily  affecting  stu- 
dent loans)  from  $13,795,000,000  in  outlays 
over  7  years,  to  $4,395,000,000  by  closing  tax 
loopholes) 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  send 

an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 

its  immediate  consideration. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER     (Mr. 

Smith).  The  clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Do.men- 

ICI],  for  Ms.  Snowe.  for  herself.  Mr.  SIMON. 

Mr.  Cohen.  Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Jeffords. 

Mrs.  Kassebaum.  Mr.  Dodd.  Mr.  'Wellstone. 

Mr.  Rollings.  Mr.  Kennedy,  and  Mr.  Harkin. 

proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1197. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Close  tax  loopholes  and  corporate  subsidies 
by  the  following  amounts: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,250,000,000. 
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On  ;n^'-  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

Sl.lOOOIKi  il()0. 

On  pa^'-  3.  line  24.  increase  the  ainount  by 

$1.5:.0,00O,0OO. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
SI. 530.000.000. 

On  paife  4.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
Jl  .675.000.000. 

Restore  cuts  in  student  loans  by  the  fol- 
lowing amounts: 

On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  18. 
SI. 100.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  19. 
$1  250  000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  20. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  21. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  23. 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16. 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  17. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  18. 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  pasje  6.  line  19. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  patre  6.  line  20. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  patrt"  6.  line  21. 
$1,5.50.000,000. 

On  pai^e  6.  line  22. 
$1,675,000,000, 

On  patre  31.  line  12. 
$875,000,000 

On  pajce  31.  line  20. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  3. 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  U. 
$1,400,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  19. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  2. 
$1  550,000.000. 

On  page  33.  line  10. 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  13. 
$875,000,000 

On  page  31.  line  21. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  4. 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  pa?e  32.  line  12. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  20. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  3. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  11. 


ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrea.se  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrea.se  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 

ncrease  the  amount  by 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  64.  strike  beginning  with  line  7 
through  page  64  line  12.  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Human  Resources  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  to  reduce  outlays  $266,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $2,990,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$4,395,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002." 

.At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: The  assumption  underlying  the  func- 
tional totals  include  that  "It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  cuts  in  student  loan  benefits 
should  be  minimized,  and  that  the  current 
exclusion  of  income  of  Foreign  Sales  Cor- 
porations should  be  eliminated," 

Mr,  Simon  Mr  President.  I  was  ex- 
tremely happy  to  see  that  the  Senate 


passed  the  Snowe-Simon  amendment 
restoring  $9.4  billion  for  the  student 
loan  program.  The  Senate  has  agreed 
to  fund  this  amendment  by  closing  cor- 
porate tax  loopholes.  I  want  to  empha- 
size, however,  that  the  specific  loop- 
hole mentioned  in  the  amendment  was 
not  binding  in  any  way  and  was  in- 
tended to  serve  only  as  one  of  many 
possible  suggestions.  Indeed,  on  the 
basis  of  the  very  persuasive  arguments 
made  by  Senators  Murr.w,  Kerry. 
Kennedy,  and  Biden  about  the  high- 
tech  industry  in  their  States  and  in  the 
nation.  I  have  been  persuaded  to  work 
with  the  Finance  Committee  to  find  a 
different  tax  loophole  to  use  as  a  fund- 
ing source. 

Ms.  Snowe.  I  understand  the  concerns 
of  my  colleagues,  as  well.  I  too  will 
work  with  the  Finance  Committee  to 
find  a  source  of  revenue  for  the  student 
loan  program  that  best  serves  all  the 
interests  of  my  colleagues.  I  want  to 
thank  Senators  Murr.ay,  Kerry,  Ken- 
nedy, and  Biden  for  their  help  in  re- 
storing funding  for  the  student  loan 
program.  And  I  especially  thank  my 
Republican  cosponsors— Senators 

Cohen,  Kassebaum,  Campbell,  and 
Jeffords— for  their  help  and  assist- 
ance on  this  important  amendment, 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  1  am 
delighted  that  the  Senate  returned  to 
its  tradition  of  bipartisan  support  for 
education  to  restore  S9.4  billion  to  stu- 
dent loan  accounts  by  an  overwhelming 
majority.  These  funds  provide  vital 
support  for  the  Nation's  college  stu- 
dents. 

I  also  welcome  the  statement  of  my 
colleagues  Senators  Simon  and  Snowe 
concerning  the  offset  and  our  willing- 
ness to  work  closely  with  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance  to  insure 
that  llie  most  appropriate  offset  is  de- 
veloped. Clearly,  tax  expenditures 
should  bear  their  fair  share  of  any  seri- 
ous effort  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  while 
I  strongly  support  the  goal  of  the 
Snowe-Simon  amendment  to  lessen  the 
cuts  in  the  education  function,  I  can- 
not vote  for  this  approach  because  it 
proposes  to  raise  taxes. 

Although  the  authors  of  this  amend- 
ment claim  that  this  will  be  accom- 
plished by  closing  a  tax  loophole  for 
foreign  sales  corporation,  which  I 
would  support  in  the  context  of  fun- 
damental tax  reform  or  overall  tax  re- 
duction—as, indeed,  I  strongly  favor 
closing  many  tax  loopholes,  and  will 
work  to  so  when  a  tax  bill  is  under  con- 
sideration—the practical  legislative  ef- 
fect of  this  amendment  would  be  to  in- 
struct the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
to  raise  tax  revenues  by  about  $9,4  bil- 
lion over  5  years  through  any  means. 

Mr.  President,  that  could  mean  high- 
er taxes  on  working  families,  the  elder- 
ly or  others  whose  economic  future  I 
care  about.  Out  of  the  some  $12  trillion 
we  will  spend  under  this  budget,  I  be- 
lieve that  over  the  next  7  years,  we  can 
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find  the  additional  dollars  to  fully  pro- 
tect needy  students  by  cutting  cor- 
porate welfare  and  unnecessary  spend- 
ing. That  is  why  I  worked  with  Senator 
Snowe  yesterday  on  an  amendment 
that  would  protect  student  loans  by 
cutting  spending. 

Having  said  this,  if  this  amendment 
should  pass.  I  will  support  this  budget 
resolution  and  strongly  encourage  the 
conferees  on  the  budget  to  retain  this 
resolution  in  student  loan  funding,  but 
do  so  by  cutting  spending  in  other 
areas.  Further,  in  my  position  as  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee  I  will 
work  to  ensure  that  the  Guaranteed 
Student  Loan  Program  is  fully  funded 
under  any  circumstances  I  yield  the 
floor, 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  reduces  the  reconciliation 
instruction  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources,  primarily  af- 
fecting student  loans.  from 
$13,795,000,000  in  outlays  over  7  years  to 
$4,395,000,000  over  the  same  period  of 
time  by  closing  tax  loopholes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr,  President,  I  think  I 
have  a  little  time  left.  With  regard  to 
this,  we  favor  the  Snowe  amendment 
and  urge  its  support.  It  would  restore 
funding  needed  for  student  loans, 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  it  be  in  order  at  this  point  to 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  four 
remaining  amendments  that  have  been 
outlined  with  one  request  for  the  yeas 
and  nays,  which  I  request  at  this  junc- 
ture. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr,  President.  I 
move  to  table  the  first  Wellstone 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  ma- 
jority leader, 

Mr,  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  ask 
Members  to  stay  right  here  because  we 
are  going  to  go  as  quickly  as  we  can, 
hoping  to  do  it  in  less  time.  We  had  an 
hour  debate.  We  are  going  to  ask  con- 
sent, and  I  ask  now  unanimous  consent 
to  reduce  that  to  40  minutes  instead  of 
1  hour  on  behalf  of  the  managers  on 
each  side.  Then  we  will  have  final  pas- 
sage of  the  budget  and  then  we  will 
move  to  the  terrorism  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
question  is  on  the  motion. 

Mr,  DOLE,  Did  we  get  the  agreement 
on  the  1  hour  to  40  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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VOTK  ON  MOTION  TO  T.^BLE  .^.MENDMENT  NO.  1136 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  amendment  No.  1136. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms,  MiKULSKi],  is 
necessary  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  84, 
nays  15,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  228  Leg.] 
YEAS— 84 


Ahrah,im 

.\kaka 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Biden 

Bin^aman 

Bond 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Brown 

Bumpers 

Burns 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Cliafee 

Coals 

Cociiran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'.^mato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Exon 

Falrcloth 


Boxer 

Bryan 

Conrad 

Dodd 

Dorgan 


Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Heflin 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Jolmston 

K,i-sset)aum 

Kempthorne 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

NAYS— 15 

Feingold 

Feinsteln 

Harkin 

Holhngs 

Kennedy 


Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Moseley-Braun 

Murkowski 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Moynihan 

Pell 

Reid 

Simon 

Wellstone 


NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikul.ski 

So  the  motion  to  table  the  amend- 
ment (No.  1136 1  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
1141  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Wellstone].  On  this  ques- 
tion, the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr,  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  Wellstone  amend- 
ment, and  I  ask  for  the  veas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .MOTION  TO  TABLE  A.MENDMENT  NO.  1111 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  lay 
on  the  table  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  On  this  ques- 
tion, the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  81, 
nays  18,  as  follows; 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  229  Leg.] 
YEAS— 81 


Abraham 

.^kaka 

.\shcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Bingaman 

Bond 

Boxer 

Breaux 

Brown 

Burns 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Exon 

Faircloth 


Lieberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowski 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Packwood 

Pressler 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Biden 

Bradley 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Conrad 

Oorgan 


Moynihan 

Pell 

Pryor 

Reid 

Simon 

Wellstone 


Feinsteln 

Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Crams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Hatfleld 

Heflin 

Helms 

Hollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kasse)>aum 

Kempthorne 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Leahy 

NAYS— 18 

Feingold 

Harkin 

Kennedy 

Lautenberg 

Levin 

Moseley-Braun 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So,  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr,  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  Bradley  amendment. 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  MOTION  TO  TABLE  AMEND.MENT  NO.  11% 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No. 
1196,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley].  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  I'oll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKUl.SKi]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  86, 
nays  13,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  230  Leg.] 
YEAS— 86 


Abraham 
.\kaka 


Ashcroft 
Baucus 


Bennett 
Bingaman 


Bond 

Breaux 

Brown 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Bums 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Feingold 

Feinsteln 

Ford 


Biden 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Kennedy 

Kohl 


Frist 

Mac  It 

Glenn 

Mc-Cain 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Graham 

Murkowski 

Gramm 

Murray 

Grams 

Nickles 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Gregg 

Packwood 

Harkin 

Pressler 

Hatch 

Pryor 

Hatfield 

Reid 

Heflin 

Robb 

Helms 

Roth 

Hollings 

Santorum 

Hutchison 

Sarbanes 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Inouye 

Simpson 

Jeffords 

Smith 

Johnston 

Snowe 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

Kerry 

Thompson 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Lieberman 

Warner 

Lott 

Wellstone 

Lugar 

NAYS— 13 

Lautenberg 

Pell 

Leahy 

Rockefeller 

Levin 

Simon 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1196)  was  agreed  to. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  1197 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  1197  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Ms.  Snowe]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  Mikulski]  is 
necessary  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— veas  67, 
nays  32,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  231  Leg.) 
YEAS— 67 


Akaka 

Feinsteln 

.Moseley-Braun 

Baucus 

Ford 

Moynihan 

Bennett 

Frist 

Murray 

Biden 

Glenn 

Nunn 

Bingaman 

Graham 

Pell 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Prj'or 

Bryan 

Hatch 

Reid 

Bumpers 

Hatfleld 

Robb 

Byrd 

Heflin 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

Hollings 

Roth 

Chafee 

Inouye 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Kassebaum 

Simon 

D'Amato 

Kennedy 

Simpson 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

DeWme 

Kerry 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Stevens 

Domenici 

Lautenberg 

Warner 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Levin 

Feingold 

Lietierman 
NAYS-32 

Abraham 

Coverdell 

Gregg 

Ashcroft 

Craig 

Helms 

Bond 

Dole 

Hutchison 

Breaux 

Faircloth 

Inhofe 

Brown 

Gorton 

Kempthorne 

Bums 

Gramm 

Kyi 

Coau 

Grams 

Lott 
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Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
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Murkowaki 
Nicklea 
Packwood 
Smith 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Mikulski 


Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 


So  the  amendment  (No.  1197)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  WAR- 
NER). The  majority  leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
going  to  have  40  minutes  of  debate 
now. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  so  we  can  understand:" 

Mr.  DOLE.  Forty  minutes  and  then 
final  passage.  I  think  it  would  be  help- 
ful if  all  Members  remain  in  their 
seats,  or  if  they  do  not  care  to  listen  to 
final  debate,  then  remove  themselves 
from  the  Chamber  We  hope  to  start 
the  vote  about  quarter  of  6,  or  10  of  6. 
I  think  the  first  speaker  will  be  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Nebraska, 
Senator  ExoN. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  the 
managers  our  attention  here  for  the 
next  40  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  my- 
self 10  minutes  of  the  time  allotted  to 
our  side. 

Mr  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
think  we  should  have  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  respectfully  asks  all  Senators  to 
take  their  seats. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
reach  closure 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
make  my  request  again.  I  think  we 
should  have  order  in  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's pomt  is  well  taken.  The  Chair 
requests  all  Senators  to  cease  con- 
versation. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  as  we  come 
to  the  closure  of  debate  on  this  very, 
very  important  budget  matter,  I  want 
to  start  out  my  closing  remarks  by 
taking  a  moment  to  thank  the  Budget 
Committee  staffs,  the  majority  staff 
and  the  minority  staff,  for  what  I  think 
was  a  truly  wonderful  job.  It  takes  a 
lot  of  hard  work  and  they  performed  it 
so  very,  very  well,  whether  in  the  mi- 
nority or  majority.  I  think  we  all  rec- 
ognize that  while  we  have  fractious  de- 
bates from  time  to  time,  our  staffs  do 
a  particularly  outstanding  job  in  work- 
ing together. 

Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  are 
certainly  most  grateful  for  the  con- 
tribution of  our  minority  staff  and  also 
the  important  role  and  relationship  we 


have  had  with  the  Senators  on  that 
side,  headed  by  my  good  friend.  Sen- 
ator DOMENICI,  and  his  excellent  staff  I 
guess  few  realize  the  truly  monumental 
task  and  the  intricate  time  demands 
and  the  details — the  daunting  task,  if 
you  will,  of  budgeting.  It  was  much 
tougher  this  year  than  it  was  in  pre- 
vious years,  when  we  were  obviously 
more  restrained  about  our  expendi- 
tures. 

I  want  to  take  a  moment  if  I  can. 
then,  just  to  run  through  some  names 
here  that  I  shall  be  forever  indebted  to. 
I  think  the  Senate  will  be  as  a  whole. 
The  American  people  should  know  it 
was  an  able  staff  headed  by  my  chief  of 
staff.  Bill  Dauster.  whom  everyone  rec- 
ognizes is  one  of  the  true  experts  on 
our  budget.  I  thank  Bill  for  all  he  has 
done.  And  the  excellent  staff  he  has  as- 
sembled to  work  with. 

I  want  to  thank:  deputy  chief  of  staff 
Jerry  Slominski;  analyst  for  Transpor- 
tation and  Justice  Andy  Blocker;  ana- 
lyst for  Veterans  and  Commerce  Kelly 
Dimock;  special  assistant  to  the  rank- 
ing member  Tony  Dresden;  analyst  for 
government,  community  and  regional 
development  Meg  Duncan;  general 
counsel  Jodi  Grant;  senior  analyst  for 
Energy  and  environment  Matt 
Greenwald;  LBJ  fellow  Nancy  Harris; 
senior  analyst  for  income  security,  so- 
cial security  and  Medicaid  Joan  Huffer; 
chief  economist  Jim  Klumpner;  staff 
assistant  Nell  Mays;  director  of  budget 
review  and  analysis  and  analyst  for 
Mecdicare  Sue  Nelson;  presidential 
management  intern  Susan  Ross;  and 
assistant  director  for  revenue  and  nat- 
ural resources  David  Williams,  and  the 
others  who  played  key  roles  in  our 
budget  staff. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  take  a  few  min- 
utes, if  I  can.  to  sum  up  the  feelings 
this  Senator  has  after  a  lot  of  work  and 
effort  by  a  lot  of  people. 

I  come  down  to  the  final  debate  on 
the  1996  budget  resolution  with  a  lot  of 
thoughts  and  with  a  lot  of  appreciation 
for  all  the  help  I  have  had.  I  was  just 
thinking  the  other  day.  though,  that 
this  will  be  my  17th  budget  that  I  have 
debated  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I  voted  for 
some  good,  creditable  budgets,  like  the 
one  in  1993  that  provided  nearly  $500 
billion  in  deficit  reduction.  I  voted 
against  others  that  I  believed  were  fis- 
cally unsound  and  were  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  our  great  Nation.  Each  of 
those  budgets  was  important,  but  per- 
haps none  as  important  as  this  one  at 
this  particular  time. 

As  Nebraska  draws  me  closer  to 
home.  I  think  more  about  the  country 
I  want  to  leave  my  fellow  citizens.  I 
think  about  their  day-to-day  struggle 
for  a  better  life.  I  think  about  their 
grandchildren  and  the  uncertainties 
they  face.  I  think  about  how  I  want  to 
leave  them  a  country  with  shoulders 
broad  enough  to  build  a  family  and  a 
future  on. 

This  Republican  budget  may  convey 
that  legacy  to  some,  but  not  to  this  fis- 


cally conservative  Nebraskan.  It  is  a 
budget  that  makes  a  devil's  bargain 
over  tax  cuts  at  a  time  when  we  should 
be  appealing  to  our  better  angels.  We 
should  make  sure  we  balance  the  budg- 
et before  we  make  a  real  or  phony  com- 
mitment to  the  politically  popular 
promise  of  a  tax  cut. 

It  is  a  budget  that  takes  away  un- 
fairly from  our  seniors,  children,  and 
least  fortunate,  but  disproportionately 
and  unfairly  lines  the  pockets  of  the 
wealthiest  among  us. 

It  is  a  budget  that  keeps  the  most  af- 
fluent fling  first  class,  but  puts  rural 
America  in  a  tail  spin. 

It  is  a  budget  that  turns  a  blind  eye 
to  working  Americans  who  play  by  the 
rules. 

In  the  final  analysis,  it  is  a  budget  I 
cannot  support. 

I  know  what  a  tough  task  my  good 
friend,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  has  had.  I  salute  him  for 
the  masterful  job  he  has  done.  And  he 
has  my  condolences  for  the  job  that 
lies  ahead  that  will  require  the  wisdom 
of  Solomon  and  the  patience  of  Job. 

We  may  disagree  on  the  shape  of  this 
budget.  But  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  and  I  truly  believe,  both  of  us, 
in  balancing  the  budget.  For  us.  and 
many  of  our  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  this  is  not  an  abstraction.  We 
want  to  make  a  decisive  attack  on  our 
country's  budget  crisis. 

I  wanted  a  bipartisan  balanced  budg- 
et where  all  of  us  would  share,  and 
share  equally,  in  the  painful  decisions 
and  sacrifices  that  are  necessary  to 
bring  the  budget  into  balance.  I  wanted 
a  balanced  budget  that  was  driven  by 
fairness. 

On  many  occasions,  before  and  dur- 
ing   this    debate.    I    offered    the    olive 
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side  of  the  aisle.  In  spite  of  the  heated 

rhetoric.  I  thought  that  cooler  heads 
could  prevail.  I  offered  compromise  and 
reason.  I  offered  unity  instead  of  divi- 
sion. I  thought  we  could  fine  tune  this 
budget  and  redistribute  the  cuts  within 
its  framework.  I  thought  that  we  could 
work  together  to  produce  a  balanced 
budget  that  most  Republicans  and 
Democrats  could  support. 

But  the  past  50  hours  have  proven  me 
wrong.  The  Republicans  froze  us  out  of 
the  process,  basically.  We  were  persona 
non  grata  as  far  as  they  were  con- 
cerned. I  didn't  expect  my  Republican 
colleagues  to  accept  all  of  our  amend- 
ments. But  they  did  not  give  serious 
consideration  to  barely  any  of  the  con- 
structive and  reasonable  amendments 
we  offered.  And  none,  and  I  repeat  none 
of  the  amendments  I  supported  would 
have  kept  us  from  balancing  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002,  which  is  the  central 
element,  I  think  in  the  plan  offered  by 
the  majority. 

The  Republican  majority  put  a  fence 
around  their  budget.  We  were  blocked 
at  every  turn.  We  were  rebuffed  on 
each  critical  amendment.  It  was  "No" 


to  softening  cuts  on  Medicare.  It  was 
"No"  to  the  earned  income  tax  credit. 
It  was  "No"  to  education.  It  was  "No" 
to  rural  America.  It  was  "No"  to  fair- 
ness. It  was  "No"  to  shared  sacrifice. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  budget 
for  all  seasons,  and  is  certainly  lacking 
in  reason.  This  is  not  a  budget  for  all 
Americans.  This  is  not  a  budget  of 
shared  sacrifices.  This  is  not  a  budget 
on  which  our  fellow  citizens  in  Ne- 
braska, or  elsewhere  can  build  a  better 
life.  This  is  a  budget  that  I  cannot  sup- 
port. 

Where  do  we  go  from  here?  To  some- 
thing workable  and  more  constructive? 
Given  the  budget  presented  us  by  the 
House,  and  this  one  concocted  in  the 
Senate,  we  go  to  conference  with  little 
hope  of  a  final  budget  that  will  have 
any  semblance  of  bipartisan  support. 

It  follows  that  the  reconciliation  bill 
and  the  appropriations  measures  will 
be  so  bound  in  advance  by  this  unwork- 
able budget  that  the  end  product  will 
also  be  devoid  of  any  real  semblance  of 
bipartisan  support. 

There  are  those  who  seemingly  have 
reveled  in  the  charges  that  the  Presi- 
dent is  "irrelevant"  in  the  budget  con- 
siderations. They  will  find  out  how  "ir- 
relevant" he  really  is  should  he  veto — 
and.  in  my  opinion,  properly  so — the 
end  product  of  all  of  this  partisanship. 

Beginning  now,  and  up  to  the  point  of 
a  possible  veto,  I  will  be  working  with 
my  President  and  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  attempt  to 
fashion  a  workable  bipartisan  com- 
promise that  will  not  be  painless,  but 
will  be  fair  to  all  Americans  and.  most 
importantly,  to  America. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
a.uur  fiuin  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
a  few  Senators  who  requested  time. 
Maybe  I  will  do  that  before  I  give  my 
closing  remarks.  Senator  Gr.amm  asked 
for  some  time,  and  I  will  give  him  2 
minutes.  Senator  Robb,  who  is  not 
here,  asked  for  2  minutes,  and  I  am 
going  to  give  him  2  minutes.  And  Sen- 
ator NUNN  asked  for  3  minutes;  I  am 
going  to  give  him  time.  Then  I  will  get 
back  to  my  time. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized  to  speak 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  many  things  to  praise  in  this  budg- 
et, and  I  want  to  begin  by  praising  the 
man  who  made  it  happen,  and  his  name 

is  PKTE  DOMENICI. 

I  think  he  has  provided  great  leader- 
ship in  the  Senate,  and  given  the  num- 
bers we  had  to  work  with,  given  the 
disposition  of  our  Members.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  can  have  anything  to 
say  about  Pete  Domenici  other  than  to 
give  him  the  credit  he  is  due. 

But  I  want  all  my  colleagues  to  un- 
derstand exactly   where   we  are  as  we 


pass  this  budget.  With  the  adoption  of 
the  Snowe  amendment,  this  budget 
now  before  the  Senate  spends  S184  bil- 
lion over  the  7-year  period,  more  on 
nondefense  programs  than  the  budget 
that  was  adopted  in  the  House.  That  is 
$184  billion  worth  of  additional  non- 
defense  program  spending  that  is  going 
to  have  to  be  taken  out  in  conference. 
if  we  are  going  to  have  any  opportunity 
to  have  a  real  cut  in  taxes  for  working 
families,  and  if  we  are  going  to  have 
any  real  opportunity  to  provide  incen- 
tives for  growth. 

I  want  my  colleagues  to  know  that  I 
am  going  to  vote  for  this  budget.  I 
want  to  urge  every  person  in  the  Sen- 
ate who  wants  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  to  vote  for  this  budget,  and  I 
hope  we  get  a  sound  vote. 

But  I  want  my  colleagues  to  under- 
stand that  unless  we  cut  this  excessive 
spending  out.  unless  we  let  working 
families  keep  more  of  what  they  earn. 
unless  we  provide  incentives  for 
growth,  and  unless  we  balance  the 
budget  while  doing  those  things  in  the 
final  product  that  will  come  out  of  the 
House  Senate  conference.  I  am  not 
going  to  vote  for  that  budget.  I  believe 
we  can  do  these  things. 

Our  House  colleagues  have  shown  us 
that  it  can  be  done.  And  I  am  hopeful, 
when  we  go  to  conference  with  the 
House,  that  we  will  look  at  our  man- 
date from  the  election,  we  will  look  at 
what  our  colleagues  in  the  House  did. 
we  will  take  heart  and  leadership  from 
them,  and  that  we  will  come  back  with 
a  budget  that  is  balanced  over  a  7-year 
period,  that  lets  working  families  keep 
more  of  what  they  earn,  and  that  pro- 
vides incentives  for  people  to  work, 
save,  and  invest.  That  is  what  I  favor. 

I  believe  that  is  what  the  American 
people  favor.  And  by  passing  this  budg- 
et today,  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
begin  to  make  that  happen. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
Senator  Nl'NN. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
want  to  commend  my  friend  from  New 
Mexico.  Senator  Do.menici.  and  my 
friend  from  Nebraska.  Senator  ExoN. 
for  handling  the  management  of  this 
bill  under  very  difficult  circumstances. 
I  have  been  in  that  place  many  times, 
and  I  know  how  difficult  it  is  and  what 
a  challenge  it  is. 

Second.  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  Senator  Do- 
.menici. for  real  leadership  in  putting 
on  the  table  for  all  of  us  to  both  con- 
template, vote  on.  and  study  in  the  fu- 
ture, and  the  American  people  to  con- 
template, all  the  untouchables  that 
have  not  been  in  budget  resolutions  be- 
fore. 

This  is  first  time  that  I  have  seen  all 
elements  of  spending  on  the  table  ex- 
cept Social  Security.  It  is  my  view  that 
will  have  to  be  on  the  table  at  some 


point  in  the  future.  But  that  one  is  not 
on  the  table  today. 

1  disagree  with  a  number  of  the  prior- 
ities in  this  resolution,  and  I  have 
voted  differently  from  my  friend  from 
New  Mexico  on  a  number  of  amend- 
ments because  I  do  believe  that  we 
have  not  earned  any  tax  dividend  at 
this  point.  I  do  not  believe  we  ought  to 
have  a  tax  dividend  until  we  really  get 
the  budget  under  control.  I  think  that 
is  essential,  and  that  is  a  priority.  And 
I  think  that  is  what  the  American  peo- 
ple want. 

I  think  moving  to  reduce  taxes  before 
we  get  spending  under  control,  and  be- 
fore we  really  earn  the  dividend,  is 
kind  of  like  going  on  the  wagon  by 
starting  off  chug-a-lugging  a  bottle  of 
whiskey.  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  way 
to  proceed.  However,  having  said  that, 
I  do  think  this  budget  is  in  the  right 
direction.  I  think  it  moves  in  the  right 
direction. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  it  for  that  rea- 
son, because  it  does  move  in  the  right 
direction.  And  moving  in  the  right  di- 
rection in  terms  of  tackling  entitle- 
ments, in  terms  of  restraining  growth 
and  spending  in  those  programs  that 
have  been  clearly  out  of  control,  as  dif- 
ficult as  that  is  going  to  be  to  do,  I 
think  the  direction  is  enormously  im- 
portant. It  is  important  for  our  chil- 
dren. It  is  important  for  our  grand- 
children. It  is  important  for  our  econ- 
omy. It  is  important  to  increase  sav- 
ings, and  thereby  investment  and  pro- 
ductivity, and  thereby  the  real  income 
of  the  American  people  over  a  period  of 
time. 

Finally.  I  think  that  this  direction  is 
enormously  important  for  the  credibil- 
ity of  this  Congress  and  the  credibility 
of  our  Federal  Government. 

So  I  commend  my  friend  from  New 
ivlexico  lOr  reai  leadership,  and  ^  win 
vote  for  the  final  passage  of  this  reso- 
lution. 

Like  the  Senator  from  Texas.  I  will 
be  watching  the  conference  very  close- 
ly, perhaps  from  a  slightly  different 
perspective. 

Mr.  President,  again.  I  rise  today  to 
announce  my  support  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution.  I  commend 
my  good  friends.  Senator  Pete  Domen- 
ici and  Senator  JiM  ExoN,  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  member  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  for  their  floor  man- 
agement of  this  bill.  Having  been  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee and  having  worked  with  Senator 
Domenici  on  a  10-year  balanced  budget 
plan  in  our  Center  for  Strategic  and 
International  Studies  [CSIS] 

"Strengthening  of  America  Commis- 
sion," I  know  how  daunting  a  task  it  is 
to  produce  a  plan  to  reach  a  balanced 
unified  budget  by  2002.  I  know  that  my 
friend  Pete  Domenici  had  to  make 
many  difficult  decisions  and  fall  back 
on  many  of  his  own  priorities  to  forge 
a  majority  coalition  on  this  bill.  This 
type  of  leadership  is  often  given  suffi- 
cient recognition  or  praise. 
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I  have  followed  this  debate  closely. 
This  is  a  historic  moment.  This  resolu- 
tion marks  the  first  time  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  has  reported  a 
budget  resolution  that  in  my  view 
deals  with  all  the  elements  on  the 
spending  side  of  the  budget  that  must 
be  addressed  to  have  any  hope  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  I  commend  my 
friend  from  New  Mexico  for  the  courage 
and  the  leadership  he  has  exhibited  in 
crafting  this  resolution. 

The  most  significant  improvement 
over  past  attempts  to  balance  the 
budget  is  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee's inclusion  of  recommendations  to 
restrain  significantly  the  projected 
growth  of  Federal  mandatory  or  enti- 
tlement spending,  which  now  rep- 
resents 50  cents  of  every  dollar  the 
Federal  Government  spends. 

For  years.  Congress  and  the  execu- 
tive branch  have  tried  to  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  cutting  the  defense 
and  domestic  discretionary  programs 
that  are  appropriated  by  the  Congress 
and  signed  by  the  President,  and  by 
raising  taxes.  At  the  same  time  these 
budget  efforts  time  after  time  allowed 
the  mandatory  or  entitlement  pro- 
grams, which  are  on  autopilot,  to  grow 
faster  than  inflation,  faster  than  dis- 
cretionary programs  were  being  cut. 
and  faster  than  taxes  could  be  raised. 

In  the  1990  budget  summit,  half  the 
savings  came  from  cutting  the  defense 
budget.  While  large  defense  savings 
were  possible  due  to  the  end  of  the  cold 
war— and  those  savings  which  were 
made  are  still  contributing  to  deficit 
reduction  today— that  kind  of  historic 
opportunity  is  a  one-shot  deal.  That 
agreement  predictably  did  not  balance 
the  budget  because  defense  represented 
at  that  time  24  percent  of  the  overall 
budget.  As  a  result  of  that  agreement, 
defense  is  only  18  percent  of  the  budget 
today,  and  under  this  resolution  it  will 
fall  to  14  percent  by  the  end  of  the  cen- 
tury. 

Over  half  the  deficit  reduction  in  the 
1993  reconciliation  bill  came  from  tax 
increases.  Once  again,  reductions  in 
the  growth  of  entitlements  contributed 
only  a  small  portion  of  the  deficit  re- 
duction. Tax  increases  and  defense  cuts 
will  never  balance  the  budget  as  long 
as  the  entitlement  programs  remain 
unrestrained. 

These  previous  attempts,  because 
they  failed  to  address  the  largest  and 
fastest  growing  part  of  the  budget, 
were  virtually  doomed  to  fail.  In  my 
mind,  our  previous  attempts  to  balance 
the  budget  without  seriously  address- 
ing the  out  of  control  growth  of  spend- 
ing in  entitlement  programs  were  anal- 
ogous to  Bonnie  and  Clyde  robbing 
parking  meters. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
finally  goes  where  the  money  is.  Fifty 
percent  of  the  deficit  reduction  in  this 
plan  comes  from  reducing  the  projected 
growth  in  spending— not  the  actual 
spending    levels— in    entitlement    pro- 


grams. Compared  to  CBOs  baseline 
projections,  it  provides  spending  reduc- 
tions totaling  $1.3  trillion  over  the  7- 
year  period  ending  in  2002.  These  reduc- 
tions are  achieved  through  reductions 
in  two  principal  areas:  entitlements 
and  nondefense  discretionary  pro- 
grams. 

This  resolution  recommends  that  en- 
titlement spending  growth  be  reduced 
by  $650  billion,  that  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending  be  reduced  $350  bil- 
lion, and  defense  will  be  reduced  by  an- 
other $100  billion  below  CBO's  baseline. 
Due  to  these  reduced  Federal  expendi- 
tures, it  is  estimated  that  interest  pay- 
ments on  the  debt  will  be  lessened  by 
$200  billion. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  last  few  days, 
many  of  my  colleagues  have  attempted 
to  amend  the  resolution  to  correct 
what  they  believed  to  be  flaws  in  this 
proposal.  I  share  many  of  their  con- 
cerns, and,  if  I  had  my  way,  I  would 
make  a  number  of  changes,  including: 

First,  holding  the  defense  budget  sta- 
ble over  this  period  rather  than  having 
it  continue  to  decline  as  called  for  in 
both  this  resolution  and  President 
Clinton's  budget; 

Second,  setting  a  goal  of  balancing 
the  budget  without  using  the  surpluses 
from  the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund, 
even  if  it  takes  10  years  rather  than  7. 

Third,  reducing  some  of  the  cuts 
from  projected  growth  in  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  programs  to  make  the  re- 
quired reforms  more  achievable  and 
sustainable; 

Fourth,  reducing  the  proposed  cuts  in 
Federal  education  programs  to  ac- 
knowledge that  human  capital  is  our 
most  precious  resource; 

Fifth,  restoring  some  of  the  proposed 
reductions  in  the  Earned  Income  Tax 
Credit,  which  is  essential  in  helping 
low-income  working  people  and  in 
makmg  work  more  attractive  than 
welfare; 

Sixth,  mitigating  to  some  extent  the 
proposed  cuts  to  agriculture  and  veter- 
ans programs;  and 

Seventh,  keeping  the  National  Serv- 
ice program  alive  and  viable.  This  pro- 
gram is  proving  to  be  both  an  impor- 
tant and  efficient  way  of  delivering 
human  services,  and  it  is  also  serving 
as  a  catalyst  for  community  service  by 
thousands  of  American  young  people. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  continue  to 
fight  to  address  these  priorities  as  this 
process  continues  and  we  debate  the 
specific  details  in  the  reconciliation 
legislation  that  will  carry  out  this 
plan.  I  also  believe  that  tax  expendi- 
tures should  not  be  exempt  from  review 
as  we  legislate  in  the  summer  and  fall. 
Balancing  the  budget  requires  shared 
sacrifice,  and  as  we  cut  spending  we 
should  also  review  revenue-losing  tax 
breaks  which  may  not  be  justified.  For 
these  reasons  I  supported  the  Conrad 
alternative  to  the  Committee-reported 
budget  resolution. 

Notwithstanding  these  reservations, 
I  will  vote  for  the  Domenici  budget  res- 


May  25,  1995 

olulion  We  will  debate  the  details  for 
months  to  come,  and  we  could  vote  and 
debate  forever  in  search  of  a  perfect  so- 
lution, but  the  general  direction  re- 
quired is  clear.  If  there  was  an  easy 
way  to  balance  the  budget  without  cut- 
ting spending  on  popular  programs,  we 
would  have  done  it  long  ago.  But  that 
is  simply  not  possible.  This  plan  gives 
the  American  people  a  realistic  look  at 
what  it  takes  to  balance  the  budget 
with  spending  cuts  alone. 

I  believe  this  resolution  points  us  in 
the  right  direction.  Mr.  President, 
most  of  this  debate  has  focused  on  spe- 
cific elements  of  this  plan,  but  what 
sometimes  gets  lost  in  the  debate  is 
the  fact  that  the  status  quo  is  not  pain- 
less either— in  fact  it  is  not  even  sus- 
tainable. We  simply  cannot  continue  to 
pile  $200  to  $300  billion  in  additional 
debt  each  year  on  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

I  also  hope  that  I  will  also  be  able  to 
support  the  conference  report,  but  that 
depends  on  its  content.  I  consider  the 
House's  action  in  beginning  a  $1.2  tril- 
lion budget  cutting  exercise  by  reduc- 
ing taxes  by  over  $300  billion  over  7 
years  to  be  fiscally  irresponsible.  I  am 
pleased  that  more  than  two-thirds  of 
my  colleagues  voted  to  overwhelm- 
ingly defeat  this  tax  cut  in  the  Gramm 
amendment,  which  have  made  the  tax 
cuts  contained  in  the  House  passed 
Contract  With  America  part  of  this  res- 
olution. The  House  approach  is  like  an 
alcoholic  promising  to  go  on  the  wagon 
right  after  gulping  one  last  bottle  of 
whiskey. 

In  this  resolution,  there  is  a  reserve 
fund  that  makes  the  fiscal  dividend  re- 
sulting from  enactment  of  a  balanced 
budget  plan  available  for  tax  cuts.  This 
dividend  was  the  focus  of  most  of  the 
proposed  amendments  to  this  resolu- 
tion. In  my  view,  the  Senate  should 
have  adopted  the  Feingold  amendment, 
which  would  have  applied  that  dividend 
to  deficit  reduction  and  given  us  a 
cushion  that  would  allow  us  to  balance 
the  budget  even  if  the  economy  does 
not  perform  as  well  as  CBO  has  pro- 
jected. 

The  budget  resolution  contains  an  in- 
vitation to  use  this  fiscal  dividend  for 
tax  reductions  rather  than  applying  it 
to  deficit  reduction.  I  oppose  this  part 
of  the  resolution  and  I  voted  against 
the  amendment  which  strengthened 
this  invitation  from  may  to  shall.  The 
Senate  will  address  this  question  again 
before  any  such  tax  cut  passes.  If  the 
Senate  is  unwilling  to  apply  this  fiscal 
dividend  to  the  deficit  then  I  prefer 
using  the  dividend  to  ease  the  most  se- 
vere impacts  of  the  spending  reduc- 
tions Medicare,  education,  and  pro- 
grams for  low-income  working  people, 
rather  than  for  tax  cuts.  My  votes  on 
several  amendments  reflect  this.  But 
my  first  choice  was  to  take  a  more  con- 
servative approach  by  applying  the  fis- 
cal dividend  to  deficit  reduction  as  pro- 
posed by  the  fiscally  responsible  path 
in  the  Feingold  amendment. 
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This  budget  resolution  is  tough  medi- 
cine, and  it  will  be  very  difficult  to 
carry  out  some  of  the  reductions  called 
for.  I  suspect  the  reductions  in  the 
growth  rate  of  spending  in  Medicaid 
and  Medicare,  education,  agriculture 
and  other  areas  that  are  required  if  we 
are  to  balance  the  budget  will  generate 
more  and  more  opposition  from  sub- 
stantial segments  of  America  before 
the  cuts  are  passed  by  Congress,  and 
certainly  before  they  are  fully  imple- 
mented. There  is  also  a  probability 
that  in  cutting  projected  spending  by 
over  $1  trillion  dollars  in  a  7-year  pe- 
riod Congress  will  inadvertently  make 
some  serious  errors  which  will  have  to 
be  corrected.  For  these  reasons,  I  be- 
lieve that  reducing  taxes  by  the 
amount  produced  in  the  fiscal  dividend 
would  be  inequitable  and  premature 
until  the  spending  cuts  and  restraints 
have  been  locked  in. 

I  would  remind  all  of  my  colleagues 
who  believe,  as  I  do,  that  we  should  be 
balancing  the  budget  without  using  the 
Social  Security  surplus,  that  leaving 
the  fiscal  dividend  alone  and  applying 
it  to  deficit  reduction,  as  we  would 
have  done  if  the  Feingold  amendment 
had  been  adopted,  would  also  help 
move  us  toward  the  goal  of  a  real  bal- 
anced budget.  Balancing  only  the  uni- 
fied budget  by  continuing  to  borrow 
the  Social  Security  surplus  simply 
postpones  the  day  of  pain  when  the 
general  fund  must  repay  the  Social  Se- 
curity Trust  Fund. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us  bal- 
ances the  budget  in  2002,  including  the 
Social  Security  surplus.  But  without 
that  surplus,  the  deficit  in  2002  would 
still  be  about  $100  billion.  While  the 
exact  size  of  the  fiscal  dividend  would 
depend  on  what  savings  and  enforce- 
ment provisions  were  enacted  in  a  rec- 
onciliation bill.  CBO's  previous  esti- 
mate of  the  fiscal  dividend  in  2002  was 
about  $50  billion.  If  we  had  applied  that 
to  deficit  reduction,  we  could  have  cut 
the  deficit  in  2002,  excluding  Social  Se- 
curity, in  half,  from  about  $100  billion 
to  $50  billion. 

Today,  the  general  fund  already  owes 
the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  $500 
billion.  By  2002,  when  we  finally  get  the 
budget  back  in  balance  including  using 
these  Social  Security  surpluses,  the 
general  fund  will  owe  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Trust  Fund  $1.1  trillion.  When  the 
baby  boom  generation  starts  retiring 
around  the  year  2015,  just  20  years  from 
today,  we  will  owe  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  about  $3  trillion. 

We  all  know  that  Congress  and  the 
President  have  to  face  up  to  the  Social 
Security  problem.  We  all  know  the  So- 
cial Security  system  is  not  going  to  be 
the  same  for  those  who  are  in  their  20s, 
30s.  and  40s  today  as  it  is  for  people 
who  are  already  retired  and  receiving 
Social  Security  benefits  today.  It  can- 
not be.  And  the  longer  we  avoid  facing 
up  to  that  problem,  the  worse  the  prob- 
lem is  going  to  be.  Balancing  the  budg- 
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et  without  the  continued  use  of  the  So- 
cial Security  surplus  to  finance  other 
Government  spending  is  an  absolute 
necessary  first  step  in  that  effort.  Un- 
fortunately, this  budget  resolution 
does  not  meet  that  test  or  even  have 
that  goal. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  I  want  to 
congratulate  Senator  Domenici  for  his 
leadership  on  this  budget  resolution. 
This  budget  resolution  is  but  the  first 
step  of  a  long  and  difficult  journey,  but 
we  are  headed  in  the  right  direction — 
the  direction  that  will  bring  our  budget 
into  balance. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

I  want  to  say  that,  as  I  look  at  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska.  I  want  to  say  my 
friend  from  New  Mexico,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  if  I  could  get  his  at- 
tention, that  I  think  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  and  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska really  are  a  model  for  this  U.S. 
Senate.  You  can  disagree  without  being 
disagreeable.  I  think  we  have  had  a 
tough  and  important  debate,  and  I  con- 
gratulate both  of  them  on  it. 

I  want  to  say  that,  from  my  perspec- 
tive as  a  Senator  from  California  who 
ran  because  I  wanted  to  fight  for  the 
people  of  California,  that  this  budget 
as  it  comes  before  us  now  is  the  broad- 
est retreat  on  the  American  dream 
that  I  have  ever  seen  in  my  time  as  an 
adult. 

I  will  say  that  we  tried  to  change 
this  budget.  We  at  every  chance  said 
that  the  tax  cuts  should  go  to  the  mid- 
dle class,  not  to  the  wealthy.  We  of- 
fered 'uruau  resLuiiiLioiis  to  education. 
We  tried  to  make  this  better.  We  tried 
to  ease  the  pain  on  the  seniors,  on  the 
students.  And  I  say  to  my  friends  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  if  ever  we 
were  here  to  fight  for  anyone,  should  it 
not  be  the  children?  Should  it  not  be 
the  elderly?  Should  it  not  be  the  hard- 
working middle-class  families  who  will 
have  a  tax  increase,  those  who  earn 
$28,000  a  year  and  less? 

So  this  budget  turns  its  back  on 
those  people  while  maintaining  tax 
loopholes,  keeping  military  spending 
harmless  and.  frankly  again,  retreating 
from  the  American  dream  that  I  was  so 
fortunate  to  be  a  part  of  in  my  life- 
time. 

I  hope  as  this  process  continues  we 
will  have  enough  votes  to  turn  back 
some  of  these  priorities.  I  hope  we  will 
bring  common  sense  to  the  debate  in 
the  days  that  lie  ahead. 

I  will  be  voting  against  this  budget. 
If  it  does  anything,  it  shows  the  dif- 
ference between  the  parties.  I  think 
that  is  good  for  this  country,  to  see  the 
differences  between  the  parties. 

I  wish  to  thank  my  colleague  and 
again     the     committee     chairman     for 


working  with  me,  although  we  have 
disagreed  many  times.  I  think  the  staff 
on  both  sides  have  just  been  extraor- 
dinary as  well  as  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
Senator  D'Amato  from  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
proud  to  support  this  budget.  Senator 
Domenici  and  the  Budget  Committee 
deserve  to  be  commended.  Senator  Do- 
MENici's  plan,  for  the  first  time,  meets 
what  the  American  people  have  been 
asking  for — responsible  and  courageous 
leadership. 

It  is  not  easy  to  balance  the  budget. 
It  is  not  easy  to  cut  those  programs, 
yes.  that  the  people  want  and  get  used 
to.  It  is  not  easy  to  tackle  Medicare. 
But  let  me  tell  you  something.  We  were 
not  elected  and  sent  here  to  do  things 
the  easy  way.  That  program  will  be 
bankrupt.  We  owe  it  to  today's  seniors 
and  those  in  the  future  to  protect  it. 
preserve  it,  to  strengthen  it.  We  owe  it 
to  our  children  in  the  future  to  give 
them  the  opportunities  we  have  had. 
Unless  we  achieve  a  balanced  budget 
and  cut  spending,  that  will  not  be  the 
legacy  we  leave  to  them. 

There  are  those  who  preach  fear  and 
divisiveness.  I  have  heard  talk  already 
about  how  this  is  going  to  help  the 
wealthy.  It  seems  to  me,  when  we  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  reduce  interest 
costs  that  make  it  possible  for  people 
to  have  jobs  and  opportunity,  we  are 
helping  America. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  administra- 
tion or  my  Democratic  friends  for  the 
most  part  have  given  the  kind  of  lead- 
ership that  this  Nation  needs.  Criticize, 
create  fear,  create  doubt,  turn  their 
backs  on  their  own  reports,  a  report 
that  this  administration  came  down 
with,  which  indicated  that  Medicare 
would  run  out  of  funds  within  the  next 
6  or  7  years. 

We  have  an  obligation  to  move  bold- 
ly. We  are.  It  is  the  right  time,  and  it 
is  about  time,  and  I  hope  we  can  pass 
this  budget  overwhelmingly.  I  support 
it. 

I  commend  Senator  Domenici  and  all 
who  have  worked  with  him  to  bring  us 
to  this  point. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
Senator  Robb. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  Robb  would 
like  2  minutes  on  my  time. 

I  yield  2  minutes. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  will  yield  2  min- 
utes, I  would  be  very  pleased. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  is  recognized. 
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Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  the 
Chair,  and  I  thank  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee  for  their  leadership  and  the 
long,  hard  work  that  brought  us  to  this 
particular  point. 

If  this  were  a  budget  and  not  a  budg- 
et resolution.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
take  a  different  course  of  action.  I  hap- 
pen to  believe  that  most  of  the  choices, 
most  of  the  priorities  that  we  establish 
in  terms  of  guidelines  as  to  how  we  get 
to  our  destination  are  not  the  prior- 
ities that  I  would  embrace  and,  indeed. 
I  have  voted  with  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues on  a  number  of  occasions  to  try 
to  change  those  priorities.  But  we  did 
not  prevail. 

I  believe  that  Republicans  were 
wrong  in  1993.  when  they  felt  as  strong- 
ly as  they  did  about  deficit  reduction, 
not  to  try  to  assist  President  Clinton 
and  Democrats.  And  feeling  as  strongly 
as  I  do  about  the  importance  of  deficit 
reduction.  I  believe  it  would  be  wrong 
for  me  not  to  assist  with  the  heavy  lift- 
ing. 

Mr.  President,  the  lifting  is  going  to 
be  very,  very  heavy.  I  do  not  think 
many  of  the  Members  who  may  be  fully 
supportive  of  this  resolution  have  con- 
sidered all  of  the  implications  that  are 
ultimately  going  to  have  to  be  consid- 
ered when  making  the  tough  individual 
choices  about  cutting  specific  pro- 
grams or  cutting  tax  expenditures, 
raising  revenues,  whatever  the  case 
may  be.  But  I  am  prepared  to  assist  in 
that  effort.  I  think  it  is  important 
that,  to  the  extent  we  can.  we  engage 
in  this  most  important  task  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  will  be  pleased  to 
vote  for  this  resolution,  notwithstand- 
ing significant  differences  with  respect 
to  the  distribution  of  the  burden  and 
the  pain  and  a  very  significant  dif- 
ference with  respect  to  whether  or  not 
we  ought  to  have  any  tax  cuts  in  this 
measure  at  this  time. 

Nonetheless.  I  applaud  the  leadership 
for  moving  us  to  this  point,  for  setting 
a  very  clear  and  important  goal.  I  am 
embracing  the  destination  and  not  the 
road  as  to  how  we  get  there,  and  I  am 
going  to  work  to  try  to  make  some 
course  directions  as  we  move  down 
that  road. 

Mr.  President.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  the  ranking  member  as  well  as 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee 
for  their  hard  work,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOMEMCI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  the  remarks.  And  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator for  the  support  with  the  vote 
today. 
Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  have  no 
ill  will  at  all  toward  some  of  the  Demo- 
crats, some  of  my  closest  friends  and 
associates,  but  I  have  tried  to  conduct 
this  matter  with  a  sense  of  dedication 
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but  still  in  good  humor.  I  just  want  to 
say  that  if  there  are  any  Republicans 
who  wish  to  vote  against  the  budget.  I 
will  be  glad  to  yield  them  time  if  they 
come  to  the  Senate  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible. 

I  yield  2  minutes  to  my  colleague 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  regret  to  tell  the 
Senator  he  will  have  to  do  it  all  him- 
self. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  so  anticipated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  resolution  marks  the 
beginning  of  the  end  of  an  era.  There 
can  be  no  avoiding  of  the  fact  that  the 
resolution  in  many  ways  lays  out  a 
plan  for  the  effective  dismantlement  of 
progressive  government  as  we  have 
come  to  know  and  benefit  from  for  half 
a  century. 

This  I  believe  is  a  lamentable  turn  of 
events  in  my  view,  all  the  more  so  be- 
cause I  believe  we  could  bring  the  Fed- 
eral budget  under  control  by  less  ex- 
treme and  less  destructive  means. 

When  I  came  to  the  Senate  in  1961, 
the  political  climate  was  keyed  to  na- 
tional circumstances  far  different  from 
those  prevailing  today.  Most  of  us  had 
vivid  memories,  first,  of  the  era  of  ac- 
tive, interventionist  government  that 
resulted  from  the  economic  stresses  of 
the  1930's;  and  second,  of  the  dominant 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
successful  prosecution  of  our  role  in 
World  War  II,  a  role  which  was  to  con- 
tinue through  the  cold  war  era. 

From  that  basis  of  a  dominant  Fed- 
eral role  in  opposition  to  foreign  tyr- 
anny, there  was  a  natural  evolution  to 
the  historic  role  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  greatly  expanding  our  national 
commitment  to  social  justice  at  home. 
This  found  cApiession  in  the  civil 
rights  revolution  of  the  1960's.  and  in  a 
host  of  other  fields,  including  health, 
education,  welfare,  occupational  safe- 
ty, and  environmental  protection  to 
name  only  a  few. 

To  be  sure,  there  were  excesses  and 
mistakes  that  were  committed  in  the 
name  of  an  activist  central  govern- 
ment, and  their  elimination  is  one  of 
the  benefits  of  the  current  swing  of  the 
pendulum  of  history  back  in  the  direc- 
tion of  less  government  and  less  inter- 
vention. 

But  as  one  who  has  been  privileged  to 
serve  here  during  this  remarkable 
cycle.  I  want  to  record  the  view  that 
there  is  much  that  we  have  done  over 
the  past  four  decades  that  has  made 
our  country  a  better  place,  and  those 
accomplishments  should  not  be  re- 
jected in  a  willy-nilly  rush  to  diminish 
the  role  of  government. 

Unfortunately,  the  budget  resolution 
lays  the  groundwork  for  just  such  an 
evisceration  of  progressive  government 
and  I.  therefore,  cannot  support  it. 

I  am  appalled  at  the  implications  of 
drastic  cuts  in  the  international  affairs 


account,  presaging  a  trend  to  isolation- 
ism and  withdrawal  from  a  half  cen- 
tury of  activist  leadership  in  world  af- 
fairs. This  resolution  envisions  a  pro- 
gressive phasing  back  of  assessed  con- 
tributions for  United  Nations  peace- 
keeping, as  well  as  drastic  cuts  in  for- 
eign aid.  These  are  radical  and  regres- 
sive changes  and  I  reject  them. 

I  am  likewise  dismayed  at  the  as- 
sumed reduction  in  Federal  spending 
for  education  by  as  much  as  $32  billion 
over  7  years.  This  would  place  at  risk 
or  threaten  curtailment  of  a  number  of 
worthy  programs  which  have  evolved 
over  the  past  30  years  to  assert  a  Fed- 
eral interest  in  this  most  basic  area  of 
public  investment.  So  these  cuts  too 
are  not  acceptable. 

I  deeply  regret  also  the  assumptions 
underlying  this  resolution  which  would 
curtail  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  Humanities,  the  Corpora- 
tion for  Public  Broadcasting,  and  .^M- 
TRAK.  while  at  the  same  time  threat- 
ening to  turn  back  the  clock  of  post- 
Watergate  reform  by  abolishing  the 
Presidential  campaign  financing  sys- 
tem. I  hope  the  Senate  amendment  re- 
storing the  funding  for  this  system  will 
prevail. 

These  are  but  a  few  of  the  programs 
now  in  jeopardy  in  which  I  have  a  spe- 
cial interest.  In  combination  with 
other  provisions  which  likewise  cancel 
out  or  curtail  major  elements  of  the 
Federal  commitment  to  social  justice- 
provisions  such  as  the  Medicare  cut- 
backs and  the  cut  in  funding  for  the 
earned  income  tax  credit— they  serve 
to  demonstrate  how  negative  and  re- 
gressive this  resolution  truly  is. 

The  pity  is,  Mr.  President,  that  much 
of  this  programmatic  slaughter  may  be 
needless.  The  fact  is  that  it  was  or- 
dained by  a  commitment  to  suspect 
goals  wnicn  were  dictated  by  political 
expediency  rather  than  national  selec- 
tion, namely,  the  idea  that  the  Federal 
budget  must  be  brought  into  exact  bal- 
ance, and  the  corollary  idea  that  it 
must  be  brought  into  balance  in  the  ar- 
bitrary lime  frame  of  7  years. 

With  all  due  respect  to  the  leadership 
of  my  own  party.  I  must  simply  say 
that  in  my  view  these  goals  are  spe- 
cious and  should  not  be  the  driving 
force  for  this  sweeping  revision  of  Fed- 
eral policy 

When  I  opposed  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  earlier 
this  year,  I  took  the  position  that  the 
Federal  budget  is  not  supposed  to  be  in 
perpetual  balance,  but  that,  as  John 
Maynard  Keynes  wisely  noted,  it 
should  remain  a  flexible  instrument  of 
national  economic  policy,  registering  a 
surplus  in  good  times  and  engaging  in 
stimulative  spending  in  downtimes. 

The  resolution  before  us  puts  us  on 
an  inflexible  course,  both  in  terms  of 
achieving  absolute  balance  and  doing 
so  by  a  certain  date.  It  makes  no  allow- 
ance for  all  of  the  unforeseen  contin- 
gencies,   including    natural    disasters. 
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international  emergencies,  or  eco- 
nomic recessions,  that  might  require 
us  at  some  point  in  the  next  7  years,  to 
engage  in  unexpected  spending  and 
thus  not  meet  the  goal  so  confidently 
embraced. 

And  even  if  the  magical  goal  were 
somehow  to  be  reached,  there  is  a  re- 
spectable body  of  opinion  that  warns 
that  the  deliberate  withdrawal  of  $1.3 
trillion  in  Federal  spending  in  the  arbi- 
trary timeframe  of  7  years  could  wreak 
havoc  with  the  economy. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  far  wiser 
course  would  be  to  continue  a  vigorous 
but  more  reasoned  program  of  deficit 
reduction  that  would  not  rule  out  reve- 
nue increases  and  certainly  would  not 
exempt  defense  from  further  budget 
cuts.  I  would  generally  avoid  tax  cuts, 
although  I  must  say  that  I  continue  to 
believe  that  a  more  liberal  treatment 
of  capital  gains  would  have  a  beneficial 
effect  in  promoting  economic  growth. 

Further,  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
ought  to  substitute  flexible  and  ration- 
al measures  of  deficit  control  for  the 
arbitrary  goals  which  I  believe  have 
been  too  hastily  accepted  as  a  basis  for 
a  wholesale  change  of  approach  of  Gov- 
ernment. One  useful  measure  is  the 
ratio  between  the  annual  deficit  and 
gross  domestic  product.  Just  as  any 
prudent  household  should  limit  debt  in 
proportion  to  income.  It  would  make 
sense  for  the  Federal  Government  to  do 
likewise  with  respect  to  its  annual  def- 
icit. 

For  the  present,  we  must  act  on  the 
basis  of  goals  and  assumptions  that, 
while  widely  accepted,  may  not  be 
valid.  To  my  mind,  the  budget  resolu- 
tion takes  us  in  the  wrong  direction 
and  does  so  for  the  wrong  reasons.  I 
hope  the  time  will  come  when  others 
will  see  the  matter  in  the  same  light. 

OPPOSITION  TO  CHANGES  IN  THE  E.^RNED  INCO.ME 
T.^X  CREDIT—.^  T.^X  INCRE.^SE  ON  WORKING 
FAMILIES 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  speak  in  opposition  to  the 
proposed  cut  in  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  [EITCJ. 

The  other  day  I  spoke  about  this 
budget,  its  attacks  on  Medicare  and 
how  it  affects  senior  citizens  and  their 
families.  Today.  I  rise  to  speak  about 
how  the  reduction  in  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  will  affect  their  fami- 
lies and  their  children. 

Today,  I  want  to  speak  about  how 
this  is  also  a  fight  for  the  children  and 
grandchildren  of  the  senior  citizens 
who  are  hit  by  cuts  in  Medicare. 

In  1993  we  dramatically  increased  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  which  cut 
taxes  for  middle  and  lower  income  fam- 
ilies. 

We  cut  taxes  for  parents  working 
hard  to  stay  out  of  poverty  and  off  wel- 
fare. The  first  step  to  welfare  reform  is 
to  make  work  pay.  The  EITC  helps  us 
to  make  work  pay. 

If  this  budget  resolution  passes  we 
will  increase  taxes  on  millions  of  work- 


ing parents.  What  do  we  say  to  these 
mothers  and  fathers?  What  do  we  say 
to  any  working  family  making  less 
than  $28,000  a  year? 

Who  is  affected?  A  mother  who 
makes  ends  meet  by  waiting  on  tables. 
A  mother  who  counts  on  every  tip, 
every  nickel  and  quarter  left  on  the 
lunch  counter.  A  mother  who  can  make 
ends  meet  because  of  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit. 

A  father  who  lost  a  good-paying  fac- 
tory job  and  lost  a  piece  of  the  Amer- 
ican dream.  A  father  who  works  a  sec- 
ond job  just  to  support  his  children, 
but  still  makes  less  than  $28,000. 

This  budget  cuts  taxes  for  the 
wealthy  by  taking  $21  billion  from  the 
EITC  and  the  families  who  use  it.  This 
budget  cut  will  hit  over  12  million  tax- 
payers. 199.000  in  Maryland  alone.  For 
those  Marylanders  making  $28,000.  they 
will  pay  $1,500  in  taxes  if  the  EITC  is 
cut. 

This  is  not  welfare  reform.  We  cannot 
tell  people  to  get  off  welfare  and  then 
cut  what  they  will  get  in  a  paying  job. 
and  cut  their  Medicaid. 

We  cannot  tell  a  mother  on  welfare 
to  take  a  low-paying  job  that  will  be 
even  lower  paying  if  we  cut  this  pro- 
gram. We  must  reward  people  who 
work. 

It  is  time  that  we  returned  to  the  bi- 
partisan spirit  of  this  tax  break.  Let  us 
return  to  the  support  that  had  Presi- 
dent Reagan  praise  the  EITC  as.  "the 
best  antipoverty  and  pro-family"  meas- 
ure to  ever  come  out  of  Congress. 

When  I  spoke  the  other  day  on  an- 
other occasion,  I  reminded  the  audi- 
ence of  First  Lady  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
and  how  she  explained  that  this  is  "no 
ordinary  time."  This  is  no  ordinary 
time.  It  is  a  time  to  fight  for  these 
families  who  have  worked  hard  and 
have  earned  a  break. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
luctantly voted  against  the  budget  res- 
olution, but  I  believe  it  does  represent 
a  serious,  and  significant  statement  on 
my  highest  priority:  deficit  reduction. 

My  own  82-point  plan  reduces  the  def- 
icit further  and  faster  than  this  budget 
resolution  does,  and  I  cosponsored  and 
voted  for  an  alternative  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  that  reduces  the  deficit 
more  and  achieves  true  balance  sooner 
than  the  budget  resolution.  Neverthe- 
less, the  budget  resolution  does  achieve 
significant  deficit  reduction,  and  if 
nothing  else,  it  clearly  demonstrates 
that  we  do  not  need  to  change  our  Con- 
stitution in  order  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral books. 

The  purpose  of  a  budget  resolution  is 
to  establish  the  boundaries  within 
which  we  formulate  the  details  of  the 
Federal  budget.  The  most  significant 
flaw  in  this  resolution  is  that  those 
boundaries  effectively  preclude  us  from 
going  after  three  sacred  cows:  tax  cuts, 
tax  loopholes,  and  the  defense  budget. 

If  those  three  areas  had  been  left  on 
the  table,  we  could  have  taken  a  much 


more  balanced  approach  to  deficit  re- 
duction, lessening  the  severity  of  the 
cuts  to  those  on  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid, farmers,  students,  veterans,  and 
others,  while  also  eliminating  the  defi- 
cit by  the  year  2000,  not  2002  or  2004  or 
2008. 

There  were  some  bright  points  to  the 
resolution.  One  important  improve- 
ment the  Senate  resolution  makes  to 
the  one  passed  by  the  House  is  the 
elimination  of  what  has  been  called  the 
crown  jewel  of  the  Contract  With 
America:  the  fiscally  irresponsible  $350 
billion  tax  cut.  In  a  resounding,  bij)ar- 
tisan  vote  of  69  to  31,  the  Senate  re- 
jected an  amendment  to  implement 
that  reckless  policy. 

There  are  also  a  number  of  provisions 
assumed  in  the  resolution  that  rightly 
slate  outdated,  wasteful,  or  low  prior- 
ity programs  for  cuts  or  elimination. 

I  was  particularly  pleased  to  see  the 
Helium  program  terminated  under  this 
budget  resolution.  I  introduced  legisla- 
tion on  the  first  day  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress to  kill  the  national  helium  pro- 
gram, and  this  budget  resolution  is  an 
important  step  in  eliminating  this  ves- 
tige of  the  1920"s. 

Though  the  broad  budget  outlines  es- 
tablished by  this  resolution  are 
skewed,  I  very  much  hope  we  will  ap- 
proach the  details  of  the  budget  with 
the  kind  of  bipartisan  spirit  dem- 
onstrated by  the  strong,  bipartisan 
vote  defeating  the  reckless  House  Re- 
publican tax  cuts. 

If  the  Senate  takes  that  approach  to 
the  specific  budget  bills,  and  esjwcially 
the  reconciliation  legislation  that  will 
determine  how  cuts  are  made  to  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  we  may  be  able  to 
fashion  a  sensible  budget  that  achieves 
the  significant  deficit  reduction  envi- 
sioned in  the  resolution  without  harm- 
ing the  moGt  vulnerable. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1150 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  deep  regret  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  Senators 
Roth  and  Lieberman  seeking  to  pro- 
tect one  of  the  last  pristine  wilderness 
areas  of  this  Nation,  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  [ANWR],  was  de- 
feated. 

In  1980,  the  96th  Congress  approved 
the  Alaska  National  Interest  Land 
Conservation  Act.  This  important  law, 
which  set  aside  over  a  million  acres  of 
Federal  land  for  national  parks,  wild- 
life refuges,  and  other  conservation 
areas,  prohibited  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment in  1.5  million  acres  of  ANWR's 
coastal  plain,  leaving  the  fate  of  this 
land  in  the  hands  of  future  Congresses. 

Since  1980.  the  Congress  has  vigor- 
ously and  consistently  expressed  its  op- 
position to  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the 
biological  heart  of  the  Arctic  Refuge. 
This  area  on  the  coastal  plain  of 
ANWR,  often  referred  to  as  the  "Amer- 
ican Serengeti,"  is  home  to  about  165 
different  species  of  animals.  It  is  the 
calving  ground  for  the  Porcupine  Cari- 
bou   herd,    the    denning    area    for    the 
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Beaufort  Sea  polar  bear  population, 
and  the  nesting  habitat  for  a  variety  of 
waterfowl  and  shorebirds.  including 
snow  geese,  tundra  swans  and  black 
brant. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  extensive 
development  of  this  sensitive  wilder- 
ness area  would  have  a  negative  impact 
on  the  vast  wildlife  resources  located 
there.  A  1987  report  prepared  by  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  submitted 
to  the  Congress  stated  that  oil  develop- 
ment in  ANWR  would  result  in  long- 
term  changes  in  the  wilderness  envi- 
ronment, wildlife  habitat,  and  Native 
subsistence  hunting  opportunities. 

In  my  view,  it  is  critical  that  we  as  a 
nation  do  not  allow  the  destruction  of 
one  of  our  last  remaining  unprotected 
ecosystems.  The  Republican  budget 
proposal  recommends  that  the  Federal 
Government  lease  8  percent  of  ANWR 
for  oil  and  gas  development.  While  this 
backdoor  assault  on  the  Arctic  Refuge 
claims  to  affect  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  wilderness  area,  oil  development 
activity  will  affect  the  entire  coastal 
plain.  In  addition,  the  expectations  for 
oil  and  gas  finds  are  excessive.  The  1987 
Interior  Department  report  found  there 
to  be  only  a  one  in  five  chance  of  find- 
ing an  economically  viable  oil  field  on 
the  coastal  plain. 

Wilderness  areas  constitute  only  2 
percent  of  all  land  in  the  United 
States.  If  we  fail  to  protect  the  integ- 
rity of  the  Arctic  Refuge  now.  its 
wealth  of  natural  beauty  and  treasures 
will  be  lost  to  future  generations.  This 
is  too  precious  a  resource  to  squander. 

A.MENDME.NT  NO.  1166 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  was  submitted  on  be- 
half of  myself,  Senators  Rockefeller. 
Murray.  Harkin,  Wellstone.  Reid, 
Daschle,  and  MiKULsM. 

The  Senate  considered  this  amend- 
ment yesterday.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  could  not  be  more  simple. 
It  closes  the  "Ex-Patriots"  billionaires 
tax  loophole  and  takes  the  money  and 
restores  some  of  the  drastic  cuts  in 
veterans  programs  contained  in  this 
resolution.  I  call  this  amendment — 
take  from  "ex-patriots  and  give  to 
American  patriots.  " 

This  is  the  same  amendment  that  I 
offered  in  committee.  While  this 
amendment  failed  on  a  tie  11  to  11  vote, 
it  did  enjoy  bi-partisan  support.  The 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Maine  [Senator  Snowe]  voted  for  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  now  all  heard 
about  this  so-called  "Benedict  Arnold" 
tax  loophole.  This  loophole  allows  bil- 
lionaires and  multi-millionaires  who 
have  made  their  fortunes  in  this  coun- 
try to  renounce  their  citizenship  and 
avoid  paying  Federal  taxes  like  estate 
taxes  and  flee  to  some  Caribbean  island 
with  their  money 

This  is  no  minor  loophole.  It  costs 
the  Treasury  more  than  $3  billion  over 
10  years.  And  as  a  recent  story  in  For- 


tune Magazine  showed,  wealthy  indi- 
viduals deliberately  look  at  using  this 
loophole  to  avoid  paying  taxes. 

My  amendment  will  close  this  loop- 
hole. And  it  will  take  the  proceeds  and 
put  them  into  restoring  the  massive 
cuts  in  veterans  programs  contained  in 
the  Republican  budget. 

This  Republican  budget  cuts  discre- 
tionary spending  on  veterans  programs 
by  a  whopping  $26  billion  over  the  next 
7  years.  But  this  is  only  discretionary 
spending  on  items  like  VA  hospitals 
and  outpatient  clinics. 

This  budget  also  cuts  veterans'  enti- 
tlement programs  by  $10  billion  over  7 
years.  That  is  a  $36  billion  slap  in  the 
face  to  our  Nation's  veterans. 

What  kind  of  reward  is  this  for  our 
Nation's  veterans?  Isn't  it  ironic  that 
on  the  50th  anniversary  of  V-E  Day,  we 
are  destroying  the  VA  system  for  those 
heros  who  saved  us  from  Fascism? 

The  Republican  budget  will  force 
cuts  in  veterans'  pensions,  payments  to 
those  with  service-connected  disabil- 
ities, the  GI  bill,  and  numerous  other 
health  and  benefit  programs. 

My  amendment  will  help  alleviate 
some  of  these  cuts.  It  will  not  restore 
all  of  the  funding  but  it  will  make  a 
start  in  trying  to  cushion  the  coming 
blow. 

Mr.  President,  the  men  and  women 
who  have  put  their  lives  on  the  line  for 
this  country  deserve  better.  They  de- 
serve to  be  treated  with  respect. 

Their  benefits  should  not  be  cut 
while  we  are  providing  tax  cuts  for  the 
rich.  The  Republican  budget  represents 
the  wrong  priorities. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  deal  with 
one  issue  up  front.  Republicans  may 
argue  that  we  passed  an  amendment  in 
the  Budget  Committee  to  close  the 
Benedict  Arnold  tax  loophole. 

The  fact  is  we  did  not.  We  passed  a 
nonbinding  sense-of-the-Senate  amend- 
ment concerning  this  issue.  However, 
we  did  not  change  any  numbers  in  the 
resolution  to  force  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  in  fact  close  this  loophole. 

So  the  Finance  Committee  can  do  as 
it  wishes  regarding  this  tax  loophole.  It 
will  not  be  required  to  do  this  in  any 
way.  So  if  Republican  say  that  they  al- 
ready voted  to  get  rid  of  the  loophole, 
they  are  not  shooting  straight  with  the 
American  people. 

This  amendment  again  poses  the 
same  question  to  the  Senate  as  other 
amendments.  The  question  is.  "Whose 
side  are  you  on?" 

Are  you  on  the  side  of  billionaires 
who  revoke  their  citizenship  to  avoid 
paying  taxes?  Or  are  you  on  the  side  of 
our  Nation's  veterans — the  men  and 
women  who  have  fought  for  their  coun- 
try—who have  laid  their  lives  on  the 
line  to  defend  freedom? 

I  stand  firmly  with  American  Patri- 
ots not  ex-patriots. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  do  the 
same.  The  veterans  of  our  country  de- 
serve much  better  than  the  cuts  con- 
tained in  this  Republican  budget. 


(The  following  statement  was  inad- 
vertently omitted  from  the  Record  of 
May  24.  and  appears  here  at  the  request 

of  Mr.  Rockefeller. 

A.MKNDMENT  NO.  1166 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
join  with  my  colleagues.  Senators  Lau- 

TENBERG.  DASCHLE,  MiKULSKL 

WELLSTONE.  MURRAY,  Harkin.  and 
REID.  in  cosponsoring  an  amendment  to 
the  budget  resolution.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13. 

This  amendment — known  as  the  "Ex- 
Patriots  to  Patriots"  amendment- 
would  assume  the  repeal  of  the  tax 
loophole  that  enables  U.S.  citizens  to 
renounce  their  citizenship  to  avoid 
paying  U.S.  taxes.  This  would  generate 
$3,633  billion  in  revenues  for  the  Treas- 
ury over  10  years,  from  1995  to  2005.  Our 
amendment  would  restore  funds  from 
this  revenue— $1.7  billion  over  the  7 
years  covered  by  the  resolution— to 
Function  700.  veterans  programs,  so  as 
to  offset  some  of  the  $15.4  billion  in  re- 
ductions contained  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  President,  emigration  and  expa- 
triation are  fundamental  rights  of  all 
Americans.  They  are  guaranteed  by  the 
American  Constitution  and  inter- 
national human  rights  laws.  Expatria- 
tion to  avoid  taxation  is  permitted  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

We  believe  this  provision  in  the  Tax 
Code  should  be  repealed  for  several  rea- 
sons. First,  it  is  unfair  to  all  Ameri- 
cans who  work  hard  every  day  to  sup- 
port their  families  and  who  pay  taxes 
to  support  their  country.  It  offends  our 
sense  of  justice  that  some  of  the 
wealthiest  Americans — who  can  afford 
to  pay  taxes,  whose  fortunes  blossomed 
in  the  freedom  and  bounty  of  our  Na- 
tion—can take  such  a  drastic  measure 
to  avoid  paying  their  fair  share  Sec- 
ond, at  a  time  when  we  are  all  commit- 
ted to  reducing  the  Federal  deficit,  the 
Treasury  losses  significant  revenue  be- 
cause of  the  actions  of  the  approxi- 
mately 25  individuals  a  year  who 
choose  expatriation  to  take  advantage 
of  this  tax  loophole.  And  finally,  if 
these  funds  were  available,  they  could 
be  targeted  toward  needed  programs 
and  services  which  are  in  jeopardy— 
and  which  benefit  far  more  than  25  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  President,  the  matter  of  this 
"Ex-Patriots"  tax  loophole  has  come 
before  the  Senate  earlier  in  this  session 
of  Congress  and  is  on  the  table  again. 
We  passed  the  ■Ex-Patriots"  provision 
as  part  of  the  small  business  health 
care  deduction  bill  in  March,  but  it  was 
dropped  in  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference in  April.  Later,  the  Senate 
voted  again  to  repeal  this  tax  loophole, 
this  time  by  a  vote  of  96-4  in  a  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution.  And  on  May 
15,  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13,  as 
passed  by  the  Budget  Committee,  does 
repeal  this  tax  loophole  for  wealthy 
Americans.  However,  it  does  not  go  far 
enough,  it  does  not  target  any  of  the 
revenue  for  veterans'  programs. 


On  May  11.  Senate  LAUTENBERG  wise- 
ly linked  the  two  issues— repeal  of  the 
expatriates'  tax  break  and  restoration 
and  funding  to  America's  true  patri- 
ots— in  Budget  Committee  action.  The 
tie  vote  of  11-11  demonstrated  the  bi- 
partisan support  for  changing  the  tax 
code  and  helping  maintain  veterans' 
programs.  Our  amendment  links  the  re- 
peal of  the  tax  loophole  for  expatriates 
to  the  restoration  of  funds  for  Ameri- 
ca's true  patriots— her  veterans.  It  does 
so  because  approximatel,y  $15  billion  in 
reductions  for  veterans  programs — in- 
cluding health  care  services  for  serv- 
ice-connected veterans  and  poor  veter- 
ans—are on  the  chopping  block.  As 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  I 
believe  the  patriotism  demonstrated  by 
the  men  and  women  who  have  worn  our 
country's  uniform  those  who  put 
themselves  in  harm's  way.  those  whose 
lives  have  been  irrevocably  changed  by 
injuries  sustained  in  the  line  of  duty. 
those  who  lost  comrades  in  the  heat  of 
battle — speaks  for  itself.  The  repeal  of 
the  expatriates'  tax  loophole  makes 
sense,  and  our  veterans  deserve  no  less. 

Let  us  remember  once  again,  in  this 
50th  anniversary  year  of  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  the  persons  who  enlisted 
in  service  to  their  country  when  tyr- 
anny threatened  to  obliterate  peace 
and  prosperity  for  generations  to  come. 
Science  fiction  writers  and  filmmakers 
have  conjured  up  images  of  the  un- 
imaginable—what the  world  would 
have  been  like  had  our  soldiers  and 
sailors  not  made  the  world  safe  for  de- 
mocracy, safe  for  their  children  and 
grandchildren.  Thankfully,  many  of 
these  men  and  women  are  alive  and 
well.  But  while  many  have  their  memo- 
ries, their  honor,  and  their  dignity, 
they  may  not  have  their  health  or  the 
material  wealth  with  which  to  pur- 
chase the  care  they  need. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  my  colleagues 
to  understand  some  of  the  ways  the  un- 
derlying budget  resolution,  as  reported 
by  the  Budget  Committee,  will  affect 
the  people  who  use  the  VA  health  care 
system.  Under  the  resolution,  VA 
would  be  forced  to  operate  at  a  level 
below  current  services.  In  human 
terms,  almost  150,000  eligible  veterans 
would  be  denied  inpatient  and  out- 
patient care  in  1996  alone,  and  almost  1 
million  veterans  would  be  denied  care 
in  '2002.  In  terms  of  VA's  capacity  to 
pi"ovide  a  full  range  of  health  care  serv- 
ices nationwide,  the  equivalent  of  5  VA 
hospitals  would  have  to  be  shut  down 
in  1996.  and  35  VA  hospitals  would  have 
to  close  their  doors  in  2002.  In  the  first 
year  of  implementation,  8.200  VA 
health  care  professionals  would  lose 
their  jobs,  and  by  the  end  of  this  7-year 
period.  53.000  VA  medical  facility  em- 
ployees would  lose  theirs. 

Another  equally  disturbing  effect  of 
the  Budget  Committee's  action  would 
be  the  cut  in  VA  research  programs  of 
$15     million     and     142     FTEE.      This 


amounts  to  10  percent  of  all  VA  re- 
search projects,  or  150  fewer  medical 
research  projects  each  year.  VA  re- 
search is  geared  toward  some  of  the 
special  illnesses  and  disabilities  which 
affect  veterans,  among  them  blindness. 
posttraumatic  stress,  and  spinal  cord 
injury.  These  and  other  subjects  of  VA 
research  endeavors — everything  from 
Alzheimer's  disease  to  heart  disease  to 
women's  health— also  benefit  the  gen- 
eral population  by  finding  the  causes  of 
disease  and  aiding  in  developing  the 
best  diagnostic,  treatment,  and  preven- 
tive methods.  Today's  research  results 
are  tomorrow's  cures.  By  eliminating 
the  opportunity  for  our  Nation's  medi- 
cal professionals— VA  research  is  con- 
ducted by  VA  clinicians  and  research- 
ers and  also  by  those  from  our  Nation's 
medical  schools  which  are  affiliated 
with  VA  medical  centers — we  cut  off  a 
source  of  knowledge  that  is  crucial  to 
the  health  of  our  Nation's  citizens. 

Last,  Mr.  President,  under  the  reso- 
lution. VA's  construction  program 
would  be  affected  beyond  repair.  In 
fact,  the  program  would  be  decimated. 
This  program,  which  upgrades  and 
maintains  VA's  $25  billion  physical 
plant  infrastructure,  should  cease  to 
exist.  All  200  pending  projects,  totaling 
$3.4  billion,  would  have  to  be  canceled. 
These  are  not  new  projects,  new  hos- 
pitals, or  new  buildings.  These  are  es- 
sential modernization  projects.  They 
are  essential  because  65  percent  of  VA 
medical  centers,  or  114  hospitals,  are  at 
least  30  years  old.  And  73  percent  of  VA 
hospital,  domiciliary,  and  nursing 
home  beds,  that  is  more  than  74.000 
beds,  do  not  comply  with  patient  pri- 
vacy standards.  In  this  day  and  age.  no 
hospital  should  have  more  than  two 
beds  per  room,  congregate  bathing  fa- 
cilities, or  inadequate  space.  If  we  sus- 
pend all  work  on  these  projects,  VA's 
plans  to  upgrade  its  patient  environ- 
ment will  never  be  realized. 

Mr.  President,  because  this  amend- 
ment is  budget  neutral,  there  is  every 
reason  why  we  should  use  these  new 
funds  to  minimize  the  negative  impact 
on  veterans'  programs  of  the  Budget 
Resolution.  The  link  between  the  two, 
thoughtfully  and  rightfully,  proposed 
by  Senator  Lautenberg  should  be 
adopted  by  the  full  Senate.  It  is  within 
our  power  to  do  so,  and  it  is  the  right 
to  do.  As  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Veterans  Affairs  Committee.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  our  amend- 
ment. 

(The  following  statement  was  inad- 
vertently omitted  from  the  Record  of 
May  24.  and  appears  here  at  the  request 

of  Ms.  MIKULSKL) 

AME.NDMENT  NO.  1166 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
Senators  LAUTENBERG  and  Rocke- 
feller that  would  partially  restore 
funding  for  VA  programs  by  closing  the 
ex-patriot  tax  loophole. 

The  ex-patriot  tax  loophole  is  a  pro- 
vision of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 


1986  that  allows  billionaires  to  re- 
nounce their  citizenship  and  avoid  pay- 
ing Federal  taxes.  By  closing  this  loop- 
hole, an  additional  $3.6  billion  will  be 
added  to  the  Treasury  between  1995  and 
2005.  I  think  it  is  appropriate.  Mr. 
President,  that  we  apply  the  revenues 
generated  by  closing  the  ex-patriot 
loophole  to  help  restore  funding  for 
veterans  programs. 

In  supporting  the  Lautenberg/Rocke- 
feller  amendment.  I  rise  in  defense  of 
the  GI  Joe  generation— the  World  War 
II  generation— our  fathers  who  fought 
on  the  battlefront  overseas  and  our 
mothers  who  fought  on  the  homefront 
here  in  our  communities. 

Those  wonderful  Rosie  the  Riveters 
who  kept  the  United  States  of  America 
running  while  the  men  fought  for  de- 
mocracy around  the  world. 

These  are  the  women— the  Rosies — 
who  made  sure  that  not  only  the 
schools  and  businesses  operated,  but 
that  we  built  airplanes,  mobilized  our 
defenses. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  the  men  who 
fought  from  the  shores  of  Normandy  to 
Iwo  Jima.  Americas  veterans  fought  to 
save  Americans;  they  fought  to  save 
Western  civilization:  and  they  fought 
to  save  the  very  principles  that  this 
country  was  founded  upon. 

And  when  the  war  was  over,  the  GI 
Joe  generation  went  back  home  to 
raise  their  families  and  contribute  to 
the  greatest  prosperity  that  this  coun- 
try has  ever  known. 

Mr.  President,  we  would  not  be  here 
as  a  nation  today,  we  would  not  be  a 
superpower  today,  if  it  had  not  been  for 
the  GI  Joe  generation. 

We  just  commemorated  V-E  Day.  In 
a  few  months  we  will  commemorate  V- 
J  Day  and  the  end  of  World  War  II.  And 
now.  here  we  are  on  the  eve  of  Memo- 
rial Day. 

And,  how  are  we  remembering  these 
gallant  men  and  women?  With  our 
thanks,  with  our  commitment,  with 
our  compassion? 

No.  Mr.  President.  With  this  budget 
resolution,  we  are  telling  the  GI  Joe 
generation  that  promises  made  are  not 
promises  kept.  We  are  telling  these 
brave  men  and  women  that  we  intend 
to  cut  VA  medical  care  by  more  than 
$5.5  billion  over  the  next  7  years. 

What  we  are  telling  our  mothers  and 
our  fathers  is  that  we  are  going  to 
close  35  VA  medical  centers  and  that 
we  are  canceling  200  medical  construc- 
tion projects  needed  to  bring  existing 
facilities  up  to  current  health  delivery 
standards. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
will  force  the  VA  to  eliminate  53,000 
full-time  jobs  including  physicians, 
nurses,  lab  technicians,  x-ray  techni- 
cians, and  mental  health  counselors. 

Treatment  will  be  denied  to  over  1 
million  patients,  including  deep  reduc- 
tions in  patient  visits  for  primary  care, 
acute  medical  and  psychiatric  care, 
treatment  for  the  chronically  mentally 
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ill.  post-traumatic  stress  disorder,  car- 
diovascular disease,  and  extended  care. 

In  addition,  this  budget  resolution 
adds  insult  to  the  injury  we  would  in- 
flict on  our  veterans.  By  forcing  the 
elimination  of  almost  l.OOO  VA  jobs  in 
benefit  services,  the  VA  claims  backlog 
will  increase  from  500.000  to  over  1  mil- 
lion claims.  Having  served  on  the  front 
lines,  we  will  now  ask  our  veterans  to 
stand  in  line  for  2  to  4  years  in  order  to 
receive  their  benefits. 

Finally,  this  budget  resolution  would 
limit  future  benefits  for  disabilities  to 
those  resulting  directly  from  a  veter- 
an's performance  of  military  duty, 
would  phase  in  higher  veteran  prescrip- 
tion copayments.  and  increase  the 
amount  a  servicemember  must  contrib- 
ute in  order  to  be  eligible  for  benefits 
under  the  Montgomery  G.I.  bill. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  gone  from  the 
New  Deal  and  the  Fair  Deal— to  the 
raw  deal  in  this  budget.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  honor  our  veterans  this  Me- 
morial Day  with  more  than  parades, 
plaques,  and  platitudes.  Let  us  honor 
the  GI  Joe  generation  with  our  grati- 
tude and  our  commitment.  Let  us 
stand  and  fight  for  them,  the  way  they 
fought  for  us. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
Lautenberg-Rockefeller  amendment. 

A.ME.N'D.MENT  NO    1179 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today,  the  Senate  adopted  an  amend- 
ment, numbered  1179.  proposed  by  Sen- 
ator Levin,  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  overhead  expenses  of  de- 
fense agencies  should  be  reduced  in  fis- 
cal year  1996  by  at  least  3  percent.  I 
supported  that  amendment. 

With  the  serious  and  continuing  de- 
cline in  the  defense  budget,  it  is  imper- 
ative that  every  defense  dollar  be  spent 
wisely.  Cutting  back  on  overhead  ex- 
penses by  3  percent,  or  even  more,  is 
necessary  to  ensure  that  more  of  our 
scarce  defense  resources  will  be  avail- 
able for  high-priority  military  require- 
ments. Because  the  level  of  defense 
spending  provided  in  the  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  resolution  is,  in  my  view, 
seriously  inadequate  to  meet  our  na- 
tional security  needs.  I  supported  the 
amendment  to  minimize  low-priority 
and  wasteful  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  de- 
fense agencies. 

However,  because  of  the  rather  vague 
language  of  the  amendment,  there  may 
be  some  confusion  as  to  its  intent.  Let 
me  state  my  understanding  of  the  con- 
tent of  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  merely  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  unnecessary 
overhead  costs  be  reduced  by  3  percent 
this  fiscal  year.  The  amendment  makes 
no  change  whatsoever  in  the  functional 
totals  for  National  Defense,  function 
050.  nor  does  it  reduce  the  total 
amount  of  discretionary  spending 
available  for  defense  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

It  is  my  understanding  that,  since 
the  amendment  did  not  explicitly  re- 


duce either  the  defense  functional  to- 
tals or  the  discretionary  spending  cap 
for  defense,  savings  achievable  by  re- 
ducing overhead  expenses  will  remain 
available  for  defense  programs.  Cer- 
tainly, this  understanding  was  central 
to  my  support  for  the  amendment. 

I  will  work  to  reduce  the  overhead 
expenses  of  all  defense  agencies  and  de- 
partments, as  I  will  do  for  all  Federal 
agencies.  Unnecessary  expenditures  of 
taxpayer  dollars,  in  whatever  account, 
should  be  eliminated.  However,  any 
savings  from  reduced  overhead,  in  DOD 
may.  under  this  amendment,  be  reallo- 
cated to  other  defense  programs.  In  my 
view,  such  savings  must  be  used  to 
fund  force  modernization,  readiness, 
and  quality  of  life  programs  which  are 
inadequately  funded  under  the  Clinton 
adminsitration  defense  budget  propos- 
als incorporated  into  this  resolution. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
support  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  the  congressional  budget  resolution 
which  has  been  presented  to  the  Senate 
by  the  Republican  majority.  That 
budget  proposal  which  the  Senate  will 
likely  approve  today,  has  been  de- 
scribed by  our  Republican  colleagues  as 
balanced  in  the  year  2002  although  it 
will  not  be.  It  relies  heavily  on  sur- 
pluses in  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds  to  achieve  balance.  In  fact,  in 
2002,  there  will  remain,  under  the 
terms  of  the  budget  before  us,  a  more 
than  $113  billion  deficit,  masked  by  the 
use  of  the  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
This  is  one  crucial  reason  that  I  sup- 
ported the  Conrad  substitute  which 
would  have  reduced  the  deficit  even 
farther  than  the  Republican  budget  by 
2002  and  which  is  truly  balanced,  with- 
out the  use  of  Social  Security  funds,  by 
the  year  2004. 

The  Republican  proposed  budget  res- 
olution before  us  is  unbalanced  in  an 
other  important  way.  The  budget  blue- 
print penalizes  middle-income  working 
families,  reduces  our  investment  in 
education,  and  penalizes  our  senior 
citizens,  in  order  to  provide  for  a  tax 
reduction  which  will  benefit  mostly  the 
wealthiest  of  Americans.  The  budget 
before  us  has  its  priorities  wrong.  It  is 
simply  a  question  of  fairness. 

The  Conrad  substitute  and  the  Brad- 
ley substitute,  each  while  not  the 
budget  in  every  respect  that  I  would 
have  crafted,  reflected  a  more  equi- 
table set  of  priorities  than  the  Repub- 
lican budget. 

One  of  the  most  inequitable  aspects 
of  the  Republican  proposal  before  us  is 
that  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  which  will 
principally  benefit  the  most  well  off 
among  us,  it  raises  taxes  on  working 
families.  The  proposal  to  cut  back  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  for  working 
families  making  less  than  $28,000  per 
year  would,  for  instance,  raise  taxes  by 
$354  on  a  single  parent  with  two  chil- 
dren making  only  $8,840  a  year.  That  is 
minimum  wage. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  has  a 
long    history    of    bipartisan    support. 


President  Reagan  called  the  EITC. 
"The  best  anti-poverty,  the  best  pro- 
family,  the  best  job  creation  measure 
to  come  out  of  the  Congress.  "  The 
EITC  has  played  an  important  role  in 
providing  incentives  to  keep  people 
working  who  are  struggling  to  get  on 
the  lowest  rungs  of  America's  eco- 
nomic ladder  and  to  stay  off  the  wel- 
fare roles. 

The  budget  resolution  before  us  aims 
a  $21  billion  tax  increase  at  the  work- 
ing families.  In  Michigan,  this  means  a 
$457  million  tax  hike  over  7  years  on 
nearly  316,000  hard-working  taxpayers 
making  less  than  $28,000  a  year.  Over 
the  next  7  years,  they  will  pay  an  aver- 
age of  nearly  $1,500  more. 

While  working  families  making  less 
than  $28,000  pay  more,  there  is  no  effort 
in  this  budget  to  control  the  growth  of 
corporate  tax  deductions,  no  effort  to 
restrain  the  growing  tax  breaks  for  the 
largest  and  wealthiest  among  us. 

The  Republican  budget  also  hits  our 
senior  citizens  very  hard.  Medicare 
would  be  cut  by  $256  billion,  by  far  the 
largest  Medicare  cut  in  history.  It  is 
the  most  vulnerable  who  are  hit  hard- 
est. Nearly  83  percent  of  Medicare  ben- 
efits go  to  beneficiaries  with  incomes 
less  than  $25,000.  Two-thirds  are  below 
$15,000.  Only  3  percent  go  to  individuals 
or  couples  with  incomes  in  excess  of 
$50,000. 

I  supported  the  Rockefeller  amend- 
ment which  would  have  restored  $100 
billion  for  Medicare  to  the  budget, 
without  changing  the  target  date  for  a 
balanced  budget,  and  without  increas- 
ing the  deficit,  by  cutting  funds  the 
Republicans  have  earmarked  for  a  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthiest  among  us.  The 
Rockefeller  amendment  was  also  de- 
feated on  a  near  party  line  vote. 

Another  $175  billion,  under  the  Re- 
publican budget,  is  cut  from  Medicaid. 
Many  people  don't  realize  that  70  per- 
cent of  Medicaid  costs  are  long-term 
care  for  the  elderly  and  the  disabled. 
Many  middle-income  elderly  wind  up 
relying  on  Medicaid  for  nursing  home 
and  other  care  after  their  resources  are 
expended. 

The  Conrad  substitute,  which  I  sup- 
ported, provided  more  funds  for  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  reduced  the  deficit 
by  more  than  the  Republican  budget 
does  by  2002.  and  would  have  balanced 
the  budget  honestly  without  using  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  to  mask  the 
real  deficit. 

Another  way  in  which  the  Republican 
priorities  are  wrong  is  that  in  order  to 
pay  for  a  tax  increase  for  the  most 
well-off  among  us.  they  have  cut  fund- 
ing for  college  loans  and  educational 
improvement.  This  is  perhaps  the  most 
short-sighted  aspect  of  their  budget 
proposal.  Investment  in  the  education 
of  our  children  is  investment  in  Ameri- 
ca's future.  There  are  few  ways  to  bet- 
ter and  more  efficiently  spend  our  dol- 
lars than  educating  America's  future 
generations. 
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The  Republican  budget  before  us 
would  increase  college  loan  costs  for 
four  million  students  each  year,  by 
eliminating  the  in-school  interest  sub- 
sidy. The  average  student  could  pay 
$2.00a-$3.000  more  for  his  or  her  edu- 
cation and  an  additional  1  million  col- 
lege students  could  lose  their  financial 
aid  or  have  their  aid  drastically  re- 
duced under  the  plan  to  freeze  Pell 
grants. 

I  supported  the  Harkin-Hollings 
amendment  which  would  have  used 
funds  which  the  Republicans  have  re- 
served for  a  tax  cut  for  wealthier 
Americans  to  restore  $40  billion  in 
funds  for  affordable  student  loans  and 
for  better  schools.  That  amendment 
which  was  rejected  on  a  near  party  line 
vote  would  have  provided  the  addi- 
tional funding  to  invest  in  the  edu- 
cation of  our  children  without  adding 
to  the  deficit  or  changing  the  target 
date  for  a  balanced  budget.  The  Conrad 
substitute  which  I  also  supported 
would  include  more  funding  for  edu- 
cation and  would  balance  the  budget 
without  using  funds  from  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  as  the  Republican 
budget  does. 

The  majority  also  made  clear  their 
intentions  when  they  rejected  the 
Boxer  amendment  on  Wednesday.  That 
amendment,  which  I  supported,  would 
have  assured  that  any  tax  cut  be  tar- 
geted to  middle-income  people.  The 
Boxer  amendment  was  defeated  on  a 
near  party  line  vote. 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  before  us  is 
not  whether  the  Federal  budget  should 
be  balanced  in  years  ahead.  The  issue  is 
how  we  do  that.  What  are  the  priorities 
and  who  bears  the  burden.  I  believe 
that  the  priorities  in  the  budget  which 
our  Republican  collenf'ues  have  pro 
posed  are  wrong.  They  place  the  burden 
squarely  on  the  backs  of  the  elderly, 
students  in  school,  and  working  fami- 
lies, while  cutting  taxes  for  the  most 
well  off.  That  budget  is  simply  not  fair. 
And.  Mr.  President,  it  fails  to  get  the 
job  done.  It  continues  to  use  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  to  hide  the  real 
deficit. 

I  have  supported  many  amendments 
aimed  at  improving  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, making  it  more  fair,  without  af- 
fecting the  deficit  reduction.  Virtually 
all  were  rejected  by  the  Republican 
majority  along  nearly  straight  party 
lines.  I  cannot  support  the  resolution 
before  us. 

THK  BIDOET  RESOLUTION  AND  THE 

AGRICri.TURE  BUDGET 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  today  to  make  a  very  simple 
point.  It  is  a  point  that  I  and  other  of 
my  colleagues  have  been  making  over 
the  course  of  recent  weeks  since  the 
"Chairman's  Mark"  of  this  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  resolution  was  issued.  My 
point  is  this.  The  cuts  to  the  agri- 
culture category  of  spending  in  this 
budget  resolution  will  cause  significant 
harm— harm  both  to  rural  America  and 


to  low-income  Americans  throughout 
the  country.  That  is  why  I  have  been 
voting  for  a  number  of  amendments  to 
reduce  the  size  of  the  cuts  to  agri- 
culture spending  in  this  resolution. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  resolu- 
tion proposes  dramatic  cuts  to  the  ag- 
riculture category  of  the  Federal  budg- 
et. It  proposes  cuts  of  $28  billion  over  5 
years  to  the  agriculture  category,  and 
suggests  cuts  of  $45  billion  over  7  years. 

Mr.  President,  these  cuts  will  seri- 
ously reduce  farm  income,  and  they 
will  damage  our  rural  economy.  They 
will  drive  down  agricultural  land  val- 
ues, and  they  will  diminish  conserva- 
tion benefits  that  are  important  to  our 
quality  of  life— both  in  the  present  and 
in  the  future.  Reductions  of  this  mag- 
nitude will  take  from  $380  to  $400  mil- 
lion from  farmers  in  my  State  over  just 
5  years.  Furthermore,  if  we  pass  cuts 
this  dramatic,  we  will  devastate  nutri- 
tion programs  such  as  food  stamps,  the 
WIC  Program,  and  the  Child  Adult  Care 
Feeding  Program. 

Cuts  to  nutrition  programs  are  con- 
tained in  the  same  budget  category  as 
cuts  to  farm  programs.  As  a  result,  it 
is  clear  that  reductions  as  drastic  as 
those  in  this  resolution -$28  billion 
over  5  years,  to  be  found  by  the  Agri- 
culture Committee — will  pit  struggling 
farmers  against  low-  and  moderate-in- 
come families  for  increasingly  scarce 
Federal  dollars. 

We  all  support  Federal  deficit  reduc- 
tion. Every  farmer  knows  the  value  of 
lower  interest  rates,  which  would  be 
one  result  of  Federal  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity. Indeed  American  agriculture  and 
rural  America  have  contributed  a 
heavy  share  to  deficit  reduction.  They 
will  continue  to  do  their  share  to  re- 
duce the  deficit,  and  they  will  dn  so 
willingly. 

But  why  must  this  budget  impose  the 
most  pain  on  those  for  whom  it  will  be 
most  difficult  to  bear?  Why  are  we  not 
cutting  more  unneeded  military  and 
corporate-welfare  spending?  Why  are 
we  not  eliminating  lucrative  tax 
breaks  for  special  interests?  Why  are 
we.  in  fact,  considering  a  tax  cut  for 
wealthy  Americans?  This  resolution 
makes  the  wrong  choices  and  takes  our 
country  in  the  wrong  direction. 

Mr.  President,  now  is  not  the  time  to 
abandon  rural  America  or  the  nutri- 
tional needs  of  struggling  families.  I 
share  with  the  President  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  a  desire  to  have  a 
real  debate  on  a  real  1995  farm  bill— not 
just  a  budget-cutting  exercise.  There 
are  exciting  prospects  for  rural  Amer- 
ica, and  we  are  at  a  crucial  historic 
moment  for  the  social  and  economic 
health  of  our  rural  communities.  We 
cannot  simply  slash  and  burn  in  such 
an  important  area  of  Federal  policy 
and  the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  as  I  point- 
ed out  in  my  remarks  earlier  this 
week,  this  is  not  the  first  budget  reso- 
lution to  project  a  balanced  budget.  In 


fact,  it  is  the  fifth  budget  resolution  to 
do  so.  The  budget  resolutions  of  1980, 
1981,  1982,  and  1991  also  purported  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  The  latest 
of  these  prior  budget  resolutions.  1991. 
was  passed  by  both  Houses  of  Congress 
after  the  1990  Budget  Summit  was  com- 
pleted. That  budget  resolution  con- 
ference report  (101-820)  purported  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  over  a  five- 
year  period  without  using  the  Social 
Security  surplus.  In  fact,  for  the  fifth 
year  of  that  butiget  resolution— fiscal 
year  1995— the  1991  budget  resolution 
conference  report  showed  a  surplus  of 
$20.5  billion  without  using  the  Social 
Security  surplus. 

As  has  been  noted  repeatedly  during 
the  debate  on  the  pending  budget  reso- 
lution, it  does  not  balance  the  budget 
even  at  the  end  of  seven  years  without 
using  the  Social  Security  surplus.  In 
other  words,  the  budget  resolution  be- 
fore the  Senate  purports  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget  in  the  year  2002  and,  in 
fact,  shows  a  surplus  in  that  year  of 
$1.3  billion,  but  only  does  so  by  using 
the  Social  Security  surplus  to  mask 
the  true  deficit.  The  committee  report 
on  page  5  states  that  if  one  does  not 
use  the  Social  Security  surplus  to 
mask  the  deficit,  there  will  in  fact  be  a 
deficit  of  $113.5  billion  in  the  year  2002. 

As  I  also  noted  in  my  earlier  re- 
marks, all  of  the  previous  efforts  to 
achieve  a  balanced  Federal  budget, 
while  being  undertaken  based  on  the 
best  information  available  at  the  time 
of  passage  of  the  budget  resolutions 
that  purported  to  balance  the  budget, 
nevertheless  failed  to  do  so.  This  is  be- 
cause human  beings  cannot  accurately 
predict  the  future  and,  therefore,  can- 
not accurately  project  inflation,  inter- 
cut rates,  revenues,  etc  ,  for  a  period  of 
even  one  year,  much  less  for  a  period  of 
five  years  or  seven  years,  as  the  pend- 
ing budget  resolution  attempts  to  do. 

Having  said  that,  however,  I  again 
applaud  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  Senator  Domknici,  for  his 
efforts  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit  by 
as  much  as  $1  trillion  over  the  next 
seven  years. 

I  do  not  agree  in  a  number  of  areas 
with  the  specific  proposals  contained  in 
the  pending  budget  resolution.  For  ex- 
ample, the  budget  resolution  proposed 
by  the  Budget  Committee  would  not 
make  any  cuts  in  military  spending 
over  the  next  seven  years,  but  would 
cut  non-military  discretionary  spend- 
ing by  $190  billion  below  a  freeze,  or 
$300  billion  below  the  amounts  con- 
tained in  the  President's  budget.  This 
amounts  to  an  overall  non-military 
discretionary  spending  cut  of  almost 
one-third.  Further,  the  existing  hold- 
harmless  provisions  under  the  Budget 
Enforcement  Act  would  be  eliminated, 
thereby  jeopardizing  even  the  reduced 
funding  levels  for  non-military  discre- 
tionary spending  contained  in  the  reso- 
lution. Additionally,  emergency  spend- 
ing in  the  future,  in  order  to  be  exempt 


14498 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


from  the  discretionary  caps,  would  re- 
quire 60  votes  in  the  Senate. 

For  these  reasons,  plus  the  fact  that 
this  resolution  would  take  a  so-called 
•fiscal  dividend"  of  $170  billion  and 
apply  that  phantom  dividend  toward  a 
massive  tax  cut  for  the  wealthy.  I  shall 
vote  against  the  pending  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

In  doing  so.  however.  I  am  not  un- 
aware of  the  fact  that  we  must  con- 
tinue our  efforts  to  achieve  a  balanced 
budget  just  as  quickly  "as  is  prudently 
possible.  But.  we  must  do  so  in  a  way 
that  is  fair  and  in  a  way  that  does  not 
negatively  impact  on  the  overall  econ- 
omy. 

I  believe  that  the  alternative  budget 
by  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
CoNR.^D]  which  I  cosponsored.  laid  out 
a  far  superior  blueprint  for  balancing 
the  Federal  budget  by  the  year  2002  (if 
one  uses  the  Social  Security  surplus  to 
offset  the  deficit),  and  by  2004  without 
using  the  Social  Security  surplus. 

Under  the  Conrad  amendment,  which 
I  was  pleased  to  co-sponsor  and  for 
which  I  voted,  non-military  discre- 
tionary spending  would  be  frozen  over 
seven  years.  This  would  have  amounted 
to  an  increase  of  S190  billion  above  the 
committee-reported  budget  resolution. 
Medicare  would  have  been  reduced  by 
SI.56  billion,  or  $100  billion  less  than 
under  the  committee-reported  resolu- 
tion. No  tax  cut  would  have  been  pro- 
vided for  under  the  Conrad  amendment, 
rather  $228  billion  in  additional  reve- 
nues would  have  been  achieved  through 
the  closing  or  tax  loopholes  for  the 
wealthy  and  big  corporations.  Four 
trillion  dollars  was  projected  to  be 
spent  on  tax  preferences  over  the  next 
seven  years.  The  Conrad  amendment 
wouju  have  limited  the  growth  m  such 
preferences  by  $228  billion,  or  5.7  per- 
cent. In  other  words,  even  under  the 
Conrad  amendment,  tax  preferences 
would  have  still  grown  at  the  rate  of 
inflation  plus  one  percent. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  the  Conrad 
amendment  was.  in  my  view,  a  far 
more  rational,  fair,  and  even-handed 
approach  toward  balancing  the  Federal 
budget.  It  would  have  removed  many  of 
the  deficiencies  in  the  committee-re- 
ported budget  resolution  by  restoring 
funding  for  investments  in  the  nation's 
future  through  discretionary  spending 
on  physical  and  human  infrastructure, 
and  it  would  have  been  far  less  dev- 
astating to  the  nation's  elderly  and 
those  who  could  least  afford  to  take 
cuts  necessary  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  Rather,  it  required  those  who 
are  the  wealthiest  in  our  nation  to  pay 
their  fair  share. 

Finally,  the  Conrad  alternative  budg- 
et proposal  proved  the  point  that  I 
have  made  repeatedly  during  debate  on 
the  constitutional  balanced  budget 
amendment — namely,  that  Congress 
does  not  need  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  enable  it  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  Rather,  as  I  have  pKJinted 


out,  the  Conrad  amendment  did  all 
that  is  humanly  possible  in  attempting 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget  based  on 
the  best  information  available  at  this 
time  in  a  fair,  responsible,  and  even- 
handed  way. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  voted  for 
the  Conrad  "Fair  Share  Balanced 
Budget  Proposal  '  and  why  I  shall  vote 
against  the  committee-reported  budget 
resolution. 

FUNCTION  150 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  Presidents 

Once  upon  a  time  the  oceans  were  moats 
around  our  bastions.  Once  upon  a  time  it  was 
a  miracle  to  travel  round  the  world  in  90 
days.  Now  it  is  done  in  as  many  hours.  Once 
upon  a  time  we  were  a  comfortably  isolated 
land.  Now  we  are  unavoidably  the  leader  and 
the  reliance  of  freemen  throuRhout  this  free 
world.  We  cannot  escape  from  our  prestige 
nor  from  its  hazard  *  •  •  There  is  no  longer 
such  a  thing  as  isolated  security. 

In  1949.  when  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee. Senator  Arthur  Vandenberg.  made 
these  remarks  he  was  urging  his  col- 
leagues to  ratify  NATO.  He  made  his 
case  before  a  reluctant  Senate,  one 
weary  of  the  costs  of  war  in  blood  and 
treasure.  But.  Vandenberg  understood 
that  the  defense  of  our  Nation  and  the 
conduct  of  its  foreign  policy  were  the 
unique  responsibilities  of  the  Federal 
Government.  He  persuaded  his  col- 
leagues not  only  to  support  NATO,  but 
pay  the  costs  of  containment  spelled 
out  in  the  Truman  Doctrine  and  the 
Marshall  Plan. 

Senator  Vandenberg  was  not  indiffer- 
ent to  his  colleagues  caution.  He  took 
note  of  their  objections — he  understood 
that  many  of  President  Truman's  ini- 
tiatives, and  NATO  in  particular,  were 
considered  by  some  a  sharp  departure 
from  our  historic  foreign  policy  of  non- 
entanglement  in  the  affairs  of  others. 

Senator  Vandenberg  was  a  Repub- 
lican who  closely  cooperated  with  a 
Democratic  President  and  his  adminis- 
tration. That  bipartisan  cooperation 
secured  the  foundation  for  treaties  and 
alliances  that  continue  to  guard  our  in- 
terests to  this  day.  That  cooperation 
rebuilt  Europe  yielding  trade,  prosper- 
ity, and  stability. 

Today,  the  challenge  is  to  rebuild  Ar- 
menia and  Ukraine,  not  Belgium  and 
France.  Our  challenge  is  to  include  Po- 
land and  the  Czech  Republic  and  other 
nations  in  a  new  European  security  al- 
liance. 

Our  challenge  is  a  choice  much  like 
that  faced  by  the  Senate  in  1949— to 
provide  the  resources  to  support  Amer- 
ican resolve,  to  secure  American  inter- 
ests. 

Today,  the  choice  is  to  advance  de- 
mocracy and  free  markets  or  retreat  in 
our  fight  against  the  threats  of  inter- 
national terrorism,  nuclear  prolifera- 
tion, crime,  and  narcotics.  Today,  we 
win  exports,  jobs,  and  partners  in  peace 
or  we  lose  to  ethnic  genocide,  trade 
wars,  terrorists,  and  tyrants. 

I  am  not  so  naive  as  to  believe  the 
choices  we  face  are  simple  and  stark. 
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In  some  ways,  if  the  choices  were  crys- 
tal clear,  absolutely  obvious,  support 
for  foreign  aid  and  our  global  role 
would  be  much  stronger.  But  it  is  the 
murky  ambiguities  of  this  day  and  age 
that  give  rise  to  both  confusion  and  a 
general  apathy  about  our  place  in  the 
world.  And,  it  is  that  confusion  that 
risks  our  isolation. 

In  his  State  of  the  Union  Address  in 
January  1945,  President  Roosevelt  is- 
sued a  sharp  warning  to  the  Nation. 
"Let  us  not  forget  that  the  retreat  to 
isolationism  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago 
was  started  not  by  a  direct  attack 
against  international  cooperation  but 
against  the  alleged  imperfections  of 
the  peace." 

Every  one  of  us  has  been  critical  of 
the  imperfections  of  foreign  aid.  Every 
Member  has  expressed  opposition  to 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuses.  A  majority 
could  identify  programs,  embassies. 
and  consulates  which  could  be  shut 
down. 

But,  the  costs  of  these  imperfections 
should  not  be  our  international  leader- 
ship. We  must  not  pay  the  permanent 
price  of  retreat  from  the  world,  because 
we  were  troubled  by  the  inefficiencies 
or  problems  in  our  foreign  aid  program. 

Foreign  aid  must  be  fixed.  It  must 
more  clearly  serve  our  national  politi- 
cal, economic,  and  security  interests. 
The  public  must  understand  exactly 
what  we  do  with  the  1  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  foreign  aid  expends. 

Like  many  of  my  colleagues,  I  hear 
from  constituents  who  are  uncertain 
about  why  we  have  a  foreign  aid  pro- 
gram at  all.  To  each  of  them.  I  offer 
my  firm  commitment  that  we  will  re- 
duce spending  by  eliminating  unneces- 
sary   programs,    consolidating    respon- 
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our  spare  resources  where  we  can 
achieve  concrete  results. 

I  believe  foreign  aid  is  an  important 
tool  essential  to  maintaining  our  lead- 
ership around  the  globe.  We  cannot 
preserve,  let  alone  promote,  our  inter- 
ests for  free. 

And,  why  should  that  matter.  First. 
we  are  a  compassionate  nation  by  tra- 
dition; in  fact  it  is  one  of  our  finest 
traditions  as  exemplified  by  the  out- 
pouring of  support  for  Oklahomans. 
But  for  the  moment  let's  set  aside  al- 
truistic motives — set  aside  what  I  like 
to  call  the  CNN  syndrome— where  they 
broadcast  a  famine,  funds  will  natu- 
rally follow. 

Effective  foreign  assistance  serves 
our  interests.  Let  me  review  what  I 
think  we  lose  by  the  cuts  proposed  in 
the  budget  resolution. 

First  and  foremost,  the  budget  reso- 
lution assumes  we  will  cut  nearly  $800 
million  from  the  trade  promotion  ac- 
tivities. Programs  at  the  Export  Im- 
port Bank.  OPIC.  and  the  Trade  Devel- 
opment Agency  are  not  lining  the 
pockets  of  foreigners.  These  are  pro- 
grams which  directly  affect  American 
jobs  and  exports. 
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Over  the  past  2  years  Ex-Im  has  sup- 
ported over  $32  billion  in  exports  and 
300.000  jobs.  In  key  sectors,  such  as 
power,  telecommunications,  and  major 
construction.  Ex-Im  financed  accounts 
for  close  to  30  percent  of  all  new  sales 
to  developing  countries  and  15  percent 
of  all  U.S.  production.  In  high  growth 
developing  markets.  Ex-Im  is  financing 
anywhere  from  10  to  40  percent  of  all 
U.S.  capital  goods. 

That  is  why  the  Coalition  for  Em- 
ployment through  Exports  is  support- 
ing an  increase  in  the  Function  150  ac- 
count—a Coalition  that  is  a  broad 
based  organization  of  exporters,  labor 
unions,  and  State  governors  enjoying 
substantial  bipartisan  support.  That  is 
why  I  have  heard  from  bankers  and 
businessmen  across  the  country  sup- 
porting an  increase  in  the  Function  150 
account.  They  understand  that  this  is 
about  American  jobs,  American  ex- 
ports, American  income. 

But  there  are  other  constituents  who 
are  concerned  about  the  budget  resolu- 
tion cuts.  The  resolution  assumes  all 
aid  to  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Baltic 
nations  will  be  zeroed  out.  Let  me  tell 
you  what  that  means  for  just  one  coun- 
try—Poland. After  considerable  effort 
by  Congress.  I  think  the  administra- 
tion has  turned  the  corner  and  made 
the  commitment  to  expand  NATO.  Po- 
land is  clearly  first  in  line  of  the  poten- 
tial entrants.  Just  as  the  point  where 
we  are  likely  to  make  this  offer,  we 
zero  out  military  assistance  and  train- 
ing key  to  the  effective  integration  of 
their  forces. 

Criteria  under  consideration  for  ad- 
mission to  NATO  is  civilian  control  of 
the  armed  services  and  transparency  of 
the  defense  budget.  Here  too,  we  would 
be  cutting  off  parliamentary  ex- 
uliaiiges,  expanded  IMET  and  democra- 
tization initiatives  key  to  meeting 
these  admission  standards. 

The  budget  resolution  also  assumes 
we  will  cut  our  program  to  the  NIS 
from  nearly  $800  to  SlOO  million.  Just 
at  the  point  when  we  are  finally  shift- 
ing emphasis  from  Russia  to  the  other 
republics,  we  gut  the  program.  Arme- 
nia and  Ukraine  are  important  part- 
ners in  the  region.  Millions  of  Ameri- 
cans trace  their  roots  to  these  coun- 
tries— nations  which  deserve  our  sup- 
port as  they  struggle  down  the  perilous 
road  of  economic  and  political  reforms. 
For  the  benefit  of  some  of  my  col- 
leagues who  may  not  know  about  this 
constituency,  let  me  offer  a  few  statis- 
tics drawn  up  by  the  census  bureau. 
Central  and  Eastern  Europeans  con- 
stitute: 18  percent  of  Pennsylvanians: 
17  percent  of  New  Jersey:  12  percent  of 
Ohio;  18  percent  of  Connecticut;  15  per- 
cent of  Illinois;  11  percent  of  Massachu- 
setts; and  nearly  2  million  Califor- 
nians. 

Which  one  of  us  wants  to  apologize  to 
our  children  for  a  nuclear  catastrophe 
because  we  failed  to  help  Ukraine  safe- 
guard   its    aging    Chernobyl    reactors? 


Which  one  of  us  wants  to  answer  to  the 
American  Armenian  with  a  grand- 
mother in  Yerevan  who  has  not  had 
heat  or  light  for  months?  Which  one 
will  shrug  their  shoulders  at  the  mar- 
ket opportunities  to  a  region  of  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  people? 

And,  let's  not  forget  Russia.  With 
over  5.000  organized  criminal  enter- 
prises with  tentacles  reaching  our 
shores  and  access  to  nuclear  material, 
do  we  really  want  to  terminate  the 
FBI's  joint  training  and  investigation 
efforts? 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  resolution 
decimates  support  for  these  new  repub- 
lics and  that  is  why  many  of  us  have 
heard  from  local.  State,  and  national 
organizations  representing  Americans 
of  European  descent  who  support  in- 
creasing the  level  of  the  150  account  to 
guarantee  adequate  funding  for  foreign 
aid  programs.  The  Central  and  Eastern 
European  Coalition  which  includes  the 
Armenian  Assembly,  the  Estonian 
World  Council,  the  Lithuanian  Amer- 
ican Community,  the  Polish  American 
Congress,  the  Ukrainian  Congress  Com- 
mittee, the  Ukrainian  National  Asso- 
ciation, the  Joint  Baltic  American  Na- 
tional Committee,  the  U.S.  Baltic 
Foundation,  the  Hungarian  American 
Coalition,  the  Czecho-Slovak  Council 
of  America,  the  National  Federation  of 
Hungarian  Americans,  and  several 
other  groups  all  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  have  only  highlighted  some  of  my 
specific  concerns  about  the  assump- 
tions included  in  the  budget  resolution. 
I  did  not  mention  the  fact  that  it  as- 
sumes a  cutoff  of  assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey.  I  did  not  detail  the  dev- 
astating impact  it  will  have  on  devel- 
opment assistance,  peacekeeping,  and 
the  National  Endowment  for  Democ- 
racy. I  did  not  review  country  by  coun- 
try the  consequence  of  terminating 
international  lending  to  the  world's 
poorest  countries.  I  have  only  high- 
lighted my  concerns — concerns  shared 
by  many  of  our  constituents.  I  hoped 
that  this  discussion  would  help  all  of 
us  understand  that  this  is  not  a  debate 
about  giving  away  tax  dollars  to  for- 
eigners or  pouring  our  money  down  rat 
holes. 

Our  constituents  recognize,  as  I  do, 
that  the  budget  resolution  before  the 
Senate  will  leave  this  President,  the 
next  President,  our  Nation  and  citizens 
with  virtually  no  options  except  mili- 
tary intervention.  In  the  last  decade 
foreign  aid  has  already  suffered  a  40- 
percent  reduction.  The  reductions  in 
the  budget  resolution,  to  an  account 
that  already  represents  only  1  percent 
of  our  spending,  amounts  to  eliminat- 
ing foreign  aid. 

I  think  that  is  a  mistake  which  jeop- 
ardizes our  interests.  Eliminating  for- 
eign aid  does  not  eliminate  crises  and 
needs.  Eliminating  foreign  aid  will  not 
constrain  a  President  from  addressing 
these   reqirements — from   carrying   out 


his  policies,  from  serving  our  national 
interests. 

Eliminating  foreign  aid  will  simply 
transfer  the  burden  directly  to  the 
Pentagon.  The  costs  DOD  assumed  for 
taking  care  of  Cuban  and  Haitian  refu- 
gees at  Guantanamo  will  become  rou- 
tine, not  rare.  We  can  support  private 
voluntary  organizations  carrying  out 
feeding  missions  in  Rwanda  or  we  can 
deploy  our  National  Guard.  We  can 
help  train  the  military  in  Mexico  to 
interdict  narcotics,  or  we  can  drain  the 
Pentagon's  accounts  to  patrol  our  bor- 
ders intercepting  drug  flights.  We  can 
fund  the  FBI's  work  with  their  Russian 
counterpart's  to  combat  criminal  orga- 
nizations engaged  in  smuggling  chemi- 
cal, biological,  and  nuclear  material, 
or  the  Pentagon  can  pay  a  price  to 
manage  the  threat. 

Crisis  prevention  costs  less  than  cri- 
sis. 

Much  has  been  made  by  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  isolationist  symptoms 
twitching  in  this  body.  And  there  cer- 
tainly are  Members,  Senators  who  I 
have  a  deep  respect  for  who  believe  the 
United  States  should  withdraw  from 
the  world  stage. 

But,  I  do  not  believe  we  have  that  op- 
tion any  more.  The  world  is  no  longer 
conveniently  divided  into  cold  war 
camps.  Our  friends  and  allies,  the 
emerging  democracies,  all  turn  to  the 
sole  remaining  superpower  for  leader- 
ship and  support.  A  time  when  the 
international  landscape  is  troubled  and 
confused  is  precisely  the  wrong  time  to 
withdraw.  It  is  precisely  the  wrong 
time  to  create  a  vacuum  for  the  Sad- 
dam Husseins  and  other  ambitious  ty- 
rants to  fill.  We  can  pay  a  small  price 
now  to  secure  American  interests  or  we 
will  surely  pay  an  enormous  cost  later. 

Mr.  President,  Senator  Sakh.^nk.s  and 
I  had  intended  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  increase  the  level  of  the  function  150 
account.  We  were  supported  in  this  ef- 
fort by  Senators  Hatfield,  Leahy,  and 
other  members  of  the  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Subcommittee  and  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  who  were  concerned 
about  the  budget  resolution's  impact. 

We  had  worked  hard  to  achieve  a  bi- 
partisan base  of  support  for  an  amend- 
ment to  raise  the  level  of  resources  for 
function  150.  Unfortunately,  these  ef- 
forts were  undercut  by  comments  made 
by  Secretary  Christopher  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations. 
The  Secretary  made  clear  he  was  con- 
cerned about  the  level  of  resources  the 
Congress  might  make  available.  None- 
theless, when  I  asked  him.  as  I  had 
asked  the  Administrator  for  A. ID.  and 
other  members  of  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration, to  work  to  secure  congres- 
sional support  to  increase  the  account, 
he  declined.  He  made  it  absolutely 
clear  to  all  of  us  that  the  administra- 
tion intended  to  sit  on  the  sidelines  as 
the  resolution  was  debated. 

I  believe  this  reluctance  directly  af- 
fected our  support  for  an  amendment. 
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many  Members  I  spoke  with  com- 
mented that  if  it  isn't  important 
enough  to  the  President  and  the  State 
Department  to  work  to  improve  the 
resolution,  why  should  I  go  out  on  a 
limb  to  increase  foreign  aid? 

Ironically,  just  yesterday  the  Presi- 
dent decided  to  lash  out  and  threaten 
to  veto  the  House  bill  which  authorizes 
priorities  and  policies  related  to  for- 
eign assistance  spending^  The  Presi- 
dent is  a  day  late  and  is  attacking  a 
bill  that  the  budget  process  leaves  bil- 
lions of  dollars  short. 

He  refused  to  weigh  in  at  the  time 
that  the  crucial  battle  was  being 
fought — the  administration  simply  did 
not  show  up  to  participate  in  a  biparti- 
san effort  to  secure  adequate  funds  to 
administer  our  Nation's  foreign  affairs. 

On  other  occasions  in  the  course  of 
our  history  similar  mistakes  have  been 
made.  By  the  time  Gen.  J.E.B.  Stuart 
showed  up  at  Gettysburg,  General  Lee 
had  not  only  lost  the  battle,  but  ulti- 
mately the  war.  Stuart  had  wandered 
Pennsylvania  aimlessly,  leaving  his 
commander  blind  to  the  strength  and 
the  position  of  Union  troops. 

This  week,  we  saw  aimless  wandering 
not  in  the  hills  of  Pennsylvania,  but 
down  the  Avenue.  Many  of  my  col- 
leagues understood  the  importance  of 
the  budget  battle— understood  it  has 
significant  implications  for  our  long- 
term  national  interests.  But  the  criti- 
cal support  for  an  effort  to  save  the  150 
account  failed  to  arrive  in  time. 

TR.\.\SpnRT.\TIO.\  CUTS 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President  the  Senate 
proposal  before  us  reduces  transpor- 
tation spending  significantly  more 
than  the  House.  The  difference  between 
the  Senate  and  the  House  is  primarily 
attributable  to  unrealistic  savings  as- 
sociated with  privatizine  certain  air 
traffic  control  functions  of  the  FAA. 
Beginning  m  1997,  the  Senate  assumes 
that  this  proposal  will  achieve  savings 
of  S3. 675  billion  a  year. 

The  feasibility  of  the  Senate  Repub- 
lican's air  traffic  control  privatization 
proposal  is  highly  suspect  because  it 
asks  users  to  pay  twice.  Not  only  will 
users  continue  to  pay  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, via  the  ticket  tax,  but  users 
will  have  to  pay  an  additional  tax  to 
the  new  private  entity. 

While  the  Republican  plan  may  help 
reduce  the  deficit,  it  is  clearly  not  fair. 
Asking  users  to  continue  to  pay  the 
ticket  tax  to  help  reduce  the  deficit 
and  then  asking  them  to  pay  an  addi- 
tional tax  to  pay  for  an  air  traffic  con- 
trol service  they  already  receive  is  ask- 
ing too  much  and  has  little  chance  of 
succeeding. 

Given  the  fact  that  the  Senate  Re- 
publican's FAA  proposal  is  totally  un- 
realistic, the  Department  of  transpor- 
tation would  then  be  forced  to  vir- 
tually eliminate  new  highway.  Transit, 
and  Airport  Improvement  Grant  fund- 
ing in  fiscal  year  1997  to  even  get  close 
to  achieving  its  Senate  fiscal  year  1997 
budget 
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In  addition,  deep  cuts  of  20  percent  or 
more  in  Coast  Guard  and  FAA  oper- 
ations would  be  required  to  actually 
make  the  cuts  proposed  in  Senate 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

We  should  not  jeopardize  the  safety 
and  viability  of  the  Nation's  transpor- 
tation system  with  unrealistic  budget 
assumptions.  Let's  have  a  more  realis- 
tic budget  for  transportation,  a  budget 
that  won't  put  vital  transportation 
functions  at  risk. 

PRIVATIZATION  OF  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  for  50 
hours,  we  have  debated  the  real  im- 
pacts of  the  Republican  budget  pro- 
posal. I  have  talked  at  length  about  the 
Republican  budget,  and  I  won't  restate 
my  objections  here.  I  do,  however, 
want  to  point  out  the  folly  of  one  part 
of  this  plan. 

All  too  often  around  here,  someone 
hears  an  idea  and  runs  with  it.  Buried 
in  this  budget  is  an  assumption  that 
the  air  traffic  control  services  now  pro- 
vided by  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration will  be  privatized.  The  savings, 
through  the  year  2000.  are  projected  to 
be  $14.7  billion.  The  assumption  raises 
many  serious  concerns,  not  the  least  of 
which  are  the  potential  impacts  on 
safety,  the  traveling  public,  the  airline 
industry,  and  travel  and  tourism. 

Travel  and  tourism  is  the  largest 
service  export  of  the  United  States, 
producing  a  $22  billion  export  surplus. 
The  industry  employs  six  million 
Americans,  and  generates  a  $99.2  bil- 
lion payroll.  Travel  and  tourism  is  de- 
pendent on  a  U.S.  aviation  industry 
that  over  the  last  5  years  has  lost  $13 
billion.  We  have  seen  carriers  like 
Eastern  Airlines  and  Pan  American 
Airways,  which  paved  the  way  for 
international  aviation  in  the  world, 
shut  their  doors.  In  reviewing  the  Do- 
menici  budget,  and  in  particular  the 
assumption  to  privatize  air  traffic  con- 
trol, it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind 
the  tourism  industry's  importance  to 
our  economy  and  the  airlines'  current 
financial  morass. 

No  matter  what,  we  know  that  air 
traffic  control  services  and  the  other 
FAA  safety  programs  must  continue. 
Someone  will  have  to  pay  for  those 
services.  Right  now,  the  users  pay 
money  into  an  airport  and  airway  trust 
fund.  It  is  a  dedicated  fund.  The  users 
pay  approximately  $6  billion  per  year 
into  the  trust  fund. 

Under  the  Domenici  assumption. 
Federal  spending  for  the  FAA  would  be 
cut  by  a  total  of  $14.7  billion,  or  $3.7 
billion  per  year.  We  can  cut  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  outlays  for  the 
FAA.  but  the  need  for  the  services  does 
not  end.  This  is  not  one  of  those 
unneeded  services  or  programs  that 
ceases  as  soon  as  Federal  funding 
Ftops.  Air  traffic  control  services  will 
need  to  be  provided  and  paid  for  no 
matter  what  happens  under  the  Budget 
resolution.  Yet.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution   13  asks  the  users   to  con- 


tinue to  pay  $6  billion  to  the  Federal 
Government,  but  then  calls  for  air  traf- 
fic control  services  to  be  privatized.  As 
a  result,  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  use  the  trust  fund  for  those  serv- 
ices, and  the  users  must  pay  again  for 
them.  Essentially,  the  users  will  get 
double  billed.  We  could  solve  the  defi- 
cit very  quickly  if  we  charged  every  in- 
dustry twice  for  the  service  provided 
by  the  Government,  or  simply  contin- 
ued to  charge  them  for  services  that 
the  Federal  Government  would  no 
longer  provide. 

Over  the  last  year,  there  has  been  a 
prolonged  battle  over  the  future  of  the 
FAA.  The  administration  came  up  with 
a  proposal  to  split  up  the  FAA  into  a 
successor  FAA  and  a  Government  cor- 
poration for  air  traffic  control,  which  I 
and  many  others  oppose.  The  plan  was 
never  proposed  as  a  way  to  save  money, 
but  rather  as  a  way  to  modernize  the 
system  and  to  maintain  the  current 
safety  standards  of  the  system.  The 
Secretary  of  Transportation  did  not 
state  that  he  expected  huge  savings 
from  the  breakup;  instead  he  expected 
a  more  effective  organization.  The 
commercial  aviation  industry,  initially 
thought  to  favor  the  air  traffic  control 
corporation,  ultimately  concluded  that 
it  could  not  endorse  the  Secretary's 
program.  The  general  aviation  sector 
also  said  no.  So  has  Congress. 

Now  we  get  an  assumption  to  pri- 
vatize a  key  element  of  the  FAA  in  this 
budget  plan.  What  are  we  talking 
about?  There  are  many  privatization 
options  that  I  can  think  of.  but  all  of 
them  would  wreak  havoc  with  the 
world's  safest  air  transportation  sys- 
tem. For  example,  do  we  really  want  to 
create  a  Postal  Service  for  the  air  traf- 
fic control  system?  I  get  mad  when  let- 
ters are  misplaced,  but  to  think  of  mis- 
placing aircraft  is  something  else. 

Should  we  consider  contracting  out 
these  services  to  a  private  group?  Do 
you  really  want  your  air  traffic  control 
system  being  run  by  the  lowest  bidder? 
In  the  alternative,  we  could  auction  off 
the  system  to  the  highest  bidder,  gain- 
ing lots  of  revenue  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Stop  and  think  about  those 
two  possibilities.  Consider  the  winner 
of  the  auction -the  winning  bidder 
would  need  to  recoup  its  investment, 
operate  and  modernize  the  system,  and 
earn  a  return  on  the  investment.  Doing 
a  little  shorthand  math,  let's  say  the 
air  traffic  control  system  is  worth  $15 
billion,  and  using  the  Domenici  as- 
sumption of  $14.7  billion,  it  would  cost 
another  $15  billion  to  modernize  and 
operate  the  system.  The  company  also 
would  want  at  least  a  10  percent  return 
on  the  investment.  Congress  would 
have  created  a  winning  formula  for 
helping  the  aviation  industry— a  $30- 
$35  billion  increase  in  costs.  Remem- 
ber, the  industry  lost  $13  billion  over 
the  last  5  years.  An  industry  further 
weakened  could  result  in  safety  prob- 
lems. 


In  addition,  the  winner  of  the  auction 
would  then  be  running  a  monopoly.  Do 
we  really  want  to  have  a  complete  lais- 
sez-faire attitude  toward  safety?  Let's 
stop  and  think  about  this  for  a  minute: 
a  monopoly  would  need  to  be  regu- 
lated-fees for  air  traffic  control  serv- 
ices would  need  oversight  and  safety 
functions  would  need  monitoring.  Are 
we  really  willing  to  tell  the  traveling 
public  that  the  Government  is  no 
longer  responsible  for  aviation  safety? 
This  proposal  to  privatize  does  not  cre- 
ate efficiencies  or  facilitate  competi- 
tion for  air  traffic  control  services.  It 
merely  turns  over  to  a  private  entity 
the  function  of  providing  those  serv- 
ices. That  corporation  would  have  no 
incentives  to  make  the  system  effi- 
cient—it would  be  a  monopoly. 

We  could  avoid  the  monopoly  situa- 
tion by  creating  competing  air  traffic 
control  systems,  so  that  New  York 
could  have  its  own  system,  Chicago  an- 
other, and  so  on.  Of  course,  small  com- 
munities might  have  trouble  paying  for 
high  quality  air  traffic  control  serv- 
ices. So  they  would  either  have  to  sac- 
rifice safety  by  providing  inferior  serv- 
ices or  close  down  their  airports  for 
lack  of  services.  The  tree  market  can 
be  counted  on  to  eliminate  inefficien- 
cies, but  our  constituents  can't  be 
blamed  for  not  applauding  such  results. 

Let's  begin  by  understanding  that 
the  air  traffic  control  system  is  the 
heart  of  the  safety  network  that  the 
Government  provides  to  people  who  lly. 
.Admittedly,  the  system  is  not  perfect, 
but  most  agree  that  it  is  by  far  the  best 
in  the  world.  Comparisons  to  other 
countries  that  have  privatized  air  traf- 
fic control  services  are  irrelevant  and 
ridiculous.  These  countries— New  Zea- 
land. Switzerland,  and  Germany— com- 
bined probably  have  less  air  Liaific 
fhan  Atlanta.  Our  system  is  much 
more  complex,  much  more  integrated. 
Privatization  of  the  air  traffic  control 
system  is  opposed  by  the  vast  majority 
of  aviation  industry  experts. 

The  General  .Aviation  Manufacturers 
Association  [GAMA]  recently  wrote  to 
me  and  reminded  me  that  the  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment  in  1988  stated 
that  "the  ATC  function  is  inextricably 
linked  with  aviation  safety  and  is  a 
central  component  of  an  integrated 
FA.A  safety  system."  The  GAMA  letter 
went  on  to  say  that  the  Aviation  Safe- 
ty Commission,  appointed  by  President 
Reagan,  "stressed  that  the  Federal 
Government  must  continue  to  play  the 
centra!  role  in  ensuring  safe  operation 
of  the  U.S.  aviation  system."  The 
GAMA  letter  included  the  following 
quotation  from  that  Commission's  re- 
port: "Since  the  Commission  is  not  in- 
clined to  gamble  in  sorting  out  con- 
flicting assertions  about  whether  safe- 
ty regulatory  functions  can  be  sepa- 
rated organizationally  from  air  traffic 
control  and  facilities  operations  activi- 
ties, the  Commission  cannot  endorse 
the  proposition  that  the  air  traffic  con- 


trol function  should  be  privatized." 
The  Senate  Budget  Committee's  as- 
sumptions take  that  gamble. 

We  do  not  want  to  put  the  safety  of 
the  national  air  transportation  system 
at  risk.  Ask  the  controllers  who  toil 
throughout  the  country  if  they  want  to 
privatize.  Those  folks  work  hard  to 
make  sure  that  all  of  us  get  home  safe- 
ly. They  oppose  privatization  and  seek 
meaningful  reform. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues  on  meaningful  reform— not 
privatization  or  corporatization  of  air 
traffic  control  services.  The  process 
should  proceed  with  caution  before  we 
assume  in  this  or  any  budget  that  we 
should  destroy  the  safest  air  traffic 
control  system  in  the  world. 

FOOD  A.ND  NITRITION  PROGRAMS  FOR  CHILDHE.V 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  29  of  this  year,  the  Senate 
unanimously  adopted  a  resolution  I  of- 
fered opposing  any  measure  that  would 
increase  the  number  of  hungry  or 
homeless  children.  Now.  less  than  2 
months  later,  here  we  are  considering  a 
budget  resolution  that  would  dras- 
tically cut  funding  for  important  nutri- 
tion programs,  including  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  and  the  Child  and 
Adult  Care  Food  Program.  The  cut 
would  be  $20  billion  over  5  years  in 
these  programs. 

This  budget  represents  a  massive  set- 
back in  fighting  hunger  in  this  coun- 
try. We  do  know  the  following  about 
who  is  hungry  in  this  country: 

In  1991,  FRAC's  Community  Child- 
hood Hunger  Identification  Project  es- 
timated that  there  are  5.5  million  chil- 
dren under  12  years  of  age  who  are  hun- 
gry in  the  United  States. 

The  group  Second  Harvest  estimated 
that  in  1993.  the  emergency  food  pro- 
erams  served  10. 798. .375  children. 

The  U.S.  Council  on  Mayor's  Status 
Report  on  Hunger  and  Homelessness  in 
America's  Cities:  1994  found  that  64 
percent  of  the  persons  receiving  food 
assistance  were  from  families  with 
children. 

A  Tufts  University  Center  on  Hunger. 
Poverty  and  Nutrition  Policy  Study  es- 
timated that  12  million  children  were 
hungry  in  the  United  States  in  1991. 

A  Carnegie  Foundation  study  found 
that  68  percent  of  public  school  teach- 
ers in  1987  reported  that  undernour- 
ished children/youths  are  a  problem  in 
school. 

There  is  a  serious  problem  with  hun- 
ger in  this  country— particularly  for 
children.  Our  reaction  should  be  out- 
rage, but  instead  we  are  responding  by 
cutting  the  most  important  nutritional 
program  this  country  has.  These  two 
programs  are  critical  supports  to  chil- 
dren's nutrition. 

The  Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Pro- 
gram [CACFP]  is  designed  to  ensure 
that  children  up  to  age  12  enrolled  in 
child  care  centers,  family  care  centers, 
before-and-after  school  programs,  as 
well  as  Head  Start  centers  receive  nu- 


tritious meals.  In  1994  the  program  cost 
about  $1.3  billion  and  served  slightly 
more  than  two  million  children.  The 
budget  proposal  will  cut  at  least  $1.9 
billion  over  5  years  and  $3.21  billion 
over  7  years.  This  is  the  only  program 
that  is  easily  accessible  to  family  day 
care  centers,  the  majority  of  day  care 
providers  in  this  country.  The  CACFP 
is  the  single  biggest  incentive  for  fam- 
ily day  care  providers  to  become  li- 
censed or  registered. 

The  chairman's  assumption  is  that 
the  savings  will  come  from  targeting 
lower  income  children  through  census 
tract  eligibility.  I  worry  how  such  a 
strategy  will  work  in  Minnesota,  where 
rural  districts  can  be  rich  or  poor  de- 
pending upon  a  very  small  number  of 
people.  The  alternative  that  these 
homes  will  have  is  to  means  test  each 
family  monthly,  an  appalling  paper- 
work morass  for  such  small  operations. 
We  are  afraid  these  homes  may  go  back 
underground  by  leaving  the  program. 

An  even  larger  concern  is  the  impact 
of  this  budget  resolution  on  the  Food 
Stamps  Program.  Food  Stamps  is  the 
program  that  feeds  the  hungry  in  this 
country. 

Who  are  the  people  on  Food  Stamps? 
Well,  we  know  that  over  half  of  Food 
Stamp  recipients  are  children.  Some  13 
million  children  received  benefits  in 
1992.  Families  with  children  received 
81.9  percent  of  food  stamp  benefits.  El- 
derly and  disabled  households  received 
12.9  percent  of  food  stamp  benefits.  The 
program  targets  the  population  in  need 
very  well  with  56  percent  of  food 
stamps  benefits  going  to  households 
with  gross  incomes  below  half  of  the 
poverty  line  and  76  percent  are  at  or 
below  the  poverty  level.  So  you  see. 
most  of  the  people  we  will  be  cutting 
off  or  rnstrinr.ir.g  benefits  to  will  be  the 
most  vulnerable,  the  poorest  in  our  so- 
ciety. And  yet  again  we  are  making 
poor  children  pay.  Over  half  of  these 
benefits  go  to  poor  children,  but  that  is 
the  program  we  pick  to  slash. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  works.  A 
recent  overview  of  the  literature  indi- 
cated there  is  considerable  evidence 
that  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  an 
important  factor  in  helping  low-income 
households  have  better  nutrition  in- 
takes. Participants  have  a  higher  level 
of  recommended  dietary  allowances 
than  do  eligible  nonparticipants. 
Under-nutrition  has  serious  health  con- 
sequences and  is  associated  with  an 
array  of  medical  problems  including 
longer  healing  of  wounds  and  injuries, 
susceptibility  to  disease  and  extended 
recovery  time  when  contracted.  In  chil- 
dren, under-nutrition  is  associated 
with  cognitive  deficits  and  impaired 
development. 

This  is  a  temporary  program  for  the 
majority  of  recipients.  Half  of  all  food 
stamp  recipients  leave  the  program 
within  6  months  and  two-thirds  leave 
within  1  year.  This  is  not  a  depend- 
ency-producing subsidy,  a  point  of 
great  concern  to  many. 
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Yet  Che  proE:ram  does  this  with  very 
little  money.  In  1994.  the  program  pro- 
vided an  average  benefit  of  $69  per  per- 
son per  month,  or  76  cents  per  person 
per  meal.  The  maximum  benefit — re- 
ceived by  less  than  23  percent  of  house- 
holds—is $368  for  a  family  of  four  or 
$1.06  per  person  per  meal.  All  food  as- 
sistance programs  represent  only  2.4 
percent  of  Federal  outlays  and  this  per- 
centage is  expected  to  decline  slightly 
in  the  future  as  a  share  of  total  spend- 
ing. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  Food 
Stamps  Program  does  not  have  its 
problems.  There  is  evidence  of  fraud 
and  waste,  yet  one  estimate  is  that  the 
amount  of  money  saved  by  fraud  will 
only  make  up  0.1  percent  of  the  savings 
the  House  welfare  reform  bill  intends 
to  gain  by  cutting  the  food  program.  I 
certainly  agree  with  those  who  would 
like  to  reduce  fraud  through  reasonable 
means.  Those  who  waste  these  benefits 
or  who  fraudulently  use  them  are  wast- 
ing taxpayers'  money.  I  am  afraid  that 
the  desire  to  cut  this  program  is  too 
strongly  influenced  by  a  run-away  de- 
sire to  correct  this  wrong-doing,  with 
little  examination  of  the  consequences 
to  those  in  need. 

People  will  go  without  because  of  the 
reductions  proposed  in  this  resolution, 
and  we  need  to  recognize  that.  These 
cuts  are  massive,  and  will  dramatically 
reduce  the  money  available  to  feed 
hungry  people.  Given  the  very  real  pos- 
sibility that  this  body  will  pass  a  wel- 
fare reform  bill  which  ends  the  AFDC 
entitlement,  food  stamps  will  be  the 
only  program  with  entitlement  status 
that  will  cushion  our  poor  families 
against  recessions.  We  are  shortsighted 
in  taking  food  from  those  who  need  it 
to  pay  for  tax  cut  primarily  for 
wealthy  people  and  corporations. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  these 
unwise  reductions,  and  to  support 
amendments  to  restore  critically  need- 
ed food  assistance  to  children  and  oth- 
ers who  rely  on  these  programs. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  to 
Senator  GR.\MS. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  appreciate  the  time  and  effort 
the  majority  leader  has  put  into  this 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  during  my  campaign 
for  the  Senate,  I  promised  the  people  of 
Minnesota  I  will  do  everything  that  I 
can  do  to  get  government  off  their 
backs  and  out  of  their  back  pockets.  I 
told  them  my  fight  for  them  was  to 
turn  legislation  like  my  families  first 
plan,  and  its  $500  per  child  tax  credit 
and  economic  growth  incentives,  into 
law.  I  believe  that  this  tax  credit 
should  be  available  starting  next  year 
for  all  children  under  age  18.  Today.  I 
am  pleased  that  the  U.S.  Senate  has 
taken  the  first  step  to  provide  families 
with  the  tax  relief  they  want  and  de- 
serve. The  budget  resolution  reported 
out  of  the  Budget  Committee  included 
a  substantial  fiscal  dividend  which  may 


have  been  used  for  family  tax  relief. 
The  Grams-Abraham  amendment  guar- 
antees that  the  dividend  will  be  used 
for  family  tax  relief.  Mr.  Leader,  I 
would  like  you  to  clarify  the  phrase 
"tax  relief." 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  inquiry.  While  the  phrase  "family 
tax  relief  is  not  specific,  my  interpre- 
tation is  that  the  phrase  could  include 
a  $500  per  child  family  tax  credit.  It  is 
of  course  up  to  the  Finance  Committee 
to  determine  exactly  how  the  fiscal 
dividend  will  be  given  back  to  Ameri- 
cans in  the  form  of  tax  cuts.  But  I  can 
assure  you  that  as  a  senior  member  of 
the  Finance  Committee  and  its  former 
chairman,  and  a  majority  leader,  when 
the  Finance  Committee  determines 
how  to  provide  specific  tax  cuts,  I  will 
be  there  fighting  for  tax  credits  for 
children,  such  as  that  provided  by  the 
$500  per  child  credit.  We  should  provide 
tax  credits  for  families  that  adopt  chil- 
dren, expanded  IRA's  for  homemakers. 
estate  tax  relief  for  family  businesses. 
and  other  benefits  targeted  to  the  fam- 
ily. 

The  amendment  also  calls  for  the  fis- 
cal dividend  to  be  used  for  tax  incen- 
tives for  savings  and  investment,  job 
creation  and  economic  growth.  I  would 
work  to  ensure  that,  as  a  result  of  the 
Grams-Abraham  amendment,  we  cut 
the  capital  gains  tax  to  stimulate  eco- 
nomic growth  and  create  jobs. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Also,  on  behalf  of  Sen- 
ator Hutchison,  I  would  like  to  ask  if 
spousal  IRA's  would  be  included  in  the 
definition  of  "family  tax  relier'? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  would  say 
while  the  specifics  of  family  tax  relief 
and  incentives  to  increase  savings  and 
investment  will  be  determined  by  the 
Finance  Committee,  expanded  spousal 
IRA's  would  certainly  be  considered  in 
the  context  of  providing  family  tax  re- 
lief. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Would  the  majority 
leader  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Like  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  I  also  campaigned  on 
a  platform  that  emphasized  tax  relief 
for  all  Americans  including  the  $500  per 
child  family  tax  credit,  and  savings  and 
investment  incentives  such  as  estate 
tax  reform  for  family-owned  busi- 
nesses. The  fiscal  dividend  included  in 
the  budget  resolution  will  provide  ap- 
proximately $79  billion  in  tax  relief 
over  the  next  5  years.  Now.  our  amend- 
ment directs  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance to  use  this  dividend  for  family 
tax  relief  and  incentives  to  stimulate 
savings,  investment,  job  creation,  and 
economic  growth.  By  including  these 
directions.  I  believe  we  have  substan- 
tially improved  the  Senate's  position 
when  entering  into  negotiations  with 
the  House  over  tax  cuts.  Is  it  the  ma- 
jority leader's  intention  to  work  for 
additional  tax  cuts  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution conference  to  ensure  that  the 
largest  possible  family  and  pro-growth 
cuts  are  enacted  this  year? 


Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
the  question.  Let  me  indicate  as  I  have 
before.  I  have  always  said  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  is  my  first  priority. 
But  we  can  balance  the  budget  and  cut 
taxes  too.  The  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion will  ensure  that  we  do  both.  Any 
fiscal  dividend  that  results  from  enact- 
ing balanced  budget  legislation  will  be 
returned  to  the  American  people  in  the 
form  of  reduced  taxes.  There  are  sig- 
nificant differences  between  the  House 
and  Senate  budget  resolutions,  and  I 
will  encourage  the  Senate  conferees  to 
increase  the  deficit  reduction  achieved 
in  this  budget  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible.  If  we  achieve  even  more  sav- 
ings, then  I  will  fight  to  ensure  that 
further  tax  cuts  are  provided  to  the 
American  people. 

Let  me  just  say  to  both  my  col- 
leagues from  Minnesota  and  Michigan 
that  I  appreciate  their  willingness 
throughout  the  last  several  da.ys  to  try 
to  come  to  some  agreement  that  would 
provide  the  relief  that  they  were  seek- 
ing. This  does  not  quite  reach  every- 
thing they  wanted,  but  I  commend 
them  for  their  efforts. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  significant 
amendment  that  was  adopted  today  on 
the  floor,  with  bipartisan  support.  I 
might  add.  And  it  was  due  to  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Gr.\.Ms].  and  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Abr.\h.\.m1. 

If  I  can  say  one  word  that  would  fol- 
low the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  on  the  antiterrorism  bill.  I 
thank  Senator  H.\TCH  and  Senator 
BiUEN  for  their  willingness  to  try  to 
pass  this  bill.  I  urge  my  colleagues, 
particularly  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  to 
help  us  enter  into  some  time  agree- 
ments to  make  it  possible.  It  might 
be— and  it  may  not  h.ipnen  th.-it  we 
can  reach  a  time  agreement  on  a  num- 
ber of  amendments  and  not  be  in  very 
long  tomorrow.  We  will  have  a  couple 
of  votes,  and  we  will  take  it  up  the  da.v 
we  are  back.  I  promised  we  would  take 
up  telecommunications  on  that  day. 
Without  an  agreement.  I  do  not  have 
any  idea  how  long  it  will  take  if  we 
bring  up  or  continue  on  this  bill  when 
we  come  back  on  June  5. 

I  will  be  working  with  Senators 
D.\SCHLE  and  Biden  and  H..\TCH.  We 
promised  the  President  we  would  bring 
this  up  before  the  Memorial  Day  re- 
cess, and  we  have  done  that  now.  We 
have  not  completed  action,  but  we  have 
had  a  little  debate.  Had  we  been  able  to 
start  on  this  last  night,  we  may  have 
been  able  to  finish  it  tonight  or  tomor- 
row. It  may  not  be  possible  to  do  that 
now.  I  know  colleagues  have  other 
commitments  starting  early  afternoon 
tomorrow,  and  some  have  them  in  the 
morning.  I  hope  that  on  both  sides  we 
can  have  the  cooperation  of  our  col- 
leagues working  with  the  chairman  of 
the  committee.  Senator  H.^tch.  and  the 
ranking  Democratic  member.  Senator 
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Mr.  BIDEN.  While  the  majority  lead- 
er is  still  on  the  floor.  I  can  say  for  the 
minority  that  I  am  confident  we  can 
agree  on  time  agreements  on  all  of  the 
amendments  I  am  aware  of  thus  far.  We 
are  continuing  to  hotline  this  to  see  if 
there  are  any  amendments  other  than 
the  ones  that  I  am  aware  of. 

I  doubt  whether  we  can  get  an  agree- 
ment on  a  final  passage  time.  But  I 
would  suggest  that  if  we  can  get  nar- 
rowed down  time  agreements  tomorrow 
on  each  of  the  amendments,  we  should 
do  all  we  can  to  lock  it  in.  I  thank  the 
leader  for  honoring  his  commitment  to 
bring  this  up.  It  was  a  bit  beyond  his 
control,  having  50  some  votes  in  the 
last  2  days.  To  the  best  of  my  knowl- 
edge, the  House  has  not  acted  on  this 
at  all.  Even  if  we  passed  a  bill  tonight. 
we  are  not  in  a  position  to  be  able  to 
send  it  to  the  President  or  even  go  to 
conference.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
damage  done  by  not  doing  that. 

Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  1  thank  the  Chair. 


IMPACT  STATEMENTS  ON 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  NIH 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  on 
May  18  of  this  year,  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Health.  Human  Serv- 
ices. Education  and  Labor  held  a  hear- 
ing on  the  funding  for  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health,  and  at  that  time  a 
request  was  made  by  the  representa- 
tives of  the  various  units  of  the  NIH  to 
submit  impact  statements  as  to  what 
the  budget  reductions  would  do.  A  good 
bit  of  this  information  was  used  by  me 
in  my  statement  on  an  amendment  of- 
fered by  Senator  H.vrFiEi.D. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Record  contain  these  impact  state- 
ments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

\  Guide  to  the  Imp.^ct  Statements  About 
NIH  Budget  Reductio.ns 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH) 
has  identified  15  specific  areas  of  research 
that  would  be  severely  affected  by  the  cuts 
recommended  by  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee. These  are  only  a  representative  sam- 
pling of  the  many  research  activities  that 
would  be  significantly  slowed,  halted,  or 
never  started  due  to  the  proposed  reductions. 
The  effects  are  likely  to  be  especially  dra- 
matic and  long^-lasting  for  .several  reasons: 

NIH  now  funds  less  than  one  in  four  grant 
appllcation.s.  so  that  any  reduction  in  sup- 
port would  affect  only  those  investig'ators  al- 
ready judged  by  expert  peer  reviewers  to  be 
among  the  best  in  the  nation. 

It  is  in  the  nature  of  medical  research  to 
find  that  the  most  important  discoveries  are 
made  in  unexpected  places.  If  funding  is  re- 
duced to  what  are  deemed  bare  essentials, 
much  of  the  best  research  may  be  eliminated 
because  it  is  not  obviously  connected  to  im- 
mediate medical  goals. 

Over  80  percent  of  the  NIH  budget  supports 
research  at  many  colleges,  universities,  med- 


ical schools,  and  institutes  in  every  state  in 
the  country.  These  awards  are  essential  not 
only  for  generating  new  knowledge;  they 
also  improve  the  quality  of  medical  care  and 
training,  help  to  recruit  new  biomedical  sci- 
entists, and  strengthen  educational  pro- 
grams. A  major  reduction  in  funding  will  un- 
dermine these  important  aspects  of  Amer- 
ican life:  the  effect  will  be  felt  for  many 
years.  Bright,  young  people,  recognizing  that 
the  future  for  biomedical  research  has 
dimmed,  would  pursue  other  career  options. 
The  research  that  NIH  supports  in  the 
areas  discussed  in  our  samples  is  different 
from  the  kind  of  work  conducted  at  bio- 
technology and  pharmaceutical  firms,  where 
a  commercial  product  is  the  central  goal. 
Without  the  basic  knowledge  generated  by 
NIH-sponsored  investigators,  our  inter- 
national leadership  in  the  industrial  sector 
will  be  threatened. 

IMP.ACT  STATEMENTS  FROM  THE  NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

Alcoholism. 

Alzheimer's  Disease. 

Anti-Cocaine  Agent. 

Blinding  Diseases. 

Breast  Cancer. 

Cancer  Vaccines. 

Conquering  Genetic  Diseases  (mapping  the 
human  genome). 

New  and  Re-emerging  Infectious  Diseases. 

The  Obesity  Gene. 

Otitis  Media  (a  serious  childhood  infec- 
tion). 

Parkinson's  Disease. 

Prostate  Cancer. 

Sexually  Transmitted  Diseases. 

Sickle  (iell  Disease. 

Stem  Cell  Research. 

Stroke. 

Vaccines  to  Prevent  Stomach  Ulcers  and 
Stomach  Cancer. 

IMPACT  OF  NIH  BUDGET  CUTS  ON  PEOPLE'S 
HEALTH 

Alcoholism;  Naltrexone,  the  first  medica- 
tion approved  for  treating  alcoholism  in 
forty  years,  is  a  major  step  forward. 

The  Promise:  Researchers  supported  by  the 
Nacionai  institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  have 
shown  that  naltrexone,  an  opiate-blocker 
used  for  treating  heroin  addiction,  is  an  ef- 
fective treatment  for  alcohol  addiction.  The 
combination  of  naltrexone  and  skilled  coun- 
seling resulted  in  alcohol-dependent  people 
staying  sober  twice  as  long  as  placebo-treat- 
ed patients.  Even  if  naltrexone-treated  alco- 
holics drank,  they  rarely  "binged." 

The  Next  Steps:  Naltrexone  is  the  first 
medication  approved  for  the  treatment  of  al- 
coholism in  forty  years.  However,  that  ap- 
proval is  only  for  three  months  of  u.se  in  any 
patient.  Further  research  is  needed  to  make 
this  treatment  more  effective  and  to  exploit 
what  insights  it  may  provide  into  underlying 
biological  and  behavioral  mechanisms.  NIH 
is  currently  studying  naltrexone's  longer- 
term  use.  side  effects,  and  most  importantly, 
how  naltrexone — an  opiate  blocker — reduces 
alcohol  craving. 

Improved  technologies  are  also  aiding  in 
the  study  of  alcohol  addiction.  New  brain  im- 
aging systems  can  actually  show  what  alco- 
hol craving  looks  like,  including  blood  flow 
changes.  Computer-aided  design  of  new  drugs 
to  treat  alcoholism  has  begun,  using  re- 
cently discovered  information  on  how  alco- 
hol affects  the  surface  of  nerve  cells.  And  in- 
vestigators are  narrowing  in  on  the  genes 
which  account  for  inherited  vulnerability  to 
alcoholism. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  The  clinical  trials 
of  the  longer-term  use  of  naltrexone  would 


have  to  be  curtailed  or  not  initiated.  Other 
promising  leads  in  alcoholism  research 
would  either  have  to  be  delayed  or  dropped. 

Alcohol  kills  over  100.000  Americans  every 
year.  Some  20  to  40  percent  of  adult  hospital 
beds  in  large  urban  hospitals  are  occupied  by 
people  being  treated  for  alcohol-caused 
organ  damage.  Alcoholism  and  alcohol  abuse 
costs  the  Nation  about  $100  billion  every 
year  in  medical  costs,  social  costs,  and  loss 
of  productivity.  Slowing  advances  in  the 
treatment  of  alcoholism  could  cost  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars. 

Comment:  Alcohol  addiction  is  the  number 
one  drug  problem  in  the  United  States.  New 
treatments  to  help  alcohol-dependent  people 
stay  sober  are  showing  positive  results,  and 
the  biological  roots  of  alcoholism  are  being 
uncovered. 

Alzheimer's  Disease;  Delaying  or  prevent- 
ing the  onset  of  symptoms  and  loss  of  mental 
capacity. 

The  Promise:  Just  in  the  last  year,  sci- 
entists working  with  support  from  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  have;  dis- 
covered a  gene  that  is  a  major  risk  factor  for 
Alzheimer's  disease  and  found  ways  to  detect 
early  changes  in  the  brain  (by  combining 
brain  imaging  and  genetic  analysis)  before 
obvious  symptoms  of  Alzheimer's  develop 

The  Next  Steps;  Now  scientists  are  ready 
to  conduct  critical  studies  to  find  the  direct 
role  played  by  genes  in  Alzheimer's  disease 
so  that  they  can  find  ways  to  prevent  the 
disease  or  at  least  delay  the  loss  of  mental 
capacity  that  devastates  the  patients  and 
their  families. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  NIH's  ability  to 
continue  these  studies  on  Alzheimer's  dis- 
ease depends  on  maintaining  a  network  of 
scientists,  patients,  and  research  institu- 
tions. A  budget  cut  would  cripple  this  net- 
work, delaying  the  translation  of  research 
advances  to  the  next  step — effective  treat- 
ments. 

Today,  there  is  no  effective  treatment  for 
Alzheimer's  disease,  which  affects  4  million 
Americans.  If  no  treatment  is  developed,  by 
the  year  2050.  there  will  be  over  14  million 
people  affected  by  some  form  of  dementia  re- 
quiring care  and  institutionalization. 

Comment:  No  family  is  immune  from  Alz- 
heimer's disease— that  became  clear  earlier 
this  year  when  former  President  Reagan 
chose  to  reveal  his  diagnosis. 

Total  national  cost  to  care  for  patients 
with  Alzheimer's  disease  is  about  $100  billion 
annually.  If  we  don't  find  ways  to  delay,  pre- 
vent or  treat  the  disease,  our  health  care 
system  will  be  overwhelmed  early  in  the  21sl 
Century.  The  toul  NIH  budget— for  all  dis- 
eases— is  a  small  fraction  of  these  health 
care  costs  and  a  small  price  to  pay  for  the 
hope  that  Alzheimer's  disease  can  be  con- 
quered. 

Anti-cocaine  Agent;  To  help  combat  the  es- 
calating epidemic  of  cocaine  use.  including 
■crack"  cocaine. 

The  Promise;  Because  of  breakthroughs  in 
brain  and  immunology  research  in  the  last 
five  years,  scientists  supported  by  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  are  on  the 
threshold  of  providing  an  effective  anti-co- 
caine medication  or  "cocaine  blocker". 

In  the  last  two  years,  scientists  have:  iden- 
tified the  major  sites  (receptors)  where  co- 
caine works  on  the  brain:  discovered  how  co- 
caine works  on  the  brain;  and  uncovered  4  bi- 
ological targets  at  which  to  aim  medication 
development,  with  more  than  12  compounds 
in  the  pipeline 

The  Next  Steps:  Medical  scientists  are  now 
ready  to  study  more  closely  the  new.  can- 
didate compounds  and  select  the  most  prom- 
ising for  tests  in  patients. 
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Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  reduction  in  the 
budget  would  freeze  this  program  in  its  in- 
fancy, shut  down  the  pipeline  of  new  can- 
didate medications,  and  preclude  testing  in 
patients  of  even  the  most  promising  drugs.  It 
would  delay  by  at  least  5  years  the  develop- 
ment of  an  effective  anti-cocaine  agent. 

Currently  there  is  no  way  to  treat  cocaine 
overdose  and  there  are  no  medications  avail- 
able to  treat  cocaine  addiction.  Large  num- 
bers of  people  die  of  overdose,  and  the  Nation 
pays  dearly  for  the  violence,  family  disrup- 
tion, and  health  care  costs  that  result  from 
growing  cocaine  use 

Comment:  The  single  most  important  need 
in  this  Nation's  battle  against  drug  abuse 
and  addiction  is  an  effective  anti-cocaine 
medication.  Today  we  have  none.  Research  is 
desperately  needed  to  develop  a  useful  drug 
to  help  us  control  the  cocaine  epidemic. 

Blindness:  Finding  ways  to  treat  eye  dis- 
eases causing  blindness. 

The  Promise:  Scientists  have  recently 
identified  a  gene  related  to  glaucoma  in 
young  people.  This  discovery  provides  great 
opportunities  for  early  diagnosis  and  treat- 
ment of  a  disease  that  is  the  second  leading 
cause  of  blindness  in  this  country. 

Other  scientists  have  developed  micro-sur- 
gical techniques  in  animals  to  "rescue"  de- 
generated macular  cells— cells  in  the  part  of 
the  eye  that  allows  the  clearest,  sharpest  vi- 
sion. If  this  surgical  'rescue"  proves  success- 
ful in  humans,  it  would  be  a  major  break- 
through in  treating  macular  degeneration, 
the  leading  cause  of  blindness  of  people  over 
age  60. 

The  Next  Steps:  Scientists  supported  by 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  are 
now  ready  to  capitalize  on  the  genetic  dis- 
covery relating  to  glaucoma  in  young  people 
by  developing  ways  to  identify  at-risk  pa- 
tients early  so  that  effective  treatment  can 
be  begun. 

Other  scientists  supported  by  the  NIH  are 
set  to  apply  microsurgical  techniques  for 
macular  cell  "rescue"  in  humans.  Advances 
are  desperately  needed  in  macular  degenera- 
tion, a  disease  for  which,  in  most  cases,  no 
treatment  currently  exists. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  Budget  reductions 
would  s'.o'.v  scientists'  ability  to  move  these 
two  promising  early  findings  into  larger 
scale  studies  involving  humans. 

Comment:  Blindness  from  glaucoma  is  es- 
timated to  cost  the  U.S.  more  than  $1.5  bil- 
lion annually  in  Social  Security  benefits, 
lost  tax  revenues,  and  health  care  expendi- 
tures. Macular  degeneration,  which  affects 
one  of  ten  Americans  over  age  60.  will  be- 
come an  increasingly  important  national 
health  problem  as  the  U.S.  population  ages. 
We  need  to  continue  this  potentially  sight- 
saving  research. 

Breast  Cancer:  Gene  discoveries  promise 
clinical  advances. 

The  Promise:  Scientists  are  on  the  verge  of 
major  clinical  advances  in  breast  cancer, 
thanks  to  long-awaited  gene  discoveries 
made  in  the  last  year.  BRCAl.  a  breast  can- 
cer susceptibility  gene,  has  been  isolated  and 
characterized,  and  scientists  are  closing  in 
on  other  breast  cancer  genes,  including 
BRCA2  Such  breast  cancer  genes— when  in- 
herited in  a  mutated  form— can  cause  breast 
cancers  that  strike  early  and  afflict  many 
women  in  the  same  family  through  genera- 
tions. 

These  gene  discoveries  will  permit  the  de- 
velopment of  diagnostic  tests  to  identify 
women  who  are  at  risk  and  will  speed  re- 
search to  develop  effective  methods  of  pre- 
vention, early  detection,  and  treatment. 

The  Next  Steps:  Scientists  are  eager  to 
take  the  next  steps: 


Determine  the  role  BHCAl  and  BRCA2 
genes  play  in  converting  a  normal  breast  cell 
into  a  cancer  cell; 

Develop  cost-effective,  accurate  diagnostic 
tests  to  identify  those  women  at  risk  in 
order  to  intervene  early; 

Establish  genetic  counseling  services  to 
help  women  who  believe — from  family  his- 
tory—they are  at  risk  make  informed  deci- 
sions and  cope  with  the  emotional  trauma; 
and 

Continue  research  to  fully  understand  all 
the  mutations  involved  in  breast  cancer  in- 
cluding those  involved  in  the  spread  of  the 
disease  (metastasis)  in  order  to  improve  our 
ability  to  prevent,  diagnose,  and  treat  this 
disease. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut 
would  slow  or  even  curtail  the  enormous 
promise  of  these  gene  discoveries  at  the  very 
time  women  are  anticipating  the  real  possi- 
bility of  changing  the  previously  depressing 
outcomes  of  breast  cancer. 

Comment;  182.000  women  will  be  diagnosed 
as  having  breast  cancer  in  1995  and  46.000 
women  will  die  of  breast  cancer.  Five  to  ten 
percent  of  these  woman  will  be  classified  as 
genetically  prone  to  early  onset  familial 
breast  cancer  through  BRCAl  and  related 
genes.  A  diagnosis  of  breast  cancer  is  most 
dreaded  by  American  women.  The  widespread 
publicity  attendant  on  the  discovery  of  these 
breast  cancer  genes  has  led  to  optimism  that 
this  disease  may  be  prevented  or  cured.  The 
women's  health  movement  would  be  dev- 
astated if  this  research  is  curtailed. 

Cancer  Vaccines:  Strengthening  the  body's 
own  natural  defense  against  diseases  that 
have  already  developed. 

The  Promise:  Just  a  month  ago.  medical 
scientists  working  with  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  (NIH)  reported  that  they  had 
reversed  the  course  of  disease  in  a  43-year- 
old  woman  dying  of  multiple  myeloma,  a 
type  of  blood  cancer  that  is  nearly  always 
fatal.  They  accomplished  this  by  immunizing 
a  healthy  bone  marrow  donor  against  the 
cancer  and  then  transferring  the  immunity 
to  the  sick  woman  through  a  bone  marrow 
transplant.  Two  years  later,  she  is  free  of  de- 
tectable cancer. 

Long-term  follow-up  of  cancer  patients  re- 
ceiving immunotherapy  shows  that  this  ap- 
proach can  bring  dramatic  response  in  mela- 
noma and  kidney  cancer.  In  addition,  last 
year,  scientists  identified  a  gene  for  one  of 
the  principal  proteins  that  elicits  natural 
immunity  against  melanoma.  Potentially, 
this  gene  or  its  corresponding  protein,  could 
be  used  to  produce  a  melanoma  vaccine. 

The  Next  Steps:  In  the  next  few  years,  this 
and  other  "vaccine"  approaches  to  curing 
cancer  need  to  be  tested.  Eight  different  vac- 
cines for  breast  cancer  and  13  for  skin  cancer 
(melanoma)  are  in  early  stages  of  testing  in 
patients.  If  these  efforts  offer  promise,  they 
could  someday  be  applied  to  other  cancers 
such  as  prostate,  colon,  and  lung  cancer. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut 
would  curtail  or  slow  the  testing  of  the  21 
cancer  'vaccines"  already  being  used  in  pa- 
tients. The  entire  "vaccine"  approach  to 
cancer  treatment  would  be  held  back — an  ap- 
proach that  offers  hope  for  the  thousands  of 
cancer  patients  who  die  every  year  despite 
treatment  with  surgery,  radiation  and  chem- 
otherapy. 

Comment:  The  American  public  des- 
perately needs  new  ways  to  treat  cancer. 
Today  many  people  are  cured  of  cancer 
through  surgery,  radiation,  and  the  drugs- 
thanks  to  research  supported  for  many  years 
by  the  NIH— but  550.000  die  of  cancer  each 
year  and  are  counting  on  these  vital  research 
advances. 


Conquering  Genetic  Diseases:  Jump-start- 
ed by  mapping  the  human  genome 

The  Promise:  Creating  detailed  maps  of  Che 
human  genome  and  understanding  the  make- 
up of  the  estimated  100.000  human  genes  will 
certainly  speed  the  discovery  of  the  approxi- 
mately 5.000  genes  that  cause  human  disease. 

Discovery  of  diseased  genes  will  dramati- 
cally improve  our  ability  to  develop  tests  for 
individuals  who  are  at  risk  for  the  diseases, 
and  enhance  early  treatment. 

Scientists  supported  by  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  (NIH)  have  already: 

A  full  year  ahead  of  schedule,  created  a  de- 
tailed genetic  map  of  the  human  genome 
(this  provides  landmarks  along  the  chro- 
mosomes, a  powerful  tool  aiding  scientists  in 
search  of  disease  genes); 

Nearly  completed  a  physical  map  of  the 
human  genome  (this  provides  even  more  in- 
formation for  the  gene-hunters);  and 

Discovered  42  disease  genes,  including 
those  for  early  onset  breast  cancer,  heredi- 
tary colon  cancer,  polycystic  kidney  disease, 
and  Huntington's  disease 

The  Next  Steps:  Mapping  alone  will  greatly 
increase  the  number  of  disease  genes  iso- 
lated. In  addition,  scientists  are  now  ready 
to  begin'sequencing"'— analyzing  the  chemi- 
cal makeup  of  the  genes — a  year  ahead  of 
schedule.  The  entire  sequencing  project  is 
expected  to  be  completed  by  2005  and  tremen- 
dously speed  the  discovery  of  disease  genes 
and  new  avenues  for  diagnosis,  prevention 
and  treatment. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  reduction  in  re- 
sources will  mean  that  large-scale  gene  ""se- 
quencing" will  not  be  started  and  the  project 
will  not  be  completed  by  2005.  because  funds 
are  needed  to  improve  sequencing  tech- 
nology. 

Scientists  are  on  the  brink  of  finding  genes 
for  prostate  cancer,  diabetes,  familial  Alz- 
heimer's, obesity,  schizophrenia  and  manic 
depression.  A  cut  in  funding  will  delay  these 
discoveries. 

Comment:  If  the  U.S.  fails  to  follow 
through.  Japan.  Britain  and  Germany  are 
poised  to  finish  the  project  themselves  and 
they  will  be  first  to  reap  the  health  and  eco- 
nomic benefits.  The  hopes  of  many  patients 
and  families  will  be  dashed. 

New  and  Re-Emerging  Infectious  Diseases: 
Changes  in  microbes  and  our  environment, 
overuse  of  antibiotics,  and  increasing  global 
travel  present  new  challenges. 

The  Promise:  One  of  the  triumphs  of  the 
twentieth  century  is  the  conquest  and  con- 
trol of  many  infectious  diseases.  This  con- 
quest was  a  result  of  research  on  vaccines. 
antibiotics,  and  the  basic  properties  of  mi- 
crobes (much  of  it  conducted  by  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health).  But  in  the  past  15 
years,  new  and  re-emerging  microbes  and  an- 
tibiotic-resistant organisms  have  eroded 
that  victory. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  is 
establishing  a  "New  and  Re-emerging  Infec- 
tious Disease  Initiative."  This  initiative  ad- 
dresses the  threat  of  new  microbes  (such  as 
Ebola  virus  and  HIV),  re-emerging  Infectious 
diseases  (such  as  cholera  and  hantavirus), 
and  drug-resistant  strains  of  previously 
treatable  infections  (such  as  tuberculosis 
and  streptococcus).  The  focal  point  of  this 
initiative  will  be  the  development  of  vac- 
cines, the  most  cost-effective  and  dependable 
method  to  combat  new  and  re-emerging  in- 
fectious diseases,  particularly  in  light  of  in- 
creasing resistance  to  virtually  all  of  the 
currently  available  antibiotics. 

The  NIH  is  uniquely  positioned  to  launch 
this  initiative  because  of  its  many  infectious 
disease    research    collaborations    with    the 
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World  Health  Organization,  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control,  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  and  many  individual 
nations.  .Ml  of  these  collaborations  assist  in 
the  attempt  to  identify  and  to  control  out- 
breaks of  emerging  and  re-emerging  mi- 
crobes. 

Additionally  the  NIH  has  established: 

Seven  U.S.  university-based  programs 
working  in  countries  where  tropical  diseases 
are  common; 

Three  tropical  medicine  research  centers 
located  in  Colombia.  Brazil  and  the  Phil- 
ippines; 

Four  tropical  disease  research  units  at 
U.S.  academic  medical  centers; 

An  intramural  Center  for  International 
Disea.se  Research  which  is  focused  on  para- 
sitic diseases;  and 

Eight  Regional  Primate  Research  Centers 
across  the  U.S.  Non-human  primates  are  the 
natural  reservoirs  of  many  emerging  dis- 
eases. These  primate  centers  facilitate  the 
rapid  identification,  study,  and  containment 
of  these  threats  to  our  Nation's  health. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut 
would  curtail  or  significantly  slow  all  of 
these  efforts,  both  the  launching  of  the  "New 
and  Re-emerging  Infectious  Diseases  Initia- 
tive" and  the  continuation  of  NIHs  network 
of  national  and  international  tropical,  para- 
sitic and  primate  research  centers.  Inter- 
national collaborations  are  especially  vul- 
nerable to  budget  cuts,  but  the  ongoing  cri- 
sis concerning  the  Ebola  virus  demonstrates 
the  obvious  need  for  sustained,  stable  fund- 
ing. 

The  seriousness  of  this  challenge  cannot  be 
overstated.  Events  of  the  past  year  have 
demonstrated  our  increasing  vulnerability  to 
infectious  diseases  that  may  rapidl.y  assume 
epidemic  proportions.  Many  new  and  re- 
emerging  microbes  threaten  our  Nation's 
health.  Vaccine  development,  continued 
international  collaboration,  and  rapid  iden- 
tification of  new  strains  are  our  best  hope 
for  the  future. 

Comment:  The  ""antibiotic  holiday"  is 
over.  We  need  a  sustained  strategic  approach 
to  new  and  re-emerging  infectious  diseases. 

The  Obesity  Gene:  Revolutionary  advance 
providing  hope  for  reducing  obesity  and  its 
complications. 

The  Promise:  Last  year,  scientists  sup- 
ported by  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
I  NIH)  discovered  a  gene  in  mice  related  to  a 
protein  that  regulates  body  weight.  A  very 
similar  "obesity  gene"  was  also  found  in  hu- 
mans. 

This  finding  has  great  potential  for  devel- 
oping a  totally  new  kind  of  agent  for  regu- 
lating body  weight  in  humans.  Over  50  mil- 
lion Americans  are  obese,  and  the  number  of 
obese  adults  has  increased  by  one  third  in 
just  one  decade.  An  effective  new  obesit.v 
treatment  could  also  combat  the  serious 
complications  of  obesity— heart  disease,  dia- 
betes, stroke  and  cancer. 

The  current  economic  costs  of  the  obesity 
epidemic  are  estimated  at  almost  $70  billion 
annually,  to  which  can  be  added  an  esti- 
mated $33  billion  spent  each  year  on  weight 
reduction  products  and  services,  for  a  total 
of  $100  billion  annually.  Thus,  the  potential 
economic  impact  of  the  obesity  gene  discov- 
ery is  tremendous. 

The  Next  Steps:  To  capitalize  on  this  im- 
portant discovery,  .scientists  supported  b.v 
NIH  now  need  to: 

Study  the  protein  made  by  the  obesity 
gene  to  understand  how  the  gene  acts  on  the 
body  and  prepare  an  experimental  form  of 
the  protein  to  learn  its  biological  activit.v; 

Conduct  tests  of  the  effects  of  the  protein 
on  obese  and  normal  animals;  and 
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Initiate  clinical  studies  in  humans  to  de- 
termine the  potential  of  the  gene  product  in 
obesity  prevention  or  treatment. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  Decreases  in  the 
budget  would  mean  that  NIH  could  fund 
fewer  new  research  grants,  thus  slowing  the 
basic,  early  research  steps  that  scientists  are 
eager  to  begin.  Human  studies  would  be  put 
off  into  the  future,  awaiting  the  results  of 
basic  research. 

Comment:  The  discovery  of  the  obesity 
gene  was  met  with  great  interest  by  the  sci- 
entific community  and  the  public.  Research 
should  push  on  to  bring  the  public  the  bene- 
fits of  this  advance. 

Otitis  Media:  h  serious  childhood  infection 
in  need  of  a  better  solution. 

The  Promi.se:  Scientists  funded  by  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  have  re- 
cently been  successful  in  developing  a  can- 
didate vaccine  to  combat  otitis  media  (oh- 
TIGHT-iss  MEE-dee-ah).  a  bacterial  or  viral 
infection  of  the  middle  ear  common  in  young 
children  ages  3  months  to  3  years. 

Further  development  and  testing  of  this 
candidate  vaccine  would  offer  hope  that  chil- 
dren might  be  spared  the  severe  pain  and 
sometimes  serious  side-effects  of  these  mid- 
dle ear  infections.  A  useful  vaccine  could 
also  significantly  reduce  the  estimated 
health  care  costs  of  this  disease — $1  billion 
annually. 

The  Next  Steps;  Having  developed  a  prom- 
ising candidate  vaccine,  scientists  are  now 
ready  to  progress  into  the  testing  phase,  ini- 
tially in  animals  and  later  in  children,  look- 
ing first  at  safety  and  in  later  stages  for 
clinical  effectiveness. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  It  is  estimated 
that  a  reduction  in  the  budget  at  this  time 
would  delay  development  of  a  clinically  use- 
ful vaccine  by  three  years. 

Comment;  Otitis  media  is  the  major  reason 
cited  for  taking  a  young  child  to  the  emer- 
gency room  or  to  a  physician's  office  and  is 
the  most  frequent  reason  that  doctors  pre- 
scribe antibiotics  for  children.  The  disease 
causes  little  children  and  their  families 
great  distress.  Each  year  of  delay  in  the  de- 
velopment of  a  vaccine  costs  the  country  $1 
billion  in  health  care  bills.  Securing  a  vac 
cine  to  fight  otitis  media  would  reduce  this 
toll  on  children,  their  families  and  the 
health  care  system. 

Parkinson's  Disease:  New  treatments  for 
degenerating  nerve  cells. 

The  Promise:  Parkin.son's  disease  is  caused 
by  the  degeneration  of  the  cells  that  make 
dopamine,  a  chemical  messenger  in  the 
brain.  Lack  of  dopamine  produces  tremor,  ri- 
gidity, gait  abnormalities,  and  often  changes 
in  behavior.  Replacement  of  the  massing 
neurotransmitter,  dopamine,  with  L-dopa 
has  a  limited  effect  and  undesirable  side  ef- 
fects. 

Researchers  supported  by  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health  (NIH)  have  discovered  a 
drug,  deprenyl.  which  delays  the  need  for  L- 
dopa  therapy  in  Parkinson's  disease  pa- 
tients, thereby  significantly  improving  their 
quality  of  life.  In  addition,  possible  surgical 
intervention  and  other  new  treatment  devel- 
opments—including growth  factors — are  on 
the  horizon. 

The  Next  Steps;  Scientists  are  ready  to; 

Develop  new  drugs  with  fewer  side  effects, 
building  on  deprenyl; 

Evaluate  surgery  that  restores  brain  func- 
tions impaired  by  the  disease  and  surgical 
methods  to  implant  dopamine-producing 
cells; 

Assess  whether  a  recently  discovered 
growth  factor  can  restore  function  by  pro- 
tecting dopamine-producing  cells;  and 


Develop  new  methods,  using  biotechnology 
and  genetic  engineering,  to  deliver  treat- 
ments to  the  targeted  cells. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut;  Budget  cuts  would 
slow  the  basic  and  applied  research  that  has 
led  to  the  first  real  progress  against  Parkin- 
son's in  forty  years.  Clinical  trials  of  promis- 
ing treatments  would  have  to  be  delayed  and 
the  momentum  created  by  the  discovery  of 
deprenyl  would  be  lost. 

A  budget  cut  would  diminish  the  hopes  of 
the  approximately  500.000  Americans — one 
percent  of  those  over  50— who  suffer  from 
Parkinson's  disease.  The  economic  burden  of 
Parkinson's  disease,  currently  estimated  at 
$6  billion  per  year,  will  only  increase  as  the 
U.S.  population  ages. 

Prostate  Cancer:  New  discoveries  may  lead 
to  clinical  advances. 

The  Promise:  Clinical  advances  in  prostate 
cancer  have  been  .slow  in  coming,  but  recent 
new  discoveries  offer  hope; 

Some  useful  animal  models  of  the  disease 
have  been  found; 

The  drug  finasteride  (Proscar),  which  is 
useful  in  controlling  a  non-cancerous  pros- 
tate condition  that  may  be  a  precursor  to 
prostate  cancer,  could  offer  a  way  to  prevent 
the  cancer; 

Male  sex  hormones  have  been  shown  to 
exert  a  strong  influence  on  the  prostate,  and 
new  reports  indicate  that  mutations  occur  in 
receptor  genes  for  male  sex  hormones  when 
prostate  cancer  worsens;  and 

Chemical  markers — such  as  the  prostate 
specific  antigen  (or  PSA y— show  promise  for 
diagnosing  prostate  cancer. 

The  Next  Steps;  NIH-supported  scientists 
have  recently  begun  studies  of: 

The  role  of  oncogenes  (cancer-causing 
genes)  and  suppressor  (cancer-blocking) 
genes  in  transforming  a  normal  prostate  cell 
into  a  malignant  cancer  cell  that  can  be 
spread  throughout  the  body; 

The  roles  of  the  male  hormone  (androgen) 
and  its  receptor  in  the  transition  of  prostate 
cancers  from  hormone  sensitivity  to  hor- 
mone resistance; 

Hormone  treatment  in  combination  with 
surgery  in  an  attempt  to  develop  better  ther- 
apy; 

The  drug  finasteride  (Proscar)  to  prevent 
prostate  cancer  in  human  trials;  and 

Diagnosis  of  prostate  cancer  using  a  blood 
test  to  detect  prostate  specific  antigen 
(PSA)  in  combination  with  ultrasound. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut 
would  curtail  or  significantly  slow  all  of 
these  studies.  This  will,  in  turn,  inhibit  de- 
velopment of  new  and  improved  methods  of 
prevention,  early  diagnosis  and  treatment 
for  this  very  serious  disease. 

Comment:  Prostate  cancer,  although  it  re- 
ceives less  attention  than  breast  cancer,  is  a 
significant  public  health  problem.  New. 
promising  leads  should  be  followed  so  as  to 
have  an  impact  on  this  di.sease.  This  year 
244.000  American  men  will  be  diagnosed  with 
prostate  cancer.  Some  40.400  deaths  will 
occur  this  year  as  a  result  of  metastatic  dis- 
ease (the  spread  of  cancer  throughout  the 
body)  due  to  prostate  cancer. 

Sexually  Transmitted  Diseases:  Topical 
microbicides  for  women  could  reduce  the 
spread  of  HIV  (the  AIDS  virus)  and  other 
sexually  transmitted  diseases. 

The  Promise:  Scientists  supported  by  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  are  re- 
searching safe.  effective  "topical 
microbicides"  which  may  be  applied  by 
women  to  block  the  transmission  of  sexually 
transmitted  diseases  (STDs).  Currently  sev- 
eral promising  topical  microbicides  are  being 
evaluated  that  kill  the  infectious  microbes 
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that  cause  HIV  and  other  STDs.  The  success- 
ful development  of  these  products  will  enable 
women  to  take  control  of  their  own  repro- 
ductive health  and  significantly  reduce  the 
incidence  of  STDS.  including  HIV, 

The  Next  Steps:  Evaluation  of  these  prom- 
ising topical  agents  requires  clinical  trials 
to  prove  that  a  proposed  microbicide  is  both 
safe  and  effective.  Development  of  better 
microbicide  products  based  on  the  results  of 
these  trials,  as  well  as  further  basic  research 
in  the  laboratory  is  also  a  part  of  the  overall 
research  program. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut 
would  significantly  impair  the  ability  of  the 
NIH  to  move  these  products  from  Che  labora- 
tory into  clinical  trials.  This  would  result  in 
a  delay  in  making  safe  and  effective  topical 
microbicides  available  to  women,  and  there- 
by diminish  any  impact  on  the  current  epi- 
demic of  STDs  and  HIV.  The  significant  cost 
savings  and  the  reduction  in  illness  and 
death  associated  with  STDs  and  HIV  will  be 
severely  delayed  and  possibly  lost  entirely. 

Comment:  A  sexually  transmitted  disease, 
including  HIV,  is  acquired  each  year  by  an 
estimated  12  million  Americans — a  dis- 
proportionate number  of  whom  are  women. 
Adolescents  and  young  adults  under  25  ac- 
count for  63  percent  of  these  cases.  STDs  ac- 
count for  over  $6  billion  in  health  care  costs 
alone.  Up  to  forty  percent  of  women  with 
certain  forms  of  STDs  become  infertile. 
STDs  contribute  excessively  to  illnesses, 
deaths,  and  health  care  costs  among  women 
as  well  as  among  newborns,  who  can  be  in- 
fected before  or  during  birth. 

Topical  microbicides  would  greatly  in- 
crease the  empowerment  of  women  in  the 
prevention  of  all  sexually  transmitted  dis- 
eases, including  AIDS. 

Sickle  Cell  Disease:  The  first  effective 
treatment  nearly  ready  for  wide  application 

The  Promise:  People  who  suffer  the  pain- 
ful, debilitating  effects  of  sickle  cell  disease, 
an  inherited  blood  disorder  that  primarily 
affects  African-.Americans,  can  now  look  for- 
ward to  a  better  quality  of  life. 

After  many  years  of  research  investment, 
scientists  supported  by  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Ilcil'-h  (HIH)  this  year  developed  the 
first  effective  treatment  for  the  disease. 

A  drug— hydroxyurea  (hy-DROX-ee-urEE- 
ah» — relieves  the  pain  and  reduces  by  half 
the  number  of  episodes  or  "crises"  afflicting 
people  with  sickle  cell  disease. 

The  drug  was  also  proven  to  reduce  the 
number  of  blood  transfusions  and  hos- 
pitalizations for  sickle  cell  'crises",  which 
are  estimated  to  cost  about  S350  million  an- 
nually. 

The  Next  Steps:  Having  proven  success  in 
treating  adults  with  sickle  cell  disease,  med- 
ical scientists  are  now  ready  to  test  the  drug 
in  children.  The  challenge  is  to  test  whether 
the  drug  is  as  effective  in  children  as  in 
adults,  and  whether  the  drug  harms  growing 
children. 

Additional  clinical  studies  are  needed  to 
find  the  optimal  dosage,  consider  long-term 
effects  of  the  drug,  and  look  at  combination 
therapy  to  improve  treatment  further. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  reduction  in 
funding  would  put  a  hold  on  the  availability 
of  this  promising  treatment  for  children,  be- 
cause the  needed  clinical  studies  would  be 
slowed.  This  would  prolong  the  suffering  of 
both  the  children  and  their  families.  The 
likely  reduction  in  health  care  costs  would 
not  materialize. 

Comment:  Thanks  to  20  years  of  research 
investment,  tens  of  thousands  of  adults  who 
suffer  from  the  excruciating  pain  of  sickle 
cell  disease  now  have  hope  for  relief.  We  can- 


not turn  our  backs  on  children  who  might 
also  benefit  from  treatment. 

STEM  CELL  RESEARCH:  A  revolutionary 
approach  to  a  variety  of  diseases 

The  Promise:  Bone  marrow  transplan- 
tation and  gene  therapy  are  currently  being 
used  to  treat  disease,  but  their  utility  is  lim- 
ited by  the  availability  of  blood  stem  cells. 

Scientists  are  beginning  to  understand  and 
harness  the  incredible  promise  of  stem 
cells— cells  that  give  rise  to  all  the  different 
cells  found  in  blood.  These  stem  cells  may 
make  ideal  "universal  donor  cells"  because 
they  maintain  the  capability  for  cell  division 
and  can  accept  genes  from  other  cells. 

Recently,  scientists  have  learned  how  bet- 
ter to  isolate  these  cells,  not  only  from  bone 
marrow,  but  also  from  umbilical  and  periph- 
eral blood.  They  have  also  learned  how  to  in- 
crease the  number  of  stem  cells  produced  in 
animal  models  and  in  human  volunteers. 

There  is  great  hope  that  stem  cells  can  be 
used  to: 

Improve  the  prospects  for  people— such  as 
those  with  aplastic  anemia,  a  serious  blood 
disorder — waiting  for  suitable  bone  marrow 
donors;  the  goal  is  to  perform  transplants 
from  sources  other  than  bone  marrow,  per- 
haps from  blood  itself: 

Re-populate  blood  cells  necessarily  killed 
off  when  cancer  patients  undergo  life-saving 
chemotherapy;  and 

Advance  human  gene  therapy  for  patients 
with  genetic  disorders.  AIDS  and  cancer. 

The  Next  Steps:  Scientists  supported  by 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  are 
eager  to  move  quickly  to: 

Search  for  sources  of  stem  cells  and  test 
their  usefulness  for  patients; 

Explore  potential  for  using  stem  cells  for 
gene  therapy; 

Continue  basic  research  to  better  under- 
stand how  blood  is  formed;  and 

Create  special  facilities  needed  to  isolate 
and  grow  stem  cells  under  sterile  conditions 
so  they  can  be  used  in  patients. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  reduc- 
tion would  mean  that  the  research — both 
basic  and  clinical— would  move  more  slowly 
and  the  clinical  payoffs  would  be  signifi- 
cantly delayed.  A  delay  would  deny  the  great 
potential  of  this  revolutionary  approach. 

Stroke:  Preventing  stroke  and  limiting 
brain  damage. 

The  Promise:  Research  supported  by  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  has  re- 
cently provided  important  new  advances  and 
insights; 

Surgery  to  open  blocked  arteries  in  the 
neck  can  prevent  stroke  or  stroke  death; 

Aspirin  can  protect  against  stroke  in  cer- 
tain patients;  and 

New  treatments  to  protect  brain  cells  from 
damage  during  stroke  are  emerging  from 
animals  studies. 

The  Next  Steps:  Further  research  could 
show  how  to  prevent  more  strokes,  limit 
brain  damage  when  stroke  occurs,  and  help 
people  regain  normal  life  after  a  stroke. 

Scientists  are  ready  to  begin  new  studies 
in  patients  to: 

Compare  drug  treatment  and  surgical  ap- 
proaches to  episodes  of  bleeding  within  the 
brain; 

Learn  more  about  differences  in  stroke  and 
in  optimal  treatment  for  stroke  in  different 
racial  groups:  and 

Refine  ways  to  reduce  the  occurrence  and 
severity  of  brain  bleeding  in  low  birth  weight 
infants. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  reduction  in  the 
budget  would  come  just  as  scientists  are 
poised  to  take  a  new  approach  by  aggres- 
sively treating  acute  stroke  to  prevent  brain 
damage. 


Basic  research  would  be  curtained  Just  as 
promising  new  opportunities  are  coming  to 
light,  such  as  the  effects  of  vitamin  supple- 
ments. clot-dis.solving  medications,  and 
agents  such  as  calcium  channel  blockers  to 
protect  brain  cells. 

Comment:  Research  has  brought  us  a  dra- 
matic decline  in  stroke  death  in  the  U.S.  in 
the  last  25  years,  but  stroke  is  still  the  third 
leading  cause  of  death.  Every  year,  over 
500.000  .Americans  experience  a  stroke  and 
many  are  left  disabled,  costing  more  than  $25 
billion  annually  for  medical  treatment,  reha- 
bilitation, long-term  care,  and  lost  wages. 
These  numbers  and  costs  will  only  increase 
as  the  U.S.  population  ages. 

Additional  research — capitalizing  on  sci- 
entific opportunities — can  help  us  learn  how 
to  prevent  stroke  and  limit  its  damage  when 
it  does  occur. 

v.«icciNEs  TO  Prevent  Stomach  Ulcers  and 
Sto.mach  Cancer 

The  Promise:  Tremendous  opportunity  now 
exists  for  scientists  supported  by  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  to  develop  a 
vaccine  to  prevent  gastric  (stomach)  ulcer 
and  to  create  the  possibility  of  preventing 
stomach  cancer. 

This  opportunity  flows  from  the  recent  dis- 
covery that  stomach  ulcers  are  caused  by  a 
bacterium.  H.  pylori  (pie-LOR-ee),  and  that 
recurrence  of  ulcers  can  be  prevented  with  a 
simple  antibiotic  treatment.  This  finding 
can  save  an  estimated  $400-J800  million  an- 
nually by  preventing  ulcer  recurrence  alone. 

It  is  also  known  that  H.  pylori  is  strongly 
linked  to  stomach  cancer,  one  of  the  leading 
causes  of  cancer  death  throughout  the  world. 
Today  only  about  18  percent  of  patients  sur- 
vive stomach  cancer  in  the  U.S..  where  there 
are  23.000  cases  per  year. 

The  Next  Steps;  Scientists  are  now  ready 
to: 

Isolate  the  genes  from  the  bacterium  in 
order  to  develop  a  vaccine; 

Study  how  the  bacterium  might  cause  can- 
cer; and 

Follow  up  on  preliminary  evidence  that 
other  types  of  H.  pylori  may  cause  other  in- 
testinal cancers  such  as  liver  cancer. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  reduction  in  the 
budget  would  impede  scientists"  ability  to 
pursue  the  many  steps  needed  to  develop  a 
vaccine  against  H.  pylori,  conduct  critical 
human  trials  on  ulcer  prevention,  and  under- 
stand more  fully  the  role  of  the  bacterium  in 
various  cancers  and  how  to  prevent  them. 

A  budget  reduction  would  diminish  the 
number  of  scientists  working  on  this  impor- 
tant problem.  Cuts  would  delay  by  years  the 
development  of  a  simple  vaccine  that  might 
bring  life-long  protection  from  some  of  the 
most  deadly  cancers. 

Comment:  Recent  understanding  that 
stomach  ulcers,  and  probably  stomach  can- 
cers, are  caused  by  a  bacterium  offers  tre- 
mendous opportunity  to  develop  a  protective 
vaccine.  We  should  not  turn  our  backs  on 
this  opportunity  to  have  a  major  impact  on 
a  serious  public  health  problem. 

Schizophrenia:  Identifying  the  genetic  fac- 
tors involved  in  the  onset  of  Schizophrenia 

The  Promise:  In  the  past  few  months,  NIH- 
supported  scientists  reported  and  subse- 
quently verified  that  a  specific  gene  located 
on  chromosome  6  is  one  trigger  to  the  ex- 
pression, or  onset,  of  schizophrenia.  While 
more  than  one  gene  is  likely  to  have  a  role 
in  causing  this  complex  disease,  this  finding 
is  of  major  importance  to  researchers  seek- 
ing to  develop  more  effective  methods  to  di- 
agnose, treat,  and  even  prevent  schizophre- 
nia. 

The  Next  Steps:  For  the  first  time,  because 
of  advanced  genetic  research  and  the  possi- 
bility of  locating  the  family  of  genes  that 


underlay  the  vulnerability  to  schizophrenia, 
it  may  be  ultimately  possible  to  prevent  a 
mental  illness.  This  concept  was  virtually 
unthinkable  5  years  ago.  Having  located  a 
single  gene  loci  associated  with  schizophre- 
nia, it  is  vital  that  we  pursue  this  lead  ag- 
gressively to  search  for  other  relevant  genes. 
In  this  manner,  the  complexity  of  this  dis- 
ease will  be  delineated  and  heretofore  un- 
known approaches  to  treatment  and  preven- 
tion will  be  elucidated. 

Effects  of  a  Budget  Cut:  A  budget  cut  at 
this  time  would  have  the  effect  of  extending 
by  years  efforts  to  devise  and  apply  molecu- 
lar genetic  strategies  to  the  prevention  of 
schizophrenia. 

Comment:  Schizophrenia,  the  most  dev- 
astating mental  illness,  affects  approxi- 
mately 2  million  Americans  annually.  Al- 
though there  is  no  known  single  cause,  sci- 
entists believe  that  genetic  factors  produce  a 
vulnerability  that  may  be  triggered  by  envi- 
ronmental factors.  Most  currently  available 
medications  are  only  palliative  and  have  se- 
vere side  effects.  In  addition  to  the  distress 
and  disability  caused  by  schizophrenia,  the 
financial  cost  to  society  is  great:  treatment 
costs  alone  exceed  $7  billion  per  year,  and  so- 
cial costs  are  estimated  to  be  $20  billion  an- 
nually. 

CHANGE  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  rollcall 
229  I  voted  no.  It  was  my  intention  to 
vote  yes.  It  was  a  tabling  motion. 

Therefore  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  permitted  to  change  my  vote. 
This  will  in  no  way  change  the  out- 
come of  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr,  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  Senate  concurrent 
resolution  13,  the  fiscal  year  1996  con- 
gressional budget  resolution. 

I  want  to  commend  the  hard  work 
undertaken,  and  the  excellent  results 
obtained,  by  the  chairman  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee,  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  DoMENlci].  We  all 
know  that  his  expertise  in  budget  mat- 
ters is  unequalled  and  that  he  has 
great  respect  within  this  body  and 
without  as  an  opponent  of  deficit 
spending.  I  also  appreciate  how  he  has 
sought  to  work  with  and  accommodate 
Senators  with  a  wide  variety  of  con- 
cerns. 

This  budget  is  not  perfect;  but  then, 
no  document  produced  by  a  commit- 
tee— or  a  Senate— ever  is.  It  is  a  good 
budget.  More  importantly,  it  is  an  es- 
sential budget,  because  it  is  a  balanced 
budget. 

My  perfect  budget  would  have  in- 
cluded instructions  for  tax  relief  that 
is  pro-family,  pro-saving,  pro-invest- 
ment, and  pro-economic  growth. 

We  had  a  chance  to  vote  on  such  a 
package  yesterday,  in  the  amendment 
offered  by  Senator  Gr.\.m.m  of  Texas. 
That  amendment  was  similar  to  the 
Contract  With  America  tax  relief  bill 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. It  was  also  similar  to  the  Coats- 
Grams-Craig  bill.  S.  568,  the  first  bill— 
the  Family,  Investment,  Retirement, 
Savings,  and  Tax  Fairness  Act. 


I'm  disappointed  that  the  Gramm 
amendment  was  not  adopted.  But  I  ap- 
plaud Senator  Domenic!  for  designating 
a  "fiscal  dividend"  reserve  fund  that 
takes  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
and  surpluses  expected  under  this 
budget,  which  will  come  from  an  im- 
proved economy  and  lower  interest 
rates,  and  dedicates  them  to  tax  relief. 

Senators  have  spent  much  time  these 
last  few  days  debating  over  this  and 
many  other  budget  priorities.  This  is 
what  should  happen  when  we  consider  a 
budget  resolution.  But  this  budget  ful- 
fills what  is.  by  far,  the  single  most  im- 
portant priority: 

It  sets  us  firmly  on  a  course  toward  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

For  most  of  our  Nation's  history,  the 
moral  imperative  to  balance  the  budg- 
et was  considered  part  of  what  has  been 
called  our  "unwritten  constitution"— 
those  traditions  so  firmly  imbedded  in 
the  American  system,  like  political 
parties  and  the  actual  operation  of  the 
electoral  college  that  they  have  the 
status  of  virtual  constitutional  status. 
For  more  than  60  years  now,  and  espe- 
cially over  the  last  30  years,  this  bal- 
anced budget  rule  has  been  repealed. 

Because  Congresses  and  Presidents 
did  not  have  to  set  priorities,  every 
item  of  spending  has  been  treated  like 
a  priority.  To  qualify,  an  item  needs 
only  some  well-intentioned  supporters. 
We  all  know  what  has  happened  as  a  re- 
sult: 

The  sum  total  of  these  individually 
pleasant  programs  exceeds  the  capac- 
ity or  the  willingness  of  the  American 
people  to  pay  for  all  of  them. 

Without  a  binding  requirement,  or  at 
least  an  extraordinary  commitment,  to 
balance  the  budget,  there  is  no  con- 
stituency to  limit  spending  to  the 
amount  the  American  people  are  will- 
ing or  able  to  pay  In  taxes. 

This  dynamic  has  become  a  systemic 
problem,  a  fundamental  flaw,  in  how 
our  Government  operates.  It  has  led  us 
to  the  point  whei-e  the  Government  has 
saddled  its  citizens  with  almost  $5  tril- 
lion in  debt.  It  has  put  the  economic 
security  of  every  American  on  a  colli- 
sion course  with  catastrophe. 

This  isn't  just  one  Senator  or  one  po- 
litical party  talking.  The  realization  is 
bipartisan.  The  status  quo  is  the  least 
tolerable  alternative.  The  experts 
agree: 

The  General  Accounting  Office's  1992 
report,  entitled  Prompt  Action  Nec- 
essary to  Avert  Long-Term  Damage  to 
the  Economy,  said,  "[I]naction  is  not  a 
sustainable  policy.  *  *  *  [T]he  Nation 
cannot  continue  on  the  current  path,  " 

The  Bipartisan  Entitlement  Commis- 
sion's Final  Report,  issued  in  January 
of  this  year,  said.  "The  present  trend  is 
not  sustainable," 

DRLMcGraw-Hill,  one  of  the  world's 
leading  economic  forecasting  firms,  in 
testimony  before  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  in  January,  said,  "[T]he 
current  economic  strength  is  not  sus- 


tainable. *  *  »  A  balanced  budget 
would  be  a  major  boost  to  the  long- 
term  growth  of  the  U.S.  economy." 

This  is  the  year,  and  this  is  the  budg- 
et, in  which  Congress  finally  makes 
that  extraordinary  commitment  nec- 
essary to  balance  the  budget. 

By  definition,  an  extraordinary  com- 
mitment is  not  permanent.  That's  why 
we  still  will  need  to  return  to,  and 
pass,  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  U.S.  Constitution. 

When  we  debated  that  amendment  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  earlier  this 
year,  opponents  said,  "You  don't  need 
a  constitutional  amendment:  all  you 
need  is  the  political  will."  They  also 
raised  the  taunt,  "Where's  your  plan? 
Show  us  which  way  you'll  balance  the 
budget." 

Well,  the  first  Republican  Congress 
in  40  years  is  showing  the  professional 
skeptics  in  Washington,  DC,  and  the 
people  across  America  that  it  has  the 
will  and  the  way. 

This  budget  resolution  is  a  blueprint 
for  hope,  full  of  promise  for  current 
and  future  generations.  This  budget  is 
the  one  that  will  restore  opportunity 
and  growth.  This  is  the  budget  for 
America's  future. 

My  colleagues  know,  and  it  is  impor- 
tant to  remind  others  watching,  that  a 
budget  resolution  is  just  a  blueprint. 
The  details  will  be  filled  in  during  the 
coming  weeks  and  months  by  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  and  the  var- 
ious authorizing  committees.  I,  for  one, 
look  forward  to  carrying  this  process 
forward  within  my  assignments  on  the 
Agriculture,  Energy,  and  Veterans  Af- 
fairs Committees. 

There's  been  plenty  of  blame  to  go 
around  for  not  balancing  the  budget. 
That  blame  has  extended,  for  years,  to 
both  political  parties  and  both  the  leg- 
islative and  executive  branches  of  Gov- 
ernment. With  today's  vote,  we  will  see 
if  the  solution  is  bipartisan,  as  it 
should  be  and  as  I  hope  it  is. 

In  the  coming  weeks,  we  will  see  if 
the  President  is  willing  to  become  part 
of  the  solution.  I  was  sad  to  see  the 
President  become  a  conscientious  ob- 
jector to  the  war  on  deficit  spending 
when  he  submitted  his  official  budget 
this  past  February. 

The  law  said  the  President  had  to 
submit  a  budget,  so  he  did.  But  that 
budget  dodged  responsibility,  dodged 
deficit  reduction,  and  declared  uncon- 
ditional surrender  to  bigger  deficits 
and  more  debt  as  far  as  the  eye  could 
see.  In  contrast,  the  budget  before  us 
today  enlists,  fights,  and  promises  to 
win  the  war  on  the  deficit. 

The  President  still  will  have  the 
chance  to  choose  whether  to  be  a  fiscal 
freedom  fighter  or  a  member  of  the  sta- 
tus quo  resistance.  Congress  will  give 
him  that  chance  in  the  coming  weeks 
as  we  send  him  13  appropriations  bills 
and  a  budget  reconciliation  bill.  Those 
bills,  taken  all  together,  will  enact 
into  law  a  7-year  plan  that  finally,  in 
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fiscal  year  2002,  for  the  first  time  in  33 
years,  and  only  the  second  time  in  42 
years,  will  balance  the  budget. 

It's  very  tempting  to  make  the  per- 
fect into  the  enemy  of  the  very  good. 
And  probably  not  one  Senator  thinks 
this  budget  is  perfect.  Many  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  come  to  the  floor  to  say  how 
much  they  are  for  balancing  the  budg- 
et. Then  they  add  that  one  little  word, 
those  three  little  letters,  that  cause  so 
much  mischief  in  this  town:  "B-U-T."' 
We  keep  hearing.  'I'm  for  a  balanced 
budget,  but  *  *  *."' 

Maybe  they  think  7  years  is  too  soon. 
Or  too  late.  Or  they  say  it's  not  really 
balanced  unless  you  don't  count  Social 
Security.  Or  they  want  to  take  interest 
savings  that  aren't  officially  counted 
yet  and  use  that  for  more  social  spend- 
ing. Or  they  don't  want  to  rescue  and 
reform  a  Medicare  System  that  is  on 
the  verge  of  bankruptcy.  Or  they  de- 
mand the  cart  come  before  the  horse 
and  they  want  Medicare  to  be  com- 
pletely overhauled  before  we  assume  in 
a  budget  blueprint  that  it's  going  to  be 
overhauled.  Or  they  do  want  to  reform 
Medicare,  but  not  without  the  Federal 
Government  taking  over  everybody's 
health  care,  or  the  list  goes  on. 

The  easy  thing  is  to  vote  no  and  say 
you  wished  someone  had  given  you 
something  on  which  to  vote  yes.  There 
are  always  excuses  available,  if  you 
want  to  say  you're  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et but  you  want  to  vote  against  the 
real  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  only  balanced 
budget  that  counts  is  the  one  that 
passes,  the  one  that  can  be  translated 
into  binding  law  as  the  budget  process 
continues  this  summer. 

A  balanced  budget  is  not  an  abstract 
goal  or  a  political  sound  bite.  It's  an 
absolute  necessity. 

The  vote  that  counts  today  is  a  "yes" 
vote  on  final  passage  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13.  I'm  proud  to  cast 
that  vote.  I'm  proud  of  the  Budget 
Committee  for  writing  a  fair,  reason- 
able, balanced  budget  resolution.  I  ex- 
pect to  be  proud  of  the  Senate  when 
the  vote  is  complete,  and  I  believe  the 
American  people  will  feel  the  same 
way. 

Mr  President,  I  spoke  briefly  on 
Monday  about  what  I  consider  the  top 
ten  reasons  why  the  budget  must  be 
balanced,  as  it  will  be  under  this  reso- 
lution. I  would  like  to  reiterate  some 
of  those  points  now,  and  expand  on  why 
this  conclusion  is  inescapable. 

THE  TOP  TE.N  RE.\SONS  TO  P.\SS  SENATE  COS- 
CCRRE.NT  RESOLUTION  13  .\.ND  BALANCE  THE 
BUDGET 

10.  THE  WILL  OF  THE  PEOPLE 

A  vote  for  the  balanced  budget  reso- 
lution is  the  vote  consistent  with  the 
will  of  the  American  people  that  the 
Federal  Government  get  its  house  in 
order:  70  percent  in  some  polls.  80  per- 
cent-plus in  others. 


9.  RE.\SO.\AHLE  OLIDKPATH 

Under  this  budget  resolution,  overall 
spending  still  increases  3  percent  a 
year  through  2002.  compared  with  the 
current  rate  of  5.4  percent  a  year. 

The  real  dividend  comes  after  a  suc- 
cessful glidepath  to  balance.  After  fis- 
cal year  2002,  all  it  takes  to  keep  the 
budget  balanced  is  to  match  future 
spending  growth  to  revenue  growth. 
That  would  again  allow  more  than  5.2 
percent  a  year  growth  in  spending  after 
2002,  based  on  CBO  projections. 

It  is  critical  to  keep  in  mind:  bal- 
ancing the  budget  will  be  easier  now 
than  it  will  be  later. 

In  the  mid-1980's.  a  glidepath  com- 
parable to  that  in  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13  would  have  produced  a 
balanced  budget  within  2  to  4  years. 
Now.  it  will  take  7  years.  The  longer 
we  wait,  the  harder  it  will  get  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  ever.  Anyone  who  has 
any  experience  with  debt  accumulation 
understands  why.  Anyone  who  under- 
stands the  explosive  growth  in  Federal 
programs  under  current  trends  under- 
stands why. 

This  year,  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  S175  billion  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit is  11.4  percent  of  total  outlays,  12.9 
percent  of  revenues,  and  2.5  percent  of 
gross  domestic  product. 

Total  revenues  are  enough  to  cover 
all  entitlement  spending  plus  interest 
payments  plus  68  percent  of  discre- 
tionary spending,  in  other  words, 
enough  to  cover  88.5  percent  of  outlays. 

Total  Federal  outlays  are  21.8  per- 
cent of  GDP. 

According  to  the  Bipartisan  Commis- 
sion on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Reform, 
under  current  trends,  by  the  year  2030: 

The  deficit  will  be  almost  50  percent 
of  outlays  and  almost  19  percent  of 
GDP. 

"Projected  spending  for  Medicare. 
Medicaid,  Social  Security,  and  Federal 
employee  retirement  programs  alone 
will  consume  all  tax  revenues  collected 
by  the  Federal  Government."  That  is, 
revenues  will  cover  barely  50  percent  of 
all  outlays. 

Total  Federal  outlays  could  exceed  37 
percent  of  the  economy. 

This  is  why  a  number  of  us  have  said 
during  this  debate  that  this  is  not  only 
our  best  chance  of  passing  a  balanced 
budget— it  may  be  our  last. 

8.  PRESERVLNG  FLEXIBILITY  TO  ADDRESS 
PRIORrriES 

Families  and  businesses  understand 
that,  if  you  have  discipline  in  the  short 
term,  if  you  forego  instant  gratifi- 
cation, you  will  have  more  later,  more 
money  and  more  options. 

The  increasing  share  of  the  Federal 
budget  consumed  by  interest  payments 
on  the  debt  means  a  decreasing  share 
which  Congress  controls,  ever-higher 
taxes,  or  both. 

More  debt  means  more  interest  pay- 
ments on  that  debt.  Interest  costs 
squeeze  other  spending  priorities  and 
threaten  to  swallow  the  options  of  our 
kids  and  grandchildren. 


Already,  by  fiscal  year  1994.  net  in- 
terest payments  were  five  and  one-half 
times  as  much  as  outlays  for  all  edu- 
cation, job  training,  and  employment 
programs  combined. 

GAO's  1992  report  found  that,  if  cur- 
rent policies  continue.  Congress  may 
be  forced  to  enact  one-half  trillion  dol- 
lars in  deficit  reduction  each  year  just 
to  hold  annual  deficits  to  a  constant  3 
percent  of  GDP. 

According  to  the  Bipartisan  Commis- 
sion on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Reform: 

If  current  trends  continue,  by  the 
year  2030  net  interest  payments  will 
consume  30  percent  of  the  Federal 
budget — double  the  rate  of  today. 

Under  current  trends,  net  interest 
payments  on  the  Federal  debt  will 
more  than  triple  as  a  percentage  of 
GDP.  Net  interest  is  currently  3.3  per- 
cent of  GDP  and  is  projected  at  more 
than  10  percent  of  GDP  by  2030. 

Beyond  the  deficit  reduction  already 
built  into  this  budget  resolution.  CBO 
has  acknowledged  a  possible  $170  bil- 
lion "reserve  fund."  or  "Domenici  divi- 
dend." in  debt  service  savings  and  in- 
creased revenues  from  economic 
growth.  This  could  result  in  an  addi- 
tional $170  billion  in  deficit  reduction 
and  surpluses  over  7  years,  which  frees 
up  more  money  for  other  budget  prior- 
ities, such  as  tax  relief. 

DRL McGraw-Hill  went  even  further, 
saying  that,  by  2002.  half  of  all  the  $1 
trillion  in  spending  restraint  necessary 
to  balance  the  budget  could  come  from 
interest  savings  alone. 

7.  .STOPPING  THE  KEGRESSIVE-'OVERSEAS 
TRANSFKR  OF  WEALTH 

Interest  on  the  Federal  debt  is  large- 
ly a  transfer  from  middle-income  tax- 
payers to  large  institutions,  wealthy 
individuals  and  foreign  investors. 

In  fiscal  year  1994.  22  8  percent.  $44  5 
billion,  of  the  interest  on  debt  held  by 
the  public  was  paid  to  foreign  inves- 
tors. Also  in  fiscal  year  1994,  33.9  per- 
cent~$62.6  billion— of  the  dollars  bor- 
rowed from  the  public  came  from  over- 
seas. 

Interest  on  the  Federal  debt  is  actu- 
ally the  biggest  foreign  aid  program  in 
history.  In  fact,  these  payments 
amount  to  more  than  twice  the  amount 
spent  on  everything  in  the  inter- 
national affairs  budget  function,  $17.1 
billion  in  fiscal  year  1994,  $18.9  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1995. 

I  do  not  mean  to  imply  here  that 
there  is  anything  wrong  with  being 
wealthy,  a  lender,  or  investor.  To  the 
contrary,  these  persons  supply  the  cap- 
ital that  creates  jobs,  raises  living 
standards,  and  legitimately  finances 
the  Government  in  time  of  war  or  dire 
emergency. 

But  it  is  unfair  to  taxpayers,  and  bad 
for  the  entire  economy,  for  wealth  to 
be  arbitrarily  and  artificially  redistrib- 
uted through  interest  payments  on  a 
growing  and  excessive  debt  that  has 
been  accumulated  over  the  decades, 
merely  because  spending  and  borrowing 


was  the  course  of  least  political  resist- 
ance. 

This  actually  was  one  of  the  reasons 
why  the  original  Jeffersonian  Repub- 
licans were  so  opposed  to  Government 
indebtedness.  The  Republicans,  rep- 
resenting them,  as  now.  farmers,  mer- 
chants, and  other  working  Americans, 
did  not  want  to  see  the  fruits  of  their 
labors  taxed  excessively  to  pay  interest 
to  the  monied  class,  represented  by  the 
big-government  Federalists. 

6.  INTEREST  RATES  AND  INVESTMENT 

Lower  interest  rates  and  greater  eco- 
nomic growth,  of  course,  do  not  benefit 
only  the  Federal  budget,  but  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

In  an  appendix  to  its  April  "Analysis 
of  the  President's  Budgetary  Propos- 
als." CBO  discussed  the  drop  in  inter- 
est rates  that  could  result  from  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  noting: 

Good  arguments  exist  for  *  *  *  a  range  of 
from  100  to  200  basis  points.  A  drop  of  that 
magnitude  from  CBO's  baseline  forecast 
would  leave  real  long-term  rates  at  between 
1  and  2  percent — lower  than  they  have  been 
since  the  1950's— and  real  short-term  rates 
close  to  zero  *  *  *  (R)eal  short-term  interest 
rates  have  already  been  a.s  low  as  zero. 

One  widely  used  model,  developed  by  Data 
Resources,  Inc.  (DRI).  predicts  an  exception- 
ally large  drop  in  Interest  rates  as  the  deficit 
falls,  nearly  400  basis  points  *  *  *. 

We  know  what  these  interest-rate 
drops  mean  to  American  families:  buy- 
ing a  house,  buying  a  car,  or  financing 
a  college  education  would  be  more  af- 
fordable than  today,  by  hundreds  and 
even  thousands  of  dollars. 

DRL'McGraw-Hill  says  that  balancing 
the  budget  could  result  in  nonresiden- 
tial investment  increasing  4  to  5  per- 
cent by  2002.  over  what  it  would  be 
with  today's  $200  billion  annual  defi- 
cits. 

5.  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

Balancing  the  budget  means  preserv- 
ing, in  the  near  term  and  especially  for 
our  children,  the  American  dream  of 
economic  opportunity.  The  damage 
being  done  by  the  borrow-and-spend 
status  quo  must  be  stopped.  A  study  by 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  New  York 
showed  that  America  lost  5  percent 
growth  in  GNP— and  3.75  million  jobs — 
from  1978-89  because  of  deficit  and 
debt.  DRL  McGraw-Hill  estimates  that 
balancing  the  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002 
would  raise  real  gross  national  product 
by  about  2.5  percent.  That  means  put- 
ting about  SI. 000  a  year  into  the  aver- 
age household's  pockets,  at  today's 
prices,  by  2005. 

The  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce  has 
cited  a  Laurence  H.  Meyer  &  Associ- 
ates study  showing  that  economic  oiit- 
put  would  rise  between  1  to  1.6  percent 
within  5  years  after  balancing  the 
budget. 

Even  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice, using  a  more  cautious  model, 
projects  a  GNP  in  2002  that  is  0.8  per- 
cent— almost  1  percent— higher  than  in 
its  baseline  projections. 

The  idea  that  balanced  budgets 
produce  economic  growth  is  not  a  new 


one.  More  than  160  years  ago.  President 
Andrew  Jackson  said: 

Once  the  budget  is  balanced  and  the  debts 
paid  off.  our  population  will  be  relieved  from 
a  considerable  portion  of  its  present  burdens 
and  will  find  not  only  new  motives  to  patri- 
otic affection,  but  additional  means  for  the 
display  of  individual  enterprise. 

i.  LOWER  TAXES 

Balancing  the  budget  and  keeping  it 
balanced  will  remove  pressure  for  fu- 
ture tax  increases.  Since  every  dollar 
borrowed  today  has  to  be  repaid  even- 
tually, with  interest,  the  status  quo 
promises  ruinous  levels  of  taxation  in 
the  future. 

According  to  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union  Foundation,  for  every  year  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  runs  a 
$200  billion  deficit,  the  average  child  of 
today  will  pay  $5,000  in  additional 
taxes  over  his  or  her  lifetime.  The  sta- 
tus quo  and  the  Clinton  budget  show 
deficits  that  large  and  larger  for  as 
long  as  the  eye  can  see. 

President  Clinton's  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  included  a  section  on 
"generational  accounting."  It  pro- 
jected that  failure  to  change  current 
trends  will  force  generations  to  face  a 
lifetime  net  tax  rate  of  82  percent  to 
pay  off  the  current  generation's  bills, 
counting  taxes  at  all  levels  of  govern- 
ment. 

3.  PROTECTING  SENIORS 

The  debt  is  the  threat  to  Social  Secu- 
rity, Medicare,  and  the  economic  secu- 
rity of  seniors  on  fixed  incomes. 

Gross  interest  payments  on  debt  are 
the  second  largest  single  spending  item 
for  the  Federal  Government,  and  under 
the  status  quo  or  the  President's  budg- 
et, would  overtake  Social  Security 
within  a  few  years. 

Growing  interest  payments  crowd 
out  other  spending,  rpgardless  of 
whether  an  item  is  off-budget  or  on- 
budget  or  financed  through  a  trust 
fund.  When  the  Government  faces  the 
need  to  make  good  on  its  obligations, 
its  ability  to  do  so  is  going  to  be  af- 
fected by  the  total  debt  load  it  is  car- 
rying. 

More  debt  and  a  bigger  chunk  of  the 
budget  going  for  interest  payments  ul- 
timately threatens  the  Government's 
ability  to  pay  for  anything  else. 

This  becomes  more  obvious  and  more 
true  when  we  remember  that,  under 
current  trends:  Medicare  goes  into  defi- 
cit in  1996  and  runs  out  of  money  in 
2002;  and  Social  Security  taxes  no 
longer  cover  benefits  in  2013,  the  sys- 
tem goes  into  deficit  in  2019.  and  it 
runs  out  of  money  in  2029. 

2.  JOBS 

DRLMcGraw-Hill  projects  that  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget  can  create 
2.5  million  new  jobs  by  2002. 

The  last  Federal  balanced  budget  was 
in  1969.  According  to  Investor's  Busi- 
ness Daily,  unemployment  from  1970- 
1990  averaged  6.7  percent  as  compared 
to  the  post-war  period  as  a  whole  which 
was  5.7  percent.  In  the  first  three  dec- 


ades of  this  century,  before  deficit 
spending  was  the  rule  and  not  the  ex- 
ception, unemployment  averaged  4.5 
percent. 

1.  OVn  CHILDREN 

The  future  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren  depends  on  the  future  of 
the  economy. 

The  General  Accounting  Office,  in  its 
1992  report,  showed  gains  in  standard  of 
living  of  between  7  percent  and  36  per- 
cent in  2020  resulting  from  balanced 
Federal  budgets.  More  recent  economic 
and  budget  developments  would  still 
keep  projections  well  within  this 
range. 

In  fact,  remembering  the  late  1970's, 
there's  every  reason  to  believe  that  the 
borrow-and-spend  trends  of  the  status 
quo  and  the  President's  budget  would 
provoke  a  return  of  high  interest  rates 
and  make  GAO's  "no  action"  scenario 
positively  optimistic. 

We  all  have  become  familiar  with 
Thomas  Jefferson's  admonition  in  this 
regard: 

The  question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  it 
imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequence  as 
to  place  it  among  the  fundamental  principles 
of  government.  We  should  consider  ourselves 
unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity  with  our 
debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay  them  our- 
selves. 

Now  is  the  time  to  act  on  that  prin- 
ciple, by  passing  Senate  Congressional 
Resolution  13,  the  balanced  budget  res- 
olution. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  preface  my  remarks  by 
commending  Senator  Do.menici  for  his 
efforts  to  help  tame  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's runaway  deficits. 

As  you  know.  Mr.  President,  under  12 
years  of  Republican  administrations, 
the  Federal  dpht  qnintiiplpd  In  1980. 
when  Republicans  took  over  both  the 
White  House  and  the  Senate,  the  Fed- 
eral debt  stood  at  about  $800  billion. 
After  12  years  of  Republican  leadership, 
the  debt  stood  at  roughly  $4  trillion.  If 
it  were  not  for  the  almost  $200  billion 
in  interest  that  we  pay  each  and  every 
year  on  the  debt  that  was  amassed 
under  successive  Republican  adminis- 
trations, we  would  already  have  a  bal- 
anced budget.  In  1993,  in  order  to  begin 
to  tackle  the  problems  posed  by  this 
mountain  of  debt.  Congress  passed  the 
largest  deficit  reduction  passage  in  his- 
tory. We  did  this  without  a  single  Re- 
publican joining  in  the  effort. 

Time  and  time  again,  I  have  stated 
that  we  cannot  gain  control  over  the 
Government's  fiscal  crisis  with  gim- 
micks. No  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion will  ever  balance  the  budget.  No 
rosy  projections  about  economic 
growth  and  supply-side  impacts  will 
balance  the  budget.  Only  strong  and 
consistent  leadership  will  balance  the 
budget.  If  we  want  to  restore  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  fiscal  sanity,  we 
cannot  abrogate  our  leadership  respon- 
sibilities or  refuse  to  join  the  debate 
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for  fear  of  the  political  consequences  of 
tough  decisions.  Instead,  we  must  act 
decisively  to  continue  to  move  toward 
a  balanced  budget. 

We  could  adopt  a  "scorched  earth" 
approach  to  balancing  the  budget. 
slashing  and  burning  everything  which 
gets  in  our  way.  But  what  good  have  we 
done  for  our  children  if  we  reduce  their 
debt  burden  but  deny  them  a  decent 
education  and  adequate  health  care? 
How  much  have  we  improved  our  work- 
ers' ability  to  compete  in  the  world 
economy  if  we  deny  them  the  funding 
necessary  to  improve  their  skills? 

Presenting  numbers  which  add  up  to 
a  balanced  budget  is  one  thing:  decid- 
ing how  to  reach  those  numbers  is  an 
altogether  different  task.  It  is  in  decid- 
ing how  to  reach  those  numbers — decid- 
ing what  our  priorities  really  are — that 
we  reveal  who  we  are  as  Individuals 
and  what  we  stand  for  as  a  nation.  So. 
Mr.  President,  while  I  am  pleased  that 
the  proposed  budget  resolution  moves 
us  toward  a  balanced  budget,  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  means  used  to  achieve 
this  end. 

Mr.  President,  the  Republicans' 
choices  distort  the  principle  of  shared 
sacrifice.  They  have  balanced  the  budg- 
et on  the  backs  of  children,  students, 
families,  and  seniors.  They  have  chosen 
to  cut  programs  for  those  most  in  need 
in  our  society,  while  asking  little  or 
nothing  of  large  corporations  and  the 
wealthy. 

Mr.  President,  no  matter  how  the  Re- 
publicans phrase  their  assault  on  Medi- 
care, it's  just  that — an  assault.  Their 
cuts  will  force  millions  of  seniors  to 
suffer  drastically  reduced  benefits,  a 
much  lower  quality  of  care,  and  signifi- 
cantly higher  medical  bills.  We  des- 
perately need  Medicare  reform,  but  we 
cannot  simply  let  seniors  free-fall  until 
these  reforms  take  place. 

The  Republicans'  Medicare  cuts  mean 
that,  on  average,  seniors  will  have  to 
find  an  additional  $3,447  to  pay  for 
their  health  care  over  the  next  7  years. 
For  the  majority  of  seniors,  this  will  be 
no  easy  task.  In  1992,  the  median  in- 
come of  seniors  in  this  country  was 
only  about  $17,000  a  year,  and  about  a 
quarter  of  elderly  households  had  in- 
comes under  $10,000.  These  seniors  al- 
ready spend  more  than  $1  of  every  $5  on 
medical  care.  For  the  millions  of  sen- 
iors across  the  country  who  live  on 
fixed  incomes,  finding  an  additional 
$3,447  will  mean  sacrificing  something 
else  which  is  important  to  them.  It  has 
been  stated  that  each  month  millions 
of  American  seniors  are  forced  to 
choose  between  food  and  necessary 
medication.  I  can't  help  wondering  how 
many  more  will  be  faced  with  this  hor- 
rible choice  once  the  proposed  cuts  are 
put  into  place. 

In  addition  to  higher  costs,  seniors 
are  likely  to  have  fewer  choices.  In 
many  cases,  financial  limitations  will 
leave  them  with  no  choice  but  to  join  a 
managed  care  plan.  Doctors,  hospitals. 


and  others  providers  are  all  likely  to 
face  even  lower  reimbursement  rates. 
As  a  result,  many  health  care  providers 
may  no  longer  be  able  to  afford  to  ac- 
cept Medicare  patients.  Those  that  can 
will  be  forced  to  shift  even  more  costs 
onto  their  privately  insured  patients, 
creating  a  hidden  tax  on  employers  and 
individuals. 

Mr.  President,  that's  just  Medicare. 
This  budget  proposal  also  cuts  Medic- 
aid by  $175  billion.  Again,  I  think  it  is 
important  that  we  all  understand  ex- 
actly who  these  cuts  will  affect.  Medic- 
aid now  insures  about  one  of  every  four 
American  children.  It  helps  to  pay  for 
roughly  one  of  every  three  births  in 
this  country.  It  also  provides  aid  to 
over  three-fifths  of  the  people  who  need 
long-term  care  services,  either  in  nurs- 
ing homes  or  at  home.  Most  elderly  re- 
cipients of  Medicaid  are  people  who 
spent  their  whole  lives  as  members  of 
the  middle  class.  But  when  faced  with 
nursing  home  costs  averaging  almost 
$40,000  a  year,  it  doesn't  take  long  for 
their  entire  life's  savings  to  disapjjear. 
Once  they  reach  this  point,  these  peo- 
ple have  nowhere  else  to  turn.  Thank- 
fully, Medicaid  has  been  there  to  pro- 
vide a  safety  net  for  them. 

This  resolution  caps  Federal  Medic- 
aid spending  at  an  average  annual 
growth  rate  of  5  percent.  We  all  know 
that  Medicaid  spending  is  expected  to 
grow  faster  than  that  in  the  future.  By 
setting  a  5-percent  cap,  the  Federal 
Government  is  essentially  saying  to 
the  States:  "It's  all  your  problem  now. 
We  can't  figure  out  how  to  deal  with 
the  growing  number  of  uninsured  and 
the  rising  costs  of  health  care,  so  you 
do  it.  We  wash  our  hands  of  any  respon- 
sibility to  help  you  deal  with  these 
critical  needs."  But,  if  we  are  honest 
with  ourselves,  we  must  admit  that 
States  can't  cope  with  these  problems 
alone. 

So,  Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you 
what  is  expected  to  happen  once  these 
proposed  Medicaid  cuts  go  into  effect. 
By  the  year  2002.  the  number  of  unin- 
sured children  in  America  is  predicted 
to  rise  by  more  than  6  million.  By  that 
same  year,  there  will  be  an  additional 
3  million  persons  who  need,  but  will 
not  receive  assistance  with,  the  costs 
of  long-term  care.  These  individuals 
will  not  be  able  to  obtain  nursing  home 
care,  despite  the  fact  that  they  will 
need  more  care  than  their  family  and 
friends  will  be  able  to  provide.  For 
those  individuals  who  will  be  able  to 
enter  and  remain  in  nursing  homes  the 
picture  will  not  be  much  brighter.  Med- 
icaid now  pays  significantly  less  than 
the  private  sector  for  long-term  care. 
When  Medicaid  cuts  these  payments 
even  further — as  it  will  have  to  do  in 
response  to  the  budget  cuts — nursing 
homes  will  have  to  do  even  more  with 
less.  This  means  that  staff  will  be 
stretched  even  thinner,  and  each  resi- 
dent will  receive  even  less  personal  at- 
tention. The  proposed  cuts  will  mean 


that  the  quality  of  life  of  nursing  home 
residents  will  deteriorate  even  further. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  have  taken  the  brunt  of  the 
proposed  cuts.  But  they  are  not  the 
only  examples  of  shortsighted  cuts  con- 
tained in  this  budget  proposal.  Con- 
sider the  cuts  to  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  and  education  funding.  The  EITC 
provides  tax  relief  to  lower  income 
working  families.  By  proposing  to  cut 
the  EITC.  this  budget  deals  a  strong 
blow  to  the  working  families.  While  I 
strongly  believe  that  sacrifice  is  need- 
ed to  balance  the  budget.  I  have  to  ask: 
Is  it  fair  to  ask  working  families  to 
make  a  sacrifice  of  this  magnitude  at 
the  same  time  the  Republican  budget 
proposals  contemplate  tax  cuts  for  cor- 
porations and  the  wealthiest  Ameri- 
cans? 

At  the  same  time,  this  budget  signifi- 
cantly cuts  funding  for  student  loans. 
We  all  recognize  that  we  must  balance 
the  budget  so  that  our  citizens  will  be 
able  to  compete  successfully  in  the 
next  century.  While  I  agree  with  the 
need  to  prepare  for  increased  global 
competition,  it  is  difficult  to  under- 
stand how  we  will  become  more  com- 
petitive without  the  skills  and  knowl- 
edge that  an  education  provides. 

At  the  same  time  that  this  budget 
makes  drastic  cuts  in  critical  pro- 
grams, it  completely  ignores  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  we  spend  each  year  on 
special-interest  tax  loopholes.  The  tax 
code  provides  special  exceptions  that 
will  total  over  $480  billion  in  1996.  more 
than  double  the  entire  Federal  deficit 
and  nearly  one-quarter  of  total  Federal 
spending.  Because  many  of  these  tax 
code  provisions  single  out  narrow  sub 
classes  for  benefit,  the  rest  of  us  must 
pay  more  in  taxes. 

Balancing  the  budget  will  not  be 
easy.  It  will  require  significant  sac- 
rifices. However,  how  can  we  argue 
that  we  are  fairly  balancing  the  budget 
when  we  raise  taxes  on  working  fami- 
lies and  make  dramatic  cuts  in  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  and  education,  yet  con- 
tinue to  spend  billions  each  year  in  tax 
pork? 

Mr.  President,  to  help  correct  many 
of  the  problems  contained  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  proposal,  I  have  of- 
fered a  substitute  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal. In  fact,  under  my  proposal,  the 
Federal  Government  would  have  a  sig- 
nificant budget  surplus  by  the  year 
2002. 

The  main  difference  between  the  pro- 
posals the  Republicans  and  I  have  of- 
fered is  in  the  priorities  that  they  set. 
I  believe  that  our  Nation's  future  suc- 
cess will  depend  on  the  choices  we 
make  today.  To  ensure  this  success.  I 
believe  that  our  priorities  must  be 
placed  on  our  children.  The  most  im- 
portant step  we  can  take  to  build  a  bet- 
ter life  for  our  children  will  be  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  which  my  proposal 
would  do.  However,  in  our  efforts  to 
put  the  budget  in  balance  over  the  long 


run,  we  cannot  ignore  the  needs  of  our 
children  today.  Therefore,  my  proposal 
would  fully  fund  the  education  and 
child  nutrition  programs  cut  under  the 
Republican  proposal. 

At  the  same  time  we  are  attempting 
to  create  a  better  future  for  our  chil- 
dren, we  cannot  ignore  the  legitimate 
needs  of  older  citizens  today.  To  ensure 
that  the  elderly  and  the  least  well  off 
in  our  society  are  not  forced  to  bear 
the  bulk  of  the  sacrifices  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  will  require,  my  pro- 
posal restores  $100  billion  in  Medicare 
funding  and  replaces  S75  billion  in  Med- 
icaid cuts. 

I  would  also  repeal  the  Republican 
tax  increase  on  those  families  that  are 
trying  to  work  their  way  out  of  pov- 
erty. Although  we  need  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget,  it  would  be  short- 
sighted to  do  so  on  the  backs  of  Ameri- 
ca's working  and  middle-class  families. 
In  the  face  of  declining  real  wages  and 
Republican  proposals  to  cut  important 
aid  programs,  more  and  more  American 
families  are  facing  increasingly  tough 
times.  These  are  working  families  who 
need  every  penny  of  the  wages  they 
earn  just  to  make  ends  meet.  We  sim- 
ply should  not  tax  these  families  into 
poverty  by  cutting  the  EITC. 

My  budget  would  pay  for  these 
changes  by  reducing  defense  spending 
by  just  $5  billion  below  the  current 
baseline,  cutting  $15  billion  in  waste- 
ful, pork-barrel  spending,  eliminating 
$46  billion  in  unnecessary  agriculture 
subsidies,  and  raising  the  tobacco  tax 
by  $1  per  pack  to  restore  much  of  the 
funds  lost  in  the  Republican  Medicare 
cuts. 

I  would  also  close  $197  billion  in  spe- 
cial-interest tax  loopholes.  My  budget 
explicitly  provides  that  individual  tax 
rates  will  not  be  raised  and  that  the  de- 
ductions for  mortgage  interest,  chari- 
table contributions,  and  State  and 
local  taxes  will  not  be  affected.  In- 
stead, these  savings  will  be  realized  by 
simply  slowing  the  rate  of  growth  in 
special-interest  loopholes  enjoyed  by 
corporations  and  the  ver.y  wealthy. 
Left  unchanged,  between  now  and  the 
year  2002,  the  Federal  Government  will 
spend  roughly  S4  trillion  on  tax  sub- 
sidies: my  proposal  would  affect  less 
than  5  percent  of  this  amount. 

Rather  than  reducing  the  deficit  by 
singling  out  children,  working  fami- 
lies, and  the  elderly  for  especially 
harsh  treatment,  I  would  offset  a  por- 
tion of  these  potential  cuts  by  setting 
specific  targets  for  eliminating  tax 
loopholes.  I  believe  that  this  approach 
would  allow  us  to  balance  the  needs  of 
the  many  with  the  desires  of  the  few. 

Mr.  President,  I  expect  that  some 
will  attempt  to  mischaracterize  my  ef- 
forts to  close  special  interest  tax  loop- 
holes as  a  tax  increase.  If  there  was  a 
special  tax  credit  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress, and  we  closed  that  loophole,  no 
one  would  claim  that  we  were  raising 
taxes.   However,   when   we  attempt   to 


close  tax  loopholes  for  the  oil  and  gas 
industry,  the  agricultural  industry,  or 
other  industries,  we  hear  the  cham- 
pions of  these  special  interests  claim 
that  we  are  trying  to  raise  taxes. 

Tax  loopholes  give  some  individuals 
and  corporations  a  special  exception 
from  the  rules  that  oblige  everyone  to 
share  in  the  responsibility  of  our  na- 
tional defense  and  protecting  the 
young,  the  aged,  and  the  infirm.  The 
only  way  to  let  everyone  keep  more  of 
what  they  have  earned  is  to  minimize 
these  tax  expenditures  so  that  we  can 
reduce  the  burden  of  the  national  debt 
and  bring  down  tax  rates  fairly,  for  ev- 
eryone. 

Finally,  if,  by  balancing  the  budget, 
we  realize  additional  savings,  my  budg- 
et provides  that  these  savings  may  be 
used  to  provide  a  middle-class  tax  cut. 
This  tax  cut  would  not  be  available 
until  after  we  have  achieved  the  sav- 
ings necessary  to  put  us  on  a  path  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget.  It  is  my 
strongest  hope  that  we  will  have  these 
savings  in  order  to  provide  much  need- 
ed tax  relief  to  working  families  in 
New  Jersey  and  across  the  country. 

Frankly.  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  ex- 
pect my  budget  proposal  to  pass.  By 
asking  the  Defense  Department,  the  to- 
bacco industry,  agribusiness,  and  other 
special  interests  to  share  in  the  bur- 
dens of  balancing  the  budget,  my  pro- 
posal takes  a  small  bile  out  of  a  num- 
ber of  sacred  cows.  As  a  result,  I  antici- 
pate that  my  budget  proposal  will  raise 
a  good  deal  of  organized  opposition. 
Unfortunately,  unlike  defense,  tobacco, 
and  the  wealthy,  most  Americans  can- 
not afford  high-paid  lobbyists  to  pro- 
tect their  interests.  So.  in  all  likeli- 
hood, my  budget  proposal  will  be  de- 
feated, average  Americans  will  be  left 
bearing  the  burden  of  balancing  the 
budget,  and  special  interests  will  con- 
tinue to  enjoy  all  of  their  same  bene- 
fits at  the  expense  of  the  rest  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  fundamentally,  my 
budget  proposal  is  about  setting  prior- 
ities. There's  no  serious  disagreement 
between  Democrats  and  Republicans  on 
the  need  to  balance  the  budget.  In  fact, 
my  proposal  would  reduce  the  deficit 
by  even  more  than  the  Republican  pro- 
posal. However,  the  real  question  that 
my  proposal  raises  is  how  we  should 
balance  the  budget.  Either  we  can  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  raising  taxes  on 
working  families  and  cutting  needed 
assistance  for  children  and  the  elder- 
ly—as the  Republican  proposal  would 
do — or  we  can  spread  the  burden  for 
balancing  the  budget  more  fairly— as 
my  proposal  would  do. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues  have  chosen  to  join 
the  fight  to  eliminate  budget  deficits. 
Again.  I  commend  Senator  Domenici 
for  introducing  a  budget  resolution 
which  seeks  to  achieve  that  goal.  At 
the  same  time,  however,  I  have  serious 
concerns  about  many  of  the  specific 
proposals  contained  in   this  budget.   I 


am  deeply  concerned  for  our  Nation's 
children,  families,  and  seniors.  And.  I 
am  concerned  that  many  of  the  cuts  in 
the  Republican  budget  proposal  are 
necessary  because  of  a  refusal  to  sim- 
ply slow  the  rate  of  growth  in  special 
interest  loopholes. 

Mr.  President,  America  needs  a  bal- 
anced budget.  But  it  deserves  a  much 
better  balanced  budget  than  that  pro- 
posed by  our  Republican  colleagues. 
The  budget  I  have  proposed  will  bal- 
ance the  budget  without  losing  sight  of 
the  obligations  we  have  as  a  nation  to 
our  children,  families,  and  seniors. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President, 
today,  by  voting  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Senator  Conrad.  I  voted  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  by  the  year 
2002.  I  was  pleased  to  work  with  Sen- 
ator CoNR.\D  in  recent  days  on  his 
amendment,  and  I  am  particularly 
pleased  that  it  restored  funds  for  edu- 
cation, economic  growth,  job  training, 
and  environmental  protection.  Senator 
Co^mAD's  amendment  would  have  bal- 
anced the  budget  by  making  tough 
choices:  it  drastically  slowed  the  in- 
crease in  spending  on  Medicare  and 
Medicaid;  it  froze  discretionary  spend- 
ing, meaning  no  real  growth  in  spend- 
ing over  the  next  7  years;  it  closed  tax 
loopholes  and  eliminated  wasteful  sub- 
sidies. 

I  did  not  agree  with  every  detail  of 
this  amendment,  but  it  came  closest  to 
my  priorities  in  terms  of  what  we  need 
to  preserve  and  what  we  need  to  reduce 
or  get  rid  of  to  reach  the  goal  of  a  bal- 
anced budget.  It  balanced  the  budget 
without  harming  our  Nation's  defense 
or  reducing  our  fight  against  crime.  It 
did  so  without  slashing  Government's 
commitment  to  helping  businesses  cre- 
ate jobs,  helping  children  receive  a 
good  education,  and  helping  protect 
our  environment  from  pollution. 

I  am  sorry  that  the  amendment  did 
not  pass,  but  I  do  not  regret  my  deci- 
sion to  support  it,  because  I  believe 
achieving  a  balanced  budget  is  essen- 
tial if  we  are  to  keep  our  economy 
strong  and  keep  hope  for  a  brighter  fu- 
ture alive  for  our  children. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the 
budget  offered  by  Senator  Domenici,  I 
decided  to  vote  against  it.  I  have  great 
admiration  for  what  he  has  done:  he 
brought  a  serious  balanced  budget  to 
the  floor  and  shaped  a  historic  debate 
over  the  direction  of  our  country.  Sen- 
ator Domenici  deserves  much  credit  for 
putting  us  on  the  path  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

But  I  concluded  the  path  his  budget 
takes  to  achieve  that  goal  is  too 
strewn  with  policies  that  I  do  not  sup- 
port. The  worthy  end  does  not  justify 
the  harsh  means.  I  decided  to  oppose 
the  Budget  Committee's  budget  be- 
cause it:  reduces  government's  key  role 
in  promoting  education,  research,  tech- 
nology, and  trade  promotion,  all  of 
which  are  crucial  to  our  children's  eco- 
nomic future;  turns  back  the  clock  on 
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environmental  protection,  threatening 
to  foul  our  waters  and  beaches  and  pol- 
lute our  lands;  and  increases  the  tax 
burden  on  working  families  by  cancel- 
ing the  expansion  of  the  earned  income 
tax  credit. 

I  could  not  reconcile  the  Budget 
Committee's  balanced  budget  with  the 
steps  taken  to  achieve  that  balance.  If 
there  were  no  other  way  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget.  I  would  have  had  no 
choice.  But  the  Conrad  Amendment 
proved  that  there  is  a  better  way. 

One  final  point:  this  has  been,  for  the 
most  part,  a  sober,  substantive  debate 
over  a  serious,  precedent-setting  budg- 
et resolution.  But  too  much  politics 
was  being  played  by  both  parties.  Un- 
fortunately, some  Democrats  used  this 
occasion  too  frivolously  by  simply 
sniping  at  the  Budget  Committee's 
plan  for  short-term,  partisan  gain.  As  a 
consequence,  they  have  helped  rein- 
force an  image  of  our  party  as  reflex- 
ively  committed  to  spending  and  the 
status  quo.  I  also  regret  that  the  lead- 
ership of  the  Republican  party  failed  to 
reach  out  to  those  of  us  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  share  a  genuine 
commitment  to  a  balanced  budget  to 
fashion  a  budget  that  could  have  won 
substantial  bipartisan  support.  By  act- 
ing alone,  I  believe  they  have  gone  too 
far. 

This  is  the  first  step  of  a  long  proc- 
ess, however,  and  I  hope  we  can  begin 
to  work  together  so  that,  in  the  end. 
we  can  pass  a  bipartisan  balanced 
budget. 

THE  BLDGETT  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  America 
has  three  deficits— not  one.  And  we 
have  to  address  all  three  if  we  are  to 
solve  our  fiscal  and  social  problems. 
We  have  to  cut  the  budget  and  reduce 
the  fiscal  deficit,  but.  as  I  have  said  be- 
fore, we  also  have  an  investment  defi- 
cit and  a  spiritual  deficit  that  require 
our  collective  commitment  to  retool 
and  rebuild  our  communities,  our  poli- 
tics, and  our  culture  for  the  next  cen- 
tury. 

This  budget.  Mr.  President,  is  wrong- 
headed  and  misdirected  in  concept  as 
well  as  m  substance.  It  is  at  best  my- 
opic and  at  worst  destructive. 

I  have  come,  once  again,  to  the  floor 
to  talk  about  the  three  American  defi- 
cits, not  one  about  a  commonsense  ap- 
proach to  the  budget  and  about  fair 
cuts.  These  things  seem  to  have  eluded 
my  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  I  submit  that  this  budget 
proposal.  Mr.  President,  proves  it. 

I  have  to  say.  first.  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  looking  for  an  honest, 
truthful  budget  that  tells  them  what 
really  is  being  cut  and  who  will  bear 
the  burden. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  want  to  elimi- 
nate the  deficit.  It  is  bankrupting  this 
country,  but  to  cut  Medicare  and  break 
a  generational  compact  with  American 
mothers  and  fathers  who  are  retired 
and  struggling  to  make  ends  meet  in 


order  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthiest  among  us  is  not  the  way  to 
do  it. 

I  was  both  troubled  and  in  a  way 
amused  to  see.  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Republican  cuts  in  Medicare  actually 
take  "choice"  in  health  care  away 
from  senior  citizens.  They  will  not  be 
able  to  chose  their  own  doctors.  That  is 
exactly  what  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  complained  about  last  year  when 
they  rejected  the  President's  health 
care  plan  because  working  Americans 
would  not  have  a  choice  of  doctors. 

And  now,  here  they  are  doing  what 
they  said  was  wrong  for  workers  last 
year,  but  in  their  minds  is  apparently 
right  for  senior  citizens  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  height  of 
hypocrisy.  We  saw  television  commer- 
cials that  played  on  those  fears,  and 
here  we  are  today  with  those  same  Re- 
publicans doing  what  they  claimed  a 
year  ago  was  dead  wrong. 

If  that  is  not  a  flip-flop  on  the  fun- 
damental issue  of  health  care  reform, 
then  I  don't  now  what  is. 

Let  me  say  a  few  things  about  Medi- 
care, Mr.  President. 

Medicare  was  a  Democratic  compact 
and  I— for  one— will  not  trade  it  for  an 
ill-conceived  attempt  to  score  political 
points. 

It  is  a  bedrock  program  that  provides 
adequate  health  care  to  one  out  of 
every  seven  Americans— that's  38.3  mil- 
lion people— 38.3  million  Americans 
who  worked  hard,  played  by  the  rules, 
and  made  plans  based  on  our  contract 
with  them,  and  we  won't  break  it. 

Without  these  benefits  many  if  not 
most  of  our  seniors  would  have  limited 
access  to  adequate  care,  and  in  many 
cases  no  treatment  at  all. 

Mr.  President,  when  it  comes  to  Med- 

ment  to  the  elderly  and  disabled  by 
asking  them  to  pay  almost  $900  more 
per  year  in  premiums.  $1200  for  home 
health  services,  and  $100  more  per  year 
to  meet  their  deductible  may  be  what 
the  Republicans  think  they  need  to  do 
to  keep  their  promise  to  protect  the 
wealthiest  and  the  strongest  in  this  so- 
ciety, but  it  is  not  part  of  the  Demo- 
cratic commitment  to  protect  average, 
hard-working  Americans. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  Medicare 
doesn't  need  to  be  fixed,  but  this  is  not 
how  we  ought  to  fix  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  find  it  very  interest- 
ing that  the  proposed  cuts  in  the  Medi- 
care program  under  this  Republican 
plan  virtually  equal  the  total  amount 
the  Republicans  have  budgeted  for  a 
tax  cut  for  the  wealthy. 

They  have  to  break  a  promise  to  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  live  on  fixed  in- 
comes and  have  made  careful  plans 
based  on  our  commitment  to  them  to 
achieve  their  goal. 

It  is  absolutely  outrageous.  It  is  fun- 
damentally unfair.  And  it's  just  plain 
wrong. 

We  need  to  fix  the  system,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, but  fixing  it  does  not  mean  using 
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it  to  balance  the  budget  or  win  some 
ideological  points. 

The  system  is.  indeed,  costly.  This 
year's  estimated  Medicare  expendi- 
tures will  be  10.4  percent  higher  than 
last  year.  But  that  is  not  the  function 
of  government  largesse.  It  is  the  func- 
tion of  a  number  of  factors:  including  a 
rapidly  aging  population  resulting  in 
more  beneficiaries,  increases  in  the 
costs  of  medical  procedures,  inefficien- 
cies in  the  utilization  of  medical  serv- 
ices, and  the  costs  of  new  technologies 
for  increased  medical  care. 

For  all  these  reasons,  Mr.  President. 
Democrats  supported  comprehensive 
health  care  reform  last  year,  and  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  took  a 
walk  on  it;  and  now  I  am  amazed  to 
hear  my  colleagues  demanding  that  the 
Democrats  should  take  the  lead  on  the 
budget  and  do  something  about  health 
care  costs. 

We  did.  and  they  said  no.  Now  it  is 
time  for  them— now  that  they  are  in 
the  majority— to  stand  and  deliver. 

The  truth  is  that  the  President's  pro- 
posals to  accomplish  this  last  year 
were  shot  down  by  the  Republicans 
without  their  offering  even  a  single  al- 
ternative—and despite  all  the  publicity 
of  the  Contract  With  America,  it  has 
not  produced  even  the  beginnings  of  a 
broad  health  care  reform  proposal, 
much  less  a  comprehensive  plan  this 
year. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my  belief 
that  we  must  gain  control  over  the  in- 
creases in  Medicare  costs.  But  it  should 
be  done  in  the  context  of  comprehen- 
sive reform  of  our  health  care  system, 
not  by  willy-nilly  cutting  benefits  to 
the  elderly. 

The  problem  with  Medicare  is  noth- 
ing new  Tt  has  been  articulated  b^'  the 
trustees,  and  by  every  responsible  gov- 
ernment official.  For  this  reason.  Mr. 
President,  when  this  latest  political  ef- 
fort to  trade  Medicare  for  tax  cuts  is 
over,  I  anticipate  that  this  Congress, 
Republicans  and  Democrats,  will  sup- 
port a  broad  range  of  bi-partisan  re- 
forms that  will  make  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  solvent— just  as  we  did  for 
Social  Security  in  1981. 

I  do  not  support  dumping  those  prob- 
lems on  the  States,  or  thoughtlessly 
cutting  eligibility  for  these  programs 
or  the  services  they  finance  for  the  el- 
derly. 

And  I  am  not  for  cutting  reimburse- 
ment rates  to  providers  so  deeply  that 
they  leave  the  program,  go  out  of  busi- 
ness, or  simply  shift  costs  to  individ- 
uals who  pay  for  their  care  directly  or 
with  private  insurance. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  support  only 
thoughtfully-devised  approaches  de- 
signed to  address  these  six  basic  re- 
forms to  Medicare:  eliminate  unneeded 
care  and  treatment;  put  a  stop  to  pay- 
ing for  meffective  treatments;  increase 
inefficiency  of  the  entire  medical  care 
delivery  system;  emphasize  preventive 
rather  than  remedial  care;  emphasize 


outpatient  rather  than  inpatient  care; 
and  implement  financial  reforms  that 
build-in  disincentives  to  excessive  use 
of  medical  services  without  inhibiting 
needed  preventive  care. 

Any  plan  that  addresses  these  six 
basic  areas  will  represent  the  kind  of 
comprehensive  reform  we  need. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  must  ap- 
proach reform  intelligently  and  com- 
passionately with  a  deep  and  abiding 
regard  for  the  promises  we've  made  to 
elderly  Americans  who  have  reached 
the  age  of  65  and  have  planned  on  Medi- 
care benefits. 

Medicare  needs  to  be  fixed— not  raid- 
ed. 

Having  said  that  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve that  Medicare  is  hardly  the  only 
problem  with  this  proposed  budget. 

I  have  said  on  this  floor,  and  I  will 
say  it  again,  that  we  face  an  enormous 
fiscal  deficit  and  I  am  prepared  to 
make  the  cuts  necessary  to  reduce  the 
deficit  and  avoid  bankrupting  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren,  if  they  pass 
the  fairness  test  and  the  common  sense 
tests. 

But  I  want  to  discuss  how  this  budget 
fails  to  address  the  two  other  American 
deficits. 

Yes.  we  face  a  growing  fiscal  deficit, 
but  we  also  face  a  growing  investment 
deficit  and  a  growing  spiritual  deficit, 
and  this  budget  is  wrongheaded  in  not 
understanding  or  appreciating  the  sig- 
nificance and  interrelation  of  the  three 
American  deficits  that  are  ruining  this 
nation. 

As  much  as  we  need  to  reduce  the  fis- 
cal deficit  we  also  need  to  increase  liv- 
ing standards,  create  jobs,  educate  our 
children  and  our  workforce,  and  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  quality  of  life 
that  generations  of  Americans  have 
come  to  expect, 

I  believe  the  budget  debate  should 
focus  on  attacking  all  three  of  these 
deficits: 

The  first  is  the  fiscal  deficit.  The  na- 
tional debt  has  more  than  tripled  since 
1979  and  will  soon  top  $5  billion.  Just 
the  interest  payments  on  the  debt  af- 
fect every  other  budget  decision  we  can 
make.  We  know  that. 

We  know  that  if  we  let  this  continue, 
we  will  be  crowding  out  all  the  other 
choices  we  can  make;  how  much  we  can 
spend  on  national  defense  and  on  essen- 
tial social  programs  like  drug  treat- 
ment and  prevention. 

The  second  deficit  is  the  investment 
deficit.  We  need  to  find  ways  to  invest 
in  our  infrastructure  as  well  as  in  our 
people.  A  nation  that  does  not  invest  is 
a  nation  that  has  given  up  hope  for  the 
future.  We  are  not  such  a  nation. 

And  let  me  tell  you,  we  are  a  nation 
that  has  always  found  a  way  to  build 
and  grow— re-tool  and  re-invest  in  edu- 
cation, in  business,  in  the  arts  and 
sciences,  in  our  culture  and  in  our  fam- 
ilies. We  need  to  remove  unnecessary 
regulations  so  business  can  create  jobs 
while,  at  the  same  time,  we  maintain 


the  health  and  safety  of  every  Amer- 
ican, 

The  third  deficit  is  the  spiritual  defi- 
cit, 'Values,  my  friends,  do  not  come 
from  laws  and  speeches.  They  come 
from  families,  teachers,  and  churches. 

There  are  millions  of  young  Ameri- 
cans today  who  no  longer  have  signifi- 
cant contact  with  any  of  these  sources. 

If  this  country  is  going  to  have  chil- 
dren having  children;  if  families  are 
going  to  continue  to  erode— then  our 
ability  to  reach  these  kids  is  essential. 
If  that  means  investing  in  community 
organizations  with  a  track  record  of 
success,  then  we  should  do  it. 

So.  I  submit  that  this  budget  debate 
needs  to  go  beyond  the  political  rhet- 
oric about  our  fiscal  deficit.  We  all 
agree  that  we  need  to  downsize  and 
streamline  government,  but  we  must 
not  lose  sight  of  our  obligation  to  re- 
invest in  our  people  and  in  our  nation 
to  keep  both  strong, 

Mr,  President,  let  me  quote  from  an 
editorial  on  this  budget  debate  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  Tuesday  by  E,J, 
Dionne,  I  think  he  asks  an  important 
question  that  must  be  addressed. 

He  asks,  "Will  Democrats  be  bold 
enough  to  question  the  Republicans' 
core  assumptions  about  government? 
The  issue  in  this  debate,"  he  said, 
"should  not  be  whether  to  reduce  the 
deficit,  but  how  that  can  be  done  in 
ways  that  will  increase  living  stand- 
ards and  average  wages,  which  have 
been  dropping  for  two  decades." 

Now.  Mr.  President,  I  am  challenging 
those  core  assumptions  of  the  Repub- 
licans because  I  believe  they  are  short- 
sighted and  wrong.  And  I  believe  that 
we  will  not  be  in  an  economic  position 
to  increase  living  standards  until  we 
have  a  budget  that  addresses  the  three 
American  deficits  simultaneously. 

In  fact,  Mr,  President,  I  submit  that 
if  we  pass  this  budget  we  will  dramati- 
cally increase  our  investment  and  our 
spiritual  deficits  because  we  will  not 
have  committed  ourselves  to  creating 
opportunities  and  jobs.  We  will  not 
have  committed  to  preserving  the  fun- 
damental structural  integrity  of  our 
nation— whether  it's  our  roads,  rail- 
roads, and  bridges,  or  our  values  and 
our  belief  in  citizenship  and  in  the  con- 
cept of  community. 

This  budget,  Mr.  President,  is,  there- 
fore, wrong-headed,  misdirected.  It 
doesn't  make  any  sense.  It  fails  the 
common  sense  test.  It  fails  the  fairness 
test. 

This  budget  disinvests  in  people  and 
makes  us  less  competitive. 

It  cuts  Medicare  by  $256  billion:  it 
cuts  student  aid  by  $14  billion;  it  ter- 
minates AMTRAK  by  the  year  2000— 
terminates  it. 

Do  you  know  that  we  are  34th  in  the 
world  in  our  commitment  to  our  rail 
system  which  industry  and  commerce 
rely  on.  We  are  behind  Ecuador  and 
just  ahead  of  Bangladesh.  And  the  Re- 
publicans now  want  to  cut  all  support 
for  the  railroads. 


The  proposed  budget  decimates  envi- 
ronmental programs  and  cuts  all  the 
crime  prevention  programs  we  passed 
last  year. 

It  cuts  $34  billion  from  food  and  nu- 
trition programs. 

It  cuts  unemployment  compensation, 
SSI.  and  other  programs  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Finance  Committee  by 
$66  billion. 

But  this  so  called  revolution  doesn't 
stop  there.  It  disinvests  in  our  infra- 
structure by  cutting  $3  billion  for  air- 
ports, highways  and  school  improve- 
ments. 

It  disinvests  in  job  training  for  young 
people  by  cutting  $272  million.  It 
disinvests  in  summer  jobs  for  kids  by 
cutting  $871  million.  It  even  disinvests 
in  safe  drinking  water  with  a  $1.3  bil- 
lion cut  in  grants  to  the  states  to  keep 
our  water  clean. 

These  are  not  just  draconian  cuts 
that  go  to  the  heart  of  our  ability  to 
address  the  three  deficits  we  face.  They 
are  the  symbol,  Mr.  President,  of  a 
wrong-headed  political  philosophy  that 
does  not  represent  the  mainstream  of 
America. 

So,  I  submit  that  this  budget  is  fun- 
damentally flawed  in  its  concept  and  is 
designed  simply  to  achieve  the  politi- 
cal goals  of  a  minority  of  anti-govern- 
ment zealots  who  are  blind  to  the  real 
needs  of  this  nation.  They  cut  what  we 
need  and  keep  what  we  don't. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying,  Mr. 
President,  that  I  am  emphatically  for  a 
balanced  budget,  I  voted  for  the  Brad- 
ley and  Conrad  alternative  budgets  be- 
cause, though  they  are  not  perfect, 
they  better  protect  Medicare,  Medic- 
aid, education,  and  other  critical  gov- 
ernment services  and  they  make  better 
choices  than  the  Republican  leader- 
shin's  htirigef. 

What  the  Bradley  and  Conrad  alter- 
natives prove  is  that  we  can  balance 
the  budget  in  less  than  ten  years  with- 
out increasing  income  tax  rates  for 
lower-  and  middle-income  Americans. 
They  prove  in  somewhat  different  ways 
that  we  can  balance  the  budget  with- 
out pillaging  or  eliminating  key  gov- 
ernment services  on  which  tens  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans  depend  and  which 
are  critical  to  keeping  our  nation  com- 
petitive and  our  people  healthy,  happy, 
and  safe. 

Both  of  these  alternatives  balance 
the  budget  in  a  fairer  fashion  than  the 
Republican  leadership  in  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  has  tried  to  per- 
suade the  American  people  is  possible. 

Mr.  President,  until  my  Republican 
colleagues  understand  that  this  budget 
is  about  people  and  their  future  and 
the  future  of  our  nation,  and  that  there 
are  three  deficits  we  face  as  a  nation— 
until  they  change  their  core  assump- 
tions about  what  we  must  preserve  as 
well  as  what  we  must  cut,  then  they 
will  have  failed,  as  the  majority  party, 
to  legislate  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
people  who  have  entrusted  them  with 
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the  fundamental  process  of  this  democ- 
racy. As  I  oppose  this  Budget  Resolu- 
tion, I  commit  to  continue  working  to 
place  us  on  a  different  course  that  will 
permit  us  to  realize  our  potential  as  a 
nation. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1150 

OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING  IN  THE  ARCTIC  NATIONAL 

WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Mr.  KERRY.  Yesterday  the  Senate 
voted  on  an  amendment  sponsored  by 
Senator  Roth  which  removed  from  the 
budget  all  savings  attributable  to  en- 
actment of  legislation  to  open  the  Arc- 
tic National  Wildlife  Refuge  (ANWR)  to 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  Arctic  Refuge 
is  often  referred  to  as  America's 
Serengeti  because  of  its  outstanding 
wildlife,  beauty  and  recreation  oppor- 
tunities. ANWR  serves  as  the  staging 
area  for  thousands  of  migratory  birds, 
denning  habitat  for  polar  bears,  and 
calving  grounds  for  the  160.000  member 
Porcupine  Caribou  Herd.  Moreover,  the 
Refuge  plays  an  integral  part  in  the 
lives  of  the  Gwich'in  people,  whose 
members  depend  upon  the  seasonal  mi- 
grations of  the  caribou  for  both  sur- 
vival and  cultural  identity.  The  bio- 
logical heart  of  this  pristine  wilderness 
is  the  1.5  million  acre  coastal  plain. 

The  fate  of  ANWR  has  been  the  sub- 
ject of  a  complex  and  highly  contested 
debate  for  more  than  a  decade.  That  is 
why  I  am  deeply  saddened  that  the 
Budget  Committee  would  use  this  back 
door  approach  via  the  budget  process 
to  try  to  open  one  of  the  Nation's  last 
great  wilderness  areas  to  oil  drilling. 

Under  current  law,  receipts  gen- 
erated from  assets  sales  and  leases  can- 
not be  used  for  deficit  reduction.  I  fear 
using  the  anticipated  $1.4  billion  pro- 
ceeds from  opening  ANWR  to  drilling 
for  deficit  reduction  may  signal  the  be- 

sources  such  as  the  ANWR.  For  many 
Americans,  trading  the  Arctic  Refuge 
wilderness  for  a  one-time  budget  reduc- 
tion, and  the  possibility  but  only  the 
possibility  of  finding  oil,  is  simply  not 
worth  it.  The  environmental  costs  of 
opening  the  Refuge  to  leasing  are  not 
worth  the  estimated  benefits,  espe- 
cially when  the  oil— estimated  to  sup- 
ply only  a  200  days  supply  of  oil  for  the 
nation-  is  not  needed  because  small 
gains  in  energy  conservation  could  pro- 
vide both  more  energy  and  more  job 
creation  than  developing  all  of  the  po- 
tential for  oil  available  in  ANWR.  It  is 
very  ironic  that,  while  taking  the  first 
step  towards  opening  up  ANWR  for  ex- 
ploration for  petroleum,  this  budget 
will  cut  funding  for  energy  conserva- 
tion programs  that  could  decrease  our 
dependence  on  petroleum  and  create 
more  U.S.  jobs.  A  national  energy  effi- 
ciency program  would  create,  on  aver- 
age, ten  times  the  number  of  jobs  that 
might  be  produced  from  Arctic  Refuge 
drilling. 

All  .\mencans  have  a  stake  in  our 
national  wildlife  refuges  and  parks. 
The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is 


the  crown  jewel  of  the  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  System.  The  Refuge  is  a 
wilderness  area  unique  not  onl.y  in  the 
United  States  but  in  the  world.  The 
words  of  the  renowned  naturalist. 
George  Schaller,  say  it  all: 

Based  on  my  experience.  I  conclude  that 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refug^e  in  all  its 
ma^ificent  diversity,  from  mountain  rangre 
to  coastal  plain,  is  unique  and  irreplaceable 
not  just  on  a  national  basis,  but  also  on  an 
international  basis.  It  is  sometimes  thought 
that  there  are  still  many  remote  and  un- 
touched wilderness  areas  in  which  the 
earth's  biologrical  diversity  will  be  protected 
.  .  .  Most  remote  ecosystems,  both  inside 
and  outside  reserves,  are  rapidly  being  modi- 
fied. The  Refuge  has  remained  a  rare  excep- 
tion. It  represents  one  of  the  last  and  true 
large  wilderness  areas  left  on  earth,  an  area 
unspoiled,  its  biological  systems  intact.  Our 
civilization  will  be  measured  by  what  we 
leave  behind.  The  Refuge  was  established  not 
for  economic  value  but  as  a  statement  of  our 
nation's  vision.  There  are  certain  places  on 
earth  that  are  so  unique  that  they  must  be 
preserved  without  compromise  .  .  .  Such 
places  include  the  Virunga  Volcanoes  with 
its  mountain  gorillas,  the  Serengeti  plains, 
the  Chang  Tang  of  Tibet— and  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  for  the  Roth 
amendment  primarily  because  I  believe 
it  is  unconscionable  to  allow  the  deg- 
radation of  the  "biological  heart"  of 
the  only  complete  arctic  ecosystem 
protected  in  North  America  without  a 
thorough  and  substantive  debate  un- 
dertaken in  full  view  of  the  American 
public.  I  terribly  regret  a  majority  of 
the  Senate  did  not  vote  the  same  way 
and  that  we  moved  one  step  closer  to 
what  I  believe  is  an  unacceptable  out- 
come. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen 
ator  from  North  Dakota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  the  ranking  member. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  and  commend 
the  ranking  member  for  really  an  ex- 
ceptional effort.  The  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  has  been  truly  dedi- 
cated to  balancing  the  budget  and  defi- 
cit reduction  for  as  long  as  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  this  body,  and  I  wish  to 
pay  respect  to  that  commitment. 

The  goal  is  absolutely  right.  This  is 
precisely  what  we  must  do  for  the 
country's  future.  I  think  all  of  us  who 
have  worked  on  the  budget  understand 
that  we  must  rein  in  the  growth  of  en- 
titlements, we  must  look  at  freezing 
defense  spending  and  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending  if  we  are  going  to 
have  a  chance  to  do  what  is  the  right 
economic  policy  for  this  Nation's  fu- 
ture. It  will  mean  a  better  future  for 
America  if  we  achieve  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  the 
specifics  that  we  have  in  this  plan  are 
yet  a  fair  sharing  of  the  burden  of  defi- 
cit reduction. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  the  middle-class 
children  and  the  elderly  have  been  or- 
dered into  the  front  lines,  but  the 
wealthiest  among  us  have  been  ushered 
to  the  sidelines.  More  than  that,  they 
have  been  put  at  the  head  of  the  line 
for  additional  tax  preferences,  tax 
breaks,  and  tax  loopholes. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
right.  A  group  of  us  offered  an  alter- 
native. We  called  it  the  fair  share  plan 
because  we  think  it  had  a  more  equi- 
table distribution  of  the  burden  of 
reaching  a  balanced  budget,  and  we 
reached  a  balanced  budget  in  the  year 
2004  without  counting  the  Social  Secu- 
rity surpluses.  We  had  more  deficit  re- 
duction in  the  year  2002  than  the  plan 
we  will  vote  on  momentarily. 

But  perhaps  the  most  interesting 
irony  is  that  as  part  of  our  plan,  we 
proposed  closing  tax  preferences  and 
tax  loopholes.  Yesterday,  the  other 
side  said  that  was  a  tax  increase.  But 
interestingly  enough,  the  last  vote 
that  we  had  on  an  amendment  offered 
by  a  Republican  Senator  was  to  do  pre- 
cisely what  we  advocated. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  offered  an 
amendment  to  restore  funding  to  edu- 
cation priorities  and  do  it  by  closing 
tax  preferences  and  tax  loopholes.  I  am 
glad  they  have  put  it  on  the  table.  It 
got  67  votes,  when  that  was  the  last 
amendment  adopted  because  that  is 
precisely  what  direction  we  ought  to 
take  to  reach  a  fair  conclusion  when 
we  vote  on  reconciliation.  I  hope  we  do 
that.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  we  do  that. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFP^ICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
me  2  minutes? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator' IS  lecuguiied  fur  2  iniiiuLes. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
reached  an  important  point  in  dealing 
with  the  budget  deficit.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  proposed  a  deficit 
reduction  budget  that  is  real.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  and  the  Senator 
from  the  State  of  North  Dakota  and 
Senator  Br.^dley  and  I,  although  they 
are  different  plans,  have  introduced 
proposals  that  are  real,  genuine  reduc- 
tions in  working  on  a  balanced  budget 
and  moving  to  a  balanced  budget  with- 
in 7  years. 

But  there  is  a  big  difference  here.  I 
believe  the  one  we  are  about  to  vote  on 
is  simply  not  fair.  We  can  get  there 
from  here  fairly.  There  is  a  fundamen- 
tal difference  in  the  approach  taken  by 
Senator  Bradley  and  myself  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  and  oth- 
ers, and  the  Republican  proposal,  and 
that  is,  we  put  a  lot  less  burden  on  the 
elderly,  a  lot  less  burden,  or  no  burden, 
on  college  loans,  a  lot  less  burden  on 
middle-class  folks.  We  increase  the 
burden  on  other  elements  of  society. 
The  point  is,  we  do  look  at  and  do  play 
a  major  part  in  dealing  with  closing 
tax  loopholes. 
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It  is  a  big  difference.  It  is  a  fun- 
damental difference,  but  this  is  only 
the  first  round  of  the  fight.  This  is  a 
budget  resolution  that  does  not  mean  a 
darn  thing  other  than  as  it  guides  us.  It 
is  not  a  law.  It  does  not  change  any- 
thing. The  President  does  not  get  to 
veto  it  or  sign  it.  We  now  get  into  the 
hard  stuff,  the  hard  part. 

I  am  confident  that  as  the  American 
people  understand  the  commitment  on 
both  sides  to  move  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et, they  are  going  to  be  able  to  begin  to 
weigh  what  the  real  costs  are,  and  they 
are  going  to  make  a  judgment  whether 
or  not  cutting  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
by  S400  billion  is  a  better  way  to  go 
than  closing  S176  billion  worth  of  tax 
loopholes.  They  are  going  to  make 
those  basic  judgments.  I  think  we  will 
be  back  at  it  again.  I  compliment  the 
managers  of  the  bill  for  their  diligent 
effort. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
Senator  Thurmond. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  the  greatest  nation  in  the  world. 
It  has  given  us  more  freedom,  more  jus- 
tice, more  opportunity  and  more  hope 
than  any  nation  has  given  its  people  in 
the  history  of  the  world.  If  we  are 
going  to  keep  it  free,  though,  and  enjoy 
freedom  and  democracy,  we  have  to  do 
at  least  two  things:  We  have  to  keep  a 
defense  that  is  strong  to  protect  us 
from  our  enemies.  And  the  other  thing 
is,  we  have  to  take  steps  to  handle  our 
finances  correctly.  We  have  not  bal- 
anced this  budget  but  once  in  32  years, 
eight  times  in  64  years.  We  cannot  keep 

nr.    1  ii,,,    .v,;c. 

I  want  to  commend  Senator  Domen- 

ici,  the  chairman,  for  the  great  job  he 
has  done.  I  also  commend  the  able  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  for  how  he  has 
handled  this  bill  on  the  floor.  In  addi- 
tion I  commend  Senator  DOLE,  for  the 
leadership  he  provides. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  take  steps  to 
take  care  of  our  finances.  If  we  do  that, 
and  protect  our  defense,  we  can  con- 
tinue as  the  greatest  nation  in  the 
world.  I  hope  we  will  take  a  step  to- 
night toward  putting  our  fiscal  house 
in  order,  and  pass  this  Budget  Resolu- 
tion. I  thank  the  chair  and  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  both  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  and  the  majority  lead- 
er each  have  5  minutes  of  the  allotted 
40  minutes.  How  much  time  is  remain- 
ing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
ar'..-  9  minutes  left  for  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  and  2  minutes  left  for  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 


Mr.  DOLE.  I  wonder  if  I  might  in- 
quire of  the  Democratic  leader,  will  he 
speak  following  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  order,  I 
thought,  was  I  would  speak.  Senator 
DOMKNici  would  speak.  Senator 
Daschle,  and  then  Senator  Dole.  That 
is  what  we  tentatively  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  4'/j  minutes  so  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  can  make  the  final  re- 
marks on  our  side. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  so  many  peo- 
ple to  thank.  I  do  not  believe  I  am 
going  to  try  to  thank  thom  name  by 
name,  because  I  am  going  to  forget 
some.  But  I  must  say,  there  are  11  Sen- 
ators that  I  must  thank  very  person- 
ally and  very  specifically. 

Senator  Dole,  on  January  6,  assigned 
the  Budget  Committee  and  I  was  its 
chairman.  As  I  looked  at  the  Senators 
that  were  assigned  and  the  Senators 
that  were  left  from  previous  years.  I 
wondered  how  would  I  get  12  Senators 
to  vote  together. 

Maybe  to  those  on  the  outside  they 
would  not  understand  this,  but  let  me 
just  read  off  the  names  as  I  thank  them 
individually  and  share  with  our  leader 
how  difficult  and  daunting  I  thought 
the  chore  was  on  January  6: 

Senator  Gra.ssley.  Senator  Nickles. 
Senator  Gramm  of  Texas.  Senator 
Bond.  Senator  Lott.  Senator  Brown, 
Senator  Gregg.  Senator  Gorton.  Sen- 
ator Snowe,  Senator  Abraham,  and 
Senator  Frist.  That  is  a  very  diverse 
group  of  Republican  Senators. 

But  let  me  say  to  the  American  peo- 
ple, a  very  significant  event  is  going  to 
occur  tonight  when  we  vote  on  this  bal- 
anced budget  And  a.s  it  is  recorded  and 
as  we  look  back  on  it,  while  many  de- 
serve credit,  none  deserve  the  credit 
more  than  these  11  Senators  who  joined 
with  me  in  producing  what  I  am  abso- 
lutely convinced  is  a  fair  budget,  is  a 
good  budget  and  will,  indeed,  protect 
today  and  tomorrow.  It  is  a  budget  for 
today  and  a  budget  for  tomorrow. 

The  tomorrow  part  is  shown  right 
here  behind  me.  I  am  not  going  to  go 
through  each  one.  Here  are  five  little 
children  and  a  set  of  twins. 

Mr.  President,  if  you  look  at  those 
big  numbers  on  each  of  these  includ- 
ing— let  us  pick  whatever  you  want, 
Sam  and  Nicholas.  You  can  guess  about 
how  old  they  are.  You  see  that  $151,000. 
Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my  fellow  Sen- 
ators that  $151,000  is  what  those  chil- 
dren will  pay  out  of  their  income  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  national  debt  if 
we  were  to  adopt  the  President's  budg- 
et and  stay  at  current  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my  fellow 
Senators,  we  can  talk  all  we  want 
about  who  this  budget  helps  and  who  it 
hurts.  But  I  want  to  tell  you,  for  one 
thing,  you  cannot  continue  to  do  that 
to   our   children   or   there   will    be   no 


America,  there  will  be  no  future.  For 
what  will  young  people  have  to  work 
for  if  they  work  for  us  to  pay  our  inter- 
est on  our  debts  which  we  adult  leaders 
refuse  to  pay? 

Frankly,  what  we  are  saying  today  Is 
a  very  simple  vision.  For  the  first  time 
in  25  years,  the  grown-up  leadership  of 
America  is  going  to  say  we  are  going  to 
pay  our  own  bills.  If  we  want  to  give 
citizens  of  the  United  States  benefits, 
if  we  want  to  have  programs  that  we 
herald  across  America,  we  are  going  to 
pay  for  them  or  we  are  not  going  to 
have  them.  That  is  what  this  budget 
says,  7  years  from  now,  not  tomorrow, 
for  some  would  say.  is  It  not  too  quick? 

How  quick  Is  too  quick?  Twenty-five 
years  in  deficit  and  7  more  in  deficit — 
that  is  32.  I  say  to  my  friend.  When  Is 
it  enough?  Mr.  President,  let  me  sug- 
gest that  Senator  ExoN  has  been  a 
marvelous  ranking  member,  and  I 
thank  him.  his  great  staff  and  my 
great  staff.  But  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  there  was  no  room  for 
cooperation.  It  is  now  many,  many 
days  since  we  put  forth  a  comprehen- 
sive budget  that  everyone  that  has 
looked  at  it  says  not  onl.y  is  it  fair,  but 
it  is  filled  with  integrity.  It  is  honest, 
it  has  no  smoke  and  mirrors,  and,  if 
Implemented,  its  probability  for  a  bal- 
ance is  very,  very  high.  We  cannot  do 
much  better  for  our  people  than  to 
produce  that. 

Now,  frankly,  I  have  not  seen  any 
real  serious  effort  to  try  to  address  the 
issues  that  we  put  before  the  Budget 
Committee  or  here  on  the  floor.  Frank- 
ly, in  the  committee  they  have  an  ar- 
gument. The  first  couple  of  days  they 
did  not  know  enough  about  it.  Even 
after  they  found  out  about  it.  the 
amendments  all  went  to  spending  more 
money  but  taking  it  out  of  the  reserve 
fund. 

I  close  today  saying  to  my  fellow 
Americans — young,  old.  seniors,  mili- 
tary men— you  all  ought  to  be  proud  of 
the  Senate  tonight  because  we  will 
vote  about  56  or  57  strong  to  preserve 
today  and  make  sure  that  we  are 
strong  and  powerful  in  the  future  and 
that  our  children  live  in  a  land  of  op- 
portunity. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Four  and 
a  half  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  will  use  additional 
leader  time,  if  I  must,  to  accommodate 
whatever  time  is  required  for  my  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  begin  by  com- 
mending the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  and  the  ranking 
member  for  what  I  consider  to  be  an 
outstanding   job.   They   have    led    this 
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Senate  in  the  last  several  days  in  a 
very  good-faith  effort,  and  I  applaud 
their  work,  and  I  applaud  the  staff,  es- 
pecially, for  what  has  been  an  extraor- 
dinarily arduous  and  extremely  mean- 
ingful project  for  which  we  can  all  be 
very  proud. 

Let  me  also  say  there  is  absolutely 
no  disagreement  with  what  the  chair- 
man said  about  those  children.  There  is 
no  disagreement  about  how  concerned 
we  are  about  the  debt  they  are  incur- 
ring. There  is  no  disagreement  whatso- 
ever about  their  futures  and  how  im- 
portant it  is  that  we  address  this  budg- 
et. The  only  disagreement  is  how  we 
got  the  interest  amounts  that  were 
designated  under  each  picture.  The 
amounts  those  children  have  to  pay.  in 
large  measure,  were  run  up  in  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  administration  years. 
and  everyone  understands  that. 

The  question  now  is:  How  do  we  get 
out  of  it?  Because  for  the  last  couple  of 
years,  that  is  what  this  administration 
has  given  us  the  opportunity  to  do — to 
begin  making  the  downpayment  on  a 
balanced  Federal  budget. 

So  this  debate  is  about  priorities.  It 
is  not  about  goals.  Everyone  under- 
stands the  importance  of  the  goal.  We 
agree  on  the  need  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et. We  agree  on  the  need  for  a  date  cer- 
tain by  which  the  budget  should  be  bal- 
anced. We  agree  on  the  tough  choices 
that  have  to  be  made. 

We  offered  over  50  amendments  to 
this  budget  resolution  and  not  one — 
not  one.  Mr.  President — would  have  in- 
creased the  debt.  Not  $1.  Only  one 
moved  back  the  date,  because  it  was 
honest,  because  it  did  what  we  said  a 
couple  of  months  ago  we  had  to  do.  and 
that  was  to  exclude  Social  Security.  In 
fact,    this  budget  resolution  does  not 
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by  the  year  2002  as  touted.  On  page  7. 
on  line  21.  it  shows  that  we  will  still 
have  a  $113  billion  debt,  money  bor- 
rowed from  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  to  make  the  budget  appear  bal- 
anced. 

Whether  or  not  Social  Security  is  in- 
cluded, let  me  reiterate  that  this  de- 
bate is  about  priorities.  This  debate  is 
about  what  is  important.  With  or  with- 
out Social  Security,  we  agree  on  the 
goal. 

When  it  comes  to  those  priorities. 
this  budget  resolution,  in  the  opinion 
of  most  Senators  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  is  fundamentally  flawed.  We  have 
many  substantive  disagreements,  but 
most  of  them  boil  down  to  one  core  dif- 
ference— the  Republican  majority  has 
insisted  on  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest 
1  million  Americans,  and  they  have 
made  that  the  highest  priority  above 
everything  else.  As  a  result,  this  budg- 
et takes  the  side  of  the  privileged  few. 
It  virtually  abandons  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans, families,  students,  veterans,  sen- 
iors, and  children.  It  demands  deep  sac- 
rifice from  America's  middle  class, 
while  it  showers  tax  cuts  on  the  elite. 


We  knew  the  Republicans  had  the 
votes  to  pass  this  resolution.  That  was 
never  in  doubt.  What  Democrats  have 
tried  to  do  is  to  reveal  the  truth  about 
this  budget  and  to  try  as  best  we  can  to 
improve  it. 

Without  increasing  the  debt.  Mr. 
President,  our  priority  was  to  ensure 
that  millions  of  older  Americans  have 
access  to  health  care,  by  taking  $100 
billion  in  tax  cuts  for  the  most  pros- 
perous among  us  and  investing  in  the 
health  of  senior  citizens.  The  Repub- 
licans said  "no." 

Without  increasing  the  debt,  we  tried 
to  help  millions  of  young  Americans  by 
investing  $40  billion  in  education  and 
averting  the  largest  educational  cuts 
in  our  Nation's  history.  The  Repub- 
licans said  "no." 

Without  increasing  the  debt,  we  tried 
to  assist  12  million  working  Americans 
by  repealing  a  $21  billion  tax  increase 
by  slightly  reducing  the  huge  tax 
breaks  going  to  the  1  million  wealthi- 
est among  us.  The  Republicans  said 
"no." 

Without  increasing  the  debt,  we  tried 
to  invest  a  small  part  of  the  tax  cuts  in 
science,  technology  and  research.  The 
Republicans  said  "no." 

We  tried  to  use  the  tax  cuts  to  reduce 
the  deficit.  The  Republicans  said  "no." 

With  our  amendments— and  without 
increasing  the  debt — we  tried  to  help 
seniors,  to  lower  the  heavy  burden  on 
students,  to  attempt  to  be  fair  to  vet- 
erans and  to  farmers  and  to  small  busi- 
nessmen and  to  families,  to  reduce  the 
deficit.  And  on  virtually  every  occa- 
sion, the  Republicans  said  "no." 

We  even  tried  to  ensure  that  the  mid- 
dle class  would  be  the  beneficiaries  if 
we  had  a  tax  cut.  and  that  90  percent  of 
the  benefit  would  not  go  to  the  10  per- 
cent of  us  who  are  the  most  well-to-do. 
And  again,  the  Republicans  said  "no." 

Time  after  time,  amendment  after 
amendment,  the  wealthy  won  and  the 
middle  class  lost. 

Fairness  and  equal  sacrifice  were 
great  goals,  but  they  were  lost  to  the 
higher  Republican  priority — a  tax  cut 
we  simply  cannot  afford. 

This  budget  is  fundamentally  flawed. 
Mr.  President.  It  does  not  strengthen 
America;  it  weakens  it.  It  does  not 
bring  us  together;  it  moves  us  apart. 

The  "haves"  will  have  more  and  the 
rest  will  have  less. 

It  is  not  what  the  American  people 
would  have  as  their  priorities,  not 
when  you  put  tax  cuts  for  the  privi- 
leged ahead  of  seniors,  students,  fami- 
lies and  deficit  reduction. 

But  this  is  a  long  process.  It  is  only 
the  beginning.  Today  is  the  easy  part. 
When  the  American  people  understand 
whose  side  this  budget  is  on.  I  believe 
they  will  demand  that  we  change  it.  By 
the  time  the  committees  confront  the 
hard  choices  in  reconciliation,  the  pub- 
lic will  understand  who  is  sacrificing 
and  who  is  benefitting.  This  budget 
will  be  altered,  or  it  will  not  become 
law. 


Democrats  remain  committed  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  We  remain  open  to 
working  with  Republicans  to  fashion  a 
bipartisan  budget.  But  it  must  be  a 
budget  that  asks  equal  sacrifice  and 
does  not  exclude  the  privileged  few. 

It  must  he  a  budget  that  invests  in 
America,  even  as  we  reduce  spending,  a 
budget  that  pulls  Americans  together. 
rather  than  divide  us.  We  can  do  that, 
Mr.  President.  It  is  not  beyond  our 
reach.  .\nd  the  American  people  expect 
no  less. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jorit.v  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  like  most 
Senators.  I  have  lost  track  of  the  meet- 
ings 1  have  attended.  But  a  few  years 
back.  I  was  in  a  meeting  that  I  will 
never  forget. 

These  people  were  not  presidents  or 
prime  ministers.  They  did  not  run  big 
businesses.  In  fact,  most  of  them  did 
not  even  have  a  job. 

Who  were  they?  They  were  high 
school  seniors — 100  of  them— one  boy 
and  one  girl  from  each  State. 

The  reason  why  I  will  never  forget 
that  day  is  because  of  what  they 
taught  me— and  what  they  should 
teach  all  of  us. 

Sometime  during  our  meeting,  one 
young  man  stood  up  and  said,  "Sen- 
ator, it  seems  like  every  group  of 
Americans  is  represented  in  Washing- 
ton. Everyone  has  somebody  who 
speaks  for  them."  "But  who  speaks  for 
us?"  He  asked  me,  "Who  speaks  for  the 
future?" 

It  was  a  good  question  then.  And  it  is 
a  good  question  now. 

And  for  far  too  long,  the  answer  has 
been  that  "No  one  speaks  for  the  fu- 
ture."   Instead,   we   have   piled   deficit 

future  for  the  temporary  convenience 
of  the  present. 

But  today,  the  Senate  will  make  a 
statement,  and  we  will  make  history  in 
the  process. 

We  will  finally  begin  to  unpile  the 
deficits.  We  will  finally  begin  to  speak 
for  the  future.  And  we  will  do  it  with 
one  word— leadership. 

Harry  Truman  was  right  when  he 
said: 

Where  there  is  no  leadership,  society 
stands  still.  Progres.s  occurs  when  coura- 
geous leaders  seize  the  opportunity  to 
change  things  for  the  better. 

And  let  us  be  frank.  When  it  comes  to 
reducing  the  deficit.  Congress  has 
stood  still— frozen  in  place  year  after 
year  after  year,  as  our  debt  grew  bigger 
and  bigger  and  bigger. 

But  in  November  1994.  Americans 
voted  to  change  all  that.  For  the  first 
time  in  40  years,  they  gave  control  of 
Congress  to  the  Republican  Party.  And 
with  that  control  came  a  responsibil- 
ity. 

A  responsibility  to  do  what  we  prom- 
ised— a  responsibility  to  act  coura- 
geously—a responsibility  to  change 
things  for  the  better. 


And  under  the  leadership  of  Senator 
Do.MKNici  that  is  exactly  what  we  have 
done.  We  have  accepted  the  responsibil- 
ity of  leadership.  We  have  made  the 
tough  choices.  We  have  put  a  plan  on 
the  table  that  will  result  in  a  balanced 
budget  within  7  years. 

This  budget  is  based  on  the  underly- 
ing principle  that  we  simply  cannot  go 
on  spending  our  children's  money. 

In  fulfilling  that  principle,  those  bu- 
reaucracies and  programs  counting  on 
their  usual  big  spending  increases  must 
learn  to  make  do  with  less— $961  billion 
less  over  the  next  7  years,  to  be  exact. 

And  we  begin  right  here  in  Congress, 
as  this  budget  reduces  legislative 
branch  spending  by  some  $200  million. 

Those  who  are  used  to  more  and  more 
power  flowing  to  Washington.  DC.  will 
have  to  adjust  to  a  new  tide,  where 
power  is  carried  back  to  the  States  and 
to  the  people. 

And  we  will  have  to  learn  how  to 
make  do  without  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  and  its  more  than  140  Fed- 
eral departments,  agencies,  and  pro- 
grams. This  Senator  is  confident  that 
we  will  do  just  fine,  thank  you. 

And  despite  the  rhetoric  coming  out 
of  the  White  House,  this  budget  also 
recognizes  that  Government  has  cer- 
tain responsibilities. 

Responsibilities  like  taking  the  steps 
necessary  to  preserve,  improve,  and 
protect  Medicare,  which  three  of  the 
President's  Cabinet  members  tell  us 
will  go  bankrupt  in  7  years  if  we  do 
nothing.  We  do  this  by  slowing  the 
growth  rate  of  Medicare— while  still  al- 
lowing Medicare  spending  to  increase 
by  SI. 6  trillion. 

This  budget  also  recognizes  that 
there  are  those  in  need  who  depend  on 
Government  programs,  and  who  often 

Therefore,  it  provides  for  an  addi- 
tional $36  billion  in  spending  for  Medic- 
aid. 

It  increases  funding  for  the  Women/ 
Infant/Children  Program  by  $2  billion. 

It  increases  funding  for  food  stamps, 
for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren, for  supplemental  security  in- 
come, and  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit. 

Is  the  budget  perfect?  Of  course  not. 
Some  of  us  would  have  reduced  spend- 
ing in  other  programs  than  the  ones 
chosen.  Some  of  us  would  have  in- 
creased spending  in  others.  And  some 
of  us— including  this  Senator — would 
have  dedicated  more  funds  to  reducing 
the  tax  burden  on  Americans. 

But  make  no  mistake  about  it.  this 
budget  does  provide  tax  relief. 

The  $170  billion  fund  this  budget  cre- 
ates must  and  will  be  devoted  to  tax  re- 
ductions that  will  help  America's  fami- 
lies, stimulate  savings,  increase  invest- 
ment, create  jobs,  and  promote  eco- 
nomic growth. 

Family  tax  credits,  spousal  IRA's,  es- 
tate tax  relief  for  family  businesses, 
and  a  capital  gains  rate  reduction  are 


some  of  the  actions  I  will  promote  as 
Senate  majority  leader,  and  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Finance  Committee. 

Additionally,  it's  no  secret  that  when 
the  House  and  Senate  return  from  con- 
ference on  our  respective  budgets,  we 
are  likely  to  return  with  a  budget  that 
will  dedicate  even  more  funds  to  tax 
relief. 

Mr.  President,  when  Republicans 
drew  up  our  plan  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget,  we  also  drew  a  line  in  the  sand. 

And  we  said  that  those  who  are  seri- 
ous about  balancing  the  budget  will 
cross  that  line  and  work  with  us,  or 
propose  an  alternative. 

And  those  who  are  not  serious  will 
stay  on  the  other  side  of  the  line  and 
offer  no  leadership.  1  regret  to  say  that 
President  Clinton  has  never  come  close 
to  crossing  that  line. 

While  he  says  we  have  the  wrong 
plan,  he  never  comes  close  to  saying 
what  the  right  plan  is— except  one  that 
gave  America  $200  to  $300  billion  defi- 
cits well  into  the  next  century,  and 
that  would  have  added  $1.2  trillion  to 
our  debt  in  the  next  5  years. 

Thankfully,  that  plan  was  defeated 
by  a  vote  of  99-0. 

Instead  of  leadership,  the  President 
offers  fear.  And  he  casts  his  net  far  and 
wide.  Seniors,  children,  the  so-called 
middle  class,  the  needy,  farmers,  stu- 
dents, the  list  goes  on  and  on.  Each 
day,  the  President  tells  them  they 
should  be  afraid  of  our  budget,  they 
should  be  afraid  of  Republicans. 

Let  me  again  quote  the  words  of 
Harry  Truman.  Truman  said: 

.\merica  was  not  built  on  fear.  America 
was  built  on  courage,  on  imagination,  and  an 
unbeatable  determination  to  do  the  job  at 
hand. 

So.  Mr.  President,  we  will  win  this 
vote  today.  We  will  take  our  budget  to 
conference.  We  will  work  with  the  Re- 
publican majority  in  the  House.  And 
we  will  return  with  a  plan  that  will 
balance  the  budget  in  7  years.  We  will 
do  it  with  the  help  of  the  American 
people — people  who  have  always  exhib- 
ited courage,  imagination,  and  an  un- 
beatable determination  to  do  the  job  at 
hand. 

I  conclude  where  I  began.  With 
speaking  for  the  future.  And  I  conclude 
not  by  quoting  Harry  Truman,  but  by 
quoting  another  President. 

.Somewhere  at  this  very  moment,  another 
child  is  born  in  America.  Let  it  be  our  cause 
to  give  that  child  a  happy  home,  a  healthy 
family,  a  hopeful  future.  Let  it  be  our  cause 
to  see  that  child  reach  the  fullest  of  their 
God-given  abilities. 

Those  words  were  spoken  by  Bill 
Clinton  in  1992.  as  he  accepted  his  par- 
ty's nomination  for  President. 

And  with  passage  of  this  budget.  Re- 
publicans will  turn  those  words  into 
action.  Because  somewhere  at  this  very 
moment,  another  child  is  born  in 
America. 

And  that  child  comes  into  the  world 
already  owing  $18,500  as  his  or  her 
share  of  the  national  debt. 


That  child  comes  into  the  world  with 
the  knowledge  that  he  or  she  will  pay 
$163,300  in  taxes  during  his  working  life 
just  to  pay  off  interest  on  the  debt. 
That  child  comes  into  a  world  facing  a 
future  of  fewer  jobs,  fewer  opportuni- 
ties, and  higher  interest  rates. 

Today,  with  this  vote,  we  begin  to 
change  that  child's  world  for  better. 

Today,  we  begin  to  speak  for  all  the 
children  born  today  and  in  the  days  to 
come. 

Today,  we  begin  to  speak  for  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  115,  the  House  budget  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  re.solution  (H.  Con.  Res.  67) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  fiscal 
years  19%.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  after  the 
resolving  clause  be  stricken  and  the 
text  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  as  amended,  be  substituted  in  lieu 
thereof,  and  that  the  Senate  amend- 
ment be  adopted,  and  that  all  time  on 
the  resolution  be  yielded  back. 

The  PRESIDING 'OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  now  on  agreeing  to 
the  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

ThP  PRFSTDTNG  OFFICER  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

CH.ANGE  OF  \OTE 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  On  rollcall  vote  No. 
231,  I  voted  "no."  It  was  my  intention 
to  vote  "yea."  Therefore,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  I  be  permitted  to 
change  my  vote.  This  will  in  no  way 
change  the  outcome  of  the  vote.  This 
has  been  cleared  by  the  two  leaders. 

(The  foregoing  tally  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  above  order.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution,  as  amended.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  [Ms.  MiKULSKl]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 
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The   result  was  announced — yeas  57. 
nays  42,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  232  Leg.l 
YEAS— 57  I 


Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

Murkgwski 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Brown 

Gregy 

Packwood 

Bums 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Campbell 

Hatfield 

Robb 

Chafee 

Helms 

Roth 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Inhote 

Shelb] 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Smith 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Snowe 

DAmato 

Kerrey 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Steven 

s 

Dole 

Lott 

Thoma 

^ 

Oomenici 

Lugar 

Thomii 

son 

Fairclotb 

Mack 

Thurm 

ond 

Frist 

McCain 

NAYS-42 

Wame 

Akaka 

Exon 

Lautel 

berg 

Baucus 

Feingold 

Leahy 

Biden 

Feins te  in 

Levin 

Bingaman 

Ford 

Lieben 

man 

Boxer 

Glenn 

Mosele 

y-Braun 

Bradley 

Graham 

Moynll 

lan 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Murra: 

r 

Bryan 

Henin 

Pell 

Bumpers 

HolUngB 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Reid 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Rockel 

eller 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Sarban 

es 

Dodd 

Kerrv 

Simon 

Dorian 

Kohl 

Wellst< 

ine 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Mikulski  j 

So  the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  67).  as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

(The  text  of  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion will  be  printed  in  a  future  edition 
of  the  Record.)  i 

(Applause.) 

Mr   DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  in- 
sist on  its  amendment  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  House  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses,  and 
that  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint 
conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  want  to  ask  that  there 
be  a  period  for  the  transaction  of  rou- 
tine morning  business  for  about  the 
next  10  minutes  or  so.  There  are  a  cou- 
ple of  people  who  want  to  speak.  Then 
we  will  turn  to  the  terrorism  bill. 

Mr  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  there  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction   of  routine   morning   busi- 


ness with  Members  permitted  to  speak 
for  not  more  than  5  minutes  each,  and 
that  at  6:45  the  Senate  then  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  192.  S. 
735,  the  antiterrorism  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  The  Senator  from  Vermont  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Jeffords  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  856  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 


HEARINGS  ON  TERRORISM 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Terrorism  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee  was  scheduled  to 
have  hearings  on  terrorism  today. 

Those  hearings  could  not  be  held  be- 
cause the  Senate  was  in  session  con- 
tinuously from  9  a.m.  with  rollcall 
votes  of  9  minutes.  So  those  hearings 
had  to  be  postponed.  They  are  going  to 
be  held  on  Thursday,  June  8. 

A  good  many  people  came  from  sub- 
stantial distances.  I  expressed  our  re- 
grets that  we  could  not  hold  the  hear- 
ing. But  it  was  not  possible  to  do  so. 
But  I  did  tell  them  that  the  statements 
which  had  been  submitted  would  be  put 
in  the  Record  at  this  time  so  that 
their  prepared  statements  could  at 
least  be  read  by  Members  of  the  Senate 
or  those  interested  in  reading  them. 

At  this  time,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  statement  of  attorney 
John  W.  DeCamp.  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Norman  Olson,  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Leroy  Crenshaw,  and  the  statement  of 
the  Militia  of  Montana  be  printed  in 
the  RtxoKu. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ments were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum   from:    Senator   John   W.    De- 
Camp.  Atty. 
To;  Sub  Committee  on  Terrorism.  U.S.  Sen- 
ator Judiciary  Committee. 
Re:  Testimony  to  Committee. 

To  paraphrase  an  old  saying.  .  .  .  •'Five 
months  ago  I  couldn't  spell  •Militia'  and  now 
I  represent  one." 

It  was  five  months  ago  I  agreed  to  PRO- 
VIDE LEGAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  the  leaders 
of  the  Montana  Militia  on  a  dozen  felonies. 
Why?  I  felt  the  felony  charges  involved  open 
and  shut  first  amendment  issues  of  freedom 
of  speech,  assembly  and  right  to  petition 
Government  issues,  and  have  learned  a 
wealth  of  information  since  that  time— par- 
ticularly in  light  of  the  Oklahoma  bombing 
and  the  anti-militia  movement. 

Before  I  go  too  much  further,  let  me  give 
brief  background  on  myself  and  let  me  an- 
swer the  first  questions  that  press  and  your 
staff  asked  of  me. 

Question:  Are  you  a  white  supremacist? 

My  wife  is  Vietnamese — one  of  the 
Boatpeople.  Our  four  home  made 
AMERASIAN  children  are  the  four  most 
beautiful  and  talented  mixed  race  children 
on  the  planet.  My  business  partner  is  Afri- 


can-American. My  Comptroller  is  Indian 
from  Bombay  &  my  legal  associates  over  the 
years  have  been  mostly  Jewish.  You  make 
your  own  conclusions. 

Question:  Are  these  militias  dangerous? 

Absolutely  yes.  and  absolutely  no. 

First,  the  media  and  MOST  OF  US  have 
made  the  same  fundamental  error  ("Cat  Bag- 
ging" I  call  it)  as  was  made  during  the 
McCarthy  Era.  during  the  Vietnam  War  Pro- 
test Movement,  and  during  Watergate. 

That  is.  we  lump  all  the  Militias,  the  So 
Called  Patriot  groups,  and  Tax  Protesters 
and  Free  Men  &  Survivalist  Groups  together 
as  identical  cats  and  then  put  them  all  into 
one  bag. 

Second,  we  SELECT  An  individual  or  en- 
tity that  is  simply  off  the  spectrum  in  their 
beliefs,  one  not  tethered  to  reality  and  at- 
tribute those  horrible  characteristics  to  all 
the  militias.  In  short,  we  'demonize"  them. 
Quickly,  they  are  all  labeled  as  white  su- 
premacist, racist,  anti-government,  paranoid 
revolutionaries  fixing  to  blow  up  the  world. 

The  truth  is  that  there  is  as  much  diver- 
sity among  these  groups  as  there  is  among 
religious  groups.  As  a  young  boy.  I  remember 
sitting  in  the  front  pew  and  hearing  the 
Priest  in  my  small  town  of  1.8(X)  people  ex- 
plain why  the  Protestants  were  all  going  to 
hell.  And.  on  Monday  morning  at  school  my 
best  friend,  a  Protestant  kid  named  Jimmy, 
would  explain  to  me  that  his  preacher  had 
told  him  the  same  thing  about  us  Catholics 
the  day  before. 

It  has  been  my  observation  that  many  of 
these  groups — particularly  the  ones  I  consid- 
ered not  tethered  to  reality— are  a  bit  like 
the  Priest  and  the  Preacher  *  *  *.  That  is. 
much  of  their  effort  is  devoted  to  explaining 
to  their  members  why  the  other  group  are 
not  real  patriots,  or  why  Bo  Gritz  or  John 
Trochman  are  really  C.I. A.  agents. 

In  truth,  most  of  the  militia  groups — Mon- 
tana Militia.  Oklahoma  Militia.  New  Hamp- 
shire Militia— could  be  classified  as  middle  of 
the  road  among  hard  conservatives.  What  do 
I  mean? 

Ten.  twenty  and  thirty  years  ago  they  are 
the  individuals  who  were  clamoring  for  "Law 
and  Order." 

I  suypuiiL-  it  ia  ituiiic,  sonic  iiiighl  ^ay  po- 
etic, that  what  many  of  them  sought.  Law 
and  Order"  has  now  come  to  pass  in  a  FORM 
they  deem  to  be  excess  *  *  *  that  is  too 
much  oppressive  law  and  abuse  of  the  Con- 
stitution. And  •order"  has  become  what  they 
fear  to  be  "a  new  world  order."  And  thru 
speaking  out.  they  want  everyone  to  know 
this  attitude  on  their  part  and  their  fears 
and  concerns. 

But  are  they  dangerous? 

They  are  a  political  movement.  All  politi- 
cal movements  are  dangerous  to  some  other 
political  movement  the.v  run  counter  to. 

That  is  how  our  system  of  government 
evolves  *  »  *  thru  political  conflict  and  wars 
fought  with  words  instead  of  bullets  and 
fought  in  the  press  and  from  the  bully  pulpit 
instead  of  on  the  battlefield. 

Ultimately,  that  is  the  only  truly  distin- 
guishing feature  separating  our  2(K)-year-old 
political  system  from  all  others  that  went 
before  it.  Namely,  the  ability  thru  verbal 
conflict  and  battle  for  our  system  to  reverse 
itself  (revolution)  and  go  in  an  opposite  di- 
rection without  the  necessity  of  a  violent 
revolution. 

But  are  they  physically  dangerous  or  a 
threat  to  our  Government  or  our  Constitu- 
tion? 

You  judge  *  *  *  but  do  it  on  the  facts,  not 
on  innuendo  or  the  words  of  the  natural  en- 
emies of  these  militias,  namely,  other  politi- 
cal groups  opposed  to  their  philosophy. 


To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  there  are  no 
reported  incidents  of  any  significance  of  mi- 
litias being  involved  in  any  of  the  following: 

1.  Drive  by  shootings, 

2.  The  drug  trade. 

3.  Use  of  children  for  pornography, 
pedophilia  &  drug  couriers. 

4.  Gang  wars. 

5.  Auto  theft. 

6.  Murder,  rape,  robbery,  trafficking  in  ille- 
gal arms. 

If  militias  are  involved  in  these  somebody 
is  not  reporting  them.  And  I  doubt  that. 

For  benefit  of  those  who  might  differ  with 
me  on  this.  I  would  point  out  that  in  each  of 
the  incidents  you  might  be  familiar  with. 
Gordon  Kahl.  Radny  Weaver.  Waco,  the 
events  were  initiated  by  the  Government  in 
an  attempt  to  serve  usually  misdemeanor 
warrants  on  contested  tax  matters  using 
overwhelming  force  and  what  in  hindsight 
seems  rather  poor  judgement. 

In  short,  an  analysis  by  you  will  show  that 
the  militias  themselves  have  been  the  victim 
of  violence  rather  than  the  perpetrator  or 
initiator. 

As  an  example  to  prove  my  point.  I  chal- 
lenge this  committee  to  examine  the  most 
notorious  &  deadly  event  in  American  his- 
tory involving  U.S.  marshals  *  *  *  namely, 
the  Gordon  Kahl  shoot-out  12  years  ago  in 
which  about  a  half-dozen  marshals  were 
shot,  and  Kahl  escaped  resulting  in  the  larg- 
est manhunt  in  American  history. 

Have  the  courage  to  OBJECTIVELY  exam- 
ine this  event — same  with  Waco — .  and  you 
will  begin  to  understand  the  origins  of  the 
militia  movement,  their  disenchantment  and 
fear  of  law  enforcement  and  Government. 

Whether  you  believe  Kahl  was  the  most  no- 
torious and  crazy  tax  protester  in  American 
History  or  whether  you  believe  he  was  a 
martyr  responsible  for  triggering  the  militia 
movement,  it  is  only  by  understanding  this 
case  in  depth  that  you  can  understand  the 
origins  of  the  Militia  movement. 

Question:  .'\re  you.  John  DeCamp.  a  mem- 
ber of  a  militia? 

Sure,  about  twenty-five  years  ago  I  was  a 
member.  We  called  it  the  United  States 
Army.  \Vc  had  training  sessions  and  exer- 
cises in  a  place  called  Vietnam.  I  was  an  In- 
fantry Captain  there  specially  assigned  to  a 
man  named  Bill  Colby.  Bill  subsequently  be- 
came my  friend.  Godfather,  advisor  and 
Legal  Associate  on  a  case  or  two.  Bill  was 
the  individual  who  insisted  I  write  the  book, 
the  Franklin  Coverup — which  book  resulted 
in  some  of  the  Militias  asking  me  to  rep- 
resent them.  You  may  remember  Bill  as  the 
former  head  of  a  group  called  the  C.I. A.. 
Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

So.  since  Colby  told  me  to  write  my  book 
the  Franklin  Cover-up;  and  since  the  book 
resulted  in  my  representing  the  Montana  mi- 
litia and  being  here  today.  I  suppose  I'm  here 
because  of  the  CIA.  just  kidding.  .  .  . 

My  Militia  leader,  a  chap  named  McNa- 
mara.  told  us  in  Vietnam  that  we  were  win- 
ning; that  our  government  was  sincere  .  .  . 
and  a  lot  of  other  nice  things  that  inspired 
us  to  get  our  heads  blown  off.  Then  a  couple 
weeks  ago.  I  undei-stand  Mr  McNamara  told 
the  world  that  he  was  only  "funnin "  us  when 
he  told  us  those  things  during  the  war. 
McNamara  said  that  he  or  our  other  leader 
Lyndon  knew  all  along  that  they  were  lying 
to  us. 

That  is  the  about  the  same  thing  those  war 
protesters  were  saying  twenty-five  years 
ago.  But  twenty-five  years  ago  Mr.  McNa- 
mara and  Lyndon  said  the  war  protesters 
were  lying  and  Mr.  McNamara  and  Lyndon 
tried  to  suspend  their  right  to  criticize  or 


question  government.  Lyndon  tried  to  beat 
their  heads  in,  lock  them  up  and  shut  them 
up  using  government  agencies.  Now.  I  get  a 
little  gun-shy  when  I  see  the  Government 
taking  the  same  approach  to  the  Militiais 
today.  Instead  of  raiding  them,  threatening 
them,  indicting  them  for  what  they  say  and 
believe,  let's  keep  open  minds  and  listen  to 
their  arguments  the  same  as  any  other  polit- 
ical debate. 

Who  knows,  we  might  discover  that  "truth 
lies  somewhere  in  the  middle"  as  it  fre- 
quently does  in  all  things  in  life. 

There  is  no  proof  at  this  point,  nor  any  in- 
dication of  proof,  that  the  militias  them- 
selves— unlike  Vietnam  war  protesters — have 
blown  up  any  buildings,  media  and  political 
innuendo  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

Question:  How  should  government  treat  the 
militias? 

The  same  as  any  other  political  movement 
or  group.  Give  them  the  full  benefit  of  the 
First  Amendment.  Let  the  war  be  fought  in 
the  press  and  with  words.  The  legitimate 
ones  will  survive  and  maybe  evolve.  In  open 
debate,  any  crazies  will  self-destruct. 

The  only  real  danger  from  the  militias  is  if 
you  try  to  suspend  pieces  of  the  Constitution 
to  shut  them  up  or  destroy  them. 

For  God's  sake  ...  for  Americas  sake  .  .  . 
don't  rip  off  a  comer  of  our  Constitution  to 
address  a  crisis  or  threat  that  has  yet  to  be 
proven  to  even  exist. 

Three  times  in  my  short  life.  I  have 
watched  panic  set  in  with  Government  Lead- 
ers. Those  three  times  are;  McCarthyism. 
Vietnam  war  protest  movement.  Watergate. 

Each  time,  government  reacted  by  trying 
to  suspend  our  Fundamental  First  Amend- 
ment Rights. 

McCarthyism:  I  remember  *  *  *  teachers 
taking  loyalty  oaths  *  ♦  ♦  neighbors  ques- 
tioning and  accusing  their  neighbor  or  com- 
petitor of  being  a  Communist.  J.  Edgar  being 
given  free  reign  to  suspend  the  Constitution. 
And  evei-ybody  was  paranoid  about  their 
neighbor. 

Vietnam  war  protesters:  I  sure  remember 
that.  First  reaction  was  to  try  to  shut  them 
up.  That  simply  resulted  in  violence. 

Watergate:  My  hero  Dick  Nixon  panicked 
and  for  his  own  acouiiLy  also  liieu  Lu  lip  off 
a  corner  of  the  Constitution  and  shut  up  his 
critics.  That  resulted  in  a  brutal  First 
Amendment  "caning." 

But.  in  each  case,  it  was  not  the  Govern- 
ment which  saved  the  Constitution  for  the 
people;  rather  it  was  the  free  and  unfettered 
press  using  their  First  Amendment  which 
saved  the  Constitution  from  the  Government 
abuse. 

That  First  Amendment— and  the  free  press 
and  robust  and  wild  and  wooly  free  speech  it 
promotes — is  our  ultimate  check  and  balance 
to  preserve  the  Constitution. 

Whether  it  is  Edward  R.  Murrow  exposing 
McCarthy  as  a  Charlatan:  or  the  New  York 
Times  daring  to  print  the  Pentagon  Papers; 
or.  God  Forbid,  the  Washington  Post  taking 
on  Nixon  and  the  entire  government  in  Wa- 
tergate, it  has  been  the  press  operating 
under  the  First  Amendment  that  has  saved 
our  Constitution  and  Americans  from  Gov- 
ernment abuse  rather  than  the  Government 
saving  our  Constitution  from  press  or  Amer- 
ican citizen  abuse. 

So  what  ever  you  do.  don't  overreact  and 
trade  pieces  of  our  Constitution  for  an  in- 
stant solution  to  some  perceived  but 
unproved  problem. 

Let  me  conclude  b.v  simply  saying  this:  the 
best  way  to  understand  the  militias,  their 
motives,  their  agenda,  their  danger  or  their 
benefit  to  America  is  to  understand  their 
origins. 


And.  you  can  only  understand  their  origins 
if  you  will  as  a  governing  body  publicly, 
openly  and  thoroughly  examine  Waco  and 
Gordon  Kahl  and  Randy  Weaver. 

This  is  what  we  ask  of  you.  An  open,  pub- 
lic, above-board  Senate  examination  of  those 
events  that  will  help  re-establish,  no  matter 
the  outcome  of  that  objective  examination, 
trust  and  credibility  in  our  Government 
agencies  when  they  speak. 

(From  The  Alanson  Armory:  Wolverines, 

May  24.  1995) 

Testimow  of  Mr.  Norma.n  Olson 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify 
today.  The  following  statement  will  attempt 
to  answer  the  question  of  the  legitimacy  and 
the  need  of  the  citizen  militia. 

Not  only  does  the  Constitution  specifically 
allow  the  formation  of  a  Federal  army,  it 
also  recognizes  the  inherent  right  of  the  peo- 
ple to  form  militia.  Further,  it  recognizes 
that  the  citizen  and  his  personal  armaments 
are  the  foundation  of  the  militia.  The  arm- 
ing of  the  militia  is  not  left  to  the  state  but 
to  the  citizen.  However,  should  the  state 
choose  to  arm  its  citizen  militia,  it  is  free  to 
do  (bearing  in  mind  that  the  Constitution  is 
not  a  document  limiting  the  citizen,  but 
rather  limiting  the  power  of  government). 
But  should  the  state  fail  to  arm  its  citizen 
militia,  the  right  of  the  people  to  keep  and 
bear  arms  becomes  the  source  of  the  guaran- 
tee that  the  state  will  not  be  found  defense- 
less in  the  presence  of  a  threat  to  its  secu- 
rity. It  makes  no  sense  whatsoever  to  look 
at  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  or 
that  of  any  state  for  permission  to  form  a 
citizen  militia  since  logically,  the  power  to 
permit  is  also  the  power  to  deny.  If  brought 
to  its  logical  conclusion  in  this  case,  govern- 
ment may  deny  the  citizen  the  right  to  form 
a  militia.  If  this  were  to  happen,  the  state 
would  assert  Itself  as  the  principle  of  the 
contract  making  the  people  the  agents.  Lib- 
erty then  would  depend  on  the  state's  grant 
of  liberty.  Such  a  concept  is  foreign  to  Amer- 
ican thought. 

While  the  Second  Amendment  to  the  U.S. 
Constitution  acknowledges  the  existence  of 
state  militia  and  recognizes  their  necessity 
for  the  security  of  a  free  state;  and.  while  it 
also  recognizes  that  the  right  of  the  people 
to  keep  and  bear  arms  shall  not  be  infringed, 
the  Second  Amendment  is  not  the  source  of 
the  right  to  form  a  militia  nor  to  keep  and 
bear  arms.  Those  rights  existed  in  the  states 
prior  to  the  formation  of  the  federal  union. 
In  fact,  the  right  to  form  militia  and  to  keep 
and  bear  arms  existed  from  antiquity.  The 
enumeration  of  those  rights  in  the  Constitu- 
tion only  underscores  their  natural  occur- 
rence and  importance. 

According  to  the  Tenth  Amendment,  ulti- 
mate power  over  the  militia  is  not  delegated 
to  the  Federal  government  by  the  Constitu- 
tion nor  to  the  states,  but  resides  with  the 
people.  Consequently,  the  power  of  the  mili- 
tia remains  in  the  hands  of  the  people. 
Again,  the  fundamental  function  of  the  mili- 
tia in  society  remains  with  the  people. 
Therefore,  the  Second  Amendment  recog- 
nizes that  the  militia's  existence  and  the  se- 
curity of  the  state  rests  ultimately  in  the 
people  who  volunteer  their  persons  to  con- 
stitute the  militia  and  their  arms  to  supply 
its  firepower.  The  primary  defense  of  the 
state  rests  with  the  citizen  militia  bearing 
its  own  arms.  Fundamentally,  it  is  not  the 
state  that  defends  the  people,  but  the  people 
who  defend  the  state. 

The  second  line  of  defense  of  the  state  con- 
sists in  the  statutory  organization  known  as 
the  National  Guard.  Whereas  the  National 
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GuarJ  IS  solely  the  creation  of  statutory  law. 
the  militia  derives  its  existence  from  the  in- 
herent inalienable  rights  which  existed  be- 
fore the  Constitution  and  whose  importance 
are  such  that  they  merited  specific  recogni- 
tion in  that  document.  While  the  National 
Guard  came  into  existence  as  a  result  of  leg- 
islative activity,  the  militia  existed  before 
there  was  a  nation  or  a  constitutional  form 
of  government.  The  militia  consisting  of  peo- 
ple owning  and  bearing  personal  weapons  is 
the  very  authority  out  of  which  the  United 
States  Constitution  grew.  This  point  must  be 
emphasized.  Neither  the  citizen's  militia  nor 
the  citizen's  private  arsenal  can  be  an  appro- 
priate subject  for  federal  regulation.  It  was 
the  armed  militia  of  the  American  colonies 
whose  own  efforts  ultimately  led  to  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  United  States  of  America! 
While  some  say  that  the  right  to  keep  and 
bear  arms  is  granted  to  Americans  by  the 
Constitution,  just  the  opposite  is  true.  The 
Federal  Government  itself  is  the  child  of  the 
armed  citizen.  We  the  people  are  the  parent 
of  the  child  we  call  government.  You.  Sen- 
ators, are  part  of  the  child  that  We  The  Peo- 
ple gave  life  to.  The  increasing  amount  of 
Federal  encroachment  into  our  lives  indi- 
cates the  need  for  parental  corrective  action. 
In  short,  the  Federal  government^  needs  a 
good  spanking  to  make  it  behave. 

One  other  important  point  needs  to  be 
made  Since  the  Constitution  is  the  limiting 
document  upon  the  government,  the  govern- 
ment cannot  become  greater  than  the  grant- 
ing power,  that  is  the  servant  cannot  become 
greater  than  his  master.  Therefore,  should 
the  Chief  Executive  or  other  branch  of  gov- 
ernment, or  all  branches  together  act  to  sus- 
pend the  Constitution  under  a  rule  of  mar- 
tial law.  all  power  granted  to  government 
would  be  canceled  and  defer  back  to  the 
granting  power,  the  people.  Martial  law  shall 
not  be  possible  in  this  country  as  long  as  the 
people  recognize  the  Bill  of  Rights  as  in- 
alienable. 

Since  the  power  of  self  defense  and  the  de- 
fense of  the  state  is  ultimately  vested  in  the 
people,  there  is  no  possible  way  that  a  Gov- 
ernor or  the  Chief  Executive  of  the  United 
States,  or  any  legislative  body  can  •outlaw" 
ihe  citizen  miiiiia  for  to  do  .so  would  rob  in- 
herent power  from  the  people.  If  that  were  to 
happen,  our  entire  form  of  government  would 
cease. 

Historically,  we  have  found  that  the  Gov- 
ernors  militia,  that  is  the  National  Guard, 
is  intended  to  reduce  the  need  for  the  citizen 
militia.  Simply,  if  the  National  Guard  did 
it's  job  in  securing  the  state,  the  citizen  mi- 
litia would  not  emerge.  That  it  has  emerged 
so  dramatically  seems  to  indicate  that  the 
people  do  not  feel  secure.  Simply  stated,  the 
growing  threat  of  centralized  Federal  gov- 
ernment is  frightening  America,  hence  the 
emergence  of  the  citizen  militia.  When  gov- 
ernment is  given  back  to  the  people  at  the 
lowest  level,  the  citizen  militia  will  return 
to  its  natural  place,  resident  within  the  body 
of  the  people.  Civil  war  and  revolution  can  be 
avoided  by  re-investing  governing  power  to 
the  people. 

To  summarize:  Citizen  militia  are  historic 
lawful  entities  predating  constitutions.  Such 
militia  are  "grandfathered"  into  the  very 
system  of  government  they  created.  The 
Constitution  grants  no  right  to  form  militia, 
but  merely  recognize  the  existing  natural 
right  of  all  people  to  defend  and  protect 
themselves.  The  governments  created  out  of 
well  armed  and  free  people  are  to  be  con- 
stantly obedient  to  the  people.  Any  attempt 
to  take  the  means  of  freedom  from  the  peo- 
ple is  an  act  of  rebellion  against  the  people. 


In  order  to  resist  a  rebellious  and  disobe- 
dient government,  the  citizen  militia  must 
not  be  connected  in  an.v  way  with  that  gov- 
ernment lest  the  body  politic  loose  its  fear- 
ful countenance  as  the  only  sure  threat  to  a 
government  bent  on  converting  free  people 
into  slaves. 

Te.stimony  of  Leroy  Crenshaw  Before  the 

Sen.\te  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  May 

25.  1995 

Good  Morning  Chairman  Hatch  and  Distin- 
guished Members  of  this  Committee. 

My  name  is  Leroy  Crenshaw,  and  I  would 
request  that  this  Committee  accept  my  pre- 
pared statement  as  a  part  of  the  record  of 
these  proceedings. 

I  was  born  and  raised  in  the  beautiful 
State  of  Alabama,  and  I  now  live  and  teach 
school  in  the  great  State  of  Massachusetts.  I 
have  a  faithful  and  supporting  wife  and  we 
have  raised  six  fine  children. 

We  all  feel  privileged  to  have  been  born  in 
these  times  when  the  promise  of  our  fore- 
fathers has  begun  to  spread  to  all  races,  col- 
ors, and  creeds,  of  our  countrymen.  Iron- 
icall.v  however,  these  times  have  evolved  all 
too  soon  into  conflicts  between  my  country- 
men of  all  races  and  the  officers  of  their  gov- 
ernment. For  many  of  my  friends  who  are 
not  Black  Americans,  these  times  have 
brought  circumstances  into  their  lives  that 
have  no  memorable  precedent.  For  me  and 
my  wife,  we  see  emerging  official  conduct 
that  is  all  too  reminiscent  of  earlier  days  of 
"us  "  and  "them"  that  Black  Americans  have 
known  as  their  daily  diet  since  our  country 
began.  We  welcome  our  white  brethren  to 
our  sides  in  this  time  of  burgeoning  oppres- 
sion. 

During  recent  times,  we  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans have  experienced  repeated  episodes  of 
authoritarian  confrontation  provoked  and 
executed  by  our  federal  government.  We 
have  witnessed  with  horror  as  each  of  our  in- 
dividual rights,  as  enumerated  in  the  first 
Ten  .Amendments  to  our  Constitution,  has 
fallen  to  attack  by  our  federal  government 
at  the  highest  levels.  We  have  repeatedly  at- 
tempted redress  through  our  courts,  through 
our  elected  Representatives  and  Senators, 
and  through  pleading  with  the  agencies  of 
our  government,  all  to  no  avail  after  a  con- 
sistent pattern  of  restatement  of  our  issues 
into  "non-i.ssues  ".  in  order  to  avoid  dealing 
with  the  substance  of  our  complaints. 

We  have  witnessed  our  federal  Government 
make  itself  a  party  to  the  collapse  of  our 
banking  and  Savings  and  Loan  institutions. 

We  have  witnessed  our  Government  com- 
mit our  young  men  to  foreign  military  ad- 
venturism upon  false  premise,  and  upon  an 
usurped  authority. 

We  have  all  been  victims  of  federal  incur- 
sion into  our  private  financial  affairs  to  the 
point  of  our  right  invasion  of  the  sanctity  of 
our  family  domain,  under  the  guise  of  rout- 
ing out  fraud  by  us  working  Americans. 

We  have  witnessed  out  right  and  provable 
lies  told  to  the  records  of  our  federal  courts 
by  the  judges  appointed  to  these  high  posi- 
tions. 

We  have  witnessed  our  own  President  dis- 
claim our  Bill  of  Rights  as  "radicar'  lib- 
erties to  be  granted  to  ordinary  people. 

We  have  witnessed  one  Vice  President 
(Quayle).  along  with  at  least  one  Attorney 
General  (Barr>.  attempt  to  convince  us  to 
abandon  our  right  to  jury  trials  in  all  crimi- 
nal cases  and  an  civil  case  in  excess  of  twen- 
ty dollars  (1990-1991). 

We  have  discovered  that  the  CIA.  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  and  the  DE.A.  along 
with    other    agencies    of   government    have 


worked  in  concert  to  engage  and  profiteer 
from  drug  trafficking. 

We  have  witnessed  the  compromise  of  the 
sovereignty  of  our  state  governments  by  fed- 
eral funding  schemes  that  always  contain  a 
myriad  of  control  strings. 

We  have  witnessed  our  community  con- 
trolled school  systems  invaded  by  ■better 
idea"  federally  funded  concepts  that  offer  no 
rational  solutions,  except  mind  conditioning 
of  our  young  into  "interdependent"  concepts 
that  scorn  the  virtue  of  self  reliance  and  fun- 
damental education. 

We  have  witnessed  repeated  instances 
when  officers  of  our  federal  government,  act- 
ing under  color  of  federal  law,  have  commit- 
ted multiple  crimes  against  us.  in  the  form 
of  actual  violence,  and  in  the  form  of  white 
collar'  extortion,  theft,  embezzlement,  and 
provable  fraud. 

We  have  witnessed  the  consistent  official 
forgiving  of  these  crimes  without  any  au- 
thority under  our  Constitution  to  grant 
these  officers  any  reprieve  for  their  offenses 
against  our  laws  and  our  Constitution. 

We  have  studied  our  Law.  and  we  have 
found  there  our  fundamental  rights  still 
stated  to  be  "protected". 

We  also  have  found  within  our  Constitu- 
tion, the  prescription  for  dealing  with  these 
perversions  to  our  security  that  trouble  us  so 
much. 

We  find  in  the  First  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  that  the  Congre.ss  shall  pass  no 
law  abridging  our  right  -peaceably  to  assem- 
ble, and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  re- 
dress of  grievances.",  but  Congress  has 
passed  such  laws. 

We  find  the  Second  .Amendment  constitu- 
tionall.y  prescribed  protection  of  our  individ- 
ual duty  to  take  arms  If  need  be  in  defense 
of  our  Constitution,  to  be  under  attack  by 
our  own  Congressmen. 

We  find  in  the  Fourth  Amendment,  our 
protection  of  our  right  to  be  secure  in  our 
homes  from  official  threats  against  our  per- 
sons, our  papers,  and  our  effects,  against 
searches  and  seizures  upon  non-existent  or 
warrantless  incursions  into  our  private  do- 
mains, but  we  know  of  repeated  incidents  of 
just  such  incursions  into  the  homes  of  per- 
sons who  are  later  found  to  be  completely  in- 
nocent of  any  wrongdoing,  and  some  of  such 
persons  have  died  as  a  result. 

We  find  in  the  Fifth  amendment  that  none 
of  us  is  to  be  deprived  of  our  life,  without 
due  process  of  law.  but  we  know  now  of  many 
unarguably  innocent  people  who  have  been 
killed  by  our  federal  officers  who  knew  of  the 
innocence  of  their  victims  before  their  kill- 
ing acts. 

We  find  in  the  Fifth  .■\mendment  that  none 
of  us  is  to  be  deprived  of  our  liberty  without 
due  process  of  law,  but  we  know  that  many 
of  us  have  been  imprisoned  upon  trumped  up 
charges  that  are  ultimately  shown  to  have 
been  knowingly  brought  upon  fraudulent 
grounds. 

We  find  in  the  Fifth  Amendment  that  none 
of  us  is  to  be  deprived  of  our  property  with- 
out due  proce.ss  of  law,  but  we  know  that 
many  of  us  has  had  his  cash,  po.ssessions.  and 
future  means  of  earning  a  living,  seized  with- 
out any  opportunity  to  oppose  such  seizure 
before  the  fact. 

We  find  in  the  Fifth  Amendment  that  each 
of  us  is  entitle  to  obtain  "just  compensa- 
tion" as  payment  from  our  government  be- 
fore our  property  of  any  sort  is  taken  for 
public  purposes,  but  our  government  is  de- 
priving us  of  that  which  is  ours  upon  a  daily 
basis  without  any  payment  what  so  ever. 


For  all  the  above  findings,  the  officers  of 
our  government  are  acting  in  clear  repug- 
nance to  our  Constitution.  Those  in  govern- 
ment who  control  the  course  of  redress  with- 
in our  institutions  know  that  we  have  suf- 
fered these  crimes  under  our  Constitution. 
Yet,  they  do  nothing,  and  these  facts  con- 
stitute a  condition  of  officials  acting  in  in- 
surrection and  rebellion  against  our  Con- 
stitution, as  meant  in  section  3  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment. 

We  all  know  that  should  our  government 
fail  to  immediately  purge  itself  of  such  man- 
ner of  conduct,  that  we  each  are  empowered 
by  Section  4  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
to  suppress  any  such  manner  of  insurrection 
and  rebellion— at  the  expense  of  our  National 
Treasury. 

Now  let  us  all  understand: 

That  we  the  people  have  always  had.  and 
still  possess,  the  right,  the  duty,  and  the 
power,  to  "effect  [our]  Safety  and  Happi- 
ness." 

That.  "Prudence  .  .  .  will  dictate  that  Gov- 
ernments long  established  [such  as  ours] 
should  not  be  changed  for  light  and  transient 
causes;  and  ...  all  [our)  experience  has 
shown,  that  mankind  is  more  disposed  to  suf- 
fer, while  evils  are  sufferable.  than  to  right 
themselves  by  abolishing  the  forms  to  which 
[we]  are  accustomed.  But  when  a  long  train 
of  abuses  and  usurpations,  pursuing  invari- 
ably the  same  Object  evinces  a  design  to  re- 
duce [us]  under  absolute  Despotism,  it  is 
[our]  right,  it  is  our  dut.v.  to  throw  off  such 
government  [or  usurping  officers  within), 
and  to  provide  new  Guards  for  [our]  future 
security." 

"Such  has  been  the  patient  sufferance  of 
[my  countrymen),  and  such  is  now  the  neces- 
sity which  constrains  [us)  to  alter  [our 
present  state  of  oppression).  "  To  this  end.  we 
have  commenced  to  keep  and  bear  our  Arms 
upon  common  respect  and  allegiance  to  the 
defense  of  our  Constitution,  and  to  those 
long  suffering  public  servants  of  our  govern- 
ment who  are  compelled  to  remain  silent 
while  a  small  arrogant  elitist  sect  wield  pow- 
ers never  granted  to  them  by  us.  and  destroy 
6ur  nation. 

My  humble  message  to  this  panel  is  that 
wp  know  you  and  your  counterparts  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  aware  of  these 
problems,  and  your  sworn  duty  to  suppress 
those  federal  officials  acting  against  us.  We 
urge  .you  to  do  your  dut.v.  We  shall  not  fail 
to  do  ours. 

Thank  you  all  for  your  kind  attention. 

Leroy  Crenshaw. 
SpTingfield.  At  A.  May  25.  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Goldberg. 

Subcommittee     on     Terrorism.     Senate     Office 
Building.  Wa.-shington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chair.man:  I  come  before  this 
subcommittee  on  terrorism  to  state  my 
views,  establish  for  the  record  the  basic  con- 
cepts behind  the  Militia  movement,  and  for 
all  .American's  who  are  unable  to  receive  jus- 
tice from  a  system  that  is  bogged  down  in 
red  tape  and  corruption. 

First.  I  speak  for  my.self.  My  dealings  with 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  [IRS)  began  at 
a  time  when  I  was  personally  involved  with 
two  deaths  in  my  immediate  family.  One  was 
our  daughter,  the  other  was  my  wife's  moth- 
er. The  IRS  claimed  we  owed  an  additional 
Jl.000.00  to  $2,000.00  in  taxes.  This  figure  sky- 
rocketed from  that  level  to  $12,000.00  after 
application  of  penalties  and  fines.  Ufwn  ad- 
vice of  the  federal  judge  who  heard  our  case, 
we  paid  nothing  pending  a  class  action  suit 
against  the  tax  shelter.  The  IRS  sub.se- 
quently  closed  down  the  tax  shelter,  and  all 


participants  who  were  assessed  additional 
taxes,  fines,  and  penalties,  by  the  IRS  for 
their  good  faith  money  management.  As  I 
said,  at  that  time  I  was  under  stress,  having 
just  lost  two  loved  ones,  and  so  we  paid  the 
$12,000.00.  We  were  given  forms  to  complete 
that  we  were  told  would  allow  the  debt  to  be 
forgiven.  However,  nothing  has  come  of  this 
assurance  to  date.  The  forms  were  returned 
to  the  IRS.  and  we  made  several  telephone 
calls  on  this  matter  only  to  be  told  that  no 
one  knew  anything  about  this.  Justice  has 
not  been  served  in  our  matter,  and  I  petition 
this  chamber  to  launch  an  investigation  and 
return  to  my.self  and  every  other  individual 
that  has  been  targeted  by  the  IRS  any  and 
all  moneys  that  have  been  taken  under  du- 
ress and  threat  of  prosecution. 

Another  case  is  that  of  Thomas  M.  Read  v. 
The  United  Slates  of  America,  et  al.  This  case 
went  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  upon  dismis- 
sals all  along  the  way  (Supreme  Court  Dock- 
et No.  92-1952).  Thomas  Read,  and  his  wife 
Sandy,  had  been  hounded  for  six  and  one-half 
years  by  corrupted  federal  court  appointees 
in  the  Northern  California  bankruptcy  sys- 
tem. Neither  Read,  nor  his  wife,  has  any  con- 
nection to  any  bankruptcy— except  by  the 
fraudulent  and  false  claims  lodged  under 
Connecticut  law  against  them.  In  October  of 
1986.  Read  underwent  a  two  week  jury  trail, 
and  he  and  his  wife  were  found  to  have  been 
completel.v  innocent  of  the  allegations 
lodged  against  them.  It  was  a  jury  trial,  and 
the  jury  determined  that  the  plaintiff,  a 
bankruptcy  trustee,  was  guilty  of  knowingly 
inducing  the  Reads  into  a  fraud,  a  tort  of- 
fense under  Connecticut  law.  But  the  trustee 
ran  to  his  bankruptcy  judge  in  California, 
and  sought  and  received  a  "Permanent  In- 
junction" against  the  Reads  from  ever  acting 
upon  their  judgment  upon  the  issues  he  (the 
trustee)  had  brought  to  trial  in  Connecticut 
Superior  Court.  The  case  had  not  been  re- 
moved to  federal  jurisdiction— because  a 
prior  federal  action  brought  against  the 
Reads  had  resulted  in  an  abstention  by  the 
federal  courts  of  exercise  of  federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  this  case,  and  also  because  the 
time  limit.ations  for  removal  to  federal  juris- 
diction had  long  since  expired.  Mr.  Read  was 
not  aware  of  the  corruption  that  existed  in 
the  Northern  California  bankruptcy  system, 
and  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Bankruptcy  Appel- 
late Panel  for  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Ninth  Circuit.  That  court  misstated 
facts,  and  proceeded  to  proclaim  bankruptcy 
trustees  immune  from  personal  liability 
upon  the  false  premise  that  they  possessed 
""derived  judicial  immunity"  (This  case  was 
mentioned  in  Rodney  Stitch's  Book  Defraud- 
ing America,  pp.  109  and  110).  even  though 
these  trustees  do  not  function  in  a  judicial 
capacit.v.  The  Reads  had  already  suffered  a 
$346,000.00  loss  resulting  from  the  years  of 
fraudulent  suit,  and  ultimately  suffered  a 
complete  financial  collapse,  in  1989. 

Since  that  time.  Mr.  Read  has  been  railed 
upon  by  our  federal  courts  when  he  has  stat- 
6(1  the  facts  of  this  case.  The  fact  remains,  a 
jury  determined  that  court  appointees  did 
conceive  and  work  in  concert  to  perpetrate  a 
fraud  upon  the  Reads.  If  our  government,  in 
order  to  serve  the  public,  must  commit  acts 
constituting  torts  against  ordinary  citizens 
and  protect  its  appointed  federal  actors,  then 
the  government  assumes  the  burden  of  justly 
compensating  the  damaged  parties  under  the 
Fifth  Amendment  Taking  Clause.  In  this 
case,  and  many  others,  it  did  not. 

Finally  we  come  to  the  militia  movement. 
Becau.se  of  all  of  the  above  incidents,  and 
many  more,  the  citizens  of  this  country  have 
become    disenchanted,    skeptical,    and    sus- 


picious, of  our  federal  government  on  all  lev- 
els. I.  myself,  am  not  a  member  of  any  mili- 
tia, but  having  been  involved  in  a  (lispute 
with  the  government  in  the  form  of  the  IRS, 
and  having  seen  many  friends  who  have  be- 
come involved  in  incidents  that  were  not  of 
their  making  or  choosing.  I  have  come  to  re- 
alize that  we  must  force  our  elected  officials 
to  do  our  bidding  because  they  refuse  to  re- 
spond to  us.  I  must  conclucle  that,  since 
there  is  so  much  corruption  in  government, 
and  thei-e  seems  to  be  no  way  that  the  "good 
guys"  can  be  differentiated  from  the  "bad 
guys",  by  the  government,  then,  we  have  to 
eliminate  the  "bad  guys"  ourselves.  I  am 
here  to  advise  you  that  the  American  people 
are  waking  up.  and  these  awakening  Ameri- 
cans are  seeing  the  truth  of  our  times.  They 
are  seeing  many  of  you.  and  many  of  your 
colleagues,  lie  and  deceive  us  without  even  a 
thought  of  remorse. 

The  militia  movement  started  because  the 
majority  of  the  politicians  are  not  telling 
the  truth  and  the  people  have  no  redress  for 
their  grievances.  The  politicians  are  liars 
and  the  news  media  are  purveyors  of  these 
lies  as  if  they  were  the  truth.  The  militia 
movement  is  comprised  of  ordinary  every 
day  people  who  love  their  country  and  the 
way  of  life  that  is  slowly  being  sucked  away 
by  government  officers  acting  upon  an 
usurped  authority.  You  were  all  put  in  office 
by  people  who  are  in  the  militia,  who  are 
teachers,  like  myself,  and  who  are  more  like- 
ly than  ever  to  be  unemployed  individuals 
due  to  unconstitutional  laws  passed  by  this 
Congress,  and  Executive  Orders  signed  into 
law  that  should  never  see  the  light  of  day. 

Certain  actions  by  the  ATF.  CIA.  IRS.  and 
other  federal  agencies  have  brought  atten- 
tion to  themselves  and  their  "Jack  booted 
thugs"  by  the  few  who  need  to  be  eliminated 
from  the  ranks  of  federal  government.  There 
is  no  justice  if  the  ones  who  shoot  nursing 
mothers  and  dogs,  and  little  children  in  the 
back,  later  gel  promoted  instead  of  pros- 
ecuted. Case  in  point  is  Special  .Agent  Potts. 
Let's  get  some  justice  for  the  American  peo- 
ple by  putting  this  munlered  (Potts)  in  jail. 
We  don't  want  him  promoted,  we  want  him, 
and  others  of  his  ilk,  out  of  office,  with  NO 
benefits.  NO  retirement,  and  NO  chance  of 
ever  later  acquiring  them.  If  a  public  officer 
dishonors  his  oath  to  defend  and  protect  the 
Constitution,  that  officer  should  relinquish 
any  rights  he  or  she  thought  that  were 
theirs,  but  instead  it  is  the  people  of  Amer- 
ica who  end  up  relinquishing  their  individual 
rights.  That  IS  a  crime.  People  who  break 
the  law  need  to  be  punished,  that  includes 
politicians,  judges,  trustees,  or  anyone  who 
has  acted  in  violation  of  the  public  trust. 

The  terrorism  that  has  been  perpetrated 
against  America,  has  been  against  all  Ameri- 
cans. How  dare  they  insinuate  that  loyal 
Americans  would  stoop  to  hurt  other  Ameri- 
cans. Vet.  individuals  in  the  person  of  Ms. 
Janet  Reno,  have  the  nerve  to  sit  there  and 
act  indignant  about  charges  spoken  against 
her  on  the  Waco  massacre.  Make  no  mistake, 
it  was  a  massacre,  and  I  doubt  if  the  truth 
will  ever  be  told  because  of  the  corruption 
and  graft  that  permeates  the  entire  justice 
system.  These  harsh  words,  but  not  nearly  as 
harsh  as  the  reality  that  American  citizens 
endure  each  day. 

There  is  today  in  America,  a  resurgence  of 
loyalty  and  if  you  are  not  corrupt,  if  you 
work  for  the  people,  and  if  you  uphold  the 
Constitution,  you  have  nothing  to  fear  from 
anyone,  much  less  a  militia  movement.  Un- 
fortunately, payoffs,  underhanded  money 
deals,  corruption  and  illegal  use  of  the  power 
of  office  is  the  rule  rather  than  the  excep- 
tion. Some  believe  that  the  only  terrorism 
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instigated  in  this  country  today,  has  been  at 
the  hands  of  government  officials.  I  don't  see 
the  people  of  this  country  putting  up  con- 
crete barriers  around  their  homes.  This 
country  was  founded  on  the  premise  that  the 
government  worked  for  the  people,  not  the 
other  way  around.  If  we  are  being  denied  ac- 
cess to  our  'elected  officials"  what  is  the 
next  step'!'  The  saying  "A  guilty  mind  needs 
no  accuser"  applies  herel  Only  the  guilty 
flee,  when  no  one  pursues. 

If  Larry  Nichols  and  Terry  Reed  are  wrong 
in  their  accusations  of  massive  drug  traffick- 
ing against  Mr.  Clinton,  let's  put  them  in 
jail  after  a  fair  trial.  But.  if  as  we  all  sus- 
pect, they  are  truthful,  let's  put  Mr.  Clinton 
on  the  line.  Impeach  and  prosecute  and  do 
not  under  any  circumstance  allow  him  to 
grant  immunity  or  to  pardon  anyone.  Is  this 
too  much  to  ask''  I  ask  all  of  you.  how  many 
members  of  Congress  as  well  as  judges,  etc.. 
would  remain  in  office  of  forced  to  be  held 
accountable  to  the  laws  of  the  ordinary  man. 

As  a  black  man  born  and  raised  in  Ala- 
bama. I've  been  subjected  to  things  most 
Americans  only  read  about  in  History  books. 
Now.  today,  in  this  country,  land  of  the  free 
home  of  the  brave,  white  Americans  are  be- 
ginning to  be  subjected  to  the  same  types  of 
discrimination  and  random  acts  of  violence 
that  are  really  not  targeted  at  any  one 
group,  but  at  all  Americans  who  love  their 
country  and  are  trying  to  get  rid  of  the  cor- 
ruption and  graft  that  lines  our  courtrooms 
and  legal  professions.  The  few  bad  apples  do 
spoil  it  for  the  "good  guys"  every  time. 
Sincerely. 

Leroy  Crenshaw. 

Excerpt  From  Hearing  Before  the  Sub- 
committee ON  Economic  and  Commercial 
L.^w  OF  THE  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
November  6.  1991 

Hamilton  described  another  bankruptcy- 
related  killing,  in  which  attorney  John  Scott 
was  murdered  as  his  charges  of  bankruptcy 
corruption  started  to  threaten  the  estab- 
lished racketeering  enterprise  and  the  in- 
volved federal  judges,  trustees  and  law  firms. 
Someone  killed  Scott  near  Austin.  Texas. 

GIVING  themselves  IMMUNITY  FROM  THBUR 

CRIMES 

Federal  judges  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  held 
that  the  private  trustees,  including  embez- 
zler Charles  Duck,  who  committed  the  na- 
tion's worst  Chapter  11  corruption,  were  offi- 
cers of  the  court,  and  were  therefore  immune 
from  liability.  Federal  judges,  therefore, 
held  that  a  citizen  has  no  claim  against  an 
officer  of  the  court  (i.e..  trustee,  attorney. 
judge,  or  one  of  their  employees)  arising 
from  the  criminal  acts  of  that  federal  offi- 
cial, even  though  the  acta  are  criminal  and 
inflict  enormous  harm  upon  an  innocent  per- 
son. They  held  in  effect  that  officers  of  the 
court  could  inflict  any  type  of  outrage  upon 
the  public,  and  the  public  has  no  remedy. 

One  of  the  many  people  victimized  by  the 
judicial  corruption  was  Thomas  Read  of  Con- 
necticut. Read  had  not  sought  relief  in  Chap- 
ter 11.  but  was  affected  by  Charles  Duck,  and 
the  federal  judges  seeking  to  protect  the  ad- 
mitted embezzler.  Read  obtained  a  Connecti- 
cut judgment  against  Duck.  Bankruptcy 
Judge  Alan  Jaroslovsky  of  Santa  Rosa,  who 
had  protected  Duck's  criminal  activities,  is- 
sued an  injunction  forever  barring  Read  from 
enforcing  the  judgment.  Read  argued  that 
the  injunctive  order  exceeded  the  judge's  au- 
thority. Read  filed  an  appeal  with  the  Ninth 
Circuit  Bankruptcy  Appellate  Panel  (com- 
posed of  Chapter  11  judges.  The  appellate 
panel  rendered  a  published  decision: 

■Federal  judges,  seeking  to  protect  these 
criminal  acts  and  themselves,  have  rendered 


decisions  holding  that  "judicial  immunity 
not  only  protects  judges  against  suit  from 
acts  done  within  their  jurisdiction,  but  also 
spreads  outward  to  shield  related  public 
servants,  including  trustees  in  bankruptcy.  " 

"This  circuit  has  adopted  a  .  .  .  rationale 
stating  that  a  trustee  or  an  official  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  bankruptcy  judge 
is  entitled  to  derived  judicial  immunity  be- 
cause he  is  performing  an  integral  part  of 
the  judicial  process.  ...  a  trustee,  who  ob- 
tains court  approval  for  actions  under  the 
supervision  of  the  bankruptcy  judge,  is  enti- 
tled to  derived  immunity. 

"It  is  well  settled  that  the  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy is  an  officer  of  the  appointing  court. 
Courts  other  than  the  appointing  court  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  suits  against  the 
trustee,  without  leave  from  the  appointing 
court,  for  acts  done  in  an  official  capacity 
and  within  his  authority  as  an  officer  of  the 
court,  ...  It  is  ...  axiomatic  that  the 
Trustee,  'as  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  (and]  as 
an  official  acting  under  the  authority  of  the 
bankruptcy  judge,  is  entitled  to  derived  judi- 
cial immunity  because  he  is  performing  an 
integral  part  of  the  judicial  process." 

"Sound  policy  also  mandates  immunizing 
the  trustee.  The  possibility  that  we  would 
hold  trustees  personally  liable  for  judgments 
rendered  against  them  in  their  representa- 
tive capacity  would  invariably  lessen  the 
vigor  with  which  trustees  pursue  their  obli- 
gations. Immunity  is  essential  because,  as 
Judge  Learned  Hand  noted,  "to  submit  all 
officials,  the  innocent  as  well  as  the  guilty, 
to  the  burden  of  a  trial  and  to  the  inevitable 
danger  of  its  outcome,  would  dampen  the 
ardor  of  all  but  the  most  resolute,  or  the 
most  irresponsible,  in  the  unflinching  dis- 
charge of  their  duties.  .  .  ,  Accordingly,  we 
hold  that  the  trustee  [Charles  Duck],  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  court,  is  entitled 
to  derived  judicial  immunity." 

As  the  judicial  involvement  in  the  Chapter 
11  corruption  surfaced,  the  Ninth  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  rendered  a  judgment""^  pro- 
tecting judges  against  responsibility  for 
their  criminal  acts.  The  Ninth  Circuit  ren- 
dered the  decision  holding  that  regardless  of 
any  criminal  conduct  committed  against  the 
piihltc  or  an  individual  by  .a  judge  nr  person 
acting  on  his  behalf,  such  as  a  trustee,  the 
public  had  no  remedy  against  the  judges,  or 
anyone  acting  with  the  judges.  The  need  for 
these  self-protective  and  unconstitutional 
decisions  is  rapidly  increasing  as  federal 
judges  are  heavily  implicated  in  some  of  the 
worst  criminal  activities  ever  exposed  in  the 
history  of  the  United  States.  Worse  judicial 
corruption  has  yet  to  be  described. 

Justices  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  en- 
larged upon  the  protection  against  their  own 
criminal  acts  (and  they  may  need  this  pro- 
tection shortly).  The  Supreme  Court  Jus- 
tices held  in  Stump  v.  Sparkman^°*  that  a 
judge  could  deliberately  commit  unlawful, 
unconstitutional,  and  corrupt  acts  upon  a 
citizen,  destroy  personal  and  property  rights, 
and  be  immune  from  financial  liability.  This 
decision  was  repeatedly  stated  by  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Judge  Marilyn  Patel.  San  Francisco,  as 
I  sought  relief  against  California  and  federal 
judges. 

Tlie  Constitution  and  statutes  disagree 
with  judge-made  law,  federal  civil  rights 
statutes  and  constitutional  rights  to  seek  re- 
lief clearly  do  not  provide  immunity  to  fed- 
eral judges  when  they  violate  clear  and  set- 
tled civil  and  constitutional  rights,  or 
against  corrupt  or  criminal  acts,  and  who  in- 
flict harm  upon  any  member  of  the  American 
pubhc. 

In  Stump  V.  Sparkman  the  judge  entered 
into  a  conspiracy,  ordering  a  young  girl  per- 


manently sterilized.  The  Supreme  Court  held 
that  the  girl  had  no  remedy  against  the 
judge,  as  the  public's  welfare  requires  that  a 
judge  be  free  to  exercise  his  duties  without 
fear  of  the  consequences.  That  is  a  farce,  and 
the  public's  welfare  isn't  protected  by  pro- 
tecting crooked  judges. 

APPEARANCE  Before  the  Senate  Subcom.mit- 
tee  on  A.nti-Terrori.sm.  May  25.  1995 

Not  only  is  it  a  pleasure  to  have  this  op- 
portunity to  define  for  you  and  America  who 
and  what  the  militia  is.  what  they  stand  for 
and  why  all  Americans  have  the  constitu- 
tional obligation  to  participate  in  patriotic 
or  militia  groups,  but  it  is  also  saddening 
that  this  opportunity  arose  out  of  the  Okla- 
homa tragedy. 

Contrary  to  popular  opinion,  the  Militia  Of 
Montana  does  not  base  its  existence  upon  the 
legal  definition  of  militia.  The  foundation 
for  the  right  to  exist  is  clearly  a  First 
Amendment  issue,  freedom  of  speech  and 
freedom  of  assembly,  as  a  private  organiza- 
tion. .At  this  time  there  are  approximately 
ten  million  American  citizens  participating 
in  patriotmilitia  activities  in  all  fifty 
states,  with  the  numbers  growing  steadily 
every  day. 

The  Militia  Of  Montana,  created  by  a  few 
loyal  .American  citizens,  has  become  a  na- 
tional "guide-post"  for  newly  founded  pa- 
triot groups. 

Why  people  need  to  participate  in  militia/ 
patriot  organizations  and  activities  is  best 
shown  in  the  Declaration  of  Independence.  It 
is  too  lengthy  to  read  at  this  time,  however 
it  speaks  for  itself  and  for  .American  patri- 
ots. We  would  like  to  request  that  this  docu- 
ment be  entered  into  the  permanent  record 
at  this  time,  as  a  partial  support  document 
to  our  statements. 

The  Declaration  of  Independence  gives  ex- 
cellent insight  and  explanation  as  to  why  in- 
dividuals go  to  extreme  measures  when  fla- 
grant injustices  continue  by  "out  of  con- 
trol ".  oppressive  public  servants.  This  same 
restrictive  oppression  is  once  again  rearing 
its  ugly  head,  only  this  time  in  America. 

The  following  are  just  a  few  examples  as  to 
why  American  citizens  are  becoming  more 
and  more  involved  in  militia. patriot  organi 
zations: 

The  high  Office  of  the  Presidency  has 
turned  into  a  position  of  a  Dictator  through 
the  abusive  use  of  Executive  Orders  and  Di- 
rectives. This  must  be  stopped.  The  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  have  been 
stripped  of  their  power  and  authority  and  act 
only  as  mouth  pieces  for  "public  policy  ". 
When  the  President  over  rules  the  Congress 
by  Executive  Order.  Senators  and  Represent- 
atives wonder  why  their  constituents  are  so 
upset. 

When  government  corruption,  fraud,  decep- 
tion and  secret  government  theft  has  not 
been  tried  and  adjudicated.  Senators  and 
Representatives  wonder  why  their  constitu- 
ents are  so  upset. 

When  government  plans  and  authorizes  the 
assassination  of  87  .Americans  in  their  home 
and  church,  or  directs  the  sniper  to  kill  a 
mother  while  holding  her  infant  in  her  arms 
and  then  awards  those  responsible  with  a  job 
promotion.  Senators  and  Representatives 
wonder  why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  takes  private  property 
from  American  Citizens  to  protect  the  kan- 
garoo rat.  Senators  and  Representatives 
wonder  why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  law  enforcers,  dressed 
like  local  gang  members  in  total  black,  bust 
down  your  door,  often  the  wrong  door.  Sen- 
ators and  Representatives  wonder  why  their 
constituents  are  so  upset. 


When  the  Fre.sident,  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  infringed  upon  the  Second 
.Amendment,  are  attempting  to  infringe  upon 
the  Fourth  .Amendment  iH.R.  666)  and  are 
now.  through  these  hearings,  contemplating 
on  infringing  upon  the  First  Amendment, 
Senators  and  Representatives  wonder  why 
their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  private  interest  groups  like  "The 
World  Government  of  World  Citizens"  can 
sell  their  own  stamps  and  their  own  pass- 
ports to  their  own  members  and  the  govern- 
ment allows  and  accepts  them  as  valid,  con- 
trary to  the  law.  Senators  and  Representa- 
tives wonder  why  their  constituents  are  so 
upset. 

When  government  allows  our  military  to 
be  ordered  and  controlled  by  foreigners.  Sen- 
ators and  Representatives  wonder  why  their 
constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  allows  foreign  armies 
(some  of  whom  are  using  them  to  kill  their 
own  citizens)  to  train  in  our  land.  Senators 
and  Representatives  wonder  why  their  con- 
stituents are  so  upset. 

When  government  allows  the  military  to 
label  patriots  as  the  enemy.  Senators  and 
Representatives  wonder  why  their  constitu- 
ents are  so  upset. 

WTien  government  defines  human  beings  as 
a  biological  resource  under  ecosystem  man- 
agement. Senators  and  Representatives  won- 
der why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  sends  billions  of  dollars 
in  aid  to  foreign  countries  while  there  are 
millions  of  homeless  and  starving  Ameri- 
cans. Senators  and  Representatives  wonder 
why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

WTien  government  forces  Americans  to 
work  over  five  months  to  pay  their  income 
taxes  alone.  Senators  and  Representatives 
wonder  why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  refuses  to  hold  hearings 
on  government  sanctioned  abuses.  Senatore 
and  Representatives  wonder  why  their  con- 
stituents are  so  upset. 

WTien  government  tampers  with  and  de- 
stroys evidence  needed  to  solve  a  crime.  Sen- 
ators and  Representatives  wonder  why  their 
constituents  are  so  upset. 

When  government  now  considers  the  very 
idea  of  inlnnging  upon  the  people's  rights  of 
freedom  of  speech,  assembly  and  the  right  to 
redress.  Senators  and  Representatives  won- 
der why  their  constituents  are  so  upset. 

"The  Law  perverted  and  the  f>olice  powers 
of  the  state  perverted  along  with  it!!  The  law 
not  only  turns  from  its  proper-purpose,  but 
made  to  follow  a  totally  contrary  purpose, 
the  law  becomes  the  weapon  of  every  kind  of 
greed. 

Instead  of  checking  crime  the  law  itself  be- 
comes guilty  of  the  evils  it  is  supposed  to 
pursue. 

Since  this  is  now  true,  it  is  a  grave  and  se- 
rious fact.  Moral  duty  to  my  fellow  man  re- 
quires us  to  call  these  facts  to  the  attention 
of  our  fellow  citizens." 

These  were  the  words  of  a  French  Patriot. 
Frederick  Bastiat.  in  1884  as  he  watched  his 
nation  move  into  Socialism  and  an  oppres- 
sive police  state. 

These  are  identical  concerns  echoed  today 
by  the  militia/'patriot  groups  and  organiza- 
tions. These  groups  and  organizations  rep- 
resent lawyere.  doctors,  soldiers  and  labor- 
ers. 

Militia/patriot  organizations  are  not  ter- 
roristic, aggressive  or  offensive  in  structure 
or  design.  We  have,  and  presently  deplore 
and  denounce  the  senseless  act  of  violence 
that  took  place  in  Oklahoma.  We  have  and 
will  continue  to  assist  in  any  manner  to  ap- 
prehend all  persons  that  may  have  planned 


or  carried  out  that  deed.  At  whatever  level 
they  may  hide. 

Militia/patriot  groups  are  only  aggressive 
in  our  means  by  which  we  educate  a  docile 
American  public.  Our  singular  mandate, 
which  is  public  and  overt,  is  the  preservation 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (a 
Republic),  as  it  was  founded  and  the  Sov- 
ereignty of  this  great  nation. 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  the  people  would 
like  to  know  where  and  when  it  will  end? 
Will  it  end  with  America  turning  into  a  So- 
cialist Republic  (which  we  all  know  is  the 
end  result  of  a  Democracy)?  Or.  will  you  do 
your  duty  to  fulfill  your  oath  which  all  of 
you  took  to  defend  this  country  from  all  en- 
emies foreign  and  domestic? 

If  you  decide  to  fulfill  your  oath  the  first 
thing  you  must  do  Is  stop  relying  upon 
rumor  and  go.sslp.  Do  not  rely  upon  the  press 
or  other  organizations  which  have  their  own 
agendas.  Rely  upon  your  own  investigations. 

As  one  example,  we  would  like  to  refer  you 
to  the  Congressional  Record  of  the  92d  Con- 
gress, First  Session.  "Vol.  117.  No.  189.  Mon- 
day. December  6.  1971.  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Congressman  John  R.  Rarick  (D-La.) 
exposed  the  Anti-Defamation  League's  (ADL) 
vast  world-wide  spy  network.  According  to 
Congressman  Rarick  the  ADL  provides  infor- 
mation to  the  press  which  accepts  it  as 
truth.  Congressman  Rarick  also  stated  the 
ADL  uses  its  information  "to  suppress  free 
speech  and  discussion  and  to  influence  public 
thought  and  sentiment  of  an  unsuspecting 
citizenry." 

Lo  and  behold  what  do  we  now  have?  Legis- 
lation that  will  suppress  freedom  of  speech 
and  discussion. 

In  1983  the  Department  of  Justice  (DOJ) 
paid  the  ADL  J20.000  in  taxpayers'  money  to 
produce  a  report  on  so-called  "hate  groups  ". 
The  DOJ  refused  to  publish  the  report  be- 
cause it  was  so  sensationalized  that  the  DOJ 
could  not  consider  it  credible.  The  .ADL  went 
ahead  with  it's  own  copyright  and  published 
the  report  anyway,  feeding  it  to  the  press. 
The  DOJ  forced  the  ADL  to  relinquish  the 
copyright.  Now  the  ADL  is  once  again  feed- 
ing the  press  lies,  rumor  and  gossip  which 
the  press  accepts  as  gospel. 

The  press  then  takes  this  mis-information, 
rumor  and  gossip,  sensationalizes  it  to  spin  a 
tale  until  it  grows  and  grows  so  out  of  pro- 
portion that  the  press  starts  scrambling  to 
create  a  better  story  than  the  other  guy. 
Law  enforcement,  military  and  government 
officials  then  pick  up  on  it  believing  in  a  lit- 
eral 'feeding-frenzy"  of  the  press.  This  has 
become  a  story  that  had  lost  control  and 
those  who  do  not  investigate  it  for  them- 
selves are  totally  irresponsible,  especially 
law  makers. 

As  we  are  now  witnessing.  Americans  are 
questioning  the  press.  This  is  evidenced  by 
the  phenomenal  growth  of  the  patriot-'milltia 
movement. 

As  this  patriotic  awareness  expands,  mil- 
lions of  Americans  will  expect  a  new  view 
from  a  more  responsive  government.  A  new 
re-birth  of  responsibility  from  a  government 
that  has  strayed  from  it's  "job-description  " 
as  mandated  by  the  Constitution.  A  govern- 
ment created  by  the  people  and  for  the  peo- 
ple. Not  the  limited  few. 

Ma.v  God  be  with  all  America  as  he  watch- 
es over  the  shoulders  of  you  who  write  her 
laws.  A  nation  can  survive  it's  fools  and  even 
the  ambitious.  But  it  cannot  survive  treason 
from  within. 

America  has  nothing  to  fear  from  patriots 
maintaining  "vigilance."  She  should,  how- 
ever, fear  those  that  would  "outlaw"  vigi- 
lance. 


WACO  AND  RUBY  RIDGE  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
been  looking  for  some  time  to  talk  on 
my  own  inquiries  into  the  events  at 
Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge,  but  since  the 
leader  has  scheduled  the  terrorism  bill 
to  come  up  and  has  limited  the  opening 
statements  in  morning  business  to  5 
minutes,  it  is  my  intention  to  try  to  be 
the  lead  speaker  tomorrow.  That  will 
fit  into  some  of  my  opening  comments 
on  terrorism.  I  will  present  the  find- 
ings of  my  preliminary  inquiry  at  that 
time. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  morning  busi- 
ness be  closed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The      PRESIDING     OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report  S.  735  by  title. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  735)  to  prevent  and  punish  acts  of 
terrorism,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

A.MENDMENT  no.  1199 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr  Hatch],  for 
Mr.  Dole,  for  himself.  Mr.  Hatch.  Mr.  NicK- 
LES.  Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  Ghamm.  and  Mr.  Brown, 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  1199. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  amendment  is  printed  in  today's 
Record  under  "Amendments  Submit- 
ted.") 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  begins  consideration  of  the 
Dole-Hatch  Comprehensive  Terrorism 
Prevention  Act  of  1995.  This  amend- 
ment has  within  it  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant pieces  of  criminal  law  in  this 
country's  history,  and  that  is  the  Dole- 
Specter-Hatch  habeas  corpus  reform 
bill.  That  is  only  one  part  of  it,  but 
that  is  the  one  part  that  will  make  a 
difference  with  regard  to  the  Oklahoma 
City  bombing. 

This  legislation  represents  a  land- 
mark bipartisan  effort  to  address  the 
issue  of  grave  national  importance; 
that  is,  the  prevention  and  punishment 
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of  acts  of  domestic  and  international 
terrorism. 

This  legislation  adds  important  tools 
to  the  Government's  fight  against  ter- 
rorism and  does  so  in  a  temperate  man- 
ner that  is  protective  of  civil  liberties. 
In  short,  I  believe  that  this  bill  is  the 
most  comprehensive  antiterrorism  bill 
ever  considered  in  the  Senate. 

This  legislation  increases  the  pen- 
alties for  acts  of  foreign  and  domestic 
terrorism,  including  the  use  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction,  attacks  on  offi- 
cials and  employees  of  the  United 
States,  and  conspiracy  to  commit  ter- 
rorist acts. 

It  gives  the  President  enhanced  tools 
to  use  his  foreign  policy  powers  to 
combat  terrorism  overseas,  and  it  gives 
those  of  our  citizens  harmed  by  terror- 
ist acts  of  outlaw  states  the  right  to 
sue  their  attackers  in  our  own  courts 
of  law. 

Our  bill  provides  a  constitutional 
mechanism  to  the  Government  to  de- 
port aliens  suspected  of  engaging  in 
terrorist  activity  without  divulging 
our  national  security  secrets. 

It  also  includes  a  provision  that  con- 
stitutionally limits  the  ability  of  for- 
eign terrorist  organizations  to  raise 
funds  within  the  United  States, 

Our  bill  also  provides  measured  en- 
hancements to  the  authority  of  Federal 
law  enforcement  to  investigate  terror- 
ist threats  and  acts.  In  addition  to  giv- 
ing law  enforcement  the  legal  tools 
they  need  to  do  the  job,  our  bill  also 
authorizes  increased  resources  for  law 
enforcement  to  carry  out  its  mission. 
The  bill  provides  for  $1.8  billion  over  5 
years  for  an  enhanced  antiterrorism  ef- 
fort at  both  the  Federal  and  the  State 
level. 

The  bill  also  implements  the  conven- 
tion on  the  marking  of  plastic  explo- 
sives. It  requires  that  the  makers  of 
plastic  explosives  make  the  explosives 
detectable. 

Finally,  the  bill  appropriately  re- 
forms habeas  corpus,  as  I  mentioned 
before. 

The  Specter-Hatch  habeas  corpus  bill 
will  correct  some  of  the  deficiencies  in 
criminal  law  that  exist  today.  It  will 
stop  the  frivolous  appeals  that  have 
been  driving  people  nuts  throughout 
this  country  and  subjecting  victims 
and  families  of  victims  to  unnecessary 
pain  for  year  after  year  after  year. 

Habeas  corpus  allows  those  convicted 
of  brutal  crimes,  including  terrorism, 
to  delay  the  just  imposition  of  punish- 
ment for  years.  And  this  will  correct 
that  while  still  preserving  and  protect- 
ing the  constitutional  rights  of  those 
who  are  accused. 

Several  points,  however,  should  be 
addressed.  I  have  long  opposed  the  un- 
checked expansion  of  Federal  author- 
ity and  will  continue  to  do  so.  Still, 
the  Federal  Government  does  have  a  le- 
gitimate role  to  play  in  our  national 
life  and  in  law  enforcement.  In  particu- 
lar, the  Federal  Government  has  an  ob- 
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ligation  to  protect  all  of  our  citizens 
from  serious  criminal  threats  emanat- 
ing from  abroad  or  those  that  involve 
the  national  interest.  Over  140  years 
ago,  Abraham  Lincoln  had  this  to  say 
about  the  role  of  Government. 

The  legitimate  object  of  Government 
is — 

...  to  do  for  the  people  what  needs  to  be 
done,  but  which  they  cannot,  by  individual 
effort,  do  at  all.  or  do  so  well,  for  them- 
selves. If  some  men  will  kill,  it  is  a  common 
object  with  peaceful  and  just  men  to  prevent 
it. 

Similarly,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  assist  the 
States  in  meeting  those  threats  that 
none  alone  can  adequately  meet.  The 
terrorist  threat,  whether  posed  by  for- 
eign entities  or  domestic  interests, 
meets  this  test. 

We  must,  nevertheless,  remember 
that  our  response  to  terrorism  carries 
with  it  the  grave  risk  of  impinging  on 
the  rights  of  free  speech,  assembly,  pe- 
tition for  the  redress  of  grievances,  and 
the  right  to  keep  and  bear  arms.  We 
cannot  allow  this  to  happen.  It  would 
be  cruel  irony  if,  in  response  to  the 
acts  of  evil  and  misguided  men  hostile 
to  our  Government,  we  stifled  true  de- 
bate on  the  proper  role  of  Government. 

Nor  shall  we  exchange  our  precious 
Constitution  which  has  protected  us 
for  over  200  years  for  false  promises  of 
"increased  security."  For  as  Ben 
Franklin  said: 

Those  who  would  give  up  essential  liberty 
to  purchase  temporary  safety  deserve  nei- 
ther liberty  nor  safety. 

Mr.  President,  the  legislation  the 
Senate  begins  consideration  of  today 
enhances  our  safety  without  sacrificing 
the  liberty  of  American  citizens.  Each 
of  the  provisions  in  the  bill  strikes  a 
rarefiil  baianrf*  hptween  necessary  vigi- 
lance against  a  terrorist  threat  and  the 
preservation  of  our  cherished  freedom. 
Several  of  the  provisions  deserve  spe- 
cial mention. 

First.  I  would  like  to  briefly  discuss 
the  Alien  Terrorist  Removal  Act.  I 
firmly  believe  it  is  time  to  give  our  law 
enforcement  and  courts  the  tools  they 
need  to  quickly  remove  alien  terrorists 
from  within  our  midst  without  jeopard- 
izing, for  example,  national  security  or 
the  lives  of  law  enforcement  personnel. 

This  provision  in  this  bill  provides 
the  Justice  Department  with  a  mecha- 
nism to  do  this.  It  allows  for  a  special 
deportation  hearing  and  in  camera,  ex 
parte  review  by  a  special  panel  of  Fed- 
eral judges  when  the  disclosure  in  open 
court  of  Government  evidence  would 
pose  a  threat  to  national  security. 

It  is  entirely  within  the  power  of 
Congress  to  establish  special  adjudica- 
tory proceedings  and  to  specify  the 
procedural  rights  of  aliens  involved  in 
terrorist  acts.  As  the  Supreme  Court 
noted  over  10  years  ago,  "control  over 
matters  of  immigration  is  a  sovereign 
prerogative,  largely  within  the  control 
of  the  Executive  and  the  Legislature." 


[Landon  v.  Plasencia.  459  U.S.  21,  34-35 
(1982).]  So  long  as  the  procedures  estab- 
lished by  Congress  are  essentially  fair, 
they  satisfy  the  requirement  of  Due 
Process. 

Moreover,  we  have  the  power  as  well 
to  distinguish  between  classes  of  aliens 
and  accord  separate  procedures  to  dif- 
ferent classes.  Congress  has  plenary 
power  over  immigration  and  natu- 
ralization. The  legitimate  distinction 
between  aliens  and  citizens  justifi*'^ 
and  permits  both  separate  procedur.  - 
for  aliens  and  the  congressional  deter- 
mination that  not  all  aliens  should  be 
treated  alike.  [Mathews  v.  Diaz,  426 
U.S.  67  (1976).] 

Mr.  President,  sound  policy  dictates 
that  we  take  steps  to  ensure  that  we 
deport  alien  terrorists  without  disclos- 
ing to  them  and  their  partners  our  na- 
tional security  secrets.  The  success  of 
our  counter-terrorism  efforts  depends 
on  the  effective  use  of  classified  infor- 
mation used  to  infiltrate  foreign  ter- 
rorist groups.  We  cannot  afford  to  turn 
over  these  secrets  in  open  court,  jeop- 
ardizing both  the  future  success  of 
these  programs  and  the  lives  of  those 
who  carry  them  out. 

Some  raise  heart-felt  concerns  about 
the  precedence  of  this  provision.  I  be- 
lieve their  opposition  is  sincere,  and  I 
respect  their  views.  Yet.  these  special 
proceedings  are  not  criminal  proceed- 
ings for  which  the  alien  will  be  incar- 
cerated. Rather,  the  result  will  simply 
be  the  removal  of  these  aliens  from 
U.S.  soil— that  is  all. 

Americans  are  a  fair  people.  Our  Na- 
tion has  always  emphasized  that  its 
procedures  be  just  and  fair.  And  the 
procedures  in  this  bill  are  in  keeping 
with  that  tradition.  The  special  court 
would  have  to  determine  that: 

First,  the  alien  in  question  was  an 
alien  terrorist: 

Second,  that  an  ordinary  deportation 
hearing  would  pose  a  security  risk:  and 

Third,  that  the  threat  by  the  alien's 
physical  presence  is  grave  and  imme- 
diate. 

The  alien  would  be  provided  with 
counsel,  given  all  information  which 
would  not  pose  a  risk  if  disclosed, 
would  be  provided  with  a  summary  of 
the  evidence,  and  would  have  the  right 
of  appeal.  Still,  in  our  effort  to  be  fair, 
we  must  not  provide  to  terrorists  and 
to  their  supporters  abroad  the  informa- 
tional means  to  wreak  more  havoc  on 
our  society.  This  provision  is  an  appro- 
priate means  to  ensure  that  we  do  not. 

Second,  this  bill  includes  provisions 
making  it  a  crime  to  knowingly  pro- 
vide material  support  to  the  terrorist 
functions  of  foreign  groups  designated 
by  a  presidential  finding  to  be  engaged 
in  terrorist  activities. 

I  am  sensitive  to  the  concerns  of 
some  that  this  provision  impinges  on 
freedoms  protected  by  the  first  amend- 
ment. I  have  worked  hard  to  ensure 
that  this  provision  will  not  violate  the 
Constitution  or  place  inappropriate  re- 
strictions on  cherished  first  amend- 
ment freedoms.  In  fact,  we  have  made 


significant  changes  to  the  original  ver- 
sion of  this  measure  proposed  by  the 
Clinton  administration.  For  example, 
we  have  subjected  the  executive 
branch's  designation  of  a  group  as  an 
international  terrorist  group  to  judi- 
cial review.  In  addition,  we  have  re- 
moved troubling  licensing  require- 
ments that  were  in  the  original  bill 
submitted  by  the  administration. 

Nothing  in  the  Dole-Hatch  version  of 
this  provision  prohibits  the  free  exer- 
cise of  religion  or  speech,  or  impinges 
on  the  freedom  of  association.  More- 
over, nothing  in  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides the  right  to  engage  in  violence 
against  fellow  citizens.  Aiding  and  fi- 
nancing terrorist  bombings  is  not  con- 
stitutionally protected  activity.  Addi- 
tionally, I  have  to  believe  that  honest 
donors  to  any  organization  would  want 
to  know  if  their  contributions  were 
being  used  for  such  scurrilous  purposes. 

And  finally.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  address  an  issue  which  has  inap- 
propriately overshadowed  all  of  the 
other  fine  provisions  of  this  legisla- 
tion—the inclusion  of  the  Specter- 
Hatch  habeas  corpus  reform  in  this 
bill.  Some  have  stated  that  the  inclu- 
sion of  habeas  reform  in  this  bill  is  po- 
litical opportunism.  Mr.  President, 
nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  The  plain  truth  is.  habeas  corpus 
reform  is  entirely  germane  to  this  leg- 
islation. The  President  has  asked  for 
this  reform.  And  the  American  people 
are  demanding  it. 

Let  me  just  read  this  letter  that  is 
shown  here  on  this  particular  chart.  It 
is  dated  May  10.  1995.  It  is  to  the  Hon- 
orable Bill  Clinton,  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  Let  me  just  read  one 
paragraph. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
fuii  text  of  the  letter  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

May  10. 1995. 
Hon.  Bill  Clinton. 
Thp  President  of  the  United  States. 
The  White  House. 
Washington.  DC. 

De.\h  President  Clinton:  As  a  bi-partisan 
group  of  Attorneys  General  from  our  respec- 
tive states,  we  would  like  to  express  our  supH 
port  for  your  efforts  to  bring  the  American 
people  together  in  a  common  expression  of 
support  for  those  who  have  suffered  from  the 
tragic  events  in  Oklahoma  City.  We  al.so  ap- 
preciate your  clear  expression  of  support  for 
the  rule  of  law.  at  a  time  when  these  acts  of 
lawlessness  have  brought  about  such  human 
tragedy. 

In  this  regard,  your  comments  on  CBS"  60 
Minutes  program  regarding  the  need  for  the 
reform  of  federal  habeas  corpus  procedures  is 
most  appropriate.  In  our  own  states,  we  con- 
tinue to  experience  endless  appeals  and  con- 
tinuous dela.v.  We  believe  that  such  abuse  of 
the  criminal  justice  .system  produces  a  dis- 
respect for  the  law,  and  serves  to  undermine 
deterrence. 

This  is  particularly  true  with  respect  to 
the  enforcement  of  the  death  penalty.  As  the 
Powell  Committee  Report  noted: 


"The  relatively  small  number  of  execu- 
tions as  well  as  the  delay  in  cases  where  an 
execution  has  occurred  makes  clear  that  the 
present  system  of  collateral  review  operates 
to  frustrate  the  law  of  the  37  states." 

This  accurately  describes  the  current  sta- 
tus of  capital  punishment  in  the  states  and 
unfortunately  portends  a  similar  fortune  for 
the  recently  enacted  death  penalty  provi- 
sions of  Title  VI  of  the  Violent  Crime  Con- 
trol and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994.  Mo- 
tions under  current  Title  28  U.S.C.  §2255  will 
produce  the  same  morass  of  endless  dela.v 
and  procedural  manipulation  that  the  states 
have  encountered  under  Title  28  U.S.C.  §2254. 
Thus,  if  we  are  to  have  an  effective  death 
penalty  on  the  state  and  federal  levels,  legis- 
lative action  is  necessary. 

In  this  regard,  expedited  consideration  of 
such  legislation  in  the  context  of  the  anti- 
terrorism bill  is  entirely  appropriate.  Unless 
habeas  corpus  reform  is  enacted,  capital  sen- 
tences for  such  acts  of  senseless  violence  will 
face  endless  legal  obstacles.  This  will  under- 
mine the  credibility  of  the  sanctions,  and  the 
expression  of  our  level  of  opprobrium  as  a 
nation  for  acts  of  terrorism. 

It  is  our  belief  that  S.  623,  the  Habeas  Cor- 
pus Reform  Act  of  1995,  is  the  appropriate  ve- 
hicle to  bring  about  an  effective  and  enforce- 
able death  penalty  with  respect  to  both  state 
and  federal  levels  of  jurisdiction.  The  enact- 
ment of  these  provisions  is  essential  to  our 
states,  and  critical  to  Federal  anti-terrorism 
legislation,  if  the  maximum  .sanctions  our 
society  has  to  offer  will  have  real  meaning. 
We  again,  offer  our  support  for  your  efforts 
to  lead  the  nation  out  of  the  abyss  of  a  ter- 
rible tragedy.  We  also  offer  our  commitment 
to  help  deliver  legislation  to  the  American 
people  that  will  provide  an  enforceable  death 
penalty  for  the  most  heinous  crimes  against 
our  citizens.  Thank  you  again  for  your  con- 
sideration. 

Sincerely. 
W.A.  Drew  Edmondson,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  Oklahoma;  Daniel  E.  Lungren, 
Attorney  General  of  California;  Jeff 
Sessions.  Attorney  General  of  .Ala- 
bama; Ernest  D.  Pre.xte,  Jr..  Attor- 
ney General  of  Pennsylvania:  Dan  Mo- 
rales, Attorney  General  of  Texas: 
Gale  A.  Norton.  Attocney  General  of 
Colorado.  Joseph  P.  Mazurek:  Attor- 
ney General  of  Montana.  Don 
Stenberg.  Attorney  General  of  Ne- 
braska; Richard  P.  Ieyoub.  Attorney 
General  of  Louisiana:  Grant  Woods, 
Attorney  General  of  Arizona:  Alan  G. 
Lance,  .\ttorney  General  of  Idaho: 
Mike  Moore.  .Attorney  General  of  Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Let  me  emphasize  this 
one  paragraph  right  here. 

This  is  from.  I  might  add.  a  biparti- 
san group  of  attorneys  general  from  re- 
spective States,  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans.  This  is  what  they  say  in 
this  paragraph: 

It  is  our  belief  that  S.  623.  the  Habeas  Cor- 
pus Reform  Act  of  1995.  is  the  appropriate  ve- 
hicle to  bring  about  an  effective  and  enforce- 
able death  penalty  with  respect  to  both 
State  and  Federal  levels  of  jurisdiction.  The 
enactment  of  these  provisions  is  essential  to 
our  states,  and  critical  to  Federal  anti-ter- 
rorism legislation,  if  the  maximum  sanction 
our  society  has  to  offer  will  have  real  mean- 
ing. 

This  is  signed  by  W.A.  Drew 
Edmondson.  Democrat  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  Oklahoma;  Daniel  E.  Lungren. 


Republican  Attorney  General  of  Cali- 
fornia; Jeff  Sessions,  Attorney  General 
of  Alabama,  Ernest  D.  Preate.  Jr..  At- 
torney General  of  Pennsylvania;  Dan 
Morales.  Attorney  General  of  Texas, 
who  also  is  a  Democrat;  Gale  A.  Nor- 
ton. Attorney  General  of  Colorado;  Jo- 
seph P.  Mazurek.  Attorney  General  of 
Montana;  Don  Stenberg,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  Nebraska;  Richard  P.  Ieyoub, 
Attorney  General  of  Louisiana;  Grant 
Woods.  Attorney  General  of  Arizona; 
Alan  G.  Lance.  Attorney  General  of 
Idaho;  and  Mike  Moore.  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  Mississippi,  who  is  also  a  Demo- 
crat. 

So  this  is  a  bipartisan  group  of  attor- 
neys general.  And  I  believe  most  attor- 
neys general  are  in  agreement  that  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  is  absolutely  essen- 
tial if  we  are  going  to  solve  some  of  the 
problems  that  exists  in  the  terrorist 
area. 

President  Clinton,  on  "60  Minutes" 
right  after  the  Oklahoma  bombing,  or 
shortly  after,  had  this  to  say: 

I  do  believe  the  habeas  corpus  provision  of 
the  Federal  law  which  permit  these  appeals 
sometimes  to  be  delayed  seven,  eight,  nine 
years  should  be  changed.  I  have  advocated 
that.  .  .  . 

I  hope  the  Congress  will  pass— a  reform  of 
the  Habeas  Corpus  provisions  because  it 
should  not  take  eight  or  nine  years  and  three 
trips  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  finalize  wheth- 
er a  person  in  fact  was  properly  convicted  or 
not. 

The  President's  instincts  were  right 
at  that  time  and  they  are  right  today. 

Now,  let  me  just  say  one  other  thing, 
so  people  understand  the  rule  of  law  is 
being  mocked  in  our  society. 

This  chart  shows  the  number  of  in- 
mates on  death  row  versus  the  actual 
executions.  These  are  people  who  have 
been  convicted  of  heinous  crimes,  have 
been  proven  to  be  guilty  of  the  murders 
involved.  There  were  2.976  as  of  Janu- 
ary 1995.  Since  1977.  almost  20  years 
ago.  18  years  ago,  there  are  only  281 
who  have  had  to  suffer  the  punishment. 
In  20  years,  only  281  have  had  to  face 
the  punishment  that  they  were  as- 
sessed by  their  respective  juries  and 
the  States.  And  in  almost  every  one  of 
those  cases  there  have  been  habeas  ap- 
peals one  right  after  the  other. 

For  those  who  think  habeas  corpus 
reform  is  not  appropriate,  let  them  lis- 
ten to  those  victims  of  the  Oklahoma 
bombing  who  called  me  yesterday,  who 
lost  their  wives,  their  children,  mem- 
bers of  their  family,  and  who  said, 
"Please  pass  your  habeas  corpus  re- 
form," Senator  Specter's  and  your  ha- 
beas corpus  reform. 

I  spoke  with  several  family  members 
of  victims  of  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing. They  held  a  press  conference  yes- 
terday and  said  this  is  the  only  thing 
we  could  do  to  prevent  even  further 
suffering  by  these  people. 

I  have  to  say.  under  our  habeas  cor- 
pus reform  provisions,  under  those  pro- 
visions, people's  rights  will  be  pro- 
tected. There  will  be  a  full  right  of  ap- 
peal all  the  way  up  the  State  courts. 
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from  the  lowest  court  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State.  There  will  be  a  full 
right  of  appeal  all  the  way  up  the  Fed- 
eral courts,  from  Federal  court  to  dis- 
trict court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  their  rights  will  be 
protected.  But  that  is  all  they  are 
going  to  have,  unless  they  can  show 
newly  discovered  evidence  of  innocence 
or  unless  the  Supreme  Court  applies 
retroactively  future  cases  to  these 
problems. 

So.  rather  than  exploiting  the  devas- 
tation of  Oklahoma  City,  I  believe  that 
by  includmg  this  provision  in  the 
antiterrorism  legislation,  we  are  pro- 
tecting the  families  of  victims. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  series  of  letters  from  the 
victims  in  this  matter  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

St.\te  of  Oklahoma. 

May  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Orrin  G  Hatch. 

Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  Dirhsen 
Senate  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Chairman  Hatch:  On  April  19,  1995, 
each  of  us  lost  a  dear  member  of  our  family 
in  the  devastating  bombing  that  occurred  in 
downtown  Oklahoma  City.  Our  families  and 
many  other  families  will  never  recover  from 
this  tras-edy. 

When  the  blast  occurred.  Oklahoma  City 
was  helped  by  experienced  and  skilled  profes- 
sionals. Our  state  placed  the  care  of  our  vic- 
tims and  family  members  in  their  hands  and 
they  responded  with  all  of  the  expertise  that 
we  expected.  Their  jobs  were  performed  effi- 
ciently and  with  tremendous  ability. 

Now.  we  find  that  we  must  place  our  faith 
In  the  abilities  of  prosecutors  and  lawmakers 
and  hope  they  can  repair  the  appeals  process 
so  that  It  takes  not  a  moment  longer  than  is 
required  by  the  Constitution.  As  ordinary 
citizens  we  are  unable  to  fully  understand  all 
of  ihe  iegai  implications  mat  are  found  with- 
in the  Dole-Hatch-Specter  habeas  corpus  pro- 
vision in  Senate  Bill  735.  We  believe  that 
Oklahoma  Attorney  General  Drew 
Edmondson  is  acting  in  our  behalf  by  trying 
to  change  the  laws  so  that  criminals  may  be 
brought  to  justice  quickly.  This  measure 
must  not  be  weakened. 

President  Clinton  made  a  promise  to  the 
victim's  families  during  his  visit  at  the 
Oklahoma  City  Memorial  Service.  Please 
help  him  keep  his  promise  to  use  and  see 
that  this  bill  is  passed. 

Dan  McKinney  Diane  Leonard:  Glenn  A. 
Seidl:  Carolyn  Tample:  Connie  Wil- 
liams: Nicole  N.  Williams:  Wanda  L. 
Fincher:  Alice  Maroney-Denison:  Cliff 
Davis. 

State  of  Oklahoma. 

May  24.  1995. 
My  sister  Kathy  Seidl  and  myself  both 
work  downtown  at  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
building  She  worded  for  Secret  Service.  I 
work  for  GSA  On  April  19th  my  sister's  life 
along  with  many  others  was  taken  away.  I'll 
never  be  able  to  forget  the  sound  or  the  ter- 
rible feeling  of  death  that  was  in  the  air  that 
day  My  f-rst  thought  was  to  try  to  find  my 
sister.  When  I  reached  the  9th  floor  I  knew 
there  was  no  way  she  would  have  survived 
the  explosion,  my  only  hope  was  that  she 
stayed  home  that  day.  But  unfortunately  she 


didn't.  Now  the  only  way  I  can  focus  my 
anger,  loneliness  and  the  piece  of  my  heart 
that  is  now  empty,  is  to  try  to  get  the  Hatch/ 
Spector  bill  passed.  Mr.  Clinton  promised 
swift  justice  to  the  persons  responsible  for 
this  crime.  We  need  to  have  change.  We  need 
your  support  and  help  to  bring  change. 
Sincerely. 

Clifford  Davis. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 

Dear  Se.nator:  My  name  is  Diane  Leonard. 
My  husband.  Secret  Service  Agent  Donald  R. 
Leonard,  was  murdered  along  with  167  inno- 
cent people  in  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P. 
Murrah  Federal  Building  on  April  19,  1995. 
The  employees  in  this  building  were  abiding 
by  and  upholding  the  laws  of  this  country. 
We  now  need  your  support,  not  only  for  the 
families  of  this  tragedy,  but  for  all  American 
families  who  have  lost  loved  ones  at  the 
hands  of  murderers.  Please  lend  all  your  sup- 
port to  seeing  that  the  habeas  reform  con- 
tained in  the  Hatch-Specter  bill  is  passed  as 
exr>editiously  as  possible. 

We  have  been  promised  justice,  but  we  feel 
justice  will  not  be  accomplished  until  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  is  carried  out. 

Please  help  us  in  this  effort. 
Sincerely. 

Diane  Leonard. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

.V/av  24.  1995. 

Media  Advisory  From  Drew  Edmo.ndson, 
Attorney  General  of  Oklahoma 

Victims  of  the  Murrah  Building  bombing 
who  have  family  members  scheduled  to  be 
represented  at  this  news  conference  are 
Kathy  Lynn  Seidl.  39,  investigative  assist- 
ant. Secret  Service:  Scott  Williams,  24,  who 
had  made  a  delivery  to  the  day  care  center 
April  19:  Mickey  Maroney,  50,  special  agent. 
Secret  Service:  Don  Leonard.  50,  special 
agent.  Secret  Service:  Linda  McKinney,  of- 
fice manager.  Secret  Service:  Shelly  Turner 
Bland.  25.  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion: and  Sonja  Sanders,  Federal  Employees 
Credit  Union. 

State  of  Oklahoma. 

May  24.  1995. 
To  Judge  Mikva:  My  name  is  Dan  McKin- 
ney, my  wife  (Linda  McKinney)  office  man- 
ager for  the  secret  service  was  murdered  on 
April  19,  1995.  Please  accept  my  heartfelt 
gratitude  for  you  and  your  staffs  effort  in 
trying  to  pass  the  Dole.  Hatch,  Spector,  Ha- 
beas Reform  Bill.  Criminals  have  been  al- 
lowed too  much  time  in  appealing  their  sen- 
tences. Lets  give  them  fair  opportunity  but 
not  ten  to  twenty  years  to  live  and  waste 
taxpayers  dollars.  Attorney  General  Drew 
Edmondson  and  his  staff  are  working  and 
speaking  for  us  here  in  Oklahoma.  They  are 
doing  a  wonderful  job  and  we  stand  behind 
them  100%.  Please  let  everyone  involved  in 
this  bill  know  that  it  is  past  time  to  quit  ca- 
tering to  the  criminal  faction.  We  want 
America  to  know  Oklahoma  is  tired  of  this 
attitude.  Thank  you  for  your  help  in  this 
matter. 

Respectfully, 

Dan  McKinney. 

St.^te  of  Oklahoma. 

.v/av  24.  1995. 
Dear  Senator;  My  name  is  Glenn  Seidl. 
my  wife  Kathy  Seidl  was  murdered  along 
with  167  innocent  people  in  the  bombing  of 
the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  building  April  19th, 
1995.  The  habeas  corpus  reform  bill  presented 
by  Hatch-Specter  as  I  understand  will  short- 


en the  appeals  process.  We  need  change,  my 
family  wants  justice.  Here  in  Oklahoma  we 
have  a  man  on  death  row.  This  man  commit- 
ted several  brutal  murders.  Rouer  Dale  Staf- 
ford has  been  on  death  row  for  17  years.  This 
is  not  right.  When  the  remains  of  the  Murrah 
building  was  imploded  May  23rd  there  was 
some  relief.  When  the  people  responsible  for 
this  terrible  act  are  found  guilty  and  exe- 
cuted, our  families  can  begin  a  very  impor- 
tant step  of  the  healing  process. 
Thank  you, 

Glenn  Seidl. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 

Dear  Senator:  My  name  is  Alice  Maroney- 
Denison.  My  father.  Mickey  B.  Maroney,  was 
murdered  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  on 
April  19th.  On  that  day  my  life  fell  apart, 
■you  see  my  father  was  my  life  and  in  one 
second  he  was  gone.  I  didn't  get  to  say  good- 
bye or  I  love  you.  I  did  get  to  see  a  war  zone 
in  downtown  Oklahoma  City  and  a  federal 
building  that  was  blown  apart.  You  might 
have  seen  it  on  T.V.  but  you  didn't  feel  the 
glass  on  your  feet  or  the  pain  in  your  heart 
like  I  did. 

I'm  telling  you  this  because  I  need  your 
help.  I  need  your  support  in  passing  Habeas 
reform.  The  murderers  who  committed  this 
crime  should  be  executed  as  soon  as  possible, 
not  in  15-20  years.  My  father  will  not  get  to 
live  another  15-20  years  so  why  should  the 
convicted'.' 

I  cannot  put  all  of  my  feelings  about  my 
father  on  paper,  but  I  can  tell  you  one  thing. 
I  loved  him  with  all  of  my  heart.  Please  help 
me  by  supporting  this  reform.  Thank  you. 
God  Bless, 

Alice  Maroney-Denison. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 

My  name  is  Nicole  Williams.  My  wonderful 
husband  Scott  Williams  was  murdered  along 
with  167  other  individuals  in  the  bombing  of 
the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Building  on  April  19, 
1995. 

We  as  family  and  friends  of  the  ones  who 
died  ask  that  you  would  please  pass  Senate 
Bill  623  presented  by  Hatch  and  Specter.  We 
don't  want  to  see  the  individuals  who  com- 
mitted this  horrible  crime  to  sit  in  prison  for 
15-:20  years.  I  am  8  months  pregnant  and  my 
husband  Scott  did  not  have  a  chance  to  even 
see  his  childl 

Just  as  the  President  said,  we  want  this  to 
be  swift  and  quick  so  that  we  can  start  the 
healing  process. 

We  will  be  eternally  grateful. 
Thank  you, 

Nicole  Williams. 

State  of  Oklaho.ma, 

May  24.  1995. 
Senator:  My  24  year  old  son,  Scott  Wil- 
liams, was  murdered  along  with  166  other  in- 
nocent victims  in  the  Oklahoma  City  Murrah 
Building  bombing.  On  behalf  of  my  son.  and 
the  others  who  lost  their  voices  on  April  19, 
1995,  because  of  this  senseless  tragedy.  I  urge 
you  to  help  enact  much  needed  reform  of  ha- 
beas corpus. 

Those  who  are  brought  to  trial  and  con- 
victed must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of 
the  law.  It  is  certainly  my  hope  that  the 
death  penalty  will  be  carried  out  as  soon  as 
possible  in  this  case.  My  son  and  the  other 
victims  surely  deserve  no  less. 
Sincerely, 

Connie  Williams. 


State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 
Senator:  I  am  the  mother-in-law  of  Scott 
Williams,  one  of  the  victims  in  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing.  We  would  ask  you  to 
please  pass  Senate  Bill  623  the  Hatch  and 
Spector  bill.  We  feel  that  if  you  are  sen- 
tenced to  die,  it  should  be  as  swift  as  our 
President  said.  Our  loved  ones  did  not  have 
ten  to  twenty  years  to  prepare  for  their 
doath.s.  So  please  see  to  it  that  the  people 
who  commit  these  crimes  are  given  swift  jus- 
tice. 

Thank  you  for  your  help, 

Carolyn  Templin. 

State  of  Oklahoma. 

May  24.  1995. 

Senator:  My  sister.  Kathy  Seidl.  was  mur- 
dered on  .\pril  19,  1995  at  the  federal  building 
in  Oklahoma  City. 

Our  family  is  afraid  that  the  people  respon- 
sible for  this  act  will  be  allowed  to  sit  in  fed- 
eral prison  for  many  long  years  before  execu- 
tion takes  place. 

Kathy  wasn't  allowed  to  say  goodbye  to 
her  family  or  to  share  any  more  of  her  won- 
derful pre.sence  with  us.  If  the  murderers  are 
sitting  in  federal  prison  for  10-20  years  they 
will  be  given  the  right  to  visit  with  their 
families  and  to  .say  their  goodbyes.  How  does 
this  give  justice  to  us? 

We  would  like  to  see  that  habeas  corpus  re- 
form presented  by  Hatch-Spector  is  adopted. 
We  thank  you  and  are  eternally  grateful  for 
your  support  of  habeas  corpus  reform. 
Sincerely. 

Wanda  Fincher. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 
Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  My  name  is  Dan 
McKinney.  I  lost  my  wife  (Linda  McKinney). 
my  niece  (Shelly  (Turner)  Bland)  in  the 
bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  building  on 
.■\pril  19.  1995.  My  wife  was  the  office  man- 
ager for  the  Secret  Service  here  in  Oklahoma 
City.  She  and  my  niece  have  never  hurt  any- 
one. I  am  very  angry  at  the  perpetrators  of 
this  heinous  crime.  I'm  sorry  that  it  has 
taken  such  a  tragedv  to  bring  forth  the  ef- 
fort to  try  to  get  a  change  in  our  appeals  sys- 
tem. But  I  want  my  voice  to  have  a  vote  in 
the  strongest  bill  we  can  possibly  pass  to 
keep  these  animal  from  reaching  old  age  be- 
fore they  have  to  account  for  their  total  dis- 
leK'ard  for  our  judicial  system,  but  most  of 
all  human  life.  We.  the  survivor's  of  the  vic- 
tims of  the  bombing  want  the  nation  to 
know,  we  are  fed  up.  We  want  justice  to  be 
fair,  but  we  want  it  to  be  swift  for  all  parties 
that  are  found  guilty.  Please  support  the 
strongest  habeas  reform  bill  presented  by 
Specter-Hatch  that  we  can  get.  No  more  liv- 
ing off  the  taxpayers  for  ten  to  twenty  years. 
Thank  you  for  your  support, 

Dan  McKinney. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 
My  sister  Kathy  Seidl  and  myself  both 
work  downtown  at  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
building.  She  worked  for  Secret  Service,  I 
work  for  GS.^.  On  .■\pril  19th  my  sisters  life 
along  with  many  others  was  taken  away.  I'll 
never  be  able  to  forget  the  sound  or  the  ter- 
rible feeling  of  death  that  was  in  the  air  that 
day.  My  first  thought  was  to  try  to  find  my 
sister.  When  I  reached  the  9th  floor  1  knew 
there  was  no  way  she  would  have  survived 
the  explosion,  my  only  hope  was  that  she 
stayed  home  that  day.  But  unfortunatel.v  she 
didn't.  Now  the  only  way  I  can  focus  my 
anger,  loneliness  and  the  piece  of  my  heart 


that  is  now  empty,  is  to  try  to  get  the  Hatch/ 
Spector  bill  pa.s.sed.  Mr.  Clinton  promised 
swift  justice  to  the  persons  responsible  for 
this  crime.  We  need  to  have  change.  We  need 
your  support  and  help  to  bring  change. 
Sincerely, 

Clifford  Davis. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 

May  24.  1995. 

Dear  Senator:  My  name  is  Diane  Leonard. 
My  husband.  Secret  Service  Agent  Donald  R. 
Leonard,  was  murdered  along  with  167  inno- 
cent people  in  the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P. 
Murrah  Federal  Building  on  April  19.  1995. 
The  employees  in  this  building  were  abiding 
by  and  upholding  the  laws  of  this  country. 
We  now  need  your  support,  not  only  for  the 
families  of  this  tragedy,  but  for  all  American 
families  who  have  lost  loved  ones  at  the 
hands  of  murderers.  Please  lend  all  your  sup- 
port to  seeing  that  the  habeas  reform  con- 
tained in  the  Hatch-Specter  bill  is  passed  as 
expeditiously  as  possible. 

We  have  been  promised  justice,  but  we  feel 
justice  will  not  be  accomplished  until  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  is  carried  out. 

Please  help  us  in  this  effort. 
Sincerely, 

Diane  Leonard. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Let  me  just  read  one  of 
them  to  the  folks  who  are  listening. 
This  is  dated  May  24,  yesterday: 

Dear  Chair.man  IL^tch:  On  April  19,  1995. 
each  of  us  lost  a  dear  member  of  our  family 
in  the  devastating  bombing  that  occurred  in 
downtown  Oklahoma  Cit.v.  Our  families  and 
many  other  families  will  never  recover  from 
this  tragedy. 

When  the  blast  occurred,  Oklahoma  City 
was  helped  by  experienced  and  skilled  profes- 
sionals. Our  state  placed  the  care  of  our  vic- 
tims and  family  members  in  their  hands  and 
they  responded  with  all  of  the  expertise  that 
we  expected.  Their  jobs  were  performed  effi- 
ciently and  with  tremendous  ability. 

Now,  we  find  that  we  must  place  our  faith 
in  the  abilities  of  prosecutors  and  lawmakers 
and  hope  they  can  repair  the  appeals  process 
so  that  it  takes  not  a  moment  longer  than  is 
required  by  the  Constitution.  As  oiuinary 
citizens  we  are  unable  to  fully  understand  all 
of  the  'egal  implications  that  are  found  with- 
in the  Dole-Hatch-Specter  habeas  corpus  pro- 
vision in  Senate  Bill  735.  We  believe  that 
Oklahoma  Attorney  General  Drew 
Edmondson  is  acting  in  our  behalf  by  trying 
to  change  the  laws  so  that  criminals  may  be 
brought  to  justice  quickly.  This  measure 
must  not  be  weakened. 

President  Clinton  made  a  promise  to  the 
victims'  families  during  his  visit  at  the 
Oklahoma  City  Memorial  Service.  Please 
help  him  keep  his  promise  to  us  and  see  that 
this  bill  is  passed. 

Again,  we  will  put  all  these  letters 
into  the  Record.  I  wish  I  had  time  to 
read  them  all. 

By  including  this  provision  in  the 
anti-terrorism  legislation  we  are  pro- 
tecting the  families  of  the  victims. 
Comprehensive  habeas  corpus  reform  is 
the  only  legislation  Congress  can  pass 
as  part  of  the  terrorism  bill  that  will 
have  a  direct  effect  on  the  Oklahoma 
City  bombing  case.  It  is  the  one  thing 
Congress  can  pass  now  to  ensure  that 
President  Clinton's  promise  of  "swift" 
justice  is  kept. 

President  Clinton  recognized  this 
fact  during  his  April  23.   1995,  appear- 


ance on  the  television  program  60  Min- 
utes, when,  in  response  to  a  question 
about  whether  those  responsible  would 
actually  be  executed  without  the  adop- 
tion of  habeas  corpus  reform,  he  said: 

I  do  believe  the  habeas  corpus  provisions  of 
the  federal  law  which  permit  these  appeals 
sometimes  to  be  delayed  seven,  eight,  nine 
years  should  be  changed.  I  have  advocated 
that.  *  *  «  I  hope  the  Congress  will  pass  a 
*  •  *  reform  of  the  habeas  corpus  provisions 
because  it  should  not  take  eight  or  nine 
years  and  three  trips  to  the  Supreme  Court 
to  finalize  whether  a  person  in  fact  was  prop- 
erly convicted  or  not. 

In  one  case  in  Utah,  a  heinous  crime, 
where  the  murderers  murdered  people 
but  before  they  did.  tortured  them, 
rammed  pencils  through  their  ear- 
drums, poured  Drano  down  their 
throats.  One  person  survived  who  will 
never  be  the  same.  They  were  sen- 
tenced to  death.  In  one  of  those  cases  it 
took  18  years.  28  appeals,  all  the  way 
up  through  the  State  courts,  all  the 
way  up  through  the  Federal  courts,  be- 
fore the  sentence  could  be  carried  out. 
And  in  every  one  of  those  appeals  the 
victims  had  to  be  there  and  had  to  go 
through  the  complete  process  one  more 
time.  It  is  time  to  get  some  reason  into 
this  system. 

The  claim  that  habeas  corpus  reform 
is  tangential  or  unrelated  to  fighting 
terrorism  is  ludicrous.  We  can  be  con- 
fident that  those  responsible  for  the 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  will  be  brought 
to  justice.  The  American  people  do  not 
want  to  witness  the  spectacle  of  these 
terrorists  abusing  our  judicial  system, 
and  delaying  the  imposition  of  a  just 
sentence,  by  filing  appeal  after 
meritless  appeal;  frivolous  appeal  after 
frivolous  appeal.  A  system  which  per- 
mits such  a  result  does  not  provide  jus- 
tice to  the  victims  of  terrorispi,  **p(1 
must  be  changed. 

Although  most  capital  cases  are 
State  cases,  and  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
could  still  prosecute  this  case,  the  ha- 
beas reform  proposal  in  this  bill  would 
apply  to  federal  death  penalty  cases  as 
well.  It  would  directly  affect  the  Gov- 
ernment's prosecution  of  the  Oklahoma 
bombing  case. 

First,  it  would  place  a  one  year  limit 
for  the  filing  of  a  habeas  petition  on  all 
death  row  inmates — state  and  federal 
inmates. 

Second,  it  would  limit  condemned 
killei^  convicted  in  state  and  Federal 
court  to  one  habeas  corpus  petition.  In 
contrast,  under  current  law,  there  is 
currently  no  limit  to  the  number  of  pe- 
titions he  or  she  may  file. 

Third,  it  requires  the  Federal  courts, 
once  a  petition  is  filed,  to  complete  ju- 
dicial action  within  a  specified  time 
period. 

Therefore,  if  the  Federal  Government 
prosecutes  this  case  and  the  death  pen- 
alty is  sought  and  imposed,  the  execu- 
tion of  sentence  could  take  as  little  as 
one  year  If  our  proposal  passes.  This 
stands  in  stark  contrast  to  the  8  to  10 
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years  of  delay  we  are  so  used  to  under 
the  current  system. 

Last  week.  13  state  attorneys  gen- 
eral, including  Oklahoma  Democrat 
Drew  Edmondson,  sent  a  bipartisan  let- 
ter to  President  Clinton  that  I  read 
into  the  Record,  supporting  the  incor- 
poration of  comprehensive  habeas  cor- 
pus reform  in  the  anti-terrorism  bill. 

President  Clinton  vowed  that  justice 
in  the  wake  of  the  Oklahomia  tragedy 
would  be  "swift,  certain,  and  severe." 
We  must  help  President  Clinton  keep 
this  promise  to  the  families  of  those 
who  were  murdered  in  Oklahoma  City 
by  passing  comprehensive  habeas  cor- 
pus reform. 

As  I  have  stated,  the  Comprehensive 
Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995  pro- 
vides for  numerous  other  needed  im- 
provements in  the  law  to  fight  the 
scourge  of  terrorism,  including  the  au- 
thorization of  additional  appropria- 
tions—nearly SI. 6  billion— to  law  en- 
forcement to  beef  up  counter-terrorism 
efforts  and  increasing  the  maximum 
rewards  permitted  for  information  con- 
cerning international  terrorism. 

I  would  note  that  many  of  the  provi- 
sions in  this  bill  enjoy  broad,  biparti- 
san support  and,  in  several  cases,  have 
passed  the  Senate  on  previous  occa- 
sions. 

In  that  regard  I  would  like  to  pay 
special  tribute  to  our  former  chairman 
and  the  current  ranking  minority 
member  on  the  committee.  Senator 
BiDEN.  He  has  done  an  excellent  job  in 
working  on  these  bipartisan  provisions. 
And  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  White 
House,  to  the  Justice  Department,  and 
the  General  Counsel's  office  in  the 
White  House  for  working  with  us 
throughout  this  process.  Working  to- 
gether, we  have  come  to  a  broad,  bipar- 
tisan consensus. 

Indeed,  "^e  have  worked  closely  with 
the  administration  during  the  develop- 
ment of  this  legislation,  and  many  of 
the  provisions  in  this  bill  have  the  ad- 
ministration's strong  support.  And  the 
administration  deserves  a  great  deal  of 
credit  for  having  helped  with  that.  In 
fact,  we  have  taken  a  lot  of  provisions 
right  out  of  the  administration's  bill 
and  have  tried  to  help  them  in  every 
way.  tried  to  cooperate  with  them  in 
every  way.  And  I  believe  we  have  done 
so  and  have  strengthened  this  bill  in 
many  respects. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  the  Presi- 
dent and  his  Administration,  particu- 
larly Attorney  General  Reno  and  FBI 
Director  Freeh,  and  Deputy  Attorney 
General  Jamie  Gorelick  on  their  han- 
dling of  the  investigation  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing  and  their  work 
with  us  on  this  bill. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  and 
around  the  world  must  know  that  ter- 
rorism is  an  issue  that  transcends  poli- 
tics and  political  parties.  Our  resolve 
in  this  matter  must  be  clear:  Our  re- 
sponse to  the  terrorist  threat,  and  to 
acts  of  terrorism,  will  be  certain,  swift. 
and  unified. 


Mr.  President,  ours  is  a  free  society. 
Our  liberties,  the  openness  of  our  insti- 
tutions, and  our  freedom  of  movement 
are  what  make  America  a  Nation  we 
are  willing  to  defend.  These  freedoms 
are  cherished  by  virtually  every  Amer- 
ican. 

But  this  freedom  is  not  without  its 
costs.  Since  our  society  is  so  open,  we 
are  vulnerable  to  those  who  would  take 
advantage  of  our  liberty  to  inflict  ter- 
ror on  us.  The  horrific  events  of  last 
month  in  Oklahoma  City  tragically 
demonstrate  the  price  we  pay  for  our 
liberty.  Indeed,  anyone  who  would  do 
such  an  act,  and  call  it  a  defense  of  lib- 
erty, mocks  that  word. 

We  must  now  redouble  our  efforts  to 
combat  terrorism  and  to  protect  our 
citizens.  A  worthy  first  step  is  the  en- 
actment of  these  sound  provisions  to 
provide  law  enforcement  with  the  tools 
to  fight  terrorism. 

In  closing,  what  is  shocking  to  so 
many  of  us  is  the  apparent  fact  that 
those  responsible  for  the  Oklahoma 
atrocity  are  U.S.  citizens.  To  think 
that  Americans  could  do  this  to  one 
another.  Yet.  these  killers  are  not  true 
Americans — not  in  my  book.  Ameri- 
cans are  the  men,  women  and  children 
who  died  under  a  sea  of  concrete  and 
steel.  Americans  are  the  rescue  work- 
ers, the  volunteers,  the  law  enforce- 
ment officials  and  investigators  who 
are  cleaning  up  the  chaos  in  Oklahoma 
City. 

The  genuine  Americans  are  the  over- 
whelming majority  who  will  forever 
reel  at  the  senselessness  and  the  horror 
of  April  19,  1995.  It  falls  on  all  Ameri- 
cans in  heart  and  spirit  to  condemn 
that  sort  of  political  extremism  and  to 
take  responsible  steps  to  limit  the 
prospect  for  its  recurrence. 

Can  the  Congress  pass  legislation 
which  will  guarantee  an  end  lo  donnes- 
tic  and  international  terrorism?  We 
cannot.  Nevertheless,  the  Congress  has 
a  responsibility  to  minimize  the  pros- 
pect that  something  like  this  could 
ever  happen  again. 

We  must  resolve  that  anarchistic 
radicalism,  be  it  from  the  left  or  from 
the  right,  will  not  prevail  in  our  free- 
dom-loving democracy.  The  rule  of  law 
and  popular  government  will  prevail. 

For  these  reasons  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  passage  of  this 
important  legislation. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
benefit  of  my  colleagues  who  are  still 
here  and  those  who  are  still  left  stand- 
ing after  20-some  votes  today.  I  will  be 
mercifully  short.  I  will  take  about  15  to 
20  minutes  to  make  this  opening  state- 
ment on  the  bill. 

Today,  to  state  the  obvious,  the  Sen- 
ate turns  to  consideration  of  the 
counterterrorism  legislation.  Earlier 
this  year.  I,  along  with  Senator  KOHL 
and  Senator  Specter,  introduced  the 
President's  original  counterterrorism 
bill  which  responded  to  our  experience 
with  the  World  Trade  Tower  Center 
bombings  2  years  ago. 


Since  that  time,  our  attention  to  the 
threat  of  terrorism  has  been  height- 
ened by  the  tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City, 
which  teaches  that  the  threat  of  home- 
grown terrorism  must  be  taken  every 
bit  as  seriously  as  the  threat  of  terror- 
ism from  abroad. 

Before  the  two  tragedies  occurred— 
that  is.  Oklahoma  City  and  the  World 
Trade  Tower— many  in  America  had 
thought  ourselves  immune  from  the 
bombs  and  other  mass  killing  devices 
that  were  employed  elsewhere,  in  other 
parts  of  the  world. 

Americans  enjoy  freedoms  unlike 
those  of  any  other  people  in  any  other 
country  on  the  planet.  For  decades,  we 
have  enjoyed  those  freedoms  inno- 
cently and  without  fear  here  at  home. 
We  have  always  understood  that  free- 
dom brings  certain  risks.  The  challenge 
before  the  Senate  now,  as  we  consider 
this  legislation,  is  to  improve  our  re- 
sponsiveness to  the  risk,  to  the  threat 
of  terrorism,  without  losing  the  very 
freedoms  we  hold  dear,  without  allow- 
ing the  terrorists  to  succeed  by  forcing 
us.  in  order  to  deal  with  them,  to  give 
up  the  very  freedoms  they  do  not  cher- 
ish but  we  do. 

Responding  to  this  risk  means  stand- 
ing against  those  who  seek  to  destroy 
our  democratic  form  of  government, 
whether  they  come  from  the  left  or  the 
right,  from  home  or  abroad.  Incidents 
like  Oklahoma  City's  bombing  have  no 
place  in  our  free  and  democratic  soci- 
ety, which  allows  full  expression  of  all 
types  of  political  views  through  legiti- 
mate means. 

There  is  simply  no  excuse,  ever,  in 
this  country  for  turning  to  violence  in 
a  society  where  all  the  airwaves  are 
open,  uncensored  newspapers  exist,  reg- 
ular and  free  elections  of  the  people's 
representatives  ttikc  pluco  und  v."^ 
have  a  first  amendment  that  guaran- 
tees the  right  of  the  people  to  be  igno- 
rant as  well  as  informed;  to  be  stupid 
as  well  as  bright:  to  say  outrageous 
things  as  well  as  informed  things.  So 
there  is  no  excuse  to  turn  to  anything 
but  the  airwaves  to  deal  with  that 
issue. 

Mr.  President,  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing  and  earlier  bombing  of  the 
World  Trade  Center  demonstrate  clear- 
ly that  the  United  States  must  respond 
seriously  to  those,  whether  foreign  or 
domestic,  who  kill  and  seek  to  make 
their  point  through  killings  and  mass 
killings  of  Americans. 

These  events  demand  that  we  exam- 
ine our  current  laws  and  practices  to 
ensure  that  we  are  doing  everything 
that  is  necessary  and  appropriate  to 
guard  against  the  threat. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  suggest  that 
the  overall  point  I  wish  to  make  at  this 
juncture  is  that  it  is  arguable  by  some 
that  in  other  societies  where  there  is 
no  expression  or  outlet  for  one's  frus- 
tration, anger,  or  cynicism,  that  they 
resort  to  physical  force.  If  there  is  any 
country  in  the  world  where  there  is  no 
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justification  to  resort  to  physical 
force,  it  is  this  country.  As  I  said,  all 
you  have  to  do  is  listen  to  some  of  the 
talk  radio  shows  and  some  of  the  peo- 
ple that  call  in,  and  some  of  us  on  the 
floor— myself  included— and  you  will 
know  we  even  protect  the  right  to  be 
stupid  and  say  crazy  things.  So  there  is 
certainly  no  need  for  anybody  to  sug- 
gest that  they  have  to  react  to  their 
frustration  by  the  use  of  force. 

But  the  events  in  New  York  City  and. 
most  recently,  in  Oklahoma  City,  de- 
mand that  we  examine  our  current 
laws  and  practices  to  ensure  that  we 
arc  doing  everything  that  is  necessary 
to  appropriately  guard  against  threat. 
We  have  to  take  strong  action  to  coun- 
teract terrorism,  both  foreign  and  do- 
mestic. 

There  are  steps  we  can  take  and 
should  take,  and  the  President  has  pro- 
posed a  number  of  them  in  his  bill.  Of 
course,  at  the  same  time,  we  should 
not.  in  the  heat  of  the  moment,  pass 
legislation  that  we  and  the  American 
public  will  later  regret.  Our  freedoms 
and  our  Constitution  are  simply  too 
valuable  to  be  put  at  risk  in  a  hurried 
rush  to  respond  to  a  terrible  tragedy. 

Those  of  us  working  on  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal  over  the  last  month 
have  done  so  with  an  eye  to  ensuring 
that  all  of  our  constitutional  protec- 
tions remain  fully  intact. 

The  President's  original  bill,  intro- 
duced in  February,  laid  out  a  core  set 
of  terrorist  proposals.  The  Republican 
substitute  bill,  as  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  indicated,  is  built  large- 
ly around  these  proposals. 

I  might  add.  humorously,  it  contin- 
ues to  be  built.  We  just  got  the  final 
copy  of  a  bill  that  is  160  pages  long.  So 
I  am  assuming  what  I  am  about  to  say 
is  accui-ate.  It  was  accurate  as  of  a  few 
hours  ago.  But  I  am  told  there  are  ad- 
ditional changes  made  in  the  Repub- 
lican bill.  The  Republican  bill  is  com- 
prised primarily  of.  as  I  understood  it  2 
hours  ago.  measures  from  the  terror- 
ism bill  that  Senator  Kohl  and  Spec- 
ter and  myself  introduced  on  behalf  of 
the  President  in  February.  There  are  a 
few  new  proposals  b,v  the  President,  in 
the  wake  of  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing, and  several  proposals  were  added 
by  Senator  Doi.E.  plus  habeas  corpus 
provisions  added  by  Senator  HATCH  and 
Senator  D(ile. 

We  tried  to  reach  agreement  with 
Senator  H,\tch  on  many  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill,  and  I  continue  to  be- 
lieve that  most  all  of  us  here  can  agree 
on  the  core  terrorism  provisions. 

Unfortunately,  in  my  view,  the  Re- 
publican substitute  does  not  include 
several  provisions  sought  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  after  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing,  which  focused 
on  domestic  terrorism.  While  I  agree 
that  a  few  of  the  provisions  in  the 
President's  bill  need  further  work,  sev- 
eral of  those  rejected  by  the  Repub- 
lican  hill    are   reasonable   and    limited 


expansions  of  the  law,  which  would 
greatly  enhance  our  ability  to  fight 
terrorism  without  damaging  our  civil 
liberties.  Bui  for  reasons  that  will  be 
explained.  I  am  certain,  they  were  not 
included  by  the  Republicans  in  their 
bill. 

I  expect  that  these  needed  provisions, 
which  I  will  outline  in  a  moment,  will 
be  offered  as  amendments  to  the  Re- 
publican substitute,  and  I  hope  that  all 
my  colleagues  will  support  their  addi- 
tion to  the  bill. 

But,  first,  let  me  outline  the  key  ter- 
rorism proposals  from  the  President's 
bill  that  are  contained  in  the  Repub- 
lican substitute.  These  provisions  in- 
clude the  following:  A  new  offense  to 
assure  Federal  jurisdiction  over  all  vio- 
lent acts,  violent  acts  which  are  moti- 
vated by  international  terrorism.  This 
provision  will  cover  gaps  in  current 
Federal  law.  For  example,  a  terrorist 
who  commits  mass  murder  on  a  private 
or  State-owned  property  may  now  be 
subject  only  to  State  court  jurisdic- 
tion, not  to  Federal  jurisdiction,  not  to 
the  FBI,  but  the  local  police. 

This  new  provision  that  the  Presi- 
dent had  in  his  proposal,  and  the  Re- 
publicans included,  carries  a  new  death 
penalty,  complementing  the  terrorism 
death  penalty  in  last  year's  crime  bill. 
Paienthetically,  I  might  note  that  the 
person  or  persons  who  get  convicted  of 
the  World  Trade  Center  bombing  for 
having  killed  people  cannot  get  the 
death  penalty  under  Federal  law.  But 
the  person  or  persons  convicted  in  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  will  get  the 
death  penalty  or  can  get  the  death  pen- 
alty because  of  the  crime  bill  we  passed 
last  year.  Had  we  defeated  the  crime 
bill,  there  would  be  no  death  penalty 
for    whomever    is   convicted    in    Okla- 

The  Republican  bill  will  also  imple- 
ment an  international  treaty  to  re- 
quire a  detection  agent  to  be  added  to 
plastic  explosives.  That  was  in  the 
President's  bill.  It  will  enhance  the 
Government's  ability  to  obtain 
consumer  credit  report  and  hotel  and 
motel  vehicle  records  in  foreign  intel- 
ligence investigations.  It  does  not 
change  the  law  governing  such  infor- 
mation as  it  relates  to  domestic  inves- 
tigations. 

It  also  gives  the  Government  greater 
ability  to  exclude  from  entering  into 
the  United  States  those  aliens  who  are 
involved  in  terrorist  activity— a  power 
the  President  does  not  now  presently 
possess. 

But,  unfortunately,  the  Republicans 
dropped  some  very  important  provi- 
sions from  the  President's  terrorism 
legislation.  Among  those  provisions 
sought  by  the  President  that  were 
dropped  by  the  Republican  substitute, 
and  which  will  be  subject  to  amend- 
ments to  this  bill,  are  two  limited 
changes  in  wiretap  authority.  I  believe 
that  the  two  changes  make  sense. 

As  my  friend  from  Utah  and  others 
would  acknowledge.    1   suspect.   I  have 


not  been  one  who  has  been  very  ready 
to  limit  civil  liberties.  I  have  jealously 
guarded  the  civil  liberties  of  folks,  and 
I  have  interfered  with  efforts  to 
change— such  as  the  exclusionary 
rule— change  rules  which  may.  in  my 
view,  limit  the  civil  liberties  and  con- 
stitutional rights  of  Americans. 

But  I  believe,  notwithstanding  my  23- 
year  record  here  in  the  Senate  on  those 
issues,  that  we  can  change  the  wiretap 
law,  giving  the  police  more  authority, 
without  violating  the  civil  liberties  of 
Americans.  The  changes  do  not  affect 
the  basic  requirement  built  into  our 
present  law  to  protect  legitimate  pri- 
vacy interests  or— put  another  way— 
the  basic  protections,  including  a  re- 
quirement that  the  Government  must 
show  there  is  probable  cause.  And  by 
must  show  I  mean  they  have  to  go  to  a 
judge  and  say,  "We  want  to  do  this,  and 
we  have  probable  cause  to  believe  that 
a  crime  is  being  committed,  or  a  crime 
has  been  committed,  and  we  want  you 
to  give  us  authority  to  do  a  wiretap." 

So  the  basic  protections  include  a  re- 
quirement that  the  Government  must 
show  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe 
that  a  criminal  violation  occurred,  and 
a  current  requirement  that  the  Govern- 
ment must  minimize  the  intrusion  of 
the  civil  wiretap  by  turning  the  wire 
off  whenever  a  conversation  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  commission  of  a 
crime. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear.  The  exten- 
sion of  wiretap  authority  that  I  and 
Senator  Lieberman  are  going  to  seek, 
that  the  President  wants,  starts  off 
with  two  basic  requirements  that  are 
now  in  the  Federal  law:  A,  there  has  to 
be  probable  cause;  and,  B— most  of  my 
colleagues  understandably  do  not  real- 
ize this— under  Federal  law  now,  if  a 
Federal  court  gives  an  FBI  agent  and 
the  FBI  authority,  a  warrant,  to  tap 
someone's  phone,  they  must  engage  in 
minimization  procedures. 

So  if  they  are  to  tap  the  phone  be- 
cause they  think  someone  is  engaged  in 
racketeering,  prostitution,  or  what- 
ever—murder, anything— and  the  per- 
son picks  up  that  phone  and  calls  his 
daughter  at  school  and  starts  talking 
about  her  latest  lacrosse  game,  they 
must  turn  off  the  wiretap.  They  are  not 
allowed  to  keep  the  wiretap  on  24  hours 
a  day.  We  do  not  change  that.  So  the 
protections  built  in  stay  built  in. 

One  of  the  changes,  though,  sought 
by  the  President  but  not  included  by 
my  friend  from  Utah  in  his  bill,  is  to 
allow  emergency  wiretaps  which  are 
now  available  in  organized  crime  cases 
to  be  obtained  for  domestic  terrorism 
offenses.  Quite  simply,  if  we  can  use 
this  tool  of  emergency  wiretaps  against 
the  Mafia.  I  do  not  understanr!  why  we 
ought  not  be  able  to  use  it  against  do- 
mestic terrorists.  But  for  some  reason, 
my  friends  on  the  Republican  side  have 
not  included  that  in  this  bill.  I  hope  it 
is  an  oversight,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is. 
We  will  have  an  attempt  to  correct 
that. 
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The  Republican  substitute  also  does 
not  include  a  provision  on  what  is 
called  a  multipoint,  or  roving,  wiretap. 
Let  me  take  a  moment  to  explain  what 
these  multipoint  wiretaps  are. 

Right  now.  most  wiretap  orders  iden- 
tify both  the  person  whom  we  want  to 
listen  in  on.  and  a  telephone  number 
from  which  we  e.xpect  that  person  to 
call.  That  is  the  line  that  they  are  al- 


That  just  seems  to  me  to  be  a  pretty 
logical  thing  to  do.  It  does  not  affect 
the  ability  of  the  explosive  to  function. 
But.  if  it  does  function,  some  of  these 
are  like  little  pieces  of  microscopic 
plastic.  The  investigators  can  go  in 
with,  in  effect,  a  magnet,  pick  up  these 
particles  from  the  dust  of  the  explo- 
sion, identify  through  those  particles 
where    that    explosive    was    purchased. 


Now.  it  seems  to  me  that  makes 
sense.  Unless  someone  can  prove  to  me 
that  by  adding  this  inert  subject  to  the 
production  of  fertilizer,  you  are  going 
to  render  the  fertilizer  useless  for  its 
purpose  on  the  field,  it  seems  to  me  we 
should  do  that. 

The  Republican  substitute  includes  a 
study  of  taggants  and  whether  or  not 
fertilizer  can  be  made  inert,  but  it  does 


lowed  to  go  tap.  Current  law  permits     when  it  was  purchased,  and  when  it  was     not  grant  authority  for  regulations  re- 


the  Government  to  get  a  multipoint 
wiretap,  allowing  the  Government  to 
tap  any  line  it  sees  the  subject  using 
when  the  Government  can  prove  that 
the  subject  under  surveillance  is 
changing  phones  with  the  intent  to 
thwart  surveillance. 

So  the  way  it  goes  now  is.  let  us  say 
the  FBI  gets  a  wiretap  on  John  Doe's 
home,  and  John  Doe  decides  that  phone 
may  be  tapped.  So  he  does  not  use  that 
phone.  He  always  goes  to  the  same 
phone  booth  on  the  comer.  And  he 
often  makes  calls  from  his  mother's 
home.  Well,  if  they  can  show  a  judge 
that  John  Doe  is  using  those,  and  per- 
haps other  phones  with  the  intent  to 
evade  possible  detection  of  what  he 
says  on  his  phone,  they  can  get  a 
multipoint  tap.  They  can  tap  all  three 
of  those  phones.  But  in  order  to  do  so. 
they  have  to  prove  that  he  is  doing 
that  with  an  intent  to  avoid,  to  thwart 
the  surveillance. 

Because  of  the  proliferation  of  mo- 
bile telephones,  the  President  wants  to 
eliminate  the  intent  requirement  to 
allow  the  Government  to  obtain 
multipoint  wiretaps  where  the  subject 
may  not  know  he  is  under  surveillance 
but  is,  nonetheless,  changing  phones 
rapidly  with  the  effect,  if  not  the  in- 
tent, of  thwarting  the  surveillance.  For 
some  reason,  my  Republican  friends  do 
not  include  that  in  this  bill.  The  Presi- 
dent   wants    it.    The    FBI    wants    it.    I 


made.  That  gives  them  an  investigative 
tool  then  to  go  trace,  just  like  they 
trace  a  bullet  in  a  gun.  They  shoot  a 
gun;  the  bullet  is  in  the  wall.  The  in- 
vestigator takes  the  bullet  out  of  the 
wall  and  tries  to  trace  the  manufac- 
turer of  the  gun.  to  trace  the  pur- 
chaser, to  trace  the  owner,  and  so 
forth.  This  is  the  same  principle.  But 
for  some  reason,  folks  do  not  like  that 
idea.  The  President  seeks  a  study  to 
identify  the  most  effective  and  cost-ef- 
ficient ways  to  tag  explosives  during 
the  manufacturing  process. 

Then  it  gives  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  the  authority  to  promulgate 
regulations  requiring  chemical  manu- 
facturers and  other  manufacturers  to 
use  taggants  and  to  make  the  violation 
of  that  regulation,  when  they  are  pro- 
mulgated, a  violation  of  the  law.  a 
crime.  The  President's  proposal  also  re- 
quires a  study  of  whether  fertilizers 
and  other  readily  available  materials 
can  be  used  to  build  bombs  that  can  be 
rendered  inert. 

I  was  at  a  conference  with  General 
Rose,  a  British  general,  who  is  in 
charge  of  the  U.N.  military  force  in  Sa- 
rajevo, in  Bosnia.  We  were  meeting  on 
the  issue  of  Bosnia  when  the  god-awful 
news  came  about  Oklahoma  City. 

We  immediately  cut  off  our  meeting, 
and  we  repaired  to  the  television.  As 
General  Rose  and  I  and  others  sat  there 
watching    the    horror    on    the    screen. 


quiring  taggants,  and  this  is  an  issue 
that  has  already  been  the  subject  of 
significant  study. 

The  Republicans  rejected  the  Presi- 
dent's request  to  move  from  the  theo- 
retical to  the  real  and  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  require 
the  inclusion  of  taggants  in  explosives. 
My  question  is  why?  Why?  Why  will 
they  not  include  that? 

Well,  Senator  Fein.stein  and  I  will 
have  an  amendment  to  reinstate  the 
President's  language  in  his  terrorism 
bill.  In  my  view,  it  is  time  to  act  and 
require  the  ATF,  the  agency  with  ex- 
pertise and  jurisdiction  over  explo- 
sives, to  gather  the  best  information 
and  promulgate  the  necessary  regula- 
tions. 

Finally,  the  Republican  substitute 
does  not  include  a  proposal  to  allow 
the  use  of  the  military  to  assist  in  in- 
vestigations of  biological  and  chemical 
weapons.  The  President  proposed  a  nar- 
row exception  to  what  is  called  the 
Posse  Comitatus  Act.  a  narrow  exemp- 
tion to  permit  law  enforcement  to  use 
the  unique  expertise  of  the  Defense  De- 
partment in  combating  biological  and 
chemical  weapons  in  terrorism  similar 
to  what  the  law  now  permits  with  re- 
gard to  nuclear  material. 

Right  now.  we  can  use  the  military 
in  a  domestic  situation  where  nuclear 
material  is  involved,  an  exception  to 
the   Posse   Comitatus  Act.   The   Posse 


think  it  makes  sense.  We  are  going  to     General  Rose,  a  British  general,  turned     Comitatus  Act.  for  people  listening,  is 


try  to  put  it  back  in. 

I  have  long  shared  the  concern  that 
wiretaps  are  an  intrusive  law  enforce- 
ment tool.  When  Congress  first  gave 
the  FBI  authority  to  use  wiretaps  in 
criminal  investigations,  we  placed  spe- 
cial protections  directly  in  the  statute 
precisely  to  protect  legitimate  privacy 
interests.  I  will  detail  how  these  pro- 
tections work  in  practice  when  we  get 
to  the  amendment  on  this  subject. 

In  my  view,  the  changes  sought  by 
the  President  are  limited  and  reason- 
able, and  we  should  add  those  provi- 
sions back  to  the  bill,  the  provisions 
deleted  by  the  Republican  proposal. 

A  second  area  the  President  has 
asked  the  Congress  to  address  is  that  of 
adding  so-called  taggants  to  explosives. 
What  are  taggants?  Taggants  are  mi- 
croscopic particles  that  are  added  to 
the  explosive  during  the  manufacturing 
process.  Those  particles  survive  the  ex- 
plosion when  that  explosive  is  deto- 
nated, and  can  later  be  used,  if  nec- 
essary, to  trace  where  and  when  the  ex- 
plosive materials  were  purchased. 


to  me  and  said  something  that  startled 
me.  Just  looking  at  the  building,  he 
said,  "That's  a  fertilizer  bomb."  And  I 
said,  "I  beg  your  pardon?"  He  said, 
"That  bomb,  that  building  was  blown 
up  by  fertilizer." 

And  I  thought,  how  in  the  Lord's 
name  could  he  know  that?  And  about  3 
hours  later  on  the  television,  investiga- 
tors came  on  and  said  that  it  was  a  fer- 
tilizer bomb  that  caused  this  damage. 
So  I  asked  him  how  did  he  know  that? 
He  said  he  could  tell  by  the  jagged  way 
in  which  the  building  was  ripped  apart 
from  his  experience  in  Northern  Ire- 
land. And  he  said,  you  know  what  we 
did  in  England  with  this  because  the 
IRA  was  using  these  kinds  of  bombs? 
We  reduced  the  amount  of  nitrogen  in 
fertilizer  and  we  added  a  requirement 
to  fertilizer  that  an  inert  material— 
that  is,  something  that  will  not  affect 
the  effectiveness  of  the  fertilizer— an 
inert  material  can  be  added  to  fer- 
tilizer to  make  it  impossible,  or  dimin- 
ish the  possibility  that  it  can  be  used 
to  blow  up  something. 


a  fancy  name,  but  it  merely  says  we  do 
not  want  the  military  having  arrest 
power  in  the  United  Slates  of  America. 
The  military  is  to  fight  enemies  for- 
eign, not  domestic.  And  that  is  a  good 
thing.  We  all  agree  with  that.  We  are 
one  of  the  countries  in  the  world  that 
does  not  have  the  military  dictating 
the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  coun- 
try. I  do  not  want  to  change  that.  But 
the  military  has  the  expertise  on  nu- 
clear weapons,  the  military  has  the  ex- 
pertise on  biological  weapons  and  the 
expertise  on  chemical  weapons,  and  it 
seems  to  me  we  should  provide  a  simi- 
lar exception  for  them  to  be  able  to  be 
involved  in  domestic  investigation 
where  it  affects  biological  agents  and 
where  it  affects  chemical  agents,  just 
as  we  do  now  allow  them  to  be  involved 
where  it  involves  nuclear  material. 

Negotiations  among  interested  par- 
ties on  the  Armed  Services  and  the  Ju- 
diciary Committees  have  occurred  over 
the  last  few  days,  and  we  are  nearing  a 
bipartisan  agreement  on  this.  I  hope. 
If.     however,     an     agreement     is    not 


reached,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia.  Mr.  Nunn.  and  I  plan  to 
offer  a  proposal  to  permit  the  use  of 
the  military  in  these  limited  cir- 
cumstances of  biological  weapons  and 
chemical  weapons.  We  must  be  in  a  po- 
sition to  respond  immediately  should 
we  ever.  God  forbid,  have  an  event  like 
that  which  occurred  in  the  Tokyo  sub- 
way. And  to  be  ready  to  respond,  we 
should  avoid  wasted  duplication  of  set- 
ting up  a  new  bureaucracy  to  be  able  to 
handle  chemical  and  biological  weap- 
ons, and  we  certainly  should  avoid  any 
more  delay.  So  we  will  have  an  amend- 
ment, if  an  agreement  is  not  reached, 
to  provide  an  additional  exception  to 
the  Posse  Comitatus  Act  as  it  relates 
to  chemical  agents  and  biological 
agents. 

Now,  habeas  corpus.  The  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Utah  and  I  have 
been  debating  habeas  corpus  for  as  long 
as  we  have  been  here,  and  in  his  open- 
ing statement — I  may  be  mistaken,  but 
I  would  estimate  40  percent  of  his 
statement  related  to  habeas  corpus,  or 
a  large  portion  that  I  heard.  And  so  he 
includes  habeas  corpus  in  this  proposal. 

Now,  the  President  asked  that  this  be 
kept,  to  use  the  parlance  of  the  Senate. 
a  clean  bill:  that  we  deal  with  terror- 
ism. 

Well,  that  is  not  going  to  happen. 
And  although  habeas  corpus  as  ex- 
plained by  Senator  H.\TrH  has  little  to 
do  with  fighting  terrorism,  we  are 
going  to  have  to  debate  it  anyway. 

Now.  the  Republican  provision  to  re- 
form habeas  corpus  procedures  would 
require  Federal  courts  to  defer  to  State 
court  decisions  even  when  the  State 
court  has  made  an  incorrect  decision 
on  habeas  corpus.  This  provision  is 
what  everyone  around  here  knows  as 
the  full  and  fair  rule.  The  need  for  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  is  clear.  All  of  us 
want  to  end  the  delay  and  abuse  in  ha- 
beas corpus  and  all  of  us  have  sup- 
ported provisions  in  the  past  that 
would  limit  a  prisoner's  right  to  ap- 
peal, would  allow  a  very  narrow  win- 
dow in  which  a  habeas  corpus  petition 
could  be  filed,  and  would  place  strict 
limits  on  when  that  petition  had  to  be 
filed. 

However,  the  Republican  proposal 
goes  much  further.  The  standard  pro- 
posed in  the  Republican  substitute 
would  direct  a  Federal  court  to  defer  to 
a  State  court  decision  as  long  as  it  is 
not  unreasonable.  In  other  words,  if 
reasonable  minds  could  disagree,  the 
State  court  decision  would  stand  in 
Federal  court  even  if  it  is  incorrect. 

Now.  this  is  a  dressed  up  version  of 
what  is  known  around  here  as  the  full 
and  fair  rule.  Reasonableness  is  a  high- 
ly deferential  standard,  one  never  be- 
fore used  in  habeas  corpus.  And  current 
law  permits  Federal  courts  to  make  a 
merit-based  decision  and  to  correct 
harmful  State  court  errors. 

I  believe  we  must  reform  habeas  cor- 
pus, and  I  believe  we  can  reform  habeas 


corpus  to  adopt  limits  on  the  number 
of  petitions  and  the  time  limits  on  the 
petitions  such  as  those  contained  in 
the  Republican  substitute,  but  without 
stopping  Federal  courts  from  correct- 
ing serious  State  court  errors  in  inter- 
preting the  United  States  Constitution. 

In  addition,  the  Republican  sub- 
stitute changes  current  law  which 
mandates  appointment  of  a  lawyer  in 
Federal  habeas  corpus  cases  to  make 
such  appointments  discretionary,  not 
mandatory.  I  support  limiting  a  pris- 
oner's right  to  petition.  I  support  lim- 
iting prisoners  to  one  habeas  corpus  pe- 
tition and  giving  them  a  very  short  pe- 
riod within  which  it  must  be  filed,  but 
I  cannot  fathom  why  we  would  deny 
that  same  petitioner  a  lawyer  at  the 
same  time.  Such  a  step  serves  neither 
efficiency  nor  justice. 

Now.  I  noted  that  the  habeas  corpus 
provision  in  the  Republican  bill  is  not 
directly  related  to  terrorism  in  that  it 
applies  primarily  to  prisoners  who  are 
prosecuted  in  State  courts. 

It  is  particularly  inappropriate,  in 
my  view,  to  work  such  a  devastating 
change  in  the  law  on  a  bill  which  is  de- 
signed for  a  very  narrow  purpose,  for 
which  the  Senate  is  working  to  move 
quickly. 

Now,  when  we  get  to  the  debate  on 
habeas  corpus,  we  will  have  what  has 
become  known  around  here  as  "dueling 
charts."  I  will  show  that  the  Biden  ha- 
beas corpus  provision  would  not  allow 
those  outrageous  examples  that  the 
Senator  uses  where  a  petitioner  sat  on 
death  row  2,  5,  10.  12.  18  years  after  hav- 
ing committed  a  heinous  crime  and 
avoiding  the  death  penalty  for  that  pe- 
riod as  a  consequence  of  filing  peti- 
tions. We  want  to  allow  only  one  bite 
out  of  the  apple. 

Bui  i  want  lu  make  a  point.  My 
friend  from  Utah  made  an  impassioned 
statement  tonight  about  how  it  would 
be  horrible  if  we  find  and  convict  the 
murderer,  the  man  or  woman,  or  men 
or  women,  who  murdered  those  people 
in  Oklahoma  and  that  person  was  able 
to  avoid  execution  by  filing  repetitive 
petitions. 

Well,  his  proposal  has  nothing  to  do 
with  that.  So  I  will  have  an  amend- 
ment that  says:  Limit  their  habeas  cor- 
pus changes  to  Federal  court  matters. 

For  example,  all  the  horror  stories 
the  Senator  pointed  out  tonight,  none 
of  them  have  to  do  with  somebody  who 
has  been  tried  in  Federal  court.  If  you 
have  been  tried  in  a  Federal  court — 
which  this  bill  says,  by  the  way.  the 
terrorism  bill  says,  the  only  purpose  of 
it  is  to  say  you  do  these  bad  things, 
you  go  to  a  Federal  court,  you  go  to  a 
Federal  judge,  you  have  the  Federal 
FBI  investigate  you,  you  go  to  a  Fed- 
eral prison,  you  have  a  Federal  execu- 
tioner. That  is  the  only  reason  for  the 
bill.  That  is  why  we  are  doing  it. 

So  if  the  Senator  is  as  concerned  as 
he  appears  to  be  about  these  exorbitant 
delays,  let  us  apply  it  to  Federal  court. 


Now,  the  reason  I  am  going  to  offer 
that  amendment  is  not  that  I  think  his 
idea  as  to  how  he  wants  to  limit  it  in 
Federal  court  makes  much  sense,  but 
just  to  prove  that  this  is  a  sham.  This 
has  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

I  will  have  a  chart  tomorrow,  or 
whenever  we  get  to  this,  showing  all 
the  prisoners  in  Federal  court  sitting 
on  death  row  who  are  filing  Federal  ha- 
beas petitions.  What  he  is  talking 
about  is  a  need  to  remedy  the  State 
court  problem.  And  I  am  willing  to  do 
that:  I  have  been  trying  to  do  it  for  10 
years,  but  not  on  this  bill. 

Why  are  we  getting  into  this  debate 
on  this  bill?  But  I  will  leave  that  for 
another  moment,  another  day.  another 
hour  to  debate  it.  because  we  have  de- 
bated it  before. 

Finally,  the  Republican  substitute 
contains  two  very  controversial  provi- 
sions from  the  administration's  pro- 
posal that  I  believe  are  troubling.  The 
first  is  that  it  includes  a  provision  that 
I  must  acknowledge  the  President's  in- 
cluded, a  provision  to  create  new  de- 
portation procedures  for  aliens  in  the 
United  States  who  are  alleged  to  be 
terrorists. 

In  the  administration's  bill,  the  Gov- 
ernment could,  in  some  circumstances, 
use  secret  information,  not  disclosed  to 
the  defendant,  not  disclosed  to  the  de- 
fendant's lawyers,  in  order  to  make  a 
case. 

We  have  never  had  such  a  procedure 
in  history,  to  the  best  of  my  knowl- 
edge, in  America,  where  someone  can 
bring  a  charge  against  an  individual, 
go  into  a  Federal  court,  have  the  pros- 
ecutor meet  alone  with  the  judge  and 
say: 

"Judge,  these  are  all  the  horrible 
things  that  the  defendant  did.  We're 
not  going  to  tell  the  defendant  what 
evidence  there  is  that  he  did  these  hor- 
rible things.  We're  not  going  to  let  the 
defendant  know  what  that  evidence  is. 
We're  not  going  to  let  the  defendant's 
lawyer  know  what ,  it  is.  We're  not 
going  to  let  the  def^dant's  lawyer  an- 
swer these  question*.  You  and  me 
judge"— me.  the  prosector:  you,  the 
judge — "let's  deport  him  in  a  secret 
hearing,  using  secret  -Evidence.  Let's 
walk  out  of  this  courtfoom.  out  of  your 
chambers,  walk  out  and  say.  'OK, 
Smedlap,  you're  deported.  We  find 
you're  a  terrorist.  "Vou're  out  of  here.'  " 

And  Smedlap  looks  and  says,  "Hey, 
tell  me  who  said  I  was  a  terrorist.  How 
do  you  know  that?  "  We  say,  "Oh,  no. 
we  can't  tell  you.  We  know  you  did  it. 
and  we  can't  tell  you  how  we  know  " 

Now  I  think  that  is  about  as  un- 
American  as  it  gets. 

Now  what  we  will  hear  is — and  I 
think  the  President  is  dead  wrong  on 
this— but  what  we  will  hear  is,  "Well, 
look,  these  folks  are  not  American  citi- 
zens. They  are  not  entitled  to  the  same 
privileges  as  A.merican  citizens  in  a 
courtroom." 

Well,  that  is  technically  true.  But. 
my  lord.  I  do  not  want  to  be  part  of 
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anything  that  establishes  that  kind  of 
Star  Chamber  proceeding.  Technically, 
they  may  be  right;  philosophically,  it 
is  dead  wrong. 

But  it  is  interesting,  my  Republican 
friends  do  not  include  taggants.  They 
do  not  include  additional  wiretaps.  But 
they  include  this.  I  mean.  who.  as  my 
little  daughter  used  to  say.  •'Go  fish." 
How  can  you  figure  that  one  out?  I  can- 
not, anyway. 
^  Our    judicial    system    generally    re- 

quires that  a  defendant  be  given  evi- 
dence that  is  to  be  used  against  him  so 
that  he  can  prepare  a  defense.  Unseen, 
unheard  evidence  simply  cannot  be  de- 
fended against  and  it  creates  the  possi- 
bility of  erroneous  decisions. 

The  Republican  substitute,  unlike 
the  prior  version  of  the  Republican  bill, 
moves  back  toward  allowing  what  the 
President  wrongheadedly  put  in  his 
bill,  in  my  view. 

The  bill  also  includes  a  radically  re- 
vised version  of  an  administration  pro- 
posal to  bar  fundraising  within  the 
United  States  for  organizations  which 
the  Secretary  of  State  designates  as 
terrorists.  The  President's  proposal 
guarded  against  first  amendment  con- 
cerns by  allowing  persons  to  send  funds 
to  designated  organizations  if  it  could 
be  shown  that  the  funds  were  going  to 
a  legitimate  purpose,  for  humanitarian 
effort  or  for  political  advocacy  only. 

For  e.xample.  the  substitute  bill  re- 
vises this  proposal.  First,  it  changes 
the  Presidential  determination  to  one 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
then  subjects  the  determination  to 
searching  judicial  review.  While  this 
addresses  some  of  the  first  amendment 
concerns  in  the  administration's  pro- 
posal, it  is  also  problematic  because 
Presidential  designations  of  this  sort 
are  not  usually  litigated  in  Federal 
court. 

Second,  the  substitute  eliminates 
any  opportunity  for  persons  to  make 
donations  for  proper  purposes,  in  my 
view  increasing  the  first  amendment 
concerns  on  that  aspect  of  the  bill. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  I  would  have  preferred  to  have 
come  to  this  floor  on  a  bill  that  was 
wholly  bipartisan  without  controver- 
sial and  irrelevant  provisions,  but  the 
majority  has  not  chosen  to  proceed 
that  way.  I  would  also,  frankly,  have 
preferred  to  have  seen  the  bill  we  are 
considering  in  advance  of  the  day  we 
are  considering  the  bill  on  the  floor. 
But.  in  fairness  to  my  Republican 
friends,  they  have  been  working  hard 
to  put  it  together  to  try  to  meet  the 
deadline  to  get  it  in  before  the  recess. 
But,  nonetheless,  it  puts  us  in  a  dif- 
ficult position. 

Having  received  a  final  version  of  the 
bill  at  only  about  6:30  tonight,  I  have 
not  been  able  to  review  it  carefully  to 
see  whether  any  of  my  concerns  have 
already  been  addressed  in  the  bill- 
maybe  some  of  the  things  I  have  said 
now  have  been  addressed  by  this  new 


version— or  whether  or  not  additional 
concerns  have  been  raised  by  the  new 
bill. 

It  is  my  hope  and  belief  that,  with 
certain  changes,  the  substitute  offered 
today  by  my  Republican  friends  can  be- 
come a  true  pro-law-enforcement,  pro- 
civil-liberties,  counter-terrorism,  bi- 
partisan bill.  It  is  my  hope  and  belief 
that  all  Senators  will  listen  to  the  di- 
rector of  the  FBI,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Presi- 
dent, and  not  to  groups  who  believe  vi- 
olence, not  voting,  is  the  means  to 
change  the  system— not  that  anyone  is 
listening  to  anyone  who  is  advocating 
violence,  but  those  who  do  not  think 
we  should  expand  the  ability  of  law  en- 
forcement to  look  more  closely  at 
those  groups  who  believe  violence  and 
not  voting  is  the  means  to  change  the 
system. 

All  Federal  law  enforcement  is  part 
of  a  team  of  brave  men  and  women  who 
protect  the  lives  of  all  Americans  from 
terrorist  attacks.  Let  us  stand  with 
law  enforcement  as  we  consider  this 
bill,  and  give  them  the  tools  that  they 
badly  need.  Even  as  we  protect  our  con- 
stitutional freedoms,  we  can  make  this 
legislation  a  truly  effective  tool  in 
fighting  terrorism,  the  threat  that 
comes  from  distant  shores  as  well  as 
those  that  come  from  the  American 
heartland.  We  have  a  duty  to  protect 
law-abiding  Americans  and  that  is 
what  this  bill  must  do. 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  we  can  enter 
into  a  time  agreement  on  most  of  the 
amendments  that  we  will  have  and 
hopefully  we  can  move  quickly,  after 
the  recess,  to  finish  and  to  complete 
this  bill.  Because,  as  I  understand  the 
majority  leader,  he  is  looking  for  a 
cniinip  nf  amendments  to  be  brought  up 
tomorrow— whether  that  means  one, 
two  or  five.  I  do  not  know— but  several 
amendments  tomorrow,  which  we  are 
ready  to  do.  We  will  give  time  agree- 
ments on  those  amendments  and  then 
we  will  move  back  to  the  bill  when  we 
come  back. 

Again,  I  thank  my  Republican  col- 
league, the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
for  the  areas  in  which  we  have  cooper- 
ated. I  look  forward  to  vigorous  and 
substantive  debate  on  those  areas 
where  we  do  not  agree.  But  ultimately 
we  will  produce  a  bill. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  thank  my  col- 
leagues. I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  colleague,  the  ranking  member  on 
the  committee.  I  have  enjoyed  his  re- 
marks this  evening.  Literally  some  of 
his  concerns  we  have  addressed  in  the 
bill,  in  the  substitute  that  has  been 
filed.  We  cannot  address  all  of  his  con- 
cerns in  the  way  he  would  like  them  to 
be  addressed  because  of  differences. 
But  some  have  been,  and  I  think  he 
will  be  pleased  with  those. 
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We  will  continue  to  work  with  him  to 
try  to  perfect  this  bill  in  the  interests 
of  everybody,  including  the  adminis- 
tration. 

As  I  understand  it.  Senator  Thur- 
MO.ND  would  like  to  make  a  short  state- 
ment, and  also  Senator  DkWine.  I  do 
not  know  if  there  is  anybody  else  who 
does,  but  as  soon  as  the  last  few  state- 
ments are  made,  we  will  shut  the  Sen- 
ate down. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the  sub- 
stitute amendment  to  S.  735,  offered  by 
the  able  chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  of  the  Senate,  Senator 
Hatch,  and  others  who  joined  on  this 
matter.  As  an  original  cosponsor  of 
this  legislation  and  the  substitute 
amendment,  I  believe  it  builds  upon  a 
solid  foundation  to  assist  law  enforce- 
ment in  their  fight  against  terrorism. 

We  must  send  a  clear  message  that 
the  people  of  America  will  not  tolerate 
cowardly  acts  of  terrorism,  in  any  fash- 
ion—whether their  source  is  inter- 
national or  domestic.  It  is  important 
that  the  Congress  work  closely  with 
Federal  law  enforcement  to  provide  the 
necessary  tools  and  authority  to  pre- 
vent terrorism.  I  am  ever  mindful  that 
an  appropriate  balance  between  indi- 
vidual rights  guaranteed  in  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  needs  of  law  enforce- 
ment must  be  achieved  as  we  meet  our 
responsibility.  The  American  people 
appropriately  look  to  their  Govern- 
ment to  maintain  a  peaceable  society 
but  do  not  want  law  enforcement  to 
stray  into  the  private  lives  of  law-abid- 
ing citizens.  The  balance  is  to  provide 
reasonable  authority  to  law  enforce- 
ment to  investigate  and  prevent  terror- 
ism    Whli*^     raar^nnt  ^r^rr    t-Ho     »,irrht-,-     t^t     t-Hr* 

American  people  to  form  groups,  gath- 
er, and  engage  in  dialog  even  when  that 
dialog  involves  harsh  antigovernment 
rhetoric.  The  recent  bombing  in  Okla- 
homa City  compels  us  to  address  this 
issue. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  belief  that 
this  legislation  will  enhance  law  en- 
forcement capabilities  to  combat  ter- 
rorism while  respecting  our  cherished 
rights  under  the  Constitution.  This  bill 
contains  provisions  to  increase  pen- 
alties for  conspiracies  involving  explo- 
sives and  the  unauthorized  use  of  ex- 
plosives. Additionally,  our  legislation 
will  assist  law  enforcement  in  fighting 
international  terrorism,  including  lan- 
guage to  prohibit  U.S.  aid  to  countries 
that  provide  military  equipment  to  ter- 
rorist nations.  The  United  States  must 
send  a  strong  signal  to  our  allies  and 
adversaries  that  America's  policy  is 
one  of  zero  tolerance  for  aiding  terror- 
ists. 

Also.  I  am  pleased  that  this  legisla- 
tion contains  the  much  needed  lan- 
guage on  alien  terrorist  removal.  These 
provisions  create  a  new  "terrorism 
court"  made  up  of  sitting  district  court 
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judges  appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  This  specialty 
court  would  have  the  authority  to  hear 
deportation  cases  involving  alien  ter- 
rorists and  would  ensure,  through  the 
use  of  a  limited  ex  parte  procedure, 
that  the  United  States  can  expedi- 
tiously deport  alien  terrorists  without 
disclosing  national  security  secrets  to 
them  and  their  criminal  associates. 

There  are  other  provisions  to  provide 
anti-terrorism  assistance  to  Federal 
law  enforcement  agencies.  Further,  one 
of  the  most  important  sections  of  this 
legislation,  which  I  will  now  address,  is 
designed  to  curb  the  abuse  of  habeas 
corpus  appeals. 

Mr.  President,  for  .years,  as  both 
chairman  and  ranking  member  of  the 
.Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  I  have 
I  died  for  reform  of  habeas  corpus  ap- 
pi  lis.  The  habeas  appellate  process  has 
become  little  more  than  a  stalling  tac- 
tic used  by  death  row  inmates  to  avoid 
punishment  for  their  crimes.  I  have  au- 
thored and  joined  as  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  legislation  designed  to  curb 
the  abuse  of  habeas  corpus  and  to  limit 
the  intrusion  of  Federal  courts  in  State 
court  convictions. 

Unfortunately,  the  present  system  of 
habeas  corpus  review  has  become  a 
game  of  endless  litigation  where  the 
question  is  no  longer  whether  the  de- 
fendant is  innocent  or  guilty  of  mur- 
der, but  whether  a  prisoner  can  per- 
suade a  Federal  court  to  find  some 
kind  of  technical  error  to  unduly  delay 
justice.  As  it  stands,  the  habeas  proc- 
ess provides  the  death  row  inmate  with 
almost  inexhaustible  opportunities  to 
avoid  justice.  This  is  simply  wrong. 

In  my  home  State  of  South  Carolina, 
there  are  over  60  prisoners  on  death 
row.  I  am  informed  that  one  has  been 
on  death  row  for  18  years.  Two  ethers 
were  sentenced  to  death  in  1980  for  a 
murder  they  committed  in  1977.  These 
two  men.  half  brothers  went  into  a 
service  station  in  Red  Bank.  S.C.  and 
murdered  Ralph  Studemeyer  as  his  son 
helplessly  watched.  One  man  stabbed 
Mr.  Studemeyer  and  the  other  shot 
him.  It  was  a  brutal  murder  and  al- 
though convicted  and  sentenced  to 
death,  these  two  murderers  have  been 
on  death  row  for  15  years  and  continue 
to  sit  awaiting  execution. 

Mr.  President,  without  adequate  ha- 
beas reform,  the  murdering  coward  who 
exploded  the  bomb  in  Oklahoma  City 
could  avoid  justice  for  many  years  as 
many  are  now  doing  who  have  been 
sentenced  to  death.  President  Clinton 
has  called  for  habeas  reform,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  to  join  us  to  ensure  that  justice 
becomes  a  certainty  and  not  a  mere 
probability. 

The  habeas  reform  provisions  in  this 
legislation  will  significantly  reduce  the 
delays  in  carrying  out  executions  with- 
out unduly  limiting  the  right  of  access 
to  the  Federal  courts.  This  language 
will  effectively  reduce  the  filing  of  re- 
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petitive  habeas  corpus  petitions  which 
delays  justice  and  undermines  the  de- 
terrent value  of  the  death  penalty. 
Under  our  proposal,  if  adopted,  death 
sentences  will  be  carried  out  in  most 
cases  within  2  years  of  final  State 
court  action.  This  is  in  stark  contrast 
to  death  sentences  carried  out  in  1993 
which,  on  average,  were  carried  out 
over  9  years  after  the  most  recent  sen- 
tencing date. 

Mr.  President,  the  current  habeas 
system  has  robbed  the  State  criminal 
justice  system  of  any  sense  of  finality 
and  prolongs  the  pain  and  agony  faced 
by  the  families  of  murder  victims.  Or 
habeas  reform  proposal  is  badly  needed 
to  restore  public  confidence  and  ensure 
accountability  to  America's  criminal 
justice  system. 

Mr.  President,  while  there  is  nothing 
we  can  do  to  alter  the  tragic  bombing 
in  Oklahoma  City,  the  Congress  should 
now  adopt  legislation  to  bolster  our  ef- 
forts to  prevent  heinous  and  cowardly- 
acts  of  terrorism.  The  preamble  to  the 
U.S.  Constitution  clearly  spells  out  the 
highest  ideals  of  our  system  of  govern- 
ment— one  of  which  is  to  ensure  domes- 
tic tranquility.  The  American  people 
have  a  right  to  be  safe  in  their  homes 
and  communities. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation  to  provide  valuable  assist- 
ance to  our  Nation's  law  enforcement 
in  their  dedicated  efforts  to  uphold  law 
and  order.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DkWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
this  evening  in  very  strong  support  of 
the  bill  that  we  are  considering  to- 
night, the  Comprehensive  Terrorism 
Prevention  Act  of  1995. 

This  is  a  bill  that  truly  will  help  the 
United  States  fight  terrorism,  while  at 
the  same  time  preserving  basic  con- 
stitutional rights  and  civil  liberties. 

Let  me  begin  tonight  by  congratulat- 
ing Senator  Dole,  the  majority  leader. 
Senator  HATCH,  Senator  Thurmond. 
who  have  worked  so  very,  very  hard  on 
this  bill.  They  have  crafted  a  bill  that 
will  truly  make  a  difference.  They  have 
crafted  a  bill  that  will  help  the  United 
States  as  a  country  fight  back,  against 
terrorism. 

This  bill  being  brought  to  the  floor 
tonight  is  in  immediate  response  to  the 
horror  of  Oklahoma  City.  But  it  is  also 
this  response  to  the  realization  that  we 
all  have,  about  what  a  very,  very  dan- 
gerous world  we  live  in  today.  Some 
thought  that  with  the  ending  of  the 
cold  war  we  would  be  living  in  a  safer 
world.  But  we  all  know  today  that  is 
simply  not  true.  Whether  the  terrorism 
comes  from  our  own  shores  or  is  inter- 
national terrorism,  it  is  still  horrible 
and  we  still  must  fight  back. 

I  would  like  to  talk  briefly  tonight 
about  one  particular  aspect  of  this  bill. 
That  has  to  do  with  the  provisions  in 
this  bill  that  give  local  law  enforce- 
ment the  resources  and  the  tools  that 
they  need  to  fight  back.  I  am  specifi- 
cally talking  about  the  provisions  in 


the  bill  that  give  local  law  enforce- 
ment the  resources  to  provide  for  21st 
century  technology. 

I  have  talked,  Mr.  President,  on  this 
floor  during  the  last  several  weeks  on  6 
or  7  different  occasions  about  how 
very,  very  important  it  is.  that  local 
law  enforcement  throughout  the  coun- 
try, where  95  percent  of  all  criminal 
prosecution  occurs,  where  95  percent  of 
all  arrests  occur,  where  95  percent  of 
all  investigations  occur,  that  the  re- 
sources be  driven  down  to  those  local 
communities  and  those  local  law  en- 
forcement officers  so  that  they  have 
the  technology,  the  DNA.  the  auto- 
mated fingerprints,  the  ballistics,  the 
criminal  record,  so  that  they  have 
those  tools  so  they  can  fight  back. 

This  bill  takes  a  major  provision  of 
my  crime  bill— the  crime  bill,  by  the 
way,  that  is  cosponsored  by  Senator 
Hatch  as  well  as  Senator  Thurmond, 
Senator  AsHCROFT— this  bill  takes  a 
major  provision  of  that  bill  and  inserts 
it  in  this  bill  and  provides  $500  million 
that  will  go  directly  to  local  law  en- 
forcement to  help  them  develop  the 
data  bases  that  they  need,  and  that  the 
FBI  knows  they  need. 

This  will,  Mr.  President,  make  a  dif- 
ference. It  will  help  the  government 
solve  crime.  It  will  help  to  save  lives. 
It  will  make  a  difference  in  fighting 
terrorism,  and  it  will  make  a  difference 
in  fighting  all  kinds  of  crime. 

Last  years  crime  bill,  Mr.  President, 
had  a  major  provision  that  provided 
that  very  significant  amount  of  money 
to  the  FBI  to  develop  the  national 
central  data  base— DNA,  fingerprints, 
identification  of  individuals,  ballistics. 

When  I  traveled  Ohio  the  last  few 
months  and  talked  to  local  law  en- 
forcement officers,  one  of  things  that 
they  told  me  was  that  is  all  well  and 
good,  but  if  we  cannot  access  that  in- 
formation, if  we  cannot  get  it,  if  we  do 
not  have  the  tools  to  bring  it  to  law  en- 
forcement, it  will  not  do  any  good. 

Several  months  ago,  I  visited  the  FBI 
and  spent  a  day  with  them  and  spent  a 
day  with  their  experts  in  all  of  these 
different  high  technical  fields.  That,  I 
found,  is  what  local  law  enforcement 
had  told  me  the  FBI  confirmed.  That 
is,  their  fear  is  that  local  law  enforce- 
ment will  not  have  the  resources  so 
that  we  all  can  develop  this  national 
data  base. 

This  is  a  unique  role  for  the  Federal 
Government.  When  we  talk.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, about  anticrime  bills,  anti- 
terrorism bills,  we  always  should  first 
focus  on  what  can  only  the  Federal 
Government  do. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  the  evi- 
dence is  abundantly  clear  that  it  is 
only  the  Federal  Government  that  can 
establish  this  national  base  throughout 
the  country.  Now,  why  is  that?  Let  us 
pretend  that  we  are  the  sheriffs  in 
Lawrence  county,  Ohio,  or  the  chief  of 
police  in  Ironton. 


14534 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  25,  1995 


Our  ability  to  use  these  tools,  to  use 
these  data  bases,  depends  on  three 
things. 

Number  one,  we  have  to  have  the 
ability  or  the  resources  there,  and  we 
have  to  put  the  information  in.  We 
have  to  do  a  good  job. 

Number  two.  the  FBI.  of  course,  has 
to  build  up  a  national  base,  so  we  can 
access  from  a  national  point  of  view. 

But  the  third  thing  that  we  some- 
times miss  is  that  my  ability  —if  I  am 
the  chief  of  police  or  a  police  officer  in 
Ironton— to  get  information  is  depend- 
ent not  only  on  the  local  community, 
local  police,  local  sheriff  and  local  FBI, 
but  also  on  tens  of  thousands  of  juris- 
dictions across  the  country,  because  we 
live  in  a  very,  very  mobile  society. 
People  move  around;  criminals  move 
around. 

So  what  the  Federal  Government 
does  and  what  we  are  doing  in  this 
bill— and  again.  I  congratulate  my  col- 
league from  Utah  and  Senator  Dole 
the  majority  leader,  for  having  the  wis- 
dom to  listen  to  local  law  enforcement, 
to  listen  to  the  FBI  when  they  say  this 
is  what  we  need,  and  to  set  aside  a  pro- 
vision of  this  bill  and  to  take  that  $500 
million  and  say  it  will  go  down  to  local 
law  enforcement  so  that  we  can,  as  a 
country,  develop  this  national  data 
base.  It  will,  in  fact,  Mr.  President, 
make  a  very  substantial  difference. 

What  are  we  talking  about?  What 
practical  applicability  does  all  of  this 
have?  You  know.  I  have  said  many 
times.  Mr.  President,  that  we  debate  in 
this  Congress— in  the  Senate  and  in  the 
House  —on  the  national  news  media  a 
lot  of  things  regarding  crime  that  real- 
ly do  not  make  a  lot  of  difference.  But 
giving  local  police  officers  the  tools 
that  they  need  makes  a  difference.  It 
nicttters.  It  lo  liupuiLaML.  This  is  what 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  truly  do. 

What  is  the  practical  application?  We 
have  seen  it  on  TV  a  lot  in  the  last  few 
in  regard  to  DNA.  One  of  the  things 
that  is  sometimes  missed  is  the  fact 
that  DN.\  can  be  used,  and  is  used, 
every  single  day  in  this  country  to  help 
clear  from  investigations  innocent  peo- 
ple, so  that  someone  does  not  stay  the 
focus  of  a  criminal  investigation.  DNA 
can  be  used  for  that. 

But  the  situation  we  have  in  this 
country  today  is  that  law  enforcement 
officers  throughout  the  country  do  not, 
as  a  rule,  really  have  access  to  good 
DNA  technology.  The  laboratories  are 
not  there.  If  the  laboratories  are  there 
and  they  have  access,  there  is  waiting 
time.  They  have  to  pick  only  their  top 
cases,  only  the  highest  priority  cases. 

This  bill  will  help  solve  that  problem 
by  establishing  the  resources  so  we  can 
have  DNA  laboratories  and  experts  who 
can  come  into  court  and  testify,  no 
matter  where  that  crime  is  committed. 
How  else  does  it  help?  Think  how  im- 
portant it  is  if  you  are  a  police  officer 
or  a  sheriffs  deputy,  and  at  3  o'clock  in 


and,  for  some  reason,  you  make  the  de- 
termination you  need  to  pull  that  car 
over,  and  you  need  to  pull  that  car  over 
on  a  dark  road,  away  from  civilization, 
away  from  people,  and  you  do  that.  Is 
it  not  important  that  you  know  that 
when  you  run  that  license  plate,  that 
the  information  you  get  back  on  the 
ownership  of  that  car  is  accurate?  Is 
that  not  important?  Is  it  not  impor- 
tant, or  would  it  not  be  important  if 
you  are  a  police  officer  and  you  had 
just  arrested  someone  and  you  wanted 
to  determine  really  who  that  person 
was,  and  you  did  not  believe  them 
when  they  told  you  who  they  were,  if 
you  could  take  that  person  back  to 
your  police  cruiser  and  take  his  or  her 
hand  and  put  it  up  against  a  screen  and 
have  those  prints  electronically  trans- 
mitted to  a  central  data  base,  and 
within  a  matter  of  seconds  know  who 
that  person  really  is?  We  have  that 
technology  today.  It  is  not  widespread 
because  of  the  cost.  But  we  have  the 
ability  to  do  that. 

Would  it  not  be  important  for  our 
children,  for  possible  victims  of  sexual 
abuse,  to  be  able  to  start  as  a  country 
what  some  States  are  just  now  begin- 
ning to  do — that  is.  to  develop  a  na- 
tional data  base,  DNA  data  base  of  sex 
offenders?  The  sad  truth  is,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  sex  offenders  have  just  about 
the  highest  repeat  offender  rate  of  any 
group  of  criminals.  I  think  check  forg- 
ers and  those  who  pass  bad  checks 
probably  have  about  the  same  number 
of  recidivism.  But  it  is  a  little  different 
when  we  are  dealing  with  a  sex  of- 
fender. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  every  sex 
offender  who  goes  into  prison  gets  their 
blood  taken.  It  is  constitutional.  We 
can  do  it.  We  just  have  not  put  the  re- 
sources behind  it.  We  can  take  their 
blood  and  develop  a  national  DNA  data 
base  of  sex  offenders.  So  when  that  per- 
son comes  out — as  most  of  them  do — 
and  if  that  person  commits  another  of- 
fense—as many  do,  tragically— then  we 
have  that  data  base,  and  we  have  the 
ability  to  take  any  bodily  fluid  from 
the  crime  scene,  anything,  and  match 
that  up  and  make  that  DNA  compari- 
son. We  will  solve  crimes,  save  lives, 
and  we  will  convict  sex  offenders. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  go  on  and  on 
with  example  after  example.  This 
money  is  important.  We  talk  a  lot 
about  what  matters  in  crime  and  what 
does  not  matter.  The  money  provided 
in  this  bill,  the  provision  that  Senator 
Hatch  and  Senator  Dole  have  put  in, 
when  they  have  listened  to  local  law 
enforcement  and  to  the  FBI— these  pro- 
visions are  an  integral  part  of  this  bill. 
a  very  important  part  of  the  bill.  I  con- 
gratulate them  and  thank  them  for 
putting  it  in  the  bill  because  it  will 
truly  make  a  difference. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
pliment the  distinguished  Senator  from 


also  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  As  usual,  Senator 
Thurmond  really  covers  these  matters 
as  well  as  they  can  be  covered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr,  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  with  Senators  per- 
mitted to  speak  therein  for  up  to  5 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HAPPY  BIRTHDAY  TO  KITTY 
WILKA 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  wish  Kath- 
leen "Kitty"  Wilka  of  Sioux  Falls, 
South  Dakota,  a  happy  sixty-fifth 
birthday. 

Mrs.  Wilka  was  born  Kathleen  Kelly 
on  May  25.  1930.  in  Larchwood.  Iowa. 
On  August  16,  1948,  she  married  Bill 
Wilka.  and.  together,  they  have  built  a 
strong  family  of  12  children  and.  so  far. 
28  grandchildren.  Their  son  Jeff  has 
worked  in  my  Sioux  Falls  office  for 
many  years. 

On  behalf  of  the  entire  Wilka  family, 
as  well  as  my  wife.  Linda,  and  my  staff. 
I  want  to  wish  Kitty  Wilka  the 
happiest  of  birthdays. 


the  morning  you  are  following  a  car    Ohio   for  an  excellent  statement   and 


RETIREMENT  OF  JAMES  O.  KING 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  throughout 
my  career  in  public  service,  I  have  had 
the  good  fortune  of  having  a  number  of 
bright,  loyal,  and  hard  working  indi- 
viduals on  my  staff.  One  such  individ- 
ual is  James  O.  King,  now  serving  as 
Democratic  Staff  Director  of  the  Sen- 
ate Rules  Committee,  who  is  retiring 
on  June  7. 

Jim  has  been  a  very  good  friend  to 
me  for  many  years.  He  worked  with  me 
back  when  I  served  as  Governor  of  Ken- 
tucky, came  with  me  to  Washington  as 
one  of  my  Administrative  Assistants, 
and  was  Staff  Director  of  the  Rules 
Committee  for  8  years. 

He  has  served  the  Commonwealth  in 
a  number  of  roles  in  public  administra- 
tion, including  working  under  no  less 
than  five  Kentucky  governors.  In  addi- 
tion, he  served  in  a  number  of  capac- 
ities in  higher  education  in  the  Com- 
monwealth, including  Vice  President 
for  Administration  and  also  Adminis- 
trative Assistant  to  the  President  of 
the  University  of  Kentucky. 

It  seemed  that  no  matter  what  job 
title  he  held,  Jim  was  always  working 
in  public  service,  always  trying  to  give 
something  back. 

We  here  in  the  Senate  have  been  re- 
cipients of  some  of  the  fruits  of  his 
labor.  Jim  was  a  key  person  in  1988  to 
help  the  Committee  review  Senate 
rules  and  procedures.  Under  his  direc- 
tion, the  Rules  Committee  has  ad- 
dressed  a  number  of  major  pieces  of 
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legislation  including  the  motor-voter 
bill  and  campaign  finance  reform.  And 
all  the  while,  he  was  still  keeping  a  eye 
on  the  "nuts  and  bolts"  of  the  Senate 
operation. 

Anyone  who's  ever  come  in  contact 
with  Jim  knows  that  he  loves  Ken- 
tucky, its  people  and  its  way  of  life. 
And.  from  what  I  understand  from  reli- 
able sources,  he's  already  getting  in 
the  swing  of  retirement  by  posting 
some  of  the  best  golf  scores  he's  had  in 
recent  years! 

We're  going  to  miss  Jim  on  the  Rules 
Committee.  And  I  know  I'm  speaking 
for  my  staff,  the  Rules  Committee 
staff,  and  the  Senate  as  a  whole,  in 
thanking  him  for  his  good  work  and 
wishing  him  all  the  best  for  his  retire- 
ment. 
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WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  on  that 
November  evening  in  1972  when  I 
learned  I  had  been  elected  to  the  Sen- 
ate. I  made  a  commitment  to  myself 
that  I  would  never  fail  to  see  a  young 
person,  or  a  group  of  young  people,  who 
wanted  to  see  me.  In  the  nearly  23 
years  since  that  election  night.  I  have 
been  inspired  by  an  estimated  60.000 
young  people  with  whom  I  have  visited. 

Most  of  them  have  expressed  concern 
about  the  enormous  Federal  debt  that 
Congress  has  run  up  for  coming  genera- 
tions to  pay.  Almost  without  exception 
the  young  people  and  I  discuss  the  U.S. 
Constitution  which  forbids  that  any 
President  spend  even  a  dime  of  Federal 
money  that  has  not  first  been  author- 
ized and  appropriated  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.   President,   I  have  been   making 


these 


February  22,  1992.  I  began  because  I 
wanted  to  make  it  a  matter  of  daily 
record  the  precise  size  of  the  Federal 
debt.  As  of  yesterday,  Wednesday.  May 
24.  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4.887.785.166.023.46— $18,554.12  for  every 
man.  woman,  and  child  on  a  per  capita 
basis. 


MR.  JEFFERSON  WAS  RIGHT:  GOP 
BUDGET  PROVES  IT 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  phony  and  highly 
partisan  criticism  of  the  Republican 
budget  proposal— criticism  which  the 
liberal  news  media  have  hastened  to 
circulate.  However,  polls  show  that  the 
majority  of  American  people  are  not 
misled,  except  those  who  insist  that 
they  are  entitled  to  something  for 
nothing. 

To  their  credit.  Republicans  in  Con- 
gress have  delivered  on  their  commit- 
ment to  come  forth  with  a  budget  to — 
First,  balance  the  P^ederal  budget  in  7 
years;  second,  cut  Federal  spending  by 
$961  billion;  third,  eliminate  140  Fed- 
eral   departments,   agencies,   and   pro- 


grams; fourth,  freeze  salaries  of  Mem- 
ber's of  Congress;  and  fifth,  cut  the 
Senate  staff  budget  by  15  percent. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
obviously  realize  the  dire  financial 
straits  into  which  our  Nation  has 
plunged  as  a  result  of  decades  of  irre- 
sponsibility by  those  in  charge  of  their 
Federal  Government.  But  children  un- 
derstand the  penalty  for  spending  more 
money  than  they  have  in  their  piggy 
banks. 

I  have  an  example  to  share,  a  poign- 
ant letter  from  the  sixth  grade  class  of 
Swain  County  West  Elementary  School 
in  Bryson  City.  NC: 

De.\r  Sen.^tor  Helms:  Our  teacher 
shared  with  us  your  letter  which  men- 
tioned the  Federal  debt  as  of  March  14, 
1995.  which  was  $4,846,819,443,348.28. 

We  are  amazed  to  see  how  large  the 
Federal  debt  is  and  understand  that 
anything  that  is  "free",  the  working 
people  pay  for.  We  don't  have  much, 
but  our  class  sends  this  collection  to 
you  and  ask  that  you  put  it  in  the  fund 
to  reduce  the  Federal  debt.  Our  genera- 
tion is  going  to  have  to  reduce  this 
debt  and  we  would  like  to  begin  our 
part  now.  We  really  want  to  help  our 
country  and  as  sixth  graders  we  under- 
stand that  you  can't  leave  it  up  to 
somebody  else  to  take  care  of  what  we 
must  begin  now." 

Mr.  President,  enclosed  with  this  let- 
ter came  a  check  for  $44.75.  emphasiz- 
ing the  obvious  if  these  sixth  graders  in 
North  Carolina  can  recognize  the  im- 
portance of  balancing  the  federal  budg- 
et, why  can't  Congress? 

Needless  to  say,  I  greatly  admire 
these  young  people  and  their  teachers. 
Implicit  in  their  letter  is  an  obvious 
question:  If  politicians  cannot  live  up 
to  promises  to  balance  the  budget,  the 
politicians  perhaps  should  be  called 
home  to  siiieii  Lht:  i;uifet!,  if  I  iViay  be 
permitted  to  mix  a  couple  of  meta- 
phors. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  to  re- 
main silent  amidst  false  charges  by  the 
President  and  various  Senators  of  his 
party  that  the  Republican  budget  will 
cripple  Medicare,  the  health  care  sys- 
tem upon  which  so  many  of  our  elderly 
have  been  encouraged  to  depend.  Con- 
trary to  the  false  prophets,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  allows  Medicare  spending 
to  increase  each  year  by  7.1  percent. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
should  always  have  realized  that  there 
is  no  such  thing  as  a  free  lunch.  Thom- 
as Jefferson  said  it  best: 

To  preserve  our  independence,  we  must  not 
let  our  rulers  load  us  with  perpetual  debt. 
We  must  make  our  election  between  econ- 
omy and  liberty,  or  profusion  and  servitude. 

Mr.  Jefferson  also  warned: 

The  question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  it 
imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequences 
as  to  place  it  among  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  government.  We  should  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay 
them  ourselves. 


Mr.  President,  that  just  about  says  it 
all,  especially  when  one  considers  the 
moral  injustice  we  are  heaping  ui>on 
our  children  and  their  children.  This 
year  Republicans  made  a  promise  to 
balance  the  budget.  We  should  keep 
that  promise.  Balancing  the  Federal 
budget  is  simply  a  matter  of  doing 
what  we  were  sent  to  Washington  to 
do. 


ERNEST  K.  KOPECKY 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  Ernest 
K.  Kopecky  has  served  as  construction 
manager  for  the  Architect  of  the  Cap- 
itol and  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  for  17  years.  He  began  his  serv- 
ice in  1978  and  will  retire  this  year.  His 
tireless  and  unselfish  efforts  have  con- 
tributed to  the  completion  of  many 
construction  projects  in  the  Capitol 
and  in  other  buildings  in  the  congres- 
sional complex  and  in  maintaining  and 
preserving  the  structures  that  house 
the  legislative  and  judicial  branches  of 
the  U.S.  Government. 

Under  Mr.  Kopecky's  direction,  such 
notable  and  historically  significant 
projects  as  the  restoration  of  the  ped- 
estal for  the  Statue  of  Freedom  that 
crowns  the  Dome  of  the  Capitol  build- 
ing and  restoration  of  the  Bartholdi 
and  Neptune  fountains  have  been  suc- 
cessfully completed. 

As  a  dedicated  public  servant,  Ernest 
Kopecky  has  set  an  example  for  others. 
His  genuine  concern  for  quality  of 
work  and  efficiency  of  those  he  super- 
vises, his  willingness  to  assist  others, 
and  his  reputation  for  responsive  serv- 
ice have  brought  great  credit  to  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  and 
reflect  positively  on  his  colleagues  in 
that  office. 

I  congratulate  Mr.  Kopecky  on  his 
distinguished  career  and  wish  him  well 
in  his  retirement. 


COMMERCIAL  SPENT  FUEL 
STORAGE 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
dangerous  nuclear  leftovers  from  the 
cold  war  and  the  commercial  spent  fuel 
storage  problem  present  the  U.S.  with 
two  major  environmental  challenges. 
An  explosion  at  the  liquid  high-level 
waste  storage  tanks  at  Hanford  could 
result  in  a  catastrophic  nuclear  acci- 
dent, and  electric  utilities  are  running 
out  of  space  for  storage  at  commercial 
nuclear  reactors.  Although  these  are 
separate  problems,  the  solutions  are  re- 
lated. Unfortunately,  President  Clinton 
is  AWOL  (absent  without  leadership), 
and  the  DOE  is  playing  legal  games  in- 
stead of  taking  responsibility  for  tak- 
ing the  commercial  spent  fuel  by  1998. 
It's  time  for  a  comprehensive  solution. 

First,  let's  review  the  facts: 

Thirty  thousand  tons  of  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  is  being  temporarily  stored 
at  powerplants  at  75  sites. 

In  less  than  3  years,  23  reactors  will 
run  out  of  space  in  their  spent  fuel 
storage  pools. 
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By  2010.  a  total  of  78  reactors  will 

have  run  out  of  space. 

We've  already  spent  12  years  and  S4.2 
billion  to  find  permanent  high-level  re 
pository  and  conduct  site  characteriza- 
tion at  Yucca  Mountain. 

DOE  will  decide  if  Yucca  Mountain  is 
a  suitable  site  for  a  permanent  reposi- 
tory in  1998.  If  it  is.  DOE  will  file  for  li- 
cense in  2001.  DOE  has  told  us  that  the 
odds  of  the  site  being  suitable  are 
about  80  percent.  However.  DOE  has 
also  indicated  that  the  odds  of  getting 
a  license  for  a  permanent  repository 
under  our  existing  laws  are  about  50-50, 
and  probably  much  worse.  These  odds 
are  not  good  enough  to  bet  the  tax- 
payer's money  on. 

Still,  the  fact  remains  that,  if  after  3 
to  6  years  more  work  at  Yucca  Moun- 
tain, and  a  total  expenditure  of  at  least 
$9  billion  on  our  nuclear  waste  disposal 
program.  Yucca  is  either  found  not  to 
be  suitable  or  licensable.  we  have  no- 
where to  turn.  We  currently  have  no 
contingency  plan  for  waste  storage.  We 
will  simply  have  to  start  over. 

Meanwhile,  the  President  and  DOE 
are  dragging  their  feet.  DOE  has  re- 
cently issued  a  "Final  Interpretation 
of  Nuclear  Waste  Acceptance  Issues." 
reaffirming  its  earlier  position  that  its 
contracts  with  the  utilities  to  take 
waste  by  1998  are  not  enforceable  in 
court.  DOE  has  also  asserted  that  it 
has  no  authority  under  existing  law  to 
site  an  interim  repository.  DOE  has 
missed  the  point.  While  DOE  is  focus- 
ing on  legal  technicalities  to  avoid  its 
obligations  to  the  American  people,  we 
have  had  no  suggestions  from  DOE  re- 
garding solutions  to  this  problem. 

Although  we  have  been  told  that 
DOE  is  studying  the  issue,  all  we  have 
heard  from  the  administration  is  a  re- 

tion  at  this  time.  I  have  received  no  re- 
sponse to  my  letter  to  the  President  re- 
questing that  the  administration  en- 
gage on  this  issue  in  a  meaningful  way. 

Finally,  the  State  of  Nevada  and  the 
Nevada  congressional  delegation  re- 
main opposed  to  the  location  of  any 
nuclear  waste  facilities  in  their  State. 

It  is  time  to  take  a  comprehensive 
look  at  the  problem  based  on  two  basic 
principles:  First,  the  Government  must 
meet  its  obligation  to  take  spent  fuel 
by  1998  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  prac- 
tical. The  ratepayers  have  paid  for  it. 
They  deserve  performance,  not  excuses. 
Even  if  it  is  found  to  be  suitable.  Yucca 
Mountain  will  not  be  ready  before  2010. 
Therefore,  interim  storage  of  spent  fuel 
is  needed.  Although  there  is  nothing 
unsafe  about  the  storage  of  spent  fuel 
at  reactor  sites,  for  reasons  of  both  ec- 
onomics and  safety,  we  must  consoli- 
date our  74  spent  fuel  storage  sites  into 
1  or  2. 

Second,  the  U.S.  must  continue  ef- 
forts toward  a  permanent  geological  re- 
pository. While  we  can  keep  alter- 
natives such  as  deep  seabed  disposal 
and  transmutation  alive  (if  Yucca  is 


found  unsuitable),  our  long-term  goal 
remains  geologic  disposal. 

This  raises  a  more  difficult  question: 
Where  do  we  locate  central  interim 
storage?  I  would  suggest  the  best  loca- 
tion for  an  interim  storage  facility 
would  meet  the  following  criteria: 

Spent  fuel  should  already  be  there. 

There  should  be  adequate  land  area. 

The  Federal  Government  should  al- 
ready own  the  land. 

There  should  be  transportation  infra- 
structure. 

There  should  be  a  security  infra- 
structure. 

A  skilled  work  force  familiar  with 
handling  nuclear  materials  should  be 
available. 

A  nuclear  safety/worker  protection 
infrastructure  should  be  in  place. 

The  location(s)  should  be  in  general 
proximity  to  the  Nation's  reactors,  i.e., 
one  for  the  East  and  one  for  the  West. 

The  new  economic  activity  associ- 
ated with  spent  fuel  management  may 
address  concurrent  job  losses. 

After  all  of  these  considerations  are 
evaluated,  the  relative  costs  of  the  al- 
ternatives should  be  taken  into  ac- 
count. 

Locations  that  meet  the  above  cri- 
teria include  some  of  our  existing  DOE 
weapons  facilities.  Geographically,  the 
most  likely  candidates  are  Hanford  and 
Savannah  River.  There  are  other  im- 
portant factors  about  Hanford,  and  Sa- 
vannah River— each  contain  nuclear 
materials  dramatically  more  dan- 
gerous than  spent  commercial  fuel 
safety  contained  in  dry  casks.  For  ex- 
ample, Hanford  has  61  million  gallons 
of  liquid  high  level  wastes  in  177  under- 
ground tanks— some  of  which  have 
leaked  or  are  leaking.  Under  certain 
conditions,  one  or  more  of  these  tanks 
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strophic  nuclear  accident.  Also  at  Han- 
ford are  4,300  metric  tons  of  plutonium 
in  various  forms  and  locations,  con- 
taminated reprocessing  facilities,  cor- 
roding and  possibly  dangerous  DOE  nu- 
clear fuels,  and  a  contaminated  pluto- 
nium finishing  plant  just  to  name  a 
few.  Savannah  River  has  five  closed  re- 
actors, two  contaminated  reprocessing 
facilities,  and  a  variety  of  liquid  and 
solid  radioactive  wastes. 

Despite  the  very  real  environmental 
health  and  safety  risks  that  exist  at 
Hanford  and  Savannah  River,  fiscal 
pressures  are  forcing  us  to  cut  the 
overall  cleanup  budget  even  as  we 
squander  millions  of  dollars  cleaning 
up  low  risk  sites  to  comply  with  envi- 
ronmental regulations  designed  for  a 
perfect  world.  As  Ivan  Selin,  Chairman 
of  the  NRC.  said  last  week. 
Prioritization  of  the  cleanup  at  DOE 
sites,  based  on  an  assessment  of  risk  to 
the  public  and  the  cleanup  workers, 
isn't  happening  to  the  extent  it  should. 

Finally,  Hanford  and  Savannah  River 
already  have  spent  nuclear  fuel.  Not 
the  safe,  stable  nuclear  fuel  found  in 
commercial  power  reactors — but  mili- 


tary fuel  designed  to  be  quickly  reproc- 
essed to  make  plutonium.  When  we 
abruptly  shut  down  plutonium  produc- 
tion, this  military  fuel  was  left  in 
limbo.  Today  it  sits,  corroding,  in  pools 
at  Hanford  and  Savannah 

River  .  .  .  206  metric  tons  at  Savannah 
River,  and  2132  metric  tons  at  Hanford. 
To  review  the  situation,  we  need  one 
or  two  centralized,  dry  cask  storage 
sites  for  spent  commercial  nuclear 
fuel,  until  Yucca  Mountain  or  another 
permanent  geologic  repository  is 
ready.  We  have  spent  military  fuel  at 
Hanford  and  Savannah  River— along 
with  a  host  of  other  environmental 
problems— that  demand  attention  de- 
spite declining  dollars  and  misplaced 
priorities  dictated  by  current  environ- 
mental statutes.  Employment  at  Han- 
ford and  Savannah  River  is  dropping. 
The  local  communities  are  feeling  the 
economic  pinch,  the  activity  at  Han- 
ford and  Savannah  River  is  shifting 
from  defense  production  to  environ- 
mental restoration. 

Hanford  and  Savannah  River  meet  all 
the  criteria  listed  earlier: 
Spent  fuel  is  already  there. 
There  is  adequate  land  area. 
The     Federal     Government     already 
owns  the  land. 

There    is    transportation    infrastruc- 
ture. 
There  is  security  infrastructure. 
There   is  an   available,   skilled   work 
force  that  knows  how  to  handle  nuclear 
materials. 

There  is  a  nuclear  safety/worker  pro- 
tection infrastructure  in  place. 

Savannah  River  is  conveniently  lo- 
cated with  respect  to  civilian  power  re- 
actors in  the  east,  and  Hanford  is  con- 
venient to  reactors  in  the  west. 

The  new  economic  activity  associ- 
ated with  spent  fuel  management  will 
help  aduieas  euuiioniic  declines  in  the 
area. 

The  new  dry  cask  storage  facilities 
may  even  help  safely  contain  the  more 
dangerous  spent  military  fuel  that  ex- 
ists at  both  sites. 

Overall  costs  of  transportation  and 
storage  would  appear  to  be  lower  at 
these  sites. 

Therefore,  I  believe  Hanford  and  Sa- 
vannah River  offer  excellent  sites  for 
the  temporary,  dry  cask  storage  of  ci- 
vilian spent  nuclear  fuel  until  a  perma- 
nent geologic  repository  is  available. 
At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  make 
clear  my  support  for  continued 
progress  toward  a  permanent  geologic 
repository.  Hanford  and  Savannah 
River  already  have  defense  nuclear 
waste  and  spent  nuclear  fuel  from  de- 
fense and  research  activities  that  is 
destined  for  the  permanent  geologic  re- 
pository. This  proposal  is  intended  to 
hasten  the  day  that  those  wastes,  as 
well  as  the  civilian  spent  fuel,  are  sent 
away  from  the  sites  for  permanent  dis- 
posal. I  realize  that  at  this  time,  no- 
body wants  to  store  nuclear  waste  In- 
centives must  be  offered.  The  commu- 
nities   near    Hanford    and     Savannah 


River  will  understandably  ask,  what's 
in  it  for  us? 

I  would  be  prepared  to  pursue  bene- 
fits for  these  communities  if  they  are 
inclined  to  take  spent  commercial  fuel 
on  an  interim  basis  only.  First,  I  am 
working  with  several  of  my  colleagues 
to  develop  legislation  that  will 
prioritize  DOE  cleanups  in  accordance 
with  actual  risks.  That  approach  will 
result  in  Hanford  and  Savannah  River 
being  cleaned  up  faster,  since  many  of 
the  high-risk  problems  are  located 
there.  Second.  I  am  encouraging  the 
privatization  of  efforts  to  vitrify— or 
turn  into  glass— high-level  liquid 
wastes  at  Hanford.  This  is  the  best  way 
to  stabilize  the  liquid  tanks  and  make 
them  safe. 

Third,  we  are  offering  new  construc- 
tion and  economic  activity  associated 
with  the  construction  and  operation  of 
an  interim,  above  ground,  dry  cask 
storage  site.  This  will  help  address  the 
job  losses  and  economic  declines  asso- 
ciated with  the  end  of  defense-related 
activities  at  Hanford  and  Savannah 
River.  Fourth,  there  are  other  arrange- 
ments, including  financial  incentives, 
that  can  be  considered.  Whether  or  not 
DOE  continues  to  exist  as  a  Cabinet- 
level  agency,  its  functions  and  oper- 
ations will  be  significantly  scaled 
back.  As  the  various  DOE  sites  com- 
pete for  the  remaining  missions,  spe- 
cial consideration  could  be  given  to  a 
site  that  hosts  the  interim  storage  fa- 
cility. Other  benefits  to  communities 
agreeing  to  host  an  interim  storage 
site  can  also  be  discussed. 

Finally,  to  provide  assurances  to  the 
local  communities  of  Richland'Pasco/ 
Kennewick,  WA;  Aiken.  SC:  and  Au- 
gusta, GA.  that  the  interim  dry  cask 
storage  sites  are  not  intended  to  be 
pel liittnent,  woik  on  Yucca  Mountain 
will  be  continued.  Remember,  there  is 
already  spent  nuclear  fuel  at  these 
sites  that  is  destined  for  a  permanent 
geologic  repository,  when  one  is  avail- 
able. It  is  in  the  long-term  interest  of 
these  facilities  to  participate  in  a  pro- 
gram that  will  take  care  of  the  imme- 
diate problem  so  that  the  work  on  the 
permanent  repository  can  go  forward. 

In  addition  to  selecting  a  site,  there 
are  four  elements  that  we  should  in- 
clude in  a  legislative  bill  dealing  with 
spent  nuclear  fuel.  First,  in  order  to 
construct  a  central  interim  storage  fa- 
cility in  a  timely  manner,  changes 
must  be  made  in  the  Nuclear  Waste 
Policy  Act.  These  amendments  should 
provide:  that  licensing  of  an  interim 
storage  facility  can  begin  immediately; 
that  the  interim  dry  cask  storage  site 
can  be  constructed  incrementally  and 
that  waste  acceptance  can  begin  as  sec- 
tions are  completed;  that  the  NRC  will 
be  the  sole  licensing  authority;  short- 
term  renewable  licenses  to  ease  NRC 
rulemaking;  and  that  DOE  will  be 
treated  like  a  private  licensee. 

Second,  to  help  ensure  that  the  spent 
fuel  can  be  moved  from  reactor  sites  to 
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interim  storage  as  soon  as  possible,  a 
transportation  system  must  be  devel- 
oped. Legislative  changes  would  pro- 
vide: that  utilities  are  responsible  for 
obtaining  casks;  that  DOE  will  take 
title  to  fuel  at  reactor  site:  that  DOE 
will  be  responsible  for  delivery;  and  a 
clear  regulatory  regime  related  to  the 
transportation  of  spent  fuel. 

Third,  to  ensure  that  Yucca  can  be  li- 
censed, we  should  streamline  licensing 
provisions,  specifying  repository  per- 
formance standards. 

Finally,  fourth,  a  budgetary  frame- 
work must  be  established  that  ensures 
that  the  money  put  into  the  Nuclear 
Waste  Fund  by  the  ratepayers  is  avail- 
able to  the  program  in  amounts  suffi- 
cient to  achieve  the  first  three  goals  in 
a  timely  and  efficient  way. 

These  draft  proposals  outline  a  work- 
able and  efficient  interim  storage  pro- 
gram that  would  allow  us  to  pursue  the 
investigation  of  our  permanent  dis- 
posal options,  including  a  full  study  of 
the  Yucca  Mountain  site.  However,  one 
lesson  we  have  learned  is  that  we  can- 
not put  all  of  our  eggs  in  one  basket. 
We  cannot  solve  every  nuclear  waste 
and  spent  fuel  issue  before  this  country 
in  this  Congress.  However,  we  can  set 
up  the  beginnings  of  a  workable,  inte- 
grated nuclear  waste  management  sys- 
tem that  will  allow  succeeding  genera- 
tions to  apply  new  technologies  to 
these  problems. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  given  a  basic 
outline  of  principles  Congress  must  ad- 
dress if  we  are  to  solve  these  two  major 
environmental  problems.  As  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources,  I  pledge  to  continue  our 
goal  of  reaching  a  common  sense  and 
comprehensive  solution.  We'd  like  to 
do  that  with  the  help  of  President  Clin- 
toii  and  liio  Depai  tiTicnl  of  Energy.  So 
far,  I  have  not  seen  sufficient  indica- 
tion they  really  want  to  be  a  part  of 
any  solution.  Unfortunately,  this  issue 
is  not  one  where  America  can  be  with- 
out leadership.  I  will  look  forward  to 
working  with  all  of  those  who  have  an 
interest  and  concerns  to  resolve  what 
is  undoubtedly  one  of  America's  most 
frightening  problems,  the  management 
of  waste  left  at  DOE  defense  weapons 
facilities,  while  providing  a  legislative 
framework  for  DOE  to  meet  its  obliga- 
tion to  take  possession  of  the  Nation's 
civilian  spent  nuclear  fuel. 


FOREIGN  OWNERSHIP  OF 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  distin- 
guished Majority  Leader  has  indicated 
that,  when  the  Senate  returns  from  the 
upcoming  recess,  it  will  take  up  S.  652, 
the  "Telecommunications  Competition 
and  Deregulation  Act  of  1995."  As  my 
colleagues  are  aware,  this  is  a  very  im- 
portant piece  of  legislation  dealing 
with  man.y  aspects  of  the  complicated, 
fast-changing  marketplace  in  tele- 
communications and  the  many  compet- 


ing commercial  interests  in  that  mar- 
ketplace. 

Of  great  interest  is  the  international 
marketplace  in  telecommunications 
equipment  and  services,  which  is  ex- 
tremely lucrative,  and  is  subject  to 
many  of  the  same  kind  of  barriers  to 
entry  for  American  companies  that  we 
see  in  other  business  sectors.  Cur- 
rently, the  US  Trade  Representative, 
Ambassador  Mickey  Kantor,  has  initi- 
ated a  301  case  against  the  Japanese  in 
the  area  of  automobile  parts,  after 
years  of  frustration  in  trying  to  gain 
fair  entry  into  the  Japanese  market — 
just  as  the  Japanese  have  access  into 
the  American  market,  and  the  Senate 
has  strongly  endorsed  this  action. 
Similar  problems  exist  in  the  tele- 
communications field,  and  the  bill  as 
reported  from  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee includes  a  provision  to  protect  our 
telecommunications  companies  from 
unfair  competition.  The  provision  re- 
quires that  reciprocity  is  needed  in  the 
international  marketplace,  and  in  ad- 
justing the  rules  for  foreign  ownership 
of  telecommunications  services  in  the 
U.S.,  the  host  countries  of  those  busi- 
nesses seeking  market  access  in  the 
U.S.  allow  fair  and  reciprocal  access  to 
our  telecommunications  providers  in 
those  nations. 

This  is  a  case  of  fairness,  and  the 
Committee  has  wisely  included  needed 
leverage  for  the  Administration  to  prod 
our  trading  partners  into  opening  their 
markets. 

Given  the  highly  lucrative  nature  of 
the  telecommunications  marketplace, 
the  stakes  of  gaining  market  access  to 
foreign  markets  are  high.  It  should  be 
no  surprise  that  securing  effective  mar- 
ket access  to  many  foreign  markets, 
including  those  of  our  allies,  including 
France.  Germany  and  Japan  has  been 
very  difficult.  Those  markets  remain 
essentially  closed  to  our  companies, 
dominated  as  they  are  by  large  monop- 
olies favored  by  those  governments.  In 
fact,  most  European  markets  highly  re- 
strict competition  in  basic  voice  serv- 
ices and  infrastructure.  A  study  by  the 
Economic  Strategy  Institute  in  Decem- 
ber of  1994  found  that  "while  the  U.S. 
has  encouraged  competition  in  all  tele- 
communication sectors  except  the 
local  exchange,  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  nations  have  discouraiged  com- 
petition and  maintained  a  public  mo- 
nopoly that  has  no  incentive  to  become 
more  efficient."  U.S.  firms,  as  a  result 
of  intense  competition  here  in  the  U.S.. 
provide  the  most  advanced  and  effi- 
cient telecommunications  services  in 
the  world,  and  could  certainly  compete 
effectively  in  other  markets  if  given 
the  chance  of  an  open  playing  field. 
The  same  study  found  that  "U.S.  firms 
are  blocked  from  the  majority  of  lucra- 
tive international  opportunities  by  for- 
eign government  regulations  prohibit- 
ing or  restricting  U.S.  participation 
and  international  regulations  which  in- 
trinsically discriminate  and  over- 
charge   U.S.    firms    and    consumers." 
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This  study  found  that  the  total  loss  in 
revenues  to  US.  firms,  as  a  result  of 
foreign  barriers  is  estimated  to  be  over 
$100  billion  per  year  between  1992  and 
the  turn  of  the  century.  These  are  stag- 
gering sums. 

Thus  the  administration  has  adopted 
an  aggressive  incentives-based  strategy 
for  foreign  countries  to  open  their  tele- 
communications services  markets  to 
U.S.  companies.  First,  as  my  col- 
leagues are  aware,  the  negotiations 
which  led  to  the  historic  revision  of  the 
GATT  agreement  and  which  created 
the  World  Trade  Organization  were  un- 
able to  conclude  an  agreement  on  tele- 
communications services.  Thus,  sepa- 
rate negotiations  are  underway  in  Ge- 
neva today  to  secure  such  an  agree- 
ment, in  the  context  of  the  Negotiating 
Group  on  Basic  Telecommunications. 
In  the  absence  of  such  an  agreement, 
we  must  rely  on  our  own  laws  to  pro- 
tect our  companies  and  to  provide  lev- 
erage over  foreign  nations  to  open 
their  markets.  To  forego  our  own  na- 
tional leverage  would  do  a  great  dis- 
service to  American  business  and 
would  be  shortsighted— the  result  of 
which  would  be  not  only  a  setback  to 
our  strategy  to  open  those  markets, 
but  pull  the  rug  out  from  under  our  ne- 
gotiators in  Geneva  to  secure  a  favor- 
able international  agreement  for  open 
telecommunications  markets.  Indeed, 
tough  U.S.  reciprocity  laws  are  clearly 
needed  by  our  negotiators  to  gain  an 
acceptable,  effective,  market  opening 
agreement  in  Geneva  in  these  so-called 
GATS  [General  Agreement  on  Trade  in 
Services]  negotiations. 

Second,  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Commerce  Committee  supports  a  strat- 
egy to  provide  incentives  for  foreign 
country  market  opening  by  condi- 
tioning new  access  to  the  American 
market  upon  a  showing  of  reciprocity 
in  the  markets  of  the  petitioning  for- 
eign companies.  Current  law,  that  is 
section  310  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934  provides  that  a  foreign  entity 
may  not  obtain  a  common  carrier  li- 
cense itself,  and  may  not  own  more 
than  25  percent  of  any  corporation 
which  owns  or  controls  a  common  car- 
rier license.  This  foreign  ownership 
limitation  has  not  been  very  effective 
and  has  not  prevented  foreign  carriers 
from  entering  the  U.S.  market.  The 
FCC  has  had  the  discretion  of  waiving 
this  limitation  if  it  finds  that  such  ac- 
tion does  not  adversely  affect  the  pub- 
lic interest.  In  addition,  the  law  does 
not  prevent  some  kinds  of  tele- 
communications businesses,  such  as 
operation  and  construction  of  modern 
fiber  optic  facilities  or  the  resale  of 
services  in  the  U.S.  by  foreign  carriers. 
Nevertheless,  maintaining  restrictions 
on  foreign  ownership  is  generally  con- 
sidered by  U.S.  industry  to  be  useful  as 
one  way  to  raise  the  issue  of  unfair  for- 
eign competition  and  to  maintain  lev- 
erage abroad.  Therefore  the  bill  estab- 
lishes    a     reciprocal     market     access 


standard  as  a  condition  for  the  waiver 
of  Section  310(b).  It  states  that  the  FCC 
may  grant  to  an  alien,  foreign  corpora- 
tion or  foreign  government  a  common 
carrier  license  that  would  otherwise 
violate  the  restriction  in  Section  301(b) 
if  the  FCC  finds  that  there  are  equiva- 
lent market  opportunities  for  U.S. 
companies  and  citizens  in  the  foreign 
country  of  origin  of  the  corporation  or 
government. 

Even  though  Section  310  has  not  pre- 
vented access  into  our  market,  the  ex- 
istence of  the  section  has  been  used  by 
foreign  countries  as  an  excuse  to  deny 
U.S.  companies  access  to  their  mar- 
kets. The  provision  in  S.  652,  applying 
a  reciprocity  rule,  makes  it  clear  that 
our  market  will  be' open  to  others  to 
the  same  extent  that  theirs  are  open  to 
our  investment.  This  is  as  it  should  be. 

Given  the  importance  of  this  provi- 
sion, and  the  tremendous  stakes  in- 
volved in  the  future  telecommuni- 
cations markets  worldwide,  a  number 
of  issues  regarding  the  provision  have 
been  raised,  including  the  role  of  the 
President  in  reviewing  FCC  decisions, 
how  the  public  interest  standard 
should  be  applied,  whether  our  nego- 
tiators should  have  wide  authority  to 
exercise  leverage  among  telecommuni- 
cations market  segments,  to  what  ex- 
tent Congress  should  be  informed  and 
involved  in  the  developing  policies 
which  effectively  define  the  American 
public  interest,  the  impacts  of  the  leg- 
islation on  the  ongoing  negotiations  in 
Geneva  for  a  multilateral  agreement, 
what  mechanisms  are  needed  to  ensure 
that  promises  for  market  access  turn 
into  reality  by  foreign  nations — after 
the  ink  on  an  international  agreement 
is  dry  —and  several  other  matters. 

In  order  to  clarify  and  develop  a 
fuller  understanding  of  the  ramifica- 
tions of  the  provision  of  S.  652,  I  wrote 
Ambassador  Kantor  on  April  3,  1995,  so- 
liciting his  views  in  five  areas;  First, 
the  impacts  of  the  provision  on  the  on- 
going telecommunications  negotia- 
tions in  Geneva;  second,  the  nature  of 
foreign  market  behavior  that  would 
trigger  action  under  the  concept  of  rec- 
iprocity in  the  bill;  third,  the  likely  re- 
actions of  foreign  governments  to  the 
provision;  fourth,  the  most  useful  role 
that  the  United  States  Trade  Rep- 
resentative can  play  in  implementing 
the  proposal  in  the  bill;  and,  fifth,  his 
suggestions  for  any  changes  which 
might  strengthen  the  effectiveness  of 
the  provision.  I  received  a  very  fall 
reply  from  Ambassador  Kantor  on 
April  24,  1995,  which  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point.  I  commend  the  Ambassador 
for  his  attention  to  this  matter,  and 
am  sure  that  his  reply  will  be  useful  to 
the  Senate  when  the  bill  comes  to  the 
floor.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  have 
a  good  debate  on  this  particular  provi- 
sion, and  hope  that  we  will  seize  this 
historic  opportunity  to  put  into  place 
effective    reciprocity    tools    to    truly 


open  the  world's  economies  to  opportu- 
nities for  American  genius  and  labor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

April  3.  1995. 
Ambassador  Mickey  Ka.vtor, 
U.S.  Trade  Representative. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  A.mbassador:  The  Senate  will 
soon  take  up  S.  652,  the  Telecommunications 
Competition  and  Deregulation  Act  of  1995.  to 
promote  competition  in  the  telecommuni- 
cations industry.  I  am  writing  to  solicit  your 
views  on  the  revision  of  foreign  ownership 
provisions,  specifically  the  revision  to  Sec- 
tion 31(Xb)  of  the  1934  Communications  Act. 

As  you  may  know,  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee's reported  bill  would  allow  the  FCC  to 
waive  current  statutory  limits  on  foreign  in- 
vestment in  U.S.  telecommunications  serv- 
ices if  the  FCC  finds  that  there  are  'equiva- 
lent market  opportunities"  for  U.S.  compa- 
nies and  citizens  in  the  foreign  country 
where  the  investor  or  corporation  is  situ- 
ated. 

I  would  like  to  have  your  assessment  of  the 
impact  of  this  provision  for  both  enhancing 
the  prospects  of  U.S.  penetration  of  foreign 
markets,  and  for  foreign  investment  in 
American  telecommunications  companies 
and  systems. 

Specifically,  what  impacts  and  advantages 
can  we  anticipate  will  result  from  enactment 
of  this  provision  on  the  ongoing  negotiations 
in  Geneva  on  Telecommunications  which  has 
been  established  under  the  GATT.  to  be  in- 
corporated into  the  General  Agreement  on 
Trade  in  Services? 

Second,  which  markets  in  Asia  and  Europe 
are  now  closed  to  U.S.  telecommunications 
services  in  such  a  way  that  action  on  the 
basis  of  the  concept  of  Reciprocity  in  the 
Senate  bill  is  likely?  What  timeframes  for 
such  action,  if  any,  would  you  contemplate? 

Third,  what  has  been  the  position  of  na- 
tions whose  markets  are  closed  to  U.S.  tele- 
communications services  in  the  way  of  justi- 
fying their  lack  of  access,  and  what  likely 
reactions  can  we  anticipate  from  those  na- 
tions as  a  result  of  this  legislative  provision? 

What  role  do  you  think  can  be  most  use- 
fully played  by  your  office  in  effectively  im- 
plementing the  provision  that  has  been  rec- 
ommended? 

Lastly,  in  analyzing  the  legislation  re- 
ported from  the  Senate  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, do  you  have  any  suggestions  as  to  how 
the  provision  might  be  strengthened  to  bet- 
ter serve  the  goal  of  opening  foreign  markets 
to  U.S.  telecommunications  services  and 
products? 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  mat- 
ter. 

Sincerely. 

Robert  C.  Byrd. 

The  U.S.  Trade  Represent.\tive. 

Washington.  DC.  April  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Byrd. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  This  is  to  respond  to 
your  letter  of  April  3.  1995  regarding  S.  652. 
the  •Telecommunications  Competition  and 
Deregulation  Act  of  1995"  and  its  proposed 
revision  of  Section  310(b)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934.  The  Departments  of  Com- 
merce, Justice,  State  and  Treasury  have  con- 
curred in  this  response  to  your  letter. 

The  Administration  and  the  U.S.  tele- 
communications industry  are  united  in  their 
support  for  Congressional  action  to  revise 
the   foreign   ownership  rules  under  Section 


310(b).  As  Vice  President  Gore  indicated  re- 
cently to  our  G-7  partners,  the  Administra- 
tion seeks  legislation  to  allow  us  to  open  fur- 
ther our  common  carrier  telecommuni- 
cations market  to  the  firms  of  countries 
which  open  their  markets  to  the  American 
common  carrier  telecommunications  indus- 
try. This  would  contribute  greatly  to  the  de- 
velopment of  the  Global  Information  Infra- 
structure (Gil). 

As  you  know,  the  U.S.  leads  efforts  in  the 
World  Trade  Organization  (WTO)  aimed  at 
reaching  a  market-opening  agreement  on 
hasic  telecom  services.  The  U.S.  negotiating 
team— led  by  the  USTR  with  representatives 
from  the  Departments  of  Commerce.  Justice. 
•State  and  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission—has  successfully  advanced  U.S.  ob- 
ipcrives  at  the  WTO  talks. 

I  '::ive  attached  detailed  responses  to  each 
i  :  :.i)ur  five  questions.  By  amending  the  leg- 
islation as  we  suggest,  the  Congress  would 
provide  effective  market-opening  authority 
for  both  multilateral  and  bilateral  negotia- 
tions on  basic  telecommuncations  services. 

We  stand  ready  to  work  with  you  to  de- 
velop legislation  which  can  serve  our  shared 

■  rest  in  a  stronger  U.S.  economy  and  the 
lopment  of  the  Global  Information  In- 
frastructure. We  would  also  be  pleased  to 
provide  your  staff  with  a  briefing  on  the  sta- 
•  i  of  major  telecom  services  markets  in 
.1.  Europe  and  Latin  America  at  their 
jonvenience. 

Sincerely. 

Michael  Kantor. 

Attachments. 

1.  Specifically,  what  impacts  and  advan- 
tages can  we  anticipate  will  result  from  en- 
actment of  this  provision  on  the  ongoing  ne- 
1,'Otiations     in     Geneva     on     Telecommuni- 

■ations  which  have  been  established  under 
the  GATT.  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Gen- 
eral Agreement  on  Trade  in  Services? 

Answer;  The  U.S.  maintains  one  of  the 
world's  most  open  and  competitive  markets. 
Our  objective  in  this  negotiation  is  to  obtain 
firm  commitments  regarding  similar  levels 
of  openness  in  the  markets  of  other  impor- 
tant trading  partners. 

Legislation  providing  the  Government 
with  effective  market-opening  authority 
with  respect  to  Section  310(b)  could  have  a 
powerful  positive  effect  on  these  talks.  Sec- 
tion 310(b)  is  regarded  by  foreign  companies 
as  a  major  barrier  to  market  access  in  the 
United  States.  That  perception  is  out  of  pro- 
portion to  the  actual  effect  of  Section  310(b). 
.Authority  to  remove  this  restraint  through 
international  negotiations  or  on  the  basis  of 
.similar  levels  of  openness  could  lead  in  turn 
to  the  removal  of  ownership  restrictions  and 
monopoly  barriers  to  U.S.  companies  in  key 
markets  abroad. 

U.S.  firms  are  successful  global  players  in 
the  common  carrier  telecommunications  in- 
dustry. Telecommunications  companies  in 
many  major  developed  countries  regard  ac- 
cess to  the  U.S.  market  as  a  strategic  imper- 
ative. Legislation  providing  the  Government 
with  effective  market-opening  authority  is 
essential  if  we  are  to  level  the  playing  field 
for  U.S.  firms.  This  authority  would  greatly 
enhance  the  prospects  for  U.S.  penetration  of 
foreign  markets— markets  that  now  are 
.sanctuaries  for  our  companies'  top  competi- 
tors. At  the  .same  time,  it  would  benefit  the 
U.S.  economy  by  greater  openness  to  foreign 
investment  in  this  growing  sector. 

2.  Second,  which  markets  in  Asia  and  Eu- 
rope are  now  closed  to  U.S.  telecommuni- 
cations services  in  such  a  way  that  action  on 
the  basis  of  the  concept  of  reciprocity  in  the 
.Senate  bill  is  likely?  What  time  frames  for 
such  action,  if  any.  would  you  contemplate? 


Answer:  Most  markets  in  Europe.  Asia  and 
elsewhere  have  monopoly  arrangements 
which  prohibit  or  restrict  both  foreign  own- 
ership of  basic  telecommunications  infra- 
structure and  provision  of  basic  services.  For 
example,  most  Member  States  of  the  Euro- 
pean Union  have  voice  telephone  service  mo- 
nopolies, which  they  plan  to  maintain  at 
least  until  1998.  The  European  Union  and  its 
Member  States  may  introduce  reciprocity 
provisions  on  foreign  ownership  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  successful  conclusion  to  the  WTO 
negotiations.  In  Japan  and  Canada,  foreign 
ownership  of  firms  that  own  telecommuni- 
cations infrastructure  is  restricted  to  33  per- 
cent. 

Foreign  governments  remain  cautious 
about  allowing  competition  to  firms  which 
remain  state-owned  or  controlled.  In  the 
past  these  companies  have  been  regarded 
mainly  as  state-managed  sources  of  employ- 
ment and  demand  for  domestic  high  tech 
goods. 

Our  key  trading  partners  are  much  more 
likely  to  open  their  basic  telecom  services 
markets  to  U.S.  companies  in  return  for  a 
balanced  market-opening  commitment  by 
the  U.S.  which  includes  changes  to  the  re- 
strictions on  common  carrier  radio  licen.ses 
in  Section  310(b).  Unilateral  action  by  the 
U.S.  to  eliminate  these  Section  310(b)  provi- 
sions would  forfeit  leverage  vis-a-vis  these 
countries. 

Effective  market-opening  legislation  would 
reaffirm  our  commitment  to  the  principles 
of  private  investment  and  competition  and 
would  allow  us  to  challenge  our  key  trade 
partners  to  embrace  fully  these  principles. 

The  WTO  negotiations  have  a  deadline  of 
April  30.  1996.  We  seek  market-opening  ac- 
tion within  that  time  frame. 

3.  Third,  what  has  been  the  position  of  na- 
tions whose  markets  are  closed  to  U.S.  tele- 
communications services  in  the  way  of  justi- 
fying their  lack  of  access,  and  what  likely 
reactions  can  we  anticipate  from  those  na- 
tions as  a  result  of  their  legislative  provi- 
sion? 

Answer;  Foreign  markets  are  closed  to 
U.S.  firms,  in  varying  degrees,  mainly  due  to 
the  worldwide  heritage  of  natural  monopoly 
in  basic  LeiecomiiiunicaLioiis  services.  The 
United  States  moved  first  to  begin  abandon- 
ing this  approach  over  twenty  years  ago.  The 
very  successful  American  result  in  terms  of 
increa.sed  information  sector  employment, 
fast-growing  high-technology  industries  and 
better  services  to  consumers  and  businesses 
has  helped  to  motivate  some  key  trading 
partners  gradually  to  abandon  monopoly  as 
well.  But  progress  has  been  incremental  at 
best,  with  most  markets  only  allowing  com- 
petition in  data  and  value-added  services. 
Very  few  trading  partners  have  taken  steps 
to  liberalize  their  basic  infrastructure  and 
voice  telephone  service  markets.  Even  the 
United  Kingdom,  which  now  has  one  of  the 
most  liberal  basic  telecommunications  serv- 
ices markets,  still  maintains  a  duopoly  on 
facilities-based  international  services. 

Some  trade  partners  regard  global  market 
access  as  a  strategic  imperative  for  their 
companies.  Since  the  United  States  rep- 
resents about  one-Quarter  of  the  world 
telcom  services  market,  we  can  expect  these 
nations  will  seek  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  any 
market-opening  steps  offered  by  the  U.S.  In 
this  way.  we  hope  to  negotiate  an  exchange 
of  market-opening  commitments  in  the  WTO 
productively  with  these  trade  partners. 

Other  significant  trade  partners  which 
have  inefficient  telecommunications  monop- 
olies are  faced  with  large  unmet  domestic 
demand  for  basic  telecommunications  serv- 


ices. Nonetheless,  they  remain  cautious 
about  allowing  competition.  The  WOT  nego- 
tiations offer  an  opportunity  to  harmonize 
and  to  expedite  these  parties'  transition 
away  from  monopoly  and  towards  reliance 
on  private  investment  and  competition. 

4.  Fourth,  what  role  do  you  think  can  most 
usefully  be  played  by  your  office  in  effec- 
tively implementing  the  proposal  that  has 
been  recommended? 

Answer:  The  Federal  Communications 
Commission  recently  proposed  to  consider 
foreign  market  access  in  certain  decisions 
affecting  foreign-affiliated  firms.  The  role  of 
the  Executive  Branch  as  defined  by  statu- 
tory reform  of  Section  310(b)  should  conform 
with  the  view  expressed  below  by  the  Execu- 
tive Branch  in  its  recent  comments  on  the 
FCC's  proposed  rulemaking.  In  comments 
filed  on  April  11.  1995  by  the  Commerce  De- 
partment's National  Telecommunications 
and  Information  Administration  on  behalf  of 
the  Executive  Branch,  we  stated. 

"The  Commission  .  .  .  has  authority  over 
the  regulation  of  U.S.-ba.sed  telecommuni- 
cations carriers  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce,  as  well  as  concurrent  authority 
with  the  Executive  Branch  to  protect  com- 
petition involving  telecommunications  car- 
riers by  enforcing  certain  provisions  of  the 
antitrust  laws.  In  carrying  out  its  regulatory 
responsibilities,  the  Commission  may  help 
effectuate  the  policy  goals  and  initiatives  of 
the  Executive  Branch  and  promote  U.S.  in- 
terests in  dealing  with  foreign  countries.  Ac- 
cordingly the  Commission  must  accord  great 
deference  to  the  Executive  Branch  with  re- 
spect to  U.S.  national  security,  foreign  rela- 
tions, the  interpretation  of  international 
agreements,  and  trade  (as  well  as  direct  in- 
vestment as  it  relates  to  international  traide 
policy).  The  Commission  must  also  continue 
to  take  into  account  the  Executive  Branch's 
views  and  decisions  with  respect  to  antitrust 
and  telecommunications  and  Information 
policies." 

The  Administration  plans  to  work  with  the 
Commission  to  establish  a  process  to  take 
the  respective  authorities  of  the  Commission 
and  Executive  Branch  agencies  into  account 
in  maKing  sucti  rtnterminations. 

5.  I^astly.  in  analyzing  the  legislation  re- 
ported from  the  Senate  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, do  you  have  any  suggestions  as  to  how 
the  provision  might  be  strengthened  to  bet- 
ter serve  the  goal  of  opening  foreign  markets 
to  U.S.  telecommunications  services  and 
products? 

Answer:  First,  the  legislation  should  pro- 
vide the  Executive  Branch  with  leverage  to 
negotiate  greater  openness,  in  conformance 
with  the  view  expressed  by  the  Executive 
Branch  in  its  recent  comments  on  the  FCC's 
proposed  rulemaking.  Otherwise,  the  legisla- 
tion reported  from  the  Senate  Commerce 
Committee  would  make  market  access  fac- 
tors determinative,  in  a  departure  from  the 
FCC's  existing  public  interest  standard. 
Under  the  existing  public  interest  standard, 
the  government  can  exercise  discretion  with 
respect  to  foreign  investors  from  otherwise 
unfriendly  nations. 

Second,  the  bill  should  provide  authority 
to  conform  with  the  obligations  of  a  success- 
ful outcome  in  the  WTO  negotiations.  This 
would  require  the  U.S.  to  make  any  new 
market-opening  commitments  on  a  most-fa- 
vored-nation (MFN)  basis  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  General  Agreement  on  Trade  in 
Services  (GATS).  In  order  to  provide  effec- 
tive leverage  in  these  talks,  legislation  to  re- 
form Section  310(b)  should  explicitly  provide 
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for  the  Government  to  take  on  such  an  obli- 
gation. If  the  WTO  basic  telecommuni- 
cations services  negotiations  are  not  suc- 
cessful, the  U.S.  will  take  a  most-favored-na- 
tion exception  for  basic  telecommunications 
services  under  the  GATS. 

Third,  the  bill's  market-sepment-for-mar- 
ket-segment  approach  should  be  dropped  to 
allow  market  opening  generally  balanced 
among  telecommunications  services  mar- 
kets. 

Fourth  and  finally,  the  bill's  "snapback  " 
provision  is  a  unilateral  provision  to  remove 
negotiated  benefits  which  would  be  unac- 
ceptable to  us  if  proposed  by  other  nations 
for  themselves.  It  is  unnecessary  insofar  as 
the  FCC  can  already  condition  authoriza- 
tions and  reopen  them  if  the  conditions  later 
are  not  met,  consistent  with  U.S.  inter- 
national obligations. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries.  i 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
As  in  executive  session  the  PRESID- 
ING OFFICER  laid  before  the  Senate 
messai?es  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  submitting  sundry  nomi- 
nations which  were  referred  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  ON  THE  STATE  OF  SMALL 
BUSINESS— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT— PM  53 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report:  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  forward  my  second 
annual  report  on  the  state  of  small 
business,  and  to  report  that  small  busi- 
nesses are  doing  exceptionally  well. 
Business  starts  and  incorporations 
were  up  in  1993.  the  year  covered  in 
this  report.  Failures  and  bankruptcies 
were  down.  Six  times  as  many  jobs 
were  created  as  in  the  previous  year, 
primarily  in  industries  historically 
dominated  by  small  businesses. 

Small  businesses  are  a  critical  part 
of  our  economy.  They  employ  almost  60 
percent  of  the  work  force,  contribute  54 
percent  of  sales,  account  for  roughly  40 
percent  of  gross  domestic  product,  and 
are  responsible  for  50  percent  of  private 
sector  output.  More  than  600,000  new 
firms  have  been  created  annually  over 
the  past  decade,  and  over  much  of  this 
period,  small  firms  generated  many  of 
the  Nation's  new  jobs.  As  this  report 
documents,  entrepreneurial  small  busi- 
nesses are  also  strong  innovators,  pro- 
ducing twice  as  many  significant  inno- 
vations as  their  larger  counterparts. 


In  short,  a  great  deal  of  our  Nation's 
economic  activity  comes  from  the 
record  number  of  entrepreneurs  living 
the  American  Dream.  Our  job  in  Gov- 
ernment is  to  make  sure  that  condi- 
tions are  right  for  that  dynamic  activ- 
ity to  continue  and  to  grow. 

And  we  are  taking  important  steps. 
Maintaining  a  strong  economy  while 
continuing  to  lower  the  Federal  budget 
deficit  may  be  the  most  important  step 
we  in  Government  can  take.  A  lower 
deficit  means  that  more  savings  can  go 
into  new  plant  and  equipment  and  that 
interest  rates  will  be  lower.  It  means 
that  more  small  businesses  can  get  the 
financing  they  need  to  get  started. 

We  are  finally  bringing  the  Federal 
deficit  under  control.  In  1992  the  deficit 
was  $290  billion.  By  1994,  the  deficit  was 
$203  billion;  we  project  that  it  will  fall 
to  $193  billion  in  1995. 

Deficit  reduction  matters.  We  have 
been  enjoying  the  lowest  combined  rate 
of  unemployment  and  inflation  in  25 
years.  Gross  domestic  product  has  in- 
creased, as  have  housing  starts.  New 
business  incorporations  continue  to 
climb.  We  want  to  continue  bringing 
the  deficit  down  in  a  way  that  protects 
our  economic  recovery,  pays  attention 
to  the  needs  of  people,  and  empowers 
small  business  men  and  women. 

CAPITAL  FOR.MATION 

One  area  on  which  we  have  focused 
attention  is  increasing  the  availability 
of  capital  to  new  and  small  enterprises, 
especially  the  dynamic  firms  that  keep 
us  competitive  and  contribute  so  much 
to  economic  growth. 

Bank  regulatory  policies  are  being 
revised  to  encourage  lending  to  small 
firms.  Included  in  the  Credit  Availabil- 
ity Program  that  we  introduced  in  1993 
are  revised  banking  regulatory  policies 
concerning  som.e  sm.al!  business  loans 
and  permission  for  financial  institu- 
tions to  create  "character  loans." 

New  legislation  supported  by  my  Ad- 
ministration and  enacted  in  September 
1994,  the  Reigle  Community  Develop- 
ment and  Regulatory  Improvement  Act 
of  1994,  establishes  a  Community  De- 
velopment Financial  Institutions  Fund 
for  community  development  banks, 
amends  banking  and  securities  laws  to 
encourage  the  creation  of  a  secondary 
market  for  small  business  loans,  and 
reduces  the  regulatory  burden  for  fi- 
nancial institutions  by  changing  or 
eliminating  50  banking  regulations. 

Under  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration Reauthorization  and  Amend- 
ments Act  of  1994.  the  Small  Business 
Administration  (SBA)  is  authorized  to 
increase  the  number  of  guaranteed 
small  business  loans  for  the  next  3 
years.  The  budget  proposed  for  the  SBA 
will  encourage  private  funds  to  be  di- 
rected to  the  small  businesses  that 
most  need  access  to  capital.  While  con- 
tinuing cost-cutting  efforts,  the  plan 
proposes  to  fund  new  loan  and  venture 
capital  authority  for  SBA's  credit  and 
investment  programs.  Changes  in  the 


SBA's  7(a)  guaranteed  loan  program 
will  increase  the  amount  of  private  sec- 
tor lending  leveraged  for  every  dollar 
of  taxpayer  funds  invested  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

Through  the  Small  Business  Invest 
ment  Company  (SBIC)  program,  a 
group  of  new  venture  capital  firms  are 
expected  to  make  available  several  bil- 
lion dollars  in  equity  financing  for 
startups  and  growing  firms.  The  SBIC 
program  will  continue  to  grow  as  regu- 
lations promulgated  in  the  past  year 
facilitate  financing  with  a  newly  cre- 
ated participating  equity  security  in- 
strument. 

And  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission's  simplified  filing  and  reg- 
istration requirements  for  small  firm 
securities  have  helped  encourage  new 
entries  by  small  firms  into  capital 
markets. 

We  are  recommending  other  changes 
that  will  help  make  more  capital  avail- 
able to  small  firms.  In  reauthorizing 
Superfund,  my  Administration  seeks  to 
limit  lender  liability  for  Superfund  re- 
mediation costs,  which  have  had  an  ad- 
verse effect  on  lending  to  small  busi- 
nesses. Interagency  teams  have  been 
examining  additional  cost-effective 
ways  to  expand  the  availability  of 
small  business  financing,  such  as  new 
options  for  expanding  equity  invest- 
ments in  small  firms  and  improve- 
ments to  existing  microlending  efforts. 

We've  also  recognized  that  we  can 
help  small  business  people  increase 
their  available  capital  through  tax  re- 
ductions and  incentives.  We  increased 
by  75  percent,  from  $10,000  to  $17,500. 
the  amount  a  small  business  can  de- 
duct as  expenses  for  equipment  pur- 
chases. Tax  incentives  in  the  1993 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  are  having 
their  effect,  encnnraging  long-term,  in- 
vestment in  small  firms.  And  the 
empowerment  zone  program  offers  sig- 
nificant tax  incentives — a  20  percent 
wage  credit,  $20,000  in  expensing,  and 
tax-exempt  facility  bonds— for  firms 
within  the  zones. 

REGIL.^TION  AND  PAPERWORK 

But  increasing  the  availability  of 
capital  to  small  firms  is  only  part  of 
the  battle.  We  also  have  to  make  sure 
that  Government  doesn't  get  in  the 
way.  And  we're  making  progress  in  our 
efforts  to  create  a  smaller,  smarter, 
less  costly  and  more  effective  Govern- 
ment that  is  closer  to  home — closer  to 
the  small  businesses  and  citizens  it 
serves. 

In  the  first  round  of  our  reinventing 
Government  initiative— the  National 
Performance  Review — we  asked  Gov- 
ernment professionals  for  their  best 
ideas  on  how  to  create  a  better  Govern- 
ment with  less  red  tape.  One  rec- 
ommendation was  that  Federal  agency 
compliance  with  the  Regulatory  Flexi- 
bility Act — that  requires  agencies  to 
examine  proposed  and  existing  regula- 
tions for  their  effects  on  small  enti- 
ties—be subject  to  judicial  review.  In 


other  words,  they  said  we  need  to  put 
teeth  in  the  legislation  requiring  Fed- 
eral agencies  to  pay  attention  to  small 
business  concerns  when  they  write  reg- 
ulations. That  proposal  has  been  under 
debate  in  the  Congress. 

Federal  agencies  are  already  consid- 
ering and  implementing  specific  ways 
to  streamline  regulations  and  make  pa- 
perwork easier  for  small  businesses  to 
manage.  For  example,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  (EPA)  re- 
sponded to  small  business  owners  and 
advocates  who  said  that  the  agency's 
toxic  release  inventory  rule  was  espe- 
cially costly  and  burdensome.  In  No- 
vember 1994.  the  EPA  announced  a 
final  rule  that  will  make  it  easier  for 
small  businesses  to  report  small 
amounts  of  toxic  releases. 

And  SBA  has  slashed  the  small  busi- 
ness loan  form  for  loans  under  $100,000 
from  an  inch-thick  stack  to  a  single 
page.  The  SBA  is  also  piloting  a  new 
electronic  loan  application  that  will 
Involve  no  paperwork,  but  will  allow 
business  owners  to  concentrate  on  the 
business  at  hand— building  a  successful 
operation. 

When  businesses  are  unable  to  suc- 
ceed, no  one  is  served  by  a  process  that 
entangles  small  business  owners  in  an 
endless  jumble  of  paperwork.  Sweeping 
changes  made  to  bankruptcy  laws  in 
the  past  year  will  help  small  businesses 
reorganize.  Small  firms  with  less  than 
$2.5  million  in  debt  may  utilize  a 
streamlined  reorganization  process 
that  is  less  expensive  and  more  timely. 

My  Executive  order  on  Regulatory 
Review  provides  a  process  for  more  ra- 
tional regulation,  and  we've  been  lis- 
tening to  the  concerns  of  small  firms 
through  a  Regulatory  Reform  Forum 
for  Small  Business.  Five  sector-specific 
groups  have  made  sppcific  proposals  for 
regulatory  relief.  These  groups  have 
said  that  a  comprehensive,  multi- 
agency  strategy,  with  better  public  in- 
volvement, is  probably  the  most  cost- 
effective  way  to  improve  both  the  qual- 
ity of  regulations  and  compliance  with 
them.  The  key  is  to  make  sure  that 
Government  serves  small  business  and 
the  American  people,  not  the  other 
way  around. 

KLKCTRONIC  CO.MMERCE  AND  GOVERN.MENT 
PROCUREMENT 

The  reinventing  Government  initia- 
tive also  called  for  expanded  use  of 
electronic  marketing  and  commerce, 
and  we  have  made  great  strides  in  pro- 
viding information  about  Government 
programs  electronically.  These  meth- 
ods will  increase  small  business  access 
to  markets. 

Another  area  that  has  been  sorely  in 
need  of  reform  is  the  Government  pro- 
curement process.  In  October  1994,  I 
signed  into  law  the  Federal  Acquisition 
Sireamlining  Act.  which  will  change 
the  way  the  Government  does  business. 
The  law  modifies  more  than  225  provi- 
sions of  procurement  law  to  reduce  pa- 
perwork   burdens,    improve    efficiency. 


save  the  taxpayers  money,  establish  a 
Federal  acquisition  computer  network, 
increase  opportunities  for  women- 
owned  and  small  disadvantaged  busi- 
nesses, and  generally  make  Govern- 
ment acquisition  of  commercial  prod- 
ucts easier.  This  report  documents  how 
small  businesses  are  doing  under  the 
old  system:  my  hope  is  that  opportuni- 
ties for  small  business  success  will  be 
even  greater  once  these  reforms  are  in 
effect. 

HUMAN  RESOURCES 

Beyond  encouraging  an  economic  en- 
vironment that  supports  small  business 
success,  opening  doors  to  capital  re- 
sources, buying  more  of  our  goods  and 
services  from  small  firms,  and  getting 
out  of  small  business'  way.  I  believe  we 
in  Government  have  a  responsibility  to 
ask  whether  we  are  doing  enough  to  en- 
sure a  healthy  and  adequately  prepared 
work  force. 

I  remain  committed  to  seeking  a  way 
to  provide  health  insurance  coverage 
for  all  Americans.  As  this  report  clear- 
ly shows,  the  number  of  uninsured 
Americans  is  too  high— and  it's  grow- 
ing. Millions  of  those  citizens  are  in 
working  families.  And  the  sad  fact  is 
that  many  of  those  workers  are  in 
small  businesses,  which  have  seen  their 
premiums  and  deductibles  soar.  We 
must  make  sure  that  self-employed 
people  and  small  businesses  can  buy  in- 
surance at  more  affordable  rates — 
whether  through  voluntary  purchasing 
pools  or  some  other  mechanism. 

We  also  ought  to  be  able  to  ensure 
that  our  citizens  are  adequately  pro- 
vided for  when  they  reach  the  end  of 
their  working  years.  Here  too,  small 
firms  have  been  at  a  disadvantage.  Our 
proposed  pension  legislation  exempted 
most  small  plans  from  compliance  and 
reportine  increases. 

And  while  our  industries  restructure 
and  move  from  an  age  of  heavy  indus- 
try to  an  information  age  that  de- 
mands new  skills  and  new  flexibility, 
we  need  to  make  sure  that  our  work 
force  has  the  skills  and  tools  to  com- 
pete. That  is  why  I  proposed  the  Middle 
Class  Bill  of  Rights,  which  would  pro- 
vide a  tax  deduction  for  all  education 
and  training  after  high  school;  foster 
more  saving  and  personal  responsibil- 
ity by  permitting  people  to  establish 
an  individual  retirement  account  and 
withdraw  from  it  tax-free  for  the  cost 
of  education,  health  care,  first-time 
house  buying,  or  the  care  of  a  parent; 
and  offer  to  those  laid  off  or  working 
for  a  very  low  wage,  a  voucher  worth 
$2,000  a  year  to  get  the  skills  they  need 
to  improve  their  lives. 

INTERN.^TIONAL  TRADE 

We  also  want  to  empower  small  busi- 
nesses to  succeed  in  a  global  economy. 
One  of  the  greatest  challenges  in  the 
next  century  will  be  our  international 
competition.  Ninety-six  percent  of  all 
exporting  firms  are  small  firms  with 
fewer  than  500  employees,  but  only  10 
percent  of  small  firms  export;  therefore 


the  potential  for  increasing  small  firm 
exports  is  significant.  I  believe  the 
North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
and  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  will  benefit  small  firms  in- 
terested in  expanding  into  inter- 
national markets  in  this  hemisphere 
and  beyond. 

Lending  to  small  exporters  is  being 
eased  through  reforms  in  the  Export- 
Import  Bank's  Working  Capital  Guar- 
antee Program.  New  one-stop  export 
shops  are  moving  in  the  right  direction 
to  assist  small  firms  by  providing  ac- 
cess to  export  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  Small  Business  Administra- 
tion all  under  one  roof. 

HEARING  FROM  SMALL  BUSINESS 

Small  businesses  are  too  important 
to  our  economy  for  their  concerns  not 
to  be  heard.  That  is  why  I  have  given 
the  SBA  a  seat  on  the  National  Eco- 
nomic Council  and  invited  the  SBA  Ad- 
ministrator in  to  Cabinet  meetings. 

Over  the  past  2  years,  my  Adminis- 
tration has  been  asking  questions  of 
small  business  owners  and  listening  to 
the  answers— seeking  advice  and  guid- 
ance from  a  diverse  audience  of  busi- 
ness leaders  to  determine  the  most 
critical  problems  and  devise  solutions 
that  work. 

This  year  presents  a  special  oppor- 
tunity for  small  business  persons  to 
make  their  concerns  known  at  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Small  Busi- 
ness, set  to  convene  in  Washington  in 
June  1995.  In  State  conferences  leading 
up  to  the  national  conference,  small 
business  owners  have  been  frank  about 
their  concerns.  I  look  forward  to  hear- 
ing their  small  business  action  agenda. 

I  firmly  believe  that  we  need  to  keep 
looking  to  our  citizens  and  small  busi- 
nesses for  inno'yfative  sol'utions.  They 
have  shown  they  have  the  ingenuity 
and  creative  power  to  make  our  econ- 
omy grow;  we  just  need  to  let  them  do 
it. 

WiLLiA.M  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  25,  1995. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  12:25  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  agreed  to 
the  following  concurrent  resolution,  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  72.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding for  an  adjournment  of  the  two  Houses. 

At  2:36  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  disagrees  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  483)  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  Med- 
icare Select  policies  to  be  offered  in  all 
States,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
asks  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on 
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the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon;  and  appoints  Mr.  Bliley,  Mr. 
BiLiRAKis,  Mr.  H.\STERT,  Mr.  Archer. 
Mr.  Thom.-\s.  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecti- 
cut. Mr.  DiNGELL.  Mr.  Waxman.  Mr. 
Gibbons,  and  Mr.  Stark  as  the  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House.  j 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  from  the  Committee 
on  Energ^y  and  Natural  Resources,  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  333.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy to  institute  certain  procedures  in  the 
performance  of  risk  assessments  in  connec- 
tion with  environmental  restoration  activi- 
ties, and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  104- 
87). 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  with  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  291.  .•V  bill  to  reform  the  regulatory  proc- 
ess, to  make  government  more  efficient  and 
effective,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
104-881. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 

COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr  D'AM.ATO.  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housmg,  and  Urban  Affairs: 

Bruce  A.  Morrison,  of  Connecticut,  to  be  a 
Director  of  the  Federal  Housing  Finance 
Board  for  a  term  expiring  February  27.  2000. 

•J.  Timothy  O'Neill,  of  Virginia,  to  be  a  Di- 
rector of  the  Federal  Housing  Finance  Board 
for  the  remainder  of  the  term  expiring  Feb- 
ruary 27.  1997 

(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed,  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nees' commitment  to  respond  to  re- 
quests to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
duly  constituted  committee  of  the  Sen- 
ate.) 

By  .Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs: 

Ronna  Lee  Beck,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
term  of  fifteen  years. 

John  W.  Carlin,  of  Kansas,  to  be  Archivist 
of  the  United  States. 

G.  Edward  DeSeve.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
Controller.  Office  of  Federal  Financial  Man- 
agement, Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Linda  Kay  Davis,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
term  of  fifteen  years. 

Eric  T.  Washington,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
the  term  of  fifteen  years. 

Inez  Smith  Reid.  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  term  of 
fifteen  years. 

Robert  F.  Rider,  of  Delaware,  to  be  a  Gov- 
ernor of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term  expiring  Decem- 
ber 8.  1995. 

S.  David  Fineman.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a 
Governor  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
for  the  term  expiring  December  8,  2000. 


(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed.) 

Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services: 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices, I  report  favorably  the  attached 
listing  of  nominations. 

These  nominations  are  to  lie  on  the 
Secretary's  desk  for  the  information  of 
any  Senator  since  these  names  have  al- 
ready appeared  in  the  Records  of  May 
23,  and  24,  1995  and  to  save  the  expense 
of  printing  again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  Records  of  May  23  and  24,  1995  at 
the  end  of  the  Senate  proceedings). 

In  the  Army  there  are  2.538  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  second  lieutenant  (list  begins 
with  Thomas  H.  Aarsen)  Reference  No.  406. 

In  the  Marine  Corps  there  are  5  promotions 
to  the  grade  of  second  lieutenant  (list  begins 
with  Christian  R.  Fitzpatrick)  Reference  No. 
409. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were   introduced,   read   the   first 
and   second   time   by   unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.   JOHNSTON  (for  himself,   Mr. 
Faircloth,   Mr.    Breaux,   Mr.   Pres- 
SLER,    Mr.    DORGAN,    Mr.    Lorr,    Mr. 
Dole,  Mr.  Murkowski,  and  Mr.  Hef- 
LIN): 
S.  851.  k  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution   Control   Act   to  reform   the  wet- 
lands regulatory  program,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

By   Mr.    DOMENICI   (for   himself,   Mr. 
CPtAiG.    Mr.    BROWN.    Mr.    Campbell. 
Mr.  Hatch.  Mr.  Bennett.  Mr.  Burns. 
Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  Thomas.  Mr.  Kyl. 
Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Kempthorne.  Mr. 
Conrad.  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mr.  Dole,  and 
Mr.  Gra.mmi: 
S.  852.  A  bill  to  provide  for  uniform  man- 
agement   of   livestock    grazing    on    Federal 
land,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

By    Mr.    GORTON    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Burns.  Mr.  Murkowski.  Mr.  Stevens. 
Mr.    Ke.mpthorne.    Mr.    Craig.    Mr. 
Baucus.  Mr.  Packwood.  and  Mr.  Hat- 
field): 
S.  853.   A  bill   to  amend   title  28.  United 
States  Code,  to  divide  the  ninth  judicial  cir- 
cuit of  the  United  States  into  two  circuits, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LUGAR  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Leahy): 
S.  854.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Security 
Act  of  1985  to  improve  the  agricultural  re- 
sources conservation  program,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  855.  .\  bill  to  amend  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  to  revise  the  authorization  for 
long-term  leasing  of  military  family  housing 
to  be  constructed:  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 


By  Mr.  JEFFORDS  (for  him.self.   Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Pell. 
Mr.  Simpson,  and  Mr.  Dodd): 
S.  856.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Foun- 
dation on  the  .Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act 
of  1965.   the   Museum  Services  Act.  and  the 
Acts  and  Artifacts  Indemnity  Act  to  improve 
and  extend  the  Acts,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  857.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  to  provide  waiver  au- 
thority for  the  requirement  to  provide  a 
written  justification  for  the  exact  grounds 
for  the  denial  of  a  visa,  except  in  cases  of  in- 
tent to  immigrate:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  858.  A  bill  to  restrict  intelligence  shar- 
ing with  the  United  Nations;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations. 
By  Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  859.  A  bill  to  establish  terrorist  lookout 
committees  in  each  United  States  embassy; 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
By  Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  860.  A  bill  to  require  a  General  Account- 
ing Office  study  of  activities  of  the  Norths 
South  Center  in  support  of  the  North  Amer- 
ican Free  Trade  Agreement:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 
By  .Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  861.  A  bill  to  require  a  General  Account- 
ing Office  study  of  duplication  among  cer- 
tain  international   affairs  grantees;   to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
By  Mr.  HATFIELD: 
S.  862.   A  bill   to  authorize   the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Small  Business  Administration 
to  make  urban  university  business  initiative 
grants,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Conrad ): 
S.  863.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  increased 
medicare  reimbursement  for  physician  as- 
sistants, to  increase  the  delivery  of  health 
services  in  health  professional  shortage 
areas,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  CONRAD): 
S.  864.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  increased 
medicare  reimbursement  for  nurse  practi- 
tioners and  clinical  nurse  specialists  to  in- 
crease the  delivery  of  health  services  in 
health  professional  shortage  areas,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  BENNETT: 
S.  865.  A  bill  entitled  the  'Securities  Act 
.Amendment  of  1995  ":   to  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

By    Mr,    DOLE   (for   himself.   Mr.    KYL. 
and  Mr.  HATCH): 
S.  866.  A  bill  to  reform  prison  litigation, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By     Mr.     .AK.AKA     (for     himself.     Mr. 
INOUYE,  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Kennedy. 
Mr,  Simon,  and  Mr.  Murkowski): 
S,  Res.   125.  A  bill  honoring  the  contribu- 
tions of  Father  Joseph  Damien  de  Veuster 


for  his  service   to  humanity,  and  for  other 
purposes;  considered  and  agreed  to. 
By  Mr.  McCONNELL; 

S.  Res.  126.  A  resolution  to  amend  the  Sen- 
ate gift  rule;  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
.■\dmmistration. 

By  Ms.  SNOWE: 

S.   Res.    127.    \   resolution    to   express   the 
sense  of  the  .Senate  on  border  crossing  fees: 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Ms.  SNOWE: 

S.  Con.  Res.  15.  A  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  regarding  the 
escalating  costs  of  international  peacekeep- 
ing activities:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

By  Ms.  SNOWE: 

S  Con.  Res.  16.  A  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Rus- 
sian Federation  should  be  strongly  con- 
demned for  its  plan  to  provide  nuclear  tech- 
nology to  Iran,  and  that  such  nuclear  trans- 
fer would  make  Russia  ineligible  under 
terms  of  the  Freedom  Support  Act:  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  (for  himself, 
Mr.    Faircloth.    Mr.    Breaux, 
Mr.  Pressler,  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mr. 
Lott,  Mr.  Dole,  Mr.  Murkow- 
ski. and  Mr.  Heflin) 
S.  851.   .\  bill   to  amend  the   Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  reform 
the  wetlands  regulatory  program,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

THE  wetlands  regulatory  REFORM  ACT  OK 

199,"; 
Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  today  to  introduce,  along  with 
several  of  my  colleagues,  the  Wetlands 
Regulatory  Reform  .^ct  of  1995.  I  am 
particularly  pleased  to  have  as  the  lead 
cosponsor  Senator  Faircl(JTH,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 

mittee  that  has  jurisdiction  over  wet- 
lands. Our  bill  will  reform  the  section 
104  ■•wetlands"  permitting  program 
under  the  Clean  Water  .\cl  by  introduc- 
ing balance,  common  sense,  and  reason 
to  a  Federal  program  that  is  causing 
unnecessary  problems  for  my  constitu- 
ents— and  I  believe  for  many  of  our 
citizens  around  the  Nation. 

In  the  closing  days  of  the  last  Con- 
gress. I  introduced  a  wetlands  bill.  S. 
2506,  so  that  my  colleagues  and  other 
interested  persons  could  review  the  leg- 
islation and  recommend  improvements 
prior  to  reintroduction  in  the  104th 
Congress.  I  appreciate  the  efforts  of 
those  who  took  the  time  over  the  last 
few  months  to  provide  suggestions, 
many  of  which  are  reflected  in  the  cur- 
rent bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  current  section  404 
regulatory  program  has  been  designed 
less  by  the  elected  representatives  of 
the  people  than  by  officials  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  and  by  Fed- 
eral judges.  In  1972.  the  Congress  en- 
acted the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
trol Act.  Section  404  of  that  Act  pro- 


hibited "discharges  of  dredged  or  fill 
material"  into  "waters  of  the  United 
States;"  without  a  permit  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army.  At  the  time  of 
passage,  "waters  of  the  United  States" 
was  thought  to  be  limited  to  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  Nation, 

From  this  narrow  beginning  has 
come  a  rigid  regulatory  program  that 
is  devaluing  property  and  preventing 
the  construction  of  housing,  the  exten- 
sion of  airport  runways,  the  construc- 
tion of  roads— often  on  lands  that  rare- 
ly, if  ever,  have  water  on  the  surface 
but  which,  nevertheless,  are  viewed  as 
"wetlands"  within  the  definition  of 
"waters  of  the  United  States".  And  1 
might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  75  per- 
cent of  the  land  that  is  being  regulated 
through  the  Section  404  program  as 
"wetlands"  or  "waters  of  the  United 
States"  is  privately-owned  property. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we,  in  (Congress, 
intended  for  the  Section  404  program  to 
become  a  rigid,  broad  Federal  land  use 
program  that  affects  primarily  pri- 
vately-owned property.  Yet,  the  evi- 
dence is  clear  to  me  that  the  Section 
404  program  has  become  just  that. 
Therefore.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that 
the  time  has  come  for  the  Congress  to 
reform  this  program  to  focus  Federal 
regulatory  authority  on  those  wetlands 
that  are  truly  important  functioning 
wetlands,  to  ensure  that  our  citizens 
can  obtain  permits  through  a  reason- 
able process  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time,  and  to  ensure  that  this  pro- 
gram is  not  denying  people  the  use  of 
their  property  unless  there  is  an  over- 
riding reason  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  the  Wetlands  Regu- 
latory Reform  Act  of  1995  proposes  sev- 
eral key  changes  to  the  current  404  pro- 
gram: 

definition  of  a  jurisdictional  wetland. 
This  is,  of  course,  the  crucial  threshold 
question:  what  wetlands  are  subject  to 
Federal  regulation?  And  yet,  one  can 
read  the  entire  Clean  Water  Act  with- 
out finding  the  answer  to  this  question. 
Instead,  the  answer  currently  lies  only 
in  a  manual  prepared  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  1987.  I  think  it  is  high 
time  that  Congress  make  an  explicit 
judgment  on  this  matter  and  set  forth 
a  definition  in  the  statute  itself. 

The  definition  in  our  bill  is  essen- 
tially this:  there  must  be  water  on  or 
above  the  surface  of  the  ground  for  at 
least  21  consecutive  days  during  the 
growing  season.  This  is  virtually  the 
same  as  the  definition  in  H.R.  961, 
which  passed  the  House  last  week. 

During  the  debate  in  the  House,  it 
was  claimed  by  opponent  of  the  bill 
that  this  definition  excludes  a  huge 
portion  of  the  wetlands  that  are  cur- 
rently regulated.  However,  the  claims 
varied  widely,  and  did  not  appear  to  be 
based  on  solid  evidence.  Although  I 
think  that  these  claims  are  exagger- 
ated I  want  to  make  sure  that  our  defi- 
nition does  not  exclude  wetlands  that 


are  truly  important.  Therefore,  I  in- 
tend to  write  to  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration to  ask  them  to  provide  the  best 
evidence  available  regarding  the  effect 
of  our  definition  on  the  amount  and  na- 
ture of  wetland  regulated,  both  nation- 
wide and  in  Louisiana. 

Second,  this  legislation  will  require 
that  Federal  jurisdictional  wetlands  be 
classified  into  three  categories:  high, 
medium,  and  low  valued  wetlands, 
based  on  the  relative  wetlands  func- 
tions present.  Today,  the  Section  404 
program  regulates  all  wetlands  equally 
rigidly,  whether  the  wetland  is  a  pris- 
tine, high-value  wetland,  a  wet  spot  in 
a  field,  or  a  "wetland"  in  the  middle  of 
an  industrial  area.  This  treatment  of 
wetlands  defies  logic  and  common 
sense. 

My  legislation  will  require  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  classify  wetlands  based 
on  their  functions,  and  then  regulate 
them  accordingly.  Clsiss  A,  high-value, 
wetlands  will  be  regulated  under  the 
current  "sequencing"  methodology, 
which  first  seeks  to  avoid  adverse  ef- 
fects on  wetlands,  then  attempts  to 
minimize  those  adverse  effects  that 
cannot  be  avoided,  and  finally  calls  for 
mitigation  of  any  adverse  effects  that 
cannot  be  avoided  or  minimized.  Class 
B,  medium-value,  wetlands  will  be  reg- 
ulated under  a  balancing  test,  which 
does  not  require  the  avoidance  step.  Fi- 
nally, Class  C,  low-value,  wetlands  will 
not  be  regulated  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, but  may  be  regulated  by  the 
State  if  they  so  choose. 

Third,  this  legislation  removes  the 
dual  agency  implementation  of  this 
program,  an  aspect  of  the  program  that 
is  particularly  confusing  and  trouble- 
some to  our  constituents.  Today,  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  issues  Sec- 
tion 104  permits,  but  the  Environ 
mental  Protection  Agency  may  veto 
the  decision  of  the  Corps  to  issue  the 
permit.  Although  EPA  actually  exer- 
cises its  veto  power  infrequently,  I  un- 
derstand that  veto  is  threatened  often, 
causing  undue  delays  and  repeated 
multi-agency  consultations.  My  legis- 
lation removes  the  EPA  veto,  and  in- 
stead simply  requires  the  Corps  to  con- 
sult with  EPA  before  acting. 

Similarly,  current  law  allows  the 
EPA  to  veto  permit  decisions  made  by 
State  that  have  assumed  responsibility 
for  the  section  404  program.  Our  bill 
makes  two  changes  to  this  regime. 
First,  the  Corps,  instead  of  the  EPA. 
becomes  responsible  for  overseeing 
States  that  have  assumed  responsibil- 
ity for  the  program.  This  is  done  in 
order  to  consolidate  responsibility  in  a 
single  Federal  agency.  Second,  the  bill 
deletes  the  veto  authority  as  an  unnec- 
essary interference  with  State  adminis- 
tration of  the  program.  If  the  Corps  de- 
termines that  the  State  is  not  imple- 
menting the  program  appropriately, 
the  Corps  has  the  authority,  which  my 
bill  does  not  change,  to  withdraw  ap- 
proval of  the  State  program  and  return 
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the  proErram  to  Federal  hands.  But  as 
lonpr  as  the  State  is  in  charge,  its  indi- 
vidual permit  decisions  should  not  be 
subject  to  veto  from  Washington. 

Fourth,  mitigation  banking  is  au- 
thorized and  encouraged  by  the  bill  as 
a  sound  means  to  return  wetlands  func- 
tions to  the  environment.  There  are  a 
number  of  mitigation  banking  projects 
now  around  the  Nation.  The  experience 
with  these  projects  is  proving  that 
mitigation  banking  holds  great  prom- 
ise as  a  means  of  restoring,  enhancing, 
reclaiming,  and  even  creating  wetlands 
to  offset  the  wetlands  disturbances 
that  are  permitted  under  the  section 
404  program.  Mitigation  banking  is  the 
type  of  market  driven  mechanism  that 
I  believe  we  must  incorporate  in  our 
national  environmental  laws  if  we  are 
to  achieve  our  national  environmental 
goals. 

Finally,  this  legislation  will  require 
that  steps  be  taken  to  provide  notice  to 
our  citizens  regarding  the  location  of 
Federal  jurisdictional  wetlands.  Re- 
markably. Mr.  President,  the  Federal 
Government  is  regulating  over  lOO  mil- 
lion acres  of  land,  over  75  million  acres 
of  which  is  privately  owned,  yet  there 
are  no  maps  posted  to  inform  citizens 
about  the  location  of  these  lands.  Per- 
haps this  would  not  be  a  problem  if 
Federal  jurisdictional  wetlands  were 
only  swamps,  marshes,  bogs,  and  other 
such  areas  that  are  wet  at  the  surface 
for  a  significant  portion  of  the  year, 
and  therefore  relatively  easy  for  our 
citizens  to  identify.  But  land  that  is 
dry  at  the  surface  all  year  long  can 
also  be  a  Federal  jurisdictional  wet- 
land. 

Without  maps  and  other  notices,  only 
the  most  highly  trained  technicians 
among  our  citizens  can  identify  the 
subtle  difreieiices  between  lands  that 
are  not  subject  to  the  section  404  pro- 
gram and  those  that  are.  Thus,  many 
people  have  bought  land  for  home  sites, 
only  to  find  out  later  that  they  have 
bought  a  Federal  jurisdictional  wet- 
land and  cannot  obtain  a  permit  to 
build  their  house.  We  owe  our  citizens 
better  than  that. 


Although  there  are  several  other  com- 
parable provisions  in  the  two  bills,  our 
legislation  varies  from  the  House- 
passed  bill  in  at  least  one  important  re- 
spect. Our  legislation  does  not  provide 
a  mechanism  for  obtaining  compensa- 
tion from  the  Federal  Government 
when  private  property  is  taken  through 
the  operation  of  the  404  program.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  impact  of  the  section  404 
program  on  private  property  rights  is  a 
very  important  issue.  However.  I  also 
believe  that  compensation  is  an  ex- 
traordinarily complex  and  controver- 
sial issue  that  overarches  all  environ- 
mental regulations,  not  just  those  re- 
lating to  wetlands.  Thus,  rather  than 
attempting  to  resolve  the  compensa- 
tion issue  in  this  bill,  we  have  chosen 
to  include  provisions  in  the  legislation 
that  will  help  ensure  that  the  Section 
404  Program  does  not  result  in  takings 
of  private  property  in  the  first  place. 
Therefore,  in  addition  to  the  many  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  that  will  make  the 
wetlands  program  more  balanced  and 
rational,  it  also  directs  Federal  offi- 
cials to  implement  the  program  in  a 
manner  that  minimizes  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  the  use  and  value  of  privately- 
owned  property. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  com- 
ment on  the  recently-issued  study  of 
wetlands  by  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences.  The  report  reaches  several 
conclusions  that  are  reflected  in  this 
legislation.  Specifically.  it  rec- 
ommends the  consolidation  of  all  wet- 
lands regulatory  functions  into  a  single 
Federal  agency,  a  change  that  is 
central  to  our  legislation.  It  also  rec- 
ommends that  regional  variations  in 
wetlands  be  taken  into  account,  which 
our  bill  does. 

Some  have  suggested  that  the  NAS 
stud.v  recommends  against  a  classifica- 
tion scheme  such  as  is  included  in  our 
bill,  but  I  do  not  read  it  that  way.  The 
report  states  that: 

Some  groups  have  suggested  the  creation 
of  a  national  scheme  that  would  designate 
wetlands  of  high,  medium,  or  low  value  based 
on  some  general  guidelines  involving  size,  lo- 
cation, or  some  other  factor  that  does  not  re- 


My  legislation  will  require  the  Corps     """■''  ^'^''^  evaluation.  It  is  not  possible,  how- 


of  Engineers  to  immediately  post  no- 
tices about  the  section  404  program 
near  the  property  records  in  the  court- 
houses around  the  Nation,  and  to  post 
maps  of  Federal  jurisdictional  wet- 
lands as  those  maps  become  available, 
including  the  National  Wetlands  Inven- 
tory maps  that  are  being  developed  by 
the  National  Biological  Survey. 

Mr  President,  there  are  many  other 
improvements  of  the  current  program 
in  my  legislation,  including  time  lim- 
its on  the  issuance  of  section  404  per- 
mits, an  administrative  appeal  process, 
and  the  designation  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  delineate  wetlands  on 
agricultural  lands. 

As  I  mentioned,  our  bill  has  virtually 
the  same  definition  of  wetland  as  the 
House-passed  clean  water  bill.  H.R.  961. 


ever,  to  relate  such  categories  in  a  reliable 
way  to  objective  measures  of  wetlands  func- 
tions, in  part  because  the  relationships  between 
categories  and  functions  are  variable  and  in 
part  because  we  still  have  insufficient 
knowledge  of  wetlands  functions.  (Emphasis 
added.) 

I  read  the  report  to  warn  against  na- 
tionwide classification  schemes  that  do 
not  take  into  account  site-specific  con- 
siderations, a  point  on  which  I  heartily 
agree.  That  is  why  our  classification 
process  is  initiated  only  in  connection 
with  the  consideration  of  a  permit  ap- 
plication or  upon  a  request  for  classi- 
fication of  a  specific  piece  of  property. 
The  particular  piece  of  property  is 
classified  after  considering  site-specific 
factors,  such  as  the  significance  of  the 
wetland  "to  the  long-term  conserva- 
tion of  the  aquatic  system  of  which  the 


wetland  is  a  part."  and  the  "scarcity  of 
functioning  wetlands  within  the  water- 
shed or  aquatic  system."  Thus.  I  do  not 
see  an  inconsistency  between  the  NAS 
report  and  our  bill  with  respect  to  clas- 
sification. 

Even  if  the  NAS  study  could  be  inter- 
preted as  expressing  concern  about  any 
classification  scheme  for  wetlands.  I 
would  suggest  that  those  concerns 
should  not  be  dispositive.  Scientists 
and  lawmakers  necessarily  approach 
matters  differently.  Scientists  are  in 
the  business  of  achieving  a  more  per- 
fect state  of  knowledge,  while  law- 
makers are  in  the  business  of  drawing 
regulatory  lines  and  allocating  societal 
resources  based  on  the  information 
available.  While  a  scientist  might  pre- 
fer to  wait  for  more  information  before 
distinguishing  among  wetlands.  Con- 
gress cannot  wait  because  the  present 
regulatory  scheme,  which  makes  no 
distinctions  among  wetlands,  is  so 
clearly  ineffective  at  balancing  wet- 
lands protection  against  other  policy 
considerations. 

Mr.  President,  reforming  the  wet- 
lands regulatory  program  will  be  one  of 
my  highest  priorities  in  this  Congress. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  my  col- 
leagues and  others  in  an  effort  to  make 
the  program  work  both  for  the  environ 
ment  and  for  our  constituents. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
with  my  colleague  from  Louisiana, 
Senator  J.  Bennett  Johnston,  in  in- 
troducing legislation  today  which 
makes  major  reforms  in  Sec.  404  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
also  known  a  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

We  all  know  Sec.  404  to  be  the  wet- 
lands regulatory  program  which  has 
caused  so  much  controversy  and  so 
manv  problems.  I  have  heard  nnnntless 
complaints  that  the  program  has  been 
implemented  in  an  excessive  and  re- 
strictive manner  for  years,  imposing 
unfair  hardship  on  landowners,  busi- 
nesses and  local  governments. 

It  is  long  overdue  that  the  Sec.  404 
program  be  reformed.  It  is  long  overdue 
that  the  program  be  balanced,  reason- 
able and  fair.  This  bill  attempts  to 
achieve  those  objectives. 

One  of  the  major  features  of  the  bill 
is  its  wetlands  classification  system.  I 
wholeheartedly  endorse  classifying  and 
regulating  wetlands  by  the  their  value 
and  function. 

All  wetlands  are  not  equal  in  value 
and  function,  yet  for  years  they  have 
been  regulated  that  way.  That  way  is 
wrong  and  we  intend  to  change  it. 

We  do  not  have  a  wetlands  classifica- 
tion system  in  current  law.  To  be  fair 
and  to  strike  balance  and  reason  in 
wetlands  regulation  we  must  identify 
and  regulate  according  to  the  very  real 
differences  in  wetlands  value  and  func- 
tion. 

For  the  first  time,  wetlands  would  be 
divided  into  three  classes  of  critical 
significance.  Class  A,  significant.  Class 
B,  and  marginal   value.  Class  C.   Each 


class  is  defined  to  distinguish  the  dif- 
ferent values  and  functions  found  in 
wetlands. 

Classes  A  and  B  wetlands  would  be 
regulated  because  they  provide  the 
most  valuable  functions.  A  public  in- 
terest test  would  have  to  be  met  when 
regulating  these  two  classes.  Class  C 
wetlands  would  not  be  regulated  be- 
cause they  are  of  marginal  value. 

Other  major  provisions  of  the  bill  in- 
clude a  definition  of  jurisdictional  wet- 
lands, expansion  of  wetlands  regu- 
latory exemptions  and  an  expansion  of 
regulated  activities.  Single  agency  pro- 
gram jurisdiction  and  administration 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  estab- 
lished. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  are  exclu- 
sion of  prior  converted  cropland  from 
Sec,  404  regulation,  USDA  delineation 
of  wetlands  on  agricultural  land,  and 
authorization  of  State  permitting  pro- 
grams, and  administrative  appeals  pro- 
gram and  a  mitigation  banking  pro- 
gram. Public  information  is  required  to 
be  published  about  wetlands  and  their 
regulation  at  the  Federal  and  local  lev- 
els. 

The  bill's  policies  attempt  to  strike  a 
very  simple  and  sound  premise  in  regu- 
latory policy,  that  is.  balance,  reason 
and,  most  importantly,  fairness  shall 
prevail. 

These  policies  attempt  to  balance  re- 
spect for  the  environment  with  respect 
for  property  owners,  in  whose  posses- 
sion lies  an  estimated  75  percent  of  our 
wetlands  in  the  lower  48  states. 

In  all  that  we  do  with  regard  to  wet- 
lands policy,  we  must  always  be  mind- 
ful and  respectful  of  the  fact  that  most 
of  our  wetlands  in  the  lower  48  States 
are  privately  owned. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President,  for  this 
time  to  announce  my  support  lor  and 
sponsorship  of  the  Wetlands  Regu- 
latory Reform  Act  of  1995. 

I  hope  the  Senate  can  begin  hearings 
on  the  legislation  and  hear  solid  testi- 
mony so  that  a  final  bill  can  be  crafted. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  join  Senator  F.MRCLOTH  and 
Senator  John-ston  and  others,  in  intro- 
ducing legislation  that  addresses  a 
major  concern  of  landowners,  farmers, 
businesses,  and  average  citizens 
throughout  the  United  States.  The  con- 
cern is  wetlands. 

Just  last  week,  during  consideration 
of  the  Clean  Water  .^ct,  the  House  of 
Representatives  passed  major  revisions 
to  our  Federal  wetlands  laws.  It  is  now 
the  Senate's  turn  to  address  this  major 
issue.  As  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Sub- 
committee on  Wetlands,  Senator 
F.MRCLOTH  will  direct  Senate  efforts  to 
bring  much  needed  common  sense  to 
our  Federal  wetlands  laws.  Very  few 
Federal  issues  are  more  critical  to 
South  Dakota  properly  owners.  There- 
fore, I  look  forward  to  working  with 
Senator  Faircloth  in  making  sure  re- 
forms are  adopted  during  this  Con- 
gress. 


Mr.  President,  current  wetlands  law 
is  too  broad.  It  is  causing  too  many 
problems  throughout  the  country.  Con- 
gress has  never  passed  a  comprehensive 
law  defining  wetlands.  Without  such  a 
definition.  Federal  agencies  have  been 
recklessly  pursuing  control  over  pri- 
vate property  in  the  name  of  saving 
wetlands.  The  time  to  act  has  come. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  S.  352, 
The  Comprehensive  Wetlands  Con- 
servation and  Management  Act  of  1995. 
A  number  of  the  provisions  in  my  legis- 
lation already  have  been  adopted  by 
the  House,  as  part  of  its  reforms  on 
wetlands.  Also,  I  am  pleased  that  most 
of  S.  352  is  incorporated  in  the  biparti- 
san bill  we  are  introducing  today. 

By  introducing  a  bipartisan  bill,  one 
message  is  made  clear:  Meaningful  wet- 
lands reform  must  be  adopted  this 
year. 

One  issue  I  reserve  the  right  to  ad- 
dress during  future  Senate  debate  on 
wetlands  reform  is  adequate  compensa- 
tion for  private  property  owners. 
Whenever  the  Federal  Government 
takes  land  away  from  private  property 
owners,  or  significantly  reduces  the  use 
of  private  property,  compensation  is  in 
order.  There  is  no  compensation  provi- 
sion in  the  bill  being  introduced  today. 
However.  I  intend  to  raise  this  issue 
during  floor  debate  on  this  subject. 
Compensation  to  private  property  own- 
ers should  be  included  in  meaningful 
wetlands  reform. 

The  primary  purpose  of  today's  legis- 
lation is  to  clearly  define  wetlands  in 
law  and  regulation.  What  the  Federal 
Government  should,  or  should  not  be 
doing  in  this  area  needs  to  be  clearly 
defined. 

In  addition,  efforts  must  be  made  to 
ensure  that  any  fine  or  penalty  is  in 
line  with  violations.  Many  violations 
are  incidental  and  can  be  quickly  re- 
paired. Penalties  should  Tit  the  crime. 
The  bill  we  are  introducing  today 
would  set  that  kind  of  standard. 

The  bill  would  require  certain  cri- 
teria to  be  met  and  verified  before  an 
area  can  be  regulated  as  a  wetland. 
Such  an  approach  would  be  more  reli- 
able in  identifying  true  wetlands.  It 
would  prevent  field  inspectors  from 
mistakenly  classifying  as  wetland  dry. 
upland  areas  that  drain  effectively.  It 
also  would  eliminate  a  major  source  of 
confusion  and  abuse  caused  by  current 
regulations. 

This  bill  also  would  give  States  and 
local  governments  the  authority  to  tai- 
lor the  wetlands  regulatory  program  to 
their  own  special  circumstances.  This 
is  greatly  needed. 

The  bill  also  would  clarify  current 
agricultural  exemptions  and  provide 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
identify  agricultural  lands  that  are 
wetlands. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  for 
the  Senate  to  adopt  wetlands  reform. 
Only  through  the  kind  of  commonsense 
and  balanced  approach  proposed  in  this 


bill  can  the  Nation's  agricultural,  busi- 
ness, environmental,  and  individual  in- 
terests be  properly  addressed. 

Mr.  President,  thousands  of  South 
Dakotans  have  written,  called,  or  vis- 
ited with  me  about  the  lack  of  defini- 
tion of  wetlands  and  the  haphazard 
rules  and  regulatory  overkill  taken  by 
the  Federal  Government.  They  rightly 
are  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the 
current  system  on  their  ability  to  run 
their  farms  and  businesses.  South  Da- 
kotans are  law-abiding  citizens  who 
stand  for  fairness  and  balance  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  law.  South  Dako- 
tans are  conscientious  stewards  of  the 
land  they  have  cared  for  and  cultivated 
for  generations.  They  believe  the  time 
has  come  for  a  fair,  balanced  approach 
that  protests  the  environment  as  well 
as  private  property.  I  believe  the  bill 
we  are  introducing  today  responds  to 
this  call  for  fairness  from  South  Da- 
kota and  across  America. 

Action  on  this  issue  is  essential.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  take  a  close  look 
at  this  bill  and  join  in  supporting  it. 


By  Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Craig.  Mr.  Brown.  Mr. 
Campbell.  Mr.  Hatch.  Mr.  Ben- 
nett. Mr.  BURN-s.  Mr.  Simpson. 
Mr.     Tho.mas.     Mr.     Kyl.     Mr. 

PRESSLER,       Mr.       KEMPTHORNE. 

Mr.  Conrad,  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mr. 

Dole,  and  Mr.  Gramm): 
S.  852.  A  bill  to  provide  for  uniform 
management  of  livestock  grazing  on 
Federal  land,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

THE  LrVESTOCK  GRAZING  ACT  OF  I9BS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  past  several  years,  a  series  of  legis- 
lative and  administrative  actions  have 
haunted  the  Federal  lands  ranchers.  A 
cloud  has  been  hanging  over  their  live- 
lihoods. Today,  with  the  introduction 
of  the  Livestock  Grazing  Act  of  1995 
[LGA],  we  intend  to  roll  back  that 
cloud. 

In  the  wings,  however,  there  awaits 
an  onerous  proposal  that  will  jeopard- 
ize the  very  fabric  of  the  Federal  lands 
rancher's  livelihood.  On  August  21. 
1995,  Secretary  Babbitt's  Rangeland 
Reform  '94  proposal  becomes  final.  Ear- 
lier this  year,  the  Secretary  agreed  to 
provide  a  6-month  window  of  oppor- 
tunity for  Congress  to  deliberate  over 
the  concerns  raised  during  the  2-year 
debate  on  the  proposed  rule.  LGA  is  the 
product  of  that  temporary  stay;  it  is  a 
product  that  will  provide  stability  for 
ranchers  across  the  West. 

Many  issues  have  been  addressed  in 
our  bill.  For  example,  issues  such  as 
public  input  into  the  management  of 
our  Federal  lands;  standards  and  guide- 
lines that  will  reflect  the  diversity  of 
the  western  rangelands;  and  incentive 
for  permitees  to  contribute  private  dol- 
lars   to    betterment    of    our    Federal 
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lands:  a  fair  method  in  gaining  owner- 
ship and  control  of  water  rights;  a  sub- 
leasing provision  that  will  help  the  el- 
derly and  family  ranchers:  and.  a  graz- 
ing fee  formula  that  will  generate  more 
revenue  for  the  American  taxpayers. 
There  are  many  more  aspects  of  this 


family  farmers  of  the  West.  The  estab- 
lishment of  a  fair  and  equitable  grazing 
fee  formula  is  critical  to  their  survival. 
Additionally,  the  rancher  is  key  to 
the  rural  western  economy.  Every  dol- 
lar a  rancher  spends  yields  an  esti- 
mated $5  in  economic  activity  through- 


legislation,  nevertheless.  I  am  going  to     out  the  West.  This  economic  activity  is 


focus  on  the  new  grazing  fee  and  the 
formula  that  will  generate  an  increase 
m  revenue  to  the  Treasury. 

Although  the  grazing  fee  does  not  af- 
fect the  condition  of  our  rangelands,  I 


critical   to  social    fabric   west,   old   or 
new. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  the  fee  is 
only  one  component  of  this  legislation. 
The  other  aspects  of  this  bill  will  be 


did   make  a  commitment   to   increase  addressed  by  the  cosponsors  of  this  leg- 

the  grazing  fee  during  the  October  de-  islation.    Furthermore,    a    companion 

bate  on  Rangeland  Reform  '94.  Today,  "Treasure  is  currently  ready  for  intro- 

through    this    legislation    that    pledge  duction   in   the   House   of  Representa- 

has  been  honored.  LGA  includes  a  graz-  '^'^^^-    '^^^^   *>••    ^^^o*    ^^^   Livestock 

ing  formula  that  will  provide  for  a  fair  Grazmg  Act  of  1995  to  be  examined  in 

return  for  the  utilization  of  our  Fed-  ^"^^  ^^  ^°^^  bodies  of  Congress.  I  look 


eral lands 


forward    to    moving    this    legislation 


In  the  past,  the  Federal  lands  grazing     through  both  Houses  of  Congress  and 


fee  was  based  on  a  formula  that  was 
too  complex  and  subject  to  many  inter- 
pretations. A  simpler  and  more  under- 
standable fee  formula  will  help  ensure 
a  greater  amount  of  stability  to  the 
Federal  lands  ranchers. 

The  LGA  fee  establishes  a  fee  for- 
mula that  is  based  on  the  gross  value 
of  production  for  cattle.  Although  this 
formula  is  based  solely  on  the  value  of 
production  for  cattle,  an  adjustment 
has  been  made  to  take  into  consider- 
ation the  differential  in  the  production 
value  between  a  cow  and  animals  that 
are  not  as  large.  This  adjustment  will 
not  increase  the  numbers  of  sheep  and 
goats  on  the  Federal  lands,  but  will 
merely  take  into  account  the  consider- 
able differences  between  the  cattle 
prices  and  the  other  two  commodities. 

This  Gross  Return  Fee  formula  is 
based  on  the  premise  that  the  western 
Federal  lands  rancher  should  pay  a  fair 
percentage  of  gross  production  value 
that  is  gained  by  use  of  the  Federal 
lands.  Two  key  features  of  this  formula 
are  that  the  fee  approximates  the  value 
of  the  forage  from  the  gain  in  produc- 


removing  the  cloud  that  has  been  hang- 
ing over  the  Federal  lands  rancher. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  along 
with  14  of  my  colleagues  am  introduc- 
ing the  Livestock  Grazing  Act.  This 
bill  is  intended  to  establish  the  policy 
guidelines  for  grazing  of  livestock  on 
Federal  lands  in  the  Western  States. 

This  bill  is  needed  to  resolve  the  on- 
going debate  over  rangeland  reform 
and  the  establishment  of  fees.  I  strong- 
ly believe  the  Congress  must  address 
this  issue  and  resolve  the  ongoing  de- 
bate over  western  rangeland  manage- 
ment. We  must  assure  that  the  exten- 
sive Federal  lands  in  the  West  have  a 
grazing  policy  that  allows  the  families 
who  depend  on  these  lands  to  continue 
to  use  these  lands  to  make  their  liveli- 
hoods. 

We  have  crafted  a  bill  that  addresses 
the  numerous  issues  that  have  arisen 
on  grazing  on  the  public  lands.  This 
bill  is  a  product  of  extensive  discus- 
sions with  members  of  the  grazing  and 
academic  community.  It  addresses  both 
rangeland  retorm  and  the  fee  issue. 

It  is  my  intention  to  hold  hearings  in 
the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Subcommittee  that  I  chair  in 
the  early  summer  and  then  to  prompt- 


do  nothing  more  than  depend  upon  the 
farmer  and  rancher  for  the  food  and 
fiber  they  enjoy  in  their  daily  lives. 
But  to  the  rancher,  or  anybody  or  any 
group  this  is  the  first  step  to  creating 
some  sense  of  stability  for  them  on 
public  lands.  For  the  rancher,  this  is 
the  first  step  they  have  seen,  that  will 
provide  them  with  the  security  they 
need  to  operate  their  grazing  permits 
with  the  sense  of  purpose  and  a  future. 
The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  a 
future  for  those  hard-working  men  and 
women  that  provide  the  best  and  least 
expensive  food  supply  to  this  Nation 
and  the  world. 

Too  many  times  the  ability  of  these 
people  to  use  the  public  lands  has  been 
threatened  b.y  forces  who  neither  care 
about  the  vitality  and  well-being  of  the 
communities.  People  who  have  no  idea 
of  what  the  issue  is.  This  is  an  i.ssue  of 
allowing  producers  and  permit  holders 
to  use  the  land.  For  it  is  in  this  use 
that  the  land  is  made  healthy,  that  our 
country  thrives,  and  the  public  is  pro- 
vided an  opportunity  to  put  back  some- 
thing into  the  land. 

In  the  recent  past  in  my  State  of 
Montana  this  land  use  has  been  threat- 
ened by  special  interests.  Interest 
groups  with  no  understanding  of  what 
grazing  and  the  livestock  industry  are 
all  about.  In  a  little  known  area,  called 
the  Bitterroot  Forest,  history  was 
made  by  the  stand  that  the  permit 
holders  made  in  defending  their  rights 
to  use  and  graze  public  lands.  However, 
this  action  cost  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment thousands  of  dollars  and  strained 
the  relations  between  the  land  use 
groups  and  the  Government.  All  this 
action  was  brought  on.  due  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  land  managers  to 
complete  certain  environmental  re- 
quirements. Requirements  set  forth 
under  the  provisions  in  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

This  case  was  developed  as  a  result  of 
the  failure  nf  ths  Federal  G.-.v-pmiDerir 
of  complete  NEPA  compliance  on  per- 
mit holders  allotments.  As  a  result,  it 
threatened  the  ability  of  this  particu- 
lar group  of  ranchers  to  work,  to  graze 
cattle,  and  provide  for  their  families. 


tion  value,  and  that  it  provides  a  fair     '^>,'"°k^h*  ^^^^'  ^  -^"^i  P'^*^®^  ^^^^  ^^^    The   permit   holders,    in    this   example 


return  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
that  forage. 

Mr.  President,  this  formula  is  simple. 
As  I  explained  earlier,  the  current  fee 
is  convoluted.  Establishing  the  grazing 
fee  as  a  percentage  of  return  will  as- 
sure that  livestock  ranchers  are  as- 
sessed on  the  same  basis  of  many  other 
public  lands  users.se 

As  you  may  know,  forage  has  no 
readily  identifiable  market  value  until 
it  is  converted  into  beef,  wool,  mutton, 
or  some  other  salable  animal  product. 
Federal  lands  ranchers  will— and 
have— willingly  pay  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  utilize  this  forage  on  Federal 
lands  to  attain  a  gross  value  of  live- 
stock grazing  on  those  lands.  The  Gross 
Return  Fee  recognizes  the  value  of  the 
end  product  by  establishing  the  grazing 
fee  as  a  percentage  of  this  value. 

The  Gross  Return  Fee  is  critical  to 
the  continued  viability  of  the  western 
livestock    industry.    Ranchers  are   the 


other  body  has  a  similar  schedule. 

It  is  my  intention  to  resolve  this 
long-standing  issue  in  a  way  that 
strengthens  the  economic  base  of  the 
rural  ranching  West.  I  will  work  with 
my  colleagues  to  assure  that  such  a 
bill  is  passed  into  law. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  support  the  introduction  of 
the  livestock  grazing  bill  offered  by 
Senator  Domenici,  myself,  and  others. 
This  is  a  bill  that  will  allow  us  to  set 
the  stage  for  the  future  grazing  and 
land  use  access  of  the  livestock  indus- 
try. This  is  extremely  important  in  the 
West,  and  in  particular  my  State  of 
Montana.  This  is  a  bill  that  will  pro- 
vide security  and  stability  to  the  live- 
stock producers— those  people  who  live, 
and  work  365  days  a  year,  on  or  near 
the  public  lands. 

For  years  there  has  been  debate  on 


and  many  more  like  it,  were  held  hos- 
tage to  the  whims  and  of  the  special  in- 
terest groups  and  the  Federal  courts. 
Held  hostage  by  the  very  laws  that 
were  designed  to  protect  them  and 
their  way  of  living.  I  find  it  ironic  that 
those  permit  holders  suffered  financial 
loss  and  mental  anguish.  They  were  the 
only  ones  who  did.  All  other  interests 
including  the  Forest  Service  personnel 
who  were  charged  to  do  the  required 
work,  did  not  lose  a  pay  check. 

Under  the  language  in  this  bill  we 
have  provided  for  the  security  of  the 
permit  holders,  and  the  health  and  fu- 
ture of  the  land.  In  this  bill  we  con- 
tinue to  use  the  land  management 
plans  as  a  way  to  protect  the  land,  and 
at  the  same  time  give  the  permit  hold- 
ers an  opportunity  to  have  access  to 
the  land  for  their  use. 

Mr.   President,    this  bill   is  the   first 


the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  intent  of  step    to    developing    working    arrange 

the  language  that  a  grazing  bill  would  ments    between    the    Government    and 

offjr.  Many  people  have  attempted  to  the  people  on  the  land.  It  is  an  oppor- 

make  this  a  single  issue  bill.  This  at-  tunity  to  have  all  parties  working  to- 

tempt  may  be  the  case,  to  those  who,  gether  to  set  the  standards  for  what  is 


best  for  the  land  and  the  people  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  express  my  support  for  the  Live- 
stock Grazing  Act  introduced  by  my 
colleague  and  good  friend.  Senator  Do- 
ME.MCi.  He  and  his  staff— especiall.y 
Marron  Lee — have  done  an  outstanding 
job  leading  the  charge  for  responsible 
grazing  fee  reform.  I  commend  them 
for  working  so  doggedly  to  produce  the 
best  bill  possible. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  "best  bill  pos- 
sible" because  there  cannot  be  a  per- 
fect bill.  With  the  number  of  diverse 
interests  represented  throughout  our 
great  American  West,  no  legislation  in 
this  area  will  satisfy  everyone.  But 
truly,  the  widespread  support  for  this 
bill  has  been  impressive. 

Of  course,  I  have  heard  some  rum- 
blings of  discontent  from  those  wishing 
to  modify  specific  portions  of  this  leg- 
islation. I  ask  those  individuals  to 
work  with  us,  to  let  us  know  your 
thoughts  as  this  bill  moves  through  the 
committee  process.  We  will  do  our  best 
to  attend  to  your  concerns.  There  are, 
however,  certain  things  we  must  all 
bear  in  mind.  First,  this  bill  is  by  far 
better  than  the  alternative  of  having 
no  bill,  and  second,  we  must  not  turn 
this  bill  into  a  "Christmas  wish  list." 
Doing  so  could  spell  defeat  for  this  leg- 
islation and,  in  turn,  subject  our  west- 
ern livestock  industry  to  an  uncertain 
future. 

I  am  most  pleased  by  a  number  of 
provisions  contained  in  this  legislation 
that  will  benefit  the  Wyoming  ranch- 
ing industry.  I  would  like  to  quickly 
address  a  few  of  these. 

First,  the  bill  will  allow  ranchers  to 
own.  in  proportion  to  their  investment 
in  the  overall  cost,  title  to  improve- 
ments located  on  Federal  lands.  This  is 
far  more  fair  than  the  administration's 
regulations  requiring  ranchers  to  pa.y 
for  the  improvement,  while  ceding 
ownership  with  the  Government.  Mr. 
PresiuenL,  Llial  alLeriialive  is  wiuiigly 
conceived.  It  amounts  simply  to  a  form 
of  tax  on  our  ranchers,  taking  their 
scarce  assets  and  transferring  them  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

We  also  address  the  critical  issue  of 
water  rights.  The  Western  States  are 
not  blessed  with  the  almost  unlimited 
supply  of  water  that  our  Eastern  neigh- 
bors enjoy.  Western  water  law  was  cre- 
ated to  manage  this  precious  resource. 
Much  of  this  law  predates  the  birth  of 
many  of  our  Western  States  and  works 
very  well  without  the  help  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  thank  you.  This  leg- 
islation directs  Federal  agencies  to  re- 
spect established  State  water  law. 

This  legislation,  unlike  the  adminis- 
trations  regulations,  will  leave  certain 
aspects  of  rangeland  management  in 
the  hands  of  those  who  have  been  re- 
sponsible stewards  of  the  public  lands 
for  over  100  years — the  permittees,  les- 
sees, and  landowners.  Additionally,  the 
new  resource  and  grazing  advisory 
council  structure  will  allow  other  in- 
terests representing  recreation  and  the 
environment  to  be  adequately  rep- 
resented in  the  management  process. 

Finally,  this  legislation  addresses  the 
ever-contentious  fee  issue.  Recall  that 


not  too  long  ago,  many  in  this  distin- 
guished body  were  concerned  that  the 
ranching  community  was  not  pa,ying  a 
fair  price  for  the  opportunity  to  graze 
livestock  on  the  public  lands.  This  leg- 
islation will  fairly  increase  that  fee  but 
keep  it  short  of  levels  that  would 
quickly  bankrupt  many  hard-working 
families. 

Mr.  President,  our  American  ranch- 
ing industry  has  been  a  unique  way  of 
life  for  well  over  100  years.  Through  the 
enactment  of  responsible  legislation  we 
can  ensure  that  this  industry,  while 
still  facing  a  number  of  significant 
challenges,  will  at  least  have  a  chance 
to  remain  viable  well  into  the  next 
century. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  Ameri- 
cans rely  on  Federal  lands  for  a  wide 
variety  of  purposes.  Among  them  is 
rangeland  for  livestock  grazing.  As  we 
look  to  the  future  use  of  these  lands,  it 
is  incumbent  upon  us  to  implement 
commonsense  policies  that  allow 
ranchers  to  graze  livestock  on  these 
public  rangelands  while  managing 
them  in  a  manner  that  is  consistent 
with  long-term,  sustainable  use. 

During  the  last  2  years,  debate  has 
raged  over  the  appropriate  regulation 
of  Federal  grazing  lands.  Environ- 
mentalists and  those  ranchers  who 
graze  on  private  land  have  argued  for  a 
more  realistic  fee  system,  one  that 
links  the  grazing  fee  to  the  private 
land  lease  rate.  Some  have  advocated 
stronger  stewardship  requirements. 
Meanwhile,  as  grazing  policy  remains 
unresolved,  we  have  seen  cattle  prices 
drop  and  too  many  ranchers  teetering 
on  the  edge  of  financial  viability. 

There  needs  to  be  some  fair  and  rea- 
sonable ground  upon  which  agreement 
can  be  reached  that  ensures  public  con- 
iidence  m  tuc  management  anu  use  o* 
the  Federal  lands,  while  allowing 
ranchers  the  certainty  that,  by  work- 
ing hard  and  playing  by  the  rules,  the 
Federal  lands  will  provide  an  oppor- 
tunity to  earn  a  decent  living.  In  short, 
the  time  has  come  to  conclude  this 
long  debate  and  establish  realistic 
grazing  standards  once  and  for  all. 

Secretary  Babbit's  Rangeland  Re- 
form proposals  have  called  attention  to 
this  important  issue  and,  at  the  same 
time,  generated  considerable  con- 
troversy. While  an  open  discussion  of 
grazing  reform  is  needed,  a  rising  tide 
of  misunderstanding  and  distrust  has 
hampered  the  development  of  a  broadly 
supportable  solution. 

Today,  Senator  Domenici  is  introduc- 
ing the  Livestock  Grazing  Act,  which 
is  intended  to  provide  much  needed  clo- 
sure to  this  debate  as  well  as  certainty 
for  the  many  ranchers  who  rely  on  the 
Federal  lands  for  grazing.  I  commend 
Senator  Domenici  for  investing  the 
hard  work  and  energy  in  meeting  with 
the  ranching  community  and  fashion- 
ing a  bill  that  enjoys  their  support.  His 
bill  represents  an  essential  step  in 
moving  grazing  reform  to  closure. 


I  support  much  of  the  Domenici  bill. 
It  provides  a  valuable  framework  for 
addressing  the  critical  issues  of  the  fee, 
range  management,  and  oversight,  and, 
ultimately,  I  expect  it  to  provide  the 
foundation  for  the  development  of  a 
balanced  and  reasonable  approach  to 
stewardship  that  addresses  legitimate 
concerns  of  all  interested  groups. 

For  example,  I  call  attention  to  the 
provision  in  the  bill  that  establishes 
separate  management  of  the  national 
grasslands  under  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  This  initiative  will  help 
ensure  that  management  of  those  lands 
is  as  sensitive  as  possible  to  the  unique 
needs  of  ranchers. 

Currently,  grasslands  are  subjected 
to  rules  and  procedures  that  make 
sense  for  large  expanses  of  national  for- 
ests but  not  necessarily  for  grazing.  In 
South  Dakota,  most  ranchers  who 
graze  cattle  on  Federal  lands  do  so  on 
Forest  Service  lands.  Ranchers  in  my 
home  State  feel  a  separate  manage- 
ment unit  for  grasslands  will  allow 
them  to  ranch  better.  This  legislation 
will  accomplish  that  important  objec- 
tive. 

Congress'  challenge  is  to  strike  a  bal- 
ance between  the  recognition  of  re- 
gional environmental  differences  and 
the  need  to  ensure  a  basic  level  of  envi- 
ronmental protection.  It  is  to  reform 
the  grazing  fee,  without  putting  an  un- 
tenable financial  squeeze  on  hard- 
working ranchers.  And  it  is  to  strike  a 
balance  between  the  desire  to  provide 
an  opportunity  for  input  into  range 
management  decisions  from  the  gen- 
eral public  and  the  recognition  that 
these  decision  have  special  ramifica- 
tions for  the  economic  security  of 
those  using  the  land. 

We  have  not  vet  achieved  that  bal- 
ance. But  I  am  optimistic  that  we  can, 
and  I  will  devote  my  energies  to  work- 
ing with  Senator  Domenici  and  others 
toward  that  goal. 

This  is  one  of  the  reasons  I  have  in- 
vited Secretary  of  Agriculture  Dan 
Glickman  to  visit  with  South  Dakota 
ranchers  next  week  in  Rapid  City.  I 
want  Secretary  Glickman  to  hear  first 
hand  how  those  whose  livelihoods  are 
affected  by  Federal  land  management 
policies  feel  about  the  grazing  issue. 
Their  experience  must  be  part  of  the 
solution  sought  in  this  debate. 

Senator  Do.menici  has  expressed  a  de- 
sire to  move  grazing  reform  legislation 
with  bipartisan  support.  While  some 
initial  concern  has  been  raised  that  the 
Livestock  Grazing  Act,  a^  currently 
drafted,  may  not  yet  achieve  the  bal- 
ance needed  to  ensure  consideration  of 
all  legitimate  interests  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  range,  he  has  given  Con- 
gress a  solid  place  to  start.  I  hope  that, 
in  the  weeks  to  come,  any  contentious 
issues  can  be  worked  out  to  the  mutual 
satisfaction  of  all  interested  parties, 
and  that  we  can  move  to  enact  legisla- 
tion with  broad-based  support. 


14548 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECOREX— SENATE 


May  25,  1995 


May  25,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14549 


My  goal  is  to  pass  Federal  grazing  re- 
form. I  am  confident  this  Congress  can 
achieve  that  goal. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  legisla- 
tion introduced  by  Senator  Domenici. 
the  Livestock  Grazing  Act.  This  bill  is 
a  reasonable  proposal  that  will  allow 
livestock  producers  in  the  West  to  con- 
tinue to  operate  on  public  lands  and 
will  protect  the  public  range  for  mul- 
tiple-use purposes. 

Today,  western  livestock  producers 
are  encountering  many  challenges.  In 
addition  to  struggling  because  of  low 
market  prices  for  many  products  and 
fighting  losses  from  predators,  live- 
stock producers  in  the  West  are  now 
faced  with  regulations  proposed  by  In- 
terior Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt  that 
will  put  them  out  of  business.  Sec- 
retary Babbitt's  so-called  "Rangeland 
Reform  '94  "  proposal  to  reform  public 
land  grazing  practices  is  nothing  but  a 
thinly  veiled  attempt  to  end  livestock 
grazing  on  these  areas. 

The  people  of  Wyoming  and  the  West 
rely  on  having  access  to  public  lands 
for  their  livelihood.  Over  the  last  100 
years,  this  process  has  worked  well. 
Westerners  were  able  to  use  these  lands 
for  multiple  uses  such  as  grazing,  oil 
and  gas  exploration,  and  recreation  and 
in  turn  provided  the  rest  of  the  Nation 
with  high  quality  food  products  and 
other  commodities.  Unfortunately,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  has  now 
taken  a  number  of  actions  that  will  de- 
stroy the  concept  of  multiple  use  of 
public  lands  and  will  cost  jobs  and 
harm  local  economies  across  Wyoming 
and  the  West. 

The  Livestock  Grazing  Act  is  de- 
signed to  reverse  this  disturbing  trend. 
This  legislation  will  provide  western 
livestock  producers  with  a  lifeline  to 
survive  the  Clinton  administration's 
efforts  to  destroy  their  way  of  life.  The 
measure  is  a  reasonable  attempt  to 
solve  the  long-standing  dispute  over 
grazing  fees  on  public  lands  and  many 
other  issues  which  have  caused  great 
discontent  in  Congress  and  across  the 
country. 

Let  me  focus  on  a  few  provisions  in 
the  bill  which  are  particularly  impor- 
tant to  the  people  of  my  State.  First, 
the  legislation  establishes  a  grazing  fee 
formula  that  will  be  tied  to  market 
values.  This  is  a  fair  and  equitable  ap- 
proach to  resolving  the  fee  formula  dis- 
pute and  will  end  the  unfair  compari- 
son between  private  and  public  fee 
rates  on  Federal  lands. 

Second,  the  legislation  will  provide 
permittees  with  the  assurance  that 
they  will  be  allowed  to  graze  a  certain 
number  of  livestock  on  their  allot- 
ment. For  over  50  years.  BLM  grazing 
permittees  have  known  they  had  a  pri- 
ority position  for  a  specific  number  of 
Federal  animal  unit  months  [AUM's] 
on  their  allotments.  These  so-called 
preference  levels  are  attached  to  the 
private  lands  of  the  lessee  and  influ- 


ence the  value  of  the  privately  owned 
base  property.  Preference  levels  are 
particularly  important  to  folks  in  my 
State  where  there  is  a  large  amount  of 
checkerboard  land,  which  is  commin- 
gled Federal  and  private  property. 

Unfortunately,  Secretary  Babbitt's 
"Rangeland  Reform  '94"  proposal  at- 
tempts to  radically  revised  the  concept 
of  grazing  preference  by  giving  Federal 
agents  the  authority  to  determine  the 
appropriate  number  of  AUM's  attached 
to  a  lease.  The  Secretary  wants  to  set 
AUM's  for  permittees  on  an  arbitrary 
basis  at  the  whim  of  the  local  Federal 
officials.  This  would  cause  instability 
throughout  western  livestock  commu- 
nities and  threaten  the  economic  value 
of  western  family  ranches.  The  Live- 
stock Grazing  Act  would  stop  the  Sec- 
retary's misguided  efforts  by  codifying 
the  concept  of  grazing  preference  and 
giving  western  ranchers  the  surety 
they  need  to  continue  operating  on 
Federal  lands. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  just  two  ex- 
amples of  the  important  actions  taken 
by  Senator  Domenici  in  this  bill  that 
support  western  livestock  producers. 
The  time  has  come  for  Congress  to  as- 
sert itself  regarding  the  issue  of  graz- 
ing on  public  lands  in  the  West  and 
stop  Secretary  Babbitt's  unending  as- 
sault on  western  communities  and  our 
western  way  of  life.  Although  the 
Clinton  administration  and  Secretary 
Babbitt  would  like  folks  to  believe 
ranchers  in  the  West  are  simply  wel- 
fare cowboys,  nothing  could  be  further 
from  the  truth.  These  people  are  not 
taking  advantage  of  the  Government, 
but  simply  trying  to  make  a  reasonable 
living  and  raise  their  families. 

I  strongly  support  the  Livestock 
Grazing  Act  and  hope  that  we  can  take 
quick  action  on  this  measure  in  order 
to  allow  western  livestock  producers  to 
continue  their  important  work. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
sponsor  of  this  bill,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  has  made  a  sincere  at- 
tempt to  draft  a  good  management 
plan  for  our  western  public  lands,  and  I 
have  agreed  to  cosponsor  it. 

Although  I  want  to  see  changes  in 
several  areas  of  this  bill,  overall  it  is  a 
good  plan  for  responsible  management 
of  our  huge  public  trust  in  the  West, 
imposing  reasonable  rules  for  the  graz- 
ing of  livestock  and  rangeland  im- 
provement while  safeguarding  the  nat- 
ural environment. 

Senator  Domenici  has  indicated  his 
intent  to  work  with  Senators  of  both 
parties  toward  a  consensus  on  this  leg- 
islation. I  appreciate  his  flexibility, 
but  I  particularly  appreciate  the  Sen 
ator's  addition  to  his  bill  of  title  II. 
provisions  I  and  others  from  the  North- 
ern Plains  have  submitted  dealing  spe- 
cifically with  the  national  grasslands. 

In  fact,  the  Grasslands  provisions  are 
the  primary  reason  that  I  am  cospon- 
soring  this  bill. 

Let  me  explain.  Except  for  the  grass- 
lands provisions,  this  bill  deals  exclu- 


sively with  lands  supervised  by  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior.  In  North  Da- 
kota, however,  land  managed  by  Inte- 
rior amounts  to  about  two  townships 
out  of  a  State  of  46  million  acres.  On 
the  other  land.  North  Dakota  is  host  to 
1.2  million  acres  of  the  national  grass- 
lands, which  are  managed  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  of  USDA. 

The  main  purpose  of  the  grasslands 
provisions  is  to  give  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  more  flexibility  in  shaping 
the  administration  of  the  Grasslands. 

I  have  worked  with  the  ranchers  in 
North  Dakota  and  with  the  Forest 
Service  in  recent  years,  searching  for 
ways  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Forest  Service  could  reorder  the 
bureaucratic  framework  under  which 
the  Grasslands  are  managed.  The  For- 
est Service  has  beep  cooperative  in 
that  search,  but  I  finally  had  to  con- 
clude that  the  Forest  Service  and 
USDA  are  legally  prevented  from  the 
kind  of  change  I  believe  is  needed. 

In  the  1970's  the  grasslands  were 
joined  by  statute  to  the  entire  Na- 
tional Forest  System,  managed  by  the 
Forest  Service.  That  means  the  grass- 
lands are  enmeshed  in  the  mounds  and 
reams  of  paper  that  prescribe  the  lay- 
ers of  procedure,  planning,  manage- 
ment, and  so  forth,  for  the  national 
forests. 

Let  me  note  here  that  land  ownership 
in  the  grasslands  areas  of  my  state  is 
much  different  than  what  you  find 
among  most  of  the  great  expanses  of 
Federal  lands  in  the  West. 

Most  of  the  grasslands  were  owned 
earlier  in  this  century  by  private  farm- 
ers and  ranchers,  but  were  abandoned 
or  lost  to  debt,  and  taken  over  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Today  this  is  not 
a.  lugiun  uf  big  raiichcb.  II  is  an  area  of 
small,  and  mid-sized  ranchers  where 
land  ownership  is  extensively  inter- 
spersed among  individual  families,  the 
Forest  Service,  the  State  of  North  Da- 
kota, and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. 

The  proper  approach  in  management 
of  such  rangeland.  it  seems  to  me. 
must  be  a  cooperative  venture  between 
the  ranchers  and  the  Forest  Service, 
drawing  upon  the  best  expertise  of 
range  scientists,  wildlife  specialists. 
and  others  who  can  help  maintain  and 
improve  conditions  in  the  grasslands. 

The  main  focus  of  such  a  cooperative 
venture  must  be  how  to  best  manage 
and  nurture  the  grasslands  so  they  re- 
main healthy  and  productive  for  the 
benefit  of  future  generations  of  people 
and  wildlife. 

Somehow,  that  focus  is  lost  in  the 
reams  of  Forest  System  rules  and  regu- 
lations and  planning  documents  that 
are  supposed  to  address  the  grasslands. 
In  reading  those  documents  you  would 
hardly  know  that  there  are  cows  on  the 
grasslands  when,  in  fact,  ranching  is 
the  main  human  activity  there  by  a 
long  shot. 


So.  the  grasslands  provisions  of  this 
bill  give  the  Secretary  important  lati- 
tude in  changing  the  administrative 
structure  under  which  the  grasslands 
are  managed.  The  provisions  essen- 
tially restate  the  intent  of  the  1937 
Federal  act  that  set  aside  the  grass- 
lands: A  call  for  conscientious  range 
management  that  would  build  and  pre- 
serve a  healthy  grassland  resource. 

And.  where  soil  conservation  and 
general  range  health  are  considered, 
title  II  also  tries  to  return  grasslands 
management  to  a  more  cooperative 
venture  between  the  Forest  Service 
and  our  State-chartered  grazing  asso- 
ciations. 

The  grasslands  provisions  do  not  dic- 
tate a  specific  administrative  structure 
the  Secretary  must  adopt  for  the  grass- 
lands. So.  to  a  large  extent,  those  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  speak  mostly  to  what 
can  happen  for  the  grasslands  under  a 
new  design  of  Forest  Service  manage- 
ment, and  do  not  say  specifically  what 
must  happen. 

The  grasslands  provisions  will.  I  be- 
lieve, help  harvest  the  expertise  and 
enthusiasm  of  grasslands  area  resi- 
dents, including  ranchers,  for  better 
local  input  into  managing  this  critical 
natural  area  in  my  State. 

The  provisions  are  certainly  not  a 
step  back  from  responsible  manage- 
ment and  protection  of  the  natural  re- 
sources. All  Federal  environmental 
laws,  including  the  National  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act.  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Clean  Water  Act.  still 
apply.  If  anything,  the  grasslands  pro- 
visions will  encourage  better  attention 
to  the  spirit  of  our  environmental  laws 
because  more  people  who  live  in  the 
grasslands  region,  particularly  those 
with  expertise  in  areas  of  conservation 
and  grassland  agiiculLuie.  will  be  par- 
ticipating in  how  the  lands  are  man- 
aged. 

This  is  the  kind  of  approach  to  public 
lands  management  that  the  people  of 
North  Dakota  want.  I  should  note  that 
the  1995  North  Dakota  Legislature 
unanimously  recommended  the  change 
we  have  proposed  in  the  grasslands  law. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
prmt  the  proposed  grassland  provisions 
here  in  the  Record  as  a  means  of  dis- 
tributing them  for  comment  and  dis- 
cussion. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD;  as  follows: 

TITLE  II— GRASSLANDS 

SEC.  201   RE.MOVAL  OF  r.UA.SSIjVNI)S  FROM   NA- 
TIONAL FORE.ST  SY.STE.M 

<a)  Findings.— Cong^ress  finds  that  the  in- 
clusion of  the  national  grasslands  (and  land 
utilization  projects  administered  under  Title 
III  of  the  Bankhead  Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act) 
within  the  Forest  System  con  trains  the  Sec- 
retary in  managing  the  national  grasslands 
as  intended  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act. 

(b)  .AMENDMENT  OF  THE  FOREST  AND  RANGE- 
LAND  Renewable  Resources  Planning  Act 
OF    1974.— Section    ll<a»    of    the    Forest    and 


Rangeland  Renewable  Resources  Planning 
Act  of  1974  (16  U.S.C.  1609(a))  is  amended  in 
the  .second  sentence  by  striking  "the  na- 
tional grasslands  and  land  utilization 
projects  administered  under  Title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (50  Stat. 
525.7  U.S.C.  1010-1012)". 

(C)    .\MENDMENT    OF    THE    BaNKHEAD-JONES 

Farm  Tenant  Act.— Section  31  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
1010)  is  amended  by  designating  current  §31 
as  subsection  (a)  to  read  as  follows: 

§1010.  Land  conservation  and  land  utiliza- 
tion 

To  accomplish  the  purposes  stated  in  the 
preamble  of  this  act.  the  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  develop  a  program 
of  land  conservation  and  utilization  as  a 
basis  for  grassland  agriculture,  to  promote 
secure  occupancy  and  economic  stability  of 
farms,  and  thus  assist  in  controlling  soil  ero- 
sion, preserving  natural  resources,  protect- 
ing fish  and  wildlife,  developing  and  protect- 
ing recreational  facilities,  mitigating  flood 
damages,  preventing  impairment  of  dams 
and  reservoirs,  developing  energry  resources, 
protecting  the  watersheds  of  navigable 
streams,  conserving  surface  and  subsurface 
moisture,  and  protecting  the  public  lands, 
health,  safety,  and  welfare,  but  is  not  au- 
thorized to  build  industrial  parks  or  estab- 
lish private  industrial  or  commercial  enter- 
prises. The  Secretary,  in  cooperation  and 
partnership  with  grazing  aissocialions.  is  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  issue  renewable  live- 
stock grazing  leases  to  achieve  the  land  con- 
servation and  utilization  goals  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

And  adding  a  new  subsection  (b)  as  follows: 

National  Grasslands  Fee  Ad.justme.nts 
FOR  Conservation  Practices  to  be  Re- 
tained AS  Imple.mented  by  the  Sec- 
retary.—a  reduction  in  grazing  fees  for  na- 
tional grasslands  will  be  allowed  for  con- 
servation practices  and  administrative  du- 
ties performed  by  grazing  associations. 


By  Mr.  GORTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Burns.    Mr.     Murkowski.    Mr. 
Stevens.  Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr. 
Cp-aic,  Mr.  Baucus,  Mr.  Pack 
WOOD,  and  Mr.  Hatfield): 
S.  853.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  divide  the  ninth  ju- 
dicial circuit  of  the  United  States  into 
two  circuits,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
the  ninth  circuit  court  of  appeals 

reorganization  act  of  1995 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  my  pur- 
pose today  is  to  introduce  the  Ninth 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1995.  which  is  similar  to 
measures  I  introduced  in  1983.  1989.  and 
1991.  This  measure  has  the  cosponsor- 
ship  of  Senators  Burns,  Murkowski. 
Stevens.  Kempthorne.  Craig.  Baucus. 
Packwood,  and  H.a.tfield,  who  rep- 
resent all  the  States  forming  the  new 
proposed  circuit.  This  proposal  will  di- 
vide the  ninth  circuit,  the  largest  cir- 
cuit in  the  country,  into  two  separate 
circuits  of  more  manageable  size  and 
responsibility.  This  division  would 
leave  the  ninth  circuit  composed  of  Ar- 
izona. California.  Hawaii.  Nevada, 
Guam,  and  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands, and  would  create  a  new  twelfth 
circuit  composed  of  Alaska.  Idaho. 
Montana.     Oregon,     and     Washington. 


Personally.  I  believe  that  the  ninth  cir- 
cuit should  be  divided  into  three  new 
circuits,  but  the  composition  for  the 
two  southern  circuits  should  be  deter- 
mined by  the  elected  representatives  of 
those  States,  to  whose  judgment  I  will 
defer. 

Today  the  ninth  circuit  is  by  far  the 
largest  of  the  thirteen  judicial  circuits, 
measured  both  by  number  of  judges  and 
by  caseload.  It  has  28  active  judges,  11 
more  than  any  other.  Last  year  it  had 
an  astounding  8,092  new  filings,  almost 
2,000  more  than  the  next  busiest  cir- 
cuit. It  serves  over  45  million  people, 
almost  60  percent  more  than  are  served 
by  the  next  largest  circuit.  Moreover, 
the  population  in  the  States  and  terri- 
tories that  comprise  the  ninth  circuit 
is  the  fastest-growing  in  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  the  deplorable  con- 
sequence of  the  massive  size  of  this  cir- 
cuit is  a  marked  decrease  in  the  con- 
sistency of  justice  provided  by  ninth 
circuit  courts.  Judges  are  unable  to 
keep  abreast  of  legal  developments 
even  within  their  own  jurisdiction— to 
say  nothing  of  lay  citizens'  inability  to 
keep  abreast.  The  large  number  of 
judges  scattered  over  a  large  area  in- 
evitably results  in  difficulty  in  reach- 
ing consistent  circuit  decisions.  These 
judges  have  nearly  unmanageable  case- 
loads with  little  time  to  review  the  vo- 
luminous case  law  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion or  to  consult  with  their  fellow  cir- 
cuit colleagues.  As  a  result,  legal  opin- 
ions tend  to  be  very  narrow  with  little 
precedential  value,  merely  exacerbat- 
ing the  problem.  As  a  former  attorney 
general  for  the  State  of  Washington,  I 
personally  have  experienced  the  unique 
frustrations  and  difficulties  of  practic- 
ing before  the  ninth  circuit. 

Compounding  the  problem  for  the 
Northwest  is  thai  33  puiccut  of  the  cOoC 
filings  in  the  ninth  circuit  are  from 
California  alone.  Consequently,  the  re- 
maining .States  in  the  ninth  circuit,  in- 
cluding my  State  of  Washington  and 
our  Northwest  neighbors,  are  domi- 
nated by  California  judges  and  Califor- 
nia judicial  philosophy.  That  trend 
cannot  help  but  persist  as  the  number 
of  cases  filed  by  California's  litigious 
and  exploding  population  continues  to 
rise.  The  Northwestern  States  confront 
issues  that  are  fundamentally  unique 
to  that  region,  issues  that  are  central 
to  the  lives  of  citizens  in  the  North- 
west, but  which  are  little  more  than 
one  of  many  newspaper  articles  in  Cali- 
fornia. In  sum.  the  interests  of  the 
Northwest  cannot  be  fully  appreciated 
or  addressed  from  a  California  perspec- 
tive. 

This  initiative.  Mr.  President,  is  long 
overdue.  As  early  as  1973.  the  Congres- 
sional Commission  on  the  Revision  of 
the  Federal  Court  Appellate  System 
recommended  that  the  ninth  circuit  be 
divided.  In  addition,  the  U.S.  Judicial 
Conference  found  that  increasing  the 
number  of  judges  in  any  circuit  court 
beyond  15  would  create  an  unworkable 
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situation.  The  American  Bar  Associa- 
tion also  adopted  a  resolution  express- 
ing the  desirability  of  dividing  the 
ninth  circuit  to  help  realign  the  U.S. 
appellate  courts.  Earlier  bills  on  the 
ninth  circuit  reorganization  that  I  in- 
troduced during  the  101st  and  102d  Con- 
gresses— and  which  were  virtually  iden- 
tical to  this  bill— earned  the  support  of 
practitioners  and  judges  in  the  ninth 
circuit,  attorneys  general  of  the  west- 
ern States,  the  Department  of  Justice, 
and  the  former  Chief  Justice  of  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court.  Warren  E.  Burger. 

The  leadership  of  the  ninth  circuit 
has  not  donned  blinders  to  the  difficul- 
ties inherent  in  a  circuit  court  of  this 
size  and  workload.  It  has  responded, 
however,  by  adopting  a  number  of  inno- 
vative but  ultimately  ineffectual  ap- 
proaches to  these  problems.  For  exam- 
ple the  ninth  circuit  has  divided  itself 
into  three  administrative  divisions:  the 
northern  unit  consists  of  the  five 
Northwestern  States  that  would  com- 
prise the  proposed  twelfth  circuit,  and 
the  combined  middle  and  southern 
units  is  identical  to  the  restructured 
ninth  circuit.  This  method,  however, 
does  little  more  than  recognize  the 
problem  without  solving  it. 

Another  innovation  of  the  ninth  cir- 
cuit is  the  limited  en  banc  court,  for 
which  a  panel  of  11  of  the  28  judges  will 
be  chosen  by  lot  to  hear  an  individual 
case.  Such  panels,  however,  further 
contribute  to  the  inherent  unpredict- 
ability of  a  jurisdiction  as  large  as  the 
ninth  circuit.  Lawyers  often  must  tell 
their  clients  that  they  cannot  begin  to 
predict  the  likely  outcome  of  an  appeal 
until  the  panel  has  been  identified.  Mr. 
President,  justice  should  not  be  deter- 
mined by  lot.  Moreover.  I  have  serious 
reservations  about  any  method  which 
would  permit  a  sm.all  minority — as  few 
as  six  of  the  sitting  judges — to  dictate 
the  outcome  of  a  case  contrary  to  the 
judgment  of  a  large  majority,  solely 
depending  on  the  luck  of  the  draw. 

Despite  these  attempts  to  solve  the 
problem,  the  performance  of  the  ninth 
circuit  has  gotten  worse,  not  better.  Its 
judges  are  falling  further  and  further 
behind.  Despite  only  a  moderate  in- 
crease in  new  filings  for  appeal,  the 
number  of  pending  cases  swelled  by  al- 
most 20  percent  in  the  last  year.  The 
ninth  circuit  now  is  the  slowest  of  12 
regional  circuits  in  hearing  and  decid- 
ing appeals,  on  average  taking  a  full  16 
months.  Mr.  President,  justice  delayed 
is  justice  denied. 

The  45  million  residents  within  the 
ninth  circuit  continue  to  pay  the  high 
costs  of  an  unpredictable  body  of  case 
law  and  an  overburdened  court  system. 
They  wait  years  before  cases  are  heard 
and  decided,  prompting  many  to  forego 
their  rights  to  judicial  redress.  Resi- 
dents in  the  Northwest,  in  particular, 
are  concerned  about  the  growing  in- 
ability of  the  ninth  circuit  to  handle 
the  boom  in  criminal  cases  stemming 
from  3tepi)ed-up  enforcement  of  our 
drug  laws. 


The  swift  and  sure  administration  of 
justice  is  a  right  that  should  no  longer 
be  compromised  in  the  ninth  circuit.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  im- 
portant legislation.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com- 
plete text  of  my  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  853 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTFLE. 

Thi.s  Act  ma.v  be  cited  as  the  "Ninth  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  .\ppeal.s  Reorganization  Act  of 
1995". 
SEC.    2.    NL-MBER    AND    COMPOSmON    OF    CIR- 

currs. 

Section  41  of  title  28.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  before  the  table,  by  strik- 
inpr  out  -thirteen"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "fourteen"; 

(2)  in  the  table,  by  striking  out  the  item 
relating  to  the  ninth  circuit  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following  new  item; 

"Ninth  .\nzona.  California.  Ha- 
waii. Nevada.  Guam. 
Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands.": 

and 

(3)  between  the  last  2  items  of  the  table,  by 
inserting  the  following  new  item: 

Twelfth  Ala.slia,  Idaho.  Montana. 

OrPBon,  Washington.  ' 
SEC.  3.  NUMBER  OF  CIRCUIT  JUDGES. 

The  table  in  section  44(a)  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  the 
ninth  circuit  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  item; 

"Ninth  19"; 

and 

(2)  by  inserting  between  the  last  2  items  at 
the  end  thereof  the  fol'.cving  new  item; 

Twelfth  7". 

SEC.  4.  PLACES  OF  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

The  table  in  section  48  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  the 
ninth  circuit  and  inserting  in   lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  item; 
■Ninth  San  Francisco.  Los  Ange- 


les." 


and 


(2)  by  inserting  between  the  last  2  items  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"Twelfth  Portland.  Seattle.". 

SEC.  5.  ASSIGNMENT  OF  CIRCUIT  JUDGES. 

Each  circuit  judge  in  regular  active  service 
of  the  former  ninth  circuit  whose  official 
station  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  .-^ctr— 

(1)  is  in  Arizona.  California.  Hawaii.  Ne- 
vada. Guam,  or  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands is  assigned  as  a  circuit  judge  of  the 
new  ninth  circuit;  and 

(2)  is  in  Alaska.  Idaho.  Montana.  Oregon, 
or  Wa-shington  is  assigned  as  a  circuit  judge 
of  the  twelfth  circuit. 

SEC.  6.   ELECTION  OF  ASSIGNMENT  BY  SENIOR 
JUDGES. 

Each  judge  who  is  a  senior  judge  of  the 
former  ninth  cii-cuit  on  the  day  before  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  .\ct  may  elect  to  be  as- 
signed to  the  new  ninth  circuit  or  to  the 
twelfth  circuit  and  shall  notify  the  Director 


of  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts  of  such  election. 

SEC.  7.  SENIORITY  OF  .JUDGES. 

The  seniority  of  each  judge— 

(1)  who  is  assigned  under  section  5  of  this 
Act;  or 

(2)  who  elects  to  be  assigned  under  section 
6  of  this  Act; 

shall  run  from  the  date  of  commission  of 
such  judge  as  a  judge  of  the  former  ninth  cir- 
cuit. 

SEC.  8.  APPLICATION  TO  CASES. 

The  provisions  of  the  following  paragraphs 
of  this  section  apply  to  any  case  in  which,  on 
the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  .'Vet. 
an  appeal  or  other  proceeding  has  been  filed 
with  the  former  ninth  circuit; 

(1)  If  the  matter  has  been  submitted  for  de- 
cision, further  proceedings  in  respect  of  the 
matter  shall  be  had  in  the  same  manner  and 
with  the  same  effect  as  if  this  Act  had  not 
been  enacted. 

(2)  If  the  matter  has  not  been  submit^-  ! 
for  decision,  the  appeal  or  proceeding 
gether  with  the  original  papers,  prinftil 
records,  and  record  entries  duly  certified, 
shall,  by  appropriate  orders,  be  transferred 
to  the  court  to  which  it  would  have  gone  had 
this  Act  been  in  full  force  and  effect  at  'h^• 
time  such  appeal  was  taken  or  other  proc  • 
Ing  commenced,  and  further  proceedinga  .:: 
respect  of  the  case  shall  be  had  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  if  the  ap- 
peal or  other  proceeding  had  been  filed  in 
such  court. 

(3)  A  petition  for  rehearing  or  a  petition 
for  rehearing  en  banc  in  a  matter  decided  be- 
fore the  effective  dale  of  this  .^ct.  or  submit- 
ted before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  an<t 
decided  on  or  after  the  effective  date  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section,  shall 
be  treated  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the 
same  effect  as  though  this  Act  had  not  been 
enacted.  If  a  petition  for  rehearing  en  banc  is 
granted,  the  matter  shall  be  reheard  by  a 
court  comprised  as  though  this  Act  had  not 
been  enacted. 

SEC.  9.  DEFINmONS. 

Kor  purposes  of  this  .■Vet.  the  term— 

(1)  "former  ninth  circuit"  means  the  ninth 
judicial  circuit  of  the  tTnited  .States  a.^;  in  ex- 
istence on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act; 

(2)  "new  ninth  circuit"  means  the  ninth  ju- 
dicial circuit  of  the  United  States  estab- 
lished by  the  amendment  made  by  section 
2(2i  of  this  Act;  and 

(3i  "twelfth  circuit"  means  the  twelfth  ju- 
dicial circuit  of  the  United  States  estab- 
lished by  the  amendment  made  by  section 
2(3)  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  10.  ADMINISTRATION. 

The  court  of  appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit 
as  constituted  on  the  day  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  .\ct  may  take  such  administra- 
tive action  as  may  be  required  to  cari-y  out 
this  Act.  Such  court  shall  cease  to  exist  for 
administrative  purposes  on  July  1.  1997. 

SEC.  11.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by 
this  Act  shall  become  effective  on  October  i, 
1995. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington, Senator  Gorton,  as  an  original 
cosponsor  of  the  legislation  to  split  the 
9th  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  and  create 
a  new  12th  Circuit.  This  legislation  is 
long  overdue  in  my  opinion.  It  is  my 
hope  that  we  can  act  to  create  a  new 
12th  circuit  court  this  Congress. 

The  ninth  circuit  court  is  by  far  the 
largest  of  all  the  circuit  courts,  both  in 


terms  of  the  number  of  judges  and 
caseload.  In  fact,  the  Judicial  Con- 
ference of  the  United  States  stated  in 
1971  that  "to  increase  the  number  of 
judges  in  a  circuit  beyond  15  would  cre- 
ate an  unworkable  situation." 

The  ninth  circuit  court  currently  has 
28  judges.  Thai  is  nearly  twice  the 
maximum  workable  number  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Judicial  Conference.  12 
more  than  the  next  largest  circuit 
court  and  16  more  than  the  average  cir- 
cuit court. 

In  terms  of  caseload,  the  9th  circuit 
had  7.597  appeals  pending  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1993.  In  1988  when  I  was  first 
elected  to  the  U.S.  Senate,  there  were 
6,342  appeals  pending.  That  is  an  in- 
crease of  nearly  20  percent  in  just  5 
years. 

No  other  circuit  court  carries  a  heav- 
ier caseload.  In  fact,  no  other  circuit 
even  comes  close.  Each  year,  the  ninth 
circuit  has  approximately  twice  as 
many  appeals  pending  as  the  next  larg- 
est circuit.  It  only  makes  sense  that  a 
Federal  appeals  court  with  a  caseload 
that  heavy  should  be  split  up. 

The  prospect  for  relief  is  not  promis- 
ing, either.  In  fact,  the  Committee  on 
Long  Range  Planning  for  the  Judicial 
Conference  of  the  United  States  has 
projected  that  by  the  year  2000,  over 
15,000  petitions  and  appeals  will  be  filed 
annually,  and  by  the  year  2020.  over 
60,000  will  be  filed  annually. 

What  does  all  this  mean  in  terms  of 
our  judicial  process?  It  means  that  a 
case  is  pending  in  the  ninth  circuit  for 
an  average  of  14':;  months.  That  means 
some  cases  may  be  there  29  months 
while  others  whiz  through  in  7  or  8 
months.  The  costs  to  those  in  Montana 
or  Washington  who  are  victims  of  this 
backlog  continues  to  accrue.  Not  only 
are  tney  continuing  to  pay  their  legal 
counsel  during  that  time,  but  in  the 
case  of  suits  against  economic  activi- 
ties such  as  timbering,  mining,  and 
water  developments,  employment  is 
jeopardized,  seriously  threatening  local 
economic  stability. 

It  is  also  disturbing  to  me  to  see  con- 
victed murderers  bringing  lawsuits 
against  the  State  claiming  cruel  and 
unusual  punishment  because  they've 
been  sitting  on  death  row  for  a  number 
of  years.  What  is  cruel  and  usual  pun- 
ishment is  that  families  of  victims 
have  to  wait  such  a  long  time  to  see 
justice  finall.y  carried  out. 

One  such  Montana  family  is  State 
Senator  Ethel  Harding  of  Poison.  Sen- 
ator Harding's  daughter,  Lana,  was 
brutally  murdered  by  Duncan 
McKenzie  over  20  years  ago.  It  was  not 
until  2  weeks  ago  that  McKenzie  was  fi- 
nally put  to  death  and  the  Harding 
family  could  finally  put  this  horren- 
dous chapter  of  their  lives  behind 
them. 

McKenzie's  appeals  ended  up  at  the 
9lh  Circuit  3  times  over  this  20  year  pe- 
riod. Certainly  part  of  the  delay  of  jus- 
tice  may   be   attributed   to   the   heavy 


caseload  of  the  circuit  and  the  ineffi- 
cient system  that  the  burdensome 
caseload  has  created. 

Senator  Harding  has  written  a  very 
moving  letter  to  me  and  I  would  ask 
that  it  be  submitted  into  the  record  in 
its  entirety  immediately  following  my 
remarks.  "Justice  delayed  is  justice 
denied,"  writes  Senator  Harding,  and  I 
could  not  agree  more. 

As  a  result  of  her  own  ordeal.  Sen- 
ator Harding  has  been  a  strong  advo- 
cate of  splitting  the  Ninth  Circuit. 
During  the  1995  Montana  State  Legisla- 
ture, she  introduced  Senate  Joint  Res- 
olution No.  10,  calling  upon  Congress  to 
divide  the  Ninth  Circuit  court.  The  res- 
olution passed  overwhelmingly  and  is 
an  accurate  reflection  on  the  wishes  of 
Montanans. 

Perhaps  the  most  compelling  argu- 
ment for  splitting  the  Ninth  Circuit  is 
precedent.  The  division  of  the  Bth  Cir- 
cuit creating  the  10th  Circuit  took 
place  in  1929.  In  addition,  the  Fifth  Cir- 
cuit was  also  divided  in  1981.  creating 
the  11th  Circuit.  In  fact,  a  commission 
which  studied  the  revision  of  the  Fed- 
eral appellate  court  system  rec- 
ommended in  1973  that  both  the  Fifth 
Circuit  and  the  Ninth  Circuit  courts  be 
split. 

Those  involved  with  the  Fifth  Circuit 
had  the  sense  to  make  the  division.  Un- 
fortunately, the  division  of  the  Ninth 
Circuit  has  been  held  up  to  be  political 
maneuvering.  So  now  we  have  to  be 
here  arguing  for  something  that  should 
have  been  done  14  years  ago. 

Granted,  the  division  of  the  Ninth 
Circuit  is  more  complicated  since  one 
State,  California,  generates  a  majority 
of  the  cases  in  that  circuit.  However.  I 
think  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  Cali- 
fornia. Montana,  and  the  other  States 
under  the  courts  jui'isdiction  to  make 
the  split.  The  caseload  for  the  Ninth 
Circuit  will  remain  high  no  matter 
what,  due  to  the  population  dynamics 
in  a  State  like  California.  Thus,  the 
split  will  bring  much  needed  caseload 
relief  to  the  Ninth  Circuit  while  pro- 
viding overall  relief  to  States  like  my 
own  Montana. 

I  just  do  not  think  it  is  fair,  or  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  judicial  process, 
that  Montana  businesses  and  individ- 
ual citizens  suffer  because  California 
continues  to  experience  an  economic 
and  population  boom.  I  find  myself  ar- 
guing this  case  everyday— the  case  of 
middle  America  battling  to  hold  its 
own  against  the  population  centers  on 
both  coasts.  There  is  a  bias  in  the  leg- 
islative branch,  the  executive  branch, 
and  now  in  the  judicial  branch. 

I  am  here  to  see  that  States  like 
Montana,  Idaho.  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  Alaska  get  a  fair  shake.  I  think 
that  splitting  the  Ninth  Circuit  is  a 
good  place  to  start  and  I  intend  to  see 
that  it  happens.  Until  it  does,  it  is  my 
intention  to  prevent  any  future  nomi- 
nations to  the  Ninth  Circuit  court  of 
Appeals  from  going  through  the  Senate 


for  it  makes  no  sense  to  continue  to 
perpetuate  a  system  that  is  not  work- 
ing. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  from  all 
nine  States  currently  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Ninth  Circuit  court  will 
join  us  in  our  efforts  to  quickly  pass 
this  legislation  so  that  we  can  put  jus- 
tice back  into  our  judicial  system. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Big  Sky  Country. 

May  17.  1995. 
Hon.  Conrad  Burns. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Burns;  I  am  enclosing  a 
copy  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  10  which 
passed  in  the  1995  session  in  Montana.  I  am 
also  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  9lh  judicial  cir- 
cuit map  and  workload  for  your  perusal. 

The  9th  Circuit  covers  nine  states  and  two 
territories,  totaling  approximately  14  mil- 
lion square  miles;  serves  a  population  of  al- 
most 44  million  people  15  million  more  than 
the  next  largest  circuit  court  and  about  20 
million  more  than  all  other  courts  of  ap- 
peals; has  28  judges.  12  more  than  the  next 
largest  circuit  court  and  16  more  than  the 
average  circuit  court;  and  has  a  caseload  of 
more  than  6.000  appeals,  2,000  larger  than  the 
next  largest  court  of  appeals  and  nearly  one- 
sixth  of  the  total  appeals  in  all  the  12  re- 
gional courts  of  appeals;  and  projections  are. 
that  at  the  current  rate  of  growth,  the  9th 
Circuit's  1980  docket  of  cases  will  double  be- 
fore the  year  2000. 

The  enclosed  statistics  on  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals— Judicial  work  load  profile  shows 
Montana  is  last  or  12th  in  numerical  stand- 
ing from  filing  Notice  of  Appeal  to  Disposi- 
tion. That  is  top  long.  Montana  deserves  bet- 
ter than  that.  We  should  not  have  to  wait 
until  California  or  any  other  state  is  served 
in  in  the  judicial  process  but  at  least  we 
should  not  have  to  be  considered  last.  If  the 
Circ\iit  is  divided  and  we  were  la-st  it  could 
at  least  cut  the  lime  in  half. 

I  am  also  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  History  of 
.\ppeals  in  the  McKenzie  case  which  has 
haunted  me  personally  for  20  years  because 
he  killed  my  daughter  on  January  21,  1974.  It 
is  for  this  reason  I  sponsored  SJR  10  and  why 
I  am  urging  you  to  work  in  liehalf  of  Mon- 
tana having  a  quicker  response  and  turn 
around  on  these  criminal  appeals.  The  fami- 
lies of  victims  should  not  have  to  suffer  20 
years  while  the  system  works.  "JUSTICE 
DELAYED  IS  JUSTICE  DENIED". 

I  am  enclosing  an  excerpt  from  "Rationing 
Justice  on  Appeal"  by  Thomas  E.  Baker. 
Justice  Research  Institute  which  clearly  pre- 
sents the  problem  and  urges  Congress  to  do 
something  about  it  besides  study.  I  also  urge 
Congress  to  act  now  and  to  prevent  the  mis- 
use of  the  judicial  system  as  my  family  has 
personally  experienced  for  twenty  years. 

Thank  you.  Senator  Burns,  for  your  help  in 
this  most  important  matter  of  dividing  the 
9th  Circuit  to  a  better  advantage  for  Mon- 
tana and  the  other  smaller  populated  states 
and  territories  in  the  9th  circuit. 

I  will  be  anxiously  watching  for  a  good  re- 
port. 

Sincerely. 

Ethel  M.  Harding. 
State  Senator.  District  37. 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  10 
Whereas,  under  Article  III.  section  1.  of  the 
United  States  Constitution,  the  Congress  of 
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the  United  States  has  plenary  power  to  or- 
dain and  establish  the  federal  courts  below 
the  Supreme  Court  level:  and 

Whereas,  in  1988.  the  100th  Congress  cre- 
ated the  Federal  Courts  Study  Committee  as 
an  ad  hoc  committee  within  the  Judicial 
Conference  of  the  United  States  to  examine 
the  problems  facing  the  federal  courts  and  to 
develop  a  long-term  plan  for  the  Judiciary; 
and 

Whereas,  the  Study  Committee  found  that 
the  federal  appellate  courts  are  faced  with  a 
crisis  of  volume  that  will  continue  into  the 
future  and  that  the  structure  of  these  courts 
will  require  some  fundamental  changes;  and 

Wliereas.  the  Study  Committee  did  not  en- 
dorse any  one  solution  but  served  only  to 
draw  attention  to  the  serious  problems  of 
the  courts  of  appeals;  and 

Whereas,  the  Study  Committee  rec- 
ommended that  fundamental  structural  al- 
ternatives deserve  the  careful  attention  of 
Congress  and  of  the  courts,  bar  associations, 
and  scholars  over  the  next  5  years;  and 

Whereas,  the-  problems  of  the  circuit  court 
system  and  the  alternatives  for  revising  the 
system  represent  a  policy  choice  that  re- 
quires Congress  to  weigh  costs  and  benefits 
and  to  seek  the  solution  that  best  serves  the 
judicial  needs  of  the  nation;  and 

Whereas,  there  are  13  judicial  circuits  of 
the  United  States  courts  of  appeals;  and 

Whereas.  Montana  is  in  the  Ninth  Circuit, 
which  consists  of  Alaska.  Arizona.  Califor- 
nia. Hawaii.  Idaho.  Montana.  Nevada.  Or- 
egon. Washington.  Guam,  and  the  Northern 
Mariana  Islands;  and 

Whereas,  in  1990,  it  was  estimated  that  the 
Ninth  Circuit:  covers  nine  states  and  two 
territories,  totaling  approximately  14  mil- 
lion square  miles;  serves  a  population  of  al- 
most 44  million  people.  15  million  more  than 
the  next  largest  circuit  court  and  about  20 
million  more  than  all  other  courts  of  ap- 
peals; has  28  judges.  12  more  than  the  next 
largest  circuit  court  and  16  more  than  the 
average  circuit  court;  and  has  a  caseload  of 
more  than  6.0OO  appeals.  2.000  larger  than  the 
next  largest  court  of  appeals  and  nearly  one- 
sixth  of  the  total  appeals  in  all  the  12  re- 
gioiiitl  courts  of  appeals   and 

WTiereas.  projections  are  that  at  the  cur- 
rent rate  of  growth,  the  Ninth  Circuit's  1980 
docket  of  cases  will  double  before  the  year 
2000;  and 

Whereas,  statistics  reveal  that,  because  of 
the  number  of  judges  in  the  Ninth  Circuit, 
there  are  numerous  opportunities  for  con- 
flicting holdings— one  legal  scholar  has  esti- 
mated that  on  a  28-judge  court  there  are  over 
3.000  combinations  of  panels  that  may  decide 
an  issue,  without  counting  senior  judges,  dis- 
trict judges,  and  judges  sitting  by  designa- 
tion; and 

Whereas,  legal  scholars  have  suggested 
that  because  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  reviews  less  than  1%  of  appellate  deci- 
sions, the  concept  of  regional  state  decisis, 
or  adherence  to  decided  cases,  results,  in  ef- 
fect, in  each  court  of  appeals  becoming  a 
junior  supreme  court  with  final  decision 
power  over  all  issues  of  federal  law  in  each 
circuit  (unless  and  until  reviewed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court):  and 

Whereas,  the  Ninth  Circuit  has  been  de- 
scribed as  an  experiment  in  judicial  adminis- 
tration and  a  laboratory  in  which  to  test 
whether  the  values  of  a  large  circuit  can  be 
preserved;  and 

Whereas,  some  legal  scholars  have  opposed 
its  division  on  the  grounds  that  to  divide  the 
Ninth  Circuit  would  be  to  lose  the  benefit  of 
an  experiment  in  judicial  administration 
that  has  not  yet  run  its  course;  and 


Whereas,  the  problems  of  the  Ninth  Circuit 
are  immediate  and  growing  and  maintaining 
the  court  in  its  present  state  is  a  disservice 
to  the  citizens  of  Montana  and  other  Ninth 
Circuit  states  and  territories;  and 

Whereas,  it  is  generally  understood  that  an 
essential  element  of  a  federal  appellate  sys- 
tem must  include  guaranteeing  regionalized 
and  decentralized  review  when  regional  con- 
cerns are  strongest;  and 

Whereas,  because  of  the  problems  of  the 
Ninth  Circuit  related  to  its  dimensions  of  ge- 
ography, population,  judgeships,  docket,  and 
costs,  it  is  desirable  for  the  Northwest  states 
to  be  placed  in  a  separate  circuit,  consisting 
mainly  of  contiguous  states  which  common 
interests;  and 

Whereas,  the  existing  circuit  boundary 
lines  have  been  called  arbitrary  products  of 
history:  and 

Whereas.  Congress  at  least  twice  divided 
circuits;  in  1929.  to  separate  the  new  Tenth 
Circuit  from  the  Eighth  Circuit,  and  in  1981. 
to  separate  the  new  Eleventh  Circuit  from 
the  Fifth  Circuit;  and 

Whereas.  Congress,  i.i  1989.  considered  and 
is  expected,  in  1995,  to  again  consider  a  bill 
to  divide  the  Ninth  Judicial  Circuit  of  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  into  two  cir- 
cuits— a  new  Ninth  Circuit,  composed  of  Ari- 
zona. California,  and  Nevada,  and  a  new 
Twelfth  Circuit,  composed  of  Alaska,  Ha- 
waii. Idaho.  Montana.  Oregon.  Washington. 
Guam,  and  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands; 
and 

Whereas,  it  is  the  proper  function  of  Con- 
gress to  determine  circuit  boundaries  and  it 
is  desirable  that  Montana  be  included  in  a 
regional  circuit  that  will  allow  relief  for  its 
citizens  from  the  problems  occasioned  by  its 
inclusion  in  the  present  Ninth  Circuit:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Montana: 

That  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana urge  Congress  to  turn  its  thoughtful  at- 
tention to  the  passage  of  legislation  that 
will  split  the  existing  Ninth  Judicial  Circuit 
of  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  into 
two  circuits  and  that  will  include  Montana 
in  a  nirrnit.  romposed  in  large  part  of  other 
Northwest  states  with  similar  regional  inter- 
ests. 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  be  urged  to  place  a  Montana 
judge  on  the  Federal  Circuit  court  for  Mon- 
tana. 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  Congress  grant 
this  relief  and  pass  this  legislation  imme- 
diately, regardless  of  considerations  of  long- 
term  changes  to  the  appellate  system  in  gen- 
eral. 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  the  Secretary 
of  State  send  copies  of  this  resolution  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  United  States  Senate,  the 
Clerk  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  members  of  Montana's  Con- 
gressional Delegation. 


By  Mr.  LUGAR  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Le.\hy): 
S.  854.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Se- 
curity Act  of  1985  to  improve  the  agri- 
cultural resources  conservation  pro- 
gram, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition. 
and  Forestry. 

THE  AGRICULTURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION 
ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  introduce  today  the  Agricul- 
tural   Resources   Conservation   Act   of 


1995.  In  this  bill.  Senator  Le.^hy  and  I 
have  developed  the  boldest  concepts  for 
protecting  our  agricultural  resource 
base  and  the  environment  since  the 
1985  farm  bill. 

This  legislation  is  based  on  simple 
but  pivotal  principles: 

First,  we  need  to  preserve  stable 
funding  to  help  farmers  and  ranchers 
meet  environmental  challenges. 

Second,  the  initiatives  must  be  vol- 
untary for  producers  and  simple  for 
them  to  participate  in. 

Third,  we  must  maximize  the  envi- 
ronmental benefits  produced  by  each 
federal  dollar  expended. 

Fourth,  conservation  programs  must 
be  consistent  with  a  more  market-ori- 
ented farm  economy.  Specifically,  we 
prefer  land  management  options  over 
land  retirement.  And  within  our  land 
retirement  initiative,  the  Conservation 
Reserve  Program,  we  want  to  stress 
more  tactical  partial-field  enrollments. 

Fifth,  we  need  to  address  the  breadth 
of  contemporary  environmental  chal- 
lenges— such  as  water  quality— in  addi- 
tion to  soil  erosion. 

Our  bill  advances  each  of  these  prin- 
ciples. It  will  be  the  foundation  of  the 
conservation  title  of  the  1995  farm  bill. 

Let  me  address  some  specifics,  begin- 
ning with  the  question  of  funding.  Our 
bill  calls  for  substantial,  stable  funding 
for  conservation  programs  into  the 
next  century.  We  take  the  current 
funding  levels  for  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program,  the  Wetlands  Reserve 
Program  and  the  various  conservation 
incentive  and  cost-share  initiatives — 
about  $2.1  billion  — and  extend  it  annu- 
ally through  2005.  We  also  would  make 
these  programs  mandatory  in  a  budget 
sense  and  fund  them  through  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  with  strict 
annual  capt>.  Tu  ensure  budget  iieuLrai- 
ity,  we  make  offsetting  reductions  in 
discretionary  accounts. 

Maintaining  the  conservation  fund 
throughout  the  next  10  years  will  re- 
quire a  shift  in  budget  priorities.  My 
preference  is  to  preserve  conservation 
assistance  while  reducing  costs  of  crop 
subsidy  programs  in  order  to  meet  our 
deficit  reduction  requirement. 

The  Conservation  Reserve  Program 
has  been  successful  and  this  bill  would 
continue  and  improve  it  over  the  next 
10  years.  We  allocate  the  entire  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  baseline, 
which  declines  from  the  current  level 
of  $1.8  to  $1.2  billion  in  2000,  for  the 
CRP. 

Successful  as  it  is.  the  CRP  has  sev- 
eral shortcomings.  Too  much  land  that 
can  be  farmed  without  harming  the  en- 
vironment is  currently  idled.  Annual 
payments  too  often  exceed  local  rental 
rates.  And  the  CRP  can  be  utilized 
much  more  fully  to  improve  water 
quality.  Our  bill  corrects  these  weak- 
nesses. 

We  direct  the  Secretary  of  .-Kgri- 
culture  to  enroll  at  least  4  million 
acres  of  land— primarily  buffer  strips 


along  permanent  water  bodies  and 
intermittent  streams — for  water  qual- 
ity purposes.  We  target  only  the  most 
highly  erodible  land  that  cannot  be 
farmed  profitably  using  necessary 
management  practices  and  is  not  eligi- 
ble for  incentive  or  cost-share  assist- 
ance. And  we  impose  new  discipline  on 
rental  rates. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  signifi- 
cant wildlife  benefits  of  the  CRP.  While 
the  CBO  baseline  and  our  stricter  en- 
rollment standards  points  to  a  small 
CRP  in  the  future,  I  believe  our  bill 
will  result  in  a  program  that,  acre  for 
acre,  is  actually  more  beneficial  for 
wildlife.  Among  equivalent  eligible  of- 
fers to  enroll  land  under  the  soil  ero- 
sion and  water  quality  criteria,  pref- 
erence will  be  given  to  offers  that  give 
greater  wildlife  benefits.  And  all  CRP 
contract  holders  will  receive  guidance 
on  management  methods  to  promote 
beneficial  stands  of  cover. 

I  mentioned  earlier  that  our  con- 
servation strategies  must  stress  land 
management  as  opposed  to  land  retire- 
ment. This  legislation  takes  the  best  of 
our  existing  cost-share  and  incentive 
programs  and  combines  them  into  a 
new.  strengthened  effort:  The  Environ- 
mental Quality  Incentives  Program,  or 
EQIP.  This  will  streamline  the  process 
for  farmers  and  ranchers  to  apply  for 
assistance.  It  will  eliminate  overlaps 
between  our  current  hodgepodge  of  as- 
sistance programs.  And  by  making 
EQIP  a  mandatory  budget  initiative,  it 
will  end  the  year-to-year  uncertainty 
that  producers  must  face  under  the 
current  discretionary  funding  process. 

The  EQIP  Program  will  also  offer 
new  incentives  to  livestock  producers. 
Currently,  less  than  a  quarter  of  our 
conservation  spending  goes  for  live- 
sloc'k,  even  though  theie  i&  a  liiBli  cor- 
relation between  agriculturally 
sourced  water  quality  impairments  and 
livestock  operations.  A  1993  report  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy's Feedlot  Workgroup  indicates  that 
feedlots  are  a  more  significant  source 
of  river  impairments  than  storm  sew- 
ers or  industrial  sources.  Under  EQIP, 
assistance  for  both  crop  and  livestock 
producers  would  increase  significantly 
and  livestock  would  be  eligible  for  half 
of  the  total  funding.  This  is  sound  envi- 
ronmental policy  that  benefits  all  of 
agriculture. 

Let  me  list  a  few  things  we  do  not  do 
in  this  bill.  First,  we  create  no  new  en- 
vironmental mandates  for  farmers.  It 
is  very  important  that,  as  crop  support 
levels  decline,  we  not  add  any  more 
compliance  provisions  to  the  commod- 
ity programs.  In  fact,  farmers  and 
ranchers  need  not  participate  in  the- 
programs  to  be  eligible  for  our  con- 
servation programs. 

In  addition,  we  do  not  permit  any 
new  economic  use  of  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program  lands.  We  can  enroll  all 
the  land  that  truly  deserves  to  be  in 
the  CRP  with  the  budget  baseline  we 


have.  As  a  result,  we  can  avoid  adverse 
effects  to  the  cattle  and  forage  indus- 
tries that  might  result  from  expanded 
haying  and  grazing  of  CRP  acres. 

Finally,  this  initial  proposal  does  not 
make  changes  to  our  current  wetland 
compliance  provisions.  Although  Sen- 
ator Leahy  and  I  were  able  to  agree  on 
an  overwhelming  majority  of  conserva- 
tion issues,  we  were  unable  to  reach 
consensus  on  this  front.  I  am  fully 
aware  of  the  controversy  surrounding 
the  swampbuster  program  and  I  recog- 
nize the  need  to  improve  it.  I  am  com- 
mitted to  working  with  members  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee  to  make  wet- 
lands regulation  less  burdensome.  We 
must  make  swampbuster  a  fair  and 
flexible  program  that  can  be  described 
the  same  way  as  conservation  compli- 
ance: A  program  that  works  and  is  sup- 
ported by  farmers. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  proud  to  intro- 
duce this  bill  today.  It  makes  winners 
of  both  agriculture  and  the  environ- 
ment. I  hope  all  Senators  will  agree 
that  it  builds  on  the  substantial  con- 
servation gains  made  by  farmers  and 
ranchers  in  the  last  decade  and  helps 
them  answer  the  environmental  chal- 
lenges of  the  new  millennium. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  and  a  sec- 
tion-b.v-section  summary  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  854 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLK. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Agricultural 
Resources  Conservation  .\ct  of  1995". 
sec.  2.  envikovmevtal  conskrvation  acre- 
A(;k  kk.skrvk  i'R(h.ra.m. 

Section  1230  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of 
1985  (16  use.  3830)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

-SEC.     1230.     ENVIRO.NMENTAL     CONSERVATION 
ACREAGE  RESERVE  PROGRAM. 

"(a)  ESTABLISHME.NT.— 

"(1)  In  general— During  the  1996  through 
2005  calendar  years,  the  Secretary  shall  es- 
tablish an  environmental  conservation  acre- 
age reserve  program  to  be  implemented 
through  contracts  and  the  acquisition  of 
easements  to  a.ssist  owners  and  operators  of 
farms  and  ranches  to  conserve  and  enhance 
soil,  water,  and  related  natural  resources,  in- 
cluding grazing  lands,  wetlands,  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

■•(2i  Means.— The  Secretary  shall  carry  out 
the  environmental  conservation  acreage  re- 
serve program  by— 

"(A)  providing  for  the  long-term  protection 
of  environmentally  sensitive  lands;  and 

•(B>  providing  technical  and  financial  as- 
sistance to  farmers  and  ranchers  to — 

•(i)  improve  the  management  of  the  oper- 
ations of  the  farmers  and  ranchers;  and 

"(ii)  reconcile  productivity  and  profit- 
ability with  protection  and  enhancement  of 
the  environment. 

"(3)  Programs.— The  environmental  con- 
servation acreage  reserve  program  shall  con- 
sist of— 

"(A)  the  conservation  reserve  program  es- 
tablished under  subchapter  B; 


"(B)  the  wetlands  reserve  program  estab- 
lished under  subchapter  C;  and 

"(C)  the  environmental  quality  incentives 
program  established  under  chapter  2. 

•(b)  Administration.— 

■  (1)  In  general— In  carrying  out  the  envi- 
ronmental conservation  acreage  reserve  pro- 
gram, the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  con- 
tracts with  owners  and  operators  and  acquire 
interests  in  lands  through  easements  from 
owners,  as  provided  in  this  chapter  and  chap- 
ter 2. 

"(2)  Prior  enrollments.- Acreage  en- 
rolled in  the  conservation  reserve  program 
or  wetlands  reserve  program  prior  to  the  ef- 
fective date  of  this  paragraph  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  placed  in  the  environmental 
conservation  acreage  resei^e  program. 

■(c)  Conservation  Priority  Areas.— 

■■(1)  Designation.— 

■(A)  In  general —The  Secretary  shall  des- 
ignate watersheds  or  regions  of  special  envi- 
ronmental sensitivity,  including  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay  region  (located  in  Pennsylvania. 
Maryland,  and  Virginia),  the  Great  Lakes  re- 
gion, and  the  Long  Island  Sound  region,  as 
conservation  priority  areas  that  are  eligible 
for  enhanced  a.ssistance  through  the  pro- 
grams established  under  this  chapter  and 
chapter  2.  A  designation  shall  be  made  under 
this  subparagraph  if  an  application  is  made 
by  a  State  agency  and  agricultural  practices 
within  the  watershed  or  region  pose  a  signifi- 
cant threat  to  soil,  water,  and  related  natu- 
ral resources,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

"(B)  Assistance.— To  the  extent  prac- 
ticable, the  Secretary  shall  designate  a  wa- 
tershed or  region  of  special  environmental 
sensitivity  as  a  conservation  priority  area  to 
assist  agricultural  producers  within  the  wa- 
tershed or  region  to  comply  with  nonpoint 
source  pollution  requirements  established 
under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
.\ct  (33  use.  1251  et  seq.)  and  other  Federal 
and  State  environmental  laws. 

"(2)  APPLICABILITY.— The  Secretary  shall, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  des- 
ignate a  watershed  or  region  as  a  conserva- 
tion priority  area  that  conforms  to  the  func- 
tions and  purposes  of  the  conservation  re- 
serve program  establisned  unuer  subchapu-r 
B.  the  wetlands  reserve  program  established 
under  subchapter  C.  or  the  environmental 
quality  incentives  program  established 
under  chapter  2.  as  applicable,  if  participa- 
tion in  the  program  is  likely  to  result  in  the 
resolution  or  amelioration  of  significant 
soil,  water,  and  related  natural  resource 
problems  related  to  agricultural  production 
activities  within  the  watershed  or  region. 

"(3)  Expiration —A  conservation  priority 
area  designation  shall  expire  on  the  date 
that  is  5  years  after  the  date  of  the  designa- 
tion, except  that  the  Secretary  may— 

"(A)  redesignate  the  area  as  a  conservation 
priority  area;  or 

"(B)  withdraw  the  designation  of  a  water- 
shed or  region  as  a  conservation  priority 
area  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  area  is 
no  longer  affect«d  by  significant  soil,  water, 
and  related  natural  resource  problems  relat- 
ed to  agricultural  production  activities.". 

SEC.  3.  CONSERVATION  RESERVE. 

Subchapter  B  of  chapter  1  of  subtitle  D  of 
title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16 
U.S.C.  3831  et  seq.)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Subchapter  B — Con8«'r\alion  Reserve 
-SEC.  1231.  CO.NSERVATION  RESERVE. 

"(a)  In  GENERAL— During  the  1996  through 
2005  calendar  years,  the  Secretary  shall 
carry  out  the  enrollment  of  lands  in  a  con- 
servation reserve  program  through  the  use  of 
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contracts  to  assist  owners  and  operators  of 
lands  specified  in  subsection  (b)  to  conserve 
and  improve  soil,  water,  and  related  natural 
resources,  by  taking  environmentally  sen- 
sitive lands  out  of  production. 

•■(b»  Eligible  L..\.\ds.— The  Secretary  may 
include  in  the  program  established  under 
this  subchapter— 

"(1)  highly  erodible  cropland  that— 

■■|A)  if  permitted  to  remain  untreated 
could  substantially  impair  soil,  water,  or  re- 
lated natural  resources:  and 

•(B)  cannot  be  farmed  in  accordance  with 
a  conservation  plan  implemented  under  sec- 
tion 1212; 

(2)  marginal  pasture  land  converted  to  a 
wetland  or  established  as  wildlife  habitat: 

■(3)  marginal  pasture  land  in  or  near  ripar- 
ian areas  that  could  enhance  water  quality: 

■■(4)  cropland  or  pasture  land  to  be  devoted 
to  the  production  of  hardwood  trees, 
windbreaks,  shelterbelts,  or  wildlife  cor- 
ridors: and 

••(5)  cropland  that  is  otherwise  not  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  program — 

■■(A)  if  the  Secretary  determines  that — 

"(i)  the  land  contributes  to  the  degrada- 
tion of  water  quality  or  soil  erosion,  or 
would  cause  on-site  or  off-site  environmental 
degradation  if  permitted  to  remain  in  agri- 
cultural production;  and 

■■(ii)  water  quality,  soil  erosion,  or  envi- 
ronmental objectives  with  respect  to  the 
land  cannot  be  achieved  under  the  environ- 
mental quality  incentives  program  estab- 
lished under  chapter  2: 

"(B)  if  the  cropland  is  newly  created,  per- 
manent grass  sod  waterways,  or  are  contour 
grass  sod  strips  established  and  maintained 
as  part  of  an  approved  conservation  plan 
under  this  subchapter: 

"(C)  if  the  cropland  will  be  devoted  to 
newly  established  living  snow  fences,  perma- 
nent wildlife  habitat,  windbreaks,  or 
shelterbelts; 

■■(D)  if  the  land  will  be  devoted  to 
niterstrips  that  are  contiguous  to  permanent 
bodies  of  water  or  intermittent  streams; 

■■(E)  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
land  poses  an  off-farm  environmental  threat, 
or  pose  a  threat  of  continued  degradation  of 

mitted  to  remain  in  production:  or 

•■(F)  if  the  land  is  highly  erodible  cropland 
that  will  be  used  to  restore  wetlands  and— 

"(i)  the  land  is  prior  converted  wetland: 

'•(ii)  the  owners  or  operators  of  the  land 
agree  to  provide  the  Secretary  with  a  long- 
term  or  permanent  easement  under  sub- 
chapter C; 

•■(iii)  there  is  a  high  probability  that  the 
prior  converted  wetland  can  be  successfully 
restored  to  wetland  status:  and 

■•(iv)  the  restoration  of  the  areas  otherwise 
meets  the  requirements  of  subchapter  C. 

•■(c)  Certaln  La.nd  Affected  bv  Secretar- 
L^L  AcrrioN— For  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  eligibility  of  land  to  be  placed  in  the 
conservation  reserve  established  under  this 
subchapter,  land  shall  be  considered  planted 
to  an  agricultural  commodity  during  a  crop 
year  if  an  action  of  the  Secretary  prevented 
the  land  from  being  planted  to  the  commod- 
ity during  the  crop  year. 

•■(d)  Enroll.me.vt.— 

■•(1)  Llmitatio.n— Not  more  than  36.400.000 
acres  (including  acreage  subject  to  contracts 
extended  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1437  of  the  Food,  Agriculture.  Conserva- 
tion, and  Trade  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101- 
624:  16  U.S.C.  3831  note))  may  be  enrolled  in 
the  conservation  reserve  in  any  of  the  1996 
through  2005  calendar  years. 

■■(2)  PRioRrriEs— The  Secretary  shall,  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable,  with  each 
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periodic    enrollment    of    acreage    (including 
acreage  subject  to  contracts  extended  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant   to  section   1437   of  the 
Food.  Agriculture.  Conservation,  and  Trade 
Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-624;  16  U.S.C.  3831 
note)),  enroll  acreage  in  the  conservation  re- 
serve  that  meets   the   priority  criteria   for 
water  quality,  soil  erosion,  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat provided  in  subsection  (e).  and,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  maximize  mul- 
tiple environmental  benefits. 
■■(e)  Priority  Function.s.— 
••(1)  In  GENER.AL.— During  all  periodic  en- 
rollments of  acreage  (including  acreage  sub- 
ject to  contracts  extended  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  1437  of  the  Food.  Agri- 
culture, Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101-624:  16  U.S.C.  3831  note)),  the 
Secretary  shall  evaluate  all  offers  to  enter 
into  contracts  under  this  subchapter  in  light 
of  the  priority  criteria  stated  in  paragraphs 
(2).  (3).  and  (4).  and  accept  only  the  offers 
that  meet  the  criteria  stated  in  paragraph  (2) 
or  (3).  maximize  the  benefits  stated  in  para- 
graph (4).  and  maximize  environmental  bene- 
fits per  dollar  expended.  If  an  offer  meets  the 
criteria  stated   in   paragraph   (4)   and   para- 
graph (2)  or  (3).  the  offer  shall  receive  higher 
priority,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
"(2)  Water  quality.— 
"(A)  Tar(3Eted  LANDS.— Not  later  than  De- 
cember 31.  2000.  the  Secretary  shall  enroll  in 
the   conservation    reserve   narrow   strips   of 
cropland  or  pasture,  as  filterstrips  that  are 
contiguous  to — 
■•(i)  permanent  bodies  of  water: 
•■(ii)  tributaries  or  smaller  streams;  or 
••(iii)  intermittent  streams  that  the  Sec- 
retary  determines   significantly   contribute 
to  downstream  water  quality  degradation. 

••(B)  Purposes.— The  lands  may  be  enrolled 
by  the  Secretary  in  the  conservation  reserve 
to  establish — 

•(  i )  contour  grass  strips; 
••(ii)  grassed  waterways;  and 
■■(iii)  other  equivalent  conservation  meas- 
ures that  have  a  high  potential  to  ameliorate 
pollution   from  crop  and  livestock  produc- 
tion. 

■(C)  Required  e.nrollment.— Not  later 
than  December  3)  9000  thp  .Serrptary  ^hall 
enroll  in  the  conservation  reserve  at  least 
4.000.000  acres  under  this  paragraph. 

■(D)  P.artial  and  whole  fields.— Enroll- 
ments under  this  paragraph  may  include  par- 
tial and  whole  fields,  except  that  the  Sec- 
retary shall  accord  a  higher  priority  to  par- 
tial field  enrollments. 
■■(3)  Soil  erosion.— 

■•(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall  ac- 
cept offers  to  enroll  highly  erodible  land 
only  on  fields  that  cannot  be  farmed  by 
using  the  best  economically  attainable  con- 
servation system  without  high  potential  for 
degradation  of  soil  or  water  quality,  and 
such  potential  degradation  cannot  be  allevi- 
ated through  other  Federal  or  State  con- 
servation assistance  programs. 

•■(B)  Best  economically  attainable  con- 
servation system.— In  this  paragraph,  the 
term  best  economically  attainable  conserva- 
tion system"  means  a  practice  or  practices 
designed  to  significantly  reduce  soil  erosion 
on  highly  erodible  fields  in  a  cost-effective 
manner,  as  specified  ty  the  Secretary. 

••(C)  Partial  field  enrollments.— a  por- 
tion of  a  highly  erodible  field  is  eligible  for 
enrollment  if  the  partial  field  segment  would 
provide  a  significant  reduction  in  soil  ero- 
sion. 
■•(4)  Wildlife  habitat  benefits — 
••(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall,  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable,  ensure 
that   offers   to  enroll   acreage   under   para- 
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graph.s  <2)  and  (3)  are  accepted  so  as  to  maxi- 
mize wildlife  habitat  benefits. 

■•(B)  Ma.xi.mizing  benefits.— An  offer  that 
satisfies  paragraph  (2)  or  (3)  shall  be  accept- 
ed by  the  Secretary  if  the  offer  also  maxi- 
mizes wildlife  habitat  benefits,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary.  For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  maximize  wildlife 
habitat  benefits  through— 

■•(i)  consultation  with  State  technical 
committees  established  under  section  1261(a) 
as  to  the  relative  habitat  benefits  of  each 
offer,  and  accepting  the  offers  that  maximize 
benefits:  and 

••(ii)    providing   higher   priority    to   offers 
that  would  be  contiguous  to— 
■•(I)  other  enrolled  acreage; 
■•(ID  a  designated  wildlife  habitat;  or 
•■(III)  a  wetland. 

••(C)  Cover  crop  infor.mation.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  information  to  owners 
or  operators  about  cover  crops  that  are  best 
suited  for  area  wildlife. 

■•(f)  Duration  of  Contract— For  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  this  subchapter,  the 
Secretary  shall  enter  into  contracts  of  not 
less  than  10.  nor  more  than  15.  years. 

•■(g)  Multiyear  Grasses  and  Legumes.— 
For  the  purpose  of  this  subchapter,  alfalfa 
and  other  multiyear  gra.sses  and  legumes 
planted  in  a  rotation  practice  approved  by 
the  Secretary,  shall  be  considered  agricul- 
tural commodities 
-SEC.  1232.  DUTIES  OF  OWNERS  AND  OPERATORS. 

■•(a)  In  General.— If  required  by  the  Sec- 
retary as  a  term  of  a  contract  under  this 
chapter,  an  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  or 
ranch  shall  agree — 

•■(1)  to  implement  a  conservation  plan  ap- 
proved by  the  local  conservation  district  (or 
in  an  area  not  located  within  a  con.servation 
district,  a  conservation  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary)  for  converting  eligible  lands  nor- 
mally devoted  to  the  production  of  an  agri- 
cultural commodity  on  the  farm  or  ranch  to 
a  le.ss  intensive  use  (as  defined  by  the  Sec- 
retary), such  as  pasture,  permanent  grass, 
legumes,  forbs.  shrubs,  or  trees,  substan- 
tially in  accordance  with  a  schedule  outlined 
in  the  conservation  plan; 

••(2)  to  place  highly  erodible  ciupUnd  ou'u- 
ject  to  the  contract  in  the  conservation  re- 
serve established  under  this  subchapter; 

••(3)  not  to  use  the  land  for  agricultural 
purposes,  except  as  permitted  by  the  Sec- 
retary; 

■■(4)  to  establish  approved  vegetative  cover, 
or  water  cover  for  the  enhancement  of  wild- 
life, on  the  land,  except  that  the  water  cover 
shall  not  include  ponds  for  the  purpose  of 
watering  livestock,  irrigating  crops,  or  rais- 
ing fish  for  commercial  purposes; 

"(5)  in  addition  to  the  remedies  provided 
under  section  1236(d).  on  the  violation  of  a 
term  or  condition  of  the  contract  at  any 
time  the  owner  or  operator  has  control  of 
the  land — 

■■(A)  to  forfeit  all  rights  to  receive  rental 
payments  and  cost-sharing  payments  under 
the  contract  and  to  refund  to  the  Secretary 
any  rental  payments  and  cost-sharing  pay- 
ments received  by  the  owner  or  operator 
under  the  contract,  together  with  interest  on 
the  payments  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
violation  is  sufficient  to  warrant  termi- 
nation of  the  contract;  or 

••(B)  to  refund  to  the  Secretary,  or  accept 
adjustments  to.  the  rental  payments  and 
cost-sharing  payments  provided  to  the  owner 
or  operator,  as  the  Secretary  considers  ap- 
propriate, if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  violation  does  not  warrant  termination 
of  the  contract; 


••(6)  on  the  transfer  of  the  right  and  inter- 
est of  the  owner  or  operator  in  land  .subject 
to  the  contract — 

••(A)  to  forfeit  all  rights  to  rental  pay- 
ments and  cost-sharing  payments  under  the 
contract;  and 

••(B)  to  refund  to  the  United  States  all 
rental  payments  and  cost-sharing  payments 
received  by  the  owner  or  operator,  or  accept 
such  payment  adjustments  or  make  such  re- 
funds as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate 
and  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  this 
subchapter,  unless — 

••(i)  the  transferee  of  the  land  agrees  with 
the  Secretary  to  assume  all  obligations  of 
the  contract:  or 

••(ii)  the  land  is  purchased  by  or  for  the 
United  States  F'ish  and  Wildlife  Service,  or 
the  transferee  and  the  Secretary  agree  to 
modifications  to  the  contract,  if  the  modi- 
fications are  consistent  with  the  objectives 
of  this  subchapter  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary; 

•■(7)  not  to  conduct  any  harvesting  or  graz- 
ing, nor  otherwise  make  commercial  use  of 
the  forage,  on  land  that  is  subject  to  the  con- 
tract, nor  adopt  any  similar  practice  speci- 
fied in  the  contract  by  the  Secretary  as  a 
practice  that  would  tend  to  defeat  the  pur- 
poses of  the  contract,  except  that  the  Sec- 
retary may  permit — 

••(A)  harvesting  or  grazing  or  other  com- 
mercial use  of  the  forage  on  land  that  is  sub- 
ject to  the  contract  in  response  to  a  drought 
or  other  similar  emergency;  and 

••(B)  limited  grazing  on  the  land  if  the 
grazing  is  incidental  to  the  gleaning  of  crop 
residues  on  the  fields  in  which  the  land  is  lo- 
cated and  occurs — 

••(i)  during  the  7-month  period  during 
which  grazing  of  conserving  use  acreage  is 
allowed  in  a  State  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1421  et  seq,);  or 

••(ii)  after  the  producer  harvests  the  grain 
crop  of  the  surrounding  field  for  a  reduction 
in  rental  payment  commensurate  with  the 
limited  economic  value  of  the  incidental 
grazing; 

••(8)  not  to  harvest  or  make  commercial 
use  of  trees  on  land  that  is  subject  to  the 
contract  unle.ss  expressly  permitted  in  the 
contract,  except  that  no  contract  shall  pro- 
hibit activities  consistent  with  customary 
forestry  practice,  such  as  pruning,  thinning, 
or  stand  improvement  of  trees,  on  land  con- 
verted to  forestr.v  use; 

••(9)  not  to  adopt  any  practice  that  would 
tend  to  defeat  the  objectives  of  this  sub- 
chapter: 

••(10)  with  respect  to  any  contract  entered 
into  after  the  effective  date  of  section  3  of 
the  Agricultural  Resources  Con-servation  Act 
of  1995.  concerning  highly  erodible  land  in  a 
county  that  has  not  reached  the  limitation 
established  by  section  1242(c) — 

••(A)  not  to  produce  an  agricultural  com- 
modit.v  for  the  duration  of  the  contract  on 
any  other  highly  erodible  land  that  the 
owner  or  operator  has  purcha.sed  after  the  ef- 
fective date  of  section  3  of  the  Agricultural 
Re.sources  Conservation  Act  of  1995.  and  that 
does  not  have  a  history  of  being  used  to 
produce  an  agricultural  commodity  other 
than  forage  crops;  and 

•■(B)  on  the  violation  of  subparagraph  (A), 
to  be  subject  to  the  sanctions  described  in 
paragraph  (5):  and 

•'(U)  to  comply  with  such  additional  provi- 
sions as  the  Secretary  determines  are  nec- 
essary. 

••(b)  Conservation   Plan.— The  conserva- 
tion plan  required  under  subsection  (a)(1) — 
••(1)  shall  set  forth — 


••(A)  the  conservation  nuaMii'-s  ini  piMc- 
tices  to  be  carried  out  by  ihe  Dwm-r  ni-  mih-i.i- 
tor  during  the  term  of  the  contract:  and 

••(B)  the  commercial  use.  if  any.  to  be  per- 
mitted on  the  land  during  the  term;  and 

•■(2)  may  provide  for  the  permanent  retire- 
ment of  any  cropland  base  and  allotment  his- 
tory for  the  land. 

■■(c)  Environmental   Use.— To  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  not  less  than  "b  of 
land  that  is  placed  in  the  conservation  re- 
serve shall  be  devoted  to  hardwood  trees, 
■(d)  Foreclosure.— 

■'(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  law.  an  owner  or  operator  of  land  who 
is  a  party  to  a  contract  entered  into  under 
this  subchapter  may  not  be  required  to  make 
repayments  to  the  Secretary  of  amounts  re- 
ceived under  the  contract  if  the  land  that  is 
subject  to  the  contract  has  been  foreclosed 
on  and  the  Secretary  determines  that  forgiv- 
ing the  repayments  is  appropriate  to  provide 
fair  and  equitable  treatment. 

"(2)  Resumption  of  control.— This  sub- 
section shall  not  void  the  responsibilities  of 
the  owner  or  operator  under  the  contract  if 
the  owner  or  operator  resumes  control  over 
the  land  that  is  subject  to  the  contract  with- 
in the  term  of  the  contract.  On  the  resump- 
tion of  the  control  over  the  land  by  the 
owner  or  operator,  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  foreclosure 
shall  apply. 
-SEC.  1233.  DUTIES  OF  THE  SECRETARY. 

'In  return  for  a  contract  entered  into  by 
an  owner  or  operator  under  section  1232.  the 
Secretary  shall— 

■•(1)  share  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  con- 
servation measures  and  practices  set  forth  in 
the  contract  for  which  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  cost  sharing  is  appropriate  and  in 
the  public  interest; 

••(2)  for  a  period  of  years  not  in  excess  of 
the  term  of  the  contract,  pay  an  annual  rent- 
al payment  in  an  amount  necessary  to  com- 
pensate for^ 

•■(A)  the  conversion  of  cropland  normally 
devoted  to  the  production  of  an  agricultural 
commodity  on  a  farm  or  ranch  to  a  less  in- 
tensive use.  consistent  with  section  1231(e); 
and 

•■(B)  the  retirement  of  any  cropland  base 
and  allotment  history  that  the  owner  or  op- 
erator agrees  to  retire  permanently;  and 

"(3)  provide  conservation  technical  assist- 
ance, as  determined  necessary  by  the  Sec- 
retary, to  assist  the  owner  or  operator  in 
carrying  out  the  contract. 

-SEC.  1234.  payments. 

•(a)  Time  of  Cost-Sharing  and  annual 
Rental  Payments.— The  Secretary  shall 
provide  payment  for  obligations  incurred  by 
the  Secretary  under  a  contract  entered  into 
under  this  subchapter— 

•■(1)  with  respect  to  any  cost-sharing  pay- 
ment obligation  incurred  by  the  Secretary, 
as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  obligation  is 
incurred;  and 

■•(2)  with  respect  to  any  annual  rental  pay- 
ment obligation  incurred  by  the  Secretary— 
■(A)  as  soon  as  practicable  after  October  1 
of  each  calendar  year;  or 

••(B)  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  at 
any  time  prior  to  October  1  during  the  year 
that  the  obligation  is  incurred. 

••(b)  Federal  Percentage  of  Cost-Shar- 
ing Payments.— 

••(1)  In  general.— In  making  cost-sharing 
payments  to  an  owner  or  operator  under  a 
contract  entered  into  under  this  subchapter, 
the  Secretary  shall  pay  50  percent  of  the  cost 
of  establishing  water  quality  and  conserva- 
tion measures  and  practices  required  under 
the  contracts  for  which  the  Secretary  deter- 


mines that  cost  sharing  is  appropriate  and  In 
the  public  interest. 

••(2)  Limitation —The  Secretary  shall  not 
make  any  payment  to  an  owner  or  operator 
under  this  subchapter  to  the  extent  that  the 
total  amount  of  cost-sharing  payments  pro- 
vided to  the  owner  or  operator  from  all 
sources  would  exceed  100  percent  of  the  total 
actual  costs. 

••(3)  Hardwood  trees.— The  Secretary  may 
permit  an  owner  or  operator  who  contracts 
to  devote  at  least  10  acres  of  land  to  the  pro- 
duction of  hardwood  trees  under  this  sub- 
chapter to  extend  the  planting  of  the  trees 
over  a  3-year  period  if  at  least  'n  of  the  trees 
are  planted  in  each  of  the  first  2  years. 

"(4)  Other  federal  cost-.sharinc  assist- 
ance.—An  owner  or  operator  shall  not  be  eli- 
gible to  receive  or  retain  cost-sharing  assist- 
ance under  this  subchapter  if  the  owner  or 
operator  receives  any  other  Federal  cost- 
sharing  assistance  with  respect  to  the  land 
under  any  other  law. 

••(c)  Annual  Rental  Payments.— 

••(1)  Encouraging  participation— In  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  annual  rental  pay- 
ments to  be  paid  to  owners  and  operators  for 
converting  eligible  cropland  normally  de- 
voted to  the  production  of  an  agricultural 
commodity  to  a  less  intensive  use.  the  Sec- 
retary may  consider,  among  other  factors, 
the  amount  necessary  to  encourage  owners 
or  operators  of  eligible  cropland  to  partici- 
pate in  the  program  established  by  this  sub- 
chapter. 

••(2)  AMOUNT.— 

"(A)  In  general. — The  amounts  payable  to 
owners  or  operators  as  rental  payments 
under  contracts  entered  into  under  this  sub- 
chapter shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
through— 

••(i)  the  submission  of  offers  for  the  con- 
tracts by  owners  and  operators  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe:  and 

•■(ii)  determination  of  the  rental  value  of 
the  land  through  a  productivity  adjustment 
formula  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

■(B)  Limitation.— Rental  payments  shall 
not  exceed  local  rental  rates,  except  that 
rental  payments  for  partial  field  enrollments 
may  be  made  in  an  amount  that  does  not  ex- 
ceed IDU  percent  of  io(;ai  rental  rates,  ad- 
justed for  the  productivity  of  the  land,  as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary. 

••(3)  IlARDW(X)D  trees.— In  the  case  of  acre- 
age enrolled  in  the  conservation  reserve  that 
is  to  be  devoted  to  hardwood  trees,  the  Sec- 
retary may  consider  offers  for  contracts 
under  this  subsection  on  a  continuous  basis. 

••(d)  Cash  or  In-Kind  Payments.— 

■•(1)  In  general.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  payments  under  this 
subchapter- 

••(A)  shall  be  made  in  cash  or  in  commod- 
ities in  such  amount  and  on  such  time  sched- 
ule as  are  agreed  on  and  specified  in  the  con- 
tract: and 

■•(B)  may  be  made  in  advance  of  the  deter- 
mination of  performance. 

••(2)  In-kind  payments.— If  the  payment  is 
made  in  in-kind  commodities,  the  payment 
shall  be  made  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration— 

■•(A)  by  delivery  of  the  commodity  in- 
volved to  the  owner  or  operator  at  a  ware- 
house or  other  similar  facility  located  in  the 
county  in  which  the  highly  erodible  cropland 
is  located  or  at  such  other  location  as  is 
agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  and  the  owner  or 
operator: 

••(B)  by  the  transfer  of  negotiable  ware- 
house receipts;  or 

•■(C)  by  such  other  method,  including  the 
sale  of  the  commodity  in  commercial  mar- 
kets, as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
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appropriate  to  enable  the  owner  or  operator 
to  receive  efficient  and  expeditious  posses- 
sion of  the  commodity. 

■•(3)  Insufficient  stocks.— If  stocks  of  a 
commodity  acquired  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  not  readily  available 
to  make  full  payment  in  kind  to  an  owner  or 
operator,  the  Secretary  may  substitute  full 
or  partial  payment  in  cash  for  payment  in 
kind. 

■■(4)  Special  conservation  reserve  en- 
HANCEME.NT  PROGRAM. —Payments  to  a  pro- 
ducer under  a  special  conservation  reserve 
enhancement  program  described  in  sub- 
section (r)(4)  shall  be  in  the  form  of  cash 
only. 

■•(e»  Payment  on  De.\th.  Disability-,  or 
Succession. —If  an  owner  or  operator  who  is 
entitled  to  a  payment  under  a  contract  en- 
tered into  under  this  subchapter  dies,  be- 
comes Incompetent,  is  otherwise  unable  to 
receive  the  payment,  or  is  succeeded  by  an- 
other fierson  who  renders  or  completes  the 
required  performance,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  the  payment,  in  accordance  with  regu- 
lations prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  with- 
out regard  to  any  other  provision  of  law.  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  is 
fair  and  reasonable  in  light  of  all  of  the  cir- 
cumstances. 
•■(f)  Payment  Limitation  — 
■•(1)  In  general— The  total  amount  of 
rental  payments,  including  the  value  of  any 
rental  payments  in  in-kind  commodities, 
made  to  a  person  under  this  subchapter  for 
any  fiscal  year  may  not  exceed  J50.000. 

••(2)  Regllations— The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  that  are  consistent  with 
section  1001  for  the  purpose  of— 

"(A)  defining  the  term  person'  as  used  in 
paragraph  (li;  and 

••(B)  prescribing  such  rules  as  the  Sec- 
retary determines  are  necessary  to  ensure  a 
fair  and  reasonable  application  of  the  limita- 
tion contained  in  paragraph  (1). 

••i3»  Receipt  of  other  payments  not  af- 
fected.- Rental  payments  received  by  an 
owner  or  operator  shall  be  in  addition  to. 
and  not  affect,  the  total  amount  of  payments 
that  the  owner  or  operator  is  otherwise  eligi- 
ble to  receive  under  this  Act.  the  Food.  Agri- 
culture. Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101 -«24).  or  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1421  et  seq.). 

•(4)  Special  conservation  reserve  en- 
hancement PROGRA.M.— The  provisions  of  this 
subsection  that  limit  payments  to  any  per- 
son, and  section  1305(r)  of  the  Agricultural 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1987  (Public  Law  lOO- 
203:  7  use.  1308  note».  shall  not  be  applica- 
ble to  payments  received  by  a  State  or  polit- 
ical subdivision,  or  an  agency  of  a  State  or 
political  subdivision,  in  connection  with  an 
agreement  entered  into  under  a  special  con- 
servation reserve  enhancement  program  car- 
ried out  by  the  State,  political  subdivision, 
or  agency  that  has  been  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary-. The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  payments  to  a  State  or  politi- 
cal subdivision,  or  agency  of  a  State  or  polit- 
ical subdivision,  that  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines will  advance  the  objectives  of  this 
subchapter. 

•(g)  Contracts  Unaffected  by  Certain 
Presidential  Orders.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  law,  no  order  issued  for  any  fiscal 
year  under  section  252  of  the  Balanced  Budg- 
et and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985 
(2  use  902)  shall  affect  any  payment  under 
any  contract  entered  into  at  any  time  that  is 
subject  to  this  subchapter,  including  con- 
tracts entered  into  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  section  3  of  the  Agricultural  Resources 
Conservation  Act  of  1995. 


■(h)  Cost-Sharing  Payments —In  addition 
to  any  payment  under  this  subchapter,  an 
owner  or  operator  may  receive  cost-sharing 
payments,  rental  payments,  or  tax  benefits 
from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  for  enrolling  lands  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program. 

"SEC.  1235.  CONTRACTS. 

•■(a)  Ownership  or  Operation  Require- 
ment.— 

••(1)  In  general.— Subject  to  paragraph  (2). 
no  contract  shall  be  entered  into  under  this 
subchapter  concerning  land  with  respect  to 
which  the  ownership  has  changed  during  the 
3-year  period  preceding  the  date  the  contract 
is  entered  into  unless— 

••(A)  the  new  ownership  was  acquired  by 
will  or  succession  as  a  result  of  the  death  of 
the  previous  owner: 

••(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
land  was  acquired  under  circumstances  that 
give  adequate  assurance  that  the  land  was 
not  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  placing  the 
land  in  the  program  established  by  this  sub- 
chapter; or 

•'(C)  the  ownership  change  occurred  due  to 
foreclosure  on  the  land  and  the  owner  of  the 
land  immediately  before  the  foreclosure  ex- 
ercised a  right  of  redemption  from  the  mort- 
gage holder  in  accordance  with  a  State  law. 
•(2)  Applicability —Paragraph  (D  shall 
not — 

■•(A)  prohibit  the  continuation  of  a  con- 
tract by  a  new  owner  after  a  contract  has 
been  entered  into  under  this  subchapter:  or 

••<B)  require  a  person  to  own  the  land  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility  for  entering  into  the 
contract  if  the  person — 

■■(i)  has  operated  the  land  to  be  covered  by 
a  contract  under  this  subchapter  for  at  least 
3  years  preceding  the  date  of  entering  into 
the  contract;  and 

•■(ii)  controls  the  land  during  the  contract 
period. 

•■(b)  Sales  or  Transfers.— If,  during  the 
term  of  a  contract  entered  into  under  this 
subchapter,  an  owner  or  operator  of  land 
subject  to  the  contract  sells  or  otherwise 
transfers  the  ownership  or  right  of  occu- 
pancy of  the  land,  the  new  owner  or  operator 
of  the  land  may— 

••(1)  rontinue  the  contract  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract: 

■•(2)  enter  into  a  new  contract  in  accord- 
ance with  this  subchapter;  or 

•"(3)  elect  not  to  participate  in  the  program 
established  under  this  subchapter. 

••(c)  Modifications  and  Waivers.— 

••(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  may  mod- 
ify a  contract  entered  into  by  an  owner  or 
operator  under  this  subchapter  if— 

••(A)  the  owner  or  operator  agrees  to  the 
modification;  and 

•■(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
modification  is  desirable— 

"(i)  to  carry  out  this  subchapter; 

••(ii)  to  facilitate  the  practical  administra- 
tion of  this  subchapter;  or 

••(iii)  to  achieve  such  other  goals  as  the 
Secretary  determines  are  appropriate,  con- 
sistent with  this  subchapter. 

••(2)  Production  of  agricultural  com.mod- 
ITIES.— The  Secretary  may  modify  or  waive  a 
term  or  condition  of  a  contract  entered  into 
under  this  subchapter  to  permit  all  or  part  of 
the  land  subject  to  the  contract  to  be  de- 
voted to  the  production  of  an  agricultural 
commodity  during  a  crop  year,  subject  to 
such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines 
are  appropriate. 

••(d)  Termin.'\tion.— The  Secretary  may 
terminate  a  contract  entered  into  with  an 
owner  or  operator  under  this  subchapter  if— 

••(1)  the  owner  or  operator  agrees  to  the 
termination:  and 
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•■(2)  the  Secretary  detei-mines  that  the  ter- 
mination is  in  the  public  interest. 
"SEC.  IZ.-ie.  BASE  HISTORY. 

••(ai  Rkdvctions.— A  reduction,  based  on  a 
ratio  between  the  total  cropland  acreage  on 
the  farm  and  the  acreage  placed  in  the  con- 
servation reserve,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, shall  be  made  during  the  period  of  a 
contract  entered  into  under  this  subchapter, 
in  the  aggregate,  in  crop  bases,  quotas,  and 
allotments  on  the  farm  with  respect  to  crops 
for  which  there  is  a  production  adjustment 
program. 

••(b)  Base  History  as  Basis  for  Participa- 
tion IN  Other  Federal  Programs.— Not- 
withstanding sections  1211  and  1221,  the  Sec- 
retary, by  appropriate  regulation,  may  pro- 
vide for  preservation  of  cropland  base  and  al- 
lotment history  applicable  to  acreage  con- 
verted from  the  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  this  subchapter,  for  the 
purpose  of  any  Federal  program  under  which 
the  history  is  used  as  a  basis  for  participa- 
tion in  the  program  or  for  an  allotment  or 
other  limitation  of  the  program,  unless  the 
owner  and  operator  of  the  farm  or  ranch 
agree  under  the  contract  to  retire  perma- 
nently that  cropland  base  and  allotment  his- 
tory. 

••(c)  Extension  of  Preserva-hon  of  Crop- 
land Base  and  Allotment  History.— The 
Secretary  shall  offer  the  owner  or  operator 
of  a  farm  or  ranch  an  opportunity  to  extend 
the  preservation  of  cropland  base  and  allot- 
ment history  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  for 
such  time  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
appropriate  after  the  expiration  date  of  a 
contract  under  this  subchapter  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  owner  or  operator.  In  return  for 
the  extension,  the  owner  or  operator  shall 
agree  to  continue  to  abide  by  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  original  contract,  except 
that— 

••(1)  the  owner  or  operator  shall  receive  no 
additional  cost-sharing,  annual  rental,  or 
bonus  payment;  and 

••(2)  the  Secretary  may  permit,  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
may  impose,  haying  and  grazing  of  acreage 
subject  to  the  agreement,  except  that — 

••(A)  haying  and  grazing  shall  not  be  per 
mitted  during  any  consecutive  5-month  pe- 
riod that  is  established  by  the  State  commit- 
tee established  under  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  use.  590h(bi)  during  the  period  begin- 
ning April  1  and  ending  October  31  of  a  year; 
and 

••(B)  in  the  case  of  a  natural  disaster,  the 
Secretary  may  permit  unlimited  haying  and 
grazing  on  the  acreage. 

••(d)  Additional  Remedies  for  Viola- 
tions.—In  addition  to  any  other  remedy  pre- 
scribed by  law.  the  Secretary  may  reduce  or 
terminate  the  quantity  of  cropland  base  and 
allotment  history  preserved  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)  for  acreage  with  respect  to  which 
a  violation  of  a  term  or  condition  of  a  con- 
tract occurs.". 

sec.  4.  environmental  quality  ince.nttves 
program. 

Chapter  2  of  .subtitle  D  of  title  XII  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3838  et 
se<i->  is  amendeii  to  r-ead  a.s  follows; 
"CHAPTER  2— ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 

INCENTIVES  PROGRAM 
"SEC.  r238.  FI.NDLNGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

•■(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 
••(1)    farmers    and    ranchers    cumulatively 
manage  more  than  '2  of  the  private  lands  in 
the  continental  United  States; 

■•(2)  because  of  the  predominance  of  agri- 
culture, the  soil,  water,  and  related  natural 
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resources  of  the  United  States  cannot  be  pro- 
tected without  cooperative  relationships  be- 
tween the  Federal  Government  and  farmers 
and  ranchers; 

■■(3)  farmers  and  ranchers  have  made  tre- 
mendous progress  in  protecting  the  environ- 
ment and  the  agricultural  resource  base  of 
the  United  States  over  the  past  decade  be- 
cause of  not  only  Federal  Government  pro- 
grams but  also  their  spirit  of  stewardship 
and  the  adoption  of  effective  technologies; 

••(4)  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  entire  Unit- 
ed States  that  farmers  and  ranchers  con- 
tinue to  strive  to  preserve  soil  resources  and 
make  more  efforts  to  protect  water  quality 
and  wildlife  habitat,  and  address  other  broad 
environmental  concei'ns: 

■•(5)  environmental  strategies  that  stress 
the  prudent  management  of  resources,  as  op- 
posed to  idling  land,  will  permit  the  maxi- 
mum economic  opportunities  for  farmers  and 
ranchers  in  the  future: 

■•(61  unnecessary  bureaucratic  and  paper- 
work barriers  associated  with  existing  agri- 
cultural conservation  assistance  programs 
decrease  the  potential  effectiveness  of  the 
programs;  and 

•■|7)  the  recent  trend  of  Federal  spending 
on  agricultural  conservation  programs  sug- 
gests that  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers in  future  .years  will,  absent  changes  in 
policy,  dwindle  to  perilously  low  levels. 

••(b)  Purposes— The  purposes  of  the  envi- 
ronmental quality  incentives  program  estab- 
lished by  this  chapter  are  to — 

"(1)  combine  into  a  single  program  the 
functions  of— 

••(A)  the  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
gram authorized  by  sections  7  and  8  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  590g  and  590h)  (as  in  effect  be- 
fore the  amendments  made  by  section  6(a)(1) 
of  the  Agricultural  Resources  Conservation 
Act  of  1995): 

•■(B)  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro- 
gram established  under  section  16(b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  590p(b))  (as  in  effect  before  the 
amendment  made  by  section  6(b)(1)  of  the 
Agricultural  Resources  Conservation  Act  of 

••(C)  the  water  quality  incentives  program 
established  under  this  chapter  (as  in  effect 
before  the  amendment  made  by  section  4  of 
the  Agricultural  Resources  Conservation  Act 
of  1995):  and 

'•(D)  the  Colorado  River  Basin  salinity  con- 
trol program  established  under  section  202(c) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Act  (43  U.S.C.  1592(c))  (as  in  effect  before  the 
amendment  made  by  section  6(c)(1)  of  the 
Agricultural  Resources  Conservation  Act  of 
1995);  and 

"(2)  carry  out  the  single  program  in  a  man- 
ner that  maximizes  environmental  benefits 
per  dollar  expended,  and  that  provides — 

"(A)  flexible  technical  and  financial  assist- 
ance to  farmers  and  ranchers  that  face  the 
most  serious  threats  to  soil,  water,  and  re- 
lated natural  resources,  including  grazing 
lands,  wetlands,  and  wildlife  habitat: 

"(B>  a.ssistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers  in 
compl.ving  with  this  title  and  Federal  and 
State  environmental  laws,  and  to  encourage 
environmental  enhancement; 

■•(C)  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers  in 
making  beneficial,  cost-effective  changes  to 
cropping  systems,  grazing  management,  ma- 
nure, nutrient,  pest,  or  irrigation  manage- 
ment, land  uses,  or  other  measures  needed  to 
conserve  and  improve  soil,  water,  and  related 
natural  resoui-ces;  and 

"(D)  for  the  consolidation  and  simplifica- 
tion of  the  conservation  planning  process  to 


reduce  administrative  burdens  on  the  owners 

and  operators  of  farms  and  ranches. 

"SEC.  1'238A.  DEFINXnONS. 

"In  this  chapter: 

••(1)  Land  manageme.nt  practice.— The 
term  land  management  practice"  means  nu- 
trient or  manure  management,  integrated 
pest  management,  irrigation  management, 
tillage  or  residue  management,  grazing  man- 
agement, or  another  land  management  prac- 
tice the  Secretary  determines  is  needed  to 
protect  soil,  water,  or  related  resources  in 
the  most  cost  effective  manner. 

"(2)  Large  confined  livestock  oper- 
ation.—The  term  large  confined  livestock 
operation'  means  a  farm  or  ranch  that — 

"(A)  is  a  confined  animal  feeding  oper- 
ation; and 

••(B)  has  more  than — 

"(i)  700  mature  dairy  cattle; 

"(ii)  1.000  beef  cattle; 

"(iii)  30.000  laying  hens  or  broilers  (if  the 
facility  has  continuous  overflow  watering); 

"(iv)  100.000  laying  hens  or  broilers  (if  the 
facility  has  a  liquid  manure  system); 

••(v)  55.000  turkeys; 

"(vi)  2,500  swine;  or 

"(vii)  10.000  sheep  or  lambs. 

"(3)  Livestock.— The  term  •livestock- 
means  mature  dairy  cows,  beef  cattle,  laying 
hens,  broilers,  turkeys,  swine,  sheep,  or 
lambs. 

••(4)  Operator.— The  term  •operator- 
means  a  person  who  is  engaged  in  crop  or 
livestock  production  (as  defined  by  the  Sec- 
retary). 

••(5)  Structural  practtice.- The  term 
'sti-uctural  practice'  means  the  establish- 
ment of  an  animal  waste  management  facil- 
ity, terrace,  gi-assed  waterway,  contour  grass 
strip,  filterstrip,  permanent  wildlife  habitat, 
or  another  structural  practice  that  the  Sec- 
retary determines  is  needed  to  protect  soil, 
water,  or  related  resources  in  the  most  cost 
effective  manner, 

-SEC,  123«B.  ESTABLISHMENT  AND  ADMINISTRA- 
TION OF  ElV\lRONME>rrAl.  Ql  AI.ITY 
INC  ENTmrS  PROr,RA.M 

"(a)  E.STABl.lSHMENT  — 

"(1)  In  general.— During  the  1996  through 
20G5  fiscal  years,  the  Secretary  shall  pro'viuc 
technical  assistance,  cost-sharing  payments, 
and  incentive  payments  to  operators,  who 
enter  into  contracts  with  the  Secr-etary, 
through  an  environmental  quality  incentives 
program  in  accordance  with  this  chapter. 

"(2)  Eligible  practices.— 

••(A)  STRUcrruRAL  practices.— An  operator 
who  implements  a  structural  practice  shall 
be  eligible  for  technical  assistance  or  cost- 
sharing  payments,  or  both. 

••(B)  Land  management  practtices  — An  op- 
erator who  performs  a  land  management 
practice  shall  be  eligible  for  technical  assist- 
ance or  incentive  payments,  or  both. 

••(b)  Application  and  Term.— A  contract 
between  an  operator  and  the  Secretary  under 
this  chapter  may — 

••(1)  apply  to  1  or  more  structural  practices 
or  1  or  more  land  management  practices,  or 
both:  and 

•(2)  have  a  term  of  not  less  than  5.  nor 
more  than  10,  years,  as  determined  appro- 
priate by  the  Secretary,  depending  on  the 
practice  or  practices  that  are  the  basis  of  the 
contract, 

••(c)  Structtural  Practices,— 

••(1)  Competitive  offer —The  Secretary 
shall  administer  a  competitive  offer  system 
for  operators  proposing  to  receive  cost-shar- 
ing payments  in  exchange  for  the  implemen- 
tation of  1  or  more  structural  practices  by 
the  operator.  The  competitive  offer  system 
shall  consist  of — 


"(A)  the  submission  of  a  competitive  offer 
by  the  operator  in  such  manner  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  prescribe;  and 

"(B)  evaluation  of  the  offer  in  light  of  the 
priorities  established  in  section  1238C  and 
the  projected  cost  of  the  proposal,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary. 

"(2)  Concurrence  of  owner.— If  the  opera- 
tor making  an  offer  to  implement  a  struc- 
tural practice  is  a  tenant  of  the  land  in- 
volved in  agricultural  production,  for  the 
offer  to  be  acceptable,  the  operator  shall  ob- 
tain the  concurrence  of  the  owner  of  the  land 
with  respect  to  the  offer. 

"(d)  Land  Management  Practices.— The 
Secretary  shall  establish  an  application  and 
evaluation  process  for  awarding  technical  as- 
sistance or  incentive  payments,  or  both,  to 
an  operator  in  exchange  for  the  performance 
of  1  or  more  land  management  practices  by 
the  operator. 

"(e)  Cost-Sharing  and  Incentive  Pay- 
ments.— 

"(1)  Cost-sharing  payments  — 
"(A)  In  general.— The  Federal  share  of 
cost-sharing  payments  to  an  operator  pro- 
posing to  implement  1  or  more  structural 
practices  shall  not  be  less  than  75  percent  of 
the  projected  cost  of  the  practice,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary,  taking  into  consid- 
eration any  payment  received  by  the  opera- 
tor from  a  State  or  local  government. 

"(B)  Limitation —An  operator  of  a  large 
confined  livestock  operation  shall  not  be  eli- 
gible for  cost-sharing  payments  to  construct 
an  animal  waste  management  facility. 

•■(C)  Other  payments.— An  operator  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  cost-sharing  payments  for 
structural  practices  on  eligible  land  under 
this  chapter  if  the  operator  receives  cost- 
sharing  payments  or  other  benefits  for  the 
same  land  under  chapter  I  or  3. 

•■(2)  Incentive  payments.— The  Secretary 
shall  make  incentive  payments  in  an  amount 
and  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  necessary  to  encourage  an  operator  to 
perform  1  or  more  land  management  prac- 
tices. 

••(f)  Technical  Assistance.— 

"(1)  Funding.— The  Secretary  shall  allo- 
cate funding  under  this  chapter  for  the  pro 
vision  of  technical  assistance  according  to 
the  purpose  and  projected  cost  for  which  the 
technical  assistance  is  provided  in  a  fiscal 
year.  The  allocated  amount  may  vary  ac- 
cording to  the  type  of  expertise  required, 
quantity  of  time  involved,  and  other  factors 
as  determined  appropriate  by  the  Secretary. 
Funding  shall  not  exceed  the  projected  cost 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  technical  assistance 
provided  in  a  fiscal  year. 

••(2)  Other  authorities.— The  receipt  of 
technical  assistance  under  this  chapter  shall 
not  affect  the  eligibility  of  the  operator  to 
receive  technical  assistance  under  other  au- 
thorities of  law  available  to  the  Secretary. 

••(g)  Modification  or  Termina-hon  of  Con- 
tracts.— 

"(1)  Voluntary  MooiFiCA-noN  or  termi- 
N.\TiON.— The  Secretary  may  modify  or  ter- 
minate a  contract  entered  into  with  an  oper- 
ator under  this  chapter  if— 

"(A)  the  operator  agrees  to  the  modifica- 
tion or  termination:  and 

"(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
modification  or  termination  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

"(2)  Involuntary  termination —The  Sec- 
retary may  terminate  a  contract  under  this 
chapter  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
operator  violated  the  contract. 

"(h)  Non-Federal  Assistance.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  may  re- 
quest the  services  of  a  State  water  quality 
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agency.  State  fish  and  wildlife  agency.  State 
forestry  agency,  or  any  other  governmental 
or  private  resource  considered  appropriate  to 
assist  in  providing  the  technical  assistance 
necessary  for  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  structural  practice  or  land 
management  practice. 

••(2)  Limitation  on  liability.— No  person 
shall  be  permitted  to  bring  or  pursue  any 
claim  or  action  against  any  official  or  entity 
based  on  or  resulting  from  any  technical  as- 
sistance provided  to  an  operator  under  this 
chapter  to  assist  in  complying  with  a  Fed- 
eral or  State  environmental  law. 

-SEC.  I238C.  EVALUATION  OF  OFFERS  AND  PAY- 
MENTS. 

•■(a)  Regional  Priorities.— The  Secretary 
shall  provide  technical  assistance,  cost-shar- 
ing payments,  and  incentive  payments  to  op- 
erators in  a  region,  watershed,  or  conserva- 
tion priority  area  under  this  chapter  based 
on  the  significance  of  the  soil,  water,  and  re- 
lated natural  resource  problems  in  the  re- 
gion, watershed,  or  area,  and  the  structural 
practices  or  land  management  prajctices  that 
best  address  the  problems,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

•(b)  Maximization  of  Environmental  Ben- 
efits.— 

■■(1)  In  general.— In  providing  technical 
assistance,  cost-sharing  payments,  and  in- 
centive payments  to  operators  in  regions, 
watersheds,  or  conservation  priority  areas 
under  this  chapter,  the  Secretary  shall  ac- 
cord a  higher  priority  to  assistance  and  pay- 
ments that  maximize  environmenCal  benefits 
per  dollar  expended. 

•■(2)  National  and  regional  priority.— 
The  prioritization  shall  be  done  nationally 
as  well  as  within  the  conservation  priority 
area,  region,  or  watershed  in  which  an  agri- 
cultural operation  is  located. 

■■(3)  Criteria.— To  carry  out  this  sub- 
section, the  Secretary  shall  establish  cri- 
teria for  implementing  structural  practices 
and  land  management  practices  that  best 
achieve  conservation  goals  for  a  region,  wa- 
tershed, or  conservation  priority  area,  as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary. 

■(c)  State  or  Local  CoNTRiBfTioNS.- The 
Secretary  shall  accord  a  higher  priority  to 
operators  whose  agricultural  operations  are 
located  within  watersheds,  regions,  or  con- 
servation priority  areas  in  which  State  or 
local  governments  have  provided,  or  will  pro- 
vide, financial  or  technical  assistance  to  the 
operators  for  the  same  conservation  or  envi- 
ronmental purposes. 

■■(d)  Priority  Lands.— The  Secretary  shall 
accord  a  higher  priority  to  structural  prac- 
tices or  land  management  practices  on  lands 
on  which  agricultural  production  has  been 
determined  to  contribute  to.  or  create,  the 
potential  for  failure  to  meet  applicable 
water  quality  standards  or  other  environ- 
mental objectives  of  a  Federal  or  State  law. 

-SEC.  1238D.  DUTIES  OF  OPERATORS. 

To  receive  technical  assistance,  cost- 
sharing  payments,  or  incentives  payments 
under  this  chapter,  an  operator  shall  agree — 

■■(1)  to  implement  an  environmental  qual- 
ity incentives  program  plan  that  describes 
conservation  and  environmental  goals  to  be 
achieved  through  a  structural  practice  or 
land  management  practice,  or  both,  that  is 
approved  by  the  Secretary; 

••(2)  not  to  conduct  any  practices  on  the 
farm  or  ranch  that  would  tend  to  defeat  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter: 

■■(3)  on  the  violation  of  a  term  or  condition 
of  the  contract  at  any  time  the  operator  has 
control  of  the  land,  to  refund  any  cost-shar- 
ing or  incentive  payment  received  with  in- 
terest,   and    forfeit    any    future    payments 


under   this  chapter,   as   determined   by    the 
Secretary: 

■■(4)  on  the  transfer  of  the  right  and  inter- 
est of  the  operator  in  land  subject  to  the 
contract,  unless  the  transferee  of  the  right 
and  interest  agrees  with  the  Secretary  to  as- 
sume all  obligations  of  the  contract,  to  re- 
fund all  cost-sharing  payments  and  incentive 
payments  received  under  this  chapter,  as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary: 

"(5)  to  supply  information  as  required  by 
the  Secretary  to  determine  compliance  with 
the  environmental  quality  incentives  pro- 
gram plan  and  requirements  of  the  program; 
and 

•■(6)  to  comply  with  such  additional  provi- 
sions as  the  Secretary  determines  are  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  environmental  qual- 
ity incentives  program  plan. 

"SEC.   I238E.   ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY   INCEN- 
TIVES PROGRAM  PLAN. 

■An  environmental  quality  incentives  pro- 
gram plan  shall  include  (as  determined  by 
the  Secretary) — 

■■(1)  a  description  of  the  prevailing  farm  or 
ranch  enterprises,  cropping  patterns,  grazing 
management,  cultural  practices,  or  other  in- 
formation that  may  be  relevant  to  conserv- 
ing and  enhancing  soil,  water,  and  related 
natural  resources; 

■•(2)  a  description  of  relevant  farm  or  ranch 
resources,  including  soil  characteristics, 
rangeland  types  and  condition,  proximity  to 
water  bodies,  wildlife  habitat,  or  other  rel- 
evant characteristics  of  the  farm  or  ranch 
related  to  the  conservation  and  environ- 
mental objectives  set  forth  in  the  plan: 

■•(3)  a  description  of  specific  conservation 
and  environmental  objectives  to  be  achieved: 

■■(4)  to  the  extent  practicable,  specific, 
quantitative  goals  for  achieving  the  con- 
servation and  environmental  objectives; 

■•(5)  a  description  of  1  or  more  structural 
practices  or  1  or  more  land  management 
practices,  or  both,  to  be  implemented  to 
achieve  the  conservation  and  environmental 
objectives; 

■■(6)  a  description  of  the  timing  and  se- 
quence for  implementing  the  structural 
practices  or  land  management  practices,  or 
both,  that  will  assist  the  operator  in  comply- 
in?  with  Federal  and  .State  environmental 
laws:  and 

•■(7)  information  that  will  enable  evalua- 
tion of  the  effectiveness  of  the  plan  in 
achieving  the  conservation  and  environ- 
mental objectives,  and  that  will  enable  eval- 
uation of  the  degree  to  which  the  plan  has 
been  implemented. 

-SEC.  1238F.  DUTIES  OF  THE  SECRETARY. 

■To  the  extent  appropriate,  the  Secretary 
shall  assist  an  operator  in  achieving  the  con- 
servation and  environmental  goals  of  an  en- 
vironmental quality  incentives  program  plan 
by- 

■■(1)  providing  an  eligibility  assessment  of 
the  farming  or  ranching  operation  of  the  op- 
erator as  a  basis  for  developing  the  plan; 

■■(2)  providing  technical  assistance  in  de- 
veloping and  implementing  the  plan: 

"(3)  providing  technical  assistance,  cost- 
sharing  payments,  or  incentive  payments  for 
developing  and  implementing  1  or  more 
structural  practices  or  I  or  more  land  man- 
agement practices,  as  appropriate: 

•■(4)  providing  the  operator  with  informa- 
tion, education,  and  training  to  aid  in  imple- 
mentation of  the  plan:  and 

"(5)   encouraging   the   operator  to   obtain 
technical  assistance,  cost-sharing  payments, 
or  grants  from  other  Federal.  State,  local,  or 
private  sources. 
-SEC.  1238G.  EUGIBLE  LANDS, 

■■Agricultural  land  on  which  a  structural 
practice  or   land   management  practice,   or 


both,  shall  be  eligible  for  technical  a.ssist- 
ance.  cost-sharing  payments,  or  incentive 
payments  under  this  chapter  include— 

■■(1)  agricultural  land  (including  cropland. 
rangeland.  pasture,  and  other  land  on  which 
crops  or  livestock  are  produced)  that  the 
Secretary  determines  poses  a  serious  threat 
to  soil,  water,  or  related  re,sources  by  reason 
of  the  soil  types,  terrain,  climatic,  soil,  topo- 
graphic, flood,  or  saline  characteristics,  or 
other  factors  or  natural  hazards; 

■■(2)  an  area  that  is  considered  to  be  criti- 
cal agricultural  land  on  which  either  crop  ■ 
livestock  production  is  carried  out.  as  id'  n 
tified  in  a  plan  submitted  by  the  State  under 
section  319  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1329)  as  having  prior- 
ity problems  that  result  from  an  agricultural 
nonpoint  source  of  pollution; 

■■(3)  an  area  recommended  by  a  State  lead 
agency  for  protection  of  soil,  water,  and  re- 
lated resources,  as  designated  by  a  Governor 
of  a  State:  and 

'•(4)  land  that  is  not  located  within  a  des- 
ignated or  approved  area,  but  that  if  per- 
mitted to  continue  to  be  operated  under  ex- 
isting management  practices,  would  defeat 
the  purpose  of  the  environmental  quality  in- 
centives program,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

-SEC.  1238H.  LIMITATIONS  ON  PAYMENTS. 

•■(a)  Payments.— The  total  amount  of  cost- 
sharing  and  incentive  payments  paid  to  a 
person  under  this  chapter  may  not  exceed— 
•■(1)  $10,000  for  any  fiscal  year;  or 
■•(2)  $50,000  for  any  multiyear  contract. 

•■(b)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  that  are  consistent  with 
section  1001  for  the  purpose  of— 

■•(II  defining  the  term  ■person^  as  used  in 
subsection  (a):  and 

■■(2)  prescribing  such  rules  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary  to  ensure  a  fair  and 
reasonable  application  of  the  limitations 
contained  in  subsection  (a). 

"SEC.    12381.    TE.MPORARY    ADMINISTRATION    OF 
ENMRONME.NTAI.    Ql  AI.IIT     INCKN 

TrvT':s  pk(m;r,vm. 

••(a)  Interi.m  Ad.mini.stration.— 

■'(1)  In  gener,\l.— During  the  period  begin- 
ning on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section 
and  ending  on  the  later  of  the  dates  specified 
in  paragraph  (2).  to  ensure  that  technical  as- 
sistance, cost-sharing  payments,  and  incen- 
tive payments  continue  to  be  administered 
in  an  orderly  manner  until  such  time  as  a,s- 
sistance  can  be  provided  through  final  regu- 
lations issued  to  implement  the  environ- 
mental quality  incentives  program  estab- 
lished under  this  chapter,  the  Secretary 
shall  continue  to  provide  technical  assist- 
ance, cost-sharing  payments,  and  incentive 
payments  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  agricultural  conservation  program,  the 
Great  Plains  conservation  program,  the 
water  quality  incentives  program,  and  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  salinity  control  pro- 
gram, to  the  extent  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  programs  are  consistent  with  the  envi- 
ronmental quality  incentives  program. 

••(2)  E.xpiration  of  Al'thokity  — The  au- 
thority of  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  para- 
graph (1)  shall  terminate  on  the  later  of— 

•'(A)  the  date  that  is  180  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section:  or 

•■(B)  March  31.  1996. 

"(b)  Per.manent  Ad.ministration— Effec- 
tive beginning  on  the  later  of  the  dates  spec- 
ified in  subsection  (a)(2).  the  Secretary  shall 
provide    technical    assistance,    cost-sharing 


May  25,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14559 


payments,  and  incentive  payments  for  struc- 
tural practices  and  land  management  prac- 
tices related  to  crop  and  livestock  produc- 
tion in  accordance  with  final  regulations  is- 
sued to  carry  out  the  environmental  quality 
incentives  protjTam.". 
SEC.  5.  ADMI.NISTRATION. 

Subtitle  E  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security 
Act  of  1985  (16  use.  3841  et  seq.)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"Subtitle  E — Administration 
-SEC.  1241.  FUNDLNG. 

■(a)  Mandatory  Expenses.— Subject  to 
subsection  (f).  the  Secretary  shall  use  the 
funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2006  to 
carry  out  the  programs  authorized  by— 

■■(1)  subchapter  B  of  chapter  1  of  subtitle  D 
(including  contracts  extended  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  section  1437  of  the  Food. 
Agriculture.  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of 
1990  (Public  Law  101^24:  16  U.S.C.  3831  note)); 

"(2)  subchapter  C  of  chapter  1  of  subtitle  D: 
and 

■■(3)  chapter  2  of  subtitle  D. 

"(b)  Advance  Appropriations  to  CCC— 
The  Secretary  may  use  the  funds  of  the  Com- 
moditv  Credit  Corporation  to  carry  out 
■'-■'?'■  -  3  of  subtitle  D.  except  that  the  Sec- 
!  ■  I! y  :;uiy  not  use  the  funds  of  the  Corpora- 
lion  unless  the  Corporation  has  received 
funds  to  cover  the  expenditures  from  appro- 
priations made  to  carry  out  chapter  3  of  sub- 
title D. 

■■(c)  Environmental  Quality  Incen-tives 
Progra.m.— 

■■(1)  Crop  production —Subject  to  sub- 
section (f).  funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  technical  assistance,  cost- 
sharing  payments,  and  incentive  payments 
targeted  at  practices  relating  to  crop  produc- 
tion under  the  environmental  quality  incen- 
tives program— 

■■(A)  in  the  case  of  each  of  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997.  shall  be  allocated  in  the  same  pro- 
portion that  existed  between  practices  relat- 
ing to  crop  production  and  livestock  produc- 
tion in  fiscal  year  1995:  and 

■(B)  in  the  case  of  each  of  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2005,  shall  not  be  less  than  the  total 
funding  level  for  the  payments  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

■■(2)  Livestock  production.— Subject  to 
subsection  (f)  and  paragraph  (3).  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  2000  through  2005.  50  percent  of 
the  funding  available  for  technical  assist- 
.ince.  cost-sharing  payments,  and  incentive 
payments  under  the  environmental  quality 
incentives  program  shall  be  targeted  at  prac- 
tices relating  to  livestock  production. 

■■(3)  Limitation.— The  .Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  allocate  le.ss  than  50  percent  of  the 
total  program  funding  level  for  a  fiscal  year 
for  practices  relating  to  crop  or  livestock 
production  under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  if 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  funding 
level  is  not  justified  by  need  or  demand. 

■(d)  Conservation  Reserve  Progra.m.— 
Subject  to  subsection  (f).  funding  for  the 
conservation  reserve  program  (including 
contracts  extended  by  the  Secretary  pursu- 
ant to  section  1437  of  the  Food.  .'Agriculture, 
Conservation,  and  Trade  .\ct  of  1990  (Public 
Law  101-624:  16  U  S.C.  3831  note))  shall  be— 

■11)  $1,805,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

■■(2»  $1.804. 000. (X)0  for  fiscal  year  1997; 
■(3i  $1,485,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $1.345.0lX).0OO  for  fiscal  year  1999;  and 

(5)  $l.'r21. 000.000  for  each  of  fiscal  years 
2000  through  2005. 

(e)  Wetlands  Reserve  Program.— Sub- 
ject to  subsection  (f).  funding  to  carry  out 
the  wetlands  reserve  program  under  sub- 
chapter C  of  chapter  1  of  subtitle  D  shall  be 


$150,000,000    for    each    of    fiscal    years    1996 
through  2005. 

■'(f)  Limitation  on  Use  of  CCC  Funds.— 
Subject  to  subsection  (c)(3)  and  notwith- 
standing any  other  law.  the  Secretary  shall 
allocate  $2,060,000,000.  of  funds  of  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2005  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
grams authorized  by  chapters  1  and  2  of  sub- 
title D. 

•■(g)  Proration  of  Payme.nts— If  for  any 
fiscal  year  the  Secretary  has  incurred  total 
contractual  obligations  to  make  payments 
under  all  programs  authorized  under  subtitle 
D  (other  than  chapter  3  of  subtitle  D)  that 
would  exceed  an  amount  of  $2,060,000,000.  the 
Secretary  shall  prorate  all  payments  owed 
under  subtitle  D  (other  than  chapter  3  of  sub- 
title D)  for  the  fiscal  year  to  ensure  that  ac- 
tual payments  for  the  fiscal  year  do  not  ex- 
ceed that  amount. 
-SEC.  1242.  ADMINISTRATION. 

■■(a)  Plans— The  Secretary  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  avoid  duplication  in— 

"(1)  the  conservation  plans  required  for— 

"(A)  highly  erodible  land  conservation 
under  subtitle  B: 

■■(B)  the  conservation  reserve  program  es- 
tablished under  subchapter  B  of  chapter  1  of 
subtitle  D;  and 

■•(C)  the  wetlands  reserve  program  estab- 
lished under  subchapter  C  of  chapter  1  of 
subtitle  D:  and 

■■(2)  the  environmental  quality  incentives 
program  plan  required  under  chapter  2  of 
subtitle  D. 

■■(b)  Tena.nts  and  Sharecp.oppers.— In  car- 
rying out  the  programs  established  under 
subtitle  D.  the  Secretary  shall  provide  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  protect  the  interests  of 
tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provi- 
sion for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis,  in  payments  under  a  program  estab- 
lished by  subtitle  D. 

■■(c)  ACREAGE  Limitation.— 

■■(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Secretary  shall  not 
enroll  more  than  25  percent  of  the  cropland 
in  any  county  in  the  programs  administered 
under  the  conservation  reserve  and  wetlands 
reserve  programs  established  under  sub- 
fhapters  R  and  C,  respectively,  of  chapter  1 
of  subtitle  D.  Not  more  than  10  percent  of 
the  cropland  in  a  county  may  be  subject  to 
an  easement  acquired  under  the  subchapters. 

"(2)  ExcEi^ioN.- The  Secretary  may  ex- 
ceed the  limitations  in  paragraph  (1)  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that — 

••(A)  the  action  would  not  adversely  affect 
the  local  economy  of  a  county:  and 

••(B)  operators  in  the  county  are  having 
difficulties  complying  with  conservation 
plans  implemented  under  section  1212. 

•■(3)  Shelterbelts  and  windbreaks— The 
limitations  established  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  apply  to  cropland  that  is  subject  to 
an  easement  under  chapter  1  or  3  of  subtitle 
D  that  is  used  for  the  establishment  of 
shelterbelts  and  windbreaks. 

■■(d)  Regulations.— 

••(1)  Con.serv.^tion  reserve  and  wetlands 
reserve  programs.— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  to  imple- 
ment the  conservation  reserve  and  wetlands 
reserve  programs  established  under  chapter  1 
of  subtitle  D. 

••(2)  Environmental  (juality  incentives 
progra.m.— Not  later  than  180  days  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  to  implement  the  en- 
vironmental quality  incentives  program 
under  chapter  2  of  subtitle  D 
-SEC.  1243.  CONSERVATION  OPERA'nONS. 

■It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that — 


"(1)  the  functions  performed  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  the  authority  for  Con- 
servation Operations  are  valuable  conserva- 
tion activities  that  should  continue  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Secretary:  and 

■(2)  the  amount  of  funds  made  available  to 
carry  out  the  functions  of  Conservation  Op- 
erations for  each  fiscal  year  should  not  be 
less  than  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
to  carry  out  those  functions  during  fiscal 
year  1995. 

-SEC.  1244.  INFORMATION  MANAGEMENT. 

■It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary should  develop  information  manage- 
ment techniques  that  are  necessary  to  cre- 
ate— 

■■(1)  individual  farm  or  ranch  natural  re- 
source databases  that  would  streamline  the 
process  by  which  owners  or  operators  apply 
to  participate  in  a  conservation  program  ad- 
ministered by  the  Secretary:  and 

■■(2)  to  the  extent  practicable,  develop  a 
common  application  process  for  all  conserva- 
tion programs.^'. 
SEC.  6.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Agricultural  Conservation  Pro- 
gram— 

(1)  ELIMlNA'nON.— 

(A)  Section  8  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h)  is 
amended— 

(i)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(I)  by  striking  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4) 
and  inserting  the  following: 

•■(1)  Environmental  (juality  incentives 
program.— The  Secretary  shall  provide  tech- 
nical assistance,  cost  share  payments,  and 
incentive  payments  to  operators  through  the 
environmental  quality  incentives  program  in 
accordance  with  chapter  2  of  subtitle  D  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  of  1965  (16  U.S.C.  3838 
et  seq.).^';  and 

(II)  by  striking  paragraphs  (6)  through  (8); 
and 

(ii)  by  striking  subsections  (d).  (e),  and  (f). 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  11  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  590k)  is  amended  by  striking 

■performance:  Provided  further."  and  all  that 
follows  through  ■■or  other  law"  and  inserting 
••performance" 

(C)  Section  14  of  the  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590n)  is 
amended — 

(i)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  ■or  8"'; 
and 
(ii)  by  striking  the  second  sentence. 

(D)  Section  15  of  the  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590o)  is 
amended — 

(i)  in  the  first  undesignated  paragraph— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  'sec- 
tions 7  and  8'^  and  inserting  'section  7^:  and 

(II)  by  striking  the  third  sentence;  and 
(ii)  by  striking  the  second  undesignated 
paragraph. 

(2)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(A)  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  last  proviso  of  the 
matter  under  the  heading  ■'conservation  re- 
serve progra.m"  under  the  heading  ■Soil 
Bank  Programs'"  of  title  I  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  .Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  .Admin- 
istration .Appropriation  Act.  1959  (72  Stat. 
195:  7  use.  1831a)  is  amended  by  striking 
■'Agricultural  Conservation  Program"  and 
inserting  •environmental  quality  incentives 
program  established  under  chapter  2  of  sub- 
title D  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16 
U.S.C.  3838  et  seq.)". 

(B)  Section  4  of  the  Cooperative  Forestry 
Assistance  Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2103)  is 
amended  by  striking  'as  added  by  the  Agri- 
culture and  Consumer  Protection  Act  of 
1973'^  each  place  it  appears  in  subsections  (d) 
and  (i)  and  inserting  ■as  in  effect  before  the 
amendment  made  by  section  6(a)(1)(F)  of  the 
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Agrricultural  Resources  Conservation  Act  of 
1995". 

(C)  Section  226(bK4)  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1994  (7 
U.S.C.  6932(b)(4))  is  amended  by  striking 
■and  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590g  et  seq.)  ". 

(D)  Section  246(b)(8)  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1994  (7 
U.S.C.  6962(b)(8))  is  amended  by  striking 
•'and  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590g  et  seq.)  ". 

(E)  Section  1271(c)(3)(C)  of  the  Food.  Agri- 
culture. Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990 
(16  U.S.C.  2106a(c)(3)(C))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing ■Agricultural  Conservation  Program  es- 
tablished under  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil  Con- 
servation and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16 
U.S.C.  590h.  5901.  or  590p)"  and  inserting  en- 
vironmental quality  incentives  program  es- 
tablished under  chapter  2  of  subtitle  D  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3838  et 
seq.)". 

(F)  Section  126(aK5)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

•■(5)  The  environmental  quality  incentives 
program  established  under  chapter  2  of  sub- 
title D  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16 
U.S.C.  3838  et  seq.)^'. 

(G)  Section  304(a)  of  the  Lake  Champlain 
Special  Designation  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law 
101-596;  33  U.S.C.  1270  note)  is  amended— 

(i)  in  the  subsection  heading,  by  striking 
•Special  Projectt  Are.a  Under  the  Agricul- 
tural CONSERVATio.v  Pr<x}ram  "  and  insert- 
ing -A  Priority  Area  Under  the  E.nviron- 
MENTAL  Quality-  Incentives  Progea.m";  and 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  'special 
project  area  under  the  Agricultural  Con- 
servation Program  established  under  section 
8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))'  and  in- 
serting -priority  area  under  the  environ- 
mental quality  incentives  program  estab- 
lished under  chapter  2  of  subtitle  D  of  the 
Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3838  et 
seq.)". 

(H)  Section  6  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture Organic  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1033)  is 
amended  by  striking  subsection  (b). 

(bj    Great    Plains    Conservation    Pro- 

GRA.M.— 

(1)  Elimination.— Section  16  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590p)  is  repealed. 

(2)  CONEOR.VIING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(A)  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  is  amended  by  striking  ■Great  Plains 
program"  each  place  it  appears  in  sections 
344(0(8)  and  377  (7  U.S.C.  1344(f)(8)  and  1377) 
and  inserting  'environmental  quality  mcen- 
tives  program  established  under  chapter  2  of 
subtitle  D  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985 
(16  U.S.C.  3838  et  seq.)". 

(B)  Section  246(b)  of  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture Reorganization  Act  of  1994  (7  U.S.C. 
6962(b))  is  amended  by  striking  paragraph  (2). 

(C)  Section  126(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  paragraph  (6);  and 

(ii)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (7) 
through  (10)  as  paragraphs  (6)  through  (9).  re- 
spectively. 

(c)  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinitt  Con- 
trol Pr(x;ram.— 

(li  Eli.min.ation.— Section  202  of  the  Colo- 
rado River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act  (43 
U.S.C.  1592)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (c). 

(2)  Conforming  amendment— Section 
246(b)  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Re- 


organization Act  of  1994  (7  U.S.C.  6962(b))  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraph  (6). 

(d)  Rural  Environmental  Conservation 
Program  — 

(1)  Elimination.— Title  X  of  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1970  (16  U.S.C.  1501  et  seq.)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendments.— Section 
246(b)  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Re- 
organization Act  of  1994  (7  U.S.C.  6962(b))  (as 
amended  by  subsections  (a)(2)(D),  (b)(2)(B). 
and  (c)(2))  is  further  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  paragraph  (1);  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3).  (4).  (5). 
(7).  and  (8)  as  paragraphs  (1),  (2).  (3),  (4).  and 
(5).  respectively. 

(ei  Highly  Erodible  Land  Conserva- 
tion—Section  1212(e)  of  the  Food  Security 
Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3812(e))  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the  follow- 
ing: 

■Ineligibility  under  section  1211  of  a  tenant 
or  sharecropper  for  benefits  under  section 
1211  shall  not  cause  a  landlord  to  be  ineli- 
gible for  the  benefits  for  which  the  landlord 
would  otherwise  be  eligible  with  respect  to  a 
commodity  produced  on  lands  other  than  the 
land  operated  by  the  tenant  or  share- 
cropper.". 

(D  Other  Conservation  Provisions.— Sub- 
title F  of  title  XII  of  the  Food  Security  Act 
of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  2005a  and  2101  note)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(g)  Commodity'  Credit  Corporation  Char- 
ter Act.— 

(1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  4(g)  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 
(15  U.S.C.  714b(g))  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  ". 
except  that  the  total  contractual  obligations 
incurred  under  the  functions  and  programs 
established  under  subtitle  D  of  title  XII  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3830 
et  seq.)  shall  not  exceed  $2,060,000,000  for  any 
fiscal  year". 

(2)  Section  5(g)  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  (15  U.S.C.  714c(g))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(g)  Carry  out  the  functions  and  programs 
established  under  subtitle  D  of  title  XII  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16  U.S.C.  3830 
pt  spq  I  ar  a  riinriin.or  IpvpI.  notwithstandinjj 
any  other  provision  of  law,  that  does  not  ex- 
ceed a  toUl  of  $2,060,000,000  in  any  fiscal  year 
for  all  functions  and  programs  combined". 

(h)  Resource  Conservation.— 

(1)  Elimination.— Subtitles  A,  B.  D.  E.  F. 
G,  and  J  of  title  XV  of  the  Agriculture  and 
Food  Act  of  1981  (95  Stat.  1328:  16  U.S.C.  3401 
et  seq.)  are  repealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendment— Section  739 
of  the  Agriculture.  Rural  Development,  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agen- 
cies Appropriations  Act.  1982  (7  U.S.C.  2272a) 
is  repealed. 

(ii  Wetlands  Reserve  Program.- Section 
1237(c)  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (16 
U.S.C.  3837(c))  is  amended  by  striking  "1991 
through  2000"  and  inserting  "1996  through 
2005  •. 

(j)  Environmental  Easement  Program.— 
Section  1239(a)  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of 
1985  (16  U.S.C.  3839(a))  is  amended  by  striking 
"1991  through  1995'  and  inserting  "1996 
through  2005". 

SEC.  7.  EFFECTIVE  DATES. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  this  Act  and  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act  shall  become  effective  on 
the  later  of— 

(1)  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 

(2)  October  1.  1995. 

(b)  Transition  Provisions.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  12381  and  1242(d) 
of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  (as  added  by 


sections  4  and  5.  respectively,  of  this  Act» 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  1991  through  1995  calendar  years.— 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
this  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  not  affect  the  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  a  program 
for  any  of  the  1991  through  1995  calendar- 
years  under  a  provision  of  law  in  effect  im- 
mediately before  the  effective  dates  pre- 
scribed by  this  section. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

Subtitles  D  and  E  of  title  XII  of  the  Food 
Security  Act  of  1985  are  amended  accord- 
ingly: 

Sec.  1.  Subtitle  D— Agricultural  Resources 
Conservation  Program,  is  amended  to  read: 

Sec.  1230.  Environmental  Conservation 
Acreage  Reserve  Program. 

During  the  1996  through  2005  calendar 
years,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  an  Envi- 
ronmental Conservation  Acreage  Reserve 
Program  to  assist  owners  and  operators  of 
farms  and  ranches  to  conserve  and  enhance 
soil,  water,  and  related  natural  resources  in- 
cluding grazing  lands,  wetlands,  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  these 
purposes  through  the  Conservation  Reserve. 
Wetlands  Reserve,  and  Environmental  Qual- 
ity Incentive  Programs  authorized  in  this 
Act. 

Sec.  2.  Subchapter  B-Conservation  Reserve. 
is  amended  to  read: 

Sec.  1231.  Conservation  Reserve. 

(a)  In  General.  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  re-enroll  lands  currently  in  the  Conserva- 
tion Reserve  Program  (CRP)  by  extending 
current  contracts  and  to  enroll  new  lands 
into  the  CRP  during  the  1996-2005  calendar 
years.  The  purposes  of  the  CRP  are  to  im- 
prove water  quality,  soil  erosion,  and  related 
natural  resources,  by  taking  environ- 
mentally sensitive  lands  out  of  production 
that,  if  permitted  to  remain  untreated,  could 
substantially  impair  water  quality  or  reduce 
soil  productivity  or  related  natural  re- 
sources. 

(b)  Eligible  Lands.  Emphasis  will  be  place 
on  enrolling  and  re-enrolling  lands  that  are 
(1)  highly  erodible  croplands  that  cannot  be 
farmed  in  accordance  with  a  conservation 
compliance  plan  or  are  next  to  lakes,  rivers, 
or  streams.  (2)  marginal  pasture  lands  estab- 
lished as  wildlife  habitat,  and  (3)  cropland  or 
pasture  land  to  be  devote  to  the  production 
of  hardwood  trees,  windbreaks,  shelterbelts. 

(c)  Certain  Lands  Affected  by  Secretarial 
Action.  Lands  enrolled  into  the  CRP  shall  be 
considered  to  be  planted  to  an  agricultural 
commodity  during  a  crop  year  if  an  action  of 
the  Secretary  prevented  land  from  being 
planted  to  the  commodity  during  the  crop 
year. 

(d)  Enrollment.  Not  more  than  36.4  million 
acres  may  be  enrolled  and  re-enrolled  into 
the  CRP  in  any  year  between  the  1996-2005 
calendar  years.  The  Secretary  shall  enroll 
acreage  into  the  CRP  that  meets  specified 
water  quality  and  soil  erosion  criteria,  and 
that  also  maximizes  wildlife  habitat  bene- 
fits, to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

(e)  Priority  Functions.  All  lands  enrolled 
or  re-enrolled  into  the  CRP  between  1996— 
2000  must  satisfy  the  priority  functions  of 
water  quality,  soil  erosion,  and  wildlife  bene- 
fits. 

Water  Quality.  The  Secretary  shall  enroll 
by  the  year  2000  filterstrips  that  are  contig- 
uous to  permanent  bodies  of  water,  tribu- 
taries and  smaller  streams,  or  intermittent 
streams.  Contour  grass  strips  and  grassed 
waterways  shall  also  be  enrolled.   Priority 
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shall  be  g-iven  to  partial  field  enrollments. 
P"()ur  million  acres  shall  be  enrolled  by  the 
end  of  the  year  2000. 

Soil  Erosion.  The  Secretary  shall  accept 
offers  to  enroll  highly  erodible  lands  that 
cannot  be  farmed  through  practices  designed 
to  significantly  reduce  soil  erosion  on  highly 
erodible  fields  in  a  cost-effective  manner 
without  high  potential  for  degradation  of 
soil  or  water  quality. 

Wildlife.  The  Secretary  shall,  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  practicable,  ensure  that  offers 
*'i  r.nroll  acreage  under  the  water  quality 
i:  :  soil  erosion  priorities  also  maximize 
■AiMlife  habitat  benefits.  This  shall  be  ac- 
complished by  enrolling  lands  that  are  con- 
tiguous to  other  CRP  acreage,  designated 
wildlife  habitats,  or  wetlands. 

(f)  Duration  of  Contract.  CRP  Contracts 
shall  be  for  10  to  15  years. 

(g)  Multi-Year  Grasses  and  Legumes.  Al- 
falfa and  other  multi-year  grasses  and  leg- 
umes u.sed  in  a  rotation  practice  shall  be 
considered  agricultural  commodities. 

Sec.  1232.  Duties  of  Owners  and  Operators. 

(a)&(b)  Conservation  Plans.  An  owner  or 
operator  of  a  farm  or  ranch  must  agree  to 
implement  a  conservation  plan  approved  by 
the  Secretary  for  converting  eligible  lands 
normally  devoted  to  the  production  of  an  ag- 
ricultural commodity  on  the  farm  or  ranch 
to  a  less  intensive  use.  and  to  establish  a 
vegetative  or  water  cover  on  the  land.  An 
owner  or  operator  must  also  agree  not  to  use 
such  land  for  agricultural  purposes,  or  to 
conduct  any  harvesting  or  grazing  on  CRP 
land  except  as  allowed  by  the  Secretary.  The 
conservation  plan  shall  contain  conservation 
measures  and  practices  to  be  carried  out  dur- 
ing the  term  of  the  contract. 

(c)  Environmental  Use.— To  the  extent 
practicable,  not  less  than  one-eighth  of  the 
land  that  is  placed  into  CRP  shall  be  devoted 
to  hardwood  trees. 

(d)  Foreclosure.  If  land  enrolled  into  the 
CRP  is  foreclosed  upon,  the  Secretary  may 
waive  repayment  by  the  owner  or  operator  of 
amounts  received  under  the  contract. 

Sec.  1233.  Duties  of  the  Secretary.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  cost  share  and  technical 
aooi3ct*nco  lOr  carrying  o'^t  c^Jnocr*«'ablOn 
measures  and  practices,  and  pa.v  an  annual 
rental  payment. 

Sec.  1234.  Payments. 

The  Secretary  shall  provide  payments  for 
cost  share  amounting  to  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  establishing  water  quality  and  con- 
servation practices.  Rental  payments  shall 
be  paid  as  soon  as  practicable  after  October 
1  of  each  calendar  year,  and  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  through  the  submis- 
sion of  offers  for  contracts  by  owners  and  op- 
erators and  establishment  of  the  rental  value 
of  the  land  through  a  productivity  adjust- 
ment formula.  Rental  payments  may  not  ex- 
ceed local  rental  rates,  except  that  rental 
payments  for  partial  field  enrollments  may 
be  up  to  LSO"-;!  of  local  rental  rates,  adjusted 
for  the  productivity  of  the  land.  The  total 
amount  of  rental  payments  may  not  exceed 
$50,000. 

Sec.  1235.  Contracts. 

If  the  ownership  of  the  land  has  changed 
within  the  previous  3  years,  the  land  cannot 
be  enrolled  into  the  CRP  unless  the  new  own- 
ership was  acquired  by  will  or  succession  as 
a  result  of  the  death  of  the  previous  owner, 
or  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  land 
was  acquired  under  circumstances  that  give 
adequate  assurance  that  such  land  was  not 
ac(iuired  for  the  purpose  of  placing  it  in  the 
CRP.  CRP  contracts  can  be  modified  upon 
the  agreement  of  the  owner  or  operator  and 
the  Secretary. 


Sec.  1236.  Base  History. 

The  acreage  base,  quota  or  allotment  for 
the  farm  (as  applicable)  shall  be  reduced  in 
proportion  to  the  ratio  between  the  total 
cropland  acreage  on  the  farm  and  the  acre- 
age placed  into  the  CRP. 

Sec.  3.  Environmental  Quality  Incentives 
Program.  Chapter  2  is  amended  to  read: 

Chapter  2— Environmental  Quality  Incen- 
tives Program. 

Sec.  1238.  Findings  and  Purposes. 

This  section  articulates  the  needs  and  pur- 
poses of  a  comprehensive  conservation  pro- 
gram that  provides  flexible  and  cost  effective 
technical  assistance,  cost  share,  and  incen- 
tive payments  to  farmers  and  ranchers  en- 
gaged in  crop  and  livestock  production  for 
various  conservation  practices,  instead  of  re- 
tiring land  from  production.  This  program  is 
intended  to  assist  farmers  and  ranchers  in 
complying  with  the  conservation  compliance 
and  swampbuster  requirements  of  Title  XII 
of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985,  and  other 
State  and  Federal  environmental  laws.  The 
Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Program 
(EQIP)  combines  the  functions  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Conservation  Program,  the  Great 
Plains  Conservation  Program,  the  Water 
Quality  Incentives  Program  and  the  Colo- 
rado River  Salinity  Control  Program  into  a 
single  program.  Conservation  assistance  for 
livestock  production  is  significantly  in- 
creased. 

Sec.  1238A.  Definitions. 

(a)  Livestock.  The  term  "livestock"  means 
mature  dairy  cows,  beef  cattle,  laying  hens, 
broilers,  turkeys,  swine,  and  sheep  or  lambs. 

(b)  Large  Confined  Livestock  Operation. 
The  term  "large  confined  livestock  oper- 
ation"' means  a  farm  or  ranch  that — 

(1)  is  a  confined  animal  feeding  operation; 
and 

(2)  has  more  than— 

(A)  700  mature  dairy  cattle; 

(B)  1000  beef  cattle; 

(C)  30.000  laying  hens  or  broilers  (if  the  fa- 
cility has  continuous  overflow  watering); 

(D)  100.000  laying  hens  or  broilers  (if  the  fa- 
cility has  a  liquid  manure  system) 

(E)  55.000  turkeys; 

(F)  2.500  owine;  or 

(G)  10.000  sheep  or  lambs. 

(c)  Structural  Practices.  The  term  "struc- 
tural practices"  as  used  in  this  chapter 
means  animal  waste  management  facilities, 
terraces,  grassed  waterways,  contour  grass 
strips,  filterstrips,  permanent  wildlife  habi- 
tat, and  other  structural  practices  the  Sec- 
retary determines  are  needed  to  protect  soil, 
water,  and  related  resources  in  the  most  cost 
effective  manner. 

(d)  Land  Management  Practices.  The  term 
"land  management  practices'"  as  used  in  this 
chapter  means  nutrient  and  manure  manage- 
ment, integrated  pest  management,  irriga- 
tion management,  tillage  and  residue  man- 
agement, grazing  management,  and  other 
land  management  practices  the  Secretary 
determines  are  needed  to  protect  soil,  water, 
and  related  resources  in  the  most  cost  effec- 
tive manner. 

(e)  Operator.  The  term  "operator"  means  a 
person  who  is  engaged  in  agricultural  pro- 
duction as  defined  by  the  Secretary. 

(f)  Secretary.  The  term  "'Secretary'"  means 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  1238B.  Establishment  and  Administra- 
tion of  Environmental  Quality  Incentives 
Program. 

(a)  Establishment.  The  Secretary  shall,  for 
the  1996-2005  fiscal  years,  provide  technical 
assistance,  cost  share,  and  incentive  pay- 
ments through  EQIP  to  operators  engaged  in 
crop  or  livestock  production.  Operators  who 


implement  structural  practices  shall  be  eli- 
gible for  technical  assistance  and'or  cost 
share.  Operators  who  perform  land  manage- 
ment practices  shall  be  eligible  for  technical 
assistance  and'or  incentive  payments. 

(b)  Duration  of  Assistance.  Contracts  be- 
tween operators  and  the  Secretary  may  be 
for  5-10  years. 

(c)  Structural  Practices.  The  Secretary 
shall  administer  a  competitive  offer  (bid) 
system  for  cost  share  and/or  technical  assist- 
ance for  the  implementation  of  structural 
practices. 

(d)  Land  Management  Practices.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  establish  an  application  and 
evaluation  process  for  awarding  an  incentive 
payment  and/or  technical  assistance  for  the 
performance  of  land  management  practices. 

(e)  Cost  Share  and  Incentive  Payments. 

Cost  share  payments  for  structural  prac- 
tices shall  be  not  greater  than  75%  of  the 
projected  cost  of  the  structural  practice,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary.  Operators  of 
large  confined  livestock  operations  are  not 
eligible  for  cost  share  for  animal  waste  man- 
agement facilities.  Incentive  payments  shall 
be  in  an  amount  and  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  necessary  to  attract  op- 
erators to  perform  land  management  prac- 
tices. The  receipt  of  incentive  payments 
under  EQIP  shall  not  affect  the  eligibility  of 
the  operator  to  receive  incentive  payments 
under  other  conservation  programs. 

(f)  Technical  Assistance.  The  Secretary 
shall  allocate  funding  for  technical  assist- 
ance under  EQIP  according  to  the  purpose 
and  projected  cost  for  which  the  technical 
assistance  is  provided  in  a  fiscal  year.  The 
receipt  of  technical  assistance  under  EQIP 
shall  not  affect  the  eligibility  of  the  opera- 
tor to  receive  technical  assistance  under 
other  conservation  programs. 

(g)  Modification  or  Termination  of  Con- 
tracts. 

The  Secretary  may  modify  a  contract  with 
an  operator  under  this  chapter  if  the  opera- 
tor and  Secretary  agree. 

Sec.  1238C.  Evaluation  of  Offers  and  Pay- 
ments. 

(a)  Regional  Priorities.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  cost  share,  technical  a.ssist- 
ance.  and  incentive  payments  depending  on 
the  significance  of  the  soil,  water  and  rrlatJ'd 
natural  resource  problems  in  the  region,  wa- 
tershed, or  conservation  priority  area,  and 
the  structural  or  land  management  practices 
that  best  address  these  problems. 

(b)  Maximize     Environmental     Benefits. 
EQIP  shall  be  administered  so  as  to  maxi-  ' 
mize  environmental  benefits  per  dollar  ex- 
pended. 

(c)  Local  or  State  Contributions.  Priority 
is  given  to  operators  whose  agricultural  op- 
erations are  located  within  watersheds,  re- 
gions, or  conservation  priority  areas  in 
which  watersheds,  regions,  or  conservation 
priority  areas  in  which  local  or  state  govern- 
ments will,  or  already  have  already  provided 
financial  or  technical  assistance  to  the  oper- 
ator for  a  practice  on  the  same  land. 

(d)  Priority  Lands.  Priority  is  given  to 
structural  or  land  management  practices  on 
lands  on  which  agricultural  production  has 
the  potential  to  cause  the  failure  to  meet 
water  quality  standards  or  other  environ- 
mental objectives  of  Federal  or  State  laws. 

Sec.  1238D.  Duties  of  the  Operator.  An  op- 
erator must  agree  to  implement  an  EQIP 
plan  that  contains  conservation  and  environ- 
mental goals  to  be  achieved  through  land 
management  or  structural  practices. 

Sec.  1238E.  Environmental  Quality  Incen- 
tives Program  Plan. 

EQIP  plans  ma'y  include  a  description  of 
specific  conservation  and  environmental  ob- 
jectives to  be  achieved,  the  practices  nec- 
essary to  achieve  those  objectives,  or  other 
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information  relevant  to  conserving  and  en- 
hancing soil,  water  and  related  natural  re- 
sources. 

Sec.  1238F.  Duties  of  the  Secretary. 

The  Secretary  shall  assist  the  operator  in 
achieving  the  conservation  and  environ- 
mental goals  of  the  EQIP  plan  by  providing 
technical  assistance,  cost  share,  or  incen- 
tives payments. 

Sec.  1238G.  Eligible  Lands. 

Agricultural  lands  upon  which  land  man- 
agement and  or  structural  practices  can  be 
performed  include  cropland,  rangeland.  and 
pasture  that  the  Secretary  determines  pose  a 
serious  threat  to  .soil,  water,  and  related  re- 
sources. Agricultural  lands  identified  as 
problems  due  to  agricultural  non-point 
sources  of  pollution  under  section  319  of  the 
clean  Water  Act  are  also  priority  lands  under 
this  program. 

Sec.  1238H.  Limitation  on  Payments. 

The  total  amount  of  cost  share  and  incen- 
tive payments  paid  may  not  exceed  SIO.OOO  in 
any  one  year,  and  may  not  exceed  a  total  of 
J50.000  for  multi-year  contracts. 

Sec.  12381.  Temporary  Administration  of 
the  Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram. 

(a)  Interim  Administration.  To  assure  that 
cost  share,  technical  assistance,  and  incen- 
tive payments  continue  to  be  administered 
in  an  orderly  manner  until  such  time  as  as- 
sistance can  be  provided  through  final  regu- 
lations of  EQIP.  the  Secretary  shall,  by  180 
days  after  the  effective  date,  continue  to 
provide  cost  share,  technical  assistance,  and 
incentive  payments  under  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  the  current  .Agricultural  Conserva- 
tion Program.  Water  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram. Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Program,  and  Great  Plains  Conservation 
Program,  to  the  extent  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  these  programs  are  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  EQIP. 

(b)  Expiration  of  Authority.  The  authority 
of  the  Secretary  to  administer  EQIP  under 
the  interim  authority  in  subsection  (a)  shall 
terminate  at  the  later  of— 

(A)  180  days  from  the  date  of  enactment;  or 

(B)  March  31.  1996. 

Sec.  4.  Administration.  Subtitle  E  is 
amended  to  read:  Subtitle  E— Administra- 
tion 

Sec.  1241.  Funding. 

(a)  Mandatory  Expenses. 

The  CRP.  WRP.  and  EQIP  programs  shall 
be  funded  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  between  1996-2005. 

(bi  Environmental  Easements  Program. 
Funding  for  the  Environmental  Easements 
program  is  subject  to  prior  appropriations. 

(c)  Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram. CCC  funding  for  EQIP  targeted  at 
practices  relating  to  crop  production  for  the 
1996-1997  fiscal  years  shall  be  allocated  in  the 
same  proportion  that  exists  for  funding  be- 
tween practices  relating  to  crop  production 
and  livestock  production  in  1995.  For  the 
1998-2005  fiscal  years,  funding  for  practices 
relating  to  crop  production  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  total  1995  funding  level.  By  2000. 
50%  of  the  EQIP  funding  shall  be  targeted  at 
practices  relating  to  livestock  production. 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  allocate  less 
than  50%  of  the  total  program  funding  level 
for  practices  relating  to  crop  or  livestock 
production,  if  such  a  funding  level  is  not  jus- 
tified by  need  or  demand. 

(d»       CO.NSERVATION       RE.SERVE       PROGRAM. 

Funding  for  the  CRP  shall  be— 

(1)  $1,805  billion  in  FY  1996: 

(2)  $1,804  billion  in  FY  1997: 

(3)  $1,485  billion  in  FY  1998: 

(4)  $1,345  billion  in  FY  1999; 


(5)  $1,221  billion  in  FY  200a  2005. 

(e)  Wetlands  Reserve  Program.  Funding 
for  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  shall  be 
$150  million  in  each  of  fiscal  years  1996-2005. 

(0  Limitation  on  Use  of  CCC  Funds.  The 
Secretary  shall  allocate  $2.06  billion  of  funds 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  each 
of  fiscal  years  1996-2005  to  fund  the  CRP 
WRP  and  EQIP. 

<g)  Proration  of  Payments.  If  in  any  fis- 
cal year  the  Secretary  has  incurred  total 
contractual  obligations  to  make  payments 
under  the  CRP.  WRP  and  EQIP  that  would 
exceed  $2.06  billion,  the  Secretary  shall  pro- 
rate all  payments  owed  under  these  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  1242.  Administration. 

(a)  Plans.  The  Secretary  shall,  to  the  ex- 
tent practicable,  avoid  duplication  in  the 
conservation  plans  required  for  conservation 
compliance.  CRP.  WRP,  and  EQIP. 

(b)  Tenants  and  Sharecroppers.  In  carry- 
ing out  the  programs  under  subtitle  D.  the 
Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 
to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  share- 
croppers, including  provision  for  sharing,  on 
a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  payments  under 
either  the  CRP.  WRP,  or  EQIP. 

(c)  Acreage  Limitation.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  enroll  more  than  25  percent  of  the 
cropland  in  any  county  into  the  CRP.  WRP. 
and  Environmental  Easements  Program.  Not 
more  than  10  percent  of  such  cropland  in  a 
county  may  be  subject  to  an  easement  ac- 
quired under  those  programs. 

Sec.  1243.  Conforming  Amendments. 

(1)  The  following  conservation  cost  share 
programs  are  terminated,  and  their  func- 
tions transferred  to  EQIP. 

1.  Agricultural  Conservation  Program: 

2.  Agricultural  Water  Quality  Incentives 
Program; 

3.  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Program:  and 

4.  Great  Plains  Conservation  program. 

(2>  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  is  amended  to  provide  for.  and 
limit,  funding  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration for  the  CRP.  WRP.  and  EQIP. 

(3)  The  WRP  is  amended  to  allow  land  to  be 
enrolled  between  1996-2005. 

(hi  The  Environmental  Easements  Pro- 
gram is  amended  to  allow  land  to  be  enrolled 
between  1996-2005. 

Sec.  1244.  Conservation  Operations.  It  is 
the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  functions 
performed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the 
authority  for  Conservation  Operations  are 
valuable  conservation  activities  that  should 
continue  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Secretary 
and  receive  annual  appropriations  by  Con- 
gress at  least  at  1995  funding  levels. 

Sec.  1245.  Information  Management.  It  is 
the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Secretary 
should  develop  information  management 
techniques  that  are  necessary  to  create  indi- 
vidual farm  or  ranch  natural  resource  data 
bases  that  would  streamline  the  process  by 
which  owners  or  operators  apply  to  partici- 
pate in  a  conservation  program  administered 
by  USDA  and.  to  the  extent  practicable,  de- 
velop a  common  application  process  for  all 
conservation  programs. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  and  proud  to  Introduce  today, 
with  Senator  Liig.\r.  the  Agricultural 
Resources  Conservation  Act  of  1995. 

When  President  Bush  signed  the  1990 
farm  bill,  he  called  it  one  of  the  most 
important  environmental  bills  in  that 
Congress. 

Today  will  build  on  that  legacy. 

We  build  on  the  legacy  of  Ver- 
mont's— and  America's  values. 
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Being  good  neighbors.  That  is  the 
value  we  live  by  in  Vermont.  When  a 
cow  gets  out  of  her  pasture,  our  neigh- 
bors make  sure  she  gets  back  safely. 
When  phosphorus  gets  out  of  our  barn- 
yards and  threatens  Lake  Champlain. 
we  come  together  to  find  a  solution. 

We  build  on  the  legacy  of  our  Ver- 
mont experience. 

In  Vermont  we  have  proved  over  the 
past  15  years  that  if  we  build  good  con- 
servation policy,  our  farmers  will  come 
and  participate.  This  bill  takes  the 
Vermont  model  and  makes  it  a  nation- 
wide program. 

We  build  on  a  legacy  of  bipartisan  co- 
operation. 

The  conservation  policies  we  enacted 
in  1985  and  1990  have  produced  more 
progress  in  the  last  10  years  than  we 
have  seen  in  the  last  50  years  of  soil 
conservation. 

That  is  a  summary  of  the  values  and 
policies  behind  this  bill. 

What  does  it  mean  on  the  ground  in 
Vermont? 

First,  it  means  farmers  will  not  have 
to  choose  between  being  good  neigh- 
bors—^controlling  their  polluted  run- 
off— and  staying  in  business. 

Our  neighbors.  Vermonters  and 
Americans  nationwide,  will  help  share 
the  costs. 

Second,  our  working  together  means 
cleaner  rivers  and  streams.  We  can 
take  the  successes  we  have  had  in  local 
areas,  and  make  them  work  statewide. 

Third,  it  means  new  opportunities  for 
all  Vermont's  farmers.  Dairy  and 
sheep,  apple  farmers  and  vegetable 
farmers  all  can  be  better  farmers  and 
neighbors, 

I  believe  the  bill  we  are  introducing 
today  embodies  in  legislation  the  agri- 
cultural community's  commitment  to 
conservation  and  the  environment,  in 
the  Agricultural  Resources  Conserva- 
tion Act  of  1995  we  extend  that  legacy 
to  the  broader  environmental  chal- 
lenges farmers  and  ranchers  will  face 
in  the  next  10  years. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  is  built  on  four  key  ideas. 

We  are  neighbors: 

Let's  build  on  proven  success; 

We  need  solutions,  not  complex  pro- 
grams; 

Look  ahead,  or  we  will  fall  behind. 

We  are  neighbors:  The  Good  Neighbor 
Act  of  1995. 

The  Agricultural  Resources  Con- 
servation Act  of  1995  is  more  than  a  set 
of  proposals  for  policies  and  programs. 
It  is.  at  its  heart,  a  statement  of  the 
values  we  share  as  Americans. 

The  guiding  principle  of  this  bill  is 
the  golden  rule. 

Farmers  and  ranchers  manage  nearly 
half  of  the  land  mass  of  the  contiguous 
United  States.  Cropland  alone  makes 
up  one-fifth  of  our  land.  The  36  million 
acres  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro- 
gram is  2.5  times  the  size  of  the  Wild- 
life Refuge  System  in  the  lower  48 
states.  These  figures  show  that  some  of 


our  most  critical  environmental  con- 
cerns, from  water  quality  to  wildlife 
habitat,  can  be  solved  only  with  the  ac- 
tive, cooperative  support  of  the  agri- 
cultural sector.  The  bill  I  am  introduc- 
ing today  provides  the  means  to  engage 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  actively  and 
cooperatively  meeting  their  respon- 
sibilities as  neighbors. 

I  firmly  believe  that  most  farmers 
and  ranchers  are  good  neighbors.  The 
facts  speak  for  themselves.  Since  1985, 
farmers  and  ranchers  have  reduced  soil 
erosion  on  highly  credible  land  by  two- 
thirds.  We  are  about  to  turn  the  corner 
on  wetland  losses  in  agriculture — re- 
storing more  acres  than  we  are  con- 
verting. A  recent  poll  of  10.000  farmers 
in  15  leading  farm  States  found  that  58 
percent  of  the  farmers  said  conserva- 
tion compliance  should  be  continued.  A 
majority  of  the  farmers  polled.  43  per- 
cent agreed  that  the  Government 
should  insist  they  plant  filter  strips 
along  stream  banks  to  protect  water 
quality — 40  percent  disagreed. 

Farmers,  it  seems  to  me.  are  way 
ahead  of  some  of  their  leaders  when  it 
comes  to  working  constructively  to 
solve  our  real  and  legitimate  environ- 
mental problems.  This  bill  builds  on 
farmers  and  ranchers  clear  commit- 
ment to  conservation  and  their  neigh- 
bors. 

BUILD  ON  PROVEN  SUCCESS:  IF 
WE  BUILD  IT.  THEY  WILL  COME. 

This  bill  tries  to  make  what  has 
worked  so  well  in  Vermont  work  for 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  rest  of  the 
country. 

In  Vermont  we  have  a  problem  with 
Lake  Champlain.  Runoff  from  dairy 
farms  causes  a  real  problem  when  it 
carries  phosphorus  into  Lake  Cham- 
plain.  Beginning  in   1980.   farmers  and 
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work  out  solutions.  We  identified  the 
sources  of  runoff — we  identified  the 
management  practices  that  would  re- 
duce that  runoff — and  we  set  ourselves 
some  goals  by  which  to  meG,sure  our 
progress.  We  targeted  the  Federal  as- 
sistance to  get  results. 

And  it's  working.  In  the  Lake  Cham- 
plain basin  alone  136  farmers  have  con- 
tributed $5,8  million  over  their  own 
money  to  match  S13,4  million  in  Fed- 
eral funding  in  the  last  15  years.  Other 
farmers  are  taking  advantage  of  tech- 
nical assistance  and  incentive  pay- 
ments provided  through  the  Water 
Quality  Incentives  Program  to  set  up 
innovative  rotational  grazing  systems 
that  increase  profits  and  protect  water 
quality.  Our  experience  proves  that  if 
we  provide  farmers  and  ranchers  with 
the  technical  and  financial  assistance 
they  need,  they  will  step  up  to  the 
plate  and  do  their  share  to  protect  the 
environment. 

That  is  what  the  Agricultural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Act  of  1995  does- 
put  the  tools  into  the  hands  of  farmers 
that  will  allow  them  to  reconcile  prof- 
itability, productivity,  and  the  envi- 
ronment. .Specifically  we: 


Reauthorize  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program  through  2005  and  make 
sure  the  program  works  to  protect  soil, 
water  quality,  and  wildlife  habitat; 

Authorize  a  new  program,  called  the 
Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram, which  insures  farmers  will  have 
the  technical  and  financial  assistance 
to  produce  crops  and  livestock  in  ways 
that  protect  the  environment;  and 

Reauthorize  the  Wetland  Reserve 
Program  through  2005  to  make  sure 
wetland  restoration  and  protection 
works  for  flood  prevention,  water  qual- 
ity, and  wildlife  habitat. 

These  three  programs  will  enable 
farmers  to  make  the  changes  they  need 
to  make  to  protect  the  environment 
while  protecting  their  bottom  line  at 
the  same  time. 

We  need  solutions,  not  complex  pro- 
grams. 

Farmers  and  ranchers  want  to  do  the 
right  thing,  but  sometimes  our  rules 
and  regulations  get  in  the  way. 

This  bill  gets  bureaucratic  redtape 
out  of  the  way  of  farmers  that  want  to 
conserve  and  protect  the  environment. 

Our  proposed  Environmental  Quality 
Incentives  Program  combines  the  func- 
tions of  the  Great  Plains  Conservation 
Program.  Water  Quality  Incentives 
Program.  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program,  and  the  Colorado  River  Sa- 
linity Control  Program  into  one.  vol- 
untary and  flexible  conservation  pro- 
gram. Farmers  and  ranchers  will  have 
one-step  shopping  for  conservation 
planning.  They  will  no  longer  have  to 
have  a  file  drawer  full  of  plans  for 
every  conservation  program  or  cost- 
share  agreement  they  need.  They  will 
be  able  to  use  one  plan  to  address  all 
their  conservation  objectives  and  that 
makes  them  eligible  for  financial  as- 
sistance. 

Last  year,  we  took  the  first  steps  to- 
ward eliminating  bureaucratic  redtape 
when  we  passed  legislation  that  reorga- 
nized the  Department.  There  is  no  rea- 
son to  reinvent  the  wheel  and  create  a 
new  bureaucratic  structure  to  imple- 
ment the  Environmental  Quality  In- 
centives Program.  The  structure  is  al- 
ready in  the  field  to  do  the  job— county 
committees,  conservation  districts,  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Serv- 
ice and  the  Consolidated  Farm  Services 
Agency  just  need  to  work  together  to 
get  the  job  done.  That's  how  it  works 
in  Vermont,  and  that's  how  it  should 
work  in  every  State.  The  implementa- 
tion of  the  Department  reorganization 
is  proving  that  it  can  and  will  work  for 
everyone. 

We  have  to  think  ahead  or  we  will  be 
left  behind. 

This  bill  provides  a  public  commit- 
ment to  help  farmers  meet  what  they 
tell  me  is  a  growing  concern:  meeting 
increasingly  complex  environmental 
challenges  while  sustaining  profitable 
and  productive  farms  and  ranches. 

This  bill  charts  a  course  for  farm  pol- 
icy in  the  21st  century.  It  is  a  course 


that  provides  for  environmental  in- 
come stability  in  the  same  way  our 
current  farm  policy  provides  for  mar- 
ket income  stability. 

Agricultural  programs  were  estab- 
lished in  the  1930's  to  stabilize  farm  in- 
come in  the  face  of  large  swings  in 
commodity  prices.  Farmers  now  be- 
lieve that  conservation  and  environ- 
mental rules  threaten  the  stability  of 
farm  income.  Often  these  threats  are 
overblown  by  groups  more  interested  in 
being  divisive  than  being  constructive. 
Polls  consistently  show  that  the  Amer- 
ican public  holds  both  farming  and  en- 
vironmental protection  in  very  high  es- 
teem. Both  farmers  and  environmental- 
ists have  much  to  lose  from  a  divisive 
relationship. 

As  I  said  earlier,  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers manage  half  of  the  land  mass  in  the 
contiguous  United  States.  This  means 
how  we  farm  and  how  we  ranch  must 
affect  our  neighbors,  whether  those 
neighbors  are  across  the  fence,  or  1,000 
miles  downstream.  The  farm  policy  of 
the  future  must  meet  the  unique  needs 
of  farmers  and  ranchers  as  the  Nation's 
landowners  and  land  managers. 

This  bill  proposes  to  put  conserva- 
tion funding  on  an  equal  footing  with 
commodity  programs.  Why? 

The  purpose  of  the  CCC  borrowing 
authority  is  to  provide  farm  income 
stability. 

Conservation  programs  address  the 
effect  of  changing  environmental  rules 
on  farm  income,  just  as  commodity 
programs  address  farm  income  insta- 
bility from  changing  markets. 

That  is  why  this  legislation  author- 
izes the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  use  its  borrowing  authority  to  fund 
the  Conservation  Reserve  Progam.  the 
Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram, and  the  Wetland  Reserve  Pro- 
gram. 

Early  last  year  several  groups  of  ex- 
perts from  all  sectors  of  agriculture 
came  together  under  the  auspices  of 
the  National  Center  for  Food  and  Agri- 
cultural Policy  to  help  us  plan  for  the 
1995  farm  bill. 

Let  me  quote  from  the  overview  pre- 
pared at  the  end  of  this  process: 

Supporters  of  the  program  had  some  dif- 
ficulty, however,  in  rationalizing  as  to  why 
an  industrial  policy  for  the  food  and  fiber 
sector  requires  continuing  large-scale  trans- 
fers of  income  to  a  portion  of  the  farm  pro- 
duction sector.  .  .  .  The  working  group  look- 
ing at  land  use.  conservation  and  environ- 
ment issue  had  no  such  problems  in  identify- 
ing the  public  interest  in  and  the  public  ben- 
efits that  can  be  derived  from  programs.  .  .  . 
This  group  argued  that  the  primary  bene- 
ficiary of  the  conservation  and  the  environ- 
ment programs  is  the  public— which  values 
the  benefits  of  additional  wildlife  cleaner 
water,  and  less  soil  erosion. 

This  report  is  right.  The  direction  is 
clear.  I  firmly  believe  that  conserva- 
tion should  and  will  play  an  increas- 
ingly important  role  in  the  agricul- 
tural policy  of  the  next  century.  The 
public  has  proved  they  are  willing  to 
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pay  for  conservation.  We  need  to  take 
the  first  steps  this  year  to  build  on 
that  willingness  to  guarantee  farmers 
and  ranchers  will  have  the  technical 
and  financial  assistance  they  will  need 
in  the  future. 

Budget  pressures  will  sorely  test  our 
commitment  to  conservation  this  year. 
We  will  be  forced  to  make  painful 
choices.  We  will  be  forced  to  rethink 
the  basis  and  justification  of  our  farm 
policy.  This  bill  makes  a  firm  commit- 
ment to  conservation  as  a  fundamental 
purpose  of  future  farm  programs. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  proud  to  intro- 
duce this  bill  today.  This  bill  builds  on 
what  we  know  works  in  my  State  and 
in  the  Nation.  It  is  part  of  a  blueprint 
for  a  farm  policy  that  will  meet  the 
needs  of  farmers,  ranchers,  and  their 
neighbors  as  we  approach  the  next  cen- 
tury. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Stevens): 

S.  855.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10.  Unit- 
ed States  Code,  to  revise  the  authoriza- 
tion for  long-term  leasing  of  military 
family  housing  to  be  constructed;  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

THE  BUILD-TO-I.E.ASE  MILITARY  F.AMILY 
HOISING  .ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  Senator  STEVENS  legisla- 
tion to  address  a  serious  national 
need— the  condition  and  availability  of 
military  family  housing  for  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States,  including 
the  Coast  Guard. 

The  condition  of  the  family  housing 
for  our  military  personnel  has  deterio- 
rated to  the  point  where  it  is  a  serious 
disincentive  to  reenlistment  and  a 
threat  to  long-term  military  readiness. 
According  to  a  March  7.  1995  article  in 
the  Washington  Post: 

■Defense  Secretary  William  J.  Perry  cites 
the  poor  condition  of  military  housing  as  the 
number  one  complaint  he  hears  from  soldiers 
on  visits  to  bases.  " 

.  .   60%   of  the  375.000  on   base   family 
housing  units  are  inadequate  .  .  ." 

■'Many  barracks  and  family  apartments, 
built  soon  after  World  War  II,  are  cramped 
and  suffer  from  peeling  lead-based  paint, 
hazardous  asbestos,  cracked  foundations, 
corroding  pipes  or  faulty  heating  and  cooling 
systems." 

Mr.  President,  this  is  clearly  a 
shameful  situation  that  we  can  and 
should  address.  The  Washington  Post 
article  I  cited  goes  on  to  point  out  the 
need  for  a  system  to  attract  private  in- 
vestment to  help  rebuild  or  replace 
Americas  military  housing.  That  is 
the  approach  of  the  legislation  I  am  in- 
troducing today. 

Mr  President,  in  .\laska  we  have  suc- 
cessfully used  private  developers  to 
build  1,216  units  of  critically  needed 
military  family  housing,  including  666 
units  of  Air  Force  housing  at  Eielson 
Air  Force  Base,  and  550  units  of  Army 
housing  at  Fort  Wainwright.  This  was 
accomplished  under  the  authority  of 
section  801  of  Public  Law  98-115,  a  pro- 


vision I  authored  in  1983  along  with 
Senator  Tower  and  Representative 
Ch.arlie  Stenholm  of  Texas.  Today  I 
am  urging  that  we  revise  and  extend 
that  law  to  encourage  its  use  for  to- 
day's housing  needs  in  the  Army,  Navy, 
Air  Force,  Marines,  and  Coast  Guard, 

While  there  is  still  build-lease  au- 
thority in  10  U.S.C.  2828,  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  little  or  no  new  hous- 
ing has  actually  been  constructed 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  as 
currently  written  due  to  the  manner  in 
which  proposed  projects  are  scored  for 
budgetary  purposes  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  [CBO].  There  are 
also  other  constraints  in  the  current 
statutory  language,  such  as  the  re- 
quirement that  the  housing  be  off-base, 
that  work  to  the  detriment  of  success- 
ful projects. 

Mr.  President,  in  Ketchikan,  AK  the 
Coast  Guard  tells  me  that  there  is  a  se- 
rious need  for  new  housing.  However, 
they  do  not  believe  that  they  can  pro- 
vide this  for  their  personnel  due  to 
budgetary  constraints.  By  providing 
the  authority  to  lease  or  construct  on 
or  near  a  military  installation  I  believe 
we  will  reduce  the  cost  of  providing 
housing  as  many  of  the  needed  infra- 
structure support  systems,  that  is, 
water,  sewer,  electricity,  will  already 
be  in  place. 

The  approach  I  advocate,  and  the  ap- 
proach in  the  legislation  I  am  introduc- 
ing today,  is  simple  and  cost  effective. 
The  military  services  would  invite  the 
private  sector  to  build  housing  to  mili- 
tary specifications  on  land  already  be- 
longing to  the  Federal  Government, 
preferably  on  base  or  on  Government 
property.  Under  my  approach,  the  mili- 
tary service  can  also  contract  for 
maintenance,  providing  the  developer 
with  an  added  incentive  to  construct 
easy-to-maintain  housing. 

The  private  developer  builds  the 
housing,  leases  it  back  to  the  military 
for  the  contract  lease  price  including 
any  inflation  factors  specified  in  the 
contract,  for  a  lease  term  not  to  exceed 
20  years.  At  the  end  of  the  20  years,  the 
United  States  has  the  right  of  first  re- 
fusal to  purchase  the  housing  for  its 
own  purposes.  As  a  practical  matter, 
I'd  expect  the  purchase  to  occur  at  lit- 
tle additional  cost.  Since  the  land  the 
housing  is  on  belongs  to  the  Govern- 
ment, and  since  access  to  the  housing 
and  the  base  can  be  stipulated,  any  on- 
base  housing  would  only  be  of  value  to 
the  Federal  Government. 

My  approach  also  codifies  the  re- 
quirement that  the  housing  projects  be 
competitively  bid,  and  that  the  com- 
mittees of  jurisdiction  in  the  House 
and  Senate  have  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view the  economic  justifications  for 
the  projects  prior  to  final  award. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  my  legisla- 
tion directs  that  the  total  amount  of 
budget  authority  and  outlays  required 
by  the  build-lease  contract  shall  be 
scored  on   a   pro   rata   basis  over   the 


term  of  the  contract  for  purposes  of 
CBO  scoring.  While  some  may  dislike 
this  provision,  experience  has  dem- 
onstrated its  necessity. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  article 
from  the  Washington  Post  and  the  text 
of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

S.  855 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assi^nhled. 

SEC'nON  1.  REVISION  OF  AUTHORlZA-nON  FOR 
LONG  TERM  LFL\SING  OF  MILPTARY 
FAMILY  HOUSING. 

(a)  Revision  -The  text  of  section  2835  of 
title  10.  United  Slates  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

■■(a)  Build  .and  Lease  authorized.— The 
Secretary  of  a  military  department,  or  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  with  respect  to 
the  Coast  Guard,  may  enter  into  a  contra,  t 
for  the  lease  of  family  housing  units  to  • 
constructed  or  rehabilitated  to  military  u.-ie 
on  or  near  a  military  installation  within  the 
United  States  under  the  Secretarys  jurisdic- 
tion at  which  there  is  a  shortage  of  family 
housing.  Housing  units  leased  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  assigned,  without  rental  charge, 
as  family  housing  to  members  of  the  armed 
forces  who  are  eligible  for  assignment  to 
military  family  housing. 

■(b)  Competitive  Process.— Each  contia  • 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  award'.d 
through  the  use  of  publicly  advertised,  com- 
petitively bid.  or  competitively  negotiated, 
contracting  procedures  as  provided  in  chap- 
ter 137  of  this  title.  Such  a  contract  may  pro- 
vide for  the  contractor  of  the  housing  facili- 
ties to  operate  and  maintain  such  housing 
facilities  during  the  term  of  the  lease. 

■•(c)  Conditions  on  Obligation  of  Funds.— 
A  lease  contract  entered  into  for  a  military 
housing  project  under  subsection  (a)  shall  in- 
clude the  following  provisions; 

"(1)  A  statement  that  the  obligation  of  the 
United  States  to  make  payments  under  the 
contract  in  any  fiscal  year  is  subject  to  the 
availability  of  appropriations  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

•■(2)  A  requirement  that  housing  units  con- 
structed pursuant  to  the  contract  be  con- 
structed to  Department  of  Defense  specifica- 
tions. 

■■(d)  Lease  Term —A  contract  under  this 
section  may  be  for  any  period  not  in  excess 
of  20  years  (excluding  the  period  required  for 
construction  of  the  housing  facilities). 

■(e)  Right  of  First  Refusal  to  Acquire.— 
.\  contract  under  this  section  shall  provide 
that,  upon  the  termination  of  the  lease  pe- 
riod, the  United  States  shall  have  the  right 
of  first  refusal  to  acquire  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  to  the  housing  facilities  constructed 
and  leased  under  the  contract. 

•■(n  Notice  and  Wait  Requirements.— A 
contract  may  not  be  entered  into  for  the 
lease  of  housing  facilities  under  this  section 
until—. 

■■(1)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  submits  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress,  in 
writing,  an  economic  analysis  (based  upon 
accepted  life  cycle  15  costing  procedures) 
which  demonstrates  that  the  proposed  con- 
tract is  cost-effective  when  compared  with 
alternative  means  of  furnishing  the  same 
housing  facilities;  and 

■(2)  a  period  of  21  calendar  days  has  ex- 
pired following  the  date  on  which  the  eco- 
nomic analysis  is  received  by  those  commit- 
tees.". 


(hi  Budget  ScoRLNO.-For  purposes  of  scor- 
ing the  budgetary  impact  of  any  contract  en- 
tered into  under  .section  2835  of  title  10.  Unit- 
ed States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a I),  the  total  amount  of  budget  authority 
required  by  the  contract,  and  the  total  out- 
lays, shall  be  scored  on  a  pro  rata  basis  over 
the  term  of  the  contract. 
[From  the  Washington  Post.  Tuesday.  Mar. 
7.  1995] 

THE  NEW  Military  Readiness  Worry:  Old 

Housing 

(By  Bradley  Graham) 

Fort  Bragg.  NC— After  decades  of  neglect. 
U.S.  military  housing  has  so  deteriorated 
that  Pentagon  leaders  say  it  is  discouraging 
soldiers  from  reenlisting  and  thereby  handi- 
capping the  nation's  military  readiness. 

Many  barracks  and  family  apartments, 
built  soon  after  World  War  II.  are  cramped 
and  suffer  from  peeling  lead-based  paint, 
hazardous  asbestos,  cracked  foundations, 
corroded  pipes  or  faulty  heating  and  cooling 
systems. 

More  than  half  the  family  housing  is  rated 
inadequate,  and  Defense  Secretary  William 
J.  Perry  cites  the  poor  condition  of  military 
housing  as  the  number  one  complaint  he 
hears  from  soldiers  on  visits  to  bases. 

■'If  you  ever  drove  up  with  your  kids  to  a 
college  with  that  kind  of  housing,  you'd 
never  leave  your  kid.  "  John  Hamre.  the  Pen- 
tagon's comptroller,  has  been  telling  con- 
gressional and  news  media  audiences  around 
Washington.  'It's  pathetic." 

But  at  a  time  of  shrinkinf?  budgets.  Penta- 
gon officials  have  come  up  with  only  some 
token  extra  millions  of  dollars  to  throw  at  a 
problem  requiring  billions  to  fix.  So  Perry  is 
casting  about  for  creative  off-budget 
schemes.  His  main  notion,  still  largely 
untested,  is  to  establish  a  system  for  at- 
tracting private  investment  to  help  rebuild 
or  replace  .America's  military  housing. 

So  passionate  has  Perry  become  about  the 
subject  that  the  former  aerospace  entre- 
preneur—remembered as  an  undersecretary 
in  the  Carter  administration  for  such  high- 
tech  innovations  as  stealth  technology  and 
the  cruise  missile— is  now  determined  to 
leave  his  mark  by  cleaning  up  the  more  mun- 
dane housing  mess. 

■When  I  leave  here.  I  want  to  look  back  at 
a  handful  of  legacies — things  that  I've  done 
that  I'm  proud  of.  that  will  be  sustained  and 
carried  on— and  this  is  going  to  be  one  of 
them."  Perr.v  said  in  an  interview. 

Asked  about  the  apparent  Irony  of  appeal- 
ing for  new,  improved  housing  even  as  an- 
other round  of  base  closings  is  underway. 
Pentagon  authorities  say  the  shutdowns 
have  exacerbated  the  overall  housing  short- 
age. Moreover,  with  much  of  the  closure 
process  now  behind  them.  Defense  Depart- 
ment officials  say  the  way  is  open  for  enlist- 
ing private  developers  who  had  been  spooked 
by  the  uncertainty  of  the  closings. 

On  Capitol  Hill,  where  strong  bipartisan 
support  exists  for  better  military  housing. 
Perry  has  run  into  one  complication.  His  em- 
phasis on  the  U.S.  problem  is  undermining 
his  parallel  effort  to  continue  building  new 
homes  for  former  Soviet  military  officers, 
part  of  a  U.S.  program  to  finance  elimi- 
nation of  nuclear  missile  bases  in  Moscow's 
onetime  empire. 

Much  American  military  housing  remains 
in  decent  shape.  Some  quite  handsome  build- 
ings, with  remodeled  interioi^s  and  attractive 
surroundings,  are  home  to  senior  officers. 
.■\nd  many  bases  feature  well-kept  smaller 
housing  units. 

But  the  norm  is  something  else. 


While  no  definitive  Pentagon  standard  for 
adequate  housing  exists,  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment reports  that  about  60  percent  of  the 
375,000  on-base  family  housing  units  are  inad- 
equate—and there  are  long  waiting  lists  at 
most  bases  even  for  those  homes.  About  one- 
fourth  of  the  military's  510,000  "barracks 
spaces"  are  rated  substandard,  with  World 
War  Il-vintage  gang  latrines  still  common. 

Even  some  top-tier  combat  forces,  like  the 
Army's  82nd  Airborne  Division  based  here  at 
Fort  Bragg,  live  in  overcrowded  rooms  with 
pock-marked  walls,  rickety  lockers,  swaying 
bunks  and  dim  lighting. 

■We'd  like  to  give  our  soldiers  something 
better  than  tiles  falling  on  their  heads  and 
air  conditioning  that  doesn't  work."  said  Lt. 
Col.  Charles  Jacoby.  a  battalion  commander 
in  the  82nd. 

Pentagon  officials  cite  several  factors  to 
explain  how  housing  became  a  crisis.  One  in- 
volves the  shift  over  the  past  two  decades 
from  a  conscript  force  to  an  all-volunteer 
military,  which  led  to  a  jump  from  40  per- 
cent to  60  percent  in  the  proportion  of  mar- 
ried service  members. 

But  the  availability  of  family  housing  has 
increased  little  since  the  1970s.  Most  of  the 
Reagan  administration's  surge  in  defense 
spending  went  into  new  weapon  systems 
rather  than  bricks  and  mortar.  Some  mili- 
tary housing  was  upgraded  in  Europe,  then 
central  to  Cold  War  defenses,  but  those  fa- 
cilities now  are  being  closed. 

"Even  during  the  1980s,  when  we  had  a  de- 
fense budget  buildup,  there  was  little  or  no 
attention  paid  to  this  housing  problem," 
Perry  said.  "I  think  it  just  didn't  strike 
them  that  it  was  an  important  problem." 

The  relocation  in  the  United  States  of  U.S. 
troops  formerly  based  abroad  has  exacer- 
bated the  shortage,  as  has  the  closing  of  nu- 
merous domestic  bases  that  offered  at  least 
some  decent  housing. 

Styles,  too.  have  changed.  Today's  sol- 
diers, like  other  Americans,  expect  more  pri- 
vacy and  space  than  their  counterparts  sev- 
eral decades  ago.  One  bath  for  three  or  four 
bedrooms  might  have  been  satisfactory  in 
the  1950s;  now.  military  families  want  not 
only  more  bathrooms,  but  more  living  and 
storage  space,  various  appliances,  parking 
for  at  least  two  cars  and  other  amenities. 

Despite  numerous,  limited  renovations  ef- 
forts, military  officials  say  maintenance  has 
tended  to  be  more  reactive  than  preventive. 
Besides,  only  so  much  can  be  done  for  some 
eroding  structures. 

"This  place  is  like  an  old  car.  it's  contin- 
uall.v  breaking  down."  said  Sgt.  Maj.  Sam 
Chapman  of  the  16th  Military  Brigade,  quar- 
tered at  Fort  Bragg  in  a  I920s-era  barracks 
with  broken  plumbing,  unreliable  heating 
and  never  enough  hot  water.  ""We're  con- 
stantly putting  in  work  orders,  but  the  only 
way  to  fix  thmgs  is  to  tear  the  place  down 
and  build  a  new  barracks." 

Defense  Department  policy  is  to  provide 
on-base  housing  when  the  neighboring  pri- 
vate market  cannot  meet  the  need.  Each 
military  service  houses  about  the  same  pro- 
portion of  its  family  population  on  base— be- 
tween 30  percent  and  40  percent.  Some  com- 
manders would  prefer  to  get  out  of  the  hous- 
ing business  altogether,  but  on-base  units  re- 
main very  popular  among  service  members 
for  reasons  of  adding  security,  family  sup- 
port networks,  financial  advantages,  proxim- 
ity to  jobs  and  access  to  child  care  and  medi- 
cal services. 

Living  off-base  is  often  not  a  manageable 
alternative,  because  military  pay  and  hous- 
ing allowances  have  not  kept  up  with  civil- 
ian pay  on  average.  In  a  recent  survey  of  29 


home  ports,  the  Navy  found  that  sailors 
ranked  petty  officer  third  class  and  below 
could  afford  a  one-bedroom  apartment  in 
only  five  of  the  localities  and  an  efficiency 
in  only  17. 

Perry  makes  the  point  that  ""quality  of 
life"  concerns,  of  which  housing  ranks  high- 
est, are  key  to  persuading  the  best  military 
people  to  reenlist. 

■"What  I  want  to  do  is  equate  dealing  with 
the  housing  problem  with  [military]  readi- 
ness." he  said.  "'I  see  a  single,  iron  logic  that 
drives  me  from  one  to  the  other." 

Under  an  initiative  announced  last  fall,  the 
Pentagon  plans  to  spend  $450  million  a  year 
for  the  next  six  years  to  improve  on-base 
housing,  raise  allowances  for  off  base  living 
and  provide  more  child  care  and  other  family 
support  services.  But  even  with  these  extra 
funds — on  top  of  increased  spending  on  hous- 
ing by  the  services — Pentagon  officials  ex- 
pect to  modernize  only  14  percent  of  the  fam- 
ily housing  stock  over  the  next  six  years  and 
only  one  in  three  substandard  barracks. 

■The  real  hope  is  that  we  can  attract  large 
amounts  of  private  investment  into  this 
housing  problem."  said  Perry. 

Perry  now  has  both  an  internal  team  of  of- 
ficials and  an  outside  task  force  headed  by 
former  Army  Secretary  John  O.  Marsh  look- 
ing for  alternatives. 

One  promising  plan  is  being  tried  by  the 
Navy,  which  received  congressional  author- 
ity last  year  to  enter  into  equity  partner- 
ships with  private  developers.  Also  under 
consideration  are  sales  of  excess  property  or 
land  swaps  to  raise  capital  for  housing 
projects,  discounted  leases  on  government 
land  to  lower  costs  for  developers  and  mort- 
gage insurance  for  new  or  renovated  military 
housing. 

Perry  would  like  to  proceed  with  several 
pilot  programs  this  year,  then  select  one  or 
two  for  expansion  next  year. 

■The  problems  have  been  a  long  time  in 
coming,  and  will  take  a  long  time  to  fix." 
said  Col.  James  R.  Rougnon.  Fort  Bragg's 
public  works  director.* 


By  Mr.  JEFFORDS  (for  himself. 
Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr.  Kennedy. 
Mr.  Pell.  Mr.  Simpson,  and  Mr. 
Dodd): 
S.  856.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Foundation  on   the  Arts  and  the  Hu- 
manities Act  of  1965,  the  Museum  Serv- 
ices Act.  and  the  Arts  and  Artifacts  In- 
demnity Act  to  improve  and  extend  the 
acts,   and   for  other   purposes:    to   the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources, 

the  REAUTHOKIZATION  of  THE  NATIONAL 
foundation  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  HUMAN- 
ITIES ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  with 
Senators  Kassebaum,  Kennedy'.  Pell, 
Simpson,  and  Dodd.  I  am  introducing 
today  the  Reauthorization  of  the  Na- 
tional Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Hu- 
manities Act  of  1965.  This  bill  provides 
authorization  for  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts,  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities,  the  newly 
consolidated  Institute  for  Museum  and 
Library  Services,  and  the  Arts  and  Ar- 
tifacts Indemnity  Act.  through  the 
year  2000. 

Mr.  President,  this  has  been  a  con- 
troversial bill  I  know,  and  we  have 
done  our  utmost  in  the  committee,  and 


will  continue  to  do  so  through  the 
markup,  to  restore  the  kind  of  con- 
fidence that  this  act  in  these  various 
endowments  deserve. 

The  subject  of  government  sponsor- 
ship of  the  arts  and  humanities  evokes 
great  disagreement  and  spirited  debate 
from  thoughtful  people.  My  colleagues 
here  in  the  Senate  are  certainly  no 
strangers  to  the  controversies  and  dis- 
cussions associated  with  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts.  I  must  say 
that  throughout  the  process  of  drafting 
the  bill  this  consideration  has  been  on 
my  mind.  I  worked  in  consultation 
with  my  Republican  and  Democratic 
colleagues  on  the  Labor  Committee  in 
hopes  of  addressing  concerns  and  incor- 
porating constructive  suggestions  as  to 
how  to  improve  each  of  the  agencies. 

At  each  subcommittee  hearing,  we 
had  opportunities  to  discuss  fundamen- 
tal issues  related  to  the  NEA.  NEH,  and 
IMS  with  a  host  of  individuals  each 
with  very  different  perspectives.  Some 
spoke  of  the  merits  of  the  Endow- 
ments, others  proposed  significant 
change,  still  others  advocated  total 
elimination  of  the  Endowments  as  we 
now  know  them.  We  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  see  the  work  of  the  IMS  first 
hand.  The  hearing  on  the  Institute  for 
Museum  Services  was  held  at  the  Alex- 
andria Black  History  Resource  Cen- 
ter—a center  that  serves  the  commu- 
nity, is  home  to  a  wonderful  collection 
of  photographs  and  objects,  supports 
education  and  lifelong  learning  initia- 
tives, and  is  there  for  the  enjoyment  of 
all  of  the  people  of  Alexandria,  and 
others  who  visit. 

The  exchanges  at  each  of  the  hear- 
ings were  enlightening,  lively,  and  I  be- 
lieve in  the  end.  very  productive.  We 
were  able  to  discuss  ideas  and  concepts 
which  challenged  the  way  we  have 
thought  of  these  agencies.  I  believe  we 
successfully  broadened  this  discussion 
from  that  of  simply  all  or  nothing- 
elimination  versus  no  change — and  cre- 
ated an  opportunity  to  improve  upon 
these  agencies. 

We  have  sought  to  do  something  very 
different  with  this  bill.  We  have  made 
changes  that  will  lead  to  substantial 
improvement  in  terms  of  how  these 
agencies  work  and  made  it  even  more 
clear  in  the  legislation  as  to  the  prior- 
ity of  who  they  serve.  I  learned  a  great 
deal  from  the  hearings  and  feel  certain 
that  we  have  incorporated  some  of  the 
valuable  and  thoughtful  ideas  that 
were  shared  during  these  discussions. 
There  was  room  for  improvement  at 
the  NEA  and  NEH.  In  addition,  there  is 
a  clear  and  direct  connection  to  learn- 
ing between  the  IMS  and  libraries. 

We  have  worked  very  hard  on  this 
bill,  for  very  simple  reasons,  in  my 
opinion.  The  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts,  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Humanities,  libraries  and  museums 
make  enormous  contributions  to  vi- 
brancy and  greatness  of  our  society. 
They  enrich  the  fabric  of  this  Nation. 


they  bring  us  together,  enable  us  to 
better  express  ourselves  and  better  un- 
derstand each  other  and  man.v  times, 
through  the  arts  and  humanities  we 
reach  those  who  have  been  written  off. 

Simply,  the  arts  and  humanities  are 
an  integral  improvement  in  terms  of 
how  these  agencies  work  and  make 
even  more  clear  that  legislation  is 
needed  as  to  the  priority  of  those  who 
they  serve. 

I  learned  a  great  deal  from  the  hear- 
ings and  feel  certain  that  we  will  have 
incorporated  some  of  the  most  valuable 
and  thoughtful  ideas  that  were  shared 
during  these  discussions.  There  was 
room  for  improvement  in  the  NEA  and 
the  NEH. 

In  addition,  it  is  clear  that  direct 
connection  to  learning  between  the 
NEH,  the  NEA,  and  the  libraries  is  en- 
lightening. We  have  worked  very  hard 
on  this  bill  for  very  simple  reasons,  in 
my  opinion.  The  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts  and  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities  and  the  insti- 
tute for  Museum  and  Library  Services 
make  enormous  contributions.  Encour- 
aging curiosity,  thought,  learning,  dia- 
log, and  understanding  are  endeavors 
that  the  Federal  Government  should 
have  a  role  in  supporting. 

In  fact.  I  believe  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  have  a  leadership  role  in 
fostering  and  preserving  the  unique 
cultural  heritage  of  the  Nation.  And  to 
give  credit  where  credit  is  due,  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Arts,  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Humanities, 
the  Institute  for  Museum  Services  and 
libraries  have  made  the  arts  and  hu- 
manities more  accessible  to  all  people 
of  our  Nation  and  have  created  innova- 
tive and  exciting  ways  of  learning  to 
the  lives  of  many,  old  and  young. 

My  support  of  these  iigrincies  is  ha.sed 
on  what  I  have  witnessed  and  learned 
over  the  years— facts  about  what  they 
really  do  and  who  they  really  serve.  I 
have  seen  the  many  ways  the  Endow- 
ments" and  the  IMS'  programs  have 
touched  people's  lives.  Their  programs 
have  reached  children  who.  prior  to 
their  involvement  with  the  arts  or  hu- 
manities had  little  interest  in  learning 
and  less  hope.  Each  of  these  agencies 
have  enabled  individuals  to  gain  a  bet- 
ter understanding  of  their  neighbors 
and  their  communities  through  partici- 
pation in  community  festivals  and 
other  outreach  activities.  They  have 
brought  the  beauty  and  the  magic  of 
the  Nations  rich  culture  to  even  the 
smallest  comers  of  the  Nation. 

My  own  State  of  Vermont,  while 
unique  in  so  many  ways,  is  part  of  a 
common  phenomenon — when  the  arts, 
humanities,  museums,  and  libraries  are 
introduced  to  a  community— that  com- 
munity comes  alive,  its  people  come 
alive.  There  are  examples  of  excellence 
in  the  arts  and  humanities  in  Vermont 
which  deserve  mention.  Book  Discus- 
sion for  General  Audiences,  which 
began  from  a  small  grant  from  the  Ver- 


mont Council  for  the  Humanities  at 
the  suggestion  of  a  local  librarian  in 
my  home  town  of  Rutland.  VT,  has  be- 
come a  integral  component  of  the 
agenda  in  many  of  the  State  human- 
ities councils.  The  Shelburne  Museum 
has  received  grants  from  the  NEA, 
NEH.  and  IMS.  It  is  a  showcase  and  a 
leading  institution  of  American  folk 
art  and  decorative  arts  and  artifacts- 
visited  by  Vermonters  and  other  visi- 
tors from  across  the  country  and 
around  the  world.  It  has  worked  in 
partnership  with  local  libraries,  local 
schools,  and  with  adult  education 
projects.  These  are  but  two  examples  of 
thousands  which  have  enhanced  the  ex- 
periences of  people  in  a  State. 

It  has  been  my  intention  to  preserve 
what  the  agencies  do  well,  yet  provide 
them  with  greater  guidance  and  direc- 
tion as  to  the  purpose  of  their  work. 
Today  we  are  putting  forward  a  pro- 
posal that  consolidates  programs, 
streamlines  functions,  restructures  and 
provides  clear  guidelines  for  the  agen- 
cies. It  recognizes  that  there  are  initia- 
tives that  are  best  done  best  locally 
and  other  initiatives  that  are  clearly 
national  in  scope  and  benefit  a  broad 
audience.  This  bill  makes  the  agencies 
more  accountable  and  more  responsive 
to  the  American  public  while  enabling 
them  to  continue  to  do  what  they  do 
best — provide  and  enhance  access  to 
the  best  of  the  arts  and  humanities  to 
all  the  people  of  this  Nation. 

It  comes  to  a  very  fundamental  ques- 
tion, should  this  Nation  care  and  sup- 
port those  who  want  to  nurture  its 
heart  and  soul,  to  provide  the  oppor- 
tunity for  those  who  would  not  other- 
wise have  it.  and  to  best  demonstrate 
the  beauty  and  greatness  of  our  fabu- 
lous country. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  go  into 
some  detail  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
changes  we  have  proposed.  They  are  far 
reaching  and  go  to  the  basis  of  the  op- 
eration of  these  agencies.  It  is  our  hope 
that  these  changes  will  provide  clear 
guidance  as  to  how  the  Endowment 
funds  are  spent  and  sets  a  clear  prior- 
ity which  meet  the  standard  of  artistic 
excellence  and  artistic  merit,  benefit 
and  reach  the  widest  possible  audience. 

First,  we  have  cleaned  up  much  of 
the  clutter  and  confusion  regarding 
grant  programs,  primarily  as  this  re- 
lates to  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts.  We  have  imposed  a  new  struc- 
ture by  establishing  three  grant  pro- 
grams at  the  Arts  Endowment:  part- 
nership grants,  national  significance 
grants,  and  direct  grants.  At  the  Hu- 
manities Endowment,  we  have  adopted 
this  same  structure.  We  have  consoli- 
dated the  Institute  for  Museum  Serv- 
ices with  the  Library  Services  Act  and 
changed  the  focus  of  the  latter  to  tech- 
nology and  access  and  literacy  pro- 
grams for  undeserved  communities. 

Forty  percent  of  NEAs  program 
funds  must  now  be  spent  on  partner- 
ship grants.  Local  initiatives  make  up 


the  partnerships  block.  Projects  funded 
under  this  block  include  the  basic 
State  grant  at  an  increased  level  as 
well  as  competitive  grants  to  State 
agencies  and  local  and  regional  groups 
to  establish  local  acts  activities  with 
particular  emphasis  on  arts  education 
and  projects  that  reach  rural  and  urban 
undeserved  areas.  Funds  will  be 
matched  on  a  1:1  ratio. 

Forty  percent  of  all  program  funds 
must  be  used  for  national  significance 
grants.  These  are  grants  to  organiza- 
tions of  demonstrated  and  substantial 
artistic  and  cultural  importance  for 
projects  that  will  increase  access  of  the 
American  people  to  the  best  of  their 
arts  and  culture.  Within  this  block, 
priority  will  be  given  to  those  projects 
that  will  have  a  national,  regional,  or 
otherwise  substantial  artistic  and  cul- 
tural impact.  Matching  requirements 
are  increased  within  the  block  to  3:1  or 
5:1  dependent  on  the  size  of  the  institu- 
tion's annual  budget. 

Finally,  20  percent  of  funds  for  grants 
must  be  spent  on  direct  grants  to 
groups  or  individuals  that  are  broadly 
representative  of  the  cultural  heritage 
of  the  United  States  and  broadly  geo- 
graphically representative  for  projects 
of  the  highest  artistic  excellence  and 
artist  merit.  Again,  within  this  block, 
priority  is  given  to  those  projects  that 
will  have  a  national,  regional,  or  other- 
wise substantial  artistic  and  cultural 
impact  and  the  match  is  1:1. 

Some  administrative  changes  apply 
to  both  Endowments.  We  have  merged 
many  of  the  administrative  functions 
of  the  Endowments  with  the  intent  of 
eliminating  duplication  and  saving 
money.  In  addition,  we  have  placed  a 
cap  on  what  can  be  spent  on  adminis- 
tration for  both  Endowments  at  12  per- 
cent. We  have  decreased  the  number  of 
members  that  make  up  the  national 
councils  to  streamline  and  cut  bu- 
reaucracy. We  have  instituted  a  provi- 
sion which  enables  both  the  NEA  and 
NEH  to  recapture  funds  if  a  grant  sup- 
ported by  the  Endowment  becomes 
commercially  successful.  We  have  pro- 
hibited any  funds  from  either  Endow- 
ment to  be  used  for  lobbying.  Some  ad- 
ministrative changes  apply  specifically 
to  the  NEA.  We  have  incorporated  ad- 
ministrative provisions  that  make  the 
chairperson  more  accountable  and 
given  her  greater  decisionmaking  re- 
sponsibilities. It  limits  the  number  of 
grants  an  individual  can  receive  in  a 
lifetime  and  the  number  of  grants  an 
institution  can  receive  in  a  year.  We 
have  eliminated  seasonal  support  and 
eliminated  subgranting— areas  of  great 
problem  and  concern  in  the  past — mak- 
ing an  exception  only  for  States  and  re- 
gional groups.  We  have  increased  turn- 
over in  the  panel  system  and  increased 
lay  person  participation  to  ensure 
greater  community  involvement.  In  ad- 
dition, panels  will  be  prohibited  from 
recommending  specific  amounts  for 
grants  and  required  to  recommend 
more  grants  than  funding  available. 


We  have  made  substantial  structural 
changes  as  well  as  the  Humanities  En- 
dowment. We  have  mandated  thai  25 
percent  of  program  funds  be  used  for 
Federal  State  partnership.  Included  in 
this  block  is  the  basic  State  grant  to 
State  humanities  councils  which  rep- 
resents an  increase  in  their  funding. 
NEH  funds  must  be  matched  dollar  for 
dollar. 

We  have  mandated  that  37.5  percent 
of  all  program  funds  at  the  NEH  be 
used  for  national  grants  to  support 
groups  and  individuals  for  programs  in 
education  and  the  public  humanities 
that  have  a  national  audience  and  are 
of  national  significance.  Projects  with- 
in the  block  used  for  endowment  build- 
ing or  capital  projects  must  be 
matched  3:1  by  private  funds. 

Finally,  research  and  scholarship 
grants  will  constitute  the  final  37.5  per- 
cent of  program  funds  at  the  Human- 
ities Endowment.  These  funds  will  be 
awarded  to  groups  and  individuals  to 
encourage  the  development  and  dis- 
semination of  significant  scholarship 
in  the  humanities  and  will  be  matched 
1:1. 

The  consolidation  of  the  Institute  of 
Museum  Services  and  the  Library  Serv- 
ices Act  reflects  efforts  to  unite  pro- 
grams that  have  a  direct  connection  to 
one  another.  More  than  simply  a  con- 
nection is  the  potential  for  invaluable 
collaboration  and  partnership  espe- 
cially in  the  areas  of  technology  and 
access. 

Last  but.  in  my  opinion  one  of  the 
most  important  changes  to  this  bill  is 
the  broadening  of  the  Arts  and  Artifact 
Indemnity  Act.  This  change  will  enable 
domestic  exhibitions  to  be  eligible  for 
insurance  and  allow  for  more  Ameri- 
cans to  have  access  to  the  great  treas- 
ures of  this  Nation. 

I  have  laid  out  a  great  deal  in  this 
statement.  It  is  my  hope  it  provides  a 
general  sense  of  the  direction  we  have 
moved  the  agencies  and  the  efforts  we 
have  made  in  consolidating  programs 
to  better  serve  the  American  people. 
We  have  focused  on  what  is  done  best 
at  each  level  and  made  each  respon- 
sible for  projects  to  serve  the  large 
constituency— the  citizens  of  this  Na- 
tion. Access  to  the  name  of  the  game  in 
my  opinion  and  we  have  a  responsibil- 
ity to  provide  direction  and  guidance 
to  ensure  that  the  Endowments  and  the 
Institute  of  Museum  Library  Service 
reach  every  corner  of  the  country. 


By  Ms.  SNOWE: 
S.  857.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  to  provide 
waiver  authority  for  the  requirement 
to  provide  a  written  justification  for 
the  exact  grounds  for  the  denial  of  a 
visa,  except  in  cases  of  intent  to  Immi- 
grate; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

THE  LAW  ENFORCE.MENT  AND  INTELLIGENCE 
SnVRCE.S  I'ROTECTION  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  the  Law  Enforcement 


and  Intelligence  Sources  Protection 
Act  of  1995.  This  legislation  would  sig- 
nificantly increase  the  ability  of  law 
enforcement  and  intelligence  agencies 
to  share  information  with  the  State 
Department  for  the  purpose  of  denying 
visas  to  known  terrorists,  drug  traf- 
fickers, and  individuals  involved  in 
international  crime. 

This  provision  would  permit  denials 
of  U.S.  visas  to  be  made  without  a  de- 
tailed written  explanation  for  individ- 
uals who  are  excludable  for  law  en- 
forcement reasons,  which  current  law 
requires.  These  denials  could  be  made 
citing  U.S.  law  generically.  without 
further  clarification  or  amplification. 
Individuals  denied  visas  due  to  the  sus- 
picion that  they  are  intending  to  immi- 
grate would  still  have  to  be  informed 
that  this  Is  the  basis,  to  allow  such  an 
individual  to  compile  additional  infor- 
mation that  may  change  that  deter- 
mination. 

Under  a  provision  of  the  INA.  a  pre- 
cise written  justification,  citing  the 
specific  provision  of  law.  is  required  for 
every  alien  denied  a  U.S.  visa.  This  re- 
quirement was  inserted  into  the  INA 
out  of  the  belief  that  every  non-Amer- 
ican denied  a  U.S.  visa  for  any  reason 
had  the  right  to  know  the  precise 
grounds  under  which  the  visa  was  de- 
nied, even  if  it  was  for  terrorist  activ- 
ity, narcotics  trafficking,  or  other  ille- 
gal activity.  This  has  impeded  the  will- 
ingness of  law  enforcement  and  intel- 
ligence agencies  to  share  with  the 
State  Department  the  names  of  exclud- 
able aliens.  These  agencies  are  logi- 
cally concerned  about  impeding  an  in- 
vestigation or  revealing  sources  and 
methods  if  they  submit  a  name  of  a 
person  they  know  to  be  a  terrorist  or 
criminal— but  who  we  do  not  want  to 
know  that  we  know  about  their  activi- 
ties—who then  goes  on  the  lookout 
list,  is  denied  a  visa,  and  then  is  in- 
formed in  writing  that  he  or  she  was 
denied  a  visa  because  of  known  drug 
trafficking  activity.  That  drug  traf- 
ficker then  will  know  that  the  DEA 
knows  about  his  or  her  illegal  activity 
and  may  be  developing  a  criminal  case. 
This  information  is  something  the 
United  States  would  want  to  protect, 
until  the  case  against  is  completed 
and.  hopefully,  some  law  enforcement 
action  is  taken.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  for  the  protection  of  the 
American  people  we  should  also  make 
this  information  available  to  the  De- 
partment of  State  to  keep  the  individ- 
ual out  of  our  country. 

The  key  issue  is  that  travel  to  the 
U.S.  by  noncitizens  is  a  privilege,  not  a 
constitutional  right.  There  is  no  fun- 
damental right  for  extensive  due  proc- 
ess in  visa  decisions  by  our  consular  of- 
ficers overseas.  While  I  believe  that  our 
country  should  do  what  we  can  to  be 
fair  in  our  treatment  of  would-be  visi- 
tors to  the  United  States,  in  cases 
where  providing  information  to  an 
alien  would  harm  our  own  national  se- 
curity,  complicate   potential   criminal 
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cases,  or  potentially  reveal  sources  and 
methods  of  intelligence  gathering,  we 
should  err  on  the  side  of  protecting 
Americans,  not  the  convenience  of  for- 
eign nationals.*  i 
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By  Mr.  HATFIELD: 
S.  862.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration to  make  urban  university 
business  initiative  grants,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business. 

S.M.\LL  BISINKS.S  F..NH.-\.NCE.ME.NT  .JlCT 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President. 
today.  I  am  introducing  a  bill  to  help 
our  vital  small  and  emerging  busi- 
nesses grow  successfully.  This  bill 
would  utilize  existing  research  facili- 
ties, especially  in  our  urban  univer- 
sities, to  help  enable  businesses  to  dis- 
cover what  currently  hinders  their  de- 
velopment. This  proposal  previously 
passed  the  Senate  as  an  amendment  to 
S.  4.  the  National  Competitiveness  Act. 
While  this  act  did  not  become  law  last 
year,  it  is  my  hope  that  this  measure 
will  see  quick  action  in  this  Congress. 

This  proposal  will  not  create  a  new 
bureaucracy.  In  fact,  it  may  help  to 
point  out  where  local  and  Federal  bu- 
reaucracies impede  business  develop- 
ment. It  is  designed  to  promote  busi- 
ness research  assistance  by  those 
uniquely  qualified  to  take  on  these 
tasks:  namely,  our  Nation's  business 
schools  in  conjunction  with  private  or 
nonprofit  organizations. 

The  focus  of  this  legislation  is  the 
overall  health  of  businesses  in  lower  in- 
come urban  communities.  However. 
this  bill  does  not  preclude  this  assist- 
ance from  being  applied  in  rural  areas. 
In  fact,  if  a  State  does  not  contain  an 
urban  area  as  defined  in  the  legisla- 
tion, the  SB.A  Administrator  may  des- 
ignate one  area  in  that  State  for  this 
purpose. 

We  know  some  of  the  most  basic 
problems  that  businesses  face,  such  as 
intrusive  government  regulations.  Ad- 
ditionally, small  and  emerging  busi- 
nesses in  low-income  urban  areas  find 
development  difficult  because  of  the 
lack  of  access  to  investment  capital 
and  technical  assistance.  However,  why 
do  some  of  these  businesses  thrive  and 
compete  internationally  while  others 
fail? 

Last  year's  committee  report  on  the 
National  Competitiveness  Act  noted 
that  only  6  out  of  10  of  our  smaller 
manufacturers  employ  advanced  tech- 
nology, compared  to  9  out  of  10  for 
plants  with  more  than  500  employees. 
Reports  offer  little  information  on  ex- 
actly why  businesses  fail  or  cease  to 
expand  in  certain  areas.  When  I  tried 
to  find  research  on  the  specific  prob- 
lems that  businesses  face  in  Oregon. 
the  only  current  source  of  information 
was  a  survey  done  by  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  Independent  Businesses.  Sur- 
veys and  government  statistics  cannot 
take  the  place  of  primary  research  con- 


ducted 
schools. 

Business  schools  play  an  important 
role  in  sustaining  business  develop- 
ment. They  currently  perform  vital  re- 
search and  train  our  Nation's  future 
business  leaders.  However,  this  role 
could  be  greatly  enhanced  by  providing 
them  with  additional  Federal  resources 
to  expand  their  much  needed  research 
and  apply  their  findings  to  businesses 
in  their  communities  through  assist- 
ance programs. 

This  proposal  would  allow  the  Small 
Business  Administration  to  make 
grants  to  urban  universities  for  re- 
search on.  or  for  implementation  of. 
technical  assistance,  technology  trans- 
fer, or  delivery  of  services  in  business 
creation,  expansion,  and  human  re- 
source management.  As  noted  above, 
where  there  is  not  an  urban  university 
in  a  State,  the  SBA  Administrator  may 
designate  another  eligible  area  in  the 
State. 

The  authorization  for  these  dem- 
onstration grants  is  limited  to  SIO  mil- 
lion. The  grants  would  be  dispersed 
geographically,  and  not  exceed  $400,000 
per  institution  or  consortium.  This 
procedure  makes  use  of  existing  talent 
and  facilities  to  create  the  information 
and  assistance  that  developing  busi- 
nesses need. 

For  example,  a  comprehensive  data 
base  on  business  births,  deaths,  expan- 
sions, or  contractions  is  no  longer 
maintained.  A  potential  benefit  of  this 
proposal  could  be  the  creation  of  such 
a  data  base  in  conjunction  with  assist- 
ance efforts  based  upon  the  resulting 
information.  In  this  case,  we  would  see 
nonprofit  entities  taking  over  func- 
tions that  were  previously  under  the 
direction  of  the  SBA  in  order  to  en- 
hance American  competitiveness. 

Other  programs  such  as  the  Small 
Business  Development  Centers 

[SBDC's]  do  an  admirable  job  of  spe- 
cializing in  assisting  small  entre- 
preneurial enterprises.  However,  the 
Small  Business  Enhancement  Act  is  de- 
signed to  offer  applied  research  and  in- 
depth  technical  assistance  to  small  and 
emerging  businesses  that  SBDCs  do  not 
have  the  facilities  to  undertake. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  by 
cosponsoring  this  important  business 
initiative.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  supporting  letters  from  the  Amer- 
ican Association  of  State  Colleges  and 
Universities,  the  National  Association 
of  State  Universities  and  Land-Grant 
Colleges,  the  American  Electronics  As- 
sociation of  Oregon,  and  Portland 
State  University  be  placed  into  the 
Record  following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

May  25.  1995. 
Hon  Mark  O.  Hatfield. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Se.vator  Hatfield:  On  behalf  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Colleges  and 


Universities  and  Land  Grant  Colleges 
(NASULGC).  we  commend  your  efforts  to 
match  the  resources  of  our  urban  colleges 
and  universities  to  the  needs  of  the  urban 
business  community  through  the  proposed 
Urban  University  Business  Initiative  legisla- 
tion. 

The  community  resource  and  economic  de- 
velopment mission  of  our  urban  colleges  and 
universities  inextricably  links  our  institu- 
tions to  the  communities  in  which  they  re- 
side. Moreover,  the  business  community's 
need  for  technical  assistance  and  solutions 
to  problems,  especially  those  in  lower  in- 
come urban  areas,  and  the  urban  university's 
ability  and  interest  in  applying  their  ener- 
gies and  talents  to  human  and  community 
concerns,  creates  a  climate  for  urban  univer- 
sities and  urban  businesses  to  collaborate. 

As  we  approach  the  21st  century,  the  tech- 
nological challenges  threatening  America's 
economy  and  international  competitiveness 
will  have  to  be  addressed  by  the  American 
people.  Too  often  the  potential  of  our  col- 
leges and  universities,  as  participants  in  the 
problem  solving  process,  is  overlooked.  Your 
legislation  helps  create  the  link  between 
urban  institutions  of  higher  education  and 
the  communities  in  which  they  reside. 

Once  again,  we  appreciate  your  foresight 
and  leadership  on  this  issue  and  your  out- 
standing and  longstanding  advocacy  on  be- 
half of  urban  and  metropolitan  colleges  and 
universities. 

Sincerely. 

James  B.  appleberry. 
President.    American    Association    of  State 
Colleges  and  Universities. 

C.  Peter  Macrath. 
President.    .Xational    Association    of   State 
Universities  and  Land-Grant  Colleges. 

Portla.nd  State  u.niversity. 

Portland.  OR.  May  22.  1995. 
Hon.  Mark  O.  H.j^tfield. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hatfield:  I'm  writing  to  let 
you  know  I  enthusiastically  endorse  your 
proposed  legislation  related  to  urban  univer- 
sities and  technical  assistance  for  small  and 
emerging  businesses.  This  legislation  will 
make  a  difference  not  only  to  businesses  in 
Oregon,  but  throughout  the  nation.  Estab- 
lishing direct  linkages  between  urban  uni- 
versities and  business  assistance  will  help 
enhance  the  success  rate  of  small  and  emerg- 
ing businesses. 

At  a  time  when  our  nation's  economic  base 
is  changing  dramatically  from  industrial  to 
small  and  mid-size  businesses,  legislative  so- 
lutions like  the  Urban  University  Business 
Initiative  Grants  are  especially  crucial  to 
long-term  sustainability.  In  addition  to  pro- 
viding technical  assistance,  your  legislation 
specifically  establishes  a  priority  for  a  re- 
search agenda.  Clearly,  too  little  is  now 
known  about  what  works  to  support  business 
development,  strategies  for  promoting  busi- 
ness expansion,  and  successful  efforts  to 
maintain  profitability  and  sustainability. 

The  urban  university  is  well  positioned  to 
provide  business  assistance.  It  is  the  mission 
of  the  urban  university  to  work  with  the 
community  to  address  community  problems. 
A  key  problem  for  urban  areas,  especially 
lower-income  neighborhoods,  is  business 
competitiveness.  Jobs,  particularly  family- 
wage  jobs,  are  essential  to  self-sufficiency, 
family  stability,  and  community  develop- 
ment, "your  legislation  creates  a  mechanism 
for  urban  university  business  schools  to  be 
an  integral  part  of  the  solution. 

Senator  Hatfield,  your  leadership  on  this 
issue    is   greatly    appreciated.    I    especially 


want  to  recognize  the  good  work  and  com- 
mitment of  your  staff  in  making  this  legisla- 
tive concept  a  reality.  It  is  obvious  that  your 
passion  for  the  urban  universit.v  mission  is 
shared  by  the  people  you  employ. 

Thank  you  again  for  embracing  this  impor- 
tant issue.  Please  call  upon  me  if  I  can  pro- 
vide you  with  any  information  or  assistance. 
Best  regards. 

Judith  A.  Ramaley, 

President. 

AMERICAN  Electronics  Association. 

Salem.  OR.  May  25.  1995. 
Hon.  Mark  O.  Hatfield. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Bitilding, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hatfield:  I  am  writing  to 
express  support  for  your  proposed  small  busi- 
ne.ss  initiative  grant  program. 

As  you  know.  Oregon  is  a  hotbed  of  small 
businesses,  many  of  which  are  faced  with  the 
daunting  task  of  trying  to  compete  in  a  glob- 
al marketplace.  Although  such  programs  s' 
the  SBDCs  attempt  to  help  small  enterprises 
get  started,  your  proposal  addresses  a  dif- 
ferent need:  the  applied  research  and  long- 
''  !m  technical  assistance  that  could  be  pro- 
V   i  •<!  by  our  urban  universities. 

Your  proposal  addresses  another  gap  in  our 
current  system— a  much  needed  data  base  to 
track  small  business  development  and  chart 
the  reasons  for  success  and  failure. 

A  recent  discussion  we  had  with  economic 
development  leaders  in  the  Portland  area 
highlighted  for  us  the  urgent  need  for  busi- 
ness development  strategies  designed  specifi- 
cally for  lower  income  urban  communities. 
We  hope  that  your  proposal,  if  successful. 
will  h"lp  ,=i(l'lress  those  needs. 

A-    ilvv.iv-    we  applaud  your  leadership  in 
■  i.-^suv's   Good  luck. 
Sincerely. 

JIM  Craven, 
Government  Affairs  Manager. 


th.' 


By   Mr.   GRASSLEY  (for  himself 

and  Mr  Conrad): 

S.  863.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 

the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for 

increased  Medicare  reimbursement  for 
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delivery  of  health  services  in  health 
professional  shortage  areas,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

S.  864.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for 
increased  Medicare  reimbursement  for 
nurse  practitioners  and  clinical  nurse 
specialists  to  increase  the  delivery  of 
health  services  in  health  professional 
shortage  areas,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

MK.DICAKK  LEGI.SLATION 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
today,  on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senator 
Conrad,  I  am  introducing  two  bills.  If 
enacted,  these  bills  would  increase  ac- 
cess to  primary  care  for  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries in  rural  and  inner  city  com- 
munities. The  Primary  Care  Health 
Practitioner  Incentive  Act  of  1995 
would  reform  Medicare  reimbursement 
to  nurse  practitioners  [NP's]  and  clini- 
cal nurse  specialists  [CNS's].  The  Phy- 
sician Assistant  Incentive  Act  of  1995 
would  reform  Medicare  reimbursement 
for  physician  assistants. 

We  introduced  these  bills  in  the  last 
Congress.   We  are  reintroducing   them 
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today  in  the  conviction  that  access  to 
primary  care  services  for  Medicare 
beneficiaries  would  be  improved  if  we 
reformed  Medicare  policies  that  re- 
strict the  circumstances  under  which 
the  services  of  these  providers  can  be 
reimbursed. 

THE  PROBLEM 

The  Medicare  program  currently  cov- 
ers the  services  of  these  practitioners. 
However,  payment  levels  vary  depend- 
ing on  treatment  settings  and  geo- 
graphic area.  In  most  cases,  reimburse- 
ment may  not  be  made  directly  to  the 
nonphysician  provider.  Rather,  it  must 
be  made  to  the  employer  of  the  pro- 
vider, often  a  physician.  The  legisla- 
tion authorizing  these  different  reim- 
bursement arrangements  was  passed  in 
an  incremental  fashion  over  the  years. 

The  Medicare  law  which  authorizes 
reimbursement  of  these  providers  is 
also  inconsistent  with  State  law  in 
many  cases.  For  instance,  in  Iowa, 
State  law  requires  nonphysicians  to 
practice  with  either  a  supervising  phy- 
sician or  a  collaborating  physician.  But 
under  Iowa  law.  the  supervising  physi- 
cian need  not  be  physically  present  in 
the  same  facility  as  the  nonphysician 
practitioner  and.  in  many  instances, 
can  be  located  in  a  site  physically  dis- 
tant from  that  of  the  nonphysician 
practitioner  he  or  she  is  supervising. 

Unfortunately,  Medicare  policy  will 
not  recognize  such  relationships  and 
instead  requires  that  the  physician  be 
present  in  the  same  building  as  the 
nonphysician  practitioner  in  order  for 
the  services  of  these  nonphysician  pro- 
viders to  be  reimbursed.  This  is  known 
as  the  incident  to  provision,  referring 
to  services  that  are  provided  incident 
to  a  physician's  services. 

This  has  created  a  problem  in  Iowa, 
Mr.  President.  In  ruany  parts  of  my 
State,  clinics  have  been  established 
using  nonphysician  practitioners,  par- 
ticularly physician  assistants,  in  order 
to  provide  primary  health  care  services 
in  communities  that  are  unable  to  re- 
cruit a  physician.  The  presence  of  these 
practitioners  insures  that  primary 
health  care  services  will  be  available  to 
the  community. 

Iowa's  Medicare  carrier  has  strictly 
interpreted  the  incident  to  require- 
ment of  Medicare  law  as  requiring  the 
physician  presence  of  a  supervising 
physician  in  places  where  physician  as- 
sistants practice.  This  has  caused 
many  of  the  clinics  using  physician  as- 
sistants to  close,  and  thus  has  deprived 
the  community  of  primary  health  care 
services. 

Mr.  President,  recently  the  Iowa  Hos- 
pital Association  suggested  a  number 
of  ways  access  and  cost  effectiveness 
could  be  improved  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. One  of  their  suggestions  was 
that  this  incident  to  restriction  be  re- 
laxed. They  said: 

In  rural  Iowa,  most  physicians  are  orga- 
nized in  solo  or  small  group  practices.  Physi- 
cian assistants  are  used  to  augment  these 


practices.  With  emergency  room  coverage  re- 
quirement.s.  absences  due  to  vacation,  con- 
tinuing education  or  illness  and  office  hours 
in  satellite  clinics,  there  are  instances  on  a 
monthly  basis  where  the  physician  assistant 
is  providing  care  to  patients  without  a  physi- 
cian in  the  clinic.  Medicare  patients  in  the 
physician  clinic  where  the  physician  assist- 
ant is  located  have  to  either  wait  for  the 
physician  to  return  from  the  emergency 
room  or  care  is  provided  without  charge.  The 
patient  and  the  providers  are  clearly  harmed 
by  this  provision. 

this  legislation 

If  enacted,  this  legislation  would  es- 
tablish a  more  uniform  payment  policy 
for  these  providers.  It  would  authorize 
reimbursement  of  their  services  as  long 
as  they  were  practicing  within  State 
law  and  their  professional  scope  of 
practice.  It  calls  for  reimbursement  of 
these  provider  groups  at  85  percent  of 
the  physician  fee  schedule  for  services 
they  provide  in  all  treatment  settings 
and  in  all  geographic  areas.  WTiere  it  is 
permitted  under  State  law,  reimburse- 
ment would  be  authorized  even  if  these 
nonphysician  providers  are  not  under 
the  direct,  physical  sujiervision  of  a 
physician.  Currently,  the  services  of 
these  nonphysician  practitioners  are 
paid  at  100  percent  of  the  physician's 
rate  when  provided  incident  to  a  physi- 
cian's services.  If  enacted,  this  legisla- 
tion would  discontinue  this  incident  to 
policy.  The  reimbursement  would  be 
provided  directly  to  the  nurse  practi- 
tioners and  clinical  nurse  specialists.  It 
would  be  provided  to  the  employer  of 
the  physician  assistant. 

These  bills  also  call  for  a  10-percent 
bonus  payment  for  those  of  these  prac- 
titioners who  work  in  health  profes- 
sional shortage  areas  [HPSA's].  We 
hope  that  this  provision  will  encourage 
nonphysician  practitioner  to  relocate 
in  areas  in  need  of  health  care  services. 

Mr.  President,  legislation  closely 
paralleling  the  legislation  we  are  intro- 
ducing today  was  twice  accepted  by  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  and  once  by 
the  Senate.  Comparable  legislation  was 
included  in  the  Senate's  version  of  H.R. 
11  in  1992.  Also  included  in  that  legisla- 
tion were  certified  nurse  midwives. 
Comparable  legislation  was  also  ac- 
cepted by  the  committee  in  its  health 
care  reform  legislation  last  year.  That 
legislation  included  only  the  services 
of  nurse  practitioners  and  physician  as- 
sistants. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
GRASSLEY  and  I  are  again  introducing 
legislation  to  improve  Medicare  reim- 
bursement policy  related  to  nurse  prac- 
titioners, clinical  nurse  specialists,  and 
physician's  assistants.  The  bills  we  are 
introducing  today— the  Primary  Care 
Health  Practitioner  Incentive  Act  and 
the  Physician  Assistant  Incentive 
Act — are  slightly  modified  versions  of 
S.  833  and  S.  834.  which  we  introduced 
during  the  last  Congress. 

Our  legislation  helps  maximize  the 
effective  utilization  of  these  primary 
health  care  providers,  who  play  a  vital 
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role  in  our  health  care  delivery  infra- 
structure, particularly  in  rural  areas. 

Each  of  the  specialties  affected  by 
our  legislation  has  its  own  training  re- 
quirements. For  example,  nurse  practi- 
tioners are  registered  nurses  who  have 
advanced  education  and  clinical  train- 
ing in  a  health  care  specialty  area  that 
is  either  age-  or  setting-specific.  A  few 
examples  include  pediatrics,  adult 
health,  geriatrics,  women's  health, 
school  health,  and  occupational  health. 
Nurse  practitioners  generally  perform 
services  like  assessment  and  diagnosis, 
and  provide  basic  primary  care  treat- 
ment. 

Almost  half  of  the  25,000  nurse  practi- 
tioners across  the  Nation  have  mas- 
ter's degrees.  Clinical  nurse  specialists, 
on  the  other  hand,  are  required  to  have 
master's  degrees  and  are  found  more 
frequently  in  tertiary  care  settings  in 
specialties  like  cardiac  care.  However, 
many  also  practice  in  primary  care  set- 
tings. 

Physician  assistants  on  average  re- 
ceive 2  years  of  physician-supervised 
clinical  training  and  classroom  in- 
struction. Unlike  nurse  practitioners, 
they  are  educated  using  the  medical 
model  of  care,  rather  than  the  nursing 
process.  Physician  assistants  work  in 
all  settings  providing  diagnostic, 
therapeutic,  and  preventive  care  serv- 
ices. 

Members  of  each  of  these  provider 
groups  work  with  physicians  to  vary- 
ing degrees.  They  generally  work  in 
consultation  with  physicians,  and  are 
being  relied  upon  more  and  more.  In 
States  like  North  Dakota,  nurse  practi- 
tioners or  physician  assistants  often 
staff  clinics  where  no  physician  is 
present  or  available.  Without  their 
presence,  many  communities  would 
have  no  ready  access  to  the  health  care 
system. 

Within  their  areas  of  competence, 
nurse  practitioners,  clinical  nurse  spe- 
cialists, and  physician's  assistants  fur- 
nish care  of  exceptional  quality.  Nu- 
merous studies  have  demonstrated  that 
they  do  a  particularly  effective  job  of 
providing  preventive  care,  supportive 
care,  and  health  promotion  services. 
They  also  emphasize  communication 
with  patients  and  provide  effective  fol- 
lowup  with  patients.  These  qualities 
will  continue  to  grow  in  importance  as 
primary  care  receives  increasing  em- 
phasis throughout  our  health  care  sys- 
tem. 

Medicare  currently  provides  for  reim- 
bursement of  nurse  practitioners,  phy- 
sicians' assistants,  and  clinical  nurse 
specialists  working  with  physicians. 
But  the  ad  hoc  fashion  in  which  the 
various  payment  mechanisms  have 
been  established  results  in  wide  reim- 
bursement variations  in  different  set- 
tings and  among  different  providers. 

Our  national  budget  situation  re- 
quires that  we  approach  Medicare  re- 
imbursement policies  in  a  sensible 
way.  This  legislation  is  one  example  of 


how  Medicare  can  and  should  promote 
the  use  of  cost-effective  providers  to  a 
much  higher  degree,  without  com- 
promising the  quality  of  care  that 
older  Americans  receive. 

Today's  Medicare  requirements  can 
hinder  the  ability  of  practices  to  set  up 
satellite  clinics  that  are  staffed  by  pro- 
viders other  than  physicians.  For  ex- 
ample, although  the  State  of  North  Da- 
kota allows  for  broad  use  of  such  pro- 
viders, the  reimbursement  levels  pro- 
vided by  Medicare  can  create  difficulty 
both  for  the  providers  and  the  practices 
themselves. 

In  rural  North  Dakota,  and  in  rural 
communities  throughout  the  Nation, 
one  or  two  doctors  might  rotate  be- 
tween a  series  of  clinics.  The  clinics 
might  also  be  staffed  by  physician's  as- 
sistants, nurse  practitioners,  or  other 
providers.  If  a  Medicare  patient  re- 
quires care  when  a  doctor  is  conducting 
business  away  from  the  clinic,  and  the 
only  provider  present  is  a  physician  as- 
sistant, the  clinic  can  not  be  reim- 
bursed by  Medicare  for  care  he  or  she 
provides  to  that  individual— the  same 
care  that  would  be  reimbursed  if  the 
physician  were  in  the  next  room.  The 
State  of  North  Dakota  allows  that 
same  physician's  assistant  to  provide 
the  care  without  a  physician  present, 
but  Medicare  provides  no  reimburse- 
ment. 

The  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, the  Physician  Payment  Review 
Commission  and  these  providers  them- 
selves have  all  expressed  the  need  for 
consistency,  and  for  a  reimbursement 
scheme  that  acknowledges  reality  of 
today's  medial  marketplace. 

Greater  use  of  nurse  practitioners, 
physician  assistants,  and  clinical  nurse 
specialists  can  improve  our  ability  to 
provide  health  care  services  in  areas 
where  access  to  providers  can  be  dif- 
ficult. These  providers  have  histori- 
cally been  willing  to  move  to  both 
rural  and  inner-city  areas  that  are  un- 
derserved  by  health  care  providers.  In 
fact,  they  are  located  in  about  50  com- 
munities throughout  North  Dakota. 

Many  communities  that  cannot  sup- 
port a  physician  can  support  a  full- 
time  nurse  practitioner  or  physician 
assistant.  As  I  have  already  discussed, 
some  towns  already  utilize  these  pro- 
viders to  some  extent.  North  Dakotans 
and  residents  of  many  other  States  rec- 
ognize the  value  of  each  of  these  health 
care  professionals,  and  appreciate  the 
access  to  quality  care  they  provide. 

Although  North  Dakota  maximizes 
access  to  health  care  for  our  rural  resi- 
dents by  allowing  for  relatively  broad 
utilization  of  these  providers,  our  ef- 
forts are  impeded  by  an  irrational  Fed- 
eral reimbursement  scheme.  But  no 
matter  what  the  State  of  North  Dakota 
does,  unless  changes  are  made  in  Fed- 
eral reimbursement,  we  will  never  en- 
courage use  of  this  group  of  health  care 
professionals  to  the  extent  that  rural 
Americans  need. 


The  bills  Senator  Gk.\.s.sley  and  I  are 
introducing  would  help  eliminate  the 
existing  barriers  to  using  these  impor- 
tant primary  care  providers.  The  bills 
provide  each  of  these  provider  groups 
with  reimbursement  at  85  percent  of 
the  physician  fee  schedule  for  the  serv- 
ices they  provide.  The  85  percent  level 
represents  a  compromise  relative  to 
the  legislation  we  introduced  in  the 
103d  Congress.  It  is  consistent  with  a 
provision  that  was  included  in  all  of 
the  major  health  reform  legislation  be- 
fore the  Senate  last  year— the  Main- 
stream coalition  proposal  as  well  as 
the  health  reform  proposals  made  by 
Senators  Mitchell  and  Dule. 

Our  proposals  also  allow  for  a  bonus 
payment  to  these  providers  if  they 
elect  the  practice  in  Health  Profes- 
sional Shortage  Areas  [HPSAs].  All  but 
six  counties  in  North  Dakota  are  com- 
pletely or  partially  designated  as 
HPSAs.  The  health  care  access  prob- 
lems residents  of  those  counties  experi- 
ence could  be  substantially  alleviated 
by  the  presence  of  this  special  class  of 
primary  care  providers.  Finally,  our 
legislation  ensure  that  a  nurse  practi- 
tioner from  a  rural  area  who  follows  a 
patient  into  an  inpatient  setting  w'll 
get  paid  for  doing  so. 

The  improvements  that  Senator 
Gr.\sslev  and  I  advocate  will  pay  divi- 
dends in  improved  access  to  health  care 
for  Americans  living  in  rural  and  urban 
areas  alike.  They  were  items  about 
which  Democrats  and  Republicans  had 
a  great  deal  of  agreement  duiing 
health  care  reform  last  year.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bipartisan 
effort  to  improve  health  care  access  for 
rural  Americans. 

By   Mr.    DOLE   (for  himself,   Mr. 
Kyl,  and  Mr.  H.\tch): 

S.  866.  A  bill  to  reform  prison  litiga- 
tion, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  .Judiciary. 

PRI.SON  I,ITIO.\TION  KEFOR.M  .^CT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  today  with  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Arizona.  Sen- 
ator Kyl.  in  introducing  the  Prison 
Litigation  Reform  Act  of  1995. 

Over  the  past  two  decades,  we  have 
witnessed  an  alarming  explosion  in  the 
number  of  lawsuits  filed  by  State  and 
Federal  prisoners.  According  to  enter- 
prise institute  scholar  Walter  Berns. 
the  number  of  "due-process  and  cruel 
and  unusual  punishment"  complaints 
filed  by  prisoners  has  grown  astronomi- 
cally—from 6.600  in  1975  to  more  than 
39.000  in  1994.  As  Chief  Justice  William 
Rehnquist  has  pointed  out.  prisoners 
will  now  "litigate  at  the  drop  of  a 
hat."  simply  because  they  have  little 
to  lose  and  everything  to  gain.  Pris- 
oners have  filed  lawsuits  claiming  such 
grievances  as  insufficient  storage  lock- 
er space,  being  prohibited  from  attend- 
ing a  wedding  anniversary  party,  and 
yes.  being  served  creamy  peanut  butter 
instead  of  the  chunky  variety  they  had 
ordered. 
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Unfortunately,  prisoner  litigation 
does  not  operate  in  a  vacuum.  Frivo- 
lous lawsuits  filed  by  prisoners  tie  up 
the  courts,  waste  valuable  judicial  and 
legal  resources,  and  affect  the  quality 
of  justice  enjoyed  by  the  law-abiding 
population. 

According  to  Arizona  Attorney  Gen- 
eral Grant  Woods,  15  percent  of  the 
civil  cases  filed  in  Arizona's  Federal 
courts  last  year  were  filed  by  State 
prisoners.  That  means  that  20.000  pris- 
oners in  Arizona  filed  almost  as  many 
cases  as  Arizona's  3.5  million  law-abid- 
ing citizens.  The  time  and  money  spent 
defending  most  of  these  cases  are  clear- 
ly time  and  money  that  could  be  better 
spent  prosecuting  criminals,  fighting 
illegal  drugs,  or  cracking  down  on 
consumer  fraud. 

G.=kR.NISHMENT 

The  bottom  line  is  that  prisons 
should  be  prisons,  not  law  firms.  That's 
why  the  Prison  Litigation  Reform  Act 
would  require  prisoners  who  file  law- 
suits to  pay  the  full  amount  of  their 
court  fees  and  other  costs. 

Many  prisoners  filing  lawsuits  today 
in  Federal  court  claim  indigent  status. 
As  indigents,  prisoners  are  generally 
not  required  to  pay  the  fees  that  nor- 
mally accompany  the  filing  of  a  law- 
suit. In  other  words,  there  is  no  eco- 
nomic disincentive  to  going  to  court. 

The  Prison  Litigation  Reform  .\ct 
would  change  this  by  establishing  a 
garnishment  procedure:  If  a  prisoner  is 
unable  to  fully  pay  court  fees  and  other 
costs  at  the  time  of  filing  a  lawsuit.  20 
percent  of  the  funds  in  his  account 
would  be  garnished  for  this  purpose. 
Every  month  thereafter,  an  additional 
20  percent  of  the  income  credited  to  the 
prisoner's  account  would  be  garnished, 
until  the  full  amount  of  the  court  fees 
and  costs  are  paid-off. 

When  average  law-abiding  citizens 
file  a  lawsuit,  they  recognize  that 
there  could  be  an  economic  downside  to 
going  to  court.  Convicted  criminals 
shouldn't  get  preferential  treatment:  If 
a  law-abiding  citizen  has  to  pay  the 
costs  associated  with  a  lawsuit,  so  too 
should  a  convicted  criminal. 

In  addition,  when  prisoners  know 
that  they  will  have  to  pay  these  costs— 
perhaps  not  at  the  time  of  filing,  but 
eventually— they  will  be  less  inclined 
to  file  a  lawsuit  in  the  first  place. 

.IL'D1CI.\L.  .SCRKKNING 

Another  provision  of  the  Prison  Liti- 
gation Reform  Act  would  require  judi- 
cial screening,  before  docketing,  of  any 
civil  complaint  filed  by  a  prisoner 
seeking  relief  from  the  Government 
under  section  1983  of  title  42.  a  recon- 
struction-era statute  that  permits  ac- 
tions against  State  officials  who  de- 
prive "any  citizen  of  the  United  States 
*  *  *  of  the  rights,  privileges,  or  immu- 
nities guaranteed  by  the  constitution." 
This  provision  would  allow  a  Federal 
judge  to  immediately  dismiss  a  com- 
plaint under  section  1983  if  either  of 
two  conditions  is  met:  First,  the  com- 


plaint does  not  state  a  claim  upon 
which  relief  may  be  granted,  or  second. 
the  defendant  is  immune  from  suit. 

OTHER  REFORMS 

The  Prison  Litigation  Reform  Act 
would  also  punish  Federal  prisoners 
who  file  frivolous  lawsuits  by  requiring 
them  to  forfeit  any  good-time  credits 
they  may  have  accumulated.  Why 
should  we  provide  "good-time"  credits 
to  Federal  prisoners  who  waste  tax- 
payer dollars  and  valuable  judicial  re- 
sources with  unnecessary  lawsuits? 

The  act  also  requires  State  prisoners 
to  exhaust  all  administrative  remedies 
before  filing  a  lawsuit  in  Federal  court. 

In  addition,  the  act  amends  both  the 
Civil  Rights  of  Institutionalized  Per- 
sons Act  and  the  Federal  Tort  Claims 
Act  to  prohibit  prisoners  from  suing 
for  mental  or  emotional  injury  while  in 
custody,  absent  a  showing  of  physical 
injury. 

If  enacted,  all  of  these  provisions 
would  go  a  long  way  to  curtail  frivo- 
lous prisoner  litigation. 

CONCLUSIO.V 

Finally,  Mr.  President.  I  want  to  ex- 
press my  thanks  to  Arizona  Attorney 
General  Grant  Woods.  In  many  re- 
spects, the  Prison  Litigation  Reform 
Act  is  modeled  after  the  attorney  gen- 
eral's own  State  initiative  in  Arizona. 
Without  the  invaluable  input  of  Attor- 
ney General  Woods  and  his  staff.  Sen- 
ator Kyl  and  I  would  not  be  here  today 
introducing  this  important  piece  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  the  Prison 
Litigation  Reform  Act  be  reprinted  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  tn  he  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  866 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Prison  Liti- 
g^ation  Reform  Act  of  1995 '. 
SEC.  2.  PROCEEDINGS  IN  FORMA  PAUPERIS. 

(a)  Filing  Fees.— Section  1915  of  title  28. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 
(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  striking  "(a)  Any"  and  inserting 
■•(aid)  Subject  to  subsection  (b).  any"; 

(B)  by  striking  "fees  and"; 

(C)  by  striking  "makes  affidavit"  and  in- 
serting "submits  an  affidavit"; 

(D)  by  striking  "such  costs"  and  Inserting 
"such  fees"; 

(E)  by  striking  "he"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  "the  person"; 

(F)  by  adding  immediately  after  paragraph 
<1).  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  A  prisoner  of  a  Federal.  State,  or  local 
institution  seeking  to  bring  a  civil  action  or 
appeal  a  judgment  in  a  civil  action  or  pro- 
ceeding, without  prepayment  of  fees  or  secu- 
rity therefor,  in  addition  to  filing  the  affida- 
vit filed  under  paratfraph  (1).  shall  submit  a 
certified  copy  of  the  trust  fund  account 
statement  (or  institutional  equivalent)  for 
the  prisoner  for  the  6-month  period  imme- 
diately preceding  the  filing  of  the  complaint 


or  notice  of  appeal,  obtained  from  the  appro- 
priate official  of  each  institution  at  which 
the  prisoner  is  or  was  confined.";  and 

(E)  by  striking  "An  appeal"  and  inserting 
"(3)  An  appeal"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b).  (c). 
(d).  and  (e)  as  subsections  (c).  (d).  (e).  and  (0, 
respectively; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(b)(l>  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  if  a 
prisoner  brings  a  civil  action  or  files  an  ap- 
peal in  forma  pauperis,  the  prisoner  shall  be 
required  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  a  filing 
fee.  The  court  shall  assess,  and  when  funds 
exist,  collect,  as  a  partial  payment  of  any 
court  fees  required  by  law.  an  initial  partial 
filing  fee  of  20  percent  of  the  greater  of— 

"(A)  the  average  monthly  deposits  to  the 
prisoner's  account;  or 

"(B)  the  average  monthly  balance  In  the 
prisoner's  account  for  the  6-month  period 
immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint or  notice  of  appeal. 

"(2)  After  payment  of  the  initial  partial 
filing  fee.  the  prisoner  shall  be  required  to 
make  monthly  payments  of  20  percent  of  the 
preceding  month's  income  credited  to  the 
prisoner's  account.  The  agency  having  cus- 
tody of  the  prisoner  shall  forward  payments 
from  the  prisoner's  account  to  the  clerk  of 
the  court  each  time  the  amount  in  the  ac- 
count exceeds  $10  until  the  filing  fees  are 
paid. 

"(3)  In  no  event  shall  the  filing  fee  col- 
lected exceed  the  amount  of  fees  permitted 
by  statute  for  the  commencement  of  a  civil 
action  or  a  appeal  of  a  civil  action  or  crimi- 
nal judgment. 

"(4)  In  no  event  shall  a  prisoner  be  prohib- 
ited from  bringing  a  civil  action  or  appealing 
a  civil  or  criminal  judgment  for  the  reason 
that  the  prisoner  is  unable  to  pay  the  initial 
partial  filing  fee."; 

(4)  in  subsection  (c).  as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2).  by  striking  "subsection  la)  of 
this  section"  and  inserting  "subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  and  the  prepayment  of  any  partial 
filing  fee  as  may  be  required  under  sub- 
section (b)":  and 

(5)  by  amending  subsection  <e».  as  redesig- 
nated by  paragraph  (2).  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  The  court  may  request  an  attorney  to 
represent  any  person  unable  to  employ  coun- 
sel, and  shall  dismiss  the  case  at  any  time  if 
the  allegation  of  poverty  is  untrue,  or  if  the 
court  determines  that  the  action  or  appeal  is 
frivolous  or  malicious,  or  fails  to  state  a 
claim  on  which  relief  may  be  granted.". 

(b)  Costs.— Section  1915(e)  of  title  28.  Unit- 
ed States  Code  (as  redesignated  by  sub- 
section (a)(2)).  is  amended)— 

(1)  by  striking  "(f)  Judgment"  and  Insert- 
ing "(f)(1)  Judgment"; 

(2)  by  striking  "such  cases"  and  inserting 
"proceedings  under  this  section": 

(3)  by  striking  "cases"  and  inserting  "pro- 
ceedings"; and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A)  If  the  judgment  against  a  prisoner 
includes  the  payment  of  costs  under  this  sub- 
section, the  prisoner  shall  be  required  to  pay 
the  full  amount  of  the  costs  ordered. 

"(B)  The  prisoner  shall  be  required  to 
make  payments  for  costs  under  this  sub- 
section in  the  same  manner  as  is  provided  for 
filing  fees  under  subsection  (a)(2). 

"(C)  In  no  event  shall  the  costs  collected 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  costs  ordered  by 
the  court.". 

SEC.  3.  JUDICIAL  SCREENING. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  123  of  title  28. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  1915  the  following  new  section: 
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"$  19I5A.  Screening 

•(a)  Screening  —The  court  shall  review, 
before  docketing  if  feaisible  or.  in  any  event, 
as  soon  as  practicable  after  docketingr.  a 
complaint  in  a  civil  action  in  which  a  pris- 
oner seeks  redress  from  a  governmental  en- 
tity or  officer  or  employee  of  a  governmental 
entity. 

•■(b)  Grol'nds  for  Dismissal.— On  review. 

the  court  shall  dismiss  the  complaint,  or  any 

portion  of  the  complaint,  if  the  complaint — 

"(l)  fails  to  state  a  claim  upon  which  relief 

may  be  granted;  or 

■•(2)  seeks  monetary  relief  from  a  defend- 
ant that  is  immune  from  such  relief. 

"(c)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  prisoner'  means  a  person  that  is 
serving  a  sentence  following  conviction  of  a 
crime  or  is  being  held  in  custody  pending 
trial  or  sentencing.". 

(b)  Technical  amendment— The  analysis 
for  chapter  123  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  1915  the  following  new 
item: 
'1915A.  Screening". 

SEC.  4.  FEDERAL  TORT  CLAIMS. 

Section  1346(b)  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)"  and  inserting  "(b)(1)"; 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"(2)  No  person  convicted  of  a  felony  who  is 
incarcerated  while  awaiting  sentencing  or 
while  serving  a  sentence  may  bring  a  civil 
action  against  the  United  States  or  an  agen- 
cy, officer,  or  employee  of  the  Government, 
for  mental  or  emotional  injury  suffered 
while  in  custody  without  a  prior  showing  of 
physical  injury  ' 
SEC.  S.  CrVIL  RIGHTS  CLAIMS. 

The  Civil  Rights  of  Institutionsilized  Per- 
sons Act  (42  U.S.C.  1997  et  seq.)  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  .section  7  the  following  new 
section 
"SEC.  7 A  LOHTATION  ON  RECOVERY. 

•No  civil  action  may  be  brought  against 
the  United  States  by  an  adult  convicted  of  a 
crime  confined  in  a  jail,  prison,  or  other  cor- 
rectional facility,  for  mental  or  emotional 
injury  suffered  while  in  custody  without  a 
prior  showing  of  physical  Injury.". 
SEC.  8.  EARNEU  RELEASE  I'KEUir  OK  (KX>D  TIME 
CREDIT  REVOCATIO.N. 

(a)  In  Gener.\l— Chapter  123  of  title  28. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"§  1932.  Revocation  of  earned  release  credit 

•In  a  civil  action  brought  by  an  adult  con- 
victed of  a  crime  and  confined  in  a  Federal 
correctional  facility,  the  court  may  order 
the  revocation  of  earned  good  time  credit  (or 
the  institutional  equivalent)  If— 

••(1)  the  court  finds  that — 

••(A)  the  claim  was  filed  for  a  malicious 
purpose; 

"(B)  the  claim  was  filed  solely  to  harass 
the  party  against  which  it  was  filed;  or 

••(C)  the  claimant  testifies  falsely  or  other- 
wise knowingly  presents  false  evidence  or  in- 
formation to  the  court;  or 

■•(2)  if  the  Attorney  General  determines 
that  subparagraph  (A).  (B).  or  (C)  of  para- 
graph (1)  has  been  met  and  recommends  rev- 
ocation of  earned  good  time  credit  to  the 
court". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment —The  analysis 
for  chapter  123  of  title  28.  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  1931  the  following: 

•1931.  Revocation  of  earned  release  credit.". 

SEC.  7.  EXHAUSTION  REQUIREMENT. 

Section  7(a)(1)  of  the  Civil  Rights  of  Insti- 
tutionalized Persons  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1997e(a)tl))  is  amended— 
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(1)  by  striking  "in  any  action  brought"  and 
inserting  •no  action  shall  be  brought"; 

(2)  by  striking  ''the  court  shall"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "require  exhaustion  of 
and  insert  •until";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  •and  exhausted"  after 
•"available". 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  join  Sen- 
ator Dole  in  introducing  the  Prison 
Litigation  Reform  Act  of  1995.  This  bill 
will  deter  frivolous  inmate  lawsuits. 
Statistics  complied  by  the  Administra- 
tive Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts  show  that 
inmate  suits  are  clogging  the  courts 
and  draining  precious  judicial  re- 
sources. Nationally,  in  1994,  a  total  of 
238,590  civil  cases  were  brought  in  U.S. 
district  court.  More  than  one-fourth  of 
these  cases — 60.086— were  brought  by 
prisoners. 

Most  inmate  lawsuits  are  meritless. 
Courts  have  complained  about  the 
abundance  of  such  cases.  Filing  frivo- 
lous civil  rights  lawsuits  has  become  a 
recreational  activity  for  long-term 
residents  of  our  prisons.  James  v.  Quin- 
tan. 886  F.2d  37,  40  n.  5  (3rd  Cir.  1989) 
cjuoting  Gabel  v.  Lynaugh,  835  F.2d  124, 
125  n.  1  (5th  Cir.  1988)  (per  curiam).  In- 
deed, in  Gabel,  the  fifth  circuit  ex- 
pressed frustration  with  the  glut  of 
■■frivolous  or  malicious  appeals  by  dis- 
gruntled state  prisoners."  Gabel  v. 
Lynaugh.  835  F.2d  124,  125  (per  curiam). 
The  court  wrote; 

About  one  appeal  in  every  six  which  came 
to  our  docket  (17.3%)  the  last  four  months 
was  a  state  prisoner's  pro  se  civil  rights  case. 
A  high  percentage  of  these  are  meritless,  and 
many  are  transparently  frivolous.  So  far  in 
the  current  year  (July  1-October  31,  1987),  for 
example,  the  percentage  of  such  appeals  in 
which  reversal  occurred  wais  5.08.  Partial  re- 
versal occurred  in  another  2.54%,  for  a  total 
of  7.62%  in  which  any  relief  was  granted.  .  .  . 
Over  92%  were  either  dismissed  or  affirmed 
In  full. 

For  the  same  period  section  1983  prisoner 
appeals  prosecuted  without  counsel  were  our 
largest  single  category  of  cases  which  sur- 
vived long  enough  to  be  briefed  and  enter  our 
screening  process  so  as  to  require  full  panel 
consideration.  The  number  of  these  stands  at 
almost  22%,  with  the  next  largest  category- 
diversity  cases— coming  in  at  16%.  federal 
question  appeals  at  14.5%,  and  both  general 
civil  rights  cases  and  criminal  appeals  com- 
ing in  at  something  over  U%  each.  Such  fig- 
ures suggest  that  pro  se  civil  rights  litiga- 
tion has  become  a  recreational  activity  for 
state  prisoners  in  our  Circuit  .  .  .  Id. 

As  Walter  Berns  recently  wrote  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  "Nowhere  Is 
[the]  problem  [of  frivolous  lawsuits] 
more  pressing  than  in  our  prison  sys- 
tem." (April  24.  1995)  Legislation  is 
needed  because  of  the  large  and  grow- 
ing number  of  prisoner  civil  rights 
complaints,  the  burden  that  disposing 
of  meritless  complaints  imposes  on  ef- 
ficient judicial  aclministration,  and  the 
need  to  discourage  prisoners  from  fil- 
ing frivolous  complaints  as  a  means  of 
gaining  a  ■■short  sabbatical  in  the  near- 
est Federal  courthouse."  Cruz  v.  Beta. 
405  U.S.  319.  327  (1972)  (Rehnquist.  J., 
dissenting). 

The  Dole-Kyi  ■Prisoner  Litigation 
Reform  Act  "  will; 


Remove  the  ability  of  prisoners  to 
file  free  lawsuits,  instead  making  them 
pay  full  filing  fees  and  court  costs. 

Require  judges  to  dismiss  frivolous 
cases  before  they  bog  down  the  court 
system. 

Prohibit  inmate  lawsuits  for  mental 
and  emotional  distress. 

Retract  good-time  credit  earned  by 
inmates  if  they  file  lawsuits  deemed 
frivolous. 

Require  the  exhaustion  of  adminis- 
trative remedies. 

The  Dole-Kyi  bill  is  based  on  similar 
provisions  that  were  enacted  in  Ari- 
zona. Arizona's  recent  reforms  have  al- 
ready reduced  State  prisoner  cases  by 
50  percent.  Now  is  the  time  to  repro- 
duce these  commonsense  reforms  in 
Federal  law.  If  we  achieve  a  50-percent 
reduction  in  bogus  Federal  prisoner 
claims,  we  will  free  up  judicial  re- 
sources for  claims  with  merit  by  both 
prisoners  and  nonprisoners. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  covers  proceed- 
ings in  forma  pauperis.  It  adds  a  new 
subsection  to  28  U.S.C.  section  1915. 
The  subsection  provides  that  whenever 
a  Federal,  State,  or  local  prisoner 
seeks  to  commence  an  action  or  pro- 
ceeding in  Federal  court  as  a  poor  per- 
son, the  prisoner  must  pay  a  partial  fil- 
ing fee  of  20  percent  of  the  larger  of  the 
average  monthly  balance  in,  or  the  av- 
erage monthly  deposits  to.  his  inmate 
account.  The  fee  may  not  exceed  the 
full  statutory  fee.  If  the  inmate  can 
show  that  circumstances  render  him 
unable  to  make  payment  of  even  the 
partial  fee,  the  court  has  the  power  to 
waive  the  entire  filing  fee. 

Section  2  will  require  prisoners  to 
pay  a  very  small  share  of  the  large  bur- 
den they  place  on  the  Federal  judicial 
system  by  paying  a  small  filing  fee 
upon  commencement  of  lawsuits  In 
doing  so,  the  provision  will  deter  frivo- 
lous inmate  lawsuits.  The  modest  mon- 
etary outlay  will  force  prisoners  to 
think  twice  about  the  case  and  not  just 
file  reflexively.  Lumbert  v.  Illinois  De- 
partment of  Correction.  837  F.2d  257.  259 
(7th  Cir.  1987)  (Posner,  J.).  Prisoners 
will  have  to  make  the  same  decision 
that  law-abiding  Americans  must 
make:  Is  the  lawsuit  worth  the  price? 
Criminals  should  not  be  given  a  special 
privilege  that  other  Americans  do  not 
have  The  only  thing  different  about  a 
criminal  is  that  he  has  raped,  robbed, 
or  killed.  A  criminal  should  not  be  re- 
warded for  these  actions. 

The  volume  of  prisoner  litigation 
represents  a  large  burden  on  the  judi- 
cial system,  which  is  already  overbur- 
dened by  increases  in  nonprisoner  liti- 
gation. Yet  prisoners  have  very  little 
incentive  not  to  file  nonmeritorious 
lawsuits.  Unlike  other  prospective  liti- 
gants who  seek  poor  person  status, 
prisoners  have  all  the  necessities  of  life 
supplied,  including  the  materials  re- 
quired to  bring  their  lawsuits.  For  a 
prisoner  who  qualifies  for  poor  person 
status,  there  is  no  cost  to  bring  a  suit 


and,   therefore,   no   incentive   to   limit 
suits  to  cases  that  have  some  chance  of 

success. 

The  filing  fee  is  small  enough  not  to 
deter  a  prisoner  with  a  meritorious 
claim,  yet  large  enough  to  deter  frivo- 
lous claims  and  multiple  filings.  As 
noted  above,  the  bill  contains  a  provi- 
sion to  waive  even  the  partial  filing 
fee.  This  provision  assures  that  pris- 
oners with  meritorious  claims  will  not 
be  shut  out  from  court  for  lack  of  suffi- 
cient money  to  pay  even  the  partial 
fee. 

Finally,  section  2  of  the  Dole-Kyi  bill 
also  imposes  the  same  payment  system 
for  court  costs  as  it  does  for  filing  fees. 
This  provision,  like  the  filing  fee  provi- 
sion, will  ensure  that  inmates  evaluate 
the  merits  of  their  claims. 

Section  3  of  this  bill  creates  a  new 
statute  that  requires  judicial  screening 
of  a  complaint,  or  any  portion  of  the 
complaint,  in  a  civil  action  in  which  a 
prisoner  seeks  redress  from  a  govern- 
mental entity  or  officer  or  employee  of 
a  governmental  entity.  The  bill  estab- 
lishes two  standards  a  prisoner  must 
meet.  Under  the  first  standard,  the 
court  must  dismiss  the  complaint  if 
satisfied  that  the  complaint  fails  to 
state  a  claim  on  which  relief  may  be 
granted.  Under  the  second  standard, 
the  court  must  dismiss  claims  for  mon- 
etary relief  from  a  defendant  who  is 
immune  from  such  relief. 

Sections  4  and  5  of  the  bill  will  bar 
inmate  lawsuits  for  mental  or  emo- 
tional injury  suffered  while  in  custody 
unless  they  can  show  physical  injury. 
Of  the  60,086  prisoner  petitions  in  1994 
about  two-thirds  were  prisoner  civil 
rights  petitions,  according  to  the  Ad- 
ministrative Office  of  the  U.S.  courts. 
Prisoner  civil  rights  petitions  are 
hrnught  under  42  US  C  1983  Section 
1983  petitions  are  claims  brought  in 
Federal  court  by  State  inmates  seeking 
redress  for  a  violation  of  their  civil 
rights.  •'The  volume  of  section  1983  liti- 
gation is  substantial  by  any  standard," 
according  to  the  Justice  Department's 
report  on  section  1983  litigation,  "Chal- 
lenging the  Conditions  of  Prisons  and 
Jails.  "  Indeed,  the  Administrative  Of- 
fice [AO]  of  the  U.S.  courts  counted 
only  218  cases  in  1966.  the  first  year 
that  State  prisoners"  rights  cases  were 
recorded  as  a  specific  category  of  liti- 
gation. The  number  climbed  to  26,824 
by  1992.  When  compared  to  the  total 
number  of  all  civil  cases  filed  in  the 
Nation's  U.S.  district  courts,  more 
than  1  in  every  10  civil  filings  is  now  a 
section  1983  lawsuit,  according  to  the 
AO. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  will  deter  frivo- 
lous suits  by  adding  to  the  U.S.C.  a 
sanction  to  revoke  good-time  credits 
when  a  frivolous  suit  is  filed.  Specifi- 
cally, the  bill  would  require  that  in  a 
civil  action  brought  by  an  adult  con- 
victed of  a  crime  and  confined  in  a  Fed- 
eral correctional  facility,  the  court 
may    order    the    revocation    of   earned 


good-time  credit  if  the  court  finds  that: 
First,  the  claim  was  filed  for  a  mali- 
cious purpose,  second,  the  claim  was 
filed  solely  to  harass  the  party  against 
which  it  was  filed,  or  third,  the  claim- 
ant testifies  falsely  or  otherwise  know- 
ingly presents  false  evidence  or  infor- 
mation to  the  court.  Additionally,  if 
the  Attorney  General  determines  that 
any  of  these  criteria  have  been  met, 
the  Attorney  General  may  recommend 
the  revocation  of  earned  good-time 
credit  to  the  court. 

Section  7  will  make  the  exhaustion  of 
administrative  remedies  mandatory. 
Many  prisoner  cases  seek  relief  for 
matters  that  are  relatively  minor  and 
for  which  the  prison  grievance  system 
would  provide  an  adequate  remedy. 
Section  7  of  this  bill  would  require  an 
inmate,  prior  to  filing  a  complaint 
under  42  U.S.C.  section  1983,  to  exhaust 
all  available  administrative  remedies 
certified  as  adequate  by  the  U.S.  attor- 
ney general.  An  exhaustion  require- 
ment is  appropriate  for  prisoners  given 
the  burden  that  their  cases  place  on 
the  Federal  court  system,  the  avail- 
ability of  administrative  remedies,  and 
the  lack  of  merit  of  many  of  the  claims 
filed  under  42  U.S.C.  section  1983. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  dissenting  opinion 
in  Cleavinger  v.  Sainer.  474  U.S.  193.  211 
(1985),  then-Justice  Rehnquist  wrote, 
'•With  less  to  profitably  occupy  their 
time  than  potential  litigants  on  the 
outside,  and  with  a  justified  feeling 
that  they  have  much  to  gain  and  vir- 
tually nothing  to  lose,  prisoners  appear 
to  be  far  more  prolific  litigants  than 
other  groups  in  the  population."  The 
Dole-Kyi  bill  will  stem  the  tide  of 
meritless  prisoner  cases. 

Mr.  President,  1  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  RixoRD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  Apr.  24.  1995] 
SUE  THE  Warden.  Sue  the  Chef.  Sue  the 
Gardener .  .  . 
(By  Walter  Berns) 
The  Senate's  debate  this  week  on  tort  re- 
form will  focus  the  public  spotlight  on  frivo- 
lous lawsuits.  Nowhere  is  this  problem  more 
pressing  than  in  our  prison  system.  As  one 
federal  appeals  court  judge  said  recently,  fil- 
ing civil   rights  suits  has  become  a   "rec- 
reational  activity"   for  long-term   inmates, 
.^mong  his  examples  of  'excessive  filings": 
more  than  100  by  Harry  Franklin  (who.  in 
one  of  them,  sued  a  prison  official  for  "over- 
watering  the  lawn").  184  in  three  years  by 
John  Robert  Demos,  and— so  far  the  winning 
score— more  than  700  by  the  ••Reverend"  Clo- 
vis  Carl  Green  Jr. 

Disenting  in  a  case  that  reached  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  1985.  Chief  Justice  William 
Rehnquist  noted  that  prisoners  are  not  sub- 
ject to  many  of  the  constraints  that  deter  li- 
tigiousness  among  the  population  at  large. 
Most  prisoners  qualify  for  in  forma  pauperis 
status,  which  entitles  them  to  commence  an 
action  "without  prepayment  of  fees  and 
costs  or  security  therefor,  "  and  all  of  them 
are  entitled  to  free  access  to  law  books  or 


some  other  legal  assistance.  As  the  chief  jus- 
tice said,  with  time  on  their  hands,  and  with 
much  to  gain  and  virtually  nothing  to  lose, 
prisoners  "litigate  at  the  drop  of  a  hat.  " 

Chief  Justice  Rehnquist  was  not  referring 
to  appeals  by  defendants  protesting  their  in- 
nocence, but  to  the  suits  initiated  by  people 
claiming  a  deprivation  of  their  rights  while 
in  prison.  Since  almost  any  disciplinary  or 
administrative  action  taken  by  prison  offi- 
cials now  can  give  rise  to  a  due  process  or 
cruel-and-unusual-punishment  complaint, 
the  number  of  these  suits  is  growing  at  a 
rate  that  goes  far  to  explain  the  "litigation 
explosion":  from  6.606  in  1975  to  39.065  in  1994 
(of  which  "only"  1.100  reached  the  Supreme 
Court). 

Of  the  1994  toUl.  37,925  were  filed  by  state 
prisoners  under  a  section  of  the  so-called  Ku 
Klux  Klan  Act  of  1871.  which  permits  actions 
for  damages  against  state  officials  who  de- 
prive "any  citizen  of  the  United  States  or 
other  person  under  the  jurisdiction  thereof, 
[of]  any  rights,  privileges,  or  immunities  se- 
cured by  the  Constitution  and  laws."  This 
statute  came  into  its  own  in  1961  when  the 
Supreme  Court  permitted  a  damage  action 
filed  by  members  of  a  black  family  who  (with 
good  reason)  claimed  that  Chicago  police  of- 
ficers had  deprived  them  of  the  Fourth 
Amendment  right  "to  be  secure  in  their  per- 
sons, houses,  papers  and  effects,  against  un- 
reasonable searches  and  seizures.  "  Today, 
the  statute  is  used  mostly  by  prisoners  who. 
invoking  one  or  another  constitutional 
right,  complain  of  just  about  anything  and 
everything. 

They  invoke  the  cruel-and-unusual-punish- 
ment provision  of  the  Eighth  Amendment 
not  only  when  beaten  or  raped  by  prison 
guards,  but  when  shot  during  a  prison  riot, 
or  when  required  to  share  a  cell  with  a  heavy 
smoker,  or  when  given  insufficient  storage 
locker  space,  or  when  given  creamy  peanut 
butter  instead  of  the  chunky  variety  they  or- 
dered. 

They  involve  the  First  Amendment  when 
forbidden  to  enter  into  marriage,  or  to  cor- 
respond with  inmates  in  other  state  prisons. 
John  Robert  Demos  sued  one  prison  official 
for  not  addressing  him  by  his  Islamic  name. 

And  Liieie  is  pro'uably  iioL  a  piiauii  leKuia- 
tion  whose  enforcement  does  not,  or  at  least 
may  not,  give  rise  to  a  14th  Amendment  (or, 
in  the  case  of  federal  prisoners,  a  Fifth 
amendment)  due  process  complaint.  Requir- 
ing elaborate  trials  or  evidentiary  proceed- 
ings, these  especially,  are  the  cases  that  try 
the  patience  of  the  judges.  Still,  reviewing 
these  complaints  imposes  a  particular  bur- 
den on  administrative  officials  who,  unlike 
the  judges,  can  be  sued  for  damages. 

Consider  a  recent  due  process  case  involv- 
ing a  New  York  state  inmate. 

In  five  separate  hearings,  prison  officers 
found  inmate  Jerry  Young  guilty  of  violat- 
ing various  prison  rules  and  sentenced  him 
to  punitive  segregation  and  deprived  him  of 
inmate  privileges.  Appeals  from  the  discipli- 
nary decisions  in  the  66  state  prisons  are  di- 
rected to  Donald  Selsky.  a  Department  of 
Correctional  Services  official  who.  in  a  typi- 
cal year,  hears  more  than  5.000  such  appeals. 
Y'oung  sued  the  prison  hearing  officers, 
claiming  that  they  had  denied  his  request  to 
call  31  inmates  and  two  staff  officers  as  wit- 
nesses, and  that  they  failed  to  provide  him 
with  adequate  legal  assistance;  he  also  sued 
Mr.  Selsky.  claiming  he  had  violated  his  due 
process  rights  by  affirming  the  decisions 
made  by  the  ■  hearing  officers.  From  Mr. 
Selsky  he  demanded  $200  in  punitive  dam- 
ages. J200,  in  compensatory  damages,  and 
$200  in  exemplary  damages  for  each  day  of 
his  segregated  confinement. 
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Mr.  Selsky  is  currently  the  defendant  in 
156  such  suits,  but  the  state  provides  him 
with  legal  representation,  and.  if  he  is  found 
liable,  will  indemnity  him  unless  the  dam- 
ages Tesulted  from  [his]  intentional  wrong- 
doing." Since  he  bears  the  burden  of  provid- 
ing that  it  was  'objectively  reasonable  to 
conclude  that  the  prisoners'  constitutional 
rights  were  not  violated."  he  may  or  may 
not  find  this  reassuring. 

The  Republican  crime  bill  passed  by  the 
House  in  the  first  lOO  days  aims  to  reduce  the 
number  of  such  suits — first,  by  prohibiting 
Che  filing  of  an  action  in  Federal  court  by 
adult  state  prisoners  until  they  have  ex- 
hausted all  the  remedies  available  to  them 
in  the  states,  and.  second,  by  permitting  fed- 
eral judges  to  dismiss  an  in  forma  pauperis 
case  'if  the  allegation  of  poverty  is  untrue, 
or  if  satisfied  that  the  action  fails  to  state  a 
claim  upon  which  relief  may  be  granted  or  is 
frivolous  or  malicious,  even  if  the  partial  fil- 
ing fees  have  been  impo.sed  by  the  court." 

These  provisions  seem  reasonable,  but  it 
remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  Senate  and 
the  president  will  find  them  so.  And  only 
time  will  tell  whether  they  are  adequate. 

[From  the  Tucson  Citizen.  Feb.  2.  1995] 

Cost  of  Inm.ates'  Frivolous  Suits  Is  High 

Almost  400  times  last  year,  inmates  in  Ari- 
zona prison  sued  the  state.  Some  of  their 
claims: 

An  inmate  wasn't  allowed  to  go  to  his  par- 
ents' wedding  anniversary  party;  another 
said  he  was  subject  to  cruel  and  unusual  pun- 
ishment because  he  wasn't  allowed  to  attend 
his  father's  funeral. 

An  inmate  claimed  that  he  lost  his  Reebok 
tennis  shoes  because  of  gross  negligence  by 
the  state.  Another  said  the  state  lost  his 
sunglasses. 

A  woman  inmate  said  the  jeans  she  was  is- 
sued didn't  fit  properly. 

An  inmate  sued  because  he  wasn't  allowed 
CO  hang  a  tapestry  in  his  cell. 

When  the  state  decided  that  inmates  would 
not  be  allowed  to  see  movies  with  exposed 
breasts  and  genitals,  an  inmate  claimed  that 
violated  his  Constitutional  rights. 

Inmates  claimed  the  state  stole  money 
from  their  prison  accounts.  But  another  in- 
mate claimed  the  state  illegally  deposited 
money  in  his  account,  disqualifying  him  as 
an  indigent. 

An  inmate  claimed  he  was  wrongly  dis- 
ciplired  for  refusing  to  change  the  television 
from  a  Spanish-language  channel. 

An  inmate  said  he  was  not  provided  the 
proper  books  for  a  black  studies  class  he  was 
taking. 

Several  inmates  said  they  weren't  allowed 
to  go  to  the  bathroom  while  using  the  law  li- 
brary. 

One  inmate  was  denied  access  to  the  law  li- 
brary after  he  kicked  and  tampered  with  a 
security  device  in  the  library. 

.■\n  inmate  said  he  wasn't  allowed  to  get 
married. 

An  inmate  said  he  was  forced  to  work  and 
not  paid  minimum  wage. 

Lawsuits  filed  by  inmates  are  expensive  for 
Arizona  taxpayers.  The  Attorney  General's 
Office  budgets  $1.5  million  per  year  to  fight 
the  suits,  not  including  court  costs.  Other 
state  departments  also  pay  some  costs. 

To  cut  down  on  the  number  of  frivolous 
suits  filed,  the  state  Legislature  last  year 
passed  a  law  that  requires  inmates  to  pay 
part  or  all  of  the  filing  costs  from  money 
earned  in  prison  jobs.  In  addition,  inmates 
who  filed  unsubstantiated  or  harassing  law- 
suits can  be  forced  to  forfeit  five  days  of 
good-behavior  credit. 


The  new  law  didn't  slow  down  Mitchell  H. 
Jackson,  a  convicted  drug  dealer  incarcer- 
ated at  the  state  prison  in  Tucson.  Jackson 
has  filed  22  suits  against  the  state  in  recent 
years.  He  got  off  to  a  good  start  in  1995.  fil- 
ing two  in  the  first  week. 

In  one  of  his  suits,  he  targets  the  new  law 
requiring  inmates  to  pay  filing  fees.  He 
claims  that  has  caused  him  "mental  anguish 
and  emotional  distress."  He  wants  JIO  mil- 
lion from  each  of  the  90  legislators— a  total 
of  almost  SI  billion 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  240 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Domenici,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D'Am.'KTO]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  240,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Secu- 
rities Exchange  Act  of  1934  to  establish 
a  filing  deadline  and  to  provide  certain 
safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  interests 
of  investors  are  well  protected  under 
the  implied  private  action  provisions  of 
the  act. 

S.  21,5 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cohe.n,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
NUNN)  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
245.  a  bill  to  provide  for  enhanced  pen- 
alties for  health  care  fraud,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  256 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms.  Snowe] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  256.  a 
bill  to  amend  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  to  establish  procedures  for  deter- 
mining the  status  of  certain  missing 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  cer- 
tain civilians,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  327 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  oANTORUM)  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  327.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  pro- 
vide clarification  for  the  deductibility 
of  expenses  incurred  by  a  taxpayer  in 
connection  with  the  business  use  of  the 
home. 

S.  190 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grassley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Burns]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  490.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air 
Act  to  exempt  agriculture-related  fa- 
cilities from  certain  permitting  re- 
quirements, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  515 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Br.^dley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kerry]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  515.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Meat  Inspection  Act  and  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  to 
provide  for  improved  public  health  and 
food  safety  through  the  reduction  of 
harmful  substances  in  meat  and  poul- 
try that  present  a  threat  to  public 
health,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  7H 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Leahy,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 


Moseley-Braun]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  714.  a  bill  to  require  the 
Attorney  General  to  study  and  report 
to  Congress  on  means  of  controlling 
the  flow  of  violent,  sexually  explicit, 
harassing,  offensive,  or  otherwise  un- 
wanted material  in  interactive  tele- 
communications systems. 

S.  758 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  H.^tch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms. 
Snowe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
758,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  S  cor- 
poration reform,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  P.\CK- 
vvood]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
770,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  relocation 
of  the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel 
to  Jerusalem,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  816 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeWine,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr.  S.ANTORUM]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  816,  a  bill  to  provide  equal 
protection  for  victims  of  crime,  to  fa- 
cilitate the  exchange  of  information 
between  Federal  and  State  law  enforce- 
ment and  investigation  entities,  to  re- 
form criminal  procedure,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SiMON.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Gorton]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  3,  a 
concurrent  resolution  relative  to  Tai- 
wan and  the  United  Nations. 


SENATE 
TION 
COSTS 


CONCURRENT       RESOLU- 

OF  INTERNATIONAL 

PEACEKEEPING  ACTIVITIES 

Ms.  SNOWE  submitted  the  following 
concurrent  resolution;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary: 

S.  Con.  Res.  15 

Whereas  in  fiscal  year  1989  the  United 
States  provided  $29,000,000  to  the  United  Na- 
tions for  assessed  United  States  contribu- 
tions for  international  peacekeeping  activi- 
ties, compared  to  $185,000,000  paid  for  com- 
bined assessed  contributions  for  all  other 
international  organizations,  including  the 
United  Nations,  all  United  Nations  special- 
ized agencies  and  the  Organization  for  Amer- 
ican States  and  all  other  Pan  .■\merican 
international  organizations: 

Whereas  in  fiscal  year  1994  United  States 
assessed  contributions  to  the  United  Nations 
for  international  peacekeeping  activities  had 
grown  to  $1,072,000,000.  compared  to 
$860,000,000  for  combined  assessed  contribu- 
tions for  all  other  international  organiza- 
tions: 

Whereas  for  fiscal  year  1995  the  President 
requested  a  $672,000,000  United  Nations 
peacekeeping  supplemental  appropriation 
which,  if  approved,  would  have  been  a  direct 
increase  in  the  Federal  budget  deficit  and 
would  have  brought  fiscal  year  1995  total  ap- 
propriations  for   assessed   contributions   for 


United  Niitions  peacekeeping  activities  to 
$1,025,000,000: 

Whereas  for  fiscal  year  1995  the  President 
also  requested  supplemental  appropriations 
of  $1,900,000,000  to  cover  the  Department  of 
Defense's  unbudgeted  costs  for  humanitarian 
and  peacekeeping  missions  in  Haiti.  Kuwait 
and  Bosnia,  which  are  in  addition  to  regular 
United  States  assessed  contributions  to  the 
United  Nations  for  peacekeeping  activities; 
and 

Whereas  for  fiscal  year  1996  the  President 
requested  $445,000,000  for  a.ssessed  contribu- 
tions to  the  United  Nations  for  international 
peacekeeping  activities,  a  funding  level  most 
observers  believe  to  be  a  significant  under- 
statement of  actual  peacekeeping  obliga- 
tions the  Administration  has  committed  the 
United  States  to  support  and  which,  if  accu- 
rate, would  lead  to  the  third  year  in  a  row  in 
which  the  Administration  requests  supple- 
mental appropriations  for  assessed  contribu- 
tions to  international  peacekeeping  in  excess 
of  $600  million  outside  of  the  regular  budget 
process:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  the  Executive 
Branch  should  cease  obligating  the  United 
States  to  pay  for  international  peacekeeping 
operations  in  excess  of  funds  specifically  au- 
thorized and  appropriated  for  this  purpose. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 16— RELATIVE  TO  THE  RUS- 
SIAN FEDERATION 

Ms.  snowe  submitted  the  following 
concurrent  resolution;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 

S.  Con.  Res.  16 

(a)  Findings.-— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Iran  is  aggressively  pursuing  a  program 
to  acquire  andor  develop  nuclear  weapons: 

(2)  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  in 
September  of  1994.  confirmed  that  Iran  is 
manufacturing  and  stockpiling  chemical 
weapons: 

(3)  Iran  has  opposed  the  Middle  East  peace 
process  and  continues  to  support  the  terror- 
ist group  Heznaiiah  in  Lebanon  and  radical 
Palestinian  groups; 

(4)  Iran  has  asserted  control  over  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  island  of  Abu  Musa.  which  it  had 
been  previously  sharing  with  the  United 
Arab  Emirates; 

(5)  during  the  last  few  years  Iran  has  re- 
portedl.v  acquired  several  hundred  improved 
Scud  missiles  from  North  Korea; 

(6)  Iran  has  moved  modern  air  defense  mis- 
sile systems,  tanks,  additional  troops,  artil- 
lery, and  surface-to-surface  missiles  onto  is- 
lands in  the  Persian  Gulf,  some  of  which  are 
disputed  between  Iran  and  the  United  Arab 
Emirates: 

(7)  Iran  has  already  taken  delivery  of  as 
many  as  30  modern  MiG-29  fighter  aircraft 
from  the  Russian  Federation; 

(8)  the  Russian  Federation  has  sold  modern 
conventionally  powered  submarines  to  Iran, 
which  increases  Iran's  capability  to  blockade 
the  Straits  of  Hormuz  and  the  Persian  Gulf; 
and 

(9)  the  Russian  Federation  has  continued 
to  pursue  a  commercial  agreement  intended 
to  provide  Iran  with  nuclear  technology  de- 
spite being  provided  with  a  detailed  descrip- 
tion by  the  President  of  the  United  States  of 
Iran's  nuclear  weapons  program. 

lb)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  Russian  Federation  should 
be  strongly  condemned  if  it  continues  with  a 
commercial  agreement  to  provide  Iran  with 


nuclear  technology  which  would  assist  that 
country  in  its  development  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons, and.  if  such  transfer  occurs,  that  Rus- 
sian would  be  ineligible  for  assistance  under 
the  terms  of  the  Freedom  Support  Act. 

Ms.  snowe.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  submitting  a  resolution  expressing 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Russian 
Federation  should  be  strongly  con- 
demned for  continuing  with  a  commer- 
cial agreement  to  provide  Iran  with  nu- 
clear technology  which  would  assist 
that  country  in  its  development  of  nu- 
clear weapons,  and  that  such  an  agree- 
ment would  make  Russia  ineligible  for 
United  States  assistance  under  the 
terms  of  the  Freedom  Support  Act. 

This  past  January.  Russia  signed  a 
billion-dollar  deal  to  sell  nuclear  power 
reactors  to  Iran.  In  the  United  States, 
this  news  was  greeted  with  very  strong 
concern  that  this  Russian  nuclear  tech- 
nology would  be  used  to  support  Iran's 
nuclear  weapons  development  program. 

At  the  recent  summit  In  Moscow, 
Russian  President  Yeltsin  was  asked 
by  President  Clinton  to  cancel  the  re- 
actor sale  to  Iran.  Yeltsin  would  not. 
Instead,  he  offered  us  a  fig  leaf  when  he 
cancelled  the  Russian  sale  of  a  gas  cen- 
trifuge to  Iran  and  halted  the  training 
of  10  to  20  Iran  scientists  a  year  in  Mos- 
cow. 

Iran  is  aggressively  pursuing  a  nu- 
clear-weapons acquisition  program. 
The  CIA  said  last  September  that  Iran 
probably  could,  with  some  foreign  help, 
acquire  a  nuclear  weapons  capability 
within  8  to  10  years.  And  Iran  is  receiv- 
ing that  foreign  help,  and  it  is  not  just 
from  the  Russians.  China  is  helping 
Iran  build  a  nuclear  research  reactor, 
and  in  April  it  concluded  a  deal  to  sell 
Iran  two  light-water  reactors.  Paki- 
stan, a  country  with  its  own  signifi- 
cant nuclear  weapons  program,  has  re- 
portedly provided  key  technical  assist- 
ance to  Iran. 

Iran's  nuclear  weapons  program  is 
not  the  only  cause  for  conceni.  The  De- 
fense Department  is  increasingly  con- 
cerned about — and  is  closely  watch- 
ing—the Iranian  military  buildup  in 
the  Persian  Gulf. 

Let  me  just  review  some  of  the  dis- 
turbing facts  about  this  Iranian  build- 
up. Iran  has  acquired  as  many  as  30 
Mig-29's  out  of  a  reported  deal  with 
Russia  for  50  of  these  modern  combat 
jets,  and  Russia  has  also  sold  Iran  so- 
phisticated air-to-air  missiles  to  arm 
these  aircraft.  Iran  has  received  nu- 
merous surface-to-air  missile  systems 
from  both  Russia  and  China.  Iran's  sub- 
marine force  consists  of  two  modern 
Russian-made  Kilo-class  submarines, 
and  a  third  is  expected  to  be  delivered. 
Russia  also  provided  Iran  with  sophis- 
ticated torpedoes  for  these  subs. 

In  addition,  despite  U.S.  pressure. 
Poland  is  going  ahead  with  the  planned 
sale  to  Iran  of  over  100  T-72  tanks,  and 
Iran  has  also  taken  delivery  of  several 
hundred  other  T-72's  from  Russia.  And 
over  the  last  few  years  Iran  has  report- 


edly acquired  several  hundred  im- 
proved Scud  missiles  from  North 
Korea. 

Iran  has  asserted  control  over  the 
Persian  Gulf  island  of  Abu  Musa.  which 
it  had  been  previously  sharing  with  the 
United  Arab  Emirates.  And  Iran  has 
moved  air  defense  missile  systems, 
tanks,  additional  troops,  artillery,  and 
surface-to-surface  missiles  onto  islands 
in  the  Persian  Gulf,  some  of  which  are 
disputed  between  Iran  and  the  United 
Arab  Emirates. 

Mr.  President,  Iran's  military  build- 
up in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  its  aggres- 
sive nuclear  program  should  be  of  seri- 
ous concern  to  us  all.  Iran  has  opposed 
the  Middle  East  peace  process  and  con- 
tinues to  support  the  terrorist  group 
Hezballah  in  Lebanon  and  radical  Pal- 
estinian groups.  And  whether  Russia 
realizes  it  or  not,  Iran  also  poses  a 
long-term  threat  to  them  as  well.  A  nu- 
clear-armed Iran  poses  just  as  great  a 
threat  to  Russia  as  it  does  to  United 
States  interests  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
and  the  Middle  East.  President  Clinton 
tried  to  reason  with  the  Russians  ear- 
lier this  month,  but  they  refused  to  lis- 
ten. Russia's  misguided  commercial 
agreement  to  sell  nuclear  technology 
to  Iran  should  be  condemned. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  125-HONOR- 
ING  THE  CONTRIBUTIONS  OF  FA- 
THER JOSEPH  DAMIEN  DE 
VEUSTER 

Mr.  AKAKA  (for  himself,  Mr.  Inouye. 
Mr.  D.ASCHLE,  Mr.  KENNEDY,  Mr.  Simon, 
Mr.  Leahy,  and  Mr.  Murkowski)  sub- 
mitted the  following  resolution;  which 
was  considered  and  agreed  to: 
S.  Res.  125 

Whereas  Father  Joseph  Damien  de  'Veuster 
was  born  in  Tremeloo.  Belgium  on  .January 
3.  1840: 

Whereas  Father  Damien  entered  the  Sa- 
cred Hearts  Order  at  Louvain.  Belgium,  as  a 
postulant  in  January  1859  and  took  his  final 
vows  in  Paris  on  October  7.  1860; 

Whereas,  after  arriving  in  Honolulu  on 
March  19.  1864.  to  join  the  Sacred  Hearts  Mis- 
sion in  Hawaii.  Father  Damien  was  ordained 
to  the  priesthood  in  the  Cathedral  of  Our 
Lady  of  Peace  on  May  21.  1864; 

Whereas  Father  Damien  was  sent  to  the 
Puna.  Kohala.  and  Hamakua  districts  on  the 
island  of  Hawaii,  where  Father  Damien 
served  people  in  isolated  communities  for  9 
years; 

Whereas  the  alarming  spread  of  Hansen's 
disease.  al.so  known  as  leprosy,  for  which 
there  was  no  known  cure,  prompted  the  Ha- 
waiian Legislature  to  pass  an  Act  to  Prevent 
the  Spread  of  Leprosy  in  1865; 

Whereas  the  Act  required  segregating 
those  affiicted  with  leprosy  to  the  isolated 
peninsula  of  Kalaupapa.  Molokai.  where 
those  affiicted  by  leprosy  were  virtually  im- 
prisoned by  steep  cliffs  and  open  seas; 

Whereas  those  affiicted  by  leprosy  were 
forced  to  separate  from  their  families,  had 
meager  medical  care  and  supplies,  and  had 
poor  living  and  social  conditions; 

Whereas  in  July  1872.  Father  Damien  wrote 
to  the  Father  General  that  many  of  his  pa- 
rishioners had  been  sent  to  the  settlement 
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on  Molokai  and  lamented  that  he  should  join 
them; 

Whereas  on  May  12.  1873.  Father  Damien 
petitioned  Bishop  Mai«ret.  having  received  a 
request  earlier  for  a  resident  priest  at 
Kalaupapa.  to  allow  Father  Damien  to  stay 
on  Molokai  and  devote  his  life  to  leprosy  pa- 
tients; 

Whereas  for  16  years,  from  1873  to  1889.  Fa- 
ther Damien  labored  to  bringr  material  and 
spiritual  comfort  to  the  leprosy  patients  of 
Kalaupapa.  building  chapels,  water  cisterns. 
and  boys  and  girls  homes; 

Whereas  on  April  15.  1889.  at  the  age  of  49. 
Father  Damien  died  of  leprosy  contracted  a 
few  yeare  earlier; 

Whereas  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  began 
the  consideration  of  beatification  of  Father 
Damien  in  February  1955.  and  Father  Damien 
will  be  beatified  on  .June  4.  1995.  by  Pope 
John  Paul  II  in  Bru.ssels.  Belgium; 

Whereas  Father  Damien  was  selected  by 
the  State  of  Hawaii  in  1965  as  1  of  the  distin- 
guished citizens  of  the  State  whose  statue 
would  be  installed  in  Statuary  Hall  in  the 
United  States  Capitol; 

Whereas  the  life  of  Father  Damien  contin- 
ues to  be  a  profound  example  of  selfless  devo- 
tion to  others  and  remains  an  inspiration  for 
all  mankind; 

Whereas  common  use  of  sulfone  drugs  in 
the  1940's  removed  the  dreaded  sentence  of 
disfigurement  and  death  imposed  by  leprosy, 
and  the  1969  repeal  of  the  isolation  law  al- 
lowed greater  mobility  for  former  Hansen's 
disease  patients; 

Whereas  in  the  mid-1970's,  the  community 
of  former  leprosy  patients  at  Molokai  rec- 
ommended the  establishment  of  a  United 
States  National  Park  at  Kalaupapa.  out  of  a 
strong  sense  of  stewardship  of  the  legacy  left 
by  Father  Damien  and  the  rich  history  of 
Kalaupapa; 

Whereas  the  Kalaupapa  National  Historical 
Park  was  established  m  1980  with  a  provision 
that  former  Hansen's  disease  patients  may 
remain  in  the  park  as  long  as  they  wish;  and 

Whereas  the  remaining  patients  at 
Kalaupapa.  many  of  whom  were  exiled  as 
children  or  young  adults  and  who  have  en- 
dured immeasurable  hardships  and  untold 
sorrows,  are  a  special  legacy  for  America,  ex- 
emplifying the  dignity  and  strength  of  the 
human  spirit:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  recognizes  Father  Damien  for  his 
service  to  humanity  and  takes  this  occasion 
to— 

(li  celebrate  achievements  of  modern  medi- 
cine in  combating  the  once-dreaded  leprosy 
disease; 

(2)  remember  that  victims  of  leprosy  still 
suffer  social  banishment  in  many  parts  of 
the  world;  and 

(3)  honor  the  people  of  Kalaupapa  as  a  liv- 
ing American  legacy  of  human  spirit  and  dig- 
nity. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  126— TO 
AMEND  THE  SENATE  GIFT  RULE 

Mr.  MCCONNELL  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing resolution;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Admin- 
istration: 

S.  Res  126 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  resolution  may  be  cited  as  the  "Sen- 
ate Gift  Rule  Reform  Resolution" 
SEC.  2.  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  SENATE  GIFT  RULE. 

Rule  XXXV  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


■RULE  XXXV 
"GIFTS 
"1.  (a)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of 
the  Senate,  or  the  spouse  or  dependent  there- 
of, shall  knowingly  accept,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, any  gift  in  any  calendar  year  of  more 
than  the  minimal  value  as  established  by 
section  7342(aH5)  of  title  5,  United  SUtes 
Code,  or  $100.  whichever  is  less  from  any  per- 
son, organization,  or  corporation  unless,  in 
limited  and  appropriate  circumstances,  a 
waiver  is  granted  by  the  Select  Committee 
on  Ethics. 

"(b)  The  prohibitions  of  subparagraph  (a) 
do  not  apply  to  gifts — 
"(1)  from  relatives;  or 

"(2)  of  personal  hospitality  of  an  individ- 
ual. 

"2.  For  purposes  of  this  rule— 
"(a)  The  term  "gift"  means  a  payment,  sub- 
scription, advance,  forbearance,  rendering, 
or  deposit  of  money,  services,  or  anything  of 
value,  including  food,  lodging,  mementos, 
transportation,  or  entertainment,  and  reim- 
bursement for  expenses,  unless  consideration 
of  equal  or  greater  value  is  received,  but  does 
not  include  (Da  political  contribution  other- 
wise reported  as  required  by  law.  (2)  a  loan 
made  in  a  commercially  reasonable  manner 
(Including  requirements  that  the  loan  be  re- 
paid and  that  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  be 
paid).  (3)  a  bequest,  inheritance,  or  other 
transfer  at  death.  (4)  a  bona  fide  award  pre- 
sented in  recognition  of  public  service  and 
available  to  the  general  public,  (5)  anything 
of  value  given  to  a  spouse  or  dependent  of  a 
reporting  individual  by  the  employer  of  such 
spxjuse  or  dependent  in  recognition  of  the 
service  provided  by  such  spouse  or  depend- 
ent. (6)  free  attendance  at  a  widely  attended 
event  (as  such  term  is  defined  by  the  Select 
Committee  on  Ethics)  connected  with  the  of- 
ficial duties  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee, (7)  permissible  travel,  lodging,  and 
meals  at  an  event  connected  with  the  official 
duties  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  employee, 
or  (8)  permissible  travel,  lodging,  and  meals 
at  an  event  to  raise  funds  for  a  bona  fide 
charity,  subject  to  a  determination  by  the 
Select  Committee  on  Ethics  that  participa- 
tion in  the  charity  event  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  Senate  and  the  United  States. 

"(b)  The  term  'relative'  has  the  same 
meaning  given  to  such  term  in  section  107(2) 
of  title  I  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978  (Public  Law  95-521). 

"(c)  The  term  'permissible  travel'  means 
reasonable  expenses  for  transportation  which 
are  incurred  by  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee of  the  Senate  in  connection  with  serv- 
ices provided  to  or  participation  in  an  event 
sponsored  by  the  organization  which  pro- 
vided reimbursement  for  such  expenses  or 
which  provides  transportation  directly,  how- 
ever expenses  do  not  include  the  provision  of 
transportation,  or  the  payment  for  such  ex- 
penses, for  a  continuous  period  in  excess  of  3 
days  exclusive  of  travel  time  within  the 
United  States  of  7  days  exclusive  of  travel 
time  outside  of  the  United  SUtes  unless 
such  travel  is  approved  by  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Ethics  as  necessary  for  participa- 
tion in  the  event. 

"(d)  The  terms  "lodging'  and  'meals'  do  not 
include  expenditures  for  recreational  activi- 
ties or  entertainment,  other  than  that  pro- 
vided to  all  attendees  as  an  integral  part  of 
the  event. 

"3.  (a)  For  purposes  of  the  exceptions  pro- 
vided by  paragraphs  2(a)(6),  2(a)(7),  and 
2(a)(8),  a  sponsor's  unsolicited  offer  of  free 
attendance  at  an  event  for  an  accompanying 
spouse  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  a  gift  if 
others  in  attendance  will  generally  be  ac- 


companied by  spouses  or  if  such  attendance 
is  appropriate  to  assist  in  the  representation 
of  the  Senate 

"(b)  The  Select  Committee  on  Ethics  shall 
publish  notice  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
the  attendance  by  a  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee at  an  event  permitted  by  paragraphs 
2(a)(7)  and  2(a)(8)  not  later  than  30  days  after 
such  attendance.  Attendance  by  an  employee 
at  an  event  permitted  by  paragraphs  2(a)(7) 
and  2(a)(8)  shall  be  subject  to  approval  of  the 
employee's  supervisor. 

"4.  If  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee,  after 
exercising  rea.sonable  diligence  to  obtain  the 
information  necessary  to  comply  with  this 
rule,  unknowingly  accepts  a  gift  described  in 
paragraph  1.  such  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee shall,  upon  learning  of  the  nature  of 
the  gift  and  its  source,  return  the  gift  or.  if 
it  is  not  possible  to  return  the  gift,  reim- 
burse the  donor  for  the  value  of  the  gift. 

""5.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
this  rule,  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of 
the  Senate  may  participate  in  a  program. 
the  principal  objective  of  which  is  edu- 
cational, sponsored  by  a  foreign  government 
or  a  foreign  educational  or  charitable  orga- 
nization involving  travel  to  a  foreign  coun- 
try paid  for  by  that  foreign  government  or 
organization  if  such  participation  is  not  in 
violation  of  any  law  and  if  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Ethics  has  determined  that  par- 
ticipation in  such  program  by  Members,  offi- 
cers, or  employees  of  the  Senate  is  in  the  in- 
terests of  the  Senate  and  the  United  States. 

"(b)  Any  Member  who  accepts  an  invita- 
tion to  participate  in  any  such  program  shall 
notify  the  Select  Committee  in  writing  of 
his  acceptance.  A  Member  shall  also  notify 
the  Select  Committee  in  writing  whenever 
he  has  permitted  any  officer  or  employee 
whom  he  supervises  (within  the  meaning  of 
paragraph  11  of  rule  XXXVII)  to  participate 
in  any  such  program.  The  chairman  of  the 
Select  Committee  shall  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  list  of  all  individuals  partici- 
pating; the  supervisors  of  such  individuals. 
where  applicable;  and  the  nature  and  itin- 
erary of  such  program. 

"(c)  No  Member,  officer,  or  employee  may 
accept  funds  in  connection  with  participa- 
tion in  a  program  permitted  under  subpara- 
graph (a)  if  such  funds  are  not  used  for  nec- 
essary food,  lodging,  transportation,  and  re- 
lated expenses  of  the  Member,  officer,  or  em- 
ployee.". 

SEC.  3.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendment  made  by  section  2  shall 
take  effect  on  October  1.  1995. 


RESOLUTION 
TO      BORDER 


127— REL- 
CROSSING 


SENATE 
ATIVE 
FEES 

Ms.  SNOWE  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 
S.  Res.  127 

Whereas  in  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
for  fiscal  year  1996  that  was  submitted  to 
Congress,  the  President  proposed  to  impose 
and  collect  a  boarder  crossing  fee  for  individ- 
uals and  vehicles  entering  the  United  States; 

Whereas  both  the  Canadian  and  Mexican 
governments  have  expressed  opposition  to 
the  imposition  and  collection  of  such  a  fee 
and  have  raised  the  possibility  of  imposing 
retaliatory  border  crossing  fees  of  their  own; 

Whereas  the  imposition  and  collection  of 
such  a  fee  would  have  adverse  effects  on 
tourism  and  commerce  that  depend  on  travel 
across  the  borders  of  the  United  States; 


Whereas  the  imposition  and  collection  of 
such  a  fee  would  have  such  effects  without 
addressing  illegal  immigration  in  a  meaning- 
ful way; 

Whereas  on  February  22.  1995.  the  Presi- 
dent modified  his  proposal  making  the  impo- 
sition of  the  new  fees  voluntary  on  United 
States  border  States  (but  tied  the  availabil- 
ity of  Federal  funds  to  improve  border  cross- 
ing infrastructure  on  their  willingness  to  im- 
pose such  fees);  and 

Whereas  on  May  4.  1995.  the  President  fur- 
ther modified  the  border  crossing  fee  pro- 
posal in  immigration  control  legislation  he 
submitted  to  Congress  setting  a  $1.50  per  car 
and  $.75  per  pedestrian  fee  structure:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  United  States  Government  should 
not  impose  or  collect  a  border  crossing  fee 
along  its  borders  with  Canada  and  Mexico. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


LAUTENBERG  AMENDMENT  NO. 
1168 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  LAUTENBERG)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  13)  setting" 
forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  years 
1996,  1997,  1998,  1999.  2000,  2001,  and  2002: 
as  follows: 

On  page  68,  add  at  the  end  of  line  12  the  fol- 
lowing: "In  addition,  paragraph  (1)(B)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  legislation  that 
proposes  to  eliminate  up  to  $1.0(X),000.000 
from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead  and 
wasteful  procurement  in  the  military  budg- 
et, and  to  apply  the  resulting  savings  for  use 
in  strengthening  enforcement  of  immigra- 
tion laws.". 


LAUTENBERG  (AND  WELLSTONE) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1169 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Lautenberg  for 
himself  and  Mr.  WELLSTONE)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  68.  add  at  the  end  of  line  12  the  fol- 
lowing: "In  addition,  paragraph  (ixB)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  legislation  that 
proposes  to  eliminate  up  to  $2,000,000,000 
from  wasteful  bureaucratic  overhead  and 
wasteful  procurement  in  the  military  budg- 
et, and  to  apply  the  resulting  savings  for  use 
in  addressing  the  problem  of  domestic  vio- 
lence.". 


LEAHY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1170 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  LEAHY,  for  him- 
self, Mr.  Baucus,  Mr.  Wkllstone.  and 
Mr.  Harkin)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  13,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RF:(;AJIDING  THE 
NUTRI-nONAL     HEALTH     OF     CHIL- 
DREN. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that — 


(1)  Federal  nutrition  programs,  such  as  the 
school  lunch  program,  the  school  breakfast 
program,  the  special  supplemental  nutrition 
program  for  women,  infants,  and  children 
(referred  to  in  this  section  as  "WIC"),  the 
child  and  adult  care  food  program,  and  oth- 
ers, are  important  to  the  health  and  well- 
being  of  children; 

(2)  participation  in  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams is  voluntary  on  the  part  of  States,  and 
the  programs  are  administered  and  operated 
by  every  State; 

(3)  a  major  f.actor  that  led  to  the  creation 
of  the  school  lunch  program  was  that  a  num- 
ber of  the  recruits  for  the  United  States 
armed  forces  in  World  War  11  failed  physical 
examinations  due  to  problems  related  to  in- 
adequate nutrition; 

(4)(A)  WIC  has  proven  to  be  extremely  val- 
uable in  promoting  the  health  of  newborn  ba- 
bies and  children;  and 

(B)  each  dollar  invested  in  the  prenatal 
component  of  WIC  has  been  shown  to  save  up 
to  $3.50  in  medicaid  costs  related  to  medical 
problems  that  arise  in  the  first  90  days  after 
the  birth  of  an  infant; 

(5)  the  requirement  that  infant  formula  be 
purchased  under  a  competitive  bidding  sys- 
tem under  section  17  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1786)  saved  $1,000,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1994  and  enabled  States  to 
allow  1.600.000  women,  infants,  and  children 
to  participate  in  WIC  at  no  additional  cost  to 
taxpayers;  and 

(6)  a  balanced  Federal  budget  will  provide 
economic  benefits  to  children  alive  today 
and  to  future  generations  of  Americans. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Sen.^te.- It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  a.ssumptions  underly- 
ing the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
include  the  assumptions  that— 

(1)  schools  should  continue  to  serve 
lunches  that  meet  minimum  nutritional  re- 
quirements based  on  tested  nutritional  re- 
search; 

(2)  the  content  of  WIC  food  packages  for  in- 
fants, children,  and  pregnant  and 
postpartum  women  should  continue  to  be 
based  on  scientific  evidence: 

(3)  the  competitive  bidding  system  for  in- 
fant formula  under  section  17  of  the  Child 
Niitritinn  Art  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1786)  .should 
be  maintained; 

(4)  foods  of  minimum  nutritional  value 
should  not  be  sold  in  competition  with 
school  lunches  in  the  school  cafeterias  dur- 
ing lunch  hours; 

(5)  some  reductions  in  nutrition  program 
spending  can  be  made  without  compromising 
the  nutritional  well-being  of  program  recipi- 
ents; 

(6)  in  complying  with  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions in  section  6  of  this  resolution,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  should  take  this  sec- 
tion into  account;  and 

(7)  Congress  .should  continue  to  move  to- 
ward fully  funding  the  WIC  program. 


LEAHY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1171 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Leahy)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13.  supra;  as  follows: 

.■\l  the  end  of  title  III  of  the  resolution,  add 
the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  MAI.NTAINING 
FEDERAL  FtrNDING  FOR  LAW  EN- 
FORCE.MENT. 

(a)  Findings— The  .Senate  finds  that — 
(1)  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment officers  provide  essential  services  that 
preserve  and  protect  our  freedoms  and  secu- 
rity: 


(2)  law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our  ap- 
preciation and  support; 

(3)  law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies 
are  under  increasing  attacks,  both  to  their 
physical  safety  and  to  their  reputations; 

(4)  on  April  7.  1995.  the  Senate  passed  S.J. 
Res.  32  in  which  the  Senate  recognizes  the 
debt  of  gratitude  the  Nation  owes  to  the  men 
and  women  who  daily  serve  the  American 
people  as  law  enforcement  officers  and  the 
integrity,  honesty,  dedication,  and  sacrifice 
of  our  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment officers; 

(5)  the  Nation's  sense  of  domestic  tran- 
quility has  been  shaken  by  explosions  at  the 
World  Trade  Center  in  New  'York  and  the 
Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City 
and  by  the  fear  of  violent  crime  in  our  cities, 
towns,  and  rural  areas  across  the  nation: 

(6)  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment efforts  need  increased  financial  com- 
mitment from  the  Federal  Government  and 
not  the  reduction  of  such  commitment  to 
law  enforcement  if  law  enforcement  officers 
are  to  carry  out  their  efforts  to  combat  vio- 
lent crime:  and 

(7)  on  April  5,  1995.  and  May  18.  1995.  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  nonetheless 
voted  to  reduce  $5,000,000,000  from  the  Vio- 
lent Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund  in  order  to 
provide  for  tax  cuts  in  both  H.R.  1215  and  H. 
Con.  Res.  67. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying 
the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution  as- 
sume that  the  Federal  Government's  com- 
mitment to  fund  Federal  law  enforcement 
programs  and  programs  to  assist  State  and 
local  efforts  .should  be  maintained  and  fund- 
ing for  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fund  should  not  be  reduced  by  $5,000,000,000 
as  the  bill  and  resolution  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  would  require. 


HARKIN  (AND  GRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1172 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Harkin.  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Graha.m)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  77.  between  lines  3  and  4.  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.    .    MEDICARE    SAFEGUARDS    COMPLIANCE 
INmATIVE. 

(a)  ADJUSTMENTS  — 

(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  points  of 
order  under  the  Congressional  Budget  and 
Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  and  con- 
current resolutions  on  the  budget— 

(A)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(a)(2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  out-year; 

(B)  the  allocations  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act; 

(C)  the  levels  for  the  major  functional  cat- 
egories that  are  appropriate  and  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  aggregates  in  the  most  re- 
cently agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget;  and 

(D)  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
section  601(a)(1)  of  that  Act  (and  that 
amount  as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

shall  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  amount  of  ad- 
ditional new  budget  authority  or  additional 
outlays  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  reported 
by  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  in 
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appropriation  Acts  (or  by  the  committee  of 
conference  on  such  legislation)  for  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration  medi- 
care payment  safeguards  programs  (as  com- 
pared to  the  base  level  of  $396.3(X).000  for  new 
budget  authority)  that  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  determined  will  result  in  a 
return  on  investment  to  the  Government  of 
at  least  4  dollars  for  each  dollar  Invested. 

(2)  Additional  amounts.— As  used  in  this 
section,  the  term  -additional  new  budget  au- 
thority "  or  -additional  outlays'  (as  the  case 
may  be)  means,  for  any  fiscal  year,  budget 
authority  in  excess  of  1396. 300. (XX)  for  pay- 
ment safeguards,  but  shall  not  exceed— 

(A)  for  fiscal  year  1996.  J50.000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  J50.000.000  in  outlays; 

(B)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  J55,000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  J55,000,000  in  outlays: 

(C)  for  fiscal  year  1998,  J60.000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $60,000,000  in  outlays: 

(D)  for  fiscal  year  1999.  $65,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $65,000,000  in  outlays: 

(E)  for  fiscal  year  2000.  J70.000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  J70.000.000  in  outlays: 

(F)  for  fiscal  year  2001.  J75.000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  J75.000.000  in  outlays: 
and 

(G)  for  fiscal  year  2002.  J75.000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  J75.000.000  in  outlays. 

(bi  Revised  Li.mits.  All(x;ations,  Levels. 
AND  Aggregate.s— Upon  reporting  of  legisla- 
tion pursuant  to  paragraph  (1).  and  again 
upon  the  submission  of  the  conference  report 
on  such  legislation  in  either  House  (if  a  con- 
ference report  is  submitted),  the  chairman  of 
the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  file 
with  their  respective  Houses  appropriately 
revised— 

(1)  the  discretionary  spending  limits  under 
section  601(a)(2)  of  that  Act  (and  those  limits 
as  cumulatively  adjusted)  for  the  current  fis- 
cal year  and  each  out-year: 

(2)  the  allocations  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  that  Act:  and 

(3)  the  levels  for  the  appropriate  major 
functional  categories  that  are  appropriate 
and  the  appropriate  budgetary  aggregates  in 
the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  reso- 
lution on  the  budget: 

to  carry  out  this  subsection.  These  revised 
discretionary  spending  limits,  allocations, 
functional  levels,  and  aggregates  shall  be 
considered  for  purposes  of  congressional  en- 
forcement under  that  Act  as  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limits,  allocations,  func- 
tional levels,  and  aggregates. 

<c)  Reporting  Revksed  Allocations— The 
Committees  on  .■Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  may  report 
appropriately  revised  allocations  pursuant  to 
sections  302(b)  and  602(b)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

(d)  APPLICATION  OF  Section.— This  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  additional  budget  au- 
thority or  additional  outlays  unless— 

(1)  in  the  Senate,  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  certifies,  based  on  the  in- 
formation from  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice, the  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration  (as 
well  as  any  other  sources  deemed  relevant), 
that  such  budget  authority  or  outlays  will 
not  increase  the  total  of  the  FederaJ  budget 
deficits  over  the  next  5  years;  and 

(2)  any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
such  budget  authority  or  outlays  are  avail- 
able only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration  pay- 
ment safeguards. 


FEINGOLD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1173 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  FEINGOLD,  for 
himself,  Mr.  Graham,  Mr.  Wellstone, 
and  Mr.  SiMON)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 
supra:  as  follows: 

.\t  the  end  of  the  resolution,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC,     .    NEED   TO    ENACT   LONG   TERM    HF.ALTH 
CARE  REFORM. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  I04th 
Congress  should  enact  fundamental  long- 
term  health  care  reform  that  emphasizes 
cost-effective,  consumer  oriented,  and 
consumer-directed  home  and  community- 
based  care  that  builds  upon  existing  family 
supports  and  achieves  deficit  reduction  by 
helping  elderly  and  disabled  individuals  re- 
main in  their  own  homes  and  communities. 


May  25,  1995 

fiscal    year    1998, 


May  25,  1995 
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HARKIN  (AND  LAUTENBERG) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1174 
Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  HARKIN.  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Lautenberg)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution,  13, 
supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC,  ,  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 
LOSSES  CAUSED  BY  USE  OF  TO- 
BACCO PRODUCTS, 

(a)  FiNDiNG.s.-The  Senate  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Pre- 
vention estimates  that  tobacco  products  im- 
pose a  J20,000,000.000  cost  per  year  on  Federal 
health  programs  like  medicare  and  medicaid 
through  tobacco-related  illnes.ses: 

(2)  tobacco  products  are  unlike  any  other 
product  legally  offered  for  sale  because  even 
when  used  as  intended  they  cause  death  and 
disease:  and 

(3)  States  such  as  Florida,  Mississippi, 
Minnesota,  and  West  Virginia  are  currently 
taking  action  to  recover  State  costs  associ- 
ated with  tobacco-related  illnesses. 

lb)  .Sh.\.-sK  Of  i-HK  Senate- It  is  the  sense  ot 
the  Senate  that  any  proposal  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  of  the  Senate  to  reduce 
Federal  spending  on  medicare  and  medicaid 
as  required  by  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13  should  include  a  proposal  to  recover  from 
tobacco  companies  a  portion  of  the  costs 
their  products  impose  on  American  tax- 
payers and  Federal  health  programs  includ- 
ing medicare  and  medicaid. 


JOHNSTON  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1175 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Johnston,  for 
himself,  Mr.  Biden,  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  Sar- 
BANEs.  Ms.  MiKtrLSKi.  and  Mr.  Breaux) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  delete  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  -budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (c)  for  legislation 
that  reduces  revenues  and/or  increases  fund- 
ing for  the  Medicare  trust  fund  not  to  exceed 
the  following  amounts: 

--(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996, 
J12,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

-•(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997, 
J22,000.000,000  in  outlays; 


fiscal     year    1999, 


fiscal     year 
fiscal    year 


2000, 
2001, 


fiscal    year    2002. 


"(3)    with    respect    to 
$24,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

■■(4)     with     respect    to 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

■■(5)     with     respect     to 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays; 

■■(6)     with     respect     to 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays: 

'■(7)  with  respect  to 
$28,000,000,000  in  outlays  provided  that,  if 
CBO  scores  this  surplus  differently,  then  the 
numbers  provided  above  shall  be  increased  or 
decreased  proportionally. 

••(b)  Revised  Allocation  and  Aggre- 
g,\tes.— Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  appropriately  re- 
vised allocations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974:  budgetary  aggregates:  and  levels  under 
this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount  that 
does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit  reduc- 
tion specified  under  subsection  (d).^' 


REID  AMENDMENT  NO.  1176 
Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Reid)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13. 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
in.sert  the  following:  'budget,  the  appro- 
priate budgetary  allocations,  aggregates,  and 
levels  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  Jl. 000.000.000 
in  budget  authority  and  outlays  of  the  addi- 
tional deficit  reduction  achieved  as  cal- 
culated under  subsection  (c)  for  legislation 
that  reduces  the  adverse  effects  on  discre- 
tionary .spending  on  our  national  parks  sys- 
tem by  restoring  funding  for  rehabilitation, 
restoration,  and  park  maintenance. 

•■(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  li^udget  of  the  Senate  rna.v  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  section  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  budgetary  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  under  this  resolution,  re- 
vised by  an  amount  that  does  not  exceed  the 
additional  deficit  reduction  specified  under 
subsection  (a).". 


SARBANES  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1177 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Sarbanes.  for 
himself.  Mr.  Lieberman.  Ms.  Mikulski. 
and  Mr.  Kerry)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  13,  supra;  as 
follows; 

On  page  74.  strike  lines  12  through  24  and 
insert  the  following:  "budget,  the  revenue 
and  spending  aggregates  may  be  revised  and 
other  appropriate  budgetary  allocations,  ag- 
gregates, and  levels  may  be  revised  to  reflect 
the  additional  deficit  reduction  achieved  as 
calculated  under  subsection  (c)  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  revenues,  and  legislation 
that  will  provide  $10,805,000,000  to  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  to  administer 
federal  grants  for  water  infrastructure  pro- 
grams in  the  following  manner: 

•■(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996. 
$962,000,000  in  budget  authority  and  42,000.000 
in  outlays; 


fiscal    year 
authority 

fiscal    year 
authority 

fiscal    year 
authority 

fiscal    year 
authority 

fiscal    year 
authority 


(2)     with     respect     to 
$1,96-2,000.000      m      budget 
$346,000,000  in  outlays: 

■■i3i     with     respect     to 
$2,162,000,000      in      budget 
$920,000,000  in  outlays; 

(4 1    with    respect    to 
$2,962,000,000      in      budget 
$1,679,000,000  in  outlays: 

-■(5)    with    respect    to 
$2,962,000,000      in      budget 
$2,291,000,000  in  outlays; 

-(6)     with     respect     to 
$2,962,000,000      in      budget 
$2,679,000,000  in  outlays;  and 

-■(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year 
$2,962,000,000  in  budget  authority 
$2,798,000,000  in  outlays. 

•'(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates.—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974;  discretionary 
spending  under  section  201(a)  of  this  resolu- 
tion; and  budgetary  aggregates  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  calculated  under  subsection  (d).". 


1997. 
and 

1998. 
and 

1999. 
and 

2000. 
and 

2001. 
and 

2002. 
and 


BAUCUS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1178 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  BAUCUS,  for  him- 
self, Mr.  DoRGAN.  Mr.  Pressler,  Mr. 
RoBB,  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Har- 
KiN,  Mr.  Heflin,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr. 
Wellstone.  and  Ms.  Moseley-Braun) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

.•\t  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  followinff 
SEC,    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDIN*;  .MAN 
DATORY        MA,JOR        ASSLTMPTIONS 
UNDER  FUNCTION  270:  ENERGY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within 
the  iriaudatory  niajor  ass-umptions  'kinder 
budget  function  270,  none  of  the  power  mar- 
keting administrations  within  the  48  contig- 
uous States  will  be  sold,  and  any  savings 
that  were  assumed  would  be  realized  from 
the  sale  of  those  power  marketing  adminis- 
trations will  be  realized  through  cost  reduc- 
tions in  other  programs  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 
SEC.    .  DEFE.NSE  OVERHEAD. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  major  discretionary  a.ssumptions  in 
this  concurrent  budget  resolution  include  15 
percent  reduction  in  overhead  for  programs 
of  nondefense  agencies  that  remain  funded  in 
the  budget  and  whose  funding  is  not  inter- 
connected with  receipts  dedicated  to  a  pro- 
gram: 

(2)  the  Committee  Report  (104-82)'on  this 
concurrent  budget  resolution  stales  that 
•this  assumption  would  not  reduce  funding 
for  the  programmatic  activities  of  agencies," 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  and  Appropriations  should  make  a 
reduction  of  at  least  three  percent  in  over- 
head for  fiscal  year  1996  programs  of  defense 
agencies,  and  should  do  so  in  a  manner  so  as 
not  to  reduce  funding  for  the  programmatic 
activities  of  these  agencies. 


LEVIN  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.   1179 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Levin,  for  himself, 
Mr,  Simon,  and  Mr.  Steven.s)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13,  supra;  as  follows: 


BAUCUS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1180 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Baucus,  for  him- 
self, Mr.  INOUYE,  Mr.  Bry.\n,  Mr. 
Simon,  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mr.  Bump- 
ers, Mr.  Stevens,  and  Mr.  Exon)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  ,  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 
FUNDING  FOR  NATIONAL  RAILROAD 
PASSENGER  CORPORA-nON, 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  include  the  following:  that 
Congress  should  redirect  revenues  resulting 
from  the  '/.>  cent  of  the  excise  tax  rate  di- 
rected by  the  amendments  made  by  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  for 
fiscal  years  1996  through  1999  to  the  account 
under  subsection  (e)  of  section  9503  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  a  new  account 
under  such  section  for  grants  to  the  National 
Railroad  Passenger  Corporation  for  operat- 
ing expenses  and  capital  improvements  in- 
curred by  the  Corporation. 


BAUCUS  AMENDMENT  NO.  1181 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  BAUCUS)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
13,  supra;  as  follows: 

.\X.  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following. 

SEC,  ,  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDDMC  THE 
ESSENTIAI,  AIR  SERVICE  PROGRAM 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a)  Findings. — The  .Senate  finuh  tliat^— 

(1)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  417  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code — 

(A)  provides  essential  airline  access  to  iso- 
lated rural  communities  across  the  United 
States; 

(B)  is  necessary  for  the  economic  growth 
and  development  of  rural  communities; 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to 
the  national  air  transportation  system  of  the 
United  States: 

(D)  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States; 
and 

(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities 
in  30  States;  and 

i2)  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  .'\irline  Industry  estab- 
lished under  section  204  of  the  .Mrport  and 
Airway  Safety.  Capacity,  Noise  Improve- 
ment, and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of 
1992  recommended  maintaining  the  essential 
air  service  program  with  a  sufficient  level  of 
funding  to  continue  to  provide  air  service  to 
small  communities. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  es.sential  air  service 
program  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  417  of 
title  49,  United  States  Code,  should  receive 


to  the  maximum  extent  possible  a  suilicient 
level  of  funding  to  continue  to  provide  air 
service  to  small  rural  communities  that 
qualify  for  assistance  under  the  program. 


GRAMS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1182 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  Grams,  for 
himself,  Mr.  Graham,  Mr.  Lieberman, 
and  Mr.  Abraham)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution, 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  73,  line  2,  strike  •may  be  reduced'" 
and  insert  ••shall  be  reduced". 

On  page  73.  line  2.  strike  ••may  be  revised" 
and  insert  'shall  be  revised". 

On  page  74,  line  12,  strike  ••may"  and  insert 
-shall". 

On  page  74.  line  13,  strike  -may"  and  insert 
•shall'. 

On  page  74,  line  21,  strike  ••may  "  and  insert 
•shall''. 

On  page  74.  line  16.  insert  the  following  be- 
fore the  period,  "by  providing  family  tax  re- 
lief and  incentives  to  stimulate  savings,  in- 
vestment, job  creation,  and  economic 
growth.". 


CONRAD  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1183 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Conrad,  for  him- 
self, Mr.  REID,  Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Simon, 
Mr.  DoRGAN,  Mr.  KOHL,  Mr.  Fei.ngold. 
Mr.  Bryan.  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr.  Robb. 
and  Mr.  B^"RD)  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  all  after  the  resolving  clause  and  in- 
.sert the  following: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

(a)  Declaration  —The  Congress  deter- 
mines and  declares  that  this  resolution  is 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  including  the  appropriate 
budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998. 
1999.  2000.  50(11,  and  3002  as  reo.uired  by  sec 
tion  301  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1996. 
TITLE  I-LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
Sec.  2.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 
Debt  increase. 
Social  Security. 
Major  functional  categories. 
Reconciliation. 
TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RULEMAKING 
Discretionary  spending  limits. 
Extension  of  pay-as-you-go  point  of 

order. 
Budget  surplus  allowance. 
Scoring  of  emergency  legislation. 
.Sale  of  Government  assets. 
Extension  of  Budget  Act  60-vote  en- 
forcement through  2002. 
Sec.  207.  Exercise  of  rulemaking  powers. 
TITLE  III-SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS 
AND  THE  SENATE 
Sec.  301.  Restructuring      Government      and 

program  terminations. 
Sec.  302.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  re- 
turning programs  to  the  States. 


Sec.  3. 
Sec.  4. 
Sec.  5. 
Sec.  6. 


Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


201. 
202. 

203. 
204 
205. 
206. 
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Sec.  303.  Commercialization  of  Federal  ac- 
tivities. 

Sec.  304.  Nonpartisan  Advisory  Commission 
on  the  CPI 

Sec.  305.  Sense  of  the  Congress  on  a  uniform 
accounting  system  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Sec.  306.  Sense  of  the  Congress  that  90  per- 
cent of  the  benefits  of  any  tax 
cuts  must  go  to  the  middle 
class. 

Sec.  307.  Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Sol- 
vency of  Medicare. 

Sec.  308.  Sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  distribu- 
tion of  agriculture  savings. 

Sec.  309.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
protection  of  children's  health. 

Sec.  310.  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  lobbying 
expenses  should  remain  non- 
deductible. 

Sec.  311    E.xpatriaL>>  Mx.-s 

TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
SEC.  2.  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  .VST)  AMOUNTS. 

The  followins  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998. 
1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002: 

il)  Feder.^l  revenues.— (A)  For  purposes 
of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolution— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,049,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,098,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1.1.56.000,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,218,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,287,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  .year  2001:  $1,364,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,446,800,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which   the  aggregate 
levels    of    Federal    revenues    should    be    in- 
creased are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $6,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $15,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $21,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $31,300,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $41,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $50,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $61,800,000,000. 
(iii)  The  amounts   for   Federal   Insurance 
Contributions  Act  revenues  for  hospital  in- 
surance within   the  recommended  levels  of 
Federal  revenues  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $111,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000 
(Bi  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements    of    the    Hospital    Insurance 
Trust  Fund)— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  19%:  $9-16. 100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $989,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,041,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,098,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,160,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,231,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,306,400,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels   of   Federal    revenues    should    be    in- 
creased are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $6,905,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $15,299,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $21,007,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $31,302,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $41,201,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $50,511,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $61,794,000,000. 
(2)  New  budget  authority.— (A)  For  pur- 
poses of  comparison  with  the  maximum  defi- 
cit amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 


the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion,   the   appropriate    levels   of   total    new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,291,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,330,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,384,700,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,432,000,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,493,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,524,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,572,700,000,000, 

(Bi  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
new  budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,194,300,000,000. 

Fi.scal  year  1997:  $1,230,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,278,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,318,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,373,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,394,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002;  $1,432,500,000,000. 

(3)  BUEX5ET  OUTLAYS.— (A)  For  purposes  of 
comparison  with  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,287,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,323,300,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,359,100,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,413,000,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,472,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,504,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1.. 554.500.000.000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,191,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,223,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,253,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,301,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,353,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,376,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,415,500,000,000. 

(4)  Deficits.— (A)  For  purposes  of  compari- 
son with  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
sections  601(ai(l)  and  606  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of 
the  deficits  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $237,100,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $224,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $203,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $194,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $185,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $139,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $107,700,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $245,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $234,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $212,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $203,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $192,600,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $144,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $109,100,000,000. 

(5)  Public  debt —The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $5,206,328,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,500,272,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,771,718,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $6,032,491,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6,281,682,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6,487,560,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,659,567,000,000. 


(6)  Direct  lo.\n  obligations.— The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $37.6OO,(X)0.0(X). 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $40,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $45, 700,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $46,100,000,000. 

(7)  Pri.marv  loan  guarantee  co.mmit- 
MENTS.— The  appropriate  levels  of  new  pri- 
mary loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as 
follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $193,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $187,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $183 ,,300, 000. 000 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $184,700,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $186,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $187,600,000,000. 
SEC.  3.  DEBT  INCREASE. 

The  amouncs  of  the  increase  in  the  public 
debt  subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $303,328,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $293,943,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $271,446,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999;  $260,774,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $249,191,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $205,878,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $172,007,000,000. 
SEC.  4.  SOCIAL  SECURITY. 

(a)  Social  Security  Revenues.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows; 

Fiscal  year  19%:  $347,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997;  $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $430,900,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $4.52,000.000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $498,600,000,000. 

(b)  SocuL  Security  Outlays— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $299,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $310,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $342,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $338,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000;  $353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $368,100,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $383,800,000,000. 
SEC.  5.  MAJOR  FUNCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, and  new  primary  loan  guarantee  com- 
mitments for  fiscal  years  19%  through  2000 
for  each  major  functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $257,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $261,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $253,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $259,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $154,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
(A>  New  budget  authority.  $266,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $259,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $276,000,000,000. 
(Bi  Outlays.  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority,  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $267,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs,  $269,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  19%; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $15,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,300,000,000. 

(B»  Outlays.  $15,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18.,300.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,400,000,000. 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,200,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

(3)  General  Science,  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17.100.000.0()0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $1,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $1,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  vear  1998- 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,600,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authorit.v.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $4,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 


iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural    Resources   and    Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments, $5,700,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $12,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fi-scal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,100,000,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  $11,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,700,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$11,100,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,900,000,000. 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(7»  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-3,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-4,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000  I 

Fiscal  year  1999:  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-2,600,000,000. 

iCi  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
SI  .400.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-  1,600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
SI.IOO.OOC.COO 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S2. 800.000. 000 

(B)  Outlays.  $-1,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
SI. 400.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,800,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $-800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 

Fiscal  year  1996:  •   I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39.200,000,0()0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,400,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  pommit- 
ments.  $0. 
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Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A»  New  budget  authority.  $45,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $46,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A»  New  budget  authority.  $47,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,100,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $47,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $41,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,000,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
$2,700,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
lA)  New  buugel  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $8,400,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 


iD)  .New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

(10)  Education,  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $55,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $54,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $16,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $55,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $54,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $56,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $55,400,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $57,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $56,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $59,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $57,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $59,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $57,800,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $59,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $58,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations 
$22,200,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000 
(11)  Health  (550i: 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $122,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $122,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $129,300,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $129,300,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $135,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $135,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $140,000,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $140,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  pr  nary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $144,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $144,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 
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Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $149,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $148,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $153,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $153,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fi.scal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $174,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $171,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $184,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $182,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

{A)  New  budget  authority.  $198,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $196,500,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $213,500,000,000 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $210,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(.■\i  New  budget  authority.  $228,600,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $226,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001 : 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $246,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $244,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

,A>  New  budget  authority.  $266,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $264,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(13)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund: 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $63,300,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $62,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $70,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $69,900,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $78,800,000,000. 
(B»  Outlays,  $78,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $88,000,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  $87,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  20O0: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $97,500,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $96,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fi.scal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $108,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $107,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $120,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $119,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $227,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $226,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $235,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $237,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $255,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $248,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2.58.000.000.000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $259,900,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $275,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $275,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fi.scal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $280,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $280,400,000,000. 

iC)  Nfv.'  f^irf'r't  lo-TTi  oblisT-i t ir>P5^   $0 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 
(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $294,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $294,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

(15)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

( Ai  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fi.scal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fi-scal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,100,000,000. 

(C»  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(16)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primar.v  loan  gruarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(.\)  New  budget  authority.  $39,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $40,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $41,500,000,000. 

iC  New  direct  loan  nhligat.ion.s, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $42,100,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $41,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $42,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,600,000,000. 

(17)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A»  New  budget  authority.  $20,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,400,000,000. 
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(C)  New  direct  loan  oblig-ations.  $0. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B>  Outlays.  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $23,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
(18)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12.'!00.000.000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $11,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Net  Interest  (900): 

Fiscal  year  1996:  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $298,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $298,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997;  i 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $309,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 
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(A)  New  budget  authority.  $318,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $318,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $330,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $330,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $342,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $342,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $349,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $349,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $357,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $357,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(20)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Net  Interest  (900); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $309,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $320,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $320,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $328,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $328,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $.?.?9, 800.000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $33s.800.00(J.OOO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $349,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $349,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $355,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $355.100.000.()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $360,200,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $360,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(21 )  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  inter- 
est on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  S369.764 .000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $380,949,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $389,893,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $402,921,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $414,948,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $425,550,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002;  $434.548.00.000. 

(22)  Allowances  (920); 
Fiscal  year  1996; 


(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-8,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-6,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997; 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $-8. ,500.000.000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $-8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-7,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $  -  5.7(X).000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(23)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950i: 
Fiscal  year  1996; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-33,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $-33,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-33,800,000,000 

(B)  Outla.vs.  S  -  33.800.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-36,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-36,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-37,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $-.39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-39,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-41,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $-41,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-42,300,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $-42,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
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(24)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Undistributed  Offsetting 
Receipts  (950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-30,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-30,600,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
(.•M  New  budget  authority.  $-31,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-31,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-33,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-33,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999; 

(Ai  New  budget  authority.  $-34,900,000,000. 
(B)  Outlays.  $-34,900,000,000. 
(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-36,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-36,700,000,000. 

(C)  .New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-37,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $-39,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-39,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

SEC.  6.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a I  Senate  Committees.— Not  later  than 
July  14.  1995.  the  committees  named  in  this 
subsection  shall  submit  their  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate.  After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  re- 
port to  the  Senate  a  reconciliation  bill  car- 
rying out  all  such  recommendations  without 
any  substanti've  revision. 

(1)  COM.MITTEE  ON  .\GRICULTURE.   NUTRITION. 

AND  FORESTRY.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in 
section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  re- 
duce outla.ys  $990,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$12,473,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $21,804,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(2)  COMMITTEE    ON     .\K.MED    .SERVICES.— The 

Senate  Committee  on  .Armed  Services  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $21,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $338,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $649,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
yeai-s  1996  through  2002. 

(3)  Committee  on  banking,  housing,  and 
URBAN  AFFAIRS.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  .Affairs  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
to  reduce  the  deficit  $373,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $5,742,000,000  for  the  period  of  fi.scal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $6,690,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(4)  Committee  on  commerce,  .science,  and 
TRANSPORTATION.— The  Senate  Committee  on 


Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction to  reduce  the  deficit  $2,464,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $21,937,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$33,685,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(5)  Committee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$1,771,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $4,775,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $5,001,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(6)  Co.mmittee  on  environment  and  public 
works— The  Senate  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $106,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  $1,290,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$2,236,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(7)  Committee  on  finance.— The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$19,517,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$254,240,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $478,842,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(B)  The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction sufficient  to  increase  revenue 
$7,500,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$115,700,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $228,000,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(8)  Committee  on  foreign  relations.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

(9)  Committee  on  go%'ernmental  af- 
fairs.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  shall -report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $118,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1996.  $3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(10)  COM.MITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY— The 
Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$923,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $1,483,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(11)  COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RE- 
SOURCES.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Re.sources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $0  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $0  for  the  period  of  fisical  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $0  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(12)  Committee  on  rules  and  administra- 
tion.—Tlie  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $2,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $280,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $319,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(13)  Committee  on  veterans'  affairs.— 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 


diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $181,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$3,050,000,000   for   the   period   of  fiscal   years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $5,112,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002 
TITU:  11— BUDGETTARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RLTIJ;  MAKING 
SEC.  201.  DISCRETIONARV  SPENDING  UMITS. 

(a)  Definition —As  used  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  for  the  discretionary  cat- 
egory, the  term  "discretionary  spending 
limit"  means— 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996. 
$495,904,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$534,045,000,000  in  outlays: 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997. 
$491,483,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$527,591,000,000  in  outlays; 

(3 1  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998. 
$508,225,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$526,688,000,000  in  outlays; 

(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999. 
$508,519,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$533,516,000,000  in  outlays; 

(5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000. 
$523,237,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$543,948,000,000  in  outlays: 

(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001. 
$529,549,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$551,939,000,000  in  outlays:  and 

(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002. 
$630,368,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$554,469,000,000  in  outlays: 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  and  defi- 
nitions and  emergency  appropriations. 

(b)  Point  of  Order  in  the  Senate.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the 
Senate  to  consider- 

(A)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000. 
2001.  or  2002  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  con- 
ference report  on  such  a  resolution)  that  pro- 
vides discretionary  spending  in  excess  of  the 
discretionary  spending  limits  for  such  flscal 
year:  or 

(B)  any  appropriations  bill  or  resolution 
(or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report 
on  such  appropriations  bill  or  resolution)  for 
fiscal  year  1995.  1996.  1997.  1998,  1999.  2000, 
2001,  or  2002  that  would  exceed  any  of  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  in  this  section  or 
suballocations  of  those  limits  made  pur'suant 
to  section  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974. 

(2)  Exception.— This  section  shall  not 
apply  if  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  Congress 
is  in  effect  or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant 
to  section  258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  has 
been  enacted. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by,  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  concurrent  resolution,  bill,  or  joint  reso- 
lution, as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  new  entitle- 
ment authority,  and  revenues  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate. 
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SEC.  202.   fXTt.SSlOS  Ot    PAY-AS-YOU-GO  POINT 
or  ORDER. 

(a)  Plhi'ose.— The  Senate  declares  that  it 
is  essential  to— 

(1)  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the 
balanced  budget  plan  set  forth  in  this  resolu- 
tion: and 

(2)  continue  the  pay-as-you-go  enforcement 
system.  j 

<b)  Point  ok  Order.—  I 

(1)  I.N  GENERAL.— It  shall  not  be  in  order  in 
the  Senate  to  consider  any  direct-spending 
or  receipts  legislation  (as  defined  in  para- 
graph (3))  that  would  increase  the  deficit  for 
any  one  of  the  three  applicable  time  periods 
(as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  as  measured 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (4). 

(2)  Aff'LICABLE  TIME  PERIODS.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  •applica- 
ble time  period  '  means  any  one  of  the  three 
following  periods— 

(A)  the  first  fiscal  year  covered  by  the 
most  recently  adopted  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget: 

(B)  the  period  of  the  first  5  fiscal  years  cov- 
ered by  the  most  recently  adopted  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget:  or 

(C)  the  period  of  the  5  fiscal  years  follow- 
ing the  first  5  years  covered  by  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

(3)  DIRECT-.SPENDI.NG  OR  RECEIPTS  LEGISLA- 
TION.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'direct-spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion" shall— 

<A)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
subsection,  include  all  direct-spending  legis- 
lation as  that  term  is  interpreted  for  pur- 
poses of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985: 

(B)  include— 
(ii  any  bill,  joint  resolution,  amendment. 

motion,  or  conference  report  to  which  this 
subsection  otherwise  applies:  and 

(ii)  the  estimated  amount  of  savings  in  di- 
rect-spending programs  applicable  to  that 
fiscal  year  resulting  from  the  prior  year's  se- 
questration under  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emei-gency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  if  any 
(except  for  any  amounts  sequestered  as  a  re- 
sult of  a  net  deficit  increase  in  the  fiscal 
year  irriniediaLt-i>  piui;euuig  the  piior  fiscal 
yean:  and 

(C)  exclude— 

(i»  any  concurrent  resolution  on  Che  budg- 
et: and 

(ii)  full  funding  of.  and  continuation  of.  the 
deposit  insurance  guarantee  commitment  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Budg- 
et Enforcement  Act  of  1990. 

(4)  Baseline— Estimates  prepared  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall— 

(A)  use  the  baseline  used  for  the  most  re- 
cent concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget, 
and  for  years  beyond  those  covered!  by  that 
concurrent  resolution:  and 

(B)  abide  by  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (a)  through  (d)  of  section  257  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  except  that  references  to 
•outyears ""  in  that  section  shall  be  deemed 
to  apply  to  any  year  (other  than  the  budget 
year)  covered  by  any  one  of  the  time  periods 
defined  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Waiver —This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case  may 
be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 


Membei-s  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and 
sworn,  shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sus- 
tain an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on 
a  point  of  order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Deter.mination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  receipts 
for  a  fiscal  year  .shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

(f)  Conforming  A.mendment.— Section  23  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  218  (103d  Con- 
gress) is  repealed. 

(g)  Sunset.— Subsections  (a)  through  (e)  of 
this  section  shall  expire  September  30,  2002. 
SEC.  203.  BiniGET  SURPLUS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  Adjustments.— For  the  purposes  of 
points  of  order  undei-  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974 
and  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et, the  appropriate  allocations  and  budg- 
etary aggregates  and  levels  shall  be  revised 
to  reflect  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c) 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  medicare,  medicaid,  and  welfare  re- 
form in  the  following  manner: 

( 1 1  $60,000,000,000  shall  be  used  for  medicare 
legislation  which  will  reduce  the  adverse  ef- 
fects of— 

(A)  increased  premiums; 

(B)  increased  deductibles; 

(C)  increased  copayments: 

(D)  limits  on  the  freedom  to  select  the  doc- 
tor of  one's  choice:  and 

(E)  reduced  or  eliminated  benefits  caused 
by  restrictions  on  eligibility  or  services. 
These  additional  medicare  appropriations 
shall  be  allocated  among  the  various  compo- 
nents of  the  medicare  program  in  a  manner 
that  maintains  the  solvency  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  (FHI)  Trust  Fund  for  the 
same  time  period  established  through  pro- 
gram revisions  enacted  in  the  1995  budget 
reconciliation  bill. 

(2)  $50,000,000,000  shall  be  u.sed  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  adverse  affects  upon 
the  elderly,  disabled,  and  children  who  have 
nowhere  else  to  turn  but  medicaid  for  health 
care. 

(3;  $60,000,000,000  shall  be  used  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  drastic  cuts  to  welfare 
programs. 

(4)  If  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
scores  this  surplus  differently,  than  the 
amounts  provided  in  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(3)  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  propor- 
tionally. 

(b)  Revised  allocations  and  aggre- 
gates.—upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted),  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  calculated  under  subsection  (d). 

(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Estimate.— After 
the  enactment  of  legislation  that  complies 
with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  section 
6,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  shall  pro- 
vide the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  of  the  Senate  a  revised  estimate  of 
the  deficit  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2005. 

(d)  Additional  Deficit  Reduction.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "addi- 
tional deficit  reduction"  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in 
this  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the 
revised  deficit  estimate  provided  pursuant  to 


subsection  (c)  for  such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2005. 

(e)  CBO  Certification  and  Co.ntin- 
gencies.— This  section  shall  not  apply  un- 
less— 

(1)  legislation  has  been  enacted  complying 
with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  section 
6; 

(2)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  has  provided  the  estimate  required 
by  subsection  (c):  and 

(3)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for  fis- 
cal year  2002.  2003.  200-1,  or  2005 

SEC.    204.    SCORING    OF    E.MERGENCY    LEGISLA- 

•noN. 

Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  begin- 
ning with  fiscal  year  1996,  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302,  303,  and  311  of  such 
Act  shall  take  into  account  any  new  budget 
authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  provisions  of  section 
251(b)(2)(D)  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985. 
SEC,  205.  SALE  OF  GOVERNME.NT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Sense  ok  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales 
has  discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be 
better  managed  by  the  private  sector  and 
generate  receipts  to  reduce  the  Federal 
budget  deficit: 

(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
included  $8,000,000,000  in  receipts  from  asset 
sales  and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale 
scoring  rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these 
sales  to  be  scored: 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale 
would  increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the 
long  run:  and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohibition 
should  be  repealed  and  consideration  should 
be  given  to  replacing  it  with  a  methodology 
that  takes  into  account  the  long-term  budg- 
etary impact  of  a.sset  sales. 

(b)  Budgetary  Treatment.— For  purposes 
of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 
ment Cunlr;)!  Act  of  !S71.  the  amounts  real- 
ized from  .sales  of  assets  shall  be  scored  with 
respect  to  the  level  of  budget  authority,  out- 
lays, or  revenues. 

(C)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  'sale  of  an  asset  "  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(0(21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Loan  Assets.— For  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  as- 
sets or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990 

SEC.  206.  EXTENSION  OF   BLD<;^rr  ACT  60-VOTE 
ENTORCEMENT  THROUGH  2002. 

Notwithstanding  section  27.5(bi  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985  (as  amended  by  sections  13112(b) 
and  13208(b)(3)  of  the  Budget  Enforcement 
Act  of  1990),  the  second  sentence  of  section 
904(c)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
(except  insofar  as  it  relates  to  section  313  of 
that  Act)  and  the  final  sentence  of  section 
904(d)  of  that  .Act  (except  insofar  as  it  relates 
to  section  313  of  that  Act)  shall  continue  to 
have  effect  as  rules  of  the  Senate  through 
(but  no  later  than)  September  30,  2002. 

SEC.  207.  EXERCISE  OF  RULEMAKING  POWERS. 

The  Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this 
title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 


and  .such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith:  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those 
rules  (so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  the  Senate. 

TITLE  in--SE.NSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  AND 
THE  SENATE 

SEC.  :!01.  sense  of  the  CONGRESS  O.N  REVTENL'E 
INSTRUCTION  TO  FINANCE  COMMIT- 
TEE, 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  to  balance  the  Federal  budget  in  a  ra- 
tional and  reasonable  manner,  there  must  be 
a  fair  and  equitable  distribution  of  the  defi- 
cit reduction  burden: 

(2)  the  plan  under  consideration  in  the  Sen- 
ate does  not  ask  the  wealthy  to  contribute 
to  deficit  reduction; 

(3)  the  deficit  reduction  package  approved 
by  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  would  dis- 
proportionately affect  those  at  lower-income 
levels: 

(4)  over  the  next  7  years,  at  current  growth 
rates,  tax  loopholes  and  preferences  will  re- 
sult in  a  revenue  loss  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment of  more  than  $4,000,000,000,000:  and 

(5)  the  House  Budget  Committee  had  under 
consideration,  but  did  not  include  in  its  defi- 
cit reduction  package.  a  list  of 
$335,000,000,000  in  corporate  tax  loopholes. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Sen.ate— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 

(1)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  as  part 
of  this  year's  reconciliation  package,  should 
limit  or  eliminate  tax  loopholes  that  dis- 
proportionately benefit  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals and  the  largest  corporations  in  order 
to  more  equitably  distribute  the  burden  of 
deficit  reduction: 

(2)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  should 
give  first  priority  to  closing  corporate  loop- 
holes: 

(3)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  should 
also  give  priority  to  closing  loopholes  that 
disproportionately  benefit  Americans  with 
incomes  of  $140.(XX)  or  more: 

(4)  in  no  event  should  taxes  go  up  on  those 
making  less  than  $140,000;  and 

(5)  in  no  event  should  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  reduce  deductions  for  home 
mortgage  interest,  charitable  contributions, 
or  State  and  local  taxes;  and 

(6)  in  no  event  should  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  raise  income  tax  rates  for  indi- 
viduals. 

SEC.  302.  RESTRUCTURING  GOVERNMENT  AND 
PROGRAM  TERMINATIONS. 

(a)  Findings. "The  Senate  finds  that  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  in  a  rational  and 
reasonable  manner  requires  an  assessment  of 
national  priorities  and  the  appropriate  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  meeting  the 
challenges  facing  the  United  States  in  the 
21st  century. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  to  balance  the  budget  the 
Congress  should — 

(1)  restructure  Federal  programs  to  meet 
identified  national  priorities  in  the  most  ef- 
fective and  efficient  manner  so  that  program 
dollars  get  to  the  intended  purpose  or  recipi- 
ent; 

(2)  terminate  programs  that  have  largely 
met  their  goals,  that  have  outlived  their 
original  purpose,  or  that  have  been  super- 
seded by  other  programs; 

(3)  seek  to  end  significant  duplication 
among  Federal  programs,  which  results  in 
excessive  administrative  costs  and  ill  serve 
the  American  people;  and 


( !i  eiiminatc  lower  priority  programs. 
SEC.  303.  NONPARTISAN  ADVISORY  CO.MMISSION 
ON  THE  CPI. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that^- 

(1)  Congress  intended  to  insulate  certain 
government  beneficiaries  and  taxpayers  from 
the  effects  of  infiation  by  indexing  payments 
and  tax  brackets  to  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  (CPI); 

(2)  approximately  30  percent  of  total  Fed- 
eral outlays  and  45  percent  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  indexed  to  reflect  changes  in  the 
CPI:  and 

(3)  the  overwhelming  consensus  among  ex- 
perts is  that  the  method  used  to  construct 
the  CPI  and  the  current  calculation  of  the 
CPI  both  overstate  the  estimate  of  the  true 
cost  of  living. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 

(1)  a  temporary  advisory  commission 
should  be  established  to  make  objective  and 
nonpartisan  recommendations  concerning 
the  appropriateness  and  accuracy  of  the 
methodology  and  calculations  that  deter- 
mine the  CPI: 

(2)  the  Commission  should  be  appointed  on 
a  nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  composed 
of  experts  in  the  fields  of  economics,  statis- 
tics, or  other  related  professions:  and 

(3)  the  Commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics and  to  Congress  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible date. 

SEC.  304.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRES,S  ON  A  UNI- 
FORM ACCOUNTING  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT. 

(a)  Findings.-^ The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  Much  effort  has  been  devoted  to 
strengthening  Federal  internal  accounting 
controls  in  the  past.  Although  progress  has 
been  made  in  recent  years,  there  still  exists 
no  uniform  Federal  accounting  system  for 
Federal  Government  entities  and  institu- 
tions. 

(2)  As  a  result.  Federal  financial  manage- 
ment continues  to  be  seriously  deficient,  and 
Federal  financial  management  and  fiscal 
practices  have  failed  to  identify  costs,  failed 
to  reflect  the  total  liabilities  of  congres- 
sional actions,  and  failed  to  accurately  re- 
port the  financial  condition  of  the  F'ederal 
Government, 

(3)  Current  Federal  accounting  practices  do 
not  adequately  report  financial  problems  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  full  cost  of 
programs  and  activities.  The  continued  use 
of  these  practices  undermines  the  Govern- 
ment's abilit.v  to  provide  credible  and  reli- 
able financial  data,  encourages  already  wide- 
spread waste  and  inefficiency,  and  will  not 
assist  in  achieving  a  balanced  budget. 

(4)  Waste  and  inefficiency  in  Federal  Gov- 
ernment undermine  the  confidence  of  the 
American  people  in  the  Government  and  re- 
duces the  Federal  Government's  ability  to 
address  adequately  vital  public  needs. 

(5)  To  rebuild  the  accountability  and  credi- 
bility of  the  Federal  Government,  and  re- 
store public  confidence  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, a  uniform  Federal  accounting  sys- 
tem, that  fully  meets  the  accounting  stand- 
ards and  reporting  objectives  for  the  Federal 
Government,  must  be  immediately  estab- 
lished so  that  all  assets  and  liabilities,  reve- 
nues and  expenditures  or  expenses,  and  the 
full  cost  of  programs  and  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government  can  be  consistently  and 
accurately  recorded,  monitored,  and  uni- 
formly reported  throughout  all  government 
entities  for  control  and  management  evalua- 
tion purposes. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 


(1)  a  uniform  Federal  accounting  sy.su-m 
should  be  established  to  consistently  com- 
pile financial  data  across  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  to  make  full  disclosure  of  Fed- 
eral financial  data,  including  the  full  cost  of 
Federal  programs  and  activities,  to  the  citi- 
zens, the  Congress,  the  President,  and  agen- 
cy management:  and 

(2)  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997,  the 
President  should  require  the  heads  of  agen- 
cies to — 

(A)  implement  and  maintain  a  uniform 
Federal  accounting  system:  and 

(B)  provide  financial  statements; 

in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  ac- 
counting principles  applied  on  a  consistent 
basis  and  established  in  accordance  with  pro- 
posed Federal  accounting  standards  and  in- 
terpretations recommended  by  the  Federal 
Accounting  Standards  Advisory  Board  and 
other  applicable  law. 

SEC,  305,  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  THAT  90  PER- 
CENT OF  THE  BENEFITS  OF  ANY  TAX 
CUTS  MUST  GO  TO  THE  MIDDLE 
CLASS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that^- 

(1)  the  incomes  of  middle-class  families 
have  stagnated  since  the  early  1980's,  with 
family  incomes  growing  more  slowly  be- 
tween 1979  and  1989  than  in  any  other  busi- 
ness cycle  since  World  War  II:  and 

(2)  according  to  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  in  1996.  approximately  90  percent 
of  American  families  will  have  incomes  less 
than  $100,000. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress —It  is  the  .sense  of 
the  Congress  that  if  the  1996  Concurrent 
Budget  Resolution  includes  any  cut  in  taxes, 
approximately  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of 
these  tax  cuts  must  go  to  working  families 
with  incomes  less  than  $100,000. 

SEC.  306.  BIPAR-nSAN  COMMISSION  ON  HEALTH 
CARE  REFORM,  MEDICARE  AND 
MEDICAID  COSTS,  ACCESS  AND  SOL- 
VENCY. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged  Act. 
which  created  the  medicare  program,  was  en- 
acted on  July  30.  1965.  ancl.  therefore,  the 
medicare  program  will  celebrate  its  30-year 
anniversary  on  July  30.  1995: 

(2)  on  April  3.  1995.  the  Trustees  of  medi- 
care submitted  their  1995  Annual  Report  on 
the  Status  of  the  medicare  program  to  the 
Congress: 

(3 1  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form"; 

(4)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  which  pays  inpatient  hospital  ex- 
penses, will  be  able  to  pay  benefits  for  only 
about  7  years  and  is  severely  out  of  financial 
balance  in  the  long  range"; 

(5)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have 
concluded  that  "the  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  shows  a  rate  of  growth 
of  costs  which  is  clearly  unsustainable"; 

(6)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  rec- 
ommended "legislation  to  reestablish  the 
Quadrennial  Advisory  Council  that  will  help 
lead  to  effective  solutions  to  the  problems  of 
the  program": 

(7)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitle- 
ment and  Tax  Reform  concluded  that,  absent 
long-term  changes  in  medicare,  projected 
medicare  outlays  will  increase  from  about  4 
percent  of  the  payroll  tax  base  today  to  over 
15  percent  of  the  payroll  tax  base  by  the  year 
2030; 

(8)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitle- 
ment and  Tax  Reform  recommended,  by  a 
vote  of  30  to  1.  that  spending  and  revenues 
available  for  medicare  must  be  brought  into 
long-term  balance; 


(9)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have 
concluded  that  We  had  hoped  for  several 
years  that  comprehensive  health  reform 
would  include  meanm^ful  medicare  reforms. 
However,  with  the  results  of  the  last  Con- 
gress, it  is  now  clear  that  medicare  reform 
needs  to  be  addressed  urgently  as  a  distinct 
legislative  initiative":  and 

(10)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare 
"strongly  recommend  that  the  crisis  pre- 
sented by  the  financial  condition  of  the  med- 
icare trust  funds  be  urgently  addressed  on  a 
comprehensive  basis,  including  a  review  of 
the  programss  financing  methods,  benefit 
provisions,  and  delivery  mechanisms.". 

(b)  Se.nse  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  a  special  bipartisan  commission  should 
be  established  immediately  to  make  rec- 
ommendations concerning  the  most  appro- 
priate response  to  the  current  health  care 
crisis,  and  the  recommendations  should  in- 
clude ways  to  address  medicare  and  medicaid 
costs,  access  and  solvency  issues  and  to  re- 
form our  current  health  care  system; 

(2)  the  commission  should  report  to  Con- 
gress its  recommendations  on  the  appro- 
priate response  to  the  short-term  solvency  of 
medicare  by  July  10.  1995.  in  order  that  the 
committees  of  jurisdiction  may  consider 
those  recommendations  in  fashioning  an  ap- 
propriate congressional  response;  and 

(3)  the  commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  respond  to  the  Public 
Trustees'  call  to  make  medicare's  financial 
condition  sustainable  over  the  long  term  to 
Congress  by  February  1.  1996. 


SIMON  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1184 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Sl.MON,  for  him- 
self. Mr.  Pell,  anci  Mr.  Kennedy)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent,  Resolu- 
tion 13.  supra;  as  follows:  i 

Strike  section  207  in  its  entirety. 


HARKIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1185 
Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  H.\rkin)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution,  Senate   Concurrent  Resolution 
13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  5.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  6.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  7.  line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  7.  line  15.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  8.  line  1.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  8.  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100 

On  page  9.  line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  11.  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  11.  line  8,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  66,  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100. 

On  page  66.  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$100  I 


No.  1185,  proposed  by  Mr.  H.\rkin  to  the 
concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  5.  line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  6.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  6,  line  16,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  7.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  7.  line  15,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  8.  line  1.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  9.  line  14,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  11,  line  7.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  11.  line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  66,  line  10.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  66.  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$0. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
functional  levels  assume  that  the  swine  re- 
search be  reduced  by  $100.00. 


SIMON  (AND  BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1187 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  SiMON,  for  himself 
and  Mr.  Bumpers)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  65.  strike  lines  13  through  18  and 
insert  "$477,820,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $526,943,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  65.  strike  lines  20  through  25  and 
insert  "$466,192,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $506,943,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  lines  2  through  7  and  in- 
sert ■■$479,568,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $499,961,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66,  strike  lines  9  through  14  and  in- 
sert ■•$477,485,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $502,571,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  lines  16  through  21  and 
insert  '$492,177,000,000  in  new  budget  author- 
ity and  $511,761,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  66.  strike  beginning  with  line  23 
through  line  3.  page  67.  and  insert 
"$496,098,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$617,258,000,000  in  outlays;  ". 

On  page  67.  strike  lines  5  through  10  and  in- 
sert '$495,498,000,000  in  new  budget  authority 
and  $518,160,000,000  in  outlays;". 

On  page  67.  line  22.  strike  'sum  of  the  de- 
fense and  nondefense". 


CRAIG  AMENDMENT  NO.  1186 

Mr.   DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  Cr.MG)  pro- 
posed   an    amendment    to    amendment 


KENNEDY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1188 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Kennedy)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  RE- 
DUCTIONS IN  .MEDK  ARE  SPE.VDLNG. 

(a»  Findings.— Congress  finds  that^- 

(1)  Medicare  protection  is  as  important  as 
Social  Security  protection  in  guaranteeing 
retirement  security  and  is  truly  a  part  of  So- 
cial Security; 

(2)  senior  citizens  have  contributed 
throughout  their  working  lives  to  Medicare 
in  the  expectation  of  health  insurance  pro- 
tection when  they  retire; 

(3)  because  of  gaps  in  Medicare  coverage, 
senior  citizens  already  spend  more  than  one 


dollar  in  five  of  their  limited  incomes  to  pur- 
chase the  health  care  that  they  need: 

(4)  low  and  moderate-income  senior  citi- 
zens will  suffer  most  from  Medicare  cuts, 
since  83  percent  of  all  Medicare  spending  is 
for  older  .'\mericans  with  annual  incomes 
below  $25,000  and  two-thirds  is  for  those  with 
annual  incomes  below  $15,000: 

(5)  at  the  present  time.  Medicare  onl.v  pays 
68  percent  of  what  the  private  sector  pays  for 
comparable  physicians'  services  and  69  per- 
cent of  what  the  private  sector  pays  for  com- 
parable hospital  care: 

(6)  piecemeal,  budget-driven  cuts  in  Medi- 
care will  only  shift  costs  from  the  Federal 
budget  to  the  family  budgets  of  senior  citi- 
zens and  working  Americans; 

(7)  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  could  damage  the 
quality  of  American  medicine,  by  endanger- 
ing hospitals  and  other  health  care  institu- 
tions that  depend  on  Medicare,  including 
rural  hospitals,  inner-city  hospitals,  and  aca- 
demic health  centers; 

(8)  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  will  make  e.s.sen- 
tial  health  care  less  available  to  millions  of 
uninsured  Americans,  by  endangering  the  fi- 
nancial stability  of  hospitals  providing  such 
care;  and 

(9)  cuts  in  Medicare  benefits  should  not  be 
used  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

(b)  Sense  or  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  of  this  con- 
current resolution  assume  that  reductions  in 
projected  medicare  spending  included  in  the 
reconciliation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1996  should 
not  increase  medical  costs  such  as  pre- 
miums, deductibles,  and  coinsurance  or  di- 
minish access  to  health  care  for  senior  citi- 
zens, and  further,  that  major  reductions  in 
projected  Medicare  spending  should  not  be 
enacted  by  the  Congress  except  in  the  con- 
text of  a  broad,  bipartisan  health  reform 
plan  that  will  not — 

(1)  increase  costs  or  reduce  access  to  care 
for  senior  citizens; 

(2)  shift  costs  to  working  Americans;  or 

(3)  damage  the  quality  of  American  medi- 
cine. 


KENNEDY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1189 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  KENNEDY  for  him- 
self. Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  Simon,  and  Mr. 
Pell)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
concurrent  resolution.  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  13.  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,100,000,000 

On  page  3.  line  U.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  bv 
$3,800,000,000 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  20 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  21 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  22 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,100,000,000. 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  4,  line  18. 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19. 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  20. 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  21. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  22. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  23. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  patce  4.  line  24. 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4. 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  patre  5.  line  5. 
5:3,400.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  6. 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  7. 
$;i.  800, 000, 000 

On  page  5,  line  8. 
S4.000. 000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  9. 
.$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  10. 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  17. 
$28,300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  18. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  19. 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  20. 
$;i, 800.000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  21. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  23. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16. 
$,5,100,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  17, 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  18, 
$3,600,000,000 

On  page  6.  line  19, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  20. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  21. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  22. 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  12. 
$28,:3O0,0O0,000. 

On  page  31,  line  20, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  3, 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  11. 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  p.age  32.  line  19. 
$1,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  2. 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33.  line  10. 
$4,100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  13. 
$5,100,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  21. 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  4, 
$3,600,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  12, 
$3,800,000,000. 

On  page  32,  line  20, 
$4,000,000,000. 

On  page  33,  line  3. 
$4,000,000,000 

On  page  33,  line  11, 
$4,100,000,000. 


increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  64.  line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  64.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$4,600,000,000. 

On  page  64,  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$6,000,000,000 

On  page  65.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$26,700,000,000, 

On  page  65.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$4,00.000.000. 

On  page  65,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On  page  65,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  66,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  67,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$3,000,000,000. 


KENNEDY  (AND  PELL) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1190 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  KENNEDY  for  him- 
self and  Mr,  Pell)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  3,  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  3.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  3,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  bv 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  3,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  4,  line  1,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  4,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  4.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  4,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  4,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  4,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  4,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995. 


On  page  5. 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  5. 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  5. 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  5. 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  5. 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  5 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  5. 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  5. 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  5. 
$430,766,179. 

On  page  5. 
$832,941,958. 

On  page  5. 
$1,222,899,409. 

On  page  5. 
$1,648,270,247. 

On  page  5. 
$2,097,874,450. 

On  page  5. 
S2.573.092.594. 

On  page  6. 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  6. 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  6. 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  6. 
$902,889,932. 

On  page  6. 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  6. 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  6. 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  31. 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  31. 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  31. 
$430,766,179. 

On  page  31. 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  32. 
$832,941,952. 

On  page  32. 
$503,890,941. 

On  page  32. 
$1,222,899,409. 

On  page  32. 
$920,889,932. 

On  page  32. 
$1,648,270,247. 

On  page  32. 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  page  33. 
$2,097,874,450. 

On  page  33. 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  33. 
$2,573,092,594. 

On  page  33. 
$2,183,925,995. 

On  page  65. 
$65,246,479. 

On  page  65. 
$13,049,296. 

On  page  65. 
$430,766,179. 

On  page  65. 
$137,045,490. 

On  page  66. 
$832,941,958. 

On  page  66. 
$.503,890,941. 

On  page  66. 
$1,222,899,409. 


line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  Increase  the  amount  by 
line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
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On  pag^e  66.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$902,889,932. 

On  pai?e  66.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.6-18.270.247. 

On  paice  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On  paije  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
J2.097.874.450. 

On  page  67 
$1,729,683,671. 

On  page  67 
$2,573,092,594. 

On  page  67.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$2,183,925,995 


line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 


BLNGAMAN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1191 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Bing.\man.  for 
himself,  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mrs.  Murray, 
Mr  Harkin",  and  Mr.  Leahy)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows: 

.\t  Che  end  of  title  III.  add  th^  following: 
SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RECARDING  THE 
PRJORfTY  THAT  SHOLl.D  BE  GIVEN 
TtJ  RENEWABLE  ENT:Rr;Y  .\NT)  EN- 
ERGY EFFICIENCY  RESEARCH.  DE- 
VELOPMENT. .\ND  DE.MONSTRATION 
ACTFVITIES. 

(a)  FiNDi.NGS.— Congress  finds  that^- 

(1)  section  1202  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992  (106  SUt.  2956).  which  passed  Che  Senate 
93  to  3  and  was  signed  into  law  by  President 
Bush  in  1992.  amended  section  6  of  the  Re- 
newable Energy  and  Energy  Efficiency  Tech- 
nology Competitiveness  Act  of  1989  (42  U.S.C. 
12005)  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to 
conduct  a  5-year  program  to  commercialize 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  tech- 
nologies: 

(2)  poll  after  poll  shows  that  the  American 
people  overwhelmingly  believe  that  renew- 
able energy  and  energy  efficiency  tech- 
nologies should  be  the  highest  priority  of 
Federal  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration activities; 

(3)  renewable  technologies  (such  as  wind, 
photovoltaic,  solar  thermal,  geothermal.  and 
biomass  technology)  have  made  significant 
progress  toward  increased  reliability  and  de- 
creased cost; 

11)  or.orsy  offioicnt  technolOsTies  in  the 
building,  industrial,  transportation,  and  util- 
ity sectors  have  saved  more  than  3  trillion 
dollars  for  industries,  consumers,  and  the 
Federal  Government  over  the  past  20  years 
while  creating  jobs,  improving  the  competi- 
tiveness of  the  economy,  making  housing 
more  affordable,  and  reducing  the  emissions 
of  environmentally  damaging  pollutants; 

(5)  the  renewable  energy  and  energy  effi- 
ciency technology  programs  feature  private 
sector  cost  shares  that  are  among  the  high- 
est of  Federal  energy  research  and  develop- 
ment programs; 

(6)  according  to  the  Energy  Information 
Administration,  the  United  States  currently 
imports  more  than  50  percent  of  its  oil.  rep- 
resenting $46.000.(X)0.000.  or  approximately  40 
percent,  of  the  $116,000,000,000  total  United 
States  merchandise  deficit  in  1993:  and 

(7)  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency 
technologies  represent  potential  inroads  for 
American  companies  into  export  markets  for 
energy  products  and  services  estimated  at 
least  $225,000,000,000  over  the  next  25  years. 

(b)  Sense  of  Sen.iiTE.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include 
the  assumption  that  renewable  energy  and 
energy  efficiency  technology  research,  devel- 
opment, and  demonstration  activities  should 
be  given  priority  among  the  Fedei^al  energy 
research  programs. 


BRADLEY  (AND  DASCHLE) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1192 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Bradley,  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Daschle)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 13,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  79.  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.     .  IDENTIFICATION  AND  CONTROL  OF  TAX 
EXPENDTTURES. 

(a)  Point  of  Order.— It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  (or  amend- 
ment, motion,  or  conference  report  on  such  a 
resolution)  that  does  not  include — 

(1)  appropriate  levels  for  the  budget  year 
and  planning  levels  for  each  of  the  6  fiscal 
years  following  the  budget  year  for  the  total 
amount,  if  any.  tax  expenditures  should  be 
increased  or  decreased  by  bills  and  resolu- 
tions to  be  reported  by  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees; and 

(2)  tax  expenditures  for  each  major  func- 
tional category,  based  on  the  allocations  of 
the  total  levels  set  forth  in  the  resolution. 

(b)  CBO.— The  Director  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  shall  include  alter- 
natives for  allocating  tax  expenditures  in  ac- 
cordance with  national  priorities  as  required 
by  section  202(f^(l)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  concurrent  resolution,  bill,  or  joint  reso- 
lution, as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  new  entitle- 
ment authority,  and  revenues  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate. 


BRADLEY  AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1193- 
1194 

Mr.    EXON    (for   Mr.    BRADLEY)    pro- 
posed two  amendments  to  the  concur- 
rent    resolution.     Senate     Concurrent 
Resolution  13,  supra;  as  follows; 
.'Vmendmknt  No.  1193 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  RE(;ARDING  OFF- 
SETTING NTH  AND  MEDIC.\RE  CUTS 
WITH  TOBACCO  TAX  REVENUES. 

(a)  ToB.^cco  Tax.— It  is  the  sen.se  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, in  meeting  the  committee's  revenue 
instruction  under  section  6,  will  increase  the 
Federal  tax  on  cigarettes  by  $1.00  a  pack,  tax 
smokeless  tobacco  products  at  the  same  rate 
as  cigarettes,  and  increase  the  tax  on  all 
other  tobacco  products  by  a  factor  of  5.1667 
and  that  the  resulting  revenues  will  be  allo- 
cated as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Use  of  Revenues.- The  revenues  re- 
sulting from  the  taxes  provided  in  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  90  percent  of  the  revenues 
($75,900,000,000)  to  offset  medicare  cuts,  re- 


line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 


ducing  the  total  amounts  of  cuts  by  30  per- 
cent. 

(2)  9.4  percent  of  the  revenues 
($7,900,000,000)  to  offset  the  entire  reduction 
to  the  NIH  budget. 

(3)  0.6  percent  of  the  revenues.  $5,'?f>  'W>n  ik>(1 
to  assist  tobacco  farmers  and  comn.  ,;..■.. 
in  converting  to  new  crops. 

On  page  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  ■.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
$12.5  billion  in  fiscal  .year  1996.  $61.8  billion 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $84.3  billion  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002.". 

Ocal  years  1996  through  2002.". 

On  page  3.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  12,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  3,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  I210n  page  3.  line  20,  in- 
crease the  amount  by  $12.5  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  3, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  3. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  3.  line  28,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  4,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  4,  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  4,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
311. o  uillioji. 

On  page  4.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  4.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5,  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  5,  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5,  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  5,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  5,  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  5, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  5. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  5.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.1  billion. 
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line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  6. 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  6, 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$12.8  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$12.5  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$12.2  billion. 

On  page  7, 
$11.8  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$11.4  billion. 

On  page  7. 
$11.1  billion. 

On  page  22, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  22. 
$0,08  billion. 

On  page  22, 
$0,08  billion. 

On  page  22, 
$0,08  billion. 

On  page  22, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  22. 
$0,08  billion. 

On  page  23. 
$0,08  billion. 

On  page  23, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  23, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  23, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  23, 
$0  08  billion. 

On  page  23, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  24. 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  24, 
$0.08  billion. 

On  page  33. 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  33, 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34, 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34, 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34. 
$1.13  billion. 


line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  4.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  5.  increa.se  the  amount  by 

line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16,  increa.se  the  amount  by 

line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  2,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 

line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 

line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  34.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  34,  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35.  line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35,  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35.  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.13  billion. 

On  page  35.  line  20,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  35.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.6  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.6  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  36,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.3  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.0  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$11.0  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10.6  billion. 

On  page  36.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10.6  billion. 

On  page  37.  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
$10.2  billion. 

On  page  37.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$10.2  billion. 

On  page  37,  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$9.9  billion. 

On  page  37,  line  13,  increase  the  amount  by 
$9.9  billion. 

On  page  65,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65,  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  65.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66,  line  13:  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66,  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  66.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

On  page  67.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.2  billion. 

A.MEND.ME.VT  NO.  1194 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
RATES  AND  TAX  LOOPHOLES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  thatr— 

(1)  lower  tax  rates  lead  to  increased  eco- 
nomic activity  and  increased  economic  op- 
portunity: 

(2)  lower  tax  rates  lead  to  a  more  efficient 
economy,  with  less  tax  avoidance  and  invest- 
ment patterns  that  rely  on  competitive  mar- 
ket returns  and  not  advantages  produced  by 
tax  law; 


(3)  the  tax  code  still  retains  billions  of  dol- 
lars worth  of  special  tax  breaks  which  are 
available  to  only  limited  groups  of  taxpayers 
and  investors; 

(4)  federal  policy  should  encourage  the  de- 
velopment of  fully  competitive  markets  and 
not  create  unique  advantages  for  individual 
investors,  companies  or  industries. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 

(1)  the  Congress  should,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practible.  remove  tax  loopholes: 

(2)  the  Congress  should  use  the  savings 
from  the  closing  of  special  interest  tax  loop- 
holes to  reduce  tax  rates  broadly  for  all 
classes  of  taxpayers. 


WELLSTONE  AMENDMENT  NO.  1195 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Wellstone)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 13,  supra;  as  follows; 

On  page  64.  line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$74,000,000. 

On  page  63.  line  7.  strike  the  period  and  in- 
sert the  following:  -.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  to  increase  revenues 
by  $74,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996." 

At  the  end  of  title  III.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  TAX 
EXPENDITURES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance,  in  meeting  its  reconcili- 
ation instructions  for  revenue,  will  limit  or 
eliminate  excessive  and  unnecessary  tax  ex- 
penditures, including  those  tax  expenditures 
which  provide  special  tax  treatment  to  a  sin- 
gle taxpayer  or  to  a  group  of  taxpayers. 
SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
DELFVERY  OF  VETERANS'  SERVICES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  functional  totals 
in  this  resolution  relating  to  Veterans'  pro- 
grams include  the  assumption  that  the  deliv- 
ery of  Veterans'  Services  will  continue  to  be 
improved,  including  further  progress  in  the 
timely  delivery  of  such  services. 


BRADLE'i 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1196 
Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  Bradley  for  him- 
self and  Mr.  BiDEN)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  13, 
supra;  as  follows; 

Strike  all  after  the  resolving  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  IBM. 

(a)  DECLARATION.— The  Congre.ss  deter- 
mines and  declares  that  this  resolution  is 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1996,  including  the  appropriate 
budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998, 
1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002.  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1996. 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
Sec.  2.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 
Sec.  3.  Debt  increase. 
Sec.  4.  Social  Sec-urity. 
Sec.  5.  Major  functional  categories. 
Sec.  6.  Reconciliation. 
TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 

RULEMAKING 
Sec.  201.  Discretionary  spending  limits. 
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202.  Extension  of  pay-as-you-g-o  point  of 
order. 

203.  Budget  surplus  allowance. 

204.  Scoring  of  emergency  legislation. 

205.  Sale  of  Government  assets. 

206.  Extenston  of  Budget  Act  60-vote  en- 
forcement through  2002. 

207.  Exercise  of  rulemaking  powers. 

TITLE  III— SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS 
AND  THE  SENATE 
Restructuring      Government      and 

program  terminations. 
Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  re- 
turning programs  to  the  States. 
Commercialization   of  Federal   ac- 
tivities. 
Sec.  304.  Nonpartisan  Advisory  Commission 

on  the  CPI. 
Sec.  305.  Sense  of  the  Congress  on  a  uniform 
accounting  system  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 
Sec.  306.  Sense  of  the  Congress  that  90  per- 
cent of  the  benefits  of  any  tax 
cuts    must    go    to    the    middle 
class. 
Sec.  307.  Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Sol- 
vency of  Medicare 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  AlNV  AMOUNTS 
SEC.  2.  RECOMME.NDED  LEVELS  A>T)  AMOLT^TS. 

The  following  buiitretarv  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  1998. 
1999.  2000.  2001.  and  2002: 

(1)  Feder.^l  Revenues.— (A)  For  purposes 
of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolution — 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,058,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  Jl. 107, 200.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  Jl. 164. 100.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,226,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,294,800,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,371,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,453,400,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels  of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed 
are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $23,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $29,100,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $39,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $48,600,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $57,400,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $68,400,000,000. 
(iii)  The  amounts   for   Federal   Insurance 
Contributions  Act  revenues  for  hospital  in- 
surance  within    the   recommended   levels  of 
Federal  revenues  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $114,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $140,400,000,000. 
(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements    of    the    Hospital    Insurance 
Trust  Fund>— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  rev- 
enues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $961,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,013,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,070,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,137,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,209,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,288,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,374,800,000,000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate 
levels    of    Federal    revenues    should    be    in- 
creased are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $15,005,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $23,699,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $29,107,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  1999:  $39,102,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $48,601,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $57,411,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $68,394,000,000. 

(2)  New  budget  .authority.— (A)  For  pur- 
poses of  comparison  with  the  maximum  defi- 
cit amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  new 
budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,287,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,324,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,378,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,425,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,487,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,517,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,565,300,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
new  budget  authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,190,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,223,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,272,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,312,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,366,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,387,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,425,100,000,000. 

(3)  Budget  outlays.— <A)  For  purposes  of 
comparison  with  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  under  sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for 
purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,282,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,317,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,352,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,406,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,465,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,499,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,547,100,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total 
budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $1,187,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,217,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,247,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,295,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,346,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,369,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,408,100,000,000. 

(4)  Deficits —(A)  For  purposes  of  compari- 
son with  the  maximum  deficit  amount  under 
sections  601(a)(1)  and  606  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  for  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of 
the  deficits  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $237,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $224,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $203,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $194,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $185,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $139,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $107,700,000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and 
disbursements  of  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund),  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $245,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $234,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $212,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $203,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $192,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $144,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $109,100,000,000. 

(5)  Public  debt  —The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $5,206,328,000,000. 
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Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,500,272,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,771,718,000,000 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $6,032,491,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  20O0:  $6,281,682,000,000 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6. 487. .560. 000.000, 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,659,567,000,000. 

(6)  Direct  lo.an  oblig.^tions.— The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $37,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $40,200,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $42,300,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $45,800,000,000, 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $46,100,000,000. 

(7)  Primary  loan  guara.mtee  commit- 
ments.—The  appropriate  levels  of  new  pri- 
mary loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as 
follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $193,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $187,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $185,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $183,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $184,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $186,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $187,600,000,000. 
SEC.  3.  DEBT  INCREASE. 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public 
debt  subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  $303,328,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  J293.943.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $271,446,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $260,774,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000-  $249,191,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  J205.878,000,000, 

Fiscal  year  2002.  J172,007.000,000. 
SEC.  4.  SOCIAL  SECLHITY. 

(a)  Social  .Skcurity  Revenues.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974,  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  J347.700.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  J392.000.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  J41 1,400.000.000, 
Fiscal  year  1999:  J4:30.9O0, 000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $452,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $498,600,000,000. 

(b)  SocLAL  Security  Outlays.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections 
302  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974,  the  amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 
Fiscal  year  1997: 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
Fiscal  year  1999: 
Fiscal  year  2000: 
Fiscal  year  2001 
Fiscal  year  2002: 


:  J299.400. 000,000. 

:  J310, 900, 000.000. 

1:  J324.60O.0OO. 000. 

i:  $338,500,000,000. 

'■  $3.53,100.000.000 

:  $.368.10O.0O0.fK)0 

:  $383,800,000,000 
SEC,  5,  MA,JOR  FUNCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that 
the  appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  author- 
ity, budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obliga- 
tions, and  new  primary  loan  guarantee  com- 
mitments for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000 
for  each  major  functional  category  are: 
(1)  National  Defen.se  (050): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J253.. 500.000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J256.900.000.6oO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $249,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $252,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl. 700.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(.A)  New  budget  authority,  J255.300,000.000. 
iB)  Outlays,  J2,50.200.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl, 700, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J261. 900,000.000, 

(B)  Outlays,  J255,:300,000.6oO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligation.s.  JO. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, Jl, 700, 000, 000. 
FLscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $271,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J263. 500.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl. 700. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $271,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J263.400,000.()00. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  JO. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl. 700.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J271, 600,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  J264,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  JO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. Jl. 700.000.000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J15. 400.000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16, 900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J18. 300.000.000 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J14. 300. 000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  JI5. 100.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5. 700.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, J18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J13, 500.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J14. 300.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5.700.000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, J18, 300, 000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  J12, 600, 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  J13,.500,0O0,0OO. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
J5, 700,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(Ai  New  budget  authority,  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$5,700,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18.300.000,()00. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(2501: 


Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $17,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs.  $16,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J16.900.000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.vs,  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

iC)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,0(X),000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270); 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $1,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outla,vs.  $1,000,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,300,000,000. 

(B»  Outlays,  $2,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $3,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 200.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J4. 100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J2. 800. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl .200.000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J4.000.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  J2. 900. 000, 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
Jl. 200.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Natural    Resources   and   Environment 
(300): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,700,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $20,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $10,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $9,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $8,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$11,600,000,000. 
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iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  J8. 700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $7,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,400,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$11,100,000,000. 

'D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. J5. 700.000.000.  I 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $7,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-7,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $2,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-4,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $2,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-5,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $-3,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
iiieiiLa.  SI23.10C.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-2,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-2,100,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $1,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $-1,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$1,400,000,000 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000  i 

(8)  Transportation  (400):  ' 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $36,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

iDi  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0.  1 
Fiscal  year  1997:  I 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,500,000,000. 


(Ci  New  direct  loiin  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $45,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  ^arantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $46,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $46,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $46,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $40,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(9»  Community  and  Regional  Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations, 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 


{A)  New  budget  authority.  S8. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8.400.000,0(X). 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$2,700,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

(10)  Education.  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (.500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $55,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $54,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $55,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $54,900,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 
<A)  New  budget  authority.  $56,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $55,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $57,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $56,400,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $59,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $57,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$21,900,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $59,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays,  $57,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $15,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $53.900,000.00(). 

(B)  Outlays.  $58.. 500. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $123,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $122,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $130,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $130,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $136,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $137,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $143,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $143,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $149,500,000,000. 
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( B)  Outlays.  $149,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $155,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1.^.900.000.000. 

iCl  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
lD»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 
Fi.scal  year  2002: 

(.•M  New  budget  authority.  $161,800,000,000. 
(B»  Outla.ys.  $161,500,000.(100. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(.■\)  New  budget  authority,  $177,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $174,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $190,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $188,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $205,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $204,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $222,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $220,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $239,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $237,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

{A>  New  budget  authority.  $258,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $256,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $278,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $276,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guar.antee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $66,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $65,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $76,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $75,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $86,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $85,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $97,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $96,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $108,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $107,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $119,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $118,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $132,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $131,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(14)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $229,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $228,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $239,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $241,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $260,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $253,100,000.(100. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1.00.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $264,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $266,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $282,200,000,000. 

',B)  Outlays.  $282,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001; 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $287,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $287,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primar,y  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $302,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $301,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $1,000,000,000. 

(15)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,600,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays,  $12,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,500,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,700,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(16)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,300,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,100,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,800,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
m.cnts.  $18.600, 000.0<X) 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $40,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $41,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $40,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outla.ys,  $42,100,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $41,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $42,600,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $20,600,000,000. 

(17)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,200,000,000. 

(C>  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
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Fiscal  year  1998: 

(Ai  New  budget;  authority.  $21,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, JO. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A>  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,800,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $23,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(18)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D>  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,200,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays,  $12,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

rAi  New  hiiri^pt  authority.  $12,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,000,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,900,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A»  New  budget  authority,  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,700,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002 

(A)  New  budget  .iuthority.  $11,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19i  Net  Interest  i900): 
Fiscal  year  1996. 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $298,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $298,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

iD)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,700,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays,  $309,700,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0 
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(D)  New 
ments.  $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $318,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $318,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $330,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $330,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $342,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $342,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $349,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $349,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $357,100,000,000, 

(B)  Outlays.  $357,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(20)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $309,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $309,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $320,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $320,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $328,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $328,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit 
ments,  $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $339,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $339.800.000.(X)0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $349,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $349,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $355,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $355,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $360,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $360,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(21)  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  inter- 
est on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  $369,764,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $380,949,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $389,893,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $402,921,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $414,948,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $425,550,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  2002:  $434,548,000,000. 

(22)  Allowances  (920): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(.A)  New  budget  authority,  -$8,600,000,000. 

(BiOutla.vs,  - $6, .500. 000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$8,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$8,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(..\)  New  budget  authority,  -$7,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$7,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$6,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$7,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authoi'ity.  -$5,700,000,000. 

(Bi  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$6,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$5,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$6,100,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(23)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$33,100,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
iiic:it:j.  $C, 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$33,800,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,800,000,000, 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$36,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$36,300,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0, 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$37,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0, 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$39,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,    -$41,100,000,000. 
(B)Outla.vs,  -$41,100,000,000 
(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 
(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$42,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$42,300,000,000 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D(  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0 

(24)  For  purpo.ses  of  section  710  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act,  Undistributed  Offsetting 
Receipts  (950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,   -$30,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$30,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(.■\i  New  budget  authority.   -$31,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,200,000,000 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$33,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.   -$33,600,000,000. 

(Ci  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(Di  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$34,900,000,000. 
(B)Outla.ys.  -$34,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.   -$36,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.    -$37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D»  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
r!i.  nts,  $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$39,000,000,000. 
(BiOutla.vs.  -$39,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SEC.  6.  RECONCILIATION. 

(a»  Se.n.ate  Com.mittees.— Not  later  than 
July  14.  1995.  the  committees  named  in  this 
subsection  shall  submit  their  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
."-lenate.  After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  re- 
port to  the  Senate  a  reconciliation  bill  car- 
rying out  all  such  recommendations  without 
any  substantive  revision. 

(1)  Committee  on  .\griculture.  nutrition. 
,\ND  FORESTRY.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
.Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juri.sdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in 
section  2.S0(ci(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  .■\ct  of  1985)  to  re- 
duce outlay.^  $2,490,000,000  in  fi.seal  year  1996, 
527,973.000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000,  and  $45,804,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  o.\  .\rmed  .services.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $4,221,000,000  in  fi.seal  year  1996. 
$21,738,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000,  and  $30,649,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(3)  Com.viittee  on  b,\nking,  housing,  and 
URB.AN  .'kKK.AiRS.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
to  reduce  the  deficit  $373,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $5,742,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000,  and  $6,690,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 


(4)  Committee  on  commerce,  science,  .\nd 
transportation —The  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction to  reduce  the  deficit  $2,664,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1996,  $22,937,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$35,085,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(5)  Co.mmittee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$1,771,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996,  $4,775,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000.  and  $5,001,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(6)  Co.mmittee  on  environment  and  public 
WORKS.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $106,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1996,  $1,290,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  and 
$2,236,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(7)  Committee  on  finance.— The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$16,117,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$206,340,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000,  and  $393,242,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(B)  The  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction sufficient  to  increase  revenue 
$15,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$155,500,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $282,000,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(8)  Committee  on  foreign  relations.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $0  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002. 

(9)  Committee  on  governmental  af- 
hAiKs  — The  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $118,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1996,  $3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(10)  COM.MITTEE     ON     THE     JUDICIARY.— The 

Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$923,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $1,483,000,000  for  the  period 
of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(U)  Committee  on  labor  and  human  re- 
sources—The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide 
direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $0  in  fiscal 
year  1996,  $0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000,  and  $0  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2002. 

(12)  Co.mmittee  on  rules  and  administra- 
tion—The  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and 
.Administration  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  to  reduce  outlays  $2,()00,0O0  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  $280,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000,  and  $319,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(13)  COM.MITTEE    ON    VETERANS'     AFFAIRS,— 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 


shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  Its  juris- 
diction that  provide  direct  spending  to  re- 
duce outlays  $181,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
$3.0,50.000.000  for  the   period  of  fiscal   years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $5,112,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 
TITLE  n— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RUL£  MAKING 
SEC.  201.  DISCRETIO.NAHY  .SHE.VDING  LIMITS. 

(a)  DEFINITION.— As  used  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursu- 
ant to  section  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  for  the  discretionary  cat- 
egory, the  term  •discretionary  spending 
limit"  means— 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1996, 
$489,604,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$527,745,000,000  in  outlays; 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997, 
$485,083,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$521,191,000,000  in  outlays; 

(3)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998, 
$501,825,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$520,288,000,000  in  outlays; 

(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999. 
$502,119,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$527,116,000,000  in  outlays; 

(5)  with  re.spect  to  fiscal  year  2000. 
$516,737,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$537,448,000,000  in  outlays; 

(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001, 
$523,049,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$545,439,000,000  in  outla.vs;  and 

(7)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002, 
$523,868,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$647,969,000,000  in  outlays; 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  and  defi- 
nitions and  emergency  appropriations. 

(b)  POINT  OF  Order  in  the  Senate.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the 
Senate  to  consider— 

(A)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000, 
2001,  or  2002  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  con- 
ference report  on  such  a  resolution)  that  pro- 
vides discretionary  spending  in  excess  of  the 
discretionary  spending  limits  for  such  fiscal 
year;  or 

(B)  any  appropriations  bill  or  resolution 
(or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report 
on  such  appropriations  bill  or  resolution)  for 
fiscal  year  1995.  1996.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000. 
2001.  or  2002  that  would  exceed  any  of  the  dis- 
cretionary spending  limits  in  this  section  or 
suballocations  of  those  limits  made  pursuant 
to  section  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974. 

(2)  EXCEPTION.— This  section  shall  not 
apply  if  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  Congress 
is  in  effect  or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant 
to  section  258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  has 
been  enacted. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  concurrent  resolution,  bill,  or  joint  reso- 
lution, as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  re- 
quired in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels,— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  new  entitle- 
ment authority,  and  revenues  for  a  fiscal 
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year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  esti- 
mates made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Bud^^et 
of  the  Senate. 

SEC.  202.   EXTENSION  OF  PAY-AS-YOU-GO  POINT 
OK  OROER. 

(a)  Purpose.— The  Senate  declares  that  it 
Is  essential  to— 

(II  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the 
balanced  budget  plan  set  forth  in  this  resolu- 
tion; and 

(2)  continue  the  pay-as-you-gro  eitforcement 
system. 

(b)  Poi.NT  OF  Order.—  ' 

(1)  In  GENERAL —It  shall  not  be  Jn  order  in 
the  Senate  to  consider  any  direct-spending- 
or  receipts  legislation  (as  defined  in  para- 
graph (3))  that  would  increase  Che  deficit  for 
any  one  of  the  three  applicable  time  periods 
(as  defmed  in  paragraph  (2))  as  measured 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (4). 

(2)  Applicable  time  periods.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  "applica- 
ble time  period"  means  any  one  of  the  three 
following  periods — 

(A)  the  first  fiscal  year  covered  by  the 
most  recently  adopted  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget; 

(Bi  the  period  of  the  first  5  fiscal  years  cov- 
ered by  the  most  recently  adopted  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget;  or 

(C)  the  period  of  the  5  fiscal  years  follow- 
ing the  first  5  years  covered  by  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

(3)  Direct-spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  "direct-spending  or  receipts  legisla- 
tion" shall — 

(A)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
subsection,  include  all  direct-spending  legis- 
lation as  that  term  is  interpreted  for  pur- 
poses of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985;  .  j 

(B)  include—  | 

(i)  any  bill,  joint  resolution,  arnendment. 
motion,  or  conference  report  to  which  this 
subsection  otherwise  applies;  and 

(ii)  the  estimated  amount  of  savings  in  di- 
rect-spending programs  applicable  to  that 
fiscal  year  resulting  from  the  prior  year's  se- 
questration under  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985.  if  any 
(except  for  any  amounts  sequestered  as  a  re- 
sult of  a  net  deficit  increase  in  the  fiscal 
year  immediately  preceding  the  prior  fiscal 
year);  and 

(C)  exclude — 

(i)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et; and 

(iii  full  funding  of.  and  continuation  of.  the 
deposit  insurance  guarantee  commitment  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Budg- 
et Enforcement  Act  of  1990. 

(4)  Baseline —Estimates  prepared  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall— 

(A)  use  the  baseline  used  for  the  most  re- 
cent concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget, 
and  for  years  beyond  those  covered  by  that 
concurrent  resolution;  and 

(B)  abide  by  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (a)  through  id)  of  section  257  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  except  that  references  to 
"outyears"  in  that  section  shall  be  deemed 
to  apply  to  any  year  (other  than  the  budget 
year)  covered  by  any  one  of  the  time  periods 
defined  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Waiver— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

(d)  Appeals  —Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 


hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by.  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case  may 
be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and 
sworn,  shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sus- 
tain an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on 
a  point  of  order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Deter.min.\tion  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  receipts 
for  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

(f)  CoNFOR.MiNG  A.MENDMENT.— Section  23  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  218  (I03d  Con- 
gress) is  repealed. 

(g)  Sunset.— Subsections  (a)  through  (e)  of 
this  section  shall  expire  September  30.  2002. 

SEC.  203.  BUDGET  SURPLUS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  Adjustments.— For  the  purposes  of 
points  of  order  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974 
and  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et, the  revenue  aggregates  may  be  reduced 
and  other  appropriate  allocations  and  budg- 
etary aggregates  and  levels  shall  be  revised 
to  reflect  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (o 
for  legislation  that  reduces  the  adverse  ef- 
fects on  medicare,  medicaid,  and  welfare  re- 
form in  the  following  manner: 

(1)  $50,000,000,000  shall  be  used  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  adverse  affects  upon 
the  elderl.v.  disabled,  and  children  who  have 
nowhere  else  to  turn  but  medicaid  for  health 
care. 

(2)  $20,000,000,000  shall  be  used  for  legisla- 
tion that  reduces  the  drastic  cuts  to  welfare 
programs. 

(3)  If  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
scores  this  surplus  differently,  than  the 
amounts  provided  in  paragraphs  (1)  or  (2) 
shall  be  increased  or  decreased  proportion- 
ally 

(b)  Revised  Allocations  and  Aggre- 
gates—Upon  the  reporting  of  legislation 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  and  again  upon 
the  submission  of  a  conference  report  on 
such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report  is 
submitted!,  the  Chairm.an  of  the  Committee 
on  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  allocations 
under  sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  and  levels 
under  this  resolution,  revised  by  an  amount 
that  does  not  exceed  the  additional  deficit 
reduction  calculated  under  subsection  (d). 

(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Estimate.— After 
the  enactment  of  legislation  that  complies 
with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  section 
6.  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  shall  pro- 
vide the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  of  the  Senate  a  revised  estimate  of 
the  deficit  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  2005. 

(d)  Additional  Deficit  REDUcmoN.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "addi- 
tional deficit  reduction"  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in 
this  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the 
revised  deficit  estimate  provided  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  for  such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2005. 

(e)  CBO  Certification  and  Contin- 
gencies.—This  section  shall  not  apply  un- 
less— 

(1)  legislation  has  been  enacted  complying 
with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  section 
6: 

(2)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  has  provided  the  estimate  required 
by  subsection  (c);  and 

(3)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for  fis- 
cal year  2002.  2003.  2004.  or  2005. 
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SCORING 

noN. 

Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  begin- 
ning with  fiscal  year  1996.  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302.  303.  and  311  of  .such 
Act  shall  take  into  account  any  new  budget 
authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  provisions  of  sections 
251(b)(2)(D)  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  .Act  of  1985, 
SEC.  205.  .SA1.E  OF  GOVER.VMENT  ASSETS. 
SEC.  206.  EXTENSION  OF  BUDGET  ACT  eO-VOTF: 
ENFORCEME.NT  THROUGH  2002. 

Notwithstanding  section  275(b)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985  (as  amended  by  sections  13112(b) 
and  13208(b)(3)  of  the  Budget  Enforcement 
Act  of  1990).  the  second  sentence  of  section 
904(c)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
(except  insofar  as  it  relates  to  section  313  of 
that  Act)  and  the  final  sentence  of  section 
904(d)  of  that  Act  (except  insofar  as  it  relates 
to  section  313  of  that  .Act)  shall  continue  to 
have  effect  as  rules  of  the  Senate  through 
(but  no  later  than)  September  30.  2002. 

SEC.  207.  FJtERCISE  OF  RUXEMAKING  POWERS. 

The  Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this 
title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power 
of  the  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 
and  such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu- 
tional right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those 
rules  (so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule 
of  the  Senate. 

TITLE  ni— SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  AND 

THE  SENATE 
SEC.  301.  SENSE  OF  THE  C0NC;RF;SS  ON  REVENUE 

INSTRUCTION  TO  FINANCE  (  OMMIT 

TEE. 

(a)  Findings     The  Sen.ite  finds  that— 

(1)  to  balance  the  Federal  budget  in  a  ra- 
tional and  reasonable  manner,  there  must  be 
a  fair  and  equitable  distribution  of  the  defi- 
cit reduction  burden; 

(2)  the  plan  under  consideration  in  the  Sen- 
ate does  not  ask  the  wealthy  to  contribute 
to  deficit  reduction; 

(3)  the  deficit  reduction  package  approved 
by  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  would  dis- 
proportionately affect  those  at  lower-income 
levels; 

(4)  over  the  next  7  years,  at  current  growth 
rates,  tax  loopholes  and  preferences  will  re- 
sult in  a  revenue  loss  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment of  more  than  $4,000,000,000,000;  and 

(5)  the  House  Budget  Committee  had  under 
consideration,  but  did  not  include  in  its  defi- 
cit reduction  package.  a  list  of 
$335,000,000,000  in  corporate  tax  loopholes. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that— 

(1)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  as  part 
of  this  year's  reconciliation  package,  should 
limit  or  eliminate  tax  loopholes  that  dis- 
proportionately benefit  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals and  the  largest  corporations  in  order 
to  more  equitably  distribute  the  burden  of 
deficit  reduction; 

(2)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  should 
give  first  priority  to  closing  corporate  loop- 
holes; 

(3)  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  should 
also  give  priority  to  closing  loopholes  that 
disproportionately  benefit  Americans  with 
incomes  of  $140,000  or  more; 

(4)  in  no  event  should  taxes  go  up  on  those 
making  less  than  $140,000;  and 


(.i)  in  no  event  should  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  P'inance  raise  income  tax  rates  on  in- 
dividuals or  reduce  deductions  for  home 
mortgage  interest,  charitable  contributions. 
or  .State  and  local  taxes. 

SEC.  .t02.  RESTRUCTUTtlNG  GOVERNME.NT  AND 
PROGRAM  terminations. 

(a)  FlNDL\Gs.— The  Senate  finds  that  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  in  a  rational  and 
reasonable  manner  requires  an  assessment  of 
national  priorities  and  the  appropriate  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  meeting  the 
challenges  facing  the  United  States  in  the 
21st  century. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  to  balance  the  budget  the 
Congress  should— 

(1)  restructure  Federal  programs  to  meet 
identified  national  priorities  in  the  most  ef- 
fective and  efficient  manner  so  that  program 
dollars  get  to  the  intended  purpose  or  recipi- 
ent: 

(2)  terminate  programs  that  have  largely 
met  their  goals,  that  have  outlived  their 
original  purpose,  or  that  have  been  super- 
seded by  other  programs; 

(3)  seek  to  end  significant  duplication 
among  Federal  programs,  which  results  in 
excessive  administrative  costs  and  ill  serve 
the  American  people;  and 

(4)  eliminate  lower  priority  programs. 
SEC.  .10:1.  nonpartisan  advisory  commission 

ON  the  CPI. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Congress  intended  to  insulate  certain 
government  beneficiaries  and  taxpayers  from 
the  effects  of  inflation  by  indexing  payments 
and  tax  brackets  to  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  (CPI); 

(2)  approximately  30  percent  of  total  Fed- 
eral outlays  and  45  percent  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  indexed  to  reflect  changes  in  the 
CPI:  and 

(3)  the  overwhelming  con-sensus  among  ex- 
perts is  that  the  method  used  to  construct 
the  CPI  and  the  current  calculation  of  the 
CPI  both  overstate  the  estimate  of  the  true 
cost  of  living. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 

(1)  a  temporary  advisory  commission 
should  be  established  to  make  objective  and 
nonpartisan  recommendations  concerning 
the  appropriateness  and  accuracy  of  the 
methodology  and  calculations  that  deter- 
mine the  CPI; 

(2)  the  Commission  should  be  appointed  on 
a  nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  composed 
of  experts  in  the  fields  of  economics,  statis- 
tics, or  other  related  professions;  and 

(3)  the  Commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics and  to  Congress  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible date. 

SEC.  304.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRE.SS  ON  A  UNI 
FOR.M  ACCOUNTING  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
FEDERAL  G0VF;R.\-MENT. 

(a)  FlNDINCS.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing; 

(1)  Much  effort  has  been  devoted  to 
strengthening  Federal  internal  accounting 
controls  in  the  past.  Although  progress  has 
been  made  in  recent  years,  there  still  exists 
no  uniform  Federal  accounting  system  for 
Federal  Government  entities  and  institu- 
tions. 

(2)  As  a  result.  Federal  financial  manage- 
ment continues  to  be  seriously  deficient,  and 
Federal  financial  management  and  fiscal 
practices  have  failed  to  identify  costs,  failed 
to  reflect  the  total  liabilities  of  congres- 
sional actions,  and  failed  to  accurately  re- 
port the  financial  condition  of  the  Federal 
Government. 


(3)  Current  Federal  accounting  practices  do 
not  adequately  report  financial  problems  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  the  full  cost  of 
programs  and  activities.  The  continued  use 
of  these  practices  undermines  the  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  provide  credible  and  reli- 
able financial  data,  encourages  already  wide- 
spread waste  and  inefficiency,  and  will  not 
assist  in  achieving  a  balanced  budget. 

(4)  Waste  and  inefficiency  in  Federal  Gov- 
ernment undermine  the  confidence  of  the 
American  people  in  the  Government  and  re- 
duces the  Federal  Government's  ability  to 
address  adequately  vital  public  needs. 

(5)  To  rebuild  the  accountability  and  credi- 
bility of  the  Federal  Government,  and  re- 
store public  confidence  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, a  uniform  Federal  accounting  sys- 
tem, that  fully  meets  the  accounting  stand- 
ards and  reporting  objectives  for  the  Federal 
Government,  must  be  immediately  estab- 
lished so  that  all  assets  and  liabilities,  reve- 
nues and  expenditures  or  exi)enses.  and  the 
full  cost  of  programs  and  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government  can  be  consistently  and 
accurately  recorded,  monitored,  and  uni- 
formly reported  throughout  all  government 
entities  for  control  and  management  evalua- 
tion purposes. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that — 

(1)  a  uniform  Federal  accounting  system 
should  be  established  to  consistently  com- 
pile financial  data  across  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  to  make  full  disclosure  of  Fed- 
eral financial  data,  including  the  full  cost  of 
Federal  programs  and  activities,  to  the  citi- 
zens, the  Congress,  the  President,  and  agen- 
cy management:  and 

(2)  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997.  the 
President  should  require  the  heads  of  agen- 
cies to— 

(A)  implement  and  maintain  a  uniform 
Federal  accounting  system:  and 

(B)  provide  financial  statements: 

in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  ac- 
counting principles  applied  on  a  consistent 
basis  and  established  in  accordance  with  pro- 
posed Federal  accounting  standards  and  in- 
terpretations recommended  by  the  Federal 
Accounting  Standards  Advisory  Board  and 
otliei  appuLaljle  law, 

SEC.  305.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  THAT  90  PER- 
CENT OF  THE  BENTCFITS  OF  .V.NT  TAX 
CUTS  MUST  GO  TO  THE  MIDDLE 
CLASS. 

(a)  FiNDLNGs.— The  Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  incomes  of  middle-class  families 
have  stagnated  since  the  early  1980's.  with 
family  incomes  growing  more  slowly  be- 
tween 1979  and  1989  than  in  any  other  busi- 
ness cycle  since  World  War  II;  and 

(2)  according  to  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  in  1996.  approximately  90  percent 
of  American  families  will  have  incomes  less 
than  $100,000. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  if  the  1996  Concurrent 
Budget  Resolution  includes  any  cut  in  taxes, 
approximately  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of 
these  tax  cuts  must  go  to  working  families 
with  incomes  less  than  $100,000. 

SEC.  306.  BIPARTISAN  COMMISSION  ON  HEALTH 
CARE  REFORM,  MEDICARt:  AND 
MEDICAID  COSTS,  ACCESS  AND  SOL- 
VENCY. 

(a)  Findings.- Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  the  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged  Act. 
which  created  the  medicare  program,  was  en- 
acted on  July  30.  1965.  and.  therefore,  the 
medicare  program  will  celebrate  its  30-year 
anniversary  on  July  30.  1995: 

(2)  on  April  3.  1995.  the  Trustees  of  medi- 
care submitted  their  1995  Annual  Report  on 


the  Status  of  the  medicare  progra.m  to  the 
Congress; 

(3)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form": 

(4)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  which  pays  inpatient  hospital  ex- 
penses, will  be  able  to  pay  benefits  for  only 
about  7  years  and  is  severely  out  of  financial 
balance  in  the  long  range": 

(5)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have 
concluded  that  "the  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  shows  a  rate  of  growth 
of  costs  which  is  clearly  unsustainable"; 

(6)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  rec- 
ommended "legislation  to  reestablish  the 
Quadrennial  Advisory  Council  that  will  help 
lead  to  effective  solutions  to  the  problems  of 
the  program"; 

(7)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitle- 
ment and  Tax  Reform  concluded  that,  absent 
long-term  changes  in  medicare,  projected 
medicare  outlays  will  increase  from  about  4 
percent  of  the  payroll  tax  base  today  to  over 
15  percent  of  the  payroll  tax  base  by  the  year 
2030: 

(8)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitle- 
ment and  Tax  Reform  recommended,  by  a 
vote  of  30  to  1.  that  spending  and  revenues 
available  for  medicare  must  be  brought  into 
long-term  balance; 

(9)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have 
concluded  that  "We  had  hoped  for  several 
years  that  comprehensive  health  reform 
would  include  meaningful  medicare  reforms. 
However,  with  the  results  of  the  last  Con- 
gress, it  is  now  clear  that  medicare  reform 
needs  to  be  addressed  urgently  as  a  distinct 
legislative  initiative";  and 

(10)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare 
"strongly  recommend  that  the  crisis  pre- 
sented by  the  financial  condition  of  the  med- 
icare trust  funds  be  urgently  addressed  on  a 
comprehensive  basis,  including  a  review  of 
the  programs's  financing  methods,  benefit 
provisions,  and  delivery  mechanisms.". 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  a  special  bipartisan  commission  should 
be  established  immediately  to  make  rec- 
ommendations concerning  the  most  appro- 
priate response  to  tne  current  health  care 
crisis,  and  the  recommendations  should  in- 
clude ways  to  address  medicare  and  medicaid 
costs,  access  and  solvency  issues  and  to  re- 
form our  current  health  care  system: 

(2)  the  commission  should  report  to  Con- 
gress its  recommendations  on  the  appro- 
priate response  to  the  short-term  solvency  of 
medicare  by  July  10.  1995.  in  order  that  the 
committees  of  jurisdiction  may  consider 
those  recommendations  in  fashioning  an  ap- 
propriate congressional  response;  and 

(3)  the  commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  respond  to  the  Public 
Trustees'  call  to  make  medicare's  financial 
condition  sustainable  over  the  long  term  to 
Congress  by  February  1.  1996, 


SNOWE  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1197 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Ms.  Snowe,  for 
herself,  Mr.  Simon.  Mr,  Cohen.  Mr. 
Campbell,  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mrs.  Kasse- 
BAUM,  Mr.  Dodd.  Mr.  Wellstone.  Mr. 
HOLLINGS.  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Harkin, 
and  Mr.  Pell)  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  13.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Close  tax  loopholes  and  corporate  subsidies 
by  the  following  amounts: 
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On  pa.ge  3.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000 

On  paife  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1.. 550 .000.000. 

On  page  3.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  23.  mcrease  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,, 5.50.000. 000. 

On  page  4.  line  1.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,675,000,000. 

Restore  cuts  in  student  loans  by  the  fol- 
lowing amounts: 

On  page  5.  line  17. 
$875,000,000. 
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On  page  5.  line  18. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  19. 
$1,250,000,000 

On  page  5.  line  20, 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  21. 
$1,550,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  22. 
$1., 550,000.000, 

On  page  5.  line  23. 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16. 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  17, 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  6.  line  18. 
$1,250,000,000 

On  page  6  line  19. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  20. 
$1,550,000,000 

On  page  6.  line  21. 
$1,550,000,000 

On  page  6.  line  22. 
$1,675,000,000, 

On  page  31.  line  12. 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  20. 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  32.  line  3. 
$1,250,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  11. 
$1,100,000,000, 

On  page  32,  line  19. 
$1,550,000,000 

On  page  33.  line  2. 
$1,550,000,000 

On  page  33  line  10. 
$1,675,000,000- 

On  page  31.  line  13. 
$875,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  21. 
$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  4. 
$1.2.50,000,000, 

On  page  32,  line  12. 
$1,400,000,000. 

On  page  32.  line  20. 
$1,550,000,000 

On  page  33.  line  3. 
$1,550,000,000, 


ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  bv 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
.ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 
ncrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  33.  line  11.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,675,000,000. 

On  page  64.  strike  beginning  with  line  7 
through  page  64  line  12.  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Human  Resources  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  to  reduce  outlays  $266,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1966.  $2,990,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
$4,395,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  though  2002." 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: The  assumption  underlying  the  func- 
tional totals  include  that  "It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  cuts  in  student  loan  benefits 
should  be  minimized,  and  that  the  current 
exclusion  of  income  of  Foreign  Sales  Cor- 
poration should  be  eliminated." 


THE  COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT  OF  1995 


LEAHY  AMENDMENT  NO.  1198 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.    LEAHY    submitted    an    amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.  735)  to  prevent  and 
punish  acts  of  terrorism,  and  for  other 
purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  IX.  add  the  following 
new  title: 

TITLE  X— VICTIMS  OF  TERRORISM  ACT 

SEC.  1001.  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Victims  of 
Terrorism  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  1002.  ALnrHORrrv  td  provide  assistance 

AND  CO.MPEN.SATION  TO  VICTIMS  OF 
TERRORISM. 

The  Victims  of  Crime  Act  of  1984  (42  U.S.C. 
10601  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  1404A  the  following  new  section: 
"SEC.    I404B.    COMPENSATION    AND    ASSISTANCE 
TO  VICTIMS  OF  TERRORISM. 

"(a)  VICTI.MS  OF  ACTS  OF  TERRORIS.M  OUT- 
SIDE THE  UNITED  STATES.— The  Director  may 
make  supplemental  grants  to  States  and 
may  provide  compensation  and  assistance  to 
any  resident  of  the  United  States  who.  while 
outside  the  territorial  boundaries  of  the 
United  States,  is  a  victim  of  a  terrorist  act 
and  is  not  a  person  eligible  for  compensation 
under  title  Vin  of  the  Omnibus  Diplomatic 
Security  and  Antiterrorism  Act  of  1986. 

"(b)  VICTIMS  OF  Domestic  Terrorism.— The 
Director  may  make  supplemental  grants  to 
States  for  eligible  crime  victim  compensa- 
tion and  assistance  programs  to  provide 
emergency  relief,  assistance,  training,  and 
technical  assistance  for  the  benefit  of  vic- 
tims of  terrorist  acts  occurring  within  the 
United  States.". 

SEC.  1003,  rUNDBMG  OF  COMPENSATION  AND  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  VICTIMS  OF  TERROR 
ISM  AND  CRIME. 

(a)  Reserv.ition.— Section  1402  of  the  Vic- 
tims of  Crime  Act  of  1984  (42  U.S.C.  10601)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (d).  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

•(5)  After  the  reserve  under  paragraph  (4) 
reaches  $20  000.000  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Di- 
rector may  reserve  any  additional  amount 
deposited  in  the  Fund  during  that  fiscal  year 
as  a  reserve  for  victims  of  terrorist  acts 
under  section  1404B.";  and 

(2)  by  amending  subsection  (e)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(e)  Amounts  Awarded  and  Unspent.— 
Any  amount  awarded  as  part  of  a  grant 
under  this  chapter  that  remains  unspent  at 


the  end  of  a  fiscal  year  in  which  the  grant  is 
made  may  be  expended  for  the  purpose  for 
which  the  grant  is  made  at  any  time  during 
the  2  succeeding  fiscal  years,  at  the  end  of 
which  period,  any  remaining  unobligated 
sums  shall  be  returned  to  the  Fund." 

(b)  Base  .Amount,— Section  1404(a)(5)(B)  of 
such  .\ct  (42  U.S.C.  10603(aK5)(B))  is  amended 
by  striking  "$200,000"  and  inserting 
"$500,000". 

SEC.     1004.     PAYMENTS     INTO     CRIME     VICTIMS 
FLTVD. 

Section  3013  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"§3013.  Special  assessment  on  convicted  per- 
sons 

"(a)  The  court  shall  assess  on  any  person 
convicted  of  an  offense  against  the  United 
States — 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  a  misdemeanor — 

"(A)  not  less  than  $.50  if  the  defendant  is  an 
individual;  and 

"(B)  not  less  than  $2.50  if  the  defendant  is  a 
person  other  than  an  individual;  or 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  a  felony— 

"(A)  not  less  than  $100  if  the  defendant  is 
an  individual:  or 

"(B)  not  less  than  $500  if  the  defendant  is  a 
person  other  than  an  individual. 

"(b)  Amounts  assessed  under  this  section 
shall  be  collected  in  the  same  manner  as 
fines  are  collected  in  criminal  cases". 


DOLE  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.   1199 

Mr.  HATCH  (for  Mr.  DOLE  for  him- 
self. Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Nickles,  Mr. 
INHOFE,  Mr.  Gramm.  Mr.  Brown.  Mr. 
Thur.mond.  Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  DeWlne 
and  Mr.  Kyl)  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill  S.  735.  supra;  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  .\ct  may  be  cited  as  the  "Comprehen- 
sive Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  of  this  Act  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2.  Table  of  contents. 
TITLE  I-SUBSTANTIVE  CRIMINAL  LAW- 
ENHANCEMENTS 

Sec.  101.  Increased  penalty  for  conspiracies 
involving  explosives. 

Sec.  102.  Acts  of  terrorism  transcending  na- 
tional boundaries. 

Sec.  103.  Conspiracy  to  harm  people  and 
property  overseas. 

Sec.  104.  Increased  penalties  for  certain  ter- 
rorism crimes. 

Sec.  105.  Mandatory  penalty  for  transferring 
an  explosive  material  knowing 
that  it  will  be  used  to  commit  a 
crime  of  violence. 

Sec,  106,  Penalty  for  possession  of  stolen  ex- 
plosives. 

Sec,  107,  Enhanced   penalties  for  use   of  ex- 
plosives or  arson  crimes, 
TITLE  II— COMBATING  INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM 

Sec,  201.  Findings. 

Sec.  202.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  aid  terrorist  states. 

Sec.  203.  Prohibition  on  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  provide  military 
equipment  to  terrorist  states. 

Sec.  204.  Opposition  to  a.ssistance  by  inter- 
national financial  institutions 
to  terrorist  states. 


Sec.  205.  Antiterrorism  assistance. 

Sec.  206.  Jurisdiction  for  lawsuits  against 
terrorist  states. 

Sec,  207,  Report  on  support  for  international 
terrorists. 

Sec,  208,  Definition  of  assistance. 

Sec.  209.  Waiver  authority  concerning  notice 
of  denial  of  application  for 
visas. 

Sec.  210.  Membership  in  a  terrorist  organiza- 
tion as  a  basis  for  exclusion 
from  the  United  States  under 
the  Immigration  and  National- 
ity Act. 
TITLE  III— ALIEN  REMOVAL 

Sec.  301.  .Mien  terrorist  removal. 

Sec.  302.  Extradition  of  aliens. 

Sec.  303.  Changes  to  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  to  facilitate  re- 
moval of  alien  terrorists. 

Sec.  304.  Acce.ss  to  certain  confidential   im- 
migration    and     naturalization 
files  through  court  order. 
TITLE  IV— CONTROL  OF  FUNDRAISING 
FOR  TERRORISM  ACTIVITIES 

Sec.  401.  Prohibition  on  terrorist  fundrais- 
ing. 

Sec,  402.  Correction  to  material  support  pro- 
vision. 

TITLE  V— ASSISTANCE  TO  FEDERAL  LAW 

ENFORCEMENT  AGENCIES 

Subtitle  A — Antiterrorism  Assistance 

Sec.  501.  Disclosure  of  certain  consumer  re- 
ports to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  for  foreign  coun- 
terintelligence inve,stigations. 

Sec.  502  Access  to  records  of  common  car- 
riers, public  accommodation  fa- 
cilities, physical  storage  facili- 
ties, and  vehicle  rental  facili- 
ties in  foreign  counterintel- 
ligence and  counterterrorism 
cases. 

Sec.  503.  Increase  in  maximum  rewards  for 
information    concerning    inter- 
national terrorism. 
Subtitle  B — Intelligence  and  Investigation 
Enhancements 

.See  511  Studv  and  report  on  electronic  sur- 
veillance. 

Sec.  512.  Authorization  for  interceptions  of 
communications  in  certain  ter- 
rorism related  offenses. 

Sec.  513.  Requirement  to  preserve  evidence. 
Subtitle  C — Additional  Funding  for  Law 
Enforcement 

Sec.  521.  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  as- 
sistance to  combat  terrorism. 

Sec.  522.  Authorization  of  additional  appro- 
priations for  the  United  States 
Customs  Service. 

Sec,  523,  .Authorization  of  additional  appro- 
priations for  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service. 

Sec.  524.  Drug  Enforcement  Administration. 

Sec.  525.  Department  of  .Justice. 

Sec.  526.  Funding  source. 

Sec.  527.  Deterrent  against  terrorist  activity 

damaging    a    Federal     interest 

computer. 

TITLE  VI-CRIMINAL  PROCEDURAL 

IMPROVEMENTS 

Subtitle  A— Habeas  Corpus  Reform 

Sec.  601.  Filing  deadlines. 

Sec.  602.  Appeal. 

Sec.  603.  Amendment  of  Federal  Rules  of  .Ap- 
pellate Procedure. 

Sec.  604.  Section  2254  amendments. 

Sec.  605.  Section  2255  amendments. 

Sec.  606.  Limits  on  second  or  successive  ap- 
plications. 
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Sec.  607.  Death  penally  litigation  proce- 
dures. 

Sec.  608,  Technical  amendment. 

Subtitle  B — Criminal  Procedural 
Improvements 

Sec,  621.  Clarification  and  extension  of 
criminal  jurisdiction  over  cer- 
tain terrorism  offenses  over- 
seas. 

Sec.  622.  Expansion  of  territorial  sea. 

Sec.  623.  Expansion  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction statute. 

Sec.  624.  .Addition  of  terrorism  offenses  to 
the  RICO  statute. 

Sec.  625.  Addition  of  terrorism  offenses  to 
the  money  laundering  statute. 

Sec.  626.  Protection  of  current  or  former  of- 
ficials, officers,  or  employees  of 
the  United  States. 

Sec.  627.  Addition  of  conspiracy  to  terrorism 
offenses. 

Sec.  628.  Clarification    of    Federal    jurisdic- 
tion over  bomb  threats. 
TITLE  VII— MARKING  OF  PLASTIC 
EXPLOSIVES 

Sec.  701.  Findings  and  purposes. 

Sec.  702.  Definitions. 

Sec.  703.  Requirement  of  detection  agents 
for  plastic  explosives. 

Sec.  704.  Criminal  sanctions. 

Sec.  705.  Exceptions. 

Sec.  706,  Investigative  authority. 

Sec.  707.  Effective  date. 

Sec.  708.  Study  on  tagging  of  explosive  ma- 
terials. 
TITLE  VIII-NUCLEAR  MATERIALS 

Sec.  801.  Findings  and  purpose. 

Sec.  802.  Expansion  of  scope  and  jurisdic- 
tional bases  of  nuclear  mate- 
rials prohibitions. 

TITLE  IX— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  901.  Severability. 
TITLE  I— SUBSTANTIVE  CRIMINAL  LAW 
ENHANCEMENTS 

SEC.    101,    INCREASED    PENAI^TV    FOR   CONSPIR- 
ACIES LNVOLVTNG  EXPLOSIVES. 

Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(n)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  a  person  who  conspires  to  commit 
any  offense  defined  in  this  chapter  shall  be 
subject  to  the  same  penalties  (other  than  the 
penalty  of  death)  as  those  prescribed  for  the 
offense  the  commission  of  which  was  the  ob- 
ject of  the  conspiracy.". 

SEC.    102.  ACTS  OF  TERRORISM   TRANSCENDING 
NATIONAL  BOUNDARIES. 

(a)  Redesignation.— (1)  Chapter  113B  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code  (relating  to  tor- 
ture) is  redesignated  as  chapter  113C. 

(2)  The  chapter  analysis  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "113B" 
the  second  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"113C". 

(b)  Offense.— Chapter    113B    of   title    18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  2332a  the  following  new  section: 
"§  2332b.  Acts  of  terrorism  transcending  na- 
tional boundaries 

"(a)  Prohibited  Acts.— 

"(1)  WTioever,  in  a  circumstance  described 
in  subsection  (b).  commits  an  act  within  the 
United  States  that  if  committed  within  the 
special  maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  would  be  in  violation  of 
section  113  (a),  (b).  (c).  or  (f).  114.  1111.  1112. 
1201.  or  1363  shall  be  punished  as  prescribed 
in  subsection  (c). 

"(2)  W'hoever  threatens,  attempts,  or  con- 
spires to  commit  an  offense  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  punished  under  subsection  (c). 


"(b)  Jurisdictional  Bases — 

"(1)  This  section  applies  to  conduct  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  if— 

"(A)  the  mail,  or  any  facility  utilized  in 
interstate  commerce,  is  used  in  furtherance 
of  the  commission  of  the  offense; 

"(B)  the  offense  destructs.  delays,  or  af- 
fects interstate  or  foreign  commerce  in  any 
way  or  degree,  or  would  have  obstructed,  de- 
layed, or  affected  interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce if  the  offense  had  been  con.summated; 

"(C)  the  victim  or  intended  victim  is  the 
United  States  Government  or  any  official, 
officer,  employee,  or  agent  of  the  legislative, 
executive,  or  judicial  branches,  or  of  any  de- 
partment or  agency,  of  the  United  States; 

"(D)  the  structure,  conveyance,  or  other 
real  or  personal  property  was  in  whole  or  in 
part  owned,  possessed,  or  used  by.  or  leased 
to  the  United  States,  or  any  department  or 
agency  thereof; 

"(E)  the  offense  is  committed  in  the  terri- 
torial sea  (including  the  airspace  above  and 
the  seabed  and  subsoil  below,  and  artificial 
islands  and  fixed  structures  erected  thereon) 
of  the  United  States:  or 

"(F)  the  offense  is  committed  in  places 
within  the  United  States  that  are  in  the  spe- 
cial maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States. 

"(2)  Jurisdiction  shall  exist  over  all  prin- 
cipals, coconspirators,  and  accessories  after 
the  fact,  of  an  offense  under  subsection  (a)  if 
at  least  one  of  the  circumstances  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  is  applicable  to  at  least  one 
offender. 

"(c)  Penalties — 

"(1)  Whoever  violates  this  section  shall,  in 
addition  to  the  punishment  provided  for  any 
other  crime  charged  in  the  indictment,  be 
punished— 

"(A)  if  death  results  to  any  person,  by 
death,  or  by  imprisonment  for  any  term  of 
years  or  for  life; 

"(B)  for  kidnapping,  by  imprisonment  for 
any  term  of  years  or  for  life; 

"(C)  for  maiming,  by  imprisonment  for  not 
more  than  35  years; 

"(D)  for  assault  with  a  dangerous  weapon 
or  assault  resulting  in  serious  bodily  injury, 
by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  30  years: 

"(E)  for  destroying  or  damaging  any  struc- 
ture, conveyance,  or  other  real  or  personal 
property,  by  imprisonment  for  not  more 
than  25  years; 

"(F)  for  attempting  or  conspiring  to  com- 
mit the  offense,  for  any  term  of  years  up  to 
the  maximum  punishment  that  would  have 
applied  had  the  offense  been  completed;  and 

"(G)  for  threatening  to  commit  the  offense, 
by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  10  years. 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  the  court  shall  not  place  on  probation 
any  person  convicted  of  a  violation  of  this 
section. 

"(d)  Limitation  on  Prosecution.— No  in- 
dictment for  any  offense  described  in  this 
section  shall  be  sought  by  the  United  States 
except  after  the  Attorney  General,  or  the 
highest  ranking  subordinate  of  the  Attorney 
General  with  responsibility  for  criminal 
prosecutions,  has  made  a  written  certifi- 
cation that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  certify- 
ing official— 

"(1)  such  offense,  or  any  activity  pre- 
paratory to  its  commission,  transcended  na- 
tional boundaries;  and 

"(2)  the  offense  appears  to  have  been  in- 
tended to  coerce,  intimidate,  or  retaliate 
against  a  government  or  a  civilian  popu- 
lation, including  any  segment  thereof. 

"(e)  Investigative  REspoNsiBiLm*.— Viola- 
tions of  this  section  shall  be  investigated  by 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation.  Nothing 
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in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  interfere 
with  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Se- 
cret Service  under  section  3056.  or  with  its 
investigative  authority  with  respect  to  sec- 
tions 871  and  879. 

■•(f)  Evidence— In  a  prosecution  under  this 
section,  the  United  States  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  prove  knowledge  by  any  defendant 
of  a  jurisdictional  base  alleged  in  the  indict- 
ment. 

■■(g)  Extraterritorial  Jurisdiction.— 
There  is  extraterritorial  Federal  jurisdiction 
over— 

"■(1)  any  offense  under  subsection  (a):  and 

■'(2)  conduct  that,  under  section  3.  renders 
any  person  an  accessory  after  the  fact  to  an 
offense  under  subsection  (a). 

■•(h)  DEFiNi-noNS.— As  used  in  this  sec- 
tion- 
ed) the  term  commerce'  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  1951(b)(3); 

•(2)  the  term  facility  utilized  in  any  man- 
ner in  commerce'  includes  means  of  trans- 
portation, communication,  and  trans- 
mission: 

••(3)  the  term  national  of  the  United 
States'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  101(a)(22)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(22)); 

■■(4)  the  term  serious  bodily  injury"  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
1365(g)(3):  and 

•"(5)  the  term  territorial  sea  of  the  United 
States'  means  all  waters  extending  seaward 
to  12  nautical  miles  from  the  baselines  of  the 
United  States  determined  in  accordance  with 
international  law". 

(c)  Technical  amendment.— The  chapter 
analysis  for  Chapter  U3B  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  2332a.  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

••2332b.  Acts  of  terrorism  transcending  na- 
tional boundaries.". 

(d)  Statvte  of  Limitations  Amendment  — 
Section  3286  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  -any  offense"  and  inserting 
'•any  noncapital  offense": 

(2)  by  striking  "36  "  and  inserting  ••37": 

(3)  by  striking   -2331  "  and  inserting    "2332": 
<4)     by     striking     ••2339"'     and     iasertinu 

••2332a":  and 

(5)  by  inserting  ••2332b  (acts  of  terrorism 
transcending  national  boundaries).""  after 
"(use  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction),"'. 

(e)  Preslmptive  Detention.— Section 
3142(e)  of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  •or  section  2332b" 
after  •section  924(c)". 

SEC.    10.3.   CONSPIRACY   TO    HARM    PEOPLE   AND 
PROPERTlr'  OVERSEA.S. 

(ai  In  General.— Section  956  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,   is  amended  to  read  as 

follows: 

"§956.  Conspiracy  to  kill,  kidnap,  maim,  or 
injure  certain  property  in  a  foreign  country 

■  'anil  Whoe-ver,  -vviihin  Che  junsilietion  of 
the  United  States,  conspires  with  one  or 
more  other  persons,  regardless  of  where  such 
other  person  or  persons  is  located,  to  commit 
at  any  place  outside  the  United  States  an  act 
that  would  constitute  the  offense  of  murder, 
kidnapping,  or  maiming  if  committed  in  the 
special  maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  shall,  if  he  or  any  such 
other  person  commits  an  act  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  United  States  to  effect  any 
object  of  the  conspiracy,  be  punished  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (2). 

■■(2)  The  punishment  for  an  offense  under 
paragraph  ( 1 )  is— 

■■(A)  imprisonment  for  any  term  of  years 
or  for  life  if  the  offense  is  conspiracy  to  mur- 
der or  kidnap:  and 


"(B)  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  35 
years  if  the  offense  is  conspiracy  to  maim. 

"(b)  Whoever,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  conspires  with  one  or 
more  persons,  regardless  of  where  such  other 
person  or  persons  is  located,  to  injure  or  de- 
stroy specific  property  situated  within  a  for- 
eign country  and  belonging  to  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment or  to  any  political  subdivision 
thereof  with  which  the  United  States  is  at 
peace,  or  any  railroad,  canal,  bridge,  airport, 
airfield,  or  other  public  utility,  public  con- 
veyance, or  public  structure,  or  any  reli- 
gious, educational,  or  cultural  property  so 
situated,  shall,  if  he  or  any  such  other  per- 
son commits  an  act  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  to  effect  any  object  of 
the  conspiracy,  be  imprisoned  not  more  than 
25  years.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  chapter 
analysis  for  chapter  45  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  the  item 
relating  to  section  956  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"956.  Conspiracy  to  kill,  kidnap,  maim,  or  in- 
jure certain  property  in  a  for- 
eign country.". 

SEC.   104.  INCREASED  PENALTIES  FOR  CERTAIN 
TERRORISM  CRIMES. 

(a)  In  General— Title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  114.  by  striking  "maim  or  dis- 
figure" and  inserting  "torture  (as  defined  in 
section  2340).  maim,  or  disfigure"; 

(2)  in  section  755,  by  striking  ••two  years" 
and  inserting  'five  years"; 

(3)  in  section  756,  by  striking  ••one  year" 
and  inserting  ■five  years"': 

(4 1  in  section  878(a),  by  striking  "by  kill- 
ing, kidnapping,  or  assaulting  a  foreign  offi- 
cial, official  guest,  or  internationally  pro- 
tected person": 

(5)  in  section  1113.  by  striking  "three  years 
or  fined"  and  inserting  •seven  years":  and 

(6)  in  section  2332(c),  by  striking  "five"  and 
inserting  "ten". 

(b)  Penalty  for  Carrying  Weapons  or  Ex- 
plosives ON  an  Aircraft —Section  46505(b) 
of  title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  ■one'^  and  inserting  'ten' 

SEC.  105.  MANDATORY  PENAI.TY  FOR  TRANSFER 
RINC  an  KXPIOSrVE  materl\l 
KNOWING  THAT  IT  WILL  BE  I'SED  TO 
COMMIT  A  CRIME  OF  VIOLENCE. 

Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

••(n)  Whoever  knowingly  transfers  an  ex- 
plosive material,  knowing  or  having  reason- 
able cause  to  believe  that  such  explosive  ma- 
terial will  be  used  to  commit  a  crime  of  vio- 
lence (as  defined  in  section  924(c)(3))  or  drug 
trafficking  crime  (as  defined  in  section 
924(c)(2))  shall  be  imprisoned  for  not  less 
than  10  years,  fined  under  this  title,  or 
both". 

SEC.  106.  PENALTY  FOR  PO.SSESSION  OF  STOLEN 
EXPLOSIVES. 

Section  842(h)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(h)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
receive,  possess,  transport,  ship,  conceal, 
store,  barter,  sell,  dispose  of.  pledge,  or  ac- 
cept as  security  for  a  loan,  any  stolen  explo- 
sive material  that  is  moving  in.  part  of.  con- 
stitutes, or  has  been  shipped  or  transported 
in.  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  either 
before  or  after  such  material  was  stolen, 
knowing  or  having  reasonable  cause  to  be- 
lieve that  the  explosive  material  was  sto- 
len". 

SEC.  107.  ENHANCED  PENALTIES  FOR  USE  OF  EX- 
PLOSIVES OR  ARSON  CRIMES. 

Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 
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(1)  in  subsection  (e). 
inserting  "10"; 

(2)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  to  read  as 
follows: 

••(f)(1)  Whoever  maliciously  damages  or  de- 
stroys, or  attempts  to  damage  or  destroy,  by 
means  of  fire  or  an  explosive,  any  building. 
vehicle,  or  other  personal  or  real  property  in 
whole  or  in  part  owned  or  possessed  by.  or 
leased  to.  the  United  States,  or  any  depart- 
ment or  agency  thereof,  shall  be  imprisoned 
for  not  less  than  5  years  and  not  more  than 
20  years,  fined  the  greater  of  $100,000  or  the 
cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  any  property 
that  is  damaged  or  destroyed,  or  both. 

•■(2)  Whoever  engages  in  conduct  prohibited 
by  this  subsection  shall  be  imprisoned  not 
less  than  7  years  and  not  more  than  40  years, 
fined  the  greater  of  $200,000  or  the  cost  of  re- 
pairing or  replacing  any  property  that  is 
damaged  or  destroyed,  or  both,  if  the  con- 
duct results  in  personal  injury  to  any  person, 
including  any  public  safety  officer  perform- 
ing duties,  as  a  direct  or  proximate  result  of 
such  conduct. 

••(3)  Whoever  engages  in  conduct  prohibited 
by  this  subsection  shall  be  Imprisoned  for 
any  term  of  years,  for  life,  or  sentenced  to 
death,  fined  the  greater  of  $200,000  or  the  cost 
of  repairing  or  replacing  any  properly  that  is 
damaged  or  destroyed,  or  both,  if  the  con- 
duct results  in  death  to  any  person,  includ- 
ing any  public  safety  officer  performing  du- 
ties, as  a  direct  or  proximate  result  of  such 
conduct": 

(4)  in  subsection  (h) — 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking  'S 
years  but  not  more  than  15  years"  and  in- 
serting •10  years":  and 

(B)  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking  •10 
years  but  not  more  than  25  years"  and  in- 
serting ■^O  years":  and 

(5)  in  subsection  (i) — 

(A)  by  striking  •not  more  than  20  years. 
fined  the  greater  of  a  fine  under  this  title  or 
the  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  any  prop- 
erty that  is  damaged  or  destroyed. '■  and  in- 
serting ■■not  less  than  5  yeai-s  and  not  more 
than  20  years,  fined  the  greater  of  SIOO.OOO  or 
the  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  any  prop- 
erty that  is  damaeed  or  destroyed": 

(B)  by  striking  'not  more  than  40  years, 
fined  the  greater  of  a  fine  under  this  title  or 
the  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  any  prop- 
erty that  is  damaged  or  destroyed."  and  in- 
serting ••not  less  than  7  years  and  not  more 
than  40  years,  fined  the  greater  of  S200.000  or 
the  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  any  prop- 
erty that  is  damaged  or  destroyed":  and 

(C)  by  striking  ■7  years"  and  inserting  ■10 
years". 

TITLE  II— COMBATING  INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM 

SEC.  201.  FIN-DINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  international  terrorism  is  among  the 
most  serious  transnational  threats  faced  by 
the  United  States  and  its  allies,  far  eclipsing 
the  dangers  posed  by  population  growth  or 
pollution; 

(2)  the  President  should  continue  to  make 
efforts  to  counter  international  terrorism  a 
national  security  priority: 

(3)  because  the  United  Nations  has  been  an 
inadequate  forum  for  the  discussion  of  coop- 
erative, multilateral  responses  to  the  threat 
of  international  terrorism,  the  President 
should  undertake  immediate  efforts  to  de- 
velop effective  multilateral  responses  to 
international  terrorism  as  a  complement  to 
national  counterterrorist  efforts: 

(4)  the  President  should  use  all  necessary 
means,  including  covert  action  and  military 
force,    to    disrupt,    dismantle,    and    destroy 


international  infrastructure  used  by  inter- 
national terrorists,  including  overseas  ter- 
rorist trainmg  facilities  and  safe  havens: 

(5)  the  Congress  deplores  decisions  to  ease, 
evade,  or  end  international  sanctions  on 
state  sponsors  of  terrorism,  including  the  re- 
cent decision  by  the  United  Nations  Sanc- 
tions Committee  to  allow  airline  flights  to 
and  from  Libya  despite  Libya's  noncompli- 
ance with  United  Nations  resolutions:  and 

(6)  the  President  should  continue  to  under- 
take efforts  to  increase  the  international 
isolation  of  state  sponsors  of  international 
terrorism,  including  efforts  to  strengthen 
international  sanctions,  and  should  oppose 
any  future  initiatives  to  ease  sanctions  on 
Lib,va  or  other  state  sponsors  of  terroi^Ksm. 
SEC.     202.     PROHIBmON     ON     ASSISTANCE     TO 

COI'NTRIES    TIL4T    AID    TERRORIST 
STATES. 

The    Foreign    Assistance    Act    of   1961    (22 
U.S.C.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  im- 
mediately after  section  620F  the  following 
new  section: 
■SEC.    620G.    PROHIBITION    ON    A-SSISTANCE    TO 

COL^TRIES    THAT    AID    TERRORIST 

STATES. 

••No  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  pro- 
vided to  the  government  of  any  country  that 
provides  assistance  to  the  government  of  any 
other  country  for  which  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  made  a  determination  under  sec- 
tion 620A.  ". 

SEC.     203.     PROHIBITION     ON     A.SS  I  STANCE     TO 
rOLNTRIES    THAT     PROVIDE     MILI- 
TARY   EQUIPMENT    TO    TERRORIST 
STATES. 
The    Foreign    Assistance    Act    of    1961    (22 
U.S.C.  151  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  im- 
mediately after  section  620G  the  following 
new  section: 

■SEC.  620H.  PROHIBITION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO 
COUNTRIES  THAT  PROVIDE  MU.I- 
TARY  EQUIPMENT  TO  TERRORIST 
STATES. 

"(a)  Prohibition.— 

••(1)  In  general.— No  assistance  under  this 
Act  shall  be  provided  to  the  government  of 
any  country  that  provides  lethal  military 
equipment  to  a  country  the  government  of 
which  the  Secretary  of  State  has  determined 
is  a  cGrronst  government  *or  t*»c  purpcsos  c 
6(j)  of  the  Export  .Administration  Act  of  1979 
(50  U.S.C.  App.  2405(j)).  or  620A  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371). 

••(2)  .APPLICABILITY —The  prohibition  under 
this  section  with  respect  to  a  foreign  govern- 
ment shall  terminate  1  year  after  that  gov- 
ernment ceases  to  provide  lethal  military 
equipment.  This  section  applies  with  respect 
to  lethal  military  equipment  provided  under 
a  contract  entered  into  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

•■(b)  Waiver.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  assistance  may  be  furnished 
to  a  foreign  government  described  in  sub- 
section (a)  if  the  President  determines  that 
furnishing  such  assistance  is  important  to 
the  national  interests  of  the  United  Slates 
and.  not  later  than  15  days  before  obligating 
such  assistance,  furnishes  a  report  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  Congress  includ- 
ing— 

••(1)  a  statement  of  the  determination: 

■■(2)  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  assist- 
ance to  be  provided: 

■(3)  the  estimated  dollar  amount  of  the  as- 
sistance: and 

■■(4)  an  explanation  of  how  the  assistance 
furthers  United  Stales  national  interests. ■'. 
.SEC.  204.  OPPOSITION  TO  A.SSISTANCE  BY  INTER- 
.NATIONAI.        FINANCIAL        INS-OTU- 
•nONS  TO  TERRORIST  STATES. 

The  International  Fin.inc  lal  Institutions 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  262c  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  in- 


serting after  section  1620  the  following  new 
section: 

"sec.  1621.  opposition  to  a.ssistante  by 
INTT':R.NATI0NAL  financiai.  lnsti- 
tutions  to  terrorist  states. 

•■(a)  In  GENEKAL.-Thc  .Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  instruct  the  United  States  ex- 
ecutive director  of  each  international  finan- 
cial institution  to  vote  against  any  loan  or 
other  use  of  the  funds  of  the  respective  insti- 
tution to  or  for  a  country  for  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  has  made  a  determination 
under  section  6(j)  of  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2405(j))  or  sec- 
tion 620A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371). 

■■(b)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  international  financial  insti- 
tution" includes — 

■■(1)  the  International  Bank  for  Recon- 
struction and  Development,  the  Inter- 
national Development  Association,  and  the 
International  Monetary  Fund: 

■■(2)  wherever  applicable,  the  Inter- Amer- 
ican Bank,  the  Asian  Development  Bank,  the 
European  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  De- 
velopment, the  .African  Development  Bank, 
and  the  African  Development  Fund:  and 

••(3)  any  similar  institution  established 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section". 

SEC.  205.  ANTrn':RRORISM  ASSISTANCE. 

(ai  P'OKKIGN  .A.ssist.AlNCE  .ACT. —  Section  573 
of  the  Foreign  .Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22 
use.  2349aa  2)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c).  by  striking  '•develop- 
ment and  implementation  of  the 
antiterrorism  assistance  program  under  this 
chapter,  including": 

(2)  by  amending  subsection  (d)  to  read  as 
follows: 

■•(d)(1)  Arms  and  ammunition  may  be  pro- 
vided under  this  chapter  only  if  they  are  di- 
rectly related  to  antiterrorism  assistance. 

■■(2)  The  value  (in  terms  of  original  acqui- 
sition cost)  of  all  equipment  and  commod- 
ities provided  under  this  chapter  in  any  fis- 
cal year  shall  not  exceed  30  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  chap- 
ter for  that  fiscal  year.":  and 

(3)  by  striking  subsection  (f). 

(b)  AssLSTANCE  TO  Foreign  Countries  — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 
(except  section  620A  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961)  up  to  $1,000,000  in  assistance 
may  be  provided  to  a  foreign  country  for 
counterterrorism  efforts  in  any  fiscal  year 
if— 

(1)  such  assistance  is  provided  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  the  property  of  the  United 
States  Government  or  the  life  and  property 
of  any  United  States  citizen,  or  furthering 
the  apprehension  of  any  individual  involved 
in  any  act  of  terrorism  against  such  property 
or  persons:  and 

(2)  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress 
are  notified  not  later  than  15  days  prior  to 
the  provision  of  such  assistance. 

SEC.  206.  JURISDICTION  FOR  LAWSUITS  AGAINST 
terrorist  STATES. 

(a)  Exception  to  Foreign  Sovereign  I.mmu- 
nity  for  Certain  Cases.— Section  1605  of 
title  28.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  ••;  or"  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

••(7)  not  otherwise  covered  by  paragraph  (2) 
in  which  money  damages  are  sought  against 
a  foreign  government  for  personal  injury  or 
death  that  was  caused  by  an  act  of  torture, 
extrajudicial  killing,  aircraft  sabotage,  hos- 
tage taking,  or  the  provision  of  material  sup- 
port   or    resources    (as    defined    in    section 


2339A)  for  a  person  carrying  out  such  an  act, 
by  a  foreign  state  or  by  any  official,  em- 
ployee, or  agent  of  such  foreign  state  while 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  or  her  office, 
employment,  or  agency,  except  that — 

••(A)  the  claimant  must  first  afford  the  for- 
eign state  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  arbi- 
trate the  claim  in  accordance  with  accepted 
international  rules  of  arbitration:  and 

••(B)  an  action  under  this  paragraph  shall 
not  be  maintained  unless  the  act  upon  which 
the  claim  is  based— 

•■(i)  occurred  while  the  individual  bringing 
the  claim  was  a  national  of  the  United 
States  (as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 
101(a)(2)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act);  and 

••(ii)  occurred  while  the  foreign  state  was 
designated  as  a  state  sponsor  of  terrorism 
under  section  6(j)  of  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  of  1979  (50  App.  U.S.C.  2405(  j))  or  sec- 
tion 620A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371).^':  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (7) — 

•■(1)  the  terms  torture'  and  extrajudicial 
killing'  have  the  meaning  given  those  terms 
in  section  3  of  the  Torture  Victim  Protection 
Act  of  1991  (28  U.S.C.  350  note): 

"(2)  the  term  hostage  taking'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  Article  1  of  the 
International  Convention  Against  the  Tak- 
ing of  Hostages:  and 

■•(3)  the  term  aircraft  sabotage"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  Article  1  of  the 
Convention  for  the  Suppression  of  Unlawful 
Acts  Against  the  Safety  of  Civil  Aviation". 

(b)  Exception  to  Immunity  From  attach- 
ment.— 

(1)  Foreign  state.— Section  1610(a)  of  title 
28.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  •.  or":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(7)  the  judgment  relates  to  a  claim  for 
which  the  foreign  state  is  not  immune  under 
section  1605(a)(7).  regardless  of  whether  the 
property  is  or  was  involved  with  the  act  upon 
which  the  claim  is  based. •'. 

(2)  Agency  or  instrumentality'. —Section 
1610(b)(2)  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  ••or  (5)"  and  inserting  "(5). 
or  (7)":  and 

(B)  by  striking  "used  for  the  activity""  and 
inserting  "involved  in  the  act". 

(C)  APPLICABILITY.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  title  shall  apply  to  any  cause  of  ac- 
tion arising  before,  on,  or  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.    207.    REPORT    ON    SUPPORT    FOR    INTER- 
NA'nONAL  TERRORISTS. 

Not  later  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  and  annually  thereafter 
in  the  report  required  by  section  140  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Authorization  Act.  Fiscal 
Years  1988  and  1989  (22  U.S.C.  26560.  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  submit  a  report  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  that  includes — 

(Da  detailed  assessment  of  international 
terrorist  groups  including  their— 

(A)  size,  leadership,  and  sources  of  finan- 
cial and  logistical  support; 

(B)  goals,  doctrine,  and  strategy: 

(C)  nature,  scope,  and  location  of  human 
and  technical  infrastructure: 

(D)  level  of  education  and  training; 

(E)  bases  of  operation  and  recruitment: 

(F)  operational  capabilities;  and 

(G)  linkages  with  state  and  non-state  ac- 
tors such  as  ethnic  groups,  religious  commu- 
nities, or  criminal  organizations: 
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i2)  a  detailed  assessment  of  any  country 
that  provided  support  of  any  type  for  inter- 
national terrorism,  terrorist  g-roups.  or  indi- 
vidual terrorists,  including  countries  that 
knowingly  allowed  terrorist  groups  or  indi- 
viduals to  transit  or  reside  in  their  territory, 
regardless  of  whether  terrorist  acts  were 
committed  on  their  territory  by  such  indi- 
viduals: 

(3)  a  detailed  assessment  of  individual 
country  efforts  to  take  effective  action 
against  countries  named  in  section  6(j)  of  the 
Export  .Administration  .Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C. 
App.  2405(j)).  including  the  status  of  compli- 
ance with  international  sanctions  and  the 
status  of  bilateral  economic  relations;  and 

(4)  United  States  Government  efforts  to 
implement  this  title. 

SEC.  208.  DEFINITION  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

For  purposes  of  this  title — 

(1)  the  term  ■assistance"  means  assistance 
to  or  for  the  benefit  of  a  government  of  any 
country  that  is  provided  by  grant, 
concessional  sale,  guaranty,  insurance,  or  by 
any  other  means  on  terms  more  favorable 
than  generally  available  in  the  applicable 
market,  whether  in  the  form  of  a  loan,  lease, 
credit,  debt  relief,  or  otherwise,  including 
subsidies  for  exports  to  such  country  and  fa- 
vorable tariff  treatment  of  articles  that  are 
the  growth,  product,  or  manufacture  of  such 
country,  and 

(2)  the  term  'assistance"  does  not  include 
assistance  of  the  type  authorized  under  chap- 
ter 9  of  part  1  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (relating  to  international  disaster  as- 
sistance). 

SEC.  209.  WAIVTR  ALTHORITY  CONCEILVING  NO- 
TICE OF  DE.NIAL  OF  .APPLICATION 
FOR  VISAS. 

Section  212(bi  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  use.  1182(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B).  respectively: 

(2)  by  striking  If  and  inserting  -(l)  Sub- 
ject to  paragraph  (2).  if:  and 

(3)  by  inserting  at  the  end  the  following 
paragraph; 

"(2)  With  respect  to  applications  for  visas, 
the  Secretary  of  State  may  waive  the  appli- 
cation of  paragraph  (1)  in  the  case  of  a  par- 
ticular aiisn  or  any  claoo  or  classes  of  ex- 
cludable aliens,  except  in  cases  of  intent  to 
immigrate." 

SEC.  210.  ME.MBERSHIP  r.\  A  TERRORIST  ()RGA.Vl- 
Z.ATION  .A>i  A  BA.SIS  FOR  EXt  I.LSION 
FROM  THE  UNITED  .STATES  CNDER 
THE  IMMIORATIO.N  .A.NT)  NATIONAL 
ITY  ACT. 

Section  212(aH3)(B)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1182(a)(3)(B))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  clause  (i)— 

(A)  by  striking  -or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
clause (I); 

(B)  by  inserting  -or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
clause (III;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  subclause  (11)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subclause; 

■(III)  is  a  member  of  a  terrorist  organiza- 
tion or  who  actively  supports  or  advocates 
terrorist  activity.":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause; 

■■(iv>  Terrorist  orga.nization  defined.— 
As  used  in  this  subparagraph,  the  term  ter- 
rorist organization'  means  an  organization 
that  engages  in.  or  has  engaged  in.  terrorist 
activity  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury". 

TITLE  III— ALIEN  REMOVAL 
SEC.  301.  ALIEN  TERRORIST  RE.MOVAL. 

(a)  Table  of  Contents —The  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 


the  end  of  the  table  of  contents  the  follow- 
ing; 

"TITLE  V— ALIEN  TERRORIST  REMOVAL 

PROCEDURES 
'501.  Definitions. 
"502.  .Applicability. 
"503.  Removal  of  alien  terrorists.". 

(b)  Alien  Terrorist  Removal.— The  Immi- 
gration and  Nationality  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  title 
"TITLE  V— ALIEN  TERRORIST  REMOVAL 
PROCEDURES 
"SEC.  501.  DEFlNTnONS. 

"As  used  in  this  title— 

"(1)  the  term  alien  terrorist'  means  any 
alien  described  in  section  241(a)(4)(B); 

"(2)  the  term  "classified  information'  has 
the  same  meaning  as  defined  in  section  1(a) 
of  the  Classified  Information  Procedures  Act 
(IB  U.S.C.  App.  IV); 

"(3)  the  term  national  security'  has  the 
same  meaning  as  defined  in  section  Kb)  of 
the  Classified  Information  Procedures  Act 
(18  use.  App.  IV): 

""(4)  the  term  "special  court'  means  the 
court  described  in  section  503(c);  and 

"'(5)    the    term    "special    removal    hearing" 
means    the    hearing    described    in    section 
503(e). 
-SEC.  502.  APPLICABILiry. 

"(a)  In  General— The  provisions  of  this 
title  may  be  followed  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Attorney  General  whenever  the  Department 
of  Justice  has  classified  information  that  an 
alien  described  in  section  241(a)(4)(B)  is  sub- 
ject to  deportation  because  of  such  section. 

"(b)  Procedures —Whenever  an  official  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  files,  under  sec- 
tion 503(a).  an  application  with  the  court  es- 
tablished under  section  503(c)  for  authoriza- 
tion to  seek  removal  pursuant  to  this  title, 
the  alien's  rights  regarding  removal  and  ex- 
pulsion shall  be  governed  solely  by  the  provi- 
sions of  this  title,  except  as  specifically  pro- 
vided 

-SEC.  503.  REMOVAL  OF  ALIEN  TERRORISTS. 

"(a)  APPLICATION  FOR  Use  of  Proce- 
dures.—This  section  shall  apply  whenever 
the  Attorney  C-encra!  certifies  under  sea!  to 
the  special  court  that — 

"(1)  the  Attorney  General  or  Deputy  Attor- 
ney General  has  approved  of  the  proceeding 
under  this  section: 

"(2)  an  alien  terrorist  is  physically  present 
in  the  United  States:  and 

"(3)  removal  of  such  alien  terrorist  by  de- 
portation proceedings  described  in  sections 
242.  242A.  or  242B  would  pose  a  risk  to  the  na- 
tional security  of  the  United  States  because 
such  proceedings  would  disclose  classified  in- 
formation. 

"(b)  Custody  and  Release  Pending  Hear- 
ing.—(D  The  Attorney  General  may  take 
into  custody  any  alien  with  respect  to  whom 
a  certification  has  been  made  under  sub- 
section (a),  and  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  may  retain  such  alien  in 
custody  in  accordance  with  this  subsection. 

■"(2)(A)  An  alien  with  respect  to  whom  a 
certification  has  been  made  under  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  given  a  release  hearing  before  the 
special  court  designated  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (C). 

"(B)  The  judge  shall  grant  the  alien  re- 
lease, subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 
prescribed  by  the  court  (including  the  post- 
ing of  any  monetary  amount),  pending  the 
special  removal  hearing  if— 

"(i)  the  alien  is  lawfully  present  in  the 
United  States; 

"(ii)  the  alien  demonstrates  that  the  alien. 
if  released,  is  not  likely  to  flee:  and 


""(iii)  the  alien  demonstrates  that  release 
of  the  alien  will  not  endanger  national  secu- 
rity or  the  safety  of  any  person  or  the  com- 
munity. 

"•(Cl  The  judge  may  consider  cla-ssified  in- 
form.ation  submitted  in  camera  and  ex  parte 
in  making  a  determination  whether  to  re- 
lease an  alien  pending  the  special  hearing. 

"■(c)  Special  Court.— (D  The  Chief  Justice 
of  the  United  States  shall  publicly  designate 
not  more  than  5  judges  from  up  to  5  United 
States  judicial  districts  to  hear  and  decide 
cases  arising  under  this  section,  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  designation  of  judges  de- 
scribed in  section  103(a)  of  the  Foreign  Intel- 
ligence Surveillance  .Act  (50  U.S.C.  1803(a)). 

•"(2)  The  Chief  Justice  may.  in  the  Chief 
Justice's  discretion,  designate  the  same 
judges  under  this  section  as  are  designated 
pursuant  to  section  103(a)  of  the  Foreign  In- 
telligence Surveillance  Act  of  1978  (50  U.S.C. 
1803(a)). 

•"(d)  Invocation  of  Special  Court  Proce- 
dure.—(D  When  the  .Attorney  General  makes 
the  application  described  in  subsection  (a),  a 
single  judge  of  the  special  court  shall  con- 
sider the  application  in  camera  and  ex  parte. 

"■(2)  The  judge  shall  invoke  the  procedures 
of  subsection  (e)  if  the  judge  determines  that 
there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  that— 

""(A)  the  alien  who  is  the  subject  of  the  ap- 
plication has  been  correctly  identified  and  is 
an  alien  as  described  in  section  241(a)(4)(B); 
and 

""(B)  a  deportation  proceeding  described  in 
section  242.  242A.  or  242B  would  pose  a  risk  to 
the  national  security  of  the  United  States 
because  such  proceedings  would  disclose 
classified  information. 

"(e)  Special  Removal  Hearing.— (1)  Ex- 
cept as  provided  in  paragraph  (5).  the  special 
removal  hearing  authorized  by  a  showing  of 
probable  cause  described  in  subsection  (d)(2) 
shall  be  open  to  the  public. 

"(2)  The  alien  shall  have  a  reasonable  op- 
portunity to  be  present  at  such  hearing  and 
to  be  represented  by  counsel.  Any  alien  fi- 
nancially unable  to  obtain  counsel  shall  be 
entitled  to  have  counsel  assigned  to  rep- 
resent such  alien.  Counsel  may  be  appointed 
as  described  in  section  300eA  of  title  18.  Unit 
ed  States  Code. 

"(3)  The  alien  shall  have  a  reasonable  op- 
portunity to  introduce  evidence  on  his  own 
behalf,  and  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(5).  shall  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
cross-examine  any  witness  or  request  that 
the  judge  issue  a  subpoena  for  the  presence 
of  a  named  witness. 

""(4)(A)  An  alien  subject  to  removal  under 
this  section  shall  have  no  right — 

""(i)  of  discovery  of  information  derived 
from  electronic  surveillance  authorized 
under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance 
Act  of  1978  (50  U.S.C.  801  et  seq.)  or  otherwise 
for  national  security  purpo.ses  if  disclosure 
would  present  a  risk  to  the  national  secu- 
rity; or 

■"(ii)  to  seek  the  suppression  of  evidence 
that  the  alien  alleges  was  unlawfully  ob- 
tained, except  on  grounds  of  credibility  or 
relevance. 

""(B)  The  Government  is  authorized  to  use. 
in  the  removal  proceedings,  the  fruits  of 
electronic  surveillance  and  unconsented 
physical  searches  authorized  under  the  For- 
eign Intelligence  Surveillance  .Act  of  1978  (50 
U.S.C.  801  et  seq.)  without  regard  to  sub- 
sections 106  (c).  (e).  (f).  (g).  and  (h)  of  such 
Act. 

•"(C)  Section  3504  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  shall  not  apply  to  procedures  under 
this  section  if  the  Attorney  General  deter- 
mines  that  public  disclosure   would   pose  a 


risk  to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States  because  it  would  disclose  cla.ssified 
information. 

■■(5)  The  judge  shall  authorize  the  intro- 
duction in  camera  and  ex  parte  of  any  item 
of  evidence  for  which  the  Attorney  General 
determines  that  public  disclosure  would  pose 
a  risk  to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States  because  it  would  disclose  classified 
information.  With  respect  to  such  evidence, 
the  Attorney  General  shall  submit  to  the 
court  an  unclassified  summary  of  the  spe- 
cific evidence  prepared  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (6). 

"(6kA>  The  information  submitted  under 
paragraph  (5)(B)  shall  contain  an  unclassi- 
fied summary  of  the  classified  information 
that  does  not  pose  a  risk  to  national  secu- 
rity. 

"(B)  The  judge  shall  approve  the  summary 
if  the  judge  finds  that  it  is  sufficient  to  in- 
form the  alien  of  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
that  such  person  is  an  alien  as  described  in 
section  241(a),  and  to  permit  the  alien  to  pre- 
pare a  defense. 

"■(C)  The  .Attorney  General  shall  cause  to 
be  delivered  to  the  alien  a  copy  of  the  un- 
classified summary  approved  under  subpara- 
graph (B). 

■•(D)  If  the  written  unclassified  summary  is 
not  approved  by  the  court,  the  Department 
of  Justice  shall  be  afforded  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity to  correct  the  deficiencies  identified 
by  the  court  and  submit  a  revised  unclassi- 
fied summary. 

""(E)  If  the  revised  unclassified  summary  is 
not  approved  by  the  court,  the  special  re- 
moval hearing  shall  be  terminated  unless  the 
court,  after  reviewing  the  classified  informa- 
tion in  camera  and  ex  parte  finds,  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence,  that — 

"(i)  the  alien's  continued  presence  in  the 
United  States — 

■"(I)  would  cause  serious  and  irreparable 
harm  to  the  national  security;  or 

"'(II)  would  likely  cause  imminent  death  or 
serious  bodily  injury  to  any  person:  and 

""(ii)  provision  of  the  required  unclassified 
summary — 

■■(I)  would  cause  serious  and  irreparable 
harm  to  the  national  5ec"urity:  or 

"■(II)  would  likely  cause  imminent  death  or 
serious  bodily  injury  to  any  person. 

■"(F)  If  such  finding  is  issued,  the  special 
removal  hearing  shall  continue.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  shall  cause  to  be  delivered  to 
the  alien  a  statement  declaring  that  no  un- 
classified summary  is  possible.  The  alien 
may  take  an  interlocutory  appeal  of  a  deter- 
mination to  proceed  under  this  paragraph. 

"•(G)  In  no  event  may  the  court  order  the 
disclosure  of  the  unclassified  summary  or 
the  classified  information. 

"(H)  If  no  unclassified  summary  pursuant 
to  subparagraph  (E)  is  possible,  the  Attorney 
General  shall — 

"(i)  identify  the  facts  that  the  specific  evi- 
dence would  tend  to  prove:  and 

"(ii)  provide  the  alien  with  notice  that  no 
unclassified  summary  is  possible  and  that 
states  that  the  alien's  continued  presence  in 
the  United  States  poses  a  serious  threat  to 
national  security  or  imminent  death  or  bod- 
ily injur.v  to  any  person. 

"(I)(i)The  Department  of  Justice  may  take 
an  interlocutory  appeal  to  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Circuit  of— 

■■(I)  any  determination  by  the  judge  pursu- 
ant to  subparagraph  (B)  concerning  whether 
an  item  of  evidence  may  be  introduced  in 
camera  and  ex  parte; 

"(II)  any  determination  by  the  judge  con- 
cerning the  contents  of  any  summary  of  evi- 


dence to  be  introduced  in  camera  and  ex 
parte  prepared  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (D); 
or 

""(III)  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  make  the 
finding  permitted  by  subparagraph  (D). 

"(ii)  In  an  interlocutory  appeal  taken 
under  this  paragraph,  the  entire  record,  in- 
cluding any  proposed  order  of  the  judge  or 
summary  of  evidence,  shall  be  transmitted 
to  the  Court  of  Appeals  under  seal,  and  the 
matter  shall  be  heard  ex  parte.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  shall  consider  the  appeal  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible. 

"(f)  Determination  of  Deportation.— The 
judge  shall,  considering  the  evidence  on  the 
record  as  a  whole  (in  camera  and  otherwise), 
require  that  the  alien  be  deported  if  the  At- 
torney General  proves,  by  clear  and  convinc- 
ing evidence,  that  the  alien  is  subject  to  de- 
portation because  such  alien  is  an  alien  as 
described  in  section  241(a)(4)(B).  If  the  judge 
finds  that  the  Department  of  Justice  has  met 
this  burden,  the  judge  shall  order  the  alien 
removed  and.  if  the  alien  was  released  pend- 
ing the  special  removal  proceeding,  order  the 
Attorney  General  to  take  the  alien  into  cus- 
tody. 

•"(g)  Appeals.— (1)  The  alien  may  appeal  a 
final  determination  under  subsection  (f)  to 
the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  Circuit,  by  Tiling  a  no- 
tice of  appeal  with  such  court  not  later  than 
30  days  after  the  determination  is  made.  An 
appeal  under  this  section  shall  be  heard  by 
the  Court  of  Appeals  sitting  en  banc. 

"(2)  The  Attorney  General  may  appeal  a 
determination  under  subsection  (d),  (e),  or  (f) 
to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit,  by  filing  a  notice  of  appeal 
with  such  court  not  later  than  20  days  after 
the  determination  is  made  under  any  one  of 
such  subsections. 

"(3)  If  the  Department  of  Justice  does  not 
seek  review,  the  alien  shall  be  released  from 
custody,  unless  such  alien  may  be  arrested 
and  taken  into  custody  pursuant  to  title  II 
as  an  alien  subject  to  deportation,  in  which 
case  such  alien  shall  be  treated  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  concern- 
ing the  deportation  of  aliens. 

"(I)  If  the  application  fur  the  order  is  de- 
nied because  the  judge  has  not  found  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  that  the  alien  who  is 
the  subject  of  the  application  has  been  cor- 
rectly identified  or  is  an  alien  as  described  in 
paragraph  4(B)  of  section  241(a),  and  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  seeks  review,  the  alien 
shall  be  released  from  custody  unless  such 
alien  may  be  arrested  and  taken  into  cus- 
tody pursuant  to  title  II  as  an  alien  subject 
to  deportation,  in  which  case  such  alien  shall 
be  treated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  concerning  the  deportation  of 
aliens  simultaneously  with  the  application 
of  this  title. 

""(5)(A)  If  the  application  for  the  order  is 
denied  based  on  a  finding  that  no  probable 
cause  exists  to  find  that  adherence  to  the 
provisions  of  title  II  regarding  the  deporta- 
tion of  the  identified  alien  would  pose  a  risk 
of  irreparable  harm  to  the  national  security 
of  the  United  States,  or  death  or  serious  bod- 
ily injury  to  an.v  person,  the  judge  shall  re- 
lease the  alien  from  custody  subject  to  the 
least  restrictive  condition  or  combination  of 
conditions  of  release  described  in  section 
3142(b)  and  (c)(1)(B)  (i)  through  (xiv)  of  title 
18.  United  States  Code,  that  will  reasonably 
ensure  the  appearance  of  the  alien  at  any  fu- 
ture proceecling  pursuant  to  this  title  and 
will  not  endanger  the  safety  of  any  other 
person  or  the  Community. 

•"(B)  The  alien  shall  remain  in  custody  if 
the  court  fails  to  make  a  finding  under  sub- 


paragraph (A),  until  the  completion  of  any 
appeal  authorized  by  this  title.  Sections  3145 
through  3148  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
pertaining  to  review  and  appeal  of  a  release 
or  detention  order,  penalties  for  failure  to 
appear,  penalties  for  an  offense  committed 
while  on  release,  and  sanctions  for  violation 
of  a  release  condition,  shall  apply  to  an  alien 
to  whom  the  previous  sentence  applies  and— 

""(i)  for  purposes  of  section  3145  of  such 
title,  an  appeal  shall  be  taken  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit;  and 

"(ii)  for  purposes  of  section  3146  of  such 
title  the  alien  shall  be  considered  released  in 
connection  with  a  charge  of  an  offense  pun- 
ishable by  life  imprisonment. 

""(6)  When  requested  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, the  entire  record  of  the  proceeding 
under  this  section  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  court  of  appeals  or  the  Supreme  Court 
under  seal.  The  court  of  appeals  or  Supreme 
Court  may  consider  such  appeal  in  camera". 

SEC.  302.  EXTRADITION  OF  ALIENS. 

(a)  Scope.— Section  3181  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ■"(a)"  before  "The  provi- 
sions of  this  chapter";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections; 

"■(b)  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be 
construed  to  permit,  in  the  exercise  of  com- 
ity, the  surrender  of  persons,  other  than  citi- 
zens, nationals,  or  permanent  residents  of 
the  United  States,  who  have  committed 
crimes  of  violence  against  nationals  of  the 
United  States  in  foreign  countries  without 
regard  to  the  existence  of  any  treaty  of  ex- 
tradition with  such  foreign  government  if 
the  Attorney  General  certifies,  in  writing, 
that— 

"(I)  evidence  has  been  presented  by  the  for- 
eign government  that  indicates  that  had  the 
offenses  been  committed  in  the  United 
States,  they  would  constitute  crimes  of  vio- 
lence as  defined  under  section  16  of  this  title; 
and 

""(2)  the  offenses  charged  are  not  of  a  polit- 
ical nature. 

••(c)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "na- 
tional C"  *hr  ITnitf-.'l  Rr.atcs'  h.v.  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  101(a>(22)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1101(a)(22)).  ". 

(b)  FuorrivES.— Section  3184  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  after 
""United  States  and  any  foreign  govern- 
ment," the  following:  ""or  in  cases  arising 
under  section  3181(b).": 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  after 
"treaty  or  convention."  the  following:  ""or 
provided  for  under  section  3181(b).":  and 

(3)  in  the  third  sentence  by  inserting  after 
'•treaty  or  convention."  the  following:  "or 
under  section  3181(b).". 

SEC.  303.  CHANGES  TO  THE  IMMIGRATION  AND 
NA-nONALIT>"  ACT  TO  FACILITATE 
RE.MOVAL  OF  Al.IEN  TERRORISTS. 

(a)  TERRORISM  AcmviTiEs.— Section 
212(a)(3)(B)  of  the  Immigration  and  National- 
ity Act  (8  use.  1182(a)(3)(B))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(B)  TERRORISM  ACTIVITIES — 

""(i)  In  general.— Any  alien  who— 
""(I)  has  engaged  in  a  terrorism  activity,  or 
"(ID  a  consular  officer  or  the  Attorney 
General  knows,  or  has  reason  to  believe,  is 
likely  to  engage  after  entry  in  any  terrorism 
activity  (as  defined  in  clause  (iii)). 
is  excludable.  An  alien  who  is  an  officer,  offi- 
cial, representative,  or  spokesman  of  any 
terrorist  organization  designated  as  a  terror- 
ist   organization    by    proclamation    by    the 
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Presidenl  after  finding  such  organization  to 
be  detrimental  to  the  interest  of  the  United 
States,  or  any  person  who  directs,  counsels, 
commands,  or  induces  such  organization  or 
its  members  to  engage  in  terrorism  activity, 
shall  be  considered,  for  purposes  of  this  Act. 
to  be  engaged  in  terrorism  activity. 

"(ii)  Terrorism  .activity  defined.— As 
used  in  this  Act.  the  term  "terrorism  activ- 
ity' means  any  activity  that  is  unlawful 
under  the  laws  of  the  place  where  it  is  com- 
mitted (or  which,  if  it  had  been  committed  in 
the  United  States,  would  be  unlawful  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State), 
and  that  involves  any  of  the  following: 

■•(I I  The  hijacking  or  sabotage  of  any  con- 
veyance (including  an  aircraft,  vessel,  or  ve- 
hicle). 

■•(II)  The  seizing  or  detaining,  and  threat- 
ening to  kill,  injure,  or  continue  to  detain, 
another  individual  to  compel  a  third  person 
(including  a  governmental  organization)  to 
do  or  abstain  from  doing  any  act  as  an  ex- 
plicit or  implicit  condition  for  the  release  of 
the  individual  seized  or  detained. 

I  III)    A    violent    attack    upon    an    inter- 
nationally  protected  person   (as  defined  in 
section  1116<b)(4)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code)  or  upon  the  liberty  of  such  a  person. 
■■(rV)  An  assassination. 
■•(V)  The  use  of  any— 

■(aa)  biological  agent,  chemical  aigent.  or 
nuclear  weapon  or  device,  or 

••(bb)  explosive,  firearm,  or  other  weapon 
(other  than  for  mere  personal  monetary 
gain). 

with  intent  to  endanger,  directly,  or  indi- 
rectly, the  safety  of  one  or  more  individuals 
or  to  cause  substantial  damage  to  property. 
••(VI)  A  threat,  attempt,  or  conspiracy  to 
do  any  of  the  foregoing. 

••(iii)  Engage  in  terrorism  acttivity  de- 
fined.—As  used  in  this  Act.  the  term  engage 
in  terrorism  activity'  means  to  commit,  in 
an  individual  capacity  or  as  a  member  of  an 
organization,  an  act  of  terrorism  activity,  or 
an  act  that  the  actor  knows  affords  material 
support  to  any  individual,  organization,  or 
government  that  the  actor  knows  plans  to 
commit  terrorism  activity,  including  any  of 
the  following  acts: 

••(I)  The  preparation  or  planning  of  terror- 
ism activity. 

••(II)  The  gathering  of  information  on  po- 
tential targets  for  terrorism  activity. 

■(Ill)  The  providing  of  any  type  of  mate- 
rial support,  including  a  safe  house,  trans- 
portation, communications,  funds,  false  doc- 
umentation or  identification,  weapons,  ex- 
plosives, or  training. 

•■(IV)  The  soliciting  of  funds  or  other 
things  of  value  for  terrorism  activity  or  for 
any  terrorist  organization. 

■•(V')  The  solicitation  of  any  individual  for 
membership  in  a  terrorist  organization,  ter- 
rorist government,  or  to  engage  in  a  terror- 
ism activity. 

■■(iv)  Terrorist  organization  defined.— 
As  used  in  this  Act.  the  term  terrorist  orga- 
nization' means — 

"(I)  an  organization  engaged  in.  or  that 
has  a  significant  subgroup  that  engages  in. 
terrorism  activity,  regardless  of  any  legiti- 
mate activities  conducted  by  the  organiza- 
tion or  its  subgroups:  and 

•■(II)  an  organization  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  under  section  2339B  of 
title  18.^. 

(b)  Deportable  Aliens— Section 

241(a)(4)(Bi  of  the  Immigration  and  National- 
ity Act  (8  U.S.C.  1251(a>(4)(B))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

•■(B)  Terrorism  activities— Any  alien 
who  is  engaged,  or  at  any  time  after  entry 


engages  in.  any  terrorism  activity  (as  de- 
fined in  section  212(a)(3)(B))  is  deportable.'. 

(c)  Burden  of  Proof.— Section  291  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1361)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  'custody 
of  the  Service."  the  following  new  sentence: 

■The  limited  production  authorized  by  this 
provision  shall  not  extend  to  the  records  of 
any  other  agency  or  department  of  the  Gov- 
ernment or  to  any  documents  that  do  not 
pertain  to  the  respondent's  entry". 

(d)  Apprehension  and  Deportation  of 
Aliens.— Section  242(b)  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1252(b)(3))  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
paragraph  (4)  the  following:  "For  purposes  of 
paragraph  (3).  in  the  case  of  an  alien  who  is 
not  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  resi- 
dence and  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law.  reasonable  opportunity  shall 
not  include  access  to  classified  information, 
whether  or  not  introduced  in  evidence 
against  the  alien.  Section  3504  of  title  18. 
United  SUtes  Code,  and  18  U.S.C.  3504  and 
the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance  Act  of 
1978  (50  U.S.C.  1801  et  seq.)  shall  not  apply  in 
such  cases.". 

(e)  Criminal  Alien  Removal.— 

(1)  Judicial  review.— Section  106  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1105a(a)(10))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(10)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  any  final  order  of  deportation  against 
an  alien  who  is  deportable  by  reason  of  hav- 
ing committed  a  criminal  offense  covered  in 
section  241(a)(2)  (A)(iii).  (B).  (C).  or  (D).  or 
any  offense  covered  by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(ii) 
for  which  both  predicate  offenses  are  covered 
by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(i).  shall  not  be  subject 
to  review  by  any  court.". 

(2)  Final  order  of  deportation  defined.— 
Section  101(a)  of  such  Act  (8  U.S.C.  UOl(a))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(47)(A)  The  term  order  of  deportation' 
means  the  order  of  the  special  inquiry  offi- 
cer, or  other  such  administrative  officer  to 
whom  the  Attorney  General  has  delegated 
the  responsibility  for  determining  whether 
an  alien  is  deportable,  concluding  that  the 
alien  is  deportable  or  ordering  deportation. 

■■(B)  The  order  described  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  become  final  upon  the  earlier 
of— 

■■(i)  a  determination  by  the  Board  of  Immi- 
gration Appeals  affirming  such  order:  or 

■■(ii)  the  expiration  of  the  period  in  which 
the  alien  is  permitted  to  seek  review  of  such 
order  by  the  Board  of  Immigration  Ap- 
peals.". 

(3)  Arrest  and  custody.— Section  242(a)(2) 
of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A)— 

(i)  by  striking  ■■(2)(A)  The  Attorney"  and 
inserting  •(2)  The  Attorney"; 

(ii)  by  striking  ■an  aggravated  felony 
upon"  and  all  that  follows  through  "of  the 
same  offense)"  and  inserting  "any  criminal 
offense  covered  in  section  241(a)(2)  (AXiii). 
(B).  (C).  or  (D).  or  any  offense  covered  by  sec- 
tion 241(a)(2)(A)(ii)  for  which  both  predicate 
offenses  are  covered  by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(i). 
upon  release  of  the  alien  from  incarceration, 
shall  deport  the  alien  as  expeditiously  ais 
possible";  and 

(iii)  by  striking  "but  subject  to  subpara- 
graph (B)";  and 

(B)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B). 

(4)  Classes  of  excludable  aliens.— Sec- 
tion 212(c)  of  such  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1182(0)  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "The  first  sentence  of  this" 
and  inserting  ""This";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "has  been  convicted  of  one 
or  more  aggravated  felonies'"  and  all  that 


follows  through  the  end  and  inserting  ■■is  de- 
poitable  by  reason  of  having  committed  any 
criminal  offense  covered  in  section  241(a)(2) 
(A)(iii).  (B).  (C).  or  (D).  or  any  offense  cov- 
ered by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(ii)  for  which  both 
predicate  offenses  are  covered  by  section 
241(a)(2)(A)(i).". 

(5)  Aggravated  felony  defined.— Section 
101(a)(43)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (F) — 

(i)  by  inserting  ",  including  forcible  rape." 
after  ""offense)";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "5  years"'  and  inserting  "1 
year";  and 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (G)  by  striking  "5 
years"  and  inserting  '1  year". 

(6)  Deportation  of  criminal  aliens.— Sec- 
tion 242A(a)  of  such  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1252(a))  is 
amended — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1) — 

(i)  by  striking  'aggravated  felonies  (as  de- 
fined in  section  101(a)(43))"  and  inserting 
"any  criminal  offense  covered  in  section 
241(a)(2)  (AHiii).  (B).  (C).  or  (D).  or  any  of- 
fense covered  by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(ii)  for 
which  both  predicate  offenses  are  covered  by 
section  241(a)(2)(.\)(i)."";  and 

(ii)  by  striking   ".  where  warranted."; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  'aggra- 
vated felony' ■  and  all  that  follows  through 
"before  any  .scheduled  hearings. '"  and  insert- 
ing ""any  criminal  offense  covered  in  section 
241(a)(2)  (A)(iii).  (B).  (C).  or  (D).  or  any  of- 
fense covered  by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(ii)  for 
which  both  predicate  offenses  are  covered  by 
section  241(a)(2)(A)(i)."'. 

(7)  Deadlines  for  deporting  alien.— Sec- 
tion 242(c)  of  such  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1252(c))  is 
amended- 

(A)  by  striking  ""(c)  When  a  final  order" 
and  inserting  "(Od)  Subject  to  paragraph 
(2).  when  a  final  order^":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

••(2)  When  a  final  order  of  deportation 
under  administrative  process  is  made  against 
any  alien  who  is  deportable  by  reason  of  hav- 
ing committed  a  criminal  offense  covered  in 
section  241(a)(2)  (A)(iii).  (B).  (C).  or  (D)  or 
any  offense  covered  by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(ii) 
for  which  both  predicate  offenses  are  covered 
by  section  241(a)(2)(A)(i).  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  have  30  days  from  the  date  of  the 
order  within  which  to  effect  the  alien^s  de- 
parture from  the  United  States.  The  Attor- 
ney General  shall  have  sole  and  unreviewable 
discretion  to  waive  the  foregoing  provision 
for  aliens  who  are  cooperating  with  law  en- 
forcement authorities  or  for  purposes  of  na- 
tional security. '• 

(f)  Effective  D.\te— The  amendment.s 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall  apply 
to  cases  pending  before,  on.  or  after  such 
date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  304.  ACCESS  TO  CERTAIN  CONFIDENTIAL  IM 
MIGRA'nON  AND  NATURALIZATION 
FILES  THROUGH  COURT  ORDER. 

(a)  Confidentiality  ok  Infoh.mation.— Sec- 
tion 245A(c)(5)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C  1255a(c)(5))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  •"(l)"  after  "except  the  .at- 
torney General":  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "•Title  13^'  the  follow- 
ing: 'and  (ii)  may  authorize  an  application 
to  a  Federal  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
for.  and  a  judge  of  such  court  may  grant,  an 
order  authorizing  disclosure  of  information 
contained  in  the  application  of  the  alien  to 
be  used— 

""(I)  for  identification  of  the  alien  when 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  alien  has 
been  killed  or  severely  incapacitated;  or 
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"•(ID  for  criminal  Kaw  enforcement  pur- 
poses against  the  alien  whose  application  is 
to  be  disclosed.". 

(b)  applications  for  Ad.ju.stment  of  Sta- 
tus.—Section  210(b)  of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C.  1160<b))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (5).  by  inserting  '•.  except 
as  allowed  by  a  court  order  issued  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (6)  of  this  subsection^  after 
••consent  of  the  alien";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6),  by  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing sentence  before  "Anyone  who  uses": 
■'Notwithstanding  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  Attorney  General  may  authorize  an  ap- 
plication to  a  Federal  court  of  competent  ju- 
risdiction for.  and  a  judge  of  such  court  may 
grant  an  order  authorizing,  disclosure  of  in- 
formation contained  in  the  application  of 
the  alien  to  be  used  for  identification  of  the 
alien  when  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the 
alien  has  been  killed  or  severely  incapaci- 
tated, or  for  criminal  law  enforcement  pur- 
poses against  the  alien  whose  application  is 
to  be  disclosed  or  to  discover  information 
leading  to  the  location  or  identity  of  the 
alien 

TITLE  rV— CONTROL  OF  FUNDRAISING 
FOR  TERRORISM  ACTrVTTIES 

SEC.  401.  prohibition  on  i'errorist  fund- 
raising. 

(a)  I.N  Gknkral.— Chapter  113B  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  .section: 
"§23398.  Fundraising  for  terrorist  organiza- 
tions 

■■(a)  F'indi.vgs  and  Purpose.— 

"(1)  The  Congress  finds  that — 

'■(A)  terrorism  is  a  serious  and  deadly 
problem  which  threatens  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  overseas  and  within  our  terri- 
tory; 

•"(B)  the  Nation's  security  Interests  are 
gravely  affected  by  the  terrorist  attacks  car- 
ried out  overseas  against  United  States  Gov- 
ernment facilities  and  officials,  and  against 
American  citizens  present  in  foreign  coun- 
tries; 

"'(C)  United  States  foreign  policy  and  eco- 
nomic interests  are  profoundly  affected  by 
terrorist  acts  overseas  directed  against  for- 
eign governments  and  their  people; 

"(D)  international  cooperation  is  required 
for  an  effective  response  to  terrorism,  as 
demonstrated  by  the  numerous  multilateral 
conventions  in  force  providing  universal 
prosecutive  jurisdiction  over  persons  in- 
volved in  a  variety  of  terrorist  acts,  includ- 
ing hostage  taking,  murder  of  an  inter- 
nationally protected  person,  and  aircraft  pi- 
rac.v  and  sabotage; 

■■(E)  some  foreign  terrorist  organizations, 
acting  through  affiliated  groups  or  individ- 
uals, raise  significant  funds  within  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  use  the  United  States  as  a  con- 
duit for  the  receipt  of  funds  raised  in  other 
nations;  and 

"•(F)  the  provision  of  funds  to  organiza- 
tions that  engage  in  terrorism  serves  to  fa- 
cilitate their  terrorist  endeavors,  regardless 
of  whether  the  funds,  in  whole  or  in  part,  are 
intended  or  claimed  to  be  used  for  nonviolent 
purposes. 

"■(2)  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  pro- 
vide the  Federal  Government  the  fullest  pos- 
sible basis,  consistent  with  the  Constitution, 
to  prevent  persons  within  the  United  States 
or  subject  to  the  juri-sdiction  of  the  United 
States  from  providing  funds,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, to  foreign  organizations,  including 
subordinate  or  affiliated  persons,  that  en- 
gage in  terrorism  activities. 

""(b)  Designation.— 


■■(1)  The  Secretary  of  State,  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  is 
authorized  to  designate  under  this  section 
any  foreign  organization  based  on  finding 
that^ 

"(A)  the  organization  engages  in  terrorism 
activity  as  defined  in  section  212(a)(3)(B)  of 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8 
use.  1182(a)(3)(B));  and 

•■(B)  the  organization's  terrorism  activities 
threaten  the  security  of  United  States  citi- 
zens, national  security,  foreign  policy,  or  the 
economy  of  the  United  States. 

"(2)  Not  later  than  7  days  after  making  a 
designation  under  paragraph  (1).  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to 
Congress  a  report  containing  a  list  of  the 
designated  organizations  and  a  summary  of 
the  facts  underlying  the  designation.  The 
designation  shall  take  effect  60  days  after 
the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  State 
submits  the  report,  unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  law. 

••(3)  A  designation  or  redesignation  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  in  effect  for  1  year 
following  its  effective  date,  unless  revoked 
under  paragraph  (4). 

••(4)(A)  If  the  Secretary  of  State,  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, finds  that  the  conditions  that  were  the 
basis  for  any  designation  issued  under  this 
subsection  have  changed  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  warrant  revocation  of  such  designation,  or 
that  the  national  security,  foreign  relations, 
or  economic  interests  of  the  United  States  so 
warrant,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  revoke 
such  designation  in  whole  or  in  part. 

"(B)  Not  later  than  7  calendar  days  after 
the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  an  organi- 
zation no  longer  engages  in.  or  supports,  ter- 
rorism activity,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress  a  supple- 
mental report  stating  the  reasons  for  the 
finding. 

••(5)  Any  designation,  or  revocation  of  a 
designation,  issued  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
not  later  than  7  calendar  days  after  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  makes  the  designation. 

""(6)  Not  later  than  7  calendar  days  after 
making  <i  debignaliuii  uiiuei  this  s"ubScCtion. 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  give  the  organi- 
zation actual  notice  of— 

••(A)  the  designation; 

•■(B)  the  consequences  of  the  designation 
for  the  organization's  ability  to  raise  funds 
in  the  United  States;  and 

•"(C)  the  availability  of  judicial  review. 

"(7)  Any  revocation  or  lapsing  of  a  designa- 
tion shall  not  affect  any  action  or  proceeding 
based  on  any  conduct  committed  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  such  revocation  or  lapsing. 

•"(8)  Classified  information  may  be  used  in 
making  a  designation  under  this  subsection. 
Such  information  shall  not  be  disclosed  to 
the  public  or  to  any  party,  but  may  be  dis- 
closed to  a  court  ex  parte  and  in  camera. 

""(9)  No  question  concerning  the  validity  of 
the  issuance  of  a  designation  issued  under 
this  subsection  may  be  raised  by  a  defendant 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  as  a  defense  in  or 
as  an  objection  to  any  trial  or  hearing  if 
such  designation  was  issued  and  published  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

"(c)  Judicial  Review.— 

■•(1)  Organizations  designated  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  as  engaging  in.  or  supporting, 
terrorism  activities  under  this  section  may 
seek  review  of  the  designation  in  the  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  not  later 
than  60  days  after  publication  of  such  des- 
ignation in  the  Federal  Register. 

••(2)  In  reviewing  a  designation  under  this 
subsection,  the  court  shall  receive  relevant 


oral  or  documentary  evidence,  unless  the 
court  finds  that  the  probative  value  is  sub- 
stantially outweighed  by  the  danger  of  un- 
fair prejudice,  confusion  of  the  issues,  or 
considerations  of  undue  delay,  waste  of  time, 
or  needless  presentation  of  cumulative  evi- 
dence, or  unless  its  introduction  or  consider- 
ation is  prohibited  by  a  common  law  privi- 
lege or  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States.  A  party  shall  be  entitled  to 
present  its  case  or  defense  by  oral  or  docu- 
mentary evidence,  to  submit  rebuttal  evi- 
dence, and  to  conduct  such  cross-examina- 
tion as  may  be  required  for  a  full  and  true 
disclosure  of  the  facts. 

"■(3)  The  judge  shall  authorize  the  intro- 
duction in  camera  and  ex  parte  of  any  item 
of  evidence  containing  classified  information 
for  which  the  Attorney  General  determines 
that  public  disclosure  would  pose  a  risk  to 
the  national  security  of  the  United  States. 
With  respect  to  such  evidence,  the  Attorney 
General  shall  submit  to  the  court  either— 

'■(A)  a  statement  identifying  relevant  facts 
that  the  specific  evidence  would  tend  to 
prove;  or 

'•(B)  an  unclassined  summary  of  the  spe- 
cific evidence  prepared  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (5). 

"■(4)(A)(i)  The  Secretary  of  State  shall  have 
the  burden  of  demonstrating  that  there  are 
specific  and  articulable  facts  giving  reason 
to  believe  that  the  organization  engages  in 
or  supports  terrorism  activity  (as  that  term 
is  defined  in  section  212(a)(3)(B)). 

■■(ii)  The  organization  shall  have  the  bur- 
den of  proving  that  its  purpose  is  to  engage 
in  religious,  charitable,  literary,  edu- 
cational, or  nonterrorism  activities  and  that 
it  engages  in  such  activities. 

■■(iii)  The  Secretary  shall  have  the  burden 
of  proving  that  the  control  group  of  the  or- 
ganization has  actual  knowledge  that  the  or- 
ganization or  its  resources  are  being  used  for 
terrorism  activities. 

"(iv)  If  any  portion  of  the  Secretary's  evi- 
dence consists  of  classified  information  that 
cannot  be  revealed  to  the  organization  for 
national  security  reasons,  the  Secretary 
must  prove  these  elements  by  clear  and  con- 
•.•incing  evidence. 

"(B)  If  the  court  finds,  under  the  standards 
stated  in  subparagraph  (A)  that  the  control 
group  of  the  organization  has  actual  knowl- 
edge that  the  organization  or  its  resources 
are  being  used  for  terrorism  activities,  the 
court  shall  affirm  the  designation  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

•■(C)(i)  If  the  court  finds  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence  that  the  organization  or 
its  resources  have  been  used  for  terrorism 
activities  without  the  knowledge  of  the  con- 
trol group,  but  that  the  control  group  is  now 
aware  of  these  facts,  the  court  may  condi- 
tion revocation  of  the  designation  on  the 
control  group's  undertaking  or  completing 
all  steps  within  its  power  to  prevent  the  or- 
ganization or  its  resources  from  being  used 
for  terrorism  activities.  Such  steps  may  in- 
clude— 

"(I)  maintaining  financial  records  ade- 
quate to  document  the  use  of  the  organiza- 
tion's resources;  and 

■■(II)  making  records  available  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  inspection. 

"(ii)  If  a  designation  is  revoked  under  sub- 
section (B)(4)  and  the  organization  fails  to 
comply  with  any  condition  imposed,  the  des- 
ignation may  be  reinstated  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  upon  a  showing  that  the  organiza- 
tion failed  to  comply  with  the  condition. 

••(5)(A)  The  information  submitted  under 
paragraph  (3)(B)  shall  contain  an  unclassi- 
fied summary  of  the  classified  information 
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that  does  not  pose  a  risk  to  national  secu- 
rity. 

(Bi  The  judge  shall  approve  the  unclassi- 
fied summary  if  the  judge  finds  that  the 
summary  is  sufficient  to  inform  the  organi- 
zation of  the  activities  described  in  section 
212(a)(3)(B)  in  which  the  organization  is  al- 
leged to  engage,  and  to  permit  the  organiza- 
tion to  defend  against  the  designation. 

■iC)  The  Attorney  General  shall  cause  to 
be  delivered  to  the  organization  a  copy  of  the 
unclassified  summary  approved  under  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

"(6)  The  court  shall  decide  the  case  on  the 
basis  of  the  evidence  on  the  record  as  a 
whole,  in  camera  or  otherwise. 

■(d)  Prohibited  AcrivnTiEs.— It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  within  the  United 
States,  or  any  person  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  anywhere,  to  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  rai.se.  receive,  or  collect 
on  behalf  of.  or  furnish,  give,  transmit. 
transfer,  or  provide  funds  to  or  for  an  organi- 
zation or  person  designated  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  under  subsection  (b),  or  to  attempt 
to  do  any  of  the  foregoing. 

•'(81  Speci.al  Reqlirements  for  Financial 
Institutions.— 

•■(1)  Except  as  authorized  by  the  Secretary 
of  State,  after  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  by  means  of  direc- 
tives, regulations,  or  licenses,  any  financial 
institution  that  becomes  aware  that  it  has 
possession  of  or  control  over  any  funds  in 
which  an  organization  or  person  designated 
under  subsection  (b)  has  an  interest,  shall— 
■(A)  retain  possession  of  or  maintain  con- 
trol over  such  funds;  and 

■■(B)  report  to  the  Secretary  the  existence 
of  such  funds  in  accordance  with  the  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

•■(2)  Any  financial  institution  that  know- 
ingly fails  to  report  to  the  Secretary  the  ex- 
istence of  such  funds  shall  be  subject  to  a 
civil  penalty  of  J230  per  day  for  each  day 
that  it  fails  to  report  to  the  Secretary- 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  funds  being  possessed  or 
controlled  at  the  time  of  the  designation  of 
the  organization  or  person,  within  10  days 
after  the  designation;  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  funds  whose  possession 
of  or  control  over  arose  after  the  designation 
of  the  organization  or  person,  within  10  days 
after  the  financial  institution  obtained  pos- 
session of  or  control  over  the  funds. 

■•(f)  Investigations.— Any  investigation 
emanating  from  a  possible  violation  of  this 
section  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Attorney 
General,  except  that  investigations  relating 
to— 

•■(1)  a  financial  institution's  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  subsection  (e);  and 
••(2)  civil  penalty  proceedings  authorized 
pursuant  to  subsection  (g)(2). 
shall  be  conducted  in  coordination  with  the 
Attorney  General  by  the  office  within  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  responsible  for 
civil  penalty  proceedings  authorized  by  this 
section.  Any  evidence  of  a  criminal  violation 
of  this  section  arising  in  the  course  of  an  in- 
vestigation by  the  Secretary  or  any  other 
Federal  agency  shall  be  referred  imme- 
diately to  the  Attorney  General  for  further 
investigation.  The  Attorney  General  shall 
timely  notify  the  Secretary  of  any  action 
taken  on  referrals  from  the  Secretary,  and 
may  refer  investigations  to  the  Secretary  for 
remedial  licensing  or  civil  penalty  action. 
••(g)  Penalties.— 

•■(1)  Any  person  who.  with  knowledge  that 
the  donee  is  a  designated  entity,  violates 
subsection  (d)  shall  be  fined  under  this  title. 
or  imprisoned  for  up  to  ten  years,  or  both. 

■•(2)  Any  financial  institution  that  know- 
ingly fails  to  comply  with  subsection  (e).  or 


by  regulations  promulgated  thereunder, 
shall  be  subject  to  a  civil  penalty  of  S50.000 
per  violation,  or  twice  the  amount  of  money 
of  which  the  financial  institution  was  re- 
quired to  retain  possession  or  control,  which- 
ever is  greater. 
■•(h)  Injunction.— 

"(1)  Whenever  it  appears  to  the  Secretary 
or  the  Attorney  General  that  any  person  is 
engaged  in,  or  is  about  to  engage  in.  any  act 
which  constitutes,  or  would  constitute,  a 
violation  of  this  section,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral may  initiate  civil  action  In  a  district 
court  of  the  United  States  to  enjoin  such 
violation. 

•■(2)  A  proceeding  under  this  subsection  is 
governed  by  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, except  that,  if  an  Indictment  has 
been  returned  against  the  respondent,  dis- 
covery is  governed  by  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Criminal  Procedure. 

■■(i)  Extr.\territorial  Jurisdiction.— 
There  is  extraterritorial  Federal  jurisdiction 
over  an  offense  under  this  section. 

"(j)  Classified  Information  in  Civil  Pro- 
ceedings Brought  by  the  United  States.— 

•■(1)  Discovery  of  classified  information 
BY  defendants —A  court.  upon  a  sufficient 
showing,  may  authorize  the  United  States  to 
delete  specified  items  of  classified  informa- 
tion from  documents  to  be  introduced  into 
evidence  or  made  available  to  the  defendant 
through  discovery  under  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Civil  Procedure,  to  substitute  an  unclassified 
summary  of  the  information  for  such  classi- 
fied documents,  or  to  substitute  a  statement 
admitting  relevant  facts  that  the  classified 
information  would  tend  to  prove.  The  court 
shall  permit  the  United  States  to  make  a  re- 
quest for  such  authorization  in  the  form  of  a 
written  statement  to  be  inspected  by  the 
court  alone.  If  the  court  enters  an  order 
granting  relief  following  such  an  ex  parte 
showing,  the  entire  text  of  the  statement  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  .sealed  and  pre- 
served in  the  records  of  the  court  to  be  made 
available  to  the  appellate  court  in  the  event 
of  an  appeal.  If  the  court  enters  an  order  de- 
nying relief  to  the  United  States  under  this 
paragraph,  the  United  States  may  take  an 
immediate,  interlocutory  appeal  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provision'!  of  paragraph  (3). 
For  purposes  of  such  an  appeal,  the  entire 
text  of  the  underlying  written  statement  of 
the  United  States,  together  with  any  tran- 
scripts of  arguments  made  ex  parte  to  the 
court  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be 
maintained  under  seal  and  delivered  to  the 
appellate  court. 

•(2)  Introduction  of  classified  informa- 
tion; precautions  by  court.— 

••(A)  Exhibits.— The  United  States,  to  pre- 
vent unnecessary  or  inadvertent  disclosure 
of  classified  information  in  a  civil  trial  or 
other  proceeding  brought  by  the  United 
States  under  this  section,  may  petition  the 
court  ex  parte  to  admit,  in  lieu  of  classified 
writings,  recordings  or  photographs,  one  or 
more  of  the  following: 

■■(i)  copies  of  those  items  from  which  clas- 
sified information  has  been  deleted; 

••(ii)  stipulations  admitting  relevant  facts 
that  specific  classified  information  would 
tend  to  prove;  or 

••(iii)  an  unclassified  summary  of  the  spe- 
cific classified  information. 
The  court  shall  grant  such  a  motion  of  the 
United  States  if  the  court  finds  that  the  re- 
dacted item,  stipulation,  or  unclassified 
summary  will  provide  the  defendant  with 
substantially  the  same  ability  to  make  his 
defense  as  would  disclosure  of  the  specific 
classified  information. 

••(B)  Taking  of  trial  testimony.— During 
the  examination  of  a  witness  in  any  civil 


proceeding  brought  by  the  United  States 
under  this  section,  the  United  States  may 
object  to  any  question  or  line  of  inquiry  that 
may  require  the  witness  to  disclose  classified 
information  not  previously  found  to  be  ad- 
missible. Following  such  an  objection,  the 
court  shall  take  suitable  action  to  determine 
whether  the  response  is  admissible  and.  in 
doing  so.  shall  take  precautions  to  guard 
against  the  compromi.se  of  any  classified  in- 
formation. Such  action  may  include  permit- 
ting the  United  States  to  provide  the  court. 
ex  parte,  with  a  proffer  of  the  witness's  re- 
sponse to  the  question  or  line  of  inquiry,  and 
requiring  the  defendant  to  provide  the  court 
with  a  proffer  of  the  nature  of  the  informa- 
tion the  defendant  seeks  to  elicit. 

••(C)  Appeal— If  the  court  enters  an  order 
denying  relief  to  the  United  States  under 
this  subsection,  the  United  States  may  take 
an  immediate  interlocutory  appeal  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (3). 
••(3)  Interlocutory  appeal.— 
'•(A)  An  interlocutory  appeal  by  the  United 
States  shall  lie  to  a  court  of  appeals  from  a 
decision  or  order  of  a  district  court — 

"(i)  authorizing  the  disclosure  of  classified 
information; 

•'(ii)  imposing  sanctions  for  nondisclosure 
of  classified  information;  or 

••(iii)  refusing  a  protective  order  sought  by 
the  United  States  to  prevent  the  disclosure 
of  classified  information. 

■(B)  An  appeal  taken  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph  either  before  or  during  trial  shall 
be  expedited  by  the  court  of  appeals.  Prior  to 
trial,  an  appeal  shall  be  taken  not  later  than 
10  days  after  the  decision  or  order  appealed 
from,  and  the  trial  shall  not  commence  until 
the  appeal  is  resolved.  If  an  appeal  is  taken 
during  trial,  the  trial  court  shall  adjourn  the 
trial  until  the  appeal  is  resolved.  The  court 
of  appeals — 

■■(i)  shall  hear  argument  on  such  appeal 
not  later  than  4  days  after  the  adjournment 
of  the  trial; 

"(ii)  may  dispense  with  written  briefs 
other  than  the  supporting  materials  pre- 
viously submitted  to  the  trial  court; 

■•(iii)  shall  render  its  decision  not  later 
than  4  days  after  argument  on  appeal;  and 

•■(iv>  may  dispense  with  the  issuance  of  a 
written  opinion  in  rendering  its  decision. 

"(C)  An  interlocutory  appeal  and  decision 
under  this  paragraph  shall  not  affect  the 
right  of  the  defendant,  in  a  subsequent  ap- 
peal from  a  final  judgment,  to  claim  as 
error,  reversal  by  the  trial  court  on  remand 
of  a  ruling  appealed  from  during  trial. 

•'(4)  CoN.sTRUC-riON.— Nothing  in  this  sub- 
section shall  prevent  the  United  States  from 
seeking  protective  orders  or  asserting  privi- 
leges ordinarily  available  to  the  United 
States  to  protect  against  the  disclosure  of 
classified  information,  including  the  invoca- 
tion of  the  military  and  State  secrets  privi- 
lege. 

"(k)  Definitions.— As  used  in  this  sec- 
tion— 

"(l)  the  term  -classified  information^ 
means  any  information  or  material  that  has 
'.^een  determined  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment pursuant  to  an  Executive  order, 
statute,  or  regulation,  to  require  protection 
against  unauthorized  disclosure  for  reasons 
of  national  security  and  any  restricted  data, 
as  defined  in  paragraph  (r)  of  section  II  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954  (42  U.S.C. 
2014(y)); 

••(2)(A)  the  term  'control  group'  means  the 
officers  or  agents  charged  with  directing  the 
affairs  of  the  organization; 

••(B)  if  a  single  officer  or  agent  is  author- 
ized to  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  organiza- 
tion, the  knowledge  of  the  officer  or  agent 


that  the  organization  or  its  resources  are 
being  used  for  terrorism  activities  shall  con- 
stitute knowledge  of  the  control  group; 

••(C)  if  a  single  officer  or  agent  is  a  member 
of  a  group  empowered  to  conduct  the  affairs 
of  the  organization  but  cannot  conduct  the 
affairs  of  the  organization  on  his  or  her  own 
authority,  that  person's  knowledge  shall  not 
constitute  knowledge  by  the  control  group 
unless  that  person  s  knowledge  is  shared  by 
a  sufficient  number  of  members  of  the  group 
so  that  the  group  with  knowledge  has  the  au- 
thority to  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  organi- 
zation; 

"(3)  the  term  'financial  institution'  has  the 
meaning  prescribed  in  section  5312(a)(2)  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code,  including  any 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder; 

"(4)  the  term  'funds'  includes  coin  or  cur- 
rency of  the  United  States  or  any  other 
country,  traveler's  checks,  personal  checks, 
bank  checks,  money  orders,  stocks,  bonds, 
debentures,  drafts,  letters  of  credit,  any 
other  negotiable  instrument,  and  any  elec- 
tronic representation  of  any  of  the  foregoing; 

"(5)  the  term  national  security'  means  the 
national  defense  and  foreign  relations  of  the 
United  States; 

"(6)  the  term  person'  includes  an  individ- 
ual, partnership,  association,  group,  corpora- 
tion, or  other  organization: 

"(7)  the  term  Secretary'  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury;  and 

"(8)  the  term  'United  States',  when  used  in 
a  geographical  sense,  includes  all  common- 
wealths, territories,  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.". 

(b)  Technical  Amendment.— The  analysis 
for  chapter  I13B  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  item: 

•  23398.   Fundraising  for  terrorist  organiza- 
tions.". 

(c)  Classified  Inform.\tion  in  Civil  Pro- 
ceedings.—Section  2339B(k)  of  title  IB.  Unit- 
ed States  Code  (relating  to  classified  infor- 
mation in  civil  proceedings  brought  by  the 
United  States),  shall  also  be  applicable  to 
civil  proceedings  brought  by  the  United 
States  under  the  International  F.mergency 
Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1701  et  seq.). 

SEC.  402.  (  ORWXTIO.N  TO  MATERIAL  SUPPORT 
PROVISION. 

Section  2:539A  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  .ini'TiiU''i  to  read  as  follows: 

"SZSSSA.  Providing  material  support  to  ter- 
rorists 

"(a)  Definition.— In  this  section,  'material 
support  or  resources'  means  currency  or 
other  financial  securities,  financial  services, 
lodging,  training,  safehouses,  false  docu- 
mentation or  identification,  communica- 
tions equipment,  facilities,  weapons,  lethal 
substances,  explosives,  personnel,  transpor- 
tation, and  other  physical  a.ssets.  but  does 
not  include  humanitarian  assistance  to  per- 
sons not  directly  involved  in  such  violations. 

"(b)  Offense— A  person  who.  within  the 
United  States,  provides  material  support  or 
resources  or  conceals  or  disguises  the  nature, 
location,  source,  or  ownership  of  material 
support  or  resources,  knowing  or  intending 
that  they  are  to  be  used  in  preparation  for. 
or  in  carrying  out.  a  violation  of  section  32. 
37.  351.  844(n  or  (i).  956.  1114.  1116.  1203.  1361. 
1363.  1751.  2-280.  2281.  2332.  or  2332a  of  this  title 
or  section  46.502  of  title  49.  or  in  preparation 
for  or  carrying  out  the  concealment  or  an  es- 
cape from  the  commission  of  any  such  viola- 
tion, shall  be  fined  under  this  title,  impris- 
oned not  more  than  10  years,  or  both.". 


TITLE  V— ASSISTANCE  TO  FEDERAL  LAW 

ENFORCEMENT  AGENCIES 

Subtitle  A — Antiterrorism  Assistance 

SEC.  .Wl.  DISCLOSURE  OF  CERTAIN  CONSUMER 
REPORTS  TO  THE  FEDERAL  BURI-J^U 
OF  INVES-nOA-nON  FOR  FORl':iGN 
COUNTERINTELLK7ENCE  I.NVES- 

■nOATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Fair  Credit  Report- 
ing Act  (15  U.S.C.  1681  et  seq.)  is  amended  by 
adding  after  section  623  the  following  new 

section; 

-SEC.  624.  DISCLOSURi';S  TO  THE  FEDERAL  RU 
REAU  OF  INVESTIGATION  FOR  FOR 
EIGN  COUNTERINTELLIGENCE  PUR- 
POSES. 

"(a)  Identity  of  Financial  Institutions.— 
(I)  Notwithstanding  section  604  or  any  other 
provision  of  this  title,  a  court  or  magistrate 
judge  may  issue  an  order  ex  parte  directing 
a  consumer  reporting  agency  to  furnish  to 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  the 
names  and  addresses  of  all  financial  institu- 
tions (as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  1101 
of  the  Right  to  Financial  Privacy  Act  of 
1978)  at  which  a  consumer  maintains  or  has 
maintained  an  account,  to  the  extent  that 
information  is  in  the  files  of  the  agency.  The 
court  or  magistrate  judge  shall  issue  the 
order  if  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation,  or  the  Director's  designee, 
certifies  in  writing  to  the  court  or  mag- 
istrate judge  that — 

"(A)  such  information  is  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  an  authorized  foreign  counter- 
intelligence investigation;  and 

-•(B)  there  are  specific  and  articulable  facts 
giving  reason  to  believe  that  the  consumer- 

"(i)  is  a  foreign  power  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 101  of  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveil- 
lance Act  of  1978)  or  a  person  who  is  not  a 
United  States  person  (as  defined  in  such  sec- 
tion 101)  and  is  an  official  of  a  foreign  power; 
or 

••(ii)  is  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  and  is 
engaging  or  has  engaged  in  international  ter- 
rorism (as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 
101(c)  of  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveil- 
lance Act  of  1978)  or  clandestine  intelligence 
activities  that  involve  or  may  involve  a  vio- 
lation of  criminal  statutes  of  the  United 
States. 

"(2)  An  order  issued  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  disclose  that  it  is  issued  for  pur- 
poses of  a  counterintelligence  investigation. 

"(b)  IDE.NTIFYING  INF0RM.\TI0N.— (1)  Not- 
withstanding section  604  or  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  a  court  or  magistrate  judge 
shall  issue  an  order  ex  parte  directing  a 
consumer  reporting  agency  to  furnish  identi- 
fying information  respecting  a  consumer, 
limited  to  name,  address,  former  addresses, 
places  of  employment,  or  former  places  of 
employment,  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation. The  court  or  magistrate  judge  shall 
issue  the  order  if  the  Director  or  the  Direc- 
tor's designee,  certifies  in  writing  that — 

'-(A)  such  information  is  necessary  to  the 
conduct  of  an  authorized  foreign  counter- 
intelligence investigation;  and 

-■(B)  there  is  information  giving  reason  to 
believe  that  the  consumer  has  been,  or  is 
about  to  be,  in  contact  with  a  foreign  power 
or  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  (as  defined  in 
section  101  of  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Sur- 
veillance Act  of  1978). 

■■(2)  An  order  issued  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  disclose  that  it  is  issued  for  pur- 
poses of  a  counterintelligence  investigation. 

"(c)  Court  Order  for  Dlsclosure  of 
Consumer  Reports— (D  Notwithstanding 
section  6(M  or  any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  if  requested  in  writing  b.v  the  Director 
of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  or  an 


authorized  designee  of  the  Director,  a  court 
may  issue  an  order  ex  parte  directing  a 
consumer  reporting  agency  to  furnish  a 
consumer  report  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation, upon  a  showing  in  camera  that^ 

"(A)  the  consumer  report  is  necessary  for 
the  conduct  of  an  authorized  foreign  coun- 
terintelligence investigation;  and 

•-(B)  there, are  specific  and  articulable  facts 
giving  reason  to  believe  that  the  consumer 
whose  consumer  report  is  sought — 

"(i)  is  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power;  and 

"(ii)  is  engaging  or  has  engaged  in  inter- 
national terrorism  (as  that  term  is  defined  in 
section  lOKc)  of  the  Foreign  Intelligence 
Surveillance  Act  of  1978)  or  clandestine  in- 
telligence activities  that  involve  or  may  in- 
volve a  violation  of  criminal  statutes  of  the 
United  States. 

••(2)  An  order  issued  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  disclose  that  it  is  issued  for  pur- 
poses of  a  counterintelligence  investigation. 

•-(d)  CONFIDE.NT1ALITY,— <1)  No  consumer  re- 
porting agency  or  officer,  employee,  or  agent 
of  a  consumer  reporting  agency  shall  dis- 
close to  any  person,  other  than  officers,  em- 
ployees, or  agents  of  a  consumer  reporting 
agency  necessary  to  fulfill  the  requirement 
to  disclose  information  to  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation  under  this  section,  that 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  has 
sought  or  obtained  the  identity  of  financial 
institutions  or  a  consumer  report  respecting 
any  consumer  under  subsection  (a),  (b),  or 
(c). 

-'(2)  No  consumer  reporting  agency  or  offi- 
cer, employee,  or  agent  of  a  consumer  re- 
porting agency  shall  include  in  any 
consumer  report  any  information  that  would 
indicate  that  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation has  sought  or  obtained  such  infor- 
mation or  a  consumer  report. 

••(e)  Paymen-t  of  Fees —The  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation  is  authorized,  subject 
to  the  availability  of  appropriations,  pay  to 
the  consumer  reporting  agency  assembling 
or  providing  reports  or  information  in  ac- 
cordance with  procedures  established  under 
this  section,  a  fee  for  reimbursement  for 
such  costs  as  are  reasonably  necessary  and 
which  have  been  directly  incurred  in  search- 
ing, rrpr.o.-lucing  or  transporting  books,  pa- 
pers, records,  or  other  data  required  or  re- 
quested to  be  produced  under  this  section. 

•-(f)  Limit  on  Dissemination —The  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  may  not  disseminate 
information  obtained  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion outside  of  the  Fe(ieral  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation, except — 

-'(1)  to  the  Department  of  Justice,  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  approval  or  conduct  of  a 
foreign  counterintelligence  investigation;  or 

••(2)  where  the  information  concerns  a  per- 
son subject  to  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military 
Justice,  to  appropriate  investigative  au- 
thorities within  the  military  department 
concerned  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  con- 
duct of  a  joint  foreign  counterintelligence 
investigation. 

••(g)  Rules  of  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  in- 
formation from  being  furnished  by  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation  pursuant  to  a 
subpoena  or  court  order,  or  in  connection 
with  a  judicial  or  administrative  proceeding 
to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Noth- 
ing in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  au- 
thorize or  permit  the  withholding  of  infor- 
mation from  the  Congress. 

••(h)  Reports  to  Congress.— On  an  annual 
basis,  the  Attorney  General  shall  fully  in- 
form the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  and  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  the  Select  Committee  on 
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Inteiiiirence  and  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate 
concerning  all  requests  made  pursuant  to 
subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c). 

■li)  Damages.— Any  agency  or  department 
of  the  United  States  obtaining  or  disclosing 
any  consumer  reports,  records,  or  informa- 
tion contained  therein  in  violation  of  this 
section  is  liable  to  the  consumer  to  whom 
such  consumer  reports,  records,  or  informa- 
tion relate  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum 
of— 

•■(1)  $100.  without  regard  to  the  volume  of 
consumer  reports,  records,  or  information  in- 
volved: 

•■(2)  any  actual  damages  sustained  by  the 
consumer  as  a  result  of  the  disclosure: 

'■(3)  if  the  violation  is  found  to  have  been 
willful  or  intentional,  such  punitive  damages 
as  a  court  may  allow:  and 

"(4)  in  the  case  of  any  successful  action  to 
enforce  liability  under  this  subsection,  the 
costs  of  the  action,  together  with  reasonable 
attorney  fees,  as  determined  by  the  court. 

•■(j)  Disciplinary  Actions  for  Viola- 
tions—If  a  court  determines  that  any  agen- 
cy or  department  of  the  United  States  has 
violated  any  provision  of  this  section  and  the 
court  finds  that  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  violation  raise  questions  of  whether 
or  not  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  agency 
or  department  acted  willfully  or  inten- 
tionally with  respect  to  the  violation,  the 
agency  or  department  shall  promptly  initi- 
ate a  proceeding  to  determine  whether  or  not 
disciplinary  action  is  warranted  against  the 
officer  or  employee  who  was  responsible  for 
the  violation. 

■■(k)  Good-Faith  Exception —Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  title, 
any  consumer  reporting  agency  or  agent  or 
employee  thereof  making  disclosure  of 
consumer  reports  or  identifying  information 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  in  good-faith  re- 
liance upon  a  certification  of  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation  pursuant  to  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  per- 
son for  such  disclosure  under  this  title,  the 
constitution  of  any  State,  or  any  law  or  reg- 
ulation of  any  State  or  any  political  subdivi- 
sion of  any  State  notwithstanding. 

••(/)  Injunctive  Relief.— In  addition  to  any 
other  remedy  contained  in  this  section,  in- 
junctive relief  shall  be  available  to  require 
compliance  with  the  procedures  of  this  sec- 
tion. In  the  event  of  any  successful  action 
under  this  subsection,  costs  together  with 
reasonable  attorney  fees,  as  determined  by 
the  court,  may  be  recovered.". 

(bi   Clerical   Amendment —The    table   of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  the  Fair  Credit 
Reporting   Act   (15   U.S.C.    1681a   et   seq.)    is 
amended  by  adding  after  the  item  relating  to 
section  623  the  following  new  item; 
■624.  Disclosures  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  for  foreign  coun- 
terintelligence purposes.  ". 

SEC.  302.  ACCESS  TO  RECORDS  OF  COMMON  CAR- 
RIER.S.  PLBLIC  ACCOM.MODATION 
FACILITIES,  PHYSICAL  STORAGE  FA- 
CILITIE.S,  A.ND  VEHICLE  RENTAL  FA- 
CILITIES IN  FOREIGN  COL^TER- 
LNTEU.IGENCE  ANT) 

COLTvTERTERRORISM  CASES. 
Title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

inserting  after  chapter  121  the  following  new 

chapter' 

"CHAPTER  122— ACCESS  TO  CERT.AJN 
RECORDS 
"§2720,  Access  to  records  of  common  carriers, 
public  accommodation  facilities,  physical 
storage  facilities,  and  vehicle  rental  facili- 
ties in  counterintelligence  and 
counterterrorism  cases 

••(axl)  A  court  or  magistrate  judge  may 
issue  an  order  ex  parte  directing  any  com- 
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mon  earner,  public  accommodation  facility, 
physical  storage  facility,  or  vehicle  rental 
facility  to  furnish  any  records  in  its  posses- 
sion to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 
The  court  or  magistrate  judge  shall  issue  the 
order  if  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  or  the  Director's  designee 
(whose  rank  shall  be  no  lower  than  Assistant 
Special  Agent  in  Charge)  certifies  in  writing 
that— 

■•(A)  such  records  are  sought  for  foreign 
counterintelligence  purposes:  and 

■•(B)  there  are  specific  and  articulable  facts 
giving  reason  to  believe  that  the  person  to 
whom  the  records  pertain  is  a  foreign  power 
or  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  as  defined  in 
section  101  of  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Sur- 
veillance Act  of  1978  (50  U.S.C.  801). 

■•(2)  An  order  issued  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  disclose  that  it  is  issued  for  pur- 
poses of  a  counterintelligence  investigation. 

"(b)  No  common  carrier,  public  accommo- 
dation facility,  physical  storage  facility,  or 
vehicle  rental  facility,  or  any  officer,  em- 
ployee, or  agent  of  such  common  carrier, 
public  accommodation  facility,  physical 
storage  facility,  or  vehicle  rental  facility, 
shall  disclose  to  any  person,  other  than 
those  officers,  agents,  or  employees  of  the 
common  carrier,  public  accommodation  fa- 
cility, physical  storage  facility,  or  vehicle 
rental  facility  necessary  to  fulfill  the  re- 
quirement to  disclose  the  information  to  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  under  this 
section. 

■■(c)  As  used  in  this  chapter- 
ed) the  term  common  carrier"  means  a  lo- 
comotive, rail  carrier,  bus  carrying  pas- 
sengers, water  common  carrier,  air  common 
carrier,  or  private  commercial  interstate 
carrier  for  the  delivery  of  packages  and 
other  objects: 

■■(2)  the  term  'public  accommodation  facil- 
ity' means  any  inn,  hotel,  motel,  or  other  es- 
tablishment that  provides  lodging  to  tran- 
sient guests; 

■(3)  the  term  physical  storage  facility' 
means  any  business  or  entity  that  provides 
space  for  the  storage  of  goods  or  materials, 
or  services  related  to  the  storage  of  goods  or 
materials,  to  the  public  or  any  segment 
thereof;  and 

■•(4)  the  term  vehicle  rental  facility' 
means  any  person  or  entity  that  provides  ve- 
hicles for  rent,  lease,  loan,  or  other  similar 
use,  to  the  public  or  any  segmenr  rhprpof". 

SEC,  503.  INCREASE  IN  MAXIMV'M  REW.ARDS  FOR 
nvrORMATION  CONCERNLNG  LNTER- 
NATIONAL  TERRORISM, 

(a)  Terrorism  abroad.— Section  36  of  the 
State  Department  Basic  Authorities  Act  of 
1956  (22  U.S.C.  2708)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c).  by  striking 
■■$2,000,000"  and  inserting  ■$10,000,000":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (g),  by  striking 
■  ■$5,000,000' •  and  inserting  ■$10,000,000. 

(bi  Domestic  Terrorism.— Title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  section  3072,  by  striking  ■$500,000  ■ 
and  inserting  ■$10,000,000  ":  and 

(2)  in  section  3075.  by  striking  ■$5,000,000  " 
and  inserting  ■  $10,000,000' ■. 

(c)  General  Reward  Authority  of  the 
Attorney  General.— 

(1)   In  general —Chapter  203  of  title   18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
immediately  after  section  3059A  the  follow 
ing  section; 
"«  3059B.  General  reward  authority 

i.i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Attorney  General  may  pay  re- 
wards and  receive  from  any  department  or 
agency  funds  for  the  payment  of  rewards 
under  this  section  to  any  individual  who  as- 


sists the  Department  of  Justice  in  perform- 
ing its  functions. 

"(b)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  authoriz- 
ing a  reward  under  this  section  that  exceeds 
$100,000,  the  Attorney  General  shall  give  no- 
tice to  the  respective  chairmen  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations  and  the  Commit- 
tees on  the  Judiciary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

"(c)  A  determination  made  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  to  authorize  an  award  under  this 
section  and  the  amount  of  any  reward  au- 
thorized shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  and 
not  subject  to  juilicial  review," 

Subtitle  B — Intelligence  and  Investigation 
Enhancements 
SEC.  511.  STLTJY  AND  REPORT  ON  ELECTRONIC 
SLTIVEILLANCE. 

(a)  Study.— The  Attorney  General  and  the 
Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion shall  study  all  applicable  laws  and 
guidelines  relating  to  electronic  surveillance 
and  the  use  of  pen  registers  and  other  trap 
and  trace  devices. 

(b)  Report —Not  later  than  90  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Attor- 
ney General  shall  submit  a  report  to  the 
Congress  that  includes — 

(1)  the  findings  of  the  study  conducted  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a); 

(2)  recommendations  for  the  use  of  elec- 
tronic devices  in  conducting  surveillance  of 
terrorist  or  other  criminal  organizations, 
and  for  any  modifications  in  the  law  nec- 
essary to  enable  the  Federal  Government  to 
fulfill  its  law  enforcement  responsibilities 
within  appropriate  constitutional  param- 
eters; and 

(3)  a  summary  of  efforts  to  use  current 
wiretap  authority,  including  detailed  exam- 
ples of  situations  in  which  expanded  author- 
ity would  have  enabled  law  enforcement  au- 
thorities to  fulfill  their  responsibilities. 
SEC,  512,  AITHORIZATION  FOR  INTERCEPTIONS 

OV    COMMUNICATIONS    IN    CERTAIN 
TERRORISM  RELATED  OFFENSES. 

Section  2516(1)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (c>— 

(A)  by  inserting  before  ■'or  section  1992  (re- 
lating  to   wrecking   trains)  "    the   following: 

■section  2332  (relating  to  terrorist  acts 
abroad),  section  2332a  (relating  to  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  section  2332b  (relating  to 
acts  of  terrorism  transcending  national 
boundaries),  section  2339A  (relating  to  pro- 
viding material  support  to  terrorists),  sec- 
tion 37  (relating  to  violence  at  international 
airports),  ";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  ■section  175  (relating 
to  biological  weapons),"  the  following:  'or  a 
felony  violation  under  section  1028  (relating 
to  production  of  false  identification  docu- 
mentation), sections  1541.  1542,  1543.  1544,  and 
1546  (relating  to  passport  and  visa  of- 
fenses)."; 

(2)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (o),  as  so  redesignated  by  section 
512(a)(2): 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (p),  as  so  re- 
designated by  section  512(a)(2),  as  paragraph 
(s):  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (o»,  as  so 
redesignated  by  section  512(a)(2).  the  follow- 
ing new  subparagraphs; 

■■(p)  any  violation  of  section  956  or  section 
960  of  title  18.  United  Stales  Code  (relating 
to  certain  actions  against  foreign  nations); 

■■(q)  any  violation  of  section  46502  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code;  and". 
SEC.    513.     REQUIREMENT    TO    PRESERVE     EVI- 
DENCE. 

Section  2703  of  title  18.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 


"(f)  REQUIREMENT  To  PRESERVE  EVI- 
DENCE.—A  provider  of  wire  or  electronic 
communication  services  or  a  remote  comput- 
ing service,  upon  the  request  of  a  govern- 
mental entity,  shall  take  all  necessary  steps 
to  preserve  records  and  other  evidence  in  its 
possession  pending  the  issuance  of  a  court 
order  or  other  process.  Such  records  shall  be 
retained  for  a  period  of  90  days,  which  period 
shall  be  extended  for  an  additional  90-day  pe- 
riod upon  a  renewed  request  by  the  govern- 
mental entity". 

Subtitle  C — Additional  Funding  for  Law 
Enforcement 

SEC.  521.  FEDERAL  BURIZAU  OF  INVESTIGATION 
ASSISTANCE  TO  COMBAT  TERROR- 
ISM. 

(a)  In  General.— With  funds  made  avail- 
able pursuant  to  subsection  (b),  the  Attorney 
General  shall — 

(1)  develop  digital  telephony  technology; 

(2)  support  and  enhance  the  technical  sup- 
port center  and  tactical  operations: 

(3)  create  a  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion counterterrorism  and  counterintel- 
ligence fund  for  costs  associated  with  terror- 
ism cases:  and 

(4)  expand  and  improve  the  instructional, 
operational  support,  and  construction  of  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  academy. 

(5)  construct  an  FBI  laboratory,  provide 
laboratory  examination  support,  and  provide 
for  a  Command  Center; 

(6)  make  funds  available  to  the  chief  execu- 
tive cffficer  of  each  State  to  carry  out  the  ac- 
tivities described  in  subsection  (d):  and 

(7)  enhance  personnel  to  support 
counterterrorism  activities. 

(b)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRI.ATIONS,— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  activities  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation, to  help  meet  the  increased  demands 
for  activities  to  combat  terrorism — 

(1 )  $300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $225,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997: 

(3)  $328,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998: 

(4)  $190,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and 

(5)  $183,000,000  for  fi.scal  year  2000. 

(C)  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS.— 

(1)  I.N  GENERAL. — Funds  made  available  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (b),  in  any  fiscal  year, 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

(d)  State  grants,— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Any  funds  made  available 
for  purposes  of  subsection  (a)(6)  may  be  ex- 
pended— 

(A)  by  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Investigation  to — 

(i)  hire  new  agents:  and 

(ii)  expand  the  combined  DNA  Identifica- 
tion System  (CODIS)  to  include  Federal 
crimes  and  crimes  committed  in  the  District 
of  Columbia;  and 

(B)  by  the  Attorney  General,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Investigation  to  make  funds  available  to 
the  chief  executive  officer  of  each  State  to 
carry  out  the  activities  described  in  para- 
graph (2). 

(2)  Grant  program.— 

(A)  Use  of  FUNDS.— The  executive  officer  of 
each  State  shall  use  any  funds  made  avail- 
able under  paragraph  (1)(B)  in  conjunction 
with  units  of  local  government,  other  States, 
or  combinations  thereof,  to  carry  out  all  or 
part  of  a  program  to  establish,  develop,  up- 
date, or  upgrade— 

(i)  computerized  identification  systems 
that  are  compatible  and  integrated  with  the 
databases  of  the  National  Crime  Information 
Center  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion: 

(ii)  ballistics  identification  programs  that 
are    compatible    and    integrated    with    the 


Drugfire  Program  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation; 

(iii)  the  capability  to  analyze 
deoxyribonucleic  acid  (DN.^)  in  a  forensic 
laboratory  in  ways  that  are  compatible  and 
integrated  with  the  combined  DNA  Identi- 
fication System  (CODIS)  of  the  Federal  Bu- 
reau of  Investigation;  and 

(iv)  automated  fingerprint  identification 
systems  that  are  compatible  and  integrated 
with  the  Integrated  Automated  Fingerprint 
Identification  System  (lAFIS)  of  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation. 

(B)  Eligibility.— To  be  eligible  to  receive 
funds  under  this  paragraph,  a  State  shall  re- 
quire that  each  person  convicted  of  a  felony 
of  a  sexual  nature  shall  provide  a  sample  of 
blood,  saliva,  or  other  specimen  necessary  to 
conduct  a  DNA  analysis  consistent  with  the 
standards  established  for  DNA  testing  by  the 
Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion. 

(C)  INTER.STATE  COMPACTS.— A  State  may 
enter  into  a  compact  or  compacts  with  an- 
other State  or  States  to  carry  out  this  sub- 
section. 

(D)  ALLOCATION.— The  Attorney  General 
shall  allocate  funds  made  available  under 
this  subsection  to  each  State  based  on  the 
population  of  the  State  as  reported  in  the 
most  recent  decennial  census  of  the  popu- 
lation. 

SEC.  522.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  ADDITIONAL  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR  THE  UNITED 
ST.\TES  CUSTO.MS  SERVICE. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  activities  of  the 
United  States  Customs  Service,  to  help  meet 
the  increased  needs  of  the  United  States  Cus- 
toms Service— 

(1)  $6,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

(2)  $6,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997: 

(3)  $6,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and 

(5)  $5,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000. 

(b)  .availability  of  Funds,— Funds  made 
available  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  in  any 
fiscal  year,  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

SEC.  523.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  .\DDI-nONAI.  AP- 
PROPRUTIONS  FOR  THE  IMMIGRA- 
TIO.N  A.ND  NATUR.\1  IZ.ATION  SERV- 
ICE. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  activities  of  the  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service,  to 
help  meet  the  increased  needs  of  the  Immi- 
gration and  Naturalization  Service  $5,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1996,  1997,  1998, 
1999,  and  2000. 

(b)  Availability  of  Funds.— Funds  made 
available  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  in  any 
fiscal  year,  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

SEC.  524.  DRUG  ENFORCEMENT  ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

(a)  AirriviTiES  of  Drug  Enforce.ment  Ad- 
ministration.—With  funds  made  available 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b).  the  Attorney 
General  shall— 

(1)  fund  antiviolence  crime  initiatives: 

(2)  fund  major  violators'  initiatives:  and 

(3)  enhance  or  replace  infrastructure. 

(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Drug  Enforcement  Administration,  to 
help  meet  the  increased  needs  of  the  Drug 
Enforcement  .Administration — 

(1)  $60,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 

(2)  $70,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 
(3 1  $80,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999;  and 

(5)  $100,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000. 

(c)  .■Wailability  of  Funds.— Funds  made 
available  pursuant  to  this  section,  in  any  fis- 


cal  year,   shall   remain  available   until   ex- 
pended. 

SEC.  525.  DEPARTMENT  OF  .JUSTICE. 

(a)  In  General.— Subject  to  the  availabil- 
ity of  appropriations,  the  Attorney  General 
shall  (1)  hire  additional  Assistant  United 
States  Attorneys,  and  (2)  provide  for  in- 
creased security  at  courthouses  and  other  fa- 
cilities housing  Federal  workers. 

(b)  Authorization  of  Additional  Appro- 
priations.—There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  to  hire  additional  Assistant 
United  States  Attorneys  and  provide  in- 
creased security  to  meet  the  needs  resulting 
from  this  Act  $20,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1996.  1997,  1998,  1999.  and  2000 

SEC,  526,  FUNDING  SOURCE, 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  funding  for  authorizations  provided  in 
this  subtitle  may  be  paid  for  out  of  the  Vio- 
lent Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund 
SEC.  527.  DETERRENT  AGAINST  TERRORIST  AC- 
TIVITY DAMAGLNG  A  FEDERAL  IN- 
TEREST COMPUTER. 

The  United  States  Sentencing  Commission 
shall  review  existing  guideline  levels  as  they 
apply  to  sections  1030(a)(4)  and  1030(a)(5)  of 
Title  18.  United  States  Code,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  their  findings  as  to  their  deter- 
rent effect  within  60  calendar  days.  Further- 
more, the  Commission  shall  promulgate 
guideline  amendments  that  will  ensure  that 
individuals  convicted  under  sections 
1030(a)(4)  and  1030(a)(5)  of  Title  18.  United 
States  Code,  are  incarcerated  for  not  less 
than  6  months 

TFTLE  VI— CRIMINAL  PROCEDURAL 
IMPROVEMENTS 
Subtitle  A — Habeas  Corpus  Reform 
SEC.  601.  FILLNG  DEADLrVES. 

Section  2244  of  title  28.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

■■(d)(1)  A  1-year  period  of  limitation  shall 
apply  to  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  by  a  person  in  custody  pursuant  to 
the  judgment  of  a  State  court.  The  limita- 
tion period  shall  run  from  the  latest  of — 

■■(A)  the  date  on  which  the  judgment  be- 
came final  by  the  conclusion  of  direct  review 
or  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  seeking 
such  review: 

■■(B)  the  date  on  which  the  impediment  to 
filing  an  application  created  by  State  action 
in  violation  of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States  is  removed,  if  the  appli- 
cant was  prevented  from  filing  by  such  State 
action: 

■■(C)  the  date  on  which  the  constitutional 
right  asserted  was  initially  recognized  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  if  the  right  has  been  newly 
recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  made 
retroactively  applicable  to  cases  on  collat- 
eral review;  or 

•■(D)  the  date  on  which  the  factual  predi- 
cate of  the  claim  or  claims  presented  could 
have  been  discovered  through  the  exercise  of 
due  diligence. 

■•(2)  The  time  during  which  a  properly  filed 
application  for  State  post-conviction  or 
other  collateral  review  with  respect  to  the 
isertinent  judgment  or  claim  shall  not  be 
counted  toward  any  period  of  limitation 
under  this  subsection.". 

SEC.  602.  APPEAL. 

Section  2253  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  2253.  Appeal 

(a)  In  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding  or  a 
proceeding  under  section  2255  before  a  dis- 
trict judge,  the  final  order  shall  be  subject  to 
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review,  on  appeal,  by  the  court  of  appeals  for 
the  circuit  in  which  the  proceeding  is  held. 

■■(b)  There  shall  be  no  right  of  appeal  from 
a  final  order  in  a  proceeding  to  test  the  va- 
lidity of  a  warrant  to  remove  to  another  dis- 
trict or  place  for  commitment  or  trial  a  per- 
son charged  with  a  criminal  offense  against 
the  United  States,  or  to  test  the  validity  of 
such  person's  detention  pending  removal  pro- 
ceedings. 

•■(c)(1)  Unless  a  circuit  justice  or  judge  is- 
sues a  certificate  of  appealability,  an  appeal 
may  not  be  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals 
from — 

■■(A)  the  final  order  in  a  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  detention  complained 
of  arises  out  of  process  issued  by  a  State 
court:  or 

■■(B)  the  final  order  in  a  proceeding  under 
section  2255. 

■■(2)  A  certificate  of  appealability  may 
issue  under  paragraph  (1)  only  if  the  appli- 
cant has  made  a  substantial  showmg  of  the 
denial  of  a  constitutional  right. 

■■(3)  The  certificate  of  appealability  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  indicate  which  specific 
issue  or  issues  satisfy  the  showing  required 
by  paragraph  (2i/'. 

SEC.  603.  AMENDMENT  OF   FEDERAL  RULES  OF 
APPEU.ATE  PROCEDLTIE. 

Rule  22  of  the  Federal  Rules  n{  Appellate 
Procedure  is  amended  to  read  a.s  follows: 
"Rule   22.    Habeas   corpiu    and    section    2255 
proceedings 

I  a)  APPLICATION  FOR  THE  ORIGINAL  WRIT.— 

An  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
shall  be  made  to  the  appropriate  district 
court.  If  application  is  made  to  a  circuit 
judge,  the  application  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriate  district  court.  If  an  applica- 
tion IS  made  to  or  transferred  to  the  district 
court  and  denied,  renewal  of  the  application 
before  a  circuit  judge  shall  not  be  permitted. 
The  applicant  may.  pursuant  to  section  2253 
of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  appeal  to  the 
appropriate  court  of  appeals  from  the  order 
of  the  district  court  denying  the  writ. 

■■(b)   CERTIFICATE   OF    APPEALABILITi'.— In   a 

habeas  corpus  proceeding  in  which  the  deten- 
tion complained  of  arises  out  of  process  is- 
sued by  a  State  court,  an  appeal  by  the  ap- 
plicant for  the  vViiL  iiia>  not  proceed  uillesi> 
a  district  or  a  circuit  Judge  issues  a  certifi- 
cate of  appealability  pursuant  to  section 
2253(c)  of  title  28.  United  SUtes  Code.  If  an 
appeal  is  taken  by  the  applicant,  the  district 
judge  who  rendered  the  judgment  shall  ei- 
ther issue  a  certificate  of  appealability  or 
state  the  reasons  why  such  a  certificate 
should  not  issue.  The  certificate  or  the  state- 
ment shall  be  forwarded  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals with  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the  file  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  district  court.  If  the 
district  judge  has  denied  the  certificate,  the 
applicant  for  the  writ  may  then  request  issu- 
ance of  the  certificate  by  a  circuit  judge.  If 
such  a  request  is  addressed  to  the  court  of 
apjjeals.  it  shall  be  deemed  addressed  to  the 
judges  thereof  and  shall  be  considered  by  a 
circuit  judge  or  judges  as  the  court  deems 
appropriate.  If  no  express  request  for  a  cer- 
tificate is  filed,  the  notice  of  appeal  shall  be 
deemed  to  constitute  a  request  addressed  to 
the  judges  of  the  court  of  appeals.  If  an  ap- 
peal is  taken  by  a  State  or  its  representa- 
tive, a  certificate  of  appealability  is  not  re- 
quired.", 

SEC.  804.  SECTION  2254  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  2254  of  title  28.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended — 

(I)  by  amending  subsection  (b)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(b)(1)  An  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  on  behalf  of  a  person  in  custody  pur- 


suant to  the  judgment  of  a  State  court  shall 
not  be  granted  unless  it  appears  that — 

•■(A)  the  applicant  has  exhausted  the  rem- 
edies available  in  the  courts  of  the  State:  or 

■■(B)(i)  there  is  an  absence  of  available 
State  corrective  process;  or 

"(ii)  circumstances  exist  that  render  such 
process  ineffective  to  protect  the  rights  of 
the  applicant. 

"(2)  An  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  may  be  denied  on  the  merits,  not- 
withstanding the  failure  of  the  applicant  to 
exhaust  the  remedies  available  in  the  courts 
of  the  State. 

"(3)  A  State  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
waived  the  exhaustion  requirement  or  be  es- 
topped from  reliance  upon  the  requirement 
unless  the  State,  through  counsel,  expressly 
waives  the  requirement  ': 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d).  (e). 
and  (f)  as  subsections  (e).  (f),  and  (g),  respec- 
tively; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

■■(d)  An  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  on  behalf  of  a  person  in  custody  pur- 
suant to  the  judgment  of  a  State  court  shall 
not  be  granted  with  respect  to  any  claim 
that  was  adjudicated  on  the  merits  in  State 
court  proceedings  unless  the  adjudication  of 
the  claim— 

■■(1)  resulted  in  a  decision  that  was  con- 
trary to.  or  involved  an  unreasonable  appli- 
cation of,  clearly  established  Federal  law.  as 
determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States;  or 

••(2)  resulted  in  a  decision  that  was  based 
on  an  unreasonable  determination  of  the 
facts  in  light  of  the  evidence  presented  in  the 
State  court  proceeding.": 

(4)  by  amending  subsection  (e).  as  redesig- 
nated by  paragraph  (2).  to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)(1)  In  a  proceeding  instituted  by  an  ap- 
plication for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  by  a 
person  in  custody  pursuant  to  the  judgment 
of  a  State  court,  a  determination  of  a  factual 
issue  made  by  a  State  court  shall  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  correct.  The  applicant  shall 
have  the  burden  of  rebutting  the  presump- 
tion of  correctness  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence. 

■■(2)  If  the  applicant  has  failed  to  develop 
the  factual  basis  of  a  claim  in  State  court 
proceedings,  the  court  shall  not  hold  an  evi- 
dentiary hearing  on  the  claim  unless  the  ap- 
plicant shows  that — 

■■(A)  the  claim  relies  on— 

"(i)  a  new  rule  of  constitutional  law.  made 
retroactive  to  cases  on  collateral  review  by 
the  Supreme  Court,  that  was  previously  un- 
available: or 

'■(ii)  a  factual  predicate  that  could  not 
have  been  previously  discovered  through  the 
exercise  of  due  diligence:  and 

"(B)  the  facts  underlying  the  claim  would 
be  sufficient  to  establish  by  clear  and  con- 
vincing evidence  that  but  for  constitutional 
error,  no  reasonable  factfinder  would  have 
found  the  applicant  guilty  of  the  underlying 
offense.":  and 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(h)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  in  all  proceedings  brought  under  this 
section,  and  any  subsequent  proceedings  on 
review,  appointment  of  counsel  for  an  appli- 
cant who  is  or  becomes  financially  unable  to 
afford  counsel  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  except  as  provided  by  a  rule  pro- 
mulgated by  the  Supreme  Court  pursuant  to 
statutory  authority.  Appointment  of  counsel 
under  this  section  shall  be  governed  by  sec- 
tion 3006A  of  title  18. 

"(i)  The  ineffectiveness  or  incompetence  of 
counsel  during  Federal  or  State  collateral 


post-conviction   proceedings  shall   not  be  a 
ground    for    relief    in    a    proceeding    arising 
under  section  225-}, ". 
SEC.  605.  SECnON  2255  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  2255  of  title  28.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  second  and  fifth  undes- 
ignated paragraphs:  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
undesignated  paragraphs: 

"A  1-year  period  of  limitation  shall  apply 
to  a  motion  under  this  section.  The  limita- 
tion period  shall  run  from  the  latest  of— 

"(1)  the  date  on  which  the  judgment  of 
conviction  becomes  final: 

"(2)  the  date  on  which  the  impediment  to 
making  a  motion  created  by  governmental 
action  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States  is  removed,  if  the 
movant  was  prevented  from  making  a  mo- 
tion by  such  governmental  action: 

■'(3)  the  date  on  which  the  right  a.sserted 
was  initially  recognized  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  if  that  right  has  been  newly  recog- 
nized by  the  Supreme  Court  and  made  retro- 
actively applicable  to  cases  on  collateral  re- 
view; or 

"(4)  the  date  on  which  the  facts  supporting 
the  claim  or  claims  presented  could  have 
been  discovered  through  the  exercise  of  due 
diligence. 

"In  all  proceedings  brought  under  this  sec- 
tion, and  any  subsequent  proceedings  on  re- 
view, appointment  of  counsel  for  a  movant 
who  is  or  becomes  financially  unable  to  af- 
ford counsel  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  except  as  provided  by  a  rule  promul- 
gated by  the  Supreme  Court  pursuant  to 
statutory  authority.  .Appointment  of  counsel 
under  this  section  shall  be  governed  by  sec- 
tion 3006A  of  title  18. 

"A  second  or  successive  motion  must  be 
certified  as  provided  in  section  2244  by  a 
panel  of  the  appropriate  court  of  appeals  to 
contain- 
ed) newly  discovered  evidence  that,  if 
proven  and  viewed  in  light  of  the  evidence  as 
a  whole,  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  by 
clear  and  convincing  evidence  that  no  rea- 
sonable factfinder  would  have  found  the 
movant  guilty  of  the  offense:  or 

■■(2)  a  new  rule  of  constitutional  law.  made 
retroactive  to  cases  on  collateral  review  by 
the  Supreme  Court,  that  was  previously  un- 
available.". 

SEC.  606.  LIMITS  ON  SECOND  OR  SUCCESSIVE  AP 
PLICATIO.NS. 

(a)  CONKOR.MING     A.MEND.ME.NT     TO     SECTIO.N 

2244(a).— Section  2244(a)  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  ■and  the 
petition"  and  all  that  follows  through  "by 
such  inquiry.  "  and  inserting  ■.  except  as  pro- 
vided in  section  2255.". 

(b)  Limits  on  Second  or  Successive  Appli- 
cations.—Section  2244(b)  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■■(b)(1)  A  claim  presented  in  a  second  or 
successive  habeas  corpus  application  under 
section  2254  that  was  presented  in  a  prior  ap- 
plication shall  be  dismissed. 

■■(2)  A  claim  presented  in  a  second  or  suc- 
cessive habeas  corpus  application  under  sec- 
tion 22.54  that  was  not  presented  in  a  prior 
application  shall  be  dismissed  unless — 

■•(A)  the  applicant  shows  that  the  claim  re- 
lies on  a  new  rule  of  constitutional  law. 
made  retroactive  to  cases  on  collateral  re- 
view by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  was  pre- 
viously unavailable:  or 

•■(B)(i)  the  factual  predicate  for  the  claim 
could  not  have  been  discovered  previously 
through  the  exercise  of  due  diligence:  and 

"(ii)  the  facts  underlying  the  claim,  if 
proven  and  viewed  in  light  of  the  evidence  as 


a  whole,  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  by 
clear  and  convincing  evidence  that,  but  for 
constitutional  error,  no  reasonable 
factfinder  would  have  found  the  applicant 
guilty  of  the  underlying  offense. 

"■(3)(A)  Before  a  second  or  successive  appli- 
cation permitted  by  this  section  is  filed  in 
the  district  court,  the  applicant  shall  move 
in  the  appropriate  court  of  appeals  for  an 
order  authorizing  the  district  court  to  con- 
sider the  application. 

"(B)  A  motion  in  the  court  of  appeals  for 
an  order  authorizing  the  district  court  to 
consider  a  second  or  successive  application 
shall  be  determined  by  a  three-judge  panel  of 
the  court  of  appeals. 

"(C)  The  court  of  appeals  may  authorize 
the  filing  of  a  second  or  successive  applica- 
tion only  if  it  determines  that  the  applica- 
tion makes  a  prima  facie  showing  that  the 
application  satisfies  the  requirements  of  this 
subsection. 

"(D)  The  court  of  appeals  shall  grant  or 
deny  the  authorization  to  file  a  second  or 
succe.ssive  application  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  filing  of  the  motion. 

"(E)  The  grant  or  denial  of  an  authoriza- 
tion by  a  court  of  appeals  to  file  a  second  or 
successive  application  shall  not  be  appeal- 
able and  shall  not  be  the  subject  of  a  petition 
for  rehearing  or  for  a  writ  of  certiorari. 

■•(4)  A  district  court  shall  dismiss  any 
claim  presented  in  a  second  or  successive  ap- 
plication that  the  court  of  appeals  has  au- 
thorized to  be  filed  unless  the  applicant 
shows  that  the  claim  satisfies  the  require- 
ments of  this  section .". 

SEC.  607.   DEATH    PENALTY  LITIGATION  PROCE- 
DURES. 

(a)  AuurnoN  of  Chapter  to  Title  28,  Unit- 
ed  States   Code.— Title   28.    United   States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  chapter 
153  the  following  new  chapter: 
"CHAPTER  154— SPECIAL  HABEAS  CORPUS 

PROCEDURES  IN  CAPITAL  CASES 
'■Sec. 

■'2261.  Prisoners  in  State  custody  subject  to 
capital    sentence;   appointment 
of  counsel:  requirement  of  rule 
of  court  or  statute;  procedures 
for  appointment. 
"2262.  Mandatory    stay    of  execution;    dura- 
tion; limits  on  sta.vs  of  execu- 
tion; successive  petitions. 
"2263.  Filing   of  habeas   corpus  application; 
time       requirements;       tolling 
rules. 
"2264.  Scope  of  Federal  review;  district  court 

adjudications. 
"2265.  Application   to  State  unitary  review 

procedure. 
"2266.  Limitation    periods    for    determining 

applications  and  motions. 
"1)2261.  Prisoners  in  State  custody  subject  to 
capital   sentence;   appointment   of  counsel; 
requirement  of  rule  of  court  or  statute;  pro- 
cedures for  appointment 
"(a)  This  chapter  shall  apply  to  cases  aris- 
ing under  section  2254  brought  by  prisoners 
in  State  custody  who  are  subject  to  a  capital 
sentence.  It  shall  apply  only  if  the  provisions 
of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  are  satisfied. 

"(b)  This  chapter  is  applicable  if  a  State 
establishes  b.v  statute,  rule  of  its  court  of 
last  resort,  or  by  another  agency  authorized 
by  State  law.  a  mechanism  for  the  appoint- 
ment, compensation,  and  payment  of  reason- 
able litigation  expenses  of  competent  coun- 
sel in  State  post-conviction  proceedings 
brought  by  indigent  prisoners  whose  capital 
convictions  and  sentences  have  been  upheld 
on  direct  appeal  to  the  court  of  last  resort  in 
the  State  or  have  otherwise  become  final  for 


State  law  purposes.  The  rule  of  court  or  stat- 
ute must  provide  standards  of  competency 
for  the  appointment  of  such  counsel. 

"(c)  Any  mechanism  for  the  appointment, 
compensation,  and  reimbursement  of  counsel 
as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  must  offer 
counsel  to  all  State  prisoners  under  capital 
sentence  and  must  provide  for  the  entry  of 
an  order  by  a  court  of  record— 

"■(1)  appointing  one  or  more  counsels  to 
represent  the  prisoner  upon  a  finding  that 
the  prisoner  is  indigent  and  accepted  the 
offer  or  is  unable  competently  to  decide 
whether  to  accept  or  reject  the  offer; 

"(2)  finding,  after  a  hearing  if  necessary, 
that  the  prisoner  rejected  the  offer  of  coun- 
sel and  made  the  decision  with  an  under- 
standing of  its  legal  consequences:  or 

"(3)  denying  the  appointment  of  counsel 
upon  a  finding  that  the  prisoner  is  not  indi- 
gent. 

"(d)  No  counsel  appointed  pursuant  to  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (c)  to  represent  a  State  pris- 
oner under  capital  sentence  shall  have  pre- 
viously represented  the  prisoner  at  trial  or 
on  direct  appeal  in  the  case  for  which  the  ap- 
pointment is  made  unless  the  prisoner  and 
counsel  expressly  request  continued  rep- 
resentation. 

■■(e)  The  ineffectiveness  or  incompetence  of 
counsel  during  State  or  Federal  post-convic- 
tion proceedings  in  a  capital  case  shall  not 
be  a  ground  for  relief  in  a  proceeding  arising 
under  section  2254.  This  limitation  shall  not 
preclude  the  appointment  of  different  coun- 
sel, on  the  court's  own  motion  or  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  prisoner,  at  any  phase  of  State 
or  Federal  post-conviction  proceedings  on 
the  basis  of  the  ineffectiveness  or  incom- 
petence of  coun.sel  in  such  proceedings. 
"§2262.  Mandatory  stay  of  execution;  dura- 
tion; limits  on  stays  of  execution;  succes- 
sive petitions 

"(a)  Upon  the  entry  in  the  appropriate 
State  court  of  record  of  an  order  under  sec- 
tion 2261(c).  a  warrant  or  order  setting  an 
execution  date  for  a  State  prisoner  shall  be 
stayed  upon  application  to  any  court  that 
would  have  jurisdiction  over  any  proceedings 
filed  under  section  2254.  The  application 
shall  recite  that  the  State  has  invoked  the 
post-conviction  review  procedures  of  this 
chapter  and  that  the  scheduled  execution  is 
subject  to  stay. 

"(b)  A  stay  of  execution  granted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  shall  expire  if— 

"(1)  a  State  prisoner  fails  to  file  a  habeas 
corpus  application  under  section  2254  within 
the  time  required  in  section  2263; 

■■(2)  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, in  the  presence  of  counsel,  unless  the 
prisoner  has  competently  and  knowingly 
waived  such  counsel,  and  after  having  been 
advised  of  the  consequences,  a  State  prisoner 
under  capital  sentence  waives  the  right  to 
pursue  habeas  corpus  review  under  section 
2254;  or 

■■(3)  a  State  prisoner  files  a  habeas  corpus 
petition  under  section  2254  within  the  time 
required  by  section  2263  and  fails  to  make  a 
substantial  showing  of  the  denial  of  a  Fed- 
eral right  or  is  denied  relief  in  the  district 
court  or  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  review. 

"(c)  If  one  of  the  conditions  in  subsection 
(b)  has  occurred,  no  Federal  court  thereafter 
shall  have  the  authority  to  enter  a  stay  of 
execution  in  the  case,  unless  the  court  of  ap- 
peals approves  the  filing  of  a  second  or  suc- 
cessive application  under  section  2244(b). 
"$2263.  Filing  of  habeas  corpus  application; 

time  requirements;  tolling  rules 

■■(a)  Any  application  under  this  chapter  for 
habeas  corpus  relief  under  section  2254  must 


be  filed  in  the  appropriate  district  court  not 
later  than  180  days  after  final  State  court  af- 
firmance of  the  conviction  and  sentence  on 
direct  review  or  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  seeking  such  review. 

"(b)  The  time  requirements  established  by 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  tolled— 

"(1>  from  the  date  that  a  petition  for  cer- 
tiorari is  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court  until 
the  date  of  final  disposition  of  the  petition  if 
a  State  prisoner  files  the  petition  to  secure 
review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  affirm- 
ance of  a  capital  sentence  on  direct  review 
by  the  court  of  last  resort  of  the  State  or 
other  final  State  court  decision  on  direct  re- 
view; 

"(2)  from  the  date  on  which  the  first  peti- 
tion for  post-conviction  review  or  other  col- 
lateral relief  is  filed  until  the  final  State 
court  disposition  of  such  petition;  and 

"(3)  during  an  additional  period  not  to  ex- 
ceed 30  days,  if— 

"(A)  a  motion  for  an  extension  of  time  is 
filed  in  the  Federal  district  court  that  would 
have  jurisdiction  over  the  case  upon  the  fil- 
ing of  a  habeas  corpus  application  under  sec- 
tion 2254;  and 

"(B)  a  showing  of  good  cause  is  made  for 
the  failure  to  file  the  habeas  corpus  applica- 
tion within  the  time  period  established  by 
this  section. 

"J  2264.     Scope    of    Federal     review;    district 
court  adjudications 

■■(a)  Whenever  a  State  prisoner  under  cap- 
ital sentence  files  a  petition  for  habeas  cor- 
pus relief  to  which  this  chapter  applies,  the 
district  court  shall  only  consider  a  claim  or 
claims  that  have  been  raised  and  decided  on 
the  merits  in  the  State  courts,  unless  the 
failure  to  raise  the  claim  properly  is— 

■'(1)  the  result  of  State  action  in  violation 
of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States; 

■■(2)  the  result  of  the  Supreme  Court  rec- 
ognition of  a  new  Federal  right  made  retro- 
actively applicable  to  cases  on  collateral  re- 
view by  the  Supreme  Court:  or 

"(3)  based  on  a  factual  predicate  that  could 
not  have  been  discovered  through  the  exer- 
cise of  due  diligence  in  time  to  present  the 
claim  for  State  or  Federal  post-conviction 
review. 

■•(b)    Following    review    subject    to    sut>- 
sections  (a),  (d).  and  (e)  of  section  2254.  the 
court  shall  rule  on  the  claims  properly  be- 
fore it 
"{2265.  Application  to  State  unitary  review 

procedure 

■■(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  a  uni- 
tary review'  procedure  means  a  State  proce- 
dure that  authorizes  a  person  under  sentence 
of  death  to  raise,  in  the  course  of  direct  re- 
view of  the  judgment,  such  claims  as  could 
be  raised  on  collateral  attack.  This  chapter 
shall  apply,  as  provided  in  this  section,  in  re- 
lation to  a  State  unitary  review  procedure  if 
the  State  establishes  by  rule  of  its  court  of 
last  resort  or  by  statute  a  mechanism  for  the 
appointment,  compensation,  and  payment  of 
reasonable  litigation  expenses  of  competent 
counsel  in  the  unitary  review  proceedings, 
including  expenses  relating  to  the  litigation 
of  collateral  claims  in  the  proceedings.  The 
rule  of  court  or  statute  must  provide  stand- 
ards of  competency  for  the  appointment  of 
such  counsel. 

"(b)  To  qualify  under  this  section,  a  uni- 
tary review  procedure  must  include  an  offer 
of  counsel  following  trial  for  the  purpose  of 
representation  on  unitary  review,  and  entry 
of  an  order,  as  provided  in  section  2261(c), 
concerning  appointment  of  counsel  or  waiver 
or  denial  of  appointment  of  counsel  for  that 
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purpose.  No  counsel  appointed  to  represent 
the  prisoner  in  the  unitary  review  proceed- 
ings shall  have  previously  represented  the 
prisoner  at  trial  in  the  case  for  which  the  ap- 
pointment is  made  unless  the  prisoner  and 
counsel  expressly  request  continued  rep- 
resentation. 

■•(c)  Sections  2262.  2263.  2264.  and  2266  shall 
apply  in  relation  to  cases  involving  a  sen- 
tence of  death  from  any  State  having  a  uni- 
tary review  procedure  that  qualifies  under 
this  section.  References  to  State  'post-con- 
viction review"  and  direct  review'  in  such 
sections  shall  be  understood  as  referring  to 
unitary  review  under  the  State  procedure. 
The  reference  in  section  2262(a)  to  'an  order 
under  section  2261(c)'  shall  be  understood  as 
referring  to  the  post-trial  order  under  sub- 
section (b)  concerning  representation  in  the 
unitary  review  proceedings,  but  if  a  tran- 
script of  the  trial  proceedings  is  unavailable 
at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  such  an  order  in 
the  appropriate  State  court,  then  the  start 
of  the  180-day  limitation  period  under  sec- 
tion 2263  shall  be  deferred  until  a  transcript 
is  made  available  to  the  prisoner  or  counsel 
of  the  prisoner. 
''IS2266.    Limitation    periods    for   determining 

applications  and  motionii 

"(a)  The  adjudication  of  any  a[^)lication 
under  section  2254  that  is  subject  to  this 
chapter,  and  the  adjudication  of  any  motion 
under  section  2255  by  a  person  under  sen-' 
tence  of  death,  shall  be  given  priority  by  the 
district  court  and  by  the  court  of  appeals 
over  all  noncapital  matters. 

"(b)(1)(A)  A  district  court  shall  render  a 
final  determination  and  enter  a  final  judg- 
ment on  any  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  brought  under  this  chapter  in  a  cap- 
ital case  not  later  than  180  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  application  is  filed. 

"(B)  A  district  court  shall  afford  the  par- 
ties at  least  120  days  in  which  to  complete 
all  actions,  including  the  preparation  of  all 
pleadings  and  briefs,  and  if  necessary,  a  hear- 
ing, prior  to  the  submission  of  the  case  for 
decision. 

"(C)(i)  A  district  court  may  delay  for  not 
more  than  one  additional  30-day  period  be- 
yond the  poriod  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A),  the  rendering  of  a  determination  of  an 
application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  if  the 
court  issues  a  written  order  making  a  find- 
ing, and  stating  the  reasons  for  the  finding, 
that  the  ends  of  justice  that  would  be  served 
by  allowing  the  delay  outweigh  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  public  and  the  applicant  in  a 
speedy  disposition  of  the  application. 

"(ii)  The  factors,  among  others,  that  a 
court  shall  consider  in  determining  whether 
a  delay  in  the  disposition  of  an  application  is 
warranted  are  as  follows: 

"(I)  Whether  the  failure  to  allow  the  delay 
would  be  likely  to  result  in  a  miscarriage  of 
justice. 

"(II)  Whether  the  case  is  so  unusual  or  so 
complex,  due  to  the  number  of  defendants, 
the  nature  of  the  prosecution,  or  the  exist- 
ence of  novel  questions  of  fact  or  law.  that  it 
is  unreasonable  to  expect  adequate  briefing 
within  the  time  limitations  established  by 
subparagraph  (A). 

"(Ill)  Whether  the  failure  to  allow  a  delay 
in  a  case,  that,  taken  as  a  whole.  Is  not  so 
unusual  or  so  complex  as  described  in  sub- 
clause (II).  but  would  otherwise  deny  the  ap- 
plicant reasonable  time  to  obtain  counsel, 
would  unreasonably  deny  the  applicant  or 
the  government  continuity  of  counsel,  or 
would  deny  counsel  for  the  applicant  or  the 
government  the  reasonable  time  necessary 
for  effective  preparation,  taking  into  ac- 
count the  exercise  of  due  diligence. 


"(iii)  No  delay  in  disposition  shall  be  per- 
missible because  of  general  congestion  of  the 
court's  calendar. 

•"(iv)  The  court  shall  transmit  a  copy  of 
any  order  issued  under  clause  (i)  to  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Administrative  Office  of  the 
United  States  Courts  for  inclusion  in  the  re- 
port under  paragraph  (5). 

"(2)  The  time  limitations  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  to— 

"(A)  an  initial  application  for  a  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus: 

'"(B)  any  second  or  successive  application 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus:  and 

"(C)  any  redetermination  of  an  application 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  following  a  re- 
mand by  the  court  of  appeals  or  the  Supreme 
Court  for  further  proceedings,  in  which  case 
the  limitation  period  shall  run  from  the  date 
the  remand  is  ordered. 

"(3)(A)  The  time  limitations  under  this 
section  shall  not  be  construed  to  entitle  an 
applicant  to  a  stay  of  execution,  to  which 
the  applicant  would  otherwise  not  be  enti- 
tled, for  the  purpose  of  litigating  any  appli- 
cation or  appeal. 

"(B)  No  amendment  to  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  under  this  chapter 
shall  be  permitted  after  the  filing  of  the  an- 
swer to  the  application,  except  on  the 
grounds  specified  in  section  2244(b). 

"(4)(A)  The  failure  of  a  court  to  meet  or 
comply  with  a  time  limitation  under  this 
section  shall  not  be  a  ground  for  granting  re- 
lief from  a  judgment  of  conviction  or  sen- 
tence. 

"(B)  The  State  may  enforce  a  time  limita- 
tion under  this  section  by  petitioning  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  the  court  of  appeals. 
The  court  of  appeals  shall  act  on  the  petition 
for  a  writ  or  mandamus  not  later  than  30 
days  after  the  filing  of  the  petition. 

■"(5)(A)  The  Administrative  Office  of  Unit- 
ed States  Courts  shall  submit  to  Congress  an 
annual  report  on  the  compliance  by  the  dis- 
trict courts  with  the  time  limitations  under 
this  section. 

"(B)  The  report  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  include  copies  of  the  orders  submit- 
ted by  the  district  courts  under  paragraph 
(1  wRMiv) 

"(c)(1)(A)  A  court  of  appeals  shall  hear  and 
render  a  final  determination  of  any  appeal  of 
an  order  granting  or  denying,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  an  application  brought  under  this  chap- 
ter in  a  capital  case  not  later  than  120  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  reply  brief  is 
filed,  or  if  no  reply  brief  is  filed,  not  later 
than  120  days  after  the  date  on  which  the  an- 
swering brief  is  filed. 

"(B)(i)  A  court  of  appeals  shall  decide 
whether  to  grant  a  petition  for  rehearing  or 
other  request  for  rehearing  en  banc  not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  date  on  which  the  peti- 
tion for  rehearing  is  filed  unless  a  responsive 
pleading  is  required,  in  which  case  the  court 
shall  decide  whether  to  grant  the  petition 
not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  responsive  pleading  is  filed. 

"(ii)  If  a  petition  for  rehearing  or  rehear- 
ing en  banc  is  granted,  the  court  of  appeals 
shall  hear  and  render  a  final  determination 
of  the  appeal  not  later  than  120  days  after 
the  date  on  which  the  order  granting  rehear- 
ing or  rehearing  en  banc  is  entered. 

"(2)  The  time  limitations  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  tcj — 

"(A)  an  initial  application  for  a  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus; 

"(B)  any  second  or  successive  application 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus:  and 

"(C)  any  redetermination  of  an  application 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  or  related  appeal 
following  a  remand  by  the  court  of  appeals 


en  banc  or  the  Supreme  Court  for  further 
proceedings,  in  which  case  the  limitation  pe- 
riod shall  run  from  the  date  the  remand  is 
ordered. 

"(3)  The  time  limitations  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  not  be  construed  to  entitle  an  ap- 
plicant to  a  stay  of  execution,  to  which  the 
applicant  would  otherwise  not  be  entitled, 
for  the  purpose  of  litigating  any  application 
or  appeal. 

'"(4)(A)  The  failure  of  a  court  to  meet  or 
comply  with  a  time  limitation  under  this 
section  shall  not  be  a  ground  for  granting  re- 
lief from  a  judgment  of  conviction  or  sen- 
tence. 

"(B)  The  State  may  enforce  a  time  limita- 
tion under  this  section  by  applying  for  a  writ 
of  mandamus  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

•"(5)  The  Administrative  Office  of  United 
States  Courts  shall  submit  to  Congress  an 
annual  report  on  the  compliance  by  the 
courts  of  appeals  with  the  time  limitations 
under  this  section.'". 

(b)  Technical  Amendme.nt.— The  part  anal- 
ysis for  part  IV  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  after  the  item 
relating  to  chapter  153  the  following  new 
item: 

"154.     Special     habeas     corpus     pro- 
cedures    in     capital  cases  2261.". 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date.  -Chapter  154  of  title 
28.  United  States  Code  (as  added  by  sub- 
section (a))  shall  apply  to  cases  pending  on 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  608,  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENT. 

Section  }08(ti)  of  the  Controlled  Substances 
Act  (21  U.S  C.  848(q))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (4)(A),  by  striking  "shall" 
and  inserting  "may": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4)(B),  by  striking  "shall" 
and  inserting  "may":  and 

(3)  by  amending  paragraph  (9»  to  read  as 
follows: 

■■(9)  Upon  a  finding  that  investigative,  ex- 
pert, or  other  services  are  reasonably  nec- 
essary for  the  representation  of  the  defend- 
ant, whether  in  connection  with  issues  relat- 
ing to  guilt  or  the  sentence,  the  court  may 
authorize  the  defendant's  attorneys  to  ob- 
tain such  services  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
and.  if  so  authorized,  shall  order  the  pay- 
ment of  fees  and  expenses  therefor  under 
paragraph  (10).  No  ex  parte  proceeding,  com- 
munication, or  request  may  be  considered 
pursuant  to  this  section  unless  a  proper 
showing  is  made  concerning  the  need  for  con- 
fidentiality. Any  such  proceeding,  commu- 
nication, or  request  shall  be  transcribed  and 
made  a  part  of  the  record  available  for  appel- 
late review."'. 

Subtitle  B — Criminal  Procedural 
Improvements 

SEC.  6'21  (  I.AKIKK.ATION  ^V.\U  EXTENSION  OF 
(  RIMI.NAI.  Jt  RISDICTION  OVER  t  ER- 
TALN  TERRORISM  OFFENSES  OVER 
SEAS. 

(a)  AIRCRAFT  Piracy.— Section  46502(b)  of 
title  49.  United  S'ates  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  'and  later 
found  in  the  United  States"": 

(2)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as 
follows; 

■"(2)  The  courts  of  the  United  States  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  offense  in  paragraph  (1) 
if- 

"(A)  a  national  of  the  United  States  was 
aboard  the  aircraft: 

"(B)  an  offender  is  a  national  of  the  United 
States;  or 

"(C)  an  offender  is  afterwards  found  in  the 
United  States.";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 


•■(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'national  of  the  United  States'  has  the 
meanlns;  given  such  term  in  section  101(a)(22l 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8 
U.S.C.  1101(a)i22))."'. 

(b)  DESTRUtrrioN  of  Aircraft  or  Aircraft 
Facilitie.s.— Section  32(b)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)  Whoever"  and  inserting 
""(b)(1)  Whoever  ": 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(4)  as  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (D).  respec- 
tively; 

(3)  by  striking  ",  if  the  offender  is  later 
found  in  the  United  States,"":  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(2)  The  courts  of  the  United  States  have 
jurisdiction  over  an  offense  described  in  this 
subsection  if— 

"(A)  a  national  of  the  United  States  was  on 
board,  or  would  have  been  on  board,  the  air- 
craft: 

"(B)  an  offender  is  a  national  of  the  United 
States:  or 

"(C)  an  offender  is  afterward  found  in  the 
United  States. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  national  of  the  United  States"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  101(a)(22) 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8 
U.S.C.  n01(a)(22))."". 

(c)  Murder  or  Manslaughter  of  Inter- 
nationally Protected  Persons.— Section 
1116  of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  ".  except 
that"": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b),  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(7)  National  of  the  United  States"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  101(a)(22) 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8 
U.S.C.  noi(a)(22))."";and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c).  by  striking  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  the  following:  ""If  the 
victim  of  an  offense  under  subsection  (a)  is 
an  internationally  protected  person  outside 
the  United  States,  the  United  States  may  ex- 
ercise jurisdiction  over  the  offense  if  (1)  the 
victim  is  a  representative,  officer,  employee, 
or  agent  of  the  United  States.  (2)  an  offender 
is  a  national  of  the  United  States,  or  (3)  an 
offender  is  afterwards  found  in  the  United 
States."". 

(d)  Protection  of  In-ternationally  Pro- 
tected Per.sons.— Section  112  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (c).  by  inserting  "national 
of  the  United  States.'"  before  "and"":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e).  by  striking  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  the  following:  "If  the 
victim  of  an  offense  under  subsection  (a)  is 
an  internationally  protected  person  outside 
the  United  States,  the  United  States  may  ex- 
ercise jurisdiction  over  the  offense  if  (1)  the 
victim  is  a  representative,  officer,  employee, 
or  agent  of  the  United  States,  (2)  an  offender 
is  a  national  of  the  United  States,  or  (3)  an 
offender  is  afterwards  found  in  the  United 
States.". 

(e)  Threats  against  Internationally 
Protected  Persons.— Section  878  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (o.  by  inserting  "national 
of  the  United  States."  before   "and":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (d),  by  striking  the  first 
sentence  and  inserting  the  following:  "If  the 
victim  of  an  offense  under  subsection  (a)  is 
an  internationally  protected  person  outside 
the  United  States,  the  United  States  may  ex- 
ercise jurisdiction  over  the  offense  if  (1)  the 
victim  is  a  representative,  officer,  employee, 
or  agent  of  the  United  States.  (2)  an  offender 


is  a  national  of  the  United  States,  or  (3i  an 
offender  is  afterwards  found  in  the  United 
States.". 

(f)  Kidnaping  of  I.nternationally  Pro- 
tected Persons —Section  1201(e)  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  the  first  sentence  and  in- 
serting the  following:  "If  the  victim  of  an  of- 
fense under  subsection  (a)  is  an  internation- 
ally protected  person  outside  the  United 
States,  the  United  States  may  exercise  juris- 
diction over  the  offense  if  (1)  the  victim  is  a 
representative,  officer,  employee,  or  agent  of 
the  United  States,  (2)  an  offender  is  a  na- 
tional of  the  United  States,  or  (3)  an  offender 
is  afterwards  found  in  the  United  States.": 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'na- 
tional of  the  United  States"  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  101(a)(22)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1101(a)(22)."". 

(g)  "Violence  at  International  air- 
ports.—Section  37(b)(2)  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  the  prohibited  activity  takes  place 
outside  the  United  States,  and — 

"(A)  the  offender  is  later  found  in  the  Unit- 
ed States:  or 

"( B)  an  offender  or  a  victim  is  a  national  of 
the  United  States  (as  defined  in  section 
101(a)(22)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(22))."". 

(h)  National  of  the  United  States  De- 
fined—Section  178  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  the  ""and""  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  '":  and":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph; 

"(5)    the    term    "national    of    the    United 
States'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  101(a)(22)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(22)).  ". 
SEC,  622.  EXPANSION  OF  TERRITORIAL  SEA. 

(a)  Territorial  Ska  Extending  to  Twelve 
Miles  Included  in  Special  Mariti.me  and 
Territorial  Jurisdiction.— The  Congress 
declares  that  all  the  territorial  sea  of  the 
United  States,  as  defined  by  Presidential 
Proclamation  5928  of  December  27.  1988.  for 
purposes  of  criminal  jurisdiction  is  part  of 
the  United  States,  subject  to  its  sovereignty, 
and.  for  purposes  of  Federal  criminal  juris- 
diction, is  within  the  special  maritime  and 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
wherever  that  term  is  used  in  title  18,  United 
States  Code. 

(b)  Assimilated  Crimes  in  Extended  Ter- 
ritorial SEA.— Section  13  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  the  adoption  of 
State  laws  for  areas  within  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion), is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  after 
"title,""    the    following:    "or   on.    above,    or 

below  any  portion  of  the  territorial  sea  of 
the  United  States  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  State.  Commonwealth,  territory,  pos- 
session, or  district"';  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(c)  Whenever  any  waters  of  the  territorial 
sea  of  the  United  States  lie  outside  the  terri- 
tory of  any  State.  Commonwealth,  territory, 
possession,  or  district,  such  waters  (includ- 
ing the  airspace  above  and  the  seabed  and 
subsoil  below,  and  artificial  islands  and  fixed 
structures  erected  thereon)  shall  be  deemed 
for  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  to  lie  within 
the  area  of  that  State.  Commonwealth,  terri- 
tory, possession,  or  district  it  would  lie  with- 


in if  the  boundaries  of  such  State,  Common- 
wealth, territory,  possession,  or  district  were 
extended  seaward  to  the  outer  limit  of  the 
territorial  sea  of  the  United  States". 

SEC.  623.  EXPANSION  OF  WEAPONS  OF  MASS  DE- 
STRUCTION STATUTE. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  2332a  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  by  inserting  "'threatens.'"  before  "at- 
tempts'"; and 

(B)  by  inserting  "that  has  moved  in.  or  af- 
fected interstate  commerce"  after  "destruc- 
tion"": 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  <b)  as  sub- 
section (c); 

(3)  by  adding  immediately  after  subsection 
(a)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(b)  Use  Outside  United  States.— Any  na- 
tional of  the  United  States  who  outside  of 
the  United  States  uses,  threatens,  attempts, 
or  conspires  to  use,  a  weapon  of  mass  de- 
struction, shall  be  imprisoned  for  any  term 
of  years  or  for  life,  and  if  death  results,  shall 
be  punished  by  death  or  imprisonment  for 
any  term  of  years  or  for  life.";  and 

(4)  by  amending  subsection  (c)(2)(B).  as  re- 
designated by  paragraph  (3).  by  striking 
"poison  gas"  and  inserting  "any  poisonous 
chemical  agent  or  substance,  regardless  of 
form  or  delivery  system,  designed  for  caus- 
ing widespread  death  or  injury:"". 

(b)  Definition  of  Destructive  Devtce.— 
Section  921(a)(4)(A)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "poison  gas" 
and  inserting  "poisonous  chemical  agent  or 
substance". 

(c)  Conforming  Amendment —Section 
5845(0(1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
is  amended  by  striking  "poison  gas"  and  in- 
serting "poisonous  chemical  agent  or  sub- 
stance"". 

SEC.   624.   ADDITION   OF  TERRORIS.M   OFFENSES 
TO  THE  RICO  statute. 

Section   1961(1)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 
(1)  in  subparagraph  (B) — 

(A)  by  inserting  after  "Section"  the  follow- 
ing: "32  (relating  to  the  destruction  of  air- 
craft), section  37  (relating  to  violence  at 
international  airports),  section  115  (relating 
to  influencing,  impeding,  or  retaliating 
against  a  Federal  otiiciai  by  threatening  or 
injuring  a  family  member),  section"; 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "section  224  (relating 
to  sports  bribery).""  the  following:  "section 
351  (relating  to  congressional  or  Cabinet  offi- 
cer assassination)."': 

(C)  by  inserting  after  "section  664  (relating 
to  embezzlement  from  pension  and  welfare 
funds).'"  the  following:  "section  831  (relating 
to  prohibited  transactions  involving  nuclear 
materials),  section  844  (f)  or  (i)  (relating  to 
destruction  by  explosives  or  fire  of  govern- 
ment property  or  property  affecting  inter- 
state or  foreign  commerce),"; 

(D)  by  inserting  after  "sections  891-894  (re- 
lating to  extortionate  credit  transactions). "' 
the  following:  "section  956  (relating  to  con- 
spiracy to  kill,  kidnap,  maim,  or  injure  cer- 
tain property  in  a  foreign  country)."; 

(E)  by  inserting  after  "section  1084  (relat- 
ing to  the  transmission  of  gambling  informa- 
tion)." the  following:  "section  1111  (relating 
to  murder),  section  1114  (relating  to  murder 
of  United  States  law  enforcement  officials), 
section  1116  (relating  to  murder  of  foreign  of- 
ficials, official  guests,  or  internationally 
protected  persons),  section  1203  (relating  to 
hostage  taking),"'; 

(F)  by  inserting  after  "section  1344  (relat- 
ing to  financial  institution  fraud).""  the  fol- 
lowing: "section  1361  (relating  to  willful  in- 
jury of  government  property  within  the  spe- 
cial maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction),""; 
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(G)  by  inserting  after  -'section  1513  (relat- 
ing: to  retaliating  against  a  witness,  victim, 
or  an  informant).'  the  following:  "section 
1751  (relating  to  Presidential  assassina- 
tion).": 

(H)  by  inserting  after  "section  1958  (relat- 
ing to  use  of  interstate  commerce  facilities 
in  the  commission  of  murder-for-hire)."  the 
following:  "section  2280  (relating  to  violence 
against  maritime  navigation),  section  2281 
(relating  to  violence  against  maritime  fixed 
platforms).":  and 

(I)  by  inserting  after  "2321  (relating  to 
trafficking  in  certam  motor  vehicles  or 
motor  vehicle  parts)."  the  following:  "sec- 
tion 2332  (relating  to  terrorist  acts  abroad 
against  United  States  nationals),  section 
2332a  (relating  to  use  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction), section  2332b  (relatmg  to  acts  of 
terrorism  transcending  national  boundaries), 
section  2339A  (relating  to  providing  material 
support  to  terrorists).": 

i2)  by  striking  "or"  before  ""(£)":  and 

(3)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the 

end  the  following:    ".  or  (F)  section  46502  of 

title  49.  United  States  Code". 

SEC.   62.V   .\DnmON   OF   TERRORIS.M   OFFENSES 

TO  THE  MONEY  L.AI  NDERING  STAT- 

tTE. 

Section  1956(c)(7)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  amending 
clause  (ii)  to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  murder,  kidnapping,  robbery,  extor- 
tion, or  destruction  of  property  by  means  of 
explosive  or  fire:  ":  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (D)— 

(A)  by  inserting  after  "an  offense  under  " 
the  following:  "section  32  (relating  to  the  de- 
struction of  aircraft),  -section  37  (relating  to 
violence  at  international  airports),  section 
115  (relating  to  influencing,  impeding,  or  re- 
Uliating  against  a  Federal  official  by 
threatening  or  injuring  a  family  member).": 

(B)  by  in.serting  after  "section  215  (relating 
to  commissions  or  gifts  for  procuring 
loans)."  the  following:  "section  351  (relating 
to  congressional  or  Cabinet  officer  assassina- 
tion). ": 

(C)  by  inserting  after  "section  798  (relating 
to  espionage).'  the  following:  "section  831 
(relating  to  prohibited  transactions  involv- 
ing nuclear  materials),  section  844  (D  or  (i) 
(relating  to  destruction  by  explosives  or  fire 
of  Government  property  or  property  affect- 
ing interstate  or  foreign  commerce)."; 

(D)  by  inserting  after  "section  875  (relating 
to  interstate  communications)."  the  follow- 
ing: "section  956  (relating  to  conspiracy  to 
kill,  kidnap,  maim,  or  injure  certain  prop- 
erty in  a  foreign  country).": 

(E)  by  inserting  after  "section  1032  (relat- 
ing to  concealment  of  assets  from  conserva- 
tor, receiver,  or  liquidating  agent  of  finan- 
cial institution)."  the  following:  "section 
1111  (relating  to  murder),  section  1114  (relat- 
ing to  murder  of  United  States  law  enforce- 
ment officials),  section  1116  (relating  to  mur- 
der of  foreign  officials,  official  guests,  or 
Internationally  protected  persons).  ": 

(F)  by  inserting  after  "section  1203  (relat- 
ing to  hostage  taking)'  the  following:  ""sec- 
tion 1361  (relating  to  willful  injury  of  Gov- 
ernment property),  section  1363  (relating  to 
destruction  of  property  within  the  special 
maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction).": 

(G)  by  inserting  after  "section  1708  (relat- 
ing to  theft  from  the  mail)"  the  following: 
"section  1751  (relating  to  Presidential  assas- 
sination)."": 

(H)  by  inserting  after  "2114  (relating  to 
bank  and  postal  robbery  and  theft).  ■  the  fol- 
lowing: "section  2280  (relating  to  violence 
against  maritime   navigation),  section  2281 


(relating  to  violence  against  maritime  fixed 
platforms).":  and 

(I)  by  striking  "of  this  title"  and  inserting 
the  following:  "section  2332  (relating  to  ter- 
rorist acts  abroad  against  United  States  na- 
tionals), section  2332a  (relating  to  use  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction),  section  2332b 
(relating  to  international  terrorist  acts  tran- 
scending national  boundaries).  2339A  (relat- 
ing to  providing  material  support  to  terror- 
ists) of  this  title,  section  46502  of  title  49. 
United  States  Code.". 

SEC.  62S.  PROTECTION  OF  CITIRENT  OR  FORMER 
OFFICIALS,  OFFICERS,  OR  E.MPLOY- 
EES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

(a)  Ame.ndme.nt  To  Include  Assaults. 
Murders,  and  Threats  Against  F.amilies  of 
Federal  Officials— Section  115(a)(2)  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  ".  or  threatens  to  assault,  kidnap, 
or  murder,  any  person  who  formerly  served 
as  a  person  designated  in  paragraph  (1).  or' 
after  "assaults,  kidnaps,  or  murders,  or  at- 
tempts to  kidnap  or  murder  ". 

(b)  Murder  or  attempts  To  Murder  Cur- 
rent OR  Former  Federal  Officers  or  Em- 
ployees.—Section    1114   of   title    18.    United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"SllK.  Protection  of  officers  and  employees 

of  the  United  States 

"Whoever  kills  or  attempts  to  kill  a  cur- 
rent or  former  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  or  its  instrumentalities,  or  an 
immediate  family  member  of  such  officer  or 
employee,  during  or  on  account  of  the  per- 
formance of  their  official  duties,  shall  be 
punished— 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  murder,  as  provided 
under  section  1111; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  manslaughter,  as  pro- 
vided under  section  1112:  and 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  attempted  murder  not 
more  than  20  years  ". 

(c)  .'V.mendment  To  Clarify  the  Meaning 
OF  the  Term  Deadly  or  Dangerous  Weapon 
in  the  Prohibition  on  Assault  on  Federal 
Officers  or  Employees.— Section  llKb)  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  "deadly  or  dangerous  weap- 
on" the  following:  "(including  a  weapon  in- 
tended to  cau.se  death  or  danger  hut  that 
fails  to  do  so  by  reason  of  a  defective  or 
missing  component)". 

SEC.  827.  ADDITION  OF  CO.NSPIRACY  TO  TERROR- 
ISM OFFENSES. 

(a)  Destruction  of  Aircraft  or  Aircraft 
Facilities.— (1)  Section  32(a)(7)  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  conspires"  after  "attempts". 

(2)  Section  32(b)(D)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  as  redesignated  by  section 
721(b)(2).  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  con- 
spires" after  ""attempts". 

(b)  Violence  .\t  International  Air- 
ports.—Section  37(a)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or 
conspires"  after  "attempts". 

(c)  Influencing.  Impeding,  or  Retaliating 

.\GAINST  A  FEDER.^L  OFFICIAL  BY  THREATEN- 
ING OR  IN.JURING  A  FAMILY  Me.mber.— (1)  Sec- 
tion 115(a)(1)(A)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  '"or  conspires" 
after  "attempts". 

(2)  Section  115(a)(2)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  as  amended  by  section  729.  is 
further  amended  by  inserting  ""or  conspires" 
after  "attempts". 

(3)  Section  115(b)(2)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  both 
times  it  appears  "or  attempted  kidnapping '" 
and  inserting  both  times  ".  attempted  kid- 
napping or  conspiracy  to  kidnap". 

(4)(A)  Section  H5<b)(3)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  ""or  at- 


tempted murder"  and  inserting  "".  attempted 
murder  or  conspiracy  to  murder". 

(B)  Section  115(b)(3)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  further  amended  by  striking 
"and  1113  "  and  inserting  ".  1113.  and  1117". 

(d)  Prohibitions  With  Respect  to  Biologi- 
cal Weapons— Section  175(a)  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"".  or  conspires  to  do  so."'  after  ""any  organi- 
zation to  do  so.". 

(e)  Ho-stage  Taking— Section  1203(a)  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  "or  conspires"  after  "attempts". 

(0  Violence  Against  Mariti.me  Naviga- 
tion.—Section  2280(a)(1)(H)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or 
conspires"  after  "attempts". 

(g)  Violence  Against  Mariti.me  Fixed 
PLATFORMS-— Section  2281(a)(1)(F)  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  conspires"  after  "attempts  ". 

(h)  Aircraft  Pir.^cy —Section  46502  of 
title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(2).  by  inserting  ".  con- 
spiring," after  ""committing"  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  ""or  con- 
spiring to  commit"  after  ""committing": 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  "con- 
spired or"'  after  "has  placed.';  and 

(C)  in  paragraph  (3).  by  inserting  "con- 
spired or'"  after  ""has  placed.". 

SEC.  628.  CIARIFICATION  OF  FEDERAI.  .n-TtlSDIC- 
TION  OVER  BOMB  THRH4TS. 

Section  844(e)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(e)  Whoever  "  and  inserting 
•"(e)(1)  Whoever";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  Whoever  willfully  makes  any  threat, 
or  maliciously  conveys  false  information 
knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  concerning  an 
attempt  or  alleged  attempt  being  made,  or  to 
be  made  to  violate  subsection  (0  or  (i)  of  this 
section  or  section  81  of  this  title  shall  be 
fined  under  this  title,  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  5  years,  or  both". 

TITLE  VII— MARKING  OF  PLASTIC 
EXPLOSIVES 
SEC.  701.  FINDINGS  A.VD  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  plastic  explosives  were  used  by  terror- 
ists in  the  bombings  of  Pan  Am  flight  103  in 
December  1988  and  UTA  flight  722  in  Septem- 
ber 1989: 

(2)  plastic  explosives  can  be  used  with  lit- 
tle likelihood  of  detection  for  acts  of  unlaw- 
ful interference  with  civil  aviation,  mari- 
time navigation,  and  other  modes  of  trans- 
portation: 

(3)  the  criminal  use  of  plastic  explosives 
places  innocent  lives  in  jeopardy,  endangers 
national  security,  affects  domestic  tran- 
quility, and  gravely  affects  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce; 

(4)  the  marking  of  plastic  explosives  for 
the  purpose  of  detection  would  contribute 
significantly  to  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  such  unlawful  acts:  and 

(5)  for  the  purpose  of  deterring  and  detect- 
ing such  unlawful  acts,  the  Convention  on 
the  Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives  for  the 
Purpose  of  Detection.  Done  at  Montreal  on  1 
March  1991.  requires  each  contracting  State 
to  adopt  appropriate  measures  to  ensure  that 
plastic  explosives  are  duly  marked  and  con- 
trolled. 

(b)  PURPOSE.— The  purpose  of  this  title  is 
to  fully  implement  the  Convention  on  the 
Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives  for  the  Pur- 
pose of  Detection.  Done  at  Montreal  on  1 
March  1991. 


SEC.  702.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  841  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsections: 

"(o)  'Convention  on  the  Marking  of  Plastic 
Explosives'  means  the  Convention  on  the 
Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives  for  the  Pur- 
pose of  Detection.  Done  at  Montreal  on  1 
March  1991. 

"(p)  'Detection  agent"  means  any  one  of 
the  substances  specified  in  this  subsection 
when  introduced  into  a  plastic  explosive  or 
formulated  in  such  explosive  as  a  part  of  the 
manufacturing  process  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  achieve  homogeneous  distribution  in  the 
finished  explosive,  including— 

"(1)  Ethylene  glycol  dinitrate  (EGDN). 
C;H4(N0<):.  molecular  weight  152.  when  the 
minimum  concentration  in  the  finished  ex- 
plosive is  0.2  percent  by  mass; 

"(2)  2.3-Dimethyl-2.3-dinitrobutane 

(DMNB).  C6H,2(N0;)2.  molecular  weight  176. 
when  the  minimum  concentration  in  the  fin- 
ished explosive  is  0.1  percent  by  mass: 

""(3)  Para-Mononitrotoluene  (p-MNT). 
C7H7NO..  molecular  weight  137.  when  the 
minimum  concentration  in  the  finished  ex- 
plosive is  0.5  percent  by  mass; 

'"(4)  Ortho-Mononitrotoluenc  (o-MNT). 
C7H7NO:.  molecular  weight  137.  when  the 
minimum  concentration  in  the  finished  ex- 
plosive is  0.5  percent  by  mass;  and 

"(5)  any  other  substance  in  the  concentra- 
tion specified  by  the  Secretary,  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  which  has  been 
added  to  the  table  in  part  2  of  the  Technical 
Annex  to  the  Convention  on  the  Marking  of 
Plastic  Explosives. 

"'(q)  'Plastic  explosive'  means  an  explosive 
material  in  flexible  or  elastic  sheet  form  for- 
mulated with  one  or  more  high  explosives 
which  in  their  pure  form  have  a  vapor  pres- 
sure less  than  ID--"  Pa  at  a  temperature  of 
25°C..  is  formulated  with  a  binder  material, 
and  is  as  a  mixture  malleable  or  flexible  at 
normal  room  temperature.". 

SEC.  703.  REQUIRE.MENT  OF  DETECTION  AGE.VTS 
FOR  PLASTIC  EXPL0SIVF;S. 

Section  842  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  bv  adding  after  subsection  (k) 
the  following  new  subsections: 

"(/)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
manufacture  any  plastic  explosive  that  does 
not  contain  a  detection  agent. 

"(mid)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
to  import  or  bring  into  the  United  States,  or 
export  from  the  United  States,  any  plastic 
explosive  that  does  not  contain  a  detection 
agent. 

"(2)  This  subsection  does  not  apply  to  the 
importation  or  bringing  into  the  United 
States,  or  the  exportation  from  the  United 
States,  of  any  plastic  explosive  that  was  im- 
ported, brought  into,  or  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
section  801  of  the  Comprehensive  Terrorism 
Prevention  Act  of  1995  by  or  on  behalf  of  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  performing  mili- 
tary or  police  functions  (including  any  mili- 
tary reserve  component)  or  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  National  Guard  of  any  State,  not  later 
than  15  years  after  the  date  of  entry  into 
force  of  the  Convention  on  the  Marking  of 
Plastic  Explosives,  with  respect  to  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

"(n)(l)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
to  ship,  transport,  transfer,  receive,  or  pos- 
sess an.v  plastic  explosive  that  does  not  con- 
tain a  detection  agent. 

"(2)  This  subsection  does  not  apply  to — 

"(A)  the  shipment,  transportation,  trans- 
fer, receipt,  or  possession  of  any  plastic  ex- 
plosive that  was  imported,  brought  into,  or 


manufactured  in  the  United  States  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive 
Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995  by  any  per- 
son during  a  period  not  exceeding  3  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995; 
or 

"(B)  the  shipment,  transportation,  trans- 
fer, receipt,  or  pos.session  of  any  plastic  ex- 
plosive that  was  imported,  brought  into,  or 
manufactured  in  the  United  States  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive 
Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
performing  a  military  or  police  function  (in- 
cluding any  military  reserve  component)  or 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  National  Guard  of  any 
State,  not  later  than  15  years  after  the  date 
of  entry  into  force  of  the  Convention  on  the 
Marking  of  Plastic  Explosives,  with  respect 
to  the  United  States. 

""(O)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person, 
other  than  an  agency  of  the  United  States 
(including  any  military  reserve  component) 
or  the  National  Guard  of  any  State,  possess- 
ing any  plastic  explosive  on  the  effective 
date  of  section  801  of  the  Comprehensive  Ter- 
rorism Prevention  .Act  of  1995.  to  fail  to  re- 
port to  the  Secretary  within  120  days  after 
such  effective  date  the  quantity  of  such  ex- 
plosives possessed,  the  manufacturer  or  im- 
porter, any  marks  of  identification  on  such 
explosives,  and  such  other  information  as 
the  Secretary  may  by  regulations  pre- 
scribe."'. 

SEC.  704.  CRIMINAL  SANCTIONS. 

Section  844(a)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Any  person  who  violates  any  of  sub- 
sections (a)  through  (i)  or  (/)  through  (o)  of 
section  842  shall  be  fined  under  this  title  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  10  years,  or 
both.". 

SEC.  705.  EXCEPTIONS. 

Section  845  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  "(/),  (m), 
(n).  or  (o)  of  section  842  and  subsections'" 
after  "subsections"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  before  the 
semicolon  ".  and  which  pertain  to  safety": 
and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(c)  It  is  an  affirmative  defense  against 
any  proceeding  involving  subsections  (/) 
through  (o)  of  section  842  if  the  proponent 
proves  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that  the  plastic  explosive — 

"(1)  consisted  of  a  small  amount  of  plastic 
explosive  intended  for  and  utilized  solely  in 
lawful— 

"(A)  research,  development,  or  testing  of 
new  or  modified  explosive  materials; 

"(B)  training  in  explosives  detection  or  de- 
velopment or  testing  of  explosives  detection 
equipment;  or 

"(C)  forensic  science  purposes;  or 

"(2)  was  plastic  explosive  that,  within  3 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Comprehensive  Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of 
1995.  will  be  or  is  incorporated  in  a  military 
device  within  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  and  remains  an  integral  part  of  such 
military  device,  or  is  intended  to  be.  or  is  in- 
corporated in.  and  remains  an  integral  part 
of  a  military  device  that  is  intended  to  be- 
come, or  has  become,  the  property  of  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  performing  mili- 
tary or  police  functions  (including  any  mili- 
tary reserve  component)  or  the  National 
Guard  of  any  State,  wherever  such  device  is 
located. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'military  device'  includes,  but  is  not  re- 


stricted to.  shells,  bombs,  projectiles,  mines, 
missiles,  rockets,  shaped  charges,  grenades, 
perforators,  and  similar  devices  lawfully 
manufactured  exclusively  for  military  or  po- 
lice purposes.". 
SEC.  706.  INVESTIGATIVE  AUTHORITY. 

Section  846  of  title  18.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  inserting  in  the 
last  sentence  before  "subsection"  the  phrase 
"subsection  (m)  or  (n)  of  section  842  or;",  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"The  Attorney  General  shall  exercise  au- 
thority over  violations  of  subsection  (m)  or 
(n)  of  section  842  onl.v  when  they  are  com- 
mitted by  a  member  of  a  terrorist  or  revolu- 
tionary group.  In  any  matter  involving  a  ter- 
rorist or  revolutionary  group  or  individual, 
as  determined  by  the  Attorney  General,  the 
Attorney  General  shall  have  primary  inves- 
tigative responsibility  ^nd  the  Secretary 
shall  assist  the  Attorney  General  as  re- 
quested.". 

SEC.  707.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  1  year  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  708.  STUDY  ON  TAGGING  OF  EXPLOSIVE  MA- 
TERIALS. 

(a)  Study— The  .Attorney  General  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  conduct  a  study,  as  soon  as  is  prac- 
ticable after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  make  recommendations  concern- 
ing— 

(1)  tagging  of  explosive  materials  for  pur- 
poses of  identification  and  detection; 

(2)  the  possibility  and  practicality  of  ren- 
dering inert,  common  chemicals  used  in 
manufacturing  explosives  and  the  potential 
costs  of  implementing  such  controls: 

(3)  the  possibility  and  feasibility  of  impos- 
ing controls  on  certain  precursor  chemicals 
used  to  manufacture  explosives;  and 

(4)  the  potential  cost  of  such  control  mate- 
rials. 

(b)  Consultation.— In  carrying  out  this 
section,  the  Attorney  General  shall  consult 
with  other  Federal.  State,  and  local  officials 
and  private  industry  sources  with  expertise 
in  tagging  of  explosive  materials,  represent- 
atives from  affected  industries,  and  such 
other  individuals  as  the  Attorney  General 
may  require. 

(c)  Report.— The  Attorney  General,  or  a 
designee  of  the  Attorney  General,  shall  pre- 
pare and  submit  to  the  President  and  the 
Congress  a  report  containing— 

(1)  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  findings 
and  determinations  made  in  the  study  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  subsection  (a); 

(2)  summaries  of  other  studies  pertaining 
to  tagging  explosives  and  the  results  of  those 
studies: 

(3)  the  prospective  costs  and  benefits  of 
any  recommendations  made; 

(4)  the  impact  on  the  safety,  manufactur- 
ing, and  distribution  of  affected  products: 
and 

(5)  the  anticipated  benefits  for  law  enforce- 
ment. 

(d)  Authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion. 

TITLE  VIII— NUCLEAR  MATERLVLS 
SEC.  801.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings —The  Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  nuclear  materials,  including  byproduct 
materials,  can  be  used  to  create  radioactive 
dispersal  devices  that  are  capable  of  causing 
serious  bodily  injury  as  well  as  substantial 
damage  to  property  and  the  environment; 
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(2)  the  potential  use  of  nuclear  materials, 
including^  byproduct  materials,  enhances  the 
threat  posed  by  terrorist  activities  and 
thereby  has  a  greater  effect  on  the  security 
interests  of  the  United  States: 

(3)  due  to  the  widespread  hazards  presented 
by  the  threat  of  nuclear  contamination,  as 
well  as  nuclear  bombs,  the  United  States  has 
a  strong  interest  in  ensuring  that  persons 
who  are  engaged  in  the  illegal  acquisition 
and  use  of  nuclear  materials,  including  by- 
product materials,  are  prosecuted  for  their 
offenses; 

(4)  the  threat  that  nuclear  materials  will 
be  obtained  and  used  by  terrorist  and  other 
criminal  organizations  has  increased  sub- 
stantially since  the  enactment  in  1982  of  the 
legislation  that  implemented  the  Convention 
on  the  Physical  Protection  of  Nuclear  Mate- 
rial, codified  at  section  831  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code: 

(5)  the  successful  efforts  to  obtain  agree- 
ments from  other  countries  to  dismantle  nu- 
clear weapons  have  resulted  in  increased 
packaging  and  transportation  of  nuclear  ma- 
terials, thereby  decreasing  the  security  of 
such  materials  by  increasing  the  opportunity 
for  unlawful  diversion  and  theft: 

(6)  the  illicit  trafficking  in  the  relatively 
more  common,  commercially  available  and 
usable  nuclear  and  byproduct  materials 
poses  a  potential  to  cause  sigmificant  loss  of 
life  and  environmental  damage; 

(7)  reported  trafficking  incidents  in  thp 
early  1990's  suggest  that  the  individuals  in- 
volved in  trafficking  these  materials  from 
Eurasia  and  Eastern  Europe  frequently  con- 
ducted their  black  market  sales  of  these  ma- 
terials within  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, the  Baltic  States,  the  former  Soviet 
Union.  Central  Europe,  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
in  the  Middle  European  countries: 

(8)  the  international  community  has  be- 
come increasingly  concerned  over  the  illegal 
possession  of  nuclear  and  nuclear  byproduct 
materials: 

(9)  the  potentially  disastrous  ramifications 
of  increased  access  to  nuclear  and  nuclear 
byproduct  materials  pose  such  a  significant 
future  threat  that  the  United  States  must 
use  all  lawful  methods  available  to  combat 
the  illegal  use  of  such  materials; 

ilO»  the  United  States  has  an  interest  m 
encouraging  United  States  corporations  to 
do  business  in  the  countries  that  comprised 
the  former  Soviet  Union,  and  in  other  devel- 
oping democracies; 

ill)  protection  of  such  United  States  cor- 
porations from  threats  created  by  the  unlaw- 
ful use  of  nuclear  materials  is  important  to 
the  success  of  the  effort  to  encourage  such 
business  ventures,  and  to  further  the  foreign 
relations  and  commerce  of  the  United 
States: 

( 12)  the  nature  of  nuclear  contamination  is 
such  that  it  may  affect  the  health,  environ- 
ment, and  property  of  United  States  nation- 
als even  if  the  acts  that  constitute  the  ille- 
gal activity  occur  outside  the  territory  of 
the  United  States,  and  are  primarily  directed 
toward  foreign  nationals;  and 

(13)  there  is  presently  no  Federal  criminal 
statute  that  provides  adequate  protection  to 
United  States  interests  from  non weapons 
grade,  yet  hazardous  radioactive  material, 
and  from  the  illegal  diversion  of  nuclear  ma- 
terials that  are  held  for  other  than  peaceful 
purposes. 

<b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  title  is 
to  provide  Federal  law  enforcement  agencies 
the  necessary  tools  and  fullest  possible  basis 
allowed  under  the  Constitution  to  combat 
the  threat  of  nuclear  contamination  and  pro- 
liferation that  may  result  from  illegal  pos- 
session and  use  of  radioactive  materials. 


SEC.  802.  EXPANSION  OF  SCOPE  AND  .JtRISDlC 
TIONAL  B.A.SES  OF  .NUCLEAR  .MATE- 
RIALS PROHIBITIONS. 

Section  831  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  by  striking  "nuclear  material"  each 
place  it  appears  and  inserting  "nuclear  ma- 
terial or  nuclear  byproduct  material"; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

(i)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  Inserting  "or 
the  environment"  after  "property";  and 

(ii)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(B»(i)  circumstances  exist  that  are  likely 
to  cause  the  death  or  serious  bodily  injury  to 
any  person  or  substantial  damage  to  prop- 
erty or  the  environment,  or  such  cir- 
cumstances have  been  represented  to  the  de- 
fendant to  exist: ':  and 

(C)  in  paragraph  (6).  by  inserting  "or  the 
environment"  after  "property": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  by  amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(2)  an  offender  or  a  victim  is  a  national  of 
the  United  States  or  a  United  States  cor- 
poration or  other  legal  entity;"; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(i)  by  striking  "at  the  time  of  the  offense 
the  nuclear  material  is  in  use.  storage,  or 
transport,  for  peaceful  purposes,  and";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  the  para- 
graph; 

(C)  in  paragraph  (4) — 

(i)  by  striking  "nuclear  material  for  peace- 
ful purposes"  and  inserting  "nuclear  mate- 
rial or  nuclear  byproduct  material";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
paragraph  and  inserting  ";  or":  and 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(5)  the  governmental  entity  under  sub- 
section (a)(5)  is  the  United  SUtes  or  the 
threat  under  subsection  (a)(6)  is  directed  at 
the  United  States. ';  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (f) — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1>— 

(i)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "with 
an  isotopic  concentration  not  in  excess  of  80 
percent  plutonium  238";  and 

(ii)  in  subparagraph  (C).  by  striking  "(C) 
urnnium"  and  ir.ucrtir.g  "(C;  enriched  ura- 
nium, defined  as  uranium"; 

(B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (2).  (3). 
and  (4)  as  paragraphs  (4),  (5),  and  (6).  respec- 
tively; 

(C>  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  the  term  nuclear  byproduct  material' 
means  any  material  containing  any  radio- 
active isotope  created  through  an  irradiation 
process  in  the  operation  of  a  nuclear  reactor 
or  accelerator;"; 

(D)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (4).  as  redesignated: 

(E)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (f)(5).  as  redesignated,  and  insert- 
ing a  semicolon;  and 

(F)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(6)  the  term  'national  of  the  United 
States'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  101(a)(22)  of  the  Immigration  and  Na- 
tionality Act  (8  U.S.C.  1101(a)(22));  and 

"(7)  the  term  'United  States  corporation  or 
other  legal  entity'  means  any  corporation  or 
other  entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State,  Commonwealth, 
territory,  possession,  or  district  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.". 

TITLE  DC— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  901.  SEVERABILITY 

If  any  provision  of  this  Act.  an  amendment 
made  by  this  Act.  or  the  application  of  such 
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provision  or  amendment  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional, 
the  remainder  of  this  Act.  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act.  and  the  application  of  th.' 
provisions  of  such  to  any  person  or  cir- 
cumstance shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  full  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday, 
June  13,  1995  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  S.  755.  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954 
to  provide  for  the  privatization  of  the 
United  States  Enrichment  Corporation. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  should 
write  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources.  United  States  Sen- 
ate. Washington.  DC  20510.  For  further 
information,  please  call  David  Garman 
of  the  committee  staff  at  (202)  224-7933. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  P"or- 
estry.  Subcommittee  on  Marketing.  In- 
spection, and  Product  Promotion  be  al- 
lowed to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday,  May  25.  at  10  a.m 
in  SR-332.  to  discuss  Federal  farm  e.x- 
port  programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  A\D  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr  DOMENICI  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday. 
May  25,  1995,  for  purposes  of  conducting 
a  Full  Committee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  a.m.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  hearing  is  to  consider  S. 
638,  the  "Insular  Development  Act  of 
1995." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COVERNMENTAI.  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Thursday,  May  25,  at  10  a.m., 
for  a  markup  on  pending  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFF.MRS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Indian  Affairs  be  authorized  to 


meet  on  Tuesday.  May  23.  1995.  begin- 
ning at  9:30  a.m.,  in  Room  485  of  the 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building  on  S. 
479,  a  bill  to  provide  for  administrative 
procedures  to  extend  Federal  recogni- 
tion to  certain  Indian  groups. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RESOURCE.S 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  be 
authorized  to  meet  for  an  Executive 
Session,  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  May  25,  1995  at  9:00 
a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CO.MMITTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  and  Administration  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Thursday.  May  25.  1995, 
at  9:30  a.m..  to  hold  a  hearing  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  reauthorization 
of  the  Federal  Election  Commission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCO.MMITTEE  ON  CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Children  and  Families  of 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources  be  authorized  to  meet  for  a 
hearing  on  Child  Protection,  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday. 
May  25.  1995  at  2:30  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION.  ARTS  AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Education,  Arts  and  Hu- 
manities of  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  be  authorized  to 
meet  for  a  hearing  on  The  Business 
Role  in  Vocational  Education,  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
May  25.  1995  to  immediately  follow  the 
Executive  Session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUHCOMMirrEE  ON  FORESTS  AND  PUBLIC  LAND 
MANAGE.MENT 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Forests  and  Public  Land 
Management  of  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources  be  granted 
permission  to  meet  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Thursday,  May  25, 
1995,  for  purposes  of  conducting  a  sub- 
committee hearing  which  is  scheduled 
to  begin  at  2:00  p.m.  The  purpose  of 
this  hearing  is  to  receive  testimony  on 
the  property  line  disputes  within  the 
Nez  Perce  Indian  Reservation  in  Idaho. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  GENERAL  SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  in  response  to  President  Clin- 
ton's threat  to  veto  the  conference 
agreement  on  legislation  to  rescind  $16 
billion  in  already  appropriated  but.  as 
yet,  unspent  funds  under  H.R.  1158. 

The  President  has  stated  that  the 
conference  agreement  cuts  too  deeply 
into  education  programs  in  order  to  fi- 
nance "pork  barrel"  construction  of 
courthouses  and  highways.  However.  I 
would  remind  the  President  that  the 
House  and  Senate  rescission  conference 
report  blocks  the  planned  consolida- 
tion of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion at  Clarksburg  and  Prince  Georges 
County,  thereby  saving  the  taxpayers 
an  estimated  S810  million.  In  addition 
to  money  for  the  FDA  project,  a  total 
of  S110.8  million  was  trimmed  from 
funding  for  six  other  Government 
buildings  in  the  D.C.  metropolitan  area 
under  the  GSA. 

Moreover,  the  President's  statement 
on  the  rescissions  package  indicated 
that  Congress  would  receive  a  list  of 
$438  million  in  additional  cuts  of  build- 
ing projects  to  be  added  to  the  current 
conference  report  of  $580  million  from 
the  GSA.  Even  at  this  late  date.  I  wel- 
comed the  proposed  list  to  provide  ad- 
ditional savings.  Regrettably.  I  was 
surprised  to  receive  word  from  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration  that  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has 
directed  the  GSA  to  discontinue  efforts 
to  compile  this  list,  especially  in  light 
of  previous  accusations  of  "pork  bar- 
rel" projects  being  contained  in  the 
conference  report. 

Tf  the  President  is  serious  about  this 
effort,  the  GSA  must  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed with  this  promised  list  for  con- 
gressional review.  I  would  further  like 
to  remind  the  President  that  the  cur- 
rent House-Senate  conference  report 
provides  the  American  taxpayer  with  a 
sizeable  victory  through  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  planned  consolidation  of 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  at 
Clarksburg  and  Prince  Georges  County. 

Since  the  conception  of  the  proposal 
to  move  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration to  the  Montgomery  County 
site.  I  have  continually  questioned  the 
need  for  this  move,  especially  at  a  time 
when  the  Federal  Government  is  clos- 
ing and  selling  Federal  properties.  As 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommiteee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure.  I 
have  contacted  both  General  Services 
Administrator  Roger  Johnson  and 
Budget  Director  Alice  Rivlin  to  apprise 
them  of  my  concern. 

I  might  also  add  that,  to  date.  I  have 
not  yet  received  a  reply  from  Budget 
Director  Rivlin  to  my  letter  of  March 
28  in  regard  to  this  matter.  It  is  my 
hope  that  this  does  not  indicate  a  lack 
of  communication  between  the  General 


Services  Administration  and  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget. 

In  February,  during  a  meeting  with 
the  General  Services  Administrator 
Roger  Johnson.  I  questioned  the  need 
for  this  costly  move  and  asked  why  the 
Federal  Government  would  need  to 
purchase  privately-owned  property  for 
the  "consolidation"  of  one  Federal 
agency.  Administrator  Johnson  re- 
sponded that  he  shared  my  concern  and 
that  the  "GSA  would  continue  to  look 
for  opportunities  to  utilize  existing 
Federal  land." 

Following  our  meeting.  Adminis- 
trator Johnson  provided  me  with  writ- 
ten assurance  that  the  project,  and 
purchase  of  private  properties,  would 
not  go  forward  until  a  complete  review 
of  available  Federal  property  had  been 
examined. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  such  an 
examination  was  well  underway  when 
it  was  announced  that  the  conference 
report  included  a  rescission  of  $810  mil- 
lion for  this  project,  providing  a  vic- 
tory for  American  taxpayers. 

I  commend  my  colleagues  who  served 
as  conferees  on  this  most  important 
bill  for  their  decision  to  eliminate  this 
wasteful  spending. 

In  this  austere  budget  environment, 
it  is  my  intention  to  continue  to  make 
our  capital  assets  work  better  in  the 
area  of  the  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration. As  the  chairman  of  the  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works  Sub- 
committee on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. I  believe  that  Federal  real 
property  should  meet  certain  priority 
criteria. 

It  is  my  view  that  the  Senate  should 
support  only  those  General  Service  Ad- 
ministration projects  and  programs 
which  have  been  justified  as  necessary, 
cost-effective  and  compelling  by  utiliz- 
ing a  more  disciplined  asset  manage- 
ment program.  This  approach  should  be 
targeted  to  worthwhile  projects  di- 
rectly related  to  the  General  Services 
Administration's  mission. 

To  accomplish  this  objective,  the 
GSA  should  require  that  Federal  real 
property  activities  meet  certain  broad 
principles.  My  suggested  criteria  for 
priority  consideration  would  be,  in  se- 
quential order: 

First,  those  projects  necessary  to  en- 
sure the  life,  safety,  and  health  of  the 
tenant: 

Second,  those  projects  which  achieve 
a  high  priority  ranking  based  on  ur- 
gency of  need  and  positive  return  on 
investment  criteria; 

Third,  those  projects  which  fully  uti- 
lize opportunities  for  cost  savings; 

Fourth,  those  projects  necessary  to 
avoid  expensive,  short-term  holdover 
situations  due  to  lease  expirations;  and 
finally. 

Fifth,  those  projects  which  represent 
a  fixed  need  for  a  permanent  Federal 
agency. 

Based  on  these  criteria,  it  is  my  hope 
that  the  GSA  will  adopt  a  strategic 
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planning    approach    and    reformat    its     my  colleagues  celebrations  that  are  un-  lished  in  1988  to  address  this  problem 

submissions  of  proposals  to   the  Con-     derway  to  commemorate  the  one-hun-  This    organization    has    demonstrated 

gress    accordingly.     As    subcommittee     dredth    anniversary    of    the    establish-  that    poor    communities    working    to- 

chairman,  I  will  urge  the  Environment     ment  of  the  Town  of  Willards.   Mary-  gether  can  make  a  difference  and  begin 

Committee  to  judge  the  top  priorities     land.  to  create  an  economic  future  for  them- 

of   each   of   the   categories    under    the        Willards,  a  town  with  a  total  popu-  selves. 

GSAs  real  property  programs  against     lation  of  900  persons,  was  founded  on  One     of    the     programs    started     by 

one    another   on    a   case-by-case    basis,     the    basis    of   a    quarrel.    Ebenezer    G.  BDDTF  to  address  the  issue  of  self-suf- 

However,    the   process   for  determining     Davis    was    the    first    inhabitant    and  ficiency  is  CAMPAIGN  5000    This  pro- 

the  highest  priorities  within  each  cat-     store    proprietor    of    what    is    known  gram  is  the  first  minority-owned  en- 

egory  should  be  a  disciplined  process.         today  as  Willards  after  moving  to  the  dowment  program  in  the  country   The 

Jj^  ,^^^  ^"^"'"^-  V='i    ,'=°"^3"'^^  '"y  ef-     area  after  a  dispute  with  his  brother,  goal  of  CAMPAIGN  5000  is  to  get  mi- 

disrinnnpTrnnrn?  h  °  ""'h^  """'t  ^'-  ^^^^^  "^^^«  ^  ^°^  ^°  Millard  nority  Community  residents  to  become 
iJ^n^Jffnr  .^^T  ^°  P^o^'^^e  real  Thompson,  a  railroad  General  Man-  owners  of  their  economic  future  by 
savings  for  the  American  taxpayer.*  ager.  that  he  would  name  the  town  contributing  to  an  endowment  fund 
■  after  him  if  Mr.  Thompson  would  build  and  becoming  stakeholders.  The  en- 
NATO  AIRSTRLKES  ^  railroad  depot  in  the  town.  That  first  dowment  fund,  once  established,  serves 
•  Mr.  NUNN  Mr  President  I  strongly  ''*^1^°*<^  '^^P°^  's  now  the  local  Post  Of-  as  a  means  by  which  corporate,  public 
support  today's  NATO  airetrikes  in  f>ce  for  the  Town  of  Willards.  and  private  moneys  can  come  together 
Bosnia.  I  am  pleased  that  the  United  ^^^'^'^^^  "^^A'!  '".  °^,'^°^",  "^  ^^^^-  »"  partnership  to  foster  dignity,  hope. 
Nations  finally  permitted  NATO  to  re-  "^  ^.°^°  °/  Willards  boundary  was  and  self-esteem.  The  only  present  al- 
spond  to  the  continued  defiance  of  the  '^o'^P^sed  of  a  half-mile  radius  circle,  ternative  to  this  endowment  fund  is 
U.N.  mandates  for  Bosnia  I  am  also  encompassing  at  the  center  the  popular  federallycontrolled  programs  which,  in 
pleased  to  hear  the  preliminary  reports  ^°,^^,  °f.?f,*^"  ^"'^  ^*"*^  Streets.  some  cases,  have  led  to  dead  end  jobs 
that  NATO  strikes  were  carried  out  .  While  Willards  was  first  incorporated  and  inner  city  hopelessness, 
against  a  meaningful  military  target  ^?  ^^^'  ^°^  ^^^'°  '"  ^^^7.  the  first  The  CAMPAIGN  5000  Endowment 
There  is  certainly  a  risk  that  the  ^'^^ted  government  would  not  be  legis-  Fund  ensures:  A  self-perpetuating  fund 
Bosnian  Serbs  may  retaliate  against  '^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^-  ^^  ^^^  1970's  many  that  helps  solve  the  problem  of  deficit 
U.N.  personnel.  There  is.  however,  even  businesses  had  been  located  in  the  spending;  a  mechanism  that  creates 
greater  risk  to  U.N.  personnel  if  the  ''°^'^  including  the  Shirt  Factory,  jobs  by  fueling  the  expansion  and  de- 
U.N.  and  NATO's  credibility  continues  ejected  in  1905.  and  the  Farmers  Bank  velopment  of  business  opportunities; 
to  erode.  In  addition  to  the  terrible  ^^^^  would  follow  in  1945.  Civic  organi-  an  opportunity  for  communities  to  be 
human  suffering.  I  have  been  concerned  nations  such  as  the  Volunteer  Fire  De-  self-sufficient  in  solving  their  own 
about  the  loss  of  U.N.  and  NATO  credi-     Partment,  established  in  1927.  and  the  problems. 

bility  that  has  taken  place  as  the  var-     ^^'^^  creation  of  the  local  Lions  Club.  I  have  here.  Mr.  President,  a  list  of 

ious  warring  parties,  particularly  the     ^o^ld  all  lend  their  support  to  commu-  funding  sources  which  I  will  submit  for 

Bosnian  Serbs,  have  ignored  U.N.  reso-     "ity  development.  the  Record. 

lutions  and  international  law.  Willards  is  a  model  of  community  Mr.  President,  we  are  now  dealing 
I  hope  today's  strikes  on  the  Bosnian  spirit  and  cooperation.  The  activities  with  a  great  challenge  and  a  great  re- 
Serb  ammunition  dumps  at  the  mill-  being  sponsored  to  commemorate  this  sponsibility.  In  the  ongoing  budget  de- 
tary  headquarters  in  Pale  will  serve  auspicious  occasion  exemplify  the  deep  bate,  we  must  remember  that  it  is  not 
notice  to  all  sides  that  the  United  Na-  devotion  of  Willards  residents  to  their  enough  just  to  cut  the  budget.  We  must 
tions  and  NATO  can  and  will  enforce  community.  The  spirit  and  enthusiasm  cut  the  budget,  but  at  the  .same  time 
the  resolutions  that  have  been  ap-  of  Willards  citizens  have  proven  to  be  we  must  also  be  the  mechanism  to  en- 
proved  by  the  U.N.  Security  Council.  the  foundation  of  its  success.  These  an-  courage  new  models  that  offer  hope  and 
I  am  hopeful  that  these  strikes  will  niversary  celebrations  provide  the  op-  promise  throueh  self  sufficiency  and 
strengthen  the  resolve  of  the  U.N.  portunity  to  review  the  dedication  that  that  get  people  off  welfare.  This  is  the 
forces  in  the  exclusion  zone  around  Sa-  has  supported  Willards  throughout  its  role  communities  can  play  in  the  Con- 
rajevo  where  the  United  Nations  has  history  and  helped  it  to  develop  into  tract  With  America, 
prohibited  the  use  of  heavy  military  one  of  Wicomico  County's  most  treas-  One  model  I  support  enthusiastically 
equipment  This  zone  was  designed  to  ured  communities.  is  from  my  home  State  of  Washington, 
stop  the  indiscriminate  shelling  of  the  We  in  Maryland  are  fortunate  to  have  It  is  the  Endowment  Program  of  CAM- 
civilian  population  within  the  exclu-  an  area  as  community-oriented  as  Wil-  PAIGN  5000  and  the  Black  Dollar  Days 
sion  zone.  If  any  side  in  this  conflict  ig-  lards.  I  join  the  citizens  of  Wicomico  Task  Force,  and  it  works, 
nores  the  U.N.  ban  on  heavy  weapons  in  County  in  sharing  their  pride  in  Wil-  I  ask  that  the  sources  be  printed  in 
this  zone  I  would  favor  more  strikes  lards'  past  and  optimism  for  continued  the  Record. 
like  today's  strikes  on  Pale  until  all  success  in  the  years  to  come.*  The  material  follows; 
sides  respect  the  U.N.  ban  on  heavy  ^_^_^_  The  Black  Dollar  Days  Task  Force  Sources  of 
weapons.                                                                                                               nivc  taci^  Funding  from  Grants  and  Foundations~t989 

I  have  long  felt   that  any  hope  for               ^^^r^^^}'^^  °^^^  ^^^^  through  1995 

peace   in   Bosnia  requires   the  enforce-                  FORCED-CAMPAIGN  5000  crants! 

ment  and  expansion  of  the  zone  of  ex-     •  Mr.   GORTON.   Mr.   President,  a  fun-        Presbyterians  USA  $4,000 

elusion.  By  expanding  the  areas  where     damental  problem  facing  our  country  Local  Campaign  for  Human  De- 
heavy  weapons  are  prohibited,  the  U.N.     today  is  increasing  economic  depend-          velopment 4.000 

could  reduce  civilian  casualties,  level     ence  which  serves  to  fuel  the  rise  of  the  Center  for  Community  Change              5.000 

the  playing  field  between  the  warring     welfare  state.  The  task  for  America  is  Bliock  GranV         Community 

parties,  and  lower  the  level  of  violence     to  find  creative  and  innovative  ways  to        City  of  Seattle.  CDBg!^ 15  000 

in  the  conflict,  thus  paving  the  way  for     assist  people  who  are  economically  de-  City  of  Seattle.  Department  of 

a  negotiated  settlement.*  1  prived.  One  way  to  do  this  is  to  create  Neighborhoods  48,950 

,                      '                 systems    that    will    lead    to    economic  *^''^y  °f  Seattle.  Office  of  Eco- 

TRTRTTTP  TO  Tviv  Tnu7M  OP  self-sufficiency   for   people    trapped   by  nomic  Development  82.750 

TRIBUTE  TO  THE  TOWN  OF              the  poverty  of  inner  cities.  National  Campaign  for  Human 

WILLARDS  -Yhe    Black    Dollar   Davs   Task    Vnroc  Development  30.000 

•     Mr     SARBANES     Mr     President     I     fRnnTP  ^%;oi/no  h     Jh              ■     ?  United  Methodist  Commission               18,000 

woiUrt  liv^  to  ^on ^.^  .1"    ^^f^'^f"*^'    \     [BDDTF],  a  Seattle-based  organization        Ben  and  Jerry's  Foundation  8  000 

would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of    gaining  national  attention,  was  estab-  Charles  Mott  Foundation                     12  500 
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Needmor  Fund  

Seattle  Foundation 

.\  Territory  Resource 

Self-Development  of  People 

Jewish  Fund  for  Justice  

Peace  Development  Fund  

US  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  Office  of 
Community  Services.  JOLI 
program  

State  of  Washington,  Office  of 
Community.  Trade  and  Eco- 
nomic Development  

Shurgard. Incorporated   

Catholic  Community  Services  .. 

Byron  &  Alice  Lockwood  Foun- 
dation   

Levinson  Foundation 

SeaFirst  Bank   

U.S.  West  Foundation  

The  Bon  Marche 

First  Interstate  Bank  

West  One  Bank   

Safeco  Insurance  Companies  .... 

Washington  Mutual  Bank  

The  Boeing  Company  

Jewish  Federation  of  Greater 
Seattle  

Presbytery  of  Seattle  

Family  Foundation  


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14621 


60.000 
21.000 
55,500 

9,500 
12.500 

5,000 


490,000 


40.000 
5,000 
5,000 

2,000 
7.500 
5.500 
5,000 
12,.S00 
2.500 
1,500 
3.500 
3.000 
1,000 

5,000 
1,000 
1.000 


IS  BURUNDI  THE  NEXT  RWANDA? 
NEED  FOR  A  STRONG  UNITED 
NATIONS  RESPONSE 

•  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  we  all 
witnessed  from  afar  the  horrors  per- 
petrated in  Rwanda  a  year  ago  when 
mostly  Hutus  massacred  an  estimated 
half  million  Tutsis.  Just  this  past 
month,  there  was  renewed  violence  in 
that  country,  including  the  deaths  of 
Hutus  implicated  in  the  genocide.  I  be- 
lieve many  of  the  deaths  in  Rwanda 
during  the  past  year  could  have  been 
prevented  if  the  international  commu- 
nity had  acted  sooner  to  protect  the 
thousands  of  innocent  civilians  who 
were  mercilessly  slaughtered. 

Today,  a  similar  situation  is  brewing 
in  Rwanda's  neighboring  country,  Bu- 
rundi, where  hatred  and  violence  be- 
tween Hutus  and  Tutsis  over  the  past 
several  years  has  intensified  and 
caused  tremendous  turmoil  and  death. 
We  regularly  receive  reports  of  killings 
of  dozens,  hundreds,  even  thousands  of 
innocent  men,  women  and  children. 
Once  again,  we  face  the  difficult  ques- 
tion of  how  to  respond. 

After  the  catastrophe  in  Rwanda,  in- 
action now  by  the  international  com- 
munity would  amount  to  nothing  less 
than  an  assurance  to  people  anywhere 
who  would  commit  genocide  that  they 
need  not  fear  being  held  to  account. 

Mr.  President,  the  Central  African 
country  of  Burundi  has  a  history  of 
ethnic  tensions.  However,  the  tensions 
between  the  two  ethnic  groups,  Hutu 
and  Tutsi,  has  more  to  do  with  eco- 
nomic status  than  ethnicity.  While  the 
Hutus  represent  85  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation, they  are  primarily  impover- 
ished, subsistence  farmers.  The 
wealthier,  minorit.y  Tutsis,  raise  cat- 
tle. 

Tensions  intensified  during  German, 
and   later    Belgian   colonialism.    These 


Western  powers  allied  themselves  with 
the  more  European-like  Tutsis  to  help 
manage  the  colonial  government,  for- 
tifying Tutsi  power.  Since  Burundi's 
independence  in  1962,  the  Tutsis  have 
maintained  control  of  the  country's 
wealth,  politics,  and  the  military,  cre- 
ating friction  between  Hutus  and 
Tutsis.  These  tensions  have  been  used 
periodically  by  extremist  elements  to 
divide  Burundis,  causing  violent  erup- 
tions that  pit  the  two  ethnic  groups 
against  each  other. 

In  1993,  the  assassination  of  the  first 
democratically  elected  President. 
Melchior  Ndadaye,  a  Hutu,  plunged  the 
country  into  chaos.  Hutus  seeking  re- 
venge for  the  assassination  ignited  a 
cycle  of  violence.  During  the  10-month 
period  following  the  assassination, 
nearly  50,000  Burundis  were  slaugh- 
tered, and  the  Tutsi-dominated  mili- 
tary seized  power.  The  slaughter  has 
bred  intensified  distrust  and  fear,  and 
further  violence  on  a  similar  scale  is  a 
real  possibility. 

The  President  was  murdered  by  Tutsi 
military  extremists  who  refused  to  ac- 
cept the  election  results.  They  also 
were  angered  by  Ndadaye's  sensible 
policy  of  balancing  Hutus  with  Tutsis 
in  the  military.  The  brewing  unrest  in 
Rwanda  further  contributed  to  the  Bu- 
rundi Tutsis'  fear  of  losing  their  iden- 
tity and  power,  and  led  to  the  coup. 
The  army  has  propped  up  Tutsi  power 
in  the  recent  past,  and  is  a  key  element 
in  deciding  Burundi's  future.  The  army 
is  now  acting  as  a  de  facto  government 
and  is  becoming  increasingly  politi- 
cized and  radicalized. 

Extremists  on  both  sides  are  using 
the  ethnicity  card  to  spread  fear  and 
distrust  and  consolidate  their  power, 
making  reconciliation  more  difficult. 
Former  Texas  Senator  Robert  Krueger. 
now  the  U.S.  ambassador,  says  Burundi 
is  the  most  fearful  society  he  has  ever 
witnessed. 

The  trouble  is  not  limited  to  Burundi 
alone.  The  conflict  is  a  regional  crisis. 
The  renewed  violence  in  Rwanda, 
which  we  thought  was  behind  us.  is 
spilling  over  into  Burundi.  Zaire  and 
Tanzania,  which  are  flooded  with  refu- 
gees. Recently.  70.000  Rwandan  refu- 
gees and  displaced  Burundi  civilians 
fled  to  the  borders  of  Tanzania.  Tanza- 
nia, already  overwhelmed  with  refugees 
and  displaced  persons,  closed  its  bor- 
ders. Because  of  the  international  com- 
munity's tenuous  support,  the  Tanza- 
nian  Government  feels  it  cannot  handle 
the  new  influx  of  refugees  without 
more  help.  Ngara,  across  the  border 
from  Tanzania,  is  now  home  to  450.000 
refugees,  more  than  double  the  local 
Tanzanian  population.  These  camps 
area  a  humanitarian  nightmare,  with 
disease,  massacres  and  riots  a  constant 
threat. 

Delays  of  aid  by  some  donor  coun- 
tries are  causing  refugee  unrest  and  ac- 
cusations that  the  reduced  rations  are 
part  of  a  conspiracy  by  the  United  Na- 
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Central  African  governments  are  be- 
coming impatient  with  the  donor  com- 
munity. Citing  last  year's  failure  of  the 
international  community  to  stop  the 
Rwandan  genocide,  some  have  sug- 
gested scaling  back  the  U.N.  presence 
in  Rwanda.  Millions  of  Central  Afri- 
cans displaced  by  the  violence  depend 
on  this  assistance.  The  recent  seizure 
of  World  Food  Program  trucks  headed 
for  Rwandan  refugee  camps  in  Burundi 
illustrate  how  serious  the  situation  has 
become. 

Despite  the  sickening  brutality,  the 
situation  in  Burundi  is  not  hopeless. 
Although  little  public  attention  has 
been  given  to  the  frightening  develop- 
ments there,  the  administration  and 
many  humanitarian  groups  are  work- 
ing to  encourage  preventive  measures 
to  deter  another  calamity.  It  is  impera- 
tive that  the  United  States  turn  its  full 
attention  to  Burundi,  facilitating 
strategies  to  prevent  genocide  and  re- 
gional instability. 

Ambassador  Krueger  deserves  great 
praise  for  reporting  the  atrocities,  at 
considerable  risk  to  his  own  safety. 
The  world  needs  to  know  the  truth 
about  what  is  happening.  We  must  also 
promote  a  sense  of  hope,  confidence, 
and  the  possibility  for  overcoming  the 
fear  that  threatens  to  explode  into  a 
spiral  of  violence.  The  atrocities  must 
be  exposed,  but  we  must  also  put  our 
energies  into  developing  preventive 
and  rehabilitative  strategies,  to 
counter  the  extremists  and  defuse  ten- 
sions, and  move  beyond  a  short-term 
relief  mentality.  The  Africans  must  be 
centrally  involved  in  this  process. 

Efforts  to  support  and  reassure  m.od- 
erate  elements  in  Burundi  is  essential. 
The  U.N.'s  Special  Representative 
Ould-Abdallah  is  calling  for  strength- 
ening the  nationwide  reconciliation 
campaign  launched  a  few  weeks  ago. 
Moderates  including  the  President, 
Prime  Minister.  Cabinet  Members. 
Members  of  Congress,  and  party  leaders 
are  all  actively  involved  in  this  cam- 
paign. We  need  to  give  these  leaders 
political,  moral  and  financial  support. 
Visits  to  the  region  by  top  U.S.  offi- 
cials are  a  good  start.  Party  leaders 
have  already  denounced  extremists  in 
their  parties. 

These  efforts  at  strengthening  rec- 
onciliation will  help  focus  the  peoples' 
attention  on  the  national  debate  set  to 
take  place  in  June  or  July.  The  debate 
is  an  open  forum  to  address  the  com- 
plex issues  of  promoting  and  sustaining 
Burundi's  democratic  process  and  gov- 
ernment. The  National  Debate  has  al- 
ready begun  with  the  establishment  of 
its  Technical  Committee.  Our  strong, 
visible  support  for  this  forum  will  help 
discourage  and  deter  the  extremists 
and  their  hate  press  from  inciting  vio- 
lence and  gaining  credibility. 
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We  must  continue  to  support  the  cre- 
ation of  a  judicial  commission  to  pros- 
ecute human  rights  violators.  We  need 
to  help  ensure  that  the  army  and  oth- 
ers are  accountable  for  their  actions. 
We  must  strongly  condemn  all  violence 
and  assassinations. 

We  must  also  support  the  private  vol- 
untary organizations  that  are  doing 
the  lion's  share  of  delivering  relief  aid. 
These  groups  need  sufficient  personnel, 
funding  and  political  support  to  con- 
tinue their  work.  Groups  such  as  Par- 
liamentarians for  Global  Action  have 
helped  to  facilitate  dialogue  and  begun 
the  reconciliation  process.  Refugees 
International  has  done  a  tremendous 
job  in  focusing  public  attention  on  the 
crisis  in  Central  Africa. 

Mr.  President,  ever  since  former 
President  Bush  spoke  of  a  new  world 
order,  the  world  has  been  anything  but 
orderly.  The  threat  of  Communism  has 
been  replaced  by  shockingly  brutal, 
ethnic  conflicts  that  threaten  to  spread 
in  the  Balkans,  the  Middle  East. 
Central  Africa  and  elsewhere.  In  every 
case,  innocent  civilians  bear  the  brunt 
of  the  violence. 

The  international  community  faces  a 
profound,  moral  choice,  in  a  world  in 
which  future  man-made  catastrophes 
are  inevitable.  Preventive  measures 
are  always  preferable.  But  if  they  fail, 
and  the  violence  in  Burundi  takes  on 
the  character  and  magnitude  of  what 
we  witnessed  in  Rwanda,  what  will  our 
answer  be?  Will  we  stand  by  in  the  face 
of  genocide,  or  will  we  act  to  try  to 
stop  it?  Will  we  watch  passively  and 
cast  blame  after  the  blood  stops  flow- 
ing, or  will  we  and  others  intervene  to 
save  innocent  lives? 

After  Somalia,  there  is  no  enthu- 
siasm in  the  Congress  for  sending  large 
numbers  of  American  troops  into  the 
midst  of  a  bloody  conflict  in  Africa  or 
anywhere  else,  where  U.S.  national  se- 
curity interests  are  not  obviously 
threatened.  On  the  other  hand,  to  do 
nothing  is  to  invite  genocide.  That  is 
also  unacceptable.  Our  security  is  our 
interest.  But  genocide  is  everybody's 
interest,  wherever  it  occurs. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  the  Rwanda 
experience  compels  us  to  respond  dif- 
ferently to  future  crises  of  this  sort, 
whether  in  Burundi  or  elsewhere.  In 
Rwanda.  5  months  after  receiving  a 
mandate  to  act,  the  U.N.  still  had  no 
budget,  no  equipment,  no  humani- 
tarian coordinator,  no  political  strat- 
egy, and  no  logistical  capability  to  rap- 
idly deploy  and  sustain  a  peacekeeping 
force.  As  in  past  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations, the  U.N.  started  from  scratch. 
An  estimated  $200  million  was  needed, 
but  only  a  fraction  of  that  was  raised. 
In  the  meantime,  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  people  were  slaughtered,  and 
the  international  community  is  now 
spending  hundreds  of  millions  if  not 
billions  of  dollars  to  feed  and  care  for 
refugees,  and  to  deal  with  the  myriad 
of  difficult  problems  Rwanda  faces  in 


the  wake  of  the  genocide.  Not  until  the 
arrival  of  a  small  contingent  of  well- 
armed  French  troops,  did  the  mayhem 
wane. 

Peacekeeping,  or  some  combination 
of  peacekeeping  and  peacemaking, 
which  in  Rwanda-like  situations  I 
would  prefer  to  call  peacekeeping  with 
muscle,  could  not  only  have  saved 
thousands  of  innocent  Rwandan  lives, 
it  could  also  have  saved  money.  These 
should  be  our  goals  in  the  future. 

To  that  end,  the  United  States  should 
vigorously  seek  international  support 
for  establishing  a  properly  trained, 
fully  equipped,  U.N.  force  that  can  be 
deployed  quickly  to  provide  protection 
to  civilians  in  Rwanda-like  crises.  The 
U.N.  is  the  only  overtly  neutral  organi- 
zation that  can  fulfill  this  responsibil- 
ity. I  am  not  talking  about  a  standing 
army,  but  rather  small  contingents  of 
troops  from  a  wide  range  of  U.N.  mem- 
ber states,  specially  trained,  coordi- 
nated and  equipped  and  ready  to  as- 
semble quickly  to  respond  with  over- 
whelming force  in  humanitarian  emer- 
gencies. 

The  role  of  such  a  force  would  not  be 
nation-building.  That  is  not  the  work 
of  armies.  Its  mission  would  be  human- 
itarian and  deterrence.  By  preventing 
those  who  would  slaughter  thousands 
of  innocent  people  from  access  to  the 
targets  of  their  hatred,  and  by  offering 
those  who  might  be  coerced  into  taking 
part  in  genocide  a  safe  haven  if  they 
refuse,  tensions  can  be  defused  and  cri- 
ses averted. 

The  U.N.  Secretary  General  should 
have  sufficient  funds  at  his  disposal  to 
support  the  early  deployment  of  such  a 
force.  It  should  be  further  buttressed 
with  a  U.N.  media  capability  to  pub- 
licize its  activities,  and  to  counter  the 
kinds  uf  luflaiiiiiiatury  radio  uruadcasLs 
that  incited  Hutus  to  commit  genocide 
in  Rwanda. 

The  United  States  should  be  prepared 
to  contribute  its  equipment,  and  even 
its  troops  to  participate  in  such  a 
force,  although  I  believe  it  is  preferable 
if  the  troops  of  the  major  powers  are 
used  in  these  situations  only  as  a  last 
resort.  Nevertheless,  there  are  finan- 
cial costs  and  human  risks  involved, 
and  the  United  States  has  an  obliga- 
tion, as  the  most  powerful  country,  to 
do  its  part.  That  is  the  price  of  world 
leadership. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  not  the  first  to 
suggest  the  establishment  of  such  a 
U.N.  capability.  It  is  not  peacekeeping. 
It  is  not  peacemaking.  It  is  life  saving. 
And  it  is  urgently  needed  in  today's 
violent,  post  cold  war  world.* 


NATIONAL  MISSING  CHILDREN'S 
DAY 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  speak  about  National  Missing 
Children's  Day.  This  day  focuses  on 
what  must  be  one  of  the  most  horrify- 
ing events  in  a  parent's  life:  the  abduc- 
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tion  of  their  child.  Nothing  I  say  could 
ever  ease  their  pain,  but  I  would  like  to 
let  them  know  that  my  thoughts  are 
with  them. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
applaud  the  efforts  of  programs  that 
assist  families  in  these  situations.  The 
National  Center  for  Missing  and  Ex- 
ploited Children  (NCMEC)  is  a  remark- 
able organization.  NCMEC  handles  over 
850,000  calls  on  its  hotline,  worked  on 
43,000  cases  and,  amazingly,  played  a 
role  in  the  recovery  of  28.000  children. 
Using  advanced  technology,  this  vital 
center  disseminates  information  with 
the  ultimate  goal  of  rescuing  as  many 
children  as  possible. 

After  personally  viewing  the  need  for 
these  efforts.  I  helped  to  establish 
Project  ALERT,  which  is  housed  with- 
in NCMP^C.  Hoping  to  tap  into  an  ex- 
tremely valuable  resource.  Project 
ALERT  recruits  retired  law 
enforcment  officers,  provides  training 
to  them  and  then  dispatches  these  offi- 
cers to  local  police  agencies.  The  offi- 
cers are  volunteers  and  are  assigned  to 
cases  involving  missing  and  exploited 
children.  They  have  the  experience,  ex- 
pertise, will  and  dedication  to  inves- 
tigate cases  and  can  readily  available 
to  provide  these  services  free  to  local 
law  enforcement  agencies. 

In  order  to  draw  attention  to  the 
gravity  of  this  National  Missing  Chil- 
dren's Day.  some  very  dedicated  New 
Yorkers  have  taken  to  their  bicycles  to 
ride  from  Herkimer  County  in  New 
York  to  Washington.  DC.  Herkimer 
County  has  special  significance.  Sara 
Anne  Wood.  12  years  old  at  the  time, 
was  abducted  from  there  on  August  18, 
1993.  Her  father.  Reverend  Robert  Wood 
is  one  of  the  seven  making  the  arduous 
trip  to  Washington.  DC  which  will  ben- 
efit the  Sai'd  Aiiiie  Wood  Rescue  Cen- 
ter. I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
congratulate  them  on  completing  their 
journey  and  bring  national  attention 
to  their  efforts. 

I  also  would  like  to  speak  briefly  on 
the  Morgan  P.  Hardiman  Task  Force 
on  Missing  and  Exploited  Children.  The 
Task  Force  creates  a  team  of  active 
Federal  agents  who  would  work  with 
the  National  Center  for  Missing  and 
Exploited  Children  in  assisting  State 
and  local  law  enforcement  agents  in 
their  most  difficult  By  supplementing 
our  Nation's  police  departments  with 
Task  Force  members  and  resources,  we 
can  effectively  fight  child  victimiza- 
tion, a  truly  reprehensible  crime,  and 
help  to  reunite  families  disrupted  by  an 
abduction. 

I  only  hope  that  one  day.  there  will 
be  no  need  for  a  National  Missing  Chil- 
dren's Day  or  a  center  to  locate  miss- 
ing and  exploited  children.  Until  that 
day  comes,  I  will  continue  to  do  what- 
ever I  can  as  a  United  States  Senator 
to  assist  in  the  effort.s  to  bring  these 
children  home  and  to  impart  the  most 
severe  punishment  for  any  depraved 
person  who  harms  a  child.  This  issue  is 
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dear  to  my  heart  and  I  will  remain 
close  to  the  efforts  to  help  children  and 
their  families.  We  will  not  stop  until 
the  problem  has  ceased.* 
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"I  TOLD  YOU  SO"-WHITE  HOUSE 
MEMO  LAYS  GROUNDWORK  FOR 
COERCION 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Associated  Press  broke  a  story  that 
should  take  no  one  by  surprise.  The 
concern  expressed  on  this  floor  as  we 
debated  reforming  the  Hatch  Act  was 
that  without  protection  for  Federal 
employees,  a  sitting  President  could 
coerce  his  appointees  to  contribute  to 
his  campaign. 

Today,  we  see  from  a  wire  story  that 
the  White  House  has  laid  the  ground- 
work for  the  kind  of  coercion  we  pre- 
dicted. 

A  memo  dated  May  2  from  White 
House  Counsel  Abner  Mikva  and  ad- 
dressed to  "Heads  of  all  All  Agencies 
and  Departments"— a  memo  written  on 
official  White  House  stationery,  states 
that  the  Hatch  Act  Reform  of  1993 
"provided  that  civilian  executive 
branch  employees  are  no  longer  prohib- 
ited from  making  a  political  contribu- 
tion to  the  reelection  campaign  com- 
mittee of  an  incumbent  President." 

The  memo  then  asks  the  agency 
heads  to  share  the  information  with 
employees  inside  their  agencies. 
Frankly.  Mr.  President.  I  find  this  ab- 
solutely outrageous,  and  believe  that 
this  memo  could  be  seen  as  setting  up 
a  coercive  situation  for  executive 
branch  civilian  employees— something 
I  warned  against  when  we  considered 
the  so-called  reform  of  the  Hatch  Act. 

The  purpose  of  the  Hatch  Act  was 
straightforward  -to  protect  Federal 
rmployoPR  from  just  this  type  of  pres- 
sure. I  fought  tooth  and  nail  against 
the  repeal  of  provisions  in  the  Hatch 
Act  for  just  this  reason.  I  find  it  inter- 
esting that  of  all  of  the  changes  made 
to  the  Hatch  .\ct.  contributing  to  the 
reelection  campaign  committee  of  an 
incumbent  President  is  the  change 
they  chose  to  highlight.  This  memo  is 
a  glaring  example  of  the  abuses  that 
can  occur  without  the  protection  of  the 
Hatch  Act. 

When  the  White  House  asks  agency 
and  department  heads  to  tell  their  em- 
ployees that  they  may  contribute  to 
their  boss'  reelection,  that  clearly  can 
be  seen  as  coercion.  Those  employees 
may  feel  that  their  continued  employ- 
ment depends  on  contributing.  Fur- 
thermore, that  this  was  sent  out  on  of- 
ficial White  House  stationary  makes 
things  even  worse. 

What  is  an  employee  to  think  when 
he  or  she  receives  this  information— 
this  narrow  information — concerning 
the  changes  to  the  Hatch  Act  All  the 
changes  were  highlighted  by  the  media 
when  the  act  was  reformed.  Certain. 
Federal  employees  kept  themselves 
abreast   of   the   news.    "So   why,"    one 


would  have  to  ask,  "would  the  highest 
levels  at  the  White  House  use  official 
stationary  to  direct  attention  to  only 
one  of  several  changes  in  the  law?" 

"Is  it  because  the  President  wants  to 
remind  me  that  I  serve  at  this  leisure — 
and  if  I  don't  contribute.  I  may  not 
serve?"  As  Ann  McBride.  president  of 
Common  Cause  says,  "There's  just  no 
way  that  a  message  comes  from  the 
White  House  and  people  don't  feel  some 
sense  of  implicit  coercion." 

This  is  unfair  to  our  Federal  employ- 
ees. At  a  time  when  the  President  is 
seeking  to  build  goodwill  and  esteem 
among  those  who  work  in  the  bureauc- 
racy, he  shouldn't  be  strapping  them 
with  the  bill  for  his  reelection  cam- 
paign. 


THE  AGENCY  FOR  HEALTH  CARE 
POLICY  AND  RESEARCH 

•  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  submit  for  the  Record,  a 
recent  Washington  Post  article  on  the 
Agency  for  Health  Care  Policy  and  Re- 
search (AHCPR). 

Before  submitting  the  article,  I 
would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the 
AHCPR.  The  Agency  for  Health  Care 
Policy  and  Research  (AHCPR)  was  es- 
tablished as  the  eighth  agency  in  the 
Public  Health  Service  by  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1989.  I 
was  pleased  to  work  on  a  bi-partisan 
basis— with  Senators  Mitchell.  Hatch. 
DURENBERGER.  and  KENNEDY,  and  Rep- 
resentatives Gradison.  St.^rk.  and 
W.^XM.^N— to  help  establish  AHCPR. 

In  creating  the  agency.  Congress 
gave  increased  visibility  and  stature  to 
the  only  broad-based,  general  health 
services  research  entity  in  the  Federal 
Government — one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant sources  of  information  for  policy 
makers  and  private  sector 

decisionmakers  as  they  seek  to  resolve 
the  difficult  issues  facing  the  Nation's 
health  care  system. 

Congress  gave  AHCPR  the  following 
mission: 

■10  enhance  the  quality,  appropriateness, 
and  effectiveness  of  health  care  service  and 
access  to  such  ser%'ices.  through  a  broad  base 
of  scientific  research  and  the  promotion  of 
improved  clinical  practice  and  in  the  organi- 
zation, financing  and  delivery  of  health  serv- 
ices. 

The  Members  of  Congress  who  sup- 
ported the  creation  of  AHCPR  did  so 
because  of  their  concern  that  while  the 
Nation  was  spending  at  that  time  some 
$800  billion  on  health  care,  it  is  now 
more  than  a  trillion  dollars,  we  had  lit- 
tle information  on  what  works  in  the 
delivery  or  financing  of  care.  We  want- 
ed to  encourage  support  for  research  to 
find  the  best  ways  to  finance  and  pro- 
vide health  care  at  the  lowest  cost  and 
the  highest  quality.  We  believed  then 
that  for  a  relatively  low  expenditure 
we  could  find  ways  to  save  health  care 
money  without  sacrificing  qualit.y.  The 
AHCPR's  work  has  proven  us  right. 


The  1989  Reconciliation  Act  author- 
ized AHCPR  to  conduct  research  in 
three  basic  areas:  Cost.  Quality,  and 
Access  (CQA)  and  medical  effectiveness 
research  and  outcomes  research. 

Cost,  Quality  and  Access  research 
funding  has  provided: 

The  fundamental  research  that  led  to 
the  development  of  the  Diagnosis  Re- 
lated Groups  (DRG)  system; 

The  basic  research  that  first  docu- 
mented major  variation  in  physician 
practice  patterns: 

A  landmark  study,  called  the  Medical 
Outcomes  Study  (MOS)  which  will  help 
understand  the  impact  of  financial  in- 
centives and  practice  setting  (e.g. 
Health  Maintenance  Organizations  vs. 
fee-for-service)  on  practice  style  and. 
in  turn,  on  health  outcomes; 

Research  that  documented  that  utili- 
zation review  can  significantly  cut  uti- 
lization costs  of  health  care;  and 

The  most  comprehensive  survey  on 
the  costs  and  utilization  patterns  of 
AIDS  patients,  which  will  help  target 
treatment  programs,  more  effectively. 

Part  of  AHCPR's  work  is  in  tech- 
nology assessment  and  this  effort  has 
made  a  significant  contribution  to  sav- 
ing federal  funds.  For  example,  accord- 
ing to  the  Institute  of  Medicine,  at 
least  $200  million  a  year  in  medicare 
expenditures  are  saved  through 
AHCPR's  technology  assessment  pro- 
gram. Again.  AHCPR  is  helping  us  as 
policymakers  understand  what  works. 

Congress  greatly  expanded  the  fed- 
eral effort  to  support  research  on  the 
outcomes,  appropriateness  and  effec- 
tiveness of  health  care  services.  The  ul- 
timate goal  of  this  program  is  to  pro- 
vide information  to  health  care  provid- 
ers and  patients  that  will  improve  the 
ht;altu  of  the  populatiou  and  upliiiiiz>e 
the  use  of  scarce  health  care  resources. 
This  program  includes  research,  data 
development  and  development  of  clini- 
cal practice  guidelines. 

It  was  our  hope  that  the  guidelines, 
which  are  just  that,  not  requirements, 
would  lead  us  to  find  ways  to  save 
money  without  compromising  care.  It 
is  now  apparent  that  our  modest  in- 
vestment in  the  process  has  paid  off. 

For  example,  AHCPR,  research  has 
found  that  some  90%  of  low  back  pain 
problems — a  condition  estimated  to 
cost  more  than  $20  billion  a  year  in 
health  expenditures — disappear  on 
their  own  in  about  one  month.  This 
finding  has  enormous  cost  savings  im- 
plications. 

One  hospital  in  Utah  found  that  after 
six  months  of  using  an  AHCPR  guide- 
line on  prevention  of  pressure  ulcers 
that  it  saved  close  to  $250  000.  That 
hospital  is  part  of  the  Intermountain 
Health  Care  system  which  has  now  im- 
plemented the  guideline  in  its  23  other 
hospitals.  Use  of  this  guideline  has  re- 
duced the  incidence  of  bed  sores  by  50% 
at  savings  of  $4,200  per  patient. 
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I  cite  the  cost  savings  aspects  of 
AHCPR  research  because  of  a  rec- 
ommendation by  Che  Budget  Commit- 
tee to  cut  AHCPR  research  by  75  per- 
cent. The  committee  report  also  indi- 
cates that  AHCPR  was  established  to 
manage  health  care  reform.  That  asser- 
tion is  just  plain  wrong.  AHCPR  is  an 
Important  agency  for  its  research,  but 
it  was  not  envisioned  to  be  a  health 
care  implementation  agency.  We  may 
save  a  few  Federal  dollars  by  cutting 
AHCPR's  funding,  but  we  will  lose  far 
more  in  potential  savings  in  our  health 
care  system. 

The  budget  resolution  also  proposes 
deep  reduction  cuts  in  Medicaid  and 
Medicare  spending.  I  oppose  those 
harsh  cuts  because  the  people  of  West 
Virginia  will  have  health  care  benefits 
taken  away  from  them  as  a  result.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  only  way  to  ra- 
tionally reduce  costs  and  not  hurt  peo- 
ple by  reducing  their  access  to  care  or 
their  quality  of  care,  is  to  know  what 
works  and  what  does  not  work.  That  is 
precisely  the  point  of  the  research  of 
AHCPR. 

The  current  budget  of  AHCPR  is 
about  $160  million.  This  modest  invest- 
ment is  just  now  paying  off  in  research 
and  guidelines  which  have  the  poten- 
tial to  reduce  cost  and  without  a  reduc- 
tion in  quality  of  care.  It  is  my  hope 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  continue  to  provide  adequate  ap- 
propriations for  AHCPR  and  I  will  do 
my  best  to  support  the  Agency  as  the 
Congress  makes  its  decisions  on  au- 
thorizations and  funding  for  the  com- 
ing fiscal  year. 

I  ask  that  the  article  from  the  Wash- 
ington Post  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  tne  vvasninpton  Post.  May  15.  1995] 

House  Pa.vel  Would  Kill  agency  That 

Compares  Medical  Treatments 

(By  David  Brown) 

It  doesn't  take  long-  to  go  from  being  a  so- 
lution to  waste  to  simply  waste. 

That,  at  least,  is  the  congressional  budget 
committees'  view  of  the  Agency  for  Health 
Care  Policy  and  Research.  The  $162  million 
agency  is  the  government  home  for  "medical 
effectiveness  research." 

V/ben  it  was  created  by  Congress  in  1989. 
the  AHCPR  was  viewed  as  an  essential  tool 
in  the  effort  to  control  medical  costs  with- 
out damaging  medical  care.  Last  week,  the 


The  teams  reviewed  the  published  medical 
literature  on  the  topic,  delineated  the  vari- 
ations in  treatment,  attempted  to  uncover 
links  between  specific  treatments  and  pa- 
tient outcome  (often  using  large  data  banks 
kept  by  Medicare  or  private  insurance  com- 
panies), and  occasionally  devised  new  tools. 


May  25,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


tablished  their  home  as  recognized  by 
the  laws  of  Maryland  in  1870.  Yet,  even 
before  then,  the  people  of  Prince 
Georges  County  were  living  off  the  land 
now  known  as  Laurel.  The  first  grist 
mill  that  was  erected  in  Laurel  would 
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For  example,  the  prostate  PORT  created  a     be   the  outset  of  community   develop- 


video  to  educate  patients  about  what  to  ex- 
pect with  certain  treatments— including  no 
treatment — and  formally  incorporated  the 
tool  into  medical  decision-making. 

Recently,  AHCPR  has  begun  funding  ran- 
domized controlled  trials,  which  are  gen- 
erally the  best  way  to  compare  one  treat- 
ment with  another.  The  topics  are  ones  un- 
likely to  appeal  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  where  new  therapies,  not  old  ones  (or 
low-tech  ones),  are  the  preferred  subjects  of 
clinical  research. 

AHCPR  trials,  for  instance,  are  comparing 
chiropractic  treatment  to  physical  therapy 
in  low  back  pain:  testing  a  mathematical 
equation  that  identifies  which  patients  are 
most  likely  to  benefit  from  "clot-busting" 
drugs  for  heart  attacks:  and  comparing 
homemade  vs.  commercial  rehydration  fluids 
for  children  with  diarrhea. 

The  agency  also  has  sponsored  15  '-clinical 
practice  guidelines."  which,  based  on  the 
best  medical  evidence,  suggest  how  to  treat 
such  common  (and  unexotio  problems  as 
cancer  pain,  urinary  incontinence  and  chron- 
ic ear  infections. 

In  a  recent  example  of  that  program's  ef- 
fects, researchers  at  Intermountain  Health 
Care  System  in  Utah  reported  they  had  cut 
the  incidence  of  bedsores  in  high-risk  (gen- 
erally paralyzed)  patients  from  33  percent  to 
9  percent  at  LDS  Hospital  in  Salt  Lake  City 
after  implementing  a  modified  version  of 
AHCPR's  guideline  on  pressure  ulcers.  Inci- 
dence of  ulcers — which  cost  an  average  of 
$4,200  to  treat— also  fell  among  lower-risk 
patients,  and  the  hospital  estimated  the  an- 
nual savings  will  be  at  least  $750,000. 

"To  defund  a  relatively  modest  effort  like 
that  at  a  time  when  the  questions  they  need 
to  answer  are  becoming  even  more  critical 
doesn't  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  me."  said  Jay 
Crosson.  an  executive  in  charge  of  quality 
assurance  at  Permanente  Medical  Group,  the 
physician  organization  of  the  Kaiser 
Permanente  health  maintenance  organiza- 
tion (HMO).  "There's  a  lot  more  work  that 
needs  to  be  done  than  even  AHCPR  can 
fund." 

In  explaining  its  recommendation  of  a  75 
percent  budget  cut.  the  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee said  AHCPR  "was  to  be  the  primary 
administrator  of  comprehensive  health  re- 
form." 

This,  however,  is  not  true.  Although  data- 
gathering  by  AHCPR-funded  researchers  pre- 
sumably would  have  helped  assess  the  equity 
of  a  national  health  care  program,  the  agen- 


Senate  Budget  Committee  proposed  cutting     cy  had  no  official  role  in  the  defunct  Clinton 
its   budget   by   75   percent,   and    the   House     administration  plan  • 
Budget  Committee  said  it  should  be  elimi-  ^^^^^^^^ 

nated  altogether.  " 

.■\HCPR  was  launched  with  the  great 
hope— much  of  it  enunciated  by  politicians— 
that  it  would  help  the  country  cut  health 
care  costs  painlessly  by  comparing  compet- 
ing treatment  strategies  to  see  which  works, 
best,  and  at  the  least  cost. 

Over  the  last  five  years,  the  agency  has 
sponsored  20  Patient  Outcomes  Research 
Team  <PORTs).  each  headquartered  at  a  dif- 
ferent hospital  or  university,  which  studied 
such  topics  as  back  pain,  schizophrenia, 
prostate  enlargement,  knee  joint  replace- 
ment, cataracts,  breast  cancer  and  heart  at- 
tack. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  LAUREL 

•  Mr,  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  cele- 
brations to  commemorate  the  125th  an- 
niversary of  the  establishment  of  the 
city  of  Laurel,  MD,  are  being  held 
throughout  this  year.  The  mayor  of 
Laurel,  Frank  Casula,  along  with  the 
entire  community,  have  planned  sev- 
eral significant  events  to  commemo- 
rate this  milestone. 

First  known  as  the  "Commissioners 
of  Laurel,  "  the  citizens  of  Laurel  es- 


ment;  many  industries,  storefronts,  of- 
fices, and  homes  would  eventually  ap- 
pear along  that  particular  stretch 
along  the  Patuxent  River.  Creating 
what  is  now  known  as  Laurel's  Main 
Street,  the  mill  built  by  Nicolas 
Snowden  in  I81I.  had  laid  the  founda- 
tion for  a  thriving  community. 

By  1888.  Laurel  was  the  largest  town 
in  Prince  Georges  County  and  had  be- 
come the  focal  point  along  the  Balti- 
more and  Ohio  Railroad  between  Balti- 
more and  Washington.  DC.  In  1879.  the 
Laurel  Leader,  one  of  the  oldest  news- 
papers in  the  State  of  Maryland,  was 
founded.  The  Leader  continues  to  serve 
not  only  Laurel  and  Prince  Georges 
County,  but  also  the  bordering  coun- 
ties of  Howard,  Montgomery,  and  .Anne 
Arundel. 

Laurel  was  also  a  pioneering  commu- 
nity in  education.  The  first  public  high 
school  in  Prince  Georges  County  is  lo- 
cated in  Laurel.  Laurel  Elementar.y 
School  was  also  the  first  public  school 
in  the  county  to  have  a  cafeteria  to 
serve  its  students. 

Laurel  is  a  model  of  community  spir- 
it and  cooperation.  The  activities  being 
sponsored  to  commemorate  this  auspi- 
cious occasion  exemplify  the  deep  de- 
votion of  Laurel's  residents  to  their 
community.  The  spirit  and  enthusiasm 
of  Laurel's  citizens  have  been  the  foun- 
dation of  its  success.  These  celebra- 
tions provide  the  opportunity  to  renew 
the  dedication  that  has  supported  Lau- 
rel throughout  its  history  and  helped  it 
to  develop  from  a  railroad  stop  to  one 
of  Prince  Georges  County's  most  at- 
tractive communities. 

We  in  Maryland  are  fortunate  to  have 
an  area  as  community-oriented  as  Lau- 
rel. I  join  the  citizens  of  Prince 
Georges  County  in  sharing  their  pride 
in  Laurel's  past  and  optimism  for  con- 
tinued success  In  the  years  to  come.» 


PROSPECTS  FOR  PEACE  IN  BOSNIA 
AND  CRO.ATIA 

•  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  iMr.  President.  I 
commend  the  United  Nations  for  its 
May  25  air  strikes  against  the  Bosnian 
Serbs.  It  is  about  time  the  United  Na- 
tions took  an  assertive,  instead  of  a 
passive,  approach  to  carrying  out  its 
mandated  responsibilities  to  defend 
Bosnian  safe  areas  and  the  Sarajevo 
weapons  exclusion  zone.  Even  before 
the  formal  expiration  of  the  January- 
April  cessation  of  hostilities  in  Bosnia. 
Bosnian  Serbs  were  violating  their 
commitment  to  refrain  from  violence. 
The  Bosnian  Government  has  defended 
itself,  and  apologists  within  the  U.N. 
have  mistakenly  treated  as  equal  the 
cease-fire    transgressions    of   the    Serb 


aggressors  and  the  Bosnian  victims. 
This  has  been  wrong.  Today's  decision, 
finally,  to  use  force,  which  has  long 
been  authorized,  against  those  violat- 
ing the  weapons  exclusion  zone  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction. 

But  it  is  only  a  small  step.  I  was  not 
surprised  to  learn  of  the  failure  of  the 
latest  effort  to  appease  Serbian  leader 
Milosevic  by  offering  to  lift  sanctions 
in  exchange  for  his  recognition  of 
Bosnia  and  Croatia.  The  United  States 
participated  in  this  contact  group  offer 
despite  the  fact  that  Milosevic  has  re- 
peatedly and  blatantly  violated  his 
commitments  to  prevent  shipments  of 
arms  to  the  Bosnian  and  Croatian 
Serbs.  The  U.N.  eased  sanctions  on  Ser- 
bia in  November  with  the  understand- 
ing that  Milosevic  would  stop  supplies 
to  the  Bosnian  and  Croatian  Serbs. 
Faced  with  clear  evidence  that  Serbia 
violated  this  commitment,  the  U.N.  Se- 
curity Council  nevertheless  extended 
the  easing  of  sanctions  for  a  second  pe- 
riod in  April.  In  Milosevic's  experience, 
aggression,  false  promises  and  delay 
pay  dividends.  No  one  has  given  him 
any  reason  to  expect  that  serious  con- 
sequences will  follow  his  failure  to  live 
up  to  his  commitments. 

Similarly,  the  Bosnian  Serbs  have 
every  reason  to  doubt  the  resolve  of 
the  international  community — rep- 
resented by  UNPROFOR  — in  carrying 
out  its  commitments  to  protect  safe 
areas,  enforce  weapons  exclusion  zones, 
or  deliver  humanitarian  assistance  to 
starving  communities.  The  Bosnian 
Serbs  have  demanded  and  received 
from  the  U.N.  treatment  equal  to  that 
of  their  victims,  the  Bosnian  Govern- 
ment. The  U.N.  has  thus  become  a  pas- 
sive contributor  to  Bosnia's  tragedy 
just  as  a  witness  who  does  not  inter- 
vene to  assist  a  victim  can  be  judged  to 
be  an  accessory  to  a  crime.  U.N.  peace- 
keeping is  truly  at  a  crossroads  in 
Bosnia  — the  largest  and  most  expensive 
U.N.  peacekeeping  mission  in  history. 
While  UNPROFOR  may  have  contrib- 
uted to  stability  and  delivery  of  hu- 
manitarian supplies  in  the  first  year  of 
its  deployment,  its  compliant  approach 
to  resurgent  Serbs  in  Bosnia  and  Cro- 
atia since  then  has  called  into  question 
the  UN's  capability  to  effectively 
carry  out  peacekeeping  responsibilities 
in  the  future. 

We  must  make  no  mistake  about  the 
origins  of  the  war  in  Bosnia.  As  Warren 
Zimmerman,  the  last  U.S.  Ambassador 
to  Yugoslavia,  made  clear  in  a  recent 
Foreign  Affairs  article,  the  Serbs  initi- 
ated the  war  in  Bosnia  even  before  the 
countr.y  declared  its  independence  from 
Yugoslavia. 

It  is  said  by  some  that  Bosnia's  fate 
will  have  little  impact  on  U.S.  national 
security.  They  are  wrong.  I  believe 
that  tolerance  of  visible  genocide  and 
aggression  in  the  heart  of  Europe  can- 
not help  but  make  more  probable  the 
recurrence  of  these  crimes  in  other 
places  in  the  future.  If  that  is  the  case. 


then  the  post-cold  war  world  is  likely 
to  be  a  Hobbesian  one  where  independ- 
ence for  small  democracies  will  all  too 
often  be  painful  and  short-lived. 

We  must  not  let  our  desire  to  stop 
the  killing  in  the  Balkans  lead  us  to 
blame  the  victims  instead  of  the  ag- 
gressor. We  cannot  let  our  aversion  to 
war  obscure  our  vision  of  right  and 
wrong.  Is  the  post-cold  war  era  going 
to  be  known  as  the  no-fault  era.  when 
strong  countries  used  their  influence 
merely  to  contain  the  bad  things  that 
happened  to  weak  countries  but  with 
no  blame  assigned?  Surely  the  United 
States,  which  was  founded  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  freedom  and  "certain  inalien- 
able rights"  will  not  participate  indefi- 
nitely in  a  policy  of  denying  the  pur- 
suit and  defense  of  basic  human  rights 
for  Bosnians?  Appeasement  is  never  an 
honorable  or  effective  course  in  foreign 
policy.  Appeasement  of  a  ragtag  band 
of  former  Communists  and  war  crimi- 
nals—  the  Bosnian  Serbs — is  a  dishonor- 
able course  which  we  should  have  no 
part  in. 

I  applaud  the  U.N.'s  decision — sup- 
ported by  President  Clinton— to  use  air 
strikes  against  the  Bosnian  Serbs  May 
25  in  an  effort  to  enforce  the  weapons 
exclusion  zone  around  Sarajevo.  I  hope 
this  is  the  beginning  of  a  more  asser- 
tive U.N.  approach  in  Bosnia  which  will 
be  sustained  and  expanded  as  necessary 
even  if,  as  Bosnian  Serb  leader 
Karadjic  has  promised,  his  forces  re- 
taliate. The  only  way  to  avoid  a  larger 
Balkan  war  and  to  bring  the  Bosnian 
Serbs  to  the  negotiating  table  is  to 
stop  Serbian  aggression.  Regrettably, 
talk  alone  will  not  do  the  job.* 


fort  to  raise  awareness  about  rape  and 
sexual  abuse.* 


RAPE  PREVENTION  MONTH  IN 
NEW  .TKRSEY 

•  Mr    LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 

call  attention  to  the  fact  that  May  is 
Rape  Prevention  Month  in  the  State  of 
New  Jersey.  Rape  is  one  of  the  most 
violent  and  hurtful  crimes  committed 
in  our  society.  It  is  a  severe  problem 
and  we  must  do  all  we  can  to  reduce  its 
incidence,  punish  offenders,  and  assist 
victims. 

In  this  country,  rape  and  child  sexual 
abuse  still  continues  to  increase  at  an 
alarming  rate.  Organizations  like 
Women  Against  Rape  in  Collingwood. 
New  Jersey  have  taken  on  the  difficult 
task  of  combating  rape  by  providing 
crime  prevention  programs,  teaching 
rape  prevention  techniques,  offering  es- 
cort services,  and  having  hotline  and 
counseling  services  available. 

For  the  15th  consecutive  year. 
Women  Against  Rape  is  sponsoring  the 
month  of  May  as  Rape  Prevention 
Month.  During  this  month  they  have 
worked  hard  to  address  this  problem  in 
both  crisis  and  everyday  situations. 
Education  is  one  of  the  first  steps  to 
stopping  this  awful  crime,  and  I  com- 
mend the  volunteers  and  professionals 
who  have  dedicated  their  time  and  ef- 


SALUTE  TO  THE  GOODSPEED 
OPERA  CO. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  the  Goodspeed 
Opera  Co.  in  my  home  town  of  East 
Haddam,  CN,  for  receiving  the  1995 
Tony  Award  for  Outstanding  Achieve- 
ment in  Regional  Theater.  This  award. 
given  upon  recommendation  by  the 
American  Theater  Critics  Association, 
is  the  second  such  award  received  by 
the  Goodspeed  Theater  and  is  well-de- 
served recognition  for  the  Goodspeed's 
decades-long  record  of  excellence  in 
theater.  This  award  marks  the  first 
time  a  national  regional  theater  has 
received  a  second  special  Tony  Award 
for  general  excellence. 

The  Goodspeed  Opera  House,  located 
on  the  Connecticut  River,  was  origi- 
nally built  in  1876  by  William 
Goodspeed,  a  shipping  merchant.  This 
beautiful,  six-story  Victorian  land- 
mark fell  into  disuse  and  disrepair  in 
the  early  1900's  and  basically  sat  aban- 
doned until  1959  when  it  was  saved 
from  demolition  through  the  efforts  of 
the  State  and  community.  With  local 
support  and  significant  private  assist- 
ance, the  building  was  restored  and  re- 
opened in  1963  as  the  Goodspeed  Thea- 
ter, home  to  the  Goodspeed  Opera  Co. 
Since  that  time,  the  Goodspeed  has 
been  dedicated  to  the  advancement  of 
the  American  Musical  through  the  cre- 
ation of  original  musicals  and  the  pro- 
duction and  reinterpretation  of  classic 
American  musicals. 

Under  the  leadership  of  executive  di- 
rector, Michael  Price,  the  Goodspeed 
Theater  has  developed  dozens  of  origi- 
nal musicals.,  mar.y  of  -Ahich  have  gone 
on  to  Broadway.  These  have  included 
such  well  known  musicals  as  "Annie." 
"Shenandoah"  and  "Man  of  La 
Mancha."  Just  this  year.  the 
Goodspeed  sent  its  production  of  "Gen- 
tlemen Prefer  Blondes"  directly  from 
East  Haddam  to  Broadway. 

The  Goodspeed  Opera  Co.  has  not 
only  attracted  national  attention  but 
has  also  served  as  an  artistic  beacon 
for  its  own  community.  This  special  re- 
lationship is  symbolized  by  the  ongoing 
financial  support  of  the  Chester  and 
East  Haddam  communities  as  well  as 
its  numerous  and  diverse  audiences 
from  all  over  the  Northeast.  The 
Goodspeed  Is  the  very  heart,  both  lit- 
erally and  figuratively,  of  my  home- 
town of  East  Haddam.  Not  only  is  it 
our  s'ngle  largest  industry  and  the  cul- 
tural center  of  the  region,  it  is  also  our 
main  landmark  and  point  of  reference; 
in  East  Haddam,  all  roads  lead  to  the 
Goodspeed. 

It  is  also  timely  to  note  that  the 
Goodspeed  Theater  receives  support 
from  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts.  In  this  time  when  Federal  fund- 
ing for  the  arts  is  under  attack,  the 
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Goodspeed  exemplifies  how  a  small 
Federal  investment  in  a  community 
arts  organization  can  have  an  enor- 
mous yield.  Theaters,  such  as  the 
Goodspeed.  assure  that  first  rate  artis- 
tic events  and  productions  are  acces- 
sible to  people  who  do  not  live  near 
large  urban  cultural  centers.  At  the 
same  time,  places  like  East  Haddam 
and  its  surrounding  areas  have  enjoyed 
additional  economic  activity  brought 
in  by  theater  patrons.  And  in  the  case 
of  the  Goodspeed.  the  benefits  have 
been  even  broader  since  many  of  the 
musicals  created  there  have  gone  on  to 
become  national  treasures  seen  and  en- 
joyed by  millions  of  people  on  Broad- 
way and  all  over  the  country. 

Once  again.  I  congratulate  the 
Goodspeed  Opera  Company  on  the  Tony 
Award  for  Outstanding  Achievement  in 
Regional  Theater  and  on  its  long 
record  of  excellence. 


MEASURE  RETURNED  TO  CAL- 
ENDAR—SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  13 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  budget  resolution  be 
returned  to  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDLNG  OFFICER.  Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

HONORING  CONTRIBUTIONS  OF  FA- 
THER JOSEPH  DAMIEN  DE 
VEUSTER 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Resolution  125.  a  reso- 
lution to  honor  the  contributions  of 
Father  Joseph  Damien  de  Veuster.  sub- 
mitted earlier  today  by  Senators 
AK.-\K.\.  LNOLYE.  and  others;  that  the 
resolution  and  the  preamble  be  agreed 
to.  en  bloc,  and  the  motion  to  recon- 
sider be  laid  upon  the  table,  and  any 
statements  appear  in  the  Record  as  if 
read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  125)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows: 

S.  Res.  125 

Whereas  Father  Joseph  Damien  de  Veuster 
was  born  in  Tremeloo.  Belgium,  on  January 
3.  1840, 

Whereas  Father  Damien  entered  the  Sa- 
cred Hearts  Order  at  Louvain.  Belgium,  as  a 
postulant  in  January  1859  and  took  his  final 
vows  in  Paris  on  October  7.  i860; 

Whereas,  after  arriving'  in  Honolulu  on 
March  19,  1864.  to  join  the  Sacred  Hearts  Mis- 
sion in  Hawaii.  Father  Damien  was  ordained 
to  the  priesthood  in  the  Cathedral  of  Our 
Lady  of  Peace  on  May  21,  1864; 

Whereais  Father  Damien  was  sent  to  Puna. 
Kohala.  and  Hamakua  districts  on  the  island 
of  Hawaii,  where  Father  Damien  served  peo- 
ple in  isolated  communities  for  9  years; 

Whereas  the  alarming-  spread  of  Hansen's 
disease,   also   known  as   leprosy,   for  which 


there  was  no  known  cure,  prompted  the  Ha- 
waiian Legislature  to  pass  an  Act  to  Prevent 
the  Spread  of  Leprosy  in  1865; 

Whereas  the  Act  required  segregating 
those  afflicted  with  leprosy  to  the  isolated 
peninsula  of  Kalaupapa.  Molokai.  where 
those  afflicted  by  leprosy  were  virtually  im- 
prisoned by  steep  cliffs  and  open  sezis; 

Whereas  those  afflicted  by  leprosy  were 
forced  to  separate  from  their  families,  had 
meager  medical  care  and  supplies,  and  had 
poor  living  and  social  conditions; 

Whereas  in  July  1872.  Father  Damien  wrote 
to  the  Father  General  that  many  of  his  pa- 
rishioners had  been  sent  to  the  settlement 
on  Molokai  and  lamented  that  he  should  join 
them; 

Whereas  on  May  12.  1873.  Father  Damien 
petitioned  Bishop  Maigret.  having  received  a 
request  earlier  for  a  resident  priest  at 
Kalaupapa.  to  allow  Father  Damien  to  stay 
on  Molokai  and  devote  his  life  to  leprosy  pa- 
tients; 

Whereas  for  16  years,  from  1873  to  1889.  Fa- 
ther Damien  labored  to  bring  material  and 
spiritual  comfort  to  the  leprosy  patients  of 
Kalaupapa.  building  chapels,  water  cisterns, 
and  boys  and  girls  homes; 

Whereas  on  April  15.  1889.  at  the  age  of  49. 
Father  Damien  died  of  leprosy  contracted  a 
few  years  earlier; 

Whereas  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  began 
the  consideration  of  beatification  of  Father 
Damien  in  February  1955.  and  Father  Damien 
will  be  beatified  on  June  4.  1995,  by  Pope 
John  Paul  II  in  Brussels,  Belgium: 

Whereas  Father  Damien  was  selected  by 
the  State  of  Hawaii  in  1965  as  1  of  the  distin- 
guished citizens  of  the  State  whose  statue 
would  be  installed  in  Statuary  Hall  in  the 
United  States  Capitol: 

Whereas  the  life  of  Father  Damien  contin- 
ues to  be  a  profound  example  of  selfless  devo- 
tion to  others  and  remains  an  inspiration  for 
all  mankind: 

Whereas  common  use  of  sulfone  drugs  in 
the  1940's  removed  the  dreaded  sentence  of 
disfigurement  and  death  imposed  by  leprosy, 
and  the  1969  repeal  of  the  isolation  law  al- 
lowed greater  mobility  for  former  Hansen's 

dise^'^p  natipnts: 

Whereas  in  the  mid-1970's.  the  community 
of  former  leprosy  patients  at  Molokai  rec- 
ommended the  establishment  of  a  United 
States  National  Park  at  Kalaupapa.  out  of  a 
strong  sense  of  stewardship  of  the  legacy  left 
by  Father  Damien  and  the  rich  history  of 
Kalaupapa; 

Whereas  the  Kalaupapa  National  Historic 
Park  was  established  in  1980  with  a  provision 
that  former  Hansen's  disease  patients  may 
remain  in  the  park  as  long  as  they  wish;  and 
Whereas  the  remaining  patients  at 
Kalaupapa.  many  of  whom  were  exiled  as 
children  or  young  adults  and  who  have  en- 
dured immeasurable  hardships  and  untold 
sorrows,  are  a  special  legacy  for  America,  ex- 
emplifying the  dignity  and  strength  of  the 
human  spirit:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  recognizes  Father  Damien  for  his 
service  to  humanity  and  takes  this  occasion 
to- 
il) celebrate  achievements  of  modern  medi- 
cine in  combating  the  once-dreaded  leprosy 
disease; 

(2)  remember  that  victims  of  leprosy  still 
suffer  social  banishment  in  many  parts  of 
the  world;  and 

(3)  honor  the  people  of  Kalaupapa  as  a  liv- 
ing American  legacy  of  human  spirit  and  dig- 
nity. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased    to    submit    a    resolution    rec- 


ognizing the  contributions  of  Father 
Damien.  a  very  special  person  who 
lived  in  Hawaii  during  the  late  1800's, 
for  his  service  to  humanity.  Senators 

INOUYE.  D.\.SCHLE,  KENNEDY.  SiMON,  and 

MURKOWSKI  have  joined  me  as  cospon- 
sors  of  this  measure. 

Father  Damien  is  best  known  for  his 
tireless  efforts  to  provide  material  and 
spiritual  comforts  for  leprosy  patients 
at  Kalaupapa,  Molokai.  during  the  lat- 
ter half  of  the  19th  century.  Beloved  by 
the  people  of  Hawaii  and  the  country  of 
his  birth.  Belgium,  his  life  serves  as  a 
model  for  all  mankind. 

In  recognition  of  his  heroic  acts,  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  began  the  con- 
sideration of  Father  Damien's  beatifi- 
cation in  1955.  The  State  of  Hawaii,  in 
1965,  selected  Father  Damien  as  one  of 
its  distinguished  citizens  and  his  stat- 
ue was  installed  in  the  U.S.  Capitol's 
Statuary  Hall.  I  am  pleased  to  an- 
nounce that  Father  Damien  will  be  be- 
atified by  Pope  John  Paul  II  on  June  4, 
1995,  in  Brussels,  Belgium. 

Mr.  President,  lessons  from  the  life  of 
Father  Damien  extend  beyond  religious 
beliefs  and  considerations.  My  resolu- 
tion recognizes  Father  Damien's  life 
for  his  overall  service  to  humanity.  In- 
deed, his  life  was  not  that  of  an  ordi- 
nary man. 

Born  in  Belgium  in  1840.  Father 
Damien  arrived  in  Hawaii  in  1864  to 
join  the  Sacred  Hearts  Mission  in  Hon- 
olulu. After  several  years  of  serving 
isolated  communities  on  the  island  of 
Hawaii.  Father  Damien  became  con- 
cerned that  many  of  his  parishioners 
had  been  sent  to  Kalaupapa.  Molokai.  a 
settlement  established  for  leprosy  pa- 
tients in  1865.  In  1873,  his  request  to 
serve  the  people  of  Kalaupapa  was 
granted. 

For  16  years.  Father  Damien  labored 
to  bring  material  and  spiritual  comfort 
to  Kalaupapas  leprosy  patients,  build- 
ing chapels,  water  cisterns,  and  boys 
and  girls  homes.  His  selfless  devotion 
to  the  patients  was  evident  when  in 
1876.  he  told  a  U.S.  medical  inspector, 
"This  is  my  work  in  the  world.  Sooner 
or  later  I  shall  become  a  leper,  but  may 
it  not  be  until  I  have  exhausted  my  ca- 
pabilities for  good."  Father  Damien 
died  of  leprosy,  at  the  age  of  49,  on 
April  15,  1889.  While  his  death  was  a 
devastating  loss,  the  spiritual  founda- 
tion that  he  established  for  the  com- 
munity of  Kalaupapa  would  forever  be 
remembered  by  the  people  of  Hawaii. 

Out  of  concern  that  Father  Damien's 
legacy  and  Kalaupapas  rich  history 
not  be  forgotten,  the  Kalaupapa  Na- 
tional Historical  Park  was  established 
in  1980,  with  a  provision  that  former 
leprosy  patients  may  remain  as  long  as 
they  wish.  While  the  common  use  of 
sulfone  drugs  since  the  1940's  had  ren- 
dered leprosy,  or  Hansen's  disease,  con- 
trollable, and  the  1969  repeal  of  Ha- 
waii's isolation  law  allowed  greater 
mobility  for  former  leprosy  patients  at 


Kalaupapa.  many  continued  to  face  dis- 
crimination and  banishment  from  their 
families  and  the  community  at  large. 

To  show  how  the  stigma  of  leprosy 
impacted  everyday  lives.  I  would  like 
to  share  with  you  the  words  expressed 
by  a  70-year-old  woman  who  had  lived 
at  Kalaupapa  for  46  years.  In  part,  she 
said,  "I  was  finally  paroled  in  1966.  My 
mother  was  still  alive,  so  I  wrote  to  her 
and  told  her  I  was  finally  cured.  I  could 
come  home.  After  a  long  while,  her  let- 
ter came.  She  said,  "Don't  come  home. 
You  stay  at  Kalaupapa."  I  wrote  her 
back  and  said  that  I  wanted  to  just 
visit,  to  see  the  place  where  I  was  born. 
Again,  she  wrote  back.  This  time  she 
said,  "No,  you  stay  there."  You  see,  my 
mother  had  many  friends  and  I  think 
she  felt  shame  before  them.  I  was  dis- 
figured, even  though  I  was  cured.  So 
she  told  me.  her  daughter.  "Don't  come 
home.  "  She  said.  "You  stay  right 
where  you  are.  Stay  there,  and  leave 
your  bones  at  Kalaupapa." 

Mr.  President,  such  testimony  is  not 
uncommon.  For  years,  former  patients 
from  Kalaupapa  struggled  for  respect 
and  dignity.  Though  attitudes  have 
changed  over  the  years,  much  more 
needs  to  be  done.  We  must  take  every 
opportunity  to  educate  our  Nation  on 
Father  Damien's  life  and  the  histor,v  of 
Kalaupapa.  The  history  of  Kalaupapa 
holds  a  universal  lesson  that  is  still 
valid  as  we  deal  with  social  issues  of 
today,  be  it  homelessness.  AIDS,  dis- 
abilities, or  cultural  differences. 

While  my  resolution  honors  Father 
Damien,  it  also  honors  the  people  of 
Kalaupapa  as  a  living  American  legacy 
of  human  spirit  and  dignity.  It  cele- 
brates the  achievements  of  modern 
medicine  in  combating  the  once-dread- 
ed leprosy.  And  it  remembers  the  vic- 
tims of  this  disease  that  still  suffer  so- 
cial banishment  in  many  parts  of  the 
world. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  for  their  support 
in  the  adoption  of  my  resolution. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
REPORT 
Mr.    HATCH     Mr.    President.    I    ask 

unanimous  consent  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  adjournment  of  the  Senate,  on 
Wednesday.  May  31.  committees  have 
from  10  a.m.  to  2  p.m.  to  file  any  legis- 
lative or  executive  reported  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  in  execu- 
tive session,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  immediately  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  the  following 
nominations  reported  today  by  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee: 

Inez  Smith  Reed,  Ronna  Lee  Beck, 
Linda  Kay  Davis.  Eric  Tyson  Washing- 


ton, Robert  F.  Rider.  S.  David 
Fineman,  G.  Edward  Deseve.  and  John 
W.  Carlin. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  nominations  be  confirmed,  en 
bloc,  the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  en  bloc,  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  nominations  ap- 
pear at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record,  and  that  the  President  be  im- 
mediately notified  of  the  Senate's  ac- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations,  considered  and 
confirmed,  en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

Inez  Smith  Reid,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  term  of 
15  years. 

Ronna  Lee  Beck,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
term  of  15  years. 

Linda  Kay  Davis,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
term  of  15  years. 

Eric  T.  Washington,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  an  Associate  Judge  of  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
the  term  of  15  years. 

Robert  F.  Rider,  of  Delaware,  to  be  a  Gov- 
ernor of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term  expiring  Decem- 
ber 8.  1995. 

S.  David  Fineman.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a 
Governor  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
for  the  term  expiring  December  8.  2003. 

G.  Edward  DeSeve.  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be 
Controller.  Office  of  Federal  Financial  Man- 
agement. Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

John  W.  Carlin.  of  Kansas,  to  be  Archivist 
of  the  United  States. 

.ST.ATEMENT  ON  THE  NOMINATION  OF  JOHN 
C.^RLI.N 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  earlier  this 
week,  it  was  my  privilege  to  introduce 
former  Kansas  Governor  John  Carlin, 
President  Clinton's  nominee  to  be  Ar- 
chivist of  the  United  States,  at  his  con- 
firmation hearing  before  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee. 

That  nomination  has  now  been 
unanimously  reported  out  of  that  Com- 
mittee with  a  favorable  recommenda- 
tion. And  as  Governor  Carlin  is  con- 
firmed by  the  entire  Senate,  I  wanted 
to  repeat  some  of  the  comments  I  made 
at  his  hearing. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Archives 
is  an  invaluable  source  of  information 
and,  no  less  important,  inspiration  for 
millions  of  Americans  who  yearn  to 
know  more  about  our  origins  and  our 
collective  history. 

Last  year  alone,  more  than  one  mil- 
lion of  our  fellow  citizens  visited  the 
Archives  building  in  Washington.  An- 
other 1.3  million  visited  the  Nation's 
Presidential  libraries.  Countless  more 
visited  Federal  records  centers  to  ex- 
plore their  family  genealogy,  or  at- 
tending public  programs  sponsored  by 
the  Archives. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  only  a 
ver.v  small  percentage  of  those  who  use 
the  National  Archives  every  year  have 


Ph.D's.  The  vast  majority  have  some- 
thing more  important  than  a  Ph.D — 
They  have  curiosity  and  they  have 
pride  in  America's  history. 

These  are  the  people  who  made  Ken 
Bums'  "The  Civil  War"  a  national  phe- 
nomenon. These  are  the  readers  who 
made  David  McCullough's  "Truman"  a 
deserved  best  seller.  And  these  are  the 
Americans  to  whom  the  Archivist  of 
the  United  States  must  answer. 

In  this,  the  Archivist  is  no  different 
from  the  rest  of  us  who  are  temporarily 
entrusted  with  our  positions.  In  the 
last  two  elections,  voters  have  insisted 
on  a  government  that  serves  their 
needs,  while  reflecting  their  values. 
The  National  Archives  should  be  in  the 
forefront  of  this  grassroots  revolution. 

I  believe  that  the  National  Archives 
should  reach  out  beyond  the  Washing- 
ton Beltway  to  the  very  heart  of  Amer- 
ica. And  the  heart  of  America  is  where 
John  Carlin  comes  from. 

I  have  known  Governor  Carlin  for 
many  years,  and  worked  with  him  on 
countless  occasions  during  his  8  years 
as  Governor.  Though  we  are  from  dif- 
ferent parties.  Governor  Carlin  was 
more  interested  in  partnership  than  in 
partisanship,  when  it  came  to  doing 
what  was  right  for  Kansas. 

I  believe  John  Carlin  is  uniquely 
qualified  to  serve  as  our  National  Ar- 
chivist. Following  a  period  of  internal 
strife  and  serious  morale  problems,  the 
Archives  needs  a  leader — someone  with 
the  ability  to  frame  a  coherent  vision, 
the  skills  to  communicate  it.  and  the 
willingness  to  tap  the  talents  of  every 
single  employee  of  the  agency.  Gov- 
ernor Carlin  is  such  a  leader. 

He  demonstrated  as  much  in  spear- 
heading the  magnificent  Kansas  State 
History  Museum  and  in  his  continuing 
involvement  with  the  Kansas  State 
Historical  Society. 

Far  from  disqualifying  him,  as  some 
professional  historians  have  suggested. 
Governor  Carlin's  political  experience 
will  make  him  a  persuasive  advocate 
for  an  agency  whose  cultural  and  edu- 
cational possibilities  are  limited  only 
by  its  resources. 

As  a  member  of  the  National  Ar- 
chives Foundation  Board,  the  nominee 
understands  better  than  anyone,  that 
in  this  era  of  shrinking  budgets,  the 
Archives  will  need  to  enlist  private 
support  to  carry  out  its  public  obliga- 
tions. His  years  as  a  legislator  and 
speaker  of  the  Kansas  House  also  afford 
him  a  unique  perspective  on  Congress 
and  its  oversight  functions. 

Finally.  Governor  Carlin  also  has  a 
wealth  of  first  hand  experience  in  the 
preservation  of  Government  records. 
When  he  left  the  Governor's  Office,  he 
not  only  turned  over  all  his  papers  to 
the  Kansas  State  Historical  Society,  he 
did  so  with  the  assurance  that  the  en- 
tire collection  would  be  open  as  soon  as 
possible  and  with  no  restrictions  placed 
upon  it.  He  proved  to  be  a  man  of  his 
word,  to  the  benefit  of  future  students 
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of  Kansas  history,  and  I  am  confident 

his  service  as  Archivist  of  the  United 
States  will  be  of  benefit  to  all  students 
of  American  history.  . 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  FINANCE 
BOARD 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr  President.  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  im- 
mediately proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  the  following  nominations  reported 
today  by  the  Banking  Committee:  J. 
Timothy  O'Neill,  of  Virginia,  and 
Bruce  A.  Morrison,  of  Connecticut.  And 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc,  the 
motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table  en  bloc,  that  any  statements  re- 
lating to  the  nominations  appear  at 
the  appropriate  places  in  the  RECORD, 
and  that  the  President  be  immediately 
notified  of  the  Senate's  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  were  considered  and 
confirmed  en  bloc,  as  follows; 

J.  Timothy  O'Neill,  of  V'irginia.  to  be  a  Di- 
rector of  the  Federal  Housing  Finance  Board 
for  the  remainder  of  the  term  expiring  Feb- 
ruary 27.  1997. 

Bruce  A.  Morrison,  of  Connecticut,  to  be  a 
Director  of  the  Federal  Housing-  Finance 
Board  for  a  term  expiring  February  27.  2000. 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ate immediately  proceed  to  the  consid- 
eration of  Executive  Calendar  nomina- 
tions Nos.  117  through  123  en  bloc. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc, 
the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  taole  en  Dloc.  ana  tnat  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  nominations  ap- 
pear at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record,  and  the  President  be  imme- 
diately notified  of  the  Senate's  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  were  cosidered  and 
confirmed,  en  bloc,  as  follows: 

E.XEctTivE  Office  of  the  President 

Rose  Ochi.  of  California,  to  be  an  Associate 
Director  for  National  Drug  Control  Policy. 
The  Jldici.\rv 

Susan  Y.  Illston.  of  California,  to  be  U.S. 
District  Judge  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California. 

George  A  O'Toole.  Jr..  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  U.S.  District  Judge  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts. 

John  Garvan  Murtha,  of  Vermont,  to  be 
US.  District  Judge  for  the  District  of  Ver- 
mont- 
Mary  Beck  Bri-scoe.  of  Kansas,  to  be  U.S. 
Circuit  Judge  for  the  Tenth  Circuit. 

Dep.-\rtment  of  Justice 
Patrick  M    Ryan,  of  Oklahoma,  to  be  U.S. 
.Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Okla- 
homa for  the  term  of  4  years. 

George  K  McKinney.  of  Maryland,  to  be 
U.S.  Marshal  for  the  District  of  Maryland  for 
the  term  of  4  years. 


Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  im- 
mediately proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  Executive  Calendar  nominations 
Nos.  144  through  163  and  all  nomina- 
tions placed  on  the  Secretary's  desk; 
further,  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  all 
military  nominations  reported  out  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  today, 
en  bloc. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc. 
the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table  en  bloc,  that  any  statements 
relating  to  the  nominations  appear  at 
the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record, 
and  the  President  be  immediately  noti- 
fied of  the  Senate's  action,  and  that 
the  Senate  then  return  to  legislative 
session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  were  cosidered  and 
confirmed,  en  bloc,  as  follows: 
AIR  Force 

The  following-named  officers  for  appoint- 
ment in  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  the  grade  of 
brigadier   general    under    the    provisions   of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  section  624: 
To  be  brigadier  general 

Col.  Patrick  O.  Adams,  496-4&-9010.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Theodore  C.  Almquist.  505-52-4322, 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Col.  Robert  P.  Bongiovi,  053-38-5760.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Roger  A.  Brady,  446-46-6581,  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Hugh  C.  Cameron,  240-74-6710.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  John  H.  Campbell  404-64-2822.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Bruce  A.  Carlson.  470-60^082.  Regular 
.\ir  Force. 

Col.  Howard  G.  DeWolf.  030-38-2309,  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Daniel  M.  Dick,  295-46-7529.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  David  A.  Herrelko,  216-44-5600.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Robert  C.  Hinson,  413-80-6467.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Stephen  E.  Kelly,  360-36-5420.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Tiiu  Kera,  091-36-6343.  Regular  Air 
Force. 

Col.  Michael  S.  Kudlacz.  508-64-4038.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Arthur  J.  Lichte,  130-40-5483,  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  William  R.  Looney  III.  440-50-5052. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Col.  Earl  W.  Mabry  II.  445-44-2663.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  David  F.  MacGhee.  067-38-3517.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  James  E.  Miller,  Jr.,  262-76-6233,  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Glen  W.  Moorhead  III.  430-84-6124.  Reg- 
ular Air  Force. 

Col.  Larry  W.  Northington,  421-66-0293. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Col.  Everett  G.  Odgers,  049-30-2279,  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Ralph  Pasini.  181-38-2962.  Regular  Air 
Force. 

Col.  William  A.  Peck.  Jr..  419-62-3626.  Reg- 
ular Air  Force. 

Col.  Gerald  F.  Ferryman.  Jr.,  457-82-9961. 
Regular  Air  Force. 


Col.  Harry  D.  Raduege.  296-44^9435.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Leonard  M.  Randolph.  Jr..  578-58-3223. 
Regular  .Air  Force. 

Col.  Randall  M.  Schmidt.  578-66-1246.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Norton  A.  Schwartz.  136-44-7542.  Regu- 
lar .Air  Force- 
Col    Ronald  T.  Sconyers.  508-60-8863.  Regu- 
lar .Mr  Force. 

Col.  Arthur  D.  Sikes.  Jr..  553-76-1775.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.   Lance  L.  Smith.  228-64-7660.  Regular 
.\ir  Force, 

Col.  Linda  J.  Stierle.  506-66-8237.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  William  E.  Stevens.  246-76-3970.  Regu- 
lar Air  Force. 

Col.  Todd  I.   Stewart,  397^2-1167.   Regular 
-Air  Force. 

Col.  Philip  G.  Stowell.  249-78-7487,  Regular 
.Air  Force. 

Col.  Charles  F.  Wald.  501-56-1222,  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col.  Olan  G.  Waldrop.  Jr..  417-60-9065.  Reg- 
ular Air  Force, 

Col,  Tome  H,  Walters.  Jr,.  434-72-3355.  Reg- 
ular Air  Force. 

Col.  Herbert  M.  Ward.  266-74-0157,  Regular 
Air  Force. 

Col,  Joseph  H,  Wehrle,  Jr.,  569-78-6021.  Reg- 
ular Air  Force, 

Col,  Michael  E,  Zettler.  281-42-3436.  Regu- 
lar .Air  Force, 

The  following-named  officers  for  appoint- 
ment in  the  U,S,  Air  Force  to  the  grade  of 
major  general  under  the  provisions  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  section  624; 
To  be  major  general 

Brig.  Gen.   Kurt  B.   Anderson.   504-48-11,59. 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig.   Gen,   William  J,   Begert,  003-32-2790, 
Regular  .Air  Force. 

Brig.  Gen.  Frank  B    Campbell.  250-76-9031. 
Regular  .Air  Force. 

Brig   Gen    Paul  K.  Carlton,  Jr..  382-46-8132. 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig,   Gen    John   P,    Casciano.    136-38-2866, 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig,  Gen,  James  S,  Childress.  405-58-5103, 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig     Gen,    Roger    G,    Dekok.    394-44-6795. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Brig.    Gen.    John    A.    Gordon.    499-44  7817, 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig.  Gen,  Marcelite  Jordan  Harris.  457-72- 
9847.  Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig,  Gen    William  S,  Hinton.  Jr,.  079-36- 
8189,  Regular  .Air  Force, 

Brig   Gen,  Walter  S,  Hogle.  Jr..  116-34-6057, 
Regular  .Air  Force, 

Bng.    Gen,    Clinton    V, 
Regular  Air  Force, 

Brig.   Gen.    Ronald  T. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Brig.    Gen,    George   P. 
Regular  .Air  F'orce. 

Brig     Gen.    Eugene    A.    Lupia.   078-38-7184. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Brig.   Gen.   David  J     McCloud.  557-62-2670, 
Regular  Air  Force 

Brig,  Gen,  George  W,  Norwood.  547-54-2714. 
Regular  .Air  Force, 

Brig,    Gen.    Richard    R.    Paul.    492-46-6689. 
Regular  .Air  Force. 

Brig.  Gen.  Donald  L.  Peterson.  461-66-2830. 
Regular  .Air  Force. 

Bng   Gen.  Ervin  C.  Sharpe.  Jr..  263-58-4119, 
Regular  .Air  Force, 

Brig,  Gen.   Eugene  L.  Tattini.  226-54-3329. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Brig.  Gen.   Arthur  S.  Thomas.  477-26-9715. 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Brig.    Gen.    David    L.    Vesely,    366-44-0433. 
Regular  Air  Force. 


Horn.  432-78-5907. 
Kadish.  177-38-0901. 
Lampe.  514-42-9548. 


Brig.  Gen.  John  L.  Welde.  144-34-7495.  Reg- 
ular .Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  while  assigned 
to  a  position  of  importance  and  responsibil- 
ity under  Title  10,  United  States  Code.  Sec- 
tion 601; 

To  be  genera! 

Lt.  Gen.  Joseph  W.  Ralston.  270-40-9172. 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Maj.  Gen.  Ralph  E.  Eberhart.  490-18-7375. 
United  States  Air  Force. 

The   following-named   officer   for   appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  on 
the  retired  list  pursuant  to  the  position  to 
Title  10.  United  States  Code.  Section  1370: 
To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Malcolm  B.  .Armstrong.  438-60- 
7184,  U.S.  Air  Force, 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen,  Charles  T.  Robertson.  Jr..  248-78- 
8691.  U.S.  .Air  Force. 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  a.ssigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  section  601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.    Gen.    Edwin    E.    Tenoso,    550-52-0387, 
United  States  Air  Force. 
Ar.my 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601(a): 

To  be  lieuteiiani  general 

Maj  Gen.  Ronald  V.  Hite.  411-72-8071.  U,S, 
Army. 

The  following-named  officer  to  be  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  Title  10,  United 
States  Code,  Section  1370: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Charles  E.  Dominy.  053-34-1565. 
U,S,  Army, 

The  following  US,  Army  National  Guard 
officer  for  promotion  to  the  grade  indicated 
in  the  Reserve  of  the  Army  of  the  United 
States,  under  the  provisions  of  Sections  3385. 
3392  and  12203(a).  Title  10.  United  States 
Code; 

To  be  major  general 

Brig.  Gen,  Sam  C,  Turk.  456-60-7366, 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  while  assigned 
to  a  position  of  importance  and  responsibil- 
ity under  Title  10,  United  States  Code.  Sec- 
tion 601(al  and  3034: 

to  be  general 
To  be  vice  chief  of  staff  of  the  Army 

Lt,  Gen  Ronald  H,  Griffith.  254-48-5208. 
U.S.  .Army. 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  while  assigned 
to  a  position  of  importance  and  responsibil- 
ity under  Title  10.  United  States  Code,  Sec- 
tion 601(a): 


To  be  general 
Gen.  John  H    Tilelli.  Jr..  152-30-5952.  U.S. 
Army. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10.  United 
States  Code.  Section  601(a): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  George  A.  Fisher.  Jr..  238-64-4034. 
U.S.  Army. 

The  following  U.S.  Army  Reserve  officer 
for  promotion  to  the  grade  indicated  in  the 
Reserve  of  the  Army,  under  title  10,  U.S.C, 
sections  3384  and  12203(a); 

To  be  brigadier  general 
Col.  James  R,  Helmly.  252-74-0535, 
The  following  U,S,  Army  Reserve  officers 
for  promotion  to  the  grades  indicated  in  the 
Reserve  of  the  Army  of  the  United  States, 
under  the  provisions  of  Sections  3371.  3384 
and  12203(a).  Title  10.  United  States  Code; 
To  be  major  general 
Brig,  Gen,  John  T,  Crowe.  572^8-3633, 
Brig,  Gen,  Charles  A,  Ingram,  422-62-!)875, 
Brig,  Gen,  Herbert  Koger.  Jr,.  250-64-3399, 
Brig.  Gen.  Calvin  Lau.  575-40-0573, 
Brig,  Gen,  Bruce  G,  MacDonald.  380-36-9310, 
To  be  brigadier  general 

Col,  Lloyd  D.  Burtch.  503-56-7226. 
Col,  Robert  L,  Lennon.  385-36-1382, 
Col,  Raymond  E,  Gandv,  Jr,.  576-46-7637. 
Col,  Robert  W,  Smith  III,  194-38-6242, 
Col,  Harry  E,  Bivens,  242-66-2602, 
Col.  Kenneth  P   Bergquist.  032-34-8105, 
The   following-named   officer   for   appoint- 
ment in  the  United  States  Army,  without 
specification  of  branch  component,  and  in 
the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States  to 
the  grade  indicated  in  accordance  with  Arti- 
cle II.  Section  2.  Clau.se  2  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  as  Dean  of  the  Aca- 
demic Board.  US.  Military  Academy,  a  posi- 
tion established  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  4335: 

DEAN  OF  THE  .ACADEMIC  BOARD 
To  be  permanent  brigadier  general 
Col.  Fletcher  M.  Lamkin.  Jr.,  110-34-9472, 
U.S.  Army. 

Navy 
The  following-named  officer  to  be  placed 
on   the  retired   list  in  the  grade   indicated 
under    the    provisions    of   Title    10.    United 
States  Code,  Section  1370: 

To  be  vice  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  David  M.  Bennett,  365-32-5623. 
U.S.  Navy. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  while  as- 
signed to  a  position  of  importance  and  re- 
sponsibility under  Title  10.  United  States 
Code.  Sections  601  and  5137; 

chief  of  the  bi;reau  of  medicine  and 
surgery  and  surgeon  general 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear    Adm.    Harold    M.    Koenig.    Medical 
Corps.  573-50-9476.  U.S.  Navy. 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  while  as- 
signed to  a  position  of  importance  and  re- 
sponsibility under  Title  10.  United  States 
Code,  Section  601: 

To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear    Adm.    James    R,    Fitzgerald,   264-58- 
9041.  U,S,  Navy, 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  while  as- 
signed to  a  position  of  importance  and  re- 
sponsibility under  Title  10.  United  States 
Code.  Section  601: 


To  be  vice  admiral 

Brent  M.  Bennitt,  U.S.  Navy, 


Rear  Adm. 
551-60-5581, 

In  the  air  Force.  Army,  Marine  Corps 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  David  R. 
Andrews,  and  ending  Benjamin  F,  Lucas.  II. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  May  2.  1995, 

Army  nominations  beginning  Scott  L.  Ab- 
bott, and  ending  0732x.  which  nominations 
were  received  by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  May  11.  1995. 

Marine  Cops  nominations  beginning  Wil- 
liam E.  Acker,  and  ending  Ronny  L,  'Yowell, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  24,  1995. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
James  C,  Addington.  and  ending  James  W. 
Washington,  which  nominations  were  re- 
ceived by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  May  2.  1995, 

Army  nominations  beginning  Thomas  H. 
Aarsen.  and  ending  Michele  E,  Williams, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  May  24,  1995, 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning 
Christian  R,  Fitzpatrick.  and  ending  Brett 
Greene,  which  nominations  were  received  by 
the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  on  May  24,  1995, 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
turn to  legislative  session. 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  MAY  26,  1995 

Mr,  HATCH.  Mr,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of  10  a,m. 
on  Friday,  May  26,  1995:  that,  following 
the  ^rayer,  the  Journal  of  'Proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date:  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day:  and  the  Senate 
then  immediately  resume  consider- 
ation of  S.  735.  the  antiterrorism  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE 
REPUBLICAN  LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
Chair  announces,  on  behalf  of  the  Re- 
publican leader,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  101-509.  his  appointment  of  Dr. 
William  L.  Richter.  of  Kansas,  to  the 
Advisory  Committee  on  the  Records  of 
Congress. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  THE  SENATE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  announces,  on  behalf  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  pursuant  to  Pub- 
lic Law  101-509,  her  appointment  of 
Richard  N.  Smith,  of  California,  to  the 
Advisory  Committee  on  the  Records  of 
Congress. 
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PROGRAM 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  the  Senate 
will  resume  the  antiterrorism  bill  to- 
morrow. Therefore,  rollcall  votes  can 
be  e.xpected  throughout  the  day. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the  majority  leader 
that  we  may  complete  action  on  the 
antiterrorism  bill  tomorrow,   i 


RECESS  UNTIL  10  AM.  TOMORROW 

Mr  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate.  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  under  the  previous 
order. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  8:32  p.m., 
recessed  until  tomorrow,  Friday.  May 
26.  1995.  at  10  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received   by 
the  Senate  May  25.  1995: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

KE.VNETH  H  BACON.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA. 
TO  BE  A.V  ASSISTA.NT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  (NEW 
POSITION) 

FEDERAL  RETIREMENT  THRIFT  INVESTMENT 
BOARD 

SHERYL  R  MARSHALL.  OF  MA.SSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  A 
.ME.MBER  OF  THE  FEDERAL  RETIRE.MENT  THRIFT  IN- 
VESTMENT BOARD  FOR  A  TER.M  E.XPIRING  OCTOBER  U. 
1998,  VICE  STEPHEN  NORRIS.  TERM  EXPIRED. 

CIVIL  LIBERTIES  PUBLIC  EDUCATION  FUND 

PEGOY  A  NAGAE  OF  OREGON.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTOR.S  OF  THE  CIVIL  LIBERTIES 
PUBLIC  EDLCATION  FUND  FOR  A  TERM  OF  3  YE.\RS  (NEW 
POSITION) 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  Nominations  Confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  25.  1995: 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  FINANCE  BOARD 

BRUCE  A  MORRI.SON  OF  CONNECTirirT.  TO  PE  A  DIRFC. 
TOR  OF  THE  FEDER.\L  HOUSING  FIN.^NCE  BOARD  FOR  A 
TER.M  E.XPIRING  FEBRUARY  27.  2000 

1  TI.MOTWl-  O  NEILL.  OF  VIRGINIA.  TO  BE  A  DIRECTOR 
OF  THE  FEDERAL  HOUSI.NO  FLNANCE  BOARD  FOR  THE  RE- 
MAINDER OF  THE  TERM  EXPIRING  FEBRUARY  27.  1997 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES    COM.MITME.NT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY   BEFORE  .\S\   DULY 
CONSTITUTED  COM.MITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE- 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

ROSE  OCHI.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  AN  ASSOCIATE  DI- 
RECTOR FOR  NATIONAL  DRUG  CONTROL  POUCY. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

SUSAN  Y  ILLSTON.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  US  DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE  FOR  THE  NORTHER.N  DISTRICT  OF  CALI- 
FORNIA 

GEORGE  A  O  TOOLE.  JR  .  OF  .MASSACHU.SETTS.  TO  BE 
U  S  DISTRICT  JUDGE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  MASSACHU- 
SETTS. 

JOHN  GARVAN  MURTHA.  OF  VERMONT  TO  BE  US  DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OP  VERMONT 

MARY  BECK  BRISCOE.  OF  K.\NSAS.  TO  BE  U  S.  CIRCUIT 
JUDGE  FOR  THE  TENTH  CIRCUIT 

INEZ  SMITH  REID.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  TO 
BE  AN  A.SSOCIATE  JUDGE  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUM- 
BIA COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE  TERM  OF  IS  YEARS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

PATRICK  .M  RYAN.  OF  OKLAHO.MA.  TO  BE  US  ATTOR- 
NEY FOR  THE  WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  OKL.'VHOMA  FOR 
THE  TER.M  OF  t  YEARS 

GEORGE  K  MCKINNEY  OF  MARYLAND.  TO  BE  US.  MAR- 
SHAL FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  .MARYLAND  FOR  THE  TERM 
OF  4  YEARS 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

RONNA  LEE  BECK.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBH.  TO 
BE  AN  ASSOCIATE  JUDGE  OF  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  THE  TERM  OF  15 
YEARS 


LINDA  KAY  DAVIS.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  TO 
BE  .AN  ASSOCIATE  JUDGE  OF  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  THE  TERM  OF  15 
\-EARS 

ERIC  T  WASHINGTON.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 
TO  BE  AN  ASSOCIATE  JUDGE  OF  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT 
OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  THE  TERM  OF  15 
YEARS 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

C  EDWARD  DESEVE.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA.  TO  BE  CON- 
TROLLER. OFFICE  OF  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  MANAOE- 
.VENT.  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

U.S.  POSTAL  SERVICE 

S  DAVID  FINEMAN.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA.  TO  BE  A  GOV- 
ERNOR OF  THE  US  PO.STAL  SERVICE  FOR  THE  TERM  EX- 
PIRING DECEMBER  8.  2003 

ROBERT  F  RIDER.  OF  DELAWARE.  TO  BE  A  GOVERNOR 
OF  THE  U  S  POSTAL  SERVICE  FOR  THE  REMAINDER  OF 
THE  TERM  EXPIRING  DECEMBER  8.  199S 

NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND  RECORDS 
ADMINISTRATION 

JOHN  W   CARLIN.  OF  KANSAS.  TO  BE  ARCHIVIST  OF  THE 

UNITED  STATES 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  US  AIR  FORCE  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  BRIGADIER 
GENERAL  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  624 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL      PATRICK    O      ADAMS.     496-46-9010.     REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL    THEODORE  C    ALMQUIST.  505-53-4322.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL     ROBERT    P     BONGIOVI.    053-38-5760.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL    ROGER  A    BRADY.  446-46-6581.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL   HUGH  C.  CAMERON.  240-74-6710.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL     JOHN    H.     CAMPBELL.     404-64-2822.     REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL.     BRUCE    A.     CARLSON.     470-60-4082.     REGULAR     AIR 

FORCE 
COL     HOWARD    G      DEWOLF.    030-38-2309.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL  DANIEL  M   DICK.  295-46-7629.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL     DAVID    A     HERRELKO.    216-44-5600.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL   ROBERT  C   HINSON.  413-80-6467   REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL.     STEPHEN     E      KELLY.     .360-36-5420.     REGULAR     AIR 

FORCE 
COL  TIIU  KERA.  091-36-6343.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL     MICHAEL    S     KUDLACZ.    508-64^1038.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL.  ARTHUR  J   LICHTE.  130-40-5483.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL.   WILLIAM  R    LOONEY   III.   440-50-5052.   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL   EARL  W   MABRY  II.  445-44-2663.  ."iEGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL      DAVID     F      MACGHEE.     067-38-3517,     REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL    JAMES    E     MILLER.   JR..   282-76-6233,   REGULAR   AIR 

FORCE. 
COL.   GLEN   W    MOORHEAD  HI,  430-84-6121.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL.  LARRY  W    NORTHINGTON,  421-66-0293.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE, 
COL     EVERETT    G     ODGERS.    049-30-2279.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL.  RALPH  PASINI.  181-38-2962.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE. 
COL     WILLIAM    A     PECK.    JR.    419-62-3626.    REGULAR   AIR 

FORCE 
COL    GERALD   F     FERRYMAN,   JR..   457-82-9961.    REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE. 
COL    HARRY  D    RADUBGE.  JR..  296-44-9435.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE- 
COL    LEONARD  M    R.\NDOLPH.  JR  .  578-58-3223.  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE. 
COL     RANDALL   M     SCHMIDT.    578-66-1246     REGULAR   AIR 

FORCE 
COL    NORTON    A     SCHWARTZ,    136-44-7542,    REGULAR   AIR 

FORCE 
COL     RONALD   T     SCONYERS,    508-60-8863.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE. 
COL     ARTHUR   D.    SKES.   JR..   55J-78-in5.    REGULAR   AIR 

FORCE 
COL  LANCE  L  SMITH.  228-64-7660.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL    LINDA  J   STIERLE.  506-66-8237.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL     WILLLAM    E     STEVENS.    246-78-3970.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL   TODD  I   STEWARD.  397  42-1167.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE. 
COL      PHILIP    G.     STOWELL.    249-78-7487.     REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 
COL   CHARLES  F   WALD.  501-56-1222.  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE 
COL    OLAN  G    WALDROP.   JR.   417-60-9065.   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL    TOME  H    WALTERS,   JR  .   434-72-3355.   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL      HERBERT     M      WARD.     266-74-0157.     REGULAR     AIR 

FORCE 
COL    JOSEPH  H    WEHRLE.  JR..  569-78-6021.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
COL     MICHAEL    E.    ZETTLER,    281-42-3436,    REGULAR    AIR 
"ORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  US  AIR  FORCE  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  MAJOR  GEN- 
ERAL UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10,  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  624 
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To  be  major  general 


BRIG   GEN    KURT  B    ANDER,SON.  504-48-1159.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE. 
BRIG  GEN   WILLIAM  J    BEGERT.  003-32-2790.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG    GEN     FRANK    B    CAMPBELL.  250-76-9031.   REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE. 
BRIG.  GEN.  PAUL  K    CARLTON.  JR.,  382-46-8132,  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE, 
BRIG    GEN.  JOHN  P    CASCIANO.  136-38-2866,  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE. 
BRIG    GEN    JAMES  S    CHILDRESS.   405-58-5103.   REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    ROGER  G    DEKOK.  394-14-6795,   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE. 
BRIO    GEN    JOHN  A    GORDON.  499-44-7817,   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG   GEN    MARCELITE  JORDON  HARRIS,  457-72-9847.  REG- 
ULAR AIR  FORCE 
BRIG   GEN   WILLIA.M  S.  HINTON.  JR  .  079-36-8189.  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIG    GEN,  WALTER  S    HOGLE.  JR  .  116-34-6057.  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    CLINTON  V    HORN.  432^78-5907    REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE. 
BRIG   GEN    RONALD  T    KADISH.  177-38-0901.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    GEORGE  P    LAMPE,  514-42-9548.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG,  GEN.  EUGENE  A    LUPIA.  078-38-7184,   REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG-  GEN    DAVID  J,  MCCLOUD.  557-62-2670.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    GEORGE  W    NORWOOD    547-54-2714.   REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIG    GEN.   RICHARD  R.   PAUL.  492  46-6689.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    DONALD  L    PETERSON.  461-66-2830,  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    ERVI.N  C    SHARPS.  JR..  263-584119.  REGULAR 

AIR  FORCE 
BRIO   GEN,  EUGENE  L,  TATTINI.  226-54-3329.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG,  GEN    ARTHUR  S,  THOMAS.  477  28-9715.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG    GEN    DAVID  L.  VESELY,  366-44-0433.  REGULAR  AIR 

FORCE 
BRIG     GEN     JOHN    L    WELDE.    144-34-7495.    REGULAR    AIR 

FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  PO 
smON  OF  I.MPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601: 

To  be  general 

LT  GEN   JOSEPH  W,  RALSTON.  270-40-9172.  US-  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENA.NT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS 
SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTA.NCE  AND  RESPON 
SIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC 
TION601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

R.ALPH    E     EBERHART.    190-48-7375.    US     AIR 


MAJ     GEN 

FORCE 


THE  FOLLOWING-NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  ON  THE  RE 
TIRED  LIST  PURSUA.NT  TO  THE  PROVISIONS  TO  TITLE  10 
UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  1370 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT    GEN    .MALCOLM  B    ARMSTRONG.  438-60-7184,  U.S.  AIR 
FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENA.NT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS 
SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON 
SIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC 
TION601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT    GEN    CHARLES  T    ROBERTSON    JR  .  248-78-8691.   U  S 
AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT 
.MENT  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON 
SIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  ID.  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  lieutanant  general 

LT  GEN   EDWIN  E  TENOSO.  550-52-0387,  US.  AIR  FORCE. 
IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  A.S 
SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 601(  A  i: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ   GEN   RONALD  V.  KITE,  411-72-8071,  US   ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LI.ST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
SECTION  1370 


To  be  lieutcriant  general 

LT  GEN   CHARLES  E   DOMINY.  053-34-1565.  US,  ARMY, 

THE  FOLLOWING  U  S,  AR.MY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OFFICER 
FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  IN  THE  RE- 
SERVE OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  .STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS  3385.  3392  AND  12203<A). 
TITLE  10,  UNITED  ST.ATES  CODE: 

To  be  major  general 

BRIG,  GEN   SAM  C,  TURK,  456-60-7366. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  PO- 
SITION OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601(Al  AND  3034 

To  be  general 
To  be  vice  chief  of  staff  of  the  Army 

LT  GEN   RONALD  H  GRIFFITH.  254-48-5208.  US   ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO 
A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601(A) 

To  be  general 

GEN,  JOHN  H,  TILELLI.  JR..  152-30-5952,  US,  ARMY, 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601(  A  J 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ   GEN   GEORGE  A    FISHER.  JR  .  238-64-4034.  US   ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  US-  AR.MY  RESERVE  OFFICER  FOR 
PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  IN  THE  RESERVE 
OF  THE   ARMY.   UNDER  TITLE   10.   U.SC.   SECTIONS  3384 

AND  12203(Al 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL   JAMES  R-  HEL.MLY.  252-74-0535, 

THE  FOLLOWING  U  S  ARMY  RESERVE  OFFICERS  FOR 
PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  IN  THE  RE- 
SERVE OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  .STATES.  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS  3371.  3384  A.VD  12203IA). 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  .STATES  CODE: 


To  be  major  general 


BRIG   GEN   JOHN  T  CROWE,  572-48-3633, 
BRIG   GEN   CHARLES  A   INGRAM,  422-62-5875, 
BRIG,  GEN    HERBERT  KOGER,  JR  ,  250-64-3399, 
BRIG    GEN    CALVIN  LAU,  575-40-0573 
BRIG   GEN    BRUCE  O   MACDONALD,  380-36-9310. 


To  be  brigadier  general 


COL.  LLOYD  D   BURTCH.  503-56-7226 
COL,  ROBERT  L,  LENNON.  385-36-1382. 
COL,  RAYMOND  E,  GANDY.  JR,,  576-46-7637. 
COL   ROBERT  W   SMITH  III,  194-38-6242. 
COL    HARRY  E    BIVENS,  242-66-2602, 
COL   KENNETH  P   BERGQUIST.  032-34-8105. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  US  ARMY.  WITHOUT  SPECIFICATION  OF  BRA.NCH 
COMPONENT.  AND  IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  OF  THE  UNIT- 
ED .STATES  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  ARTICLE  II,  SECTION  2.  CLAUSE  2  OF  THE  CON- 
STITUTION OF  THE  UNITED  STATES,  AS  DEAN  OF  THE 
ACADEMIC  BOARD,  UNITED  .STATES  MILITARY  ACADEMY. 
A  POSITION  E.STABLISHED  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE,  SECTION  4335: 

DEAN  OF  THE  ACADEMIC  BOARD 

To  be  permanent  brigadier  general 

COL   FLETCHER  M   LAMKIN   JR  .  110-34-9472.  US.  ARMY 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LIST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  1370: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

VICE  ADM   DAVID  M.  BENNETT.  365-32-i623.  US.  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A 
POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY"  UNDER 
TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  601  AND  5137: 

CHIEF  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  MEDICINE  AND 

SURGERY  AND  SURGEON  GENERAL 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM    HAROLD  M.  KOENIG.  MEDICAL  CORPS.  573-50- 
9476.  US.  NAVY. 


THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A 
POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM  JAMES  R  FITZGERALD.  26^-58-9041.  U  S   NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A 
POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILm"  UNDER 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION  WI: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM.  BRENT  M.  BENNITT.  U.S.  NAVY.  Ul-«»-S6lt. 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  DAVID  R.  AN- 
DREWS. AND  ENDING  BENJAMIN  F  LUCAS  II.  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MAY  2.  IKS. 

IN  THE  ARMY 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  SCOTT  L  ABBOTT. 
AND  ENDING  0732X.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RE- 
CEIVED BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD  ON  MAY  11.  1995 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  THOMAS  H  AARSEN. 
AND  ENDING  .MICHELE  E  WILLIAMS.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SEN.ATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MAY  23,  1996, 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  WILLIAM  E 
ACKER,  AND  ENDING  RONNY  L  YOWELL.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  ARPIL  24,  1995 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  JAMES  C. 
ADDINCTON.  A,ND  ENDING  JAMES  W  WASHINOTON, 
WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE 
AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON 
MAY  2.  1996 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  CHRISTIAN 
R  FITZPATRICK.  AND  ENDING  BRETT  GREENE.  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MAY  24. 
1995. 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


May  25,  1995 


May  25,  1995 


75TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
ROTARY  CLUB 


OUR  NATION'S  FLAG 


HON.  GERALD  B.H.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  I 
testified  before  the  House  Judiciary  Committee 
on  an  amendment  I  am  proposing  !o  protect 
our  Nation's  flag.  Thus  matter  is  very  dear  to 
my  heart  and  to  the  hearts  of  many  Ameri- 
cans. The  American  flag  always  brings  our  na- 
tion together,  rich  or  poor,  in  good  times  or 
bad.  This  symbol  is  recognized  the  world  over 
for  the  good  that  we  have  done  and  will  do  as 
long  as  we  have  this  flag.  Do  we,  as  Ameri- 
cans, really  believe  that  the  passage  of  this 
amendment  to  protect  our  national  symbol  will, 
in  any  way,  harm  or  detract  from,  the  Bill  of 
Rights  and  the  U.S.  Constitution^  I  say  no, 
this  amendment  does  not  remove  rights,  it  re- 
stores them. 

I  can  recall  scenes  I  have  seen  from  Civil 
War  battles  where  Union  soldiers  would  drop 
their  weapon  and  pick  the  Stars  and  Stripes 
off  the  ground  from  a  fallen  comrade  who  had 
been  killed  holding  up  these  colors  for  Amer- 
ica. Mr.  Speaker,  now  is  our  time  to  pick  up 
the  Amencan  flag  and  treat  it  with  the  greatest 
amount  of  reverence. 

I  would  like  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  re- 
marks of  one  American  who  has  picked  up  the 
flag  and  who  is  carrying  and  protecting  our 
flag  for  many  Americans.  Ron  James,  an  ex- 
Manne  and  patriot,  has  been  an  example  and 
a  role  model  to  many  Americans  who  have  the 
deepest  respect  for  America's  symbol  and 
should  be  commended. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Citizens  Flag  Alli- 
ance, a  Marine  Veteran  and  a  United  States 
Citizen. 

While  on  the  show.  I  was  read  a  telegram 
alleged  to  have  been  written  by  Senator  Bob 
Kerry,  or  one  of  his  aides,  on  his  thoughts  of 
not  defending  my  right  to  have  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate pass  Resolution  31. 

He  speaks  before  the  Members  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Senate  as  a  United  States  Senator. 
He  does  not  speak  as  a  private  citizen  or  as 
a  voter  and  he  does  not  speak  as  a  Veteran. 
He  speaks  as  a  Representative  of  the  people 
of  these  United  States.  The  majority  of  the 
People  of  the  United  States  want  this 
Amendment  passed.  As  do  the  people  in  his 
own  home  state. 

In  that  telegram,  he  mentioned  that  he 
was  a  Navy  Seal  in  Vietnam.  At  the  time  he 
was  in  his  mid-twenties.  I  am  positive  that 
his  opinion  at  that  age  would  be  to  defend 
the  Flag  of  this  Nation  and  it  would  be  the 
same  feeling  of  all  his  Comrades. 

Then  how.  since  for  about  100  years  until 
1989  there  have  been  laws  to  protect  the  Flag 
of  the  United  States  and  this  had  nothing  to 
do  with  changes  in  our  Nation,  can  he  say 
that,  in  essence,  our  Flag  does  not  need  this 
Protection  Amendment. 

On  that  television  show,  there  was  another 
guest  speaker,  who  would  allow  the  burning. 


who  kept  insisting  that  we  should  not 
"amend  our  Bill  of  Rights".  What  she  appar- 
ently forgot  was  that  those  original  Bill  of 
Rights  were  the  first  ten  Amendments  to  the 
original  Constitution  of  7  Articles  and  were 
declared  in  force  on  Dec.  15.  1791. 

Also,  she  would  have  done  well,  as  should 
anyone  against  this  Amendment,  to  read  the 
preamble  to  that  Bill  of  Rights. 

No  Veteran  was  ever  told  that  he  would 
protect  the  Right  of  someone  to  urinate 
upon,  burn  or  otherwise  desecrate  the  Flag 
he  had  sworn  to  protect  and  defend  and 
honor. 

Senator  Kerry  feels  that  there  is  no  need 
to  pass  this  Resolution  because  of  the  few  in- 
cidents that  may  occur.  My  reply  to  that  is 
that  incidents  will  always  occur  and  can  in- 
crease in  tremendous  numbers.  But  that  does 
not  make  flag  desecration  acceptable  with- 
out accountability  for  those  actions. 

AH  any  of  those  opposed  to  this  Resolution 
need  to  do  is  to  actually  read  the  content 
and  purpose  of  all  those  previous  Amend- 
ments. 

So  .  .  .  all  of  you  who  speak  against  this 
Amendment  .  .  .  who  are  you  really  speaking 
for??? 

Certainly  not  the  Navy  Seals,  not  the  U.S. 
Marines,  not  the  Army,  not  the  Navy,  not 
the  Air  Force,  not  the  police  and.  most  im- 
portantly, not  the  nearly  260  million  Amer- 
ican people  and  their  representatives  in  both 
the  State  assemblies  and  State  Senates.  All 
these  Americans  want  the  flag  protection 
resolution  passed  at  the  Federal  level!!!! 

You.  at  the  Federal  level,  who  are  opposed 
to  this  Resolution  .  .  .  why  don't  you  ask 
your  own  Constituents  in  your  home  States 
to  vote  on  this???  You  already  know  what 
they  want!!! 

So.  just  who  do  you  represent  by  your  op- 
position to  your  own  people's  will?????  Not 
most  of  America! 

The  American  Flag  always  brings  our  Na- 
tion together,  rich  or  poor,  in  good  times  or 
bad.  This  Symbol  is  recognized  the  world 
over  for  the  good  that  we  have  done  and  will 
do  now  and  forever  for  as  long  as  we  have 
this  Flag  and  the  Honor  and  Respect  for  it 
that  it  so  richly  deserves.  Do  we.  as  Ameri- 
cans, really  believe  that  the  passage  of  this 
Amendment  will,  in  any  way.  harm  or  de- 
tract from,  the  Bill  of  Rights  and  the  Con- 
stitution?? I  say  no!!!! 

The  Rights  of  all  Americans  guaranteed 
under  the  First  Amendment  (the  argument 
that  opponents  are  using  to  stop  this  Protec- 
tion Amendment)  have  already  been  taking 
away  by  that  Supreme  Court  decision  in  1989. 

This  Amendment  does  not  remove  Rights 
...  it  restores  them! 

It  does  not  remove  the  Rights  of  destruc- 
tive scores  .  .  .  but  it  does  restore  the  rights 
of  constructive  millions! 

Please  pass  Senate  Resolution  31  and 
House  Resolution  79!!!! 

If  you  do  not  heed  the  generous  voices  of 
millions  of  Americans  then  whose  selfish 
voices  do  you  heed???? 

Search  your  hearts  for  that  age  when  you 
were  in  the  service  and  not  a  Senator  .  .  . 
when  someone  worried  that  you  may  not  be 
coming  home  at  all.  You  and  your  Comrades 
felt  that  Flag  Desecration  was  wrong  then 


and  most  feel  that  way  now  which  is  why 
those  same  Comrades  want  this  Protection 
Amendment  passed. 

I  want  to  be  heard  in  the  Congressional 
Chambers  but  I  cannot  because  I  am  not  a 
U.S.  Senator  or  Congressman. 

However,  I  do  represent  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans who  want  this  desecration  stopped. 

Honor  those  Comrades-in-Arms  and  those 
Citizens  who  have  a  dedication  to,  and  love 
for,  this  Nation. 

I,  personally,  have  walked  over  400  miles 
holding  the  American  Flag  and  have  heard 
the  cheers  and  cries  of  Americans  who  also 
want  their  Flag  Federally  protected.  I.  per- 
sonally, have  heard  and  spoken  with  thou- 
sands of  Americans  as  we  walked  through 
the  land  to  Honor  our  Flag. 

The  oldest  man  to  walk  with  me  (now  65) 
was  a  Marine  Veteran  of  the  Korean  War  and 
survivor  of  the  Chosin  Reservoir  battle  as 
well  as  being  100%  D.A.V.  One  of  the  state- 
ments made  by  him  relative  to  Flag  protec- 
tion was;  "I  feel  very  strongly  (about  it)  .  .  . 
it's  something  I  believe  in.  I  lived  for  it.  I 
fought  for  it  and  I'd  die  for  it".  In  all  of  the 
time  of  the  two  walks  (covering  2  years)  he 
spoke  only  once  about  that  battle.  It  was  in 
a  Firehouse  when  we  stopped  for  a  rest  on 
the  walk  to  Washington  and  where  he  met 
another  Marine  who  also  had  been  there. 
They  spoke  of  the  overwhelming  odds  of 
fighting  off  about  120.000  communist  troops 
against  our  nearly  15.000  in  sometimes  60 
below  zero  weather.  From  this  and  other  bat- 
tles he  somehow  lived  long  enough  to  walk 
for  the  Honor  of  the  Amerian  Flag  44  years 
later.  His  son  did  years  in  the  Marines  and 
now  is  in  the  Army  flying  helicopter 
gunships. 

If  you  can  figure  a  way  that  we  will  not 
lose  thousands  of  lives  in  wars  .  .  .  lives 
which  will  be  honored  with  and  by  their 
American  Flag  .  .  .  Fine!!!  But  it  never  can 
be.  Honor  thy  Flag  as  "thy  Mother  and  thy 
Father  ". 

I,  personally,  have  never  sought  harsh  pun- 
ishment. 

As  a  Representative  of  those  who  gave  you 
the  key  to  the  hearts  of  America  by  their 
vote  for  you  and  trust  in  you  .  .  .  PASS 
THIS  BILL'! 

Those  who  put  you  in  office  .  .  .  the  aver- 
age persons  .  .  .  trust  them! 

Give  them  that  which  you  already  know 
they  want  .  .  .  their  American  Flag  to  be 
protected. 

Let  it  be  said  by  all  that,  at  least,  this  Na- 
tion protects,  reveres  and  honors  its  Symbol 
with  dignity,  respect  and  justice! 

If  someone  makes  a  mistake,  the  system  in 
our  courts  will  not  be  hareh  but  they  must 
be  just. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  I  hope  you 
will  pass  the  Resolution  in  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Please  pass  on  this  information  by  reading 
any  part  of  all  of  it  to  our  Senators  and  Con- 
gressmen on  the  floor  of  our  Congress. 

I  thank  you  for  our  Nation. 

Always  for  Flag  and  Country. 

Ron  J.\mes. 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIG.^N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Mount  Clemens  Rotary  Club. 
Next  Friday  evening,  June  2,  1995.  the  club  Is 
celebrating  its  75th  anniversary.  Officially  char- 
tered on  May  1,  1920,  the  initial  19  members 
of  the  Mt.  Clemens  Rotary  were  some  of  the 
first  of  what  is  now  an  international  organiza- 
tion with  over  a  million  members. 

Begun  in  Chicago  in  1905,  the  Rotary  was 
established  by  Paul  Harris,  an  attorney  who 
hoped  to  meet  individuals  from  other  profes- 
sions and  encourage  civic  responsibility.  The 
Rotary  motto  of  "Service  Above  Self"  is  exem- 
plified by  the  members  of  the  Mount  Clemens 
Rotary  Club.  The  club  onginated,  organized, 
and  to  this  day  continues  to  support  the 
Macomb  County  Crippled  Children's  Society  of 
the  Easter  Seals,  one  of  the  first  crippled  chil- 
dren's societies  organized  in  the  State  of 
Michigan.  They  have  sponsored  projects  to  aid 
the  aged,  our  youth,  the  ill,  the  poor,  the  illit- 
erate, and  the  homeless.  Over  105  charitable 
and  civic  organizations  have  been  supported 
with  time,  energy,  and  over  Si  million  dollars 
during  the  past  75  years. 

Taking  an  active  role  in  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  and  the  members 
of  the  Mount  Clemens  Rotary  have  been  fulfill- 
ing this  role  for  75  years.  Of  the  25,000  Rotary 
Clubs  in  184  countries,  none  are  any  more  de- 
voted to  improving  their  community  or  the 
world  than  the  Mount  Clemens  Club.  Their 
contributions  are  many  and  they  deserve  our 
gratitude  for  their  compassion,  hard  work,  and 
good  will. 

I  applaud  all  the  Rotary  members  who  serve 
our  communities  around  the  world  and  encour- 
age them  to  continue  their  goocf  work  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  please  join  me  in  saluting 
the  Mount  Clemens  Rotary  Club  on  the  event 
of  their  diamond  anniversary. 


JOHN  BURTON:  SUI  GENERIS 


•  This   "bullet"  symbol  identifio  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  sf)oken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  no<ir. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  insened  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  C.ALIFOIiNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  those  of  my 
colleagues  who  served  with  John  Burton  in 
this  House  or  have  known  him  otherwise, 
there's  no  need  for  me  to  say  that  John  is  a 
one  and  only.  The  brother  of  the  late  Phil  Bur- 
ton, John  Is  now  an  Assemblyman  in  the  Cali- 
fornia Legislature  representing  the  city  of  San 
Francisco. 

Sunday,  April  9,  1995,  the  San  Francisco 
Examiner  Magazine  published  a  feature  that 
catches  the  essence  of  the  John  Burton  I 
know  and  love.  John  tells  it  the  way  it  is  and 
he  doesn't  spare  himself.  His  commitment  to 
his  constituents,  especially  those  that  can  use 
a  helping  hand,  comes  through  loud  and  clear, 
as  does  his  love  for  his  city. 

Some  might  ask  why,  in  these  days  of 
penny-pinching  stewardship,  I  devote  limited 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

resources  to  spreading  the  John  Burton  story 
over  a  tew  lines  of  this  Record.  Anyone  with 
an  ounce  of  compassion  will  know  after  read- 
ing what  follows.  Serving  the  public  involves 
more  than  a  green  eye  shade  and  a  sharp 
pencil.  John  Burton  has  that  extra  ingredient. 
Maybe  by  putting  these  words  before  my  col- 
leagues some  of  what  John  Burton  has  will 
rub  oft.  I  hope  so. 

[From  the  San  Francisco  Examiner 

Magazine.  Sunday.  April  9.  1995] 

The  Last  Tangle 

(By  Edvins  Beitiks) 

Caught  up  in  the  memory  of  Jimmy 
Durante's  how's-by-you  scene  from  The  Man 
Who  Came  to  Dinner.  Assemblyman  John 
Burton  swung  around  in  his  chair,  imaginary 
fedora  lipped  back  on  his  head,  imaginary 
nose  groaning  under  the  weight  of  a  Holly- 
wood gone  by.  ran  his  fingers  across  an  invis- 
ible piano  on  the  desktop  in  his  office  and 
sang.  'Didju  ever  have  the  feeling  that  you 
wanted  to  go  and  still  have  the  feeling  that 
you  wanted  to  stay.  .  ." 

Burton  laughed.  "Saw  Durante  in  Vegas 
once,"  he  said.  "What  a  show.  I  goddamn  tin- 
gled." 

There  are  other  names  that  get  Burton 
smiling:  Burl  Ives,  doing  his  version  of  "Big 
Rock  Candy  Mountain."  Louis  Prima  and 
Keely  Smith.  Phil  Harris  and  '-That's  What  I 
Like  About  the  South."  June  Christy  singing 
"Something  Cool." 

Burton  remembered  listening  to  Christy  on 
the  hi-fi  in  the  mid-'50s.  when  he  pulled  a 
tour  with  the  2nd  Armored  in  Germany. 
"■Midnight  Sun'  'I'll  Take  Romance.'"  he 
said.  "That  got  me  through  the  Army." 

When  California's  term  limit  kicks  in  on 
the  veteran  Democrat,  forcing  him  to  leave 
office  in  1996.  he'll  be  going  back  to  Ives. 
Harris  and  Christy  for  some  soothing  words. 
Not  that  he  needs  to  be  soothed— politics 
these  days  isn't  what  it  used  to  be.  said  Bur- 
ton, and  leaving  the  Assembly  won't  be  that 
hard. 

"It's  tougher  to  do  the  public's  business, 
every  day.  "  he  said.  "You're  fighting  a  bat- 
tle against  people  who  want  to  cut  off  a 
whole  hand.  I've  never  been  one  to  take  any 
satisfaction  in  being  able  to  say.  'We  saved 
two  fingers.'  I've  never  been  happy  with  say- 
ing. 'Well,  we  got  them  to  cut  only  $10  in- 
stead of  $20  from  the  old  people's  pension.' 
That's  no  thrill  for  me." 

These  are  miserly  times,  said  Burton,  who 
publicly  underlined  his  disgust  by  introduc- 
ing legislation  at  the  end  of  last  year  to 
•criminalize"  poverty.  His  Swiftian  bill. 
AB44.  suggested  that  if  a  family  of  four  "in- 
tentionally or  maliciously"  falls  below  the 
federal  poverty  guideline  of  $14,763.  the  par- 
ents should  go  to  jail. 

Republicans  brushed  the  bill  off  as  another 
piece  of  windmill-tilting  by  Burton,  but  the 
longtime  liberal  said  he  just  wanted  some 
honest  debate  on  the  issue.  At  the  time,  he 
explained:  "Maybe  during  the  hearings  it 
might  come  out  that  .  .  .  you  can't  make  it 
a  crime  for  someone  to  be  poor  because  a  lot 
of  people  don't  want  to  be  poor." 

Sitting  behind  the  desk  at  his  Sacramento 
office.  Burton  said.  "It  was  something  I  felt 
like  doing.  The  idea  is  to  let  somebody  have 
a  reasonable  chance  at  a  decent  job  and  a 
good  standard  of  living.  You  know,  people 
don't  want  to  be  poor.  They  don't  want  to 
live  that  way. 

"I'm  very  pessimistic  at  the  way  things 
are  going.  "  he  said.  "Your  basic  Republican 
comes  goddamn  near  to  being  an  anarchist. 
They  accuse  the  Democratic  party  of  steam- 
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rolling,  but  they  did  something  Democrats 
haven't  done — threatening  their  moderates 
that  if  they  don't  go  along  with  this  b.s.  they 
won't  get  committee  chairs,  they  won't  get 
anything." 

Republicans  have  also  pushed  for  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  on  a  balanced  budg- 
et— a  concept  Burton  has  always  opposed. 
'It's  government  by  minority."  he  said. 
•Businesses  are  allowed  to  go  into  debt,  indi- 
viduals are  allowed  to  go  into  debt,  individ- 
uals are  allowed  to  go  into  debt  to  buy  a 
home  or  a  car.  But  to  say  the  entity  respon- 
sible for  providing  for  the  common  defense 
and  promoting  the  general  welfare  .  .  .  isn't 
allowed  to  go  into  debt?  That's  crazy." 

After  30  years  of  political  give  and  take, 
said  the  62-year-old  Burton.  •The  thing  I 
miss  most  is  .  .  .  your  word  is  your  bond.  A 
guy  gave  you  a  handshake  and  that  was  it. 
No  more." 

Although  he  didn't  see  eye  to  eye  with 
former  governor  George  Deukmejian.  Burton 
acknowledged  that  'Duke  at  least  stood  up 
for  what  he  said.  And  Ronald  Reagan,  for  all 
his  faults,  was  much  more  human  than  Pete 
Wilson." 

Burton  dismissed  the  current  governor  as 

"this  p .  He's  not  reactionary.  He's  not 

moderate.  He's  nothing.  He  was  for  affirma- 
tive action  when  it  was  popular,  now  he's 
against  it.  It  was  OK  to  bring  in  Mexican 
farmworkers,  now  he's  against  immigration. 
I  don't  like  people  like  that," 

He  hasn't  changed  much  since  his  first 
election  to  the  Assembly  in  1964.  Burton 
said,  "except  that  I'm  more  tolerant  of  view- 
points different  than  mine.  I  don't  consider 
that  members  who  are  conservatives  are.  on 
the  face  of  it.  fascists,  although  some  right- 
wingers  would  put  on  brownshirts  in  a 
minute  if  they  could." 

Burton  learned  to  distrust  conservatives 
on  his  daddy's  knee.  His  father.  Thomas,  was 
a  traveling  salesman  who  decided  to  go  to 
medical  school  when  he  was  36  years  old  and 
brought  his  family  west  to  set  up  shop  in  San 
Francisco — making  house  calls  in  Hunters 
Point,  not  charging  patients  who  couldn't 
pay. 

■•The  guy  always  had  a  social  conscience," 
said  Burton.  •He  was  always  very  color- 
blind. ...  I  can  remember  driving  once  down 
Golden  Gate  with  him  and  we  saw  these  kids 
playing.  6  to  7  years  old.  black  and  white, 
and  he  said.  •Kids  that  age  don't  have  a  prob- 
lem, but  when  they  grow  up  they're  told. 
You  can't  play  with  those  people.'  " 

Thomas  Burton,  a  native  of  Indiana,  was 
an  early  supporter  of  Franklin  Roosevelt  and 
the  liberal  wing  of  the  Democratic  party.  ••In 
1956.  he  sent  a  $1,000  check  to  Adlai  Steven- 
son, which  was  a  lot  of  money  for  anybody, 
much  less  our  family."  Burton  said. 

Their  father's  liberal  leanings  were  passed 
on  to  his  three  sons,  starting  with  Phillip 
Burton.  ••He  ran  the  first  time  in  1954,"  John 
Burton  said  of  his  legendary  older  brother. 
'Challenged  an  incumbent  who  died  two 
weeks  before  the  election  and  the  guy  still 
won. 

■In  •56.  just  after  I  got  out  of  the  army,  he 
went  against  Tommy  Maloney,  who'd  been  in 
city    politics    forever.    I    told    my    brother, 

■You're  f g  nuts!  If  you  lost  to  a  dead 

man.  how  are  you  going  to  beat  this  guy?" 
But  he  did.  and  when  he  won  it.  it  was  a 
great  tonic  for  me.  The  beginning  of  my  po- 
litical career,  really." 

In  1964.  John  Burton  was  elected  to  the  As- 
sembly from  the  old  20th  District,  a  district 
so  Democratic  he  couldn't  lose. 

•It  was  different  in  Sacramento  back 
then."   he   remembered,    "l  was  calling   the 
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sergeant-at-arms     'Sir.'     Jesse     Onruh     was 
speaker.  I  voted  against  him  and  he  started 

to  s on  me  a  little  bit.  That  kind  of 

stuff  happened  all  the  time." 

Unruh.  son  of  a  Texas  sharecropper  who 
boasted  of  not  wearing  socks  until  he  was  12 
years  old.  was  of  the  old  school,  said  Burton. 
"People  like  Unruh  and  my  brother  ate. 
slept  and  breathed  politics.  Not  many  people 
up  here  are  into  it  like  that  anymore." 

His  longtime  friend  Speaker  Willie  Brown 
belongs  to  the  old  school,  too.  and  it  made 
Burton  grin  to  see  the  way  Brown  out-ma- 
neuvered Republicans  to  win  back  his  spot 
after  the  last  elections.  "Some  Republicans 
objected  to  even  calling  him  co-speaker.' 
They  didn't  want  to  even  give  him  a  share, 
and  now  he's  the  speaker.  The  kind  of  tickles 
me." 

Calling  back  faces  from  the  past.  Burton 
remembered  San  Francisco  Supervisor  Bill 
Blake,  who  once  arrived  late  to  a  restaurant, 
threw  the  keys  to  his  car  to  a  man  standing 
at  the  curb,  thinking  he  was  a  valet,  and 
came  out  after  dinner  to  find  his  car  stolen. 
And  then  there  was  Congressman  Eddie  Pat- 
ton,  who  "used  to  talk  out  of  the  side  of  his 
mouth  like  this.  "  Burton  said,  tossing 
frogtones  out  of  his  lower  lip.  "Eddie  was  a 
piece  of  work." 

The  phone  rang  and  Burton  talked  a  little, 
chuckled  a  little,  then  offered  the  three  gold- 
en rules  for  a  man  getting  old;  "Never  pass 
a  urinal,  never  ignore  an  erection  and  never 
trust  a  fart  "  He  leaned  back  in  his  chair  and 
smiled,  nodding  his  head  to  the  laughter  that 
came  buretmg  from  the  other  end  of  the 
phone. 

Burton  turned  to  talk  about  his  growlng- 
up  years,  when  he  lived  at  the  edge  of  West 
Portal  and  the  whole  city  was  his  play- 
ground. -I  went  to  Jefferson  Grammar 
School,  played  behind  Colonial  Creamery  on 
Irving  Street.  When  I  was  at  Lincoln  High, 
we  used  to  go  out  to  McCoppin  Park.  24th 
and  Taraval.  regular  Drank  some  beer. 
played  some  basketball. 

"I  can  remember,  as  a  12-year-old  kid. 
working  at  the  YMC.^  on  Friday  nights,  get- 
ting out  about  9:30  and  walking  down  Leav- 
enworth and  up  Market.  You'd  have  ail  these 
hucksters  out  on  the  street.  selUng  trick 
packs  of  cards,  ducks  with  their  heads  dip- 
ping in  water,  and  never  thought  for  a 
mmute  anything  could  happen  to  you. 

"Sometimes  Id  walk  all  the  way  out  to 
Sloat  Boulevard,  rights  through  the  tunnel. 
If  the  streetcar  came  through,  you  had  to 
step  to  one  side,  let  it  go  past.  Walk  all  that 
way.  and  never  worry." 

Burton  drew  other  pictures  of  San  Fran- 
cisco in  the  air.  including  the  image  of  John 
D.  Monaghan.  bartender  at  No.  10  Sanchez. 
"I  used  to  take  my  daughter  there  on  St. 
Patrick's  Day— John  standing  behmd  the 
bar,  answering  the  phone,  'No.  10.'  kind  of 
rocking  back  and  forth  on  his  feet,  talking 
to  everybody,  more  full  of  s—  than  a  Christ- 
mas turkey.  Oh,  man.  how  could  you  not  love 
it?" 
But  those  days  are  gone,  said  Burton. 
"Society's  getting  worse,  therefore  the 
city's  getting  worse.  You  had  the  homeless' 
at  Third  and  Howard,  a  few  drunks  sleeping 
at  night  in  Union  Square  *  *  •  but  now 
'homeless'  is  a  part  of  our  society  Not  since 
the  Depression  has  there  been  the  underclass 
we  have  now   " 

Because  the  government  flat  gave  up  on 
the  War  on  Poverty,  said  Burton,  "we're 
reaping  a  whirlwind  of  neglect." 

There  has  been  plenty  of  speculation  about 
Burton's  options  after  he  leaves  the  Assem- 
bly   He  waves  it  away,  saying.  "When  I  get 
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out.  there  are  two  things  I  want  to  do — learn 
Italian  and  play  some  bocce  ball." 
But  he's  not  getting  out  anytime  soon. 
Last  month,  he  threw  his  fedora  into  the 
ring  for  state  senate— the  3rd  District  seat 
belonging  to  Sen.  Milton  Marks.  Burton's  ul- 
timate decision,  though,  will  take  into  ac- 
count whether  Willie  Brown  runs  for  mayor 
of  San  Francisco  or  Marks'  seat. 

"I  think  it's  important  for  somebody  to  be 
doing  battle  with  the  right-wing  Repub- 
licans, who  are  more  and  more  taking  over 
the  Republican  party  in  this  state,"  said 
Burton.  "To  thwart  their  efforts  to  cripple 
public  education,  cripple  environmental  pro- 
tection and  take  away  women's  right  to 
choose.  These  are  tough  times,  and  you 
should  get  in  the  fight  and  stay  in  the  fight- 
not  drop  out  and  kind  of  bitch  and  moan." 

Burton's  name  has  been  mentioned  for  The 
City's  mayoral  race,  but  he  doesn't  see  him- 
self running.  "My  mother  didn't  raise  me  to 
cut  back  on  libraries  or  playgrounds  or  AIDS 
funding,  or  go  after  poor  people  on  the 
street.  "  he  said. 

Lately,  San  Francisco  has  been  "penny 
wise  and  pound  foolish."  added  Burton,  "But. 
to  be  fair,  the  city  just  doesn't  have  the  re- 
sources." 

It  doesn't  seem  that  long  ago  that  Burton's 
best  fnend.  George  Moscone,  was  assas- 
sinated at  City  Hall  on  Nov.  27.  1978.  But  it's 
been  a  long  time,  and— for  Burton— a  hard 
road. 

Moscone  was  his  friend  from  the  day  they 
met  in  1946  until  the  day  the  mayor  was  shot 
to  death  with  Supervisor  Harvey  Milk,  said 
Burton,  who  still  can't  understand  the 
killings. 

"It  was  such  a  f g  nutty  thing."  he  said. 

looking  down  at  his  hands.  "I  heard  some  po- 
litical forces  were  egging  (Dan  White)  on— 

Somebody  ought  to  kill  that  f r.'  things 

like  that.  I  don't  know. 

"During  that  period  I  was,  shall  we  say.  in- 
volved in  doing  drugs,  and  I  started  doing 
more."  Burton  said.  "I  dont  know  if  what 
happened  to  George  was  the  reason  for  it. 
but  I  guess  I  used  it  as  a  reason.  I  mean. 
George  was  as  close  to  me  as  my  brothers.  " 
Burton  found  himself  hooked  on  "what 
they  call  crack  now.  called  it  free-basing 
back  then.  I  would  get  so  depressed  I 
couldn't  move.  I'd  stop  for  a  couple  of  days 
and  had  to  start  again,  just  to  get  energy. 

"I  got  into  nitrous  oxide,  too,"  said  Bur- 
ton. 'I'm  a  very  addictive-compulsive  person 

*  *  *  went  on  a  four-month  run  once,  like 
you  see  on  T'V  or  in  the  movies,  the  guy's  OK 
one  day  and  the  next  he's  in  the  gutter. 

"I  learned  you  can't  quit  for  six  months 
and  go  out  and  celebrate  with  a  couple  of 
toots  or  a  couple  of  tokes  and  quit  the  next 
day.  The  only  way  to  do  it  is  not  to  do  it  at 
all." 

By  the  time  of  Moscone's  death.  Burton 
was  already  known  for  stream-of-conscious- 
ness  speeches  from  the  floor  of  the  legisla- 
ture that  made  no  sense.  In  "A  Rage  for  Jus- 
tice: The  Passion  and  Politics  of  Phillip  Bur- 
ton, "  a  biography  due  out  this  fall.  Sac- 
ramento political  columnist  John  Jacobs 
writes.  "John  Burton  was  going  downhill 
fast.  Rumors  surfaced  that  a  dry  cleaner 
found  packets  of  cocaine  in  his  coat  pocket 

*  *  *  friends  feared  they  would  find  him  dead 
somewhere." 

Burton  got  the  message  himself,  calling  an 
end  to  his  brief  Congressional  career  two 
days  before  the  filing  deadline  for  the  1982 
elections.  He  remembers  the  date  exactly 
Sept.  30. 

"I  went  back  to  vote  against  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  That  was  on  Thursday. 
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Sunday.  I  flew  down  to  a  hospital  in  Arizona 
and  checked  myself  in.  It  was  easy  after  I 
really  decided  to  do  it,  after  I  acknowledged 
half-assed  to  myself  that  I've  got  a  problem, 
instead  of.  It's  no  big  deal.' 

"Haven't  had  a  drink  since  then,"  he  said. 
""Not  too  long  ago  I  was  at  a  party  where 
they  had  that  Australian  beer— Foster's— I 
took  a  little  sip  and  I  could  feel  it  going 
down  I  knew  Id  be  in  trouble  if  I  took  a 
good  gulp.  And  nonalcoholic  beer'?  I  had 
some  once  and  the  guy  says,  "Tastes  good, 
huh?'  and  I  said.  Yeah,  it  does  taste  good.  I 
better  not  have  anymore." 

•"I  don't  miss  it."  Burton  .said.  "I  don't 
really  like  being  around  people  who  drink. 
Three  drinks  and  they  have  a  heat  on.  don't 
even  know  what  they're  saying.  Women  who 
take  a  drink  and  just  get  silly."' 

Burton,  who  has  been  married  twice  and 
remains  divorced,  smiled  and  said.  ""Tm  sure 
it  breaks  their  hearts,  but  I  just  have  to 
pass.  " 

In  Jacobs'  book,  one  Republican  argued  it 
was  worth  keeping  Burton  in  office  because 
"at  least  John  Burton  stood  back  in  his  stu- 
por and  didn't  do  much  but  vote  wrong." 

But  Burton's  legislative  record  has  been 
anything  but  passive. 

"At  one  point,  before  the  Republican  gov- 
ernors got  ahold  of  it.  our  aged,  blind  and 
handicapped  had  a  better  standard  of  living 
than  the  aged  or  blind  anywhere  else  in  the 
country."  .said  Burton,  who  sponsored  SSI 
bills  for  the  handicapped.  "And  our  autistic 
children's  program  was  the  first  in  the  na- 
tion." 

Burton  was  also  proud  of  his  "asset  forfeit- 
ure law— keeping  law  enforcement  officers 
from  just  coming  in  and  grabbing  property 
without  cause." 

But  he  acknowledges  his  own  political  ca- 
reer doesn't  compare  to  the  record  of  his 
brother.  Phillip. 

Some  of  Burton's  best  memories  come 
from  sharing  the  spotlight  with  his  brother 
back  in  Washington.  '1  kept  thinking  about 
what  Phil  and  I  together  were  doing  to  all 
those  conservatives  in  the  Old  Guard.  Driv- 
ing them  up  the  wall.  I  laughed  my  ass  off. 
"You  look  at  what  Phillip's  done,  it's  awe- 
some. There  hasn't  been  a  minimum-wage 
bill  since  he  did  it.  and  he's  been  dead  10 
years.  Redwood  Park.  Golden  Gate  National 
Park,  miners'  lung  legislation,  and  on  and  on 
and  on.  He  just  brought  me  along  for  some  of 
it." 

And  Burton  enjoyed  the  ride,  every  minute 
of  it.  He  remembered  walking  down  the  steps 
of  the  Capitol  with  his  brother,  making  up 
words  to  a  song  about  angry  Republicans, 
then  making  them  angrier  with  new  legisla- 
tion. 

"Nowadays,  there  are  so  many  intrusions 
into  people's  rights  to  live  decently."  said 
Burton.  "If  I  did  something  for  the  quality  of 
life  for  people,  just  helped  a  little,  who  gives 
a  s—  whether  they  erect  a  statue  to  you  or 
nof" 

Having  his  political  life  wrapped  up  in  the 
wonder  of  California  has  made  it  all  worth- 
while. Burton  said.  "California's  got  so 
much,  you  knoW  Like  Pat  Brown  used  to 
say— "When  I  fly  over  this  great,  big  beau- 
tiful state  of  ours.  .  .    " 

Burton,  whose  desk  holds  a  glass  ball  that 
beams.  "God  Made  the  Irish  «1"  and  a  name- 
plate  with  shamrocks  on  either  side,  remi- 
nisced about  the  power  of  Irish  districts 
when  he  first  started  out,  when  'the  Mission 
was  Irish.  Noe  Valley  was  Irish,  the  Sunset. 
Around  the  Castro  it  was  the  Scandinavians, 
the  Excelsior  was  luiian.  Potrero  Hill— Rus- 
sians and  Slavs,  the  Richmond  was  kind  of 


Irish,  kind  of  Russian,  there  was  Manila 
Town  off  Kearny,  and  the  Haight  wjis  a  mix- 
ture. 

■'The  mix  has  changed,  but  it's  still  a  melt- 
ing pot,  and  it's  wonderful.  You  can't  beat 
it,'"  said  Burton,  grinning  all  at  once. 

■"San   Francisco.   You've  got  to  f love 

San  Francisco,"  he  said.  "I  remember  once 
when  I  went  out  to  eat  at  a  restaurant,  must 
have  been  down  around  Westlake,  and  there's 
all  this  fog.  I  got  out  there,  wound  up  just 
walking  around  the  parking  lot  for  10  min- 
utes, maybe  more,  taking  it  all  in. 

•"The  woman  I  was  with  must  have  thought 
I  was  nuts,  but  being  away  from  San  Fran- 
cisco and  coming  back  to  the  fog  .  .  .  you"ve 
got  to  love  it."' 

Burton  looked  around  his  office,  filled  with 
photos  from  three  decades  of  political  hand- 
shaking and  head-shaking  and  hand-wringing 
and  loud  singing  in  the  front  room  with  peo- 
ple from  the  Mission  and  Sunset  and 
Bayview.  He  smiled  to  himself,  hummed  a 
bit  of  "Big  Rock  Candy  Mountain. ■'  and  said 
once  more  ■You've  got  to  love  it." 


UNION  CITY.  NJ,  CELEBRATES  ITS 
70TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  .JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  tcxlay 
to  recognize  an  outstanding  community,  the 
city  of  Union  City,  NJ,  and  to  congratulate  the 
residents  on  the  celebration  of  the  city's  70th 
anniversary.  This  is  a  special  anniversary  be- 
cause this  year  the  city,  which  I  am  proud  to 
call  home,  is  opening  a  new  addition  to  its  his- 
tonc  city  hall. 

Union  City  was  originally  compnsed  of  two 
smaller  and  separate  communities,  named 
West  Hoboken,  incorporated  in  1861,  and  the 
town  of  Union  Hill,  incorporated  in  1864.  In 
June  of  1925,  the  two  towns  merged  to  form 
the  dynamic,  bustling  place  we  know  today  as 
Union  City. 

Union  City  typifies  this  Nation's  proud  immi- 
grant heritage.  It  has  always  been  home  to  im- 
migrants seeking  a  better  way  of  life.  The 
founders  of  West  Hoboken  and  Union  Hill 
were  German  and  Dutch  immigrants  who 
moved  to  the  western  shore  of  the  Hudson 
River  to  escape  the  crowded  conditions  of 
Manhattan.  In  fact,  many  of  the  original  munic- 
ipal documents  were  written  in  German. 

In  the  1870's,  industry  discovered  Union 
City  and  the  population  began  to  grow.  Woods 
and  fields  were  transformed  into  homes  and 
businesses.  Streets  were  cut  through,  and 
sewer,  water,  and  gas  mams  laid.  Breweries, 
silk,  chocolate,  cigar,  and  pencil  factories 
moved  to  the  city.  It  became  a  hub  of  the  U.S. 
embroidery  industry. 

The  immigrant  tradition  continued  through- 
out the  years,  drawing  Irish  and  Italian  immi- 
grants during  the  first  half  of  the  20th  century. 
Cubans  fleeing  the  tyranny  of  a  brutal  dictator- 
ship came  in  growing  numbers  during  the 
eariy  I960's.  They  established  hundreds  of 
thriving  businesses  along  the  main  commercial 
stnp,  known  as  Bergenline  Avenue.  They  were 
followed  by  immigrants  from  throughout  Latin 
America,  who  make  up  the  largest  segment  of 
the  current  population.  During  a  short  walk  on 
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Bergenline  one  can  sample  the  cuisine  of  doz- 
ens of  nations.  Goods  and  merchandise  from 
around  the  world  are  sold  on  the  bustling 
streets. 

The  people  of  Union  City  have  always  been 
its  greatest  asset.  Diversity  in  our  schools  and 
in  government  is  viewed  as  a  strength  not  an 
impediment.  I  was  proud  to  serve  the  resi- 
dents as  their  first  Hispanic  mayor  from  1986 
through  1992.  Earlier,  I  served  on  the  city's 
board  of  education  and  later  as  chief  financial 
officer  tor  the  school  system.  Union  City  is  in 
the  forefront  of  promoting  the  use  of  computer 
technology  in  the  classroom.  The  new  city  hall 
addition  is  another  example  of  a  city  that  is 
not  content  to  rest  on  past  accomplishments. 
Its  programs  for  the  elderly  and  recreation  pro- 
grams for  its  youth  are  second  to  none. 

Union  City  is  a  city  on  the  move,  ready  to 
take  on  the  challenges  of  the  21st  century 
The  residents  are  proud  of  where  they  have 
been  and  proud  of  where  they  are  going.  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  resident  of  Union  City.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  today  to  join  with  me  in  honoring 
Union  City,  a  great  place  to  live  and  raise  a 
family. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MR,  CARL 
GERSTACKER 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  .MICHIG.AN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  sadness 
that  I  rise  today  to  honor  and  pay  tribute  to  a 
man  who  devoted  much  of  his  life  to  helping 
and  improving  the  lives  of  others.  Mr.  Carl 
Gerstacker  passed  away  recently  and  took  the 
heart  of  a  city  with  him.  Midland,  Ml,  my 
hometown,  was  the  proud  recipient  of  Mr. 
Gerstacker's  generosity  and  leadership  for 
most  of  his  life. 

Can  was  born  in  1916,  and  receivea  the 
typical  upbnnging  of  a  child  in  the  Midwest.  In 
1938,  he  received  his  engineering  degree  from 
the  University  of  Michigan.  Two  years  later, 
Carl,  like  many  of  the  brave  young  people  at 
the  time,  answered  the  Nation's  call  to  duty 
and  enlisted  in  the  Army.  He  valiantly  served 
his  country  from  1940  to  1946  and  returned 
home  to  a  grateful  nation  and  community. 

He  began  working  for  the  Dow  Chemical 
Co.  Although  he  possessed  an  engineering 
degree,  his  abilities  with  numbers  and  figures 
won  him  praise  from  his  supenors  and  he  was 
placed  in  charge  of  the  finance  department. 
His  powerful  character  and  chansma  came  to 
the  forefront  and  his  proficiency  and  demeanor 
made  him  a  highly  respected  manager.  In 
1948,  he  became  a  member  of  Dow  Chemi- 
cal's board  of  directors  at  age  32  and  was 
later  named  chairman  of  the  finance  commit- 
tee. In  1960,  he  was  elected  chairman  of  the 
board. 

Carl's  business  and  personal  talents  made 
him  a  vital  component  of  Dow  Chemical's  sen- 
ior management  team.  He  assumed  respon- 
sibility of  the  corporation  as  head  of  a  com- 
pany with  $820  million  in  annual  sales.  His 
hard  work  and  determination  inspired  others  to 
achieve  the  most  and  when  he  left  the  com- 
pany 26  years  later,  Dow  Chemical  had  sales 
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of  approximately  S4.9  billion.  This  enormous 
increase  in  sales  was  partly  due  to  Carl's  busi- 
ness acumen  but  more  importantly  it  was  his 
ability  to  recognize  talent  in  his  employees 
and  his  ability  to  inspire  their  best  work  and 
loyalty  to  the  company. 

Carl  was  a  strong  advocate  for  education. 
He  served  on  the  boards  of  several  univer- 
sities and  worked  tirelessly  on  behalf  of  stu- 
dents. His  hinng  practices  were  among  the 
most  progressive  of  his  era  not  because  he 
was  trying  to  institute  social  policy,  but  be- 
cause he  constantly  sought  the  best  people. 
His  investment  m  them  reaped  tremendous  re- 
wards. His  policies  went  beyond  company 
profits  to  ensuring  the  company  invested  in 
the  people  and  community. 

Cari  was  committed  to  environmental  pro- 
tection. He  helped  institute  many  of  the  re- 
forms that  made  the  Dow  Chemical  Co.  a 
leader  in  environmental  protection  and  accom- 
plished this  while  continuing  to  expand  |0b  op- 
portunities and  assisting  the  community. 

Carl  had  the  power  to  understand  people.  A 
tireless  champion  ot  community  projects,  Carl 
established  the  Gerstacker  Awards  m  1956. 
which  honors  outstanding  citizens.  Teachers, 
law  enforcement  officers'  and  firemen  are 
among  those  who  have  received  the 
Gerstacker  Award  for  outstanding  community 
service.  In  addition,  Carl  established  the  Rollin 
M.  Gerstacker  Foundation  m  honor  ol  his  fa- 
ther to  help  fund  civic  proiects  in  the  Midland 
area. 

Cari  donated  his  home  to  the  local  church 
as  a  parsonage  and  later  bought  it  back  to 
provide  oftice  space  for  local  foundations  He 
gave  generously  to  the  city  to  help  build  hous- 
ing for  seniors.  Although  his  financial  contribu- 
tions helped  fund  the  projects,  it  was  his  time, 
effort,  and  encouragement  that  made  these 
projects  successful.  His  commitment  went  be- 
yond financial  contnbutions  to  include  personal 
involvement. 

His  ccrriinunify  activism  continued  far  into 
his  retirement  years.  He  served  on  the  tx)ard 
of  the  Midland  Rotary  Club,  and  the  Midland 
Red  Cross.  He  founded  the  Midland  Commu- 
nity Foundation  and  served  as  campaign 
chairman  lor  the  United  Way  ol  Midland,  He 
was  a  man  who  wished  to  be  measured  not 
by  what  he  could  get  out  of  something  but  by 
what  he  was  able  to  give  back. 

Can  Gerstacker's  untxiunded  generosity 
and  exuberance  inspired  everyone  he  met.  His 
sense  of  humor  put  people  at  ease  and  his 
ideas  and  dreams  challenged  people  to  think 
and  challenge  themselves.  Cari  Gerstacker 
helped  build  a  city  and  a  company,  but  more 
importantly,  he  helped  build  a  community  and 
a  family.  His  loving  wife,  Esther  Gerstacker; 
family  members  including  our  colleague,  Bill 
Schuette,  Bette,  Lisa,  Sandra,  and  Gretchen 
continue  in  his  path  of  community  service  and 
dedication.  As  a  neighbor.  Can's  counsel  and 
wisdom  were  invaluable  to  my  family  and 
friends  and  his  words  and  deeds  continue  to 
influence  us  today. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  know  you  will  join  my  col- 
leagues and  me  m  honoring  Mr.  Cari 
Gerstacker,  his  many  contnbutions.  and  his 
enduring  legacy.  He  has  provided  us  with  the 
tools  to  succeed;  now  it  is  up  to  us  to  continue 
his  wortc. 
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COMMEMORATION  OF  THE  FIRST 
AFRICAN-AMERICAN  CONGREGA- 
TION IN  NEW  JERSEY        I 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

PHYLLIS  A.  WARD  AND  FOREST 
CRUMPLEY  HONORED  AS  OUT- 
STANDING VOLUNTEERS 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25. 1995 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  weekend  a  very  special  ceremony  will  be 
held  in  Newark,  NJ  to  commemorate  an  event 
of  histonc  importance,  the  founding  of  the  first 
African-American  congregation  m  our  State 
160  years  ago. 

It  was  on  Apnl  27,  1835.  that  37  freed 
slaves  and  free-born  blacks  left  the  Old  First 
Presbytenan  Church  and  resolved  to  become 
the  First  Colored  Presbytenan  Church  of  New- 
ark. In  May  of  that  year,  the  Presbytery  of 
Newark  acted  upon  the  resolution  and  they  or- 
ganized into  a  Church  with  the  Reverend  John 
Hunt  as  their  pastor.  The  Church  later  became 
the  Thirteenth  Avenue  Presbyterian  Church, 
which  merged  with  Clinton  Avenue  Pres- 
bytenan Church  in  October  of  1967. 

The  establishment  of  the  Church  in  1835  by 
37  men  and  women  of  courage  and  vision  re- 
flected their  determination  to  affirm  their  own 
culture  and  identity  in  their  worship. 

Now,  160  years  later,  the  pastor  and  the 
congregation  continue  the  proud  tradition  of 
the  founders.  In  a  spmt  of  love  and  service, 
the  Church  continues  its  commitment  to  the 
community. 

This  weekend,  on  Memonal  Sunday,  a  Serv- 
ice of  Remembrance  and  Thanksgiving  will  be 
held.  It  will  include  the  lighting  of  37  candles 
to  honor  the  founders  of  the  Church;  a  dra- 
matic presentation  by  the  Youth  Group,  a 
wreath  laying  ceremony  <n  honor  of  loved 
ones  and  friends  of  Thirteenth  Avenue  whose 
names  will  be  recorded  in  an  Annual  Memonal 
Booklet,  and  the  dedication  of  a  Computer 
Learning  Center  to  provide  training  for  the 
youth  of  our  community  as  a  commitment  to 
the  future  and  a  renewed  affirmation  of  our 
self-determination. 

I  have  asked  that  dunng  the  memorial  sen/- 
ice  a  wreath  be  laid  to  honor  Mr.  Marcellus 
Marble,  a  long-time  member  of  the  church. 
Dunng  my  childhood.  Mr.  Marble  and  his  wife, 
Jeanette,  showed  great  kindness  m  including 
me  in  special  church-related  activities.  I  re- 
member with  great  fondness  the  yearly  church 
picnic,  held  at  Eagle  Rock  Reservation,  where 
youngsters  were  able  to  enjoy  games  and 
other  recreational  activities. 

I  will  always  be  grateful  to  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Marble  for  the  guidance  they  gave  me  dunng 
those  years  and  the  positive  role  they  played 
in  my  development. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  to  join  me  in  honoring  the 
pastor  of  the  Clinton  Avenue  Presbytenan 
Church,  Reverend  Dr.  Alfred  B.  Johnson  and 
the  entire  congregation  in  wishing  them  many 
more  years  of  success,  joy  and  spiritual 
growth. 


HON.  ZOE  LOFGREN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr   Speaker,  I  rise,  today, 
to  acknowledge  and  extend  my  heartfelt  con- 
gratulations  to    Phyllis   A.    Ward   and   Forest 
Crumpley,    who    are    being    honored    by    the 
Committee  on  Political  Education  [COPE],  as 
Outstanding  South  Bay  AFL-CIO  Labor  Coun- 
cil Volunteers.   Ms.  Ward  and  Mr.  Crumpley 
will  be  honored  at  the  COPE  Award  Banquet 
on  Friday,  June  2,  1995. 

COPE  IS  about  working  people  joining  to- 
gether to  participate  in  our  political  process. 
Since  1955,  COPE  has  fought  to  secure  full 
nghts  for  working  people  and  to  increase  gov- 
ernment responsiveness  to  the  needs  of  the 
\abor  movement.  This  responsiveness  includes 
a  commitment  to  public  service. 

Phyllis  Ward  has  a  long  record  of  public 
service,  dating  back  to  1942  when  she  en- 
listed in  the  Women's  Army  Auxiliary  Corps 
[WAAC]  dunng  World  War  II,  She  was  eventu- 
ally promoted  to  the  rank  of  captain,  while 
serving  at  General  MacArthur's  Headquarters 
in  Manila,  Philippines. 

Ms.  Ward  served  in  the  U.S.  Foreign  Serv- 
ice from  1952-1954,  as  a  High  Commissioner 
of  Germany  for  Political  Affairs.  She  then 
transferred  to  the  U.S.  Information  Service 
[USIS]  in  1954.  Ms.  Ward  worked  as  an  agent 
of  the  USIS  in  Kenya,  Ethiopia,  Germany,  and 
Washington,  DC,  until  1964. 

After  1965,  Ms.  Ward  returned  home  and 
worked  as  a  social  worker  for  the  Santa  Clara 
County  Department  of  Social  Services.  She 
retired  in  1981. 

Phyllis  Ward  has  been  an  active  participant 
in  the  political  process.  Dating  back  to  1947, 
when  she  worked  for  presidential  candidate 
Harold  Stassen.  Ms.  Ward  has  been  a  grass- 
roots activist.  She  has  encouraged  political 
participation  through  voter  registration  and  get 
out  the  vote  efforts.  Ms.  Ward  has  been  active 
in  the  Democratic  Party,  having  served  on  the 
California  State  Central  Committee  for  the 
past  10  years. 

Phyllis  Ward  is  a  shining  example  of  what 
America  is  all  about.  She  demonstrates  pnn- 
ciples  of  caring,  giving,  and  self-sacnfice,  that 
all  of  us  should  emulate. 

Mr.  Forest  Crumpley  has  long  been  commit- 
ted to  public  service.  Dating  back  to  1940 
when  he  went  to  work  for  the  Census  Bureau, 
and  became  an  activist  for  minonty  rights  in 
Washington.  DC.  Mr.  Crumpley  has  sacnficed 
his  time  and  resources  for  the  causes  he 
champions.  Mr  Crumpley's  commitment  to 
human  rights  and  freedom  led  him  to  join  the 
Army  to  fight  fascism  in  World  War  II. 

After  returning  from  the  war,  Mr,  Crumpley 
became  a  lithographer.  He  eventually  opened 
Fidelity  Pnnting.  The  very  first  items  he  pnnted 
at  Fidelity  Pnntmg  were  posters  and  leaflets 
for  John  Castro,  a  union  plumber  who  was 
running  for  county  supervisor.  From  that  point 
on,  Mr.  Crumpley  produced  countless  cam- 
paign matenals  for  union  endorsed  can- 
didates, and  helped  open  the  door  to  more  di- 
verse representation  m  local  government. 
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Forest  Crumpley  has  been  a  voice  for  the 
voiceless,  working  on  behalf  of  farm  workers 
and  the  people  of  Chile,  El  Salvador,  and 
Cuba.  His  work  contributes  to  the 
empowerment  of  all  Amencans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  express  my  own 
congratulations  and  gratitude  to  Ms.  Ward  and 
Mr.  Crumpley  on  behalf  of  my  constituents  in 
the  16th  District  and  the  United  States  House 
of  Representatives. 
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NATO  AIRSTRIKES  IN  BOSNIA 


COMMEMORATION  OF  ASIAN  PA- 
CIFIC-AMERICAN HERITAGE 
MONTH 


HON.  MARTIN  T.  MEEHAN 

OF  MASSACHU.SETT.S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  celebrate 
Asian  Pacific-American  Hentage  Month,  I  think 
we  should  take  a  moment  to  consider  the 
need  for  the  United  States  to  engage  in  a 
more  extensive  dialogue  with  India,  which  will 
be  the  world's  most  populous  democratic  na- 
tion by  the  year  2050. 

As  a  member  of  the  Congressional  Caucus 
on  India  and  India  Amencans,  I  want  to  help 
promote  greater  understanding  between  the 
United  States  and  India,  particularly  in  eco- 
nomic, political  and  cultural  areas. 

Our  shared  geopolitical  interests  dictate  that 
we  make  a  concerted  effort  to  improve  Indo- 
American  relations.  In  the  last  several  years, 
India  has  embarked  on  a  sweeping  reform 
program  that  opened  the  way  for  economic 
growth  and  increased  foreign  trade  and  invest- 
ment. However,  we  cannot  ignore  the  difficulty 
involved  in  the  ongoing  economic  trans- 
formation, and  progress  must  continue  if  bilat- 
eral trade  is  to  '^row. 

About  1  million  Indian-Amencans  live  in  the 
United  States.  Many  Amencans  assume  that 
Indian-Amencans,  because  they  are  often 
well-educated,  do  not  face  the  same  problems 
as  other  minorities.  They  are  wrong.  In  many 
parts  of  this  country,  Indian-Amencans  are  vic- 
tims of  hate  crimes  and  racial  harassment. 
They  are  the  victims  of  discnmination  in  busi- 
ness and  education.  Members  of  Congress 
cannot  ignore  these  issues. 

The  Glass  Ceiling  Commission  reports  that 
minorities  plateau  at  lower  levels  in  the 
workforce  than  women.  Educational  institu- 
tions and  the  Department  of  Latx)r  need  to  ag- 
gressively enforce  laws  barring  discriminatory 
practices  in  recruitment  and  advancement, 
and  no  one  should  be  denied  an  education  or 
job  because  of  their  race  or  ethnic  origin. 

The  United  States  has  always  been  consid- 
ered a  melting  pot  of  peoples,  religions  and 
ethnic  groups.  We  in  Congress  cannot  allow 
people  who  come  to  this  country  to  be  victim- 
ized or  subjected  to  bigotry. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  Congress  to  pay 
more  attention  to  concerns  of  India  and  In- 
dian-Americans. I  can  think  of  no  more  appro- 
priate time  to  reflect  on  our  shared  interests 
than  during  the  observance  of  Asian  Pacific- 
American  Month. 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
welcome  reports  that  NATO  planes  struck  tar- 
gets near  the  Bosnian  Serb  stronghold  of  Pale 
today  after  militant  forces  ignored  a  U.N.  ulti- 
matum to  surrender  heavy  weapons  they 
seized  from  U.N.  weapons  dumps  around  Sa- 
rajevo earlier  this  week.  According  to  Reuters, 
six  aircraft,  including  U.S.  warplanes,  bombed 
a  Bosnian  Serb  ammunition  depot  in  response 
to  a  request  from  U.N.  peacekeepers.  This 
rare  display  of  muscle  to  quell  attacks  against 
Sarajevo,  a  U.N. -designated  safe  haven,  is 
long  overdue.  Perhaps  these  airstrikes  signal 
a  resolve  by  the  international  community  to 
take  a  firm  stand  against  armed  aggression 
and  those  responsible  for  genocide  in  Bosnia. 
I  applaud  the  Clinton  administration  for  fully 
backing  the  NATO  raids  which  were  a  re- 
sponse to  what  Secretary  of  Defense  Perry 
characterized  as  reprehensible  attacks  around 
the  Bosnian  capital.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  high 
time  that  determined  action,  such  as  today's 
airstrikes,  be  directed  against  those  who  fla- 
grantly defy  the  will  of  the  international  com- 
munity, as  the  Bosnian  Serbs  have  repeatedly 
done. 


TRIBUTE  TO  V/HIRLPOOL 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNES.SEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  a  corporation  in  LaVergne,  TN,  who 
has  been  justly  rewarded  for  their  continuing 
commitment  to  sen/'ce  3^d  Qusl't^ 

Whirlpool  Corp.  has  received  the  1995  Part- 
ners in  Progress  Award,  based  on  service, 
product  quality,  market  pertormance,  and  cus- 
tomer responsiveness.  This  is  the  fourth  year 
in  a  row  Whirlpool  has  been  recognized  for 
the  PIP  Award,  which  is  given  only  to  the  top 
1  percent  of  Sears'  suppliers. 

Whiripool,  home  to  just  over  2,400  employ- 
ees, makes  its  mark  each  year  by  producing 
the  very  best  in  air  control  products.  Each  em- 
ployee IS  to  be  commended  for  their  role  in 
ensuring  the  success  of  Whiripool  through 
their  attention  to  product  safety,  dependability, 
and  pertormance. 

Please  join  me  today  in  congratulating  these 
workers  in  Tennessee  for  their  tremendous  ac- 
complishment. 


PROTECTING  THE  RIGHTS  OF 
WORKERS  OVERSEAS  HELPS  U.S. 
WORKERS 


HON.  BARNEY  FRANK 

OF  MASSACHUSETT.S 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25,  1995 
Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Speaker, 
one  of  the  areas  where  we  must  as  a  country 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

do  a  better  job  is  trying  to  diminish  the  dispar- 
ity in  respect  for  the  rights  of  workers  that 
exist  between  our  country  and  many  other 
countries  which  would  trade  with  us.  There  will 
inevitably  be  differences  in  the  cost  structure 
of  manufacturing  in  different  countries,  espe- 
cially in  those  that  are  in  different  states  of  de- 
velopment. But  any  cost  disadvantage  which 
we  face  should  not  be  exacerbated  by  situa- 
tions in  which  workers  in  less  developed  coun- 
tries are  deprived  of  fundamental  rights  to  or- 
ganize or  to  advocate  for  their  own  legitimate 
self-interest. 

We  should  be  insisting  as  part  of  our  inter- 
national economic  policy  that  nations  which 
seek  favorable  treatment  from  us  as  recipients 
of  assistance,  or  as  participants  in  open  trade 
agreements  which  they  will  find  advantageous, 
provide  a  framework  in  which  the  legal  nghts 
of  workers  in  those  countries  are  fully  re- 
spected. 

An  example  of  the  relevance  of  this  recently 
came  to  my  attention  in  a  letter  sent  by  AFL- 
CIO  President  Lane  Kirkland  to  the  co-Pnme 
Minister  of  the  Royal  Cambodian  Government. 
In  this  letter,  Mr.  Kirkland  objects  quite  legiti- 
mately to  provisions  in  the  labor  law  which  is 
about  to  be  promulgated  in  Cambodia.  I  ask 
that  Mr.  Kirkland's  letter  to  the  Cambodian 
Government  be  printed  here,  as  an  example 
of  the  kind  of  reasonable  action  we  should  be 
taking  in  the  area  of  international  workers 
rights,  both  as  a  matter  of  fairness,  and  as  a 
way  of  preventing  undue  deterioration  through 
competitive  pressures  in  the  nghts  of  workers 
in  America. 

A.MERICAN      FEDERATION     OF     LABOR 

AND  Congress  of  Industrial  Or- 
ganizations. 

Washington,  DC.  May  5.  1995. 
H.E.  Norodom  Ranariddh. 
H.E.  Hun  Sen. 

Co-Prime  Ministers.  Royal  Cambodian  Govern- 
ment. Council  of  Ministers.  Phnom  Penh. 
Kingdom  of  Cambodia. 

Your  Excellencies:  As  the  leader  of  the 
Aj:;*v^i  iua's  national  trails  ufxiOn  confccl- 
eration  and  its  14  million  members.  I  write 
to  express  my  concerns  about  the  failure  of 
Cambodia's  current  draft  labor  law  to  meet 
international  labor  standards  in  several  key 
areas.  I  strongly  urg:e  you  to  take  immediate 
action  in  the  appropriate  deliberative  body 
to  revise  Articles  281.  306.  and  377  of  the  draft 
to  bring  them  into  compliance  with  the  rel- 
evant International  Labor  Organization 
(ILOi  Conventions. 

The  current  version  of  Article  281  clearly 
fails  to  comply  with  ILO  Convention  87. 
which  s-uarantees  workers  the  most  fun- 
damental protection,  freedom  of  association. 
As  now  written,  the  draft  Article  requires  all 
employee  associations  to  affiliate  with  gov- 
ernment-established national  federations. 
We  wish  to  point  out  to  your  Excellencies 
that  such  a  requirement  not  only  violates 
international  standards,  but  it  is  also  con- 
trary to  Articles  36  and  41  of  the  Cambodia 
Constitution  which  guarantee  Cambodian 
citizens  the  right  to  freely  associate  and 
form  employee  organizations,  including 
trade  unions,  of  their  own  choosing. 

Freedom  of  association  is  the  most  vital 
component  for  the  establishment  of  a  mod- 
ern, peaceful,  stable,  and  representative  in- 
dustrial relations  system;  such  a  system  will 
put  Cambodia  on  the  path  to  sustainable  eco- 
nomic development.  By  taking  a  far-siguted 
view  and  amending  Article  281.  Your 
Excellencies  will  make  a  decision  that  would 
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provide  a  stable,  dynamic  environment  to 
help  guarantee  foreign  investment  that  bene- 
fits both  the  Cambodian  people  and  the  in- 
vestors. Moreover,  guaranteeing  freedom  of 
association  will  be  praised  by  the  inter- 
national community  and  improve  Cam- 
bodia's chances  of  meeting  requirements  for 
receiving  trade  benefits  from  the  United 
States  including  GSP  and  OPIC.  As  you  may 
know,  technical  assistance  in  crafting  an 
amended  Article  281  provision  is  available 
from  the  Cambodia  office  of  the  Asian-Amer- 
ican Free  Labor  Institute  (AAFLI).  the  AFL- 
CIO's  Asia  institute. 

We  also  urge  you  to  bring  Articles  306  and 
377,  key  worker  protection  provisions  in  the 
code,  into  compliance  with  international 
norms.  Failing  to  provide  basic  worker 
rights  in  these  areas  will  not  only  create  dif- 
ficulties in  international  fora.  like  the  ILO, 
but  will  also  endanger  the  lives  and  liveli- 
hoods of  Cambodian  workers. 

We  certainly  understand  the  importance  of 
Most  Favored  Nation  (MFN)  status.  General- 
ized System  of  Preferences  (GSP).  and  Over- 
seas Private  Investment  Corporation  (OPIC) 
trade  benefits  to  assist  the  development  of 
Cambodia,  and  do  not  take  lightly  the  needs 
of  your  country,  which  is  still  suffering  the 
effects  of  over  20  years  of  war.  As  I'm  sure 
you  know,  we  continue  to  support  the  provi- 
sion of  international  assistance  to  Cambodia 
by  the  U.S.  and  other  countries. 

However,  if  the  Royal  Cambodian  Govern- 
ment decides  to  pass  a  labor  law  that  fails  to 
guarantee  freedom  of  association  in  accord- 
ance with  international  standards,  the  AFL- 
CIO  will  oppose  the  granting  of  GSP  and 
OPIC  benefits  to  Cambodia  and  work  with 
the  Congress  and  the  Clinton  Administration 
to  that  end.  Furthermore,  we  would  also 
work  with  our  friends  in  the  international 
labor  movement  to  consider  other  actions  as 
necessary. 

Since  there  is  still  time  before  this  draft 
code  comes  before  you  and  the  Cabinet.  I 
urge  Your  Excellencies  personally  intervene 
to  amend  Articles  281.  306.  and  377  and  bring 
them  into  compliance  with  the  relevant  ILO 
Conventions. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  our  con- 
cerns and  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you 
in  the  near  future. 
Sincerely, 

Lane  Kirkland, 

President. 


HUMAN  RIGHTS  IN  CHINA  THE 
CONTINUING  STORY  OF  REPRES- 
SION AND  ABUSE 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

of  new  jersey 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  only  days  away  from  the  6th  anniversary 
of  the  Tiananmen  Square  massacre  which 
was  the  Chinese  Government's  violent  re- 
sponse to  the  peaceful  prodemocracy  dem- 
onstrations of  students  and  other  Chinese  citi- 
zens in  1989 

As  the  anniversary  of  the  Tiananmen 
Square  pro-democracy  movement  ap- 
proaches, the  Chinese  Government  now  turns 
its  attention  to  prominent  dissidents  who  have 
petitioned  the  Government  for  greater  toler- 
ance of  dissent.  Wang  Dan,  one  of  the  leaders 
of  the  1989  movement,  is  among  those  who 
have  been  detained. 
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The  men  and  women  who  bravely  stand  up 
for  human  rights,  democractic  reform,  and 
greater  tolerance  deserve  our  support  and  en- 
couragement. They  are  the  hope  for  the  future 
of  China.  However,  disturbing  trends  of  abuse 
of  human  rights  call  us  to  realistic  see  the  Chi- 
nese Government  for  what  it  is:  butchers  and 
despots  who  have  no  regard  for  human  life 
and  dignity. 

In  the  course  of  the  last  2  years  we  have 
watched  as  human  rights  have  continued  to 
oetenorate  m  China.  New  laws  which  restrict 
religious  activity  for  both  the  underground  and 
Government-sponsored  Chnstian  were  issued 
in  January  1994. 

Recent  reports  confirm  that  the  Chinese 
Government's  attack  on  religious  tjelievers  is 
increasing.  Dunng  the  Easter  celebration  the 
Public  Security  Bureau  m  Linchuan  County  ar- 
rested 40  pro-Vatican  Catholics  suspected  of 
organizing  a  Mass  attended  by  nearly  20.000 
worshipers.  Eleven  of  these  people  are  still 
being  detained. 

A  Protestant  minister,  Li  Dexian.  his  wife, 
and  several  companions  were  arrested  and 
detained  in  Apnl  while  conducting  a  worship 
service.  Pastor  Li  was  beaten  and  kicked  dur- 
ing this  detention.  This  was  the  fourth  time  he 
was  arrested  m  4  months. 

And  citizens  of  two  predominantly  Catholic 
villages  m  Liangshou  County  have  been 
forced  to  flee  their  homes  and  go  into  hiding 
to  escape  the  brutal  torture  by  the  population 
control  officials  because  they  refuse  to  follow 
the  one-child-per-couple  policy.  They  refuse  to 
bow  to  the  new  population  slogan  of  "Better  to 
have  more  graves  than  more  than  one  child." 
The  villagers  report  that  they  have  been  sub- 
jected to  being  hanged  upside  down  and  hav- 
ing their  tongues  burned  with  electric  wires. 

The  new  law  on  maternal  and  infant  health 
care  enacted  in  October  1994  is  m  actuality  a 
eugenic  law.  reminiscent  of  the  Nazi  eugenic 
policies  of  an  earlier  era.  This  law  prohibits 
marnage  between  people  if  one  of  them  has 
a  serious  hereditary  disease,  which  is  meai- 
cally  deemed  unsuitable  for  reproduction"  un- 
less the  couple  would  agree  to  take  long-last- 
ing contraceptive  measures  or  give  up  child 
beanng  by  undergoing  ligation."  The  law  fur- 
ther states  that  when  a  woman  is  determined 
to  be  carrying  a  child  that  may  carry  "senous 
hereditary  diseases  *  '  '  or  have  a  senous 
deformity."  the  pregnancy  should  be  termi- 
nated. 

Dr.  John  Aird,  former  Chief  of  the  China 
Branch  at  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau,  said  "Co- 
ercion in  the  Chinese  family  planning  program 
has  in  the  past  2  years  reached  its  second  ex- 
treme peak  approaching  or  perhaps  exceeding 
the  levels  of  1983." 

Couples  have  no  nght  to  determine  the 
number  and  spacing  of  their  children.  Those 
that  choose  to  violate  the  one-child-per-couple 
policy  may  be  hunted  down  like  animals. 
Women  are  forced  to  atx)rt  their  babies,  many 
are  stenlized.  Those  that  do  have  a  second  or 
third  child  are  usually  subjected  to  loss  of  jobs 
and  property,  harassment,  and  fines  that  far 
exceed  their  income. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  the  extensive 
pnson  labor  system  which  exists  in  China.  No 
other  system  like  it  exists  m  the  world  today. 
It  IS  the  most  extensive  forced-labor  system  in 
the  world,  and  this  system  has  destroyed  the 
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lives  of  millions  of  people,  and  it  continues  to 
do  so. 

When  I  was  in  China  last  year  I  met  with 
several  people  who  bear  the  permanent  scars 
of  years  m  Chinese  prison  labor  camps.  I 
heard  their  stories  of  beating  and  torture  and 
saw  for  myself  the  broken  bodies  which  these 
camps  create. 

New.  disturbing  evidence  that  prisoners  are 
being  executed  so  their  body  parts  can  be 
sold  for  transplants  is  now  coming  to  light. 
There  are  even  reports  that  some  pnsoners 
are  having  their  kidneys  removed  before  they 
are  dead.  Harry  Wu,  himself  a  sun/ivor  of  the 
prison  tabor  system  has  documented  this  tx)dy 
trafficking  practice  on  film.  How  much  more  do 
we  need  to  see  before  we  are  convinced  that 
the  Chinese  Government  has  no  concern  for 
human  life  whatsoever'' 

Concern  for  human  rights  in  China  has  been 
virtually  ignored  by  the  Clinton  administration 
since  last  year's  renewal  of  MFN.  Official  after 
official  has  traveled  to  China  and  human  rights 
has  not  been  on  their  agenda. 

Mr.  Clinton  has  an  opportunity  to  lessen  the 
damage  done  by  extending  MFf^J  at  the  cost  of 
human  rights  when  he  attends  the  G-7  meet- 
ing in  Nova  Scotia  on  June  15.  I  jOin  my  col- 
leagues in  urging  the  President  to  raise  the 
deterioration  of  human  nghts  in  China  at  this 
meeting. 

But  should  he  forget  the  dissidents,  the  pns- 
oners. the  tortured,  the  abused,  the  murdered, 
we  Members  of  Congress  will  not.  The  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations  and  Human 
Rights,  which  I  chair,  has  held  two  heanngs 
on  human  rights  abuses  m  China.  The  first  on 
the  Laogai  pnson  labor  system,  the  second  on 
the  coercive  population  control  policies.  These 
were  the  first  heanngs  of  their  kind  to  be  held 
by  a  congressional  committee.  Future  hear- 
ings will  focus  on  other  forms  of  human  rights 
abuse  m  China. 

The  Chinese  people  who  value  freedom,  de- 
mocracy, and  human  nghts  deserve  our  sup- 
port. 


THANKS,  AMERICAN  LEGION  POST 
NO.  251 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  .NEW  .JEKSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  May  25.  1995 

Mr  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  pleased  to  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  recognition  of  American  Legion  Post  No. 
251  of  Montclair,  NJ  Post  No.  251  has  been 
an  invaluable  resource  m  its  community.  For 
more  than  60  years,  it  has  provided  services 
ranging  from  youth  educational  opportunities 
to  sports  and  recreational  activities.  In  addition 
to  these  quite  laudatory  services,  Post  No. 
251  has  left  an  indelible  mark  with  regard  to 
the  essential  role  that  Black  Americans  have 
played  in  the  American  mi'itary. 

In  fact,  on  May  26.  1995  at  the  Friar  Tuck 
Inn  in  Cedar  Grove,  NJ.  Post  No.  251  will 
honor  the  Nation's  African-American  service 
people  with  Its  Salute  to  All  Black  Veterans. 
This  event  will  be  held  m  commemoration  of 
the  numerous  Black  men  and  women  who 
have  so  valiantly  served  this  country.  Among 
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those  to  be  honored  include  Crawford  Crews, 
for  whom  Post  No.  251  is  named  after.  Crews 
was  a  member  of  the  illustrious  all  Black  369th 
Infantry  Regiment  of  New  York.  This  unit 
fought  in  the  trenches  for  191  consecutive 
days  without  losing  a  foot  of  ground,  a  single 
prisoner,  or  the  battle  against  the  Germans. 
Additionally,  three  other  Montclair  residents 
Austin  Barnes,  Alonzo  Mills,  and  Benjamin 
Smith,  who  all  fought  in  World  War  I,  will  also 
be  honored. 

While  our  Nation  has  been  extremely  slow 
to  pay  the  respect  and  homage  to  the  Nation's 
Black  veterans  that  they  deserve.  Post  No. 
251  has  attempted  to  pick  up  the  slack.  For 
this,  we  must  pay  them  our  deepest  thanks. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  allowing  me 
this  opportunity  to  share  with  my  colleagues  of 
the  tremendously  beneficial  works  that  Amer- 
ican Legion  Post  No.  251  is  contnbuting  to  the 
Essex  County  community. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FATHER  GEORGE 
THOMAS  BROWNE 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OK  .MICHIC.^N 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.^TIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Father  George  Thomas  Browne. 
Father  Browne  is  the  pastor  at  St.  Angela  Par- 
ish in  Roseville.  Ml  and  on  June  4  he  will  cele- 
brate the  40th  anniversary  of  his  ordination  as 
a  priest. 

It  IS  my  sincere  pleasure  to  congratulate  Fa- 
ther Browne  on  what  I  am  sure  is  a  proud  an- 
niversary. The  devotion  he  has  displayed  to 
his  faith  and  the  community  over  these  past 
40  years  is  an  inspiration.  In  addition  to  the 
many  panshes  at  which  he  has  served  as  pas- 
tor, Father  Browne  has  also  been  a  chaplain 
for  Sinai  Hospital  in  Detroit,  the  Manne  City 
Fire  Department,  the  blue  Water  Fire  Fighters, 
and  the  Knights  of  Columbus. 

Many  people  depend  on  the  emotional,  edu- 
cational, and  spintual  support  provided  by  their 
pastor  or  chaplain.  Too  often,  many  human 
needs  are  left  unsatisfied  in  the  secular  world 
and  I  know  that  he  has  conscientiously  at- 
tempted to  see  those  need  met.  Whether  say- 
ing a  Sunday  morning  Mass  or  serving  as  a 
Archdiocesan  school  board  member,  which  he 
did  in  the  late  60's,  Father  Browne  has  dedi- 
cated his  life  to  the  Lord's  work. 

I  am  always  impressed  by  the  many  people 
committed  to  improving  our  communities.  And, 
I  am  always  pleased  when  constituents  ask 
me  to  recognize  the  contributions  of  such  an 
individual.  Earlier  this  month,  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  meet  with  about  90  students  from  St. 
Angela  School.  On  June  2,  many  of  these 
same  students  along  with  their  teachers  and 
families  will  be  holding  a  special  mass  and  lit- 
urgy for  Father  Browne.  I  was  pleased  to  meet 
the  students  and  their  chaperones  and  am 
grateful  that  I  was  asked  by  them  to  officially 
recognize  Father  Browne  on  his  anniversary.  It 
is  always  a  privilege  to  pay  tnbute  to  someone 
who  IS  so  well  respected  by  members  of  the 
community. 

As  a  former  seminanan,  I  feel  a  certain  af- 
finity with  Father  Browne.  Although  our  paths 
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have  differed,  I  am  pleased  that  Father 
Browne  and  I  are  able  to  share  a  constitu- 
ency. I  commend  him  for  his  work  and  faith 
and  wish  him  continued  success  in  his  role  as 
a  religious  leader. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  please  join  me  in  of- 
fering heartfelt  congratulations  to  Father 
George  Browne  on  this  momentous  milestone. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

IN  HONOR  OF  SISTER  M.  HELEN 
RITA  FOR  HER  65  YEARS  AS  SIS- 
TER OF  ST.  JOSEPH 


12TH  ANNUAL  OBSERVANCE  OF 
NATIONAL  MISSING  CHILDREN'S 
DAY 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CVLIFORNI.X 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25, 1995 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
mark  the  12th  annual  observance  of  National 
Missing  Children's  Day  and  to  recognize  Child 
Quest  International,  Inc..  a  San  Jose  based 
nonprofit  organization,  for  all  of  their  tireless 
efforts  on  tsehalf  of  missing  children.  As  of  this 
year.  Child  Quest  International  has  assisted  in 
the  recovery  of  1,016  missing  children. 

More  than  1,000,000  children  are  reported 
missing  in  the  United  States  each  year  and 
between  20,000  and  50,000  of  those  remain 
missing  for  more  than  1  year.  Child  Quest 
International  was  founded  in  1990  and  formed 
to  protect  and  recover  missing,  abused,  and 
exploited  children.  Child  Quest  International 
works  to  successfully  reunite  missing  children 
with  their  families  and  to  provide  support  and 
referral  services  to  children  who  have  been 
abused  and  exploited. 

Child  Quest  International  assists  families  24 
hours  a  day,  365  days  a  year  through  a  na- 
tionwide toll-free  number.  Its  caseworkers  all 
have  criminal  justice  backgrounds  with  the  ex- 
pertise to  investigate  cases  and  provide  tech- 
nical assistance  and  counseling  to  families. 
They  have  a  worldwide  photo  disthbution  net- 
work over  which  they  can  distribute  posters 
and  flyers.  They  are  able  to  do  mass  and  di- 
rect mailings  and  utilize  mass  media  such  as 
television,  radio,  newspapers,  billboards,  and 
bus  signs.  Child  Quest  International  differs 
from  other  nonprofit  organizations,  in  that  it 
also  utilizes  new  technologies  such  as  com- 
puter information  networks  and  computer 
digitized  photographs. 

Child  Quest  International  also  provides  sup- 
port and  referral  services  for  families  world- 
wide in  the  following  areas:  abused  and  ex- 
ploited children,  Grandparents'  rights,  and 
missing  adults.  They  provide  mediation  serv- 
ices for  parents  and  children  and  referrals  for 
counseling  and  therapy.  Child  Quest  Inter- 
national is  also  very  active  in  education  and 
prevention  through  TV  and  radio  programs, 
public  service  announcements,  presentations 
at  schools,  service  clubs,  and  community 
events,  and  such  services  as  the  S.T.O.P.  kid- 
napping program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  commend  Child 
Quest  International  for  its  dedication  to  the 
protection  and  recovery  of  missing,  abused, 
and  exploited  children  on  this  12th  annual  ob- 
servance of  National  Missing  Children's  Day. 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  honor  Sister  M.  Helen  Rita,  S.S.J.,  for  her 
65  years  of  dedication  to  God  and  the  commu- 
nity. A  12  noon  mass  will  be  held  in  her  honor 
at  St.  Andrew's  Church  on  June  4,  1995,  with 
a  reception  to  follow  afterward. 

Sister  M.  Helen  Rita,  a  native  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, entered  the  Sisters  of  St.  Joseph  at 
Chestnut  Hill  on  Sept.  10.  1930.  She  has  been 
a  teacher  at  the  Archdiocese  of  Philadelphia. 
PA,  and  Newark.  She  was  also  a  teacher  at 
the  Diocese  of  Charlotte  in  North  Carolina. 

Sister  Rita  has  been  a  teacher  at  the  St. 
Andrew  School  for  29  years.  She  is  a  wonder- 
ful person  who  has  shared  her  knowledge  and 
love  with  those  around  her.  Her  dedication  to 
the  children  is  second  to  none.  She  has 
shown  the  children  love,  compassion,  and  un- 
derstanding. 

Sister  Rita  is  a  loving  and  canng  person  and 
I  am  proud  to  have  her  as  one  of  my  constitu- 
ents. She  has  worked  hard  to  mold  and  shape 
the  young  minds  of  our  children.  Her  tireless 
efforts  and  support  is  very  much  appreciated. 

Please  join  me  m  hononng  such  a  great 
person.  Sister  M.  Helen  Rita  has  been  an  in- 
spiration to  us  all.  Her  dedication  and  love  will 
never  be  forgotten.  May  God  bless  her  and 
may  her  wisdom  and  love  be  an  inspiration  to 
us  all. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  B.  LEWIS 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  ,yICHIG.^.^• 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  recognize  an  out- 
standing teacher,  coach,  and  principal  as  he 
retires  from  the  Morley  Stanwood  school  sys- 
tem. On  June  5,  1995,  Robert  B.  Lewis  will  re- 
tire from  30  years  of  service  in  Michigan  junior 
and  senior  high  schools. 

Bob  taught  classes  in  industrial  arts 
throughout  his  teaching  career,  and  students 
in  his  classes  found  they  were  learning  from  a 
truly  gifted  instructor.  Their  work  was  de- 
scribed by  other  industrial  arts  instructors  as 
unbelievable.  Under  his  tutelage,  students 
earned  award  after  award  at  txjth  local  and 
State  level  competitions  constructing  canoes, 
model  ships,  carvings,  and  furniture. 

But  Bob's  commitment  to  Michigan's  youth 
did  not  end  with  the  end  of  the  schoolday. 
After  the  last  class  bell  rang,  he  spent  his  time 
as  a  coach  of  twth  football  and  basketball 
teams.  Throughout  his  career  he  coached 
team  after  team  to  victory.  In  Ellsworth,  Ml.  his 
basketball  team  finished  their  1966  season 
with  16  wins,  3  losses,  and  a  league  cham- 
pionship. 

But  Bob's  capabilities  reached  far  beyond 
teaching  and  coaching,  to  administration.  In 
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1992,  Bob  became  the  pnncipal  of  Pickford 
Junior-Senior  High  School,  in  Michigan's 
Upper  Peninsula,  and  here  he  once  again 
demonstrated  his  enormous  capacity  for  lead- 
ership. During  his  tenure  on  the  other  side  of 
the  desk.  Bob  earned  a  reputation  as  an  ex- 
ceptionally fair  and  clear-minded  administrator. 
Teachers  and  students  alike  appreciated  and 
admired  his  firm  but  fair  approach  to  discipline 
as  well  as  his  unfailingly  canng  and  generous 
nature  toward  his  students  and  colleagues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Rot)ert  Lewis's  love  for  and 
dedication  to  Michigan's  youth  is  dear.  He  has 
consistently  gone  beyond  what  was  expected 
or  required  to  achieve  excellence  not  only  in 
teaching,  but  also  m  coaching  and  m  adminis- 
tration. His  reputation  as  a  kind,  honest,  and 
hard-working  public  servant  will  reverberate 
through  the  halls  of  Michigan  schools  for  many 
years  to  come.  I  know  you  will  )Oin  me  in  rec- 
ognizing his  achievements  and  wishing  him  a 
satisfying  retirement. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARLENE  HOWARD. 
BIG  SISTER 


HON.  FTiANK  PALLONE,  JR. 

uK  .NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  few  days, 
we  will  be  honoring  Marlene  Howard  on  the 
occasion  of  her  retirement  from  Big  Brothers/ 
Big  Sisters  of  Monmouth  County. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  met  Marlene  during  her  days 
m  Washington  as  the  right  hand  to  her  hus- 
band. Jim  Howard,  former  chairman  of  the 
House  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Com- 
mittee She  IS  affectionately  and  respectfully 
remembered  by  many  in  Washington.  DC.  as 
a  driving  force  behind  many  initiatives  that  re- 
sulted in  saving  thousands  of  lives  and  irn- 
proving  tne  condition  of  millions  ol  uilie'  lives. 

Day  after  day,  week  after  week.  Marlene 
provided  the  gentle  but  persistent  encourage- 
ment that  helped  Jim  Howard  gain  enactment 
of  anti-drunk-driving  legislation,  reduction  in 
the  speed  limit,  and  other  important  highway 
safety  measures.  As  a  leader  m  the  Congres- 
sional Wives  Club.  Mariene  made  sure  the 
other  congressional  wives  lobbied  their  hus- 
bands to  vote  for  these  life-saving  bills. 

She  fought  for  other  important  causes,  in- 
cluding increased  funding  for  mental  health 
programs,  human  nghts,  and  quality  television 
programming  for  children.  Without  Marlene's 
initial  and  ongoing  support,  we  would  not  have 
a  flourishing  congressional  award  for  young 
people  in  New  Jersey  and  elsewhere  around 
the  country. 

Marlene's  involvement  in  helping  at-risk 
teenagers  and  children  extends  back  to  her 
days  in  Washington  when  she  was  on  the  ad- 
visory txjard  of  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area  Big  Sisters.  She  received  the  Special 
Recognition  Award  in  1982  for  her  outstanding 
service  as  a  caseworker  and  as  the  most  ac- 
tive volunteer  on  the  advisory  board  in  No- 
vember a  year  eariier.  she  was  honored  as 
Woman  of  the  Year  by  the  Monmouth  County, 
NJ.  Big  Sisters/Big  Brothers  where  she  has 
worked  for  15  years. 
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Marlene  has  often  quoted  the  phrase,  "One 
person  can  make  a  difference."  and  she  cer- 
tainly has  proven  that  m  her  own  career  of 
public  and  volunteer  service.  There  is  probably 
no  more  difficult  undertaking  than  trying  to 
help  young  people  who  come  from  troubled 
backgrounds.  It  takes  great  patience,  deter- 
mination, and  love  to  set  many  such  children 
on  their  lourney  to  productive,  happy  lives. 
Marlene  certainly  devoted  herself  to  those  es- 
pecially heart-wrenching  and  complex  cases 
and  she  has  made  a  great  difference  in  the 
lives  of  many,  many  young  people. 

It  would  be  easy  to  expound  further,  but  I 
think  Martene's  career  can  be  summed  up  by 
paraphrasing  a  slogan  that  was  also  used  m 
a  certain  congressional  campaign  15  years 
ago:  "She  cares  about  people:  it's  that  sim- 
ple." Its  from  that  canng  that  so  much  good 
has  sprung. 


TEAM  FROM  DEAL  JUNIOR  HIGH 
SCHOOL  BEATS  TONY  PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS  IN  MATHEMATICS 

HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OP  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLL'MBI.A 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 
Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  that's  a  Wash- 
ington Post  headline  about  one  of  DCs  much 
decorated  junior  high  schools.  Deal's  seventh 
and  eighth  grades  beat  such  schools  as 
Sidwell  Fnends  and  the  National  Cathedral 
School  in  the  1995  MathCounts  Contest.  We 
love  our  pnvate  schools,  but  with  public 
schools,  DC.  has  something  to  prove:  That 
our  public  schools  are  bnmming  with  smart 
youngsters  and  dedicated  teachers  and  prin- 
cipals. A  student  from  Jefferson  Junior  High. 
another  public  school,  had  one  of  the  lour 
highest  scores  m  the  city  m  the  MathCounts 
contest. 

Deal  took  the  citywide  mathematics  cham- 
pionship the  same  way  athletes  win — through 
intensive  training,  advanced  levels  of  competi- 
tion, and  diligent  preparation.  This  D.C.  public 
school  also  excels  m  many  other  areas.  This 
spnng  Deal  won  both  the  citywide  Spelling 
Bee  and  the  Geography  Bee. 

Today,  I  |Oin  my  colleagues  m  congratulat- 
ing the  Deal  students,  pnncipal,  teachers,  and 
parents  for  their  accomplishments,  persever- 
ance, and  commitment,  even  beyond  the 
classroom  and  the  required  study. 


NO  RESPECT  FOR  HUMAN  RIGHTS 

IN  INDIA 


HON.  DAN  BURTON 

OF  IND!.\N.-\ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse 
today  to  speak  about  the  human  nghts  situa- 
tion in  India.  As  we  have  reached  the  half-way 
point  in  our  debate  on  the  foreign  aid  author- 
ization bill,  this  IS  a  very  appropriate  time  to 
raise  this  issue. 

Tuesday  night,  the  House  approved  my 
amendment  to  deny  development  aid  to  any 
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nation  that  votes  against  the  United  States 
more  than  75  percent  of  the  time  at  the  United 
Nations.  One  of  the  countries  that  votes 
against  us  at  the  U.N.  80  to  90  percent  of  the 
time  every  year  is  India.  It  is  no  coincidence 
that  India  is  also  one  of  the  world's  worst 
human  rights  abusers.  For  years,  I  have  criti- 
cized the  atrocities  committed  by  Indian  secu- 
rity forces  against  Sikhs  in  Punjab,  Muslims  in 
Kashmir,  and  Christians  in  Nagaland.  My 
strong  feelings  about  this  issue  is  one  of  the 
mam  reasons  I  offered  my  amendment.  Any 
country  that  consistently  votes  against  us  at 
the  U.N.  and  systematically  violates  the 
human  rights  of  innocent  civilians  should  not 
be  receiving  foreign  aid  from  us. 

Indian  security  forces  m  Punjab  and  Kash- 
mir routinely  torture  political  prisoners,  gang 
rape  women,  and  abduct  innocent  people  to 
demand  ransoms  from  their  families.  In  Kash- 
mir, the  army  just  this  month  burned  to  the 
ground  a  centuries  old  mosque  during  a  Mus- 
lim holiday.  They  routinely  burn  down  entire 
neighborhoods  and  villages.  In  Punjab,  torture 
and  murder  victims  are  thrown  into  canals, 
usually  with  their  hands  and  feet  still  tied.  Doz- 
ens of  bodies  are  found  every  time  a  canal  is 
drained  for  repairs. 

Mr  Speaker,  we  must  demand  that  India  re- 
spect the  human  rights  of  all  people,  and  grant 
them  freedom,  democracy,  and  basic  human 
nghts.  Until  India  stops  the  abuses  and  begins 
to  vote  with  us,  even  occasionally,  at  the  Unit- 
ed Nations,  we  should  not  be  giving  that  coun- 
try our  foreign  aid. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  summary  of  human 
nghts  abuses  in  India  prepared  by  my  office, 
and  a  summary  prepared  by  Dr.  Gurmit  Singh 
Aulakh  of  the  Council  of  Khalistan,  who  has 
worked  tirelessly  on  behalf  of  the  Sikh  people. 

Don't  Support  Indian  Tyranny  With 
AMERICAN  Tax  Dollars 
Here  are  some  relevant  facts  about  India 
and  Indian-occupipd  KhalistJiri' 

India  votes  against  the  United  States  at 
the  United  Nations  84  percent  of  the  time, 
more  than  any  other  U.S.  aid  recipient. 

India  is  helping  Iran  build  up  its  military 
arsenal. 

HUMAN  RIGHTS  VIOLATIONS 

Indian  newspapers  recently  reported  that 
i'),000  Sikhs  were  either  cremated  as  "un- 
claimed bodies"  or  thrown  in  canals  and  riv- 
ers. 

The  White  Paper  on  State  Terrorism  in 
Punjab  cites  S.S.  Ray,  Indian  Ambassador  to 
the  U.S.,  as  the  "butcher  of  Bengal"  and  the 
"butcher  of  Punjab." 

Over  41.000  cash  bounties  were  paid  to  po- 
lice officers  for  killing  Sikhs,  according  to 
the  US  State  Dept. 

Over  120.000  Sikhs  killed  since  1984. 

Over  150.000  Christians  killed  since  1947. 
Over  43.000  Kashmiri  Muslims  killed  since 
1988. 

Tens  of  thousands  more  languish  in  Indian 
prisons  without  charge  or  trial. 

Amnesty  International  reports  hundreds  of 
Sikhs  have  disappeared. 

Asia  Watch  reports  "virtually  everyone  de- 
tained in  Punjab  is  tortured." 

Police  operate  over  200  torture  centers  (po- 
lice stations)  in  Punjab.  Khalistan. 

Police  routinely  pick  up  Sikh  youths  and 
demand  ransom  of  tens  of  thousands  of  ru- 
pees for  their  safe  release.  Otherwise,  the 
youths  are  tortured  and  killed. 
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Sikhs  who  die  of  torture  are  li.sted  as  being 
killed  in  an  "encounter"  with  the  police. 

Despite  the  recent  repeal  of  TADA.  the 
other  "Black  Laws",  giving  the  regime 
sweeping  powers  to  detain  anyone  for  any 
reason  and  kill  Sikhs  without  fear  of  perse- 
cution, remain  on  the  books. 

India  has  not  allowed  Amnesty  Inter- 
national to  conduct  an  independent  human- 
rights  investigation  in  Punjab.  Khalistan. 
since  1978. 

India  recently  attacked  an  ancient  mosque 
in  Kashmir  which  houses  the  mausoleum  of 
the  venerated  Sheik  Nooruddin  Wali.  In  De- 
cember 1992.  Hindus  destroyed  the  Bahri 
mosque  in  Ayodhya. 

In  June  1984.  India  attacked  the  Golden 
Temple  in  Amritsar.  the  holiest  shrine  of  the 
Sikh  Nation. 

The  Chicago  Tribune  reports  that  a  nun 
was  .stabbed  36  times  by  right-wing  Hindu 
fundamentalists.  By  these  actions.  India  dis- 
plays Its  religious  intolerance. 

The  Indian  newspaper  Hitavada  reported  in 
November  that  the  late  Governor  of  Punjab. 
Surendra  Nath.  was  paid  $1.5  billion  by  the 
Indian  regime  to  foment  terrorism  in  Pun- 
jab. Khalistan,  and  in  Kashmir. 

The  State  Department  says  that  the 
human-rights  situation  is  getting  worse. 

INDIA ',S  NUCLEAR  THREAT  TO  WORLD  PEACE 

India  has  recently  announced  successful 
tests  of  the  Akash  antiballistic  missile,  In- 
dia's equivalent  of  the  Patriot. 

India  has  deployed  Prithvi  missiles,  which 
have  a  range  of  250  kilometers,  on  the  Paki- 
stani border  and  has  successfully  tested 
other  missiles  like  Agni,  Thrishul,  etc. 

Last  year,  India  launched  the  Polar  Sat- 
ellite Launch  Vehicle,  which  can  be  made  to 
carry  nuclear  warheads. 

India  spends  over  20  percent  of  its  research 
and  development  budget  on  the  development 
of  nuclear  weapons.  Only  2  percent  goes  to 
education  and  health. 

KHALISTAN'S  RIGHT  TO  SELF-DETERMINATION 

No  Sikh  has  ever  signed  the  Indian  con- 
stitution. 

The  Sikh  leadership  declared  Khalistan 
independent  on  October  7,  1987. 

The  rr^Gvcment  to  i«^>rt»"»^"  v>*^no*.o»^  »,- 
peaceful,  democratic,  and  nonviolent. 

Former  Member  of  Parliament  Simranjit 
Singh  Mann  has  been  held  in  a  windowless 
cell  for  four  months  for  the  "crime"  of 
speaking  out  for  Khalistan, 

The  Supreme  Court  of  India  ruled  that  ask- 
ing for  Khalistan  is  not  a  crime. 

According  to  India  Abroad.  96  percent  of 
the  Sikhs  in  Punjab.  Khalistan  did  not  vote 
in  India's  February  1992  elections  there. 

India  has  500.000  troops  in  Punjab,  occupied 
Khalistan.  alone— more  than  Britain  had  in 
the  entire  subcontinent  during  its  rule. 

Khalistan.  Kashmir,  and  Nagaland  con- 
tinue to  be  denied  their  right  to  self-deter- 
mination. 

India  has  18  official  languages.  It  is  a  poly- 
glot like  the  former  Soviet  Union.  It  is  not 
one  country. 

Human  Rights  in  India  at  a  Glance: 
dlsreg.ard  for  religious  sites  and  figures 

May  1995— Indian  troops  in  Kashmir  burn 
to  the  ground  the  centuries-old  walnut  wood 
mosque  in  Charar-e-Sharies.  along  with  hun- 
dreds of  homes  around  it. 

December  1992— Hindu  mobs  destroy  the 
historic  Babri  Mosque  in  Ayodhya  as  Indian 
troops  stand  by  and  watch. 

December  1992— Gurdev  Singh  Kaonke.  one 
of  the  most  revered  leaders  of  the  Sikh  reli- 
gion. IS  arrested,  tortured  and  killed  in  po- 
lice custody. 


June  1984 — Indian  soldiers  launch  an  all 
out  attack  on  the  Golden  Temple  in  Amrit- 
sar. the  holiest  shrine  of  the  Sikh  religion.  38 
other  temples  throughout  Punjab  are  at- 
tacked, killing  thousands  of  Sikhs. 

WHAT  HUMAN  RIGHTS  GROUPS  SAV 

Asia  Watch:  "Virtuall.v  everyone  detained 
in  Punjab  is  tortured." 

Amnesty  International:  "Torture  (In  Pun- 
jab and  Kashmir)  and  illtreatment  is  wide- 
spread and  in  some  cases  systematic,  result- 
ing in  scores  of  deaths  in  police  custody." 

State  Department  Human  Rights  Report 
(1994):  Over  41,000  cash  bounties  were  paid  to 
police  in  Punjab  for  extrajudicial  killings  of 
Sikhs  between  1991  and  1993. 

GRAPHIC  EXAMPLES  OF  TORTURE  AND  MURDER. 
PUNJAB  AND  KASHMIR 

Extrajudicial  murders  of  Sikh  youth  are  a 
common  occurrence.  Between  1986  and  1994. 
6.017  unidentified  Sikh  victims  of  Indian  po- 
lice were  cremated  in  the  District  of  Amrit- 
sar alone.  There  are  13  districts  in  Punjab.  It 
has  been  estimated  that  security  forces  have 
had  over  25.000  unidentified  Sikhs  cremated 
or  (lumped  in  rivers  during  this  period. 

In  .January  1995,  the  water  level  of  the 
Sirhind  Canal  was  lowered  for  repair  work. 
One  dozen  bodies  of  young  Sikh  torture  vic- 
tims were  found  at  the  bottom  of  just  one 
shore  section  of  the  canal  with  the  hands  and 
feet  bound.  There  are  hundreds  of  miles  of 
the  canals  through  the  province. 

In  -January  1993,  Indian  paramilitary  forces 
in  Kashmir  burnt  to  death  at  least  65  Kash- 
miri civilians  in  the  town  of  Sopore.  Soldiers 
deliberately  set  fire  to  five  separate  areas  of 
the  town.  They  also  dragged  shopkeepers  out 
of  their  shops  and  shot  them  in  the  streets. 
The  torching  of  entire  Kashmiri  villages  by 
Indian  forces  is  a  common  tactic. 

In  1994.  Sikh  activist  Kanwar  Singh  Dhami 
was  imprisoned  along  with  his  pregnant  wife 
and  son.  He  and  his  wife  were  tortured  in 
front  of  each  other.  When  the  police  were  un- 
able to  extract  an  untrue  confession  from 
Mr.  Dhami.  they  hung  his  wife  up  by  her 
heels  (she  was  six  months  pregnant)  forcing 
her  to  have  a  miscarriage. 

In  Amritsar  district  in  1993.  Indian  police 
brought  a  Sikh  youth  they  had  tortured  and 
thought  was  dead  to  the  hospital  for  an  au- 
topsy. After  the  police  left,  the  doctors  dis- 
covered that  the  young  man  was  miracu- 
lously still  alive  and  revived  him.  The  police 
returned  several  hours  later  after  hearing 
that  the  man  was  alive.  They  took  him  out 
of  the  hospital,  killed  him  again,  and 
brought  him  back  to  the  same  hospital  for 
his  autopsy. 


KILDEE  HONORS  DR.  NATHEL 
BURTLEY 


HON.  DALE  L  KILDEE 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
urge  my  colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  join  me  in  paying  tribute  to  a 
great  educator  and  a  great  man,  Dr.  Nathel 
Burtley  upon  his  retirement  from  his  outstand- 
ing service  as  Superintendent  of  the  Flint 
Community  Schools. 

Since  1988,  Dr.  Burtley  has  led  the  Flint 
Community  Schools  as  superintendent.  Prior 
to  accepting  the  supenntendency.  Dr.  Burtley 
served  as  deputy  superintendent  in  Flint  from 
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1981  through  1988.  Before  coming  to  Flint,  Dr. 
Burtley  served  the  Ypsilanti  Public  Schools  for 
5  years  in  both  the  capacities  of  assistant  su- 
perintendent for  curriculum  and  instruction, 
and  as  interim  superintendent.  Dr.  Burlley  pre- 
ceded his  time  in  Ypsilanti  in  the  Grand  Rap- 
ids Public  Schools  where  he  was  an  elemen- 
tary school  principal  for  4  years,  briefly  served 
as  assistant  high  school  principal,  and  as  a 
speech  pathologist.  Dr.  Burtley  has  served 
over  31  years  in  the  field  of  public  education. 

A  native  of  Cairo,  IL,  Dr.  Burtley  earned  a 
bachelor's  degree  in  1962  and  a  master's  de- 
gree in  1964  from  Southern  Illinois  University. 
Dr.  Burlley  then  went  on  to  his  beloved  Michi- 
gan state  University  where  he  earned  a  doc- 
torate in  educational  administration. 

Dr.  Burtley  is  truly  one  of  those  individuals 
who  has  made  a  difference.  Upon  taking  over 
the  reins  of  leadership  of  the  Flint  Community 
Schools,  he  proceeded  to  work  with  the  com- 
munity and  all  employees  of  the  district  to  re- 
view and  completely  remake  the  direction  of 
the  school  system.  This  was  a  system  that 
has  been  a  world  leader  in  the  arena  ol  com- 
munity education;  but  was  also  a  district,  like 
many  others,  that  needed  to  expenence 
changes  in  the  way  it  had  done  things  in  the 
past  in  order  to  insure  the  students  who  grad- 
uated were  prepared  lor  the  world  they  were 
about  to  enter.  Throughout  the  time  that 
change  was  occurnng  in  the  system.  Dr. 
Burtley  continuously  asked  the  question  "Is  it 
in  the  best  interest  ol  kids''" 

Dr.  Burtley  will  truly  be  missed  by  all 
throughout  the  Flint  Community  School  sys- 
tem. I  know  his  heart  will  remain  with  the 
school  district  and  the  future  ol  each  ol  its  stu- 
dents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  indeed  an  honor  and 
pleasure  lor  me  to  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to 
a  great  Amencan  educational  leader.  I  know 
all  throughout  the  State  of  Michigan  and  the 
city  of  Flint  who  know  Dr.  Burtley.  and  the  en- 
tire U.S.  House  ol  Representatives,  will  jom 
me  today  in  hononng  a  great  educator,  Nathel 
Burtley. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  LEGISLATION 
TO  OVERRRULE  THE  U.S.  SU- 
PREME COURT'S  ADAMS  FRUIT 
DECISION 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25.  1995 

Mr  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  I  am 
introducing  legislation  along  with  several  of  my 
colleagues,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Ballenger.  Mr.  An- 
drews, Mr.  Fawell,  Mr.  Stenholm,  Mr. 
HOEKSTRA,  Mrs.  ThuRMAN,  Mr.  Funderburk, 
and  Mr.  DcX)ley,  which  would  overrule  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court's  1990  decision  in  Adams 
Fruit  Co.,  Inc.  versus  Barrett.  In  this  decision, 
the  Court  held  that  injured  farmworkers  may 
bring  a  pnvate  cause  of  action  under  the  Mi- 
grant and  Seasonal  Agricultural  Worker  Pro- 
tection Act  [MSPA].  even  though  the  workers 
had  already  received  workers'  compensation 
benefits  lor  those  same  injuries. 

The  implications  ol  the  Adams  Fruit  decision 
are  quite  troubling  as  the  decision  undermines 
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the  general  principle  ol  the  exclusivity  of  work- 
ers' compensation,  both  in  the  MSPA  context 
and  beyond.  The  workers'  compensation  sys- 
tem was  designed  as  a  quid  pro  quo  system 
in  which  employees  forego  the  right  to  a  tort 
remedy  m  exchange  lor  readily  accessible  re- 
lief without  questions  ol  liability  or  contnbutory 
negligence.  The  Adams  Fruit  decision  under- 
cuts the  bargain  that  both  employers  and  em- 
ployees made  in  participating  m  the  workers' 
compensation  system  By  allowing  a  private 
cause  ol  action  under  MSPA.  the  decision 
opens  employers  up  to  costly  litigation  and 
open-ended  liability  tor  workplace  mjunes  they 
thought  they  were  ensuring  themselves 
against  through  their  payments  into  the  work- 
ers' compensation  system. 

Farmworkers  will  also  suffer  under  the 
Adams  Fruit  decision  as  it  removes  any  incen- 
tive lor  agricultural  employers  to  provide  work- 
ers' compensation  coverage  lor  them.  In  many 
States,  coverage  ol  farmworkers  remains  op- 
tional and  the  decision  provides  employers  lit- 
tle reason  to  exercise  that  option.  The  uncer- 
tainty ol  a  private  cause  ol  action  is  not  a  sub- 
stitute lor  the  accessibility  and  sure  relief  ol 
workers'  compensation. 

When  MSPA  was  passed  in  1982,  it  re- 
ceived bipartisan  support  from  agricultural  em- 
ployers, organized  labor,  and  farmworker  rep- 
resentatives. That  coalition  would  hardly  have 
held  together  had  it  been  intended  that  MSPA 
would  provide  a  private  cause  ol  action  lor 
workplace  injuries  that  would  supplement  any 
recovery  under  the  workers'  compensation 
system 

The  legislation  which  i  am  introducing  today 
would  effectively  overturn  the  Adams  Fruit  de- 
cision and  provide  that  a  larmwon^er  could  not 
bring  a  private  cause  ol  action  under  MSPA 
for  actual  damages  lor  a  workplace  injury,  but 
would  be  limited  to  the  remedies  available 
under  the  State  workers'  compensation 
scheme.  A  larmworker  would  still  be  entitled  to 
bring  an  action  lor  statutory  damages  or  an  in- 
junction based  on  a  MSPA  violation 

By  reversing  the  Adams  Fruit  decision  and 
recognizing  the  importance  ol  the  exclusivity 
ol  workers'  compensation,  this  legislation  re- 
turns to  the  onginal  congressional  intent  in  en- 
acting the  MSPA  remedial  scheme.  This  legis- 
lation IS  good  lor  larmworkers  and  lor  agricul- 
tural employers  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it. 


MEMORIAL  DAY 


HON.  JAY  DICKEY 

OF  ARKANS.^S 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  DICKEY.  Mr  Speaker,  from  the  steps  of 
the  Capitol  Building  and  across  the  Potomac 
we  see  the  thousands  ol  men  and  women 
who  lay  at  rest,  silenced  by  guns  ol  war 

We,  the  beneliciaries  ol  their  sacrifices,  can- 
not adequately  praise  these  fallen  veterans  by 
merely  uttering  words.  It  lakes  a  commitment 
by  Members  ol  Congress  Irom  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  lollow  through  with  promises  to 
those  who  have  sen/ed  and  who  currently 
serve  our  country. 

This  Memonal  Day  weekend,  we  should  rec- 
ognize   a    disturbing    change    in    our    Nation. 
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There  is  a  sense  of  resentment  among  our 
veterans  today.  They  feel  as  though  they  are 
not  held  m  the  same  light  they  once  were. 
Benefits  guaranteed  to  them  are  now  targets 
for  elimination. 

The  military  traditions  that  kept  ours  the 
most  resilient  fighting  force  in  the  world  seem 
to  be  forgotten  by  many  of  their  civilian  lead- 
ers. And  many  of  those  same  leaders  view  the 
military  as  a  place  for  social  expenment. 

If  we  allow  this  to  escalate,  we  will  not 
maintain  our  espnt  de  corps  which  is  so  vital 
to  cohesiveness  in  combat:  nor  will  we  feel 
good  about  ourselves. 

Because  few  of  us  have  actually  experi- 
enced the  pressures  of  battle,  we  must  contin- 
ually look  to  the  military  professionals  for  guid- 
ance in  building  and  maintaining  our  defense 
capabilities. 

This  goes  well  beyond  promises  of  health 
care  or  other  monetary  benefits.  It  includes 
encouraging  veterans,  and  active  duty  sen/ice 
members  and  reservists  to  obtain  higher  edu- 
cation and  to  instill  a  sense  of  self-esteem 
which  will  enable  them  to  grow  and  prosper  in 
the  society  they  volunteered  to  defend 

As  a  veteran  m  my  distnct,  Warren  Watts, 
wntes  in  a  letter  to  me: 

We  call  upon  you.  the  leaders  we  elected 
for  justice  and  fairness  for  disabled  veterans 
and  their  families. 

We  must  listen  to  my  fnend.  Warren,  and 
other  veterans  across  our  country.  They  are 
turning  to  us  for  help. 

For  Memonal  Day,  let  us  not  forget  those 
who  fell  in  combat  to  preserve  our  freedoms. 
Moreover,  as  we  walk  among  their  graves, 
consider  how  we  can  show  our  respect  for  the 
survivors.  , 


TRIBUTE  TO  HUGH  HART 


HON.  .MARTIN  FKOST 

OF  TEXAS  I 

IN  THE  HOCSE  OF  REPRESEXT.\TIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  a  long  ca- 
reer of  public  service  with  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, Hugh  Hart  will  retire  as  House 
Journal  Clerk  in  June.  A  native  of  Texas, 
Hugh  came  to  work  for  the  House  when  John 
McCormack  was  Speaker  28  years  ago 

I  first  met  Hugh  when  he  was  administrative 
assistant  to  the  late  Dallas  mayor  and  Con- 
gressman, Earle  Cabell.  Earle  and  his  popular 
late  wife,  Deane,  were  very  warmly  welcomed 
by  the  Texas  delegation  in  Washington  when 
they  arrived  in  1965.  Earle  had  been  a  dy- 
namic and  energetic  Dallas  mayor  after  having 
a  successful  business  career.  He  brought  that 
enthusiasm  with  him.  Hugh  came  along  to 
work  for  him  later  that  year. 

Hugh  has  had  close  ties  to  Dallas  through 
the  years.  While  attending  Southern  Methodist 
University  and  its  law  school,  he  came  to 
know  Its  distinguished  late  President  Wiihs 
Tate.  Dr.  Tate  recommended  Hugh  to  Earle 
Cabell  for  a  summer  job.  After  completing  his 
U.S.  Army  Reserve  training  with  the  Army  In- 
telligence Branch,  he  started  to  work  for  Earle. 

The  late  Associate  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Tom  Clark,  was  fond  of  admimstenng 
oaths  of  office  to  young  Texans  who  passed 
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the  State  Bar  Examination  and  could  not  be 
present  for  tfie  Austin  swearing  in  ceremony. 
He  gave  the  oath  to  Hugh,  Later  in  retirement. 
Justice  Clark  moved  Hugh's  admission  in  per- 
son to  the  US   Supreme  Court 

When  Deane  and  Earle  returned  to  Dallas, 
Hugh  practiced  law  there  briefly  before  return- 
ing to  Washington.  He  loined  President  Gerald 
Ford's  Clemency  Board  as  a  staff  attorney. 
Later  he  was  on  the  stafi  of  the  Commission 
on  Information  and  Facilities  headed  by  former 
Texas  Congressman  Jack  Brooks. 

In  1978,  Speaker  Thomas  P.  "Tip"  O'Neill 
presided  over  the  House  and  Hugh  was  ap- 
pointed House  Journal  Clerk. 

In  addition  to  his  professional  duties,  Hugh 
has  been  very  active  in  community  service.  He 
has  worked  diligently  in  his  pansh,  St.  James 
Episcopal  Church  on  Capitol  Hill,  for  nearly  20 
years.  For  several  years,  he  has  been  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Washington  Episcopal  Diocesan 
Personnel  Committee.  A  trustee  of  the  Canter- 
bury Cathedral  Trust  in  America,  he  has  as- 
sisted in  its  programs  with  Canterbury  Cathe- 
dral m  England. 

A  cause  which  has  especially  interested 
Hugh  IS  the  Most  Venerable  Order  of  the  Hos- 
pital of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem.  This  is  an  orga- 
nization in  England  and  the  United  States 
which  supports  an  ophthalmic  hospital  in  Jeru- 
salem. The  hospital  serves  60,000  patients  a 
year  m  one  of  the  most  troubled  areas  of  the 
Middle  East.  Hugh  has  worked  to  expand  the 
Order's  outreach  and  membership  m  Dallas 
and  Texas,  as  well  as  the  Washington  area. 

Like  any  good  Texan,  he  has  also  put  his 
shoulder  to  the  wheel  for  the  Texas  State  So- 
ciety of  Washington  as  treasurer,  board  mem- 
ber, and  chair  of  various  committees.  No  one 
who  was  there  can  forget  the  early  society  pic- 
nics. 

As  Hugh  moves  on  to  the  next  stage  of  his 
life,  his  fnends  in  the  Texas  delegation  and 
the  House  of  Representatives  wish  him  well 
and  thank  him  for  a  job  well  done. 


ACDA  IS  NOT  A  COLD  WAR  RELIC 


HON.  ELIZABETH  RIRSE 

Of  ORKGO.N 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  to  express 
my  support  for  the  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency  as  we  consider  its  fate  during 
our  discussion  of  the  State  Department  au- 
thorization. Arms  control  and  nonproliferation 
are  not  new  or  old  They  have  always  been 
necessary  and  will  continue  to  be  for  the  fore- 
seeable future.  Merging  ACDA  into  the  State 
Department  is  neither  cost-effective  nor  wise. 

To  say  that  the  cold  war  is  over  and  there- 
fore, there  is  no  need  for  an  agency  that  de- 
votes Itself  exclusively  to  arms  control  and 
nonproliferation  denies  the  reality  that  arms 
control  IS  not  |ust  negotiating  the  agreement.  It 
IS  also  implementing  it.  verifying  it,  and  mon- 
itonng  compliance  with  it.  These  are  not  )ust 
hollow  words,  but  activities  that  require  consid- 
erable expertise  and  diligence. 

Only  by  having  an  independent  agency 
purely  devoted  to  arms  control  and  non- 
proliferation  can  we  get  the  best  agreements 
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and  the  best  management  of  the  process, 
thereby  enhancing  our  national  and  economic 
security.  ACDA  is  a  national  security  asset 
and  a  bargain,  working  to  make  the  world 
safer. 

ACDA  has  been  very  helpful  to  me  in  my 
work  on  issues  involving  nuclear  testing  and 
reducing  the  world's  arsenals  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons. Its  expertise  is  vital  as  we  seek  to  gam 
approval  of  START  II,  negotiate  a  Comprehen- 
sive Test  Ban  Treaty,  and  eliminate  chemical 
weapons. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker.  ACDA  leads  the  suc- 
cessful effort  to  secure  permanent  extension 
of  the  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Treaty  [NPT]. 
We  would  not  have  the  NPT  today  if  it  were 
not  for  ACDA.  The  security  and  protection 
against  nuclear  proliferation  provided  by  the 
NPT  benefits  all  Americans.  Let's  not  weaken 
ACDA  just  days  after  this  momentous  achieve- 
ment. Our  Nation's  security  can't  afford  it. 
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PREPARING  FOR  A  CHANGING 
WORLD 


HON.  ED  PASTOR 

OF  ARIZONA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.iiTIVES 

Thursday,  May  25,  1995 
Mr  PASTOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  13, 
1995,  the  College  of  Santa  Fe  held  its  gradua- 
tion ceremonies  in  Santa  Fe,  NM.  The  prin- 
cipal speaker  was  Congressman  Bill  Rich- 
ardson, who  spoke  to  the  graduates  on  pre- 
paring for  a  changing  world.  I  commend  to  you 
the  Congressman's  address  by  placing  it  m 
the  Record  as  follows: 

CO.NGRESSMA.N  BILL  RICHARDSON— SPEECH  BE- 
FORE THE  College  of  Santa  Fe— May  13. 
1995 

President  Fries.  Dr.  Lawrence,  distin- 
guished members  of  the  faculty,  family 
members,  and  especially  the  graduating 
class  of  1995:  I  am  very  pleased  to  be  here 
with  you  today  as  you  graduate.  Be  proud  of 
yourselves  and  cherish  this  day.  There  are 
few  accomplishments  in  life  that  will  bring 
you  more  fulfillment  and  prosperity  than 
education. 

Everyone  is  talking  about  welfare,  the 
budget.  Russia— but  I  want  to  talk  about 
education. 

Education  is  the  single  most  important 
factor  in  determining  the  success  of  an  indi- 
vidual life  or  a  community.  When  I  use  the 
word  success,  I  mean  more  than  economic 
gain:  the  ability  to  enjoy  family  and  friends; 
to  create  art,  and  music;  to  help  your  com- 
munity solve  pressing  problems— all  are 
made  possible  by  education,  and  all  are  char- 
acteristics that  benefit  the  communities  in 
which  we  live. 

People  say  that  everything  comes  down  to 
economics— but  I  believe  that  education  is 
really  the  key  to  what  we  are  and  where  we 
are  going. 

Our  world  is  changing  rapidly,  and  edu- 
cation must  change  with  it.  Learning  should 
be  continuous,  occupationally  relevant,  and 
It  should  function  transnationally. 

New  Mexico  doesn't  just  compete  with 
Texas  or  California— we  compete  in  new 
ways  with  eastern  rim  nations,  countries 
that  were  formerly  behind  the  Berlin  Wall, 
and  South  Africa. 

Today,  information  moves  at  an  incredible 
rate  of  speed    WTien   I  was  in  college,   the 


knowledge  gained  by  an  engineering  student 
remained  valid  for  20  years  after  graduation. 
Today,  it  is  estimated  that  the  facts  college 
freshmen  learn  are  obsolete  by  the  time  they 
graduate. 

Education  should  reflect  these  rapid 
changes. 

As  a  nation.  America  believes  that  good 
education  is  fundamental,  but  there  are 
some  uncomfortable  realities  that  we  must 
accept.  Students  in  the  United  States  are 
consistently  outperformed  in  science  and 
mathematics  by  students  from  Asia  and  Eu- 
rope. 

In  New  Mexico,  only  14%  of  8th  graders 
perform  at  a  proficient  or  advanced  level  in 
math — while  twice  as  many  students  perform 
at  these  levels  in  Taiwan.  Korea,  and  Swit- 
zerland. 

These  test  scores  are  significant  because 
the  employment  growth  rate  for  scientists 
and  engineers  is  112% — four  times  the  growth 
rate  for  managers.  Future  prosperity  for 
many  young  people  depends  on  their  abilities 
in  math  and  science. 

Why  do  our  students  test  poorly?  Well, 
there  are  fundamental  differences  in  edu- 
cation abroad  that  we  can  learn  from. 

First  of  all.  countries  overseas  are  more 
successful  in  assuring  that  the  majority  of 
children  begin  school  in  good  health  and  so. 
are  ready  to  learn. 

Children  should  have  complete  immuniza- 
tions, maintain  a  nutritious  diet,  and  receive 
adequate  medical  care  in  order  to  do  well  in 
elementary  school. 

Today,  only  half  of  American  children 
enter  school  with  complete  immunizations. 
only  half  of  low  income  children  have  seen  a 
dentist,  and  only  one-quarter  of  preschoolers 
maintain  a  nutritionally  sound  diet. 

We  must  see  that  our  children  are  ready  to 
learn  when  they  enter  school. 

Second,  students  in  other  democracies  re- 
ceive twice  as  much  instruction  in  core  aca- 
demic subjects,  such  as  language,  literature. 
math,  science,  and  art.  A  student  in  Ger- 
many devotes  35-hundred  hours  to  core  sub- 
jects in  4  years  of  high  .school,  while  a  stu- 
dent in  the  United  States  spends  only  14- 
hundred  hours  on  those  same  subjects.  We 
should  reaffirm  our  commitment  to  teaching 
core  subjects. 

In  most  systems  abroad,  students  learn 
one.  and  often  two  foreign  languages.  I  be- 
lieve that  every  American  child  should  be  re- 
quired to  study  and  speak  at  least  one  for- 
eign language.  We  are  one  of  the  most  di- 
verse countries  in  the  world,  yet  we  discour- 
age communicating  cross-culturally. 

This  is  not  logical,  but  more  importantly, 
it  is  not  productive.  Becoming  bilingual  is  an 
asset,  not  a  burden.  It  is  likely  that  today's 
students  will  be  required  to  converse  in  any 
number  of  foreign  languages  in  the  business 
world,  and  in  their  neighborhood. 

A  recent  survey  confirms  this — 40%  of  big 
business  executives  hire  people  who  speak 
Spanish,  and  here  in  the  Southwest  two- 
thirds  of  companies  surveyed  say  they  need 
Spanish-speaking  employees.  We  must  pre- 
pare students  for  these  opportunities.  For- 
eign languages  should  become  core  curricu- 
lum for  all  students. 

New  technology  and  computer  skills  must 
also  become  core  curriculum.  The  number  of 
online  information  users  in  the  United 
States  is  expected  to  <iouble  from  10  million 
in  1995  to  20  million  in  1997. 

Young  Americans  simply  will  not  succeed 
in  the  working  world  without  computer 
knowledge,  and  we  should  be  preparing  stu- 
dents for  that  every  day  in  .school. 

Teleconferencing  technology  can  be  used 
to  bring  students  information  that  their  in- 
structors are  unable  to  provide. 
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The  University  of  Texas  is  experimenting 
with  this  process  to  reach  the  children  of  mi- 
grant farm  workers.  Migrant  children  are 
able  to  travel  with  their  families,  but  receive 
diplomas  through  correspondence  and  tele- 
conferencing. 

The  medical  community  has  also  begun 
this  process  by  bringing  rural  doctors  new 
scientific  data  and  procedures  via  teleconfer- 
encing. It  has  improved  the  delivery  of 
health  care  in  many  regions  in  the  country 
including  New  Mexico.  Our  local  school  dis- 
tricts should  be  using  it  to  enhance  their  ex- 
isting curriculum. 

School  and  public  libraries  should  be  on 
the  internet.  Recent  legislation  provides 
user  fee  discounts  for  local  educational 
units;  let's  take  advantage  of  that.  Our  li- 
braries can  again  become  the  community 
learning  centers  they  once  were. 

The  technology  curriculum  should  include 
improved  vocational  program  for  students 
who  do  not  attend  college,  or  may  otherwise 
drop  out  of  school. 

Our  high-school  drop-out  rate  is  increas- 
ing, even  though  children  need  a  completed 
education  now  more  than  ever.  In  New  Mex- 
ico. 1  in  3  high  school  freshmen  who  start 
school  will  not  graduate. 

Many  may  find  crime  a  more  profitable 
path  to  take. 

As  our  continuing  debate  on  welfare  re- 
form indicates,  we  are  disheartened  by  this. 
Our  ability  to  move  people  from  welfare  to 
work  depends  in  large  measure  on  the  avail- 
ability of  programs  for  young  adults  while 
they  are  in  school. 

Germany  alternates  classroom  instruction 
and  apprentice  programs  with  great  success. 
Such  programs  were  quite  prevalent  in 
America  in  the  1940's  and  50's.  and  they  put 
people  to  work. 

We  should  modernize  the  idea  for  the  1990's 
to  include  emerging  opportunities  in  robot- 
ics, health  professions,  and  communication 
systems. 

Many  foreign  cultures  continue  their  work 
with  students  after  school.  For  instance,  the 
use  of  tutors  is  prevalent  in  Japan  where 
35.000  professionals  work  as  tutors  and  earn 
$2  .500  per  child,  per  vear. 

Americans  typically  use  tutors  only  when 
problems  arise  and  just  passing  a  course  is 
questionable.  This  is  revealing:  our  expecta- 
tions may  hover  at  mediocrity,  and  the  value 
we  place  on  hard  work  may  be  slipping. 

Here  in  New  Mexico,  local  schools  have 
begun  a  program  in  which  scientists  from 
Los  Alamos  will  teach  children  on  an  ongo- 
ing basis  about  their  research,  and  about 
working  in  a  science  field. 

These  are  programs  that  energize  the 
learning  process  and  create  successful  stu- 
dents. We  should  work  to  make  these  pro- 
grams prevalent  in  all  schools.  Foreign 
schools  and  some  schools  here  in  New  Mexico 
are  experimenting  with  extending  the  class 
period  to  longer  blocks  of  time.  Many  stu- 
dents need  extended  periods  to  grasp  com- 
plex subjects;  learning  and  creativity  may  be 
frustrated  by  an  arbitrary  end  to  discussion. 

Also,  many  schools  abroad  group  students 
according  to  ability,  needs,  and  experience 
rather  than  by  age.  American  college  and 
postgraduate  programs  operate  on  this  basis: 
perhaps  it  is  time  to  experiment  with  the 
concept  in  early  education. 

There  is  also  a  strong  outcry  today  that 
children  aren't  being  taught  a  system  of  val- 
ues in  school.  It  is  a  touchy  subject  because 
our  values  are  personal,  and  they  sometimes 
conflict. 

But  we  cannot  ignore  the  facts— teenage 
crime   and   drug   use   are   rising.    Educators 
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have  proposed  teaching  leadership  skills,  the 
importance  of  honesty,  and  mutual  respect 
in  the  classroom.  Surely  we  can  agree  that 
these  are  desirable  character  attributes. 
Let's  support  efforts  to  bring  them  into  the 
classroom. 

Studies  consistently  show  that  family  in- 
volvement in  a  child's  education  is  the  single 
most  important  factor  in  determining  the 
success  of  that  child's  performance  in  school. 
Schools  should  seek  family  involvement  in 
defining  and  teaching  a  clear  set  of  values. 

Our  educators  should  be  treated  as  valued 
professionals,  as  they  are  in  foreign  systems. 
The  impact  our  teachers  have  on  the  na- 
tion's young  people  cannot  be  overstated. 

For  many  families,  teachers  spend  more 
time  with  our  children  than  any  other  adult. 
At  the  college  level,  professors  are  guiding 
students  who  may  one  day  discover  the  cure 
for  cancer,  or  create  a  great  symphony. 

We  should  elevate  educators'  status  to  re- 
flect the  important  work  that  they  do.  They 
should  be  paid  as  professionals.  Two  coun- 
tries that  consistently  out-score  Americans 
on  tests.  Switzerland  and  Japan,  pay  their 
secondary  teachers  far  more  than  the  United 
States.  If  we  are  willing  to  pay  our  account- 
ants and  lawyers  well,  we  should  be  equally 
willing  to  pay  our  teachers. 

Teachers  and  their  schools  should  be  re- 
warded when  their  students'  performance  im- 
proves. Incentives  such  as  this  have  worked 
well  in  other  professions;  it's  time  to  try 
them  in  education. 

Post  secondary  and  graduate  education 
should  be  affordable  to  any  student  with  the 
ability  and  desire  to  attend. 

There  is  no  surer  route  to  creating  a  per- 
manent underclass  in  America  than  by  deny- 
ing college  education  to  vast  numbers  of 
middle  and  low  income  people. 

Access  to  education  has.  for  200  years,  been 
the  fundamental  reason  we  can  say  'you  can 
be  anything  you  want  to  be  in  America."  We 
are  recognized  around  the  world  for  this 
principle,  but  it  is  at  risk. 

Income  level  rises  in  direct  proportion  to 
the  amount  of  advanced  education  an  indi- 
vidual has.  High  school  graduates  earn  less 
than  one-third  of  the  salary  that  college 
graduates  do.  However,  college  tuition  costs 
continue  to  outpace  inflation,  and  low  cost 
financing  is  threatened. 

We  must  do  all  we  can  to  preseo'e  low-in- 
terest loans  for  students,  establish  addi- 
tional work-study  programs,  and  create  new 
grants  to  ensure  that  students  from  all 
walks  of  life  can  pursue  a  college  education. 

Businesses  should  consider  providing  asr 
sistance  to  promising  employees.  In  1991  30% 
of  all  U.S.  Workers  received  some  sort  of  em- 
ployment benefit  for  education.  However,  the 
number  of  minorities  who  received  these 
benefits  was  lower:  only  21%  of  African 
Americans  and  25%  of  Hispanics  reported  re- 
ceiving education  benefits. 

We  must  raise  these  numbers  for  all  em- 
ployees to  ensure  a  healthy,  competitive 
economy. 

College  schedules  should  become  more 
flexible.  Part-time  students  are  the  fastest 
growing  population  in  baccalaureate  pro- 
grams. They  comprise  approximately  40%  of 
current  college  enrollees.  We  should  accom- 
modate their  work  or  home  schedules  to  en- 
sure graduation. 

We  provide  less  education  financing  for 
part-time  students:  only  10  percent  of  part- 
time  students  receive  federal  grants,  while  30 
percent  of  full-time  students  receive  grant 
money:  only  6  percent  part-time  students  re- 
ceive federal  loans,  while  29  percent  of  full- 
time  students  receive  loans. 
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In  effect,  we  create  disincentives  for  worlc- 
ing  people  or  people  with  responsibilities  in 
the  home  to  attend  college. 

Technology  can  help  improve  prospects  for 
those  who  seek  college  degrees.  Our  cable 
television  and  communication  system  should 
be  used  to  its  greatest  capacity  to  allow 
working  people  to  attend  class  from  their 
homes,  at  low  cost.  Some  regions  are  experi- 
menting with  this  concept.  Let's  make  it  a 
universal  option. 

We  must  also  enlarge  our  continuing  edu- 
cation programs.  Continuing  education  can 
prepare  high  school  students  for  skilled 
work,  and  increases  the  ongoing  employ- 
ability  of  college  graduates. 

Good  education  ultimately  requires  com- 
munity involvement.  I'm  sure  many  of  you 
have  heard  the  African  proverb  'It  takes  an 
entire  village  to  raise  a  child."  I  believe  that 
is  true,  particularly  with  education. 

The  community  must  take  an  interest  in 
its  educational  system,  and  should  be  willing 
to  invest  in  programs  that  will  pay  dividends 
in  the  long  run.  Also,  a  good  educational  sys- 
tem would  instill  a  sense  of  community  re- 
sponsibility in  its  students.  Students  should 
be  encouraged  to  become  involved  in  improv- 
ing the  school  and  the  community. 

You  know  that  one  of  the  primary  means  I 
have  for  keeping  in  touch  with  New  Mexi- 
cans while  I  am  in  Washington  is  through 
your  letters.  I  receive  on  an  average  200  let- 
ters a  week.  One  recent  letter  stands  out  in 
my  mind.  It  was  from  a  young  father  in  New 
Mexico.  He  and  his  wife  worked  minimum 
wage  jobs.  They  had  no  health  care  insur- 
ance. 

They  like  so  many  other  young  families 
are  teetering  on  the  edge  of  America's  mid- 
dle class  and  poverty— yet  this  father's 
greatest  concern  for  the  future  was  not  the 
budget  deficit,  lack  of  health  care,  or  jobs. 
His  greatest  concern  was  his  4-year-old 
daughter.  Erica. 

How  can  we  ensure  that  Erica  and  all  other 
American  children  will  be  safe,  secure  and 
successful  in  this  changing  world? 

The  answer  is  we  must  build  an  education 
system  that  makes  sure  Erica  is  healthy  and 
alert;  has  the  basic  skills  to  compete  with 
youngsters  froiVi  all  ovei"  the  world  for  high 
technology  jobs;  and  most  importantly,  our 
education  system  must  give  Erica  access  to 
the  continuing  education  and  knowledge 
that  she  will  need  throughout  her  lifetime. 

Erica's  small  rural  school  in  New  Mexico 
and  schools  like  hers  all  over  our  country 
must  have  the  ability  to  keep  up  with  the 
changing  world. 

My  charge  to  you  today  as  you  begin  a  new 
life  is  this:  Please  don't  stop  educating  your- 
self. Make  it  a  lifelong  pursuit.  And  just  as 
important— please  care  for  your  commu- 
nity s  educational  system  so  that  children 
like  Erica  have  that  same  opportunity  in  the 
years  to  come. 
Thank  you  and  congratulations.    I 


TRIBUTE  TO  CLAUDIA  M.  KNIGHT 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  .MICHIG.^.N 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr    Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Claudia  Kmght.  Claudia  is  retir- 
ing after  nearly  35  years  of  personal  and  pro- 
fessional    devotion      to     public     education. 
Tommorrow  evening,   Friday,   May  26,    1995. 
the  Macomb  County  Section  of  the  National 
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Council  of  Negro  Women  is  honoring  Claudia 
during  their  Annual  Scholarship  Banquet. 

For  the  past  25  years.  Claudia  has  been 
teaching  in  my  home  community  of  Mount 
Clemens,  ML  During  her  tenure  with  the 
Mount  Clemens  school  district,  Claudia  has 
applied  her  talents  to  teaching  business  edu- 
cation courses  and  managing  the  business 
education  department.  In  addition  to  serving  in 
numerous  leadership  and  school  improvement 
capacities,  she  has  received  recognition  from 
the  Michigan  Business  Education  Association, 
the  Macomb  County  Board  of  Commissioners, 
and  the  Mount  Clemens  community  schools. 

Taking  an  active  role  m  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  but  few  fulfill. 
Claudia  Knight  has  devoted  herself  to  this  task 
through  both  her  civic  and  professional  en- 
deavors. Her  commitment  to  education  is  sec- 
ond to  none  and  yet  she  volunteers  much  of 
her  time  to  civic  and  social  organizations.  The 
Girl  Scouts  of  America,  the  Michigan  Council 
of  the  Arts,  the  Macomb  Child  Guidance  Clin- 
ic, and  many  other  groups  have  all  benefited 
from  Claudia's  passionate  commitment  to  ex- 
cellence. 

Claudia  also  serves  on  the  Scholarship 
Funding  Committee  of  the  National  Council  of 
Negro  Women  (NCNW).  Through  her  work 
with  the  NCNW,  students  who  may  not  have 
had  a  chance  to  receive  an  education  will  now 
have  that  opportunity.  I  applaud  Claudia  for 
her  efforts  and  hope  that  her  commitment  to 
education  will  be  passed  on  to  a  generation  of 
students  who  are  just  as  dedicated. 

I  have  known  Claudia  for  many  years  and  I 
am  sure  she  will  be  missed  by  both  her  col- 
leagues and  students.  She  nchly  desen/es  all 
the  best  m  retirement.  I  ask  that  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  offenng  heartfelt  congratu- 
lations and  a  sincere  thank  you  for  a  job  well 
done. 


THANKS.  CELEBRITY  READERS 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAY^E 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  honored  to  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  congratulating  an  important  program  in  the 
10th  Congressional  Distnct  of  New  Jersey,  the 
Celebrity  Read  Program.  The  program  asks 
adults,  both  famous  and  not  so  famous,  to 
come  into  the  school  system  and  read  a  pas- 
sage to  students  about  an  important  histoncal 
event  involving  people  of  color.  The  program 
then  asks  the  participants  to  share  a  few  of 
their  life  expenences  with  the  class. 

The  program  this  year  had  400  adult  partici- 
pants read  to  over  10,000  youth.  In  the  past, 
readers  have  ranged  from  former  New  York 
Giant  football  players  Harry  Carson,  Joe  Mor- 
ns, and  George  Martin  to  Supenor  Court 
judges  to  jazz  singer  and  Broadway  star, 
Carne  Smith.  However,  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant components  of  this  program  is  that  the 
definition  of  celebrity  is  not  limited  to  the  nar- 
row, superficial  denotation  that  most  might 
think;  on  the  contrary,  in  this  program,  local 
business  people,  entrepreneurs,  and  everyday 
citizens  are  considered  celebrities.  In  fact,  one 
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of  the  program's  credos  is  that  "people  from 
all  walks  of  life  and  at  various  levels  of  accom- 
plishment can  serve  as  a  source  of  inspiration 
to  our  inner  city  youth." 

It  warms  my  heart  that  in  the  10th  Congres- 
sional Distnct  of  New  Jersey  there  are  organi- 
zations that  are  acting  on  the  phrase  "I  be- 
lieve the  children  are  our  future"  by  doing 
something  to  help  them  become  prepared  for 
that  future.  Thank  you  to  the  Celebrity  Read 
Program  and  to  the  400  celebrity  readers  lor 
taking  the  time  to  nurture  and  cultivate  our 
leaders  of  tomorrow. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  lor  allowing  me 
this  opportunity  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
some  of  the  exciting  things  we  are  doing  in 
New  Jersey  to  solidify  our  Nation's  future. 
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arts.  I  am  happy,  but  in  no  way  surprised,  that 
Morton  Gould  and  his  music  have  been  hon- 
ored again. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MORTON  GOULD 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  extend 
my  congratulations  to  a  great  Amencan,  Mor- 
ton Gould,  who  was  recently  honored  with  this 
year's  Pulitzer  Pnze  for  music  composition, 
adding  yet  another  great  honor  to  a  career 
filled  with  achievement  and  distinction. 

Mr.  Gould  has  been  a  musician  since  he 
was  able  to  touch  a  piano.  A  child  prodigy,  he 
published  his  first  composition  at  the  age  of  6, 
and  by  the  age  of  21  was  conducting  and  ar- 
ranging a  weekly  series  of  orchestra  radio  pro- 
grams for  the  WOR  Mutual  Network.  In  a  ca- 
reer that  has  spanned  the  greater  part  of  this 
century,  he  has  become  famous  for  music 
which  sings  with  a  uniquely  American  voice; 
his  compositions  have  integrated  folk,  blues, 
jazz,  gospel,  and  other  elements  into  music 
that  both  explores  and  elevates  all  aspects  of 
American  style. 

Appropnately,  Ihis  composer  oi  truly  Amer- 
ican works  was  honored  with  three  commis- 
sions lor  the  celebrations  of  the  bicentennial  of 
our  Nation  m  1976.  These  were  his  Symphony 
of  Spirituals.  American  Ballads,  and  Some- 
thing to  Do. 

He  has  appeared  with  and  conducted  or- 
chestras across  the  United  States  and  the 
world,  and  his  compositions  have  been  played 
in  countless  concerts,  danced  by  the  finest 
ballet  companies,  sung  in  Broadway  theaters, 
and  most  importantly,  enjoyed  by  all. 

His  skill  as  a  musician  is  matched  by  his 
warmth  and  humor  in  person.  His  fnends  mar- 
vel at  the  way  he  can  tell  a  story  with  the 
same  grace  with  which  he  conducts  an  or- 
chestra. 

His  talents  have  been  recognized  long  be- 
fore his  receipt  of  the  Pulitzer  Prize.  The  nu- 
merous awards  he  has  received  include  a 
Grammy  Award  and  12  Grammy  nominations, 
the  1983  Gold  Baton  Award  presented  by  the 
American  Symphony  Orchestra  League,  and 
the  1985  Medal  of  Honor  for  Music  from  the 
National  Arts  Club.  In  1986  he  was  elected  to 
the  Amencan  Academy  of  Arts  and  Letters 
and  received  the  National  Music  Council's 
Golden  Eagle  Award,  and  in  1994.  he  re- 
ceived the  prestigious  Kennedy  Center  Honor 
lor  a  lifetime  of  contnbutions  to  the  performing 


TRIBUTE  TO  GEORGE  ADAMS 


HON.  MICHAEL  G.  OXLEY 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  recognize  an  exem- 
plary citizen  from  the  Fourth  Distnct  ol  Ohio, 
George  Adams.  George  is  retinng  alter  serv- 
ing as  the  principle  ol  St.  John  High  School  in 
Delphos,  OH,  lor  15  years.  Dunng  his  quarter 
century  ol  service,  over  1,750  students  have 
graduated  Irom  St.  John,  benefiting  from 
George's  enthusiasm  and  commitment  to  the 
young  people  of  his  school  and  community. 
Among  numerous  other  educational  organiza- 
tions, George  has  donated  his  time  to  the 
Ohio  Association  of  School  Administrators  and 
the  Ohio  Education  Association.  His  service 
extends  beyond  his  work  with  the  Delphos 
schools.  As  the  father  of  four  children,  George 
provides  a  fine  example  of  citizen  combining 
sen/ice  to  his  community  with  family  life.  Hav- 
ing served  on  the  board  ol  trustees  of  the  St. 
John  Pansh  Foundation,  the  Bishop's  Edu- 
cation Council,  and  the  Knights  of  Columbus, 
George  has  proven  extraordinary  benevolence 
to  his  church.  I  would  like  to  thank  George  for 
his  service  to  both  St.  John  High  School,  and 
to  the  Delphos  community.  Through  his  ear- 
nest dedication,  George  serves  as  a  role 
model  for  each  citizen. 


HATS  OFF  TO  STANDARD  STEEL 


HON.  BUD  SHISTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hse  today  to 
recognize  the  Standard  Steel  Co.  as  it  cele- 
brates 200  years  of  continuous  operations. 
Standard  Steel,  a  division  of  the  Freedom 
Forge  Corp.,  is  one  of  the  largest  employers 
in  my  congressional  distnct  and  the  oldest 
steel  manufaciurer  in  Pennsylvania.  Located 
more  specifically  m  Burnham,  Mifflin  County, 
PA,  Standard  Steel  has  been  providing  both 
quality  jobs  and  quality  products  in  the  Key- 
stone State  for  the  past  two  centuries. 

It  all  started  in  1795  when  a  tiny  frontier 
forge  was  founded  in  the  hills  of  central  Penn- 
sylvania. From  this  meager  beginning  Stand- 
ard Steel  has  grown  as  a  company,  as  Amer- 
ica has  grown  as  a  nation.  Today,  the  com- 
pany is  a  leading  producer  of  forged  products 
and  specialty  steels.  With  locations  in  Latrobe 
and  Burnham,  PA,  Standard  Steel  employs 
over  1 .600  people.  Over  the  years,  employees 
at  both  locations  have  earned  a  reputation  for 
their  work  ethic  and  steadfast  commitment  to 
the  manufacturing  ol  a  high-caliber  product. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  honor  ol  Standard  Steel's 
two  centuries  of  excellence  Mifflin  County  and 
the  Borough  of  Burnham  have  declared  the 
week  of  May  28-June  3  as  Standard  Steel 
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Week.  As  the  company  celebrates  its  200th 
birthday  this  week,  it  is  my  great  honor  to  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  all  of  those  who  have 
helped  to  make  Standard  Steel  what  it  was, 
what  it  is,  and  what  It  will  be. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  ENDAN- 
GERED SPECIES  RELISTING  ACT 
OF  1995 


HON.  CALVIN  M.  DOOLEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
introduce  the  Endangered  Species  Relisting 
Act  ol  1995.  I  represent  the  most  productive 
agricultural  region  in  the  entire  country,  and  as 
such,  we  have  experienced  our  fair  share  of 
frustration  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
Of  the  944  U.S.  species  currently  listed  as  en- 
dangered or  threatened,  my  home  State  of 
California  has  107  of  these  listed  species. 

This  bill  IS  not  intended  to  be  a  comprehen- 
sive reform  ol  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
but  rather  a  locused  approach  to  address  spe- 
cific issues  that  I  believe  must  be  a  part  ol  the 
debate  on  reforming  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
plain my  legislation. 

First,  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we  not 
only  amend  the  process  lor  luture  listings  ol 
species,  but  that  we  ensure  that  those  species 
already  on  the  list  meet  a  level  of  scientific 
scrutiny.  For  that  reason,  my  legislation  re- 
quires relisting  ol  all  species  now  on  the 
threatened  and  endangered  list.  The  concept 
Is  simple,  il  the  science  is  there,  the  species 
can  stay  on  the  list.  II  the  science  isn't  there. 
it  come  off.  One  of  the  most  disturbing  as- 
pects of  the  current  listing  process  is  that  a 
species  like  the  San  Joaquin  kit  fox,  which 
was  originally  listed  in  1967,  was  placed  on 
the  list  with  little  or  no  scientilic  mlormation. 

li.,^  ..j^^^.  .u ^^^ J    r-i ^    '-   •-      - 

quire  peer  review  ol  all  science  used  in  all 
stages  of  the  listing  and  delisting  process. 
This  IS  a  simple  concept  that  merely  ensures 
that  one  scientist  or  group  of  scientists  doesn't 
unilaterally  make  decisions  on  a  species.  I 
think  that  this  concept  has  been  embraced  by 
nearly  all  involved  in  the  ESA  debate. 

The  next  concept  deals  with  the  develof>- 
ment  of  recovery  plans.  I  believe  that  recovery 
should  be  the  cornerstone  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  Leaving  species  on  the  threat- 
ened or  endangered  list  for  30  years  is  not  a 
productive  way  of  protecting  important  spe- 
cies. I  believe  we  must  make  a  determination 
of  whether  a  species  can  be  recovered  and 
implement  a  plan  quickly.  Without  a  timeline 
lor  recovery,  landowners  are  left  in  a  situation 
of  not  knowing  what  can  and  cannot  be  done 
on  their  property  and  how  long  these  restric- 
tions will  last.  My  proposal  would  require  the 
development  of  a  recovery  plan  within  12 
months  after  the  listing  of  a  species.  More  im- 
portantly. It  would  require  the  Secretary  of  the 
Intenor  to  consider  multiple  recovery  plans 
and  to  choose  the  least  cost  alternative.  This 
provision  is  based  on  a  provision  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  It  allowed  lor  the  development  ol  a 
historic  agreement  on  the  bay-delta  in  Califor- 
nia. 
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Finally,  my  proposal  address  the  issue  of  in- 
cidental take.  As  you  know,  under  current  law, 
a  landowner  must  apply  tor  an  incidental  take 
permit.  This  can  be  a  long  and  frustrating 
process.  However,  without  a  permit,  any  de- 
struction of  critical  habitat  or  killing  of  a  listed 
species  constitutes  a  violation  of  the  law  re- 
gardless ol  the  intent  ol  the  landowner.  This 
section  ol  my  proposal  attempts  to  allow  land- 
owners to  engage  in  certain  activities  that  may 
result  in  the  incidental  take  of  critical  habitat  or 
a  listed  species  without  being  subject  to  action 
under  the  ESA,  without  gomg  through  the 
present  onerous  permit  process 

As  I  stated  earlier,  the  current  endangered 
species  list  has  well  over  700  species  listed. 
However,  according  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  only  17  species  have  ever  tjeen  re- 
moved from  the  list — and  some  of  these  have 
been  removed  because  they  became  extinct, 
not  because  they  were  recovered  It  seems 
that  progress  on  recovering  species  is,  at 
best,  ineffective  At  worst,  the  recover  pxjrtion 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  seems  to  be 
nonexistent. 

I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  make  respon- 
sible reforms  to  the  ESA  to  ensure  that  signifi- 
cant species  are  protected,  while  balancing 
the  economic  and  social  costs  of  such  protec- 
tion. I  want  to  be  able  to  point  to  an  ESA  that 
actually  accomplishes  the  recovery  ol  species 
and  gives  landowners  some  certainty  ol  the 
availability  of  land  for  continue  and  future  use. 


MEMORIAL  TO  SE"5rM0UR  B. 
DURST.  FATHER  OF  THE  NA- 
TIONAL DEBT  CLOCK 


HON.  DAVID  MINGE 

OK  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
take  a  moment  to  recognize  the  passing  of  a 

reman<abie  person  and  oedicaied  citizen.  Mr. 
Seymour  Durst,  the  son  of  an  Austnan  immi- 
grant. Seymour  Durst  became  a  successful 
developer  ol  commercial  real  estate  in  New 
York  City,  But  he  will  probably  be  best  remem- 
bered as  the  individual  responsible  for  install- 
ing the  national  debt  clock  m  Times  Square  in 
New  York  City  in  1988,  Due  to  his  intense  per- 
sonal commitment  to  making  all  Amencans 
aware  of  the  silent  and  evergrowing  danger  of 
our  national  debt  and  its  attendant  interest 
costs,  Mr.  Durst  sponsorcKJ  the  national  debt 
clock  from  his  private  means  Irom  1988  until 
today.  In  honor  ol  his  dedication  to  keeping 
citizens  conscious  ol  the  national  debt,  the  na- 
tional debt  clock  will  remain  in  Times  Square 
as  a  reminder  ol  our  responsibility  to  our  chil- 
dren and  our  country. 


RECOGNITION  OF  CARECEN'S 
COMMUNITY  LEADER  AWARDS 


HON.  LUCILLE  ROYBAL-ALLARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25.  1995 
Ms.     ROYBAL-ALLARD.     Mr.     Speaker.     I 
would  like  to  congratulate  the   1995  Central 
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American  Resource  Center's  [CARECEN] 
honorees:  Joe  R.  Hicks.  Inquilmos  Umdos,  R. 
Samuel  Paz,  and  the  law  firm  of  Loeb  &  Loeb 

Joe  R.  Hicks  IS  the  executive  director  of  the 
Southern  Chnstian  Leadership  Conference  of 
Greater  Los  Angeles.  CARECEN  is  honoring 
Mr.  Hicks  for  his  leadership  in  the  struggle 
against  prejudice  and  inequality,  and  for  build- 
ing bndges  among  the  diverse  racial  and  reli- 
gious groups  in  our  community. 

Inquilmos  Umdos — United  Tenants — is  being 
honored  for  helping  organize  low-income  ten- 
ants in  the  immigrant  community,  and  for  em- 
powering them  to  improve  their  living  condi- 
tions. 

R.  Samuel  Paz.  a  distinguished  Los  Angeles 
civil  nghts  attorney,  is  honored  today  for  his 
courageous  defense  of  and  advocacy  for  civil 
and  human  rights  of  immigrants  and  all  victims 
of  oppression  and  injustice. 

The  final  honoree,  Loeb  &  Loeb.  a  full  serv- 
ice international  law  firm  of  200  attorneys,  is 
being  honored  for  its  dedication  to  public  inter- 
est and  the  betterment  of  our  society,  and  for 
its  generous  pro  bono  legal  service  to 
CARECEN, 

Again,  I  congratulate  these  honorees  and  I 
join  CARECEN  m  expressing  my  gratitude  for 
their  role  m  improving  the  quality  of  life  for  the 
fjeople  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in  supporting 
this  important  legislation. 


OFFICE  ON  WOMEN'S  HEALTH 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OF  M..\RYL.^.SD 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  Con- 
gresswoman  Nita  Lowey  and  I,  together  with 
14  of  our  colleagues  who  serve  on  the  execu- 
tive committee  of  the  Congressional  Caucus 
for  Women's  Issues,  introduced  legislation  to 
establish  permanent  statutory  authority  for  the 
Public  Health  Service  Office  of  Women's 
Health. 

With  this  bill,  we  hope  to  create  an  enduring 
structure  within  which  the  current  well-docu- 
mented ongoing  needs  and  gaps  m  research, 
policy,  programs,  and  education  and  training 
in  women's  health  will  continue  to  be  ad- 
dressed. It  will  ensure  that  important  initia- 
tives— in  breast  cancer  detection  and  eradi- 
cation, in  the  promotion  of  healthy  behaviors 
and  disease  prevention,  m  improved  public  in- 
formation about  women's  health,  m  better  in- 
formed health  care  professionals,  among  oth- 
ers— will  reach  fruition. 

Senator  Olympia  Snowe  has  introduced 
similar  legislation  m  the  Senate.  Our  bills  are 
similar  to  the  measure  adopted  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate  last  year,  but  that  did  not 
achieve  final  passage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Public  Health  Services  Of- 
fice on  Women's  Health,  established  within  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Health  m 
1991  by  the  Bush  administration,  is  the  focal 
point  for  women's  health  activities  m  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Services.  By 
admmistenng  crosscutling  initiatives  across 
the  PHS,  the  OWH  is  able  to  fill  gaps  m 
knowledge,  and  to  initiate  and  synthesize  pro- 
gram activities  in  ways  that  no  other  single 
PHS  agency  or  office  could  accomplish  alone. 


THE  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ACT  OF 

1995 

HON.  BARBARA  CUBIN 

OF  *'YOMINC 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mrs.  CUBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  in  support 
of  the  Livestock  Grazing  Act  of  1995  and  urge 
my  colleagues  that  if  they  have  not  already 
done  so  to  cosponsor  this  important  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  with  most  bills  that  are  in- 
troduced in  this  body,  this  legislation  is  not 
perfect;  it  could  use  a  bit  of  fine  tuning.  But  we 
must  start  somewhere  if  we  are  lo  defeat 
Rangeland  Reform  94  and  provide  long-term 
stability  for  the  Federal  lands  livestock  industry 
and  rural  communities  across  the  West.  The 
Livestock  Grazing  Act  of  1995  gives  us  just 
one  more  opportunity  to  deliver  on  our  prom- 
ise to  change  the  way  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment manages  our  public  lands  and  turn  more 
of  that  responsibility  over  lo  the  States.  We 
can  and  should  act  now  to  pass  this  legisla- 
tion; unless  we  do  so  by  August  21,  the  entire 
livestock  industry  is  at  risk. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  for  quite 
some  time  the  Wyoming  public  lands  manage- 
ment model  had  divided  the  stewards  that  live 
on  the  land  and  the  communities  whose 
economies  are  dependent  on  that  resource. 
But  after  having  reviewed  this  proposal  in 
some  detail,  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  those 
same  divided  factions  have  endorsed  this 
grazing  proposal  for  the  good  of  the  whole. 
They  have  told  me  in  the  strongest  of  terms 
that  "the  act  may  need  a  little  work,  but  it  is 
far  supenor  to  rangeland  reform."  I  could  not 
agree  more  and  will  do  everything  I  can  to  see 
that  this  bill  IS  enacted  into  law. 

This  bill  IS  the  product  of  many  hours  of 
work  by  various  National  and  State  represent- 
atives of  the  livestock  industry,  and  numerous 
Members  of  Congress  and  their  staffs  and  I 
thank  them  for  their  efforts.  I  would  particularly 
like  to  thank  all  of  those  in  Wyoming  who  took 
time  out  of  their  busy  schedules  to  come  to 
Washington  to  work  on  this  bill.  It  is  a  good  bill 
and  I  hope  that  we  will  move  it  swiftly  through 
Congress. 


MEDICARE  FUNDING 


HON.  MATTHEW  G.  MARTINEZ 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT ATl'VES 
Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
denounce  the  mean-spinted  and  destructive 
proposals  to  slash  funding  for  the  Medicare 
Program.  Medicare  provides  many  of  Ameri- 
ca's seniors  with  their  only  source  of  health  in- 
surance. 

In  showing  their  total  lack  of  concern  in  this 
area.  Republicans  have  proposed  cutting  Med- 
icare spending  by  nearly  S300  billion.  Let  me 
say  that  again,  $300  billion.  These  cuts  would 
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result  in  a  drastic  25-percent  reduction  in  Med- 
icare spending  by  the  year  2002.  These  un- 
precedented reductions  in  Medicare  spending 
would  certainly  damage  seniors'  access  to 
health  care  and  the  quality  of  care  they  re- 
ceive. 

Never  in  my  time  in  Congress  have  I  seen 
such  a  total  disregard  for  the  needs  of  seniors. 
If  these  cuts  are  enacted  at  the  completion  of 
the  budget  process,  we  will  not  only  be  harm- 
ing current  Medicare  recipients,  but  also  the 
many  other  hard-working  Americans  who  have 
been  planning  their  retirement  with  the  current 
level  of  Medicare  benefits  in  mind. 

I  implore  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  to  realize  the  misguided  and  mean- 
spirited  nature  of  their  proposal.  When  we  do 
consider  legislation  to  enact  these  cuts,  I  ask 
all  my  colleagues  to  consider:  Is  it  nght  for 
Congress  to  target  honest,  tax-paying  senior 
Americans  in  their  drive  to  lower  taxes  for  cor- 
porate moguls? 


LEGISLATION  TO  PROMOTE  FAIR 
FRANCHISING 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-HVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  today  in- 
troducing legislation,  H.R.  1717,  to  address 
senous  problems  in  the  promotion  and  sale  of 
franchise  businesses  and  in  the  conduct  of 
franchise  business  relationships.  The  legisla- 
tion incorporates  key  proposals  from  bills  I  in- 
troduced in  the  103d  Congress. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  this  year  about 
the  problems  and  burdens  confronting  small 
business  owners  and  about  the  many  short- 
comings of  our  legal  system.  Nowhere  are 
these  two  problems  more  pronounced  than  in 
business  franchising. 

The  large  majority  of  franchise  ownftrs  have 
invested  much  of  their  life  savings  to  acquire 
and  build  their  business.  They  work  hard,  play 
by  the  many  rules  imposed  on  them  by 
franchisors,  and  contnbute  significantly  to  the 
success  of  national  franchise  systems.  And 
yet,  these  owners  lack  the  same  basic  rights 
and  legal  remedies  enjoyed  by  all  other  busi- 
ness persons  to  assure  they  will  not  be  victim- 
ized by  unfair  or  fraudulent  practices  and  have 
equal  opportunity  to  share  in  the  rewards  of 
the  Amencan  dream  of  business  ownership. 

Business  franchising  has  become  a  major 
force  dnving  the  expansion  of  our  service 
economy  and  the  growth  of  new  small  busi- 
ness. The  growing  franchising  sector  of  the 
economy  encompasses  more  than  a  half  mil- 
lion businesses,  employs  more  than  7  million 
workers  and  accounts  for  more  than  S900  bil- 
lion in  annual  U.S.  retail  sales.  Thousands  of 
American  families  invest  in  franchises  each 
year  to  pursue  dreams  of  business  ownership 
and  economic  independence. 

I  find  It  unbelievable  that  a  sector  of  our 
economy  this  large  and  with  annual  sales 
nearly  equal  to  our  Nation's  annual  expendi- 
tures for  health  care — a  topic  which  dominated 
much  of  our  debate  in  the  last  Congress — 
could  continue  to  be  almost  devoid  of  govern- 
mental regulation  and  congressional  oversight. 
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We  have  no  Federal  laws  governing  the  sale 
or  operation  of  franchise  businesses  and  the 
only  regulatory  procedure  at  the  Federal  level, 
the  FTC's  franchise  disclosure  rule,  is  out- 
dated and  inadequately  enforced.  Only  a 
handful  of  States  have  laws  or  regulations 
governing  franchise  sales  and  practices,  and 
most  of  these  now  deter  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment for  enforcement. 

Unfortunately,  the  result  is  that  increasing 
numbers  of  franchise  investors  are  finding 
their  dreams  of  business  ownership  shattered 
by  franchise  promoters  who  never  fulfill  their 
promises  to  help  build  successful  business  or 
by  large  corporations  more  intent  on  saturating 
the  market  with  new  franchises  than  on  assur- 
ing that  these  franchises  are  profitable.  Rather 
than  owning  a  business,  many  find  they  have 
merely  purchased  low-paying  management 
jobs  with  few  of  the  protections  and  benefits 
they  had  as  employees.  Others  lose  their  sav- 
ings, retirement,  and  even  their  homes  in 
fraudulent  franchise  ventures. 

These  problems  stem,  in  large  part,  from 
the  fact  that  Federal  and  State  law  have  failed 
to  keep  pace  with  the  rapid  development  of 
franchising  and  offer  franchisees  little,  if  any, 
viable  legal  recourse  against  fraudulent  and 
abusive  conduct  by  franchisors.  Franchise 
contracts  are  written  to  preempt  every  legal 
remedy  available  to  franchisees.  As  the  chair 
of  the  American  Bar  Association's  Franchise 
Forum  told  the  Small  Business  Committee,  in- 
demnification provisions  are  drafted  so  broadly 
as  to  protect  franchisors  even  "for  the 
franchisor's  gross  negligence,  wanton  reck- 
lessness and  intentional  misconduct." 

Procedural  devices  also  are  routinely  em- 
ployed to  bar  legal  actions,  to  deny  coverage 
of  protections  in  State  laws  and  to  make  litiga- 
tion inconvenient  and  costly.  Even  basic  prin- 
ciples of  common  law  applicable  to  all  other 
business  relationships — concepts  such  as 
good  faith,  good  cause,  duty  of  competence 
and  due  care,  and  fiduciary  responsibility — 
cuiiiiiiue  io  be  uebated  and  ucnieu  wiinm  iran- 
chise  relationships. 

In  short,  a  growing  segment  of  the  American 
population  is  routinely  required  to  forego  basic 
nghts  and  legal  remedies  just  because  they 
choose  to  become  franchisees. 

Equally  serious  problems  in  franchising  also 
result  from  inadequacies  in  Federal  and  State 
standards  for  disclosure  of  material  informa- 
tion about  franchise  opportunities.  Each  year 
thousands  of  prospective  franchisees  are  in- 
duced to  make  one  of  the  most  important  in- 
vestments of  their  lives  with  information  that  is 
incomplete  and  misleading.  Documented  infor- 
mation on  franchise  sales  and  profits  is  rarely 
provided  to  prospective  investors  and  critical 
information  on  past  litigation,  business  failures 
and  ownership  turnover  is  often  withheld  or 
misrepresented. 

Federal  and  State  officials  report  that  fraud 
in  franchise  sales  is  widespread  and  far  ex- 
ceeds their  enforcement  capabilities.  The  Fed- 
eral Trade  Commission  has  reported  on  sev- 
eral occasions  that  it  receives  far  more  com- 
plaints regarding  franchise  violations  than  it 
can  pursue  and  acknowledged  that  "there  are 
many  victims  with  mentorious  complaints, 
against  franchisors,  whom  State  and  Federal 
agencies  simply  cannot  help."  And  individuals 
have  no  right  of  action  under  Federal  law  to 
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protect  themselves  against  even  blatant  viola- 
tions of  disclosure  rules. 

In  addition,  there  is  a  surprising  dearth  of 
objective  and  accurate  statistics  on  franchise 
business  performance  that  has  permitted  the 
franchising  industry  to  promote  itself  and  indi- 
vidual franchise  opportunities  with  inflated  and 
unsubstantiated  claims  of  franchise  success 
intended  to  make  franchises  appear  uniformly 
successful  and  virtually  risk  free. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today,  the  Federal 
Fair  Franchise  Practices  Act,  addresses  all 
these  problems  and  does  so  in  a  manner  in- 
tended to  avoid  Government  regulation  of 
franchising  practices  and  to  enhance  private 
remedies  to  allow  individual  franchise  owners 
to  protect  their  legitimate  financial  interests  m 
a  court  of  law. 

H.R.  1717  would  promote  greater  fairness 
and  equity  in  franchise  relationships  by  estatj- 
lishing  minimal  standards  of  conduct  for  fran- 
chise practices,  prohibiting  the  most  abusive 
acts  by  franchisors,  clanfying  the  legal  nghts 
of  franchise  owners  and  nullifying  procedural 
devices  intended  to  block  available  legal  rem- 
edies. 

In  addition,  H.R.  1717  incorf>orates  basic 
prohibitions  against  fraud,  misrepresentation, 
and  discrimination  elsewhere  in  Federal  law 
and  applies  them  to  franchise  sales  and  busi- 
ness practices.  It  provides  a  private  right  of 
action  for  violations  of  FTC  disclosure  require- 
ments— something  the  FTC  has  requested  for 
15  years.  In  addition,  the  bill  provides  for  the 
collection  of  data  on  franchising,  beginning  in 
the  1997  Business  Census,  to  provide  the 
public  with  comprehensive  and  more  accurate 
statistical  information  about  franchising  and 
franchise  business  pertormance. 

A  number  of  important  changes  have  been 
made  in  the  legislation  from  the  bills  I  have  in- 
troduced in  prior  Congresses.  On  the  cntical 
issue  of  encroachment  by  a  franchisor  on  the 
business  of  existing  franchises,  the  bill  has 
been  modified  to  provide  franchisors  with  a 
riuiiibiji  0:  iionjudiciai  procedures  to  address 
franchisee  complaints  equitably  and  without 
costly  litigation.  The  bill  clarifies  the  obligations 
of  franchisors  and  franchisees  following  the 
acquisition  of  a  franchise  system  by  third  par- 
ties and  it  provides  State  attorneys  general 
with  the  option  of  filing  suits  to  protect  resi- 
dents of  their  State  from  violations  of  the  act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  franchising  has  undergone  tre- 
mendous growth  in  the  past  two  decades  and 
now  dominates  our  Nation's  retail  and  services 
sectors.  Unfortunately,  Federal  and  State  law 
and  regulation  have  failed  to  keep  pace.  Fed- 
eral guidelines  intended  to  protect  the  public 
from  false  or  misleading  franchise  promotions 
are  sadly  out  of  date  and  only  marginally  en- 
forced. Legal  nghts  and  standards  taken  for 
granted  in  other  business  relationships  con- 
tinue to  be  debated  and  denied  in  franchising 
arrangements. 

It  IS  time  Congress  acted  to  provide  basic 
protections  in  Federal  law  to  discourage  fraud- 
ulent and  abusive  franchising  practices  and  to 
help  strengthen  the  Amencan  dream  of  small 
business  ownership.  I  believe  the  proposals  I 
am  introducing  will  constitute  landmark  legisla- 
tion. In  much  the  same  way  that  the  Wagner 
Act  helped  revolutionize  latxjr-management  re- 
lations in  the  industrial  economy  of  the  1930's, 
this  legislation  can  help  restore  fairness  and 
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balance  m  the  growing  franchising  sector  of 
the  services-based  economy  of  the  i990's. 

I  recommend  this  legislation  to  the  consider- 
ation of  my  colleagues  and  I  urge  its  adoptton 

by  the  Congress. 


HONORING  WES  LUPIEN 


HON.  JACK  MFTCALF 

OF  W.ASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATI'VES 

Thursday.  May  25. 1995 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  3,  the 
people  of  Oak  Hartxjr,  WA,  will  honor  the  man 
who  was  instrumental  in  bringing  commercial 
aviation  to  Whidbey  Island  by  renaming  Oak 
Harbor  Airpark  "the  Wes  Lupien  Airport." 

Wes  got  out  of  the  Navy  in  the  early  I960's, 
thought  a  small  grass  airport  outside  Oak  Har- 
bor and  founded  a  commuter  airline  service 
called  Puget  Sound  Ain^^ays,  which  evolved 
into  Harbor  Airlines. 

Wes  had  the  runway  paved,  put  up  build- 
ings, and  made  the  airport  into  a  very  good  fa- 
cility. He  was  very  active  in  the  community  as 
president  of  the  Rotary  and  an  active  member 
of  the  Navy  League  and  chamber  of  com- 
merce. Wes  was  also  very  involved  from  the 
start  in  a  Washington  State  program  to  de- 
velop tourism. 

Tragically,  Wes  was  stncken  with  Alz- 
heimer's disease  about  9  years  ago  while  in 
his  early  titties.  It  forced  him  to  sell  the  airiine 
and  airport.  Wes  been  out  of  aviation  now  lor 
several  years.  His  brave  struggle  with  the  dis- 
ease was  the  subject  of  an  HBO  special  "Los- 
ing It  All." 

Thanks  to  the  sound,  financial  groundwork 
laid  by  Wesley  Lupien,  Hartxjr  Airlines  still 
provides  Whidbey  Island  with  its  mam  link  to 
Seatlle-Tacoma  Airport  and  recently  added 
daily  flights  to  Olympia,  the  State's  capital. 

It's  the  direct  result  of  entrepreneurs  like 

\A/c»c  »hoi  yyo  K^iwo  Iha  ctr,-.,-,noct  and  rp'-.ct  nro- 

ductive  economy  in  the  wortd.  Wesley  Lupien 
IS  living  proof  of  the  strength  and  persever- 
ance of  the  Amencan  entrepreneur. 


BOMA      INTERNATIONAL'S      PRESI- 
DENT THOMAS  B.  McCHESNEY 


HON.  WnjJAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Nation's  larg- 
est organization  representing  the  office  build- 
ing industry  has  been  actively  guided  dunng 
the  past  2  years  by  a  native  son  of  Pittsburgh, 
Thomas  8.  McChesney,  executive  vice  presi- 
dent, Grubb  &  Ellis  Co./Axiom  Real  Estate 
Management,  Inc.  Now  that  he  is  ending  his 
term  as  president  of  the  Building  Owners  and 
Managers  Association  International.  I  wanted 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  review  his  many  ac- 
complishments. 

Tom  was  elected  to  BOMA  International's 
presidency  in  1993  and  was  installed  during 
their  annual  convention  in  Baltimore.  For  the 
next  2  years,  he  helped  his  17.000  memtiers 
through  the  real  estate  recession  and  worked 
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tirelessly   to    see   that   the   current    recovery 
takes  hold. 

Tom  s  leadership  of  BOMA  came  at  a  criti- 
cal time  for  the  industry,  and  he  actively  in- 
volved himself  in  a  number  of  issues  of  direct 
concern  to  owners  and  managers  of  commer- 
cial real  estate.  He  sat  before  my  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  to  testify  on  the  modifica- 
tion of  passive  loss  rules  and  on  the  issue  of 
depreciation  for  leasehold  improvements.  In 
1993,  Congress  modified  passive  loss,  and 
there  is  discussion  underway  to  adjust  the  de- 
preciation of  leasehold  improvements.  Tom 
should  know  that  BOMA's  concerns  were 
heard,  as  they  were  on  many  issues. 

For  one  such  issue,  Tom  stood  side  by  side 
with  Representative  Henry  Waxman  and  Sen- 
ator Frank  Lautenberg  to  advance  a  ban  on 
smoking  in  the  workplace.  BOMA  has  long 
been  involved  m  promoting  good  indoor  air 
quality,  and  Tom  has  sought  to  ensure  that 
the  issue  is  addressed  appropriately,  cost  ef- 
fectively, and  immediately.  One  crucial  step. 
according  to  BOMA,  is  to  attack  the  problem 
at  the  source.  To  that  end,  a  ban  on  work- 
place smoking  has  been  an  important  part  of 
BOMA's  indoor  air  quality  agenda. 

Dunng  Tom's  2-year  term,  BOMA  also  faced 
the  S8.1  billion  indoor  air  regulatory  proposal 
at  OSHA.  Tom  has  overseen  the  advocacy  ef- 
forts, directed  the  fundraising  for  defense,  and 
has  met  with  numerous  organizations  and  indi- 
viduals in  seeking  to  bnng  reason  to  OSHA's 
approach.  While  we  do  not  know  the  results 
yet.  you  can  be  sure  that  Tom's  involvement 
brought  credibility  to  BOMA's  side — for  he  is  a 
practitioner  in  the  field  of  commercial  real  es- 
tate, he  IS  a  professional  in  the  field  of  com- 
mercial real  estate;  he  is  a  leader  in  the  field 
of  commercial  real  estate. 

Tom  has  also  overseen  the  implementation 
of  BOMA's  strategic  long-range  plan,  bringing 
the  memtjership  from  7,000  to  almost  17,000 
real  estate  professionals.  He  has  hosted  a 
year  of  meetings  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of 
the  National  Real  Estate  Organizations  and 
has  demonstrated  his  commitment  to  reaching 
out  within  the  industry  and  engaging  m  strate- 
gic alliances  with  related  trade  and  profes- 
sional associations  to  focus  the  industry's  lim- 
ited sources  on  cntical  issues. 

Highlighting  Tom's  term  has  been  his  suc- 
cess at  assisting  the  efforts  of  the  100  local 
BOMA  associations  throughout  the  United 
States  in  identifying  problems  as  they  surface 
so  that  they  may  be  tackled  together.  Tome 
has  seen  those  efforts  multiply  as  BOMA  ad- 
dressed issues  of  concern  ranging  from  tele- 
communications reform  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment construction  of  new  office  space.  He  has 
spent  the  past  2  years  traveling  to  many  local 
BOMA  associations,  seeking  to  actively  in- 
volve them  in  all  facets  of  BOMA's  mission.  As 
one  result  of  that  effort,  he  instituted  a  legisla- 
tive conference  program  to  engage  BOMA 
members  in  the  grassroots  approach  to  lobby- 
ing. Ma)ority  whip,  Tom  DeLay,  Senate  Judici- 
ary Committee  Chairman,  Orrin  Hatch,  and 
Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole,  joined  Tom 
in  launching  a  successful  event. 

Tom  has  seen  to  it  that  BOMA  maintains 
their  position  as  the  commercial  real  estate  in- 
dustry's pnmary  source  for  selected  legislative. 
regulatory,  and  research  information.  As  he 
passes    the    mantle    of    leadership    to    G.A. 
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"Chip"  Julin  III,  RPA.  he  has  left  the  organiza- 
tion in  strong  financial  shape,  more  effective  at 
advocating  and  educating  than  ever  before. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  his  long-time  residency 
in  Pittsburgh,  PA  where  Tom  is  quite  active  in 
the  community.  He  has  done  much  to  promote 
Pittsburgh  and  he  has  done  much  to  advance 
BOMA.  My  best  wishes  go  to  Tom  and 
BOMA's  first  lady,  Lisa,  along  with  their  chil- 
dren, Marni  and  Toby,  as  Tom  concludes  his 
elected  role  as  president  of  the  oldest  and 
largest  organization  representing  the  interests 
of  the  office  building  industry.  He  has  done 
much  to  enhance  the  professionalism  of  his 
colleagues. 

As  BOMA  closes  in  on  it's  90th  year  of  serv- 
ice to  the  office  building  industry,  Tom  can 
look  back  with  pride  on  the  many  accomplish- 
ments achieved  by  the  organization,  and  know 
that  his  2-year  leadership  role  has  extended 
the  tradition  set  forth  by  the  founders  of  the 
National  Association  of  Building  Owners  and 
Managers  in  1907. 


May  25,  1995 


HELPING  MISSING  CHILDREN:  THE 
LEGACY  OF  SARA  ANN  WOOD 


TRIBUTE  TO  TEN  OUTSTANDING 
GRADUATES  OF  NEAL  F.  SIMEON 
VOCATIONAL  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OF  ILLI.NOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Thursday.  May  25,  1995 

Mr    RUSH.   Mr.   Speaker,   it  is  with  great 

pleasure  that  I  nse  today  to  pay  tribute  to  10 
outstanding  students  of  the  Neal  F.  Simeon 
Vocational  High  School  located  in  the  First 
Congressional  Distnct. 

These  students  are  Marcus  Patterson,  Mi- 
chael Washington,  Eric  Maxwell,  Audrey 
Haynes.  Bradford  Young,  Kareem  Forte,  Terry 
Batey.  Tamaya  Williams,  Jeffery  Shelton,  and 
Spencer  Donerson.  They  are  the  top  10  grad- 
uating seniors  of  Simeon's  class  of  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  it  is  not  unusual  for  a 
Chicago  public  high  school  to  produce  top- 
ranking  graduates,  this  Simeon  graduating 
class  IS  unique  m  the  fact  that  8  of  its  top  10 
graduates  are  Afncan-Amencan  males,  includ- 
ing the  valedictorian.  Mr.  Patterson  and  salu- 
tatorian.  Mr.  Washington. 

In  today's  society,  much  has  been  wntten 
and  said  about  the  plight  of  our  Afncan-Amer- 
ican  males.  Virtually  all  of  it  has  become  neg- 
ative. I  am  therefore,  extremely  proud  of  these 
young  men  for  what  they  have  accomplished. 
I  am  proud  that  these  young  men  have  recog- 
nized the  value  of  a  good  education.  By  their 
example.  I  believe  that  all  of  our  youth  can  be 
encouraged  to  achieve  their  academic  goals. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  extend  to  these  10 

outstanding  students  of  the  Neal  F.  Simeon 
Vocational  High  School,  the  entire  student 
body,  the  principal.  Mr.  John  E.  Everett,  and 
the  faculty  and  staff  my  sincerest  congratula- 
tions. I  am  honored  to  enter  these  words  of 
commendation  into  the  Record. 


HON.  SHERWOOD  L  BOEHLERT 

OF  NKW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 
Thursday.  May  25.  1995 
Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
honor  oi  the  missing  children  of  this  country, 
and  of  their  parents  and  families  who  hope 
againsi  hope  that  their  children  will  be  re- 
turned safely  to  them.  In  1988,  the  last  year 
for  which  statistics  are  available,  between 
3,200  and  4,600  children  were  abducted  by 
strangers.  The  statistics  on  missing  children 
are  sad,  but  far  sadder  are  the  stones  behind 
the  statistics:  the  families  wondering  if  they  will 
ever  see  their  children  again,  and  the  brutality 
suffered  by  the  children.  One  of  those  families. 
the  Woods  of  Litchfield,  NY,  lost  their  daugh- 
ter, 12-year-old  Sara  Anne  on  August  18, 
1993.  Today,  Sara's  father.  Bob,  brother, 
Dusty,  and  five  others  concerned  about  miss- 
ing children,  today  completed  a  600-mile  nde 
from  Washington  Mills,  NY,  to  the  Nation's 
Capital.  Hoping  to  bring  some  good  from  their 
tragedy,  they  put  aside  their  own  grief  and 
have  worked  to  increase  awareness  of  miss- 
ing children.  Bob  Wood  says  that  if  even  one 
child  is  saved  from  kidnapping  and  abuse  as 
a  result  of  his  ride,  he  will  have  accomplished 
his  goal.  1  commend  to  you  today  Bob  and 
Dusty  Wood,  and  their  cycling  companions, 
Joe  Kelly,  Earle  Reed,  Frank  Williams,  Dick 
Jordan,  and  Al  Pylman.  Their  efforts  on  behalf 
of  missing  children  are  Sara's  legacy. 


HONORING  MORTON  GOULD 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NF,W  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  nse  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  one  of  Amenca's  finest  musi- 
cians: Morton  Gould. 

Morion  Gould  ranks  among  the  most  promi- 
nent members  of  the  American  music  commu- 
nity. He  has  attained  international  recognition 
as  a  symphonic  composer  and  conductor;  a 
composer  of  film,  television,  Broadway  and 
ballet  scores;  and  recording  artist.  This  year 
Mr.  Gould  was  recognized  with  one  of  the 
music  world's  highest  honors,  the  Pulitzer 
Prize  for  music  composition. 

This  IS  not,  however,  the  first  time  that  Mr. 
Gould  has  been  honored  in  such  a  way.  Mr. 
Gould's  many  honors  include  a  Grammy 
Award  and  12  Grammy  nominations;  the  1983 
Gold  Baton  Award,  presented  by  the  Amencan 
Symphony  Orchestra  League;  and  the  1985 
Medal  of  Honor  for  Music  from  the  National 
Arts  Club.  In  1986,  Gould  was  elected  to  the 
American  Academy  and  Institute  of  Arts  and 
Letters,  and  was  presented  with  the  National 
Music  Council's  Golden  Eagle  Award.  This 
past  December,  he  was  a  Kennedy  Center 
honoree. 

Morton  Gould's  music  has  been  commis- 
sioned by  symphony  orchestras  all  over  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  by  the  Library  of 
Congress,  the  Chamber  Music  Society  of  Lin- 
coln Center,  the  New  York  City  Ballet  and  the 
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American  Ballet  Theatre.  His  compositions 
have  been  performed  worldwide  and  by  al- 
most every  American  orchestra,  large  and 
small,  under  the  direction  of  both  today's  emi- 
nent conductors  as  well  as  many  notable  con- 
ductors gf  the  past  including  Arturo  Toscanmi, 
Leopold  Stokowski,  Dimitri  Mitropoulos,  and 
Fritz  Reiner. 

On  Apnl  30,  1986,  he  added  leadership  of 
the  United  States  foremost  performing  rights 
organization  to  this  list  of  achievements,  when 
he  was  elected  president  of  the  American  So- 
ciety of  Composers,  Authors,  and  Publishers, 
He  has  served  on  ASCAP's  board  of  directors 
since  1959,  and  has  been  a  member  since 
1935. 

Mr.  Speaker,  another  great  Amencan  com- 
poser, Aaron  Copland,  once  observed,  "The 
greatest  moments  of  the  human  spint  may  be 
deduced  from  the  greatest  moments  in 
music."  Morton  Gould  has  spent  a  lifetime  por- 
traying the  greatest  moments  of  the  human 
spirit  through  his  music.  I  am  happy  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  honor  one  of  this  country's 
greatest  musicians,  and  I  ask  that  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  congratulating  Mr.  Gould 
on  receiving  the  Pulitzer  Prize. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  NANCY 
DALESANDRO 


HON.  NANCY  PELOSI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  month  of 
May  as  we  observe  Mother's  Day,  I  rise  in 
memory  of  my  mother,  Nancy  D'Alesandro, 
who  died  Apnl  3,  1995.  My  brothers  and  I,  of 
course,  remember  her  as  a  wonderful  mother. 
However,  the  outpouring  of  love  and  respect 
that  followed  her  death  clearly  indicates  that 
she  was  also  a  respected  leader,  dear  friend, 
and  an  activist  First  Lady  of  Baltimore  when 
my  father  was  mayor.  Mommy  was  also  a  re- 
markable congressional  spouse  when  my  fa- 
ther, Thomas  D'Alesandro.  served  in  Con- 
gress. 

Our  mother  was  a  woman  of  faith,  and  her 
devotion  inspired  her  in  her  personal  and  polit- 
ical life.  She  treated  every  person  with  the  re- 
spect worthy  of  children  of  God.  The  stories  of 
her  kindness  are  legend  in  Baltimore.  It  was  a 
daily  ritual  that  lines  of  people  would  form  out- 
side our  home  seeking  public  assistance  of 
one  kind  or  another,  or  even  a  meal.  She 
worked  on  the  side  of  the  angels  and  now  she 
is  with  them. 

I  was  very  proud  that  m  her  obituary,  the 
Baltimore  Sun  quoted  a  speech  she  made  m 
1951  in  support  of  low-cost  public  housing: 
"How  can  we  expect  parents  to  teach  their 
children  love,  faith  and  tolerance  when  they 
have  no  homes?  When  the  home  fails,  the 
community  fails,  the  nation  fails". 

In  that  same  obituary.  Governor  Schaefer 
said  of  her,  "She  was  a  very  fiery  woman, 
loved  her  kids,  and  was  superb  to  old  Tommy. 
She  was  a  Democrat  through  and  through". 
One  of  her  friends  said:  "She  had  an  almost 
unerring  insight  and  common  sense  judgment 
in  the  arcane  world  of  politics,  which  over  the 
years  proved  of  immense  value  to  the  political 
practitioners  of  her  family". 
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She  was  a  political  force  in  her  own  nght, 
but  took  great  pride  in  being  wife  of  a  mayor 
and  mother  of  a  mayor  of  Baltimore,  and  wile 
of  a  Member  of  Congress  and  mother  of  a 
Member  of  Congress.  A  tnbute  she  would  love 
to  hear  was  that  of  Cardinal  Keeler.  who  re- 
ferred to  her  as  Regina,  a  queen,  at  her  fu- 
neral Mass. 

She  was  active  in  the  Red  Cross,  the 
YWCA,  the  Salvation  Army,  and  of  course  the 
Catholic  Church  and  the  Democratic  Party. 
But  most  of  all  she  was  a  darling  Mommy.  My 
brothers,  former  Mayor  Thomas  III,  Nicholas, 
Hector,  Joseph  and  Franklin  Roosevelt 
D'Alesandro  and  I  all  cherished  her  every  day 
of  her  life.  She  took  great  ]oy  in  her  family  and 
her  treasures  were  her  children,  her  16  grand- 
children and  her  eight  great  grandchildren. 

The  role  of  mother  was  what  she  consid- 
ered most  important.  She  assembled  the  fol- 
lowing tnbute  to  her  mother  in  1952: 

MOTHER— DEDICATED  TO  MY  MOTHER  AND  ALL 
MOTHERS,  LIVING  AND  DEAD 

Mother,  I  think  of  you.  Guardian  Angel  of 
my  childhood.  Who  can  fathom  the  real 
meaning  of  the  word  Mother'^  Whose  hearts 
are  not  filled  with  the  memory  of  her.  who 
has  not  stopped  loving  us  from  the  first  mo- 
ment of  our  existence,  when  like  a  ray  of 
sunshine  she  beamed  down  into  our  cradles! 
When  the  fingers  of  care  and  worry  had  not 
yet  touched  our  hearts,  it  was  Mother  who 
was  always  around  preventing  their  entrance 
into  the  holy  island  of  Childhood. 

Motherhood  cannot  be  understood.  It  has 
its  overtones  in  all  languages:  like  magic  it 
weaves  a  pattern  full  of  joys,  tears,  patience, 
love— each  exalting  like  the  music  of  golden 
bells. 

Even  when  the  word  is  spoken  by  an  old 
man  it  sounds  as  if  it  comes  from  the  lips  of 
a  child.  To  try  to  explain  we  must  listen  to 
our  hearts  as  well  as  our  minds.  Mother 
teaches  us  to  walk  and  play;  to  talk  and 
pray.  She  knows  the  joys  of  happiness,  she 
knows  the  sorrows  of  worry,  care,  and  heart- 
ache. Mother  is  a  beautiful  person:  when  ev- 
erything else  in  the  world  may  change,  she 
alone  remains  the  same.  Others  may  love  us: 
but  she  knows  us.  understands  us.  and  will 
forgive  us  whatever  we  may  do.  Mother  is 
truly  the  living  example  of  Child's  sublime 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  for  she  has  Fed  the 
Hungry,  Given  Drink  to  the  Thirsty,  Clothed 
the  Poor,  Visited  the  Sick,  Buried  the  Dead. 
Taught  the  Ignorant,  and  has  given  Solace  to 
the  Sorrowful.  In  a  few  words  Mother  is 
God's  Co-helper,  and  a  radiant  beam  from 
that  Mother  of  all  Mercy. 


IN  REMEMBRANCE  OF  DR. 
ULYSSES  MASON,  JR. 


HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OF  I3H10 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently,  the 
Greater  Cleveland  community  mourned  the 
passing  of  Dr.  Ulysses  Mason,  Jr.,  a  highly  re- 
spected local  physician.  Dr.  Mason  passed 
away  on  May  13,  1995,  at  the  age  of  86  Dur- 
ing his  lifetime,  he  was  not  only  an  outstand- 
ing doctor,  but  he  was  an  individual  who  was 
committed  and  fought  to  achieve  racial  justice. 

Dr  Mason  began  his  nse  to  prominence  in 
1938  when   he  scored  third  among  the   112 
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doctors  who  passed  the  Ohio  medical  exam- 
ination. Early  in  his  career.  Dr  Mason  fought 
lof  the  establishment  of  a  nonsegregated 
medical  facility  where  patients  couia  be  admit- 
ted without  reference  to  color.  His  dream  be- 
came reality  with  the  formation  ol  Forest  City 
Hospital.  When  the  hospital  opened  its  doors 
in  1957,  It  was  the  first  facility  m  the  city  to 
offer  black  doctors  full  participation  in  its  oper- 
ation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  result  of  Dr.  Mason's  ef- 
forts, racial  barners  in  other  hospitals  eroded. 
and  black  physicians  were  placed  in  medical 
settings  where  they  could  learn  and  grow. 
During  his  career,  Dr.  Mason  also  served  as 
president  of  the  medical  staff  at  MetroHealth, 
becoming  the  first  black  physician  in  the  area 
to  hold  such  a  post. 

We  will  remember  Dr  Mason  as  an  individ- 
ual who  paved  the  way  so  that  others  could 
achieve  in  the  field  of  medicine.  For  many 
years  prior  to  my  coming  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress, Dr.  Mason  served  as  my  physician.  He 
was  an  individual  who  was  devoted  to  his 
work  and  the  community  I  recall  that  he  also 
gave  freely  of  his  time  and  energy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  recently  the  Plain  Dealer 
newspaper  highlighted  Dr  Masons  contribu- 
tions to  our  community.  1  want  to  share  the 
newspaper  article  with  my  colleagues.  I  also 
take  this  opportunity  to  again  extend  my  con- 
dolences to  Dr.  Mason's  wife.  Melbahu.  and 
his  family.  He  was  a  doctor  and  civii  rights  pio- 
neer who  will  never  be  forgotten 

(From  the  Plain  Dealer,  May  17.  1995] 

Dr.  Ulysses  Mason.  Civil  Rights  Activist 

(By  Richard  Peery) 

Cleveland.— Dr.  Ulysses  G.  Mason  Jr.  was 
a  highly  regarded  physician  who  fought  for 
racial  justice.  He  led  the  formation  of  Forest 
City  Hospital  to  provide  a  place  where  black 
physicians  and  patients  would  be  welcome 
without  consideration  of  color.  The  hospital 
was  open  for  more  than  20  years,  during 
which  black  doctors  and  patients  obtained 
greater  acceptance  in  other  area  hospitals. 

Dr.  Mason  died  Saturday  at  Cleveland  Clin- 
ic Hospital.  He  was  86. 

He  was  born  in  Birmingham.  Ala.  His  fa- 
ther, who  was  also  a  physician,  sent  him  to 
public  schools  in  Chicago  because  of  better 
educational  opportunities  there. 

Dr.  Mason  graduated  from  Amherst  College 
in  Amherst.  Mass..  in  1929  and  from  the  med- 
ical school  of  the  University  of  Chicago  In 
1936. 

He  served  his  internship  at  Cleveland's 
City  Hospital,  now  MetroHealth  Medical 
Center.  He  scored  third  among  the  112  doc- 
tors who  passed  the  Ohio  medical  examina- 
tion in  1938. 

Dr.  Mason  also  served  a  residency  in  inter- 
nal medicine  at  the  hospital  when  the  wards 
and  dining  rooms  for  patients  and  staff  were 
segregated  by  race.  In  1939.  he  took  the  first 
steps  toward  establishing  a  new.  nonseg- 
regated medical  facility  "where  Negro  pa- 
tients can  be  admitted  without  question  to 
color." 

He  circulated  a  letter  to  other  black  physi- 
cians asking  for  their  support.  The  late  Dr. 
Middleton  Lambright  Sr.  became  one  of  his 
strongest  backers. 

"Black  doctors  didn't  have  a  medical  set- 
ting they  could  call  their  own  where  they 
could  learn  and  grow."  Dr.  Mason  said  in  an 
interview  years  later. 

Dr.  Mason  was  president  of  the  Forest  City 
Hospital  Association  when  the  new  hospital 
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opened  in  the  Glenville  neig-hborhood  in  1957. 
The  103-bed  modern  general  hospital  was  the 
first  in  the  city  to  offer  black  doctors  full 
participation  in  its  operation. 

There  had  been  opposition  in  the  black 
community,  including:  some  from  the 
NAACP.  because  of  fears  that  the  hospital 
would  lead  to  increased  segregation  in  the 
rest  of  the  medical  community.  But  the  op- 
posite occurred.  Racial  barriers  in  other  hos- 
pitals eroded. 

Dr  Mason  was  named  president  of  the 
medical  staff  at  MetroHealth  in  1960.  It  was 
said  to  have  been  the  first  such  office  held  by 
a  black  doctor  at  any  area  hospital  other 
than  Forest  City. 

He  also  served  on  the  staff  of  Mt.  Sinai 
Hospital. 

Other  positions  that  Dr.  Mason  held  in- 
cluded service  on  the  boards  of  the  Glenville 
YMCA.  Cleveland  Academy  of  Medicine. 
Cleveland  Area  Heart  Society.  Anti-Tuber- 
culosis League  and  the  advisory  board  of  the 
Maternal  Health  Association. 

He  was  a  clinical  instructor  and  assistant 
clinical  professor  at  Case  Western  Reserve 
University  School  of  Medicine  until  1980. 

He  also  served  on  the  board  of  Alpha  Phi 
Alpha  fraternity. 

Dr. Mason  is  survived  by  his  wife.  Melbahu 
T  ;  and  sons.  Dr.  Ulysses  G.  UI  of  Denver. 
Bryant  S.  of  New  York  City  and  Paul  J.  of 
.Arlington.  Va. 

A  memorial  service  will  be  at  3  p.m.  Friday 
at  the  Church  of  the  Convenant.  U205  Euclid 
Ave. 

Arrangements  are  being  handled  by  E.F. 
Boyd  &  Son  Funeral  Home  of  Cleveland. 


THE  FEDERALLY  SUPPORTED 
HEALTH  CENTERS  ASSISTANCE 
ACT  OF  1995 

HON.  NANa  L  JOHNSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 
LN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  25.  1995 
Mrs  .JOHN.SON  of  Connect'cut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  plan  to  mtrociuce  shortly,  with  Congress- 
man Wyden  of  Oregon,  the  Federally  Sup- 
ported Health  Centers  Assistance  Act  of  1995 
and  commef  the  following  background  and 
summary  of  the  legislation  to  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

The  Federally  Supported  He.^lth  Centers 
Assistance  act  of  1995 

extending  M.^LPRACnCE  COVERAGE  FOR 
HEALTH  CENTERS  UNDER  THE  FEDERAL  TORT 
CLAIMS  ACT 

Background 

Community,  migrant  and  homeless  health 
centers  are  eligible  for  coverage  for  medical 
malpractice  under  the  Federal  Tort  Claims 
Act  [FTC.A].  Health  centers  were  brought 
under  the  FTCA  in  1993  by  the  Federally 
Supported  Health  Centers  Assistance  Act  of 
1992.  Health  centers  are  covered  for  mal- 
practice claims  in  the  same  manner  as  em- 
ployees of  the  Public  Health  Service  who 
provide  medical  care.  The  law  provided  this 
coverage  for  health  centers  for  a  three-year 
"demonstration"  period,  which  expires  De- 
cember 31.  1995. 

Private  malpractice  insurance  is  a  signifi- 
cant expense  for  health  centers.  Prior  to  the 
enactment  of  FTCA  coverage,  health  centers 
spent  J60  million  of  their  federal  grant  funds 
each  year  for  private  malpractice  coverage. 
Health  centers  covered  under  the  FTCA  has 
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saved  an  estimated  JI4.3  million  in  mal- 
practice insurance  costs  over  the  past  two 
years— funds  which  were  channelled  back 
into  patient  care  to  serve  an  estimated  75.000 
additional  clients. 

During  the  last  two  years.  FTCA  coverage 
for  health  centers  has  been  only  partially 
implemented.  Final  regulations  were  only 
recently  issued  on  May  8.  1995.  This  lengthy 
period  of  uncertainty  regarding  the  laws 
scope  has  made  it  necessary  for  many  health 
centers  to  continue  their  private  mal- 
practice coverage.  To  date.  542  health  cen- 
ters have  been  "deemed"  by  HHS  for  mal- 
practice coverage  under  FTCA.  and  119 
health  centers  have  dropped  private  mal- 
practice insurance  for  one  or  more  of  their 
clinicians.  Only  29  percent  of  health  center 
clinicians  are  currently  covered  by  FTCA. 

The  number  of  claims  against  health  cen- 
ters under  FTCA  is  remarkably  low.  Since 
autumn  of  1993.  only  eight  claims  have  been 
filed  nationwide  against  the  542  health  cen- 
ters approved  for  FTCA  coverage.  This  low 
rate  of  malpractice  claims  is  consistent  with 
the  low  rate  of  claims  filed  against  health 
centers  under  private  insurance  To  date,  a 
total  of  $11  million  of  health  center  appro- 
priations have  been  set  aside  over  the  last 
three  years  for  FTCA  judgment  costs.  None 
of  these  funds  have  been  obligated  or  ex- 
pended thus  far. 

SUMMARY  OF  LEGISLATION 

H.R.  makes  malpractice  coverage  for 
health  centers  under  the  FTCA  permanent. 
Based  on  information  gained  during  the  dem- 
onstration period.  H.R.  makes  several  clari- 
fications and  procedural  modifications  in  the 
law  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  operation 
of  the  program.  The  bill: 

Codifies  provisions  of  the  final  regulations 
defining  the  coverage  of  officers,  employees 
and  contractors  of  health  centers  under 
FTCA.  and  clarifies  that  health  center  gov- 
erning board  members  are  also  covered. 

Provides  for  coverage  under  FTCA  of  part- 
time  health  center  clinicians  who  practice  in 
the  primary  care  areas  of  family  practice, 
general  internal  medicine,  general  pediat- 
rics, and  obstetrics  and  gynecology. 

Codifies  provisions  of  the  final  regulations 
which  clarify  that  FTCA  malpractice  cov- 
erage applies  to  certain  health  services 
health  center  clinicians  may  provide  to  pa- 
tients who  are  not  registered  with  the  cen- 
ter. For  example,  health  center  practitioners 
participating  in  community-wide  immuniza- 
tion efforts  will  have  FTCA  coverage  when 
providing  immunizations. 

Establishes  procedures  for  health  centers 
to  apply  for  and  receive  malpractice  cov- 
erage under  FTCA.  Clarifies  that  once  an  ap- 
plication for  coverage  under  FTCA  is  ap- 
proved, the  coverage  applies  to  claims  for 
services  provided  during  the  period  for  which 
the  coverage  determination  has  been  made 
and  is  binding  on  all  parties  to  a  malpractice 
claim. 

Provides  for  a  full  and  fair  hearing  on  the 
record  before  a  health  center  can  be  decerti- 
fied from  previously  approved  FTCA  cov- 
erage. 

Provides  for  timely  action  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  to  remove  a  malpractice 
case  filed  in  state  court  when  the  case  is  cov- 
ered under  FTCA. 

Applies  FTCA  coverage  to  health  services 
provided  by  centers  to  enroUees  of  managed 
care  plans  who  have  chosen  the  managed 
care  plan  as  their  provider.  Establishes  that 
FTCA  coverage  must  be  accepted  by  man- 
aged care  plans  as  meeting  the  requirements 
for  malpractice  coverage  for  health  centers 
who  contract  to  be  providers  for  managed 
care  plans. 
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Sets  the  maximum  amount  th.it  may  be 
held  aside  from  health  center  grant  appro- 
priations for  the  FTCA  malpractice  claim  re- 
serve fund  at  $10  million  annually. 
H.R.  - 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE;  REFERENCE. 

(a)  SHORT  TITLE.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Federally  Supported  Health  Centers  As- 
sistance Act  of  1995". 

(b)  Reference.— Except  as  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided,  whenever  in  this  Act  an 
amendment  or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of 
an  amendment  to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or 
other  provision,  the  reference  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Public  Health  Service  .'Vet. 

SEC.  2.  PERMANENT  EXTENSION  OF  PROGRAM. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  224(g)  (42  U.S.C. 
233(g))  is  amended  by  striking  the  last  sen- 
tence of  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  CONFOR.MING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Section  224(k)(l)(A)  (42  U.S.C. 
233(kKl)(A))  is  amended  by  striking  "each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1993.  1994.  and  1995"  and  in- 
serting "each  fiscal  year". 

(2)  Section  224(k)(2)  (42  U.S.C.  233(k)(2))  is 
amended  by  striking  "each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1993.  1994.  and  1995"  and  inserting 
"each  fiscal  year". 

SEC.  3.  CLARIFICATION  OF  COVERAGE. 

Section  224(g)(li  il2  U.S.C.  233(g)(1))  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "offi- 
cer, employee,  or  contractor"  and  inserting 
"Officer,  governing  board  member,  or  em- 
ployee of  such  an  entity,  and  any  contrac- 
tor": and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  inserting 
after  "officer."  the  following  "governing 
board  member," 

SEC.  4.  COVERAGE  FOR  SERVICES  FLTIMSHED  TO 
I>fDIVIDLALS  OTHER  THAN  CENTER 
PATIE.NTS. 

Section  224(gHl)  (42  U.S.C.  233(g))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (1)  as  para- 
graph (1)(A);  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(B)  The  deeming  of  any  entity  or  officer, 
governing  board  member,  employee,  or  con- 
tractor of  the  entity  to  be  an  employee  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  services 
provided— 

"(i)  to  all  patients  of  the  entity,  and 

"(ii)  subject  to  subparagraph  (C).  to  indi- 
viduals who  are  not  patients  of  the  entity. 

"(C)  Subparagraph  (B)(ii)  applies  to  serv- 
ices provided  to  individuals  who  are  not  pa- 
tients of  an  entity  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines, after  reviewing  an  application  sub- 
mitted under  subparagraph  (D).  that  the  pro- 
vision of  the  services  to  such  individuals— 

"(i)  benefits  patients  of  the  entity  and  gen- 
eral populations  that  could  be  served  by  the 
entity  through  community-wide  interven- 
tion efforts  within  the  communities  served 
by  such  entity; 

"(ii)  facilitates  the  provision  of  services  to 
patients  of  the  entity;  or 

"(iii)  are  otherwise  required  under  an  em- 
ployment contract  (or  similar  arrangement) 
between  the  entity  and  an  officer,  governing 
board  member,  employee,  or  contractor  of 
the  entity.". 
SEC.  5.  APPLICATION  PROCESS. 

(a)  APPLICATION  Recjuirement.— Section 
224(g)(1)  (42  use.  233(g)(1))  (as  amended  by 
section  4)  is  further  amended— 


(1)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  inserting  "and 
subject  to  the  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
an  application  under  subparagraph  (D)"  after 
"For  purposes  of  this  section";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(D)  The  Secretary  may  not  deem  an  en- 
tity or  an  officer,  governing  board  member, 
employee,  or  contractor  of  the  entity  to  be 
an  employee  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
under  subparagraph  (A),  and  may  not  apply 
such  deeming  to  services  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii).  unless  the  entity  has  sub- 
mitted an  application  for  such  deeming  to 
the  Secretary  in  such  form  and  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  The  applica- 
tion shall  contain  detailed  information, 
along  with  supporting  documentation,  to 
verify  that  the  entity,  and  the  officer,  gov- 
erning board  member,  employee,  or  contrac- 
tor of  the  entity,  as  the  case  may  be.  meets 
the  requirements  of  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  of  this  paragraph  and  that  the  entity 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (4)  of  subsection  (h). 

"(E)  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  deter- 
mination of  whether  an  entity  or  an  officer. 
governing  board  member,  employee,  or  con- 
tractor of  the  entity  is  deemed  to  be  an  em- 
ployee of  the  Public  Health  Service  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section  within  30  days  after  the 
receipt  of  an  application  under  subparagraph 
(D).  The  determination  of  the  Secretary  that 
an  entity  or  an  officer,  governing  board 
member,  employee,  or  contractor  of  the  en- 
tity is  deemed  to  be  an  employee  of  the  Pub- 
lic Health  Service  for  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  for  the  period  specified  by 
the  Secretary  under  subparagraph  (A). 

"(F)  Once  the  Secretary  makes  a  deter- 
mination that  an  entity  or  an  officer,  gov- 
erning board  member,  employee,  or  contrac- 
tor of  an  entity  is  deemed  to  be  an  employee 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  for  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  determination  shall  be  final 
and  binding  upon  the  Secretary  and  the  .at- 
torney General  and  other  parties  to  any  civil 
action  or  proceeding.  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (i).  the  Secretary  and  the  Attor- 
ney General  may  not  determine  that  the  pro- 
vision of  services  which  are  the  subject  of 
such  a  determination  are  not  covered  under 
this  section  or  are  not  within  the  scope  of 
employment  or  responsibility  of  the  entity 
or  its  officers,  governing  board  members, 
employees,  or  contractors. 

"(G)  The  Secretary,  for  good  cause  shown, 
may  reverse  a  determination  under  subpara- 
graph (E).  The  decision  of  the  Secretary  to 
reverse  such  a  determination  shall  be  made 
on  the  record  after  opportunity  for  a  full  and 
fair  hearing.  Any  such  reversal  by  the  Sec- 
retary shall  apply  only  after  the  entity  re- 
ceives notice  of  such  reversal  and  shall  only 
apply  to  acts  and  omissions  occurring  after 
the  date  on  which  such  notice  was  re- 
ceived.". 

(b)  Approval  Process.— Section  224(h)  (42 
U.S.C.  233(hi)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  the  matter  preceding  para- 
graph (1)  and  inserting  the  following:  "The 
Secretary  may  not  approve  an  application 
under  subsection  (gxluD)  unless  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  the  entity—";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "has  fully  cooperated"  in 
paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  "will  fully  co- 
operate". 

SEC.  6.  TIMELY  RESPONSE  TO  FILING  OF  ACTION 
OR  PROCEEDING. 

Section  224  (42  U.S.C.  233)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)(1)  If  a  civil  action  or  proceeding  is 
filed  in  a  State  court  against  any  entity  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (g)(4)  or  any  officer. 
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governing  board  member,  employee,  or  any 
contractor  of  such  an  entity  for  damages  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a),  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, within  15  days  after  being  notified  of 
such  filing,  shall  make  an  appearance  in 
such  court  and  advise  such  court  as  to 
whether  the  Secretary  has  determined  under 
subsections  (g)  and  (h).  that  such  entity,  offi- 
cer, governing  board  member,  employee,  or 
contractor  of  the  entit.v  is  deemed  to  be  an 
employee  of  the  Public  Health  Service  for 
purposes  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
actions  or  omissions  that  are  the  subject  of 
such  civil  action  or  proceeding.  Such  advice 
shall  be  deemed  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (ci  that  the  Attorney  General  cer- 
tify that  an  entity,  officer,  governing  board 
member,  employee,  or  contractor  of  the  en- 
tity was  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  em- 
ployment or  responsibility. 

"(2)  If  the  Attorney  General  fails  to  appear 
in  State  court  within  the  time  period  pre- 
scribed under  paragraph  (1).  upon  petition  of 
any  entity  or  officer,  governing  board  mem- 
ber, employee,  or  contractor  of  the  entity 
named,  the  civil  action  or  proceeding  shall 
be  removed  to  the  appropriate  United  States 
district  court.  The  civil  action  or  proceeding 
shall  be  stayed  in  such  court  until  such  court 
conducts  a  hearing,  and  makes  a  determina- 
tion, as  to  the  appropriate  forum  or  proce- 
dure for  the  assertion  of  the  claim  for  dam- 
ages described  in  subsection  (a)  and  issues  an 
order  consistent  with  such  determination.". 
SEC.  7.  APPLICATION  OF  COVERAGE  TO  MAN 
AGED  CARE  PLANS. 

Section  224  (42  U.S.C  223)  (as  amended  by 
section  6)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(m)(l)  An  entity  or  officer,  governing 
board  member,  employee,  or  contractor  of  an 
entity  described  in  subsection  (g)(1)  shall,  for 
purposes  of  this  section,  be  deemed  to  be  an 
employee  of  the  Public  Health  Service  with 
respect  to  services  provided  to  individuals 
who  are  enrollees  of  a  managed  care  plan  if 
the  entity  contracts  with  such  managed  care 
plan  for  the  provision  of  services. 

"(2)  Each  managed  care  plan  which  enters 
into  a  contract  with  an  entity  described  in 
subsection  (g)(4)  shall  deem  the  entity  and 
any  officer,  governing  board  member,  em- 
plo.vee.  or  contractor  of  the  entity  as  meet- 
ing whatever  malpractice  coverage  require- 
ments such  plan  may  require  of  contracting 
providers  for  a  calendar  year  if  such  entity 
or  officer,  governing  board  member,  em- 
ployee, or  contractor  of  the  entity  has  been 
deemed  to  be  an  employee  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  for  purposes  of  this  section 
for  such  calendar  year.  Any  plan  which  is 
found  by  the  Secretary  on  the  record,  after 
notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  full  and  fair 
hearing,  to  have  violated  this  subsection 
shall  upon  such  finding  cease,  for  a  period  to 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  receive 
and  to  be  eligible  to  receive  any  Federal 
funds  under  titles  XVin  or  XIX  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'managed  care  plan'  shall  mean  health 
maintenance  organizations  and  similar  enti- 
ties that  contract  at-risk  with  payors  for  the 
provision  of  health  services  for  plan  enroll- 
ees and  which  contract  with  providers  (such 
as  entities  described  in  subsection  (g)(4))  for 
the  delivery  of  such  services  to  plan  enroll- 
ees.". 

SEC.  8.  COVERAGE  FOR  PART-TIME  PROVIDERS 
LINDER  CONTRACTS. 

Section  224(g)(5)(B)  (42  U.S.C.  223(g)(5)(B)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  nor- 
mally performs  an  average  of  less  than  32'/i 
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hours  of  services  per  week  for  the  entity  for 
the  period  of  the  contract,  the  individual  is 
a  licensed  or  certified  provider  of  services  in 
the  fields  of  family  practice,  general  internal 
medicine,  general  pediatrics,  or  obstetrics 
and  gynecology". 
SEC.  ».  DUE  PROCESS  FOR  LOSS  OF  COVERAGE. 

Section  224(i)(l)  (42  U.S.C.  233<i)(l))  is 
amended  by  striking  "may  determine,  after 
notice  and  opportunity  for  a  hearing"  and 
inserting  "may  on  the  record  determine, 
after  notice  and  opportunity  for  a  full  and 
fair  hearing" 

SEC.  10.  AMOUNT  OF  RESERVE  FUND. 

Section  224(k)(2)  (42  U  S.C.  223(kX2))  Is 
amended  by  striking  "$30,000,000"  and  insert- 
ing "$10,000,000". 


TRIBUTE  TO  NATHAN  H.  BRIDGES 
WINNER  OF  RAIL  SAFETY  AWARD 


HON.  HAROLD  L  FORD 

OF  tenne.ssee 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  i  would  like  to  pay 
tribute  to  one  of  my  constituents,  Mr  Nathan 
H.  Bndges  of  Memphis,  TN  who  has  t)een 
awarded  the  Harold  F.  Hammond  Award  lor 
safety  achievements  in  the  railroa(J  industry. 
Mr.  Bndges,  a  motor  car  repairman  for  the  lilt- 
nois  Central  Railroad  m  my  congressional  dis- 
tnct,  IS  responsible  for  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  all  track  equipment  for  his  mamte- 
nance-of-way  work  unit.  Mr  Bndges,  who  has 
been  chairman  of  the  railroad's  Southern  Re- 
gion engineering  department  safety  committee 
since  1993,  was  selected  from  over  200.000 
railroad  workers.  His  work  also  enabled  his 
company,  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  win  for 
the  fifth  time  the  EH  Harnman  Memorial 
Award.  The  Harnman  Award  is  given  to  rail- 
road companies  and  their  employees  for 
achieving  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
safety  standards. 

Secretary  of  Transportation  Fedencc  Pena 
noted  this  milestone  saymg;  "Our  statistics 
show  that  the  rate  of  tram  accidents  and  rail 
employee  injuries — along  with  the  number  of 
rail  employee  fatalities — were  at  their  lowest 
levels  in  1994"  Mr  Bndges  and  the  superb 
employees  of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  in 
Memphis  made  a  significant  contnbution  to 
these  safety  statistics. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Memphis,  TN  is  known  across 
this  country  as  "Amenca's  Distnbution  Cen- 
ter." Mr.  Bridges  dedicated  service  has  done 
much  to  help  our  great  city  keep  its  reputation 
as  a  center  lor  commerce  and  transportation. 
More  important  though  is  Mr.  Bridges'  dedica- 
tion to  safety  The  number  of  lives  saved  by 
his  commitment  to  safety  cannot  be  quantified. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  include  a  short  bi- 
ography of  Mr  Bridges  and  a  description  of 
the  award  for  the  record  and  ask  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  join  me  in  honoring 
his  contribution. 

The  Hammond  award  Winner 
Nathan  H.  Bridges 

Nathan  H.  Bridges,  who  repairs  track 
equipment  for  his  maintenance-of-way  unit 
of  Illinois  Central  Railroad,  is  the  Harold  F. 
Hammond  Safety  Award  winner. 

Mr.  Bridges  is  being  recognized  for  his  pro- 
motion  of  on-the-job  safety  awareness,  an 
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unselfish  commitment  to  advancing  safety 
knowledge  at  employee  meetings  and  im- 
proving safety-related  dialogue  among  em- 
ployees and  senior  management  of  Illinois 
Central. 

On  his  own  time.  Mr.  Bridges  produces  a 
quarterly  safety  newsletter  for  distribution 
to  fellow  employees  in  IC's  Southern  Region, 
counsels  schoolchildren  on  safe  behavior 
near  railroad  tracks  and  enrolled  in  night 
courses  on  occupational  safety  even  before 
IC's  current  tuition  refund  program  was  in- 
augurated. 

A  safety  consultant  who  encountered  Mr. 
Bridges  on  the  job  later  remarked  to  Illinois 
Central's  Southern  Region  superintendent 
that  "if  Illinois  Central  had  other  employees 
thinking  like  Nathan  Bridges,  solving  safety 
problems  would  be  a  breeze." 

In  nominating  Mr.  Bridges  for  the  Ham- 
mond Award.  Illinois  Central's  chief  execu- 
tive officer.  Hunter  Harrison,  wrote  that 
after  Mr  Bridges  was  asked  to  take  charge 
of  a  superintendent's  safety  committee,  "he 
immediately  told  everyone  on  the  committee 
either  to  start  contributing  or  resign  and 
make  room  for  someone  who  would.  He  as- 
signed all  the  committee  members  research 
projects  and  had  them  write  letters  for  a  re- 
gional safety  newsletter." 

Mr  Harrison  added  that  in  Mr.  Bridges' 
continuing  role  as  chairman  of  the  super- 
intendent's safety  committee,  he  repeatedly 
has  reminded  track  supervisors  and  even  en- 
gineering superintendents  that  employee 
safety  concerns  are  the  first  order  of  busi- 
ness on  Illinois  Central  Railroad. 

The  Harold  F  Hammond  Safety  Award,  es- 
tablished in  1986.  IS  awarded  to  an  individual 
railroad  employee  who  has  demonstrated 
outstanding  safety  achievement  during  the 
preceding  year. 


CLEANUP  OF  THE  ROCKY 
MOUNTAIN  ARSENAL 


HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

OF  C0LOR.\DO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  25.  1995 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr  Speaker,  one  of  the 
Nation's  most  notorious  military  environmental 
problems  )ust  took  a  big  step  (on/vard.  The 
World  War  ll-era  Rocky  Mountain  Arsenal,  lo- 
cated in  my  district,  manufactured  and  stored 
chemical  munitions.  It  later  leased  land  to 
Shell  Chemical  Co.  for  pesticide  production. 
Thirty  years  of  haphazard  chemical  disposal 
by  both  resulted  m  a  surlace  and  ground 
water  mess  that  vexed  Federal,  military.  State, 
and  corporate  leaders  who  faced  complicated 
cleanup  questions. 

Many  of  those  questions  were  answered 
with  the  release  yesterday  of  a  tentative  con- 
ceptual cleanup  strategy.  I  wish  to  submit  into 
the  record  that  agreement.  It  can  be  reviewed 
by  a  wide  audience  and  can  provide  nec- 
essary background  as  this  proiect  seeks  con- 
tinued funding  from  a  diminishing  defense  en- 
vironmental restoration  account. 

The  remarkable  fact  about  this  agreement  is 
the  6-year,  painstaking  negotiations  under- 
taken to  get  there.  Bitter  pills  were  swallowed 
by  all.  And  days  of  fine  tuning  are  still  ahead. 
But  the  real  winner  is  human  health  and  the 
environment.  I  wish  to  applaud  the  negotiators 
who  gave  years  of  blood,  sweat  and  tears  to 
reach  the  following  agreement. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  here  follows  a  milestone. 
Rocky  Mountain  .arsen.al  Re.medy  Negotia- 
tions, Embassy  Suites  Hotel,  SE  Denver. 
May  9-11, 1995 

conceptual  agreeme,nt  components 
(Please  refer  to  attached  map  for  site  loca- 
tions.) 

Background 

This  proposal  represents  a  tentative  con- 
ceptual agreement  between  the  U.S.  Army. 
Shell  Oil  Company,  the  state  of  Colorado, 
the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for 
the  cleanup  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Arsenal. 
The  conceptual  remedy  was  reached  based 
upon  ongoing  discussions  during  the  past  six 
months,  which  included  stakeholders,  and  on 
the  past  studies  performed  at  the  Arsenal  as 
part  of  the  Superfund  process.  This  tentative 
conceptual  agreement  is  contingent  on  the 
successful  resolution  of  issues  yet  to  be  re- 
solved by  the  parties. 

Timetable  for  Ongoing  Process 

Assuming  continued  resolution  of  issues 
between  the  parties,  a  new  Detailed  Analysis 
of  Alternatives  (DAA)  will  be  issued  by  the 
Army  within  the  next  six  months.  Concur- 
rently, a  Proposed  Plan  for  the  on-post 
cleanup  will  be  issued  for  public  review  and 
comment.  Stakeholder  involvement  will  con- 
tinue during  this  process.  A  closure  plan  for 
Basin  F  will  be  finalized  within  the  next  six 
months  as  well. 

1.  Future  Hazardous  Waste  Landfill 
(RCRA). 

A  new  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazardous 
waste  landfill  will  be  constructed  in  an 
agreed-upon  location  between  Former  Basin 
F  and  North  Plants.  One  cell  (approximately 
750,(X)0  cubic  yards)  of  this  landfill  will  have 
an  enhanced  design  and  will  contain  con- 
taminated soil  from  the  Basin  F  Waste  Pile 
and  Lime  Basins.  This  landfill  will  accept 
material  only  from  the  Arsenal. 

2.  Former  Basin  F. 

Principal  threat  soil  will  be  treated  in- 
place  using  solidification  to  a  depth  of  10 
feet. 

A  RCRA-equivalent  cap  with  biota  barrier 
will  be  constructed  over  the  former  basin  to 
prevent  contact  with  remaining  human 
health  exceedence  soil  and  to  minimize  fur- 
ther groundwater  contamination. 

3.  Basin  F  Waste  Pile. 

Waste  pile  soil,  including  the  bottom  lin- 
ers, will  be  excavated  and  placed  in  an  en- 
hanced cell  at  the  future  on-site,  state-of- 
the-art  hazardous  waste  landfill  designed  for 
approximately  750,000  cubic  yards  of  con- 
taminated soil  (to  include  Basin  F  Waste 
Pile  and  Lime  Basin  soil). 

If  the  waste  pile  soil  exceeds  EPA's  paint 
filter  test,  moisture  content  will  be  reduced 
to  acceptable  levels  by  using  a  dryer  in  an 
enclosed  structure.  Volatile  organic  com- 
pounds from  the  drying  process  will  be  cap- 
tured and  treated. 

Additional  odor  controls  will  be  employed 
as  necessary. 

4. Basin  A 

To  reduce  the  amount  of  clean  soil  used  for 
fill  from  other  portions  of  the  Arsenal,  exca- 
vated biota  exceedence  soil  from  other  sites 
at  the  Arsenal  will  be  placed  in  Basin  A  as 
fill  material  under  the  cap. 

Structural  debris  on  the  Arsenal,  except 
agent-contaminated  building  material  and 
pesticide-contaminated  building  material 
(unless  pesticide-contaminated  building  ma- 
terial is  washed),  may  be  placed  in  Basin  A 
as  fill  material. 

Contaminated  soil  (both  principal  threat 
and  human  health  exceedence  soil),  struc- 
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tural  debris  on  the  .Arsenal,  and  Arsenal 
biota  exceedence  soil  will  be  entombed  under 
6  inches  of  concrete  and  a  soil  cover. 

5.  South  Plants  Central  Processing  Area. 
Principal      threat      and      human      health 

exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  to  a  depth 
of  5  feet  and  placed  in  the  future  on-site, 
state-of-the-art  hazardous  waste  landfill. 

A  soil  cover  with  a  biota  barrier  will  be 
constructed  over  the  site  to  isolate  remain- 
ing contamination. 

6.  Balance  of  South  Plants  Areas. 
Principal      threat     and      human      health 

exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and  placed 
in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazard- 
ous waste  landfill. 

Biota  exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  for 
use  as  fill  material  in  Basin  A. 

7.  North  Plants. 

Human  health  exceedence  soil  will  be  exca- 
vated and  placed  in  the  future  on-site,  state- 
of-the-art  hazardous  waste  landfill. 

8.  Pits  and  Trenches. 

A.  Complex  (Army)  Trenches:  Construction 
of  a  slurry  wall  around  the  Trenches  and  a 
RCRA-equivalent  cap  with  biota  barrier  (6 
inches  of  concrete)  will  prevent  contact  with 
contaminated  soil  and  will  minimize  further 
groundwater  contamination. 

A  groundwater  pump  and  treat  system  will 
be  installed  and  operated  to  intercept  the 
Section  36  Bedrock  Ridge  Plume  until  the 
plume  is  hydrologically  controlled. 

B.  Shell  Trenches;  Expansion  of  the  cur- 
rent slurry  wall  around  the  Trenches  and  a 
RCRA-equivalent  cap  with  biota  barrier  will 
prevent  contact  with  contaminated  soil  and 
will  minimize  further  groundwater  contami- 
nation. 

C.  M-1  Pits:  Principal  threat  and  human 
health  exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and 
treated  via  a  solidification  technology. 
Treated  soil  will  be  placed  in  the  future  on- 
site,  state-of-the-art  hazardous  waste  land- 
fill. 

D.  Hex  Pits:  Principal  threat  soils  will  be 
treated  with  a  yet-to-be-agreed-upon  tech- 
nology. 

E.  Lime  Basin:  Principal  threat  and  human 
health  exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and 
placed  in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art 
hazardous  waste  landfill. 

F.  Burial  Trenches:  Human  health 
exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and  placed 
in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazard- 
ous waste  landfill, 

9.  Ditches,  etc, 

A.  Sand  creek  Lateral:  Human  health 
exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and  placed 
in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazard- 
ous waste  landfill;  biota  exceedence  soil  will 
be  excavated  and  used  as  fill  material  in 
Basin  A. 

B.  Buried  lake  sediments;  Human  health 
exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and  placed 
in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazard- 
ous waste  landfill. 

C.  South  Plants  Ditches:  Principal  threat 
and  human  health  exceedence  soil  will  be  ex- 
cavated and  placed  in  the  future  on-site, 
state-of-the-art  hazardous  waste  landfill. 

Biota  exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and 
used  as  fill  material  in  Basin  A. 

10.  Secondary  Basins:  Human  health 
exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and  placed 
in  the  future  on-site,  state-of-the-art  hazard- 
ous waste  landfill. 

Biota  exceedence  soil  will  be  excavated  and 
used  as  fill  material  in  Basin  A. 

11.  Chemical  Sewers:  Chemical  sewer  lines 
(typically  buried  deeper  than  6  feet)  and 
manholes  located  in  the  South  Plants 
Central  Processing  .Area  will  be  plugged  with 
concrete.  A  soil  cover  with  a  biota  barrier 
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will  be  placed  at  the  surface.  These  actions 
will  eliminate  acce.ss  to  the  lines  and  mini- 
mize further  groundwater  contamination. 

In  areas  outside  the  South  Plants  Central 
Processing  Area,  human  health  exceedence 
soil  associated  with  the  sewers  will  be  exca- 
vated and  placed  in  the  future  on-site,  state- 
of-the-art  hazardous  waste  landfill. 

12.  Structures:  Demolish  all  contaminated 
structures. 

In  order  to  minimize  use  of  clean  soil  for 
fill  material  in  Basin  A.  building  debris 
could  be  placed  into  Basin  A  for  fill,  except 
agent-contaminated  building  material  and 
pesticide-contaminated  building  material 
(unless  pesticide-contaminated  building  ma- 
terial is  washed). 

13.  .Munitions:  Munitions  and  munition  de- 
bris in  formerly  used  testing  sites  will  be  lo- 
cated and  excavated.  Excavated  debris  and 
associated  soil  will  be  placed  in  the  future 
on-site,     state-of-the-art     hazardous    waste 
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landfill.  If  explosives-containing  munitions 
are  found,  they  are  to  be  taken  to  the  closest 
on-post  site  for  detonation.  If  not  considered 
safe  for  removal  and  transport,  they  are  to 
be  detonated  in  place. 

14.  Groundwater-  The  Army's  proposal  in 
the  Detailed  Analysis  of  Alternatives  (DAA) 
was  agreed  upon.  In  addition.  Basin  A  and 
South  Plants  Central  Processing  areas  will 
not  be  de-watered  (also,  see  points  on  Com- 
plex (Army)  Trenches  above). 

Major  components  of  the  Army's  DAA  pro- 
posal include; 

Continued  operation  of  all  existing  ground- 
water pump  and  treat  systems  including  the 
three  boundary  systems  (Irondale.  Northwest 
Boundary  and  North  Boundary  Control  Sys- 
tems) and  interim  response  action  systems 
(Motor  Pool  and  Rail  Classification  Yard  Ex- 
traction System.  Basin  F  Groundwater.  IR.\. 
Basin  A  Neck  IRA  and  Off- post  System). 
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South  Plants  Tank  Farm  plume  ground- 
water will  be  treated  with  an  in-situ  biologri- 
cal  process. 

Additional  issues  under  "Issues  Yet  To  Be 
Resolved"  section  remain  to  be  resolved. 

15.  Alternative  Water  Supply:  4,000  acre  feet 
and  distribution  system  for  residents  (area 
yet  to  be  determined). 

issues  still  being  discussed  include: 

1.  Soil  Volumes 

2.  Existing  (sanitary)  Landfills 

3.  Assorted  Groundwater  Issues,  including: 
Point  of  compliance,  cleanup  levels  for  addi- 
tional compounds  and  application  of  Colo- 
rado Basic  Groundwater  Standards. 

4.  The  Appropriate  Remedy  for  Surficial  Soils, 
Other  Ditches.  Lake  Sediments 

5.  Assorted  Off-Post  Issues  such  as: 

A.  Off-post  soils 

B.  Montbello  soil  sampling 

C.  Health  Screening 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  recess,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER  I 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Lord  God.  Sovereign  of  our  Nation, 
You  led  our  forefathers  to  declare  in 
our  Constitution  that  the  function  of 
government  is  to  establish  justice,  pro- 
mote the  general  welfare,  and  secure 
the  blessings  of  liberty  for  our  people. 
We  are  here  in  this  Senate  to  preserve 
our  people's  right  to  life,  liberty,  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness.  Today,  we 
continue  the  discussion  of  the  growing 
problem  of  violence  and  terrorism  in 
our  land  that  threatens  these  very 
blessings.  The  spirit  of  fear  is  rampant 
as  a  result  of  those  who  perpetrate  acts 
of  violence.  Empower  the  Senators  as 
they  take  incisive  action  to  establish 
stronger  laws  to  combat  the  illusive 
and  dangerous  forces  of  organized  ter- 
rorism. Help  them  to  strengthen  the 
methods  of  investigation,  apprehen- 
sion, and  punishment  of  those  who 
willfully  cause  suffering  through  trea- 
sonous acts  of  terrorism  against  the 
Government. 

Today,  as  we  move  forward  to  act  de- 
cisively on  this  antiterrorism  legisla- 
tion, we  all  praise  You  that  You  do  not 
allow  the  violent  to  triumph.  In  Your 
holy  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recogTiized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  Senator  DOLE,  I  wish  to  an- 
nounce that  the  leader  time  has  been 
reserved  and  the  Senate  will  imme- 
diately resume  consideration  of  S.  735, 
the  antiterrorism  bill,  and  to  tell  all 
Senators,  in  accordance  with  the  ma- 
jority leader's  request,  that  rollcall 
votes  are  anticipated  today  on  or  in  re- 
lation to  amendments  to  the 
antiterrorism  bill. 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  pending  business. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  735)  to  prevent  and  punish  acts  of 
terrorism,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 


Pending: 

Hatch  amendment  No.  1199.  In  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  sought  recogni- 
tion this  morning  to  comment  on  the 
pending  legislation,  which  is  obviously 
a  bill  of  tremendous  importance  in 
light  of  the  recent  bombing  of  the  Fed- 
eral building  in  Oklahoma  City  on 
April  19  and  before  that  the  bombing  of 
the  World  Trade  Center  some  2  years 
ago. 

Terrorism  has  been  an  enormous 
problem  internationally  for  decades, 
and  now  terrorism  has  struck  on  the 
shores  and  in  the  heartland  of  the 
United  States.  In  considering  legisla- 
tion to  deal  with  this  very  critical 
problem,  Mr.  President,  we  should  ever 
be  mindful  that  an  appropriate  balance 
has  to  be  struck  between  public  safety 
and  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
citizens  under  the  Bill  of  Rights  which 
has  served  our  country  so  well  since  its 
adoption  in  1791. 

The  pending  legislation  has  appended 
to  it  the  habeas  corpus  reform  bill 
which  has  been  introduced  by  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  of  the  committee. 
Senator  Hatch,  and  myself  under  the 
caption  of  the  Specter-Hatch  bill.  S. 
623.  and  it  is  legislation  which  is  long 
overdue  to  make  the  death  penalty  a 
meaningful  deterrent. 

crime  bill.  Federal  legislation  was  en- 
acted which  provides  for  the  death  pen- 
alty for  those  responsible  for  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  Federal  building  in  Okla- 
homa City.  The  addition  to  this  legisla- 
tion of  habeas  corpus  reform  is  impor- 
tant because  some  cases  have  been 
pending  for  as  long  as  20  years.  Such 
delays  really  makes  a  virtual  nullity  of 
the  death  penalty  because,  in  order  to 
be  an  effective  deterrent,  the  punish- 
ment must  be  swift  and  the  punish- 
ment must  be  certain.  In  most  of  the 
cases  where  these  long  delays  have 
eventuated,  the  prosecutions  charac- 
teristically arise  in  the  State  courts 
and  go  through  with  the  judgment  of 
sentence  of  death  ultimately  affirmed 
by  the  highest  State  court  and  then  ha- 
beas corpus  proceedings  in  the  Federal 
court. 

The  conduct  in  Oklahoma  City,  the 
bombing  of  the  building  and  the  mur- 
der of  the  innocent  children,  women, 
and   men,   is  prosecutable   under  both 


Federal  and  State  laws,  and  there  is  a 
slightly  different  habeas  corpus  proce- 
dure with  respect  to  cases  that  origi- 
nate under  Federal  jurisdiction.  The 
Specter-Hatch  language  addresses  both 
types  of  cases,  and  I  think  it  is  very, 
very  important  to  have  it  contained  in 
this  bill. 

There  are  other  measures  in  the 
pending  legislation,  Mr.  President, 
which  I  think  require  our  very  calm 
and  deliberate  consideration,  such  as 
the  provision  which  provides  for  secret 
proceedings  to  deport  alien  terrorists. 
While  deportation  proceedings  are 
characteristically  described  as  a  civil 
proceeding,  under  the  due  process 
clause  of  law  has  been  held  to  apply, 
and  the  due  process  clause  of  the  14th 
amendment  characteristically  incor- 
porates most  of  the  specific  provisions 
of  the  Bill  of  Rights  including  the  right 
of  confrontation. 

I  have  grave  reservations  that  any 
kind  of  a  secret  proceeding  can  pass 
constitutional  muster.  It  is  my 
thought  that  we  may  be  able  to  solve 
the  problem  by  deporting  people  sus- 
pected of  being  terrorists  or  known  ter- 
rorists because  they  are  in  this  country 
illegally.  We  all  know  that  there  are 
many  aliens  in  the  United  States  ille- 
gally, but  there  are  not  sufficient  re- 
sources to  deport  all  of  them.  It  would 
be  entirely  possible  for  us  to  seek  to 
deport  aliens  who  are  here  illegally 
where  there  was  cause  to  believe  that 
they  are  terrorists  but  to  deport  them 
not  through  secret  proceedings  because 
they  are  terrorists  but  because  they 
are  m  the  united  States  iliegaily. 

Toward  that  end,  I  think  we  can  ab- 
breviate the  procedures  for  deporta- 
tion, including  limiting  appellate  re- 
view. I  think  it  is  entirely  possible  to 
have,  constitutionally,  a  definite  pe- 
riod of  preventive  detention,  and  if 
there  are  defenses  such  as  asylum,  they 
can  be  litigated  in  relatively  short 
order  so  that  deportation  of  illegal 
aliens  may  be  achieved  without  a  con- 
flict with  the  constitutional  right  of 
confrontation. 

Similarly.  Mr.  President,  I  am  con- 
cerned— and  I  have  expressed  this  be- 
fore in  the  hearings  held  in  the  terror- 
ism subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  which  I  chair— about  the 
provisions  which  would  enable  the  At- 
torney General  of  the  United  States  to 
classify  an  organization  as  engaged  in 
terrorist  activities  and  then  deprive 
that  organization  of  rights  which  are 
characteristically  protected  under  the 
first  amendment's  freedom  of  associa- 
tion. While  the  bill  provides  for  de  novo 
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review  by  the  court,  here  again  there 
are  provisions  for  secret  proceedings 
which  I  believe  may  run  afoul  of  the 
U.S.  Constitution. 

With  respect  to  any  wiretapping  pro- 
visions which  may  be  added  to  the  bill. 
I  think  they  will  require  our  very,  very 
close  scrutiny  to  be  sure  we  are  pre- 
serving the  constitutionally  protected 
rights  of  those  who  are  subject  to  the 
wiretapping. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  also  take  this 
opportunity  to  make  some  comments 
on  the  incidents  at  Ruby  Ridge,  ID.  and 
Waco.  With  the  Senate  being  fully  oc- 
cupied for  the  last  several  days  on  the 
budget,  I  did  not  have  an  opportunity 
to  do  so  before,  but  it  fits  right  in  at 
this  juncture,  and  I  shall  be  relatively 
brief  in  summarizing  some  of  the  pre- 
liminary findings  which  I  have  come 
to. 

As  the  Congressional  Record  will 
show— and  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  chairman  of  the  .Judiciary  Commit- 
tee, is  in  the  Chamber — it  has  been  my 
view  that  we  ought  to  hold  hearings  on 
Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge  promptly.  And 
by  that  I  mean  on  or  before  August  4. 
I  am  well  aware  of  the  consideration  of 
not  impeding  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation's inquiries  into  Oklahoma 
City.  But  as  I  said  some  time  ago.  in 
conversations  with  the  Director  of  the 
FBI,  he  thought  that  a  period  by  mid- 
August,  8  to  10  weeks  from  the  time  of 
our  conversation  as  I  reported  it  on  the 
Senate  floor,  would  allow  ample  time 
for  the  FBI  to  complete  its  Oklahoma 
City  investigation  without  having  any 
problems  created  by  a  Senate  inquiry 
of  the  full  Judiciary  Committee. 

But  in  the  absence  of  that  full  in- 
quiry and  in  the  absence  of  the  setting 
of  a  date,  I  had  said  that  I  was  going  to 
make  a  preliminary  inquiry  myself.  I 
did  have  occasion  to  report  very  briefly 
on  these  matters  last  week,  but  I  want 
to  comment  a  little  more  extensively 
this  morning  on  my  preliminary  find- 
ings. 

With  respect  to  the  incident  at  Ruby 
Ridge.  ID,  which  came  to  a  head  back 
on  August  21,  1992.  I  have  had  occasion 
to  talk  to  a  number  of  the  people  who 
have  knowledge  of  that  matter,  includ- 
ing FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh:  FBI  Dep- 
uty Director  Larry  Potts:  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and 
Firearms.  John  Magaw;  Jerry  Spence, 
the  attorney  for  Mr.  Weaver:  Mr.  Wea- 
ver, whom  I  talked  to  when  I  was  in 
Des  Moines  earlier  this  month  in  the 
presence  of  his  attorney,  Michael 
Mooma,  Esq.  I  have  also  talked  to 
Randy  Day.  Esq..  the  Boundary  County 
attorney  in  Idaho  who  was  considering 
possible  State  prosecutions  arising  out 
of  that  incident.  During  the  course  of 
my  conversations  with  Mr.  Weaver,  his 
daughters  Sarah,  Rachel,  and  Alicia. 
ages  19.  13,  and  3.  were  also  present. 

One  of  the  critical  aspects  of  the 
matter  involving  Mr.  Weaver  concerns 
the  issue  as  to  how  the  entire  incident 


arose.  In  my  meeting  with  Mr.  Weaver, 
he  described  the  incident  as  starting 
out  when  an  undercover  agent  associ- 
ated, as  Mr.  Weaver  thought,  with  the 
Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms, came  to  purchase  sawed-off  shot- 
guns from  Mr.  Weaver.  As  Mr.  Weaver 
himself  recounted  the  incident,  he  did 
provide  two  sawed-off  shotguns  to  the 
ATF  undercover  agent. 

In  my  later  conversations  with  the 
Director  of  the  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  unit,  John  Magaw,  he  said 
that,  during  the  course  of  the  trial, 
there  was  an  acquittal  of  Mr.  Weaver 
on  grounds  of  entrapment.  Mr.  Magaw 
described  it  as  borderline  entrapment, 
but  it  raises  a  fundamental  question  as 
to  the  appropriate  course  of  conduct  of 
the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms  on  initiating  such  a  matter 
through  an  undercover  agent,  a  con- 
fidential informant,  where  the  incident 
has  all  the  preliminary  earmarks  of  en- 
trapment. And  that,  in  fact,  was  the 
conclusion  of  the  court,  and  that  is  the 
concession  made  by  the  director  of  the 
Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms  unit. 

Mr.  President,  a  more  critical  aspect 
of  what  happened  at  Ruby  Ridge.  ID.  of 
the  tragedy  which  occurred  there — in- 
cluding the  killing  of  a  deputy  U.S. 
marshal,  the  killing  of  Mr.  Weaver's 
son.  Sam  Weaver,  the  killing  of  Mr. 
Weaver's  wife,  Vicky — is  the  issue  of 
the  change  in  the  FBI's  rules  of  en- 
gagement from  the  standard  shooting 
policy.  On  that  issue,  there  is  a  direct 
conflict  between  representations  made 
by  Mr.  Eugene  F.  Glenn,  who  is  now 
the  special  agent  in  charge  at  the  Salt 
Lake  City  office  of  the  FBI  and  Deputy 
Director  Larry  Potts  of  the  FBI. 

In  my  conversation  with  Mr.  Potts  on 
May  17  of  this  year,  Mr.  Potts  advised 
mp  that  there  were  never  any  changes 
in  the  rules  of  engagement  and  that  he. 
Mr.  Potts,  had  no  authorization  to 
change  the  deadly  force  policy. 

We  do  know,  in  the  course  of  the  inci- 
dents there,  that  Mrs.  Weaver  was 
killed  by  the  bullet  of  an  FBI  sharp- 
shooter. The  contention  has  been  made 
by  officials  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation that  that  was  a  matter 
which  was  necessary  to  defend  other 
agents  who  were  involved  in  the  effort 
to  take  Mr.  Weaver  into  custody. 

There  is  a  very  significant  question 
as  to  the  circumstances  of  that  shoot- 
ing with  respect  to  a  Bureau  represen- 
tation that  Mrs.  Weaver  was  shot 
through  a  door,  which  raises  the  infer- 
ence and  suggestion  that  the  shooter 
might  not  have  been  able  to  see  Mrs. 
Weaver,  contrasted  with  the  represen- 
tation of  others  that  the  door  had  a 
glass  pane  so  that,  in  fact,  the  shooter 
may  have  been  able  to  see  Mrs.  Weaver. 
That  is  not  ascertainable  based  upon 
what  I  know  of  the  facts,  because  there 
is  a  possibility  of  glare,  there  is  a  pos- 
sibility of  some  obstruction  of  vision 
even  with  a  pane  of  glass,  but  that  is 
certainly  something  which  requires  in- 
quiry. 


Focusing  in  specifically  on  the  con- 
flict or  at  least  apparent  conflict  be- 
tween Mr.  Potts  and  Mr.  Glenn— as  I 
have  said.  Deputy  Director  Potts  told 
me  that  there  were  never  any  changes 
in  the  rules  of  engagement  and  that  he 
had  no  authorization  to  change  the 
deadly  force  policy  of  the  FBI. 

In  a  letter  from  Special  Agent  Glenn 
to  Michael  A.  Shaheen.  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Professional  Responsibil- 
ity at  the  Department  of  Justice,  seek- 
ing an  investigation  into  what  oc- 
curred. Mr.  Glenn  refers  specifically  to 
adjustments  to  the  Bureau's  standard 
shooting  policy  at  Ruby  Ridge,  and  he 
attributes  those  to  Deputy  Director 
Potts. 

This  statement  appears  at  page  6  of 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Glenn  to  Mr. 
Shaheen: 

On  August  22.  1992.  then  Assistant  Director 
Potts  advised  during  a  telephonic  conversa- 
tion with  SAC 

That  means  sjjecial  agent  in  charge 
Glenn. 

chat  he  had  approved  the  rules  of  engage- 
ment, and  he  articulated  his  reasons  for  his 
adjustments  to  the  Bureau's  standard  shoot- 
ing policy.  During  the  ten  days  of  the  Ruby 
Ridge  stand-off.  there  were  several  occasions 
when  SAC  Glenn  and  AD  Potts  tele- 
phonically  communicated  with  one  another, 
and  during  these  conversations  they  mutu- 
ally agreed  that  the  rules  of  engagement 
should  continue  to  exist.  On  Wednesday,  Au- 
gust 26,  1992.  AD  Potts  approved  the  FBI  re- 
turning to  the  standard  shooting  policy.  This 
is  reflected  In  the  SIOC  Log,  page  13,  Item  7. 

Then  it  follows  to  have  the  specifica- 
tion as  to  what  occurred  there. 

When  Mr.  Glenn  requested  this  spe- 
cial investigation,  he  draws  this  con- 
clusion at  page  1  of  the  letter: 

*  *  *  Investigative  deficiencies  reveal  a 
purpose  to  create  scapegoats  and  false  im- 
pressions, rather  than  uncovering  or  rein- 
forcing the  reality  of  what  happened  at  Ruby 
Ridge. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  this  letter 
from  Mr.  Glenn  to  Mr.  Shaheen  be 
printed  at  the  conclusion  of  my  state- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Brown).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
abbreviate  these  comments  because  we 
are  in  the  middle  of  the  consideration 
of  the  broader  terrorism  bill,  but  these 
comments  are  directly  relevant  to  this 
bill.  1  know,  however,  that  others  are 
waiting  to  speak.  While  I  will  have 
more  to  say  about  this  at  a  later  time. 
I  will  condense  these  comments  at  this 
time. 

Relating  to  the  incident  at  Ruby 
Ridge,  there  are  questions  which  have 
already  been  raised  by  many  as  to  why 
Mr.  Potts  was  made  the  Deputy  Direc- 
tor of  the  FBI  while  this  matter  was 
pending  and  certainly  before  there  was 
a  congressional  inquiry  by  the  U.S. 
Senate  or  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Those  are  among  my  reasons  for 
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thinking:  that  a  congressional  inquiry 
into  Ruby  Ridge  should  have  been  held 
a  long  time  ago.  but  at  least  ought  to 
be  held  as  promptly  as  possible. 

Mr.  President,  turning  for  a  few  mo- 
ments to  the  incident  at  Waco.  TX, 
which  reached  its  conclusion  on  April 
19.  1993.  let  me  say  at  the  outset  as  em- 
phatically as  I  can  that  whatever  hap- 
pened at  Waco.  TX.  whatever  happened 
at  Ruby  Ridge.  ID.  there  is  absolutely 
no  justification  for  what  happened  at 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  on  April  19 
of  this  year. 

But  I  do  believe  that  it  is  more  than 
coincidence  that  the  incident  at  Waco 
occurred  on  April  19  and  the  incident 
at  Oklahoma  City  occurred  on  the 
same  day  2  years  later.  I  believe  it  is 
vital  in  our  democracy  that  account- 
ability be  present  at  the  highest  levels 
of  our  Government.  It  has  always  been 
my  view  that  there  should  be  a  Senate 
inquiry  on  Waco,  and  I  expressed  that 
view  back  in  the  middle  of  the  summer 
of  1993  shortly  after  the  Waco  incident 
occurred.  My  comments  were  corrobo- 
rated on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  by  the 
then-chairman.  Senator  Biden,  who 
confirmed  that  I  had  been  pressing  for 
an  inquiry  into  Waco  at  that  time. 

We  live  in  the  greatest  democracy  in 
the  history  of  the  world,  but  we  have  to 
remember,  especially  those  of  us  In 
Washington.  DC.  and  within  the  belt- 
way,  that  we  govern  by  the  consent  of 
the  governed  and  that  the  right  of  the 
Government  to  govern  depends  upon 
the  Government's  recognizing  the 
rights  of  individual  citizens. 

There  is  no  mere  coincidence  be- 
tween the  existence  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  and  the  stability  of  the  Amer- 
ican Government.  The  items  in  the  Bill 
of  Rights  have  to  be  very,  very  care- 
fully safeguarded  in  every  respect.  It  is 
a  fundamental  constitutional  duty  of 
the  Congress  to  have  oversight.  That 
oversight  has  not  been  held  with  re- 
spect either  to  Waco  or  to  Ruby  Ridge, 
and  I  believe  that  these  matters  are  di- 
rectly related  to  the  pending  legisla- 
tion which  we  are  considering. 

In  just  a  few  minutes.  I  think  the 
briefest  way  to  set  some  of  the  ques- 
tions on  the  record  which  require  an- 
swering by  our  congressional  hearing 
would  be  to  refer  to  the  report  and  rec- 
ommendations filed  by  Prof.  Alan 
Stone  of  Harvard  with  other  rec- 
ommendations submitted  to  the  then- 
Deputy  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States.  Philip  Heymann. 

Professor  Stone  was  one  of  a  group  of 
panelists  who  was  requested  by  the  FBI 
to  prepare  a  forward-looking  report 
suggesting  possible  changes  in  Federal 
law  enforcement  in  light  of  what  hap- 
pened at  Waco.  These  are  a  few  of  the 
comments  from  Professor  Stone. 

At  page  1  of  his  report,  he  says: 

.  .  .  Neither  the  official  Investigation  nor 
the  Dennis  evaluation  has  provided  a  clear 
and  probing  account  of  the  FBI  tactics  dur- 
ing the  stand-off  and  their  possible  relation- 
ship to  the  tragic  outcome  at  Waco. 


Then  going  on  a  few  sentences  later: 

I  have  concluded  that  the  FBI  command 
failed  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  their 
own  behavioral  science  and  negotiation  ex- 
perts. They  also  failed  to  make  use  of  the 
agency's  own  prior  successful  experience  In 
similar  circumstances.  They  embarked  on  a 
misguided  and  punishing  law  enforcement 
strategy  that  contributed  to  the  tragic  end- 
ing at  Waco. 

As  a  physician.  I  have  concluded  that  there 
are  serious  unanswered  questions  about  the 
basis  for  the  decision  to  deploy  toxic  CS  gas 
In  a  closed  space  where  there  were  25  chil- 
dren, many  of  them  toddlers  and  Infants. 

Skipping  ahead  to  page  24.  Professor 
Stone  goes  on  to  say: 

One  might  think  that  the  highest  priority 
after  a  tragedy  like  Waco  would  be  for  every- 
one Involved  to  consider  what  went  wrong 
and  what  would  they  now  do  differently.  I 
must  confess  that  It  has  been  a  frustrating 
and  disappointing  experience  to  discover 
that  the  Justice  Department's  Investigation 
has  produced  so  little  In  this  regard. 

Moving  ahead  now  to  page  30  briefly 
The   FBI   needs  a  better   knowledge   base 
about  the  medical  consequences  of  CS  gas. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  the  AG — 

The  Attorney  General, 
—was  not  properly  Informed  of  the  risks  to 
Infants  and  small  children  posed  by  CS  gas. 

Continuing  a  few  sentences  later: 
The  FBI.  the  Justice  Department,  and  all 
of  law  enforcement  that  uses  CS  gas  ought  to 
have  as  clear  an  understanding  of  its  medical 
consequences  as  possible. 

Then  on  his  final  page,  page  31,  under  ■ 
a  caption  "Final  Word,"  there  is  this 
statement: 

There  Is  a  view  within  the  FBI  and  In  the 
official  reports  that  suggests  the  tragedy 
was  unavoidable.  This  report  is  a  dissenting 
opinion  from  that  view. 

Then  a  final  sentence: 

It  Is  my  considered  opinion  that  the 
fallings  of  the  FBI  at  Waco  Involved  no  In- 
tentional misconduct. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  save  time. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  full 
text  of  this  report  by  Professor  Stone 
be  printed  at  the  end  of  my  statement 
this  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
citations  which  I  refer  to  and  in  the 
full  text  of  what  Professor  Stone  has 
raised,  which  will  be  apparent  to  those 
who  will  see  it  in  the  Congressional 
Record,  there  are  many  unanswered 
questions  as  to  what  happened  at 
Waco,  just  as  there  are  many  unan- 
swered questions  as  to  what  happened 
at  Ruby  Ridge.  It  is  my  hope  that  we 
will  have  a  Senate  inquiry  just  as 
promptly  as  possible. 

I  think  it  is  vital  that  there  be  ac- 
countability at  the  highest  levels  of 
Government  and  that  the  public  will  be 
assured  that  the  Congress  will  fully 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  for  over- 
sight under  our  constitutional  respon- 
sibility. 

Yesterday,  we  had  scheduled  a  hear- 
ing involving  the  militia  movement  in 


the  subcommittee  of  Judiciary  which  I 
chair.  That  hearing,  regrettably,  had 
to  be  postponed  because  we  were  voting 
continuously  all  day  long.  But  yester- 
day afternoon.  I  put  into  the  Record 
the  prepared  statements  of  some  wit- 
nesses that  came  from  the  militia 
movement.  In  brief  conversation  I  had 
with  those  individuals,  they  expressed 
their  concern  about  what  the  Govern- 
ment had  done  and  their  gratification 
that  at  least  the  subcommittee  was 
making  an  inquiry  into  what  had  gone 
on.  If  we  discharge  our  duties.  Mr. 
President,  we  can  provide  a  safety 
valve  to  let  the  citizens  of  America 
know  that  their  constitutional  rights 
are  being  respected  and  that  there  will 
be  congressional  oversight  no  matter 
where  the  blame  may  lie  at  the  highest 
level  of  the  Federal  Government,  if 
there  is  any  blame. 

I  do  not  prejudge  what  went  on  at 
Ruby  Ridge  or  at  Waco,  but  I  am  abso- 
lutely convinced  that  there  are  many. 
very,  very  serious  questions  as  to  the 
governmental  action  at  Ruby  Ridge 
and  Waco,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the 
safety  valve  and  venting  possible 
through  a  Senate  full  inquiry  is  very 
vital  as  we  consider  these  problems  of 
terrorism  and  move  ahead  to  provide 
better  protection  to  the  American  peo- 
ple from  domestic  terrorism  and  at  the 
same  time  guarantee  that  the  constitu- 
-tional  rights  are  preserved. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Exhibit  1 
U.S.  Depart.ment  of  justice, 
Federal  Bureau  of  Lnvestig.ation, 

Salt  Lake  City.  UT.  May  3.  1995. 
Michael  E.  Shaheen. 
Office  of  Professional  Responsibility, 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Shahees:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  request  the  Office  of  Professional 
Responsibility  (OPR)  conduct  an  Investiga- 
tion into  the  conduct  of  FBI  Associate  Spe- 
cial Agent  In  Charge  (A-SAC)  Charles 
Mathews.  Ill  and  possibly  others  during  the 
period  A-.SAC  Mathews  served  on  special  as- 
signment In  Washington.  D.C.  from  October 
through  December.  1994.  preparing  the  Ad- 
ministrative Summary  Report  regarding  the 
conduct  of  FBI  personnel  Involved  in  the 
Ruby  Ridge  matter. 

As  a  key  participant  in  the  events  of  Ruby 
Ridge.  I  believe  I  was  not  adequately  or  fully 
Interviewed,  yet  the  Investigative  report  was 
relied  upon  in  proposing  discipline  against 
me  and  other  FBI  Agents.  As  Is  explained 
below,  this  and  other  investigative  defi- 
ciencies reveal  a  purpose  to  create  scape- 
goats and  false  impressions,  rather  than  un- 
covering or  reinforcing  the  reality  of  what 
happened  at  Ruby  Ridge. 

A-SAC  Mathews  was  provided  with  the  1994 
Ruby  Ridge  report  of  Department  of  Justice 
(DOJ)  Attorney  Barbara  Herman,  along  with 
sixteen  issues  raised  by  the  DOJ  during  their 
review  of  the  Berman  Report.  These  issues 
concern  alleged  misconduct  by  FBI  employ- 
ees. His  assignment  as  preparer  of  the  Ad- 
ministrative Summary  Report  was:  evaluate 
existing  documentation  contained  In  the 
Berman  report  for  evidence  of  misconduct, 
review  additional  documentation  within  the 


FBI  that  was  not  a  part  of  the  Berman  re- 
port, and  conduct  or  have  conducted  appro- 
priate investigation  to  either  substantiate  or 
refute  each  allegation. 

investigative  procedural  requirements 

As  Is  clearly  documented  In  subsequent 
portions  of  this  letter.  A-SAC  Mathews  con- 
ducted his  administrative  review  with  little 
regard  to  FBI  policy  and  procedure,  and  as 
such  his  Administrative  Summary  Report  Is 
critically  flawed. 

For  example,  A-SAC  Mathews  did  not  fol- 
low the  FBI  Manual  Of  Administrative  Oper- 
ations and  Procedures  (MAOP)  as  it  pertains 
to  interviews  of  employees  under  criminal  or 
administrative  inquiry.  Section  13-4  of  the 
MAOP  Is  particularly  relevant  as  follows: 

■13-4  Interviews  of  Employees  Involved 

■■(1)  Interviews  of  employees  Involved  in  al- 
legations of  criminality  or  serious  mis- 
conduct should  be  conducted  at  the  earliest 
logical  time  and  in  a  forthright  manner. 
There  should  be  no  evasiveness  on  the  part  of 
the  Bureau  official  conducting  the  interview, 

'■(2)  The  employee  should  be  fully  and  spe- 
cifically advised  of  the  allegations  which 
have  been  made  against  him,  her  In  order 
that  he  she  may  have  an  opportunity  to  fully 
answer  and  respond  to  them.  .  .  . 

••(3i  Such  interviews  must  be  complete  and 
thorough  with  all  pertinent  Information  ob- 
tained and  recorded  so  that  all  phases  of  the 
allegations  may  be  resolved.  .  .  . 

"(4)  The  inquiry  shall  not  be  complete 
until  the  specific  allegations  that  may  Jus- 
tify disciplinary  action  are  made  known  to 
the  employee  who  may  be  disciplined  and  the 
employee  is  afforded  reasonable  time  to  an- 
swer the  specific  allegations.  The  employee's 
answers,  explanations,  defenses,  etc..  should 
be  recorded  In  the  form  of  a  signed,  sworn 
statement  which  should  specifically  Include 
the  allegations  made  against  the  employee 
in  an  Introductory  paragraph.  The  statement 
Is  to  be  prepared  following  an  In-depth  inter- 
view of  the  employee  by  the  division  head  or 
designated  supervisory  representative.  The 
employee  is  not  merely  to  be  asked  to  give  a 
written  response  to  the  allegations,  but  Is  to 
be  Interviewed  in  an  Interrngatory  fashion, 
and  a  signed,  sworn  statement  prepared  irom 
the  results  by  the  interviewing  official.  .  .  ." 

.MATHEWS  ACTIO.NS 

I  have  enclosed  and  request  your  review  of 
the  following:  (1)  the  form  "Warning  and  As- 
surance to  Employee  Required  to  Provide  In- 
formation" {FD-645)  wnich  states.  "This  in- 
quiry pertains  to  Allegations  of  misconduct 
relating  to  the  Rules  of  Engagement  estab- 
lished for  the  Ruby  Ridge  critical  incident 
and  whether  the  FBI  fully  and  adequately 
participated  in  the  Invesilgatloa  prosecution 
of  Weaver  Harris."  and  (2)  the  compelled 
signed  statement  of  Eugene  F,  Glenn  dated 
December  8.  1994.  provided  by  A-SAC 
Mathews  and  Supervisory  Special  Agent 
(SSA)  Jerry  R.  Donahoe.  in  which  paragraph 
two  reads.  "I  have  been  Informed  that  this 
inquiry  pertains  to  allegations  of  misconduct 
relating  to  the  Rules  of  Engagement  iROE) 
established  for  the  Ruby  Ridge  critical  Inci- 
dent and  whether  the  FBI  fully  and  ade- 
quately participated  in  the  Investlgatloa' 
prosecution  of  Weaver  Harris." 

It  should  be  noted  that  my  ten-page  signed 
statement  dated  December  8.  1994.  details  li- 
aison Issues  concerning  the  FBI.  Salt  Lake 
City  and  the  United  States  Attorney's 
(USA'S)  Office.  Boise.  Idaho,  for  a  period  of 
time  prior  to  the  Ruby  Ridge  incident  and 
extending  through  the  Harris  Weaver  trial. 
No  questions  were  asked  regarding  "rules  of 
engagement."  Specifically.  I  was  not  asked 


why  I  had  allegedly  approved  the  rules  of  en- 
gagement or  more  basically  who  had  ap- 
proved the  rules  of  engagement.  I  was  never 
informed  that  I  faced  possible  disciplinary 
action  for  my  alleged  approval  of  the  rules  of 
engagement.  And  although  contrary  to  the 
printed  purpose  of  the  Inquiry  as  set  forth  on 
the  FD-645.  supra.  A-SAC  Mathews  stated 
during  the  beginning  of  this  Interview.  "The 
rules  of  engagement  are  considered  unconsti- 
tutional: therefore,  there  is  no  need  to  fur- 
ther discuss  them."  This  Is  clearly  in  con- 
flict with  the  MAOP  citation  13-4(2)&(4) 
above. 

department  of  justice  report 

I  direct  your  attention  to  an  excerpt  from 
an  article  that  appeared  in  "Legal  "Times." 
on  March  6,  1995.  captioned.  "DOJ  Report 
May  halt  FBI  Official's  Rise."  This  article  Is 
based  on  a  review  of  the  DOJ  Ruby  Ridge  re- 
port prepared  by  Barbara  Berman,  Appar- 
ently this  report  was  leaked  to  the  media 
during  late  February,  1995.  The  "Legal 
Times"  article  states: 

"In  the  Reno  inquiry.  Potts  had  told  inves- 
tigators that  he  never  approved  the  final 
rules  of  engagement,  the  guidelines  govern- 
ing a  particular  operation.  Reno  has  refused 
to  release  the  542-page  report,  saying  that 
she  would  wait  until  the  local  district  attor- 
ney In  Boundary  County,  Idaho,  completes 
an  investigation  into  whether  agents  should 
be  charged  with  murder. 

"But  according  to  testimony  contained  In 
the  report,  which  was  obtained  by  Legal 
Times.  Potts  did  approve  the  shoot-on-slght 
rule. 

"The  task  force  found  that  FBI  operatives 
on  the  ground  in  Idaho  faxed  an  operational 
plan,  including  the  proposed  rules  of  engage- 
ment, to  headquarters  for  approval  by  Potts 
and  his  then  deputy.  Danny  Coulson.  But  ac- 
cording to  Freeh,  Coulson  had  questions 
about  other  facets  of  the  operation  discussed 
and  did  not  notice,  let  alone  read,  the  rules 
of  engagement.  Potts,  who  had  been  working 
on  the  matter  for  36  straight  hours,  was  not 
on  duty  at  the  time  and,  hence,  did  not  see 
the  written  rules. 

"But  Eugene  Glenn,  the  on-site  com- 
mander of  the  FBI  operation,  says  In  a  Janu- 
ary 1994  declaration  that  he  believes  he  had 
already  obtained  Potts'  approval  by  tele- 
phone before  the  shooting. 

"The  Reno  task  force  also  seemed  to  give 
credence  to  Glenn's  account.  "(lit  is  incon- 
ceivable to  us  that  FBI  Headquarters  re- 
mained ignorant  of  the  exact  wording  of  the 
Rules  of  Engagement  during  the  entire  pe- 
riod,' the  report  says. 

"But  FBI  officials  dispute  Glenn's  account 
and  criticize  the  Justice  Department's  report 
as  flawed. 

•"When  you  piece  together  the  evidence  as 
best  as  possible  after  the  fact,  we  reached 
our  best  judgment,  and  that's  reflected  in 
the  discipline  that  the  director  announced  or 
proposed.'  says  FBI  General  Counsel  Howard 
Shapiro,  who  was  directly  Involved  in  the 
FBI's  Irqulry. 

"Freeh  and  Potts  both  declined  comment. 

"  'I  can't  speak  for  the  director  personally,' 
Shapiro  says,  but  a  lot  turned  on  the  fact 
that  Potts  had  not  approved  the  final  form  of 
the  rules  of  engagement,  which  are  admit- 
tedly problematic.  Had  we  found  otherwise, 
it  surely  would  have  been  grounds  for  further 
sanction,'  the  general  counsel  adds. 

"Shapiro  declined  to  elaborate,  saying  that 
the  FBI's  conclusions  about  what  happened 
are  based  on  Information  that  Reno  has  said 
the  bureau  must  not  release  pending  the  out- 
come of  the  local  investigation." 

I  have  never  been  Intervlewedylnterrogated 
regarding  the  rules  of  engagement.  I  was  not 


made  aware  of  the  charge  that  I  had  ap- 
proved the  rules  of  engagement.  Addition- 
ally. HRT  Commander  Dick  Rogers.  SAC  BUI 
Gore,  and  SAC  Robin  Montgomery  were  not 
Interviewed/Interrogated  regarding  the  rules 
of  engagement  during  A-SAC  Mathews'  prep- 
aration of  the  Administrative  Summary  Re- 
port. 
fbihq  approval  of  rules  of  engagement 
I  had  been  interviewed  previously  on  two 
occasions;  during  September.  1992  as  part  of 
the  Shooting  Incident  Report,  and  again  on 
January  12.  1994.  as  part  of  the  Berman  DOJ 
Inquiry.  It  Is  specifically  detailed  in  the 
Shooting  Incident  Report  that  the  rules  of 
engagement  were  approved  at  FBI  Head- 
quarters. I  call  your  attention  to  the  follow- 
ing pages:  Administrative  Section.  Cover 
Page  «,  Paragraph  1;  Report  Synopsis,  Page 

2,  Lines  3  through  7;  the  body  of  the  report. 
Page  3,  Paragraph  2:  Dick  Rogers  signed 
statement.  Page  2.  Paragraph  2  tlirough  Page 

3,  Paragraph  2;  and  signed  statement  of  Eu- 
gene F.  Glenn,  Page  5.  Paragraph  2  through 
Page  6.  Paragraph  1:  and  also  to  then  Assist- 
ant Director  Potts'  signed  statement  where 
he  articulates  as  part  of  this  report  that  he 
approved  the  rules  of  engagement.  The  DOJ 
inquiry  covered  a  broad  period  of  time  and 
touched  only  briefly  on  rules  of  engagement. 
Questioning  concerning  who  approved  the 
rules  of  engagement  was  not  addressed  In  de- 
tail by  Interviewing  officials  -during  the 
preparation  of  my  signed  statement.  Ques- 
tions concerning  who  approved  the  rules  of 
engagement  did  not  appear  to  be  a  critical 
issue  to  be  developed  at  the  time  of  the  Her- 
man report. 

It  should  be  noted  that  on  September  30. 
1992.  the  date  of  the  Shooting  Report,  there 
was  no  discussion  regarding  who  approved 
the  rules  of  engagement.  The  report  simply 
states  that  the  rules  of  engagement  were  ap- 
proved at  FBI  Headquarters.  It  Is  also  noted 
that  the  Shooting  Review  Committee  Re- 
port, dated  November  9.  1992,  once  again  con- 
curred that  FBI  Headquarters  approved  the 
rules  of  engagement.  According  to  the 
•Legal  Times  "  article  dated  March  6,  1995, 
the  DOJ  findings  were,  "(lit  Is  Inconceivable 
to  us  that  FBI  Headquarters  remained  igno 
rant  of  the  exact  wording  of  the  Rules  of  En- 
gagement during  the  entire  period.  " 

There  was  no  Indication  that  the  rules  of 
engagement  presented  to  field  command  at 
Ruby  Ridge  on  Saturday.  August  22.  1992.  dif- 
fered In  any  way  from  the  rules  of  engage- 
ment Larry  Potts  advised  he  approved  dur- 
ing his  signed,  sworn  statement  taken  during 
the  creation  of  the  Shooting  Review  Report. 
It  was  only  after  the  Interviewing  began  that 
pertained  to  the  DOJ  Inquiry  headed  up  by 
Barbara  Berman  (over  one  year  after  the  In- 
cident) that  statements  began  to  waiver  with 
regard  to  responsibility  for  approval  of  the 
rules  of  engagement. 

In  the  absence  of  approved  and  recognized 
Investigative  methods  and  techniques,  A- 
SAC  Mathews  managed  to  take  a  quantum 
leap  from  the  factual  basis  documented  in 
three  previous  reports  to  a  position  of  plac- 
ing the  blame  for  approval  of  the  rules  of  en- 
gagement on  SAC  Eugene  F.  Glenn.  It  should 
be  noted  that  this  remarkable  concluslonary 
quantum  leap  by  A-SAC  Mathews  was  ac- 
complished without  the  benefit  of  any  addi- 
tional pertinent  interviews  of  the  logical 
parties  who  were  aware  of  the  rules  of  en- 
gagement approval  process. 

With  regard  to  then  Assistant  Director 
Potts,  his  signed  statement  taken  on  Sep- 
tember 24.  1992.  (a  part  of  the  Shooting  Re- 
view Report),  advised  that  he  Jointly  pre- 
pared  the  rules   of  engagement  with   HRT 
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Commander  Dick  Rogrers  while  Rogers  was 
flying  from  Washington,  D.C.  to  Northern 
Idaho  to  carry  out  his  assigned  task  as  HRT 
Commander  on-scene  during  Ruby  Ridge.  On 
Saturday  morning.  August  22.  1992.  HRT 
Commander  Rogers  presented  SACs  Glenn 
and  Gore  with  the  OPS  Plan  that  Included 
the  rules  of  engagement;  he  advised  how 
these  rules  had  been  prepared  during  the 
night  from  Washington.  D.C.  to  Northern 
Idaho  and  that  then  Assistant  Director  Potts 
was  involved  In  the  preparation  of  these 
rules  of  engagement  and  that  Potts  had  ap- 
proved them.  On  August  22,  1992.  then  Assist- 
ant Director  Potts  advised  during  a  tele- 
phonic conversation  with  SAC  Glenn  that  he 
had  approved  the  rules  of  engagement,  and 
he  articulated  his  reasons  for  these  adjust- 
ments to  the  Bureau's  standard  shooting  pol- 
icy. During  the  ten  days  of  the  Ruby  Ridge 
stand-off  there  were  several  occasions  when 
SAC  Glenn  and  AD  Potts  telephonlcally 
communicated  with  one  another,  and  during 
these  conversations  they  mutually  agreed 
that  the  rules  of  engagement  should  con- 
tinue CO  exist.  On  Wednesday.  August  26. 
1992.  AD  Potts  approved  the  FBI  returning  to 
the  standard  shooting  policy.  This  Is  re- 
flected in  the  SIOC  Log.  page  31,  item  7,  as 
follows:  -T)  AD  Potts  and  SAC  Glenn  agreed 
effective  100  p.m.  EDT.  8  2692.  chat  the  rules 
of  engagement  have  changed  and  that  they 
are  now  that  we  should  fire  only  In  accord- 
ance with  current  FBI  shooting  policy.  .  . 

FBIHQ  OVERSIGHT  OF  CRISIS  SITU.^TIONS 

During  the  January  6.  1995,  press  con- 
ference given  by  Director  Freeh  concerning 
discipline  of  FBI  Agents  Involved  in  Ruby 
Ridge,  the  Director  stated  that  Deputy  As- 
sistant Director  (DAD)  Coulson  had  not  read 
the  rules  of  engagement.  If  this,  in  fact,  were 
true.  I  do  not  understand  how  such  a  derelic- 
tion could  be  accepted  from  an  Individual 
whose  sole  purpose  for  being  In  SIOC  during 
this  crisis  was  to  be  in  command  of  FBI  oper- 
ations at  Ruby  Ridge.  It  Is  a  long-standing 
FBI  procedure  that  any  time  SIOC  Is  in  oper- 
ation, all  Investigative  plans,  operations 
plans,  and  tactical  initiatives  are  approved 
by  the  individual  in  charge  of  SIOC.  This 
point  can  be  testified  to  by  any  SAC  present 
or  former  who  has  ever  served  during  a  crisis 
with  SIOC  in  operation.  Additionally.  It  can 
be  testified  to  by  any  local,  state,  or  county 
law  enforcement  officer  who  has  worked 
Jointly  with  the  FBI  during  a  crisis  incident 
with  SIOC  In  operation.  I  have  had  several 
local  and  state  officers  come  forward  who 
will  testify  that  they  witnessed  this  above- 
described  procedure  during  the  Slnger-Swapp 
crisis  In  Utah  in  1988.  Additionally,  officials 
of  the  U.S.  Marshal's  Service  (USMS)  were 
present  at  Ruby  Ridge  In  1992  and  witnessed 
the  procedure  when  the  operations  plan, 
which  on  page  two  contained  the  rules  of  en- 
gagement, was  sent  via  facsimile  to  FBI 
Headquarters  on  Saturday.  August  22.  1992. 
at  12:15  PM  PST.  and  to  the  USMS  Head- 
quarters simultaneously.  At  12:30  PM.  PST. 
the  USMS  Headquarters  responded  they  had 
no  objections  to  the  operations  plan.  Bureau 
approval  was  not  obtained  for  the  operations 
plan  until  the  negotiation  annex  was  faxed 
back  to  FBI  Headquarters.  At  that  time  DAD 
Coulson  advised  he  approved  the  operations 
plan. 

DAD  Coulson  relieved  AD  Potts  on  Satur- 
day. August  22.  1992.  It  is  reasonable  to  as- 
sume that  AD  Potts  fully  briefed  DAD 
Coulson  regarding  the  activities  surrounding 
the  Ruby  Ridge  matter.  Including  rules  of 
engagement,  prior  to  turning  over  command 
responsibilities  to  him.  I  call  your  attention 
to  the  SIOC  Log,  page  8,  time  18:04,  which 
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reads  as  follows:  'DAD  Coulson  sent  a  fac- 
simile to  SAC  Glenn  re  questions  regarding 
the  Operations  Plan  submitted  by  SAC  Salt 
Lake.  1.  No  mention  is  made  of  Sniper  Ob- 
server deployment  as  of  5:30  p.m.  EST— (2:30 
PST)  2.  What  intelligence  has  been  gathered 
from  the  crisis  point?  3.  There  is  no  mention 
of  a  Negotiation  Strategy  to  secure  release 
of  individuals  at  the  crisis  point.  4.  There  is 
no  mention  of  any  attempt  to  negotiate  at 
all.  5.  SAC  Salt  Lake  is  requested  to  consider 
negotiation  strategy  and  advise  FBIHQ. 
FBIHQ  is  not  prepared  to  approve  the  plan  as 
submitted  at  this  time." 

FBIHQ  ACTIONS  ON  OPERATIONS  PLAN 

When  DAD  Coulson  received  the  operations 
plan  on  Saturday,  August  22.  1992,  he  tele- 
phonlcally advised  SAC  Glenn  he  could  not 
approve  the  operations  plan  because  it  con- 
tained nothing  about  negotiation  strategy. 
DAD  Coulson  and  SAC  Glenn  had  a  lengthy 
telephone  conversation  concerning  the 
points  1  through  5  set  forth  in  the  previous 
paragraph.  Item  1  which  deals  with  sniper 
observer  deployment  was  discussed  at 
length.  It  should  be  noted  there  were  over  200 
members  of  HRT.  FBI  SWAT  team  members, 
and  other  tactical  and  Investigative  units 
who  were  all  held  in  camp  and  were  not  de- 
ployed, including  sniper  observers,  until 
after  DAD  Coulson  had  received  the  crisis 
negotiation  annex  to  the  operations  plan  and 
at  that  time  the  field  command  was  free  to 
move  sniper  observer  teams  into  forward  po- 
sitions. The  sniper  log  verifies  that  snipers 
were  in  position  at  5:07  PM,  Pacific  Daylight 
Time  (8:07  PM,  Eastern  Daylight  Time), 
which  is  after  DAD  Coulson  had  approved  the 
operations  plan  containing  the  rules  of  en- 
gagement. There  Is  no  logic  to  the  assump- 
tion that  FBI  leadership  responsible  for  field 
command  at  Ruby  Ridge  would  fax  the  oper- 
ations plan  containing  the  rules  of  engage- 
ment to  FBI  Headquarters  and  USMS  Head- 
quarters (receiving  approval  from  the  latter) 
and  then  deploy  FBI  resources  prior  to  re- 
ceiving approval  from  SIOC,  FBI  Head- 
quarters. Is  it  logical  to  conclude  that  the 
two  FBI  SACs  and  the  FBI  HRT  Commander 
on  the  scene  would  have  mutually  concurred 
to  deploy  FBI  resources  absent  prior  SIOC 
approval? 

The  question  must  asked  how  did  DAD 
Coulson  avoid  reviewing  the  rules  of  engage- 
ment which  are  located  on  page  2  of  the  Op- 
eration Plan  Inasmuch  as  he  obviously  had 
reviewed  the  Operations  Plan  to  come  up 
with  the  questions  as  set  forth  In  the  SIOC 
Log.  supra. 

Page  8  of  the  SIOC  Log  at  18:30  reads  as  fol- 
lows: -SAC  Glenn  advised  DAD  Coulson  that 
Portland  SWAT  team  had  contact  with  who 
they  believe  was  subject  approximately  '« 
mile  'up  canyon'  from  home.  He  used  profan- 
ity and  told  them  to  get  off  property.  SAC 
was  reminded  of  rules  of  engagement  and  to 
treat  subject  as  threat  If  confronted  outside 
home.  SAC  Is  working  on  negotiation  plan." 

It  is  noted  that  DAD  Coulson's  reminder  to 
SAC  Glenn  regarding  how  to  handle  Weaver 
if  confronted  outside  his  home  is  in  keeping 
with  the  rules  of  engagement  that  appeared 
in  the  Operations  Plan  and  is  not  In  keeping 
with  the  standard  Bureau  shooting  policy. 

Additionally,  there  exist  two  witnesses — 
one  an  Individual  who  had  a  high-level  posi- 
tion in  SIOC  during  the  operation  who  ad- 
vised it  was  common  knowledge  that  FBI 
Headquarters  approved  the  rules  of  engage- 
ment; and  the  second  witness  is  a  Bureau  Su- 
pervisor who  served  in  SIOC  on  Saturday 
with  DAD  Coulson  and  overheard  him  dis- 
cussing the  rules  of  engagement  with  Bureau 
Supervisor  Tony  Betz. 


CONFLICTS  ON  RULES  OF  ENGAGEMENT 
APPROVAL 

I  am  aware  that  there  exist  conflicting 
statements  regarding  approval  of  the  rules  of 
engagement.  Had  A-SAC  Mathews  conducted 
his  administrative  review  with  the  ethical 
standards  and  integrity  normally  associated 
with  any  FBI  Agent,  each  of  the  individuals 
Involved  (Potts.  Coulson.  Rogers.  Glenn. 
Gore,  and  Montgomery)  would  have  been  In- 
terrogated to  resolve  any  conflicts  that  ap- 
pear in  their  statements  regarding  rules  of 
engagement.  Had  interrogation  not  resolved 
these  conflicts,  polygraph  examinations 
should  have  been  mandated  as  the  next  log- 
ical step.  This  type  of  in-depth  investigation 
should  have  been  mandated  by  A-SAC 
Mathews  prior  to  any  conclusions  being 
drawn  concerning  who  approved  the  rules  of 
engagement. 

DEFICIENCIES  ON  U.S.  ATTORNEY  LIAISON 
CONCLUSIONS 

Instead  of  being  interrogated  concerning 
charges  placed  against  me.  I  was  afforded  a 
telephonic  "soft"  fact-finding  chronology- 
type  review  interview  concerning  liaison 
with  the  USA's  Office  in  Boise.  Idaho.  I  was 
never  confronted  with  the  allegations  made 
by  former  U.S.  Attorney  Maurice  Ellsworth 
andor  others.  Individuals  I  suggested  to  A- 
SAC  Mathews  chat  should  be  contacted  to 
provide  additional  insight  regarding  liaison 
problems  that  existed  with  the  USA's  Office 
in  Boise  under  Ellsworth's  leadership  were 
not  contacted,  and  the  current  U.S.  Attorney 
in  Boise  and  former  Acting  U.S.  Attorney  for 
the  District  of  Idaho  were  never  contacted  to 
verify  the  current  excellent  liaison  chat  ex- 
ists between  the  FBI  and  USA's  Office  In 
Boise.  It  should  be  noted  that  U.S.  Attorney 
for  the  District  of  Idaho  Betty  Richardson 
and  former  Acting  U.S.  Attorney  Pat  Malloy 
of  that  office  wrote  unsolicited  letters  to 
both  Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  and  FBI 
Director  Louis  J.  Freeh  describing  the  cur- 
rent high  quality  of  liaison  chat  exists  be- 
tween the  FBI  and  Che  USA's  Office  in  Idaho. 
It  is  important  to  noce  thac  according  to  the 
DOJ  report  leaked  to  the  media  concerning 
Che  Rubv  Ridge  matter,  the  criticism  leveled 
in  the  DOJ  investigation  focused  on  liaison 
discrepancies  by  Headquarters  Units  of  the 
FBI  and  their  Interaction  with  the  USA's  Of- 
fice in  Boise.  Idaho.  Yet.  the  Mathews  report 
turned  the  responsibility  for  deficiencies  in 
liaison  with  the  USA's  Office  in  Boise.  Idaho, 
to  the  Salt  Lake  City  Field  Division  without 
conducting  logical  investigative  steps  and 
without  advising  those  to  be  charged  with 
these  derelictions  of  the  specific  allegations 
they  would  be  facing. 

DEFICIENCIES  IN  MATHEWS  REPORT 

I  have  not  yet  been  given  access  to  the 
Mathews  Administrative  Summary  Report; 
however.  I  am  aware  of  other  areas  that  were 
covered  within  the  scope  of  this  Inquiry 
where  A-SAC  Mathews:  (1)  failed  to  develop 
gather  all  evidence  regarding  liaison  be- 
tween the  FBI,  Salt  Lake  City  and  the  USA's 
Office  in  Boise;  (2)  demonstrated  unethical 
conduct  by  selectively  choosing  FBI  Field 
Agents  for  discipline  and  omitting  others  In- 
volved Jointly  with  those  selected  for  dis- 
cipline; (3)  selectively  choosing  ASAC  Thom- 
as Miller  and  SAC  Michael  Kahoe  for  dis- 
cipline regarding  the  Shooting  Review  Re- 
port for  "Inaccurately  and  incompletely  ana- 
lyzing the  report"  while  omitting  discipline 
of  others  who  had  to  have  reviewed  the  re- 
port (then  Chief  Inspector  of  the  Inspection 
Division,  then  Assistant  Director  of  the  In- 
spection Division,  then  Deputy  Assistant  Di- 
rector Danny  Coulson.   CID;   then  Assistant 


Director  Larry  Potts.  CID),  all  of  whom  had 
to  have  read,  analyzed,  and  approved  this 
Shooting  Report  prior  to  it  being  sent  to 
then  Deputy  Director  Doug  Gow;  (4 1  and  fi- 
nally, ocher  FBI  Agents  were  Interviewed  by 
A-SAC  Mathews  and  were  subsequently  cen- 
sured, yet  were  not  advised  they  were  the 
subjects  of  an  administrative  inquiry  nor 
were  they  given  the  standard  waiver  form  to 
sign  (FD-645). 

A-SAC  Mathews,  a  close  associate  of  then 
DAD  Danny  Coulson.  served  as  Coulson's 
ASAC  In  the  Portland  Office  of  the  FBI  when 
Coulson  was  SAC  from  August  24.  1988.  to  De- 
cember 29.  1991.  The  only  logical  conclusion 
that  can  be  drawn  to  explain  the  deception 
and  lack  of  completeness  in  this  Investiga- 
tion is  that  A-SAC  Mathews'  relationship 
with  Coulson  caused  him  to  avoid  the  devel- 
opment of  the  necessary  facts,  and  caused 
him  to  cover  up  facts  germane  to  the  central 
Issues.  It  is  beyond  concelvabillty  that  any 
FBI  Agent  with  25  years  of  experience  could 
have  Inadvertently  presented  such  an  Incom- 
plete. Inaccurate  document  as  the  Adminis- 
trative Summary  Report  prepared  by  A-SAC 
Mathews.  Had  A-SAC  Mathews  demonstrated 
the  ethical  standards  normally  associated 
with  someone  in  the  FBI  of  his  position,  he 
would  have  recused  himself  from  this  assign- 
ment because  of  an  obvious  conflict  of  inter- 
est. 

ST.\TUS  OF  PROPOSED  DISCIPLINARY  ACTION 

More  than  115  days  have  passed  since  I  was 
publicly  castigated  by  Director  Freeh  during 
his  infamous  January  6.  1995,  national  press 
conference.  To  date  I  have  not  been  given 
copies  of  the  Administrative  Summary  Re- 
port prepared  by  A-SAC  Mathews,  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  Report  concerning  Ruby 
Ridge  prepared  In  1994  by  Barbara  Berman 
(leaked  to  the  media  in  February.  1995).  the 
FBI  report  concerning  the  Ruby  Ridge  mat- 
ter prepared  by  then  Inspector  Robert  E. 
Walsh  in  1994  (which  report  parallels  the  Ber- 
man report  but  presents  findings  that  differ), 
and  other  Internal  documents  I  have  gone  on 
record  requesting  under  the  provisions  of 
FOIPA. 

.Since  January  6.  1995.  the  FBI  In  concert 
with  the  DOJ  has  moved  forward  to  have  af- 
firmed the  correctness  of  the  discipline 
handed  out  to  then  Assistant  Director  Potts, 
and  on  May  2.  1995.  finalized  his  promotion 
to  Deputy  Director  of  the  FBI. 

This  action  was  taken  while  my  appeal  sits 
unaddressed  In  the  office  of  Deputy  Attorney 
General  Jamie  Gorellck.  The  DOJ.  aware 
that  there  are  unresolved  issues  concerning 
responsibility  for  authorization  of  the  rules 
of  engagement  at  Ruby  Ridge,  chose  to  ig- 
nore the  opportunity  to  hear  from  SAC 
Glenn  and  instead  took  a  course  of  action 
which  further  exasperates  an  already  flawed 
Administrative  Review  Process. 

CONCLUSION 

I  request  that  a  thorough  OPR  Inquiry  be 
initiated.  There  are  numerous  administra- 
tive guidelines  and  procedures  that  have 
been  violated,  and  it  Is  conceivable  that  fed- 
eral statutes  have  been  violated.  The  lack  of 
professionalism  demonstrated  in  the  han- 
dling of  the  Administrative  Summary  Report 
in  connection  with  the  Ruby  Ridge  matter 
casts  a  dark  cloud  over  the  integrity  of  the 
FBI  and  the  DOJ. 

I  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  be  in- 
terrogated regarding  this  matter,  and  would 
likewise  welcome  the  opportunity  to  submit 
to  a  polygraph  examination  afforded  to  me 
by  a  professional,  nationally-recognized  op- 
erator with  a  total  Independent  bearing  in 
this  matter. 


This  letter  has  not  been  referred  directly 
to  OPR,  Inspection  Division.  FBI  Head- 
quarters, since  it  would  create  a  conflict  of 
interest  for  Assistant  Director  Gore,  who 
was  present  and  Intricately  Involved  In  dis- 
cussions involving  the  Operations  Plan' (In- 
cluding rules  of  engagement)  utilized  during 
the  Ruby  Ridge  crisis  in  Idaho. 
Respectfully  yours. 

Eugene  F.  Glenn, 
Special  Agent  in  Charge. 
Salt  Lake  City  Division. 
Exhibit  2 
report  and  rec0mmend.ations  concerning 
the  Handling  of  Lncidents  Such  as  the 

BRANCH  DAVIDIAN  STANDOFF  IN  WACO,  TX 

(Submitted  to  Deputy  Attorney  General 
Philip  Heymann,  by  Panelist  Alan  A. 
Stone.  M.D..  Touroff-Glueck  Professor  of 
Psychiatry  and  Law.  Faculty  of  Law  and 
Faculty  of  Medicine.  Harvard  University, 
November  10,  1993) 

I.  preamble 

The  Justice  Department's  official  inves- 
tigation published  on  October  8th  together 
with  other  information  made  available  to 
the  panelists  present  convincing  evidence 
that  David  Koresh  ordered  his  followers  to 
set  the  fire  In  which  they  perished.  However. 
neither  the  official  investigation  nor  the 
Dennis  evaluation  has  provided  a  clear  and 
probing  account  of  the  FBI  tactics  during 
the  stand-off  and  their  possible  relationship 
to  the  tragic  outcome  at  Waco.  This  report 
therefore  contains  an  account  based  on  my 
own  further  review  and  interpretation  of  the 
facts. 

I  have  concluded  that  the  FBI  command 
failed  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  their 
own  behavioral  science  and  negotiation  ex- 
perts. They  also  failed  to  make  use  of  the 
Agency's  own  prior  successful  experience  in 
similar  circumstances.  They  embarked  on  a 
misguided  and  punishing  law  enforcement 
strategy  that  contributeij  to  the  tragic  end- 
ing at  Waco. 

As  a  physician.  I  have  concluded  that  there 
are  serious  unanswered  questions  about  the 
basis  for  the  decision  to  deploy  toxic  C.S.  gas 
in  a  closed  space  where  there  were  25  chil- 
dren, many  of  them  toddlers  and  infants. 

This  report  makes  several  recommenda- 
tions, first  among  them  is  that  further  In- 
quiry will  be  necessary  to  resolve  the  many 
unanswered  questions.  Even  with  that  major 
caveat.  I  believe  the  Deputy  Attorney  Gen- 
eral's suggestions  for  forward  looking 
changes  are  excellent  and  endorse  them.  This 
report  makes  further  specific  recommenda- 
tions for  change  building  on  his  proposal. 

II.  INTRODUCTION 

A:  Explanation  for  the  delay  in  the  xubmission 
of  this  report 

This  past  summer,  the  Justice  and  Treas- 
ury Departments  appointed  a  group  of  panel- 
ists, each  of  whom  was  to  prepare  a  forward- 
looking  report  suggesting  possible  changes 
In  federal  law  enforcement  in  light  of  Waco. 
For  reasons  set  forth  below,  I  decided  that 
before  submitting  a  report  based  qp  my  par- 
ticular professional  expertise,  it  was  nec- 
essary to  have  a  complete  understanding  of 
the  factual  investigation  by  the  Justice  De- 
partment. Having  now  had  the  opportunity 
to  read  and  study  that  report  and  the  Dennis 
Evaluation.  I  concluded  that  I  did  not  yet 
have  the  kind  of  clear  and  probing  view  of 
events  that  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  for 
making  suggestions  for  constructive  change. 
Deputy  Attorney  General  (DAG)  Philip 
Heymann  therefore  made  it  possible  for  me 
to  pursue  every  further  question  I  had  with 


those  directly  responsible  for  the  Justice  De- 
partment's factual  investigation  and  with 
the  FBI  agents  whose  participation  at  Waco 
was  relevant  to  my  Inquiry.  Their  coopera- 
tion allowed  me  to  obtain  the  Information 
necessary  for  this  report. 

The  Justice  Department  has  sifted  through 
a  mountain  of  information,  some  of  which,  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Statute,  can  not  be 
publicly  revealed.  This  evidence  overwhelm- 
ingly proves  that  David  Koresh  and  the 
Branch  Davldians  set  the  fire  and  killed 
themselves  in  the  conflagration  at  Waco, 
which  fulfilled  their  apocalyptic  prophecy. 
This  report  does  not  question  that  conclu- 
sion; instead,  my  concern  as  a  member  of  the 
Behavioral  Science  Panel  Is  whether  the  FBI 
strategy  pursued  at  Waco  in  some  way  con- 
tributed to  the  tragedy  which  resulted  In  the 
death  of  twenty-five  innocent  children  along 
with  the  adults.  The  Justice  Department  In- 
vestigation and  the  Dennis  Evaluation  seem 
to  agree  with  the  FBI  commander  on  the 
ground,  who  is  convinced  that  nothing  the 
FBI  did  or  could  have  done  would  have 
changed  the  outcome.  That  is  not  my  Im- 
pression. 

I  therefore  decided  it  was  necessary  to  In- 
clude in  this  report  my  own  account  of  the 
events  I  considered  critical.  I  have  at- 
tempted to  confirm  every  factual  assertion 
of  this  account  with  the  FBI  or  the  Justice 
Department.  Although,  in  my  discussions 
with  the  Justice  Department.  I  encountered 
a  certain  skepticism  about  what  I  shall  re- 
port here.  1  was  quite  reassured  by  Inter- 
views with  the  FBI's  behavioral  scientists 
and  negotiators,  who  confirmed  some  of  my 
Impressions  and  encouraged  my  efforts.  Be- 
cause they  share  my  belief  that  mistakes 
were  made,  they  expressed  their  determina- 
tion to  have  the  truth  come  out.  regardless 
of  the  consequences.  I  hope  that  this  report 
will  bolster  the  FBI  and  Its  new  Director's 
efforts  to  conduct  their  forthcoming  review 
of  Waco,  which  has  not  yet  begun.  I  also 
hope  that  my  report  and  suggestions  for 
change  will  in  some  measure  enable  the  FBI 
to  work  more  effectively  with  the  Justice 
Department,  the  Attorney  General,  and 
other  law  enforcement  agencies. 

B.  .Mandate  to  the  panel  as  I  understood  it 

The  mandate  to  the  panelists  was  "to  as- 
sist In  addressing  Issues  that  Federal  Law 
Enforcement  confronts  in  barricade  hostage 
situations  such  as  the  stand-off  that  oc- 
curred near  Waco.  Texas.  .  .  ."  Specifically, 
my  sub-group  (Ammerman.  Cancro.  Stone. 
Sullivan)  was  directed  to  explore:  "Dealing 
with  persons  whose  motivations  and  thought 
processes  are  unconventional.  How  should 
law  enforcement  agencies  deal  with  persons 
or  groups  which  thought  processes  or  moti- 
vations depart  substantially  from  ordinary 
familiar  behavior  in  barricade  situations 
such  as  Waco?  How  should  the  motivations 
of  the  persons  affect  the  law  enforcement  re- 
sponse? What  assistance  can  be  provided  by 
experts  in  such  fields  as  psychology,  psychia- 
try, sociology,  and  theology?"  > 

These  seemed  to  be  two  premises  in  this  re- 
quest by  the  Deputy  Attorney  General 
(DAG).  The  first  premise  was  that  Waco  had 
been  a  tragic  event,  so  it  was  Important  for 
the  agencies  and  the  people  involved  to  ex- 
amine the  evidence,  evaluate  their  actions, 
and  initiate  change  based  on  those  conclu- 
sions. Second,  although  there  were  questions 
about  the  psychiatric  status  of  David 
Koresh.  the  DAG's  use  of  the  term,  "uncon- 
ventional." indicated  that  we  were  also 
broadly  to  consider  groups  with  "belief  sys- 
tems" that  might  cause  them  to  think  and 
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behave  differently  than  ordinary  criminals 
and  therefore  to  be  more  difficult  for  law  en- 
forcement to  deal  with  and  understand.  As  I 
understood  It.  the  Branch  Davldlans'  rell- 
g:lous  beliefs  were  considered  unconven- 
tional," which  was  not  Intended  to  be  a  pejo- 
rative term,  but  rather  a  descriptive  one. 
The  panelists  were  also  told  that  there  was 
concern  among'  federal  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials that  more  such  "unconventional" 
groups  mlgrht.  in  the  near  future,  pose  prob- 
lems for  which  law  enforcement's  standard 
operating  procedures  might  not  be  suitable. 

Given  this  important  responsibility  and 
the  fact  that  we  were  asked  to  make  rec- 
ommendations "[c]oncernlng  the  handling  of 
Incidents  such  as  the  Branch  Davidian  Stand- 
off in  Waco.  Texas"  (emphasis  added).  I  felt 
unprepared  to  go  forward  without  a  thorough 
grasp  of  the  events  and  decisions  that  led  to 
the  tragedy.  However,  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment was  still  In  the  preliminary  stage  of 
their  own  fact-gathering  Investigation  at  our 
panel  briefings  In  early  July.  Hoping  to  con- 
vey the  particular  Issues  of  concern  to  me.  I 
prepared  a  preliminary  report  based  on  the 
Initial  briefings.  Since  the  factual  informa- 
tion I  wanted  and  needed  was  still  being 
gathered  by  the  Justice  Department.  I  did 
not  attend  the  subsequent  special  briefings 
arranged  for  the  panel  at  Quantlco,  Virginia. 
Because  of  my  reticence  to  furnish  a  report 
based  on  incomplete  information,  the  DAG 
and  I  resolved  that  I  would  submit  my  report 
subsequent  to  the  completion  of  the  Justice 
Department's  factual  Inquiry.  I  have  now 
had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  following 
documents: 

1.  Report  of  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury on  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and 
Firearms.  Investigation  of  Vernon  Wayne 
Howell  Also  Known  As  David  Koresh,  Sep- 
tember, 1993; 

2.  Report  to  the  Deputy  Attorney  General 
on  the  Events  at  Waco.  Texas.  February  28  to 
April  19.  1993  (Redacted  Version),  October  8. 
1993; 

3.  Edward  S.G.  Dennis.  Jr..  Evaluation  of 
the  Handling  of  the  Branch  Davidian  Stand- 
off in  Waco.  Texas.  February  28  to  April  19. 
1993  (Redacted  version).  October  8.  1993; 

t.  ueputy  Attorney  General  Philip  a. 
Heymann,  Lessons  of  Waco;  Proposed 
Changes  in  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Octo- 
ber 8.  1993; 

5.  Recommendations  of  Experts  for  Im- 
provements in  Federal  Law  Enforcement 
After  Waco. 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  Justice  De- 
partment and  the  FBI  have  answered  my  fur- 
ther questions,  supplied  me  with  documents, 
and  helped  me  explore  Issues  of  greatest  rel- 
evance to  my  inquiry. 

in.  .\CCOUNT  OF  THE  EVE.VTS  .\T  W.^CO 

The  FBI  replaced  the  BATF  at  the  Branch 
Davidian  compound  on  the  evening  of  Feb- 
ruary 28  and  the  morning  of  March  1.  There 
had  been  casualties  on  both  sides  during  the 
BATF's  attempted  dynamic  entry.  David 
Koresh.  the  leader  of  the  Branch  Davldlans. 
had  been  shot  through  the  hip.  and  the  situa- 
tion was  In  flux.  It  would  become,  as  we  have 
been  told,  the  longest  stand-off  In  law  en- 
forcement history.  The  FBI.  with  agents  In 
place  who  were  trained  for  rapid  interven- 
tion, was  locked  into  a  prolonged  siege.  The 
perimeter  was  difficult  to  control,  the  condi- 
tions were  extreme,  and  the  stress  was  in- 
tense. Furthermore,  the  FBI's  people  had  in- 
herited a  disaster  that  was  not  of  their  own 
making.  --Under  the  circumstances,  the  FBI 
exhibited  extraordinary  restraint  and  han- 
dled this  crisis  with  great  professionalism" 
the  Dennis  Evaluation  concludes.  While  this 
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may  be  true  from  the  perspective  of  experts 
in  law  enforcement,  it  does  not  contribute  to 
establishing  a  clear  explanation  of  what  hap- 
pened at  Waco  from  a  psychiatric  and  behav- 
ioral science  perspective.  The  commander  on 
the  ground  believes  that  the  FBI's  actions 
had  no  impact  on  David  Koresh.  He  and  oth- 
ers who  share  his  opinion  will  likely  disagree 
with  the  account  that  follows,  which  Is  the 
product  of  my  own  current  understanding  of 
the  events. 

Phase  I 
During  the  first  phase  of  the  FBI's  engage- 
ment at  Waco,  a  period  of  a  few  days,  the 
agents  on  the  ground  proceeded  with  a  strat- 
egy of  conciliatory  negotiation,  which  had 
the  approval  and  understanding  of  the  entire 
chain  of  command.  They  also  took  measures 
to  ensure  their  own  safety  and  to  secure  the 
perimeter.  In  the  view  of  the  negotiating 
team,  considerable  progress  was  made — for 
example,  some  adults  and  children  came  out 
of  the  compound:  but  David  Koresh  and  the 
Branch  Davldlans  made  many  promises  to 
the  negotiators  they  did  not  keep.  Pushed  by 
the  tactical  leader,  the  commander  on  the 
ground  began  to  allow  tactical  pressures  to 
be  placed  on  the  compound  in  addition  to  ne- 
gotiation: e.g..  turning  off  the  electricity,  so 
that  those  in  the  compound  would  be  as  cold 
as  the  agents  outside  during  the  twenty-de- 
gree night. 

Phase  II 

As  documented  in  the  published  reports 
and  memoranda,  this  tactical  pressure  began 
at  the  operational  level  over  the  objections 
of  the  FBI's  own  experts  In  negotiation  and 
behavioral  science,  who  specifically  advised 
against  It.  These  experts  warned  the  FBI 
command  about  the  potentially  fatal  con- 
sequences of  such  measures  in  dealing  with 
an  "unconventional"  group.  Their  advice  Is 
documented  In  memoranda.  Nonetheless  tac- 
tical pressure  was  added.  Without  a  clear 
command  decision,  what  evolved  was  a  car- 
rot-and-stlck.  "mixed-message"  strategy. 
This  happened  without  outside  consultation 
and  without  taking  into  account  that  the 
FBI  was  dealing  with  an  "unconventional" 
group. 

Although  this  carrot-and-stlck  approach  Is 
presented  In  the  factual  investigation  as 
though  It  were  standard  operating  procedure 
for  law  enforcement  and  accepted  by  the  en- 
tire chain  of  command.  It  was  instead,  appar- 
ently, the  result  of  poor  coordination  and 
management  In  the  field.  Negotiators  and 
tactical  units  were  at  times  operating  inde- 
pendently in  an  uncoordinated  and  counter- 
productive fashion. 

Phase  III 

During  the  third  phase  of  the  stand-off.  the 
FBI  took  a  more  aggressive  approach  to  ne- 
gotiation and.  when  that  failed,  gave  up  on 
the  process  of  negotiation,  except  as  a  means 
of  maintaining  communication  with  the 
compound.  By  March  21,  the  FBI  was  con- 
centrating on  tactical  pressure  alone;  first, 
by  using  all-out  psycho-physiological  war- 
fare intended  to  stress  and  intimidate  the 
Branch  Davldlans:  and  second,  by  'tighten- 
ing the  noose"  with  a  circle  of  armored  vehi- 
cles. The  FBI  considered  these  efforts  a  suc- 
cess because  no  shots  were  fired  at  them  by 
the  Branch  Davldlans. 

This  changing  strategy  at  the  compound 
from  (I)  conciliatory  negotiating  to  (2)  nego- 
tiation and  tactical  pressure  and  then  to  (3) 
tactical  pressure  alone,  evolved  over  the  ob- 
jections of  the  FBI's  own  experts  and  with- 
out clear  understanding  up  the  chain  of  com- 
mand. When  the  fourth  and  ultimate  strat- 
egy, the  Insertion  of  C.S.  gas.  was  presented 


to  Attorney  General  Reno,  the  FBI  had  aban- 
doned any  serious  effort  to  reach  a  nego- 
tiated solution  and  was  well  along  in  its 
strategy  of  all-out  tactical  pressure,  thereby 
leaving  little  choice  as  to  how  to  end  the 
Waco  stand-off.  It  is  unclear  from  the  reports 
whether  the  FBI  ever  explained  to  the  AG 
that  the  agency  had  rejected  the  advice  of 
their  own  experts  in  behavioral  science  and 
negotiation,  or  whether  the  AG  was  told  that 
FBI  negotiators  believed  they  could  get 
more  people  out  of  the  compound  by  negotia- 
tion. By  the  time  the  AG  made  her  decisi-r;, 
the  noose  was  closed  and.  as  one  agent  ::.  1 
me.  the  FBI  believed  they  had  "three  op- 
tions— gas.  gas,  and  gas." 

This  account  of  the  FBI's  approach  at 
Waco  may  not  be  correct  in  every  detail.  It 
is  certainly  oversimplified,  but  It  has  been 
confirmed  In  Its  general  outline  by  FBI  be- 
havioral scientists  and  negotiators  who  were 
participants  at  Waco.  This  account  with 
their  assistance  brings  into  focus  for  me  the 
critical  issues  about  law  enforcement  re- 
sponse to  persons  and  a  group  whose  beliefs, 
motivations,  and  behavior  are  unconven- 
tional. 

IV.  .ANALYSIS 

A.  The  FBI's  behavioral  science  capacity 
1.   FBI   Expertise   In   Dealing  With  Persons 

Whose  Motivations  and  Thought  Processes 

Are  Unconventional 

The  evidence  now  available  to  me  Indicates 
that,  contrary  to  my  previous  understanding 
and  that  of  the  other  panelists,  the  FBI's  In- 
vestigative Support  Unit  and  trained  nego- 
tiators possessed  the  psychological  behav- 
ioral science  expertise  they  needed  to  deal 
with  David  Koresh  and  an  unconventional 
group  like  the  Branch  Davldlans.  The  FBI 
has  excellent  in-house  behavioral  science  ca- 
pacity and  also  consulted  with  reputable  ex- 
perts outside  the  agency.  Panelists  may  have 
been  misled,  as  I  was.  by  FBI  officials  at  the 
original  brieflng-s  who  conveyed  the  impres- 
sion that  they  considered  David  Koresh  a 
typical  criminal  mentality  and  dealt  with 
him  as  such.  They  also  conveyed  the  impres- 
sion that  they  believed  his  followers  were 
dupes  and  he  had  "conned"  them.  Based  on 
reports  and  Interviews,  the  tai  s  behavioral 
science  experts  who  were  actually  on  the 
scene  at  Waco  had  an  excellent  understand- 
ing of  Koresh's  psychology  and  appreciated 
the  group's  intense  religious  convictions. 

My  preliminary  report  of  Auifust  3  empha- 
sized at  some  leng-th  those  a.-^pects  of  David 
Koresh's  clinical  history  and  psycho- 
pathology  that  contradicted  the  simplistic 
and  misleading  impression  given  at  the  first 
briefings.  Much  more  Information  has  been 
made  available  about  his  mental  condition. 
his  behavioral  abnormalities,  his  sexual  ac- 
tivities, and  his  responses  under  stress.  All 
of  this  evidence  is  Incompatible  with  the  no- 
tion that  Koresh  can  be  understood  and 
should  have  been  dealt  with  as  a  conven- 
tional criminal  type  with  an  antisocial  per- 
.sonality  disorder.  However,  the  evidence 
available  does  not  lead  directly  to  some 
other  clear  and  obvious  psychiatric  diagnosis 
used  by  contemporary  psychiatry.  Nonethe- 
less, based  on  the  FBI's  in-house  behavioral 
science  memoranda  and  other  Information 
from  outside  consultants.  I  believe  the  FBI 
behavioral  science  experts  had  worked  out  a 
good  psychological  understanding  of 
Koresh's  psychopathology.  They  knew  it 
would  be  a  mistake  to  deal  with  him  as 
though  he  were  a  con-man  pretending  to  reli- 
gious beliefs  so  that  he  could  exploit  his  fol- 
lowers. 

This  is  not  to  suggest  that  David  Koresh 
did  not  dominate  and  exploit  other  people. 


He  was  able  to  convince  husbands  and  wives 
among  his  followers  that  only  he  should  have 
sex  with  the  women  and  propagate  children. 
He  convinced  parents  on  the  same  religious 
grounds  to  permit  him  to  have  sex  with  their 
young  teen-age  daughters.  He  studied, 
memorized,  and  was  preoccupied  with  Bib- 
lical texts  and  made  much  better  educated 
people  believe  that  he  had  an  enlightened  un- 
derstanding of  scripture  and  that  he  was  the 
Lamb  of  God.  His  followers  took  David 
Koresch's  teachings  as  their  faith.  He  ex- 
acted strict  discipline  from  adults  and  chil- 
dren alike  while  indulging  himself. 

Whatever  else  all  this  adds  up  to.  it  and 
other  Information  clearly  demonstrate  as  a 
psychological  matter  that  Koresh  had  an  ab- 
solute need  for  control  and  domination  of  his 
followers  that  amounted  to  a  mania.  He  also 
had  the  ability  to  control  them.  The  Inten- 
sity and  depth  of  his  ability  and  need  to  con- 
trol is  attested  to  by  everyone  in  the  FBI 
who  dealt  with  him.  from  negotiators  and  be- 
havioral scientists  to  tactical  agents  and  the 
commander  on  the  ground. 

Unfortunately,  those  responsible  for  ulti- 
mate decision-making  at  Waco  did  not  listen 
to  those  who  understood  the  meaning  and 
psychological  significance  of  David  Koresh's 
"mania."  Instead  they  tried  to  show  him 
who  was  the  "boss." 

What  went  wrong  at  Waco  was  not  that  the 
FBI  lacked  expertise  in  behavioral  science  or 
in  the  understanding  of  unconventional  reli- 
gious groups.  Rather  the  commander  on  the 
ground  and  others  committed  to  tactical-ag- 
gressive, traditional  law  enforcement  prac- 
tices disregarded  those  experts  and  tried  to 
asset  control  and  demonstrate  to  Koresh 
that  they  were  In  charge.  There  Is  nothing 
surprising  or  esoteric  in  this  explanation, 
nor  does  It  arise  only  from  the  clear  wisdom 
of  hindsight.  As  detailed  below,  the  FBI's 
own  experts  recognized  and  predicted  in 
memoranda  that  there  was  the  risk  that  the 
active  aggressive  law  enforcement  mentality 
of  the  FBI— the  so-called  "action  Impera- 
tive" would  prevail  in  the  face  of  frustration 
and  delay.  They  warned  that,  in  these  cir- 
cumstances, there  might  be  tragic  con- 
sequences from  the  FBI's  "action  Impera- 
tive," and  they  were  correct. 

2.  Evaluating  the  Risks  of  Mass  Suicide 

As  I  have  previously  stated,  there  is.  to  my 
mind,  unequivocal  evidence  In  the  report  and 
briefings  that  the  Branch  Davldlans  set  the 
compound  on  fire  themselves  and  ended  their 
lives  on  David  Koresh's  order.  However.  I  am 
also  nowT  convinced  that  the  FBI's  noose- 
tightening  tactics  may  well  have 
precipitated  Koresh's  decision  to  commit 
himself  and  his  followers  to  this  course  of 
mass  suicide. 

The  official  reports  have  shied  away  from 
directly  confronting  and  examining  the  pos- 
sible causal  relationship  between  the  FBI's 
pressure  tactics  and  David  Koresh's  order  to 
the  Branch  Davldlans.  I  believe  that  this 
omission  is  critical  because,  if  that  tactical 
strategy  increased  the  likelihood  of  the  con- 
flagration in  which  twenty-five  Innocent 
children  died,  then  that  must  be  a  matter  of 
utmost  concern  for  the  future  management 
of  such  stand-offs. 

Based  on  the  available  evidence  and  my 
own  professional  expertise.  I  believe  that  the 
responsible  FBI  decision  makers  did  not  ade- 
quately or  correctly  evaluate  the  risk  of 
mass  suicide.  The  Dennis  Evaluation's  execu- 
tive summary  concludes  that  --the  risk  of 
suicide  was  taken  into  account  during  the 
negotiations  and  In  the  development  of  the 
gas  plan."  It  Is  unclear  what  'taken  into  ac- 
count" means.  The  questions  that  now  need 


to  be  explored  are;  how  was  the  risk  of  sui- 
cide taken  Into  account,  and  how  did  the  FBI 
assess  the  Impact  of  their  show  of-force  pres- 
sure tactics  on  that  risk? 

Gambling  with  death 

There  Is  a  criminology,  behavioral  science, 
and  psychiatric  literature  on  the  subject  of 
murder  followed  by  suicide,  which  indicates 
that  these  behaviors  and  the  mental  states 
that  motivate  them  have  very  Important  and 
complicated  links.  Family  violence  often 
takes  the  form  of  murder  followed  by  sui- 
cide. Multiple  killers  motivated  by  paranoid 
Ideas  often  provoke  law  enforcement  at  the 
scene  to  kill  them  and  often  commit  suicide. 
Even  more  Important  is  what  has  been  called 
"the  gamble  with  death."  Inner-city  youths 
often  provoke  a  shoot-out.  "gambling"  with 
death  (suicide)  by  provoking  police  into  kill- 
ing them.  The  FBI's  behavioral  science  unit, 
aware  of  this  literature,  realized  that  Koresh 
and  his  followers  were  In  a  desperate  klll-or- 
be-killed  mode.  They  were  also  well  aware  of 
the  significance  and  meaning  of  the  Branch 
Davldlans'  apocalyptic  faith.  They  under- 
stood that  David  Koresh  interpreted  law  en- 
forcement attacks  as  related  to  the  proph- 
esied apocalyptic  ending. 

In  moving  to  the  show  of  force  tactical 
strategy,  the  FBI's  critical  assumption,  was 
that  David  Koresh  and  the  Branch  Davldlans. 
like  ordinary  persons,  would  respond  to  pres- 
sure in  the  form  of  a  closing  circle  of  armed 
vehicles  and  conclude  that  survival  was  In 
their  self-interest,  and  surrender.  This  ill- 
fated  assumption  runs  contrary  to  all  of  the 
relevant  behavioral  science  and  psychiatric 
literature  and  the  understanding  It  offered  of 
Koresh  and  the  Branch  Davldlans. 

Furthermore,  there  was  direct  empirical 
evidence  supporting  the  assumption  that  the 
Branch  Davldlans.  because  of  their  own  un- 
conventional beliefs,  were  in  the  "gamble 
with  death  "  mode.  The  direct  evidence  for 
this  was  their  response  to  the  ATF's  mis- 
guided assault.  They  engaged  in  a  desperate 
shootout  with  federal  law  enforcement, 
which  resulted  In  deaths  and  casualties  on 
both  sides.  The  AFT  claims  gunfire  came 
from  fnrr.y  different  locations.  If  true,  this 
means  that  at  least  forty  Branch  Davldlans 
were  willing  to  shoot  at  federal  agents  and 
kill  or  be  killed  as  martyr-suicide  victims 
defending  their  -faith."  The  Idea  that  people 
with  those  beliefs  expecting  the  apocalypse 
would  submit  to  tactical  pressure  is  a  con- 
clusion that  flies  In  the  face  of  their  past  be- 
havior in  the  ATF  crisis.  Past  behavior  Is 
generally  considered  the  best  predictor  of  fu- 
ture behavior. 

Willing  to  kill  but  not  cold-blooded  killers 
The  BATF  investigation  reports  that  the 
so-called  "dynamic  entry"  turned  into  what 
is  described  as  being  ""ambushed"".  As  I  tried 
to  get  a  sense  of  the  state  of  mind  and  behav- 
ior of  the  people  in  the  compound  the  Idea 
that  the  Branch  Davldlans'  actions  were  con- 
sidered an  "ambush""  troubled  me.  If  they 
were  militants  determined  to  ambush  and 
kill  as  many  AFT  agents  as  possible,  it 
seemed  to  me  that  given  their  firepower,  the 
devastation  would  have  been  even  worse.  The 
agents  were  in  a  very  vulnerable  position 
from  the  moment  they  arrived.  Yet.  as  or- 
dered, they  tried  to  gain  entry  into  the 
compound  in  the  face  of  the  hall  of  fire.  Al- 
though there  is  disagreement,  a  senior  FBI 
tactical  person  and  other  experts  confirmed 
my  impression  of  this  matter.  The  ATF 
agents  brought  to  the  compound  in  cattle 
cars  could  have  been  cattle  going  to  slaugh- 
ter If  the  Branch  Davldlans  had  taken  full 
advantage  of  their  tactical  superiority.  They 


apparently  did  not  maximize  the  kill  of  ATF 
agents.  This  comports  with  all  of  the  state- 
of-mlnd  evidence  and  suggests  that  the 
Branch  Davldlans  were  not  determined,  cold- 
blooded killers:  rather,  they  were  desperate 
religious  fanatics  expecting  an  apocalyptic 
ending,  in  which  they  were  destined  to  die 
defending  their  sacred  ground  and  destined 
to  achieve  salvation. 

The  tactical  arm  of  federal  law  enforce- 
ment may  conventionally  think  of  the  other 
side  as  a  band  of  criminals  or  as  a  military 
force  or.  generlcally,  as  the  aggressor.  But 
the  Branch  Davldlans  were  an  unconven- 
tional group  in  an  exalted,  disturbed,  and 
desperate  state  of  mind.  They  were  devoted 
to  David  Koresh  as  the  Lamb  of  God.  They 
were  willing  to  die  defending  themselves  In 
an  apocalyptic  ending  and.  in  the  alter- 
native, to  kill  themselves  and  their  children. 
However,  these  were  neither  psychlatrlcally 
depressed,  suicidal  people  nor  cold-blooded 
killers.  They  were  ready  to  risk  death  as  a 
test  of  their  faith.  The  psychology  of  such 
behavior-together  with  Its  religious  signifi- 
cance for  the  Branch  Davldlans  was  mistak- 
enly evaluated  If,  not  simply  ignored,  by 
those  responsible  for  the  FBI  strategy  of 
"tightening  the  noose."  The  overwhelming 
show  of  force  was  not  working  In  the  way  the 
tacticians  supposed.  It  did  not  provoke  the 
Branch  Davldlans  to  surrender,  but  It  may 
have  provoked  David  Koresh  to  order  the 
mass-suicide.  That,  at  least,  is  my  consid- 
ered opinion. 

The  factual  investigation  reports  In  detail 
the  many  time  negotiators  asked  Koresh  and 
others  in  the  compound  whether  they 
planned  suicide.  Also  documented  are 
Koresh's  assurances  that  they  would  not  kill 
themselves.  Such  questions  and  answers  are 
certainly  important  from  a  psychiatric  per- 
spective in  evaluating  a  patient's  suicidal 
tendency.  But  the  significance  of  such  com- 
munication depends  on  the  context,  the  rela- 
tionship established,  and  the  state  of  mind  of 
the  person  being  interviewed.  The  FBI  had 
no  basis  for  relying  on  David  Koresh's  an- 
swers to  these  questions.  Furthermore,  his 
responses  provided  no  guidance  to  the  more 
p-ertinent  question?— "What  will  you  do  if  we 
tighten  the  noose  around  the  compound  In  a 
show  of  overwhelming  power,  and  using  CS 
g-as.  force  you  to  come  out?" 

The  psychology  of  control 

The  most  salient  feature  of  David  Koresh's 
psychology  was  his  need  for  control.  Every 
meaningful  glimpse  of  his  personality  and  of 
day-to-day  life  in  the  compound  dem- 
onstrates his  control  and  domination.  The 
tactic  of  tlghtenlng-the-noose  around  the 
compound  was  Intended  to  convey  to  David 
Koresh  the  realization  that  he  was  losing 
control  of  his  "territory.  "  and  that  the  FBI 
was  taking  control.  The  FBI  apparently  as- 
sumed that  this  tactic  and  the  war  of  stress 
would  establish  that  they  were  in  control 
but  would  not  convey  hostile  Intent.  They 
themselves  truly  believed  these  tactics  were 
""not  an  assault."  and  because  the  Davldlans 
failed  to  respond  with  gunfire,  the  FBI  con- 
sidered their  tactics  effective  and  appro- 
priate. The  commander  on  the  ground  now 
acknowledges  that  they  never  really  gained 
control  of  David  Koresh.  But.  in  fact,  my 
analysis  Is  that  they  pushed  him  to  the  ulti- 
mate act  of  control— destruction  of  himself 
and  his  group. 

The  FBI's  tactics  were  111  considered  In 
light  of  David  Koresh's  psychology  and  the 
group  psychology  of  the  people  In  the 
compound.  The  FBI  was  dealing  with  a  reli- 
gious group,  with  shared  and  reinforced  be- 
liefs and  a  charismatic  leader.  If  one  takes 
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seriously  the  psychological  syndrome  of 
murder  suicide  gamble  with  death  and  the 
group's  unconventional  belief  system  In  the 
Seven  Seals  and  the  apocalypse,  then  you 
may  conclude,  as  I  have,  that  the  FBI's  con- 
trol tactics  convinced  David  Koresh  that.  In 
this  situation,  he  was  becoming  hopeless  and 
helpless — that  he  was  losing  control.  In  his 
desperate  state  of  mind,  he  chose  death  rath- 
er than  submission.  When  the  FBI  thought 
they  were  at  last  taking  control,  they  had  In 
fact  totally  lost  control  of  the  stand-off. 

3.  The  Waco  Tactics  In  Light  of  the  Group 
Psychology  of  the  FBI 

If  this  had  been  a  military  operation,  the 
Waco  conclusion  would  have  been  a  victory. 
The  enemy  was  destroyed  without  a  single 
loss  of  life  for  the  FBI.  This  situation,  how- 
ever, was  not  a  military  operation.  The  ques- 
.tlon  Is;  did  a  ■"military"  mentality  overtake 
the  FBI?  We  were  told  that  the  FBI  considers 
a  conflict  which  results  In  any  casualties  on 
either  side  a  failure.  The  law  enforcement 
experts  on  the  panel  agreed. 

There  Is  little  doubt  that  the  FBI  Inherited 
a  terrible  situation.  Federal  agents  had  been 
killed  and  wounded,  and  there  were  killed 
and  wounded  Branch  Davldlans  In  and 
around  the  compound.  The  FBI  knew  that 
they  were  In  a  dangerous  situation,  and  that 
they  confronted  a  group  of  religious  fanatics 
who  were  willing  to  kill  or  be  killed.  The 
FBI's  Initial  decision  to  mount  a  stand-off 
and  negotiate  was  a  remarkable  exhibition  of 
restraint  under  the  circumstances.  In  retro- 
spect, tactical  units  will  wonder  whether  an 
Immediate  full-scale  dynamic  entry  by  an 
overwhelming  force  would  have  produced 
less  loss  of  life. 

The  FBI  stand-off,  we  were  repeatedly  told, 
was  the  longest  In  law  enforcement  history. 
The  costs  In  money  and  manpower  were 
mounting  and.  Waco  had  the  media  Impact  of 
the  Iran  Hostage  taking  as  the  days  mount- 
ed. The  FBI  was  under  enormous  pressure  to 
do  something.  Given  what  I  believe  the  FBI's 
group  psychology  to  have  been,  the  desultory 
strategy  of  simultaneous  negotiation  and 
tactical  pressure  was  enacted  as  a  com- 
promise between  doing  nothing  (passivity) 
ai*u  n'tiiitary  assauxt  'the  action  Imperative/. 
The  appeal  of  any  tactical  Initiative  to  an 
entrenched,  stressed  FBI  must  have  been 
overwhelming.  It  may  have  better  suited 
their  group  psychology  than  the  group  psy- 
chology of  the  unconventional  people  In  the 
compound  they  wanted  to  affect.  Given  the 
escalating  pressure  to  act.  the  final  tlghten- 
Ing-the-noose  "  and  C.S.  gas  strategy  must 
have  seemed  to  the  tacticians  a  reasonable 
compromise  between  doing  nothing  and  over- 
reacting. 

This  analysis  of  the  FBI's  group  psychol- 
ogy Is  not  Intended  as  a  matter  of  placing 
blame.  If  It  is  accurate,  it  at  least  points  to 
what  might  be  done  differently  In  the  future. 
The  FBI  should  not  be  pushed  by  their  group 
psychology  Into  misguided  ad  hoc  decision 
making  the  next  time  around. 

B.  Failure  To  Use  Behavioral  Science 
Capacity 

1.  Failure  of  coordination  between  tactical 
and  negotiating  arms  of  the  FBI 

Throughout  the  official  factual  Investiga- 
tion, there  are  references  to  the  failure  of 
communication  between  the  tactical  and  ne- 
gotiation arms  of  the  FBI.  The  commander 
on  the  ground  thinks  that  the  official  Inves- 
tigation and  evaluation  exaggerate  the  ex- 
tent and  significance  of  that  failure.  I  dis- 
agree. The  situation  can  only  be  fully  appre- 
ciated by  a  thoroughgoing  review  of  the  doc- 
uments.  Consider   the  Memo  of  3/S93  from 


Special  Agents  Peter  Smerlck  and  Mark 
■i'oung  on  the  subject.  "Negotiation  Strategy 
and  Considerations."  The  memorandum  not 
only  defines  the  basic  law  enforcement  prior- 
ities at  Waco  In  the  Identical  fashion  as  the 
after-the-fact  panel  of  law  enforcement  ex- 
perts, also  anticipates  most  of  the  panel's 
own  behavioral  science  expertise  and  retro- 
spective wisdom.  Agents  Smerlck  and  Young 
were  not  Monday  morning  quarterbacks  as 
we  panelists  are:  they  were  members  of  the 
F.B.I,  team  on  the  field  of  play.  The  basic 
premise  of  their  overall  strategy  was: 

1.  Insure  safety  of  children  [emphasis  In 
original],  who  are  truly  victims  In  this  situa- 
tion. 

2.  Facilitate  the  peaceful  surrender  of 
David  Koresh  and  his  followers. 

The  agents  went  on  to  emphasize  that  the 
strategy  of  negotiations,  coupled  with  ever- 
Increasing  tactical  presence  was  Inapplica- 
ble. They  wrote,  "In  this  situation,  however. 
It  Is  believed  this  strategy.  If  carried  to  ex- 
cess, could  eventually  be  counter-productive 
and  could  result  In  loss  of  life."  p.  2,  Memo 
of  asgs.  The  agents  also  were  fully  aware 
that  Koresh's  followers  believed  In  his  teach- 
ings and  would  "die  for  his  cause."  They 
were  fully  aware,  therefore,  of  the  religious 
significance  of  the  Branch  Davldlans"  con- 
duct and  attitudes  and  were  sensitive  to  all 
of  the  concerns  emphasized  by  the  religious 
experts  on  the  panel  in  their  reports.  They 
suggested  that  the  F.B.I,  should  consider 
"offering  to  pull  back,  only  If  they  release 
more  children"  (emphasis  In  original).  The 
agents  further  recommended  that,  "since 
these  people  fear  law  enforcement,  offer 
them  the  opportunity  of  surrendering  to  a 
neutral  party  of  their  choosing  accompanied 
by  appropriate  law  enforcement  personnel.  " 

These  agents  recognized  that  although 
some  In  the  F.B.I,  might  believe  the 
Davldlans  were  "bizarre  and  cult-like,"  the 
followers  of  Koresh  ""will  fight  back  to  the 
death,  to  defend  their  property  [described 
elsewhere  by  the  agents  as  sacred  ground, 
the  equivalent  of  a  cathedral  to  Catholics, 
etc.]  and  their  faith"  (emphasis  added). 
Memo  of  Smerlck  and  Young  3793. 

Mv  readlne  of  these  memos  Indicates  that 
these  agents  had  placed  the  safety  of  the 
children  first,  exactly  as  did  AG  Reno.  They 
recognized  that  It  was  not  a  traditional  hos- 
tage situation,  as  the  British  law  enforce- 
ment expert  on  the  panel,  C.E.  BIrt,  repeat- 
edly emphasized  during  our  briefings  of  July 
1  and  2,  when  he  found  It  necessary  to  cor- 
rect the  misrepresentation  of  the  briefer. 
They  warned  against  the  carrot-and-stlck 
approach,  which  was  employed  and  has  been 
criticized  by  several  of  the  panelists  in  their 
reports.  Professor  Cancro  speaks  of  it  as  a 
"double  bind,"  a  term  used  by  behavioral  sci- 
entists to  describe  a  mixed  message  for 
which  their  Is  no  correct  response  and  which, 
as  a  result,  creates  anxiety  and  agitation  In 
the  recipient  of  the  message. 

The  factual  Investigation  does  not  explain 
how  or  why  these  expert  opinions  of  behav- 
ioral scientists  and  negotiations  within  the 
FBI  were  overridden.  The  Justice  Depart- 
ment emphasized  that  these  same  agents 
whose  views  I  have  described  gave  quite  con- 
tradictory views  the  very  next  day.  When  I 
asked  whether  the  Justice  Department's 
fact-finders  had  questioned  these  agents  as 
to  why  they  had  changed  their  views,  no  ade- 
quate answer  was  given.  I  therefore  pursued 
that  Inquiry  with  the  agent  who  authored 
the  two  reports.  He  made  It  quite  clear  that 
the  contradictory  suggestions  were  offered 
only  In  response  to  an  expression  of  dis- 
satisfaction with  the  previous  recommenda- 


tions. Although  the  commander  on  the 
ground  and  the  official  Investigation  dis- 
agree with  my  view.  I  have  concluded  that 
decision-making  at  Waco  failed  to  give  due 
regard  to  the  FBI  experts  who  had  the  proper 
understanding  of  how  to  deal  with  an  uncon- 
ventional group  like  the  Branch  Davldlans. 
2.  Was  tactical  strategy  appropriate  with  so 
many  children  in  the  compound? 

The  pressure  strategy  as  we  now  know  it 
consisted  of  shutting  off  the  compounds 
electricity,  putting  search  lights  on  the 
compound  all  night,  playing  constant  loud 
noise  (Including  Tibetan  prayer  chants,  the 
screaming  sounds  of  rabbits  being  slaugh- 
tered, etc.),  tightening  the  perimeter  into  a 
smaller  and  smaller  circle  in  an  overwhelm- 
ing show  of  advancing  armored  force,  and 
using  CS  gas.  The  constant  stress  overload  is 
intended  to  lead  to  sleep-deprivation  and 
psychological  disorientation.  In  predisposed 
individuals  the  combination  of  physiological 
disruption  and  psychological  stress  can  also 
lead  to  mood  disturbances,  transient  halluci- 
nations and  paranoid  Ideation.  If  the  con- 
stant noise  exceeds  105  decibels,  it  can 
produce  nerve  deafness  in  children  as  well  as 
In  adults.  Presumably,  the  tactical  intent 
was  to  cause  disruption  and  emotional  chaos 
within  the  compound.  The  FBI  hoped  to 
break  Koresh'.s  hold  over  his  followers.  How- 
ever, it  may  have  solidified  this  unconven- 
tional group's  unity  in  their  common  mis- 
ery, a  phenomenon  familiar  to  victimology 
and  group  psychology. 

When  asked,  the  Justice  Department  was 
unaware  whether  the  FBI  had  even  ques- 
tioned whether  these  intentional  stresses 
would  be  particularly  harmful  to  the  many 
Infants  and  children  in  the  compound.  Ap- 
parently, no  one  asked  whether  such  delete- 
rious measures  were  appropriate,  either  as  a 
matter  of  law  enforcement  ethics  or  as  a 
matter  of  morality,  when  Innocent  children 
were  involved.  This  is  not  to  suggest  that  the 
FBI  decisionmakers  were  cold-blooded  tacti- 
cians who  took  no  account  of  the  children:  in 
fact,  there  are  repeated  examples  showing 
the  concern  of  the  agents,  including  the  com- 
mander on  the  ground.  Nevertheless,  my 
opinion  Is  that  regardless  of  their  apparent 
concern  the  FBI  agents  did  not  adequately 
consider  the  effects  of  these  tactical  actions 
on  the  children. 

3.  The  plan  to  insert  CS  gas 
During  U.S.  military  training,  trainees  are 
required  to  wear  a  gas  mask  when  entering  a 
tent  containing  CS  gas.  They  then  remove 
the  mask  and.  after  a  few  seconds  In  that  at- 
mosphere, are  allowed  to  leave.  I  can  testify 
from  personal  experience  to  the  power  of  CS. 
gas  to  quickly  inflame  eyes.  nose,  and 
throat:  to  produce  choking,  chest  pain, 
gagging,  and  nausea  in  healthy  adult  males. 
It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment would  deliberately  plan  to  expose 
twenty-five  children,  most  of  them  Infants 
and  toddlers,  to  C.S.  gas  for  forty-eight 
hours.  Although  it  is  not  discussed  in  the 
published  reports.  I  have  been  told  that  the 
FBI  believed  that  the  Branch  Davldlans  had 
gas  masks  and  that  this  was  one  of  the  rea- 
sons for  the  plan  of  prolonged  exposure.  I 
have  also  been  told  that  there  was  some  pro- 
tection available  to  the  children,  i.e.,  cover- 
ing places  where  the  seal  Is  Incomplete  with 
cold  wet  towels  can  adapt  gas  masks  for  chil- 
dren and  perhaps  for  toddlers  though  not  for 
Infants.  The  official  reports  are  silent  about 
these  Issues  and  do  not  reveal  what  the  FBI 
told  the  AG  about  this  matter,  and  whether 
she  knew  there  might  be  unprotected  chil- 
dren and  Infants  In  the  compound. 


The  written  Information  about  the  effects 
of  C.S.  gas  which  was  presented  to  the  .\G 
has  been  shared  with  the  panelists.  We  do 
not  know  whether  she  had  time  to  read  it. 
Based  on  my  own  medical  knowledge  and  re- 
view of  the  scientific  literature,  the  informa- 
tion supplied  to  the  AG  seems  to  minimize 
the  potential  harmful  consequences  for  In- 
fants and  children. 

Scientific  literature  on  C.S.  gas  Is,  how- 
ever, surprisingly  limited.  In  the  sixties,  the 
British  Home  Office,  commissioned  the 
HImsworth  Report,  after  complaints  about 
the  use  of  C.S.  gas  by  British  troops  In  Lon- 
donderry, Ireland.  The  report  Is  said  by  Its 
critics  to  understate  the  medical  con- 
sequences. The  published  animal  research  on 
which  the  report  is  based  acknowledged  that 
at  very  high  exposure,  which  the  authors 
deemed  unlikely,  lethal  effects  were  pro- 
duced. The  researchers  assumed  (as  did  the 
HImsworth  report)  that  C.S.  gas  would  be 
used  primarily  in  open  spaces,  to  disperse 
crowds,  and  not  In  closed  areas. 

The  AG's  Information  emphasized  the  Brit- 
ish experience  and  understated  the  potential 
health  consequences  In  closed  spaces.  The 
AG  also  had  a  consultation  with  a  physician: 
but  the  exact  content  of  that  discussion  has 
not  been  reported,  and  the  available  sum- 
mary Is  unlnformatlve.  The  FBI  commander 
on  the  ground  assures  me  that  the  agency 
has  detailed,  ongoing  expertise  on  C.S.  gas 
and  Its  medical  consequences.  If  so,  no  such 
FBI  information  was  supplied  in  the  written 
material  to  the  AG  or  subsequently  to  this 
panelist. 

Based  on  my  review,  the  American  sci- 
entific literature  on  the  toxic  effects  of  C.S. 
gas  on  adults  and  children  is  also  limited.  Of 
course,  there  has  been  no  deliberate  experi- 
mentation on  Infants.  The  Journal  of  the 
American  Medical  Association  published  two 
articles  in  recent  years  In  which  physicians 
expressed  concern  about  the  use  of  C.S.  gas 
on  civilians,  including  children  in  South 
Korea  and  Israel.  Anecdotal  reports  of  the 
serious  consequences  of  tear  gas,  however, 
approved  as  early  as  1956.  Case  reports  indi- 
cate that  prolonged  exposure  to  tear  gas  In 
closed  quarters  ransps  chemical  nneum.onla 
and  lethal  pulmonary  edema.  (Gonzalez. 
T.A..  et  al.  Legal  Medicine  Pathology  and 
Toxicology  East  Norwalk.  Conn:  Appleton 
Century  Crofts.  1957).  According  to  a  1978  re- 
port, a  disturbed  adult  died  after  only  a  half- 
hour  exposure  to  C.S.  gas  In  closed  quarters. 
Chapman.  A.J.  and  White  C.  "Case  Report: 
Death  Resulting  from  Lacrimatory  Agents." 
J.  Forensic  Sci..  23  (1978):  527-30)  The  clinical 
pathology  found  at  autopsy  In  these  cases  is 
exactly  what  common  medical  understand- 
ing and  ordinary  pulmonary  physiology  pre- 
dicts would  follow  prolonged  exposure  In 
closed  quarters. 

The  potential  effects  of  C.S.  gas  are  easily 
explained.  C.S.  gas  causes  among  other 
things.  Irritation  and  Inflammation  of  mucus 
membrane.  The  lung  Is  a  sac  full  of  mem- 
branes. The  inhalation  of  C.S.  gas  would 
eventually  cause  inflammation,  and  fluid 
would  move  across  the  membranes  and  col- 
lect in  the  alveoli,  the  tiny  air  sacs  in  the 
lungs  that  are  necessary  for  breathing.  The 
result  Is  like  pneumonia  and  can  be  lethal. 
Animal  studies  are  available  to  confirm  that 
C.S.  gas  has  this  effect  on  lung  tissue. 
Ballantyne.  B.  and  Callaway.  S..  "Inhalation 
toxicology  and  pathology  of  animals  expo.sed 
to  omlcron-chlorobenzylidene  malonitrlle 
(CS).  "  Med.  Sci.  Law.  12  (1972):  43-65.  The 
Special  Communication  published  In 
J. A.M. A.  220  (1993):  616-20  by  Physicians  for 
Human  Rights  reported  that  its  teams,  in- 


vestigating the  use  of  C.S.  gas  In  South 
Korea  and  Panama,  found  "skin  burns,  eye 
injuries  and  exacerbations  of  underlying 
heart  and  lung  disease  ...  on  civilians  at 
sites  far  removed  from  crowd  gatherings." 
Dermatologists  have  reported  blistering 
rashes  on  skin  exposed  to  self-defense  sprays, 
which  use  the  same  C.S.  gas.  Parnelx-Spake, 
A.  et  al.  "Severe  Cutaneous  Reactions  to 
Self-Defense  Spcays,  Arch.  Dermatol  129 
(1993):  913. 

The  medical  literature  does  contain  a  clin- 
ical case  history  of  a  situation  that  closely 
approximates  the  expected  Waco  conditions. 
Park,  S.  and  Glammona,  S.T.m,  "'Toxic  Ef- 
fects of  Tear  Gas  on  an  Infant  Following 
Prolonged  Exposure.  "  Amer.  J.  Dls.  Child 
123.3  (1972).  A  normal  four  month-old  Infant 
male  was  In  a  house  into  which  police  offi- 
cers. In  order  to  subdue  a  disturbed  adult, 
fired  canisters  of  C.S.  gas.  The  unprotected 
child's  exposure  lasted  two  to  three  hours. 
Thereafter,  he  was  immediately  taken  to  an 
emergency  room.  His  symptoms  during  the 
first  twenty-four  hours  were  upper  res- 
piratory: but.  within  forty-eight  hours  his 
face  showed  evidence  of  first  degree  burns, 
and  he  was  In  severe  respiratory  distress  typ- 
ical of  chemical  pneumonia.  The  Infant  had 
cyanosis,  required  urgent  positive  pressure 
pulmonary  care,  and  was  hospitalized  for 
twenty-eight  days.  Other  signs  of  toxicity 
appeared,  Including  an  enlarged  liver.  The 
Infant's  delayed  onset  of  serious,  life-threat- 
ening symptoms  parallels  the  experience  of 
animal  studies  done  by  Ballantyne  and 
Calloway  for  the  Hlnsworth  Report.  The  In- 
fant's reactions  reported  In  this  case  history 
were  of  a  vastly  different  dimension  than  the 
information  given  the  AG  suggested. 

Of  course,  most  people  without  gas  masks 
would  be  driven  by  their  instinct  for  survival 
from  a  C.S.  gas-filled  structure.  But  Infants 
cannot  run  or  even  walk  out  of  such  an  envi- 
ronment: and  young  children  (many  were 
toddlers)  may  be  frightened  or  disoriented  by 
this  traumatic  experience.  The  C.S.  gas  tac- 
tics, planned  by  the  FBI,  and  approved  by 
the  AG,  would  seem  to  give  parents  no 
choice.  If  they  wanted  to  spare  their  Inad- 
pquarely  prnterr.pd  children  the  Intense  and 
Immediate  suffering  expectably  caused  by 
the  C.S.  gas,  they  would  have  had  to  take 
them  out  of  the  compound.  Ironically,  while 
the  most  compelling  factor  used  to  justify 
the  Waco  plan  was  the  safety  of  the  children, 
the  insertion  of  the  C.S.  gas,  in  my  opinion, 
actually  threatened  the  safety  of  the  chil- 
dren. 

The  Justice  Department  has  Informed  me 
that  because  of  the  high  winds  at  Waco,  the 
C.S.  gas  was  dispersed:  they  believe  It  played 
no  part  in  the  death  by  suffocation,  revealed 
at  autopsy,  of  most  of  the  Infants,  toddlers, 
and  children.  The  commander  on  the  ground. 
however,  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  C.S.  gas 
did  have  some  effect,  because  the  wind  did 
not  begin  to  blow  strongly  until  two  hours 
after  he  ordered  the  operations  to  begin.  As 
yet,  there  has  been  no  report  as  to  whether 
the  children  whose  bodies  were  found  in  the 
bunker  were  equipped  with  gas  masks.  What- 
ever the  actual  effects  may  have  been,  I  find 
it  hard  to  accept  a  deliberate  plan  to  Insert 
C.S.  gas  for  forty-eight  hours  in  a  building 
with  so  many  children.  It  certainly  makes  It 
more  difficult  to  believe  that  the  health  and 
.safety  of  the  children  was  our  primary  con- 
cern. 

The  commander  on  the  ground  has  In- 
formed me  that  careful  consideration  was 
given  to  the  safety  of  the  children,  and  that 
the  initial  plan  was  to  direct  the  gas  at  an 
area  of  the  compound  not  occupied  by  them. 


We  will  never  know  whether  that  plan  would 
have  worked:  the  Branch  Davldlans  began  to 
shoot  at  the  tank  like  vehicles  Inserting  the 
gas  canisters,  and  C.S.  gas  was  then  directed 
at  all  parts  of  the  compound,  as  previously 
decided  in  a  fall  back  plan  recommended  by 
military  advisers. 

V.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  The  Deputy  Attorney  General's  formulation 
and  recommendations 

The  DAG  has.  In  his  overview,  outlined  the 
critical  elements  to  be  considered  In  dealing 
with  a  situation  like  Waco  In  the  future 
This  Is  an  excellent  formulation.  Based  on 
what  I  have  learned  and  what  I  have  de- 
scribed above,  1  strongly  endorse  his  formu- 
lation and  the  recommendations  which  fol- 
low. However,  unlike  the  other  panelists  In 
my  group,  I  am  Impressed  that  the  FBI  has 
adequate  In-house  expertise  to  deal  with  un- 
conventional groups  like  the  Branch 
Davldlans.  Furthermore,  It  seems  clear  that 
at  Waco,  the  FBI  was  suffering  from  Infor- 
mation overload.  If  from  anything.  Thus,  I 
believe  that  the  crisis  management  capacity 
(see  DAG  recommendations)  and  what  I 
would  describe  as  Information  management 
have  to  be  the  particular  focus  for  future 
change. 

B.  Recommendations  of  this  panelist 
1.  Further  Investigation  Is  necessary 

One  might  think  that  the  highest  priority 
after  a  tragedy  like  Waco  would  be  for  every- 
one Involved  to  consider  what  went  wrong 
and  what  would  they  now  do  differently.  I 
must  confess  that  It  has  been  a  frustrating 
and  disappointing  experience  to  discover 
that  the  Justice  Department's  investigation 
has  produced  so  little  In  this  regard.  The  In- 
vestigators have  assured  me  that  everyone 
Involved  was  asked  these  questions  and  that 
few  useful  responses  were  given.  An  under- 
current of  opinion  holds  that  everything  de- 
pends and  will  depend  In  the  future  on  the 
commander  on  the  ground.  SAC  Jamar,  the 
commander  on  the  ground,  knows  that  he  Is 
on  the  spot  and  that  there  are  those  who 
point  to  his  position  as  the  weak  link  at 
Waco.  When  I  asked  him  what  went  wrong 
and  what  should  be  done  differently,  he  can- 
didly acknowledged  his  difficult  position, 
but  he  emphasized  how  much  was  still  un- 
known about  what  happened,  and  that  he 
still  had  not  met  with  the  FBI  Waco  nego- 
tiators to  discuss  their  view  of  what  hap- 
pened. His  basic  conclusion  In  retrospect, 
however,  was  that  nothing  the  FBI  had  done 
at  Waco  made  any  real  Impact.  His  opinion  is 
that  Koresh  sent  people  out  because  he 
didn't  want  them,  and  not  because  of  the 
FBI's  conciliatory  negotiation  strategy.  His 
opinion  Is  that  Koresh  ended  It  all  in  mass 
suicide  not  because  of  the  FBI  tactical  strat- 
egy, but  because  that  was  always  his  Inten- 
tion. His  deep  and  serious  concern  about  his 
responsibilities  was  impressive  and  he  made 
it  convincingly  clear  how  much  more  I  and 
the  other  experts  needed  to  know  about  the 
acts.  On  this,  he  was  preaching  to  the  con- 
verted. There  Is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that 
much  more  needs  to  be  known  about  Waco. 
In  my  opinion.  It  Is  now  time  for  the  FBI  It- 
self, with  the  help  and  participation  of  out- 
side experts,  to  take  on  that  responsibility. 
Indeed,  that  Is  my  first  recommendation.  I 
agree  with  the  FBI's  commander  on  the 
ground  that  we  still  do  not  know  enough 
about  what  happened  at  Waco.  We  need  to 
know  more,  not  in  the  spirit  of  who  Is  to 
blame,  but  In  the  spirit  of  what  went  wrong 
that  can  be  made"  right.  What  can  we  learn 
from  a  careful  study  of  David  Koresh  and  the 
Branch  Davldlans  that  will  help  us  In  learn- 
ing   about    other    unconventional    groups? 
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What  can  the  FBI  learn  about  Its  own  behav- 
ior at  Waco  that  will  help  In  the  future? 

Just  as  I  believe  the  FBI  has  more  work  to 
do.  I  believe  the  Justice  Department  has 
work  to  do  as  well.  No  clear  pictures  has 
emerg^ed  of  how  and  on  what  basis  the  AG 
made  her  decision.  Given  on  my  current  In- 
formation about  C.S.  gas.  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  why  a  person  whose  primary  con- 
cern was  the  safety  of  the  children  would 
agree  to  the  FBI's  plan.  It  is  critical  that  In 
the  future,  the  AG  have  accurate  Informa- 
tion, so  that  she  can  make  an  informed  deci- 
sion. If  the  only  information  she  was  given 
about  C.S.  gas  Is  what  has  been  shown  to  the 
panelists  then,  given  my  current  understand- 
ing, she  was  ill  advised  and  made  an  ill-ad- 
vised decision.  None  of  these  matters  have 
been  clarified.  Certainly  for  its  own  effective 
functioning,  the  Justice  Department  needs 
to  sort  this  out  for  the  future. 

The  sequence  of  decision  making  set  out  In 
the  earlier  account  Indicates  that  the  FBI 
had  already  moved  very  far  down  the  branch 
of  the  decision  tree  before  consulting  the 
AG.  This  made  it  difficult  for  her  to  make 
any  other  choice.  Presumably,  others  In  the 
Justice  Department  had  been  Involved  every 
step  of  the  way.  Like  the  FBI.  they  need  to 
re-examine  their  own  behavior,  the  channels 
of  communication,  the  processing  of  infor- 
mation, and  what  went  wrong  or  needs  to  be 
done  differently  In  the  future.  I  assume  that 
the  DAG'S  recommendation  of  a  "senior  ca- 
reer official"  within  the  Justice  Department, 
who  maintains  --a  familiarity  with  the  re- 
sources available  to  the  FBI.  "  is  a  forward 
looking  solution  to  some  of  these  problems. 

2.  The  FBI  Needs  To  Make  Better  Use  of  Past 
E.xperlence  and  Existing  Behavioral 
Science  Capacity 

As  we  have  been  told,  the  commander  on 
the  ground  was  not  selected  because  of  his 
past  experience  In  standoffs  or  because  of  his 
knowledge  of  unconventional  groups.  He  was 
the  special  agent  in  charge  of  the  geographi- 
cal area  in  which  the  action  took  place.  The 
DAG  has  recommended  a  different  command 
structure.  Nonetheless,  the  FBI  had  a  situa- 
tion room  in  Washington  and  a  command 
structure  in  place  at  Waco  which  could  have 
brought  the  agency's  past  experience  to  bear. 
At  the  first  briefings,  when  asked  to  describe 
their  most  successful  resolution  of  a  standoff 
with  an  unconventional  group,  an  FBI  offi- 
cial reported  the  successful  use  of  a  third 
party  Intermediary  (negotiator).  When  I  sub- 
sequently inquired  about  the  FBI's  previous 
experience  with  the  successful  use  of  CS  gas. 
the  example  given  was  a  prison  riot. 

These  examples  speak  for  themselves  and 
suggest  to  me  that  in  making  decisions  at 
Waco,  the  FBI  did  not  make  the  best  use  of 
its  own  past  experience.  The  commander  on 
the  ground  believes  his  decision  to  allow  law- 
yers and  the  local  sheriff  to  meet  with 
Koresh  is  an  example  of  using  a  third-party 
Intermediary.  However,  in  their  own  highly 
successful  resolution  of  a  stand-off  with  an 
armed  unconventional  group,  the  FBI  used  a 
fellow  member  of  the  religious  faith  as  the 
intermediary.  This  option  was  apparently  re- 
jected at  Waco  for  reasons  that  I  find  uncon- 
vincing. 

The  DAG  has  recommended  that  a  com- 
puter database  of  past  stand-offs  be  devel- 
oped. The  critical  importance  of  this  is  to  in- 
sure that  the  FBI  makes  better  use  of  Its 
own  experience.  It  will  be  Important  for  the 
FBI  to  distinguish  between  unconventional 
groups  and  prison  populations  in  deciding 
which  tactical  measures  are  strategically 
and  ethically  appropriate. 


3.  The  FBI  Needs  a  Clear  Policy  on  Third 
Party  Negotiators/Intermedlarles 

The  FBI  has  well-trained  negotiators 
whose  skills  are  impressive.  Nonetheless, 
there  came  a  time  at  Waco  when  the  FBI's 
frustration  led  them  to  Introduce  a  new  ne- 
gotiating approach.  They  changed  from  a 
conciliatory,  trust-building  negotiator  to  a 
more  demanding  and  intimidating  nego- 
tiator. The  change  had  no  effect  and  may 
have  been  counterproductive.  The  nego- 
tiators also  tried,  at  times,  to  talk  religion 
with  Koresh  but  concluded  that  this  was  not 
productive. 

Some  FBI  negotiators  are  convinced  that 
they  could  have  gotten  more  people  out  of 
the  compound  If  the  FBI  had  stayed  the 
course  of  conciliatory  negotiation.  Whether 
or  not  that  is  true,  the  FBI  reached  a  point 
where  tactical  strategy  became  the  priority 
and  negotiation  under  those  circumstances 
became  ineffective. 

It  is  my  recommendation  that  this  point  of 
change  be  defined  as  a  red  light,  a  time  when 
the  decision  makers  In  future  standoffs 
should  consider  the  use  of  a  third  party  ne- 
gotiator Intermediary.  The  red  light  should 
go  on  when  the  commander  on  the  ground  or 
the  chain  of  command  begins  to  feel  that 
FBI  negotiation  is  at  a  stand  still. 

The  FBI  negotiation  and  behavioral 
science  experts  should,  at  the  least,  develop 
a  policy  In  consultation  with  experts  on 
when  they  might  consider  the  use  of  third 
party  negotiators  Intermediaries.  The  cur- 
rent working  policy  seems  to  be  that  third 
party  negotiators  are  counterproductive. 
The  experience  justifying  that  policy  needs 
to  be  reviewed  In  light  of  Waco.  It  was  a  sig- 
nificant omission  at  Waco  not  to  Involve  as 
a  third-party  negotiator  Intermediary  a  per- 
son of  religious  stature  familiar  with  the  un- 
conventional belief  system  of  the  Branch 
Davldians. 
4.  The  FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  Need 

a  Systematic  Policy  for  Dealing  With  In- 
formation Overload  in  a  Crisis 

A  critical  element  of  crisis  management 
based  on  my  analysis  of  what  happened  at 
Waco  Is  Information  management.  Informa- 
tion overload  allows  decision-makers  to  dis- 
count all  of  the  expert  advice  they  are  given 
and  revert  to  their  own  gut  Instincts.  Alter- 
natively—as I  believe  we  learn  from  Waco — 
the  decision-makers  can  Insist  on  being 
given  advice  compatible  with  their  gut  In- 
stinct. In  my  opinion,  the  gut  Instinct  that 
prevailed  at  Waco  was  the  law  enforcement 
mind-set.  the  action-control  imperative. 

If.  as  the  DAG  recommends,  the  FBI  devel- 
ops a  network  of  academic  experts  In  behav- 
ioral science,  religion,  sociology,  and  psychi- 
atry, the  FBI  can  certainly  expect  an  infor- 
mation overload  in  the  next  crisis.  The  prob- 
lem will  be  how  to  manage  the  expert  infor- 
mation overload.  This  Is  a  complex  problem 
that  requires  careful  consideration  by  appro- 
priate experts.  However,  one  pattern  that 
emerged  from  my  understanding  of  Waco 
needs  to  be  changed.  The  official  investiga- 
tion lists  all  kinds  of  experts  who  allegedly 
were  consulted  or  who  took  it  upon  them- 
selves to  offer  unsolicited  advice.  It  Is  al- 
most Impossible  to  determine  what  all  this 
adds  up  to.  One  of  my  fellow  panelists  be- 
lieves—and I  am.  convinced— that  the  FBI 
never  actually  consulted  with  a  religious  ex- 
pert familiar  with  the  unconventional  beliefs 
of  Branch  Davldians.  The  Investigators  at 
the  Justice  Department  disagree  with  this 
conclusion.  My  concern  about  this  Is  not  a 
matter  of  fault-flnding:  It  is  critical  to  my 
concern  about  Information  management  In  a 
crisis.  The  question  is:  what  counts  as  a  con- 


sultation with  rhe  FBI':'  One  has  the  Impres- 
sion from  the  Waco  experience  that  a  variety 
of  agents  were  talking  to  a  variety  of  ex- 
perts, and  that  some  of  these  contacts  were 
listed  as  consultations.  We  are  not  told  how 
those  contacts  or  consultations  were  sorted 
through.  Who  In  the  process  would  decide 
what  was  relevant  and  Important  and  what 
Irrelevant  and  unimportant. 

In  any  event,  the  prevailing  pattern  in  the 
information  flow  during  the  crisis  was  for 
each  separate  expert  to  offer  the  FBI  an 
opinion.  As  a  preliminary  matter,  it  seems 
to  me  important  for  the  FBI  to  establish  who 
the  relevant  experts  are  and  then  arrange 
through  conference  calls  or  more  high-tech 
arrangements  for  sustained  dialogue  among 
them,  to  understand  and  clarify  the  dimen- 
sions of  their  disagreements  and,  when  pos- 
sible, to  achieve  consensus.  Information 
should  be  exchanged  and  differences  directly 
confronted  in  the  circle  of  consultants;  they 
should  not  vanish  in  the  information  over- 
load. 
5.  The  FBI  Needs  a  Better  Knowledge  Base 
About  the  Medical  Consequences  of  CS  Gas 
As  discussed  above,  is  my  opinion  that  the 
AG  was  not  properly  informed  of  the  risks  to 
Infants  and  small  children  posed  by  CS  gas. 
This  is  not  to  Imply  that  the  FBI  inten- 
tionally misled  her.  Indeed,  the  FBI  may  not 
have  had  the  proper  medical  Information. 
The  use  of  CS  gas  Is.  in  any  event,  a  con- 
troversial matter,  and  although  It  Is  under- 
standable that  the  Justice  Department  In- 
vestigation did  not  explore  medical  consider- 
ations, a  careful  evaluation  Is  clearly  indi- 
cated. The  FBI.  the  Justice  Department,  and 
all  of  law  enforcement  that  uses  CS  gas 
ought  to  have  as  clear  an  understanding  of 
its  medical  consequences  as  possible.  The 
hasty  survey  of  the  medical  and  scientific 
literature  done  for  this  report  Is  hardly  de- 
finitive. These  matters  should  be  sorted  out 
so  that  the  AG  clearly  understands  what  the 
use  of  CS  gas  entails. 

6.  The  FBI  Needs  a  Specific  Policy  for 
Dealing  With  Unconventional  Groups 
The  basic  conclusion  of  my  account  and 
analysis  Is  that  the  standard  law  enforce- 
ment mentality  asserted  Itself  at  Waco  in 
the  tactical  show  of  force.  The  FBI  should  be 
aware  of  Its  own  group  psychology  and  of  the 
tendency  to  carry  out  the  action  imperative. 
Doubtless,  that  imperative  is  appropriate  in 
dealing  with  conventional  criminals;  It  may 
be  necessary  even  In  dealing  with  unconven- 
tional groups.  However,  the  lesson  of  Waco  is 
that  once  the  FBI  recognizes  that  it  is  deal- 
ing with  an  unconventional  group,  those  who 
urge  punishing  tactical  measures  should 
have  to  meet  a  heavy  burden  of  persuasion. 
When  children  are  involved,  the  burden 
should  be  even  heavier  and  ethical  consider- 
ations, which  need  to  be  formulated,  would 
come  Into  play. 

VI.  FIX.AL  WORD 

The  events  at  Waco  culminated  In  a  tragic 
loss  of  life — on  that  everyone  involved  in  law 
enforcement  and  in  the  official  inquiry 
agree.  There  is  a  view  within  the  FBI  and  In 
the  official  reports  that  suggests  the  tragedy 
was  unavoidable.  This  report  is  a  dissenting 
opinion  from  that  view.  There  is  obviously 
no  definitive  answer:  but  my  account  and 
analysi.s  tries  to  emphasize  what  might  have 
been  done  differently  at  Waco,  and  what  I  be- 
lieve should  be  done  differently  in  the  FBI's 
future  dealings  with  unconventional  groups. 
I  endorse  the  DAG's  recommendations  for 
change  and  offer  additional  suggestions.  Al- 
though such  a  determination  falls  outside 
my   province,    it   is   my   considered   opinion 


that  the  failings  of  the  FBI  at  Waco  involve 
no  intentional  misconduct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  amendment  No. 
1199.  Is  there  further  debate']' 

Mr.  LEAHY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont. 


NOMINATION  OF  J.  GARVAN 

MURTHA 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  for  his 
usual  courtesy.  My  remarks  will  be 
very  brief. 

One  of  the  reasons  I  wanted  to  speak 
was  to  thank  the  distinguished  chair- 
man and  thank  the  Republican  leader. 
Senator  Dole,  and  thank  our  distin- 
guished ranking  member.  Senator 
BiDEN,  and  the  distinguished  Demo- 
cratic leader.  Senator  Daschle,  for 
their  willingness  to  move  through  a 
number  of  judicial  nominations  last 
night,  one  of  which  was  for  the  State  of 
Vermont. 

Vermont,  as  the  distinguished  chair- 
man knows,  is  currently,  because  of  re- 
tirements and  promotions  and  other 
reasons,  the  only  State  in  the  union 
that  does  not  have  a  Federal  district 
judge,  other  than  in  senior  status.  The 
distinguished  chairman  of  our  commit- 
tee worked  with  me.  Senator  Jef- 
fords, and  others,  to  help  us  move 
through  very  quickly  the  nomination 
of  Gar  Murtha  to  be  the  new  Federal 
district  judge.  I  applaud  the  Senator 
from  Utah  for  that,  and  I  thank  him 
for  his  help. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  make  a  couple  of 
personal  comments.  I  have  known  Gar 
Murtha  from  the  years  when  both  he 
and  I  were  young  lawyers,  young  pros- 
ccutore  in  the  State  of  Vermont.  I 
knew  him  as  a  prosecutor  of  great  abil- 
ity and  total  integrity.  My  family  and 
the  Murtha  family  have  been  close  and 
dear  friends  from  that  time.  I  have 
watched  he  and  his  wife.  Meg.  raise 
their  three  wonderful  children.  Eliza- 
beth. John  and  Will.  They  are  model 
members  of  their  community.  They  are 
respected  by  everyone — Republican. 
Democrat.  Independent,  liberal,  con- 
servative and  moderate — within  their 
community  as  people  of  great  family 
values  and  true  traditional  Vermont 
values.  He  is  also  known  as  a  lawyer  of 
the  highest  excellence. 

When  the  U.S.  Senate  voted  to  con- 
firm Gar  Murtha  as  a  Federal  judge 
last  night.  I  think  it  made  a  very,  very 
wise  choice  indeed. 

I  told  President  Clinton,  when  I 
asked  him  to  nominate  Gar  Murtha. 
that  he  could  do  so  knowing  that  this 
is  a  decision  that  would  be  one  he  could 
always  be  proud  of.  He  would  know 
that  it  is  a  decision  he  could  make 
without  any  concern  or  qualm,  just  as 
I  had  no  concern  or  qualm  in  rec- 
ommending Gar  Murtha  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States. 
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So  my  feeling  as  a  Vermonter,  first 
and  foremost,  is  that  I  am  glad  to  see 
we  are  now  going  to  have  a  Federal  dis- 
trict judge.  But.  also,  as  one  who  has 
known  Gar  Murtha  for  25  years,  I  know 
that  our  State  is  fortunate  to  have 
him.  and  the  Federal  bench  is  fortu- 
nate to  have  him.  He  follows  in  a  great 
tradition  of  tremendous  Federal  judges 
we  have  had  in  Vermont — Judge  Oakes, 
Judge  Coffrin,  Judge  Parker,  Judge 
Billings.  Judge  Gibson,  Judge  Leddy 
and  Judge  Holden.  These  are  people 
that  I  have  known,  and  I  have  prac- 
ticed law  before  many  of  them.  Gar 
Murtha  will  now  be  part  of  a  very  stel- 
lar constellation  Indeed. 

When  I  recommended  Mr.  Murtha  to 
the  President  back  in  December.  I  de- 
scribed him  as  a  respected  lawyer  from 
the  southern  part  of  Vermont  who  has 
a  wide  range  of  legal  experience.  He  has 
distinguished  himself  by  his  contribu- 
tions to  the  community  and  by  his  par- 
ticipation in  efforts  to  improve  our  jus- 
tice system.  I  told  the  President  that 
he  could  feel  very  secure  in  making 
this  nomination  and  that  in  the  years 
to  come  it  will  reflect  well  on  him.  the 
Senate,  and  Vermont. 

I  have  great  confidence  that  Gar 
Murtha  will  be  a  fair,  thoughtful,  and 
judicious  addition  to  the  Federal  bench 
in  Vermont. 

Mr.  Murtha  is  an  outstanding  lawyer 
and  exceptional  person  who  will  make 
a  fine  Federal  judge  and  serve  all  of  the 
people  of  Vermont  and  the  Nation  and 
the  interests  of  justice  by  applying  the 
law  fairly  and  honestly. 

I  first  met  Gar  when  I  was  serving  as 
State's  attorney  for  Chittenden  County 
and  he  as  deputy  State's  attorney  for 
Windham  County.  I  was  in  the  north- 
western part  of  the  State  and  he  in  the 
so'utheastern.  He  developed  and  has 
maintained  a  reputation  of  absolute, 
rock-ribbed  integrity. 

I  know  of  his  involvement  in  the 
community,  in  the  State,  and  in  the 
bar  in  a  number  of  positions,  including 
his  service  as  a  public  defender  here  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  his  service  on 
the  Second  Circuit  Task  Force  on  Gen- 
der. Racial,  and  Ethnic  Fairness  and  on 
the  Second  Circuit's  Committee  on 
Federal  Rules. 

The  father  of  three.  Mr.  Murtha  ha^ 
demonstrated  in  his  family  life,  in  his 
civic  life,  and  in  his  professional  life, 
the  sense  of  community  that  Ver- 
monters  value  so  highly.  He  has  served 
on  a  number  of  boards  and  commis- 
sions in  southern  Vermont.  He  is  active 
in  youth,  community,  and  civic  organi- 
zations. 

Gar  is  a  person  of  great  fairness  and 
integrity  and  an  outstanding  lawyer 
with  wide-ranging  experience.  I  have 
every  confidence  that  he  will  make  an 
outstanding  Federal  judge,  who  will  be 
just,  practical,  and  hardworking  on  be- 
half of  all.  I  have  heard  from  lawyers 
and  people  from  all  over  the  State  who 
have  expressed  their  support  for  this 


nomination  and  their  appreciation  that 
their  Federal  judge  will  be  one  who  will 
ensure  a  fair  trial  for  all.  whether 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  whether  poor  or 
rich. 

Since  Judge  Billings  assumed  senior 
status  and  Judge  Parker  was  confirmed 
to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  last  year.  Vermont  has 
been  without  a  full-time  U.S.  district 
judge.  Vermont  deserves  to  have  its 
Federal  judges  considered,  confirmed, 
and  in  place  ready  to  rule  on  Important 
matters. 

In  light  of  these  circumstances,  I 
want  to  extend  special  thanks  to  the 
majority  leader,  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee chairman,  the  Democratic  lead- 
er and  our  ranking  member  and  all  our 
colleagues  for  proceeding  promptly  on 
this  nomination  and  confirming  Mr. 
Murtha  to  the  Federal  court  bench. 

It  was  my  honor  and  privilege  to  rec- 
ommend J.  Garvan  Murtha  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  to 
present  him  to  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee  for  consideration  of  his 
nomination  to  be  the  next  U.S.  district 
judge  for  Vermont.  It  is  now  my  pleas- 
ure to  thank  our  Senate  colleagues  for 
the  consent  that  they  provide  to  this 
nomination  and  to  announce  to  the 
people  of  Vermont  that  the  nomination 
of  their  new  Federal  judge  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  U.S.  Senate. 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
very  important  bill.  It  is  apparent  that 
we  are  trying  to  get  a  list  of  the 
amendments  that  people  have  so  that 
we  can  hopefully  get  a  unanimous  con 
sent  agreement  on  amendments  and. 
when  we  get  that,  finish  this  bill  in  a 
very  expeditious,  good  way. 

Last  evening,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  sent  a  letter  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Republican  leader  with  re- 
gard to  this  bill.  It  is  a  very  interesting 
letter.  President  Clinton,  in  this  letter, 
has  expressed  his  interest  in  "working 
with  the  Congress  toward  the  enact- 
ment of  this  critical  legislation  as  soon 
as  possible". 

I  share  the  President's  commitment 
to  do  exactly  that. 

His  letter  outlines  a  number  of  provi- 
sions which  he  feels  should  be  in  the 
bill.  Indeed,  most  of  the  proposals  he 
cites  are  already  addressed  by  the  sub- 
stitute. S.  735.  To  the  extent  that  S.  735 
does  not  address  some  of  these  issues,  I 
believe  we  are  already  aware  of  amend- 
ments covering  these  issues  which 
some  of  our  colleagues  plan  to  offer. 

Accordingly,  in  order  to  assure  that 
we  can  meet  the  President's  request  to 
enact  this  critical  legislation  as  soon 
as  possible.  I  believe  we  should  try  to 
reach  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
on  amendments. 


The  Democrats  have  already  made  us 
aware  of  at  least  17  amendments.  I  be- 
lieve all  of  what  the  President  has  re- 
quested in  his  letter  which  is  not  ad- 
dressed in  S.  735  would  be  addressed  by 
one  or  more  of  these  amendments. 
There  are  only  a  handful  of  Republican 
amendments  thus  far.  Three  of  them 
are  substantive  and  a  few  others  are 
more  technical  in  nature. 

Before  we  take  up  amendments,  I  will 
say  that  I  hope  our  Democratic  col- 
leagues will  do  all  they  can  to  help  us 
to  reach  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment on  the  total  list  so  that  we  can 
wrap  up  this  bill  for  today.  I  am  dis- 
mayed that  we  need  to  wait  to  resolve 
these  matters.  Nevertheless,  we  are 
going  to  do  what  is  right  in  this  area. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  letter  from  the  President 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point, 
so  that  all  of  our  colleagues  can  see  the 
effort  the  President  has  put  forth  in 
this  letter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

The  WHrrE  house, 
Wastitngton.  DC.  May  25.  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole, 

Republican  Leader.   U.S.  Senate.    Washington. 
DC. 

De.\r  Mr.  Le.\df.r:  I  write  to  renew  my  call 
for  a  cough,  effective,  and  comprehensive 
antiterrorism  bill,  and  I  urge  che  Congress  to 
pass  It  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  Executive 
and  Legislative  Branches  share  the  respon- 
sibility of  ensuring  that  adequate  legal  tools 
and  resources  are  available  to  protect  our 
Nation  and  Its  people  against  threats  to 
their  safety  and  well-being.  The  tragic  bomb- 
ing of  Che  Murrah  Federal  Building  in  Okla- 
homa City  on  April  19th.  the  latest  In  a  dis- 
turbing trend  of  terrorist  attacks,  makes 
clear  the  need  to  enhance  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's ability  to  Investigate,  prosecute. 
and  punish  terrorist  activity. 

To  that  end.  I  have  transmitted  to  the  Con- 
gress two  comprehensive  legislative  propos- 
als: The  "Omnibus  Counterterrorlsm  Act  of 
1995"  and  the  "Antiterrorism  Amendments 
Act  of  1995."  In  addition,  the  Senate  has 
under  consideration  your  bill.  S.  735.  the 
"Comprehensive  Terrorism  Prevention  Act 
of  1995."  I  understand  that  a  substitute  to  S. 
735.  Incorporating  many  of  the  features  of 
the  two  Administration  proposals,  will  be  of- 
fered In  the  near  future.  I  also  understand 
that  the  substitute  contains  some  provisions 
that  raise  significant  concerns.  We  must 
make  every  effort  to  ensure  that  this  meas- 
ure responds  forcefully  to  the  challenge  of 
domestic  and  International  terrorism.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  Senate  on  the 
substitute  and  to  supporting  its  enactment, 
provided  that  che  final  product  addresses 
major  concerns  of  the  Administration  In  an 
effective,  fair,  and  constitutional  manner. 
The  bill  should  Include  che  following  provi- 
sions 

Provide  clear  Federal  criminal  Jurisdiction 
for  any  International  terrorist  attack  that 
might  occur  In  the  United  States,  as  well  as 
provide  Federal  criminal  Jurisdiction  over 
terrorists  who  use  the  United  States  as  the 
place  from  which  to  plan  terrorist  attacks 
overseas. 

Provide  a  workable  mechanism  to  deport 
alien  terrorists  expeditiously,  without  risk- 
ing the  disclosure  of  national  security  infor- 


mation or  techniques  and  with  adequate  as- 
surance of  fairness. 

Provide  an  assured  source  of  funding  for 
the  Administration's  digital  telephony  ini- 
tiative. 

Provide  a  means  of  preventing  fundralslng 
in  the  United  States  that  supports  inter- 
national terrorist  activity  overseas. 

Provide  access  to  financial  and  credit  re- 
ports in  antiterrorism  cases.  In  the  same 
manner  as  banking  records  can  be  obtained 
under  the  current  law  through  appropriate 
legal  procedures. 

Make  available  the  national  security  letter 
process,  which  is  currently  used  for  obtain- 
ing certain  categories  of  Information  in  ter- 
rorism investigations,  to  obtain  records  crit- 
ical to  such  Investigations  from  hotels,  mo- 
tels, common  carriers,  and  storage  and  vehi- 
cle rental  facilities. 

Approve  the  implementing  legislation  for 
the  Plastic  Explosives  Convention,  which  re- 
quires a  chemical  in  plastic  explosives  for 
identification  purposes,  and  require  the  in- 
clusion of  taggants — microscopic  particles — 
in  standard  explosive  device  raw  materials 
which  will  permit  tracing  of  the  materials 
post-explosion. 

Expand  the  authority  of  law  enforcement 
to  fight  terrorism  through  electronic  surveil- 
lance, by  expanding  the  list  of  felonies  that 
could  be  used  as  the  basis  for  a  surveillance 
order;  applying  the  same  legal  standard  in 
national  security  cases  that  is  currently 
used  In  routine  criminal  cases  for  obtaining 
permission  to  track  telephone  traffic  with 
"pen  registers"  and  'trap  and  trace"  de- 
vices; and  authorizing  multiple-point  wire- 
taps where  it  is  impractical  to  specify  the 
number  of  the  phone  to  be  tapped  (such  as 
when  a  suspect  uses  a  series  of  cellular 
phones). 

Criminalize  the  unauthorized  use  of  chemi- 
cal weapons  in  solid  and  liquid  form  (as  they 
are  currently  criminalized  for  use  in  gaseous 
form),  and  permit  the  military  to  provide 
technical  assistance  when  chemical  or  bio- 
logical weapons  are  concerned,  similar  to 
previously  authorized  efforts  involving  nu- 
clear weapons. 

Make  It  Illegal  ro  po.ssess  explosives  know- 
ing that  they  are  stolen;  Increase  the  pen- 
alty for  anyone  who  transfers  a  firearm  or 
explosive  materials,  knowing  that  they  will 
be  used  to  commit  a  crime  of  violence;  and 
provide  enhanced  penalties  for  terrorist  at- 
tacks against  all  current  and  former  Federal 
employees,  and  their  families,  when  the 
crime  Is  committed  because  of  the  official 
duties  of  the  federal  employee. 

In  addition,  the  substitute  bill  contains  a 
section  on  habeas  corpus  reform.  This  Ad- 
ministration is  committed  to  any  reform 
that  would  assure  dramatically  swifter  and 
more  efficient  resolution  of  criminal  cases 
while  at  the  same  time  preserving  the  his- 
toric right  to  meaningful  Federal  review. 
While  I  do  not  believe  that  habeas  corpus 
should  be  addressed  In  the  context  of  the 
counterterrorlsm  bill,  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  the  Senate  in  the  near  future 
on  a  bill  that  would  accomplish  this  impor- 
tant objective. 

I  want  to  reiterate  this  Administration's 
commitment  to  fashioning  a  strong  and  ef- 
fective response  to  terrorist  activity  that 
preserves  our  civil  liberties.  In  combating 
terrorism,  we  must  not  sacrifice  the  guaran- 
tees of  the  Bin  of  Rights,  and  we  will  not  do 
so.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Con- 
gress toward  the  enactment  of  this  critical 
legislation  as  soon  as  possible. 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Clinton. 


Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
Just  take  a  few  minutes  on  the  subject 
of  habeas  corpus  reform,  so  that  every- 
body will  understand  what  the  Specter- 
Hatch  habeas  corpus  reform  bill,  which 
is  part  of  this  bill,  will  do  to  signifi- 
cantly reduce  the  delays  in  carrying 
out  executions  without  unduly  limiting 
the  right  of  access  to  Federal  courts. 

The  bill  would  reduce  the  filing  of  re- 
petitive habeas  corpus  petitions  which 
delay  the  carrying  out  of  death  sen- 
tences to  such  extremes  as  to  reduce 
the  deterrent  value  of  the  death  pen- 
alty. 

Under  this  bill,  death  sentences,  if 
upheld,  will  be  carried  out.  in  most 
cases,  within  2  years  of  final  State 
court  action.  That  will  be  in  contrast 
to  the  10  to  18  years  that  it  is  currently 
taking  to  get  finality  in  these  cases — 
usually  because  frivolous  appeal  after 
frivolous  appeal  is  filed,  all  at  a  cost  of 
millions  and  millions  of  dollars  to  the 
taxpayers  of  our  society.  Most  prosecu- 
tors tell  me  that  they  spend  a  high  per- 
centage of  their  time  just  answering 
habeas  corpus  petitions  and  that  it  is  a 
tremendous  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  and 
almost  all  of  them  are  frivolous.  Now. 
this  bill  protects  those  that  are  not 
frivolous.  It  will  protect  their  rights, 
and  it  will  do  right  by  the  people  filing. 

Under  this  bill,  death  sentences,  if 
upheld,  will  be  carried  out,  in  most 
cases,  within  2  years  of  final  State 
court  action— at  the  most.  3  years.  The 
bill  would,  first,  establish  a  6-month 
statute  of  limitations  for  filing  a  Fed- 
eral habeas  corpus  petftion  in  capital 
cases  if  the  State  makes  counsel  avail- 
able in  its  State  court  habeas  corpus. 
They  have  1-year  statute  of  limitations 
for  noncapital  cases. 

Second,  this  bill  will  establish  time 
limits  on  Federal  court  consideration 
on  habeas  corpus  petitions  in  capital 
cases  if  the  State  provides  counsel  dur- 
ing State  habeas  corpus. 

The  Federal  district  court  would 
have  an  additional  180  days  to  decide  a 
capital  habeas  corpus  petition.  That 
would  be  120-some  days  for  a  briefing 
and  hearing.  60  days  for  the  court  to 
render  a  decision. 

Now.  the  district  court  will  be  able  to 
extend  the  limit  for  30  additional  days 
for  good  cause  stated  in  writing.  The 
court  of  appeals,  then,  must  decide  any 
appeal  in  a  capital  habeas  corpus  case 
within  120  days  of  final  briefings. 

Third,  we  allow  a  Federal  court  to 
overturn  a  State  court  decision  only  if 
it  is  contrary  to  clearly  established 
Federal  law  or  if  it  involves  an  "unrea- 
sonable application"  of  clearly  estab- 
lished Federal  law  to  the  facts,  or  if 
the  State  court's  factual  determination 
is  unreasonable. 

Fourth,  we  restrict  the  filing  of  re- 
petitive petitions  by  requiring  that  any 
second  petition  be  approved  for  filing 
in  the  district  court  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals. A  repetitive  petition  would  only 
be    permitted    in    two    circumstances: 


One.  if  it  raises  the  claim  based  on  a 
new  rule  of  constitutional  law  that  is 
retroactively  applicable;  or.  two.  if  it  is 
based  on  newly  discovered  evidence 
that  could  not  have  been  discovered 
through  due  diligence  in  time  to 
present  the  claim  in  the  first  petition 
and  that,  if  proven,  would  show  by  a 
clear  and  convincing  evidence  that  the 
defendant  was  innocent. 

Fifth,  we  encourage  States  to  provide 
qualified  counsel  to  indigent  defend- 
ants in  capital  cases  during  State  court 
habeas  corpus.  The  Constitution,  of 
course,  already  requires  that  States  ap- 
point qualified  counsel  for  trial  and  di- 
rect appeal.  In  this  case,  we  encourage 
the  States  to  provide  qualified  counsel 
in  these  capital  cases  during  State 
court  habeas  corpus  appeals. 

Sixth,  we  provide  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  provide  counsel  to  indi- 
gent petitioners  and  Federal  habeas 
corpus  petitions  in  both  capital  and 
noncapital  cases,  if  a  Federal  judge  so 
orders.  And  I  really  do  not  know  of  any 
case,  any  capital  case,  where  the  Fed- 
eral judge  will  not  so  order. 

This  outlines,  and  it  is  a  summary  of 
the  Specter-Hatch  habeas  reform  bill.  I 
hope  our  colleagues  will  realize  that 
this  is  the  time  to  finally  face  this 
issue  that  has  involved  just  countless 
frivolous  appeals  throughout  the  his- 
tory of  jurisprudence  in  this  country. 

It  is  time  to  have  some  finality  in 
these  matters.  V»'e  protect  the  constitu- 
tional rights  and  privileges  of  the  indi- 
vidual defendants,  but  we  say.  "The 
game  is  over."  There  will  not  be  any 
more  of  these  ingenious  appeals  that 
are  frivolous  in  nature  that  literally 
will  not  meet  those  two  requisites  that 
I  mention. 

We  also  say  to  the  American  tax- 
payers, we  will  not  keep  funding  frivo- 
lous appeals  by  people  on  death  row. 
We  are  not  going  to  have  another  10.  12. 
or  18  years,  as  is  the  Andrews  case  in 
Utah,  the  case  called  "hi-fi,"  where  An- 
drews participated  with  another  person 
in  killing  a  variety  of  people,  but  only 
after  they  tortured  them.  They  ran 
pencils  through  their  eardrums,  and  in 
one  case,  poured  Drano  down  the 
throat  of  one  of  the  victims.  For  18 
years,  there  was  no  question  that  An- 
drews did  the  murder.  No  question  he 
was  guilty.  No  question  of  the  heinous 
nature  of  the  crime.  There  was  no  ques- 
tion that  the  jury  was  right  in  render- 
ing the  verdict  it  did.  But  those  ap- 
peals went  on  for  18  years,  and  in  each 
of  these  aspects  of  the  appeal  the  vic- 
tims and  their  families  had  to  go 
through  the  whole  unpleasant,  vicious, 
terrible  experience  again. 

Every  one  of  the  appeals  was  frivo- 
lous. For  18  years  and  28  appeals.  All 
the  way  up  through  the  State  courts, 
from  the  lower  trial  court,  to  the  im- 
mediate appellate  court,  to  the  State 
supreme  court.  In  this  case,  mainly  the 
trial  court  and  the  State  supreme 
court.  All  the  way  up  through  the  Fed- 


eral court,  district  court,  circuit  court 
of  appeals,  the  Tenth  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  It  made  a 
mockery  of  the  law. 

I  cannot  blame  anybody  who  hates 
the  death  penalty  for  trying  to  do  ev- 
erything in  his  or  her  power  as  a  de- 
fense lawyer  to  try  to  deter  somebody 
from  going  to  the  final  date  of  execu- 
tion, but  the  law  is  the  law,  and  wheth- 
er a  person  hates  the  death  penalty  or 
thinks  it  is  the  right  thing,  the  fact  Is, 
it  is  the  law. 

I  do  not  have  any  fault  with  any  de- 
fense lawyer  who  has  done  his  or  her 
best  to  try  and  free  these  people  or  at 
least  alleviate  the  death  penalty.  I  do 
not  have  any  problem  with  their  efforts 
in  that  regard.  I  have  a  problem  with 
the  law  that  allows  that  tj'pe  of  frivo- 
lous repetitive  appeals.  This  Is  the 
time  to  change  that  law. 

By  the  way.  this  is  the  only  thing  we 
can  do  in  this  antiterrorism  bill,  it 
seems  to  me.  that  will  do  something 
about  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  The 
only  thing  we  can  do.  it  seems  to  me. 
to  bring  swift  justice,  as  the  President 
has  called  for,  to  the  perpetrators  of 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

Frankly,  it  is  something  that  we 
have  to  bite  the  bullet  on.  and  get  it 
done.  We  are  willing  to  face  the  music 
on  this  and  to  fight  this  battle  out  on 
the  floor.  I  would  like  it  to  be  one  of 
the  later  aspects  of  this  matter.  The 
fact  is.  it  is  time  to  face  it. 

When  I  talked  to  families  of  the  vic- 
tims, and  the  victims  themselves  just  a 
few  days  ago,  they  begged  me  to  make 
sure  that  we  pass  this  bill  and  that  we 
pass  the  habeas  corpus  reform  that  we 
have  on  the  bill.  Many  of  the  State  at- 
torneys general,  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans  State  attorneys  general, 
want  Congress  to  pass  this  habeas  cor- 
pus reform  bill. 

I  think  most  everybody  wants  Con- 
gress to  pass  the  whole  bill.  The  people 
out  there  are  sick  and  tired  of  the 
problems. 

Frankly.  I  assured  those  who  have 
been  suffering  so  much  from  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing,  and  those  who  suf- 
fer all  over  this  country,  from  the  re- 
petitive appeals  that  are  frivolous  in 
nature,  and  the  need  to  continually  go 
to  all  of  those  hearings.  I  have  assured 
them  we  will  face  the  habeas  corpus 
problem  on  this  matter,  and  that  we 
will  pass  the  Specter-Hatch  habeas  cor- 
pus bill. 

We  hope  we  can  do  that  in  this  bat- 
tle, and  I  will  do  everything  in  my 
power  to  see  that  it  is  done.  It  is  no  se- 
cret that  there  are  some  on  the  floor 
who  do  not  like  our  changes  in  habeas 
corpus.  It  is  going  to  be  a  controversial 
issue.  I  do  believe  that  a  majority  of 
the  Members  of  this  body  will  vote  for 
it. 

There  are  many  other  things  that  I 
would  like  to  discuss  about  the  bill.  It 
is  a  very  complex  bill.  It  is  a  very  de- 


tailed bill.  It  is  a  bill  that  covers  al- 
most every  aspect  of  antiterrorism.  It 
is  one  that  is  long  overdue.  And  we  are 
going  to  handle  this. 

Let  me  digress  for  a  minute,  because 
my  dear  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
is  concerned  about  having  hearings  on 
Waco  and  Ruby  Ridge.  I  have  been  in 
constant  contact  with  the  Justice  De- 
partment, with  the  FBI,  and  with  ATF, 
and  they  are  willing  to  do  this.  They 
are  willing  to  do  this.  Whether  they  are 
willing  or  not,  they  know  we  are  going 
to  do  this,  sooner  or  later. 

They  would  prefer,  as  the  FBI  Direc- 
tor has  requested  in  writing  to  me, 
that  we  defer  the  hearings  until  they 
have  completed  their  investigation  in 
Oklahoma  City.  They  have  also  indi- 
cated that  sometime  this  summer  they 
feel  that  it  will  be  all  right,  in  any 
event. 

So  we  do  intend  to  press  forward.  We 
are  putting  our  investigators  on  this 
issue.  They  have  been  on  it.  We  will  see 
what  we  can  do. 

I  share  my  colleagues"  deep  concern 
over  these  incidents.  I  believe  a  thor- 
ough congressional  review  of  these  and 
related  Federal  law  enforcement  issues 
is  warranted.  I  intend  that  these  hear- 
ings will  be  held  in  the  near  future  fol- 
lowing Senate  consideration  of  this 
comprehensive  antiterrorist  legisla- 
tion, upon  the  completion  of  the  de- 
partment's investigation  of  the  Okla- 
homa tragedy. 

Notwithstanding  my  desire  to  have 
hearings  on  this  matter.  I  have  resisted 
doing  so  right  at  this  time,  and  I  be- 
lieve doing  so  at  this  time  would  only 
serve  to  confuse  these  important  is- 
sues. I  do  not  believe  that  the  Waco 
and  Ruby  Ridge  incidents  should  be 
linked  to  the  Oklahoma  City  incident 
or  to  the  terrorist  issues  or  hearings  at 
this  time. 

The  Senate  could,  if  we  held  hearings 
at  this  time,  inappropriately — albeit 
unintentionally — convey  the  wrong 
message  regarding  the  culpability  of 
those  responsible  for  the  atrocity  in 
Oklahoma  City.  We  simply  must  not  do 
this.  Indeed,  the  Senate  went  on  record 
to  this  effect  on  May  11.  1995.  by  a  vote 
of  74  to  23.  when  it  tabled  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  which  would 
have  set  a  date  certain  for  these  hear- 
ings. But  I  assure  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  we  probably  will  hold 
these  hearings  before  the  end  of  this 
summer  and  before  our  August  recess. 
We  will  do  the  best  we  can.  If  it  does 
take  more  time  than  that,  we  will  cer- 
tainly state  the  reasons.  But  that  is 
our  firm  intention  and  we  hope  we  can 
get  that  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business  for  just  a  matter  of  3 
minutes  so  I  can  speak  to  a  subject  un- 
related to  what  we  are  discussing  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EDUCATION         1 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  in  over  20 
years  in  the  Senate  I  do  not  think  I 
have  done  this  twice,  but  I  will  say.  to 
be  safe.  I  do  not  think  I  have  done  it  a 
half  dozen  times.  I  would  like  to  read 
into  the  Record  a  letter  that  I  received 
yesterday  from  a  woman  who  is  grad- 
uating from  high  school  in  my  State,  a 
woman  I  have  never  met.  Her  name  is 
Mrs.  Judi  Robinson.  She  lives  in  old 
New  Castle.  DE.  which  is  a  community 
over  350  years  old.  a  beautiful  place,  in 
a  place  called  Penn  Acres.  I  would  like 
to  read  it.  if  I  may. 

Dear  Senator  Biden.  I  am  a  48-year-old 
nlgrht  student  at  William  Penn  High  School 
In  New  Castle.  Tm  one  of  many  students  who 
recently  wrote  to  you  concerning  adult  edu- 
cation. Thank  you  for  your  letter.  It  helped 
me  a  little  more  to  understand  what  It  con- 
cerns. 

I  have  been  In  the  program  since  Septem- 
ber 1994  and  received  my  G.E.D.  that  June. 
Now  I'm  at  Penn  doing  very  well  and  will 
graduate  this  June.  It  took  me  31  years  to 
get  to  this  point  In  my  life,  so  I  thank  God 
that  there  was  a  program  available  to  me. 
Although  my  circumstances  are  different 
than  some  of  my  classmates,  we're  all  there 
for  the  same  reasons,  to  get  our  G.E.D.  or 
better  yet  our  diploma.  Senator  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned.  I  wanted  this  very  badly,  but  I 
have  been  married  27  years,  have  two  chil- 
dren one  of  which  also  graduates  this  year 
from  Penn.  I  never  had  to  worK  so  my  edu- 
cation wasn't  the  top  on  my  list.  Because  my 
husband  worked  and  took  care  of  us  and  the 
house.  But  most  of  the  kids  In  the  program 
need  this  educational  program  to  continue  to 
grow  Into  productive  adults.  Our  counselors 
and  teachers  are  the  best,  they  work  very 
hard  to  keep  things  going  well  at  school. 
These  programs  need  to  keep  going  and  I 
know  that  you  will  do  your  best  to  keep  It 
going. 

Now  to  get  to  the  second  reason  I'm  writ- 
ing to  you.  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  invite  you  to  my  graduation  on 
June  14  at  7:30  p.m.  It  will  take  place  at  New- 
ark High  School.  Myself  and  I  know  all  the 
other  students  and  staff  would  be  honored  to 
have  you  there.  I  know  you  are  a  very,  very 
busy  man  but  If  you  could  find  It  In  your 
heart  and  schedule  to  make  It,  I  would  be 
happy  to  have  you  there. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Judi  Robi.vson. 

Mr.  President,  the  reason  I  read  that 
into  the  Record  is  I  do  not  think  we 
should  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  there 
are  thousands  and  thousands  and  thou- 
sands of  women  and  men  like  Judi  Rob- 
inson who  are  going  back  to  try  to  get 
the  basic  education  that  for  whatever 
reasons  they  did  not  get  when  they 
were  children.  I  think  our  reluctance 


to  put  as  much  emphasis  on  the  edu- 
cational needs  in  this  country  and  the 
Federal  responsibility  to  participate  in 
that  is  a  serious  mistake.  I  am  sure  all 
of  my  colleagues,  and  I  know  the  Sen- 
ator in  the  chair,  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado, like  everyone  else  in  here, 
shares  a  sense  of  pride  when  there  is 
someone  in  their  State  like  Judi  Rob- 
inson who  goes  through  that  effort. 

I  remember  discussing  with  my 
friend  from  Colorado  how  his  mother 
went  back  and  her  significant  edu- 
cational accomplishments  and  what 
she  has  done.  I  just  thought  it  worth- 
while to  let  people  know  that  there  are 
a  lot  of  people  like  Judi  Robinson  still 
fighting  hard,  who  still  have  faith  In 
this  operation,  still  have  faith  in  the 
system,  and  still  think  they  can  better 
themselves  through  education. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  this  time  and  I 
yield  the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorimi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  be  permitted  to  speak 
for  up  to  5  minutes  as  if  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CovERDELL).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


NOMINATION  OF  DR.  HENRY 
FOSTER 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  com- 
pliment the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Com.mittee  for  reporting  out 
the  nomination  of  Dr.  Henry  Foster  to 
be  Surgeon  General  of  the  United 
States. 

Earlier  this  morning,  the  committee 
met  and  by  a  9-to-7  vote  recommended 
the  confirmation  of  Dr.  Foster  for  Sur- 
geon General.  Two  Republicans  joined 
with  seven  Democrats  in  favoring  his 
nomination  and  thereby  bringing  the 
nomination  to  the  floor. 

It  is  my  hope  that  we  will  take  up  Dr. 
Foster  in  this  Chamber.  It  is  my  sense 
that  there  are  sufficient  votes  to  bring 
Dr.  Foster  to  a  vote  in  the  face  of  what 
has  been  announced  to  be  a  prospective 
filibuster.  There  is  at  least  one  Senator 
on  the  committee  as  reported  who  fa- 
vors bringing  Dr.  Foster  to  a  vote  even 
though  that  Senator  voted  against  him 
in  committee. 

I  had  occasion  to  meet  with  Dr.  Fos- 
ter early  on.  and  at  that  time  I  was 
convinced  that  the  sole  issue  was  the 
issue  of  whether  Dr.  Foster  should  be 
disqualified  from  being  Surgeon  Gen- 
eral because  he  had  performed  abor- 
tions,   a   medical    procedure    which    is 


legal  and  authorized  by  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution. It  seemed  to  me  at  that  time 
that  all  the  other  matters  which  were 
brought  up  were  red  herrings,  and  that 
real  opposition  to  Dr.  Foster  lay  in  the 
fact  that  he  had  performed  abortions,  a 
procedure  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

I  said  on  the  Senate  floor  early  on 
that  Dr.  Foster  was  entitled  to  be 
heard  by  the  committee,  entitled  to 
have  his  day  in  court,  so  to  speak,  in 
this  Chamber  for  a  vote,  both  out  of 
fairness  to  Dr.  Foster  as  an  individual 
and  really  as  a  sign  that  nobody  would 
be  railroaded  out  of  this  town  without 
having  a  day  in  court,  a  chance  to  have 
an  up-or-down  vote  in  the  Senate. 

There  is  a  very  important  precedent 
beyond  Dr.  Foster  as  an  individual  as 
to  what  he  is  entitled  to  as  a  matter  of 
fairness  and  that  is  to  others  who  may 
be  interested  in  coming  to  Washington, 
tempted  to  come  to  Washington  to  per- 
form public  service.  And  many  would 
be  discouraged  if  Dr.  Henry  Foster 
would  not  be  entitled  to  fair  treatment 
by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

I  thought  that  reasons  given  by  our 
colleague.  Senator  Frist,  in  supporting 
Dr.  Foster's  nomination  were  very  im- 
portant; that  Senator  Frist,  a  physi- 
cian himself,  emphasized  Dr.  Foster's 
commitment  to  try  to  combat  teenage 
pregnancy,  and  that  may  be  the  No.  1 
social  problem  in  America  today.  If 
that  can  be  brought  under  control, 
then  there  is  no  better  person  to  try  to 
do  that  than  the  Surgeon  General  of 
the  United  States.  And  also  Dr.  Fos- 
ter's commitment  to  press  for  absti- 
nence and  to  press  for  family  values: 
those  are  positions  which  I  think  are 
very  appropriate  for  the  Surgeon  Gen- 
eral. 

So  Dr.  Foster  has  cleared  a  very  sig- 
nificant hurdle  in  the  affirmative  vote 
of  the  Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Committee.  Some  predicted  he  would 
never  get  that  far. 

From  what  I  sense,  the  climate  in 
our  body  is  to  favor  his  nomination 
coming  to  the  floor  for  a  vote.  I  think 
a  filibuster  will  be  defeated  and  I  think 
ultimately  Dr.  Foster  will  be  con- 
firmed. That  is  a  very  positive  sign  of 
respect  for  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  as  interpreted  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  that  a  woman  does  have  a  right 
to  choose,  that  a  nominee  like  Dr.  Fos- 
ter is  not  disqualified  because  he  per- 
formed a  medical  procedure,  albeit 
abortion,  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  that  men  and  women  of  char- 
acter and  good  will  can  come  to  this 
town  and  get  a  fair  hearing  and  per- 
form an  important  public  service. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 
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addressed      the 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 


Mr. 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  speak  on  the  bill  before  the  Sen- 
ate at  this  time.  S.  735.  the  Comprehen- 
sive Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  first  how 
pleased  I  am  that  the  leadership  of 
both  parties  has  reached  agreement  on 
so  much  in  this  bill  and  met  President 
Clinton's  challenge  to  reach  a  prompt 
and  bipartisan  consensus  on 
counterterrorism  legislation  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  tragedy  in  Oklahoma 
City. 

Most  of  the  key  provisions  of  the 
President's  counterterrorism  bill,  of- 
fered earlier  in  the  year  by  Senator 
Biden  and  others,  are  included  in  the 
measure  before  us.  And  I  thank  the  ma- 
jority leadership  of  the  committee  for 
doing  so.  But.  as  Senator  Biden  men- 
tioned last  night,  there  are  a  few  provi- 
sions that  have  not  been  included. 

That  is  why  this  morning  I  will  offer 
two  amendments  which  would  restore 
two  provisions  from  the  original  bill  to 
this  genuinely  bipartisan  effort,  and  I 
am  hopeful  that  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity here  for  bipartisan  support  for 
these  two  law  enforcement  measures, 
as  well. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  view,  and  in  the 
view  of  those  I  have  spoken  to  in  the 
Federal  and  State  law  enforcement 
communities  who  are  involved  in  the 
daily,  difficult  business  of  pursuing  ter- 
rorists, these  two  provisions,  which 
would  increase  law  enforcement's  ca- 
pacity to  be  involved  in  surveillance 
through  wiretapping  of  terrorists, 
would  be  extremely  helpful  to  the  law 
enforcement  community's  efforts  to 
penetrate  the  highly  secretive  world  of 
terrorists.  Indeed,  I  can  imagine  a 
number  of  situations  where  the  power 
granted  by  these  two  amendments 
would  provide  exactly  the  kinds  of 
tools  that  could  make  a  difference  in 
stopping  terrorists  before  they  strike. 

Mr.  President,  since  joining  the  Sen- 
ate, I  have  spent  a  fair  amount  of  time 
and  effort  considering  how  we,  as  a  na- 
tion, can  best  prepare  ourselves  to 
counter  and  stop  terrorists'  threats  be- 
cause of  my  fear  that,  though  America 
domestically  has  been  relatively 
spared,  at  least  was  when  I  began  these 
inquiries,  from  the  pain  of  terrorist  at- 
tack, certainly  more  so  than  other  na- 
tions in  the  world,  that  because  of  po- 
litical events  in  the  world,  it  was  inevi- 
table that  unless  we  directed,  created 
some  defense  there,  we  would  suffer. 
And,  unfortunately,  we  have. 

As  I  look  back,  the  first  hearing  I 
ever  chaired  as  a  Senator  concerned 
the  coordination  of  our  antiterrorism 
efforts.  And  in  every  presentation  on 
hearings  that  I  have  been  involved  in 
since,  whether  as  a  member  of  the  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  Committee  or  in- 
volved in  the  ad  hoc  task  force  on  ter- 


rorism, which  I  was  privileged  to  orga- 
nize, witness  after  witness,  whether 
they  were  from  the  State  Department 
or  the  FBI  or  the  U.S.  attorney's  of- 
fices, or  think  tanks  around  this  city 
or  country,  emphasized  the  special  im- 
portance of  surveillance  and  infiltra- 
tion to  preventing  and  prosecuting  ter- 
rorist attacks. 

Mr.  President,  this  says  the  obvious. 
but  it  needs  to  be  said:  Terrorists  are 
cowards.  Terrorists  are  cowards  be- 
cause they  strike  at  undefended  tar- 
gets. And  while  we  are  quite  logically 
now,  in  the  aftermath  of  Oklahoma 
City,  attempting  to  rebuild  our  de- 
fenses around  more  likely  targets,  par- 
ticularly public  buildings  affected,  the 
terrorist  group  that  wants  to  create 
panic  in  our  society,  wants  to  punish 
our  society,  wants  to  strike  at  the 
sense  of  order  and  security  in  our  soci- 
ety can,  as  we  have  seen  in  other  set- 
tings, just  as  easily  not  strike  at  a  gov- 
ernmental building,  but  go  down  the 
street  and  attack  a  large  private  build- 
ing, an  office  building,  or  strike,  as 
some  have  suggested,  at  the  water  sup- 
ply in  a  community:  so  that  we  can 
never  defend  against  all  the  potential 
targets  of  terrorists. 

The  best  defense  is  an  offense.  And 
the  offense  in  this  case,  as  this  bill  car- 
ries out  in  many  ways,  is  to  be  watch- 
ing people  who  indicate  by  their  own 
behavior  that  they  are  capable  of  vio- 
lent acts.  I  am  not  talking  about  inhib- 
iting political  freedoms  here.  We  are 
not  talking  about  prohibiting  anybody 
from  writing  or  speaking  or  dem- 
onstrating in  a  way  that  they  believe, 
even  if  we  find  it  abhorrent.  But  if  they 
act  in  a  way  that  indicates  they  may 
be  capable  of  violent  acts,  criminal 
acts,  then  we,  the  people,  should  have 
our  law  enforcement  agents  there 
watching  them,  listening  to  them,  in- 
filtrating their  groups  to  see  to  it  that 
whenever  possible  we  can  stop  them; 
we  can  strike  before  they  strike  at  the 
heart  of  our  society  to  prevent  more 
death  and  destruction. 

The  witnesses  that  spoke  to  commit- 
tees that  I  have  been  on  were  com- 
menting mostly  on  internationally  in- 
spired terrorism,  but  they  focused 
again  on  the  importance  of  electronic 
surveillance  as  a  component  of  the 
overall  approach  of  stopping  terrorist 
acts  whenever  possible  before  they  are 
committed,  and  electronic  surveillance 
is  part  of  that. 

I  would  argue  that  electronic  surveil- 
lance may  be  more  important  with  do- 
mestically based  terrorists  than  with 
international  terrorism.  So  far  as  we 
know,  they  are  not  generally  reliant  on 
outside  State  sponsors  who.  at  some 
point,  may  be  vulnerable  to  political  or 
military  pressure. 

Our  weapons  here  are  limited  to  ef- 
fective law  enforcement,  including  one 
of  the  most  powerful  tools  law  enforce- 
ment has.  which  is  carefully  cir- 
cumscribed,   legally    authorized    elec- 


tronic surveillance,  particularly  in  this 
high-technology  communication  age. 

A.MENDMENT  N'O.  1200  TO  A.MENDMENT  NO.  1190 

(Purpose:  To  amend  the  bill  with  respect  to 
emergency  wiretap  authority) 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  So,  Mr.  President, 
the  first  amendment  I  am  offering 
today  would  add  the  words  "domestic 
or  international  terrorism"  to  the  lim- 
ited number  of  situations  in  which  the 
Attorney  General,  the  Deputy  Attor- 
ney General,  or  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  can  obtain  an  emergency  48- 
hour  wiretap  without  having  to  go  to 
court  in  that  first  period  of  time. 
Under  current  law.  those  three  Justice 
Department  officials  and  no  others 
may  authorize  emergency  electronic 
surveillance  where  there  is  "first,  im- 
mediate danger  of  death  or  serious 
physical  injury  to  any  person;  second, 
conspiratorial  activities  threatening 
the  national  security;  and  third,  con- 
spiratorial activities  characteristic  of 
organized  crime." 

This  all  is  when  there  is  not,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials, time  to  get  a  court  order.  But  the 
important  condition  in  this  law  is  that 
within  48  hours  of  that  emergency  au- 
thorization for  electronic  surveillance 
from  within  the  Justice  Department, 
law  enforcement  officers  must  obtain  a 
court  order  for  the  wiretap  under  the 
normal  proceedings  for  court  orders. 

They  must  submit  the  same  affida- 
vits and  documents  establishing  prob- 
able cause  that  are  required  for  any 
other  wiretap. 

The  top  three  Justice  Department  of- 
ficials who  can  make  these  emergency 
authorizations  have  a  strong  incentive 
to  be  cautious  and  correct  in  authoriz- 
ing emergency  wiretaps  without  a 
court  order,  because  if  a  judge  does  not 
issue  a  cnurt,  order  f.upportlrg  .i  wiro- 
tap  within  48  hours,  any  information 
obtained  via  the  emergency  wiretap  is 
inadmissible  in  court. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment, 
therefore,  would  simply  add  the  words 
"activities  characteristic  of  domestic 
or  international  terrorism"  to  the  list 
of  emergency  situations  where  law  en- 
forcement has  hours,  and  not  days,  to 
get  the  evidence  needed  to  make  an  ar- 
rest, find  a  chemical  weapon,  diffuse  a 
bomb  or  perhaps  rapidly  clear  a  build- 
ing that  may  be  the  target  of  a  terror- 
ist attack. 

Given  the  devastating  effects  of  these 
terrorist  acts,  which  are  assaults  not 
only  on  individuals  but  on  whole  com- 
munities— in  fact  on  our  Nation  and  on 
the  democratic  processes  and  the  lib- 
erties that  we  have — do  we  not  want  to 
give  our  law  enforcement  officials  the 
same  authority  to  obtain  temporary 
emergency  wiretaps  they  have  under 
current  law  when  pursuing  organized 
crime  cases?  I  think  so,  and  I  believe 
the  American  people  would  think  so  as 
well. 

Mr.  President,  I.  therefore,  have  an 
amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk  at 
this  time. 
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The     PRESIDING 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows; 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
LiEBER.M.A.N]  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1200  CO  amendment  No.  1199. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Insert  at  the  appropriate  place  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.    .  REVISION  TO  EXISTING  ACTHORJTY  FOR 
E.VIERGENCY  WIR£T.\PS. 

lai  Section  2518(7)ia)iiU)  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting  "or  do- 
mestic terrorism  or  International  terrorism 
(as  those  terms  are  defined  In  18  U.S.C.  2331). 
for  offenses  described  in  section  2516  of  this 
title."  after  "organized  crime". 

(b)  Section  2331  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  Inserting  the  following- 
words  after  subsection  I4) — 

•(5i  the  term  domestic  terrorism'  means 
any  activities  that  Involve  violent  acts  or 
acts  dangerous  to  human  life  that  are  a  vio- 
lation of  the  criminal  laws  of  the  United 
States  or  of  any  State  and  which  appear  to 
be  intended  to  Intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian 
population  or  to  Influence  the  policy  of  a 
government  by  Intimidation  or  coercion:  or 
to  affect  the  conduct  of  a  government  by  as- 
sassination or  kidnapping. '. 

(C)  Section  2518(7)  of  title  18  is  amended  by 
adding  after  "Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  chapter."  "but  subject  to 
section  2516.". 

Mr.  LIEBER.MAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  finally,  before  yielding  the 
floor,  indicate  for  the  Record  that  the 
amendment  does  not  change  the  under- 
lying crimes  for  which  an  emergency 
wiretap  can  be  authorized  in  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  2516.  It  just 
says  that  if  those  crimes  are  part  of  a 
domestic  terrorist  plot,  an  emergency 
wiretap  can  be  ordered.  And  these 
crimes  include:  Any  offense  punishable 
by  death  or  imprisonment  for  more 
than  1  year,  including  violations  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  relating  to  sabo- 
tage of  nuclear  facilities  and  fuel  or  es- 
pionage and  treason. 

Also,  let  me  point  out  that  the  defi- 
nition of  "terrorism"  covers  violent 
acts  or  acts  dangerous  to  human  life. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  STEVENS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Alaska. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  in 
morning  business  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining a  bill  which  I  would  like  to  in- 
troduce at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Stevens  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  868  are 
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located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.'") 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand what  my  dear  colleague  from 
Connecticut  is  trying  to  do  with  this 
expansion  of  the  emergency  wiretap 
authority,  but  I  apologize  to  him  be- 
cause I  have  to  rise  to  oppose  this 
amendment  which  would  expand  emer- 
gency wiretap  authority  permitting 
the  Government  to  begin  a  wiretap 
prior  to  obtaining  court  approval  in  a 
greater  range  of  cases  than  the  law 
presently  allows. 

I  find  this  proposal  troubling,  and  let 
me  list  some  reasons.  I  am  concerned 
that  this  provision,  if  enacted,  would 
unnecessarily  broaden  emergency  wire- 
tap authority.  Under  current  law,  such 
authority  exists  when  life  is  in  danger, 
when  the  national  security  is  threat- 
ened, or  when  an  organized  crime  con- 
spiracy is  involved.  That  is  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  section  2518(7). 

This  authority  is  constrained  by  a  re- 
quirement that  the  surveillance  be  ap- 
proved by  a  court  within  48  hours.  The 
President's  proposal  contained  in  this 
amendment  would  expand  these  powers 
to  any  conspiratorial  activity  char- 
acteristic of  domestic  or  international 
terrorism.  I  personally  do  not  believe 
that  this  expansion  is  necessary  to  ef- 
fectively battle  the  threat  of  terrorism. 

Virtually  every  act  of  terrorism  one 
can  imagine  which  would  require  an 
emergency  wiretap — that  is,  the  threat 
is  so  immediate  that  the  Government 
cannot  obtain  a  court  order  before  in- 
stituting the  wiretap— will  certainly 
also  involve  "an  immediate  danger  of 
death  or  serious  physical  injury,"  or  "a 
conspiratorial  activity  threatening  the 
national  interest,"  as  defined  in  cur- 
rent law.  Thus,  expanding  the  Govern- 
ments  emergency  wiretap  powers  to 
any  conspiratorial  activity  char- 
acteristic of  domestic  or  international 
terrorism  would  add  little  to  existing 
authority.  However,  the  little  that  it 
does  add  or  will  add  is  particularly 
troubling. 

This  amendment  defines  domestic 
terrorism  in  an  unwise  and  extremely 
broad  manner.  The  amendment  defines 
domestic  terrorism,  in  part,  as  "any 
activities  that  involve  violent  acts  or 
acts  dangerous  to  human  life  and 
which  appear  to  be  intended  to  intimi- 
date or  coerce  a  civilian  population  or 
to  influence  the  policy  of  Government 
by  intimidation  or  coercion." 

That  is  a  potentially  vague  and  very 
loose  standard.  There  are  legitimate 
acts  of  protest  that  could  be  caught  up 
in  this  definition,  because  they,  in 
some  way,  pose  a  danger  or  are  viewed 
as  "intimidating." 

No  one.  of  course,  would  contend  that 
activities  that  truly  threaten  the  pub- 
lic safety  or  an  individual  should  go 


uninvestigated  or  unpunished.  How- 
ever, the  standard  for  initiating  a  wire- 
tap without  a  court  order  should  cer- 
tainly be  higher  than  this  amendment 
proposes. 

Mr.  President,  a  wiretap  order  is  de- 
liberately somewhat  difficult  to  ob- 
tain. It  is  more  difficult  because  it  is 
more  difficult  to  get  the  Justice  De- 
partment to  approve  it  than  it  is  to  get 
a  judge  or  magistrate  to  approve  it.  Be- 
cause wiretaps  are  so  intrusive  and 
conducted  in  secret  by  the  Government 
in  circumstances  under  which  the  sub- 
ject has  a  reasonable  expectation  of 
privacy,  the  courts  and  Congress  have 
required  that  the  Government  meet  a 
heightened  burden  of  necessity  before 
using  a  wiretap  to  ensure  that  civil  lib- 
erties are  secure. 

The  law  also,  of  course,  recognizes 
exigent  circumstances,  because  in  a 
true  emergency,  when  lives  are  at  risk, 
we  would  not  want  law  enforcement  to 
wait  for  court-approved  wiretaps  any 
more  than  we  expect  a  police  officer  to 
obtain  a  search  warrant  before  chasing 
an  armed  and  fleeing  suspect  into  a 
house.  Our  present  wiretap  statute  rec- 
ognizes this  with  its  emergency  provi- 
sion and  expanding  the  exception 
should  give  us  pause.  We  must  ensure 
that  in  our  response  to  recent  terrorist 
acts,  we  do  not  destroy  the  freedom 
that  we  cherish.  I  fear  that  the  amend- 
ment does  take  us  a  step  down  that 
road,  and  for  these  reasons.  I  oppose 
the  amendment. 

Let  me  mention  one  other  thing.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut is  very  sincere  and  well-intentioned 
with  this  amendment.  I  acknowledge 
that.  And  he  is  an  acknowledged  au- 
thority on  law  enforcement.  But  I  have 
to  question  whether  this  amendment 
would  permit  the  Government  to  ob- 
tain emergency  wiretaps;  in  other 
words,  a  wiretap  without  a  court 
order— let  me  repeat  that:  a  wiretap 
obtained  without  a  court  order— of.  let 
us  say.  some  of  these  groups  in  our  so- 
ciety today,  ranging  from  the  right  to 
the  left.  Take  a  gay  rights  group  like 
Act  Up.  or  an  environmental  group  like 
some  of  the  more  vociferous  environ- 
mental groups;  or  you  could  take  some 
groups  on  the  right  that  are  vociferous 
that  stage  a  sit-in  that  may  violate 
some  State  property  or  some  loitering 
felony.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  dem- 
onstration blocking  a  busy  street  or 
entrance  to  a  church  or  hospital  could 
endanger  human  life  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, and  certainly  a  dem- 
onstration of  this  nature  would  be  in- 
tended to  change  the  Government's 
policy.  This  amendment  could  thus 
permit  the  Government  to  listen  to  the 
conversations  of  such  groups  without 
obtaining  a  court  order. 

This  is  deeply  troubling  to  me.  and  I 
think  to  anybody  who  believes  in  the 
Bill  of  Rights  and  in  the  important 
protections  the  Constitution  affords  us. 


It  is  easy  to  come  up  with  cir- 
cumstances that  would  justify  a  wire- 
tap, but  then  you  meet  the  emergency 
requirements  already  in  law.  So  I 
would  rather  stick  with  the  current 
law. 

So  I  urge  my  fellow  Senators  to  vote 
agamst  this.  That  is  with  a  full  under- 
standing of  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  trying  to 
do.  and  with  some  sympathy  toward 
what  he  is  trying  to  do.  except  I  do  not 
think  we  should  expand  the  wiretap 
laws  any  further. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  rise  to  support  Senator 
LiEBERMAN's  amendment  on  emergency 
wiretap  authority.  Quite  frankly.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  would  add 
to  this  bill  the  President's  proposal  in 
the  President's  original  bill  to  extend 
authority  for  emergency  wiretaps — 
which  are  already  available,  I  might 
add,  for  organized  crime  cases— to  ter- 
rorism crimes.  And  I  am  sure  people 
looking  at  this  debate  are  probably 
thinking:  Wait  a  minute.  Senator 
Orri.n  H.A.TCH  is  arguing  against  this  on 
civil  liberties  grounds,  and  Biden  being 
for  this — I  was  going  to  facetiously  say 
something,  but  I  will  not  say  it.  This  is 
no  time  for  humor. 

At  any  rate,  the  reason  I  am  for  this 
bill— and  I  have  a  pretty  long  record 
and  history  here  of  being  as  vigilant  in 
the  civil  liberties  of  Americans  and 
constitutional  rights  as  anyone  in  this 
body— is  that  I  do  not  see  a  lot  of  dis- 
tinction between  crimes  of  terrorism 
and  organized  crime.  It  is  kind  of  basic 
to  me.  If  the  justification  exists  for  or- 
ganized crime,  why  would  it  not  exist 
for  crimes  of  terrorism? 

Now,  let  me  explain  first  what  prob- 
ably my  friend  from  Connecticut  has 
already  explained— I  apologize  if  I  am 
going  over  old  ground;  I  will  be  brief — 
what  an  emergency  wiretap  is  and  how 
limited  an  emergency  wiretap  is. 

In  almost  all  cases,  the  Government 
has  to  get  a  court  order  to  initiate  a 
wiretap,  under  stringent  standards  set 
out  in  current  law.  The  emergency 
wiretap  authority  allows  the  Govern- 
ment to  initiate  a  wiretap  without  a 
court  order  in  emergency  situations  in- 
volving, one,  immediate  danger  of 
death  or  serious  physical  injury  to  any 
person:  conspiratorial  activities 
threatening  national  security;  or  con- 
spiratorial activities  characteristic  of 
organized  crime  activities.  Only  the 
top  three  Justice  Department  offi- 
cials— the  Attorney  General.  Deputy 
Attorney  General,  and  Associate  Attor- 
ney General — can  organize  an  emer- 
gency wiretap. 

Now,  if  it  stopped  there.  I  could  see 
why  a  lot  of  people  would  say,  even 
with  that,  that  is  still  too  dangerous, 
and  there  is  still  too  much  exposure  for 
Americans  of  their  civil  liberties.  But 
even    in    those    emergency    situations. 


the  law  requires  the  Government  to 
seek  judicial  approval  of  the  wiretap 
within  48  hours. 

So  it  is  not  like  there  can  be  an 
emergency  wiretap  placed  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  top  three  Justice  Depart- 
ment officials,  the  top  three,  and  left 
on  and  then  the  information  used. 
Within  48  hours,  they  have  to  get  a 
court  order  or  cease  and  desist.  That  is 
the  second  requirement. 

First,  it  has  to  fit  the  criteria  of  im- 
mediate danger,  death,  and  so  on. 
which  I  read.  Second,  within  48  hours, 
there  has  to  be  a  court  order.  Third,  if 
when  they  go  for  the  court  order,  the 
judge  disagrees  or  declines,  the  wiretap 
has  to  end,  and  any  evidence  that  has 
been  gotten  in  that  48  hours  cannot  be 
used.  It  is  sort  of  an  exclusionary  rule, 
if  you  will.  It  cannot  be  used. 

So  Senator  Lieberm.\n's  amendment, 
consistent  with  what  the  President 
asked  for,  would  add  to  the  list  of 
emergency  situations  the  following: 
Conspiratorial  activities  characteristic 
of  domestic  or  international  terrorism. 
It  seems  to  me  no  less  broad  than  con- 
spiratorial activities  characteristic  of 
organized  crime  activities. 

Now,  the  consistent  position  for  my 
friends  to  take  here,  if  they  are  going 
to  take  on  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut,  would  be  to 
amend  the  existing  law  to  strike  con- 
spiratorial activities  characteristic  of 
organized  crime.  I  doubt  whether  they 
would  want  to  do  that.  So  I  am  kind  of 
at  a  loss  that  if  they  think  that  is  a 
good  idea,  why  not  conspiratorial  ac- 
tivities characteristic  of  domestic  or 
international  terrorism?  Is  someone 
going  to  tell  me  that  they  are  more  at 
jeopardy  or  less  at  jeopardy  from  the 
Gambino  family  than  we  are  from  some 
bunch  uf  screwballs  running  around  in 
the  woods  who  are  planning  on  blowing 
up  a  building?  When  is  the  last  time 
the  Mafia  blew  up  a  building?  They  are 
not  good  guys;  they  are  all  bad  guys. 
But  I  do  not  quite  understand  the  logic 
here.  I  do  not  understand  the  logic. 

Of  course,  a  wiretap  is  a  powerful  and 
intrusive  investigative  tool.  We  have  to 
be  careful  to  guard  against  its  abuses. 
There  are  several  statutory  restric- 
tions that  prevent  the  abuse  of  emer- 
gency wiretaps,  none  of  which  would  be 
changed  by  this  amendment. 

Now.  there  is  much  more  that  I  am 
inclined  to  say.  but  I  will  not.  I  will 
conclude  by  saying,  if  a  wiretap  is  au- 
thorized and  the  Government  then  goes 
to  court  within  48  hours,  if  the  order  is 
not  granted,  the  interception  is  treated 
as  a  violation  of  title  III  and  is  inad- 
missible in  trial.  This  provision,  in  my 
view,  works  no  great  expansion  on  the 
wiretap  statute.  The  Government  is 
still  required  to  get  a  judicial  order. 
But  it  is  simply  allowed  to  get  an  order 
after  the  fact  when  there  is  an  emer- 
gency situation.  The  amendment  sim- 
ply extends  the  emergency  wiretap  au- 
thority to  terrorism  offenses  and.  sure- 


ly, terrorism  is  as  great  a  threat  as  or- 
ganized crime.  This  is  a  narrow  and 
sensible  amendment.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  the  amend- 
ment does  not  expand  the  list  of  of- 
fenses which  can  be  investigated  using 
a  wiretap.  By  the  way.  most  Ameri- 
cans— and  I  know  my  friend  was  a  dis- 
tinguished prosecutor  and  attorney 
general  of  his  State.  He  knows  full  well 
—but  even  most  practicing  lawyers  do 
not  know— that  you  cannot,  under  the 
Federal  law.  get  a  wiretap  for  all  felo- 
nies. You  cannot  get  them  for  every 
crime.  Most  people  think  that  if  the 
FBI  has  reason  to  believe  any  felony  is 
being  committed,  they  can  go  get  a 
wiretap.  That  is  not  true.  They  cannot 
even  ask  for  a  wiretap  for  certain 
crimes. 

This  does  not  expand  the  list  of 
things  for  which  they  can  have  an 
emergency  wiretap.  Nor  does  it  expand 
the  list  that  a  judge,  when  it  is  48 
hours  later  and  we  say,  "Judge,  make 
this  real,"  the  judge  cannot  say,  "Well, 
it  is  not  covered  as  subject  matter  for 
wiretap  under  the  law  now.  but  I  will 
let  you  do  it  because  the  change  of  the 
law  allows  it."  It  does  not  do  that. 

It  does  not  expand  offenses  which  can 
be  investigated  using  a  wiretap.  All  it 
does  is  allow  an  emergency  wiretap  for 
those  domestic  and  international  ter- 
rorist offenses  which  involve  violent 
acts  and  acts  dangerous  to  human  life. 
The  wiretap  must  then  be  approved  by 
the  court.  Quite  frankly.  I  do  not  see 
how  it  could  be  construed  to  cover  a 
simple  political  demonstration,  as  my 
friend  from  Utah  fears. 

WTiat  I  fear  is  that  we  are  not  mak- 
ing a  false  distinction  between  acts  of 
terrorism  and  organized  crime.  I  do  not 
hear  anybody  suggesting  that  if  the 
Gambino  family  gets  together  for  a 
picnic,  we  are  worried  about  whether 
or  not  an  emergency  wiretap  may  im- 
pact on  their  right  to  have  a  picnic.  I 
do  not  hear  them  saying  that. 

If  a  bunch  of  wackos  get  together 
talking  about  the  Federal  Government, 
and  the  Government  has  reason  to  be- 
lieve they  are  preparing  for  or  engag- 
ing in  acts  of  violence,  why  not  them, 
too? 

To  put  it  in  crass  terms.  If  we  can 
mess  up  the  Gambino  picnic,  we  should 
be  able  to  mess  up  the  screwball  picnic, 
if  there  is  evidence— if  there  is  evi- 
dence— that  there  is  a  likelihood  of  a 
violent  act  or  violent  crime  to  be  com- 
mitted. 

I  do  not  know  who  we  are  protecting, 
but  it  does  not  seem  to  make  any  sense 
to  me.  No  safeguards  that  exist  now 
are  being  reduced.  We  are  adding  an  ad- 
ditional category,  the  category  seems 
reasonable  to  me. 

I  compliment  the  Senator  on  his 
amendment.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  op- 
pose the  pending  amendment,  and  I  do 
so  with  a  deference   to  my  colleague 
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from  Connecticut  because  of  his  experi- 
ence as  Attorney  General. 

I  believe  that  we  ought  to  be  very 
circumspect  and  very  careful  before  ex- 
panding wiretapping  authority  at  all 
until  there  has  been  an  opportunity  for 
very  careful  study.  That  opportunity  is 
not  present  here. 

As  I  have  listened  to  the  very  abbre- 
viated arguments  in  the  course  of  less 
than  30  minutes,  there  may  be  no  ex- 
pansion beyond  the  current  law.  No- 
body has  cited  an  illustration  as  to 
what  would  be  subject  to  wiretap  under 
Senator  Lieberman's  amendment  that 
would  not  be  subject  to  wiretap  under 
existing  law.  It  may  well  be  that  there 
are  sufficient  vagaries  in  the  language 
of  the  amendment  which  could  render 
it  overbroad. 

This  bill  has  not  been  subjected  to 
the  usual  legislative  process  of  a  mark- 
up, which  is  where  the  committee  sits 
down  and  goes  over  the  bill  and  consid- 
ers amendments  in  a  more  deliberative 
fashion  than  an  amendment  being  pre- 
sented and  debated  on  the  floor  over 
the  course  of  30  minutes,  or  a  few  min- 
utes more. 

In  saying  this.  I  do  not  fault,  at  all, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut, because  these  are  the  rules  of 
procedure  in  the  Senate.  I  do  say  that 
it  ought  to  give  Members  some  pause. 

As  we  speak,  we  are  on  a  Friday  near 
noon  and  many  Senators  are  waiting  to 
catch  planes.  The  distinguished  clerk  is 
nodding  in  the  affirmative.  I  do  not 
think  we  ought  to  legislate  in  this  kind 
of  a  rush.  Expanding  wiretap  authority 
may  have  a  very,  very  serious  impact 
on  civil  liberties.  No  compelling  need 
has  been  shown  for  adopting  this 
amendment  and.  therefore,  I  think  the 
amendment  ought  not  to  be  enacted. 
Under  these  procedures  and  time  con- 
straints. I  am  sure  of  that.  I  yield  the 
Door. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ben- 
nett). The  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  assure  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Pennsylvania  that  I  am  in  no 
rush. 

I  have  been  following  this  question  of 
how  we  can  best  counter  terrorism  for 
a  long  time,  and  I  have  been  working 
with  people  in  the  FBI.  the  U.S.  attor- 
ney offices,  and  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment. They  tell  me  that  that  is  an  ex- 
panded authority  that  will  help  them 
combat  terrorism. 

I  have  spent  a  fair  amount  of  time 
thinking  about  this  amendment.  I  have 
concluded  that  it  gives  one  more  weap- 
on to  the  folks  that  are  fighting  on  our 
side  against  the  terrorists. 

Mr.  President.  I  must  say  I  am  a  lit- 
tle bit  surprised  by  some  of  the  objec- 
tions which  suggest  that  this  author- 
ity, limited  as  it  is.  as  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  made  clear,  48-hour 
emergency  wiretap,  three  officials  at 
the  Justice  Department,  can  authorize 
on   a   showing   of  necessity   the   same 


grounds  that  a  court  would  use  if  a 
court  does  not  similarly  authorize  the 
wiretap  within  48  hours,  it  is  over,  and 
the  evidence  seized  in  between  is  inad- 
missible. 

Let  me  go  to  the  concern  about 
whether  this  authority  might  be  used 
against  domestic  political  groups  com- 
promising their  civil  liberties.  There  is 
nowhere  in  the  language  of  the  pro- 
posal, let  alone  the  underlying  law 
which  it  amends,  to  suggest  that  that 
is  possible.  It  Is  certainly  not  my  in- 
tention. 

The  term  "domestic  terrorism" 
which  as  Senator  Biden  has  indicated 
is  what  this  is  about,  we  take  the  lan- 
guage here,  conspiratorial  activities 
characteristic  of  organized  crime, 
which  an  emergency  wiretap  can  be 
grounded,  and  add  conspiratorial  ac- 
tivities characteristic  of  domestic  ter- 
rorism. 

How  do  we  define  "domestic  terror- 
ism?" It  means  any  activities  that  in- 
volve violent  acts,  or  acts  dangerous  to 
human  life,  that  are  criminal — that  are 
a  violation  of  the  criminal  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State;  and  on  top 
of  that,  which  appear  to  be  intended  to 
intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian  popu- 
lation or  Influence  the  policy  of  the 
Government  by  intimidation  and  coer- 
cion. 

It  takes  more  than  the  intention  to 
intimidate  or  coerce  the  Government 
or  the  American  people,  one  must  be 
contemplating  or  involved  in  violent 
acts  or  criminal  acts  with  that  pur- 
pose. 

Now,  there  is  no  mainstream  or  out 
of  the  mainstream  political  group  that 
just  is  expressing  points  of  view  that  is 
by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination 
going  to  be  subject  to  an  emergency 
wiieLap  under  this  provision. 

There  is  a  general  point,  and  I  will 
make  it  as  my  final  point.  It  does  cover 
international  terrorism  as  well.  We  are 
not  talking  just  domestic  political 
groups,  but  people  or  agents  of  foreign 
governments,  agents  of  foreign  groups 
that  may  be  on  our  soil,  moving 
around,  attempting  or  planning  acts  of 
violence  against  us. 

The  general  point  in  terms  of  the 
concern  of  civil  liberties.  As  is  true  in 
so  many  of  these  questions  of  law  and 
order  and  maintaining  that  basic  order 
that  is  the  precondition  of  our  lib- 
erties, the  question  is.  who  do  we  give 
the  benefit  of  the  doubt?  Are  we  going 
to  side  with  the  potential  victims  of  a 
terrorist  act?  Are  we  going  to  stretch 
over  so  far  backward  in  our  concern 
about  civil  liberties  that  we  give  the 
benefit  of  the  doubt  to  the  would-be 
terrorists?  To  me  there  ought  to  be  a 
simple  answer  to  that  equation. 

It  is,  in  another  sense,  do  we  trust 
those  in  positions  of  authority?  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  working  in  law  en- 
forcement. The  U.S.  attorneys,  the 
FBI.  the  Secret  Service— they  are  not 
perfect.  They  are  just  people.  But  by 


and  large  these  are  people  who  are  out 
there  every  day,  as  we  have  seen  too 
often,  putting  their  lives  on  the  line  for 
Government  to  maintain  the  order  that 
does  protect  our  liberty. 

Give  me  a  choice  of  giving  them  an- 
other narrowly  circumscribed  author- 
ity to  use  to  stop  terrorism.  I  am  going 
to  give  it  to  them  with  the  confidence 
that  in  almost  every  case  I  can  think 
of.  they  will  use  it  in  an  appropriate 
way.  If  for  some  reason  they  do  not. 
within  48  hours  a  judge  is  going  to 
come  along  and  say  "That  is  it.  take 
the  wiretap  off."  And  not  only  that,  ev- 
erything that  has  been  gathered  in  the 
48  hours  is  inadmissible  in  court. 

This  power,  incidentally,  that  has  ex- 
isted under  this  statute  regarding  na- 
tional security  and  organized  crime 
cases,  has  rarely  been  used  because  of 
the  standard  set  up  in  the  law  and  be- 
cause of  the  deterrent  that  if  a  judge 
does  not  confirm  the  original  author- 
ization by  the  Justice  Department,  evi- 
dence is  inadmissible. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  this  is  just  one 
smart  tool,  another  smart  tool,  to  give 
the  folks  who  are  out  there  fighting 
terrorists  on  our  side  to  make  sure  we 
stop  the  terrorists  before  they  stop  us. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  like  to  speak? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  and 
testimony  regarding  this  bill  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Gun  Owners  of  America. 
Springfield.  VA,  .\}ay  lo,  1995. 
Dear  Senator:  The  tragic  bombing  In 
Oklahoma  City  has,  unfortunately,  provoked 
a  "feeding  frenzy"  of  efforts  to  manipulate 
the  unfortunate  victims  for  the  political  ad- 
vantage of  certain  special  Interests  and  Ideo- 
logical points  of  view.  These  efforts  have 
been  embodied  In  attempts  to  blame  pro-Sec- 
ond Amendment  organizations,  pro-life 
groups,  or  Republicans  in  general  for  what 
appear  to  be  the  actions  of  Isolated  madmen. 
In  this  climate.  It  is  particularly  Impor- 
tant that  we  not  over-react  or  react  foolishly 
to  the  heart-rending  events  which  we.  as  a 
nation,  have  witnessed.  On  April  27.  S.  735 
was  Introduced  by  the  Majority  Leader  and 
the  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee, and  was  brought  directly  onto  the 
Senate  calendar.  While  avoiding  some  of  the 
most  extreme  proposals  which  have  been  pos- 
ited for  political  advantage  in  the  wake  of 
the  bombing,  S.  735  nevertheless  contains 
some  provisions  which  are  far  too  dangerous 
to  be  considered  without  hearings,  markup, 
and  the  normal  checks  and  balances  of  the 
legislative  process. 

As  introduced.  Gun  Owners  of  America 
would  oppose  S.  735.  and  would  rate  any  vote 
for  that  legislation  as  an  anti-gun  vote.  In 
particular,  we  object  to  provisions  of  S.  735 
which  would: 

Allow  the  BATF  to  go  after  gun  dealers  for 
far-reaching  "conspiracy"  charges  Involving 
no  overt  act  at  all; 


Significantly  broaden  the  materials  which 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  could  require 
from  law-abiding  businesses,  groups  and  indi- 
viduals; 

Preempt  state  law  enforcement  efforts  In 
many  circumstances  which  are  primarily  of 
local  concern. 

Broaden  the  authority  of  the  FBI  to  make 
demands  of  citizens  not  suspected  of  crimes, 
and.  in  general,  increase  the  ability  of  gov- 
ernment to  Intrude  on  the  privacy  and  rights 
of  individuals. 

It  may  well  be  the  Congress,  after  due  con- 
sideration, will  decide  that  some  changes  in 
federal  law  are  necessary.  But  this  is  not  an 
area  where  legislation  should  be  adopted 
prior  to  full  consideration  of  the  ramifica- 
tions of  that  legislation.  I  therefore  urge  you 
to  step  back,  hold  hearings,  and  take  time  to 
consider  what,  if  any,  changes  in  federal  law 
would  genuinely  address  the  issue  of  terror- 
ism, rather  than  merely  serving  as  a  politi- 
cal placebo.  The  country  and  the  Constitu- 
tion will  both  be  healthier  as  a  result  of  your 
efforts. 

Sincerely. 

Larry  Pratt, 
Eiecutive  Director. 

Excerpts  From  Written  Testimony  before 
the  U.S.  Se.n.\te  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
.\R\\  Submitted  by  David  B.  Kopel.  Asso- 
ciate policy  ANALY.ST 

WIRET.APPING 

Various  proposals  have  been  offered  to  ex- 
pand dramatically  the  scope  of  wiretapping. 
For  example,  the  Clinton  bill  defines  almost 
all  violent  and  property  crime  (down  to 
petty  offenses  below  misdemeanors)  as  "ter- 
rorism" and  also  allow  wiretaps  for  "terror- 
ism" investigations. 

Other  proposals  would  allow  wiretaps  for 
all  federal  felonies,  rather  than  for  the  spe- 
cial subet  of  felonies  for  which  wiretaps  have 
been  determined  to  be  especially  necessary. 
Notably,  wiretaps  are  already  available  for 
the  fundamental  terrorist  offenses:  arson  and 
homicide.  Authorizing  wiretaps  for  evasion 
of  federal  vitamin  regulations,  gun  registra- 
tion requirements,  or  wetlands  regulations  is 
hardlv  a  serious  contribution  to  anti-terror- 
ism, but  amounts  to  a  balt-and-swltch  on  the 
American  people. 

Currently.  FBI  wiretapping,  bugging,  and 
secret  break-ins  of  the  property  of  American 
groups  is  allowed  after  approval  from  a 
seven-member  federal  court  which  meets  in 
secret.  Of  the  7.554  applications  which  the 
FBI  has  submitted  in  since  1978.  7.553  have 
been  approved. 

Making  the  request  for  vast  new  wiretap 
powers  all  the  more  unconvincing  is  how 
poorly  wiretap  powers  have  been  used  In  the 
past.  Terrorists  are.  of  course,  already  sub- 
ject to  being  wiretapped.  Yet  as  federal  wire- 
taps set  new  record  highs  every  year,  wire- 
taps are  used  almost  exclusively  for  gam- 
bling, racketeering,  and  drugs.  The  last 
known  wiretap  for  a  bombing  investigation 
was  In  1998.  Of  the  976  federal  electronic 
eavesdropping  applications  in  1993,  not  a  sin- 
gle one  was  for  arson,  explosives,  or  fire- 
arms, let  alone  terrorism.  From  1983  to  1993. 
of  the  8,8(X)  applications  for  eavesdropping, 
only  16  were  for  arson,  explosives,  or  fire- 
arms. In  short,  requests  for  vast  new  wire- 
tapping powers  because  of  terrorism  are  akin 
to  a  carpenter  asking  for  a  pile  driver  to 
hammer  a  nail,  while  a  hammer  lies  nearby, 
unused. 

Even  more  disturbing  than  proposals  to  ex- 
pand the  jurisdictional  base  for  wiretaps  are 
efforts  to  remove  legal  controls  on  wiretaps. 
For  example,  wiretaps  are  authorized  for  the 


interception  of  particular  speakers  on  par- 
ticular phone  lines.  If  the  interception  target 
keeps  switching  telephones  (as  by  using  a  va- 
riety of  pay  phones),  the  government  may 
ask  the  court  for  a  "roving  wiretap,"  author- 
izing interception  of  any  phone  line  the  tar- 
get Is  using.  Yet  while  roving  wiretaps  are 
currently  available  when  the  government 
shows  the  court  a  need,  the  Clinton  and  Dole 
bills  allow  roving  wiretaps  for  "terrorism" 
mthout  court  order.  (Again,  remember  that 
both  bills  define  "terrorism"  as  almost  all 
violent  or  property  crime.) 

The  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance  Act 
(FISA)  provides  procedures  for  authorizing 
wiretaps  In  various  cases.  These  procedures 
have  worked  in  the  most  serious  foreign  espi- 
onage cases.  Yet  the  Clinton  and  Dole  bills 
would  authorize  use  of  evidence  gathered  in 
violation  of  FISA  In  certain  deportation  pro- 
ceedings. 

WARRANTLESS  D.\TA  GATHERING 

Proposals  have  also  been  offered  to  require 
credit  card  companies,  financial  reporting 
services,  hotels,  airlines,  and  bus  companies 
to  turn  over  customer  Information  whenever 
demanded  by  the  federal  government.  Docu- 
ment subpoenas  are  currently  available 
whenever  the  government  wishes  to  coerce  a 
company  Into  disclosing  private  customer 
Information.  Thus,  the  proposals  do  not  in- 
crease the  type  of  private  information  that 
the  government  can  obtain:  the  proposals 
simply  allow  the  government  to  obtain  the 
information  even  when  the  government  can- 
not show  a  court  that  there  is  probable  cause 
to  believe  that  the  documents  contain  evi- 
dence of  Illegal  activity. 

Similar  analysis  may  be  applied  to  propos- 
als to  Increase  the  use  of  pen  registers 
(Which  record  phone  numbers  called,  but  do 
not  record  conversations,  and  thus  do  not  re- 
quire a  warrant).  If  a  phone  company  has  a 
high  enough  regard  for  its  customers'  pri- 
vacy so  as  to  not  allow  pen  registers  to  be 
used  without  any  controls,  the  government 
may  obtain  a  court  order  to  place  a  pen  reg- 
ister. Business  respect  for  customer  privacy 
ought  to  be  encouraged,  not  outlawed. 

CURTAILING  FIRST  AMENDMENT  RIGHTS  OF 
CO.MPUTER  USERS 

For  some  government  agencies,  the  Okla- 
homa City  tragedy  has  become  a  vehicle  for 
enactment  of  "wish  list"  legislation  that  has 
nothing  to  do  with  Oklahoma  City,  but 
which  it  is  apparently  hoped  the  "do  some- 
thing" Imperative  of  the  moment  will  not 
examine  carefully. 

One  prominent  example  is  legislation  to 
drastically  curtail  the  right  of  habeas  cor- 
pus. Although  Supreme  Court  decisions  in 
recent  years  have  already  sharply  limited 
habeas  corpus,  prosecutors"  lobbies  want  to 
go  even  further.  Two  obvious  points  should 
be  made:  First,  habeas  corpus  has  nothing  to 
do  with  apprehending  criminals;  by  defini- 
tion, anyone  who  files  a  habeas  corpus  peti- 
tion Is  already  in  prison.  Second,  habeas  cor- 
pus has  nothing  to  do  with  Oklahoma  City  In 
particular,  or  terrorism  in  general. 

A  second  example,  of  piggybacking  Irrele- 
vant legislation  designed  to  reduce  civil  lib- 
erties are  current  FBI  efforts  to  outlaw  com- 
puter privacy. 

If  a  person  writes  a  letter  to  another  per- 
son, he  can  write  the  letter  in  a  secret  code. 
If  the  government  Intercepts  the  letter,  and 
cannot  figure  out  the  secret  code,  the  gov- 
ernment Is  out  of  luck.  These  basic  First 
Amendment  principles  have  never  been  ques- 
tioned. 

But.  if  Instead  of  writing  the  letter  with 
pen  and   paper,   the  letter  Is  written  elec- 


tronically, and  mailed  over  a  computer  net- 
work rather  than  postal  mall,  do  privacy  In- 
terests suddenly  vanish?  According  to  FBI 
director  Louis  Freeh,  the  answer  Is  appar- 
ently "yes." 

Testifying  before  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee  about  Oklahoma  City,  director 
Freeh  complained  that  people  can  commu- 
nicate over  the  Internet  "In  encrypted  con- 
versations for  which  we  have  no  available 
means  to  read  and  understand  unless  that 
encryption  problem  Is  dealt  with  imme- 
diately." "That  encryption  problem"  (I.e. 
people  being  able  to  communicate  privately) 
could  only  be  solved  by  outlawing  high  qual- 
ity encryption  software  like  Pretty  Good 
Privacy. 

First  of  all.  shareware  versions  of  Pretty 
Good  Privacy  are  ubiquitous  throughout 
American  computer  networks.  The  cat  can- 
not be  put  back  In  the  bag.  More  fundamen- 
tally, the  potential  that  a  criminal.  Includ- 
ing a  terrorist,  might  misuse  private  com- 
munications Is  no  reason  to  abolish  private 
communications  per  se.  After  all.  people 
whose  homes  are  lawfully  bugged  can  com- 
municate privately  by  writing  with  an  Etch- 
a-Sketch.  That  is  no  reason  to  outlaw  Etch- 
a-Sketch. 

Although  Mr.  Freeh  apparently  wants  to 
outlaw  encryption  entirely,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration has  been  proposing  the  "Clipper 
Chip."  The  federal  government  has  begun  re- 
quiring that  all  vendors  supplying  phones  to 
the  federal  government  include  the  "Clip- 
per" chip.  Using  the  federal  governments 
enormous  purchasing  clout,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration is  attempting  to  make  the  Clip- 
per Chip  Into  a  de  facto  national  standard. 

The  clipper  chips  provides  a  low  level  of 
privacy  protection  against  casual  snoopers. 
But  some  computer  scientists  have  already 
announced  that  the  chip  can  be  defeated. 
Moreover,  the  "key"— which  allows  the  pri- 
vate phone  conversation,  computer  file,  or 
electronic  mall  to  be  opened  up  by  unauthor- 
ized third  parties— win  be  held  by  the  federal 
government. 

The  federal  government  promises  that  It 
will  keep  the  key  carefully  guarded,  and  only 
use  the  key  to  snoop  when  absolutely  nec- 
essary. This  Is  the  same  federal  government 
that  promised  that  social  security  numbers 
would  only  be  used  to  administer  the  social 
security  system,  and  that  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Service  would  never  be  used  for  political 
purposes. 

Proposals  for  the  federal  government's  ac- 
quisition of  a  key  to  everyone's  electronic 
data,  which  the  government  promises  never 
to  misuse,  might  be  compared  to  the  federal 
government's  proposing  to  acquire  a  key  to 
everyone's  home.  Currently,  people  can  buy 
door  locks  and  other  security  devices  that 
are  of  such  high  quality  that  covert  entry  by 
the  government  Is  Impossible:  the  govern- 
ment might  be  able  to  break  the  door  down, 
but  the  government  would  not  be  able  to 
enter  discretely,  place  an  electronic  surveil- 
lance device,  and  then  leave.  Thus,  high- 
quality  locks  can  defeat  a  lawful  government 
attempt  to  read  a  person's  electronic  coft 
respondence  or  data. 

Similarly,  it  Is  legal  for  the  government  to 
search  through  somebody's  garbage  without 
a  warrant;  but  there  Is  nothing  wrong  with 
the  privacy-conscious  people  and  businesses 
using  paper  shredders  to  defeat  any  potential 
garbage  snooping.  Even  if  high-quality 
shredders  make  it  Impossible  for  documents 
to  be  pieced  back  together,  such  shredders 
should  not  be  illegal. 

Likewise,  while  wiretaps  or  government 
surveillance    of   computer    communications 
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may  be  legal,  there  should  be  no  obligation 
of  Individuals  or  businesses  to  make  wire- 
tapping easy.  Simply  put.  Americans  should 
not  be  required  to  live  their  lives  In  a  man- 
ner so  that  the  government  can  spy  on  them 
when  necessary. 

Thus,  although  proposals  to  outlaw  or 
emasculate  computer  privacy  are  sometimes 
defended  as  maintaining  the  status  quo  (easy 
government  wiretaps),  the  true  status  quo  In 
America  Is  that  manufacturers  and  consum- 
ers have  never  been  required  to  buy  products 
which  are  custom-designed  to  facilitate  gov- 
ernment snooping. 

The  point  is  no  less  valid  for  electronic 
keys  than  it  is  for  front-door  keys.  The  only 
reason  that  electronic  privacy  Invasions  are 
even  discussed  (whereas  their  counterparts 
for  •old-fashioned"'  privacy  invasions  are  too 
absurd  to  even  be  contemplated),  is  the  tend- 
ency of  new  technologies  to  be  more  highly 
restricted  than  old  technologies.  For  exam- 
ple, the  Supreme  Court  In  the  1920s  began 
allowing  searches  of  drivers  and  automobiles 
that  would  never  have  been  allowed  for  per- 
sons riding  horses. 

But  the  better  Supreme  Court  decisions 
recognize  that  the  Constitution  defines  a  re- 
lationship between  individuals  and  the  gov- 
ernment that  Is  applied  to  every  new  tech- 
nology. For  e.xample.  In  United  States  v. 
Katz.  the  Court  applied  the  privacy  principle 
underlying  the  Fourth  Amendment  to  pro- 
hibit warrantless  eavesdropping  on  telephone 
calls  made  from  a  public  phone  booth— even 
though  telephones  had  not  been  Invented  at 
the  time  of  the  Fourth  Amendment.  Like- 
wise, the  principle  underlying  freedom  of  the 
press— that  an  unfettered  press  is  an  impor- 
tant check  on  secretive  and  abusive  govern- 
ments—remains the  same  whether  a  pub- 
lisher uses  a  Franklin  press  to  produce  a 
hundred  copies  of  a  pamphlet,  or  laser  print- 
ers to  produce  a  hundred  thousand.  FYlvacy 
rights  for  mall  remain  the  same  whether  the 
letter  Is  written  with  a  quill  pen  and  a  paper 
encryption  "wheel."  or  with  a  computer  and 
Pretty  Good  Privacy. 

Efforts  to  limit  electronic  privacy  will 
harm  not  just  the  First  Amendment,  but 
also  American  commerce.  Genuinely  secure 
public-key  encryption  (like  Pretty  Good  Pri- 
vacy) gives  users  the  safety  and  convenience 
of  electronic  files  plus  the  security  features 
of  paper  envelopes  and  signatures.  A  good 
encryption  program  can  authenticate  the 
creator  of  a  particular  electronic  docu- 
ment—just as  a  written  signature  authen- 
ticates (more  or  less)  the  creator  of  a  par- 
ticular paper  document. 

Public-key  encryption  can  greatly  reduce 
the  need  for  paper.  With  secure  public-key 
encryption,  businesses  could  distribute  cata- 
logs, take  orders,  pay  with  digital  cash,  and 
enforce  contracts  with  verlable  signatures- 
all  without  paper. 

Conversely  the  Clinton  administration's 
weak  privacy  protection  (giving  the  federal 
government  the  ability  to  spy  everywhere) 
means  that  confidential  business  secrets  will 
be  easily  stolen  by  business  competitors  who 
can  bribe  local  or  federal  law  enforcement 
officials  to  divulge  the  "secret"  codes  for 
breaking  into  private  conversations  and 
files,  or  who  can  hack  the  clipper  chips. 
***** 

RIGHT  TO  KEEP  AND  BEAR  AR.M3 

Cracking  down  on  militias 
Equating  all  militias  with  white  suprema- 
cists Is  nonsense.  Like  the  Los  Angeles  Po- 
lice Department,  some  militias  may  have 
members,  or  even  officers,  who  are  racist, 
but  that  does  not  mean  that  the  organization 


as  a  whole,  or  the  vast  majority  of  its  mem- 
bers are  racists.  Most  militias  are  composed 
of  people  with  jobs  and  families;  people  who 
are  seeking  to  protect  what  they  have,  not  to 
Inflict  revenge  on  others  for  their  own 
fallings. 

The  frenzy  of  hatred  being  whipped  up 
against  law-abiding  militia  members  is  not 
unlike  the  hatred  to  which  law-abiding  Arab- 
Americans  would  have  been  subjected,  had 
Oklahoma  City  been  perpetrated  by  the  Lib- 
yan secret  service.  It  is  not  unlike  the  ha- 
tred to  which  Japanese-Americans  were  sub- 
jected after  World  War  II.  Ironically,  some 
politicians  who  complain  about  the  coarse, 
angry  tone  of  American  politics  do  so  in 
speeches  in  which  they  heap  hate-filled  in- 
vective upon  anyone  and  everyone  who  be- 
longs to  a  militia. 

As  this  Issue  Brief  is  written,  no  evidence 
has  developed  which  ties  any  militia  (let 
alone  all  of  them)  to  the  Oklahoma  City 
crime.  At  most,  two  suspects  are  said  to 
have  attended  a  few  militia  meetings  and 
left  because  the  militias  did  not  share  their 
goals.  This  fact  no  more  proves  a  militia 
conspiracy  than  the  hypothetical  fact  that 
the  suspects  went  to  church  a  few  times 
would  prove  that  the  Pope  and  Jerry  Falwell 
masterminded  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

That  someone  who  perpetrated  a  crime 
may  have  attended  a  militia  meeting  is 
hardly  proof  that  all  militias  should  be  de- 
stroyed. The  step-father  of  Susan  Smith  (the 
alleged  South  Carolina  child  murderer)  sexu- 
ally molested  her  one  night  after  he  returned 
from  putting  up  posters  for  the  Pat  Robert- 
son presidential  campaign.  What  If  someone 
suggested  that  the  "radical"  patriarchal 
theories  espoused  by  Robertson  and  the 
Christian  Coalition  created  the  "atmos- 
phere" which  led  to  the  incestuous  rape,  and 
that  therefore  all  Christian  Coalition  mem- 
bers were  responsible  for  the  crime,  and  the 
FBI  should  "crack  down"  on  them?  The 
claim  would  be  dismissed  In  a  second;  equal- 
ly outrageous  claims  about  gun  owners 
should  likewise  be  dismissed. 

It  Is  a  sad  testament  to  the  bigotry  of  cer- 
tain se^ents  of  the  media  that  totally  un- 
substantiated, vicious  conspiracy  theories  of 
the  type  which  were  once  employed  against 
Catholics  and  Jews  are  now  being  trotted  out 
against  militia  members,  patriots,  and  gun 
owners. 

No  mlUtia  group  was  Involved  with  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing.  Despite  the  hate- 
mongerlng  of  the  media,  the  "need"  to  start 
spying  on  militia  groups  Is  a  totally  implau- 
sible basis  for  expansion  of  federal  govern- 
ment powers. 

Moreover,  militia  groups  hold  public  meet- 
ings, sometimes  advertising  in  local  news- 
papers. There  Is  hardly  a  need  for  greater 
"surveillance"  of  such  public  groups. 

To  respond  intelligently  to  the  militia  and 
patriot  movements,  we  must  acknowledge 
that,  although  the  movements  are  permeated 
with  implausible  conspiracy  theories,  the 
movements  are  a  reaction  to  increasing  mili- 
tarization, lawlessness,  and  violence  of  fed- 
eral law  enforcement,  a  genuine  problem 
which  should  concern  all  Americans. 

We  must  also  remember  that  It  Is  lawful  in 
the  United  States  to  exercise  freedom  of 
speech  and  the  right  to  bear  arms.  Spending 
ones  weekends  In  the  woods  practicing  with 
firearms  and  listening  to  right-wing  political 
speeches  is  not  my  idea  of  a  good  time,  but 
there  Is  not.  and  should  not.  be  anything  Il- 
legal about  It. 

If  we  want  to  shrink  the  mlUtla  move- 
ment, the  surest  way  Is  to  reduce  criminal 
and  abusive  behavior  by  the  federal  govern- 
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ment.  and  to  require  a  thorough,  open  Inves- 
tigation by  a  Special  Prosecutor  of  what 
happened  at  Waco  and  at  Ruby  Ridge.  Idaho. 
If.  as  the  evidence  strongly  suggests,  the  law 
was  broken,  the  law-breakers  should  be  pros- 
ecuted, even  If  they  happen  to  be  govern- 
ment employees. 

Conversely,  the  persons  responsible  for  the 
deaths  of  Innocent  Americans  should  not  be 
promoted  to  even-higher  positions  in  the  FBI 
or  federal  law  enforcement.  If  the  Clinton 
administration  were  trying  to  fan  the  flames 
of  paranoia.  It  could  hardly  do  better  than  to 
have  appointed  Larry  Potts  second-in-com- 
mand at  the  FBI. 

Militias  and  patriot  groups  have  been  un- 
derstandably ridiculed  for  a  paranoid  world- 
view  centered  on  the  United  Nations  and 
International  banking.  But  ironically,  many 
of  the  people  doing  the  ridiculing  share  an 
equally  paranoid  world-view.  Most  members 
of  the  establishment  media  and  the  gun  con- 
trol movement  have  no  more  Idea  what  a 
real  militia  member  Is  like  than  militia 
members  have  about  what  a  real  inter- 
national banker  is  like.  In  both  cases,  stereo- 
typing substitutes  for  understanding,  and  fa- 
miliar devils  (the  United  Nations  for  the  mi- 
litia, the  National  Rifle  Association  for  the 
establishment  media)  are  claimed  to  be  the 
motive  force  behind  the  actions  of  a  man 
who  (allegedly)  believes  that  the  government 
put  a  microchip  In  his  buttocks. 

Nearly  twenty  years  ago.  an  article  in  the 
Public  Interest  explained  the  American  gun 
control  conflict: 

•"(Ujnderlylng  the  gun  control  struggle  Is  a 
fundamental  division  In  our  nation.  The  in- 
tensity of  passion  on  this  Issue  suggests  to 
me  that  we  are  experiencing  a  sort  of  low- 
grade  war  going  on  between  two  alternative 
views  of  what  America  Is  and  ought  to  be.  On 
the  one  side  are  those  who  take  bourgeois 
Europe  as  a  model  of  a  civilized  society;  a  so- 
ciety just,  equitable,  and  democratic;  but 
well  ordered,  with  the  lines  of  authority 
clearly  drawn,  and  with  decisions  made  ra- 
tionally and  correctly  by  intelligent  men  for 
the  entire  nation.  To  such  people,  hunting  Is 
atavistic,  personal  violence  Is  shameful,  and 
uncontrolled  gun  ownership  (s  a  hint  upon 
civilization. 

"On  the  other  side  is  a  group  of  people  who 
do  not  tend  to  be  especially  articulate  or  lit- 
erate, and  whose  world  view  is  rarely  ex- 
pressed In  print.  Their  model  is  that  of  the 
Independent  frontiersman  who  takes  care  of 
himself  and  his  family  with  no  Interference 
from  the  state.  They  are  "conservative"  In 
the  sense  that  they  cling  to  America's 
unique  pre-modern  tradition- a  non-feudal 
society  with  a  sort  of  medieval  liberty  at 
large  for  every  man.  To  these  people,  "soclo- 
loglcal"  Is  an  epithet.  Life  is  tough  and  com- 
petitive. Manhood  means  responsibility  and 
caring  for  your  own.'" 

The  author  explained  the  disaster  that 
America  will  create  for  Itself  if  fearful  in 
government  attempt  to  "'crack  down"  on 
fearful  gun-owners,  thereby  fulfilling  the 
worst  fears  that  each  group  has  of  the  other: 
•'As  they  [the  gun-owners]  say  to  a  man. 
'I'll  bury  my  guns  In  the  wall  first."  They 
ask.  because  they  do  not  understand  the 
other  side.  Why  do  these  people  want  to  dis- 
arm us?"  They  consider  themselves  no  threat 
to  anyone;  they  are  not  criminals,  not  revo- 
lutionaries. But  slowly,  as  they  become  po- 
liticized, they  find  an  analysis  that  fits  the 
phenomenon  they  experience:  Someone  fears 
their  having  guns,  someone  is  afraid  of  their 
defending  their  families,  property,  and  lib- 
erty. Nasty  things  may  happen  If  these  peo- 
ple begin  to  feel  that  they  are  concerned. 


It  would  be  useful,  therefore.  If  some  of  the 
mindless  passion,  on  both  side,  could  be 
drained  out  of  the  gun-control  Issue.  Gun 
control  Is  no  solution  to  the  crime  problem, 
to  the  assassination  problem,  to  the  terrorist 
problem.  .  .  .  [S]o  long  as  the  Issue  is  kept  at 
a  white  heat,  with  everyone  having  some 
ground  to  suspect  everyone  else"s  ultimate 
Intentions,  the  rule  of  reasonableness  has  lit- 
tle chance  to  assert  itself." 

.ASSAULT  WEAPONS 

Perhaps  the  most  cynical  effort  to  exploit 
the  Oklahoma  City  tragedy  is  the  effort  of 
gun  prohibition  advocates  to  use  the  mur- 
ders as  a  pretext  for  preserving  the  federal 
ban  on  so-called  ""assault  weapons.""  To  state 
the  obvious,  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  was 
perpetrated  with  a  bomb,  not  a  gun.  The 
bombers  may  have  attended  meetings  of 
groups  which  support  the  right  to  keep  and 
bear  arms,  but  that  does  not  prove  that  gun 
rights  groups  were  coconspirators,  despite 
the  vicious  Insinuations  of  some  gun  prohibi- 
tion advocates. 

The  reasons  for  repealing  the  gun  ban  re- 
main as  strong  as  ever.  First  of  all.  Congress 
has  no  Constitutional  power  i  under  the  Con- 
stitution's text  and  original  Intent)  to  ban 
the  simple  possession  (as  opposed  to  sale  in 
Interstate  commerce)  of  anything. 

Second,  if  one  looks  at  actual  police  data 
(rather  than  unsupported  claims  from  anti- 
gun  police  administrators),  "assault  weap- 
ons"" constitute  only  about  one  percent  of 
crime  guns. 

Third,  despite  the  menacing  looks  of  so- 
called  "assault  weapons,""  they  are  not  more 
powerful  or  more  deadly  than  firearms  with 
a  more  conventional  appearance,  instead, 
the  "assault  weapon  "  ban  Is  based  on  cos- 
metics, such  as  whether  a  gun  has  a  bayonet 
lug— as  If  criminals  were  perpetrating  drive- 
by  bayonetlngs. 

Finally,  the  ban  has  already  been  nullified 
for  all  practical  purposes.  Since  the  law  de- 
fines an  "assault  weapon"  based  on  trivial 
characteristics  like  bayonet  lugs,  gun  manu- 
facturers have  already  brought  out  new  ver- 
sions of  the  banned  guns,  minus  the 
cosmetically  offensive  bayonet  lugs  and 
similar  components. 

Repeal  of  the  "assault  weapon""  ban  makes 
sense  as  a  move  towards  a  more  rational  fed- 
eral criminal  justice  policy.  It  makes  even 
more  sense  when  Its  social  Impact  Is  consid- 
ered. Many  gun  control  advocates  acknowl- 
edged that  "assault  weapons""  were  a  tiny 
component  of  the  gun  crime  problem,  but 
they  still  liked  the  ban  because  of  Its  sym- 
bolic value.  A  great  many  other  people,  how- 
ever, were  very  upset  by  the  symbolic  mes- 
sage of  the  gun  ban.  Some  of  them  have 
joined  militias,  patriot  groups,  or  similar  or- 
ganizations. Indeed,  it  would  be  no  exaggera- 
tion to  say  that  President  Clinton.  Rep- 
resentative Schumer.  and  Senator  Felnsteln 
have,  through  pushing  the  gun  ban  through 
Congress,  done  more  to  promote  the  surge  In 
militia  membership  than  anyone  else  in  the 
nation. 

If  we  want  to  reduce  the  number  of  people 
who  are  frightened  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment, the  federal  government  should  stop 
frightening  so  many  people.  Given  the  irrele- 
vance of  the  "assault  weapon""  ban  to  actual 
crime  control,  repeal  of  the  ban  would  be  a 
very  Important  step  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment could  take  to  convincing  millions  of 
Americans  that  it  Is  not  a  menace  to  their 
liberty.  Conversely,  retention  of  a  ban  on 
cosmetlcally-lncorrect  firearms  by  law-abid- 
ing citizens  would  be  a  strong  statement  to 
the  American  people  that  their  federal  gov- 
ernment does  not  trust  them;  and  if  so,  why 
should  they  trust  it? 


BAN  ON  TRAINING 

Morris  Dees  of  the  Southern  Poverty  Law 
Center  has  begun  promoting  a  federal  ban  on 
group  firearms  training  which  is  not  author- 
ized by  state  law.  First  of  all,  state  govern- 
ments are  perfectly  capable  of  banning  or  au- 
thorizing whatever  they  want.  The  proposal 
for  a  federal  ban  amounts  to  asking  Wash- 
ington for  legislation  similar  to  that  which 
various  allies  of  Mr.  Dees  promoted  at  the 
state  level  in  the  1980s,  with  little  success. 
The  vast  majority  of  states  having  rejected  a 
training  ban,  the  federal  government  should 
hardly  Impose  the  will  of  the  small  minority 
on  the  rest  of  the  states. 

A  former  direct-mall  fundraiser  for  the 
antlgun  lobby.  Mr.  Dees  may  be  forgiven  for 
a  low  level  of  concern  for  the  exercise  of  the 
right  to  keep  and  bear  arms.  But  the  right  to 
keep  and  bear  arms  neces.sarlly  Includes  the 
right  to  practice  with  them,  just  as  the  Con- 
stitutional right  to  read  a  newspaper  edi- 
torial about  political  events  necessarily  in- 
cludes the  right  to  learn  how  to  read.  Just  as 
the  government  may  not  forbid  people  from 
learning  how  to  read  In  groups,  it  may  not 
forbid  people  from  learning  how  to  use  fire- 
arms In  groups. 

"Organizing,  arming,  and  training  in  con- 
junction with  a  political  agenda  would  be 
seen  as  dangerous  In  any  other  society  but 
our  own. ""  a  private  security  consultant  re- 
cently told  Congress,  demanding  that  "these 
groups  be  flatly  dealt  with  as  'enemies  of  our 
society." '" 

Of  course  the  United  States  was  founded  by 
■"religious  nuts  with  guns."  and  later 
achieved  Independence  as  a  result  of  a  war 
instigated  by  people  who  organized,  armed, 
and  trained  with  a  political  agenda.  The 
spark  of  the  revolutionary  war.  the  battle  of 
Lexington  and  Concord,  was  prompted  by  the 
ruling  government's  attempts  to  confiscate 
the  "assault  weapons""  of  the  day  held  by 
local  militias.  It  was  at  the  Concord  Bridge 
where  militiamen  were  ordered  to  "wait 
until  you  see  the  whites  of  their  eyes""  and 
then  shot  government  employees  who  were 
coming  to  arrest  them  for  possessing  an  Ille- 
gal '"assault  weapon"  (a  cannon).  The  Texan 
revolution  against  Mexico  likewise  began 
over  civilian  possession  of  "military""  arms, 
when  the  Mexican  government  demanded 
that  settlers  hand  over  a  cannon,  and  the 
Texans  replied.  "Come  and  take  it!"" 

The  militiamen  of  Concord  Bridge  and 
Texas  may  have  broken  the  law,  but  they 
were  great  men,  worthy  of  admiration  by 
every  schoolchlld.  and  every  other  American. 
"You  need  only  reflect  that  one  of  the  best 
ways  to  get  yourself  a  reputation  as  a  dan- 
gerous citizen  these  days  Is  to  go  around  re- 
peating the  very  phrases  which  our  founding 
fathers  used  in  their  struggle  for  Independ- 
ence."" observed  American  historian  Charles 
A.  Beard. 

BUREAU  OF  ALCOHOL.  TOB.ACCO  .AND  FIREARMS 

Some  people  have  claimed  that  criticism  of 
an  alleged  pattern  of  criminal  conduct  at  the 
Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms  is 
tantamount  to  complicity  In  the  Oklahoma 
City  bombing.  If  so.  then  the  United  States 
Senate  Is  the  party  ultimately  at  fault.  In 
1982.  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  the  Con- 
stitution Investigated  the  BATF  and  unani- 
mously concluded  that  the  agency  had  habit- 
ually engaged  In: 

•".  .  .  conduct  which  borders  on  the  crimi- 
nal. .  .  .  [E]nforcement  tactics  made  possible 
by  current  firearms  laws  are  constitu- 
tionally, legally  and  practically  reprehen- 
sible. .  .  .  [Alpproxlmately  75  percent  of 
BATF  gun  prosecutions  were  aimed  at  ordi- 
nary citizens  who  had  neither  criminal  In- 


tent nor  knowledge,  but  were  enticed  by 
agents  Into  unknowing  technical  viola- 
tions."" 

If  It  Is  legitimate  for  a  United  States  Sen- 
ate subcommittee  to  find  that  BATF  oper- 
ations consist  of  "conduct  which  borders  on 
the  criminal.'"  It  is  hardly  Inappropriate  for 
other  persons  to  point  out  similar  conduct. 

The  Waco  raid  was  the  most  spectacular, 
but  hardly  the  only  instance  of  abuse  of 
power  by  BATF  In  conducting  search  war- 
rants. 

On  Decern. ber  16.  1991  (the  first  day  of  the 
third  century  of  the  Bill  of  Rights),  sixty 
BATF  agents,  accompanied  by  two  television 
crews,  broke  into  the  Oklahoma  home  of 
John  Lawmaster.  Acting  on  a  tip  (suspected 
to  be  from  Lawmasters  ex-wlfe)  that 
Lawmaster  had  Illegally  converted  a  semi- 
automatic to  full  automatic.  BATF  worked 
with  the  ex-wlfe  to  lure  Lawmaster  away 
from  his  home  before  the  raid.  With 
Lawmaster  absent.  BATF  knocked  down  his 
front  door  with  a  battering  ram.  While  some 
agents  stood  guard  with  weapons  drawn, 
other  agents  broke  open  his  gun  safe,  scat- 
tered his  personal  papers,  spilled  boxes  of 
ammunition  onto  the  floor,  and  broke  Into  a 
small,  locked  box  that  contained  precious 
coins.  To  look  through  some  celling  tiles, 
one  agent  stood  on  a  table,  breaking  the 
table  in  the  process. 

Neighbors  who  asked  what  BATF  was 
doing  were  threatened  with  arrest.  Having 
found  nothing  Illegal.  BATF  left  weapons 
and  ammunition  strewn  about  the  home,  and 
departed.  They  closed  the  doors,  but  since 
BATF  had  broken  the  doors  on  the  way  In. 
the  doors  could  not  be  latched  or  locked. 
Upon  returning  to  the  shambles  that  re- 
mained of  his  home,  Lawmaster  found  a  note 
from  BATF:  "Nothing  found.""  Utility  com- 
pany representatives  arrived,  and  told 
Lawmaster  that  they  had  been  told  to  shut 
off  all  his  utilities. 

One  of  the  field  commanders  of  the  Waco 
raid  was  Ted  Royster,  head  of  BATF  oper- 
ations for  Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  New  Mex- 
ico. Royster  also  supervised  the  Lawmaster 
"raid,"  watching  the  operation  from  a 
parked  vehicle  with  tinted  windows. 

On  February  5,  1993—23  days  before  th<* 
Waco  raid— BATF  ransacked  the  home  of 
Janice  Hart,  a  black  woman  in  Portland,  Or- 
egon, terrorizing  her  and  her  three  children 
for  hours,  destroying  her  furniture,  slam- 
ming a  door  on  a  chlld"s  foot,  forcing  two 
children  to  wait  outside  In  a  car  while  Ms. 
Hart  was  Interrogated  inside,  and  refusing  to 
allow  her  to  call  an  attorney,  until  BATF 
discovered  that  there  was  a  case  of  mistaken 
Identity.  (BATF  had  been  looking  for  Janice 
Harold,  who  bears  no  resemblance  to  Mrs. 
Hart.)  In  this  case,  unlike  most  others, 
BATF  did  at  least  send  a  check  for  damages, 
although  no  apology  was  offered. 

As  reported  by  the  Washington  Times: 

"In  1990.  [Louis  Katona]  lent  a  military- 
style  grenade  launcher  to  ATF  for  use  In  an 
unrelated  prosecution,  but  It  was  never  re- 
turned. 

"In  May  1992.  ATF  executed  a  search  war- 
rant at  his  home.  During  the  search,  Mr. 
Katona  said  his  car's  tires  were  flattened,  his 
firearms  were  Intentionally  damaged  and  his 
pregnant  wife  was  manhandled  so  roughly 
that  she  had  a  miscarriage. 

"In  September,  he  was  charged  with  19 
felonies  *  *  •  When  the  case  went  to  trial  In 
April  1994,  U.S.  District  Judge  George  W. 
White  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty— ask- 
ing on  the  record,  'Where's  the  beef?"  " 

In  a  case  which  Is  widely  known  among  the 
gun  community,  but  which  has  been  ignored 
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by  the  national  press,  except  for  the  Wash- 
ington Times,  the  home  of  gun  show  promot- 
ers Harry  and  Theresa  Lamplugh  was  raided 
by  BATF  in  1994.  At  least  fifteen  BATF 
agents,  armed  with  machine  guns,  burst  into 
Lamplugrh's  home  one  morning.  Mr. 
Lamplugh  asked  the  men.  most  of  whom 
were  not  wearing  uniforms,  if  they  had  a 
warrant.  'Shut  the  fxxxx  up  mother  fxxxer; 
do  you  want  more  trouble  than  you  already 
have?'  they  responded,  sticking  a  machine 
gun  in  his  face. 

Over  the  next  six  and  half  hours.  BATF 
agents  demolished  the  home,  refused  to  let 
the  Lamplughs  get  dressed,  held  a  pizza 
party,  killed  three  house  cats  (Including  a 
Manx  kitten  which  was  stomped  to  death), 
scattered  Mr.  Lamplughs  cancer  pills  all 
over  the  floor,  and  carted  off  over  eighteen 
thousand  dollars  worth  of  the  Lamplughs 
property,  plus  their  medical  records.  Nearly 
a  year  later,  the  government  has  neither 
filed  any  criminal  charges,  nor  returned  any 
property,  even  the  medical  records. 

The  first  of  BATF's  notorious  raids  came 
on  June  7.  1971.  when  agents  broke  Into  the 
home  of  Kenyon  Ballew.  A  burglar  had  told 
the  police  that  Ballew  owned  grenades. 
Ballew  did  own  empty  grenade  hulls,  which 
are  entirely  legal  and  unregulated.  Wearing 
ski  masks  and  displaying  no  Identification, 
BATF  agents  broke  down  BalleWs  door  with 
a  battering  ram.  Responding  to  his  wife's 
screams.  Ballew  took  out  an  antique 
blackpowder  pistol,  and  was  promptly  shot 
by  BATF.  Nothing  illegal  was  found.  He  re- 
mains confined  to  a  wheelchair  as  a  result  of 
the  shooting,  and  now  subsists  on  welfare. 

If  the  sear  (the  catch  that  holds  the  ham- 
mer at  cock)  on  a  semiautomatic  rifle  wears 
out.  the  rifle  may  malfunction  and  repeat 
fire.  The  BATF  arrested  and  prosecuted  a 
smalltown  Tennessee  police  chief  for  posses- 
sion of  an  automatic  weapon  (actually  a 
semiautomatic  with  a  worn-out  sear),  even 
though  the  BATF  conceded  that  the  police 
chief  had  not  deliberately  altered  the  weap- 
on. In  March  and  April  of  1988.  BATF  pressed 
similar  charges  for  a  worn-out  sear  against  a 
Pennsylvania  state  police  sergeant.  After  a 
12-day   trial,   the  federal  district  Judge  di- 
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prosecution  "a  severe  miscarriage  of  Jus- 
tice." 

Today,  observes  Robert  E.  Sanders,  a 
former  head  of  BATF's  criminal  division,  the 
bureau's  leaders,  to  the  great  dismay  of 
many  high-quality  field  agents,  have  "shift- 
ed from  the  criminal  to  the  gun.  "  and  are 
now  waging  'an  all-out  war  against  the 
gun.  "  Sanders  noted  that  "Instead  of  focus- 
ing on  selected  criminals,  there  is  an  indis- 
criminate focus  on  anyone  who  owns  guns. 
They  are  in  total  consonance  with  the  Clin- 
ton administration's  anti-gun  position  and 
with  the  gun  control  groups.  " 

BATF's  management  has  consistently 
proven  Itself  unwilling  to  obey  statutory 
law.  The  Firearm  Owners'  Protection  Act 
specifically  forbids  BATF  to  gather  registra- 
tion information  about  guns  to  gun  owners, 
except  in  connection  with  a  criminal  Inves- 
tigation. Nevertheless.  BATF  is  Implement- 
ing "Project  Forward  Trace  "  to  register  the 
owners  of  certain  legal  semiautomatic  fire- 
arms. 

The  Treasury  Department  defends  the 
Waco  attack  on  the  basis  that  'the  raid  fit 
within  an  historic,  well-established  and  well- 
defended  government  Interest  in  prohibiting 
and  breaking  up  all  organized  groups  that 
sought  to  arm  or  defend  themselves."  The 
candid  admission  of  BATF's  objective,  how- 
ever, conflicts  with  the  fact  that  nothing  in 


existing  law  makes  It  illegal  for  person.s, 
alone  or  in  groups,  to  collect  large  number  of 
weapons  and  to  defend  themselves.  To  the 
contrary,  the  ownership  of  large  numbers  of 
weapons  is  specifically  protected  by  federal 
statute,  by  federal  case  law.  and  of  course  by 
the  Second  Amendment. 

One  approach  to  improving  BATF's  con- 
duct would  be  incremental  reforms  of  the 
statutes  governing  BATF.  Such  an  approach 
was  attempted  by  the  Firearm  Owners'  Pro- 
tection Act,  signed  Into  law  in  1986.  The  1986 
reforms,  pushed  by  the  National  Rifle  Asso- 
ciation and  other  pro-gun  organizations,  re- 
duced BATF  search  authority,  especially  for 
paperwork  technicalities,  and  increased  pen- 
alties for  armed  career  criminals.  Yet  even 
today,  the  armed  career  criminal  statutes 
are  often  enforced  in  a  manner  targeting 
small-scale,  unarmed  offenders. 

The  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms (a  descendant  of  the  Bureau  of  Prohibi- 
tion) enforces  the  federal  alcohol  laws  in  a 
manner  also  characterized  by  administrative 
abuse,  over-reaching  beyond  statutory 
power,  and  selective  enforcement  against 
persons  or  companies  who  dare  to  criticize 
BATF. 

Nor  are  people  outside  of  BATF  the  only 
victims.  Planning  for  the  BATF  raid  on  the 
Mount  Carmel  Center  In  Waco  began  shortly 
after  the  Bureau  found  out  that  Sixty  Min- 
utes was  working  on  a  story  about  sexual 
harassment  at  BATF.  Months  later.  Sixty 
Minutes  host  Mike  Wallace  opined  "Almost 
all  the  agents  we  talked  to  said  that  they  be- 
lieve the  initial  attack  on  that  cult  in  Waco 
was  a  publicity  stunt>-the  main  goal  of 
which  was  to  Improve  AFT's  tarnished 
image."  (The  codeword  for  the  beginning  of 
the  BATF  raid  was  "showtime.") 

The  Sixty  Minutes  report  was  devastating. 
BATF  agent  Michelle  Roberts  told  the  tele- 
vision program  that  after  she  and  some  male 
agents  finished  a  surveillance  in  a  parking 
lot.  "I  was  held  against  the  hood  of  my  car 
and  had  my  clothes  ripped  at  by  two  other 
agents."  Agent  Roberts  claimed  she  was  in 
fear  of  her  life.  The  agent  who  verified  Ms. 
Roberts'  complaints  claims  that  he  was  pres- 
sured to  resign  from  BATF.  Another  agent. 
Sandra  Hernandez,  said  her  complaints  about 
sexual  harassment  were  at  first  ignored  by 
BATF.  and  she  was  then  demoted  to  file 
clerk  and  transferred  to  a  lower-ranking  of- 
fice. BATF  agent  Bob  Hoffman  said  "[T]he 
people  I  put  in  jail  have  more  honor  than  the 
top  administration  in  this  organization.  " 
Agent  Lou  Tomasello  said,  "I  took  an  oath. 
And  the  thing  I  find  totally  abhorrent  and 
disgusting  Is  these  higher-level  people  took 
that  same  oath  and  they  violate  the  basic 
principles  and  tenets  of  the  Constitution  and 
the  laws  and  simple  ethics  and  morality. "" 
Black  BATF  agents  have  complained  about 
discrimination  in  assignments. 

Abolishing  BATF  is  no  solution,  for  aboli- 
tion would  leave  in  place  the  federal  alcohol, 
tobacco  and  firearms  laws,  and  transfer  their 
enforcement  responsibility  to  some  other 
agency.  It  is  the  very  nature  of  the 
victimless  crimes— such  as  laws  criminal- 
izing the  peaceful  possession  or  manufacture 
of  alcohol  or  firearms— which  lead  to  en- 
forcement abuses.  As  long  as  the  consensual 
offense  laws  remain  in  the  U.S.  Code,  abusive 
enforcement  is  likely,  as  has  been  the  histor- 
ical norm  since  the  enactment  of  such  laws. 
Removing  most  firearm  (and  alcohol  and  to- 
bacco) laws  from  the  federal  statutes  does 
not  imply  that  alcohol,  tobacco,  and  fire- 
arms should  be  subject  to  no  legal  controls. 
Rather,  the  control  of  those  objects  can  con- 
tinue to  be  achieved  at  the  state  level,  with- 


out a  redundant  layer  of  federal  control  and 
the  manifold  temptations  of  federal  abuse. 

Since  1985.  BATF's  size  has  Increased  50%. 
from  2.900  employees  to  4.300,  In  a  time  of 
vast  budget  deficits,  simply  restoring  BATF 
to  its  former  size  might  save  both  taxpayer 
dollars  and  taxpayer  lives. 

While  BATF's  performance  at  Waco  was 
disgraceful,  two  facts  should  be  kept  in 
mind:  First,  the  BATF  has  a  large  number  of 
honorable,  admirable  employees  who  have 
quietly  gone  about  their  work  for  years  en- 
forcing federal  regulations  applicable  to  gun 
dealers,  and  enforcing  federal  laws  against 
possession  of  guns  by  persons  with  felony 
convictions  for  violent  crime.  Misbehavior  of 
some  BATF  staff  (and  some  BATF  leader- 
ship! should  not  be  taken  as  proof  that  all 
BATF  employees  are  bad. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  the  cur- 
rent United  States  Code  provides  emer- 
gency authority  that  is  totally  ade- 
quate to  resolve  the  problems  that  are 
raised  by  the  distins^uished  Senator 
from  Connecticut.  I  have  chatted  with 
him  about  the  fact  that  I  am  going  to 
move  to  table  his  amendment. 

I  do  so  move  to  table  his  amendment. 
Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Question  occurs  on  the  motion  to  table 
amendment  No.  1200.  offered  by  the 
Senator       from       Connecticut       [Mr. 

LlEBER.MAN]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenici]. 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm], 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Helms],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
Hutchison],  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  INHOFE].  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  McCaln],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski],  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr,  RoTH]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mrs.  Bo.xer].  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Brad- 
ley], the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Bryan],  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Feinstein].  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  Kerrey],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kerry],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  [Mr.  Leahy],  and 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Pryor]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Feingold].  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kohl]. 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
NUNN]  are  absent  because  of  attending 
funeral. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 
nays  28,  as  follows: 


[RoUcall  "Vote  No.  233  Leg.] 
YEAS— 52 


Abraiiam 

Falrclolh 

Packwood 

.Vshcrort 

Frist 

Pressler 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Reld 

Bennett 

Grams 

Sanlorum 

Bond 

Grassley 

Sarbanes 

Brown 

Gregg 

Shelby 

Burns 

Hatch 

Simon 

Byrd 

Hatfield 

Simpson 

Campbell 

Henin 

Smith 

Chafee 

Jeffords 

Snowe 

Coats 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Cochran 

Kempthorne 

Stevens 

Colien 

Loll 

Thomas 

Coverdell 

Lugar 

Thompson 

Craig 

.Mack 

Thurmond 

D  Amato 

McConnell 

Warner 

DeWlne 

Moseley-Braun 

Dole 

Nlckles 

NAYS— 28 

Akaka 

Ford 

Lleberman 

Blden 

Glenn 

.Mlkulskl 

Blngaman 

Graham 

Moynlhan 

Breaux 

Harkln 

Murray 

Bumpers 

HolUngs 

Pell 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Robb 

Daschle 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Exon 

Levin 

NOT  VOTING— 20 

Boxer 

Helms 

Leahy 

Bradley- 

Hutchison 

McCain 

Bryan 

Inhofe 

Murkowskl 

Domenici 

Kerrey 

Nunn 

Feingold 

Kerry 

Pryor 

Felnsleln 

Kohl 

Roth 

Gramm 

Kyl 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  1200)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
time  expired  on  the  Pastore  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate is  still  operating  under  the  Pastore 
rule. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  speak  out  of  order  for  not  to 
exceed  4  m.inutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  the  Sen- 
ator is  recognized  to  speak  out  of  order 
for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


MEDIA  DOUBLE  STANDARD 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  address 
the  Senate  today  with  respect  to  the 
May  22,  1995,  Washington  Post  style 
section  story  by  Howard  Kurtz.  The 
substance  of  the  article  was  to  high- 
light the  double  standard  adopted  by 
columnist  George  Will  in  criticizing 
the  Clinton  administration's  decision 
to  add  tariffs  to  Japanese  luxury  cars. 

In  lampooning  the  Clinton  White 
House  for  taking  the  tough  trade  stand 
with  Japan.  Mr.  Will  failed  to  mention 
his  wife's  relationship  as  a  lobbyist  for 
the  Japanese  automobile  industry.  Ac- 
cording to  the  article.  Mr.  Will  was 
quite  indignant  to  think  that  anyone 
would  suspect  his  motives.  If  a  Member 
of  Congress  or  an  administration  offi- 
cial in  a  similar  situation  had  taken 
such  a  position,  you  can  be  sure  that 
the    press,    including   Mr.    Will,    would 


have  taken  him  or  her  to  task.  Tomes 
would  have  been  written  about  the 
abuse  of  power  and  corruption  of  the 
system.  Efforts  would  have  been  made 
to  discredit  and  to  embarrass  the  indi- 
vidual. This  railing  would  have  gone  on 
until  either  an  apology  was  forthcom- 
ing or.  in  some  cases,  until  a  resigna- 
tion was  tendered. 

It  is  exactly  this  type  of  lack  of  an 
ethical  barometer  on  the  part  of  the 
media  that  tips  the  scales  of  fairness  in 
reporting.  Members  of  the  legislative, 
executive,  and  judicial  branches  must 
file  regular  financial  reports  and  must 
abide  by  stringent  rules  of  ethics.  This 
is  only  proper  in  matters  involving  the 
public's  trust. 

My  argument  rests  with  the  total 
lack  of  parity  in  the  communications 
industry.  There  are  no  comparable  eth- 
ical standards  or  rules  which  govern 
the  media.  This  is  true  despite  the  fact 
that  the  levels  of  power  and  persuasion 
are  as  great  or  greater  with  the  press 
than  they  are  with  those  in  public  serv- 
ice. Until  some  effort  is  made  to  level 
the  playing  field  and  throw  out  the 
bias,  the  rampant  cynicism  and  dis- 
trust on  the  part  of  the  people  will  con- 
tinue. Nothing  points  more  dramati- 
cally to  the  need  for  change  than  Mr. 
Will's  arrogance  and  lack  of  candor  in 
this  instance. 

I  thank  Mr.  Kurtz  for  bringing  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Amer- 
ican public,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Washington  Post  article 
be  printed  in  the  Record.  I  suggest 
that  all  Senators  who  have  not  read  it, 
do  so. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  May  23.  1995] 

A  Conflict  of  Will's?- Pundit  Kept  Quiet 

About  Wife's  Role  as  Lobbyist 

(By  Howard  Kurtz) 

In  his  syndicated  column  Friday.  George  F. 
Will  assailed  the  Clinton  administration's 
propwsed  tariffs  on  Japanese  luxury  cars, 
calling  them  "trade-annihilating  tariffs  to 
coerce  another  government  into  coercing  Its 
automobile  Industry." 

He  repeated  his  criticism  Sunday  on  ABC's 
"This  Week  With  David  Brlnkley,"  calling 
the  100  percent  tariffs  ■'illegal"  and  "a  sub- 
sidy for  Mercedes  dealerships." 

What  Win  did  not  mention  is  that  his  wife. 
Marl  Maseng  Will,  is  a  registered  foreign 
agent  for  the  Japan  Automobile  Manufactur- 
ers Association.  Her  firm.  Maseng  Commu- 
nications, was  paid  $198,721  last  year  to  lobby 
for  the  Industry. 

Will  dismissed  any  suggestion  of  a  conflict. 
■I  was  for  free  trade  long  before  I  met  my 
wife.  End  of  discussion."  he  said  yesterday. 
"There  are  people  in  Washington  whose  en- 
tire life  consists  of  raising  questions.  To  me. 
Its  beyond  boring.  I  don't  understand  the 
whole  mentality. 

"What's  to  disclose?  What  would  I  say? 
That  one  of  my  wife's  clients  agrees  with  my 
long-standing  views  on  free  trade?  Good 
God."  he  said. 

But  several  newspaper  editors  said  Will 
should  have  disclosed  his  wife's  paid  lobby- 


ing. "I'm  very  distressed."  said  Dennis  A. 
Brltton.  editor  of  the  Chicago  Sun-Times. 
"That's  one  of  those  material  facts  an  editor 
should  know  before  placing  a  story  in  the 
paper.  That's  like  a  financial  writer  having  a 
stake  in  a  company  he's  writing  about." 

Will  did  disclose  on  the  Brlnkley  show  last 
month  that  his  wife  was  advising  Sen.  Rob- 
ert J.  Dole  (R-Kan.)  In  his  presidential  cam- 
paign and  would  become  the  campaign's 
communications  director.  Will,  who  men- 
tioned this  before  questioning  Dole,  said  he 
did  so  only  "because  ABC  asked  me  to."  He 
said  his  wife's  role  would  not  inhibit  him  in 
commenting  on  the  Dole  campaign. 

Will  Is  probably  the  nation's  most  promi- 
nent conservative  writer.  He  appears  on  the 
Brlnkley  show,  opines  In  Newsweek  and 
writes  a  newspaper  column  that  is  syn- 
dicated to  475  papers  by  The  Washmgton 
Post  Writers  Group.  Maseng  served  as  White 
House  communications  director  and  assist- 
ant secretary  of  transportation  during  the 
Reagan  administration.  The  two  were  mar- 
ried in  1991. 

The  Washington  Post  was  Initially  told  of 
Maseng's  lobbying  by  a  Clinton  administra- 
tion staffer.  The  administration  has  been 
trying  to  defiect  criticism  that  the  tariffs 
would  hurt  American  consumers  and  some 
car  dealers.  Will  wrote  that  the  13  models  of 
Japanese  cars  would  be  "unsalable  in  the 
land  of  the  free  and  the  home  of  the  brave." 

According  to  Maseng's  Justice  Department 
filings,  her  firm  Is  paid  $200  an  hour  to  deal 
with  reporters,  follow  legislation,  place  ad- 
vertising. Issue  press  releases  and  draft  op-ed 
pieces  with  such  titles  as  "Selling  Cars  In 
Japan:  It  Isn't  About  Access"  and  "Fixing 
the  Outcome  of  Trade  With  Japan  Is  a  Dan- 
gerous Way  to  Do  Business.  "  The  firm  also 
sought  to  arrange  for  the  Industry's  top 
Washington  lobbyist  to  meet  the  Chicago 
Tribune  editorial  board,  tried  to  place  an 
opinion  piece  in  the  Washington  Times  and 
drafted  letters  to  the  New  York  Times  and 
Detroit  Free  Press. 

Maseng  Communications  began  represent- 
ing the  Japanese  In  1992  and  was  paid  $47,422 
the  following  year.  Maseng  did  not  respond 
to  a  request  for  comment. 

"What  Maseng  provides  Is  the  strategic 
public  affairs  direction  for  the  communica- 
tions program,"  said  Charles  Powers,  a  sen- 
ior vice  president  at  Porter Novelll,  another 
Washington  public  relations  firm  that  works 
for  the  automakers  in  partnership  with 
Maseng's  company. 

Stephen  Isaacs,  associate  dean  of  Columbia 
University's  journalism  school,  said  a 
spouse's  employment  "does  matter.  The 
same  kind  of  conflict  questions  that  apply  to 
us  also  apply  to  our  extended  families.  He 
made  a  mistake.  .  .  .  The  fact  that  he 
doesn't  see  a  problem  shows  he  just  doesn't 
get  it." 

Isaacs  also  cited  a  1980  Incident  In  which 
Win  helped  Ronald  Reagan  prepare  for  a 
presidential  campaign  debate  and  then 
praised  Reagan's  performance  on  television 
without  disclosing  his  own  role. 

As  for  last  week's  column,  some  editorial 
page  editors  also  expressed  concern.  "I  would 
have  preferred  to  have  known  in  advance." 
said  Brent  Larkln.  editorial  director  of  the 
Cleveland  Plain  Dealer. 

Dorrance  Smith,  executive  producer  of 
"This  Week  With  David  Brlnkley,  "  said  he 
was  not  aware  of  the  connection.  He  said  he 
had  urged  Will  to  disclose  his  wife's  employ- 
ment with  Dole,  but  that  a  round-table  dis- 
cussion is  "a  different  context"  from  Inter- 
viewing a  senator. 
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I'm  noc  sure  where  you  draw  the  line." 
Smith  said,  -l  don't  know  who  Cokle  Rob- 
erts's brother's  clients  are."  Roberts,  an- 
other Brlnkley  panelist,  is  the  sister  of 
Washington  lobbyist  Tommy  Boggs. 

Alan  Shearer,  general  manager  of  The 
Washington  Post  Writers  Group,  said  he  saw 
no  evidence  that  Maseng's  employment  "has 
affected  George's  judgment.  ...  A  lot  of  us 
have  spouses  who  have  careers  of  their  own. 
and  whether  that  requires  us  to  disclose  ev- 
erything they  do  Is  a  difficult  question.  It 
doesn't  bother  me.  " 

Will,  for  his  part,  doesn't  see  what  the  fuss 
Is  about.  He  says  he  has  never  discussed  the 
Issue  with  his  wife. 

■My  views  on  free  trade  are  well  known 
and  antecedent  to  Marl's  Involvement  with 
whatever  the  client  is.  "  Will  said.  "It's  Just 
too  silly." 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

I 

COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
rather  obvious  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  complete  action  on  the 
antiterrorism  bill.  S.  735.  I  have  been 
notified  that  there  are  at  least  prob- 
ably 60  or  more  amendments  to  a  bill 
that  we  thought  the  President  re- 
quested and  that  we  wanted  to  cooper- 
ate with  the  President  to  try  to  get  to 
him.  as  I  indicated,  before  the  Memo- 
rial Day  recess. 

But.  in  view  of  the  50-some  votes  we 
had  on  the  budget,  we  lost  a  day.  and  in 
view  of  the  list  of  amendments,  even 
though  there  may  be  a  number  of 
amendments  which  may  not  be  offered. 
it  is  now  very  clear  that  we  cannot 
complete  action  on  this  bill  today.  I 
think  the  next  best  thing  is  to  try  to 
get  some  agreement  to  at  least  limit 
the  number  of  amendments. 

I  do  not  know  how  you  can  have 
many  more  than  60.  but  I  assume  staff 
listening  in  could  probably  get  It  up  to 
90  in  20  minutes  if  they  really  tried. 

But  I  would  just  say  to  the  President 
and  particularly  the  people  of  Okla- 
homa, those  who  have  suffered  the 
tragedy,  that  we  are  serious  about  this 
legislation.  I  am  not  certain  whether 
we  can  finish  on  the  Monday  we  are 
back.  I  do  not  want  to  delay  tele- 
communications. 'W'e  have  promised 
and  promised  both  Senator  Pressler 
and  Senator  Hollings  we  would  ad- 
dress that  very  important  issue.  So  I 
will  have  to  decide  what  course  of  ac- 
tion to  pursue. 

I  know  the  House  has  not  acted  on 
this,  so  even  if  we  did  complete  action 
today,  we  could  not  get  the  bill  to  the 
President  until  after  the  Memorial  Day 
recess. 

And  having  discussed  this  with  the 
Democratic  leader.  I  think  many  of 
these  amendments  on  both  lists  are 
just — there    are    some    that    say    "rel- 
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evant."  We  do  not  have  any  idea  what 
it  is  or  even  what  it  is  relevant  to.  But 
it  is  relevant  as  far  as  not  being  able  to 
finish  the  bill  if  everybody  intends  to 
offer  their  amendments.  One  Member 
has  10  amendments:  another  on  our 
side  has  7.  or  whatever. 

So  I  am  going  to  ask  consent  that  we 
enter  into  some  agreement  that  we 
limit  the  number  of  amendments  to 
those  that  have  been  identified,  if  that 
is  satisfactory  with  the  Democratic 
leader. 
Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  like 
the  majority  leader.  I  also  would  like 
to  be  able  to  accommodate  the  sched- 
ule to  move  this  legislation  as  quickly 
as  we  can.  We  need  to  send  a  clear  mes- 
sage, not  only  to  the  people  of  Okla- 
homa, but  others  as  well,  that  this  is 
important. 

As  the  majority  leader  knows,  we 
just  received  a  copy  of  the  draft  last 
night.  As  I  understand  it,  it  has  not  yet 
been  printed  in  the  Record.  We  will  be 
taking  a  closer  look  at  it. 

I  think,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  there 
may  be  some  questions  relating  to  the 
draft  itself,  we  would  be  willing  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  on  the  list  of 
amendments  so  we  can  work  through 
them.  There  are  a  lot  of  amendments 
there  that  may  or  may  not  be  offered. 
but  I  think  it  does  protect  Senators 
since  they  have  not  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  look  at  it  more  carefully. 
Certainly,  over  the  course  of  the  next 
several  days,  everyone  will  do  that. 
But  we  want  to  expedite  our  progress 
on  this  and.  hopefully,  in  the  not-too- 
distant  future,  we  can  resolve  what 
outstanding  differences  remain  and 
come  to  a  point  where  we  can  vote  on 
final  passage. 

UN.A.NI.MOUS-CONSENT  AGREE.MEST 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  we 
can  obtain  a  consent  agreement  and 
the  managers  of  the  bill  can  stay  here. 
There  may  be  amendments  on  each  side 
that  can  be  taken,  indicating  we  are 
making  an  effort  to  move  forward,  even 
though  we  have  only  had  one  vote 
today  and  opening  statements  yester- 
day. That.  I  think,  will  be  helpful  if  we 
can  take  a  few  minutes  on  each  side. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  fol- 
lowing amendments  be  the  only  first- 
degree  amendments  in  order:  that  they 
be  subject  to  relevant  second  degrees 
after  a  failed  motion  to  table,  with  the 
exception  of  the  amendments  described 
only  as  "relevant."  and  they  be  subject 
to  relevant  second  degrees  prior  to  any 
motion  to  table:  and  that  the  amend- 
ments be  limited  to  the  following  time 
agreements  where  designated,  to  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form. 

I  just  suggest,  if  there  is  no  objec- 
tion, I  understand  they  are  working  on 
a  final  draft  of  amendments  on  that 
side.  I  think  we  have  a  final  draft.  I 
will  not  read  each  of  the  amendments 


and  the  sponsors,  but  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendments  on  the 
Democratic  list  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  well  as  those  on  the  Repub- 
lican list. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection'' 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, and  I  shall  not.  but  in  the  spirit  of 
trying  to  help  the  two  leaders,  espe- 
cially on  this  type  of  legislation,  obvi- 
ously with  the  rights  of  every  Senator 
that  are  well  known  and  abound  and 
are  used  more  than  infrequently,  on 
legislation  like  this  I  think  it  possibly 
would  be  wise  to  at  least  consider  a  set 
number  of  amendments  and  then  seek  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  that  the 
Republican  leader  and  the  Democratic 
leader — depending  on  how  many  they 
want — would  ask  to  be  the  final  au- 
thority on  what  amendments  and  in 
what  order  are  offered  on  something  I 
think  as  critically  important  as  this 
piece  of  legislation. 

If  we  had  not  had  the  50-hour  time 
limit  on  the  budget  resolution,  obvi- 
ously we  would  have  been  here  this 
weekend  and  through  next  'Wednesday. 
I  was  one  who  had  to  wrestle  with  it. 

I  guess  somewhere  along  the  line  we 
have  to  appeal  to  all  the  Members  with 
the  idea  of  moving  things — not  in  all 
cases— but  in  cases  like  this,  maybe  we 
could  have  some  kind  of  appeal  to  have 
the  leaders  say  how  many  amendments 
will  be  called  up  and  in  what  order  and 
the  others  would  not  be  in  order. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska.  I  hope  we  will  be  able  to  do 
that  indirectly,  maybe  working  with 
the  managers.  I  think  many  of  these 
amendments  will  not  be  called  up. 
Many  are  acceptable,  many  are  im- 
provements on  the  bill.  Some  are  going 
to  be  debated. 

I  do  not  see  any  partisan  effort  on 
this  legislation.  I  think  it  is  a  question 
of  trying  to  find  how  do  we  get  a  good 
bill,  how  do  we  protect  constitutional 
rights  down  the  road.  I  am  hopeful  we 
can  do  that  rather  quickly  once  we  get 
all  these  in  a  net  here.  I  can  see  they 
are  growing  as  we  speak,  and  as  fast  as 
they  can  write,  amendments  are  being 
added  to  the  list.  So  I  hope  quickly  we 
can  stop  the  bleeding. 
Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  majority  leader's  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Re- 
publican leader  will  yield  for  a  mo- 
ment, reserving  the  right  to  object.  I 
am  confident  the  reason  why  the  list  is 
growing  is  because  no  one  has  seen  the 
bill.  It  has  not  been  printed  in  the 
Record.  There  have  been  several  of  us 
who  have  seen  the  bill.  Our  colleagues 
have  not  seen  the  bill.  Their  staffs  have 
not  seen  the  bill. 

So  I  am  absolutely  confident  that  a 
significant  portion  of  the  amendments 
that  are  being  added  are  being  added  in 
the  blind.  They  just  want  to  make  sure 


that  the  bill  does  not  do  what  it  is  ru- 
mored to  do  in  the  press. 

I  think  this  is  one  of  those  cases 
where  we  should  not  spend  a  whole  lot 
more  time  trying  to  narrow  it.  If  we 
can  get  a  list  now.  great,  do  it.  but  I 
am  confident  that  the  Senator  from 
Utah  and  I.  over  the  period  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  day  and  during  the  re- 
cess, will  be  able  to  go  a  long  way  to 
narrowing  down  that  list  as  our  col- 
leagues get  a  chance  and  their  staffs 
get  a  chance  to  read  this  bill,  which  is 
not  in  the  Record  yet. 

We  always  spend  time  weighing  bills 
ai'ound  here.  This  is  a  150-page  bill  that 
no  one  has  seen  other  than  me.  and  I 
have  not  read  it  yet.  I  got  it  at  6 
o'clock  last  night.  I  am  not  being  criti- 
cal of  anyone,  but  that  is  just  by  way 
of  explanation. 

I  do  not  think  amendments  being 
added  are  added  for  any  other  reason 
than  to  protect  some  issue  Members 
are  concerned  about  in  this  legislation. 

I  beg  your  pardon,  it  is  in  the 
Record.  I  stand  corrected,  it  is  in  the 
Record  as  of  last  night.  Based  on  the 
last  vote.  15  to  20  people  are  gone.  That 
is  the  only  point  I  make.  I  am  sure  we 
can  work  that  through. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 

The  list  of  the  amendments  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

A.MEND.MENTS  TO  TERRORIS.M  BILL 
REPUBLICAN  A.ME.NDMENTS 

Kyi:  Habeas  corpus. 

Hatch:  Technical. 

Gramm: 

(1)  Sentencing 

(2i  Relevant 

Abraham:  Allen  terrorist  removal. 

Pressler:  Federal  building. 

Pressler;  False  Identification  of  docu- 
iiieiiLs. 

Smith:  Technical. 

Craig:  Relevant. 

Craig:  Relevant. 

Craig:  Mandatory  mlnlmums. 

Brown:  Sanctions  on  terrorist  countries. 

Brown:  Relevant. 

Specter:  Secret  proceedings  deportation. 

Specter:  Attorney  generals  classification 
of  terrorist  organizations. 

Specter:  Wiretap. 

Specter:  Habeas  corpus  exhaustion  of  rem- 
edies. 

Specter:  Habeas  corpus  full  and  fair  deter- 
mination. 

Specter:  Habeas  corpus. 

Specter:  Relevant. 

Dole-  Relevant. 

Dole:  Relevant. 

Coverdell:  I.D.  cards. 

Helms:  International  terrorism. 

Helms:  International  terrorism. 

Helms:  International  terrorism. 

Hatch:  Relevant. 

Hatch:  Relevant. 

Cohen:  Posse  comltatus. 

Ashcroft:  Citizen  rights. 

Kempthouse:  Relevant. 

Warner:  Relevant. 

DEMOCRATIC  AMENDMENTS 

BiUen: 

1.  Habeas  corpus. 

2.  Habeas  corpus. 


3.  Relevant. 

4.  Relevant. 

5.  Technical. 

6.  Firearms  enforcement. 

7.  Foreign  sovereign  Immunity. 

8.  Aliens. 
Bo.\er: 

1.  Criminal  proceedings. 

2.  Para-mllltary  activities. 
Bradley:  Cop  killer  bullets. 
Bryan: 

1.  Immigration. 

2.  Immigration. 
Daschle: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 
Feingold: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 
Feinsteln: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 

3.  Taggants. 

4.  Distribution  bomb  making  materials. 
Glenn:  Relevant. 

Graham:  Habeas  corpus. 
Harkin: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 

3.  Relevant. 

4.  Relevant. 
Henin: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  ATF  study  w'Shelby. 
Hollings:  Funds  telephony. 
Kennedy: 

1.  Immlgratlonuse  secret  evidence. 

2.  Immigration  use  secret  evidence. 

3.  Crime:  multiple  gun  purchase. 

4.  Crime:  assist  local  law  enforcement. 

5.  Immigration  Judicial  review  deportation. 

6.  Habeas  corpus. 

Kerrey:  Funds  for  ATF'Secret  Service. 
Kerry: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 

Kohl:  Gun  free  school  zone. 
Lautenberg: 

1.  Civilian  marksmanship. 

2.  Felon-gun-exploslve  purchasing. 

3.  Relevant. 
Leahy: 

1.  Crime  victims. 

2.  Digital  telephony. 

3.  Relevant. 

4.  Foreign  policy. 
Levin: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 

3.  Relevant. 

4.  Relevant. 

5.  Relevant. 
Lleberman:  Wiretap. 
Moynlhan:  Ammunition  regulation. 
Nunn: 

1.  Military  assistance. 

2.  Military  assistance. 

3.  Lying  to  federal  officials. 
Simon: 

1.  Gun  dealers. 

2.  Fundralslng. 

3.  Secret  evidence. 

4.  Relevant. 

5.  Relevant. 

6.  Relevant. 

7.  Relevant. 

8.  Relevant. 
Wellstone: 

1.  Relevant. 

2.  Relevant. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate. I  think  I  count  89  or  90  amend- 
ments— they  went  up  30  as  I  was  get- 
ting ready  here.  Obviously,   they  will 


not  all  be  offered.  If  they  will.  I  just 
will  not  bring  the  bill  back  up  again. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
no  assault  weapons  amendments  be  in 
order  to  the  terrorism  bill,  and  that 
following  the  disposition  of  the  above- 
listed  amendments,  the  Hatch  sub- 
stitute be  agreed  to.  That  is  as  far  as 
we  can  go,  I  think,  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  my  friend,  the 
Democratic  leader,  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill.  I  hope  maybe  in  the  course  of 
the  next  hour  or  two.  they  may  be  able 
to  dispose  of  30  or  40  of  these  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Fifty  or  sixty,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  sure  we  could,  if  we  work 
extra  hard. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  majority  leader  if  he  can  give  us 
some  indication  as  to  the  schedule  for 
the  remainder  of  the  day  and  perhaps 
on  Monday  when  we  return. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  There  will  be  no  more 
votes  today,  and  on  Monday.  June  5,  I 
suggest,  I  hope  there  will  be  votes,  but 
any  votes  ordered  not  occur  prior  to  5 
p.m.,  so  some  Members  coming  from  a 
distance  will  be  able  to  be  here  if  they 
leave  their  homes  early  Monday  morn- 
ing. 

At  that  point — and  I  will  advise  the 
Democratic  leader  hopefully  this  after- 
noon— maybe  we  will  move  to  the  tele- 
communications bill  or  stay  on  this 
bill,  and  much  will  depend  on  whether 
or  not  the  managers  believe  we  can  fin- 
ish this  bill  rather  quickly,  say,  by 
Tuesday  afternoon.  Then  we  can  still 
go  on  the  telecommunications  bill  for 
the  remainder  of  the  week. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  think  we 
have  just  concluded  that  it  would  be  a 
better  procedure  if  we  would  give  the 
managers,  starting  today,  an  oppor- 
tunity to  go  through  these  amend- 
ments. Some  they  may  be  prepared  to 
take,  but  they  have  not  been  fully  re- 
viewed: some  have  not  been  fully  draft- 
ed, but  they  have  the  concept.  We  have 
to  see  the  exact  language. 

The  leadership  of  both  sides  suggest 
that  we  start  that  process  today  and, 
in  the  meantime.  I  am  going  to  suggest 
that   we    now    have   a   period    for    the 
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transaction  of  routine  morning  busi- 
ness, with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
for  not  more  than  5  minutes  each. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Before  the  leader  does 
that.  I  want  to  say  I  think  the  major- 
ity leader  is  right.  We  are  going  to  get 
our  staffs  together  and  sift  through  the 
amendments  and  see  which  ones  we  can 
agree  on  and  dispose  of  quickly.  Hope- 
fully, we  will  get  that  done. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  "Justice 
delayed  is  justice  denied."  so  writes 
Montana  State  Senator  Ethel  Harding 
of  Poison.  On  January  21.  1974.  Senator 
Harding's  daughter.  Lana.  was  brutally 
murdered.  It  was  not  until  just  2  weeks 
ago.  over  21  years  later,  that  justice 
was  finally  carried  out  and  Lana's  mur- 
derer was  executed  by  the  State  of 
Montana. 

This  tragedy  has  haunted  Senator 
Harding  and  her  family  for  far  too 
many  years.  The  unfortunate  thing  is 
that  the  Harding  family  is  not  alone. 

And  so  it  is  encouraging  to  see  the 
Senate  act  upon  true  habeas  corpus  re- 
form as  part  of  the  overall  Comprehen- 
sive Terrorism  Prevention  Act  of  1995. 
I  cannot  agree  with  some  of  my  col- 
leagues who  would  suggest  that  habeas 
corpus  reform  should  not  be  a  part  of 
this  legislation.  No  one.  including  the 
families  of  the  167  innocent  people 
killed  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
should  have  to  wait  as  long  as  the  Har- 
ding family  to  see  that  justice  Is  car- 
ried out. 

Habeas  corpus  reform  Is  long  overdue 
in  my  opinion  and  the  quicker  we  can 
bring  about  change  in  this  area  of  the 
law  the  better.  I  appreciate  the  efforts 
of  Montana's  attorney  general.  Joe 
Mazurek.  who  along  with  11  other  at- 
torneys general  from  around  the  coun- 
try wrote  to  the  President  in  support  of 
iii*»jv;ix5  cwTpUo  rCtorrn.  ahIs  13  ncu  3, 
partisan  issue  and  should  not  get 
bogged  down  in  partisan  politics. 

In  addition.  I  am  encouraged  that 
Senators  Dole  and  H.\tch  have  taken 
great  pains  to  ensure  that  this  legisla- 
tion reaffirms  our  longstanding  com- 
mitment to  constitutional  protections, 
and  that  any  provision  of  the  act  which 
is  held  unconstitutional,  will  be  sev- 
ered from  the  act  and  will  not  affect 
the  remaining  provisions. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  see  that  we  have 
not  weakened  the  prohibition  on  the 
use  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  for  do- 
mestic police  purposes  and  that  we 
have  not  expanded  the  authority  of 
roving  wiretaps  by  removing  the  re- 
quirement of  intent. 

In  the  wake  of  this  great  national 
tragedy,  it  is  critical  that  we  unite  be- 
hind our  law  enforcement  personnel. 
From  the  local,  to  the  State,  to  the 
Federal  authorities,  law  enforcement 
and  public  service  personnel  should  be 
com.mended  for  the  fine  work  they  have 
done  thus  far. 

At  the  same  time,  it  is  important 
that  we  do  not  overreact  out  of  fear  or 
heightened  emotions.  In  Montana,  we 
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continue  to  have  situations  in  which 
individuals  feel  threatened  by  an  im- 
posing, uncaring,  and  overwhelming 
Federal  Government  and  bureaucracy. 
As  a  result,  some  individuals  have  been 
driven  to  illegal  acts  such  as  a  variety 
of  Federal  and  felony  charges,  includ- 
ing gun  violations,  threatening  and  im- 
personating public  officials,  and  tax 
evasion. 

Such  actions  cannot  be  condoned  for 
we  are  a  civilized  nation  of  laws.  The 
Montana  law  enforcement  community 
has  responded  cautiously  but  appro- 
priately to  these  situations.  They  have 
taken  a  nonconfrontational  approach, 
responding  swiftly  and  firmly  to  any 
activities  that  have  resulted  in  a  viola- 
tion of  the  law.  And  they  have  done  so 
without  jeopardizing  human  lives. 

If  we  can  help  our  local  law  enforce- 
ment community  detect  and  prevent 
future  violations  of  the  law  by  provid- 
ing our  law  enforcement  community 
with  the  resources  to  effectively  carry 
out  their  responsibilities,  we  should  do 
so.  This  legislation  is  a  reasoned,  bal- 
anced approach  in  that  regard. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  we  now  have  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business,  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  as  of  the 
close  of  business  ye.sterda.y.  Thursday. 
May  25.  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,891,247,403,074.28.  On  a  per  capita 
basis,  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in 
America  owes  $18,567.26  as  his  or  her 
share  of  that  debt. 


EXPLANATION  OF  ABSENCE 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Feingold] 
has  asked  me  to  inform  his  colleagues 
that  he  is  necessarily  absent  today  in 
order  to  attend  the  funeral  of  former 
Secretary  of  Defense.  Les  Aspin.  who 
represented  the  State  of  Wisconsin  for 
22  years.  The  funeral  is  taking  place 
today  in  the  Gesu  Chapel  at  Marquette 
University  where  Secretary  Aspin 
taught  before  his  election  to  Congress. 
Some  20  current  and  former  Members 
of  the  House  and  Senate  are  expected 
to  attend  the  services  along  with  Vice 
President  Gore. 


THE  NATIONAL  RIFLE 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  speak  briefly  on  a  matter  that 


has  caused  me  great  personal  concern 
and  that  has  rapidly  been  allowed  to 
escalate  into  another  tragic  example  of 
political  class  warfare  in  the  United 
States. 

I  am  speaking  of  the  overzealous  and 
counterproductive  rhetoric  of  extrem- 
ists and  extremism.  Most  recently,  the 
National  Rifle  Association  has  pro- 
vided an  example  of  the  worst  in  politi- 
cal debate. 

At  this  time.  Mr.  President,  I  include 
a  letter  I  recently  received  from  Mr. 
Jack  Sands,  of  Waldorf,  MD.  Mr.  Sands 
is  typical  of  many  former  NRA  mem- 
bers who  have  seen  its  leadership  be- 
come more  violent  in  its  rhetoric  over 
the  years.  Addressing  his  letter  to 
Wayne  R.  LaPierre.  he  states: 

I  hereby  resign  as  a  life  member  of  the 
NRA.  Enclosed  Is  my  membership  card  dated 
1973.  Please  remove  my  name  from  all  mail- 
ing lists.  I  have  chosen  today  to  take  this  ac- 
tion, since  this  Is  Peace  Officers  Memorial 
Day  when  we  pay  tribute  to  the  nearly  14.000 
American  law  enforcement  officers  who  died 
in  the  line  of  duty.  As  a  retired  Federal  offi- 
cer. I  no  longer  wish  to  be  affiliated  with  the 
NRA. 

Sincerely. 

Jack  M.  Sands. 
I  commend  the  national  leadership 
for  its  courage  in  apologizing  for  its 
most  recent  example  of  political  ha- 
tred. The  comments  circulated  by  the 
NRA  were  both  offensive  and  irrespon- 
sible. I  commend  them  for  their  apol- 
ogy, but  I  condemn  them.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, for  not  having  the  good  sense  to 
exercise  responsible  restraint  in  the 
first  place. 

There  is  a  popular  ad  campaign  that 
says  "I'm  the  NRA.  "  and  we  are  shown 
a  normal,  everyday,  person.  The  mes- 
sage from  that  ad  is  that  the  NRA  is 
just  a  rank-and-file,  next-door-neigh- 
bor organization. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  there  are  two 
NRA's.  There  is  the  leadership  of  the 
NRA  and  there  is  the  rank  and  file  re- 
flected in  this  memo  sent  to  several 
Members.  This  is  their  way  of  lobbying 
Congress.  It  is  a  picture  of  a  gun-toting 
person  speaking  about  'jack-booted 
BATF  thugs." 

Mr.  President,  I  was  in  the  NRA  but 
I  quit  a  year  ago.  So  did  some  of  our 
friends  and  colleagues  like  Congress- 
man Brew.ster  who  dropped  off  the 
board,  and  Congressmen  John  Dingell 
and  Tom  Foley.  Just  like  former  Presi- 
dent George  Bush. 

It  is  time  for  the  rank  and  file  mem- 
bership of  the  NRA  to  take  back  their 
association.  Otherwise.  Mr.  President, 
they  will  be  tarred  with  the  same  brush 
as  those  few,  but  vocal,  zealots  who 
have  initiated  this  most  destructive 
campaign  of  hatred,  innuendo,  fear,  an- 
imosity, and  intimidation  which  are 
the  NRA  leadership's  favorite  tools  for 
lobbying  elected  officials. 

Those  who  preach  hatred  and  dis- 
respect for  the  law  bear  some  respon- 
sibility if  their  message  of  hatred  con- 
tributes to  lawless  acts  of  others.  Like- 
wise, those  in  the  Government  who  act 


with  arrogance  or  disrespect  for  the 
rights  of  our  law  abiding  citizens — re- 
gardless of  the  political  or  social  be- 
liefs of  the  citizens — will  bear  some  re- 
sponsibility if  their  official  behavior 
contributes  to  an  atmosphere  of  dis- 
trust and  animosity  toward  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

There  is  no  excuse  to  justify  vigi- 
lante-ism or  open  lawlessness.  It  is  ab- 
solutely inexcusable  and  irresponsible 
for  a  national  organization — such  as 
the  NRA — which  claims  it  speaks  for  a 
great  number  of  our  constituents — to 
openly  promote  lawlessness  or  dis- 
respect for  our  law  enforcement  per- 
sonnel. 

That  is  precisely  what  our  system  of 
government  was  created  to  avoid.  Po- 
litical debate,  discussion,  recall,  ref- 
erendum, and  involvement  is  how  we 
keep  our  Government  responsive  to  the 
needs  of  the  people  in  the  traditional 
and  acceptable  way. 

I  can  tell  you,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
also  resigned  my  membership  from  the 
NRA.  I  did  that  over  a  year  ago  be- 
cause some  of  its  fanatical  members 
actually  made  threats  against  me  and 
my  staff  if  I  did  not  vote  their  way.  I 
will  not  lend  my  name  to  an  organiza- 
tion which  appears  to  cater  to  that 
kind  of  violent  behavior. 

I  can  also  tell  you,  Mr.  President. 
that  views  of  the  beltway  NRA  is  not 
reflective  of  the  majority  of  its  mem- 
bers' attitudes.  Certainly  not  the  Colo- 
radans  who  have  been  such  dedicated 
and  generous  members. 

Those  NRA  members  would,  I  am  cer- 
tain, join  me  in  condemning  the  irre- 
sponsible behavior  of  earlier  this 
month. 

I  am  personally  highly  offended  that 
there  is  now  a  trend  to  politicize  the 
tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City.  Tnat  was  a 
heinous,  terrible,  criminal  act.  These 
responsible  deserve  nothing  more  than 
due  process  of  law  and  total,  complete, 
scorn  from  society.  That  was  con- 
temptible and  it  was  barbarism. 

It  is  almost  equally  contemptible  to 
use  that  tragedy  to  further  a  political 
agenda.  It  does  not  matter  what  the 
agenda  is.  whether  additional  forms  of 
gun  control  or  whether  it  is  an  agenda 
of  anti-governmentalism.  To  use  that 
tragedy  for  political  or  personal  advan- 
tage cheapens  the  lives  of  the  innocent 
victims  and  it  cheapens  the  rights  pro- 
tected by  our  Constitution. 

The  NRA  is  not  the  only  national  or- 
ganization to  use  lies,  hate.  fear,  or  in- 
timidation to  generate  contributions 
and  to  influence  public  policy.  This  is  a 
phenomenon  that  has  become  quite 
popular  among  many  groups  who  wish 
to  influence  national  policy  despite 
representing  small,  minority,  views  on 
a  given  issue. 

However.  I  can  think  of  no  other  or- 
ganization in  our  history  which  has  ad- 
vocated acts  of  outright  violence 
against  the  Government  or  law  en- 
forcement. That  was  a  new  low  and  I 


am  relieved— somewhat — that  the  NRA 
has  at  least  apologized.  Let's  have  no 
more. 

The  NRA  held  its  national  conven- 
tion this  week.  To  the  NRA  member- 
ship in  Colorado  and  the  Nation.  I  say: 
Take  back  your  association  before  it  is 
destroyed— before  it  destroys  Itself— 
from  within. 


RICHARD  P.  BUCKLEY— OUTSTAND- 
ING EDUCATOR  FROM  BROCK- 
TON. MA 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
privilege  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
pay  tribute  to  Richard  P.  Buckley  of 
Brockton.  MA,  for  his  35  years  of  out- 
standing service  to  education  in  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Richard  Buckley  is  retiring  this  year 
as  title  I  coordinator  in  the  Brockton 
Public  Schools,  a  position  he  has  held 
with  great  distinction  since  1969.  The 
Federal  title  I  program  that  he  admin- 
isters provides  vital  support  for  im- 
proving the  reading  and  mathematics 
skills  of  Brockton's  disadvantaged  stu- 
dents. He  has  also  taught  at  the  ele- 
mentary, junior  high,  and  high  school 
levels,  and  as  served  as  an  elementary 
school  assistant  principal. 

In  addition  to  his  duties  in  Brockton. 
Richard  Buckley  is  also  a  member  of 
the  Massachusetts  Chapter  1  Director's 
Advisory  Council  and  the  Massachu- 
setts Department  of  Education  Com- 
mittee of  Practitioners.  He  is  an  execu- 
tive board  member  and  two-time  past 
president  of  the  Council  of  Administra- 
tors of  Compensatory  Education. 

Richard  Buckley  also  served  in  the 
U.S.  Army  for  many  years.  A  graduate 
of  the  U.S.  Army  Command  and  Gen- 
eral Staff  School,  he  was  Commander 
of  the  Boston  Army  Reserve  Center  and 
is  now  a  retired  colonel  of  the  Army 
Reserve. 

Throughout  this  extraordinary  ca- 
reer. Richard  Buckley  has  been  a 
strong  leader  for  high  quality  edu- 
cation for  the  students  of  Brockton.  On 
the  occasion  of  his  retirement.  I  com- 
mend him  for  his  remarkable  service  to 
his  community  and  our  country. 


S.  76»-ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 
REFORM  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
rise  to  support  S.  768,  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  Reform  Amendments  of 
1995. 

I  wish  to  compliment  Senator  Gor- 
ton and  Senator  Johnston  on  the 
thought  and  effort  which  has  obviously 
gone  into  the  crafting  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Reform  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  is  way  overdue,  and  I  am  very 
pleased  that  the  Congress  is  finally  ad- 
dressing this  issue  in  a  substantive 
way.  Field  hearings  on  ESA  reform  will 
be  underway  next  week  under  the  guid- 
ance of  my  colleague  from  Idaho,  Sen- 


ator Dirk  Kempthorne,  who  chairs  the 
subcommittee  of  jurisdiction  within 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee.  I  will  be  joining  Dirk  in 
Lewiston,  ID,  on  June  3  for  the  ESA 
hearing  there. 

I  want  to  be  counted  as  one  who  rec- 
ognizes the  value  of  our  fish  and  wild- 
life. I  have  repeatedly  said  that  I  can- 
not support  outright  repeal  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  as  many  have 
urged.  But  the  act  needs  substantial  re- 
vision if  it  is  to  be  brought  back  in  bal- 
ance with  the  economic  well-being  of 
this  country  and  with  the  needs  of  its 
citizens.  Far  beyond  its  original  intent, 
the  act  has  been  made  a  bludgeon  to 
suppression  legitimate  use  of  public 
lands  and  to  threaten  private  land- 
owners and  communities. 

Nowhere  is  that  fact  more  obvious 
than  in  my  State  of  Idaho.  Earlier  this 
year,  an  Endangered  Species  Act  Law- 
suit brought  by  two  preservation 
groups  resulted  in  a  perverse  opinion 
which  threatened  to  shut  down  all  eco- 
nomic activity  on  14  million  acres  in 
Idaho. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  an  area  the 
size  of  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  Mas- 
sachusetts and  New  Hampshire  com- 
bined. If  the  courts  can  find  reason 
under  the  existing  law  to  render  such  a 
devastating  opinion  as  was  done  In  this 
case,  then  it  is  imperative  that  Con- 
gress correct  the  obvious  flaws  in  the 
law. 

As  chair  of  the  two  subcommittees  in 
the  Senate  with  jurisdiction  over  forest 
policy,  I  have  embarked  on  a  series  of 
hearings  to  understand  and  correct  the 
myriad  of  conflicting  laws  and  regula- 
tions which  have  strangled  the  practice 
of  good  forestry  in  this  countr.v.  The 
practice  of  forestry  is  at  a  standstill  on 
our  western  public  lands,  and  the  pri- 
mary culprit  is  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  The  forests  are  ruled  by  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  not  the  Forest 
Service  or  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment, and  that  is  a  reality  which  must 
be  changed. 

Senator  Gorton's  bill  provides  many 
of  the  needed  changes.  It  includes  lan- 
guage which  Senator  Kempthorne  and 
I  introduced  as  S.  455  earlier  this  year 
to  prevent  a  repeat  of  the  court  opinion 
I  have  already  described,  it  would 
streamline  the  section  7  consultation 
process,  which  has  proven  to  be  un- 
workable in  our  experience  with 
threatened  and  endangered  salmon.  It 
brings  cost-consciousness,  state  rights 
and  private  landowners  back  into  the 
equation  for  conservation  of  species. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
768.  I  have  told  Senator  Gorton  that  I 
will  assist  him  in  any  way  possible  to 
accomplish  a  balanced  reform  of  the 
ESA.  It  must  be  done  this  year — we 
have  waited  too  long  already.  I  hope 
our  colleagues  will  join  us  in  this  ef- 
fort. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  KRESIMIR  COSIC 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  stand 
today  to  honor  the  life  of  Kresimir 
Cosic.  a  Croatian  patriot  and  an  adopt- 
ed son  of  Utah,  who  died  yesterday 
morning  after  a  long  illness.  On  behalf 
of  Utahns  he  inspired  and  charmed  for 
over  a  quarter-century.  I  wish  to  ex- 
tend our  deepest  condolences  to  his 
wife  and  children. 

When  he  died.  Kresimir  Cosic  was  the 
Republic  of  Croatia's  Deputy  Ambas- 
sador to  the  United  States,  a  position 
in  which  he  played  an  invaluable  role. 
But  sports  fans  in  this  country  and 
around  the  world  would  know  him 
more  for  his  brilliant  career  in  basket- 
ball—a career  that  spanned  nea/ly  two 
decades  and  brought  him  to  the  Olym- 
pics four  times. 

His  close  ties  to  our  country  began 
nearly  30  years  ago,  when  the  coaches 
at  Brigham  Young  University,  who  had 
seen  the  young  Croat  from  Zadar  lead 
his  team  from  the  former  Yugoslavia 
to  claim  the  silver  medal  in  the  1968 
Olympics,  invited  him  to  play  for  the 
BYU  team.  Kresimir  Cosic's  decision  to 
accept  was.  in  one  way.  his  first  con- 
tribution in  diplomacy:  He  would  be- 
come the  first  foreign  basketball  play- 
er to  win  All-American  honors,  which 
he  did  in  1972  and  1973. 

At  BYU.  he  endeared  himself  to 
Utahns  by  his  brilliant  sportsmanship 
and  his  personal  decency.  As  a  great 
center  he  dazzled  us  all.  dribbling  be- 
hind his  back,  putting  up  an  amazing 
defense,  and  breaking  the  record  of  all- 
time  high  scorer  and  rebounder.  Off  the 
court,  he  shared  our  faith  and  warmed 
our  homes.  In  all  the  years  I  have 
known  him.  including  the  last  year 
when  he  was  personally  suffering  a 
great  deal.  I  never  saw  him  without  a 
smile 

After  his  4  years,  he  was  drafted  by 
the  L.A.  Lakers  and  the  Carolina  Cou- 
gars, but  he  chose  to  return  home. 
Fans  of  world  basketball  saw  him  win 
most-valued-player  honors  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia,  on  All-European 
teams,  and  in  the  Olympics,  where  in 
Montreal  in  1976  his  team  won  the  sil- 
ver medal  and  in  Moscow  in  1980  his 
team  beat  the  Soviets  to  win  the  gold. 

Kresimir  was  a  Croatian  patriot,  who 
dedicated  the  last  part  of  his  life  to  the 
rebirth  of  Croatia's  independence,  and 
to  building  strong  relations  between 
his  country  and  ours.  The  most  bril- 
liant sports  men  and  women  combine 
extraordinary  skill,  a  sophisticated 
sense  of  strategy,  and  spirit.  I  suggest 
that  these  are  the  attributes  that  also 
make  good  diplomats,  for  Kresimir  was 
one  of  the  best. 

Since  1991.  Kresimir  was  one  of  my 
wisest  counsels  on  the  crisis  in  the  Bal- 
kans. Always  with  optimism,  he  would 
outline  the  regional  complexities  with 
a  shrewd  notion  of  strategy  that  effort- 
lessly combined  historical  sense  with 
the  ability  to  see  three  moves  down  the 
court.  In  a  world  where  so  much  for- 


eign policy  is  merely  reactive, 
Kresimir  always  counseled  on  how  to 
anticipate. 

While  Croatia  suffered  attack,  he  did 
not  despair.  His  love  of  country  never 
wavered,  and  his  dedication  to  a  free 
and  democratic  Croatia  was  as  strong 
as  his  character  because  it  was  his 
character.  In  Washington,  he  served  his 
country  with  great  distinction,  as  a 
paragon  of  probity.  And  always  he  in- 
sisted that  Croatia's  greatest  ally 
should  be  the  United  States.  In  my  ex- 
perience, no  one  could  embody  a  great- 
er warmth  between  two  countries  than 
Kresimir  Cosic's  friendship  with  Amer- 
icans. 

Kresimir  Cosic  lived  an  example  of 
physical  discipline,  mental  focus,  and 
spiritual  stamina.  He  was  an  inspira- 
tion to  all  who  saw  him  on  the  court, 
to  all  who  engaged  him  in  the  halls  of 
diplomacy  and.  above  all,  to  all  who 
had  the  enriching  experience  of  being 
his  friend.  Kresimir  Cosic  was  one  of 
the  finest  human  beings  I  have  ever 
known.  I  would  like  to  offer  here  the 
deep  gratitude  of  the  citizens  of  Utah 
for  the  joy  Kresimir  gave  us  from  the 
basketball  court,  for  the  faith  he 
shared  with  us.  for  the  friendship  he 
continued  to  nurture  with  us  through- 
out his  life,  and  for  the  efforts  he  un- 
dertook to  strengthen  relations  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Re- 
public of  Croatia. 

We  will  miss  him 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 
The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als  were   laid   before   the   Senate   and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-136.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  Ferry  County. 
VVasning-ton;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

Resoll'tion  No.  9>-23 

•Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  reads:  The 
powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by 
the  Constitution  nor  prohibited  by  It  to  the 
States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec- 
tively, or  the  people:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  no  more:  and 

••Whereas,  the  scope  of  power  defined  by 
the  Tenth  Amendment  means  that  the  fed- 
eral government  was  created  by  the  states 
specifically  to  be  an  agent  of  the  states;  and 

•Whereas,  In  the  year  1995  the  states  are 
demonstrably  treated  as  agents  of  the  fed- 
eral government;  and 

•Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  are  In 
dl-ect  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 

••Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  in  S'ew  York  v.  United  States. 
112  S.  CT.  2408  (1992)  that  Congress  may  not 
simply  commandeer  the  legislative  and  regu- 
latory processes  of  the  states;  and 

•Whereas,  a  number  of  proposals  from  pre- 
vious administrations  and  some  now  pending 
from  the  present  administration  and  from 
Congress  may  further  violate  the  United 
States  Constitution;  Now  therefore,  be  It 


Resolved,  that  the  Ferry  County  Board  of 
Commissioners  supports  that  State  of  Wash- 
ington's sovereignty  under  the  Tenth 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  over  all  powers  not  otherwise  enu- 
merated and  granted  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment by  the  United  States  Constitution  and 
that  this  measure  shall  serve  as  notice  and 
demand  to  the  federal  government  to  cease 
and  desist  effective  Immediately,  mandates 
that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  Its  constitu- 
tionally delegated  powers:  and  be  It  further 

Resolved.  That  the  Ferry  County  Board  of 
Commissioners  directs  that  copies  of  this 
resolution  the  transmitted  to  the  President 
and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  President  Pro  Tempore  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  Washington  State  In 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  (Assembly),  and  the 
President  of  the  Senate  of  each  state  legisla- 
ture In  the  United  States  of  America, "• 

POM-137.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  Alaska;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

■•Legislative  Re.solve  No.  3 

'•Whereas  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  states:  The 
powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by 
the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  It  to  the 
States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec- 
tively, or  to  the  people.;  and 

••Whereas  the  Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

••Whereas  the  scope  of  power  defined  by  the 
Tenth  Amendment  means  that  the  federal 
government  was  created  by  the  states  spe- 
cifically to  be  an  agent  of  the  states:  and 

■■Whereas  today,  the  states  are  demon- 
strably treated  as  agents  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment; and 

•Whereas  many  federal  mandates  are  di- 
rectly In  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment: 
and 

'•Whereas  The  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  in  New  York  v.  United 
State.s.  112  S.Ct.  2408  1 1992 1.  rhat.  r.he  Congress 
may  not  simply  commandeer  the  legislative 
processes  of  the  states;  and 

•'Whereas  a  number  of  proposals  now  pend- 
ing before  the  Congress  may  further  violate 
the  Tenth  Amendment  of  the  United  States 
Constitution;  and 

"Whereas  numerous  resolutions  addressing 
various  mandates  lmpo.sed  on  the  states  by 
federal  law  have  been  sent  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment by  the  Alaska  State  Legislature 
without  any  response  or  result;  and 

••Whereas  the  United  States  Constitution 
envisions  sovereign  states  and  guarantees 
the  states  a  republican  form  of  government; 
and 

"Whereas  Alaska  and  its  municipalities 
are  losing  their  power  to  act  on  behalf  of 
state  citizens  as  the  power  of  government  Is 
moving  farther  away  from  the  people  into 
the  hands  of  federal  agencies  composed  of  of- 
ficials who  are  not  elected  and  who  are  un- 
aware of  the  needs  of  Alaska  and  the  other 
states:  and 

•Whereas  the  federal  court  system  affords 
a  means  to  liberate  the  states  from  the  grips 
of  federal  mandates:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture hereby  claims  sovereignty  under  the 
Tenth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  over  all  powers  not  otherwise 
enumerated  and  granted  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment by  that  constitution;  and  be  It  fur- 
ther 


"Resolved.  That  this  resolution  serves  as 
notice  and  demand  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment to  cease  and  desist,  effective  Imme- 
diately, Imposing  mandates  on  the  states 
that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  Its  constitu- 
tionally delegated  powers;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Governor  Is  respect- 
fully requested  to  examine  and  challenge  by 
legal  action  on  behalf  of  the  state,  federal 
mandates  contained  in  court  rulings,  federal 
laws  and  regulations,  or  federal  practices  to 
the  extent  those  mandates  Infringe  on  the 
sovereignty  of  Alaska  or  the  state's  author- 
ity over  Issues  affecting  Its  citizens;  and  be 
it  further 

"Resolved.  That  Alaska's  sister  states  are 
urged  to  participate  In  any  legal  action 
brought  under  this  resolution." 

POM-138.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arkansas; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
"Sen.ate  Concurre.nt  Resolution 

"Whereas,  the  10th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  reads  as  fol- 
lows: •The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited 
by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  or  to  the  people.';  and 

•■Whereas,  the  10th  Amendment  defines  the 
total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  'States 
Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

••Whereas,  the  scope  of  power  defined  by 
the  10th  Amendment  means  that  the  federal 
government  was  created  by  the  states  spe- 
cifically to  be  an  agent  of  the  states;  and 

••Whereas,  today  the  states  are  demon- 
strably treated  as  agents  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment: and 

"Whereas,  numerous  resolutions  have  been 
forwarded  to  the  federal  government  by  the 
Arkansas  General  Assembly  without  any  re- 
sponse or  result  from  Congress  or  the  federal 
government;  and 

"Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  are  di- 
rectly In  violation  of  the  10th  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  in  New  York  v.  United 
States.  112  S.  Ct.  2408  (1992).  that  Congress 
m.ay  not  '=!rnp!y  commandcfT  the  legislative 
and  regulatory  processes  of  the  states;  and 

•Whereas,  a  number  of  proposals  from  pre- 
vious administrations  and  some  now  [sending 
from  the  present  administration  and  from 
Congress  may  further  violate  the  United 
States  Constitution;  Now  therefore,  be  it, 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  Eightieth  Gen- 
eral Assembly  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  the 
House  of  Representatives  concurring  therein: 

"(1)  That  the  State  of  Arkansas  hereby 
claims  sovereignty  under  the  10th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  over  all  powers  not  otherwise  enumer- 
ated and  granted  to  the  federal  government 
by  the  United  States  Constitution. 

"(2)  That  this  serve  as  Notice  and  Demand 
to  the  federal  government,  as  our  agent,  to 
cease  and  desist,  effective  immediately, 
mandates  that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  Its 
constitutionally  delegated  powers. 

"Be  It  further  resolved.  That  copies  of  this 
Resolution  be  sent  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  presiding  officers  of  each 
chamber  of  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
states,  and  Arkansas'  Congressional  Delega- 
tion. " 

POM-139.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 


■House  Concurre.vt  Resolution  2015 

"Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  reads  as 
follows:  ••The  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  pro- 
hibited by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to 
the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  people."; 
and 

••Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

•Whereas,  today  the  states  are  demon- 
strably treated  as  agents  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment; and 

"Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  are  di- 
rectly in  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 

••Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
court  has  ruled  in  New  York  v.  United 
States.  112  S.  Ct.  2409  (1992)  that  Congress 
may  not  simply  commandeer  the  legislative 
and  regulatory  processes  of  the  states;  and 

"Whereas,  a  number  of  proposals  from  pre- 
vious administrations  and  some  now  pencilng 
from  the  present  administration  and  from 
Congress  may  further  violate  the  United 
States  Constitution;  Now.  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  State  of  Arizona,  the  Senate  concurring: 

"1.  That  the  State  of  Arizona  hereby 
claims  sovereignty  under  the  Tenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  over  all  powers  not  otherwise  enumer- 
ated and  granted  to  the  federal  government 
by  the  United  States  Constitution. 

"2.  That  this  serve  as  notice  and  demand  to 
the  federal  government,  as  our  agent,  to 
cease  and  desist,  effective  immediately, 
mandates  that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  its 
constitutionally  delegated  powers. 

"3.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Con- 
current Resolution  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  Senate,  the  Speak- 
er of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  of  the  Senate  of  each  state's  legis- 
lature of  the  United  States  of  America,  and 
the  Arizona  Congressional  delegation." 

POM-140.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Maine:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
••Joint  Resolution 

'Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
United  States  Constitution  reads  as  follows: 
"The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United 
States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited 
by  It  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  or  to  the  people.";  and 

"Whereas,  the  'Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
power  specifically  granted  by  the  United 
States  Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

"Whereas,  the  scope  of  power  defined  by 
the  Tenth  Amendment  means  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  was  created  by  the  states 
specifically  to  be  an  agent  of  the  states;  and 

"Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  may  be 
in  direct  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment 
to  the  United  States  Constitution;  and 

•■Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  In  .\ew  York  v.  United  States. 
112  S.  Ct.  2408  (1992)  that  Congress  may  not 
simply  commandeer  the  legislative  and  regu- 
latory processes  of  the  states;  and 

•Whereas,  a  number  of  proposals  from  pre- 
vious administrations  and  some  now  pending 
from  the  present  administration  and  from 
Congress  may  further  violate  the  United 
States  Constitution;  and 

••Whereas,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  has  also  passed  numerous  laws  that 


have  protected  Individual  freedom  and  lib- 
erty and  promoted  the  general  welfare  of  all 
Americans,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  and  the  Voting  Rights  Act; 
Now,  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved.  That  we.  your  Memorialists,  on 
behalf  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Maine, 
claim  sovereignty  under  the  Tenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  United  States  Constitution  over 
all  powers  not  otherwise  enumerated  and 
granted  to  the  Federal  Government  by  the 
Constitution:  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  this  memorial  serve  as  no- 
tice and  demand  to  the  Federal  Government, 
as  our  agent,  to  cease  and  desist,  effective 
Immediately,  mandates  that  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  Its  constitutionally  delegated  pow- 
ers; and  be  It  further 

"Resolved,  That  nothing  In  this  resolution 
may  be  construed  to  demonstrate  lack  of 
supi>ort  for  federal  legislation  protecting  in- 
dividual freedom  and  liberty  and  promoting 
the  general  welfare  of  all  Americans,  includ- 
ing, but  not  limited  to.  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
and  the  Voting  Rights  Act;  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  suitable  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial, duly  authenticated  by  the  Secretary 
of  State,  be  transmitted  to  the  Honorable 
William  J.  Clinton,  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
Majority  leader  of  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate. " 

POM-141.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Michigan; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

•House  Concurrent  Resolution  no.  945 

•Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  reads  as 
follows:  •The  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  pro- 
hibited by  It  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to 
the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  people"; 
and 

•Whereas,  the  Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  the 
authority  specifically  granted  by  the  United 
States  constitution  and  no  more;  and 

■Whereas,  the  scope  of  power  defined  by 
the  Tenth  Amendment  means  that  the  fed- 
eral government  was  created  by  the  states 
specifically  to  be  an  agent  of  the  states;  and 
"Whereas,  today.  In  1994.  the  states  are  de- 
monstrably treated  as  agents  of  the  federal 
government;  and 

"Whereas,  numerous  resolutions  have  been 
forwarded  to  the  federal  government  by  the 
Michigan  Legislature  without  any  response 
or  result  from  Congress  or  the  federal  gov- 
ernment; and 

■■Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  are  di- 
rectly In  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 

■Whereas,  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  In  .Veir  York  v.  United  States 
112  S.  Ct.  2408  (1992),  that  Congress  may  not 
simply  commandeer  the  legislative  and  regu- 
latory processes  of  the  states;  and 

•Whereas,  a  number  of  proposals  from  pre- 
vious presidential  administrations  and  some 
now  pending  from  the  present  administra- 
tion and  from  Congress  may  further  violate 
the  United  States  Constitution;  Now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  the  Michigan 
Legislature  hereby  asserts  Michigan's  sov- 
ereignty under  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  over  all 
powers  not  otherwise  enumerated  and  grant- 
ed to  the  federal  government  by  the  United 
States  Constitution;  and  be  It  further 
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"Resohed.  That  we  hereby  memorialize  the 
federal  g:overnmenc.  as  our  agent,  to  cease 
and  desist,  effective  Immediately,  mandates 
that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  Its  constitu- 
tionally delegated  powers:  and  be  it  further 

■Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  presid- 
ing officer  of  the  legislative  bodies  of  each  of 
the  states  and  the  members  of  the  Michigan 
congressional  delegation."  i 

POM-142.  .\  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Nevada:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
•Sen.^te  Joint  Resolution  No.  l 

"Whereas,  the  10th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  states  that  the 
•■powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States 
by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to 
the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec- 
tively, or  to  the  people":  and 

Whereas,  the  10th  Amendment  confirms 
that  the  scope  of  power  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment Is  no  more  than  that  which  Is  spe- 
cifically enumerated  and  delegated  to  the 
Federal  Government  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States;  and 

"Whereas,  the  power  of  the  states,  as  stat- 
ed In  the  10th  Amendment.  Indicates  that 
the  Federal  Government  was  created  by  the 
several  states  specifically  to  act  as  an  agent 
of  the  states:  and 

"Whereas,  by  requiring  the  various  states 
to  carry  out  certain  federal  mandates,  the 
Federal  Government  Is  demonstrably  treat- 
ing the  states  as  agents  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment; and 

Whereas,  many  federal  mandates  may  be  in 
direct  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  may,  therefore,  infringe 
upon  the  powers  reserved  to  the  states  or  to 
the  people  by  the  10th  Amendment;  and 

"Whereas,  in  the  case  oi  \ew  York  v.  United 
States.  112  S.Ct.  2408  (1992).  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  stated  that  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  may  not  sim- 
ply commandeer  the  legislative  and  regu- 
latory processes  of  the  states,  and  that  Con- 
gress exercises  its  conferred  powers  subject 
to  the  limitations  contained  in  the  Constitu- 
tion: and 

"Whereas,  numerous  proposals  from  pre- 
vious presidential  administrations  and  some 
now  proposed  by  the  current  presidential  ad- 
ministration and  Congress  may  further  vio- 
late the  10th  Amendment  and  other  provi- 
sions of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

'Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Sevada.  Jointly.  That  the  State  of  Ne- 
vada hereby  claims  sovereignty  pursuant  to 
the  10th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  over  all  powers  not  other- 
wise enumerated  and  delegated  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States;  and  be  it  further 

'Resolved.  That  this  resolution  serve  as  a 
notice  and  demand  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, as  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  to 
cease  and  desist  Immediately  the  enactment 
and  enforcement  of  mandates  which  are  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  enumerated  powers 
delegated  to  the  Federal  Government  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States:  and  be  It 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate prepare  and  transmit  a  copy  of  this  reso- 
lution to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Vice  President  of  the  United  States  as 
presiding  officer  of  the  Senate,  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  each 
member  of  the  Nevada  Congressional  Delega- 
tion; and  be  It  further 


'Resolved  That  this  resolution  becomes  ef- 
fective upon  passage  and  approval." 

POM-143.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Nevada;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  4 

"Whereas,  since  the  mid-1980s.  Congi-ess 
has  increasingly  shifted  the  cost  of  federally 
mandated  programs  to  the  states;  and 

"Whereas,  educational  programs  mandated 
by  the  Federal  Government  seriously  impair 
the  ability  of  a  state  to  establish  the  aca- 
demic, social  and  nutritional  programs  that 
it  determines  are  best  suited  to  the  particu- 
lar educational  situation  In  the  state;  and 

"Whereas,  the  10th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  defines  the 
total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

"Whereas,  requiring  the  states  to  carry  out 
certain  educational  programs  enables  Con- 
gress to  expand  its  federal  power  and  en- 
croach upon  the  states'  power;  now.  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Nevada.  Jointly.  That  the  Nevada 
Legislature  hereby  urges  that  before  Con- 
gress adopts  legislation  which  mandates  the 
states  to  provide  particular  educational  pro- 
grams. Congress  determines  the  approximate 
amount  of  money  it  will  cost  the  respective 
states  to  comply  with  the  mandate;  and  be  It 
further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Nevada  Legislature 
hereby  urges  Congress  not  to  enact  any  man- 
date requiring  the  state  to  provide  edu- 
cational programs  In  violation  of  the  scope 
of  the  enumerated  powers  delegated  to  the 
Federal  Government  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States;  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  forthwith  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  to  the  Vice  President  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  as  presiding  officer  of  the  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  each  member  of  the  Nevada  Congres- 
sional Delegation:  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved,  That  this  resolution  becomes  ef- 
fective upon  passage  and  approval." 

POM-144.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Nevada;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

"ASSEMBLY  JOLST  RESOLUTION  NO.  9 

"Whereas,  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin  is  an  area 
of  significant  and  often  unparalleled  scenic, 
recreational,  educational,  scientific  and  nat- 
ural value  for  the  states  of  California  and 
Nevada  as  well  as  the  entire  nation;  and 

"Whereas,  the  natural  beauty  of  the  Lake 
Tahoe  Basin  has  attracted  increasing  num- 
bers of  visitors  and  residents  to  the  area  In 
the  past  25  years,  thereby  Increasing  the 
amount  of  traffic  congestion  and  air  pollu- 
tion In  the  basin;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Lake  Regional  Planning 
Agency,  pursuant  to  its  authority  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Tahoe  Regional  Planning 
Compact,  has  created  a  regional  transpor- 
tation plan  which  calls  for  the  delivery  of 
mall  from  door  to  door  In  the  Lake  Tahoe 
Basin  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  total  num- 
ber of  miles  traveled  by  vehicles  In  the 
basin;  and 

•Whereas,  the  Tahoe  Regional  Planning 
Agency  has  similarly  created  a  postal  serv- 
ice action  plan  which  also  provides  for  the 
implementation  of  a  program  for  the  deliv- 
ery of  mall  from  door  to  door,  as  well  as 
other  programs  such  as  the  delivery  of  mall 
to  neighborhood  cluster  boxes;  and 
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•■Whereas,  although  the  delivery  of  mall 
from  door  to  door  has  been  Initiated  in  cer- 
tain portions  of  the  Lake  Tahoe  Ba.sin.  deliv- 
ery throughout  the  basin  would  decrease  the 
current  total  number  of  mile.'!  traveled  by  ve- 
hicles in  the  basin  by  an  estimated  57.000 
miles  per  day:  and 

•Whereas,  such  a  reduction  in  the  miles 
traveled  per  day  by  vehicles  in  the  Lake 
Tahoe  Basin  would  help  to  reduce  the  In- 
creasing amount  of  traffic  congestion  and  air 
pollution  in  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  By  the  Senate  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Nevada.  Jointly.  That  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  Nevada  hereby  urges  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  and  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  to  initiate  and  main- 
tain a  program  for  the  delivery  of  mail  from 
door  to  door  in  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin  or 
other  similar  programs  which  would  enhance 
the  efficiency  of  the  delivery  of  mall  and  as- 
sist in  the  effort  to  reduce  traffic  congestion 
and  air  pollution  in  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin: 
and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  As- 
sembly prepare  and  transmit  a  copy  of  this 
resolution  to  the  Vice  Pi-esldent  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  as  the  presiding  officer  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tive, each  member  of  the  Nevada  Congres- 
sional Delegation  and  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  Postal  Service;  and 
be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  this  resolution  becomes  ef- 
fective upon  passage  and  approval." 

POM-145.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Oregon:  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
■■Sen.ate  Concurrent  Resolution  3 

••Whereas  the  Tenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  reads  as 
follows:  •'The  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  pro- 
hibited by  It  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to 
the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  people": 
and 

■'Whereas  the  Tenth  Amendment  defines 
the  total  scope  of  federal  power  as  being  that 
specifically  granted  by  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  no  more;  and 

"Whereas  the  scope  of  power  defined  by  the 
Tenth  Amendment  means  that  the  Federal 
Government  was  created  by  the  .states  spe- 
cifically to  be  an  agent  of  the  states:  and 

"Whereas  today,  in  1995.  the  states  are  in 
fact  treated  as  agents  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment; and 

■■Whereas  we  declare  that  all  Oregonlans. 
when  they  form  a  social  compact,  are  equal 
in  right,  that  all  power  is  Inherent  in  the 
people  and  all  free  governments  are  founded 
on  their  authority  and  instituted  for  their 
peace,  safety  and  happiness  and  that  they 
have  at  all  times  a  right  to  alter,  reform  or 
abolish  their  government  in  such  manner  as 
they  may  think  proper;  and 

••Wherea.s  .Tiemorlals  have  been  forwarded 
to  the  Federal  Government  by  the  Oregon 
Legislative  Assembly  without  any  response 
or  result  from  Congress  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment: and 

•■Whereas  many  federal  mandates  are  di- 
rectly In  violation  of  the  Tenth  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 

••Whereas  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  ruled  in  Sew  York  v.  UJiited  States. 
112  S.  Ct.  2408  (1992),  that  Congress  may  not 
simply  commandeer  the  legislative  and  regu- 
latory processes  of  the  states;  and 

••Whereas  a  number  of  proposals  now  pend- 
ing from  the  present  administration  and 
from   the   previous  Congress   would   further 
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violate  the  United  States  Constitution:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Oregon: 

••(1)  That  the  State  of  Oregon  hereby 
claims  sovereignty  under  the  Tenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  over  all  other  powers  not  otherwise 
enumerated  and  granted  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment by  the  United  States  Constitution. 

'•(2)  That  the  Federal  Government,  as  our 
agent.  Is  hereby  Instructed  to  cease  and  de- 
sist, effective  Immediately,  mandates  that 
are  beyond  the  scope  of  its  constitutionally 
delegated  power. 

••(3)  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  shall  be 
sent  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  and  each  house  of  each  state's  legisla- 
ture of  the  United  States  of  America." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following-  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary.  Jointly,  with  amendments  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  343.  A  bill  to  reform  the  regulatory  proc- 
ess, and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-89). 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  and  by  Mr.  Hatch. 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  Joint- 
ly, with  amendments  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute: 

S.  343.  A  bill  to  reform  the  regulatory  proc- 
ess, and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-89) 
(Rept.  No.  104-90). 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER.  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation, 
with  amendments: 

S.  267.  A  bill  to  establish  a  system  of  li- 
censing, reporting,  and  regulation  for  vessels 
of  the  United  States  fishing  on  the  high  seas, 
and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-91). 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mrs,  KASSEBAUM.  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

Henry  W.  Foster.  Jr..  of  Tennessee,  to  be 
Medical  Director  in  the  Regular  Corps  of  the 
Public  Health  Service,  subject  to  qualifica- 
tions therefor  as  provided  by  law  and  regula- 
tions, and  to  be  Surgeon  General  of  the  Pub- 
lic Health  Service,  for  a  term  of  4  years. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testif.v  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions  were   introduced,   read   the   first 
and   second   time    by    unanimous   con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  COCHRAN 

S.  867.  A  bin  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  revise  the  estate  and  gift 
ta.x  in  order  to  preserve  American  family  en- 
terprises, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 


By  Mr.  STEVENS: 
S.  868.  A  bill  to  provide  authority  for  leave 
transfer  for  Federal  employees  who  are  ad- 
versely affected  by  disasters  or  emergencies, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE: 
S.  869.  A  bin  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation with  appropriate  endorsement  for 
employment  in  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  DRAGONESSA,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

JEFFORDS): 

S.  870.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste  Dis- 
posal Act  to  require  a  refund  value  for  cer- 
tain beverage  containers,  and  to  provide  re- 
sources for  State  pollution  prevention  and 
recycling  programs,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI): 
S.  871.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  manage- 
ment and  disposition  of  the  Hanford  Reserva- 
tion, to  provide  for  environmental  manage- 
ment activities  at  the  Reservation,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

By   Mr.    BOND    (for   himself  and   Mr. 

LlEBER.MAN): 

S.  872.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  modernized  and  simplified  health 
Information  network  for  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  HOLLINGS): 
S.  873.  A  bill  to  establish  the  South  Caro- 
lina   National    Heritage    Corridor,    and    for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

By    Mr.     GRAMS    (for    himself.    Ms. 
Moseley-Braun.    Mr.    Harkin,    and 
Mr.  KOHL); 
S.  874.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  minting  and 
circulation  of  one  dollar  coins,  and  for  other 
purposes;    to    the    Committee    on    Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 
S.  875.  A  bin  to  amend  section  202  of  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv- 
ices Act  of  1949  to  exclude  certain  property 
in  the  State  of  South  Dakota:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 
By   Mr.    EXON    (for   himself  and    Mr. 
Kerrey): 
S.  876.  A  bill  to  provide  that  any  payment 
to  a  local  educational  agency  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  that  Is  available  to  such 
agency  for  current  expenditures  and  used  for 
capital    expenses,    shall    not    be    considered 
funds  available  to  such  agency  for  purposes 
of  making  certain   Impact  Aid   determina- 
tions;   to    the    Committee    on    Labor    and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 
S.  877.  A  bill  to  amend  section  353  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  to  exempt  physi- 
cian office  laboratories  from  the  clinical  lab- 
oratories requirements  of  that  section;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  COCHRAN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Lott.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  McConnell. 
Mr.    Santoru.m.    Mr.    Abraham.    Mr. 

D'AMATO.    Mr.    Bond.    Mr.    PRESSLER. 
Mr.   DeWine.   Mr.   Kyl.    Mrs.   KASSE- 
BAUM. and  Mrs.  Hutchison): 
S.  878.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  reduce  mandatory  pre- 
miums to  the  United  Mine  Workers  of  Amer- 


ica Combined  Benefit  Fund  by  certain  sur- 
plus amounts  in  the  Fund,  and  for  other  pur- 
po.ses;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 
By  Mr.  CHAFEE: 

S.J.  Res.  35.  A  Joint  resolution  prohibiting 
funds  for  diplomatic  relations  with  Vietnam 
at  the  ambassadorial  level  unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  that  Vietnam  Is 
making  a  good  faith  effort  to  resolve  cases 
Involving  United  States  servicemen  who  re- 
main unaccounted  for  from  the  Vietnam 
War.  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations. 

By   Mr.   ASHCROFT  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Brown  ): 

S.J.  Res.  36.  A  joint  resolution  proposing 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  allow  the  States  to  limit 
the  period  of  time  United  States  Senators 
and  Representatives  may  serve:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judlciarv. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  COCHRAN: 
S.  867.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  revise  the  es- 
tate and  g-ift  tax  in  order  to  preserve 
American  family  enterprises,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

THE  NATIONAL  FAMILY  ENTERPRISE 
PRESERVATION  ACT  OF  1995 

•  Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  the  National  Family 
Enterprise  Preservation  Act  of  1995 
which  will  provide  estate  tax  relief  to 
many  of  our  Nations  family  owned 
farms  and  businesses. 

Our  current  tax  laws  are  forcing: 
many  inheritors  of  family  farms  and 
businesses  to  sell  the  enterprises  in 
order  to  pay  estate  taxes.  A  family 
farm  or  business  is  not  only  a  produc- 
tive component  of  our  economy,  it  is  a 
distinctive  part  of  our  American  eco- 
nomic system  and  the  personal  dream 
of  millions  of  Americans. 

But  all  this  is  being  threatened  by 
high  taxes  that  are  imposed  by  govern- 
ment when  the  owner  dies. 

Small  businesses  are  being  forced  to 
merge  into  large  corporations  because 
marketable  stock  can  be  acquired  tax 
free  and  many  estate  tax  problems  can 
be  avoided.  In  1942.  the  estate  tax  af- 
fected only  1  estate  out  of  60.  Today, 
this  number  has  increased  to  I  out  of 
20. 

Another  consideration  is  that  infla- 
tion has  pushed  the  value  of  many  fam- 
ily farms  and  businesses  into  the  range 
of  estate  tax  liability.  The  result  has 
been  that  heirs  of  these  enterprises 
often  sell  their  businesses  to  pay  estate 
taxes. 

Family  owned  farms  and  businesses 
are  a  vital  component  of  our  economy 
and  society  and  should  be  preserved. 
They  give  families  a  sense  of  freedom, 
accomplishment,  and  pride  in  owner- 
ship. This  is  the  essence  of  free  enter- 
prise. 

Mr.  Chairman,  earlier  this  year  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  visit  with  a  tree 
farmer  from  my  State  who  was  recog- 
nized this  year  by  the  Mississippi  For- 
estry Association  as  "Forester  of  the 
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Year.  "  His  name  is  Chester  Thi^pen, 
and  he  is  truly  a  remarkable  man. 
Chester  Thigpen  and  others  like  him 
represent  the  taxpayers  for  whom  I  am 
introducing  this  legislation  today. 

Mr.  Thig-pen  and  his  wife.  Rosett,  live 
in  Montrose.  MS.  When  he  was  a  child, 
he  dreamed  of  owning  land.  He  first 
brought  a  small  parcel  of  land  in  1940. 
continued  to  save  and  slowly  added 
acreage  to  his  farm.  He  worked  hard  to 
improve  his  land  and  that  land  allowed 
him  to  provide  for  his  family  and  made 
it  possible  to  put  his  five  children 
through  college. 

This  land  represents  a  tremendous 
amount  of  pride  and  hard  work  for 
Thigpens.  They  always  thought  they 
would  be  able  to  leave  a  legacy  for 
their  children  as  a  reward  for  their 
hard  work  and  as  a  symbol  of  their 
familj^'s  success. 

But  there  is  a  big  problem.  The 
Thigpens  land  over  the  last  50  years 
has  increased  considerably  in  value. 
The  estate  tax  burden  is  going  to  make 
it  nearly  impossible  for  their  children 
to  keep  the  farm  when  their  parents 
die. 

Mr.  and  Mrs  Thigpen  and  other  hard 
working  Americans  should  not  have  to 
sacrifice  their  lifelong  dreams  because 
of  unnecessary  tax  burdens.  Their  chil- 
dren should  have  the  same  opportunity 
their  parents  have  had.  to  use  their 
property  to  be  productive  citizens. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing  will 
increase  from  S600.000  to  SI  million  the 
value  of  property  that  may  pass  free  of 
Federal  estate  and  gift  taxes.  In  addi- 
tion, the  current  annual  gift  tax  exclu- 
sion of  $10,000  would  be  increased  to 
S20.000  in  the  case  of  gifts  to  qualified 
family  members  of  family  enterprise 
property.  This  legislation  will  also 
change  special  use  valuation.  Cur 
rently.  special  use  valuation  cannot  re- 
duce the  gross  estate  by  more  than 
S750.000.  This  amount  would  be  in- 
creased to  SI  million.  And  finally,  this 
bill  will  make  changes  in  the  family 
enterprise  interest  on  estates. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  submit  an  editorial 
from  the  March  3.  1995  issue  of  the 
Washington  Times  and  a  copy  of  Mr. 
Thigpens  remarks  to  the  U.S.  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  which 
I  ask  a  unanimous  consent  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  along  with  a  copy  of  the 
bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

s.  867  I 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  , 

SECnO.N  I.  SHORT  TITLE.  ' 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Family  Enterprise  Presen.'atlon  Act  of  1995". 

SEC.  2.  LNCREASE  IN  UNIFIED  ESTATE  AND  GIFT 
T.\X  CREDITS  FOR  FAMILY  ENTER- 
PRISES. 

(a)  Estate  T.\x.— Section  2010  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  unified 
credit  against  estate  tax)  Is  amended  by  re- 


designating subsections  (b)  and  (c)  as  sub- 
sections (c)  and  (d).  respectively,  by  Insert- 
ing after  subsection  (a)  the  following  new 
subsection: 

■•(b)  ADDITIONAL  Credit  for  Family  En- 
terprises.—The  amount  of  the  credit  allow- 
able under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  Increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  any  fam- 
ily enterprise  property  Included  In  the  dece- 
dent's gross  estate  under  section  2040A(a),  to 
the  extent  such  value  does  not  exceed 
$121,800." 

(b)  Gift  Tax.— Section  2505  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  unified 
credit  against  gift  tax)  Is  amended  by  redes- 
ignating subsections  (b)  and  (o  as  sub- 
sections (c)  and  (d).  respectively,  and  by  In- 
serting after  subsection  (a)  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  Additional  Credit  for  Fa.mily  En- 
terprises.—The  amount  of  the  credit  allow- 
able under  subsection  (a)  for  each  calendar 
year  shall  be  Increased  by  an  amount  equal 
to— 

"(1)  the  value  of  gifts  of  family  enterprise 
property  (as  defined  In  section  2040A(b)(l)). 
to  the  extent  such  value  does  not  exceed 
J121.800.  reduced  by 

"(2)  the  sum  of  the  amounts  allowable  as  a 
credit  to  the  Individual  under  this  subsection 
for  all  preceding  calendar  periods." 

(c)  Effective  Dates.— 

(1)  Estate  tax  credit.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  the  es- 
tates of  decedents  dying  after  December  31. 
1995. 

(2)  Gift  tax  credit.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  gifts 
made  after  December  31,  1995. 

SEC.  3.  INCREASE  IN  ANNUAL  GIFT  TAX  EXCLU- 
SION. 

(a)  LN  General.— Section  2503  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  taxable 
gifts)  Is  amended  by  redesignating  sub- 
section (c)  as  subsection  (d),  and  by  Inserting 
after  subsection  (b)  the  fol'kiwlng  new  sub- 
section: 

"(c)  Additional  Exclusions  From  Gifts.— 
The  amount  of  the  exclusion  allowable  under 
subsection  (b)  during  a  calendar  year  shall  be 
Increased  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of 
gifts  of  family  enterprise  property  (as  de 
fined  In  section  2O40A(b)(l))  made  during 
such  year,  to  the  extent  such  value  does  not 
exceed  $10,000." 

(b)  Effective  d.\te.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  gifts 
made  after  December  31.  1995. 

SEC.  4.  FAMILY  ENTERPRISE  PROPERTY. 

(a)  In  General.— Part  III  of  subchapter  A 
of  chapter  11  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  (relating  to  gross  estate)  Is  amended  by 
Inserting  after  section  2040  the  following  new 
section: 

"SEC.  2040A.  FAMILY  ENTERPRISE  PROPERTY. 

"(a)  Gener.^l  Rule.— The  value  Included  In 
the  decedent's  gross  estate  with  respect  to 
family  enterprise  property  by  reason  of  this 
section  shall  be— 

"(1)  the  value  of  such  property,  reduced  by 
"(2)  the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  50  percent  of  the  value  of  such  prop- 
erty, or 

"(B)  $1,000,000. 

"(b)  Fa.milv  Enterprise  Property.- 

"(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "family  enterprise  property" 
means  any  Interest  In  real  or  personal  prop- 
erty which  Is  devoted  to  use  as  a  farm  or 
used  for  farming  purposes  (within  the  mean- 
ing of  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section 
2032A(e))  or  Is  used  In  any  other  trade  or 
business.  If  at  least  80  percent  of  the  owner- 
ship Interest  In  such  farm  or  other  trade  or 
business  Is  held — 


"(A)  by  5  or  fewer  Individuals,  or 
"(B)  by  individuals  who  are  members  of  the 
same  family  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
2032A(e)(2)). 

"(2)  Limited  partnership  interests  ex- 
cluded.— An  Interest  in  a  limited  partner- 
ship (other  than  a  limited  partnership  com- 
posed solely  of  individuals  described  In  para- 
graph (1)(B))  shall  In  no  event  be  treated  as 
family  enterprise  property. 

"(C)  T.\X   TRE.\TMENT  OF  DiSPOSmONS  AND 

Failure  To  u.se  for  Qualifying  Use.— 

"(1)  Imposition  of  additional  estate 
T.^x.- with  respect  to  family  enterprise 
property  Inherited  from  the  decedent,  if 
within  10  years  after  the  decedent's  death 
and  before  the  death  of  any  Individual  de- 
scribed In  subsection  (b)(1) — 

"(A)  such  individual  disposes  of  any  inter- 
est in  such  property  (other  than  by  a  disposi- 
tion to  a  member  of  the  individual's  family), 
or 

"(B)  such  Individual  or  a  member  of  the  In- 
dividual s  family  ceases  to  participate  in  the 
active  management  of  such  property, 
then  there  Is  hereby  Imposed  an  additional 
estate  tax. 

"(2)      A.MOUNT     OF      additional     TAX.— The 

amount  of  the  additional  tax  Imposed  by 
paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  any  Interest  In 
family  enterprise  property  shall  be  the 
amount  equal  to  the  excess  of  the  estate  tax 
liability  attributable  to  such  Interest  (deter- 
mined without  regard  to  subsection  (a))  over 
the  estate  tax  liability,  reduced  by  5  percent 
for  each  year  following  the  date  of  the  dece- 
dent's death  In  which  the  individual  de- 
scribed In  subsection  (b)(1)  or  a  member  of 
the  Individual's  family  participated  In  the 
active  management  of  such  family  enterprise 
property. 

"(3)  ACTIVE  .manage.me.nt.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  "active  manage- 
ment" means  the  making  of  the  manage- 
ment decisions  of  a  business  other  than  the 
dally  operating  decisions, 

"(d)  Additional  Rules.— For  purposes  of 
this  section,  rules  similar  to  the  rules  under 
paragraphs  (3),  (4).  and  (5)  of  section  2032A(c), 
paragraphs  (7).  (8).  (9),  (10),  (ID.  and  (12)  of 
section  20.32'e),  and  subsections  (f),  (g).  (h). 
and  (1)  of  section  2032A  .shall  apply.  " 

(b)  Clerical  A.mend.ment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  part  III  of  subchapter  A  of  chap- 
ter 11  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  the  Item  relating 
to  section  2040  the  following  new  Item: 

"Sec.  2040.\.  Family  enterprise  property." 

(c)  Effective  date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  es- 
tates of  decedents  dving  after  December  31. 
1995. 

SEC.    5.    VALUATION    OF    CERTAIN    FAR.M.    ETC.. 
REAL  PROPERTY. 

(a)  In  Gknf.rai..— Section  2032A(aii2i  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to 
limitation  on  aggregate  reduction  In  fair 
market  value)  Is  amended  by  striking 
"$750,000  "  and  Inserting  ■$1,000,000". 

(bi  EFFECTIVE  D.-\te.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  es- 
tates of  decedents  dying  after  December  31. 
1995. 

Statement  of  Mr.  Chester  Thigpen  Before 
THE  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  Feb- 
ruary 1.  1995 

My  name  Is  Chester  Thigpen.  My  wife 
Rosett  and  I  are  Tree  Farmers  from 
Montrose,  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  this  Committee.  'You 
are  debating  an  issue  that  is  very  Important 
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to  more  than  7  million  people  who  own  most 
of  the  nation's  productive  tlmberland.  Most 
of  us  have  been  at  it  for  a  long  time.  Profes- 
sor Larry  Doollttle  of  Mississippi  State  Uni- 
versity published  a  paper  in  1992  that  sug- 
gested half  the  Tree  Farmers  in  the  Mid- 
South  were  62  years  old  or  over.  This  pattern 
holds  true  in  other  parts  of  the  country  as 
well.  So  it  should  come  as  no  surprise  to  the 
Committee  that,  when  Tree  Farmers  gather, 
one  of  the  things  we  discuss  is  estate  taxes. 

Estate  taxes  matter  not  Just  to  lawyers, 
doctors  and  busine.ssmen,  but  to  people  like 
Rosett  and  me.  We  were  both  born  on  land 
that  is  now  part  of  our  Tree  Farm.  I  can  re- 
member plowing  behind  a  mule  for  my  uncle 
who  owned  it  before  me.  My  dream  then  was 
to  own  land.  I  bought  a  little  bit  in  1940  and 
inherited  some  from  my  family's  estate  In 
1946,  and  then  bought  some  more.  Back  when 
I  started,  the  estate  tax  applied  to  only  one 
estate  In  60.  Today  It  applies  to  one  In  20— In- 
cluding mine.  I  wonder  If  I  would  be  able  to 
achieve  my  dream  if  I  were  starting  out 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  heard  many  wit- 
nesses talk  about  the  technical  details  of  es- 
tate tax  reform.  They  know  far  more  about 
It  than  I  do.  With  your  permission,  I'd  like 
to  take  a  few  minutes  to  talk  about  what  I 
do  know:  what  estate  tax  reform  will  mean 
In  places  like  Montrose,  Mississippi  and  to 
Tree  Farmers  like  me  and  Rosette. 

We  first  got  started  In  forestry  In  1960. 
Much  of  our  land  was  old  cotton  and  row 
crop  fields,  so  early  on  I  spent  90  percent  of 
my  time  trying  to  keep  it  from  washing 
away.  We  developed  a  management  plan  and 
started  growing  trees.  Today,  we  manage  our 
property  for  timber,  wildlife  habitat,  water 
quality  and  recreation.  We  have  built  ponds 
for  erosion  control  and  for  wildlife.  Deer  and 
turkey  have  come  back,  so  we  Invite  our 
neighbors  to  hunt  on  our  land. 

It  took  us  half  a  century,  but  Rosett  and  I 
have  managed  to  turn  our  land  Into  a  work- 
ing Tree  Farm  that  has  been  a  source  of 
pride  and  income  for  my  entire  family. 

Our  Tree  Farm  made  it  possible  to  put  our 
five  children  through  college.  It  made  It  fws- 
sible  for  Rosette  and  me  to  share  our  love  of 
the  outdoors  and  our  commitment  to  good 
forestry  with  our  neighbors.  And  finally.  It 
made  It  possible  for  us  to  leave  a  legacy  that 
makes  me  very  proud:  beautiful  forests  and 
ponds  that  can  live  on  for  many,  many  years 
after  my  wife  and  I  pass  on.  We  wanted  to 
leave  the  land  in  better  condition  than  when 
we  first  started  working  it.  And  we  will. 

We  also  want  to  leave  the  Tree  Farm  in 
our  family.  But  no  matter  how  hard  I  work. 
that  depends  on  you. 

Right  now.  people  tell  me  my  Tree  Farm 
could  be  worth  more  than  a  million  dollars. 
All  that  value  Is  tied  up  In  land  or  trees. 
Were  not  rich  people.  My  son  and  I  do  al- 
most all  the  work  on  our  land  ourselves.  So. 
under  current  law.  my  children  might  have 
to  break  up  the  Tree  Farm  or  sell  off  timber 
to  pay  the  estate  taxes.  I  am  here  today  to 
endorse  a  proposal  called  the  National  Fam- 
ily Enterprise  Preservation  Act  which  would 
totally  exempt  over  98  percent  of  all  family 
enterprises,  not  just  Tree  Farms,  from  the 
Federal  estate  tax.  A  copy  Is  attached  to  my 
written  testimony. 

Giving  up  the  Tree  Farm  we  worked  fifty 
years  to  create  would  hurt  me  and  my  fam- 
ily. I  don't  think  It  would  be  good  for  the 
public  either.  If  the  Tree  Farm  had  to  be  sold 
or  the  timber  cut  before  Its  time,  what  would 
happen  to  the  erosion  control  programs  we 
put  in  place,  or  the  wildlife  habitat^  Who 
would  make  certain  that  the  lands  stayed 


open  for  our  neighbors  to  visit  and  enjoy?  I 
know  my  children  would.  And  I  hope  their 
children  will  have  an  opportunity  after 
them. 

I  think  too  often  people  focus  on  just  the 
costs  of  estate  tax  reform  and  not  the  bene- 
fits. In  forestry,  the  benefits  will  be  substan- 
tial. I  mentioned  earlier  that  most  of  the  7 
million  landowners  In  this  country  are  close 
to  retirement  age  or,  like  me,  way  past  It. 
Without  estate  tax  reform,  many  of  their 
properties  will  be  broken  up  into  smaller 
tracks  or  harvested  prematurely.  Some  may 
no  longer  be  economical  to  operate  as  Tree 
Farms  and  will  perhaps  be  converted  to 
other  uses  or  back  into  marginal  agriculture. 
Other  properties  may  become  too  small  or 
generate  too  little  cash  flow  to  support  the 
kind  of  multiple  use  management  we  prac- 
tice on  our  property.  Healthy,  growing  for- 
ests with  abundant  wildlife  provide  benefits 
to  everybody.  Without  estate  tax  reform.  It 
win  become  harder  and  harder  for  people 
like  me  to  remain  excellent  stewards  of  our 
family-owned  forests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  few  months  ago.  Rosett 
and  I  were  named  Mississippi's  Outstanding 
Tree  Farmers  of  the  Year.  It  was  a  great 
honor  to  be  selected  from  among  the  thou- 
sands of  excellent  Tree  Farmers  In  Mis- 
sissippi. I'm  told  one  reason  we  were  recog- 
nized was  because  Rosett  and  I  have  been 
speaking  out  on  behalf  of  good  forestry  for 
almost  four  decades. 

That's  why  I  made  this  trip  to  Washington: 
to  remind  the  Committee  that  estate  tax  re- 
form Is  Important  to  preserve  family  enter- 
prises like  ours.  It  Is  also  Important  for  good 
forestry.  We  just  planted  some  trees  on  our 
property  a  few  months  ago.  I  hope  my  grand- 
children and  great-grandchildren  will  be  able 
to  watch  those  trees  grow  on  the  Thigpen 
Tree  Farm— and  I  know  millions  of  forest 
landowners  feel  the  same  way  about  their 
own  Tree  Farms.  We  applaud  estate  tax  re- 
forms that  will  make  this  possible. 

Thank  you. 

[From  the  Washington  Times.  Mar.  13,  1995] 
Death  and  Taxes 

There  are  two  certainties  In  life  of  which 
Americans  are  all  too  well  aware:  death  and 
taxes.  Less  well  known  Is  the  fact  that  taxes 
don't  stop  with  death. 

Consider  the  case  of  Mississippi  resident 
Chester  Thigpen.  a  man  who  has  painstak- 
ingly built  a  reputation  for  overachlevement 
during  his  83  years.  The  grandson  of  slaves. 
he  was  born  on  a  farm  when  cotton  was  king 
and  grew  up  dreaming  that  one  day  he  would 
own  land  of  his  own.  He  bought  a  little  land 
In  1940  and  slowly  added  to  his  holdings,  rais- 
ing trees  and  children  along  the  way  with  his 
wife  Rosett. 

Today  he  has  850  acres  of  farm  land  to  his 
name,  five  children  with  college  educations 
financed  from  timber  harvests  there  and  a 
roomful  of  honors  for  his  stewardship  of  the 
land  and  his  outreach  work  on  behalf  of  for- 
estry. Already  he  Is  In  Mlsslsslppfs  Agri- 
culture and  Forestry  Museum's  Hall  of  Fame 
and  this  year  was  named  the  state's  Out- 
standing Tree  Farmer.  Such  achievements 
may  not  mean  much  In  a  city  like  Washing- 
ton, where  productivity  Is  something  one 
measures  In  red  Ink.  But  lawmakers  might 
want  to  consider  where  they  would  be  with- 
out tree  byproducts  the  next  time  they  try 
to  introduce  a  bill  or  send  a  memo. 

There  is,  however,  one  thing  that  the 
Thigpens  don't  have,  and  that  Is  the  peace  of 
mind  that  comes  with  knowing  they  can  pass 
on  their  version  of  the  American  dream  to 
their  children.  The  federal  estate  tax,  you 


see.  begins  taking  a  progressively  larger  bite 
out  of  any  estate  worth  more  than  $600,000. 
Mr.  Thigpens  advisers  have  warned  him  that 
his  estate  may  top  that  figure  by  as  much  as 
$1  million.  The  projected  estate  tax  bill? 
Some  $345,000. 

That's  a  problem  because  Mr.  Thigpen  Is 
effectively  •■tree  poor.  "  Although  he  Is  com- 
fortably well  off  on  paper,  his  wealth  Is  all 
tied  up  In  the  trees.  And  unless  the  Thigpens 
or.  In  the  event  of  their  deaths,  their  chil- 
dren, clear  cut  a  swath  through  the  farm, 
they  won't  have  the  money  to  pay  off  the 
feds.  The  only  alternative  Is  to  sell  a  lot  of 
the  land  now,  which  would  leave  Mr.  Thigpen 
with  substantial  capital  gains  taxes  t'o  pay. 
Or  his  children  could  sell  it  upon  their  par- 
ents' deaths  to  raise  the  money,  thereby 
breaking  up  the  family  farm. 

The  latter  is  partlculaj^ly  painful  to  Mr. 
Thigpen,  whose  holdings  Include  land  Inher- 
ited from  his  family.  "Giving  up  the  tree 
farm  we  worked  50  years  to  create  would 
hurt  me  and  my  family,"  he  told  members  of 
the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  last 
month.  'If  the  tree  farm  had  to  be  sold  or 
the  timber  cut  before  its  time,  what  would 
happen  to  the  erosion  control  programs  we 
put  in  place,  or  the  wildlife  habitat?  Who 
would  make  certain  that  the  lands  stayed 
open  for  our  neighbors  to  visit  and  enjoy?  I 
know  my  children  would.  And  I  hope  their 
children  will  have  an  opportunity  after 
them." 

Once  upon  a  time,  or  course,  families  like 
the  Thigpens  didn't  have  to  worry  about  the 
likes  of  estate  taxes.  They  were  designed  to 
hit  the  very  wealthiest  Americans.  But  as  In- 
flation moved  Americans  into  one  higher 
bracket  after  another,  suddenly  they  found 
they  too  were  'rich."  Where  only  one  In  60 
families  paid  estate  taxes,  now  one  In  20  do. 

This  week  the  committee  Is  scheduled  to 
begin  marking  up  tax  legislation — Including 
estate-tax  changes — as  part  of  the  Contract 
with  America.  The  question  is  whether  law- 
makers can  see.  well,  the  forest  for  the 
trees.* 


By  Mr.  STEVENS  (by  request): 
S.  868.  A  bill  to  provide  authority  for 
leave  transfer  for  Federal  employees 
who  are  adversely  affected  by  disasters 
or  emergencies,  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  E.MERGENCY  LEAVE 
transfer  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the  ad- 
ministration has  sent  to  my  office  a 
bill  to  provide  additional  authority  for 
leave  transfer  to  Federal  employees 
who  are  adversely  affected  by  disasters 
or  emergencies.  I  think  it  is  appro- 
priate to  raise  this  at  this  time,  and 
because  it  has  come  in  just  before  we 
are  going  into  recess,  I  want  to  intro- 
duce it  and  take  this  time  to  explain  It. 
with  the  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to 
move  it  very  rapidly  when  we  get  back. 

This  is  a  bill  that  would  be  called  the 
Federal  Employees  Emergency  Leave 
Transfer  Act  of  1995.  In  the  event  of  a 
major  disaster  or  emergency,  the  Presi- 
dent would  have  the  authority  to  di- 
rect the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment to  create  a  special  leave  transfer 
program  for  Federal  employees  af- 
fected by  the  disaster  emergency. 

Under  current  law.  Federal  employ- 
ees may  donate  annual  leave  to  other 
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employees  who  face  medical  emer- 
gencies. Current  law  is  limited  to  med- 
ical emergencies  and  requires  recipi- 
ents to  exhaust  their  own  leave  before 
using  donated  leave. 

Under  this  proposal  I  will  introduce 
today,  the  emergency  leave  transfer 
program  would  extend  to  employees 
who  do  not  face  a  medical  emergency 
but  need  extra  leave  because  of  other 
effects  of  disasters  or  emergencies, 
such  as  a  flood  that  has  destroyed  an 
employee's  home  or  an  earthquake  has 
affected  their  lifestyle. 

It  would  allow  an  agency-approved 
recipient  to  use  donated  leave  without 
having  to  first  exhaust  their  own  leave. 
It  would  allow  employees  in  any  execu- 
tive agency  to  donate  leave  for  transfer 
to  affected  employees  in  the  same  or  in 
other  agencies.  It  would  allow  current 
agency  leave  banks  to  donate  leave  to 
emergency  leave  transfer  programs. 
0PM  would  have  the  authority  to  es- 
tablish appropriate  operating  require- 
ments for  the  emergency  leave  transfer 
program,  including  program  limits  on 
the  amount  of  leave  that  could  be  do- 
nated and  used  under  this  program. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  leave 
transfer  will  permit  employees  to  help 
other  employees  at  no  cost  to  the  tax- 
payer, other  than  Incidental  adminis- 
trative costs,  because  there  is  no  addi- 
tional leave  provided  under  this  pro- 
gram to  any  employee  beyond  that 
which  is  already  credited  to  an  em- 
ployee which  has  been  earned  by  that 
employee. 

I  think  the  aftermath  of  the  Okla- 
homa disaster  showed  an  overwhelming 
interest  in  employees  being  able  to  do 
something  to  assist  fellow  employees 
who  are  affected  by  a  major  disaster  or 
emergency. 

1  commend  OPM  tor  thinkmg  of  this 
concept,  and  I  am  pleased  to  introduce 
at  their  request  this  bill  to  provide  au- 
thority for  leave  transfer  for  Federal 
employees  who  are  adversely  affected 
by  disasters  or  emergencies. 

I  thank  my  good  friend  from  Utah  for 
permitting  me  to  take  this  time  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  bill  and  a  summary  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

s.  868 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  ■Federal  Employees  Emergency 
Leave  Transfer  Act  of  1995". 

Sec  2.   (a)  Chapter  63  of  title  5.   United 
States  Code.  Is  amended  by  adding  after  sub- 
chapter V  the  following  new  subchapter: 
•■Subchapter  VI— Leave  Transfer  In  Disasters 

and  Emergencies 
"S6391.  Authority  for  leave  transfer  program 

in  disasters  and  emergencies 

■■(ai  For  the  purpose  of  this  section— 

■■(1)  "employee'  means  an  employee  as  de- 
fined In  section  6331(1);  and 


■(2)  'agency'  means  an  Executive  agency, 
"(b)  In  the  event  of  a  major  disaster  or 
emergency,  as  declared  by  the  President, 
that  results  in  severe  adverse  effects  for  a 
substantial  number  of  employees,  the  Presi- 
dent may  direct  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement to  establish  an  emergency  leave 
transfer  program  under  which  any  employee 
In  any  agency  may  donate  unused  annual 
leave  for  transfer  to  employees  of  the  same 
or  other  agencies  who  are  adversely  affected 
by  such  disaster  or  emergency. 

"(c)  The  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
shall  establish  appropriate  requirements  for 
the  operation  of  the  emergency  leave  trans- 
fer program  under  subsection  (b).  Including 
appropriate  limitations  on  the  donation  and 
use  of  annual  leave  under  the  program.  An 
employee  may  receive  and  use  leave  under 
the  program  without  regard  to  any  require- 
ment that  any  annual  leave  and  sick  leave  to 
a  leave  recipient's  credit  must  be  exhausted 
before  any  transferred  annual  leave  may  be 
used. 

"(d)  A  leave  bank  established  under  sub- 
chapter IV  may.  to  the  extent  provided  In 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management,  donate  annual  leave  to 
the  emergency  leave  transfer  program  estab- 
lished under  subsection  (b). 

"(e)  Except  to  the  extent  that  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  may  prescribe  by 
regulation,  nothing  In  section  7351  shall 
apply  to  any  solicitation,  donation,  or  ac- 
ceptance of  leave  under  this  section. 

"(f)  The  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
shall  prescribe  regulations  necessary  for  the 
administration  of  this  section.". 

(b)  The  analysis  for  chapter  63  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Subchapter  VI— Leave  Transfer  In  Disasters 

and  Emergencies 
■6391.  Authority  for  leave  transfer  program 
In  disasters  and  emergencies.  ". 

Sec  3.  The  amendments  made  by  section  2 
of  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Summary  of  the  Feder.al  Employees 

E.MERC ENCY  LEAVE  TRA.VSFER  ACT  OF  1995 

In  the  event  of  a  major  disaster  or  emer- 
gency, the  President  would  have  authority 
to  direct  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment (0PM)  to  create  a  special  leave  trans- 
fer program  for  Federal  employees  affected 
by  the  disaster  or  emergency. 

Under  current  law.  Federal  employees  may 
donate  annual  leave  to  other  employees  who 
face  medical  emergencies. 

Current  law  is  limited  to  medical  emer- 
gencies, and  requires  recipients  to  exhaust 
their  own  leave  before  using  donated  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  emergency  leave 
transfer  program — 

Would  extend  to  employees  who  do  not  face 
a  medical  emergency,  but  need  extra  leave 
because  of  other  effects  of  disaster  or  emer- 
gency—e.g.,  flood  destroyed  employee's 
home; 

Would  allow  agency-approved  recipients  to 
use  donated  leave  without  having  to  first  ex- 
haust their  own  leave; 

Would  allow  employees  In  any  Executive 
agency  to  donate  leave  for  transfer  to  af- 
fected employees  In  the  same  or  other  agen- 
cy; and 

Would  allow  current  agency  leave  banks  to 
donate  leave  to  emergency  leave  transfer 
program. 

0PM  would  have  authority  to  establish  ap- 
propriate operating  requirements  for  the 
emergency  leave  transfer  program,  including 
appropriate  limits  on  amounts  of  leave  that 
may  be  donated  and  used  under  program. 


Leave  transfer  permits  employees  to  help 
other  employees,  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpayer 
(Other  than  Incidental  administrative  costs), 
since  no  additional  leave  Is  provided  beyond 
what  would  already  be  credited. 


By  Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Jeffords): 
S.  870.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  to  require  a  refund 
value  for  certain  beverage  containers, 
and  to  provide  resources  for  State  pol- 
lution prevention  and  recycling  pro- 
grams, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

THE  INTERSTATE  WASTE  ACT  A.ME.NDMENT  ACT 
OF  1995 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  dur- 
ing the  Senate  consideration  of  the 
interstate  waste  bill.  I  reminded  my 
colleagues  that  10  States  have  achieved 
great  success  in  dealing  with  solid 
waste  by  implementing  some  form  of 
beverage  container  deposit  system.  My 
home  State  of  Oregon,  for  example,  has 
had  remarkable  success  with  its  own 
bottle  bill  for  over  20  years.  Con- 
sequently, I  offered  the  National  Bev- 
erage Container  Reuse  and  Recycling 
Act  as  an  amendment  to  that  legisla- 
tion. 

My  amendment  was  ultimately  with- 
drawn, but  not  before  the  chairman  of 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee,  Senator  Chafee,  agreed  to 
hold  a  hearing  in  his  committee  on  this 
issue  during  the  104th  Congress.  I  am 
enthused  by  this  opportunity  for  the 
bottle  bill  and  am  formally  introducing 
this  legislation  today.  Althout,'h  It  will 
be  referred  to  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee because  of  precedent,  the  Environ- 
ment Committee  is  also  an  appropriate 
for'am  to  consider  reducing  our  solid 
waste  stream.  The  National  Beverage 
Container  Reuse  and  Recycling  Act  of 
1995  is  identical  to  the  bill  I  introduced 
in  the  103d  Congress. 

As  someone  who  grew  up  during  the 
Great  Depression,  I  am  constantly  re- 
minded of  the  throw-away  ethic  that 
has  emerged  so  prominently  in  this 
country.  In  this  regard,  Oregon's  de- 
posit system  serves  as  a  much  greater 
role  than  merely  cleaning  up  littered 
highways,  saving  energy  and  resources 
or  reducing  the  waste  following  into 
our  teeming  landfills.  The  bottle  bill 
acts  as  a  tutor.  It  is  a  constant  re- 
minder of  the  conservation  ethic  that 
is  an  essential  component  of  any  plan 
to  see  this  country  out  of  its  various 
crises.  Each  time  a  consumer  returns  a 
can  for  deposit,  the  conservation  ethic 
is  reaffirmed,  and  hopefully  the 
consumer  will  then  re-apply  this  ethic 
in  other  areas. 

This  legislation  will  accomplish  na- 
tional objectives  to  meet  our  Nation's 
massive  waste  management  difficul- 
ties. A  national  deposit  system  will  re- 
duce solid  waste  and  litter,  save  natu- 
ral resources  and  energy,  and  create  a 


much  needed  partnership  between  con- 
sumers, industry,  and  local  govern- 
ments for  the  betterment  of  our  com- 
munities. 

So  often.  States  serve  as  laboratories 
for  what  later  emerges  as  successful 
national  policies.  The  State  of  Oregon 
and  other  bottle  bill  States  have  prov- 
en that  deposit  programs  are  an  effec- 
tive method  to  deal  with  beverage  con- 
tainers, which  make  up  the  single  larg- 
est component  of  waste  systems.  Ac- 
cording to  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice deposit  law  States,  which  account 
for  only  18  percent  of  the  population, 
re-cycle  65  percent  of  all  glass  and  98 
percent  of  all  PET  plastic  nationwide. 
That  means  82  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation is  recycling  less  than  25  percent 
of  our  nation's  beverage  container 
waste. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know.  I 
have  a  20-year  history  on  this  issue  and 
have  been  greatly  enthused  by  develop- 
ments in  recent  years  in  promoting  the 
establishment  of  a  national  bottle  bill. 
The  commitment  I  received  earlier  this 
year  for  a  hearing  in  the  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  is  greatly 
encouraging.  Although  this  bill  has 
historically  been  referred  to  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee,  in  recent  years 
significant  actions  on  this  measure 
have  come  in  the  Senate  Environment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  and  the 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Com- 
mittee. 

Senator  Jeffords  offered  the  bill  as 
an  amendment  to  the  Resource  Con- 
servation and  Recovery  Act  [RCRA]  in 
the  Environment  and  Public  Works 
Committee  during  the  102d  Congress. 
Even  though  this  attempt  failed  by  a 
vote  of  6  to  10  it  was  a  monumental 
step  forward.  Additionally,  during  the 
same  Congress  a  hearing  was  held  in 
the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee  on  the  energy  con- 
servation implications  of  beverage  con- 
tainer recycling  as  outlined  in  that  ses- 
sion's bottle  bill.  S.  2335. 

I  regret  that  I  frequently  have  come 
to  the  Senate  floor  to  force  the  Senate 
to  take  action  on  this  matter,  but  that 
seems  to  be  the  only  effective  proce- 
dure for  moving  forward  on  this  bill. 
For  example,  during  the  1992  Presi- 
dential campaign  candidate  Bill  Clin- 
ton declared  his  support  for  a  national 
bottle  bill.  However,  once  he  took  of- 
fice he  and  the  Congress  were  surpris- 
ingly silent  on  the  issue.  Consequently, 
I  was  forced  to  offer  the  Beverage  Con- 
tainer Reuse  and  Recycling  Act  as  an 
amendment  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Mr.  President.  It  is  widely  acknowl- 
edged that  recycling  is  the  wave  of  the 
future  and  this  legislation  will  facili- 
tate the  recycling  of  beverage  contain- 
ers. I  firmly  believe  the  time  has  come 
for  Congress  to  follow  the  wise  lead  of 
these  States  and  encourage  deposit  sys- 
tems on  a  national  level.  I  strongly 
urge  my  colleagues  to  fully  examine 
the  benefits  of  a  national  beverage  con- 


tainer deposit  system  and  to  support 
this  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  several 
letters  of  support  for  the  bottle  bill 
amendment  to  the  Interstate  Waste 
bill  be  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

CONTAINER  Recycling  institute, 

Washington,  DC,  May  12,  1995. 
Senator  Mark  Hatfield. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hatfield,  The  Container 
Recycling  Institute  salutes  you  for  your 
unyielding  support  for  a  national  deposit 
system  for  the  collection  of  used  beverage 
containers.  With  return  rates  of  over  85  per- 
cent, the  ten  states  which  require  deposits 
on  beverage  containers  are  doing  the  "lion's 
share"  of  the  nation's  recycling.  It  Is  the 
most  effective  recycling  and  litter  reduction 
system  on  the  books  today.  Residents  of  bot- 
tle bin  states  enjoy  streets,  beaches,  parks 
and  playgrounds  that  are  virtually  free  of 
beverage  container  litter. 

One-way  beverage  containers  are  the  epit- 
ome of  the  throw-away  society.  Every  year, 
over  30  billion  beverage  containers  are  either 
burned  or  landfllled  In  the  Unites  States. 
This  senseless  waste  represents  more  than 
unwisely  used  landfill  space,  but  also  a 
squandering  of  the  world's  natural  resources. 
A  recent  draft  study  of  deposit  laws  by  the 
Tellus  Institute  found  that  a  national  bottle 
bin  would  save  SI .60  cents  per  person  per 
year  In  avoided  manufacturing  emissions 
from  beverage  container  production.  The 
same  study  found  that  we  would  save  $2.78 
person  per  year  from  avoided  Utter  pick  up 
costs. 

Deposit  laws  shift  a  major  portion  of  the 
burden  of  recycling  and  litter  pick  up  from 
state  and  local  governments  onto  those  who 
produce,  sell  and  consume  the  product.  In 
other  words,  the  "polluter  pays  ".  For  too 
long,  the  general  population  has  been  forced 
to  pay  for  the  social  consequences  of  throw- 
away  packaging.  The  unclaimed  deposits,  es- 
timated to  be  about  $1.7  billion  per  year, 
would  be  used  by  the  states  to  help  fund 
other  recycling  programs. 
Sincerely, 

Sheila  Cooan. 
Executive  Director. 

May  12,  1995. 
Hon.  Mark  Hatfield, 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Hatfield:  I  strongly  en- 
dorse the  National  Beverage  Container  Reuse 
and  Recycling  Act  of  1995.  The  ten  states 
that  have  passed  container  deposit  legisla- 
tion have  demonstrated  that  this  system  Is 
an  effective  litter  and  solid  waste  reduction 
mechanism.  It  has  been  successfully  imple- 
mented in  both  rural  and  industrial  states, 
providing  a  convenient  recycling  oppor- 
tunity for  practically  everyone  In  the  states 
that  have  passed  it. 

Several  reputable  studies  have  shown  that 
deposit  systems  are  fully  compatible  with 
curbside  recycling  programs.  In  fact,  statis- 
tics show  that  more  than  half  of  all  the  peo- 
ple served  by  curbside  recycling  in  the  U.S. 
live  In  states  that  have  deposit. redemption 
systems.  With  recent  reports  showing  that 
municipal  solid  waste  generation  in  on  the 
rise,  we  need  as  many  recycling  tools  as  pos- 
sible to  ensure  that  '.ve  meet  our  recycling 
targets. 

With  recycling  markets  showing  unprece- 
dented strength,  a  national  bottle  bill  will 


just  barely  satisfy  the  markets  voracious  ap- 
petite for  recovered  PET  soft  drink  bottles. 
Carpets,  shoes,  containers,  and  recyclers  are 
in  danger  of  going  out  of  business  if  they 
don't  find  more  supplies  of  recyclable  mate- 
rials. 

So,  In  the  Interest  of  creating  jobs,  divert- 
ing millions  of  tons  of  solid  waste  and  vir- 
tually ridding  the  landscape  of  littered  bev- 
erage containers.  I  wholeheartedly  lend  my 
support  to  the  Beverage  Container  Reuse  and 
Recycling  Act  of  1995. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Tina  Hobson, 

President. 
Renew  America. 

Resource  Recycling, 
Portland.  OR.  May  12,  1995. 

Senator  Mari{  Hatfield. 

Hart  Senate  Office  Building.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.jvtor  Hatreld:  As  technical  edi- 
tor of  Resource  Recycling,  the  nation's  most 
widely  distributed  magazine  dedicated  to  re- 
cycling issues.  I  endorse  the  National  Bev- 
erage Container  Reuse  and  Recycling  Act  of 
1995. 

Deposit  laws  have  an  impressive  track 
record,  both  Internationally  and  In  the  U.S. 
Sweden's  recycling  rate  for  aluminum  cans 
of  90  percent  In  1994.  the  highest  in  the 
world,  is  due  to  that  country's  deposit  on 
cans.  The  ten  states  that  have  passed  con- 
tainer deposit  legislation,  including  our 
home  state  of  Oregon,  have  demonstrated 
that  this  system  is  an  effective  litter  and 
solid  waste  reduction  mechanism.  California 
recently  reported  a  75  percent  decrease  in 
beverage  container  litter  since  1986.  Deposit 
laws  have  been  successfully  Implemented  in 
both  rural  and  Industrial  states,  providing  a 
convenient  recycling  opportunity  for  prac- 
tically everyone  in  the  states  that  have 
passed  it.  I  can  say  with  confidence  that  the 
recycling  movement  would  not  be  as  healthy 
as  it  Is  today  were  it  not  for  the  consistent 
high  return  rates  of  the  deposit  law  states. 

Several  reputable  studies  have  shown  that 
deposit  systems  are  fully  compatible  with 
curbside  recycling  programs.  In  fact,  statis- 
tics show  that  over  half  of  all  people  served 
by  curbside  recycling  collection  in  the  U.S. 
today,  live  in  states  that  have  deposit  or  re- 
demption systems.  With  recent  reports  show- 
ing that  municipal  solid  waste  generation  is 
on  the  rise,  we  need  as  many  recycling  tools 
as  possible  to  ensure  that  we  meet  our  recy- 
cling targets. 

With  recycling  markets  showing  unprece- 
dented strength,  a  national  bottle  bill  will 
just  barely  satisfy  the  market's  voracious 
appetite  for  recovered  PET  soft  drink  bot- 
tles. Carpets,  containers  and  textiles  are 
some  of  the  uses  for  recovered  soft  drink  bot- 
tles, and  plastic  reclaimers  are  in  danger  of 
going  out  of  business  for  lack  of  supplies  of 
recyclable  materials. 

So,  in  the  interest  of  creating  jobs,  divert- 
ing millions  of  tons  of  solid  waste  into  high 
quality  feedstocks  for  our  factories  and  rid- 
ding the  landscape  of  littered  beverage  con- 
tainers. 1  would  enthusiastically  support  the 
National  Beverage  Container  Reuse  and  Re- 
cycling Act  of  1995. 
Sincerely. 

Steve  apotheker. 

Technical  Editor. 


14690 


1 

STK 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  26,  1995 


Poly-Anna  Plas'^ 

Products,  inc.. 
Milwaukee.  Wl.  May  15.  1995. 
Hon.  Russell  D.  Feingold. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Wasfiington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  My  hope  is  that  this  letter 
reaches  you  while  there  Is  still  a  live  amend- 
ment on  the  floor  for  a  National  Container 
Deposit  (A.K.A.  'Bottle  Bill.')  As  a  recycler. 
I  promise  you  that  nothing  brings  In  the  bot- 
tles and  cans  as  a  deposit  does  and  never  has 
a  market  gone  begging  for  that  material 
more  than  It  does  today.  If  a  deposit  law  is 
written  to  overcome  the  problems  that  were 
evident  In  the  first  group  of  state  bills  now 
In  force,  we  could  solve  many  of  the  recy- 
cling, solid  waste.  Utter  and  financial  prob- 
lems In  one  fell  swoop.  The  solution  Is  to 
have  the  system  based  on  the  California  re- 
demption system  now  In  place  with  some  im- 
provements. The  key  Is  to  let  redemption 
take  place  at  recycling  centers  that  desire  It 
and  not  In  the  grocery  store  that  hates  It. 
The  second  target  Is  to  allow  the  approxi- 
mate 1.6  BUUon  dollars  In  unredeemed  depos- 
its (estimate  based  on  national  ten  cent  de- 
posit) to  go  directly  to  the  cities  responsible 
for  administering  recycling  programs.  This 
money,  plus  the  cans  and  Jugs  that  they  too 
could  redeem  for  full  deposit  from  the  waste 
stream  would  solve  problem  for  cities  such 
as  DC  where  programs  have  jusc  recently 
been  shut  down. 

I  am  a  board  member  of  the  National  Recy- 
cling Coalition  and  have  authored  a  position 
statement  on  such  a  bill  that  will  be  debated 
this  Friday  afternoon  In  Alexandria  at  the 
NRC's  spring  board  meeting.  I  have  studied 
the  Issue  quite  In  detail  and  would  be  happy 
to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  either 
here  from  my  office  or  while  in  the  DC  area 
this  Friday  and  Saturday  at  the  Holiday  Inn 
Old  Town.  This  Is  a  chance  for  a  great  vic- 
tory for  recycling  and  our  environment.  I 
hope  you  can  get  behind  it. 
Thank  you. 

MARTi-  FOR.MAN. 

President. 

NORTHEASTERN  CONNECTICUT  RE- 
GIONAL Resource  Recoverv  au- 
thority, 

Dayville.  CT.  May  12. 1995. 
Senator  Mark  Hatfield,  i 

U.S.  Senate.  ' 

Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.^tor  Hatfield:  I  wish  to  lend  my 
support  for  the  National  Beverage  Container 
Recycling  Act.  As  a  regional  recycling  coor- 
dinator In  one  of  the  nation's  few  bottle  bill 
states  I  can  unequivocally  say  that  deposit 
legislation  has  greatly  aided  our  recycling 
efforts.  As  a  professional  In  the  field  of  solid 
waste  management  the  benefits  of  the  Na- 
tional Beverage  Container  Recycling  Act  are 
many  and  clear: 

Bottle  Bills  effect  a  far  greater  recovery 
rate  for  beverage  containers  than  curbslde 
recycling  programs. 

Bottle  Bills  dramatically  reduce  beverage 
container  litter.  Including  broken  glass. 

Deposit  legislation  results  In  a  much  high- 
er grade  of  scrap. 

By  effectively  capturing  PET  plastic  recy- 
clers  are  not  faced  with  Including  light 
weight  material  at  curbslde. 

Beverage  containers  have  unique  prop- 
erties: they  are  one-use  containers  often 
consumed  away  from  home  (and  recycling 
programs).  For  much  of  the  rural  U.S.  expan- 
sive and  expensive  curbslde  recycling  are  not 
practical.  Bottle  bills  help  address  this  fact. 

ReflUable  containers,  once  the  mainstay  of 
the  beverage  Industry,  are  really  only  viable 
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with  deposits  that  ensure  the  containers  are 
returned  for  refilling. 

Winston  Averill. 
Regional  Recycling  Coordinator.* 


By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Murkowski): 
S.  87L  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  man- 
agement and  disposition  of  the  Hanford 
Reservation,  to  provide  for  environ- 
mental management  activities  at  the 
reservation,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

the  hanford  land  manage.ment  act 
•  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier this  spring  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy released  a  report  on  the  estimated 
cost  of  cleaning  up  the  Department's 
nuclear  weapons  complex.  The  report 
provides  the  first  realistic  assessment 
of  the  cost  of  the  cleanup  program 
since  it  began  in  1989. 

The  results  of  this  assessment  are  so- 
bering. The  Department  concluded  that 
it  would  cost  anywhere  between  $175 
billion  and  half  a  trillion  dollars  to 
clean  up  these  sites,  depending  on  the 
baseline  case  would  cost  $230  billion 
over  the  next  75  years. 

Even  these  figures  exclude  the  cost  of 
cleaning  up  problems  for  which  no  fea- 
sible cleanup  technology  exists,  the  $23 
billion  we  have  already  spent,  and  the 
$50  to  $75  million  per  year  we  will 
spend  monitoring  and  maintaining 
them  after  2070. 

The  Department's  report  follows  on 
the  heels  of  the  Blush  report  on  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  efforts  to  cleanup 
the  Hanford  Reservation.  Last  fall,  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources commissioned  Steve  Blush,  a 
former  director  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  nuclear  safety  office,  to 
evaluate  the  Hanford  cleanup. 

The  committee  asked  Mr.  Blush  to 
focus  on  Hanford  because  it  is  the  larg- 
est of  the  Department's  weapons  sites 
and  it  poses  some  of  the  most  intracta- 
ble cleanup  problems.  Hanford  now  re- 
ceives about  one  quarter  of  the  $6  bil- 
lion we  spend  on  this  program  each 
year.  We  have  already  spent  $7.5  billion 
on  the  Hanford  cleanup  and  are  cur- 
rently spending  $L5  billion  per  year. 

Mr.  Blush  found  that  the  Hanford 
cleanup  is  "floundering  in  a  legal  and 
regulatory  morass."  His  report  de- 
scribes regulatory  requirements  that 
are: 

unworkable,  disjunctive,  lack  scientific  and 
technical  merit,  undermine  any  sense  of  ac- 
countability for  taxpayer  dollars,  and  most 
Importantly,  are  having  an  overall  negative 
effect  on  worker  and  public  health  and  safe- 
ty. 

The  Blush  report  gives  no  aid  or  com- 
fort to  those  who  think  all  our  prob- 
lems can  be  solved  by  abolishing  the 
Department  of  Energy.  The  report 
makes  it  clear  that  the  responsibility 
for  creating  and  perpetuating  this  un- 
workable system  lies  with  us,  the  Con- 
grass. 

We  have  given  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy an  impossible  task.  We  have  told 


it  to  meet  standards  that  cannot  be  at- 
tained, to  use  technologies  that  do  not 
exist,  to  meet  deadlines  that  cannot  be 
achieved,  to  employ  workers  that  are 
not  needed,  and  to  do  it  all  with  less 
money  than  it  requested.  To  make 
matters  worse,  the  law  now  provides 
for  criminal  penalties,  including  jail 
time,  for  senior  Department  officials  if 
they  fail  to  do  the  impossible. 

Mr.  President,  the  Hanford  cleanup 
cannot  continue  on  its  present  course. 
The  administration  has  already  pro- 
posed a  $4.4  billion  reduction  in  the 
overall  cleanup  program  over  the  next 
5  years,  over  a  billion  of  which  is  likely 
to  come  out  of  the  Hanford  cleanup. 
Lower  funding  will  result  in  deadlines 
being  missed,  which  will  result  in  the 
Department  being  fined.  Fines  will 
have  to  be  paid  out  of  cleanup  funds, 
which  will  result  in  more  deadlines 
being  missed  and  more  fines  being  lev- 
ied. Moreover,  senior  officials  will  be 
forced  to  leave  their  posts  rather  than 
face  criminal  sanctions. 

If  the  cleanup  program  is  not  re- 
formed, it  will,  in  time,  collapse  of  its 
own  weight  to  the  detriment  of  all  con- 
cerned. The  only  question  is  how  much 
money  will  have  been  wasted  before 
that  happens. 

The  problems  besetting  the  Hanford 
cleanup  cannot  be  fixed  by  the  Depart- 
ment itself  or  by  Congress  through  the 
appropriations  process.  The  Blush  re- 
port makes  clear  that  "Congress  must 
fundamentally  change  the  underlying 
legal  and  regulatory  framework.*  *  *" 
What  is  needed  is  "legislation  that  re- 
defines the  regulatory  framework  and 
establishes  fiscal  responsibility,  a  more 
realistic  timeframe,  better  standards, 
and  a  more  clearly  defined  mission  for 
the  cleanup." 

Accordingly.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Murkowski  and  I  are  today  introducing 
a  bill  to  establish  a  comprehensive  pro- 
gram to  clean  up  the  Hanford  site.  The 
bill  requires  the  Department  of  Energy 
to  prepare  a  comprehensive  environ- 
mental management  plan  for  Hanford. 
The  plan  is  to  include  a  future  land-use 
plan  for  the  560-square-mile  site,  an  as- 
sessment of  the  risks  posed  by  condi- 
tions at  the  site,  and  new  programs  for 
managing  radioactive  and  hazardous 
substances  and  cleaning  up  environ- 
mental contamination  at  the  site. 

While  the  reforms  made  by  this  bill 
are  necessary,  they  are  not  sufficient. 
Additional  legislation  will  be  needed  to 
address  conflicts  between  the  new 
cleanup  requirements  and  the  existing 
jumble  of  environmental  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  agreements  that  now  govern 
Hanford.  In  addition,  legislation  is  ur- 
gently needed  to  fix  the  problem  of 
fines  and  criminal  liability.  Senator 
Murkowski  and  I  will  also  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  to  address  those 
matters. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  today  fo- 
cuses solely  on  Hanford.  That  was  the 
site   the   Blush   report  examined  and. 


therefore,  the  site  we  know  most 
about.  Many  of  the  problems  at  Han- 
ford are  systemic  to  the  entire  weapons 
complex.  Many  of  the  reforms  we  are 
proposing  for  Hanford  can.  and  prob- 
ably should  be.  extended  to  other  sites. 
My  hope  is  that  Hanford  might  serve  as 
a  pilot  for  the  rest  of  the  complex. 

Rumors  about  this  bill  have  already 
excited  considerable  fear,  consterna- 
tion, and  resentment  in  the  Hanford 
community.  Some  of  the  conditions  at 
Hanford  pose  serious  health  and  safety 
risks  that  the  public  has  ever.y  right  to 
have  remedied.  In  addition,  the  cleanup 
program  is  extremely  important  to  the 
area's  economy.  A  local  paper  has  de- 
scribed the  cleanup  as  bringing  a  "river 
of  money"  into  the  community.  Under- 
standably, residents  do  not  want  to  see 
the  flow  diminished. 

I  want  to  assure  the  people  of  the 
Northwest  and  their  able  representa- 
tives in  this  body  that  my  purpose  in 
offering  this  bill  is  to  create  a  progi'am 
that  works,  that  is  sustainable  within 
the  Department  of  Energ,v's  shrinking 
budget,  that  adequately  protects  the 
public  health  and  safety  and  the  envi- 
ronment, and  that  is  scientifically 
sound  and  achievable. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  me 
in  this  effort. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  summary  of  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mai-y  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

summary  of  the  hanford  land 
Management  act 
Sec.  1.  Short  title 

Self-explanatory. 
Sec.  2.  Definitions 

Self-explanatory. 
Sec.  3.  Environmental  management  plan 

Directs  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  prepare 
a  comprehensive  plan  governing  environ- 
mental management  activities  at  Hanford. 
Environmental  management  activities  In- 
clude both  the  management  (I.e..  treatment. 
storage,  and  disposal)  of  hazardous  sub- 
stances and  radioactive  materials  and  envi- 
ronmental cleanup  activities.  The  plan  is  to 
Include  a  future  land  use  plan  for  the  site,  an 
assessment  of  the  risks  at  the  site,  and  pro- 
grams both  for  managing  hazardous  sub- 
stances and  radioactive  materials  and  for 
cleaning  up  the  site. 
5ec.  4.  Land  use 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  prepare  a  com- 
prehensive land  use  plan  for  Hanford  as  part 
of  the  environmental  management  plan.  The 
Secretary  Is  to  designate  future  uses  for  par- 
cels within  the  Hanford  Reservation  after 
consideration  of  risks  to  the  public  and 
cleanup  workers;  the  technical  feasibility 
and  cost  of  cleaning  up  the  site  for  other 
uses;  the  Importance  of  the  site  for  other 
purposes;  the  views  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Governor  of  Washington,  af- 
fected communities,  and  Indian  tribes;  and 
the  availability  of  federal  funds. 

Implementation  of  the  Secretary's  rec- 
ommendations to  release  parcels  from  fed- 
eral ownership  will  require  subsequent  legis- 
lation. 


Sec.  5.  Risk  assessment 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  com- 
prehensive risk  assessment  of  all  major  ac- 
tivities, substances,  and  conditions  at  Han- 
ford that  pose  a  risk  to  human  health,  safe- 
ty, or  the  environment.  The  risk  assessment 
protocol  Is  based  upon  S.  333.  the  Risk  Man- 
agement Act  of  1995.  reported  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 
Sec.  6.  .Materials  and  waste  management 

Directs  the  Secretary  to  set  new  standards 
for  the  treatment  storage,  and  disposal  of 
hazardous  waste  and  radioactive  materials 
at  Hanford.  The  standards  must  provide  ade- 
quate protection  to  the  health  and  safety  of 
the  public  and  accord  with  the  common  de- 
fense and  security  (i.e..  the  standard  applied 
to  civilian  nuclear  power  plants  licensed  by 
the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission). 

In  setting  these  standards,  the  Secretary 
must  consider  reasonably  anticipated  future 
land  uses,  the  views  of  the  affected  commu- 
nities and  Indian  tribes,  the  availability  of 
cost-effective  technology,  the  risk  assess- 
ment conducted  under  section  5.  comparable 
federal  and  state  standards,  and  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Defense  Nuclear  Facili- 
ties Safety  Board. 

In  addition  to  the  standards,  the  environ- 
mental management  plan  must  Include  an 
Inventory  of  hazardous  substances  and  radio- 
active materials  at  Hanford  and  designate 
the  method  chosen  to  manage  such  sub- 
stance or  material. 

In  selecting  management  options,  the  Sec- 
retary must  consider  risk  to  the  public  and 
workers,  cost,  the  possibility  of  Interim  stor- 
age pending  radioactive  decay  or  techno- 
logical development,  and  the  views  of  federal 
and  state  regulators  and  the  affected  com- 
munities and  Indian  tribes. 
Sec.  7.  Site  restoration 

Directs  the  Secretary  to  set  new  standards 
for  cleaning  up  the  site.  The  standards  must 
provide  adequate  protection  to  the  health 
and  safety  of  the  public  and  accord  with  the 
common  defense  and  security  (i.e..  the  stand- 
ards applied  to  civilian  nuclear  power  plants 
licensed  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion). 

In  setting  these  standards,  the  Secretary 
must  consider  reasonably  anticipated  future 
land  uses,  the  views  of  the  affected  commu- 
nities and  Indian  tribes,  the  availability  of 
cost-effective  technology,  the  risk  assess- 
ment conducted  under  section  5.  comparable 
federal  and  state  standards,  and  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Defense  Nuclear  Facili- 
ties Safety  Board. 

In  addition  to  the  standards,  the  environ- 
mental management  plan  must  designate  the 
remedial  actions  chosen  to  clean  up  the  site. 

In  selecting  remedial  actions,  the  Sec- 
retary must  consider  the  effectiveness  of  the 
remedy,  risk  to  the  public  and  workers,  cost, 
and  the  views  of  the  affected  communities 
and  Indian  tribes  (I.e.,  the  factors  proposed 
by  the  Administration  in  its  Superfund  re- 
form bill  in  1994).  The  Secretary  must  also 
consider  the  possibility  of  interim  contain- 
ment pending  radioactive  decay  and  techno- 
logical development. 
Sec.  8.  Workforce  restructuring 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  employees  at  Hanford  to  the  number 
needed  to  accomplish  authorized  activities. 
Sec.  9.  .Authomation  of  appropriations 

Authorizes  appropriation  of  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  environmental  man- 
agement activities  at  Hanford.* 


By   Mr.    BOND   (for   himself  and 

Mr.  LlEBERMAN): 


S.  872.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  modernized  and  sim- 
plified health  information  network  for 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 
the  health  information  modernization  and 

SECURrrY  ACT 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  an  old  friend— the 
Health  Information  Modernization  and 
Security  Act.  In  past  years.  1  had 
worked  with  Senator  Riegle  in  develop- 
ing this  legislation.  I  am  now  very 
pleased  that  Senator  Lieberman  has 
been  working  with  me  to  present  this 
legislation  for  this  Congress.  Also,  as 
in  past  years,  we  are  very  fortunate  to 
have  the  bipartisan  support  of  Con- 
gressmen HoBSON  and  Sawyer  from 
Ohio  who  will  introduce  this  bill  in  the 
other  Chamber. 

Our  health  care  system  today  need- 
lessly wastes  billions  of  dollars  on  red 
tape  and  paperwork.  This  administra- 
tive waste  effectively  adds  a  10-percent 
surcharge  to  every  health  insurance 
and  health  bill  in  the  country.  In  a 
world  that  is  increasingly  automated 
and  computerized,  health  professionals 
must  still  largely  rely  on  an  anti- 
quated and  inefficient  paper-based  sys- 
tem to  file  claims  with  insurers  and  co- 
ordinate benefits. 

The  bill  that  I  am  introducing  today 
is  the  latest  in  a  project  that  began  3 
years  ago  with  the  introduction  of  the 
Health  Insurance  Simplification  and 
Portability  Act.  That  legislation  has 
evolved  considerably  since  then  and  we 
have  sought  the  input  of  hundreds  of 
experts  from  across  the  Nation.  Laist 
year  during  the  health  care  reform  de- 
bate, this  effort  received  broad  biparti- 
san support  and  was  included  in  nearly 
every  major  health  care  reform  bill. 

The  first  and  most  obvious  question 
is:  Why  is  Federal  legislation  needed? 
The  answer  to  that  question  goes  back 
to  1991  when  the  Workgroup  for  Elec- 
tronic Data  Interchange,  or  WEDI  as  it 
is  now  called,  was  formed  by  then  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
Dr.  Louis  Sullivan.  WEDI  was  formed 
to  respond  to  the  challenge  of  reducing 
administrative  costs  in  the  Nation's 
health  care  system.  WEDI  is  made  up 
of  health  insurers,  hospital  officials, 
physicians,  dentists,  nurses,  phar- 
macists, privacy  experts,  businesses, 
and  technology  experts.  WEDI  has 
strongly  recommended  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  adopt  standards  for 
the  electronic  data  interchange  of  fi- 
nancial and  administrative  informa- 
tion to  ensure  uniformity  across  State 
lines-. 

There  is  a  blizzard  of  paperwork  that 
is  a  nightmare  for  patients,  hospitals, 
doctors  and  businesses  in  this  country. 
Everyone  agrees  that  a  solution  must 
be  found  that  reduces  these  costs  and 
the  burden  they  are  placing  on  our 
health  care  system  and  the  ability  of 
people  to  afford  it.  A  study  conducted 
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by  Lewin-VHI  estimated  that  adminis- 
trative costs  add  $135  billion  in  health 
costs  in  the  United  States.  These  costs 
are  escalated  by  the  unwieldy  ineffi- 
cient paperwork-blizzard  billing  sys- 
tem that  has  evolved  in  this  country. 

In  other  sectors  where  accurate  and 
timely  information  is  key  to  produc- 
tion, the  investment  has  been  made  in 
information  systems.  There  are  good 
explanations  for  why  health  care  has 
been  slow  to  invest  in  information  sys- 
tems. There  are  barriers  such  as  so- 
called  quill  pen  laws  that  require  infor- 
mation to  be  sent  and  kept  on  paper. 
There  is  a  lack  of  standards  for  the 
data  and  there  is  a  lack  of  discipline  on 
the  part  of  insurers  to  agree  unani- 
mously to  a  common  set  of  data  to  use 
for  billing  purposes.  These  are  just  a 
couple  of  examples  of  the  barriers  to 
overcome. 

In  March  1992,  I  introduced,  along 
with  Senator  Riegle.  the  Health  Insur- 
ance Simplification  and  Portability 
Act.  The  main  purpose  of  that  bill  was 
to  reduce  administrative  costs  and  pro- 
tect consumers  from  insurance  rip-offs. 
I  am  proud  to  say  that  it  was  one  of  the 
few  bipartisan  health  bills  that  were 
introduced  during  that  Congress.  Later 
in  1992.  I  introduced  the  Medical  and 
Health  Insurance  Information  Reform 
Act  which  was  the  Bush  administra- 
tion's proposal  for  bringing  administra- 
tive costs  under  control. 

My  goal  has  been  to  draft  legislation 
to  propose  what  the  experts  are  saying 
must  be  done  to  reduce  administrative 
costs.  The  steps  they  recommend  would 
facilitate  the  development  of  a  viable 
market  in  this  area  and  lead  to  the 
eventual  implementation  of  electronic 
solutions  to  many  information  prob- 
lems that  exist  in  health  care  today. 

In  determining  the  proper  Federal 
role,  the  experts  have  been  telling  us  is 
that  first  they  don't  want  Government 
to  be  part  of  the  problem.  That  should 
be  obvious,  but  as  we  all  know  it  many 
times  is  easier  said  than  done. 

Second,  they  want  the  Government 
to  adopt  a  set  of  standards  and  conven- 
tions for  electronic  data  interchange 
for  financial  and  administrative  trans- 
actions in  the  health  care  system.  In 
adopting  these  standards,  the  Govern- 
ment should  recognize  the  value  of 
standards  that  have  already  been 
adopted  or  are  in  development  and  not 
try  to  reinvent  the  wheel.  Where  stand- 
ards already  exist,  those  are  the  stand- 
ards that  should  be  adopted. 

And  lastly,  but  most  importantly, 
legislation  is  needed  to  protect  the  pri- 
vacy and  confidentiality  of  patient 
data.  The  importance  of  this  effort 
must  be  underscored.  We  must  ensure 
that  access  to  data  that  includes  pa- 
tient identifiers  is  secure. 

Under  this  legislation,  the  Secretary 
would  adopt  national  standards  for 
electronic  health  claims  and  other  fi- 
nancial and  administrative  trans- 
actions. The  standards  that  would  be 


adopted  by  the  Secretary  would  be 
those  that  have  been  developed  by  pri- 
vate standards-setting  organizations 
that  seek  broad  consensus  and  input  to 
their  standards.  If  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines, however,  that  the  standards 
that  have  been  developed  by  these 
standard-setting  organizations  are  not 
practical  and  would  lead  to  substan- 
tially greater  administrative  costs 
compared  to  other  alternatives,  then 
the  Secretary  could  adopt  other  stand- 
ards that  are  in  use  and  generally  ac- 
cepted. 

Two  years  after  these  national  stand- 
ards for  electronic  transactions  are 
adopted,  all  health  care  plans  including 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  would  be  re- 
quired to  accept  health  claims  elec- 
tronically or  perform  any  of  the  stand- 
ardized transactions  electronically 
with  any  doctor,  pharmacist,  dentist, 
hospital,  or  any  health  provider  that 
wants  to  take  advantage  of  the  new 
electronic  standards.  Smaller  health 
plans  would  be  given  an  additional 
year,  for  a  total  of  three  years,  to  ac- 
cept the  electronic  transactions. 

Putting  this  system  of  standards  in 
place  means  that  all  health  providers 
would  be  able  to  send  their  insurance 
claims  electronically  to  the  universe  of 
payors  using  the  same  formats  and 
data.  These  standards  would  create  an 
electronic  universal  claims  form.  It 
further  means  that  payors  would  be 
able  to  perform  coordination  of  bene- 
fits activities  electronically  with  all 
other  payors.  This  will  help  crack  down 
on  fraud  and  dramatically  reduce  the 
number  of  improperly  paid  claims.  This 
will  save  consumers  billions  of  dollars 
each  year. 

Having  a  system  with  these  national 
standards  in  place  will  also  mean  that 
providers  will  no  longer  be  forced  to 
wade  through  the  multiple  forms  and 
formats  and  requests  for  additional 
data  for  billing  in  order  to  get  reim- 
bursed for  their  services.  In  addition, 
health  plans  would  reap  large  savings 
from  the  increased  number  of  claims 
they  would  receive  electronically. 
When  insurers  accept  claims  on  paper 
an  expensive  data  entry  system  is  in 
place  today  to  computerize  the  data 
from  the  paper  claim. 

This  bill  would  also  repeal  the  con- 
troversial Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Databank.  This  databank  was  created 
in  OBRA  93  to  collect  data  at  the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
to  identify  cases  in  which  claims  were 
Improperly  paid  by  Medicare  when  they 
should  have  been  paid  by  a  private  in- 
surer. By  law,  when  a  Medicare  bene- 
ficiary has  private  insurance,  the  pri- 
vate insurance  plan  is  the  primary 
payor.  The  databank  had  proved  to  be 
unworkable,  but  the  need  still  exists. 
Medicare  loses  billions  of  dollars  each 
year  by  paying  claims  improperly. 

In  estimating  the  amount  of  savings 
that  would  result  from  this  effort,  the 
workgroup   for   electronic    data   inter- 
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change  [WEDI]  conducted  an  extense 
study  and  analysis  of  data  to  deter- 
mine the  costs  of  implementation  and 
the  net  savings  possible  from  moving 
to  electronic  data  interchange  of 
health  data.  Using  the  WEDI  data,  it  is 
estimated  that  the  changes  that  would 
result  from  this  bill  would  produce  a 
net  savings  of  over  S29  billion  over  a  5- 
year  period  to  health  plans,  and  provid- 
ers. 

In  closing,  the  Government  should 
play  only  the  minimal  role  needed  to 
help  the  market  work.  Government 
should  not  design  the  solution.  If  the 
Government  tried  to  design  the  solu- 
tion we  would  end  up  with  another  set 
of  multimlllion  dollar  DOD  toilet  seats 
and  we  would  not  solve  the  problems 
that  exist. 

In  the  past  I  have  been  told  to  wait 
for  passage  of  a  comprehensive  health 
care  plan  to  enact  this  legislation  into 
law.  I  have  agreed  with  that  strategy 
in  the  past,  but  it  did  not  happen  and 
the  legislation  has  died  in  two  previous 
Congresses.  Had  we  gone  ahead  in  1992. 
this  system  would  be  in  place  today.  I 
do  still  want  to  see  comprehensive 
health  care  reform  and  will  await  ac- 
tion by  Congress  to  take  that  impor- 
tant step.  I  believe  this  legislation  will 
and  should  be  included  in  comprehen- 
sive reform  of  the  health  care  system. 
However.  I  will  ask  the  committee  of 
jurisdiction  and  the  majority  leader  to 
move  this  legislation  as  a  free  standing 
bill. 

This  health  care  information  system 
will  lower  administrative  costs,  im- 
prove the  quality  of  care  and  help  us  to 
learn  what  works  and  what  does  not 
work  in  health  care.  This  system  will 
provide  innumerable  benefits  to  our 
health  care  system  and  to  the  patients 
who  rely  on  it. 

I  still  agree  that  we  need  comprehen- 
sive health  care  reform.  I  want  to  see 
that  done.  I  want  this  bill  to  be  consid- 
ered. I  believe  it  will  be  included  in 
most  of  the  major  reform  packages 
coming  forward.  But  I  believe  that,  if 
no  comprehensive  legislation  passes, 
we  can  pass  this  bill. 

If  we  had  gone  ahead  and  passed  it  in 
1992.  the  2  or  3  years  needed  to  get  the 
system  up  and  running  would  have 
been  accomplished  and  we  could  have 
that  process  in  place  now. 

If  it  appears  that  we  will  not  have 
comprehensive  health  legislation  I  will 
ask  the  committee  of  jurisdiction  and 
the  majority  leader  to  move  this  legis- 
lation as  a  freestanding  bill.  It  will 
lower  administrative  costs,  improve 
the  quality  of  health  care,  and  help  us 
learn  what  works  and  what  does  not 
work. 

I  welcome  inquiries  of  my  colleagues. 
We  solicit  support.  Senator  Lieberm.\n 
and  I  would  be  delighted  to  have  other 
colleagues  join  with  us  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  summary  of  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 


Sl'mm.^rv  of  the  Health  Inform.'VTION 
Modernization  and  Security  act 


TITLE  I— purpose  AND  REPEAL  OF  DATABANK 

Purpose:  the  purpose  Is  to  Improve  the 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  programs  and  the  ef- 
ficiency and  effectiveness  of  the  health  care 
system  by  encouraging  the  development  of  a 
health  information  network  through  the  es- 
tablishment of  standards  and  requirements 
for  electronic  transmission  of  certain  health 
Information. 

Repeal  of  databank:  Repeals  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  Coverage  Databank  established 
in  OBRA  93  when  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  provides  written  notice 
to  Congress  that  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Coverage  Data  Bank  is  no  longer  necessary 
because  of  the  operation  of  the  health  infor- 
mation network  established  pursuant  to  this 
Act. 

TITLE  II— ADMINISTRATIVE  SIMPLIFICATION 

Adoption  of  electronic  transaction  stand- 
ards: The  Secretary  adopts  standards  so  that 
certain  common  health  care  administrative 
transactions  may  be  conducted  electroni- 
cally to  reduce  the  costs  of  paying  and  pro- 
viding health  care.  These  transactions  in- 
clude claims,  coordination  of  benefits, 
claims  attachments,  enrollment  and 
dlsenrollment,  eligibility,  payment  and  re- 
mittance advice,  premium  payments,  first 
report  of  Injury,  claims  status,  and  referral 
certification  and  authorization  of  services. 
These  standards  must  be  those  that  have 
been  developed  by  a  private  standards  set- 
ting organization  such  as  the  American  Na- 
tional Standards  Institute. 

The  Secretary  may  adopt  additional  stand- 
ards If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
standards  developed  by  private  standards 
setting  organizations  are  impractical  and 
more  costly  to  Implement  than  a  standard 
that  Is  in  use  and  generally  accepted.  The 
Secretary  Is  required  to  publish  In  the  Fed- 
eral Register  the  analysis  upon  which  such  a 
determination  is  made. 

The  Secretary  may  adopt  different  stand- 
ards for  data  elements  than  those  developed 
by  a  standards  setting  organization  through 
the  use  of  negotiated  rulemaking  if  a  dif- 
ferent standard  would  substantially  reduce 
administrative  costs. 

The  Secretary  also  adopts  standards  for 
unique  health  Identifiers,  code  sets,  elec- 
tronic signatures  and  coordination  of  bene- 
fits. 

Security  standards;  The  Secretary  is  re- 
quired to  adopt  security  standards  to  protect 
the  confidentiality  of  health  information,  to 
protect  against  threats  or  hazards  to  the  se- 
curity or  Integrity  of  the  Information,  and  to 
protect  against  unauthorized  uses  or  disclo- 
sures of  health  information. 

Privacy  standards:  The  Secreatry  Is  re- 
quired to  adopt  privacy  standards  including 
the  rights  of  individuals  with  respect  to 
their  health  Information  and  the  procedures 
for  exercising  these  rights.  Privacy  stand- 
ards shall  also  Include  standards  describing 
the  uses  and  disclosures  which  are  author- 
ized, and  the  security  of  such  information. 

Health  information  advisory  committee; 
The  Secretary  must  consult  with  other  ap- 
propriate federal  agencies  in  carrying  out 
these  duties  and  must  rely  on  recommenda- 
tions from  the  Health  Information  Advisory 
Committee.  The  Secretary  is  required  to 
publish  In  the  Federal  Register  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  advisory  committee  re- 
garding adoption  of  standards. 

Timetables  for  adoption  of  standards;  Ini- 
tial standards  are  to  be  adopted  within  18 
months  of  enactment  with  the  exception  of 


standards  for  claims  attachments  which  are 
to  be  adopted  within  30  months.  The  Sec- 
retary reviews  and  modifies  these  standards 
as  determined  appropriate  but  not  more  fre- 
quently than  every  6  months.  These  modi- 
fications must  still  be  those  adopted  by  a 
private  standards-setting  organization  or  fol- 
low the  procedures  outlined  earlier. 

Requirements  for  health  plans;  If  anyone 
desires  to  conduct  any  of  the  standardized  fi- 
nancial and  administrative  transactions 
with  a  health  plan  (which  includes  govern- 
ment health  plans),  then  the  health  plan 
must  conduct  that  standard  transaction  In  a 
timely  manner.  A  health  plan  can  satisfy 
this  requirement  by  using  a  health  Informa- 
tion network  service  or  "clearinghouse"  to 
translate  a  transaction  Into  the  standardized 
form. 

Timetables  for  compliance  with  require- 
ments; Large  health  plans,  as  defined  by  the 
Secretary,  must  comply  within  24  months  of 
the  adoption  of  a  standard.  Small  health 
plans  must  comply  within  36  months.  Health 
plans  must  comply  with  modification  to 
standards  In  a  timeframe  determined  appro- 
priate by  the  Secretary,  but  not  sooner  than 
180  days. 

General  penalty  for  failure  to  comply  with 
requirements  and  standards;  A  penalty  of 
SlOO  for  each  violation  is  Imposed.  No  pen- 
alty higher  than  $25,000  may  be  Imposed  dur- 
ing a  calendar  year  for  a  violation  of  a  spe- 
cific standard  or  requirement.  Penalties  do 
not  apply  if  it  established  that  the  person 
did  not  know  and  would  not  have  known  by 
exercising  reasonable  diligence.  If  the  failure 
was  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  to  will- 
ful neglect  and  the  failure  Is  corrected  with- 
in 30  days  (or  longer  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary),  no  penalty  Is  applied.  A  penalty 
not  already  waived,  may  be  further  reduced 
if  the  failure  Is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and 
not  to  willful  neglect  and  the  penalty  would 
be  excessive  relative  to  the  compliance  fail- 
ure. 

Criminal  penalties  for  wrongful  disclosure 
of  health  Information;  Any  person  who 
knowingly  (1)  uses  or  causes  a  unique  Identi- 
fier to  be  used  for  a  purpose  not  authorized 
'uy  the  SecieLai>.  i2/  u'ouaIuo  iiiuivIuUitiiy 
identifiable  health  information  In  violation 
of  the  privacy  standards  or  (3)  discloses  indi- 
vidually identifiable  health  Information  to 
another  person  in  violation  of  the  privacy 
standards  shall  (1)  be  fined  up  to  $50,000,  Im- 
prisoned for  up  to  a  year,  or  both,  (2)  If  the 
offense  Is  committed  under  false  pretenses, 
fined  up  to  $100,000.  Imprisoned  for  up  to  5 
years,  or  both:  and  (3)  if  the  offense  Is  com- 
mitted with  intent  to  sell  transfer,  or  use  In- 
dividually identifiable  health  information 
for  commercial  advantage,  personal  gain  or 
malicious  harm,  fined  up  to  $250,000,  Impris- 
oned for  up  to  10  years,  or  both. 

Effect  on  State  law;  Provisions,  require- 
ments and  standards  under  this  Act  super- 
sede contrary  provisions  of  State  law  includ- 
ing laws  that  require  medical  plan  records  or 
billing  Information  to  be  maintained  In  writ- 
ten rather  than  electronic  form  (so-called 
"quill  pen"  laws)  and  provisions  which  are 
more  stringent  than  the  requirements  or 
standards  under  the  Act.  Exceptions:  (1) 
state  laws  which  establish  more  stringent  re- 
quirements or  standards  with  respect  to  pri- 
vacy of  Individually  identifiable  health  In- 
formation (2)  state  laws  which  require  health 
providers  to  transmit  financial  and  adminis- 
trative health  transactions  electronically. 
(3)  state  laws  which  provide  for  the  coordina- 
tion of  health  benefits  which  are  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  enactment,  (4)  state  laws  that  the 
Secretary  determines  are  necessary  to  pre- 


vent fraud  and  abuse.  Nothing  In  this  Act 
preempts  or  invalidates  any  state  or  federal 
laws  for  public  health  reporting  of  certain 
health  data. 

Health  Information  advisory  committee: 
Establishes  a  Health  Information  Advisory 
Committee  of  15  members:  3  appointed  by  the 
President,  6  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  after  consultation 
with  the  Minority  Leader,  and  6  appointed 
by  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 
after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  Senate. 

Standards  for  patient  medical  record  Infor- 
mation; Not  earlier  than  4  years,  but  sooner 
than  6  years  after  enactment,  the  Secretary 
is  required  to  recommend  to  Congress  a  plan 
for  developing  and  implementing  uniform 
data  standards  for  patient  medical  record  In- 
formation and  the  electronic  exchange  of 
such  information. 

Grants  for  demonstration  projects:  The 
Secretary  Is  authorized  to  make  grants  for 
demonstration  projects  to  promote  the  de- 
velopment and  use  of  electronically  inte- 
grated clinical  Information  systems  and 
computerized  patient  medical  records. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  join  Senator  Bond  in  in- 
troducing the  Health  Information  Mod- 
ernization and  Security  Act.  The  bill 
will  reduce  the  cost  and  paperwork  as- 
sociated with  processing  health  care 
transactions  by  speeding  the  transition 
from  a  paper-based  system  to  a  system 
where  claims  are  processed  electroni- 
cally. We  worked  together  on  similar 
legislation  in  the  last  Congress  in  the 
context  of  comprehensive  health  care 
reform.  I  thank  Senator  Bond  for  his 
leadership  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  virtually  everyone 
agrees  that  simplifying  the  administra- 
tive processes  in  our  health  care  sys- 
tem will  have  important  benefits.  Ad- 
ministrative overhead  costs  can  be  cut 
dramatically  by  standardizing  claims 
forms  and  converting  as  many  paper 
claims  as  possible  to  electronic  trans- 
actions. In  a  hearing  I  chaired  last  year 
before  the  Regulation  and  Government 
Information  Subcommittee  of  the  Gov- 
ernment Affairs  Committee.  Linda 
Ryan,  director  of  the  New  York  State 
demonstration  project,  testified  that 
participating  hospitals  in  New  York 
were  saving  over  S8  a  claim  by  filing 
electronically. 

Even  more  money  could  be  saved  by 
improving  the  so-called  coordination  of 
benefits  process  whereby  Insurers  de- 
termined who  should  pay  first,  and  who 
should  cover  only  the  remainder  of  the 
bill.  This  process  could  be  automated 
and  completed  electronically.  At 
times,  however.  It  Is  still  done  with 
telephone  calls.  We  need  to  give  our  ad- 
ministrative systems  a  dose  of  high- 
technology  medicine. 

Reducing  paperwork  burdens  and 
costs  for  doctors,  hospitals.  Insurance 
companies,  and  patients  will  free  up 
time  and  money  so  that  more  of  our 
health  care  resources  can  go  to  deliver- 
ing health  care.  The  Government  will 
also  benefit,  particularly  from  Im- 
proved coordination  of  benefits.  Since 
Medicare    is   often    the   second   payer. 
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liniUT    ciKirdliuillon    of    l)mi«flli»    will 
BHVM    the    Meitlciii'ii    pioKi'iiiii     iiiiil    tttx 
pttynra  thtit.  luiid  li     duIIIoiih.   iHirlitipti 
hlllliinit,  1)1  iliilUiia 

KxptM'lt<lli'tt  i'liilMHnlH  cillltllin  III  tiullil 
\m   III-   linpimiMK    iitiw    liitdiriiiitliiii   rti 
i|iilrtiiiiuiitH  111  hinillh  cavo.  Th«  ItttfUlii- 
lli)n  wn  arn  IritrncluiInK  rcnUy  iiiipoHtm 
inliilnml    hiinluim   on    thu   prlvutti   mul 
imlilli'    Hucldrti   tiiiil    will    pi'oitiirt)    Hiili- 
Miaiitliil  MtivitmH  ihi'iiiitflioui.  tliti  htialtli 
iiiiH  Iruliuiiv    Unilor  Ihti  1)111,  tlin  Sm 
rtiittrv  ortlitt  Doprtitmiinl.  ol  M«ttlih  iwul 
Hiimmi  Hurvlitib  will  ilevnlop  uUiuldidH, 
riiltiH  iiMil  pii)i«i(hiinH  l()  itKiliitiiti   I  liii 
bIhiMdiiIi'  nHi  hittiHtt  of  tUia 

Hotllth    |)litllh   will    l)ti    l'tt(tull'()ll    to    tlati 
atiiiuidril  lUiiti  IohiuiIh    'I'Iih  Hocielttiy 
will  hUo  xiiitiblUh  itltiri(l«ir(U  to  HtiHitrii 
lliti  Btiriirllv  iiiiil  pilvticv  of  iiiHiilirtl  III 
I'oi'iimllot) 

The  1)111  HHUlilUhuit  a  Htialch  Iiifor 
mm  loll  AilvUorv  Coiiiiiill  Ion  t(j  provli|n 
pilvitiM  Huctiir  Input  to  thtt  .StKTtiliirv  In 
(litvtilopiiiK  HiitiidanU  lor  nltut.i'onli' 
ilttliiiB  Bithmltliil  'I'liH  coiiiiiiltl.tie  will 
ditto  Btudy  llin  InaHllilllty  of  udopllnu 
unlforni  data  MtandatdH  for  pallntil 
medli^al  record  Inloriiialloii,  a  rlial 
ItinKlnif  ohJni'tlvH  that.,  if  arhlnvud,  will 
bfiitatly  rmlijid  pap«irwoik  and  liiiprovn 
tditi  liifornial  Ion  avallaltltt  tor  Imallli 
t^arti  inhortirli  Tlin  hill  aluo  ant  hoiUtm 
thn  H«ii  I'Miaiv  to  provldu  td'AiilH  for 
ilonionHtratlon  |>i'o|tii!iH  to  proinotu  th« 
dtJVBlopiiieni  and  iisn  of  Blm:tronlrally 
Inlnmalitil  I  lliiiial  Inforiiiat Ion  ttyu 
tnnm  and  loniputuiUed  patltint  mmiloal 
I'Hcorda 

Kinally,  tha  hill  rti|MalM  an  liieflm:- 
tlVB  and  liiit-dttiiHoina  law  Contfi'uiis 
paBtttnl  au  part  of  ihti  lUli:t  OmiilliuB 
lludKttl  lltnoiKillatdon  Ad  That,  hill 
I'.ii.ilillBhtid  Mill  Modliai'ti  data  hank  t.o 
iinprovu  coordination  of  htinont.H.  Tliti 
hiw  inniilrea  fiiiplovturt  li)  annually 
provide  to  rtiti  I'Vdtiial  Oovuriiuiunt  thn 
naiiieiB,  Boi'ial  Buiuilly  iiuiiihorB,  ami 
daitiH  of  lovmaKH  for  all  miiployimB, 
BpouBtiM  ami  dtipHndmitii  rmalvliiK 
littallh  fovoiaKe.  I.aBt  ynar  In  a  (lovtun 
iiimil,  Affairs  ('(iiiiiiilllfin  huai'liitf  t  ho 
tlnnmaL  An  lamtiiiK  Offlcti  IdBllflnd 
that  tlin  Mt<tli(  Hill  data  hank  will  not. 
evtiii  add  BUiiiriianlly  t.o  Mtnlharn  or 
Mtulii  Hid  «  ahiliiy  t.o  collHr.L  nilBtakiui 
li.ivnuiiiiB  Tho  hill  w«  art)  Inl.roduiiiiK 
loilav  will  improvn  Mt)dliai«  coordlna- 
lion  of  httnidllB  wiitioul  liiipoBliiK  an 
uiiiitn  nBBary  hurdan  on  buiploytUB 

Mr  I'roBidont.,  huallh  faro  Inforina 
llaii  procoMBlnif  Ib,  to  ho  frank,  a  dry 
and    coiiiplliatud    auhjin  l      Milt,    hy    ad 

llltlBBlIlK    llllB    ■    hitlow    I  hit    llorl/.OH"    iBBUtI 

wn  laii  BlHiiillcantly  rndiicii  tho  i:o»t,  of 
our  linallh  (.iin  MVBlitiii  ami  Improvo  Itn 
tdlncl  iviuitian  1  urKo  my  colloaKuoB  lo 
Join  .Sniiiiior  MiiNi)  and  I  In  our  affort,  to 
do  juBi  that  hy  HUi)portlnK  tho  Hoalfh 
Information  Modtnnl/.at.lon  and  Hocu- 
Illy  Act 

Mr  AJSMC'lUirr  Mr  PioBldont..  may 
I  tako  t.hlB  opportunity  to  ii)mmoiid 
thn  BtMilor  Honator  from  I  ho  Stat.o  of 
Mlnndurl  for  hu  poiBlBfomo  on  a  diobI. 


Imporlanl.  malitu  aa  |i,  rolat.oB  to 
hnalMi  caro  of  AmorlraiiB.  I  know  hlu 
illllKonco  In  t.lilB  aroa  haa  roBultod  from 
a  lontt  llmo  of  aludy  and  an  undor- 
aiamlliiK  nf  modlral  retiordkonpinK.  I 
am  plnaBod  to  have  the  opportunHy  to 
rommtmd  him  and  to  ihank  lilm  for  lila 
imrformanco  In  thU  roapoi^t,. 

riiK  TON rHimiiioNrt  ok  mahk  havkb 

Mr  HONI).  Mr  I'rtialdunt ,  Im.  itiiHo  of 
llm  llmltatloiiB  of  tlimi  during  mornlmf 
hiialiitiBB,  1  nave  only  a  auiiimary  of  t.ho 
Bialtiiiionl  I  had  on  the  Hoallh  Infornia- 
ttoii  ModoriiUatlon  and  Hocurlty  Art.. 

Tlioro  In  anothor  very  Important,  part, 
of  It.  that.  I  would  like  to  have  added  to 
that  rorord  Tho  fact.  that.  Ihla  moaaiiro 
haa  hoon  worked  on  for  at.  least.  ;),  and 
porliapB  ^'^^  or  ft  yearB  hy  Mark  Hayoa, 
a  very  capahle  moinhor  of  my  alaff 

Mark  haa  worked  i.lroloBBly  contact- 
liiK  all  of  the  intoroBtoil  partlea  work- 
lim  with  tfoviirnmonlal  at(omleB,  pri- 
vate Btandaril  aotilnkr  ori{anl«iatlonB, 
and  people  who  are  coni'ornod  ahout 
privacy,  and  all  other  aHpec.tH  of  the 
moaBuro.  It  Ib  duo  In  laiife  part  to  hla 
dedication,  hla  aklll.  and  hla  tfood 
humor  to  put  up  with  all  of  the  many, 
many  different  varlalloiiB  and  different 
lihuiH  that  we  were  ahio  to  produce 
what  I  think  la  a  very  ^ooil  meaaiire 

I  am  very  pleaaed  with  ih.ii  meaaure 
Mill  I  iiIbo  note  that  I  hla  la  I  he  laal  day 
that  Mr  Mayea  will  he  working  with 
me  on  the  Hmall  MualneaB  Clommltloo 
ataff  And  I  take  ihla  opportunity  to 
expreaa  to  him  my  alncore  appreciation 
for  hla  dedlcateil  efforta. 

I  can  aay  troiii  i  hoae  who  have  con 
taii.ed  mn  who  have  worked  with  him 
that  there  are  many,  many  people  who 
Join  with  me  In  expreaaiiiK  appreciiil  Ion 
for  the  Kiettt  leaderahlp  that  he  haa 
ahowii 

Wo    ahiill     ihIrb    hliii     III    the     l-'odeirtl 

iJovernmeni  lint  I  know  that  he  will 
do  well  In  the  private  aoctor,  and  tho 
work  that  he  haa  done  on  the  Health 
Information  ModernUatlon  and  Hocu 
Illy  Act  I  think  will  aerve  the  cauao  of 
Improvlntf  and  maklnt(  more  effUdont 
the  health  care  delivery  ayatem  In  the 
United  HtatoH 


My  Mr  IMtKMHI.KK: 
H.  H7,1  A  hill  to  amend  aectlon  21)2  of 
the  federal  I'roperty  and  AdmlnlBlra 
tlve  Hervlcea  Act  of  IIHI)  to  exidude  I'or 
lain  property  In  the  .State  of  Mouth  Da 
kota,  to  tho  C'ommlttee  on  Mnvlron 
ment  and  i'uhltc  Worka. 

I. AND  I'KANrtI'  K»  I.Klllrtl.AIION 

Mr       I'KKHHI.KH.      Mr.      Proald.-ut 
today   I  am  lnlroducln>:  a  hill   to  atop 
tho  propoBod  iritnafer  of  federal  land  In 
Mouth    Dakota    to    the   Htandliiif    \Uuk 
Hloux  Trihe.  Tho  hill   Ib  Blmplo.   It  re 
niovoB  any  authority  for  tho  U.H.  Army 
Corpa  of  KntflneorB  to  tranafor  lamia  in 
Houlh  Dakota  acipilred  hy  the  U.H.  for 
conatrui'tlon     ami     operation     of    rea 
ervoliB  on   the   malnalem   of  the   Mia 
aoiirl  Ulver  and  tranafor  them  iiuiBuaiii 
to  I'uhllc  I.tiw  IKi  ftllU,  or  any  oihei  law 


IIACKOKUUNII 

Thlo  laauo  la  not  new  lo  i  Im  Hnihiii' 
and  to  the  people  of  .South  D.ikuia  In 
Octoher  lilU'i,  Conureaa  |iaaa«d  Hut 
Three  Affiliated  Trlhea  ami  HtamllUK 
Uock  Hloux  TrIhe  Kiiultahle  Comiieiina 
lion  Act.  ThiB  law  called  for  the  liana 
fer  of  approxlmatelv  l.'^.tKK)  acrea  aloiiK 
Lake  Oithe  ami  the  Mlaaourl  Ulver  In 
Mouth  Dakota  from  the  corpa  lo  the 
MiamlliiK  Kork  Hloux  Trihe  However. 
It  Boon  hecame  clear  thai  Ihla  propoaed 
traiiafer  waa  a  mlatake.  The  Iranafer 
had  altdilflcant  piihllc.  oppoaltlon,  he 
MlnnliiM  with  the  (loveriior  of  Mouth 
Dakota.  It  alao  waa  learned  that  tho 
coBta  to  the  Kederal  {lovernitlellt  lo 
Iranafer  theae  lamia  waa  MlHiilflcanllv 
more  than  the  actual  value  of  the  land 
Itaelf. 

Ab   a   reault    Mr     I'lualdenl,   on    l-'oh- 
ruary  0,    ll)0-l,   the  Heiiate  voted   to  re 
peal   the  propoaed   land   iranafer    How 
ever,    the   .Senate   repeal    waa  amendcil 
hy    tho    HouBo    and    the    final    veiBinii 
Bltfiiod  Into  hill  contained  laiiMuaue  ill 
roi^tliikf  the  luirpa  to  proiu^iiil  wllli  i  Im- 
Iranafer    The  Hoiiae  lanuuane  direiiml 
the  ('ori)B  to   pui'Hiiti   I  heat)   laiiil   Irann 
fera  purauant  to   I'uhllc   l.iiw  1)11  him    ,i 
l»7ft   Kederal    law   that  dealB   with    llu' 
dlapoaal  of  Biu'iiluB  Oovernmeni  hinda 

Mr  I'realdeiit,  I  remind  my  col 
letiKuea  that  the  Heiiale  laal.  year  re 
Jecled  the  land  tiaiialer  laiiKUaue  due 
to  tho  coata  Involved.  Kven  under  i  lu' 
heat  ai^enarlo,  the  cobIh  of  the  tranalii 
waa  more  I  lian  douhle  than  value  of  I  In 
land  .Some  coata  eatlmalea  were  more 
than  five  timea  the  ealliiuiled  land 
value    H.iidly  a  wlao  ubo  of  laxpayera' 

ilolhtl  n 

I.KOIHI.A'riON  IB  NKKDKI)  KO||  rilli:  rHANnKKK  Oh 
I.ANhH 

Mr    I'lOBldeiit,  I  have  hoon  very  hoal- 
tailt   III   BUppolt    l''edei'ii|    land    Irailalein 
Bliico  they  were  firal  aiiKKeaied  In  1111)2 
I  alao  am  i|iille  trotihled  with  the  pro> 
eaa  heliiif  uaed  hy  the  U  .S    Army  Coiph 
of  I'liiKlnetua.  The  corpa  aiipeara  lo  he 
Inttini    In  iIoiiik   all   It  can   to   tranalnr 
the   land.   rewardleHM  ol   what    la  In   the 
heal  InlereHia  of  all  South  DaUotana.  In 
fact,  I  helleve  the  corpa  ho  ka  I  he  nial 
uiory   authority   to   traiiafer   the   laiwc 
tract  of  land  near  Lake  Oahe.  Thia  In 
moat  trouhlliiK  aliico  the  corpa  haa  ioh 
ulatlona     pdmlinif     to     traiiafer     Ihehe 
landa 

Art  I  alaled  intiilci,  I'lililh  Law  !);l  ;iim 
diiala  Willi  I  lie<  (lltt|ii)Hiil  of  exctiHB  tfoV- 
einilleiil  l.iiiiln  The  corpa  prevloitaly 
1  iilldurled      an      aMni'Mmui'llI       ul      nxi  unh 

lamia  aloiiK  Lake  uuhe  and  dcleriiilimd 
that  only  lIHO  aiireu  could  he  deemed  ex- 
ceaa  Yet,  the  corpM  InlendM  In  Iranslcf 
l.'i.OOO  arr.ia 

Mr  I'l  cnliliiiil ,  wliiMi  1  Inai  iind  nl  I  he 
pi  ii|in.ii',|  liaiinlfi  III  .March  of  IIiIm  >,rai 
1  widle  lo  I  lie  .Siurnlaiv  of  Ihti  Aimv 
ijUtiHi  loniiiK  the  le^al  auiliorlly  ol  the 
riirpii  III  I  laiirtli'i-  l''iii|nral  land  licvoiul 
what  it  iliuuiind  lo  111!  tixciiMh  I  anUi'il 
the  Secretary  to  provide  mn  wlih  a  jua 
lUhallon  of  the  lorpa'  leual  authority 


to  carry  out  the  iranafer,  inim    in  ihr 
laaiiance  of  any  reuulatloiiH. 

I  waa  aurprlaed  to  learn  that  the 
cor|)h  iHHiied  the  land  Iranafer  ret<ula 
l.loiih  on  A|)i'll  10,  lliKt)  It  wan  more 
than  a  month  after  that,  on  May  17, 
that  I  received  inHpoiiae  to  my  Imiuliy 
to  the  Heiuelary  of  the  Army 

The  reapoiiae  la  very  troiililinn  \\n 
heiillally,  the  cort>a'  Inlenda  to  redeline 
the  reuulatlona  to  ex|iaml  what  la 
deemed  exceaa  In  order  for  the  corpH  to 
carry  out  the  Iranafer.  In  aliort,  rather 
than  alter  the  Iranafer  to  make  It  con 
alalent  with  the  law,  the  iMir|ia  Intenda 
to  Iwlat  the  law  no  that  It  lacoiinlatent 
wll  h  the  I  raiialer 

Mr     I'lealdeiit,   that  la  unaiiooptahle. 
The  Army  i dearly  la  Intent  on  an  111  ad 
vlaed    and    Illegal    Iranafer    of    l''ederal 
hind   The  landa  iiiiiler  conalderal  Ion  are 
nelllier  exi'eaa   land   nor  conditionally 
exceaa  landa  Within  the  meaning  of  the 
law    aa   currently    defined,    fllveii    tlila 
fact,  and  the  (dear  will  of  Contd'eaa  to 
rent  rill    the    lorpa'    land    Iranafer' aii 
l[iorli.y.  thin  land  iranafer  imiat  he  do 
elded  hy  leulalatlon     not.  reKwlallon 
MI'IIONO  iMiiii.ir  oi'i'imri'loN 

Mr.  I'realdenl.  plain  and  almple  the 
proponed  land  tranaler  la  not  In  the 
hent  Inlereat  of  .South  Dakota.  Aa  din 
tiirhed  aa  I  am  that  the  corpa  la  aclliiK 
heyond  lla  le^al  authority,  I  am  eipial 
Iv  ilnloumled  that  the  corpa  would  lake 
thin  action  wllhoiil  hearing  from  I  he 
Slate  ol  .Soul  h  Dakota  and  lla  (dtUeiin 
TIlKir  coiicel'lin  iiiiinl   he  heard. 

What  are  Ihene  i  oiicerna','  Klrat. 
.South  Dakolaiia  are  concerned  ahout 
future  aci^oaa  to  the  html  .Sporlntiieii  In 
the  HI  ate  are  conc.eiiied  that  hunlliiK 
and  flahltiK  could  he  reatrlolod.  Othera 
ail'  concerned  with  poaalhle  reatrlc 
liiiiin  on  the  uae  of  nhoridlmn  for  rec 
rcalloiial  acllvlllen.  aucli  aa  nwimmlliu. 
Iioai  liiK  iind  plcnickltiM 

Thone  niipporllllK  the  Intlinler  nlaln 
thai  aci  linn  will  he  aecured  How  i mi 
I  liny  he  no  alire'  Nothing  han  heeli  pro 
pohtid  lo  ellHure  colli  lliund  accean.  The 
Inl  ei'eal  a  of  all  Soul  li  I  la  Knl  aim  ai  n  mil 
lielliM  I'oiinldered 

III  addition,  the  Oovernor  of  Houth 
Dalvoia  alno  haa  aerloua  conccrnn  with 
the  I  rannfer  In  lact,  hoi  h  i  lie  ( luvci  imi 
ami  atloriiev  general  of  .Soiilli  Da  kola 
nu|i|)orl.  the  In^lHlalloii  I  am  Inlmdin 
liiK  today 

Wildlife  mammi'iiiniii  In  a  iiia|or  con 
ceril  nlioiild  corpn  laiiiln  Im  I  raiihleri ml 
That  la  why  I  he  Sniilh  DaUola  Wllillllc 
l''ederallon  oppiinnl  i  Im  iiiinnlci  ,'\;i  a 
recent  cdllorlal  in  I  Im  \'aiiUlnn  I'l  una 
and  hiikiilan  iiiipn.-iliiK  I  III'  lialihlni  nald 
"*    *    *     I  he    real     lUllillc.    rum  111  II     In    I  he 

onvlronmeni  Lnvli  inimenial  manage 
meiil  aliillK  lliii  Mlnniiiirl  alieadv  In 
dailiaKcd  liv  do/.nlin  ol  luiinilli  I  Imin 
Willi  dlffelenl  auemhth  Imagine  the 
illlllcully  If  the  corpn  lieeileil  a  lew 
acrea  hack  for  a  hird  hreedliiH  hank 
The  editorial  com  Itideil  Ihti  I  iirpn  own 

erahlp     of     the     land     nlleln     a     nvnielim 
mamiKl'lIliilll       rii|lre|il       Inl       I  lie      llvel 


Thla  would   ho   loat   If  the   landa   wore 
Iranaferred. 

In  addition,  the  Ihhuo  of  JurUdlctlon 
over    land    and    water    In    the    affected 
areaa   lieeda   to   he   addl'enned     durlndlc 
tlon    on    power    tfonoratlon    laidllllen 
niiiat  he  npelled  out. 

nANOKllOUn  I'lltCCKIiKNI'h  Alll<:  IlKINO  (U.T 

Mr.  rrealdeiit,  ahould  the  propoaed 
reuulatlona  ho  carrlod  out,  a  daiiMeroua 
precedent  clearly  would  he  aot  that 
could  Inipaid.  future  land  traiiBfoi'M.  lie- 
momher,  ('onKieaa  paaaed  leKlalatlon  to 
do  the  traiinler  III  1IIII2,  and  In  lUIH 
panned  leulalatlon  to  rentrlct  the  liana 
ler, 

Mv  iiermlitlnK'  thla  Iranafer  throuKh 
a  clearly  iinlali  remilatory  proiieaa,  fit 
lure  hind  IranBlera  could  lake  plac.o 
throughout  the  country  that  are  not  In 
the  pultllc  Inlereat.  Aa  a  recent  odl 
torlal  In  the  Watertown  I'uhllc.  Opinion 
atated  "The  authority  for  tho  corpa  to 
Iranafer  exctma  projieri v  away  from  the 
laxpayera  who  fiiiancLi  ihtilr  project  la 
Imom  elvahle.  and  If  allowed  to 
prourena  will  have  farreaidillitf  raiiil- 
fli;atloiiB  III  other  alaten." 

Mr    I'realdent,  I  aak  unanlmoua  con 
Htiiit  neveral  documonta  he  placed  In  the 
HkCDHiJ  at  the  end  of  my  remarka. 

CONCI.UHION 

Mr.  I'lealdent,  the  central  Inane  hero 
la  falrneaa  lalrneaa  lor  all  lini)ai:led  hy 
land  Iraiinlein  The  Inniie  in  ahout  dolni{ 
I  he  iIkIiI  IhliiK  for  the  Slate  of  Houth 
Dakota  and  all  lla  ell  l/.eiia. 

Do  not  he  inialed  The  corpa'  tranafer 
would  he  prei  lulelit  aottlnu 

•Similar  Iraiiatera  could  take  placo 
that  Imdude  land  that  la  part  of  a 
coiinly'a  tax  haae  Tranafer  of  iheBo 
landa  would  remove  them  from  the  tax 
haae  and  may  caiiae  flnaiiidal  hardahlpa 
In  counllen  where  hiidKela  are  already 
ali'tiii  ht'il  lo  I  he  liinli. 

Mr  I'realditiii ,  iiltlmatoly  what  we 
miiat  put  In  jilace  la  a  le^lalatlve  proi'- 
enn  that  eiiniirea  i.|ll/.en  conaultatlon 
and  Input  on  all  Irannfern  of  Kederal 
html  All  illl/.eiin  Native  American 
and  lion  Native  Ameili  an  ahould  have 
the  opportunity  to  have  a  fair  idiaiico 
to  determine  how  puhlln  land  In  to  ho 
imed  and  admlnlatered. 

Mr  I'renideiii,  while  thiH  hill  Hlmply 
adilrennen  the  land  traiiafera  In  Houth 
Dakota  alont{  Lake  Oahe,  I  alao  am 
piepalillM  leKlHlallon  to  enaut'e  that 
land  cm  rent  Iv  on  a  county'a  tax  roll, 
nlayn  there  Lmlei  that  pioponal,  the 
mere  purchane  III  land,  whether  It  he  hy 
the  Kederal  (iovernmont,  trIhe  or  other 
entity,  ahould  not  reault  In  tho  re- 
moval of  land  from  tho  local  tax  rolU. 
If  II  In  I  he  Kederal  (Iovernmont,  ac.tlnii 
on  lieliall  nl  I  he  Irlhea,  oi'  Juat  the 
llllien  llnell.  II  nliiiiild  I'eipill'e  leulala 
I  lull  panneil  liy  ('iillKiena  to  remove  the 
pun  haned  land  from  the  i  oiiiity  tax 
lolln  AKitln  the  Inane  In  falrnttaa.  Thla 
la  one  area  iluii  neeiln  III  he  larofully 
addreaned. 

Mr    I'realdent,  I  will  aavo  tlioae  com 
meiiln    for    when     thai     hill     In    ready. 


MH95 

Today  I  wlah  Lo  hrinu  the  land  tramtfer 
hill  Into  tho  puhllc  ilotiato  I  urtfo  m,v 
colleauueB  to  work  with  mo  to  aook  li 
aolutlon  Today.  It  la  Lake  Oaho,  HI). 
Tomorrow,  It  could  In  Utah.  ArUoim, 
California  or  elaewheie  Aualli,  tho 
Inniie  la  falrneaa  a  fair  proceaa  la  noo- 
ennary  to  ai  hieve  a  lair  and  Juat  ubo  of 
the  puhllc  landa  That  la  what  Ihla  Iok- 
lalatlon  la  all  ahout. 

Mr  I'realdenl,  I  aak  unanlmouM  con- 
Bont  that  tho  text  of  tho  hill  and  addi- 
tional    material     ho     printed     In     tho 

HKCIiKI) 

There  helnn  no  ohjoctlon,  tho  mato- 
rlal  waa  ordered  to  ho  printod  In  the 
Khciiiin.  aa  followa: 

H  HU 

llv  II  tiiiiK  ti^l  hy  ifw  Sriiiilr  mill  HiiUftf  ill  Hep- 
ti'Hi'itfriMl'i'K  III  Ihf  lhi\(fil  Sliilfi  III  ;4nii'il(il  (M 
('(iiiyrciiv  ii,(»t'Mi^/i'i/, 

MKITION  I  THANHrKH  (t¥  KX<  KHM  l>H4»HKHrV  TO 
MKItmiAHV  oh  IIU  IMMlKiH  (OH 
nu  lUNhl-ll  iiK  IS|I|A^  iKIhhn 

HaittOII  idJiii  II  i  I  III  Ilia  t-nilnlal  i'l  ii|iiil  l.v 
itllil  Ailillllilnlrttl  Ivn  Mai  vli  an  Ai  I.  of  IMtl  (4(1 
II. M  (I  4H:liMliill  IH  itmaliiteil  III  t  liB  llrBt.  Ksii 
t.oilia  liy  MlilUllltf  "laitl  IHDIMHIV  Incfttail" 
mill  liiaDitlMU  '  roHl  properly  inot  IiicIiiiIIiik 
UiiiIn  III  Mm  HlMlH  III  Hiiulli  Ilaketa  IIimI  waro 
Hi  iiiiliail  liy  I  Im  (liill.nil  tstatni  lor  i  iiiiiitrui: 
Hull  Hint  iiiiuiatliiM  III  lanarvolin  on  l.ha  in»ln 
BtDill  ul  lliB  Minaiiuil  Hivei'l  that  U  lucBttid". 

()i-ki(;k or  aitounky  oknkhai., 

/'inrm,  HI).  Mau  lU.  lUM. 
Mod    I.akkv  I'liKnai.KII, 

('  .S'    .sVuiiif ,    Hufuvll   Sniiiiln   Olliir    Hiiililino. 
WiiDhiiiuliiii.  IX' 

Hll      I'lUpllNBll    lllll       "To    MIIIBIIll    HDrtlllll    'HYi    of 

Mm  KbiIbimI  k'i(i|)ai'lv  Mini  AiIiiiIiiInMmMvb 
Hbi'vIcbh   Ai  I    ol    IIMU   III   nxeluila   cBi'Laln 
prii|)ariy  In  Mm  Htaia  nl  hmiih  Dakuta" 
llltiAll  MKNAIOK  l'Uli:nHl.|i.l(    TIiIh  lettar  la  111 
lalHtlnii  III  Lha  lilll   Willi  li  you  plan  to  pro 
l)OHa  which  wiiulil  IrnvB  Mm  ntlai  t  iit  axiduil 
liiK  ImiiiIb  Hei|iiirBil  (III  initai  vai  loin  In  Houth 
Dakoia  hu  Mm  >  oimtiuctloii  ttiiit  opeiatlun  o( 
llm    MlNBiiuil    Ulver    iiiNlimliBam    laitervoli'H 
limii  Mm  ii|i<iii«l|iili  III  4U  U  rt  i     | -In.lia  ii  Ji. 

I  niiilorHa  Mm  lilll  Imcmubb  II  winilil  piaaarv* 
llm  pulilli   iiiiu  mill  aucBHB  nl  iIiohb  IbiiiIh  con 
HiBtBiil   Willi  llm  lillllltl  nl  Mm  lltilt0il  HlBtni 
HiipiBiim  (.'uuiL  III  Siiiilh  IhiKiilu  V    lliiuilnnii. 
llBii|i«cl filllv  HUhinlt  tail. 

Mahk  HAUNicrr, 
Alliitnuy  (Itneral. 

Dki-ahtmknt  ok  THK  AIIMV 

OKKICK  OK  I'llli;  AnnlH'rAN'l'  HIiiCliKrAHV, 

Wimhiiiulan  IH'.  Muy  17.  lUM. 
lion.  I.AHIIY  i'liKnai.KK. 
II. .S  .Si-iiuif.  Wimhiiiuiiin,  in' 

DKAH  HKNA'I'OM  Pldcanl.KK  Thin  inpllea  to 
your  latlar  In  t  ha  Hairaimy  nl  lh«  Army, 
I  mil  ei'lilHM  Mi«  pi'n|K)iiail  lula  which  wouhl 
MilMiniUti  Hill  unnlllM  nl  Inriimr  ll'lial  lntlitB  at 
l.uUnn  ISMkttkttWiia  Mini  Malm  t.u  the  (ianoi'Ml 
HnivlioM  AilinllilMtittMnii  idHAi  Im  iilMniBt.e 
Iraimtei'  in  Mm  DaiMitiimill  nf  the  liilaiiur  lo 
he  held  In  Iriml  Inr  the  HlMinlllltf  Hock  Hlotix 
TiMilo  iHKHTi  Miiil  Three  AfllllMled  Trlhea 
iTATi 

Our  iBHal  authority  for  the  pro|M)M«il  rule  l« 
liHBBil  nil  loiiK  MtKiiilliitf  Keitaral  property  law. 
'I'lm    Keilerul    I'mpeily    anil    AitinlnlMlratlve 
nnivlcBM  Ai)l  nf  lIHtt  (the  Aull,  the  law  tfov 
nrnliiM     all     Keileral     real     properly     iraiia 
Hcilnnii,  mill  the  Knileral   i'rnpei  ly  MMnaK*- 
iimiii    lieuiilMMniin  iKI'MKi,   pininultiateit  by 
Mm  UHA  pioBUMiil  Mmretn,  MUlhmlie  IrailM 
IniH  III  axieHB  real  pmiteily  lielweeii  Keiteral 
Mtieiu;leB. 
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The  Ace  provides  that  each  executive  agen- 
cy shall  -transfer  excess  property  under  Its 
control  to  other  Federal  agencies.""  (Title  40, 
U.S.  Code,  section  483(ci)  "Excess  property  " 
Is  defined  by  the  Act  as  "any  property  under 
the  control  of  any  Federal  agency  which  Is 
not  required  for  Its  needs  and  the  discharge 
of  Its  responsibilities,  as  determined  by  the 
head  thereof.  "  (Title  40.  U.S.  Code,  section 
472(e)). 

The  statute  and  the  guidelines  for  utiliza- 
tion of  excess  real  property,  conuined  in  the 
FPMR.  make  It  clear  that  a  Federal  agency 
has  much  discretion  in  determining  whether 
•■any"  property  Is  "not  required"  for  its 
needs.  The  guidelines  (41  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  101-47.201-2)  also  make  it  clear 
that  other  Interests  may  be  considered  In 
making  this  determination: 

"Each  executive  agency  shall  .  .  .  survey 
real  property  under  its  control  ...  to  iden- 
tify property  which  is  not  needed,  underuti- 
lized, or  not  being  put  to  optimum  use.  When 
other  needs  for  the  property  are  identified  or 
recognized,  the  agency  shall  determine 
whether  continuation  of  the  current  use  or 
another  Federal  or  other  use  would  better 
serve  the  public  interest,  considering  both 
the  agency's  needs  and  the  property's  loca- 
tion." 

While  the  corps  has  promulgated  regula- 
tions which  outline  and  address  corps  policy 
regarding  property  requirements  for  civil 
works  projects,  it  Is  within  the  authority  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  make  exceptions 
to,  waive,  or  alter  those  regulations.  The 
proposed  rule  is  such  an  alteration. 

This  rule,  which  was  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  on  April  10,  1995,  would  expand 
the  corps'  policy  regarding  excess  Federal 
property  at  two  specific  Indian  reservations. 
Under  the  proposed  rule,  former  trust  lands 
at  the  Corps  projects  located  within  the 
SRST  and  TAT  reservations  would  be  consid- 
ered potentially  excess  to  project  purposes  if 
the  legislatively  authorized  project  purposes 
could  be  protected  through  the  retention  of 
appropriate  interests  in  the  property  or  the 
Imposition  of  conditions.  The  property  would 
be  deemed  excess  only  if  three  conditions 
were  met.  First,  Individuals  who  have  made 
substantial  capital  investments  on  the  prop- 
erty through  arrangements  with  the  Corps 
must  be  able  to  recover  their  Investments 
prior  to  the  excesslng.  Second,  there  must  be 
no  unreasonable  impact  on  access  to  public 
and  private  land.  Third,  there  must  be  no  un- 
reasonable Impact  on  municipal  and  rural 
water  supply  systems. 

The  property  that  is  deemed  excess  to  the 
corps  ultimately  would  be  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  be  held  in 
trust  for  the  SRST  and  TAT.  Implementa- 
tion of  the  proposed  rule  would  allow  the 
corps  to  maintain  such  property  or  interests 
in  property  as  are  required  for  the  operation 
of  the  project,  while  at  the  same  time,  allow 
for  other  productive  and  compatible  uses  of 
the  land  by  the  tribes.  The  Corps  believes 
that  Implementation  of  the  proposed  rule 
would  provide  for  the  optimum  use  of  Fed- 
eral property  in  the  public  interest. 

This  initiative  is  consistent  with  congres- 
sional Intent  expressed  in  Public  Law  loa- 
211.  That  statute  repealed  the  general  land 
transfer  provisions  of  the  Equitable  Com- 
pensation Act  which  provided  for  the  return 
of  certain  corps  project  lands  to  former  non- 
Indian  and  Indian  owners  as  well  as  to  the 
tribes.  This  repeal  further  provided  that  the 
corps  should  proceed  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  designate  excess  lands  and 
transfer  them  ultimately  to  the  Department 
of  Interior  to  be  held  In  trust  for  the  tribes 


pursuant  to  Public  law  93-599.  Public  Law  93- 
599  Is  special  legislation  that  recognizes  the 
trust  obligations  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior has  to  Indian  tribes. 

In  the  corps'  view,  the  proviso  contained  in 
Public  Law  103-211  is  a  clear  indication  that 
congress  wanted  the  corps  to  provide  for  the 
transfer  of  lands  at  Lakes  Sakakawea  and 
Oahe  to  the  tribes  to  the  extent  the  corps 
can  designate  property  as  being  excess  to 
corps  needs.  The  Corps  has  developed  a  pro- 
cedure for  identifying  excess  property  and, 
under  the  rule,  would  convey  only  such  lands 
or  Interests  in  lands  that  are  not  necessary 
for  the  project  purposes.  The  Corps  is  cog- 
nizant of  the  requirements  of  the  original 
project  authorizing  legislation,  and  I  assure 
you  that  the  Corps  will  retain  sufficient  In- 
terests In  the  property  or  Impose  such  condi- 
tions as  are  necessary  to  protect  all  legisla- 
tively mandated  project  purposes,  including 
public  access  for  recreation. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  Interest  in  this 
issue.  We  trust  that  this  letter  addresses 
your  concerns  and  that  it  explains  why  the 
Corps  believes  that  the  proposed  rule  is  con- 
sistent with  existing  law.  Their  Intent  Is  to 
allow  the  public  90  days  to  provide  com- 
ments, which  will  be  considered  carefully  be- 
fore publishing  a  final  rule.  I  encourage  you 
and  your  constituents  to  participate  in  the 
rulemaking  process,  by  providing  specific 
comments  on  the  proposed  rule. 
Sincerely, 

John  H.  Zirschky, 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(Civil  Works) 

L.AND  Transfer  Angers  Sportsmen  Group 
(By  Kevin  Woster) 

Legislation  being  developed  by  U.S.  Sen. 
Tom  Daschle  could  threaten  public  access  on 
portions  of  the  Missouri  River,  the  director 
of  a  state  sportsmens  group  said  Wednesday. 

But  a  Daschle  spokesman  said  the  senator 
is  committed  to  maintaining  public  access  to 
the  river  while  seeing  If  some  surplus  lands 
can  be  returned  to  previous  owners.  Includ- 
ing American  Indian  and  non-Indians.  The 
Issue  will  be  discussed  today  beginning  at  11 
a.m.  at  the  Wrangler  Motel  conference  room 
in  Mobndge. 

Roger  Pries  of  Pierre,  executive  director  of 
the  South  Dakota  Wildlife  Federation,  is 
angry  over  the  discussion  about  returning 
certain  public  lands  along  the  northern  por- 
tion of  Lake  Oahe  to  private  ownership. 

•'Something  like  that  would  cause  a  bigger 
uproar  among  a  lot  of  sportsmen  in  South 
Dakota  than  trying  to  give  the  Black  Hills 
back."  Pries  said.  "Once  you  give  some  land 
back  to  a  few  landowners,  all  the  rest  are 
going  to  want  the  same  thlng.'^ 

Pries  wrote  Daschle  a  letter  questioning 
why  he  wasn't  notified  of  the  Mobridge  meet- 
ing. He  said  the  proposal  "nies  in  the  face  of 
nearly  all  South  Dakota  citizens  and  sports- 
men." 

Daschle  staff  member  Eric  Washburn  said 
Wednesday  that  no  legislation  has  been  in- 
troduced. Daschle  is  working  with  federal, 
tribal,  state  and  local  officials  as  well  as 
landowners  and  the  general  public  to  develop 
a  fair  proposal.  Washburn  said. 

He  said  the  meeting  was  advertised  in  the 
Mobridge  paper  and  Daschle  was  hoping  for  a 
good  turnout  and  a  variety  of  suggestions. 

The  land  issue  arose  years  ago  in  a  federal 
effort  to  return  to  the  Standing  Rock  Sioux 
and  Three  Affiliated  tribes  of  North  Dakota 
certain  surplus  lands  that  had  been  acquired 
for  the  Oahe  and  Garrison  reservoirs.  The 
Standing  Rock  reservation  is  on  the  west 
bank  of  the  Oahe  Reservoir  In  both  North 
Dakota  and  South  Dakota. 
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Some  non-Indian  landowners  told  Daschle 
they  wanted  to  regain  their  land  and  the  sen- 
ator said  the  issue  should  be  considered, 
Washburn  said. 

Daschle's  staff  is  gathering  information  to 
help  write  proposed  legislation.  In  South  Da- 
kota, it  is  Intended  to  be  limited  to  surplu.'; 
land  within  the  Standing  Rock  reservation 
on  the  west  side  of  the  river.  Washburn  said. 
"This  is  not  at  all  Intended  to  set  any  sort  of 
precedent."  he  said. 

Land  Transfer  at  Lake  Oahe  Is  Bad 
Decision 
South  Dakota's  congressional  delegation 
can  get  together  on  some  stuff,  but  they're 
having  problems  agreeing  on  one  that  could 
make  a  big  difference  on  a  number  of  South 
Dakota  issues. 

It  appears  that  a  few  high-ranking  folks  in- 
side the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
South  Dakota's  two  Democrats  in  Congress 
want  to  turn  Corps  land  along  Lake  Oahe  to 
the  Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe. 

The  single  South  Dakota  Republican  in 
Congress,  Sen.  Larry  Pressler.  and  a  whole 
bunch  of  lower-ranked  folks  in  the  Corps 
think  it's  bad  to  give  the  land  to  anybody. 

Some  Corps  folks  see  it  as  a  major  problem 
In  future  management  of  the  Missouri  and 
its  reservoirs. 

Pressler  recently  sent  out  a  letter  opposing 
the  giveaway  of  as  much  as  15,000  acres  on 
grounds  ranging  from  doubts  that  the  trans- 
fer is  legal  to  restriction  of  the  land  for 
hunting,  fishing,  livestock  use.  irrigation 
and  power  generation. 

The  problem  is  that  under  a  "politically 
correct"  but  legally  questionable  transfer  of 
land  to  anybody,  it  takes  some  degree  of 
courage  to  argue  against  it. 

But  there  are  ovei^whelmlng  reasons  why 
this  could  create  a  major  environmental  and 
economic  problem  for  South  Dakotans  and 
Americans  in  general.  Sen.  Pressler  only 
touches  on  them. 

In  the  first  place,  the  land  involved  already 
was  bought  and  paid  for  by  the  Corps  when 
the  dams  were  built.  Some  was  bought  from 
tribes,  some  from  private  owners.  How  can 
the  government  legally  give  land  to  some 
former  owners  and  not  others? 

Second,  regardless  of  possible  cutoff  of 
public  access  to  these  lands,  the  real  ••pub- 
lic" concern  is  environmental.  Environ- 
mental management  along  the  Missouri  al- 
ready Is  damaged  by  dozens  of  jurisdictions 
with  different  agendas.  Imagine  the  dif- 
ficulty if  the  Corps  needed  a  few  acres  back 
for  a  bird  breeding  bank. 

Third,  In  many  cases  there  may  be  more 
reason  to  keep  the  land  than  when  the  dams 
were  built.  Erosion  Is  happening.  Is  It  good 
for  fish,  wildlife  and  plants  or  not?  Shouldn't 
we  know? 

Elsewhere  the  government  is  restricting 
private  land  use  for  environmental  reasons. 
Shouldn't  they  keep  vital  land  they  already 
control  rather  than  risk  confrontation  with 
tribal  officials  over  a  fish  or  bird? 

This  position  should  not  be  seen  as  antl- 
trlbal  ownership.  The  same  argument  would 
be  made  if  a  couple  of  hundred  ranchers  were 
involved. 

The  Missouri  and  Its  recreational  potential 
are  vital  to  South  Dakota's  economic  future. 
We  already  have  plenty  of  problems  promot- 
ing that  priority  with  downstream  states  and 
with  "environmentalist"  groups  that  dis- 
agree with  each  other. 

Continuing  Corps  ownership  offers  the  po- 
tential, at  least,  for  a  •■systems  manage- 
ment" concept  for  the  river.  And  that's  the 
only  sensible  foreseeable  future. 
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Giving  Back  Purchased  Land  Sets  Poor 
Precedent 

(By  Brett  Tschetter) 

The  original  boundaries  of  the  Indian  res- 
ervations along  the  Missouri  River  Included 
the  land  and  water  to  the  center  of  the  Mis- 
souri River  channel.  Private  ownership  was 
much  the  same  outside  of  the  reservation 
boundaries. 

When  the  Oahe  Daum  was  formed  and  Lake 
Oahe  began  the  fill,  the  Missouri  River  dis- 
appeared and  a  new  body  of  water  was  devel- 
oped. The  new  lake  flooded  land  on  both 
sides  of  the  old  river  and  eliminated  that 
land  for  purposes  previously  utilized. 

These  lands  were  purchased  by  the  United 
States  government  and  new  boundaries  were 
set  up.  The  land  that  was  purchased  above 
the  high-water  mark  was  determined  to  be 
used  in  later  years  for  erosion  and  re-estab- 
lishment of  the  habitat  loss  from  the  flood- 
ing. 

The  lands  that  bordered  the  lake  were  es- 
tablished as  public  lands  because  the  govern- 
ment had  purchased  the  land  from  the  pre- 
vious owners.  Access  to  that  land  has  been 
open  to  the  public  ever  since  the  purchase. 

In  the  case  of  the  Standing  Rock  Indian 
Reservation,  the  tribe  and  other  owners  have 
been  paid  more  than  $20  million  for  the  origi- 
nal 56.(XX)  acres  taken  for  the  formation  of 
the  Oahe  Project  within  the  reservation 
boundaries. 

Other  tribes  and  private  landowners  were 
paid  for  the  lands  that  were  below  the  take- 
line  boundaries  set  up  by  the  Oahe  Project. 

The  take-line  boundary  was  set  up  on  both 
sides  of  the  river  to  makr  the  boundary  be- 
tween public  and  private  land. 

In  1975.  Congress  passed  a  law  that  would 
allow  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  to  declare 
land  within  the  projects  as  excess  and  trans- 
fer that  land  back  to  the  original  owner  if 
found  kthat  the  land  was  not  needed  for  the 
continuation  of  the  project. 

The  Corps  is  currently  reviewing  the  Oahe 
Project  and  considering  returning  the  land 
above  the  hlghwater  mark  to  the  Standing 
Rock  Sioux  Tribe.  The  land  would  be  turned 
over  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
held  in  trust  for  the  tribe. 

This  would  give  the  tribe  Jurisdiction  over 
previously  public  land  and  eliminate  the 
public  uses  established  upon  the  land's  pur- 
chase. 

The  precedence  of  this  Issue  Is  sure  to  con- 
tinue with  other  land  on  other  reservations 
and  private  land  on  both  sides  of  the  river. 

Those  lands  within  the  Oahe  Project  will 
not  be  the  only  ones  considered.  Soon  after 
thi.-i  action,  the  land  along  Lake  Sharpe  and 
otiier  Corps  of  Engineers  lands  will  be  under 
the  same  scrutiny. 

The  lands  within  the  take  line  boundaries 
are  no  more  excess  than  water  itself.  The 
government  has  already  had  to  buy  more 
land  that  has  eroded  farther  than  the  project 
ori(flnally  purchased. 

The  government  still  has  to  solve  the  miti- 
gation issue  and  restore  233.000  acres  of  habi- 
tat that  was  flooded.  Where  will  that  land 
come  from  if  the  take  land  is  given  back?  A 
90-day  heai'lng  period  is  currently  under  way 
to  hear  the  comments  of  the  public.  You  can 
tell  the  Corps  of  Engineers  your  thoughts  by 
writing  to:  215  North  17th  St..  Omaha.  NE 
68102.  Attn:  CEMRO-OP-IN  (Mike  George). 

■i'our  rights  as  a  sportsman  and  as  a  U.S. 
citizen  will  be  encroached  upon  if  the  Corps 
decides  to  return  the  land  that  has  already 
been  paid  for  by  you  and  me. 
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CORPS  Needs  to  Reconsider  a  More 

Equitable  Transfer  of  Excess  Land 

(By  James  Madsen) 

In  February  of  1994,  Congress  repealed  por- 
tions of  the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  and 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe  Equitable  Com- 
pensation Act  (Public  Law  102-575)  regarding 
the  return  of  land  at  Lake  Sakakawea  and 
Lake  Oahe.  That  repeal  contained  language 
stating  that  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers (Corps)  should  proceed  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  designate  excess 
land  within  the  Fort  Berthold  and  Standing 
Rock  Sioux  Reservation  reaches  of  Lake 
Sakakawea  and  Lake  Oahe.  respectively. 
The  land  identified  as  excess  would  then  be 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  be  held  In  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  tribe 
of  Indians  within  whose  reservation  such  ex- 
cess real  property  is  located,  as  con- 
templated In  Public  Law  93-599. 

In  what  was  called  an  effort  to  gain  a  more 
complete  understanding  of  the  public's  per- 
ception of  this  transfer,  two  public  meetings 
were  held  in  June  1994.  Both  of  these  meet- 
ings were  held  in  remote  areas  of  the  two 
reservations.  Based  on  the  comments  offered 
as  a  result  of  those  meetings,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  Corps  is  again  proceeding  to  iden- 
tify and  transfer  these  excess  properties. 

The  lands  along  the  Missouri  were  pur- 
chased Indiscriminately  with  federal  dollars 
and  without  regard  to  race  or  nationality  of 
the  affected  sellers.  The  attempt  to  restore 
ownership  to  only  one  segment  of  the  popu- 
lation from  which  these  lands  were  pur- 
chased is  an  affront  to  everyone  who  sac- 
rificed their  lands  to  the  Missouri  River  im- 
poundments. 

Whether  justified  by  law.  this  is  clearly  a 
discriminatory  and  political  maneuver  which 
will  do  more  to  foster  prejudice  in  South  Da- 
kota than  the  late  Gov.  Mlckelson's  Rec- 
onciliation Act  could  have  ever  dreamed  of 
overcoming. 

■Values  for  the  relinquishment  of  hunting 
and  fishing  rights  were  also  specifically  in- 
cluded In  the  land  purchases.  In  addition,  the 
Supreme  Court  decision.  South  Dakota  vs. 
Bourland,  decided  June  14.  1993,  reaffirmed 
■'that  in  taking  tribal  lands  for  the  Oahe 
Dam  and  Reservoir  project  and  opening  these 
lands  for  public  use.  Congress,  through  the 
Flood  Control  and  Cheyenne  River  Act. 
eliminated  the  tribe's  power  to  exclude  non- 
Indians  from  these  lands,  and  with  that  the 
Incidental  regulatory  jurisdiction  formerly 
enjoyed  by  the  tribes." 

These  facts  should  have  clarified  for  all 
time  the  public's  right  to  the  use  of  these 
lands.  However,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
taken  the  position  that  they  do  not  exercise 
authority  over  fish  and  wildlife  resources  nor 
do  they  have  the  authority  to  delegate  wild- 
life management.  This  lack  of  or  unwilling- 
ness to  assume  responsibility  for  the  hunting 
and  fishing  rights  will  result  in  the  reversion 
of  those  rights  with  the  transferred  lands. 
Argument  can  be  made  that  this  will  effec- 
tively nullify  the  Bourland  decision,  restrict 
the  public's  use  of  land  and  adjoining  water 
and  jeopardize  the  millions  of  dollars  that 
the  states  have  Invested  In  their  fisheries 
programs. 

We  should  all  question  why  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  taken  such  rapid  steps  to  com- 
ply with  Public  Law  93-599  while  for  35  years 
has  ignored  its  mitigation  promises  of  the 
Pick  Sloan  Act  which  required  972.000  acres 
of  irrigation  development  for  South  Dakota. 

The  authority  for  the  Corps  to  transfer  ex- 
cess property  away  from  the  taxpayers  who 
finance  their  projects  Is  Inconceivable,  and  If 
allowed  to  progress  will  have  far-reaching 
ramifications  In  other  states. 


We  strongly  urge  everyone  who  has  the  de- 
sire to  Impact  this  decision  to  take  action 
now.  Instead  of  pitting  Dakotan  against  Da- 
kotan.  we  suggest  that  the  Corps  consider  a 
more  equitable  transfer  to  an  entity,  such  as 
the  S.D.  Department  of  Game.  Fish  and 
Parks,  that  will  hold  the  land  in  trust  for  all 
people  and  will  manage  the  land  in  the  best 
Interests  of  the  public. 


By  Mr.  EXON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Kerrey): 
S.  876.  A  bill  to  provide  that  any  pay- 
ment to  a  local  educational  agency  by 
the  Department  of  Defense,  that  is 
available  to  such  agency  for  current 
expenditures  and  used  for  capital  ex- 
penses, shall  not  be  considered  funds 
available  to  such  agency  for  purposes 
of  making  certain  impact  aid  deter- 
minations: to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

IMPACT  AID  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  introduce 
legislation  that  will  ensure  that  De- 
partment of  Defense  supplemental  pay- 
ments are  made  to  heavily  impacted 
school  districts  like  Bellevue,  NE  with- 
out reducing  their  payments  from  the 
Department  of  Education  as  is  unfortu- 
nately happening  now.  I  am  pleased  to 
have  my  colleague.  Senator  Kerrey,  as 
an  original  cosponsor. 

The  DOD  supplemental  payments  are 
used  to  reduce  1994  impact  aid  pay- 
ments being  made  now.  The  use  of  the 
funds  is  a  new  and  in  my  opinion  erro- 
neous interpretation  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  as  to  the  meaning  of 
""all  funds  available."  which  is  con- 
tained in  its  regulation.  The  intent  of 
the  DOD  appropriation  was  to  provide 
a  supplemental,  not  a  substitute,  pay- 
ment to  these  heavily  impacted  school 
districts.  The  offset  which  is  being  im- 
plemented by  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation makes  no  sense. 

Tills  legislation  clears  up  any  ambi- 
guities. 

I  am  hopeful  that  this  legislation  can 
be  considered  by  the  appropriate  com- 
mittee in  a  timely  fashion.  The  1994 
impact  aid  payments  are  needed  by 
these  school  districts  to  meet  current 
budget  requirements.  The  only  pay- 
ment for  1995  received  so  far  by  these 
districts  has  been  the  hold-harmless 
payment.  In  some  cash-strapped  school 
districts,  funds  are  being  borrowed  to 
meet  current  payrolls  and  other  obliga- 
tions. Prompt  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion will  help  alleviate  the  problem  for 
many  of  these  districts  and  will  ensure 
that  the  Education  Department  under- 
stands and  carries  out  the  will  of  Con- 
gress.* 


By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 
S.  877.  A  bill  to  amend  section  353  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to  ex- 
empt physician  office  laboratories  from 
the  clinical  laboratories  requirements 
of  that  section:  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

CLINICAL  LABOR.ATORY  IMPROVE.MENT  ACT 
.A.MENDMENTS 

•  Mrs.   HUTCHISON.   Mr.   President,  I 
introduce  legislation  that  will  overturn 
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an  expensive  and  unnecessary  regu- 
latory burden  that  contributes  signifi- 
cantly to  the  high  cost  of  health  care. 

In  1988.  Congress  passed  the  Clinical 
Laboratory  Improvement  Act,  as  a  re- 
action to  reports  about  laboratories 
that  inaccurately  analyzed  PAP 
smears.  CLIA  1988  was  intended  to  ad- 
dress the  quality  of  laboratory  test 
performance.  Unfortunately,  the  Fed- 
eral regulations  that  flowed  out  of  the 
CLIA  1988  legislation  do  not  reflect  the 
intent  of  the  act  and  have  not  resulted 
in  any  documented  improvement  in  lab 
results  and  health  care.  Wha.t  these 
new  regs  have  done  is  add  a  huge  new 
paperwork  burden  on  doctors.  This  un- 
happy result  is  a  classic  case  of  out-of- 
control  regulations  driving  up  nnedical 
costs. 

A  recent  Texas  Medical  Association 
study  pegs  the  annual  cost  of  just  the 
paperwork  and  administrative  over- 
head added  by  the  CLIA  at  an  average 
of  S4.435  per  physician.  This  is  in  addi- 
tion to  the  cost  of  registration,  labor 
controls,  proficiency  testing,  and  in- 
spection or  accreditation.  At  a  time 
when  the  entire  health  care  industry  is 
under  pressure  to  control  health  care 
costs.  Che  CLIA  regulations  not  only 
subject  physicians  to  increased  admin- 
istrative costs  but  also  decrease  the 
amount  of  time  devoted  to  patient 
care. 

Dr.  McBrayer  from  the  Texas  pan- 
handle described  his  experience  with 
the  CLIA  inspection  process  as  follows: 

We  were  written  up  for  such  monumental 
things  as  the  fact  that  I  had  not  signed  the 
procedure  manual  for  one  of  our  lab  ma- 
chines. Therefore,  everything  done  on  that 
machine.  Including  the  training,  was  out  of 
compliance.  The  face  that  the  manufactur- 
er's rep  had  come  and  trained  the  staff  was 
to  no  avail.  Everything  was  out  of  compll- 
aiice  because  I  uldn't  sign  It.  It  didn't  matter 
that  (my  lab  staff)  had  learned  how  to  use  It. 
That  was  Irrelevant. 

Dr.  McBrayer's  experience  is  not 
unique.  CLIA  regulations  that  pile  on 
paperwork  and  silly  penalties  do  not 
help  the  patient  or  the  doctor;  they 
simply  create  lots  of  unnecessary 
busywork  for  Government  regulators. 

The  CLIA  amendments  I  am  intro- 
ducing will  reduce  the  burdens  on  phy- 
sicians who  perform  laboratory  tests  in 
their  offices,  and  thereby  free  up  re- 
sources and  time  to  dedicate  to  patient 
care.  In  Texas  alone,  of  the  physicians 
who  provided  testing  services  in  their 
offices  prior  to  CLIA.  27  percent  have 
closed  their  office  labs,  and  another  31 
percent  have  dropped  some  types  of 
testing,  as  a  direct  result  of  the  CLIA 
1988  reforms. 

Reduced  availability  of  testing  labs 
has  measurably  affected  the  health 
care  of  a  number  of  rural  areas  of 
Texas.  Many  physicians  are  concerned 
about  the  possible  consequences  to  pa- 
tients caused  by  the  decreased  access 
to  testing  or  the  delay  in  obtained  re- 
sults. Rather  than  promoting  better 
health   care   quality,    the    regulations 


promulgated  pursuant  to  the  1988  CLIA 
legislation  have  had  the  perverse  result 
of  diminishing  quality  and  increasing 
the  costs  of  health  care  delivery. 

Mr.  President,  the  CLIA  1995  amend- 
ments will  not  jeopardize  the  quality  of 
laboratory  testing.  The  CLIA  amend- 
ments I  am  introducing  today  are 
aimed  at  ensuring  that  essential  lab- 
oratory testing  performed  by  physi- 
cians remains  a  viable  diagnostic  op- 
tion for  physicians  and  their  patients — 
without  the  excessive  rules  and  admin- 
istratively complex  requirements  that 
currently  exist.  It  will  roll  back  health 
care  cost  increases  caused  by  overregu- 
lation  and  protect  patients  in  rural 
areas  who  are  losing  access  to  nec- 
essary testing  and  care. 

I  hope  that  all  my  colleagues  will 
join  me  in  supporting  this  legislation.* 


By   Mr.   COCHRAN   (for   himself, 
Mr.    LOTT.    Mr.    Warner.    Mr. 

MCCONNELL,  Mr.  S.\NTORUM,  Mr. 

Abraham,    Mr.    D'Amato.    Mr. 

Bond,      Mr.      Pressler,      Mr. 

DeWine.  Mr.  Kyl,  Mrs.  Kasse- 

BAUM,  and  Mrs.  Hutchison): 
S.  878.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  reduce  manda- 
tory premiums  to  the  United  Mine 
Workers  of  America  combined  benefit 
fund  by  certain  surplus  amounts  in  the 
fund,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

REDUCTION  OF  .MA.NDATORY  PREMIUMS  TO  THE 
UMWA  COMBINED  BENEFPTS  FUND 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  878 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  REDUCTION  IN  REQUIRED  PREMIU'MS 

TO  co.mbined   fund   by   excess 

SURPLUS  IN  FL'ND. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
9704(e)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
(relating  to  shortfalls  and  surpluses)  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•■(3)  SHORTFALLS  .\ND  SURPLUSES.— 

■•(A)  Determinations.— 

•(1)  IN  general.— Subject  to  the  provisions 
of  clause  (Iv),  the  trustees  of  the  Combined 
Fund  shall,  as  of  the  close  of  each  plan  year 
beginning  on  or  after  October  1,  1993^— 

■•(I)  determine  any  shortfall  or  surplus  in 
any  premium  account  established  under 
paragraph  (1)  and,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  reduce  or  eliminate  any  shortfall  in 
any  such  account  by  transferring  amounts  to 
It  from  any  surplus  in  any  other  such  ac- 
count, and 

"(II)  determine,  after  any  transfers  under 
subclause  (I),  the  aggregate  shortfall  or  sur- 
plus In  the  Combined  Fund,  taking  Into  ac- 
count all  receipts  of  any  kind  during  the 
plan  year  from  all  sources. 

••(11)  Determinations  made  on  cash  flow 

BASIS.— 

'•(I)  Ln  general.— Subject  to  the  provisions 
of  subclause  (II)  and  clause  (HI),  any  deter- 
mination under  clause  (1)  for  any  plan  year 
shall  be  determined  under  the  cash  receipts 


and  disbursements  method  of  accounting, 
taking  Into  account  only  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements for  the  plan  year. 

'•(Ill  CERTAIN   prior  YEAR  SURPLUSES.— For 

purposes  of  applying  subclause  (I)  for  any 
plan  year,  any  surplus  determined  under  sub- 
paragraph (AHIXII)  as  of  the  close  of  the  pre- 
ceding plan  year,  including  any  portion  used 
as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B).  shall  be 
treated  as  received  In  the  Combined  Fund  as 
of  the  beginning  of  the  plan  year. 

■■(ill)  Disregard  of  transferred 
A.MOUNTs. — For  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph— 

••(I)  no  amount  transferred  to  the  Com- 
bined Fund  under  section  9705.  and  no  dis- 
bursements made  from  such  amount,  shall  be 
taken  Into  account  in  making  any  deter- 
mination under  subparagraph  (A)  for  the 
plan  year  of  the  transfer  or  any  subsequent 
plan  year,  and 

••(II)  any  amount  In  a  premium  account 
which  was  transferred  to  the  Combined  Fund 
under  section  9705  may  not  be  transferred  to 
another  account  under  clause  (1)(I). 

••(iv)  Special  rule  for  1994.— In  the  case  of 
the  plan  year  ending  September  30.  1994.  the 
determinations  under  subparagraph  iA)  shall 
be  made  for  the  period  beginning  February  1. 
1993.  and  ending  September  30,  1994. 

■•(B)  Treatment  of  surplus.— 

■■(1)  Nonpre.mium  adjust.ments.— Any  sur- 
plus determined  under  subparagraph 
(A)(i)(II)  for  any  plan  year  shall  be  used  first 
for  purposes  of  the  carryover  under  section 
9703(b)f2)(C).  but  only  to  the  extent  the 
amount  of  such  carryover  does  not  exceed  10 
percent  of  the  benefits  and  administrative 
costs  paid  by  the  Combined  Fund  during  the 
plan  year  (determined  without  regard  to  ben- 
efits paid  from  transfers  under  section  9705). 

••(11)  Premium  ad.justme.nts.— The  annual 
premium  for  any  plan  year  for  each  assigned 
operator  which  is  not  a  1988  agreement  oper- 
ator shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  surplus  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (AiiDdl)  for  the 
preceding  plan  year  (reduced  as  provided 
under  clause  (D)  as — 

••(I)  such  assigned  operator's  applicable 
percentage  (expres.sed  as  a  whole  number). 
bears  to 

"(II)  the  sum  of  the  applicable  percentages 
(expressed  as  whole  numbers)  of  all  assigned 
operators  which  are  not  1988  agreement  oper- 
ators. 

The  reduction  in  any  annual  premium  under 
this  clause  shall  be  allocated  to  the  premium 
accounts  established  under  paragraph  (1)  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  annual  premium 
would  have  been  allocated  without  regard  to 
this  clause,  and  in  the  case  of  assigned  oper- 
ators which  sought  protection  under  title  11 
of  the  United  States  Code  before  October  24. 
1992.  without  regard  to  section  9706(b)(1)(A). 

••(C)  Shortfalls.— If  a  shortfall  is  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (A)(li(Ui  for  any 
plan  year,  the  annual  premium  for  each  as- 
signed operator  shall  be  increased  by  an 
amount  equal  to  such  assigned  operator's  ap- 
plicable percentage  of  the  shortfall.  Any  in- 
crease under  this  subparagraph  shall  be  allo- 
cated to  each  premium  account  with  a  short- 
fall. 

••(D)  NO  AUTHORITY  FOR  INCREASE.— Nothing 

in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  allow 
expenditures  for  health  care  benefits  In  any 
plan  year  in  excess  of  the  limit  under  section 
9703(b)(2). 

■•(El  Special  rule  for  1995.— In  the  case  of 
the  plan  year  beginning  October  1.  1994.  the 
adjustment  under  subparagraph  (Bi  shall  be 
made  effective  as  of  such  date  and  any  as- 
signed operator  which  receives  a  reduction  in 
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premiums  under  subparagraph  (B)  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  credit  to  the  extent  it  has  paid. 
taking  the  reduction  into  account,  excessive 
premiums  during  plan  year.^^ 

(bi  AMOUNT  OF  Per  Beneficiary  Pre- 
mium.—Paragraph  (2)  of  -section  9704(b)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (defining  per 
beneficiary  premium)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  subparagraph  (A)  and  In- 
serting: 

••(A)  $2,116.67.  plus",  and 

(2)  by  striking  ••the  amount  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A)"  in  subparagraph  (B) 
and  inserting  ••$2, 116. 67, ". 

(ci  Confor.ming  A.mend.ment, —Clause  (ID  of 
section  9703(b)(2)(A)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  inserting  "(with- 
out regard  to  any  reduction  under  section 
9704(ei(3iiB)(li))"  after  ■■for  the  plan  year". 
SEC.  2.  disclosure  require.ments. 

(ai  I\  GENER.a>L.— Section  9704(h)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  In- 
formation 1  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

••(2)  Lnformation  to  contributors.— 

••(A)  In  general.— The  trustees  of  the 
Combined  Fund  shall,  within  30  days  of  a 
written  request,  make  available  to  any  per- 
son required  to  make  contributions  to  the 
Combined  Fund  or  their  agent — 

••(Ii  all  documents  which  reflect  its  finan- 
cial and  operational  status,  including  docu- 
ments under  which  It  is  operated,  and 

••(11)  all  documents  prepared  at  the  request 
of  the  trustees  or  staff  of  the  Combined  Fund 
which  form  the  basis  for  any  of  Its  actions  or 
reports,  including  the  eligibility  of  partici- 
pants in  predecessor  plans. 

••(B)  Fees.— The  trustees  may  charge  rea- 
sonable fees  (not  "In  excess  of  actual  ex- 
penses) for  providing  documents  under  this 
paragraph." 

(b)  Conforming  A.mendment.— Section 
9704(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
is  amended  by  striking  --(h)  Information.— 
The"  and  Inserting: 

•■(h)  INFOR.MATION.— 

••(1)  LNFORMATION  TO  SECRETARY.— The". 


By  Mr.  ASHCROFT  (for  himself 
and  Mr  B.HnvvN): 
S.J.  Res.  36.  A  joint  resol«tion  pro- 
posing an  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  allow  the 
States  to  limit  the  period  of  time  U.S. 
Senators  and  Representatives  may 
serve:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

TERM  LIMITS  CONSTITUTIONAL  AMEND.MENT 

JOINT  RESOLUTION 

.Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  morning  business  to  submit  for  pas- 
sage a  joint  resolution  that  relates  to 
Congressional  term  limits  and  the  po- 
tential of  States  to  have  term  limits 
and  the  right  of  the  States  to  be  in- 
volved in  creating  term  limits  for 
Members  of  the  U.S.  Congress. 

On  November  29  of  last  year,  the 
Clinton  administration  argued  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  that  States  should  not  have  the 
right  to  limit  congressional  terms. 
Thus,  the  executive  branch  has  spoken, 
and  spoken  against  the  right  of  the 
states  and  of  the  people  to  limit  the 
number  of  terms  individuals  may  serve 
in  the  U.S.  Congress. 

Earlier  this  week,  on  Tuesday,  in  a  5- 
4  decision  entitled  The  State  of  Arkan- 


sas versus  Hill,  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  ruled  that  States  do  not 
have  the  authority  to  limit  the  number 
of  terms  congressional  representatives 
may  serve.  The  judicial  branch  has  spo- 
ken. 

Both  the  executive  branch,  through 
the  Clinton  administration,  and  the  ju- 
dicial branch,  have  spoken  against  the 
right  of  States  and  of  the  people  to 
limit  the  terms  of  individuals  who  rep- 
resent States  and  districts  in  the  U.S. 
Congress. 

There  is  only  one  hope  for  the  over- 
whelming number  of  people  in  this 
country  who  endorse  term  limits.  If 
Congress  extends  them  the  opportunity 
to  amend  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion in  a  way  that  would  allow  individ- 
ual States  to  limit  the  terms  Members 
of  Congress  may  serve,  then  the  people 
will  have  spoken. 

There  has  been  much  debate  about 
term  limits  in  this  Congress.  Earlier  in 
the  year,  the  House  of  Representatives 
fell  well  short  of  the  two-thirds  major- 
ity required  to  forward  to  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  on  term 
limits.  Of  the  290-vote  margin  required 
for  a  constitutional  amendment,  they 
only  had  227  votes.  What  would  nor- 
mally be  a  significant  majority  vote  in 
the  House,  was  clearly  not  enough  to 
make  sure  that  States  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  vote  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  permitting  term  limits. 

Last  January.  I  introduced  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  would 
have  limited  Members  of  Congress  to 
three  terms  in  the  House  and  two 
terms  in  the  Senate.  Today,  as  a  result 
of  Its  defeat  and  of  the  administra- 
tion's refusal  to  recognize  the  will  of 
the  people.  I  am  intro(iucing  a  different 
kind  of  constitutional  amendment.  An 
amenument  tiiat  '*vo'uiu  simply  give 
States  the  explicit  right  to  limit  con- 
gressional terms.  It  would  not  mandate 
that  any  State  limit  the  nature  or  ex- 
tent of  the  terms  of  the  individuals 
who  represent  it  in  the  Congress,  but 
would  give  the  States,  if  they  chose  to 
do  so,  the  right  to  limit  the  Members' 
terms  who  represent  that  State. 

In  the  Arkansas  case,  which  was  an- 
nounced earlier  this  week.  Justice 
Clarence  Thomas  wrote,  "Where  the 
Constitution  is  silent  it  raises  no  bar 
to  action  by  the  States  or  the  people." 
I  believe  that  he  is  correct.  Where 
the  Constitution  does  not  speak,  the 
people  and  their  States  should  have  a 
right.  Unfortunately,  a  majority  of  Su- 
preme Court  Justices  did  not  agree 
with  Justice  Thomas.  In  order  to  sup- 
ply them  with  what  they  appear  to  re- 
quire, I  believe  we  should  allow  the 
Constitution  a  way  to  shout  out  "free- 
dom." This  is  a  freedom  the  American 
people  want  and  a  freedom  the  Amer- 
ican people  understand  is  necessary. 

More  than  3  out  of  4  people  in  the 
United  States  endorse  the  concept  of 
term  limits.  They  have  watched  indi- 
viduals come  to  Washington  and  spend 


time  here,  captivated  by  the  Beltway 

logic,  the  spending  habits  and  the 
power  that  exists  in  this  city.  The  peo- 
ple of  America  know  that  the  talent 
pool  in  America  is  substantial  and 
there  are  many  who  ought  to  have  the 
opportunity  of  serving  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress. Furthermore,  they  know  that 
term  limits  would  make  sure  that  indi- 
viduals who  go  to  Washington  return 
someday  to  live  under  the  very  laws 
that  they  enact. 

I  believe  the  people  in  the  various 
States  of  this  Republic  should  have  the 
opportunity  to  limit  the  terms  of  those 
who  serve  them  in  the  U.S.  Congress. 
In  light  of  the  fact  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  argued  against  term  limits, 
the  executive  branch  is  not  going  to 
support  term  limits,  and  because  the 
judicial  branch  has  ruled  conclusively 
now  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  that  the  States  have  no  constitu- 
tional authority,  it  is  up  to  those  of  us 
who  serve  in  the  U.S.  Congress  to  do 
something  to  extend  to  the  people  their 
right  to  speak. 

This  is  the  house  of  the  people.  This 
Congress  is  the  place  where  the  voice  of 
the  people  can,  and  should,  be  heard. 
Let  us  provide  another  avenue  where 
the  voice  of  the  people  regarding  this 
important  matter  can  be  heard. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  announce  that 
today  I  am  proposing  a  joint  resolution 
to  be  enacted  or  passed  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  each  Chamber  of  Congress, 
which  merely  reads: 

"Section  l.  Each  State  or  the  people  there- 
of may  prescribe  the  maximum  number  of 
terms  to  which  a  person  may  be  elected  or 
appointed  to  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

•Section  2.  Each  State  or  the  people  there- 
of may  prescribe  the  maximum  number  of 
terms  •lo  which  a  person  mav  be  elected  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States. 

•Section  3.  This  article  shall  be  inoper- 
ative unless  It  shall  have  been  ratified  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  by  the  legis- 
latures of  three-fourths  of  the  several  States 
within  seven  years  from  the  date  of  Its  sub- 
mission to  the  States  by  the  Congress.". 

Obviously  section  3  is  simply  the 
ratification  clause. 

It  is  a  simple  amendment  to  accord 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States  of 
America  a  profound  right — the  right  to 
make  sure  that  the  individuals  who 
represent  them  in  this  body  and  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  people 
who  stay  in  touch  with  their  needs  and 
concerns,  the  aspirations,  the  hopes 
and  the  wishes  of  those  who  sent  them 
here.  The  right  to  limit  the  terms  of 
Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  the 
right  to  limit  the  terms  of  those  indi- 
viduals who  represent  districts  in  our 
States  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Because  that  right  has  been  re- 
jected— argued  against  by  the  execai- 
tive  branch,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion, and  ruled  against  by  the  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court— we.  the  Members  of  the 
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U.S.  Congress,  are  forced  to  accord 
that  right  to  the  people.  We  must  at 
least  give  them  the  opportunity  to  vote 
on  that  right  by  sending  to  them  this 
joint  resolution  on  the  right  of  States 
and  individuals  to  limit  Members" 
terms  who  serve  the  States  and  the  dis- 
tricts of  those  States  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress. 

It  is  a  profoundly  important  expres- 
sion of  our  confidence  in  the  people  of 
this  country  to  extend  to  them  the 
right  to  be  involved  in  making  this 
judgment.  I  submit  this  joint  resolu- 
tion today  in  the  hopes  that  democracy 
will  continue  to  flourish  as  people  have 
greater  opportunities  to  be  involved. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  768 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig],  and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
768.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973  to  reauthorize  the 
act.  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  853 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gorton,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Baucus]  was  withdrawn  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  833.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
28.  United  States  Code,  to  divide  the 
ninth  judicial  circuit  of  the  United 
States  into  two  circuits,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  21 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  THOMPSON,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Gr.-\mm]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  21.  a  joint  res- 
olution proposing  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  limit  congressional 
terms. 


AMEND.MENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CO.MPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT  OF  1995 


LIEBERMAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1200 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN  proposed  an 
amendment  to  amendment  No.  1199 
proposed  by  Mr.  Dole  to  the  bill  (S. 
735)  to  prevent  and  punish  acts  of  ter- 
rorism, and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Insert  at  the  appropriate  place  the  follow- 
In?  new  section: 

SEC.     .  REVISION  TO  EXISTLNG  AtTHORITY  FOR 
EMERGENCY  WIRETAPS. 

(ai  Section  2518(7)(a>(mi  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended  by  Inserting  'or  do- 
mestic terrorism  or  International  terrorism 
(as  those  terms  are  defined  In  18  U.S.C.  2331) 
for  offenses  described  In  section  2516  of  this 
title."  after  'organized  crime". 

(b)  Section  2331  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  Inserting  the  following 
words  after  subsection  (4) — 

"(5)  the  term  domestic  terrorism'  means 
any  activities  that  involve  violent  acts  or 


acts  dangerous  to  human  life  that  are  a  vio- 
lation of  the  criminal  laws  of  the  United 
States  or  of  any  State  and  which  appear  to 
be  Intended  to  Intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian 
population  or  to  influence  the  policy  of  a 
government  by  Intimidation  or  coercion;  or 
to  affect  the  conduct  of  a  government  by  as- 
sassination or  kidnapping.". 

(c)  Section  2518(7)  of  title  18  is  amended  by 
adding  after  "Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  chapter."  "but  subject  to 
section  2516,". 


THE  HAN  FORD  LAND 
MANAGEMENT  ACT 


JOHNSTON  (AND  MURKOWSKI) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1201 

(Ordered  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources.) 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
MURKOWSKi)  submitted  an  amendment 
Intended  to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill  (S.  871)  to  provide  for  the  manage- 
ment and  disposition  of  the  Hanford 
Reservation,  to  provide  for  environ- 
mental management  activities  at  the 
reservation,  and  for  other  purposes:  as 
follows: 

After  section  7.  add  the  following: 

-SEC.     8.    COMPLIANCE     WITH     CERCLA.     RCRA, 
NEPA,  A.ND  OTHER  LAWS. 

"(a)  Policy.— This  Act  shall  govern  all 
land  management  and  environmental  man- 
agement activities  at  the  Hanford  Reserva- 
tion and  shall  preempt  any  provision  of  fed- 
eral, state,  or  local  law  or  regulation,  or  any 
agreement  entered  into  by  the  Department 
of  Energy  that  is  inconsistent  with  this  Act. 

"(b)  PREEMPTION.— No  environmental  man- 
agement activity  conducted  by  the  Secretary 
or  the  employees  or  contractors  of  the  Sec- 
retary at  the  Hanford  Reservation  shall  be 
subject  to— 

"(1)  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Re- 
sponse. Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  M2  U.S.C.  9601  9675). 

(2)  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
6901  to  6992k.  also  known  as  the  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act): 

"(3)  any  state  or  local  law  or  regulation  re- 
lating to  environmental  management  activi- 
ties: or 

"(4)  the  Tri-Party  Agreement  between  the 
Department,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  and  the  Washington  State  Depart- 
ment of  Ecology. 

"(c)  Voluntary  Compliance.— Notwith- 
standing subsection  (b).  the  Secretary  may. 
in  his  discretion,  comply  with  provisions  of 
laws  preempted  by  this  section  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate,  prac- 
ticable, and  cost-effective.  The  Secretary 
shall  include  a  list  of  any  such  provisions  of 
law  in  the  environmental  management  plan 
submitted  to  Congress  under  this  Act. 

"(d)  CoMPLi.\.\CE  With  NEPA.— Compliance 
with  the  procedures  and  requirements  of  this 
Act  shall  be  deemed  adequate  consideration 
of  the  need  for  the  federal  actions  specified 
in  the  environmental  management  plan,  al- 
ternatives to  the  specified  actions,  and  the 
environmental  Impacts  thereof  for  purposes 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (42  U.S.C.  4332).  Submission  of  the  envi- 
ronmental management  plan  in  accordance 
with  the  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  satisfy  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  no 
further  consideration  shall  be  required. 


-SEC.  9.  LIABILITY. 

■•(a>  Civil  Penalties  and  Fines.— The  sec- 
ond sentence  of  section  6001(a)  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6961(a).  relat- 
ing to  civil  and  administrative  penalties  and 
fines)  is  repealed. 

"(b)  Waiver  of  Sovereign  Lmmunity.— The 
third  sentence  of  section  6001(a)  of  the  Solui 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6961(a).  relat- 
ing to  the  waiver  of  Immunity  by  the  United 
States)  Is  repealed. 

"(c)  Criminal  Liability.— The  seventh  sen- 
tence of  section  6001(a)  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6961(a))  Is  amended— 

"(I)  by  striking — 

■An  agent,  employee,  or  officer  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  shall  be  subject  to  any  criminal 
sanction  (including,  but  not  limited  to.  any 
fine  or  Imprisonment)  under  any  Federal  or 
State  soli(l  or  hazardous  waste  law.  but  no 
department,  agency,  or  Instrumentality  of 
the  e.xecutive.  legislative,  or  judicial  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be  subject 
to  any  such  sanction.';  and 

"(2)  by  Inserting  the  following — 

"No  department,  agency,  or  Instrumental- 
ity of  the  e.xecutive.  legislative,  or  Judicial 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be 
subject  to  any  criminal  sanction  (Including. 
but  not  limited  to.  any  fine  or  Imprison- 
ment) under  any  Federal  or  State  solid  or 
hazardous  waste  law.'. 

"(d)  Conforming  .Amendments.— (D  Sec- 
tion 6001(c)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  6961(c).  relating  to  state  use  of 
penalties  and  fines  collected  from  the  United 
States)  Is  repealed. 

"(2)  Section  102(c)  of  the  Federal  Facility 
Compliance  Act  (42  U.S.C.  6961  note,  relating 
to  effective  dates)  is  repealed. 

"(e)  Environmental  Da.m.^^ges.— Notwith- 
standing section  107  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9607)  or  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  United  States 
shall  not  be  liable  for  any  environmental  re- 
sponse costs,  natural  resource  loss,  or  other 
damages  arising  out  of  federal  activities  at 
the  Hanford  Reservation." 
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NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

com.mittee  on  energy  and  natural 
resources 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate  and  the  public  that  a  hear- 
ing has  been  scheduled  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Oversight  and  Investiga- 
tions of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on 
Wednesday.  June  7,  1995,  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
room  SD"366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  the  hearing  will  be  to 
examine  the  historical  evolution  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969.  how  it  is  being  applied  now  in  sev- 
eral situations,  and  what  options  are 
available  to  improve  Federal  decision- 
making consistent  with  the  objectives 
of  that  statute. 

For  further  information  concerning 
the  hearing,  please  contact  James  P. 
Beirne.  senior  counsel  to  the  commit- 
tee, at  (202)  224-2564. 

co.mmittee  on  energy  and  natural 
resources 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the   public 


that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Thurs- 
day. June  15.  1995.  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room 
SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  in  Washington.  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  S.  871.  a  bill  to  pro- 
vide for  the  management  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  Hanford  Reservation,  to 
provide  for  environmental  manage- 
ment activities  at  the  reservation,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Those  wishing  to  submit  written 
statements  should  write  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 
20510.  For  further  information,  please 
call  David  Garman  at  (202)  224-7933  or 
Judy  Brown  at  (202)  224-7556. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


DEFENSE  BUDGET  ISSUES 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
unmatched  disbursement  problem  at 
the  Pentagon  has  been  simmering  on  a 
back  burner  for  years. 

All  of  a  sudden,  it  is  on  the  front 
burner,  and  it  is  boiling. 

The  issue  is  so  bothersome  right  now 
because  it  undermines  the  credibility 
of  the  defense  budget  numbers  and  the 
case  for  pumping  up  the  defense  budg- 
et. 

There  is  another  article  on  it  in  the 
Washington  Post  on  Tuesday. 

This  one  zeros  right  in  on  the  main 
problem:  the  lack  of  accountability  at 
the  Pentagon. 

I  ask  that  the  article  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

i  ne  article  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  23.  1995] 

The  Pentagon's  accountability  Problem 

(By  Coleman  McCarthy) 

Speaking  of  welfare  abuse— and  who  isn't — 
have  you  heard  about  the  $13  billion  the  gov- 
ernment handed  out  over  the  past  decade  but 
doesn't  know  where  It  went  or  to  whom? 
Then  there's  the  $6  billion  spent  in  excess  of 
what  Congress  authorized. 

The  welfare  recipients  who  have  taken  this 
money  and  run— or  lazed  about  or  bought 
Cadillacs,  as  it  Is  derisively  said  of  poor  peo- 
ple—are In  a  category  of  their  own.  They  are 
military  contractors.  Their  welfare  agency  Is 
the  largest  of  them  all.  the  Department  of 
Defense,  which  has  a  defense  against  enemies 
ereat  and  small  except  the  one  within:  fiscal 
stupidity  and  Indifference. 

Some  of  the  details  of  this  welfare  abuse 
were  revealed  May  16  before  the  Senate 
.\rmed  Services  subcommittee  on  readiness. 
It  wasn't  much  of  a  hearing:  Just  a  half-day 
of  testimony  from  a  Pentagon  undersecre- 
tary and  the  head  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  a  few  senators  and  not  much  in  the 
national  media  that  evening  or  the  next  day. 

If  $19  billion  In  lost  or  untracked  tax 
money  had  been  dispensed  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  on  mismanaged  reading 
programs  or  If  this  were  $19  billion  that  va- 
porized In  the  Medicare  or  food  stamp  bu- 
reaucracy, no  hearing  room  would  have  been 


large  enough  to  hold  the  media  and  outraged 
public,  no  time  limit  on  hearings  would  have 
been  Imposed  and  no  senator's  publicist 
would  have  passed  up  the  chance  to  paper 
Washington  with  the  boss's  deploring  of  bu- 
reaucrats, welfare  cheats  and,  for  sure,  lib- 
erals. 

But  this  was  the  Pentagon— the  Depart- 
ment of  Giveaways — and  its  dollar-mates. 
military  contractors  and  their  rent-a-gen- 
eral  execs.  Both  givers  and  takers  are  on  per- 
manent dispensations  from  standards  of 
competence,  accountability  and  honesty  that 
apply  elsewhere. 

At  the  hearings.  Charles  A.  Bowsher  of  the 
GAO  ran  through  what  he  called  the  Penta- 
gon's "serious  problem  of  not  being  able  to 
properly  match  disbursements  with  obliga- 
tions." Pentagon  overpayments,  flawed  con- 
tracts, duplicative  business  practices,  shoddy 
or  no  record-keeping  and  multiple  payroll 
systems  have  meant  that  the  money  might 
as  well  have  been  thrown  out  of  airplanes  for 
all  anyone  knew  where  it  went. 

On  such  a  routine  matter  as  travel. 
Bowsher  reported  that  the  Pentagon  has 
"over  700  proce.sslng  centers.  1,300  pages  of 
regulations  and  some  40  steps  to  get  travel 
approval  and  reimbursement.  The  result: 
DOD  spent  over  30  percent  of  each  travel  dol- 
lar on  administrative  cost.  By  contrast,  com- 
panies with  the  best  travel  processes  have 
one  disbursing  center  .  ,  .  and  10  or  fewer 
process  steps.  These  companies  spend  as  lit- 
tle as  1  percent  of  their  travel  dollar  on  ad- 
ministrative costs." 

According  to  John  Hamre,  the  Pentagon 
undersecretary  and  comptroller,  each  month 
the  Pentagon  deals  with  2.5  million  Invoices 
and  10  million  paychecks.  He  spun:  "It  isn't 
that  we  have  wicked  people  trying  to  screw 
up.  it's  that  we  have  a  system  that's  so 
error-prone  that  good  people  working  hard 
are  going  to  make  mistakes." 

In  the  past  18  months,  the  hard-working 
good  folk  at  the  Pentagon  have  miscalcu- 
lated Hamre's  paycheck  six  times. 

Because  no  wicked  people  are  involved  in 
the  missing  billions,  no  mention  was  made  of 
firings,  much  less  possible  Indictments.  On 
the  issue  of  "problem  disbursements." 
Hamre  was  the  model  of  managerial  thought- 
fulness.  It  is  too  late  or  too  burdensome  to 
go  back  and  see  what  or  who  went  awry:  "I 
decided  to  suspend,  on  a  one-time  basis,  the 
requirement  to  research  old  transactions." 
To  DOD's  contractor  buddies,  the  message, 
unlike  the  money,  was  not  lost:  Relax,  we're 
good  people,  you're  good  people.  It  was  "the 
system." 

Hamre  reassured  Congress  that  the  era  of 
reform  is  here:  "The  department  has  refined 
and  advanced  its  blueprint  to  eliminate  its 
long-standing  financial  management  prob- 
lems." 

Sure.  In  his  1989  book  "The  Pentagonlsts: 
An  Insider's  View  of  Waste.  Mismanagement, 
and  Fraud  in  Defense  Spending."  A.  Ernest 
Fitzgerald  wrote  that  the  military's  rote  re- 
action to  scandal  is  to  promise  reform. 
pledge  self-policing  and  spout  Caspar  Wein- 
berger's favorite  cliche  about  the  "few  bad 
apples  In  any  barrel."  And  then  go  back  to 
writing  checks. 

Down  the  hall  on  the  same  day  from  the 
hearing  on  the  missing  billions  was  another 
Senate  Armed  Services  panel  reaching  for  its 
appropriations  pen — debating  a  $60  billion 
contract  to  build  30  attack  submarines  for 
the  Navy.  To  attack  who''  Russia. 

It  was  a  day  of  symmetry;  one  Senate  com- 
mittee looking  for  phantom  money  and  an- 
other pondering  a  phantom  enemy. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Billions  of  dollars 
in  DOD  checks  can't  be  hooked  up  to 


authorizing  documents,  but  "no  men- 
tion is  made  of  firings  or  possible  in- 
dictments." the  article  says. 

The  Pentagon  will  promise  reform, 
pledge  self-policing,  and  get  right  back 
to  writing  bad  checks. 

This  is  what  worries  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  would  like  to 
give  the  Pentagon  some  extra  money, 
so  the  Pentagon  bureaucrats  can  write 
more  bad  checks. 

This  is  the  very  problem  I  spoke 
about  on  the  floor  last  Friday. 

Last  Friday  I  came  to  the  floor  to  ex- 
press concern  about  a  new  policy  being 
pushed  by  the  Comptroller  at  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  [DOD],  Mr.  John 
Hamre. 

Mr.  Hamre  is  proposing  to  write  off 
billions  of  dollars  of  unmatchable  dis- 
bursements. 

Unmatchable  disbursements  are  pay- 
ments which  he  claims  cannot  be 
linked  to  supporting  documentation. 

In  my  mind.  Mr.  President,  the  plan 
would  set  a  dangerous  precedent  and 
underscores  the  continuing  lack  of  ef- 
fective internal  financial  controls  at 
the  Pentagon. 

My  speech  last  Friday  merely  ex- 
pressed concerns  and  raised  questions 
about  the  new  policy. 

Well,  at  the  conclusion  of  my  state- 
ment, my  friend  from  Arizona,  Senator 
McCain,  and  my  friend  from  Maine, 
Senator  Cohen,  launched  an  unwar- 
ranted attack  on  what  I  had  said. 

I  feel  as  though  their  criticism  weis 
misdirected.  It  misinterpreted  and 
mischaracterlzed  what  I  had  said. 

Unfortunately.  I  was  participating  in 
the  Canada-United  States  Interpar- 
liamentary Group  meeting  in  Canada 
and  had  to  run  to  catch  an  airplane. 

I  was  unable  to  respond  to  their  criti- 
cal remarks  on  Friday. 

I  would  like  to  do  that  now. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  now  like  to 
clarify  for  Senator  Cohen's  under- 
standing of  what  I  actually  said  about 
the  IRS.  Had  his  recollection  of  what  I 
said  been  clear,  he  would  have  known 
that  he  and  I  are  in  total  agreement  on 
the  management  flaws  at  IRS. 

Senator  Cohen  seemed  to  think  that 
I  was  holding  up  the  IRS  as  some  kind 
of  model  accounting  bureau  for  Penta- 
gon bureaucrats  to  copy. 

That  was  not  my  point  at  all.  Noth- 
ing could  be  further  from  the  truth. 

In  fact,  I  am  as  frequent  a  critic  of 
the  way  the  IRS  manages  the  peoples" 
money  as  he  is. 

What  I  was  suggesting  in  my  com- 
ments was  that  the  plan  to  write  off 
billions  of  dollars  of  unmatchable  dis- 
bursements would  be  an  insult  to  the 
taxpayers. 

This  is  what  I  said: 

This  money  was  taken  out  of  the  pockets 
of  hard  working  American  taxpayers,  and 
the  Pentagon  bureaucrats  say  it  is  Just  too 
much  trouble  to  find  out  how  their  money 
was  spent. 
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Could  you  Imagine  how  the  IRS  would 
treat  a  citizen  who  claimed  to  have  no  docu- 
mentation for  $100,000  of  income?  The  IRS 
would  say:  We  know  you  got  the  money.  You 
pay  the  ta.x.  Period.  End  of  discussion. 

We  should  hold  the  Pentagon  bureaucrats 
to  the  same  standard  that  the  IRS  holds  the 
taxpayers  to.  The  DOD  should  have  to  play 
by  the  same  rules  Imposed  on  the  taxpayers. 

We  should  tell  the  Pentagon  bureaucrats: 
We  know  you  received  JIO  billion  in  appro- 
priations. Now,  how  did  you  spend  it?  No 
extra  money  until  we  get  the  answer. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  point  I  was 
trying  to  make. 

The  IRS  is  relentless  and  thorough  in 
collecting  tax  money  from  the  people. 

I  want  the  Pentagon  bureaucrats  to 
be  just  as  relentless  and  just  as  thor- 
ough in  controlling  and  accounting  for 
the  expenditure  of  the  peoples"  money 
as  the  IRS  is  in  collecting  it. 

I  would  now  like  to  turn  to  Senator 
McCain's  remarks. 

I  take  strong  exception  to  what  was 
said  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McC.\iN  suggested  that  I  "enjoy 
savaiging"  the  Pentagon  for  short- 
comings and  deficiencies  but  never 
offer  -viable  solutions."  First  of  all.  I 
do  not  remember  ever  making  a  cri- 
tique of  DOD's  management  without 
offering  a  solution,  contrary  to  my 
friend's  flippant  remark. 

On  Friday,  I  made  two  very  specific 
recommendations  for  handling  the  new 
policy. 

I  would  like  to  restate  those  two  rec- 
ommendations. I  said: 

We  in  the  Congress  should  not  approve  this 

plan  until  two  stringent  conditions  are  met: 

Number  1:  Those  responsible  must  be  held 

accountable  for  what  has  happened;  Heads 

must  roll. 

Number  2:  A  new  DOD  policy  should  be  put 
In  place  that  specifies:  Effective  January  1. 
1996,  all  DOD  disbursem.ents  must  be 
matched  wiLh  obligations  and  supporting  ac- 
counting records  before  a  payment  is  made. 
Mr.  President,  as  I  said  on  Friday, 
these  two  recommendations  will  help 
to  strengthen  and  reinforce  section  8137 
of  the  fiscal  year  1995  DOD  Appropria- 
tions Act— Public  Law  10^-333,  Senator 
Stevens  acknowledged  my  proposed 
solution  in  a  hearing  on  this  issue  May 
23  before  his  Defense  Subcommittee. 

Section  8137  was  a  carefully  crafted 
piece  of  legislation  designed  to  correct 
the  unmatched  disbursement  problem 
at  the  Pentagon. 

It  was  a  phased  approach  I  developed 
in  close  cooperation  with  the  DOD 
Comptroller.  Mr.  Hamre. 

Section  8137  specifies  that  by  July  1. 
1995.  a  disbursement  in  excess  of  So  mil- 
lion must  be  matched  with  appropriate 
accounting  documents  before  the  pay- 
ment is  made. 

Then,  under  the  law.  the  mandatory 
matching  threshold  is  lowered  to  SI 
million  on  October  1.  1995. 

My  amendment  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate  on  August  II.  1994. 

The  next  day  I  received  a  warm, 
handwritten  thank  you  note  from  Mr. 
Hamre.  I  would  like  to  read  it.  I  quote: 


I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  sponsoring 
the  amendment  requiring  DOD  to  match  dis- 
bursements with  accounting  records  prior  to 
actual  disbursement  of  funds.  I  especially  ap- 
preciate your  willingness  to  work  with  me  to 
adopt  your  amendment  to  ensure  we  could 
Implement  it  in  the  least  disruptive  manner. 
You  will  be  very  proud  of  the  long-term  ben- 
efit It  will  produce  In  our  business  practices. 
Mr.  President,  to  my  friend  from  Ari- 
zona, I  say:  I  have  been  working  hard 
to  fix  this  problem.  I  do  not  claim  to 
have  the  answer  but  I  am  searching  for 
it. 

And  the  recommendations  I  made  on 
Friday  are  the  logical  next  step  to  the 
phaised  approach  contained  in  section 
8137  of  the  law. 

They  would  lower  the  threshold  to 
zero,  effective  January  I,  1996. 

Let  me  also  say  to  my  friend  from 
Arizona  that  my  recommendations  are 
fully  consistent  with  current  DOD  pol- 
icy. 

To  back  up  that  point,  I  would  like 
to  quote  from  Mr.  Hamre's  letter  of 
May  5,  1995,  to  Senator  Glenn  where 
the  plan  to  write  off  unmatchable  dis- 
bursements was  first  revealed  to  the 
public. 

I  quote  from  the  Hamre  letter:  "We 
have  adopted  a  policy  that  we  will  not 
disburse  funds  until  we  pre-match 
them  to  the  accounting  records." 

That  is  recommendation  No.  2  in  Fri- 
day's speech. 

Mr.  President.  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Arizona  that  I  have  been  working 
diligently  to  fix  the  problem. 

I  have  already  helped  to  develop  one 
viable  solution  and  am  working  on  an- 
other. 

Right  now,  I  am  working  with  the 
Comptroller  General,  Chuck  Bowsher, 
to  find  a  more  comprehensive  solution 
to  the  Pentagon's  accounting  prob- 
lems. 

Mr.  President,  sometimes  in  the  heat 
of  debate,  our  arguments  and  proposed 
solutions  fall  on  deaf  ears. 

I  would  caution  my  friend  from  Ari- 
zona to  listen  to  the  arguments  before 
blindly  dismissing  them. 

Unless  that  is  done,  the  credibility  of 
one's  opposition  is  lost. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  add 
one  new  idea  to  the  discussion. 

I  do  not  believe  the  use  of  the  word 
"writeoff  accurately  describes  what 
DOD  is  proposing  to  do. 

Normally,  the  word  "writeoff  is 
used  to  describe  a  procedure  for  cancel- 
ing from  accounts  a  legitimate  busi- 
ness loss. 

What  Mr.  Hamre  is  proposing  to  do  is 
write  off  billions  of  dollars  of  unau- 
thorized payments. 

A  payment  that  cannot  be  linked  to 
supporting  documentation  is  an  unau- 
thorized payment.  It  may  not  be  legiti- 
mate. 

Without  documentation,   we   do   not 
know  how  the  money  was  used. 
That  is  my  concern,  Mr.  President. 
Mr.  President,  Pentagon  bureaucrats 
have    an    unblemished   record    of  mis- 
managing the  peoples'  money. 
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Now,  is  it  smart  to  give  a  bureau-     •■ 
cratic    institution    like    the    Pentagon 
that   cannot   control   and   account   for 
the  use  of  public  money  more  public      || 
money— as  some  of  my  colleagues  pro-      " 
pose? 

DOD  should  not  get  any  extra  money     J 
until  it  cleans  up  the  books. 

More  money  is  not  the  answer.  Bet- 
ter management  is.«  i'l 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  COMMAND  SGT. 
MAJ.  WILLIAM  H.  ACEBES  ON 
HIS  RETIREMENT  FROM  THE 
ARMY 

•  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
want  to  congratulate  Command  Sgt. 
Maj.  William  H.  Acebes  on  the  occasion 
of  his  retirement  from  the  U.S.  Army. 
Command  Sergeant  Major  Acebes 
began  his  Army  career  30  years  ago 
when  he  completed  basic  training  at 
Fort  Polk.  LA.  I  am  pleased  to  note 
that  he  completed  his  advanced  indi- 
vidual training  in  my  home  State  of 
Georgia,  at  Fort  Gordon.  Since  then. 
he  has  served  in  virtually  every  non- 
commissioned officer  leadership  posi- 
tion. 

Overseas.  Command  Sergeant  Major 
Acebes  has  served  numerous  tours  of 
duty  with  United  States  Forces  in  both 
Europe  and  Asia.  In  Germany  he  was 
assigned  to  the  Berlin  Brigade  and 
later,  to  the  1st  Battalion.  10th  Special 
Forces  Group  (Forward)  at  Bad  Toelz. 
During  the  Vietnam  war,  he  served 
with  the  173rd  Airborne  Brigade  and 
was  an  advisor  with  the  United  States 
Army  Military  Assistance  Command. 
His  most  recent  overseas  assignment 
was  in  South  Korea,  where  he  was  the 
command  sergeant  major  of  the  2nd  In- 
fantr,y  Division. 

Bill  Acebes'  stateside  assignments 
have  included  serving  as  the  first  ser- 
geant of  Headquarters  Company  and 
the  command  sergeant  major  of  the  1st 
Battalion  (Ranger),  75th  Ranger  Regi- 
ment. Also,  he  served  as  the  battalion 
command  sergeant  major  for  the  1st 
Battalion.  64th  Armor  Regiment.  2d 
Brigade,  24th  Infantry  Division,  at  Fort 
Stewart.  Georgia.  Since  1992.  he  has 
served  as  the  U.S.  Army  Infantry  Cen- 
ter Command  Sergeant  Major  at  Fort 
Benning.  GA. 

During  his  30-year  Army  career.  Bill 
Acebes  has  received  numerous  awards 
and  decorations  in  recognition  of  his 
exemplary  service  to  the  United 
States.  These  awards  and  decorations 
include  the  Legion  of  Merit,  the  Bronze 
Star,  the  Meritorious  Service  Medal, 
the  Army  Commendation  Medal,  the 
Army  Achievement  Medal,  and  the 
■Vietnam  Cross  of  Gallantry. 

I  know  of  no  soldier  who  sought  more 
tough,  demanding  assignments  than 
Bill  Acebes.  I  also  know  of  no  soldier 
who  has  spent  more  time  with  the  in- 
fantry—with infantry  soldiers  and  fam- 
ilies, than  Bill  Acebes.  Whenever  our 
country  called,  over  a  30-year  period, 


Command  Sergeant  Major  Acebes  an- 
swered. His  leadership  and  talents  will 
be  missed. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  our  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  thanking  Command  Ser- 
geant Major  William  H.  Acebes  for  his 
distinguished  service  to  the  Army  and 
people  of  the  United  States.* 


COMMERCIAL  SPENT  NUCLEAR 
FUEL  STORAGE 

•  Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  MURKOWSKI]  for  the 
statement  yesterday  on  the  need  to  de- 
velop a  timely  solution  for  the  man- 
agement of  spent  nuclear  fuel  from  the 
Nation's  109  commercial  nuclear  power 
plants. 

As  the  new  chairman  of  the  Energy 
Committee,  Senator  MURKOW.sKi  has  al- 
ready assumed  a  leading  role  in  exam- 
ining America's  policy  on  high-level 
radioactive  waste  management  and  I 
appreciate  the  chairman's  ongoing 
commitment  to  change  that  policy  to 
ensure  that  we  continue  to  make 
progress  in  a  program  so  vital  to  the 
national  interest. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  has 
struggled  to  fashion  a  workable  policy 
on  high-level  radioactive  A^aste  dis- 
posal since  the  Congress  passed  the  Nu- 
clear Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982. 

In  1987,  President  Ronald  Reagan 
signed  amendments  to  that  act  to  di- 
rect the  Department  of  Energy  to 
study  Yucca  Mountain  in  Nevada  as  a 
likely  repository  site.  A  cadre  of  world- 
class  scientists  have  been  conducting 
first-of-a-kind  experiments  at  Yucca 
Mountain  to  determine  if  the  site  is 
suitable  for  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
spent  nuclear  fuel  from  civilian  nu- 
clear reactors  a  well  as  defense  high- 
level  radioactive  waste. 

Electric  consumers  have  committed 
Sll  billion  since  1983  to  finance  these 
studies,  a  total  that  includes  S563  mil- 
lion collected  from  consumers  of  nu- 
clear electricity  generated  in  South 
Carolina.  Unfortunately,  the  year  2010 
is  the  earliest  possible  date  that  a  re- 
pository might  be  ready  to  accept 
spent  fuel. 

In  the  meantime,  nuclear  power 
plants  across  the  country  are  running 
out  of  capacity  to  store  spent  fuel.  By 
1998.  26  plants  will  have  exhausted  ex- 
isting capacity  to  store  spent  fuel,  in- 
cluding the  Oconee  and  Robinson 
plants  in  South  Carolina. 

In  addition  to  designating  Yucca 
Mountain,  the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy 
Act  made  the  Federal  Government  re- 
sponsible for  taking  title  to  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  beginning  in  1998. 

In  order  to  meet  its  obligations, 
therefore,  the  Federal  Government 
must  now  develop  a  temporary  storage 
facility  for  spent  fuel  from  the  Nation's 
nuclear  power  plants.  In  just  3  years 
DOE  is  scheduled  to  assume  respon- 
sibility for  the  spent  nuclear  fuel  from 


commercial  nuclear  power  plants.  It 
must  begin  planning  now  to  build  and 
operate  a  facility  to  fulfill  that  obliga- 
tion. 

Legislation  introduced  in  both  the 
Senate  and  House  would  develop  an  in- 
tegrated approach  to  spent  fuel  man- 
agement, including  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  single  Federal  facil- 
ity to  store  spent  fuel  until  a  perma- 
nent solution  is  available.  Legislation 
in  both  Chambers  identifies  the  sen- 
sible location  for  such  a  storage  facil- 
ity—the Nevada  test  site. 

This  Federal  facility  is  the  most  log- 
ical location  for  such  an  interim  site. 
It  borders  Yucca  Mountain,  a  remote, 
unpopulated,  and  arid  location  in  the 
Nevada  Desert.  Moreover,  the  site  is  on 
land  that  has  been  dedicated  to  under- 
ground nuclear  testing  for  more  than 
40  years,  and  thus  appropriately  dedi- 
cated to  a  project  like  this  one. 

Building  a  central  storage  facility  at 
the  Nevada  test  site  does  not  prejudge 
the  question  of  whether  Yucca  Moun- 
tain is  suitable,  but  there  are  tremen- 
dous advantages  to  locating  it  there. 
Among  the  most  appealing  is  ease  of 
transportation  of  the  spent  fuel  from 
storage  facility  to  repository. 

Building  a  central  storage  facility 
that  is  operating  by  1998  and  a  reposi- 
tory by  2010  will  save  electric  consum- 
ers S5  billion  over  the  life  cycle  of  the 
waste  management  program.  These 
cost  savings  will  be  further  enhanced, 
primarily  through  ease  of  transpor- 
tation, if  the  storage  facility  is  located 
near  the  repository  site. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  to 
address  the  problems  that  have  plagued 
the  Department  of  Energy's  nuclear 
waste  management  program.  We  can 
take  the  first  step  this  year  by  author- 
izing and  using  funds  already  contrib- 
uted by  electricity  consumers  to  de- 
velop a  central  storage  facility  in  Ne- 
vada.* 


DESECRATION  OF  THE  U.S.  FLAG 

•  Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  submit  for  the  Record  the 
memorializing  resolutions  from  the 
States  of  Washington,  Hawaii,  and  Or- 
egon calling  on  the  Congress  to  pass  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  that 
protects  the  United  States  flag  from 
desecration.  I  think  these  resolutions 
are  a  wonderful  reminder  that  the 
movement  and  support  for  an  amend- 
ment to  protect  the  flag  begin  at  the 
grassroots  level.  Up  to  this  point.  49 
States  have  passed  memorializing  reso- 
lutions in  support  of  a  flag  protection 
amendment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  texts  of  these  resolutions  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

St.^te  of  w.^shi.vgton:  Sen.\te  Joint 
Memori.^l  8006 
Whereas.  Although  the  right  of  free  expres- 
sion is  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  United 
States   Constitution,    very   carefully   drawn 
limits   on   expression   in   specific   Instances 


have  long  been  recognized  as  legitimate 
means  of  maintaining  public  safety  and  de- 
cency, as  well  as  orderliness  and  productive 
value  of  public  debate:  and 

Whereas,  Certain  actions,  although  argu- 
ably related  to  one  person's  free  expression, 
nevertheless  raise  issues  concerning  public 
decency,  public  peace,  and  the  rights  of  ex- 
pression and  sacred  values  of  others;  and 

Whereas.  There  are  symbols  of  our  na- 
tional soul  such  as  the  Washington  Monu- 
ment, the  United  States  Capitol  Building, 
and  memorials  to  our  greatest  leaders,  which 
are  the  property  of  every  American  and  are 
therefore  worthy  of  protection  from  desecra- 
tion and  dishonor;  and 

Whereas,  The  American  Flag  to  this  day  Is 
a  most  honorable  and  worthy  banner  of  a  na- 
tion that  Is  thankful  for  Its  strengths  and 
committed  to  curing  Its  faults,  and  remains 
the  destination  of  millions  of  immigrants  at- 
tracted by  the  universal  power  of  the  Amer- 
ican Ideal;  and 

Whereas,  The  law  as  Interpreted  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  no  longer  ac- 
cords to  the  Stars  and  Stripes  that  rev- 
erence, respect,  and  dignity  befitting  the 
banner  of  that  most  noble  experiment  of  a 
nation-state;  and 

Whereas,  It  Is  only  fitting  that  people  ev- 
erywhere should  lend  their  voices  to  a  force- 
ful call  for  a  restoration  of  the  Stars  and 
Stripes  to  a  proper  station  under  law  and  de- 
cency; 

Now,  therefore.  Your  Memorialists  respect- 
fully pray  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  propose  an  amendment  of  the  United 
States  Constitution,  for  ratification  by  the 
states,  specifying  that  Congress  and  the 
states  shall  have  the  power  to  prohibit  the 
physical  desecration  of  the  flag  of  the  United 
States:  be  it 

Resolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial be  Immediately  transmitted  by  the 
secretary  of  state  to  the  president  and  the 
secretary  of  the  United  States  Senate,  to  the 
speaker  and  the  clerk  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  and  to  each  mem- 
ber of  this  state's  delegation  to  the  Congress. 

State  of  Hawaii.  House  Concurrent 

Resolution  112 

Whereas,  the  flag  of  the  United  States  is 
the  ultimate  symbol  of  our  country  and  It  is 
the  unique  fiber  that  holds  together  a  di- 
verse and  different  people  into  a  nation  we 
call  America  and  the  United  States;  and 

Whereas,  as  of  May.  1994.  forty-three  states 
have  memorials  to  the  United  States  Con- 
gress urging  action  to  protect  the  American 
flag  from  willful  physical  desecration  and 
these  legislations  represent  nearly  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty  nine  million  Americans, 
more  than  ninety  percent  of  our  country's 
population;  and 

Whereas,  although  the  right  of  free  expres- 
sion Is  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  United 
States  Constitution,  very  carefully  drawn 
limits  on  expression  In  specific  Instances 
have  long  been  recognized  as  legitimate 
means  of  maintaining  public  safety  and  de- 
cency, as  well  as  orderliness  and  productive 
value  of  public  debate:  and 

Whereas,  certain  actions,  although  argu- 
ably related  to  one  person's  free  expression, 
nevertheless  raise  Issues  concerning  public 
decency,  public  peace,  and  the  rights  of  other 
citizens;  and 

Whereas,  there  are  symbols  of  our  national 
soul  such  as  the  Washington  Monument,  the 
United  States  Capitol  Building,  and  memori- 
als to  our  greatest  leaders,  which  are  the 
property  of  every  American  and  are  there- 
fore worthy  of  protection  from  desecration 
and  dishonor:  and 


14704 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  26,  1995 


May  26,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


Whereas,  the  American  Flag  Is  a  most  hon- 
orable and  worthy  banner  of  a  nation  which 
Is  thankful  for  Its  strengths  and  committed 
to  curing-  Its  faults  and  remains  the  destina- 
tion of  millions  of  Immigrants  attracted  by 
the  universal  power  of  the  -American  Ideal; 
and 

Whereas,  the  law  as  Interpreted  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  no  longer  ac- 
cords to  the  Stars  and  Stripes  the  reverence, 
respect,  and  dignity  befitting  the  banner  of 
that  most  noble  experiment  of  a  nation- 
state:  and 

Whereas,  It  Is  only  fitting  that  people  ev- 
erywhere should  lend  their  voices  to  a  force- 
ful call  for  restoration  to  the  Stars  and 
Stripes  of  a  proper  station  under  law  and  de- 
cency: and 

Whereas,  as  Increasing  number  of  citizens, 
individuality  and  collectively.  In  Hawaii  and 
throughout  the  nation,  have  called  for  action 
to  ban  the  willful  desecration  of  the  Amer- 
ican nag:  and  to  Ignore  the  effect  of  this  de- 
cision would  be  an  affront  to  everyone  who 
has  been  committed  to  the  Ideals  of  our  na- 
tion in  times  of  war  and  in  times  of  peace; 
now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Eighteenth  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii. Regular  Session  of  1995,  the  Senate  con- 
curring. That  this  body  respectfully  requests 
each  member  of  Hawaii's  cong^ressional  dele- 
gation, with  the  specific  purpose  of  urging 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  propose 
an  amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution, for  ratification  by  the  states,  pro- 
viding that  Congress  and  the  states  shall 
have  the  power  to  prohibit  the  willful  phys- 
ical desecration  of  the  flag  of  the  United 
States:  and  be  It  further 

Resolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this  Con- 
current Resolution  be  transmitted  to  each 
member  of  Hawaii's  congressional  delega- 
tion. ; 

Oregon  Legislative  assembly.  Senate 
JOLN'T  Memorial  l 

Whereas  although  the  right  of  free  expres- 
sion Is  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  United 
States  Constitution,  very  carefully  drawn 
limits  on  expression  In  specific  Instances 
have  long  been  recognized  as  legitimate 
means  of  maintaining  public  safety  and  de- 
cency, as  well  as  orderliness  and  productive 
value  of  public  debate:  and 

Whereas  certain  actions,  although  argu- 
ably related  to  one  person's  free  expression. 
nevertheless  raise  Issues  concerning  public 
decency,  public  peace,  and  rights  of  expres- 
sion and  sacred  values  of  others;  and 

Whereas  there  are  symbols  of  our  national 
soul  such  as  the  Washington  Monument,  the 
United  States  Capitol  and  memorials  to  our 
greatest  leaders  that  are  the  property  of 
every  American  and  therefore  worthy  of  pro- 
tection from  desecration  and  dishonor;  and 

Whereas  the  American  flag  is  a  most  hon- 
orable and  worthy  banner  of  a  nation  thank- 
ful for  its  own  strengths,  committed  to  cur- 
ing its  faults,  and  the  continued  destination 
of  millions  of  Immigrants  attracted  by  the 
universal  power  of  the  American  Ideal;  and 

Whereas  the  law,  as  Interpreted  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court,  no  longer  ac- 
cords to  the  Stars  and  Stripes  that  rev- 
erence, respect  and  dignity  befitting  the  ban- 
ner of  that  most  noble  experiment  of  a  na- 
tion-state; and 

Whereas  it  is  only  fitting  that  people  ev- 
erywhere should  lend  their  voices  to  a  force- 
ful call  for  restoration  to  the  Stars  and 
Stripes  of  a  proper  station  under  law  and  de- 
cency; now.  therefore,  be  it  Resolved  by  the 
Legislative  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Oregon: 


(1)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States  Is 
memorialized  to  promptly  propose  an 
amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion specifying  that  Congress  and  the  several 
states  shall  have  the  power  to  prohibit  the 
physical  desecration  of  the  flag  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

(2)  A  copy  of  this  memorial  shall  be  sent  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  and  to 
each  member  of  the  Oregon  Congressional 
Delegation.* 


RUSSIAN  SALES  OF  SUBMARINES 
TO  IRAN  AND  CHINA 

•  Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  the 
sale  of  Russian  submarines  to  Iran  and 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  have  the 
potential  to  significantly  jeopardize  re- 
gional stability  and  pose  a  grave  threat 
to  international  trade.  The  United 
States  must  take  a  firm  stand  on  this 
issue. 

Iran,  which  borders  the  Straits  of 
Hormuz.  has  obtained  two  and  is  ex- 
pected to  take  delivery  of  a  third  Rus- 
sian Kilo  class  submarine.  These  sub- 
marines, particularly  when  armed  with 
the  wake-homing  torpedoes  that  the 
Iranian's  have  tested,  are  optimized  to 
cut  off  the  passage  of  merchant  ship- 
ping through  the  straits.  Roughly  50 
percent  of  the  oil  in  international 
trade  passes  through  these  straits.  Any 
interruption  of  this  supply  would  re- 
sult in  an  international  energy  crisis. 
and  a  sustained  interruption  would 
have  dramatic  economic  consequences. 

We  must  ask  ourselves,  "why  are  the 
Iranian's  developing  this  capability?" 
Could  the  answer  be  that  they  wish  to 
close  the  straits?  Clearly,  it  is  not  in 
our  national  interest  to  allow  a  coun- 
try which  sponsors  international  ter- 
rorism to  do  this,  holding  the  world's 
oil  supply  and  the  key  to  the  global 

The  People's  Republic  of  China  is 
also  buying  modern  Russian  sub- 
marines. For  what  purpose?  Their  law- 
less efforts  to  seize  control  of  the 
Spratley  Islands  already  indicate  an  In- 
tent to  control  the  South  China  Sea. 
Are  these  submarines  intended  to  bol- 
ster this  effort  or  are  they  intended  to 
threaten  our  friends  in  Taiwan? 

As  an  island  nation,  Taiwan  is  des- 
perately dependent  on  the  free  passage 
of  shipping.  If  this  were  to  be  threat- 
ened or  cut  off.  the  Taiwanese  economy 
would  flounder.  Would  we.  should  we, 
allow  this  to  happen?  I  think  not.  Tai- 
wan is  our  sixth  largest  trading  part- 
ner and,  unlike  the  People's  Republic 
of  China,  a  democratic  state. 

Since  1776  the  United  States  has  sup- 
ported the  freedom  of  navigation  and 
must  continue  to  do  so.  Twice  in  this 
century  a  country  With  a  relatively 
small  submarine  force  caused  havoc 
with  the  merchant  shipping  of  free  na- 
tions. This  can  not  happen  again. 

The  United  States  does  not  build  sub- 
marines for  foreign  nations  and  neither 
should  the  Russians.  We  must  increase 
our  efforts  to  discourage  the  Russians 


from  proliferating  this,  as  well  as 
other,  dangerous  technology  and  we 
must  vigorously  maintain  our  suprem- 
acy in  antisubmarine  warfare  capabili- 
ties. Furthermore,  we  must  make  it  ab- 
solutely clear  to  Iran  and  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  that  the  United 
States  can  not.  and  will  not.  tolerate 
any  action  which  impacts  regional  sta- 
bility by  threatening  the  merchant 
trade  of  peaceful  nations.* 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Da.schle.  the 
following  statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record.) 


14705 


24TH  ANNUAL  POLISH  HERITAGE 
FESTIVAL 
•  Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  our 
country  is  a  remarkable  mosaic— a 
mixture  of  races,  languages,  ethnici- 
ties, and  religions — that  grows  increas- 
ingly diverse  with  each  passing  year. 
Nowhere  is  this  incredible  diversity 
more  evident  than  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey.  In  New  Jersey,  schoolchildren 
come  from  families  that  speak  120  dif- 
ferent languages  at  home.  These  dif- 
ferent languages  are  used  in  over  1.4 
million  homes  in  my  State.  I  have  al- 
ways believed  that  one  of  the  United 
States  greatest  strengths  is  the  diver- 
sity of  the  people  that  make  up  its  citi- 
zenry and  I  am  proud  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  my  colleagues  to  an  event  in 
New  Jersey  that  celebrates  the  impor- 
tance of  the  diversity  that  is  a  part  of 
America's  collective  heritage. 

On  June  4.  1995.  the  Garden  State 
Arts  Center  in  Holmdel.  NJ,  will  begin 
its  1995  Spring  Heritage  Festival  Se- 
ries. This  Heritage  Festival  program 
will  salute  some  of  the  different  ethnic 
communities  that  contribute  so  great- 
ly to  New  Jersey's  diverse  makeup. 
Highlighting  old  country  customs  and 
culture,  the  festival  programs  are  an 
opportunity  to  express  pride  in  the  eth- 
nic backgrounds  that  are  a  part  of  our 
collective  heritage.  Additionally,  the 
Spring  Heritage  Festivals  will  contrib- 
ute proceeds  from  their  programs  to 
the  Garden  State  Arts  Center's  cul- 
tural center  fund  which  presents  thea- 
ter productions  free-of-charge  to  New 
Jersey's  school  children,  seniors,  and 
other  deserving  residents.  The  Heritage 
Festival  thus  not  only  pays  tribute  to 
the  cultural  influences  from  our  past, 
it  also  makes  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  our  present  day  cultural  activi- 
ties. 

On  Sunday.  June  4.  1995,  the  Heritage 
Festival  Series  will  open  with  the  24th 
Annual  Polish  Heritage  Festival. 
Chaired  by  Stanley  Kostenowcyk.  this 
year's  event  commemorates  the  end  of 
World  War  II  and  pays  tribute  to  the 
bravery  of  American  and  Polish  sol- 
diers in  their  war  efforts.  A  special 
commemoi-ative  exhibition  on  the  Pol- 
ish people's  involvement  in  World  WAr 
II  will  be  held  in  the  Robert  Meyner 
Reception  Center  and  will  honor  the 
memory  of  the  6  million  Poles  that  dis- 
appeared  during    this   dark    period   in 


world  history.  The  festival  will  also 
feature  food,  crafts,  music,  and  tradi- 
tional Polish  folk  dancing  as  well  as  an 
outdoor  liturgy  concelebrated  by  Rev. 
Msgr.  Joseph  Marjanczyk.  pastor  of 
Our  Lady  of  Mount  Carmel  R.C.  Church 
of  Bayonne.  NJ,  and  Rev.  Eugene  Koch, 
pastor  of  St.  Theresa's  R.C.  Church  in 
Linden.  NJ.  Immediately  following  the 
outdoor  liturgy  will  be  a  program  fea- 
turing many  talented  Polish  artists  in- 
cluding: Lenny  Gormulka  and  The  Chi- 
cago Push:  the  Jimmy  Sturr  Orchestra 
with  Carl  Buda  directing  the  St. 
Cecilia's  Choir;  Raymond  Wojcik  con- 
ducting the  Garden  State  Phil- 
harmonic Orchestra;  the  pianist  Jacek 
Zganiacz;  the  Hejnal  Polish-American 
Dancers;  and  Emcee  Barry  Kaminski. 
On  behalf  of  all  New  Jerseyans  of  Pol- 
ish descent,  a  group  that  numbers  over 
400.000  people.  I  offer  my  congratula- 
tions on  the  occasion  of  the  24th  Polish 
Heritage  Festival.* 


SET  A  GOOD  EXAMPLE  PROGRAM 
•  Mr.    JOHNSTON.    Mr.    President,    I 

would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
recognize  two  elementary  schools  from 
Shreveport,  LA,  that  placed  in  the  top 
five  in  the  1994-95  Set  a  Good  Example 
Contest  sponsored  by  the  Concerned 
Businessmen's  Association  of  America. 
Westwood  Elementary  School  placed 
first  and  Lakeshore  Elementary  School 
placed  fifth  in  this  competition,  which 
is  based  on  the  idea  that  teaching  chil- 
dren common  sense  values  and  encour- 
aging them  to  serve  as  role  models  for 
their  peers  is  a  workable  solution  for 
pi-eventing  juvenile  crime,  drug  abuse, 
illiteracy,  and  delinquency.  More  than 
7. ,500  schools  and  close  to  7  million  stu- 
dents have  participated  in  this  innova- 
tive and  visionary  program  since  its 
creation  in  1984. 

The  Set  a  Good  Example  Contest  is 
unique  because  students  design  their 
own  program  to  improve  their  school 
environment.  The  students  at 
Westwood  Elementary  chose  the  theme 
"Westwood  Respects  All."  and  decided 
to  strive  for  a  95-percent  improvement 
in  discipline  and  behavior  schoolwide. 
Lakeshore  Elementary  students  de- 
cided on  the  concept  "Tell  the  Truth." 
and  also  emphasized  stopping  violence 
both  in  school  and  at  home.  The  chil- 
dren from  these  two  Louisiana  schools 
organized  several  impressive  activities 
to  educate  themselves  and  others  on 
the  dangers  of  gangs,  drugs,  and  vio- 
lence. The  initiative  and  creativity 
they  showed  in  organizing  food  drives, 
encouraging  recycling,  decorating 
their  schools  with  antidrug  and 
antiviolence  slogans,  and  improving 
the  environment  are  worthy  of  our  ad- 
miration and  commendation. 

I  am  pleased  and  proud  to  acknowl- 
edge this  fine  accomplishment  by  the 
Westwood  and  Lakeshore  schools. 
These  students,  who  will  be  the  leaders 
of  tomorrow,  have  shown  dedication  to 


bettering  themselves  and  their  envi- 
ronment. If  this  type  of  involvement  is 
any  Indication  of  the  way  America's 
youth  will  address  issues  in  the  future, 
then  we  should  not  worry,  for  we  are 
headed  in  the  right  direction.  The  bold 
stand  against  violence  and  the  endorse- 
ment of  positive  values  like  honesty 
and  discipline  by  these  students  should 
service  as  an  outstanding  example  and 
inspiration  for  their  peers.  I  salute  the 
students  and  faculty  of  the  Westwood 
and  Lakeshoi'e  elementary  schools  and 
hope  that  the  youth  of  our  Nation  will 
follow  in  your  footsteps.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  VICE  ADM.  THOMAS 
J.  KILCLINE,  USN  (RETIRED) 
•  Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President.  Today  I 
rise  to  pay  tribute  to  my  longtime 
friend  and  mentor.  Vice  Adm.  Thomas 
J.  Kilcline.  USN  (Retired).  We  served 
together  in  the  Navy's  legislative  af- 
fairs office  in  the  late  1970's  and  over 
the  intervening  years  I  have  grown  to 
respect  him  as  an  insightful  leader, 
dedicated  humanitarian,  and  sage 
counselor.  On  the  eve  of  his  retirement 
from  his  position  as  President  of  the 
Retired  Officers  Association.  I  consid- 
ei-ed  it  extremely  appropriate  to  for- 
mally recognize  him  for  his  more  than 
50  years  of  service  to  this  Nation. 

Tom  Kilcline  was  born  in  Detroit. 
MI,  on  December  9,  1925.  He  enlisted  in 
the  Navy  in  1943.  graduated  from  the 
U.S.  Naval  Academy  in  1949.  and  was 
designated  a  naval  aviator  in  Novem- 
ber 1950.  after  which  he  flew  with  VR- 
5  until  1953. 

Admiral  Kilcline  attended  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  and  later  Massa- 
chusetts Institute  of  Technology, 
where  he  earned  a  masters  degree  in 
aeronautical  engineering  in  \9F>^. 

He  then  joined  Heavy  Attack  Squad- 
ron Nine,  serving  on  the  U.S.S.  Sara- 
toga (CV-60)  and  U.S.S.  Ranger  (CV-61). 
In  1959.  he  was  assigned  to  the  staff  of 
the  Commander  Sixth  Fleet.  He  com- 
pleted the  command  and  staff  course  at 
the  Naval  War  College  and  in  1962  com- 
pleted test  pilot  school.  He  was  later 
assigned  as  coordinator  of  test  pro- 
grams for  all  attack  aircraft  at  the 
Naval  Air  Test  Center. 

In  January  1965.  Tom  reported  to 
Heavy  Attack  Squadron  Eleven  (VAH- 
11)  aboard  the  U.S.S.  Forrestal  (CV-59). 
He  commanded  an  RA5C  squadron  de- 
ployed to  the  Vietnam  theater.  He  re- 
turned to  the  staff  of  the  Commander 
Naval  Air  Force,  U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet  in 
August  1967,  and  a  year  later  was  as- 
signed as  operations  officer  and  later 
executive  officer  aboard  the  U.S.S.  Ti- 
conderoga  (CVA-14)  during  combat  op- 
erations off  Vietnam.  He  then  became 
program  manager  for  acquisition  and 
support  of  the  RA-5C  aircraft.  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command.  In  October 
1970.  he  was  named  Director  of  Liaison 
with  the  House  of  Representatives 
under  the  Navy  Office  of  Legislative 
Affairs. 


From  August  1972  until  May  1974. 
Tom  was  commanding  officer.  Navy  Air 
Station,  Patuxent  River.  MD.  He  was 
then  assigned  as  director  of  aviation 
officer  distribution,  aviation  captain 
dataller  and  later.  Assistant  Chief  of 
Naval  Personnel.  Officer  Distribution 
and  Education.  In  August  1975,  he  as- 
sumed command  of  Naval  Base  Subic 
Bay  with  duties  as  Commander  in  Chief 
Pacific  Representative  in  the  Phil- 
ippines and  Commander  U.S.  Naval 
Forces,  Philippines.  He  became  Chief. 
Legislative  Affairs  in  February  1978 
and  in  July  1981.  was  assigned  as  Com- 
mander Naval  Air  Forces,  U.S.  Atlantic 
Fleet.  He  retired  from  the  Navy  in  1983. 

His  awards  include  the  Distinguished 
Service  Medal:  the  Legion  of  Merit 
with  three  gold  stars;  the  Bronze  Star; 
the  Air  Medal;  and  awards  from  the 
Governments  of  the  Philippines  and 
the  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Following  retirement.  Admiral 
Kilcline  formed  a  military  and  congres- 
sional consulting  firm  which  he  dis- 
established when  he  became  the  Re- 
tired Officers  Association  president  in 
December  1986. 

Through  his  stewardship,  the  Retired 
Officers  Association  played  a  pivotal 
role  in  convincing  Congress  to  enact 
several  legislative  Initiatives  to  main- 
tain readiness  and  improve  the  quality 
of  life  for  all  members  of  the  military 
community — active,  reserve,  and  re- 
tired, plus  their  families  and  survivors. 
I  will  not  describe  all  of  his  accom- 
plishments, but  will  briefly  focus  on  a 
few  to  illustrate  the  breadth  of  his  con- 
cern for  military  people  of  all  uni- 
forms. 

One  particularly  noteworthy  effort 
resulted  from  his  unwavering  commit- 
ment to  affordable  health  care  for  the 
military  community.  In  1988.  after  a.*;- 
sessing  the  onerous  and  ill-advised  sen- 
iors' only  surtax,  associated  with  the 
Medicare  Catastrophic  Coverage  Act. 
he  worked  closely  with  me  and  other 
Members  of  Congress  and  threw  the  full 
resources  of  his  organization  behind 
the  successful  effort  to  repeal  that 
act — a  feat  that  has  become  a  case 
study  in  grassroots  activism.  Likewise, 
under  his  direction,  the  Retired  Offi- 
cers Association  supported  strengthen- 
ing the  underpinning  of  the  Montgom- 
ery GI  bill  and  thus  provided  a  solid 
foundation  for  our  Nation's  future 
leaders  by  placing  the  wherewithal  for 
a  college  education  on  the  horizons  of 
more  than  1.000.000  young  men  and 
women  who  otherwise  might  have  been 
denied  that  opportunity. 

Finally,  he  was  ever  mindful  of  the 
adverse  effects  on  morale  and  retention 
caused  by  broken  commitments  and  in- 
adequate comjjensation  and  forcefully 
championed  the  causes  of  fairness  and 
equity.  His  leadership  efforts  to  pre- 
serve the  long-standing  commitment  to 
lifetime  care  in  military  health  care 
facilities,  to  fight  for  retiree  cost  of 
living  adjustments,  and  to  provide  ade- 
quate military  pay  raises  are  some  of 
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his  other  significant  contributions. 
Most  recently,  he  fought  for  and  won 
the  battle  for  a  transition  plan  that 
provides  a  comprehensive  benefits 
package  for  those  personnel  and  their 
families  who  are  forced  out  of  active 
service  as  a  result  of  the  force  struc- 
ture drawdown  that,  hopefully,  is  in  its 
final  stages. 

It's  also  most  appropriate  to  recog- 
nize Tom's  wife  of  44  years,  the  former 
Dornell  Thompson  of  Pensacola.  FL. 
Dornell  has  stood  steadfastly  at  his 
side,  championing  the  cause  of  mili- 
tary people,  particularly  their  families 
and  survivors,  everywhere.  For  her 
vital  contribution,  we  owe  her  a  debt  of 
gratitude. 

I  wish  to  extend  to  this  great  Amer- 
ican and  dear  friend  a  grateful  nation's 
thanks,  our  best  wishes  for  a  long  life. 
and  fair  winds  and  following  seas.« 
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AMERICAN  JEWISH  COMMITTEE 

•  Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  the  American  Jew- 
ish Committee  for  its  contributions  to 
the  ongoing  debate  on  the  appropriate 
role  for  our  Nation  in  international  af- 
fairs. 

Through  a  series  of  advertisements  in 
national  and  local  publications  in  re- 
cent days,  the  American  Jew^ish  Com- 
mittee has  engaged  in  a  worthy  edu- 
cation effort  to  broaden  public  under- 
standing of.  and  support  for.  America's 
investment  in  its  leadership  role  in 
world  affairs. 

This  effort  could  not  be  more  timely. 
The  budget  resolutions  that  have  been 
adopted  in  this  and  the  other  body  in 
the  past  week,  along  with  measures  ap- 
proved by  the  respective  authorizing 
committees  to  reorganize  international 
affairs  functions  and  sharply  reduce 
foreign  aid  spending,  could  profoundly 
compromise  our  ability  to  protect 
America's  vital  economic,  political, 
and  strategic  interests  around  the 
world. 

Underlying  these  shortsighted  ac- 
tions. I  fear,  is  the  common  assump- 
tion that  the  public  simply  does  not 
and  will  not  support  expenditures  for 
international  affairs.  Indeed,  public 
opinion  sur%'eys  have  consistently 
shown  weak  support  for  foreign  aid. 
But  they  also  have  revealed  a  general 
and  significant  misunderstanding  of 
the  Nation's  international  affairs  pro- 
grams—including an  overestimation. 
by  a  factor  of  15  in  one  recent  survey, 
of  the  portion  of  the  Federal  budget  de- 
voted to  foreign  aid. 

That  profound  misunderstanding  of 
the  cost,  and  I  submit  the  cost-effec- 
tiveness, of  American  engagement  in 
international  affairs  must  be  con- 
fronted and  reversed:  it  must  not  be  al- 
lowed to  dictate  or  excuse  a  retreat 
from  American  leadership. 

It  is  to  raise  awareness  of  the  value 
and  necessity  of  America's  continued 
international  engagement,  and  to  place 


the  current  debate  on  foreign  aid  and 
related  programs  in  the  proper  context 
of  America's  leadership  role  and  the 
protection  of  America's  interests,  that 
the  American  Jewish  Committee  has 
launched  its  current  public  education 
effort.  I  commend  AJC's  message  to  my 
colleagues,  and  hope  that  it  gains  the 
serious  attention  it  so  clearly  merits. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
the  American  Jewish  Committee's  ad. 
as  it  appears  in  the  current  issues  of 
the  Washington  Post  weekly  edition 
and  Roll  Call,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  text  follows: 
America.n  Leadership  i.n  world  affairs  Is 

Expensive  Until  You  Consider  the  Al- 
ternative 

During  this  century.  America  has  played  a 
proud  and  unparalleled  role  In  the  leadership 
of  formal  alliances  and  informal  coalitions 
to  vanquish  tyrants,  extend  human  freedom, 
and  craft  the  rules  and  Institutions  of  com- 
merce and  peace. 

The  cost  of  our  leadership  in  world  affairs 
has  been  high;  we  honor  the  profound  sac- 
rifices made  In  the  exercl.se  of  that  leader- 
ship. At  the  same  time,  we  know  that,  for 
the  realization  of  our  fundamental  principles 
and  the  welfare  of  our  country,  the  cost  of 
withdrawal  from  leadership — or  of  Its  as- 
sumption by  other  nations— would  have  been 
Intolerable.  Through  two  world  wars  and  five 
decades  of  post-war  conflict  between  the  So- 
viet bloc  and  the  Western  alliance.  Ameri- 
ca's role  has  been  central  and  Irreplaceable. 
In  the  uncertainties  and  conflicts  that  He 
ahead,  we  foresee  no  diminution— Indeed,  a 
likely  extension- of  the  call  for  American 
leadership  in  International  affairs. 

It  Is  In  the  Interest  of  human  progress,  and 
the  particular  Interest  of  our  own  nation, 
that  America  continue  to  answer  that  call  to 
leadership.  In  fact.  America's  national  and 
International  Interests  are  mutually  rein- 
forcing. In  the  developed  world.  American 
commitment  to  free  trade  In  goods  and  Ideas, 
and  to  tne  entrenchment  and  protection  oi 
democracy,  strengthens  our  and  our  part- 
ners' economies,  the  well-being  of  our  peo- 
ple, and  our  political  and  strategic  Infra- 
structures. In  the  developing  world,  Amer- 
ican commitment  to  human  rights  and  to 
the  relief  of  human  suffering,  to  the  creation 
and  sustenance  of  democratic  Institutions, 
and  to  defense  against  extremism, 
ultranatlonallsm  and  expansionism.  Is  not 
only  morally  compelling  but  yields  alliances, 
markets  and  regional  security  regimes  vital 
to  American  economic  and  political  Inter- 
ests. 

The  American  Jewish  Committee,  founded 
In  1906  In  part  to  spur  U.S.  action  against  the 
oppression  of  Jews  In  czarlst  Russia,  has  con- 
sistently advocated  our  nation's  leadership 
In  world  affairs.  A  participant  In  the  Ver- 
sailles conference  of  1919  and  consultant  to 
the  American  delegation  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco conference  that  chartered  the  United 
Nations  In  1945.  the  American  Jewish  Com- 
mittee has  long  recognized  the  singular  role 
of  the  United  States  as  a  defender  of  free- 
dom, protector  of  human  rights,  and  pro- 
ponent of  peaceful  relations  between  states. 

As  Americans,  Inheritors  of  the  worlds 
longest  and  most  successful  experiment  In 
constitutional  democracy,  we  know  the  prov- 
enance of  our  freedoms— the  struggle  to 
found  a  nation  free  of  religious  persecution. 
Intolerance  and  political  oppression:  we 
know,  as  well,  that  our  nation's  struggle  for 


freedom  Is  Incomplete  and  ongoing.  .'\s  Jews. 
Inheritors  of  an  ancient  and  noble  tradition 
of  laws  and  culture,  whose  coinmunities  in 
other  lands  have  been  decimated  by  political 
and  religious  decree,  we  cherish  the  .Amer- 
ican Ideal  of  liberty,  a  beacon  of  hope  to  al! 
the  world. 

For  these  reasons— America's  role  and  In- 
vestment In  shaping  the  modern  world:  the 
dangers  of  alternative  or  absent  leadership; 
the  economic,  political  and  strategic  bene- 
fits of  active  international  engagement  with 
both  the  developed  and  developing  worlds: 
and  the  history,  virtue  and  motivating  power 
of  the  American  Ideal— we  commend  our 
Government's  continued  dedication  to  the 
projection  of  .-American  leadership  in  world 
affairs.  To  that  end,  we  urge  the  following: 

■Vigorous  resistance  to  neo-isolationlst 
calls  for  American  withdrawal  or  retreat 
from  international  commitments.  .American 
economic,  political  and  strategic  Interests 
cannot  be  Isolated  or  Insulated  from  world 
affairs:  their  successful  engagement  In  world 
affairs  are  America's  guarantor  of  prosperity 
and  peace. 

An  understanding  of  the  cost-effectiveness 
of  U.S.  foreign  aid  and  a  strong  commitment 
to  maintain  It  as  an  efficient  Instrument  of 
foreign  policy.  Reduced  In  real-dollar  terms 
In  recent  budgets  to  less  than  1  percent  of 
Federal  spending— and  the  lowest,  as  a  per- 
centage of  GNP,  among  major  industrialized 
nations — U.S.  foreign  aid  serves  to  safeguard 
America's  political  and  economic  interests 
abroad  and  spurs  the  development  of  new 
markets,  generates  American  jobs  (with  :3 
out  of  4  aid  dollars  spent  at  home),  and  helps 
ease  foreign  crises  that  could  escalate  Into 
Instability  and  military  conflict. 

Continued  U.S.  leadership  in  efforts  to  re- 
solve regional  conflicts  In  areas  of  vital  eco- 
nomic, political  and  strategic  Interest:  to 
bar  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction: and  to  combat  international  ter- 
rorism that  threatens  America,  Israel,  mod- 
erate Arab  states,  and  the  values  and  Insti- 
tutions of  modern  civilization.  America's 
role  In  the  pursuit  of  Arab-Israeli  reconcili- 
ation, and  in  the  development  of  rea'lonal 
economic  and  security  arrangements  to  pro- 
mote Middle  East  peace,  has  been,  and  con- 
tinues to  be,  indispensable. 

Continued  U.S.  leadership,  active  partici- 
pation, and  appropriate  Investment  In  multi- 
lateral and  bilateral  Institutions,  Including 
International  lending  agencies,  trade  and 
health  organizations,  and  the  United  Na- 
tions. These  Institutions  are  valuable  tools 
through  which  the  United  States,  with  vital 
security  and  economic  Interests  across  the 
globe,  seeks  global  consensus  on  Issues  of  na- 
tional importance. 

The  protection  of  International  human 
rights  as  an  essential  component  of  U.S.  for- 
eign policy,  reflecting  .America's  deepest  val- 
ues while  advancing  its  Interests  in  a  safer 
world.  Indeed,  at  the  founding  conference  of 
the  United  Nations  50  years  ago.  it  was 
American  Jewish  Committee  representatives 
Joseph  Proskauer  and  Jacob  Blausteln  who 
argued  persuasively  that  governments  which 
respect  human  rights  in  their  own  countries 
are  less  likely  to  upset  regional  and  global 
stability. 

This  message,  one  of  a  series  on  public  pol- 
icy Issues,  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  .American  Jewish  Committee  at 
Its  89th  Annual  Meeting  in  Washington.  DC. 
on  May  3.  1995, 

The  .American  Jewish  Committee.  Robert 
S.  Rifklnd,  President:  David  A.  Harris,  Exec- 
utive Director.* 


SENATOR  THURMOND  RECEIVES 
HONORARY  DEGREE 
•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  on  Sat- 
urday, May  20,  1995,  Senator  Strom 
Thurmond  received  the  honorary  de- 
gree of  doctor  of  medical  jurisprudence 
honoris  causa  during  the  16th  com- 
mencement ceremony  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  [USUHS]. 

Our  Nation's  only  military  medical 
school  recognized  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  for  his  "uncompromis- 
ing commitment  to  excellence  in  mili- 
tary service  and  in  particular,  to  mili- 
tary medicine."  Through  his  vision  and 
efforts.  2.148  USUHS  physicians  have 
been  commissioned  into  the  uniformed 
.services:  and,  of  those  fine,  uniformed 
doctors,  over  81  percent  remain  on  ac- 
tive duty  in  the  service  of  their  Nation 
beyond  their  initial  service  obligation. 

Senator  Thurmond's  leadership  and 
foresight  played  a  major  role  in  the 
conception  of  USUHS.  Through  his 
consistent  support  and  recognition  of 
the  importance  of  pre-war  and  wartime 
knowledge  of  military  medical  require- 
ments, the  Congress  established 
USUHS  and  the  scholarship  program 
[HPSP]  as  complementary  sources  of 
accession  for  military  physicians.  In 
1972.  Public  Law  92-426  established  the 
HPSP  program  to  be  a  flexible  source 
for  the  quantity  of  doctors  required  by 
the  Armed  Forces.  USUHS  was  estab- 
lished to  provide  a  corps  of  military 
medical  officers — presently  14  percent 
of  the  total  physician  force — who  would 
provide  continuity  and  leadership  to 
the  medical  services. 

It  was  Senator  Thurmond's  sound 
and  correct  iudgment  that  without 
continuity  and  leadership,  the  lessons 
learned  in  military  medicine  from  past 
wars  are  forgotten  and  must  be  re- 
learned  at  the  expense  of  the  fighting 
forces.  Senator  Thurmond  has  continu- 
ously understood  that  it  is  essential  for 
military  medical  readiness  to  maintain 
enough  physicians  in  the  military  serv- 
ices to  ensure  that  the  lessons  learned 
in  military  medicine  during  both  com- 
bat and  peacetime  will  be  safeguarded. 
Because  of  his  tenacity,  the  USUHS 
military  medical  personnel,  faculty, 
active  duty  alumni  and  programs  con- 
tinue to  serve  as  the  institutional 
memory  for  military  medicine. 

During  four  major  assaults  attempt- 
ing to  close  USUHS,  Senator  Thur- 
mond's fortitude  and  mettle  have  pro- 
vided the  steadfastness  of  purpose  to 
thwart  those  who  do  not  understand 
that  there  is  a  vast  difference  between 
a  civilian  doctor  in  the  military  and  a 
military  physician.  Senator  Thur- 
mond's military  physicians  have  dem- 
onstrated immediate  deployability  and 
played  key  roles  in  numerous  military 
and  humanitarian  operations  at  home 
and  abroad,  including:  Operation  Just 
Cause     (Panama):     Operations     Desert 


Shield  and  Desert  Storm:  Operation 
Provide  Comfort  (Kurdish  relief):  So- 
malia, Bosnia,  Croatia,  and  Hurricanes 
Hugo  and  Andrew  relief  operations:  the 
1993  Midwestern  flood  relief:  the  oper- 
ations to  restore  democracy  in  Haiti, 
and  in  operational  planning  support 
provided  in  response  to  the  1995  bomb- 
ing of  the  Federal  building  in  Okla- 
homa. 

Without  a  doubt,  through  the  passage 

of  time,  the  immediate  deployability  of 
USUHS  physicians  to  military  and  hu- 
manitarian operations,  the  extraor- 
dinary retention  rates  of  the  USUHS 
graduates,  the  testimony  of  military 
medical  combat  experts  during  con- 
gressional hearings  in  March  and  April 
of  1994,  the  exceptional  support  from 
both  military  and  civilian  medical 
leadership  and  associations,  the  docu- 
mentation from  economic  analyses 
that  verifies  USUHS  is  a  wise  invest- 
ment for  the  Federal  Government,  and 
the  renewed  recognition  of  the  need  for 
military  medical  readiness  in  support 
of  those  whom  we  send  into  harm's 
way,  have  all  combined  to  illuminate 
the  foresight  and  leadership  of  Senator 
Strom  Thurmond.  He  has  truly  proven 
himself  to  be  a  visionary  for  the  spe- 
cial needs  of  military  medicine. 

I  sincerely  thank  Senator  Thurmond 
for  his  magnificent  service  to  the  Sen- 
ate and  to  the  Nation  and  join  in  the 
standing  ovation  of  the  2,000  attendees 
at  the  USUHS  commencement  cere- 
mony in  recognition  of  his  outstanding 
leadership. 

I  ask  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 

the  citation  conferring  the  honorary 
degree  upon  Senator  Thurmond. 

Senator  James  Strom  Thurmond,  Doctor 
OF  Medical  Jurisprudence  Honoris  Causa 

Senator  Thurmond,  over  70  years  ago  you 
unselfishly  answered  your  nation's  call  for 
service.  Since  that  time,  your  commitment 
to  patriotism  and  concern  for  those  who 
serve  their  nation  has  won  you  the  undying 
respect  of  all  Americans.  Tens  of  thousands 
of  soldiers,  sailors,  airmen,  and  Marines  have 
benefitted  from  your  uncompromising  com- 
mitment to  excellence  In  military  service 
and  In  particular,  military  medicine.  To  pro- 
vide the  care  to  those  who  serve  when  called 
is  sometimes  more  perilous  In  the  legislature 
than  on  the  battlefield.  You  are  a  luminary 
of  health  care  delivery  and  support  of  those 
who  serve.  Your  vision  has  been  tested  and 
proven  from  the  battlefields  of  Vietnam, 
Grenada.  Lebanon,  Panama,  Haiti,  Somalia. 
and  the  Persian  Gulf  to  the  clinics  and 
health  centers  that  serve  the  American  peo- 
ple. Your  spirit  and  humanity,  together  with 
your  legislative  acumen,  have  left  a  legacy 
for  this  nation  which  Is  unmatched  and  truly 
enviable.  Through  your  efforts,  this  Univer- 
sity is  now  a  part  of  that  legacy.  Doctors, 
nurses,  and  scientists  are  now  serving  their 
nation  because  of  your  vision  and  commit- 
ment to  purpose.  Your  nation's  health  care 
University  takes  great  pride  in  awarding  you 
the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Medical  Jurispru- 
dence Honoris  Causa.* 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  text  of  the  concurrent  resolution 
(H.  Con.  Res.  67)  setting  forth  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment for  fiscal  years  1996,  1997,  1998, 
1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002,  as  agreed  to  by 
the  Senate  on  Thursday,  May  25,  1995, 
is  as  follows: 

Resolved.  That  the  resolution  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  (H.  Con.  Res.  67) 
entitled  'Concurrent  resolution  setting  forth 
the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  fiscal  years  1996. 
1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002",  do  pass 
with  the  following  amendment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  resolving  clause 
and  Insert: 

SECTIOS  I.  COS'CLTUIE.ST  RESOLVTIOS  OS  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  I99e. 

(a)  DECLARATIOS.—The  Congress  determines 
and  declares  that  this  resolution  is  the  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
19%.  including  the  appropriate  budgetary  levels 
for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  1999,  2000.  2001.  and 
2002,  as  required  by  section  301  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(b)  Table  of  Co.\TE.\TS.—The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  follows: 
Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 

fiscal  year  1996. 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  ASD  AMOUSTS 

Sec.  101.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 

Sec.  102.  Debt  increase. 

Sec.  103.  Social  Security. 

Sec.  104.  Major  functional  categories. 

Sec.  105.  Reconciliation. 
TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAI\'TS  ASD 
RULEMAKISG 

Sec.  201.  Discretionary  spending  limits. 

Sec.  202.  Extension  of  pay-as-you-go  point  of 
order. 

Sec.  203.  Tax  reserve  fund  in  the  Senate. 

Sec.  204.  Budget  surplus  allowance. 

Sec.  205.  Scoring  of  emergency  legislation. 

Sec.  206.  Sale  of  Government  assets. 

Sec.  207.  Credit  reform  and  guaranteed  student 
loans. 

Sec.  209.  Extension  of  Budget  .Act  $0-vote  en- 
forcement through  2002. 

Sec.  209.  Repeal  of  IRS  allowance. 

Sec.  210.  Exercise  of  rulemaking  powers. 
TITLE  Ill—SEXSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ASD 
THESESATE 

Sec.  301.  Restructuring  Government  and  pro- 
gram terminations. 

Sec.  302.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  return- 
ing programs  to  the  States. 

Sec.  303.  Commercialtiation  of  Federal  activi- 
ties. 

Sec.  304.  Sonpartisan  Advisory  Commission  on 
the  CPI. 

Sec.  305.  Sense  of  the  Congress  on  a  uniform  ac- 
counting system  in  the  Federal 
Government  and  nonpartisan 
commission  on  accounting  and 
budgeting. 

Sec.  306.  Sense  of  the  Congress  that  90  percent 
of  the  benefits  of  any  tax  cuts 
must  go  to  the  middle  class. 

Sec.  307.  Bipartisan  Commission  on  the  Sol- 
vency of  Medicare. 

Sec.  308.  Sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  distribution 
of  agriculture  savings. 

Sec.  309.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  pro- 
tection of  children's  health. 

Sec.  310.  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  lobbying  ex- 
penses should  remain  nondeduct- 
ible. 

Sec.  311.  Expatriate  taxes. 

Sec.  312.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  losses  of 
trust  funds  due  to  fraud  and 
abuse  in  the  medicare  program. 
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Sec.  313.  Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  full 
funding  for  Decade  of  the  Brain 
research. 
Sec.  314.  Consideration     of    the     Independent 
Budget  for  Veterans  Affairs,  Fis- 
cal Year  1996. 
Sec.  115.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  costs 
of  the  Sational  Voter  Registration 
Act  of  1993. 
Sec.  316.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  Presi- 
dential Election  Campaign  Fund. 
Sec.  317.  Sense  of  Congress  regarding  funds  to 
defend    against    sexual    fiarass- 
ment. 
Sec.  318.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  finan- 
cial responsibility  to  schools  af- 
fected by  Federal  activities. 
Sec.  319.  Sense  of  the  Senate  to  eliminate  the 

earnings  penalty. 
Sec.  320.  Student  loan  cuts. 
Sec.  321.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  nu- 
tritional health  of  children. 
Sec.  322.  Sense  of  the  Senate  on  maintaining 
Federal  funding  for  law  enforce- 
ment. 
Sec.  323.  Seed  to  enact  long  term  health  care  re- 
farm. 
Sec.  324.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  manda- 
tory   major    assumptions    under 
function  270:  Energy. 
Sec.  325.  Defense  overhead. 
Sec.  326.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  es- 
sential air  service  program  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation. 
Sec.  327.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  pri- 
ority that  should  be  given  to  re- 
newable energy  and  energy  effi- 
ciency research,  development,  and 
demonstration  activities. 
Sec.  328.  Foreign  Sales  Corporations  income  ex- 
clusion. 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  AMD  AMOi'STS 
SEC.  101.  RECOMME.WDED  LEXELS  A.VD  AMOCNTS. 
The    following    budgetary    ievels   are    appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1997.  199S.  1999. 
2000.2001.  and  2002: 

(1)  Federal  Reve.\ues.—<A)  For  purposes  of 
the  enforcement  of  this  resolution — 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  SI. 043. 275. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 083. 900. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1993:  SI.  135. 450. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  SI  .189.300.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  SI .248.950.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 315.750.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 386. 675. 000. 000. 
(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed  are 
as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  S275.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  S400.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1993:  S45O.0OO.0OO. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S2. 300. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S2. 7 50.000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 550.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 675. 000. 000. 
(Hi)  The  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital  insurance 
within  the  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 
Fiscal  year  1996:  SI 03. 800. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  SI 09. 000. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  SI  14. 900. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  SI 20. 700.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  SI 26. 900. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI 33. 600.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI 40. 400. 000. 000. 
(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security   Act  (excluding   the  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements   of   the    Hospital    Insurance    Trust 
Fund)— 

(i)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  19%:  S938.600.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S97 3. 800. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI. 019.300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  SI  .067.700.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI  .120.500.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 1 80. 600. 000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 244. 600. 000. 000. 

(ii)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  -S595.0O0.0OO. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  -S701 .000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  -S793.0OO.0OO. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  S902.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 20 1.000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI  1.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  -S6.000.000. 

(2)  \Ew  Budget  authority.— (A)  For  pur- 
poses of  the  enforcement  of  this  resolution,  the 
appropriate  levels  of  total  new  budget  authority 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  SI. 269.375.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 296.400.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI .344.650.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  SI  .337,300.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 446.350.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 47 3. 550. 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 519.775.000,000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total  new  budg- 
et authority  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  SI.  17 1.200. 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI.  194. 800. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI. 237.000,000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  SI  .272.500.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 324. 400. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 342. 400.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 377. 900. 000. 000. 

(3)  Budget  Outlays.— (A)  For  purposes  of 
the  enforcement  of  this  resolution,  the  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  budget  outlays  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  SI. 275. 675, 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 293.300,000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1993:  SI. 321, 250.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  SI. 368.500.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 423.850.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI  .452.550.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI  .500.175.000.000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund),  the  appropriate  levels  of  total  budget 
outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  SI. 179.200,000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 193.200.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI .214.600.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  SI. 255. 500. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 302. 900,000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 322.500.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 359.500,000.000. 

(4)  Deficits.— (A)  For  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of  the 
deficits  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  S232.4OO.0OO.0O0. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S209.900.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI 35. 800. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  S173.70O.0O0.0O0. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI 74. 900. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI 36. 800. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  SI  1 3.500.000.000. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (excluding  the  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund),  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  S240.600.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S2 19. 400. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  SI 95. 300. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  S187.300.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  SI 82. 400. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  SI 41. 900.000. 000. 


Fiscal  year  2002:  SI  14.900.000.000. 

(5)  Public  Debt.— The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  S5.20J .700.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  S5. 48 1 .000.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  S5.734.900.00O.0OO. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S5. 980. 000. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S6. 2 19. 000. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S6. 421 .800.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6,599,500,000,000. 

(6)  Direct  Loa.k  OBLiCATioss.-The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obligations 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  S37. 600. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  S40.200.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998.  $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S45. 800. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  200L  $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $46,100,000,000. 

(7)  Primary  Loa.\'  Guarantee  Commit- 
MESTS.—The  appropriate  levels  of  new  primary 
loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  $193,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  SI 87. 900. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $183,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $184,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $186,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $187,600,000,000. 
SEC.  102.  DEBT  I.WREASE. 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public  debt 
subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  S293. 700.000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $279,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $253,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $245,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $239,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $202,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $177,700,000,000. 
SEC.  103.  SOCIAL  SECVRITY. 

(a)  SOCIAL  :iEcrRlTY  REVESUES.—For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302 
and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Federal  Old- Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  are  as 
follows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  $374,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  near  1997:  $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  yea'  I99S.  $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $4.30. 900.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S4 52. 000. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $498,600,000,000. 

(b)  Social  Security  Outlays.— For  purposes 
of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302  and 
311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  the 
amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Federal  Old- Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Fed- 
eral Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal  year  19%:  $299,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  $310,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $324,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $338. 500.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $368,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $383,800,000,000. 
SEC.  lat.  .MAJOR  FUNCnO.\AL  CATEGORJES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that  the 
appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  authority. 
budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obligations,  and 
new  primary  loan  guarantee  commitments  for 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002  for  each  major 
functional  category  are: 

(1)  .\ational  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  $257,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $261,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SI. 700, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 


(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $253,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,000,000,000. 

(C)  Seiv  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loari    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998. 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $259,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $254,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $266,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2.59.600.000.000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Seiv  budget  authority.  $276,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,800,000,000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Seic    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $27 5. 900. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $267,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Setv    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S27 5. 900. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $269,200,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SI. 700. 000. 000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  SI 5. 400. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $5,700,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $5,700,000,000. 

(D)  .\'ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  $13,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $5,700,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  $12,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $5,700,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SI  8. 300. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $14,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  S5. 700. 000. 000. 

(D)  .\'ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $13,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $14,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $5,700,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $14,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  S5. 700. 000. 000. 

(D)  .\'ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SI8.30O.0O0.OOO. 

(3)  General  Science.  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 

Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $16,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 


(D)    Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Seiv  budget  authority.  $16,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $16,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $16,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,000,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $15,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 5. 900. 000. 000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $15,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $2,900,000,000 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,700,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SI .200.000.000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO.  "■ 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $1,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,000,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 200. 000, 000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $3,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 200. 000, 000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  $4,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S3. 100.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,200,000,000. 

(D)  .\'ew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $4,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $2,800,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SI .200.000.000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S4. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $2,900,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 200. 000. 000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S4. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S2. 900. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,200,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(5)  Satural  Resources  and  Environment  (300): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $19,500,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays.  $20,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SIOO.000.000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $13,200,000,000. 

(B)  Oitlays.  $20,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  SIOO.000.000. 

(D)  .Mew   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $15,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $100,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $18,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $100,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S16. 200. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $17,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $100,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $14,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 5. 800. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SIOO.000.000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $15,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $16,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SIOO.000.000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $13,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew       direct       loan       obligations, 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D)  .\'ew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $12,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew        direct        loan        obligations. 
SI  1. 500.000.000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $11,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew        direct        loan        obligations. 
SI  0.900. 000. 000. 

(D)  .\'ew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S5. 700. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  SI  1. 700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew        direct        loan        obligations, 
$11,600,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S5. 700. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  SI  1.700. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew        direct        loan        obligations. 
$11,400,000,000. 

(D)  .\'ew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S5. 700. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 0.500. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew        direct        loan        obligations. 
$11,100,000,000. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 
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(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $10,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9. 1 00. 000. 000. 

(C)  S'ew        direct        loan        obligations. 
$10,900,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $5,700,000,000. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $2,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,000,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $1,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -  $5. 400.000. 000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,400,000,000. 
ID)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$7,000,000,000 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$5,100,000,000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $1,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$2,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,400,000,000. 
(D>    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$3,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  $200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$3,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $123,100,000,000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  Dudget  authority.  $36,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $200,000,000. 
(Dl    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $38,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $32,800,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $200,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $39,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,800,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  $200,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $40,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $200,000,000. 

(D)  .\ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  20OO. 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $41,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $200,000,000. 
ID)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $41,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $31,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $200,000,000. 
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(D)    Sew 
ments,  $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $40,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $31,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $200,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)  Community    and    Regional    Development 
(450): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $9,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $7,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $5,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $5,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001 : 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $4,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $5,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $2,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $1.200.lXXJ.00IJ. 

(10)  Education.    Training,   Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,975,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $52,575,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations, 
$13,600,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $16,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $48,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $49,000,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations, 
$16,300,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $15,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $48,450,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $48,250,000,000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations. 
$19,100,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $15,200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $48,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $43,200,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$21,800,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $14,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $49,350,000,000. 


(B)  Outlays,  $48,850,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations. 
$21,900,000,000. 

ID)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001. 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $48,850,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $43,350,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations, 
$22,000,000,000. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $15,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $49,075,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  $48,575,000,000. 

IC)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations. 
$22,200,000,000. 

(D)  Sen-  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $16,600,000,000. 

Ill)  Health  (550): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  .Xew  budget  authority.  $121,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $121,030,000,000. 

(C)  .\eiv  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  ,\ew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $127,600,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  $127,420,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $133,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $133,200,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Seic  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $138,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $137,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $142,100,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $141,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

I  A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $146,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $146,000,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $150,600,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  SI 50. 300. 000. 000. 

(C)  .Veu'  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $300,000,000. 

(12)  .Medicare  1570): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $171,900,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $169,500,000,000. 
(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 
ID)    .\ew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $130,500,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $178,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $193,100,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  $191 .400.000.000. 

(C)  Self  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999 

(A)  Setc  budget  authority.  $207,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $204,800,000,000. 


(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Seiv  budget  authority.  $221,400,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $219. 300. 000. 000. 
IC)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
ID)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 
Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $238,900,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $236,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
jnents.  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $258,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $256,700,000,000. 

IC)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
(D)    New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  Federal  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  Trust  Fund: 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

I  A)  Sew-  budget  authority.  $61,200,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  $60,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

I  A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $66,500,000,000. 

IB)  Outlays.  $65,900,000,000. 

(C)  .Xew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

ID)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

I  A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $73,700,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $7 3. im. 000. 000. 
IC)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  .Xew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Seic  budget  authority.  $31,900,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  S3l .100.000.000. 
IC)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 
(D)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $90,300,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays,  $89,400,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  (fjrect  Inmi  nhlinrttinvs   $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

I  A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $100,400,000,000. 
IB)  Outlays.  $99,500,000,000. 
IC)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 
ID)    Sew    primary    loa7i    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $112,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $111,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(14)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $226,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $235,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  .Xew  primary  loan  guarantee  C07nmit- 
ments.  $100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

lA)  Sew  budget  authority.  S233.70O.O00.0O0. 

(B)  Outlays.  $235,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  $253. OOO. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $246,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

ID)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $256,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $257,900,000,000. 

(C)  .Xew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SIOO.000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $272,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $272,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $277,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $277,400,000,000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SIOO.OOO.OOO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $291,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $291,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  .Xew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SIOO.OOO.OOO. 

(15)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $5,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $8,500,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $3,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $10,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $11,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  .Xew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  .\'ew  budget  authority,  $9,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $10,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Hi. 500. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $11,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $11,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $14,100,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(16)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $37,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $36,900,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,200,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  $37,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $37,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,100,000,000. 
ID)    .Xew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $21,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  .Xew  budget  authority.  $37,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $.13,000,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,000,000,000. 


(D)    New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $38,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,000,000,000. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $18,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,200,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $19,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $40,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,400,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $19,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $40,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,700,000,000. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $20,600,000,000. 

(17)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $22,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000. 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $21,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  iXew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(13)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 2. 500. 000. OOO. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $12,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   prijnary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S12,2O0jOO0,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  SI 2. 300. 000. 000. 

(C)  \eu'  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  S'ew  budget  authority,  SI2, 100,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 2. 000. 000. 000. 

(C)  iVeu)  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  SI 2. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI  1.900. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  SI  1. 600. 000. 000. 

<B)  Outlays.  SI  1. 700. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  .\'ew  budget  authority.  SI  1.600, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI  1. 600. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  .\ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO.  j 

(19)  Set  Inteiest  (900):  \ 
Fiscal  year  19%: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S297.9OO.0OO.00O. 

(B)  Outlays.  S297.900.000.000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S303.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S30S.90O.0OO.0OO. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  199S: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S3 1 6. 600. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S3 1 6. 600. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

JDj    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
rnents,  SO. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S327.800.0OO.00O. 

(B)  Outlays.  S327.8OO.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    corrimit- 
ments.  SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S338.600.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S3 38. 600. 000. 000. 

■   (C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)    Sew    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S345.500.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S345.5OO.0O0.0O0. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  .\ew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  S353.300.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S353.300.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(20)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  Set  Interest  (900): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  S308.800.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S308. 800.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

ID)    Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

I  A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S3 19. 800. 000. 000. 
IB)  Outlays.  S31 9. 800.000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S326. 900. 000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S326.900.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S337,100,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S337.100.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S346,300,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S346.300.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001 : 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority,  S35 1.200, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S351 .200.000.000. 

(C)  .\ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  S356.400.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S356.400.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

(21)  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  interest 
on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1996:  S369.598.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1997:  S380,164,OOO,OOO. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  S388, 144, 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S400. 182.000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S4 1 1. 444. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S42 1. 668.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  S430.760.000.000. 

(22)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -S7. 600. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S6. 070. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -S7. 500. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S7, 530. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    Inon    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -S6. 300. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S6. 600. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -S5. 800. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S6. 100. 000. 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -S4. 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S5. 100. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -S4. 700.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S5.IOO.000.000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew    primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -S4, 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -S5. 100. 000, 000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  Sew   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(23)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1996: 


(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -S33.IOO.000.onO. 
IB)  Outlays.  -$33,100,000,000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  .\'ew  budget  authority.  -$33,800,000,000. 

(Bl  Outlays.  -$33,800,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  Seiv  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  .\ew  budget  authority.  -$36,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,300,000,000. 

(C)  Seic  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  Seiv  budget  authority.  -$37,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,700,000,000. 

(C)  Seu'  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -$39,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  - $39,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  .\'ew  budget  authority.  -$41 .100.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$41,100,000,000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -$42,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$42,300,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(24)  For  purposes  of  section  710  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts 
(950): 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  Seic  budget  authority.  -$30,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$30,600,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  Seiv  budget  authority.  -$31,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$31,200,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1993: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  - $33,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$33,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$34,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$34,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority.  -$36,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,700,000,000. 

(C)  Sew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  Sew  budget  authority,  -$37,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$37,900,000,000. 

(C)  .\'ew  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

ID)    New    primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. $0. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$39,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -S39.0O0.000.0OO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 
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ID)  Sew  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SEC.  105.  RECONCIUATIOS: 

(a)  Sesate  Committees.— Sot  later  than  July 
14.  1995.  the  committees  named  in  this  subsection 
shall  submit  their  recommendations  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate.  After  receiv 
ing  those  recommendations,  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  Senate  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations without  any  substantive  revision. 

I!)  Committee  os  agriculture,  sutritios, 
ASD  FORESTRY.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. .\utrition.  and  Forestry  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  las  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays 
$2,490,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $27,973,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000. 
and  $45,804,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  o.v  armed  services.— The  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$21,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996.  $338,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000.  and 
S649.000.000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2002. 

(3)  Committee  os  ba.\ki\g.  housi.w,  a.\d 
URBAS  AFFAIRS.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  to 
reduce  the  deficit  $373,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
$5,742,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000.  and  $6,690,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(4)  Committee  o.v  co.m.merce.  scie.we.  a.kd 
TRASSPORTATios.—The  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  to 
reduce  the  deficit  $2,464,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
7,996,  $21,937,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $33,685,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

15)  Committee  o.v  esergy  .axd  sati-rai.  re- 
sources.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and 
,\atural  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing to  reduce  outlays  $1,771,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  $4,775,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $5,001,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  .fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(6)  Committee  o.v  ewiroxmest  a.\d  public 
u'OfiA'.S". — The  Senate  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing to  reduce  outlays  $106,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  $1,290,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $2,236,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(7)  Committee  o.v  FlSA\CE.—The  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing to  reduce  outlays  $21,657,000,000  m  fiscal 
year  1996.  $278,760,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  and  $519,002,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2002. 

(8)  Committee  o.v  foreigs  RELATioss.—The 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays  $0  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  $0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1996  through  2000.  and  $0  for  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  19%  through  2002. 

19)  Committee  os  goversmestal  affairs.— 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  taws  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion that  provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  out- 
lays $118,000,000  in  fiscal  year  19%. 
$3,023,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2000.  and  $6,871,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 
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(10)  Committee  o.v  the  JVDiciARV.-The  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  19%.  $923,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2000.  and 
$1,483,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2002. 

(11)  Committee  o.v  l.^bor  asd  humas  re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing to  reduce  outlays  $266,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
19%.  $2,990,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
19%  through  2000,  and  $4,395,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 

(12)  COMMITTEE   OS   RULES   ASD   ADMISISTRA- 

Tios.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad- 
ministration shall  report  changes  in  laws  within 
its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  to 
reduce  outlays  $2,000,000  in  fiscal  year  19%. 
S37.0OO.0O0  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2000.  aiid  $72,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  19%  through  2002. 

(13)  Committee  os  veterass'  affairs.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laics  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  to  reduce  outlays 
$301,000,000  in  fiscal  year  19%.  $5,760,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  19%  through  2000.  and 
$10,002,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  19% 
through  2002. 

TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAI\TS  AND 
RULEMAKING 
SEC.  201.  DISCRETIONARY  SPENDISG  UWTS. 

la)  Defisitios.—As  used  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursuant  to 
section  602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974,  for  the  discretionary  category,  the  term 
"discretionary  spending  limit"  means — 
(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  19% — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $258,379,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $262,035,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$219,441,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$264,908,000,000  in  outlays: 

(2j  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $254,028,000,000  in 

new  budget  authority   and  $257,695,000,000  in 

outlays:  and 
IB)        for        the        nondefense        category 

$212,164,000,000  in   new  budget  authority  and 

$249,248,000,000  In  outlays: 

(3)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $260,321,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $255,226,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$219,177,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$244,735,000,000  in  outlays: 

(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999 — 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $266,906,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $260,331,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$210,509,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$242,212,000,000  in  outlays: 

(5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,644,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $263,468,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$215,463,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$243,078,000,000  in  outlays: 

(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,644,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $268,468,000,000  in 
outlays,  and 

IB)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$219,384,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$248,786,000,000  in  outlays:  and 

17)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002 — 

I  A)  for  the  defense  category  $276,844,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $270,000,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 


(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$218,784,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$248,160,000,000  in  outlays:  . 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  and  defini- 
tions and  emergency  appropriations. 

(b)  PoisT  of  Order  is  the  Sesate.— 

(1)  Is  GESERAL.— Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate 
to  consider— 

(A)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  19%.  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000.  2001. 
or  2002  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  re- 
port on  such  a  resolution)  that  provides  discre- 
tionary spending  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  the  de- 
fense and  nondefense  discretionary  spending 
limits  for  such  fiscal  year:  or 

(B)  any  appropriations  bill  or  resolution  (or 
amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report  on 
such  appropriations  bill  or  resolution)  for  fiscal 
year  1995.  19%.  1997.  1993.  1999.  2000.  2001.  or 
2002  that  would  exceed  any  of  the  discretionary 
spending  limits  in  this  section  or  suballocations 
of  those  limits  made  pursuant  to  section  602(b) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(2)  EXCEPTIOS.—This  section  shall  not  apply 
if  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  Congress  is  in  ef- 
fect or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant  to  section 
258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Def- 
icit Control  Act  of  1935  has  been  enacted. 

(c)  WAIVER.— This  section  may  be  waived  or 
suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn. 

(d)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from  the 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any  provision 
of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  I  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by.  the 
appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  concurrent 
resolution,  bill,  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case 
may  be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
.Members  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn, 
shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  ap- 
peal of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of 
order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determisatios  of  Budget  Levels.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of  new  budget 
authority,  outlays,  new  entitlement  authority, 
and  revenues  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  deter- 
mined on  the  basis  of  estimates  made  by  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

SBC.  202.  EXTENSION  OF  PAY-AS-YOV-GO  POINT 
OF  ORDER. 

(a)  Purpose.— The  Senate  declares  that  it  is 
essential  to — 

(1)  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the  bal- 
anced budget  plan  set  forth  in  this  resolution: 
and 

(2)  continue  the  pay-as-you-go  enforcement 
system. 

(b)  Poist  of  Order.— 

(1)  Is  GESERAL.— It  shall  not  be  m  order  in  the 
Senate  to  consider  any  direct-spending  or  re- 
ceipts legislation  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (3)) 
that  would  increase  the  deficit  for  any  one  of 
the  three  applicable  time  periods  (as  defined  in 
paragraph  (2))  as  measured  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (4). 

(2)  APPLICABLE  TIME  PERIODS.— For  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  the  term  "applicable  time  pe- 
riod" means  any  one  of  the  three  followip^  peri- 
ods— V 

(A)  the  first  fiscal  year  covered  by  the  m<jst  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  onN</ie 
budget: 

(B)  the  period  of  the  first  5  fiscal  years  cov- 
ered by  the  most  recently  adopted  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget:  or 

(C)  the  period  of  the  5  fiscal  years  following 
the  first  5  years  covered  by  the  most  recently 
adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget. 

(3)  DIRECT-SPESDISG  OR  RECEIPTS  LECISLA- 
TIOS.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
"direct-spending  or  receipts  legislation"  shall— 

(A)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  sub- 
section, include  all  direct-spending  legislation 
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as  that  term  is  interpreted  for  purposes  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Con- 
trol Act  of  1985:  i 

(B)  include—  ' 

<i)  any  bill,  joint  resolution,  amendment,  mo- 
tion, or  conference  report  to  which  this  sub- 
section other-wise  applies:  and 

(ii)  the  estimated  amount  of  savings  in  direct- 
spending  programs  applicable  to  that  fiscal  year 
resulting  from  the  prior  year's  sequestration 
under  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Def- 
icit Control  Act  of  19S5,  if  any  (except  for  any 
amounts  sequestered  as  a  result  of  a  net  deficit 
increase  in  the  fiscal  year  immediately  preceding 
the  prior  fiscal  year):  and 

(C)  exclude— 

(i)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget: 
and 

(ii)  full  funding  of.  and  continuation  of,  the 
deposit  insurance  guarantee  commitment  in  ef- 
fect on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Budget  En- 
forcement Act  of  1990. 

(4)  Baselise.— Estimates  prepared  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall — 

(A)  use  the  baseline  used  for  the  most  recent 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget,  and  for 
years  beyond  those  covered  by  that  concurrent 
resolution:  and 

(B)  abide  by  the  requirements  of  subsections 
(a)  through  (d)  of  section  257  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985.  except  that  references  to  "outyears"  in 
that  section  shall  be  deemed  to  apply  to  any 
year  (other  than  the  budget  year)  covered  by 
any  one  of  the  time  periods  defined  in  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived  or 
suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  .^embers,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn. 

(d)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from  the 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any  provision 
of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by.  the 
appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  bill  or  joint 
resolution,  as  the  case  may  be.  An  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  .Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate, duly  chosen  and  sworn,  shall  be  required  in 
the  Senate  to  sustain  an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order  raised  under  this 
section. 

ie)  Determisatios  of  Budget  Levels.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of  new  budget 
authority,  outlays,  and  receipts  for  a  fiscal  year 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  estimates 
made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate. 

(f)  CosFORMisc  Ame\d.'UE.\t.— Section  23  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  218  (103d  Con- 
gress) is  repealed. 

(g)  Slwset— Subsections  (a)  through  (e)  of 
this  section  shall  expire  September  30,  2002. 
SEC.  203.  TAX  RESERVE  FUND  IN  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  I.\  Geseral.— After  passage  of  a  con- 
ference report  on  legislation  complying  with  the 
reconciliation  requirements  of  section  105.  reve- 
nue and  spending  aggregates  shall  be  reduced 
and  allocations  shall  be  revised  for  legislation 
that  reduces  revenues  within  a  committee's  ju- 
risdiction if  such  a  committee  or  the  committee 
of  conference  on  such  legislation  reports  such 
legislation,  if.  to  the  extent  that  the  costs  of 
such  legislation  are  not  included  in  this  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget,  the  enactment  of 
such  legislation  will  not  increase  the  deficit  in 
this  resolution  for— 

(1)  fiscal  year  1996: 

(2)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2000:  or 

(3)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  2001  through 
2005. 

(b)  Revised  ALLOCATioss.—Upon  the  report- 
ing of  legislation  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
and  again  upon  the  submission  of  a  conference 


report  on  such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report 
is  submitted),  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  file  with  the  Sen- 
ate appropriately  revised  allocations  under  sec- 
tions 302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974  and  revised  functional  levels 
and  aggregates  to  carry  out  this  subsection. 
These  revised  allocations,  functional  levels,  and 
aggregates  shall  be  considered  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  as  allo- 
cations, functional  levels,  and  aggregates  con- 
tained in  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

(c)  Reportkg  Revised  ALLOCATioss.—The 
appropriate  committee  shall  report  appropriately 
revised  allocations  pursuant  to  sections  302(b) 
and  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 
SEC.  204.  BUDGET  SURPLUS  ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  ADJUST.\lESTS.—For  the  purposes  of  points 
of  order  under  the  Congressional  Budget  and 
Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  and  this  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget,  the  revenue 
aggregates  shall  be  reduced  and  other  appro- 
priate budgetary  aggregates  and  levels  shall  be 
revised  to  reflect  the  additional  deficit  reduction 
achieved  as  calculated  under  subsection  (c)  for 
legislation  that  reduces  revenues  by  providing 
family  tax  relief  and  incentives  to  stimulate  sav- 
ings, investment,  job  creation,  and  economic 
growth. 

(b)  Revised  AGGREGATES.— Upon  the  report- 
ing of  legislation  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
and  again  upon  the  submission  of  a  conference 
report  on  such  legislation  (if  a  conference  report 
is  submitted),  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  shall  submit  to  the 
Senate  appropriately  revised  budgetary  aggre- 
gates and  levels  by  an  amount  that  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  additional  deficit  reduction  calculated 
under  subsection  (d). 

(c)  CBO  Revised  Deficit  Est /.mate.- After 
the  enactment  of  legislation  that  complies  with 
the  reconciliation  directives  of  section  105.  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  shall  provide  the 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate  a  revi.<!Pd  estimate  of  the  deficit  for  fi.ical 
years  1996  through  2005. 

(d)  additiosal  Deficit  REDUCTios.—For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "additional 
deficit  reduction"  means  the  amount  by  which 
the  total  deficit  levels  assumed  in  this  resolution 
for  a  fiscal  year  exceed  the  revised  deficit  esti- 
mate provided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2005. 

(e)  CBO  CERTIFICATION  AND  COSTISGESCIES.— 

This  section  shall  not  apply  unless — 

(1)  legislation  has  been  enacted  complying 
with  the  reconciliation  directives  of  section  105: 

(2)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  provided  the  estimate  required  by 
subsection  (c):  and 

(3)  the  revisions  made  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section do  not  cause  a  budget  deficit  for  fiscal 
year  20Q2.  2003.  2004.  or  2005. 

SEC.  20S,  SCORING  OF  EMERGE::'CY  LEGISLATION. 

.S'otwithstandmg  section  606(d)(2)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  and  beginning 
with  fiscal  year  19%,  the  determinations  under 
sections  302.  303.  and  311  of  such  Act  shall  take 
into  account  any  new  budget  authority,  new  en- 
titlement authority,  outlays,  receipts,  or  deficit 
effects  as  a  consequence  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 251(b)(2)(D)  and  252(e)  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Ernergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985. 
SEC.  206.  SALE  OF  GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Sesse  of  THE  Co.\CRESS.—/t  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales  has 
discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be  better 
managed  by  the  private  sector  and  generate  re- 
ceipts to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit: 


(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  in- 
cluded $8,000,000,000  m  receipts  from  asset  sales 
and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale  scor:t'_j 
rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these  sales  to  h,- 
scored: 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale  would 
increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the  long  run. 
and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohibition  should  be 
repealed  and  consideration  should  be  given  to 
replacing  it  with  a  methodology  that  takes  i'lf ) 
account  the  long-term  budgetary  impact  of  as-'  ; 
sales. 

(b)  BUDGETARY  TREATMEST.—For  purposes  of 
any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  and 
the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment 
Control  Act  of  1974,  the  amounts  realized  from 
sales  of  assets  shall  be  scored  with  respect  to  the 
level  of  budget  authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

(c)  DEFiMTio\s.—  For  purposes  of  this  section. 
the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  under  section  250(c)(21)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985. 

(d)  Treatmest  of  Loas  Assets.— For  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  assets 
or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be  governed 
by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of 
1990. 

SEC.    207.    CREDIT   REFORM   AND    GUARANTEED 
STl'DENT  LOA.\S. 

For  the  purposes  of  allocations  and  points  of 
order  under  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  and  this  resolution,  the  cost  of  a  direct  loan 
shall  be  the  net  present  value,  at  the  time  when 
the  direct  loan  is  disbursed,  of  the  following 
cash  flows  for  the  estimated  life  of  the  loan: 

(1)  Loan  disbursements. 

(2)  Repayments  of  principal. 

(3)  Payments  of  interest  and  other  payments 
by  or  to  the  Government  over  the  life  of  the  loan 
after  adjusting  for  estimated  defaults,  prepay- 
ments, fees,  penalties,  and  other  recoveries. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  legislation  increasing  direct 
loan  commitments  for  a  program  in  which  loan 
commitments  will  equal  or  exceed  $5,000,000,000 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  (or  for  any  prior  fiscal 
year),  direct  expenses,  including— 

(A)  uciiviiits  leiuieu  lu  CiKdil  eilensiOii.  I'ou/i 
origination,  loan  servicing,  training,  program 
promotion,  management  of  contractors,  and 
payments  to  contractors,  other  government  enti- 
ties, and  program  participants: 

(B)  collection  of  delinquent  loans:  and 

(C)  writeoff  and  closeout  of  loans. 

SBC.   208.   EXTE.SSIO.W  OF  BUDGET  .ACT  60-VOTE 
E.WFORCE.MENT  THROUGH  2002. 

Notwithstanding  section  275(b)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985  (as  amended  by  sections  13112(b)  and 
13208(b)(3)  of  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of 
1990),  the  second  sentence  of  section  904(c)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (except  in- 
sofar as  it  relates  to  section  313  of  that  .Act)  and 
the  final  sentence  of  section  904(d)  of  that  Act 
(except  insofar  as  it  relates  to  section  313  of  that 
Act)  shall  continue  to  have  effect  as  rules  of  the 
Senate  through  (but  no  later  than)  September 
30,  2002, 

SBC.  209.  REPEAL  OF  IRS  ALLOW.A.\CE. 

fa)  Section  23  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
218  (103d  Congress.  2d  Session)  is  repealed. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  reve- 
nue levels  contained  in  the  budget  resolution 
should  assume  passage  of  the" Taxpayers  Bill  of 
Rights  2"  and  that  the  Senate  should  pass  the 
Taxpayers  Bill  of  Rights  2  this  Congress. 

(c)  It  IS  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  funding 
for  tax  compliance  efforts  should  be  a  top  prior- 
ity and  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include  the 
administration's  full  request  for  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service. 

SEC.  210.  EXERCISE  OF  RULEMAKING  POWERS. 

The  Senate  adopts  the  provisions  of  this 
title— 


ID  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of 
thf  Senate,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  and  such 
rules  shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith:  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional 
right  of  the  Senate  to  change  those  rules  (so  far 
as  they  relate  to  the  Senate)  at  any  time,  m  the 
same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the 
case  of  any  other  rule  of  the  Senate. 
TITLE  III—SE\SE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  AND 
THE  SENATE 

SBC.  301.  RESTRUCTURING  GOVERNMENT  .A.\D 
PROGRA.M  TERMINATIONS. 

(a)  FISDISGS.—The  Senate  finds  that  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  in  a  rational  and  rea- 
sonable manner  requires  an  assessment  of  na- 
tional priorities  and  the  appropriate  role  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  meeting  the  challenges 
facing  the  United  States  in  the  21st  century. 

(b)  Se.\'se  OF  THE  Sex  ATE.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  to  balance  the  budget  the  Con- 
gress should — 

(1)  restructure  Federal  programs  to  meet  iden- 
tified national  priorities  in  the  most  effective 
and  efficient  manner  so  that  program  dollars  get 
to  the  intended  purpose  or  recipient: 

(2)  terminate  programs  that  have  largely  met 
their  goals,  that  have  outlived  their  original 
purpose,  or  that  have  been  superseded  by  other 
programs: 

(3)  seek  to  end  significant  duplication  among 
Federal  programs,  which  results  in  excessive  ad- 
ministrative costs  and  ill  serve  the  American 
people:  and 

(4)  eliminate  lower  priority  programs. 

SEC.  302.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  RE- 
TUR.\I\a  PROGRAMS  TO  THE 
ST.ATES. 

(a)  Fi\Di.\GS.—The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  section  8  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution 
grants  the  Federal  Government  limited  powers 
and  the  10th  amendment  to  the  Constitution  ex- 
pressly provides  that  the  powers  not  delegated 
to  the  Federal  Government  are  reserved  to  the 
States  and  the  people: 

(2)  in  fiscal  year  1993.  the  Federal  Government 
provided  funds  to  States  and  localities  through 
593  categorical  programs  totaling 
$206,000,000,000: 

(3)  in  attempting  to  solve  every  problem  of  so- 
ciety.  the  Federal  Government  is  overburdening 
the  States  and  its  citizens  with  cumbersome  and 
intrusive  laws,  programs,  regulations,  and  man- 
dates: and 

(4)  in  administering  many  Federal  programs, 
the  States  are  often  better  equipped  to  determine 
and  respond  to  the  particular  needs  of  the  peo- 
ple than  the  Federal  Government. 

(b)  SESSE  OF  THE  SESATE.—lt  IS  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that— 

(1)  Federal  programs  should  be  reviewed  to  de- 
termine whether  they  are  an  appropriate  func- 
tion of  the  Federal  Government  and  whether 
they  are  more  appropriately  a  responsibility  of 
the  States  consistent  with  the  10th  amendment 
to  the  Constitution: 

(2)  Federal  resources  should  be  provided  in  a 
manner  which  rewards  work,  promotes  families, 
and  provides  a  helping  hand  during  times  of  cri- 
sis: 

(3)  the  Federal  Government  should  seek  a  new 
partnership  with  States  that  recognizes  that 
"one  size  fits  all"  solutions  of  the  past  are 
flawed: 

(4)  this  new  partnership  should  include  block 
grants  that  provide  maximum  flexibility  to 
States  and  localities  in  terms  of  the  design  and 
structure  of  programs  to  ensure  the  maximum 
benefit  at  the  least  cost  to  the  American  tax- 
payer: 

(5)  Federal  funds  must  not  be  used  to  sup- 
plant existing  expenditures  by  individuals,  lo- 
calities, and  Stales. 


(6)  block  grants  should  not  be  reduced  to  reve- 
nue sharing: 

(7)  adequate  safeguards  should  be  in  place  to 
protect  the  Federal  investment,  such  as  auditing 
or  maintenance  of  effort  provisions:  and 

(8)  the  inclusion  of  Federal  goals  and  prin- 
ciples in  block  grant  programs  may  be  appro- 
priate, as  well  as  essential  data  collection  re- 
quirements for  evaluation  purposes. 

SEC.  303.  COMMERCIAUZATION  OF  FEDERAL  AC- 
TTVITIES. 

(a)  FiSDISGS.—The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  there  are  a  number  of  functions  being  per- 
formed by  the  Federal  Government  that  should 
not  be  performed  by  the  Federal  Government  be- 
cause they  could  be  more  conveniently  and  effi- 
ciently provided  by  the  private  sector: 

(2)  our  Founding  Fathers  wrote  a  Constitu- 
tion that  created  a  Federal  Government  of  lim- 
ited powers  and  limited  responsibility: 

(3)  the  current  Federal  Government  owns  one- 
third  of  the  land  of  this  great  Nation,  oil  fields, 
hospitals,  railroads,  Tokyo  office  buildings,  elec- 
tric companies,  4,900,000  housing  units  which 
are  owned  outright  by  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment or  are  eligible  for  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  subsidy  payments,  and  loan  port- 
folios that  are  larger  than  most  of  the  financial 
institutions  in  the  country:  and 

(4)(A)  the  Federal  Government's  encroach- 
ment into  the  private  sector  is  significant,  often 
duplicative,  inconsistent  with  free  market  prin- 
ciples, and  costly  for  taxpayers: 

(B)  when  the  Federal  Government  monopo- 
lizes a  service  that  could  be  provided  by  the  pri- 
vate sector  it  usually  costs  taxpayers  30  percent 
more:  and 

(C)  one-fourth  of  the  work  done  by  Federal 
employees  competes  with  the  private  sector. 

(b)  Se.\se  of  the  SE.\'ATE.—lt  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that— 

(1)  Congress  should  better  define  privatization 
and  how  it  can  contribute  to  "right  sizing"  the 
Federal  Government  and  at  the  same  time 
achieve  better  service,  more  innovation,  and  sig- 
nificant deficit  reduction: 

(2)  privatization  can  take  at  least  four  forms: 
asset  sales,  contracting  out,  creating  corporate 
enterprises  under  strict  and  clearly  defined 
deadlines  designed  to  achieve  full  privatization, 
and  eliminating  legislative  barriers,  generically 
called  "private  sector  lockouts": 

(3)  provisions  of  law  that  prohibit  or  "lock- 
out" the  private  sector  from  competing  for  pro- 
viding certain  services  should  be  examined  and 
eliminated: 

(4)  the  private  sector  from  .Main  Street.  Wall 
Street  and  Academia  should  be  encouraged  by 
the  President  and  the  Congress  to  bring  forward 
their  privatization  best  practices  and  proposals 
for  privatization: 

(5)  the  Head  of  each  Federal  agency  and  de- 
partment and  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  should  designate  senior  level  staff  per- 
sons to  develop  and  evaluate  private  sector  pri- 
vatization initiatives  that  should  be  included  in 
the  President's  budget: 

(6)(A)  the  Office  of  .Management  and  Budget 
should  set  appropriate  privatization  goals  for 
each  agency:  and 

(B)  no  expansions  of  programs  under  a  de- 
partment's jurisdiction  should  be  approved  by 
the  Office  of  .Management  and  Budget  unless 
the  agency  has  achieved  those  privatization 
goals: 

(7)  section  257(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  which  prohibits 
crediting  savings  from  asset  sales  should  be  re- 
pealed or  modified:  and 

(8)  Congress  should  evaluate  privatization 
processes  taking  place  in  other  countries  to  de- 
termine what  lessons  could  be  learned  so  that 
United  States  could  develop  a  comprehensive 
privatization  policy  by  the  end  of  the  next  fiscal 
year. 


SEC.  304.  NONPARTISAN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION 
ON  THE  CPI. 

(a)  Fi\Di\GS.—The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Congress  intended  to  insulate  certain  gov- 
ernment beneficiaries  and  taxpayers  from  the  ef- 
fects of  inflation  by  indexing  payments  and  tax 
brackets  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI): 

(2)  approximately  30  percent  of  total  Federal 
outlays  and  45  percent  of  Federal  revenues  are 
indexed  to  reflect  changes  in  the  CPI.  and 

(3)  the  overwhelming  consensus  among  experts 
IS  that  the  method  used  to  construct  the  CPI 
and  the  current  calculation  of  the  CPI  both 
overstate  the  estimate  of  the  true  cost  of  living. 

(b)  SESSE  OF  the  Sex  ate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that— 

(1)  a  temporary  advisory  commission  should  be 
established  to  make  objective  and  nonpartisan 
recommendations  concerning  the  appropriate- 
ness and  accuracy  of  the  methodology  and  cal- 
culations that  determine  the  CPI, 

(2)  the  Commission  should  be  appointed  on  a 
nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  composed  of 
experts  in  the  fields  of  economics,  statistics,  or 
other  related  professions:  and 

(3)  the  Commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
and  to  Congress  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

SEC.  30S.  SE.\SE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  A  UNI- 
FOR.hf  ACCOUNTING  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVER.\ME.\T  A.VD  NON 
PARTISAN  COMMISSION  ON  AC- 
COUNTING AND  BUDGETING. 

(a)  FiXDi.\GS.—The  Congress  finds  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  Much  effort  has  been  devoted  to  strength- 
ening Federal  internal  accounting  controls  in 
the  past.  Although  progress  has  been  made  in 
recent  years,  there  still  exists  no  uniform  Fed- 
eral accounting  system  for  Federal  Government 
entities  and  institutions. 

(2)  As  a  result.  Federal  financial  managertient 
continues  to  be  seriously  deficient,  and  Federal 
financial  management  and  fiscal  practices  have 
failed  to  identify  costs,  failed  to  reflect  the  total 
liabilities  of  congressional  actions,  and  failed  to 
accurately  report  the  financial  condition  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

(3)  Cuiieni  Federal  accounting  practices  do 
not  adequately  report  financial  problems  of  the 
Federal  Government  or  the  full  cost  of  programs 
and  activities.  The  continued  use  of  these  prac- 
tices undermines  the  Government's  ability  to 
provide  credible  and  reliable  financial  data, 
contributes  to  waste  and  inefficiency,  and  will 
not  assist  in  achieving  a  balanced  budget. 

(4)  Waste  and  inefficiency  in  Federal  Govern- 
ment undermine  the  confidence  of  the  American 
people  in  the  Government  and  reduces  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  ability  to  address  adequately 
vital  public  needs. 

(5)  To  rebuild  the  accountability  and  credibil- 
ity of  the  Federal  Government  and  restore  pub- 
lic confidence  in  the  Federal  Government,  a  uni- 
form Federal  accounting  system,  that  fully 
meets  the  accounting  standards  and  reporting 
objectives  for  the  Federal  Government,  must  be 
immediately  established  so  that  all  assets  and  li- 
abilities, revenues  and  expenditures  or  expenses, 
and  the  full  cost  of  programs  and  activities  of 
the  Federal  Government  can  be  consistently  and 
accurately  recorded,  monitored,  and  uniformly 
reported  throughout  all  government  entities  for 
budgeting  and  control  and  management  evalua- 
tion purposes. 

(b)  SE.\SE  OF  THE  Co.\CRESS.—It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  underlying 
the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include 
the  following  assumptions: 

(1)   UXlFOR.'il  FEDERAL  ACC0UXTI.\G  SYSTEM.— 

(A)  A  uniform  Federal  accounting  system  should 
be  established  to  consistently  compile  financial 
data  across  the  Federal  Government,  and  to 
make  full  disclosure  of  Federal  financial  data, 
including  the  full  cost  of  Federal  programs  and 


14716 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  26,  1995 


May  26,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14717 


activities,    to   the  citizens,   the  Congress,   the 
President,  and  agency  management. 

IB)  Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997.  the  Presi- 
dent should  require  the  heads  of  agencies  to — 

(i)  implement  and  maintain  a  uniform  Federal 
accounting  system:  and 

(ii)  provide  financial  statements: 
in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  account- 
ing principles  applied  on  a  consistent  basis  and 
established  in  accordance  with  proposed  Federal 
accounting  standards  and  interpretations  rec- 
ommended by  the  Federal  Accounting  Standards 
Advisory  Board  and  other  applicable  law. 

(2)  S'OSPARTfSAS  ADVISORY  CO.WM/SS/OA'  O.V  AC- 
COV.STISC  ASD  BUDGETISG.—(A)  A  temporary  ad- 
visory commission  should  be  established  to  make 
objective  and  nonpartisan  recommendations  for 
the  appropriate  treatment  of  capital  expendi- 
tures under  a  uniform  Federal  accounting  sys- 
tem that  is  consistent  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles. 

(B)  The  Commission  should  be  appointed  on  a 
nonpartisan  basis,  and  should  be  composed  of 
public  and  private  experts  in  the  fields  of  fi- 
nance, economics,  accounting,  and  other  related 
professions. 

(Ci  The  Commission  should  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  August  1.  1995. 
on  Its  recommendations,  and  should  include  in 
its  report  a  detailed  plan  for  implerrtenting  such 
recommendations. 

SEC.  30e.  SESSE  OF  THE  CO.WRESS  THAT  90  PER 
CE.\T  OF  THE  BE.\EFrTS  OF  A.\T  TAX 
CUTS  .HIST  GO  TO  THE  .WDDLE 
CLASS. 

(a)  Fr\Di.\GS.—The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  incomes  of  middle-class  families  have 
stagnated  since  the  early  1980's,  with  family  in- 
comes growing  more  slowly  between  1979  and 
1939  than  in  any  other  business  cycle  since 
World  War  II:  and 

(2)  according  to  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury, in  1996.  approximately  90  percent  of  Amer- 
ican families  will  have  incomes  less  than 
$100,000. 

lb)  Sesse  of  Co\GRESS.—lt  is  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  if  the  1996  Concurrent  Budget 
Resolution  iiicliiiieo  any  cut  oi  taxes,  uffjiiOii- 
mately  90  percent  of  the  benefits  of  these  tax 
cuts  must  go  to  working  families  teith  incomes 
less  than  SIOO.OOO. 

SEC.  307.  B/PART/SA.V  COUynSSIOS'  ON  THE  SOL- 
VENCY OF  .MEDICARE. 

la)  Fl.VDi.'.GS.— Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  the  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged  Act, 
which  created  the  medicare  program,  was  en- 
acted on  July  30.  1965.  and.  therefore,  the  medi- 
care program  will  celebrate  its  30-year  anniver- 
sary on  July  30.  1995: 

12)  on  April  3.  1995.  the  Trustees  of  medicare 
submitted  their  1995  Annual  Report  on  the  Sta- 
tus of  the  .Medicare  Program  to  the  Congress: 

(3)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  concluded 
that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  Us  present  form": 

14)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  concluded 
that  "the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
which  pays  inpatient  hospital  expenses,  will  be 
able  to  pay  benefits  for  only  about  7  years  and 
is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  in  the  long 
range": 

(5)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  shows  a  rate  of  growth  of  costs 
which  is  clearly  unsustainable": 

16)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  rec- 
ommended legislation  to  reestablish  the  Quad- 
rennial Advisory  Council  that  will  help  lead  to 
effective  solutions  to  the  problems  of  the  pro- 
gram": 

17)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  concluded  that,  absent  long- 
term  changes  in  medicare,  projected  medicare 
outlays  will  mcrec^e  from  about  4  percent  of  the 


payroll  tax  base  today  to  over  15  percent  of  the 
payroll  tax  base  by  the  year  2030: 

18)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  recommended,  by  a  vote  of  30  to 
1.  that  spending  and  revenues  available  for 
medicare  must  be  brought  into  long-term  bal- 
ance: 

(9)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "We  had  hoped  for  several  years 
that  comprehensive  health  reform  would  include 
meaningful  medicare  reforms.  However,  with  the 
results  of  the  last  Congress,  it  is  now  clear  that 
medicare  reform  needs  to  be  addressed  urgently 
as  a  distinct  legislative  initiative":  and 

(10)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  "strongly 
recommend  that  the  crisis  presented  by  the  fi- 
nancial condition  of  the  medicare  trust  funds  be 
urgently  addressed  on  a  comprehensive  basis, 
including  a  review  of  the  programs's  financing 
methods,  benefit  provisions,  and  delivery  mecha- 
nisms.". 

lb)  Sesse  OF  THE  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that— 

ID  a  special  bipartisan  commission  should  be 
established  immediately  to  make  recommenda- 
tions concerning  the  most  appropriate  response 
to  the  short-term  solvency  and  long-term  sus- 
tainability  issues  facing  medicare: 

12)  the  commission  should  report  to  Congress 
its  recommendations  on  the  appropriate  re- 
sponse to  the  short-term  solvency  of  medicare  by 
July  10.  1995.  in  order  that  the  committees  of  ju- 
risdiction may  consider  those  recommendations 
m  fashioning  an  appropriate  congressional  re- 
sponse: and 

13)  the  commission  should  report  its  rec- 
ommendations to  respond  to  the  Public  Trustees' 
call  to  make  medicare's  financial  condition  sus- 
tainable over  the  long  term  to  Congress  by  Feb- 
ruary I,  1996. 

SEC.  308.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  THE  DIS- 
TRIBUTION OF  AGRICULTURE  SAV- 
INGS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that,  in  response 
to  the  reconciliation  instructions  in  section  105 
of  this  resolution,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture, .\utrition,  and  Forestry  should  pro- 
Tirip  thnt  -nn  mnre  than  20  percent  Of  the  savings 
be  achieved  in  commodity  programs. 

SEC.  309.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
PROTECTION  OF  CHILDREN'S 

HEALTH. 

la)  F!.\Di.\cs.—The  Congress  finds  that— 
ID  Today's  children  and  the  next  generation 
are  the  prime  beneficiaries  of  the  benefits  of  at- 
taining a  balanced  Federal  budget.  Without  a 
balanced  budget,  today's  children  must  bear  the 
increasing  burden  of  the  Federal  debt.  Contin- 
ued deficit  spending  would  doom  future  genera- 
tions to  slower  economic  growth  and  lower  liv- 
ing standards. 

(2)  The  health  of  children  is  essential  to  the 
future  economic  and  social  well-being  of  the  Na- 
tion. 

13)  .Medicaid  covers  one  m  four  children  and 
one  in  three  births.  Nearly  60  percent  of  children 
covered  by  medicaid  are  from  working  families. 

14)  While  children  repYesent  one-half  of  all 
people  eligible  for  medicaid,  they  account  for 
less  than  25  percent  of  medicaid  expenditures. 

(5)  Medicaid  provides  a  broad  range  of  serv- 
ices essential  for  the  health  of  a  significant  por- 
tion of  the  Nation's  children  with  disabilities. 

lb)  Se\se  of  CosGRESS.—It  IS  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that— 

ID  the  health  care  needs  of  low-income  preg- 
nant women  and  children  should  be  a  top  prior- 
ity: 

12)  careful  study  must  be  made  of  the  impact 
of  medicaid  reform  proposals  on  children's 
health  and  on  vital  sources  of  care  including 
children's  hospitals  and  community  and  migrant 
health  centers:  and 

13)  medicaid  reform  legislation  which  would 
allow  greater  State  flexibility  in  the  delivery  of 


care  and  in  the  control  of  the  rate  of  growth  m 
costs  of  the  program  should  also  encourage 
States  to  place  a  priority  on  coverage  for  preg- 
nant women  and  children. 

SEC.  310.  SENSE  OF  THE  SE.XATE  THAT  LOBBYING 
EXPENSES  SHOULD  REMAIN  NON 
DEDUCTIBLE. 

(a)  Fl.\D!.\GS.—The  Senate  finds  that  ordinary 
Americans  generally  are  not  allowed  to  deduct 
the  costs  of  communicating  with  their  elected 
representatives. 

lb)  SESSE  OF  THE  SE.\ATE.—lt  is  the  Sense  of 
the  Senate  that  lobbying  expenses  should  not  be 
tax  deductible. 

SEC.  311.  EXPATRIATE  TAXES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that — 
I!)  Congress  should  revise  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  to  ensure  that  very  wealthy  individ- 
uals are  not  able  to  reduce  or  avoid  their  United 
States  income,  estate,  or  gift  tax  liability  by  re- 
linquishing their  United  States  citizenship:  and 
(2)  the  increased  revenues  resulting  from  the 
revision  should  he  used  to  reduce  the  deficit. 
SEC.    312.    SENSE   OF    THE   SE.MATE   REGARDING 
LOSSES   OF   TRUST  FUNDS  DUE   TO 
FRAUD   AND    ABUSE   /.V    THE   MEDI 
CARE  PROGRAM. 

la)  FISDISGS.—The  Senate  finds  that— 
ID  the  General  Accounting  Office  estimates 
that  as  much  as  SI 00. 000. 000. OOO  are  wasted  each 
year  in  the  health  care  system  due  to  fraud  and 
abuse: 

12)  outlays  for  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  during  fis- 
cal year  1994  were  S161 .100.000.000.  and  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  estimates  that  up  to  10 
percent  of  those  outlays  were  wasted  because  of 
fraud  and  abuse: 

13)  medicare  beneficiaries  incur  higher  out-of- 
pocket  costs  and  copayments  due  to  inflated  bil- 
lings resulting  from  fraudulent  and  abusive 
practices  perpetrated  against  the  medicare  pro- 
gram: and 

14)  funds  lost  because  of  fraud  and  abuse  are 
contributing  to  the  financial  crises  of  the  Fed- 
eral Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  as  identified  by  the  Boards  of 
Trustees  of  such  trust  funds  in  their  1995  an- 
nual report's. 

lb)  SE.\SE  OF  THE  SE.\ATE.—It  IS  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  as  the  Committee  on  Finance  of 
the  Senate  and.  if  established,  the  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  the  Solvency  of  .Medicare  rec- 
ommended under  section  307.  address  the  long- 
term  solvency  of  the  medicare  program  under 
title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  142  U.S.C. 
1395  et  seg.).  high  priority  should  be  given  to 
proposals  which  identify,  eliminate,  and  recover 
funds  expended  from  the  Federal  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Supple- 
mentary .Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  due  to 
fraud  and  abuse  in  such  program.  In  addition, 
the  Senate  assumes  that  funds  recovered  from 
enhanced  anti-fraud  and  abuse  efforts  be  used 
to  fund  health  care  anti-fraud  arid  abuse  en- 
forcement efforts,  reimbursements  to  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal 
Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
for  losses  due  to  fraud  and  abuse,  and  deficit  re- 
duction. 

SEC.  313.  SENSE  OF  THE  CO.\'GRESS  REGARDING 
FULL  FUNDL\G  FOR  DECADE  OF  THE 
BRAIN  RESEARCH. 

la)  Fi.\DiSGS.—The  Congress  finds  that— 
ID  long-term  health  care  costs  associated  with 
diseases  and  disorders  of  the  brain  have  a  sub- 
stantia! impact  on  Federal  expenditures  for 
medicaid  arid  medicare,  and  on  the  earning  po- 
tential of  the  Nation: 

12)  to  highlight  the  impact  of  brain  diseases 
and  disorders  on  the  economy  and  well  being  of 
the  .\ation  the  Congress  has  declared  the  1990's 
the  Decade  of  the  Brain: 


13)  meaningful  research  has  been  initiated  as 
part  of  the  Decade  of  the  Brain: 

(4)  if  fully  funded  this  research  could  provide 
important  new  medical  breakthroughs:  and 

(5)  these  breakthroughs  could  result  in  a  sig- 
nificant reduction  in  costs  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

lb)  Sense  of  the  Co.\'GRESS.—lt  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  in  furtherance  of  the  goals  of 
the  Decade  of  the  Brain  the  appropriate  commit- 
tees should  seek  to  ensure  that  full  funding  is 
provided  for  research  on  brain  diseases  and  dis- 
orders in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  to  which  this 
resolution  applies. 

SEC.  314.  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE  INDEPENDE.VT 
BUDGET  FOR  VETERANS  AFF.AIRS. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

la)  FiSDiSGS. — Congress  finds  as  follows: 
ID  Whereas  over  26.000.000  veterans  are  eligi- 
ble for  veterans  health  care: 

(2)  Whereas  the  Veterans  Health  Administra- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Veterans  .Affairs  oper- 
ates the  largest  Federal  medical  care  delivery 
system  m  the  United  States,  providirig  for  the 
medical  care  needs  of  our  Nation's  veterans: 

(3)  Whereas  the  veterans'  service  organiza- 
tions have  provided  a  plan,  kriown  as  the  Inde- 
pendent Budget  for  Veterans  Affairs,  to  reform 
the  veterans'  health  care  delivery  system  to 
adapt  it  to  the  modern  health  care  environment 
and  improve  its  ability  to  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  veterans  in  a  cost-effective  manner: 

14)  Whereas  current  budget  proposals  assume 
a  change  in  the  definition  of  service-connected 
veterans: 

15)  Whereas  proposals  contained  within  the 
Independent  Budget  may  provide  improved  serv- 
ice to  veterans: 

16)  Whereas  current  budget  proposals  may  not 
have  fully  considered  the  measures  proposed  by 
the  veterans'  service  organizations  in  the  Inde- 
pendent Budget. 

lb)  Sesse  of  Co.\GRESS.—It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  reforms  and  proposals  con- 
tained within  the  Independent  Budget  for  Vet- 
erans Affairs.  Fiscal  'i'ear  1996  should  be  given 
careful  consideration  in  an  effort  to  ensure  the 
Nation's  commitment  to  its  veterans. 
SEC.  315.  SENSE  OF  THE  SE.\ATE  REGARDING  THE 
COSTS  OF  THE  NATIONAL  VOTER 
REGISTRATION  ACT  OF  1993. 

It  is  the  sen.'ie  of  the  Senate  that  within  the 
assumptions  under  budget  function  300  funds 
will  be  spent  for  reimbursement  to  the  States  for 
the  costs  of  implementing  the  National  Voter 
Registration  Act  of  1993. 

SEC.  316.  SE.S'SE  OF  THE  SE.\'ATE  REGARDING 
PRESIDENTIAL  ELECTION  CAMPAIGN 
FUND. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  function  800  include  the  fol- 
lowing: That  payments  to  presidential  cam- 
paigris  from  the  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund,  as  authorised  by  the  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1974.  should  not  be  used  to  pay 
for  or  augment  damage  awards  or  settlements 
arising  from  a  civil  or  criminal  action,  or  the 
threat  thereof,  related  to  sexual  harassment. 

SEC.  317.  SE.\SE  OF  CO.\GRESS  REGARDING 
FUNDS  TO  DEFEND  AGAINST  SEXUAL 
HARASSMENT. 

It  IS  the  sense  of  Congress  that  no  .Member  of 
Congress  or  the  Executive  Branch  may  use  cam- 
paign funds  or  privately  donated  funds  to  de- 
fend against  sexual  harassment  lawsuits. 
SEC.  318.  SENSE  OF  THE  SE.\ATE  REGARDING  FI- 
NANCIAL        RESPONSIBIUTY         TO 
SCHOOLS    AFFECTED    BY    FEDERAL 
ACTIVITIES. 

la)  FiSDiscs.—The  Senate  finds  as  follows: 
(1 )  In  order  to  fulfill  its  responsibility  to  com- 
munities that  were  adversely  affected  by  Federal 
activities,  the  Congress  established  the  Impact 
Aid  program  in  1950. 

12)  The  Impact  Aid  program  is  intended  to 
ease  the  burden  on  local  school  districts  for  edu- 


cating children  who  live  on  Federal  property. 
Since  Federal  property  is  exempt  from  local 
property  taxes,  such  districts  are  denied  the  pri- 
mary source  of  revenue  used  to  finance  elemen- 
tary and  ."secondary  education.  .Most  Impact  Aid 
payments  are  made  for  students  whose  parents 
are  in  the  uniformed  services,  or  for  students 
who  reside  on  Indian  lands  or  in  federally  sub- 
sidized low-rent  housing  projects.  Over  1.600 
local  educational  agencies  enrolling  over 
17,000,000  children  are  provided  assistance 
under  the  Impact  Aid  program. 

13)  The  Impact  Aid  program  is  one  of  the  few 
Federal  education  programs  where  funds  are 
sent  directly  to  the  school  district.  Such  funds 
go  directly  into  the  general  fund  and  may  be 
used  as  the  local  educational  agency  decides. 

14)  The  Impact  Aid  program  covers  less  than 
half  of  what  it  costs  to  educate  each  federally 
connected  student  in  some  school  districts,  re- 
quiring local  school  districts  or  States  to  provide 
the  remainder. 

15)  Added  to  the  burden  described  in  para- 
graph (4)  IS  the  fact  that  some  States  do  not  rely 
upon  an  income  tax  for  State  funding  of  edu- 
cation. In  these  cases,  the  loss  of  property  tax 
revenue  makes  State  and  local  education  fund- 
ing even  more  difficult  to  obtain. 

16)  Given  the  serious  budget  constraints  facing 
State  and  local  governments  it  is  critical  that 
the  Federal  Government  continue  to  fulfill  its 
responsibility  to  the  federally  impacted  school 
districts  in  our  Nation's  States. 

lb)  Sesse  of  the  Sesate.-H  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  in  the  assumptions  for  the  over- 
all accounts  it  is  assumed  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  a  financial  responsibility  to  schools 
in  our  Nation's  communities  which  are  ad- 
versely affected  by  Federal  activities  and  that 
funding  for  such  responsibilities  should  not  be 
reduced  or  eliminated. 

SEC.  319.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  TO  EU  MI  NATE 
THE  EARNINGS  PE.\ALTY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  the  functional  totals  in  this 
resolution  include  that  the  increased  revenues 
resulting  from  the  revision  of  the  expatriate  tax 
loophole  should  be  used  to  eliminate  the  earn- 
ings penalty  imposed  on  low  and  middle  income 
senior  citizens  receiving  social  security. 

SEC.  320.  STUDENT  LOAN  CUTS. 

la)  FiSDi.\GS.—The  Senate  finds  that— 
ID  in  the  20th  century,  educational  increases 
in  the  workforce  accounted  for  30  percent  of  the 
growth  in  our  Nation's  wealth,  and  advances  in 
knowledge  accounted  for  55  percent  of  such 
growth: 

12)  the  Federal  Government  provides  75  per- 
cent of  all  college  financial  aid: 

13)  the  Federal  student  loan  program  ivas  cre- 
ated to  make  college  accessible  and  affordable 
for  the  middle  class: 

14)  increased  fees  and  interest  costs  discourage 
college  participation  by  making  higher  edu- 
cation more  expensive,  and  more  of  a  risk,  for 
students  and  their  families: 

15)  full-time  students  already  work  an  average 
of  25  hours  per  week,  taking  time  away  from 
their  studies:  and 

16)  student  indebtedness  is  already  increasing 
rapidly,  and  any  reduction  of  the  in-school  in- 
terest subsidy  will  increase  the  indebtedness 
burden  on  students  and  families. 

lb)  Sesse  of  the  Sesate.—U  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  assume  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Committee,  in 
seekvig  to  achieve  mandatory  savings,  should 
do  their  best  to  not  increase  the  cost  of  borrow- 
ing for  students  participating  in  the  Robert  T. 
Stafford  Federal  Student  Loan  Program. 
SEC.  321.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
NUTRITIONAL  HEALTH  OF  CHIL- 
DREN. 

la)  Fisdi.\gs.— Congress  finds  that— 


ID  Federal  nutrition  programs,  such  as  the 
school  lunch  program,  the  school  breakfast  pro- 
gram, the  special  supplemental  nutrition  pro- 
gram for  women,  infants,  and  children  (referred 
to  in  this  section  as  "WIC"),  the  child  and  adult 
care  food  program,  and  others,  are  important  to 
the  health  and  well-being  of  children: 

12)  participation  in  Federal  nutrition  pro- 
grams is  voluntary  on  the  part  of  States,  and 
the  programs  are  administered  and  operated  by 
every  State: 

(3)  a  major  factor  that  led  to  the  creation  of 
the  school  lunch  program  was  that  a  number  of 
the  recruits  for  the  United  States  armed  forces 
in  World  War  II  failed  physical  examinations 
due  to  problems  related  to  inadequate  nutrition: 

(4)IA)  WIC  has  proven  to  be  extremely  valu- 
able in  promoting  the  health  of  newborn  babies 
and  children:  and 

IB)  each  dollar  invested  in  the  prenatal  com- 
ponent of  WIC  has  been  shown  to  save  up  to 
13.50  in  medicaid  costs  related  to  medical  prob- 
lems that  arise  in  the  first  90  days  after  the 
birth  of  an  infant: 

15)  the  requirement  that  infant  formula  be 
purchased  under  a  competitive  bidding  system 
under  section  17  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of 
1966  142  U.S.C.  1786)  saved  SI ,000,000.000  in  fis- 
cal year  1994  and  enabled  States  to  allow 
1.600.000  women,  infants,  and  children  to  par- 
ticipate in  WIC  at  no  additional  cost  to  tax- 
payers: and 

(6)  a  balanced  Federal  budget  will  provide 
economic  benefits  to  children  alive  today  and  to 
future  generations  of  Americans. 

lb)  Sesse  of  the  Sesate.—II  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include  the 
assumptions  that— 

ID  schools  should  continue  to  serve  lunches 
that  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements 
based  on  tested  nutritional  research: 

12)  the  content  of  WIC  food  packages  for  in- 
fants, children,  and  pregnant  and  postpartum 
women  should  continue  to  be  based  on  scientific 
evidence: 

13)  the  competitive  bidding  system  for  infant 
jormuia  under  section  1/  of  tne  Chiia  i\utrition 
Act  of  1966  142  U.S.C.  1786)  should  be  main- 
tained: 

(4)  foods  of  minimum  nutritional  value  should 
not  be  sold  in  competition  with  school  lunches 
in  the  school  cafeterias  during  lunch  hours: 

15)  some  reductions  in  nutrition  program 
spending  can  be  made  without  compromising  the 
nutritional  well-being  of  program  recipients: 

(6)  in  complying  with  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions in  section  6  of  this  resolution,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry of  the  Senate  should  take  this  section  into 
account:  and 

17)  Congress  should  continue  to  move  toward 
fully  funding  the  WIC  program. 
SEC.  322.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  MAINTAIN- 
ING FEDERAL  FUNDING  FOR  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMEWT. 

(a)  FISDISGS.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

ID  Federal,  State,  and  local  law  enforcement 
officers  provide  essential  services  that  preserve 
and  protect  our  freedoms  and  security: 

12)  law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our  ap- 
preciation and  support: 

(3)  law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies  are 
under  increasing  attacks,  both  to  their  physical 
safety  and  to  their  reputations: 

14)  on  April  7.  1995,  the  Senate  passed  S.J. 
Res.  32  in  which  the  Senate  recognizes  the  debt 
of  gratitude  the  Nation  owes  to  the  men  and 
women  who  daily  serve  the  American  people  as 
law  enforcement  officers  and  the  integrity,  hon- 
esty, dedication,  and  sacrifice  of  our  Federal, 
State,  and  local  law  enforcement  officers: 

15)  the  Nation 's  sense  of  domestic  tranquility 
has  been  shaken  by  explosions  at  the   World 
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Trade  Center  in  Sew  York  and  the  Murrah  Fed- 
eral Building  in  Oklahoma  City  and  by  the  fear 
of  violent  crime  m  our  cities,  towns,  and  rural 
areas  across  the  Xation, 

(6)  Federal,  State,  and  local  law  enforcement 
efforts  need  increased  financial  commitment 
from  the  Federal  Government  and  not  the  reduc- 
tion of  such  commitment  to  law  enforcement  if 
law  enforcement  officers  are  to  carry  out  their 
efforts  to  combat  violent  crime:  and 

(7)  on  April  S.  1995,  and  May  18,  1995.  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  nonetheless  voted 
to  reduce  SS. 000. 000, 000  from  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund  in  order  to  provide  for 
tax  cuts  in  both  H.  R.  1215  and  H.  Con.  Res.  67. 

(b)  Se.\se  of  the  SE.\ATE.—It  IS  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  m  this  resolution  assume  that 
the  Federal  Government's  commitment  to  fund 
Federal  law  enforcement  programs  and  pro- 
grams to  assist  State  and  local  efforts  should  be 
maintained  and  funding  for  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund  should  not  be  reduced  by 
$5,000,000,000  as  the  bill  and  resolution  passed 
by  the  House  of  Repre.tentatives  would  require. 
SEC.  323.  NEED  TO  E.\ACT  LONG  TERM  HEALTH 
CARE  REFORM. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  One 
Hundred  Fourth  Congress  should  enact  fun- 
damental long-term  health  care  reform  that  em- 
phasizes cost-effective,  consumer  oriented,  and 
consumer-directed  home  and  community-based 
care  that  builds  upon  existing  family  supports 
and  achieves  deficit  reduction  by  helping  elderly 
and  disabled  individuals  remain  in  their  own 
homes  and  communities. 

SEC.  324.  SENSE  OF  THE  SEN.ATE  REC.\RDrNG 
MA.\D.\TORY  MAJOR  .ASSIMPTIONS 
UNDER  FUNCTION  270:  ENERGY. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  within  the 
mandatory  major  as.iumptions  under  budget 
function  270.  none  of  the  power  marketing  ad- 
ministrations within  the  48  contiguous  States 
will  be  sold,  and  any  savings  that  were  assumed 
would  be  realised  from  the  sale  of  those  power 
marketing  administrations  will  be  realized 
through  cost  reductions  in  other  programs  with- 
in the  Department  of  Energy. 
SEC.  32S.  DEFENSE  OVERHEAD. 

(a)  Fi.\ DISCS.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  major  discretionary  assumptions  in  this 
concurrent  budget  resolution  include  15  percent 
reduction  in  overhead  for  programs  of  non- 
defense  agencies  that  remain  funded  in  the 
budget  and  whose  funding  is  not  interconnected 
with  receipts  dedicated  to  a  program; 

(2)  the  Committee  Report  (104-82)  on  this  con- 
current budget  resolution  states  that  'this  as- 
sumption would  not  reduce  funding  for  the  pro- 
grammatic activities  of  agencies.  ". 

(b)  Sesse  of  the  SEXATE.—lt  IS  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices and  .Appropriations  should  make  a  reduc- 
tion of  at  least  three  percent  in  overhead  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  programs  of  defense  agencies,  and 
should  do  so  in  a  manner  so  as  not  to  reduce 
funding  for  the  programmatic  activities  of  these 
agencies. 

SEC.  326.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDI.S'G  THE 
ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE  PROCRA.M 
OF  THE  DEP.ARTME.\T  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a)  Fi.\Di.\GS.—The  Senate  finds  that— 
(I)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  under  subchapter  U 
of  chapter  417  of  title  49.  United  States  Code— 
(Aj  provides  essential  airline  access  to  isolated 
rural  communities  across  the  United  States: 

(B)  is  necessary  for  the  economic  growth  and 
development  of  rural  communities: 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to  the 
national  air  transportation  system  of  the  United 
States: 

(D)  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States:  and 
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(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities  in 
30  States:  and 

(2j  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  established 
under  section  204  of  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety.  Capacity,  .\'oise  Improvement,  and  Inter- 
modal  Transportation  Act  of  1992  recommended 
maintaining  the  essential  air  service  program 
with  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to  continue  to 
provide  air  service  to  small  communities. 

(b)  Sesse  of  the  Sesate.—U  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  essential  air  service  program 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  417  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code,  should  receive,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent possible,  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to 
continue  to  provide  air  service  to  small  rural 
communities  that  qualify  for  assistance  under 
the  program. 

SEC.  327.  SENSE  OF  THE  SE.\ATE  REGARDING  THE 
PRIORITY  TH.\T  SHOLTX)  BE  GA'E.V 
TO  RE.WEWABLE  ENERGY  .AND  E.S 
ERCY  EFFICIENCY  RESE.ARCH,  DE 
VELOPMENT,  AND  DEMONSTRATION 
ACmiTIES. 

(a)  FiSDi.\GS.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  section  1202  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992  (106  Stat.  2956).  which  passed  the  Senate  93 
to  3  and  was  signed  into  law  by  President  Bush 
in  1992,  amended  section  6  of  the  Renewable  En- 
ergy and  Energy  Efficiency  Technology  Com- 
petitiveness Act  of  1989  (42  U.S.C.  12005)  to  di- 
rect the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  conduct  a  5-year 
program  to  commercialise  renewable  energy  and 
energy  efficiency  technologies: 

(2)  poll  after  poll  shows  that  the  American 
people  overwhelmingly  believe  that  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  technologies 
should  be  the  highest  priority  of  Federal  re- 
search, development,  and  demonstration  activi- 
ties: 

(3)  renewable  technologies  (such  as  wind, 
photovoltaic,  solar  thermal,  geothermal,  and 
biomass  technology)  have  made  significant 
progress  toward  increased  reliability  and  de- 
creased cost: 

(4)  energy  efficient  technologies  in  the  build- 
ing, industrial,  transportation,  and  utility  sec- 
tors have  saved  more  than  3  trillion  dollars  for 
industries,  consumers,  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment over  the  past  20  years  while  creating  jobs, 
improving  the  competitiveness  of  the  economy, 
making  housing  more  affordable,  and  reducing 
the  emissions  of  environmentally  damaging  pol- 
lutants: 

(5)  the  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency 
technology  programs  feature  private  sector  cost 
shares  that  are  among  the  highest  of  Federal 
energy  research  and  development  programs: 

(6)  according  to  the  Energy  Information  Ad- 
ministration, the  United  States  currently  im- 
ports more  than  50  percent  of  its  oil,  represent- 
ing $46,000,000,000,  or  approximately  40  percent, 
of  the  $116,000,000,000  total  United  States  mer- 
chandise deficit  in  1993:  and 

(7)  renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency 
technologies  represent  potential  inroads  for 
American  companies  into  export  markets  for  en- 
ergy products  and  services  estimated  at  least 
$225,000,000,000  over  the  next  25  years. 

(b)  Se.\se  of  SE.\ATE.—It  IS  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
functional  totals  in  this  resolution  include  the 
assumption  that  renewable  energy  and  energy 
efficiency  technology  research,  development, 
and  demonstration  activities  should  be  given 
priority  among  the  Federal  energy  research  pro- 
grams. 

SEC.  328.  FOREIGN  SALES  CORPORATIONS  IN- 
COME EXCLUSION. 
The  assumption  underlying  the  functional  to- 
tals include  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  cuts  m  student  loan  benefits  should  be 
minimized,  and  that  the  current  exclusion  of  in- 
come of  Foreign  Sales  Corporations  should  be 
eliminated. 


Mr.  BOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BOND.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Bond  pertaining: 
to  the  introduction  of  S.  872  are  located 
in  today's  Record  under  • -Statements 
on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint  Resolu- 
tions.") 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri  is  recognized. 

MR.  ASHCROFT.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Ashcroft  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  36  are  located  in  to- 
day's Record  under  -'Statements  on  In- 
troduced Bills  and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President.  I 
suf^tjest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BOND).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LES  ASPIN:  A  PUBLIC  SERVANT 
AND  A  FRIEND 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  last 
Sunday  the  Nation  lost  one  of  its  fore- 
most leaders  on  military  and  defense 
policies,  and  I  lost  a  good  friend,  with 
the  passing  of  Les  Aspin. 

I  came  to  know  and  appreciate  Les 
Aspin  when  we  served  together  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  he  and 
Junket,  his  huge,  hairy  sheep  dog, 
shared  an  office  down  the  hall  from  me 
in  the  Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

I  came  to  Kno'vv  and  appieciate  Les  as 
a  good  and  decent  man  who  was  never 
too  busy  to  stop  and  exchange  a  joke 
with  you. 

I  also  came  to  admire  and  respect 
him  as  a  dedicated,  selfless  public  serv- 
ant. At  the  time  of  his  death,  he  had 
spent  more  than  3  decades  in  public 
service  as  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  as  chairman  of  the 
House  Armed  Services  Committee,  as  a 
chief  adviser  on  military  policy  co  the 
Clinton-Gore  campaign,  as  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  as  the  head  of  the  Foreign 
Intelligence  Advisory  Board. 

No  person  could  have  been  better  pre- 
pared for  these  important  and  demand- 
ing positions.  Les  Aspin  brought  to 
them  the  best  of  education,  including 
an  undergraduate  degree  from  Yale,  a 
master's  degree  from  Oxford  Univer- 
sity, and  a  Ph.D.  in  economics  from 
MIT. 

And  he  had  the  best  of  training,  as  he 
had  worked  on  the  staffs  of  Senator 
William  Proxmire.  Dr.  Walter  Heller 
when  he  chaired  the  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers,  and  Secretary  of  De- 
fense Robert  McNamara. 

Not  only  was  Les  well  educated  and 
well  versed  in  public  policy,  he  was  a 
person  who  cared  deeply  for  his  coun- 
try and  its  citizens. 


Les  Aspin  may  well  be  most  remem- 
bered for  his  brief,  but  stormy  tenure 
as  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  To  those 
who  were  surprised  by  his  controversial 
tenure  in  this  position.  I  can  only  say 
that  I  am  surprised  that  they  were  sur- 
prised. 

Les  Aspin  has  always  been  controver- 
sial— he  was  never  afraid  to  take  a  po- 
sition—at times,  a  lonely,  unpopular 
decision.  He  was  elected  to  Congress  as 
a  critic  of  the  Vietnam  war.  but  backed 
President  Reagan's  military  buildup 
and  the  decision  to  go  to  war  against 
Iraq. 

As  chairman  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee.  Les  Aspin  was  a 
one-man  think  tank,  as  he  always 
seemed  on  the  cutting  edge  of  defense 
issues.  An  AP  reporter  dubbed  him  a 
•■strategic  intellectual."  He  was  as 
comfortable  in  dealing  with  foreign 
policy  and  defense  issues  as  he  was  in 
reviewing  Pent^on  procurement  prac- 
tices. And  he  had  that  incredible  and 
marvelous  ability  to  present  the  most 
complicated  and  difficult  public  policy 
issues  in  simple  and  easily  understood 
ways. 

Congressman  Aspin  was  a  logical 
choice  to  reshape  the  Pentagon  and 
U.S.  military  in  the  post-cold-war  era. 
When  President-elect  Clinton  nomi- 
nated him  for  the  position  of  Secretary 
of  Defense,  the  Washington  Post  noted 
that  it  seemed  that  Mr.  Aspin  had 
"spent  most  of  his  professional  life  pre- 
paring for  the  defense  secretary's  job." 
The  Washington  Times  remarked  that 
he  had  '-devoted  nearly  ever.y  waking 
hour  as  a  student,  professional,  and 
politician  to  thinking  about  weapons 
and  solcjiers." 

Everyone  knew  that  the  adjustments 
to  the  post-Soviet  world  would  be  dif- 
ficult and  controversial— and  they 
were.  Secretary  Aspin  did  not  shrink 
from  these  challenges.  He  welcomed 
them.  His  time  as  head  of  the  Pentagon 
was  a  time  of  shifting  international 
commitments,  and  new  challenges 
posed  by  the  disintegration  of  the  So- 
viet Union.  This  included  the  painful 
downsizing  of  the  military  and  the  re- 
view and  revision  of  the  Pentagon's 
budget  and  procurement  procedures. 

It  was  a  time  for  the  reshaping  of  a 
military  that  for  a  half-century  had 
been  designed  to  fight  global  war.  and 
would  now  be  remolded  for  world  peace. 
keeping  missions  and  for  international 
humanitarian  expeditions. 

Mr.  President,  the  accolades  and  eu- 
logies now  being  delivered  in  honor  of 
Les  Aspin.  are  well  deserved  and  well 
earned.  The  United  States  is  Indeed  in- 
debted to  Congressman  and  Secretary 
Aspin  for  his  years  of  public  service, 
for  his  legislative  achievements,  and 
for  his  tremendous  contributions  to  the 
defense  of  our  great  and  free  country. 

But  I  will  always  remember  him  as 
my  good  and  decent  friend  down  the 
hall,  with  that  huge  hairy  dog.  who  was 
never  too  busy  to  stop  and  share  a 
laugh  with  you. 


Mr.  President,  my  wife  Linda  and  I 
extend  to  the  family  of  Les  Aspin  our 
most  heartfelt  condolences.  We  share 
their  grief  and  their  loss. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


and  his  wife.   Barbara,   head   to   their 
farmhouse  in  Pennsylvania. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JIM  KETCHUM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  25  years 
ago,  we  created  the  Office  of  Curator  of 
the  U.S.  Senate.  And  since  that  time, 
that  job  has  been  filled  by  just  one 
man — Jim  Ketchum. 

Jim  has  now  announced  his  retire- 
ment, and  it  Is  entirely  fitting  that  a 
resolution  we  adopted  earlier  this  week 
designated  him  as  curator  emeritus  of 
the  Senate. 

After  working  in  the  Office  of  the 
White  House  Curator  for  many  years, 
Jim  came  to  the  Senate  in  1970.  when 
he  accepted  an  invitation  to  organize 
the  Office  of  Senate  Curator. 

For  the  past  quarter  century.  Jim 
has  devoted  his  career  to  preserving 
the  works  of  art  in  the  Senate  and  the 
history  and  traditions  of  this  institu- 
tion. 

Jim  was  the  driving  force  behind  the 
restoration  of  the  old  Senate  and  old 
Supreme  Court  Chambers,  the  Presi- 
dent's room,  and  countless  other  im- 
poruiini..  Kjcna^c  ureas-ures. 

Painting  and  documents  have  been 
recovered  and  preserved  due  to  Jim's 
tireless  efforts.  He  has  helped  us  all 
better  understand  this  institution  and 
the  Capitol  through  exhibitions,  lec- 
tures, publications,  and  other  edu- 
cational programs. 

I  know  Jim  is  especially  proud  of  the 
exhibit,  -a  necessary  fence  *  *  *:  The 
Senate's  first  century."  which  opened 
in  the  summer  of  1989  In  celebration  of 
the  Senate's  bicentennial. 

Jim  has  also  made  an  important  con- 
tribution to  protecting  the  dignity  of 
this  institution  by  helping  to  develop 
legislation  prohibiting  abuse  of  the 
Senate  seal. 

Finally,  one  cannot  mention  Jim 
without  remembering  his  efforts  on  be- 
half of  the  State  of  the  Union  dinners. 
I  am  just  one  of  many  Senators  who 
has  enjoyed  one  of  Jim's  trademark 
chicken  pies. 

Mr,  President,  for  all  that  he  has 
done  for  this  institution,  Jim  has  truly 
earned  the  designation  as  "curator 
emeritus." 

I  know  all  Senators  will  join  me  in 
thanking  Jim  for  his  extraordinary  ef- 
forts In  preserving  the  history  and  tra- 
ditions of  this  institution,  and  in  ex- 
tending our  best  wishes  to  him.  as  he 


TRIBUTE  TO  GERALD  HACKETT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  earlier  this 
week,  the  Senate  adopted  a  resolution 
expressing  our  appreciation  for  the 
outstanding  service  of  Gerald  Hackett, 
our  Senate  executive  clerk,  who  will 
retire  from  the  Senate  effective  June 
30,  1995. 

I  now  want  to  add  my  personal 
thanks  for  his  many  33  years  of  dedica- 
tion to  the  Senate — nearly  29  of  those 
as  Senate  executive  clerk. 

As  Members  know,  the  executive 
clerk  assists  the  Senate  with  its  con- 
stitutional duty  to  consider  nomina- 
tions and  treaties  under  its  advise  and 
consent  authority.  The  office's  many 
responsibilities  include  managing 
original  documents,  maintaining 
records,  transmitting  copies  of  Presi- 
dential messages,  compiling  the  execu- 
tive calendar,  and  preparing  all  resolu- 
tions of  confirmation  for  nominations 
and  resolutions  of  ratification  for  trea- 
ties. 

Gerry  has  dedicated  his  Senate  serv- 
ice not  only  to  these  duties,  but  also  to 
improving  the  operation  of  the  execu- 
tive clerk's  office. 

He  was  instrumental  in  the  comput- 
erization of  the  treaty  and  nomination 
processes.  Moreover,  under  his  direc- 
tion, publishing  the  executive  journal 
is  now  done  on-line,  with  a  substantial 
savings  of  tax  dollars. 

I  know  all  Senators  agree  with  me  in 
saying  that  Gerry  has  always  acted 
with  the  best  interests  of  the  Senate  in 
mind,  and  in  wishing  him  and  his  wife. 
Mary  Ellen,  best  wishes  for  a  long, 
healthy,  and  happy  retirement. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FRED  BROOMFIELD 

Mr,  DOLE.  Mr,  President,  earlier  this 
week,  the  Senate  adopted  a  resolution 
paying  tribute  to  Fred  Broomfield,  a 
member  of  the  Department  of  Office 
Services  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate,  who  will  retire  July  15. 
1995, 

Fred  has  worked  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  for  over  19  years.  Among  his 
numerous  responsibilities  is  to  deliver 
to  our  offices  the  many  many  impor- 
tant documents  necessary  for  the  legis- 
lative process. 

In  fulfilling  those  duties.  Fred  has 
ably  carried  out  a  tradition  that  dates 
back  to  the  very  beginning  of  the  Sen- 
ate. Just  2  days  after  the  first  Senate 
convened  in  1789,  the  Members  elected 
their  first  Secretary  and  chose  their 
first  messenger.  And  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken, the  first  message  was  delivered 
to  Senator  Thurmond. 

Fred  is  well  known  in  the  Secretary's 
office  as  a  loyal,  reliable,  and  hard 
working  civil  servant.  He  will  be 
missed  by  all  of  us. 

I  know  all  Senators  will  join  with  me 
in  thanking  Fred,  his  wife  Hilda,  and 
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his  five  children  for  his  dedicated  and 
distinguished  service,  and  in  extending: 
our  best  wishes  for  a  long  and  healthy 
retirement. 


THANKING  RUSSELL  KL\G 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  in  my  role 
as  Senate  majority  leader.  I  also  serve 
as  a  member  of  the  Joint  Leadership 
Commission  for  our  program  for  Amer- 
ica's young  people,  the  Congressional 
Award. 

As  such,  it  is  my  responsibility,  from 
time  to  time,  to  appoint  individuals  to 
serve  on  the  Congressional  Award 
Foundation's  board  of  directors,  which 
works  with  us  to  implement  the  pro- 
gram nationwide. 

Several  years  ago.  when  we  were  re- 
organizing the  volunteer  board.  I  asked 
Russell  King,  a  senior  vice  president  of 
Freeport-McMoran.  if  he  would  be  will- 
ing to  serve,  and  to  make  this  program 
a  truly  national  opportunity.  He 
agreed,  and  has  since  become  the  foun- 
dation's treasurer,  and  two-term  chair- 
man, where  he  has  presided  over  the 
exciting  growth  of  the  program. 

As  Russ  ends  his  tenure  as  chairman. 
I  extend  the  appreciation  of  the  Senate 
to  him  for  his  tireless  devotion  to  the 
Congressional  Award,  and  for  his  com- 
mitment to  America's  youth.  We  are 
fortunate  that  he  will  remain  on  the 
board,  and  will  continue  to  work  with 
us  as  this  outstanding  program  grows 
throughout  the  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ste- 
vens). The  Senator  from  Maine 


MARGARET  CHASE  SMITH 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  recently 
Senator  Margaret  Chase  Smith  suffered 
a  severe  stroke  and  is  now  in  critical 
condition  at  her  home  in  Maine.  I  just 
want  to  take  a  few  moments  to  express 
my  deep  regret  over  this  recent  turn  of 
events  and  to  spend  a  few  moments 
talking  about  Senator  Margaret  Chase 
Smith. 

I  think  as  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
knows,  and  virtually  all  the  Members 
of  this  Chamber  know.  Senator  Smith 
served  with  distinction  in  the  Senate 
from  1949  to  1973  in  the  seat  I  now  oc- 
cupy. Directly  before  that  she  served 
four  terms  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Many  in  this  Chamber  know  of  this 
wonderful  woman's  accomplishments. 
She  was  the  first  woman  to  have  her 
name  placed  in  nomination  for  Presi- 
dent by  a  major  political  party:  she 
cast  an  impressive  2.941  consecutive 
roll  call  votes:  she  delivered  her  fa- 
mous Declaration  of  Conscious  speech 
in  1950  criticizing  Senator  Joseph 
McCarthy  and  his  stormtrooper  tactics 
in  exposing  suspected  communists. 

During  her  Declaration  of  Conscience 
speech.  Senator  Smith  remarked  that 
Senator  McCarthy's  investigation  was 
playing  on  Americans'  worst  fears  and 


was  chipping  away  at  the  soul  of  the 
country.  She  said  the  Senator  and  his 
supporters  were  parceling  away  indi- 
vidual freedoms  and  liberties  in  the 
name  of  a  fight  that  history  has  proved 
to  be  wrongheaded.  In  that  speech,  she 
noted. 

Those  of  us  who  shout  the  loudest  about 
Americanism  In  making  character  assassina- 
tions are  all  too  frequently  those  who.  by  our 
own  words  and  acts.  Ignore  some  of  the  basic 
principles  of  Americanism — The  right  to 
criticize:  the  right  to  hold  unpopular  beliefs; 
the  right  to  protest:  the  right  of  independent 
thought.  The  exercise  of  these  rights  should 
not  cost  one  single  American  citizen  his  rep- 
utation or  his  right  to  a  livelihood  nor 
should  he  be  in  danger  of  losing  his  reputa- 
tion or  livelihood  merely  because  he  happens 
to  know  someone  who  holds  unpopular  be- 
liefs. 

To  understand  the  significance  of  the 
speech,  and  the  courage  of  the  woman 
who  delivered  it,  we  must  remember 
the  times  during  which  it  was  deliv- 
ered. These  were  days  when  it  would 
have  been  easy  to  join  the  crowd — days 
when  many  were  barking  at  every 
shadow,  challenging  and  accusing  any- 
one who  disagreed  with  popular  opinion 
as  being  disloyal.  It  was  a  phenomenon 
we  havo  not  seen  since  in  American 
politics.  It  was  not  simply  a  group  or  a 
movement  or  a  passing  fad — it  was  a 
tidal  wave  of  hatred  and  suspicion  that 
engulfed  many  of  the  sunposedly 
thoughtful  politicians  of  the  day. 

There  have  been  many  occasions 
when  I  also  invoke  the  name  of  Joan 
Benoit.  Joan  Benoit,  who  hails  from 
Maine,  was  the  great  marathon  runner. 
Many  of  us  can  recall  that  moment 
when  she  broke  out  in  that  marathon, 
and  she  began  so  fast  she  moved  away 
out  ahead  of  the  crowd  and  every  one 
of  the  commentators  said,  "She  can 
never  maintain  that  pace.  She  will  fall 
behind." 

To  the  astonishment  of  virtually  ev- 
eryone who  watched  that  historic 
event,  she  not  only  maintained  the 
pace  but  she  continued  it  throughout 
the  entire  marathon  race. 

Throughout  her  career,  Margaret 
Chase  Smith  has  set  her  own  pace. 
charted  her  own  course,  ignored  her 
critics  and  never  looked  back  at  those 
who  followed  far  behind  her  leadership. 
She  has  known  the  glory  and  loneli- 
ness. I  should  say,  of  the  long  distance 
runner. 

When  thinking  of  Senator  Smith,  I 
am  reminded  of  an  ancient  proverb 
that  says.  "When  drinking  water,  don't 
forget  those  who  dug  the  well.  " 

Americans  are,  by  nature,  a  forward- 
looking  people.  But,  as  the  proverb 
suggests,  we  should  also  pay  tribute  to 
those  who  have  gone  before  us,  those 
who  have  paved  the  way  for  us  and  for 
future  generations.  We  should  remem- 
ber those  who  have  dug  the  well.  Mar- 
garet Chase  Smith  dug  the  well  for  me 
and  for  many  Maine  politicians. 

Senator  Smith  has  also  remained  po- 
litically   active    following    her    retire- 


ment from  the  Senate.  With  the  Sen- 
ator's support,  the  Margaret  Chase 
Smith  Center  for  Public  Policy  was 
created  in  1989  to  serve  as  a  non- 
partisan public  service  organization  at 
the  University  of  Maine.  Through  the 
center,  university  students  and  other 
scholars  study  public  policy  and  work 
to  improve  the  quality  of  dialog  on  pol- 
icy issues.  It  has  greatly  enhanced  the 
study  of  politics  at  the  University  of 
Maine,  and  it  is  a  fine  testament  to  the 
impact  that  Senator  Smith  had  on 
Maine  and  the  country. 

In  America,  every  person  stands 
equal  before  the  law,  but  in  politics, 
the  aristocracy  of  talent  is  supreme. 
Maine  can  rightfully  take  pride  in  the 
fact  that  Margaret  Chase  Smith  has 
stood  at  the  top  of  that  aristocracy. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  Senator  Dole 
for  yielding  this  time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 


SENATOR  MARGARET  CHASE 

SMITH 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine.  Having  had  the 
honor  and  privilege,  as  did  the  Presid- 
ing Officer,  of  serving  with  Senator 
Margaret  Chase  Smith,  I  can  certainly 
appreciate  his  remarks.  I  can  almost 
see  her  seated  at  that  desk,  with  a 
rose — there  was  a  rose  there  every 
morning  on  her  desk.  We  certainly 
wish  her  well. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  had  been 
our  hope  that  we  could  have  appointed 
conferees  today  on  four  major  pieces  of 
legislation:  Medicare  select,  regulation 
reform,  product  liability,  and  line-item 
veto.  But  for  a  number  of  reasons  we 
are  net  able  to  do  that  today.  We  hope 
to  be  able  to  be  in  a  position  to  appoint 
conferees  in  all  four  of  those  measures 
when  we  return  on  Monday.  June  5.  At 
least  we  will  make  the  effort.  If  there 
is  objection  at  that  time,  the  objection 
will  be  noted. 

We  have  done  all  the  nominations  on 
the  calendar  with  one  exception,  be- 
cause I  had  requests  from  some  of  my 
colleagues  that  we  make  certain  we  did 
that  before  recess.  They  have  been 
done. 

I  would  say  it  will  be  my  intention 
now.  when  we  come  back  on  Monday, 
to  stay  with  the  terrorism  bill  at  least 
through  Monday  to  see  what  happens.  I 
apologize  to  Senators  Pressler  and 
HOLLiNCS  because  we  thought  we  would 
go  to  the  telecommunications  bill  that 
day,  but  we  did  lose  a  day  yesterday 
with  the  votes.  In  the  last  2  days  we 
had  50-some  votes.  We  might  have  been 
able  to  finish  the  terrorism  bill  this 
week.  So  we  will  make  an  effort  on 
Monday.  June  5.  and  maybe  up  through 
noon  on  Tuesday,  and  at  that  point  we 


will  see  what  the  situation  is,  how 
many  amendments  are  remaining, 
whether  or  not  we  can  have  time  agree- 
ments. But  it  is  still  my  hope  to  go  to 
the  telecommunications  bill  early  the 
week  we  are  back. 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY.  JUNE  5. 
1995 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
reconvenes  at  10  a.m.  on  Monday,  June 
5.  1995.  that  following  the  prayer,  the 
Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed  ap- 
proved to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  the 
time  for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for 
their  use  later  in  the  day:  there  then  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 


of  11  a.m..  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

I  further  ask  consent  at  the  hour  of 
11  o'clock  the  Senate  resume  consider- 
ation of  S.  735.  the  antiterrorism  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  should 
have  said  at  the  outset,  this  has  been 
cleared  by  the  Democratic  leader. 


PROGRAM 
Mr.  DOLE.  So  I  would  say  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  when  the 
Senate  is  reconvened  following  the  Me- 
morial Day  recess,  we  will  resume  con- 
sideration of  the  antiterrorism  bill. 
Under  the  previous  consent  agreement, 
amendments  are  limited  to  the  bill. 
Therefore  Senators  should  be  aware 
that  rollcall  votes  can  be  anticipated 
on  Monday.  However,  we  will  have  no 
rollcall  votes  until— they  will  not  begin 


before  5  o'clock  on  Monday,  June  5. 
Both  Senators  Biden  and  Hatch  have 
indicated  to  both  leaders.  Democratic 
and  Republican  leaders,  that  they  will 
have  amendments.  There  will  be  votes. 
And  that  they  will  be  prepared  at  11 
o'clock  on  Monday,  June  5,  to  move 
forward  as  rapidly  as  possible  on  the 
antiterrorism  bill. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY, 
JUNE  5,  1995,  AT  10  A.M. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  provi- 
sions of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
72. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  2:20  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Monday, 
June  5,  1995,  at  10  a.m. 


14722 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

SENATE— Monday,  June  5,  1995 


June  5,  1995 


June  5,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14723 


The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m..  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 

PRAYER  I 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie.  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  Father,  Your  loving  kind- 
ness draws  us  to  You.  Your  faithfulness 
opens  our  hearts  before  You.  and  Your 
omniscience  motivates  us  to  seek  wis- 
dom from  You.  We  know  that  it  is  in  a 
relationship  of  complete  trust  in  You 
that  revelation  of  Your  will  is  released. 
You  have  called  the  women  and  men  of 
this  Senate  to  give  dynamic  leadership 
in  a  troubled,  contentious,  strife-filled 
world.  National  problems  pile  up  and 
international  issues  intensify.  Espe- 
cially, we  ask  for  Your  guidance  in  the 
continuing  discussion  and  vote  on  the 
antiterrorism  legislation  and  for  direc- 
tion for  the  extent  of  our  Nation's  in- 
volvement in  the  crises  in  Bosnia. 
Grant  the  Senators  a  special  gift  of  sa- 
gacity and  strength. 

May  we  all  press  on  to  the  challenges 
of  this  week  with  the  grateful  memory 
of  the  decisive  and  visionary  leadership 
of  Margaret  Chase  Smith.  Thank  you. 
Father,  for  her  life  and  courage.  We 
seek  to  live  this  day  with  the  same 
measure  of  devotion  to  You  and  com- 
mitment to  excellence  that  she  exem- 
plified. So.  today  we  will  attempt  great 
things  for  You  and  humbly  receive 
great  power  from  You.  In  Your  holy 
name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
acting  majority  leader  is  recognized. 

.SCHEDULE 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  the  lead- 
er time  has  been  reserved  this  morning, 
and  there  will  be  a  period  of  morning 
business  until  the  hour  of  11  a.m..  with 
Senators  allowed  to  speak  for  up  to  5 
minutes  each. 

At  the  hour  of  11  a.m..  the  Senate 
will  resume  consideration  of  S.  735.  the 
antiterrorism  bill.  The  majority  leader 
has  announced  there  will  be  no  rollcall 
votes  prior  to  5  p.m.  today. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. I 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  morning  business  with  Sen- 
ators permitted  to  speak  therein. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is 
recognized. 


AMERICAN  TROOPS  IN  BOSNIA 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  I  want  to  talk  briefly  about 
two  subjects  in  morning  business. 

The  first  is  the  issue  of  Bosnia.  I  be- 
lieve that  President  Clinton  has  made 
the  right  decision  in  the  last  couple  of 
days  with  respect  to  the  introduction 
of  American  troops  into  Bosnia.  I  know 
there  was  discussion  by  the  White 
House  and  others  about  the  potential 
of  committing  American  troops  under 
certain  circumstances,  particularly  if 
United  Nations  peacekeepers  need  to 
redeploy  within  Bosnia.  However,  in 
the  last  few  days  the  administration 
has  been  saying  that  they  have  no  in- 
tention of  introducing  American  troops 
into  Bosnia  under  that  circumstance. 

Frankly.  I  think  the  moving  of  Unit- 
ed States  troops  to  Bosnia  would  be  a 
very  serious  mistake.  It  is  true  that 
the  war  in  Bosnia  is  an  international 
tragedy.  It  is  also  true,  I  think,  that 
sending  American  troops  to  Bosnia  will 
do  very  little,  if  anything,  to  resolve 
that  tragedy.  This  country's  support  of 
the  efforts  by  the  United  Nations  in 
Bosnia  has  been  significant.  It  has  in- 
cluded flyovers  and  logistical  support 
and  other  things.  We  should  continue 
that  kind  of  support.  But  I  think  the 
support  should  not  include  the  sending 
of  American  troops  to  Bosnia.  I  believe 
it  poses  enormous  risks  to  our  troops 
and  our  country  with  the  potential  of 
very  few  gains  for  Bosnia. 

We  should  expect,  I  think,  that  the 
Europeans,  through  NATO,  will  play  a 
significant  role  in  responding  to  the 
issue  of  Bosnia.  It  is  not  as  if  this  issue 
does  not  matter  and  it  is  not  as  if  our 
country  should  be  isolationist.  We  are 
not  isolationist,  and  what  is  happening 
in  Bosnia  does  matter.  But  under  the 
term  of  internationalism,  it  ought  not 
be  suggested  that  this  country  must 
send  troops  everywhere  in  the  world. 

Bosnia  is  in  the  European  neighbor- 
hood. We  have  spent  a  great  deal  of 
money  and  offered  a  great  deal  of  sup- 
port over  the  years  to  NATO.  It  seems 
to  me  that  under  the  aegis  of  NATO 
and  in  the  European  Community  we 
should  be  able  to  expect  a  substantial 
commitment  from  the  Europeans  to 
try  to  resolve  the  issue  of  the  current 
role  in  Bosnia.  I  notice  that  is  essen- 
tially what  is  now  happening.  The  Eu- 


ropean countries  are  committing  more 
and  are  getting  involved  in  a  more  ag- 
gressive way  to  respond  to  this,  and  I 
appreciate  that  because  I  think  that  is 
the  way  this  needs  to  be  resolved. 

I  most  especially  do  not  think  it  is 
wise  or  appropriate  to  send  United 
States  troops  to  the  ground  in  Bosnia. 
I  think  a  couple  of  centuries  of  history 
in  the  Balkans  ought  to  tell  us  that 
foreign  powers  attempting  to  achieve 
certain  goals  in  that  region  of  the 
world  have  generally  paid  a  terrible 
cost  and  with  none  of  their  goals 
achieved. 

So.  Mr.  President.  I  think  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  has  made  the 
right  decision  in  the  last  couple  of 
days.  I  support  that  decision,  and  I 
hope  that  will  remain  the  decision  of 
the  administration  as  the  months  go 
by. 

I  do  hope  and  pray  for  the  sake  of  the 
people  in  that  region  that  somehow 
and  some  way  this  war  can  be  stopped. 
As  I  have  said,  I  think  the  United 
States  has  participated  and  will  par- 
ticipate in  an  appropriate  way  to  the 
logistics  and  equipment,  overflights, 
and  other  approaches  under  the  aegis 
of  the  United  Nations. 

I  think  war  is  a  tragedy  always,  but 
in  this  circumstance — I  have  been  to 
what  was  formerly  the  country  of 
Yugoslavia.  I  recall,  in  fact,  when  I  was 
there,  there  was  a  forest  fire  in  the 
country.  I  recall  the  people  of  that  re- 
gion coming  together,  as  people  do  in 
crisis  situations,  and  working  together 
to  try  to  respond  to  a  natural  disaster. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  people  of  the 
then  Yugoslavia  are  very  much  like  the 
people  I  grew  up  with  in  North  Dakota, 
like  the  people  of  the  United  States- 
good,  wonderful,  hard-working  people. 
Yet  that  society  has  split  apart,  and  we 
see  in  that  former  Yugoslavia  now  un- 
speakable horrors  of  war  visited  upon 
so  many  families  and  innocent  people. 
I  hope  and  pray  that  one  day  there  will 
be  peace  in  that  region. 


HELP  FOR  THE  FAMILY  FARMERS 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  last 
week,  when  the  Senate  was  not  in  ses- 
sion and  we  had  no  votes.  I  was  in 
North  Dakota.  In  part  of  my  visit  to 
North  Dakota.  I  visited  my  home  coun- 
ty of  Hettinger  County,  a  relatively 
small  county  in  southwestern  North 
Dakota.  It  is  down  in  ranching  coun- 
try, and  there  are  also  small  farms. 
They  raise  a  substantial  amount  of 
wheat. 

I  was  reminded  of  the  circumstances 
of  rural  America  again.  My  home  coun- 
ty lost  20  percent  of  its  population  in 


•  This   •builet"  symbol  ideniitles  statements  or  msertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  an  the  floor. 


the  1980's,  and  it  lost  another  11  per- 
cent of  its  population  in  the  first  half 
of  the  1990's.  The  fact  is  that  rural 
counties — and,  yes,  Hettinger  County. 
ND — is  shrinking  like  a  prune. 

The  farm  bill  that  we  have  in  this 
country  to  try  to  help  family  farmers 
is  not  working.  At  least  it  is  not  work- 
ing to  keep  family  farmers  on  the  farm 
and  make  a  decent  living  doing  so.  We 
are  losing  ground  in  rural  America. 

It  is  a  paradox  that  our  cities  are 
more  crowded  and  exhibit  all  of  the 
problems  of  overcrowding  at  the  same 
time  that  my  home  county,  and  vir- 
tually every  rural  county  throughout 
the  Farm  Belt,  is  losing  population. 

We  are  told  that  this  is  a  global  econ- 
omy and  that  there  are  these  disloca- 
tions. In  a  global  economy,  we  are  told, 
there  are  some  winners  and  there  are 
some  losers,  and  rural  areas  are  losers. 
I  do  not  understand  why  a  global  econ- 
omy means  that  the  big  get  bigger  and 
the  rich  get  richer  and  the  rest  some- 
how get  hurt;  the  small  do  not  make  it. 
I  do  not  understand  that.  That  is  not 
an  economy  that  makes  sense  to  me. 
That  is  not  an  economy  that  equates 
reward  with  effort. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  have 
an  economy  that  rewards  less  specula- 
tion and  rewards  more  real  production. 
Yet.  the  economy  does  not  seem  to  do 
that.  It  is  a  high  time  these  days  on 
Wall  Street,  as  all  of  us  know,  but  it  is 
hard  times  on  Main  Street  of  Hettinger 
County  and  small  towns  trying  to 
make  a  go  of  it. 

We  have  in  a  global  economy  the 
spectacle  of  American  jobs  going  over- 
sea.s,  and  thnse  inhs  that  are  left  herp 
are  jobs  paying  less  with  fewer  bene- 
fits. It  is.  we  are  told,  a  function  of  the 
global  economy,  the  economy  of  eco- 
nomic realities. 

Well,  it  is  not  an  economic  reality 
which  I  am  prepared  to  accept.  I  do  not 
think  the  people  of  the  Farm  Belt  are 
prepared  to  accept  it  either. 

We  learned  long  ago  in  this  country 
that  just  like  the  wagon  trains  that 
forged  west,  you  do  not  move  ahead  by 
leaving  some  behind.  That  was  a  good 
lesson  from  the  wagon  trains  because  it 
is  the  only  way  they  could  survive,  and 
it  is  still  a  good  lesson  for  our  country 
today.  We  cannot,  as  a  country,  move 
ahead  while  leaving  some  behind. 

I  think  that  as  we  discuss  this  year 
the  construction  of  a  new  5-year  farm 
bill,  we  ought  to  think  about  that, 
what  works  to  give  family  farmers  in 
America  a  decent  opportunity  to  make 
a  living  so  that  we  do  not  see  this  exo- 
dus of  the  family  farm  to  the  major 
cities  where  overcrowding  already  ex- 
ists. 

Well,  the  farm  bill  will  be  written 
now  in  the  next  60  or  80  days,  and  the 
question  is:  What  will  it  be?  If  it  is  like 
the  last  two  farm  bills,  it  will  be  the 
same  but  less  of  it.  So  it  will  be  less  of 
the  same.  So  you  take  something  that 
simply  does  not  work  and  say  let  us  do 


less  of  it.  It  is  a  concept  that  does  not 
make  much  sense  to  me. 

The  farm  bill  ought  to  be  a  farm  bill 
that  cares  about  family  farmers  and,  if 
it  does  not,  we  ought  not  to  have  a 
farm  bill  at  all;  we  do  not  need  it.  The 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
founded  under  Abraham  Lincoln  in  the 
1860's  with  nine  employees.  That  behe- 
moth now  has  over  100,000  employees. 
In  the  last  15  years,  we  had  about  a  25- 
percent  decrease  in  farm  population— 
that  is,  the  number  of  people  living  on 
farms — and  about  a  28-percent  increase 
in  the  number  of  people  running  the 
farm  program.  It  not  only  does  not 
work,  it  is  so  frightfully  complicated 
that  nobody  in  this  country  fully  un- 
derstands it. 

So  why  do  we  not  do  it  differently 
and  construct  a  new  farm  program  that 
has  as  its  preamble  one  central  tenet, 
which  is  that  we  have  a  farm  program 
in  this  country  to  try  to  give  an  oppor- 
tunity to  family-size  farms  to  make  a 
living. 

Why  is  that  necessary?  Well,  cor- 
porate agrifactories  can  farm  success- 
fully because  they  have  the  economic 
strength  to  withstand  two  risks  that 
farmers  face.  The  first  is  the  risk  that 
you  may  not  get  a  crop.  You  might 
have  excessive  rain  or  hail  or  insects. 
You  might  plant  a  crop  and  get  noth- 
ing. 

The  second  risk  is.  if  you  get  the 
crop,  you  may  not  get  a  price,  because, 
in  the  meantime,  international  grain 
prices  for  wheat  or  barley  may  have 
plummeted,  and  so  you  have  a  crop  but 
no  price.  Those  two  risks  are  risks  that 
the  big  apri factories  can  stomach  and 
can  overcome,  but  family-size  farms  do 
not  have  the  financial  strength  to  do 
so. 

So  if  we  want  in  this  country  family 
farms  producing  our  food,  then  we 
must  have  some  kind  of  a  farm  pro- 
gram. It  is  that  simple. 

Now,  should  the  farm  program  be  one 
that  rewards  the  big  folks  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  little  folks?  I  do  not  think 
so.  We  have  had  a  fundamental  dis- 
connection in  the  kind  of  farm  program 
that  we  have  had  in  this  country. 

We  have  believed  that  we  can  control 
the  supply  of  grain  and  therefore  in- 
crease price.  In  order  to  do  that,  you 
want  all  of  the  farmers  in  the  country 
in  the  farm  program,  which  means  you 
especially  want  the  big  farmers.  If  you 
get  the  big  farmers  in  the  farm  pro- 
gram, you  spend  most  of  your  money 
on  the  big  farmers.  So  most  of  the 
money  for  the  farm  program  has  gone 
to  the  big  farmers. 

The  fact  is  that  we  have  not  con- 
trolled supply  and  we  have  not  affected 
price.  Why?  Because  we  plant  less  in 
this  country  and  Canada  plants  more. 
Argentina  plants  more,  the  French 
plant  more.  So.  it  is  a  fundamentally 
flawed  strategy. 

We  should  decide  now  to  disconnect 
from   it  and  not  do  any  of  that.   We 


should  decide  that  the  farm  program 
ought  to  be  a  mechanism  by  which  we 
will  provide  decent  prices  to  the  output 
of  a  family-size  farm. 

In  the  current  farm  program  there  is 
a  circumstance  where  the  Prince  of 
Liechtenstein  was  paid  farm  program 
benefits  to  a  farm  in  Texas.  Does  any- 
body think  the  Prince  of  Liechtenstein 
is  a  Texas  farmer?  Of  course  not. 

We  had  a  bunch  of  Texans.  a  farmer 
coalition,  so  they  could  farm  in  Mon- 
tana. They  plowed  a  bunch  of  ground 
and  seeded  it  by  helicopter.  They  were 
not  farming  the  land.  They  were  farm- 
ing the  farm  program,  so  they  could 
get  $20,000.  $40,000,  or  $50,000  payments 
each. 

We  have  a  national  newsman  in  this 
country  that  everyone  probably  has 
read  about  recently — who  I  assume 
lives  in  Washington.  DC — gets  $90,000 
under  the  wool  and  mohair  program.  I 
bet  that  newsman  does  not  live  with 
the  sheep  most  of  the  year.  He  is  living 
in  Washington,  DC,  or  New  York  City. 
It  seems  to  me  the  farm  program  ought 
to  be  targeted  to  family-size  farms. 

Now  what  I  propose  is  a  new  ap- 
proach, and  I  hope  the  Senate  Agri- 
culture Committee  will  look  at  it.  I 
think  it  will  do  the  right  thing  and 
save  the  Government  money.  I  propKJse 
we  structure  farm  program  price  bene- 
fits or  farm  program  price  supports  or 
the  safety  net  for  farm  programs,  so 
that  the  strongest  price  goes  to  the 
first  increment  of  production. 

We  say  if  a  farmer  raises  20,000  bush- 
els of  wheat,  we  provide  a  price  of  $4.50 
a  bushel.  We  hope  the  farmer  gets 
money  from  the  marketplace,  but  if 
not,  we  provide  S4.50  lor  the  bushel  for 
the  first  20,000  bushels  of  wheat,  and 
that  is  all  the  money  we  have.  We  are 
sorry.  If  they  want  to  farm  the  whole 
county,  God  bless  you,  they  have  every 
right  to  farm  the  whole  county,  but  the 
Federal  Government  does  not  have  to 
be  the  financial  partner  beyond  the 
first  20,000  bushels.  If  a  farmer  wants  to 
farm  beyond  that  level,  they  are  on 
their  own. 

That  ought  to  be  the  case  in  all  farm 
programs. 

In  the  dairy  program.  I  have  never 
understood,  for  example,  why  there  is 
need  to  support  a  dairy  operation  in 
California  that  milks  3,500  cows  every 
day.  I  do  not  know  if  anybody  here  has 
milked  a  cow.  I  have  milked  a  cow,  but 
if  you  milk  3,500  cows  a  day  and  get  a 
price  support  under  every  gallon  of 
milk  you  pull  from  the  cows,  that  just 
does  not  make  sense. 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  have  price  sup- 
ports for  milk,  we  say  we  might  pro- 
vide a  decent  price  support  for  the  milk 
from  80  cows.  That  is  hard  work  for  a 
farmer  running  a  farm.  However,  if  a 
farmer  wants  to  buy  the  81st  cow,  guess 
what?  When  they  sit  on  the  milk  stool, 
do  a  little  milking,  those  farmers 
would  be  milking  on  their  own  risk. 

I  think  that  is  what  we  ought  to  do 
with  the  farm  program.  If  we  are  not 
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willing  to  recognize  that  the  farm  pro- 
gram is  one  that  is  designed  to  try  to 
help  the  family  farmers  stay  on  the 
farm — and  those  are  important  things 
to  care  about  from  social  and  economic 
policy  reasons — if  that  is  not  the  pur- 
pose of  it.  I  say  we  should  get  rid  of  the 
farm  program. 

We  do  not  need  to  provide  a  stimu- 
lant for  corporate  agrifactories  to 
plow.  They  will  plow.  Corporations  will 
plow  the  whole  country.  As  soon  as 
they  have  plowed  the  whole  country 
and  cornered  the  supply  of  food,  guess 
what?  Go  to  the  grocery  store  and  see 
what  the  price  of  food  will  be.  The  cor- 
porations of  this  country  will  dam  sure 
make  certain  that  consumers  would  be 
paying  well  above  the  cost  of  produc- 
tion for  food. 

Of  course,  now  we  do  not  do  that.  We 
go  to  the  store  and  buy  a  box  of  elbow 
macaroni.  Let  us  see  how  that  relates 
to  the  price  of  durum  wheat.  Somebody 
out  on  a  farm  raises  durum  wheat  and 
he  grinds  it  into  semolina  flour,  and 
the  semolina  flour  is  produced  into 
elbow  macaroni. 

I  can  show  when  the  price  of  durum 
wheat  goes  down  2  bucks  a  bushel,  the 
price  of  elbow  macaroni  goes  up.  I  can 
show  when  the  price  of  wheat  goes 
down  the  price  of  cereal  goes  up.  I  can 
show  that  the  snap,  crackle,  and  pop  in 
Rice  Krispies  often  brings  more  to  the 
people  that  produce  the  snap  and  the 
crackle,  than  the  person  that  produces 
the  rice. 

It  is  the  same  with  puffed  wheat.  The 
puffer  gets  more  than  the  wheat.  It  is 
the  same  with  com  flakes.  The  flaker 
sets  more  than  the  person  that  rides 
the  tractor  and  raises  the  corn. 

That  is  the  way  things  have  worked. 
It  is  not  right. 

We  have  an  opportunity  this  year  to 
write  a  farm  program  that  produces 
the  right  result.  Now  for  social  and 
economic  reasons,  this  country  ought 
to  care  about  who  produces  its  food- 
stuffs. It  ought  to  care  about  the  Farm 
Belt.  It  ought  to  care  about  preserving 
a  network  of  family  farmers.  For  that 
reason,  we  ought  to  have  a  safety  net — 
not  for  a  set  of  golden  arches  or  for  the 
largest  agrifactories— but,  a  safety  net 
for  family  farmers. 

We  can  do  that.  We  can  do  it  in  a  re- 
sponsible and  reasonable  way— and  we 
can  save  the  taxpayers'  money  at  the 
same  time — if  we  simply  decide  the 
current  farm  program  is  not  working 
and  we  construct  a  new  farm  program, 
a  better  farm  program,  one  that  gives 
some  hope  to  family  farmers  for  a 
change. 

It  is  interesting  that  with  all  the  dis- 
cussion around  this  town  about  reform 
and  reinventing,  the  odds  are  that  un- 
less things  change  in  the  next  60  or  80 
days,  we  will  see  the  same  old  tired, 
failed  policies  with  respect  to  agri- 
culture. 

I  hope  that  the  proposal  that  I  am 
making  this  year— the  legislative  pro- 


posal for  targeting  farm  program  sup- 
port prices  to  family-sized  farms — and 
the  roles  by  others  that  try  to  really 
substantially  reform  the  farm  program 
will  this  year  give  us  a  change.  It  does 
not  make  sense  to  do  less  of  the  same, 
when  the  same  does  not  work. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  UNBALANCED  BUDGET 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  just  returned  from  my  State  of 
South  Dakota,  where  I  listened  to  the 
farmers,  small  businessmen,  students, 
wives,  and  citizens  of  South  Dakota  for 
9  days.  I  found  many  were  thanking  me 
for  voting  for  the  balanced  budget  reso- 
lution, the  Domenici-Dole  budget  that 
passed  the  U.S.  Senate  about  2  weeks 
ago.  The  people  of  our  country  want 
change.  They  want  us  to  do  something 
about  the  huge  deficit  that  has  been 
built  up  and  they  feel  we  have  taken 
the  first  step.  The  message  I  heard  loud 
and  clear  was.  "Please  take  the  second 
and  third  steps  now." 

For  the  first  time  since  I  have  been 
in  the  Senate,  this  body  passed  a  real 
budget  that  will  move  us  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  year  2002.  But  even 
with  a  balanced  budget  in  2002.  we  will 
still  have  a  huge  deficit.  In  s^mne  nf  my 
high  school  graduation  speeches.  I  pre- 
dicted they  will  have  to  pay  a  tax  sur- 
charge on  their  income  taxes  for  most 
of  their  lives  to  help  pay  down  the  Fed- 
eral deficit,  or  at  least  pay  interest  on 
it. 

I  know  the  dullest  story  in  the  world 
probably  is  the  Federal  deficit,  but 
cattlemen  are  aware  that  our  budget 
that  we  passed  here,  if  we  stick  to  it, 
will  result  in  lower  interest  rates.  It 
will  also  result  in  a  stable  dollar  so 
that  there  can  be  international  trade. 
Senior  citizens  understand  that  the 
cuts  in  Medicare  are  merely  a  cut  in 
the  rate  of  increase.  Medicare  has  been 
increasing  at  a  10-percent  increase. 
This  budget  allows  about  a  7-percent 
increase,  and  it  provides  for  streamlin- 
ing, doing  away  with  fraud  and  abuse, 
and  other  steps  within  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  so  they  can  still  provide  solid 
service. 

Even  the  Democrats'  study  predicted 
that  Medicare  would  go  bankrupt  by 
the  year  2000  unless  something  is  done. 
I  find  it  very  strange  that  many  are 
criticizing  the  Domenici-Dole  budget 
but  they  did  not  provide  an  alternative 
here  on  the  Senate  floor.  There  was  the 
alternative  of  President  Clinton  which 
every  Member  of  this  Chamber  voted 
£igainst. 


I  do  not  mean  to  be  partisan,  but  I 
would  say  I  am  very  proud  and  I  have 
found  my  constituents  thankful  that 
Congress  has  finally  started  to  address 
the  budgetary  deficit  problem.  There  is 
also  a  strong  feeling  among  senior  citi- 
zens that  to  keep  our  currency  solvent, 
our  dollar  stable,  and  to  avoid  inflation 
is  worth  a  great  deal  to  them.  This 
budget  will  start  to  do  that  if  we  stick 
to  it. 

So  the  message  I  got  from  my  con- 
stituents was.  "Thank  you  for  the  vote 
on  the  balanced  budget  that  went 
through  the  Senate."  But  they  are  a 
little  nervous  about  us.  They  say,  "You 
are  on  second  base.  Keep  going."  So 
that  is  the  message  I  bring  back  from 
my  constituents.  I  think  it  is  an  impor- 
tant one  to  our  Nation,  because  it  is 
our  No.  1  domestic  problem,  the  unbal- 
anced budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR— H.R.   1045 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  H.R.  1045  for  a  second 
time. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  iH  R,  !045:>  Oj  ame.id  la*-  Goi-iib  2000 
Educate  America  Act.  to  eliminate  the  Na- 
tional Education  .Standard.s  and  Improve- 
ment Council,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ob- 
ject to  proceeding  at  this  time  to  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  for  up  to  20  minutes  as  if  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CUTS  IN  CIVILIAN  RESEARCH  AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  2 
weeks  ago  the  Senate  passed  a  budget 
resolution  designed  to  eliminate  the 
Federal  deficit  over  the  next  7  years. 
The  House  passed  its  version  of  that 
budget  the  week  before. 

While  there  are  some  major  dif- 
ferences in  those  budgets,  particularly 
on  tax  cuts  and  defense  spending  and 
domestic  discretionary  spending,  there 
is  one  common  feature,  and  that  is  a 
proposed  drastic  cut  in  Federal  support 
for  civilian  research  and  development. 
That  is  across  Government. 


There  has  been  very  little  attention 
paid  to  this  part  of  the  budget  bal- 
ancing effort  so  far.  The  public  atten- 
tion has  been  concentrated  on  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  education,  and  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy.  But  this  issue,  these 
drastic  cuts  in  Federal  support  for  ci- 
vilian research  and  development,  may 
be  the  place  where  the  Republican 
budgets  that  have  been  passed  through 
the  two  Houses  will  do  the  most  dam- 
age to  our  Nation's  future  well-being 
and  prosperity. 

Overall,  civilian  research  and  devel- 
opment spending  will  be  cut  30  to  40 
percent  by  the  year  2002  to  a  four-dec- 
ade low  as  a  percentage  of  our  econ- 
omy. Some  agencies,  such  as  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation,  perhaps  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  may  be 
cut  only  at  the  inflation  rate  during 
the  next  7  years,  but  all  others— that 
is.  NASA,  the  Department  of  Energy, 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  EPA— 
all  appear  to  be  slated  for  much  deeper 
reductions. 

For  those  who  are  not  familiar  with 
the  budget  process  here — I  am  sure 
there  are  some  who  are  watching  who 
may  not  be — let  me  explain  why  we 
cannot  be  more  specific  about  the  ef- 
fect of  these  budgets  at  this  point.  The 
budget  resolutions  that  are  still  being 
considered  in  conference  make  many 
assumptions  about  Federal  programs. 
The  only  binding  assumption  which 
came  out  of  what  we  did  here  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  House  is  the  assump- 
tion that  affects  civilian-applied  re- 
search with  regard  to  the  domestic  dis- 
cretionary spending  cap.  In  fiscal  year 
1995,  this  current  year,  that  cap  is  $257 
billion  for  total  domestic  discretionary 
spending.  Under  the  Senate  version  of 
the  budget  in  2002,  it  will  be  $234  bil- 
lion, or  a  lU-percent  reduction.  That  is 
a  10-percent  reduction  coupled  with  7 
years  of  no  inflationary  adjustment. 
Under  the  House  version,  the  domestic 
discretionary  spending  total  in  2002  is 
even  lower.  In  the  House  version,  it 
will  be  $229  billion. 

If  civilian  research  is  treated  on  av- 
erage like  all  other  programs  in  this 
larger  category,  this  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending  category,  which  I 
would  assume  is  really  the  best  case 
that  we  could  hope  for,  if  that  were  to 
be  the  case,  then  that  research  and  de- 
velopment funding  would  be  cut  30  per- 
cent in  real  terms.  If  other  programs, 
such  as  highway  funding,  law  enforce- 
ment, and  veterans  programs  are  pro- 
tected from  cuts  when  funding  is  fi- 
nally allocated  by  the  Appropriations 
Committees,  the  cuts  in  research  and 
development  could  reach  40  percent  in 
real  terms. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  tempted  to  ask 
what  the  research  community  in  this 
country  has  done  or  failed  to  do  to  de- 
serve this  type  of  treatment  at  this 
stage  in  our  Nation's  history.  The  re- 
search community  won  the  cold  war  for 
us.  They  put  men  on  the  moon,   they 
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revolutionized  medicine,  they  invented 
computers,  they  pioneered  electronics 
and  semiconductor  devices.  They  in- 
vented a  myriad  of  new  materials  that 
have  fundamentally  changed  our  lives. 

This  is  just  as  Vannevar  Bush,  who 
was  one  of  the  giants  in  the  post-World 
War  II  generation  in  science,  predicted 
in  his  report,  "Science:  The  Endless 
Frontier,"  about  half  a  century  ago. 
Bush  had  the  wisdom  to  know  nearly  50 
years  ago  that  new  scientific  and  tech- 
nological fields  would  emerge  that  he 
could  not  yet  imagine  — semiconductor 
electronics,  for  example,  or  molecular 
biology  and  the  material  sciences,  just 
to  name  three.  Bush  had  the  vision  to 
see  that  Federal  investments  in  science 
and  technology  could  transform  our 
lives  and  contribute  to  our  health  and 
the  standard  of  living  and  the  security 
of  all  Americans. 

Federal  investment  in  civilian  re- 
search and  development  did  not  cause 
the  Federal  deficit.  In  fact,  it  is  quite 
the  opposite. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  a  chart  that  I 
want  to  direct  my  colleagues'  atten- 
tion to.  It  shows  civilian  research  and 
development  as  a  percentage  of  gross 
domestic  product  during  the  40-year  pe- 
riod from  1961  through  the  year  2001  or 
2002.  In  1969,  which  is  the  last  Federal 
budget  that  we  had  that  was  in  bal- 
ance. Federal  civilian  research  spend- 
ing was  .76  percent  of  gross  domestic 
product,  about  in  this  range.  With  the 
sole  exception  of  the  Bush  administra- 
tion, it  has  trended  lower  for  the  last 
quarter  of  a  century.  In  1995.  it  is  esti- 
mated at  about  .46  percent  of  gross  do- 
mestic product,  the  same  as  it  was  in 
1992. 

In  the  year  2002.  under  this  budget 
resolution  that  passed  both  the  House 
and  now  a  differenu  one  in  the  Senate, 
but  the  same  in  this  regard,  in  the  year 
2002,  it  will  be  about  .27  percent  under 
these  Republican  budgets.  That  as- 
sumes the  best  case,  as  I  mentioned 
earlier;  that  is,  that  research  is  treated 
on  averages  the  same  as  other  domestic 
discretionary  programs. 

It  is  not  just  that  our  civilian  re- 
search investments  have  not  caused 
our  current  deficit.  More  importantly, 
there  is  almost  universal  recognition 
that  these  investments  have  paid  for 
themselves  many  times  over  by  the 
growth  that  they  have  contributed  to 
our  economy.  It  is  not  an  accident  that 
American  industries,  from  aerospace  to 
agriculture  to  electronics  to  pharma- 
ceuticals, enjoy  world  leadership.  Fed- 
eral civilian  research  investments  are 
truly  investments  in  the  Nation's  fu- 
ture. Mr.  President,  in  my  view,  it  is 
folly  to  be  cutting  them  to  this  extent 
over  the  next  7  years  as  we  enter  this 
new  century. 

The  cuts  in  Federal  support  for  civil- 
ian research  will  almost  surely  not  be 
made  up  in  the  private  sector.  The  Wall 
Street  Journal  on  May  22  reported  on 
deep   cuts    being    made    by    AT&T,    by 


General  Electric,  by  IBM.  Kodak.  Tex- 
aco, and  Xerox  in  their  research  budg- 
ets. The  reason:  Private-sector  firms 
have  an  ever  narrower  focus  and  an 
ever  greater  unwillingness  to  invest  in 
long-term  research  projects,  the  bene- 
fits of  which  are  uncertain,  and  usually 
the  benefits  of  which  are  not 
capturable  by  any  single  firm  alone. 

The  governments  of  our  major  eco- 
nomic rivals,  Japan  and  Germany,  rec- 
ognize the  importance  of  civilian  re- 
search investments.  Let  me  show  you 
another  chart,  Mr.  President.  This 
chart  compares  the  three  countries  in 
1992.  It  shows  that  in  1992,  the  German 
Government  invested  .9  percent  of 
gross  domestic  product  that  year  in  ci- 
vilian research,  over  in  the  right.  The 
Japanese  Government  invested  .5  per- 
cent, directly  and  indirectly.  Neither 
country  shows  any  sign  that  it  is  join- 
ing us  in  planning  to  slash  investment 
in  research  spending.  It  is  quite  the  op- 
posite. They  and  the  other  industrial 
countries  around  the  world  are  seeking 
to  emulate  the  successful  American 
model  of  the  last  half  century  in 
science  and  technology,  just  as  we 
seem  bent  on  abandoning  that  model. 

Our  research  universities,  our  Fed- 
eral laboratories,  and  our  investments 
in  small  business  research  and  innova- 
tion are  the  envy  of  the  world.  Under 
the  Republican  budgets,  we  risk  losing 
a  generation  of  research  and  of  young 
researchers,  since  the  best  students 
will  be  diverted  to  other  professions  by 
the  grim  job  prospects  awaiting  them 
in  research  careers. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  worthwhile  to  ask 
how  we  got  ourselves  into  this  fix,  and 
how  we  can  get  out  of  it.  That  is  some- 
thing I  believe  will  be  discussed  here  in 
the  coming  month.';  a."?  wc  tAlk  about 
these  budgets. 

What  we  have  seen  over  the  last  2 
years  is  the  almost  complete  fracturing 
of  bipartisan  consensus  which  was 
forged  during  the  Reagan  and  Bush  ad- 
ministrations on  the  appropriate  Fed- 
eral role  in  civilian  research  and  devel- 
opment. The  consensus  was  that  the 
Federal  role  should  stop  at 
precompetitive  development  activity, 
which  should  be  conducted  on  a  cost- 
shared  basis,  with  industry  putting  up 
at  least  half  the  money.  One  test  of  the 
precompetitive  nature  of  the  research 
was  whether  some  of  our  industry's  in- 
tense rivals,  such  as  Intel  and  Motor- 
ola, in  the  case  of  Sematech.  which 
most  of  us  are  familiar  with,  could  col- 
laborate in  a  single  effort.  Everyone 
agreed  that  the  Federal  role  should  not 
include  helping  individual  firms  to  get 
specific  products  to  the  commercial 
marketplace. 

Indeed,  the  very  term,  "precom- 
petitive development."  was  first  coined 
by  President  Bush  in  a  speech  that  he 
gave  to  the  American  Electronics  Asso- 
ciation in  February  of  1990.  He  was 
seeking  to  distinguish  the  technology 
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policy  that  he  was  pursuing  in  his  ad- 
ministration from  the  industrial  poli- 
cies of  his  predecessors  in  the  1970's — 
for  example,  the  Clinch  River  Breeder 
Reactor,  supersonic  transport,  and  the 
Synfuels  Corporation. 

President  Bush  spoke  proudly  during 
the  1992  campaism  of  his  efforts  to  ex- 
pand civilian  applied  research  through 
a  series  of  new.  high  payoff  invest- 
ments in  critical  technologies: 

A  high  performance  computing  and 
communications  initiative;  an  initia- 
tive to  improve  the  manufacturing  and 
performance  of  materials;  an  expanded 
program  in  biotechnology  research;  the 
establishment  of  the  U.S.  advanced 
battery  consortium,  which  was  to  be 
funded  for  4  years;  a  significant  in- 
crease in  our  aeronautics  research 
budgets;  and  the  establishment  of 
seven  regional  manufacturing  tech- 
nology centers  for  the  distribution  of 
modern  manufacture  of  tools  and 
know-how. 

This  notion  of  what  the  appropriate 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  re- 
search is  and  is  not  was  supported  in 
numerous  pieces  of  legislation  passed 
since  1980  with  bipartisan  sponsorship 
and  with  the  blessing  of  the  Reagan 
and  the  Bush  administrations.  The  vast 
majority  of  that  legislation  passed  this 
body  unanimously. 

Indeed,  the  American  bipartisan  con- 
sensus of  1992  on  the  appropriate  role  of 
Government  in  civilian  research  and 
development  was  incorporated  in  late 
1993  into  the  Uruguay  round  subsidies 
code,  and  it  is  now  the  world  norm  that 
governments  can  fund  the  full  cost  of 
basic  research,  they  can  fund  up  to  75 
percent  of  the  cost  of  applied  research 
that  is  relevant  to  industry  and  up  to 
50  percent  of  the  cost  of  precompetitive 
development.  They  can  do  all  of  that 
without  risking  trade  sanctions.  Any 
development  subsidies  beyond  that 
precompetitive  stage  are  fully  sanc- 
tionable.  as  they  should  be. 

Unfortunately,  by  late  1993.  this  bi- 
partisan consensus  that  I  have  referred 
to  had  been  fractured.  As  President 
Clinton  and  Vice  President  Gore  pur- 
sued a  science  and  technology  policy 
almost  identical  to  President  Bush's 
and  did  so  with  real  commitment, 
which  I  commend  them  for.  our  debate 
suddenly  reverted  to  the  sort  of  bump- 
er sticker  level  which  we  had  mistak- 
enly thought  was  behind  us.  Charges  of 
industrial  policy,  charges  of  picking 
winners  and  losers  were  affixed  to  a 
broad  range  of  civilian  research  pro- 
grams. 

By  early  this  year,  the  bumper  stick- 
er pejorative  had  become  corporate 
welfare.  That  is  a  phrase  which,  unfor- 
tunately, was  popularized  earlier  this 
year  when  Secretary  of  Labor  Bob 
Reich  used  it  to  refer  to  tax  incentives, 
tax  subsidies  of  various  kinds. 

Republican  leaders  argued,  mistak- 
enly, that  Federal  support  for  research 
in  areas  from  aeronautics  to  computers 


to  health  to  energy  to  agriculture  and 
the  environment  was  somehow  illegit- 
imate, either  because  it  was  corporate 
welfare  or  it  represented  some  type  of 
industrial  policy.  It  was  merely  seen  as 
a  duplication  of  private  sector  efforts. 

As  David  Sanger,  who  has  reported 
on  these  issues  for  many  years,  pointed 
out  in  an  article  in  the  business  section 
of  the  New  York  Times  on  May  23 — this 
is  a  quote  from  his  article: 

Such  arguments  underscore  the  sharp  dif- 
ference in  the  way  technology  and  trade  pol- 
icy is  dealt  with  in  Washington  and  in  the 
capitals  of  its  major  economic  competitors, 
where  trade  is  considered  national  security 
and  'picking  winners  and  losers'"  is  a  phrase 
with  no  political  resonance. 

Mr.  President,  the  overall  budget 
prospects  facing  civilian  research  in 
this  country  in  the  years  ahead  dem- 
onstrate just  how  high  a  political  reso- 
nance this  issue  seems  to  have  taken 
on  today,  at  least  in  some  parts  of  the 
political  spectrum. 

I  do  not  believe  this  course  we  have 
charted  for  ourselves  in  these  budget 
resolutions  makes  sense  for  the  Nation, 
and  as  my  colleagues  know  I  led  an  ef- 
fort during  the  debate  on  the  budget  to 
make  spending  on  research,  technology 
and  related  trade  promotion  and  trade 
law  enforcement  programs  a  high  pri- 
ority in  the  allocation  of  funds  for  the 
next  7  years.  The  amendment  would 
have  put  the  Senate  on  record  in  favor 
of  maintaining  the  overall  fiscal  year 
1995  level  for  these  programs.  It  would 
have  conceded  that  there  would  be  no 
inflationary  adjustment  during  that 
period.  But  it  would  at  least  have  tried 
to  keep  in  place  existing  funding.  It 
would  have  put  the  Senate  on  record 
against  any  net  tax  cuts  unless  we 
could  first  achieve  that  goal. 

The  amendment  did  not  seek  to  allo- 
cate funds  within  any  of  the  various  ci- 
vilian research  agencies.  That  would 
have  been  left,  as  it  should  be,  to  the 
authorizing  and  appropriating  commit- 
tees. 

By  the  year  2002,  even  under  the 
amendment  I  offered.  Federal  civilian 
research  and  development  investments 
would  be  at  a  four-decade  low  as  a  per- 
centage either  of  Federal  spending  or 
of  gross  domestic  product. 

Mr.  President,  this  first  chart  I  put 
up  before  makes  that  point  very  dra- 
matically. It  shows  that  we  would  have 
the  lowest  level  of  spending,  the  lowest 
percentage  of  spending  of  our  gross  do- 
mestic product  on  civilian  research  we 
have  had  in  four  decades. 

It  would  not  have  fixed  the  problem 
of  sustaining  our  investments  at  the 
level  that  our  economic  competitors 
will  be  investing.  Even  if  the  amend- 
ment had  been  adopted,  in  2002  we 
would  still  be  spending  slightly  more 
than  half  of  what  the  Japanese  Govern- 
ment spends  and  about  a  third  of  what 
the  German  Government  spends  as  a 
percentage  of  gross  domestic  product. 

Unfortunately,  this  very  modest  ef- 
fort was  defeated  here  on  the  Senate 


floor  by  a  vote  of  53  to  47,  with  all  Re- 
publicans except  Senator  Jefford.s 
voting  in  opposition  and  all  Democrats 
voting  in  favor. 

I  also  supported  a  comprehensive 
fair-share  budget,  which  was  a  sub- 
stitute offered  by  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator CoNR.-KD,  that  would  have  balanced 
the  budget  while  preserving  funds  for 
domestic  discretionary  programs.  The 
fair-share  budget  provided  $36  billion  in 
additional  discretionary  funds  in  2002 
for  research,  education,  and  other  pri- 
orities by  limiting  the  growth  of  tax 
loopholes  for  wealthy  corporations  and 
individuals.  That  also  failed  on  a  60-to- 
39  vote,  largely  along  party  lines. 

Almost  a  century  ago.  in  1899.  the 
head  of  the  Patent  Office,  Charles 
Duell,  is  purported  to  have  proposed  to 
close  up  shop  at  the  Patent  Office  be- 
cause, in  his  opinion,  "everything  that 
can  be  invented  has  been  invented."  A 
half  century  later.  Vannevar  Bush  laid 
out  his  starkly  different  vision  for  the 
Federal  role  in  science  and  technology. 

Now,  as  we  prepare  to  enter  the  21st 
century,  we  face  a  choice  between 
those  two  competing  visions.  Because  I 
believe  that  the  scientific  and  the  tech- 
nological frontier  is  still  endless,  just 
as  it  was  50  years  ago,  and  because  I  do 
not  want  to  risk  condemning  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  to  a  less  pros- 
perous and  less  healthy  and  less  secure 
future.  I  intend  to  continue  fighting  for 
Federal  research  investments  even  as 
we  continue  working  toward  a  budget 
resolution. 

I  hope  we  can  restore  the  bipartisan 
support  for  these  programs  that  was 
there  until  very  recently,  and  I  hope 
we  can  do  so  before  serious  damage  is 
done  to  the  programs.  I  am  afraid  this 
is  going  to  take  not  just  months  but 
perhaps  even  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the 
chance  to  speak.  I  yield  the  floor,  and 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  JAMES  C. 
SELF 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  this 
month  in  Greenwood,  SC.  a  terrible, 
sudden  loss  has  been  suffered  by  the  en- 
tire community.  On  May  4,  James  C. 
"Jim"  Self— successful  businessman, 
committed  public  servant,  concerned 
community  leader,  and  dedicated  fam- 
ily man— was  tragically  killed  in  a 
traffic  accident  which  no  one  could 
have  anticipated. 

Respected  for  his  position  as  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  Greenwood  Mills 
Inc.,  Mr.  Self  was  bom  and  raised  in 


Greenwood  and  went  on  to  earn  a  bach- 
elor of  arts  degree  from  Clemson  Uni- 
versity and  a  masters  of  business  ad- 
ministration from  the  University  of 
South  Carolina.  Throughout  his  life, 
Mr.  Self  established  a  well  deserved 
reputation  as  a  civic  leader  whose  ac- 
tivities included  service  on  the  Green- 
wood board  of  Bankers  Trust,  the  State 
board  of  NCNB,  and  the  boards  of  Bene- 
dict College,  Junior  Achievement,  and 
the  Greenwood  YMCA.  In  addition.  Mr. 
Self  served  on  the  Governor's  Review 
Board  under  John  West,  for  which  he 
was  awarded  the  South  Carolina  Order 
of  the  Palmetto.  He  was  also  a  member 
of  the  First  Baptist  Church  of  Green- 
wood. 

Let  us  make  certain  that  we  remem- 
ber with  respect  and  admiration  the 
substantial  contributions  this  out- 
standing citizen  made  to  his  family,  his 
community,  and  the  State  of  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  I  speak  for  all 
those  who  knew  Jim  Self  when  I  say 
that  he  will  be  missed  greatly.  My 
deepest  sympathies  go  out  to  his  wife — 
Linda  Coleman  Self-  and  children  - 
Linda  Elizabeth  Self.  James  C.  Self  III. 
and  Furman  Coleman  Self — and  the  en- 
tire Self  family,  including  his  distin- 
guished father— Mr.  James  C.  Self— for 
the  tremendous  loss  they  have  suffered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FORMER  SENATOR 
MARGARET  CHASE  SMITH 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  dur- 
ing my  tenure  as  a  Member  of  this  dis- 
tinguished body,  I  have  had  the  pleas- 
ure of  serving  with  many  individuals  of 
impressive  character  and  ability.  Few, 
however,  possessed  the  unwavering 
commitment  to  principle  and  public 
KPT-vire  demonstrated  by  Senator  Mar- 
garet Chase  Smith,  who  passed  away 
this  week  at  her  home  in  Skowhegan.  I 
would  like  to  offer  her  family  and 
friends  my  deepest  condolences  for 
their  loss,  a  loss  suffered  by  our  entire 
Nation. 

After  an  accomplished  career  of  8 
years  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
Mrs.  Smith  was  first  elected  to  the 
Senate  in  1948  and  served  four  consecu- 
tive terms.  A  political  leader  of  na- 
tional stature,  her  substantial  talents 
eai-ned  her  a  prominent  role  in  Repub- 
lican Presidential  contests. 

Mrs.  Smith  brought  grace  and  wis- 
dom to  this  Chamber  as  a  dedicated 
representative  of  the  people.  An  in- 
trepid spirit  characterized  her  work  as 
a  member  of  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  on  which  I  had  the 
pleasure  of  serving  with  her.  At  all 
times,  the  safety  and  prosperity  of  the 
Nation  were  her  sole  objectives,  and 
she  worked  to  ensure  that  the  United 
States  was  always  prepared  to  defend 
liberty  against  any  enemy. 

When  our  Nation  was  gripped  in  tur- 
moil. Mrs.  Smith  was  quick  to  supply 
raging  debates  with  needed  perspective 


and  calming  insights.  She  personified 
the  very  best  qualities  that  define  the 
American  character  and  applied  those 
commendable  attributes  to  all  of  her 
work  as  a  Member  of  this  institution. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  confident  I  speak 
for  all  of  us  who  knew  Margaret  Chase 
Smith  when  I  say  that  she  will  be 
greatly  missed.  Her  legacy  is  a  stand- 
ard of  public  service  toward  which 
every  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
should  strive,  and  my  sympathies  go 
out  to  all  those  touched  by  her  warmth 
and  intelligence. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  JAMES 
BOYD  "JIM  "  KLUTTZ 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
James  Boyd  "Jim"  Kluttz  passed  away 
last  month  at  his  home  in  Laurens,  SC, 
and  I  would  like  to  offer  his  family  and 
many  friends  my  deepest  condolences 
for  their  heavy  loss. 

A  dedicated  reporter,  Mr.  Kluttz 
served  as  editor  emeritus  of  the 
Laurens  County  Advertiser  following 
his  retirement  from  the  paper  in  1981. 
His  tenure  with  the  paper  began  in  1966, 
and  Mr.  Kluttz  photographed  and  re- 
ported upon  the  people  and  places  of 
Laurens  County  for  the  next  15  years. 
His  colleagues  described  his  love  and 
commitment  to  the  people  of  Laurens 
as  follows:  "(Mr.  Kluttz';  was  the  kind 
of  journalism  that  reflects  the  heart 
and  soul  of  a  community  and  all  that  is 
good  in  it  *  *  *  and,  in  many  ways,  he 
was  the  soul  and  conscience  of  our 
community."  Clearly,  Mr.  Kluttz  prac- 
ticed the  kind  of  journalism  that,  un- 
fortunately, is  now  all  too  rare. 

Mr.  President.  1  know  I  speak  for  all 
those  who  knew  Jim  Kluttz  when  I  say 
that  he  will  be  missed  greatly.  My 
heartfelt  condolences  go  out  to  his 
wife,  Alma  Wyatt  Kluttz,  his  two  sons. 
James  Thomas  Kluttz  and  John  Boyd 
Kluttz,  his  daughter,  Laura  Anne  K. 
Smith,  and  their  families  for  the  loss 
they  have  suffered. 


WAS  CONGRESS  IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE  VOTERS  HAVE  SAID  YES! 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  more 
than  3  years  ago.  I  began  daily  reports 
to  the  Senate  to  make  a  matter  of 
record  the  exact  Federal  debt  as  of 
close  of  business  the  previous  day. 

As  of  the  close  of  business  Friday, 
June  2.  the  exact  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$4,902,882,032,835.06,  meaning  that  on  a 
per  capita  basis,  every  man,  woman. 
and  child  in  America  owes  $18,611.42  as 
his  or  her  share  of  the  P^ederal  debt. 

It  is  important  to  note,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  the  Senate  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  implement  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  The 
Senate  failed  by  one-vote  in  its  first 
opportunity  to  bring  the  Federal  debt 
under  control. 

There  will  be  another  opportunity  in 
the  months  ahead. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  now  closed. 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report  the  pending  business. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  735)  to  prevent  and  punish  acts  of 
terrorism,  and  for  other  purposes 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Hatch  Amendment  No.  1199.  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1199 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
to  my  colleagues  that  we  hope  to  com- 
plete action  on  this  bill  very  quickly, 
and  I  am  asking  my  colleagues  on  each 
side — I  think  there  are  67  amendments 
on  the  Democratic  side,  30-some  on  the 
Republican  side — to  see  if  we  cannot 
limit  the  number  of  amendments.  We 
will  also  file  cloture  today  and  try  to 
get  consent  to  vote  on  that  cloture  mo- 
tion tomorrow  in  an  effort  to  expedite 
this  bill. 

Immediately  after  the  tragic  events 
in  Oklahoma  City,  I  wrote  to  President 
Clinton  expressing  my  hope  that  we 
could  put  aside  partisanship  and  de- 
velop an  antiterrorism  plan  all  Ameri- 
cans could  support.  Just  as  partisan 
politics  stopped  at  the  water's  edge 
during  World  War  II.  it  has  always  been 
my  view  that  partisan  politics  should 
stop  at  "evil's  edge"  in  our  war  against 
terrorism. 

During  the  past  several  weeks,  I  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  discuss  this 
issue  directly  with  the  President.  Our 
staffs  have  shared  ideas.  We  have  intro- 
duced our  own  legislative  plans.  And 
Senator  Hatch,  chairman  of  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee,  has  had  several  im- 
portant hearings.  The  proposal  now  be- 
fore the  Senate  is  a  culmination  of  all 
these  efforts:  Democrats,  Republicans, 
the  President,  staff  input.  This  is  a  bi- 
partisan plan.  It  reflects  many  Repub- 
lican ideas,  and  it  contains  many  of  the 
initiatives  endorsed  and  sought  by 
President  Clinton  himself— prohibi- 
tions on  fundraising  for  foreign  terror- 
ist organizations;  the  Alien  Terrorist 
Removal  Act,  which  is  designed  to  de- 
port alien  terrorists  in  a  prompt  man- 
ner without  disclosing  vital  national 
security  information;  and  increased 
funding  for  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation and  other  law  enforcement 
agencies. 

Now,  last  week  we  brought  this  up 
before  the  recess  first,  I  think,  for  the 
record.  So  we  had  this  almost  filibuster 
on  the  budget  with  tons  of  amendments 
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that  took.  I  do  not  know  how  many.  10, 
20  hours  to  vote  on  the  amendments. 
That  lost  us  24  hours  in  the  process.  By 
design'^"  I  do  not  know,  but  it  happened 
and  we  wasted  a  lot  of  time. 

I  told  the  President  I  wanted  to  pass 
this  bill  on  the  Senate  side  before  the 
Memorial  Day  recess,  and  we  did  bring 
it  up.  And  then  we  were  flooded  with 
amendments,  again  maybe  by  design 
and  maybe  not.  But  the  President  is 
the  leader  of  the  Democratic  Party.  He 
said  last  week,  'There  are  too  many 
amendments  (to  the  Senate  bill)  that 
threaten  too  much  delay." 

I  happen  to  agree  with  the  President 
on  that,  but  I  have  not  seen  any  evi- 
dence of  any  active  engagement  by  the 
White  House  in  the  legislative  process 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  The  last 
count  was.  as  I  said,  67,  69. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  words  of 
complaint  will  not  be  enough.  Com- 
plaining about  delay  may  make  for 
good  politics,  but  what  we  need  from 
the  President  is  not  words  but  leader- 
ship. I  want  to  fulfill  the  President's 
request.  I  want  to  pass  the 
antiterrorism  bill  promptly,  without 
delay.  But  if  we  are  going  to  accom- 
plish this  goal,  the  President  will  have 
to  move  off  the  sidelines  and  get  into 
the  game,  as  we  need  his  help.  It  is  not 
enough  to  make  the  speeches,  not 
enough  to  make  the  radio  addresses, 
not  enough  to  say  whatever.  We  ought 
to  pass  it  But  particularly  in  the  U.S. 
Senate,  where  any  group  of  Senators 
can  slow  things  down-  and  we  have  had 
almost  a  record  performance  this  year 
by  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side— 
this  happens  to  be  a  bill  that  is  not 
partisan.  It  is  bipartisan.  It  is  suine- 
thing  that  the  President  claims  credit 
for.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  in  his 
interest  to  have  somebody  up  here  try- 
ing to  make  certain  that  we  pass  the 
bill. 

If  we  do  not  complete  action  by  the 
close  of  business  tomorrow.  I  will  have 
no  other  choice  but  to  withdraw  the 
antiterrorism  bill  and  move  on  to  other 
legislative  business.  If  we  can  get  con- 
sent to  vote  on  cloture  tomorrow,  we 
will  find  out  how  many  people  really 
want  this  bill,  or  whether  this  bill  will 
become  a  Christmas  tree  where  every- 
body has  a  political  agenda  and  they 
want  to  put  it  on  the  antiterrorism 
bill.  I  believe  that  would  be  a  grave 
mistake.  We  have  a  full  plate  here  in 
the  Senate.  We  have  telecommuni- 
cations, and  I  promised  both  Senators 
Pressler  and  Holling.s  for  the  last  2 
or  3  weeks  that  we  would  like  to  finish 
that  this  week.  We  have  welfare  reform 
and  regulatory  reform,  just  to  name  a 
few.  All  of  these  will  take  some  time. 


We  do  not  have  time  to  get  bogged 
down  for  3  weeks  on  a  very  important 
bill  with  amendments  that  are  not  im- 
portant at  all,  for  the  most  part,  and 
just  making  statements  or  having 
votes  when  the  amendments  could  be 
accepted.  I  have  heard  that  many  of 
the  amendments  will  be  accepted.  Let 
us  not  waste  20  or  30  minutes  on  roll- 
call  votes  on  15  or  20  amendments  that 
can  be  accepted.  It  seems  to  me  that  if 
our  colleagues  want  to  pass  this  bill, 
accepting  it  is  just  as  good  as  having  a 
vote,  and  we  can  save  a  lot  of  time. 

We  will  be  in  late  tonight,  and  votes 
will  start  at  5  o'clock.  It  is  not  in  the 
interests  of  the  American  people  to 
delay.  We  can  always  return  to  the 
antiterrorism  bill,  and  this  might  be 
something  to  do  during  the  August  re- 
cess if  we  cannot  get  it  done  now.  We 
are  going  to  be  here  for  part  of  August, 
no  doubt  about  it.  Maybe  this  will  be  a 
priority  during  the  first  2  or  3  weeks 
during  what  might  have  been  the  Au- 
gust recess. 

Mr.  President,  of  all  the  antiterrorist 
proposals  under  consideration,  habeas 
corpus  bears  perhaps  most  directly  on 
the  tragic  events  in  Oklahoma  City.  If 
we  really  want  justice  that  is  "swift, 
certain,  and  severe,"  as  President  Clin- 
ton urged,  then  we  must  stop  the  end- 
less appeals  and  endless  delays  that 
have  done  so  much  to  weaken  public 
confidence  of  our  system  of  criminal 
justice. 

According  to  Princeton  Prof.  John 
Diiulio.  more  than  330.000  Americans 
were  murdered  during  the  16  years  be- 
tween 1977  and  1993.  Yet,  during  the 
same  period,  only  2.716  people  were 
placed  on  death  row  and  only  226  con- 
victed killers  have  actually  been  exe- 
cuted. In  America,  today  there  is  clear- 
ly a  big  disconnect  between  crime  and 
punish. 

Our  habeas  corpus  reform  proposal 
seeks  to  bridge  this  gap  by  imposing  a 
1-year  filing  deadline  on  nil  death  row 
inmates.  State  or  Federal.  It  limits 
convicted  killers  in  State  or  Federal 
court  to  one  habeas  petition.  That  is 
one  bite  at  the  apple.  In  contrast, 
under  current  law,  there  is  virtually  no 
limit  to  the  number  of  petitions  a  con- 
victed killer  may  file.  It  requires  the 
Federal  courts,  once  a  petition  is  filed. 
to  complete  judicial  action  within  a 
specified  period  of  time. 

In  fact,  if  the  Federal  Government 
prosecutes  the  Oklahoma  City  case  and 
the  death  penalty  is  sought  and  im- 
posed, the  execution  of  the  sentence 
could  take  as  little  as  1  year  if  these 
reforms  are  enacted  into  law.  Other- 
wise, it  might  take  5,  10,  15  years.  It 


seems  to  me  it  is  a  step  that  ought  to 
be  taken,  a  step  the  President  talked 
about  on  "60  Minutes."  Somebody  said 
he  wanted  habeas  corpus  reform.  Ha- 
beas corpus  reform  is  an  essential  com- 
ponent of  any  serious  antiterrorism 
plan.  The  relatives  of  some  of  the  vic- 
tims of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing 
have  traveled  all  the  way  to  Washing- 
ton today  to  make  this  very  point.  In 
fact.  I  think  there  is  a  press  conference 
going  on  as  I  speak.  They  want  Con- 
gress to  act  on  these  reforms  and  act 
now.  That  is  the  view  also  shared  by  a 
bipartisan  group  of  State  attorneys 
general,  including  Drew  Edmondson. 
the  Democratic  attorney  general  of 
Oklahoma. 

In  a  recent  letter  to  President  Clin 
ton,  these  attorneys  general  write: 

Expedited  consideration  of  [habeas  corpus 
reform]  leg-islation  in  the  context  of  the 
antiterrorism  bill  is  entirely  appropriate. 
Unless  habeas  corpus  reform  is  enacted,  cap- 
ital sentences  for  such  acts  of  senseless  vio- 
lence will  face  endless  legal  obstacles.  This 
will  undermine  the  credibility  of  the  sanc- 
tions and  the  expression  of  our  level  of  op- 
probrium as  a  Nation  for  acts  of  terrorism. 

Despite  his  positive  comments  about 
habeas  reform  in  a  "60  Minutes"  inter- 
view. President  Clinton  has  written  me 
urging  me  to  exclude  habeas  corpus  re- 
form. One  day  he  is  for  it.  and  the  next 
day  he  says  exclude  it.  Do  not  bring  it 
in  now  because  it  might  upset  some  of 
the  liberals  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle. 

The  President  has  publicly  chided 
Members  of  the  Senate  for  refusing  to 
endorse  his  "emergency  wiretap"  pro- 
posal; yet,  strangely  enough,  the  Presi- 
dent himself  refuses  to  endorse  the  one 
proposal  that  will  bear  most  directly 
on  the  Oklahoma  City  tragedy— and 
that  is  habeas  corpus  reform. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  the  American 
people  deserve  the  straight  story,  and 
the  straight  story  is  that  America  is 
not  an  impregnable  fortress.  No  legisla- 
tion, no  matter  how  well-intentioned, 
no  matter  how  well-conceived,  can 
guarantee  absolute  security.  We  can 
take  every  possible  precaution.  We  can 
pass  tough  laws.  But  in  a  free  society 
there  will  always  be  risks— a  fact  of  life 
vividly  demonstrated  by  the  recent 
breaches  of  White  House  security. 

I  want  to  thank  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Utah.  Senator  H.-\tch. 
for  his  leadership  in  developing  an 
antiterrorism  plan.  During  the  past 
several  weeks,  he  has  provided  the  in- 
tellectual glue  that  has  kept  this  effort 
together.  I  also  thank  my  distin- 
guished   colleagues    from    Oklahoma. 


Senators  Nickles  and  Inhofe.  for  their 
input  and  for  their  role  in  developing 
this  antiterrorism  plan.  We  all  know 
this  has  been  a  very  difficult  time  for 
them  and  their  constituents.  So  we  are 
especially  appreciative  of  their  invalu- 
able help. 

I  had  a  conversation  with  Senator 
BiDEN  from  Delaware  before  we  went 
out  for  the  recess.  I  believe  he  wants  to 
complete  action  on  this  bill  as  quickly 
as  possible.  I  think  with  his  coopera- 
tion, and  with  some  help  from  the 
White  House  and  with  help  on  this  side 
on  Republican  amendments,  we  can 
wrap  this  bill  up.  There  is  no  reason  we 
could  not  finish  it  today,  or  certainly 
by  tomorrow. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  let- 
ter I  sent  to  President  Clinton  last 
Thursday  be  printed  in  the  Record  im- 
mediately after  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  The  letter  suggests  that 
the  President  should  help  us  out  on 
this  bill.  He  could  call  his  Democratic 
colleagues,  maybe  have  a  White  House 
meeting,  and  see  if  we  cannot  complete 
action  on  this  bill.  The  House  has  not 
acted.  But  that  does  not  mean  we  can- 
not act.  We  can  act  first  for  a  change. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  let  us  expect 
a  number  of  votes.  I  do  not  see  the 
managers  here,  but  I  think  they  are  in 
a  press  conference  with  some  family 
members  of  the  victims  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  tragedy.  I  say,  again,  if  the 
amendments  can  be  accepted  and  if 
there  is  no  problem  with  the  amend- 
ments, let  us  not  have  votes  like  that 
at  7,  or  8,  or  9  o'clock  tonight. 

With  all  the  good  will  I  can  muster, 
I  believe  this  is  an  important  bill,  im- 
portant for  the  American  people,  im- 
portant for  the  victims'  families  and 
those  involved  in  Oklahoma  City.  Also, 
it  is  important  that  we  get  it  done.  I 
am  certainly  willing  to  work  with  the 
President  in  an  effort  to  do  that  by  the 
close  of  business  tomorrow. 
Exhibit  l 

U.S.  Senate, 
Office  of  the  republican  Leader. 

Washington.  DC,  June  I.  1995. 
The  President, 
The  While  House. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  president:  As  you  may  know, 
the  Senate  is  currently  scheduled  to  resume 
consideration  of  the  anti-terrorism  bill  when 
we  return  on  Monda.v.  June  5.  Under  a  unani- 
mous consent  agreement  adopted  last  Fri- 
day, a  total  of  99  amendments  to  the  bill  are 
in  order  (32  Republican  amendments  and  67 
Democratic  amendments). 

I  am  now  in  the  process  of  urging  my  Re- 
publican colleagues  not  to  offer  any  unneces- 
.sary  or  unrelated  amendments.  Hopefully. 
these  efforts  will  pay  off  and  we  will  be  able 
to  reduce  the  number  of  Republican  amend- 
ments to  a  manageable  level.  During  the  re- 
mamder  of  this  week,  it  is  my  hope  that  you 
will  exert  similar  pressure  on  the  Democrats 
in  the  Senate,  particularly  in  light  of  your 
complaint    yesterday    that    "there    are    too 


many  amendments  that  threaten  too  much 
delay." 

Mr.  President,  if  you  really  want  Congress 
to  pass  the  an ti- terrorism  bill  as  promptly  as 
possible,  words  will  not  be  enough.  Your  ac- 
tive involvement  in  discouraging  Democratic 
Senators  from  offering  unnecessary  and  un- 
related amendments  is  absolutely  essential. 

I  hope  you  would  also  call  upon  Congress 
to  pass  meaningful  habeas  corpus  reform  as 
part  of  the  anti-terrorism  proposal  now 
pending  before  the  Senate.  Of  all  the  anti- 
terrorism initiatives  under  consideration,  it 
is  perhaps  habeas  corpus  reform  that  bears 
most  directly  on  the  tragic  events  in  Okla- 
homa City.  In  fact,  if  the  federal  government 
prosecutes  the  Oklahoma  City  case  and  the 
death  penalty  is  sought  and  imposed,  the 
execution  of  the  sentence  could  take  as  little 
as  one  year  if  the  reforms  in  the  pending  leg- 
islation are  enacted  into  law. 

Not  surprisingly,  a  bipartisan  group  of 
State  Attorneys  General,  including  Drew 
Edmondson.  the  Democratic  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  Oklahoma,  has  written  that  "expe- 
dited consideration  of  [habeas  corpus  reform] 
legislation  in  the  context  of  the  anti-terror- 
ism bill  is  entirely  appropriate.  Unless  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  is  enacted,  capital  sen- 
tences for  such  acts  of  senseless  violence  will 
face  endless  legal  obstacles.  This  will  under- 
mine the  credibility  of  the  sanctions,  and  the 
expression  of  our  level  of  opprobrium  as  a 
nation  for  acts  of  terrorism." 

Finally.  I  was  struck  by  how  your  radio  ad- 
dress last  Saturday  characterized  the  anti- 
terrorism legislation  now  pending  before  the 
Senate.  The  address  described  the  legislation 
in  very  personal  terms,  as  "my  proposal." 
"my  an  ti- terrorism  bill,"  'the  legislation  I 
proposed."  With  all  due  respect.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  legislation  is  a  bipartisan  product, 
incorporating  many  initiatives  proposed  by 
Republicans  and  Democrats  alike.  The  sim- 
ple fact  is  that  the  anti-terrorism  plan  now 
before  the  Senate  does  not  belong  to  any  one 
party  or  any  one  political  figure.  It  belongs 
to  the  American  people. 
Sincerely, 

Bob  Dole. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  send  a 
cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  sub- 
stitute amendment  to  S.  735.  the  anti-terror- 
ism bill. 

Bob  Dole.  Orrin  G.  Hatch.  John  Ashcroft, 
Slade  Gorton,  Craig  Thomas.  Strom 
Thurmond.  Spencer  Abraham.  Alfonse 
D'Amato.  Trent  Lott.  Larry  E.  Craig. 
Dan  Coats.  Rick  Santorum.  Bob  Smith. 
Don  Nickles.  Rod  Grams.  R.F.  Bennett. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate I  will  be  speaking  with  the 
Democratic  leader  to  see  if  we  cannot 
have  a  vote  on  this  tomorrow.  I  did  not 
file  the  motion  on  the  Friday  before  we 
went  out  because  I  thought  at  that 
point  there  would  be  a  lot  of  progress 
made  during  the  recess.  I  am  not  cer- 
tain what  progress  has  been  made,  but 


this  is  just  the  final  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  majority  leader  to  try  to 
pass  this  bill. 

We  will  find  out  how  many  people 
really  want  to  pass  the  antiterrorism 
bill  when  it  comes  to  a  cloture  vote. 
There  will  be  other  bills  this  year  to 
offer  amendments  on.  This  is  not  the 
last  train  to  come  through  the  Senate. 
I  hope  we  can  pass  a  good  bill,  and  I 
hope  the  House  follows  suit  very  quick- 
ly and  that  we  get  it  to  the  President 
in  the  next  week  or  so. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  come  from  a  press  conference 
where  a  significant  number  of  the  vic- 
tims of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing  ap- 
peared. It  was  a  very  moving  experi- 
ence for  me  to  hear  these  people  talk 
about  their  loved  ones  who  were  killed 
in  the  bombing  and  to  meet  some  of 
them  who  were  actually  maimed  and 
harmed  during  the  bombing. 

At  that  particular  press  conference 
were  Diane  Leonard,  whose  husband, 
Don.  a  Secret  Service  agent  was  killed 
in  the  bombing;  Glenn  Seidl.  who  lost 
his  wife.  Kathy;  Kay  Ice.  who  lost  a 
brother.  Paul,  a  Customs  agent;  Mike 
Reyes,  who  lost  his  father  and  was  in- 
jured himself;  Jason  Smith,  who  lost 
his  mother,  Linda  McKinney;  Dan 
McKinney.  Linda's  husband;  Gary 
Bland,  who  lost  his  wife.  Shelly;  Su- 
zanne Britten,  who  lost  her  fiance. 
Richard  Allen;  Earl  Adams,  who  lost  a 
nephew.  Scott  Williams;  Alice  Maroney 
Dennison.  who  lost  her  father,  who 
gave  me  this  ribbon  and  pinned  it  on 
me  personally,  representing  the  trag- 
edy, or  I  should  say  tragedies  that  oc- 
curred in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

I  very  proudly  will  wear  this  ribbon 
and  will  keep  it  after  this  debate,  as 
well.  And  I  want  to  thank  Alice 
Maroney  Dennison  for  thinking  of  me 
and  being  kind  enough  to  give  me  these 
ribbons,  representing  various  aspects  of 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

Beverly  Rankin  was  also  a  survivor 
who  lost  many  friends  in  the  bombing. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lee  Chancellor  were 
there,  as  well,  and  of  course  he  is  a 
strong  force  in  one  of  the  national  or- 
ganizations trying  to  get  some  finality 
in  the  habeas  corpus  laws. 

I  have  to  say  I  was  very  impressed  by 
these  victims  of  this  bombing.  They 
stood  there  and  told  their  stories  and 
begged  the  U.S.  Senate  and  the  Con- 
gress as  a  whole  to  get  this  bill 
through  and  to  keep  the  true  habeas 
corpus  provisions  in  the  bill  as  they  are 
currently  written. 
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The  habeas  corpus  provisions  of  this 
bill  happen  to  be  the  only  part  of  the 
bill  and  really,  the  only  thing  we  can 
do.  to  make  up  to  those  who  have  lost 
family  members  and  those  who  have 
been  hurt  and  maimed,  as  a  result  of 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  It  is  the 
one  reform  Congress  can  pass  which 
will  affect  this  case. 

It  is  the  one  thing  we  can  do  some- 
thing about.  We  can  stop  these  inces- 
sant, frivolous  appeals,  that  cost  the 
taxpayers  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars— billions  over  the  extended  period 
of  time — in  frivolous  litigation,  that 
keeps  these  people  alive  for  5.  10,  usu- 
ally an  average  of  almost  10  years, 
sometimes  as  long  as  18  to  20  years. 
Some  of  them  die  in  prison  before  the 
final  judgments  are  carried  out. 

The  reason  that  the  far  left  in  this 
country  is  fighting  habeas  corpus  re- 
form is  because  they  hate  the  death 
penalty.  They  feel  they  cannot  win  the 
battle  over  public  opinion  so  they  have 
adopted  a  strategy  to  make  death  pen- 
alty litigation  so  costly  and  so  pro- 
tracted that  capital  punishment  is 
eliminated  de  facto.  Now,  I  have  to 
admit  that  I  believe  the  death  penalty 
is  proper,  but  I  hate  it,  too.  I  wish  we 
never  had  to  use  it.  I  wish  there  would 
be  no  heinous  murderers  in  our  society. 
But  there  are  occasions  where  it  is  ap- 
propriate and  just.  It  is  a  deterrent,  as 
much  as  the  opponents  of  the  death 
penalty  argue  against  it. 

However.  I  would  suggest  that  in- 
stead of  throwing  up  frivolous  appeal 
after  frivolous  appeal  and  allowing  this 
system  to  distort  and  disrupt  our  soci- 
ety and  putting  these  victims  and  their 
families  through  frivolous  appeal  after 
frivolous  appeal.  I  would  suggest  that 
if  they  hate  the  death  penalty,  argue 
the  isouc  straight  up,  argue  against  the 
death  penalty.  Make  their  philosophi- 
cal points.  Fight  it  throughout  society 
if  they  want  to.  but  do  not  make  a 
mockery  of  justice  by  keeping  a  sys- 
tem alive  that  literally  is  thwarting 
justice. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  some  have 
argued  that  habeas  reform  applied  to 
the  State  is  not  germane  to  this  de- 
bate. These  individuals,  including  my 
distinguished  colleague  and  friend  from 
Delaware,  contend  that  a  reform  of  the 
political  overview  of  State  convictions 
is  meaningless  in  the  context  of  the  de- 
bate we  are  having.  They  are  willing  to 
admit  that  some  revision  of  the  collat- 
eral review  may  be  in  order,  but  they 
contend  that  reform  of  Federal  collat- 
eral review  of  cases  tried  in  State  court 
is  unnecessary.  This  position  is  simply 
incorrect. 

I  would  like  to  read  from  a  letter 
written  by  Robert  H.  Macy.  district  at- 
torney of  Oklahoma  City,  and  a  Demo- 
crat. By  the  way,  at  this  meeting 
today,  representatives  from  the  attor- 
ney general  for  the  State  of  Oklahoma, 
a  Democrat,  were  there,  and  one  came 
up        to        me        afterward— Richard 


Winnery — and  said.  "Thank  you  for 
what  you  are  doing."  Drew  Edmondson 
has  been  one  of  our  strongest  support- 
ers as  a  Democrat  of  habeas  corpus  re- 
form, and  there  are  a  number  of  other 
Democrat  attorney  generals,  and  I 
might  say  many  prosecutors  who  are 
Democrats  throughout  the  country, 
who  agree  with  what  we  are  doing  here. 

Robert  H.  Macy,  as  district  attorney 
of  Oklahoma  City  and  a  Democrat, 
said: 

Immediately  following  the  trial  or  trials  in 
Federal  court.  I  shall,  working  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  United  States  Department  of 
Justice  and  the  Federal  law  enforcement 
agencies  investigating  the  bombing  of  the 
Alfred  P.  Murrah  Building,  prosecute  in 
Oklahoma  State  court  the  cowards  respon- 
sible for  murdering  innocent  people  in  the 
areas  surrounding  the  Federal  building.  And 
I  shall  seek  the  death  penalty.  We  must 
never  forget  that  this  bombing  took  several 
lives  and  injured  dozens  of  persons  in  the 
neighborhoods  and  businesses  near  the  build- 
ing. The  State  of  Oklahoma  has  an  over- 
whelming, compelling  interest  to  seek  and 
obtain  the  maximum  penalty  allowable  by 
law  for  the  senseless  and  cowardly  killings. 

That  is  a  statement  of  Robert  H. 
Macy.  the  district  attorney  for  Okla- 
homa City,  a  Democrat. 

In  our  reaction  to  the  destruction  of 
the  Federal  buildings  in  Oklahoma 
City,  we  may  overlook  the  fact  that 
the  bomb  also  caused  the  death  of  peo- 
ple not  inside  the  building  at  the  time, 
that  were  not  inside  the  building  itself, 
or  even  on  Federal  property.  The  State 
of  Oklahoma,  not  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, will  thus  prosecute  those  respon- 
sible for  the  bombing  that  killed  people 
outside  of  the  Alfred  P  Murrah  Build- 
ing. 

In  those  instances.  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion may  not  obtain  and  it  will  thus  be 
necessary  to  prosecute  the  killers 
under  State  law,  as  well  as  Federal, 
court. 

A  failure  to  enact  a  complete,  mean- 
ingful, reform  of  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceedings may  enable  the  individuals  in 
this  case,  provided  they  are  appre- 
hended and  duly  convicted,  to  frustrate 
the  demands  of  justice.  The  blood  of 
the  innocent  men  and  women  are  on 
the  hands  of  the  evil  cowards  who  com- 
mitted this  terrible  tragedy.  Justice 
must  be,  as  President  Clinton  declared. 
"swift,  certain,  and  severe." 

Moreover,  failure  to  enact  meaning- 
ful, comprehensive,  habeas  reform  will 
permit  other  killers  who  have  terror- 
ized their  communities  to  continue  to 
frustrate  our  judicial  system  in  this 
country.  If  we  adopt  this  view,  we  will 
create  a  schism  between  State  and  Fed- 
eral capital  law.  In  other  words,  mur- 
derers tried  in  Federal  court  will  face 
imposition  of  their  final  penalty  more 
swiftly  than  persons  tried  for  capital 
crimes  in  State  courts — that  is.  if  we 
adopt  the  amendments  that  apparently 
are  going  to  be  put  forth  by  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  on  this  commit- 
tee. So,  in  other  words,  if  we  adopt  any 
amendment   that   changes   the   habeas 


corpus  reform  bill  within  this  bill  that 
would  provide  that  it  applies  only  to 
Federal  courts,  that  will  create  a 
schism  between  State  and  Federal  cap- 
ital law. 

Murderers  tried  in  Federal  court  will 
face  imposition  of  their  final  penalty 
more  swiftly  than  persons  tried  .  for 
capital  crimes  in  State  cases.  Why 
should  we  adopt  such  a  piecemeal  ap- 
proach to  reform,  one  that  will  leave 
such  a  gap  between  State  and  Federal 
cases?  It  simply  makes  no  sense  to  re- 
form habeas  proceedings  for  cases  tried 
in  Federal  court  but  leave  the  current 
disastrous  system  in  place  for  cases 
tried  in  State  court. 

As  of  January  1.  1995,  there  were 
some  2.976  inmates  on  death  row.  Yet, 
only  38  prisoners  were  executed  last 
year,  and  the  States  have  executed 
only  263  criminals  since  1973. 

Yet.  keep  in  mind.  2.976,  almost  3.000. 
are  sitting  there  on  death  row.  Many 
more  have  died  while  in  prison  from 
natural  causes,  and  some  even  from  un- 
natural causes,  while  waiting  for  impo- 
sition of  their  penalty,  because  of  friv- 
olous habeas  corpus  appeals. 

I  might  add,  some  of  them  have  com- 
mitted further  murders  while  the 
delays  have  occurred,  murders  that 
would  not  have  been  committed  had 
sentences  been  carried  out. 

Abuse  of  the  habeas  process  features 
strongly  in  the  extraordinary  delay  be- 
tween the  sentence  and  the  carrying 
out  of  that  sentence.  In  my  home  State 
of  Utah,  for  example,  convicted  mur- 
derer William  Andrews,  with  his  part- 
ner, murdered  a  number  of  people  in 
the  hi-fi  murder  case,  but  only  after 
they  had  tortured  them  by  ramming 
pencils  through  their  cars  and  pouring 
drain  cleaner  down  their  throats,  de- 
stroying the!!-  vocal  boxes  and  their 
esophageal  areas. 

There,  the  imposition  of  a  constitu- 
tionally imposed  death  sentence  for 
over  18  years.  The  State  had  to  put  up 
millions  of  dollars  in  precious  criminal 
justice  resources  to  litigate  his 
meritless  claims.  His  guilt  was  never  in 
question.  He  was  not  an  innocent  per- 
son seeking  freedom  from  an  illegal 
punishment.  Rather,  he  simply  wanted 
to  frustrate  the  imposition  of  punish- 
ment his  heinous  crimes  warranted. 

This  abuse  of  habeas  corpus  litiga- 
tion, particularly  in  those  cases  involv- 
ing lawfully  imposed  death  sentences. 
has  taken  a  dreadful  toll  on  victims' 
families,  seriously  eroded  the  public's 
confidence  in  our  criminal  justice  sys- 
tem, and  drained  State  criminal  justice 
resources.  This  is  simply  not  a  just  sys- 
tem. 

Justice  demands  that  lawfully  im- 
posed sentences  be  carried  out.  Justice 
demands  that  we  now  adopt  meaningful 
habeas  corpus  reform.  Justice  demands 
that  we  not  permit  those  who  would 
perpetuate  the  current  system  to  steer 
us  from  our  course.  We  must  do  as  the 
victims,  families,  and  friends  of  those 


June  5,  1995 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14731 


who  have  asked  us  to  do:  enact  mean- 
ingful, comprehensive,  habeas  reform 
now. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  is  in  ses- 
sion today  debating  the  specific  topic 
of  habeas  corpus  reform,  as  well  as 
other  aspects  of  this  antiterrorism  bill. 
I  have  been  devoting  my  time  to  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  because  of.  and  in 
honor  of,  the  witnesses,  the  victims, 
and  the  families  of  victims  who  ap- 
peared here  today. 

I  notice  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California  is  here.  Does  the  Sen- 
ator desire  to  take  the  floor  and  speak? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  In  response  to  the 
Senator.  I  would  like  to  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk.  I  was  going  to 
do  it  at  11:30. 

Mr.  HATCH.  That  will  be  fine.  I  will 
hold  off  on  any  further  comments  on 
this  until  after  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator has  a  chance  to  present  her 
amendment,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1202  TO  .\.V1ENDMENT  NO.  1199 

(Purpose:  To  amend  the  bill  to  authorize  re- 
quirements for  tagging  of  explosive  mate- 
rials and  other  purposes) 
Mrs.    FEINSTEIN.    Mr.    President,    I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk   and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mrs.  Fein- 
stein],  proposes  an  amendment  (No.  1202)  to 
amendment  No.  1199. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  ainendrnent  is  as  follows. 
On  page  l.'J2.  strike  line  6  through  line  17  on 
page  153.  and  insert  the  followint.': 
SEC.  .  STUDY  AND  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  TAG- 
GING    OF     EXPLOSIVE     MATERIAI,S. 
AND     STLDY     AND      RECOMMENDA 
TIONS  FOR  RENDERING  EXPLOSIVE 
COMPON'E.NTS  INERT  AND  IMPOSING 
CONTROLS  ON  PRECURSORS  OF  EX- 
PLOSIVES. 

(a)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  con- 
duct a  study  and  make  recommendations 
concerning— 

(1)  the  tagging  of  explosive  materials  for 
purposes  of  detection  and  identification; 

(2)  whether  c«nmon  chemicals  used  to 
manufacture  explosive  materials  can  be  ren- 
dered inert  and  whether  it  is  feasible  to  re- 
quire it;  and 

(3)  whether  controls  can  be  imposed  on  cer- 
tain precursor  chemicals  used  to  manufac- 
ture explosive  materials  and  whether  it  is 
feasible  to  require  it. 

In  conducting  the  study,  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  other  Federal.  State  and 
local  officials  with  expertise  in  this  area  and 
such  other  individuals  as  shall  be  deemed 
necessary.  Such  study  shall  be  completed 
within  twelve  months  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  and  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress and  made  available  to  the  public.  Such 
study  may  include,  if  appropriate,  rec- 
ommendations for  legislation. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for    the   study    and    recommendations   con- 


tained in  paragraph  (a)  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary. 

(c)  Section  842,  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (k).  a  new  subsection  (1)  which  reads 
as  follows: 

■'(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
manufacture,  import,  ship,  transport,  re- 
ceive, possess,  transfer,  or  distribute  any  ex- 
plosive material  that  does  not  contain  a 
tracer  element  as  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  regulation,  knowing  or 
having  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the 
explosive  material  does  not  contain  the  re- 
quired tracer  element. '. 

(d)  Section  844.  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(a) 
through  <i)"  the  phrase  "and  (1)". 

(e)  Section  846.  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  the  present 
section  as  "(a)"  and  by  adding  a  new  sub- 
section (b)  reading  as  follows:  "(b)  to  facili- 
tate the  enforcement  of  this  chapter  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  within  18  months  after  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  promulgate  regulations 
for  the  addition  of  tracer  elements  to  explo- 
sive materials  manufactured  in  or  imported 
into  the  United  States.  Tracer  elements  to 
be  added  to  explosive  materials  under  provi- 
sions of  this  subsection  shall  be  of  such  char- 
acter and  in  such  quantity  as  the  Secretary 
may  authorize  or  require,  and  such  as  will 
not  substantially  impair  the  quality  of  the 
explosive  materials  for  their  intended  lawful 
use.  safety  of  these  explosives,  or  have  a  sub- 
stantially adverse  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment. ". 

(f)  The  penalties  provided  herein,  shall  not 
take  effect  until  ninety  days  after  the  date 
of  promulgation  of  the  regulations  provided 
for  herein. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  today  is  an 
amendment  to  require  the  use  of 
taggants.  Now.  what  is  a  taggant?  A 
taggant  is  a  tiny,  microscopic,  color- 
coded  plastic  or  ceramic  piece  which 
can  be  mixed  with  explosive  materials 
to  allow  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
trace  a  batch  of  explosives  like  we  cur- 
rently do  with  car  serial  numbers.  In 
other  words,  it  might  be  possible, 
therefore,  to  identify  the  place  of  pur- 
chase of  these  explosives  and  therefore 
to.  quite  possibly,  trace  the  purchaser. 

Why  is  this  important?  It  is  impor- 
tant because  we  have  seen  in  this  Na- 
tion a  rising  incidence  of  bombs.  In  my 
own  State  in  the  last  few  years,  there 
have  been  about  500  bomb  incidents. 
The  Department  of  Justice  tells  us 
that  about  80  percent  of  these  result  in 
an  actual  detonation.  Consequently, 
there  has  been  major  loss  of  life  from 
bombing  incidents.  I  think  this  was 
brought  home  to  every  American  by 
the  incident  in  Oklahoma  City. 

It  is  a  complicated  amendment  be- 
cause it  is  actually  two  parts.  First,  it 
requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
to  do  a  study  within  12  months,  and 
then  within  18  months  to  implement 
the  results  of  that  study  or  put  into 
place  a  system  by  which  taggants  can 
be  included  in  across-the-counter  ex- 
plosives. The  affected  explosives  would 
include  dynamite,  water  gels,  slurries, 
emulsions,  and  black  powder. 

Second,  it  would  require  a  study  on 
the  use  of  diffusers  in  another  body  of 


agents  used  in  explosives,  and  those  are 
common  chemicals  such  as  the  ammo- 
nium nitrate  fertilizer  that  was  used  in 
the  Oklahoma  City  bombing — common 
chemicals,  these  kinds  of  chemicals,  as 
well  as  pool  chemicals  that  can  be  uti- 
lized. This  part  of  the  amendment 
would  only  require  a  study,  however,  as 
to  how  these  chemicals  can  be  made 
inert  or  diffused  or  nonexplosive.  The 
amendment  also  has  language  so  that 
it  will  not  impair  the  effectiveness,  the 
safety,  nor  the  environmental  impact 
of  the  explosive  materials  which  are 
covered. 

This  past  Friday  in  Los  Angeles.  I 
met  with  members  of  the  Los  Angeles 
County  bomb  squad,  the  Orange  Coun- 
ty bomb  squad.  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  To- 
bacco and  Firearms  bombs  experts,  and 
FBI  experts,  and  virtually  everyone  in 
the  room  supported  the  use  of  taggants 
as  a  possible  viable  law  enforcement 
tool. 

Taggants  have  been  available  for  use 
in  the  United  States  and  elsewhere  for 
some  20  years  but.  frankly,  special-in- 
terest groups  have  prevented  their  use. 
The  current  bill  only  provides  that  a 
study  be  done  on  the  feasibility  of 
using  these  taggants.  There  is  no  dead- 
line. This  means  that  16  years  of  delay 
that  has  already  taken  place  could  be 
followed  by  another  16-year  period  of 
delay.  My  amendment  includes  two 
real  deadlines.  First,  the  report  must 
be  done  in  12  months;  and.  second,  after 
IB  months,  the  use  of  taggants  would  be 
required. 

I  think  the  potential  effectiveness  of 
taggants  was  highlighted  by  a  study 
conducted  in  the  late  1970's  when  ATF 
seeded  a  very  small  portion  of  explo- 
sives. 10.000  pounds,  with  taggants.  De- 
spite this  relatively  small  sample, 
these  taggants  actually  helped  solve  a 
bombing  in  Maryland.  In  other  words, 
by  seeding  just  10.000  pounds  of  explo- 
sives with  taggants.  they  actually  got 
leads  to  one  bombing  which  led  to  the 
conviction  of  the  individual  respon- 
sible. 

If  we  had  required  taggants  years  be- 
fore, we  could  have  had  crucial  evi- 
dence in  about  17  percent  of  the  bombs 
cases  that  occurred  between  the  years 
of  1987  and  1993.  People  will  say 
taggants  do  not  work  or  should  not 
work.  They  will  say  they  should  not  be 
included.  But  I  will  tell  my  colleagues 
that  Switzerland  for  some  time  has  in- 
corporated taggants  into  explosives, 
and  it  has  resulted  in  the  conviction  of 
many  who  have  perpetrated  bombings. 

I  should  say  that,  although  ammo- 
nium nitrate  was  used  along  with  die- 
sel  fuel,  the  people  I  have  spoken  to 
also  believe  there  had  to  have  been  an- 
other accelerator  included  in  that  ex- 
plosive batch  of  materials,  and  that  ac- 
celerator most  probably  could  have 
been  tagged  with  a  taggant. 

I  believe  the  amendment  before  my 
colleagues  is  well  thought  out.  Mr. 
President,    and    I    believe    it   can   and 
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should  be  supported  by  both  sides  of 
this  Chamber. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  noor. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum.  And  I  also  retain  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
i  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SMITH).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  add  my  support  of  the 
Comprehensive  Terrorism  Prevention 
Act  of  1995.  which  is  the  bill  before  us. 

For  many  years,  it  seemed  to  many 
Americans  that  the  United  States  was 
immune  to  terrorism,  that  somehow  it 
could  not  reach  our  shores.  Perhaps  it 
is  because  we  are  surrounded  by  oceans 
on  the  west  and  the  east,  by  friendly 
neighbors  to  the  north  and  to  the 
south.  We  may  have  fooled  ourselves 
into  a  false  sense  of  security,  somehow 
thinking  that  we  live  on  an  island  and 
that  no  terrorist  would  reach  us. 

We  were  long  ago  disabused  of  any 
such  notion  about  our  safety  abroad. 
The  hijackings  and  hostage  takings  of 
the  1970's  and  1980'3  taught  all  Ameri- 
cans that  we  could  be  the  victims  of 
foreign  terrorists  who  were  prepared  to 
use  violence  to  advance  their  causes. 
We  have  expended  much  time,  effort, 
and  money  to  improve  the  safety  of  our 
airlines  and  our  Embassies  and  to  en- 
sure the  cooperation  of  other  govern- 
ments in  combating  terrorism.  But  for 
many,  home  seemed  a  refuge,  a  haven 
from  the  political  violence  that  has 
plagued  so  many  other  parts  of  our 
world.  But  we  can  no  longer  comfort 
ourselves  with  such  illusions — and  illu- 
sions they  are.  What  was  once  unthink- 
able here  in  America  is  today  a  reality. 
Terrorism  can  strike  us  here  at  home. 
It  can  strike  with  massive  deadly  force, 
and  it  poses  a  most  fundamental  threat 
to  our  freedoms— the  right  to  life,  lib- 
erty, and  the  pursuit  of  happiness.  So 
that  is  why  we  must  act.  and  that  is 
why  we  must  take  action  on  this  bill 
today. 

In  the  wake  of  Oklahoma  City,  there 
is  a  new  imperative — a  bipartisan  con- 
sensus on  the  need  for  tough,  com- 
prehensive antiterrorism  legislation 
that  can  move  through  the  legislative 
process  and  become  law  quickly.  So  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  distin- 
guished majority  and  minority  leaders, 
as  well  as  the  Senator  from  Utah  and 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  who  are 
the  distinguished  chairman  and  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee, for  acting  expeditiously  to  bring 
this  bill  to  the  floor. 

The  purposes  of  the  legislation  are 
clear:  To  make  it  more  difficult  to 
carry  out  acts  of  terrorism,  to  toughen 


the  penalties  for  committing  or  abet- 
ting acts  of  terrorism,  and  to  strength- 
en the  hands  of  our  law  enforcement 
authorities  to  prevent  and  respond  to 
acts  of  terrorism. 

Terrorists  do  not  wait  to  get  caught. 
It  is  our  job  to  give  our  law  enforce- 
ment agencies  the  authority  and  abil- 
ity to  seek  out  terrorists  before  they 
act.  We  must  find  them  before  they 
find  us.  It  is  that  simple  and  that  im- 
portant. 

I  believe  that  terrorism,  the  ultimate 
act  of  cowardice,  actually  threatens 
our  life,  our  way  of  life,  and  jeopardizes 
our  most  fundamental  liberties.  With 
all  that  at  stake,  it  is  important  that 
we  act  today. 

One  of  the  most  important  sections 
of  this  bill,  in  my  view,  is  a  section 
that  toughens  restrictions  on  access  to 
explosives,  and  increases  the  penalties 
for  possessing  stolen  explosives,  for 
transferring  explosives  with  knowledge 
that  they  will  be  used  to  commit  a 
crime,  for  conspiracies  involving  explo- 
sives, and  for  using  explosives  to  com- 
mit a  crime.  These  provisions  are  long 
overdue  and  well-considered.  Oklahoma 
City  taught  us  what  the  people  of  Bei- 
rut and  London,  Tel  Aviv  and  Buenos 
Aires  have  known  for  far  too  long: 
Bombs  kill.  That  is  their  sole  purpose- 
to  blow  up  buildings  and  kill  people. 
We  should  be  doing  everything  possible 
to  make  it  harder  for  terrorists  to  get 
their  hands  on  explosives. 

I  have  a  very  personal  interest  in  the 
issue  of  bombs.  You  see,  Mr.  President, 
I  myself  was  the  target  of  a  terrorist 
bombing  less  than  20  yeare  ago.  An  ex- 
tremist group,  the  New  World  Libera- 
tion Front,  tried  to  blow  up  my  home, 
and  failed  only  because  the  type  of  ex- 
plosive they  used  does  not  detonate 
when  Lhe  temperature  drops  below 
freezing  and  San  Francisco  experienced 
a  rare  frost  that  night.  I  was  lucky,  but 
so  many  others  have  not  been. 

The  proliferation  of  bombmaking 
materials  has  reached  astounding  pro- 
portions. According  to  the  Bureau  of 
Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  from 
1983  to  1993  bombings  in  the  United 
States  more  than  tripled,  from  910  to 
2.980.  The  Department  of  Justice  now 
puts  out  an  annual  Bomb  Summary 
each  year— who  ever  thought  such  a 
thing  would  be  necessary?— and  in  1993 
summary,  we  learn  that  the  2.980 
bombing  incidents.  541  of  which  were  in 
California,  caused  49  deaths  and  1,323 
injuries  nationwide.  Whether  or  not  all 
of  these  bombing  incidents  can  be  clas- 
sified as  terrorist  attacks,  these  appall- 
ing statistics  clearly  demonstrate  the 
need  to  restrict  access  to  bombmaking 
materials. 

Indeed,  Mr.  President,  the  problem  is 
not  merely  with  bombmaking  mate- 
rials. In  my  opinion,  there  is  alto- 
gether too  much  information  too  read- 
ily available  on  how  to  conduct  terror- 
ist attacks.  Books  and  manuals,  some 
of  them  posted  on  the  Internet,  teach 


everything  one  could  want  to  know 
about  picking  locks,  stealing  chemi- 
cals, building  bombs— all  the  skills  you 
need  to  be  a  successful  terrorist.  Later. 
I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  that 
will  strengthen  this  legislation  by 
making  it  a  crime  to  teach  or  dissemi- 
nate bombmaking  information  with 
knowledge  that  it  will  be  used  in  a 
crime. 

Mr.  President,  another  extremely  im- 
portant section  of  this  bill  deals  with 
the  problem  of  aliens  who  are  members 
of  terrorist  organizations.  It  should  be 
clear,  that  the  risks  of  allowing  alien 
terrorists  to  work  their  way  through 
ordinary  deportation  hearings,  which 
are  often  lengthy  and  slow-moving,  are 
unacceptable.  Yet,  this  is  the  case 
under  current  law.  In  terrorist  cases, 
our  law  enforcement  authorities  must 
be  granted  expedited  procedures  for  de- 
portation. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  pending  legisla- 
tion provides  for  a  special  "terrorism 
court."  composed  of  U.S.  district  court 
judges  appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  that  would  be 
able  to  deport  expeditiously  alien  ter- 
rorists without  risking  the  disclosure 
of  national  security  information  and 
techniques.  In  the  rare  cases  where  evi- 
dence against  an  alien  is  highly  classi- 
fied, a  summary  of  the  evidence  will  be 
provided  to  the  alien.  In  addition,  the 
pending  legislation  would  make  mem- 
bership in  a  terrorist  organization  a 
sufficient  basis  for  exclusion  from  the 
United  States. 

The  point  of  this  provision,  is  that 
when  the  Government  has  reliable  in- 
formation regarding  terrorist  activi- 
ties of  specific  aliens,  we  cannot  afford 
to  wait  until  they  commit  crimes  to 
deport  them.  The  special  court  will 
hear  evidence,  and  if  it  makes  a  com- 
pelling case  that  the  alien  is  a  member 
of  a  terrorist  organization,  the  alien 
will  be  deported.  I  am  confident  that 
we  can  trust  a  panel  of  five  Federal 
judges,  appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  United  States,  to  fairly  weigh 
the  evidence  disclosed.  And  impor- 
tantly, there  is  provision  to  not  fully 
disclose  sensitive  information  that 
could  lead  to  the  deaths  of  Americans 
and  others.  Such  disclosures  should  not 
be  necessary  just  to  deport  someone 
dangerous. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  most  seri- 
ous problems  we  face  is  that  inter- 
national terrorist  groups  use  the  open 
environment  of  the  United  States  to 
raise  funds  for  their  terrorist  activi- 
ties. The  President  has  already  delin- 
eated a  list  of  organizations — such  as 
Hamas  and  Hizbullah.  and  Jewish  ex- 
tremist groups  like  Kach  and  Kahane 
Chai— that  raise  funds  in  the  United 
States  for  terrorist  activities  that  un- 
dermine the  Middle  East  peace  process. 
The  legislation  before  us  will  help  put 
an  end  to  that,  by  making  it  illegal  to 
raise  funds  for  any  activity  conducted 


by  an  organization  deemed  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  to  be  engaged  in  terror- 
ist activities. 

Some  have  raised  the  objection  that 
certain  groups,  that  may  conduct  ter- 
rorist operations,  also  run  humani- 
tarian or  social  service  operations,  like 
schools  and  clinics.  But  I  simply  do  not 
accept  that  so-called  humanitarian 
works  by  terrorist  groups  can  be  kept 
separate  from  their  other  operations.  I 
think  the  money  will  ultimately  go  to 
bombs  and  bullets,  rather  than  babies, 
or.  because  money  is  fungible,  it  will 
free  up  other  funds  to  be  used  on  ter- 
rorist activities. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  all  witnessed 
over  the  years  the  harm  done  to  U.S. 
citizens  and  U.S.  interests  by  inter- 
national terrorism.  The  bombings  of 
United  States  Embassies,  the  slaughter 
of  241  U.S.  marines  in  Beirut,  the  hi- 
jacking of  American  airliners,  the 
bombing  of  Pan  Am  flight  103  over 
Lockerbie,  Scotland,  the  holding  of 
American  hostages.  All  of  these  images 
are  deeply  imprinted  on  our  national 
psyche. 

These  incidents,  and  the  hundreds  of 
others  like  them,  aimed  at  Americans 
and  non-Americans  alike,  pose  one  of 
the  greatest  threats  today  to  inter- 
national stability  and  security.  Terror- 
ism, as  we  have  seen  in  Tel  Aviv,  Jeru- 
salem, and  Hebron,  can  wreak  havoc  on 
the  Middle  East  peace  process.  It  un- 
dermines moderate  regimes,  such  as 
Egypt,  and  exacerbates  social  tensions. 
It  disrupts  the  lives  of  oi'dinary  people, 
the  flow  of  commerce,  and  the  policies 
of  affected  governments. 

The  State  Department's  Patterns  of 
Global  Terrorism  report  tells  us  that  in 
1994.  there  were  321  international  ter- 
rorist attacks,  over  one-fifth  of  which 
were  anti-U.S.  attacks.  And  although 
this  figure  represents  a  23-year  low.  it 
still  means  that  there  was  an  average 
of  nearly  one  terrorist  attack  per  day 
in  1994.  All  told,  these  attacks  killed 
314  people  and  left  another  663  wound- 
ed. 

In  the  face  of  this  problem,  the  Unit- 
ed States  should  demand,  and  has 
every  right  to  expect,  full  cooperation 
from  all  friendly  governments  in  the 
battle  to  combat  international  terror- 
ism Cooperation  today  is  by  and  large 
quite  good,  although  some  nations  are 
not  as  cooperative  as  we  would  like. 
The  pending  legislation  would  increase 
the  incentive  for  other  governments  to 
cooperate  in  our  antiterrorist  efforts 
by  prohibiting  U.S.  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  provide  aid  or  military 
equipment  to  terrorist  states.  The 
seven  state  sponsors  of  terrorism- 
Cuba.  Iran.  Iraq,  Libya,  North  Korea, 
Sudan,  and  Syria- do  not  deserve  such 
assistance  until  they  can  justifiably  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  state-spon- 
sors. 

The  bill  would  also  expand  the  type 
of  assistance  that  we  can  provide  our 
allies  under  the  Anti-Terrorism  Assist- 


ance Program.  With  the  expansion  of 
such  programs,  and  the  increased  in- 
centive for  other  countries  to  cooper- 
ate with  us,  the  United  States  can  help 
forge  even  greater  international  con- 
sensus on  combating  terrorism. 

But  again.  Mr.  President,  the  pri- 
mary lesson  of  the  World  Trade  Center 
and  Oklahoma  City  bombings  is  that 
from  now  on  we  face  the  possibility  of 
a  serious  terrorist  problem  here  at 
home.  In  addition  to  international  ter- 
rorist groups  that  may  set  up  cells  in 
the  United  States,  there  is  a  growing 
danger  of  armed  extremist  groups  of 
Americans,  who  hold  antigovemment 
views,  using  violence  to  pursue  their 
agenda.  We  have  all  heard  the  inflam- 
matory statements  of  some  members  of 
militia  and  other  right-wing  extremist 
groups  attacking  religious  or  ethnic 
groups,  predicting  violent  revolution 
against  the  Government,  or  slandering 
Federal  law  enforcement  officers,  who 
risk  their  lives  to  protect  the  very  free- 
doms that  allow  the  extremists  to 
make  their  outrageous  statements.  But 
we  have  been  warned.  When  heavily 
armed  people  with  the  ability  to  make 
bombs  make  threats,  we  ignore  them 
at  our  peril. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  per- 
haps the  most  impcrtant  provisions  of 
this  legislation  are  those  that 
strengthen  the  ability  of  Federal  law 
enforcement  officers  to  monitor  ex- 
tremist and  potential  terrorist  groups. 
These  provisions  grant  Federal  law  en- 
forcement agencies  enhanced  access  to 
credit,  telephone,  financial,  and  cer- 
tain commercial  records  in 
counterterrorism  cases.  It  will  no 
longer  be  required  to  have  evidence  of 
criminal  activity,  but  it  will  allow  offi- 
cers to  investigate  groups  whom  they 
suspect  may  be  engaging  in  criminal 
activity. 

The  effect  of  these  changes  in  law 
will  effectively  be  to  untie  the  hands  of 
our  law  enforcement  officials.  Cur- 
rently our  agents  are  unable  to  be 
proactive — they  are  only  able  to  react 
to  criminal  activity,  and  launch  an  in- 
vestigation of  suspect  individuals  or 
groups  after  there  is  credible  evidence 
of  wrongdoing.  These  changes  will 
allow  our  law  enforcement  officials  to 
take  steps  to  stop  terrorist  attacks  be- 
fore they  happen.  By  investigating, 
monitoring,  and  infiltrating  groups 
that  may  be  involved  in  terrorism  be- 
fore a  crime  is  committed,  our  agents 
can  actually  help  prevent  terrorist 
acts,  and  perhaps  prevent  the  kind  of 
horror  we  all  witnessed  last  month. 

Passive  investigation  by  the  FBI  of 
any  group  with  terrorist  potential  is 
absolutely  necessary  in  this  day  and 
age.  As  FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh  testi- 
fied before  the  Judiciary  Committee 
earlier  this  month,  we  "can't  afford" 
even  one  terrorist  nuclear  incident.  In- 
filtration and  court-ordered  surveil- 
lance are  critical  to  preventing  that 
doomsday  scenario  from  becoming  a  re- 


ality at  some  point  in  time.  As  long  as 
the  FBI  and  police  do  not  encourage  il- 
legal conduct  or  otherwise  entrap 
group  members,  we  simpl.v  have  to 
have  the  information  that  good  surveil- 
lance— and  only  good  surveillance — can 
provide. 

I  want  very  much  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments on  the  habeas  corpus  provisions. 
I  suspect  that  these  provisions  are 
often  complicated,  that  they  are  not 
always  well  known.  But  I  believe  very 
strongly  in  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 
As  President  Clinton  recently  said— 
and  I  could  not  agree  more — "swift 
punishment,  including  the  death  pen-' 
alty.  where  appropriate,  is  critical  in 
efforts  to  combat  terrorism."  I  strong- 
ly believe  that  the  death  penalty  can 
act  as  a  deterrent  to  the  most  violent 
of  crimes  and  is  an  appropriate  punish- 
ment for  those  who  knowingly  take  an- 
other life. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  discussion  as 
to  whether  the  death  penalty  is  or  is 
not  a  deterrent.  But  I  remember  well  in 
the  1960's  when  I  was  sentencing  a 
woman  convicted  of  robbery  in  the  first 
degree  and  I  remember  looking  at  her 
commitment  sheet  and  I  saw  that  she 
carried  a  weapon  that  was  unloaded 
into  a  grocery  store  robbery.  I  asked 
her  the  question:  "Why  was  your  gun 
unloaded?"  She  said  to  me:  "So  I  would 
not  panic,  kill  somebody,  and  get  the 
death  penalty."  That  was  firsthand  tes- 
timony directly  to  me  that  the  death 
penalty  in  place  in  California  in  the 
sixties  was  in  fact  a  deterrent. 

But  the  deterrent  impact  of  the 
death  penalty  is  weakened  when  it  can- 
not be  imposed  swiftly  after  a  verdict 
has  been  reached  in  a  fair  trial.  As  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee  heard  at 
its  hearing  on  habeas  reform  last 
March,  the  extraordinary  delay  in  car- 
rying out  capital  sentences  is  in  effect 
a  form  of  terrorism  against  the  survi- 
vors of  murder  victims,  traumatizing 
them  year  after  year  by  preventing  jus- 
tice from  being  carried  out. 

Let  no  one  doubt,  Mr.  President,  that 
habeas  reform  should  and  must  be  an 
integral  part  of  this  legislation. 

Indeed.  I  spoke  a  few  days  ago  with 
Oklahoma  Attorney  General  Drew 
Edmondson,  and  a  number  of  surviving 
family  members  of  the  men  and  women 
who  lost  their  lives  in  Oklahoma  City 
in  that  blast.  It  was  a  moving  con- 
versation and  one  that  I  will  not  for- 
get. In  sum.  each  of  the  survivors  with 
whom  I  spoke,  as  well  as  the  attorney 
general,  urged  the  swift  adoption  of  the 
habeas  proposals  in  this  legislation. 
Each  conveyed  to  me  that  justice  will 
not  fully  have  been  done  until  those  re- 
sponsible for  the  bombing  have  been 
tried,  convicted,  and  the  death  penalty 
imposed  and  swiftly  carried  out. 

As  Alice  Maroney  Dennison.  the 
daughter  of  Mickey  B.  Maroney,  a  spe- 
cial agent  with  the  Secret  Service,  said 
to  me:  "I'm  27  years  old  and  they  took 
my  father.  I  cannot  be  47  when  this 
man  goes  to  death.  That's  not  fair." 
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Mr.  President.  Alice  Maroney 
Dennison's  plea,  and  indeed  the  voices 
of  all  of  the  family  members  of  Okla- 
homa City's  victims,  a  number  of 
whom  just  about  a  half-hour  ago  held  a 
press  conference  in  front  of  this  Cap- 
itol, must  be  heard,  and  their  loved 
ones  must  not  have  died  in  vain. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  meaning- 
ful habeas  corpus  reform.  This  bill  con- 
tains it.  Let  no  one  doubt  that  com- 
prehensive reform  is  critical,  and  par- 
ticularly in  capital  cases. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  case  of 
Robert  Alton  Harris  in  California,  a  vi- 
cious murderer,  and  what  he  did  when 
he  was  out  of  prison  in  San  Diego.  He 
went  to  a  drive-in.  He  wanted  to  take  a 
car.  There  were  two  16-year-old  boys  in 
the  car  eating  hamburgers.  He  took  the 
car  with  the  boys  in  it.  He  took  the 
youngsters  to  a  remote  location.  He 
killed  one.  The  other  dropped  to  his 
knees  crying  and  begging  for  help,  and 
he  killed  the  second.  Then  he  ate  their 
hamburgers  and  went  on  to  commit 
other  robberies. 

This  man  actually  filed  no  fewer  than 
6  Federal  habeas  petitions  and  another 
10  such  petitions  in  State  court  before 
he  was  ultimately  executed  14  years 
later  for  his  crime.  In  all.  Harris  and 
his  attorneys  were  able  to  engineer  14 
years'  delay  of  his  capital  sentence.  It 
was  14  years  of  unresolved  grief  for  the 
survivors  of  his  victims. 

In  California  today  there  are  cur- 
rently 410  convicted  criminals  on  death 
row.  On  June  7.  the  longest  serving 
member  of  California's  death  row  popu- 
lation, Andrew  E.  Robertson,  will  mark 
the  17th  year  of  his  incarceration.  He 
has  managed  to  delay  his  capital  sen- 
tence by  filing  habeas  petitions  for  17 
years. 

In  California,  since  1978,  when  the 
people  of  the  State  voted  to  put  back 
into  place  the  death  penalty.  18  pris- 
oners on  death  row  have  died  of  natural 
causes  or  committed  suicide.  Only  2 
have  been  executed.  Only  2  have  had 
their  sentence  carried  out,  while  18 
have  either  committed  suicide  or  died 
of  natural  causes,  all  of  them  delaying 
their  sentence. 

Another  case  deserves  attention  as 
well.  Clarence  Ray  Allen  committed 
murder  in  1974.  He  was  convicted  and 
sentenced  to  life  in  prison  in  1977. 
From  within  prison  he  ordered  the 
murder  of  the  witnesses  to  the  first 
murder.  In  September  1980.  his  assassin 
shotgunned  to  death  three  people  and 
gravely  wounded  a  fourth. 

Six  years  later,  the  California  Su- 
preme Court  affirmed  his  conviction 
and  death  penalty.  During  the  next  2 
years,  it  considered  and  denied  a  State 
habeas  corpus  petition  in  which  a  pris- 
on inmate  is  permitted  to  attack  his 
sentence  on  factors  outside  the  appel- 
late record. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  declined  re- 
view. On  September  2.  1988.  a  Federal 
district  judge  issued  a  stay  of  execu- 
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tion.  Over  6  years  later  that  stay  re- 
mains in  effect,  and  the  case  is  still 
mired  in  the  district  court.  Unfortu- 
nately, this  is  a  typical  case.  This 
points  out  a  need  for  the  habeas  corpus 
reform  in  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
today. 

In  fact,  according  to  Attome.y  Gen- 
eral Dan  Lungren's  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  in 
March  of  this  year,  there  are  "cur- 
rently 410  inmates  on  death  row  in 
California.  We  have  had  2  executions 
occur  since  1992,  the  only  2  in  the  last 
27  years.  The  number  of  capital  cases 
pending  on  Federal  habeas  corpus  has 
more  than  doubled  since  1991,"  when  he 
first  testified  here  on  this  issue. 

In  4  years,  the  number  of  Federal  ha- 
beas corpus  cases  on  death  row  in  Cali- 
fornia has  doubled.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  death  penalty  was  reinstated  in 
California,  as  I  said,  many  more  pris- 
oners on  death  row  have  died  of  natural 
causes  and  suicide  than  of  a  carrying 
out  of  their  sentence. 

This  problem  is  not  unique  to  Cali- 
fornia. According  to  the  Administra- 
tive Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts,  during 
the  year  ending  September  30.  1994, 
there  were  11.918  prisoner  petitions  for 
habeas  corpus  review  in  the  U.S.  dis- 
trict courts  alone.  That  is  the  reason 
habeas  corpus  reform  has  been  a  high 
priority  of  the  Judiciary  Committee. 
We  should  do  it  right  and  not  merely 
pass  a  bill  labeled  with  the  term  "ha- 
beas reform"  for  the  sake  of  passing 
legislation. 

That  is  why  all  58  California  district 
attorneys  opposed  the  habeas  provi- 
sions included  in  Senate  bill  1607.  the 
crime  bill  as  originally  introduced  in 
1993.  and  legislation  introduced  that 
year.  Senate  bill  1657. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  say  that  the  ha- 
beas provisions  included  in  the  bill  cur- 
rently under  consideration  by  the  Sen- 
ate are  identical  to  those  included  in 
the  Habeas  Corpus  Reform  Act,  Senate 
bill  623,  legislation  strongly  supported 
by  the  attorneys  general  of  California 
and  Oklahoma  and  which,  I  believe, 
strikes  an  appropriate  balance  between 
the  need  to  assure  due  process  of  those 
both  convicted  in  capital  and  noncap- 
ital crimes  and  the  need  of  any  ration- 
al judicial  system  to  bring  cases  to  clo- 
sure. 

Most  importantly,  Mr.  President, 
this  bill  provides  habeas  petitioners 
with  one  bite  of  the  apple.  It  assures 
that  no  one  convicted  of  a  capital 
crime  will  be  barred  from  seeking  ha- 
beas relief  in  Federal  court.  In  my 
view,  it  appropriately  limits  second 
and  subsequent  habeas  appeals  to  nar- 
row and  appropriate  circumstances. 

Furthermore,  the  bill  requires  States 
which  provide  for  counsel  that  habeas 
appeals  must  be  filed  within  6  months 
of  when  a  State  prisoner's  conviction 
becomes  final,  or  in  States  where 
standard  for  the  adequacy  of  counsel 
are  not  adopted,  such  appeals  must  be 
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filed  within  1  year.  So  there  is  an  in- 
centive that  if  there  is  an  adequacy  of 
counsel  standard  in  your  State,  there 
is  1  year  from  which  the  habeas  peti- 
tion must  be  filed. 

Time  limits  are  also  imposed  upon 
courts.  The  bill  requires  that  Federal 
courts  must  act  promptly  on  habeas 
appeals  and  establishes  a  mechanism 
by  which  courts  of  appeals  will  screen 
habeas  petitions  before  they  are  per- 
mitted to  go  to  a  Federal  district  court 
for  resolution. 

Finally,  unlike  the  crime  bill  propos- 
als that  I  and  the  Nation's  law  enforce- 
ment officials  opposed  2  years  ago.  the 
bill  does  not  dictate  to  the  States  pre- 
cisely what  counsel  competency  stand- 
ards are  adopted,  but  rather  it  properly 
provides  States  with  an  incentive  to 
formulate  their  own  plans  by  making 
expedited  timetables  I  have  just  de- 
scribed available  for  States  to  do  so. 

I  believe  there  are  two  things  that 
are  an  effective  deterrent  to  crime.  One 
of  them  is  the  speed  of  the  trial.  The 
other  is  the  certainty  of  punishment. 
The  habeas  corpus  reforms  in  this  bill 
will  make  much  more  certain  the  cer- 
tainty of  punishment.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  support  them.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  give  my  commendation  to 
the  committee  chairman,  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  and  to  support  this  bill. 

I  think  this  is  an  important  moment 
for  our  country  and  for  this  Congress. 
We  have  an  opportunity  to  take  bold 
action  which  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
increasing  the  security  of  our  citizens. 
This  comprehensive  package  of 
antiterrorist  legislation  is  an  impor- 
tant step  also  in  the  recovery  for  the 
people  of  Oklahoma  City,  the  people  of 
the  State  of  Oklahoma,  and  the  people 
of  the  United  States.  For  while  the 
wounds  of  that  day  will  never  fully 
heal,  today  we  begin  to  act  to  help  pre- 
vent future  sorrows  and  to  help  the 
American  people  be  reassured  that 
their  rights  to  life,  liberty,  and  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  will  not  be  threat- 
ened by  the  menace  of  terrorism, 
whether  from  foreign  shores  or  our 
own. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia for  her  cogent  remarks  on  habeas 
corpus  reform.  She  is  one  of  the  leaders 
in  this  body  in  trying  to  reform  these 
laws,  and  I  want  to  personally  com- 
pliment her  for  them. 

I  appreciate  the  support  that  she  is 
bringing  to  this  debate.  It  means  a  lot 
to  me  personally,  as  one  who  has 
fought  for  years  to  try  to  get  the  ha- 
beas corpus  bill  through.  This  is  the 
time  when  I  think  we  have  to  stand  up 
and  do  it.  I  thank  her  and  I  appreciate 
the  leadership  she  has  provided. 

Presently,  there  are  100  amendments, 
under  our  unanimous  consent  agree- 
ment, to  this  bill.  Mr.  President,  68  of 
these  amendments  are  Democrat 
amendments    and    32    amendments   are 


Republican.  Most  of  the  Republican 
amendments,  I  believe,  will  not  be  of- 
fered. So  it  is  really  coming  down  to 
the  68  amendments  that  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  have. 

We  have  the  Feinstein  taggant 
amendment  pending,  but  I  want  to  urge 
my  Democrat  colleagues  to  come  to 
the  floor  and  offer  their  amendments. 
We  will  stack  them  for  votes  beginning 
at  6  o'clock  tonight.  I  believe  we  also 
can  dispense  with  several  GOP  amend- 
ments, including  the  two  Pressler 
amendments,  the  Smith  amendment,  a 
Brown  amendment,  and  perhaps  an 
Abraham  amendment  today,  if  we  can. 
I  would  like  to  do  that. 

Having  said  that.  I  would  like  to 
spend  a  few  minutes  chatting  about  the 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  California  which  is  currently 
pending. 

I  have  to  rise  in  opposition  to  that 
amendment,  but  I  first  want  to  empha- 
size that  the  bill  under  consideration. 
S.  735,  already  contains  a  requirement 
for  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of  "tag- 
ging" all  explosives  for  tracing  pur- 
poses. 

Trace  tagging,  unlike  "identifica- 
tion" taggants,  are  actual  chips  mixed 
in  with  the  explosive.  This  is  certainly 
an  area  that  merits  further  serious 
study.  We  have  authorized,  in  the  bill, 
the  Departments  of  Treasury  and  Jus- 
tice to  undertake  exactly  such  a  study. 

Our  bill  also  includes  a  provision 
which  requires  plastic  explosives  to  be 
tagged  with  a  detectable  agent,  thus 
helping  to  ensure  that  these  devises 
can  be  detected  before  they  are  used  in 
sabotage. 

A  detection  taggant  is  a  chemical 
odorant  added  to  the  explosive  which 
enables  spciirity  devises  to  detect  the 
explosive.  This  particular  provision 
fulfills  our  obligations  under  an  inter- 
national convention  requiring  such  leg- 
islation. 

The  amendment  under  consideration, 
however,  goes  much  further.  In  addi- 
tion to  providing  a  study  of  tracing 
taggants.  it  also  gives  regulatory  au- 
thority to  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  To- 
bacco and  Firearms  to  implement  the 
results  of  the  study  without  congres- 
sional review.  The  amendment  thus 
presupposes  that  the  study  will  con- 
clude that  the  use  of  tracing  taggants 
is  feasible,  and  the  amendment 
criminalizes  the  failure  to  include 
these  agents  in  the  manufacturer  of  ex- 
plosives. 

Thus,  the  Feinstein  amendment 
would  require  the  placement  of  so- 
called  traceable  taggants- -that  is.  mi- 
croscopic bits  of  plastic  coded  to  link 
explosives  to  a  particular  manufac- 
turer—in all  explosives  before  the 
study  of  whether  this  is  feasible  or  safe 
is  concluded,  or  even  conducted  for 
that  matter.  This  is  hardly  the  type  of 
impartiality  and  objectiveness  the 
American  people  would  want  in  a  study 
of  this  sort. 


Indeed,  even  if  the  study  reasonably 
concluded  that  use  of  such  agents  was 
practical,  cost  effective,  and  would  aid 
law  enforcement,  opponents  of  the  in- 
clusion of  such  agents  would  have  the 
perfect  argument  that  the  results  of 
the  study  were  preordained  and  thus 
unreliable. 

Even  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco 
and  Firearms,  the  agency  which  would 
have  regulatory  authority,  has  con- 
ceded that  more  study  is  needed  before 
implementing  procedures  and  regula- 
tions. The  BATFs  division  chief  for 
arson  and  explosives  recently  stated: 

It  would  be  important  for  us  to  ai  least  as- 
sess the  slate  of  the  technolog-y  and  the  re- 
search and  the  development  that  has  been 
done  in  the  last  15  years.  We  need  to  get  our- 
selves up  to  speed 

Moreover,  this  amendment  would  im- 
pose a  requirement  for  regulation  with- 
out regard  to  the  need  for  unbiased 
study  of  this  issue,  or  for  the  legiti- 
mate safety  concerns  raised  by  the  use 
of  these  taggants. 

A  1980  report  by  the  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment  found  substantial 
evidence  that  placing  these  "tracing" 
taggants  in  explosives  seriously  affects 
the  stability  of  the  explosive  mate- 
rials. Thus,  these  taggants  could  in- 
crease the  risk  of  injury  or  death.  Tag- 
ging explosives  may  raise  other  very 
important  issues,  such  as  contamina- 
tion of  evidence,  saturation  of  tagging 
agents  in  places  where  explosives  are 
used  for  legitimate  uses,  and  negative 
effects  on  small  business. 

Given  these  very  important  and  wide- 
ranging  concerns,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  Congress,  not  the  BATF.  have  the 
ability  to  make  these  important  deci- 
sions regarding  tracing  taggants  once  a 
study  is  rnmpletpd  Req\iiring  the  use 
of  taggants  before  a  thorough  study  of 
the  effectiveness  and  safety  implica- 
tions of  their  use  is  conducted  places 
the  carl  before  the  horse. 

The  bill  now  before  the  Senate  pro- 
vides for  a  comprehensive  study  of  this 
issue.  Congress  should  commission  and 
review  the  study  before  enacting  crimi- 
nal penalties  based  on  the  assumed 
outcome. 

I  understand  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator is  very  sincere  in  her  amendment 
and  is  trying  to  do  what  is  right  here. 
But  I  hope  the  points  I  have  raised  will 
persuade  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  that  we  ought  to  approach 
this  with  a  study  first  and  then  see 
where  we  go  from  there  and  have  con- 
gressional action  with  regard  to 
taggants  after  we  have  a  thorough- 
going study  because  of  the  safety  and 
other  concerns  involved  in  tagging  var- 
ious explosives. 

It  is  not  just  safety:  it  is  effective- 
ness of  the  explosives  as  well.  But  safe- 
ty is  something  that  is  more  important 
to  me.  I  really  believe  we  ought  to  do 
this  the  right  way.  Of  course,  hope- 
fully, do  it  in  a  way  that  ultimately 
will  be  pleasing  to  our  friend  from  Cali- 


fornia, who  is  very  sincere  about  her 
amendment  and  has  the  highest  of  mo- 
tivations in  bringing  it  here.  But  I 
hope  I  have  made  the  case  we  really 
should  not  accept  this  amendment  at 
this  time. 

I  am  prepared  to  move  to  table  the 
amendment  with  the  understanding  the 
vote  will  occur  after  6  p.m.  today. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  would  permit  me  to  respond  to 
his  statement  prior  to  tabling? 

Mr.  HATCH.  Sure. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  might  just  very 
briefly  respond?  Taggants  have  been 
studied.  I  am  holding  up  one  of  these 
studies  entitled  "Taggants  In  Explo- 
sives." The  date  is  April  1980.  The 
studying  office  is  the  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment.  You  can  see  the 
thickness  of  the  study. 

On  the  issue  of  safety,  what  the  Of- 
fice found: 

In  no  case  did  the  addition  of  encapsulated 
tasgants  sig-nificantly  increase  the  sensitiv- 
ity of  the  explosive  materials  to  the  test 
conditions.  No  evidence  of  any  decreased  sta- 
bility or  other  significant  changes  was  found 
in  any  of  the  tests  with  dynamite,  gels, 
slurries  or  black  powder. 

That  is  essentially  the  world  that 
would  be  affected  by  taggants.  The 
taggants  would  affect,  really,  these 
areas.  In  my  amendment  we  do  provide 
for  a  study,  but  what  we  say  is  at  some 
point  you  have  to  say  enough  of  study- 
ing and  make  a  decision  and  go  ahead. 
Twelve  more  months  of  study  and  then 
it  is  implementation,  where  taggants 
can  be  used  with  safety,  with  no  in- 
crease in  the  volatility  of  the  explosive 
matter,  and  where  they  could  lead  to 
being  able  to  trace  suspects  in  bomb- 
ings. 

There  have  been  two  cuii&LilueiJcies 
opposed  to  taggants.  Let  us  be  brutally 
frank.  One  of  them  is,  once  again,  our 
friends  in  the  National  Rifle  Associa- 
tion. And  the  second  is  the  explosives 
industry.  The  explosives  industry  says 
taggants  would  add  cost  to  us. 

in  fact,  the  cost  of  using  taggants  in 
dynamite,  water  gels,  slurries,  emul- 
sions, and  cast  boosters,  as  quoted  are, 
per  pound.  $1.42;  SI. 47;  $1.45.  and  $7.41 
respectively  That  is  a  minimal  cost  to 
be  able  to  trace  back  where  an  explo- 
sive might  be  used  in  a  bomb  that  can 
blow  up  as  many  as  168  people  at  one 
time. 

The  National  Rifle  Association  has 
once  again  opposed  the  use  of  taggants. 
I  cannot  figure  out  the  resison  for  the 
life  of  me.  but  I  suppose  it  is  because 
we  surround  this  area  with  a  certain 
kind  of  anonymity.  I  think  if  ever  we 
have  seen  the  need  to  increase  trans- 
parency in  sales  of  explosives  we  saw  it 
at  the  World  Trade  Center  and  we  saw 
it  once  again  in  Oklahoma  City. 

My  amendment  would  also  permit 
the  study,  and  a  study  only,  of  chemi- 
cal fertilizers  that  are  used,  like  am- 
monium nitrate,  to  see  if  these  fer- 
tilizers can  be  made  inert.  There  are 
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countries,  for  example,  that  add  lime 
to  ammonium  sulfate  and  prevent  it 
from  exploding.  Should  we  do  that?  I 
think  we  ought  to  study  it.  The  amend- 
ment in  the  bill,  the  original,  includes 
no  study  in  the  area  of  chemical  fer- 
tilizers and  chemical  components 
which  are  increasingly  used  as  bomb 
materials  in  this  country. 

In  response  to  my  distinguished 
chairman.  I  would  only  say  there  is  a 
time  to  study  and  there  is  a  time  to 
stop  studying  and  take  action.  This 
issue  has  been  studied  in  1980.  In  my 
amendment  it  will  be  studied  for  an- 
other year.  But  then  we  will  move 
ahead  in  the  areas  I  have  just  men- 
tioned: dynamite,  water  gels,  slurries. 
emulsions,  and  black  powder.  All  of 
these  areas  can  be  successfully  tagged. 
The  state  of  the  art  is  there  to  do  it. 
Switzerland  has  done  it  for  a  number  of 
years.  Other  countries  are  doing  it  and 
there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  as 
well. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
a  couple  of  letters  I  have  received, 
mailed  to  the  Honorable  Christopher 
J.  DODD  and  the  Honorable  JoE 
LlEBERM.'VN.  This  is  from  Unimin  Corp. 
in  New  Canaan,  CT.  a  corporation  or 
business  right  in  the  middle  of  their 
State.  I  will  just  read  the  letter  to  Sen- 
ator DuDD.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
both  letters  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Unimin  Corp., 
,\'ew  Canaan.  CT.  .Mau  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Christopher  J.  Dodd, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.ator  Dodd:  I  am  writing:  on  be- 
half of  Unimin  Corporation  to  express 
Unimin's  opposition  to  S.  761  (proposed  by 
the  Clinton  Administration  and  introduced 
by  Senators  Daschle  and  Biden)  which  au- 
thorizes the  Treasury  Department  (B.ATFi  to 
promulgate  regulations  requiring  the  use  of 
identification  •taggants"  in  explosives  man- 
ufactured in  or  imported  into  the  United 
States.  This  legislation  could  devastate  our 
business. 

Unimin  is  the  world  leader  in  the  mining, 
production  and  sale  of  high  purity  silica 
powders  used  both  domestically  and  abroad 
in  the  production  of  semi-conductors.  In  the 
initial  stage  of  Unimin's  silica  purification 
process,  explosives  are  used  to  extract  the 
silica-containing  ore  from  the  earth. 

In  order  to  meet  the  stringent  purity  re- 
quirements of  our  semi-conductor  industry 
customers.  Unimin  has  gone  to  great  expense 
using  the  most  advanced  technology  in  the 
industry  to  remove  nearly  all  forms  of  con- 
taminants from  our  silica  products.  Unimin 
has  reduced  the  metal  contaminants  to  lev- 
els below  1  part  per  million.  The  slightest 
impurity  in  our  materials  can  result  in  cost- 
ly losses  to  our  customers  because  they  re- 
sult in  defective  silicon  chips.  High  purity 
silica  is  the  hallmark  of  our  international 
business  success  and  leadership.  We  produce 
the  world's  purest  natural  silica  powder.  As 
a  result  we  are  the  leading  supplier  of  this 


essential  semi-conductor  product  to  produc- 
ers in  each  of  the  U.S.,  Europe  and  Japan. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  force 
Unimin  to  introduce  contaminants  (the 
taggants  to  be  included  in  the  explosives  we 
use)  into  our  product,  and  could  make  our 
product  unsuitable  for  their  intended  use— 
the  production  of  semi-conductors.  This  leg- 
islation would  give  our  foreign  competitors 
(Who  will  not  have  their  products  contami- 
nated by  taggants  from  explosives  used  in 
silica  mines  abroad)  an  enormous  oppor- 
tunity to  get  our  customers  in  the  U.S.  and 
overseas  to  drop  their  U.S.  supplier.  Unimin. 

Unimin  Corporation  urges  that  you  oppose 
this  legislation.  While  everyone  seeks  to 
deter  terrorism,  further  study  and  thorough 
consideration  should  be  given  to  this  impor- 
tant issue  before  any  action  is  taken  which 
will  have  unintended,  far-reaching  and  com- 
mercially injurious  consequences  to 
Unimin's  world  leadership  in  the  high  purity 
silica  market.  There  must  be  some  way  to 
meet  the  objectives  of  this  legislation  with- 
out requiring  a  company  which  depends  en- 
tirely on  the  purity  of  its  product  to  intro- 
duce contaminant  taggants  into  our  produc- 
tion stream. 

Unimin  urges  you  to  support  S.  735.  spon- 
sored by  Senators  Dole  and  Hatch,  which 
proposes  a  study  of  detection  and  identifica- 
tion taggants  for  non-plastic  explosives. 

Unimin  looks  forward  to  your  support  in 
this  issue. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Joseph  C.  Shapiro. 
Senior  Vice  President/ Legal 

and  Regulatory  Affairs. 
Unimin  Corp.. 
New  Canaan.  CT.  May  24.  1995. 
Hon.  Joe  Liebekman. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Lieberman:  I  am  writing  on 
behalf  of  Unimin  Corporation  to  express 
Unimin's  opposition  to  S.  761  (proposed  by 
the  Clinton  Administration  and  introduced 
by  Senators  Daschle  and  Biden)  which  au- 
thorizes the  Treasury  Department  <BATF)  to 
promulgate  regulations  requiring  the  use  of 
identification  'taggants"  in  explosives  man 
ufactured  in  or  imported  into  the  United 
States.  This  legislation  could  devastate  our 
business. 

Unimin  is  the  world  leader  in  the  mining, 
production  and  sale  of  high  purity  silica 
powders  used  both  domestically  and  abroad 
in  the  prcxluction  of  semi-conductors.  In  the 
initial  stage  of  Unimin's  silica  purification 
process,  explosives  are  used  to  extract  the 
silica-containing  ore  from  the  earth. 

In  order  to  meet  the  stringent  purity  re- 
quirements of  our  semi-conductor  industry 
customers.  Unimin  has  gone  to  great  expense 
using  the  most  advanced  technology  in  the 
industry  to  remove  nearly  all  forms  of  con- 
taminants from  our  silica  products.  Unimin 
has  reduced  the  metal  contaminants  to  lev- 
els below  1  part  per  million.  The  slightest 
impurity  in  our  materials  can  result  in  cost- 
ly losses  to  our  customers  because  they  re- 
sult in  defective  silicon  chips.  High  purity 
silica  is  the  hallmark  of  our  international 
business  success  and  leadership.  We  produce 
the  world's  purest  natural  silica  powder.  As 
a  result  we  are  the  leading  supplier  of  this 
essential  semi-conductor  product  to  produc- 
ers in  each  of  the  U.S.,  Europe  and  Japan. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  force 
Unimin  to  Introduce  contaminants  (the 
taggants  to  be  included  in  the  explosives  we 
use)  into  our  product,  and  could  make  our 
product  unsuitable  for  their  intended  use — 
the  production  of  semi-conductors.  This  leg- 


islation would  give  our  foreign  competitors 
(who  will  not  have  their  products  contami- 
nated by  taggants  from  explosives  used  in 
silica  mines  abroad)  an  enormous  oppor- 
tunity to  get  our  customers  in  the  U.S.  and 
overseas  to  drop  their  U.S.  supplier.  Unimin. 
Unimin  Corporation  urges  that  you  oppose 
this  legislation.  While  everyone  seeks  to 
deter  terrorism,  further  study  and  thorough 
consideration  should  be  given  to  this  impor- 
tant issue  before  any  action  is  taken  which 
will  have  unintended,  far-reaching  and  com- 
mercially injurious  consequences  to 
Unimin's  world  leadership  in  the  high  purity 
silica  market.  There  must  be  some  way  to 
meet  the  objectives  of  this  legislation  with- 
out requiring  a  company  which  depends  en- 
tirely on  the  purity  of  its  product  to  intro- 
duce contaminant  taggants  into  our  produc- 
tion stream. 

Unimin  urges  you  to  support  S.  735.  spon- 
sored by  Senators  Dole  and  Hatch,  which 
proposes  a  study  of  detection  and  identifica- 
tion taggants  for  non-plastic  explosives, 

Unimin  looks  forward  to  your  support  in 
this  issue. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Joseph  C.  Shapiro, 
Senior  Vice  President' Legal 

and  Regulatory  Affairs. 
Mr.  HATCH  (reading  the  letter): 
Dear  senator  Dodd:  I  am  writing  on  be- 
half of  Unimin  Corporation  to  express 
Unimin's  opposition  to  S.  761  (proposed  by 
the  Clinton  Administration  and  introduced 
by  Senators  Daschle  and  Biden  i  which  au- 
thorizes the  Treasury  Department  (BATF)  to 
promulgate  regulations  requiring  the  use  of 
identification  'taggants"  in  explosives  man- 
ufactured in  or  imported  into  the  United 
States.  This  legislation  could  devastate  our 
business. 

Unimin  is  the  world  leader  in  the  mining, 
production  and  sale  of  high  purity  silica 
powders  used  both  domestically  and  abroad 
in  the  production  of  semi-conductors.  In  the 
initial  stage  of  Unimin's  silica  purification 
process,  explosives  are  used  to  extract  the 
silica-containing  ore  from  the  earth. 

In  order  to  meet  the  stringent  purity  re- 
quirements of  our  semi-conductor  industry 
customers,  Unimin  has  gone  to  great  expense 
using  the  most  advanced  technology  in  the 
industry  to  remove  nearly  all  forms  of  con- 
taminants from  our  silica  products.  Unimin 
has  reduced  the  metal  contaminants  to  lev- 
els below  1  part  per  million.  The  slightest 
impurity  in  our  materials  can  result  in  cost- 
ly losses  to  our  customers  because  they  re- 
sult in  defective  silicon  chips.  High  purity 
silica  is  the  hallmark  of  our  international 
business  success  and  leadership.  We  produce 
the  world's  purest  natural  silica  powder.  As 
a  result  we  are  the  leading  supplier  of  this 
essential  semi-conductor  product  to  produc- 
ers in  each  of  the  U.S..  Europe  and  Japan. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  force 
Unimin  to  introduce  contaminants  (the 
taggants  to  be  included  in  the  explosives  we 
use)  into  our  product,  and  could  make  our 
product  unsuitable  for  their  intended  use— 
the  production  of  semi-conductors.  This  leg- 
islation would  give  our  foreign  competitors 
(who  will  not  have  their  products  contami- 
nated by  taggants  from  explosives  used  in 
silica  mines  abroad)  an  enormous  oppor- 
tunity to  get  our  customers  in  the  US.  and 
overseas  to  drop  their  U.S.  supplier.  Unimin. 
Unimin  Corporation  urges  that  you  oppose 
this  legislation.  WTiile  everyone  seeks  to 
deter  terrorism,  further  study  and  thorough 
consideration  should  be  given  to  this  impor- 
tant issue  before  any  action  is  taken  which 
will  have  unintended,  far-reaching  and  com- 
mercially      injurious       consequences       to 


Unimin's  world  leadership  in  the  high  purity 
silica  market.  There  must  be  some  way  to 
meet  the  objectives  of  this  legislation  with- 
out requiring  a  company  which  depends  en- 
tirely on  the  purity  of  its  product  to  intro- 
duce contaminant  taggants  into  our  produc- 
tion stream. 

Unimin  urges  you  to  support  S.  735,  spon- 
sored by  Senators  Dole  and  Hatch,  which 
proposes  a  study  of  detection  and  identifica- 
tion taggants  for  non-plastic  explosives. 

Unimin  looks  forward  to  your  support  in 
this  issue. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Unimin  Corporation. 
Joseph  C.  Shapiro. 
Senior  Vice  President/Legal 
and  Regulatory  Affairs. 

That  is  just  one  illustration  of  per- 
haps many  illustrations  that  indicates 
we  are  not  as  sure  of  what  we  are  doing 
in  this  area  as  we  should  be. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  effective- 
ness of  explosives.  More  importantly,  I 
am  concerned  about  the  safety  of  ex- 
plosives. But  this  raises  another  issue. 
and  that  is  whether  putting  taggants 
into  explosives  that  are  utilized  in 
some  of  our  industries  might  destroy 
those  industries  in  this  country  at  a 
high  cost  to  our  society.  And  I  would 
say  the  silica  chip  industry  is  a  very 
important  industry  in  this  country. 

Senator  Feinstein's  amendment  re- 
quires the  Secretary  of  Treasury  to 
promulgate  regulations  requiring  the 
placement  of  trace  elements  which 
"will  not  substantially  impair  the  safe- 
ty of  the  explosive." 

I  would  like  to  ask  my  colleague  one 
question.  Where  do  we  draw  the  line, 
and  what  is  a  substantial  or  unsubstan- 
tial impairment  of  safety? 

Does  not  the  Feinstein  amendment 
require  the  placement  of  taggants 
where  doing  so  may  very  well  impair 
safety'^  .\t  least,  that  is  what  I  have 
been  led  to  believe. 

I  would  be  happy  to  yield  for  a  re- 
sponse, 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  for  a  moment, 
the  amendment  very  specifically  says 
so  that  safety  would  not  be  impaired: 
in  other  words,  in  the  study  that  would 
be  done  in  the  ensuing  12  months  that 
there  not  be  an  adverse  environmental 
impact,  not  impair  the  stability  of  the 
explosive  materials,  and  that  safety 
not  be  impaired. 

Those  are  the  three  criteria  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HATCH.  The  study  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  California  has 
cited  was  conducted.  I  believe,  back  in 
1980.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Technology 
Assessment  Board.  That  study  itself 
found  substantial  evidence  that  placing 
taggants  in  explosives  seriously  affects 
the  stability  of  the  explosive  material. 
I  am  reading  what  it  says  here  on  page 
29.  in  their  detailed  findings. 

The  tests  so  far  conducted  are  only  a  small 
fraction  of  the  total  number  of  tests  that 
must  be  performed  before  it  can  conclusively 
be  determined  whether  taggants  are  compat- 
ible   with    commercial    explosives   and   gun 


powders.  Even  if  the  current  question  of  the 
stability  of  smokeless  powder  in  boosters  is 
resolved,  it  is  not  possible  to  generalize  from 
the  results  of  the  limited  tests  ...  so  far 
completed. 

And  they  conclude  that  the  testing 
has  not  demonstrated  that  taggants 
can  be  safely  added  to  explosives. 

Thousands  of  people  come  into  con- 
tact with  explosives  every  day  during 
the  manufacture,  storage,  transpor- 
tation, and  use  of  explosives.  Accidents 
involving  explosives  can  have  ex- 
tremely severe  consequences  to  these 
thousands  of  people.  Therefore,  safety 
must  be  demonstrated,  and  a  carefully 
administered  qualification  program  for 
analysis,  safety,  testing,  and  manufac- 
turing procedures,  control,  and  experi- 
ence is  necessary  before  a  new  explo- 
sive or  an  explosive  with  a  significant 
exchange  in  composition  can  be  consid- 
ered safe. 

In  addition,  each  type  of  explosive 
product  requires  individual  evaluation 
and  testing,  the  type  of  qualification 
program  considered  necessary  before 
safety  can  be  demonstrated  as  shown  in 
table  12  and  discussed  in  detail  in  chap- 
ter 4.  A  particularly  important  aspect 
of  that  qualification  testing  is  the  ef- 
fect of  long-term  storage. 

It  goes  on.  The  point  is  that  recently, 
the  ATF  itself  asked  for  further  studies 
recognizing  that  technologies  had 
changed  substantially  since  the  origi- 
nal study  was  conducted.  It  is  pretty 
apparent  that  I  and  those  on  my  side  of 
this  issue  do  not  oppose  taggants  per 
se.  Rather,  we  oppose  granting  regu- 
latory authority  to  an  agency  before 
an  updated  study  can  be  done  which 
may  solve  some  of  these  very  impor- 
tant issues. 

Even  though  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator requires  a  study,  as  do  we.  she  re- 
quires without  further  congressional 
approval  that  taggants  be  placed  auto- 
matically at  a  certain  time.  It  makes 
no  sense  to  grant  regulatory  authority 
before  an  updated  study  is  conducted. 
Indeed.  I  think  that  this  legislation 
proposed  by  Senator  Feinstein  would 
seriously  undermine  our  confidence  in 
the  studies  that  have  occurred  thus  far 
and  our  confidence  in  explosives  in 
general. 

So  there  is  a  lot  of  use  of  explosives 
in  our  society— legitimate,  honest,  de- 
cent use.  The  Unimin  letter  is  a  perfect 
illustration  of  perhaps  thousands  of 
businesses  or  companies  or  people  who 
might  be  affected  by  this.  We  should 
not  compromise  the  integrity  or  the 
objectivity  of  the  study  conducted  by 
OTA. 

So  I.  therefore,  oppose  this  amend- 
ment, and  with  the  Senator's  permis- 
sion. I  move  to  table  the  amendment 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays,  with  the 
understanding  that  it  will  not  be  voted 
upon  until  after  6  o'clock  tonight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? 


Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Feinstein 
amendment  No.  1202  be  laid  aside,  and 
at  6  p.m.,  we  have  a  vote  on  my  motion 
to  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  INHOFE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
very  special  day  to  Oklahoma.  We  have 
a  very  distinguished  group  of  people 
from  Oklahoma  who  are  at  this  very 
moment  visiting  with  various  Senators 
who  oppose  the  idea  of  habeas  reform. 
I  cannot  think  of  any  stronger  message 
that  we  can  take  to  these  people  than 
from  those  who  are  the  survivors  and 
those  who  have  families  lost  in  the 
tragic  explosion  in  Oklahoma. 

I  just  came  back  from  my  76th  town 
hall  meeting  out  in  Oklahoma.  I  think 
I  probably  have  more  of  those  than  any 
other  Member  of  this  body.  A  question 
always  comes  up  when  I  have  these 
meetings.  They  say  something  to  the 
effect,  "Why  is  it  that  people  in  Wash- 
ington are  more  concerned  about  the 
criminals  than  they  are  the  victims?"  I 
try  to  explain  to  them— and  I  know 
that  this  is  rather  controversial  to  say, 
but  I  really  believe  it  in  my  own  heart. 
Mr.  Presi(lent — that  at  least  prior  to 
this  new  Congress  coming  in.  the  ma- 
jority of  people  in  both  of  these  bodies 
did  not  honestly  in  their  own  hearts 
believe  that  punishment  is  a  deterrent 
to  crime, 

it  is  one  that  i  look  at,  and  it  seems 
very  logical  that  when  you  take  a  trag- 
edy such  as  we  experienced  in  Okla- 
homa, when  the  perpetrators  of  that 
crime  were  preparing  this  explosion 
and  what  they  were  going  to  do.  the 
bombing  and  the  attack  on  the  Federal 
building  in  Oklahoma  City,  this  is  not 
something  that  they  did  just  over- 
night. This  is  something  they 
planned — not  for  days,  not  for  weeks, 
but  maybe  even,  we  feel,  for  several 
months. 

During  the  time  that  something  like 
this  is  happening,  those  individuals 
who  are  making  the  plans  to  detonate 
a  bomb  that  will  murder  many,  many 
people  have  to  be  thinking  what  is  the 
worst  thing,  what  is  the  downside  of 
this,  what  is  the  worst  thing  that  can 
happen  to  me  if  I  get  caught?  The 
worst  thing  that  can  happen,  as  they 
look  at  it,  might  be  to  sit  around  in 
some  air-conditioned  prison  cell  watch- 
ing color  T'V,  eating  three  good  meals  a 
day  for  10  years,  15  years,  20  years.  And 
I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  President,  that  is 
not  much  of  a  deterrent. 

I  think  particularly  some  of  the  peo- 
ple   from    maybe    the    Middle    Eastern 
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cultures,  and  others,  people  who  are 
trained  terrorists — most  of  them — do 
not  think  they  are  going  to  be  around 
for  10  years,  anyway.  Here  in  America, 
it  takes  an  average  of  9V2  years  be- 
tween conviction  and  execution.  I  sug- 
gest that  takes  away  all  of  the  deter- 
rent value. 

This  happens  because  we  have  things 
built  into  our  system.  I  am  sure  that 
they  were  put  in  there  in  the  sense  of 
trying  to  be  fair  to  everyone,  and  to 
make  sure  no  chances  are  taken  that 
someone  might  be  executed  who  was 
not  actually  the  one  who  committed 
the  crime.  But  they  sit  in  there 
through  appeal  after  appeal  after  ap- 
peal. 

Roger  Dale  Stafford,  in  the  spring  of 
1978,  murdered  a  Sergeant  Lorenz.  then 
he  murdered  his  wife,  then  he  murdered 
Sergeant  Lorenz'  small  son.  Then  he 
turned  around  and  drove  60  miles  to 
Oklahoma  City,  where  he  went  into  the 
Sirloin  Stockade  Restaurant.  He 
rounded  up  si.x  employees  at  gunpoint, 
bound  them,  took  them  into  a  refrig- 
erator, and  murdered  them  execution 
style. 

That  was  in  1978  Roger  Dale  Stafford 
is  now  still  in  McAlester  in  our  State 
prison  in  Oklahoma.  By  the  way.  he  is 
now  over  100  pounds  more  than  he  was 
when  he  went  in.  so  you  know  they  are 
feeding  him  pretty  well.  He  has  been 
sitting  in  his  cell  for  17  years  and  prob- 
ably living  better  than  he  lived  before 
anyway.  And  I  suggest  to  you  that  is 
not  just  an  inhumane  thing  to  do  to 
the  families  of  those  victims  of  his 
murders,  but  it  is  no  deterrent  for 
other  people  who  may  be  tempted  to  do 
the  same  thing. 

What  is  interesting  about  this  is  that 
the  attorney  who  is  so  successful  in 
getting  ail  of  these  appeals  and  aii 
these  delays  in  the  ultimate  execution 
which  still  has  not  taken  place  of  the 
guy  who  did  kill  those  nine  people  back 
in  Oklahoma  in  1978.  that  attorney  is  a 
very  competent  and  capable  attorney 
named  Steven  -Jones  from  Enid.  OK.  I 
happen  to  know  him  personally.  I  sug- 
gest to  you  that  Steven  Jones  is  also 
the  attorney  for  Timothy  McVeigh,  one 
who  is  held  right  now  as  possibly  one 
who  is  responsible  for  the  tragedy  in 
Oklahoma  City. 

So  today  we  have  a  number  of  people 
who  are  here  from  Oklahoma.  We  have 
Diane  Leonard,  whose  husband  Don,  a 
Secret  Service  agent,  was  killed  in  the 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City.  We  have 
Glenn  Seidl.  who  lost  his  wife.  Kathy, 
in  the  bombing.  I  talked  to  Kay  Ice 
just  a  few  minutes  ago.  who  lost  her 
brother.  Paul.  He  was  a  customs  agent; 
Mike  Reyes,  who  lost  his  father  and 
was  injured  himself  in  the  explosion.  I 
believe  he  is  the  one  who  actually  fell 
four  stories  and  was  able  to  survive. 
But  he  lost  his  father;  Jason  Smith, 
who  lost  his  mother.  Linda;  Dan 
McKinney.  That  is  Linda's  husband.  He 
was  here  today;  Gary  Bland,  who  lost 


his  wife,  Sally;  Suzanne  Britten,  who 
lost  her  fiance. 

It  is  very  significant  that  we  under- 
stand what  these  people  are  doing 
today.  We  had  a  news  conference  at 
10:30,  and  we  stood  down  there  in  front 
of  the  Senate  and  they  described  the 
types  of  deaths  that  their  loved  ones 
had  been  subjected  to,  how  there  was 
no  longer  any  facial  characteristics 
left;  they  could  not  really  identify 
them  as  they  normally  would;  and 
being  exposed  to  this,  they  are  going 
through  all  this  for  one  reason.  That  is, 
they  know  the  way  to  deter  this  type  of 
thing  from  happening  again  is  to  have 
swift  justice. 

We  had  a  President  who  came  out 
and  said  we  want  swift  and  sure  jus- 
tice. I  call  upon  the  President  right 
now  to  stand  up  before  these  Oklaho- 
mans  who  are  up  here  today  and  say. 
yes,  I  support  Senator  H.-\tch's  habeas 
reform  as  in  the  bill.  Frankly,  as  a 
Senator  from  Oklahoma.  I  am  going  to 
support  the  Kyi  amendment  for  a 
stronger  habeas  bill.  It  is  very  mod- 
erate and  very  fair,  but  it  is  a  habeas 
reform  that  will  not  allow  these  things 
to  go  year  after  year  after  year,  10 
years,  15  years  and  20  years,  where  all 
deterrent  value  is  lost. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  those 
Senators  who  are  being  visited  right 
now  by  Diane  Leonard,  and  by  Glenn 
Seidl,  and  by  Kay  Ice  and  Mike  Reyes 
and  Jason  Smith  and  Dan  McKinney 
and  Gary  Bland  and  Suzanne  Britten 
will  stop  and  realize  that  they  have  an 
opportunity  to  preclude  something  like 
this  from  happening  again,  allow  the 
message  that  will  go  out  to  all  who 
might  be  considering  such  an  act  that 
in  America  we  are  not  going  to  allow 
someone  to  sit  around  for  8  years  or  10 
years  or  20  years  before  an  execution 
takes  place.  We  will  in  fact  have  swift 
justice. 

Maybe,  Mr.  President,  I  am  old  fash- 
ioned, but  I  really  believe  in  my  heart 
that  punishment  is  a  deterrent  to 
crime,  and  sitting  around  for  10  years 
is  not  cruel  punishment. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
FRIST).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMEND.MENT  NO.  1203  TO  .AMENDMENT  NO.  1199 

(Purpose:  To  make  technical  changes  in 
section  102  of  the  Dole-Hatch  substitute) 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  for  and  on  be- 
half of  Mr.  Smith  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.   H.atch].  for 
Mr.    Smith,   proposes   an   amendment   num- 
bered 1203  to  amendment  No.  1199. 


Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pa^e  12.  line  6.  .strike  ■■25  years."  and 
insert  the  following: 

■25  years;  Provided,  however.  That  the  dam- 
ages to  property  that  were  caused,  or  would 
have  been  caused  if  any  object  of  the  conspir- 
acy had  been  accomplished,  must  exceed,  or 
must  be  reasonably  estimated  to  exceed. 
$25,000. 

On  page  7.  at  the  end  of  line  17,  add  the  fol 
lowing: 

■■Provided,  however.  That  the  damages  to 
property  must  exceed  $25,000:  " 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
just  sent  up  the  amendment  for  and  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Smith.  This  is  an 
amendment  of  a  technical  nature.  This 
amendment  simply  places  a  dollar  floor 
on  cases  that  can  be  brought  in  P^ederal 
court  in  acts  of  terrorism.  This  amend- 
ment will  prevent  Federal  courts  from 
having  to  try  minor  cases  in  Federal 
court.  For  example,  we  would  not  want 
a  case  involving  a  mere  broken  window 
or  a  smashed  door  to  be  tried  in  Fed- 
eral court. 

So  this  amendment  basically  says. 
"*  *  *  25  years;  provided,  however,  that 
the  damages  to  property  that  were 
caused,  or  would  have  been  caused  if 
any  object  of  the  conspiracy  had  been 
accomplished,  must  exceed,  or  must 
reasonably  be  estimated  to  exceed, 
S25.000  •  So  that  is  basically  what  this 
amendment  does. 

This  amendment  makes  a  great  deal 
of  sense  in  the  context  of  this  debate  so 
I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  Smith  amendment. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Smith  amendment  be  set 
aside  so  that  I  can  call  up  a  Pressler 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

amendment  no.  1204  to  A.MENDMENT  no.  1199 
(Purpose:  To  designate  the  Federal  building 
at    1314    LeMay    Boulevard.    Ellsworth    .Ail- 
Force    Base.    SD,    as    the     ■Cartney   Koch 
McRaven  Child  Development  Center") 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The   Senator  from   Utah   [Mr    Hatch],   for 
Mr.  Pre.ssler,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1204  to  amendment  No.  1199. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  — .  DESIGNA'nON  OF  CARTNEY  KOCH 
MCRAVEN  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER. 

(a)  Designation.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Federal  building  at 
1314  LeMay  Boulevard.  Ellsworth  Air  Force 
B.ase,  South  Dakota,  shall  be  known  and  des- 
ignated as  the  'Cartney  Koch  McRaven 
Child  Development  Center  ". 

(2)  Replacement  building.— If,  after  the 
lit p  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  a  new  Federal 
I  111,  ling  is  built  at  the  location  described  in 
[paragraph  (1)  to  replace  the  building  de- 
.scribed  in  the  paragraph,  the  new  Federal 
building  shall  be  known  and  designated  as 
the  'Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Develop- 
ment Center". 

(b)  References.— Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map.  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 

: ni    of   the   United    States    to   a   Federal 

buiiJing  referred  to  in  subsection  (a>  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  "Cartney 
Koch  McRaven  Child  Development  Center" 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  offer  this  amendment  along 
with  my  South  Dakota  colleague.  Sen- 
ator D.^SCHLE,  to  S.  735,  the  Com- 
prehensive Terrorism  Prevention  Act, 
to  designate  the  child  development 
center  at  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base  in 
South  Dakota  as  the  Cartney  Koch 
McRaven  Child  Development  Center. 

It  was  just  slightly  more  than  a 
month  ago  that  terrorist  thugs  bombed 
the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building 
in  Oklahoma  City.  Among  the  victims 
inside  was  Cartney  Koch  McRaven. 
Stationed  at  Tinker  Air  Force  Base 
and  having  just  been  married  the  pre- 
vious weekend.  Cartney  was  in  the 
Murrah .  Federal  Building  to  register 
her  new  married  name  on  Federal  docu- 
ments. Tragically,  her  life  was  cut 
short  by  the  savagery  of  domestic  ter- 
rorism. 

It  is  only  fitting  that  we  honor 
Cartney  at  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base. 
Spearfish  was  her  home.  And  she  chose 
to  begin  her  adult  life  by  joining  the 
Air  Force  and  serving  her  country.  And 
serve  she  did,  with  honor,  with  devo- 
tion, with  dignity. 

It  is  even  more  fitting  that  her  name 
appear  on  the  child  development  center 
at  Ellsworth.  Ale  Cartney  Koch 
McRaven  served  in  Haiti,  where  the 
stark  poverty  had  an  enormous  impact 
on  her.  Cartney's  heart  went  out  to  the 
children  of  Haiti.  She  devoted  her  time 
in  Haiti  to  an  orphanage,  offering  a 
warm  smile  and  a  kind,  loving  word  to 
young  faces.  The  mission  of  our  Armed 
Forces  in  Haiti  was  to  ensure  peace  and 
offer  hope  to  the  people  of  Haiti — 
young  and  old.  Cartney  took  her  mis- 
sion to  heart. 

Even  her  family  honored  Cartney's 
commitment  to  young  people  by  urging 
that  donations  be  made  in  Cartney's 
memory  to  the  orphanage  in  Haiti. 

But  we  do  more  than  honor  a  person. 
We    honor    the    values    she    personified 


and  practiced  in  her  daily  life.  The  val- 
ues of  service,  of  duty,  of  compassion 
and  caring  for  the  underprivileged 
young— values  that  are  at  the  core  of 
South  Dakota  and  of  America. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  passing  this 
amendment  and  the  underlying  bill, 
Cartney  Koch  McRaven  forever  will  be 
remembered  as  a  symbol  of  these  core 
values  and  an  inspiration  to  the  young 
people  in  South  Dakota  and  America  to 
honor  and  serve  their  family,  commu- 
nity, and  country. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  am  of- 
fering this  amendment  on  behalf  of  my 
colleague.  Senator  Pressler,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota. This  amendment  would  designate 
the  child  development  center  at  Ells- 
worth Air  Force  Base  in  South  Dakota 
as  the  "Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child 
Development  Center," 

This  amendment  intends  to  honor 
the  dedication  and  service  of  a  young 
Air  Force  airman  from  South  Dakota 
who  was  killed  in  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  U.S.  Airman  P^irst  Class 
Cartney  Koch  McRaven.  a  South  Da- 
kota native  stationed  at  Tinker  Air 
Force  Base  outside  Oklahoma  City,  was 
among  those  killed  in  the  April  19.  1995 
bombing. 

Last  year,  while  serving  in  Haiti, 
Cartney  devoted  her  free  time  to  an  or- 
phanage. Her  family  asked  that  in  lieu 
of  flowers,  donations  be  made  to  the  or- 
phanage in  Haiti.  This  amendment 
seeks  to  honor  her  memory  by  des- 
ignating the  child  development  center 
at  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base  the 
"Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Devel- 
opment Center." 

I  believe  we  can  get  unanimous  con- 
sent on  this  amendment  honoring  this 
young  Air  Force  airman.  My  colleague 
from  Delaware  is  not  here  to  comment 
on  this  amendment,  so  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  now 
be  set  aside  so  that  we  can  call  up  an- 
other amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr,  HATCH,  Mr,  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll, 

Mr.  HATCH,  Mr,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO,  1205  TO  AMEND.ME.NT  NO,  1199 

(Purpose:  To  amend  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  regarding:  false  identification 
documents,) 

Mr.  HATCH,  Mr,  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 


The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr,  HatchJ.  for 
Mr.  Pressler.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1205  to  amendment  No.  1199. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr,  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.     .  FALSE  roENTIFICATION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

(a)  Minimum  Number  of  Documents  For 
Certain  Offense,— Section  1028  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(3),  by  striking  ••five" 
and  inserting  •S";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1)(B).  by  striking 
••five"  and  inserting  ••3". 

(b)  Required  Verification  of  Mailed 
Identification  Documents,— 

(1)  In  general,— Chapter  83  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"i  1739.   Verification   of  identification   docu- 
ments 

•■(a)  Whoever  knowingly  sends  through  the 
mails  any  unverified  identification  docu- 
ment purporting  to  be  that  of  the  individual 
named  in  the  document,  when  in  fact  the 
identity  of  the  individual  is  not  as  the  docu- 
ment purports,  shall  be  fined  under  this  title 
or  imprisoned  not  more  than  1  year,  or  both. 
"(b)  As  used  in  this  section- 
ed) the  term  •unverified",  with  respect  to 
an  identification  document,  means  that  the 
sender  has  not  personally  viewed  a  certifi- 
cation or  other  written  communication  con- 
firming the  identity  of  the  individual  in  the 
document  from— 

••(A)  a  governmental  entity  within  the 
United  States  or  any  of  its  territories  or  pos- 
sessions: or 

••(B)  a  duly  licensed  physician,  hospital,  or 
medical  clinic  within  the  United  States; 

•■(2)  the  term  •identification  document' 
means  a  car.  certificate,  or  paper  intended  to 
be  used  primarily  to  identify  an  individual; 
and 

■•(3)  the  term  "identity"  means  personal 
cha:-actcr:st!cb  of  an  iiidividaa.!.  ir.;;iuding 
age  and  nationality,", 

(2)  Clerical  amendment —The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  83  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 

"1739,    Verification   of   identification    docu- 
ments,", 

(c)  Conforming  Amendment— Section 
3001(a)  of  title  39.  United  Sutes  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  "or  1738"  and  inserting 
■1738.  or  1739". 

Mr.  PRESSLER,  Mr,  President,  I  rise 
to  explain  the  false  ID  amendment  I 
have  proposed  to  S,  735,  the  Com- 
prehensive Terrorism  Prevention  Act, 

According  to  several  national  news 
sources,  Timothy  McVeigh,  the  pri- 
mary suspect  in  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  allegedly  used  a  false  South 
Dakota  driver's  license  to  rent  the 
Ryder  truck  which  exploded  outside 
the  Alfred  P,  Murrah  Federal  building 
on  April  19  of  this  year.  Again,  the 
driver's  license  used  by  McVeigh  was  a 
fake.  Timothy  McVeigh  is  not  a  resi- 
dent of  South  Dakota,  nor  do  I  believe 
he  ever  has  been  a  resident  of  my 
State.  My  understanding  is  the  fake  li- 
cense contained  his  picture,  but  a  dif- 
ferent name.  To  add  insult  to  injury. 
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the  birthdate  listed  on  the  license  was 
April  19.  the  same  date  as  the  bombing. 
This  example  illustrates  how  easily  a 
terrorist  can  obtain  an  authentic-look- 
ing driver's  license,  and  operate  in  our 
society  under  an  assumed  name. 

It  is  not  clear  at  this  point  exactly 
how  McVeigh  obtained  the  false  South 
Dakota  driver's  license.  However,  the 
sad  fact  is.  false  identification  docu- 
ments [ID'S]  are  easy  and  cheap  to  ob- 
tain given  the  advanced  state  of  com- 
puter technology  today.  Counterfeiting 
a  driver's  license  is  child's  play  for  so- 
phisticated computer  users.  Modem 
color  printers  can  produce  stunningly 
accurate  reproductions  of  driver's  li- 
censes. Social  Security  cards,  and 
other  ID'S.  Even  anticounterfeiting 
measures,  such  as  holographic  images 
and  magnetic  strips,  are  being  dupli- 
cated with  relative  ease. 

A  vast  underground  industry  has 
emerged  to  meet  the  growing  demand 
for  false  ID'S  from  underage  drinkers. 
Just  last  week,  two  young  men  who 
were  students  at  George  Washington 
University  here  in  Washington.  DC, 
plead  guilty  to  operating  a  sophisti- 
cated fake  driver's  license  operation. 
They  sold  the  fake  licenses  to  college 
students  for  S65  each.  They  even  gave  a 
discount  for  ordering  10  or  more  fake 
ID'S.  I  ask  that  a  news  article  describ- 
ing that  operation  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.)  I 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Most  States  have 
laws  against  the  use  of  false  ID's  to 
purchase  alcohol,  but  those  laws  only 
target  the  underage  drinker.  Nothing 
prohibits  anyone  from  mailing  false 
IDs  from  another  State.  Tough  Fed- 
eral action  is  needed  to  really  make  a 
difference.  Congress  needs  to  crack 
down  on  the  suppliers — those  in  the  in- 
dustry of  producing  and  distributing 
false  ID'S. 

Last  year,  and  again  this  year.  I  in- 
troduced legislation  designed  to  deal 
with  this  situation.  The  amendment  I 
have  offered  today  is  similar  to  this 
legislation.  It  seeks  to  target  and  pun- 
ish those  in  the  business  of  producing 
and  distributing  false  identification 
documents  nationally.  ; 

Anyone  convicted  of  distributing 
false  ID'S  under  this  provision  would 
face  a  prison  sentence  of  up  to  1  year, 
a  fine,  or  both.  The  amendment  also 
would  reduce  from  five  to  three  the 
number  of  false  IDs  that  must  be  in  a 
person's  possession  to  trigger  penalties 
under  Federal  law. 

These  two  changes  are  needed  if  we 
are  to  make  a  dent  in  the  volume  of 
false  ID'S  being  offered  and  sold 
throughout  our  country.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  amendment. 


Exhibit  l 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  June  2.  1995] 

Two  Plead  Guilty  to  Selling  Fake 

Driver's  Licenses 

(By  Toni  Locy) 

A  student  and  a  former  student  at  George 
Washington  University  pleaded  guilty  in 
U.S.  District  Court  yesterday  to  running  a 
sophisticated  fake  driver's  license  operation, 
using  computers  to  make  nearly  perfect  cop- 
ies to  sell  to  underage  students  in  several 
states  so  they  could  buy  liquor. 

Prosecutor  Joseph  B.  Valder  described 
Ronald  Stewart  Johnson.  20.  as  the  master- 
mind of  the  scheme  and  Said  C.  Kiwan.  19.  as 
the  legman  who  drummed  up  business  and 
made  deliveries  for  the  illegal  enterprise. 
They  sold  the  licenses  for  $65  each  or  at  a 
discount  of  $55  each  for  10.  making  about 
$8,000  in  less  than  six  months. 

Valder  said  Johnson,  as  a  high  school  stu- 
dent in  Durham.  N.C..  discovered  the  won- 
ders of  computers  and  learned  how  to  alter 
valid  driver's  licenses.  He  said  Johnson  used 
scanning  equipment  to  enter  a  driver's  li- 
cense into  a  computer  and  shading  and  tex- 
ture devices  to  make  changes. 

In  1994.  Kiwan  and  Johnson,  who  were 
friends  when  their  families  lived  in  Rio  de 
Janeiro  when  they  were  both  10.  became  re- 
acquainted  and  began  selling  the  licenses  to 
make  money,  Valder  said. 

Though  the  prosecutor  and  defense  attor- 
neys lauded  their  cooperation  with  authori- 
ties after  they  were  caught.  U.S.  District 
Judge  Ricardo  Urbina  rejected  a  request  by 
Kiwan's  attorney  to  forgo  the  normal  proce- 
dures and  sentence  him  immediately. 

Attorney  Thomas  Abbenante  said  GWU  of- 
ficials will  decide  next  week  whether  to 
expel  Kiwan.  as  they  have  done  with  John- 
son. If  Kiwan's  case  is  resolved.  Abbenante 
said,  he  has  a  chance  to  remain  in  school. 

But  Urbina  refused  to  give  Kiwan  such  a 
consideration.  'This  is  an  episode  in  his  life 
that  carries  the  potential  of  two  years  of  in- 
carceration. I  would  not  want  to  send  you 
the  wrong  message  by  having  you  walk  in 
here,  plead  guilty  .  .  .  and  walk  out  with 
probation  that  you  may  not  deserve,"  the 
juuse  tuiu  Kiwan.  who  is  a  citizen  oi  fcingland 
and  Lebanon. 

"You  are  a  privileged  young  man  with  lots 
of  education.  lots  of  advantages  in  life,  with 
no  need  for  money,  and  yet  you  engaged  in 
this  enterprise,  which  probably  resulted  in  a 
lot  of  young  people  getting  booze  and  pos- 
sibly driving  under  the  influence."  Urbina 
said.  "If  ill  consequences  develop  because  of 
it.  then  that  is  your  problem.  You  are  here 
because  you  committed  a  crime,  and  you 
have  to  deal  with  the  consequences,  what- 
ever they  are." 

Kiwan  pleaded  guilty  to  two  misdemeanor 
counts  for  sending  fake  driver's  licenses  to  a 
student  at  Vanderbilt  University,  in  Nash- 
ville, and  to  a  high  school  student  in  Dur- 
ham. Johnson,  who  was  born  in  Brazil  but  is 
a  U.S.  citizen,  pleaded  guilty  to  a  felony 
charge  of  unlawful  production  of  false  identi- 
fication. He  faces  up  to  five  years  in  prison. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  also  be- 
lieve this  is  another  technical  amend- 
ment that  probably  will  be  accepted  by 
unanimous  consent.  I  think  many  of 
the  Republican  amendments  are  of  this 
nature.  I  do  not  believe  this  amend- 
ment needs  to  delay  the  debate  on  this 
matter. 

What  this  amendment  does  is  that  it 
is  similar  to  S.  507.  the  False  Identi- 
fication Act  of  1995,  which  has  the  sup- 


port of  Senators  Grassley  and 
Daschle.  It  would  make  the  following 
two  changes  in  our  current  law: 

First,  it  would  reduce  from  five  to 
three  the  number  of  false  identification 
documents — that  is,  ID's — that  must  be 
in  a  person's  possession  to  trigger  pen- 
alties under  Federal  law. 

Second,  it  would  require  a  prison  sen- 
tence of  up  to  1  year,  a  fine,  or  both, 
for  anybody  convicted  of  distributing 
false  ID'S  through  the  mail. 

The  amendment  seeks  to  target  and 
punish  those  producing  and  distribut- 
ing false  identification  documents  na- 
tionally. According  to  new  sources, 
Timothy  McVeigh  used  a  false  identi- 
fication to  rent  the  Ryder  truck  used 
in  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing.  This  il- 
lustrates how  a  terrorist  can  obtain  an 
authentic-looking  driver's  license  and 
operate  in  our  society  under  an  as- 
sumed name. 

False  IDs  are  obtained  far  too  easily 
and  cheaply  today.  Counterfeiting  a 
driver's  license  is  child's  play  for  so- 
phisticated computer  users.  Modern 
color  printers  can  produce  stunningly 
accurate  reproductions  of  driver's  li- 
censes. Social  Security  cards,  and 
other  identification  documents. 

Even  anticounterfeit  measures  such 
as  holographic  images  and  magnetic 
strips  are  being  duplicated  with  rel- 
ative ease.  A  vast  underground  indus- 
try has  emerged  to  meet  the  growing 
demand  for  false  IDs  for  underaged 
drinkers.  Most  States  have  laws 
against  the  use  of  false  ID's  to  pur- 
chase alcohol,  but  they  only  target  the 
underaged  drinker.  Nothing  prohibits 
mailing  false  ID's  from  another  State. 

Tougher  Federal  action  is  needed  to 
really  make  a  difference.  Congress 
needs  to  crack  down  on  the  suppliers, 
those  in  the  industry  producing  and 
distributing  false  ID's. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Pressler  amendment  be  set  aside  so 
that  another  amendment  can  be  of- 
fered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A.MKNDMKNT  NO.  1206  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1199 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  assistance  to  foreign 
nations  to  procure  explosives  detection 
equipmenti 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.   Hatch],  for 
Mr.  Specter,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1206  to  amendment  No.  1199. 


Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  22.  between  lines  18  and  19  insert 
the  following: 

"(bi  .'Assistance  to  Foreign  Countries  To 
Procure  Explosives  Detection  Devices  and 
Other  Sophlsticated  Counterterrorism 
Technology.— Subject  to  section  575<b).  up 
to  $10,000,000  in  assistance  in  any  fiscal  year 
may  be  provided  to  procure  explosives  detec- 
tion devices  or  other  sophisticated 
counterterrorism  technology  to  any  country 
facing  an  imminent  danger  of  terrorist  at- 
tacks that  threaten  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States  or  put  United  States  na- 
tionals at  risk.". 

On  page  22.  line  19.  strike  "(b)"  and  Insert 
"(c)". 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  '  this 
amendment  I  have  sent  to  the  desk  on 
behalf  of  Senator  SPECTER  simply  au- 
thorizes assistance  to  foreign  countries 
to  procure  explosives  detection  devices 
and  other  sophisticated  counter- 
terrorism  technology. 

I  believe  that,  in  time,  we  can  unani- 
mously accept  this  amendment.  That  is 
why  I  have  sent  it  to  the  desk.  I  com- 
pliment Senator  Specter  for  his  work 
on  this  amendment.  I  also  compliment 
Senator  Pre.ssler  for  the  work  on  his 
two  amendments  and  Senator  SMITH 
for  the  work  on  his  amendment,  all  of 
which  are  before  the  Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
Specter  amendment  be  set  aside  so  we 
can  call  up  another  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH,  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
cisrk  will  cil!  the  roll 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  referring 
to  the  current  debate  on  the  taggants 
amendment  of  Senator  Fein.stein.  Sen- 
ator SiMP.soN  has  asked  me  to  get  a  let- 
ter into  the  Record  from  ARCO  Coal 
Co.  This  is  a  letter  to  the  Honorable 
Alan  K.  Simpson  dated  June  5.  1995. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

June  5. 1995. 
Hon.  ALAN  K.  Simpson. 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Simpson:  I  understand  that 
the  Senate  will  be  discussing  S.  735  as  early 
as  June  6.  As  noted  in  earlier  correspondence 
we  support  the  concept  of  the  bill.  However, 
we  have  learned  that  Senator  Feinstein  will 
probably  be  introducing  an  amendment  that 
broadens  the  scope  of  the  bill  to  include  such 


explosive  agents  as  ammonium  nitrate  with 
fuel  oil  (ANFO).  I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to 
resist  this  amendment  as  unnecessary  and 
very  costly.  Following  is  most  of  the  letter 
that  was  previously  .sent  to  your  attention, 
and  believe  that  it  explains  the  problems 
with  the  Feinstein  amendment. 

In  the  wake  of  the  tragedy  in  Oklahoma 
City.  I  have  learned  of  Senate  legislation 
that  has  been  introduced  to  address  the  issue 
of  domestic  terrorism  (S.735).  ARCO  Coal 
Company  supports  legislation  that  reduces 
or  eliminates  these  horrific  acts,  but  urges 
against  any  over  reaction  that  would  ad- 
versely impact  the  legal  and  responsible  use 
of  explosive  materials,  including  ANFO. 

Before  discussing  the  proposed  legislation 
in  more  detail,  let  me  first  explain  the  im- 
portance of  this  issue  to  the  coal  industry  in 
Wyoming.  Thunder  Basin  Coal  Company 
(TBCC)  is  our  subsidiary  in  Wyoming,  oper- 
ating the  Black  Thunder  (BTM)  and  Coal 
Creek  Mines.  In  order  to  mine  efficiently, 
safely  and  cost  effectively,  the  overburden 
and  coal  is  "shot"  with  an  ANFO/emulsion 
blend.  Blasting  operations  at  BTM  safely  and 
legally  consume  about  75  to  85  million 
pounds  of  ANFO  on  an  annual  basis  (with 
plans  to  increase  the  usage  to  nearly  100  mil- 
lion pounds  annually).  The  ammonium  ni- 
trate prill  is  manufactured  at  the  fertilizer 
plant  near  Cheyenne.  Wyoming  and  is  trans- 
ported to  the  mine  by  Wyoming  trucking 
companies. 

In  reading  about  the  proposed  legislation 
we  concur  with  the  requirement  for  a  "detec- 
tion agent"  (or  taggant)  in  "plastic  explo- 
sives". However,  we  oppose  any  broader  re- 
quirements that  explosive  material,  which 
would  include  ANFO.  to  contain  "taggants  " 
or  "tracer  elements"  (to  be  defined  by  regu- 
lation). We  have  several  key  concerns  with 
requiring  taggants  in  ANFO.  including: 

1.  Safety — manufacturers  of  the  explosives 
used  by  the  mining  industry  have  raised  the 
concern  that  the  introduction  of  taggants 
will  raise  safety  concerns.  For  example,  the 
manufacturers  are  concerned  that  the  intro- 
duction of  the  taggant  into  an  explosives 
mixture  can  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
inction  and  impact  sensitivity  and/or  the 
stability  properties  of  the  explosives.  The 
Wyoming  coal  mining  industry  is  among  the 
safest,  if  not  the  safest,  in  the  entire  world. 
This  admirable  safety  record  has  not  come 
about  by  accident,  but  rather  through  care- 
ful implementation  of  safety  awareness  and 
programs.  We  cannot  compromise  the  safety 
of  our  employees. 

2.  Cost^a  1993  study  by  the  Institute  of 
Makers  of  Explosives  (IME)  conservatively 
estimated  that  taggants  in  ANFO  would  cost 
an  additional  47  cents  per  pound.  As  pre- 
viously noted,  BTM  anticipates  using  75  to  85 
million  pounds  of  .ANFO  annually.  Using  the 
IME  study,  TBCC's  costs  would  conserv- 
atively rise  by  $35  to  $40  million  annually  on 
a  product  that  is  currently  being  used  in  a 
safe,  legal  and  regulated  manner.  In  a  mar- 
ket that  is  highly  comjjetitive.  costs  have  to 
be  controlled. 

We  hope  that  you  will  support  Title  VIII 
provisions  in  S.  735  and  will  resist  any  efforts 
to  expand  the  scope  of  the  bill  to  include 
ANFO.  This  will  help  ensure  that  any  new 
legislative  and/or  regulatory  program  meets 
its  specified  purpose  without  compromising 
safety  or  punishing  industries  using  the 
product  in  a  safe  and  legal  fashion.  We  would 
also  be  glad  to  help  you  in  any  manner  you 
desire  with  regard  to  this  issue. 
Sincerely. 

GREG  SCHAEFER. 


Mr.  HATCH.  Gregg  Schaefer  is  direc- 
tor of  Government  issues  and  analysis 
for  the  ARCO  Coal  Co. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  before,  there 
are  presently  100  amendments  under 
the  unanimous  consent.  We  have  five 
up.  Sixty-eight  of  those  are  Democrat 
amendments;  we  have  one  of  those  up. 
Thirty-two  amendments  are  Repub- 
lican: four  of  those  are  up.  Most  of 
those  32  amendments.  I  believe,  will 
not  be  offered. 

I  am  hoping  that  Senators  will  get  to 
the  floor  and  offer  their  amendments 
so  that  we  can  stack  these  votes  after 
6  o'clock  p.m.  and  move  ahead  with 
this  very  important  bill. 

I  am  wearing  this  ribbon  in  honor  of 
the  people  who  died,  and  their  families 
who  have  survived,  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing.  It  has  great  significance  to 
me  because  one  of  the  survivor's 
daughters  pinned  it  on  me  earlier  this 
morning.  I  wear  it  with  honor  and  with 
consideration  for  what  these  good  peo- 
ple suffered  and  what  they  are  going 
through  currently. 

We  know  that  this  bill  is  critical. 
The  President  has  expressed  dis- 
satisfaction with  the  Congress  because 
we  did  not  pass  an  antiterrorist  bill  by 
Memorial  Day.  We  are  only  a  little 
time  later  than  Memorial  Day— one 
week.  I  believe  we  can.  if  we  can  get 
the  cooperation  of  our  friends  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  I  believe  we  can  ptass 
this  bill  by  tomorrow  evening  or  at 
some  reasonable  time  this  week. 

I  hope  that  Senators  who  have 
amendments  will  get  over  here  to  the 
floor  and  offer  them.  We  will  stack 
those  amendments  until  after  6  o'clock 
tonight,  and  if  necessary,  tomorrow.  I 
would  like  to  debate  them  now  and  uti- 
lize this  time  so  that  we  can  move 
ahead  on  this  very  important  bill. 

Regarding  a  vast  majority  of  this 
bill,  I  think  a  vast  majority  of  Sen- 
ators will  agree  with.  I  believe  a  vsist 
majority  of  this  bill,  if  not  most  all  of 
it,  the  President  agrees  with. 

It  is  a  bill  that  should  not  have  any 
real  controversy  except  in  some  iso- 
lated areas,  and  of  course  on  the  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  provisions. 

There  are  people  who  sincerely  be- 
lieve that  we  should  have  no  habeas 
corpus  rights  in  this  society.  There  will 
be  an  amendment  offered,  perhaps  later 
today  or  tomorrow,  that  will  severely 
curtail  habeas  corpus  appeals,  if  it  Is 
passed. 

Then  there  are  others  who  believe  we 
ought  to  continue  the  same  system  we 
have  now  which  allows  for  multiple 
frivolous  appeals,  one  appeal  after  an- 
other, all  the  way  up  to  the  State 
courts,  and  then  all  the  way  up  to  the 
Federal  courts,  or  vice  versa.  I  do  not 
think  very  many  people  in  this  country 
would  agree  with  either  of  those  ex- 
treme points  of  view. 

Habeas  corpus  is  a  statutory  right 
that  was  established  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  the  rights  of  the  accused. 
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Our  habeas  corpus  provision,  the  Spec- 
ter-Hatch bill,  will  protect  those 
rights,  but  it  will  put  an  end  to  the 
frivolous  appeals  that  make  a  mockery 
out  of  our  system  of  justice. 

I  hope  that  our  fellow  Senators  will 
get  over  here  and  bring  their  amend- 
ments to  the  floor  so  that  we  can  move 
ahead  and  get  this  bill  done  within  a 
reasonable  time,  please  our  President, 
and  certainly  do  so  in  memorialization 
of  the  suffering  that  these  folks  from 
Oklahoma  City  are  undergoing  and  in 
memorialization  of  those  who  have 
died,  because  we  have  not  done  enough 
to  resolve  terrorist  problems  in  our  so- 
ciety. 

I  am  not  sure  that  any  piece  of  legis- 
lation is  going  to  absolutely  protect 
people  from  terrorist  activities.  Of 
course,  no  legislation  can  be  crafted  to 
do  that.  But  this  legislation  will  put 
teeth  in  our  criminal  laws,  our  Federal 
criminal  laws,  to  bring  people  to  jus- 
tice who  might  commit  terrorist  ac- 
tivities and  might  deter  those  who  are 
considering  participating  in  terrorist 
activities  in  our  society. 

I  am  hopeful  we  can  move  ahead  here 
today  I  am  prepared  to  stay  as  long  as 
we  have  to  and  to  debate  any  issue  that 
any  Member  cares  to  bring  to  the  floor. 
I  hope  those  who  have  the  remaining  67 
amendments  on  the  Democrat  side  and 
the  remaining  28  amendments  on  the 
Republican  side  will  get  to  the  floor 
and  move  ahead  on  this  matter. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr  HATCH  Mr  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  am  very 
concerned  that  we  are  sitting  here  just 
wasting  time  while  there  have  been 
complaints  about  not  moving  ahead  on 
the  terrorism  bill.  So  we  are  moving 
ahead  We  are  here  to  go.  Frankly,  the 
only  real  controversial  issue  that  I  can 
see  of  any  real  consequence  on  this  bill 
happens  to  be  the  habeas  corpus,  Spec- 
ter-Hatch bill.  I  am  hoping  that  those 
who  have  amendments  on  that  habeas 
corpus  reform  bill  will  bring  them  to 
the  floor  and  debate  them  and  let  us 
get  them  out  of  the  way.  If  they  win, 
they  win.  If  they  lose,  they  lose.  The 
fact  is  let  us  get  out  here  and  use  this 
time  and  not  waste  it.  Thus  far,  we 
have  had  four  Republican  amendments, 
one  Democrat  amendment.  The  Demo- 
crat amendment  is  scheduled  for  a  vote 
at  6  o'clock. 

.\MENDMENT  NO.  1207  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  1199 

Purpose:  To  extend  U.S.  sanctions  against 
Iran  Co  all  countries  desig'nated  as  'terror- 
ist countries"  by  the  Secretary  of  State* 
Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an- 
other   Republican    amendment    to    the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
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eration.  I  send  this  up  for  and  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Brown  from  Colorado. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from   Utah   (Mr.   H.^TCH).   for 
Mr.   Brown,   proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 1207  to  amendment  No.  1199. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  Dole-Hatch 
substitute,  add  the  following  new  section— 

"SEC.     .  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  TERRORIST  COUN- 
TRIES. 

(a)  Prohibition.— In  conjunction  with  a  de- 
temnination  by  the  Secretary  of  State  that  a 
nation  is  a  state  sponsor  of  international 
terrorism  pursuant  to  6(j)  of  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
2405(j))  or  620A  of  the  Foreiprn  .Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371).  the  Secretary  of 
State,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  shall  issue  regulations  prohibit- 
ing the  following — 

(1)  The  importation  into  the  United  States, 
or  the  financing  of  such  importation,  of  any 
goods  or  services  originating  in  a  terrorist 
country,  other  than  publications  or  mate- 
rials imported  for  news  publications  or  news 
broadcast  dissemination; 

(2)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  section 
203(b)  of  lEEPA  (50  U.S.C.  1702(b)).  the  expor- 
tation from  the  United  States  to  a  terrorist 
country,  the  government  of  a  terrorist  coun- 
try, or  to  an.v  entity  controlled  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  terrorist  country,  or  the  fi- 
nancing of  such  exportation,  of  any  goods, 
technology  (including  technical  data  or 
other  information  subject  to  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act  Regulations.  15  CFR  Parts 
768-799(1994))  or  services: 

(3)  The  reexportation  to  such  terrorist 
country,  its  government,  or  to  any  entity 
owned  or  controlled  by  the  government  of 
the  terrorist  country,  or  any  gond.<;  nr  tech- 
nology (including  technical  data  or  other  in- 
formation) exported  from  the  United  States, 
the  exportation  of  which  is  subject  to  export 
license  application  requirements  under  any 
U.S.  regulations  in  effect  immediately  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  unless,  for 
goods,  they  have  been  (i)  substantially  trans- 
formed outside  the  U.S..  or  (ii)  incorporated 
into  another  product  outside  the  United 
States  and  constitute  less  than  10  percent  by 
value  of  that  product  exported  from  a  third 
country: 

(4)  except  to  the  extent  provided  in  section 
203(b)  of  lEEPA  (50  U.S.C.  1702(b)).  any  trans- 
action, including  purchase,  sale,  transpor- 
tation, swap,  financing,  or  brokering  trans- 
actions, or  United  States  person  relating  to 
goods  or  services  originating  from  a  terrorist 
country  or  owned  or  controlled  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  terrorist  country: 

(5)  Any  new  investment  by  a  United  States 
person  in  a  terrorist  country  or  in  property 
(including  entities)  owned  or  controlled  by 
the  government  of  a  terrorist  country: 

(6)  The  approval  or  facilitation  by  a  United 
States  person  or  entry  into  or  performance 
by  an  entity  owned  or  controlled  by  a  United 
States  person  of  a  transaction  or  contract: 

(.\)  prohibited  as  to  United  States  persons 
by  subsection  (3).  (4)  or  (5)  or 

(B)  relating  to  the  financing  of  activities 
prohibited  as  to  United  States  persons  by 
those  subsections,  or  of  a  guaranty  of  an- 


other  person's   performance   of  such   trans- 
action or  contract;  and 

(7)  Any  transaction  by  any  United  States 
person  or  within  the  United  States  that 
evades  or  avoids,  or  has  the  purpose  of  e*vad- 
ing  or  avoiding,  or  attempting  to  violate, 
any  of  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in  this  sec- 
tion. 

(b)  Definitions.— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section: 

(1)  the  term  ■person"  means  an  individual 
or  entity; 

(2)  the  term  "entity  "  means  a  partnership, 
association,  trust,  joint  venture,  corpora- 
tion, or  other  organization; 

(3)  the  term  "United  States  person"  means 
any  U.S.  citizen,  permanent  resident  alien, 
entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  (including  foreign  branches),  or 
any  person  in  the  United  States; 

(4)  the  term  "terrorist  country"  means  a 
country  the  government  of  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  has  determined  is  a  terrorist 
government  for  the  purpo.ses  of  6(j)  of  the  Ex- 
port Administration  Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C. 
App.  2405(j)),  or  620A  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  use.  2371)  and  includes 
the  territory  of  the  country  and  any  other 
territory  or  marine  area,  including  the  ex- 
clusive economic  zone  and  continental  shelf, 
over  which  the  government  of  the  terrorist 
country  claims  sovereignty,  sovereign 
rights,  or  jurisdiction,  provided  that  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  terrorist  country  exercises 
partial  or  total  de  facto  control  over  the 
area  or  derives  a  benefit  from  the  economic 
activity  in  the  area  pursuant  to  inter- 
national arrangements;  and 

(5)  the  term  "new  investment"  means — 

(A)  a  commitment  or  contribution  of  funds 
or  other  assets,  or 

(B)  a  loan  or  other  extension  of  credit. 

(6)  the  term  "appropriate  committees  of 
Congress"  means— 

(A)  the  Banking  and  Financial  Services 
Committee,  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
and  the  International  Relations  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Representatives; 

(B)  the  Banking.  Housing  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs Committee,  the  Finance  Committee 
and  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of  the 
Senate. 

(c)  Export  Re-export.— The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  may  not  authorize  the  expor- 
tation or  reexportation  to  a  terrorist  coun- 
try, the  government  of  a  terrorist  country, 
or  an  entity  owned  or  controlled  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  terrorist  country  of  any  goods, 
technology,  or  services  subject  to  export  li- 
cense application  requirements  of  another 
agency  of  the  United  States  government,  if 
authorization  of  the  exportation  or  reexpor- 
tation by  that  agency  would  be  prohibited  by 
law. 

(d)  Rights  and  Benefits.— Nothing  con- 
tained in  this  section  shall  create  any  right 
or  benefit,  substantive  or  procedural,  en- 
forceable by  any  party  against  the  United 
States,  its  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  its 
officers  or  employees,  or  any  other  person. 

(e)  Waiver.— The  President  may  waive  the 
prohibitions  described  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  for  a  country  for  successive  180 
day  periods  if— 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  national 
security  interests  or  humanitarian  reasons 
justify  a  waiver;  and 

(2)  at  least  15  days  before  the  waiver  takes 
effect,  the  President  consults  with  appro- 
priate committees  of  Congress  regarding  the 
proposed  waiver  and  submits  a  report  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  President  Pro  Tempore  of  the  Senate 
containing— 
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I  A)  the  name  of  the  recipient  country; 

(B)  a  description  of  the  national  security 
interests  or  humanitarian  reasons  which  re- 
quire a  waiver; 

(c)  the  type  and  amount  of  and  the  jus- 
tification for  the  assistance  to  be  provided 
pursuant  to  the  waiver;  and 

(D)  the  period  of  time  during  which  such 
waiver  will  be  effective. 

The  waiver  authority  granted  in  this  sub- 
section ma.y  not  be  used  to  provide  any  as- 
sistance which  is  also  prohibited  by  section 
40  of  the  Arms  Control  Export  Control  Act."' 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
offer  this  amendment  for  and  on  behalf 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado, (Mr.  BROWN']. 

This  amendment  will  extend  the 
sanctions  currently  imposed  against 
Iran  to  all  countries  designated  as  ter- 
rorist countries  by  the  Secretary  of 
State.  Thus,  under  Senator  Brown's 
proposed  amendment,  all  countries 
deemed  to  engage  in  terrorist  activi- 
ties and  designated  as  supporting  inter- 
national terrorism  will  be  punished  to 
the  same  degree  that  Iran  is. 

Now.  this  is  a  controversial  amend- 
ment. I  hope  that  those  who  are  op- 
posed to  it  will  come  to  the  floor  and 
be  prepared  to  debate  it  if  they  so  de- 
sire. If  not.  we  will  put  it  in  line  fol- 
lowing the  stacked  amendments  where 
either  it  will  be  accepted  by  unanimous 
consent  or  voted  upon  one  way  or  the 
other.  Senator  Brown  has  permitted 
me  to  put  that  amendment  into  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

Now.  that  makes  five  Republican 
amendments.  I  think  it  is  safe  to  as- 
sume that  Senator  Dole  probably  is 
not  going  to  call  up  his  two.  I  am  not 
going  to  call  up  my  two.  And  so  that  is 
at  least  9  or  10  Republican  amendments 
disposed  of,  and  I  do  not  believe  most 
of  the  others  will  be  brought  forward 

Major  difficulties  are  going  to  be 
over  the  question  of  habeas  corpus  re- 
form. ,^nd  I  hope  that  those  who  have 
amendments  to  that  will  bring  them  up 
here  today  and  let  us  debate  them  and 
go  ahead.  If  there  are  any  other  amend- 
ments that  can  be  brought  to  the  floor 
at  this  time,  we  sure  would  like  to  en- 
courage our  colleagues  to  do  so  so  we 
can  dispose  of  as  many  of  them  today 
as  we  possibly  can. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Brown  amendment  be  set  aside  so  that 
another  amendment  can  be  called  up 
by  any  Senator  who  desires  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr,  President,  again  I 
encourage   m.y   colleagues   to   get   here 


and  bring  up  their  amendments.  So  far. 
we  have  five  Republican  amendments 
up.  and  two  Democrat  amendments.  I 
believe  that  Senator  Dole  will  forgo 
his  two.  I  intend  to  forgo  my  two.  un- 
less we  have  to  use  those.  I  have  been 
informed  by  Senator  Gr.wim's  staffer 
that  he  will  forgo  his  two.  That  is  six 
more. 

We  are  moving  through  this  pretty 
well  today.  But  I  would  like  to  get  as 
many  amendments  as  can  be  agreed  to 
or  debated  over  a  short  term  today  as 
quickly  as  possible.  Of  course,  we 
would  be  happy  to  take  any  habeas  cor- 
pus amendments  that  there  are. 

As  I  have  been  standing  here,  some 
people  have  called  in  and  wondered 
about  the  ribbons  I  am  wearing  on  my 
lapel  that  were  kindly  placed  there  by 
one  of  the  family  members  who  lost  a 
member  of  their  family. 

I  think  it  is  important,  as  we  discuss 
this  matter,  that  we  recall  why  in  the 
world  we  are  here.  There  are  167  vic- 
tims of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
This  morning,  along  with  Senator 
INHOFE  and  Senator  NiCKLES,  I  met 
with  the  families  of  some  of  the  vic- 
tims of  that  tragedy.  So  they  presented 
me  with  this  ribbon  I  am  wearing.  Let 
me  just  explain  its  significance.  It  has 
four  ribbons,  or  four  strands.  The  blue 
strand  right  here  represents  the  State 
of  Oklahoma,  The  white  strand  rep- 
resents hope.  The  yellow  strand  rep- 
resents those  who  were  missing  in  the 
wake  of  the  bombing.  The  purple 
strand  represents  those  killed.  Just  to 
make  that  point  a  little  more  dramati- 
cally, this  chart  represents  the  victims 
of  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  of 
those  names  be  printed  in  the  RECORD 
Rt  thi«  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECORD,  as 
follows: 

The  Murdered  Victims  of  Oklahoma  crrv 

Lucio  Aleman.  Jr..  33. 

Teresa  Alexander.  33, 

Ted  Allen.  48. 

Richard  Allen.  46. 

Baylee  Almon.  1. 

Diane  E.  Hollingsworth  Althouse,  44. 

Pamela  Argo.  36. 

Saundra  .Avery,  34, 

Peter  Avillanoza,  57. 

Calvin  Battle,  65. 

Peola  Battle,  51. 

Danielle  Bell.  I'/Ji. 

Oleta  Biddy.  54. 

Shelly  Turner  Bland.  25. 

.Andrea  Blanton.  33, 

Olen  B.  Bloomer.  61, 

Army  Sgt,  1st  Class  Lola  Rene  Bolden.  40, 

James  E,  Boles,  51. 

Mark  A.  Bolte.  27. 

Ca.ssandra  Booker.  25. 

Carol  Bowers.  53. 

Peachlyn  Bradley.  3. 

Woodrow  Brady,  41. 

Cynthia  Campbell  Brown,  26. 

Paul  G.  Broxterman.  43. 

Gabreon  Bruce.  4  months. 

Kimberly  Ruth  Burgess.  29, 

David  N   Burkett.  47, 

Donald  E.  Burns.  62. 


Karen  Gist  Carr,  32. 

Michael  J.  Carrillo,  44. 

Rona  Chafey.  35. 

Zackary  Chavez.  3. 

Robert  Chipman,  51, 

Kimberly  K.  Clark,  39. 

Margaret  L.  Clark,  42. 

Anthony  C.  Cooper  II.  2. 

Antonio  A.  Cooper.  Jr.,  6  months, 

Dana  L.  Brown  Cooper.  24, 

Harley  Cottingham.  Jr.,  46. 

Kim  R.  Cousins.  33. 

Elijah  Coverdale.  2. 

Aaron  Coverdale.  5. 

Jaci  Coyne.  14  months. 

Katherine  Cregan.  60. 

Richard  Cummins.  56. 

Steven  Curry.  44, 

Brenda  Daniels.  42, 

Sgt.  Benjamin  L,  Davis.  29, 

Diane  Lynn  Day,  38. 

Peter  DeMaster.  44, 

Castine  Deveroux.  48. 

Sheila  Driver.  28. 

Tylor  Eaves.  8  months. 

Ashley  Eckles.  4. 

Susan  Ferrell,  37. 

Carrol  "Chip"  Fields,  49. 

Katherine  .Ann  Finley.  44. 

Judy  J.  Fisher.  45. 

Linda  Florence.  43. 

Donald  Fritzler.  64, 

Mary  Anne  Fritzler.  57. 

Tevin  Garrett.  1. 

Laura  Jane  Garrison,  62. 

Jamie  Genzer.  32. 

Margaret  Goodson,  55, 

Kevin  Lee  Gottshall.  6  months, 

Ethel  Louise  Griffin.  55. 

Colleen  Guiles.  58, 

Marine  Capt.  Randolph  Guzman.  28, 

Cheryl  Hammons.  44, 

Ronald  Harding.  55, 

Thomas  Hawthorne.  52. 

Doris  Adele  Higginbottom,  44. 

Anita  C.  Hightower.  27, 

Thompson  E,   "Gene"'  Hodges.  54. 

Peggy  Louise  Holland.  37. 

Linda  Coleen  Housley.  53. 

George  M.  Howard.  46, 

Wanda  Ho"A-eli.  34, 

Robbin  A,  Huff,  37. 

Charles  Hurlburt.  73. 

Anna  Jean  Hurlburt.  67. 

Paul  D.  Ice,  42, 

Christi  Y.  Jenkins,  32. 

Domonique  London  Johnson,  2. 

Norma  Jean  Johnson.  62. 

Raymond  L,  Johnson.  59. 

Larry  J.  Jones.  46. 

Blake  R,  Kennedy.  V/i. 

Carole  Khalil.  50, 

Valerie  Koelsch.  33. 

Carolyn  A.  Kreymborg.  57. 

Teresa  L.  Lauderdale.  41. 

Catherine  Leinen,  47. 

Carrie  Lenz.  26. 

Donald  R.  Leonard.  50. 

Airman  Isl  Class  Lakesha  R.  Levy.  21. 

Rheta  Long.  60. 

Michael  Loudenslager.  48, 

Aurelia  "Donna"  Luster,  43, 

Robert  Luster.  45. 

Mickey  Maroney.  50. 

James  K.  Martin.  34. 

Gilberto  Martinez,  35. 

Tresia  Mathes-Worton.  28. 

James  Anthony  McCarthy,  53. 

Kenneth  McCuIlough,  36, 

Betsy  J,  McGonnell,  47, 

Linda  G.  McKinney,  48, 

Airman  1st  Class  Cartney  J,  McRaven.  19, 

Claude  Medearis.  41. 

Claudette  Meek.  44. 
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Frankie  Ann  Merrell.  23. 

Derwin  Miller.  27. 

Eula  Leigh  Mitchell.  64. 

John  C.  Moss  in.  51. 

Patricia  Mix,  47. 

Jerry  Lee  Parker.  45. 

Jill  Randolph.  27. 

Michelle  .\nn  Reader,  33. 

Terry  Smith  Rees.  41. 

Mary  Leasure  Rentie.  39. 

Antonio  Reyes,  55. 

Kathryn  Ridley,  24. 

Trudy  Ri§rney,  31. 

Claudine  Ritter,  48. 

Christy  Rosas,  22. 

Sonja  Sanders,  27. 

Lanny  L.  Scroggins.  46. 

Kathy  L.  Seidl,  39. 

Leora  L.  Sells,  57. 

Karan  D.  Shephard.  27. 

Chase  Smith,  3. 

Colton  Smith,  2. 

Army  Sgt.  1st  Class  Victoria  Sohn.  36. 

John  T.  Stewart,  51. 

Dolores  M.  Stratton.  51. 

Emilio  Tapia.  49. 

Victoria  Texter.  37. 

Charlotte  A.  Thomas.  43. 

Michael  Thompson.  47. 

Virginia  Thompson.  56. 

Kayla  M.  Titsworth.  3. 

Ricky  L.  Tomlin.  46. 

LaRue  Treanor.  56. 

Luther  Treanor,  61. 

Larry  L.  Turner,  43. 

Jules  A.  Valdez.  51. 

John  K.  VanEss,  67. 

Johnny  A.  Wade,  42. 

David  J.  Walker.  54. 

Robert  N.  Walker.  52. 

Wanda  L.  Watkins,  49. 

Michael  Weaver,  45. 

Julie  Welch.  23. 

Robert  Westberry,  57. 

Alan  Whicher.  40. 

Jo  Ann  Whittenberg,  35. 

Frances  A.  Williams.  48. 

Scott  Williams.  24. 

William  Stephen  Williams.  42. 

Clarence  Wilson.  49. 

Sharon  L.  Wood-Chestnut.  47. 

Ronota  A.  Woodbridge.  31. 

KILLED  IN  RESCUE  EFFORT 
Rebecca  Anderson.  37 

Mr.  HATCH.  These  were  folks  who 
were  working  for  our  country  or  stand- 
ing in  the  street  at  the  time.  Many  of 
them  have  been  heroes  for  years,  and 
they  are  all  heroes  today.  These  rib- 
bons I  am  wearing  represent  these  peo- 
ple of  the  State  of  Oklahoma— those 
missing  and  those  killed. 

These  people  are  crying  out  for  us  to 
get  this  bill  passed  and  to  do  what 
should  be  done.  There  were  a  number  of 
children  who  were  killed.  I  would  just 
like  to  read  their  names  into  the 
Record: 

Almon.  Baylee.  1;  Bell.  Danielle.  l''i;  Brad- 
ley. Peachlyn.  3:  Bruce,  Gabreon,  4  months; 
Chavez.  Zackary,  3:  Cooper.  Anthony  C,  IL  2: 
Cooper,  Antonio  A..  Jr.,  6  months:  Coverdale, 
Elijan.  2:  Coverdale,  Aaron.  5;  Coyne,  Jaci,  14 
months:  Eaves.  Tylor,  8  months;  Eckles. 
Ashley,  4:  Garrett.  Tevin,  1:  Gottshall,  Kevin 
Lee.  6  months:  Johnson.  Domonique  London. 
2:  Kennedy.  Blake  R.,  1'^;  Smith.  Chase.  3: 
Smith.  Colton.  2:  and  Titsworth.  Kayla  M  .  3. 


what  should  be  done  here.  I  intend  to 
see  that  it  is  done. 

Let  us  get  our  amendments  here  and 
get  this  bill  done.  If  it  can  be  improved, 
fine.  The  people  who  have  amendments, 
we  would  like  to  get  them  here. 

Baylee  Almon  turned  1  year  old  on 
Tuesday,  April  18,  1995.  That  day  her 
family  threw  her  a  birthday  party.  Her 
aunts,  uncles,  and  cousins — along  with 
her  22-year-old,  single  mother  Aren— 
celebrated  what  was  to  be  her  first  of 
many  birthdays.  Horribly,  however,  her 
lifeless  body  was  pulled  from  the  rub- 
ble of  the  Alfred  Murrah  building  in 
Oklahoma  City  less  than  24  hours  later. 

By  now.  we  are  too  familiar  with  the 
unforgettable  image  of  Baylee  being 
carried  away  from  the  wreckage  by 
firefighter  Capt.  Chris  Fields.  This 
image  of  Baylee's  lifeless  body  being 
tenderly  cradled  by  a  firefighter  was 
called  by  Governor  Frank  Keating  "a 
metaphor  for  what's  happened  here." 
Baylee  was  1  of  19  children  murdered 
by  the  terrorist  bomb  blast  on  April  19, 
1995. 

When  some  suggest  that  our  decision 
to  include  habeas  corpus  reform  in  this 
bill  is  unrelated  to  the  murder  of  chil- 
dren like  Baylee  or  that  our  efforts  are 
politically  motivated,  we  mock  the 
memory  of  Baylee  Almon.  Habeas  cor- 
pus policies  and  procedures  directly 
and  forcefully  impact  victims.  Our  de- 
bate about  habeas  reform  has  tradi- 
tionally focused  on  such  issues  as  the 
rights  of  petitioning  prisoners,  federal- 
ism, and  competency  of  counsel.  But, 
for  those  who  have  buried  murder  vic- 
tims, the  continued,  protracted  appeals 
mean  something  else.  John  Collins,  the 
father  of  a  19-year-old  young  woman 
who  was  brutally  murdered  in  1985, 
may  have  put  it  best  when  he  testified 
before  the  Judiciary  Committee  in  1991: 

Extended  habeas  corpus  proceedings  mean 
no  closure  to  our  grief,  no  end  to  our  mental 
and  emotional  suffering,  no  end  to  night- 
mares, and  no  relief  from  the  leaden  weights 
that  remain  lodged  in  our  hearts.  It  means 
we  continue  to  bleed. 

Due  to  our  current  system  of  habeas 
corpus  litigation,  April  19,  will  not  be 
the  end  of  the  victimization  of  those 
who  died  in  Oklahoma  City.  Long  after 
the  media  stops  covering  the  tragedy 
and  elected  officials  stop  meeting  with 
the  victims,  those  responsible  for  this 
cowardly  act  will  probably  be  flaunting 
justice  unless  we  act  to  pass  habeas  re- 
form. The  families  of  those  who  died 
will  agonize  for  many,  many  years  to 
come  unless  we  act  to  pass  true,  mean- 
ingful habeas  corpus  reform. 

For  too  long,  the  interests  of  the  con- 
victed murdered  have  outweighted  the 
interests  of  the  families  of  murder  vic- 
tims. For  too  long,  habeas  corpus  ha.s 
been  viewed  as  a  tangential  issue  to 
the  more  alluring  issues  of  gun  control 
and  enhanced  mandatory  penalties. 
What  is  ironic  is  that  for  many  of  my 
These  people  are  crying  out  in  having  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
been  killed.  These  children  and  their  aisle,  it  never  seems  to  be  the  right 
families  are  crying  out  for  us  to  do     time  to  pass  habeas  corpus  reform. 
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The  time  has  come  to  return  some 
balance  in  the  criminal  justice  system 
and  nowhere  is  this  more  urgently 
needed  than  in  the  capital  litigation 
area.  We  must  recognize  that  the  true 
concerns  of  justice,  in  the  final  analy- 
sis, must  lie  wi';.h  those  who  support  so- 
ciety and  genuinely  strive  to  uphold  its 
law  and  not  those  who  tear  away  at  so- 
ciety, mock  its  laws,  and  murder  inno- 
cent children  like  Baylee. 

I  am  concerned  about  it,  and  I  just 
think  it  is  time  to  act.  We  should  quit 
playing  around  with  these  problems. 
We  have  a  chance  of  making  a  dif- 
ference right  now. 

Let  me  just  take  a  second  here  and 
read  a  letter  from  a  woman  who  was  at 
the  press  conference  this  morning.  This 
is  dated  June  4,  1995. 
Re:  Dole-Specter-Hatch  bill  S.  735. 
My  husband  of  34  years  and  the  father  of 
our  three  children.  Tim.  24.  Todd  22.  and 
Kristi.  19,  was  a  Director  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  in  Oklahoma  City.  We 
had  only  been  in  Oklahoma  for  4  months,  had 
purchased  our  home  only  3  weeks  before  he 
was  killed  on  April  19.  Our  lives  were  lit- 
erally -blown'  apart.  He  was  a  wonderful 
husband,  father,  son.  brother,  and  human 
being,  kind  and  caring  to  everyone  and  truly 
a  person  who  believed  in  observing  the  laws 
of  our  land  and  also  never  forgetting  how 
blessed  we  as  Americans  are  to  be  Americans 
and  to  enjoy  the  many  wonderful  freedoms 
and  opportunities  available  to  us  when  we 
abide  by  our  laws. 

That  is  what  I  am  asking  for  now:  Swift 
and  severe  punishment  of  those  responsible 
for  this  horrible  act.  Our  President  assured 
the  people  of  Oklahoma  and  America  this 
would  be  done.  There  should  not  be  more 
consideration  for  the  criminals  than  the  vic- 
tims. Under  our  Constitution,  the  rights  of 
criminals  have  to  be  protected  in  deciding  if 
they  are  guilty  or  innocent,  but  so  do  the 
rights  of  the  victims  need  to  be  protected. 
Protecting  criminals'  rights  does  not  give 
them  the  right  of  20  years  of  appeals. 

I  am  certain  that  if  any  one  of  you  were  in 
my  shoes,  (and  I  sincerely  hope  you  never 
are)  you  would  want  nothing  less  than  the 
death  penalty— now— not  years  from  now. 

I  pray  with  all  my  heart  you  will  do  what- 
ever is  necessary  to  enact  legislation  that 
will  not  allow  continuous  appeals.  Joyce 
McCarthy,  widow  of  James  A.  McCarthy,  Ed- 
mond.  OK. 

That  letter  says  it  more  poignantly 
than  anything  I  could  say.  It  is  time  to 
do  habeas  corpus  reform.  We  tried  for 
years.  We  did  pass  this  bill  through  the 
Senate  on  the  Hatch  amendment  a 
number  of  years  ago.  It  passed  over- 
whelmingly. There  is  no  reason  not  to 
face  this  issue  today. 

Now,  I  have  to  say  that  I  do  believe 
that  there  are  those  who  very  sincerely 
oppose  habeas  corpus  reform  in  this 
body.  I  think  they  are  a  distinct  minor- 
ity, and  I  think  they  oppose  it  mainly 
because  they  oppose  the  death  penalty. 
They  are  deathly  afraid  that  maybe 
somebody  will  be  executed  who  was  in- 
nocent. 

They  have  no  information  to  back 
them  up  on  that.  These  cases  are  very 
carefully  tried.  Any  person  accused  of 
murder  and   sentenced   to   death  after 
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this  bill  is  enacted  will  have  every  one 
of  that  person's  constitutional  rights 
and  privileges  and  liberties  protected. 
We  will  still  protect  the  civil  liberties 
of  the  people.  But  the  game  is  over  on 
multiple  frivolous  vehicles.  They  have 
one  trip  up  and  it  is  extensive  through 
the  State  court,  and  one  through  the 
Federal  courts.  Unless  they  can  show 
new  evidence,  or  the  Supreme  Court 
has  made  a  case  retroactive  in  nature, 
then  that  is  the  end  of  the  appeals. 

That  is  as  it  should  be.  It  is  time  to 
face  this  problem.  Is  time  to  stand  up 
and  do  what  has  to  be  done.  There  is  a 
lot  more  to  be  said  about  it. 

I  was  moved  this  morning  in  meeting 
these  families  and  these  people  who 
lost  their  loved  ones  in  Oklahoma  City. 
I  am  proud  to  wear  a  set  of  ribbons 
which  represents  the  State  of  Okla- 
homa, those  who  are  missing  and  those 
who  are  dead,  as  a  result  of  this  ter- 
rible, horrific  bomb. 

I  hope  we  can  move  ahead  on  this 
bill.  We  made  some  headway  here 
today,  but  I  would  like  to  make  a  lot 
more  before  the  day  is  over. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  ma- 
jority leader  today  opened  the  session 
by  criticizing  the  President  and  criti- 
cizing the  Democrats  for  what  he  says 
are  a  flood  of  amendments  that  are 
holding  up  this  bill.  He  said  that  if  the 
Senate  is  not  finished  by  tomorrow,  we 
will  pull  the  bill  and  go  on  to  further 
matters. 

Let  me  point  out  that  in  all  the  years 
that  I  have  been  here  -  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  has  been  over  here  a  few 
years  less  than  I  have — one  of  the 
things  delaying  action  on  the  bill 
today  is  we  are  coming  off  of  a  recess 
of  a  week  and  half  and  the  Members  are 
not  back  in  town  yet.  That  is  one  of 
the  reasons  there  is  delay. 

Let  me  first  say,  contrary  to  the  ma- 
jority leader's  representations,  we  are 
not  trying  to  delay  this  bill.  Indeed,  on 
the  very  same  day  we  received  the  final 
version  of  the  Republican  bill— and  we 
had  started  off,  by  the  way,  with  the 
President's  bill.  The  President  intro- 
duced a  bill,  or  had  3  Members  intro- 
duce the  bill  on  his  behalf. 

Senators  Kohl,  Specter,  and  myself 
met  with  the  President  at  the  White 
House.  This  was  a  bipartisan  group,  in- 
cluding the  Republican  leadership.  We 
were  under  the  impression  that  the 
President's  bill  would  be  the  bill  from 
which  we  worked. 

The  Republicans,  as  is  their  right,  in- 
troduced their  own  bill.  One  of  the 
problems  is  that  we  did  not  see  that 
bill  until  toward  the  middle  of  the 
afternoon  the  day  that  we  went  out  of 
here.  I  think,  or  maybe  the  day  before 
we  went  out.  People  had  not  had  a 
chance  to  read  the  bill. 

Notwithstanding  that,  the  very  same 
day  we  received  the  bill,  we  agreed  to  a 
finite  list  of  amendments.  We  did  not 
wait   around.    Once    we   calmed    every- 


one's concerns — we  heard  about  terror- 
ism, civil  liberties,  new  actions,  and 
everyone  from  folks  who  view  the  in- 
terests of  the  NRA  as  paramount,  to 
folks  who  view  the  interests  of  the  civil 


The  suggestion  that  they  are  meant 
to  delay  this  bill  is  an  obvious  attempt 
to  shift  focus  from  the  fact  that  Repub- 
licans oppose  strengthening  the  hand 
of  law  enforcement  against  terrorists. 


liberties    community    as    paramount^-     the  way  the  President's  proposal  is  op- 
posed to  any  attempt  to  delay. 

In  addition,  the  Republicans  included 
several  provisions  in  their  bill  that 
some  of  Members  believe  are  ill-drafted 
and  are  inappropriate  as  part  of  this 
bill.  We  have  several  amendments  to 
modify  these  provisions,  but  this  is  a 
Republican  bill. 

Again,  the  amendments  are  identified 
and  they  have  not  and  will  not  be  of- 
fered to  delay.  They  will  be  shortly  of- 
fered. They  will  be  voted  on.  They  are 
not  vehicles  for  delay. 

Moreover,  I  note  that  the  Repub- 
licans have  identified  a  number  of 
amendments  as  well.  As  I  understood 
from  the  list  before  we  went  out  last 
week,  the  Republican  Members  of  the 
Republican  Party  suggested  they  had 
32  amendments— 32  amendments.  Now, 
maybe  some  of  those  were  in  response 
to  what  they  anticipate  to  be  amend- 
ments from  Democrats.  Democrats 
have  amendments  that  were  put  for- 
ward in  anticipation  of  what  they 
thought  the  Republicans  were  doing. 
Much  of  this,  I  think,  will  fall  away. 

Putting  this  in  perspective,  if  there 
is  delay  going  on— and  there  is  not 
delay  going  on— 32  out  of  40-some 
amendments  or  70,  whatever  the  num- 
ber was  that  were  listed  last  week,  are 
Republican  amendments. 

In  all  the  talk  of  delay  by  Democrats 
over  habeas  corpus  reform,  the  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  under  which 
we  are  operating  identifies  4  Democrat 
amendments  on  habeas  corpus  and  4 
Republican  amendments  on  habeas  cor- 
pus. 

We  have  all  been  around  here  long 
enough  to  know  Senators  do  not  agree 
to  a  unanimous  consent  agreement 
limiting  the  number  of  amendments 
that  can  be  offered  on  a  subject  that  is 
allegedly  the  reason  for  the  delay  on 
the  bill. 

There  are  four  amendments  offered 
by  Democrats,  four  amendments  of- 
fered by  Republicans.  I  am  sure  we  can 
get  time  agreements  on  all  those 
amendments  at  some  point  along  the 
way  when  they  are  proposed.  That  is  it. 

I  might  add,  by  the  way,  if  my  Re- 
publican friends  had  wanted  to  move 
on  this  terrorism  bill  quickly,  all  they 
had  to  do  was  leave  habeas  corpus  off 
this.  It  would  not  have  attracted  all 
these  other  amendments.  We  could 
have  put  it  on  their  crime  bill.  They 
have  a  crime  bill  they  want  to  push. 
We  have  plenty  of  time  for  that,  in- 
stead of  dealing  with  this  issue. 

It  is  true  that  delay  on  death  pen- 
alties being  imposed  could  have  a  per- 
verse effect,  once  we  identify  and  con- 
vict the  people  responsible  for  the 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City.  That  is 
prospective,  way  down  the  road. 


everyone   wanted   to   make    sure    they 
knew  what  was  in  that  bill. 

Notwithstanding  that,  we  ended  up 
with  a  finite  list  of  amendments  which 
we  have  now.  No  doubt  that  list  would 
have  been  shorter  from  the  beginning 
had  the  Democrats  had  any  reasonable 
opportunity  to  review  the  Republican 
bill  before  it  was  brought  to  the  floor. 

Now.  having  worked  hard  over  the  re- 
cess, our  staffs  having  worked  hard, 
primarily,  we  have  limited  the  number 
of  amendments  we  need  to  offer  from 
our  side  of  the  aisle,  and  effectively  cut 
the  list  by  more  than  half. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  any  intent  to 
delay  the  bill.  And  while  talk  of  delay 
and  the  need  for  cloture  motions  may 
be  good  politics,  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  reality  of  the  work  before  the 
Senate.  The  reality  is  that  we  are  ad- 
dressing an  important  topic  that  de- 
serves serious — not  token,  but  seri- 
ous—consideration by  this  body. 

That  is.  the  threat  of  terrorism  from 
both  at  home  and  abroad.  That  threat 
is  real.  Bombings  at  the  World  Trade 
Center  2  years  ago  and  in  Oklahoma 
City  2  months  ago  are  proof  positive  of 
the  need  to  strengthen  our  responses  to 
this  threat. 

Does  not  this  threat  deserve  more 
than  2  days  of  the  Senate's  time?  It 
seems  to  me  that  while  we  all  want  to 
move  forward,  we  should  also  want  to 
make  sure  that  we  do  the  job  right. 
The  President  has  sent  two  strong  ter- 
rorism proposals  to  the  Congress  this 
year  in  responding  to  two  terrible 
bombings  on  American  soil.  His  propos- 
als contain  many  needed  reforms  to  en- 
able law  enforcement  to  better  inves- 
tigate and  prosecute  terrorist  acts. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  and  its 
Terrorism  Subcommittee  held  a  num- 
ber of  extensive  hearings  on  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal  over  the  last  6  weeks. 
Many  issues  have  been  discussed,  de- 
bated, and  drafted  into  legislative  lan- 
guage. The  Republicans  have  put  a  bill 
together,  drawn  in  large  measure  from 
the  administration's  proposal,  and 
much  of  which  is  supported  by  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

Unfortunately,  the  Republicans  fail 
to  include  in  their  bills  several  propos- 
als to  give  law  enforcement  modest  but 
needed  new  authority  to  fight  terror- 
ism in  the  areas  of  wiretaps,  taggants, 
and  military  assistance  in  cases  of  bio- 
logical and  chemical  terrorist  acts, 
just  to  name  three. 

There  will  be  amendments  to  address 
these  subjects,  and  the  amendments 
are  needed  to  make  this  bill  a  truly  ef- 
fective tool  to  fighting  terrorism.  Sev- 
eral of  the  amendments  have  been 
identified,  and  several  of  them  have  al- 
ready been  offered. 
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We  will  have  Democrats — not  me.  but 
other  Democrats — who  will  stand  up 
here  on  the  floor  and  argue  that  be- 
cause we  have  not  done  more  to  deal 
with  the  ability  of  people  to  get  explo- 
sives, because  we  have  not  dealt  more 
restrictively  with  the  people  and  the 
ability  of  people  to  get  ahold  of  weap- 
ons, because  we  cannot  deal  with  cer- 
tain bullets  that  can  penetrate  vests, 
that  kill  police  officers,  because  they 
have  not  done  that,  they  hamper  our 
ability  to  deal  with  terrorist  acts.  That 
is  true. 

I  plead  with  my  Democrat  and  Re- 
publican friends,  keep  that  stuff  off 
this  bill.  Move  forward  on  the  essential 
elements  of  what  the  President  said 
and  what  we  all  agree  is  needed  to  en- 
able the  FBI  and  the  law  enforcement 
agencies,  federally,  to  be  able  to  have 
the  manpower  as  well  as  additional 
legal  authority  to  both  infiltrate,  iden- 
tify, arrest,  prevent — hopefully— pre- 
vent future  terrorist  acts,  whether 
they  are  domestic  or  foreign  inspired. 

That  is  not  where  we  are.  No  matter 
how  much  it  made  sense  to  do  it  that 
way,  it  does  not  make  a  lot  of  sense  for 
me  to  spend  much  more  time  talking 
about  it  other  than  to  put  in  perspec- 
tive what  has  happened  here.  We  could 
have  finished  this  bill  a  long  time  ago. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  a  clear 
decision  was  made  to  take  a  very  im- 
portant part  of  the  Republican  crime 
bill,  their  essential  elimination  of  Fed- 
eral habeas  corpus,  and  drop  it  on  this 
bill. 

We  could  probably  settle  this  whole 
habeas  corpus  matter  very  quickly,  the 
Senator  from  Utah  and  I.  The  only  ef- 
fect habeas  corpus  can  possibly  have  in 
this  bill  is  Federal  habeas  corpus.  We 
have  an  amendment  to  limit  their  pro- 
posal to  Federal  habeas  corpus  cases. 
Let  us  go  ahead  and  do  that  and  drop 
all  Federal  habeas  corpus  amendments, 
vote  on  that  one. 

That  is  the  only  thing  that  is  argu- 
ably related  to  Oklahoma  City.  Noth- 
ing else  has  anything  to  do  with  Okla- 
homa City,  zero,  zero.  Nothing  else  has 
anything  to  do  with  this  legislation. 
This  is  Federal  legislation  dealing  with 
terrorist  acts.  That  is  Federal  court. 
That  is  Federal  prosecutors.  That  is  a 
Federal  conviction.  So  let  us  deal  with 
Federal  habeas  corpus,  not  State  ha- 
beas corpus. 

This  is  a  sham.  I  think  we  should 
change  habeas  corpus.  I  have  been  try- 
ing to  change  habeas  corpus,  dif- 
ferently than  my  friend  from  Utah  has, 
for  the  last  8  years.  We  have  battled 
over  it,  and  it  is  a  legitimate  and  seri- 
ous, intellectual,  political,  and  crimi- 
nal justice  issue  but  it  has  not  a  darned 
thing  to  do  with  this.  So  if  we  want  to 
end  all  the  delay — and  there  is  no  delay 
in  terms  other  than  time  consuming  on 
each  of  the  amendments — let  us  just 
have  the  debate  on  that  issue.  That  ap- 
plies to  this  legislation.  None  of  the 
rest  does. 


The  point  I  want  to  make  here,  and  I 
am  probably  overmaking  it,  is  that 
there  is  no  delay.  There  is  no  delay.  We 
have  agreed  to  the  amendment.  We 
have  limited  the  number  of  amend- 
ments that  can  be  brought  up.  We 
could  further  eliminate  a  lot  of  those 
amendments,  I  am  sure,  if  we  could 
agree  on  focusing  on  international  and 
domestic  terrorism  and  we  could  move 
on.  But  one  thing  for  certain,  this  issue 
warrants  serious  consideration— seri- 
ous consideration.  I  note  the  Repub- 
licans do  not  think  their  32  amend- 
ments are  frivolous.  Now  I  doubt  any  of 
these  amendments.  Democrat  or  Re- 
publican, are  designed  as  delaying  tac- 
tics. I  expect  we  can  work  many  of 
them  out  and  we  can  proceed  on  the 
rest.  But  I  believe  very  strongly  that 
our  job  involves  offering  relevant 
amendments  to  make  the  bill  better 
and  debating  them  fully  and  reason- 
ably. Again,  terrorism  is  not  a  trivial 
matter,  as  we  all  know.  The  issue  is  as 
vital  as  it  is  complicated. 

Let  me  just  give  one  example  how 
complicated  it  is.  I  will  bet  that  90  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  would 
have  guessed  that  when  Joe  Lieber- 
MAN.  Senator  Lieberman  of  Connecti- 
cut, and  I  brought  an  amendment  to 
the  floor  at  the  request  of  the  Presi- 
dent last  week  that  said  we  want  to 
give  the  FBI  the  same  power  to  use 
wiretapping  devices  and  wiretapping 
under  the  circumstances  that  we  pres- 
ently allow  them  to  investigate  orga- 
nized crime  to  organized  terrorist 
threats,  I  will  bet  90  percent  of  the 
American  people  would  have  thought 
everybody  in  this  floor  would  vote  for 
that — especially  the  Republicans.  They 
talk  about  law  and  order  all  the  time, 
like  Democrats  do  these  days.  And 
what  happened?  We  voted  on  it  and  it 
lost.  I  offer  that  as  a  simple  example  of 
what  is  so  complicated  about  this 
issue.  People  are  beginning  to  under- 
stand when  we  deal  with  people's  con- 
stitutional rights  and  the  fourth 
amendment  that  maybe  it  is  better  to 
err  on  the  side  of  being  very  cautious 
in  the  power  we  give  the  police. 

I  have  always  been  one  to  be  very 
cautious.  But  I  thought,  since  we  had 
the  ability  to  do  to  organized  crime 
what  was  proposed  by  Senator 
Lieberman  and  in  the  President's  bill, 
we  ought  to  be  able  to  do  that  with  ter- 
rorists. But,  guess  what,  an  over- 
whelming majority  of  my  Republicans 
friends  did  not  think  that  made  sense. 
I  do  not  criticize  them  for  that  point  of 
view.  I  just  offer  it  to  point  out  how 
complicated  it  is.  I  bet  they  have  trou- 
ble explaining  that  back  home.  I  do  not 
suggest  that  their  action  was  wrong  or 
had  any  motivation  other  than  they 
have  a  heightened  sense  of  concern 
about  the  use  of  wiretaps.  I  respect 
that. 

But  guess  what,  this  is  not  as  simple 
as  the  majority  leader  makes  it  sound. 
If   it    were    simple,    that    would    have 


passed  like  a  hot  knife  through  butter 
here.  But  it  did  not.  If  we  could  under- 
stand how  a  majority  of  Republicans  do 
not  think  we  should  be  able  to  go  after 
terrorists  like  we  do  the  mob,  then  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  understand  that 
this  is  a  complicated  issue.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  get  the  bill  right.  Again,  terror- 
ism is  not  a  trivial  matter.  It  is  vital, 
as  vital  as  it  is  complicated.  And  we 
have  to  give  law  enforcement  the  tools 
it  needs,  even  while  we  maintain  pro- 
tecting our  constitutional  rights. 

Now,  look,  just  to  give  an  example, 
we  are  going  to  have  an  amendment 
here  shortly  that  is  another  wiretap 
amendment.  I  will  give  this  as  just  one 
example.  That  wiretap  amendment,  if 
it  passes,  will  allow  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, the  Federal  Government,  to  be 
able  to  do  roving  wiretaps.  That  is  the 
second  amendment.  That  says,  if  you 
go  to  a  judge  and  say,  "Judge,  we  have 
probable  cause  to  believe  John  Doe  is 
committing  or  committed  a  felony 
under  the  existing  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  that  allows  us  to  ask  for  a 
wiretap  and  we  want  to  tap  John  Doe's 
phone,  "  if  the  court  concludes  there  is 
probable  cause,  then  in  fact  what  we  do 
is  we  go  along  and  we  say:  All  right, 
the  judge  says  that  he  will  allow  a 
wiretap.  Generally  what  happens  is  you 
get  a  wiretap  for  a  specific  phone  in 
John  Doe's  office  or  John  Doe's  home. 
But  lots  of  times  what  has  happened  is 
that  John  Doe  may  figure  he  may  be 
being  tapped  because  he  knows  he  is 
doing  something  wrong.  He  knows  he  is 
trying  to  avoid  detection.  So  he  may 
walk  to  the  comer  phone  booth  and  use 
the  corner  phone  booth  all  the  time.  Or 
he  may  go  use  the  phone  in  his  sister's 
home. 

Right  now  the  current  authority  for 
what  are  known  as  roving  or 
multipoint  wiretaps,  or  wiretap  or- 
ders—a provision  was  proposed  by  the 
President,  but  not  included  in  the  Re- 
publican substitute,  that  would  allow 
this  kind  of  multipoint  order, 
multipoint  wiretap  to  be  used. 
Multipoint  wiretaps  allow  law  enforce- 
ment officers  to  obtain  a  judicial  order 
to  intercept  the  communications  of  a 
particular  person,  not  just  for  one  spe- 
cific phone  as  with  most  wiretap  or- 
ders, but  on  any  phone  that  a  person 
may  use. 

A  recent  prosecution  will  help  illus- 
trate how  the  multipoint  wiretaps 
work.  In  this  particular  case  involving 
one  of  the  world's  biggest  international 
drug  traffickers,  agents  determined 
that  a  courier  was  contacting  his 
bosses  by  using  a  number  of  randomly 
chosen  public  phones  around  his  home, 
public  phones  outside  his  home.  A 
multipoint  wiretap  was  obtained  and 
up  to  25  phones  were  identified  to  pre- 
pare for  the  chance  that  the  target 
would  use  one  of  these  phones.  Any 
time  he  used  one  of  those  phones  the 
agents  were  able  to  initiate  a  wiretap. 
Interceptions  obtained  in  this  way  led 


to  53  Federal  indictments  and  19  tons 
of  cocaine  that  were  seized. 

The  wiretap  on  his  phone  would  not 
have  yielded  much  at  all,  but  they 
identified  all  the  phones  around  this 
guy's  neighborhood  because  they 
watched  him.  They  watched  the  pat- 
tern. He  would  walk  out  of  his  house 
and  go  to  a  telephone  and  use  that 
phone.  The  next  time  he  would  use  one 
two  streets  down  from  his  home,  and 
then  four  streets,  and  across  the  street. 
and  in  the  drug  store  across  the  street. 
So  they  got  an  order  for  a  multipoint 
wiretap.  And  they  were  right.  They  got 
the  order  through  a  judge. 

Under  the  current  law  the  Govern- 
ment can  get  a  multipoint  wiretap 
order  only  if  it  can  show  that  the  de- 
fendant is  intending  to  thwart  surveil- 
lance, usuall.y  by  switching  from  phone 
to  phone.  The  amendment  the  Presi- 
dent wants,  and  Senator  Lieberma.n" 
will  propose  on  his  behalf,  would  allow 
a  multipoint  wiretap  where  the  defend- 
ant's conduct  has  the  effect  of  thwart- 
ing surveillance  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  the  Government  can  prove  the 
defendant's  intent.  Keep  in  mind  they 
already  have  a  guy  they  identified  as 
the  subject  of  a  legitimate  wiretap  in 
his  own  home.  And  there  is  probable 
cause  to  believe  this  guy  is  doing  some- 
thing bad  that  exists  as  a  crime  under 
the  law  that  .you  can  get  a  wiretap  for. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Actually,  I  think  the 
amendment  the  Senator  is  talking 
about  is  a  good  amendment.  We  have 
some  on  our  side  who  have  some  trou- 
bles with  it.  but  I  probably  am  going  to 
support  this  amendment  because,  let  us 
be  honest  about  it,  all  the,y  are  saying 
is  they  are  going  to  follow  the  crimi- 
nal. That  is  all  this  amendment  means. 
The  President  is  right  on  this,  in  my 
opinion,  in  that  sense. 

The  original  amendment  written  in 
the  President's  bill  is  not  as  good  as 
this  one,  as  I  understand.  We  have  even 
worked  with  my  colleague  on  the  lan- 
guage on  it.  I  am  going  to  talk  to  our 
side  and  see  if  there  is  some  way  wc 
can  get  them  to  accept  that  amend- 
ment. But  there  are  people  who  are  so 
afraid  of  the  Government  right  now— 
polls  show  somewhere  around  40  per- 
cent of  the  people  are  afraid  of  their 
Government.  That  is  pathetic.  And 
part  of  the  reason  is  because  of  what 
happened  in  Waco,  because  of  what 
happened  at  Ruby  Ridge,  and  a  whole 
variety  of  other  reasons,  because  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  too  in- 
trusive in  all  of  our  lives. 

But  1  think  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  and  I,  working  to- 
gether, might  be  able  to  get  this  done 
because  I  think  he  makes  a  tremendous 
point.  So  did  the  President.  With  what 
the  President  wants  to  do.  the  problem 
was  the  roving  ban  semantically  had 
implications     that     frightened     people 


even  more.  But  all  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  trying  to  do  for  and  on  be- 
half of  the  President  and  others  is  say 
that,  if  you  have  a  criminal  who  is 
going  from  phone  to  phone,  you  can 
follow  the  criminal.  I  personally  do  not 
see  anything  wrong  with  that.  I  see 
some  great  value  in  doing  exactly  that. 

Once  again.  I  give  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  credit  for  being  one  of  the  as- 
tute leaders  in  criminal  law.  We  agree 
on  a  lot  more  than  we  disagree  on. 
Frankly,  where  we  disagree— and  there 
are  acceptable  and  good  arguments  on 
both  sides.  I  appreciate  the  way  he  is 
approaching  this.  I  want  to  read  the 
language.  But  I  personally  feel  pretty 
strongly  that  this  amendment  ought  to 
be  supported  by  both  sides.  I  did  not 
mean  to  take  so  much  of  the  time. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  That  is  fine.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  delighted  for  the  interven- 
tion. As  I  said  at  the  outset  of  my  dis- 
cussion of  this,  the  chairman  was  occu- 
pied with  the  staff  for  a  moment.  At 
the  time,  I  said  that  I  was  confident  he 
and  I  could  work  this  out.  I  am  con- 
fident we  can  work  out  most  of  this. 
The  reason  I  raise  this  is  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  larger  point  I  am  making: 
that  is.  there  is  no  attempt  to  delay 
anything  here.  This  provision  was  not 
included  in  the  Republican  bill.  I  think 
it  is  a  very  important  provision. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BIDEN,  Yes. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  attempt  on  the  part  of  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  Delaware  to  delay. 
But  by  his  own  comments  today  he  in- 
dicated that  if  we  could  get  right  off 
the  habeas  problem,  we  would  not  have 
the  problems,  we  probably  would  not 
have  68  Democrat  amendments.  My 
personal  belief  is  that  we  have  to  face 
that  problem  one  way  or  the  other. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware has  some  well-intentioned  amend- 
ments in  this  area.  I  have  to  fight 
against  them.  But  at  least  he  is  willing 
to  face  this  issue.  It  is  always  easier  to 
take  controversial  matters  and  not 
deal  with  them.  But  in  this  case.  I 
think  we  have  to  do  it.  It  is  the  only 
thing  that  really  will  make  a  dif- 
ference with  regard  to  Oklahoma  City. 

I  call  my  colleague's  attention,  be- 
cause of  his  comments  earlier  in  the 
day  where  he  said,  if  we  did  Federal  ha- 
beas, that  is  all  that  needs  to  be  done 
here.  I  call  his  attention  to  Robert  H. 
Mason's  letter  dated  May  24,  1995.  He  is 
district  attorney  for  Oklahoma  Coun- 
ty, the  district  in  which  this  occurred, 
where  he  points  out  that  if  you  did  just 
Federal  habeas,  it  would  not  solve  the 
problem  because  there  were  people  who 
were  not  Federal  workers,  who  were 
not  in  the  building  at  the  time,  who 
were  also  killed  and  maimed.  He  in- 
tends to  bring  prosecutions  in  the 
State  courts  and  to  have  swift  justice 
in  those  cases  also,  which  would  re- 
quire full  habeas  corpus  reform  like  we 
have. 


I  respect  my  colleague.  He  knows 
that.  We  have  been  together  on  too 
many  occasions.  We  have  fought  bat- 
tles together,  and  we  have  fought  them 
against  each  other.  There  are  very  few 
people  who  understand  these  criminal 
law  ramifications  as  well  as  my  friend 
from  Delaware.  But  I  would  really  urge 
him  to  help  us  on  this  habeas  corpus 
reform  because  I  really  believe  it  is 
something  that  has  to  be  faced.  It  is 
something  we  need  to  do,  and  I  think 
we  can  do  it  the  way  it  is  written  in  a 
way  that  protects  the  civil  liberties 
and  rights  of  those  who  are  accused. 

I  apologize  for  again  interrupting  and 
taking  time. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Not  at  all.  Mr.  President, 
I  welcome — not  interruptions— I  wel- 
come this  colloquy  and  conversation.  I 
know  that  there  is  an  understanding 
that  there  will  be  no  votes  until  5 
o'clock.  So  the  likelihood  of  anybody 
other  than  the  most  stalwart  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate — I  see  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  West  Virginia 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  here — other  than  a  few. 
there  are  going  to  be  a  lot  of  folks 
making  their  way  back  from  the  west 
coast  and  the  Midwest  on  airplanes.  So 
the  likelihood  of  anything  happening  of 
consequence  between  now  and  the  time 
that  it  was  announced  there  would  be  a 
vote  is  de  minimis.  So  I  welcome  the 
discussion. 

Let  me  just  again,  not  by  way  of  ar- 
gumentation but  illustration  of  the 
confusion  surrounding  the  legislation — 
understandable  confusion.  Even  if  the 
Republican  bill  had  not  been  intro- 
duced, had  the  President's  bill  been  in- 
troduced and  nothing  else,  there  would 
be  confusion  surrounding  it.  I  do  not 
mean  this  in  a  pejorative  way. 

The  letter  from  the  district  attorney, 
as  I  understand  it,  from  Oklahoma 
County,  the  county  in  which  Oklahoma 
City  is — I  have  not  read  it  yet,  but  the 
fact  of  his  rationale  of  why  they  need 
full  habeas  corpus,  to  have  State  ha- 
beas corpus  included,  is  because  there 
were  non-Federal  workers  killed— un- 
derstandably, he  misunderstands  the 
bill.  It  does  not  matter  who  is  killed  in 
the  building.  It  is  a  Federal  crime. 
That  is  what  we  are  establishing.  It  is 
a  Federal  crime.  A  foreign  national 
could  be  killed  in  the  building,  anyone, 
under  current  law,  killed  in  a  Federal 
building  that  is  blown  up,  it  is  a  Fed- 
eral crime.  It  is  also  a  State  crime  as 
well.  It  can  be  a  State  crime  as  well. 
But  it  is  a  Federal  crime. 

So  the  point  raised  by  the  distin- 
guished— again.  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
district  attorney  or  the  prosecutor  in 
that  county.  I  doubt  whether  he  has 
had  a  chance  to  review  the  existing 
Federal  law.  But  at  any  rate,  the  larger 
point  here  is  this:  I  am  ready,  willing, 
anxious  and.  hopefully  will  be  able  to 
demonstrate,  "able"  to  debate  this  ha- 
beas corpus  issue.  The  reason  why  I  did 
not  want  habeas  corpus  introduced  into 
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this  issue  is  because  I  did  not  want  to 
also  get  into  a  debate  on  guns  in  this 
issue.  I  did  not  want  to  debate  militia 
and  NRA  and  ACLU  and  all  of  these 
things. 

Look.  I  am  fearful  that,  although 
things  have  calmed  down  a  little  bit.  if 
you  listen  to  the  rhetoric  from  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  on  these  issues, 
you  would  assume  that  everyone  who 
joined  a  militia— by  the  way.  we  should 
not  use  that  phrase.  They  are  not  mili- 
tia. There  is  no  militia  under  the  Con- 
stitution. But  anyone  who  joins  these 
groups  who  organize  themselves  and 
call  themselves  militia,  on  the  one 
hand  you  have  everybody  making  them 
patriots:  on  the  other  hand,  all  a  bunch 
of  thugs,  depending  on  who  speaks  to 
it.  The  same  with  the  NRA— the  NRA 
puts  out  an  ill-advised  letter,  and  all  of 
sudden  everyone  in  the  NRA  is  a 
"thug",  a  "bum."  The  vast  majority  of 
NRA  members  in  my  State,  the  over- 
whelming number  of  NRA  members  are 
honest,  decent  citizens.  They  join  the 
NRA  because  that  is  the  outfit  that 
taught  them  how  to  use  a  gun  when 
they  were  a  Boy  Scout,  how  to  fire 
their  first  rifle,  took  them  to  the  firing 
range. 

I  am  going  to  oppose  the  amendment 
of  Senator  L.mtenberg.  I  support  the 
use  of  that  $25  million  in  funds  allow- 
ing ammunition  to  be  made  available 
to  teach  people  how  to  learn  to  use 
weapons.  That  is  a  healthy  thing.  That 
is  not  a  bad  thing.  Half  of  the  people 
who  join  the  NRA  in  my  State  join  for 
the  insurance  that  is  offered  by  the 
NRA.  The  NRA.  the  members  of  the 
NRA,  are  good.  God-fearing  people; 
some  of  them  probably  good  atheists: 
they  are  good  everything.  The  fact 
they  join  the  NRA  is  not  because  it  is 
a  bad  organization. 

But  what  is  going  to  happen  here  be- 
fore this  debate  is  over  is  we  start  talk- 
ing about  guns.  They  are  either  all 
going  to  be  superpatriots  or  they  are 
all  going  to  be  a  bunch  of  thugs.  I 
think  that  is  a  useless  debate  to  have 
now  when  what  the  President  says  he 
needs,  we  all  know  he  needs,  is  he 
needs  more  agents.  He  needs  more 
money.  He  needs  more  authority. 

So  to  finish  the  point — and  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield— before  I  finish  my 
statement,  my  reluctance  about  get- 
ting into  a  debate  on  habeas  corpus  is 
that  we  who  have  been  around  here 
even  a  year  all  know  that  is  what  we 
refer  to  in  the  jargon  as  a  "hot-button 
issue."  Once  you  mention  habeas  cor- 
pus, you  bring  out  everything,  left  and 
right  and  center.  It  engages  almost  a 
religious  debate.  It  takes  on  propor- 
tions like  striker  replacement.  I  mean 
it  brings  out  everyone's  deeply-held 
feelings. 

I  predicted  as  soon  as  habeas  corpus 
was  put  on  this  bill  that  there  would  be 
1,  2,  5,  10  amendments  on  guns.  I  sus- 
pect my  friends  would  acknowledge 
that,  if  the  Democrats  had  decided  to 


introduce  a  terrorism  bill  that  was 
loaded  up  with  gun  amendments,  they 
would  say,  "Wait  a  minute.  What  are 
you  doing  that  for?  You  are  just  trying 
to  delay  action  on  this  thing.  Are  you 
just  trying  to  raise  everyone's  hackles? 
Are  you  just  trying  to  get  into  sort  of 
a  debate  that  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  added  responsibility  and  authority 
that  the  President  wants  and  has?" 

That  is  the  only  point  I  am  making 
about  habeas  corpus.  But  it  is  done. 
The  reason  I  even  mentioned  it  now  is 
to  explain  what  I  think  has  been  al- 
ready demonstrated  by  the  short  col- 
loquy we  have  had  thus  far  that  Sen- 
ator Dole  is  wrong.  This  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  intent  to  delay. 

The  introduction  of  habeas  com- 
plicated—did not  delay — complicated 
action  on  this  bill.  Deletion  of  more  in- 
trusive authority  on  the  part  of  the 
FBI  complicated  what  already  was  a 
difficult  debate  requiring  additional 
amendments.  Additions  of  some  legis- 
lation I  support,  and  some  I  do  not  rel- 
ative to  firearms  complicated  consider- 
ation of  this  core  legislation. 

That  is  the  only  broad  point  I  wish  to 
make.  That  does  not  add  up  to  delay. 
That  adds  up  to  an  additional  con- 
sumption of  time  out  of  necessity.  It  is 
necessary  to  use  more  time  to  resolve 
those  complicated  problems. 

I  daresay  that  if.  in  fact,  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  thought  that  any  one 
of  these  gun  amendments  was  likely  to 
pass,  there  would  be,  as  there  was  in 
the  past,  extended  debate.  Just  like  I 
worried  and  thought — but  is  not  going 
to  happen  now— that,  if  they  raised  ha- 
beas corpus,  there  would  be  extended 
debate.  Neither  is  going  to  happen.  I 
presume  the  reason  it  is  not  going  to 
happen  is  because  they  have  the  votes. 
It  always  makes  thmgs  go  quicker 
when  you  have  the  votes.  I  remember 
the  good  old  days  when  we  used  to  have 
the  votes.  We  do  not  have  the  votes 
anymore,  my  team.  So  we  understand 
the  likely  outcome  on  most  of  this. 

But  this  is  not  an  attempt  to  delay. 
That  is  the  only  point  I  wish  to  make 
again  to  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Republican  leader  from  Kansas,  who  on 
the  Sunday  talk  show— I  think  it  was 
Meet  the  Press.  I  am  not  certain  which 
one  it  was — and  today  directly  stated 
that  this  was  a  Democratic  effort  to 
delay. 

The  other  side  of  this  is  that  I  am 
going  to  have,  as  we  sa.y,  "clean  hands" 
in  this  matter.  The  administration  is 
putting  pressure  on  the  Republican 
leader  asking,  "Why  did  you  not  get 
my  bill?"  Why  did  you  not  get  it  done? 
Why  do  we  not  have  this  done?  I  think 
part  of  that  also  is  done  for  political 
reasons. 

And  so  I  just  hope  that  we  in  this 
body,  once  folks  fly  back  into  town 
here  and  we  start  debating  on  the 
amendments,  can  agree  where  we  can 
agree,  as  the  Senator  from  Utah  and  I 
at  least  think  we  can  agree  on  the  so- 


called  multipoint  wiretapping  that  the 
President  wants  made  available  to  him. 
or  made  available  to  Federal  agencies, 
and  I  hope  we  can  even  go  back  and  re- 
visit the,  I  think,  ill-advised  vote  de- 
feating the  Lieberman  amendment  on 
wiretapping  because  I  think  once  peo- 
ple took  a  closer  look  at  it  and  took  off 
our  sort  of  political  blinders  here,  they 
would  see  what  was  being  asked  for  had 
nothing  to  do  with  anything  other  than 
what  we  now  allow  under  our  law  and 
have  to  deal  with  the  Mafia.  Why 
should  the  terrorist  organizations  have 
any  more  protection  than  the  Mafia?  I 
do  not  understand  that.  And  I  do  not 
think,  in  fairness  to  those  who  voted 
against  it,  they  fully  understood  what 
the  amendment  meant. 

Again,  terrorism  is  no  trivial  matter. 
If  it  takes  a  week,  then  it  is  time  well 
spent,  in  my  view,  to  arrive  at  a  seri- 
ous, significant  piece  of  legislation 
that  gives  additional  tools  to  the  Gov- 
ernment without  infringing  upon  any 
of  the  civil  liberties  of  the  American 
people  and  diminishes  the  prospects 
that  domestic  or  foreign  terrorists  will 
be  able  to  succeed  in  repeating  what 
was  done  at  the  World  Trade  Center 
and  what  was  done  in  Oklahoma  City. 

So  I  do  not  consider  this  a  waste  of 
time.  The  telecommunications  bill  is 
an  important  bill,  but  I  imagine,  if  you 
said  to  the  American  people,  we  can  do 
one  of  two  things  for  you:  We  can  pass 
a  bill  that  will  enhance  and  make  bet- 
ter the  way  in  which  the  telecommuni- 
cations industry  functions  in  America 
and  we  can  do  that  right  away,  or  we 
can  pass  a  bill  that  significantly 
strengthens  the  United  States  ability 
to  deal  with  terrorists  and  to  prevent 
terrorist  acts,  which  do  you  want?  My 
guess  is  thpy  would  pi.'-k — I  do  not 
know  what  they  would  pick.  I  would 
pick  doing  something  about  terrorism. 

So  in  my  view,  even  if  it  takes  the  re- 
mainder of  the  week  to  work  our  way 
through  these  amendments -and  I  pre- 
dict it  will  not.  but  even  if  it  did.  it 
would  not  be  wrong  nor  unreasonable. 
The  goal  here  is  we  must  get  the  best 
possible  bill  that  we  can.  We  owe  no 
less  to  the  American  people.  We  owe  no 
less  to  the  people  in  Oklahoma  City. 
We  owe  no  less  to  ourselves.  We  owe 
more,  much  more,  to  the  memory  of 
those  who  have  lost  their  lives  at  the 
hands  of  a  madman  or  mad  men  and 
women  in  the  unthinkable  moment  of 
insanity  that  we  witnessed  now  well 
over  a  month  ago. 

And  so  I  look  forward,  once  we  have 
a  quorum  assembled  here  in  Washing- 
ton- -and  again,  I  am  not  being  critical 
of  anyone  who  is  not  here  now.  If  you 
represent  the  State  of  Utah  or  the 
State  of  California  or  the  State  of 
Washington  and  you  went  home  over 
the  recess,  it  is  difficult  to  get  back 
here  early  in  the  day  and  still  meet 
your  commitments  without  leaving  a 
day  earlier. 
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And  so  I  am  confident  we  can  move 
with  some  dispatch  once  we  get  under- 
way. I  just  plead  with  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  and  on  both  sides 
of  the  various  issues  that  will  be  raised 
here  that  we  should  not  make  the  same 
mistake  the  authors  of  the  NRA  letter 
made.  They  figured  out  they  made  a 
mistake  and  they  retracted  what  they 
said.  We  are  going  to  have  a  tendency, 
as  this  debate  heats  up,  to  say  some 
fairly  outrageous  things,  some  of  which 
may  even  be  true.  But  I  do  not  think 
this  is  the  circumstance  under  which 
we  should  do  it. 

I  say  to  the  Presiding  Officer,  I  really 
do  believe  that  we  owe  it  to  the  people 
who  have  been  victimized  thus  far  by  a 
foreign  and  a  domestic  terrorist  act  to 
act  with  dispatch,  in  a  slightly  dis- 
passionate way.  to  come  up  with  hard- 
nosed,  serious  efforts  to  enable  the 
Federal  Government  to  legitimately 
fulfill  its  primary  role  of  protecting 
the  American  people  under  these  cir- 
cumstances from  these  kinds  of  ac- 
tions. So  I  will  try  my  best  to  follow 
my  own  advice  as  this  debate  goes  for- 
ward and  suggest  that  to  vilify  any  or- 
ganization, right  or  left,  to  vilify  indi- 
viduals will  not  get  us  very  far.  What 
we  should  be  doing  is  vindicating,  vin- 
dicating those  who  have  already  suf- 
fered greatly  in  an  attempt  to  make 
sure  that  we  do  not  have  to  stand  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  again  and  deal 
with  a  similar  circumstance. 

The  President  has  basically  asked  for 
two  things.  The  first  thing  he  said  was 
give  me  more  people.  Give  me  more 
FBI  agents.  Give  me  more  people  to  do 
this  job.  We  should  do  that.  We  should 
do  that.  A,  because  he  is  right  and,  B, 
because  even  those  who  might  want  to 
point  out  that  the  last  President  and 
this  President  cut  people  for  a  while, 
they  did  not  add  as  rapidly  as  they 
should  have— well,  for  whatever  the 
reason,  let  us  not  argue  about  that.  He 
wants  more  people.  We  should  give  him 
more  people— him  and  whomever  fol- 
low-on Presidents  will  be. 

Second,  he  said  I  need  some  addi- 
tional authority.  The  authority  I 
would  like  to  have  as  the  chief  law  en- 
forcement officer  for  the  United  States 
of  America,  as  the  Chief  Executive  to 
give  to  the  law  enforcement  agencies 
in  this  country  the  ability  to  do  some 
things  other  nations  have  done  with 
great  success,  that  have  diminished  the 
ability  to  make  these  god-awful  bombs, 
give  the  authority  to  tag  the  elements 
of  these  explosives  so  that  when  they 
blow  up.  you  can  identify  from  whence 
they  came,  where  they  were  purchased 
and.  hopefully,  who  purchased  them  to 
solve  the  crime.  They  are  called 
taggants.  We  will  debate  that.  There 
are  legitimate  reasons  to  debate  it.  But 
I  think  it  is  a  legitimate  request  on  the 
part  of  the  President. 

The  President  also  says  I  need  some 
additional  authority  to  deal  with  this 
new  emerging  problem  of  terrorism  on 


American  soil,  and  it  is  authority  that 
I  want  expanded  for  wiretapping  in  cer- 
tain circumstances  under  which  they 
are  expanded.  I  think  he  should  be 
given  that  authority,  or  at  least  we 
should  debate  it  and  make  that  deci- 
sion as  a  body. 

I  think  we  should  focus  on  the  ex- 
panded authority  he  says  he  needs,  and 
we  should  focus  on  the  expanded  re- 
sources he  is  requesting,  and  do  our  job 
for  the  American  people  and  do  it,  as  I 
said,  hopefully— hopefully— by  dem- 
onstrating to  them  that  we  can  do 
something  of  consequence  that  is  not 
rooted  in  political  motivation,  some- 
thing of  consequence  on  which  we  can 
agree.  And.  my  Lord,  if  we  cannot 
agree  as  a  body.  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans, that  we  should  give  more  au- 
thority to  deal  with  terrorists  in  this 
country,  then  I  am  not  sure  on  what  we 
are  likely  to  agree. 

So  I  look  forward  to  a  reasoned,  a  se- 
rious, and  hopefully  an  unemotional 
debate  on  these  issues,  and  a  resolution 
in  the  near  term  so  that  we  can  send  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States, 
after  a  conference  with  the  House,  a 
piece  of  legislation  that  is  worthy  of 
his  signature. 

I  thank  the  Senate  for  listening,  and 
I  see  that  Senator  ExoN  and  others  are 
in  the  Chamber.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  the  floor  for  the  time  being. 
Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BROWN).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  congratu- 
late the  managers  of  this  bill,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  both  very  good  friends  of 
mine.  I  have  the  utmost  faith  and  con- 
fidence in  their  abilities.  I  recognize 
they  do  not  always  agree.  But  I  believe 
that  under  the  leadership  of  these  two 
individuals,  who  have  been  foremost  in 
the  Judiciary  Committee  for  a  long, 
long  time,  we  certainly  should  be  able 
to  come  up  with  some  workable  ar- 
rangement to  dispose  of  the  terrorist 
bill  which  the  President  sent  us. 

As  I  brought  out  when  we  last  met 
here  10  days  ago,  when  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  were  de- 
bating the  fact  of  how  fast  we  could 
move  this  bill  ahead— we  were  going  to 
take  it  up  today,  and  the  majority 
leader  said  he  wanted  to  complete  work 
on  it  on  Tuesday— for  the  life  of  me,  I 
do  not  know  why  Tuesday  is  such  a 
magical  date.  I  simply  say  there  were 
supposedly  some  50  or  60  amendments 
that  were  going  to  be  offered,  or  pro- 
posed to  be  offered  by  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  We  also  remember 
that  in  the  last  week  we  met  here,  we 
had  some  55  or  60  amendments  to  the 
budget  bill.  We  finally  got  down  to 
work  and  completed  our  deliberations 
and  had  our  votes  in  a  matter  of,  I  be- 
lieve, 3  days. 

As  important  as  I  think  the  budget 
debate  was,  as  important  as  I  think  the 


ever-increasing  deficit  is.  as  alarmed  as 
I  am  about  the  ever-increasing  na- 
tional debt  and  the  cost  to  the  tax- 
payers for  the  interest  on  that  national 
debt,  I  do  not  believe  there  is  anything 
more  important  to  the  people  of  United 
States  of  America  today  than  terror- 
ism. 

Terrorism  is  not  like  the  balanced 
budget  that  I  hoped  we  could  get  to  a 
few  years  ago  down  the  road.  It  is  with 
us  today.  It  was  demonstrated  in  Okla- 
homa City  very  vividly  most  recently. 
I  would  simply  like  to  ask  my  col- 
leagues, if  I  could  get  their  attention, 
to  explain  to  this  Senator  why  is  it 
that  we  cannot  make  some  kind  of  a 
good-faith  effort  by  the  two  leaders  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  supported  by 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader,  to  come  to  some  kind  of  an  un- 
derstanding about  how  many  amend- 
ments we  are  going  to  have,  and  about 
how  long  that  is  going  to  take.  I  would 
think  that  if  we  would  try  to  stay  away 
from  the  filibuster  and  eventually 
limit  debate  to  15  minutes  a  side  for 
most  of  these  amendments,  clearly 
that  would  give  us  an  opportunity,  in 
this  Senator's  opinion,  to  come  forth 
and  let  the  Senate  express  its  will  by 
majority  vote  on  this  tremendously 
important  amendment  that  has  to  do 
with  terrorism.  And  I  assure  all  of  my 
colleagues— and  they  know  it  full 
well— that  terrorism  is  unfortunately 
alive  and  well  in  America  today.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  people  of  the  United 
States  expect  us  to  stand  up  and  do 
something  about  it.  not  in  a  foot  race 
fashion,  but  in  an  expedited  process  of 
some  kind,  to  have  everyone  have  a 
chance,  as  is  customary  in  the  Senate, 
to  work  their  will  and  maybe  offer 
amendments. 

This  Senator  has  no  amendments  to 
the  bill.  That  cuts  us  down  to  99  other 
Senators  that  may  have  amendments.  I 
simply  say  to  the  managers  that  this 
Senator  wishes  to  cooperate  with 
them,  and  if  they  would  put  out  an  ap- 
peal and  if  the  majority  leader  and  mi- 
nority leader  would  join  in  that,  I 
would  think  that  maybe  we  can  focus 
on  this  important  piece  of  legislation 
that  the  President  has  set  up.  We  do 
not  have  to  approve  it  exactly  like  the 
President  wanted  it.  We  can  change  it 
dramatically  in  any  fashion  we  see  fit 
by  a  majority  vote  here. 

I  simply  feel  if  we  can  put  out  this 
appeal,  certainly  the  majority  party, 
the  Republicans,  have  demonstrated 
that  they  march  basically  in  lockstep 
on  most  of  these  matters.  The  Repub- 
licans, it  seems  to  me,  have  the  major- 
ity and  have  the  responsibility  to  ei- 
ther vote  up  or  down  on  any  amend- 
ments that  could  be  offered  from  either 
side.  I  am  simply  appealing  for  some 
expeditious  action  on  this  tremen- 
dously important  piece  of  legislation. 
If  we  have  to  take  until  Tuesday, 
Wednesday,  Thursday,  Friday,  or  even 
into  next  week,  and  if  that  is  nec- 
essary. I  do  not  think  there  is  anything 
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more  important  right  now  than  this 
bill  that  is  before  us. 

I  salute  the  President  for  addressing 
terrorism.  A  failure  of  respect  for  law 
and  order  is  rampant  in  our  society- 
today.  Certainly,  the  police,  the  pros- 
ecutors, the  judicial  system  we  depend 
on  to  handle  these  matters  for  us.  need 
strengthening,  they  need  additional 
tools.  I  believe  that  the  bill  suggested 
to  us  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  goes  a  long  way  into  helping 
these  people  that  need  help  today  with 
the  ever-increasing  threat  of  terrorism. 

So  I  simply  pose  a  question  for  the 
managers  of  the  bill.  At  their  first  op- 
portunity, I  ask  them  to  respond  as  to 
whether  there  have  been  efforts  made 
and  are  efforts  being  made  now  before 
the  vote— as  I  understand  it.  there  is  a 
vote  scheduled  for  6  p.m.  this  evening. 
I  would  certainly  be  willing  to  remain 
here  until  midnight  or  2  or  3  o'clock  in 
the  morning  to  take  up  or  debate  the 
reason  or  lack  thereof  of  many  of  the 
amendments  that  I  understand  are  to 
be  offered. 

I  hope  that  we  will  not  do  what  the 
majority  leader  had  indicated  over  the 
weekend— that  he  would  pull  the  bill 
down  on  Tuesday— tomorrow— unless 
we  complete  action.  I  feel,  though,  that 
the  majority  leader  is  not  irresponsible 
in  asking  for  some  time  agreements, 
some  way  to  limit  the  number  of 
amendments  that  I  think  could  be  con- 
structively moved  forward,  if  it  is  the 
will  of  the  majority  of  this  body. 

I  have  posed  a  question,  and  I  will 
await  the  response  of  the  managers  of 
the  bill  at  their  first  opportunity. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
listened  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Delaware  and  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Nebraska,  and  I  appre- 
ciate both  of  their  remarks. 

With  all  due  respect.  I  have  to  point 
out  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Delaware  that  most  all  of  the  language 
in  this  bill  was  found  in  the  substitute 
and  it  came  from  S.  3.  introduced  the 
first  day  of  this  session  and  S.  390,  in- 
troduced several  months  ago.  We  have 
had  several  hearings  in  the  full  com- 
mittee and  two  in  the  subcommittee. 
Thus,  the  language  in  this  bill  is  well 
known. 

Second,  of  the  32  Republican  amend- 
ments. 12  have  either  been  offered  or 
have  gone  away.  I  suspect  most  of  the 
others  will  as  well.  I  fully  expect  that 
many  of  the  remaining  Republican 
amendments  will  also  disappear  in 
short  order,  once  we  move  pretty 
quickly  here. 


What  I  find  troubling,  however,  is  the 
suggestion  that  habeas  corpus  should 
be  dropped  from  the  bill.  The  Presi- 
dent— a  Democrat,  I  might  add— called 
for  habeas  corpus  reform  in  his  "60 
Minutes"  interview.  His  instincts  were 
right.  He  knows  this  is  the  time  to  try 
to  get  habeas  corpus  reform  and  that  it 
will  make  some  difference  to  the  vic- 
tims and  survivors  of  the  Oklahoma 
City  incident.  In  fact,  it  is  the  only 
thing  we  can  do  in  this  bill  that  will 
really  make  any  difference  to  them. 
They  have  called  for  this. 

As  I  wear  this  ribbon  in  their  honor 
symbolizing  the  four  strands — Okla- 
homa, hope,  those  who  could  not  be 
found,  and  those  who  are  dead — I  have 
to  say  that  I  feel  very  deeply  that  we 
need  to  do  this. 

So  in  addition  to  the  President,  who 
has  called  for  habeas  corpus  reform — 
but.  of  course,  he  has  been  riddled  by 
those  on  the  liberal  side  of  his  fence  for 
having  called  for  it,  and  has  thus  been 
somewhat  muted  ever  since.  I  might 
mention  there  are  other  Democrats 
that  are  very  strong  for  this  habeas 
corpus  provision  of  the  bill.  The  Demo- 
cratic attorney  general  of  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  is  one  of  our  strongest  sup- 
porters. He  has  called  for  habeas  corpus 
reform  in  the  form  this  bill  has  it.  The 
Democratic  district  attorney  of  Okla- 
homa, Robert  H.  Macy,  has  called  for 
habeas  corpus  reform.  Add  to  this  a  bi- 
partisan letter  from  the  State  attor- 
neys general  and  the  State  district  at- 
torneys. 

Mr.  President,  they  also  have  called 
for  habeas  corpus  reform.  You  have  a 
pretty  good  idea  that  this  is  a  biparti- 
san appeal.  It  is  a  bipartisan  reform. 

I  just  wish  that  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Delaware  had  been  with  me 
2  weeks  ago  when  I  talked  to  these  sur- 
vivors and  victims  and  family  mem- 
bers. Just  this  morning,  I  have  met 
those  people  whose  lives  have  been 
shattered  by  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing. Interestingly  enough,  they  have 
all  called  for  habeas  corpus  reform  in 
the  form  that  this  bill  has  it. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  con- 
tinue to  fight  for  this  aspect  of  the  bill. 
It  is  about  time.  We  have  argued  about 
it  for  years.  We  have  a  chance  of  debat- 
ing it  at  this  particular  time,  and  we 
should  do  so. 

I  have  to  say  that  I  was  also  inter- 
ested in  Senator  Biden's  comments 
that  these  are  Federal  crimes.  Well.  I 
am  not  so  sure  they  are  with  regard  to 
the  State  citizens  who  were  not  Fed- 
eral employees  who  were  outside  of  the 
building  at  the  time.  This  bill  will  not 
apply  retroactively  and  could  not  be 
applied  retroactively.  So  those  mur- 
derers are  going  to  have  to  be  pros- 
ecuted in  State  court.  If  there  is  no  ha- 
beas corpus  reform  applying  to  the 
State  courts,  we  will  continue  to  live 
with  the  long,  incessant  delays  and  ap- 
peals that  have  gummed  up  this  system 
for  years. 


If  we  just  enact  a  law  that  expands 
Federal  jurisdiction  over  only  Federal 
employees,  that  would  not  cover  those 
nonfederal  employees  who  were  killed 
outside  of  the  building.  It  could  not  be 
applied  to  those  cases  against  the 
Oklahoma  killers.  To  do  so  would  be  a 
clear  violation.  If  we  tried  to  apply 
Federal  law  to  this,  it  would  be  a  clear 
violation  of  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion of  the  ex  post  facto  laws.  That  is 
the  way  it  appears  to  me. 

This  body  needs  to  understand  that 
habeas  corpus  reform,  both  State  and 
Federal,  is  the  only  thing  we  can  enact 
that  will  directly  affect  the  Oklahoma 
case. 

I  might  mention,  also,  that  rather 
than  exploiting  the  devastation  of 
Oklahoma  City.  I  believe  that  we  are 
protecting  the  families  of  the  victims 
from  additional  unwarranted  victim- 
ization. 

Comprehensive  habeas  corpus  reform, 
as  I  have  said  before,  is  the  only  legis- 
lation Congress  can  pass  as  part  of  a 
terrorism  bill  that  will  have  a  direct 
affect  on  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
It  is  the  one  thing  Congress  can  pass  to 
ensure  President  Clinton's  promise 
that  swift  justice  will  be  kept. 

President  Clinton,  recognizing  this 
fact  during  his  April  23,  1995,  "60  Min- 
utes" appearance,  showed  that  he  un- 
derstood this.  His  instincts  were  right 
when,  in  response  to  a  question  about 
whether  those  responsible  would  actu- 
ally be  executed  without  the  adoption 
of  habeas  reform,  he  said: 

It  may  not  .  .  happen  but  the  Congress 
has  the  opportunity  this  year  to  reform  the 
habeas  corpus  proceedings,  and  I  hope  they 
will  do  so. 

The  claim  that  habeas  corpus  reform 
is  tangential  or  unrelated  to  fighting 
terrorism  is  ludicrous.  Indeed,  habeas 
corpus  reform  has  far  more  to  do  with 
combating  terrorism  than  many  of  the 
proposals  contained  in  the  administra- 
tion's own  antiterrorism  package,  such 
as  the  proposals  to  enhancing  FBI  ac- 
cess to  telephone  billing  records,  and 
to  loosen  standards  for  use  of  wiretaps 
in  felony  cases. 

Although  most  capital  cases  are 
State  cases  and  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
could  still  prosecute  this  case,  our  ha- 
beas reform  proposal  would  apply  to 
Federal  death  penalty  cases  as  well.  It 
would  directly  affect  the  Government's 
prosecution  of  the  Oklahoma  bombing 
case. 

Indeed,  several  people  were  killed 
just  outside  the  Oklahoma  Federal 
building.  The  terrorists  who  destroyed 
the  Federal  building  could  thus  be 
tried  in  State  court  for  the  murder  of 
those  citizens. 

The  district  attorney  for  Oklahoma 
City  and  Oklahoma  County  is  planning 
those  prosecutions.  The  progress  of 
this  bill  demonstrates  the  relationship 
of  habeas  reform  to  the  terrorist  bomb- 
ing. 

No.  1.  it  would  place  a  1-year  limit 
for  the  filing  of  a  habeas  petition  on  all 


death  row  inmates.  State  and  Federal 
inmates.  No.  2,  it  would  limit  con- 
demned killers  convicted  in  State  and 
Federal  courts  to  one  habeas  corpus  pe- 
tition where,  under  current  law.  there 
is  currently  no  limit  to  the  number  of 
petitions  he  or  she  may  file.  No.  3,  it 
requires  the  Federal  courts,  once  a  pe- 
tition is  filed,  to  complete  the  judicial 
action  within  a  required  specified  time 
period. 

Clearly,  by  passing  these  provisions, 
we  ensure  that  those  responsible  for 
killing  scores  of  U.S.  citizens  will  be 
given  the  swift  penalty  that  we  in  soci- 
ety exact  upon  them. 

Now,  one  last  thing.  One  reason  we 
brought  habeas  corpus  reform  here  is 
not  just  because  it  is  the  right  thing  to 
do.  It  is  the  right  thing  to  do  with  re- 
gard to  keeping  off  gun  amendments. 
We  have  asked  people  on  our  side  to 
not  get  involved  in  any  gun  fights 
today.  If  there  has  to  be  a  gun  fight,  we 
should  do  it  over  the  crime  bill  that  we 
will  bring  up  in  the  future.  We  should 
keep  this  bill  clean  and  decent.  I  would 
caution  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side,  we  should  not  try  to  make  this  a 
gun  issue. 

There  is  no  reason  to  get  into  that 
debate,  when  we  are  trying  to  pass  ba- 
sically what  the  President  has  said  he 
must  have,  what  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment has  said  it  must  have,  what  the 
FBI  Director  has  said  he  must  have; 
that  is,  legislation  that  could  really 
give  some  teeth  to  law  enforcement  in 
the  area  of  antiterrorist  activities. 

I  think  we  should  concentrate  on 
that  goal.  We  should  not  get  involved 
in  extraneous  debates.  We  ought  to 
pass  this  bill  as  quickly  and  as  prompt- 
ly as  we  can.  If  we  have  to  fight  it  out 
over  habeas  corpus  reform,  we  should 
do  it. 

I  think  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  67  amendments  on 
that.  P'ine.  bring  them  up.  We  will  fight 
them  out  and  see  what  happens.  I  can 
live  with  almost  anything  if  we  can  get 
a  bill  passed  that  will  really  make  a 
difference  in  not  only  all  of  our  lives. 
but  the  people  specifically  in  Okla- 
homa City  whose  lives  have  been  dev- 
astated by  what  happened  there.  I 
think  pa.ssing  this  bill  will  be  as  good  a 
memorialization  for  those  who  have 
died  as  anything  we  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress can  do. 

I  cannot  imagine  why  any  Member 
would  fight  this  bill  when  we  have 
worked  our  guts  out  to  work  with  our 
President,  to  work  with  the  Justice  De- 
partment, the  FBI.  and  others.  And 
this  will  beef  up  law  enforcement  as  it 
should  be  beefed  up,  not  only  from  the 
law  enforceability  standpoint,  but  from 
a  law  enforcement  personnel  stand- 
point. It  is  long  overdue.  I  agree  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware. 

In  the  last  2  years,  the  FBI  and  other 
law  enforcement  agencies  have  been 
cut  back  rather  than  beefed  up.   Now 


the  President  realizes  that  we  have  to 
change  course  and  beef  them  up.  There 
is  about  $1.8  billion  in  this  bill  that 
will  take  care  of  strengthening  our  law 
enforcement  with  regard  to 
antiterrorist  activities  and  other  ac- 
tivities that  are  long  overdue,  in  my 
eyes. 

I  have  been  complaining  about  this 
for  quite  a  while.  I  have  to  admit,  I 
think  during  the  Reagan  and  Bush 
years,  we  could  have  done  a  better  job 
of  beefing  up  the  FBI  and  other  law  en- 
forcement agencies  ourselves.  Now  is 
the  time  to  face  these  issues.  I  think 
we  should  do  so. 

We  have  a  number  of  stacked  amend- 
ments. The  bill  is  currently  open  for 
any  other  amendments  that  any  Mem- 
ber might  file.  I  hope  that  our  col- 
leagues will  bring  their  amendments  to 
the  floor  and  debate  them.  We  still 
have  2'/^.  hours  before  we  begin  voting. 
I  would  like  to  resolve  as  many  of  them 
as  we  can.  and  stack  as  many  amend- 
ments as  we  can  for  voting. 

I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  get  col- 
leagues to  withdraw  amendments  that 
really  do  not  belong  on  this  bill,  and  to 
reduce  the  number  of  amendments  we 
can  have  so  that  we  can  pass  this  bill 
by  tomorrow  evening,  if  we  can,  or  at 
least  within  a  relatively  short  time. 

I  understand  the  majority  leader's 
pressures.  There  are  all  kinds  of  impor- 
tant pieces  of  legislation  that  must  be 
brought  before  the  U.S.  Senate  over 
the  next  few  weeks  and  months.  He  has 
not  had  the  time  to  devote  excessively 
to  any  particular  bill.  This  is  one  bifl 
that  has  to  pass.  We  will  pass  it.  I  hope 
that  all  Members  will  cooperate  in  the 
process. 

I  hope  our  Senators  will  bring  their 
amendments  to  the  floor  and  we  can 
move  from  there.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  came  to 
the  floor  this  afternoon  to  stand  in 
support  of  the  Dole-Hatch  substitute  to 
Senate  bill  735  that  deals  with  nec- 
essary and  appropriate  redefining  of 
our  laws  in  relation  to  terrorist  activi- 
ties or  terrorist  type  activities  in  this 
country.  But  in  coming  to  the  floor 
this  afternoon  to  speak.  I  also  wanted 
to  speak  very  briefly  on  the  amend- 
ment that  is  pending  and  will  be  voted 
on  this  afternoon  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  on  the  issue  of 
taggants. 

The  legislation  before  us  deals  with 
taggants.  and  the  question  is  then,  if  it 
does  and   does  so   appropriately,   why 


will  the  Senator  from  California  offer 
something  that  is  considerably  dif- 
ferent? Is  it  a  new  idea?  Not  at  all.  In 
fact,  it  is  really  quite  an  old  idea  that 
the  Congress  has  looked  into  before 
over  the  years  to  attempt  to  identify 
or  cause  to  be  identified  explosive  ma- 
terial so  that  when  they  are  inappro- 
priately used  or  misused  they  can  be 
identified  and  traced.  To  my  knowl- 
edge no  one  in  this  country  has  objec- 
tion to  that  concept.  But  the  word 
"concept"  is  what  is  key  in  this  de- 
bate. 

It  is  a  concept.  And  there  have  been 
studies  produced  that  would  argue 
that,  while  it  is  well  intended,  it  may 
be  at  least  at  this  point  in  time  sci- 
entifically and  technologically  impos- 
sible to  get  to  the  point  of  putting  in 
explosive  materials,  that  are  so  de- 
signed to  develop  to  do  certain  things, 
an  identifiable  marker  that  would  still 
cause  them  to  perform  as  they  were 
tested  and  manufactured  to  perform.  In 
fact,  the  concern  is  that  it  might  cause 
them  to  perform  in  -an  inappropriate 
way  and  cause  harm  to  the  individual 
who  was  using  them  in  a  legitimate, 
legal,  and  responsible  fashion. 

That  is.  of  course,  exactly  what  the 
Senate  bill  735  substitute  recognizes 
when  it  proposes  that  we  study  this 
issue  and  try  to  bring  the  community 
of  science  and  technology  together  to 
see  whether  in  fact  we  can  produce  an 
identifiable  marker,  if  you  will,  within 
an  explosive  material  that  tags  it,  that 
identifies  it,  and  that  would  allow  it  to 
be  used. 

There  was  something  else  said  by  the 
Senator  from  California  this  morning, 
that  at  least  frustrated  me,  which  was 
her  very  open  and  direct  statement 
that  the  NRA  opposed  it,  the  National 
Rifle  Association.  I  thought  it  was  im- 
portant that  tlie  record  be  straight, 
that,  in  fact,  the  record  be  factual. 

The  NRA  does  not  oppose  this  provi- 
sion of  Senate  bill  735.  What  the  NRA, 
as  a  responsible  representative  of  a  va- 
riety of  people  who  use  gunpowders  for 
legitimate  reasons,  is  suggesting  is 
that,  if  you  do  not  do  it  right  and  you 
do  it  wrong,  you  could  cause  damage  to 
a  lot  of  innocent  people  and  produce 
unaffordable  costs  that  do  not  make  a 
lot  of  sense. 

Let  me  read  to  you  on  the  record  tes- 
timony given  before  the  Judiciary 
Committee  in  April  of  2  years  ago  on 
this  issue.  Point  one  proves  that  is  an 
old  idea  whose  time  may  not  have 
come  yet  because  we  do  not  have  the 
science  and  technology  to  allow  it  to 
come;  and.  second,  the  NRA  never  did 
nor  does  it  now  have  an  official  posi- 
tion on  the  issue. 
Let  me  quote  from  that  testimony. 
"The  National  Rifle  Association  does 
not  take  an  official  position  concern- 
ing the  licensing,  manufacture  and  re- 
strictions placed  upon  commercial  high 
explosives,  for  that  is  not  an  area  with- 
in our  field  of  interest.  However,  we 
would  be  derelict  in  our  responsibil- 
ities to  America's  gun  owners  and  as 
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citizens  if  we  did  not  point  out  to  this 
committee"— meaning  the  Judiciary 
Committee  of  the  Senate — "the  basic 
flaws    and    fallacies    of    the    taggants 

technology." 

"An  important  point  that  must  be 
made  to  the  committee  is  that  tagging 
explosives  is  not  a  new  idea.  In  fact, 
the  Congress  studied  and  rejected  the 
concepts  involving  identification  and 
detection  taggants  in  the  latter  1970's 
and  early  1980's.  The  premise  behind 
that  experience  has  been  restricted  in 
the  aftermath  of  the  bombing"— this 
was  the  V/orld  Trade  Center  hearings 
that  emanated  out  of  that  horrible  ex- 
plosion— 'that  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers should  be  assisted  in  their  inves- 
tigation of  tagging  explosives.  But  the 
facilitation  that  was  to  be  realized  is 
not  available." 

In  other  words,  the  technology,  the 
availability  of  the  science  to  do  what 
might  be  the  right  thing  to  do  simply 
does  not  exist.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  entirety  of  that  testi- 
mony be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Testimony  of  the  LvsTrruTE  for  Legisla- 
tive ACTION  of  THE  NATIONAL  RIFLE  ASSO- 
CIATION 

SUBMITTED  TO  THE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE  OF 
THE  U.S.  SENATE.  APRIL  22.  1993 

The  Institute  for  Legislative  Action  of  the 
National  Rifle  Association  (NRA)  would  like 
to  thank  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee 
for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  re- 
garding the  issue  of  explosives  tagging. 

It  may  surprise  the  Committee  to  see  the 
NRA  testify  on  what  many  consider  purely 
an  explosives  matter.  Ine  lact  is.  however. 
that  tagging  affects  not  only  explosives,  but 
also  propellant  powders  used  by  the  over 
three  million  members  of  the  National  Rifle 
Association  and  millions  of  sportsmen 
throughout  the  country. 

Current  legislative  proposals  would  affect 
all  powder,  whether  it  be  blackpowder  used 
by  antique  and  reproduction  firearms  enthu- 
siasts, or  smokeless  powder  used  in  modern 
firearms  ammunition  and  by  shooters  who 
reload  their  own  ammunition.  While  section 
845  (a)(5)  of  Chapter  40  exempts  commercial 
sporting  grade  blackpowder  in  quantities  of 
fifty  pounds  or  less,  all  sporting  grade 
blackpowder  would  have  to  be  tagged,  since 
blackpowder  is  manufactured  in  larger  quan- 
tity lots.  If  propellant  powders  are  going  to 
be  covered  in  any  legislative  mandate  that 
requires  taggants  be  utilized,  then  this  be- 
comes more  than  an  explosives  control  mat- 
ter. It  is  a  matter  of  concern  to  all 
gunowners. 

Explosives  tagging  to  register  individual 
lots  of  explosives  is  an  idea  that  sounds  won- 
derful, but  like  so  many  wonderful-sounding 
ideas,  it  will  not  work.  From  a  practical  per- 
spective, explosives  taggants  simply  will 
have    no    significant    effect    upon    terrorist 


bombers.  The  only  major  effect  of  such  a  pro- 
posal will  be  to  increase  the  paperwork  re- 
quired by  manufacturers  and  dealers  in  ex- 
plosives and  propellants;  increase  the  control 
exercised  by  BATF  over  their  activities;  and 
to  significantly  increase  the  cost  to  tax- 
payers and  consumers. 

The  National  Rifle  Association  does  not 
take  an  official  position  concerning  the  li- 
censing, manufacture,  and  restrictions 
placed  upon  commercial  high  explosives,  for 
that  is  not  an  area  within  our  field  of  inter- 
est. However,  we  would  be  derelict  in  our  re- 
sponsibilities to  America's  gun  owners  and 
as  citizens  if  we  did  not  point  out  to  this 
Committee  the  basic  flaws  and  fallacies  of 
taggants  technology. 

An  important  point  that  must  be  made  to 
the  Committee  is  that  tagging  explosives  is 
not  a  new  idea.  In  fact,  the  Congress  studied 
and  rejected  the  concepts  involving  identi- 
fication and  detection  taggants  in  the  latter 
1970s  and  early  1980s.  The  premise  behind 
that  experience  has  been  resurrected  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  bombing  of  the  World  Trade 
Center— that  law  enforcement  officials  could 
be  assisted  in  their  investigations  by  tagging 
explosives.  But  the  facilitation  that  was  to 
be  realized  is  now  available  to  BATF  and 
other  law  enforcement  agencies  without  the 
use  of  taggants. 

Identification  taggants  were  first  proposed 
as  a  means  of  pinpointing  exactly  what  type 
of  explosive  had  been  used  in  a  bombing.  De- 
tection taggants  were  intended  to  provide  a 
means  of  ■sniffing"  explosives  that  may  be 
contained  in  a  package  prior  to  detonation. 
But  technology  has  surpassed  those  prem- 
ises. We  now  possess,  and  the  federal  govern- 
ment now  uses,  machinery  that  can  detect, 
or  "snifr*  the  nitrates  in  explosives.  Addi- 
tionally, other  technologies  allow  law  en- 
forcement officials  to  "snifr'  a  bomb  scene 
and  determine  what  explosives  were  em- 
ployed. 

If  it  be  the  intent  of  Congress  to  place  ad- 
ditional controls  upon  commercial  explo- 
sives, so  be  it;  but  Congress  should  realize 
that  explosives  used  in  terrorist  bombings 
are  not  necessarily  commercial  explosives. 
Any  objective  analysis  would  have  to  con- 
clude, as  they  have  in  the  past,  that  terrorist 
bombings  are  quite  unlikely  to  be  signifi- 
cantly affected  by  any  proposed  new  require- 
ments of  this  nature.  Let  us  examine  the 
facts  surrounding  the  incident  that  served  as 
an  impetus  for  these  hearings,  the  bombing 
of  the  World  Trade  Center  in  New  York  City, 
and  what  is  perhaps  the  greatest  fallacy  be- 
hind proposal  of  explosives  tagging— that  in- 
vestigations would  have  been  facilitated  by 
the  inclusion  of  taggants  in  explosives  mate- 
rials. 

According  to  the  New  York  Times,  the 
bomb  was  constructed  using  urea,  nitric 
acid,  and  sulfuric  acid,  all  chemicals  that  are 
"inexpensive  and  widely  available  at  chemi- 
cal companies,  laboratory  supply  stores  or 
even  garden  centers.  They  can  be  bought  in 
bulk  for  less  than  $210  a  ton."  (March  II, 
1993)  Yet  there  has  been  no  suggestion  by 
BATF  or  any  other  government  agency  to 
place  taggants  in  these  products,  or  more 
importantly,  in  prilled  ammonium  nitrate 
for  the  simple  reason  that  there  is  no  dif- 


ference between  commercial  ammonium  ni- 
trate used  for  blasting  and  the  far  greater 
amounts  of  ammonium  nitrate  used  as  a  fer- 
tilizer. The  fact  is  that  there  are  no  compo- 
nents of  the  bomb  used  in  the  World  Trade 
Center  bombing  that  would  have  been  de- 
tected or  identified  had  this  proposal  been  in 
force. 

One  of  the  most  easily  made  explosive  de- 
vices is  the  mixing  of  ammonium  nitrate,  or 
fertilizer,  with  a  fuel  oil,  even  though  it  is 
currently  prohibited  by  law.  The  resulting 
explosive,  commonly  known  as  ANFO.  would 
require  a  high  explosive  booster  charge,  and 
that  booster  charge,  if  obtained  commer- 
cially, would  be  tagged  under  this  concept 
But,  ammonium  nitrate  may  be  illegally 
mixed  with  a  fuel  which  is  itself  an  explo- 
sive, such  as  gasoline,  or  nitromeihane,  the 
choice  among  high  performance  race  car 
drivers  as  a  "speed  fuel",  both  of  which  are 
technically  classified  as  explosives  in  stand- 
ard reference  books.  If  ammonium  nitrate 
and  gasoline  are  combined,  the  result  is  a 
powerful  and  easily  detonated  explosive— an 
explosive  that  does  not  require  a  tagged 
booster  charge.  In  fact,  ammonium  nitrate 
and  gasoline  may  be  easily  and  reliably  deto- 
nated by  a  booster  charge  consisting  of  the 
same  ammonium  nitrate/gasoline  ingredi- 
ents inserted  in  a  pipe  or  similar  container 
and  initiated  by  nothing  more  exotic  than  a 
conventional  firecracker. 

An  explosive  consists  merel.v  of  an  oxi- 
dizer, which  may  either  be  a  chemical  which 
during  burning  produces  large  amounts  of 
oxygen,  or  simply  oxygen  in  the  air.  com- 
bined with  a  fuel.  As  a  case  in  point,  a  stand- 
ard U.S.  Army  manual  lists  as  a  special 
charge  for  use  in  flattening  large  buildings 
an  explosive  which  every  Member  of  the 
Committee  has  in  his  home — household  Hour. 
The  Hour  is  the  fuel;  oxygen  in  the  air  is  the 
oxidizer.  Even  blackpowder  can  be  manufac- 
tured with  relative  ease  using  common  in- 
gredients in  any  kitchen  in  the  country.  Ad- 
uiliui'ial  "iccipes"  can  be  iO»*nu  m  other 
widely  available  pamphlets  and  brochures. 

The  reason  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  alto- 
gether impossible,  to  control  terrorist  bomb- 
ers by  controlling  commercial  explosives  is 
that  the  terrorist  bomber  is  not  limited  to 
the  use  of  commercial  explosives.  It  is  cer- 
tain that  most,  if  not  all,  terrorist  group.s 
have  the  ability  to  make  extremely  damag- 
ing explosives,  while  easily  circumventinR 
the  provisions  of  any  technologically  fea- 
sible legislation.  There  is  no  reason  to  as- 
sume that  taggants  in  smokeless  and 
blackpowder  would  have  any  effect  in  con- 
trolling terrorist  attacks.  Information  con- 
cerning explosives  is  readily  available — and 
access  to  that  information  is  impossible  to 
control. 

There  are  five  basic  problems  confronting 
the  terrorist  bomber:  he  needs  (Da  material 
which  is  easy  to  acquire.  (2»  .safe  to  prepare. 
<3)  not  easily  detectable  in  case  of  search  by 
police.  (4)  capable  of  being  detonated  after  he 
is  well  clear  of  the  area,  and  (5)  capable  of 
highly  explosive  effect.  One  type  of  bomb 
which  easily  meets  these  criteria  consists  of 
nothing  but  a  container  of  butane,  such  as 


used  to  fuel  home  workshop  torches,  gas 
lights  and  similar  devices,  or  even  a  small 
container  used  for  filling  butane  cigarette 
lighters,  and  an  ordinary  candle. 

A  bomber  can.  with  relatively  complete 
impunity,  carry  those  ingredients  almost 
anywhere.  And  upon  obtaining  egress  to  his 
chosen  target  site,  he  can  enter  an  interior 
restroom  or  storeroom  and  quickly  produce  a 
time  bomb  by  lighting  the  candle  in  one  cor- 
ner of  the  room,  then  venting  the  butane 
bottle  in  another  corner.  The  gas-air  ratio  is 
so  broad,  that  an  explosion  is  certain  to  re- 
.sult  when  the  gas  reaches  the  candle's  flame. 
If  such  a  bomb  were  placed  in  a  central  room 
without  windows,  thereby  confining  the  ex- 
plosive force,  a  large  building  could  be  de- 
stroyed. In  effect,  this  type  of  gas  bomb  du- 
plicates the  horrendous  damage  caused  by  an 
explosion  of  leaking  natural  gas,  with  which 
all  of  us  are  familiar. 

Certainly,  a  bomb  of  sorts  may  be  fash- 
ioned using  either  smokeless  or  blackpowder 
propellant.  However,  to  make  an  effective 
bomb  with  these  substances  is  far  more  dif- 
ficult and  requires  a  more  sophisticated 
knowledge  of  the  intricacies  of  explosive  me- 
chanics. Anyone  possessing  such  knowledge 
could,  with  equal  ease,  make  a  cheaper,  far 
more  efficient,  bomb  from  a  myriad  of  other 
.substances. 

According  to  the  BATF,  black  and  smoke- 
less powders  each  comprised  16  percent  of 
criminal  bombings  in  1991.  More  than  fifteen 
years  ago.  in  BATFs  own  testimony  before 
the  Subcommittee  on  Criminal  Laws  and 
Procedures  of  this  Committee  on  September 
12.  1977.  Mr.  Atley  Peterson  stated,  "because 
they  (black  and  smokeless  powders)  produce 
a  low-order  explosion,  loss  of  life,  injuries 
and  property  damage  are  small." 

Using  BATF's  statistics,  it  seems  apparent 
that  black  and  smokeless  powder  are  not  a 
major  part  of  the  bombing  problem.  And. 
looking  again  to  the  issue  of  the  relative 
ease  and  rudimentary  knowledge  required  to 
make  "kitchen  counter"  blackpowder,  it  is 
unlikely  that  all  incidents  involve  commer- 
cially manufactured  sporting  grade 
blackpowder.  Undoubtedly,  many 

bl^ck'^'o'.vder   in^— ^— ^' 
homemade 

powder  such  as  fireworks  or  blasting  powder 
or  even  kitchen  matches,  when  simply  cut- 
ting off  the  heads.  Interestingly  enough, 
much  blasting  grade  blackpowder  is  manu- 
factured for  military  use.  Military  explosives 
were  in  the  past  exempt  from  legislative 
measures,  although  there  are  frequent  re- 
ports of  military  explosive  thefts. 

An  important  aspect  of  this  concept  is  its 
feasibility.  According  to  the  report 
"Taggants  in  Explosives"  (0TA-ISC-I16), 
produced  as  a  result  of  the  Congressional  in- 
terest in  taggants  in  the  latter  1970s,  no  reli- 
able method  for  tagging  smokeless  powder 
has  been  developed,  and  blackpowder  tagging 
has  only  been  tested  with  regard  to  its  ef- 
fects on  the  grade  of  blackpowder  used  for 
blasting.  There  is  no  documented  evidence 
that  a  single  round  of  tagged  powder  has 
been  fired  from  a  muzzle-loading  firearm.  A 
problem  with  the  compatibility  of  smokeless 
powder  and  taggants  was  also  identified, 
calling  into  question  the  safety  of  taggants 
for  the  thousands  of  bandleaders  using  pow- 
der in  ''2.  1  or  2  !b.  cans  and  the  million.s  of 
people  owning  modern  ammunition  for  their 
firearms. 

An  e-stimated  five  million  pounds  of 
smokele.ss  and  blackpowder  propellants  are 
sold  to  shooters  each  year,  representing  per- 
haps six  million  individual  cans  of  powder. 
Giving   B.'\TF   every   conceivable   benefit   of 


powder    or    non-sporting    grade 


the  doubt,  we  are  talking  about  a  negligible 
amount  of  legally  manufactured  and  ob- 
tained smokeless  and  blackpowder  being  in- 
volved in  an  'explosives  incident"  in  which 
tagging  might  be  of  some  benefit  to  the  in- 
vestigators. 

The  FY  1991  arrest  figures  for  explosives 
incidents  as  provided  by  BATF  is  177.  and  the 
number  of  actual  and  attempted  explosives 
incentives  was  1.965,  giving  an  arrest  rate  of 
9%.  A  1978  BATF  cosL'benent  analysis 
projects  a  1.5  fold  increase  in  arrests  if  tag- 
ging is  mandated,  then  arrest  rates  would  go 
to  13.5%— a  4.5%  increase.  Out  of  the  589 
black  and  smokeless  powder  devices  recorded 
in  1991,  current  arrests  must  total  53  cases. 
Tagging  would,  according  to  BATF  projec- 
tions, increase  this  to  80  total  arrests.  This 
is  an  increase  of  only  27  cases  a  year. 

The  same  study  estimated  that  the  then 
annual  taxpayer  cost  of  identification  tag- 
ging at  $10  million  dollars,  and  detection 
tagging  at  $9.4  million  dollars.  Using  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  calculations  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  to  account  for  infia- 
tion.  the  same  estimates  today  would  be 
$22.65  million  and  $21.29  million  respectively. 
Using  these  figures,  taxpayers  would  pay 
$43.94  million  dollars  just  to  arrest  27  more 
persons.  With  a  projected  $22.65  million  dol- 
lar annual  cost,  again  from  the  fifteen  year 
old  estimations  and  accounting  for  infiation. 
to  be  absorbed  by  ammunition  and  powder 
consumers,  the  estimated  total  cost  of  the 
program  would  be  some  $66.59  million.  For 
that  additional  taxpayer  and  consumer  bur- 
den, the  projected  27  additional  arrests 
would  cost  an  average  of  $2.5  million  dollars 
each.  In  fact,  BATF's  own  cost^enefit  analy- 
sis indicated  that  this  program  cannot  be 
justified.  BATF  stated  in  the  1970s,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  detection  tagging  program,  "at 
present  it  is  impossible  to  estimate  the  effec- 
tiveness of  tagged  or  untagged  detection 
with  any  degree  of  accuracy.  Within  this 
large  uncertainty,  both  tagged  and  untagged 
detection  appear  to  be,  at  best,  of  borderline 
economic  viability." 

The  BATF-commissioned  study  succinctly 
stated  that.  "Ideally,  the  problem  of  control 
would  be  greatly  simplified  if  every  ounce  of 
explosive,  legally  manufactured  and  legally 
used,  could  be  completely  accounted  for." 
But,  the  study's  determination  in  favor  of 
identification  tagging  is  based  upon  mere 
hypothesis,  nothing  more.  Quite  simply, 
BATF  does  not  know  if  taggants  would  be  ef- 
fective in  apprehending  or  deterring  bomb- 
ers. 

Even  ignoring  the  concerns  now  before  this 
Committee — the  illegal  manufacture  and  use 
of  explosives— the  sheer  burden  of  tracing 
every  ounce  of  legal  explosives  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  minutely  detailed  records 
which  would  have  to  be  kept  by  the  manufac- 
turers, distributors,  wholesalers  and  retail- 
ers is  staggering.  If  propellant  powders  are 
tagged,  this  will  drastically  increase,  and  in 
many  cases  duplicate,  the  paperwork  and 
records  already  being  kept  by  federal  fire- 
arms licensees.  And  how  are  we  to  trace  ex- 
plosives beyond  the  first  non-dealer  pur- 
chase? 

In  the  past.  BATF  has  stated  that  ammuni- 
tion recordkeeping  was  a  waste  of  resources. 
as  ammunition  tracing  has  never  solved  a 
crime— the  volume  of  records  is  just  too 
large.  If  propellant  powders  are  tagged,  every 
packaged  quantity,  no  matter  how  small. 
whether  one  can  of  black  or  smokeless  pow- 
der, or  one  box  of  ammunition,  would  have 
to  be  referenced  to  manufacturer  and  lot 
number  But  this  recordkeeping  would  sim- 
ply do  no  good  at  all.  One  numbered  lot  of 


powder  can  yield  several  thousand  individual 
cans  of  powder  and  literally  thousands  of 
boxes  of  ammunition.  Even  with  detailed 
records,  tracing  the  end  user  would  be  like 
looking  for  the  proverbial  'needle  in  a  hay- 
stack." 

Obviously,  what  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  really  want  is  a  means  to 
apprehend  and  punish  those  who  use  explo- 
sives in  an  illegal  fashion.  It  is  assumed  that 
this  threat  of  punishment  will  serve  as  an  ef- 
fective deterrent,  thereby  decreasing  the 
number  of  bombings.  Yet,  in  view  of  the 
fiimsy  evidence  presented  by  the  supporters 
of  the  tagging  program  in  the  past.  Congress 
is  considering  an  unknown  quantity,  which 
will  have  a  questionable  impact  on  bombings 
and  an  undetermined  ballistic  effect  on  pro- 
pellant powders,  not  to  mention  the  suspect 
safety  of  taggants  on  handlers  and  end  users. 
In  fact,  the  only  thing  that  seems  sure  about 
this  program  is  that  if  black  and  smokeless 
powder  are  tagged,  it  will  impose  a  mam- 
moth recordkeeping  burden  on  small  busi- 
nessmen and  drive  up  the  cost  of  supplies  for 
sportsmen.  As  usual,  the  terrorist  will 
blithely  ignore  the  law  and  the  criminal  cir- 
cumvent it^for  they  are.  by  definition,  peo- 
ple who  disobey  the  law.  The  law-abiding  cit- 
izen will  once  again  be  the  only  one  affected 
by  the  implementation  of  this  concept.  That 
is  why  the  National  Rifle  Association  oppose 
the  concept  of  tagging,  specifically  propel- 
lant powders,  and  urges  the  Committee  to  re- 
ject this  concept  as  ill-conceived.  The  bene- 
fits of  doing  otheiTvise  are  dubious  at  best, 
but  the  costs,  in  dollars  and  to  the  small 
businessman  handler  are  all  too  real. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  sub- 
mit testimony  to  this  Committee. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  so  why 
the  amendment?  Why  not  stay  with  the 
substitute  bill?  If  this  Congress  wants 
to  get  the  industry  that  manufactures 
explosives  to  a  point  in  science  and 
technology  where  we  could  identify  the 
explosive  itself,  why  not  pursue  it  in 
the  way  that  Senate  bill  735  suggested? 
Or  is  there  another  reason  to  pursue  it 
in  a  way  that  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia has  pursued  it;  that  is,  do  it  now 
and  study  it  later?  That  is  a  bit  of  a 
strange  way  to  approach  something 
that,  if  done  wrong  or  if  caused  by  Gov- 
ernment and  forced  to  be  done  without 
the  proper  basis  of  understanding  to  be 
done  wrong,  could  create  the  kind  of 
damage  that  could  occur  if  this  were 
the  case. 

So  let  us  today  vote  to  table  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia and  stay  with  the  substitute  bill 
which  does  recognize  the  importance  of 
developing  the  science  and  technology 
for  taggants.  I  support  that.  And  I  hope 
we  can  get  there. 

But  the  record  now  shows  that  the 
National  Rifle  Association  does  not  op- 
pose taggants,  and  it  never  has.  It  most 
assuredly  supports  the  science  and  the 
technology  that  could  lead  us  to  that. 
What  it  is  officially  on  the  record  as 
opposing  is  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  because  it  simply 
believes  it  is  too  premature.  It  might 
well  be  risky  tc  the  science  and  the 
technology  involved. 

This  Senate  I  think  in  a  responsible 
way  wants  to  do  it  right.  The  right  way 
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is  the  Senate  bill  that  has  been  appro- 
priately heard  with  the  appropriate 
technology,  or  the  record  for  tech- 
nology built  into  it. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  hope  as  we  vote 
this  afternoon  on  the  tabling  motion 
that  we  would  support  the  committee 
and  the  chairman,  and  the  text  of  Sen- 
ate bill  735. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

(Mr.  CRAIG  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  BROWN  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  1207  TO  .^ME.VDMENT  NO.  1199 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  was  kind  enough  to  propose  for 
me  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  That 
particular  amendment  was  designed  to 
extend  the  sanctions  that  we  now  have 
in  place  against  Iran  to  all  countries 
designated  as  terrorist  countries  by 
our  Secretary  of  State. 

Let  me  add  that  it  is  not  my  inten- 
tion with  this  legislation  to  restrict 
the  President  or  the  Secretary  of 
State.  And  included  in  the  amendment 
is  a  very  extensive  waiver  provision  so 
that  while  we  would  have  on  our  books 
a  provision  for  adding  these  sanctions 
against  other  countries  that  have  been 
designated  as  terrorist  countries,  it 
would  not  necessarily  require  the  im- 
plementation of  these  sanctions,  but  it 
would  require  the  waiver  of  them  in 
the  event  a  terrorist  country  is  so  des- 
ignaled.  That  waiver  is  quite  broad  and 
gives  the  President  a  great  deal  of  dis- 
cretion. The  President,  if  he  so  deter- 
mines for  national  security  interests  or 
even  humanitarian  reasons,  may  waive 
the  action.  But  what  it  does  do,  Mr. 
President,  it  gives  some  consistency  to 
our  action.  It  puts  countries  that 
would  contemplate  using  state  terror- 
ism on  notice  that  this  country  is  seri- 
ous, that  there  are  sanctions,  that 
those  sanctions  are  broad  and  signifi- 
cant, as  in  the  sanctions  the  President 
has  applied  against  Iran. 

It  also  will  put  them  on  notice  that 
while  these  sanctions  come  with  being 
designated  a  terrorist  country,  it  is 
possible,  if  they  work  with  our  Presi- 
dent and  with  the  Secretary  of  State, 
they  can  work  their  way  out  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  is  an  im- 
portant amendment  because  what  it 
says  is  we  are  going  to  be  consistent.  If 
a  country  chooses  to  adopt  these  kinds 
of  terrorist  policies,  we  ought  to  at 
least  make  sure  that  when  we  des- 
ignate a  nation  as  a  terrorist  country 
there  are  some  sanctions  involved. 

The  final  version  of  the  amendment 
differs  slightly  from  the  provision  that 


was  introduced  earlier  today.  The 
waiver  provision,  to  be  specific,  is  dif- 
ferent in  the  final  version  of  the 
amendment.  It  simply  makes  clear 
that  there  are  very  wide  discretions  on 
the  part  of  the  President.  And  I  would 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  final 
version  of  the  Brown  amendment  be  en- 
tered into  the  Record  at  this  point  and 
substituted  for  the  original  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  does  the  Senator 
have  a  copy  of  that  so  I  can  take  a 
quick  look  at  it? 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  do.  I  would  be  glad 
to 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  would  like  to  suggest 
maybe  we  could  have  a  short  quorum 
call.  I  do  not  want  to  object.  I  do  not 
think  I  will  object,  but  if  the  Senator 
would  allow 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
withhold  my  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest until  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  review  the  amendment,  and  I  would 
at  this  point  note  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  having  been  sug- 
gested, the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.A.MENDMENT  NO.  1209  TO  .AMENDMENT  NO.  1199 

(Purpose;  To  prohibit  the  distribution  of  in- 
formation on  the  making  of  explosive  ma- 
terials with  intent  or  knowledge  that  such 
information  will  be  used  for  a  criminal 
purpose) 
Mrs     FEINSTEIN.    Mr.    President.    I 

would  like  to  send  an  amendment  to 

the  desk. 
The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  California  [Mrs.   Fein- 

STEIN]    proposes    an    amendment    numbered 

1209  to  amendment  No.  1199: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following  section 

SEC.  .  PROHIBmON  ON  DISTRIBUTION  OF 

INFOR.MATION  REIj\TING  TO  EXPLO- 
SIVE .'VlATt;RlAL.S  FOR  A  CRIMINAL 
PURPOSE. 

(a)  Section  842  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 

"(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
teach  or  demonstrate  the  making  of  explo- 
sive materials,  or  to  distribute  by  any  means 
information  pertaining  to.  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  manufacture  of  explosive  mate- 
rials, if  the  person  intends,  or  knows  that 
such  explosive  materials  or  information  will 
likely  be  used  for.  or  in  furtherance  of.  an 
activity  that  constitutes  a  Federal  criminal 
offense  or  a  criminal  purpwse  affecting  inter- 
state commerce." 

(b)  Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  section  (a) 
as  subsection  (a)(1)  and  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 


■•(a)(2)  Any  person  who  violates  subsection 
(1)  of  section  842  of  this  chapter  shall  be 
fined  under  this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  twenty  years,  or  both." 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  30  seconds? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  had 
asked  that  a  quorum  call  be  put  into 
effect  to  determine  whether  or  not  I 
could  agree  with  the  unanimous  con- 
sent request  by  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado. I  would  just  ask  the  Senator  from 
California,  when  we  conclude  that,  if  I 
would  be  able  to  interrupt  her  to  allow 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  to  amend 
his  amendment. 

I  do  not  seek  that  now.  but  I  would 
like  that  so  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
does  not  think  I  have  put  this  off  for  a 
couple  hours. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  happy  to,  or  I  am  happy  to  wait.  I 
am  trying  to  use  the  time  usefully. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  would  encourage  the 
Senator  to  proceed.  I  would  ask  her 
permission,  when  we  work  this  out. 
whether  I  could  interrupt  her  at  that 
point. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Absolutely.  I 
would  be  delighted.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  thank  the  Chair  and  I 
thank  the  Senator. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
address  what  I  believe  is  a  rather  sur- 
prising problem  in  our  society,  and 
that  is  the  distribution  of  bombmaking 
information  for  criminal  purposes.  This 
amendment  is  simple,  and  I  think  this 
cartoon  in  USA  Today  really  describes 
what  the  situation  is. 

Here  is  a  youngster  sitting  in  front  of 
his  computer  learning  how  to  put  to- 
gether a  bomb.  Here  is  the  mother  on 
the  phone  saying.  "History,  astronomy, 
science.  Bobby  is  learning  so  much  on 
the  internet." 

This  amendment  would  prohibit  the 
teaching  of  how  to  make  a  bomb  if  a 
person  intends  or  knows  that  the  bomb 
will  be  used  for  a  criminal  purpose.  Ad- 
ditionally, the  amendment  would  pro- 
hibit the  distribution  of  information  on 
how  to  put  together  a  bomb  if  a  person 
intends  or  knows  that  the  bomb  will  be 
used  for  a  criminal  purpose. 

The  penalty  for  violation  of  this  law 
would  be  a  maximum  of  20  years  in 
prison,  a  fine  of  $250,000.  or  both. 

Now,  you  might  ask,  how  is  that  pos- 
sible? How  would  anybody  do  this?  I 
think  the  next  chart  I  will  put  up  will 
show  clearly  how  it  is  possible  and 
what  people  today  are  doing. 

Let  me  show  you  this.  This  is  from 
the  internet,  entitled  "Stuff  You  Are 
Not  Supposed  to  Know  About."  It  ad- 
vertises the  Terrorist  Handbook.  It 
says. 

Whether  you  are  planning  to  blow  up  the 
World  Trade  Center,  or  merely  explode  a  few 
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small  devices  on  the  White  House  lawn,  the 
Terrorist  Handbook  is  an  invaluable  sfuide  to 
having-  a  Kood  time.  Where  else  can  you  set 
such  wonderful  ideas  about  how  to  use  up  all 
that  extra  ammonium  triiodide  left  over 
from  last  year's  revolution'.' 

Well,  that  is  just  part  of  it.  What 
that  then  leads  to  is  a  whole  series  of 
recipes  on  how  to  put  together  a  bomb 
aimed  at  killing,  injuring,  or  destroy- 
ing property.  The  handbook  goes  on  to 
give  a  step-by-step  instruction  on  what 
to  do.  Let  me  quote  from  a  section  on 
acquiring  chemicals: 

The  best  place  to  steal  chemicals  is  a  col- 
lege. Many  State  schools  have  all  of  their 
chemicals  out  on  the  .shelves  in  the  labs  and 
more  in  their  chemical  stockrooms.  Evening 
is  the  best  time  to  enter  a  lab  building,  as 
there  are  the  least  number  of  people  in  the 
building.  Of  course,  if  none  of  these  methods 
are  successful,  there  is  always  section  2.11. 

fAnd  it  then  tells  how  to  pick  a  lock 
to  get  into  the  chem  lab.  It  tells  how  to 
dress  to  look  like  a  student.  It  tells 
where  the  shelves  are  that  the  chemi- 
cals are  on.  The  handbook  lists  various 
explosive  recipes,  using  black  powders, 
nitroglycerin,  dynamite.  TNT.  and  am- 
monium nitrate.  It  provides  explicit  in- 
structions for  making  pipe  bombs, 
book  bombs,  light  bulb  bombs,  glass 
container  bombs  and  phone  bombs,  just 
to  name  a  few. 

Now,  I  have  heard  people  say,  oh,  but 
the  Encyclopedia  Britannica  has  eight 
pages  on  explosives,  and  nobody  criti- 
cizes that.  Well,  I  have  read  the  eight 
pages  on  explosives,  and  it  does  not  say 
how  to  make  a  toilet  paper  roll  booby 
trap.  What  legitimate  purpose  is  there 
for  a  toilet  paper  roll  booby  trap  other 
than  to  kill  somebody?  You  do  not 
blast  out  the  stump  of  a  tree.  You  do 
not  need  it  for  mining.  You  need  it  for 
no  civilian  or  military  purpose  other 
than  to  kill.  Or  a  vacuum  cleaner 
booby  trap.  Again,  no  civilian  or  mili- 
tary purpose,  no  blasting  out  of  tree 
trunks,  no  mining  use.  A  traffic  cone 
booby  trap.  A  video  alarm  booby  trap. 
A  washing  powder  box  booby  trap.  How 
to  develop  this  thing  in  a  bottle  or  a 
box  of  soap  powder. 

Light  bulb  bombs.  The  Terrorist 
Handbook  describes,  "an  automatic  re- 
action to  walking  into  a  dark  room  is 
to  turn  on  the  light.  This  can  be  fatal 
if  a  light  bulb  bomb  has  been  placed  in 
the  overhead  light  socket.  A  light  bulb 
bomb  is  surprisingly  easy  to  make.  It 
also  comes  with  its  own  initiator,  an 
electric  ignition  system."  And  then  it 
goes  into  detailed  instructions  and  dia- 
grams of  how  to  put  one  together. 

I  am  not  going  to  repeat  those  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate.  But  I  can  as- 
sure you  that  the  Terrorist  Handbook 
provides  these  step-by-step  instruc- 
tions. 

One  of  the  more  appalling  descrip- 
tions of  bombmaking  involves  a  baby 
food  bomb.  The  following  information 
was  taken  from  the  bulletin  board, 
computer  bulletin  board  off  the 
internet.  Baby  food  bombs.  "These  sim- 


ple, powerful  bombs  are  not  very  well 
known,  even  though  all  of  the  material 
can  be  easily  obtained  by  anyone,  in- 
cluding minors.  These  things  are  so"— 
and  then  there  is  a  four-letter  word— 
"powerful,  that  they  can  destroy  a  car. 
Here  is  how  they  work." 

Then  it  tells  how  they  work.  It  says. 

Go  to  the  Sports  Authority  or  Hermans 
sports  shop  and  buy  shotgun  shells.  At  the 
Sports  Authority  that  I  go  to.  you  can  actu- 
ally buy  shotgun  shells  without  a  parent  or 
adult.  They  do  not  keep  it  behind  a  little 
gla.ss  counter  or  anything  like  that.  It  is 
$2.96  for  25  shells. 

The  computer  bulletin  board  posting 

then  provides  instructions  on  how  to 
assemble  and  detonate  the  bomb.  It 
concludes  with  these  words: 

If  the  explosion  doesn't  get  them,  the  glass 
will.  If  the  glass  doesn't  get  them,  then  the 
nails  will. 

I  do  not  think  our  first  amendment, 
or  the  framers  of  the  Constitution, 
want  to  protect  the  freedom  of  speech 
for  criminal  purposes.  Clearly,  these 
bombs  are  there  for  one  reason  and  one 
reason  only  and  that  is  a  criminal  pur- 
pose. 

Let  me  give  you  another  example 
that  came  through  on  April  23  of  this 
year  on  the  internet. 

Are  you  interested  in  receiving  informa- 
tion detailing  the  components  and  materials 
needed  to  construct  a  bomb  identical  to  the 
one  used  in  Oklahoma?  The  information  spe- 
cifically details  the  construction,  deploy- 
ment and  detonation  of  high-powered  explo- 
sives. It  also  includes  complete  details  of  the 
bomb  used  in  Oklahoma  City,  how  it  was 
used  and  it  could  have  been  better. 

Another  examples  comes  from  April 
25  on  the  internet.  I  will  quote  it: 

1  want  to  make  bombs  and  kill  evil  Zionist 
people  in  the  Government.  Teach  me.  give 
me  test  files.  Feed  my  wisdom,  O  Great  One. 

That  v.-as  April  25  on  the  internet. 

The  forward  to  the  book  "Death  by 
Deception:  Advanced  Improvised  Booby 
Traps"  states: 

Terrorists.  lEDs  [improvised  explosive  de- 
vices] come  in  many  shapes  and  forms,  but 
these  bombs,  mines,  and  booby  traps  all  have 
one  thing  in  common;  they  will  cripple  or 
kill  you  if  you  happen  to  be  in  the  wrong 
place  at  the  wrong  time. 

In  this  sequel  to  his  best-selling  book 
■Deathtrap."  Jo  Jo  Gonzales  reveals  more 
improvised  booby-trap  designs.  Discover  how 
these  death-dealing  devices  can  be  con- 
structed from  such  outwai-dly  innocuous  ob- 
jects as  computer  modems,  hand-held  radios. 
toilet-paper  dispensers,  shower  heads,  talk- 
ing teddy  bears,  and  traffic  cones.  Detailed 
instructions,  schematic  diagrams,  and  typi- 
cal deployment  techniques  for  dozens  of  such 
contraptions  are  provided. 

Now,  none  of  this  is  for  use  in  any 
constructive  civilian  or  military 
project.  All  of  them  are  used  for  crimi- 
nal purposes. 

Other  titles  of  books  that  teach  peo- 
ple how  to  make  bombs  include:  "The 
Guerrilla's  Arsenal:  Advanced  Tech- 
niques for  Making  Explosives  and 
Time-Delay  Bombs";  "The  Advanced 
Anarchist  Arsenal:  Recipes  for  Impro- 
vised Incendiaries  and  Explosives." 


Well,  there  are  those  who  would  say 
this  is  just  a  simple  first  amendment 
exploration.  Do  not  worry  about  it. 
People  are  just  curious. 

Well,  let  me  tell  you  that  on  Friday, 
Orange  County  bomb  squad  Sgt.  Char- 
lie Stump  told  me  that  a  14-year-old 
was  in  his  garage  making  a  pipe  bomb 
with  an  11-  and  12-year-old  watching 
him  do  it.  The  information  to  make 
this  pipe  bomb  came  from  the  Impro- 
vised Munitions  Black  Book,  which  can 
be  obtained  in  any  gunshop  through 
the  Paladin  Press  mail  order  outlets. 
So  this  youngster  blew  himself  up,  and 
right  next  to  him  was  the  handbook 
that  he  used. 

Another  example.  In  Mission  Viejo,  a 
20-year-old  junior  college  student  went 
into  the  so-called  survivalist  move- 
ment and  accidentally  set  off  his  own 
bomb  and  killed  himself.  Again,  the 
manual  was  sitting  right  next  to  him. 
So,  according  to  the  sergeant,  these 
books  tell  you  in  vivid  detail  how  to 
make  bombs,  how  to  kill  people,  how  to 
destroy  cars,  how  to  destroy  trains- 
whatever  type  of  destruction  you  want 
to  do,  these  books  will  tell  you  how  to 
do  it. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
say  that  if  you  know  or  intend  this  will 
be  used  in  a  criminal  way.  you  have 
committed  a  Federal  crimin.al  offense 
by  putting  out  this  information. 

Other  examples  include  the  follow- 
ing: 

One  of  the  1993  World  Trade  Center 
bombers  was  arrested  with  manuals  in 
hand. 

In  1989,  four  Bethesda  teenage  boys 
were  killed  when  a  homemade  pipe 
bomb  subsequently  went  off.  They  were 
following  instructions  from  another 
manual. 

In  1987  a  California  teenager  blew 
himself  up  with  homemade  bombs.  The 
"Improvised  Munitions  Black  Book" 
was  found  nearby. 

Enough  is  enough.  Common  sense 
should  tell  us  that  the  first  amendment 
does  not  give  someone  the  right  to 
teach  others  how  to  kill  people.  The 
right  to  free  speech  in  the  first  amend- 
ment is  not  absolute,  and  there  are  sev- 
eral well-known  exceptions  to  the  first 
amendment  which  limit  free  speech. 

These  include  obscenity:  child  por- 
nography; clear  and  present  dangers; 
commercial  speech;  defamation:  speech 
harmful  to  children;  time,  place,  and 
manner  restrictions;  incidental  restric- 
tions; and  radio  and  television  broad- 
casting. 

I  do  not  for  1  minute  believe  that 
anyone  writing  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  some  200  years  ago  want- 
ed to  see  the  first  amendment  used  to 
directly  aid  one  in  how  to  learn  to  in- 
jure and  kill  others. 

I  believe  that  the  distribution  of  in- 
formation on  bombmaking,  if  we  know 
that  information  will  be  used  for  a 
criminal  purpose,  should  be  illegal. 

At  a  recent  hearing  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  I  asked  FBI  Director  Louis 
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Freeh  if  anyone  has  a  first  amendment 
right  to  teach  someone  how  to  build  a 
bomb  in  this  country.  He  replied  that 
it  is  a  very  important  debate  that  very 
few  people  have  reviewed.  He  suggested 
that  it  is  a  question  that  should  be 
taken  up  by  Congress.  That  is  what  we 
are  doing  this  very  day. 

My  amendment  is  specifically  aimed 
at  preventing  and  punishing  the  dis- 
tribution of  material  that  will  be  used 
to  commit  serious  crimes  external  to 
the  distribution  itself,  and  only  when 
there  is  intent  or  knowledge  that  the 
information  will  be  used  for  a  criminal 
purpose. 

In  other  words,  it  is  not  aimed  at 
suppressing  contents  per  se,  or  fash- 
ioned as  a  prior  restraint.  Its  purpose 
is  addressing  the  facilitation  of  unlaw- 
ful criminal  conduct. 

Now,  we  will  talk  for  a  moment 
about  current  law.  There  currently  is  a 
Federal  law  on  the  books  that  is  simi- 
lar to  my  proposed  amendment.  Title 
18,  section  231(a)(1)  of  the  Criminal 
Code  states: 

Whoever  teaches  or  demonstrates  to  any 
other  person  the  use,  application,  or  making 
of  any  firearm  or  explosive  or  incendiary  de- 
vice .  .  .  knowing  or  having  reason  to  know 
or  intending  that  the  same  will  be  unlaw- 
fully employed  for  use  in.  or  in  furtherance 
of.  a  civil  disorder  .  .  .  shall  be  fined  under 
this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  5 
years,  or  both 

At  least  18  States  have  similar 
bombmaking  laws  on  the  books,  includ- 
ing Arkansas,  California.  Colorado. 
Connecticut.  Georgia.  Illinois,  Louisi- 
ana, Michigan.  Missouri,  Nebraska. 
New  Jersey.  North  Carolina.  Okla- 
homa. Oregon.  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Is- 
land, South  Carolina,  and  Virginia. 

I  know  that  concerns  have  been 
raised  by  some  civil  libertarians  and 
ethers  about  the  constitutionality  of 
my  amendment,  because  it  in  essence 
takes  this  section  which  I  have  just 
read  of  the  code  and  says  if  you,  addi- 
tionally, distribute  that  information 
with  the  knowledge  or  intent  that  it 
will  be  used  for  a  criminal  act,  then 
you  are  guilty  of  a  Federal  violation. 

So  if  you  read  information  that  is 
within  a  terrorist  handbook,  where  the 
beginning  page  of  the  handbook  says. 
"Whether  you  are  planning  to  blow  up 
the  World  Trade  Center,  or  merely  ex- 
plode a  few  small  devices  on  the  White 
House  lawn,  this  is  the  information 
you  should  have,"  that  clearly  sets,  in 
my  view,  the  purpose  and  intent  of  pro- 
viding the  information. 

The  current  law.  section  231  of  title 
18.  has  already  been  used  to  prosecute 
several  criminals.  It  has  been  constitu- 
tionally upheld  by  the  courts.  In  the 
United  States  versus  Featherston,  1972. 
the  Fifth^Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held 
that  the  statute  "is  not  unconsti- 
tutionally vague"  and  affirmed  the 
convictions  of  two  defendants  who  were 
prosecuted  under  the  law. 

The  fifth  circuit  wrote: 

.  .  the  statute  does  not  cover  mere  inad- 
vertent conduct.  It  requires  those  prosecuted 


to  have  acted  with  intent  or  knowledge  that 
the  information  disseminated  would  be  used 
in  the  furtherance  of  a  civil  disorder. 

I  know,  though,  that  the  true  test  of 
the  amendment's  constitutionality  will 
be  if  and  when  it  comes  before  the 
courts.  And.  I  welcome  that  oppor- 
tunity. 

The  last  time  the  Supreme  Court  di- 
rectly dealt  with  the  issue  of  freedom 
of  speech  restrictions  was  over  20  years 
ago.  in  Brandenburg  versus  Ohio.  1969. 
As  I  understand  it.  this  case  involved  a 
Ku  Klux  Klan  leader's  right  to  advo- 
cate destruction  of  property  and  other 
violence  as  a  means  of  obtaining  politi- 
cal reform.  I  think  it  may  be  time,  es- 
pecially in  light  of  Oklahoma  City  and 
the  World  Trade  Center  bombings,  for 
the  Supreme  Court  to  deal  with  this 
issue  again. 

In  today's  day  and  age.  when  violent 
crimes,  bombings,  and  terrorist  at- 
tacks are  becoming  too  frequent — 2.900 
bombings  a  year,  541  in  California 
alone  in  the  year  1993 — and  when  tech- 
nology allows  for  the  distribution  of 
bombmaking  material  over  computers 
to  millions  of  people  across  the  coun- 
try in  a  matter  of  seconds,  I  believe 
that  some  restrictions  on  speech  are 
appropriate. 

Specifically,  I  believe  that  restrict- 
ing the  availability  of  bombmaking  in- 
formation for  criminal  purposes,  if 
there  is  intent  or  knowledge  that  the 
information  will  be  used  for  a  criminal 
purpose,  is  both  appropriate  and  re- 
quired in  today's  day  and  age. 

As  Wisconsin  District  Judge  Robert 
Warren  wrote  in  the  Progressive  case 
dealing  with  the  publication  of  infor- 
mation on  how  to  build  an  atomic 
bomb: 

What  is  involved  here  is  information  deal- 
ing with  the  most  destructive  weapon  in  the 
history  of  mankind,  information  of  sufficient 
destructive  potential  to  nullify  the  right  to 
free  speech  and  to  endanger  the  right  to  life 
itself  ....  While  it  may  be  true  in  the  long 
run.  as  Patrick  Henry  instructs  us.  that  one 
would  prefer  death  to  life  without  liberty, 
nonetheless,  in  the  short  run,  one  cannot 
enjoy  the  freedom  of  speech  or  the  freedom 
of  the  press  unless  one  first  enjoys  the  free- 
dom to  live. 

I  could  not  agree  more  with  Judge 
Warren. 

Enough  is  enough.  I  do  not  believe 
the  first  amendment  gives  anyone  the 
right  to  teach  someone  how  to  kill 
other  people  or  provide  certain  infor- 
mation that  will  be  used  to  commit  a 
crime.  Even  our  most  precious  rights 
must  pass  the  test  of  common  sense. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
speak  to  the  Feinstein  amendment  and 
suggest  that  what  the  Senator  from 
California  has  raised  here,  paraphras- 
ing director  Freeh,  is  a  debate  that  we 
should  be  having. 

I  do  not  think  there  are  many  people, 
and  I  do  not  think  there  are  any  people 
here  in  this  body,  who  would  suggest 
that  the  examples  the  Senator  has 
given  are  examples  we  should  not  be 
concerned  with.  As  evidenced  by  the 
Senator's  comments,  she  also  is  mind- 
ful that  although  there  are  exceptions 
to  the  first  amendment  they  are  few, 
and  we  should,  in  drafting  legislation, 
keep  the  first  amendment  in  mind. 

It  is  in  that  regard  that  I  rise  to  dis- 
cuss very  briefly,  the  case  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  versus  Featherston,  the  fifth 
circuit  case  that  the  Senator  men- 
tioned. In  that  case,  the  court  upheld  a 
conviction  of  two  leaders  of  a  militia 
group  who  showed  their  followers  how 
to  make  explosives.  The  purpose  of  the 
demonstration  they  put  on  was  to  pre- 
pare the  group  for  the  coming  revolu- 
tion. 

Now,  the  statute  at  issue  makes  it  a 
crime  to  teach  someone  how  to  make  a 
bomb,  knowing,  intending  or  having 
reason  to  know  that  the  bomb  will  be 
unlawfully  used  in  a  civil  disorder  as 
defined  as  a  public  act  of  violence  in- 
volving three  or  more  people. 

In  upholding  the  statute's  constitu- 
tionality, however,  the  court  read  the 
language  in  the  statute  more  narrowly 
than  the  language  appears  on  its  face. 
The  court  found  the  statute  requires — 
this  is  the  fifth  circuit  speaking— that 
those  prosecuted  have  acted  with  "in- 
tent or  knowledge"  that  the  informa- 
tion would  be  used  to  further  a  civil 
disorder. 

Now,  the  Senator  has  adjusted  the 
language  in  her  amendment  in  order  to 
strike  a  much  broader  intent  standard 
that  she  had  originally  proposed.  The 
original  language  she  had  said,  "a  per- 
son intends,  knows  or  reasonably 
should  know  that  such  explosive  mate- 
rial or  information  will  be  used.  .  .  ." 
She  has  amended  that  to  say  that  if  the 
person  "intends  or  knows" — let  me  get 
the  exact  language  here.  I  beg  the 
Chair's  pardon.  The  language  now 
reads,  "intends  or  knows  that  such  ex- 
plosive material  or  information  will 
likely  be  used  for.  .  .  ." 

I  would  respectfully  suggest  that  lan- 
guage does  not  meet  the  fifth  circuit 
standard  requiring  intent  or  knowl- 
edge. 

I  see  the  Senator  is  understandably 
occupied  at  the  moment  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  discussing 
this  amendment,  but  at  an  appropriate 
point  I  am  going  to  ask  the  Senator 
whether  she  would  be  willing  to  further 
amend  her  language  to  comport  with 
what  at  least  I  believe  the  fifth  cir- 
cuit's minimal   requirements  are,   and 


that  is  to  say  that  if  the  person  "in- 
tends or  knows  that  such  explosive  ma- 
terial or  information  will  be  used."  Put 
it  another  way.  drop  the  word  "likely." 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  May  I  respond? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Please. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  The  answer  to  the 
question  is  yes.  I  was  just  talking  to 
the  committee  chairman,  the  floor 
manager  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  compliment  the  Sen- 
ator for  that. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  suggest  that  would  put 
it  in  line  with  what  she  intends  and 
what  the  court  found. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  move  to  amend? 

Mr.  HATCH.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
to  withhold  for  1  minute? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator's willingness  to  take  out  the  prior 
notification  and  the  word  "likely"  in 
her  response  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware.  But  if  she  would 
also  modify  and  take  out  "or  knows." 
in  other  words  if  such  person  "intends" 
and  take  out  "or  knows."  I  will  tell  her 
why  that  is  important. 

There  are  a  lot  of  explosives  manu- 
facturers and  personnel  who  do  teach 
others  how  to  make  explosives  and  how 
to  use  them  legitimately,  for  legiti- 
mate purposes,  mining  and  others. 
There  are  a  lot  of  slurry  manufacturers 
in  my  State.  In  fact,  the  chief  for  slur- 
ry underground  explosives  happens  to 
be  the  founder  of  the  IRECO  Chemical 
Corp.  in  my  home  State.  If  you  put  "or 
knows"  in  there,  what  we  are  con- 
cerned about  is  if  they  teach  a  univer- 
sity class  or  teach  other  people  in  their 
business  or  teach  other  people,  in  semi- 
nars, about  how  to  do  slurry  explosives 
or  some  other  type  of  explosives,  they 
could,  under  this  provision,  be  indicted 
or  prosecuted. 

I  really  believe  the  distinguished 
Senator  does  a  great  favor  if  she  says 
that  the  person  "intends  that  such  ex- 
plosive materials  or  information  will 
be  used  for.  ..."  I  think  that  is  the 
fair  way  to  do  it.  It  is  one  way  of  alle- 
viating these  difficult  legal  questions 
that  really  make  it  very  difficult  for 
people  who  are  in  the  explosives  busi- 
ness to  even  talk  about  the  business. 

If  the  Senator  could  do  that,  I  will  be 
willing  to  accept  this  amendment. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  I  may  respond, 
and  perhaps  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware, because  I  think  this  is  a  useful 
discussion.  I  would  like  to  respond  to 
the  Senator  from  Utah. 

What  concerns  me  is  somebody 
writes  a  terrorist  handbook.  We  have 
that  case.  And  they  tell  somebody  how 
to  steal;  how.  in  detail,  to  put  to- 
gether, let  us  say.  a  light  bulb  bomb. 

You  come  to  them  and  say.  "You  vio- 
lated a  criminal  law." 

They  say.  "I  did  not  intend  this  to  be 
used  for  crime." 
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Then  the  comeback  is.  "You  should 
know  it  is  going  to  be  used  for  crime 
because  that  is  the  only  purpose  for  a 
light  bulb  bomb.  It  is  the  only  purpose 
for  a  toilet  paper  bomb,  for  a  candy  box 
bomb.  " 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  will  right  away, 
in  just  1  second. 

What  the  Senator  from  Utah  is  say- 
ing is  the  explosive  company  that 
makes  the  explosive  does  not  intend — 
that  is  clear— that  it  be  used  for  crimi- 
nal purposes.  I  agree.  The  intention  of 
this  is  not  to  get  at  the  explosive  com- 
pany. The  intention  is  to  get  at  the 
person  who  misuses  or  mispackages, 
and  who  does  it  all  for  the  purposes  of 
committing  a  criminal  act. 

Mr,  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may— 
and  I  thank  the  Senator  for  her  invita- 
tion for  me  to  speak  to  this  as  well— we 
have  three  slightly  different  points  of 
view  here.  Let  me  make  clear  what  I 
would  like  to  see  avoided  and  what  I 
would  like  to  see  accomplished.  Using 
specific  examples  and  hypotheticals  is 
not  always  the  best  way  to  do  it,  but  it 
seems  to  be  the  only  way  I  have  avail- 
able to  me  to  do  it  at  this  moment. 

None  of  us  wants  to  have  the  publish- 
ers of  World  Book  Encyclopedia  in- 
dicted because  they,  in  their  World 
Book,  tell  you  how  you  can  make  a 
bomb.  You  can  go  to  a  public  library 
and  you  can  find  out  how  to  build  a  nu- 
clear device.  It  is  a  lot  more  com- 
plicated than  building  a  light  bulb 
bomb,  but  you  can  find  that  out. 

The  purpose,  the  knowledge  or  inten- 
tion of  the  publisher  of  World  Book  En- 
cyclopedia or  any  other  publication  is 
in  all  probability  not  the  same  purpose 
as  that  of  the  publisher  of  the  Terrorist 
Handbook.  But  for  the  purpose  of  Lady 
Justice,  blindfolded,  weighing  her 
scales,  it  is  hard  to  tell  the  difference 
sometimes,  other  than  looking  at  the 
person  or  the  organization  that  is  pub- 
lishing the  material,  to  determine 
their  intent.  And  we  do  not  want 
courts  getting  into  that  kind  of  busi- 
ness. I  do  not  think  the  presiding  offi- 
cer wants  that  to  happen,  nor  do  I.  nor 
do  I  think  anyone  does,  although  I  sure 
would  like  to  be  able  to  capture  those 
folks  who  issued  that  handbook. 

So  the  Senator  has  narrowed  her  lan- 
guage. I  think  appropriately,  to  say 
"know  or  intends." 

Let  me  tell  you  why  I  think  "know" 
makes  sense  to  be  in  there.  If,  for  ex- 
ample, that  gruesome  example  that  the 
Senator  gave  from  the  internet,  where 
somebody  puts  on  a  bulletin  board  how 
to  make  a  terrorist  device,  a  bomb,  and 
then  someone  writes  back  and  says.  "O 
Great  One,"  I  am  paraphrasing.  "I 
want  to  kill  Zionists  in  the  Govern- 
ment. Tell  me  more.  Feed  me."  Or 
whatever  the  terminology  was. 

The  original  publication  of  that  in- 
formation on  the  bulletin  board  on  the 


internet  may  or  may  not  meet  the 
standard  of  having  known  the  informa- 
tion was  going  to  be  used  for  a  criminal 
purpose,  or  may  or  may  not  meet  the 
standard  of  having  intended  that  it  be 
used.  But  it  seems  to  me  it  is  pretty 
clear  that  when  that  idiot  writes  back 
or  punches  in  his  code  and  name  and 
says,  'O  Great  One,  I  want  to  kill  peo- 
ple, tell  me  more,"  if  the  original  per- 
son who  put  the  information  up  on  the 
bulletin  board  said.  "All  right.  Swami. 
here  it  comes.  If  you  really  want  to  get 
Zionists,  here  is  how  to  do  it,"  it  seems 
to  me  at  that  point  the  person  knows 
that  the  information  he  or  she  is  dis- 
seminating is  intended  for  a  criminal 
purpose. 

The  Senator  from  California  said 
there  are  some  stores,  some  retail  out- 
lets that  sell  the  handbook.  Or  you  can 
write  away  to  get  the  handbook.  If  I 
walk  in  to  you  and  you  are  selling  the 
handbook,  you  have  the  handbook  and 
I  say.  "Ma'am,  I  would  like  to  buy  a 
handbook  that  would  teach  me  how 
to — do  you  see  the  cop  down  there  in 
the  corner?  I  want  to  put  a  pipe  bomb 
in  that  trash  can  where  he  stands  every 
morning  from  8:30  to  9.  I  want  to  blow 
that  SOB  up." 

And  you  say,  "I  have  just  the  thing 
for  you."  and  you  walk  over  and  you 
hand  him  the  handbook,  it  seems  to  me 
you  knew  the  information  that  is 
available  to  you  to  do  something  ter- 
rible, kill  that  policeman  standing  at 
the  corner.  It  would  be  awfully  hard  to 
prove,  though,  that,  if  you  sold  that 
handbook  to  me,  you  intended  for  me 
to  kill  that  policeman.  You  could  know 
I  was  going  to  use  it  to  kill  someone 
without  having  intended  for  me  to  kill 
someone.  Are  you  with  me? 

So  my  concern  is.  if  it  gets  even  nar- 
rowed further  to  say  only  luLenUo  the 
information  to  be  used  in  a  criminal 
enterprise  or  criminal  act,"  then  it  is 
so  narrow  that  you  are  not  going  to 
catch  in  that  net  people  who  I  think  we 
should  catch. 

I  have  been,  for  the  last  23  years,  al- 
ways listed  as  one  of  the  two  or  three 
or  four  people  most  protective  of  the 
first  amendment.  You  know,  all  these 
rating  organizations  that  rate  us 
whether  we  are  conservative,  liberal, 
good,  bad,  or  indifferent?  I  am  always, 
along  with  Senator  Leahy  and  a  few 
others,  listed  here  as  one  of  the 
staunchest  defenders  of  the  first 
amendment. 

So  I  am  not  looking  to  broaden  the 
net  the  Senator  wishes  to  cast.  But  it 
seems  to  me  if  you  narrow  it  so  much 
so  that  you  only  use  the  word  "in- 
tend." you  do  not  get  the  circumstance 
where  I  know  that  the  information  I 
have  at  my  disposal  as  to  how  to  build 
a  light  bulb  bomb  or  any  other  kind  of 
bomb,  I  know  why  you  are  seeking  the 
information.  You  have  told  me.  You 
tell  me,  "I  want  to  know  how  to  make 
a  bomb  out  of  Gerber's  baby  peaches.  I 
want  to  know  how  to  do  that.  Teach 
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me,  oh  Great  One.  "  You  say,  "I've  got 
just  the  answer  for  you.  Here  is  how 
you  do  it." 

It  seems  to  me  that  does  fall  beyond 
the  purview  of  first  amendment  protec- 
tion. It  seems  to  me  it  is  narrow 
enough  and  specific  enough  that  it  war- 
rants to  be  made  unlawful.  And  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  at  all  incon- 
sistent with  what  the  fifth  circuit  and 
other  courts  have  said  relative  to  the 
standard  required  on  the  part  of  the 
person  disseminating  the  information. 

So  in  truth,  you  might  also  be  able  to 
get  that  very  person  on  a  conspiracy 
charge.  You  might  not  even  need  this 
statute.  My  friend,  who  is  truly — we 
use  this  phrase  too  frequently  around 
here,  and  it  does  not  always  apply,  but 
in  this  case  it  does.  My  friend,  who  is 
learned  in  the  law  could  stand  and  say, 
"Well,  all  right.  Joe.  I  am  not  trying  to 
eliminate  the  ability  to  nail  the  person 
who  is  knowingly  participating  in  an 
unlawful  activity.  We  can  already  do 
that  under  a  conspiracy  statute."  Prac- 
tically, that  is  true.  But  I  would  argue 
that  including  the  word  "knows"  as 
well  as  "intends"  here  does  no  damage 
to  the  first  amendment,  and  makes  the 
case  if  not  easier,  equally  as  able  to  be 
pursued  as  a  conspiracy  theory  would 
be.  This  is  more  direct. 

So  my  friend  from  Utah  and  I  have 
been,  the  first  15  years  of  our  working 
together,  not  always  on  the  same  side 
of  these  civil  liberties  arguments.  And 
it  is  truly— I  mean  this  sincerely— a 
pleasure  to  be  on  the  same  side  of  these 
arguments  with  him  these  days.  I  do 
not  by  that  in  any  way  imply  a  change 
in  his  motivation  at  all.  I  think  things 
have  changed,  and  as  the  troubles  in 
society,  the  maturation  process,  has 
taken  place,  and  we  all  are  seeing  dif- 
ferent applications  of  old  principles  to 
new  problems.  So  I  am  not  being  face- 
tious when  I  say  I  welcome  it.  But  I  re- 
spectfully disagree  with  him  here. 

I  will  not  object  to  the  Senator  from 
California  taking  out  the  word 
"knows."  But  I  would  suggest  that  her 
test,  her  intended  purpose,  is  best 
served  by  saying  if  the  person  intends 
or  knows  that  such  explosive  material 
or  information  will  be  used  for  or  in 
furtherance  of  an  activity  that  con- 
stitutes a  criminal,  a  Federal  criminal 
offense,  or  a  criminal  purpose  affecting 
interstate  commerce.  I  think  keeping 
only  two  words  "intends"  or  "knows" 
is  totally  appropriate,  and  I  would  sup- 
port that. 

But  it  is  obviously  her  amendment.  If 
she  is  persuaded  by  the  reasoning  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah,  I  will  not  ob- 
ject to  it. 
I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  I  may.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  would  like  to  amend  the  amend- 
ment by  removing  the  word  "likely." 
So  that  the  amendment  reads: 

Information  percaininjf  to.  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  manufacture  of  explosive  mate- 
rials, if  the  person  intends  and  knows  that 
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such  explosive  materials  or  information  will 
be  used  for,  or  in  furtherance  of.  an  activity 
that  constitutes  a  Federal  criminal  offense 
or  a  criminal  purpose  affecting  interstate 
commerce. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  send  her  modification  to  the 
desk? 

Is  there  objection  to  the  modifica- 
tion? 

Mr.  HATCH.  May  I  see  the  modifica- 
tion? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  If  I  could  have  the  at- 
tention of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California,  the  way  she  has  writ- 
ten it  is  different  than  the  way  she 
read  it.  It  says  if  the  person  "intends 
or  knows."  But  if  the  Senator  will  read 
it  "intends  and  knows,"  I  will  go  along 
with  it. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  meant  "or."  I  beg 
your  pardon. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Could  the  Senator 
change  the  "or"  to  an  "and"? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  did  not  mean  to. 
Did  I? 

Mr.  HATCH.  Yes. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  will  chsTnge  it  to 
"intends  or  knows." 

Mr.  HATCH.  If  I  can  just  respond  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia, I  would  prefer  "intends  and 
knows"  rather  than  "intends  or 
knows"  because  I  believe  that  can  lead 
to  some  mischief  in  the  criminal  law. 
On  the  other  hand,  this  was  a  narrow 
interpretation.  I  agree  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Delaware.  I  am 
not  sure  that  you  can  catch  them  on  a 
conspiracy  statute  in  this  area.  I  do 
not  remember  the  law  with  regard  to 
the  explosives.  But  whether  that  is  so 
or  not.  as  I  understand  it,  the  word 
likely  will  be  stricken  in  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Then  I  am  prepared  to 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  is  the  language  "and"  or  is  it 
"or"?  If  it  is  "or,"  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  modification? 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  so  modi- 
fied. 

The  amendment  (No.  1209),  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

.\t  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert 
the  foliowinK  new  section: 

SEC.  .  PROHIBITION  ON  DISTRIBtTION  OF  IN- 
FORMATION RELATIN(;  TO  EXPLO- 
SIVE MATERLVLS  FOR  A  CRIMINAL 
PURPOSE. 

(a)  Section  842  of  title  18,  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 

"(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
teach  or  demonstrate  the  making  of  explo- 
sive materials,  or  to  distribute  by  any  means 


information  pertaining  to.  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  manufacture  of  explosive  mate- 
rials, if  the  person  intends  or  knows,  that 
such  explosive  materials  or  information  will 
be  used  for.  or  in  furtherance  of.  an  activity 
that  constitutes  a  Federal  criminal  offense 
or  a  criminal  purpose  affecting  interstate 
commerce." 

(b)  Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  section  (a) 
as  subsection  (aHD  and  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

■•(a)(2)  Any  person  who  violates  subsection 
(1)  of  section  842  of  this  chapter  shall  be  fined 
under  this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more  than 
twenty  years,  or  both." 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  with  that 
modification.  I  am  prepared  to  accept 
the  amendment,  if  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  likewise. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  For  clarification  pur- 
poses, and  I  think  I  will  accept  it,  I 
want  to  read  the  entire  amendment.  It 
will  take  me  one  moment.  It  says: 

Section  (a)  reads,  "Section  842  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section; 

Subsection  1. 

It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to  teach 
or  demonstrate  the  making  of  explosive  ma- 
terials, or  to  distribute  by  any  means  infor- 
mation pertaining  to.  in  whole  or  in  part, 
the  manufacture  of  explosive  materials,  if 
the  person  intends  or  knows  that  such  explo- 
sive material  or  information  will  be  used  for. 
or  in  furtherance  of.  an  activity  that  con- 
stitutes a  Federal  criminal  offense  or  a 
criminal  purpose  affecting  interstate  com- 
merce. 

Subsection  B. 

Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  designating  section  (a)  as  sub- 
section (a)(1).  and  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(a)(1).  any  person  who  violates  subsection 
(1)  of  section  842  of  this  chapter  shall  be 
fined  under  this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  20  years,  or  both. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  amendment.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  The  "1"  is  an  "1". 
It  is  a  lower  case. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  beg  your  pardon.  In  the 
last  paragraph? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  In  the  first  para- 
graph and  the  last. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  beg  your  pardon.  It  is 
"1",  and  not  "1." 

So  it  will  read,  the  following  new  sec- 
tion "1",  "It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  teach  or  demonstrate  the 
making  of  explosive  material  or  to  dis- 
tribute by  any  means  information  per- 
taining to",  et  cetera.  Then  at  the  bot- 
tom paragraph,  it  reads  "Any  person 
who  violates  subsection  1  of  this  sec- 
tion." Then  that  is  how  it  reads.  Mr. 
P  rc  s  i  d  G  n  t  '^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry 
to  do  this  to  you.  But  also  in  the  third 
paragraph,  it  reads: 

Section  lai  as  subsection  (a)(1)  and  by  add- 
ing the  following  new  subsection. 


So.  in  other  words,  the  three  places 
where  I  thought  it  was  a  "1"  it  is  not 
a  "1."  It  is  an  "1." 

So  that  being  the  case,  that  is  the 
only  correction  of  me,  not  of  the 
amendment.  I  have  no  objection.  We 
accept  the  amendment  as  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1209),  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  the  Senator  from  California  never 
ceases  to  amaze  me.  I  say  that  with 
genuine  respect.  When  she  zeroed  in  on 
this  problem  when  Senator  Kennedy 
came  to  the  hearing  and  presented  a 
60-,  70-.  80-page  document-I  forget  how 
long  it  was — of  information  that  the 
staff  had  pulled  off  the  Internet  for  him 
on  how  to  do  these  things,  one  of  the 
things  that  I  admire  most  about  her  is 
her  incredible  common  sense. 

I  remember  her  sitting  there  looking 
at  us  and  saying.  "You  mean  you  can 
do  this?  I  mean,  why  are  we  allowing 
this?"  All  of  us  who  were  supposedly 
hopefully  good  lawyers  all  looked  and 
said,  "First  amendment  problem.  Sen- 
ator." And  we  all  did  say  that.  We  all 
knew  because  of  our  reverence  for  the 
first  amendment.  Those  of  us  who  are 
conservative,  liberal,  and  moderate 
alike  all  said,  "First  amendment  prob- 
lem." We  all  kind  of  went  on  to  other 
things. 

As  she  always  does,  she  went  back  to 
her  office,  and  I  am  sure  she  turned  to 
that  able  staff  member  next  to  her  and 
said,  "Wait  a  minute,  there  has  to  be  a 
way  to  do  this.  There  has  to  be  an  an- 
swer to  this."  As  usual,  her  instinct  is 
almost  always  right.  And  when  I  have 
dealt  with  her.  it  has  been  unerring. 
Not  being  a  lawyer,  she  went  out  and 
got  some  fine  lawyers  and  said,  "How 
can  I  write  this  thing  because  I,  Dianne 
FEINSTEIN,  don't  want  to  amend  the 
first  amendment  either,  but  I  do  want 
to  deal  with  this  foolishness." 

She  did  it.  I  compliment  her.  And  re- 
mind me.  if  I  ever  forget,  never  to  un- 
derestimate her.  She  always  gets  it 
done.  We  are  all  better  for  it.  I  again 
congratulate  her. 

We  have  no  other  amendment  on  the 
floor  at  the  moment.  What  I  would  like 
to  do,  unless  someone  wishes  to  bring 
up  an  amendment,  I  would  like  to  be- 
cause I  was  not  here  when  the  Senator 
from  California  spoke  on  her  first 
amendment,  the  taggants  amendment. 
and  I  would  like  to  take  a  moment. 

.X.MKNDMF.NT  NO.  1202 

If  anyone  has  any  other  thing  to 
bring  up.  I  would  be  happy  to  yield.  I 
rise  at  this  moment  to  support  the 
amendment  of  my  friend  from  Califor- 
nia on  taggants.  if  I  may.  because  we 
are  going  to  be  voting  on  that  I  think 
around  6  o'clock. 

One  area  we  did  not  address  in  the 
legislation  before  us  was  the  issue  of 
taggants.  The  President  wanted  to  see 


it  addressed,  and  I  did  as  well  and 
spoke  very  briefly  with  my  friend  from 
California  and  encouraged  her  to  move 
the  amendment  on  taggants. 

I  feel  it  is  very  important  in  the  bat- 
tle against  terrorism  to  enhance  our 
ability  to  identify,  following  detona- 
tion, the  source  or  origin  of  the  explo- 
sives used  in  an  act  of  violence  against 
our  fellow  Americans.  Key  Federal  law 
enforcement  officials  recognize  that  to 
provide  for  enhanced  tracing  capabili- 
ties is  a  logical  and,  I  would  argue, 
overdue  response.  The  administration 
included  a  tracing  provision  in  their 
antiterrorism  proposal,  and  it  was  sec- 
tion 803  of  S.  761. 

Now.  I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  those 
of  our  colleagues  who  may  be  listening 
in  their  offices.  I  am  not  inadvertently 
substituting  the  word  "tracing"  for 
"taggant"  because  that  is  what  this  is 
all  about.  We  want  to  be  able  to  trace 
the  manufacturer  of  the  material  used, 
not  for  purposes  of  prosecuting  the 
manufacturer,  unless  the  manufacturer 
violated  the  law  intentionally  in  to 
whom  they  sold  the  material,  but  in 
order  to  be  able  to  trace  the  person 
who  purchased  the  material  which 
would  enhance  our  ability  to  find  out 
who  detonated  the  bomb. 

The  provision  authorizes  the  Sec- 
retary of  Treasury  to  promulgate  regu- 
lations requiring  taggants  to  be  added 
to  explosive  materials.  Now.  the  Re- 
publican bill,  however,  omits  this  key 
provision.  Instead,  the  Republican  bill 
calls  for  no  action,  only  more  study.  I 
would  also  note  that  not  only  does  the 
Republican  bill  choose  study  over  ac- 
tion but,  even  worse,  their  bill  calls  on 
the  Justice  Department  to  study  this 
issue. 

Now,  we  all  know  that  jurisdiction 
over  these  issues  and  the  real  expertise 
related  thereto  is  in  the  Treasury  De- 
partment. Let  us  not  duplicate  effort. 
Let  us  not  duplicate  bureaucracy.  Let 
us  think  of  the  taxpayers,  not  the  pet 
peeves  of  some  special  interest  group 
because  they  do  not  like  the  Treasury 
Department.  The  Treasury  Department 
is  the  outfit  that  has  been  dealing  with 
this  issue  and  explosives  for  time  im- 
memorial. The  Justice  Department  is 
not.  It  does  not  have  the  expertise.  So 
I  would  suggest  that  is  not  the  place 
we  should  look. 

Now.  taggants  are  tiny  plastic,  as 
they  are  referred,  sandwiches  with  dif- 
ferent color  stripes  that  are  added  to 
explosives  during  the  manufacturing 
process.  Because  these  taggants  are 
left  after  the  explosion,  they  can  be 
used  to  identify  the  source  of  an  explo- 
sion. And  that  is  the  source  of  the  ma- 
terial—where it  was  purchased.  In 
other  words,  these  identifiers,  these  lit- 
tle plastic  sandwiches,  as  they  are 
called,  different  colored  stripes  are  put 
into  the  explosive  when  it  is  being 
manufactured,  legitimately  manufac- 
tured. Wc  are  not  talking  about  some 
back-room  operation.  These  are  legiti- 


mate explosives.  These  are  legitimate 
materials  made  by  legitimate  compa- 
nies for  legitimate  purposes.  You  add 
at  the  time  of  their  manufacture  these 
little  colored  strips  so  that  when  the 
explosion  goes  off.  you  are  able  to  go 
into  the  area  where  the  explosion  took 
place  and  by  use  of  detection  means 
find  these  taggants. 

These  taggants— this  is  my  phrase;  I 
have  never  heard  anyone  else  use  this — 
are  a  little  bit  like  that  little  bar  code 
on  the  bottom  of  everything  you  buy  in 
the  grocery  store.  The  checker  just 
runs  it  through  a  scanner.  They  can 
identify  what  stock  it  was,  what  date 
it  was  made,  where  it  came  from,  what 
part  of  the  store  it  was  in,  how  much  it 
cost. 

It  is  the  same  principle  here.  We 
want  to  be  able  to  essentially  run  the 
residue  of  that  explosive  material 
through  a  scanner,  in  effect.  And  you 
are  able  to  say  OK,  the  material  used 
in  this  bomb  was  manufactured  at  such 
and  such  a  time,  such  and  such  a  batch, 
et  cetera,  and  work  your  way  back 
with  the  intention  of  not  going  after 
the  manufacturer  but  going  after  the 
person  who  purchased  it. 

Now,  it  may  be  the  person  legiti- 
mately purchased  it.  and  we  find  out  it 
was  purchased  for  a  construction  op»er- 
ation  and  it  was  put  in.  properly  stored 
in  a  locked  vault  and  that  you  find  out 
the  vault  was  not  broken  into  but  that 
on  the  job  it  turned  out  a  couple  pieces 
were  missing.  Well,  then  you  have  the 
investigative  tool  to  narrow  it  down. 
Maybe  then  you  look  at  the  people  who 
took  the  explosive  out  and  were  legiti- 
mately working  on  the  job.  Maybe  it 
turns  out  to  be  one  of  them.  It  was  not 
them.  They  may  say,  well,  it  was  only 
20  minutes  it  was  not  here.  And  there 
was  a  guy  wearing  a  red  cap  that  came 
by  It  is  investigative  work.  It  merel.v 
gives,  but  significantly  gives,  an  oppor- 
tunity to  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
begin  to  trace,  backtrack,  until  hope- 
fully you  find  the  person  who  was  the 
person  who  purchased  and  used  this 
material. 

Now.  to  use  a  practical  example  of 
how  even  small  pieces  of  evidence  are 
vital,  consider  that  the  vehicle  identi- 
fication number  on  the  exploded  re- 
mains of  a  rental  truck  that  was  used 
to  blow  up  the  Federal  Building  in 
Oklahoma  City  was  the  critical  piece 
of  evidence  that  gave  Federal  law  en- 
forcement a  critical  lead  on  the  bomb- 
ing suspects. 

There  was  a  taggant  in  effect  on  that 
vehicle  in  an  ID  number  on  it.  Where 
would  we  be  if  we  had  not  required  an 
ID  number  on  that  vehicle?  We  would 
be  nowhere.  You  would  not  have  been 
able  to  go  back  to  find  out  from  where 
that  vehicle  was  rented,  who  walked  in 
and  rented  it,  what  they  looked  like, 
what  their  description  was  and  then 
trace  it  back  to  the  guy  who  gets  ar- 
rested almost  incidentally  on  a  high- 
way going  out  of  Oklahoma  City  the 
day  of  the  bombing. 
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Very  important  material,  a  tiny  lit- 
tle thing.  You  would  say.  well,  wait  a 
minute.  That  truck  was  blown  to 
smithereens.  This  just  goes  to  show 
you  the  investigative  capability  of  the 
people  there.  The  axle— I  believe  it  was 
an  axle— on  which  this  identification 
number  existed  was  found.  They  knew 
to  go  and  look  at  that  ID  number. 

Once  they  found  it.  they  could  begin 
the  tracing  process.  In  fact,  it  was  the 
employees  of  the  rental  agency  they 
traced  this  back  to  who  provided  much 
of  the  information  necessary  to  create 
the  composite  sketch  of  the  suspect 
initially  known  as  John  Doe  1.  whom 
we  now  know  as  Timothy  McVeigh. 

Now,  taggants  work  much  in  the 
same  way.  The  taggants  would  give  an 
indication  where  the  explosives  were 
purchased.  Not  only  does  that  lead  law 
enforcement  to  a  sales  clerk  who  might 
have  provided  a  description  of  the  ter- 
rorist, but  this  information  may  also 
be  key.  and  perhaps  the  only  physical 
evidence  that  a  prosecutor  can  use,  to 
nail  the  defendant  to  the  crime.  If 
there  were  taggants  in  the  explosives 
that  were  used,  you  would  be  able  to  do 
the  same  thing — and  they  were  recov- 
ered. You  might  be  able  to  go  back  and 
find  where  the  material  that  blew  up 
the — and  that  was  fertilizer  added  with 
some  chemicals  and  the  like.  You  may 
be  able  to  go  back  and  find  out  where 
that  fertilizer  was  sold  and  you  may 
find  the  very  same  thing.  The  clerk 
says  I  remember  selling  that  fertilizer 
to  the  following  person,  and  you  do  a 
composite  sketch.  Again,  it  is  a  strong 
piece  of  evidence. 

Now.  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  will  argue  that  we  should 
study  this  issue  more  closely.  But  that 
means  only  one  thing:  More  needless 
delay.  The  potential  effect  of  taggants 
has  been  highlighted  in  a  study  that 
was  conducted  in  the  late  1970's  when 
the  ATF  seeded  a  very  small  portion  of 
explosives.  10.000  pounds.  with 
taggants. 

We  had  this  debate.  I  might  add. 
when  I  first  came  to  the  Senate  in  the 
1970's,  and  we  were  told,  no.  it  may  be 
a  destabilizing  element  in  the  manu- 
facture of  the  material;  it  may  be  used 
for  purposes  on  the  part  of  law  enforce- 
ment to  do  bad  things,  et  cetera.  But 
we  agreed  that  Alcohol.  Tobacco,  and 
Firearms  could  do  an  experiment.  So 
they  went  to  a  manufacturing  site,  and 
they  tagged  10.000  pounds  of  explosives. 
They  put  in  one  of  these  little  colored 
strips,  these  sandwiches. 

Now.  despite  this  relatively  small 
amount— and  that  probably  rep- 
resented less  than— I  will  not  even 
guess— one  one-hundredth  percent  of 
all  the  explosives  sold  that  year.  It  was 
infinitesimally  small  in  this  little  ex- 
periment compared  to  the  universe  of 
all  explosives  sold  that  year.  For  exam- 
ple, my  staff  is  telling  me  4  billion 
pounds  of  explosives  are  sold  per  year— 
4  billion  pounds.  This  was  10.000  pounds 


that  was  tagged  as  an  experiment. 
Now,  notwithstanding  that,  that  one 
experiment  back  in  1978 — and  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  knows  this — was 
very  instrumental  and  effective  in 
helping  solve  a  bombing  incident  in  the 
State  of  Maryland.  Now.  the  idea  that 
we  did  this  one  experiment — and  it  was 
just  pure  luck,  I  suspect,  that  that 
10.000  pounds  was  purchased.  But  what 
happened  was  there  was  a  car  bombing, 
and  but  for  the  fact  that  the  explosive 
used  was  part  of  that  lO.OOO-pound 
batch  that  was  the  only  batch  out  of 
four  billion  pounds  sold  that  year,  the 
perpetrator  of  the  act  was  unlucky 
enough  to  purchase  something  from 
that  batch.  And  that  was  the  thing 
that  led  to  the  identification  and  con- 
viction of  that  individual,  with  little  or 
no  possibility  of  their  ever  having 
found  him  but  for  the  taggants. 

I  suggest  that  the  study  by  the  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment  on  taggants 
is  also  a  key  source  of  the  safety  and 
efficacy  of  taggants.  There  was  this  ex- 
periment and  the  study  by  the  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment.  The  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment  found  that 
"identification  taggants  would  facili- 
tate the  investigation  of  almost  all  sig- 
nificant criminal  bombings  in  which 
commercial  explosives  were  used." 

Now.  safety  tests  performed  by  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment  found 
taggants  to  be  compatible  with  the  ex- 
plosives covered  by  this  amendment. 
By  compatible.  I  mean  they  did  not  di- 
minish the  efficacy  of  the  explosives. 
No.  1.  So  it  blew  up  just  as  big  as  it 
would  have  blown  up  without  the 
taggant.  It  did  not  diminish  its  capac- 
ity. 

Second,  it  did  nothing  to  destabilize 
the  explosive.  It  made  it  no  more  or 
less  rt.aneerniis  tn  deal  with  that  explo- 
sive. One  of  the  arguments  we  will  hear 
used  is  that  if  you  add  these  taggants. 
they  will  have  the  effect  of  destabiliz- 
ing this  explosive  material,  making  it 
more  dangerous  to  handle.  There  is  no 
evidence  of  that,  according  to  the  Of- 
fice of  Technology  Assessment. 

Third,  they  also  found  that  it  did  not. 
in  any  way,  affect  the  manufacturer  of 
that  material.  That  is.  placing  the 
taggants  in  the  material  as  it  is  manu- 
factured did  not  diminish  safety  in  the 
production  of  that  material. 

For  15  years,  law  enforcement  in 
Switzerland  have  recognized  taggants 
as  an  important  piece  of  the  puzzle  in 
solving  crimes  involving  illegally  used 
explosives.  Under  this  amendment,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  will  deter- 
mine how  we  can  best  utilize  this  tech- 
nology. Then  we  will  move  forward  and 
use  the  taggants  after  that  assessment 
has  been  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  And  that  is  key.  We  should 
move  forward  in  this  area  now.  and  we 
should  do  so  without  further  delay. 

Now.  a  study  on  common  and  precur- 
sor chemicals,  another  aspect  of  the 
amendment  I  want  to  touch  on  briefly, 


is  the  requirement  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  study  and  make  rec- 
ommendations regarding:  First,  the 
ability  and  feasibility  of  rendering 
inert  those  common  chemicals  used  to 
manufacture  explosive  materials  and. 
second,  the  ability  to  impose  controLs 
on  those  precursor  chemicals  used  to 
manufacture  explosive  materials. 

Let  me  make  it  clear,  this  is  a  sepa- 
rate issue.  There  are  two  issues  here 
that  the  Senator  from  California  has 
pursued  that  were  in  the  President's 
legislation.  One.  this  notion  of,  in  ef- 
fect, seeding  an  explosive  with  a  color- 
stripped  material  so  that  when  the  ex- 
plosive goes  off.  you  can  find  the  mate- 
rial and  trace  back  the  place  where  it 
was  manufactured  and  sold.  That  is  the 
taggant. 

Now,  there  is  a  second  issue,  and  that 
is  chemicals  which  are  sold— I  will  use 
this  phrase— over  the  counter.  These 
are  chemicals  you  can  go  and  buy,  but 
they  can  be  used  for  destructive  pur- 
poses, although  their  intention  is  for 
constructive  purposes.  Fertilizer  is  to 
help  things  grow,  not  kill  things  or  kill 
people. 

Now,  I  said  this  before,  and  I  say  it  to 
my  friend  from  California  here.  I  wa.s 
at  a  conference  with  a  group  of  U.S. 
Senators.  Congresspersons,  and  offi- 
cials from  the  United  Nations  the  day 
this  god-awful  explosion  in  Oklahoma 
occurred,  and  we  literally  interrupted 
the  conference.  One  of  the  conferees 
was  Gen.  Michael  Rose,  a  general  in 
the  British  Army,  who  was  the 
UNPROFOR  Commander  of  Forces  in 
Bosnia  up  until  about  3  months  ago. 
General  Rose  and  I  were  sitting  next  to 
one  another  discussing  the  situation  in 
Bosnia.  What  happened  was  that  we  ad- 
journed when  we  heard  this  horrible 
news  and  went  to  t.hf.  nearest  tele- 
vision. The  first  scene  all  of  us  saw— a 
dozen  of  us  Congressmen,  Senators  and 
generals — was  a  visual  image  of  the 
Federal  building  and  the  confusion  sur- 
rounding it.  You  could  see  how  the 
Federal  building  was  not  only  blown 
up.  but  it  looked  like  it  was  cut  away 
in  the  front.  I  was  sitting  next  to  Gen- 
eral Rose.  I  could  not  hear  what  was  on 
the  television  in  this  hotel  lobby.  We 
just  saw  the  picture.  He  looked  at  me 
and  he  said.  "That  bomb  is  a  fertilizer 
bomb.  That  is  what  destroyed  that 
building."  My  staffer  reminded  me  that 
he  looked  and  he  said.  "That  is  an 
ANFO  bomb."  I  wondered,  what  in  the 
devil  is  he  talking  about?  How  does  he 
know  this?  All  we  can  see  is  this  pic- 
ture on  television.  He  had  not  heard 
any  more  about  this  than  I  did.  We  just 
walked  out  of  this  conference.  He  went 
on  to  explain  to  me  how  when  ammo- 
nium nitrate  is  added  to  fertilizer  in  a 
certain  formula  and  way.  it  produces 
an  explosion  whose  fingerprints  or 
characteristics  are  like  the  one  we  saw. 
I  was  amazed.  I  was  complimenting 
him.  because  about  3  minutes  later  a 
reporter  comes  on  and  says.  "We  have 


just  learned  that  this  was  a  fertilizer 
bomb."  I  did  not  know  how  he  knew 
this.  He  went  on  to  explain  to  us  that 
it  was  his  experience  when  he  was  a 
commander  in  Northern  Ireland  with 
the  use  of  fertilizer  bombs  by  the  IRA. 
He  went  on  to  point  out  that  England 
had  changed  the  law  relative  to  the 
sale  of  fertilizer  to  Ireland  and  the  type 
of  fertilizer  and  the  amount  of  nitrate 
that  could  be  in  the  fertilizer,  and  he 
went  on  and  on  about  it.  And  he  said 
something  fascinating.  He  said  that  it 
has  had  three  interesting  effects.  First, 
the  environment  is  cleaner.  There  is 
not  as  much  nitrates  left  over  in  the 
environm.ent  when  it  is  applied  to  the 
soil.  The  water  is  cleaner  and  the 
bombs  are  fewer. 

So  that  is  when  I  became  interested 
in  how  do  you  take  these  materials 
that  seem  to  me  to  be  totally  innocent 
in  terms  of  the  ability  to  cause  damage 
and  render  them  inert — inert  in  the 
sense  that  they  can  only  do  the  thing 
for  which  they  were  manufactured, 
which  is  to  help  things  grow,  as  op- 
posed to  kill  people.  One  of  the  ways  to 
do  that  is  to  look  at  it  and  study  it  and 
make  recommendations  regarding  the 
feasibility  of  adding  materials  to  the 
manufacture  of  these  chemicals  and 
precursor  chemicals  that  will  not  di- 
minish the  effectiveness  of  the  chemi- 
cal but  render  them  incapable  of  gener- 
ating the  explosion. 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  very 
simple,  and  it  should  be  clear  to  every 
American  in  the  wake  of  the  Oklahoma 
City  tragedy.  What  has  become  evident 
in  the  past  weeks  is  that  in  America 
today,  nearly  anyone,  as  our  friend 
from  California  has  pointed  out.  can 
acquire  the  ingredients,  all  of  which 
have  other  legitimate  uses,  and  build  a 
bomb. 

The  bom.b  in  Oklahoma  was  a  mix- 
ture of  ammonium  nitrate  fertilizer 
and  diesel  fuel.  Ammonium  nitrate  can 
be  purchased  at  almost  any  garden  sup- 
ply or  hardware  store,  and  when  mixed 
with  a  fuel,  it  can  be  classified  as  a 
high  explosive.  One  way  to  desensitize 
ammonium  nitrate  while  still  preserv- 
ing its  effectiveness  for  its  intended 
use  would  be  to  mix  a  nonexplosive 
chemical  such  as  lime,  calcium  carbon- 
ate, into  the  product,  to  render  it  inef- 
ficient for  use  as  an  explosive. 

Now,  I  think  it  makes  overwhelming 
sense  to  suggest  that  a  feasibility 
study  be  done  and  recommendations 
made  as  to  whether  or  not,  for  exam- 
ple, lime  can  be  added  to  ammonium 
nitrate,  allowing  the  fertilizer  to  be  as 
potent  as  it  was  before  for  the  purposes 
of  encouraging  growth  in  the  soil,  yet 
rendering  it  incapable  of  being  used  as 
a  bomb  when  mixed  with  a  fuel  supply. 
This  type  of  desensitizing  is  currently 
employed  in  England,  as  I  said. 

Let  me  be  clear,  all  this  amendment 
does  with  regard  to  this  point,  all  it 
does  is  require  the  Secretary  to  study 
the  feasibility  of  such  a  policy  being 
implemented  in  the  United  States. 


It  is  an  unfortunate  reality  that  indi- 
viduals would  take  seemingly  harm- 
less—I might  add.  legal— products  and 
devices  and  turn  them  into  weapons  ca- 
pable of  exacting  the  devastation  and 
loss  of  life  that  we  all  saw  in  Oklahoma 
City.  However  unfortunate  that  may 
be,  it  is  a  reality  nonetheless.  The 
amendment  of  my  friend  from  Califor- 
nia is  an  effort  to  curtail  the  availabil- 
ity of  products  which  can  be  used  in 
this  manner. 

Mr  President.  I  would  like  to  make 
as  a  concluding  point  that  I  understand 
negotiations  between  Senator  Fein- 
STEi.N  and  other  interested  parties  on 
the  other  side  are  proceeding.  Of 
course.  I  hope  these  discussions  will  be 
successful,  but  I  strongly  urge  that  the 
Senator  from  California  not  relent  on 
the  two  essential  aspects  of  her  amend- 
ment. 

One.  the  taggants  be  able  to  be 
placed,  by  recommendation  from  the 
Secretary  of  Treasury,  in  explosives; 
and,  two,  that  the  study  be  undertaken 
that  would  determine  whether  there 
are  ways  that  we  can  feasibly  render 
inert  the  destructive  capability  of  oth- 
erwise totally  constructive  precursor 
chemicals. 

I  see  the  Senator  from  California  is 
on  the  floor  and  seeking  recognition.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
GRAiMS).  The  Senator  from  California. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware for  that  very  eloquent  exposition 
on  taggants. 

I  must  say  that  it  never  ceases  to 
amaze  me,  because  outside  people  are 
saying  they  are  for  legislation  to  begin 
to  tag  explosives  where  safe  and  not 
adding  to  the  volatility.  Yet  once 
again.  I  must  tell  the  Senator,  the  lob- 
bying of  those  special  interests  is 
starting  up  again  to,  one  by  one,  move 
Senators  off  of  this  legislation. 

This  led  me  to  get  a  little  bit  of  the 
history  of  taggants  before  this  body. 
While  the  Senator  has  been  here  for  a 
long  time,  I  am  a  relative  newcomer, 
2'/2  years,  and  I  did  not  realize  this 
issue  has  been  raised  now  for  22  years 
before  this  body.  It  might  be  interest- 
ing to  go  back  into  a  little  bit  of  the 
history. 

It  actually  began  in  1973  when  Con- 
gress asked  ATF  to  look  into  possible 
methods  of  fighting  terrorists  in  crimi- 
nal bombings.  That  year.  ATF  and  the 
FAA  established  an  ad  hoc  committee 
on  explosives  seeding.  That  same  year. 
ATF  formed  an  inner  agency  advisory 
committee  on  explosives  tagging. 

Also  in  1973.  the  Law  Enforcement 
Assistance  Administration,  which  we 
knew  as  LEAA.  sponsored  a  study  by 
Lawrence  Livermore  Lab.  managed  by 
Aerospace  Corporation,  to  study  the 
feasibility  of  identification  tagging  of 
explosives. 

Several  companies,  including  3M  and 
Westinghouse,  began  taggant  develop- 


ment. By  1976.  this  was  far  enough  ad- 
vanced to  be  the  subject  of  the  pilot 
tagging  program  developed  by  aero- 
space under  the  contract  with  the  Bu- 
reau of  Mines.  The  results  seemed  posi- 
tive, in  1977.  with  the  Omnibus 
Antiterrorism  Act. 

Mr.  President,  was  the  Senator  here 
in  1977? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  yes.  I  was 
here.  I  was  also  here  in  1973.  unfortu- 
nately. I  have  been  here,  and  I  have 
been  interested  in  this  issue  since  then. 
That  is  why  I  am  so  happy  the  Senator 
is  pushing  it. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
interesting  to  see.  because  in  1977  Sen- 
ators Abe  Ribicoff  and  Jake  Javits  pre- 
sented language  mandating  the  intro- 
duction of  explosive  tagging  over  a  pe- 
riod of  time. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill,  the 
National  Rifle  Association— who  some- 
body has  just  said  is  for  taggants — op- 
posed the  inclusion  in  the  program  of 
black  and  smokeless  powders  used  by 
some  hunters  to  hand-load  antique  ri- 
fles. The  National  Rifle  Association 
was  successful  at  the  committee  level 
at  deleting  the  requirement  that  these 
powders  be  tagged. 

Nonetheless,  the  requirement  that 
other  types  of  explosives  be  tagged  was 
left  intact.  The  bill  never  reached  the 
Senate  floor. 

In  the  96th  Congress,  the 
antiterrorism  legislation  was  reintro- 
duced with  provisions  for  gradually 
phasing  in  identification  tagging  over 
a  2'/j-year  period.  The  legislation  was 
considered  in  the  House  by  the  Avia- 
tion Subcommittee  of  the  Commerce 
Committee. 

It  was  supported  by  the  Airline  Pi- 
lots Association  and  the  Airline  Trans- 
port Association  The  House  Members 
and  Glenn  Anderson,  the  subcommittee 
chair,  wanted  to  wait  for  action  on  the 
subject  in  the  Senate  before  taking  the 
issue  up  in  the  House. 

The  Senate  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee  marked  it  up  on  May  7, 
1979.  The  only  controversial  aspect  of 
this  Omnibus  Antiterrorism  Act,  Sen- 
ate bill  333.  was  explosive  tagging. 
Again,  the  NRA  and  the  Institute  of 
Makers  of  Explosives  lobbied  hard  to 
kill  the  entire  program  and  made  wild 
accusations  about  the  cost,  safety, 
utility,  and  burdensomeness  of 
taggants. 

So  the  principal  supporters,  Ribicoff 
and  Javits.  and  the  principal  opponent, 
who  was  Senator  Stevens  at  the  time, 
agreed  to  postpone  committee  consid- 
eration pending  an  examination  of 
taggants  by  the  congressional  Office  of 
Technology  Assessments. 

That  was  the  report  I  held  up  this 
morning.  OTA  was  not  to  conduct 
original  research,  but  rather  was  sup- 
posed to  review  existing  data  and  re- 
port its  findings  back  to  the  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee  no  later 
than  August  6,  1979. 
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OTA  went  out.  They  established  a 
staff  drawn  from  science  foundations, 
Lawrence  Livermore  Lab.  to  carry  out 
the  proposal.  They  also  formed  an  advi- 
sory committee  composed  of  represent- 
atives from  the  law  enforcement  com- 
munity, the  explosives  industry,  and 
the  gun  lobby  to  provide  input.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  one  of  the  explosive 
industry  members  was  later  indicted 
for  selling  explosive  materials  to  Liby- 
an terrorists. 

Despite  the  efforts  on  the  part  of 
OTA  to  comply  with  the  August  6  dead- 
line, it  soon  became  apparent  that  the 
deadline  could  not  be  met.  So  a  new 
deadline  was  set  for  Thanksgiving.  In 
the  interim.  American  hostages  were 
seized  in  Iran  and  the  Senate  decided 
to  postpone  consideration  of  the  under- 
lying bill  until  the  situation  was  clari- 
fied. 

This  gave  OTA  more  time  to  develop 
its  report,  which  was  finally  released 
on  April  28.  1980.  That  is  the  report  I 
mentioned  this  morning. 

At  this  point,  the  National  Rifle  As- 
sociation. I  am  told,  hired  lobbyists  to 
lobby  against  the  bill.  I  am  told  that 
the  people  hired  were  paid  more  than 
$250,000  for  the  effort  to  defeat  this. 
They  were  successful  in  getting  several 
trade  associations  in  the  construction 
industry,  including  the  Crushed  Stone 
Association,  to  launch  campaigns 
against  the  bill  on  the  theory  that 
taggants  would  increase  the  cost  of  ex- 
plosives by  more  than  100  percent.  In 
fact,  the  estimate  is  less  than  10  per- 
cent. I  read  those  figures  into  the 
Record  this  morning. 

By  the  date  of  the  markup,  it  became 
clear  that  the  Javits-Ribicoff  approach 
would  not  win.  Senator  Glenn  offered  a 
compromise.  That  did  not  go  ahead. 
The^committee  vote  was  8-7  in  favor  of 
an  iLagieton  motion,  wno  was  an  oppo- 
nent of  taggants.  And  on  and  on  and  on 
it  goes. 

Now  here  we  are  with  a  massive  inci- 
dent in  the  United  States— two  of 
them— the  World  Trade  Center  and  the 
building  in  Oklahoma  City.  And  now, 
today,  this  afternoon,  the  phones  are 
heating  up.  Senators  that  I  thought 
would  be  for  this  are  calling.  They  are 
now  getting  the  agriculture  commu- 
nities involved,  saying  they  do  not 
want  a  study.  Just  the  study  on  ammo- 
nium nitratjl,  the  fertilizer  that  blew 
up  the  building  and  killed  168  people, 
we  were  being  told  we  should  not  study 
it. 

I  cannot  believe  it.  It  is  unbelievable 
to  me  that  anyone  could  oppose  a 
study  to  see  if  fertilizers  can  be  made 
inert  so  they  will  not  detonate  it. 

Mr.   BIDEN.   Mr.   President,  will. the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment? 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  will  yield. 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  do  not  mean  yield  to 
the  issue,  but  yield  temporarily  on  the 
floor- 
Let  me  ask  the  Senator  somewhat  of 
a  rhetorical  question.   She  points  out 
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accurately,  my  recollection,  because  I 
was  here  during  the  entirety  of  what 
she  spoke  of.  From  my  perspective,  her 
historical  analysis  is  accurate.  I  re- 
member at  the  time  being  dumb- 
founded, quite  frankly,  that  the  chemi- 
cal industry,  a  large  chemical  industry 
in  Delaware,  and  others  would  not  push 
hard  for  these  actions  to  be  taken.  I 
mean,  I  just  assumed,  naively,  that 
this  would  be  something  everybody 
would  be  for. 

There  is  one  argument  that  can  be 
made  in  opposition  to  what  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  and  I  think  we  should  state 
it.  That  OTA  study,  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment  study,  said  that 
there  was  only  one  possible  exception 
to  the  circumstance  under  which  add- 
ing a  taggant  might  diminish  the  safe- 
ty, and  that  was  with  regard  to  smoke- 
less powder. 

The  Senator  pointed  out  that  back  as 
early  as  1973,  the  NRA  pointed  out  that 
they  were  concerned  about  people  who 
were  muzzle  loading  antique  guns  and 
using  smokeless  powder  to  put  them  in 
a  position  to  be  able  to  use  the  guns. 
Probably  we  could  have  settled  that 
matter  then  but  it  turned  out  that, 
whether  the  NRA  was  concerned  about 
that  or  not— and  I  will  not  make  a 
judgment  about  that— it  ended  up 
being  the  initial  device  used,  the  wedge 
used  to  block  anything  from  happen- 
ing. 

It  is  my  understanding  from  my  dis- 
cussions with  the  White  House,  with 
the  Justice  Department,  my  staff  and 
others,  that  when  I  introduced  the 
President's  bill,  when  Senators  Kohl 
and  Specter  and  I  introduced  the 
President's  bill  containing  this  provi- 
sion, that  we  did  not  intend— the  White 
House  did  not  intend,  the  Justice  De- 
partment did  not  intend— to  include 
within  the  definition  of  explosive, 
smokeless  powder.  The  ATF  indicates 
that  they  do  not  include  that  in  their 
definition  of  explosives.  And  I  would 
think  that^I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  whether  this  is  not  her  under- 
standing as  well,  that  we  would  be  will- 
ing to  make  it  very  clear  in  the  record 
that  our  definition— your  definition  of 
explosives  does  not  include  smokeless 
f)owder. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  would  be  pre- 
pared to  do  that.  Senator.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding this  affects  gels,  slurries, 
dynamite,  emulsions  and  cast  boosters, 
and  black  powder.  But  it  does  not  in- 
clude smokeless  powder. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  As  further  evidence  that 
we  are  not  just  arriving  at  this  as  a 
means  of  a  compromise,  it  was  never 
our  intention  to  include  smokeless 
powder.  I  would  read  from,  as  further 
evidence  of  that  although  we  did  not 
make  it  absolutely  clear,  I  would  read 
page  2  of  the  amendment,  subsection 
(e).  the  bottom,  second-to-the-last-line 
of  the  page. 

Tracer  elements  to  be  added  to  explosive 
materials  under  provisijins  of  this  subsection 


shall  be  of  such  character  and  in  such  quan- 
tity as  the  Secretary  may  authorize  or  re- 
quire, and  such  as  will  not  substantially  im- 
pair the  quality  of  the  explosive  material  for 
their  intended  lawful  use.  adversely  affect 
the  safety  of  the  explosives,  or  have  substan- 
tially adverse  effects  on  the  environment. 

So  we  thought  that  we  were  dealing 
with  this  red  herring  by  having  the  sec- 
tion requiring  that  the  decision  would 
have  to  be  made  that  the  tracer  ele- 
ments, the  taggants.  would  not  ad- 
versely affect  the  safety  of  the  explo- 
sives. 

Since  OTA  indicated  that  there  was  a 
possibility  of  that  with  regard  to 
smokeless  powder,  we  did  not  intend 
that  to  be  covered.  But  I  would  sug- 
gestr— I  know  my  friend  from  California 
who  is  leading  this  effort  has  probably 
had  some  discussions  already  with  the 
majority  staff  and  others  about  this.  I 
hope  we  can  reach  a  resolution  on  it. 
And  I  sincerely  hope,  coming  from  a 
State  where  agriculture  is  our  single 
largest  industry  in  terms  of  dollars  and 
effect  on  the  economy,  and  where  fer- 
tilizers are  used  a  good  deal— hope  no 
one  would  be  fearful  of  explaining  to 
the  agricultural  community  that  they 
supported  a  study  to  determine  this.  I 
cannot  imagine  the  farmers  in  my 
State,  very  conservative,  hard-working 
folks,  would  be  opposed  to  a  study 
being  conducted  to  determine  whether 
or  not  ammonium  nitrate  could  have 
an  element  added  to  it  that  would  not 
in  any  way  diminish  its  efficacy  on  the 
land  but  would  diminish  its  efficacy  as 
an  explosive  component. 

I  might  point  outr— I  might  ask  it.  ac- 
tually, in  terms  of  a  question.  Is  it  the 
sponsors  intention  that  this  merely  be 
a  study  relative  to  means  to  render 
inert  these  components,  precursors 
that  can  be  used  as  bombs?  And  that  if 
the  study  concludes  that  the  only  way 
it  could  be  done  would  be  to  diminish 
the' capacity  of  ammonium  nitrate  to 
do  its  job  on  the  field,  that  we  would 
not  move  forward?  This  is  merely  a 
study,  is  it  not? 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  100  percent  correct. 

I  might  say.  coming  from  a  State 
that  has  a  $18  billion  agricultural  in- 
dustry. I  called  up  to  see  if  we  have  had 
any  phone  calls  at  all  from  Agri- 
culture. Farm  Bureau,  anybody  else. 
The  answer  is  no. 

I  would  hazard  a  guess,  knowing  the 
agricultural  community  of  California, 
that  they  would  not  object  to  a  study. 
So  I  think  this  is  probably  a  very  tar- 
geted lobbying  drive  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  we 
follow  the  advice  of  the  Senator.  We 
know  this  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  We 
know  this  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

We  know  it  is.  as  a  minimum,  worthy 
of  scientific  study  to  determine  wheth- 
er this  can  be  done  with  efficacy.  And 
we  also  know— I  do  not  fully  under- 
stand, frankly— we  also  know  there  are 
certain  interests  that  do  not  want  that 
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to  happen.  Because  they  are  fearful— 
the  only  thing  I  can  conclude.  Senator. 
is  they  are  fearful  that  the  study  will 
come  forward  and  say.  "Guess  what? 
You  can  do  this  without  in  any  way  di- 
minishing the  effectiveness  of  fer- 
tilizers used  for  agriculture." 

Because,  obviously,  if  the  study  is 
going  to  come  back  and  say  you  cannot 
do  this  without  diminishing  signifi- 
cantly the  capacity  of  the  fertilizer  to 
function,  that  cannot  worry  them  be- 
cause if  that  is  the  case  we  are  not 
going  to  do  it.  There  is  no  way  that 
would  get  done  here. 

So  I  always  am  confused  by  this  re- 
sponse. I  was  confused  in  1973  about 
why  people  responded  the  way  they  did. 
I  hope  we  will  not  let  interests  that  I 
do  not  fully  understand  sidetrick  even 
a  study.  I  might  point  out.  by  the  way. 
with  regard  to  taggants.  originally  the 
people  who  are  now  opposing  the  Sen- 
ator's language  and  the  President's 
language  were  opposed  to  even  a  study 
before.  Now  they  are  for  a  study.  I  hope 
we  can  just  bypass — not  have  to  go 
through  another  10  years  before  we  get 
to  the  point  where  they  see  their  way 
clear,  suggesting  we  can  even  look  at  a 
study. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  the  Senator  will 
vield'' 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will  be  happy  to. 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  have  here  an 
amended  amendment  that  may  solve 
the  problem.  There  are  some  technical 
amendments  which  I  can  read.  But  the 
one  that  deals  right  now  with  the  situ- 
ation that  my  colleague  is  referring  to. 
smokeless  or  black  powder  would  be  as 
follows. 

At  the  end  of  subsection  (c)(li  insert  the 
following; 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  explosive 
material  does  net  include  smokeless  or  black 
powder  manufactured  tor  uses  set  forth  in 
section  815(a)(4)(5)  of  this  chapter. 

Which  is  "Small  Arms  Ammunition 
and  Components  Thereof."  That  is  the 
exception,  just  for  small  arms  ammuni- 
tion and  components  thereof. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
California  that  is  probably  broader 
than  we  have  to  make  it.  but  I  would 
agree  with  her  that  that  is  worth  doing 
to  allay  the  concerns  and  fears  of  our 
friends  who  think  somehow  there  is 
some  nefarious  objective  here  that  is 
not  obvious  on  its  face. 

The  Senator  from 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield?  We  believe  it  is  already  exempt- 
ed. This  is  a  restatement  of  that. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Again.  I  would  have  no 
objection.  But  I  suggest  the  Senator 
withhold  modifying  that  because  the 
Senator  from  Utah  was  required— he 
has  been  on  the  floor  the  whole  day.  He 
said  he  had  to  leave  for  15  minutes. 
And  would  I  not  take  any  action  in  his 
absence.  So  I  suggest,  and  maybe  the 
Senator's  staff  has  already  done  this. 
make  that  language  available  to  Sen- 
ator H.A.TCH's  staff.  Hopefully  he  can 
agree  to  that. 


But  I  ask  her  to  withhold  modifying 
her  amendment  which  would  require 
unanimous  consent  until  he  returns  to 
the  floor  and  has  had  a  chance  to  look 
at  it. 

Mr.  President,  while  the  Senator 
from  California  is  doing  that.  I  will  re- 
peat that  in  both  instances,  in  the  in- 
stance of  requiring  tracers  and  study- 
ing the  capability  of  rendering  prod- 
ucts which  do  not  have  a  destructive 
purpose  but  are  able  to  be  used  for  de- 
structive purposes,  to  render  them 
inert — that  is  incapable  of  being  used 
for  destructive  purposes— that  in  both 
instances  we  are  very  concerned  about 
safety.  We  do  not  want  at  any  point 
here,  in  attempting  to  create,  elimi- 
nate, diminish  the  possibility  of  one 
bad  thing  happening,  to  raise  safety 
concerns.  So  for  those  explosives  with 
potential— and  I  want  to  stress  poten- 
tial—safety concerns,  the  Secretary  of 
Treasury  can  account  for  those  con- 
cerns by  establishing  regulations.  The 
point  of  this  amendment  is  to  improve 
the  safety  of  Americans.  But  it  will  not 
be  done  by  risking  the  safety  of  manu- 
facturers or  people  who  lawfully  use 
explosives.  This  amendment  accounts 
for  those  concerns  and  addresses  the 
underlying  concern  with  illicit  use  of 
explosives. 

I  stress  again  the  action  just  sug- 
gested by  the  Senator  from  California 
is  further  evidence  of  the  fact  that  we 
are  in  no  wa.v  suggesting  an  amend- 
ment that  would  diminish  the  safety  of 
anyone,  the  manufacturer  or  the  per- 
son who  lawfully  uses  those  materials. 
I  further  note  as  it  relates  to  precursor 
chemicals,  we  are  not  in  any  way  sug- 
gesting that  any  change  be  made  prior 
to  a  full-blown  study.  And  the  purpose 
of  that  study  is  to  determine  whether 
or  not  we  can  be  assured  that  we  can 
render  these  precursor  chemicals  inert, 
without  affecting  their  ability  to  be 
used  effectively  as  designed  for  the 
purpose  for  which  they  are  manufac- 
tured in  the  first  instance. 

So  I  hope  that  when  we  get  to  this 
amendment  that  no  one  will  be  dis- 
suaded from  voting  for  it.  And  I  say  to 
representatives  of  the  NRA  who  are  lis- 
tening that  it  is  not  our  intention  in 
any  way  to  make  anything  unsafe  for 
hunters,  to  in  any  way  diminish  or 
limit  any  right  of  any  gun  owner  in 
America,  to  in  any  way  put  any  gun 
owner  in  America  in  any  jeopardy 
whatsoever.  This  is  not  a  slippery 
slope.  This  is  not  the  camel's  nose 
under  the  tent.  This  is  not  all  those 
other  things  that  are  always  stated 
when  in  fact  we  do  anything  at  all  that 
impacts  in  any  way  upon  firearms,  am- 
munition, or  explosive  material. 

There  is  no  subagenda  here.  It  is  very 
simple.  We  want  to  track  down  the  bad 
guys  who  use  explosives  the  wrong  way 
for  criminal  purposes,  and  we  want  to 
take  that  material  that  is  sold  over  the 
counter  for  purposes  totally  unrelated 
to  criminal  activity  or  for  explosive  ca- 


pability and  determine  whether  or  not, 
after  scientists  study  the  issue,  we  can 
safely  render  that  explosive  capability 
inert,  render  it  incapable  being  used  in 
an  explosive  compound,  and  in  doing  so 
in  no  way  diminish  the  purpose,  the  ef- 
ficacy of  the  material  for  which  it  was 
manufactured  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  urge  the  Senate  to 
support  the  Feinstein  amendment  to 
require  that  explosives  be  manufac- 
tured with  identifying  chemical  mark- 
ers. 

These  markers,  called  taggants,  are 
an  essential  tool  for  law  enforcement 
officials  in  the  difficult  effort  to  appre- 
hend terrorists  who  use  bombs.  The 
President  has  asked  us  to  include  this 
provision  in  the  pending  bill,  and  we 
should  comply  with  his  request. 

Explosives  are  the  weapon  of  choice 
for  any  criminal  who  wishes  to  kill  and 
maim  human  beings  indiscriminately. 
Nothing  demonstrates  this  more  stark- 
ly than  the  tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City, 
in  which  168  people  were  killed  by  a 
bomb  in  a  parked  truck  outside  the 
building.  The  perpetrators  of  this  atro- 
cious crime  caused  more  death  and  de- 
struction with  an  explosive  device  than 
they  could  ever  have  accomplished 
with  even  the  most  lethal  firearm. 

But  Oklahoma  City  is  just  the  tip  of 
the  iceberg.  Because  of  their  destruc- 
tive capacity,  explosive  devices  have 
been  used  repeatedly  to  perpetrate  ter- 
rorist acts: 

On  February  26,  1993,  Islamic  extrem- 
ists used  a  1,200-pound  bomb  to  dev- 
astate several  levels  of  one  of  the 
World  Trade  Center  Buildings  in  New 
Y'^ork  City.  Six  people  were  killed,  and 
over  a  thousand  were  injured. 

Explosives  caused  seven  airline 
crashes  between  1982  and  1989,  includ- 
ing Pan  Am  night  103,  in  which  270  peo- 
ple, many  of  them  Americans,  were 
killed  over  Lockerbie,  Scotland.  Seven 
Americans  also  died  in  a  1989  plane 
crash  in  Africa  caused  by  an  explosive 
device. 

In  1993,  bomb  attacks  occurred  in 
every  one  of  the  50  States,  as  well  as  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Guam,  and 
Puerto  Rico.  In  Massachusetts,  there 
were  16  illegal  explosive  incidents  that 
year,  and  11  of  those  bombs  detonated 
before  authorities  could  disable  them. 
In  the  decade  between  1984  and  1993. 
Massachusetts  had  a  total  of  141  bomb- 
ings and  27  attempted  bombings.  Four 
people  were  killed,  and  28  were  injured 
during  that  period. 

Nationwide,  632  people  were  killed  by 
bombs  between  1989  and  1991. 

Of  course,  bombings  are  not  always 
intended  to  result  in  largescale  de- 
struction. Explosives  are  sometimes 
employed  in  criminal  attacks  against 
specific  individuals,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  assassination  of  Federal  Judge 
Robert  Vance  several  years  ago.  And 
since  1978.  the  so-called  Unabomber  has 
killed  3  and  injured  23  people  with 
deadly  letter  bombs  delivered  through 


14764 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


the  mail  to  his  victims'  homes  and  of- 
fices. In  1993  alone,  the  postal  service 
detected  10  bombs  in  apparently  unre- 
lated incidents. 

The  perpetrators  of  these  crimes 
often  evade  capture  and  conviction,  in 
part  because  of  the  difficulty  that  law 
enforcement  officials  face  in  tracing 
the  origin  of  explosive  devices  and 
components.  As  the  Office  of  Tech- 
nology Assessment  has  noted,  "bomb- 
ings are  particularly  difficult  crimes 
for  law  enforcement  agencies  to  handle 
as  the  bomber  is  not  usually  near  the 
scene  of  the  crime,  the  physical  evi- 
dence is  destroyed  or  damaged  by  the 
detonation,  and  the  materials  nec- 
essary to  fabricate  even  a  quite  cata- 
strophic bomb  are  easily  obtainable." 

But  cutting-edge  technology  offers 
two  ways  to  assist  law  enforcement  in 
the  difficult  task  of  apprehending  ter- 
rorists. First,  there  are  means  to  de- 
tect explosives  when  they  pass  through 
airports  and  other  secure  areas.  And 
second,  explosives  can  be  manufactured 
with  chemical  taggants  that  help  in- 
vestigators trace  the  source  of  the  ma- 
terial after  the  explosion  has  occurred. 
The  pending  bill  advances  the  first  of 
these  two  technologies  by  requiring 
that  explosives  be  manufactured  with 
detection  agents  that  will  trigger  de- 
tection devices  at  security  check- 
points. This  requirement  implements 
an  international  convention,  and  I 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  for  including  this  pro- 
vision in  his  substitute. 

But  the  pending  bill  does  not  include 
the  second  of  these  two  technologies. 
and  the  Feinstein  amendment  would 
include  it.  It  would  give  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  needed  authority  to  re- 
quire manufacturers  of  explosive  mate- 
rials to  include  tagganls  in  their  prod- 
ucts. Experts  within  Federal  law  en- 
forcement say  that  the  technology  is 
feasible  and  appropriate,  and  President 
Clinton  has  asked  Congress  to  give  the 
Treasury  Department  this  enhanced 
authority. 

The  use  of  taggants  has  proved  to  be 
a  highly  effective  law  enforcement  tool 
in  Switzerland,  where  the  government 
has  already  implemented  the  require- 
ment we  are  now  debating.  Swiss  law 
enforcement  agencies  credit  taggants 
with  helping  them  to  identify  the 
source  of  the  explosive  in  566  bombing 
incidents  over  a  10-year  period.  The 
Swiss  were  able  to  apprehend  a  greater 
number  of  bombing  suspects  over  this 
period  by  taking  advantage  of  this  new 
technology. 

This  amendment  provides  law  en- 
forcement with  a  needed  technique  to 
trace  the  origin  of  bombs  and  arrest 
and  convict  the  criminals  who  use 
them. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia for  her  amendment  and  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  support 
the    Feinstein    amendment    to    require 


the  tagging  of  explosive  materials  to 
help  law  enforcement  officials  inves- 
tigate and  prevent  terrorist  bombings. 

The  Hatch  substitute  amendment 
contains  a  very  narrow  provision  that 
would  require  the  use  of  taggants  in 
only  one  narrow  category  of  explosive 
materials— plastic  explosives.  This  is  a 
mistake.  I  am  convinced  that  we  have 
the  technology  available  today  to  in- 
troduce taggants  in  a  wide  range  of  ex- 
plosive materials. 

In  fact,  the  Congressional  Research 
Service  has  informed  me  that  Switzer- 
land had  required  the  inclusion  of 
taggants  in  explosive  materials  since 
at  least  1980.  when  that  country's  regu- 
lation on  explosives  was  enacted.  That 
law  provides,  in  relevant  part: 

[Each]  explosive  must  contain  a  tagginjr 
substance  that  permits  the  reliable  tracing 
of  the  origin  [of  the  explosive]  even  after  the 
explosion.  The  tagging  substance  requires 
the  approval  of  the  Central  Office  (of  the 
Federal  Prosecutor]  which  must  consider 
changing  circumstances. 

The  New  York  Times  recently  re- 
ported that  a  Minneapolis  company  is 
already  in  the  business  of  manufactur- 
ing taggants,  which  it  sells  primarily 
to  Switzerland.  According  to  the  New 
York  Times,  the  Swiss  police  have  used 
these  taggants  to  trace  explosives  in 
more  than  500  bombings  and  explosives 
seizure  cases  over  the  last  12  years. 

Mr.  President,  the  technology  needed 
to  introduce  taggants  into  explosive 
materials  is  neither  new  nor  experi- 
mental. We  have  had  the  technology 
available  to  us  for  more  than  15  years. 
As  long  ago  as  1980.  the  Senate  Govern- 
mental Affairs  Committee  considered  a 
provision  to  require  the  use  of  taggants 
as  part  of  the  Omnibus  Antiterrorism 
Act.  Unfortunately,  the  provision  was 
dropped  in  committee,  by  an  8  to  7 
vote. 

At  that  time.  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  Richard  Davis  testified 
that  technology  was  already  available 
or  would  soon  be  available  to  tag  a 
wide  range  of  explosive  materials.  Mr. 
Davis  provided  the  following  timetable: 
Black  powder,  October  1979;  smokeless 
powder,  July  1981;  dynamites,  water 
gels  and  slurries,  June  1979;  fuse  and 
detonating  cord,  November  1979;  deto- 
nators. June  1981.  label  method,  Octo- 
ber 1981  (double  plug  method). 

In  fact,  the  use  of  taggants  during 
the  testing  and  research  period  preced- 
ing action  on  the  bill  produced  an  ar- 
rest and  conviction  in  Maryland.  As 
Senators  Javits  and  Percy  explained  in 
the  committee  report: 

In  a  May  1979  bombing  in  Spring  Point. 
Maryland  in  which  one  man  was  killed  and 
another  injured,  investigators  searched 
through  the  debris  and  found  the  explosive 
used  contained  taggants  as  part  of  a  pilot 
program.  The  Uggants  led  police  to  a  West 
Virginia  explosives  retailer,  where  they  de- 
veloped a  list  of  suspects.  One  of  those  sus- 
pects knew  the  victim,  providing  a  direct 
link  in  the  chain  of  evidence.  In  December 
1979.     a    Baltimore    jury    convicted    James 
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McFillin  as  being  guilty  of  manslaughter.  It 
was  the  first  time  a  court  had  admitted  the 
taggants  as  evidence.  So.  there  should  be  no 
question  in  anyone's  mind  that  taggants 
work. 

Mr.  President,  the  opponents  of  this 
amendment  claim  that  more  study  is 
needed  before  taggants  can  be  used. 
That  is  a  needless  delay.  Taggants  have 
been  tested  in  this  country  and— even 
in  the  limited  test^led  to  an  arrest 
and  conviction.  They  have  been  re- 
quired in  Switzerland  for  more  than  12 
years,  and  have  proved  helpful  in  hun- 
dreds of  bombing  and  explosives  cases 
over  that  period. 

Taggants  are  a  proven  technology 
which  can  significantly  assist  law  en- 
forcement officials  in  detecting  and  de- 
terring terrorist  acts.  We  should  not 
repeat  the  mistake  we  made  when  we 
deferred  action  on  this  provision  in 
1980.  We  should  act  now,  by  adopting 
the  Feinstein  amendment. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  note  that  no  one  else  is 
seeking  recognition.  The  hour  of  6 
o'clock  is  approaching. 

Parliamentary  inquiry:  Is  there  a 
time  set  for  the  first  vote  at  this  mo- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes.  By 
unanimous  consent,  the  time  has  been 
set  for  6  o'clock. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  The  first  vote  will  be  on 
what  issue.  Mr.  President',' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion to  table  the  amendment  No.  1202. 
Mr.  BIDEN.   Amendment  1202  is  the 
taggant    amendment    of    the    Senator 
from  California. 

The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia. 
Mr.  BIDEN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Again.    I   sincerely   hope   we   do   not 
have  to  wait  for  another  bombing,  an 
other  horrendous  loss  of  life,  even  an- 
other day  before  this  body  will  act  on 
an  issue  that  we  have  debated  and  dis- 
cussed since  1973.  the  first  year  that  I 
came  here.  There  is  no  hidden  purpose 
in  this  amendment,  none  whatsoever. 

For  the  life  of  me.  I  cannot  under- 
stand how  anyone  would  be  against 
this  amendment. 
I  yield  the  floor  at  this  time. 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  I  may.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, say  to  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware, we  are  prepared  to  move  a  modi- 
fication to  the  amendment.  We  require 
unanimous  consent  to  be  able  to  do  so. 
I  am  hopeful  that  will  be  forthcoming. 
Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  ma- 
jority staff  tells  me  that  they  are 
checking  with  Senator  H.-\tch.  who  is 
just  off  the  floor,  occupied  in  another 
matter  at  the  moment.  Also,  there  is  a 
need  in  order  to  get  unanimous  consent 
to  amend  the  Senator's  amendment. 
There  are  two  other  individuals  I  am 
told  on  the  Republican  side  who  are 
being  asked  to  check  off.  If  we  are  not 
able  to  get  them  prior  to  6  o'clock.  I 
will  ask  unanimous  consent  the  vote  be 
postponed  for  5  minutes.  I  will  not  do 


that  now.  Hopefully  we  will  find  that 
out — to  give  us  an  opportunity  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  there  will  be 
agreement.  I  hope  there  will  be  no  dis- 
agreement on  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment because  it  makes  crystal  clear  we 
are  not  intending  to  deal  with  small 
arms,  we  are  not  intending  to  deal  with 
those  folks  who  are  the  stated  reason 
for  concern  on  the  part  of  those  who 
are  opposing  this  amendment. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  If  I  might  include 
in  the  Record  at  this  time  perhaps,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  the  Federal 
Register,  volume  60,  No.  80,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury.  This  is  a  listing 
of  those  explosive  materials  that  we 
are  dealing  with  precisely.  So  that  will 
be  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Commerce  in  E.xplosives;  List  of  Explosive 
Materl^ls 
Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section 
841(di  of  Title  18.  United  States  Code,  and  27 
CFR  55.23.  the  Director.  Bureau  of  Alcohol. 
Tobacco  and  Firearms,  must  publish  and  re- 
vise at  least  annually  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister a  list  of  explosives  determined  to  be 
within  the  coverage  of  18  U.S.C.  Chapter  40. 
Importation.  Manufacture.  Distribution  and 
Storage  of  Explosive  Materials.  This  chapter 
covers  not  only  explosives,  but  also  blasting 
agents  and  detonators,  all  of  which  are  de- 
fined as  explosive  materials  in  section  841(c) 
of  Title  18.  United  States  Code.  Accordingly, 
the  following  is  the  1995  List  of  Explosive 
Materials  subject  to  regulation  under  18 
U.S.C.  Chapter  40.  which  includes  both  the 
list  of  explosives  (including  detonators)  re- 
quired to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister and  blasting  agents.  The  list  is  in- 
tended to  also  include  any  and  all  mixtures 
containing  any  of  the  materials  in  the  list. 
Materials  constituting  blasting  agents  are 
marked  by  an  asterisk.  While  the  list  is  com- 
prehensive, it  is  not  all  inclusive.  The  ^act 
that  an  explosive  material  may  not  be  on  the 
list  does  not  mean  that  it  is  not  within  the 
coverage  of  the  law  if  it  otherwise  meets  the 
statutory  definitions  in  section  841  of  Title 
18.  United  States  Code.  Explosive  materials 
are  listed  alphabetically  by  their  common 
names  followed  by  chemical  names  and  syno- 
nyms in  brackets.  This  revised  list  super- 
sedes the  List  of  Explosive  Materials  dated 
January  7.  1994.  (59  FR  1056)  and  will  be  effec- 
tive as  of  the  date  of  publication  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register. 

Acetylides  of  heavy  metals. 
Aluminum  containing  polymeric  propellant. 
Aluminum  ophorite  explosive. 
Amatex. 
Amatol. 
Ammonal. 
Ammonium  nitrate  explosive  mixtures  (cap 

sensitive). 
♦Ammonium  nitrate  explosive  mixtures  (non 

cap  sensitive) 
Aromatic    nitro-compound    explosive    mix- 
tures. 
Ammonium  perchlorate  explosive  mixtures. 
Ammonium    perchlorate    composite    propel- 
lant: 
.'\mmonium  picrate  [picrate  of  ammonia.  Ex- 
plosive D]. 
Ammonium  salt  lattice  with  isomorphously 

substituted  inorganic  salts. 
*ANFO  [ammonium  nitrate-fuel  oil]. 
Baratol. 


Baronol. 

BEAF         [1.2-bis(2.2-dinuoro-2-nitroacetoxy- 

ethane)]. 
Black  powder. 

Black  powder  based  explosive  mixtures. 
♦Blasting    agents,    nitro-carbo-nitrates.    in- 
cluding   non    cap    sensitive    slurry    and 
water-gel  explosives. 

Blasting  caps. 

Blasting  gelatin. 

Blasting  powder. 

BTNEC  [(bis  (trinitroethyl)  carbonate]. 

Bulk  salutes. 

BTNEN  [(bis  (trinitroethyl)  nitramine]. 

BTTN  (1.2.4  butanetriol  trinitrate. 

Butyl  tetryl. 

Calcium  nitrate  explosive  mixtures. 

Cellulose  hexanitrate  explosive  mixture. 

Chlorate  explosive  mixtures. 

Composition  A  and  variations. 

Composition  B  and  variations. 

Composition  C  and  variations.  ^ 

Copper  acetylide.  * 

Cyanuric  triazide. 

Cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine  [RDX], 

Cyclotetramethylenetetranitramine  [HMX]. 

Cyclonite  [RDX). 

Cyclotol. 

DATB  [diaminotrinitrobenzene]. 

DDNP  [diazodinitrophenol]. 

DEGDN  [diethyleneglycol  dinitrate]. 

Detonating  cord. 

Detonators. 

Dimethyloi  dimethyl  methane  dinitrate 
composition. 

Dinitroethyleneurea, 

Dinitroglycerine  [glycerol  dinitrate]. 

Dinitrophenol. 

Dinitrophenolates. 

Dinilrophenyl  hydrazine. 

Dinitroresorcinol. 

Dinitrotoluene-sodium  nitrate  explosive 
mixtures. 

DIPAM. 

Dipicryl  sulfone. 

Dipicrylamine. 

Display  fireworks. 

DNDP  [dinitropentano  nitrile]. 

DNPA  [2.2-dinitropropyl  acrylate]. 

Dynamite. 

EDDN  [ethylene  diamine  dinitrate]. 

EDNA. 

Ednatol. 

EDNP  [ethyl  4,4-dinitropeotanoate]. 

Erythritol  tetranitrate  explosives. 

Esters  of  nitro-substituted  alcohols. 

EGDN  [ethylene  glycol  dinitrate]. 

Ethyl-tetryl. 

Explosive  conitrates. 

Explosive  gelatins. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  oxygen  re- 
leasing inorganic  salts  and  hydrocarbons. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  oxygen  re- 
leasing inorganic  salts  and  nitro  bodies. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  oxygen  re- 
leasing inorganic  salts  and  water  insolu- 
ble fuels. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  oxygen  re- 
leasing inorganic  salts  and  water  soluble 
fuels. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  sensitized 
nitromethane. 

Explosive  mixtures  containing  tetranitro- 
methane  (nitroform). 

Explosive  nitro  compounds  of  aromatic  hy- 
drocarbons. 

Explosive  organic  nitrate  mixtures. 

Explosive  liquids. 

Explosive  powders. 

Flash  powder. 

Fulminate  of  mercury. 

Fulminate  of  silver. 

Fulminating  gold. 

Fulminating  mercury. 


Fulminating  platinum. 

Fulminating  silver. 

Gelatinized  nitrocellulose. 

Gem-dinitro  aliphatic  explosive  mixtures. 

Guanyl  nitrosamino  guanyl  tetrazene. 

Guanyl  nitrosamino  guanylidene  hydrazine. 

Guncotton. 

Heavy  metal  azides. 

Hexanite. 

Hexanitrodiphenylamine. 

Hexanitrostilbene. 

Hexogen  (RDX). 

Hexogene  or  octogene  and  a  nitrated  N- 
methylaniline. 

Hexolites. 

HMX  [cyclo-1.3.5.7-tetramethylene  2.4.6.8- 
tetranitramine:  Octogen].  Hydrazinium 
nitrateTiydrazine/aluminum  explosive 
system. 

Hydrazoic  acid. 

Igniter  cord. 

Igniters. 

Initiating  tube  systems. 

KDNBF  [potassium  dinitrobenzo-furoxane]. 

Lead  azide. 

Lead  mannite. 

Lead  mononitroresorcinate. 

Lead  picrate. 

Lead  salts,  explosive. 

Lead  styphnate  [styphnale  of  lead,  lead 
trinitroresorcinate]. 

Liquid  nitrated  polyol  and  trimethyl- 
olethane. 

Liquid  oxygen  explosives. 

Magmesium  ophorite  explosives. 

Mannitol  hexanitrate. 

MDNP  [methyl  4.4-dinitropentanoate). 

MEAN  [monoethanolamine  nitrate]. 

Mercuric  fulminate. 

Mercury  occalate. 

Mercury  tartrate. 

Metriol  trinitrate. 

Minol-Z  [401i>  TNT.  40%  ammonium  nitrate. 
20%  aluminum]. 

MMAN  [monomethylamine  nitrate];  methyl- 
amine  nitrate. 

Mononitrotoluene-nitroglycerin  mixture. 

Monopropellants. 

NIBTN  [nitroisobutametriol  trinitrate]. 

Nitrate  sensitized  with  gelled  nitroparaffin. 

Nitrnted  mrbohydrate  explosive 

Nitrated  glucoside  explosive. 

Nitrated  polyhydric  alcohol  explosives. 

Nitrates  of  soda  explosive  mixtures. 

Nitric  acid  and  a  nitro  aromatic  compound 
explosive. 

Nitric  acid  and  carboxylic  fuel  explosive. 

Nitric  acid  explosive  mixtures. 

Nitro  aromatic  explosive  mixtures. 

Nitro  compounds  of  furane  explosive  mix- 
tures. 

Nitrocellulose  explosive. 

Nitroderivative  of  urea  explosive  mixture. 

Nitrogelatin  explosive. 

Nitrogen  trichloride. 

Nitrogen  tri-iodide. 

Nitroglycerine  [NG.  RNG.  nitro.  glyceryl 
trinitrate,  trinitroglycerine]. 

Nitroglycide. 

Nitroglycol  (ethylene  glycol  dinitrate. 
EGDN). 

Nitroguanidine  explosives. 

Nitroparaffins  Explosive  Grade  and  ammo- 
nium nitrate  mixtures. 

Nitronium  perchlorate  propellant  mixtures. 

Nitrostarch. 

Nitro-substituted  carboxylic  acids. 

Nitrourea. 

Octogen  [HMX]. 

Octol  [75  percent  HMX.  25  percent  TNT]. 

Organic  amine  ni-trates. 

Organic  nitramines. 

PBX  [RDX  and  plasticizer). 

Pellet  powder. 
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Penthrinite  composition. 

Pentolite. 

Perchlorate  explosive  mixtures. 

Peroxide  based  explosive  mixtures. 

PETN  (nitropentaerythrite,  pentaerythrite 
tetranitrate.  pentaerythritol  tetrani- 
trate].  | 

Picramic  acid  and  its  salts.  | 

Picrainide. 

Picrate  of  potassium  explosive  mixture. 

Picratol.  \ 

Picric  acid  (manufactured  as  an  explosive). 

Picryl  chloride.  I 

Picryl  fluoride.  | 

PLX  [95%  nitromethane.  5%  ethylene- 
diamine]. 

Polynitro  aliphatic  compounds. 

Polyolpolynitrate-nitrocellulose  explosive 
gels. 

Potassium  chlorate  and  lead  sulfocyanate 
explosive. 

Potassium  nitrate  explosive  mixtures. 

Potassium  nitroaminotetrazole. 

Pyrotechnic  compositions. 

PYX  (2.8-bis(picrylamino))-3.5- 

dinitropyridine. 

RDX    [cyclonite.    hexogen.    T4.    cyclo-1.3.5.- 
trlmethylene-2,4.5.-trinitramine; 
hexahydro-1.3.5-trinitro  S-triazine]. 

Safety  fuse. 

Salutes,  (bulk). 

Salts  of  organic  amino  sulfonic  acid  explo- 
sive mixture. 

Silver  acetylide. 
Silver  azide. 
Silver  fulminate. 

Silver  oxalate  explosive  mixtures. 
Silver  styphnate. 

Silver  tartrate  explosive  mixtures. 
Silver  tetrazene. 

Slurried  explosive  mixtures  of  water,  inor- 
ganic oxidizing  salt,  gelling  agent  fuel 
and  sensitizer  (cap  sensitive). 
Smokeless  powder. 
Sodstol. 
Sodium  amatol. 

Sodium  azide  explosive  mixture. 
Sodium  dinitro-ortho-cresolate. 
Sodium  nitrate-potassium  nitrate  explosive 

mixture. 
Sodium  picramate. 
Special  fireworks  I 

Squibs.  I 

Styphnic  acid  explosives. 
Tacot        <tetranitro-2-3.5.&-dibenzo-1.3a.4.6a- 

tetrazapentalene). 
T.ATB  (triaminotrinitrobenzene). 
TEGDN  [triethylene  glycol  dinitrate). 
Tetrazene  (tetracene.  tetrazine.)  (5-tetrazo- 

lyl»-4-guanyl  tetrazene  hydrate). 
Tetranitrocarbazole. 

Tetryl  [2.4.6  tetranitro-N-methylaniline]. 
Tetrytol. 
Thickened   inorganic  oxidizer,  salt,  slurried 

explosive  mixture. 
TMETN  (trimethylolethane  trinitrate). 
TNEF  [trinitroethyl  formal]. 
TNEOC  [trinitroethylothocarbonate]. 
TNEOF  [trinitroethylothoformate]. 
TNT  [trinitrotoluene,  trotyl,  trilte.  tritonj. 
Torpax. 
Tridite. 

Trimethylpl  ethyl  methane  trinitrate  com- 
position. 
Trimethylolthane  trinitrate-nitrocellulose. 
Trimonite. 
Trinitroanisole. 
Trinitrobenzene. 
Trinitrobenzoic  acid. 
Trinitrocresol. 
Trinitro-meta-cresol. 
Trinitronaphthalene. 
Trinitrophenetol. 
Trinitrophloroglucinol. 


Trinitroresorcinol. 
Tri  tonal. 
Urea  nitrate 

Water  bearing  explosives  having  salts  of  oxi- 
dizing acids  and  nitrogen  bases,  sulfates. 
or  sulfamates  (cap  sensitive). 
Water-in-oil  emulsion  explosive  composi- 
tions. 
Xanthamonas  hydrophilic  colloid  explosive 
mixture. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  .NO.  1202.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding,  and  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  California  if  she  desires  to  modify 
her  amendment. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  do. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  have  no  objection  to 
modifying  the  amendment. 

Mrs.   FEINSTEIN.   May  I  proceed  to 
do  so? 
.  Mr.  HATCH.  That  would  be  fine. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  present? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  have  no  objection. 
.    The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  a  modification  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  modification  to  the 
amendment? 

Without  objection,  the  amendment  is 
so  modified. 

The  amendment  (No.  1202).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

On  page  152.  strike  line  6  through  Ime  17  on 
page  153.  and  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  .  STUDY  AND  RKQL'IREME.NTS  FOR  T\V, 
GING  OF  EXPLOSrVF.  matf:riai,s. 
A.ND    srvny    and    rfcom.menda 

TIONS  FOR  RKNDFRINC.  KTCPLOSIVE 
CO.MPO.NENTS  I.NERT  ,V.\l)  IMPOSING 
CONTROLS  ON  PRECURSORS  OF  EX 
PLOSIVES. 

(a)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  con- 
duct a  study  and  make  recommendations 
concerning— 

(1)  the  tagging  of  explosive  materials  for 
purposes  of  detection  and  identification; 

(2)  whether  common  chemicals  used  to 
manufacture  explosive  materials  can  be  ren- 
dered inert  and  whether  it  is  feasible  to  re- 
quire it:  and 

(3)  whether  controls  can  be  imposed  on  cer- 
tain precursor  chemicals  used  to  manufac- 
ture explosive  materials  and  whether  it  is 
feasible  and  cost-effective  to  require  it. 

In  conducting  the  study,  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  other  Federal.  State  and 
local  officials  with  expertise  in  this  area  and 
such  other  individuals  as  shall  be  deemed 
necessary.  Such  study  shall  be  completed 
within  twelve  months  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  and  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress and  made  available  to  the  public.  Such 
study  may  include,  if  appropriate,  rec- 
ommendations for  legisation. 

(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for    the    study    and    recommendations   con- 


tained in  paragraph  (a)  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary. 

(c)  Section  842  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (k).  a  new  subsection  (1)  which  reads 
as  follows: 

•■(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
manufacture,  import,  ship,  transport,  re- 
ceive, possess,  transfer,  or  distribute  any  ex- 
plosive material  that  does  not  contain  a 
tracer  element  as  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  regulation,  knowing  or 
having  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the 
explosive  material  does  not  contain  the  re- 
quired tracer  element.*'. 

■■(2i  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  explo- 
sive material  does  not  include  smokeless  or 
black  powder  manufactured  for  uses  set  forth 
in  section  845(a)(4)(5)  of  this  chapter.' 

(d)  Section  844.  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(a) 
through  (i)"  the  phrase  "and  (I).". 

(e)  Section  846  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  the  present 
section  as  "(at.  "  and  by  adding  a  new  sub- 
section (b)  reading  as  follows:  '(b)  to  facili- 
tate the  enforcement  of  this  chapter  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  within  6  months  after  submis- 
sion of  the  study  required  by  subsection  (a), 
promulgate  regulations  for  the  addition  of 
tracer  elements  to  explosive  materials  man- 
ufactured in  or  imported  into  the  United 
States.  Tracer  elements  to  be  added  to  explo- 
sive materials  under  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section shall  be  of  such  character  and  in 
such  quantity  as  the  Secretary  may  author- 
ize or  require,  and  such  as  will  not  .substan- 
tially impair  the  quality  of  the  explosive 
materials  for  their  intended  lawful  use.  ad- 
versely affect  the  .safety  of  these  explosives, 
or  have  a  substantially  adverse  effect  on  the 
environment". 

(f>  The  penalties  provided  herein  shall  not 
take  effect  until  ninety  days  after  the  date 
of  promulgation  of  the  regulations  provided 
for  herein. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
I.N'HOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  my  motion  to  table  the  modified 
Feinstein  amendment  be  vitiated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  Feinstein 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  .AMENDMENT  NO.  1202,  AS  MODIFIED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment 1202.  as  modified,  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mrs.  Fein- 
stein]. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  1  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator      from       North       Carolina       [Mr. 
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F.mrcloth],  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Gramm].  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
[Mr.  Hatfield],  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Jefford.s],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  LUGAR].  and  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Murkowski]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Br.^DLEY], 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Kerrey],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy],  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Murray]  are  nec- 
essarily absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey. [Mr.  Bradley]  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Leahy]  would  each 
vote  "aye." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  90, 
nays  0.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  234  Leg.] 
YEAS— 90 


Abraham 

Exon 

Mack 

Akaka 

Feingold 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Feinstein 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Bennett 

Frist 

Moseley-Braun 

Bjiien 

Glenn 

Moynlhan 

BinKaman 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Bond 

Graham 

Nunn 

Boxer 

Grams 

Packwood 

Breaux 

Grassley 

Pell 

Brown 

Gregg 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Harkin 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Hatch 

Reld 

Burns 

Heflin 

Rohb 

Byrd 

Helms 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

Hollings 

Roih 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Santorum 

Cu.ltS 

Inhofe 

Sarbanes 

Ci"  hran 

Inouye 

Shelby 

C^h.-n 
Cn  niatl 

Johnston 

Simon 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Cv-rdell 

Kempthorne 

Smith 

Cr.li>; 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

D   \rr..\t.n 

?I.Tr'.' 

Stiecter 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Thompson 

Dole 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lleberman 

Warner 

Dorgan 

Lott 

Wellstone 

NOT  VOTING— 10 

Bradley 

Jeffords 

Murkowski 

Faircloth 

Kerrey 

Murray 

Gramm 

Leahy 

Hatfield 

Lutrar 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1202).  as 
modified,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1207  WITHDRAWN 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

So  the  amendment  (No.  1207)  was 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  under- 
stand we  can  accept  a  few  of  the 
amendments  Senator  Dole  has  in- 
formed Members  that  is  the  last  vote  of 
the  day. 


Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
trying  to  clear  additional  amendments. 

We  are  prepared  to  accept  the  Pres- 
sler amendment,  renaming  a  Federal 
building  in  his  State.  We  are  seeing 
whether  we  can  clear  additional 
amendments. 

While  I  have  the  floor,  let  me  ask. 
the  Senator  from  California.  Senator 
Boxer,  was  prepared  to  go  with  her 
amendment  tonight,  but  since  that  was 
the  last  vote.  I  would  like  to  ask 
whether  or  not  the  chairman  would  ob- 
ject to  her  being  the  first  amendment 
tomorrow? 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that.  Why  do  we  not  schedule  that 
right  before  the  caucus  meetings  to- 
morrow? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
perfect. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  would  be 
prepared  to  move  Senator  PRESSLER's 
amendment  regarding  renaming  the 
Federal  building,  if  that  is  appropriate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  two  Pressler  amendments. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  was  re- 
ferring to  the  Pressler  amendment  re- 
naming a  Federal  building.  It  is 
amendment  numbered  1204.  However.  I 
have  just  been  informed  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  of  jurisdiction 
that  he  would  like  an  opportunity  to 
look  at  that.  Therefore.  I  withdraw  my 
request  to  act  on  Pressler  amendment 
numbered  1204. 

What  I  am  saying  is  we  do  not  have 
an  amendment  to  clear  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
have  any  authority  to  set  a  vote  on  the 
Boxer  amendment.  I  think  we  have  to 
look  at  the  amendment  and  go  from 
there.  Hopefully,  that  can  be  the  first 
vfst.p   if  \vf>  cnn  v/orVc  it  oii1_. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  observe  that  the  pending 
amendment  is  No.  1206.  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Utah  on  behalf  of  Sen- 
ator Specter. 

Mr.  HATCH.  As  I  understand  it. 
maybe  we  can  accept  that  amendment 
if  it  is  permissible  on  the  part  of  the 
minority. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
two  committee  members  that  have  a 
hold  on  this  amendment.  I  am  not  sure 
it  will  not  be  able  to  be  accepted,  but 
I  cannot  clear  it  at  this  moment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1204 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator who  had  objected  to  moving  to 
consider  Pressler  amendment  num- 
bered 1204  has  now  withdrawn  his  ob- 
jection. 

We,  on  the  Democratic  side,  are  pre- 
pared to  accept  Pressler  amendment 
numbered  1204. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  1204)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 


Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder 
if  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware is  prepared  to  accept  the  Smith 
amendment,  which  appears  to  be  a 
technical  amendment. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
moment,  we  are  trying  to  clear  the 
Smith  amendment  and  several  others.  I 
am  not  in  a  position  to  clear  any 
amendment  at  this  moment.  We  are 
running  that  down  right  now. 

If  the  Senator  could  withhold  for  a 
few  minutes. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re- 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  man- 
agers have  been  accepting  some  of 
these  amendments.  I  would  like  to  get 
some  idea  of  how  many  are  left. 

We  started  off  this  morning  with  99, 
and  I  do  not  know  whether  we  are  down 
to  90,  85,  25,  or  10.  There  will  be  a  clo- 
ture vote.  If  we  cannot  get  consent  to 
vote  tomorrow,  it  will  be  early  on 
Wednesday  morning. 

One  way  or  the  other,  we  are  going  to 
dispose  of  this  bill.  If  people  are  not 
willing  to  offer  their  amendments,  we 
cannot  work  them  out — it  is  only  6:30 
and  we  thought  we  would  be  here  late 
tonight.  Obviously,  no  one  wants  to 
stay. 

The  President  says  he  wants  the  bill 
passed.  But  this  is  all  he  says,  "I  want 
the  bill  passed."  We  need  some  action. 
Tomorrow  we  will  have  a  full  day.  We 
are  not  going  to  dispose  of  the  99 
amendments  tomorrow  or  85  or  75 
amendments.  We  would  be  prepared  to 
exchange  lists.  We  have  been  able  to 
eliminate  many  of  ours.  If  the  Demo- 
crats are  willing  to  give  what  they 
have,  we  will  know  if  we  have  a  chance 
of  completing  this  tomorrow.  If  not.  I 
would  like  to  move  to  the  tele- 
communications bill. 

We  have  accepted  four  or  five  minor 
amendments.  That  is  about  all  we  have 
gotten  today.  I  am  glad  we  accepted 
those  rather  than  have  95-^  votes. 
Some  of  our  colleagues  returned  today 
thinking  there  would  be  multiple 
votes.  I  obviously  cannot  manufacture 
votes,  unless  we  just  have  Sergeant-at- 
Arms  votes.  I  am  not  trying  to  punish 
anybody.  We  need  to  finish  this  bill, 
the  President  says  so.  Everybody  says 
so. 

How  many  amendments  do  we  have 
left:  80?  50?  60?  100? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  say  to 
the  majority  leader,  I  think  we  have 
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about  20  amendments  left.  I  expect 
that  by  midday  tomorrow  we  will  have 
fewer  than  that  left. 

I  might  point  out  to  the  majority 
leader  that  two  of  the  four  amend- 
ments accepted,  when  we  met  last, 
there  was  no  possibility  of  them  being 
accepted.  They  were  two  of  the  six 
major  amendments  that  the  Demo- 
cratic side  felt  were  essential  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Republican  core  bill. 

Although  we  did  accept  them  and 
they  turned  out  to  be  overwhelming 
votes— taggants — when  I  spoke  this 
time  before  we  adjourned.  I  said  the 
taggant  amendment  and  the  amend- 
ment that  the  Senator  from  California 
had  regarding  the  distribution  of  mate- 
rial on  how  to  build  explosive  devices 
were  two  of  the  most  contentious 
amendments,  and  they  were  so  adver- 
tised at  the  time.  They  had  been 
worked  out  through  the  cooperation  of 
Senator  H.\tch  and  the  Republican 
side.  So  I  do  not  want  the  Senator,  the 
leader,  to  think  we  have  only  been 
dealing  with  those  things,  with  the 
easiest  things  on  the  list.  The  big 
items  left  on  the  list  are  some  gun-re- 
lated amendments  and  the  habeas  cor- 
pus amendments.  We  are  ready  to  go  at 
those  starting  first  thing  in  the  morn- 
ing. I  imagine  we  will  be  joined,  for  ex- 
ample, by  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey, who  has  an  amendment  on  doing 
away  with  the  $25  million  program  the 
Defense  Department  makes  available 
for  ammunition  for  target  practice.  He 
is  willing  to  agree  to  a  half-hour  on 
that  amendment.  I  do  not  think  we  are 
going  to  take  very  much  time  on  the 
remaining  very  controversial  amend- 
ments. 

I  cannot  say  to  the  Senator  what  one 
or  two  people  on  either  side  may  do 
*-*aseu  on  what  the  final  outcome  of  the 
habeas  corpus  vote  is.  or  a  gun  vote  is. 
I  do  not  know.  But  I  think  disposing  of 
the  amendments  will  go  relatively 
quickly  and  I  think  we  will  be  able  to 
get  time  agreements  on  almost  all  of 
them. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  just 
reply.  We  understand  we  have  maybe 
five  amendments.  The  Senator  is  say- 
ing he  has,  still.  20  on  that  side? 

Mr.  BIDEX.  I  ask  my  staff  how  many 
amendments  we  have  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  left? 

I  am  told  we  have  15  to  20.  We  can 
give  a  closer  estimate,  but  I  suspect  at 
least  a  third  of  those  amendments  are 
place  holders  that  are  not  likely  to  be 
moved  at  all.  But  one  thing  for  sure, 
the  list  is  decreasing,  not  increasing. 

I  was  asked  by  the  Democratic  leader 
if  we  thought  we  could  finish  this  bill 
by  tomorrow  night.  I  believe  we  can 
finish  it  by  tomorrow  night,  at  least 
the  amendments  by  tomorrow  night. 
Hopefully  we  will  not  move  into 
Wednesday  on  this  legislation.  I  cer- 
tainly want  to  move  it.  Thus  far  I  have 


seen  cooperation  on  both  sides  to  move 
contentious  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
commend  the  ranking  member  and 
chairman  on  the  work  they  have  done 
on  the  last  couple  of  legislative  days 
we  have  been  on  this  bill.  This  is  really 
just  the  second  day  we  have  been  on 
the  bill.  As  everyone  recalls,  this  is  not 
a  piece  of  legislation  that  went 
through  committee.  We  did  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  review  any  of  it  in 
a  committee.  So  even  though  the  issue 
was  subject  to  hearings,  there  was  no 
specific  hearing  on  this  particular  bill. 
We  only  had  the  opportunity  to  see  it 
about  a  day  prior  to  the  time  we  re- 
cessed. Everyone  now  has,  clearly,  read 
the  bill  and  had  the  opportunity  to 
study  it.  So  as  a  result,  I  think  some  of 
the  amendments  that  were  anticipated 
may  no  longer  be  required. 

But  this  is  not  a  simple  bill.  This  is 
not  a  small  matter.  This  is  a  far-reach- 
ing piece  of  legislation  that  deserves 
our  consideration.  I  think,  given  that, 
it  is  all  the  more  remarkable  that  per- 
haps in  a  period  of  the  next  48  hours, 
maybe  less  than  that,  substantially 
less  than  that,  we  will  be  able  to  com- 
plete our  work. 

Senators  have  legitimate  concerns 
that  have  to  be  addressed  in  the  form 
of  amendments.  They  will  be  addressed. 
They  are  cooperating  on  our  side.  As 
the  ranking  member  said,  I  think  there 
is  a  reasonable  expectation  we  can 
bring  that  list  down  even  more.  People 
are  cooperating,  and  I  think  together 
we  can  work  this  thing  through  and  be 
finished  certainly  within  the  next  cou- 
ple of  days  at  the  latest. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  1  thank  the 
Democratic  leader.  I  hope  that  is  an  ac- 
curate assessment.  We  would  like  to 
finish  the  bill  tomorrow  night  and 
start  on  telecommunications  on 
Wednesday.  I  made  promises,  in  effect, 
to  Senators  Pressler  and  Hollings 
that  we  would  take  it  up.  I  am  not  cer- 
tain we  will  even  have  five  amend- 
ments offered.  This  is  a  bill  the  Presi- 
dent wants  very  much.  It  would  seem 
to  me.  on  the  other  side,  if  they  have  20 
amendments,  maybe  they  would  be 
willing  to  forgo  offering  all  those  on 
this  bill  unless  they  relate  to  this  bill 
or  toughen  this  bill  or  somehow 
strengthen  this  bill. 

It  is  important  legislation,  there  is 
no  question  about  it.  Nobody  knows 
how  important  it  is  any  more  than  the 
Presiding  Officer,  Senator  Lnhofe,  and 
Senator  Nickles,  from  Oklahoma.  We 
want  to  look  back  on  it  a  year  from 
now  and  say  we  did  the  right  thing,  we 
just  did  not  do  something  in  the  emo- 
tion of  the  moment  that  might  infringe 
on  somebody's  constitutional  rights  a 
year  from  now  or  10  years  from  now. 

But  I  think  there  is  basic  agreement. 
As  I  just  listen  to  the  two  managers 


here  it  seems  to  me  Senator  BiDEN  and 
Senator  H.atch  have  a  pretty  good  grip 
on  what  they  would  like  to  accomplish. 
Hopefully  we  will  work  together  to- 
morrow Maybe  we  can  get  it  done  to- 
morrow night,  late. 

We  did  not  quite  get  it  done  on  Me- 
morial Day  but  at  least  we  made  the 
effort.  There  is  no  way  you  can  com- 
plete it  with  97  amendments  out  there. 
67  on  that  side  and  30-some  on  this  side. 
So  we  have  it  down  to  a  total  of  20. 
Maybe  some  of  those  are  not— 1  do  not 
say  they  are  not  serious  amendments — 
maybe  what  we  call  around  here,  place 
holders. 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  start  fairly  early 
tomorrow  morning  we  can  complete  ac- 
tion on  the  bill  tomorrow  night. 
Mr.  BIDEN.  1  hope  so. 
Mr,  DOLE.  Is  that  possible? 
Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
that  is  true.  Again.  I  do  not  think  we 
are  going  to  have  trouble  finishing  the 
amendments.  I  think  the  outcome  of 
the  amendments  may  affect  what  one 
or  two  people  on  your  side  or  one  or 
two  people  on  my  side  might  end  up 
doing.  But  my  guess  there  as  well  is  if 
we  finish  these  amendments  we  will  go 
to  final  passage  and  there  will  not  be 
much  in  the  way  of  that.  But  I  cannot 
make  a  promise  to  the  leader  on  that. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Is  there  anything  else  to 
do  this  evening?  Any  other  amend- 
ments that  can  be  dealt  with? 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  think  it  is  better  for  us 
this  evening  to  work  on  what  we  are 
going  to  do  tomorrow,  come  in  early 
and  do  our  very  best  to  finish  this  by 
tomorrow  night.  I  really  appreciate  the 
good  will  on  the  part  of  the  minority 
here  to  work  with  us  and  get  this  done. 
But  I  would  like  to  finish  it  by  tomor- 
row night  if  we  can.  If  it  means  getting 
into  the  habeas  amendments  pretty 
early  tomorrow,  it  means  getting  into 
the  difficult  amendments. 

Hopefully,  once  we  resolve  those  one 
way  or  the  other,  we  can  move  ahead 
to  final  passage. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question?  Shall  the  Senator  be 
here  prepared  at  9:45  to  offer  the 
amendment?  Can  we  perhaps  incor- 
porate that  into  a  unanimous  consent 
so  we  can  make  sure  it  is  the  business 
at  hand? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  first  amend- 
ment tomorrow  be  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  California,  Senator 
Boxer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  suggest  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  California,  if 
she  will  work  with  us  on  the  amend- 
ment it  might  not  be  as  difficult  as  it 
might  be.  So  I  would  like  to  chat  with 
her  and  see  what  we  can  do. 

Mrs,  BOXER.  I  will  be  glad  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The      PRESIDING      OFFICER.      The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXTENDED  USE  OF  MEDICARE 
SELECTED  POLICIES 

Mr.  LOTT,  Mr,  President.  I  ask  that 
the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a  mes- 
sage from  the  House  on  H,R.  483,  the 
Medicare  select  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  483)  to 
amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  permit  Medicare  select  poli- 
cies to  be  offered  in  all  States,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  requesting  a  con- 
ference with  the  Senate  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  there- 
on. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move  the 
Senate  insist  on  the  Senate  amend- 
ment and  agree  to  a  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
and  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint 
conferees. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to:  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  P.\CK- 
wooD,  Mr.  Dole,  and  Mr.  Moynihan 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  note  that  this  has  been  cleared 
with  the  leadership  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle.  I  do  have  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  now. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
Slates  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  sec- 
ond time  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R,  1015,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Goals  2000: 
Educate  America  Act  to  eliminate  the  Na- 
tional Education  Standards  and  Improve- 
ment Council,  and  for  other  purposes. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE 

The  following  reports  of  committee 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs:  Special  report  enti- 
tled •Fourth  Interim  Report  on  United 
States  Government  Efforts  to  Combat  Fraud 
and  Abuse  in  the  Insurance  Industry:  Prob- 
lems in  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  Plans  in  West 
Virginia,  Maryland.  Washington,  DC.  New 
York,  and  Federal  Contracts"  (Rept.  104-92). 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs: 

Robert  F,  Rider,  of  Delaware,  to  be  a  Gov- 
ernor of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  for 
the  term  expiring  December  8.  2004. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  DASCHLE: 
S.  879,  A  bill  to  amend  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  to  limit  acquisition  of  land  on  the 
39-mile  headwaters  segment  of  the  Missouri 
River.  Nebraska  and  South  Dakota,  des- 
ignated as  recreational  river,  to  acquisition 
from  willing  sellers:  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 
S.  880.  A  bill  to  enhance  fairness  in  com- 
pensating  owners   of   patents    used   by    the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  PRYOR  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Grassley): 
S.  881.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  clarify  provisions  relat- 
ing to  church  pension  benefit  plans,  to  mod- 
ify certain  provisions  relating  to  partici- 
pants in  such  plans,  to  reduce  the  complex- 
ity of  and  to  bring  workable  consistency  to 
the  applicable  rules,  to  promote  retirement 
savings  and  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  D.^SCHLE): 
S.  882.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  at  1314  LeMay  Boulevard.  Ellsworth 
Air  Force  Base.  South  Dakota,  as  the 
•Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Development 
Center."  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  SPECTER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
INHOKE): 

S.  Res.  128.  A  resolution  prohibiting  the 
use  of  United  States  Ground  Forces  in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 
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By  Mrs.  HUTCHISON: 
S.  880.  A  bill  to  enhance  fairness  in 
compensating  owners  of  patents  used 
by  the  United  States;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

LEGISLATION  ENHANCING  FAIRNESS  IN  THE 
COMPENSATION  OF  PATENT  OWNERS 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  today  to  provide 
fairness  to  our  Nation's  inventors.  As 
the  law  is  now  written,  inventors 
whose  patents  are  taken  for  use  by  the 
Federal  Government  have  only  one  re- 
course to  obtain  compensation— they 
are  compelled  by  statute  to  bring  a 
lawsuit  against  the  Government.  Under 
court  interpretations,  they  are  forced 
to  bear  all  costs  of  the  lawsuit,  even 
when  they  win  their  case.  This  bill 
would  permit  patent  holders  whose 
claims  are  upheld  to  be  reimbursed,  as 
well,  for  their  reasonable  costs. 

In  1982.  when  the  U.S.  Claims  Court 
was  created,  the  Congress  made  signifi- 
cant improvements  in  the  existing  law 
concerning  claims  against  the  Govern- 
ment. It  did  not,  however,  give  consid- 
eration to  the  fairness  of  the  existing 
statutes  that  require  payment  of  com- 
pensation to  persons  whose  patent 
rights  are  taken  for  national  defense  or 
other  purposes.  The  Congress  simply 
carried  over  the  existing  provisions  of 
section  1498(a)  of  title  28.  requiring 
"reasonable  and  entire  compensation" 
for  the  taking  of  patent  rights.  Those 
provisions— fair  on  the  surface — dated 
from  the  time  of  World  War  I.  In  the 
years  since  World  War  I,  however,  the 
statutory  language  has  been  applied  by 
the  courts  in  a  manner  that  produces  a 
serious  inequity. 

The  problem  arises  most  frequently 
in  cases  involving  an  inventor  whose 
rights  have  been  infringed  by  a  defense 
contractor.  In  such  a  case,  the  statute 
provides  that  the  inventors  only  rem- 
edy is  an  action  in  the  U.S.  Claims 
Court  against  the  Govemment^-the 
beneficiary  of  the  defense  contractor's 
infringement— on  the  theory  that,  indi- 
rectly, the  Government  has  taken  the 
patent  rights  for  public  use. 

The  Government  is  authorized  to 
take  private  property,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  under  the  power  of  "emi- 
nent domain.  "  It  may  do  so.  however, 
only  upon  paying  the  'just  compensa- 
tion" required  by  the  fifth  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  The  principle  ap- 
plies to  the  taking  of  intellectual  prop- 
erty—like patents — as  well  as  tangible 
property.  Statutory  application  of  this 
principle  to  the  taking  of  patent  rights 
is  found  in  the  part  of  section  1498(a)  of 
Title  28  that  provides: 

Whenever  an  invention  .  .  .  covered  by  a 
patent  ...  is  used  .  .  .  by  .  .  .  the  United 
States  without  a  license  of  the  owner  .  .  .. 
the  owner's  remedy  shall  be  by  action 
against  the  United  States  in  the  United 
States  Claims  Court  for  the  recovery  of  his 
reasonable  and  entire  compensation  for  such 
use.  .  .  . 
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It  might  logically  be  supposed  that 
the  constitutional  requirements  of 
"just  compensation"  and  the  statutory 
requirements  of  'reasonable  and  entire 
compensation  "  would  assure  that  an 
inventor  will  not  suffer  a  loss  when  the 
Government  takes  his  invention  for 
public  use.  Unfortunately,  logic  and 
practice  do  not  always  keep  pace  with 
one  another.  The  inventor  does  suffer 
loss— the  costs  of  his  lawsuit — and  that 
loss  can  be  significant. 

The  current  situation  may  be  sum- 
marized as  follows:  In  order  to  obtain 
any  compensation  at  all  under  section 
1498.  an  inventor  must  initiate  a  law- 
suit against  the  Government.  After 
succeeding  in  such  a  suit,  he  becomes 
entitled  to  receive  "reasonable  and  en- 
tire compensation."  But  the  inventor 
then  finds  that,  under  current  court  in- 
terpretations, he  cannot  recover  any  of 
the  expenses,  including  the  witnesses' 
travel  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys' 
fees,  that  he  incurred  as  a  result  of 
having  to  pursue  the  civil  action.  The 
expenses  are.  in  effect,  deducted  from 
that  sum  established  to  be  fair  com- 
pensation. In  short.  Government  re- 
quires the  victim  of  its  taking  to  sue  to 
recover  his  losses,  forces  him  person- 
ally to  bear  all  his  costs  in  undertak- 
ing the  suit,  and  leaves  him  with  com- 
pensation that  represents  less  than  the 
true  value  of  the  property  taken.  This 
result  is  less  than  "just"  and  certainly 
is  less  than  "reasonable  and  entire." 

The  courts  have  generally  taken  the 
position  that  if  Congress  had  intended 
to  include  reimbursement  of  reason- 
able costs  and  attorneys'  fees  within 
the  term  "reasonable  and  entire  com- 
pensation" it  should  have  said  so  spe- 
cifically. 

That  is  what  this  bill  does — it  says  so 
specifically.  It  would  authorize  ex- 
pressly the  recovery  of  reasonable 
costs  by  an  inventor  who  is  forced  by 
statute  to  litigate  against  the  Govern- 
ment in  order  to  obtain  compensation. 
It  would  permit  the  inventor  to  recover 
all  his  reasonable  costs — including  wit- 
nesses" fees  and  travel  costs,  attorneys' 
fees,  charges  by  accountants  and  other 
experts,  costs  of  employee  time  in  re- 
viewing records  and  otherwise  prepar- 
ing for  the  suit,  court  costs,  and  all  re- 
lated expenditures  incurred  as  a  result 
of  bringing  the  lawsuit.  The  costs  in 
each  case  would  be  scrutinized  by  the 
Claims  Courts  to  assure  that  they  were 
reasonable,  of  course,  but  to  the  extent 
they  were  reasonable  they  could  be  re- 
covered. 

^^This  problem  should  have  been  cor- 
rected long  ago— when  it  first  became 
apparent  that  court  interpretations 
would  not  permit  inventors  to  obtain  a 
complete  recovery.  To  continue  this  in- 
equity would  be  a  serious  disservice  to 
some  of  our  most  productive  inventors, 
and  to  some  of  our  best  companies  in 
important  industries.  We  need  to  be 
fair  with  those  inventors  and  compa- 
nies in  order  to  encourage  innovation 


and  make  our  country  more  competi- 
tive. This  bill  would  help  assure  the 
necessary  fairness. 


By  Mr.  PRYOR  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Grassley): 
S.  881.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  provi- 
sions relating  to  church  pension  bene- 
fit plans,  to  modify  certain  provisions 
relating  to  participants  in  such  plans, 
to  reduce  the  complexity  of  and  to 
bring  workable  consistency  to  the  ap- 
plicable rules,  to  promote  retirement 
savings  and  benefits,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

CHURCH  RETIREMENT  BENEFITS  SIMPLIFICATION 
ACT 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  today  the  Church 
Retirement  Benefits  Simplification 
Act  of  1995,  legislation  which  I  also  in- 
troduced and  held  hearings  on  in  the 
101st.  102d.  and  103d  Congresses.  This 
act  provides  much  needed  clarification 
of  the  rules  that  apply  to  church  re- 
tirement and  welfare  benefit  plans  and 
brings  consistency  to  those  rules.  In 
addition,  the  act  resolves  significant 
problems  churches  face  in  administer- 
ing their  retirement  and  welfare  bene- 
fit programs  under  current  law. 

In  developing  this  important  legisla- 
tion, we  have  worked  closely  with  lead- 
ers of  the  pension  boards  of  30  mainline 
Protestant  and  Jewish  denominations 
and  a  Catholic  religious  order.  The  em- 
ployee benefit  programs  of  these  main- 
line denominations  and  order  are 
among  the  oldest  programs  in  our 
country.  Several  date  from  the  1700's. 
and  their  median  age  is  in  excess  of  50 
years.  These  programs  provide  retire- 
ment and  welfare  benefits  for  several 
hundred  thousand  clergy  and  lay  work 
crs  employed  by  thousands  of  churches 
and  church  ministry  organizations 
serving  the  spiritual  needs  of  literally 
millions  of  members. 

Church  retirement  benefits  programs 
began  in  recognition  of  a  denomina- 
tion's mission  to  care  for  its  church 
workers  in  their  advanced  years.  Sev- 
eral church  retirement  and  welfare 
benefit  programs  were  initially  formed 
to  provide  relief  and  benefits  for  re- 
tired, disabled,  or  impoverished  min- 
isters and  families  as  particular  cases 
of  need  were  identified.  As  time  passed, 
church  denomination  began  to  provide 
for  the  retirement  needs  of  their  min- 
isters and  lay  workers  on  a  current  and 
systematic  basis.  Today,  church  retire- 
ment and  welfare  benefit  programs  pro- 
vide benefits  for  ministers  and  lay 
workers  employed  in  all  forms  of  pas- 
toral, healing,  teaching,  and  preaching 
ministries  and  missions,  including, 
among  others.  local  churches, 
seminaries,  old-age  homes,  orphanages, 
mission  societies,  hospitals,  univer- 
sities, church  camps  and  day  care  cen- 
ters. 

Mr.  President,  the  goal  of  the  act  is 
to    clarify    the    rules    that    apply    to 


church  employee  benefit  plans.  Under 
current  law.  these  rules  are  generally 
lengthy  and  complex  and  are.  for  the 
most  part,  designed  for  for-profit,  com- 
mercial employers.  Most  denomina- 
tions are  composed  of  thousands  of 
work  units,  each  having  only  a  few  em- 
ployees, and  the  budgets  of  these  work 
units  are  marginal  at  best.  These  orga- 
nizations rely  almost  completely  on 
contributions  from  the  offering  plate 
to  support  their  missions,  including 
the  salaries  and  retirement  and  welfare 
benefits  of  their  ministers  and  lay 
workers.  Unlike  for-profit  business  en- 
tities, churches  cannot  pass  operating 
costs  on  to  customers  by  raising  prices. 
Churches  are  also  much  more  loosely 
structured  than  most  for-profit  busi- 
ness organizations,  and  many  denomi- 
nations cannot  impose  requirements  on 
their  constituent  parts.  For  example, 
hierarchically  organized  denomina- 
tions may  be  able  to  control  the  provi- 
sion of  employee  benefits  to  ministers 
and  lay  workers,  while  in  congrega- 
tional denominations,  such  control  is 
typically  more  difficult. 

In  addition,  churches  are  tax-exempt 
and,  unlike  for-profit  business  organi- 
zations, have  no  need  for  tax  deduc- 
tions. Churches  and  church  ministry 
organizations  therefore  lack  the  incen- 
tive of  for-profit  employers  to  maxi- 
mize either  the  amount  of  the  employ- 
er's tax  deduction  or  the  amount  of  in- 
come which  the  highly  compensated 
employees  who  control  a  for-profit 
business  can  shelter  from  current  tax- 
ation through  plan  contributions  and 
tax-free  fringe  or  welfare  benefits. 

Mr.  President,  retirement  and  em- 
ployee benefit  tax  laws  do  not  always 
take  the  difference  between  churches 
and  for-profit  employers  into  account. 
with  the  result  that  churches  have  had 
to  divert  a  significant  amount  of  time 
and  resources  from  their  religious  mis- 
sion and  ministries  in  attempting  to 
identify  and  comply  with  rules  that  in 
many  instances  are  unworkable  or  sim- 
ply not  needed  for  church  employee 
benefit  plans. 

If  the  act  becomes  law,  the  reduction 
in  administrative  burdens  and  con- 
sequent savings  in  related  costs  now 
imposed  on  churches  and  church  min- 
istry organizations  will  outweigh  any 
possible  gain  from  an  employee  bene- 
fits policy  perspective.  Unlike  the  for- 
profit  sector  where  cost  savings  result 
in  a  better  bottom  line  for  sharehold- 
ers, savings  in  the  church  sector  will 
find  their  way  into  missions  and  min- 
istries that  help  people  who  need  help. 
A  1993  study  by  Independent  Sector,  a 
national  membership  organization 
composed  of  over  600  tax-exempt  orga- 
nizations and  corporate  philanthropy 
departments,  indicated  that  approxi- 
mately half  the  funds  contributed  to 
churches  is  used  in  service  to  others. 
Religious  congregations  are  the  pri- 
mary voluntary  service  providers  for 
neighborhoods.   Ninety-two  percent  of 
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religious    congregations    have    one    or  ministers  and  chaplains  who  work  for  "(2)   Employee   contributions   are   non- 

more     programs     in    human    services,  nonchurch  employers  are  able  to  par-  forfeitable.— An  employee's  rig:hts  in  the 

Three-fifths  of  religious  congregations  ticipate  in  their  denominations'  retire-  employee's  accrued  benefit  derived  from  the 

offer  family  counseling,  and  more  than  ment    and    welfare    benefit    programs,  employee's  own  contributions  are  nonforfeit- 

one-third-almost       40       percent-give  The  act  would  make  it  clear  that  such  *  ..fg,  vesting  requirements  -The  plan  sat- 

means  or  shelter  to  the  poor.  Some  74  ministers  may  participate  in  such  pro-  igfjes  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (A) 

percent  donate  for  international  relief  grams.  or(B). 

or  missionary  activity,  and  almost  90  The  act  would  also:  -(A)  10-year  vesting.— A  plan  satisfies  the 
percent  sponsor  hospices,  health  pro-  Make  it  clear  that  the  portion  of  a  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if  an  em- 
grams,  hospitals,  or  provide  for  the  dis-  retired  minister's  pension  which  is  ployee  who  has  at  least  10  years  of  service 
abled  retarded  or  people  in  crises  The  treated  as  parsonage  allowance  is  not  has  a  nonforfeitable  right  to  100  percent  of 
Independent  Sector  studv  indicated  subject  to  Self  Employment  Contribu-  the  employee's  accrued  benefit  derived  from 
that    in    1991    religious    consre^ations  tion  Act.  or  SECA.  taxes;  employer  contributions. 

,  H/^,,.  ^  ',.  ^"ngregaiionb  .  .  '  ,.  .  „i,„r.^v,  "(Bi  5-  TO  15-year  vesting. -A  plan  satis- 
made  $6  6  billion  in  direct  grants  to  ^ov  the  first  time  subject  church  fies  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if  an 
other  groups  and  gave  $15.9  billion  for  plans  to  definite,  objective  vesting  employee  who  has  completed  at  least  5  years 
education,  human  services  and  health  schedules.  ,  >,  >,  of  service  has  a  nonforfeitable  right  to  a  per- 
programs.  These  figures  are  well  be-  Solve  several  church  employer  aggre-  centage  of  the  employee's  accrued  benefit  de- 
vond  the  giving  of  all  U.S.  foundations  gation  problems;  ,,  .  ^  .  "ved  from  employer  contributions  which  is 
and  corporations  combined.  Provide  relief  that  will  result  in  bet-  not    less   than    the   percentage   determined 

It    is    mv    view    that    the    Coneress  ^^^  retirement  income  for  foreign  mis-  under  the  following  table: 

should  do  everything  possible  to  ensure  sionaries;                       ■     ^    ^.  .  -k  .-  «v          t        ■                  Nonforfeitable 

that  churches  can  continue   to  maxi-  Simplify    the    required    distribution  "Years  of «jrv.ce                    per^nuge 

mize  their  contributions  toward  these  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^PP^^  ^o  church  retirement  5 g 

important     missions     and     ministries,  ^Eliminate    an    unworkable    require-  T » 

rather  than  paying  for  costs  of  comply-  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^j^^  so-called  section  403(b)  I * 

ing  with  rules  that  are  unworkable  or  ^^^^^^       contribution  rules,  and  ?„ » 

not  needed  for  church  employee  benefit  ^^^^  ^.^.^^^^  granted  under  section  457  }"  Z:::::::::::::::::":.                     eo 

P^^''"                ,.            r  ^1.         .   ■  consistent    with    coverage    relief    pro-  lo                                                 70 

The  cornerstone  of  the  act  is  a  re-  ^^^  ^^^^^^  retirement  and  wel-  w  ':::::::::::::::::::::Z                     80 

codification  of  the  rules  applicable  to  ^^^^  ^^^^^.^  ^^  g^ 

church  retirement  plans  so  that  all  of  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con-  15  or  more 100. 

such    rules    in    the    Internal    Revenue  g^^t   that   the   bill   be   printed   in   the  "(C)  Years  of  SERVicE.-For  purposes  of 

Code  are  identified,  simplified,  and  sep-  record  ^^^^  paragraph,  an  employee's  years  of  serv- 

arated  from  the  rules  that  apply  to  for-  There  being  no  objection   the  bill  was  ''^^  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with 

profit  employers.   Retirement  plan   is-  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  *7  reasonable  method  selected  by  the  plan 

sues  unique  to  churches  will  thus  not  rniinw<s-  administrator. 

bp    inadvertently    affected    when    Con-  ,  „,  ''t'   TT'';    requirements -The    plan 

...            .                 p    ,  S.  881  meets  the  funding  requirements  of  section 

^hfn<r„  '^.h?°h  ^1  rn^^Li  1  ZmI^  fr,    fr,r  B^  ''  ^Tiacfed  bv  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep-  401(a)(7)  as  in  effect  on  September  1.  1974. 

changes    which    are    applicable    to    for-  resentatwes  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  "(5)  Additional  rf.quirements.- 

profit    employers   but   not   appropriate  congress  assembled  -(A)  The  plan  meets  the  requirements  of 

for  churches.  section  i.  short  tttlE;  amendment  ok  ism  paragraphs  d).  (2),  (8),  (9),  (16),  (17),  (25),  (27). 

The     act     would     also     ensure     that  code.  and  (30)  of  section  401(a). 

church   retirement   plans,   whether  de-  (a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as  "(B)  If  the  plan  includes  employees  of  an 

scribed    in    the    new    proposed    section  the  -Church  Retirement  Benefits  Simplifica-  organization  which  is  not  a  church,  the  plan 

401A— applicable  only   to   those  church  tion  Act  of  1995-.  meets  the  requirements  of  sections  401(a)(3) 

section  4Ul(a)  plans  \hat  affirmatively  ''^'  Amendment  of  1986  CnnE.-Except  as  and  401(a)(6)  (as  in  effect  on  September  1 

dpciriP   to  he   s.ihipot    to   it     or  section  otherwise   expressly   provided,   whenever   in  1974)    and    sections   401(a)(4).    401(a)(5),    and 

decide   to   De  suoject  to  it— or  section  ^^^^   ^^^   ^^   amendment   or   repeal    is   ex-  40l(m). 

403(b),  are  subject  to  the  same  coverage  pressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment  to,  or  re-  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B).  the  plan 
and  related  rules.  In  1986,  Congress  de-  peal  of,  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  ref-  administrator  may  elect  to  treat  the  portion 
termined  that  the  section  403(b)  plans  erence  shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a  of  the  plan  maintained  by  any  organization 
of  churches  and  so-called  qualified  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Internal  (or  organizations)  described  in  subparagraph 
church  controlled  organizations  should  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  (B)  as  a  separate  plan  (or  plans), 
not  be  subjected  to  coverage  and  relat-  sec.  2.  new  qualification  provision  for  -(o  Definitions  and  Spfx;ial  Rules- 
Pd  nilPs  ThP  act  would  extend  this  CHURCH  PLANS.  -(1)  CHURCH.-For  purposes  of  this  section, 
ea  ruies  ine  act  wouia  extena  tnis  ^^^  ^^  GENEUAL.-Subpart  A  of  part  I  of  the  term  church'  means  a  church  or  a  con- 
same  reliel  to  church  section  4Ul(a)  subchapter  D  of  chapter  l  (relating  to  pen-  vention  or  association  of  churches,  including 
plans  and  would  also  eliminate  the  sion.  profit-sharing,  stock  bonus  plans,  etc.)  an  organization  described  in  section 
troublesome  qualified  church  con-  is  amended  by  adding  after  section  401  the  414(e)(3)(A)  and  an  organization  described  in 
trolled  organization  approach  in  favor  following  new  section:  section  tl4(e)(3)(B)(ii).  other  than— 
of  a  provision  that  only  subjects  -sec -ioiA.  qualified  chltrch  plan.  "(A)  an  organization  described  in  section 
church-related  hospitals  and  univer-  "la)  General  Rule. -For  purposes  of  all  170(b)(l)(A)(ii)  above  the  secondary  school 
sities  to  applicable  coverage  and  relat-  Federal  laws,  including  this  title,  a  qualified  level  (other  than  a  school  for  religious  train- 
pH   nilp^    ThP  art    pnn«i<ifpnr  with   thp  church  plan  shall  be  treated  as  satisfying  the  ing),  or 

f       ?v.   f  /„      o^^nff  V^  !^h,?lh  =»V.M^^  requirements  of  section  401(a).  and  all  ref-  '"(B)  an  organization  described  in  section 

law  that  now  applies  to  church  se<^t  on  J^^^^  .^  ,^^  pertaining  to)  this  title  and  l70(b)(l)(A»(iiiV- 

401(a)  plans,  would  also  clarify  that  the  ^^^^^   ^^^^  ^o  a  plan   described   in  section  "(i)  which  provides  community  service  for 

coverage  rules  that  will   apply   to   the  401(a)  shall  include  a  qualified  church  plan,  inpatient  medical  care  of  the  sick  or  injured 

section  403(b)  programs  of  church-relat-  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  (including  obstetrical  care):  and 

ed  hospitals  and  universities  are  those  no  paragraph  of  section  401(a)  shall  apply  to  "(ii)  not  more  than  50  percent  of  the  total 

that  were  applicable  prior  to  the  enact-  a  qualified  church  plan.  patient  days  of  which  during  any  year  are 

ment  of  the  Emplovee  Retirement  In-  •<»')    Deflation    of    Qualified    Church  customarily  assignable  to  the  categories  of 

r-r>mp  c^pr-  irifu  Apt  nf  iq74  PLAN.— .\  plan  is  a  qualified  church  plan  if  chronic  convalescent  and  rest,  drug  and  alco- 

come  security  Act  01  la/i.  ^^^^  ^^^^  meets  the  following  requirements:  holic,  epileptic,  mentally  deficient,  mental, 

ine  act  also  wouiu  re&oive  a  numoer  ..^j^  church  plan  REQUiREMENT.-The  plan  ner\'ous  and  mental,  and  tuberculosis,  and 

of  other  problems  many  church  pension  jg  ^  church  plan  (within  the  meaning  of  sec-  care  for  the  aged. 

boards  face  under  current  law.  For  ex-  tjon  414(e)).  and  the  election  provided  by  sec-  •(2)  S.\tisfaction  of  trust  provision.— A 
ample,  under  present  law  there  is  a  tion  410(d)  has  not  been  made  with  respect  to  plan  shall  not  fail  to  be  described  in  this  sec- 
question   as   to   whether  self-employed  such  plan.  tion    merely   because   such    plan    is   funded 
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ihrouKh  an  organization  described  in  section  such    regulation    or    ruling    is    specifically  For  purposes  of  this  subparasraph.  the  plan 

414(e>(3)(A)  if—  made  applicable  by   its   terms  to  qualified  administrator  may  elect  to  treat  ilie  portion 

••(A)  such  organization  is  subject  to  fidu-  church  plans.  of  the  plan  maintained  by  any  organization 

ciary  requirements  under  applicable  State  <2)  Prior  years— A  church  plan  (within  (or  organizations)  described  in  this  subpara 

l*"*-  t-he  meaning  of  section  414(e)  of  such  Code*  graph  as  a  separate  plan  (or  plans)  " 

■•(B)  such  organization  is  separately  incor-  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  satisfy  (o  Special  Rules  for  Churches.— Section 

porated  from  the  church  or  convention  or  as-  the  applicable  requirements  of  section  401(a)  403(b)   is  amended  by  adding  the  foUowint,- 

sociation  of  churches  which  controls  it  or  of  such  Code  for  any  year  beginning  prior  to  new  paragraph  at  the  end  thereof- 

with  which  it  is  associated;  January  1.  1995.  -(13)  Defi.nitions  and  special  rules.— 

■•(C)  the  assets  which  equitably  belong  to  SEC.   3.   retirement   income   accounts  OF  -(A)  Contract  purchased  by  a  CHimcH.— 

the  plan  are  separately  accounted  for:  and  CHURCHES.  for  purposes  of  this  subsection    the   term 

■■(D)  under  the  plan,  at  any  time  prior  to  (a)     In     General.— Section     403(b)(9)     is  -contract  purchased  by  a  church'  includes  an 

the  satisfaction  of  all  liabilities  with  respect  amended  to  read  as  follows:  annuity  described  in  section  403(b)(1)   a  cus- 

to  participants  and  their  beneficiaries,  such  '■<9>    Retirement    income    accounts    pro-  todial  account  described  in  section  403(b)(7) 

assets  cannot  be  used  for.  or  diverted  to.  pur-  vided  by  churches,  etc.-  and  a  retirement  income  account  described 

poses  other  than  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  "(A)  Amounts  paid  treated  as  contribu-  in  section  403(b)(9) 

participants  and  their  beneficiaries  (except  TIONS.— For  purposes  of  this  title—  -(b,  Church. -For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
that  this  paragraph  shall  not  be  construed  to  ""''>  *  retirement  income  account  shall  be  section  the  term  church"  means  a  church  or 
preclude  the  use  of  plan  assets  to  defray  the  treated  as  an  annuity  contract  describe,^  in  a  convention  or  association  of  churches  in- 
reasonable  costs  associated  with  administer-  this  subsection,  and  eluding  an  organization  described  in  section 
ing  the  plan  and  informing  employees  and  ■'">  amounts  paid  by  an  employer  de-  414(e)(3)(A)  or  section  414(e)(3)(B)(ii) 
employers  of  the  availability  of  the  plan).  scribed  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  or  by  a  church  or  .(c,  VESTING.-In  the  case  of  a  contract 

•■(3)  CERTAIN  sections  APPLV.-Section  401  a  convention  or  association  of  churches,  in-  purchased  by  a  church  under  a  church  plan 

(b).  (c).  and  (h)  shall  apply  to  a  qualified  eluding  an  orgariization  described  in  section  (within  the  meaning  of  section  414(e)^ 

church  plan.  fn  '    "^         °'  V'^^'n  I  'V"'  ^°/  ■"^^"'^'^^"^  -(i)  sections  403(b)(1)(C)  and  403(b)(6)  shall 

••(4)  Failure  of  one  ORCAMZAnoN  main-  '"come  account  shall  be  treated  as  amounts  not  apply 

TAINING   PLAN   NOT  TO  DISQUALIFY   PLAN.-If  ^""^"ii^f  ^I'^y  ^'^^  employer  for  an  annuity  ..^^^,  3^'^  contract  is  not  described  in  this 

one   or   more   organizations   maintaining   a  ^°"^'^*'--^  ^°\'^^  employee  on  whose  behalf  subsection  unless  an  employees  rights  in  the 

church  plan  fail  to  satisfy  the  requirements  '''%T^'^''i^^iP'^''l't    .crnr.-r     For  employee's  accrued  benefit  under  such  con- 

of  subsection  (b).   such   plan   shall   not  be  *'*'    Retirement    income    ACCOUNT.-For  ^    ^     j^^^  j    attributable  to  contributions 

treated  as  failing  to  satisfy  the  requirements  ^^"^ZM'J"'"  Paragraph,  the  term  'retire-  '^IH  ^u^Lnt  to"  sarary    eduction  agree- 

of  this  section  with  respect  to  other  organi-  "^f"^  income  account    means  a  program  es-  ^    nonforfeitable  and 

zat.ons  mainu.ning  such  plan.  tablished  or  maintained  by  a  church,  a  con-  "no  sucC  contract  is'  not  described  in  this 

•(5)   CFRT^lN    EMPiOYFFs   NOT   roNsinPRpn  mention  or  association  of  churches,  including  ,     niusucn  contract  is  not  aescnbed  in  this 

o)  LfcKiAiN   bMPLOYEES  NOT  CONSIDERED  orp-ani7arinn      rtP«Lrrih»H      in      =<.^fi«n  Subsection  unless  the  plan  satisfies  the  re- 

HiGHLY  compens.ated  .\ND  excluded  EMPLOY-  ^"      °^^"'^^'^'°"      described      in      section  quirements  of  either  of  the  following- 

EES.-For  purposes  of  this  section,  no  em-  "H'^xSkA..   to   provide  benefits  under  this  ^(i.  The  San  provides  tha    In  employee 

ployee  shall  be  considered  an  officer,  person  subsection    for    an    employee    described    in  who  has  at    eLt  10  years  of  servicT  has  a 

whose  Dnncinal  duties  rnn<;i«f  in  «,T>orvi«in=-  Paragraph  (1)  or  an   individua    described  in  ,    t    .   v.,         \.    .     ,^          service  has  a 

The  worTof  o^her  emDlovees  or  h?ew7c^^^^^  paragraph  (13)(F).  or  their  beneficiaries."  nonforfeitable  right  to  100  percent  of  the  em- 

ine  worK  01  otner  employees,  or  highly  com-  (b)  Effective  D^TFS  —  ployee  s  accrued  benefit  derived   from   em- 

pensated  employee  if  such  employee  during  (,    ,^.  general -The  amendment  mide  hv  ployer  contributions. 

ZlZ:'^TJllT:Zr:  "rr''  T-  ^^^^  secuon^i^a,,  b'e  effe"  ivtTr  yTa's %'  •'"'  -^^^  «>'-  P'-°-'«««  ^^-^  -"  e-^P'ovee 

^^  ^                      empoyer  of  less   than  ginning  after  December  31.  1994.  who  has  completed  at  least  5  years  of  service 

T.T,.    Tv  .  P""?^^*^             f  section,   there  ,2)   Prior  years.-A  church  plan  (within  ^^s  a  nonforfeitable  right  to  a  percentage  of 

shall  be  excluded  from  consideration  employ-  ^he  meaning  of  section  414(e))  shall  not  be  ^he  employee's  accrued  benefit  derived  from 

reLrHLn Vd",  ^T,T l^^^'''^'-  ^'  ^f"  '^'^"'^'^  '°  "^^^  f^i'^l  ^o  satis  y  the  applica  employer  contributions  which  percentage  is 

retary  shall  adjust  the  $50,000  amount  under  ble  requirements  of  section  403(b)  for  any  "ot    'ess    than    the    percentage    determined 

«m»'^?n^'"'"'          H         "^      '^c  .^"'^  *"  '''^  year  beginning  prior  to  January  1.1995.  under  the  following  table: 

same  nianner  as  under  section  415(d)  5^^.  4.  CONTRACTS  purchased  by  a  church.  Nonforfeitable 

••(6)  TIME   FOR   determination   OF  APPLICA-  ,a»     CL.^C>^I0N     OF     APPI  IC^Bf)^^^N  "^ear^  of  service 

fhe  det:r;;^narfonT"b^r"'"^'^""^f ■  ^'-CRIM.NlTIor'^'^LQURE^E'^s'-'subp^^^  ,                                             P—tage 

the  determination  of  whether  a  olan  meet.s     —,->,  .r>     .r  ,;..,-   ino,h.,i,  ■-  ^,^r,r,^^^  T^  5  25 

the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  r^ad  as ToUowr         '                   '"  ^'"'"'^^'*  '°                            6  30 

made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  ..,D)  except  in  the  case  of  a  contract  pur-                          l  ?^ 

P^L.t^inr     l".^    ru  ™5"!f*'*.^«'y  following  chased  by   a  church,   such   contract  is  pur-                            l  ^° 

mfSifiIr?on  A  ^r^<Sf■•'■^'"^°'  ^'"''  ^^^^'l  ""''^'-  ^  P'*"  *hich  meets  the  non-                          ?o M 

^hfl^^l           ^    "°"o^-  discrimination    requirements    of    paragraph                          n     ■■ 60 

(b)  EFFECT  ON  Exi.sTING  Plans.-A  church  (,2)(A)  and  "                                           p"     k     m.                            u  60 

plan  iwithin  the  meaning  of  section  414(e)  of  (b)  Certain  Coverage  Rules  Apply  -Sub-                         13 an 

the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986)  which  is  paragraph  (B)  of  section  403(b)(12)  is  amended                          14  Z 

otherwise  subject  to  the  applicable  require-  to  read  as  follows:  15  or  more  '  "  100 
mcnts  of  section  401(a)  of  such  Code  and  -(B)  Cert.mn  requirements.-K  a  contract  For  purposes  of  clause  (iii)  an  employee's 
Which  has  not  made  the  election  provided  by  purchased  by  a  church  is  purchased  under  a  years  of  service  shall  be  determined  in  ac- 
section  410(d)  of  such  Code  shall  not  be  sub-  church  plan  (within  the  meaning  of  section  cordance  with  any  reasonable  method  se- 
lect to  section  401A  of  such  Code,  and  shall  414(e))  by-  lected  by  the  plan  administrator, 
remain  subject  to  the  applicable  require-  -(i)  an  organization  described  in  section  -(D)  Failure  of  one  organiz.ation  main- 
rnents  of  section  401(a)  of  such  Code,  unless  170(b)(l)(A)(ii)  above  the  secondary  school  taining  plan  not  to  disqualify  plan -In 
the  board  of  directors  or  trustees  of  an  orga-  level  (other  than  a  school  for  religious  train-  the  case  of  a  contract  purchased  by  a  church 
^,',^"rL  fn  '"  ^''"°"  414(e)(3)(A)  of  ing).  or  under  a  church  plan  (within  the  meaning  of 
such  Code,  or  other  appropriate  governing  '(ii)  an  organization  described  in  section  section  414(e)).  if  one  or  more  organizations 
body  responsible  for  maintaining  the  plan.  170(b)(l)(A)(iiiv-  maintaining  the  church  plan  fails  to  satisfy 
adopts  a  resolution  under  which  the  church  -(D  which  provides  community  service  for  the  requirements  of  this  section,  such  plan 
plan  15  made  subject  to  section  401A  of  such  inpatient  medical  care  of  the  sick  or  injured  shall  not  be  treated  as  failing  to  satisfy  the 
.  1  Pf  r>  '  (including  obstetrical  care),  and  requirements  of  this  section  with  respect  to 
(c  b,FFECnvE  Dates.—  -(H)  no  more  than  50  percent  of  the  total  other  organizations  maintaining  such  plan 
(i)  IN  general.— The  amendment  made  by  patient  days  of  which  during  any  year  are  -(E)  Certain  employees  not  considered 
this  section  shall  be  effective  for  years  be-  customarily  assignable  to  the  categories  of  highly  compensated  and  excluded  fmploy- 
ginning  after  December  31.  1994.  except  that  chronic  convalescent  and  rest,  drug  and  alco-  EES.-For  purposes  of  this  subsection  no  em- 
the  provisions  of  section  401A(b)(3)  of  the  In-  holic.  epileptic,  mentally  deficient,  mental,  ployee  for  whom  a  contract  is  purchased  by 
temal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  shall  be  effective  nervous  and  mental,  and  tuberculosis,  and  a  church  shall  be  considered  an  officer  per- 
for  years  beginning  after  December  31.  1996.  care  for  the  aged.  son  whose  principal  duties  consist  in  super- 
No  regulation  or  ruling  under  section  401(a)  the  plan  meets  the  requirements  of  sections  vising  the  work  of  other  employees  or  high- 
of  such  Code  issued  after  December  31.  1994.  401(a)(3)  and  401(a)(6).  as  in  effect  on  Septem-  ly  compensated  employee  if  such  employee 
shall  apply  to  a  qualified  church  plan  de-  ber  1.  1974.  and  sections  401(a)(4).  401(a)(5).  during  the  year  or  the  preceding  year  re- 
scribed  in  section  401A  of  such  Code  unless  401(a)(l7..  and  401(m).  ceived  compensation  from  the  employer  of 
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less  than  $50,000.  For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, there  shall  be  excluded  employees 
described  in  section  UOibjiSii A).  The  Sec- 
retary .shall  adjust  the  $50,000  amount  under 
this  subparagraph  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  under  section  415(d). 

■■(F)  Certain  ministers  .may  partici- 
pate.— For  purposes  of  this  subsection — 

■■(i)  In  general.— The  term  'employee' 
shall  include  a  duly  ordained,  commissioned, 
or  licensed  minister  of  a  church  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  or  her  ministry  who  is  a  self-em- 
ployed individual  (within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 401(c)(1)(B))  or  any  duly  ordained,  com- 
missioned, or  licensed  minister  of  a  church 
in  the  exercise  of  his  or  her  ministry  who  is 
employed  by  an  organization  other  than  an 
organization  described  in  section  501(c)(3). 

■■(ii)  Treatment  as  e.mployer  and  em- 
ployee.—a  self-employed  minister  described 
in  clause  (i)  shall  be  treated  as  his  or  her 
own  employer  which  is  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  501(c)(3)  and  which  is  ex- 
empt from  tax  under  section  501(a).  Such  an 
employee  who  is  employed  by  an  organiza- 
tion other  than  an  organization  described  in 
section  j01(c)(3)  shall  be  treated  as  employed 
by  an  organization  described  in  section 
501(c)(3)  and  which  is  exempt  from  tax  under 
section  501(a). 

■■(iii)  COMPENS.^TION.- In  determining  the 
compensation  of  a  self-employed  minister  de- 
scribed in  clause  (i).  the  earned  income 
(Within  the  meaning  of  section  401(c)(2))  of 
such  minister  shall  be  substituted  for  ■the 
amount  of  compensation  which  is  received 
from  the  employer'  under  paragraph  (3). 
In  determining  the  years  of  service  of  a  self- 
employed  minister  described  in  clause  (i). 
the  years  (and  portions  of  years)  in  which 
such  minister  was  a  self-employed  individual 
(Within  the  meaning  of  section  401(c)(1)(B)) 
shall  be  included  for  purposes  of  paragraph 
(4). 

■■(G)  Time  for  determination  of  applica- 
ble LAW.— Except  where  otherwise  specified, 
the  determination  of  whether  a  contract  pur- 
chased by  a  church  meets  the  requirements 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  made  in  accord- 
ance with  tiie  pXA;viaiu!ift  uf  tiiia  liLlc  <io  iii  ef- 
fect immediately  following  enactment  of  the 
Church  Retirement  Benefits  Simplification 
Act  of  1993.  " 

(d)  Effective  Dates.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  be  effective  for  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31.  1994.  except  that 
the  provisions  of  section  403(b)(13)(C)(iii)  of 
the  Interna!  Revenue  Code  of  1986  shall  be  ef- 
fective for  years  beginning  after  December 
31.  1996.  No  regulation  or  ruling  issued  under 
section  401(a)  or  403(b)  of  such  Code  after  De- 
cember 31,  1994.  shall  apply  to  a  contract 
purchased  by  a  church  unless  such  regula- 
tion or  ruling  is  specifically  made  applicable 
by  its  terms  to  such  contracts.  For  purposes 
of  applying  the  exclusion  allowance  of  sec- 
tion 403(b)(2)  of  such  Code  and  the  limita- 
tions of  section  415  of  such  Code,  any  con- 
tribution made  after  December  31.  1996, 
which  is  forfeitable  pursuant  to  section 
403(b)(13)(C)  of  such  Code  shall  be  treated  as 
an  amount  contributed  to  the  contract  in 
the  year  for  which  such  contribution  is  made 
and  not  in  the  year  the  contribution  becomes 
nonforfeitable. 

(2)  Prior  years.— A  church  plan  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  414(e)  of  such  Code) 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed  to  satisfy 
the  applicable  requirements  of  section  403(b) 
of  such  Code  for  any  year  beginning  prior  to 
January  1.  1995. 


sec.  5.  CHANGE  IN  DISTRIBUTION  REQUIRE- 
MENT FOR  retirement  INCOME 
ACCOUNTS. 

(a)  In  General. — Subparagraph  (A)  of  sec- 
tion 403(b)(ll)  is  amended  by  inserting  •■or.  in 
the  case  of  a  retirement  income  account  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (9).  within  the  meaning 
of  section  401(k)(2)"  after  "section  72(m)(7)'^. 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  after  December  31.  1988 

SEC.  6.  REQUIRED  BEGINNING  DATE  FOR  DIS- 
TRIBUTIONS UNDER  CHURCH 
PLANS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (C)  of  sec- 
tion 401(a)(9)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
sentence  and  inserting  the  following  new 
sentence:  ■For  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph, the  term  church  plan'  has  the  mean- 
ing given  such  term  by  section  414(e)." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  as  if 
included  in  the  provision  of  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  of  1986  to  which  such  amendment  re- 
lates. 

SEC.  7.  PARTICIPA^nON  OF  MINISTERS  IN 
CHURCH  PI.A.NS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  414  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

-■(u)  Special  Rules  for  Ministers.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  if  a  duly  ordained,  commissioned,  or  li- 
censed minister  of  a  church  in  the  exercise  of 
his  or  her  ministry  participates  in  a  church 
plan  (within  the  meaning  of  section  414(e)). 
then— 

-•(1)  such  minister  shall  be  excluded  from 
consideration  for  purposes  of  applying  sec- 
tions 401(a)(3).  401(a)(4).  and  401(a)(5).  as  in  ef- 
fect on  September  1.  1974.  and  sections 
401(a)(4).  401(a)(5).  401(a)(26).  401(k)(3).  401(m), 
403(b)(1)(D)  (including  section  403(b)(12)).  and 
410  to  any  stock  bonus,  pension,  profit-shar- 
ing, or  annuity  plan  (including  an  annuity 
described  in  section  403(b)  or  a  retirement  in- 
come account  described  in  section  403(b)(9)) 
described  in  this  part.  For  purposes  of  this 
part,  the  church  plan  in  which  such  minister 
participates  shall  be  treated  as  a  plan  or  con- 
tract meeting  the  requirements  of  section 
401(a).  401A.  or  403(b)  (including  section 
403("oh9))  with  Inspect  to  such  minister's  par- 
ticipation; and 

"(2)  such  minister  shall  be  excluded  from 
consideration  for  purposes  of  applying  an  ap- 
plicable section  to  any  plan  providing  bene- 
fits described  in  an  applicable  section. 
For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2).  the  term  'ap- 
plicable section'  means  section  79(d).  section 
105(h).  paragraphs  (1),  (2).  and  (3)  of  section 
120(c),  section  125(b).  section  127(b)(2).  and 
paragraphs  (2).  (3),  and  (8)  of  section  129(d)." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  before,  on.  or  after  Decem- 
ber 31.  1995. 

SEC.  8.  CERTAIN  RUl.ES  AGGREGATING  EMPLOY- 
EES NOT  TO  APPLY  TO  CHURCHES. 
ETC. 

(a)  In  General— Section  414  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

■■(v)  Certain  Rules  Aggregating  Employ- 
ees Not  To  Apply  to  Churches.  Etc.— 

■'(1)  In  general.— If  the  election  provided 
by  paragraph  (3)  is  made,  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tions 401(a)(3).  401(a)(4).  and  401(a)(5).  as  in  ef- 
fect on  September  1.  1974.  and  sections 
401(a)(4).  401(a)(5).  401(a)(17).  401(a)(26).  401(h). 
401(m).  410(b).  411(d)(1).  and  416.  subsections 
(b).  (c).  (m).  (o).  and  (t)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to  treat  the  employees  of  church- 
related  organizations  as  employed  by  a  sin- 
gle employer,  except  in  the  case  of  employ- 
ees of  church-related  organizations  which 
are  not  exempt  from  tax  under  section  501(a) 


and  which  have  a  common,  immediate  par- 
ent. 

'■(2)  Definition  of  church-related  orga- 
nization.—For  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
the  term  'church-related  organization' 
means  a  church  or  a  convention  or  associa- 
tion of  churches,  an  organization  described 
in  section  414(e)(3)(A),  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  414(e)(3)(B)(ii),  or  an  orga- 
nization the  employees  of  which  would  be  ag- 
gregated with  the  employees  of  such  organi- 
zations but  for  the  election  provided  by  para- 
graph (3). 

■■(3)  ELEcmoN  to  disaggregate.— The  pro- 
visions of  this  subsection  shall  apply  if  a 
church-related  organization  makes  an  elec- 
tion for  itself  and  other  church-related  orga- 
nizations (in  such  form  and  manner  as  the 
Secretary  may  by  regulations  prescribe)  on 
or  before  the  last  day  of  the  first  plan  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1.  1998.  ■' 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  as  if 
included  in  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  93- 
406.  Public  Law  98-369.  and  Public  Law  99-514 
to  which  such  amendment  relates 

SEC.  ».  SELF-EMPLOYED  MINISTERS  TRFjVTED  AS 
EMPLOYEES  FOR  PURPOSES  OF  CER- 
TAIN WELFARt;  BENEFIT  PLANS  AND 
retirement  income  ACCOUNTS. 

(a)  In  General —Section  7701(aK20)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

-■(20)  Employee.— For  the  purpose  of  apply- 
ing the  provisions  of  section  79  with  respect 
to  group-term  life  insurance  purchased  for 
employees,  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the 
provisions  of  sections  104.  105.  and  106  with 
respect  to  accident  or  health  insurance  or 
accident  or  health  plans,  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  the  provisions  of  section  101(b)  with 
respect  to  employees'  death  benefits,  for  the 
purpose  of  applying  the  provisions  of  subtitle 
A  with  respect  to  contributions  to  or  under 
a  stock  bonus,  pension,  profit-sharing,  or  an- 
nuity plan,  and  with  respect  to  distributions 
under  such  a  plan,  or  by  a  trust  forming  part 
of  such  a  plan,  and  for  purposes  of  applying 
section  125  with  respect  to  cafeteria  plans, 
the  term  employee'  shall  include  a  duly  or- 
dained, commissioned,  or  licensed  minister 
of  a  church  in  the  exercise  of  his  or  her  min- 
istry who  IS  a.  seli-empioveU  individual 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  401(c)(1)(B)) 
or  a  full-time  life  insurance  salesman  who  is 
considered  an  employee  for  the  purpose  of 
chapter  21.  or  in  the  case  of  services  per- 
formed before  January  1.  1951.  who  would  be 
considered  an  employee  if  his  services  were 
performed  during  1951." 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  before,  on.  or  after  Decem- 
ber 31.  1994. 

sec.  10.  deductions  for  contributions  by 
certain  ministers  to  retire- 
ment INCOME  accounts. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  404(a)  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(10)  Contributions  by  certain  ministers 
TO  retireme.nt  inco.me  accounts.— In  case 
contributions  are  made  by  a  minister  de- 
scribed in  section  403(b)(13)(F)  to  a  retire- 
ment income  account  described  in  section 
403(b)(9)  and  not  by  a  person  other  than  such 
minister,  such  contributions  shall  be  treated 
as  made  to  a  trust  which  is  exempt  from  tax 
under  section  501(a)  which  is  part  of  a  plan 
which  is  described  in  section  401(a)  and  shall 
be  deductible  under  this  subsection  to  the 
extent  such  contributions  do  not  exceed  the 
exclusion  allowance  of  such  minister,  deter- 
mined under  section  403(b)(2)." 

(b)  Effecttive  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  after  December  31.  1994. 
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SEC.  II  MODFFirATTON  FOR  CHfRCH  PLANS  OF 
RLI.F.S  FOR  Pl^NS  M.AINTAI.NT:D  BY 
MORE  THAN  ONE  EMPLOYER. 

(a)  In  Genkrai..— Section  4l3(c>  is  amended 
by  adding  the  followin*?  new  paragraph: 

•(8)  Church  plans  maintained  by  more 
THAN  ONE  EMPLOYER— A  church  plan  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  414(e))  maintained  by 
more  than  one  employer,  and  with  respect  to 
which  the  election  provided  by  section  410(d) 
has  not  been  made,  which  commingles  assets 
solely  for  purposes  of  investment  and  pooling 
for  mortality  experience  to  provide  to  par- 
ticipants annuities  computed  with  reference 
to  the  balance  in  the  participants'  accounts 
when  such  accounts  become  payable  shall 
not  be  treated  as  a  single  plan  maintained  by 
more  than  one  employer  under  this  sub- 
section. The  rules  provided  by  this  paragraph 
shall  apply  for  purposes  of  applying  section 
403(b)(12)  to  such  church  plan." 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  before,  on.  or  after  Decem- 
ber 31.  1994 

SEC.  12.  SECTIO.N  «.57  NOT  TO  APPLY  TO  DE- 
FERRED    compensatics     of     a 

CHLTtCH. 

(a)  In  General —Paragraph  (13)  of  section 
457(e)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■•(13)  Special  rlle  for  chl^rches.— The 
term  eligible  employer'  shall  not  include  a 
church  (Within  the  meaning  of  section 
401A(c)(l)i.  " 

(b)  Effective  Date— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginninsr  after  December  31.  1978. 

SEC.  13.  CHI  RCH  PL.\S  MODIFICATION  TO  SEPA- 
RATE .\tCOLVr  REQL1RE.ME.NT  OF 
SECTIO.N  401(h). 

(a)  Exception  to  Separate  Account  Re- 
QUIRE.ME.NT.— Section  401(h)  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  sentence  at  the  end 
thereof:  "Notwithstanding  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, in  the  case  of  a  pension  or  annuity 
plan  that  is  a  church  plan  (within  the  mean- 
ing of  section  414(e))  which  is  maintained  by 
more  than  one  employer,  paragraph  (6)  shall 
not  apply  to  an  employee  who  is  a  key  em- 
ployee for  purposes  of  section  416  solely  be- 
cause such  employee  is  described  in  section 
4Io(i)UHA)(i)  srciating  to  officers  having  an 
annual  compensation  greater  than  150  per- 
cent of  the  amount  in  effect  under  section 
415<c)(l)(A)).  " 

(b)  Application  of  Section  415(1).— Section 
415<1)(1)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

'■(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  following  shall  be  treated  as  an  an- 
nual addition  to  a  defined  contribution  plan 
for  purposes  of  subsection  (c): 

"(A)  Contributions  allocated  to  any  indi- 
vidual medical  account  which  is  part  of  a 
pension  or  annuity  plan. 

(B)  The  actuarially  determined  amount  of 
prefunding  fcr  the  insurance  value  of  bene- 
fits which  are — 

"(i)  described  in  section  401(h); 

"(ii)  paid  under  a  pension  or  annuity  plan 
that  is  a  church  plan  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  414(e)): 

"(iii)  paid  under  a  plan  maintained  by 
more  than  one  employer;  and 

•(iv)  payable  solely  to  an  employee  who  is 
a  key  employee  for  purposes  of  section  415 
solely  because  such  employee  is  described  in 
section  416(i)(l)(A)(i)  (relating  to  officers 
having  an  annual  compensation  greater  than 
150  percent  of  the  amount  in  effect  under  sec- 
tion 415(c)(1)(A)).  his  spouse,  or  his  depend- 
ents. 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  (c)(1)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  amount  treated  as  an  annual 
addition  under  the  preceding  sentence." 


(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  be- 
ginning after  March  31.  1984. 

SEC.  M.  RULE  RELATING  TO  INVESTMENT  LN 
CONTRACT  NOT  TO  APPLY  TO  FOR 
EIGN  MISSIO.NAIUES. 

(a)  In  General.— The  last  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 72(0  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "The 
preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to 
amounts  which  were  contributed  by  the  em- 
ployer, as  determined  under  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  to  provide  pension 
or  annuity  credits,  to  the  extent  such  credits 
are  attributable  to  services  performed  before 
January  1.  1963.  and  are  provided  pursuant  to 
pension  or  annuity  plan  provisions  in  exist- 
ence on  March  12.  1962.  and  on  that  date  ap- 
plicable to  such  services,  or  to  provide  pen- 
sion or  annuity  credits  for  foreign  mission- 
aries (within  the  meaning  of  section 
403(b)(2)(D)(iii))." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31.  1994 

SEC.  15.  REPEAL  OF  ELECTIVE  DEFERRAL 
CATCH-UP  LLMITATION  FOR  RETIRE- 
MENT INCOME  ACCOLTsTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Clause  (iii)  of  section 
402(g)(8)(A)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(iii)  except  in  the  case  of  elective  defer- 
rals under  a  retirement  income  account  de- 
scribed in  section  103(b)(9).  the  excess  of 
$5,000  multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  of 
service  of  the  employee  with  the  qualified 
organization  over  the  employer  contribu- 
tions described  in  paragraph  (3)  made  by  the 
organization  on  behalf  of  such  employee  for 
prior  taxable  years  (determined  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  Secretary)." 

(b)  Effective;  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  as  if 
included  in  the  provision  of  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  of  1986  to  which  such  amendment  re- 
lates. 

SEC.  16.  CHURCH  PLANS  MAY  ANNUmZE  BENE- 
FITS. 

(a)  In  General.— a  retirement  income  ac- 
count described  in  section  403(b)(9)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986.  a  church  plan 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  414(e)  of  such 
Code)  that  is  a  plan  described  in  section 
401(a)  or  401A  of  such  Code,  or  an  account 
which  cuxioiiUi  of  quaiifed  voiuiitiiry  em- 
ployee contributions  described  in  section 
219(e)(2)  of  such  Code  (as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act 
of  1986)  and  earnings  thereon,  shall  not  fail 
to  be  described  in  such  sections  merely  be- 
cause it  pays  benefits  to  participants  (and 
their  beneficiaries)  from  a  pool  of  assets  ad- 
ministered or  funded  by  an  organization  de- 
scribed in  section  414(e)(3)(A)  of  such  Code, 
rather  than  through  the  purchase  of  annu- 
ities from  an  insurance  company. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— This  provision  shall 
be  effective  for  years  beginning  before,  on,  or 
after  December  31.  1994. 

SEC.  17.  CHURCH  PLANS  .MAY  INCREASE  BENEFIT 
PAYMEP^TS. 

(a)  In  General.— a  retirement  income  ac- 
count described  in  section  403(b)(9)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986,  a  church  plan 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  414(e)  of  such 
Code)  that  is  a  plan  described  in  section 
401(a)  or  401A  of  such  Code,  or  an  account 
which  consists  of  qualified  voluntary  em- 
ployee contributions  described  in  section 
219(e)(2)  of  such  Code  (as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act 
of  1986)  and  earnings  thereon,  shall  not  fail 
to  be  described  in  such  sections  merely  be- 
cause it  provides  benefit  payments  to  par- 
ticipants (and  their  beneficiaries) — 

(1)  to  take  into  account  the  investment 
performance  of  the  underlying  assets  or  fa- 
vorable interest  or  mortality  experience,  or 


(2)  that  increase  in  an  amount  not  in  ex 
cess  of  5  percent  per  year. 

(b)  Effective  D.'vte.— This  provision  shall 
be  effective  for  years  beginning  before,  on.  or 
after  December  31.  1991, 

SEC.  18.  RULES  APPLICABLE  TO  SELF-INSURED 
MEDICVL  REIMBURSEMENT  PIANS 
NOT  TO  APPLY  TO  PLANS  OF 
CHURCHES. 

(a)  In  General  -Section  105<h)  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph: 

••(11)  Plans  of  churches.— This  subsection 
shall  not  apply  to  a  plan  maintained  by  a 
church  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
401A(c)(l))." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
years  beginning  before,  on.  or  after  Decem- 
ber 31.  1991 

SEC.  19.  RETIRE.MENT  BENEFITS  OF  MLMSTERS 
NOT  SUB.IECT  TO  TAX  ON  NET  EARN 
LNGS  FROM  SELF  E.MPLOYMENT. 

(a)  In  General. -Section  1102(a)i8i  (defin- 
ing net  earning  from  self-employment)  is 
amended  by  inserting  ■•.  but  shall  not  in- 
clude in  such  net  earning  from  self-employ- 
ment any  retirement  benefit  received  by 
such  individual  from  a  church  plan  (as  de- 
fined in  section  414(e))  "  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end. 

(b)  Effective    D.\te.— The    amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  be- 
ginning  before,    on.    or   after    December   31 
1994. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Da.schlE): 
S.  882.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  at  1314  LeMay  Boulevard.  Ells- 
worth Air  Force  Base.  SD,  as  the 
••Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Devel- 
opment Center",  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 

cartney  KOCH  MCRAVEN  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  introduce  legislation  today 
along  with  my  South  Dakota  col- 
league. Senator  Da.schle  to  designate 
the  child  development  center  at  Ells- 
worth Air  Force  Base  in  South  Dakota 
as  the  Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child 
Development  Center. 

It  was  just  slightly  more  than  a 
month  ago  that  terrorist  thugs  bombed 
the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building 
in  Oklahoma  City.  Among  the  victims 
inside  was  Cartney  Koch  McRaven. 
Stationed  at  Tinker  Air  Force  Base 
and  having  just  been  married  the  pre- 
vious weekend,  Cartney  was  in  the 
Murrah  Federal  Building  to  register 
her  new  married  name  on  Federal  docu- 
ments. Tragically,  her  life  was  cut 
short  by  the  savagery  of  domestic  ter- 
rorism. 

It  is  only  fitting  that  we  honor 
Cartney  at  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base. 
Spearfish  was  her  home.  And  she  chose 
to  begin  her  adult  life  by  joining  the 
Air  Force  and  serving  her  country.  And 
serve  she  did.  with  honor,  with  devo- 
tion, with  dignity. 

It  is  even  more  fitting  that  her  name 
appear  on  the  child  development  center 
at  Ellsworth.  Airman  First  Class 
Cartney  Koch  McRaven  served  in  Haiti, 
where  the  stark  poverty  had  an  enor- 
mous impact  on   her.   Cartney's  heart 
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went  out  to  the  children  of  Haiti.  She 
devoted  her  time  in  Haiti  to  an  orphan- 
age, offering  a  warm  smile  and  a  kind, 
loving  word  to  young  faces.  The  mis- 
sion of  our  Armed  Forces  in  Haiti  was 
to  ensure  peace  and  offer  hope  to  the 
people  of  Haiti— young  and  old. 
Cartney  took  her  mission  to  heart. 

Even  her  family  honored  Cartney's 
commitment  to  young  people  by  urging 
that  donations  be  made  in  Cartney's 
memory  to  the  orphanage  in  Haiti. 

But  we  do  more  than  honor  a  person. 
We  honor  the  values  she  personified 
and  practiced  in  her  daily  life.  The  val- 
ues of  service,  of  duty,  of  compassion 
and  caring  for  the  underprivileged 
young— values  that  are  at  the  core  of 
South  Dakota  and  of  America. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  passing  this 
legislation,  Cartney  Koch  McRaven  for- 
ever will  be  remembered  as  a  symbol  of 
these  core  values  and  an  inspiration  to 
the  young  people  in  South  Dakota  and 
America  to  honor  and  serve  their  fam- 
ily, community,  and  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  this  legislation  in- 
troduced today  by  myself  and  Senator 
Daschle  appear  in  the  appropriate  place 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resenlatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

section  1.  designation  of  r.\rtn'e\'  koch 
mcravi:n     child     development 

CENTER. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Federal  building  at 
1314  LeMay  Boulevard.  Ellsworth  Air  Force 
Base.  South  Dakota,  shall  be  known  and  des- 
ignated as  the  'Cartney  Koch  McRaven 
Child  Development  Center  ". 

(b)  Replacement  BuiLD!.\c.-!f.  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  a  new  Federal 
building  is  built  at  the  location  described  in 
subsection  (a)  to  replace  the  building  de- 
scribed in  the  subsection,  the  new  Federal 
building  shall  be  known  and  designated  as 
the  •Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Develop- 
ment Center  ". 

SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

.\ny  reference  in  a  law.  map.  regulation, 
document,  paper,  or  other  record  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  a  Federal  building  referred  to  in 
section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  "Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Develop- 
ment Center^. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.   14 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Reid.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  DoME.MCi]  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  44.  a  bill  to  amend 
title  4  of  the  United  States  Code  to 
limit  State  taxation  of  certain  pension 
income. 

S.  251 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  LoTT,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Ste- 
vens] was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
254,  a  bill  to  extend  eligibility  for  vet- 


erans' burial  benefits,  funeral  benefits, 
and  related  benefits  for  veterans  of  cer- 
tain service  in  the  U.S.  merchant  ma- 
rine during  World  War  II. 

S.  327 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWlne]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
327,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  clarifica- 
tion for  the  deductibility  of  expenses 
incurred  by  a  taxpayer  in  connection 
with  the  business  use  of  the  home. 

S.  397 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
DeWine]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
397,  a  bill  to  benefit  crime  victims  by 
improving  enforcement  of  sentences 
imposing  fines  and  special  assessments, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  428 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Sarbanes,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Chafee],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Campbell],  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kohl],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Feingold], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
BiNGAMAN],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Movnlhan].  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  426,  a  bill  to  authorize 
the  Alpha  Phi  Alpha  Fraternity  to  es- 
tablish a  memorial  to  Martin  Luther 
King.  Jr..  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  .i79 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Breaux.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Ms.  MiKULSKi]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  579.  a  bill  to  amend  the  JOBS 
program  in  title  IV  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  provide  for  a  job  placement 
voucher  prograrn,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  628 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Faircloth]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  628,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  Fed- 
eral estate  and  gift  taxes  and  the  tax 
on  generation-skipping  transfers. 

S.  6»j7 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bryan,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Breaux]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  667,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934  in  order  to  reform 
the  conduct  of  private  securities  litiga- 
tion, to  provide  for  financial  fraud  de- 
tection and  disclosure,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  770 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  RoBB]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Conrad]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  770,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  relocation  of  the  United  States 
Embassy  in  Israel  to  Jerusalem,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  771 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pryor,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 


kota [Mr.  Dorgan]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  771,  a  bill  to  provide  that 
certain  Federal  property  shall  be  made 
available  to  States  for  State  use  before 
being  made  available  to  other  entities, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  830 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Specter,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Stevens]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  830.  a  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  fraud  and 
false  statements. 

S.  867 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Inhofe],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Helms),  and  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Burns]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  867,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  re- 
vise the  estate  and  gift  tax  in  order  to 
preserve  American  family  enterprises, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  878 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Coats]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
878,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  reduce  mandatory 
premiums  to  the  United  Mine  Workers 
of  America  Combined  Benefit  Fund  by 
certain  surplus  amounts  in  the  fund, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

senate  joint  resolution  31 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  NiCKLES]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  31,  a  joint 
resolution  proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
to  grant  Congress  and  the  States  the 
power  to  prohibit  the  physical  desecra- 
tion of  the  flag  of  the  United  States. 

senate  .ioint  resolution  34 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Smith,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  34.  a  joint 
resolution  prohibiting  funds  for  diplo- 
matic relations  and  most-favored-na- 
tion trading  status  with  the  Socialist 
Republic  of  Vietnam  unless  the  Presi- 
dent certifies  to  Congress  that  Viet- 
namese officials  are  being  fully  cooper- 
ative and  forthcoming  with  efforts  to 
account  for  the  2.205  Americans  still 
missing  and  otherwise  unaccounted  for 
from  the  Vietnam  war,  as  determined 
on  the  basis  of  all  information  avail- 
able to  the  United  States  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRE.NT  RESOLUTION  3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SiMON,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Ms.  MiKULSKi]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  3, 
a  concurrent  resolution  relative  to  Tai- 
wan and  the  United  Nations. 
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SENATE       RESOLUTION       128— REL- 
ATIVE TO  BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA 

Mr.   SPECTER  (for  himself  and   Mr. 
INHOFE)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations: 
S.  Res.  128 

Whereas  Article  I.  Section  8  of  the  United 
States  Constitution  provides  that  Congress 
shall  have  the  sole  power  to  declare  war: 

Whereas  the  Senate  adopted  S  Res.  330  on 
August  U.  1992.  which  stated  that  it  was  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  no  United  States 
military  personnel  shall  be  introduced  into 
combat  or  potential  combat  situations  with- 
out clearly  defined  objectives  and  sufficient 
resources  to  achieve  those  objectives:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  President  is  not  author- 
ized to  use  the  United  States  Ground  Forces 
in  Bosnia-Hercegovina  unless — 

(1)  the  use  of  United  States  grouod  forces 
in  Bosnia-Hercegovina  is  authorized  in  ad- 
vance by  Congress;  or 

(2)  the  deployment  of  forces  of  the  United 
States  ground  forces  into  Bosnia- 
Heroegovina  is  vital  to  the  national  security 
interests  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
protection  of  American  citizens  in  Bosnia- 
Hercegovina).  there  is  not  sufficient  time  to 
seek  and  receive  Congressional  authoriza- 
tion, and  the  President  reports  as  soon  as 
practicable  to  Congress  after  the  initiation 
of  the  deployment,  but  in  no  case  later  than 
48  hours  after  the  initiation  of  the  deploy- 
ment. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  submit  a  resolu- 
tion which  would  prohibit  the  Presi- 
dent from  using  ground  forces  in 
Bosnia  without  prior  consent  of  the 
Congress  because,  in  my  view,  there  is 
ample  time  for  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  deliberate  on  this 
matter  and  to  make  a  decision.  And 
such  a  resolution.  I  submit,  is  nec- 
essary as  a  constitutional  matter  to 
preserve  the  constitutional  preroga- 
tives of  the  Congress  and  really  to  stop 
further  erosion  by  the  executive 
branch. 

The  events  of  the  past  week  in 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  have  been 
very,  very  disturbing,  as  they  have 
been  for  the  better  part  of  2  to  3  years 
now.  As  I  have  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  in  the  past,  it  is  my  view 
that  the  mission  of  the  U.N.  peace- 
keepers was  realistically  Mission  Im- 
possible because  there  was  no  peace  to 
keep.  In  the  past  I  have  supported  the 
resolutions  and  the  amendments  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  to  lift  the  arms 
embargo  so  that  the  Bosnian  Moslems 
could  defend  themselves  in  accordance 
with  article  51  of  the  U.N.  Charter. 

We  have  had  the  position  taken  by 
the  President  in  a  speech  last  week  at 
the  Air  Force  Academy  where  he  has 
said  that  U.S.  forces  would  be  used  to 
relocate  U.N.  peacekeepers,  sent  on  a 
temporary  basis.  But  we  know,  as  a 
practical  matter,  what  happens  when 
there  is  temporary  action  taken. 

There  has  been  consistent  analysis  of 
the  terrain  m  Bosnia,  and  fighting  of  a 
ground  war  there  is  on  absolute  marsh 


and  swamp,  and  we  are  realistically  un- 
able to  undertake  that  without  assur- 
ances that  it  is  to  be  done  on  a  limited 
basis. 

It  is  my  view  that,  before  there  ought 
to  be  an  entry  by  the  United  States  of 
our  own  ground  forces,  we  ought  to 
have  an  exit  plan  as  well;  that,  realisti- 
cally viewed,  the  United  States  does 
not  have  vital  national  interests  at 
stake  there  on  this  state  of  the  record; 
that  before  even  consideration  ought  to 
be  given  there  ought  to  be  a  com- 
prehensive plan;  and  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  detailed  statement  as  to  what 
the  European  participation  would  be 
because  it  is  much  more  in  their  inter- 
est than  ours.  These  matters  ought  to 
be  submitted— Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ate is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  There  ought  to  be  a 
comprehensive  plan,  we  ought  to  know 
exactly  what  has  happened,  and  the 
matter  ought  to  be  deliberated  upon 
and  voted  upon  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 

We  have  seen  an  erosion  of  constitu- 
tional authority  of  the  U.S.  Congress 
as  the  sole  agent  which  is  authorized  to 
involve  the  United  States  in  war.  We 
fought  a  war  in  Korea  without  con- 
stitutional authorization.  We  fought  a 
war  in  Vietnam  without  constitutional 
authorization.  And  these  matters 
ought  to  come  to  the  Congress  unless 
there  is  an  emergency,  and  on  the  face 
of  the  resolution  which  I  have  proposed 
the  President  could  use  the  deployment 
of  forces  if  there  is  a  situation  "vital 
to  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States,  including  the  pro- 
tection of  American  citizens  in  Bosnia 
and  Herzegovina  where  there  is  not  suf- 
ficient tinne  t.n  seek  and  rnceive  con- 
gressional authorization,"  and  then  the 
President  report  as  soon  as  practical  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

When  the  use  of  force  was  authorized 
in  the  Gulf,  that  was  done  only  after 
the  matter  was  brought  to  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Congress,  the  U.S.  Senate.  We 
had  extensive  debate  going  on  on  this 
floor  on  January  10,  11,  and  12.  1991 
when  there  was  a  resolution  passed  by 
the  Senate  authorizing  the  use  of  force 
by  a  52-to-47  vote,  and  a  similar  resolu- 
tion of  authorization  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

But  until  and  unless  the  Congress 
makes  that  decision  reflecting  the  will 
of  the  American  people,  it  is  my  view 
that  there  ought  not  to  be  the  use  of 
ground  forces  in  Bosnia. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


COMPREHENSIVE  TERRORISM 
PREVENTION  ACT 


by  Mr.  Dole,  to  the  bill  (S.  735)  to  pre- 
vent and  punish  acts  of  terrorism,  and 
for  other  purposes;  as  follows: 

On  page  152.  strike  line  6  through  line  17  on 
page  153.  and  insert  the  followintr: 
SEC.  .  STLTJY  AM)  REQUIREME.NTS  FOR  TAG 
GING  OF  EXPLOSIVE  MATERIALS. 
A.VD  STtrDY  AND  RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS FOR  RENDERING  EXPLOSrVE 
COMPONENTS  INERT  AND  IMPOSING 
CONTROLS  ON  PRECURSORS  OF  EX 
PLOSIVES. 

(a)  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  con- 
duct a  study  and  make  recommendations 
concerning— 

(1)  the  tagging?  of  explosive  materials  for 
purposes  of  detection  and  identification: 

{2i  whether  common  chemicals  used  to 
manufacture  e.xplosive  materials  can  be  ren- 
dered inert  and  whether  it  is  feasible  to  re- 
quire it:  and 

(3)  whether  controls  can  be  imposed  on  cer- 
tain precursor  chemicals  used  to  manufac- 
ture explosive  materials  and  whether  it  is 
feasible  to  require  it. 

In  conducting  the  study,  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  other  Federal.  State  and 
local  officials  with  expertise  in  this  area  and 
such  other  individuals  as  shall  be  deemed 
necessary.  Such  study  shall  be  completed 
within  twelve  months  after  the  enactment  of 
this  .Act  and  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress and  made  available  to  the  public.  Such 
study  may  include,  if  appropriate,  rec- 
ommendations for  legislation. 

ibi  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  study  and  recommendations  con- 
tained in  paragraph  (a)  such  sum  as  may  be 
necessary. 

(c)  Section  842.  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (k).  a  new  subsection  (1)  which  reads 
as  follows; 

■"(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
manufacture,  import,  ship,  transport,  re- 
ceive, possess,  transfer,  or  distribute  any  ex- 
plosive material  that  does  not  contain  a 
tracer  element  as  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  regulation,  knowing  or 
having  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the 
explosive  material  does  not  contain  the  re- 
quired tracer  element.". 

(d)  Section  844.  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "(a) 
through  (i)"  the  phrase  "and  (1)". 

(e)  Section  846.  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  the  present 
section  as  "(a),"  and  by  adding  a  new  sub- 
section (b)  reading  as  follows:  "(b)  to  facili- 
tate the  enforcement  of  this  chapter  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  within  18  months  after  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  promulgate  regulations 
for  the  addition  of  tracer  elements  to  explo- 
sive materials  manufactured  in  or  imported 
into  the  United  States.  Tracer  elements  to 
be  added  to  explosive  materials  under  provi- 
sions of  this  subsection  shall  be  of  such  char- 
acter and  in  such  quantity  as  the  Secretary 
may  authorize  or  require,  and  such  as  will 
not  substantially  impair  the  quality  of  the 
explosive  materials  for  their  intended  lawful 
use.  safety  of  these  explosives,  or  have  a  sub- 
stantially adverse  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment.". 

(f)  The  penalties  provided  herein,  shall  not 
take  effect  until  ninety  days  after  the  date 
of  promulgation  of  the  regulations  provided 
for  herein 


On  page  12,  line  6.  strike  "25  years."  and 
insert  the  following:  "25  years:  provided. 
however,  that  the  damages  to  property  that 
were  caused,  or  would  have  been  caused  if 
any  object  of  the  conspiracy  had  been  accom- 
plished, rrtust  exceed,  or  must  be  reasonably 
estimated  to  exceed.  $25,000." 

On  page  7.  at  the  end  of  line  17.  add  the  fol- 
lowing: ■provided,  however,  that  the  dam- 
ages to  property  must  exceed  $25,000;" 


FEINSTEIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1202 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  1199,  proposed 


S.MITH  AMENDMENT  NO.   1203 
Mr.  HATCH  (for  Mr.  Smith)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  amendment  No.  1199 
proposed  by  Mr.   Dole,   to  the  bill,  S. 
735,  supra;  as  follows: 


PRESSLER  (AND  DASCHLE) 
AMENDMENTS  NOS.  1204^  1205 

Mr.  HATCH  (for  Mr.  Pres-SLER  for 
himself  and  Mr.  D.aschle)  proposed  two 
amendments  to  amendment  no.  1199 
proposed  by  Mr.  Dole,  to  the  bill,  S. 
735.  supra;  as  follows; 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1204 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  DESIGNATION  OF  CARTNEY  KOCH 
MCRAVE.N  CHILD  DEVELOPMENT 
CE.\TER. 

(a)  DE.slGN.'VnON.— 

(1)  In  ge.neral.— The  Federal  building  at 
1314  LeMay  Boulevard.  Ellsworth  .Air  Force 
Base,  South  Dakota,  shall  be  known  and  ues- 
ignated  as  the  Cartney  Koch  McRaven 
Child  Development  Center". 

(2)  REPLACEMENT  BUILDING.— If.  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  a  new  Federal 
building  is  built  at  the  location  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  to  replace  the  building 
decribed  in  the  paragraph,  the  new  Federal 
building  shall  be  known  and  designated  as 
the  "Cartney  Koch  McRaven  Child  Develop- 
ment Center". 

(b)  REFERENCES.— Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map.  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  a  Federal 
building  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  "Cartney 
Koch  McRaven  Child  Development  Center". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1205 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

StC.    .  rAJLSfc  iDENTIFiCATiON  OF  DOCL7.IENTS. 

(a)  Minimum  Number  of  Docu.ments  For 
Certain  Offense.— Section  1028  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(3).  by  striking  "five" 
and  inserting  "3";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1)(B).  by  striking 
"five"  and  inserting  "3". 

(b)  Required    Verification    of    Mailed 

IDENTIFICATION  DOCUMENTS.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL. —Chapter  83  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

$1739.    Verification    of    identification    docu- 
ments 
'  1  i  Whoever  knowingly  sends  through  the 
mails  any  unverified  information  document 
purporting    to    be    that    of    the    individual 
named  in  the  document,  when  in  fact  the 
identify  of  the  individual  is  not  as  the  docu- 
ment purports,  shall  be  fined  under  this  title 
or  imprisoned  not  more  than  1  year,  or  both. 
"(b)  As  used  in  this  section— 
"(1)  the  term    unverified',  with  respect  to 
an  identification  document,  means  that  the 
sender  has  not  personally  viewed  a  certifi- 
cation or  other  written  communication  con- 
firming the  identity  of  the  Individual  in  the 
document  from— 

"(A)  a  governmental  entity  within  the 
United  States  or  any  of  its  territories  or  pos- 
sessions; or 

•(B)  a  duly  licensed  physician,  hospital,  or 
medical  clinic  within  the  United  States; 


■(2)  the  term  'identification  document' 
means  a  card,  certificate,  or  paper  intended 
to  be  used  primarily  to  identify  an  individ- 
ual; and 

"(3)  the  term  'identity'  means  personal 
characteristics  of  an  individual,  including 
age  and  nationality." 

(2)  Clerical  amendment— The  uble  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  83  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 
"1739.  Verification  of  identification  docu- 
ments.". 

(c)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
3001(a)  of  title  39.  United  SUtes  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  ""or  1738"  and  inserting 
"1738.  or  1739" 


SPECTER  AMENDMENT  NO.  1206 

Mr.  HATCH  !for  Mr.  SPECTER)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  amendment 
No.  1199  proposed  by  Mr.  Dole,  to  the 
bill,  S.  735,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  22.  between  lines  18  and  19  insert 
the  following: 

"(b)  Assistance  to  Foreign  Countries  To 
Procure  Explosives  Detection  Devices  and 
Other  Sophi.sticated  Counterterrorism 
Technology.— Subject  to  section  575(b).  up 
to  $10,000,000  in  assistance  in  any  fiscal  year 
may  be  provided  to  procure  explosives  detec- 
tion devices  or  other  sophisticated 
counterterrorism  technology  to  any  country 
facing  an  imminent  danger  of  terrorist  at- 
tacks that  threaten  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States  or  put  United  States  na- 
tionals at  risk.". 

On  page  22.  line  19.  strike  "(b)"  and  insert 
"(c)". 


BROWN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1207 

Mr.  HATCH  (for  Mr.  Brown)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  amendment  no.  1199 
proposed  b.y  Mr.  Dole,  to  the  bill,  S. 
735,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  Hatch  sub- 
stitute, add  the  following  new  section— 
-sec.    .  sanctions  against  terrorist  COUN- 
TRIES. 

(a)  Prohibition.— In  conjunction  with  a  de- 
termination by  the  Secretary  of  State  that  a 
nation  is  a  state  sponsor  of  international 
terrorism  pursuant  to  6(j)  of  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
2405(j))  or  620A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371).  the  Secretary  of 
State,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  shall  issue  regulations  prohibit- 
ing the  following — 

(1)  The  importation  into  the  United  States, 
or  the  financing  of  such  importation,  of  any 
goods  or  services  originating  in  a  terrorist 
country,  other  than  publications  or  mate- 
rials imported  for  news  publications  or  news 
broadcast  dissemination: 

(2)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  section 
203(b)  of  lEEPA  (50  U.S.C.  1702  (b)).  the  ex- 
portation from  the  United  States  to  a  terror- 
ist country,  the  government  of  a  terrorist 
country,  or  to  any  entity  controlled  by  the 
government  of  a  terrorist  country,  or  the  fi- 
nancing of  such  exportation,  of  any  goods, 
technology  (including  technical  data  or 
other  information  subject  to  the  Export  Ad- 
ministration Act  Regulations.  15  CFR  Parts 
768-799(1994))  or  services; 

(3)  The  reexportation  to  such  terrorist 
country,  its  government,  or  to  any  entity 
owned  or  controlled  by  the  government  of 
the  terrorist  country,  or  an.v  goods  or  tech- 
nology (including  technical  data  or  other  in- 


formation) exported  from  the  United  States, 
the  exportation  of  which  is  subject  to  export 
license  application  requirements  under  any 
U.S.  regulations  in  effect  immediately  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  unless,  for 
goods,  they  have  been  (i)  substantially  trans- 
formed outside  the  U.S..  or  (ii)  incorporated 
into  another  product  outside  the  United 
States  and  constitutes  less  than  10  percent 
by  value  of  that  product  exported  from  a 
third  country; 

(4)  except  to  the  extent  provided  in  section 
203(b)  of  lEEPA  (50  U.S.C.  1702(b)).  any  trans- 
action, including  purchase,  sale,  transpor- 
tation, swap,  financing,  or  brokering  trans- 
actions, or  United  States  person  relating  to 
goods  or  services  originating  from  a  terrorist 
country  or  owned  or  controlled  by  the  grov- 
emment  of  a  terrorist  country; 

(5)  Any  new  investment  by  a  United  States 
person  in  a  terrorist  country  or  in  property 
(including  entities)  owned  or  controlled  by 
the  government  of  a  terrorist  country; 

(6)  The  approval  or  facilitation  by  a  United 
States  person  or  entry  into  or  performance 
by  an  entity  owned  or  controlled  by  a  United 
States  person  of  a  transaction  or  contract: 

(A)  prohibited  sis  to  United  States  persons 
by  subsection  (3).  (4)  or  (5)  or 

(B)  relating  to  the  financing  of  activities 
prohibited  as  to  United  States  persons  by 
those  subsections,  or  of  a  guaranty  of  an- 
other person's  performance  of  such  trans- 
action or  contract;  and 

(7)  Any  transaction  by  any  United  States 
person  or  within  the  United  States  that 
evades  or  avoids,  or  has  the  purpose  of  evad- 
ing or  avoiding,  or  attempting  to  violate, 
any  of  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in  this  sec- 
tion. 

(b)  DEFiNi-noNS.— For  the  purposes  of  this 
section: 

(1)  the  term  "person"  means  an  individual 
or  entity; 

(2)  the  terra  "entity  "  means  a  partnership, 
association,  trust,  joint  venture,  corpora- 
tion, or  other  organization: 

(3)  the  term  "United  States  person"  means 
any  U.S.  citizen,  permanent  resident  alien, 
entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  Unit- 
ed states  (including  foreign  branches),  or 
any  person  in  the  United  States; 

(4)  the  term  "terrorist  country"  means  a 
country  the  government  of  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  has  determined  is  a  terrorist 
government  for  the  purposes  of  69(j)  of  the 
Export  Administration  Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C. 
App.  2405(j)).  or  620A  of  the  Foreign  .Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2371)  and  includes 
the  territory  of  the  countr.v  and  any  other 
territory  or  marine  area,  including  the  ex- 
clusive economic  zone  and  continental  shelf, 
over  which  the  government  of  the  terrorist 
country  claims  sovereignty,  sovereign 
rights,  or  jurisdiction,  provided  that  the"  gov- 
ernment of  the  terrorist  country  exercises 
partial  or  total  de  facto  control  over  the 
area  or  derives  a  benefit  from  the  economic 
activity  in  the  area  pursuant  to  inter- 
national arrangements;  and 

(5)  the  term   "new  investment"  means— 

(A)  a  commitment  or  contribution  of  funds 
or  other  assets,  or 

(B)  a  loan  or  other  extension  of  credit; 

(6)  the  term  "appropriate  committees  of 
Congress"  means — 

(A)  the  Banking  and  Financial  Services 
Committee,  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
and  the  International  Relations  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Representatives; 

(B)  the  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs Committee,  the  Finance  Committee 
and  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of  the 
Senate. 
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(c)  Export'Re-Export.— The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  may  not  authorize  the  expor- 
tation or  reexportation  to  a  terrorist  coun- 
try, the  government  of  a  terrorist  country. 
or  an  entity  owned  or  controlled  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  terrorist  country  or  any  goods, 
technology,  or  services  subject  to  export  li- 
cense application  requirements  of  another 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government,  if 
authorization  of  the  exportation  or  re-expor- 
tation by  that  agency  would  be  prohibited  by 
law. 

(d)  Rights  .a.sd  Be.nefits— Nothing  con- 
tained in  this  section  shall  create  any  right 
or  benefit,  substantive  or  procedural,  en- 
forceable by  any  party  against  the  United 
States,  its  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  its 
officers  or  employees,  or  any  other  person. 

(e)  W.MVER— The  President  may  waive  the 
prohibitions  described  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  for  a  country  for  successive  180 
day  periods  if— 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  national 
security  interests  or  humanitarian  reasons 
justify  a  waiver:  and 

(2)  at  least  15  days  before  the  waiver  takes 
effect,  the  President  consults  with  appro- 
priate committees  of  Congress  regarding  the 
proposed  waiver  and  submits  a  report  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  President  Pro  Tempore  of  the  Senate 
containing — 

(A)  the  name  of  the  recipient  country: 

(B)  a  description  of  the  national  security 
interests  or  humanitarian  reasons  which  re- 
quire a  waiver; 

(C)  the  type  and  amount  of  and  the  jus- 
tification for  the  assistance  to  be  provided 
pursuant  to  the  waiver:  and 

(D)  the  period  of  time  during  which  such 
waiver  will  be  effective. 

The  waiver  authority  granted  in  this  sub- 
section may  not  be  used  to  provide  any  as- 
sistance which  is  also  prohibited  by  section 
40  of  the  Arms  Control  Export  Control  Act." 


KERREY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  1208 
f Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
_  -Mr.      KERREY     (for     himself.     Mr. 
u  A.viAiu  and  Ms.  MiKUL.SKU  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  them  to  amendment  No.  1199.  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Dole,  to  the  bill,  S.  735, 
supra;  as  follows: 

.\t  the  appropriate  place  in  the  pending 
substitute  amendment  No.  1199.  insert  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  AUTHORIZATION  OF  .\DDmONAI.  APPRO- 
PRIATION S  FOR  THE  DEPARTME.vr 
OF  THE  TREASURY. 

(a)  I.v  General.  There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  activities  of  the  Bureau 
of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  to  aug- 
ment counter-terrorism  efforts — 

(1)  S20.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

(2)  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997: 

(3)  S20.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

(4i  S20.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1999;  and 
(5)  S20.000.000  for  fiscal  year  2000. 

(b)  In  General.  There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  activities  of  the  United 
States  Secret  Service,  to  augment  White 
House  security  and  expand  Presidential  pro- 
tection activities — 

(1)  $62,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

(2)  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

(3)  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998: 

(4)  $25,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999:  and 

(5)  S25.000.000  for  fiscal  vear  2000. 


by  Mr.  Dole,  to  the  bill,  S.  735,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  PROHIBmON  O.N  DISTRIBUTION  OF  IN- 
FORMATION RELATING  TO  EXP!,0 
SrVE  MATERIALS  FOR  A  CRIMINAL 
PURPOSE. 

(a)  Section  842  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 

■■(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
teach  or  demonstrate  the  making  of  explo- 
sive materials,  or  to  distribute  by  any  means 
information  pertaining  to.  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  manufacture  of  explosive  mate- 
rials, if  the  person  intends,  or  knows  that 
such  explosive  materials  or  information  will 
likely  be  used  for,  or  in  furtherance  of.  an 
activity  that  constitutes  a  Federal  criminal 
offense  or  a  criminal  purpose  affecting  inter- 
state commerce." 

(b)  Section  844  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  designating  section  (a) 
as  subsection  (axl)  and  by  adding  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

■•(a>(2)  Any  person  who  violates  subsection 
(1)  of  section  842  of  this  chapter  shall  be  fined 
under  this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more  than 
twenty  years,  or  both." 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  be  holding 
a  hearing  on  Thursday.  June  8.  1995.  be- 
ginning at  9:30  a.m..  in  room  485  of  the 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building  on  S. 
436.  a  bill  to  improve  the  economic  con- 
ditions and  supply  of  housing  in  native 
American  communities  by  creating  the 
Native  American  Financial  Services 
Organization,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Those  wishing  additional  information 
should  contact  the  Committee  on  In- 
dian Affairs  at  224-22ol. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


FEINSTEIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  1209 
Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  1199.  proposed 


TRIBUTE  TO  COL.  RAYMOND  W. 
OKEEFE.  U.S.  ARMY 

•  Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
would  like  to  congratulate  Col.  Ray- 
mond W.  O'Keefe.  a  native  son  of 
Maine,  who  retired  from  the  U.S.  Army 
on  June  1,  1995.  after  a  distinguished 
career  of  faithful  service  to  our  Nation 
spanning  26  years.  Throughout  those  26 
years  of  service.  Ray  O'Keefe  exempli- 
fied the  true  spirit  of  the  United  States 
cavalryman:  "honor  was  his  guide,  re- 
sourcefulness his  strength,  and  a  pas- 
sion for  duty  was  his  chief  characteris- 
tic." 

Colonel  O'Keefe  was  commissioned 
through  the  Reserve  Officers'  Training 
Corps  as  a  second  lieutenant  in  the 
Regular  Army  following  his  graduation 
from  the  University  of  Maine  at  Orono 
in  June  1969.  Over  the  course  of  his  ca- 
reer. Colonel  O'Keefe  served  in  a  vari- 
ety of  challenging  troop  and  staff  as- 
signments in  the  United  States.  Ger- 
many. Korea,  and  Vietnam.  Following 


completion  of  the  Armor  Officer's 
Basic  Course  at  Fort  Knox.  then-Lieu- 
tenant O'Keefe  reported  for  duty  with 
the  1st  Squadron.  17th  Cavalry,  as- 
signed to  the  elite  82d  Airborne  Divi- 
sion, at  Fort  Bragg.  NC.  Lieutenant 
O'Keefe  practiced  his  craft  and  honed 
his  skills  while  serving  in  a  variety  of 
positions  at  the  troop  level. 

He  arrived  in  Pleiku,  in  the  Central 
Highlands  of  Vietnam,  in  December  of 

1971.  and  assumed  command  of  D 
Troop.  17th  Cavalry,  the  la  Drang  Val- 
ley, site  of  one  of  the  first  large  battles 
of  the  war.  was  only  thirty  miles  dis- 
tant. One  of  the  last  major  fights  of  the 
war.    the    Easter   Offensive    in    March. 

1972.  involved  this  same  area,  and  Ray 
O'Keefe  was  there. 

His  next  assignment  brought  him  to 
a  post  well-known  in  the  annals  of  cav- 
alry lore— Fort  Riley,  KS— the  birth- 
place of  the  famous  7th  Cavalry  Regi- 
ment. Alread.v  an  experienced  combat 
veteran.  Ray  served  with  distinction  as 
a  troop  commander  and  operations  offi- 
cer with  the  1st  Squadron,  4th  Cavalry, 
refining  his  skills,  coaching,  and  teach- 
ing the  cavalrymen  and  officers  en- 
trusted to  his  care., 

Obviously.  Ray  O'Keefe  stood  out 
from  his  peers,  for  as  an  armor  officer 
he  was  selected  to  attend  Infantry  Offi- 
cers Advanced  Course  at  the  U.S.  Army 
Infantry  School.  Selection  to  an  ad- 
vanced course  of  another  branch  is  an 
indication  that  an  officer  has  mastered 
his  basic  branch  skills  and  is  being 
groomed  for  positions  of  much  greater 
responsibility.  His  follow-on  assign- 
ment as  a  staff  plans  officer  with  the 
Joint  Personnel  Staff  at  Headquarters. 
8th  U.S.  Army,  in  Yong  San,  Korea,  un- 
derscored the  high  regard  in,  which  he 

ment  provided  Ray  valuable  experience 
working  with  senior  officers  and  those 
of  the  other  Services  and  would  serve 
him  well  in  future  assignments. 

Following  promotion  to  major  ahead 
of  his  peers,  and  with  a  Master  of 
Science  degree  in  Educational  Admin- 
istration in  hand.  Ray  O'Keefe  re- 
turned to  New  England.  Assigned  as 
the  Assistant  Professor  of  Military 
Science  at  the  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  he  excelled  as  an  instructor 
of  young  men  and  women.  Those  en- 
trusted with  attracting  and  developing 
our  Army's  future  leaders  have  a  par- 
ticularly important  responsibility.  Ray 
O'Keefe  truly  understood  this  respon- 
sibility and  more  than  met  the  chal- 
lenge. 

As  a  field  grade  officer.  Ray  contin- 
ued with  his  service  in  a  series  of  in- 
creasingly challenging  assignments, 
this  time  in  Germany.  The  cold  war 
was  at  its  height,  and  deterrence  was 
the  keystone  of  our  defense  policy. 
Trained  and  ready.  Army  forces  pro- 
vided NATO's  first  line  of  defense  in 
Europe  against  the  Warsaw  Pact.  Serv- 
ing 1  year  as  executive  officer  of  the 
4th       Battalion.       64th       Armor.       in 


Aschaffenburg.  followed  by  almost  3 
years  pn  the  Operations  and  Plans  staff 
of  the  3rd  Infantry  Division  in 
Wurzburg.  then-Major  O'Keefe  was  in- 
strumental in  successfully  bringing  the 
Ml  Abrams  main  battle  tank  to  the  di- 
vision. Personally  selected  by  the  com- 
manding general  as  chief  of  training 
for  the  division.  Ray  soon  became  the 
recognized  expert  in  Europe  on  fielding 
and  training  for  the  Ml  tank. 

Battalion  command  is  a  challenge  re- 
served for  only  the  Army's  most  capa- 
ble and  most  promising  officers.  In 
June  of  1984,  then-Lieutenant  Colonel 
O'Keefe's  demonstrated  performance 
and  potential  resulted  in  his  selection 
to  command  the  3rd  Squadron.  7th  Cav- 
alry, a  unit  rich  tradition.  From  its 
battalion  colors  fly  streamers  embla- 
zoned with  names  we  associate  with 
gallantry,  courage,  sacrifice:  Little  Big 
Horn,  Leyte,  Korea.  Equipped  with 
tanks,  helicopters,  armored  personnel 
carriers,  and  artillery,  the  division  cav- 
alry squadron  is  perhaps  one  of  the 
most  lethal  fighting  organizations 
within  the  Army  and  one  of  the  most 
challenging  to  effectively  command. 
Its  mission  was  one  of  the  cold  war's 
most  difficult  and  sensitive— patrolling 
the  border  between  freedom  and  tyr- 
anny in  Europe.  Under  Ray  O'Keefe's 
expert  hand,  the  troopers  of  the  3rd 
Squadron  patrolled  the  intra-German 
border  24  hours  a  day.  7  days  a  week. 
Tough,  realistic  training  and  com- 
petent, confident  leadership  were  re- 
warded in  1985  when  the  3rd  Squadron 
captured  the  prestigious  Flynn  Cup. 
awarded  to  the  best  border  squadron  in 
the  VII  Corps.  Through  sustained  supe- 
rior performance.  Ray  O'Keefe  proved 
he  had  what  it  took  to  command  and 
care  for  1.200  soldiers  and  their  fami- 
lies. 

The  Joint  Staff  provided  Ray  O'Keefe 
another  opportunity  to  excel.  Assigned 
as  Chief  of  the  Operations.  Training, 
and  Exercise  Branch  in  the  National 
Military  Command  Center,  he  played  a 
key  role  in  every  world  crisis  for  al- 
most 2  years.  Colonel  O'Keefe  devel- 
oped and  wrote  the  required  oper- 
ational concept  for  what  was  to  become 
the  automated  Crisis  Management  Sys- 
tem, now  the  heart  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  crisis  management  response. 
The  impact  of  this  contribution  to  our 
Nation  cannot  be  overstated. 

Colonel  O'Keefe  culminated  his  serv- 
ice as  Chief.  Congressional  Activities 
Division.  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
U.S.  Army.  In  this  capacity.  Ray  once 
again  set  the  standard  preparing  senior 
Army  leadership  for  their  personal 
interactions  with  Congress,  including 
confirmations.  congressional  testi- 
mony, and  meetings  with  Members  of 
Congress.  Ray  also  supervised  prepara- 
tion and  publication  of  the  Army's  an- 
nual Posture  Statement  and  Focus  pe- 
riodical. Both  General  Sullivan  and 
Secretary  West  have  come  to  rely  on 
Ray    O'Keefe's    sound    judgment,    keen 


insight,  and  sage  advice.  In  this  assign- 
ment, as  in  all  the  others  throughout 
his  career.  Ray  has  been  in  the  van- 
guard working  to  ensure  that  Ameri- 
ca's Army  maintains,  the  warrior's 
edge. 

Col.  Raymond  W.  O'Keefe  is  indeed 
the  quintessential  leader.  His  selfless 
service,  commitment  to  excellence,  and 
caring  professionalism  have  contin- 
ually provided  inspiration  to  those 
with  whom  he  has  served.  This  excep- 
tional officer  truly  personifies  those 
traits  of  courage,  competency,  and  in- 
tegrity that  our  Nation  has  come  to  ex- 
pect from  our  Army  officers.  When  he 
was  needed,  he  was  there.  He  has 
served  our  Nation  well,  and  our  heart- 
felt appreciation  and  best  wishes  for 
continued  success  go  with  him.* 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

•  Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  was 
forced  to  cast  my  vote  against  the 
budget  resolution  for  the  upcoming  fis- 
cal year. 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. I  take  seriously  my  responsibil- 
ities to  form  and  oversee  our  Nation's 
budget.  Accordingly,  I  believe  the 
budget  resolution  is  one  of  the  most 
important  documents  produced  by  the 
Congress  each  year. 

This  resolution  is  critical  legislation 
because  it  sets  our  Nation's  priorities. 
It  steers  our  economic  policies.  And,  it 
carries  weight  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

I  believe  this  process  should  be  used 
to  give  the  American  people  hope.  The 
American  people  deserve  a  sound  budg- 
et, which  reflects  their  spending  prior- 
ities. And,  they  deserve  economic  secu- 
rity in  youth  as  well  as  in  older  years. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  this 
budget  fulfills  none  of  these  require- 
ments. It  is  truly  the  worst  of  slash 
and  burn  politics.  It  is  misguided  eco- 
nomic policy.  It  robs  our  constituents 
of  hope  and  our  children  of  their  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  President,  our  colleagues  offered 
a  number  of  amendments  which  would 
have  gone  a  long  way  to  improve  this 
bill. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleased  that  a  strong  bipartisan  coali- 
tion of  Senators  supported  a  sense  of 
the  Senate  measure  I  offered  on  impact 
aid.  Impact  aid  is  critical  educational 
assistance  for  our  federally  impacted 
school  districts.  I  hope  my  amendment 
will  ensure  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment lives  up  to  its  responsibilities  to 
our  Nation's  schoolchildren  who  live  on 
Federal  property.  That  is  the  minimum 
we  owe  the  children  of  our  women  and 
men  in  uniform,  and  I  am  pleased  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Mr.  DOMENICI.  accepted  my 
amendment  as  part  of  his  resolution. 

Unfortunately,  many  other  amend- 
ments which  would  have  improved  this 


bill  failed  to  pass  on  largely  party-line 
votes. 

I  was  pleased  to  support  a  substitute 
budget  proposed  by  my  friend,  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota.  Mr.  Conrad. 
His  proposal— the  fair  share  plan- 
reached  balance,  closed  loopholes,  ex- 
cluded Social  Security,  but  smoothed 
the  glidepath  of  reduced  spending.  It  is 
my  sincere  belief  that  the  budget  pro- 
posed by  Senator  Conrad  would  have 
been  a  better  starting  point  than  the 
one  put  forth  by  my  Republican  col- 
leagues. The  Conrad  plan  was  not  per- 
fect, but  it  would  have  been  better  for 
our  children,  our  elderly,  the  environ- 
ment, and  the  most  vulnerable  mem- 
bers of  our  society. 

My  friends,  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  Senator 
HOLLINGS,  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa, 
Mr.  H.'KRKIN,  offered  a  wise  amendment 
which  aimed  at  restoring  the  draconian 
cuts  to  education.  I  was  pleased  to 
speak  in  favor  of  this  amendment,  and 
an  truly  sorry  that  our  Republican 
friends  were  unable  to  join  colleagues 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  in  restoring 
some  hope  for  our  children's  future. 

Similarly,  my  Budget  Committee 
colleague,  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey, Mr.  Lautenberg,  and  my  friend 
from  West  Virginia,  Mr.  R(x:kefeller, 
offered  an  important  amendment  to  re- 
store some  of  the  nasty  cuts  to  the 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  Programs.  This 
amendment  would  have  given  some 
much-needed  security  to  our  elderly.  It 
would  have  also  loosened  the  squeeze 
on  the  middle  class — average  Ameri- 
cans like  me,  who  are  caught  between 
elderly,  frail  parents,  and  kids  at 
home. 

I  was  honored  to  join  two  of  my  dis- 
tiiiguished  colicagucs  from  the  Finance 
Committee,  Senator  BR.'vdley  and  Sen- 
ator Breaux  to  roll  back  the  tax  in- 
crease on  our  country's  working  fami- 
lies. This  budget  plan  raises  the  taxes 
on  families  earning  less  than  S28,000  per 
year.  I  think  nearly  everyone  in  this 
country  would  agree  it  is  inherently 
unfair  to  raise  taxes  on  the  lower  mid- 
dle class  and  give  a  break  to  the 
wealthiest  among  us.  Unfortunately, 
this  amendment  was  rejected  on  party 
lines.  That  is  a  tragic  and  sad  mistake. 

Time  and  again,  some  of  our  col- 
leagues attempted  to  restore  common 
sense  to  this  budget,  but  we  were 
caught  up  in  the  partisanship  of  this 
body.  One  of  the  worst  examples  of  this 
came  with  the  defeat  of  the  Murray 
amendment.  My  amendment  simply 
would  have  protected  kids  from  Medic- 
aid cuts.  Despite  the  defeat  of  my 
amendment  which  would  have  put  the 
Senate  on  record  that  children  should 
not  be  left  without  insurance,  I  will 
continue  to  fight  for  the  interests  of 
children  in  this  Nation  as  the  Medicaid 
system  is  reformed  by  this  Congress. 

Lastly,  I  was  very  disappointed  that 
an  amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
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from  Delaware.  Senator  Roth,  was  de- 
feated. The  Senator  from  Delaware  cor- 
rectly called  attention  to  the  risks  to 
our  environment  if  oil  exploration  were 
to  be  extended  in  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  This  amendment  was 
important  for  the  future  of  our  Na- 
tion's environment,  and  its  defeat  Is 
shortsighted  and  ill-advised. 

Mr.  President,  without  these  amend- 
ments, without  this  safety  net  for  our 
children,  without  protections  of  our  en- 
vironment, and  without  other  safe- 
guards for  our  most  vulnerable  citi- 
zens, this  resolution  is  fatally  flawed. 
And,  I  cannot  support  this  draconian 
and  risky  budget  plan.* 


my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  recogniz- 
ing the  hard  work  of  this  outstanding 
Kentuckian  and  to  congratulate  him 
on  his  induction  as  an  honorary  fellow 
into  the  Royal  College  of  Surgeons.* 


June  5,  1995 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  HIRAM  C.  POLK, 
JR. 

•  Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  honor  Dr.  Hiram  C.  Polk. 
Jr..  Hiram  is  chairman  of  surgery  at 
the  University  of  Louisville,  and  this 
week  he  will  be  inducted  into  the 
Royal  College  of  Surgeons  of  Edin- 
burgh. Scotland  as  an  honorary  fellow. 

The  Royal  College  of  Surgeons  is  the 
oldest  surgical  college  in  the  world  and 
is  also  the  most  renowned.  The  induc- 
tion as  an  honorary  fellow  is  the  high- 
est honor  awarded  by  the  college.  This 
tribute  is  unquestionably  one  that 
Hiram  should  be  proud  of,  because  the 
college  only  gives  out  five  or  six 
awards  in  one  year  to  the  best  surgeons 
around  the  world. 

Hiram  was  also  asked  to  deliver  the 
Lister  lecture  at  the  college's  annual 
meeting  in  Aberdeen,  Scotland  on  May 
26.  1995.  making  him  the  first  American 
to  give  the  Lister  lecture.  Hiram  is 
also  one  of  only  13  people  to  ever  de- 
liver the  lecture.  He  joins  an  impres- 
sive list  of  past  lecturers  which  include 
two  Nobel  Prize  winners.  His  speech 
will  focus  on  his  work  to  understand 
and  control  infection  after  trauma,  re- 
search he  has  worked  extensively  on  at 
the  University  of  Louisville  for  more 
than  a  decade. 

Hiram  received  his  medical  degree 
from  Harvard  University  in  1960,  and  11 
years  later  he  accepted  a  position  at 
the  University  of  Louisville.  At  the  age 
of  35,  Hiram  was  named  chairman  of 
surgery  at  the  university,  making  him 
one  of  the  youngest  surgery  depart- 
ment chairmen  in  the  Nation. 

His  researc"-  on  surgery  infection 
began  in  1969.  and  he  says  it  still  has  a 
long  way  to  go  He  best  describes  his 
work  in  a  recent  article  from  the  Cou- 
rier Journal,  'you  keep  hoping  for  a 
breakthrough.  But  in  fact  *  *  *  you're 
crawling  your  way  up  the  Washington 
Monument  one  step  at  a  time."  And 
you  can  bet,  Hiram  will  continue  his 
research  on  surgical  infections  for 
years  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  Dr.  Hiram 
C.  Polk.  Jr.,  for  his  outstanding  service 
to  the  University  of  Louisville  and  to 
the  entire  medical  community.   I  ask 


THE  BALANCED  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  unfor- 
tunately I  was  unable  to  vote  on  the 
balanced  budget  resolution  and  several 
pending  amendments.  I  was  the  com- 
mencement speaker  for  the  1995  grad- 
uating class  of  Johns  Hopkins  Univer- 
sity in  Baltimore  from  which  my  niece 
and  nephew  were  also  graduating. 

However,  had  I  been  here  to  vote  I 
would  have  voted  against  the  resolu- 
tion because  I  believe  it  hurts  too 
many  Americans.  It  hurts  our  seniors 
and  it  hurts  our  students. 

Everything  this  country  has  fought 
for  is  being  attacked  in  this  budget. 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  long-term  care, 
veterans  health  care,  and  education. 

We  must  have  a  call  to  arms  to  save 
lives  and  save  people. 

Mr.  President,  during  consideration 
of  the  budget  resolution.  Senator 
CoNR.^D  offered  an  amendment  which 
would  have  achieved  a  balanced  budget 
by  2004. 

I  support  Senator  Conrad's  approach 
to  balancing  the  budget  because  I  be- 
lieve that  it  represents  a  far  more  equi- 
table approach  to  balancing  the  budget 
than  the  budget  resolution  which 
passed  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  Conrad 
amendment  because  it  balances  the 
budget  without  counting  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund  surplus.  I  have  stated 
in  the  pa,st  that  I  cannot  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  that  does  not  protect  So- 
cial Security.  A  promise  made  must  be 
a  promise  kept. 

We  cannot  jeopardize  the  retirement 
benefits  of  the  G.I.  Joe  generation— the 
generation  that  fought  and  saved  civ- 
ilization. We  owe  it  to  our  veterans  and 
their  families  to  ensure  a  safe  and  se- 
cure future. 

In  addition,  I  support  the  Conrad 
amendment  because  it  fully  funds  edu- 
cation and  restores  some  of  the  cuts  to 
veterans  programs,  infrastructure  in- 
vestments, and  technology  programs, 
while  still  achieving  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President.  I  also  want  to  express 
my  strong  support  for  an  amendment 
offered  by  my  colleague.  Senator  Ken- 
nedy, to  restore  funding  for  college  aid. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution 
would  cut  $30  million  in  Federal  aid  to 
college  students  over  the  next  7  years. 
This  is  the  largest  education  cut  in 
U.S.  history. 

This  is  unacceptable.  Education  must 
be  a  No.  1  priority.  It  is  with  me  and  it 
should  also  be  a  priority  in  this  budget. 

Senator  Kennedy's  amendment 
would  have  helped  to  restore  college 
student  aid  funds.  This  amendment  did 
not  pass,  but  yet  it  is  extremely  impor- 


tant when  half  of  all  college  students 
receive  Federal  financial  aid. 

However,  I  am  pleased  that  the 
Snowe  amendment  which  was  adopted 
will  restore  $9.4  billion  over  7  years  to 
student  loans.  I  support  this  amend- 
ment because  I  know  what  it  will  mean 
to  Maryland's  students. 

Our  undergraduate  students  borrow 
the  maximum  of  $17,125  just  to  be  able 
to  afford  a  college  education,  access  to 
increased  opportunities  and  to  achieve 
the  American  dream. 

The  cost  of  college  has  skyrocketed 
and  our  students  need  our  support 
through  Federal  financial  aid  programs 
or  through  innovative  initiatives  like 
National  Service.  We  cannot  turn  our 
back  on  them  now. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  budget,  we  are 
given  cuts,  not  compassion.  As  an  ap- 
propriator.  I  know  firsthand  what 
these  cuts  mean.  These  are  not  num- 
bers. These  are  not  statistics.  These 
are  not  line  items.  They  are  issues  peo- 
ple care  about. 

Balancing  the  budget  should  not  be 
about  rhetoric  or  about  scoring  politi- 
cal points.  Balancing  the  budget  should 
be  about  honoring  the  contributions  of 
the  G.I.  Joe  generation,  the  generation 
who  worked  hard,  played  by  the  rules, 
and  served  our  country  well.  It  is  for 
those  who  are  fighting  for  the  future 
generations  of  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  still  has  a 
long  way  to  go  this  year  and  a  lot  of 
work  to  do  on  this  Nation's  budget. 
This  resolution  is  not  the  final  word 
and  I  look  forward  to  setting  this  Na- 
tion's priorities  straight  and  fighting 
for  the  generations  to  come.* 
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THE  TERCENTENNIAL  ANNR/'ER- 
SARY  OF  GLOUCESTER  TOWN- 
SHIP, NJ 

•  Mr.  BRADLEY.  .Mr.  President,  today 
I  wish  to  commemorate  the  300th  anni- 
versary of  the  founding  of  Gloucester 
Township.  Three  hundred  years  after 
its  incorporation,  Gloucester  Township 
has  grown  from  a  small  farming  com- 
munity along  the  banks  of  what  is  now 
Timber  Creek  into  one  of  New  Jersey's 
premier  residential  communities. 

On  June  1,  1995,  residents  of  Glouces- 
ter Township  celebrated  their  300th 
year  with  a  ceremony  consisting  of  a 
reenactment  of  the  1695  Proclamation 
of  Incorporation.  After  the  ceremony, 
the  tercentenary  committee  presented 
a  hand-sewn  quilt  consisting  of  33  pan- 
els which  traces  the  township's  unique 
history  and  highlights  the  area's  his- 
toric sites.  The  quilt,  lovingly  crafted 
by  over  20  volunteers,  took  hundreds  of 
hours  to  complete  and  is  a  fitting  trib- 
ute to  a  special  community.  Like  the 
memorial  quilt.  Gloucester  Township  is 
a  creation  of  the  sum  of  its  parts,  in- 
corporating many  small,  distinct  com- 
munities— each  with  their  own  his- 
tories and  special  characteristics — to 
add  color  and  form  to  the  township. 


When  the  mayor  and  town  council  of 
Gloucester  donned  their  colonial-era 
garb  to  reenact  the  Incorporation  Proc- 
lamation, they  payed  tribute  to  an 
area  of  New  Jersey  that  is  rich  in  his- 
tory. The  community  of  Chews  Land- 
ing, which  predates  New  Jersey's  state- 
hood by  years,  is  still  sprinkled  with 
old.  historic  homes  many  built  during 
the  days  when  George  Washington  and 
James  Madison  were  subscribers  to  the 
St.  John's  Episcopal  Church  in  Chews 
Landing.  Other  colorful  figures  in 
American  history  who  have  roots  in 
Gloucester  Township  include:  Lt. 
Aaron  Chew,  a  local  war  hero;  Abra- 
ham Clark.  George  Reed,  and  Charles 
Campbell,  signers  of  the  Declaration  of 
Independence;  F.  Muhlenberg,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Continental  Congress  and 
first  Speaker  of  the  House;  William 
Patterson,  former  Governor  of  New 
Jersey;  and  Elias  Boudinot,  a  member 
of  the  New  Jersey  Continental  Con- 
gress and  Director  of  the  first  U.S. 
Mint.  Blenheim,  home  to  the  cemetery 
that  is  still  known  today  as  Wallin's 
Graveyard,  was  home  to  Charity  Chew 
Powell  and  her  husband  Richard  who 
lost  17  of  their  20  sons  in  the  American 
Revolution  and  other  of  our  country's 
early  wars. 

Gloucester  Township  is  not  only  rich 
in  history,  it  is  also  blessed  with  at- 
tributes that  make  the  area  such  a 
wonderful  place  to  live  and  raise  a  fam- 
ily. An  outstanding  school  system, 
beautiful  parks,  an  active  little  league, 
and  a  diverse  population  create  an  en- 
vironment where  the  bonds  of  commu- 
nity can  thrive.  Approximately  56.000 
inhabitants  strong,  Gloucester  Town- 
ship is  no  longer  a  small  town  on  the 
banks  of  a  creek.  Still,  the  small-town 
belief  that  fellow  residents  are  actually 
friends  and  family,  still  flourishes  and 
has  allowed  Gloucester's  different  com- 
munities to  live  harmoniously  as  their 
community  has  grown.  Today,  when 
the  fragile  ecology  of  our  social  envi- 
ronment is  as  threatened  as  that  of  our 
natural  environment,  I  am  delighted  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  inhabitants  of  Gloucester  Township 
and  the  lessons  they  offer  in  commu- 
nit.y  and  modern  living. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate 
Gloucester  Township  once  again,  on 
their  tercentennial  anniversary.* 


SOCIAL  COMPACT'S  1995  OUT- 
STANDING COMMUNITY  INVEST- 
MENT AWARD 

•  Mr.  LEVIN  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  recognize  the  Sturgis  Neighbor- 
hood Program  [SNP]  and  the  Sturgis 
Federal  Savings  Bank  as  recipients  of 
the  Social  Compact's  1995  Outstanding 
Community  Investment  Award.  The 
Social  Compact  is  an  ecumenical  coali- 
tion of  hundreds  of  CEOs  from  all  types 
of  financial  services  institutions  and 
neighborhood  self-help  organizations 
who    have    joined    forces    to    promote 


proven.  effective  strategies  for 
strengthening  America's  vulnerable 
neighborhoods. 

The  partnership  achievement  of  the 
Sturgis  Neighborhood  Program  and  the 
Sturgis  Federal  Savings  Bank  is  re- 
building community  hope  and  pride  by 
stabilizing  lower  income  neighborhoods 
and  families  through  the  rehabilitation 
of  affordable  rental  housing.  Since  its 
inception,  the  SNP  has  rehabilitated 
five  single  family  homes  and  more  are 
on  the  way.  Tenant  families  are  em- 
ployed, receive  family  development 
guidance,  and  participate  in  mainte- 
nance education  programs.  Families 
also  participate  in  a  Goal  Setting  Plan 
which  guides  them  toward  being  self- 
sufficient,  productive  members  of  the 
community. 

The  Sturgis  Federal  Savings  Bank 
was  the  first  institution  to  support 
SNP's  mission  and  played  a  vital  role 
in  its  initial  success.  With  the  assist- 
ance of  Sturgis  Federal,  SNP  received 
grants  and  subsidies  which  allowed  the 
organization  to  successfully  renovate 
the  completed  five  units  of  affordable 
rental  housing.  It  is  my  honor  to  con- 
gratulate the  Sturgis  Neighborhood 
Program  and  the  Sturgis  Federal  Sav- 
ings Bank.  I  join  the  Social  Compact  in 
thanking  them  for  their  contributions 
to  the  Sturgis  community.* 


RAYMOND  KELLY'S  COMMENCE- 
MENT SPEECH  TO  MARIST  COL- 
LEGE 

*  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
May  20.  1995,  Raymond  W.  Kelly,  the 
esteemed  former  police  commissioner 
of  New  York  City,  gave  a  moving  com- 
mencement speech  at  Marist  College  in 
Poughkeepsie,  N"i".  Senators  will  recall 
that,  in  addition  to  his  service  as  the 
head  of  the  Nation's  largest  police 
force.  Commissioner  Kelly  recently  re- 
turned from  a  very  demanding  assign- 
ment as  director  of  the  International 
Police  Monitors  in  Haiti. 

In  his  speech.  Commissioner  Kelly 
urged  the  Class  of  1995  to  be.  and  I 
quote,  "America's  new  idealists.  *  *  * 
America  needs  new,  energetic  voices  to 
counter  the  current  wisdom  that  says 
all  government  is  suspect.  The  class  of 
'95  should  be  that  voice." 

In  recognition  of  Commissioner 
Kelly's  public  service,  Marist  College 
awarded  him  an  honorary  Doctorate  of 
Humane  Letters.  His  fine  commence- 
ment address  truly  deserves  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Senate,  and  I  ask  that  the 
text  of  the  speech  be  printed  in  the 

RfXORD. 

The  speech  follows: 

Rem.arks  by  Raymond  w.  kellv 

President  Murray.  Brother  Paul.  Chairman 
Dyson,  friends,  family,  and  members  of  the 
class  of  1995.  I  want  to  express  my  apprecia- 
tion to  Marist  College  and  its  board  of  trust- 
ees for  conferring  this  honorary  degree  on 
me.  And  I  want  to  express  my  congratula- 
tions to  the  class  of  '95  who  earned  your  de- 


grrees  the  hard  way.  This  honor  permits  me 
to  share  with  the  class  of  '95  the  soaring  rep- 
utation of  this  great  institution:  a  reputa- 
tion which  has  spread  far  beyond  the  con- 
fines of  the  Hudson  Valley,  across  America 
and  beyond,  to  some  unexpected  comers  of 
the  world. 

What  Brother  Paul  Ambrose  and  the  origi- 
nal Marist  fraternity  planted  with  their 
sweat  and  broad  shoulders  has  blossomed  be- 
yond even  their  inspired  dreams.  It  has  blos- 
somed because  the  secular  community  who 
followed  in  their  footsteps  kept  the  faith  and 
worked  hard.  The  result  is  this  beautiful 
campus,  a  crown  jewel  on  the  Hudson  River. 

But  Marist  College  is  far  more  than  that. 
It  has  preserved  what  other  institutions  have 
lost,  or  are  still  trying  to  achieve:  namely,  a 
faculty  that  teaches,  an  administration  that 
leads,  and  a  board  of  trustees  that  governs. 
The  result— and  I  know  this  first  hand— are 
graduates  who  leave  Marist  College  ready  to 
take  on  the  world,  in  all  of  its  complexity, 
and  even  its  dangers. 

Last  fall,  when  President  Clinton  asked  me 
to  go  to  Haiti  to  direct  the  international  po- 
lice monitors,  he  put  at  my  disposal  over 
twelve  hundred  police  professionals  from 
around  the  world.  In  addition.  I  had  United 
States  Army  and  Marine  Corps  personnel  re- 
porting to  me.  Our  job  was  to  stop  human 
rights  abuses  by  a  notorious  Haitian  police 
and  military,  and  to  establish  an  interim 
public  security  force.  We  did  all  that,  and 
more. 

I  was  honored  to  lead  the  effort,  but  I  cer- 
tainly could  not  do  it  alone.  With  a  large  and 
highly  skilled  group  from  which  to  choose,  I 
needed  three  individuals  for  key  positions.  I 
had  neither  the  time  nor  the  inclination  to 
check  their  college  credentials.  I  just  went 
on  my  instincts  that  came  with  30  years  of 
judging  leadership  in  the  New  York  City  Po- 
lice Department  and  the  United  States  Ma- 
rine Corps. 

And  today.  I  want  the  Marist  College  class 
of  1995  to  meet  the  three  individuals  who  I 
asked  to  go  in  harms  way  to  lead  Haiti  out 
of  the  hell  created  by  a  brutal  dictatorship. 
They  are  (and  I'd  like  them  to  stand): 

United  States  Marine  Corps  Major  Samuel 
Delgado.  military  liaison  for  Haiti's  second 
largest  city,  and  Marist  College  graduate, 
class  of  1977. 

United  States  Marine  Corps  Major  Mario 
Labpaix.  interpreter  and  military  liaison  for 
Haiti's  largest  city,  and  Marist  College  grad- 
uate, class  of  1978. 

And  former  assistant  commissioner  of  the 
New  York  City  Police  Department.  Paul  J. 
Browne,  the  deputy  director  of  the  inter- 
national police  monitors  in  Haiti,  and  Marist 
College  graduate,  class  of  1971. 

They  are  three  reasons  who  our  mission  in 
Haiti  was  a  success.  And  if  the  President  of 
the  United  States  called  again  tomorrow  and 
asked  me  for  three  good  men.  I'd  call 
Delgado.  Lapaix  and  Browne.  And  if  the 
President  of  the  United  States  called  tomor- 
row and  asked  me  for  three  hundred  good 
men  and  women.  Id  call  the  Marist  College 
placement  office. 

Professor  Lavin  described  it  as  an  "un- 
canny coincidence."  But  I'm  not  so  sure.  It 
should  be  no  surprise  that  the  tenets  of  eth- 
ics and  of  public  service  rooted  in  the  Marist 
tradition  and  carried  forward  in  its  class- 
rooms emerge  in  its  graduates,  just  when  the 
world  needs  them  most. 

I  urge  the  class  of  95  to  hold  fast  to  those 
tenets,  and  to  make  ethical  conduct  and 
service  to  your  fellow  human  beings  the  hall- 
marks of  whatever  careers  await  you.  Amer- 
ica, and  the  world,  sorely  need  both.  America 
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and  the  world  also  need  people  who  will 
stand  on  principle.  And.  uphold  in  their  daily 
lives  the  values  that  this  institution  believes 
in. 

My  advice  to  the  class  of  95  is:  Tell  the 
truth,  be  loyal  to  your  friends,  but  not  blind 
to  their  failing's,  and  set  a  standard  of  ethi- 
cal conduct  for  yourselves  and  to  be  true  to 
it  no  matter  what. 

Whatever  perceived  advantage  in  your  per- 
sonal or  public  life  is  sacrificed  by  doing  the 
risht  thing  is  not  worth  attaining  If  it  means 
compromising  what  you  believe  in. 

One  other  thing:  I  have  never  made  a  ca- 
reer decision  based  on  money,  and  I  have 
never  regretted  it.  I  can  see  all  of  you  with 
loan  payments  cringing.  But  I  mean  it.  Sim- 
ply put.  money  is  overrated.  America  has 
plenty  of  money  and  plenty  of  money  mak- 
ers, what  it  needs  is  idealists. 

I  urge  class  of  95  to  be  Ameria's  new  ideal- 
ists. 

Somewhere  between  Dallas.  Vietnam  and 
Watergate,  our  idealism  was  shattered. 
Idealism  was  the  great  casuality  of  my  gen- 
eration. It  need  not  be  yours. 

America  needs  new.  energetic  voices  to 
counter  the  current  wisdom  that  says  all 
government  is  suspect.  The  class  of  95  should 
be  that  voice. 

America  needs  a  conscience  that  counters 
the  he  that  the  poor  are  responsible  for  their 
own  plight.  The  class  of  95  should  be  that 
conscience. 

America  needs  the  confidence  to  refute  the 
proposition  that  self  interest  should  come 
before  all  other  interests.  The  class  of  95 
should  have  that  confidence. 

There  is  also  a  disturbing  manifesto  of  gov- 
ernment mistrust  abroad  in  the  land.  It  is 
embraced  by  a  radical  fringe  that  Is  not  pre- 
pared to  die  for  its  cause  but  ready  to  kill  for 
it.  But  it  is  not  embraced  by  the  radicals 
alone.  It  is  espoused  by  newcomers  to  leader- 
ship who  say  they  are  drawn  to  government 
for  the  principal  purpose  of  dismantling  it.  It 
has  also  given  rise  to  a  new  mean-spirited- 
ness  and  a  new  cynicism:  one  that  casts  a 
cold  eye  on  the  plight  of  the  poor  and  the  as- 
pirations of  minorities  and  immigrants.  And 
it  ha.s  given  ri'^e  to  a  new  isolationism  which 
would  confine  American  foreign  policy  to  the 
dark  parameters  of  narrow  self  interest. 

All  of  this  suspicious  introspection  is  unbe- 
coming of  the  American  character. 

Americans  are.  by  nature,  generous  and  op- 
timistic and  we  need  to  reclaim  our  heritage. 

You  need  to  reclaim  it. 

I  was  recently  told  about  a  retired  General 
Electric  employee  who  had  immigrated  to 
the  United  States  from  the  Ukraine  during 
World  War  Two.  He  came,  by  way  of  Russia. 
by  way  of  Germany,  by  way  of  France.  He 
was  a  refugee.  .-Mong  the  way  he  met  Amer- 
ican soldiers,  the  first  Americans  he  had  ever 
seen.  He  said  the  .Americans  were  fundamen- 
tally different  from  him  and  from  everyone 
he  had  ever  known. 

The  Americans  were  full  of  hope.  They 
were  full  of  optimism  and  idealism.  They 
laughed  easily  and  looked  to  the  future.  He 
knew  no  one  like  them.  They  were 
unencumbered  by  the  old  European  notions 
of  family  position,  of  wealth,  of  status.  They 
were  free  of  the  elitism  that  held  so  many 
people  back.  He  said  he  saw  the  Americans 
as  -a  new  tribe,"  completely  and  irresistibly 
different  from  his  experience,  and  he  des- 
perately wanted  to  be  a  member  of  the  tribe. 

That  was  50  years  ago.  But  the  world  still 
sees  .Americans  in  much  the  same  way.  In 
Haiti,  we  were  welcomed  as  liberators  by  the 
poorest  people  in  the  Western  Hemisphere 
The  graffiti  on  the  walls  in  Port-Au-Prince 


said:  Americans,  please  stay  in  Haiti  for  50 
years." 

American  self-interest  was  served  in  Haiti, 
certainly  as  it  applied  to  curtaining  the  flow 
of  illegal  immigration  into  the  United 
States.  But  we  also  went  to  Haiti  because  it 
was  the  right  thing  to  do.  We  put  our  might 
were  our  mouth  was.  We  fed  the  hungry.  We 
saved  lives.  We  routed  the  bullies,  and  res- 
cued fellow  human  beings  from  despots.  We 
restored  democracy.  We  treated  some  of  the 
poorest  people  in  the  world  with  great  dig- 
nity, which  was  a  completely  new  experience 
for  them. 

We  need  to  practice  that  charity  at  home, 
and  not  be  afraid  to  remain  engaged  abroad. 
America  needs  you  to  do  that.  America  needs 
optimists.  It  needs  idealists.  America  needs 
the  class  of  95  to  be  engaged  in  the  world. 

If  your  country  asks  you  to  serve,  say  yes. 
If  it  doesn't  aisk.  volunteer. 

We  need  to  have  the  kind  of  faith  in  our- 
selves that  the  world  has  in  America. 

We  need  Americans  who  believe,  as  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  did,  that  "Here  on  Earth. 
God's  work  must  truly  be  our  own."* 


CONGRATULATING  SYRACUSE  UNI- 
VERSITY 1995  NCAA  LACROSSE 
CHAMPIONS 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
toady  to  pay  tribute  to  our  Nation's 
1995  NCAA  Men's  Lacrosse  Champions, 
the  Orangemen  of  Syracuse  University. 
I  am  particularly  proud  both  as  a  New 
Yorker  and  as  an  alumnus  of  both  the 
university  and  its  law  school. 

Last  Monday,  before  a  crowd  of  over 
26.000,  the  Orange  bested  the  Maryland 
Terrapins — who  enjoyed  a  home  field 
advantage — by  a  score  of  13-9  to  win 
the  collegiate  title.  This  victory  was  a 
fitting  tribute  to  the  memory  of  the 
late  Roy  Simmons,  Sr.— the  father  of 
SU  Coach  Roy  Simmons.  Jr..  and  the 
legend  of  Syracuse  lacrosse — to  whom 
the  Orangemen  had  dedicated  their  sea- 
son. The  victory  for  Syracuse  marks 
the  sixth  time  that  the  Orange  have 
won  the  national  championship  and  a 
record  13th  straight  trip  to  the  final 
four. 

The  young  men  of  the  Syracuse  Uni- 
versity lacrosse  team  have  a  lot  to  be 
proud  of  in  this  victory.  It  is  the 
crowning  achievement  in  this  arduous 
sport  demonstrating  that  a  commit- 
ment to  teamwork  and  excellence  do 
pay  off.  This  is  especially  true  among 
the  upperclassmen  who  could  have 
rested  on  their  1993  championship  lau- 
rels. By  example,  their  hard  work  to 
get  back  on  top  will  be  carried  on  by 
SU  teams  for  years  to  come.  A  tradi- 
tion of  winning  has  been  maintained, 
and  it  is  a  tradition  that  I  believe  fu- 
ture Syracuse  teams  will  sustain. 

We  can  all  be  proud  of  the  accom- 
plishment of  these  young  men.  They 
have  risen  to  claim  top  honors  in  this 
demanding  sport  without  sacrificing 
their  academic  standards.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, once  again,  I  salute  our  Nation's 
NCAA  Lacrosse  Champions,  the  Syra- 
cuse University  Orangemen.* 


THE  EVERYBODY  WINS  PROGRAM 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  this 
spring  on  Capitol  Hill  an  exiting  lit- 
eracy program  began  with  the  help  of 
Senators  and  Senate  staff.  The  children 
at  Brent  Elementary  School  are  now 
being  read  to  once  a  week  during  their 
lunch  hours  by  volunteers  in  the  Ev- 
erybody Wins  Program.  Everybody 
Wins  is  a  successful  literacy  program 
which  matches  up  professionals  with 
at-risk,  inner-city  school  children  as 
reading  partners. 

During  each  power  lunch  session,  the 
reading  partners  select  a  book  and  read 
aloud  together— an  activity  that  the 
Commission  on  Reading  calls  the  sin- 
gle most  important  activity  for  build- 
ing a  child's  eventual  success  in  read- 
ing. 

Dr.  Frances  Plummer.  the  principal 
of  Brent  Elementary  School,  has  been 
instrumental  in  making  this  program  a 
success.  Dr.  Plummer,  a  native  Wash- 
ingtonian,  attended  the  D.C.  schools, 
from  kindergarten  through  receiving 
her  B.S.  degree  from  D.C.  Teachers  Col- 
lege. She  then  went  on  to  earn  a  mas- 
ters degree  and  doctorate  of  education 
from  George  Washington  University. 
Her  career  has  included  being  a  teacher 
and  assistant  principal  in  the  Washing- 
ton D.C.  public  schools  before  going  on 
to  become  the  principal  of  the  Brent 
Elementary  School. 

Dr.  Plummer's  philosophy  is  "Teach 
each  child  at  your  school  as  you  would 
want  your  own  child  taught."  I.  along 
with  my  colleagues  who  are  participat- 
ing in  the  program  would  like  to  com- 
mend Dr.  Plummer's  patience,  hard 
work,  and  a  lifetime  of  dedication  to 
the  children  that  she  serves.* 
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ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  6. 
1995 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
recess  until  the  hour  of  9:15  a.m.,  on 
Tuesday.  June  6,  1995.  that  following 
the  prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings 
be  deemed  approved  to  date,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  that  Senator 
S.NOWE  be  immediately  recognized  to 
speak  for  up  to  30  minutes:  further, 
that  at  the  hour  of  9:45  a.m.  the  Senate 
immediately  resume  consideration  of 
S.  735,  the  antiterrorism  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  between  the  hours  of 
12:30  and  2:15  on  Tuesday  for  the  week- 
ly policy  luncheons  to  meet;  further 
that  Senators  have  until  the  hour  of 
12:30  on  Tuesday  to  file  first-degree 
amendments  to  S.  735,  the 
antiterrorism  bill,  in  order  to  comply 
with  rule  XXII  of  the  Standing  Rules  of 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  to  ordered. 


Mr.  LOTT.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  a  cloture  motion  was  filed  on 
the  antiterrorism  bill  earlier  today  by 
the  leader.  Therefore,  Members  should 
be  aware  that  if  they  have  an  amend- 
ment on  the  list  they  must  file  the 
amendment  by  12:30  tomorrow,  that  is 
Tuesday,  to  qualify  under  rule  XXII. 
Senators  should  be  aware  that  rollcall 
votes  are  possible  prior  to  the  policy 
luncheon  recess. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Senator  Specter  be  recognized  when 
he  comes  in  shortly  for  his  remarks, 
and  following  that,  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  under  the  previous 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Specter  per- 
taining to  the  submission  of  Senate 
Resolution  128  are  located  in  today's 
Record  under  "Submission  of  Concur- 
rent and  Senate  Joint  Resolutions,") 

Mr.  SPECTER,  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
yield  the  tloor. 


RECESS  UNTIL  9:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
in  recess  until  9:15  a.m..  Tuesday,  June 
6. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  6:58  p.m., 
recessed  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday, 
June  6,  1995,  at  9:15  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive    nominations    received   by 
the  Senate  June  5.  1995: 

N.^TIO.NAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANITIES 

TRACEY  D.  CONWELL.  OF  TEXAS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERVICES  BOARD  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPIRING  DECE.MBER  S,  1996.  VICE  FAY  S  HOWELL,  TERM 
EXPIRED 

SECURITIES  INVESTOR  PROTECTION 
C0RPOR.\TI0N 

ALBERT  JA.MES  DWO.SKIN,  OF  VIRGINIA.  TO  BE  A  DI- 
RECTOR OF  THE  SECURITIES  INVESTOR  PROTECTION 
CORPORATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  DECEMBER  31,  1998 
REAPPOINTMENT  1 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

DAVID  L  HOBBS,  OF  CALIFORNIA.  A  CAREER  MEMBER 
OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE,  CLASS  OF  MINISTER- 


COUNSELOR,  TO  BF.  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  CO-OPERATIVE  REPUBLIC  OF  GUYANA 

WILLIAM  ,1  HUGHES,  OF  NEW  JERSEY.  TO  BE  AMBAS- 
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY  AND  PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF 
PANA.MA 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  TO  BE  PLACED  ON 
THE  RETIRED  LIST  IN  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  LTwDER 
THE    PROVISIONS  OP   TITLE   10,   UNITED   STATES  CODE, 

SECTION  1370: 

To  be  general 

GEN.  CARL  E.  MUNDY,  JR  ,  237-«»^»23 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  CADETS.  U  S  MILITARY  ACADEMY. 
FOR  APPOI.NTMENT  AS  SECOND  LIEUTENANT  IN  THE 
REGULAR  AIR  FORCE.  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SEC- 
TIONS 531  AND  Ml,  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  WrfH 
DATES  OP  RANK  TO  BE  DETERMINED  BY  THE  SEC- 
RETARY OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

To  be  second  lieutenant 

ANN  M   BROSIER,  367 -M- 3498 
ANTHONY  M   DELUCA.  384-98-9787 
TODD  D  HARRINGTON,  538-94-3122 
•lOEL  M.  JENSEN.  473-11-9986 
DARYL  S   KIRKL.\ND.  42S-17-«)62 
ROBERT  H    LEE.  553-33-24 
MARVIN  T   MERCIER,  376-96-1924 
ABDIEL  E   PEART,  138-64^977 
SHAD  A    REED,  297-64-5897 
AUGUST  J   ROLLING.  252-51  9720 
ADAM  D   WALLEN,  452-37-8068 
BRIAN  R  WARNER.  447-9J-2534 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESER\'E  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  LINE  OP  THE  US.  NAVY. 
PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10,  UNrPED  STATES  CODE,  SECTION 
531: 

LINE  OF  THE  NAVY 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

ARMSTRONG,  MARK  A  ,  563-37-7465 
BROWN,  ROBERT  C,  561-19-2814 
BRUBAKER,  STEVEN  H  ,  172  50-6285 
CARTER.  STUART  A  ,  263-35-3746 
CASEY,  KEVIN  C  ,  ,')71-98-8338 
CLARKSON.  JEFFREY  D.,  228-96-5278 
DALY.  WILLIAM  J  ,  527-59-9963 
DANHAKL,  JAMES  R  ,  546-43-2872 
DAVIS.  JEFFREY  A  ,  233-06-1386 
DEOSS,  DI.STER  L..  JR.,  002-36-1905 
DESMET,  PAUL  F  ,  481-82-7731 
DUBOIS.  BRUCE  A  ,  248-35-77SS 
F.NKEMA   PHILIP  B  ,  JR  ,  408-21-0185 
FARNU.M.  PHILLIP  H  ,  566-84-7792 
FERNANDEZ,  PELAYO  F.,  585-25-2724 
FETEN,  DAVID  J.,  573-21-2951 
GOSSETT.  DEAN  H  ,  522-64-5964 
r.RAVREAI,    ,IAMP„SW     ll!n-4IMir7fi 
HANNES    KEVIN  L  ,  460-39-9472 
HELWIG.  MICHAEL  S  ,  331-58-3734 
HULLLNOER,  PHILLIP  O  ,  352-58-0112 
JOY,  CRAIG  M  ,  451-83-4629 
KH'AK,  GEORGE  C.  156-63-2704 
LONG.  DARR^X  J  .  551-47-6117 
LOONEY.  A.VNEMARIE  D..  020-54-5222 
LUCERO.  LISA  M  .  124-52-1057 
LYCAN,  PAUL  D  ,  542-86-5883 
LYNCH,  KAREN  A  .  026-50^9192 
MELONIDES.  JOHN  S  .  342-18-5001 
-MICLIORE,  ANTHONY  M  ,  570-15-96S4 
MILLS,  THOMAS  A  ,  256-06-4061 
NEWSTRO,M.  ERIC  P.,  046-66-0758 
NUNEZ.  GERALD  A  ,  565-08-5896 
0   CARROLL,  ROSEMARIE,  337-62-2034 
PETTY.  ROY  S  ,  454-23-3384 
REVELLE.  DAVID  M  ,  289-46-5156 
SCHMEISER.  STEPHEN  A  .  070^54-9174 
STANTON,  ROBERT  J  ,  502-86-7461 
STEER,  THOMAS  J.,  089-44-7699 
SUMMERS.  TOMMY  L   100-50-5623 
TANAKA.  CLEMENT.  572-47-9809 
TEXLEY.  THOMAS  E..  503-72-8819 
ULATOWSKI.  VALERIE  A  .  215-72-2283 
VALENZUELA.  JOSEPH  J  ,  438  80-5128 
VULCAN,  LELAND  C  ,  468-72-1004 
WARREN,  THOMAS  W  ,  JR  ,  566-13-2787 
ZEIDERS,  GLENN  W   HI,  031-)«-06«S 

THE  POLLOWING-NA,MBD  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS, TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  MEDICAL  CORPS  OF  THE 
US  NAVY',  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  captain 

BOONE.  JOHN  L  ,  484-56-5684 
CRAIG,  BARBAR.\  R  .  040-52-8059 
GOLDFARB,  THEODORE  G  ,  270-26-9379 
LANDON,  CHARLES  W  .  578-34-0125 
MCDEVITT.  EDWARD  R..  137-46-9214 
REVILLE.  ROGER  D..  074-28-8906 
SHEN,  VINCENT  S..  499-50-2897 


SMPTH.  RONALD  E..  4W-83-2406 
WEAR.  DEBORAH  J  .  117-38-2707 

To  be  commander 

ADAMS.  CHARLES  F  .  JR    005-46-3838 

ADKISON.  DAVID  P    417-78-8811 

ALBRECHT,  DANIEL,  273-46-0284 

BEATTIE,  MARK  A  .  481-74-2330 

BONDESSON.  JEFFERY  D.,  480-7S-JS34 

BOSSIAN.  JOHN  L  .  JR  .  039-38-0402 

BRANN.  OSCAR  S  053-40-0749 

BRUCKNER.  JAMES  D  .  507-90-2115 

BUSCH.  WILLIAM  T  .  351-48-8947 

CANAVAN.  LYDIA  125-52-1836 

CHRISTOPHER.  ARNOLD  R  .  298-50-9837 

CLAYTON.  JOHN  P  .  562-80-7227 

COOK,  DAVID  H  ,  220-54-1180 

CROWLEY,  SUSAN.  087-54-9826 

CURTIS,  JERRI,  042-48-2628 

DANIEL,  JOHN  C  ,  199-38-6430 

DATO,  PAUL,  561-15-6172 

DEFEO.  JOSEPH  W  ,  JR  .  20O-36~«77S 

DELAHANTY.  KEVIN,  109-40-8771 

DESIMONE.  JEFFREY  M.,  133-52-7483 

DEVCS'E,  ROSS  S  ,  523-72-7482 

DOWGIN.  THOMAS  A  .  146-50-1951 

DUNSEATH,  RODNEY  A  ,  5a£-aO-lltS 

ECKLUND,  KIRK  T  ,  540-76-5708 

FENTON,  LESLIE  H  ,  197-38-2J76 

FISHER.  WESTBY  O.  318-60-9964  ■^ 

FOREMAN.  RILEY  D  .  527-»4-e243 

FRAZIER.  HAROLD  A  .  II.  268-64-5889 

FRECHEN.  KATHLEEN  A  ,  131-42-728S 

GILPIN.  ALBERT  T  .  2S1-80-30S3 

GOBER.  JOHN  D  430-04-0381 

GOETTING,  ANTHONTf  495-70-9921 

GORMAN,  JOHN  541-70-4189 

GREENSMITH,  JA.MES  E  .  159-46-9030 

HAGER.  STEVEN  J  .  131-38-6447 

HAINES.  GREGORY  A  .  302-50-6315 

HALL,  WILLIAM  J  ,  008-42-0506 

HIGGINS,  DASID  L  .  220-70-7588 

HIOHTOWER   RANDALL  D  ,  431-11-9954 

HOWARD.  WHrTNEY  H  .  455-90-3040 

IMMERMAN  KATHERINE  L  .  405-70-1356 

JERCINOVICH.  IGOR  A     571-92-0243 

KALLGREN.  DLANE  L  563-02-9666 

KEEFE.  MICHAEL  A..  010-38-6041 

KELLEY.  LAURENCE  R..  216-68-1095 

KERSCH.  THOMAS  J  570-15-9895 

KHALFAYAN.  ELIAS  E  ,  037-42-9268 

KILLIAN.  THOMAS  J  ,  421-88-2813 

KOELLER.  KELLY  K  .  410-13-9812 

MCNEILL,  DOUGLAS  H  .  127-36-4079 

MCSHARRY,  ROGER  J..  JR  .  538-60-2233 

MILLER.  RICHARD  C  207-46-6236 

MITCHELL.  MARC  E  ,  264-21-3910 

MOSH.MAN.  GORDON  S  .  213-50-7978 

MULL.  NATHAN  H  ,  IV.  166-48-7521 

MURPHY'.  GERALD  S  ,  JR  ,  335-56-6473 

NEWTON.  THOMAS  A  .  394-68-3978 

NITA.  NIPONT  N    376  54-4763 

PERREN.  RICHARD  S  .  374-68-9699 

PFAFF,  JOHN  K  ,  464-04-2441 

PUCQUADIO,  KATHLEEN  M  ,  124-52-1307 

PONTIER.  PAUL  J  .  149-46-7709 

PORTER.  KEVDi  R  .  256-02-5963 

rOalMA,  OKECK/RV  N  ,  Mi-iiS7m 

ROBERTS.  J.\MES  L  ,  156-44-4250 

ROBINSON,  DOUGLAS  H  .  432-08-3415 

ROLFE,  ALAN  E  .  256-78-8314 

ROSS,  DANIEL  G  ,  242-74-4560 

SAMPLE,  KENNETH  M  ,  404-64-3848 

SAMSON.  JOSE.  130-44-2297 

SCACCIA,  DAVID  F    006-60-1352 

SCHLEICH.  CARL  T  ,  2BO-42-1120 

SCHMIDT,  CHRISTOPHER  P..  552-72-9739 

SHARKEY.  PETER  F  .  054-50-7677 

SLATEN.  DOUGLAS  D  .  527-74-5060 

SPAK.  ERIC  W  .  570-72-2386 

STROH,  DAVID  J  .  211-38-4224 

SWANN.  LISA  A    2S0-31-SS09 

SWEENEY.  FRANCIS  M  ,  460-96-8750 

TOMESCU,  ELVniA.  051-64-2293 

TUTTLE,  KENNETH  W.  531-32-2441 

WALLACE.  ROBERT  D  .  169-46-7I89 

WOODWORTH.  JAMES  M  .  376-62-2352 

WYMER.  ROBERT  A  .  460-80-2020 

YAGEL,  SCOTT  L  .  219-48-7898 

YOSHIHASH!.  A.NN  K  ,  228-90-8112 

THE  FOLLOWLVG-NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS, TO  BE  APPOINTED  iN  THE  SUPPLY  CORPS  OF  THE 
US.  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

HANSON,  KEVIN  T.M  ,  476-76-6953 
TUFTS,  ROBERT  K,  535-82-0708 

THE  POUXIWING-NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  CHAPLAIN  CORPS  OF 
THE  US  NA\Tf .  PURSUANT  TO  TfTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  531: 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  captain 

ANDERSON.  JAMES  W  .  550-50-7643 
LINEHAN.  STEPHEN  J  .  02S-34-1666 


14784 


To  be  commander 


BRIMHALL    BARRY  W  .  519-52- 1S19 
MACNEW.  JAMES  J  .  204-38-1531 
SIMPSON.  BRIAN  L     381-36-0728 
SOUTIERE.  RONALD  A  .  009-22-7758 
YAGESH,  RICHARD  C  .  172-»4-5«26 
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June  5,  1995 


To  be  lieutenant  commander 


ADAMS  GEORGE  E    28S-«2-e»49 
ANDERSON   BRLCE  M     315-58-7581 
BARRETT.  MILES  J  .  179-68-)724 
BLACK.  JON  R    249-1 1-6864 
BOCHONOK    SANDRA  L     331-10-2700 
BROWN.  RONDALL.  238-90-«536 
CALHOUN,  .\NDREW.  HI.  415-94-9773 
CARTER.  JOHN  K  .  JR  .  247-06-4982 
CRADDOCK.  RONALD  D  .  262-21-1597 
CROMER.  DAVID  C  .  240-88-3379 
DANG,  CHLN  V     586-50-9131 
DAWSON   PASCHAL  L  .  III.  4XHJ-3257 
DELIS.  ROBERT  D    564-82-7980 
DORY   MICHAEL  E     394-«-7245 
DUNHAM.  LARRY  C     444-50-2456 
DUNN,  DOYLE  w  .  115-96-1207 
ERESTAIN,  ALPONSO  E  .  228-21-6800 
FAUNTLEROY.  WILLIAM  K     552-37-1885 
FELDER,  GERALD  W  .  119-72-3808 
FIX.  DONALD  P  .  197-12-3513 
FRANKLIN.  JOHN  V  .  163-08-7297 
GOODWIN.  MELODY  H  ,  253-08-3910 
GORDY   JOHN  C  ,  III.  438-80-5603 
HARKNESS,  FURNISS  B  .  JR..  409-82-2691 
HOGAN.  TIMOTHY  D  .  377-56-3495 
HOLLOWAY,  DAVID  L  .  488- .52-4532 
HOLMES.  WAYNE  P  .  110-72-1297 
HUNTER.  CHARLOTTE  E  .  231  86-5735 
INGRAM    JAMES  A     263-25-1191 
LNMAN,  RICHARD  W  .  161-06-0698 
JOHNSON.  PATRICK  D  .  534-42-5709 
KEANE.  ROBERT  L    021-38-2293 
KLARER    MICHAEL  E  ,  395-58-1037 
KOCZAK.  .MARK  W  .  217  68-7155 
KREKELBERG.  ANNE  M  ,  556-80-1854 
LEONARD    KIM  A.  007  44-21% 
MCALEX.VNDER.  KALAS  K  .  511  70-1065 
MCCORMICK.  P.ATRICK  J  .  203-32-8120 
MCGUIRE.  DEBRA  E..  413-98-9512 
MEEHAN,  DL^NA  L  .  254-86-3670 
MORENO   JAIRO,  583-13-0814 
NELSON,  TERRY  E  E  .  361-46-2197 
ORTIZ.  RUBEN  A  .  583-24-0826 
OVERTURF   TI.MOTHY  L     181  74-5378 
PARISI.  .MICHAEL  J  .  110-52-1344 
POWERS.  ROY  S  .  551-96-4705 
RAMIREZ.  ABEL.  585-10-4626 


SEILER.  JEFFREY  H  .  025-40-7595 
SEYB.  STOCKTON  K  .M     485-80-7703 
SPALDING.  MARY  H  .  405-76-4066 
STEWART.  GARY  P  ,  175-70-9992 
TOKAR.  PETER.  JR  .  292-50-8388 
VEITCH.  DONALD  P  .  369-58-0190 
WAKEFIELD.  TIMOTHY  E  .  527-08-9715 
WEEDEN.  GARY  P  .  228^90-0753 
WILLIAMS.  CHRISTOPHER  J  .  556-96-7213 
WILLIAMS.  ROBERT  T  .  285-13-1808 
WILLIAMS.  WILLIE.  497-56-0998 
WOIENSKI.  RICHARD.  150-54-7035 
WRIGHT  MICHAEL  A  .  481  72-6332 
YORTON.  MARK  B  .  564-94-8831 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  US.  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CER. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS 
OF  THE  US  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  531 

CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

GEORGES.  DAVID  R  .  155-45-8013 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  MEDICAL  SERVICE 
CORPS  OF  THE  US  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10.  UNIT- 
ED STATES  CODE.  SECTION  531 

MEDIC.-\L  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  commander 

BELLENKES.  ANDREW  H.,  104-40-5007 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

ALKOSHNAW.  KAREN  M  .  006-60-3452 

BYE.  EDWARD  S     169-46-3030 

CARLSON.  NEAL  A  .  341-18-3299 

DELAR.\.  EUGENE  M  .  260-25-1296 

EKENNAKALU.  CHIDIEBERE.  590-01  3454  < 

EVANS.  PAMELA  J  .  287-72-1273 

FINCH   MICHAEL  L  .  568-37-3295 

FISHER.  STUART  B  .  145-38-3442 

FRANTZEN.  THOMAS  A  .  128-44-7518 

GALLAND.  ROLAND  M     417  70-8471 

HOWARD   CRAIG  M  .  561-88-0557 

HUERTAS.  VICTOR  M  .  263-2S-0786  ^ 

KATO.  KAREN  S.  351-60-1541 

LINDBERG    AMY  D     150-96-8547 

LINNVILLE.  .STEVEN  E,.  267  39-7650 

LUCART.  ANN  L  .  526-90-2192 

MAHONE.  ERNEST  M  .  220-72^4774 

MARIONI.  MARIA  L     022-58  9393 

MERRITT.  JANELLE  A  .  302-18-9511 

MONAHAN.  MARK  C     342-14-4453 

PARADISO   CATHERINE  A  S  .  272^4-6784 

PIERCE.  ROBERT  H  .  JR  .  425-19-6326 


PRESLEY.  STEVEN  M  .  525-06-3477 
PRIBOTH.  TERESA  L,.  442-56-2284 
RODRIGUEZ,  AMILCAR,  584-32-1601 
SMITH.  ELEANOR  J  ,  549-08-8967 
THORNTON.  STEPHEN  A  .  579-74-8917 
VILLAMORA.  ALFONSO  B  .  414-35-3449 
WALTER.  PENNY'  E..  377-88-2686 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  US  NAVAL  RESERVE  OFFI- 
CERS. TO  BE  APPOINTED  IN  THE  NURSE  CORPS  OF  THE 
U.S.  NAVY.  PURSUANT  TO  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES 
CODF..  SECTION  531: 

NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  commander 

BALLANTYNE.  KATHRYN  A  .  022-50-6315 
BOGLE.  MARCIA  C.  34I-38-04M 
BOWENS.  SHIRLEY  M  .  080-46-6454 
CELLI.  MARIAN  L..  573-44-3723 
DAVIDSON,  TINA  A..  486-76-3885 
DEMCHAK.  MICHELE  G  .  587-33-4300 
DIONNE,  SUSAN  E  .  013-58-8136 
DULL.  NANCY  G  .  371-58-5554 
FALLS,  DEANNA  L,.  472-72-1794 
FINES.  DENISE  ,M..  170-52-5365 
FISCHER.  ROBERT  A  .  144-16-3110 
HERNANDEZ.  REBECCA.  105-50-6567 
HOFFMAN.  CATHARINE  M  .  286-64-2425 
HUGHES.  LINDIA  G  .  127-44-7145 
ISAACSON.  KIMBERLY  K,,  262-23-1090 
KELLEY,  PATRICI.\  AW,  026-40-1824 
KUECK,  LYNNE  R,.  4n-02-,5986 
LALLY,  ANNE  M..  119-58-0320 
LARSEN.  MARK  S..  042-64-6029 
MACKELLAR.  JENNIFER  T     122-54-0926 
MCDERMOTT.  BARBARA  A  .  174-68-2092 
MCKEON.  KATHLEEN  A  .  049-56-2810 
NASH.  LINDA  L  .  391-62-9664 
OLSON.  RONALD  L  .  326-52-8642 
PARADIS,  ROSEMARIE  J  .  542-74-7800 
PARODI,  VIVIENNE  A  .  148-14-6057 
PFEFFER.  DEBORA  A     566-08^7285 
PHILLIPS.  RAYMOND  E  .  292-68-3949 
SABATINOS.  JAMES  F  .  527-94-2578 
SCRUTON.  SCOTT  D  .  455-25-1221 
STEVENS.  ROSS  R  P  ,  103-46-5998 
SULLIVAN.  MARY  T  .  106-48-1101 
SWINEHART.  SUSAN  L  .  276-58-9916 
TAYLOR.  BEVERLY  A  .  099-52-8739 
TAYLOR.  NANCY'  B  .  238-90-7830 
TURNER.  CATHERINE  E..  575-70-6984 
WARREN.  MARY  K..  334-14-5708 
WILLIAMS   RUTH  A  .  141-34-8968 
WRIGHT.  DOROTHY  B  .  230-60-8685 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee—of the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congrp:.ssional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
June  6,  1995,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE  7 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA.  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Na- 
tional Service  and  the  Selective  Serv- 
ice System. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Oversight  and  Investigations  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  to  examine 
the  historical  evolution  of  thp  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  19C9  (P.L. 
91-190). 

SD-366 

Finance 

To    hold    hearings    to    examine    certain 

small  busine.ss  i.ssues.  including  estate 

tax  proposals  and  expensing  of  business 

equipment  proposals. 

SD-215 
10:00  a.m. 
Armed  Services 
To    hold    hearings   on    the   situation    in 
Bosnia. 

SD-106 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Martin  Neil  Baily.  of  Maryland,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers.  Charles  L.  Marinaccio.  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Deborah  Dudley 
Branson,  of  Texas,  Marianne  C. 
Spraggins,  of  New  York,  and  Albert 
James  Dwoskin,  of  Virginia,  each  to  be 
a  Director  of  the  Securities  Investor 
Protection  Corporation.  Steve  M.  Hays, 
of  Tennessee,  to  be  a  Member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  National  In- 


stitute 01  Building  Sciences,  and  Tony 
Scalloii,  of  Minnesota,  and  Sheila  Anne 
Smith,  of  Illinois,  each  to  be  a  Member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Na- 
tional Consumer  Cooperative  Bank. 

SD-538 
Foreign  Relations 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  markup  of 
proposed  legislation  to  authorize  re- 
duced levels  of  appropriations  for  for- 
eign assistance  programs  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997. 

SD^19 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  overlap  and 
duplication  of  functions  in  the  Federal 
Government. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 

Youth  Violence  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  welfare,  illegitimacy  and  juve- 
nile violence. 

SD-226 
2:00  p.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 

JUNE  8 
9:30  a.m. 
Finance 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  earned 
income  tax  credit. 

SD-215 

Labor  and  Human  Resources 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  673.  authorizing 

funds  for  fiscal  years  1996  through  1998 

to  establish  a  youth  development  grant 

program. 

SD-430 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  436,  to  improve 
the  economic  conditions  and  supply  of 
hou.';;ng  in  Native  A.merican  commu- 
nities by  creating  tne  Native  American 
Financial  Services  Organization. 

SR-485 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Military  Construction  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  military 
construction  programs. 

SI>-192 
Foreign  Relations 
To   hold   hearings   on    the   situation    in 
Bosnia. 

SD^19 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  recent  court 
decisions  affecting  Department  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs  regulations  regarding  vet- 
erans' benefits. 

SR-418 
12:30  p.m. 
Commission  on  Security  and  Cooperation 
in  Europe 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  current  crisis  in 
Bosnia. 
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2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  the  Forest 
Service  reinvention   proposal  and  the 
proposed  National  Forest  planning  reg- 
ulations. 

SD-366 

Judiciary 

Immigration  Subcommittee 
Business   meeting,   to   consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
Conferees 
On  H.  Con.  Res.  67.  setting  forth  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  fiscal  years  1996. 
1997,  1998,  1999,  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 

SH  216 

JUNE  12 
9:30  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  certain  is- 
sues relating  to  capitalism  in  the  21st 
century. 

SD-106 

JUNE  13 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 
Commerce.  .Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
Robert  L.  Gross,  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, to  be  Inspector  General,  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminis- 
tration. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  healings  on  S.  755.  to  provide  for 
the  privatization  of  the  United  States 
Enrichment  Corporation. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 
Finance 

Social  Security  and  Family  Policy  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  finan- 
cial and  business  practices  of  the 
American  Association  of  Retired  Per- 
sons. 

SD-215 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  numerous  treaties 
relating  to  conventions  and  protocols 
on  avoidance  of  double  taxation  and 
the  prevention  of  fiscal  evasion  with 
respect  to  taxes  on  income  and  capital. 

SD-419 
10:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  issues  relating  to 
NASA's  mission  to  Earth  program. 

SR-253 


•  This  "bullet  "  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  arc  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  .Senate  on  the  floor. 
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2:30  p  m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearing's  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
health  programs. 

SI>-192 

JUNE  14 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business   meeting,    to   consider   pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 

JUNE  15 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Production     and     Price     Competitiveness 
■    Subcommittee 

To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
to  strengthen  and  improve  United 
States  agricultural  programs,  focusing 
on  commodity  policy. 

SR-328A 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  871.  to  provide  for 

the  management  and  disposition  of  the 

Hanford    Reservation,    and    to    provide 
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for  environmental  management  activi- 
ties at  the  Reservation. 

SD-366 

JUNE  19 

2:00  p.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  resume  hearings  on  proposals  to  re- 
form the  Federal  pension  system. 

SD-342 

JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment    of     Defense,     focusing     on 
counternarcotic  programs. 

SD-192 

JUNE  22 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with   the   House 
Committee  on  Resources  Subcommit- 
tee on  Native  American  and  Insular  Af- 


June  5,  1995 

fairs  on  S.   487.   to  amend  the   Indian 
Gaming  Regulatory  Act. 

SD-G50 

JUNE  27 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  bal- 
listic missiles. 

SD-192 

,  JUNE  28 

9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  814.  to  provide  for 
the  reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs. 

SR-485 

JULY  13 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  479.  to  provide  for 
administrative    procedures    to    extend 
Federal   recognition   to  certain   Indian 
groups. 

SR-485 
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